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Physiognomy and Ancient
Psychological Theory

George Boys-Stones

Of all animals, human beings display the most remarkable tendency towards
perversity of nature. But more than this, human beings display the most
remarkable variety of perversion. It is as Aristotle said: virtue is simple, but vice
takes many forms.! No two people are unnatural in quite the same way (one is
more cowardly, another more lecherous, and so on), and while one can
generalize about the way humans ought to be, there is only a limited extent to
which one can generalize about the way they are.

In a sense, then, it is easier to talk about virtue than to talk about vice, and this
is reflected in ancient discussions of ethics, which naturally focus, first and
foremost, on what it would be like io be a well-functioning individual. But,
particularly in a context in which virtue, happiness, and what is “natural’ for a
hurrian being coincide, as they tend to do in ancient philosophical thought, there
is a real and interesting philosophical question raised by the fact that people fail
so regularly to achieve the ideal, and specifically a question about what it is that
directs them down their particular path of vice. Is this to be explained purely by
the education and habituation people receive in the course of their upbringing?
Or is the inclination to form a certain kind of moral character to some extent
innate—part of what makes them individual humans in the first place? And if
innate, is there a link between physical peculiarities and moral character? Again,
many ancient philosophers think that there must be, since our souls (as the locus
of impulse) are intimately linked with our bodies, and the greater part of our
moral character is constituted by our attitude to specifically bodily demands.
When one looks at the question from this perspective, it is not so hard to see
how the distinctive tradition of Greek ethical philosophy opens the way quite
naturally to what we might describe as physiognomical speculation. Depending
on the explanation given for the link between the body and the soul, a
philosopher might easily find himself committed to the position that there is a
regular correspondence between the two such that one could, in principle at
least, tell what a person is like from the way he or she looks,

It is important to recognize how naturally the course of ancient psychological
thought leads into the territory of the physiognomist because it is something
that existing studies of physiognomy in antiquity have tended to ignore.

! Aristotle, NE 2. 6, 1106°35; and cf. Anon, Lat, 44.
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The typical assumption s rather that ‘physiognomy’ in some form or other

{whether asa practical activity or 2 sociological prejudice) influenced philosophy,

in the sense that it presented itself as a set of empirical truths to be accepted and
explained by philosophers. The focus of such studies tends, then, to be either 2

‘demonstration’ of the influence of physiognomy through the identification in
theoretical texts of passages which coincide with material from the surviving
physiognomical handbooks;” or else an investigation into the particular question
of physiognomical serniology—how inferences from appearance to character
are developed and structured by philosophers.3 But the assumption that
philosophers felt compelled to take physiognomy seriously, or that they were at
all in this sense “influenced’ by physiognomy, is not one that stands up to any
prolonged scrutiny. It is a plain and simple matter of fact that not every philo-
sopher or philosophical school in antiquity displayed any theoretical commit-
ment to physiognomy at all; and when one asks what makes the difference, what
led some philosophers te an interest in physiognomy and not others, the answer

in every case COmMes down to whether the theoretical possibility of physiognomy
followed from beliefs they already held about the nature of the soul.

My aim, then, in the present study is to look at physiognomy in ancient
theoretical thought as it arose in philosophical discussion, and without a
prejudicial notion of what constitutes ‘physiognomf imported from other texts
and contexts. (As such, the study is intended to be as much a contribution to
ancient psychological thought as to ancient thought about physiognomy.) All
this, 1 hope, will help to explain features of it which might sesm eccentric
or deficient if it is judged by the standards of the existiog literature on
physiognomy. For 2 start, 1 have nothing to say about the earlier practice of
physiognomy and its origins.* This might seem perverse: one might have

? e.g. Evans (1935), (1941), (1969); Pack (1941 for Artemidorus); Opeku (1979 for Apuleius);
André {1981) 9-15; Mason {1984; for Apuleius again)k; Gleason {1990, esp. 393, 399400 for Dio

Chrysostom); Weiler (1996} Horstmanshoff (1999 for the medical writer Caelius Aurelianus);
ges collected at

Bost-Pouderon (2003; for Dio Chrysostom). Compare the wide range of passa
Foerster (1893) il. 237-352,

% p.g Burmmyeat (1982), 228-30; Cranarolo (1985); Dagron (1587); Gleason (1990); Sassi {2001},
35§, 69—71. Cf. Vogt {1999), 108-13, 145-63.

4 por the record, the evidence for early (pre—Aristotdian) practitioners of physiognomy in Athens
includes Phaedo’s account of Zopyrus (see Section I), and perhaps the Syrian magus of DL 2.
45 = Aristotle fr. 32 Rose® {both of them, histotical or not, evidence for physiognomical activity at
the time of Socrates); also the man who compated all human faces to those of two or three animals
rmentioned by Aristotle at GA 769°20-1, Beyond this # is in any case hard to go. Physiognomy is
frequently spotted in earlier Greek literature {notably Homer's description of Thersites in Itiad 2.
211-19: of. Misener 1924: 103—4; Thalmann 1988; Weiler 1996: 162--3). But such identifications are
always highly tendentious and question-begging. (In the specific case of Thersties, one might take his
ugliness as further proof of the gods' disfavour towards him, rather than an indication of his

character. In any case, Homer’s imagination can compass men whose looks betray the truth of their

character; of. esp. Sassi 1992; 358, citing Iliad 2. 6735 and Odyssey 8. 169 f; to which might be
added Tliad 3. 43-5 and 216-24.) The fact that our explicit evidence for eatly physiognomical activity
in Greece involves a Syrian magus and the putatively Persian Zapyrus (cf. 0. 9) lends sorne credibility

to attempts to trace the practice of physiognomy back to cognate practices in the Near East. On this,

see E.R. Kraus (1935); Bottére (1969), (1974) André (1981), 9; Barton (1994b), 100; Bick (2000);
bt also Lloyd {19918) for the general theor ical difficulties invelved in such claims.
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thc.;u‘ght that a history of physiognomical theory ought to take into account pre-
existing practice, just as a history of medical thought might take primitive
medical practice as its starting-point. But medical and physiognomical theo
turn out to be rather differens cases. Medical theory presumably was built on tlz
empirical success of practical therapy, and represents in some sense an attem t
to understar.ld why certain treatments worked while others failed. My a:gumefn
is that'physm_gnomy, on the other hand, was never the empirical starting-point
_for philosophical speculation: no philosopher ever appears to have assumed that
it v.vorked,' such that it needed explanation. Indeed, in its first appearance in
phxlo.so.phmal literature, physiognomy attracted guffaws of Jaughter from a
sophfsnca:ted. audience, who presumably were rather surprised to be told that it
coulé. bc}l{s_tlﬁed by Socrates’ views of the soul.” Those philosophers who accept
the possibility of a physiognomy consistently-do so from within a theoretical
model ot: human nature which they would have developed had physiognomists
never existed. For these philosophers, the pre-existence of physibgnomy as a
practice does little more than to provide a ready-made vocabulary in which to
c::lila:bsl one con;eq;lence of their speculation on the relationship between body
oul—name e consequence i inci 3
e thYeir appearagce n that one can in principle deduce people’s
Secondly, and relatedly, my study of individual philosophers an yols i
not conf:h'lcted with a view to understanding the ):olep that pﬁysiognodm;c?e(;:;l]ic;:
or iraplicit) playe_d in shaping their thought. The reason, again, is that I do not
assume that physiognomy in fact played an active role in shaping philosophical
th‘ou.ght. I.{ather, my study looks at the psychological theories of various thinkers
mth. a view to understanding what this implies for their view about the
relationship hfetween individual character and appearance, and whether it allows
thc‘am something that they would be prepared to describe as a physiognomy. For
this Teason too, T preface each section with a list of explicit mentions of
physiognomy relevant to the individuals and schools under discussion; and
?.l’fhough I by no means assume that ‘physiognomy’ is inoperative as 2 categor);
in t%ll‘: mind of a writer simply because the word is absent, my discussion
?nvﬂegcs these texts, which perforce form the touchstone for any wider
judgements. If all this seems to amount to an unnecessarily austere approach
1 can oply respond that one of the primary conclusions of the study as a whole i;
a du'-ect consequence of it: for it turns out +hat not everyone whose philosoph
implies the expectation that a person’s character will be predictable fmmphi}.:
or her appearance does think of it as physiognomical. In ancient philosophical
t_:m:.tact.s, the vuford seems to be reserved specifically for the belief that appearance
lPshrj guide to innate as opposed to acquired character. Thus (as 1 shall argue}
aedo of F:hs, Aristotle, Posidonius, Galen, and (at least some) later Platonists
accept phym?gnomy as a consequence of their psychological thought, but Plato
agd the eatlier Stoics do not—even though both Plato and the Stoics (unlike
r example, the Epicureans) accepted that people often develop character;

* The narrative is from the Zopyrus of Phaedo of Elis. For more details, see Section 1.
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which, non-coincidentally, are predictable from their appearance. This is not
only an important conclusion to feed into our wider understanding of
physiognomy in the ancient world, but provides a useful sidelight on aspects
of ancient psychological theory too.

Finally, 1 appeal to my focus on strictly theoretical discussions of
physiognomy to excuse the relative depth and breadth of discussion in the
Sections that follow. T have, for example, a lot to say about Platc and the early
Stoics even though my conclusion will be that they do not think of themsetves as
accepting the possibility of physiognomy; but I have a lot to say precisely because
it is interesting and illaminating to see why they do not. On the cther hand, my
discussion of medical thought in Section V is much less wide-ranging than
might have been expected—indeed, it is almost (though not quite entirely)
concerned with Galen. There is a simple reason for this, which is that, before the
subject was taken up in the Arabic tradition (discussed in Ch. 5 by Antonella
Ghersetti), Galen was pretty well the only medical writer whom we know to have
engaged with physiognomy at a theoretical level at all—and then scarcely qua
medic, A similar desire to cut my discussion according to the material is my
excuse for a discussion of later Platonism in Section V1 which generalizes over a
wide range of thinkers who, so far as their psychological thought is concerned,
deserve rather more careful discrimination. But the fact is that discussions of
physiognomy in Platonism are not so nuanced: indeed there are, strictly, no
discussions of it at all, only an apparent acceptance of its possibility. In this case
what I have tried to do is to highlight themes in Platonist psychology that show
an interest in engaging with earlier writers who discuss physiognomy, and
suggest that, insofar as any particular Platonist agrees with the relevant
principles, we can understand how they might accept the-—physiognomical—
consequences.

There is scope for the kind of discussion of physiognomy in ancient
philosophy and medicine that T do not cover here: for further examination
of physiognomical semiotics; for further studies of the influence of non-
theoretical physiognomical thought on philosophical theory in ways which
are not necessarily explicit or obvious. But such discussions are for other
occasions: it is vital, to begin with, to establish that there is a difference
between explicit reflection on physiognomy and the implicit, perhaps even
unconscious, influence of physiognomy in other contexts. My aim has been,
very narrowly, to isolate the former: to establish what ancient philosaphers
themselves understood by the word ‘physiognomy’, and why thase who accepted
it did so.

I. THE CIRCLE OF SOCRATES (1): PHAEDO OF ELIS

Occurrences of physiognomon- in Socratic writers. (@) Antisthenes: SSR VA 41. 12 (= DL 6. 16);
63 (== Athenaeus 14. 74. 11, 656 F). (B) Phaedo of Blis: frr. [ed. Rossetti] 6 (== Cicero, On Fale 10),
8 (= scholion to Persius, Satires 4. 24), 10 (= Alexander, On Fate 171. 11-12 Bruns; quoted at
Eusebius, Preparation for the Gospel 6. 9. 22), 11 (= Cassian, Conferences 13. 5. 3), 19 {= Origen,
Against Celsus 1. 33).
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One day, a foreigner named Zopyrus arrived in Athens. Like visitors to Athens in
thfr Socratic dialogues of Plato {think of the Protagoras, for example, or the Ion)
this 'f"oreigner had a wonderful skill to exhibit: he claimed that he could divine ;
man’s character from his physical appearance. Finding himself somehow faced
with Socrates amid a group of Socrates’ friends, he demonstrated his art on
Socrates and offered a diagnosis. Socrates was, he declared, a man possessed of
‘many vices’; the thickness of his neck indicated that he was ‘stupid and dull’; his
eyes showed that he was a womanizer—or else, depending on whom you read, a
pederast. In either case, Socrates” corrpanions, and Alcibiades in particular, h;d
reason to laugh. The Socratic dialogue as a genre is not without an element of
hagipgraphy: the reader knows that Socrates is a paragon of virtue and
abstinence, a secker after the truth, and the wisest man alive. Zopyrus’ diagnosis
muist be wrong: the whole episode a typical example of a sophist deflated, of false
claims to knowledge exploded. But there is a surprise in store. The onlookers
laugh at Zopyrus, and the reader laughs with them; but Socrates telis us all to
stop: ‘This is how I am,” he said (or something like it: see further below); ‘but
through the practice of philosophy 1 have become better than my nature.’
Such is our evidence for the most famous incident in a dialogue, the pryrus
by the Socratic writer Phaedo of Elis.® Apart from the intriguing, but obscure,
'.title of a work by his fellow-Socratic Antisthenes (the ‘founder’ of Cynicism) 7
it constitutes our earliest evidence from the Classical world for the ;sncount::r
petween pllﬁlosophy and physiognomy.® And the grounds for Phaedo’s interest
in the subject are very important. In the course of this study, I hope to show
tha?t physiognomy attracted the interest of ancient philosophers not as a matter
of.ldle curiosity; and not (for example) because of the value they or their culture
might have placed on the ability to ‘read’ the character or intentions of others.
Suc.h an ability would clearly be a wonderful thing to have, and the aspiration
to it is something on which the surviving handbooks of physiognomy trade.
But, as I suggested in the Introduction, philosophers were interested in
physiognomy (when they were) insofar as it represented a consequence of their
cex}tral concern with the nature of the soul and its relationship with the body.
It is possible that the character of Zopyrus represents the arrival in Greece of

G_s Te_etlmt?r{ia .a.nd fragments of Phaedo’s works in SSR IIA, with discussion at iv. 115-27.
flannalnton.f Is rigorous in excluding texts that do not name Phaedo; 2 more ge;:erou's collection
of testimonia for his Zopyrus s collected and discussed at Rossetti (1980) 183-98. With most
commentators (including Giannantoni himself: SSR iv. 126), I assume as the only serious hypothesis
:m:iﬂable for their provenance that the fragments describing the famous encounter between Zopyrus
ia;lmSoc.rates (_= frT. 6-11 Rossetti) ultimately derive from this work—although it is true that Phaedo
WTSieul‘;\:m;:c(i;1 Th none of them. On Phaedo generally, cf von Pritz (1938); Rossetti (1973) {a revised
(19%) 101_\:'2_1 i 1977 1?1_53); (1974); Toole (1974-5); Montuori (1976); Dusanic (1993); Kahn
the o H N.aﬂs (200‘2., 231; Boys-Stones {2004). On the afterlife of this particular anecdete in
< Ppgﬂpgnomlcai tradition, see Ghersetti below, pp. 262-3, 465.
. ysiogomical Treatise On the Sophists (Peri t0n sophistdn physiogndmonikes): D.L. 6. 16
10 lzlollgnu if?pea.rs My to have been referred to as a ‘physiognomist’ (physiognémon): frr. 6,
h ssetti; of. physiologos (presumably a misreading) in fr. 8,
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a practice borp in the Tasty” but it was readily taken up {when it was) because
and insofar as the theoretical consequences of taking it seriously converged with
native interests. Tt is, in fact, appropriate, and perbaps less than 2 coincidence,
-that a serious engagement with physiognomy should first surface among the
followers of Socrates, to whom the later psychological tradition looked as the
proximate source of this inquiry. If Phaedo was interested in physiognomniy, it
was because he was a Socratic, and because he held a view of the soul which
physiognomical evidence could be held to support.

But how do we know, first of all, that Phaedo aid ‘seriously’ engage with

physiognomy? It could be that Socrates’ defence of Zopyrus was ironic; that (did
we but have the whole dialogue) it would be the ridicule of Zopyrus that
remained in our minds. To answer this question we peed context; and it so
happens that the one other fragment of the Zopyrus we have might provide it.
We know that someonme in the Zopyrus told the following story (. 1
Rossetti= SSR IIIA 11}
They say, Socrates, that the youngest son of the King [sc. of Persia] made a pet of a lion
cub. . . And it seems to me that it was because the lion was brought up with the child that
it followed him wherever he went even when he was a young man, 50 that the Persians
said that it was besotted with the boy.

The story is preserved for no better reason than that the grammarian Theon
thought it a happy {Hustration of the change from indirect to direct spesch in
narrative. It is lacunese; we do not know who told it (though Zopyrus seems the
best guess on the face of it);'® and, most importantly, we have nothing at all
to suggest where and how the telling of this story stood. in relation to the
physiognomical episode. But despite all this, it is hard to ignore the powerful
thematic connections linking this narrative to the physiognomical episode. In
both cases, the ostensible moral is, or involves, the possibility fhat a creature’s
nature can be changed—in particular that savage and brutish inciinations can be
tamed. In the one, we learn that someone as stupid and licentious as Socrates
can becomne a chaste philosopher; in the other, that a member of the wildest
species of animal can become as tame and broken as a besotted lover.

Evidence that just such a moral is one that his readership might
have expected from Phaedo comes from the Emperor Julian (Epistle 82,

9 That Zopyrus was from outside Athens is clear from fr. 9 Rossetti (‘When he [sc. Socrates] was
alive, 2 man called Zopyrus came 10 Athens. . ). He would have corne “from Sytia' if he is to be
identified with the magus who predicted a violent end for Socrates (Aristotle fr. 32 Rose’=DL
2. 45), Othets have thought hima Persian on the basis of his pame, and the circumstantial detail that
someone in the Zopyrus told a story concerning a Persian prince. (The story is quotec. below in
the text; for the argument, cf Rossetti 1977: 145-6.) But the pame is not distinctively Persien
(cf. LGPN s5.v.); and nothing independently tells in favour of a Jink between Zopyrus and the story
of the Prince (see next note).

10 pat the reference to Persia could as well be in deference to Zopyrus' presence as an indication
that he was the narrator; and then again, it could be incidental (since the identification of Zopyrus'
nationality itself rests in part on the reference to Persia here). Socrates himself is not ruled out by the
fact that the story is addressed to him: the Platonic Socrates, anyway, is quite capable of relating
stories as told to him, or discussions he has had with others. He is, for example, regularly addressed
within his own account of discussions with Diotima at Symposium 201D ff.
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445 A= SSR I1IA 2):

Phaedo . .. supposed that nothin i
: . g was beyond the cure of philosophy, but that
;a:rie p:rt:]ﬁed of alr;y lqlrl:.;ll of life through it—of their behaviour 1}1)|=s)i’resuv:w:::;:1:!:Tivnegzwior:1 :,
of the sort. If it helped only the well-born and well-b . ' .
nothing amazing about what it did, but if it brings i st WOlﬂ*.i o
B e pasing wonderfulju if it brings peqp]e in such a bad state to the light,

There is no way of telling on which of Phaedo’ i i
asser.?ment;“ but it does seem to be the case that the Zsop‘;:;ff)ﬁ}:ﬁn atb Ii;es‘: -
c:andldate to w‘hom such a moral would be particularly appropriate. For ﬂle;niz
one _fur@her link between the two episodes of the Zopyrus I have been
con'sn.:lenng_: the person of Alcibiades, According to frr. 6 and § Rossetti, it was
Alcibiades in particular who laughed at Zopyrus' diagnosis of Socratt-.:s- and
although we have no information that he was there to hear the story of th;, li n,
cub, we might remember for ourselves that Alcibiades compared himself :n(;
was compared by others to a lion.'? The possibility of this connection is surel
S;:Eﬂgthﬂnﬂ% by the fact that Alcibiades had a tutor who shared his name w1t}Y1
:h e d:ﬁlogue s eponym: Zopyrus. Indeed, it might not be too fanciful to suggest

at the first reade'rs of the Zopyrus were supposed to assume from the title that
they were purchasing yet another dialogue about Alcibiades and his education.’

What.ever the truth of the matter, the important conclusion for now is th:at
such evidence as we have for the Zopyrus aside from the physiognomical episode
suggests a I‘El.nal‘kab_le degree of convergence with a reading that treats Zop us’
diagnosis seriously, not ironically, It starts, in other words, to look as if (E)’Ztr: of
ﬁe 'ngmes of the Zopyn_cs was the transforring power of philosophy, and that
i 1: “ pyrus as a whole is best served if Zcpyrus really did get Socrates right

aedo’s Socrates, then, was not being ironic in defending him and confessing t .
a wicked nature: the point is his reform through philesophy. But if this shoulg b(:.
;ccepted, 1:.hen we can go further and ask by what mechanism Phaedo might
h?r\;e expﬁ:ned all thl.S. What might Phaedo have believed about the soul to lead

to the conclusion that ‘patural’ character manifested itself in physical
apg;aranc_e, but was the kind of thing which philosophy could overconge?
2 ere 1st,h0f course, No reason at all to suppose that Phaedo ascribl:d to
” hgzrgs a theoretical view of the soul’s relationship with the body, or that this is
! ocrates was supposed to be in agreement with him about. In fact, the
ynamic of the dialogue would be better explained if Zopyrus had no ti,lemy

"1 The Zapyrus is a possibility: so von Fritz '
w ] F (1938) 1540, and Kahn (1996} 12; but Nails
e e v b aspted vy lt (Al ids 1 e
. cibindes ~123 A:
Anlsato];;::nesl {Frogs 1431-2), and Alcibiades himself at Pluta::h,l jk]:bi?:e:‘;f"l Denyer 2001 186),
dia.logue’:emo :uppoises t-hat Alublades"tutor (for whom see Plato, Alcibipdes 12248) was the
D ;pns 11;1115“3973:;’}'1; more cautiously at 1977: 145; cf. also Nails, 2002: 305 s.v. “Zopyrus’)
with Socruin (ond Ty if Phaedo’s Zopyrus was a stranger in Athens at the time of his encountel"
Mietypares (and :cr:p;mble if one thinks that Zopyrus was Persian: see again n. 5 above), For
Hibindes playeq 0 gure of tlhe Socratic dialogue, cf. Denyer (2001}, 5. Denyer notes.that
Amtisthens, (ibid-:l] tole in Plato’s Protagoras and Symposium; and that Aeschines (D.L. 2. 61)
(Suda au Phans . _so D.L. 6. 18}, and ?.udides (D.L. 2. 108) as well as Plato, and Phaedo hlmseli’
. n= ¢ 154) are all credited with dialogues called Alcibriades.
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at all. If Phaedo’s dialogues were anything like Plato’s, Socrates would have spent
a good deal of his time talking precisely to people whose abilities ran ahead
of their capacity to give them a theoretical underpinning—whose ‘skills’ and
“virtues’ were empirical, where they should have been ]mowledge-based.“
Perhaps Zopyrus was like this: a capable enough physiognomist but, like those
sophists in Plato whose discourse was also about the soul (cf. Phaedrus 271 ),
lacking in an understanding of the virtues and vices of the souls he judged.
Knowledge about the soul, then, is what Zopyrus leaves for Phaedo’s Socrates to
explore. Socrates for his part need not be expected to reject physiognomy (as
Plato’s Socrates does not exactly reject rhetoric), but he might want to show how
it is onlv a worthwhile pursuit if it can be made philosophical, grounded on
knowledge about the soul. Perhaps this is why he stopped his companions from
laughing,

But what, then, did Phaedo’s Socrates (hink about the soul? The question is
complicated by the fact that our sources differ over what, exactly, he replied
to his companions’ mirth at Zopyras' diagnosis. In particular, there is a
difference over whether Socrates thought he had changed his natural character
(and so. whether one’s nature is changeable) or whether he rather thought that
he acted in spite of it (so that one’s ‘nature’ turns out to be something
immutable but non-determinative).

Cicero certainly talks as if he saw the former model in his source. According to
him, Socrates admits to having been horn with the vices identified by Zopyrus,
but states that- he managed to rid himself of them through the practice of
philosophy:

{Of the vices ascribed to Socrates by Zopyrus:) It is possible that they were born from
natural causes; but it is not due 1o the power of natural causes that they were rooted out
and altogether removed so that he himself was called away from those vices to which he
had been prone (fr, 6 Rossetti= Cicero, On Fate 10}.

[Zopyrus was defended by Socrates] ... who said that, altbough those vices had been
implanted in him, he had cast them out of himself by reason (fr. 7 Rossetti = Cicero,
Tusculen Disptitations 4. 80).

The fact that Zopyrus was able to get at the nature with which Socrates was
born would suggest that the body is somechow or other a force that predisposes
one’s irrational nature to develop in a certain way, or lays down its ‘default’;
but it cannot determisne one’s nature, which is open to the healing influence
of reason as well.

Cicero, however, is at odds with the majority of our fragments;-and, while
a head-count is no way to make a judgement in these cases {we have no way
of knowing whether or when our fragments are based on a reading of the
original, and no evidence for their source if they are not), the principle of cui
bono# speaks against him too. For one thing, the bipartite psychology iroplied by

14 The bravery of Laches, despite his inability to define bravery in the Laches, would be a good
example. CE. for the theoretical point the two types of physician at Plato, Laws 720 AB, who share the
same title “whether they ate free men, or whether they are slaves and acquired their skill by obeying
and observing their masters, and by experience—rather than from the study of nature, which is how
free men learn it themselves and how they teach it to their own sons.”
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Cicero may come close to his own preference in the area.'” Por another, such
a psyc?xology provides him with the most robust stand-point in the part,ic:l‘;.r
polemical context from which his evidence comes.' It seems more plausibl

all round, then, to prefer the testimony of the remaining fragments, which aﬁ

imply that Socrates somechow retained the evil 2 et
but did not let that interfere with his life: nature identified by Zopyrus,

fr. 8 (= Scholia fo Persius 4. 24; Socrates speaks): © i ibidi
e vo overeome that very Ibido speaks): ‘T am indeed libidinous; but it is in my
3;59 (=t Ps.-?luta:ch, Peri Askeseos [ 179; Socrates speaking):” ‘In actual fact, this man

no .gzt it wrong, because by natare I am very much inclined towards Tust [sc. for
wotnen]; but through careful practice I amn as you know me.’ A
fr. 10 (= Alexander, On Fate 6): He would h; i i

. + I ave been like this, as far as his nat

concerned, but through the practice of philosophy he became better than thisan:tr:r:as

fr. 11 (Cassian, Conferences 13. 5. 3): ‘T am [sc. what Zopyrus says I am], but I abstain.'®

‘I am', says Socrates (frr. 8, 11); ° incline’ B

bet{zr than a nature which he neve)srﬂ:eli(s)sl]:ectlaui:s ((g 1933 Socrates has become

¥ suggestion, then, is that we can, on the basis of - i i
the following _claims to Phaedo: (1) that each person 1::: :‘?g::lucf;’ a:vcl::]c)l:
1f;'m‘:iom‘pa:ssczh his or her irrational impulses; {2) that this ‘nature’ is related to the
i:ro y in such a way that an expert in the matter could deduce the former
from _the appearance of the latter; and (3} that one’s ‘nature’, tho
me_lmunable, does not determine behaviour, for people who e; a euﬁ
pljulosor.?hy, at least. If this is right, then it suggests that Phaedo is ic?rkin
w'mth iiblpart_lt.e model of human behaviour of a kind that, in its general outli ;
is quite ’famll{ar from post-Socratic philosophy: a model according to w}rxl':;
a person’s actions might be explained either by non-rational desires ('naturl’)
or by rational ,decision, operating independently of desire. What is most strild; ’
abc.r.lt Phacc.io s model, though, is that it does not seem to allow that‘ the non:f
gatmnal desires are susceptible to training or rehabituation. Their persistence is
etrayed even in the case of Socrates—whose success as a philosophe
someone who has brought his behaviour under the control of rela)lso:; p
presumably not in serious doubt. The non-rational impulses are tied, tl:

15 :

s p::r?p?‘:::iz;e:ﬁf'lgg(&, 2?)8. \ge know that Cicero shared Carneades’ inclination towards a more or
A ics {e.g. On Duties 1. 2 with Acadermica 2. 139 and Goul “Calli
men:ioned there): this may well ha i i inclinati o o e
pei?ateﬁc o y ve been associated with an inclination towards a more or less

Cicero, at On Fate 10, is argui i i
_ Cicero, y guing against the Stoics’ clabm that action is predetermi
?3hT$}221$ﬁqumce of l:-me’s nature. His reply is not to deny that nalE:,nrc d:texmm iendesb:?;i}l::
ey St o :.mcs at least, is the guarantee that an agent is responsible for what he does), but to
oy e our ‘:h::t'es ate 'themsevlves predetermined. We have, he says, the freedom thmugl': Teason
Ty what we wish—witness Zopyrus and Socrates. See again Bobzien (1998), 297
) e work is preserved only in Syriac. Rossetti pri endert
Gildemeister and Bacheler (1872), 527: “In Wi k]ichke:pml'tslsmil i mmione A
Nator meie 1872), 527: fid t hat dieser Mann nicht gelogen, denn
N zur Begierde, durch angewendete So in i ie ihr mi -
s durd rgfalt aber bin ich, wie ihr )
might be relevant that Cassian gives Socrates’ response in Greek {eirmi gar, cpecl;:tlicgcicesgfgre

translating it into Latin, which i i
ik tharhe 5y X suggests that he is quoting the original {or thinks he is, or wants us to
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the body, in fact, and no more educable than the set of the eyes or the shape of
the neck. But how could Phaedo claim this?

It might be tempting to SUPPOSe that Phaedo’s bipartite model of human

behaviour must be a bipartite model of the soul, in the sense that he thought
{a) that the soul was an entity substantially distinct from the body; and
(b} that the soul was composed of two parts, one rational and one not, But in this
case, we should have to suppose that Phaedo thought that there was something
about the irrational part of the soul which made it cling so closely to the body:
not just an affinity of sorts with the body, but also 2 perfect inertia against any
attempt of reason even t0 change, let alone eradicate, the habits it derived from the
body. It scems to me highly unlikely that Phaedo could have believed this. For on¢
thing, it is a position with no parallels in antiquity; but for another, it is unclear
what possible explanatory advantage Phaedo right have gained, in a case where
the irrational was so fully determined by the body, from asserting that any
substantial difference between them existed at all.

A more attractive possibility, then, would be that Phaedo held something like
an ‘emergentist’ view of the soul. The idea would be that ‘psychological’
functions (including both desire and reason) are not substantially different
from the body at all. Rather, they somehow ‘supervene’ on physiological activity.
A case could easily be made that some supervenient qualities (for example
the desires) remain fully determined by the nature of the physiological
activity on which they depend, while others (including reason) acquire a degree
of causal independence. Reason would always owe its existence and capacities
to the relevant physiological factots, but in operation might possess a degree
of autonomy, perhaps a very large degree of autonomy, that desire altogether
lacks.

Such a view undoubtedly has greater philosophical credibility; and indeed
1 think it cannot be positively ruled out for Phaedo. But it also has historical
problems to contend with: for the only (other) evidence for emergentist theorjes
of soul in antiquity suggests that they post-date Aristotle and, more than this,
that they were inspired by him.”® The form of epiphenomenalism known to
Plato and Aristotle, on the other hand, seems to have relied on a simple
identification of the soul with 2 ‘harmony’ of physical elements; to have been
a form of reductionism which left no room for the independent activity of
reason so essential for Phaedo.”®

19 The earliest example would be Aristofie’s pupil Dicaeerchus, if Sharples (2001) is right to
ascribe ah emergentist position to him (but see against this Caston 2001; and of. Gottschalk 1971).
Fot post-Aristotelian debates over the nature of the soul more generally, see below, Section U1
{esp. references in B. 69), and Section V. if {for the important evidence supplied by Galen).

20 For Plato, see the theory posited by Simmias at Phaedo 85E-86D (refuted by Socrates at
91 95 A). For Aristotle, see DA 1. 4, 407°27—408730; also fr, 45 Rose® (from his lost dialogne, the
EBudemus). Arguments €x silentio are never ideal; but if Phaedo had been an emergentist, and Plato
knew it, his decision to make Phaedo the narrator of the Phaedo (a decision about which T have more
to say below} would have been very strange indeed. The attack on reductionism so important for
establishing the immortality of the soul would be fatally undermined by the constant reminder that
Phaedo himself held an alternative form of epiphenomensalism less vulnerable to much of Socrates’

argument.
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If this is right, then we are left with a third possibility, whi
b:ltgv]i;n th'e first two fu:nd has, it seems to me, I':he bestttz‘,lea;llicr:: cﬁlﬁhs'g:sloe:ll:iecﬁ
:aﬁnn ;to::)c‘;l I;Iaust;lbﬂlty. It ;:nuid be that Phaedo believed in an independent
: ‘on the one substantially distinct from the body; but
explained desires on the other as physiological epi o
: . _ epiphenomena. Such
:;vs;lsd ;x&:n(:ﬁ; flﬁxz;cal a’l)ppt;arance clan be used aE a guide to the cha:a:::rd;}f
one’s ure’): they are little more than an a
i:.(s)elltr.l It w(c:}lllld also easpliain why reason could have no effect oxiptilczn?:f;:: iﬁgg
o Si;:ie ange one’s natllu'e" through reason than one could improve one’s
f c{(cp(-mdr';xﬁix-:ara_l:lce .by thinking about it. But what reason can do, as an
e ellaiuty,.ls to take charge: people can make a rational choice to
organize their lives in any way they sec fit, despite the predispositions writt
;(ﬁgrge;r pl?({lsmlzi}z reason is precisely not determined by the body in wb.icheiril:
ercly) resides. it seems to me that there is a sub ial piei i
w}_uch lends its support to this reconstruction—-—thoié;:t:édpi;?c:n%i;d?'? clz
;:v}:ldence th:abt is generally ignored in discussions of Phaedo. For the p(;sition
: ure:;r:i;sc;: ed ‘;9a1Phaedo as the most plausible explanation of the fragments
e g from dialogues written by l}lm converges to an extraordinary degree
h the Psychologlcal model championed by Socrates in another dial
which he is the narrator: I mean, of course, Plato’s Phaedo ke
thelt viﬁi ;othmi];shat T'.he possibility that the Phaedo can be used as evidence for
the dialogue is ;arr;(t::ic ab]yPI?}?:::ic;’OSh(t)}"lﬂ‘i; _tal‘;endselii:USIY it s wmns
draw attention to the fact that it is evec:l maEill'L‘r:’3 1:.li R o e o
the discussions narrated®'—but also becauseg ;?P 1thct:t :::stc(:::n g
llasy;hologlcal Fnodel assumed by Socrates within the dialogue :: (2?1 aciyvfrlale
oo 'f) rather fllfferent from anything we get in other Platonic texts. This is tr .
pa?mculafrly in So.crates’ treatment of desire—desire, that is f(.)r o “:i
:’;nr:rtn;lgsor.l 01;: satlsfac‘tiil;)n. According to the ‘standard’ PIaton.’ic accou;f;' oiflis
_ esire forms a tinct part of the soul, of which another part is re,as
ﬁ:l::r nl:.eii:‘f: (fmctf w}ﬁ it may c9nﬂigt), such desire is a Ppsychologi(:::i
ver; oin tha‘: .: tion. What makes 'thls a plausible account of desire is, first, the
ks it is one source of impulse for 2 body whose life and activity
epend on the: presence of the soul; and, secondly, the fact that the pleasu
?:sat;ed b)‘rﬂ dzisu'e as the end of human activity is itself something that igistez
diﬁerz nsto A. Iﬁithe Phaedo, however, Plato appears to be trying something
bu; e ﬂ{e bc:):g; Irtlgh ;ts:l :hheii?;ra:es oih the P::laedo, desire is not of the soul at all,
bu: as a distraction to it, not azca Svgyw:rs; (Whl‘fh The 1des ¢ N
s 2 t, nof patt of it. The idea seems to be
:;}1;; :I;n:lated by the directive presence of reason, the needs and the sati:fact}:il:ﬁ
ody assert themselves as appropriate objects of reason’s care. In many

21
Phaedo i
the emp heattijt: fs;naclle to safi that Plato was prevented by illness from being present (59 8 10). Note also
ki ertion at the very opening of the dialogue of Phacdo’s right to narrate as a.witness of
r scussions: ““Were you yourself there, Phaedo?™ “I was there miyself, Echecrates -
A A

2
Compare esp, Philebus 21 A-D (f i i
i iy (for the mental dimension to pleasure); 35 cp {for the location of
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cases, reason (brought through incarnation to forgetfulness of its proper, divine
sphere) actually goes 50 far as to identify its own interests with those of the body.
Nevertheless, the body, and the desires that come from it, are properly alien to
the soul, which stands to them as a guard to his post {cf. 62 B), or a man to his
Joak (cf. 87 B-£)—or, indeed, perhaps, as the condemned Socrates to the cell in
which this dialogue is set.

Tt would be wrong to deny the familial resemblance between the Phaedo and
other dialogues in which Plato discusses the character of the soul. In particular,
Plato never denies the primacy of reason:2 and if, in the Gorgias and Phaedrus,
desire is so far from being alien to the soul that it seems to be an essential and
immortal component of it, in the Republic and Timaeus Plato takes vwhat might
be thought of as the middle ground between this view and that of the Phaedo.
According to these dialogues, desire is of the soul, indeed, but as accident not
essence, so that it becomes a ‘mortal’ accompaniment to immorral reason which
might (in images convergent with the dominant theme of the Phaedo) eventually
be ‘purged’ of it. 2 Just as importantly, Plato never denies the crucial role played
by the body in shaping desire, or the irrational soul more generally. Even if the
desire for pleasure springs from the soul, the body, as the means by which the
pleasure is attained, naturally has a significant input into the shape taken by an
individual’s desires. But this is all the body can do in the ‘standard’ Platonic
account (I shall return to the point in more detail in Section II). Tt can shape the
direction that irrational impulse takes; but desire (and the jrrational soul more
generally) consistently remains distinct from the body, and not necessarily
determined by it.

This, then, is where the model presented in the Phaedo is unique. There is,
to be sure, no clear case for thinking that Plato actually changed his mind over
the nature of the soul. It might be, for example, that the model we are
presented with in the Phaedo is intended to explore certain specific features
of Plato’s ‘standard’ psychological theory, not to challenge it altogether.”
But the differences in presentation remain striking enough, even if that is all
they are. On a straightforward reading of the Phaedo, desires are presented as
functions of the body, and nothing else; desires can be resisted, but not, duriag
life, eliminated. There is no scope for ‘harmonizing’ them with reason or

3 Johansen (2000, at 109 with n. 34} notes references to our rational nature as ‘original’ in the

Republic (611 D) end Timaeus (42D, 90D).
% Republic esp. 10. 6113-612 ; Timagus e5p. 411; 69CD (428 for the escape of the just soul from
incarnation).

25 perhaps, for example, we just have to accept that the soul manifests its nature differently in its
incamate and discarnate states so that ‘desire’ can be thought of as the operation of the soul in
respect of the body—an essential and iromortal capacity of the soul, but one which is, as it were,
actualized only during incarnation 5o that it can also, from a certain perspective, be thought of as
mortal (its actvalization does not ouflast connection with the body). In this case, Plato is not
contradicting hirnself, merely considering the soul from different perspectives as it fits the needs of
different dialogues. So e.g. Archer-Hind (1973) 27-31; cf. Bluck {1955) 2-5; Gerson (1987); Rowe
(1993) 9 Johansen (2000). Tt does not affect my argument, that the Phaedo has an intertextual
relationship with the historical Phaedo, whether these differences are philosophically substantial of
simply a matter of perspective. Fven differences of perspective need to be explained.
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subduing them by it, because there is, more generally, no ibili
Exprootm§ them from the body. And this suggests ag ﬁlrthez'r,djvergg::lscf;bfg;tzl tfl?lz
standard’ Platonic model. For according to the standard model, in which desires
are properly part of the soul, one’s natural character can be worked on and
improved: desire can come under the influence of reason and be trained to a
bctte_r state. But as far as the Phaedo is concerned (at least on a straightforward
reading of it), one’s natural character is ineliminably inscribed in one’s bod
Of course reason can resist: desire does not determine behaviour.” But reaso{l
cannot eradicate inclination. In these terms, people have control of their
behaviour, lbut not their character or ‘nature’. But, according to my earlier
reconstruction, 1_:hjs is exactly what Phaedo of Elis seems to have thought
]IJn othe; wg:lrds, it seems to me that what is distinctive about the Phaedo migh;
n:_r:ii 1;:: e by the views of the historical Phacdo whom Plato chooses to
It will be quected that my use of Plato’s Phaedo as evidence for the views of
Ppaedo of Elis cannot be quite right—or what becomes of Plato hirnself in that
du‘llo‘gue? Surely Phaedo is some kind of spokesman for Plato? But my answer to
this is that we r}eed take seriously both the fact that Plato in fact wrote the work
fmd also the pointed and emphatic manner in which he places his authorial voic::
in the mouth, not just of a friend, of another member of Socrates’ circle, but
actually of a fellow-writer of Socratic dialogues. This suggests to me that we ,need
to rea?d the Phaedo as a strongly intertextual dialogue: in other words, that the
question of whose view is expressed in Socrates’ theory of the soul in tl::e Phaedo
is f:rudely put. It is not Plato’s or Phaedo’s view: it is Plato’s view in engagement
jwz'th that of Phaedo. A significant number of commentators have explained the
1dmsyncra.t1c psychological theory of the Phaedo as Plato’s exploration of his
psycho}oglcal model front a particular point of view?’” Al T am suggesting, in
effect, is that. we can be more specific about what that point of view is: that’the
Phaefio is written from the point of view of Plato’s engagement with Phaedo in
tackling the issues raised by those who deny the soul’s immortality. As I have
§uggested elsewhere (Boys-Stones 2004), the reason that Plato might want to
1nvo‘ke Phaedf) in this arena is precisely because his main interest is in provin,
Fhe 1mm0'rta].1ty'.of the r:ftional soul in particular, and especially in proving itE
gnmortal}ty against the ‘J}armony-thcorists’ who take the soul in its entirety to
ei] acnh eplphenomer'mn of the body. Phaedo provides an ideal standpoint from
‘w: 1h to conduct h1§ argument: for he agrees with Plato that reason is immortal;
M3 c.also agrees with the harmony-theorists that some psychological ﬁmctiom‘:
are e;nphegomena of the body. In Phasdo’s voice, then, Plato criticizes the
way in which the harmony-theorists extend a plausible claim that desires are
epiphenomena of the body into an untenable claim for the mortality of reason

26
Despite the apparenth i i i
y compelling nature of desires which lea i
i ; ve no room for phil
Esg tﬁg. :.nd the u:rlavPldablc der‘nands of pleasure and pain which ‘rivet’ the soul tg m:sﬁﬁg
s ) elzson maintains com':rol. in the end. Te think elevated thoughts in the grip of acute agony.
situ:xamtionspinl v:‘rlzligcgt.not be within one’s power; but reason can remodel one’s life by avoiding’
i ﬂ-;;nvite:tlii sple:ru;es and pains are likely to feature (83 B), so that one’s behaviour
& Cor justi
B St o b 25 s, urage, temperance, and justice (68 -69C).
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as well. Plato himself does not believe that desires are epiphenomena of the
body, somethirg that is cear in his investigation of the topic in other works; but
in the Phaedo he can argue that even if one thinks of them that way (i.e. rather as
Phaedo does) it gives no more weight to the suggestion that reason is an
epiphenomenon of the body as well.

1 have been at pains to make this point partly because in discussing Plato

in the next section I shall need to claim that the Phaedo cannot be taken
straightforwardly as evidence for Plato’s views about the relationship between
the body and soul—between physiology and character. But for now, of course,
the important issue is what Phaedo believes; and this, 1 suggest, can be
summmarized from my survey of the Phaedo taken along with fragments of his
own lost dialogues, as follows. According to Phaedo, desires and emotions are
epiphenomena of physiological states. To this extent, Phaedo can understarid the
force of the epiphenomenalist claim. But he argues that one must not be misled
{perhaps by the economy of the thought) into thinking that reason comes about
in the same way. In fact reason is a qualitatively different feature of human
activity, and something that is in no way defined by, or dependent on, o even
(therefore?) confined to the body—as emotions and desires obviously are. When
the activity of reason is correctly analysed, when one considers its capacity to
oppose the body and corporeal desires in directing action (might one read the
argument at Phaedo 93  with the moral of the Zopyrus in mind?), one sees that
it must be something distinct, and free, and immortal ”*

The conclusion of all of this is that Zopyrus diagnostic abilities must be
limited: he cannot, after all, tell just by looking what people are like in the sense
of telling how they tend to behave because there is mothing in their physical
appearance 10 betray their education and philosophical attainment. But Phaedo
can give him the theoaretical underpinnings for the expectation that he will be
able to discern exactly their non-rational inclinations—the ‘natural’ character of
the irrational soul—given that this is an epiphenomenon of the very physiology
which explzins their outward appearance as well.

There is a tendency in contemporary scholarship to side with these who
Jaughed at Zopyrus: to assume that physiognomy is successful only when it
accurately captures the way someone actually is, rather than (if this should
be different) his or her otiginal or underlying nature. This tendency is supported
by the fact that it is a selling-point of the handbooks that physiognomy is useful
precisely because it can do this; also by the occasional use of the word
physiognomy (outside philosophical contexts) to refer, not to innate charactet,
but to current di.s“pcsition.29 Howevet, we shall see that such a use of the word
was, for philosophers, strictly secondary. Physicgnomical handbooks improve

2 pnd perhaps Phaedo spoke of its “purification” (katharsis) in much the terms used by Socrates
passim in the Phaedo. In any case, we have the evidence of Julian (as cited above) that Phaedo believed
in the purifying power of philosophy: Phaedo.. . . supposed that nothing was beyord the cure
{aniaton) of philosophy, but that everyone can be purified (kathairesthai) of any Xind of Life
through it.”

2 Gf Demosthenes, Against Aristogeiton, 98: the crowd outside the courtroom will be able 10 tell
by physiognomy (physiogudmonésousi) how the jurcrs have voted.

Physiognomy and Ancient Psychological Theory 33

::vxllliczhogggtl;));éz;kﬁgd.ag trn:aits——e?pression and movement, for example—
odifications of innate character. But such modificati
! : 1 f t
T:fl :;t gw v;tilbstt:::;; (;f _physmgngc;mf properly (or anyway phﬂosophjcﬁ;;gg
called. It increasingly apparent that, at least in phil i
contexts, ‘physiognomy’ is restricted i i g
hysio precisely to the claim that one can tell
appearance the innate character of a person or of hi rrational e
B ent oo ihe o thp + or of his or her irrational soul. This
. : at claims to physi
zﬁsent in philosophers who do not believe thgt Y:}l‘(;gl;gﬁ}’ha‘f :rlxtoig:xtlh:r
Ch:::z::;;:‘;nm“glenlme}r psychological theory leads them to expect tl:a:
evelop in ways predictable from the individual®
Among those philosophers who do emb ysi . comversely. there is a
. race physiognomy, conversely, there i
consistent tendency to suppose that the soul hi in Y eter, even
th(;ugh hit r?ilglht be non-determinative for beha\i'i:)lflrm.1 inaate charscier, even
n what follows, I shall gather evidence for this it king i
: , . position by lookin
E:tgt( glamlzmhgalbineﬂy at Antisthenes and Xenophon on the ‘\/va(])r) Alfsisf;t;:::r?dt
oics; I shall return to the question at the end of Secti ’ ,
‘ ! IV, before traci
physiognomy through the evidence of later antiqui de out
de: quity. In order to be cl
ilh;etcil:;e}éowge; I shat.}-ll an;llilpate here my conclusion: all the :hi;l;::rzbj(:::
reflect on the link between appearance and charact
‘ ! ct er; but
ﬁlr:sstlcsytifl ;:r(l) :gd;lt;o? t;lfhaedo) ll?g claim to physiognomy; and the real;o: E)r(
, to this extent like Phaedo, thinks that the link is with
character. If Zopyrus deserves ridicule, it i , y e e
f , it is only because he d
the theoretical groundin ical o e s obeerved
. g for the empirical connections he has
0 - Ob
Tll.lus;iﬂw.eoremal gtm?ndmg., 1 suggest, was supplied by Phaedo, for s:rllrzi
physiognomy—the diagnosis of specifically irrational character from outward
appearance—was a natural consequence of his psychology. “

1. THE CIRCLE OF SOCRATES (2): PLATO

Phaedo of Elis was not the onl i i
' ly Socratic philosopher to be int i
I;:;u::uof}l the sou]hand its relationship with the b0d£ far fromeit1 an:te:tsefidar]zs %:
. he was the only Socratic philosopher who mad :
can t e the soul—at 1
Er:t}l)or‘xiai ;I:ar.t of the soul., the locus of moral character—directly a ﬁmce;z[nﬂ-;
N Pn(:- Ay: tt IZj then, I wish to suggest, no coincidence that for Phaedo alone
et ;sm:;:c Ia:n_ph:losopﬂlhers ;(ve can reconstruct a positive attitude towards
: . It is true that Xenophon, while conceivi
something, essentially distinct from th ’ in i e b a0
T e body in its irrational i
I;Ztliozlal aspects, has Socrates encourage the painter Parrhasius toa:hi‘r‘lflint}:!ast ;::
apture the character of the soul (fo 5 psychés éthos) in his portraits.®

0

Mo . .

o8, lsesnir;?b:;u;:é)li.;.; Tl:[s chapter (whose. dualism, by the way, is seen as anomalous by Claus

physiognc.m; m iy e only passage on which a serious argument for a philosophically reflective

et 10 sno?mozdcould be based., So Foerster (1893) ii. 249, inviting us to compare

it Pse,_,.do_:mﬁ::, ! lim. B28 alnd Anen. Lat. 50; also Métraux (1995) 3, suggesting ‘afﬁniﬁies’

piiogonial eli Physiognomy, Evans (1969) 46 and Misener {1924} 106 also
influence in Xenophon's descriptions of Virtue and Vice in his narrative of :l::
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But be does not do this by suggesting that a person has a natural psychological
character that in some way is linked to the natural physical characteristics that
distinguish him er her as an individual. Rather, he argues that a person’s
character or state of mind will tend to manifest itself through physical expression
and posture—a very different proposition, and one that Xenophon does not
encourage us to think of as pl'qrsiogx:lomica‘t.al It is also true that Antisthenes
wrote a work with ‘physiognomy’ in the title (Physiognomical Treatise On the
Sophists: DL 6. 16). But we know nothing of the content of this work that could
justify our using its title as evidence that Antisthenes thought he could supply
theoretical grounds for a pl’nysiognomy.32 In fact the Lkelihood is that

Antisthenes denied the existence of the irrational soul altogether, in which
case he could hardly have supposed that physical appearance was a guide to
innate character oF inclination.?

It would be wrong, then, to think that the evidence of Phaedo is enough to
predispose us 10 the assumption that Plato, as a feltow-member of Socrates’
circle, is interested in physiognomy. Indeed, what Plato has to say about beauty
already suggests rather an anti-physiognomical strain to his thought. For Plato
makes great play of the gap that exists between the beauty of the body and the
beanty of the sonl—the fact that outward manifestations of beauty are no guide
to the inner mar. Socrates is the supreme example of this: unusually ugly to look
at, but unusually beautiful of soul. (Alcibiades famously compares him to a
statue of Silenus which opens up 1o reveal an image of God inside: Symposium

choice of Heracles at Memorabilia 2. 1. 22, though they rather seem to me allegorical. (In particular,
the ‘plumpness’, polysarkia, of Vice is probably better anderstood as indicating physical decadence
than a deficiency in perception of intelligence, as Evans sugpests on the basis of e.g. Ps.-Aristotde
407719-28.) Xenopaon's famous descriptions of Socrates {esp. Symposium 5. 5-7; cf. 2. 19; 4. 18} are
linked to no analysis of his character (pace again Evans, {bid.), The specific point that is made at
Symposium 5. 5-7.is how useful Socrates finds his snub nose {foc smelling) and bulging eyes
(for seeing all around); the serious philesophical message, precisely that one should judge a body by
its suitability for the purposes of the soul, not by its appearance {and cf. next note).

3 gocrates gets Parthasius to agree {n turn 10 the propositions: (1) that humans cast sympathetic
or baleful looks which can be depicted by the painter as well as the eyes can; (2) that joy and sorrow
cause different facial expressions, so that these too can be reproduced; and finally, (3) that
‘myagnificence and liberality, baseness and illiberality, temperance and wisdom, violence and
vulgarity shine though the face and the attitudes of men whether they are at rest or moving. The
point of all this for Xenophon is (not the coincidence of character between soul and body, but
rather) the fact that one can tell from modifications of the body that the soul use it as a tool. In the
same passage, Socrates teaches a sculptor that he can capture the ‘activities of the soul’ in his work
(ta tés psycheés erge: Memorabilia 3. 10, 8), and 2 ‘breastplate-maker that the ideal breastplate is not the
most obviously beautiful, but rather the one best suited to the particular bedy (3. 10. 9-15) The
moral is obviously the related one, that the body too should be judged by how useful it is for the
soul’s purposes, not by how attractive it is.

32 por discussion, see Giannantoni, SSR iv. 281-3. The single fragment of the work that we bave is
ultitmately unilluminating (SSR VA 62=Athenaeus, Deipnosophistae 14, 74. 11, 656 F: ‘For they
force-feed their porkers’). It is worth noting that there is 00 evidence of a claim to physiognomy
among all the adherents of the Cynical movement, which traced its origins back to Antisthenes.

3 s later Cynics, and like the Stoics, An sthenes thought virtue sufficient for happiness (DL
6. 11)—which suggests that he, like them, saw the soul as essentialky rational, (For the link between
the Stojes’ denial of an irrational soul and the absence from their thought of anything they would
recognize as ‘physiognomty’, see Section IV.)
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215 aB.) t'\nd Socrates is not the only person for whom external and internal
Peaut‘,r fail to coincide. The beauty of the youths who populate Plato’s dialogues
is often remarked on;** but quite apart from the fact that their physical bzauty is
subject to change and decay, and so could not, as such, be a reliable reflection of
a se:-ttled good nature (cf. Cratylus 439 D), their very youth means that their
'fxchlevemcnt inevitably lags behind their Jooks. For them, in fact, physical beauty
is not a mark of virtue, but at best an emblem or symbol for the potential that
they, and all the young, have for virtue.®® (Socrates finds all youths beautiful
prf:sumably because he can see the potential in all: Charmides 1548.) W'hethe;
this potential is fulfilled is another question altogether: it was not in the
glamorous Alcibiades;* it might have been in the ugly Theaetetus (cf. Theaetetus
142 cp with 143 2-144 ). ‘An evil soul might well reside in a fine body’ { Gorgias
5'23 ¢): the determining factor in any case is the education a boy receives; not his
bn_‘th. There is, to be sure, a hint in the dialogue named after him that Charmides
might have inherited a noble character along with his good looks: at least
Socrates suggests that his ancestry makes it likely that he is virtuous as well as:
be.au.mful (157 D—158 B). But if the point is not that the family has a tradition of
raising tl}eir children well, there is a touch of irony here. The official position is
that, ‘thle one might be born more or Tess intelligent, virtue in all its forms is
'fmqmred, not innate (Republic 518 D519 A). This being the case, of course, there
is ne reason to hope that any expertise for its recognition exists (Meno 89 a5)
It will be objected, and reasonably so, that all this is compatible with the clalm
t}.xat Plato accepted some form of physiognomy. Physiognomy, after all, is not so
simply 2 matter of aligning beauty with virtue and ugliness with vice. Beauty
supervenes on the arrangement of individual physical peculiarities; in the
sens:t'c_)le world at least it is in the eye of the beholder (cf. esp. Republic 474 DE)
and its very relativity thus rules it out as a potential physiognomical sign,
Physiognomy, rather, is a matter of establishing the character of an individual’;
psychology on the basis of the physical peculiarities themselves. However, there
are two Teasons why I make the point. One reason is that Plato has surprisingly
little to say about individual peculiarities of appearance. The very strong sense
of: a fu]ly_developed visual world that one might come away with from the
fhalogues is conjured up precisely by the kind of general background of interest
in beauty that I have discussed, set off by the lightest touches of detail. The
§econd reason is that, when Plato does discuss detailed features of appeal:ance
it seems impossible to derive a physiognomical conclusion from thern——anci

34 N
To cite just those after whom dialo
c gues are named {references are to the eponymous dialogue):
g;uzanmdes {154 B-l_))., Euthydemus (2718), Lysis (2048, 207 4), Meno (768c), Phaedrus (ZE; ex)a
355)1.) Cf. a.l_so ?;ablades (104.4). Phaedo has beautifl hair (898). ,
ausanias (Symposium 181 DE) rather piously suggests that there should be a law agai i
. s . inst fallin;
alflve mt}l:e:h youth befm:e he is old enough to grow a beard, precisely on the ground tif:t it will nogt
o ;:-l'_ whether 'the boy_ls destined for virtue or vice. He misses the point, of course: the right Jover
= wi]lll:l al fgmt}on to tip the balance, and ensure that when the youth has lost his physical beauty,
e toehzwe 1;;;111 (th: tu!:uch maore valuable) beauty of soul. (It might be significant that Socrates
: ve followed the pattern recommended by Fausanias in pursuing his most i
ﬁl;lﬁlre—!ﬂmbm::les: of. Alcibiades 103 an with Protagoras 309 A5.} F B B most Sonspienon®
For a précis of Alcibiades’ career, cf. e.g. Denyer (2001) 1-3.
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it might not be going too far to say that they carry with them an apti-
physiognomical message.

To make the point, I here Jist all cases where Plato indulges in a description
of the kinds of physical characteristic that could conceivably provoke a
physiognomist’s interest. By this qualification, I mean to exclude not just people
who are said merely to be “beautiful’ (for reasons already discussed), but in
general those whose descriptions involve markers of age or status or fashion
rather than their essential distingvishing features. This exclusion would embrace
the ‘thinnish’ (sklgphros) Critobulus who is contrasted with the more ‘developed’
(prospheres) Euthydemus at Euthydemus 271 5 (the point seems to be the speed at
which the two boys have developed physically); the aged Parmenides who is
‘very grey (sphodra polios: Parmenides 127 8),” along with the ‘tall and graceful’
Zeno who accompanies him (ibid.);38 Alcibiades in his first beard at Protagoras
309 a; Phaedo with his long and beautiful hair (Phaedo 89 B: it was obviously a
matter of choice or convention that he wore it 10ng).39 Socrates’ mother
Phaenarete is described as ‘noble and tough’ (Theaetetus 149 &: gennaias te kai
blosyras), and it is possible that the second of these words is supposed to refer to
her appearance (‘burly’ would be a possible translation). But even if it does (and
it seems unlikely),® it tells us rather little: was she naturally burly or did she
become so as a result of her profession?

Finally, there are people in the dialogues whose appearance suggests
something like ‘respectability’, as when Parmenides (again) is described
as kalos de kagathos tén opsin (Parmenides 127B; similarty Euthydemus at
Euthydemus 271 b, and Lysis at Lysis 207 A). Perhaps in Parmenides’ case, his grey
hair contributes to the impression; otherwise Plato has nothing specific to say
about what does. By my reckoning, in fact, Plato comments on the distinctive
physical traits of just three of the characters mentioned in the dialogues;
in addition to this, of one purely stereotypical human being, one god
(imaginatively rendered), and two horses {likewise imaginary):

1. Meletus. Anytus’ partner in the accusation brought against Socrates is

described by Socrates in these terms (Buthyphro 25): ‘He seems to me
someone young and unknown.. _Tis deme is Pitheus, in case you know

27 It could pot even be argued that Parmenides” greyness shows that he avoided baldness in later
life (which in itself might have led to conclusions, e.g. about bis sexual vigour: cf. Aristotle, HA 3. 11,
515%24-5; GA 4. 5, 774°36-2). A man with little enough hair to qualify as ‘bald’ man might yet have
enough to show that he is grey; and even a completely bald man might have a grey beard.

3 Cf Denyer (2001) 86 on Alcibindes 1044 5.

39 Convention if it is supposed to indicate that Phaedo was still a boy at the time of the dialogue
(e.g- Burnet 1911 on 898 2, and Bluck 1955: 34; but against this see Robin 1926: p. %, followed 5y
Rossetti 1977: 1226, and Rowe 1993 212); choice if it is an indication of pro-Spartan affiliation (e.B-
Parmentier 1926: 22-3; Montuori 1976; 35-6; Nails 2002: 231). Perhaps it is not significant of
anything in particular (Giannantoni at $5R 4. 119). Less likely is the possibility that it is 2 hangover
from the time Phaedo is supposed to have spent as a prostitute (Davidson 1997 332 n. 56; for the
stog, see the accounts at SSR TIIA 1-3).

Plato uses exactly the same phrase at Republic 5358 as is used here of Phaenarete, and there he
is talking precisely and explicitly about the psychological character needed by those due ta be
educated as rulers. Among other things. they must be ‘noble and tough (gennaious te kai blosyTous in
their character (&the)’.
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one Meletur of Pitheus: he igl i
o iline nose (ep,'ma:)?_s“ 1lcmg straight hair, not much of a beard, and
2. Theaetetus. Theodorus enthuses to Socrates about a remarkable youth he
has met. He worries that Socrates would suppose that he was in love with
the youth—if the youth were beautiful. ‘But,’ he continues, ‘as it is—don’t
be annoyed—he isn’t beautiful, but his snub nose {simotéta) and bulgin
eyes (fo exd ton ommatdn) make him look like you. But these feat;sllrei
are less pronounced than with you’ (Theaetetus 143 E). Later on, Socrates
}(11{nse]f notes “that the description ‘spub-nosed and with bulg,ing eyes’
Ts;::aoc::et:‘fs gc;(;g za)c.aphrhalmon) could apply equally to himself or to
3. Socrates. See above on Theaetetus for the oniy direct mentions in Plato of
Socrates’ physical attributes; but the implication of Phaedo 1028 may be
that Socratfis was, in addition, short in stature.*” Elsewhere, Meno
compares him to a sting-ray ‘in appearance (eides) and in other ;espects’
{Meno 89 a); and Alcibiades says he is just like Silenus, or the satyr Marsyas
( Symposmm.zw AB). For completeness (and because physiognomists are
Eartlcularly mt‘erested in the eyes), it might be added that Socrates had, at
ar:s;l:c\ifne;y g:::g way of looking at you (Phaedo 86 p); perhaps, at times,
4. A stereotype. At Republic 495 g, Socrates is explaining the bad r ion i
which philosophy is held. It happens, hce:al;rs, bec:gause the bE:els);1 t:rl:;gnal:::
corrupt'ed away from the practice of philosophy, which gets taken over by
p_retentlous_‘second—raters. ‘Do you think,’ Socrates continues, ‘that they
[i.e. preter.ltmus second-raters] look any different from a bald-headed little
coppersmith who has come into some money, recently come out of prison
has washed at the bath and put on a new cicak like someone intending t(;

7
Note that the nose is the one relevant feature here: Meletus’ i
Tote ] A re: Meletus” sparse beard is an indicati i
28, h.l'S hair-length a matter of choice; neither tell us about his physical type. l;hy:og:o::igi
E::Julilce (f:r perhaps an assumption about ancient physicgnomical prejudice) often misleads
2001;‘ 2t((])rs ‘mto regresentmg Plato’s description of Meletus as inherently unattractive (e.g. Nails
1' : 202: ltfng hair, s?raggly beard and somewhat hooked nase’). But nothing in the Greek gives
a!nole::;:e r.;: thtl’s.cE:e po:int of Meletus’ long hair anc aquiline nose is rather that they suggest his
cratic background. It is true that long hair could have ti iti
; d : ral (or political)
connotations for Athenians (cf. Manitheus’ concern that his I ir vl iudi iy
hirn: Lysias, Pro Manitheo 16. 18-19). B is i ity b L i i
. A ! . . But this is precisely because it is a deliberate signal
3 . : 0 - « - f
;?;?;:hc nﬂi;mtt]l:;n, sume-thmg ‘.whlch might well provoke suspicion (cf. Hall 1995: 51-3, efp. 52‘:)'
b bmmir:.ns b ;u[d talﬁztobe is p]ay'mi to :ihL:h prejudice in drawing specific attention to Meletus’ long.
i remembered that he is very much of the class himself, i
to present a sympathetic portrai { istoceat, ma gl
(cf;zabove o TE» . c portrait of at least one other long-haired young aristocrat, namely Phaedo
Relatively short, anyway, since what Socrate i i
] y 5 tells us is that he is shorter than $immias, who i
;::t;;t:zte; ;};lan;haet%o (Ph:ed; 102 B¢). It should be remembered, however, that Socra;: i: 71(:
3 e Simmias and Phaedo are nearer their physical prime, so it,
‘ 3 t cl
Paigﬂg\:rﬁht}i 'be used'af ab.solute e.wdence for Socrates’ dimlnutivf statute (pfzc:zl %vanesmi;é);t;?]e
‘glowemdent o ng the jailer if he might pour a libation from his cup of poison we are told th‘at ht;
tongh i;;t 1 nel man, as he used tc.) c:'lo, Like a bull’ {Phaede 1178). The context makes this difficult,
d.escrip'tion toby at this man (the jailer) that he used to look thus? Is the gravity implied by Plato’s,
0 be taken seriously? (The question which accompanies it here is not without humour.}
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get himself a wife, and is about to marry his master’s daughter because she
is poor and abandoned?’

5. Eros. In the course of his speech on the god, Agathon describes Eros in
these terms (Symposium 196 A): ‘He is very young and soft (hapalotatos); in
addition his appearance is supple (hygros to gidos)—for if he were stiff
(skigros), he would not be able to enfold a soul completely or escape notice
when he first entered it or withdrew. Besides, his graceful good looks
(euschémosyne) prove that he is balanced and fluid in his nature. Everyone
knows that Eros has extraordinary good Jooks,* and between ugliness and
Love there is unceasing war.

6. Metaphorical horses. Socrates in the Phaedrus {(at 246 A8) famously
compares the soul to: ‘an inborn faculty consisting of a pair of winged
harses and a charioteer, The horses and charioteers of the gods are all
themselves good, and of good parentage, but everyone else has a mixture.
First, our driver is in charge of a chariot and pair; secondly, one of his
horses is noble, and of noble stock, but the other is the opposite of noble,
and of opposite stock.” {In texms of the psychological mode! outlined in the
Republic, the good horse represents the spirited part of the soul, the bad
horse the desiring part; and the charioteer Tepresents reason.) A little
further on (at 253 DE), we get more detailed descriptions of the horses.
The good horse is ‘apright with well-articulated limbs, has a high neck

(hypsauchén), is aquiline {epigrypos), white in appearance, with eyes that
are black; he is a lover of honour, and moderate and modest; a friend of
true glory; not needing the whip, he is guided by verbal command only.’
The bad horse, on the other hand, is ‘crooked, lumbering, ill-made, with a
stout, short neck (kraterauchén), is snub-nosed (simoprosdpos), black, with
grey, bleodshot eyes; is a friend of outrage and boastfulness; is shaggy
around the ears, deaf, and scarcely yields to whip and goad combined.”

What should we make of these characterizations? The cescription of the
coppersmith, first, has nothing to do with physiognomy, but must represent an
appeal on Plato’s part to the snobbery of his audience. This is very clear, not just
because we have no physiognomical text that links baldness (or short stature)
with the desire for upward mobility that characterizes the coppersmith: that
might or might not be relevant. What certainly is relevant, however, is
something that Plato himself says later in the very same work (the Republic).
For Plato explicitly tells us that no psychological difference is indicated by &
man’s being bald or long-haired: they have the same nature (Republic 454 0).*

‘Physiognomy’ in any but the crudest sense of the word is similarly beside
the point in understanding Agathon’s description of Eros as ‘supple in form’.

# [ fact not everyone does know this, as it happens: Socrates argues that Eros, as desiring beauty,

is himself neither beautiful nor ugly (Symposium 202 AB).

4 Cf, Lysis 216 cD for a similar characterization of beauty.

46 The point of this passage, by the way, is to suggest that there is no more basis for discriminating
between men and women in the division of tasks than between the bald and the hirsute, Taken 25
a whole, it might be noted that the argument already suggests that the ‘nature’ of a person I
independent of any physical differentia they might possess.
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The .word' hygros (literally ‘moist’) does, to be sure, have a certain currency in
medical circles, where it is a quality taken to be more characteristic of the flesh of
women, for example, than of men;* ‘and there are physiognomical consequences
one can qraw from it.*® But much more to the point is the fact that the flesh of
children is also taken to be ‘moister’ (or ‘more supple’) than that of adults 2
Ra:ther than_constmcting a physiognomical picture of Eros (there is too lit;].e
said about hlS. appearance for this to be a realistic motive in any case), it is clear
that- Agathon is providing us with an interpretation of Eros’ iconograp,h Fros is
de'plcted_as young and (therefore) supple (or moist): why? Because ‘ify ile were
stﬂ. (skiéros; or ‘dry’), he would not be able to enfold a soul completely or escape
notice .when he first entered it or withdrew’. Eros’ youthful supplene P
aliegorical, not physiognon'lical.50 PR
Thf: descriptions which have received the most attention, as evidence fo

Plato’s p}‘xysﬁognomical interests, are the horses in the Phaedrus.>' This, as I shalli
suggest, is in fact entirely appropriate—though not for the reasox;s usualt
addu_ced. F(.)r it seems to me that to see Plato’s account of the horses a?sr
physiognomical once again would be to miss his point. In particular, it misses the
subtle lblend of copvention and subversion in the horses’ portraits For these
portraits are boringly conventional, insofar they do little more than ';o establish
the !10rses. as, respectively, good and bad horses. In particular, its ‘upright’
beums, high neck, and aquiline nose would all serve to make the good horse
recog,mzable as .such to any rider.>> Given this perfectly innocent explanation for
?lato ] descn.ptlons, it is impossible to say without begging the question that he
intended their details to apply to good and bad human beings as well.> The fact
that the terms of his descriptions turn up in later physiognomical handbooks
onlY tells us that the Greeks used the same vocabulary to describe the physical
attributes of humans and animals. The fact that some of them answer in those

47 :
e.g. Hippocrates, AWP 10. 32-3; Aristoth b i
- ppocies istotle, HA 538°9-10 (and cf. Ps.-Aristotle 809°11);
Tt is mostly a good sign in Ps.-Aristotle: e i
Itis. 2 : e.g. 807°12-13 (with the same combination of ‘moist’
?ansio;:f.:l uictf‘i:l.d)c'ﬁ 813":;—315 (with Vogt 1999: 459-61 ad loc.), where moistness ofl'-n S;h
is
thigindiv{dual- one of the factors that affects the flow of the blood, and so the character of
" j\i a]tle;:_ﬁt::il;ates, Jf::g:m.en 1. 33 1,(anld of. Galen, On Medical Method, x. 195, 9-11 Kiihn).
T sﬁ:gye:?;a naftalltl)n'ofl Ert'Jshbeu'negEl soft and supple is hinted at in Plutarch (Table-Talk
H . n falls in love, he melts like izon in the fire, and becomes ‘soft and
;;:r mo1;1e tflthm' \ (lhapalos kai.hygms kai hedion). (Other examples of hygros erds, th::ghtﬂil;
- ; 68(;1) Fo in a literally hu.mld con_te,:t, are Oppian, Halieutica 4. 2; Nonnus, Dipnysiaca 16. 65,
In;rodu;_-ﬁo :: a.x:halt;g:;}.l?r different interpretation of Eros' iconographical youth, cf. Comutus:
o the Traditio i :
roduction itions of Greek Theology 25, 47. 4-5 Lang, where it symbolizes the folly
51 .
o '(;'}fu:sgenlzt‘hi?:; é 119;’2141,51 1067, and Efv;ans (1969), 21. Faérster citesthe passage at {1893) ii. 252-3
aedrus was in fact read this way by the auth ippiatri ;
e, Mgl y e author of the Hippiatrica (cf.
quis 2). Cf. already e.g. Xenophon, On H i
o Ementa nophen, On orsemanship 1. 8 (and note tha
;:s t::s listed here are marks only of a good physical type: this is, as Xenophon says at 1. 1 ant:;:
& 'I'Eo 011?1 w:lth an unbroken horse, for whose ‘soul’ there are ‘no clear signs’). '
at the ‘form of the description is that commonly used in later physiognomical handbooks’

(Evans 1969: 21) is neither h i I
diagnostic patterns er here nor there. It is more likely, in any case, that both rely on standard
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handbooks to features of character appropriate to the corresponding horse™ tells
us nio more than the fact that some of them do not.>

In the context of Plato’s own writing, however, the portraits he paints of the
Phaedrus horses are also strikingly subversive—subversive, that is, of any
thought that one can take the link between character and appearance ascribed to
these horses beyond the frame of the comparison and into the human world.
For {whatever comparisons one might make with later textbooks) there is one
outstanding feature of each horse which suggests a link with human characters
described by Plato himself: the nose. The good horse, we are told, is aquiline
(epigrypos), the bad horse is snub (simoprosdpos). Yet, as bave scen, it is the one
evil-doing youth in Plato, Meletus, who is aquiline (epigrypos), while Socrates
and the most promising of his young acquaintances, Theaetetus, are snub
(simoi).55 Given how litile delineation of human features therc is in Plato,
and given the fame of Gocrates' snub nose, it is hard not to see here almost
a deliberate warning against drawing physiognomical conclusions. The truth, in
any case, is that Meletus and the good horse ook noble; Socrates, Theaetetus,
and the bad horse do not.

For physiognomy to work, there has to be a stable relationship between the
sign and the signified; if apparent exceptions emerge, they have to be resolved
(as we have seen that, in the Zopyrus, Phaedo points up the apparent exception
of Socrates in order to resolve it). Plato allows beauty to be emblematic of virtue
or promise; but his (three) concrete descriptions are all exceptional. Personal

 Bor the good horse, Fvans (n. 31} compares its description as ‘upright’ {orthos) with
Ps.-Aristotle 807%31-2 and 808°19-20 (1969: 21 n. 31). For the bad horse, she compares ‘crooked
and lambering’ (skofios, polys) with Ps.-Azistotle ‘8070’ {sc. b9_312) (n. 36). Evans further suggests
that polys ‘is related to” polysarkia, a sign of insensibility, and compares Ps.-Aristotle ‘8072’ {i.e. 807°
19-28?) (n. 37).

55 The following are exaraples from Evans's own references where the handbooks suggest an
association of character at odds with what Plato says of the horses. First, the ‘high neck’ of the good
horse (hypsauchen): Evans compares signs of arrogance at Ad. B39-40 (1969: 21 n. 32). The ‘stout,
short neck’ (krarerauchen) of the bad horse, conversely, suggests bravery: Evans {n. 38) compares
Ps.- Aristotle 811°10, But then 2gain, the handboolss would also see signs of cowardice in both horses
(though cowardice is not obviously a featare even of the bad horse): the good horse because of its
black eyes {tnelanommatos. Evans n. 35 compares Ps.-Aristotle 812%1; though she also notes Ad. B36,
where a black eye is a sign of tameness); tke bad horse because of its grey eyes (glaukommatos: Evans
n. 40 compares Ad. B33), because it is ‘shaggy’ (Fvans n. 41 cites Ps.-Aristotle ‘5121°, though there
is nothing here cotresponding to Plato’s specification ‘around the ears’), and finally because it is
‘black’ {melanchros Evans n. 39 compares Ps.-Aristotle ‘8110’ (though 81212, P1-2 would be more
to her point; cf. also B08*17), and Ad. B25).

5 The word epigryposis vsed in Plato only of Meletus and the bad horse—though grypos occurs at
Republic 474D, in a list demonstrating how a keen lover will find quite opposing characteristics
attractive in different cases, Toe word sirzos appears in the same list, but otherwise is used only in
Plato’s descriptions of Socrates and Theaetetus, and as part of the compound word simoprosepos
(literally ‘snub-faced’} used to describe he bad horse. Two more speculative observations might
support my suggestion that the bad horse is supposed to look like Socrates. First, the fugula concava
observed in Socrates by Zopyrus (Phaedo. Zapyrus £r. 6 Rossetti; Kahn 1996: 11 translates ‘bull neck’)
might recall the bad horse's thick neck (kraterauchén). Secondly, it might be significant that one
distinctive physical feature of Socrates does not find its way into the description of the horses; his
bulging eyes (Theaetetus 209 exaphthalmon). Could it be that they are absent because they would
have to be a feature of the good horse (Xenophon, On Horsemanship 1. 9: exophthalmor)?
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appearance is a shifting, unstable, unreliab i ] i
but a fatally anti-physfc)gnomical, conclusilgn?.;mdc f0 the truthi a very Platonle
‘ I take it, tl:len, that Plato was resistant—and perhéps consciously so—to the
1df:a of physiognomy. But there is more to this resistance than a desire to
re.mforce the familiar lesson that, as philosophers, we should shed our fixation
with the perceptible and search for a grasp of the underlying realities in their
own terms. A sceptical attitude towards physiognomy is in fact a natural
consequence 9f Plato’s psychelogical theory, and in particular his beliefs about
the rf.latlon.sh1p .between soul and body. The reason for this is that physiognomy
acquires theoretical credibility only if moral character and physical development
are supposed to be related (e.g. at the level of physiology). But in the normal run
of.Pla.lto’s. theory, there is no causal relation between body and soul which makes
this llnewtabk:. The growth and character of the body can be explained b
Physmal canses; but the soul pre-exists (the soul, in fact, is immortal), and come}s,
into the. body with its own history, and a {moral) character develol:;ed through
its previous experiences of incarnation and the world beyond. There is actually
no reason why the body should lock like the soul, or why it should be any guide
to thF characterful individual which inhabits it. vE
It_1s always dangerous to generalize across Plato’s works, and it is certainl
possible to appeal to texts in which this rather severe generalization is qualiﬁf:‘dy'
but pone challenges the basic premise. In fact it is only in the Phaedo that we are’
Presented with a psychological model according to which moral character (that
is, roughly speaking, non-rational inclination) is rooted in and derived from the
hody—-—ancil the psychology of the Phaedo, as I argued in the last section, seems
'zlc.ua]owe this tllnuch at 1};:ast to Plato’s engagement with Phaedo of Elis ’in that
ialogue, and cannot therefore b i i
i ety e read as a straightforward account of his own
Nevertheless, Plato clearly did take seriously the effects that the
have on the soul. A small but significant numb);r of texts state or imzfdeh:? 11:111‘2
body and the physical environment more generally can affect the character of the
soul. A temperate climate can be used to explain the superior inteliectual powers
of the inhabitants of Greece, and had formed the backdrop to the excellent
natures of the inhabitants of Atlantis.” Despite his commitment to the
transmigration of souls,” a number of passages attest to Plato’s belief that

7 Timaeus 24 ¢ = Foerster (1893) ii. 2512 (on the character of the iti
; . Greeks); Critias
.::gm)§ also Republic 435 5= Foerster (1893) ii. 249-50 {of northern ra)ces such ];il’;h(r:rcli:i:
: cythians); and cf.:Laws 747 DE=Foerster {1893) ii. 251. In this context, Foerster lists Laws
03 A; Foerster (18?3) fi. 250-1, where the Athenian S$txanger warns against the foundation of cities
near the sea, But this passage makes no allusion to the effects of the climate on character: rather,
it argues that people living on the sea-board are unduly exposed to, and tend to become. dul’
att::h-;ﬁ t(;, novelty, luxury, and alien patterns of thought. ' ' e
The .toics at least appear to have thought that the phencmenon of inherited charact

1::51{1)); with t:ﬂra.n.umgranon (Plutarch, On.Stoic Self-Contradictions 1053 c}; but in fact the:: :::
mmﬂimer:o(;n ing the two, as Neoplatc‘)msts proved (see further Section VI). A propos: it has
rovide E'idge:n ?sm]:;ned that passages in Plato which suggest transmigration between species
. 1 969.ce or his interest in physiognomy (e.g. Phaedo 81 i—82 b= Foerster 1893: ii. 253; and
: 22), There is of course (and was already in antiquity) a question over whether Plato
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psychological character is inherited, just as physical character is,”? and he might
have thought that there was some physical basis for this.5® Indeed, in an article
on the Timaeus, Christopher Gill has argued that Plato in that dialogue
systematically ascribes psychological failings—from madness to sexual excess—
to the constitution of the body, so that one precisely can talk of character in
reductionist terms as ‘body-based character. (Gill, in fact, appeals to the
reductionist reading of this dialogue by Galen.)®!

There is, however, an important qualification to be mads of Gill's account
of the Timaeus, and it is one whose conclusion applies to all the texts mentioned.
In brief, whatever influence Plato ascribes to physical factors in the development
of the non-rational soul, he never says that they determine its character (or
in any sense its nature) from the start. Indeed, they may never, in fact should
never, have any effect at all, since they are counterbalanced by the positive
effect on character of reason in shaping 2 person’s upbringing. Plato is careful
to say that a person becomes bad (ie. acquires a particular irrational
character) because of a bad state of body and an ‘upbringing without education’
(868); or where a poor state of body combines with a poor government and
poor parenting (87 A8); the route to happiness, conversely, involves both physical
and intellectual training (88 8c). The result of all this is that Plato is not quite
so Galenic as Gill implies. For Galen (as we shall see in Section V), the
character of the soul is (somehow or other) a function of the temperament
of the body; for Plato, the body is only one influence on the character of the

non-rational soul. 2

meant this literally; but even if he did, the point is that one’s soul migrates ito the bady of an animal
which one comes to resemble in behaviour, not looks (Timaeus 42G; and note the diverse range
of forms which might fall to the conventionally just man: a wasp or ant in Phaedo 82 B, but a bird
in Timaeus 91 DE).

%9 g0 Charmides 157D-1588; Cratylus 394 A; hence also the possibility of breeding for good
character: Republic 3756, 459; Politicus 310 and Laws 773 AB; ¢f. Critias 21 AB,

0 In the context of the Timaeus this seems likely. The parent, qua begetter (not qua educator: that
is considered separately) takes more responsibility for the evil character of the child than the child
itself { Timaeus 87 B).

§1 gee Gill (2000), 62. (For Galew’s reductionist reading of Plato, see further Section V.)
Cf Timnpeus 86C-E (an excess of seed around the spinal marrow Jeads to a foolish soul);
86 £=Foerster (1893) ii. 252 (poor physical condition, like maleducation, might be the couse of
vice); 87 4 (humours cause ill temper, melancholy, rashness, cowardice, forgetfulness, stupidity in
the soul); 88 A8 (a strong body making 2 wealer soul dull and stupid and ignorant). Cf. also Laws
728 DE (a moderate body has best effect on soul); 790 E (fearfulness is a morbid condition which
arises when the soul is dominated by movement of body). Alcohol, of course, provides good proof
that the soul’s activities can be irapeded by the body: Laws 645 DE (and of, Ps.-Aristotle, Physiognomy
805°2-4).

@ Cf Lioya (1987), 28-30 n. 89. Gill recognizes (2000: 60}, but plays down (61) the significance
of educational and political influences on psychological development. T also disagree with him about
the effect of the physical environment on réason. Gill assutnes that the siate of reason, and so one’s
ability to apply a positive control on the development of one’s character, is itself gt the mercy of
physiology. 1t seems, however. enl; to be the case that certain pathoiogical states are able to disrupt
the normal course of reason to cause madness and ignorance. (Plato womld, T assume, think that
people suffering mental {llnesses of this kind can and should be placed, like children, under the
protective razonality of others. In this way, even their character can be protected from strictly
unmatural influences.)
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. .It might be objected that this misses the point: that ‘reason’ (particularly when
it is someone else’s reason, e.g. that of our parents) is, as it were, a corrective
imd that the physical forces on our development represent what would be th;
natur‘al’ state of our character were the artifice of reason not to be applied. But
Plato is, on the contrary, clear that philosophy is an entirely natural factor m our
flevellopment: a natural counterweight to the .influence of the body on the
irrational soul. Th.ls is so not just in the sense that it is a naturally occurring
feature of the environment, but in the very strong sense that a tendency to do
and 1o be receptive ic philosophy is itself part of the physical construction and
development of the individual’s body—every bit as much as (and probably, in
farft, more than) an inclination towards the various forms of vice. As a thr)lan
bem.g grows, the overwhelmingly disturbing influences of the infant body tend to
fieclmc, and education (physical as well as philosophical) is supposed to kick
in .to ensure a healthy state of soul and bedy (44sc; cf. 885c); and man’s
fﬁulosophlcal destiny (cf. 4248} is an explanatory factor behind, for example,
(7e2 ;f;;c‘:\)]:l;g of the sense-organs (47 3—&), the mouth (75E), and even the gut

Th.e pqint of all this, so far as I am concerned, is that, while the character of
the irrational soul can certainly be influenced by the body (even,  when
unchecked, to the extent of disabling reason), and while it might be tr’ue that
every negative characteristic of the soul has 2 physica] cause, it would not be
right to say that the natural character of the irrational soul is determined b
the body (_nor, then, by any external factor which might have an influence on thz
body). ‘[t is not the case, for example, that the body determines the nature of
the soul (as it does in Phaedo), and philosophy is awakened later on in reaction
to thf: ps_ychological ‘diseases’ this entails. Rather, an individual’s natural state
consists in a proper equilibrium of the irrational soul as it is held in balance
between, on the one hand, the requirements of physical existence and, on the
other, the controlling force of reason. (It makes no difference that this rc’asou in
the first placfe, is that of the educators.) Rather than saying that the cha.rac’:ter
clvf the 301'11 is naturally determined by the body, the most we can say is that
if something goes wrong, in particular if the appropriate {natural) educationai
forces are not in play, then the soul will tend to acquire a character which can be
cxpla!jnffd by the individuaP’s physiology.®*

Still, it might be said, this is not bad going. If we assume that appearance is in
any case determined by physiology, then we should be able to make a reasonable
judgement of a.person’s character in every case where the proper educational
system was lacking. Since the proper educational system is (in our sorry times)
almost always lacking, our success rate is likely to be high. A refusal to credit

63 o .
o g.. Onﬂ:hls Jobansen {2000) 109-10; Steel (2001).
ote that this is subtly, but importantly, diff; 1
e K . v, erent from the common Neoplatonist line
Explt.)rzr.: tl;n Sezltmn v, ar.cordn'lng to which irrational inclinations are written intopthe body, to
al'l'lal'ufet - emselves as psychological affections in the absence of reason’s control. Plato mmerely says
ost, that the body tends to influence the character of the irrational soul. T
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Plato with a physiognomy starts, after all, to look rather forced.®® But it looks
forced, as | am arguing, only if we make assumptions about the meaning of the
word ‘physiognomy” for ancient philosophers. If T am right that ancient
philosophers reserved the notion of physiognomy for the claim that a natural
ctate of character could be deduced from the natural appearance of the body
(and not just for any claim that mental state and appearance are linked) then
Plato is not properly considered, and certainly would not consider himself, an
ally of physiognomy. In this respect, as I shall suggest at the end of Section IV,
his thought has some interesting parallels with that of the earlier Stoics—and
when we have seen what they think, and why, in particular, they did not think of

themselves as physiognomists, it will be possible to understand Plato’s position
more clearly, However, it is also necessary first to be clear about what the
acceptance of physiognomy does involve for a philosopher; and this is something

we can see if we turn now to the most influential of ancient physiognomical
theorists: Plato’s own pupil Aristotle.

111. ARISTOTLE AND HIS SCHOOL

Peripatetic works of physiognomy: Ps.-Arnistotle, . Physiognomy (805'1-814b9 Bekker); Loxus
(fragments: Origen, Against Celsus 1. 33; Anon. Lat. 1, 2, 12, 48, 80-1, 89, 117, 133).% References
to an Aristotelian Physiognomy: DL 5. 25; Anon,, Vita Menagiana Aristotelis A, 97 Rose; Anon. Lat. 1,
48, 55, 72, 83-9, 117; Adamantius Al; Galen, QAM 57. 7-9 Miiller; Stobaeus, Eclogue i. 47. 6. 1-20,
i 301, 23-302. 17 Wachsmuth {queting the surviving Physiognomy 805*1-18); Pollux, Onomasticon
2. 135, 7 Bethe {cf. Suetonius, de blasphemits 4. 70 Taillardat) {cites 811"17). Occurrences of
physiogndmon- in Aristotle {other than the Physiognomy): Prior Analyties 2. 27, 707, 13-14, 25-6, 32
GA 4. 3, 769P20. Citations of Aristotelian physiognomy from works not named: Pliny, Natural
Histary 11. 273 {= Aristotle, fr. 286 Rose®); cf. Pompeius Trogus, On Animals fr. 10 Seel [not naming
Aristotle, but of. HA 491"11--26]. References under this description to physiognomical passages in
known Aristotelian works other than the Physiognomy: Antigonus, Collection of Amazing Stories
1i42—c Giannini [not naming Aristotle; but cf. HA 49171126, 4925473, 572°8-13]; Galer, QAM
51 1257, 6 Milller [PA 6487213, 650°14-651°17; HA 491°11-492°12, *34-"3]; Ammonius, On the
Prior Analytics iv. 6. 7. 16 Wallies [from the proem, with Prior Analytics 70°7-38 in mind];
Philopenus, On the Prior Analytics xii. 2 483. 224, 484. 811, 485. 5 Wallies [Prior Analytics
70°7-38]; Commentary on the Generation of Animals xiv. 3, 185, 13 Hayduck [en GA 769°9, with
769°20—1 in mind); cf. Commentary on the De anima xv, 155. 22 Hayduck [commenting on DA
408°34-P2]; Latin Scholia to the Prior Analytics 370-1 Minio-Paluella [Prior Analytics 707, 111
Occurrences of physiognomen- in other Peripatetic writers: Alexander, On Fate 171. 11-12 Bruns
(also quoted at Eusebius, Preparation for the Gospel 6. 9. 22).5

The single most influential work of physiognomy written in antiquity was
the Physiognomy which circulated (and survives) under the name of Aristotle.

6 (One should, of course, keep in mind the fact that Plato never once offers us an example of 2
link between a particular trait of appearance and a particular psychological trait; the position would
have to be that physiognomy is #mplicit in Plato.

® For Loxus' Peripatetic credentials, see subsection (fii) below.

&7 Alexander was once erroneousty credited with a commentary on Aristotle’s Physignomanica:
see Foerster (1893) i, pp. xxxiiif. {The ‘physiognomical’ passages Foerster himself identified in
Alexander, given ibid. 283, are also drawn from a spurious work: see Rose 1863: 216—18; Cranz 1960:
126-35.)
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A.part from the fact that the name of Aristotle did a certain amount in its own
r1gl}t to advertise and lend credibility o the study of physiognomy in Classical
antiquity and beyond,® the work apparently asserted itself as the principal work
of reference for all subsequent writing on physiognomy. The two later
handbooks which survive from Classical antiquity, those by Polemon and the
anonymous .Latin writer, draw heavily on it; Galen seems to have had it in mind
when engaging in his own theoretical discussion of physiognormy, and may even
have intended to invoke it in the opening sentence of the Powers of the Soul
[QAM] (as I suggest in Section V n. 184 below). Antonella Ghersetti shows, in
Ch. ‘6_, how the work, read through Galenic lenses, was received in the Ara;bic
tradltlcfn.as the foundational text of a ‘scientific’ physiognomy.

But it is not only the case that the later tradition looked back to Aristotle for
th.e definitive, or at least the seminal, account of physiognomy as a practical
science; it is also the case that most later theoretical discussions of physiognomy
in tht_e Classical world in particular depend more or less directly on a reading
of A.l:lstotle for their account of how body and soul interact in such a way that
physlognorr.ly. becomes a possibility in the first place. This might seem shightly
more surprising, since Aristotle’s hylomorphic model of the soul did not have
a significant take-up among post-Aristotelian thinkers—at least not in the
terms we would find it historically appropriate to recomstruct for him. But
it haPpens that Aristotle came to be read in some quarters as an advocate
of epiphenomenalism, the theory that psychological functions are explicable in
terms of a person’s physiological state.” Since, as I shall argue, such a reading
was 1:nade possible by those very features of his psychology that open the way to
physiognomy, it is after all no surprise, even if it is not exactly inevitable, that

i (] .shouJ..d be noted that, conversely, Aristotle’s forays into physiognomy can be used to
unt-igrmme his credibility—as in the case of the (Epicurean?) critique of Aristotle’s natural histo
which deploys physiognomical material from HA 1. 1¢ (see Section IV 1. 132 below). Even a.mo;y
those who‘ are sympathetic to Aristotle, not everyone finds this moaterial easy to swallow: 1’11'ng
cong'onts it with an exasperated miror (Natural History 11, 2754 = Aristotle, fr. 286 Rose’: cf HX
493°32). The immediate object of Pliny’s concern here are signs of longevity, not character‘ bl;lt he
goes on at 11, 2756 to assimilate these to more conventional physiognomical observations v;hich he
quotss ﬁ'um Pompeius Trogus, but which mostly draw on Aristotle, HA 491°11-26. (Fliny’s distaste
ﬁar ]irhysmg.nomy here is not, by the way, inconsistent with Natural History 11. 138 = Foerster 1893;
ii. 3947;, W:{;Chdis abmtll: facial expression, not physiognomy as such.} '

" So dlready, in the generation after Aristotle, Dicaearchus {frr. 1428 Mi - i);
Answx..ents (fer. 118-20 Wehrli); Strato (fr. 118 Wehrli). Lat{er on, Androﬂl::sw(lul:te‘: 21:11'3:
?gpr;wmgy by Ga.Im at QAM 44. 12-20 Miiller); Boethus (see esp. Gottschalk 1986); Nicolaus
O;Otha:;s, Ecgue i 353, 12-354. 1B Wachsmutl.l); Alexander of Aphrodisias (see his surviving work
Do ;ul};md ger_nerally Caston (1997). Fo‘r Dicaearchus in particular: Caston (2001) and Sharples
@ . For ror{.lcus, Alexander, imc_ﬂ their relationship to Galen: Donini (1971); (1974) 127-85;
Moraux (1973-84) i. 132—6 (Andronicus); ii. 740-2, 773-85 (Galen); Thillet (1981); Sharples (1987)
:3;.0120.2—4.1;.(;0&“}1&111: (1987); Blumenthal (1996) 15-16; Sorabji (2000) 25463, 266-7. Ari,stotelia;
- umgnglt;t:] include Theophrastus (cf. fr. 26? PFHSG with commentary at Huby 1999: 18; also
Comep 1996: 10; .Lennox 1985) .and Eristratus (cf. von Staden 1997); later on, cf. Aspasius
vy eeinr;g»'o on the Nicomachean Ethu:.s 1. 14-15 Heylbut) and Xenarchus of Seleucia (see Stobaeus,
- eﬁ:ﬂ i ._5—8 Wachsmuth). Cratippus does not count here: although he supposed that the

. was prior 10 f:he body and separable from it, the non-rational soul, as being concerned with
Physical functions, is inseparable, and perhaps not prior. See Cicero, Onr Divination 1. 70-1.
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it should be philosophers influenced by epiphenomenalist thought who were
inspired by Aristotle to consider physiognomy a serious theoretical possibility.m

In the Prior Analytics (at 2. 27), Aristotle has a certain amount to say about
the practicalities of physiognomy: how, once one has established the right sort of
connection between body and soul, one might go about isolating signs for the
conditior. of the latter in the appearance of the former. I shall have a little to say
about this in the Appendix to the present section when I consider the affinities
between Aristotle himself and the authors of the Aristotelian Physiognomy. (For
reasons discussed in subsection (ii) below and in the Appendix, [ am assuming
with the majority of scholars that the work is pseudonymous, and in fact
a composite of works by two different Peripatetic writers.) In what follows
immediately, hawever, this is not what interests me. Rather, my immediate
intentior: is to consider two questions which are prior to this, and actually
more important for the broader understanding of theoretical discussions
of physiognomy in antiquity: how, exactly, Aristotle himself conceived of the
soul such that its relationship with the body would lead one to hope that
physiogromy might be a practical possibility; and how the underpinnings
Aristotle thereby gave to physiognomy might have led to an association between
physiognomy and epiphenomenalism in the minds of later philcsophers.71
Followiryg this, in parts (ii) and (iif), I shall look at the evidence we have for the
psychological models assumed by thinkers in Aristotle’s school who wrote on
physiognomy. 1 shall argue that we know of three such thinkers: not only the two
anonymous authors whose work was combined to produce the surviving
Physiognomy, but also Loxus ‘the physician’, who was used as a source by the
author of the anonymous Latin Physiogriotry. The evidence for the psychological
basis of their interest in physiognomy is poor and does not allow for
certainty; but it may suggest that two of them at least already exemplify the
tendency towards the association between an interest in physiognomy and
an epiphenomenal view of the soul which in later Sections we shall see in
later authors.

™ ‘There are twn exceptions to this generalization: one may be the author of the first part of the
Aristotelian Physiagnomty (see further subsection (i) below); the cther certainly 1s the Platenist
Aristides Quintilianns, whom I discuss in Section V. Aristotle’s pupil Theophrastus was a teleologist
(¢f. n. 69 above), but not a physiognomist-—albeit his Characters is frequently used to support
a claim that he was: .g. Petersen (1859), 92; Misener (1924), 107; Currie {1985); Vogt (1999}, 196;
of. Herzog (1991); 170; Deglowitz {19968), 28; Lombardi {1999). In fact nothing in the Characters
suggests that Theophrastus had a theoretical interest in physiognomy (as opposed to an ethical
interest In manners, for example); nor is there any other evidence that he had such an interest.
Indeed, Theophrastus is excluded even fom Evens’s rather catholic view of physiognomy
(cf. 1969: 39: ‘no passages of strict physiognomical significance oecur’).

71 pyidence that Aristofle was committed to the possibility of physiognomy, given that I do not
arsume him to have been the author of the surviving Physiognomy, include his discussion of
physiognomical signs at Prior Analytics 2. 27 (albeit hypothetical in character: ¢f. Ross 1949; 498-502;
Burnyeat 1982); and the many physiognomicel assertions in his biclogical works (e.g. HA 1. 8-10,
491b10-492°12; 15, 493°32-494%1; 494°16-18; P11 4. 10, 686°21-7; GA 2. 7, 747°15-1%; 4 5
774°36-2; 5. 7, 786°34-787°2; and cf. Lloyd 1983: 23-4).
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(i) Aristotle

If it is a matter of historical fact that most philosophical accounts of physiog-
nomy in antiquity explained the relevant features of the soul by the peculiar
character of the body, it is not a matter of theoretical necessity that this should
have bee'n s0. An equally systematic basis might be given to physiognomy on the
assumption that the peculiar character of the body was determined by the nature
of its soul. Indeed, in Section VI we shall meet one thinker who took just such an
approach (the Platonist Aristides Quintilianus); and at first glance, we might be
teanted to think that this was precisely how Aristotle himself was able to justify
physiognomy. Aristotle, after all, took the soul to be a form-—"the form’ (as he
?ays) ‘of a natural body potentially having life’ (DA 412°20-1). The very word
.form’ {eidos) already suggests appearance; and one might readily assume that,
just as the form of a statue both describes and explains the way a statue looks
so the form of a human individual both describes and explains the way that thé
individual looks. In this case, Aristotle would be committed to physiognomy for
the simple reason that the individual’s soul is precisely what determines his or
her appearance.”

Things are not quite so simple, however, because if Aristotle can be thought
of as gxtendmg the explanatory purpose of the soul to cover appearance as well,
there is, paradoxically, a certain restriction in the relationship Aristotle posit;
between the soul and a person’s psychological character. It is in fact one of the
central insights of Aristotelian psychology that the soul is not an independent
loc.us. of psychological functioning or psychological character, as one might think
of it in Plato, for example. Rather, the “soul’ explains what it is to he something
that has these functions. Aristotle is clear that particular events that we might
have thought of as ‘psychological’ events are not activities of the soul itself, but
are the activities of an ensouled body (DA 408"11-15). It is a person, not a soul
tha.It|h has a ;ilsychological character. ’

is might seem a nice distinction; but it is one that rules out 1 ibili

’fhat Aristotle took the short route to physiognomy when he ml:d: ;Ezfﬁﬂtllltz
for_m’ gf a hu.man being. The reason for this is that, even if we were tempted to
maintain the identity of ‘soul’ and physical shape (though here too one should
be Fa:eful to say, not that the soul is a human being’s shape, but an explanans
of it) we can no longer be sure that it is the only determinant of his or her
character. There is scope to think that there might be aspects of haman beings

and tht_erefore of their psychological character, that are to be explained by’
some:thmg else—for example, the material out of which they are made. It is true
that it must be the soul that explains why there is a human being here at all {and
not, for e?tample, 2 dog), and to do this, the soul must explain everything that is
characteristically human about both their psychology and their appearance. But
the lower-level characteristics that mark a thing out, not just as a human being,

72 = .
md;wl; u:}lghﬂy fnore.sophlsncated m, the idea would be that the soul, as the form of the
o explams his or her peculiar physical disposition (and so appearance) imsofar as that
position realizes the natural behavioural capacities specified in the form.
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but as this human being (for example, Socrates as opposed to Callias) might
be explicable as modal variations of the form’s activity required by the particular
matter out of which Socrates is made.

In brief, then, the question for us is whether the soul-form is supposed to
explain all aspects of character and appearance that distinguish an individual as
such, or whether it is rather meant 10 explain only those that distinguish it as a
member of a particular species (e.g. as a human being).”” This matters a great
deal for our understanding of physiognomy in Aristotle and beyond, because if
we wish to be able to say more of a person on the basis of appearance than that
he or she is human, it is precisely these individual characteristics in which we
shall be interested. What we need to establish, then, is how Aristotle explains
these; and in order to do that, we need to look more closely at his account of
how an individual comes to be in the first place.

As 1 have already indicated, it is uncontroversial that species traits, both
‘psychological’ and physical, are explained by a thing’s form. This, at least, does
follow from Aristotle’s definition of the soul as the ‘form of a body potentially
having life’,”* since what this tells us is that the form is as such responsible for all
those traits that specify for a thing what it requires in order to be alive. Since
terrestrial life is defined in terms of such things as self-nourishment, growth
(and decay), locomotion (and rest}, perception and thought (DA 413°22-5), it is
for these things that Aristotle must posit a formal cause. But there is more than
this that needs to be said. One cannot possess the capacity for self-nutrition
unless one possesses the capacity for nourishing oneself in a4 particular,
determinate way—given. that there are any number of models for a self-
nourishing organism, and nothing could exist whose soul was merely nutritive,
i.e. nutritive without qualification. These determining characteristics must, then,
also be explained by a thing's form: the ability to photosynthesize, for example;
or to feed off plants, or flesh; in the case of animals, the ability to feel, to see, etc.
But they will also include characteristics that a different kind of psychology

73 The question is related to the question, raised by Aristotle’s discussions of form in the
Mectaphysics, whether each individual is supposed to have its own (‘individual’) form, or whether
forms exist only at the level of the species. Clearly, it is the case that if all forms are species-forms,
only those psycho-physical {raits shared in common by all members of a given species will be open
to teleological explanation. But note that, even if one doubts that there exists any such entity as
a ‘species form’, so that forms exist as particulars, one for each individual, it does not follow that
they are farmally or gssentially distinct from each other in a way that would allow us to identify them
as the cause of the ndividual's distinguishing characteristics. Indeed, one might think that such
a step would undermine the notion that members of the same species are the same in essence—oT
even the very notion of a species. A more natural assumption might be that individual forms are
distinguished one from another only incdentally—that is, by the fact that they are the forms of
numerically different individuals; or, to put this another way, by the fact that they are instantiated in
different parcels of matter. One might i this case be able to say that the characteristics of the
individual are ‘incidental’ characteristics of the individual's form {as, analogously, Aristotle is able to
say that soul moves incidentally in virtue of the movement of the composite of which it is the soul:
of DA 1. 3, 406°5-10); but the form would as such provide the explanation only for traits they shared
with the rest of the species. Cf. on this Frede (1987), esp. 77; (2000} 21-6; also Frede and Patzig

(1988), i. 48-57.
7 Though cf. e.g Caston (1997} 331, arguing that the Aristotelian soul ‘supervenes’ on the body.

Physiognomy and Ancient Psychological Theory 49

might distinguish from these as ‘character-traits’. The essence or form of a lion,
for ex‘a.fnple, must explain its characteristic ‘bravery’ ,7 since a lion is not merel ’
appetitive, but bravely so: it is prepared to fight for its food, and its preparednesg
to fight is every bit as important as its having teeth to eat the food with. Brave
then,‘ has a formal cause for a lion.”® But since we know that a lion has just thrz;
physxc‘al structure necessary for the realization of those characteristics for which
Fhere isa forr_na] cause, we can expect that it will be possible, at least in theory, to
1der_1t1fy physical features of a lion that will bear witness to its bravery. Th 1’Y\:\rill
be just those physical features which enable it to be brave, or are a. necee?;s
::ar;sequence oj pl:i};s;ca; fei:ﬂures which atlow it to be brave. (In just the sairlnr)er
, One can iden i i i i
e and appetiti;‘)( e?;s features which bear witness to the fact that a lion
Aristotie’s commitment to physiognomy involves him in the belief that one
can p'erform very much the same sort of exercise at the level of the individual:
th.at is, one can identify physical traits in the individual which are associate(i
with }?artlcular traits of character. This above all, perhaps, is what makes it
tempting to suppose that Aristotle simply extended down to the level of the
individual the scope of what formal causality explains in a creature. The idea
would be that the. physical and psychological traits of an individual have the
same cause as their species traits (namely, a formal cause), so that we should
expect to find exactly the same correlations at the level of the individual as we
ﬁ.n‘d at’ the 1evje1 of the species. In both cases alike, the relevant aspects of the
animal’s .phys1cal structure would be due to the teleological activity of their
form. It is true that this move has certain metaphysical implications which not
'flll {'e?ders of Aristotle would want to accept: it implies (a) that forms exist as
1n(_1n:1dua_ls, and (b) that individual forms are formally distinct from one another
gdts.n-ngmshed, that is, by characteristics that explain the variations between
individuals). But against these concerns, it might be argued that Aristotle’s
account ?f natural generation shows directly and explicitly that he did in fact
make t_hJs move. For Aristotle is clear about one thing in the process of
generation: that the father provides the form for the new child, while the mother
prowdeis only the matter. As he spells out elsewhere, one of the things that this
means is that any resem;)lancc a child might have to its parents must be due to
ie action (?f Ehe father.”” The obvious way of understanding this is to suppose
at 'the child’s appearance quite generally, both as a human being and as this
pamcular: h.uman being, is due to the activity of form, so that its individual
character{st%cs are part of its form and have a formal explanation just as its
characteristics as a member of the (human) species.”®

:: CE. Prior Analytics 70°14-15.

" 2 iklrist:ntle is explicit ‘m thm’kmg that anitnals share not only psychological affections (cf. e.g. NE
F' . 1111°12), but also ‘moral’ traits with humans. See HA 8. 1, 588°16-26; 9. 1 608’11—17; \ ith
ortenbaugh (1971); Lloyd (1983), 24--6. ” .

- ;.E-BEIA 1. 20, 729°9-11; 4. 1, 766°12-14; f. Cooper (1988), esp. 19-21.
nberid e (1987a) 11,. 18-19; (1987¢); Dean-Jones (1994) 193-5 (suggesting that, in explainin|
p}u'ln;o hrfsemblance, Anftotle ‘has to depart from the theory upheld in the main body of hlE
phy’ to assert the existence of individual forms); Cooper (1988) (arguing at 357 that form is
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Such a position quickly runs up against difficulties, however. One is a
straightforward biclogical difficulty: if the father provides the form for the child,
and the form accounts for individual (as well as species) characteristics, then we
would expect every child to look like its father. But children often look like their
mother as well or instead—a fact of which Aristotle is well awarz.”® The second
major difficulty is textual: a passage of the GA (5. 1, 778%30-5) which seerns
to rule out explicitly the possibility that we can give a formal explanation for
individual (as opposed to species) characteristics:

Of those things which are neither common works of nature nior proper to each species,
pone is or becomes the way it is for the sake of anything. The eye is for something, but it
is not blue for any purpose—unless this is a condition praper to the species. Neither do
some such cases® have anything to do with the account of the animal’s essence but, as
coming about by necessity, their causes must be referred to the matter (hyl#n) and the
rmoving principle (té kingsasar archén).

Just to make the point clear, individual characteristics are not only denied
formal explanation here, but are given an alternative explanation involving a
kind of necessity: ‘matter’, and ‘the moving principle’. In other words, the
possibility that individual characteristics have a teleological explanation seems to
be explicitly ruled out—and with it, we might note, the possibility that
physiognomy can be founded on the teleological model suggested by the
explanation of species-traits. But how, then, are individual characteristics to be
explained?

It is possible on metaphysical grounds to understand why Aristotle might
want to make the distinction in the kinds of explanation to be given to species
and individual traits suggested by the GA passage just quoted. Species
characteristics, after all, determine an animal as a particalar thing, namely a

not responsible for ‘biclogically superficial characteristics like eye-colour, pitch of voice’, etc., and so
is not exactly individual form; but is responsible for “whichever properties of the father's body the
movements in his blood contain specific information for’ (his italics), and so are “universals of s much
lower order of generality than has been thought’). My objection to these positions is not, it should be
noted, an objection to the claim that forms are, substantially speaking, individual, but rather to the
suggestion that forms are individuated by differences that are essential (and hence that we can appeal
to formal or final causality to explain differences between individuals). See again n. 73 above.

™ eg GA 4. 3. (Bven though resemblance to one's mother is strictly unmatural—even being
female is unnatural in this sense of unnatural: 767°8—9-it still has to be explained.) CL Dean-Jones
(1994), 195 for a statement of the problem (though it will become apparent that I disagree with her
evaluation of Aristotle’s solution, according to which the semen is ‘mastered’ by the movements of
the menses, as ‘ad hoc').

80 e word ‘neither’ (oute) which introduces this clause might be read, as it were, epexegetically:
‘Blug eyes do not bave a final cause unless common t0 the species; which is tv say that they have 1o

connection with the account of the animal’s essence.’ But why, if this is correct, the restriction to.

‘some cases’ (ep’ enion)? If this clause merely amplifies what precedes it, then it would apply to ail
cases covered there, So the clause must be read as a further qualification of wihat has just been said,
viz.: ‘Blue eyes do not have a final cause unless common to the species; and not even then will they
have a final cause in alk cases.” It is a necessary condition for a trait to have a final cause that it be
common to the species; it s not, however, a sufficient condition. (As a matter of interest, Aristotle
supposes that eye-colour does tend 1o be constant within species: humans are unusual in this respsct:

HA 1. 10)

Physiognomy and Ancient Psychological Theory 51

member _of a particular species, and so form part of its essence. Individual
characteristics, on the other hand, are incidental at least in the sense that one
'doe.s not have to have them in order to be a particular kind of thing. But if
individual characteristics are ‘incidental’ rather than essential, this does not of
course mean that an individual can avoid having any such characteristics at all.
IOn the contrary, every individual must have some individual characteristics, for
just the same kind of reason that an individual wall, though its essence makes no
refererlmle to its being red or brown or grey, must nevertheless be some colour or
other if it is to take its place in the world. In the case of individual human beings
then, we shouid perhaps accept that it is no part of their formal account tha;
they have the particular characteristics they do have; but they must nevertheless
hfwe somne such characteristics,. To borrow the example Aristotle gives in his
discussion of physiognomy at Prior Analytics 70°14-17, it is not specified in the
form of any human individual (as it is for every lion) that he or she should have
large extremities, or should be brave. However, each individual must
nevertheless have extremities of some size, and lie somewhere between the
extremes of cowardice and rashness in order to take his or her place in the world.
There is something, in other words, that determines, that makes concrete, what
the form e_xplains at a more general level; something that explains why, when a
humau.'i being is produced, it is 2 human being of a particular size, shape, and
l.aehawoural disposition. And Aristotle, in the passage just quoted, specifies what:
it comes down to the master from which the new human will be made, and the;
moving principle which does the making.
' It is important to note that there are two additional factors listed here. Focus
is frequently directed onto matter alone. In Aristotle’s example of an eye which is
blue, but not through formal causality, the point is taken to be that it is blue just
because only a blue eye could be made out of the material available for making
the_eye. (Technically speaking, the matter is said to make the blueness of the eye
an issue of ‘hypothetical necessity’.)® In the case of a child, similarly, we can say
that it is the character of the particular blood out of which a child is to be made
th.at helps to explain its individual characteristics. But a little thought in this case
will sh(‘m{ that matter is not neatly enough on its own, If matter were the sole
determining factor for individual characteristics, then one of the original
pr9blems we faced would simply be turned on its head. Instead of expecting all
children to look like their fathers, we should now expect them to resemble their
m(?thers, since it is from the mother that their matter derives.* This is why
An‘stoﬂe. reminds us that we have to take into account the activity of the father
as *moving cause’ as well. For the active partner in the process of generation is
not gas one might be tempted to say) the form, but the father. To be sure, he acts
in virtue of having the form (this goes back to the point I made at the be,ginning

Bl . . .
" wel??ﬁenml tl;;u:ause there is no absolute necessity for there to be an eye; bur if there is to be
el A 1 zt::e, . en the n.':iture of ﬂ?e matter makes it necessary that it should be blue. See in
Corm, vt ;-:, Mﬁuphysnfs AS; Prior Analytics 9436 with J. Barnes (1994}, 232-3; f. Balme
-7 A,s , with the corrective remarks of Gotthelf (1987} 234-5 and Cooper (1987) 267.
Galen already noted: On Szed 2. 1. 547, and further Section V below.
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of the discussion); but he acts as himself a determinate individual®® And being
a determinate individual, not a mere form, the father of course has his own
individual characteristics. These, of course, will colour the way in which he
conducts the business of procreation as they colour all his activities. Thus a child
might look like its mother in virtue of the matter of out which it is made; but it
might also look like its father in virtue of his activity in shaping that matter.

For reasons that will emerge shortly, it is necessary to emphasize here that the
father is responsible for the shaping of the matter. As we have seen, Aristotle is
clear that the father does the crafting of every characteristic of the child, even
those which it shares with its mother, and whose explanation therefore involves
the nature of her matter t00.2 The mother’s influence, then, turns out to be
slightly indirect. Rather than acting directly to bring about replicas of her own
features in the embryo, Aristotle argues that the mother has instead to, as it were,
persuade the father to do it for her. The idea seems to be that the mother’s blood
capnot initiate generative activity. (If it could, there would be no need of the
father at all.) But it nevertheless has its own siructure or determination in virtue
of which it is naturally inclined to support an organism of precisely the mother’s
characteristics. In some cases it turns out that the paternal semen is too weak to
‘master’ or ‘prevail over’ this inclination {Aristotle’s word is (epi)kratei: see
GA 4 3, eg 768734-P1), Like a carpenter who has to modify his design in the
face of a piece of wood whose grain and knots prove intractable to him, the
semen is instead ‘mastered’ and ‘prevailed over’ by the blood. It modifies its
activity—though the activity is still its activity, just as the form taken by the
carpenter’s table is precisely the form given to it by the carpenter (the wood did
none of the work).””

B3 <Bor’ as Aristotle says, ‘it is a man that generates a man’; Physics 194P9-13; ¢f. 19472951 (and
of. Metaphysics H4, 1044°34-6, where the ‘moving cause’ is distinguished from formal and final:
listing them, Aristotle posits an identity between the latter two only). [n more detail, Aristotle thinks
that the father uses his semen to craft the blood in the mother exactly as a carpenter uses his tools to
craft wood: GA L. 22, 730°11-22. The idea behind this is that the semen is produced by the father as
concocted blood with its own generative principle of motion. Since bloed in general has the job of
building and sustaining the individual, one can understand the semen to be doing soraething
analogous in crafting an individual which is, as far as it is capable of it, just the same as the father. See
all of GA 1. 19, 726713 f£. (726”1921 for the generative *principle of movement’; cf. 1. 20, 72910-12;
4. 3, 767°18-20). Cf."in "general Lloyd (1991¢), suggesting that there is a difference of emphasis
between Aristotle’s biological and metaphysical warks aver the status of the moving cause.

84 peferences in n. 77 above. I can, by the way, see no basis for Gooper's claim: (1988: 35-6) that
there are ‘biologically superficial characteristics' (he mentions eye-colour, pitch of voice, and the
natural quality of the hair) for which the father is not responsible.

85 g, when Atistotle says that semen contains ‘in actuality’ the movements required to make 2
copy of the father, but also contains ‘potentially’ the movements ‘of the fernale and her remoter
ancestors’ (GA 4. 3, 768%11-14), what he must mean is that the semen is capable of reproducing traits
from the mother's side of the family (as the carpenter is capabie of producing featares that are not
part of his normal style)—only that it would not do so normally, and has to be prevailed upon to do
so. Cf, Dean-Jones {1994), 195-8 (but pace Dean-Jones 2000, esp. 109, according to whom the
movements of the mother compete with those of the scmen once it has initisted the process of
embryonic development; pace also De Lacy 1992: 222 ad 154. 9-10, suggesting that the mother’s
movements ‘take over’ in cases where the semen fails to prevail). The notion of ‘prevailing’
is heipfully assimilated by Cooper (1988: 31-3) to the motion of ‘reciprocal action—for which
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All this might seem to amount to an nnnecessary complication to the central
and important point, which is just that every case of human generation involves
a father and a mother, some semen and some blood, and that the particular
nature of the child that results depends to some extent on the particular nature
of each of these. But part of the reason for the complication is very important
far the present study: Aristotle’s need to maintain the priority of form in the
process. For it is in virtue of form (namely the form of human being) that there
is azy case of generation at all. But what the form does is to explain the activity
of a determinate individual, namely the father, as Aristotle supposes. So the
father must be thought of as doing the generating—all of it. The mother needs to
have her say as well; but her contribution cannot be in any sense the source
of thls activity, This is why Aristotle supposes instead that, just as the father’s
activity qua generator is filtered through his own nature as an embodied
individual, so it is modified in the face of the particalar characteristics of the
matter with which he has to work.

And this, at last, allows us to understand how it is that physiognomy becomes
a live possibility for Aristoile. As we have seen, Aristotle has a ready account for
the congruence between the psychological and physical traits of species in the
fact that they both have a formal cause: an animal is structured in just the way
necessary to realize its nature as a member of a particular species. Individual
characteristics, on the other hand, are explained by ‘hypothetical necessity™ the
characteristics of the determinate individuals responsible for the generation of
the individual. But if species and individual traits have different explanations,
they nevertheless come about as the result of the same real-world causes.
In particular, both are due to the craftsmanship, that is, the generative activity,
of the father. He acts primarily (in virtue of form) to create a certain kind of
creature; but in order to do this, and in order to do it with the matter to hand,
he sets about to craft an individual with certain determinate characteristics. And
the fact that species and individual characteristics are unavoidably consequences
of the very same causal activity, because the father’s production of the latter
is the means by which he produces the former, is what guarantees that the
correspondences between psychological and physical characteristics at the level
of _the species will obtain at the level of the individual as well. This is no kind of
coincidence: as resulting from a single creative activity they are the very same
correspondences.

This not only explains in general terms how it is that Aristotle can consider
physiognomy a theoretical possibility, it also underpins the practical investiga-
tion f’f physiognomical signs that he suggests in Prior Analytics 2. 27. For he says
in this passage that physiognomy will be a possibility precisely if one can isolate
the psycho-physical traits which differentiate species. The idea is that, when a
physical trait distinctive of one species crops up as something that distinguishes

cf, Geu,eratio: and Corruption A 324°5-"13. Note, by the way, that it is only ‘things whose form is in
matter’ {324°5-6} which are reciprocally affected in action. In practice, this confirms that we should

fDCluas.our attention on the father/semen as moving cause, and away from the ‘form’ considered in
1solation.
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an individual member of another species, we can expect that individual to
possess the corresponding psychological characteristic (70°14-26):

For if a characteristic [pathos] belongs to one individual species, as bravery to lions, it is
necessary that there will be some sign as well: ex hypathesi they change along with each
other. Let this sign be having large extremities—which canrot belong to any other
complete species, for (a5 we are used to saying) a sign is proper in this way when it is
proper to a whole species, and not fo an individual, And when this sign appears in
another specics, you will have a brave man (or whatever other type of animal). But he will
have the sign: for there is a one-to-one correspondence. If all this is right, and we can
gather such signs [or those animals which Lave only one characteristic, and each has its
sign, since it is necessary to have one, we shall be able to do physiognomy . ..

One might have wondered why Aristotle does not recommend collecting
groups of men known for (e.g.) their irascibility to see whether there is a
distinctive physical trait they share in common; or why in general he makes the
distinction between species and individuals and starts the investigation from
the species.® Part of the answer to this will, no doubr, be practical: for one
thing, individuals can change or dissemble their character. But there may be
another reason too, one that recognizes the difference in status (the difference
in their respective explanations) between species and individual traits. For
the connections between psycho-physical traits at the level of the species are
guaranteed by the fact that they are teleologically grounded (it is because a lion is
to be brave that it has large extremities). The fact that a man with large
extremities will tend to be braver than other men is, on the other hand, more or
less contingent on the physical processes that led to his having large extremities.
What guarantees the connection in this case is just the fact that that process
is the same as the process that led to the realization of species traits, Since it is,
in this sense, the correlations between character and appearance at the level
of the species that guarantee correlations that can be made at the level of the
individual, it makes a certain amount of sense for Aristotle to suggest starting
with species traits.

To spell this out in slightly different terms provides an answer for the second
question T raised at the beginning of this section as well. T noted then that
physiognomy after Aristotle tended to be associated with an epiphenomenalist,
not a teleological model of the soul. A possible reason for this starts to emerge if
one considers that, while teleology remains the ultimate guarantee for Aristotle
that physiognomy can be given a secure explanatory grounding, the link between
teleology and the production of individual characteristics is at best indirect.
At best we can say that teleology explains the causal processes which are in
operation such that particular individual characteristics come about in

% 1 fact he does appeal to individuals in the practical investigation of signs, but only when
brought to aporie by the examination of species: ‘But if the whole species has two “propet”
characteristics, as a lion might be brave and generous, how shall we know which of the signs
following ‘properly’ signifies vihich characteristic? Perhaps as follows: if both occur in part of some
other species, and in those species in which each is found though not in the whale of it, and
whenever a member has one but not the other: for if someone is brave but not liberal, and has just
one of these two signs, it is clear that this is the sign of bravery in the lion’  Prior Analytics 70°26-32).
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fra:itt:lqcul_ar instances of_ genera}tion. But for someone who focuses on individual
" $ (1.6: the kind with which the physiognomist deals), this is not very far
om saying that the proper explanation for the psychological and physical
traits po?sessed by individuals is a ‘bottom-up’ explanation, one grouﬁdzzl i
the physical processes of generation and growth. I shall def:er until Section%
a ﬁ.xller account of the considerations moved by each side of the argument
{epiphenomenalist and teleological) in the interpretation of Angsl: tlr:
psychology. It becomes most relevant in the case of Galen, who is the clt;r:si
exan.1p1e of someone who associates physiognomy with an epiphenomenalist
rca(.img of _Anstotlc, and whose work in any case provides us with the best
available ev:dcncs: for the debate. But to anticipate the conclusion I shall comeets
therei teleplogy is most seductive to those most impressed by the constan )
:zmd. functional adaptation of species as such; but those who consider that :ny
individuals character and capacities are explained by a physical proc
conducted between two physical individuals, and that, on the physicalp 13:1:5
these are tht? means by which species traits are generated, might start to wgnde;
what space is left for the supposedly prior activity of a metaphysical “form’. It
turns out, in other words, that the attractions of epiphenomenalism are bou‘nd
up with Just that aspect of Aristotle’s psychology which explains individual
characteristics and so, in the end, underpins his physiognomy. "’

(i) Two Anonymous Aristotelians: the Authors of the Physiognomy

I have suggested how Aristotle’s psychological (and, for that maf iologi
Fheory pro_wdes ﬂ:le theoretical opening for his investigation 'Lnt(t)t i;-},qlr)slioaloggin
insofar as it explains why we should expect there to be correlations betwege:n thz
psychological _and physical traits of individuals. What is more, we have seen that
these corr‘elatmns are exactly the same as cotrelations between physical and
pS)"chologlcal traits characteristic of different animal species. This fzf:t all
A.nstotle to see the way forward to identifying which physical characteﬁs(l):l}z:
:ll-lgnal the presence of w]?ich psychological traits. I shall return to ths subject in
he apPendm to this section but, in brief, the idea is that if two or more species
smgre just one physical characteristic {Aristotle’s example at Prior Analytics
. 14—dl7 hlS large extr?mit:ies) :.md one psychological trait (bravery), it can be
Ln erred that wherever in the animal kingdom that characteristic is found, it will
e xrllchcatwe of the same psychological trait~whether it is found in atnothe:r
s;;cimes.or (.m'core to the point) in an individual member of a species not
1(:. erwise distinguished for large extremities or bravery. Whether Aristotle
imself made a systematic attempt to follow through the procedure he
recomme_nds to pr?duce a systematic catalogue of physiognomical signs is a
LI;olot P:lmt: the];(; isa scatte{'ing of physiognomical observations through his
> ;!) ogic works, andlone might be termpted to put some faith in the fact that a
hysmgnomy was ascribed to him in the ancient catalogues of his works
V(A'l; atever one thinks of the pseudonymous treatise that survives under his namé
ut see further the Appendix below, nn. 119-20). We do, however, know of

8 A .
Cf. again n. 71 above.
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three members of Atistotle’s school who produced works of physiognomy. In
subsection (iii) below I shall argue that one of these is Loxus, one of the sources
used by the compiler of the anonymcus Latin Physiognomy. Before that, though,
I shall consider the two aponymcus authors whose works survive in the
composite Physiognomy which comes to us (and was already circulating in
antiquity) under Aristotle’s name. Since it is the theoretical underpinning rather
than the practical conclusions of physiognomy that interests me in this study,
I do not intend to examine as such the practical aspects of any of these writers
(though in the appendix to this section 1 consider aspects of practice in the
Physiognomy precisely to show how differences at this level do not undermine
the essential unity of purpose anc. direction that they share with Aristotle
himself). But it does seem worthwhile to consider whether anything of their
theoretical background (ie. their respective psychological models) can be
discerned in what survives from them. The evidence is not all that good; but
what there is might suggest that aiready among Aristotle’s immediate successors,
physiognomy was tending to become linked to an anti-teleological view of his
psychology.

One of the clearest reasons for supposing that the Aristotelian Physiognomy is
a composite of two texts (which following Foerster, I shall refer to as [Treatise] A
and [Treatise] B respectively) is the fact that there is a very clear break at 80811,
where the treatise begins as it were all over again with a new preface which,
though different from it, covers much the same ground as the preface at the
beginning of the work. In particular, both prefaces cover the methodological
question of how one goes about establishing which pkysical traits are signs for
which psychological traits—they converge, to this extent, with Aristotie’s own
discussion in Prior Analytics 2. 27. (Again, I shall have more to say about this in
the appendix to this section.) The importance of this is that, very much like
Aristotle in the Prior Analytics, neither part of the composite treatise is interested
in establishing why there is a relationship between body and soul such that
physiognomy becomes a possibility. The question has no bearing on the task
at hand: the attempt to identify physiognomical sigas only requires that we
accept a close enough relationship between the two. In other words, although
the authors of the two treatises must have held views about the nature of the
relationship between body and soul which led them to an interest in
physiognomy, there is no particular reason why they should here betray what
those views were. Indeed, given that the questicn is not immediately relevant,
one might think that the authors of A and B would have had a positive motive to
avoid putting themselves in a position where they might have to explain or
justify the psychological model they as a matter of fact assume. Aristotle himself
in Prior Analytics 2. 27 studiously avoids hinting at any tendentious views of his
own about the causal hierarchy between body and soul. All he says is that
‘physiognomy is possible if one allows that, at least in respect of their natural
characteristics, body and soul change together’ (70°7-9). So when Treatise A and
Treatise B insist that body and soul are in a relztionship whereby they are
mutually affected (the word both use is sympatheia: A at 805°6; B at 80811, 19)
we should not be tempted to suppose that this represents a particular theoretical
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position on the nature of the relationship between soul and body. It is rather an
assertion that body and soul are related in such a way that physiognomy
l.aecon.les possible. In fact Aristotie too talks of the sympatheia of body and soul
in this context (Prior Analytics 70°16 sympascheir allélois)—and apparently
means .nothjng more than he meant earlier by saying that the two ‘change at the
same time as’ each other (hama metaballein at 70Y7-8).

_ The examples of sympatheia offered by A and B confirm the non-theoretical
intent of the word: they largely consist of particular events which one might
normally have thought of as primarily physical events (illness and driunkenness
at A, 805°2—4; diet and medication at B, 808°21—4) or as primarily psychological
events (e.g. experiences of love, fear, pain, and pleasure at A, 805°5-8; grief and
joy at B, 808°14-15), but which turn out to be astociated with (respectively)
psychological and physical changes as well. They talk, in other words, about
operations of the soul and body, but say nothing about the causes of the
characters or capacities in virtue of which they operate.

But this does not quite exhaust the examples we are given. In fact each
Treatise offers one example or claim which is of a rather different order, and may
after all hint at their respective authors’ underlying psychological position.
Alopgstd.e the examples of psycho-physical events, Treatise A offers, in fact
begins with, what is apparently a perfectly general statement about the nature of
the mind (dianoia):

That mmds follow their bodies and are not isolated and wnaffected by the changes of the
body is something that becomes very clear.. R

( On its own, this would not be very significant, since the Treatise goes on to
prove’ the point by appealing to physical events which are associated with
psychological change, and then to show that ‘the opposite’ is equally true
.(ther.e are psychological events, such as octasions of emotion, with physical
J.mPhcations). But a little further on, we are told something that makes it look
a3 if these cxamples are misleading if read as a gloss on the original statement.
For we are told that the type of dianocia any arimal has as a member of

a particular species ‘follows’, is a consequence of, the kind i
R q nd of body it has

Nq ani_mal has ever been born that has the appearance of one animal but the mind
(dmrwm? of another, but soul and body are always of the same animal—so that,
necessarily, such-and-such a mind follows such-and-such a body.

a8

) The. passage in fact reads, impossibly, hoti hai dianoiai hepontai tois somasi. . . touto de délon
(‘That l.mnds follow their bodies . . . and this is dear. ..}, For discussion, cf. Vogt (1995} 289. Our
uoumt o ett::)en fotlll;.)ws Fogm, who athetizes the ‘and” {de); but it is just possible that more has dropped
s en this opening statement and that the examples that follow were never intended as a direct
onstration ¢f the opening statement at all. (This would be quite consistent with the

ungﬂrstandmg of the passage I develop in what follows.)
perhaN:tE that .the. word ‘fol:lows’ (hfpes.rhm') (also at 8051 as quoted above) recurs centrally, and
B h; not coincidentally, in Galen’s discussion of the soul’s 1elationship with the bedy. For its
plication and use by Galen, see below, Section V, esp. n. 184 (Treatise B also uses the terminology

of *following’ b : ‘ ;
e ﬂ::?_];g at 0820, but claims that the body ‘follows’ the soul as well as vice versa: ‘each follows
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Of course there are physical and psychological events which are associated
with each other: no theory of the soul ever tried to deny that, and only the most
reductionist epiphenomenalism would wish to deny that the soul might have
a casual impact on the body. This does not demonstrate that there is a causal
equality between body and soul. The real question is whether the capacities
or distinguishing characteristics of the soul are explained by the body or
themselves explain the way the body is. From what he tells us, the author of
Treatise A seems fairly clearly to take the former line: the soul as such “follows’
the body.

My claim, then, is that the author of Treatise A was an epiphenomenalist of
some kind: that he took the individual’s body to be explanatory of his or her
psychological capacities and character, and that it is on this basis that he would
have justified his hope that physiognomy might be possible. Treatise B on the
other hand, looks as if its author might have taken the opposite view. Having
asserted and provided examples to show that change in the staie {hexis) of the
soul are reflected in the appearance (morphé) of the body, and that changes in
the form of the body are, equally, reflected in changes in the state of the soul
(808°12-14), B goes on to make this rather striking claim (808°27-9):

It is quite clear that the appearances (morphai) which come to supervere on (epiginontai)
bodies are similar to the powers of the soul.

This is, to be sure, very little to go on; but the most natural reading of the
sentence is that the appearance of the body is posterior to the soul, by whose
powers it is explained.

I emphasize that neither A nor B seems too keen to make his treatise hang on
the position he takes on the relationship between body and soul; and neither
of the passages I have highlighted (particularly the one from B} is conclusive.
Nevertheless, it is worth noting, as all that it is possible to note, that it looks
a little bit as if the author of Treatise B might be 2 teleologist at least in his
account of species traits—perhaps then, an arthodox adherent of Aristotle’s own
hylomorphism—while the author of Treatise A is already evidence for a trend we
shall start to see of an attachment to epiphenomenalism among philosophical
writers who deal with physiognomy. A ‘trend’ already, perhaps, because the
one other Aristotelian physiognomical writer for whom we have evidence seems
to have been epiphenomenal in his psychology as well: T mean Loxus ‘the
physician’.

(iii) Loxus ‘Medicus’

Loxus, known to us as a source of the anonymous Latin Physiognomy and from
a passing reference in Origen, has always been a difficult figure in studies of
physiognomy. His name alone is a curiosity,” though it is appropriate enough

90 Eoerster (1886: 6 n. 1} compares the female name Loxg {e.g. Callimachus, Hymas 4. 292). Rose
conjectures that it represents a corruption of Eudoxus (1864: 82, and further below), though this is
made unlikely by its appearance in Origen as well as Anon. (Against Celsus 1. 33: ‘Suppose that the
views of the physiognomists are granted, of Zopyrus, Loxus, or Polemon . . . that all bodies conform
o the habits of their soul...”).
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since it is itself a term of physiognomical analysis,”' and also suggests a
connection with Apollo Loxias—Apolio being patron of medicine (supposed to
be Loxus’ own profession: cf. Anon. Lat. 1, where he has the epithet medicus)
and of the interpretation of signs.*” But if his name has exercised commentators,
his philosophical affiliation has been the subject of cven greater controversy.
Rose {1864: i. 82) suggested that ‘Loxus’ was a corruption of ‘Eudoxus’, and
that our author was the famous and wide—ranging scientific writer Eudoxus
of Cnidus, a Tough contemporary of Plato’s;” but this view was attacked
by Foerster (18884, esp. 509-10), primarily on the grounds that Loxus™ use
of ‘animal’ signs was not cruder {so Rose 1864: i. 81) but actually richer and
more subtle than that of Ps.-Aristotle. Since (Foerster continues) Arisiotle
himself treats the use of such signs as a practice in its infancy, Loxus must be
later than he; and Foerster in fact compares Loxus’ psychological theory (I shall
return to the details myself below) with that of the Stoics Cleanthes and
Diogenes of Babylon, which placed him squarely in the later part of the
third century sc (1888a: 510-11).%* Misener (1923) returned to Rose’s view that
?.,oxus’ theory was ‘antiquated’ (showing in the process how subjective such
judgements can be) and placed him once again before Aristotle: more precisely,
between Empedocles and Aristotle (1923: 9-10). As I have already indicated,
however, it seems to me that we do not need to look so far afield as either for the
key to Loxus’ position and age. To judge by the evidence supplied by Anon,
Loxus stands every bit as close to the Aristotle of the biological works as the
Aristotelian authors of the Physiognomy. Loxus, 1 contend, is a writer of clear
Peripatetic affiliation.

The first twelve chapters of the anonymous Latin Physiognomy constitute
an eclectic ‘introduction’ to the work as a whole, and much of the material
has close or exact parallels in Polemon and Adamantius (cf. on this Misener

1 Loxos means ‘slanting’ or ‘ambiguous’ in Greek. It occurs in a physiognomical context,
head at Ad, B30, 60; but ef. also Gleason (1990) 413, who thinks tif;tyist1 ‘fenems to mean “]"1: ivtl:t:z
look§ sidewise suspiciously” (and so is appropriate rather to the practitioner than the subject of
phgrzslognomy).

7 In particular, of course, Apollo is associated with the prediction of the future, and one of the
things we learn from Anon. is that Loxus (like Polemon) believed that physiognomical signs could be
used to make such predictions {Anon. Lat. 133): ‘Polemon and Loxus advanced this discipline to
such'an extent that they affirmed it could even predict some things in the future” (However, the
t;eat.lsc e,nds—(_:r, rather,.brcaks off—shortly afterwards, in the middle of giving examples from
bolefnm] s treatise. There is no more information on the nature of Loxus’ predictions, and it is worth
0?]:11;13 in r:]'l}md that for all Anon. te'l]s us, his prognostications might have been of a different order

P udorae a1 ace . coren, bt b sppeas o ave boa betwee 400 and 390 s e o1
e o et s app ve born between 400 and 390 BC. See on

5 e generally on Eudoxus, Schneider (2000), 293-302.

o th:c';m]? a!sq notes that Loxus u‘ses the example of the Celts (cf Anon. Lat. 9) in place
he oo cythians 'who appear at Psl.—Anstoﬂe 805°27. He suggests that this might be linked with
tic incursions into Greece in 280 BC (18388« 510-11; cf. also Evans 196%: 11}. However,

:: dl U;d-tfggmints out, the ‘Celts’ were known already in the 5th c. (1981: 25, citing Herodotus 2. 33
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1923: 16-17). There are, however, two passages in which Loxus is explicitly
introduced.”® For reasons which will become apparent, 1 shall start with the
second of those two passages (Anon. Lat. 12, tr. Repath)-—in which, by the way,
1 take amima (translated here as ‘soul’) to be synonymous with animus (here
‘spirit’):

But before we come to individual signs or signals, it must be known that the blood, in
which Loxus placed the seat of the soul, if it is copious, provides the body with bullk and
redness, the hair with strength and thickness, but constricts, dulls, anc. obstructs the
senses and the sharpness of the human intellect, whereas if it is thin and not abundant, it
weakens the body, mars the colour, thins and diminishes all bodily parts, but fosters the
character of the mind and excites the sharpness of the spirit and does not block off its
mobility and movement, and finally it confers speed on all the organs of sense which are
situated in our faces, the ears, eyes, tongue, nose, and whatever blood vessels there are.
And so a balanced temperament of the hody indicates a perfect spirit, and that spirit is
perfect which is as brave as it is wise. And so it is that the whole character [sc. of the soul]
takes its rise from the type and temperament of the blooed.

If one had not been told that this was Loxus, one might well have thought
immediately of Ps.-Aristotle 813P11-35, whose author shares the thought that
the heat of the blood is a crudial factor in determining intelligence. Heat, we are
told, assists blood flow; and so helps the ‘movements’ of the blood reach the
“organ of intelligence’ quickly and without distortion {cf. 813°20). It is as such
conducive to speed of thonght— hile cold tends to produce dullness of the
senses. Ps.-Aristotle introduces a second term of compatison, this time a factor
strictly extrinsic to the quality of the blood, but noretheless essential to its flow:
the size of the body.”® The larger the body, the further the blood has to gos
50 that a large body slows thought down while 2 small one speeds it up. (4 small
hot man is so flighty in his thought as to be equally ineffective with a large cold
man.) Ps.-Aristotle concludes as follows (813°28-33):

So we have discussed how excess or deficiency in physical size make for effective or
ineffective bodies. But someone whose nature falls in the mean between these points has
the keepest senses and is most effective. For the bloed does not have far to go in order to
reach the mind; but nor does lack of space force it away from the mind again. This is why
a moderate size makes for efficiency and the keenest senses.

Before passing further comment, we should also look at what Aristotle
himself had to say; for at PA 2. 2, he also correlates character against two axes

9 gpecifically: Anon. Lat. 2, 12. Loxus is also mentioned explicitly at ch. 81 {on the eyes), 117-31
(on animal types), 133 {on his belief in prediction). Itis a reascnable conjecture that chs. 13-15 (en
the hair) also derive from Loxus: they draw on Loxan terms of amalysis (e.g. the paucity of blood
which explains thin, pale hair in ch. 14 of. ch. 12, and see Foerster 18834 5037-8). Occasionally,
“where 1 have found the translation or interpretation difficult’ (ck. 1), Anon. Lat. notes the terms
which he found in his Greek sources. For what it is worth, the following terms are quoted from
Loxus: oindpos (14); charopos, aigopos, traulos (81); lichnos, philenklemdn (123), glaux (129,
alektrudn (131).

% 1 shall supgest that Loxus himself does something similar: cf. below in the text o
Anon. Lat. 2.

Physiognomy and Ancient Psychological Theory 61

representing features of physical constitution, and mo rti
istics of the blood. So 648°2-11:* re particularly charscter

The thllcker and the hotter blood is, the more conducive is it to strength, while in
proportion to its thinness and its coldness is its suitability for sens;tion and
intelligence. . . Best of all are those whose blood is hot, and at the same time thin and
pure. For such are suited alike for the development of courage and of intelligence.

Each_ of these three passages differs from the other two, but it will be seen that
Loxu.s is if anything closer to Aristotle than is the Ps.-Aristotelian writer of the
P}fysmgnomy. Aristotle names three qualities of the blood that are relevant (its
thickness, heat, and clarity: cf. also PA 651*12-17): Ps.-Aristotle shares with him
only one (its heat; his other consideration is the length of its course as
detern.nned by the size of the body), but Loxus shares two (in referring to the
quantity and thickness of the blood). Indeed, there might be evidence that he
sha.re§ all t}.lrce. Tf we take it, as commentatots generally do, that Loxus is behind
t‘r}e dlscussu?n of hair types in chs. 14-15 of the anonymous Latin Physiognotny
(it follows directly on from the passage of Loxus currently under consideration)
then LO?CLIS too associated ‘cold” (and thin) blood with intelligence, and ho;
Ilnioo.d 1_»v1th bravery (and lesser intelligence). There is something further to note,
if this is right. Aristotle, Ps.-Aristotle and Loxus would agree on this single fact’
Lha:[t ;h; ttetxilperaglrle)ro of the blood is relevant to the intelligence of the persont
u stotle, an xus line up agai -Ari in thinki :
but Aristotle, and Loxes HnSs p against Ps.-Aristotle in thinking that colder

On the evidence of Loxus’ physiognomical analysis of blood, there are, then,
no grounds for supposing that Loxus is any less Aristotelian than Ps.~A.ristotle,
The con_dusmn to which his analysis points is soundly Aristotelian as we]l.
chus., like Aristotle and Ps.-Aristotle, looks for his ideal in someone wh(;
":omb.mes a quality somewhat like strergth with a quality somewhat like
1ntell.1gence; like them, he looks for this ideal somewhere in the middle of the
physical ?xtremcs outlined. It is sometimes suggested that a characteristic feature
of Loxus .physmgnomy is his claim that ‘that soul is perfect . . . which is as strong
as it is w1.se’ fas above), a claim echoed in an intrusive line in ch. 10: ‘a good
character is constituted in no other way than with the strength of the masculine
and the wisdom of the feminine’.®® We can now see, however, that this
conclusion is as Aristotelian as can be. ’

:: CE. also 2. 4, 650°19-651°19; cf. HA 3. 19.

facmrl;l?:,m tho;gh‘, that m'—istotie himself can be selective about the range of relevant physiological
. Aﬂst:?lees ﬂin a.:]y gn context. See e.g. van de':r Ei?'k (1997, showing that the blood is itself
i » the only factor rel.evant. to th'e determination of psychological character. It is worth
8 e way,.that Aristotelian discussions of blood quality. and its effect on character and
appearance makes it all the easier for Aristotelian physiognomy to be received into h al

medicine later on: cf. Section V; also Ghersetti below, p. 289. e
o (}l:a:or; ;:izmrastls Loxus on one side with Polemon and Aristotle on the other for according the
hﬂotwllmnwer I:rf ect;re role in tl-fe mix {1990: 391). The thought that intelligence is a feminine quality is,
Rt },m];; ) ar:' A]nstutehan (whether or not Mavhew 2004: 94-6 is right to say that Aristotle
s pf 1;;1 ar, and rather low-grm:le, form of intelligence in mind). Se HA 9. 1, 608°23—8:
oo d, emales are softer, more quickly tamed, inclined more to allow themselves to be
, and easier to teach (mathétikoteron). Female Laconian dogs, for example, are better-natured
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But this, I said, was the second passage of Anon.’s introduction to mention
Loxus. The first is as follows (Anon. Lat. 2; tr. Repath, modified):

Loxus established that the blood is the dwelling-place of the soul,®® and moreover that
the whole body and the parts of it which give signs give differert signs according to the
Jiveliness or inertia of the blood and whether it is thinner or thicker or according to when
it has free and direct or crooked and narrow channels. (But others think that, just as the
soul is the shaper of the body, so the soul derives its appearance from the quality of the
body.) Just like liquid in a small vessel which detives its appearance from the vessel, and
just like air breathed into a pipe, aulos, or trumpet: although the breath is uniform, a
trumpet, pipe, and aulos make different sounds,

There is a contrast here between Loxus on the one hand, and others {ceteri
quidem) on the other. But who are these ‘others’? It looks very much as if
Anon, is here attempting to summarize what he sees as the characteristic
doctrine of the Aristotelian Physiognomy. Compare the passage just quoted with
Ps.-Aristotle 808°11-15:

Soul and body seem to me to affect each other sympathetically (sympathein allelois), A
change in the state of the soul alters the appearance of the body, and, conversely, when
the appearance of the body changes, it changes the state of the soul as well.

It is, I assume, the fact that Loxus is here contrasted with a position like that of
Ps.-Aristotle which has tended to blind commentators to his theoretical affinity
with Peripatetic physiognomy. But two considerations show that this conclusion
is hasty. One is the simple fact that different members of the same school,
particularly of the Peripatos, might think different things about the relationship
between body and soul. Aristotle was (basically) a teleologist, but we know that
some of his followers (including some who were interested in physiognomy)
were epiphenornenalists. Indeed, T have suggested that the two parts of the
surviving Peripatetic Physiognomy might themselves differ from each other in
this matter. Anon. himself does not tell us that Loxus and the ‘others’ are
members of different schools, and we should not just assume that they are.

It might be argued that the contrast suggested by Aron, between Loxus and
the “others’ is strong enough to show that he does think of them as coming

[or *cleverer': euphuesterai] than the males.’ (HA 9 is certainly Aristotelian, by the way, even if is
not by Aristotle: see Lloyd’s cautious discussion at 1983: 21-2; for a more robust defence of its
authenticity, Balme 1991: 1-13.} One might compare PA 648°2-11 (inzelligence linked with thin cool
blood) with GA 765215--18 (the blood of women is cooler than that of men—though admittedly not
thinper according to HA 521°21-4). The general principle that the best nature involves a blend of
opposites was widely accepted: cf. already Plato, Politicus 309 £-311 3 Laws 773 AB; later o, eg. the
Stoic Cornutus, Intreduction 16, 19 (26. 1-2, 34. 12-20 Lang); and cf. the anonymous Platonist
Commentary on the Theaetetus at cols. 9. 25-10. 7.

100 Ngte that Lexus does not say that the blood is the seat of consciousness or of thought—an over-
translation that lec Foerster, and after him Misener, to argue against the connection with Aristotle,
and ultimately to locate him rather earlier (so Misener 192% 9: “With Loxus we return to the
primitive conception of Empedocles’) or rather later (Foesster 1886: 6 n. 1; 1888 510; and cf. Evans
1969: 11). There is, in fact, nothing here to suggest that Loxus means anything substantially different
from Aristotle’s belief that the quality of the blood underlies the psychological as well as the physical
characteristics of an individual. (I shall, however, argue below that Loxus was a peychological
epiphenomenalist, which would introduce differences at some level in the explanation of the claim.)
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from quite distinct philosophical backgrounds. But this lea
f:onsideration, which is that we have a very good reason no':1 iot":rtllsnz Asf:)cl)ln’ds
]udgernent‘i.n this matter. This is not because of any obvious failing on Anon-’s
part, but simply because he presumably does not have better evidence for t1.1e
relative positions taken on physiognomy by Loxus and the ‘others’ than the two
texts _he has in front of him. On the reading of these that would be most natural
to hlm t]ligly would indeed appear to be taking rather different theoretical
positions. I suggested in subsection (ii) above that the two parts of the
Peripatetic treatise in fact held different views on the question of the relationshj
betfvecn body and soul, but that they were careful not to make the relevance £f
their tespective discussions rest on the particular view one takes. Both parts
then, talk a_bout the relationship in terms of sympatheis—a word which, I have,
suggested, is precisely supposed to avoid signalling the theoretical mec,hanism
that underlies the relationship, and to focus instead on the simple fact that the
soul and body do (one way or another) interact in the relevant way. But
a reader of the treatise who did not recognize its dual authorship, a reade'r like
Anon., who thought that the whole treatise was by Aristotle himself, would
naturally get ‘the impression that the term sympatheia was meant to '::e’ a term
:)ja:{:;l?at it named the theory upon which the physiognomy of the treatise
This is.why Loxus looks so different from Anon,; for Loxus avoids the term
sympatheia altogether. More than this (and the reason for it}, Loxus seems to
ha‘.re been specific in aligning himself with an epiphenomenalist view of the soul
"l“hls: at any rate, seems to be suggested by his claim that the bleod is the:
dwelling-place’ of the soul. He appears to mean by this that the quality
of tl'.le blood is responsible for the character of the soul: the blood is, as it were
not just where the soul lives, but actually where it comes from. This ;eems to b;
what he means when he calls the blood the ‘seat’ {(sedes) of the soul in Anon. 12
{queted and discussed in the foregoing), and it seems to be confirmed in -the
examples that follow.'” These examples express the differences in chatacter

91 1 assume that Anon. used a text of Ps.-Aristotle that wa: at least a versi
. : 0T O -
text tha‘t we know. For evidence that makes it reasonable to assume this sei t:]:fedr:fc::ti};ozd
ap;l;gni.nnx t;;i;histhsecﬁon, n 119. l ‘
g these ezamples to come from Loxus, rather than the ‘others’, I am followi:
i:]i:iBSaihﬂ 1, pacteg. A1I1dré (1981) 51; Raina (1993) 127; and Repath in this volume. Mynfe::::;::
o :;su] :a::: t:;l:n w;y is the fa(ft that t].-ne images in question ifllustrate the effect specifically of body
‘oﬂm-s’, rher e mutual interaction of body ;lmd soul which was the point of introducing the
o .to oot S:r seecs] a resemblance between these images for the soul and an image attributed by
ik Lootc eanthes {Seneca, Letter 108, 10 =SVF i. 487), a fact which he uses to support
P, g of Loxus to the 3rd c; but it is impertant not to exaggerate how close they are, Loxus
whoszsshma i agk:t 1:h he) says that the effect o'f the body on the soul is as that of 2 (musical) pipe
Nl h:l : ] t; same breath sound different; Cleanthes says only that our breath sounds
it pa.ssgs : rough a trumpet, Tlhere is certainly nothing here to encourage the thought
passbili: 1 ::E ath ton;l—.and the secom'% image {again, if it his) positively militates against the
e .to N - thicjeonis cormpared to 1.1.qu.1d held in a vessel (vasculum) which changes its shape
e o g(cﬁ ! :fe\:s::is. I:tlsgt;;r th;;ga?St;;; )might sazl that the body is metaphorically the “vessel’ of
: : , but only ins ¥
location. The manner of the soul’s refationship mﬂmr the C:Df:i;s kﬂ;emls:m;:e;l?:l:i:
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that blood of a given kind takes on as it flows through the body;'®” and the
point of the metaphors of ‘shape’ and ‘tonality’ invoked here seems to be
precisely that this is one way in which we can understand the epiphenomenal
nature of the soul. Psychological differences between individuals are
expressions of differences in the quality of the blood as it flows through the
body. Where the Aristotelian Physiognomy appears to talk of a reciprocal
relationship between body and soul, Loxus is clear that the body has causal
priority.

In short, Anon. has no reason to think that Loxus is coming to physiognomy
from the same theoretical position as {what he comsiders to be) Aristotle. On
the contrary, his clear commitment to epiphenomenalism suggests (o Anon.
a striking contrast with the apparently Aristotelian ‘theory’ of sympatheia. But
(and quite apart from the fact that this on its own is no very good reason to deny
Loxus a Peripatetic affiliation) if I am right about the different psychological
positions in fact taken by A and E, the very contrast which Anon. sces between
Loxus and the Physiognomty evaporates. For Loxus lines up precisely with the
position 1 attributed to the author of Treatise A by grounding his faith in
physiognomy on an epiphenomenalist view of the soul. And in this, as we
shall see, he is part of a trend that unites the majority of post-Aristotelian
philosophers who discuss physiognomy.

Appendix: The Aristotelian Physiogrony

In the body of this section, I have assumed (with most, though not all
commentators) that Aristotle was not the author of the Physiognomy that comes
down to us under his name; and I began to argue (in line with most, though
again not all, commentators) that the Physiognemy in any case represented two
works on physiognomy by two different Peripatetic authors, who might be
distinguished from each other by their underlying psychological beliefs. In this
appendix, ] want to provide some further justification for these assumptions; but
I also want <o show that, despite the differences between them, there is a very
close affinitv between Aristotle and the authors of Treatises A and B in the
direction each takes towards the development of a practical physiognomy.

(i) From Theory to Practice. Siudies of the Physiognomy often begin with
apparent differences between A and B in the methodological principles by which
they seek to construct their catalogues of physiognomical signs, and move on to
differences between the cataloguss themselves.'® In particular, it is often noted

example, explicitly says that ‘the soul is not contained in the body like liquid in a vessel (IV. 4-5%
and the reason for this is presumably that, as Posidonius tmakes clear, it is the soul that holds that
body together rather than vice versa (F149 EK; contrast the position and language of the Epicureans:
e.g. Letter to Herodotus 65-6; Lucretius 3. 440, 555, 936).

1% For the introduction of extrinsic characteristics of the blood here—the nature of its course
through the body—cf. Ps.-Aristotle 813"11-35 as discussed in the text above.

104 Other poticeable differences, apart from the difference in underlying psychological theory 1
suggested in III. il above, are differences in expression and terminology (see further below), and
apparent differences between Aristotle and Treatise B (at 813°7-35) aver the qualities of blood each
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tl"lat the author of Treatise A seems more interested in developing a catalogue of
signs based on a study of animal species, while B sets out by making a grand
division l?f ‘an.i.mal characteristics into those characteristically ‘male’ and those
cha:acte.nstlcally “female’.'® This fact is, it seems to rae, significant not only in
conﬁ.rrmng the impression that two distinct works went to form the surviZin
Physzog_namy, but also that they were written by two different people,' It doe%
not stnke_rge as jbeing of any special theoretical significance, h0'wevcr:1°7 On the
contrary, it is quite possible to read the different ways in which A and B go about
isolating physiogncmical signs as variants of each other, and actuall
compleme?'ltary rather than contradictory. {Their being complémentary coulg
even ex;‘)lam how it is that Treatises A and B came to be put together, despite the
su.ll::erficxa] differences between them.) And if A and B go about th’eir work in
different ways, what is much more striking is the fact that they seem to share a
common starting-point for this stage of the work; and, furthermore, that they
seem to sha.rf: this starting-point with-Aristetle’s discussion of how om; would go
about t?stabhshing a physiognomy in Prior Analytics 2. 27."® Given that all thrie
do believe that body and soul are related in such a way that physiognomy
becomesf at least in principle, a possibility (despite, that is, the differences I have
mooted in the details of their underlying psychological models), their views on
how one would go about translating this possibility into practice are remarkabl
convergent. To make the point, on the following pages, side by side, I givz
Aristotle, Prior Analytics 2, 27, and the prefaces to Treatises A and 33 (For
reasons of space, some sections have been summarized rather than trane.'.lated-
in these cases they appear in square brackets,) ,

;];19:19!; :;egl;v_ant to tl.:e explanation of psycho-physical characteristics (see again IIL ii above). Vogt
( 1 notes in mere general terms that Treatise A focuses more on ‘theoretical’ issues, which

on the whole avoids, and expresses greater caution. ,

:Z: B at 809°28 ff. (and see further below),
both Cf. Rﬂc;se (1854) 221-5, (1863} 697-8; Foerster (1888b) 285-90, (1893} i, p. xix (concluding in
n ]aczses at bolth authors rnust have read Aristotle;, pace Vogt (1999) 191-2. Vogt deduces from
: e lack of theoret1f:al cm:tra‘,dlcuon between A and B to the possibility that they are the works of the
ﬂﬂ}el author working on r:hﬂ’erent occasions with different purposes. 1 agree with her (and argue
e;m-n‘:r;ldom that there is no methedological conflict between A and B; but I think this torgthue
app.machalem ia;l:g)tbseethhow ;'hls diﬁ'eren:; in purppse would explain the differences in practical
Dpr f y them. This, in addition to the apparent, and if real then theoreti
Slgl:lﬁmnt, divergence between A and B over the nature of the soul discussed in III, if abov:o leadl:ﬂy
to e(.’sjsu:e that the authors of A and B are in fact distinct. ' )

dce e.g. Sassi (2001), 35 n. 2: ‘The differences betw bsecti

PeAd > s 35 : 2 een the two sul ions
R: itﬁ?(t&ﬂe]r;fvﬂuch are also .Tngmﬁcant from a theoretical point of view, are rightly stresLic.d l:;
Simﬁcamed. ff:rence is w0 Rama 1993: 21 ff.). This is not tc say that there are no theoretically
enifeant ifferences: the difference berween their respective psychological models would be an

A ;, if my reconstruction in IIL ii above is right

ace Vogt (1999) 191, who sees a parallel only between Treatise A and the Prior Analytics.
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Prior Analitics 2. 27, 70b7-32

TREATISE A

TREATISE B

Physiognomy is possible if
one allcws that, at Jeast in
respect of their natural
characteristics, body and
soul change together. For
pethaps semeone learning
music changes his soul a
bit; but this characteristic
is not one of the ones
patural to us, as are things
like (arsong natural
moverrents) cases of anger
and desire,

) So if this is allowed, and there
1 is one sign for one char-
acteristic, and we can
grasp the characteristic
and sign proper to each
species, we shall be able to
do physiognomy.

For if a choracteristic belongs
to one individual species,
as bravery to lions, it is
necessary that there will be
some sign as well: ex
hypoihesi they change
along with each other. Let
this sign be having large

[ ————————— TR

That minds follow their bocies and  Soul and body seems to me to

are not isolated and unaffected
by the changes of the body is
something that becomes very
clear in cases of drunkenness
and illness; for states of mind
appear to change a great deal
through the affections of the
body. And correlatively, the
body is clearly affected along
with the affections of the soul in
cases of love and fear and grief
and pleasure. Again, aroong
things that come about. by
nature one might especially see
that the body and soul are
connate with each other to the
extent that in the case of most
affections they are causally

active on each other.
[An animal never came about such

as to have the form of one
animal and the mind of another;
and there are experts in judging
the character of apimels from
their appearance.]

If these things sre true (and these
things are always true), there
can be physiognomy.

[Three methods of physiognomy
have been tried: (i) from
resemblance to animal species;
(ii) from resemblance to human
races; (iii) from appearance of
emotional states. Difficulties
with all of these.] But is he any
better off if he takes every genus
by itself and selects signs that are
peculiar to each?

affect each other
sympathetically. A change
in the state of the soul
alters the appearance of
the body and, conversely,
when the appearance of
the body changes, it
changes the state of the
soul as well, [Emotional
states fnvolve changes in
the body, and there are
physical cures of ‘mental’
illnesses.]

It is quite clear that the
appearancss which come
to supervene on bodies are
similar to the powers of
the soul, so that all the
resemblances in animals
are indicative of some
identity. Again, in the case
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extremities—which cannot
beleng to any other
complete species, for (as
we are used to saying) a
sign is ‘proper’ in this way
when it is proper to a
whole species, and not to
an individual. And when
this sign appears in
another species, you will
have a brave man (or
whatever other type of
animal), But he will have
the sign: for there is a one-
to-ene correspondence. If
all tais is right, and we can
gatber such signs for those
anirnals which have only
one characteristic, and
each. has its sign, since it is
necessaty to have one, we
shall be able to do
physiognomy.

But if the whole species has

two ‘proper’ characteris-
tics, as a lion might be
brave and generous, how
shall we know which of the
signs fallowing ‘propetly’
signifies which
characteristic?

Perhaps 25 follows: if both

occur in part of sorme
other species, and in those
species in which each is
found though not in the
whole of it, and whenever
a member has one but not
the other: for if someone is
brave but not kberal, and
h-as just one of these two
signs, it is clear that this is
the sign of bravery in the
lion,

Surely not, for he cannot tell what
they are signs of. They ought to
be signs of peculiar character-
isties, but we have no right to
assume that there are any
mental characteristics peculiar
to the different kinds of animals
that we examine in physiog-
nomy. Courage is not confined
to the lion, but is fourd in many
other creatures; nor tmidity to
the hare, but it shares this
quality with numberless other
creatures. Thus it is equally
fruitless to select the common
and the peculiar features, and
we must abandon the attempt to
proceed by an examination of
every kind of animal singly.

Rather, we ought to select our signs
from all animals that have some
mental characteristic in
commen. For instance, when
investigating the external marks
of courage, we ought to collect
all brave animals, and then to
inquire what sort of character-
istics are natural to all of them

but absent in ll other animals.
For if we were to select this or
that as the signs of courage in

the animals chosen in such a

of animal behaviour, some
traits are proper to a
particular specics, others
commen to several; and
the proper activities of the
soul are accompanied by
proper physical traits,
commeon activities by
common traits. Examples
of common characters are
insolence, which is found
in all animals with bushy
tails, and violent sexual
excitability, which is found
alike in asses and in pigs:
whilst on the other hand
railing is a character
peculiar to dogs, and
insensibility to pain is
peculiar to the ass. It has
already been explained
how common and proper
characters are to be
distinguished.
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way as not to exclude the
possibility of the presence in all
these animals of some other
mental characteristic, we should
not be able to tell whether our
selected marks were really sig1s
of courage or of this other
character. The animals from
which we choose our signs must
be as numerous as possible, and
they must not have any mental
characteristic in common except
that one of which we are inves-
tigating the signs.

[Additional remarks:

{) Transitory physical signs of
no usc the physiognomist.

(b) Changes in the soul which
leave no observable mark in the
body: e.g. the acquisition of

knowledge or skills...]
Here I may mention a possible

method of physiognomy which
has never yet been tried.
Suppose, e.g, that irascibility
and morose sulkiness necessarily
involve an envious dispositior,
and that the physiognomist
could, without any bodily signs
of the last character, deduce its
presence from the presence of
the other characters, we should
then have a method peculiatly
appropriate to masters of
philosophy, since it is, we
suppose, the peculiar mark of
philosophy to be able to tell
that, when certain prerisses are
given, something necessarily
follows. But this method which
considers the interrelations of
mental characteristics and that
which proceeds by observation
of animals sometimes arrive at
contrary conclusions &c.'"

[Additional remarks: (a) The
need for experience and
subtle discrimination;

{b) the importance of
epiprepeia . . ]

Deduction also should be
used in the selection of
signs, whenever possible.
In the deductive procedure
we attach to our data
known attributes of them.
For instance, if we have it
given that a man is
shameless and niggling, we
can add that he will be a
thief and a miser, the one
as a consequence of his
shamelessness, the other
as a consequence of his
niggardliness. In all such
cases we ought t¢ include
the deductive method in
our procedure
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At a linguistic level, there are differences and similarities here which one might
note.!’® These, of course, are not without significance. But what is much more
interesting is the degree of convergence in the argument of each of the writers. I
do not wish to exaggerate the extent to which they overlap, or the extent to
which the overlaps T have suggested constitute exact parallels. But it is significant
that they overlap as much as they do; and, more than this, that where they do
not overlap, or where the overlaps represent a similarity rather than exact
coincidence, they complement each other rather well. There is a cose similarity
in the overall structure of their respective arguments {all three passages begin
from an assertion of the intimate connecticn between body and soul, and move
towards a physiognomy based on signs derived from a study of animal species);
and it is, in fact, remarkably easy to imagine a single, coherent Ur-discussion of
which they might all be thought of as descendants;

1. There is a sympatheia of natural physical and psychological char-
acteristics (‘natural’ here excluding acquired characteristics such as learnt
skills).

2, To appreciate how intimately the two are connected, consider:

{a) the physical effects of occasions of anger, desire, etc. which we normally
regard as ‘psychological’;

(b} conversely: the ‘psychological’ effects that can be brought about by
physical changes—as madness can be cured through the use of drugs.

3. If there is a one-to-one correspondence of observable physical sign and
psychological correlate, physiognomy will be possible.

example, cf. perhaps PA 3. 4, 667"19-21 where, if we follow Peck’s Loeb transiation (in Peck and
Forster 1955), animals ‘whose cowardice is either outright or else betrayed by their ntischievous
behaviour' {ray emphasis) have big hearts. (However, Aristotle might have meant something more
like “animals which are clearly cowardly or made mischievous through fear have large hearts’s
megalas tas kardias echousi. . . panth’ hosa phanerds deila € din phobon kakourga.)

1% Differences include the following: Treatise A alone talks of dianoiai (“minds’: e.g. 805°1) and
psychological &thé (‘characters’: B05°27 &c.); Treatise B alone of the soul's hxxis (“state’: e.g. 308°12)
and dunameis (‘powers’: 808°28). B is also unique in using the notion of epiprepeia (first at 809%13;
cf. n. 113 below). Both parts of the Physiagnomy usz the language of ‘following’ to describe the
relationship of body and soul (albeit the relationship they describe is rather different: see again I1L. ii
above): A at 805°1, B at 808°20-1. As to similarities: all three texts use the word sympaschein/
sympatheia to describe the relationship between body and soul {Aristotle at 70°16, Treatise A at
805%, B at 808"11, 19)—a word which, in this usage, is first attested in these texts. All use the notion
of a sign ‘proper’ to a species (idion; as opposed to a sign ‘common’ to many species: koinen); and
both Aristotle and Treatise B excuse their failure to explain the meaning of the term: Aristotle
appeals to school usage (70°20), B appeals to previous discussion (‘i has already been explained’ at
809" —though in fact it has not been “stated” anywhere at all in the Physiognomy). And there is an
wimistakable resemblance between the conclusion to Aristotle’s opening remarks (“if this is aflowed,
and there is one sign for one characteristic, and we can grasp the characteristic and sign proper to

199 The idea (explained at 807°3-10) is that if character trait x neccssaril*ly is acc,o'mpaniefi by
character trait y then physical indicators of xwill also signal the presence of ¥ (E.e. even if there 1:]. ::1
causal link between the physical sign of x and the psychological characteristic y). For a prac

each species, we shall be able to do physiognomy’: 70°11-14) and the comment made by Treatise A

in the same context (‘If these things are true, and these things are always true, there can be
physiognomy’: 805%17-18).
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4. Three previous approaches to physiognomy have been tried, all with their
difficulties:
() from animals; but this has been done crudely, and is prey to these
objections:'"! .

(i) if you appeal to signs shared in common wi’rh_oth?r specics_, it will
be impossible to say that a man sharing the sign is more like one
species than another; ' - . )

(i) if you appeal to signs peculiar to one species, it will be 1mposs_1b.1e
to know what they are signs for——unless there are chamcterltf;:cs
peculiar to the species as well, which therc'e rafely llf ever are;

(iii) if you appeal to signs peculiar to one species, it wt!l be impossible
to know which of its characteristics the sign 1s a sign for.

(b) from human racial types, but: < understand the same kinds of theoretical

problem as with (a)?> ‘ .

(¢) from expressions associated with particular emotions, but:
(i} the same facial expression may be commeon to dif.ferent characters;

(ii)  man can assume an expression not normally his own; )

(i) the number of inferences that can be drawn from facial expression
is small.

5. A refined form of animal physiognomy is the only wey forward: one must
choose a sample group of animal species that have one and only one
physical characteristic in common, and one and only one psychological
characteristic.

6. Further considerations:

{a) signs liable to alteration are of no hc?lp;_ o
(b) there is a prelbctical_nff;l for subtle discrimination in signs;
note on epiprepeia;
Eff)) z;;hysiognogii{al‘!“::onclusim-ls can be extended syllogistically. .
(i) Physiognomical Signs in Ps.-Aristotle. The above ske.tch of a Peripat.etlc
Ur-discussion should be regarded more as a thought-experiment than as serious
reconstruction. Nevertheless, the fact that it is possible makes very clearly the

N ¢f perhaps GA 4. 3, 769°20-1, whel;aj\sristoﬂe mentions a physiognomist who compared
i f two or three animals.

huﬂlzmThfa;s :1::1 g;o;:rgnt contradiction between Treatises A and B s ?vhether there are al;ly
psychological characteristics peculiar to individual species; but note that Treatise A doe.s not deny f; ;
existence of such characteristics: it merely says that we have no right to aseume their existence. Inl
one could easily imagine a perfectly Aristotelian reflection lying' l:fehxnd hnln"_h passagtlas——e.gli;‘:;:
have no right to assumne that there are any psychological characteristics p.e._cuhgr to thc- different .
of animals that we examine in physiognomy-—unless one t]nmnl;l.s ;}mt railing is peculiar to dogs, an
i ivi in is peculiar to asses; though such cases will be rare.’ .
msﬁ?:::ttyhzeﬁnepfm'pgepc{a, see Appendix n.g};. 1t is used in slightly diﬂei:enlt se[:ses by l?s.:insmtle
and later physiognemical authors. For Ps.-Aristotle it seams to refer to the ﬁ‘t or ‘congruity «Etﬁ:ﬁ
individual signs and the traits they signifys for Anon. Lat. and Adamantius, on the (_)tbe. o 8
it refers to the ‘overall appearance’ of a persom, something that supervenes on the totality of his or
her physical characteristics (cf. Anon. Lat. 45; Ad. B1).
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point which seems to me most significant, namely that there is a strong familial
resemblance between A, B, and Aristotle himself in their apprcaches to
physiognomy as a practical art. And this resemblance continues to link the
specific recommendations each makes for establishing physiognomical signs. In
saying this, I do not, again, wish to deny the obvious differences identified here
by many commentators. In particular, the author of Treatise A confines himself
to the comparative study of animal species suggested in the text already quoted,
while B goes on to introduce the idea that the relevant differentials can be
classified according to a gendered polarity (809°26-30):

Now, first of all, I shall try to distinguish among animals which ones stand out as being
brave or cowardly or just or unjust. The whole animal kingdom is to be divided into two
types (sorphai): male and female, and what is appropriate (prepon) associated with each
type...

B, then, does something rather different from anything we can find in A or the
Prior Analytics.'™* But while fully recognizing this, what I again wish to focus on
is the fact that differences between A and B are not of a kind which supgest that
they are the product of distinct theoretical traditions. Indeed, as [ suggested
above, it is possible to read them as positively complementary.

Take, to begin with, the approach apparently preferred by Treatise A (and
perhaps Aristotle himself}, which is to classify psycho-physical traits on the basis
of a study of animal species. In this case, the idea is one should try to find sets of
norn-human animal species (i.e. at least two of them) which have one, but only
one physical trait in common, and one, but only one psychological trait that they
share to exclusion of all other animal species. The resulting psycho-physical
correlation can be applied to individual humans: any human with the physical
trait identified, will, so far as the natural state of the soul is concerned, possess
the corresponding psychological trait as well.

This is A’s approach, and it makes sense as far as it goes. But it should be clear
that its execution would be by no means a simple task. Not the least of the
problems facing someone who wishes to construct a physiognomy this way is the
fact that not all physical similarities between any given species will be of any
physiognomical significance at all. There is a striking example of this in Aristotle,
who gives the hairiness of the ears as an example of a physical trait that signifies
nothing about character.’’ It would be easy to multiply examples by looking at
smaller and smaller details.

My suggestion is that B approaches the subject of physiognomy with
difficulties such as this in his mind. The way he tackles them is as follows. He
realizes that the only secure way to identify physiognomically relevant signs will
involve an understanding of what links a given sign, a given physical trait, with
the psychological trait that it signifies. He also knows that this will involve an
analysis of the blood. The reason for this is that, in Aristotelian biology, it is

M 1t should, however, be noted that B's generalization about male and female types has parallels

elsewhere in Aristotle: ¢f. e.g. PA 3. 1, 661°32—4; also HA 9. 1 (though cf. n. 99 above on the
authenticity of this book).

"5 HA 492%324; though other physiognomical authors do not agree: see Anon. Lat. 82.
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the quality of the blood that determines both the psychological operation of
a creature (as we have already seen to some extent in IIL iii above), and also its
physical appeareu'nce.”6 Whether this is made explicit or not, blood is, in fact, the
common term of all inference in Aristotelian physiognomy.

In principle, then, we know that any physical trait explained by qualities
of the blood (as its heat, consistency, etc.) which also have significance for
psychological functioning is & physiognomically relevant trait. But how do we
establish correlations between blood-type and psycho-physical trait? Surely the
matter becomes hopeless when we reflect that we do not even have direct access
to the quality of the blood, but can only deduce this from its psycho-physical
effects?

There is, in fact, just one way of making progress: we have to hope that nature
provides us with at least one example of clearly contrasting sets of psycho-
physical attributes that might reasonably be thought to track blood quality
between the possible extremes of (say) hot and thick at one end tc cold and thin
at the other. Treatise B thinks it does: this is precisely the polarity traced by the
difference between the sexes. Like other terms of differentiation, the difference
between the sexes must relate directly to differences in blood quality (cf.
Aristotle himself, e.g. HA 521°21-4); but unlike other terms of differentiation, it
constitutes a polarity common to just about every species (809°28-9). In every
species, he thinks, one encounters the same kinds of differentiation betwezn the
psycho-physical properties of males and females: males, for example, are
generally larger and fiercer, females smaller and tamer. In this way, sexual
differentiation provides a secure and easily accessible empirical basis for the
construction of a scale mapping out physiognomically relevant physical and
psychological attributes, a scale that can be employed with confidence across
species.

Commentators sometimes talk as if the author of B were interested in sexual
differentials instead of species differentials; but this is true neither in theory nor
in practice. It is not theoretically true, because (on my account, anyway) his
interest in sexual characteristics is the very same interest as a concern with species
differentials. The reason for this is straightforward: the sexes are differentiated
in exactly the same ways as are species (at least insofar as the differences are
physiognomically relevant). In both cases, the differences can be referred to
differences in blood quality, and manifest themselves in exactly the same psycho-
physical correlations. But it is practically untrue as well, because in fact B still
cannot, and does not, think that he can determine particular psycho-physical
cotrelations without a study of animal species. So far I have suggested how he
might have constructed a scale stretching from characteristically ‘masculine’
attributes of body and soul to those that are characteristically “feminine’; but this

does not suffice 1o establish which particular physical attributes are indicative of
which particular psychological attributes. In order tc do this, B has to follow
precisely the procedure recommended by Aristotle and exemplified in Treatise A
as well: he compares different species in order to find uniquely shared

16 gee B, 813°7—35 with IIL iii above. For Aristotle’s use of blood to explain differences between
different species, see e.g. PA 648°2-11, 651412-17; GA 765°15-18.
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psycho-physical traits. Something else which commentators often assume is that
B n'{akes an arbitrary assignment of different animal species to the masculine or
f'emlr.line ends of his sexual polarity: the evidence for this is his claim that the
lion is the most perfectly masculine of animals, while the lecpard is the most
perfectly feminine (809°14-810°13). It is truc that he calls the lion the most
petfectly masculine type; but in fact he does not say that the leopard represents

a perfect ‘feminine’ is thi
(80%b36_7):1grunme type. What he actually says of the leopard is this

Of all anirrfals accounted brave, the leopard zpproximates most closely to the female
type—save in its legs, which it uses to perform any feat of strength,

All he means by this, of course, is that the physical characteristics of the
leopard generally stand in the same relation to those of other animals ‘accounted
brave’ as typically ‘masculine’ characteristics stand to typically ‘feminine’
characteristics. To this extent, then, we can expect the leopard to exhibit
psychological traits which relatively speaking are more like those characteristic
of fernales in general. But this is not the point of the example: for one thing, it is
something we could learn from observaticn of the leopard’s behaviour without
reference to its appearance; and for another it tells us nothing about which of the
leopard’s “feminine’ physical characteristics correspond to which of its “ferninine’
psychological traits. The point of the passage lies rather in the qualifications:
*of all animals accounted brave’; ‘save in its legs’. What this tells us is that there
is just one physical characteristic which the leopard shares with other species
united by the psychological trait of courage, namely it has large extremities.
It is from this that we can draw a useful physiognemical conclusion: that, of all
‘masculine’ (and to this extent physiognomically relevant) traits, it is powerful
!egs which betray the psychological quality of courage. This, it might be noted,
is a conclusion that is not dissimilar from the connection Aristotle himself
posits between courage and large extremities at Prior Analytics 70°14-17.

In the end, then, B’s procedure is not so very different from that of A, or from
that recommended by Aristotle in the Prior Analytics. All three seek to isolate
ptysiognomical correlations by a comparative study of animal species: all three
Ioo-k for sets of species which share a single physical and a single psychological
trait in common. The difference with B is merely that it offers a common scale
of empirically accessible and physiognomically relevant terms by which his study
can be guided.

(iti) Conclusion In subsection (i) above I showed that the prefatory discussions of
Trea'fises A and B seem to converge with Aristotle’s discussion of a
physiognomical methodology in Prior Analytics 2. 27; in subsection (ii), that
the systems built on the back of these discussions in A and B are perfectly
complementary. I repeat that, in making these observations, I do not wish to play
d9wr: the differences between the three texts under consideration: they are
differences which (quite apart from the tentative evidence I adduced in 1L ii

1z
Contrast Polemon, who does say, simpliciter, that the leopard is the ‘most feminine in

appearance’ (Leiden, ch. 2; Ad. A2; cf. Swain below, pp. 180, 189).
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above for differences in their underlying psychological models) scem to me to
place the onus of proof squarely on the shoulders of anyone who should wish
to deny that the three texts are the works of three distinct authors. Nevertheless,
I think it just as clear that the three authors share morz in common than is
sometimes appreciated. Indeed, a case could easily be made that they represent
three developments of the very same original discussion of the topic of
physiogmnmr.‘ls My comparison of the three texts above would seem to rule
out the Prior Analytics as itself the original source (it emerges from the
comparison looking itselflikea fragment of some broader discussion). I doubt too
that thers ever existed a physiognomical treatise written by Aristotle himself
which we have now lost. There is, in any case, no external evidence for an
Aristotelian Physiognomy significantly different from the surviving composite
of A and B,'"® and this composite treatise presumably came into circulation
reasonably early on.' But it is perfectly plausible to think that A, B, and Prier

MB of sgain the conclusions of Rose and Foerster (references in n. 106 above).

1S 11 is true that we find references to *Aristotle’s Physiognomy’ which have no parallels in the
surviving text. See in Anon. Lat., for example (references are to chapter and tine rumber as printed
in this volume): 83. 3-8; 85. 1-8, 9-13 {cf. Ps.-Polemon 428. 12-13 !Foerster}); 35. 15-86. 2;
86. 7—13; §7, 6-9; 86. 55, Further references, with parallels in different Aristotelian texts, are Anon.
Lat. 86. 47 (cf. HA 492P2-3); of. Ps.-Polemon 431. 3-5 (cf. HA 494°16); Plicy, Natural History
11, 273—4 = Aristotlz fr, 286 Rose’. Nevertheless, the core of Polemon's treatise (and so, detivatively,
that of Anon, Lat) shows significant overlap with material in both parts of the surviving
Physiognomy: the list of character types at Polemon, Leiden chs. 5366 and Anon. Zat. 90-9 and
105-15 substantially relies on Treatise A 207°31-508"9 (cf. Swain below, p. 193) while the discussion
of body parts at Polemon, Leiden 3-52 (cf. Anon, 49-72, though with inversions of Polzmon’s order)
reflects Treatise B, 810°14-813% (cf. Swain below, p. 179). Other references to an Aristotelian
Physiognomy in antiquity sitnilatly presuppose access o {something like) A and B indifferently. For
A, sce Anon. Lat. 84. 6-14 (cf. perhaps 808°17-19); 87. 3-6 (cf $08732-3); 88. 1-3 (cf. 808° 31-2);
Stobaeus, Eclogue i. 47. 6, 301. 23-302. 17 Wachsmuth (quoting. “from Aristotle’s Physiognomy,
805°1-18). Cf. Ps.-Polemon 427. 1-10 F (808°19-24, 32-3); 428. 89F (808"18—19). (The opening
line of Galens QAM also looks to me like an allusion to the opening cf A, and so the Physiogramica
as a whole: see Section V, n. 184 ) For B, see Ancn. Lat, 83. 1-3 (cf. 812P34-6); 8-9 (811°33-6); 9-10
(cf, B11°23-4); 1011 (312%-7); 11-13 (812°11-12); B4, 1-3 (cf. 812°24-5); 34 (B13°4-6); 4-6
(811%17); 85. 1315 (813*14-15); 87. 1-3 (811*26-8); 7-9 (cf, 810"28-3(); 9-10 (812"13—14]; 10-13
(810°1-4); 88, 1-3 (808°31-2); 5 (813%7); 5-6 (813°11-16); 6-8 (813°16-20); 11-13 (813°20-3);
15-15 (813%23-5; Pollux, Onomasticon 2. 135. 7 (811°17; of. also Suetonius, de blasphemriis 4. 70
Taillardat, leading Vogt 1999: 2001 to suggest the 1st-c. 3¢ grammaria.n Didymus as his immediate
soutce). Cf. Ps.-Polemon 427, 11-428. 7 (cf. in order: 808°4-6, B10°30-1, 812°13-14, §11%37-"3,
812°11-12); 428. 10-11 (cE 808°6-7); 428. 16-18 {cf. §11°24-6); 429, -2 (cf. 811°29-30); 429. 34
(cf. 811728-9); 420, 6-8 (cf. 811°2-3); 429. 8-10 (L 811°3-4); 429. 11-17 (cf. 811°4-9).

120 g Jeast there is no sokid evidence that it was predated by the independent circrlation of either
part of the compasite—or of any other treatise ascribed to Aristotle. (See again n. 119 above; and
note that the citations of material not in our treatise are relatively late, and of the kind of material
which might have crept into “cur’ text—that they are not, in any case evidence for a different and
certainly not for an earlier Aristotelian Physiognomy.) It is worth noting that a Physiagnomy is listed
in the catalogues of Aristotle’s works: cf. D.L. 5. 25; Vita Menagiana (ie. Vil Hes;chify no. 97
(Driiring 1957 at 80-92). The latter gives the work as being in two books; the former in ope, and
Moraux {1951) 203 uses this as evidence that the bipartite treatise we have was cornpiled as late as
the 2nd &. AD. One might think, however, that the two catalogues simply counted the same work
differently (do we think it is one book or two?}. Cf. in any case J. Barnes (1997), 3944 for a sahatary
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An.alyﬁcs 2 27 might all depend on unpublished work conducted by
Aristotle in the Lyceum: that they are different recensions or versions or
records, developed to practical conclusions in different degrees and in different

ways, of lectures or notes by Aristotle which were avaiiable to his earl
followers.'*! ) '

IV, THE HELLENISTIC SCHOQOLS

Occurrerces of physiognomon- in evidence for Hellenistic philosophers: Posidonius, F169. 85 EK (=
Galen, P{-.IP 5. 5. 22, 2). Occurrences of physiognémon- in fellow travellers of the Stoa: Philo of
Alexandria, On Dreams 1. 164; Dio Chrysostom, Orations 4, §7.'2

If .thc :Ere.quency of occurrence of the word ‘physiognomy’ in. cur surviving
evidence is a reasonable measure of interest in the subject, it will be immediately
apparent from the list at the head of this section that the Hellenistic schools
prowdt? thin pickings for the historian of the subject. Physiognomy was clearly
not unknown in the third and second centuries: at least some of the work that
came out of Aristotle’s school must have been done in this period. But there is
little evidence of interest in the subject on the part of the new movements
and scl_'lools which dominated Hellenistic philosophy—especially the Stoa
Fhe Ep1c'ureau Garden, and the Academy in its Sceptical incarnation. Ar;
interest in physiognomy is explicitly ascribed to only one philosopher of the
Penod, namely the Stoic Posidonius. For the sake of completeness, I have
1ncluded.the (single) occurrences of the word in the later writers Philo of
Alexandria .and Dio Chrysostom, since both authors had an interest in Stoicism
and. sometimes provide valuable evidence for earlier Stoic thcught* But
their references to physiognomy, as it happens, suggest distance rather than

inder of how C1 q gen Yy
rem. difficult quite erally it can be to e the ancient catalogues to th to’
be to relate th g e Aristotelian

?21 Al'.ld for the (congenial) relationship between the Physiognomy and undisputed works of

A.nlsztloihlan I.Jcilology, fs'eeal-.l.loy'd (1983}, 24; Vogt (1999), 195.
emidorus of Daldis has been suspected of Stoicism (e.g. Hopfner 1937: 2240 wi
references; of. Kenner 1939: 455}, in which case cf. Oneiram'tifa 2. 115-“9. 10. But the asv:otzliaﬁt;:;h i:
mrl.l;;:ut serious support: see Flamand (1989) 612.
'It might also be worth noting Polemon's Stoic connections in this contex:: he was taught

b?r Dio Chxjysost'om (Philostratus, Lives of the Sophists 1. 539. 23-5 Kayser), and cculd trace
his pedagogical llmeage back through Timocrates and Euphrates (535. 32-536. 20; cf. Frede 1997,
;1&5,199—910-; Swain below, p. 167) to M'usonius Rufus (F:onto, Letters 135. 3—4 van den Hout?, w1t}:
P 17;. 1-2). (In the othler direction, his pupil Hevodes Atticus—e.g, Philostratus, Lives 536.
aboutl; ! —talughtlifhe Stoic ‘Emperor Marcus Aurelius.} There is, however, nothing, either
g olemon's writing 2 ?hys:agnomy, or about the Physiognomy he writes, that could support
e w:lw that he Is ‘himself 'mﬂuenc.ed by Stoicism. Within what we know of the Physiognomy,
- D' y !:endenhous doctrinal position Polemon adopts is the claim that reason lies in the

ast: Leiden ch. 1, AS, cf. ch. 15. This is indeed something maintained by the Stoics (against

Plato, for le); i -
oy thming_ ple); but it more probably comes to Polemon from Aristotle, who believed



76 George Boys-Stones

affinity: it is invoked as a study comparable with, but in some way different
from, what ‘we’ do.'?* They mention the word; they are far from providing
evidence that ‘physiognomy’ was an active category of Stoic, or generally of
Hellenistic, research.'®’

In the case of Epicureanism, the reason for the absence of reference to
physiognomy :s fairly clear. Epicurcanism insists that body and soul are closely
intermingled in operation,'”® but it also insists on their substantial indepen-
dence from each other.'*” The soul’s character is explained by the nature of its
own atoms, and not (not even indirectly) by those of the body."”® It is true that
there is a perfectly regular correlation between the growth and powers of soul
and body at the level of the species; but cven this is emphatically not becanse

124 philo compares his work of textual exegesis with the activity of physiognomists: in both cases,
something underlying and invisible is deduced from what is apparent (On Dreams 1. 164). For
remarks in Dio {hrysostom convergent with observations in the physiognomical handbooks, see
Barton (1994b), 104; Bvans (1941), 101 n. 21; Gleason (1990}, 393; Bost-Pouderon (2003) (on
Oration 33 in particular). Tt is worth noting, though, that most of these concern acquired or
acquirable traits {cf. Bost-Pouderen 2003: 160, quoting Clement of Alexandria advising the Christian
to acquire them at Pedagogue 3. 11. 61. &; and further below, with n. 133, on the sneeze at Oration 33.
53); and there is, in general, nothing to argue Dio’s philosophical or theoretical commitment to
hysiognomy, eg. en the grounds of a particular theory of psycho-physical interaction. In other
wards, if Dio has the Sophist's interest in appearance and is fam:liar with physiognomical practice,
he provides no evidence for its philosophical understanding, let alonc for its place in Stoic thought.
1t might also be noted that, in the one passage in which Dio refers explicitly to physiognomists,
he is contrasting himself with them. This is partly because, while they deduce a man’s character
from his form, he tather intends to present portraits of men accerding to what he knows of their
character; but it is also because his portraits will capture this character symbolically (see Oration 4.
85-8). To this extent, he compares himself to a painter approaching the visual representation
of a divinity. In other words, he presents what he is doing here as a kind of allegory rather than
a kind of phystognomy.

125 And of perhaps Epictetus, Dissertation 4. 5. 20, making the point that being virtuous (‘being
a human being’ in a strict sense) is not a matter of the kind of zyes or nose one has: you must see
whether the person has the judgements that belong to a human being, This in fact echoes Cleanthes
at SVFL 517 ‘uneducated people differ from animals only in form.’

126 gee Lucresius, On the Nature of Things 3 passim {e.g in particular 168-76, 32369, 445-525,
558-79, 688-97, 74171, 824-9). In arguing this side of the question, Lucretius comes quite close at
fimes to the attempt by the Axistotelian Physiognemy to prove the ‘sympathy’ between soul and body:
he draws attention to the disturbance of the soul in someone drunk or sick (3. 463-86; cf. 805°2—4),
and to the physical medicines by which mental afflictions can e cured (3. 510-25; cf. 808521-7).
He also appeals to the perfectly regular correlation at the level of species between an amital’s
psychological and physical character. {That the form of the argument, and even the example, namely
the invariable spirit of the hunting-dog, suggests allusion to and so perhaps awareness of the
Aristotelian Physiognomy is no argument that Lucretius followed that treatise to its conclusion; see
On the Nature of Things 3. 741-53 with Ps.-Aristotle 805°11-17.}

127 Gee esp. Lucretius’ attack on those (epiphenomenalists} who view the soul as a ‘harmony’ at
3.98-135. In contrast to the Aristotelian Physiognonty now, it turas out that the soul can suffer and
act without any corresponding affection in the body (or indeed spirit) at all (3. 145-51; contrast
805"1-2).

128 g0 Tncretius 3. 258-322, where the forocity of lions, the velocity of deer, and the placidity of
cattle are expleined by the quality not of {e.g.) the blood, as Aristotle would have said, but of the
atoms that make up the soul. It is true that the body can disrupt the activity of the soul (<f. g
Lucretius 3. 463~505); but, as we saw in respect of Plato’s Timaeus, something which has the ability
to disrupt the soul is not ipso facto the explanans of its character.
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either in any sense causes the other to be a certain way. It is rather the case
that a certain kind of soul just ‘naturally’ belongs in a certain kind of body;
as trees belong on the earth, not in the sky.'*® (This in turn will be explaineci
by ne mffchanism beyond the fact that, at an earlier stage of world history,
the comblr_lation of this kind of soul with this kind of body happened to proveJ
:c,uccessful in ;&m fight for survival, und the two have since been reproduced
in tandem.)”™ Nothing in any of this suggests reasons, even incidental
reasons, why below the level of the species a soul of this particular character
shoulld reside in a body of this particular appearance® 1t is striking, anyway.
that in the course of his attack on the belief in the transmigration of souls’
Lucretius appeals to species-level correlations bztween body and soul bu‘E
not correlations at the level of the individual. Strictly speaking, this n,'leans
that he shows only that souls could not migrate outside their species. If
he' could have qu:d physiognomical evidence tc show that they could not
1r:glir(':it:o'll:s;:z’cvxref:n individuals within species, one might have expected him

Things are slightly more complicated for the early Stoics, however, because
they do have a certain amount to say about the correlation between individual
appearance and character—-enough to make a plausible case for supposing that
the ab:sence of the word physiognomy from our evidence might in this instance
be accidenta'. This, then, is something I wish to consider in subsection (i) below.
And although I shall conclude that the silence of our evidence is, in fact, very
eloquent (that the early Stoics were not and zould not have thought of
themse_lves &5 ‘physiognomists’), the study will lead to two important results.
One will be, at last, an understanding of what the word ‘physiognomy’ was in
fact taken to mean by ancient philosophers, such that it would be wrong to think
that the early Stoics were physiognomists. The second result will be to show the
danger to us of using the word more freely than the ancient philosophers of
whom we use it. For in subsuming every case in which appearance and character

129 :
At Lucretius 3. 94-7, the soul is said to be part of a person rather as a hand, foot, or eye is.
These too, I sLppose, are 1ot caused by the body (of which ther are organs), but have their place in
f]:ture as 'pa.;t: of 1t;§-‘or the trees that could not be found in the sky, see Lucretius 3. 7849 (where
ey are in fact used to make a broader point, viz. that souls quite
necessarily found in bodies). B S ey ey
ii‘]’ Cf. Lucretius 5. 837-77.
s It is true th_at both physical (see Lucretius 4. 1208-32) and psychological (cf 3. 741-7)

racter are 1.nhented f_rom one’s parents; but again there is 110 reason to suppose that there is a
correlam?n bezween which psychological peculiarities and which physical peculiarities one inherits
frog:2 a given parent.

] The c.lost;st Lucretiu.ﬁ comes to such an argument is On the Nature of Things 3. 760—4. But the
point here is one concerning character. It is not, in other wcrds, the point that metempsychosis
might fofce ?.sou! into a body physically suited to a soul of a cifferent character. Rather, Lucretius’
gl:_noem is wllt:l the :I:bsurdlty of thmkmg that a rational soul would of necessity end up in the body

a .pre-mnm?al child. ’I'ht‘are might be evidence of positive Epicurean opposition to Aristotelian
ik:zsmgnumg\ in the mocking use of physiognomical material from HA 1. 10, 491°34-452%12 at

, Deipnosophistae 8. 48, 353 Bc. The provenance of this polemic, which is

. i t : . , part of a larger
broladm'de againist Aristotelian natural history, is not given; but it is immediately fcnllcmvtei:ll:ghqv
anti-Aristotelian remarks which are ascribed to Epicurus.
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are said to be linked under the single heading of ‘physiognomy’, we are at
risk not only of misunderstanding the intention behind the statement and
exploration of such links, but also of confusing what turn out to be {from
a theoretical point of view) very different phenomena.

(1) The Older Stoics

The superficially plausible case for ascribing an interest in physiognomy to the
Stoics at large rests in large part on a series of fragments whose form very closely
suggests the kinds of judgement made by attested practitioners of the art
(numbered for ease of reference in what follows):

T1. Tt is saic that some young men set out to play a trick on Cleanthes, who
followed Zeno in claiming that character (&thos) could be grasped from
appearance {gidos), They brought to him a man who was sexually deviant,
but toughened up through his work in the fields, and they demandec. that
Cleanthes should declare his character. He could not make it out. and
he told the man to go away. But as the man was going, he sneezed,
and Cleanthes said ‘I have him! He's dissolute.” (DL 7. 173=SVF 1. 618;

part=i. 204).%°

T?2. Zeno of Citium seems to sketch a beautiful and properly loveable image
of a young man. He sculpts him like this: Let his countenance be pure;
his brow mot relaxed; his eye not wide open nor half-closed; his neck not
thrown back; nor the limbs of his body relaxed, but keyed up like strings
under tension; his ear cocked for the fogos and his bearing and movement
giving no hope to the licentious, Let modesty and a manly look flower upon
him, but away with the excitement of the perfumers’ shops and goldsmiths
and wool shops—and indeed all the other shops where women spend the
whole day adorned like courtesans, as though they were sitting in a brothel
(SVF i 246)."*

199 “Seyually deviant’ = kinaidos; “dissolute’ = malakos. (I owe to Thotnas Hubbard the observa-
tion that it is tendentious to translate this passage as if the man’s presumed homosexuality vrere the
point.} For the story, see parallels at Dio, Oration 33. 53, and Anon. Lat. 11, ad fin.) (which Foerster
1893: i, p. boxi, thinks might come from Loxus; of. also Pack 1978: 121, tracirg the sneeze back to
Aristotle), Dio’s version comes from an oration set in Tarsus, and the fact that he atuibutes the
diagnosis to a ‘local’ led von Armnim to identify Chrysippus (who came from nearby Soli) as its author
in this case (see SVF ii. 10a with comment on i. 618). But the explicit naming of Cieanthes in the
present text has led to much greater speculation about his interest in physiognomy: see e.g. Foerster
(18884} 511; Misener (1923) 3 (cf. 17); Evans (1969) 10-11. Barton (1994F; 101) uses the present text
as the point of departure for her imaginative claim that the ‘third-century B.C. Stoic physiognomist
Cleanthes makes it his business to unmask charlatans, effemipates, and adulterers’. Cleanthes’
association with physiognomy has been further supported by a superficial similarity berween an
image he uses for the soul at SVF . 487 and an image reported (probably from Loxus) at Anen. Lat.
2. The similarity is not, however, as close as it at first scems: see again Section III n. 102.

134 'The translation it taken from Schofield (1991), 116. His claim at 115 that the passage is ‘one of
our best pieces of evidence for Stoic physiognomics” is made immediately questionable by the fact
that it describes a pose that anyone (more or less; but of. o. 135 below on the “tension’ of the Himbs)
could adopt without sharing the character it is supposed to imply. Nearer the point might be
Gleason (1950) 403, who sees it as advisory: the passage shows how a “well-schooled young man
would know how to avoid body language that might signal sexual availability'.
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T3. Chrysippus says that goods and evils are perceptible, writing this in his
On the End, book 2: “The following is a sufficient basis for us to be able to
say that goods and evils are perceptible: for not only are passions
perceptible, along with their species, such as grief, and fear, and the ke
but so also is it possibie to perceive theft and adultery and similar; and, u'l
general, folly and cowardice and many other vices; not only joy and good
works and many other right actions, but also wisdom and courage and the
rest of the virtues’ (SVF iii. 85; similarly SVF iii. 84).

T4. Th.e Stoiz?s thf.nk that the sage can be grasped as such through
perception, using his appearance (eidos) as evidence (SVF i. 204).

On the face of it, the language in these texts obviously does coincide with
language found in unambiguously physiognamical texts: note especially, for
example, the claim in T1 that character (éthos) can be discerned in physical
agfpcar:.nce (eidos). But it lfa.i.l'l)r quickly becomes evident that none of these texts
refers to, or seems to rely on, am hing about the natural ge
physical body from which their dedfctimfs are drawn—the shagp: f)lf‘atrl’x?;lgsfe tﬁi
the. breadth of the forechead: the sort of evidence on which Phaedo and Aristc,)tle
rel_led for their physiognomy, so described. T1 actually seems to rule such
evidence out {Cleanthes was baffled when presented with the mere appearance
of the man}; and both T1 and T2 appeal to movement or posture rather than
the _shape of bodily parts. As to T4: we know that there are ne such physical
attributes that distinguish a sage. Apart from anything else, one’s physical
features do not change when one becomes a sage (despite the fact that one is
supposed at that moment to become ‘beautiful’ where one had been ugly before:
sce Plutarch, That the Stoics Talk More Absurdly than the Poets 1058 4). '

_ The key to all of these texts, then, seems to be T3: the quite general claim that
virtue(s} and vice{s) can be discerned. It is tempting to explain this in turn by
the fact that, according to the Stoics, qualities are corporeal: we might suppose
that they can therefore be seen in, as it were, their own right. This cannot exactly
be wrong; but at the same time it is important to remember that qualities are not
entities separable from the bodies in which they occur. It is probably best, then
to thmk of them in terms of secondary physical charactetistics, cncomp’assing’
zlsuch_ th.t_ngs as expression and posture (T2).'** This would fit in with the
}mphcatlon in T3 that they are perceptible in just the way and presumably for
just the sort of reasons that emotions are manifest in a person’s appearance.

135 Cf also Marcus Aurelius, Meditations 11. 15 (the eyes and voice o i
goodn:ssi see Rutherford 198%: 956 with n. 13}, It rm;g be proper to mfs;ﬁ%szcﬁgj:;
ukeChgmct.erls;lcs as the n:.lani,festations of an individual's tentas: compare the youth with imbs “keyed up
dearsi‘tnnbgs untc:ler ‘tensmn (T2 -above). Cf. also Hicrocles V. 11-15 (which, as the example shows, is
o b};ea' o;lt earing not physical features as such): 't is not impossible that someone sufficiently
aﬂ}:a tl:l]l ﬁ:, judgement of characters {pr(os) e(pi)krisin éthd(n}) could, standing near people when
o e:;:; el B Ee?h; n}anner in which a persen leeps what sort of disposition (d(ia)thg(sis]) the
il : Lfﬁ was strong and full of tension (tonou plféfrés) or softer than it ought to be.
the edexpectmg c;:) e[.. ..] even have concern for their corpses to fall decorously, as the girl in
- thg by; so much more will the proofs. ot: their disposition (tekméria £{és} d{ia)thles]eds) pass
e Be _od.'w? of those who sleep.” {The “girl in the tragedy’ is Polyxena: cf. Buripides, Hecuba 569

astianini and Long 1992: 427-8.) l
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My conclusion about these texts is that, if they are to be considered evidence
for ‘physiognomy’, it is physiognomy in rather a different sense from what we
have seen in Phaedo or Aristotle, in particular because they none of them
concern the shape of the body or its parts. But if these texts can fairly quickly be
dismissed, they are not the only fragments which constitute our evidence for the
Stoics’ thinking about the relationship between appearance and character. It
happens that the Stoics did also have things to say about the relationship
between character and the shape of the body and its parts. In particular, we have
clear evidence that Cleanthes, Chrysippus, and Panaetius, at least, recognized
and addressed the fact (much discussed, as we have seen, by Aristotle) that
children tend to resemble their parents in appearance and character. Here is the
evidence for Cleanthes and Panaetius—I shall quote and discuss our evidence for
Chrysippus at greater length below:

Cleanthes has it that the parents’ likeness is reflected in their children—mnot only through
the cast of their body (corporis lineamentis), but also the characteristics of the soul
{animae notis) (SVF L. 518, from Tertullian, On the Soul 5).

Not only, says Cleanthes, do we become like our parents in body, but also psychologicalty,
in our passions {pathé), characters (£thé), and dispositions (diatheseis) (SVFi. 518, from
Nemesius, On the Nature of Man 2, 20. 14-17 Motani),'*

Panaetius has it .. . that souls are born, as our similarity to our parents makes clear—a
similarity which appears in our characters (in ingeniis), not only our bodijes (fr. 83 van
Straaten = Cicero, Tusculan Disputations 1. 79).

It is nowhere explicit in our texts how the Stoics accounted for the
psychological resemblance of children and their parents, but on the basis of what
we have seen in Plato and Aristotle there would seem to have been two kinds of
approach available to them. One would be to say that the soul acquires its
individual character from the body. (There is no problem, at least in principle, in
explaining why a child has physical resemblance to its parents; and if tae soul
takes its character one way or another from the body, then we can undsrstand
how it comes to acquire psychological resemblance to them as well.) In fact I
think this must be right, and I shall return to the detail below. But on the face of
it, it might seem that the other kind of approach has more going for it. This
approach is to say (rather more in the terms of Aristotle) that the lines of
causality which lead to psychological similarity with one’s parents are paraflel
with the lines of causality which lead to physical similarity with them. This looks
like a plausible way of understanding the Stoic claim that children resemble their
parents in character as well as appearance because the Stoics did, after all, think
that a child’s soul is a chip off the old block in as near a literal sense as any

136 yan Arnim includes a third passage at SVF L 518 (like the first passage, from Tertullian—this
time O the Soul 25): ‘How can we explain in addition the similarity of psychological character that,
according 1o Cleanthes’ testimony, a person shares with their parents if we do not appeal to the seed
of the soul?” But note that Cleanthes here is only being invoked: as a witness to psychological affinity
between parent and child, not for the view that the similanity is traced to the seed. Apart from
anything else, this view is associated by Tertullian with a belief in the origin of the soul at conception,
a belief not held by the Stoics {as we shall see).
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theory of generation has ever allowed. The soul of a child is made out of a piece
{or ‘fragment’: apospasma) of the very ‘breath’ (pneuma) from which its father’s
soul was made (SVF i. 128). It is true that the Stoics talk as if there were an
element of discontinuity here as well: the pneurna inherited from the parents’
soul does not, properly speaking, constitute a soul in the embryo, which is
conceived of as a kind of ‘plant’, sustained by ‘nature’ (physis SVF ii. 806). (We
cannot call the pnewma which directs the development of the embryo and foetus
a ‘soul’, presumably because the foetus does not have the capacities of
perception and impulse characteristic of an animal.) But one might casily think
of this as a technicality. When a child is born, its ‘soul’ is the result of the
‘tempering’ of its nature, of this very parcel of pneuma as it comes into contact
with the cold air outside the womb. It is ‘tempered’ (the comparison is with
steel) in a way that allows the creature to take control of itself (SVF ii. 806
again), and it changes from plant to autonomous animal. The idea would be that
in sorne way the unique character of the individunal soul is captured and fixed in
this process as well. A more elaborate account might describe this character in
terms of the ‘tension’ (fonos) transmitted as part of the pneuma from parental
soul through the embrye’s ‘nature” to the ‘soul’ of the child. In any case, there is
very clearly a line of physical continuity which the Stoics might have exploited
to explain the inheritance of psychological as well as corporeal character.
Whatever the attractions of such a story, howevet, it is clear that it cannot be
right. There are, in fact, two reasons to think that the Stoics did not believe that a
person’s character was somehow inscribed in the physical nature of the prneuma
that makes a child’s soul. One is a text (not quoted above) which shows that
Chrysippus, at least, did not as a matter of fact think it; the other is a
consideration from Stoic psychology which makes it impossible that any of the
older Stoics might have done. Consider, then, first of all, what Plutarch says of
Chrysippus:
Chrysippus adduces as proof that the soul has come into existence, and comes into
exis.tence later [sc. than the body], the fact that children become like their parents both in
their manner (tropos) and their character (éthos) (SVF ii. 806 =Plutarch, Stoic Self-
Contradictions 1053 cp).

) Attempts to deal with this rather obscure passage have tended to operate as if
it presents us with two psychological facts which we need to reconcile: (1) that
the'soul comes into being later than the body;'*” and (2) that children resemble
their parents. But these are not two facts in search of reconciliation: they are
parts of an argurnent. The fact that children resemble their parents is evidence
that the soul comes about later than the body, and this alone seems to forbid us
to explain the resemblance by the material substrate of the child’s soul. If the
cha.rac_ter of the soul were explicable by the material from which it was made,
then similarity between parent and child could be made consistent with the later
genesis of the soul, but there is no reason at all why it should be taken to prove it.
On the contrary: the fact of such similarity would encourage one to suppose that

137 .
ol It is not part of the present argument, but we know from the passage of Plutarch immediately
ollowing that it is as late as the moment of birth: Stoic Self-Contradictions 1053 cp.
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the soul was engendered at conception, or a little later, or at any point n the
process whatsoe%ter. I conclude from this that the chax:acter of the sogl 1sf not
straightforwardly to be explained by (or as) some quality of th_e matem.ﬂ rom
which it is made. There are, in other words, no psychological c9nt1nu1tnes
between the character of the child and that of its parents at.:lll—-desplte the fact
eir respective souls are made out of the same material,
th?ot{llow dozs a child acquire the character of its parents if not from the stuff of
its soul? I take it that the answer comes in Chrysippus’ empha.ms on the fact that
the soul comes to be after the body. if this is supposed to be_ 1mphedl by the fact
of psychological resemblance, then it looks very much as if Chrymp}p:us :ﬁft
have thought that the soul derives its character (at least. insofar as the chi bs
character is like that of its parents) from the body. The idea would have to be
that there is some link between the appearance of the bo_dy and the 'character of
the soul so that, insofar as a child’s body is like that of its parents, its character
be like theirs as well. .
Corgise tc‘:m see the attractions of this solution for him. For one t}‘ung—and I talfe
it that this is a large part of the point behind his argumt_:nt—lt would expﬁun
why a child comes to resemble its parents; that is to say, lt’S parents rather thgg
just its father. According to the Stoics, it is from its .father s semen t}.1at ac
grows.'>® But, like Aristotle, the Stoics know that a child can resemble its mother
instead of (or as well as) its father, and the way they address this, at least as far az
physical resemblance is concerned, is to say that the mother also proc_:luces ?CCI
which plays a role in the process of gestation. When t.he male seed is receivec
into the womb, it is brought under the influence of this fel_nale se,ed: ZEl:lO says
that it is “taken hold of by another pneums, part of the fex:nale soul {S‘VF i 128)%
The female seed is not capable of initiating emb_ryomc constructmnl{or o
becoming z child); however, it does have its own ldeas: of hcu\:v one 1:n1ght 30’
zbout building a human being and, much as in Aristotle, it occasionally ‘prevails
aver the father’s semen (SVF ii, 749):'*

The woman too emits seed: and if the woman’s seed prevails (epikratéséi), the offspring
resembles the mother; but if the man’s prevails, it resembles the father.

A child, then, might look like its father and/or mother. _But it i.s p.resumably a
little time after conception that the influences of their various Prmcnples start to
operate; and a while longer before the direction of embryonic development is

138 <Geed” is carefully defined by the Stoics not in terms of i‘ts material substall']ce, bl}l: :}l: lterr;:s
of the capacities or principles (e.g. SVF i. 128) for which the moxstur’e a:ts‘as avehicle; ws:, 2 is ng,t
the seed might properly be thought of s a fragment of the father's sou or prieuma ( i 128;
. i 7:'I"i}:i; presumably, is the answer to the conflict Diels saw between D_L: 7. 159 (where fer:.niale ;e;l
is said to be ‘unproductive’, agonon) and the fragment that foliows (= Aetius 5: l.l' 3; see Diels l. th.
423, 5-8 with n.; ¢f. also von Arnim’s n. on SVFii. 749, §4): Note r.ha't all of this is only the stf;‘ ef
Stoics adopted a system very closely analogous to that of Aristotle Whl(fh gnvolves not only the idea c:'l
‘prevailing’, but also of ‘regression’, according to which the charactcnst'xcs of remoter ant‘:e:it.ol:fi uc:l
skip generations to recur further down the line. This works for .the. St?lcs ,becaufe every mf lV:lb b
and so, of course, the seed of every individual, contains the pn'.naplles of his or her c:;e eta;s
and siblings: to be this person is precisely to be the result of a specific line of couplmgs:lso at the
principles of all one’s ancestors are implied in one’s own unique blend. So anyway SVF ii. 747.
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fixed in a way which makes it clear which are in the ascendency. If the character
of the soul were to be determined at any point before this {e.g. at conception)
then it would be hard to see how a child might be equally disposed to become
like its mother or its father. In order for this to be possible, it must take the body
for whose character they are jointly responsible as its reference-point; and so it
comes about later.

It will be objected to my claim (i.e. that the soul must derive its character from
the body, at least insofar as its character is like that of its parents} that it leaves
open the possibility that Chrysippus might have thought that the soul comes
about with the body; that its character is determined in parallel with the bedy
through the very same process of gestation. Why does Chrysippus insist that
psvcholegical resemblance proves that it comes to be afterwards? The answer
to this involves the consideration that I alluded to earlier as ruling out the
possibility that any Stoic might have thought that the material substrate of the
soul carries encoding for its character, This is the fact that the Stoics gave a purely
cognitive account of character. It was simply not open to the Stoics to say (as
Aristotle, or again as Phaedo of Elis said) that character is imprinted in the
irrational soul at the same time as the body is formed, because they believed
that to have any sort of psychological character at all—in the sense of moral
character, in any case'*"—is to have concepts and beliefs. And concepts and
beliefs are not inherited or inheritable or part of your physical development as
such. When you are born, your soul is a tabula rasa, identical, as far as character is
concerned, with everyone else’s (SVF ii. 83). And there is more. Not only is the
soul empty of cognitive content at birth, but we also know that there is nothing
about its physical structure {e.g. its ‘tension’} that determines its cognitive
development—certainly not, for example, anything that would determine
whether or not a child became vicious in the first place. The Stoics are adamant
that the causes of vice are external (SVFiii, 228-36; esp. e.g. 235: all evil comes into
the soul from outside).'*! The provenance of a child’s soul turns out to be of no
assistance in explaining how the child comes to resemble its parents in character,

And yet we are told that children resemble their parents in psrchological
character as well as physical appearance. It seems to me that there is only one
way left to explain this. If it is due, not to the soul’s provenance, but to the
beliefs it goes on to form, and given that we can explain by straightforward
inheritance how a child comes to look like its parents, then it must be the case
that the individual’s body has an influence on its cognitive development, How
this happens is what I now want to investigate.

The body does not generally play a conspicuous role in accounts of the Stoic
theory of rationality. When we talk about the development of rationality, we
focus on the terms of their empiricism most familiar, perhaps, to us: the tabula
rasa, the soul’s acquisition of primary concepts, and finally the articulation of

M This is not to say that the Stoics did not recognize ‘natural differences benveen people in
respect of their mental abilities. So SVF iii. 136-7: among ‘preferable’ features of the soul are such
thin;s s memory and mental acuity,

! To talk about the distinctive character of an individual is, of course, to talk of his or her vices;
there is only one way of being virtuous for the Stoics as for Aristotle (cf. again NE 1106"35).
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these concepts into a cognitive network capable of active rational analysis (SVF
ii. 83). Everyone recognizes that the body has some role to play in all of this: it
provides the organs of sensation and the means of locomotion; it gives the soul
access to the external world on which its cognitive development is based. But 1
wish to suggest that it does rather more than this tco. For a start, it does not
merely provide organs of sensation, as if it stands as the soul’s window on
external events. The body is itself the first object of the soul's perception.
Furthermore, it is constantly present as an object of perception in all (further)
acts of perception. The Epicureans, with whom the Stoics explicitly contrast
themselves on this score, do indeed believe that perception implies the impact of
the external world on an animal’s constitution so that it is, from the very first,
perception of the external world {<f. Cicero, On Ends 1. 30). But the Stoics argue
that self-perception is a necessary precondition for perception of the world
(cf. Cicero, On Ends 3. 16). In order to register visual information, for example,
I have first to perceive my eyes (and perceive them as mine), and I have to keep
perceiving them as I perceive the world through them (Seneca, Epistle 121,
esp. 5-13).

1')'['hc Stoics have a technical word to refer to perception which involves self-
perception in this way (i.. all perception of the external world): synaisthésis. The
importance of this word, and the theory it identifies, is sometimes obscured by
commentators who take it mean ‘zonsciousness’ ot ‘self-awareness’ {concepts for
which there is in fact little evidence in ancient thought).l‘l2 More recently, A. A.
Long has created something of a consensus with his argument that synaisthésis is
a straightforward synonym of self-perception, explained by him as the Stoic
answer to the modern technical notion of ‘proprioception’.143 But the Stoics
have other, clearer ways of saying “self-perception’.*** The very formation of syn-
aisthésis already suggests something more like ‘co-perception’, i.e. the perception
of one thing along with another, and such a meaning is in fact demanded by the
principal evidence we have for the word’s use. Consider, for example, the
following passage from the Ethical Principles by the Stoic Hierocles (who was
probably writing in the second century ap). It comes in the context of a
discussion by Hierocles of the importance of self-perception. Every animal, he
says, perceives that it has certain limbs; but it also perceives what these limbs are
for. He invokes features of ordinary experience to support his point (1. 55-11. 3):

We ourselves [perceive] our eyes and ears and the rest. And so, when we want to see
something, we strain our eyes towards the visible thing, not our ears. And when we want
to hear, we direct our ears, not our eyes. When we wish to walk, we don’t use our hands

M2 <Consciousness’: e.g. Pembroke (1571} 119 cf. Sorabji (1990) 312; “self-awareness’ €.g. Watson
(1971} 220.

143 gee esp. Bastianini and Long (1992) 396 on i. 38-9 (‘sinenime’); and wider discussion of the
concept of self-perception at 380-90. Cf. Long (1993).

44 'perception of self being the most obvious: e.g. (ai)sthanjet(ai) [hea]utou at Hierocles I 35,
etc sensus sui at Cicero, On Ends 3. 16. The Stoics also talked about an animal’s perception
of its comstitution, or of its limbs {or ‘parts’). So in Hierocles: to t{on)] mefr{on)] heaut(on)
(ai)sthanesth(ai) (L 48; cf. 51); cf. Seneca, Epistle 121. 9 omnibus constitutionis suae sensus est.
Finally, Hierocles talks sbout the ‘apprehension’ an animal has of itself or its limbs/parts:
[t8s heaut){on) . . . a[ntil]epseds at V. 30 [cf. 1. 44-6}.
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for this, but our feet and the whole of our legs. In the same way, we don’t use our feet but
our hands when we want to take or give something. Heuce the first proof that an animal
perceives its whole self is co-perception (syn(ai)sthésis) of the limbs and the functions for
which they are provided.

Synaisthésis is introduced here as a proof of the primacy of self-perception—
not as a synonym for it. And the proof is precisely that our perception of
external objects involves or could not happen without perception of our organs
as well.'®

Co-perception, then, is an important concept in the Stoic understanding
of perception quite generally. But, as will quickly become apparent, there are
implications here that go well beyond the science of perception. In particular,
co-perception might also help us to explain the characters that anirals display
by helping to explain the evaluations they make about the world. Cicero notes at
the beginning of his account of Stoic ethics {(On Ends 3. 16) that an animal is no
sogner born than it is concerned for its own preservation; by extension it is
attracted to things necessary for its survival (the Stoic term for this attraction,
applied primarily to the animal’s constitution, and derivatively to the things that
benefit it, is ofkeidsis, usually translated as ‘appropriation’). Correlatively, an
animal hates and avoids things which are harmful to it, But how does it know
which things are harmful and which beneficialt’® It must be through
co-perception, since the notions of ‘benefit’ and “narm’ are, of course, relative
to the individual constitution. The impression a panda receives of bamboo, for
example, will be a favourable one, because the external data reporting the
bamboo registers along with the panda’s perception of itself as a constitution in
need of the sustenance bamboo can provide. There is nothing mysterious about
this: a panda is constitutionally adapted to benefit from bamboo, and its being
so adapted (its constitution) is the very thing that makes the external data
(the appearance, texture, taste, etc. of the bamboo) register as a favourable
impression. Or, to put it another way (and from the subjective viewpoint), the
panda co-perceives the bamboo as something beneficial. A fox has a different
constitution, and bamboo registers less favourably with it than chickens...and
50 on. It turns out, in fact, that one has a remarkably rich sense of one’s

15 A further demonst:ation that sysaisthésis means ‘co-perception’ rather than ‘self-perception’
can be found in the fact that the word can have as its stated object either the animal’s constitution, or
th'c feature of the e:ternal world perceived in relation to it. So at Ethical Principles I1. 37-8, the toad is
sal_d to have synaisthésis of a distance: tou poson ekfteinct](ai) d(ia)stéma syn(ai)sthanet(ai) (the idea
beirg that it can perceive without calculation whether it is capeble of leaping that far). In this case,
one would produce nonsense if one translated the word as ‘self-perception’. It is true thit, when
Hierocles introduces a subsection purporting to show that co-perception continues uninterrupted
(111 55-6), his conclusion is that self-perception continues without a break {IV. 44; cf. V. 30). But this
0{11)' shows that self-perception is of real interest to Hierocles insofar as it is entailed by co-perception:
hls1 lc‘l_,emonstration that co-perception continues shows « fortiori that self-perception does.

Here and in what follows I am speaking a bit loosely: animals do not strictly ‘know’ anything
at all;' nor do they conceptualize the objects of the perception in the rational terms implied by my
dﬂmpt.mn (e.g. SVF ii. 83). On the other hand (as the samne fragment makes clear), ‘animal’
Perception is the first stage on the route to the acquisition of human rationality, and we might think
of the mentat disposition of the animal relative to the object of its (co-)perception as the primitive
precursor of rational concepts.
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relationship with the external environment in virtue of co-perception. In a
famous example from Hierocles, a chick does not need to learn that weasels and
hawks are dangerous, but perceives them as such from the start—though it
remains anflustered in the presence of a bull.'¥’

In general, it seems that the ‘character’ of animnals, expressed in the elemental
terms of their inclinations to pursue and avoid certain things, can be understood
in terms of the co-perception each has of the world—which is to say, in terms
of the irpressions that external data make when viewed through the filter of
their particular physical constitution. Animals, it is true, do not have moral
characters: they lack the rationality necessary to make judgements about what
is, in a strict sense, ‘good’ of “had’. But it is a small step to suppose that the
judgements individual human beings make about the good and the bad are
based in precisely the same way on their {co-)perception of what is harmful and
beneficial to thern. In this case, we can see at last how the moral character
developed by an individual might be based precisely on their experience of their
physical constitution.**®

It might seem that this immediately provides an opening for a Stoic

physiogaomy (assuming, anyway, that the relevant features of the individual’s
constitution have manifestations in his or her outward appearance). But before
hastening to this conclusion, there is a vital qualification to be made. T have
suggested that the development of rationality in human beings allows them to
redescribe what is constitutionally beneficial aad harmful for them as what is,
respectively, ‘good’ and ‘bad’. The trouble is that rationality, when it develops,
is itself part of the nature of human beings and something that enters into their
co-perception of the world. And it is not just @ part of their nature, but (once
they have it) their defining feature. As such, mature human beings are supposed
to care above all for the preservation of themselves as rational beings—even if
this is at the expense of their physical constitutions. ‘What is co-perceived as
‘good’ ought to be just what is conducive to a rational life: and what is conducive
to a rational life is virtuous action. Humans, then, are supposed, by the very
process of co-perception and appropriation I have been outlining, to develop the
belief that virtue, and virtue alone, is good, and that vice alone is bad. To this
extent, differences in physical constitution caa make no difference to the moral
character individuals develop—at least in the sense that they cannot determine
whether a person becomes virtuous or vicious at all.

47 Bierocles ML 40-3; the example recurs at Seneca, Epistle 121. 18 (ard cf. perhaps Aelian,
On the Characteristics of Animals 9. 40 for a similar poirt).

148 Lience there are texts which say that one’s physice]l temperament influences one’s character;
and we can now see why this would not contradict their insistence that chavacter js a matter of the
rational beliefs one holds. So e.g. Chrysippus at SVF ii. 9501 (= Cicero, On Fate 7-9; of. Sedley
1993: 331 for the alternative suggestion that the atmospnere may have a direct effect on the pneuma
constimutive of one’s soul and thereby on one’s character); Panaetius f. 76 van Straaten = Proclus,
On the Timaeus i 162. 1115 Dichl (arguing for a literal interpretatior. of Plato’s claim that
intelligence might be causally related to the natare of the environment); Seneca, On Anger 2. 19
(et morum variztates mixtura elementorum facit, cf. Klibansly;, Panofsky, and Saxl 1964: 56).
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super-abundance of seed) might become rather lustful if they see the world

through the filter of their constitutional inclination to sexual activity...and

S0 On. 150

One’s constitution, then, cannot cause one to stray from the path of virtue;
but if external influences nudge one away from it, it will, through the
mechanism of (co-)perception, play the leading role in shaping the vicious
moral character one forms instead. And if physiognemy featured in the thought
of earlier Stoicism, this must have been its opening: this is the only way that
a Stoic could have supposed that differences between the characters of
individuals might exhibit any sort of regular correspondence with differences
in their physical attributes. But did the early Stoics themselves recognize the
opening and commit themselves to physiognomy? My answer will be that they
did not—and {as it will turn out) for illuminating reasons. But in order to see
what these reasons were, it is first necessary to consider the different approach to
psychology adopted by the one Stoic who, we are told, did make use of
physiognomical data: Posidonius of Rhodes {¢.135-51 5c).

(ii) Posidonius

The extent of Posidopius’ disagreement with earlier Stoics has become a matter
of hot debate. Galen, on whom we are heavily deper.dent for our evidence, has
an axe of his own to grind and a motive to exaggerate any difference there rnight
have been, leading to a real question over the degree to which his testimony can
be trusted.’>! But unless one takes the extreme {and unkind) view that Galen has
not just exaggerated, but actually fabricated the existence of any theoretical
difference between Posidonius and his predecessors at all, there is one respect
in which it seems that he must have differed—the only, or the simplest way to
explain all other differences rightly or wrongly ascribed to him. On my view,
he must have differed in his analysis of ‘appropriation’.

150 & nother evample: anger is defined as the desire to punish perceited offenders {SVF iid. 395,
398), It is also understood to be a boiling of the blood about the heart (SVF ii. 878; 3. 416; cf. 2. 886
and 900 for our synaisthésis of activity in the chest during occasions of anger). So what makes one
non-sage more inclined to anger than another? (A sage, as it happens, never thinks anger
appropriate.)  am suggesting that it is the fact that his or her blood is, for example, hotter——in any
case, readier to boil. This makes such folk constitutionally more inclined to initiate themselves the
punishmant which even the cool-headed might wish for their enemies. For this reason, they value
enacting the punishment: they desire to do the punishing. It might be thought tempting tc phrase
these cxamples more simply in terms of the pl-asure produced in different constitutions by different
activities. {Cf. perhaps Cicero, On Fate 8; SE, PH 1. 80; also Aristides Quintilianus, On Music 2. 8, 67.
15-68. 13 Winnington-Ingram.) In this case, ve could say that the coward takes greater pleasure in
comfort, the pugilist in the adrenalin rush of danger and extreme physical activity, and so forth.
However, this would, according to the normal meaning of ‘pleasure’ in the context of ancient
philosophy, be misleading. In fact the Stoics supposed that even fools act to preserve their nature
as they understand it (albeit their understanding is wrong). Only incidentally is it ever pleasure
they seek.

51 See especially Kidd (1971); Cooper (1998); Gill (1998); Sorabji (2000) 93-32, 255-60:
Tielernan (2003}, esp. chs. 4-5. OF these, Tieleman is most xtreme in denying significant doctrinal
divergence between Posidonius and Chrysippus.
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As we saw above, the earlier Stoics thought that appropriation was directed
towa.rds.a‘smgle goal: the preservation of one’s nature. This is the object of
appropriation for every animal, and it is the object of appropriation from the
moment of birth, But in the case of human beings, most strikingly, this has the
effect (as we have seen above) that the particular objects of our strivi’ng change as
our nature, or more precisely our perception of our nature, changes Thgis is
most striking in the case of human beings because the development of ra.tionali
betwee_n the. ages of 7 and 14 constitutes the most radical change undergone ]:Y
any animal in the course of its natural development. The result of it ought to bz
that we come to perceive ourselves as rational beings and to value only what

reserves our rational natures—whatever the consequences for our bodies. It is
true that as a matter of fact most adults care as much about their physical. well-
being as any animal or child; but this does not undermine the position that
appropriation is directed towards the preservation of one’s nature; it only sho
that tllley h.ave somehow become confused about their nature.!>? ’ e

Posidonius, it seems, did not agree with this analysis of appropriation
From the ‘ﬁr:v;t, he argued, appropriation is directed not towards nature, unde1:
that desc:nptl.on, but towards pleasure and victory (158, 160, 161 EK}. Assumin,
that POS!dOIllU.S based his understanding of appropriation on co-perception ags
the . earI}er Stoics did, we can rephrase this by saying that, accordin , to
Pos1don1u.s, an animal does not co-perceive things as bcneﬁcir:tl to its nagture
as a certain kind of animal; rather, it co-perceives them as satisfying specific
constitutional needs—the need to make good some lack, for exam le'Por f
secure its:elf against a potentially hostile environment. , i °

Th_e dJﬁ:'erence in Posidonius’ analysis of appropriation is no doubt to be
explained in part by reflection on the grammar of impulse and appropriation,
tl}e proper terms in which to describe their objects;'™ but it has advantages fm"
his ethlc.s more widely as well. For one important consequence of replacin,
appropriation towards ‘nature’ with appropriative inclinations towards victo ;
and pleast&re in explaining the behaviour of young children is that one does nz
have to th.ln.k of the changes that come about with the development of reason in
terms of their modification.'> Rather, Posidonius is able to suggest that what
hapP§m at th?s point is that the creature (now an adult human) acquires an
additional object of appropriation, namely the good. In virtue of their

152 e .
o imlNote th::lt Ilam not ascribing to Chrysippus a view that one ever loses concern for one’s own
onysEndsc:nmtunon or self-p:'mer\‘rauon, in a way sometimes suggested by his critics, as in Cicero,
- ) e;p.ﬂfﬁ—!?. (Ga:len s .claxrn th?t Chrysippean oikeidsis is only directed towards the gaor.;'
o s :xac yd e l:ls:lan'u: distortion: cf. Tieleman 2003: 221-2.) But what does happen, ideally, is that
ges and enlarges one’s view of what the physi itution i ' itates i
pr?:%er S g e physical constitution is for, what constitutes its
ofthe i:eml'ghtallmve considered, for example, that althcugh the term ‘vatural’ is an important part
iy :moln atliescnp.tm'n of the ob)e!:r.s of our appropriation, it is wrong to think of it as relevant
v no:nm?n des::nptlon. One deflreslthings under the description of them as “pleasurable’, or
oy t}; as ‘natural’—even though it might turn out that it is their being natural that explains
1};4 ﬁ seem pleasurable or noble to us. >
cy can be modified, though, viz by habituati
s N y habituation (e.g. F165. 172- —
indirectly by reason (among other things). & 2789 BIg—end hence
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rationality, adult human beings co-perceive external objects not only in terms of
the pleasure and security that they might bring to their physical constitution, but
also in terms of whether their pursuit of them will satisfy the wider good (what is
good for the cosmos as a whole) with which rationality is properly concerned.
Like the earlier Stoics, Posidonius thinks that a rational being should come to see
that his nature enables him to do what is, objectively speaking, ‘best” despite the
subjective inclirations of his constitution, and that to live consistently in this
way is the only path to happiness (cf. F185—7 EK); but unlike them, he thinks
that even someone who succeeds in doing this, even a sage, will retain his
or her original senses of appropriation towards pleasure and victory, his or her
co-perception of the world in these terms.

All this enables Posidonius to explain much more satisfactorily (as he thinks)
some key phenomena of our mature ethical lives, in particular the vexed
question of why people so consistently become vicious when vice is supposed to
be the one evil recognized by a rational nature. If the earlier Stoics were right,
said Posidonius, it ought to be no easier to corrupt people into vice than to
convince them that pain is desirable (cf. B35, 169. 1-77 EK). Posidonius’
explanation for this simply involves appeal to our continuous appropriation
towards pleasure and victory, our co-perception of the world in these terms as
well as in terms of what is ‘good’. For the fact that we always, continuously,
perceive the world in these terms just because we {co-)perceive the world
through a particular constitution, the fact that we thereby have an inclination
towards pleasure and victory which is ineliminable whatever our understanding
of what is good and right, leads to our having what Posidonius calls ‘affective
movements’ (pathétikai kinéseis: F169, 101-3 EK)—something like inclinations
to act in a certain way, namely just the way in which an animal or child would
act in pursuit of pleasure or victory.'>” It is important that although, on my
account, these movements must be strictly non-rational ( animals and children
have them toc), they are nevertheless based in cognitive processes, specifically
the process of (co-)perception. It would be wrong, then, to think of them as
distinct, ir-rational powers, as Galen implies. Nor do they constitute distinct
sources of impulse in adult humans: we know that Posidonius agreed with earlier
Stoics that impulse required rational assent and to this extent remained squarely
in the hands of reason.’> But they do form an important and persistent part

155 posidonius seems himself to have talked of an ‘emotional pull: so Galen at F 169. 80 EK
(pathetiks holke), ut also Seneca at F170. 16-17 (non irritantem tantum animos sed adtrahentem). Cf.
F186, where Posidonius makes it part of the definition of virtue that one is ‘led (agomenon) by the
irrational part of the soul in nothing’. One can believe, by the way, that all this enables Posidonius
1o refine the Stoic account of emotions {j.e. by taking these ‘emotional pulis’ into account when
explaining their origin, object, and intensity) without being seduced hy Galen into thinking that
Posidonius actually broke with the account of the emotions given by Chrysippus. To this extent,
I agree with Tieleman (2003), chs. 4-5who argues, however, that there is, in effect, no difference
between them at all.

15 ~f P154 EK with Tieleman (2003) 276-83; alse Cooper (1998), esp. 87-8 with note 37,
defending the received text of PHPV 5. 21, 320, 23-8 De Lacy against emendations at F169. 77-82
EX which force it to provide the only evidence that affective movements could, after all, initiate
impulse. Sorabji (2000} 104-5 suggests that Posidonius ‘denied judgement in some cases of emotion,
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of our perception of the world, a real bias in the information i
of rational creatures, as the basis for decision-making. Thisuisset‘ln\,rhu; iﬁr?i
no need to appeal to external pressures, by which the earlier Stoics (as we
saw).had. to explain the birth of vice in an individual; the ‘affective movements’
the 'mtc]maltions to action born of our co-perception of the world exer;
an internal pressure on rea i i j , i
i 535 ey son to accede in valuing the objects of their
But there is tnore to be said than this. If it turns out that there is an internal
cause of our deviation from the path to virtue, that very cause also explains the
ch.aract.er of our deviation. As in general co-perception means that we see certain
thmgs in the world as pleasurable and glorious, so the particular things in which
1nd1v1dulal§ glory or take pleasure will depend on their particular way of
co-perceiving the world—the variable factor being their self-perception, the
charaf:ter.of their physical constitution as they perceive it. In this case, it Es' ne
surprise if Posic_:lonius thought that the environment could affect cilaracter,
Jmu.:’t dilg:gﬁfwas it affects our constitution (F169. 88-96; tr. Kidd 1999: 234,

And envir(.)_nment contributes to considerable differences in human character with regard
to cowardice, daring, love of pleasure or toil; the grounds for this are that the affective
movements of the soul follow always the physical state, which is altered in no small degree
from the temperature in the environment. For he [sc. Posidonius] makes the point too
that even the blood in animals differs in warmth and coldness, thickness and thinness,

?ndit{: a considerable number of other different ways, a topic which Aristotle developed at
ength.

If all this is right, then the psychology of Posidonius seems to be a little closer
to I.;hat of Phaedo of Elis (at least as described in Section I) than to that of Plato
It is not a thoroughgoing reductionism, since reason remains free; but the;
appropriative inclinations towards pleasure and victory are determined by the
body. A.nd in the passage immediately preceding that just quoted, we learn
that 1.’os1d0nms produced evidence to support his revised psychology—evidence
that is, from physiognomy (F169. 82-8 EK, tr. Kidd): ,

Posidonius said that, while a creature’s impul: j i j

id : pulse was sometimes born in the judgmental

?:aalon ol_' t1_1e .mtmnal faculty, most often it occurs in the movement of the) emg::ional
tfu]'ty (km?m tou pathétikou). Posidonius reasonably attaches to this discussion

Physiognomical evidence (ta kata tén physiognomonian phainomena): all broad-chested

but saw judgement as being present in the standard cases’; but the text on which he i
:suat;ftislam; ([':34. 9-12 EK) o;::])r. says.that' emotions are not, and do not supervene on, jz:sgeeiut:nli
Bilse 1og ;:;e ttt)ncs thm:hght. This i quite right, since emotions as such (and as opposed to merely
sl gth ™ nt} are ra deZh ('and always) fletcrmmed !JY the presence of an affective movement.
127" ahat na.m:::na.hsﬂt and children are s'ub]e:t to emotions without judgement—f. Sorabji (2000)
L prove that the same w1]l be true of adult humans, Aristotle at least supposed that
non mtwn?l parts of the soul which govern animal behaviour cannot dictate impulse in the
Presence of deliberate choice—hence the problem, for him, of akrasia. r )

157
imp]jcactfi: alstn; 153 EK One m1ght—'though 1 am suggesting there is no need to—be suspicious of the
g on that tl:us represents Posidonius fairly, not least because of Galen’s own sympathy for the
of reductionist psychology implied here {cf. Section V).
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and warmer creatures and humans are more spirited by nature, the broad-hipped and
coldet, more cowardly, And environment...

(iii) Physiognomical Conclusion

Physiognomy, then, supports Posidonius’ psychology. But note that, on my
account, Posidonius’ understanding of the differences between different
characters, and the reasons why these differences will tend to align with
differences in physical appearance, is not the same as that of the carlier Stoics.
Posidonius, it turns out, is comritted to the belief that an individual has an
innate, non-rational character rocted in the body. (This for him is what it would
mean to say, as on my reconstruction he might have done, that our senses of
appropriation to pleasure and victory are based on our co-perception of the
body.) The earlier Stoics rejected altogether the notion of an ‘innate’ character,
let alone one that was inscribed in the individual's physiology. All they were
prepared to say was that co-perception of the body will often help explain the
vicious character we acquire—if, owing to a corrupted upbringing, we acquire
any vicious character at all. Tn fact the difference between them on the question
of character-formation is very closely akin to the difference we have already seen
between Plato and Aristotle. Aristotle {and Phaedo, for that matter; and both
like Posidonius) thought that character was innate, and Aristotle’s thinking this
is at the root of his exploration of physiognomy. Flate, on the other hand (and
like the earlier Stoics) believed that the body could influence the direction in
which the vice developed, but could not account for the appearance of vice in
the first place. Is it coincidence, then, that Posidonius and Aristotle explicitly
accept ‘physiognomy’ as a consequence of their respective psychologies, while
the word is absent from all of our evidence for Plato and for earlier Stoicism?
As I observed when discussing Plato, the ability to say what a person would
tend to be like if he or she happened not to be virtuous is not a bad starting-
point for someone wishing to make 2 living by predicting character from
appearance: most people are not virtuous, after all, And we do in fact have
evidence that the Stoics recognized the ability of the sage to make predictions
about how a person might turn out on the basis of physical appearance

(SVF iii. 716):"°

The sage will love young met, those displaying through their appearance 2 nature weli-
disposed towards the acquisition of virtue (tdn emphainonton dia tou eidous tén pros
aretén euphuian)—as Zeno says in his Republic, Chrysippus in On Lives 1, and
Apollodorus in his Ethics.

158 This fragment, then, is different in kind from those (discussed earlier) in which the sage is said
to be able to perceive actual virtues and vices. It might be thought that the term euphuia itself
represents 2 quality—perhaps the pre-rational analogue to virtue in a rational adult, But the
similatity of language with that used in the Stoic definition of love at SVF iil. 650 suggests that the
children the Stoics have in mind here are themselves old enough (i.e. at least 14) to be intellectually
mature. Cf. perhaps also SVF iji. 650 (zertainly referring to adults): *Anyone who is intelligent will
rule, at times, and live with a king who displays both 2 good nature and a love of learning
(kai eiphuian emphainonti kai philomatheian).” Cf. on the term Ioppolo (1980) 120-3.
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The idea, I take it, is that the sa
N . ) ge would tell from the physical appe
x];f:;z:)r ;rhee pfa.mcclllﬂar vices towards which the youth will tend (givenpt%a:r;zcii
it by of such a character or of such intensity as to prevent a realistic hope
of abilitation.™ {WF shall see something very similar among Neoplatonisﬂs
" :.r g-lr: )S::;S again, ﬂ;lls fragment could be adduced in support of the position
: s were physiognomists. Yet the more such evid i
(and we have seen quite a lot b i o ratber orent
e y now, albeit drawn in fact from rather diff
contextsz) the more striking is the absence of the word 'physiognomyl;' angr:}rll;
;:rc:;r:panson with Plato, and the contrast with Phaedo, Aristotle ,and Po,sidonius
v now suggest a reason why we should never have ex ed it i ,
, : pected it in the first
Eiall;z.o ll:e’s:ir::u :h)at ph}trs:.a—ggomy’ {etymologically speaking, the kxmwle;ge ;f
: ¢) is restricted to cases which involve the discussi t
or innate moral character—somethin i i ied by Pl oo
t : . g whose existence is denied by Plat
Elifﬂ‘e;ail;er S;mci. Physzogn;lmy is about the way someone is constihi;:io;acﬁya;lei
t and not, as we might have been incli
: ijrsoﬂ B e o e e een inclined to suppose, whatever character
\s Phaedo well knew, a person’s charact
. " er, or at any rate behaviour, mi
ic;tnigsoxtneﬂ;nci Wb.lC}l;l the handbocks of practical physiognomy ha:z tomtlfllcl:
unt, which is why they do indeed encourage us to look i
as gait and gesture which might be thoug] : n the » e e
: ; ght to develop in the wake of,
i)ri ftr:t\l:d:n T}c)lencée fc.)r, the development of character. The fact thate l;)h;:élod
S osidonius accept ‘physiognomy’ does not h ictions
of character made on the basis of thei i e
: r psychological model would b
successful (that is, successful more often) th icti \he basis of
: X dictions made on th i
Plato’s psychology, or that of the Stoic wverthe i et e
A s. Nevertheless, it mak
from a theoretical point of view th s restricted riciamtoing
. at the word is restricted to thei
What is philosophically i i i s not s mech the
: y interesting about physiognomy is not
question of whether the state of soul can affect th Y oy b
. £ e appearance of the body, b
:E;,' 3;1;3:‘110];1 (‘;f h(t)w, ﬁiﬁga]:::w closely, the individual soul is bound up ?mzh tllll;
indi ody ata ental level. In this case, of co hat is intrigui
is precisely the possibility that there mi ’ e cocrclation bewees
. ) : ght be some correlation betwi
I:lnig)ill-lllgt‘a(.)?i ;ﬁ}ﬁ characte?stics (the size of limbs and the colour of the e;:sf)l
1 the “or aracter of the soul. It is the elucidati i
which distinguishes physiognomy properly s;:ueakiﬂg.m"m11 of such correlations

150 .

e bo’Ir;}:i ftmc:l debated among t_hen:lselves how quickdy to give up: SVFiii. 366 asks whether saj
abilizy to Ov:;;:sthv:ell (by Wh'd" pre_sumlably, we should understand the question whether tg]::
between Stoics who th piion of soclety 1s equally present in everyone), and suggests a division
innate, and thos‘:vfho tc;lughgtl'ltht;; athfavuurable disposition” and ‘good breeding’ (eugeneia) are

160 oo ought that these first steps towards virtu
This hni . ; . e could be taught as well.
in the Amb‘{l“’;:;go; whef_:]‘;:::i':gnmdu}g of fe;:hysmgnomy’ might, then, be compared with cases
omic inference ased on si
10 the realm of temperament’: see Ghersetti below, p. :gl;‘lwt beb on sign: that do not belong
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V. MEDICAL WRITERS

Medical writers of works on physiognomy: Loxs (fragments: Origen, Against Celsus 1. 33; Anon.
Lat. Physiognomy 1. 2, 12, 48, 80-1, 89, 117, 133); Adamantius. Occurrences of physiognémon- in
medical writings: Hippocrates, chapter ttles to Epidemics 2. 5 and 6; fragment ap. Ps.-Galen,
Prognostica de decubitu xix. 530. 5-6, 9, 10 Kilhn; Galen, On Temperanents i. 624, 3 Kithn; QAM 54.
20, 55. 8, 63, 1-2 Milller; PHP 5. 5. 22. 2; k. Commentary on Hippocrates’ Epidenties VI, 7-8 (53)
Ghersetti 1999a (=426. 37-8 Wenkebach and Pfaff) {firfsa). De Lacy. Palladius, Commentary on
Hippocratzs® Epidemics i. 124. 32, 195. 11 Dietz. Stephanus, Commentary on Galen's Book on Therapy
‘For Glancon’ 1. 252. 2 Dietz. Oceurrences of physiognomon- in contexts possibly derived from medical
sources: SE, PH 1. 85; Suda s.v.diathesis (8 556). Other occurrences of physiogndmon- in contexts
linking physiognomy and medicine; Clement, Stromata 1. 21. 135, 2. 3; Fulgentius, Contents of Virgil
84. 10-11 Helm.

(i) The Hippocratic Corpus

The meagre evidence we have might be taken to suggest that the notion of
physiognoimy as a practical art was reasonably familiar in Athens as early as the
fifih ceaturysc;'® but in the course of this stady, I have argued that it became
an object of theoretical interest only in the fourth century, when developments
in philosophical psychology led to a new interest in the relationship between the
soul and the body. (Even then, I have argued, physiognomy did not present itself
as a given, a system of data to which philosophers felt they had to a-gue. Rather,
the thearetical possibility of physiognomy emerged as a consequence of a certain
Xind of view of the soul: specifically, a view of the soul according to which its
“natural’ character was linked in a fundamental way with the natural character of
the body.)

There is, however, a case to be made for a slightly different view of the matter.
It is, in fact, commonly assumed that the emergence of physiognomy in a
theoretical context is rather older than I have argued, and that the context into
which it emerged was not (as such) philosophical, but medical.'% Galen actually
tells us that physiognomy was invented by Hippocrates;'® the word ‘physiog-
nomy’ appears to have its first attestations in Hippocratic literature;*** and there
is a wealth of apparently ‘physiognomical’ material scattered throughout the
Hippozratic Corpus. On numerous occasions from numerous different angles

161 Gee again Introduction n. 4. . .

162 o o Foerster (1893} i, pp. xiv £; Misener (1924) 104; Megow (1963) 22C; Evans (1969) 17-18;
André (1981) 9, 16; Stok (1992} 506; Raina (1993) 13-19; Barton (19945) 97-9, 169-70; Deghwitz
(19965} 25-7; Bock (2000) 62, Vogt (1999} 10813 gives the most realistic (because the most non-
committal) overview of the relationship between physiognomy and medicine.

16 Foe the claim see QAM 57. 1113, 6 Miiller. For the highly selective reading of Airs, Waters
Places [AWP] that follows, see esp. Lloyd (1988) 23, 28-31 {and of, Flashar 1966: 27; Singer
1992: 136).

164 ‘Api:ears’, because none of the (threc) occurrences of the word (in chapter titles vo Epidermics
2.5 and 6, and in a Hippocratic fragment ap. Ps.-Galen, de decubitu xix. 530. 5-6, 9, 10 Kithn) are
beyond the suspicion of inauthenticity. See further below.

165 oo Internal Affections 48; Aphorisms 2. 33, 6. 23. C£. esp. Di Benedetto (1986) 35-69; Gundert

(2000), esp. 30-1 with notes.
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the r_elationship between the physical and the psychological is explored: certain
physical pathologies have psychological symptoms, for cxample;'™ and psycho-
logical activity, conversely, can have an effect at the physiological level.'®
The treatise On the Sacred Disease famously provides a physiological basis
for psychological activity quite generally; and it is not the only work to suggest that
aspects of psychological character are linked to particular physiological
dispositions.'” On occasion, Hippocratic texts even tell us how aspects
ofa l:-ersoln’s character czn be discerned from rather specific physical traits.'®

‘ Th;re is, however, a significant gap between the material identified as
physl::oguomical’ in the Hippocratic Corpus and the philosophical discussions of
physpgnomy which are supposed to follow in its wake. For one thing, this
material is largely premised on an interest in correlations between reental activity
apd_ physiology, and it is not at all clear that this is the same thing as, or even very
similer to, the physiognomist’s investigation of links between psychological
chftmst_f:f and outward appearance. It is easy to underestimate the importance of
‘thls point, because one might think that it is precisely the suggestion that there
is a link between mental activity and physiology that represents the theoretical
breakrl}rough for physiognomy. The trouble is that this would be so—that it
?«rould de physiognomy for which it represented a theoretical breakthrough—only
¥f the Hippocratic texts a'so offered a general explanation of physical appeatance
in terms of a person’s underlying physiology. In this case, of course, we should
be able to see that something linked appearance and mental state (namely the
underlying physiology of the individual). This is just the sort of explanation we
find later on in Galen and after him (as Antonella Ghersetti shows in Ch. 7 of
this volume) in the Arabic tradition. But the truth is that there is nothing of the
sort in the Hippocratic corpus.®®

There are, to be sure, occasions when (quite apart from claims about the

person’s underlying physiology) ontward appearance is linked to psychological
characteristics; but these cases, now, are too isolated to amount to anything

1% ¢.g. Epidemics 2, 4. 4 6. 5. 5, Fuller lists at Gundert (2000) 25-30 with notes.

17 According to The Sacred Disease, thought (phromésis) is a product of air, whose primary seat i
the bc_de is the brail:n {esp. 19); £ the brain is diseased, then psyc:lp;ologica] flmc’tions ugdisturb:rt(:fn
on .tl'n.s &g Hi.'!lﬁﬁnexer 1961, esp. 51-61). In Regimen 1, the soul is a blend of fire and water (1. 7, 25).
whllch' determines both how ‘ferninine’ or ‘masculine’ the soul is {the moister it is, the r;mre
feminine; 1. 27-8, 34}, and how intelligent (1. 35). A looser correlation between racial characteristics
of b(l)dy and soul is suggested in the second part of AWP—at least, the environment is a factor in
!hap{ng a:u:h; though the autho: of AWP dees not invoke 2 mechanism connecting psychological and
physwlog:.ca.l-cha{:ges (cf. Lloyd 1988: 28-9). Further on the relationship between the ‘psychological
al_Jd_the p:ny.ucal in the Hippocratic corpus (though emphasizing that the categories are not clearly
dlslt;.;:lct for its aut-hors): Miller (1948); Pigeaud (1981), {1987); Gundert (2000).

Aol e.g Epidemics 2. _5. 16; 2. 6. .1 (unblinking eyes: the same word, askardamyktos, occurs in Ad.
s 3];2. 6.14 (bukt Ol:llylf one takas it, as some in antiquity did, that the word katakorea, applied here to
5 ;34 est, means ‘hairy’ rather than ‘congested’ or suchlike: see Galen, Commentary on Epidernics 1 and

84, 11-14. Wenkebach. znd Pfaff); 6. 4. 19 (cf. prominent veins at Ps.-Aristotle 812%29); 6. 7, 6.
b For G?lc.n. (as for the IArabic tradition which relies on him) it js the (temperament of) the
mme‘l:is wt:uch is the den.ommator common to physi{ologi)cal and psychological types; but no such
b on is made even in those Hippocratic works which employ humoral theory. See on this &g

ibansky, Panofsky, and Saz1 {1964) 8~15; Flashar (1966) 21—46 {esp. 35).
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one might think of as indicative of ‘physiognomical’ interest. They are neither
empirically systematic, nor theoretically sign:iﬁc:ant.170 Of course, it would be
possible for someone acquainted with ‘physiognomy’ from other contexts (for
example the systematic claims of practitioners such as Zopyrus) to use the word
in describing aspects of Hippocratic medicine insofar as they happen to resemble
it. Indeed, this might be precisely what is happening when the word
‘physiognomy’ is used in the titles of two chapters of the Epidemics (2. 5 and
2. 6) which happen to contain examples of diagnosis in which the patient’s
mental state can be deduced from their appearance.’”’ It might also be the best
way to explain a notorious passage in Ps.-Galen, de decubitu xix. 530. 5-10
Kiihn, where Hippocrates is quoted as having said that “the judgement of those
who practise medicine but have no share in physiognomy (physiognam< on> ié)
rambles in the dark getting old and sluggish’."” The passage is difficult, because
Ps.-Galen takes this reference to ‘physiognomy’ as evidence for Hippocrates’
interest in astrology; but we could perhaps understand what is going on if we
imagine that early physiognomical practitioners did as a matter of fact link
a person’s character and appearance with his or her astrological chart.'”
In this case, ‘Hippocrates’ could have used the word ‘physiognomy’ in a loose
sense as a kind of shorthand for his interest in the effects of the environment,
inciuding the heavens, on the psycho-physical nature of an individual.'”*

170 particular examples of supposedly ‘physiognomical’ inference in Hippocrates are either
impressionistic (as Regimen 1) or €lse sporadic (examples as in n. 168 above; also Epidemics 2. 5. 1
and 2. 5. 6). For the lack of a theoretical mechanism on which & physiognomy might be based, see
again n. 169 above. Hippoctatic writers who tackle the question of how the physical characteristics of
an individual arise explaip them in texms of a child’s resemblance to its parents through the theory of
‘pangenesis’ (according to which seed from the parents is drawn from all parts of their respective
bodies). However, none of the texts which discuss this theory (On Seed; cf. AWP 14, Swecred Disease 5;
possibly Regimen 1. 73 of Dean-Jones 1994: 162 n. 46) links the child’s particular physical
characteristics with its particular psychological state.

71 The title to Epidemics 2. 5 s Physiognomonié (Littré’s apparatus says ‘puoioyvupio aut
puoioyvwpoadvy L); that to 2. 6 is Physiognomonikont (and in the apparatus: ‘PuoLoyvepovikds
C—guaioyvwpovixdg Sedtepog D). The word Physiognomon:é has authentic dialectal form, but it
is nevertheless possible to doubt that the titles are original. In particular, Galen shows no indication
of knowing them. One might think that he could have appealed to them in support of his claim in
QAM that Hippocrates invented physiognomy; but he mentions them neither in his commentaries
on the Epidemics, nor in his discussions of physiognomy.

172 pgain, the authenticity of the quotation is open ta suspicion {Dicls 1910; Heeg 1911); though
there is no urgent reason to doubt it, and it is presumably not an invention of Ps.-Galen, at least,
since is not obviously to his point. He is attempting to demonstrate the importance of astrology in
medicine, and to make use of this quotation has to argue further that enthusiasm for ‘physiognomy’
implies enthusiasm for astrology too (cf. Schine 1910; ‘Wellmann 1913}

V* a0 early example of predictive physiognomy might be DL 2, 45 = Aristotle fr. 32 Rose’,
of a Syrian magus who ‘among other things’ predicted a violent end for Socrates. Later on, Loxus
and Polemon both thought that physiognomy could reveal a person’s fate as well as character

(cf. Anon. Lat. 133).
174 Ror a later way of making the link berween appearance, climate, and astrology, <f, Ptolemy:

Tetrabiblos 1. 2; <f. also Section VI n. 227, Fora parallel use of the word *physiognomy’ in the loose
sense T am suggesting for Hippocrates here, cf Fulgentius, Contents of Virgil 84. 10-11 Helm: bis
Jgim that Virgil, Georgics 2 is ‘all about physiognomy and medicine’ (omnis physiognomonicus
et medicinalis) must be based on Virgil's description of the type of men bred by Halian soil (cf. esp-
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aBu'f ﬁf course none of this makes Hippocrates (or any Hippocratic writer)
Athl:n zgsrllognomlst , any more tha_,n' members of the crowd outside the
At Wﬂju:ria.u*t-r‘(:u:om are made physiognomists by Demosthenes” remark that
ey physiognomize’ the expressions of the jurors as they 1
(D;}nllosthenes, Against Aristogeiton 98. 4). 7
There i‘s an obvious objection to all this: that we

ph.ll?sophlc_.al standards to judge the physiognomy of earl.?(}elroumzlgdilé:]t t;s;tes 1';?:::
original cl‘aun was only that physiognomy took its rise in the medical tradition
not that it became systematized there. Instead of expecting a fully-fled (i
Hlpl?ocratlc physiognomy (the objection would continue), one should };athergebe
lo.okmg. to see how Aristotelian physiognomy was only made possible by th

ploTr;;eertl:lg gvl‘ork :hf Hippocratic writers on humarn nature. )

e trouble with even such a moderate view, however, i it implies ef

that medical writers established an interest in the rf:rl;got::l:ig lll)neﬂfrl::l: lt(}fl"sr
example) the body and the character of a person, and that this interest was tak:;
up and pmsue(.i by philosophers; or at the very least that medical writers
someh-ow c‘es‘tabh'shed a way of looking at human rature such that philosophers
following in their path naturally turned to consider the relationship betpween
bedy and c}.laracter in a certain light, But neither of these claims can be justified
on the basis of our evidence. In the first place, it seems fairly clz:ar that
philosophy and medicine, particularly in their approach to the analysis of
human nature, developed as theoretical disciplines in parallel with eaclz' oth0

from an intellectual background which, in crucial respects, they shared in
common. Alcmeon, Diogenes of Apollonia, Empedocles ,Anaxa,goraS' tllln
same .ﬁgures stand behind medical and philesophical tixought aboué 1'.11.e
matel.'la% world in general and the nature of man in particular.'”® The importan e

of .th1s is that it is hasty to suppose that all similerities between medicI:)ine cz

Phllosophy in their theories of human nature rust be the result of dira:ct

influence between the two later traditions. In particular, there is nothing very

f;i;g:cse ;;:7-—74;': 1'30_1-; fc;] medicine). Finally, for an interest in the (psycho-)physical effects
wment in the Hippocratic Corpus, see e.g. Nature of Man and A
env ] ; s .8 Na: WP (the 1
:othcc!mﬂden.ta]ly, being an important text in Galen’s representation of I-Iippf:c;te:tter’
: hp 3!'510311011':1.50. It should, however, be noted that in all this ] am taking the reference :S
p ymc;fna:-)ﬂm); h n the Ps.-Galenic fragment much more seriousty than most scholars think it can b‘z
mk:n‘gmd e t (: héne already suggested that it is meant as a simple equivalent for physiologia, the
re&rznces)a ;J.r.‘ (1910:_ ?19; seeux:llow esp. van der Eijk 2000-1: ii. 136 on Diocles fr. 64. 916, with his
. Suza a position would, of course, be entirely consi i | argum. ,
N - s . b istznt with my overall ent; but it
m,:’ z:m:{ tft;E mz that it goes too far in suggesting a meaning for the word ‘physiognomy’ here th:t is
y different from, but actually cannot be related to any other attested occurrence of it

175 . . . ,
‘hwm;l'l':s; ’I-llgmn&::;anc treaht;:; h(i: Alncamt Medicine deplotes the influence of philosophical
: cine, w] 2 long and independent traditi i ind i
ooy sives S i bad ep radition of practice behind it—but
Y § e importance of Presocratic thought in medical i
recognition by medics themselves. Cf. variously Celsus ici) . it
Tomrige (100 o . Cf. usly , On Medicine, proem 7—8; Edelstein (1952);
p. 13, 16, and 19 for the philosophical deb ,
i e o philosop: tbt owed by the author of Ancient
. H H er Eijk {1999) (esp. 9-11 for the i i ici
o : ) " r Eijh esp. or the relationship between medi
l;w:i;(;,]::znltn ::1:::1;1 n.'IEdlca]dhlstl?Jlilography, including the passage of Celsus cited) ;heq;:ngs
topment of cine and philosophy is d i i H “Affiniti
prioceinaialliin ey phy is argued in Orelli (1998; cf. 138 “Affinitit statt



98 George Boys-Stones

surprising at all in the fact that medical writers and philesophers develop
accounts of the interaction of mind and body which have formal similarities.
This is not, of cotirse, to deny that philosophers were aware of the medical
tradition and influenced by it; it is only to say that such influence as medical
theory had on philosophical thought about human nature must have been, at
best, incidental to the development of the conditions under which philosophers
became interested in physiognomy.

As to the possibility that medicine fed physiognomy directly into the
philosophical tradition (perhaps in embryonic form as a question about the
relationship between physical and mental states): there are a number of
indications that this cannot be right. Most importantly, there is no evidence that
it was a perceived correspondence between behavioural patterns and physical
traits which led philosopbers to develop their accounts of body and soul. On the
contrary, this seems to have been a secondary question that emerged on the back
of psychological theories developed to explain human motivation and activity
more generally. In any case, we have seen that an interest in physiognomy
was not systematic among philosophers, and that where it emerges it can be
understood as the consequence of (not the motivation for) their particular
psychological theory. The next point to consider is that, where we do have
evidence for philosophers looking to medical texts for inspiration, it is not for
inspiration about the relationship between body and soul that they are looking.
Indeed, we have seen that Plato, who was both unusually sensitive to medical
thought, and decisive in developing Socrates’ work towards a distinctively
philosophical tradition of psychological analysis, carefully avoids, or even
subverts, any suggestion of physiognomy in his own work.”® Finally, all our
evidence for theoretical physiognomy (i.e. in the philosophical tradition) comes
in the context of 2 model of human nature that is already distinctively different
from any found in the Hippocratic tradition. In particular, it seems to rely on
a systematic distinction between body on the one hand and soul as the locus of
moral agency on the other—a distinction which seems in turn to be related to
the foeus in Socratic philosophy on human moral character, and was in any case
not dearly drawn before Socrates.”” 1t might, of course, be a freak of evidence
that theoretical discussions of physiognomy are always associated with
a dichotomous model of body and soul along these lines; but one can see
how the two go very well together. Physiognomy, like Socratic philosophy,
has as its object the judgement of human moral character. Physicians might talk
about (what we should class as) psychological phenomena, but not because they
are concerned with the ‘soul’ as such. This is clear from the surviving
evidence; it is explicitly remarked on as a characteristic of Greek medicine

176 See again Section IT. For the influence of the medical tradition on Plato’s psychology, €.g-
Poschenricder (1882); Jouanna (1966); Claus (1981), esp. 1778 (which give an interesting argument
that medical thought provided the indirect impulse towards Plato’s development of a dichotomous

model of the soul).
177 Claus (1981, esp. ch. 5) argues that the distinction was not made until Plato’s Middie Period.

For ‘soul’ generally in the Hippocratic corpus—or, rather, for the absence of a gystematically
dichotomous notion of soul—see e.g. Miiri (1947); Moraux (1973—84) ii.. 781; Pigeaud (1981) 32-47;
Gundert (2000), esp. 33-5; Singer (1992).
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by _Pla_to;m apd it is actually the basis invoked by a medical writer of later
antiquity precisely to explain why it is that Hippocrates, despite the occasional
comc1denc:'e of material, cannot be considered a real physiognomist
Commenting on a passage from the Epidemics (6. 7. 6) in which Hippocrates:
says ‘that a person who naturally has the kind of voice or eyes that one has when
one is angry is naturally irascible, the sixth-century physician Palladius says this
{Commentary on Hippocrates' Epidemics, ii. 195. 10-17 Dietz): ”

There are real physiognomists (eisi i 7 iogno

gar tines ontds physiognomones) who make predicti
about the chafact‘e:r of the soul from the face, If they see someone with eyebrzv:s :;r:g\Irlrj
rp,kt};_ejsr call hlrn. shameless’; if with eyebrows drawn down, they call him ‘liberal’.17® They
ock for these things so that they can grasp the character of the soul (to t& psychés ethos);

but Hippocrates looks for them in order t ispositi 3
e s oo o grasp the disposition of the body (fér tou

I am assuming that the practice of physiognomy in Greece beg i
theoretical context either of medicine or of pg}?ilosthy, and ; al:;gﬁgﬂ:f;aﬁi
beca.me an .ob;ect of theoretical study in the hands of philosophers, who were
mon.vated in particular by their interest in ethical character. That’ there is a
certain cnferlap between philosophy and medicine in the treatment of the mental
and phy§1cal aspects of human nature tells us something about the direction
from which philosophy was coming when it started to explore physiognomy: it
doeslnot tell us where it was when it did. The specific interest of ph.ilosophy. in
phy_smgnom.y' was, in the end, all its own; and whatever one thinks about the
earher. practitioners of physiognomy (such as Phaedo’s Zopyrus), it is, I suggest
no co_madence that we first hear about them in philosophical textst Norg ?s i;
E:omadence that, when a medical writer finally turned to discuss physiognom
it was on Aristotle that he relied for the basis of his theory, "

(i) Galen

Gale{l’s reﬂ.ection on the nature of the soul is not, or is not presented as, the
starting-point for his theory of human nature. Rather, he starts fro;n a
physiological theory: a general theory of the composition of bodies. Famousl

Galen devesloped from his reading of Hippocrates an explanatory model base)g
on the belief that all organic bodies were composed of 2 certain ‘mixture’ or
temperament’ (Greek krasis, Latin tempcramentum) of four fundamental

178 ;

bady wCiZil:or:::ﬁ? 15:1.5 'r(i?cFam citing a Thra';,cian physician): ‘One should not try to cure...the
oy without ueg:: oL Th ih is also_wh}r most diseases esczpe Greek physicians: they don’t look to the
where,the b oue ohi e‘subject of 'theu" care.. .. (This is not contradicted by Phaedrus 270 ¢,
e e w1 ole’ in w] _ch Hippocrates is said to be interested is the whole body—used, indeed, as
&Equentg?f T u:tlvesugatlon-of the- whole soul in this case. In general, it might be noted that Plato’s
- invocation of mcd.lcal science as an analogy for what a science of the soul might be is its

17,;t,rgumf ent for tI:Ee difference in emphasis between the two.)
observg i.l,}:ltzl'haps Ans}:ot.]e ap. A.l-mn. ‘Lat. 85; ﬂ,mugh Palladius’ point is presumably that this kind of
s emw: k: P )rmobg:nonucal ‘standard (band it might not be coincidence that we find
Ml o on eyebrows at HA 1. 9, 48171418 quoted both by Galen, at QAM 55. 17-21
s al by the paradoxographer Antigonus, at Collection of Amazing Stories 114a).
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180 .
‘humours’, viz. blood, yellow bile, black bile, and phl‘egm. . dl?ox;gl;lly fﬁﬁg
if the balance of these humours was as it should be in an in mb val, ek vl
would ipso facto be healthy; disease on the other hand was to be exp
SOI;IE ]:llnl]:iaz:elgs:h :‘)?1‘1161-:1 Oclglsen thought, be demoqstfated to thc; ROiI,“ tﬁi
certZinty {On My Own Opinions 15. ?); and, from a chmc(ai\l let;lgth c.) ﬂ\lr;e;,l =
smmediate consequences of the doctrine are s'ﬂ':ughtfc.w1-waral en . a;;ce e
the doctor would be to identify and rectify any hu.mgr u:; PR
atients. However, rather more work ne‘edt?d to be done eggted
?mderstand the precise causal processes ].mkmg ,hurnorall te.mper;irrln o
development and sustenance of the mdleiua.}s constlgrgon. hiﬁed " th;
Galen was unsure whether an organic con:c,tltutlon should be exp e nd
patural product of matter having a certain humoral tempeﬁ'arien g
f thing into which matter of such a nature wou._:ld natura yt ea e:g)eol_o e
zevelop), or whether it was nece;sary :to apge;ll cll.lll :di::::; ic:_l consu-ﬁct‘mg
inc i matter © i
Enmacr?i)rl:alw::ﬁl v:}?i?:?t\eviu?gﬁg tstie true explanatory cause for the existence
irn icular kind.* - _
Of 'farﬁcaglb?iﬂu(;faitfﬁon of the teleclogical z)lp':iiion is ;h;:t I:;cl ;mﬁl::ﬂii:]::::;
i iness of nature, including what m e 8o
(t’}lxl: :r?ir‘;t?ﬂla;;lstgsitziﬁrtlyl and purposiveness of the organic stfuctgre c;!f:\:‘::rgl
things. This, anyway, s how it seemed to Galen, Having e:‘;abé:ss}:: f:)or .; o
satsucion. that (he humouts ST N mitute could, wi
phyf:;‘;lthofz ,c::xri?e:t,ﬂ':; S\lﬁfgaertl); t(zJ expli}:in the intricate consfcruction ofa hvf]ige
2;’ ismn, as a strict reductionism would imply._ One can view a.hiil:lse ::mes
rgzrrllization of some basic materials; but to explain how this orga_mzf 1;)11 s~
Obg ut requires reference to its builder. For the body", 5151::11‘ aly, o
z‘lc;)nsm.v.::tivn: power’ (diaplastike dynamis) seems peeded in a 1';.,10:11 o the
humours themselves to explain how they mix and operate to form a body in )
ﬂlil‘::s’;rt:g gl%ng these lines takes Galen along the rc:ad to a teleolog’y, ;12?;
it makes sense to suppose that the ‘constructive powet, the‘ t:raef}ttsi?::;le o our
bodies, uses the humours as its instruments, sO that xo e
chc;log;ical force is independent of, and prior to them (On p ﬁ e
Ps235—6 Kithn). Yet there is immediately a problem her-e as Yvell, or tle nocel
:ttributes an extraordinary intelligence ’g) the soul—‘i;eailit::lljllff?sf e’;ﬁi (::1 afo;a .
iving body according to some icular i
Ellilnm?::irf;:] :;r;ilihl 1i.ntc-:%]tigen?:’e is not there to be seen in amma}g.ordcliﬂdrtilz
at all. Indeed, the craftsmanly understanding of the body exhibited bY

in 1. 169 above and Nutton {1993).
180 For the development of humoral theory se¢ references in 1. a e e

Y ci fthe soul and its rela
8 genes forGelensagnomicht 7 0o (1999),with Nt commertany 1%
i :;" nt 11:2 (on 66 3-6). Cf. also Construction of the Embryo tv. 700. 2-5 Kuhn.an) N
(on 78, 6-10), E Z AM) Galen ;ugua strongly for reductionism; in others _(e.g, Useﬁdness.of b:tw )
works (s“ih:]l emong case for teleclogy. A work like On Temperaments lics somewlllgrge? ;ngsl-z.
;n;kge:::ml‘lqy leyd (1988); Singer (19971) (53640 for On Temperaments); Caston (
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constructive power remains inaccessible even to the most thoughtful and
reflective of adults. If the teleologists were right, basic self-awareness should do
petfectly for all of us what the science of anatomy imperfectly does for very few
{Construction of the Embryo iv. 692. 18-693. 9, 700. 15-17 Kiihn).

Teleological explanation has another great weakness in Galen’s mind as well—
one more directly pertinent to the present study—and that is that the
explanatory power that makes it so attractive reaches down only as far as the
level of the species. When we marvel at the ‘craftsmanship’ apparent in nature, at
how well constructed and well adapted to living a creature is, we are not focusing
on characteristics peculiar to the individual. It is the species that is well
constructed and well adapted to life: the individual is so only incidentally. (It is
not, for example, the irascibility of individuals which inspires a teleologically
inclined wonder, but, more generally, their capacity for thinking and moving in
ways which will procure nourishment and self-preservation.) Yet the world is
populated by individuals; and when one considers what makes them individuals
{i.e. their individual peculiarities) the attractions of teleclogy start to pall.

In my account of Aristotle, I argued that he, at least, felt able to provide an
explanation for individual peculiarities within a teleological model, and that he
did it through a framework of hypothetical necessity. But Galen (and onc might
:magine that his arguments are based in the strong tradition of epiphenomen-
alism within the Peripatetic school itself) baulks at this account. He interprets
Aristotle’s invocation of (a) teleclogy qualified by (b) hypothetical necessity as
the claim that (a*) form is responsible for species characteristics (e.g. a nose),
while (¥*) matter determines what kind of a nose it is going to be. But in this
case there are two serious problems. First, form could not even start building a
nose without any idea of what sort of a nose to build. The sculptor Polyclitus
might change his designs for the nose on a sculpture in the light of the materials
he finds himself working with; but he needs to have designs before he can begin
to wield his chisel. The second problem is that, if matter is supposed to be
responsible for the characteristics of the child, we should expect (since form
comes from the father and matter from the mother) that a creature would always
look like its mother, and never like its father.'®

This, of course, is an issue of which Arstotle was well aware; and on my
reconstruction of his account, Galen’s dilemma seems to rest on a more or less
crude misunderstanding of his hylomorphism. Galen talks as if the form were
supposed to be the thing that does all the work (like Polyclitus}, whereas actually
Aristotle knows very well that it is not the form of human being that does the
wotk, but a particular human father. And a particular human father does aim to
create a determinate kind of nose—namely, just the kind of nose that he has
himself, But we can still explain how resemblance to the mother comes about:
the matter supplied by the mother has some influence on the new child, insofar

"2 See On Seed 2. 1. 51-3, iv. 605. 16-606. 10 Kithn for the former point; 2. 1. 54-7, iv. 606,
10-607. 6 Kiihn for the latter (apparently using Aristetle’s example): if the artisan is responsible for
kind, the matter for qualities (‘in the same way that the eye is made by the moulding power but is
made either blue or black by the matter’), then all children would resemble their mothers; and if the
artisan is responsible for the qualities too, then all would resemble (only) their fathers,
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as the father (or, more precisely, his semen) ‘gives in’ to it, or fails to ‘master’ it.
It is thus that a child can come to look more or less like both its father and
mother.

Perhaps, however, the move Aristotle makes in this response precisely con-
stitutes for Galen the move away from teleology. What we learn from Aristotle’s
account (as 1 have presented it) is that in particular cases of generation, the
protagonists are already determined. Indeed, we can say that in order for there to
be a particular case of generation, the protagonists must already be determined.
A child is not made from the coincidence of pure form and pure matter; it is
made from the encounter between one person’s semen and another’s blood. Its
constitution, in other words—or, to speak in terms more Galenic than
Aristotelian, its temperament—is determined by the temperaments of mother
and father. And this begins to sound like a reductionist position. Aristotle could
maintain his analysis of events in terms of the teleclogical action of form under
conditions of hypothetical necessity; but given that form ncver does act outside
the conditions of hypothetical necessity, i.e. that the activity which it is supposed
to explain is always and necessarily the activity of a determinate individual,
it becomes unciear that we have any licence to posit its existence as a genuine
entity or as something prior to the activity of individuals at all.'® It looks more
like a2 way of describing their activity than of explaining it; it certainly does
not have the substantial status accorded to the ‘constructive power’ whose
hypotbesis is needed to make teleology an attractive possibility for Galen.

In the light of these difficulties, then, Galen was prepared to take seriously the
possibility of a non-teleological biology, taking his jead from these of Aristotle’s
pupils who saw him not as a teleologist but as a reductionist. He was, to quote
the opening line of one of Galen’s most important works on the subject,
prepared to entertain the possibility ‘that the powers (dynameis) of the soul
follow the temperaments of bodies’ {QAM 32, 1-2 Miiller).'® The idea, in a

189 Qe of Aristotle’s own pupils, Dicacarchus of Messene, seems to have made a cognate point in
arguing his own reductionism (f. 8g Wehrli=26 Mirhady): ‘The Eretrians abolish qualities, as
having nothing in the nature of substance in common, but subsist by -hemselves and in combination
in particulars. And Dicaearchus, for the same reason, agrees that there is an animal, but abolishes the
sout as its cause.’ Aristotle’s form-soul evaporates into a king of universal: it is susceptible to just the
type of argument he himself applies to Platonic forms. It might be worth noting that there are
modern commentators who deny that Aristotelian forms have substantial or prior existence. Cf, e.5.
Caston (1997), 333; or again Pavlopoulos (2003). Pavlopoulos argues that ‘forms’ do not account for
why creatures of a certain kind exist in the first place, but constitute a metaphysical principle which
explains why ‘once life has occrred—be it a unique occurrence lasting a very short while—this same
life should go on indefinitely’ (2003: 180). If Pavlopoulos is right, the disagreement between Galen
and Aristotle here would be over whether such a model could form the basis for a meanirgful
teleclogy, or whether it should rather have led Aristotle to embrace reductionism.

1M The terminology of ‘following’ is, perhaps significantly, used in this sense (of psychological
dependence on the body) by the Aristotelian Physiognomy—indeed, it would not be absurd to
imagine that the opening line of that work (6Tt o S1dvolar Emovral Towg cwpod ¥TA.) lies
somewhere behind the first line of the QAM as quoted {Tefig +ob odparog kpdoeaty Emeobal e
Buvdpeig TRe Puxfic). Exactly what Galen intends by the word ‘follow’ is, as Geoffrey Lloyd has
shown, subject to ‘a certain vagueness’ (see Lioyd 1988: 33-7; and cf. Singer 1997 535; also Castont
1997; 352). It tumns out that Galen is not only uncertain about reductionism as an approach
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nutshell, is that individual creatures can be lained from the botto

appeal to tl:le matter out of which they arfcpmade. Matter of the Il;relczfsaz
cor{lplenty is supplied by the parents and, given the kind of matter it is, it
uncergocs (:f:rt.':un1 physical changes: it develops into a ‘constructicn’ (d:'apla;is)
of a certain kind.'® But it happens that one set of properties possessed by this
sort of .material is what we think of as its ‘psychological’ properties, including
(most x_mportantly) psychological powers or capacities. These psychological
properties vary according to the temperament of the material, and so {a fortiori)
vary in step with the different biolegical constructions produced by materials of
d1ffcrent'ter.nperamcnt. Indeed, one might think of them as marks of the kind
of ‘matenal it is, such that it develops in a certain way. The construction of the
animal thus appears to work in the light of its psychological capacities. In fact,

the PSYChO]OglCal capacities are expressions of the material which forms the basi;
for just that construction.

Althop.gh Galen's explorations of psychological teleology and reductionism
ﬁn:i their f:xpression in both cases as interpretation of Aristotle,'® Galen does
not go so far as to attribute to Aristotle his humoral analysis of biologi
Nevertheless, he thinks that Aristotle held a view that, ixzs theor}'l:tlr;ilt?tﬂ x:?rﬁ:i
to much the same effect. When Aristotle said that the soul was the ‘forr,n’ of the
body, we are now supposed to understand him to have meant that the soul is
the ‘temperament’ or ‘mixture’ of hot, cold, wet, and dry in the body (QAM 37.
5-24 Miiller). In this way, ‘Aristotle too believes that the soul's facultic;
depend upon the mixture of the mother’s blood from which, in his 6pinion
our blood derives’ (QAM 51. 12-15 Miiller). To support this claim, Galer;
appeals to HA 1 (54. 21-55. 4 Miiller). As becomes apparent there (says Galen):

Anstotle. would have it that the construction (diaplasis) of the whole body comes about as

appropriate to the characteristics and faculties of the soul in each genus of animal-—e.

the bu'thlolf blooded animals is from the blood of the mother, and the psychologic;fi

characten_stlrs follows its mixture (as has been shown in the foregoing). But the

gct)_rtllsltructliclm of the organiz limbs comes about as appropriate for the characteristics
e soul.

to psychol-ugy, but also (and less overtly) inconsistent in how strong he believes a reductionism has
to be: at times he is eliminitivist (the soul is nothing more than temperament), at times emergentist
.(;:;E SOI:I] sox}'xel:mw emerges froim the constitution of the body and is perhaps influenced, though not
.ermm-ed in its character by it). For details of the stronger line as Galen dzrives it from Plato and
Anst.otle in the QAM see 37. 5-24, Miiller (Aristotle; and of. PHP 5. 5. 27. 1-28. 1 De Lucy); 42, 345
3 L_fluller (Pl.ato. and Aristotle). (Gill, 2000; 66-7 with n. 30, reads the latter passage as a ;sjec:tion o%
?;'Llct rleducflomsm., l?ut whatever the details of interpretation, this conclusion cannot be right, since
en is quite explicit about the matter at the end of the passage: ‘it is not apen to us to sa ,that it
[the soul] is anything other than the temperament’. Cf. also Sorabji 2000: 255.) = 1

185
Galen explains a child’s resemblance to either or b i
' oth parents by supposing that each
zg:?%uﬁ to the matter (as, in the slightly different explanatory model of thll Or:g Seed, :::h
ribu r 0 0 0 i
i & portion of both matter and moving principle: e.g. On Seed 2. 2, 19-24, iv. 614, 5-615.
186 , :
Aristotle is obviously Galen's starting-poi inki i
g-point for thinking about physiognomy, but he does not
acknowledge the real gaps that also exist between their respective models (a fact which is, of cou:ls(;

significant for thy i i i i ith
86 258 e way in which the two were read together in the Arabic tradition). See Lioyd
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If it seems to be the case that the organic construction of an animal is directed
towards the realization of its capacities for livinig in'a certain way (its psycho-
logical powers broadly construed), this is in a certain sense correct.'® But it is
not because the capacities constitute a teleological force acting upon the matter,
or add up to a ‘constructive power’; it is rather because those capacities spell out,
as we might say, the nature of the mixture such that it develops the way it does.
A given kind of blood constitutes the material necessary to support a particular
way of living; and this is one way of looking at {and to this extent explaining) the
fact that its inherent movements lead to the formation of 2 particular kind
of organic structure—namely one that embodies this way of living.

The process so far gives an explanation of two crucial phenomena. One is the
fact that the psychological character of an animal corresponds exactly to its
physical structure. (Those powers are an expression of the material’s being such
as to develop into this physical structure.} The other (and here the theory starts
to go beyond what Galen believes a teleology can explain) is the fact that, for all
their generic resemblance to other members of the same species, it is its parents
that a creature most closely resembles.'*® The reason for this, of course, is that its
construction is explained by precisely the temperament which explained their
construction.

But Galen does not stop here; he also considers what will happen if the
temperament of the animal is somehow altered by external factors—something
to which it would seem, as a physical rather than a metaphysical principle, to be
susceptible. The effects of climate, for example, or of a person’s diet could make
a difference to their temperament, and so (independently of their genetic
inheritance) to their psycho-physical character. This point might seem
innocuous; but, apart from the fact that it bas certain physiognomical
implications, which I shall consider below, it might turn out to be important
to the plausibility of his reductionist model at large that Galen make this
distinction between, on the one Land, the temperarnent a creature inherits from
its parents in the material from which it starts to grow, and, on the other hand,
further modifications to which its temperament might be subject in the course
of its life. The reason that this might be important is because one criticism that
was levelled against reductionism in antiquity was precisely that, in the absence

W f QAM 37 Miller: it is to the “homogeneous and simple kind of body, devoid of organic
composition . . . that activities {energeini) primarily belong'—i.e., again, the diaplasis is ‘for’ the
activities already expressed in the humoral temperament. (Fer a slightly different view of the matter,
sce On Temperaments i 566.17-567.14, 635.2-6362 Kiihn) More details of the process of
construction are given in the Art of Madicine, which describes the development of the four ‘principal
parts’ of the body (brain, heart, liver, testicles), whose character in turn determines the final
character of the various regions of the body in which they are s tuated, (The purpose of this work is
to aliow one to apply this understanding to the diagnosis of the principal parts in an individual from
external physical signs. Not coincidentally, Galen comes closest hete to practical ‘physiognorical’
observations—something of which he seems conscious in issuing a disclaimer at i. 336.15-337.2
Kihn: the fact that we can amend our characters through philosuphy ensures that our ‘innate’
character is never fixed.)

8 Mote that Galen took the fact that a child tended to resemble its parents (the one fact
explained by the reductionist qualificarion of Aristotle” psychology} to be an argument for the
reductionist position: Canstruction of the Embryo iv. 700. 12-14 Kiihn.
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of some constraining force (such as the ‘constructive power’ posited by Galen in
teleological mood), a strict identification of soul and temperament might leave
ne room for talking about an individual’s nature as anything other than
individual—the result of a particular set of circamstances which includes but in
ne way privileges tae temperament of the parental material in which it began
!1fe. Just as teleology might be criticized for failing adequately to explain
individual characteristics, so reductionism might be accused of failing to delimit
the nature of an individual, to secure its nature a; a particular kind of thing at
the level of the species. To put this bluntly: if soul just is temperament, and the
nature of a thing is the kind of soul it has, then any change in temperament
would mean a change in soul—and this in turn would mean a change in its
nature, the kind of thing it is. The argument takes satirical form in Nemesius
{On the Nature of Man 2. 24. 21-4 Morari):'®®

Again, if the soul is a temperament, and tem i
: A peraments change according to age, szason,
and diet, the soul changes. And if it changes, we do not Lave the same soul, but, according

to the temperament, sometimes that of a lion, someti i
A : etimes that of a sheep, some
of something else. Which is absurd. CP: times hat

Gelen already was aware of just such a line of reasoning;'*® and it seems to be in
an attemnpt to head it off that he is careful to make a distinction between the
temperament of an animal’s original constitution, on which is based its
co_nstruction (diaplasis), and further modifications to the temperament which
might occur during ijts life. The idea must be that an animal’s nature is
fie?.ermmed and delimited by its original temperament, so that we can say that it
is just the kind of animal that its parents were, and that further modifications of
this temperament {due in primis to climate and diet) can never be so severe asto
cl.lange' its nature. Such a claim would not be ad hoc, but underwritten by sound
b.lologlcal considerations. Once the process of orgenic construction is under way
(1.?. as soon as parental materjal begins the process of development into a new
animal}, any influence on the animal which might in principle be strong enough
to changc‘: its ternperament into a mixture suitable for a different kind of
construction would bring its temperament into conflict with its actual psycho-
physical construction. The result of this would not be a change in its nature

1 .

P is worth observing here that Nemesius gives no indication that he is aware of, or interested
in, theories of physiognomy—despite a common assumption to the contrary. Evans, for example
nef:rs to On the Nature of Man as ‘one of the most important decuments of the fourth century’ :ri
this context (1969: 80). But as her own discussion goes on to show, Nemesius is important rather in
mcre general terms for his discussions of the relationship between body and soul, and for the
e\nde?ce he supplies for earlier views on the subject. It is true that, when Nemesius discusses Galen,
the views he telks about happen to have been relevant to their author’s physiognomical interest as
weIlg.DBut even in this case Nemesius makes no ment.on of the fact.

. Against people who think that in the case of cross-breeds it is the mother that determines the
:,P;::: on the grounds that thmgs change according to their nutrition, he says: ‘The Persian plant,
oy ranlspc.med o Egypt, f:lld nof become different in kind, but on receiving good nutriment bore

e frl-'!,lt, its fruit not being edible before; and sheep wher moved at zome time to & different
Pasture did not become similar to the goats formerly pastured taere, just as the goats did not becorne

similar to sheep or asses or horses’ (On Seed i id
De Loy o { 2. 1. 42, iv. 603. 10-15 Kithn as translated by
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(it is too late for that), but a conflict betweer. temperament and construction
which would manifest itself in disease and, ultimately, death: the destruction of
the animal.'®! So we can say that the ‘nature’ of the animal (both psychologically
and physically) is exhibited in and determined by its physical construction and
the causes which underlie that, not immediately in its temperament.

All of this has implications for the view Galen has of physiognomy, for we
can now distinguish two kinds of physiognomical sign on the basis of the
reductionist model he offers. There are, first of all, those signs associated with its
construction (diaplasis): the psycho-physical manifestations of the temperament
of its original (parental) material These correspond to the animal’s nature as a
member of a particular species, and also (in fact a fortiori) its nature as the
offsprirg of particular parents. The shape of its nose might be an example of a
physiognomical sign under this heading: an animal will have a nose that is like
that of others of its species just insofar as it is like that of its parents; and there
will no doubt be features in a description of its psychological character to which
the nose corresponds. (At the level of the species, a particular kind of nose will,
trivially, indicate the power of smell, and perhaps the degree of the animal’s
sensitivity to smell; if, like its parents, an animal’s nose is a bit more snub than
usual, it might indicate a lascivious tendency shared with them.) But then we can
also lcok for psycho-physical manifestations of those modifications of its
ternperament caused by environmental factors of whatever sort (modifications
which the animal can support just insofar as they do not come into conflict with
the needs of its diaplasis). We shall see below that this is a tricky area, but an
example for now might be the effects of a diet which caused an individual to
become hotter in constitution and so redder in the face and more inclined to
anger than he or she would otherwise have been. In fact it is this very point—the
double nature of physiognomical signs—which the QAM passage quoted earlier
on is introduced as explaining. Here is the same passage again, in its wider
contest (54. 6-55. 11 Miiller, beginning with a quotation from Aristotle,
PA 651°12-17):"*

“The nature of the blood is the cause of many things to do with an animal’s character and
perception. This is reasonable, for it is the matter of the whole body (for nourishment is
tnatter, and blood is the ultimate nourishment). So it makes a great difference whether
the bicod is hot or cold, or thin or thick, or pure or dirty’. Aristotle says other things in
the works on animals and in the Problems, but it seems to me superfluous to write out
everything: it is sufficient for me to show what Aristotle thinks about the temperaments
of the body and about the faculties of the soul, Nevertheless, I shall add things that are
spoken about in Historia Animalium book 1, some of which lead immediately to
temperament (krasis}, some through intermediate physiognomiical signs [according to
Aristotle himself]. For Aristotle would have it that the construction (diaplasis) of the
whole body comes about as appropriate to the characteristics and faculties of the sou] in
each genus of animal—e.g. the birth of blooded animals is from the blood of the mother,
and the psychological charactetistics follow its mixture (as has been shown in the

191 Cf Ayt of Medicine L 310.8-311.3 Kithn; On My Own Opinions 15, 2—4.
192 [ the translation that follows, the phrases in square brackets are athetized by Miiller {but note
that they are present in the Arabic translation, pp. 58/26 ed. Biesterfeldt).
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foregmng'). .But the construction of the organic limbs comes about as appropriate for the
charactenstufs of the soul {: very much so, according to Aristotle]. And, in line with this
there are quite a few indications of psychological character and physical temperament’
Some of the physiognomical signs indicate temperament directly and immcdiately—sucl;
;1_5 tbhose dealing with colour'® and hair, but also voice'® and the movements of the
imbs.

Constrqction {diaplasis) provides indirect signs of temperament (and hence
psychological character); what I have characterized as modifications of
construction give more direct signs of the same thing.'”

. Galen, then, gives a solid theoretical basis for physiognomy. But it is
1mpqrtant even in his case not to exaggerate the importance to him of
physmg'n.omy as such. For one thing, even Galen is never a physiognomical
det_er_mtmst. He usually allows that rational thought, at least, is an emergent
activity, whjf:h can overcome the natural disposition determined by tem-
perament ]v;fslth no corresponding trace in the physical character of the
md1v1d1J:al. This, to be sure, does little to undermine the theoretical status
of physiognomy—or even its practical uses, given how little inclined most
people are to philosophy (and the same point could in any case be made for
Phaed-.? and Aristotle). There are more significant considerations, however, One
is the fact tl'.lat physiognomy is clearly of interest to Galen only as a conséql'.lence
of a reduf:nonist psychology, not as an end in itself—something immediately
?.PP&ICHT. in tl.'le fact that Galen’s ‘physiognomical’ speculation is all concentrated
in reductionist® contexts,'” This is a significant restriction om its significance for
him, '?eca}use although Galen has reasons to be attracted to psychological
n_:ductlomsm (for one thing, it promotes his attempt to present medicine as a
kind of master science if ethical character turns out to be a function of 2 person’s

% Cf. On Temperaments i. 627—8 Kithn, on the usefulness of skin in inference i
temperament: since skin ‘in our part of the world” is well-balanced, it ‘gives ::oo;t;:il;:a‘:il;ie:}fylﬁg
parts beneath—though even here this relationship is not straightforward, the above applying only to
th(lng parts which have the same mixture as that of the skin.’ Y

In Art of ledicine i. 350-1 Kiihn, foudness of voice is an innate, not an acquired characteristic:
blflt note that it is there explained indirectly by the influence of heat on the (diaplasis of the)
windpipe. So perhaps we should understand that in some aspects the voice functions as a direct si;
of lt:smpera.ment, while in others (including loudness) it is an indirect sign. .

' It might be worth noting, as perhaps another indication that Galen is aware of the Aristotelian
E:yst;loagtno:ndy ()cf. n ]11_534 :‘Ibovee)fh that in that work considerations of colour, hair, movement, and voice
order) are listed to; " i
ch§.%31_52; ) axe s 73'_Bg) _ er after the survey of body parts (812°11-end; <f. Polemon, Leiden
eg at Ast of Medicine i 336.16-337.2 Kithn; of. On the Passions and Errors of the Soul
V. 3:71 1~14 Kiihn {nature is dominant in youth, beliefs and habit—ta te dogmaia kai tén
mfggs;n——latel: on). But for the vacillation in the rigour of Galen’s reductionism, see again n. 184,

There is no explicit mention of physiognomy anywhere else in his corpu; either in ':'A'eutn;l’
contexts, or where teleology is to the fore. Of the six occurrences of the word ‘physiognomy’ (and its
-I:Dg:.mtes), four come from the QAM and one from On Temperaments. The remaining example
is his reference at PHP 5. 5. Z2. 1 to Posidonius, whose appeal to ‘the physiognomists’ evidenrr,:e’

likewise cam . ) - . a »
i showe) e in an explicitly reductionist context (cf, PHP 5. 5. 23 with discussion in Section IV.
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physiological state),'®® his commitment to it is, in terms of his wider output,
rather limited.

Even within his reductionist explorations, however, Galen’s theoretical enthus-
jasm for physiognomy does not as a matter of fact translate into an argument for
its use in practice, and examples of physiognomical inferences in his voluminous
works are vanishingly few.”> He supports the possibility of a physiognomy
based on zoological typology, assuming the appropriare theoretical constraints;®™
but he starts to lose interest where he might be expected to move beyond theory,
and readers who want to know more are referred to Aristotle (On Temperamazntsi.
624, 17-625, 1 Kithn; similatly On Epidemics Vi, 7-8 (53) Ghersetti 1999a).
Perhaps it is precisely because in his view physiognomical infersnce collapses
with diagnosis of mote fundamental physiological states—whether the state of the
principal organs, as in the Art of Medicine, or of the underlying temperzment
itself—that it could have very little independent clinical value.

198 '[}e more one's character is brought under the influence of physical, and especially dietary and
environmental, factors, the greater the scope and importance of medicine in human life—to the
extent that it can subsume even philosophy. This point has nct been lost on commentators: see
Donini (1974), 144; Ballester (1988}, 129; and esp. Lloyd (1988). This consideraticn will also help to
expiain why, despite Galen’s obvious reliance on Aristotelian though:, Galen is keen in the QAM to
provide his psychology and physiognomy with a lineage that goes back through Aristotle himself (and
Plato too), to an origin in Hippocrates.

199 | |onow of two candidates from passages in Galen not alreacy discussed. First, 2 quotation from
al-Mas'udi {which, as Vivian Nutton bas suggested to me, perhaps derives from Galen’s lost
Commeniary on the AWP), In the translation of Meynard and Courteille (1861) 163—4 this reads:
‘Galien signale dix propriétés particuliéres aux noirs, 4 savoir: les cheveux crépus, les sourcils rares,
les narines dilatées, les livres épaisses, les dents aigués, la puanteur de la peaw, la noirceur du teint, la
longueur des pieds et des mains, le développement des parties génitales et une pétulancs excessive.
Cet auteur explique cette derniére qualité chez le noir par 'orgenisation imparfaite de son cerveau,
d'oi résulte 1a faiblesse de son intelligence.” This adds nothing substantial to what we have already
seen; though it might be interesting to note that the link between stupidity and an ‘ill-formed neck’ is
one that Zopyrus is supposed to have applied to Socrates (Phaedo, fr. 6 Rossetti}. A second passage
which might provide evidence for Galen's interest in physiognomy is To Glaucon on Medical Methed,
xi. 11 Kithn (= On Crises ix. 627 Kitha}. ‘It is necessary’, Galen says, ‘to make distinctions in the case
of the eyes especially. Por it is possible to get evidence from them of the character (Ethos) of the soul in
those who are healthy; and in the ill, the signs are clearer for one able to see accurately.” Barton uses
this passage (and only this passage) to justify her claim that ‘it is difficult to draw the line between the
two types of examination of the body [viz. diagnosis and physiognomy! at times® (1994%: 98, with
n. 18). But the value of the claim is vitiated by the fact that Gaien does not tell us what to look for
in the eyes. It might be humoral temperament, so that the eyes would be physiognomical signs in
a sense recognized by Galen’s theoretical model fot the science (contrast Art of Medicine i. 329-31
Kiibn, where the size, colour, and moisture of the eyes might reflect the humoral state of the brain);
but it might just be that we should look fot signs of mental activity in them.

0 On Temperaments 1. 624 Kithn. The constraints are: (g) that one has a causal explanation to
hand for the link mooted between physical and psychological traits (Galen thinks that this is
something neglected by many physiognomical practitioners); and (b) that ene does not generslize
too quickly from individual kimbs to the character of the body as a whole. This latter point, says
Galen, was not even Jost on the non-philosophical practitioners {cf. n. 113 to Section III, appendix,
on epiprepeia; also e.g. Polemon, Leiden <h. 1, A16)—and clsewhere he has his own contribution to
make towards explaining the problem. In the Art of Mcdicine, he notes that the state of ane of the
principal organs can have Lknock-on effects on parts of the body under the more direct influence
of another-of the principal organs: eg. at i, 333 Kithn, heat in the heart can lead to 2 smaller
head—though the organ primarily responsible for the character of the head is the brain.
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It .is not, though, only pragmatic considerations that limit Galen’s interest in
making a practical study of physiognomy. For when Galen looks more closely
at the detailed workings of humoral theory in a reductionist context, serious
obstacles to physiognomical diagnosis emerge. For it turns out that the very
same outward, physical effects can be the result of quite diverse, even opposing
influences on the temperament. In particalar, the effects of climate on
appearance and character might not be consistent with the effects of the
1'nher1ted temperament. So, for example, there are outward signs of a naturally
‘hot’ or “cold’ temperament (perhaps darker or paler skin respectively). But the
:effect of a particularly cold elimate is not (as one might have hoped) to make its
inhabitants colder than they would otherwise have been in temperament and
Paler in appearance®! Rather, the cold is supposed to drive their innate heat
.mwards, making them hotter in psychological character, but paler (as if colder)
in appearance. In a hot climate, conversely, people’s heat is “drawn out’, making
them look ‘hotter’ still, but leaving them with little internal heat, and
psychologically cooler. (See on this Temperaments i. 627-8 Kithn.) So in
generlal, Galen says, one needs to ask whether the visible signs of heat in a body
are signs of external heat or of heat which belongs to the body (i. 628.13-15
Kithn; cf. also Art of Medicine i. 341. 14~18 Kiihn). This is a fatal blow. However
much theoretical interest physiognomy might have in certain contexts, it could
not have significant diagnostic value even for Galen.

(iii) Other Medical Writers

As Antonella Ghersetti shows later on in this volume, the materials Galen
provided in the QAM for reading Aristotle’s Physiognomy through his own
humeoral theory were eventually adopted and developed systematically in the
_Arabic medical tradition. But their immediate impact was altogether less
1mpr.essive. In fact, Greek medicine after Galen proved no more interested in
ph?'smgnomy as such than it had been before him. Before him, the only medical
writer on physiognomy we hear about is Loxus, used as a source by the author of
the anonymous Latin treatise from whom he earns the epithet ‘medicus’. But,
as we have already seen in Section IIL iii, there is nothing characteristically,
.medlcal’ about the fragments of Loxus” work: nothing, in fact, that distinguishes
it from a work like Ps.-Aristotle’s Physiogromy at all>” The only other physician

M c5]d’ and ‘hot’ climates here are relative to the ‘well-tempered’ climate of the middle regions
of the world (such as Greece}, which have a neutral effect as such on physiological temperament: see
On Temperaments i, 627. 5 Kiihn (and of. Plato, Timaeus 24 cb; Aristotle, Politics 7. 7, 132772333,
bu_‘tmconn'ast on this AWP 12. 6). , |

Il:l .general, Anon.’s choice of Loxus, Aristotle, and Polemon, and his characterization of them
a5 phys.lcmn, philosopher, and orator respectively (Anon. Lat. 1}, is clearly meant to impress us with
the seriousness of physiognomy and the breadth of its appeal. In fact it tells us nothing about the
the_orettcal scope of physiognomical writing. Cn the contrary, it only becomes clearer how those who
senom.;]y engage with physiognomy as a theoretically grounded discipline rely heavily on Aristotle
(or Amtotelmns).in doing so. A physician, like an orator, might conceive an interest in physiognomy
or find a use for it; but there is no more (discernible) input into the physiognomical tradition from
the medical community as such than there is from the rhetorical community as such.
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we know to have written on physiognomy is Adamantius; but his surviving work
is merely an epitome of Palemon’s physiognomical treatise.”® Again, it contains
nothing distinctively medical, nothing that cannot be explained by reference to
the Peripatetic tradition.

Medics writing as such naturally continued to be interested in the
psychological effects of physiological dispositions as symptoms of physical
illness which could be used in diagnosis. They were also, of course, interested in
mental illness as something which could be explained by physical causes.”** But
despite the occasional coincidence of material between medica} observations and
the sort of psycho-physical correlations posited in the surviving physiognomical
handbooks,?® despite the opening given by Galen for physiognomy in medical
discussion, there is in all of this scarcely any explicit or systematic discussion
of physiognomy. Palladius sets the tone in his comment on Epidemics 6.7.6,
as quoted above. There, he carefully distanced medicine from physiognomy at
a point where Galen, in his commentary on the same passage (On Epidemics VI,
7-8 {53) Ghersetti 19994), had sought to bring them together. Physicians, says
Palladius, sometimes use the same materials as physiognomists; that does not
make them physiognomists. Indeed, the most striking thing is (as so often in this
study) the abscnce of explicit reference to physiognomy, the absence of systematic
discussion of evidence we might class as physiognomical. Even when
physiognomy and medicine are spoken of in the same breath, as occasionally
they are, it tends to be in somewhat non-technical contexts, where both can be
linked with other forms of predictive art as well. 2% As far as the medical authors
of antiquity themselves are concerned, physiognomy as a category of thought
seems generally to hold very little interest.”

3 damantius is normally identified with the Adamantius called ‘Sophist’ (at Aetius, Jatrica 3.
163. 1, 8. 29. 2) who wrote On the Genesis of the Winds, On the Origin of Dreams, and On the Signs
given by Stars, CL Follet {1989),

20¢ Ror the debae over whether physical indisposition always underlay mental illness, sec esp. the
surviving works of Caclius Aurelianus in the 5th c. (though he relies to a greater or lesser degree on
the 2nd-c. physicia Soranus), with T. M. Brown {1993), esp. 42940, For the history of melancholia
{an archetypal mental illness, along with mania), see esp. Klibansky, Panofsky, and Saxl (1964);
Flashar (1966). (Cf. also Swain above p. 11 for the possible influence of contemporary interest in
menta! health on Folemon.)

W5 (of again Klibansky, Panofsky, and Saxl {1964}, arguing for convergence between medicine
and physiognemy in the evolving concept of melanchalia; also Horstmanshoff (1999), on Aurelianus’
treatment of emotion {but note the important qualification in his claim at 267: ‘Ses observations,
la premidre source de sa description, s'accordent parfois mot powr mot avec la tradition
pthiognomoniqu:, méme si Pon ne peut pas fournir les preuves d'un emprunt direct [my emphasis]).

06 Clement, Stromata 1. 21, 135. 2. 3 (hoi physiognomonourstes iatroi te kai manteis); Fulgentius,
Contents of Virgil 84. 10-11 Helm as cited in n. 174 above.

27 geytus Bmpiricus at PH 1. 85 ssys that ‘the bodv is the stamp of the soul, as physiognomy
shaws’ and Galen's rather dismissive comments on the mass of physiognomists, that they lack an
explanatory basis for their predictions {On Temperaments i. 624 Kithn), might be taken as evidence
that most were not only empirical in their approach but Empiricist in their philosophy. But this
would be taking evidence to the limits of optimism; and (pace Barton 1994k: 99) Sextus himself was
certainly speaking ad heminent, using Dogmatic positions to refute Dogmatic positions. (The fact
that he refers to physiognomy as a kind of ‘wisdom’, physiognomonike scphia, shows irony,
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VI. POST-HELLENISTIC PLATONISM

Ocqmrrenw of physiogndmon- in the writings of Platonists: L. Calvenus Taurus ap. Autus Gelli
Attie Nights 1, 9: % _Porphyry, Life of Pythagoras 13. 2; 54. 14 Nauck; Aristides Quinﬁianus, On Ie\ul:«l::;
3. 8 10?. 6 Winnington-Ingram; Iamblichus, On the Pythagorean Life 17, 71. 13-i4; 74.3 Klein;
Ammopms, On the Prior Analytics 7. 16 Wallies; Proclus, On the Craiylus 88. 6 Pasqua.li.;
OlYmplodcrus, On the Alcibiades 13. 19; 97. 6, 12 Westerink; On the Gorgias 5. 3. 14 Westerink;
Phl-loporfus, On the Prior Analytics xiii. 2, 483, 22-4, 484, 8-11, 485. 5 Wallies; On the Generation of
Animals iv. 3, 185. 13 Hayduck; On the de anima xv, 155. 22 Hayduck. Occurrences of physiognoon-
(and metgposkop-) in the writings of fellow travellers:*® Philo of Alexandria, On Dreams 1. 164,
Galen, On Temperaments i. 624. 3 Kihn; QAM 54. 20, 55. 8, 63. 1-2 Miiller; PHP 5. 5.22.2 De Le:c)"
Clement, .Srromata 1. 21. 135, 2. 3; Pedagogue 3. 3. 15, 2 (metgposkopos glossed as physiogndmon u-;
the scholia ad loc., 336, 10 Stihlin-Treu); Hippolytus, Refutation 1. 2. 5, 4. 15. 3 (metdskopic
manteia); Origen, Against Celsus 1. 33, 14.21®

Physiognomy as a theoretical concern in the philosophy of antiquity sta

with Phaedo, flourishes in Aristotle’s school, and Ends, ogc }Irmght fai.gy stzy,swirttl'sl
Galex_l. By this I mean that we have evidence for the theoretical discussion of
physiognomy as such in no other philosopher. The story has a continuation,
how?:ver; for while there is no reflection on the nature of physiognomy in the,
surviving works of later Platonist thinkers, it is clear that many of them accepted

not respect, if it shows anything at all} There, is by the way, no evidence, nor is it dey, that the
mrorf‘:l typos (‘stamp’) used here to describe the relationship between body (as sign) and soul (as
51g-mﬁed) was one used in other contexts by Empiricists to denote the relationship between two
thmgs exp_enenccd in conjunction (though it does recur in physiognomical contexts to describe the
relationship between soul and body: e.g. Ps.-Aristotle 806"32; cf. Phaedo fr. 18 Rossetti = Maximus
of Tyre, Dissertations 25, 3).

% There are those who might w7ant to add Posidonius to this list as well; though his use of Plato
seemns to me thoroughly Stoic (see Section IV. ii above; cf. Boys-Stones 2001: $9-100 with n. 3},
Philo, however, gives no clear indication that he believes in the art (see again Section IV n.
.124); and th:. extent to which it is appropriate to see him as part of the mainstreamn Platonist revival
is :;ul;noof point (cf. Boys-Stones 2001: 100-1).

. .It is worth noting how little direct, theoretical discussion of physiognomy there is among
Chrllstlan,s. Origen is the only Christian writer to show awareness of the theoretical history of the
subject‘(see n. 233 below}, Ambrose in the 4th c. believes that gait and gesture reveal the soul, so that
correction of one'’s psychelogical nature needs to underlie correction of manners (On e I.’)uﬁé of
the C'Ilergy L 18. 71-5; 1. 19. B4). This is at a little distance from the tradition of philosophical
reflection on physiognomy (for one thing, it is manners he is speaking of, not physical features); but
even 5o unusual in how near it gets, Clement of Alexandria, who had earlier on spoken about ,how
Christians should order their public appearance (cf, Pedagogue 3. 11-12), was clear that an ability to
tell l?eople’s character from the way they dress and so on is like, but is not, ‘metoposcopy’ (i
Physmgnomy: Pedagogue 3. 3. 15, 2). That the theoretical issues here are skirted around by Christians
is proba!:ly to be explained on pragmatic grounds. Not only might Chrictians find physiognomy
pedagogically unhelpful (at least when the accent is on the possibility of change: cf. Origen, Against
Etis::mi 66, 69), t}'ley mightl shrink from unnecessary association with an art that sometimes
y scorn for 1ts' pretensions (cf. Artemidorus, Oneirocritica 2. 69. 10), and may have been

ought to lrel*y for its successes on daemonic influence (as in the case of other forms of

f;zfnosn.c?hon: cf. e.g. Clement, Stromate 1. 21. 135. 2; Hippolytus 4. 15. 3). But for a fuller and

(‘Phe positive as.s:ssmt_:nt of carly Christian attitudes to physiognomy, see Parsons {2006), esp. ch. 2
Ysiopnomy in Jewish and Early Christian Literature’).
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it as a theoretical possibility.”'’ There might be no evidence that Plato was
interested in the art, but Platonists knew that Aristotle was;*? they explained
Socrates’ attraction to Alcibiades as an example of physiognomy in practice;™'?
and they attributed its invention and use to Pythagoras.*'

As with every other thinker I have considered, Platonists could accept the
possibility of physiognomy insofer as it arose as a consequence of their beliefs
about the relationship between the body and the soul. That they did not feel the
need to argue or discuss it as a consequence of these beliefs is presumably due to
the fact that, as far as they were concerned, the subject had been adequately
covered by earlier thinkers in whose footsteps they thought of themselves as
following: that a sympathetic attitude to physiognomy enters Platonism with
their reception of, in particular, Aristotle. But here we encounter a problem: for,
as we have seen, especially in Galen, it turns out that Aristotelian physiognomy
quickly came to be thought of as consequent on a specifically epiphenomenalist
interpretation of his psychology. According to this interpretation, the body was
a guide to the character of the soul insofar as the activity of the soul could be
explained as a product of the body’s functioning. The problem comes because
one might assume that Platonists would want to be very careful to avoid
associating themselves with such a view. It is central, not only to the psychology,
but actually to the entire metaphysical system of Platonism, that soul is
immortal, independent of the corporeal world, and (at least logically) prier to it.
It would be anathema to suggest that the soul relied for its nature on the physical
circumstances of its instantiation. Already Apuleius, for example, warning that
we should not prejudge a person’s character by place of birth, explains that local
environmental conditions can make a difference to the taste of vegetables and
quality of vines but, since the soul comes into the body from outside, such things
could make no difference to its virtue.**’

This point has a particular sensitivity, since Plato himself at one point appears
to explain the superior intelligence of the Greeks by the temperate climate
of their country (Timaeus 24c), and this passage was seized on by some
commentators as support for claims that the soul was dependent to some extent

2 4 yore and, in any case peripheral, exception is the Platonizing Sophist Maximus of Tyre who,
at Oration 25. 3, calls Zopyrus’ art ‘obscuare divination’ {manteian asaphé) and asks {rhetorically) to
what kind of co-mingling (epimixia) the body and soul owe their similarity. The mainstream answer
to this question will emerge in what foliows.

22 fy fact they rarely mention Aristotle’s physiognomical interests; but it becomes unavoidable in
commentaries on the Prior Analytics (cf. e.g. Ammonius, On the Prior Analytics 7. 16 Wallies;
Philoponus, On the Prior Analytics xiil. 2, 483. 22 Wallies).

213" prochus, On the First Alcibiades 94, 4-15 Westerink; of. Olympiodorus, On the Alcibiades 13. 13
Westerink; also Plutarch, Alcibiades 4. 1. Cf. Apuleius, On Plato 1. 1 for Socrates’ identification of the
infant Plate.

214 pothagoras is supposed by Platonists to have used physiognomy in choosing friends and pupils
(in line with Ademantius’ recommendations, by the way, A2}. See Calvenus Taurus ap. Aulus
Gellius, Attic Nights 1. 9. 2 (§8 for Taurus as the source); Porphyry, Life of Pythagoras 13. 2-14. 1, 54
lamblichus, Pythagorean Life 17. 71~4 Klein; Olympiodoras, On the Gorgins 5. 3. 14 Westerink (with
which cf. Tamblichus, The Pythagorean Life 25, 112 Klein). CE. also Hippolytus, Refutation 1. 2. 5. 2.

25 Apology 24 enimvero arimo Rominis extrinsecus in hospitium corporis imemigranti quid ex 1stis
addi vel minui ad virtutern uel malitiam potest?

Physiognomy and Ancieni Psychological Theory 113

on thel bc.:;dy."u6 Galen, indeed, had suggested that one could not be a true
Platonist if one thought otherwise (QAM 64. 19-65. 9 Miiller):

Some of those who call themselves Platonists think that the sonl can be impeded by the
body during illnesses, but performs its proper activities when the body is well, being
neither helped nor hincered by it. So I shall transcribe some remarks of Plato’s where it is
clear that men are helped or harmed where intelligence is concerned by the temperament
of the locality, even when the body is not sick. In the Timaeus, early in the dialogue [i.e. at
24c¢), ht? writes: “The goddess first organized you according to this complete arrangement
and des.lgn when she established your city; and she chose the place in which you would be
boml with an eye to the fact that its seasons were temperate (tén eukrasian ton hdren en
autdi katidousa) and would bear the wisest men.’

Proclus has a sharp rejoinder to this. In his own discussion of Timaeus 24.c, he
says that the literal reading of it was upheld by ‘Panaetius and other Platonists’
(On‘the Timacus, i. 162. 11-15 Dichl). As we shall shortly see, he was certainly
not lgnora.nt of Galen’s position, and it seems odd that Galen’s name is absent
here—}mtll one thinks what it might mean for Proclus to appeal to the Stoic
Panaetius as a “Platonist’. His point is precisely directed at Galen’s controversial
remark: if it is ‘Platonists’ who believe in a literal reading of Timaeus 24 c, they
are Platonists like Panaetius: that is, no Platonists at all.?'” ’

' Not all of Proclus’ attacks on Galen are so indirect. Indeed, Galen becomes for
]:urq the archetypal adherent of the reducticnism that Platonists in fact wish to
avoid, and Proclus’ attacks on reductionist theories of soul often name him, or
allude to the QAM. So, for example, when he is explaining the fact that people
become ?viser and more considerate as they mature, Proclus contrasts his view of
the relationship between body and soul with that of Galen, encapsulated by the

opening {and programmatic) statement of the QAM (On the Ti
21-50 Diehl): (On the Timaeus iii. 349.

Galen would say that the powers of the soul follow the temperaments of the body. . . But it is
not right to make the immortal soul, which exists before the body, think through the
bodyi we should rather say that the body sometimes becomes more of a distraction to the
soul in its attempt to live a well-ordered life, sometimes less disturbing.

] Tl:ere is an allusion to the same line in his defence of the soul’s immortality in
his Commentary on Plato’s Parmenides (1014. 28-36 Cousin):

If th soul is not immortal. . . it will in addition be mixed with bodies and enmattered,

and it will not be able to rule them ar lead them where it wishes, but will follow the
temperaments of the body.

u .
'6 Apuleius may be issuing a tacit warning about the passage when he says that the
Z'anmental determination of moral character is disproved by the fact that not all Afhkenians are
trg (as,' correlatively, not all Scythians are stupid: Apology 24).
Pmm'll'hm passage the1;1, _which appears to give textual comfort tc those who would like to see
acld.iti- us ag 2 ?latm:ust ,in fa?ct proves the very opposite (and cf. Boys-Stones 2001: 99 with n. 3). In
o lon_m giving his own view, Proclus lists alternative readings of Timaeus 24 ¢ from Longinus,
nigen (i the pagan), Porphyry, and Tamblichus {On the Timaeus i. 162-5 Diehl).
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And again, On the Republic, i. 249. 21-3 Kroll:

So let us not accept that argument—when someone says that the pewers of the soul follow
the quality of the temperaments of bodies . ..

Compare On the First Alcibiades 226, 16-18 Westerink {against those who
have the soul ‘completed” by its association with the body):

This kind of ‘completion’ is corporeal and enmattered, and posits @ completion of the soul
which follows the temperaments of the body ...

Proclis expresses in these passages the hostility of Platonism at large to the
kind of reductionism in psychology evident to him in Galen’s QAM. But since,
as we saw in Section V, the QAM is the very text in which Galen argues for the
close association of reductionism and physiognomy, does this mean that when
Platonists accept the possibility of physiognomy it must be under the
assumption that it is the soul that is somehow responsible for the physical

character of the body?

There is, in fact, one Platonist thinker who goes some way towards such
a position: the music theorist Aristides Quintilianus.?'® According to Aristides,
the soul ‘wher it is far from the things of earth and associating with the
almighty’ is purely rational, and free of all desire (On Music 2, 8. 1-3). Ata
certain point, however, the time comes round for its descent into the corporeal
wotld. A ‘need’ arises in the soul for a body—and a “suitable’ body at that (2. 8.
3-5). As we shall see, this is familiar enough territory for a Platonist (though
there is a slight eccentricity in the way Aristides characterizes the soul’s desire as
the desire for a specifically masculine or feminine body).*'® Aristides is not even
out on  limb when he goes on to suggest that things can go wrong for the soul,
which raight fail to acquire 2 body suitable for it. Other Platonists worried about
just such a possibility.*° But not only does Aristides seem to think that the

28 artgtides is known only through his work On Music (translated in Mathiesen 1983), from
which he appears to be a Pythagoreanizing Platonist, probably writing in the late 3rd or early 4th c.,
though an earlier Cate is possible. See Jahn (1882); Jan (1896); Zeiler end Mondclfo (1932-8) iiif6. 1
n. 1 (associating him with the ‘scuola di Porfirio o fors'anche di Giamblico"); Festugiére (1954}
{suggesting, at 71, a pre-Plotinian milieu for his work); Zanoncelli (1977); Barker {1982); Mathiesen
(1983) (1014 for his life and date); Centrone (1989). Although, as we shall see, Aristides appears to
support the possibility of physiognomy, he only uses the word once, at On Music 3. 8, 106. 5>-6
Winnington-Ingram, where he calls the art of painting a ‘conversion (antistrophg) of the
physiognomists’ art’. {The idea is that physiognomists use appearance to get at the underlying
character, while the painter uses his knowledge of a person’s character in constructing his portrait.
Mathiesen (1983} 172 n. 121 compares Ps.-Aristotle, Physiognomy 806°19"3; but Aristides might also,
or rather, have had in mind Secrates’ discussion with the painter Parrhasius described at Xenophon,
Memorabilia 3. 10. 3; and there is an even closer paralle] with what Die Chrysostom szys at Oration 4.
85-8, For these passages see respectively Section II and Section IV n. 124 above.)

218 O Music2. 8. 16-18. The idea that a soul might be more or less ‘masculine’ or ‘feminine’ {or,
strictly, in Aristides’ case, might be characterized by masculine or feminine desizes) is one that
appears already in Hippocrates {cf. Section V n. 167 above); within the Platonist tradition, cf. e.g
Proclus, On the Timaeus iii. 283. 12-284. 12 Diehl.

20 Bor the fmportance of the soul’s choosing a body suited to it (and the possibility of its failure
to do so), Plotinus 3. 4. 5. 10-19; Proclus, On the Timaeusi. 163. 31-164. 3 Diehl; iii. 279. 14-15 (but
athetized by Diehl); Olympiodorus, On the Phaedo 7. 4. 8-9 Westerink.
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resulting mismatch is not altogether uncommon, he also thinks {and here he
does start to diverge from other Platonists) that when things do go wrong in the
allf)catlon of body, the soul can do something to put it right (2. 8, 66. 25-67. 3
Wum.ington—Ingram):221

If souls do ot naturally gain this kind of body [i.e. the kind they desire], they remodel it
themsel_ves according to their own characteristics (tais spheterais tropais) and make it into
som‘et.l'ung like themselves {to hautais homoion). This is how men come to have a
feminine appearance, in which one can see the kind of life they lead; and it is how,
conversely, women come to have a masculine appearance, by which we conjecture that
they hzve that sort of character (to éthos homoion). Thus there are smooth men and hairy
wormery; and a man might have a melting look, a woman a steely gaze—so that you will
find that the particulars of people’s characters (2thé) are in harmony with their
appearance-(morphé).

It is, of course, a commonplace of physiognomy that a man might have
‘femninine’ characteristics, and a women ‘masculine’ characteristics;®*? but
Aristides’ development of the theme is distinctive in the way that he reconciles
the insight with a Platonic tripartition of the soul. In particular, he associates
femininity of nature with the appetitive urges of the soul, a ‘masculine’ nature
with the ‘spirited” part of the soul, and encourages his readers to think about the
myriad ways in which appetite and spirit might combine to constitute an
individual’s character (2. 8, 67. 3—14 Winnington-Ingram):?2

From its passionate attachment to the masculine or feminine, or both, passions come to
be established in the soul. The feminine is highly unrestrained, and the appetitive part of
the soul (fo epithymétikon) answers to it; the masculine, on the other hand, is vigorous
and active, and the spirited part of the soul (to thymikon) is like this. In the feminine part
of the soul, and in feminine people, pains and pleasures proliferate; in the masculine,
anger and boldness. Again, there are combinations of these things: of pains and pleasures;
of anger and boldness; of boldness with pleasure and pain; and then of anger with each of
them. And again, there are mixtures of each with one or more of the others. One could
find thousands of images of these passions as they are considered in their variety.

] Plato’s apparatus t:or psychological analysis is, in other words, translated here
into the terms by which a soul imposes the nuances of its peculiar character onto

21 Plotinus talks at 3. 4. 5. 10-19 of a good seul having the capecity to improve a poor body {and
a bad sc-})..l to make a good body worse); and, like subsequent Platonists, he thinks that the soul has
come ability to calm the passionate inclinations of the body (e.g. 1. 2. 5. 21~31). This, though, seems
rather more limited than the sort of change envisaged by Aristides, who is unique in implying that
the appearance in the sense of the structure of the body will be affected by the character of the soul
(ﬁ.lo‘ugh Flutarch talks of the soul imparting the colour of its passions to the body: On these to Whom
thvi;:c Retribution Comes Slowly 565 ¢; Table Talk 5. 7, 631 D).

For ‘sexual’ characteristics in the Aristotelian tradition, see Ps.-Aristotle, Physiognomy 5,
809‘26—8;‘_0’13; Polemon, Leiden ch. 2, pp. 393-5; Anon. Lat, 3. Aristides does not develop a
Systematic table of correspondences whose dependence on this tradition we could check; but it might
Pc wort noting that, whereas he oppeses the hygros and the gorgos (in my translation ‘melting’ and
steely’ ) as.characteristical'l}' ‘ferninine’ and ‘masculine’ ways of looking, Adamantius thinks that the
T\'fouad]acnves go together as a positive feature of the eyes (416, B32, 44).
sy Fofr ]thc id;ai;ﬁ Clement, Stromata 3. 13. 93, 1-3, where references to ‘male’ and ‘fernale’ in a

of Jes i i iri
S "gms) Je ;sdsire ( g?:;w,ﬂ:;; )-Gospel of the Egyptians are understood to mean respectively spirit
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the essentially masculine or feminine body to which it was (as such) attracted.
Here, for the first time in ancient philosophy, is a system, or the beginnings of a
system, clearly designed to support a physiognomy led by the character of the
individual soul.

Tt also happens to be the last time: Aristides is exceptional among Platonists,
as he is exceptional in the surviving evidence for physiognomical theory at
large.?** This is not an accident of our evidence: most Platonists have very good
reasons to doubt whether the soul can affect the character of the body. Indeed,
the very independence of the soul makes such a position untenable. For the soul
is generally taken to exist not just prior to the body whose soul it becomes, but
independently of any particular bedy. It does not, for example, exist actually or
potentially in the individual’s parents (as in some sense the Aristotelian soul
might be taken to do). But in this case the soul lacks any real opportunity to
direct the development of the new body~—or so, at least, Porphyry argues in the
ad Gaurum (esp. 2. 2-3). On the one hand, he says, it is absurd to suppose that
the soul slips into the parental seed during sex: it would have to come in time to
direct the conception and development of the embryo, but without being so
carly that it could be thought to have come from one or other of the parents.**”
If, on the other hand, the soul were to wait until conception before it entered, it
would be too late to be of any explanatory use: the physical process of growth is
already under way, and clearly does not require a soul to continue.””® In short, if
there is commensurability between body and soul, it cannot be (pace Aristides)
because the soul in any way influences the natural shape of the body.

All this adds up to what, prima facie, appears a dilemma for Platonists, who
want to ensure the soul’s separability and autonomy on the one hand, while
explaining its compatibility with and responsiveness to its embodied environment
on the other; a tension, crudely put, between the best in the opposing models of
psychological epiphenomenalism and teleology. Their response to it was to find a
middle way. Instead of arguing that the fit between body and soul was explained,
in one direction or the other, by their union, they argued that their union is
explzined by their fit. When a soul ‘descends’ to a body, it is because their

2 Plotinus potoriously appears to equivocate over the possibility that there are forms of
individuals (cf. e.g. Blumenthal 1966); and if (or when) he believes this (cf. esp. Ennead 5. 7), one
might be tempted to think that an individual’s form lies somewhere behind an explanation of his or
her psycho-physical peculiarities. But in fact Plotinus is clear that individual characteristics are due,
not to individual form, but to the particular material circumstances of the instantiation of the species
form (1. 8. 9. 11-14; 5. 9. 12, the clearest proof-text for a denial of individual forms; cf. alse 5. 7. 2).
Even if individual forms exist, A. H. Armstrong (1977) rightly argues that they would individuate at
a much higher ontological level {viz. ‘wherever a real formal difference can be detected, as it can be
clearly in the case of the true, higher selves of individual men’: 58). They would not, in other words,
be responsible for a person’s physical appearance—let alone moral character,

225 Cf T onginus ap. Proclus, On the Timaeus i. 51 9-13 Diehl (= fr. 27 Brisson-Patillon); and
Proclus himself, ibid. iii. 322. 24-9.

226 T ke the Stoics, to this extent, Porphyry believes that the embrye is in strict truth a plant, and
that the soul does not enter the body until the moment of birth (the proof of this being, in fact, the
main purpose of the work ad Gaurum). For the entry of the soul at birth, cf. also Porphyry 266F
Smith (from lamblichus ap. Stobaeus, Eclogue i. 381. 2-6 ‘Wachsmuth); Proclus, On the Timeeus .
322, 18-19 Diehl.
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respective natures, independently considered, make them ‘suitable’ for each
other.”*” This is how Plotinus describes it:

The souls of men see their images as if in the mirror of Dionysus and come to be on that
level with a leap from above...{4. 3. 12 1-2).28

Each soul comes down to a body made ready for it according to its resemblance to the
soul’s disposition {kath’ homeoidsin tds diatheseds). It is carried there to that to which it is
made like (h6éi an homoidtheisa €) ... (4. 3. 12. 37-8).

There is a different time for each soul, and when its time comes, as if at the call of a herald,
it descends and enters into the appropriate body (to prosphoron soma) (4. 3. 13. 8-10).

Despite appearances, it should be noted taat, strictly speaking, the
‘resernblance’ here does not refer in the first place to resemblance between the
body and the soul-that is, if we think of the scul in its truest sense as an
incorporeal “mind’ or intellect. The soul in this sense does not necessarily have a
character in terms of which it would make avy sense to talk about its
resemblance to this or that body in the first place. (Many Platonists believe that,
at least the first time a soul "descends’ to a body, it does so in a state of moral
purity.)”®® Rather, the resemblance is primarily thet between the body and the

27 Cf also c.g. Porphyry, ad Gaurum 11. 2 (where sympatheia is the means br which body and
soul are thoroughly bound together). For the relationship of the individual soul with the preformed
body in Plotinus, ef, Blumenthal (19715) with Comrigan’s rejoinder (1985) (esp. 46 for what he
argues is the Peripatetic vocabulary of ‘suitability’). Since the cheracter of the body is determined by
its temperament, which in turn is susceptibie to environmental influences, it is subject to change over
time as well: ¢f. e.g, Plotinus for the effect of diet (3. 1. 1. 33—6) and climate (3. 1. 5. 24-33; 4. 3. 7.
20-6). It is worth noting, then, that the ‘suitability’ of a particular body for a particular soul relies on
a diachronic understanding of what it is to be a body: it is a life, not a2 moment, to which the soul
descends. Cf. Plotinus 2. 3. 15; also Proclus, On the Timaeusi. 163 Diehl. Accounts of the path taken
by the soul in its descent towards the body through the zones of the zodiac and the spheres of the
planets is a way of explaining (or expressing) how its inclinations are commensurate not just with the
synchronic state of the body at which it arrives, but with the diachronic fate of that body (e.g
Porphyry 271F Smith; Macrobius, On the Dream of Scipio 1. 12; and for the influence that the stars
have at least on one’s physical temperament, cf. Celsus ap. Origen, Against Celsus 6. 21; Plotinus 3. 1,
6. 3-1I; 4. 3. 7. 20-3; Porphyry, Cave of the Nymphs 22-3 = Numenius fr. 31. 10-26 des Places;
Proctus, On the Republic ii. 5465 Krofl). This explains how Piotinus can know something of a
person’s (character and) fate from his or her bedy (2. 3. 7. 8-11), while at the same time denying
(since the practice of philosophy gives one freedom from physical inclination) that astrology is
determinative {3, L. 5. 55-7 and 3. 1. 6. 3-11 with 2. 3. 12; also Olympiodorus, On the Gorgins 48. 5
Westerink; cf. Froclu:, On Providence 3. 14-18, 20). It also explains why Proclus thinks physioghomy
2 “‘murky syllogism’ when applied to the newhorn, whose temperament has yet to stabilize (amydros
spllogismos. On Plato’s Cratylus 88. 6 Pasquali).

7 On the image of the ‘mirror of Dionysus’, see Pépin (1970).

* Cf. Alcincus, Didaskalikos 25. 6, 178. 36-7 Hermann (souls descending according to natural
sequence or divine will); Celsus ap. Origen, Against Celsus 8. 53 (souls descending ‘for the
administration of the world”); Jamblichus ap. Stobaeus, Eclogue ., 380, 6-9 Wachsmuth (some souls
‘come down in order to bring salvation and purification and perfection to things in this world, and
make an unsullied descent’); also Procius, On the Timaeus ii. 295, 15-20 Diehl (the moral purity of
the soul on its first descent emsures that it will not enter the body of an amimal). Jamblichus,
however, contrasts Cronius, Numenius, and Harpocration, who think that ‘every embodiment is evil
(ap. Stobacus, Eclogue i. 380, 1419 Wachsmuth = Numenius fr. 48 des Places; cf. also frr. 32 and
38); and Plutarch too perhaps thought that every descent begins with something like carnal desire
(Divine Retribution 565 D--566 ; <f. again also Aristides Quintilianus, On Music 2. 8).
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soul’s ‘vehicle—the astral or pneumatic body with whick it is provided as a
means of establishing its presence in the physical cosmos.” For the body and
the soul’s vehicle do share something in virtue of which they can be said to
resemble one another: 2 material and irrational nature®! It is true that the
body’s nature is the more intrusive, as its greater density and complexity makes
it more sensitive to external forces and more determinedly inclined to act in
certain ways in respect of them. The body’s behavioural inclinations are, indeed,
strong enough to be considered quasi-moral, and even carne to be classified as
“virtues’ and ‘vices’ of a kind, albeit a low-level kind.**? Nevertheless, the vehicle
has a certain (irrational) sensitivity too; and it is in terms of the congruence
between this and the irrational nature of the body that we can understand the
attraction between a particular soul and a particular body. The soul, in short, is
attracted to a particular body by the ‘fit’ it recognizes between the body which it
is due to contro! and the vehicle through which it will exercise that control.2%?

20 pamblichus claims that ‘most Platonists’ think that the soul joins dizectly with the body
{ap. Stobaeus, Eclogue i. 385. 1-10 Wachsmuth), though in fact, our evidence includes only two
notable exponents of such a view: Plutarch (for whom cf n. 231 below); and, apparently, Alcinous,
who seems to think that the roots of irrational desire are part of the soul itself (cf. Didaskalikos 25. 7,
178. 39—46 Hermann), actualized when it swaps its star for an earthly body as its ‘vehicle’ (16. 2, 172.
3-19 Hermann). Note, however, that where there is no danger of amb:guity it is quite usual for
Platonists to apply the term ‘soul’ to the combination of soul (properly speaking} and vehicle; or
even to the vehicle on its own (cf. Plotinus 1. 1. 12. 21: alio psychés eidos). For Numenits, ot the other
extreme, the vehicle actually is another soul, of the same substance as the evil world soul posited by
his dualism: see esp. fr. 44 des Places.

3! Cf esp. lamblichus ap. Stobacus, Eclogue i, 385. 1-10 Wachsmuth [but for the text see
Festugidre 1953: 237 with nn; cf. Finamore and Dillon 2002 ad loc, with discussion at 184-5);
Procius, On the Timaeus iii, 234. 8-237. 6 Diehl, variously encompassing the views of Albinus,
Atticus, Porphyry, and Syrianus, Proclus himself posits two vehicles: one properly irrational and
perishable; the other containing ‘roots’ of irrationality (akrotétes 1¢5 alogow 266s), a view which Dodds
{1963) 307 thinks might have been suggested by Plotinus 6. 7. 3 ff; but cf. already Alcinous,
Didaskalikos 25. 7, 178. 39—46 Hermann. In Plutarch’s distinctive psychology, the individual soul is
alveady involved with the material and the irrational since it represents the organization of true soul,
which for him is irrational (On the Generation of the Soul 1014 DE). Although its activity is made
essentially intellectual through its organization by the Demiurge, it goes on to acquire an irrational
nature when and insofar as it descends into the body and becomes Jike it {exomoionsthai: On Moral
Virtue 450 8; On the Sign of Socrates 591 DE).

232 The notion of ‘physical virtue’ {and vice) becomes part of a standard Neoplatonic scheme with
Tamblichus, assuming him to be behind the whale of Damascivs, Cormmentary on the Phaedo (versio
1), §5138—43 Westerink. Cf. later on, and just for example, Olympiodorus, On the Phaedo 8. 2. 1-7;
Nemesius, On the Neture of Man 2, 25. 20~ }orani; and already Alcinous, Didaskalikos 1.4, 152.
23-9 Hermann; Apuleius, On Plato 2. 6. All of this formalizes a distinction that can be found readily
enough in Plato: e.g. Republic 518 D-519 A.

233 This is sometimes expressed as the allocation by Providence of a soul to a particular body,
which in turn allows the process to be described as a matter of the soul’s ‘punishment’ or ‘cure’, Cf.
e.g. lamblichus ap. Stobaeus, Eclogue i. 380. 914 Wachsmuth; also Proclus, Commentary on Plato’s
First Alcibiades 94. 4-15 Westerink quoted below in the text, There is of course no contradiction with
the idea that the process is also matural, since mature is understood to be an instrument of
providence, Compare also Origen, On First Principles 1. 8. 1; Against Celsus 1. 32-3 (better souls are
allotted better bodies according to certain ‘esoteric principles’). Note that this latter passage
is supported by appeal to Zopyrus, Loxus, and Polemon, who, in Origen’s report, thought that
“all bodies are appropriate for their souls’ (1. 33. 14). (This is scarcely evidence for close engagement
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Th'ere are, of course, implications here for physiognomy—though somewhat
negative, in the first place since, given that the soul might not be morally tainted
when it .desccnds to the body, there shonld be no absolute expectation that one
could discern the moral character of the soul from the appearance of its body
(thc.)ugh one might expect, less interestingly, to learn something about its
vehicle). However, it turns out that the soul is rather rarely innocent of moral
char?cter when it descends. Most incarnations are reincarnations, and motivated
precisely by the fact that a soul in its previous life acquired an attachment
to the material—acquired a moral character.” And in this case, the way to
physy)gnomy seems to be opened up at Jast; because the moral disposition
acqulred by the soul will precisely be a reflection of the non-rational character
of its v;hicle, whose similarity with the new body again explains their union.
This is inevitably true, because it is in the soul’s identification of itself with the
body it previously inhabited, mediated through the congruent passions of the
vehicle, that the soul’s character is established.

It needs to be emphasized that there is no external necessity that can lead the
§ou1 to acquire a tainted moral character. Indeed, the soul, as an essentially
mte]le.ctual and incorporeal entity, is normally (certainly after Plotinus) taken to
be strictly impassible throughout: immune to the shocks which affect the body
and thel passions they arouse in it. Nevertheless, as the soul is aware of what is
lhal‘apenmg with the body, what tends to happen is that it becomes so engrossed
in it that it starts to mistake the passions of the body for its own:

?t is ag if someone standing on a promontory should cause his image and shape to appear
ina ﬂoW}ng river, keeping his face still while the streatn as it moved changed his image
every which way so that it presented it in different ways at different moments—askewed
an.d straight, fragmented and whole, as chance would have it. Seeing this, the man might
think th.at he was really undergoing these things, though he was only looking at his
shadow in the water; and the thought would make him anguished, disturbed, perplexed
frustra'ted. The soul is in the same case when it sees its image in the body being carried’
along in the river of becoming and changed all the time by passions arising from within
fmd by external forces. The soul is actually unchanged, but it thinks itself changed because
it does not know itself and thinks that it is its own image. It becomes disturbed,
perplexed, and bewildered. (Proclus, On the Timaeus ifi, 330, 10-24 Diehi.) ,

W_’hen the soul does this, when it comes to identify itself with the physical
Passions of the body, we can talk of it as having, to this extent, a moral character
And the' moral character it acquires, its desires and concerns, etc., will of course.
be precisely those of its body, and (what amounts to the same thing) of its
}fehlcle., through which it perceives the body. Furthermore, since the soul retains
its vel'ucl.e after death, it will retain the character it acquired when during life it
came to identify itself with it. When it next descends to a body we will no longer

::;hs th;j thell)ry of physiognomy en Origen’s part, by the way, but it does show an awareness of the
- which is unusua.l ameng Christians—cf. above n. 210. It also helps in general io confirm the
evance of physiognomy within theoretical discussions of body and soul.)

S
" And o0 the soul might be said to be inclined t i i i i
. : o (re)incarnation (sc. in a certain sort of bod
:5 ;Wn passions: of, Plutarch at Divine Retribution 566 o and 567 a; Celsus ap. Qrigen, Against C}"e)tsbui
' 33; cf. Proclus, On the Timaeus iii. 293. 26-9 Diehl,
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be able to make a distinction between the moral character of the soul and the
inclinations of the vehicle: they will have become the same thing. The similarity
between the soul and the body to which it is next attracted will not only be a
congruence between the character of the vehicle and that of the body, but also a
congruence between the inclinations of the body and the character—the moral
character—of the soul.

Since Platonists came to rely for their understanding of the physical nature
and development of the body on medical texts, and particolarly on Galen, all of
this represents a convergence of sorts (albeit from a very different direction) on
the reductionist position we have seen described by Galen in the QAM. The
Platonist position is that the body’s character is a function of its physical
temperament, and that the soul’s moral character, assuming it is not perfectly
virtuous, is acquired through identification with the body. It follows, then, that
in a certain sense we can after all say that the moral character acquired by the
soul is consequent on the body's physical temperament. Olympiodorus sees an
analogy for the process in the way in which the same water takes on different
characters according to the nature of the earth through which it flows
(Commentary on Aristotle s Meteora 148. 214 Stiive):

Consider the case of souls, which change according to the underlying temperament of the
body if they don’t huve reason in charge of the reins. When reason is present, on the other
hand, the soul does not serve the body’s temperament.

Plotinus too talks about how the soul might lose its freedom, more or less,
when it enters the body. Then its passions are stronger in relation to the body’s
physical temperament (1. 8. 8 28-38), which can compel the compliant soul to
feel lust, anger, wretchedness in the face of poverty, or pride at wealth and power
(3. 1. 8. 14-20).7* A particular quality of the bile and blood might explain
irascibility (4. 3. 23. 42-7; 4. 4. 28. 40-5, 49-52); desires in general have their
otigin in the body (4. 4. 20. 28-36; 4. 4. 21; 4. 8. 2. 42-5), specifically the area
around the liver (4. 4. 28, 17).2¢ All this (to pick up another theme we have seen
to be important in the discussions of Aristotle and Galen) helps explain why
children tend to take after their parents psychologically as well as physically (2. 3.
12, 14. 59); it also explains how environmental factors, which, as we saw
above, affect physical temperament, might thereby influence a person’s moral
development as well. When Plotinus says that ‘the soul is open in many ways to
being moulded by the nature of places and waters and air; and the locations of
cities differ as do the temperaments of bodies’ (4. 3. 7. 22-5}, there might be an
allusion to Galen’s reading of the Hippocratic AWP as a text demonstrating the

235 ¢ Plotinus 1. 8. 14; 4. 8. 2. 42-5, Even intelligence can be hampered to some degree by the
body; but it is very important that the embodiment precisely obstructs the soul to differing degrees in
this case: we should not wish to say that the power of thought was given by the body in various
degrees—pace Galen, of course. Cf. Plotinus 4. 3. 26. 12-14 on memorty in particular; also Longinus
at Proclus, On the Timaeus i, 162. 15-27 =fr. 36 Brisson—Patilion (part); Proclus himself at Or the
Tirmaeus iii, 349. 28-350. 8 Diehl.

236 Cf generally 2. 3. 8. 13-16; 4. 4. 28, 40-5;4. 7.
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dependence of temperament, and so character, i
dependen Mﬁuer).p on the envirenment {(cf. QAM 57.
Q_iven the explicit aversion we have seen to Galen’s reductionism in the
writings of Proclus, this might seem surprising. But the invocation of Galen does
not, of course, now suggest approval of the claim that the soul, or any part of the
soul, is to be identified with physical temperament; nor, more generally, that the
char:flcter of the soul is somehow determined by the body. Such a ‘strong’
readmg of Galen’s thesis has been roundly rejected. Nevertheless, it is open to
Platc'nmsts to appropriate Galen’s language for another, weaker reading of the
relatlzgglship between body and soul, one which suits their purposes rather
we]l: When Galen says that ‘the powers of the soul follow the temperaments
of the body’, it is possible to read ‘follow” in a sense less than deterministic:
to use Galen’s considerations in order to suppott a model according to which
although the soul remains independent of the body, it can nevertheless choose’
b}.f the acquiescence of reason, to ‘follow’ the body—i.e. to identify its interest;
with 1t Proclus himself, therefore, despite his rejection of a strict reading of the
opening line of Galen's QAM, can now, with suijtable qualification, quote it more
favourably (On the Republic i. 222. 14-15 Kroll, referring back to Il. 46, where
the Galenic quotation is unabbreviated): ,

In the uneducated, the powers [sc. of the soul] foilow the temperaments [sc. of the body).

The'same allusion (with the same qualification) is to be found in
Olympiodorus (On the Gorgias 49. 6. 7-9 Westerink):

‘It is said tfmt the powers of the soul follow the temperaments of the body; but we must add
unless philosophy counteracts their effect’.

Galen, similarly, must lurk behind the ‘doctors’ attacked by Philoponus in his
.Commentary on the De Anima (xv. 50. 16 ff. Hayduck). These doctors are in fact
invoked twice: first after a survey of ways in which passions seem to be the
resu.lt of Physical states (including disease or diet at 50. 16-51. 3); and then in
a discussion of various ways in which mental operations too seem to be
determined or affected by the state of the body and the nature of diet {51. 3-51.
15). On both occasions (with an insignificant change of word-order)
Philoponus says:

';'(1’1‘1!;13 why the doctors have said that the powers of the soul follow the temperaments of the

Similarly at 155. 31—4:

".I'habt souls are sui.ted for‘ different things, and have tendencies to particular passicns,
is because of their relationship to the body and their sympathy with it—which is

whr
thgyb(s;g:e people have thought that the powers of the soul follow the temperaments of

237
And remember that Galen himself equivocates over the semse he gives to ‘follow’ in

his claim ¢
B that ‘the powers of the soul follow the temperaments of the body’: cf again Section V
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And, finally, cf. 183. 304, which shows that they are, to this extent and with
the appropriate qualification, right to think it:

When intellect, the natural leader, is not in charge, order is overthrown and the powers of
the soul follow the temperaments of the body.™™

People who have a peculiar moral character have it because they have
acquiesced in the inclinations of their bodies, and to this extent their character is
explained by their temperament—by the very feature of their physiclogy which,
as Galen described in the QAM and as the Platonists must therefore have been
fully aware, was responsible for the appearance of their body as well. -

To the extent, then, that most people fail to preserve the original purity of
their souls, and identify themselves with their bodies, we can understand how it
is that a person’s moral character will be predictable from his or her appearance:
both are unde-written by bodily temperament through a process similar in
crucial respects to the mechanism spelt out by Galen. Of course, a person can
improve, more or less, through philosophy, or become wotse by embodiment in
a life that allows wider scope to develop his or her passions. The change of moral
state (of the degree of identification with bodily passions) will, in any case,
be carried forward after death, to form the basis for the next choice of life.
Perhaps the most striking and specific example of physiognomy in a Platonist
text comes (zgain) in Proclus—his description of Socrates’” selection of
Alcibiades as a pupil. Alcibiades, it seams, had through previous lives acquired
a moral character close to perfection, and in receiving now a body appropriate to
its nature enabled Socrates to see that he could be helped towards the ultimate
achievement ( Commentary on Plato's First Alcibiades 94. 4-15 Westerink):

Socrates saw many wonderful indications in Alcibiades that he was capable of virtue.
His very size and beauty were signs of the outstanding power. strength, and preeminence
of his soul; but nature, who crafts the body as a tool {sc. for the soul], attached further
symbols of these traits to his appearance as well. When Socrates saw these, he understood
that the boy was worthy of his care ané attention. He derived this custom from the
Pythagoreans, who would judge whether those who came to them were capable of the
greater life on the basis of pliysical signs. The idea is that nature constructs bodies which
are suitable for the particular souls which will use them as their tools, and sets out images
(eikonas) of these souls in the bodies. Through these images, someone clever at
recognizing such things can uncover the individual characteristics of particular souls.

Socrates was disappointed, of course; but he was no more wrong to see a
noble nature in Alcibiades than Phaedo’s Zopyrus had been to see a vicious
character in Socrates. Alcibiades really did have a promising soul, which earned
hire. a wonderful body. He squandered his apportunity.

It is necessary to end this section with a word of qualification. As I suggested
at the beginning, there is not a great deal of physiognormy in Neoplatonist works,
and the range of such physiognomical passages as we have is surprisingly
narrow, the bulk of it being constituted by reports of its use by Pythagoras and

8 Of Op the De amima xv, 52, 7, 388. 25 Hayduck; On the Physics xvi. £91. 18 Vitelli. For the
same claim, but in language not so obviously alluding to Galen, Simplicius, On the De anima xi. 19.
4-6 Hayduck.
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Socra'fes {though one might be tempted to find more, unsignalled examples in
the biographical works of Plutarch).**® Significant too is the real emphasis
Placed on the ability of physiognomy to discover the character of someone’s soul
in the sense of his or her potentiak potential as a Pythagorean recruit, for
exafnple; or potential for learning from Socrates. The fact that Socrates pick; out
Alc:bla.des as well as Plato as promising youths reminds us (as I said) that
Poten'na] can go unfulfilled. This is important because there are aspects of Plato’s
mhf.:ntance which stop the Platonists from spending too much time on the
st}bject. For a start, if T am right that ‘physiognomy’ properly describes the
dxscqvery of innate psychological character (rather than, for example, character
;acq‘ulred under the influence of the body), then the term should not be used of
pure’ souls in their first descent to the body, even when (as often) they quickly
succumb to the body’s influence. It should instead be restricted to subsequent
cases 9f descent where the soul has a moral character independently of the body
to which it is joined. But it is, of course, hard to know which is which, And in
any case, the practical focus of Platonist ethics demands that we concentrate on
the soul’s potential for purity, its capacity for free action, undetermined and
uncoloured by the body. Physiognomy as a practice thrives on the suggestion
that the soul is constrained by the body, but we should actually be conceritrating
our thoughts on the freedom we have to release ourselves from it: the freedom
not to identify ourselves with passions that have their roots in the body
(cf.. Plotinus 1. 2. 5. 12-15; 1. 2. 5. 21-31; 3. 1. 7. 13-20; 3. 6. 3}, a freedom
?vhlch we acquire when we turn away from the body and back towards the
intellectual realm (Proclus, On Providence and Fate 20). The Platonist soul might

% As do e.g. Misener (1924) 110-11; Bvans (1935} 57 with n. 3; {1941} 104-5; Métraux (1995)
3-4, On the other hand, Sassi (1992) concludes that Plutarch is antifisiognomico—that he is aware of
and uses ‘physiognomical’ associations on some occasions, but deliberately avoids or subverts them
on others. Sassi’s view is undoubtedly based on a more sophisticated view of Plutarch; nevertheless it
rm.ght be too pessimistic. We know that Plutarch had a mechanism by which he co:Jld explain the
unio: of soul and body by their simnilarity (see again n. 231 above); we know that other Platonists
accepted the possil?ility of physisgnomy under these conditions; and we know, finally, taat it is quite
st.anda‘rq for a philosopher to accept physiognomy as a means of ascertaining a person’s innate
disposition without believing that behaviour is in any way determined by physical constitution. This
could account for the practical ‘ambivalence’ in Plutarch’s use of physiugnom;ca] evidence as ouﬁhed
by Sassi; it would also explain how he could, without inconsistency or opportunism (pace Wardman
1967), argue in one place that sculpture cannot capture a man’s “character and way of life’ (#o éthos kai
;ar: )lroptgu Cimon 1. 2-3), vet elsewhelre find statues that do reflect his subject’s character (as Marius
A..! »and can even use scull:!mrg as evidence for character (Themistocles 22. 3; Aratus 3. ; cf. perhaps

Exande‘r 1. 3). It might simply depend on the person and whether his or her success involved
oc;:rfonupg or exploiting innate disposition. For the record, then, Plutarch finds reflections of
S‘mr:c(tzer 1111 the looks of th.e follow-ing (w:ith references to the eponymous Life unless otherwise stated):
vl . 1 .6' 6-7; of. his meeting with a Chaldean, characterized, though not described, as a
N 4]gn[<;m1st i-lt 5. 5-6), Pompey (2. 1), Alexander (4. 1-2; cf. Pompey 2. 1), Timodeia (Alexander
(F‘-” c;m =11:1temus (2. 2-3), Antony (4. 1), P.)-rrhus (3. 4), Marius (2. 1), and Aratus (3. 2).
Py ﬂz te::less, other chara_cters whose physical featurcs are described are: Cocles, Publicola 16.
Dio::l aistocles at 22. 3; Pericles at 3. 2; Alcibiades at 1. 3—4: Lysander at 1. 1-2; Agesilaus at 2. 2;

es, Aratus 20. 1; Galba at 27, 2; also Cyrus, Precepts of Statecraft 821 E. Less pertinently,

Clearchus’ facial i o
wartat 1.3 expression at Table-Talk 620D; Sertorius® single eye at 1. 4; Fabins Maximus®
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become brutish, literally or metaphorically;**® but Platonist ethics is peared
towards making us see that this is an eradicable fault,

In short, then, Platonists appear to accept that those aspects of the body which
at the same time attract a soul with a particular character and also give rise to
particular desires and passions in the resulting living compound have discernible
tokens, and thus allow the physiognomist to see how people will tend to be.
However, their actually being this way is ultimately up to them: their body
at best mirrors the state of their soul at the time of incarnation and, however
difficult it makes things, camnot prevent psychological self-reform and
purification. Platonists clearly accept the possibility of physiognomy in a way
that Plato does not; but they take its conclusions to be provisional for reasons of
which he would thoroughly approve. In proportion as they focus on the freedom
of the soul, so they say very little about the practicalities of physiognomy. The
whole point of this philosophy is to concentrate the mind upwards, not down to
the compound about which physiognomy speaks,

0 On the question of whether transmigration crossed species boundaries, or whether Plate
was speaking metaphorically when he talked of the reincarnation of the wicked in animals,
see e.g. Olympiodorus, Commentary on the Phaedo 124. 13-20 Norvin; Nemesius, On the Nature of
Man 2. 34. 24-35. 11 Morani. Given the general account of (re)incarnation cutlined in this section,
one might expect it to be the case that animal reincarnation, if it occurs, fulfils the conditions that
make human physiognomy possible: i.e. a person will enter an arimal psycho-physically suitable for
his or her moral state. If this is tight, then Platonists who believed in animal transmigration might
have used the fact to guarantee the relevance of a study of animal species in collecting
physiognomical signs. But we have no evidence that anyone did this.

Earlier drafts of material from this study have been presented at seminars in Durham, Reykjavik,

‘Warwick, London (at the Institute of Classical Studies), and Austin, Texas: my thanks to the

organizers and andiences in each case. 1 am very grateful as well to Simon Swain for asking me to

think about this interesting tapic; and to Christopher Rowe, both for
support at Durham, where most of the work was done. Vivien Nutton and Philip ven

comments.

his comments, and for his
der Eijk
suffered a too early draft of Section V, which was greatly improved in the light of their generous

3

Polemon’s Physiognomy

Simon Swain

This chapter offers an interpretation of Polemon’s Physiognomy in i
century context. Why was it written and how did conimi,;rarji’es rel::l siic?rl:xin
the perspective of their own cultural horizons? The Physiognomy survives in two
coml?lementar}.r versions, Adamantius’ Greek abridgement and the Leiden
fﬁrabm translation. The closeness of these makes it reasonable to follow Foerster
in h91dmg that Adamantius’ Greek text is very similar to Polemon’s own. In the
previous .chapter George Boys-Stones has explored the earlier literatare 01; which
the Physiognomy builds. Polemon was influenced by Ps.-Aristotle and (perhaps)
Loxus and no dqubt by other lost writings and oral traditions, But his worlfis
;;:ry far from bemg a summary of his predecessors. Rather, Polemon develops
s th(?ughts w1th.m the cultural system of his day. He offers his readers
a phys19gnom1cal handbook which is illustrated by a range of examples drawn
from hls peers. He runs through the parts of the human body, paying especial
attention to the eye, and maps onto these parts or sub-parts particular Il;oral
and .poll.tlcal qualities. The examples of real enemies and acquaintances which
survive in the Leiden (especially in the section on the eye and in the final
c}t}apters only preserved in the Arabic) put flesh on the bones. This observation
g mora]‘ly 'bad and (to a far lesser extent) good types places the Physiognomy
rmly within .I‘.he culture of inspection and moral evaluation that is visible in so
much o_f Fhe literature of Polemon’s time and which is arguably a product of the
competition and rivalry of elite life. By grouping appearances and qualities the
:f’h;rs:?gnomy may even be read as implicitly telling readers what they should be
lkz, just as contemporary moralists make their descriptions of anger, greed
a;;l, 50 on the bam's of §df—reﬂecﬁon and moral improvement.! In addition, the;
o gsiggnomy provides important information on Polemon’s attitude to Rome
nd e emperor H?,c.]nan, and in general terms offers valuable commentary on
?I‘ ;,1 aracter of political z?nd civic life in the Greck world of the second century.
P : El:l’;ure of obs.ervatlon a:nd evaluation among Polemon’s peers is the focus
e 5 ;wo 1ic_ctlons of this chapter. Section I introduces the links between
the e ag politics, the phenon!enon 9f ciassicism, and the competitiveness of
' e. Section II looks at particular issues of moral conduct, specifically the
egulation and control of male behaviour includiny correct sexual relations and

1
Cf. below, 195-7. Moralists: ,
in the Physingongy, oralists: Plutarch’s Absence of Anger; below, 138-40, 191-2 for anger, etc.
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