Classical Quarterly 44 (i) 270-275 (1994) Printed in Great Britain 270

TWO PROBLEMS IN ANCIENT MEDICAL
COMMENTARIES

I. AN ANONYMOUS COMMENTARY ON HIPPOCRATES
APHORISMS

Thirty years ago, H.Flashar discussed the introduction to an anonymous
commentary on the Aphorisms of Hippocrates.! The text contains an interesting
picture of Hippocrates as a culture hero, who saved suffering humanity by the
introduction of systematic medicine. The first section of this introduction offers some
complicated problems. It ends with an extremely long and difficult sentence, which
has not yet been explained quite satisfactorily, and it contains a curious use of the
verb sapkdw, combined with iy ¢vow, which has led Flashar to suspect Christian
influence. These two points are the subject of the first part of this paper.
The text as printed by Flashar runs thus:

Oi pév mheioror Tdv madatorépwy laTpdv omopddny ééndpdy Tiva Tis laTpuxis, éx kKAnddvawy
7 TpL68wy cuvdyovres kal dmd TUXS ) pavrelas 7 kAjoewy Sawudvar i dAAw Twi Tpdmw.
Immokpdrys 8¢ 6 7dv’ Aorkdnmiaddv radTny s dv elmou Tis mAalouévny cuvdfas kal Tedelws
vddvas wAjpn kal dpriav eipydoaro xedadny émibels: kai odk dv 7is dudpTor Aéywy, s o
mpovonTikos Beds éAerjoas 16 avBpdimivor yévos dAemardidots vdoois dmodAduevor adTiy Tav
diow caprdioas Immoxpdrny karifyaye wpos dpriav TadTys mapddootv. lows yap kai TodTo
alviTTeTa katd T mpooluiov Taw Adopiopdy Aéywy, dis émedt) kord T meipav % laTpucy
oxedov dkardAnmTds éorw (obre yap 67e Pouddueba Tois wdfeow T dvbpdmwy
évTuyydvovow of laTpoi- TUxy yap kai T omaviw Tis yevécews BovAever TadTa, éTi ye uiw
xai émuxivBuvov (Flashar; émucivouvos MSS) 7é év ocwuare pevord pév Sua iy DAy «ai
dBeBaiw, kexTnuéve 8¢ ral Belav Sdvauw Yoy yvuvdleolar Ty larpucyy Téxymy kai odx
Afiyw kat dripnw kabdmep ras dAas Téxvas, mpos 8¢ TovTots kai T& wdby Hmo ToAGY aitiwy
yewdobal Te xai adédvecbor kai Sud TodTo duoyepavew Ty meipav év TG Siakpivew TO
moumTLROY 0iTIoV)" Pépe TG Adyw YA xwpls Imrokeyuévns DAns dowpdrws macay mephaPav
& SAlyw xpovw 8iddEw Kai Sid TodTo Kkai émoTyuovikéy Adyov éxew Tonjow, kal Tas aitias
mdoas dmobfroopas otv Tais Stayvdioeot mpos 76 o Aoy TH welpq yuuvdLew Tov Adyov, ToTe
8 &y oot kard TV mepiméon T mdBos épapudlew rov Adyov rat yvuvd{ew kai GAnbg TobTov
ebplorew. ’

If T understand Flashar (op. cit. p. 405 n. 2) correctly, he takes the last long sentence
as a paraphrase of Hipp. Aph. 1.1: 1) 8¢ meipa odalepi, 1) 8¢ xpiois yaremj. Reading
émucivBuvoy, ‘wovon dann yvurd{eabfar iy larpuey Téyvyy abhingig ist’ (ibid. 406
n. 2), he supposes that the clause beginning with 7pos 6¢ Todrous still ‘depends’ on
it, but in a very loosely construed way. He states that Hippocrates cannot be the
subject of the last part of the sentence, because the intervening infinitives would point
to an indirect construction, while the first person singular would mean a reversion to
direct speech.

! H. Flashar, ‘Beitréige zur spitantiken Hippokratesdeutung’, Hermes 90 (1962), 402-18. The
text may be found as well in F. R. Dietz, Scholia in Hippocratem et Galenum 11 244f. For further
references, see Flashar, op. cit. pp. 402ff. I would like to thank Professor Dirk M. Schenkeveld
and the anonymous reader of CQ for their helpful criticism on an earlier draft of this paper.
Research for this paper was made possible by a fellowship of the Royal Dutch Academy of Arts
and Sciences.
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I would suggest a different solution: Aéywr ws is picked up, after a very long
interruption, by ¢épe ... 8iddfw r7A., ws functioning as a colon (as often) and being
left untranslated; Hippocrates is without doubt the subject of §i0dfw. The émetdrj-
clause has two predicates: émeidy)...7) larpiky)... dxardAnmrds éoTw ..., €Tt ye uny
émucivduvos (with the MSS): ‘since medicine is impossible to grasp, and, moreover,?
risky’. The parenthesis beginning with otre yap stops after SovAeder TadTa, and does
not continue until airwoy, as printed by Flashar. Now, the main problem left is the
part 7 év oddparte kTA.: ¢ does not go with a (substantival) adjective pevor®, as
Flashar takes it, but it should be construed with the infinitive yvuvd{ecfa: (and —
through that — with yevvdofai 7e kai adédveolar kai... Suoyepaivew). Ty laTpuciy
Téxvyy functions as a subject accusative with yuuvd{ecfai. The construction
76 ... yvuvdleofa is difficult because of the many constituents intervening between
the article and its ‘noun’, the infinitive. However, in the very same passage we have
an undisputed parallel for this construction: the final part of the sentence contains
the substantival infinitives (or rather accusative-and-infinitive-constructions) (7pos)
70 oé...yvuvd{ew, Tde § ... édapudlew, where 73 goes with both infinitives. Here,
too, there is a remarkably large number of constituents intervening between the
article and the infinitive; perhaps we should consider reading 67¢ 8 dv instead of Tdre
& v (so Dietz).

The translation of the last sentence might run: ‘For maybe he makes an allusion
to this, too, in the prooemium of the Aphorisms, saying: *“ Since medicine is practically
impossible to grasp by means of experience (for doctors do not encounter diseases in
people when we wish to;® for that depends on chance and the rarity of its appearance)
and [since medicine is] moreover risky in that medicine is practised on a body, (which
is on the one hand in a state of flux and unstable because of its material, but on the
other hand possesses a divine spiritual power), and not on something lifeless and
worthless, like the other technai, and further [it is risky] in that diseases originate and
grow from many causes and therefore experience has trouble in distinguishing the
causa efficiens: come on, let me grasp it purely theoretically, without underlying
material, bodilessly, and explain it briefly; thereby I shall bring about that medicine
has a basis of theory and I shall suggest all the various causes with the diagnoses, in
order that you may henceforth train your theoretical knowledge with experience and
that you may adapt your theory, whenever you meet a case of disease, and exercise
it and find it true.””’

It is interesting to notice the many parallels between this short explanatory
paraphrase of Hippocrates’ prooemium and Galen’s commentary on the same
passage (XVII 2, 345-56 Kiihn). These parallels make it likely that our text is meant
as a commentary on the whole first chapter of Aphorisms. As Galen explicitly tells us,
ancient exegetes were agreed that this whole chapter was meant as the prooemium
(op. cit. 346 K.).

Like our commentator, Galen, too, points out that 7 weipa odalepd holds good
‘81e 76 s DAns afiwpa’, because of the value of the material. And on p. 353 it is
added: 6 katpds 6&vs Bua T TS Téxyms DAY, Aéyw 8¢ 70 odua péov dei® ... émodarns
8¢ v melpa rai adTy ud Ty DAnp, and then Galen adds precisely the difference with
the other fechnai noted in our commentary: they practise safely on lifeless material.

Galen explains the second part of Aphorisms 1.1 (8ei 8¢ o) pudvov éwvrdy mapéyew

% For the combination ye wijv, see J. D. Denniston, The Greek Particles (Oxford, 1959), p.
349, 3 “Ore BovAdueba is, of course, unremarkable in Greek of this date.

* Cf. ibid. 346: ¢ pév odv kawpds ot 8&Us Sud 7O Tis UAns pevardy, v 7 Téxvy
perayepllerar.
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T 8éovTa TotéovTa, AAAG Kal TOV vooéovTa kal Tovs mapéovras kail Ta éfwhev) as an
indication of the 7pdmos s 8:8aokalins and of the usefulness of the work (op. cit.
351 K.). He points out (ibid. 352) that aphorisms are the best way to teach and learn
alot in a short compass, which in turn is necessitated by the shortness of life — all this
is also expressed in the ¢épe-clause of our commentary.

Thus, by means of this paraphrase our commentator has put quite an extended
version of Aphorisms 1.1 in the mouth of Hippocrates: a whole programme of medical
teaching is hidden in its few words. The actual wording of Aphorisms 1.1 is no more
than an allusion (aivirrerad) to the task imposed on Hippocrates by the provident
god and fully accepted by Hippocrates himself: to provide accurate reports of the art
of medicine for generations to come (apriav Tadrys mapddoow).

Let us now turn to the other problem of our passage. Flashar rightly calls attention
to the phrase adriv Ty dvow caprdoas. He comments (406, n. 1): ‘Nach dieser
eigenartigen Formulierung ist...nicht daran gedacht, dass der vorhersehende Gott
seine eigene Natur, sondern die Natur selbst in Hippokrates menschliche Gestalt
annehmen l4sst. Dies 14sst sich wohl nur im Sinne der stoischen Lehre verstehen ... Der
Begriff der Fleischwerdung ist hier ohne den Einfluss christlicher Lehren schwer
vorstellbar, dann aber zeugt der Gedanke von einer schon sehr weitgehenden
Vermischung stoisch-christlicher Weltanschauung.” Flashar thinks the sentence
betrays Christian influence and possibly indicates Christian authorship. This
suggestion has so far gone unchallenged. O.Temkin, in his recent Hippocrates in a
World of Pagans and Christians, gives his explicit support to Flashar.’ Temkin
translates: ‘and nobody is likely to err who says that the provident god, taking pity
on mankind, which was being destroyed by successive diseases, made nature herself
into flesh and led Hippocrates to the perfect transmission of this [art]’ (op. cit. 46).

I do not, however, feel so confident about the Christian influence, even when taking
into account a point Temkin seems to allude to, viz. the difference between
incarnation of the ¢vois and that of the /Adyos. Although it may be hard to imagine
the concept of cdprwots outside a Christian context, it seems even harder to imagine
it within such a context, but applied to Hippocrates.

A second problem is the reference of Tadrns. All agree that this should be the art
of medicine (= radrnv in the preceding sentence). However, with adryv miv ¢ddow,
‘nature itself”, in between, Tadrys is highly ambiguous and the Greek seems forced,
as appears from Temkin’s translation.

A definite solution I cannot offer. One might attempt to evade the problem of the
representation of Hippocrates as Christ and to render rad7rns unambiguous by
making adriy v ¢vow, too, refer to medicine ({arpuxf). With a slight adaptation
of Temkin’s rendering this would yield: °...the provident god...made the very
essence (sc. of medicine) into flesh ...¢ and led Hippocrates to its perfect transmission.’
In this interpretation, Hippocrates is regarded as medicine incarnate and takes on the
status of a daemon.” While one cannot exclude the possibility that the verb caprdw

% Baltimore~London, 1991, 46; 251.

8 Perhaps this necessitates reading adr4s (= ipsius) rather than admijv, bearing in mind that
ad7iis can stand for 7adrys in later Greek, cf. Blass-Debrunner §277. However, I am not
convinced that this is necessary. For ¢vouis ‘essence’, see Lampe s.v. I A.

" Cf. for daemones/heroes helping mankind, because a supreme god took pity, Maximus of
Tyrus, Dissers. XV 6: Souls that are freed from their bodies take pity on other souls
(oixreipovoan, dpravlpwmia). ITpooréraxtar 8¢ adTh vmd 700 Oeod émdoirdy Ty yihv, ai
dvapiyvvofol mdoy pév dvdpdv dvcer, wday 8¢ dvbpdmwy Tixn Kal yvduy kai Téxvy. The
daemones show a preference for the occupation they had when they were still human. Thus,

Asclepius takes care of medicine. For other parallels see the commentary on Posidon. Fr. 108
by Edelstein and Kidd.
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betrays Christian influence, there is no need to assume an application that would
surely be blasphemous in Christian eyes.®

II. JOHN OF ALEXANDRIA ON THE USE OF PREPOSITIONS

In a recent article Vivian Nutton comments on the complicated tradition of a
commentary on Galen’s On Sects for Beginners, ascribed to John of Alexandria (7th
cent. A.D.).* Nutton explains (op. cit. 510f.) that in fact we have to take into account
three different texts: the Latin translation of John’s commentary, ascribed to
Burgundio of Pisa; another Latin version of a commentary on Galen, on the name
of Agnellus of Ravenna. This is closely related to ‘John” (as the first translation will
henceforth be called). This commentary, too, goes back to a Greek original. And,
thirdly, a Greek commentary on Galen’s On Sects, ascribed to Archelaus. This
commentary bears signs of being closely linked to parts of Agnellus’ Latin version.
The Greek ‘John’ is lost. Probably all three texts are either translations or
adaptations of John’s commentary, but it cannot be excluded that the similarities are
accidental in so far as they are due to the fact that all three texts contain a typical
commentary-discourse, provoked by the same source-text. On balance, Nutton
rejects this latter possibility for the relationship between John and Agnellus: they are
thought to be versions of the same Greek text.

On p. 517 Nutton discusses the commentaries on the second sentence of Galen’s
tract, which runs (in the original Greek, I 64 K.): é¢ dw & dv 7is % un mapodoav
vyelav épyd{oiro ) mapodoay Siadvrdrror, ywdokeolar ey dvayraliov Tols latpois.
In Latin, this sentence is translated as follows (19,28fF. Pritchet): ex quibus autem quis
vel non presentem sanitatem operetur vel presentem custodiat, noscendum quidem
necessarium medicis. As Nutton has seen, the commentaries notice that Galen seems
to use the expression for a material cause (DAwcdv, materialis), instead of the expected
instrumental cause (3pyavixdv, instrumentalis), and they ask themselves why.
According to Nutton, neither John’s nor Agnellus’ answer makes sense. Their
comments run as follows:

John 22, 18-20 Pritchet: Et quidam opponunt Galieno dicentes ‘ Quare dixit ex quibus et non
“quali organo™?’ dicimus quod hec prothesis accipitur: sic enim in figuris grammaticorum
(infantes grammaticorum MSS?).

Agnellus 40, 19-21: hic prothesis prothes accipit : sic enim infantes grammaticorum dicent, pro T
ponent D.

Archelaus’ version provides a first key to the solution:

8 Formerly, I entertained the possibility that capxdw was used in its medical sense here, i.c.
meaning ‘to make fleshy or strong’ (LSJ, s.v.). The word and its derivatives (like ocdprwais or
caprwTicds) are very frequent in all medical writers. For a link with ¢dous, cf. Gal. X 178 K.
(no exact parallel). If we take oapxdioas in this way, it means that the flesh is put back on the
bones of emacerated humanity. The provident god himself is the superior doctor who applies
this medicine; Hippocrates then consolidates the effect. Adr7y 7y ddow would then either have
to refer to an abstract ‘nature itself’, or — perhaps more probably — to the constitution of
humanity. In that case one might translate: ‘the provident god...gave nature itself a fleshy
strength and sent down Hippocrates etc.” However, on balance this solution seems less
attractive.

¢ V. Nutton, ‘John of Alexandria again: Greek Medical Philosophy in Latin Translation’,
CQ 41 (1991), 509-19. The article itself is a reaction to an earlier article by R. J. Hankinson,
‘Notes on the Text of John of Alexandria’, CQ 40 (1990), 585-91. References to John’s
commentary are based on the edition by C. D. Pritchet, Iohannis Alexandrini Commentaria in
librum De sectis Galeni, Leiden, 1982. For further references, see Nutton, op. cit., esp. notes 9 and
10.

10 CQ’s anonymous referee informs me that in figuris does not appear in any manuscript, but
is an emendation of the second printed edition.

12 oCQ 4
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Archelaus 64, 4-5: 75 yap é€ dv dvri Tod 8 v mapélafe.

‘The original question must...have focused on Galen’s choice of one Greek
preposition over another’ (op. cit. 517), and, I may add, the answer will duly have
dealt with this. Obviously, this brought John into difficuities. His translation quali
organo correctly indicates the different type of cause involved, but it obscures the fact
that the cause required is usually expressed by a different preposition. Agnellus’
translation seems to have adhered closer to the Greek. Therefore, Nutton claims
(rightly, I think) that the problems in John are due to mistranslation from the Greek,
while those in Agnellus should be considered corruptions in the transmission of the
Latin version (op. cit. 517).

I do not agree with Nutton, however, in his evaluation of the appeal to the
grammarians. According to him, the comment found in Agnellus tries to defend
Galen by criticizing ‘ grammarians’ slovenly habits’. But, he adds, in the rest of the
commentary (both in John’s and Agnellus’ versions) the role played by grammarians
is generally a positive one. He considers this problematic; in fact, we shall see that this
problem is based on a misunderstanding.

All in all, Nutton believes that the grammatical remark was indeed part of the
Greek original (p. 518); he thinks John’s text (with the reading of the MSS infantes)
is in order; the Latin translates the Greek periphrastic waides ypapuaticdv, for
ypappaTicof). The incoherence is the translator’s fault. Agnellus he emends as
follows: hic prothesis [prothes) accipitur: sic enim et infantes grammaticorum dicent,
pro EX poment DIA - ‘Here the preposition is used (is acceptable?), for, the
grammarians say, they will put é¢ instead of dud’.

The problem with this emendation is the unpleasant stress on the fact that a
preposition is used (and not another part of speech?). To my mind, all versions of the
commentary try to defend Galen’s text by appealing to a rule which the grammarians
had deduced from their literary experience. The commentaries definitely do not
appeal to sloppy Greek or Latin supposedly used by the grammarians themselves —
that would be an intrinsically weak argument. The only possibility open to the
commentators is, of course, to refer to a usage which is established as correct Greek
or Latin by the grammarians in their role of guardians of linguistic correctness — and
in fact that is exactly what they are doing. For in both Greek and Roman grammar
the phenomenon of one preposition being used instead of another is well known, and
although it is regularly mentioned among the causes of solecism, many instances
from respected and authoritative older writers are quoted only to be explained by the
rule of hand ‘mpdfeois dvri mpobéoews’, or ‘ praepositio pro praepositione’. Some
examples must suffice:

Greek examples:

Herodianus Gramm. Graec. 111 ii 38,3fT.: wepl wdvrwv (Hom. I1. B 831): obrws dvdaxtéov Tov
Tovov Tis mpobéoews. eite yap mpdleais éorw dvri mpoléoews mapetdnuuérn, dvri Tob dép
wdvrwy, pvAdooerar & Tovos xabdrL mioa mpobeois dvri érépas mpobésews AauBavoudrn
duldooer 7oV adToV TdVOY.

Cramer Anecd.Oxon. I (Epimerismi) 354, 10fI.: (mep{ instead of dmép): mpdfeais dvri mpobécews
mapaauBavouérn v iBiov Tdvov duAdrrovea.

Choeroboscus, Psalm-epimerisms (ed. Goetting) 49,1f.: moAdoi 8¢ xai mpoBéoer kéxpyvras dvri
mpoléoews.

Gregorius Corinthius (ed. Donnet) §48, 3051, e.g. §50, 320 xard instead of év. See also §202 in
the context of barbarisms/solecisms.

Eustathius Comm. in Il. 1 317,44 vd Valk: 76 8¢ ‘676 "Ihov AM8ev’: dvri T0b xard 76 "Ihiov,
tva xai viv Aydlein dvri mpobéoews mpdheots.

Etymologicum Orion s.v. Mérwmov: mpdleois dvri mpobéoews (viz. uerd instead of dmép).
Maximus Planudes (in Bachmann Anecd. Graeca 11) 30f. mpobéoeis dvri mpobéoewr.
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A similar view of the respective roles of éx and diud is provided by Plutarch,
Quaest.Plat. X 1009f: Plutarch discusses Plato’s claim that 76v Adyov é¢ dvopdrwy
xal pyudrwv kepdvwvabac. In so saying, Plato did not necessarily forget about the
other parts of speech. For in that case he would have used the wrong preposition: od
yap éix ToUTwy 6 Adyos, AAX elmep dpa, 8id TovTwY Kal odi dvev TovTwy KepdyvvuaBal
mépurey. .

Latin grammarians, too, are perfectly familiar with this phenomenon:!! they
consider the interchange of prepositions as one of the causes of solecism as early as
Quintilian 1.5.51, see e.g. Donatus (Gramm. Lat. IV 394, 16) (soloecismus per
praepositionem) cum alia pro alia ponitur aut necessaria subtrahitur.'* But the same
usage also occurs (and is perfectly acceptable) in the auctores. In Quintilian (9.3.2)
this kind of figures of speech form a specific type, called the genus grammaticum (as
opposed to the genus rhetoricum). His point is that there is an exact correspondence
between these figures of speech and the vitia sermonis.® Servius often calls attention
to such cases, as e.g. on Verg. Ecl. I 15: conixa pro eo quod est enixa: nam hiatus causa
mutavit praepositionem. Here, the art of the poet has avoided hiatus by substituting
one preposition for another.** In his commentary on Verg. 4. II 52 Servius even uses
the formulaic praepositio pro praepositione.*®

The form of the rule just asks for accidents of transmission: Pompeius (Gramm.
Lat. V 268) shows what may happen quite clearly: nam invenimus praepositionem {pro
praepositione om. ABC) positam e.q.s. It would seem that at least Agnellus has
suffered somewhat along the same lines. This was facilitated even more by the use of
the Greek word prothesis in a Latin context, yielding a perfect homoearcton, three
consecutive words beginning with pro.

Archelaus does not give any problems whatsoever. He states quite clearly what
happened, viz. that one preposition group was exchanged for another. Agnellus has
preserved clear traces of the same intention. With some minor changes his text yields
(Agnellus 40, 19-21): hic prothesis { proy prothes{iy accipit{ur}: sic enim infantes
grammaticorum dicent, pro EX ponent DIA (‘Here one preposition is used instead of
another: for this is what the grammarians will say, they [i.e. ‘auctores’] will use EX
instead of DIA.”)

John’s text, reading fifantes, derives from the same Greek model as Agnellus. Hec
is the last trace of the fact that the original context opposed two different prepositions
to each other: hec prothesis accipitur: sic enim infantes grammaticorum (‘(The use of)
this preposition is acceptable: thus the grammarians [say].”)

One might envisage something like the following as the Greek original: ITpdfeots
avri mpoléoews maparauPdverar. Ovrws yap maides ypoupoariedv, v6 € dvri T
dud.

Amsterdam, Vrije Universiteit INEKE SLUITER

11 E.g. Prisc. Gramm. Lat. 111 294, 5; 302, 25ff.; 371, 71.

12 Cf. ibid. 393, 21ff.; Charisius 268, 29 Barwick; Sergius Explan. in Don., Gramm Lat. IV
564, 14f.; Marius Plotius Sacerdos, Gramm. Lat. VI 450, 17ff.; Isid. Etym. 1 33, 4.

13 Cf. the way Dionysius of Halicarnassus uses the word golowogawjs: this is used for
locutions that might seem to be faulty but for the authority of the writer who uses them: see e.g.
DH Thuc. 29; 55; Serv. in Verg. 4. 4. 355.

11 Notice that according to ancient theory the fact that we are dealing with a prepositional
prefix here, is irrelevant. Prepositions can occur single and in compounds per definitionem.

15 See further Serv. on Verg. E. 8.66; G. 4.144; A4. 2.2, 52; 3.446; 9.193. Augustine points
out that prepositions can be ‘translated’ by other prepositions, de Mag. II 4 (about Verg. A.
2.659): praepositio est ex pro qua de possumus, ut arbitror, dicere.
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