‘One size to fit them all’:
the reader in Galen’s Hippocratic commentaries

ErRik WELO

Galen was a prolific writer whose texts were read by many readers; but who
did Galen himself think his readers were? In this paper, I look at the references
to the audience in Galen’s commentaries on several Hippocratic texts.! Galen’s
voluminous commentaries on selected texts from the Corpus Hippocraticum
provide important information about Galen’s views on the readers of his
writings. This is even more so since the commentary, as a genre, is meant
to assist the reader of the text on which it comments. My main argument
will be that Galen reflects actively on what it means to write for a broader
audience and takes into account a variety of possible readers of his text. Galen
realized that he had a varied readership, not all of whom had the same level of
preparation or intelligence. Galen’s approach to his readers is, however, more
varied than a simple dichotomy. At the same time, he retains the topical fiction
of writing for a small group or even for a specific individual, allowing himself
to make use of traditional topoi of modesty.

1. Galen and his Hippocratic commentaries

Among other works dealing with the medical tradition before him, Galen
wrote several commentaries on Hippocratic works.? Some of these texts have
prefaces, while others do not (though of course in some cases the prefaces
may have been lost). In some of the prefaces, Galen describes how and why
he wrote them. These comments throw light upon how Galen thought of the
relationships between author and reader and between teacher and student.
Galen’s Hippocratic commentaries are not dedicated to specific persons,
like e.g. On my own books (dedicated to Bassus), On the order of my own
books (to Eugenianus) or The exercise with the small ball (to Epigenes), but
to anonymous friends and followers. Galen’s relationship with this important

1 I will cite Galen’s Hippocratic commentaries from the editions in the Corpus Medicorum Graecorum
(CMG), except for the commentaries On fractures and On joints, which are cited from Kithn’s edition.
When citing from the CMG editions, I give the page numbers in Kiihn’s edition which are printed in the
margins of the CMG texts. A Roman numeral indicates the volume number in Kiihn’s edition, which is
marked by a capital K after the page number.

2 Thm 2002, 88-121 conveniently collects the information on Galen’s various works of Hippocratic
commentary.
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group of readers has been studied recently by Mattern.’ At the same time,
Galen explicitly mentions other kinds of readers.

We are lucky that Galen left two short works in which he discusses his
own works. These are On my own books* and On the order of my own books.’
In the first of these texts Galen describes how his commentaries fall into two
groups: an early group written for friends only and a later group written for
wider circulation. The early group of commentaries also differed from the
later in that Galen mostly gave his own views on the Hippocratic texts and did
not always note the views of earlier commentators. The fact that Galen did not
have his library at the start of his stay in Rome would have contributed to this.°
The later group of commentaries were, according to Galen, ‘composed with
an eye to general publication’.’

Unfortunately the section dealing with the Hippocratic commentaries in On
the order of my own books is partly lost. In the preserved part of the text Galen
states that he has written commentaries on some Hippocratic texts and intends
to comment on all of them if time permits. In the case of this not happening,
Galen recommends some earlier commentaries (those by Pelops, Numisianus,
Sabinus and Rufus of Ephesus) and warns against others (those by Quintus,
Lycus and Satyrus).?

The question of the intended audiences of Galen’s Hippocratic commentaries
is complicated by the way Galen presents their genesis. Galen begins the
section about Hippocratic commentaries in On my own books with the words:
‘As with my other works written for friends, so especially with the works of
Hippocratic commentary, I had no expectation that they would reach a wider
audience (pollous hexein).”® Some were written for friends (philoi) or followers
(hetairoi).'" Some of the texts written in this way were later distributed more
widely against Galen’s own will, or at least without his knowledge, while
others were written for publication (ekdosis). It is difficult to know to what
extent this claim reflects reality or whether it is part of a common prefatory
topos. Mattern, in the most extended recent discussion of Galen’s relationship
with his readers, notes that the scenario described above is extremely frequent

Mattern 2008, 14-21.

XIX: 8—48K.

XIX: 49-61K.

6 Galen assigns the commentaries on Aphorisms, Fractures, Joints, Prognosis, Regimen in Acute
Diseases, Wounds, Injuries to the Head and book 1 of the Epidemics to this group (XIX: 35K).

7 This group includes the commentaries on books II, IIT and VI of the Epidemics, Humours, Nutrition,
Prediction, Nature of Man, In the Surgery and Places, airs, and waters.

8 XIX: 57K.

9 XIX:33K.

10 Mattern 2008, 15 argues that the meanings of these two terms often overlap.
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in Galen’s writings.!" Galen’s ‘friends and followers’ are clearly important to
him, but as I will show below, Galen also openly acknowledges the existence
of another group of readers. In order to gain a better understanding of the
commentaries as didactic texts, both groups must receive equal attention.

To get a clearer picture of Galen’s audience, we should turn to his actual
practices. Galen’s commentaries contain references to the reader not only in
the prefaces, but also in the body of the texts. Galen not infrequently addresses
his reader in ways which show that he is present in the mind of the author and
the exegete.

2. The schema isagogicum

The prefaces and introductory discussions in the Hippocratic commentaries
provide us with much of our information about Galen’s conception of his
public. In his book on the history of the schema isagogicum in Antiquity, Jaap
Mansfeld has shown how Galen’s commentaries may illuminate the form and
methods of ancient exegesis and philosophical education.'? The commentaries
are didactic texts which exemplify many of the traits of later exegetical works
in the philosophical tradition, although in a less systematic fashion.

The goal of Mansfeld’s study is to gain a better understanding of the methods
of philosophical education in Late Antiquity, but his conclusions are still
relevant to Galen’s brand of medical education as well. Even though medicine
and philosophy had different sets of canonical texts, he detects pervasive
parallels between the two fields. Thus, Mansfeld places Galen squarely in the
mainstream of ancient exegesis. The broadness of Galen’s own educational
background is well known,!* and this lends credibility to Mansfeld’s claim
about the inspiration for Galen’s didactic practices:

Likely enough, his hermeneutical reflections and his ideas on the proper qualifications and
aims of the exegete as well as on the qualities and preparation to be required of one’s
students were much more stimulated by the classes in philosophy he had attended in his
youth and the philosophical exegetical literature he had seen than by his medical education
or the commentaries on Hippocrates he knew.'

11 Mattern 2008, 15.

12 Mansfeld 1994.

13 See e.g. Nutton 2004, 216-29.
14 Mansfeld 1994, 175.
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The schema isagogicum consists of points to be discussed at the outset of the
study of a text. They include the following:"

* the theme, aim, and purpose of the text (prothesis, skopos, operis intentio);
» the text’s position within a corpus;

» its utility (khrésimon, utilitas);

* an explanation of its title;

* its authenticity;

» the division of the text into chapters, sections, and parts.

Mansfeld demonstrates convincingly how elements of the schema isagogicum
can be found in Galen.'® Although Galen never uses an explicit introductory
schema, he touches upon most of'its contents in various places in his exegetical
works. Galen discusses the authenticity of Hippocratic texts in the preface to
the first commentary on book VI of the Epidemics, for example.!” He explains
titles, as for example in the preface to the commentary on the /n the Surgery'
and in the commentary on Prorrhetic.” As we will see below, he also comments
frequently on the utility of the texts of the Corpus Hippocraticum.

The schema isagogicum presupposes a reader who is interested in
approaching a text in a specific, (educational) context and in a specific
(methodical) way. The fact that Galen touches on so many of the same points
indicates that Galen himself has this kind of reader in mind even though his
commentaries are not written as part of a formal curriculum.?

3. Readers in the Hippocratic commentaries

Let us first take a look at how Galen refers to different types of readers in his
prefaces. Galen’s typical way of presenting them can be seen in the following
example:

gpol pev ovd” dAo T BiAiov &ypdon yopig tod dendijvai tvag §j eilovg | £taipovg kol
HaMoTo ToVg €ig amodnuioy pakpotépay oteAlopévove, aéuboavtag Exev DmOUVN U
TV O Epod Pnoéviev ovtolg 1 deryféviov &v taic tdv (Pov dvotopais Kom <toig

15 Mansfeld 1994, 10-11.

16 Mansfeld 1994, 131-47.

17 XVII/1: 793-7K.

18 XVIII/2: 629K.

19 XVI: 490K.

20 As noted by Nutton 2004, 228f., Galen and his works were known throughout the Roman Empire shortly
after his death. For the use of Galenic texts in the medical curriculum in Alexandria in Late Antiquity, see
Iskandar 1976.
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SMIGKEYEGL> TMY VOGOVVTMY. el 8 EkmesdvTo TVl Kol dALo1g ESoey déia omovdiic etvar,
TPOTPEYOLEVOLG e Kol a0TOlG Gmavta TG laTpikig Té(vNg 0 HéPN CLUTANPDGAL, KATA
TOV aTOV TPOTTOV OV oM Ticlv Edmka kol T00Tolg Enpala. YryvdcKov 8’ EHantov &v drnacty
ol &yeyphoety Enynodipevoy del T Trmokpdtong yvouny, duo 1@ Kol tig EmkopotdTog
adToDd TV pYoEmV TapatedeicOar, TEPITTOV YOO LNV EVALYPAPEY EENYHGELC &V DTOUVIHLOGL
K0’ gkdotnv AEEWY A’ apyilg Emg TéNOVG Amdvtmv avTod TOV Piffliov.?!

I haven’t written any other book without some friends or followers asking me and especially
those who were going away on a long journey, wanting to have a memory (hypomnéma) of
things I had told them or things I had demonstrated at animal dissections or visits to the sick.
But since some became known and were taken seriously by others, when people turned to
me to cover all the parts of the art of medicine, I did this for them in the same way as [ have
already given (books) to others. Knowing, however, that I myself in everything I had written
was always explaining the doctrine of Hippocrates, and at the same time adding the most
fitting of his words, I thought it superfluous to write commentaries to every single word
from the beginning to the end in all his books.

In this quote from the preface to the second commentary on the third book
of the Epidemics, Galen presents a typical (and idealized) picture of his
readership; he returns to it often. The work in question, he claims, was written
for a specific reason. Friends or followers, especially those going away on
a trip, have asked him for a hypomnéma of things he has already said or
demonstrated. Galen mentions different contexts: a) animal dissections and
b) visits to patients. Others have asked Galen to cover other aspects of the
medical art in written form and some have even asked for commentaries on
Hippocratic texts, but Galen initially thought this unnecessary because he had
written other, general works on Hippocrates’ views.

We may note some recurring themes here. First, the written text is in a
sense secondary: it is a Aypomnéma, an aid to remembering what Galen has
already said or written. The reason why a written text is necessary is purely
practical: the reader cannot be present to listen to Galen himself and/or will not
have access to his other written works (in the case of Hippocratic exegesis).
Secondly, the genesis of the text is presented in an individual context. Galen
writes for a specific individual who will take the text that he receives with him
on his journey.

Galen then recounts how his writings became known not only to his
friends, but also to other doctors who subsequently encouraged him to write
commentaries on all the Hippocratic texts. Here, Galen takes up the same
point that we met in On my own books (XIX: 35K): while his Hippocratic
commentaries were originally only meant for himself or for a small circle of

21 XVII/1: 576-7K (= Wenkebach 1936).
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friends, at some point Galen chose to publish them. Accordingly, the texts from
this point on have a twofold nature consisting of both individual instruction
and public argumentation.

Further on in the preface to his second commentary on book III of the
Epidemics, Galen relates that many friends asked him to discuss and refute
earlier interpreters of Hippocrates. This leads Galen to defend himself
against accusations of exceeding length, a criticism he also touched upon in
his introduction to his second commentary on the first book of Epidemics.
There is a slight discrepancy between Galen’s words here and in On my own
books: in the latter text, the fact that wrong explanations of Hippocrates are
praised is given as the reason for explicitly mentioning and criticizing earlier
commentators (XIX: 35K). In the commentary on book III of the Epidemics,
other doctors are said to have asked Galen to do this. The end result, however,
was the same, and the different versions indicate that the question of whether
commentaries should include discussion of the views of earlier commentators
was on Galen’s mind.

This preface provides us with a picture of an audience that was steadily
growing and gradually becoming more varied. Galen’s fame grew as well. His
audience consisted not only of friends and students who were eager to learn
about Hippocratic medicine but also of Galen’s peers, other doctors competing
in the same marketplace.

This first group of readers (friends and followers) has a particular function
in Galen’s texts: they explain why the text was written to begin with (although,
as he stresses in On my own books, the ultimate origin of the texts was his
own personal study notes on the works of Hippocrates). Galen more often
talks about these model readers than fo them.”? They are invoked to explain
the nature of the text to another kind of reader: the one who is reading it after
it was published.

In his preface to the second part of the commentary on book I of the
Epidemics, Galen again comments on the different kinds of readers who might
read his text.

®OC &y 00V EKEIVaV HEVNIEVOV MY, 550, TOV VOV Aeyoévav EEnyhosng Settal Tpocincom,
otoyalopevog oite LOVOV TAV E€0YATmg AUab®dV odte poveov TV ikaviy €Oviav TV
TaPOoKELNV: TPOG Gmavtag yop 6 tolodrog Aoyog EEet petpiog. Td@v 8 GAA®V O PEV TOIG
€oyaTmG apadéoty olkelog avidoet Tovg v &gt S1t TO UijKOG, O O€ TOVTOLG EMTNOELOG ACOPNG

22 Galen addresses his reader(s) using both the second person singular and plural. The second person
plural often (though not always) refers to the first group of readers discussed above, namely friends and
followers who have asked for the text in question. Searches of the TLG show that Galen uses the second
person singular more frequently than the second person plural. The singular may of course be generic in
some cases (cf. German ‘man’).
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£€otat toig apobéoty. GAL’ 0VSE ¥p TO1g TOOVTOIG VIOUVILAOY EVTIVYYAVELY GyamdVTOG,
GAN” GAlo Tap’ BAov kol BAA®G dkoVvoaVTEG TAATOHTEPOV TOANAKIG TOTH SuvnOeiey <av>
Gvev Tapokofg Ekpavidve T ypnotdv.?

As regards those things of what is said now that need explanation, I will add it [sc. the
explanation], aiming not only at those who are utterly uneducated nor at those who have
sufficient preparation. For such a text will be balanced towards everybody. But of the
alternatives, the one suited to those who are utterly uneducated will trouble those who are
trained because of its length while the one suitable to them will be unclear to the uneducated.
But even they should not be content with using commentaries such as these, but hearing the
same things from others in other ways time and again more broadly they would be able to
learn something useful without mistake.

Galen recognizes that different readers may have different needs. Galen
promises to explain what is in need of explanation. His use of the verb
stokhazomai ‘aim’ is significant. Galen has a clear conception of the diversity
of his readers: they have different levels of preparation but will be served
by the same text nonetheless. This is the paradox of writing for the masses:
one size will have to fit all (hapantas). Among potential readers we find at
the bottom hoi eskhatos amatheis (‘those who are utterly unlearned’) and at
the top the hoi hikanén ekhontes tén paraskeuén (‘those who have sufficient
preparation’). Galen emphasizes that catering too much to either group will
make the text unappealing to the other.

In his short prefaces to the individual parts of his Hippocratic commentaries,
Galen addresses his readers in a more direct way. While the function of the
audience in the main prefaces is to explain (to a reader who may not be part of
this original audience) why Galen has chosen to compose his commentaries
the way he has, here Galen speaks to a reader who is actually in the process of
reading his text. Before starting on the next part of the commentary, Galen says,
we should remember what was said earlier: ‘If anybody doesn’t remember
this, he should read it carefully again and only then start on the explanation of
the present text’.>* This kind of comment envisages a much more active reader
than the one described as the original readership.

In his preface to the first part of the commentary on the sixth book of
the Epidemics, Galen returns to the question of how to deal with the earlier
exegetical tradition. He relates this explicitly to the length and level of detail
proper for a commentary. Whenever Galen discusses length, the question
is always of the proper length in relation to a group of potential readers.
Galen’s usually chooses the middle way, and this shows his understanding of

23 XVII/1: 84-5K (= Wenkebach 1934).
24 <> HepVNUEVOC 8¢ TIC OV elmov <oDPIc> Avayvodg EmUEADS adTY TPOG THYV TAV VDY TPOKEIUEVOVY
&nynow agveicbm (XVII/1: 647K = Wenkebach 1936).
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the dilemmas facing an author who is writing for a heterogeneous audience.
Again, the needs of the reader are central to his argument.

TOTEPOV UEV 0DV EUEWVOV E6TIV AIEVTOV adTdY | HOVEOV TdV EDAOYOG HETOypayavTov T
INdevoc BAm¢ nepviicatl, GKOTOVUEVOS EDPOV, &l HEV T() WKEL TAY DIOUVIUATOV ODSELC
Euedle <t®V> dvayvoooudvay adtd Suoyepaively, maviov pepviicdol kdAAov ivar,
LELPOUEV®DV O& TOAAMDY 0L TOVTOLG HOVOV, GALY Kol TOIG GUUUETPMG EYOVCL KOl HOVa
o1oLdAlOVI®V TO YPNOIUN, HEGNV TV TOVT®V AUEOTEPOV momcacal Ty EERynoy Kol
T00T0 gV0EC Ev Apyi] TpoewmElV, OMWG AMUAALATTIOVTOL TOVOE TAOV VITOUVNUAT®OV Ol un
YOIPOVTEG TOVTOG. £YM eV YOp, Bomep kol TAAA TOvTa TOALOIG TMV denbévimv Etaipmv
yapouevog €moinoa, Kol tag EEnynoeig tavtag Ekeivov Eveka ouveédnka. Oewpdv & ig
TOAAOVG EKTMTOVTA TO YPOPOUEVE TPOOLi®V TO100TOV £3eNONV.>

Considering whether it is better to mention all or just the sensible ones or none at all, I have
found that if none of the readers would take offence at their length, it would be better to
mention everyone. But since many criticize not just these, but also those which are more
concise and only care about what is useful, I decided to make my interpretation in the
middle between both of them and to say this right at the beginning, so that those who do not
like them can stay away from these commentaries. For just like I made all my other writings
in order to gratify many of my followers who asked me for it, I have put together these
explanations as well for their sake. But seeing that the writings became known among the
masses [ needed prefaces such as these.

Since readers criticize not only long and detailed commentaries (which provide
information on textual criticism and the views of earlier commentators) but
also the commentaries which are written more symmetros (‘concisely’), Galen
will try and write something which is in between these extremes. He warns
those readers who are only interested in what is (practically) useful right from
the start, so that they can choose others types of texts. Here, Galen is actually
dissociating himself from a group of potential readers. This is necessary
because his commentaries are now falling into the hands of many people.

In the first part of his commentary on Fractures, Galen again distinguishes
between pupils and a more general reading audience, as shown in the following
example:

£y yap Otav HEV TaPMV TOPOVTL GLVAVAYIVOGSK® Tt BiAiov, dkppdg otoxdlecOat dvvapot
100 pétpov Tiig E€Nynoemg, anofrénmv €xdotote TPOg TV T0d pavbdavovtog EEv. dtav
5¢ ypoow mictwv, obte 10D dplota mapeskevacuEvoy ovte Tod yeipiota ctoydlopat. TO
Lev yap tolg mhelotolg aoapsg £otat, TO 6¢ avidtat ypovilovtag v T0ig capéoty. dplotov
obv fyoduan t@v péonv EEwv éxdviov otoxdlesOar TovTov 8¢ dmotuyydvev &ml Tovg
EKTIKOTEPOLG EMOMTEWV UAALOV. 0VOE yOp OAmG VTOUVAHOCLY €vTuyyavew G&ud, Tovg

25 XVII/1: 795-6K (= Wenkebach 1940).
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KOTOTEPOVC TG HéOTC EEEMC, OIC AyamNTOV £6TL TOPY SIOACKAAMY BKOVGAGT TOAAAKIC T
anTd Kot GAANY Kol ANV AEEWV Epunvendueva cuviEvorl TV Aeyopévov.2

For whenever I read a book with someone, I am able to aim precisely at the proper measure
of explanation, each time considering the level of training of the learner. When, however,
I write for everybody, I aim neither for the best equipped nor for the worst. For the former
procedure will be unclear for most people while the other makes trouble for those who
must spend a long time with things that are evident. So, I think it best to aim for those who
are moderately equipped. And if I miss that, rather to look to those who are a little better
equipped. For I don’t think those who are below the mean should use commentaries at all.
For they prefer to hear the same things many times from their teachers and understand what
is being said through various reformulations.

On the one hand, Galen envisages a situation in which he personally (parén
paronti) teaches a certain text (sunanagindosko). In this case, it is possible to aim
precisely for the most fitting level of exegesis on the basis of the level of the
pupil (#6n tou manthanontos hexin). When one is writing for everybody (pasin),
on the other hand, it is impossible to please all readers at the same time. In this
case, Galen aims for the middle. Galen considers written commentaries to be
more suitable for those who are above average. Still, Galen recognizes that not
all of his readers will belong to the group of suitably intelligent learners.

Itis striking that when Galen describes his potential readers, the heterogeneity
of this group is almost always underlined. Galen’s Hippocratic commentaries
are not written to function as didactic texts at a specific level of education.
Different readers will be interested in reading Galen’s explanations, and
their reaction to the text will be determined by their background and level of
preparation. It is noteworthy that Galen envisages readers of his commentaries
on the Hippocratic texts On joints and On fractures as people who have no
experience of anatomy.

pog 8¢ v E€nynow lopev avtod Tocodtov mpogmdveg £Tl, O kol €ml ThHg mepl Aypdv
€&nynoewg mpogimopev, og &otv N Epunveia od Tamokpdrtovg ikavdg capng royiotg
&nynoemg deopévn td T0 TpdTo podnuoTo pepodniott kol gibopuéve Aégemg dkove
avopog modanod: Kol &l Tig oVTg mapeskevacuévog €n” avlponeiov 6otV Oedcarto
TaG KAt TOG dpHpdoels cuvbioels 1| Taviwg ye €mt mbnkeiowv Ett pdAAOV avT@d coet
eaveitat T Kot toUTo 0 PBiPAiov. i 8¢ kal pudv dvartopdig Epmeipog Eyot kai GAlwg €in
@QVGEL GUVETOC, 016 8Tl Kal ToVT® TOAY T@Y &V TOIGdE TOIC VIOUVILAGL YEYPOUUEV®Y
Qavetltat meptrta EOAvovTL voely Ty A&y Tod madatod Kol Tpd TdvV UV EENyNnoemv. aAL’
gmel un) povov Toig To10VTOIC VIOUVALATA YPAPOUEY, GEvoV eivol pot Sokel TV GAoV
otoyalopéve, €l kol Bpoyeid T1g dodpeia gaivorto pun mapépyeodat tavTny.?’

26 XVIII/2: 318-22K.
27 XVIII/1: 303-04K.
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Let us move to the exegesis of it, having said before as much as we said also in regard
to the exegesis of fractures, that the interpretation of Hippocrates is sufficiently clear and
needs very little explanation for the one who has learned the basics and is used to reading
texts of an ancient author. And if someone is prepared and has looked at the compositions
of joints in human bones or at least in the bones of apes, the themes of this book will appear
even clearer to him. If he also has experience of the anatomy of muscles and in addition is
intelligent by nature, then surely for him many things written in these commentaries will
appear unnecessary since he has already understood the text of the ancient writer even
before my explanations. But since we don’t write commentaries only for this kind of person,
it seems better to me, as [ aim for the others, even if a small unclarity should turn up, not
to bypass it.

We have seen above that there are some students who, in Galen’s view, will
not profit from reading commentaries. In his comments on the beginning of
the Prognostic, Galen indicates that he does not intend all readers to read
the whole text of his commentary. Discussing different types of exegesis
‘explanation, interpretation’, Galen writes:

Bypt ugv odv Todde TV EEyMoty émomaduny Tod mpootpiov TNV Tod Kotd TO Oeiov
onuatvopévov dié Ppayutdtmy, dmep 160¢ £ENyNHoemc AOY®mV GPUOTTEL TOIC TEMULSEVIEVOLC
LEV 0 Tp@TO, omeLSOVGL € Eml TO ypNoov Tod PifAiov. tolg & fjtot Aééemeg EAAnvikilg
anbeowv f| Kol tolg <tfic™> &v AOyoig dxolovbiag apabicy 1 ol TV YPNCUOTATOV HEV
aperodot, datpifouot 6 kol VOV EKOVTES £V TOIG GOPIGTIKOTEPOLS TOV AOY®V, ETEPOG 1610
€ENynoedv €01t TPOTOG O Sl LOKPOTEPOV TTEPULVOLEVOS, OV vrepPaively dhov EEeaTt TOlg
€ml 10 ypfolpov oneddovoty Enehiéoct o petald tod Piffhiov, péyputep Gv €n’ Ekeivnv

dpikovrar v pficwy, g1 pyl- ‘okéntecdat 8¢ dde yp1 &v Toioty 6EEGL voorpact’.?

Until now we have given the exegesis of the preface except for the meaning of theion
concisely. This type of exegesis of the words is fitting to those who are learning the basics
and looking for what is useful in the book. But for those who either are unused to Greek
expressions or also for those who have not learned about the sequence of arguments or those
who are not interested in what is useful, but are already by their own choice spending their
time with more sophistic arguments, there is a separate mode of exegesis which is more
expansive. The whole of this may be skipped by those who are looking for what is useful if
they roll past the part of the book until they come to that lemma which begins ‘In this way
one must investigate in the acute diseases....

In this passage, Galen addresses two different groups of readers in the same
practical manner that we saw earlier. Galen states that his mode of explanation
so far has been suitable for those readers who are learning the basics and are
interested in the usefulness of the book. As we have seen above, usefulness (zo
khrésimon) is a keyword in the schema isagogicum.

28 XVIII/2: 6-7K (= Heeg 1915).
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There is, however, another separate type of explanation which is more
detailed. Galen’s description of the type of reader who might be interested in
this form of explanation includes the following: a) those who are unfamiliar
with the Greek language (lexis Helléniké), b) those who do not know logic,
and c) those who practise sophistic arguments. It is noteworthy that the
second group of readers envisaged here by Galen is again quite varied. They
are opposed to readers who only seek practical, useful instruction and are
characterized by their apparent willingness to engage with Hippocrates’ text
in a more detailed way, either through philology or philosophy.

In a final example from the third part of the commentary on the Prognostic,
Galen returns to his familiar account of the genesis of his Hippocratic
commentaries:

d00 mpayparteiog xete (TPOg VUAS Yop AEYy® TOoDTO TOVG £TAPOVS, OGO KATVOYKAGHTE L
pn Tponpnuévov EEnynoeic ypdwar tév Tamokpdtove cuyypapdTmy), &v oig dmovta mepi
e Kploipmv Nuep®dv gipntat Kol Kpicewv. iote 8° 1L Kol avTig ovy Mg ékdodncouévac,
AN &g map’ Vpiv povolg Eoopévag Eypaya. cuvéPn 8 ékmecelv adTag Kol Topd TOAAOTG
elval, kabdmep kol dAAa TOAAL TdY Vuiv yevopévov. 80ev ovd’ dEnyeicOot mponpodumy
€v vmopviHacty ovdev @V Tnmokpdrtovg Pifriov. doa yap €ig v tévNV ypNnoye Top’
avTod pabdelv Edgt, yéypamtal pot kot moAAAG mpoypoteiog dpa taig oikelong EEnynoeotv.
€mel 8’ Evion TV AéEewv doapiotepov gipnuévan LoxOnpag EEnynoemg ETuyov, dG ApESKEV
VLAV undéva TdV ypoyavtov Dropvipata, BErTiov 8€ antdv otoydoacbat tig Tnrokpdtovg
YVOUNG E50KOVV DUV €YD, St TODTO e Kol d1d ypappdtov nEwwoarte, Tapacyely Opiv, drep
£V 101G 010 AOY®V GLUVOLGTIoIG NKODGUTE. KAY® TODT’ a0TO TPOETOV DUV, MG dvayKkaiov £oTat
T0g &é€nynoelg avopdlovg £cecbat pn maoog opoing E€nyovpuévouv pov tag AEEelg, AALN
TELEMTEPOV PEV, DTEP OV 0DIOUOOL TV EUDY TPOYUATEIDY EUVIOVELGO, 18 KEQOAAIV
8¢, mepi MV {dM TeEMémg v Ekeivauc SAOOV, Tva ) TOAAGKIC DTIEP THV oTOV TPAyUdTmY
avoykalopoat ypaeew.?

You have two treatises; I am saying this to all you followers who have forced me against my
will to write explanations of Hippocratic writings. In these everything concerning critical
days and crises has been said. But know that these too I wrote not for publication, but for you
only. They happened to come out and be in the hands of many, just like many others which
were made for you. For this reason I did not choose to explain in the form of commentaries
any of the books of Hippocrates. For what one should learn from him that is useful for
the art of medicine, has been included by me in many treatises together with the relevant
explanations. But since some of the words which had been expressed rather unclearly
received bad explanations, so that none of the texts of those who have written already were
sufficient for you, and since you thought that I could hit the target of Hippocrates’ opinion
better than them, for this reason you asked me to provide you in writing too with those
things you had heard in discussion when we were together. And I have told you before
exactly this, that it is necessary that the explanations will be uneven since I will not explain

29 XVIII/2: 229-31K (= Heeg 1915).



98  Eirik Welo

all passages in the same way, but more completely those things which I haven’t mentioned
in any of my treatises, more concisely those things which I have gone through thoroughly in
those books, so I won’t be forced to write many times about the same topics.

In this passage Galen returns to themes which we have already met in other
prefaces to commentaries. He addresses directly the followers (hetairoi) who
have made him write explanations of Hippocratic texts and points them to
two other works which are relevant to the Prognostic. He insists again that his
writings were not originally meant for a wider audience and that he himself
did not choose to write them. The faulty interpretations of other writers have
forced him to put into writing the teaching which originated in an oral context
(haper en tais dia logon sunousiais ékousate). The present commentary will
supplement his earlier writings and will therefore go into more detail on some
points and less detail on others.

The two groups of readers are kept strictly separate. In the passage just
discussed, Galen remarks that his comments will differ depending on whether
or not he has already treated the questions in other works. There is, however,
no mention of the different levels of understanding which different readers
bring to the text.

Unfortunately, we do not know much about the specifics of how Galen’s
texts were studied in his own lifetime or in the century following his death.*” In
later times, Galen’s texts entered the formal curriculum of medical students.*!
The references to and discussion of their likely audiences within the texts
themselves do, however, provide us with a glimpse of who Galen thought
his readers would be. Galen consistently describes two different groups of
readers. On the one hand, we find his friends and followers, to whom a written
text is a substitute for personal instruction; on the other, we find a surprisingly
varied group of readers who are dependent on Galen’s written text alone.
Galen shows himself to be conscious of the varied needs of this second group
of readers and so indirectly provides us with a picture of how his texts were
used in his time.

30 It is clear that they were spread widely, cf. Nutton 2004, 228f.
31 See Iskandar 1976.
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