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Preface

This edited volume emerged out of an international symposium on Greek
Manuscripts at the Wellcome Library, which took place on 25 May 2017 at
the Wellcome Trust Gibbs Building in London. This conference would not
have been possible without the generous support of the Library at Wellcome
Collection. The Library and the Wellcome Trust kindly provided me with
digital images and covered the Open Access publishing costs respectively.
I am grateful to all the speakers and chairs (Ronit Yoeli-Tlalim, Dimitrios
Skrekas, Peregrine Horden) for contributing to the lively discussion during
the conference. I would like also to thank Marjolijne Janssen, Marc Lauxtermann, and Georgi Parpulov for their inspiring papers, although these do
not appear in the present volume. Special thanks go to Michael Greenwood
from Routledge for his professionalism and the several anonymous peer
reviewers for their comments. I am also grateful to Elder Ephraim, the
Abbot of the Holy and Great Monastery of Vatopedi on Mount Athos for
allowing reproduction of the image from Codex Vatopedinus 188. My sincere thanks also go to the Wellcome librarians for facilitating in situ access
to manuscripts during my several visits to the Library and especially to
Elma Brenner, Nikolai Serikoﬀ, and Stefania Signorello. This project would
not have been possible without the overwhelming support of Richard
Aspin, who was Head of Research in the Wellcome Library when my
descriptive catalogue of the Greek collection was being produced. He also
envisaged and helped with the organisation of the international symposium
and warmly encouraged the production of this volume, which is wholeheartedly dedicated to him.
Petros Bouras-Vallianatos
Edinburgh
November 2019
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Note to the reader

Primary sources are cited by the name of the author, followed by the title
of the work, the numbering of the traditional division into books and/or
sections where applicable, as well as a reference to the edition (volume in
Roman numerals, page and line in Arabic numerals), e.g. Galen, Method of
Medicine, 1.4, ed. Kühn (1825) X.31.11-12. For secondary sources, the Harvard author-date system is followed, e.g. Hunting (2003: 296). Where an
implied word (or words) needs to be made explicit for reasons of clarity, it
is supplied within angle brackets, e.g. ‘while others <are> solstitial’. In most
cases transliteration of Greek follows the Library of Congress system, e.g.
‘dynamis’ not ‘dunamis’. The term ‘remedy’ is used throughout this volume
with reference to a set of instructions of various kinds (e.g. medical,
magical, religious), which includes diagnostic, prognostic, and/or therapeutic
content. The term ‘recipe’ is used to signify the details for the use and preparation of a particular composite drug.

The Wellcome Greek Collection
Petros Bouras-Vallianatos

The Library at Wellcome Collection houses nearly 9,000 manuscripts in
about twenty-ﬁve diﬀerent languages, such as Greek, Latin, Arabic, Armenian, Ethiopic, Persian, Sanskrit, Malay, Mongolian, Tibetan, and Korean,
dating from antiquity to the modern period.1 The Greek collection is one of
the smallest, comprising a few papyri fragments and sixteen manuscripts,
including some extraordinary examples. Among the papyri is the so-called
Johnson Papyrus, one of the earliest surviving fragments from an illustrated
herbal, showing the plants σύμφυτ ν (comfrey) on the recto (see Figure 0.1)
and φλόμμ ς (mullein) on the verso. This papyrus was discovered in Antinoöpolis, on the east bank of the Nile in Egypt, and is dated to the early
ﬁfth century AD.2 Among the Wellcome papyri is also the earliest surviving
(fragmentary) witness of the Hippocratic Oath itself (P.Oxy. XXXI 2547),
found in Oxyrhynchus, 160 km southwest of Cairo, and dated to the late
third/early fourth century AD.3
The Greek manuscripts date from the fourteenth to the eighteenth centuries and the academic community worldwide has not been very familiar
with this material until very recently. Following the publication of the ﬁrst
descriptive catalogue in 2015,4 this volume aims to make some important
examples from the Greek collection more widely known by providing specialised studies on particular texts in these manuscripts. In this introduction, I shall give a critical overview of the contents of all the Greek
manuscripts and at the same time I shall point out the contributions made

1 Many of them have been digitised. Medieval and early modern digitised manuscripts are available
at https://wellcomelibrary.org/collections/browse/collections/digwms/(accessed, 20 October 2019).
2 Wellcome shelfmark: MS.5753. See Marganne (2001: 3–4) with references to earlier
bibliography.
3 Wellcome shelfmark: MS.5754. On this, see Leith (2017: 40–1). On its importance for the
reconstruction of the Greek text of the Oath, see the discussion in the most recent critical edition by Jouanna (2018: lxxxviii–xciv).
4 Bouras-Vallianatos (2015). See also pp. 181–2 in this volume for three brief additions/corrections to the catalogue.
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Figure 0.1 Johnson Papyrus, recto. Illustration of comfrey.
© The Library at Wellcome Collection, London.

by the various chapters, which will hopefully constitute the starting point
for further study and examination of this hitherto neglected group of
Greek codices. I shall take a chronological approach, starting from the
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lifetime of the American pharmacist and avid collector of artefacts, Sir
Henry Wellcome (1853–936).
The earliest manuscripts in the collection are MS.MSL.114 and MS.
MSL.14. MS.MSL.114 contains a complete copy of Paul of Aegina’s
(ﬂ. ﬁrst half of the seventh century) Epitome, a seven-volume medical handbook dealing with dietetics, fevers, and diseases arranged in a a capite ad
calcem (from head to toe) order, dermatology, bites of venomous animals
and antidotes for poisons, surgery, and pharmacology.5 The manuscript was
copied around 1335–45 by George Chrysokokkes.6 Several later hands have
added recipes in the margins of the last few folia with text (ﬀ. 195r–197v)
and the entire main area of f. 198r-v, which would suggest that it was once
owned by medical practitioners (see Figure 0.2). Due to diﬃculties in dating
and identifying hands, there has been no research into the anonymous
recipes that appear in signiﬁcant numbers in Byzantine manuscripts. These
recipes can improve our understanding of easily procurable drugs and daily
practice in the medieval and early modern Eastern Mediterranean Greek
world. Among the examples in MS.MSL.114,7 there are mentions of various
sugar-based potions (such as ρ δ σάχαρ/rosewater with sugar, e.g. f. 195v,
and ζ υλάπι ν/julep, f. 197r), vegetal materia medica, such as ginger (τζετζέφυλ f. 196r), mastic (μαστίχι, f. 197r), and pomegranate (ρόδια, f. 197r), or
less common animal substances, such as excrement of eagle and hawk
(ἀετ ῦ, ἱέρακ ς κόπρ ς, f. 197r) for the treatment of skin diseases.
One of the most interesting manuscripts of the collection is MS.MSL.14.8
This is a tiny medical codex consisting of two distinct parts and dated to
the ﬁrst half of the fourteenth century. It is mainly made up of various collections of diagnostic, prognostic, and therapeutic advice for daily use. Barbara Zipser, who has previously provided the ﬁrst edition of John
Archiatros’ Iatrosophion, the longest text in this manuscript,9 edits and
translates into English a brief collection of diagnostic and therapeutic
recommendations on pp. 76–81 in the ﬁrst part of her study (Chapter
Three). Zipser shows that some of the recipes coincide with John Archiatros’ Iatrosophion (version ω) and are also very similar to the collections of
recipes associated with Byzantine xenons, the so-called xenonika.10 One can
see recipes for the treatment of fevers, various kinds of haemorrhages, earache, and vomiting. Vegetal substances are by far the most often cited ones,
including, for example, aloe, wormwood, and myrtle. One could note, for
example, the use of the mineral substance Lemnian earth for the treatment

5 Ed. Heiberg (1921–4).
6 RGK III 126, in which the scribe is identiﬁed with the well-known astronomer George Chrysokokkes. On the debatable nature of this identiﬁcation, cf. Mondrain (2012: 631–2).
7 Bouras-Vallianatos (2015: 309–10).
8 Bouras-Vallianatos (2015: 283–6).
9 Ed. Zipser (2009: 173–329, version ω).
10 On these texts, see Bennett (2017).

4

Petros Bouras-Vallianatos

Figure 0.2 Londiniensis Wellcomensis MS.MSL.114, f. 196r.
© The Library at Wellcome Collection, London.

of dysentery. Lemnian earth was a famous ancient and medieval panacea
mineral drug, the strong anti-bacterial eﬀect of which has been recently
identiﬁed by a group of scholars in Glasgow, based on analysis of
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a sixteenth-century sample. In another case, smoke from the burnt skin of
a hedgehog is applied to the groin of someone suﬀering from strangury, in
addition to bloodletting. There are also recipes of a cosmetic nature, such
as the use of boiled base horehound with wine for halitosis. In the second
part of her chapter, Zipser discusses some excerpts from pp. 84–107, where,
apart from the recommendation of drugs and brief diagnostic details, one
occasionally ﬁnds details with magical and religious elements, indicating the
large variety of approaches to healing that were available in the Middle
Ages and also to the interrelationship between them.
Tina Lendari and Io Manolessou (Chapter Four) oﬀer the ﬁrst comprehensive linguistic analysis of the language of Byzantine and post-Byzantine
iatrosophia, basing themselves on MS.MSL.14 and MS.4103 and showing
their importance as invaluable sources in the understanding of the history
of the development of the Greek language. They argue that the language of
MS.MSL.14 displays a middle register of Medieval Greek, including an
important number of archaic elements. One can ﬁnd some innovative elements of nominal inﬂection in this version of John Archiatros’ Iatrosophion,
such as the inﬂectional class of feminine nouns (e.g. ἀλωπ ῦς) and innovative forms of the adjectives ending in -ύς (e.g. δριμέ υ χυμ ῦ, χυμ ὺς παχέ υς). In terms of vocabulary, the absence of loanwords from Italian and
Turkish is notable, pointing to an early date. MS.MSL.14 is also the earliest
known text in which a number of Medieval Greek words appear, such as
ἀβγ ύτσικ ν, γαϊδάρα, and φαγών μαι. In the second part of the manuscript
(pp. 272–317), which preserves an interesting set of diagnostic details involving the examination of urines and the pulse as well as therapeutic instructions, often including superstitious connotations, there are several lowregister elements. But, as in the ﬁrst section of the manuscript, the text
should not be considered dialectical and thus a particular dialectical origin
cannot be determined.
Next comes MS.354 of which the ﬁrst part was written in the ﬁrst quarter
of the ﬁfteenth century and which preserves two Hippocratic texts that were
circulated widely in the medieval period, i.e. Aphorisms and Prognostic.12
The ﬁrst of these is presented here together with a commentary on it by the
ﬁfth-century scholar Damaskios. Each aphorism is followed by the relevant
commentary, preceded either by the term ἑρμηνεία (interpretation/explanation) or σχόλι ν (interpretation/comment) in magenta red ink, showing the
reader where each comment starts and thus creating a user-friendly mise-enpage (see Figure 0.3). The second part of the manuscript is of later date
(AD 1582–7) and preserves a commentary by the sixth-century scholar Stephen on the Hippocratic Prognostic. It was copied by a well-known

11 Photos-Jones et al. (2018).
12 Bouras-Vallianatos (2015: 317–18).
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Figure 0.3 Londiniensis Wellcomensis MS.354, f. 4r.
© The Library at Wellcome Collection, London.

sixteenth-century Greek scribe, Andreas Darmarios, who worked in Italy,
Germany, and Spain.13

13 RGK I 13, II 21, III 22. On this scribe, see Elia (2014).
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One of the longest manuscripts is certainly MS.MSL.52, which consists
of two volumes, 52A and 52B, bound separately, but foliated continuously.14
52B is made up of two distinct parts, 52B1 and 52B2. 52A and 52B1 were
copied by the physician and scribe Demetrios Angelos15 before 1463 and
contain the medical corpus of the late Byzantine physician John Zacharias
Aktouarios (ca. 1275–ca. 1330). John made several important innovations
in the ﬁelds of human physiology, pharmacology, and uroscopy, including
the introduction of a graduated urine vial that became extremely popular in
the Renaissance West after the translation of his On Urines into Latin by
Leo of Nola (1458/9–1525) in 1519.16 A diagram of John’s urine vial has
been drawn in the margin of f. 54r. As in other manuscripts already mentioned, here too we can see recipes added by later hands, including one for
a julep for the dissolution of kidney or bladder stones by the otherwise
unknown Photios, an inﬁrmarian (ν σ κόμ ς) on f. 44r.
52B2 was copied around 1445 and transmits inter alia diagnostic excerpts
from Paul of Aegina’s Epitome and Aetios of Amida’s Tetrabiblos on the
pulse, Galen’s On the Pulse for Beginners, and Ps.-Galen’s On Procurable
Remedies. The longest work in this part is the so-called Anonymus Parisinus, On Acute and Chronic Diseases, which took its name from the ﬁrst
manuscript discovered of this treatise, which was found in Paris, viz. Parisinus suppl. gr. 636 (sixteenth century). The Wellcomensis manuscript contains twenty-nine of the ﬁfty-one sections of the text. This treatise is of
great signiﬁcance since it is one of the very few Greek medical texts to survive from the period between the late fourth century BC and the second
century AD (i.e. the Hellenistic and Roman periods). It thus provides
a window onto the progress made in medical theories, especially as regards
acute and chronic diseases, between the composition of the Hippocratic
corpus (ﬁfth–fourth century BC) and Galen (AD 129–216/17). Orly Lewis
(Chapter Two) provides a detailed analysis of the text in light of the development of ancient medical concepts relating to aetiology, symptomatology,
and therapeutics, including the role of pneuma. Among the most important
developments emphasised here is the notion of the ‘aﬀected part’, viz. the
particular part(s) of the body to be treated, which was developed in postclassical medicine. Even more interesting is the wide range of therapeutic
recommendations that one ﬁnds in the Anonymus Parisinus, including
various techniques of bloodletting, externally and internally applied drugs,
cuppings, diet, exercise, or even the use of amulets, as well as the distinction
between curative and restorative treatment. There is also interesting information on how physicians tested diﬀerent therapeutic agents on a particular

14 Bouras-Vallianatos (2015: 286–92).
15 Mondrain (2010). See also Database of Byzantine Book Epigrams, s.v. Demetrios Angelos, at
www.dbbe.ugent.be/persons/695 (accessed, 20 October 2019).
16 Bouras-Vallianatos (2020: 205–14).
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patient, thus showing the importance of feeding medical practice with empirical observations. All in all, Lewis argues that the work must have been written as a ‘handbook’ for practising physicians, encapsulating the author’s
theoretical knowledge in combination with his rich practical experience.
MS.MSL.60 is a large medical miscellany consisting of several brief texts with
a diagnostic, prognostic, and therapeutic focus, some collections of recipes, and
a few astrological opuscules, including some tables on the computation of the
date of Easter (see Book Frontispiece).17 It is dated to the second half of the ﬁfteenth century and is clearly connected with contemporary medical practice in
the Eastern Mediterranean. For example, one can see informal marginal annotations, including comments on the use of particular simple and composite drugs
mentioned in the manuscript,18 or even synonyms for plant substances in Greek
and Turkish.19 There are also recipes, occasionally added by later hands on
blank pages or in the blank space left between the end of one treatise and the
beginning of another.20 Its contents include excerpts from the Hippocratic Aphorisms and Prognostic, Symeon Seth’s Treatise on the Capacities of Foodstuﬀs,
Theophilos’ works on fevers, urines, and the pulse, Demetrios Pepagomenos’
recipe book, and an anonymous, unedited medical compilation on diagnosis and
therapy on ﬀ. 73r–124v. There are also several brief prognostic and diagnostic
treatises attributed to Arab and Persian physicians, indicative of the high degree
of pluralism in the material available in late Byzantium, where Greek and Byzantine medical knowledge was interwoven with imported Arabic medical lore, especially from the twelfth century onward.21 Another closely related text is
a noteworthy bilingual glossary of plant names (f. 71v) in Greek and Arabic (in
Greek transliteration), intended to facilitate the introduction of Greek readers to
the oriental materia medica that had entered Greek medical literature and practice through translations of medical works from Arabic into Greek.22
Another ﬁfteenth-century manuscript is the MS.498 dated to 1492.23 It
contains various poems, including autograph epigrams on the Virgin Mary
and Christ by a teacher of the Patriarchal School in Constantinople and
notable theologian Manuel Korinthios (ca. 1460–1530/1), as well as

17 Bouras-Vallianatos (2015: 292–302).
18 See, for example, the long annotation on f. 129v, which refers to the eﬀectiveness of a certain
recipe in the main text: inc. Τ εμπλάστρι ὁπ υ γένεται εἰς τ ν πόνων τῶν π δαρίων, des. καὶ
θετις τ εἰς τ ν πόν ν; and the comment on how beneﬁcial it is to eat onions, which corresponds to the relevant chapter in Symeon Seth’s dietetic treatise: τα κρ μίδια να τα βραξης να
τα τρ γεις ἢνε καλα.
19 E.g. f. 79r: ‘τ ξιφίνικ ν τ λεγη καὶ τ υρκικά μηρχέντι’ for the Turkish ‘demirhindi’ from the
Arabic ‘tamar hindī’ (tamarind). Cf. Ed. Delatte (1930) II.87.21: ‘τεμερχχεντί τ ὀξυφ ίνικ ν’.
20 Of the various recipes added by later hands, the most notable example is an excerpt from
a long recipe for theriac in f. 72r: inc. Ὁ περὶ τῶν ἀντιδότων … ἀντίδ τ ς ἡ θηριακή, des. μετὰ
συμφύτ υ ῥίζης.
21 For a recent critical overview of Arabo-Byzantine medical translations, see Touwaide (2016).
22 Ed. Serikoﬀ (2013).
23 Bouras-Vallianatos (2015: 321–4).
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a collection of astronomical works. Maria Tomadaki (Chapter Six) focuses
on the eight poems found in the manuscript, providing the ﬁrst critical edition, English translation, and commentary. Seven of the poems have acrostics, often highlighted in red ink, spelling out either Manuel’s name or his
title/profession, i.e. Great Rhetor (Μέγας ῥήτωρ). Two poems are not strictly
theological in nature; one laments the vanity of life and the other is about
the zodiac signs and composed in heptasyllables. The latter is particularly
interesting since there is a clear attempt by the unknown author to Christianise the popular subject of astrology. It also alludes to the astronomical
content of the manuscript, which is discussed by Anne Tihon (Chapter
Five). The longest part of the manuscript transmits the Byzantine adaptation of the Jewish treatise Shesh Kenaphayim (the Six Wings), composed by
Immanuel Bonﬁls around 1350, which is an important testimony to the
introduction of Jewish astronomy into late Byzantium. The text is ascribed
to the otherwise unknown Byzantine author, i.e. Michael Chrysokokkes
notarios of the Great Church, and was written around 1435. The Greek title
is Hexapterygon, which is a literal translation of the Hebrew version. It was
a particularly popular text/treatise in the Greek-speaking Mediterranean,
surviving in about ﬁfteen manuscripts, including two anonymous adaptations and a sixteenth-century commentary. It mainly consists of various
astronomical tables (each called a ‘Πτερόν’/Wing) concerning the calculation
of various celestial phenomena, such as syzygies and eclipses. On the basis
of some medallions with depictions of the zodiac signs, Tihon shows that
the Wellcomensis version is most probably based on codex no. 188 of the
Holy and Great Monastery of Vatopedi on Mount Athos.
The Library at Wellcome Collection also owns a group of three medical
manuscripts that were copied separately in the ﬁrst half of the sixteenth century in Italy. They show no signs of substantial use or any signiﬁcant annotations by later hands, apart from some notes on variant readings. They
transmit texts by Aretaeus of Cappadocia, Rufus and Ps.-Rufus of Ephesus
(MS.MSL.62), Aetios of Amida (MS.MSL.109), and Ps.-Galen (MS.289).24
Their importance as textual witnesses is yet to be determined since they
have not so far been used for the production of critical editions of the relevant texts. MS.MSL.135 is a sixteenth-century manuscript that originated in
the Eastern Mediterranean.25 It transmits the medical corpus of the Byzantine medical author Theophanes Chrysobalantes and Symeon Seth’s Treatise on the Capacities of Foodstuﬀs. The codex also includes a signiﬁcant
number of recipes added by various later hands and annotations commenting on or supplementing the contents of the main text.

24 Bouras-Vallianatos (2015: 302–7, 316–17).
25 Bouras-Vallianatos (2015: 314–16).
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The collection contains four seventeenth-century manuscripts, i.e. MS.
MSL.1, MSL.124, MSL.126, and MS.4103.26 Arguably, the most interesting
is MS.MSL.1, a collection of philosophical texts in the Aristotelian tradition together with some exercises for learning Greek that were used for the
education of Greek-speaking students in the seventeenth century. Nikos
Agiotis (Chapter Seven) provides a meticulous study of the various texts,
revealing some interesting connections concerning the transmission and
appropriation of Greek translations of commentaries by Renaissance Latin
authors, including the hitherto unknown Greek translation of the Spanish
Jesuit Francisco de Toledo’s (1532–96) widely circulated Latin work on Aristotelian logic Commentaria una cum quaestionibus in universam Aristotelis
logicam. Agiotis presents further evidence attesting to a possible connection
between the collection of texts in this codex and the Collegio Greco di Sant’Atanasio, the Greek educational institution in Rome, which was administered by Jesuits for almost two centuries (1591–1604, 1622–1773). Thus, the
Greek translation must have been a useful companion for Greek students
beginning their studies there, who had very little knowledge of Latin, the
otherwise oﬃcial language of education in the Collegio Greco.
MS.MSL.124 and MSL.126 together with the eighteenth-century codex
MS.MSL.11227 are copies of medical texts by Oribasios (Medical Collections) and John Zacharias Aktouarios (On Urines and Medical Epitome)
made from manuscripts that were found in England. The ﬁrst two were
copied from Cambridge manuscripts, while the third is a direct copy from
MS.MSL.52, most probably commissioned by Anthony Askew himself. The
enduring interest in John Zacharias Aktouarios among early modern physicians can be explained by the production of the sixteenth-century Latin
translations of his corpus, which became inﬂuential in Western Europe.
MS.4103 consists of a collection of iatrosophia combined with texts of an
often superstitious nature on divination, dream interpretation, astrological
opuscules, and texts on thunders (brontologia) and earthquakes (seismologia)
written in vernacular Greek. Tina Lendari and Io Manolessou (Chapter
Four) conﬁrm in their detailed linguistic study of the codex the obvious
‘Northern vocalism’, thus associating the language of the codex with the
Northern dialects of Modern Greek. Several other linguistic observations
point to more similarities with the dialects of the regions of Epirus and
Sterea Ellas. In terms of vocabulary, there are a signiﬁcant number of loanwords from Italian/Romance and Turkish, and a small number of terms of
Slavic, Albanian, or even Aromanian origin. Last, there is one codex,
MS.413, which was copied around 1800.28 It contains a collection of
oracles, ascribed to Emperor Leo VI the Wise (r. 886–912) and Arsenios

26 Bouras-Vallianatos (2015: 279–83, 311–13, 324–6).
27 Bouras-Vallianatos (2015: 307–8).
28 Bouras-Vallianatos (2015: 319–21).
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Markellos, patriarchal secretary in the second half of the sixteenth century.
The codex is nicely illustrated by twenty-two drawings in ink and wash.
A study of this codex could potentially illustrate some features of the sixteenth-century political milieu in the Ottoman Empire.
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Greek manuscripts in the Library
at Wellcome Collection
Owners and cataloguers
Vivian Nutton

The Wellcome collection of Greek manuscripts falls into two parts, one created in the eighteenth century, the other largely in the twentieth. They indicate diﬀerent methods and priorities of collecting as well as the diﬀerent
purposes for which they were bought. Their presence today in the Library at
Wellcome Collection owes a great deal also to a small number of individuals,
few of whom are remembered today, but without their energy and persistence
both parts of the collection would likely have been dispersed years ago.
Anthony Askew, MB, MD Cambridge, FRCP, FRS (1722–74), is a doctor
famous today not for his medicine, but for the collection of Greek manuscripts
that he amassed during his travels on the continent in the 1740s and later.1 At
his death in 1774, he owned more than 7,000 volumes, which ﬁlled his entire
Queen Square house and took 19 days to sell at auction.2 His library reputedly
contained manuscripts of every Greek author, many obtained from monasteries
in the Ottoman Empire. He was collecting at a time when it was possible for
a wealthy traveller to acquire Greek manuscripts of all kinds in abundance, particularly from impoverished religious houses – later travellers like Robert
Curzon garnered a poorer harvest from similar ﬁelds. The part of the collection
that ended up in the Library at Wellcome Collection is exclusively medical, but
also palaeographically unusual. It contains at least three manuscripts copied in
England. MS.MSL.112, a copy of John Zacharias Aktouarios, may well have
been written specially for Askew;3 MS.MSL.124, also a John Zacharias
Aktouarios, was copied from MS 76/43 in Caius College, Cambridge;4 and the
third, MS.MSL.126, is a partial manuscript of Oribasios copied in Cambridge
by a Fellow of St John’s College, Robert Wadeson, MD, from a manuscript in
his college library, i.e. MS A.6.5
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Munk (1878: 185). For his library, see Fletcher (1902: 219–21).
Bibliotheca Askeviana (1785).
Bouras-Vallianatos (2015: 307–8).
Bouras-Vallianatos (2015: 311–13).
Bouras-Vallianatos (2015: 313).
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Figure 1.1 Portrait of Anthony Askew, from the photogravure after the picture in
Emanuel College, Cambridge.
© The Library at Wellcome Collection, London.

Most of Askew’s books and manuscripts are today in the British Library,
bought by, among others, George III (r. 1760–1820), but many famous collectors joined in the bidding at the ﬁrst sale and at that of the manuscripts
in 1785. One purchaser at the sale of Askew’s manuscripts, one of the
heroes of this chapter, was James Sims, an Irishman who had moved to
London around 1773, and soon established a lucrative practice under
the patronage of a celebrated London physician, John Coakley Lettsom
(1744–1815). Lettsom is one of the great names in English Georgian medicine, a distinguished physician and the founder of one of the earliest dispensaries, the Aldersgate Dispensary. Lettsom was the moving spirit behind
the foundation of The Medical Society of London in 1773, the ﬁrst successful attempt to bring together respectable practitioners of all kinds who
would otherwise have congregated in their respective colleges. His aim was
to further medical co-operation, and to enhance medical scholarship by

14 Vivian Nutton
learned discussion.6 James Sims (1741–1820), who obtained a post at the
Aldersgate Dispensary soon after coming to London, joined the Medical
Society in 1783. He was a very clubbable man, and was a leading member
of many societies, including the Philanthropic Society and the Humane
Society. He quickly made his mark in the Society, becoming its President in
1786 and remaining in oﬃce for 22 years. Such a lengthy tenure was not
unusual in learned societies of the day: Sir Joseph Banks (1743–1820) held
the presidency of the Royal Society for 42 years, Sir Henry Halford (1766–
1844) that of the College of Physicians for 23 years.
Sim’s period in oﬃce was not always to the satisfaction of the entire
membership, for, particularly in his later years, many of the younger members split oﬀ to found other similar societies, a few of which are still with us
today, most notably what eventually became The Royal Society of
Medicine.7 One cause of contention was the Society’s library. Sims was
a great collector, and his private medical library was enormous. In 1802, he
persuaded the Society to accept a very unusual arrangement; he made over
to the Society all his books and manuscripts in exchange for a payment of
£500, an annuity of £60 to himself and his wife, and of £90 a year to the
survivor on the death of a spouse.8 It was an arrangement that might have
seemed a bargain at ﬁrst to the Society, but became increasingly irksome as
Sims grew older and continued in oﬃce as President. The library was
a remarkable resource – even the Greek manuscripts and classical editions,
like Rabelais’ edition of the Hippocratic Aphorisms, were still viewed at the
time as having practical value. It provided Society members with access to
a remarkable collection of information, arguably superior to the libraries of
the London colleges because of its broader scope. It housed a wonderful
collection of printed Hippocratica, but somewhat less of Galen, reﬂecting
the validity of Hippocrates well into the nineteenth century.9 It also
included a remarkable number of European university theses from departed
universities like Helmstedt and Altdorf. Many of them had been discarded
as duplicates in 1788, from the British Library, where most of those that
remained were destroyed in the last war.
The library was one of the reasons for the success of the Medical Society,
despite competition from such organisations as The Royal Society of Medicine. In 1873 it moved to its present premises in Chandos Street, just
behind Cavendish Square, one of London’s ﬁnest surviving domestic buildings of the early nineteenth century.

6 For the history of the Society, see Hunting (2003). See also Munk (1878: 287); and Lawrence
and Macdonald (2003).
7 Munk (1878: 317–18); Hunting (2003: 138–42).
8 Hunting (2003: 24).
9 Nutton (1986–7).

Figure 1.2 James Sims. Stipple engraving by W. Holl, 1804, after S. Medley.
© The Library at Wellcome Collection, London.
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Seven years later, in 1880, there arrived in London an ambitious young
American pharmacist, Henry Solomon Wellcome (1853–1936).10 He had come
to join an old friend, Silas Burroughs, who had begun to establish a successful
drug business in London. On 30 September 1880, the two concluded an agreement to set up Burroughs Wellcome and Co, which long remained its name in
the United States even after the English business had changed its name, confusingly, to The Wellcome Foundation Ltd. Although the business prospered, notably through the introduction of drugs in tablet form, the original tabloids, the
personal relationship between the proprietors steadily worsened, and it was only
Burroughs’ early death in 1895 that prevented the dissolution of the partnership
and the break-up of the ﬁrm. As it was, Wellcome was now free to run things in
his own way. He had two passions, beyond that of money-making: scientiﬁc
research and the history of medicine. He set up two research laboratories in
Beckenham, and there was eventually also a tropical laboratory in Khartoum,
all staﬀed by future eminent scientists, including the Nobel Prize-winner Sir
Henry Dale (1875–1968), and avowedly intended to carry out research independent of the company, although in practice the two were closely connected.11
Wellcome had begun buying historical objects and books in the 1890s, but
it was not until 1896 that he employed anyone to collect and organise his
material, probably with a view to an exhibition, and it was perhaps not for
another ten years that he began wholesale collecting for his Museum at a rate
that increased considerably after the First World War. He bought almost anything to do with the history of medicine, and book dealers were quick to oﬀload their unsellable material to him as job lots. John Symons’ history of the
Wellcome Library tells many stories of the contortions Wellcome went
through to disguise his identity – almost always without success.12
But it was the Museum objects that were his main interest – the collection
was, at its largest, four times the size of that of the Louvre – and the books
and manuscripts were secondary. That is, of course, not to deny that he established what was at the time the largest collection in the world of older medical
books, and one not surpassed until the 1980s by the National Library of
Medicine as a single medico-historical collection. But, compared with his
Latin manuscripts, Wellcome’s Greek purchases are few and relatively unimportant; there are only ﬁve compared with eleven from the Medical Society,
and no Greek manuscripts have been added since the acquisition of the
latter.13 There are also a few papyri fragments, including the illuminated
Johnson Papyrus and the oldest copy of the Hippocratic Oath, MS.5733–5.
There is a simple reason for this: the great dispersal of monastic collections
had long ended, most major Greek manuscripts were already in oﬃcial
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Tansey (1989).
Symons (1993).
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Figure 1.3 Portrait of Sir Henry Wellcome, 1902.
© The Library at Wellcome Collection, London.

collections in Italy, Paris, and Berlin, and few came up on the auction
market. Where Wellcome did buy large parts of an individual’s library, like
that of William Morris in 1898, it contained books rather than manuscripts.
Wellcome’s vision, to display the history of medicine as part of the universal culture of mankind and to encourage members of the ﬁrm to browse
among books and objects to gain inspiration for their new discoveries, was
wildly optimistic.14 His scientists were little interested, and the material was
housed miles from the labs in Beckenham or the factory at Dartford.
Besides, the amount of material ﬂooding in quickly overwhelmed the curatorial staﬀ of the Museum and Library. Save for a few exhibitions, and
some honoured visitors, only a small fraction of the books and manuscripts
was put on display during Wellcome’s lifetime. When he died in 1936, he

14 Russell (1986); Skinner (1986); Larson (2009).
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left the responsibility for his research staﬀ and his collection to his Trustees,
but the books and personnel responsible for them still remained within the
drug company itself, a situation that still obtained in part when I joined in
1977. This was typical of the man and a company where exactly who
owned what was far from clear, and where the boundaries between Wellcome’s private enthusiasms and his company were ﬂuid. War only added to
the problems. The Wellcome Building on Euston Road, intended for the
Museum, had to be adapted suddenly to serve as the headquarters of the
company, after it had been forced to move after being bombed out in 1941.
(The Trust was located elsewhere and was a tiny organisation.) More seriously, the drug company itself was in grave ﬁnancial diﬃculty, and did not
begin to be proﬁtable until the mid-1960s. The Trustees, who owned the
company, had as a ﬁrst charge also to pay for the Museum and Library,
whose demise was averted only by massive Museum sales.15 It required
enormous eﬀorts from the Museum Director, E. Ashworth Underwood
(1899–1964), and his staﬀ to reopen part of the Museum in 1946 and the
Library itself in 1949, albeit in only a small portion of the lavish building
that had been planned as part of a scheme that would have covered the
whole block between Gordon Street and Gower Street.16 Space was at
a premium, and continued to be so even after the transfer of the Historical
Museum on the second ﬂoor and the Tropical Museum in the basement.
The Trust was not the only organisation in diﬃculties after the war. The Medical Society of London was also faced with the problem about what to do with
the older portions of its library, no longer relevant to the interests of most of its
members, and occupying space in a most expensive area of London. Its transfer
to the Wellcome Library was due to two men, almost forgotten today, but to
whom an enormous debt is owed, Noel Poynter and Peter Williams. Noel Poynter (1908–79), who joined the library staﬀ in 1930, became the Librarian in
1954, and then the ﬁrst Director of the Wellcome Institute from 1964 until
1973.17 It was he who had the idea of turning the Library into a truly international research centre, pursuing this vision vigorously and with considerable
success. He was an expert networker, particularly among the higher reaches of
the London medical scene, and it was he who in 1967 negotiated the deposit of
The Medical Society of London material, some 200 manuscripts and 10,000
printed books, in the Library on a 20-year loan.18 He also encouraged, in 1970,
The Medical Society of London to sell oﬀ duplicates and material that he did
not want to go to Toronto to form part of the Hannah Institute for the History
of Medicine. According to oral tradition, the Toronto buyer, Jason Hannah, was
somewhat miﬀed to ﬁnd later that his hoped-for purchase, although extensive,
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Figure 1.4 Edgar Ashworth Underwood, seated, right hand on cheek.
© The Library at Wellcome Collection, London.

was not as great as he had expected.19 But while The Medical Society of
London loan solved the Society’s problems of space, it was a temporary solution – it was after all a loan – and while the Hannah sale allowed Chandos
House to be appropriately renovated, the Society’s ﬁnances continued to deteriorate. The Wellcome Trust was lukewarm at the idea of extending the loan, preferring to purchase the volumes outright. There followed long and at times
fraught negotiations on both sides before the Trust, helped by a substantial contribution from the National Heritage Memorial Fund, completed the sale in
1984 at a price of £800,000.20

19 It now forms part of the rare book collection in the Thomas Fisher Rare Book Library of the
University of Toronto. Poynter played no direct part in the negotiations, but he knew all
those involved.
20 Hunting (2003: 300–1).
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Figure 1.5 Portrait of F. N. L. Poynter.
© The Library at Wellcome Collection, London.

But neither deposit nor purchase, nor indeed the Wellcome Institute
itself, would have been possible without the support and initiative of Peter
Williams (1925–2014), Secretary (later Director) of the Trust from 1965 to
1991 and from 1981–3 also Director of the Institute.21 He and Poynter did
not always see eye to eye, and it was probably a good thing that the Euston
Road provided a nigh unbridgeable gap between the Wellcome Building and
the Trust’s oﬃces in Park Square West. But without Williams’ backing, it is
clear that the Library and Institute, and indeed medical history as a subject,
would not have ﬂourished as it did. Williams, whose wife wrote a PhD
thesis on Galvani, came to dominate the Trustees, and his opinions of what
medical historians should do carried weight, even if not always to the satisfaction of younger historians.22 But he was justly proud of what he achieved

21 Signiﬁcantly, no obituary appeared in a medical history journal. Obituaries: Cookson (2014);
Gordon and Tansey (2014); Watts (2014).
22 Williams (2000).
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Figure 1.6 Dr Peter Williams (1925–2014), ﬁrst Director of the Wellcome Trust in his
oﬃce on the ﬁrst ﬂoor of 1 Park Square West, London, looking on to
Regent’s Park, and holding a copy of Physic and Philanthropy: A History
of the Wellcome Trust 1936–1986 by A. R. Hall and B. A. Bembridge
(Cambridge, 1986).
© The Library at Wellcome Collection, London.

for the history of medicine, as the Trust’s historians acknowledge, and he
was generous in his backing for new initiatives.23 The relationship between
the Trust and the Library has never been entirely harmonious, but one
needs only to look around to see the importance of the inﬂuence of
a Director and Trustees with an interest in medical history.
Since 1984, there have been no new acquisitions of Greek manuscripts.
But one did get away: in 2005 the British Library decided not to bid for an
interesting Phillipps manuscript of Galen’s Therapeutics to Glaucon and

23 Hall and Bembridge (1986: 121–49, 199–202).

22 Vivian Nutton
other texts that had been on loan there for some time, and suggested that
the Wellcome should acquire it. It was considered by the Library Committee, who decided not to bid for it. However, the Library and I did make
representations to Christie’s that, if possible, this should not be sold to go
into a bank vault, since I knew of several scholars working on the texts it
contained. Our pleas may have had an eﬀect – it may be no coincidence
that Christie’s head of manuscripts was the wife of the Secretary of the
Wellcome Foundation Ltd – and the manuscript is now easily accessible at
Yale (Beinecke Rare Book & Manuscript Library) as MS.1121.
Access to manuscripts also depends on the quality of their catalogues.
The catalogue of The Medical Society of London manuscripts was
published in 1932 by Warren R. Dawson (1888–1968), an antiquarian
greatly interested in Egyptology.24 He was an insurance specialist at Lloyd’s,
where his wealth allowed him the leisure to pursue a range of antiquarian
interests, including acting as a sort of jobbing cataloguer of manuscripts,
including those of Lloyd’s itself, The Medical Society of London, The
Linnean Society and Imperial College. His expertise, it must be said, was in
more modern manuscripts and archives, and at times the complexity of
many of The Medical Society of London Greek manuscripts defeated him.
His Wellcome counterpart, S. A. J. Moorat, was even longer-lived, working for 50 years in the Library as a cataloguer, before retiring for
the second time at the age of 81 in 1973. Moorat, an Oxford graduate, took
on the task of producing the catalogue of Western manuscripts as a project
after his ﬁrst retirement in 1946. To complete the ﬁrst volume of the catalogue by 1962 was a remarkable achievement, even if Moorat had himself
been largely responsible for accessioning many of the manuscripts in the
hectic period of acquisition in the decade before Wellcome’s death. But, like
Dawson, Moorat was not a specialist in Greek manuscripts (or for that
matter in Medieval Latin), and, although he was helped by some outside
scholars, the catalogue was very much an individual eﬀort. Unsurprisingly,
mistakes are common, and over the years more than one expert, including
Nigel Wilson, was asked to look at the Greek collection and contribute corrections to the catalogue. But like the predecessors of Agamemnon praised
by the Roman poet Horace, omnes illacrimabiles urgentur ignotique, their
work passes unknown and unmourned, for their comments (as well as many
more on the Latin manuscripts) were recorded on cards kept in a white box
in the oﬃce of the manuscripts curator. But librarians move on and, particularly in the Trust, buildings and oﬃces are redeveloped with remarkable
frequency. I managed to keep track of the several moves of the precious box
until a dozen years ago, since when it seems to have disappeared. And
what, I wonder, has happened to the collection of microﬁlms of Greek

24 James (1969).
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manuscripts of Hippocrates and Galen assembled by Iain Lonie and others,
and last heard of in a green ﬁling cabinet some 17 years ago?25
But it would be churlish to end on this sour note, and without paying
tribute to a succession of librarians who have helped to publicise the collection and who have assisted numerous readers with their enquiries.26 Indeed,
it could well be argued that the non-implementation of these earlier
attempts to correct Moorat and Dawson has allowed us to have a new catalogue of the collections, prepared to the highest level of technical expertise.
We now know far more today about Wellcome manuscripts than could ever
have been hoped for, and certainly far more than was known when
I prepared a preliminary survey of the ancient material in The Medical
Society of London collection in 1986–7. But that would not have been
possible without the contributions of Antony Askew, James Sims, Henry
Wellcome, Noel Poynter, and Peter Williams, who bought and preserved the
manuscripts that we can use today.
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The clinical method of the anonymous
of Paris*
Orly Lewis

1 Introduction
At the end of MS.MSL.52B held at the Library at Wellcome Collection
we ﬁnd an anonymous treatise concerning acute and chronic diseases,
dated to the ﬁrst century CE.1 The treatise has survived also in two
manuscripts in Paris and one in Vienna.2 The author is commonly
known as Anonymus Parisinus (henceforth AP or the Anonymous). He
earned this appellation from his unknown identity and from Paris being
the place to which the ﬁrst manuscript, found originally on Mt. Athos,
was brought and identiﬁed.3 Two of the manuscripts oﬀer titles. The title
in the London manuscript reads: διαγνωστικὴ διάλεκτ ς τῶν μεγάλων π ιητῶν4
ἰατρῶν· περὶ τῶν ὀξέων ν σημάτων, καὶ ὀξέων τὲ καὶ χρ νίων (“A diagnostic discussion of the great physician authors – on the acute diseases – both
acute and chronic”). The title in Parisinus suppl. gr. 636 is shorter:
διάγνωσις περὶ τῶν ἔξεων (sic) καὶ χρ νίων ν σημάτων (“Diagnosis concerning acute and chronic diseases”). As Ivan Garofalo notes, the treatise
discusses more than diagnostics.5 It is divided into ﬁfty-one sections,
each setting out the causes, signs and treatments of a particular disease.

* I am grateful for the generous support of The Martin Buber Society of Fellows in the Humanities and Social Sciences at the Hebrew University of Jerusalem. My sincere gratitude to the
editor, Petros Bouras-Vallianatos, for his patience and helpful comments, as well as to the
anonymous referee (not to be confused with the Anonymous of Paris) for his/her helpful
remarks and suggestions, and to Philip van der Eijk for his useful comments. I also beneﬁted
much from the comments of the participants at the symposium from which this volume emerged
and at the Ancient Medicine Colloquium at the Humboldt University of Berlin (16.10.2017),
where I presented earlier versions of this chapter.
1 Ff. 366v–403v. On this manuscript, see Bouras-Vallianatos (2015: 286–92). For the dating, see
Garofalo (1997: xi); van der Eijk (1999a: 296–300, 326–9).
2 Parisinus suppl. gr. 636, Parisinus gr. 2324, Vindobonensis med. gr. 37. For an overview and
comparison between the manuscripts, see Garofalo (1992) and (Garofalo, 1997: xiv–xxii).
3 On the author’s identity, see Fuchs (1903), who attributes it to Themison, the pupil of Asclepiades;
Wellmann (1905) argues for the Pneumatist Herodotus, which was accepted by Liddell and Scott
in their Greek-English dictionary; Garofalo (1997: xi–xiii) and van der Eijk (1999a: 300–1, 325–9)
both reject these attributions and argue that the author remains anonymous.
4 Garofalo suggests that this should perhaps read παλαιῶν (“ancient”) – Garofalo (1997: 2).
5 Ibid.
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First come sixteen acute diseases, followed by thirty-ﬁve chronic diseases. It is
the author himself who makes this distinction: at the end of chapter sixteen he
notes that he has reached the end (τέλ ς) of the study (πραγματεία) of the acute
diseases and is moving on (μετιέναι) to the collection (συναγωγή) of the chronic
diseases.6 None of the manuscripts contain all of the sections – Parisinus suppl.
gr. 636 is the most complete, while the Wellcome manuscript, which spans
thirty-seven folios, includes twenty-nine of the ﬁfty-one sections.7
The treatise was ﬁrst discovered in 1840. In 1894 Robert Fuchs published the
text based on the Paris manuscripts, but it was only in 1997 that Garofalo published a complete edition, based on all four manuscripts, together with
a translation.8 Scholars have engaged with this treatise mostly on account of it
being an important source for the ideas of earlier physicians. Others have focused
on the question of the author’s identity or relation to certain medical “schools”.9
Van der Eijk’s 1999 extensive article in a volume on medical doxography and historiography in antiquity goes beyond the treatise’s doxographic aspects; however,
the scope and context restricted the ability to explore the treatise as a whole.
Although over twenty years have passed since these publications, there is still no
study of the methods and professional considerations of the author, regardless of
his identity or possible aﬃliation with other groups or “schools”.10 This is particularly unfortunate since AP is one of the few medical works which have survived from the period between the Hippocratic works (mostly ﬁfth and fourth
centuries BCE) and Galen (second century CE). The work is thus a rare direct
testimony to a medical treatise from this period and the professional concerns
and interests of physicians of the time; the author’s ideas and methods are thus
worthy of consideration on their own account, regardless of his identity, “aﬃliation” and sources.
This chapter is intended as a step towards such a study. It brings to light some
of the main features and threads in the author’s medical method and the underlying ideas they reﬂect. I use “method” here in the general sense of an approach
or a set of procedures directing the Anonymous’ clinical work with patients. My
underlying assumption is that he considered his treatise comprehensive and suﬃcient for guiding a practising physician. It is possible that the treatise is mostly

6 Anonymus Parisinus, On Acute and Chronic Diseases, 16, ed. Garofalo (1997) 108.22–3. References to the Anonymus Parisinus are by chapter and page numbers (and when necessary line
numbers).
7 See the table in Garofalo (1997: xviii–xix).
8 Fuchs (1894). Cf. Fuchs (1895) and Fuchs (1903). Garofalo (1997) – the English translation
in that edition is Brian Fuchs’ (not to be confused with the earlier editor, Robert Fuchs)
translation of Garofalo’s Italian translation of the text. See van der Eijk (1999a: 295–302) for
a detailed overview of the editorial history of this text.
9 Fuchs (1901); Fuchs (1903); Wellmann (1901); Wellmann (1905); Wellmann (1913).
10 While focusing on the doxographical contribution of AP, van der Eijk (1999a) also attempts
to identify the author’s own voice and mark in the doxographical parts. For the ambiguous
meaning of the concept of medical “school” (αἵρεσις) in antiquity, see Von Staden (1982) and
Leith (2016) as well as Glucker (1978: 174–92) for the broader context.
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Figure 2.1 Londiniensis Wellcomensis MS.MSL.52, f. 366v.
Photograph by Petros Bouras-Vallianatos.

an edited collection and compilation of information from other sources, with
only very few independent or original views. But even if this is the case, I believe
that his selection of content and the “clinical narrative” he relates represent his
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own perception of how to practise medicine and what is required to do so
properly. The author himself does not claim to be providing a systematic universal clinical method, nor does he use the Greek term μέθ δ ς, which Galen
opposes to proceeding “by chance or spontaneously” (κατὰ τύχην καὶ
αὐτ μάτως).11 Nevertheless, an analysis of the text reveals, as we shall see, some
underlying considerations and traits which guide the Anonymous’ clinical
work and approach and which allow him and physicians using his treatise to
pursue their practice without relying on chance or luck. It is these considerations and traits which I call his “method”. In accordance with the author’s
form of presentation, I discuss ﬁrst his engagement with the causes of diseases,
then signs and diagnosis and ﬁnally treatment.

2 Causes of diseases
When discussing the causes (αἰτία) of the diﬀerent diseases, AP usually lists
the views of four physicians from the ﬁfth to third centuries BCE: Hippocrates, Diocles of Carystus, Praxagoras of Cos and Erasistratus of Ceos.12 At
times he lists the opinions of all four concerning the cause of the particular
disease, sometimes of only some of the four, other times he groups them
together under the label of “the ancients” ( ἱ ἀρχαῖ ι, ἱ παλαι ί) and once
simply as “the four” (κατὰ τ ὺς τέσσαρας).13 However, these doxographies
are only part of the picture – the author’s voice is often heard. Occasionally
he uses the ﬁrst person: “we say” (φαμεν) or notes that whereas “some
think” one thing, “we think…” (μέν τινες ἴ νται … ὡς δὲ ἡμεῖς).14 In many
cases he describes the causes of the given disease with no reference to earlier
authors (particularly in the case of chronic diseases); other times he notes
an additional cause or explanation to the causes he reports for “the
ancients”.15 Based on these parts in which the author expresses his own

11 Galen, Method of Medicine, 1.4, ed. Kühn (1825) X.31.10–12, and see van der Eijk (2008:
287–8).
12 In thirty-eight of the ﬁfty-one chapters – see the informative list in van der Eijk (1999a:
304–7). Twelve of the thirteen cases without any reference to ancient authorities concern
chronic diseases; the one acute disease is satyriasis.
13 See van der Eijk (1999a: 303–4) and van der Eijk (1999b: 144–6). There is a single mention of
a diﬀerent ancient authority: the philosopher Democritus regarding the cause of elephantiasis
(Anonymus Parisinus, On Acute and Chronic Diseases, 51, ed. Garofalo (1997) 258.5).
14 Anonymus Parisinus, On Acute and Chronic Diseases, 11, 31, ed. Garofalo (1997) 82.1, 166.15.
15 See the tables in van der Eijk (1999a: 304–7). The anonymous reviewer of my chapter raised
the important question of whether there was possibly a connection between the severity of the
diseases and the reference to the authority of the ancients. I believe such a connection is possible in so far that there was, for these diseases, a stronger tradition of discourse, particularly
as regards their causes. Nevertheless, the severity was probably only part of the motivation for
the livelier debate; presumably, the obscurity of the causes of these diseases as well as their
relation to broader ancient debates (e.g. concerning mental faculties or the bodily location of
disease) also contributed much to the interest in them.
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views, we can make several observations regarding his ideas concerning
disease aetiology.
2.1 A range of causes
Overall the Anonymous refers (without mention of a source) to the full
range of causes found in other Greco-Roman medical sources: qualitative
changes related to heat, chill, wetness and dryness in the entire body, or in
certain parts or substances; blockage or hindrance to the passage of substances such as blood or air; accumulation of blood, air or humours in locations they should not naturally be; physical trauma. In vertigo, for example,
the liquids in the head and the pneuma are blocked (ἐνανείλησις);16 in colic
it is “either inﬂammation of the colon or stoppage of the thick pneumata in
it”;17 spasm can arise from dryness of the nerves which are thus “contracted
like leather straps” and on account of “lack of tension of the pneuma”
(ἀτ νία πνεύματ ς).18
This last reference to the tension of the pneuma and to the lack thereof
(ἀτ νία) as a cause of disease are interesting. Most medical authors generally
conceive pneuma solely as a substance which moves through channels and
parts. The free ﬂow of this pneuma ensured healthy motor, sensory, and sometimes, intellectual faculties. A disruption in the ﬂow of this pneuma would
cause dysfunction and disease. The theory of the physicians of the Pneumatist
school (ἡ πνευματικὴ αἵρεσις) adopts this concept of pneuma, but their theory
of disease uniquely incorporated, and indeed centred round, their conception
of another pneuma, which permeates and is present in the solid parts. This
pneuma is active inside the parts of the body at their most basic compositional
level, and some sources refer to it as the “connate pneuma” (τ σύμφυτ ν
πνεῦμα).19 According to the Pneumatist theory, changes in the body due to
external and internal causes bring about a qualitative imbalance or a lack of
tension of this pneuma, which in turn disrupt the pneuma’s activity; this causes
various dysfunctions, depending on the part aﬀected.20
The chapter on spasm cited above is not the only place in which AP
refers to the tension of the pneuma. In the case of dysenteric ﬂux he refers
to the lack of tension of the innate pneuma (ἀτ νία ἐμφύτ υ πνεύματ ς).21
In the case of syncope, the pneuma loses its natural tension on account of

16 Anonymus Parisinus, On Acute and Chronic Diseases, 17, ed. Garofalo (1997) 110.6–7.
17 Anonymus Parisinus, On Acute and Chronic Diseases, 15, ed. Garofalo (1997) 102.5–6. Translations from AP are by Fuchs in Garofalo (1997) with slight modiﬁcations. Where an implied
word needs to be made explicit for reasons of clarity, it is supplied within parentheses.
18 Anonymus Parisinus, On Acute and Chronic Diseases, 7, ed. Garofalo (1997) 50.11–14.
19 Ps.-Galen Introduction, or the Physician, 9, ed. Petit (2009) 21.20–1 = ed. Kühn (1827)
XIV.698, and see Coughlin and Lewis (forthcoming) for discussion.
20 See Coughlin and Lewis (forthcoming).
21 Anonymus Parisinus, On Acute and Chronic Diseases, 43, ed. Garofalo (1997) 218.3–4.

30 Orly Lewis
inﬂammation (ὑπ φλεγμ νῆς ἐκτ νιζ μέν υ τ ῦ πνεύματ ς).22 Importantly,
in the treatment of this condition AP refers to the strengthening (ῥώννυται)
of the pneuma as a deﬁned therapeutic aim.23 This further echoes the Pneumatist theory, which considered pneuma an explicit object of medical care
and its restoration to its natural state a therapeutic aim. The passages in
AP are our only direct evidence for the practical clinical consideration of
the quality of the pneuma (rather than its freedom of motion in vessels or
nerves) with regard to disease aetiology and treatment.
2.2 Causal relations
The Anonymous is aware and sensitive to diﬀerent stages of disease causation and pathological processes. He describes a chain of eﬀects and processes which occur inside or on the surface of the body. Catarrh, for
example, is the result of strong chilling in the head which leads to an
increase in the liquid inside the head, which then ﬂows into the nostrils or
channels.24 Inﬂammation of the kidneys can occur due to various causes,
among these are cases in which morbid matter ﬂows to the kidneys from all
over the body, causing the kidneys to ﬁll and distend and this causes the
inﬂammation. He opposes such cases to those arising from “some external
cause” (ἔξωθέν τις αἰτία).25 He oﬀers no example for such an external cause,
but it is clear that he is distinguishing between morbid processes arising from
internal changes and those arising from a change or event aﬀecting the body
from without. An example for such an external cause in a diﬀerent context is
a bite from a raging dog (κύων λυσσῶν). Such a bite can cause the disease
called hydrophobos – a fear of water so ﬁerce that it causes tremors, a frequent
pulse, disrupted breathing and speech, howling and confused and frightened
behaviour.26 Through the bite the dog “poisons” (ἐξιών) the humours in the
body. In some cases humours which cause the aﬀection can “arise inside the
body” (ἐντραφέντων τῷ σώματι) without the external stimulant.27 The author
explains in detail the cause-and-eﬀect process generated by these noxious

22 Anonymus Parisinus, On Acute and Chronic Diseases, 10, ed. Garofalo (1997) 72.7–8; his use of
the verb ἐκτ νίζ μαι is a hapax and one wonders whether the Anonymous coined it or adopted it
from another (now lost) source. The latter explanation seems to me more likely; this could imply
that (at least some) of the aetiologies he adds to those of the ancient authorities derive from later
authorities, which he does not name for some reason (perhaps it was clear to his contemporary
readers?). Either way, I assume that the passages in which he “concludes” the cause from the
ancients’ writings (see above p. 28) are his own original contribution.
23 Anonymus Parisinus, On Acute and Chronic Diseases, 10, ed. Garofalo (1997) 72.7–9,
80.11–13. The treatment of pneuma in this sense appears to be part of a Pneumatist method –
see Coughlin and Lewis (forthcoming).
24 Anonymus Parisinus, On Acute and Chronic Diseases, 28, ed. Garofalo (1997) 154–6.
25 Anonymus Parisinus, On Acute and Chronic Diseases, 37, ed. Garofalo (1997) 192.
26 Anonymus Parisinus, On Acute and Chronic Diseases, 12, ed. Garofalo (1997) 84–6.
27 Anonymus Parisinus, On Acute and Chronic Diseases, 12, ed. Garofalo (1997) 84.14–17.
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humours (regardless of their origin): the humours dry the body, and with it the
pneuma in the oesophagus and in the entire body is dried. The dryness means
that the oesophagus (στόμαχ ς)28 and other appetitive organs (τὰ ὀρεκτικὰ
ὄργανα) are either paralysed or move with much pain. The dryness in these
organs, claims the author, also explains the convulsions and the aversion to the
sound of water.29 The author’s explanation demonstrates his attempt to connect between the signs (convulsion, aversion to water, irregularities in speech
and swallowing, which are connected to the throat) and the causes (dryness
and eﬀects on the oesophagus). In the ﬁnal sentence of the passage he notes
that motion depends on wetness (and hence dryness harms the mobility of the
parts). In this remark he reveals an interest in the relation between pathological
processes and physiological theory and in showing that the causes are not
random. Throughout the treatise, theoretical remarks are mostly restricted to
the aetiological sections30 and, as in this case, they are brief, general, and do
not seem to strive for completeness.31
2.3 Technical causal terminology
On a handful of occasions AP uses technical causal terminology known from
other medical and philosophical sources. He mentions that haemorrhage of the
bladder has “many antecedent (πρ καταρκτικαί) causes” and he distinguishes
between antecedent and cohesive (συνεκτικά) causes in cases of coughing up
blood (haemoptysis).32 Lifting a weight, jumping, straining one’s voice or an
abundance of humours are possible antecedent causes which can cause, in turn,
the cohesive causes of the disease such as an unnatural “opening” (ἀναστόμωσις),
a rupture or corrosion (διάβρωσις) in the mouth, stomach, trachea, lung or other
parts of the head or thorax.33 Antecedent causes are usually external causes
which bring about a change or process inside the body; the cohesive causes are
those which actually bring about the disease (coughing blood in this case), without them there would be no disease. These causal terms originated in Stoic
thought and their explanations of the cosmos and natural phenomena.

28 στόμαχ ς could also refer here to the cardia, the upper/cranial opening of the stomach; cf.
Skoda (1988: 155).
29 Anonymus Parisinus, On Acute and Chronic Diseases, 12, ed. Garofalo (1997) 84.17–25.
30 Other examples include, for instance: phrenitis (the explanations of the roles of diﬀerent parts
according to the ancients – Anonymus Parisinus, On Acute and Chronic Diseases, 1, ed. Garofalo (1997) 2; satyriasis (the relation between spasm and voluntary motion and parts partaking in voluntary motion – ibid., 16, ed. Garofalo (1997) 106.19–20).
31 In the cited case of hydrophobia it is not clear, for example, whether the author is thinking in
“mechanical”, “macroscopic” terms when speaking of dryness and wetness and their eﬀect on
mobility, or rather in “chemical”, histological terms related to the qualitative, elemental mixture. The reference to the pneuma and its dryness seems to point to the latter; but see page 29.
32 Anonymus Parisinus, On Acute and Chronic Diseases, 26, ed. Garofalo (1997) 140.17–19; cf.
ibid., 38, ed. Garofalo (1997) 198.8 for antecedent causes.
33 Anonymus Parisinus, On Acute and Chronic Diseases, 26, ed. Garofalo (1997) 140.16–22.
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According to Galen, it was the physician Athenaeus of Attaleia, the founder of
the Pneumatist school, who introduced these terms and especially the concept of
cohesive cause into medical theory.34 Notably, AP’s list of cohesive causes diﬀers
from the claim attributed to Athenaeus and the Pneumatists, according to which
changes in the pneuma and in its mixture are the cohesive causes of diseases.35
AP uses less common terms too, such as “stimulating causes” (συγκινητικὰ αἴτια)
found in later sources36 and “productive causes” (π ιητικὰ αἴτια), a term which
Galen mentions as used by some authors and which Galen himself uses but not
with respect to disease;37 we ﬁnd it in a pathological context in Pseudo-Galen
Medical Deﬁnitions.38 AP also distinguishes once between “apparent” (πρ φανής)
and “unseen” (ἄδηλ ς) causes.39 Since AP refers to all these technical terms only
rarely, he may have simply “inherited” them from the sources he was using for
describing these diseases, without actively adopting these concepts and terms
into his theory. While he was clearly interested in noting the causes of disease, he
does not seem to be particularly interested in the debates on causal terminology
and classiﬁcation.
The Anonymous also uses once the term “ﬁrst-aﬀection” (πρωτ πάθεια) –
a rare term associated with Pneumatist physicians;40 on several occasions
he uses its opposite: “co-aﬀection” (συμπάθεια).41 Inﬂammation of the
kidney can arise, he says, on account of a “ﬁrst-aﬀection” (πρωτ πάθεια);

34 Coughlin and Lewis (forthcoming). See Hankinson (1987), Hankinson (1998), and Frede
(1980) on ancient Greek causal theories and terminology. Galen wrote books on both kinds
of causes, interestingly, neither is extant in Greek: Cohesive Causes survives only in the medieval Arabic translation (ed. Lyons, 1969) and Antecedent Causes only in a fourteenth-century
Latin translation (ed. Hankinson, 1998).
35 Galen, Cohesive Causes, 2.4, ed. Lyons (1969) 54.23–5, and see Coughlin and Lewis
(forthcoming).
36 Anonymus Parisinus, On Acute and Chronic Diseases, 5, ed. Garofalo (1997) 38.13. He refers also
to a cause “recalling” (ὑπ μνηστική) the aﬀection. This is not a cause of the disease as such but
something which might cause a relapse by reminding the patient of the aﬀection (ibid. 37, ed Garofalo (1997) 196.26–198.1); nevertheless, it is noteworthy that the Empiricist doctors referred to
‘recalling signs’ in their diagnostic method (e.g. Ps.-Galen, Medical Deﬁnitions, 176, ed. Kühn
(1830) ΧΙΧ.396.12). I am grateful to Philip van der Eijk for drawing my attention to this term.
37 Anonymus Parisinus, On Acute and Chronic Diseases, 19, ed. Garofalo (1997) 120.2; cf.
Galen, On Abundance, ed. Kühn (1824) VII.524.
38 Ps.-Galen, Medical Deﬁnitions, 64, ed. Kühn (1830) XIX.363.12, cf. Aristotle, Poetics, ed.
Bekker (1831) 1448b4.
39 Anonymus Parisinus, On Acute and Chronic Diseases, 30, ed. Garofalo (1997) 164.17–18; cf.
Hankinson (1987: 336), (1998: 40–3).
40 Ps.-Galen, Introduction, or the Physician, 9, ed. Petit (2009) 22.17 = ed. Kühn (1827) XIV.699
and see Gärtner (2015: 543–4, n. ad 260.17–20). Galen criticises this term and argues for ἰδι πάθεια (“own-aﬀection”): On Identifying the Aﬀected Parts, 1.3.2, 1.6.1, ed. Gärtner (2015)
260.18, 282.5 = ed. Kühn (1824) VIII.31, VIII.48.
41 For sympathetic aﬀection (συμπάθεια, συμπαθέω) in AP, see: Anonymus Parisinus, On Acute
and Chronic Diseases, 7, ed. Garofalo (1997) 54.27 (spasm), ibid., 32, ed. Garofalo (1997)
172.5 (inﬂammation of liver), ibid., 37, ed. Garofalo (1997) 194.1 (nephritis), ibid., 50, ed.
Garofalo (1997) 246.19 (sciatica); this is a key concept in Galen’s theory, e.g. On Identifying
the Aﬀected Parts, 1.3.2, 1.6.1–7 ed. Gärtner (2015) 260, 282–8 = ed. Kühn (1824) VIII.301,
VIII.48–53 and the note and references in Gärtner (2015: 543–4, n. ad 260, 17–20).
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in other words, the kidney is “primarily” aﬀected, or is the “ﬁrst to be
aﬀected”. He does not suggest what could cause such an inﬂammation,
but the point seems to be that some unnatural internal change or process
began locally in the kidney and caused the inﬂammation inside it. Alternatively, it can arise, as we saw earlier, from morbid ﬂuids ﬂowing to the
kidneys from another part and which cause the inﬂammation. This latter
would be aﬀection by “sympathy”, although he does not use the term in
this case.

3 Signs
The sections on the signs (σημεῖα) accompanying each disease are between
a paragraph and one-page long in the modern edition. We ﬁnd here the
range of signs and diagnostic methods familiar to us from Greco-Roman
diagnostic treatises and patient case histories.42 The Anonymous lists signs
physicians themselves can observe by means of their senses while examining patients; and signs which require physicians to rely on the patient’s
descriptions of their subjective sensations and feelings.43 The former
include signs such as: pulse, respiration, swellings, complexion and changes
in the face, temperature changes, odours, bowel movements, secretions,
coughing, sleep patterns, speech and the patient’s attitude and manner. AP
refers to the size, frequency and strength of the pulse, using terms known
from Hellenistic and Roman pulse theories.44 Concerning the face he
notes, for instance, its bulging appearance, redness or it becoming “more
ugly”.45 In addition to “acute fever” he describes the fever’s pattern, for
example: increases at night; “continuous” (συνεχής); “intermittent”

42 See García-Ballester (1994: 1652–9) on Galen, Jouanna (1999: 291–307) on Hippocrates, Thumiger (2017: 71–173) on cases of mental illness and (2018: 270–1) more broadly.
43 On this distinction, see Jouanna (1999: 291–307) and García-Ballester (1994: 1652–62).
44 He uses terms referring to size (“small”, σμικρός and “large”, μέγας – e.g. Anonymus Parisinus, On Acute and Chronic Diseases, 2, 18, ed. Garofalo (1997) 12.3, 114.12), speed (“fast”,
ταχύς and “slow”, βραδύνων rather than the more common βραδύς – e.g. ibid., 3, 6, ed. Garofalo (1997) 20.11, 40.17), frequency (only “frequent”, πυκνός, but not its opposite ἀραί ς,
“sparse” – e.g. ibid., 6, 18, ed. Garofalo (1997) 40.16, 114.12,) and strength (“strong”,
σφ δρός and “weak”, ἀσθενής – e.g. ibid., 9, 19, ed. Garofalo (1997) 66.2, 118.7). He uses also
rare terms such as διῃρημέν ς (literally “divided” – perhaps for “sparse”) in the case of lethargy (ibid., 2, ed. Garofalo (1997) 12.3) and δεδιωγμέν ς (“running”, “rapid”) in the case of
phrenitis (ibid., 1, ed. Garofalo (1997) 3.24–4.1; cf. Ps.-Rufus, Synopsis on Pulse, 6, ed. Daremberg and Ruelle (1879) 228.2.
45 For the face and eyes, see for example: Anonymus Parisinus, On Acute and Chronic Diseases, 31,
ed. Garofalo (1997) 166.24–168.1 (bulging, red); ibid., 6, ed. Garofalo (1997) 40.7, 40.12–13 (eyes
hollow, face livid and black); ibid., 21, ed. Garofalo (1997) 124.18 (“leaden and sunken” μ λυβδώδης καὶ κατενηνεγμένη); ibid., 27, ed. Garofalo (1997) 150.6–8 (face uglier, eyes dirty and
whitish).
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(διαλείπων).46 He refers to sounds emitted from patients’ bodies, for
example rumbling from the bowels47 and to information gained from
haptic examination, for example the sound arising from tapping the body48
or how pressing a particular part aﬀects the patient’s sensation of pain.49
In the case of aﬀections in the kidneys or bladder the author refers not
only to disrupted urinating patters (e.g. blocked, in drops) but also to the
appearance and quality of the urine itself.50
Among the signs about which physicians must learn from the patients we
ﬁnd diverse sensations and perceptions. Most common of these is pain,
which is described with reference to its location, intensity and quality. Some
descriptions of pain are very detailed, describing how the pain spreads to
diﬀerent parts and the sensations which accompany it, such as “heaviness”
(βάρ ς).51 In pleurisy, for instance, there is
severe pain in the pleura reaching the ﬂank and collarbone, sometimes
even the shoulders and arm. Patients have the feeling of being pierced by
something pointed. In the aforementioned places there are “currents”.
συνεδρεύει πόν ς πλευρᾶς ὑπερβάλλων διήκων μέχρι λαγόν ς καὶ κλειδός,
ἐνί τε δὲ καὶ ὤμ υ καὶ βραχί ν ς. δ κ ῦσι δὲ ἱ ἐν τῷ πάθει [ἐν] ἀκμῇ τινι
διαπείρεσθαι. διαδρ μαὶ δὲ ἐν τ ῖς πρ ειρημέν ις τόπ ις γίν νται.52
The reference to what patients “think” (δ κεῖν) or “imagine” (φαντασίαν
ἔχειν) they are sensing occurs in many passages and is followed at times by
vivid descriptions of such sensations or perceptions. In colic, the pain and

46 Anonymus Parisinus, On Acute and Chronic Diseases, 9, ed. Garofalo (1997) 64.23 (acute,
increases at night); ibid., 37, ed. Garofalo (1997) 194.1 (acute). συνεχής (ibid., 1, 2, ed. Garofalo (1997) 2.23, 12.2) and διαλείπων (ibid., 32, ed. Garofalo (1997) 172.5) are technical terms
for describing fever, but we do not ﬁnd in AP other common terms, such as τριταῖ ς (tertian).
47 Anonymus Parisinus, On Acute and Chronic Diseases, 15, ed. Garofalo (1997) 102.10, 102.19–20
(colic).
48 Anonymus Parisinus, On Acute and Chronic Diseases, 45, ed. Garofalo (1997) 226.12–13 (dropsy).
49 Anonymus Parisinus, On Acute and Chronic Diseases, 49, ed. Garofalo (1997) 246.15–16
(sciatica).
50 For example: Anonymus Parisinus, On Acute and Chronic Diseases, 37, ed. Garofalo (1997)
196.19–20 (nephritis) “like a spider web” ( ἷα ἀράχνια) or “like that of beasts of burden”
(ὅμ ια τ ῖς ὑπ ζυγί ις); ibid., 33, ed. Garofalo (1997) 180.13 (jaundice): bilious and yellow;
ibid., 40, ed. Garofalo (1997) 206.14–15 (paralysis of the bladder): stoppage or drops.
51 Some examples of pain descriptions: Anonymus Parisinus, On Acute and Chronic Diseases,
14, ed. Garofalo (1997) 94.16–20 (ileus); ibid., 32, ed. Garofalo (1997) 170.25–172.3 (inﬂammation of liver); ibid., 37, ed. Garofalo (1997) 192.24–194.1 (inﬂammation of kidneys).
A sensation of heaviness: ibid., 9, ed. Garofalo (1997) 64.24–5 (peripneumonia); ibid., 10, ed.
Garofalo (1997) 72.20–1 (syncope); ibid., 26, ed. Garofalo (1997) 142.7 (haemoptysis); ibid.,
31, ed. Garofalo (1997) 166.22 (asthma); ibid., 40, ed. Garofalo (1997) 206.15–16 (paralysis
of the bladder).
52 Anonymus Parisinus, On Acute and Chronic Diseases, 8, ed. Garofalo (1997) 58.18–21.
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sensation of “distention” (διάτασις) is so great that the patients “think their
ﬂanks are breaking and imagine that their vertebrae are separating”.53 In
vertigo the patients “think they see circles”.54 It seems that the exact quality
of the pain or sensation was recorded in order to assist physicians in identifying the disease from which their patient was suﬀering and distinguishing
it from similar diseases.55 These descriptions reﬂect the accounts of patients
attempting to explain to their physicians subjective sensations otherwise
inaccessible to the physician. Much of this information was probably gained
from direct questions the physician addressed to the patient, which was
a common part of the physician’s examination.56 The universal nature of
the treatise means that there are no case histories or information on particular patients. However, the particularity and peculiarity of some of the signs
and sensations most likely derive from individual (at times perhaps unique)
cases, which were then compiled into a general comprehensive list.57 AP or
his sources might have changed some of the patients’ original formulations,
but the particularities of the sensations imply that they reﬂect the patients’
original perception of the experience and the language they used to express
it.58 The physicians could not know that a patient is seeing circles, feeling
heaviness, a piercing sensation or his/her parts separating without verbal
input from the patients. The physicians’ addition of verbs such as “think”
or “imagine” further delimitates between the patient’s and physician’s perspectives and experiences. These were probably not (all) AP’s own patients
and part of the information probably originates from works of other
authors and from other diagnostic and therapeutic handbooks. It is hard to
imagine that he encountered all the kinds of diseases and their diverse manifestation he describes; and the doxographic parts of his work clearly indicate that he was using other sources.

53 Anonymus Parisinus, On Acute and Chronic Diseases, 15, ed. Garofalo (1997) 102.12–15; cf.
in ileus, the patient’s belief that their hip joints and ribs are “releasing” (λύεσθαι) – ibid., 14,
ed. Garofalo (1997) 94.24–6.
54 Anonymus Parisinus, On Acute and Chronic Diseases, 17, ed. Garofalo (1997) 110.13–15.
55 The presence or severity of pain (rather than the particular quality of the pain) also had
a therapeutic signiﬁcance, namely in indicating the recommended course of treatment. We
ﬁnd many sentences such “if pains persist …” followed by a recommended treatment (for
instance: Anonymus Parisinus, On Acute and Chronic Diseases, 6, ed. Garofalo (1997) 44.6;
ibid., 5, ed. Garofalo (1997) 34.20; ibid., 14, ed. Garofalo (1997) 96.27.
56 García-Ballester (1994: 1659–62), Letts (2015), Thumiger (2018: 271–3).
57 On case histories in the Hippocratic Epidemics see most recently Thumiger (2018); in Galen
many case histories are intended to demonstrate the universal method or theoretical point
and prove his professional superiority, see García-Ballester (1994: 1648–51) and Nutton
(1991: 9–14); see also Mattern (2008) for a detailed discussion of Galen’s case histories and
Lloyd (2009) for a comparison.
58 On the language of expressing pain and the patient’s role, see Roselli (2015), Roby (2015), and
King (2018).
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3.1 The progress of disease
The diagnostic sections in AP are not just “ﬂat” or random lists of signs,
but describe the diversity in cases and manifestations of each disease. The
narrative usually begins from the external apparent signs, or most obvious
ones, moving on to behaviour or subjective sensations. In other cases the
narrative follows the diﬀerent manifestations of the disease and its signs,
and especially the intensiﬁcation or remission of certain signs. The signs
change as the disease progresses and the patient’s condition worsens or
improves. AP sometimes marks the passage of time and the progress of
the disease by noting the time of day or the number of days which have
elapsed.59 In other cases, he marks the progress by referring to general
stages (“at the beginning … later”, “if they get worse”)60 or key changes
(such as the burst of an abscess) which entail or lead to a new or slightly
changed set of signs: for example, new pains or secretions appear, the
pulse or fever change and so forth.61 In some diseases AP distinguishes
two diﬀerent kinds. One kind of angina entails swelling and pain, the
other does not.62 In some aﬀections (such as mania and epilepsy) patients
might be either agitated and active, or lethargic and passive – each kind
with its particular symptoms.63 As we shall see, the distinction of diﬀerent
stages, sets of symptoms or manifestations of the disease was essential for
the treatment, for each requires a diﬀerent intervention, remedy or course
of action.
3.2 Localising disease
The author often mentions the body part(s) in which the signs occur. Such
information was important for identifying the disease and determining the
course of treatment, especially in the case of applying external remedies.
In some cases, the language and remarks of AP in this respect point to

59 For example: Anonymus Parisinus, On Acute and Chronic Diseases, 2, ed. Garofalo (1997)
12.2–3 (lethargy: “fever intensiﬁes at nighttime”); ibid., 4, ed. Garofalo (1997) 26.13–14 (apoplexy: “some succumb on the ﬁrst, second or third day”; ibid., 8, ed. Garofalo (1997) 60.6–7
(pleurisy: “all things worsen around the fourth day”).
60 “If they get worse” (χεῖρ ν ἀπαλλάττ ντες), for instance: Anonymus Parisinus, On Acute and
Chronic Diseases, 7, 21 ed. Garofalo (1997) 50.20, 124.16; “when the bursting (of the abscess)
is near” (πλησί ν ὔσης ἀναρρήξεως), “when the abscess breaks” (ῥαγέντ ς τ ῦ ἀπ στήματ ς):
ibid., 27, ed. Garofalo (1997) 160.5–10); “at the beginning … later” (κατ’ ἀρχάς … ὕστερ ν):
ibid., 27, ed. Garofalo (1997) 160.1–2.
61 For example: symptoms get inverted in melancholia – Anonymus Parisinus, On Acute and
Chronic Diseases, 19, ed. Garofalo (1997) 118.5–6; the fever pattern changes during abscesses
and shivers begin (ibid., 27, ed. Garofalo (1997) 160.1–3); pains increase in ileus (ibid., 14, ed.
Garofalo (1997) 94.24).
62 Anonymus Parisinus, On Acute and Chronic Diseases, 6, ed. Garofalo (1997) 40.
63 Anonymus Parisinus, On Acute and Chronic Diseases, 3, ed. Garofalo (1997) 20; ibid., 18, ed.
Garofalo (1997) 114.
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the diagnostic idea of “the aﬀected part” (ὁ πεπ νθὼς τόπ ς, τ πεπ νθ ς
μέρ ς), which emerged in post-classical medicine. Classical sources often
note the bodily location of a disease or the signs accompanying it,64 but
in later sources the question of identifying the aﬀected part becomes
a distinct diagnostic aim and matter of debate. Extensive anatomical
research together with a need to overcome practical diagnostic challenges
and the intense professional rivalry in the Hellenistic and Early-Roman
periods all contributed to the emergence of this question.65 There is still
much to investigate concerning the history of this idea, but what can be
said with certainty is that by the ﬁrst century CE the idea and question
were suﬃciently articulated so as to lead the Rome-based physician, Archigenes of Apamea, to write a three-book treatise entitled “On the Aﬀected
Parts” (Περὶ τῶν πεπ νθότων τόπων). The work is now lost, but fragments
which have reached us through later sources demonstrate his attempt to
identify the connection between particular physical signs (e.g. distinct
types of pain) and particular body parts.66 Less than a century later,
Galen adopted and adapted Archigenes’ title in his own work “On Identifying the Aﬀected Parts” (Περὶ διαγνώσεως τόπων πεπ νθότων) – further
stressing the diagnostic nature and importance of this idea.67 The aim of
Galen’s six-book work is to teach the physician how to identify the disease and aﬀected part based on the signs which patients show. Galen’s
treatise and the fragments from Archigenes’ work reﬂect the challenge
which physicians faced when attempting to identify the exact internal anatomical source and location of a patient’s distress in a period in which there
were no means for looking deep inside the body without harming it. The
identiﬁcation of the aﬀected part had clinical implications as regards treatment: as Galen demonstrates in an often-cited case history, treating
impaired mobility of the ﬁngers by applying remedies to those parts is completely useless if the impairment is caused, in fact, by a problem in the spine
and spinal cord.68

64 For example, in the Hippocratic nosological works (Aﬀections, Internal Aﬀections, Diseases
1–3) listing diﬀerent diseases and their signs and treatments; on this group of works see Craik
(2015: sections 3, 22, 30–33) and Roselli (2018); see also Gundert (1992) for a more general
discussion of body parts in the Hippocratic Corpus.
65 Gelpke (1987); van der Eijk (1998: 349–51); McDonald (2012).
66 On Archigenes theory regarding pain and its diagnostic relevance, see, in particular, Galen,
On Identifying the Aﬀected Parts, 2.6.1, 2.8.1–3, 2.9.1, ed. Gärtner (2015) 326.1–14, 328.25–
330.24, 352.16–24 = ed. Kühn (1824) VIII.86–7, VIII.90–2, VIII.110; for discussion, see
Roselli (2015), Roby (2015), Gärtner (2015: 606–7), and King (2018: 83–6).
67 On the form of Galen’s title, see Gärtner (2015: 450–1).
68 Galen, On Identifying the Aﬀected Parts, 1.6, ed. Gärtner (2015) 290–4 = ed. Kühn (1824)
VIII.56–9.
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It has been shown that many of the aetiological sections in AP reﬂect his
interest in the question of the location of disease.69 We ﬁnd important evidence in other sections of AP as well. He uses the term “aﬀected part”
twice in full and several times with the noun implied by the participle.70 He
is, in fact, the earliest extant source in which this combination appears,
although the loss of most of our Hellenistic medical sources means that he
was not necessarily the ﬁrst to use it; and we do not know the chronological
relation between him and Archigenes. Most of the relevant references in AP
occur in the therapeutic context. However, two occasions in the diagnostic
sections are noteworthy. In the case of ulceration of the bladder, half of the
(short) diagnostic section concerns the location of the ulcer:
if the upper parts are in pain, the ulcer is around the “bottom” (of the
bladder),71 but if the groin and perineum are in pain, the ﬂeshy part (of
the bladder) is aﬀected. When the (painful) sensation is near the penis
itself, the ulceration is around that part (μέρ ς).72
τῶν μὲν ὖν ἀνωτέρω μερῶν ἀλγ υντων περὶ πυθμένα τ ἕλκ ς· εἰ δὲ β υβῶνες εἶεν καὶ περίνε ν ἐν ὀδύνῃ, τὰ σαρκώδη πέπ νθεν· ὅτε δὲ πρ ς αὐτῷ
τῷ καυλῷ ἡ αἴσθησις, περὶ τ ῦτ τ μέρ ς ἡ ἕλκωσίς ἐστιν.
In this passage, the locations of the pain which the patients report serve as
an indication for the location of the ulcer in each patient. It is interesting that
the aetiological and therapeutic sections do not pick up this issue of localisation, although is distinctively emphasised in the diagnostic section. The aetiological section, which is not doxographic, refers to diﬀerent causes (e.g. drugs
and inﬂammation), but not to diﬀerent parts. The long therapeutic section lists
diverse remedies, distinguishes the treatment of women and even gives

69 van der Eijk (1998: 350–1), (1999a: 321–3); McDonald (2012: 76–8). In this context it was
related also to debates concerning the soul and its relation to particular parts of the body, see
Mansfeld (1989) and Mansfeld (1990); McDonald (2012: 79–82); Lewis (2017: 287–92); Lewis
(2018: 167–74).
70 Anonymus Parisinus, On Acute and Chronic Diseases, 26, ed. Garofalo (1997) 142.26–144.1
(τὰ πεπ νθότα μέρη) – in the therapeutic section; ibid., 49, ed. Garofalo (1997) 246.9–10 ( ἱ
πεπ νθότες τόπ ι) – in the aetiological section. With participle alone and noun implied: ibid.,
27, 48, 50, ed. Garofalo (1997) 148.9, 242.11, 252.21 – all in therapeutic sections.
71 πυθμήν literally means “foundation” or “bottom” (Fuchs translates it simply as “the
bottom”, presumably referring to the bottom part of the bladder) – cf. Galen, On the Anatomy of the Uterus, 1.2, 3.1, ed. Nickel (1971) 34.10, 38.1 = ed. Kühn (1821) II.888, II.890.
The terminology is converse to what we would expect: the “bottom of the bladder” is its cranial (“upper”) part, as is the case for the “bottom” (πυθμήν) of the uterus – ibid. 2.2, 9.1, ed.
Nickel (1971) 36.11–12, 48.5–6 = Kühn (1821–33) II.889, II.899 (compare the modern name
“fundus” for these parts of the bladder and uterus – named so since they are at the opposite
end of the “mouths” of the organs). See Fürst von Lieven and Humar (2017: 99–102, 104) for
the converse directions in ancient terminology.
72 Anonymus Parisinus, On Acute and Chronic Diseases, 38, ed. Garofalo (1997) 202.6–9.
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particular instructions for cases of “dirty ulcers” (ῥυπαρὰ ἕλκη), which are
mentioned in the diagnostic section.73 He does not prescribe, however, diﬀerent
treatments according to the aﬀected part. He recommends applying external
remedies to the “lower abdomen” (τ ἦτρ ν) and “loin” (ὀσφύς), but this
appears to be a universal recommendation regardless of the ulcer’s exact
location.74 A few lines later he refers to soothing “the places” ( ἱ τόπ ι) with
fomentations, but it is unclear whether he is referring only to the abdomen and
loin just mentioned, or to other parts too.75 Perhaps experienced readers were
expected to understand that such treatments are to be applied to the aﬀected
part identiﬁed from the location of the pain (on the Anonymous’ expectations
from his readers, see below, section 4.2).
In the second reference to the particular location of the aﬀection we ﬁnd
a close connection between the diagnostic localisation and the aetiological
section. This is the chapter on haemoptysis – the coughing up of blood.
After listing diﬀerent antecedent and cohesive causes for the disease (see
above, pp. 31–2), AP adds:
It also diﬀers according to location. For it (sc. the blood) is carried
either from the head, or the mouth, or the oesophagus, or the stomach,
or the bronchus, or the windpipe, or the lung, or the thorax.76
διαφέρει δὲ καὶ κατὰ τόπ υς, ἢ γὰρ ἀπ κεφαλῆς φέρεται, ἢ στόματ ς, ἢ στ μάχ υ, ἢ κ ιλίας, ἢ βρόγχ υ, ἢ τραχείας ἀρτηρίας, ἢ πνεύμ ν ς, ἢ θώρακ ς.
The diagnostic section is dedicated entirely to explaining the manner in which
one can diagnose the anatomical origin of the blood, that is, the location of
the aﬀection. The section is structured as a list of parts mentioned in the
aetiological section – windpipe, head, lung, thorax, oesophagus and stomach
(the mouth and bronchi are not mentioned). For each part there follows
a description of the blood in terms of colour and other qualities (e.g. clotted,
frothy, ill-smelling) as well as of other signs (e.g. cough or pain).77 The

73 On dirty ulcers: Anonymus Parisinus, On Acute and Chronic Diseases, 39, ed. Garofalo (1997)
202.5, and for their treatment: ibid., 39, ed. Garofalo (1997) 204.19–24. On the treatment of
women, see pp. 47–8.
74 Anonymus Parisinus, On Acute and Chronic Diseases, 39, ed. Garofalo (1997) 202.24–204.1.
75 Anonymus Parisinus, On Acute and Chronic Diseases, 39, ed. Garofalo (1997) 204.3.
76 Anonymus Parisinus, On Acute and Chronic Diseases, 26, ed. Garofalo (1997) 140.19–22.
77 Anonymus Parisinus, On Acute and Chronic Diseases, 26, ed. Garofalo (1997) 140–2. This
reminds one somewhat of Galen’s examples, right at the outset of his work on aﬀected parts,
for identifying the aﬀected part from the substance expelled from inner parts of the body
(Galen, On Identifying the Aﬀected Parts, 1.1.2–10, Gärtner (2015) 226–32 = ed. Kühn (1824)
VIII.2–6). Among these examples he mentions the diﬃculty of identifying whether matter
coughed up originates from the bronchi or lung, which could point to the location of the
aﬀection. Identifying the anatomical origin of coughed blood still challenges modern
physicians.
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treatment recommended by AP is partially “common” (κ ινῶς) for all
patients, and partially adapted to the individual patient, according to the
severity of the case and the patient’s endurance or preferences.78 AP notes
once that certain external remedies (sponges with diluted vinegar) “should be
applied to the aﬀected parts” (ἐπιρριπτέ ν τ ῖς πεπ νθόσι μέρεσι) – presumably following the identiﬁcation of these parts by means of the detailed diagnostic list.

4 Treatment
The therapeutic sections are the longest and most detailed parts of the
work. They are at least a page long in the modern edition and often extend
to two or three pages, sometimes even to four or ﬁve pages (e.g. on angina
and dropsy – chapters 6, 45). There is a clear logical narrative in the prescriptions, depicting an organised but ﬂexible method. The sections often
begin with instructions as to where and how to lay the patients, with regard
to both the actual room (cellar, no light, near a ﬁre, etc.),79 the type of mattress or bedding (light, soft, etc.),80 and the posture of the patient (e.g. on
an elevated pillow).81 This sets the spatial location in which the treatment
and patient–doctor encounters will take place.82 In many cases, however, the
author jumps straight to the therapeutic prescriptions.83 On a few occasions he
begins with a general note on the chances of successful treatment (e.g. phthisis)

78 Anonymus Parisinus, On Acute and Chronic Diseases, 26, ed. Garofalo (1997) 142–4; κ ινῶς,
ibid., 26, ed. Garofalo (1997) 142.17. For other adaptations, e.g. ibid. 26, ed. Garofalo (1997)
142.24–6, 144.7–11, 144.16.
79 For example: Anonymus Parisinus, On Acute and Chronic Diseases, 10, ed. Garofalo (1997)
74.6–8 (syncope); ibid., 11, ed. Garofalo (1997) 82.17 (ravenous appetite); ibid., 31, ed. Garofalo (1997) 168.6–7 (asthma).
80 For example: Anonymus Parisinus, On Acute and Chronic Diseases, 10, ed. Garofalo (1997)
74.8–9, ibid., 11, ed. Garofalo (1997) 82.18–19 (ravenous appetite); ibid., 26, ed. Garofalo
(1997) 142.20 (haemoptysis).
81 For example: Anonymus Parisinus, On Acute and Chronic Diseases, 7, ed. Garofalo (1997)
52.6–9 (spasm); ibid., 26, ed. Garofalo (1997) 142.18–19 (haemoptysis).
82 AP usually relates the instructions to the practitioner in the impersonal adverbial form with
-εόν endings, for example: κατακλιτέ ν – “one must lay (the patient)”, e.g. Anonymus Parisinus, On Acute and Chronic Diseases, 1, 18, ed. Garofalo (1997) 4.18, 114.18; χρηστέ ν – “one
must use”, e.g. ibid., 2, ed. Garofalo (1997) 16.8; ἐμφυσητέ ν – “one must blow (vinegar into
their nostrils)”, ibid., 3, ed. Garofalo (1997) 24.1 and so forth. He often uses also the thirdperson imperatives, for example: ἐμβρεχέσθω “the patients are to be embrocated”, ibid., 23,
ed. Garofalo (1997) 134.19; πρ σαγέσθω “(phlebotomy) should be applied”, ibid., 26, ed. Garofalo (1997) 142.26 and so forth. In some cases, he uses the ﬁrst-person plural, for instance:
ἐπιρρίψ μεν, “we apply…” – ibid., 23, ed. Garofalo (1997) 134.24.
83 For example: Anonymus Parisinus, On Acute and Chronic Diseases, 8, ed. Garofalo (1997)
60.11 (pleurisy); ibid., 23, ed. Garofalo (1997) 134.16 (cynic spasm).
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or the consideration of the causes of the disease (atrophy, jaundice).84 Regardless of the manner in which they begin, all the therapeutic sections follow
a diachronic narrative. In some cases, time is mentioned explicitly by reference
to the number of days.85 More often, however, the passage of time is noted
with reference to the course of the disease rather than by exact days. The section lists possible signs and changes occurring to the patient and what one
must do in each case. This is usually marked with conditional clauses, with the
therapeutic measure in the apodosis: “if inﬂammations of the bladder also
occur, evacuate with…”;86 “if the loss of blood is not checked, inject…”;87 “if
he does not awaken, we shall blow…”;88 “if the vomiting persists … apply also
cupping glasses … if the extremities become cold and the pulse diminishes,
anoint them…”.89 The examples are numerous and occur throughout. Such
references to the number of days or changing signs point to the expectation or
assumption that often the physician will be treating and visiting the patient
over a prolonged period, extending to weeks and even months.90 We see, then,
that changes in the course of the disease and in the patient’s condition and the
eﬀects of the treatment on the patient are crucial for determining the appropriate therapeutic measure(s) – each requires a diﬀerent intervention, remedy, or
course of action. We will discuss shortly some of the considerations which
determine the choice at each juncture.
As for the treatments themselves, AP’s instructions include the whole
range of therapeutic measures known from Greco-Roman medical sources:
phlebotomy, also by means of leeches;91 medicines and substances taken
through the mouth or other cavities (e.g. as clysters), or applied externally
(e.g. embrocation and pitch-plaster) – occasionally exact recipes are
noted;92 cupping; scariﬁcation; amulets; massage; dietary and other regimen instructions; exercises – passive and active movements. On several
occasions, he notes that the external remedy should be applied to the

84 Anonymus Parisinus, On Acute and Chronic Diseases, 27, ed. Garofalo (1997) 150.14–16
(phthisis); ibid., 30, ed. Garofalo (1997) 164.17–18; (atrophy); ibid., 33, ed. Garofalo (1997)
180.22–182.1 (jaundice) (cf. ibid. 182.19, 184.12).
85 For example: Anonymus Parisinus, On Acute and Chronic Diseases, 2, ed. Garofalo (1997)
18.6 (lethargy); ibid., 21, ed. Garofalo (1997) 128.2, 128.14–15 (paralysis).
86 Anonymus Parisinus, On Acute and Chronic Diseases, 39, ed. Garofalo (1997) 204.14–15.
87 Anonymus Parisinus, On Acute and Chronic Diseases, 38, ed. Garofalo (1997) 200.10.
88 Anonymus Parisinus, On Acute and Chronic Diseases, 2, ed. Garofalo (1997) 16.21.
89 Anonymus Parisinus, On Acute and Chronic Diseases, 13, ed. Garofalo (1997) 92.7–11.
90 On the duration of physicians’ involvement and care, see Thumiger (2018: 267–8) on Hippocratic authors, and Mattern (2008: 65) on Galen.
91 For leeches, see, for example: Anonymus Parisinus, On Acute and Chronic Diseases, 2, ed.
Garofalo (1997) 16.10–13 in persistent cases of lethargy; ibid., 16, ed. Garofalo (1997)
108.12–13, 108.16–17 (satyriasis).
92 Examples include: medicinal drinks for asthma (Anonymus Parisinus, On Acute and Chronic
Diseases, 31, ed. Garofalo (1997) 168.12–19); a clyster injected for bleeding from the bladder
(ibid., 39, ed. Garofalo (1997) 200.10–13).
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“aﬀected part”.93 However, in some cases in which his discussions of the causes
or signs stress the question of the aﬀected part, the therapeutic prescriptions do
not reﬂect the complexity at all (e.g. in phrenitis) or only in passing (in
haemoptysis).94 He also refers to proven experience and tested measures: “I
know ( ἶδα) that many have conﬁrmed from experience (πρ σμαρτυρ ῦντες)” (for
ileus); “drugs which are for melancholics through experience (διὰ πείρας)”.95 Surgery is rarely mentioned: for cases of a “bursting” of an abscess between the peritoneum and intestines and as a last resort in the case of bladder bleeding and
paralysis.96 In some cases, physical measures to restrain the patient are sanctioned, but a distinction is made between slaves and freemen regarding the measures which may be used.97 Some measures are more “psychological”, such as
encouraging the patient, or instilling hope; in such cases “words” or “reason”
(λόγ ι, λόγ ς) are therapeutic “tools” which the physician applies in attempting
to cure the patient.98 These are not forms of “emotional” or “philosophical”
therapy, which centred on ethical improvement and philosophical discourse
between patient and “therapist”, rather, the measures recommended by AP are
means to address speciﬁc distressed feelings or behaviour which occur on
account of a particular pathology.99

93 Anonymus Parisinus, On Acute and Chronic Diseases, 26, ed. Garofalo (1997) 142.26–148.9
(sponging and then meal ﬂower or incense powder in cases of haemoptysis); ibid., 47, ed. Garofalo (1997) 242.11–12 (pitch-plaster in the case of gonorrhoea); ibid., 50, ed. Garofalo
(1997) 252.20 (rubbing in the case of gout).
94 See above, pp. 39–40 on haemoptysis and van der Eijk (1999a: 308) on phrenitis.
95 Anonymus Parisinus, On Acute and Chronic Diseases, 14, ed. Garofalo (1997) 98.17–18; ibid.,
19, ed. Garofalo (1997) 118.24–5; cf. ibid., 50, ed. Garofalo (1997) 256.20–1 for gout. Cf.
Bouras-Vallianatos (2014) on the ways in which Alexander of Tralles (sixth century CE)
relates and emphasises his practical experience.
96 Anonymus Parisinus, On Acute and Chronic Diseases, 33, ed. Garofalo (1997) 178.10–12;
ibid., 38, ed. Garofalo (1997) 200.17–20; ibid. 40, ed. Garofalo (1997) 208.17-19. These
appear as cases in which ﬂuids accumulate in hollows of the body which cannot be accessed
through other “routes” (e.g. urethra, mouth, anus) since they lie between passages leading to
the surface of the body.
97 Slaves suﬀering from certain eﬀects of phrenitis should be bound, whereas freemen should
not; the reason given is that “this measure excites anger and can increase it” (Anonymus Parisinus, On Acute and Chronic Diseases, 1, ed. Garofalo (1997) 10.3–7).
98 For example, in the cases of phrenitis, syncope, melancholia, and neurosis (Anonymus Parisinus,
On Acute and Chronic Diseases, 1, 10, 19–20 ed. Garofalo (1997) 6.16–24, 74.16–17, 118.27–120.9,
122.9–11, 122.14–15). For λόγ ς, see for instance: ibid., 1, ed. Garofalo (1997) 6.16: τῇ ἀπ λόγ υ
β ηθείᾳ παρηγ ρήσ μεν (“we will encourage with the help from reason”) – cf. ibid., 19, ed. Garofalo (1997) 118.27: ἡ διὰ τ ῦ λόγ υ β ηθείᾳ (“through the help of reason”); ibid., 20, ed. Garofalo
(1997) 122.9: τῇ διὰ τῶν λόγῶν ν υθεσίᾳ (“using warning through words”). See Gill (2018: 366,
nn. 3–5) for some parallels. See Porter (2015) for similar methods in Soranus; see Thumiger
(2016) and Thumiger (2017: 345–76) on the emotional signs in bodily pathologies in the Hippocratic writers and these physicians’ eﬀorts to disperse patients’ fears regarding their chances of
surviving the disease.
99 See Gill (2018) for a recent discussion of “philosophical therapy of emotions” and its place in
medical writings; see van der Eijk (2013) on the treatment and curability of mental diseases in
Greco-Roman philosophical and medical thought.

Clinical method of the anonymous of Paris 43
4.1 A distinction between curative and restorative stages
In many cases, the therapeutic sections end with a transition to the “restorative” (ἀναληπτικός, ἀνάληψις) stage, which aims to help the patient regain
his or her strength and recover fully. In one case AP opposes this restorative
treatment (ἀναληπτικῶς) to the treatment aimed at eradicating (ἀπ ικ ν μεῖσθαι) the cause of the disease. AP does not always explain what this
restorative stage entails and often simply states that one “can proceed to
the restorative method” (ἐστι ἐπὶτόν ἀναληπτικ ν χωρεῖν τρόπ ν) or “should
adopt” (ἀναλαμβανέσθω) it.100 Those using the treatise are expected to
know what to do. Other passages oﬀer some details: wine and baths are
often mentioned (and in the case of pleurisy are said to be the ﬁrst
stage),101 easily-digested, appetising and laxative food and drink,102
riding,103 passive exercises or walks, and at times vocal exercises and the
retention of breath as well as massages.104 The idea seems to be to apply
measures and regimens which are not too demanding or taxing, but which
cannot be performed before the patient regains some of his or her strength
nor before their impaired faculties (e.g. digestive, motor) are somewhat
restored.
4.2 An expectation for informed readers
Despite the length and detail of the therapeutic instructions, crucial information is “missing”. Drugs and external remedies are often mentioned only
generally: “sprinkle … (drugs) which are capable of condensing and
strengthening (ῥωννῦναι καὶ συστρέφειν δυναμέν ις)”;105 “we apply also
(drugs) with attractive faculties (αἱ ἐπισπαστικαὶ δυνάμεις)…”.106 This is the
case with other aspects of the treatment as well. For example, in the case of
ileus, “if the general condition is changing” the physician must encourage
“an accurate (ἀκριβής) restorative treatment”.107 And for those suﬀering
from mania, “one must choose the air appropriate (κατάλληλ ν) to
them”.108 Similar examples can be found in almost every chapter. Which

100 For example: Anonymus Parisinus, On Acute and Chronic Diseases, 1, 6, 26, 33, ed. Garofalo
(1997) 10.12–13, 48.22–4, 146.17–18, 182.13. In liver inﬂammation he refers to “the common
restorative method” (ὁ κ ινός τῆς ἀναλήψεως τρόπ ς, ibid., 32, ed. Garofalo (1997) 178.11–
12), but it is not clear whether this is common only to all possible cases described for this
disease, or more generally for diﬀerent diseases.
101 Anonymus Parisinus, On Acute and Chronic Diseases, 8, ed. Garofalo (1997) 64.12–13.
102 Anonymus Parisinus, On Acute and Chronic Diseases, 12, ed. Garofalo (1997) 88.17–20.
103 Anonymus Parisinus, On Acute and Chronic Diseases, 21, ed. Garofalo (1997) 130.1–2.
104 Anonymus Parisinus, On Acute and Chronic Diseases, 15, ed. Garofalo (1997) 106.1–3.
105 Anonymus Parisinus, On Acute and Chronic Diseases, 33, ed. Garofalo (1997) 184.20–1.
106 Anonymus Parisinus, On Acute and Chronic Diseases, 23, ed. Garofalo (1997) 134.24.
107 Anonymus Parisinus, On Acute and Chronic Diseases, 14, ed. Garofalo (1997) 100.25–6.
108 Anonymus Parisinus, On Acute and Chronic Diseases, 18, ed. Garofalo (1997) 114.19–20.
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drugs are strengthening or hold attractive faculties, what is the accurate
treatment or appropriate air? This is knowledge the readers must gain independently. One may argue that these vague instructions are a result of AP’s
method of copying snippets from other sources, which had originally
explained these details. But even if this was the case, it appears the
Anonymous considered his presentation acceptable and comprehensive – he
expected his readers to know what he meant and to be able to complete the
details we consider “missing”. Nevertheless, the ambiguity may indicate
something deeper as well.
4.3 Theory, experience and the patient
The lack of detail concerning the “accurate” regimen or particular drugs to
apply may derive from more than just the assumption that experienced
physicians know what these were in each case. It may reﬂect the understanding that the suitable drugs or regimen may change from case to case and
from patient to patient, even if a particular case seems to ﬁt the universal
pattern the physician learned about in theory or the pattern he observed in
earlier cases.109 AP demonstrates an acute awareness that what theory or
even prior experience have taught or shown to be “useful” or “correct”
cannot be taken for granted or followed blindly in practice. It is necessary,
therefore, to leave the choice of the appropriate remedy or the time of its
application to the judgement of the physician at hand, based not only on
“textbook theory” and prior experience, but also on common sense and (an
educated) assessment of the individual patient and his or her condition at
a given time. A passage from the therapeutic section of syncope illustrates
the point:
The best physicians should follow closely the beneﬁts obtained from the
administered (remedy); and if the patient beneﬁts (from a certain
remedy), then continue (the treatment) with the same (remedies); and if
not, pass on to a diﬀerent remedy.
δεῖ δὲ τ ν ἄριστ ν ἰατρ ν παρακ λ υθεῖν τ ῖς ἐκ τῶν πρ σφερ μένων
β ηθήμασι καί, εἰ μὲν εὐαρεστ ῖτ , τ ῖς αὐτ ῖς ἐπιμένειν, εἰ δ’ ὖν, μεταβαίνειν ἐφ’ ἕτερα.110
This passage is an important testimony for the manner of gaining empirical experience through trial and error. It is also a fascinating window onto
medical practice and the Roman “physician at work”. It reﬂects the

109 This problem stands at the basis of Galen’s concept of “qualiﬁed experience” (διωρισμένη
πεῖρα), on which see van der Eijk (2005).
110 Anonymus Parisinus, On Acute and Chronic Diseases, 10, ed. Garofalo (1997) 76.13–15.
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challenge which physicians faced (and still face) each time they examined
a patient and tried to solve the particular puzzle the patient’s condition
posed. What should guide the physician at this moment, according to the
Anonymous, is the particular case at hand. He must determine the course of
treatment based on the condition of the individual patient: his/her strength,
response to treatment, and their comfort, tolerance or ability to endure certain treatments.111 This emerges as an essential part of AP’s therapeutic
approach and method. In many cases, AP refers explicitly to the patient’s
ability to endure and tolerate a certain remedy. For jaundice, boiled hellebore
can be used, and in spasm, gentle massages “if the patients are vigorous
(εὔτ ν ι)”.112 As AP notes elsewhere, the dynamis, i.e. the patient’s individual
capacity, “must always (ἐκ παντός) be preserved”.113 In phthisis, food should
be given “in accordance with (the patient’s) dynamis” (κατὰ δύναμιν).114 In
some cases of dysentery, one must bleed the patient at the beginning of the
treatment, but only “if the dynamis permits” (τῆς δυνάμεως ἐπιτρεπ ύσης).115
Caelius Aurelianus, writing in Latin in the fourth century CE on the basis of Soranus’ Greek second-century writings, often uses the phrase permittentibus viribus
(lit: “if the capacities allow”) to remind his readers to take into account the
endurance of their patient when applying therapeutic measures.116 Scholars have
noted similar concerns in other medical sources of the Roman period, such as
Scribonius Largus, Celsus and Soranus. Amber J. Porter concludes that writers
from the ﬁrst to the second century “demonstrate a particular – if not necessarily
novel – interest in how patients are treated, advocating compassion and humanity in their interactions with them”.117
AP is an important testimony for such interest. In the passages cited
above, there seems to be more at stake for him than the patient’s strength

111 Galen discusses this tension between the universal and particular, between theory and practice, but unlike AP he stresses the importance of theory (pathological, physiological and
pharmacological) in solving the particular case. He presents a complex classiﬁcation of a set
of criteria (such as gender, age, body mixture and so forth) which indicates the appropriate
therapeutic course to the physician trained in this theoretical framework. See van der Eijk
(2008: 287–97).
112 Anonymus Parisinus, On Acute and Chronic Diseases, 33, ed. Garofalo (1997) 184.9; cf. ibid.,
7, 27, 31, ed. Garofalo (1997) 54.1, 160.22–3, 168.7–8.
113 Anonymus Parisinus, On Acute and Chronic Diseases, 4, ed. Garofalo (1997) 28.20–1.
114 Anonymus Parisinus, On Acute and Chronic Diseases, 27, ed. Garofalo (1997) 152.17; cf.
ibid., 5, 6, 7, 51, ed. Garofalo (1997) 32.14–15, 40.24, 32.28, 260.12.
115 Anonymus Parisinus, On Acute and Chronic Diseases, 43, ed. Garofalo (1997) 220.2; cf. ibid.,
4, and 5, ed. Garofalo (1997) 28.15, 28.20–1, and 34.14–15.
116 Caelius Aurelianus, Acute Diseases, 1.10.70, ed. Bendz (1990) I.62.5 (phlebotomy); ibid.,
1.10.82, ed. Bendz (1990–3) I.68.1 (fasting); ibid., 3.4.45, ed. Bendz (1990–3) I.318.24 (phlebotomy); Caelius Aurelianus, Chronic Diseases, 3.2.24, ed. Bendz (1993) II.692.21 (eating).
117 Porter (2015: 301). See also Deichgraber (1950) and Mudry (1997), as well as Ecca (2015:
329, 331–7) who also notes that such concerns are practical at times in so far as they regard
the eﬀect on the physician’s fee or the utility of the treatment, rather than the patient’s comfort or distress (ibid: 329, 340).
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in a purely “clinical” sense and the possibility that the wrong treatment
would undermine the chances of recovery. Rather, the consideration seems
to be the patient’s general well-being and comfort – whether out of pure
compassion or practical considerations of avoiding a bad reputation
among potential clients. Often the therapeutic instructions are introduced
by conditional clauses such as “if they (sc. the patients) can tolerate
(ἀνέχ ιντ , ἐπιδέχ ιντ ) it” or “if they cannot bear (φέρ ιτ ) it”.118 Terms
such as εὐαρέστησις (“relief”) and its cognates εὐάρεστ ν and εὐαρεστέω
(“bringing relief” or “pleasing”) hint more strongly at the feeling of
comfort.119 The frequency of changing the poultices, for example, and the
“suitable measure” (αὔταρκες μέτρ ν) for applying them is determined by
the “endurance” or “well-being” of the patient (ἡ τ ῦ ν σ ῦντ ς
εὐφ ρία).120 Such phrases are not general statements in introductory or
aphoristic passages such as in Scribonius or the Praecepta.121 They are an
essential part of particular therapeutic instructions AP expects his readers
to follow in order to ensure that the treatments are not too harsh and
harming. Moreover, the patient’s endurance appears in AP as a crucial
consideration guiding the physician’s work in place of theoretical classiﬁcations. In one case, AP explicitly promotes this subjective criterion of the
patient’s well-being or reaction to the treatment over more rigid criteria
such as particular times: “the best measure (μέτρ ν ἄριστ ν) (of applying
the aforementioned remedies to the head) is the relief (εὐαρέστησις) to the
patient, rather than ﬁxed times (ἢ ὁ κριθεὶς χρόν ς)”.122 Indeed, in AP we
ﬁnd fairly little consideration of “given” criteria such as age group,
favoured by many authors as indications for the appropriate course of
treatment.
4.4 Limited consideration of gender, age and other “given” criteria
Our medical sources from the classical period onward commonly use external criteria such as the seasons or the time of day, as well as inherent criteria such as gender and age as a means for classifying patients, signs and

118 For example: ἐπιδέχ ιντ : Anonymus Parisinus, On Acute and Chronic Diseases, 4, ed. Garofalo (1997) 28.17; φέρ ιεν, φέρ ιτ : ibid., 10, 42, 39, 26 ed. Garofalo (1997) 78.10–11, 78.19,
216.18, 204.11, 144.7; ἀνέχ ιντ : ibid., 14, ed. Garofalo (1997) 98.4–5.
119 εὐαρέστησις: Anonymus Parisinus, On Acute and Chronic Diseases, 5, ed. Garofalo (1997)
36.2–3; εὐαρεστηθείη: ibid., 5, ed. Garofalo (1997) 32.18–19; εὐάρεστ ν ibid., 14, ed. Garofalo (1997) 98.5.
120 Anonymus Parisinus, On Acute and Chronic Diseases, 9, 12, ed. Garofalo (1997) 70.8–9,
88.2–3.
121 Scribonius Largus, Medicinal Compositions, Epistula 3, ed. Jouanna-Bouchet (2016) 2–3;
[Hippocrates], Praecepta, Heiberg (1927) 32.5–13 = ed. Littré (1861) IX.258.6–15.
122 Anonymus Parisinus, On Acute and Chronic Diseases, 5, ed. Garofalo (1997) 36.2–3.
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diseases and for determining the appropriate therapeutic measures.123 Not
all physicians accepted this theoretical framework and its practical implications, however. The Methodist school, for one, argued for a much simpler
classiﬁcation: diseases were either ﬂux-related, or constriction-related, or
a combination of both. Accordingly, treatments focused on either stopping
the ﬂux or releasing the constriction. Age, seasons and so forth, were of
limited, if any, relevance.124
The Anonymous, for his part, rarely prescribes diﬀerent treatments on
account of seasons, age or gender diﬀerences. He refers to age diﬀerences
only twice, both in the case of ileus. First, he instructs one to “bleed youth
and those in their prime without delay, and old people too, if they can tolerate it, otherwise apply cupping-glasses…”;125 shortly later, he adds that in the
case of pains “boys coming of age” ( ἱ τελεώτερ ι παῖδες) should be treated
with an enema and cupping with scariﬁcation “if they tolerate it”, whereas
“older ones” (μείζ νες) should be treated with drugs applied externally.126
The distinction seems to reﬂect a general notion that younger, stronger
people can better endure (their dynamis allows, so to speak) strong and invasive treatments. The treatment of women is distinguished ﬁve times. Three of
these references are in cases of bladder problems (ulceration and haemorrhage): once he notes that “one must treat women with the uttermost care,
for in them haemorrhage is very hard to stop” and twice he notes that
women are “more suitable for injections” of particular drugs.127 It is possible
that the apparent anatomical diﬀerences in the case of the urine system called
for diﬀerent measures.128 The genitalia are mentioned in the case of spasm,
where it is noted that “with female (patients) in addition to the aforementioned (measures) we will also pay attention to the feminine parts (τὰ
γυναικεῖα)”.129 The meaning of this statement is ambiguous – it may refer to
ensuring that the womb does not get infected (as AP notes regarding the

123 The Hippocratic work On Airs, Waters, and Places is the most well-known example for promoting these kinds of classiﬁcations, but these ideas were widely discussed in our sources.
We ﬁnd in Galen the most systematic consideration of these criteria in the clinical context;
although he acknowledges that a single theory and generalisation cannot apply for all cases,
he argues nonetheless that when dealing with a single case one must determine the appropriate cause of treatment based on a complex system of classiﬁcations (“division” – διαίρεσις)
and “qualiﬁcations” (δι ρισμ ί), which include age, gender, climate and so forth – for discussion see van der Eijk (2008: 288–97).
124 See Frede (1987: 268) and the references there.
125 Anonymus Parisinus, On Acute and Chronic Diseases, 14, ed. Garofalo (1997) 96.12–14.
126 Anonymus Parisinus, On Acute and Chronic Diseases, 14, ed. Garofalo (1997) 98.8–12.
127 Anonymus Parisinus, On Acute and Chronic Diseases, 38, ed. Garofalo (1997) 198.24–5
(haemorrhage); ibid., 39, ed. Garofalo (1997) 204.6 and 204.12–13 (ulcer).
128 In the section on the signs of bladder ulceration, the penis is mentioned, but not women:
“when the (painful) sensation is near the penis itself, the ulcer is around this part” – Anonymus Parisinus, On Acute and Chronic Diseases, 39, ed. Garofalo (1997) 202.8–9.
129 Anonymus Parisinus, On Acute and Chronic Diseases, 7, ed. Garofalo (1997) 56.20–1.
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bladder shortly before); but it is perhaps a reference to observing patients’
menstruation or dealing with menstrual bleeding in a state in which they
were unable to do so themselves. Finally, in women suﬀering from epilepsy,
cupping-glasses should be applied also to the lower abdomen and the groin,
in addition to the back, loins, chest and upper abdomen – the reason remains
unexplained.130 References to the seasons are just as sporadic, and they
mostly refer to the need to adapt the clothing or surroundings of the patient
to the temperature.131 The one exception is the reference to a diﬀerent
number of meals in the winter in the case of dropsy.132
All in all, these criteria do not constitute a central consideration guiding
the physician through the complex, multifaceted conditions he encounters.
These references are very “practical” in nature, rather than theoretical.
They do not reﬂect an underlying theoretical classiﬁcation and conceptualisation of these groups in qualitative terms (such as their relative wetness or
natural abundance of bile which then indicatively determines the kind of
treatment suitable for them).133 The considerations are more general and
“intuitive”, aimed at ensuring, for instance, that the patient is strong
enough or dressed appropriately for the climate.

5 The anonymous and the medical schools
In the course of this chapter I have noted some cases of similarity between
the ideas or approach of the Anonymous and those of certain medical
groups or schools. The limited clinical relevance he assigns seasons, age and
gender, resemble the ideas of the Methodists. His reference to cohesive
causes of disease, his use of the term “aﬀected part”, and his consideration
of the quality and tension of pneuma as a cause of disease and an object of
treatment – all point to an acquaintance with writings and theories of Pneumatist physicians (who were themselves “Rational” physicians in many
aspects).134 He refers often to humours, pneuma, and other “theoretical”,

130 Anonymus Parisinus, On Acute and Chronic Diseases, 3, ed. Garofalo (1997) 22.16.
131 Anonymus Parisinus, On Acute and Chronic Diseases, 45, ed. Garofalo (1997) 228.28–30,
with regard to the need of clothes and staying warm; cf. ibid., 45, ed. Garofalo (1997)
228.21–4 – kind of pillows and posture to use in winter and the converse case of preventing
the patient suﬀering from the heat in warm seasons (ibid., 10, 45 ed. Garofalo (1997)
80.14–16, 228.12–15). In the latter passage (concerning dropsy), AP notes that “chilling and
inactivity” (ψύξις καὶ ἀργία) are harmful to the patients.
132 Anonymus Parisinus, On Acute and Chronic Diseases, 45, ed. Garofalo (1997) 230.18–19.
133 AP refers once to patients’ “mixture” (σύγκρασις): he notes that patients suﬀering from
dropsy who are “of a more delicate mixture” ( ἰ τρυφερωτέρας συγκράσεως ὄντες) faint on
account of thirst (Anonymus Parisinus, On Acute and Chronic Diseases, 45, ed. Garofalo
(1997) 230.11–12).
134 See also his remark that καχεξία (“bad state”) concerns “the solids, liquids, and pneumata”
(Anonymus Parisinus, On Acute and Chronic Diseases, 44, ed. Garofalo (1997) 222.6–7); for
the possible Pneumatist connection of this triad, see Coughlin and Lewis (forthcoming).
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non-empirical concepts and the only physicians he mentions by name are
ones associated with the Rational school. At the same time, he oﬀers little
in the form of theoretical thought and discussion: his diagnostic and therapeutic sections are mostly practical instructions which follow the diverse
“empirical” realities physicians have and might experience, with little or no
reference to theoretical explanations or considerations.
This brief summary suﬃces to demonstrate the diﬃculty and futility of
trying to identify the Anonymous’ aﬃliation. The author himself does not
mention any physician known as Pneumatist, Methodist or Empiricist, nor
does he refer to himself as belonging to any of these groups. Indeed, he
does not mention any medical “school” – not even the “Rational” school
with which the ancient sources traditionally associate the physicians he mentions. This may mean he was not at all interested in aﬃliating himself with
any school or medical method or theory, whether since the question was
irrelevant to him and his audience, or since the answer was obvious to
them from his writing. Be the reason as it may, the lack of any statement
on the Anonymous’ behalf and the circumstantial evidence connecting him
with the diﬀerent groups, mean that labelling him as a physician of
a particular school is circular and redundant – it will not contribute to
our historical understanding of that school and its opinions, beyond what
we know already, that is, beyond what has led us to make the connection
with the Anonymous in the ﬁrst place.135 Nor will it allow us to better
understand the Anonymous himself. The importance of the Anonymous
does not lie in labelling him as a physician of a certain school in order to
learn about that group, but rather in his treatise being a rare example for
medical concerns and a clinical approach at the turn of the ﬁrst millennium
and important evidence for the challenges physicians faced in this period. It
testiﬁes, moreover, to the fact that the medical schools and the rivalry
between them were only part of the medical scene and activity in Rome.
One could practise and write about medicine without branding oneself as
a follower of a certain group or arguing for their theory and method, or
against those of other groups.

6 Conclusion
This work on diseases seems to be intended as a practical work for those
practising medicine, a “handbook”, so to speak; it does not aspire to
instruct in medical theory or argue for overarching ideas concerning disease
or the body, or concerning drugs and other treatments. The author demonstrates an acquaintance with technical causal, anatomical and diagnostic
terminology known from later periods. He has a doxographic interest which
sets four much earlier physicians at the centre of aetiological debates. The

135 On this methodological point see Coughlin and Lewis (forthcoming).
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author clearly thinks this is knowledge one should have, although he rarely
explains its relevance to the practical diagnosis and treatment. The sections
concerning diagnosis and treatment are those most relevant to the physician’s
practical work and they are the richest sections. What lends authority to the
information and guidelines they relate is not the name of an esteemed physician, but the minute details, which follow closely the phenomena physicians
will encounter. These detailed descriptions are what would have made this
work so useful: they allowed physicians to navigate the multitude of phenomena and disease manifestations they encountered in their many patients and to
identify the appropriate course of action. While presenting his readers with
a rich arsenal of practical knowledge and experience, the Anonymous places
the responsibility for choosing the appropriate method in the hands of the individual physician facing the individual case. This latitude or ambiguity is neither
loose nor incoherent, but anchored in a perception which allows the physician
to continuously check himself, namely ensuring that the patient is comfortable
and reacting well to the treatment. This will not prevent mistakes, but might
prevent the physician from continuing blindly with a certain treatment simply
because it was prescribed by an earlier authority or was useful on another
patient.
The above analysis is by no means exhaustive. It has brought to light
some important aspects in the Anonymous’ method, but there is still much
to be done, as regards, for instance, the rich therapeutic and diagnostic
information the treatise contains, the wide use of materia medica it describes
and a comparison in style and content to other authors from the period.
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Wellcomensis MS.MSL.14 as
a therapeutic handbook
Barbara Zipser

At ﬁrst sight, MS.MSL.14 seems rather inconspicuous.1 It is a very small
pocket-sized book which has obviously been handled and perused extensively. A number of pages at the end of the volume were added at a later
time. The book was also exposed to water, which deleted text around the
edges, but, in most cases, only over an area of just about one square centimetre. Many of the pages are torn, and sometimes held together by rough,
thick thread, or simply missing. But it is precisely this fact that makes the
book of particular interest. It is not a scholarly copy that was preserved in
a pristine state in an ivory tower such as a major national library. Rather, it
was a book that had been used in medical practice.
The book was all but forgotten in the centuries that followed, but over
recent years been the subject of several studies. It was catalogued by Petros
Bouras-Vallianatos2 and its provenance has been described by Vivian
Nutton and myself.3 Later on, I also analysed its thematic structure and
edited some annotations in invisible ink.4 The manuscript was also a key
witness for my ﬁrst edition of John Archiatros’ Iatrosophion.5 Yet, there is
a middle section of the book that still needs further scholarly attention,
which is the topic of this paper.
Here is a very rough summary of the contents of the main part of MS.
MSL.14, omitting the sheets of paper that were added later at the end of
the book (i.e. pp. 272–317):6
1. Ps.-Hippocrates, Letter to King Ptolemy On the Nature of Man, p. 1,
l. 1–p. 12, l. 12.

1 Some of the material used for this paper was compiled during my postdoctoral fellowship at
the Wellcome Trust Centre at UCL (072287).
2 Bouras-Vallianatos (2015: 283–6).
3 Nutton and Zipser (2010).
4 Zipser (2013)
5 Zipser (2009).
6 For further bibliography, see Nutton and Zipser (2010) and Bouras-Vallianatos (2015: 286).
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2. Ps.-Hippocrates, On the Human Body and Conception, p. 12, l. 12–p.
14, l. 19.
3. Brief text on bloodletting, p. 14, l. 19–p. 16, l. 19.
4. Brief text on conception, p. 17, l. 1–p. 18, l. 16.
5. Collection of remedies, p. 18, l. 17–p. 34, l. 17.
6. Ps.-Hippocrates, Sayings about Life and Death, p. 34, l. 17–p. 44, l. 4.7
7. Ps.-Esdras, On Illuminating Days, p. 44, l. 4–p, 46, l. 5.
8. Compilation of recipes, p. 46, l. 6–p. 76, l. 14.
9. A therapeutic text, in part consistent with John Archiatros, Iatrosophion, p. 76, l. 14– p. 81.
10. Collection of remedies, pp. 84–107.
11. John Archiatros, Iatrosophion, pp. 122–3, 120–1, 126–7, 124–5,
128–271, 82–3.
The manuscript has a clearly deﬁned structure, with items one to seven on
the ﬁrst 46 pages presenting introductory material, including a substantial
proportion of Pseudo-Hippocratic content. This section was probably copied
in its entirety from another source.8 It is followed by 225 pages of therapeutic
content with a substantial part of the content consisting of recipes. Such
a structure would make sense, as it creates a book that contains all the basics,
albeit very brieﬂy, and then concentrates on the subject of treating patients.
However, the internal structure of the ﬁrst, introductory part and
the second, therapeutic one could not be more diﬀerent, as the latter is
rather poorly structured: some text appears twice and at least one block of
text does not seem to have a coherent structure. Moreover, item number 11
on the list is written in the Greek vernacular, which is not commonly used
in writing.
At ﬁrst sight, it seems somewhat puzzling that a scribe would go through
the very considerable eﬀort of including the same content twice while
aiming to produce a book that is intent on being concise and comprehensive
at the same time. After all, there is no logical reason why someone would
produce a codex this small, which is very inconvenient to read, other than
portability. Or to put it another way, if someone wanted to compile a book
that a physician or a traveller could carry with them with ease, in order to
include all the relevant content one might need, would he not ensure that
the available space was managed more eﬃciently?
The obvious answer would be that this duplication was a mistake – i.e.
a scribe not noticing that he was essentially copying the same text twice.
This would also make sense given that the shorter item, i.e. item nine,
comes ﬁrst. By the time the scribe reached the longer version of the text in
their model, they would already have copied the shorter one, and there

7 This item also includes a brief collection of remedies, pp. 41–4.
8 Nutton and Zipser (2010).
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would be no way to undo this. Moreover, it would be useful to include all
the additional content that could be found in the longer one.
But perhaps the answer is even more straightforward than that. It is actually quite common for manuscripts to contain two or more texts covering
very similar content. An example from Wellcome Collection would be MS.
MSL.60, which preserves a number of texts on urine diagnosis.9 There is
also a whole genre of medical manuscripts attributed to Byzantine xenons,
in which one can ﬁnd similar developments.10
Thus, even though room was scarce and book production expensive,
there was a genre of literature that was thematic, in the same way as other
volumes might contain works by a speciﬁc author. Having several texts on
the same topic was apparently seen as better than having just one.
This appears to be the more likely explanation, even though MS.MSL.14
is just a small handbook. Here, literary convention was more important
than practical use. The person who produced this handbook did not
reinvent the way it was structured; he applied existing standards and just
shrank everything to size. The advantage of such a practice would, of
course, have been that the general structure of the volume would have made
sense to anyone who might use it.
The next question to be addressed is whether the second, therapeutic half of
the book appears in other witnesses. It is not recorded anywhere, but, given the
current state of cataloguing, it is certainly possible that a previously unknown
manuscript might emerge at some later date. However, some content from item
nine appears independently in a number of other manuscripts, as it is very
closely related to one of the so-called xenonika.11 This could be a possible link,
since the transmission of item 11 also seems to be somehow associated with the
transmission of the xenonika.12
Here is a slightly standardised edition of the text.13 Where the text has
been edited by me, the manuscript reading can be found in brackets with
the sigla L (=MS.MSL.14).
[p. 76] εἰς ζέσιν κεφαλῆς.14 ῥ δέλαι ν (τ δέλαι ν L) βάλε καὶ ὀξείδιν
(ὀξύδην L) καὶ χλίανέ τα. εἶτα ἄλειφε τὴν κεφαλὴν τ ῦ ὅλην.
On an overheated head. Take rose oil and vinegar and make it smooth.
Then rub it on his entire head.

9
10
11
12
13

Bouras-Vallianatos (2015: 293).
See, for example, Bennett (2003: 243).
Bennett (2003: 406ﬀ).
See n. 10.
As far as the spelling is concerned, I have followed the same principles as in my edition of
John Archiatros. See Zipser (2009: 20ﬀ).
14 Almost identical to John Archiatros, Iatrosophion, ω, 3, ed. Zipser (2009) 177.8–9. Xenonika,
Rx4, ed. Bennett (2003) 409, contains the standard Greek version of the text.
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ὅταν κνίθ νται ἱ ὀφθαλμ ί. ἔπαρ ν φλ ύδιν ῥ δίν υ ὀξύν υ καὶ φρύξε τ εἰς
τ ν ἥλι ν καὶ κ πάνισ ν καὶ βάλε καὶ κρασὶν καὶ τάρ [p. 77] αξέτ καὶ θές τ .
15

When the eyes itch. Take the peel of a sour pomegranate and dry it in the
sun and grind it up and also add wine and mix and apply it.
ὅταν ῥέει αἷμα ἀπ τὴν μύτην (μίτην L).16 αὐγ ῦ (ζυγ ῦ L) φλ ῖ ν καῦσας
καὶ τρίψας καλῶς βάλε τ εἰς καλάμην καὶ φύσα τ . σινάπιν (συνάπην L) καὶ
καρύδια (καρίδια L) ὀλίγα κ πάνισ ν μερέαν καὶ μερέαν καὶ αὐγ ῦ ἄσπρ ν
καὶ θὲς τ εἰς τ ν μέτωπ ν.
When blood ﬂows from the nose. Burn the shell of an egg and grind it
nicely and put it into a reed and blow it <into the nostril>. Grind mustard seeds and some walnuts one after the other and egg white and put it
on the forehead.
ὀπ ν πτύει αἷμα.17 κ πάνισ ν ἡδύ σμ ν καὶ τ ν ζωμ ν τ υ σμίξ ν με τ
ὀξείδιν (ὀξύδην L) ὀλίγ ν καὶ ἂς τ πίει.
When <someone> spits blood. Grind up mint and mix its juice with
a little bit of vinegar and let him drink it.
πρ ς πόν ν γλώσσης.18 ἐλαίας φύλλα (φύλα L) μασσ ῦ καὶ κράτει τὰ
π λλὴν (π λὺν L) ὥραν εἰς τὴν γλώσσαν.
For pain in the tongue. Chew olive-tree leaves and hold them on the
tongue for a long time.
εἰς ἔμφραξιν ὠτίων.19 βάλε ἕψημα εἰς φλ ύδην αὐγ ῦ καὶ θὲς τ εἰς τ καρβ ύνιν (καρβ ύνην L) καὶ ἃς χλινθῇ. εἶτα βάλλε εἰς τ ὠτί ν. τρίψ ν κινάμωμ ν εἶτα ἔπαρ ν στυπτείαν καὶ βάλ ν κρόκ ν ὠ ῦ, καὶ ἐπάνω τ ῦ ὠ ῦ τ
κινάμωμ ν τριμμέν ν καὶ θές τ .
For blocked ears. Put broth in an egg shell and put it on coals and let it
get warm. Then put it into the ear. Grind cinnamon then take an astringent substance and add egg yolk, and also <add> ground cinnamon on
top of the egg and apply it.

15 Coincides with parts of John Archiatros, Iatrosophion, ω, 5, ed. Zipser (2009) 178.10–11. It is
a rephrased version of Xenonika, Rx9, ed. Bennett (2003) 411.
16 Coincides with parts of John Archiatros, Iatrosophion, ω, 7, ed. Zipser (2009) 179.5–9. Xenonika, Rx11, ed. Bennett (2003) 412, contains a similar text.
17 Mostly identical with John Archiatros, Iatrosophion, ω, 8, ed. Zipser (2009) 179.12–13. Xenonika, Rx14, ed. Bennett (2003) 413, is quite similar.
18 Mostly identical with John Archiatros, Iatrosophion, ω, 9, ed. Zipser (2009) 179.14–15. Very
similar to Xenonika, Rx17, ed. Bennett (2003) 414.
19 Very similar to John Archiatros, Iatrosophion, ω, 15, ed. Zipser (2009) 182.3–8.
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ὅταν ῥεόυσιν αἷμα.20 πράσ υ ζωμ ν ἔνσταζε εἰς τ ὠτί ν. τρυγέαν (τριγέαν L)
ἴν υ τρίψ ν σμίξ ν με τ κρασὶν τ χλί ν καὶ στα … [p. 78] εἰς τ ὠτί ν.
When blood ﬂows <from the ears>. Put drops of leek juice into the ear.
Grind up the sediment of wine, mix it with warm wine and <drip it> into
the ear.
πρ ς αἷμα ὅταν ῥέει ἀπ τῆς ὔλης.21 τὰ φύλλα (φύλα L) τῆς ἐλαίας βράσας
με τ νερ ν καὶ τ ν ζωμ ν ἐκείνων κράτει εἰς τ στόμα π λλὴν (π λὺν L)
ὥραν. τῆς μυρσίνης (μυρσύνης L) τὰς κρ υφὰς καὶ τριανταφύλλων (τριανταφύλων L) ἄνθ ς βάλων καὶ ὄξ ς καὶ κρασὶν ἂς βράσ υν. καὶ τ ν ζωμ ν
κράτει εἰς τ στόμα.
For bleeding gums. Boil the leaves of an olive tree with water and keep
the decoction of it in the mouth for a long time. Put the shoots of myrtle
and rose ﬂowers in vinegar and wine and let it boil, and keep the decoction in the mouth.
πρ ς σαπημένα ὔλη.22 κηκίδιν (κικίδην L) καὶ σμύρναν π ιήσας ἷ ν τ
ἀλεύριν καὶ πάσας τὰ ὔλη. κρόκ ν καὶ τριανταφύλλων (τριανταφύλων L)
ἄνθ ς π ίησ ν ἷ ν τ ἀλεύριν καὶ πάσσε (πάσσαι L) τὰ ὔλη. κρόκ ν κ πανίσας καὶ ἅλας π ίησ ν ὅμ ι ν ἀλεύρ υ. με τ μέλι σμίξας ἄλειφε.
For rotting gums. Make oak-gall and myrrh like ﬂour and apply on the
gums. Make saﬀron and rose ﬂowers like ﬂour and apply to the gums.
Grind up saﬀron and salt and make it like ﬂour. Mix with honey and apply.
ὅταν βρωμῇ τ στόμα.23 στάχ ς βράσ ν με τ κρασὶν καὶ κράτει εἰς τ
στόμα. στάχ ς μασ ῦ τ πρωί. ῥόδα ξηρὰ καύσας καὶ π ιήσας ἷ ν ἀλεύριν
τρίβε τ ὺς ὀδόντας.
When the mouth has a bad odour. Boil base horehound with wine and
apply to the mouth. Chew base horehound in the morning. Burn dried
roses and make them like ﬂour and rub on the teeth.
ὅπ υ πτύει αἷμα.24 φλεβ [p. 79]τόμει αὐτ ν καὶ τ ὺς πόδας καὶ τὰς χείρας
καὶ ἄλειφε ἔλαι ν παλαιόν. μαλία ἄπλητα βρέξε τα εἰς τ ὀξείδιν (ὀξύδην L)
τ χλί ν καὶ τ ῥ δέλαι ν καὶ πυρίαζε τ στῆθ ς. βάτ υ φύλλα κ πάνισ ν
καὶ τ ν ζωμ ν σμῖξε με τ ν βῶλ ν (βόλ ν L) τ ν τριμμέν ν (τριμέν ν L) καὶ
πότισ ν αὐτόν. θὲς τ ἔμπλαστρ ν τ λεγόμεν ν δι’ ἰτέων εἰς τ στῆθ ς.

Very similar to John Archiatros, Iatrosophion, ω, 23, ed. Zipser (2009) 185.16–18.
Coincides with John Archiatros, Iatrosophion, ω, 30, ed. Zipser (2009) 189.16–19.
Coincides in part with John Archiatros, Iatrosophion, ω, 31, ed. Zipser (2009) 190.4–9.
Coincides with John Archiatros, Iatrosophion, ω, 34, ed. Zipser (2009) 191.10–15, but with
some words transposed.
24 Coincides in part with John Archiatros, Iatrosophion, ω, 36, ed. Zipser (2009) 192.18–193.9.
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Figure 3.1 Londiniensis Wellcomensis MS.MSL.14, pp. 77–8.
Photograph by Petros Bouras-Vallianatos.

When <the patient> spits blood. Bleed them from the feet and hands and
anoint with old olive oil. Soak unwashed hair in warm vinegar and rose
oil and apply as a vapour bath to the chest. Grind bramble leaves and
mix the juice with ground earth and let him drink. Put the plaster that is
called ‘from willows’ on <the patient’s> chest.
ὅπ υ ξερᾷ εἴ τι φάγῃ.25 ἀλώην (λώην L) μαστίχην στύρακαν λάδαν ν λίβαν ν ἀψινθέας σπόρ ν κ πάνισ ν ἕψησ ν ὀλίγ ν π λλά ὀλίγ ν. ἀλεύριν
καθαρ ῦ σίτ υ καὶ ἰνάνθην καὶ ἴν υ ὀλίγ υ π ίησ ν ἔμπλαστρ ν καὶ θὲς
τ εἰς τ στῆθ ς τ ῦ.
When someone vomits whatever he eats. Grind aloe, mastic, storax, ladanum, frankincense, wormwood and boil it a little <by which I mean>
very little. Make a plaster from clean bread ﬂour and vine ﬂower and
a little wine and put it on his chest.

25 Coincides largely with John Archiatros, Iatrosophion, ω, 38, ed. Zipser (2009) 193.21–4.

60 Barbara Zipser
περὶ δυσεντερίας.26 λημναίαν (λυμνέαν L) σφραγίδα ἂς τὴν πίνει τριμμένην
(τριμένην L) με τ νερ ν τ χλί ν. π ιήσας ἔμπλαστρ ν καὶ βάλε ἀλώην στγ
β´ λίβαν ν στγ β´ καὶ ἕψημαν.
On dysentery. Let him drink Lemnian earth, ground up with warm water.
Make a plaster and add two stagia of aloe, two stagia of frankincense,
and broth.
ὅπ υ κατ υρ ῦσι αἷμα.27 φλεβ τόμει τ ύτ υς (τ ύτ ις L) ἀπ’ ἀγκῶν ς
καθόλ υ φλέβα (φλε…. L) [p. 80]σπόρ ν πότισ ν μετ’ ὀξείδιν (ὀξύδην L)
καὶ μέλι ὀλίγ ν. λαγω ῦ πυτίαν πότισ ν μετὰ ὀξείδιν (ὀξύδην L) καὶ μέλι
ὀλίγ ν.
When they are urinating blood. Bleed them from the main vein on the
elbow … seed let him drink with vinegar and a little honey. Drink hare’s
rennet with vinegar and a little honey.
πρ ς στραγγ υρίαν.28 στραγγ υρία (ραγγ υρία L) δὲ ἔνι ὅταν κατ υρεῖ καὶ
στάζει ὀλιγ ύτζικ ν μετὰ πόν υ καὶ ἀνάγκης καὶ βίας. φλεβ τόμει δὲ τὴν
καθόλ υ φλέβα. ἔπαρ ν τ ῦ ἐχίν υ τ δέρμα ἤτ ι τ λεγόμεν ν σκανζόχ ιρ ν καὶ θὲς τ εἰς τὰ καρβ ύνια τὰ ζωντανά. καὶ κάπνιζέ τ ν εἰς τὰ
αἰδ ῖα, ὅπ υ ὐ δύναται κατ υρήσειν. ἡ δὲ τρ φὴ αὐτ ῦ ἂς ἔνι εὔχυμ ς ἤτ ι
κ υβίδια λιθρινάρια ἀστακ ὶ (στακ ὶ L) καλαμάρια καβ ύρ υς π ταμί υς
καὶ πέστρ υβας. θρύμβ ν παλαι ν ἕψησ ν με τ κρασὶν τ παλαιόν. ἐξ
αὐτ ῦ δὲ πότισ ν κ χλιάρια δ´. ῥεπάνια κ πάνισε χωρὶς τὰ φύλλα (φύλα L)
τ υς. εἴτα βάλε τ ν ζωμ ν τ υς εἰς ζ υκάλι ν καὶ κρασὶν καὶ ἂς βράσ υν.
εἴτα σακέλλισ ν αὐτὰ [p. 81] δυνατὰ καὶ πότισ ν αὐτ ν ἡμέρας γ´ καὶ κ λ κύνθην (.. κίνθην L) ξηρὰν κ πάνισ ν ἷ ν τ ἀλεύριν ἶσα ἕνα κ χλιάρι ν
καὶ πότιζε μετὰ κρύ υ (.ί υ L) νερ ῦ. δενδρ λίβαν ν ἂς βράσῃ (βράσει L)
με τ κρασὶν καὶ πότισ ν αὐτ ν καθ᾽ ἑκάστην ἡμέραν χλί ν ἕως ἡμέρας ι´.
On strangury. Strangury is when someone urinates and only drips a tiny
amount with pain, urgency, and much eﬀort. Bleed him from the main vein.
Take the skin of a hedgehog, that is the so-called skanzoxoiros and put it on
hot coals. And apply the vapour to the groin, where he cannot urinate. Let
his diet be balanced, that is bullhead ﬁsh, common pandora, lobster, squid,
freshwater crabs and trout. Boil old summer savoury with old wine. Let him
drink four spoonfuls of it. Grind radishes without their leaves. Then pour
the juice into a pot with wine and let it boil. Then pound them forcibly and
let him drink it for three days. And grind one spoonful of dry pumpkin like
ﬂour and let him drink it with cold water. Boil rosemary with wine and let
him drink it warm every day for ten days.

26 Coincides with John Archiatros, Iatrosophion, ω, 39, ed. Zipser (2009) 194.5–6, 195.3–4.
27 Coincides with John Archiatros, Iatrosophion, ω, 46, ed. Zipser (2009) 199.3–6.
28 Coincides largely with John Archiatros, Iatrosophion, ω, 47, ed. Zipser (2009) 199.7–200.4.
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ὅπ υ κατ υρεῖ τὰ ῥ ῦχα. πετειν ῦ γ ύργ υρ ν καύσε τ ν καὶ π ίησ ν ἷ ν
τ ἀλεύριν καὶ πότισ ν αὐτ ν τ πρωὶ νῆστιν μετὰ κρύ υ (κρί υ L) ὕδατ ς.
λαγω ῦ ὀρχίδια ξύσε τα με τ μαχαίριν (μαχέριν L) καὶ τ ψιλότερ ν πότισ ν με τ ν ἶν ν τ ν χλί ν. χ ίρ υ φ ύσκαν ὅπ υ ἔχει τ κατ ύρημαν
ταύτην καῦσε (καύσαι L) εἴτα κόψε αὐτὴν ὡς ἄλευριν καὶ πότισ ν με τ
κρασὶν τ χλί ν κατὰ πρωί.
29

When someone urinates in his clothes. Burn the throat of a cock and
make it like ﬂour and let him drink it with cold water in the morning
having fasted. Scrape the testicles of a hare with a knife and let him drink
the ﬁne particles with warm wine. Burn the bladder of a pig – where it
keeps the urine – and then pound it like ﬂour and let him drink it with
warm wine.
πρ ς φλεγμ νὴν ἥπατ ς τ
(…τ ς) δὲ θέλεις ν ήσειν

λεγόμεν ν συκότιν (συκότην L).30

ὕτως

On inﬂammation of the liver, the so-called sykotin. You may recognise it
like this.
As can easily be seen from the references in the footnotes, this text coincides in part with the vernacular version of John Archiatros, but it is much
shorter. It does not contain any signiﬁcant content that would not have
been included in John’s text. Some paragraphs also occur in a text associated with the xenons, as edited by David Bennett, however, the wording is
not always exactly the same. Overall, it appears that the situation is comparable to that of the synoptic gospels: we know that there once was
a common source which is today lost and then several intermediate stages
of the transmission, but we do not have the evidence to reconstruct the
exact dependencies.
For the second part of my paper, I would like to take a closer look at item
ten on my list, which has not previously received any scholarly attention at
all. The text starts and ends abruptly with pages missing or misplaced, so
that we cannot be sure that this was indeed its original position in the codex.
These are the headings within the text in transcription:
ἕτερ ν πρ ς τ ἐξ υρίσαι λίθ ν (another recipe on passing a kidney
stone), p. 84;
περὶ τ ῦ γνῶναι θάνατ ν (signs of <imminent> death), p. 84;
περὶ φθεῖρας (on lice), p. 85;
περὶ ψίλλ.ς (on ﬂeas), p. 85;
πρ ς φεύγ ντα (on a fugitive), p. 85;

29 Coincides largely with John Archiatros, Iatrosophion, ω, 48, ed. Zipser (2009) 200.5–11.
30 Coincides with John Archiatros, Iatrosophion, ω, 49, ed. Zipser (2009) 200.12–13.
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γυνὴ εἰς τ π ιῆσαι παιδὶν (for a woman to produce a child), p. 85;
εἱς μεθύ ντα (for someone who is drunk), p. 85;
εἰς γενῆσαι (on conceiving), p. 85;
ὑπν τικόν (sleeping draught), p. 86;
ἀντιφάρμακ ν τῶν ἑρπετῶν πάντων (antidote for all snake <bites>), p. 86;
περὶ πόν ν πλεύρ υ (pain in the ribs), p. 86;
περὶ τ ῦ καυσ μέν υ ὑπ δίψης (on excessive thirst), p. 87;
εἰς τ μὴ ἀπ βάλλειν καρπ ν δένδρ υ (that fruit does not fall from
a tree), p. 87;
περὶ ἀρρεν ς ἢ θύλεως (on how to recognise whether <a child will be>
male or female), p. 87;
περὶ τριχ φυίας (on how to grow more hair), p. 87;
τ ῦ γνῶναι κλέπτην (how to recognise a thief), p. 88;
περὶ τ ῦ μὴ … πινᾶν (if someone does not…), p. 88;
blank line, heading missing, p. 89;
περὶ ἐξωχάδων (on external haemorrhoids), p. 89;
περὶ ἐσωχάδων (on internal haemorrhoids), p. 89;
περὶ στενώσεως καὶ φλεγμάτων ἐν τῷ στίθει (on tightness and phlegm in
the chest), p. 89;
περὶ τ ῦ γνῶναι εἴτε ἄρρεν ἐστὶν τ παιδί ν εἴτε θῆλυ (on how to recognise
whether a child is male or female), p. 90;
περὶ πόν ν ἥπατ ς καὶ νεφρῶν (on pain in the liver and kidneys), p. 90;
περὶ τ ῦ στῖσαι αἵμα ῥιν ς (on how to stop a nose bleed), p. 90;
ἐὰν πίνει ἄνθρωπ ς ἐβδέλανας (if someone swallows leeches), p. 91;
πρ ς πόν ν λυγμ ῦ (on a sore throat), p. 92;
ἐὰν καταπεῖ τις ὀστ ῦν (if someone swallows a bone), p. 92;
εὐχὴ … πόν ν ὀδόντων (prayer for toothache), p. 93;
εἰς πόν ν ὀδόντων (on toothache), p. 94;
εὐχὴ ὁπότε κρατηθῇ τ ἄλ γ ν διὰ φλεγμ ν ὔρ υ (prayer if a horse has
phlegm in the urine), p. 94;
περὶ κ ρίδας (on bugs), p. 95;
περὶ ψίλ υς (on ﬂeas), p. 95;
περὶ κ ιμω..να (?), p. 95;
περὶ τ ῦ μὴ ἀπ θάνῃ βρέφ ς ἐν τῇ μήτρᾳ (so that a foetus does not die
inside the womb), p. 95;
περὶ τ ῖς π σὶν (on feet), p. 95.
From this point onward, there are fewer clearly deﬁned headings, as the
focus shifts towards medication.
Even a brief look at the above list reveals that it is entirely chaotic. Only
in four instances are paragraphs arranged in a thematic sequence: right at
the start of the fragment, where ‘another’ remedy for kidney stones is mentioned, then the passages on external and internal haemorrhoids and ﬁnally
two paragraphs on insects near the beginning and the end. Moreover, three
chapters have no medical content: on a fugitive, on how to recognise a thief
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and a treatment for fruit trees. One chapter deals with veterinary medicine,
which is not usually covered in standard medical collections. The content of
the chapters is sometimes similar in scope and vocabulary to John Archiatros’ text or the text of the collection described above. However,
a signiﬁcant proportion is completely diﬀerent, in that it is largely related to
magic. On the whole, it is quite similar to the sheets of paper that were subsequently added to the codex, and also to some iatrosophia of the more disorganised type.31
As mentioned above, because of the damage to the codex we cannot be
sure where these pages originally belonged. Generally speaking, there
appears to have been a tendency for rough drafts or badly organised collections such as this to be added to the end of a therapeutic text.32 Indeed this
may have been the case here, as the end of John Archiatros’ text is likewise
missing from the codex.
To illustrate the content, style and scope of the text, see, for instance, this
extract from page 85 of the codex:
περὶ φθείρας. πήγαν ν κ πανίσας μετὰ ἐλαί υ ἄλειφε.
On lice. Grind rue with oil and apply.
περὶ ψύλλης (ψίλλ.ς L). αἵμα μαυρ ῦ τράγ υ χρίσ ν τ φιλ κάλιν καὶ θὲς
τ ῦτ μέσ ν τ ῦ ἴκ υ καὶ συνάγ νται ὁμ ῦ. καὶ τ πρωὶ μὴ φ νεύσεις ἁλλὰ
ῥίψ ν αὐτ ὺς κατ’ ἰδίαν.
On ﬂeas. Apply the blood of a black he-goat on a broom and put it in the
middle of the house and they will congregate there. And in the morning
you should not kill them but throw them out individually.
πρ ς φεύγ ντα. γράψων ὕτως. γεννηθήτω ἡ ὁδ ς αὑτ ῦ σκότ ς καὶ
ὀλίσθημα (.λίσθημα L). καὶ ἄγγελ ς κυρί υ ἐκδιώκων αὑτ ν μιχαὴλ δίνη σε
ῥαφαὴλ διώκει σε ἰσαὰκ δεσμεῖ σε (σ. L) ταχὺ ταχὺ ταχύ.
On a fugitive. Write thus: Let his way be darkness and stumbling and
may the angel of the Lord pursue him. May Michael strike you, Raphael
hound you <and> Isaac bind you quickly, quickly, quickly.
The ﬁrst paragraph contains a simple pharmaceutical treatment for
a condition that is often mentioned in medical texts. It is rather brief, which
makes it appear slightly out of place in a work by a late antique encyclopaedist

31 See Zipser (2019) for an in-depth discussion of the matter. See also Ieraci Bio (1982); Tselikas
(1995); Garzya (2003); Touwaide (2007); Marchetti (2011); and Oberhelman (2015).
32 See, for instance, the original version of John Archiatros, Iatrosophion, א, 184ﬀ, ed. Zipser (2009)
156ﬀ or in the transmission of Alexander of Tralles’ Therapeutics in Florentinus Laurentianus gr.
plut. 74.10 (fourteenth century), ﬀ. 330r–344v. The same phenomenon can also be observed in
other texts.
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such as Paul of Aegina, but it would be perfectly consistent with the work of
John Archiatros. That said, John’s text does not mention this speciﬁc recipe for
the treatment of head lice.
The next paragraph also covers a medical topic, describing a trap for
ﬂeas which uses blood as a bait and which seems quite sensible. However,
the instruction to use blood from a black he-goat is clearly rooted in magic,
and there is no mention of any more complex pharmacological treatment.
The third paragraph is entirely of a magical nature, as it describes an
amulet, including a curse. Moreover, it is clearly not a medical matter.
The remainder of the text is of a very similar nature, and one is left wondering
how and why it was included in the codex at all. Given the length of the collection of paragraphs, it does not appear likely that these were originally notes
made by previous owners that were added on some blank space in the manuscript and then copied by mistake. Someone must have made a conscious decision to copy the text and include it in a book. It is, however, quite possible that
the text was originally noted down by a user on a quire of spare pages, which
were then inserted into a volume that was subsequently used as a master copy,
just as the ﬁnal pages were later on inserted into MS.MSL.14.
But, in any case, the professional scribe who would later go on to produce MS.MSL.14, or the person who commissioned the book, decided to
keep the collection as it stood, despite its obvious shortcomings. On the
whole, this created a corpus of therapeutic texts of rather diverse scope. Of
these, text eight would be by far the most sophisticated and polished. It
contains recipes such as this one on p. 49 (in a slightly edited form, with
the original manuscript readings in brackets):
Σκευασία (Σ……… L) διὰ καλαμίνθης. πεπέρεως κ ιν ῦ ὐγγίας ϛ´
καλαμίνθης ὐγγίαν α´ γλήχων ς (γλίχων ς L) ὐγγίαν α s´´ πετρ σελίν υ
ὐγγίαν α s´´ σελίν υ σπέρματ ς στγ γ´ λιβιστικ ῦ ὐγγίας β´ σισέλεως
μασαλεωιτκῆς ὐγγίαν α s´´ θύμ υ στγ γ´ μέλιτ ς τ (τ ῦ L) ἀρκ ῦν.
Recipe <for medication made> from mint: common pepper six ounces,
mint one ounce, pennyroyal one and a half ounces, parsley one and a half
ounces, celery seed three stagia, lovage two ounces, Massilian hartwort
one and a half ounces, thyme three stagia, <and> a suﬃcient quantity of
honey.
At the opposite end of the spectrum, text ten is clearly the least accomplished. Texts nine and eleven would be somewhere in between but closer to
text eight in scope and content.
Overall, the therapeutic section of this manuscript caters for diverse audiences, ranging from those who would not necessarily have any medical training
(see, for instance, the amulets and the content relating to magic) to skilled doctors, or pharmacists for that matter. Throughout the volume, the materia
medica described is generally of a simpler nature than for instance in Galen or
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Paul of Aegina, but still quite varied; the samples translated above are representative in that respect. What is most striking is that only very few imported
goods such as cinnamon are mentioned. All of this gives a very coherent picture of the intended audience of the volume. The fact that the book had suffered serious wear and tear is entirely consistent with these ﬁndings.
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The language of iatrosophia
A case-study of two manuscripts of
the Library at Wellcome Collection
(MS.4103 and MS.MSL.14)
Tina Lendari and Io Manolessou

The two manuscripts which form the object of this study belong, at least
partially, to the category of iatrosophia, namely book collections of medical
recipes taken from classical and Byzantine medical treatises, updated by
new medical knowledge and new medical substances, and enriched with folk
medicine.1 Since most of these works are anonymous and of unknown provenance, linguistic research can contribute to their localisation and dating
[Touwaide (2007: 149)], something which would considerably advance their
study. This chapter should be seen as a contribution towards the study of
iatrosophic texts from the viewpoint of linguistics. It targets two quite diﬀerent manuscripts of the Library at Wellcome Collection: the ﬁrst, longer,
part examines the unpublished manuscript MS.4103, while the second examines the partially published MS.MSL.14; taken together, they could oﬀer the
interested reader a representative picture of the language of iatrosophic
texts.
Relatively few vernacular iatrosophic texts have been published so far
and the content and typology of such manuscripts has not been systematically investigated. Agamemnon Tselikas estimates the number of postByzantine manuscripts to around 150 (2018: 62), but we do not have
detailed descriptions or editions for most of these. Moreover, although
we now possess a census of medical manuscripts (Touwaide, 2016), it
only covers in detail the period up to the Renaissance.2 Apart from the
interest such texts present for the history of science, folklore etc. [see e.g.
Papadopoulos (2009)], they are also of considerable value as linguistic
sources, especially in the case of areas and periods for which evidence

1 Deﬁnition on the basis of Ieraci Bio (1982); Touwaide (2007: 149); Oberhelman (2015: 133);
Tselikas (1995, 2012: ϛ–θ, 2018).
2 Despite its claim that it covers only the period up to the fall of Constantinople, it does list
a number of later manuscript (mainly iatrosophia) but does not aim at completeness; see
Bouras-Vallianatos (2019: 159–160). Another extensive catalogue is provided by Karas (1994).
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is either scant or diﬃcult to locate, especially the late seventeenth and
early eighteenth century. Furthermore, they are of special value to lexicography, as they cover semantic ﬁelds not commonly to be met with in
other textual genres (terms for ﬂora, fauna, materials, popular scientiﬁc
terms for substances, phenomena, illnesses etc.). Linguistic studies on
iatrosophic texts are few and far between, and mostly take the form of
short descriptions accompanying an edition.3 The reasons for this neglect
are manifold, but are mostly connected with the overall disregard of this
category of texts as objects of intensive academic inquiry: disparate and
hard-to-locate editions, or editions that do not meet the necessary criteria
of textual reliability. Also, such texts are diﬃcult to date and locate geographically, thus lacking important metadata which would assist linguistic
analysis. Finally, their very nature hampers their exploitation as linguistic
sources, since they are by deﬁnition mixed, with a long and complex
(even contaminated) tradition. This results in substantial variation of linguistic features, determined by several factors, the most signiﬁcant of
which are:4





linguistic register: high archaising versus low vernacular register, and
a whole range of intermediate gradations;
chronological period: linguistic features ‘artiﬁcially’ surviving from as
early as the Hellenistic period versus recent (sometimes as late as eighteenth or nineteenth-century) dialectal evolutions, again with a whole set
of intermediate linguistic innovations;
geographical provenance: linguistic features characteristic of diﬀerent
areas or dialects of the Greek-speaking world, with a high number
of loanwords (Arabic, Turkish, Italian etc.), not always easily
identiﬁable.

Due to such diachronic, diatopic, and diastratal variation, a uniﬁed linguistic treatment is diﬃcult to achieve – not to mention that identifying
which of the above factors is responsible for the observed variation is
far from simple. For the evaluation of their relative contribution, apart
from linguistic data pertaining to the history of Greek, it is necessary to
consider extra-linguistic and pragmatic information pertaining to the
potential sources of each section of the text, the stages of textual tradition etc.

3 See e.g. the linguistic commentaries in Minas (2012) and Oikonomou (1978). Fuller treatments
can be found in Oikonomu-Agorastu (1982) and Alexopoulou (1998).
4 For the linguistic investigation of variation in Medieval and early modern texts, see Manolessou (2008).
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1 MS.4103
Manuscript MS.4103 has been collated from the online digital images provided by the Library at Wellcome Collection.5 There is no modern continuous numbering of folia, therefore the reference system is rather convoluted:
there are diﬀerent sequences of page numbers, by three hands, all three
incomplete. The ﬁrst (possibly by the scribe) uses Greek numerals in red
ink, starting at λγ´ (suggesting that the ﬁrst two quires are missing) and running through ρς´. The page numbering in Arabic numerals (placed in outer
right and left margin position), in a hand similar to that of rest of the
manuscript, begins at the ﬁrst page from number 55 – an inconsistency that
needs to be accounted for. There is also numbering in a third, later, hand,
in diﬀerent ink, almost always placed at the centre of the upper margin.
The third set tries to complete the previous one, but in some cases numbers
are repeated, inconsistent, or even erratic.
With the help of the existing description of the manuscript by Petros
Bouras-Vallianatos (2015: 324–6), we have attempted a reconstruction of
the likeliest sequence of the quires and folia, although the photographs do
not always permit a good view of the rudimentary stitching of this codex.6
Several of the loose gatherings and singletons can now be safely positioned
and one can have a clearer picture of the continuity of the text and the
arrangement of the contents.7












λγ´-μη´= 55–70
μθ´-νδ´ = 71–86
[ξε´-ξς´ = 87–8] + ξζ´- η´ = 89–100 + [ θ´-π´]. Outer bifolium missing
[πα´-πβ´= 103–4] + 105–16 + [ρε´-ρς´]. Outer bifolium missing
119–34
135–50
151–64 + [165–6]. Last leaf missing
[167–82]. Missing quire
[183–4] + 185–96 + [197–8]. Outer bifolium missing
[199–208] + 209–12 + [213–14]
[215–30], [231–46], [247–62]. On the basis of its content, the singleton
4r–v could belong to one of the previous missing quires

5 Available at https://wellcomelibrary.org/item/b19693515#?c=0&m=0&s=0&cv=10&z=
0.1614%2C0.2449%2C0.6649%2C0.4578 (accessed, 1 March 2019).
6 It is hoped that in the near future an autopsy (if the fragile condition of the manuscript permits) will be possible.
7 Angled brackets indicate missing folia or quires. Roman numerals represent the ﬁrst set of
Arabic numbering, italics the numbering by the second hand. In some cases, details that may
seem redundant are provided for reasons of clarity, given the absence of modern foliation of
the manuscript.
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8

271, 272, 273, 274, 275, 276 + [one leaf missing] + 3r–v + 277, 278,
279, 280, 281, 2829 (this quire, according to the previous system of numbering should have been assigned page numbers *263–*278)10
279bis, 280bis, 281bis, 282bis, 283–292, 277bis, 278bis
293–9, 300–1, 302–9, 310 (should have been assigned numbers 295–310,
the ‘correct’ page numbers only reappearing at 300)
311–12, 313–19, 320–1, 322–4 + 23r–v11
[327–8] + 329–42. First leaf missing
[343–58], [359–74]. Two missing quires
385bis, 386bis, 387, 378 (wrong for 388), 379, 380–1, 382, 383–6, +
[387–90]
[391–406]. Missing quire. The text contained in 6r-v possibly belonged
here, judging by its content, which is relevant to that of the next quire
[407–8] + 409–12 + 7r–v + 8r–v + 413–14 + 22r–v12
[ﬁrst leaf missing] + 15r–20v + 5r–v (reversed)13
24r–v (reversed) + 9r–14v + 21r–v.14

As stated above, MS.4103 contains a combination of iatrosophia
(medical formularies), incantations,15 prediction/divination methods,
brontologia, seismologia, oneirokritika,16 and other astrological

8 The singleton 3r–v can beyond doubt be placed here, as the last word of 3v: κ παν ισ|| continues at 277.1 |μένα.
9 270 corrected to 282 by the second hand in diﬀerent ink.
10 Wellcome online images nos 128–9, 132–43, 126–7.
11 F. 23r–v can be safely inserted here, as it continues the text of p. 324.
12 F. 22r continues the text of p. 414.
13 The ﬁnal word of f. 20v: λιμ ν || continues at f. 5r: ζ ύμι. The illustration in 5v [=Wellcome online
image no. 234] (wind chart) is obviously related to the contents of ﬀ. 10v–11r. See especially the
rubrics of the illustration in the next page: ‘αυτώς φε μ ίμ ιτως αστίρ, εχει κ(αὶ) κάπ ιας ενεργίας
π υ τας θέλ υμεν γράψ ι ἔνπρ υσθεν’ (referring directly to the text that will follow later), and
‘Εδῶ γράφ μεν τ ιν ϊκωνα τ υ υ(ραν) ύ, ταν [sic] άστρ ι ν π υ αστέρας δεν έχ ι μώνων ενα
φε μ ιμιτ ν ως καθῶς των βλέπ ιτε μέσα στα δῶδεκα ζῶδια κ(αὶ) με τ υς κτω ανεμ υς’.
14 The text of f. 24 (=Wellcome online image no. 235) continues at f. 9r, while that of f. 14v at f. 21r.
15 The manuscript contains a rich variety of healing incantations/charms. Most belong to types
known from diverse sources, among others collections of iatrosophia. For a deﬁnition of
incantations, as well as sources, history, catalogues of texts, and relevant literature, see Zellmann-Rohrer (2016). For a small sample from MS.4103, see p. 105.
16 This section yielded one of the most unexpected ﬁndings: it contains, in fragmentary form,
a vernacular paraphrase of the Oneirocriticon of Achmet [ed. Drexl (1925)], perhaps the bestknown work of dream interpretation from Byzantium. Only one other vernacular reworking
of Achmet is known so far, contained in the manuscript Metochion Panagiou Taphou 220
[Papadopoulos-Kerameus (1899: 189–90); Drexl (1925: xiii); Mavroudi (2002: 37–8)].
A comparison of the two texts, insofar as the preliminary examination of this fragile, unpreserved manuscript (now at the National Library of Greece) has permitted, shows that these
two vernacular recastings have many linguistic diﬀerences and seem to be independent of one
another. We now have evidence of Achmet’s reception well into the seventeeth century – possibly to the beginning of the eighteenth (depending on the actual dating of MS.4103). The
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texts.17 It is in fact a very interesting miscellany of texts of diﬀerent periods,
content, style, and register, to a large extent uniﬁed linguistically through the
compiler’s native idiom; the variety of texts suggests that the compiler had
access to multiple sources, both manuscript and printed.18 As for the latter, it
is evidenced by the paraphrasing, in several passages, of Agapios Landos’ Geoponikon [ﬁrst printed (1643); reprinted (1674), (1686), (1696), (1745), with further reprints in the eighteenth and nineteenth century; ed. Kostoula (1991)].19
As far as the dating and place of composition of the manuscript is concerned, Bouras-Vallianatos (2015: 324) tentatively places it in the late seventeenth century on the basis of the lunar tables (pp. 142–3), which cover the
years 1697–715. According to Tselikas, the handwriting and general linguistic proﬁle of the text are more congruent with a dating in the early eighteenth century,20 and present similarities with a body of iatrosophic literature
compiled in Epirus and Central Greece (Sterea Ellas), especially the area of
Agrapha, the homeland of a renowned physician and medical author, Nikolaos Hieropais.21 Further details for its spatio-temporal location based on
linguistic criteria will be discussed below.
1.1 MS.4013 as an object of linguistic study: general characteristics
Turning now to the language of MS.4103, the basic facts have already been
laid out: on the surface, it is a text produced approximately in the late

17

18
19
20
21

edition of the passages from Achmet’s paraphrase in MS.4103 is under preparation for
publication.
Space limitations do not allow us to provide here a full listing of headings/chapters and commentary on the contents, related texts, and editions. The present study is based on a full diplomatic transcription of the text, based on the digitised photographs published online by the
Library at Wellcome Collection. The examples and excerpts listed in the linguistic description
to follow are orthographically normalised. We were obliged to use a rather unorthodox reference system, because there is no modern continuous numbering/foliation of the manuscript,
therefore the conventional system by folio number, recto-verso, could not be applied. The
online photographs are presented according to two systems: a) by page numbers of the manuscript (though several folia and gatherings have no reference number), and b) by image
number. We have used a combination of both so that textual references are easier to locate.
Therefore, when the page reference is unambiguous, we provide a simple page and line reference, e.g. 55.3. In cases where the reader may be confused by repeated or erroneous page numbers, or may ﬁnd it diﬃcult to identify the page in question (e.g. one of the loose folia), we
have devised a combination of page number or folio number, followed by image number (in
parenthesis, noted as W), and line number, e.g. 13r(W274).10.
Many parallel or related texts were identiﬁed in manuscript sources, which we hope to present
in a future, full edition.
See p. 94 for an illustrative excerpt.
Personal communication. We ﬁnd this opportunity to express our sincere gratitude to Agamemnon Tselikas for his bibliographic assistance and invaluable advice.
Tselikas and Ilioudis (1996, 1997). For Nikolaos Hieropais, see also Chatzopoulou (2018).
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seventeenth to early eighteenth century, written in some regional form of
vernacular Greek, but in point of fact it is a compilation of texts belonging
to diﬀerent genres, periods, and areas, and therefore non-systematic variation is its foremost linguistic characteristic. The variation is apparent in all
levels of linguistic analysis, i.e. phonology, morphology, syntax, and lexicon.
In phonology, the most evident, indeed striking, characteristic is the variable realisation of the so-called ‘northern vocalism’, an innovative dialectal
phenomenon aﬀecting the vowel system, which consists in the realisation of
unstressed [o] and [e] as [u] and [i] respectively, e.g. βράσε~βράσι, ἀνακάτωσ ν~ἀνακάτ υσ ν. This phenomenon will be discussed at greater length as it
is crucial for the geographical localisation and dating of the manuscript.
Phonological variability is also apparent in the non-regular realisation
of many other phonetic changes, some of which are typical of later
Greek, such as the dissimilation of stops and fricatives in consonant clusters
(e.g. ὀκτώ~ὀχτώ, ἑπτά~ἑφτά) and the deletion of unstressed initial vowels
(e.g. ὁμ ιάζει~μ ιάζ ν, ἡμέρα~μέρα, ἀμυγδαλόλαδ ν~μυγδαλόλαδ ν).
In the domain of morphology, the text of our manuscript presents
older inﬂectional suﬃxes alongside innovative ones, both in nominal
and in verbal inﬂection, e.g. ἡμέρας~ἡμέρες, δαιμ ναρέας~δαιμ ναριᾶς, or
βράσ ν~βράσε, ἔχ υσιν~ἔχ υν.
Syntax is mostly paratactic and repetitive, devoid of complex clauses
and constructions, and therefore not allowing much room for variation.
However, depending mainly on the style and genre of the source text copied
in each section of the manuscript, one may observe variation in domains
such as the realisation of the inﬁnitive (retention versus replacement with
νὰ-clauses, e.g. δῶσι νὰ φάγει ~ δ ς γλείφειν), or of the indirect object (retention of the dative versus replacement with the genitive or the accusative
case, e.g. εἶπεν αὐτῷ ~ δ ς τ ῦ πάσχ ντ ς ~ δῶσι τ ν νὰ φάγει).
In the vocabulary, variation is evident in the use of alternative forms
of the same word, or synonyms, belonging to diﬀerent registers, such as
ὄξ ς~ξίδι, τ ὺς ὀδόντας~τὰ δόντια, ρόδα~τραντάφυλλα.
The linguistic evaluation of MS.4103 is inhibited by the erratic spelling:
the text does not adhere to a consistent orthographic system and the accentuation is equally inconsistent, frequently absent, or entirely unreliable. The
latter feature often hinders the investigation of important stress-related linguistic phenomena such as the presence or absence of synizesis, or the existence of secondary accentuation in certain verb forms. Also, the nature and
style of the text (list of instructions in the medical part or list of predictions
in the astrological part) entails that certain linguistic constructions are
almost entirely absent. For example, as there is virtually no narration, Past
tense forms of the verb are rarely to be met with, and the ﬁrst person (singular and plural) of verbs and pronouns are all but absent. Future constructions occur only in the astrological sections, and there is a lack of complex
syntax, questions and reported speech.
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1.2 Text samples
Before embarking on a detailed linguistic analysis, it has been deemed
useful to provide some samples of the text (in normalised spelling), in order
to give a more concrete picture of the language described.22
(i) [58.4–17] Ὅταν τρέχει αἷμα ἀπ ὺ τὴν μύτην τ ῦ ἀνθρώπ υ. Ἔπαρε καντήλι
μ λυβένι ν, καὶ μάζωξε τ ὺ αἷμα εἰς ἕνα σκ υτέλι, ἀπ ὺ ἐκεῖν υ ὁπ ὺ
τρέχει, καὶ γράψε μέσα ὕτως: «Ὅταν ὁ Ζαχαρίας ὁ πρ φήτης ἐσφάγη ἐν
τ ῦ να ῦ, καὶ τ ὺ αἷμα ὁπ ὺ ἔτριχεν εἰς τὴν γῆν ἔγινεν ὡς λίθ ς καὶ ὐκ
ἐξαλείφθη, ἕως ὗ νὰ ἔλθει ὁ δίκαι ς αὐτ ῦ· στῶμεν καλῶς, στῶμεν μετὰ
φόβ υ Θε ῦ, ἀμήν». Καὶ εἰς ἐκεῖν υ τ ὺ ἀγγεῖ υ ὁπ ὺ τρέχει τ ὺ αἷμα νὰ
βάλεις τρία λιθαρόπ υλα καὶ τ ὺ αἷμα ὁπ ὺ τρέχει ἀπ ὺ τ ν ἄνθρωπ ν.
Ἕτιρον εἰς αὐτὸ νὰ γρ ψεις εἰς το γλέφαρόν του νὰ σταθεῖ τὸ αἷμα ἀπο τὴν
μύτην. Ἔπαρε ἕνα φτερ ν καὶ <γ>ράψ υν τ ὺ αὐτ ὺ πάλιν: «Ὅταν ὁ Ζαχαρίας
ἐσφάγη ἐν τ ῦ ναῷ, καὶ ἰπάγη τ αἷμ<α> ὡς λίθ υς, καὶ ὐκ ἐξελείφθη, ἕως ὗ
νὰ ἐρθεῖ ὁ δίκαι ς· στῶμεν καλῶς, στῶμεν μετὰ φόβ υ Θε ῦ, ἀμήν».
Ὅτε βρωμοῦν τὰ ὀρθούνια τοῦ ἀνθρώπου. Ζ υμὶ ἀπ ὺ τὰ φύλλα τ ῦ κισσ ῦ,
ἤγ ν τῆς μπρ υσκλιανῆς, καὶ καλαμίνθι καὶ σμύρνα, τ ὺ λέγ ν τ ύρκικα
μ υρσαφί, καὶ μέλι καὶ δύ σμ ν καὶ μιλάνθη, ἤγ ν μαυρ υκ ύκκι, καὶ κρόκ υ
καὶ ὀλίγ ν λάδι καὶ γάλα γυναικός.
(ii) [136.10–21] Μέθοδος τῆς σιλήνης, παρὰ τῆς φλεβοτομίας τῆς σελήνης. Eἰς
τὴν -1- εἶναι κακ ν ὅτι τὴν ὀμ ρφάδα φέρνει εἰς κιτερνάδα τ ῦ σώματ ς.
Εἰς τὴν -2- κακ ν ὅτι ἀδυναμίαν π ιεῖ τ ῦ σώματ ς καὶ δρωπικίαν τ ῦ
ἀνθρώπ υ. Εἰς τὶς -3- ὅτι ἀρρώστιαν π ιεῖ τ ῦ σώματ ς ὅλ ν τ ν χρόν ν.
Εἰς τὶς -4- κακόν ὅτι ξάφνις ὀλιγ υψυχᾶ ἢ ἀπεθνήσκει. Εἰς τὶς -5- κακ ν ὅτι
λ υλαίνιται, καὶ ἀδυναμίαν π ιεῖ τ ῦ σώματ ς τ ἀνθρώπ υ. Εἰς τὶς -6εἶναι καλ ν ὅτι πᾶσα ἀσθένεια καθαρίζει τ ὺ σῶμα τ ῦ ἀνθρώπ υ καὶ ἐβγάζει τ ν δρώπικα καὶ ἔρχιται ὥσπερ γάλα ἀπ ὺ τ στ μάχι τ ῦ ἀνθρώπ υ.
(iii) [17r(W222).1–9] Ἐὰν τύχει ἡμέρα Τετάρτη τὰ Χριστ ύγεννα, ἐστὶν χειμὼν
κερασμέν υς, ἄρρωστ ι π υλλ ί, ἔαρ ὑγρόν, σίτ υ λεῖψις, χινόπ υρ ν ἀνεμῶδες
καὶ αἰφνίδι ς θάνατ ς, μέλιτ υς λεῖψις, νεώτερων θλῖψις καὶ κιρ ς κακός. Ἐὰν
ἡμέρα -5- τύχ ν τὰ Χριστ ύγεννα, εἶναι χειμὼν [λιμὼν ms.] ἀκατάστατ ς, νερ
π υλύ, σεισμ ὶ π λλ ί, θέρ υς καλόν, ἔαρ ἀνιμῶδις, χινόπ υρ ν κερασμέν ν,
σπόρ ς καλός, μέλιτ υς λεῖψις, δεναστῶν ἀπόλειψις καὶ ἀπώλεια. Ἐὰν ἡμέρα
Παρασκευὴ τύχ ν τὰ Χριστ ύγεννα, ἐστὶν χειμὼν κερασμέν ς, θέρ ς ὑγρόν,
χινόπ υρ ν ξηρόν, καρπῶν πάντων ἀφ ρία, κρασὶ καὶ λάδι π υλύ, νόσ ι
αἰφνίδιαι καὶ θανάτ υ ἐπικράτησις, νηπίων ἀπώλεια καὶ νερὰ λείψ ν.
(iv) [282.12–283.3] Περὶ νὰ καπνίσεις ἄνθρωπον μαλαθραντζι ρην. Κιννάβαρη
δράμια -3- καὶ νὰ βάλεις κάρβ υνα περισσὰ ἀπάν υ εἰς κεραμίδα, καὶ ἂς
κάτσει ὁ ἄνθρωπ ς εἰς τὰ γόνατα, καὶ σήκωσ ν τ ὺ π κάμισ ν εἰς τ ὺ κεφάλι
τ υ καὶ σκέπασ ν μὶ τσέργα ἀπ ὺ τ λιμ καὶ κάτ υ τρ γύρ υ δενατά, καὶ ἂς

22 Italics indicate rubrics in red ink.
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κρατεῖ ἕνα φλωρὶ εἰς τὰ δόντια τ υ νὰ μὴν πέσ ν, καὶ ρίξε τὴν κιννάβαρη
ἀπάν υ εἰς τὰ κάρβ υνα, νὰ σέβει ὁ καπν ς μέσα ὅλ ς εἰς τ ὺ κ ρμί τ υ, καὶ
πρόσεχε νὰ μὴν ξισκεπαστεῖ, καὶ π ίησ ν φ ρὲς -3-, πρῶτα δράμια -3- καὶ
δεύτιρ ν δράμια -2- καὶ || τρίτ ν δράμι -1- καὶ μὲ τὴν χάριν τ ῦ Θε ῦ ὑγιαίνει.
Καὶ ἂν εἶναι περισσὴ ἡ ἀσθένεια, βάλε καὶ ἕνα δράμι ἄξιφ ν ὕστιρα, καὶ ἂς
φυλάγιται ἀπ ὺ κάθι λ γῆς φαγὶ ἕως ἡμέρας -40-.
(v) [414(W205).3–9] Ἀρχὴ τ ὺ Βρ ντ υλόγι ν, συνθεμέν ν ἀπ ὺ σ φ ὺς
διδασκάλ υς· καὶ ἂν φανεῖ τόξ ς ἢ σεισμ ς γένει ἀπ ὺ τ τρισμέγιστ ν
Ἑρμῆν καὶ ἀπ ὺ τ Βαρλαάμ, καὶ νὰ ἰδεῖς πόσις ὧρις εἶναι τῆς ἡμέρας καὶ
τὴν ὥραν ἐκείνην π ῖ ς πλανήτης τὴν κυριεύει καὶ ἡ σελήνη πόσων ἡμερῶν
εἶναι, διατὶ ἡ σελήνη διὰ τὰ δώδεκα ζώδια, ἀμὴ ὁ ἥλι ς τὰ δώδεκα ζώδια
περπατεῖ διὰ -365- ἡμέρις καὶ ὧρις -6-. Καὶ ὡσὰν τὰ ἐρευνήσεις, τότε μπ ρεῖς νὰ εἰπεῖς σὰν βρ ντήσει καὶ σείσει καὶ ὁ ἥλι ς ἢ τ φεγγάρι σκ τεινιάσει, ἢ τόξ ς φανεῖ, τί δηλ ῖ.
1.3 Detailed linguistic analysis
1.3.1 Phonology
A VOWELS

As mentioned above, the most prominent feature of MS.4103 is the phenomenon
of vowel raising, which is a typical characteristic of the so-called ‘northern’ dialects of Modern Greek, and constitutes the basic isogloss used for the classiﬁcation of Modern Greek dialects. ‘Northern’ vowel raising consists in the raising of
the mid vowels [o] and [e] to the high vowels [u] and [i] respectively when occurring in unstressed position. It has been documented in vernacular texts since at
least the twelfth century, and is characteristic of the areas of Central Greece,
Thessaly, Epirus, Macedonia, Thrace, and islands of the Northern Aegean.23
This feature is extensively documented in our text, although not with
complete regularity. Examples: εἰς ἄνθρ υπ ν ὁπ ὺ ἔχει πανάδα εἰς τ ὺ πρόσωπ ν 61.11; τ ῦ ἔρχιται νὰ ξιράσει 71.18; κἂν ν υσήσει τις ἐν δισώμ ις
7v(W215).9. The inﬂuence of this phonetic feature is so strong, that it
permeates even sections of the text belonging to higher registers, or isolated lexical items belonging to higher registers, e.g. ν σήσ σι καὶ ἄλλ ι
ἐν τῷ αὐτῷ ἴκ υ 7v(W217).9–1; ὅταν ὁ Ζαχαρίας ἐσφάγη ἐν τ ῦ ναῷ, καὶ
ἰπάγη τ αἷμα ὡς λίθ υς 58.11–12; Λάζαρε, δεῦρ υ ἔξ υ 330.19; ὀδεπ υσῶς (= ὐδεπ σῶς) 140.15; τ ὺ ὄν μα τ ῦ ἀπωλισθέντ υς καὶ τ ὺ ὄν υμα
τ ῦ ἀπ υλέσαντ ς 13r(W274).10.

23 For the phenomenon and its value for the classiﬁcation of Modern Greek dialects, see
Newton (1972: 182–214) and Trudgill (2003: 49–54); for its dating, see Holton et al. (2019:
vol. I, 29–37).

Figure 4.1 Londiniensis Wellcomensis MS.4103, p. 58.
© The Library at Wellcome Collection, London.

Figure 4.2 Londiniensis Wellcomensis MS.4103, p. 144.
© The Library at Wellcome Collection, London.
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The compiler is aware of this strong tendency for vowel raising, and often
feels compelled to ‘correct’ it and restitute the word’s original form; this frequently leads to the phenomenon of hypercorrection, i.e. to cases where
even original-etymological instances of [u] and [i] are erroneously ‘corrected
back’ to [o] and [e] respectively, e.g. ἂς πίνε (=ἂς πίνει, passim), ἤγ ν (=ἤγ υν,
passim), νὰ βράσ ν (=νὰ βράσ υν, passim), καινόριαν ρίγανη 106.20,
π υλετρίχι (=π λυτρίχι) 111.12, ξίδι δενατ ν 112.11, σὶ λίμνη κ ντὰ μὴν κεμᾶτι
(=μὴν κ ιμᾶται) 121.17-18, περὶ ἀσυλλεψίας (=ἀσυλληψίας) 331.1.24
Northern vocalism as a phenomenon has a double instantiation. It is realised
not only as vowel raising, as described above, but also as vowel deletion, and
more speciﬁcally as deletion of the high vowels [i] and [u] when occurring in an
unstressed position. This aspect of the phenomenon is less well represented in
our manuscript, although several instances occur, e.g. τ ὺ ὀρθ ύνι 55.16
(ρ υθ ύνι > ρ᾽θ ύνι > ὀρθ ύνι), φ’γάδις (=φυγάδις) 7r.15, φ’λ καλέα 94.8, κρ᾽φὰ
96.16, ἐκ᾽λύμπα 6r(W212).10, σ᾽κάμ᾽να 384.2, νερ κόν’δ ν 274(W119).6, τ ῦ
ἄν᾽θ υ τὴν ρίζαν (=ἄνηθ υ) 332.19, ἄν’θ ν 127.13, σκρ υμπ ύν’ 382.20, μαν’τάρι 385bis(W196).9, περ’σσ ς 106.7, νὰ μὴν τ μασήσ᾽ 193.12, ἔπ᾽τα
192.14 (=ἔπειτα), τάτ’λα 91.16 (=τάτ υλα). It should be borne in mind,
though, that some of the instances may be due to copying errors rather
than to true phonetic changes. The scarcity of vowel deletion is not surprising since, as a rule, in written sources raising is much better recorded
than deletion [see Holton et al. (2019: 37)]. An additional indication of
high vowel deletion is again the reverse, hypercorrect, anaptyxis of
a non-etymological high vowel breaking up consonant clusters. This is
typical in the northern dialects of Modern Greek and is also recorded in
Early Modern Greek texts of northern provenance. In our manuscript it
is attested several times, e.g. καριδίαν (=καρδίαν) 162.11, κ ριμί 211.11,
τσ υκ νίδα (<τσ υκ υνίδα <τσ υκνίδα) 341.11–12, φιτιάρι 284(W135).18.
As intimated above, northern vocalism ﬁrmly places the language of manuscript MS.4103 within the group of the northern dialects of Modern Greek,
which includes the varieties spoken in Central Greece (Sterea Ellas), Thessaly,
Epirus, Macedonia, Thrace, and islands of the Northern Aegean. Further linguistic investigation combining the evidence of other, morphological and syntactic, features, should narrow down the area in which the manuscript originated.
‘Northern’ vocalism is not very common in the iatrosophic and astrological texts published to date; in general, sizeable texts exhibiting vowel
raising are very rare before the end of the seventeenth century [for details
see Holton et al. (2019): 31–7]. Iatrosophia with northern vocalism are hitherto unknown before the late eighteenth to the mid-nineteenth century.
Three typical examples are the nineteenth-century iatrosophia from Epirus

24 For hypercorrection in vernacular texts, see Jannaccone (1951); in texts of ‘northern’ provenance in particular, betraying the phenomenon of vowel raising, see Katsanis (2012: 43–4,
107–8).
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published by Oikonomidis (1953), Krekoukias (1973), and Oikonomou
(1978). A linguistic comparison of these texts with MS.4103 on the basis of
parallel passages is instructive.25
MS.4103, f. 3r(W206).1–6

Iatrosophion from Epirus, ed.
Oikonomou (1978: 257–8, n. 48)

Περὶ ὅταν ἐβγαίνει το κ θισμα τοῦ
ἀνθρώπου. Βάλε κρόκ ν τριμμέν ν καὶ
ρ δόσταγμ ν καὶ κρόκ ν ἀβγ ῦ, ἀνακάτ υσ ν ὁμ ῦ ὡς ἀλ ιφή, καὶ ἄλειφε τ ὺ
ἔντιρό τ υ, καὶ σπρῶξ ν καὶ ἂς πηγαίνει
μέσα, καὶ ὐ μὴ ἐξέβει πλέ ν. Ἕτιρον.
Tὰ μαλλία τ ῦ πρ βάτ υ, βάλι τα κάψι
τα, καὶ τρίψε τα, καὶ ἀνακάτ υσέ τα μὶ
λάδι, καὶ θέσι τα ἀπάν υ, καὶ ὐ μὴ
ἐξέλθει τ ῦ παιδί υ τ ὺ κάθισμα.

Ὅταν ἐβγεῖ τὸ κ θισμα τοῦ ἀνθρώπου.
Κρόκ ν ἀπ ἀβγ ν καὶ ρ ϊδόσταμ ν
ἀνακάτωσ ν, βάλ᾽ τ εἰς τ κάθισμα
καὶ μαλλὶ ἄπλυτ , κάψι τ σκρ ῦμ ,
ἄλειφέ τ μὲ λάδι, βάλ᾽ τ εἰς τ ν
πάτ .

ΜS.4103, 301.16–20

Iatrosophion from Epirus,
ed. Krekoukias (1973: 239, n. 24)

Περὶ νὰ φυτρώσον τρίχις. Καῦσε
ἀβδέλλις νὰ γέν ν νὰ γέν ν σκόνη,
τὴν ὁπ ίαν βράσε μὲ νιρόν, ἕως ὗ νὰ
φυράσει τ τρίτ ν, καὶ μὲ τ νερ ν
ἄλειφε τ ν τόπ ν, νὰ φυτρώσ ν ἱ
τρίχες. Ἕτιρ ν, βράσε τὴν φλ ύδα τῆς
πτελέας μὲ νιρόν, καὶ ἀλείφ υ τ
κεφάλι, καὶ πάσσισε ἀπήγαν ν τριμμέν ν καὶ φυτρών ν.

Διὰ νὰ φετρῶσον τρίχις. Νὰ κάψεις
ἀβδέλλις εἰς τὴν φ υτιὰν ὅσ νὰ
γέν υν σκ ύνη κὶ ἔπαρι τὴ σκ ύνη
ἰκείνη κὶ βράσι την σὶ τρία νιρὰ ἕως
νὰ φεράνει καὶ μὶ τ τρίτ νιρ ἄλειφι
τ ν τόπ ν ἰκεῖν ν νὰ φετρῶσ ν τρίχις.
Πρῶτα ἄλειφι τ ν τόπ ν μὶ μέλι.

ΜS.4103, 193.19–20–194.1

Iatrosophion from Epirus,
ed. Oikonomidis (1953: 35, n. 36)

Περὶ νὰ χαθοῦν οἱ ψύλλοι. Σκαντζ χέρ υ ἀξ ύγγι ἄλειψ ν τὴν σκ ύπαν, καὶ βάλε την εἰς ἕνα μέρ υς τ ῦ
σπιτί υ σ υ· καὶ μαζών υνται ὅλ ι
ἐκεῖ· ζιμάτισέ τ υς.

Διὰ νὰ ψοφήσουν οἱ ψύλλοι. Κάμε
λάκκ ν εἰς τὴν μέσην τ ῦ σπιτί υ σ υ,
κόψι ρόδ ν δάφνης καὶ βάλε τ εἰς τ
μέσ ν καὶ ἰκεῖ μαζεύ ντι ἱ ψύλλ ι
καὶ ζιμάτησι αὐτ ὺς καὶ τελειών υν.

25 Note the instances of vowel raising such as κάψε > κάψι, φωτιὰν > φ υτιάν, νερὰ > νιρά, ζεμάτισε > ζιμάτισι, as well as of hypercorrection, such as φυτρώσ υν > φετρώσ ν.
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The other phenomena involving vowel changes attested in our text are not
speciﬁc to any dialect form, but constitute general characteristics of Medieval and Modern Greek.26 These include the following:












Deletion of unstressed initial vowels: the phenomenon, attested since the
Early Medieval period, is frequent, but not regular (see above for examples
of its variable instantiation): πρ ς ᾽γείαν 340.5, δὲν ᾽πιτυχαίνει 128.4–5, τῆς
μυγδαλέας 293.20, εἶναι ’γιέστατ ν 121.9, τ ν πήγαν ν 130.22, τ ν δρώπικα
136.20, εἰς ᾽Δρ χό ν 8r(W216).3, εἰς ᾽Χθίαν 8r(W216).3-4.
Appearance of non-etymological vowels word-initially: the deletion of initial vowels, combined with misanalysis of word boundaries, often leads
to changes in a word’s initial vowel (e.g. τὰ ἔντερα > τά ’ντερα > τά
’ντερα > τὰ ἄντερα). Again, the phenomenon is frequent, without regularity. Examples include: μέσα καὶ ὄξ υ 75.5, τὰ ἄντιρα 192.18, τῆς
ἀλαφίνας 320.6, ὀμπρ ς 414(W205).10, ἀλαφραίνει 210.3.
Prothesis of non-etymological initial vowels (most frequently [a]): having
as its origin the false segmentation at word boundaries, the development
of an initial vowel in originally consonant-initial words is a common
feature of Medieval and Early Modern texts. In MS.4013 several
instances are to be found, e.g. ἀβδέλλις 96.17, ἀμασχάλη 287.3, ἀπαλάμη
196.11, ἀστήθι 105.3, τ ὺ ἀχείλι 70.11, ἀγλήγ ρα 89.17, ὀγλήγ ρα 337.11.
Realisation is again variable, as forms without prothesis also occur, e.g.
γλήγ ρα 337.7; τ στῆθ ς 153.6.
Change of [i] to [e] in the adjacency of liquid and nasal consonants: this
is a very early change, dated to the Hellenistic period, which is characteristic for the Greek of all areas, but without regularity. The phenomenon is diﬃcult to identify in this text, as instances of [i] > [e] could
also be attributed to the hypercorrection of the reverse phenomenon, i.e.
the raising of [e] to [i] described earlier. Examples: β ύτερ ν 71.10, κύμεν ν 106.14, σίδερ ν (passim), τερόγαλ ν 65.19; μερμηγκιῶν 140.19; μερσίνη (passim).
Change of [i] to [u] next to velar and labial consonants: this phenomenon, again of relatively early appearance, has often been interpreted as
retention of the original pronunciation [u] of the vowel <υ>. Examples
of variable realisation include: ἀξ ύγγι 92.6 ~ ξύγγι 91.12; τῆς μερσίνης
(…) ἤγ ν τῆς μ υρτέας 99.10 ~ μυρσίνης 14v(W247).3; σ υπέας 56.10;
κρ υστάλλι 81.18; ξ ύρισ ν 303.12.
Synizesis, i.e. the change of [e] or [i] into a semivowel [j] when followed
by another vowel: this phenomenon, of major importance both for
dating as well as for dialectal classiﬁcation, is rather diﬃcult to detect in

26 A dialectological overview of these features is oﬀered in Newton (1972), while a historical one
is provided by Horrocks (2010). For the detailed investigation of their attestations in Medieval and Early Modern Greek see Holton et al. (2019, vol. I).
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this manuscript due the erratic accentuation, as mentioned above. However, several instances are clearly marked with an accent, e.g. φωτιὰν
75.3, μία χεριὰ 82.13, ἀχλαδιὰν 290(W141).4, φωλιὰν 141.3. Οther indications include the spelling with <ι> of an original [e], e.g. λιόλαδ ν 286
(W137).19, δαιμ ναριᾶς 120.16, and the spelling f the semivowel with
a fricative consonant (usually <γ>): αυχοιῶνοι (=ἀφιόνι) 330.14, γιάρι
82.8, γιᾶται 60.6, γιατρεύιται 74.18, του μοικρου κοταυγιου (=τ ῦ μικρ ῦ
κ ταβι ῦ) 195.14. There are also several cases where synizesis does not
apply, probably due to the conservative nature of the texts which constitute the sources of the compiler: ἀλιφασκέα 96.13, ἀψινθέας 93.14, δρακ ντέας 59.15; ἰατρεύει 285(W136).9, συκαμνέας 93.19.
Αpocope of ﬁnal vowel: the ﬁnal vowel [e] is occasionally deleted in the
imperative, when the verb is followed by a clitic pronoun: κλεῖσ’ τ ν
57.14, κ πάνισ’ τα 58.18.
Crasis: as a means of resolving hiatus at word boundaries, the text
exhibits, albeit rarely, the innovative phenomenon of crasis [see Andriotis (1956)], i.e. the merger of [u] followed by [e] to [o]. Only a couple of
examples have been located: ὁπὄχει ψεῖρις 289.4, ὁπὄχει ὁλόγυρα 55.5.

B CONSONANTS

There are no major regional/dialectal phenomena involving consonants
which would assist in the geographical localisation of the text, and most
innovations characterise later in Greek in general. The most characteristic are:







Deletion of ﬁnal [n]: this feature, appearing from the Hellenistic period
onward, presents great variation in MS.4013, due to the mixture of higher
and lower registers. In general, there is an attempt to retain the ﬁnal [n],
but deletion is common in the accusative singular of feminine nouns, e.g.
δὲν φ βᾶσι καμία ἀνάγκη 132.6, ἔπαρε μία λίτρα 192.11, δενατὴ ρακὴ 279bis
(W128).11, and in neuter nouns in -ι (<-ι ν), e.g. κρασὶ 97.1, π υτήρι 105.2,
ἀλεύρι 106.15, κρ μμύδι 108.10, κ ρμὶ 110.20. The tendency for ﬁnal [n]
deletion is counterbalanced by the occasional addition of a nonetymological ﬁnal [n]: ἕναν μήναν 65.6; ρίζαν ἡ ὁπ ίαν εἶναι 185.17.
Αnaptyxis of intervocalic [ɣ/ʝ]: a glide occasionally develops between
vowels within the word, or at word boundaries, for the avoidance of
hiatus: ἀλόγην 187.5, τὰ γ ύλη 81.9, εὐπ ιγία 152.18, καίγει 69.9, κυλάγει
209.9, λ ῦγε 130.14, ὠφελάγει 55.4.
Deletion of fricatives before nasals: this is a late medieval phenomenon,
with examples such as θαμάσι ν 112.19, θαμαστὰ 210.21, μαλαμέν ν
313.6, πράματα 63.10, ρεματιζόμενα 96.10.
Liquid interchange: a very common change, datable to the Hellenistic
times, the liquid [l] changes to [r] when followed by another consonant,
without regularity: ἁρμυρ ν 114.16, ἁρμυρίχι 194.14, νὰ ἔρθει 125.17,
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ὀφθαρμικ ν 309.13. Also, dissimilation of two consecutive liquids in the
same word may occur: μάλαθρ υ ρίζαν 278(W123.7), κεφαλαρία
(<κεφαλαργία<κεφαλαλγία) 138.1–2, πιρ ῦλες (<πιλ ῦλες) 288.6, γλήγ ρ ς
111.1.
Manner dissimilation of consonant clusters: very commonly in all vernacular
texts from the Early Medieval period onward, consecutive consonants with
the same place of articulation (stop + stop, fricative + fricative) are dissimilated into clusters of stop + fricative. The phenomenon is rarely represented
in this manuscript, which displays a strong preference for the older realisations [kt], [xθ], [pt], [fθ] rather than [xt], [ft]. In fact [xt] appears only in two
words, ὀχτὼ (passim) and νύχτα 381.4; in all other cases only forms with
[kt] or [xθ] are attested, e.g. ἀλυκτήσει 317.9, ἐχθρ ν 141.12, κτίσματα
412.21, κτύπημα 319.16, σμιχθ ῦν 307.4, στάκτη 56.6 et passim, ἂν τιναχθεῖ
140.13. The cluster [ft] appears more commonly, e.g. φτέρης 23v(W211).17,
τὲς φτέρνις 4r(W208).15, φτιλέας φύλλα 331.7, φτιρ ν 331.19, νὰ νιφτεῖ
61.17–18, πρ φτάσει 85.4, ἐφτηνὰ 149.9, νὰ σκύφτει 76.20. Conservative
realisations are also to be found: νὰ ἀλειφθεῖ 307.2, ὀφθαλμ ῦ 161.2, νὰ
τριφθ ῦν 316.14. Manner dissimilation of stops and fricatives is also
betrayed by hypercorrection, e.g. εὔχ υλα (=εὔκ λα) 335.3, κόφθει 20r
(W228).17, ὄρνιθας φθερὰ 141.12.
Palatalisation of sibilants: one of the few post-medieval dialectal phenomena aﬀecting the consonant system as represented in this text is
the fronted (palatalised-palatoalveolar) realisation of the sibilants [s]
and [z] before a semivowel, or in loanwords containing the sounds [ʃ]
and [ʤ]: κ τσιάνια 83.14–15, ματζι ύνι 105.6, νισιατίρι 85.2, νὰ τὰ
ξιαφρίσεις 123.11, ξιάφρισ ν 113.15, τσιαρσὶ 84.18, φιλτζιάνι 381.19.
Deletion of nasals before voiced stops: for the localisation of the text it
would be helpful to know whether the scribe’s native dialect exhibits
deletion of the nasal before voiced stops, i.e. whether he pronounced the
digraphs <μπ>, <ντ>, <γκ> as [mb], [nd], [ng], or as plain [b], [d], [g],
since this constitutes a major isogloss dividing northern dialects. However, this is almost impossible to detect in a written text, as both realisations are normally spelt the same (as in Standard Modern Greek).
Nevertheless, there are indirect indications that the scribe’s dialect might
indeed belong to the group where the nasal is retained: (a) the frequent
spelling of <γκ>, <γγ> with an explicit nasal, as <νκ>, e.g. σαλινκάρ υς
64.14, ἐνκράτεια 107.14, συνκ μμ ς 111.1, σφ νκάρι 319.19; (b) the spelling <νγγ> and <νγκ> instead of <γγ>, <γκ>, e.g. στράνγγισ ν 93.8,
συνγγέρνα 281(W132).10, νερ άνγγαθ ν 299.10, γ νγγυλί υ 304.16, σαλινγκάρ υς 57.2; and (c) the almost total absence of spellings with a plain
stop <π, τ, κ> instead of the correct cluster <μπ, ντ, γκ>, i.e. the nonexistence of forms like ὀπρός, πάρπας, πέτε (=ὀμπρός, μπάρμπας, πέντε),
a practice which is common in texts from areas with regular nasal deletion, such as the Peloponnese and the Cyclades.
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1.3.2 Morphology
A NOMINAL MORPHOLOGY

In the domain of the article, it should be noted that the characteristic for
several dialects realisation [i] for the nominative singular of the masculine ὁ
does not occur. The masculine singular accusative τ ὺν is a phonetic variant
due to vowel raising (τ ὺν ἄνθρ υπ ν 121.13), as well as the neuter nominative/accusative τ ύ e.g. τ ὺ καλακάνθι 55.15, τ ὺ κεφάλι 282.1, τ ὺ στόμα
283.20 (et passim). The accusative masculine plural is always τ ύς, while the
feminine varies between τάς, τές, and τίς, e.g. τὰς τρύπας 195.1, τὲς ἡμέρις
11r(W240).16, τὶς σταφίδες 188.20. Τhe nominative feminine plural also
shows variation between αἱ and ἱ, e.g. αἱ ὧρες 132.13, ἱ ρίζις 81.2.
Nominal inﬂection presents an admixture of inherited, conservative inﬂectional suﬃxes alongside new morphological features from various chronological periods. For reasons of space, it is not possible to provide a full
inﬂectional paradigm for all noun subtypes. Instead, an overview of innovative endings and their variants is provided for each of the three genders.
Masculine









Nouns in -oς: the inherited second declension masculine nouns remain
stable, without variation. Even the ﬁnal -ν of the accusative singular is
never deleted, e.g. τ ν δύ σμ ν 189.1, τ ν ἄνθρωπ ν 187.16, χειμωνικ ν
σπόρ ν κόκκιν ν καὶ μαῦρ ν καὶ πεπ νόσπ ρ ν 61.9.
Nouns in -ας: the plural is formed in -ες, rarely -αι, e.g. λησταὶ καὶ κλέπται 153.8. The only instances of the innovative suﬃx -άδες are: τρεῖς κ ρμάδις 4v(W209).15–6, ἱ ἀδικητάδις 386.7, if one discounts the inherited
form φυγάς, see φ’γάδις 7r(W214).15.
Nouns in -εύς: the innovative nominative έας, e.g. βασιλέας 22r
(W230).13, competes with the conservative suﬃx -εύς, represented by
βασιλεὺς 148.14 and Ζεὺς 8r(W216).11.
Consonant-stem nouns: the transition from the third to the ﬁrst declension is evidenced through nominative singular forms such as ἀστέρας
19v(W227).1, ἰχθύας 7v(W215).13, χειμώνας 135.8. The accusative plural
ends both in -ας, e.g. τ ὺς βραχί νας 137.11–12, τ ὺς πόδας passim,
ἄρχ ντας 8r(W216).2, and in -ες, e.g. τ ὺς μῆνες 414(W205).12, τ ὺς
ἄρχ ντες 22r(W231).18. Proparoxytone nouns also have an accusative
plural in - υς with accent shift, on the analogy of the second declension
nouns in - ς, e.g. μηλίγγ υς 156.9, καβ ύρ υς passim.
Nouns in -ές: the small innovative inﬂectional class of masculine nouns
in -ές is attested, e.g. μὲ τ ὺ μενιξὲ 4v(W209).5, τ ν τέντζιρε 381.17.
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Feminine




Nouns in -oς: the inherited second declension nouns in -oς are only rarely
to be met with in this text. Some have undergone gender change and have
become masculine, e.g. ἕτιρ ς μέθ δ ς 12v(W243).11, ὁ ἔλαφ ς 278
(W123).19. Others present deletion of ﬁnal -s, e.g. ἡ Θε υτόκ υ 337.21.
Nouns in -α and -η: the plural is formed both in -αι and in -ες, n the
analogy of the third declension: ἡμέραι αἱ πληγαὶ 17v(W223).18, αἱ χῶραι
18r(W224).3, π λλαὶ μάχαι 7v(W215).1, βρ χαὶ π λλαὶ 9v(W237).4 vs. αἱ
ὧρες 132.13, ἱ ρίζις 81.2. Similarly, the accusative plural appears both
in -ας and in -ες, e.g. πέτσες καθαρὲς 59.12–13, π υλλὲς φ υρὲς 75.13, εἰς
τὲς στράτις καὶ εἰς τὶς ράχις 83.4, τὲς τρύπες 90.7.
○ Of special interest is the innovative plural in -δες, which, starting
from inherited third declension consonant-stem nouns in -άς, -άδ ς
and -ις, -ιδ ς (e.g. ἀγελάς -άδ ς) has spread to vowel-stem nouns as
well. Τhe only two nouns with the new ending are: (plural) ταχινάδις
66.18, ταχινάδες 281(W132).3 and ὀκάδις 125.4 (passim).
○ Feminine nouns in -α present a merger of the ﬁrst and third declension. This is evidenced through the genitive singular -ας competing
with the inherited suﬃx -oς, e.g. ἀγελάδας 91.6, ἑβδ μάδας 132.14,
τσ υκνίδας 84.10, πεκραλίδας 122.4, νυκτιρίδας 158.4, πιτυρίδας 274
(W119).9 vs. ἀκρίδ ς 152.19, πατρίδ ς 7r(W214).16, σανίδ ς 14r
(W246).5–6. Τhe accusative plural also varies between older -ας and
innovative -ες, e.g. γλιστρίδας 68.6, κιτιρνάδας 66.17, πατ ύνας 140.9,
τὰς τρίχας 157.8, ἡμέρες 63.18, πικραλίδες 111.12, ζωχάδις 274
(W119).10, πρεκνάδις 65.17.







Νouns in -ις: present the innovative plural in -ες, e.g., ἱ κίνησις 139.8,
καῦσες 111.14, while the older suﬃxes -εις, genitive -εων, occur only in
passages copied from higher-register texts, e.g. ὀχλήσεις 149.8, πόλεων
18r(W224).20.
Νouns in -έα: present variation between conservative forms and innovative forms exhibiting synizesis, e.g. ἀψινθέας 93.14, δρακ ντέας 62.5 (et
passim), πτελέας 62.9, συκαμνέας 93.19, συκέας 90.16 vs. δαιμ ναριᾶς
91.10, λυγαριᾶς 93.7, καπνιᾶς 116.16, κιρασιᾶς 105.15, κ μαριᾶς 93.13.
The nominative and accusative plural are formed both in -ὲς (<-εες) and
in -ιές, e.g. χ λιαρὲς 93.2, ἐλὲς 299.14 vs. χ υλιαριὲς 212.3.
Nouns in -ου: the innovative inﬂectional class of feminine nouns in - υ is represented by ἀλωπ ύ, e.g. μιὰ ἀλ υπ ὺ 280(W129).6, ἀλ υπ ῦς χ λὴν 194.5.

Neuter


Nouns in -o(ν): as in the case of masculine nouns, second declension neuters
in - ν retain their inherited inﬂection without variation. In contrast to
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masculines, they do present variable deletion of ﬁnal -ν in the nominative
and accusative singular. Deletion of -ν seems to be more common when the
ﬁnal vowel has undergone the raising [ ] > [u]. Examples: τ ὺ ἀγγεῖ υ 58.7,
τ ὺ πράσ υ 55.1, τ πρόσ υπ υ 62.8 vs. ἔμπλαστρ ν 188.10, τ ὺ κόκκαλ ν
191.10, νιρ ν κρύ ν 57.14, τ ὺ πρόσ υπ ν 62.11. Note, however, that the
handwriting of the manuscript often makes it very diﬃcult to distinguish υ
from ν. The only irregular plural form is ὀνείρατα 379(W188).2.
Nouns in -ι(ν): a new inﬂectional class of neuters in -ι exists alongside
the older forms in -ι ν, e.g. ἀσπράδι 59.7, ἀφτὶ 55.2, βαμπάκι 58.20, γλυστήρι 85.15, ζ υμὶ 59.17, καλακάνθι 212.16, μαλλὶ 56.17, μασ ύρι 55.14,
vs. γλυστήρι ν 92.6, δρακόντι ν 55.6, καβ υρ τσέφλι ν 61.6, σκ λ πένδρι ν 67.3, ὀψάρι ν 97.3. The intermediate forms in -ιν are also attested,
but more rarely, e.g. βερνίκιν 294(W145).17, γιάριν 56.8, κεφάλιν 304.1,
φεγγάριν 139.11, χέριν 122.6. The genitive singular of this class appears
both with and without synizesis, e.g. πανί υ 56.6, ρεπανί υ 65.12, συκωτί υ 72.14, φ ινικί υ 70.19, vs. πεπ υνι ῦ 61.14, τ ῦ ριγανι ῦ καὶ τ ῦ μαρ υλι ῦ 86.18, κεφαλι ῦ 133.19–20. Similarly, the nominative and
accusative plural is formed in -ία e.g. βυζία 332.5, κ κκία 273(W118).13,
σπυρία 189.3, φαγία 65.1 vs. καυχιὰ 279bis(W128).8, μηριὰ 382.17, πανιὰ
141.8, σπυριὰ 308.7. Ιn both cases the placement of the accent is frequently dubious or could be considered purely conventional.
S-stem nouns: these exhibit a tendency for transfer to the second declension,
with innovative forms - ν alongside older forms in - ς, e.g. ἔχει βάρ ν τ
στῆθ ν 340.10, τ ῦ μάκρ υ 292(W143).2, vs. βάρ ς 110.18, μέλ ς 195.4, ὄξ ς
292(W143.10). The older ending may also appear with vowel raising, e.g.
θέρ υς 135.8, μέρ υς 193.20, στῆθ υς 59.20. The reformed singular in -ι, on
the analogy of the plural in -η, is also to be found, e.g. τ ὺ ἀστήθι 188.16, τ ὺ
ἀχείλι 70.11, τ ὺ ἄνθι 211.3. The plural appears both as older -η and as
innovative -ια, e.g. βρέφη 33.14, χείλη 70.4, vs. βρέφια 332.5, χείλια 70.1,
ἀχείλια 70.6. A number of second declension nouns have partially or fully
transferred to this class, e.g. τὰ γ ύλη 81.9, τὰ κάστρη 152.5, ὖρ υς 113.4, τ
ὖρ ς 160.4.
Dental-stem nouns in -μα: retain their inherited inﬂection, never exhibiting addition of ﬁnal -ν. Τhe genitive singular is formed both with the
older suﬃx - ς and the innovative suﬃx - υ, e.g. ὀνόματ ς 139.19, στόματ ς 67.11, σώματ ς 131.20, vs. γευμάτ υ 189.4, κλημάτ υ 310.20. Of
special interest is the hapax genitive singular χαλκωματί υ 281.13 (nominative χάλκωμα), characteristic of some dialects [Northern Aegean, Cappadocia, Peloponnese; see Papadopoulos (1927: 57); Georgacas (1951);
Holton et al. (2019: II: 652)].
A number of nouns present gender change: (a) from feminine to masculine: τ ὺς ἀμασκάλες 140.8, ὁ ζάχαρης 381.1, τ ὺς πλάτες 116.9, τ ὺς
ψήφ υς 140.2; (b) from masculine to feminine: τὴν ἀχυρώνα 4r(W208)9,
τὲς χαρακτῆρις 334.4, τὶς χαρακτῆρες 336.9; (c) from neuter to masculine:
θέρ υς καλός, φθινόπ υρ ς ἀχαμν ς 136.2.
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B ADJECTIVES

Adjective inﬂection follows that of nouns. Most belong to the class
of second declension adjectives in - ς, -η/-α, - (ν). Very rarely, in rather
higher-register passages one may encounter feminine adjectives in - ς, e.g.
ἅρμην θαλάσσι ν 272(W117).14, ἄγρι ν μ λόχαν τὴν πλατύφυλλ ν 23v
(W211).4.
A new inﬂectional class is constituted by adjectives formed with the suﬃx
-ιάρης, -ιάρικ ς: μελίσσια βλ γιάρικα 63.10, ζῶα ψωριάρικα 277(W126).11,
σκρόφας πρωτάρικης 141.15, σκύλ ς λυσσιάρικ ς 317.8, ἄνθρωπ ν
μαλαφραντζιάρην 282.11, τ ῦ κασιδιάρη 304.3, ζηλιάρης 413(W204).8.
Adjectives in -ύς are few in number, e.g. ξίδι δριμὺ 306.3, ἁψὺ ξίδι
383.3–4, βαρὺ ν ῦν 127.15, 16, χειμώνας βαρὺς 150.12, δαδὶ παχὺ 82.8, but
seem to have attracted a number of adjectives in - ς to their inﬂectional pattern, e.g. μακρύ 196.18, τρίχας μακρὰς 206.5, μακρὺ φιτίλι 332.8, ὁ σφυγμ ς
εἶναι ἀρὺς 379(W188).11. Inﬂectional forms with stem ending in a vowel
appear both with and without synizesis, e.g. γυναίκα λαπρὰ καὶ παχέα 334.19
vs. τὴν παχιὰ 193.11, πλατιὰ 63.13. Deletion of the semivowel resulting from
synizesis is also attested (once): δασὰ 292.1.
S-stem adjectives are surprisingly common, albeit appearing mostly in
higher-register passages, e.g. ὁ ἀσθενὴς (passim); ἀνεμώδης 16v(W221).4,
παχνώδης 136.2, θυμώδης 8v(W217).18, ν σώδης 12r(W242).7, θέρ ς καματῶδες, ἔαρ ἀνιμῶδις 17r(W222).5, χινόπ υρ ν ἀνεμῶδες 17r(W222).2, ὁ
ἀστέρας ὁ δρακ ντ ειδὴς 144.1–2, αἱματ ειδὴς 19r(W226).12, σπαθ ειδὴς 10v
(W239).11. Innovative forms include the genitive singular τ ῦ ἀσθενῆ 140.8
and the hapax neuter εἶναι ψευδ 6v(W213).22.
An adjectival category of special interest for the localisation of the text is
the verbal adjectives which both in Standard Modern Greek and in Classical Greek are formed through the suﬃx -(σ)τ ς; in many dialectal varieties
their negative form presents the variant -γoς, formed analogically on the
basis of verbs with velar stem [see Kakridis (1926); Papanastasiou (2008);
Tsolakidis and Melissaropoulou (2010)]. This variant appears several times
in our manuscript, e.g. ἀνέγγιγ ν χαρτὶ 156.20, ἀκ σκίνιγ ν ἀλεύρι 280
(W125).8, ἀφόρηγ ν τσ υκάλι 296(W147).7; the latter also with deletion of
intervocalic [γ], e.g. τσ υκάλι ἀφόρη ν 275.17–18, πανὶ ἀφόρη υ 275
(W120).16. Modern research shows that the innovative forms in -γ ς appear
only in speciﬁc dialectal varieties; these include Pontus, the Peloponnese,
Sterea Ellas, Epirus, and Macedonia. In Epirus, this characteristic is especially pronounced [Bongas (1964: 17–18); Kosmas (1997: 31)]; in the case of
Macedonia, these adjectives appear only with verbs with velar of vowel
stem, and not in verbs with the suﬃx -ίζω [Papanastasiou (2008: 310–11);
Tsolaki (2009: 51–2)]. The existence of forms like ἀκ σκίνιγ therefore constitute evidence against a localisation of our text in Macedonia.
Comparison is normally expressed through inherited synthetic comparatives, e.g. κ ντότιρ ν 83.5, μακρύτιρα 301.8, πλατύτερ ν 83.5, στρ γγυλότιρ
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94.13, occasionally even in forms which normally do not lend themselves to
comparison, e.g. σταματικότερ ν 55.9, στριφτότερ ν 83.6. Once, pleonastic
comparison with both periphrastic and suﬃxal expression occurs: πλέ ν
καλλιότερ ν 383.1. Superlatives also display inherited suﬃxal patterns, e.g.
ἀληθέστατ ν 93.17, ᾽γιέστατα 132.1, θαυμασιότατ ν 122.18.
C PRONOUNS









Demonstrative: the text displays a three-member system [for a categorisation, see Lendari and Manolessou (2013)] with the pronouns
αὐτ ς – τ ῦτ ς – ἐκεῖν ς, e.g. αὐτ ν τ ν μήναν 132.3, αὐτὰ τὰ ζώδια –
ἐτ ύτ υ τ ὺ ἄστρ ν 144.3, ἐτ ύτ υς τ ὺς λόγ υς 336.8 – ἐκεῖν ν τ ν
καιρ ν 131.6–7, ἱ τόπ ι ἐκεῖν ι 18v(W225).10, ἐκεῖνες τὶς ἡμέρις 11r
(W240).11. Τhe inﬂection of these pronouns includes several innovative forms betraying cross-paradigmatic analogical inﬂuence.
Examples: αὐτ υνῶν τ ν ζ υμ ν 209.4, αὐτ υν ῦ ἡ ρίζα 209.10, αὐτ υν ῦ τ δόντι 330.16–17, τ υτ ν ῦ 23r(W210).6, τὴ νύκτα ταύτη 194.2.
The qualitative demonstratives are τέτ ι ς and τ ι ῦτ ς, e.g. τέτ ια
εὐτυχία 413(W204).19, τ ι ύτων ἀνδρῶν 6r(W212).11–2, τ ι ύτ υς
γάμ υς 7v(W215).1.
Relative: apart from the occasional appearance of residual archaic pronominal forms, occurring in higher-register passages (e.g. τὴν ἀπ κάλυψιν ἣν ἐδέξαντ 60.12–13, ἵτινες ἰκ δόμησαν 324.18), the deﬁnite
relative system consists mainly of two pronouns, ὁπ ύ/π ύ and ὁ
ὁπ ῖ ς. Εxamples: ἄνθρωπ ν ὁπ ὺ ἔχει ψεῖρες 288.20, τ ὺ χόρτ ν ὁπ ὺ
λέγ ν χιλιδόνι ν 277bis(W126).4–5, τ ὺ κεφάλι ὁπ ὺ δὲν ἔχει τρίχες
303.3 ~ τ ν πόν ν π ὺ π νεῖ 279bis(W128).17, εἰς παιδί π ὺ κλαίει
157.13, ἐκεῖνα π ὺ βάν ν εἰς τὰ χρυσόπετσα 294(W145).17 ~ ὁ ὁπ ῖ ς
λέγιται 10v(W239).1–2, ἡ ὁπ ία εἶναι 384.19, σκόνη τὴν ὁπ ίαν βράσε
301.17. The main indeﬁnite relatives are εἴτις and ὅπ ι ς: πᾶν εἴτι
θέλει, π ιεῖ 10r(W238).16, εἴτι δ υλεία νὰ ἐπεχειριστεῖ ὁ ἄνθρωπ ς, δὲν
πρ υκόβει 128.6–7, τρῶγε ἀπ ὺ εἴτι σὶ ἀρέσει 131.6, πότισ ν εἴτιναν
θέλεις 155.8 ~ ὅπ ια γυναίκα 339.10, ὅπ ι ν π υν ῦν τὰ δόντια 76.2,
ὅπ ι ς κατ υρεῖ 109.18. Τhe form ὅ,τις appears once: περὶ ὅ,τις ἴδει 6r
(W212).14.
Interrogative: the two pronouns that appear are π ῖ ς and πόσ ς, while τίς
occurs once in a learned passage: π ῖ ς πλανήτης τὴν κυριεύει 414
(W205).5, εἰς π ίαν εὑρίσκεται 11v(W241).9, σὲ π ῖ ν ζώδι ν εἶναι 414
(W205).9 ~ τίς ἡ κραυγὴ ἐκ τῆς γῆς 336.2 ~ πόσις ἡμέρις εἶχεν ἡ σελήνη
12v(W243).11–12, πόσα στ ιχεῖα ἔχει 12r(W243).13.
Indeﬁnite: positive indeﬁnites (= ‘someone’) include the older τις/τινάς,
ὁδεῖνα and the innovative κάπ ι ς, κάμπ σ ς, κάθε, καθείς. Neutral
indeﬁnites (= ‘anyone’) are represented by τις/τινὰς and κανένας, while
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negative ones (= ‘no one’) are τις/τινάς, κανένας, and ὐδείς.27
Examples: ἐὰν ἰδεῖ τινὰς ὄνειρ ν 386.6, ἀνθρώπ υ τιν ς 6r(W212).8
~ τ ν δ ῦλ ν σ υ ὁδεῖνα 155.5, κ ίμησ ν τ ν ὐδεῖνα 155.8, τ ῦ
ὀδεῖνα τ νεφρ ν 278(W123).17 ~ ἀπ ὺ κάπ ια φαγητὰ 323.9 κάπ ιας
ἐνεργείας W234.1 ~ κάμπ σα πίτυρα 381.10, κάμπ σ ν ξίδι 4v
(W209).12, κάμπ σ ν κρόκ ν 32.17 ~ ἀπ ὺ καθένα 111.13 ~ ἀπ ὺ
κάθε πειρασμ ν 9r(W236).17, κάθε ἄνθρωπ ς 9r(W236).13, εἰς κάθι
πράξιν 10r(W.238).18. ὄνειρ ν ὅτι ἀναστήθηκε νικρ ς κανένας 386.6,
γιὰ καμίαν δ λίαν 6r(W212).8, ὐδεμίαν αἰτίαν 6r(W212).19, oὐδὲν
ἕτερ ν 21r(W248).10 ~ νὰ μὴν τ ξέρει τινὰς 334.4, μὴν τ ὺ ὁμ λ γήσεις τινὰν 6r(W.212).20 ~ διὰ κανέναν τρόπ ν 131.21, εἰς καμίαν
στράταν 9r(W236).16.
D VERBS

The verbal system displays two conjugations: barytone verbs in -ω and oxytone verbs in -ῶ. The -μι conjugation has long disappeared, being retained
only in relic forms in higher-register passages, e.g. τίθεται 21r(W248).6, ἵσταται 56.3, ἵστατ 336.13. As discussed above, not all forms of the verb are
represented in this text, due to its narrow range of expression. As a result,
treatment will be selective, with discussion only of inﬂectional slots which
present variation or special interest.
Barytone verbs
Active voice





Present: the ﬁrst plural exhibits variation between - μεν and - υμεν, e.g.
γράφ μεν 10r(W238).12, βάν μεν 279(W124).4 ~ παίρν υμεν 11r
(W240).15, λέγ υμεν 11r(W240).17. Deletion of ﬁnal -ν is also to be
found, e.g. γράφ με 322.11, νὰ κάμ υμε 9r(W236).16. The third person
plural displays both the older ending - υσι(ν) and the innovative - υν,
e.g. ἐβγάζ υσι 380.6, πρ κόπτ υσι 7v(W215).8, ἐβγαίν υσιν 412.9, ἔχ υσιν
7r(W214).20 ~ νὰ ψ υφήσ υν 195.1, γιαίν υν 4v(W209).1, νὰ βράζ ν
381.1.
Imperfect: there are no instances in the text.
Aorist: the rare second person singular is formed both with -ας and
with -ες, e.g. ἐγέννησες 336.18 ~ ἔλυσας 291.7. The ﬁrst person
plural ends in -με(ν), e.g. ἀναφέραμεν 139.13, δ κιμάσαμεν 64.13,
εἴπαμεν 308.12; εἴπαμε 290(W141).7, 308.19.

27 For the classiﬁcation and evolution of indeﬁnite pronouns see Holton et al. (2019, vol. II:
1023–4).
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Passive voice








Present: the second singular is always -σαι, e.g. μὴ γίνεσαι 7r
(W214).17, νὰ φυλάγισαι 380.3, ὡσὰν δύνεσαι 131.10. The ﬁrst
person plural is formed with the suﬃx -μεστε, e.g. ἀνταμωνόμεστι 11r
(W240).16–17, ἀρχόμεστε 130.2, and the third person plural in
- νται, e.g. γίν νται 7v(W215).1, ἔρχ νται 386.9.
Imperfect: the third person singular is represented once by ἐλούετον
6r(W212).12, while the third person plural displays variation
between conservative -ντο and innovative -νταν: ἐδέξαντο ~ ἐστέκονταν 6r(W212).1.
Aorist: the middle Aorist exists only as an occasional residual form in
higher-level passages, e.g. ἐδέξατ 386.21. In the passive, the ﬁrst singular
is always -(θ)ην, e.g. ἐγὼ ἐκ ιμήθην 158.15, συνεκόπην 278(W123).16,
whereas the third singular shows variation between the older forms in
-(θ)η- and, more rarely, the innovative -(θ)ηκ-, e.g. ἀνέστη 163.19,
ἰατρεύθη 295(W146).4, ἐχασμήνθη 10v(W239).18, ἐμαζώκτην ἡ θάλασσα,
ἐμαζώκτη ἡ γῆ 279(W123).18. Variation occurs in the third person plural
as well: συνεκόπησαν 278(W123).18 ~ ἐγιατρεύτηκαν 286(W137).17.
Imperative: this is the best represented verbal form in the text. In the
Present, the second person singular ends in -ε, e.g. παῖρνε 380.1,
πρόσεχε 282.17, τρῶγε 380.2. In the Aorist, there is constant variation
between older - ν and innovative -ε based on the analogy of the Present, e.g. γράψε 58.3 ~ γράψ ν 59.19, βράσε 63.1 ~ βράσ ν 63.3, ἔπαρ ν
59.5 ~ ἔπαρε 59.11, πάσσισ ν 84.12 ~ πάσσισε 126.20. In the second
person plural, one may again observe variation between -ατε and -ετε,
e.g. καθ δηγήσετε καὶ δι ρθώσατε 337.2–3, πληρώσατε 324.20. The passive Present and Aorist second person singular ends in - υ, e.g.
ἀλείφ υ 280(W125).18, πρ σεύχ υ 412.11, φυλάγ υ 20r(W228).13, ~
δέξ υ 291.7, στάσ υ 133.17, στ χάσ υ 11v-12r(W241–2).21–1.

Oxytone verbs
The text displays two tendencies: one for analogical spread of the endings
of the barytone conjugation (γεννᾶ > γεννάει) and the other for analogical
levelling between the A-stem and the E-stem paradigms (κρατεῖ > κρατᾶ).
A number of originally barytone vowel-stem verbs have also joined this
conjugation, e.g. μιθάει 97.15, φτεῖ 82.15, δὲν κλεῖ 308.4, δὲν ἀναλεῖ 310.1.
The O-stem conjugation has been reformed as a consonant/barytone paradigm (-όω > -ώνω),28 e.g. ἀπ υνεκρώνει 316.6, θανατώνει 190.1, θαμπώνει
64.20.

28 For a historical overview of these developments, see Horrocks (2010: 305–6, 313–16).
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Active voice





Present: in the third person singular in the A-stem paradigm there
is considerable variation between the older ‘contracted’ endings
and the innovative ‘uncontracted’ ones, e.g. βαστᾶ 330.15, κ λνᾶ
301.7, νικᾶ 7v(W215).15, σταματᾶ 383.17 ~ βαστάει 158.8, βρωμάει
67.16, γεννάει 333.9, διψάει 116.15, κ λνάει 83.18, ξερνάει 71.12,
περνάει 382.12. Furthermore, there is variation between older
E-stem forms and analogical A-stem ones, e.g. ζητεῖ 338.13,
ἠμπ ρεῖ 337.20, καλεῖ 335.12, κακ παθεῖ 333.10, κρατεῖ 334.9, π υνεῖ
339.10 ~ ζητᾶ 337.14, κατ ικᾶς 195.20 ~ ἀρρωστάει 137.15,
ἀστ χάει 128.5–6, κινάει 332.15, κ ιλι π νάει 337.18, ὠφελάγει 55.4,
ὠφελάει 114.16. Τhe second person singular is always contracted in
-ᾶς and -εῖς, e.g. τρυπᾶς 295(W146).17, χαλᾶς 280.3, ~ ἠμπ ρεῖς
140.18, κρατεῖς 69.9, περπατεῖς 4v(W209).7, while the ﬁrst person
plural in - ῦμε, e.g. π υρ ῦμι 10v(W239).12. In the third person
plural, variation exists between the older ending - ῦσι and the
innovative - ῦν, e.g. γενν ῦσι 386.11, καρτερ ῦσιν 148.12, πιπράσκ υσι, ἤγ ν π υλ ῦσι 7r(W214).3–4, ψ φ ῦσιν 212.19 ~ νὰ ἀργαστ ῦν 113.20, ὁμ υλ υγ ῦν 128.3, νὰ χαθ ῦν 194.19.
Ιmperfect: in the third person singular one may observe the analogical accretion of barytone suﬃxes, e.g. ἐπαρακάλειεν 336.
Imperative: the variation between oxytone and barytone suﬃxes can
also be found in the second person singular imperative: ρώτα 160.10,
φύσα 61.2 ~ κράτει 68.9 et passim ~ θώρειε 56.1–2.

Passive voice





Present: Α-stem verbs form the third person singular in -ᾶται, e.g.
γιᾶται (passim), κ ιμᾶτι 119.17, φ βᾶτι 289.19, χασμᾶτι 10v(W239).5,
χασμ υρᾶται 161.1, while the form -ιέται appears only once: γιέται
96.8. The third person plural exhibits the forms - ῦνται and -ῶνται
for both A- and E- stems, e.g. γενν ῦνται 135.8, π υλ ῦνται 12r
(W242).10 ~ φ βῶ(ν)τι 318.11.
Imperfect: there are no instances in the text.
Future formation: the inherited monolectic Future appears in the
text in higher-register passages copying astrological and brontological texts, which include predictions for the future: ἀναχωρήσει
412.17, ἐρημωθήσεται 414(W205).17, ἐλαττωθήσεται 17r(W222).20,
τὰ δένδρη εὐφ ρήσ υσι 17v(W223).18–19, ἕνας τ ν ἄλλ ν ἐπιβ υλεύσ υσι 18r(W224).14, τέξιται 334.10, ἱ ἀδικητάδις τιμωρηθήσ νται
386.7. In lower-register sections, including the iatrosophic parts
proper, a variety of future periphrases is used instead. These
include:
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(a) impersonal μέλλει + inﬁnitive, e.g. μέλλει γενέσται 15r
(W218.14), μέλλει ἀπoλεσθεῖ 22v(W231).12;
(b) μέλλω + subjunctive, e.g. μέλλει νὰ γεννήσει 323.7, μέλλει τ
φεγγάρι νὰ χαθεῖ 4r(W208).8;
(c) impersonal μέλλω + subjunctive, e.g. μέλλει φλεβ τ μήσεις
161.6–7;
(d) θέλω + inﬁnitive (the most common option), e.g. τ ν θέλει
ψ φήσει 196.11, θέλ υν χαλαζωθεῖ 12r(W242).21, θέλ υν
γένει ἱ ἄνθρωπ ι ὀργίλ ι 9v(W237).9, τὰς θέλ υμεν γράψει
W234.1, θέλ υν ἐρημωθεῖ 17v(W223).16;
(e) θέλω + subjunctive, e.g. ὅταν θέλει νὰ κ ιμηθεῖ 317.13;
(f) impersonal θέλω + subjunctive, e.g. δὲν θέλει εὑρεῖς 282.4;
(g) θέ + subjunctive, e.g. θὲ νὰ τ βγάζεις ἀπ τὴν φωτίαν 383.5.
The Present tense may also be used with future reference,
e.g. ἄλειφε τὴν κεφαλὴν καὶ φυτρών ν 303.9–10, δ ς πίνε καὶ
εἰς τ ν καιρόν της γεννάει 333.8–9.





Perfect and Pluperfect: there are two only instances of Perfect
formed with ἔχω + passive participle: ἔχ ν ἀν ιγμένα 140.21, ἔχ υν
φυλαγμέν ν καὶ ξαφρισμέν ν 100.2.
Inﬁnitive: the inﬁnitive is retained in future formations, e.g. θέλει
ταράξει 9r(W236).6, θέλει ἔχει τιμὴν 12r(W242).6 (see earlier for further examples), but may also be found with imperatives, e.g. δ ς τρώγειν 99.9, δ ς γλείφειν 99.14; and with prepositions, e.g. περὶ
τεκν π ιεῖν ἡ γυναίκα 141.15.
Participle: the text displays a full array of active and passive participles.
Active participles are inﬂected following conservative third declension
patterns for the masculine and neuter, e.g. ὁ ἐστίων τ μέλι 163.1–2, εἰς
ἄρρωστ ν ἀγρυπνῶντα 155.10, τ ῦ πάσχ ντ ς 64.15, ἱ ἐν τρ πικ ῖς ἀγ ράζ ντες 7r(W214).2, ἱ ἀσθεν ῦντες 22r(W231).19, ζῶντας καὶ νεκρ ὺς
163.20, ὁ ἐπὶ γῆς πρ τυπωθεὶς 291.4, μέλι τ ὺ ἀρκ ῦν 385.7, περὶ πράγματ ς ἀπωλισθέντ ς 13r(W244).9. Active feminine participles follow the
ﬁrst declension, e.g. ἀπ υθνήσκ υσα 7r(W214).4, εἰς ρίνα ρέ υσα αἷμα
56.15, τὰς ρέ υσας τρίχας 13v(W245).10, εἰς ᾽μ ρρ ῦσα γυναίκα 341.4,
τῆς ᾽μ ρρ ύσας 341.7, ἡ δέσπ ινα ἡ τεκ ῦσα 335.13–14. Once,
a feminine form appears with a masculine participle, i.e. τρίχας πεσ ῦντας 303.4, and there is also a single instance of an uninﬂected active
gerund: ὠφελεῖ τ ὺς γόφ υς π νώντα 271(W116).16. Present tense passive participles occur rarely, e.g. ἐνσταζόμεν ς 13r(W245).17–18, τῆς
λεγ μένης ράμν ς 333.4, ἡ καλ υμένη χ ρηγ ς 21r(W248).7, κεφαλῆς
ἀδικωμένης 335.18. Most passive participles are in the Perfect tense, do
not display reduplication, and are as a rule used as adjectives, e.g. ὁ
πλευριτ υμέν ς 114.15, κ ιλία πρησμένη 195.15, ἀστέρα μελανέ, μελανωμένε 195.17–18, κρυωμέν υς καὶ πλευριτωμέν υς 21r(W248).1; π νιμέν υς ὀδόντας 21r(W248).5, ἀσθενημένη 341.10.
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Copula: the copula takes the form ἐστί(ν), εἰσὶν in the higher-register
sections of the text, and εἶναι in the lower-register ones. The latter is
an indication of the relatively recent dating of the text (forms such
as ἔνι, ἔναι are absent).

1.3.3 Syntax
As mentioned above, the syntax of the text is simple and paratactic, consisting mainly of lists of items and short directives. However, it does display
a number of subordinate clauses, such as:








Conditional: Ἐὰν γενεῖ παιδὶ δὲν πρ υκόβει εἰς ἄτυχη ἡμέρα· ἢ ν’ ἀγ ράσει
δὲν πιτυχαίνει· νὰ στρατεύσει, στρέφεται κατασκυμέν ς· νὰ πανδρευτεῖ,
ἀστ χάει· σπίτι νὰ θεμελιώσει, δὲν στεριώνιται· καὶ ἁπλῶς εἰπέν, εἴτι δ υλεία νὰ ἐπεχειριστεῖ ὁ ἄνθρωπ ς, δὲν πρ υκόβει 128.4–7 ~ ἂν τιναχθεῖ ὁ
σκύλ ς, δὲν πιθαίνει ὁ ἀσθενής, εἰδὲ καὶ ἀργήσει νὰ τιναχθεῖ, ἀρρ υστᾶ
π υλλά, εἰδὲ δὲν τιναχθεῖ, ὀδεπ υσῶς ἀπεθαίνει 140.13–15.
Temporal: νίβε τ ὺ πρόσ υπ ν ὅταν ἔχει πανάδα 61.19 ~ ὁπόταν μέλλει νὰ
γεννήσει, βάλε τα ἀπάν υ 323.7 ~ Πόσις ἡμέρις εἶχεν ἡ σελήνη ὅταν
ἐκατεκλίθη ὁ ἀσθενὴς 12r(W243).12 ~ καθὼς τ ῦ δώσει μυρωδιὰ τ ὺ δενδρ υλίβαν ν, πάραυτα ψ φάει 320.11.
Causal: νὰ μὴν τ ὺ καταπίνε, ὅτι εἶναι καυτερ ν 86.3–4 ~ ἡ κ πριὰ τῆς
κ υρ ύνας εἶναι καλὴ π υλλά, διότι ἰατρεύει τὰ βρ μισμένα χνῶτα
67.15–16.
Final: βάλε τ ὺ μαστίχι καὶ τ λιβάνι διὰ νὰ μὴν κα ῦν 309.20–310.21–1 ~
Ἰδ ὺ γράφ μεν περὶ ἀγαθῶν καὶ π νηρῶν ζωδίων ἵνα γινώσκεις 10r
(W238).12.
Relative: τ ὺ αἷμα ὁπ ὺ τρέχει 57.6 ~ ἕνα κακ ν τ ὁπ ῖ ν εἶναι κρύ ν καὶ
ζεστ ν 110.13 (see further examples under relative pronouns).

A syntactic feature that deserves special treatment is the expression of the
indirect object, as it is of major importance for geographical localisation.
Τhe dative case was in a process of obsolescence since the Hellenistic
period, and must have disappeared from spoken language by the end of the
tenth century AD, being replaced, depending on the geographical region, by
either the genitive or the accusative case.29 The dative case is, nevertheless,
‘artiﬁcially’ retained in written language until very late. MS.MSL.4103 does
retain a few such instances of the dative case (e.g. εἶπεν αὐτῷ 336.3),
although mainly in prepositional phrases, e.g. ἐν τῷ Κριῷ 412.1, ἐν τῇ χώρᾳ
148.17, ἐν τῇ φ ύσκᾳ 277(W122).17. However, the indirect object is mostly

29 For an overview of this phenomenon, its geographical distribution, and its variable attestation
in Medieval and Early Modern texts, see Lendari and Manolessou (2003); for the modern
distribution, see Manolessou and Beis (2006).
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expressed through the genitive case, in variation with the accusative.30
Examples include: δ ς παρθέν ν κ ρίτσι 337.16, δ ς τ ν πάσχ ντα νὰ πίνε
111.14, δ ς πίνε ὅπ ι ν τ ν π υνεῖ ὁ λαιμ ς 84.11–12, ἔδ υκας αὐτὴν τ ν υἱ ν
324.17 ~ δ ς τ ῦ πάσχ ντ ς 64.15, δ ς ὕπν ν τ ῦ νηπί υ 157.5, εἰπέ της
338.10. Sometimes variation occurs even within the same clause, e.g. δ ς
αὐτὴν σπέρμα ὥσπερ τῆς ἁγίας Ἄννης 324.19. Τo a certain extent, this variation may be attributed to the multiple sources the scribe is copying from.
But insofar as it also depends on his native idiom, it constitutes an indication of geographical provenance. The accusative case is characteristic of
Asia Minor and Northern Greece as far as Thessaly, whereas genitive indirect objects characterise southern Greece including Epirus and Sterea Ellas,
as well as the islands (Crete, Cyclades, Heptanese). The combination of
northern vocalism with genitive indirect objects in our texts makes areas
such as Macedonia, Thessaly, and Thrace less likely places of origin, and
points instead to Epirus and Sterea Ellas. This is congruent with morphological indications, such as the adjectives in -γ ς mentioned above, as well as
with lexical idiosyncracies (see p. 84), which can be attributed to the dialect
of Epirus.
1.3.4 Vocabulary
The vocabulary of MS.4103 is of mixed provenance, and belongs to diﬀerent
registers. The bulk of the lexical material is common to all varieties of
Greek, but one may additionally distinguish loanwords from various languages, and Greek words of a regional/dialectal character.
We should initially make a distinction between loanwords belonging to
the specialised botanical/medical vocabulary and loanwords belonging to
common everyday speech, as the former may have been copied from the
text’s model(s) or even from a glossary of iatrosophic terms [see e.g. the
glossary of Nikolaos Hieropais, ed. Delatte (1939: 393–417)]. The scarcity of
loanwords from Italian and the many loanwords from Turkish clearly indicate that the text originates from an area under Ottoman rule. A rough picture of the loan vocabulary, giving an idea of words of Turkish origin, can
be gleaned from the list below:31


Italian/Romance: ἀγκ υσεύ μαι (=suﬀer), βενέτικ ς, ζάρω (<usare),
φ υρτ ύνα (=heavy sea), πότζα (<bozza=bottle), σαλτάρω (<saldare

30 In many instances of masculine and neuter indirect objects, it is diﬃcult to discern which case
is intended, as the letter forms of <ν> and <υ> can be frustratingly similar in this
manuscript.
31 For the etymological investigation of loanwords the following works were consulted: ILΝΕ
and ILNE archive; Andriotis (1974); Andriotis (1990); Bongas (1964/66); Kriaras, Epit.;
Kriaras, Lex.; LKN; Meyer (1894); Minas (2012); Papahagi (1974); Redhouse (1968); Tselikas
(2012).
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=become healed). Special botanical/medical terms: βεντ ύζα (=cupping),
κάντι (<Ital. candi<Arab. quandī=sugar), καρτάνα (=quartan fever),
μαλαφράντζα/μαλαθράντζα/μαλιφράντζα (<male di Francia=syphilis), μπετόνικα (=betonica), πιρ ύλα (<pilula=pill), (μέλι) ρ ζάδ (=containing ﬂower
petals), ρ υσμαρίνι (<rosmarino=rosemary), τριμεντίνα (=turpentine),
φ υντανέλλα (=cautery). Some of these are obviously adopted from Agapios Landos’ Geoponikon, parts of which are paraphrased in the text.
Turkish (and Arabic, Persian introduced through Turkish): ἀφιόνι
(<afyon=opium), γιαρὰς (<yara=wound), δράμι, ζ υλάπι (<cülâb=julep),32
κατερπ ντζίκι (<katır boncuğu=cowrie shell), κατράνι (<katran=tar),
μασ ύρι, ματζι ύνι,33 μπακίρ, νισεστέ, πάζι (<pazı), παζάρι, ρακί, σαλκάνι
(<şalgam=turnip), σιρ ύπι,34 στ υ(μ)πέτσι (<üstübeç=white lead), τσιαρσί
(<çarşı=marketplace), τέντζερες, τσιρίσι (çiriş=asphodel gum), τσεκιρδέκι
(<çekirdek=fruit seed, weight measure), τσινὶ (<çini=glazed), τσόχα,
φλιτζάνι/φιλτζιάνι, χαλβάς, χαραρέτι (<hararet=fever), σιχάνι (<sahan),
χ κὰς (<hokka=cup, pot), χ υζ υρεύω.

Special botanical/medical terms: ἀρσιπὲ (<hiyarşembe=cassia), γιβερτζιλὲ
(<güherçile=potassium nitrate), (γ)κι ύλσ υι (<gülsuyu=rosewater), ἔγερ ὄτ
(<eğir otı=sweet ﬂag grass), ἐφθιμ ὺν (<eftimun=clover dodder<Greek
ἐπίθυμ ν), ἐφσεντὶν (<efsentin=wormwood), ζάμτι (<zamki=gum), ζ υπὶλ
χ ντὶ (<sümbül hindi=Ιndian hyacinth, Hyacinthus orientalis), κακ υλὲ
(<kakule=cardamom), καρὰ χιλιλὲ (<karahalilen=black myrobalan), καραγκι λ ύκι (<karagünlük=Styrax oﬃcinalis), κασνὶ (<kasnı=galbanum), κιαμπαπὲ (<kübabe=cubeb pepper), καλὲμ κικ ύρτι (<kalem kükürt, kükürt=sulphur),
κερεβὶζ
τ χρὶμ
(<kerefs=celery,
tohum=seed),
μαχμ υτὲ
(<mahmude=scammony), μιάμπαλη (<meyan balı=liquorice extract), μ υρσάφι
(<mür=myrrh, saf=pure, clear; pure myrrh), μ υρτασάνι (<mürdeseng=litharge,
lead monoxide), μ χ ὺρ μεργιὲμ (<buhur Meryem=cyclamen), μπεζὲρ πέτζι
(<bezr= seed, benc=henbane), μπελεσὰν τ χ μ ὺ (<belesan tohumu=balsam
seed), νισιατίρι (<nişadır=sal ammoniac, ammonia), πὲς πὰς (<besbase=
mace of nutmegs), π υχ ύρι (<buhur=incense), ραβέντι (<ravend=rhubarb), ραζιανὰ (<rezene=fennel), σαρὶ χιλιλὲ/χελιλὲν (<sari helile=yellow
myrobalan), σερλαγάνι (<şırlağan=sesame oil), ταρτζὶν (<tarçin=cinnamon), ταριφίλφιλ (<darifülfül=long pepper, piper longus), τζιβίτι χιντὶ
(<cevzi hindi=coconut), τζιαμσακίζι (<çam sakızı=pine resin), τζιντζιφίλι

32 Due to its early attestations (see LBG, s.v. ζ υλάπι ν), it is possible that this word was introduced directly from Arabic.
33 A direct Persian origin could be claimed for ματζ ύνι/ματζι ύνι, since it is attested in Greek
medical treatises well before the Ottoman period [see e.g. Kousis (1939: 211–17)], although its
introduction into everyday language must have taken place through Turkish.
34 Alternatively, one could ascribe the introduction of σιρ ύπι to the mediation of Italian siropo
rather than Turkish şurup.
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(<zenceﬁl=ginger), τζιρ ὂτ (<zire=black cumin – | ot=grass, herb,
weed), τ ρπ ὺτ/τ υρπ ὺτ (<turp=radish or türbit=turpeth, a laxative),
τζιβίζι πεβὰ (<cevzi bevva=nutmeg), τιζερτιτζιάφι/ζερτιζάφι (<zerdecav=
turmeric, Curcuma longa), τιμὶρ χιντὶ (<demir hindi=tamarind),
χαβελτζιὰν (<havlican, havlincan=galingale), χασχάσι (<haşhaş=poppy).






Slavic: (γ)κ υστερίτσα/σκ υτέρα (Bulg., Serb. gušter-ica=lizard), κ υκόσια
(<serb. kokoška=walnut), λ β δία (Bulg., Serb. loboda=Chenopodium
rubrum), μπρ υσκλιανὴ (Bulg., Serb. brusljan=ivy), τσέργα (Bulg. cerga,
Alb. tšerge=blanket); for some words the Slavic origin is contestable
(γαρδαβίτσα/μανδραβίτσα, στ υμπίζω, τσίπα,35 τσ υκάλι).
Albanian: (γ)κ ρτσία (<gorrice), σιγκ ύνι (<šigun=coat), σκρ υμπ ύνι
(<σκροῦμπος< škrump=charred matter), (μ)πότσικα (<botške=squill,
Urginea maritima), and possibly λ υλ ύδι (of contested etymology, Alb.
lule or Latin lillium).
Aromanian: μαρκάτη (<merkat=buttermilk), μπράσκα (<broască=toad).

A number of Greek or foreign words found in our text have a distinct dialectal/regional colouring in Modern Greek as they are restricted to speciﬁc
‘northern’ dialects. These are the following: βέντζα (=Venetian sumac, Sterea
Ellas, Euboea), κατεκνία (=fog, Sterea Ellas, Thessaly, Euboea), κ υκόσια
(Epirus, Macedonia), λ β δία (Epirus, Macedonia), μανδραβίτσα (=wart,
Epirus, Macedonia), μαρκάτη (Epirus, Macedonia), μ ύχλη/μ ύχλι (=mist,
Epirus), μπράσκα (part of Sterea Ellas, part of Epirus, Thessaly), (μ)πρέκνα
(=freckles, Epirus, Thessaly, Macedonia, Thrace, Sterea Ellas), μπότσικα
(Epirus, Sterea Ellas), μπρ υσκλιανὴ (Thessaly, Macedonia), τρέβλα (=purslane, Sterea Ellas, Thessaly, Macedonia), τσέργα (Epirus, Thessaly, Macedonia, Sterea Ellas, Thrace), τυρ κόμ ς (=Egyptian vulture, neophron
percnopterus; Thessaly, parts of Western Macedonia), χαμόρυγας (=mole,
Epirus, Heptanese, Thessaly, Macedonia, in various forms).
A telling indication of the text’s geographical ‘naturalisation’ to
a northern idiom, especially the area of Sterea Ellas, is the following passage which constitutes a paraphrase of a chapter from Landos’ Geoponikon.
The content and structure of the original has been retained but its phonology has been aﬀected by the ‘northern vowel raising’, while typical Cretan
vocabulary has been replaced by local dialectal words (ἀβ ρδακός, ρόσπ ς
→ μπράσκα ‘toad’).

35 Again, it is possible to argue for an Arabic origin for this loanword; see Bouras-Vallianatos
(2018: 182).
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Agapios Landos, Geoponikon,
ed. Kostoula (1991: 239)

MS.4103, pp. 300–1

Εἶναι τινὲς βάθρακ ι μεγάλ ι, ὡσὰν τὲς
σ υπίες, καὶ δὲν εἶναι εἰς τ νερόν,
ὡσὰν τ ὺς ἄλλ υς ἀβ ρδακ ύς, ἀλλὰ
εἰς τ χῶμα κρύπτ νται καὶ ὀν μάζ νται φράγκικα ρόσπ ι. Ἀπ τ ύτ υς
ξήρανε εἰς τ ν φ ῦρν ν, κάμε τ υς
σκόνην. Ἔπειτα πρῶτ ν μὲν ἄλειφε τὴν
κεφαλὴν μὲ ρ δ λάδιν καὶ τότε βάνε
ἀπάνω αὐτὴν τὴν σκόνην, ὕστερα σκέπαζε τὴν κεφαλὴν μὲ φ ύσκα χ ίρ υ
καὶ ἂς κάμη ἔτσι δύ ἡμέρας. Ἔπειτα
ἔβγαλε τὴν φ ύσκα καὶ πλύνε τὴν
κεφαλὴν τ ῦ κασιδιάρη μὲ τ κάτ υρόν
τ υ δύ τρεῖς φ ρὲς τὴν ἡμέραν καὶ
ὕτω κάμε πεντέξι φ ρὲς νὰ ἀλείφεσαι
καὶ νὰ πλύνεσαι, ὡς ἄνωθεν, ἕως νὰ
ὑγιάνης τέλεια.

Εἶναι βαθράκ ι μεγάλ ι ὡσὰν σ πιές,
καὶ δὲν εἶναι εἰς τ ὺ νερ ν ὡσὰν τ ὺς
ἄλλ υς βαθράκ υς, ἀλλὰ εἰς τ χῶμα
κρύπτ νται, καὶ ὀν μάζ νται μπράσκις·
ἀπ ὺ τ ύτ υς ξήρανέ τ υ<ς> εἰς τ ν
φ ῦρν ν, κάμε τ υς ὡσὰν ἀλεύρι· καὶ
πρῶτας ἄλειφε τὴν κεφαλὴ τ ῦ κασιδιάρη || μὲ ρ υδόλαδ ν, καὶ τότες βάλε
τ ὺ ἀλεύρι τῆς πράσκας ἀπάν υ εἰς τ ὺ
κεφάλι, καὶ ἀπάν υ βάλε σφ ύγγα
χ ίρ υ, καὶ ἂς κάμει ἡμέρας -2- καὶ
ὕστιρα ἂς πλύνε τ ὺ κεφάλι τ υ μὲ τ ὺ
κάτ υρόν τ υ δύ υ τρεῖς φ ρὲς τὴν
ἡμέρα, καὶ ἂς τ κάμει πέντι ἕξι φ ρὲς
καὶ γιαίνει, νὰ πλένιται καὶ ν’
ἀλείφεται.

2 MS.MSL.14
The following analysis of the language of MS.MSL.14 is based both on digital
photographs (pp. 18–71, 73–6, 82–189, 191–317 of the codex),36 and on the
parts of the codex available in modern editions [Iatrosophion by John Archiatros, version ω, manuscript L, pp. 108–271, ed. Zipser (2009) 171–329; also
Zipser (2008: 132–3, 2013: 257–8, 261, 264)], collated against the available
photographs.37 The codex contains several texts of diﬀerent provenance,
dating, and linguistic register and therefore does not present a homogeneous
linguistic proﬁle; nevertheless, they all belong to a higher or middle register,
with occasional appearance of vernacular features. The highest concentration
of vernacular features is observed in the Iatrosophion section, which occupies
the larger part of MS.MSL.14. The codex is composite, consisting of two distinct parts (A and B, or L and l), which correspond to two diﬀerent manuscripts bound together at some early point. Both parts have been localised
to fourteenth-century Cyprus on the basis of palaeographic evidence [see
Zipser (2009: 15–16); (2013: 251–2)]. The linguistic investigation of the texts

36 Photographs kindly provided by Petros Bouras-Vallianatos.
37 For a description of the manuscript and its contents, see Bouras-Vallianatos (2015: 283–6);
see also Nutton and Zipser (2010) and Zipser (2009: 15–17).
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contained in the codex has not revealed any features of a speciﬁcally Cypriot provenance, (or even/indeed of any other dialectical area), as will be
explained below. This investigation is at times inhibited by the editorial
practices adopted in the extant editions (mainly of the Iatrosophion), which
often do not oﬀer an accurate linguistic picture.
The main problem lies in the levelling of the text’s linguistic proﬁle through
massive but non-systematic editorial intervention, which consists in normalisation towards an undeﬁned form of ‘Modern Greek’ alongside a self-admitted
‘conversion back to the classical form’ of words [Zipser (2009: 346)]. This
‘standardisation’ is not always recoverable from the apparatus criticus (as the
changes are not consistently recorded), or the Appendix, which gives a list of
the words aﬀected without providing speciﬁc textual references that would
allow one to gauge the extent of the obscured or erased phenomena.
Another problem is the inconsistent, even incomprehensible, spelling and
word division system adopted at times by the editor, especially in the case
of lower-register/vernacular elements. Examples include: (a) erroneous spelling or accentuation, e.g. ὑδρών υσι for ἱδρών υσι, μαλία for μαλλία (192.2 et
passim), νήστικ ν for νηστικ ν 197.12, κ υκ υναρία for κ υκ υνάρια 198.17,
νέφρα for νεφρὰ 181.19, μὴ δείπνας for μὴ δειπνᾶς 198.22; ζώντανα for ζωντανὰ 199.12; πλεύρα for πλευρὰ 200.15; (b) word division: either one word
written as two, e.g. αὐγ ῦ τζικ ν 202.13–14, ὀλίγ υ τζικ ν 237.9, πλέ τερί
τζην 252.8–9, instead of αὐγ ύτσικ ν, ὀλιγ ύτσικ ν, πλε τερίτσιν; or two
words written as one, e.g. λυθρινάριαστακ ί 199.14; or erroneous word division, e.g. ὐ τάδε π ίει instead of ὗτα δὲ π ίει 180.5;38 (c) unnecessary
‘remedy’ of rather regular phonetic changes, e.g. syncope: κ ρυφὰς for
κ ρφὰς (189.18, 189.20); aphaeresis: δι᾽ ἐκεῖνα for διὰ κεῖνα (264.16); nonetymological vowels at word boundaries: e.g. ἠστίαν (=ἰστίαν) corrected to
ἑστίαν (178.8); raising due to velar environment, e.g. κ υκκία corrected to
κ κκία 213.9, σκ υλήκια (σκ υλίκια ms) corrected to σκωλήκια 309.18.
Morphological interventions include: πότισε corrected to πότισ ν
284.14–15, χωρέση corrected to χωρήσῃ 186.12, ὠφελεθεῖ (ὠφελεθῆ ms.) corrected to ὠφεληθῇ 191.21, ἂν γένει (ἂν γένῃ ed.) corrected to ἂν γέν ιτ
222.14, δύναται ἀκ ύση (=ἀκ ύσει, innovative Aorist inﬁnitive) to δύναται
ἀκ ύσαι 187.3, ἀχέλιν ζῶντα 282.3 corrected to ἔγχελυν ζῶντα (probably due
to non-recognition of the innovative neuter singular participle form ζῶντα
=τ ζῶν), ἂς γένηται for ἂς ἐγένη 263.5–6.
We can begin by discussing the manuscript’s geographical provenance, to
the extent that this can be revealed through its language. The ﬁrst and basic
observation is that the text of MS.MSL.14 (or of version ω of the Iatrosophion for that matter) cannot be considered ‘dialectal’ [pace Zipser (2009:
14)] under any deﬁnition of the term. It belongs to a middle register of

38 For the attested but non-standard neuter plural form ὗτα of the pronoun ὗτ ς, αὕτη, τ ῦτ ,
see Holton et al. (2019, vol. II: 969).
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Medieval Greek retaining several archaic elements, presenting a certain
amount of variation, and without any local colouring. Judging from other
published texts, it resembles strongly the language of the text of Parisinus
gr. 2315, published by Émile Legrand [(1881: 1–17); commonly known as
Iatrosophion of Staphidas], being perhaps slightly more conservative.
There are no features speciﬁc to the Cypriot dialect in the language of
MS.MSL14. First, Cypriot phonetic phenomena are absent, especially the
characteristic gemination of consonants. A check of typical words presenting the so-called innovative ‘spontaneous gemination’39 such as μύττη, ἀππίδια, αἰσθάννεται, θέττε, has revealed that they are regularly spelt with
a single consonant in both parts of the codex. On the contrary, such geminate spellings do occur with relative frequency in another witness of the
Iatrosophion, namely Monacensis gr. 288.40 Examples from Monacensis
include: πίννη (=πίνει) ﬀ. 10r, 10v, 48r, 48v, 49r; μύττη(ν) ﬀ. 10v, 24v, 37v;
76v; ἅπλωννέ τα ﬀ. 13r, 24r; ἁπλώννη f. 42r; τῆς παλλι υρέας ﬀ. 16v, 73v;
μαρ ύλλια f. 43r; σκύλλ ι f. 58v; σκυλλόπ υλλα f. 59v. Second, the text of
MS.MSL.14 displays a complete absence of recognisably Cypriot inﬂectional
suﬃxes and local vocabulary, as well as absence of French loanwords.
Finally, the systematic expression of the indirect object through the accusative and not the genitive case (e.g. τὰ ἄλλα τὰ σὲ εἶπα 178.7), as is regular of
Cypriot since its earliest attestations [see Lendari and Manolessou (2003)],
is yet another indication that the text’s provenance is not Cypriot.
The linguistic analysis of the text is further complicated by factors similar to those discussed in the case of MS.4103 above, namely the mixture
or registers deriving from the transposition of an older, higher-register text
to a lower register (which cannot, however, be equated to everyday language), and the limited grammatical and semantic range of the text, which
consists mostly of paratactic lists and short imperative directives. The ﬁrst
of these factors is responsible for the phonetic and morphological variation to be found in MS.MSL.14 and the second for the lack of data concerning many slots of the nominal and verbal paradigms, as well as
syntactic features (Past, Perfect and Future forms, ﬁrst and second persons, complex sentences etc.).
Keeping in mind the above restrictions, we attempt below to provide
a linguistic description, ﬁrst, and in greater detail, of the section containing the Iatrosophion (which, as described above, occupies the greater part

39 For the phenomenon see Holton et al. (2019: 135–7).
40 The text of Monacensis gr. 288 was collated from the online digital photographs provided by
the Bayerische Staatsbibliothek, at http://daten.digitale-sammlungen.de/~db/0004/
bsb00049972/images/index.html (accessed, 1 March 2019). The geminate spellings are not
recorded in the edition’s apparatus criticus, only in the Appendix in the list of ‘Words standardized to classical spelling’ [Zipser (2009: 343–5)], but without textual references or speciﬁcations as to which witness of the text they are taken from.
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Figure 4.3 Londiniensis Wellcomensis MS.MSL.14, pp. 182–3.
Photograph by Petros Bouras-Vallianatos.

of MS.MSL.14 and exhibits the highest frequency of vernacular features),
and, second, of the other parts of the codex to which access was available.
2.1 Detailed linguistic analysis of MS.MSL.14: Iatrosophion by John Archiatros
As is the case with many texts of the period, the language of the Iatrosophion as transmitted in MS.MSL.14 presents a certain degree of variation. Typical instances include: the omnipresent alternation of the third
person plural endings - υν and - υσιν, the contrast between conservative
Aorist imperative in - ν and the innovative analogical ending -ε (e.g.
βράσ ν vs. βράσε), the presence or absence of reduplication in the passive
Perfect participle (e.g. τετριμμένα vs. τριμμένα), and feminine endings -έα
vs. -ία (occasionally with hypercorrections, e.g. κ ρασέαν 266.23, σκ υρέαν 275.2).41

41 Textual references are to the edited text [Zipser (2009)] by page and line number; the readings
were checked against the manuscript.
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2.1.1 Phonology
A VOWELS

An indication of the relatively early dating of the text is the absence of synizesis
in sequences where the ﬁrst vowel is stressed, e.g. βυζία, κ ιλία, κ υκκία, ὐγγία.
On the other hand, a number of innovative features involving vowels appear in
this text:






Raising of [o] to [u] next to velar and nasal consonants: e.g. σκ υλήκια
309.18 (σκωλήκια ed.), ρ υθ ύνι 189.2, κ υκκία 181.7, κ υρ ύνα 232.1.
Backing of [i] to [u]: e.g. ἀξ ύγγι (passim); φλ ύδιν 182.3, φ ύσκα
200.9, and the hypercorrection λυπινάρια 182.16.
Change of [i] to [e]: e.g. σιδέρ υ 185.3, τῆς ἐτέας 180.16 (ἰτέας ed.).
Deletion of initial vowel: e.g. στέ ν 230.13 (ὀστ ῦν ed.), ψάριν 179.10.
Non-etymological vowels in initial position: ἰστίαν 178.9 (ἑστίαν ed.),
ἀχέλιν 282.3 (ἔγχελυν ed.).

B CONSONANTS

The most obvious phenomenon aﬀecting consonants is the retention and addition of ﬁnal [n] in inﬂectional suﬃxes, e.g. βραδὺν (βραδὺ ed.) 199.2, κατ ύρημαν (κατ ύρημα ed.) 200.10, στόμαν (στόμα ed.) 278.3, ὀξύγαλαν (ὀξύγαλα ed.)
262.13. A relatively frequent phenomenon is the interchange of the liquid consonants [l] and [r], e.g. ἔμπραστρ ν 193.8 (ἔμπλαστρ ν ed.), βαρσαμέλαι ν 230.9,
τὰ λεγόμενα παρὰ τῶν ἰδιωτῶν ἐρμίγγια παρὰ δὲ τῶν ἰατρῶν ἔλμινθας 290.3–4,
εὐφόλβι ν (=εὐφόρβι ν) 209.9, τὰ λυθρινάρια 199.14. Another vernacular feature is the deletion of intervocalic [ɣ/ʝ] in the inﬂection of the verb τρώγω, e.g.
ἂς τὰ τρώει 298.1. There are no traces of the phenomenon of palatalisation of
velar consonants (tsitakismos) which could have constituted an indication of
Cypriot provenance. Similarly, the phenomenon of manner dissimilation in
consonant clusters is almost totally absent, i.e. the sequences [kt] and [xθ] are
not changed to [xt], and the sequences [pt] and [fθ] are not changed to [ft]. An
exception is the sequence [sx] which does present dissimilation to [sk], albeit
very rarely, e.g. ἂς μ σκέψει (μ σχεύση ed.) 218.12, βλησκ ύνιν 222.8.
2.1.2 Morphology
The general picture presented is conservative, but with a number of innovative variable features.
Α NOMINAL

Nominal inﬂection can be described in terms of the traditional distinction
of ﬁrst, second, and third declension. Among the innovative features one
can mention the following:
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The genitive singular of feminines in -α is -ας, e.g. θύννας 322.9, κ υρ ύνας 232.4–5, ρίζας 215.8, σκρόφας 237.18. As far as consonant-stem
nouns are concerned (former third declension), one can detect
a tendency towards levelling, e.g. ἀσπίδα (nominative) 281.16, ἡ σπλήνα
203.8, τὴν σπλήναν 203.4, κέρατ ν αἴγας 210.1, τὴν ρίναν 227.14, τὴν
χεῖραν 321.11; hypercorrection αἱ τρίχαι 217.7, 218.6, 219.1.
The very rare occurrence of -ες instead of -ας in the feminine nominative
and accusative plural, e.g. ἡμέρες 245.11, τέσσαρες φ ρὲς 268.16–7
(φ ραῖς ed.).
In the second declension, the appearance of neuters in -ιν instead of
-ι ν, e.g. κρασίν, ἀλεύριν, ὀξίδιν (passim).
The innovative inﬂectional class of feminine nouns in - ύ, e.g. genitive
ἀλωπ ῦς 243.9.
Some neuter nouns present the inﬂectional forms of the third declension
s-stems, e.g. τ ὖρ ς 187.18, τὰ ὔλη 189.16.
In adjectival inﬂection the greatest interest is presented by the small category of adjectives in -ύς, which exhibits various innovative forms, e.g.
δριμέ υ χυμ ῦ 235.3, χυμ ὺς παχέ υς 265.18, ἡ ὀδύνη τῆς κεφαλῆς ὀξέα
γίνεται 252.2, νὰ ἔνι παχέα 267.1, γλυκὺ κρασὶν 247.4, γλυκέ υ γάλακτ ς
204.9, ὄξ υς δριμέ υ 262.13, ἀμύγδαλα γλυκέα 247.17, τὰ δριμέα πάντα
117.13, 178.15.
In the pronominal domain, a vernacular feature of the text is the presence of weak forms of personal and possessive pronouns (clitics), which
follow speciﬁc rules of placement,42 e.g. ἅπλωνέ τα εἰς τ πανὶν καὶ θέτε
τα εἰς τὴν σπλήναν 203.3–4, ἂς τὴν τρώγει 283.13–14, ἔδειρέν τ ν ὁ
ἥλι ς 228.16, τῶν κ κκίων τ υς 259.21, αἱ μασχάλαι των 261.10.
Another interesting, typically medieval, feature is the deﬁnite article as
a relative pronoun, e.g. μὲ τ ἔλαι ν τ ἀπ μένει εἰς τ λυχνάριν 222.15,
ἐκεῖν τ ρέει ἔνι παχὺν (παχὺ ed.) 229.15, ἂς ἀπέχει καὶ τὰ ἄλλα τὰ εἶπα
178.7. Relative clauses are also introduced by the uninﬂected relative
adverb ὁπ ύ, e.g. τ ῦ ἀρρώστ υ ὁπ ὺ ἔχει τὰς ἐξωχάδας 207.15–6,
γυναίκα ὁπ ὺ δὲν δύναται νὰ γεννήσει 285.7, τ πάθ ς ὁπ ὺ (ὅπ υ ms.,
π υ ed.) ἔνι εἰς τὰ βυζία 260.14. Ὁπ ὺ can also introduce indeﬁnite
headless relative clauses, e.g. ὁπ ὺ κατ υρεῖ αἷμα, π ίησ ν θεραπείαν
τ ιαύτην 316.4.

Of course, the text presents a wide range of ancient relative pronouns, such
as: κρόκ ν ὃν βάνωσιν 178.1, τ πέπερι ὃν τρώγ μεν 263.9 (note the analogical ﬁnal -ν in the neuter); ἣν καλ ῦσιν ἱ ἰατρ ὶ ἑκτικ ν 253.3–4, τ ιαῦτα
ἅτινα ὀν μάζ υσι θερμὰ 257.2. Note also the presence of the indeﬁnite pronoun εἴτις, e.g. πρ ς εἴτιν ς ἀνθρώπ υ ὁ κῶλ ς ἐβγαίνει 323.6, ξερᾶ εἴτι ἐὰν
φάγει 193.21, εἴτι (ἤτ ι ed.) πρᾶγμα ψυχρ ν 267.11; the univerbated form

42 See Mackridge (1993); Pappas (2004).
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τίπ τε, e.g. νὰ μὴν ἔχει τίπ τε λιπαρότητα 206.2, ἐὰν δὲ ἄλλ τίπ τε πέσει
186.10, ἂς πρ σέχει δὲ μὴ τρώγει τίπ τε παστὰ ἢ κρέας ἢ ὀψάρια 265.1; and
the residual form ὅπερ, e.g. τ ι ῦτ ν ὅπερ ἔχ υσι ἱ ἰατρ ί, ὅπερ καλεῖται
ὠτικ ν 184.21–2.
B VERBAL

A conservative feature of the text consists in the retention of forms of
-μι conjugation, e.g. συνίστανται 173.19. In the barytone conjugation
(verbs in -ω) the only forms attested are the third person singular and
plural, except in conditional clauses, e.g. ἐὰν θέλεις, ἐὰν ἔχεις. As already
mentioned, the third person plural varies between - υν and - υσιν, e.g.
ἂς βράσ υν 180.1, ἔχ υν 197.11, πιάν υν 229.3, βλέπ υσι (βλέπωσι ed.)
215.15, πίπτ υσιν 217.17, ρέ υσιν 185.16, and the diﬀerence between the
indicative and the subjunctive is purely orthographic. In the oxytone conjugation (verbs in -ῶ) the ending - ῦσι(ν)/-ῶσι(ν) dominates over - ῦν,
e.g. ἀν ρεκτ ῦσιν 262.15, βρωμ ῦσι 261.14, κατασχισθῶσι 270.16, πηδῶσι
225.5.
The expression of the subjunctive through the particles νὰ and ἂς is fully
developed and constitutes one of the typical markers of lower linguistic
register. In the imperative the second person always ends in -ε in the Present
(e.g. ἄλειφε 190.13, δένε 189.2, θέτε 189.4, τρίβε 198.11), while it varies
between -ε and -oν in the Aorist, e.g. τάραξέ τ καὶ στάξ ν 186.16, βράσ ν
187.10, βρέξε 192.20, καῦσε 188.18. Similarly, oxytone imperatives end in -α
for a-stem verbs and -ει for e-stem verbs, e.g. ἐμφύσα 189.1, κράτει 191.12,
ἰκ νόμει 225.9, π ίει 223.11.
In the passive voice, there is no diﬀerence between the indicative and the
subjunctive, and only the third person singular and plural are attested. The
third person plural ends in - νται: γίν νται 231.4. The passive imperative
ends in - υ: κτενίζ υ 219.6, μυρίζ υ 228.6.
Past forms are very rare, e.g. εἶπα 178.7, εἶπ ν 223.3, ἐχώνευσεν
226.4, ἔδειρεν 229.9, ἔπεσαν 235.8; ἱ πάλαι τ ῦτ ἐπ ι ῦσαν (ἐπ ί υσαν
ed.), εἴχασιν 267.2. The Future is expressed through the periprasis θέλω
+ inﬁnitive, e.g. εἰς μίαν αὐτ ν δὲ θέλεις ν ήσειν 225.1–2, θέλει γεννήσειν
285.9. The Perfect and the Pluperfect are not attested. The inﬁnitive is
mostly replaced by νά clauses, e.g. ἐνδέχεται δὲ τ ύτ ις ἵνα στάξεις εἰς
τ ν ὀφθαλμ ν 184.14, ἐὰν θέλεις ἵνα αὐξήσ υν αἱ τρίχαι 218.11, ἐὰν
θέλεις νὰ π ιήσεις ξανθὰς τρίχας 219.7, but it is preserved in future
periphrases.
In the domain of the participle, most of the classical forms are retained,
e.g. active participles of the Present and the Aorist, such as ἐκζέσας 177.17,
ἑνώσας 181.4, κ πανίσας 185.20; and, of course, the passive Perfect participle, usually without reduplication, e.g. βρεμέν ν 213.13, γαμημένην 267.3,
κ πανισμένα 193.14, φύλλα ξηρὰ τετριμμένα καὶ πέπερι τριμμέν ν 264.3. The
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innovative uninﬂected active gerund in -ώντα(ς), - ντα(ς) is not attested, but
there are a few instances of the ending -ωντα, - ντα of the uninﬂected active
participle, e.g. ἀχέλιν ζώντα (neuter) 282.3.
The copula appears only in the third singular and plural. The most frequent form is ἔνι, but one may also ﬁnd ἔναι, ἔναιν, ἐστί, εἰσί, and εἶναι.
2.1.3 Syntax
As discussed above, the syntax of this text is relatively simple and paratactic, presenting mostly short main clauses in the imperative. However, one
may also ﬁnd relative clauses (see relative pronouns above), conditional
clauses, and some temporal clauses, e.g. ὅταν κατ υρεῖ καὶ στάζει ὀλιγ ύτσικ ν 199.7–8, ὅταν πρησθεῖ τ ὅλ ν σῶμα 201.19, ἀφότ υ διάβ υν δέκα ἡμέρες
245.11, ἐὰν δὲ ὐδὲν ὠφελεθεῖ (ὠφεληθῇ ed.) 191.21.
An important syntactic feature of the text is the replacement of the
dative case by the accusative in the functions of the indirect object and
the ethical/personal dative, which, as already mentioned, speaks against
any hypothesis of a Cypriot origin for this text. Examples: καὶ αὐτ εἶπα
σε πῶς σκευάζεται 265.19, δός τα ἄλλην γυναίκα 288.8, δ ς αὐτὴν καὶ ἂς τ
φ ρεῖ 300.12; εἰδὲ φαίνεταί τ ν 224.3, ἐὰν συμβεῖ τὴν γυναίκα τὴν ἐγγαστρωμένην 288.13.
Two more vernacular features are: the negation ὐδὲν and μηδὲν instead
of ὐ and μὴ with which they alternate, e.g. ἐὰν δὲ ὐδὲν ὠφελεθεῖ (ὠφεληθῇ
ed.) 191.21, ἵνα μηδὲν ξερᾶ 300.14, and the repetition of the deﬁnite article
with an adjective preceding the noun, e.g. εἰς τ ν μικρ ν τ ν δάκτυλ ν
202.21.
2.1.4 Vocabulary
Another indication of the text’s relatively early date is the virtual absence of
loanwords of Italian and Turkish provenance.43 The totality of the lexical
material is inherited Greek with the expected early Latin loans, e.g. ἄσπρ ς,
ἀξ ύγγι, ἐξάγι ν, σακελλίζω, and isolated Slavic loans, e.g. πέστρ βα, τσ υκάλι (of contested origin).
There are many interesting items in the vocabulary of the text; nevertheless, these are not unique to manuscript MS.MSL.14, but belong to the
vocabulary of version ω in general, or even to version  אas well.44 Some of

43 The lexical investigation was based on: Andriotis (1990); Τhesaurus Linguae Graecae, at
http://stephanus.tlg.uci.edu/ (accessed, 1 March 2019); LBG; Kriaras, Lex.; Kriaras, Epit.;
ΙLΝΕ – ILΝΕ archive.
44 On versions  אand ω of the Iatrosophion, the witnesses, and sigla see Zipser (2009: 6–7,
13–19, 53).
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these words are, so far, only attested in this group of texts, as well as closely
related manuscripts, especially the so-called Iatrosophion of Staphidas (Parisinus gr. 2315),45 e.g. ἀκρ άγ υρ ς, ἀκρόξανθ ς, λ ύξικας, πέστρ υβα/πέστρ φα,
καυλώνω, ὀρνιθερός. For another set of words and forms, MS.MSL.14 comprises the earliest known source to date, e.g. ἀβγ ύτσικ ν, γαϊδάρα, γαλην ύτσικα, κλ υκ υνίζω, μαγκ ύνα, πλε τερίτσιν, τυρώνω, τσ υκαλόπ υλ ,
φαγών μαι.
2.2 Detailed linguistic analysis of MS.MSL.14: other sections
As mentioned above, the other sections of MS.MSL.14 belong to a middle
or higher register and exhibit fewer vernacular elements and less variation
than the Iatrosophion by John Archiatros. Since the linguistic proﬁle of
these texts is not uniﬁed, and since they are quite short (something which
does not permit a detailed description), the following discussion will consist
of a small textual sample for each section, accompanied by a brief linguistic
comment concentrating on the vernacular features.46
2.2.1 Anonymous collection of remedies [pp. 18–34]
(i) [pp. 19–20] Περὶ κυπρίν υ στέατ ς. Κυπρίν υ τ στέαρ σὺν τ ἧπαρ
καπνιζόμενα δαίμ νας διώκει. Κυπρίν υ χ λὴ πᾶσαν ἀμαύρωσιν ἰᾶται
ἐγχρι μένη. Κυπρίν υ στέαρ συν υσίας ἐστὶν ὁρμητικόν· ἐάν τις αὐτ
τήξῃ καὶ χρίσῃ τ ν βάλαν ν, σύλληψιν ἐργάζεται. Κόρακ ς ὠ ν μετὰ
ἐρυθριδαν ῦ τρίψας ἄλειφε τρίχας κεφαλῆς καὶ αὐθωρ ν βά||ψεις
ταῦτας μέλαινας ἄκρως ἕως ὗ ζῆς. Κόρακ ς μεγίστ υ τὴν κεφαλὴν
ὀπτήσας καὶ λειώσας μετὰ ἴν υ δ ς πιεῖν τῷ μεθύσῳ (μεθύσων ms.)
καὶ μισήσει τ ν ἶν ν. Κόρακ ς ὠ ν μετὰ σαπωνί υ ταράξας πρ
βαλανεί υ κατάπλασσε ἀνθρώπ υ πρόσωπ ν ἔχ ν ρυτίδας καὶ ὐχ ἕξει
ταῦτας. Κώνωπας ἐκδιώκει καλακάνθι ν καὶ μελάνθι ν καὶ κύμιν ν
ὑπ θυμιώμεν ν.
(ii) [p. 24] Μαινίδα θαλάσσι ς ἰχθύς ἐστι, ἣν ἱ ἁλιεῖς σμαρίδα καλ ῦσι·
κόψ ν ταύτης τὴν κεφαλὴν καὶ καύσας τρίψ ν καὶ ἀναλάμβανε μέλιτι
καὶ ἐπίχριε καὶ ἐπίπασσε τὴν ἕδραν καὶ θεραπεύσεις πᾶν ἀφεδρῶν ς
πάθ ς καὶ διάτρησιν.
Νήσσης (Μήσσης ms.) π ταμιαίας τ αἷμα θερμ ν ἢ ξηρ ν σὺν ἴνῳ
π θὲν σώζει τ ὺς πιόντας παντ ίων δηλητηρίων.

45 See Zipser (2009: 22–3).
46 Textual references in sections 2.2.1 to 2.2.7 are to manuscript pages. Spelling is normalised.
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As is obvious from the excerpts above, the language of this section (a collection of remedies based on older medical works)47 is a form of late Antique
Koine, adhering to the grammatical rules of Ancient Greek (allowing, of
course for lapses due to copying errors). In general, it presents very few
innovative features, and these are mainly in the domain of the vocabulary,
e.g. βερικ κ κκέα 21, πανί ν 23, σαπώνι ν 20, ρ ῦχ ν 32, σαγί ν 32, σαυρίδι ν 23. Note also the nominative singular μαινίδα (24), instead of μαινίς.
This form of language is typical of technical treatises, including medical
works, and has been studied in the past within the framework of
Fachprosa.48
2.2.2 Pseudo-Hippocrates, Sayings about Life and Death [pp. 34–41]
[pp. 36–7] Ὡσαύτως ἐὰν ἐπὶ τῶν ὀδόντων καὶ τ ῦ στόματ ς πάθει εἰ
κάμνει καὶ τ ῦ τραχήλ υ αἱ φλέβες ἐκτεταμέναι ὧσι καὶ ὡσανεὶ κωφ ς γένηται καὶ ἐὰν φλυκτίδας πεπυρακτωμένας ἐπὶ τῶν φλεβῶν σχ ίη καὶ μία
λευκὴ ἐὰν γεννηθείη καὶ ἐὰν ἐν τῇ ἀρρωστίᾳ ἀτμ ῦ ἢ βαλανεί υ
ἐπιθυμήσειεν, εἰς η´ ἡμέρας ἀπ θανεῖται. Αὕτη ἡ νόσ ς συμβαίνει τῶν τῶν
θερμῶν λ υετρῶν ἐφιεμένων. Ὡσαύτως ὕτιν ς ἡ σταφυλὴ ὑπαίτι ς ἐστὶν
ἐὰν ὑπ τὴν γλῶσσαν αὐτ ῦ φλυκτίς· ἐὰν ἀναφανῇ καθάπερ μικρὰ φακῆ
εἴτε λ υετρῶν ἢ ἀτμῶν ἐπιθυμήσῃ καὶ τ πάθ ς μετὰ πυρετ ῦ καὶ ἀπεψίας
γένηται, ἴδημά τι μικρ ν μέλλει εἰς τ ν μέγαν δάκτυ[λ ν] || τ ῦ μικρ ῦ
π δ ς γένηται, εἰς κ´ ἡμέρας ἀπ θανεῖται. Ὡσαύτως ἐπὶ τῶν ὀξέων πυρετῶν
τ ῦ στ μάχ υ. Ἐὰν ἐν τῷ δεξιῷ π δὶ φλυκτίδα σχ ίη ἐν τῷ πέλματι, ὐχ
ὑψηλὴν ἀλλ᾽ ὁμαλήν, καὶ χυμ ν μελάντερ ν ἕξει, ὐδεμία δὲ ἔφεσις τ ῦ
τραφῆναι ἰσχύει, εἰς κβ´ ἡμέρας ἀπ θανεῖται.
The text is a hitherto unknown version of the Pseudo-Hippocratic ‘Capsula
eburnean’ [published by Sudhoﬀ (1915)], and presents minor diﬀerences
with the published text. The linguistic style is elevated, aspiring to classical
standards. Typical of this style is the preponderance of the dative case, as
well as the use of the ancient monolectic Future and the optative mood
(even with ἐάν). There are barely any concessions to vernacular language,
no low-register vocabulary, and only one or two instances that might

47 The diverse sources of this section may be well worth investigating, as a preliminary search
showed that there are many parallel passages with the Kyranides, and other medical compilations. See e.g. Kyranides, 4.37.5–7, ed. Kaimakis (1976): ἔστι δὲ τ στέαρ συν υσίας ὁρμητικόν, ἐάν τις αὐτ τήξας χρίσῃ τὴν βάλαν ν τ ῦ μ ρί υ· καὶ εὔχρ ιαν καὶ σύλληψιν ἐργάζεται
παραχρῆμα.; see also de Mély (1898: 112): Ἔστιν δὲ τ στέαρ συν υσίας ὁρμητικόν· ἐὰν δέ τις
αὐτ τήξας χρίσῃ τὴν βάλαν ν τ ῦ μ ρί υ, καὶ εὔχρ ιαν καὶ σύλληψιν ἐργάζεται παραχρῆμα. The
assortment of learned sources may account for the generally elevated style of this section.
48 See Rydbeck (1967); van der Eijk (1997) with relevant literature.

104 Tina Lendari and Io Manolessou
betray a command of classical language that is not entirely thorough, e.g.
ἐθεάσατ τ μνημεῖ ν αὐτ τ ῦ Ἱππ κράτ υς (instead of αὐτ ῦ); λαχάν υ
ὀφθ ῦ 39 – instead of ἐφθ ῦ or ὀπτ ῦ. The morphology of the text is virtually standardised without variation. Of special interest, is the rarely attested
use of impersonal μέλλει + bare subjunctive as a Future periphrasis, e.g.
μέλλει (…) γένηται 37 [on the construction see Holton et al. (2019: 1776)].
2.2.3 Anonymous collection of remedies [pp. 41–4]
[p. 41] Καρύας ρίξας χλωρᾶς τ δέρμα καὶ ἀξ ύγγι ν χ ίρ υ καὶ ἅλας
κ πανίσας καὶ πέπερι σμίξας καὶ τρίψας, βάλε ἀμφότερα εἰς τσ υκάλι ν
καὶ ὄξ ς δριμὺ καὶ ἔψησ ν καὶ δ ς ἀλειφθῆναι εἰς τ λ υετρόν.
This is a very brief section, containing a mixture of medical recipes and
healing incantations. It does not present particular interest from a linguistic
point of view, as it follows the grammatical rules of Koine Greek. One
innovative grammatical feature is the expression of the imperative through
the particle ἄς, e.g. ἂς γράφει 42, ἂς φ ρεῖ 42. There are no instances of linguistic variation, but one may detect a small number of innovative lexical
items, e.g. ἀξ ύγγι ν 41, καυκί( ν) 43, τσ υκάλι ν 41.
2.2.4 Pseudo-Esdras, On Illuminating Days [pp. 44–6]
[p. 45] ὁ ἀσθενῶν ἀρξάμεν ς ὐκ ἀνίσταται, ὁ γάμ ν π ιῶν ὐ χαίρει, τ
γεννώμεν ν oὐ ζεῖ, ὁ εἰς πόλεμ ν ἐρχόμεν ς ὐ κατευ δ ῦται, ὁ εἰς κρίσιν
ἀπερχόμεν ς ἀπ στρέφεται κατησχυμμέν ς, ὁ πραγματευόμεν ς ἀπόλλυσι
πάντα καί, ἁπλῶς εἰπεῖν, πάντα τὰ ἐν αὐταῖς πραττόμενα καὶ ἀρξάμενα εἰς
ἐναντιότητα ἀπ βαίν υσι.
This very short text consists mainly of a list of auspicious and inauspicious
days which, of course, does not lend itself to linguistic analysis, as it only
contains one or two paragraphs of running text. It is written in a highregister Koine without variation or vernacular features.
2.2.5 Anonymous collection of recipes [pp. 47–54]
[p. 49] Σκευασία ὁ ξηρ ς δι σπ λίτης· πεπέρεως λίτραν α´, κυμίν υ λίτρα
α´, πηγάν υ λίτρα α´, νίτρ υ λίτρα α´. Τ κύμιν ν ὀφείλει ἀπ βρέχεσθαι
μετὰ δριμυτάτ υ ὄξ υς πρ μιᾶς ἡμέρας τῆς σκευασίας αὐτῶν, κατὰ δὲ τ ν
τῆς σκευασίας καιρ ν φρύττεσθαι ἐν πεπυρακτωμέν ις κεράμ ις μέχρις
ὅτ υ γένηται ἐπιτήδει ν εἰς τ κόπτεσθαι.
The section comprises a series of recipes (‘σκευασίαι’) presented in the form
of lists of ingredients and their required quantities, with an occasional
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sentence on the method of preparation. These short sentences are, again,
rendered in a high-register style following the rules of classical grammar
without variation or vernacular features.
2.2.6 Anonymous collection of remedies [pp. 84–107]
[pp. 94–5] Εὐχὴ ὁπότε κρατηθεῖ τ ἄλ γ ν διὰ φλεγμ ν ὔρ υ καὶ ὐκ
ἠμπ ρεῖ νὰ κατ υρήσει. Ἐν ὀνόματι τ ῦ Πατρ ς καὶ τ ῦ Υἱ ῦ καὶ τ ῦ
Ἁγί υ Πνεύματ ς, ἅγι ι μάρτυρες Φλῶρε καὶ Λαῦρε, β ηθήσατε· τ
ὀρνίθιν νερ ν πίνει καὶ ὐ κατ υρεῖ· ὁ π ντικ ς νερ ν ὐ πίνει καὶ
κατ υρεῖ· καὶ σύ, τ τ ι ῦτ ν ζῶ ν, διατὶ ὐ κατ υρεῖς; Ἀλλὰ διὰ τῶν πρεσβειῶν τῶν ἁγίων μεγάλων μαρτύ||ρων τ ῦ Χριστ ῦ Φλώρ υ καὶ Λαύρ υ,
ἵππε κατ ύρησε.49
The larger part of this section consists of healing instructions and
recipes for treating various ailments (some of them repeated), interspersed with charms (see, e.g., the sample above [pp. 47–54]). Its language is not homogeneous; it is mostly middle register, but with
vernacular vocabulary items and, occasionally, also grammatical features. Most of the vernacular elements are to be found in the
incantations.50 Examples include:








Innovative inﬂectional forms, e.g. ὕδατ ς γλυκέ υ 88, νύκταν 89, β ήθημαν 101, ρέμαν 102, πρῆσμαν 104, ἐβγασίματ ς 106; imperative: βάνε 102,
φλεβ τόμα 103; double augment: ἐπρ ελάβετε 103; participle: διαβασμέν ν εἰς πανὶν 101.
The regular use of the particles νὰ and ἂς with the subjunctive, e.g. νὰ
ἔνι τ μειράκι ν ἄρρεν 104.
The use of clitics forms as possessive and personal pronouns, e.g. μηνύει
σας ὁ Χαζάρης 103, τὰ μερμηγκ κ υρ υνόπ υλά σας 103.
Expression of the indirect object through the accusative case, e.g. δ ς
πιεῖν τ ν τρώμεν ν 86; δ ς φαγεῖν ὃν ὑπ᾽ ὄψιν ἔχεις 88.
Innovative lexical items/forms, e.g. ἐβγάσιμ ν 106, καπ ύλιν 86, κρ μμύδιν 94, μ υρσὶν 86, τσ υκάλιν 89, φιν κάλιζω 95.
Innovative compounds, e.g. βρ υλόριζ ν 105, μερμηγκ κ υρ υνόπ υλα
103, ρεπανόγ υλ ν 107.

49 This passage is very interesting from a pragmatic point of view, as it contains a very early
Greek source for the connection of the cult of SS. Florus and Laurus with horses, until now
known only from Russian sources, from the ﬁfteenth century onward. See Rizos (2016) with
relevant literature.
50 Similar charms are transmitted in other manuscripts, e.g. the charm for repelling ants (in
p. 103); see Zellmann-Rohrer (2016: 249–50).
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2.2.7 Anonymous medical compilation [Part B of MS.MSL.14, pp. 272–317].
(i)

[pp. 298–9] Περὶ γυναικ ς ἐὰν μ ιχᾶται.51 Ὀρνιθί υ στέ ν τ
ἔμπρ σθεν τ ῦ στήθ υς αὐτ ῦ ὃ ἐστὶ || εἰς τ δεξι ν μέρ ς τ διχαλόν,
κ ιμωμένης τῆς γυναικ ς θὲς ἀπέναντι τῆς καρδίας αὐτῆς καὶ ἂς
βλέπει ἡ διχάλης τ ῦ ὀστέ υ πρ ς τὴν κεφαλὴν αὐτῆς. Πότισ ν δὲ
αὐτὴν καὶ ὀγκ τει52 λίθ ν καὶ ὁμ λ γήσει ἐν τῷ ὕπνῳ ὅσα ἔπραξε.

(ii) [pp. 303–4] Περὶ ὑδρωπικ ύς. <Κ>υθάραν53 ἤτ ι τζ υκάλ<ι> καιν ύρι ν λαβὼν καὶ εὑρὼν βάτραχ ν, π υμάτωσ ν αὐτ ν καὶ π ίησ ν μὴ ἀναπνέειν καὶ ἂς π ιήσει ἡμέρας λα´ καὶ ψηλαφήσας τὴν κεφαλὴν αὐτ ῦ
εὕρεις λίθ ν καὶ [δ]ῆσ ν μετὰ πανί υ καὶ || ἂς ζώσεται καὶ λυτρ ῦται τ
πάθ ς. Εἰδὲ π λλάκις θέλεις δ κιμάσαι, γέμισ ν μαγαρικ ν ὕδωρ καὶ
βάλ ν τ ν λίθ ν μέσα καὶ ὐ μὴ μείνῃ ἐν αὐτῷ ὕδωρ.
Περὶ τ ῦ καλῶς βλέπειν. Αἷμαν ὀρνέ υ ἐπόπ υ χρίε τ ὺς ὀφθαλμ ὺς
καὶ καλὰ βλέψει.
The second part of MS.MSL.14, due to its brevity, will be examined as
a single text, despite the possibility of some thematic distinction of parts,
e.g. the ﬁrst section On the Pulse [ed. Zipser (2008, 2013); see also Nutton
and Zipser (2010: 262–3)]. The text again belongs to a middle register,
preserving many conservative features, such as retention of ﬁnal -ν; the use

51 A diplomatic transcription and English translation of this excerpt is also provided in Zipser
(2013: 261). The translation of the rubric ‘Concerning a woman when she does not covet’
indicates that the passage has been misunderstood by the editor; the reading ἐὰν μη χαται
should be transcribed: ἐὰν μ ιχᾶται (=if she is adulterous/unfaithful). Magical rituals for
revealing a woman’s inﬁdelity, such as those described in sample (i), have been known since
antiquity [see e.g. Dickie (2001: 120–1 and n. 103)] and appear also in several medieval Greek
manuscripts (see n. 52 below, especially for rituals involving birds’ wishbones and the magic
properties of the magnet/lodestone).
52 The required emendation of the reading ὀγκ τει is probably μαγνήτην or μαγνῆτιν, as suggested by a number of parallel texts. Cf. Parisinus gr. 2286, f. 61v: Λίθ ν μαγνῆτιν εἰς ζέ ντα
ἶν ν βάψ ν, καὶ ὔτω δ ς πιεῖν αὐτῇ νήστει ἀπ λ υτρ ῦ, καὶ πάντα σ ι λέγ ι [ed. Boissonade
(1827: 240); see ibid. for test of ﬁdelity involving wishbone]. Also, Parisinus gr. 2316, f. 336r:
μαγνίτην λίθ ν τρίψας δ ς π ιἢν μετὰ ἴν υ ἀκράτ υ· κ(αὶ) μὴ ἀφήσ(ης) αὐτὴν λ ύσασθαι· κ(αὶ)
αἰ ἀφήσις αὐτὴν λ ύσασθαι τὴν ἡμέραν ἐκύνην κ(αὶ) τὴν ἄλλην· ὅταν δὲ ὑπάγεις κ ιμηθήναι· δ ς
αὐτὴν πάλ(ιν) πιῆν· κ(αὶ) τίπ τε μὴ φάγη· κ(αὶ) τῆ β´ συνκάθευδε· καὶ ὁμ λ γήσ ι σε τ ν μηχ ν·
Ὄρνις ἡμέρ υ τ ὀστ ῦν τ δίκρ υν ἐπ ίθες ἐπὶ τὴν καρδίαν αὐτῆς κ ιμωμένης· καὶ έρώτα αὐτην·
καὶ ὀμ λ γήσ ι σ ι πάντα ὅσα ἔπραξε(εν); Metrodora, Περὶ τῶν γυναικείων παθῶν τῆς μήτρας
[ed. Kousis (1945: 55)]: Πρ ς ὁμ λ γῆσαι τ ὺς μ ιχ ὺς αὐτῆς. Μαγνήτην λίθ ν τρίψας, δ ς πιεῖν
μετὰ ἴν υ ἀκράτ υ καὶ τῇ ἡμέρᾳ ἐκείνῃ μὴ λ ύσεται, καὶ τῇ ἑσπέρᾳ, ὅτε ὑπάγῃ καθεύδειν δ ς
αὐτὰ πιεῖν καὶ μηκέτι ἑτέρῳ γεύσεται· καὶ τῇ νυκτὶ κάθευδε μετ᾽ αὐτῆς καὶ ὁμ λ γήσει τ ὺς
μ ιχ ὺς αὐτῆς. Ἄλλ . Ὀρριψί υ τ ῦ ἡμέρ υ τ δίκραν ν ὀστ ῦν θὲς ἐπὶ τὴν καρδίαν αὐτῆς κ ιμωμένης καὶ ὁμ λ γήσει τίν ς φρ νεῖ καὶ τὶς αὐτὴν ἔσχηκε. Related instructions involving the
properties of the magnet in Parisinus gr. 2316, f. 336 (text in Oikonomu-Agorastou (1982:
42.6–11)] and f. 344; cf. also John Tzetzes, Chiliades, 5.66.616–25, ed. Leone (1968).
53 Obvious scribal error which should be corrected to κύθραν.

The language of iatrosophia 107
of the inﬁnitive (e.g. ὀφείλει κ πανίσαι 276, ὐ δύναται ν ῆσαι 276, θέλεις
δ κιμάσαι 303); the ancient participles (e.g. ὁδ ιπ ρῶν 314, ἐπιξύων 278,
ἐγχριoμένη 283, τ ῦ ἀσθεν ῦντ ς 284); third person imperative (e.g. πιέτω
276, πινέτω 277). At the same time, it presents several low-register elements
on all levels of analysis, although it cannot be characterised as vernacular,
or dialectal. There are no linguistic indications of Cypriot dialect.
On the level of phonetics/phonology one may mention:







The common change of [o] > [u], e.g. ζ υμ ν 273, π υμάτωσ ν 303, 315,
σ υληνάριν 292.
The deletion of consecutive vowels in the verbal forms πιεῖ > πεῖ 288,
φάγει > φάει > φά 289.
The deletion or change of unstressed initial vowel, e.g. στέ ν 298, δύ σμ ν 317; ἐτέας 301, ὀρμίγγια 307, ὀγδὶν 312; note also the hypercorrect
ὑψηλ ν 313 (instead of ψιλόν).
Interchange of liquid consonants, e.g. ὀρμίγγια 307, μάλαθρ ν 291,
μαλαθρόριζ ν 311.
Change of [sx] to [sk] and [sθ] to [st], e.g. μ σκ κάρυδ ν 313, κλαστεῖ
285. Note also the hypercorrect καύχαλ ν (instead of καύκαλ ν) 302.
The rare change [tm] to [θn]: ἄθνισ ν 292.
In nominal mophology one may mention:








The addition of ﬁnal -ν, e.g. σῶμαν 275, σπλήναν 288, ρεῦμαν 295.
The medieval suﬃx -έα, e.g. χελιδ νέας 273, χερέαν 306, together with
the hypercorrect forms ἀραῖα (adverb) 275, χ ίρε ν φ ύσκαν 278.
The neuter active participle form πιστακίζ ντα 273.
The mutual inﬂuence of neuter paradigms in - ν and - ς, e.g. τ ῦ πελάγ υ
287, τὰ ὔλη 291.
The clitic forms of the personal pronoun, e.g. βάλε τ ν 296, βάλε τ 297,
ἂς τ φᾶ 289.
The form ἐπόπ υ 304 (genitive) (for ἔπ π ς).
In verbal morphology:







The variation in the second person Aorist imperative, e.g. δῆσ ν 316 ~
δῆσε 294, ἔπαρε 289 ~ ἔπαρ ν 295.
The third person of the copula ἔνι interchanging with ἐστὶν (passim).
The expression of the imperative through the particle ἂς + subjunctive,
e.g. ἂς βράσ υν 306, ἂς ψηθεῖ δὲ καλὰ καὶ ἂς πίνει 310.
The double augment ἐδιέβην 290.
The hapax Future form θέλω + inﬁnitive εἰ θέλει ζῆν ἢ ἀπ θανεῖν 384.

Finally, in the domain of vocabulary, one may observe a number of
innovative words/forms: ἀβγ 286, βατσινόριζ ν 309, κ διμεντόριζ ν 311,
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Figure 4.4 Londiniensis Wellcomensis MS.MSL.14, pp. 307–8.
Photograph by Petros Bouras-Vallianatos.

κρ μμύδι 277, νεράντζι 317, ὀξινόγλυκ ς 277, πινόμαλλ (ν) 312, ρετσίνη 286,
σ υληνάριν 292, τσακίζω 289, τσ υκάλι 303, φ ύσκα 272.
Τ sum up, we hope that the linguistic analysis of these two very diﬀerent
manuscripts, MS.4103 and MS.MSL.14, undertaken here has provided some
much-needed reference points and methodological tools for the study of this
fascinating branch of knowledge, the history of medicine, and for the edition of similar texts. In particular, we hope that we have shed some light on
the largely unchartered territory of late medieval and early modern iatrosophic texts: their provenance, language, and sources, and their place in the
bigger picture of non-literary prose. We also hope to have demonstrated
that this type of texts are valuable, but so far untapped, sources for the history of the Greek language.
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Jewish astronomy in Byzantium*
The case of Wellcomensis MS.498
Anne Tihon

The codex Wellcomensis MS.4981 (AD 1492) contains an astronomical treatise by Michael Chrysokokkes (ﬀ. 32–68r) entitled:
Μιχαὴλ ν ταρί υ τῆς μεγαλῆς ἐκκλησίας τ ῦ Χρυσ κόκκη, ἔκδ σις γεγ νυῖα
εἰς τ ἰ υδαϊκ ν ἑξαπτέρυγ ν κατὰ τ ͵ςϡμγ´ ἔτ ς ἀπ τῆς ἀρχῆς τ ῦ παντός.
Exposition concerning the Jewish Hexapterygon for the year 6943 from the
beginning of the world by Michael Chrysokokkes, notarios of the Great
Church.
This treatise is a Byzantine adaptation of the Jewish astronomical treatise
called Shesh Kenaphayim, the Six Wings, composed by Immanuel Bonﬁls
for the town of Tarascon (Southern France) around 1350. It oﬀers me an
opportunity to present an important scientiﬁc trend at the end of the
Palaiologan period in the ﬁfteenth century: the introduction of Jewish
astronomy into the Byzantine world. Michael Chrysokokkes’ treatise, written in 1435, is the ﬁrst example of the fashion for Jewish astronomical
tables in Byzantium; it was followed by the adaptation of the Cycles of
Bonjorn (written in Perpignan in 1361) by Mark Eugenikos, Matthew
Kamariotes’ adaptation of the Paved Way (Orah Sellulah) of Alhadib, and
several anonymous treatises inspired by these works.
It might be useful at this point to oﬀer a brief reminder of the history of
astronomy in the Byzantine world.2 During the Palaiologan period (from
the end of the thirteenth century until the fall of Constantinople in 1453),
there are two main trends in Byzantine astronomy. First, the restoration
and continuation of Ptolemy’s astronomy, involving eminent scholars such
as Theodore Metochites, Nikephoros Gregoras, Barlaam of Seminara, Isaac

* I would like to thank Petros Bouras-Vallianatos for his helpful comments.
1 Bouras-Vallianatos (2015: 321–4).
2 On the history of Byzantine astronomy, see Tihon (1994); (1996); (2008); (2009); (2013); and
(2017a).
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Argyros, and Theodore Meliteniotes. Ptolemy never stopped being studied
and used in the Byzantine intellectual milieu. And second, the introduction
and use of Arabic and Persian tables, which became widespread thanks to
the Persian Syntaxis of George Chrysokokkes (ca. 1347). The Persian Syntaxis was a Greek adaptation of the Zīj-i Ilkh nī by Nasīr al-Dīn al-Tụ̄ sī,3
which was widely disseminated in its Byzantine form.
But, by the end of the fourteenth century, Byzantine amateurs of astronomy were not entirely satisﬁed with these astronomical tables. Ptolemy’s
tables were obviously by now outdated and they produced an error of some
6° in the longitudes, even though they might sometimes produce good
results for the time of a syzygy or an eclipse. On the other hand, the Persian
tables were spoiled by some mistakes in the Byzantine adaptations, and also
produced errors in the estimation of a syzygy. So, Byzantine astronomers
wanted to have astronomical tables that were both reliable and easy to use.
In the Byzantine world, astronomy, with its ‘sister’ disciplines geometry,
arithmetic, and music, was part of the scientiﬁc curriculum. The ‘four sciences’ remained the basis of a Byzantine scholar’s education. In the fourteenth and ﬁfteenth centuries, many intellectuals were practising or studying
astronomy, not as real scientists, but as clever amateurs. Astrologers, who
were ﬂourishing in the Byzantine world in spite of the reluctance of the
imperial power and of the Church,4 needed updated tables in order to perform the astronomical calculations deemed necessary to establishing an
astrological thema.5 Many physicians were also practising astrology because
they believed it could improve their medical practice.
But, more particularly, the Orthodox Church needed a competent clergy
with a good training in astronomy. It is striking to see that after the Astronomical Tribiblos, written by Theodore Meliteniotes around 1352,6 the most
important authors of astronomical treatises were members of the Orthodox
Church. The reason for this was the need to master the complex problem of
Easter computation.7 The Church wanted all Christians to be able to celebrate Easter on the same day, while avoiding the celebration of the Christian feast on the same day as the Jewish Passover. Since the Council of
Nicaea in 325, the most commonly followed rule for ﬁxing the date of
Easter was that it should be on the ﬁrst Sunday following the ﬁrst full
moon after the spring equinox. Two astronomical problems were thus
involved: the date of the spring equinox and the date of the ﬁrst full moon

3 Mercier (1984). On the introduction of Persian astronomy to Byzantium, see Pingree (1964),
(1985-6); and Tihon (1987).
4 Magdalino (2006); (2017).
5 An astrological thema is a diagram containing the essential astronomical elements for prediction (e.g. position of the sun, moon, planets, houses).
6 Leurquin (1990); (1993).
7 On the Easter problem, see Grumel (1958); Mosshammer (2008); Lempire (2007); and Tihon
(2004; 2011).
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after the equinox. The Orthodox Church was still using an Easter canon
established by John of Damascus in the eighth century.
Around 1325, Nikephoros Gregoras tried to persuade the Emperor
Andronikos II (r. 1282–1328) to reform the paschal canon, arguing, on the
basis of Ptolemy, that the date of the equinox was two days late. In 1333,
his rival, Barlaam, raised the problem again, showing, also on the basis of
Ptolemy, that the length of the tropical year was not right, and moreover
that the 19-year cycle on which the traditional canon is based was not
exact. Gregoras had suggested reforming the canon, but Barlaam pleaded
for the status quo, for fear of causing trouble in the Church.8 Later on,
around 1370, Isaac Argyros raised the problem again, but the question
remained unresolved. In manuscripts one can ﬁnd many Easter canons,
some of them reproducing the canon of John of Damascus, others the
canon as corrected by Nikephoros Gregoras.
It was in this context that Jewish astronomical tables came to be known
to some Byzantine scholars. These tables, which – in their Byzantine form –
were only devoted to the calculation of syzygies and eclipses, immediately
met with great success.9 The ﬁrst treatise is the aforementioned Hexapterygon or Six Wings. The Six Wings refer to the wings of the Seraphim in
Isaiah 6.2–3. Each table is called a Πτέρ ν (‘Wing’). In Wellcomensis
MS.498, the name of the Byzantine author is given, i.e. Michael Chrysokokkes, with his position as notarios of the Great Church. Nothing is
known about him, except that the name Chrysokokkes is attested in the
fourteenth century in the case of George Chrysokokkes, author of the Persian Syntaxis, and in the ﬁfteenth century for a copyist of some manuscripts
(another George Chrysokokkes) and several members of the clergy.10 The
Byzantine adaptation was written around 1435. The author does not explain
how he came to know this work; in his preface he justiﬁes the use of
a Jewish treatise, comparing himself to the bees who gather nectar from
every ﬂower in order to take what is useful for them. The name of the
Jewish author is correctly given (Manuel or Immanuel), but the town of reference (Tarascon, in the South of France) is wrongly located in Italy and
represented as Terracina. Another manuscript (Vaticanus gr. 1879, ﬁfteenth
century) gave the provenance as ‘Tarragone’ (i.e. Tarragona), which it identiﬁed as being in Spain. Apart from the names of Jewish months there are
no Hebrew technical terms in the Greek treatise. The Hexapterygon was
very successful: there are around 15 extant manuscripts, two anonymous
adaptations, and a commentary by Damaskenos Stoudites, Metropolitan of
Naupaktos and Arta (1574).11

8
9
10
11

Tihon (2011).
On Jewish astronomy in Byzantium, see Solon (1968); Solon (1970); and Tihon (2017b).
PLP 31141–31145.
Nicolaides (2011: 117, 129).
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The second treatise mentioned above consists of the Cycles of Jacob ben
David Yom-Tob (Bonjorn in the Provençal dialect), written for the town of
Perpignan, ca. 1361.12 This work was adapted by Mark Eugenikos (Metropolitan of Ephesus) between 1431 and 1444. The Jewish author is presented
as ‘an Italian Mathematician’. In some manuscripts the words ‘a Jew called
Jacob’ are added.
Later on, Matthew Kamariotes (ca. 1480[?]) wrote a treatise entitled Pure
Way (Ὁδὸς καθαρά), which is an adaptation of the treatise called Paved
Way (Orah Sellulah) by Isaac ben Salomon ben Zaddiq Alhadib (ca.
1370–1426). The Hebrew title comes from Proverbs 15.19, but the Greek
translation seems mistakenly based on Isaiah 35.8. Other treatises written in
vernacular Greek also circulated at that time.13 As one can see, the adaptors
of Jewish astronomical treatises are all members of the Church.
The success of Jewish astronomy in Byzantium raises many questions.
How does one explain this sudden interest of Byzantine intellectuals in
Jewish astronomy, and more generally in Jewish science and philosophy?
The contacts between the various Romaniote Jewish communities
(whether Karaites or Rabbanites or some other sect) and Byzantine
scholars are diﬃcult to trace.14 The Byzantine sources are indeed very
disappointing. Some of them consist of ﬁctitious discussions about the
Christian and Jewish faiths and are not reliable testimonies.15 None of
the Byzantine adaptors of Jewish astronomical treatises explain how they
became acquainted with Jewish astronomy. The only valuable testimony
is the criticism of George Scholarios (later Patriarch Gennadios II,
ca. 1400–ca. 1473), who reproaches Pletho for having been instructed by Elisaios,
who was ‘apparently a Jew, but in fact a Hellene [i.e. a pagan]’.16 It
seems that Plethon stayed in Elisaios’ house in Adrianople (modern
Edirne, Turkey) where the Ottoman court had moved in 1365. It is
important to note that Scholarios’ criticism is levelled at Plethon not for
having studied with a Jewish master, but rather because this man was
not a practising Jew, but a follower of some pagan philosophy, Zoroastrianism or perhaps the Illuminism of the Persian philosopher Sohrevardi
(1155–91). The Jewish sources are more explicit. Byzantine inﬂuence on
Romaniote Jewish science is well attested. Around 1374–86, a Jew from
Thessaloniki, Shelomo ben Eliyahu, had translated into Hebrew the Persian tables explained in the Persian Syntaxis of George Chrysokokkes
and by Theodore Meliteniotes.17 Later, Mordecai Comtino (1402–82)

12 On this treatise, see Chabás I Bergon (1992).
13 Solon (1968), texts 2, 3, and 5; Tihon (2017b: 335).
14 On this question, see Gardette (2010); de Lange (2001) underlines the lack of modern studies
on Jewish culture in the Byzantine world.
15 Congourdeau (2011).
16 Pletho, Manual of Astronomy, ed. Tihon and Mercier (1998) 6.
17 Goldstein (1979).

Jewish astronomy in Byzantium

117

defended the Persian tables against criticism from Isaac Argyros and his
pupils.18 Isaac Argyros himself, in his Easter treatise (ca. 1372),
remarked that when he was in Ainos (Thrace), some 50 years earlier,
the Jews had celebrated Passover on the 20th of March while the
Byzantines celebrated Easter on the 23rd of April. Some notes in
Hebrew in Parisinus gr. 2501 (ca. 1484) reveal the interest of a Jewish
reader in the Byzantine astronomical texts contained in this
manuscript.19
We may now turn to one of the great ﬁgures of this time. Mordecai
Comtino (or Khomatiano) (1402–82), a famous Jewish exegete and scientist from Constantinople, who was highly regarded as an astronomer.20 In
around 1425, he had written a commentary on the Persian tables already
cited above. He also wrote a treatise on the astrolabe, another on the Saﬁhah (an instrument created by al-Zarqālī, 1029–87), and one on a sundial.
He wrote other works dealing with geometry and arithmetic. A physician
and travelling preacher, Ephraim ben Gerson, relates that, coming from
Veroia and after passing through Zeitun (modern Süleymanlı, Turkey), he
went to Constantinople, where he wanted to meet Comtino. During his
meeting with the famous scientist, a Greek prince came to see Comtino
and consulted him on several diﬃcult questions relating to astronomy,
which the master solved with ease.21 Comtino himself relates that a Greek
priest went to question him about some stones supposedly from Sinai.22
Such tales show that Greek individuals, priests or laymen, did not hesitate
to consult a Jewish master whose reputation was known far outside Jewish
circles. It is well known that Comtino had not only Jewish pupils, but
Christians too. His Jewish pupils also taught astronomy: Eliau Mishrahi,
Elia Bashyaci, and his pupil, Caleb Aphentopoulos. Although they seem
to have been extremely protective and exclusive about their astronomical
knowledge,23 it is not impossible that they too had Christians among their
students.
The political context favoured such exchanges. The situation of Byzantium at that time was disastrous: since 1374 the Byzantine Emperor had
been a vassal of the Ottoman Sultan and oﬃcials of the Byzantine court
were obliged to serve regularly at the Ottoman court. At the Ottoman

18 Schub (1932: 54, n. 3). It should be stressed that in the works of Argyros preserved in Greek
manuscripts there is no criticism of the Persian tables, even although he chose to adapt Ptolemy’s tables of syzygies in the Julian calendar.
19 Transcription of the notes by Mercier in Tihon (2017b: 345–6).
20 Attias (1991: 72–9).
21 Text given (in French) in Attias (1991: 13).
22 Gardette (2010: 138); and Attias (1991: 37).
23 Attias (1991: 77).
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court, which had moved from Bursa to Adrianople, they would have met
many Jewish scientists, physicians, and philosophers. A Greek manuscript
containing Jewish tables (Mediolanensis Ambrosianus G 69 sup., ﬁfteenth
century) has astronomical annotations for the co-ordinates of
Adrianople.
But there is also another possible connection, which may explain how
Jewish treatises were known in Constantinople. All the Jewish authors
adapted by the Byzantines are of Western origin: from Provence (Bonﬁls,
Bonjorn) or Italy and Spain (Alhadib). Their works existed in Latin translation or in vernacular languages. During the Council of Florence-Ferrara
(1438/9), intellectual exchanges between Latins and Byzantines intensiﬁed.
It is not impossible that some Jewish tables were known in Byzantium
through their Latin or vernacular versions. Thus, the Cycles of Bonjorn are
called ‘Italian tables’ in the Byzantine version given by Mark Eugenikos.
One can also underline a common feature of the Byzantine adaptations
of Jewish treatises: the Jewish authors are often badly identiﬁed and localised, and the meaning of the Hebrew title Orah Sellulah is misunderstood
by Matthew Kamariotes. This may suggest that there were no direct contacts between the Byzantine authors and the great Jewish scientists, but that
works were transmitted through unknown and perhaps less qualiﬁed
intermediaries.
One manuscript seems to be better informed than the others: the codex
Athous Vatopedinus 188 (ca. 1488), which seems to me to be the model for
Wellcomensis MS.498. This manuscript contains medallions with rather clumsy
pictures of the zodiac signs with their Arabic names. The same medallions are
found in the Vatopedinus (see Figure 5.1), and I have not found them in any
other manuscript, although, of course, this would need more investigation. In
spite of some small diﬀerences in the drawings, or some corrections of the spelling of the Arabic names for the signs of the zodiac in the Wellcomensis (see
Figure 5.2), the similarities between the two manuscripts are very striking. The
tables have been carefully copied and the numbers seems to have been checked,
as indicated by the annotations ἐπισκ- (‘examined’) in the Vatopedinus and
δι ρθώμεν ν (‘corrected’ or ‘veriﬁed’) in the Wellcomensis. My hypothesis is
also supported by the fact that recently it has been conﬁrmed that both manuscripts were copied by Manuel Korinthios.24 Mount Athos is close to Thessaloniki where there was an important Jewish community. We also know that the
Wellcome manuscript was formerly kept in Nikolsburg, another important
centre of Jewish culture from the ﬁfteenth to the eighteenth century and even
later. This allows us to suggest a scheme of transmission for this text through
Greek-speaking Jewish communities from Thessaloniki to Central Europe
before it arrived in the Library at Wellcome Collection in London.

24 Stefec (2013: 316); and Bouras-Vallianatos (2015: 323).

Figure 5.1 Athous Vatopedinus 188, f. 74v.
© Holy and Great Monastery of Vatopedi (Mt Athos, Greece).
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Figure 5.2 Londiniensis Wellcomensis MS.498, f. 61v.
© The Library at Wellcome Collection, London.
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Manuel Korinthios’ poems
in Wellcomensis MS.498
Maria Tomadaki

To the memory of
Maria Bitsaki

1 Introduction1
The manuscript Wellcomensis MS.498, a late ﬁfteenth-century collection of
astronomical texts (a. 1492), preserves a series of seven previously unexplored epigrams of Manuel Korinthios on the Virgin Mary, Christ and the
vanity of life on folios 23r–24v.2 The purpose of this paper is to provide
a critical edition of these epigrams, together with an English translation and
an analysis of their meaning and function. Six of the poems (1–4, 6, 8) were
copied by Korinthios himself, whereas the rest (5, 7) have been added to the
manuscript by another hand.3 One more poem on the zodiac signs is preserved in the same manuscript (f. 31v) and has also been included in the
present study. The ﬁrst seven epigrams include an acrostic, which usually
indicates Manuel’s name and his main titles (ῥήτωρ, φιλόσ φ ς).
Manuel Korinthios (ca. 1460–1530/1), oﬃcial rhetor (μέγας ῥήτωρ) of the
Patriarchate of Constantinople and teacher at the Patriarchal School, was
one of the most important and proliﬁc theologians of the post-Byzantine
period.4 His oeuvre comprises theological treatises, special church services,

1 I am grateful to Prof. Kristoﬀel Demoen, Dr Petros Bouras-Vallianatos, Ms Valerie Nunn and
the anonymous reviewer for their careful reading of my article and their useful feedback. The
translations of the Greek texts are my own unless stated otherwise. In my editions, I have
employed the following Sigla: A=Atheniensis Benaki Museum 249, ΤΑ 126; B=Oxoniensis
Baroccianus 125; L=Londiniensis Burneianus 54; V=Athous Vatopedinus 188; W=Londiniensis Wellcomensis MS.498.
2 Wellcomensis MS.498 has been recently catalogued by Bouras-Vallianatos (2015: 321–4).
3 Rudolf Stefec identiﬁed Korinthios’ hand in this manuscript, see Bouras-Vallianatos (2015:
321). Athous Iberiticus 512, the autograph collection of Korinthios’ writings, oﬀers a good
example of his hand. For other manuscripts copied by Korinthios, see Stefec (2013: 313–17).
4 On Korinthios’ life, see Patrinelis (1962: 17–27); Gritsopoulos (1966: 77–80); and Soﬁanos
(1983: 791–6).
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lives of saints, numerous liturgical hymns (mainly canons), orations, epistles
and several poems in iambics, elegiacs and hexameters.5 After the fall of
Constantinople in 1453, the Patriarchate constituted the core and the chief
preserver of the Orthodox faith and Byzantine culture, so it is no coincidence that Korinthios’ writings were characterised by an eﬀort to keep the
Byzantine theological and literary traditions alive. In his prose theological
treatises he defends Orthodoxy against the supporters of the Union of the
Churches (as agreed at the Council of Florence in 1439), and with his
canons and special services for contemporary saints he contributed to the
canonisation of new saints and to the continuation of long-established
church traditions.6
The poems under discussion are mainly of a theological character and are
dealing with various subjects. His iambic poems (1–4, 6) are mostly
addressed to the Virgin Mary and contain several common Marian metaphors (e.g. house, temple, throne of Christ), which highlight the Theotokos’
role as container and bearer of the incarnate Christ. At the same time,
some of the poems function as prayers (1–3), in which Korinthios requests
the Theotokos to grant him rhetorical ﬂuency or release him from his suﬀerings. Several of his iambic poems transmit an indirect soteriological message
by saying that, thanks to Mary’s conception and Christ’s divine condescension and incarnation, human nature has been puriﬁed and gloriﬁed (1–2, 7).
The ﬁfth and eighth poems diﬀer in content and metre from the others. The
ﬁfth poem laments in political verse the vanity of life, whereas the eighth
poem oﬀers a short introduction to the main characteristics of the zodiac
signs in heptasyllables.
Korinthios composed his iambic verses in the pattern of Byzantine dodecasyllables, respecting the rules of twelve syllables, paroxytony and common
prosodic norms.7 However, he fails to avoid hiatus (e.g. poem 1, 3–4). Additionally, he shows a clear preference for the caesura (‘Binnenschluss’) after
the ﬁfth syllable (B5, 76%) rather than the seventh (B7, 24%). He also follows common rhythmotonic patterns in the distribution of the stresses
before the caesurae: oxytone B5 (20%), paroxytone B5 (35, 6%), proparoxytone B5 (20%), proparoxytone B7 (20%) and paroxytone B7 (4, 4%). His
political verses consist of paroxytony with a caesura after the eighth syllable

5 For a list of his works, see Papadopoulos-Kerameus (1902: 80–9).
6 See Papadopoulos-Kerameus (1902: 77–8); Gritsopoulos (1966: 78); and Moniou (2005–6:
103–4). A notable example of his polemical dogmatic works is his oration against Bessarion
and Pletho, see Mamoni (1986); and Psimmenos (2007: 133–50). With his anti-Union treatises,
Korinthios continues the anti-western policy of the Ecumenical Patriarchate of Constantinople, established above all by Patriarch Gennadios II Scholarios (d. 1473).
7 In general, Korinthios keeps the third, seventh and the eleventh syllables of his iambic
verses short – with a few exceptions (‘μ υ’, poem no. 3.4; ‘ἡλί υ’, poem no. 7.6; ‘σ ι’,
poem no. 7.8).
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and usually have a stress on the sixth syllable. His unprosodic heptasyllables
are characterised by an oxytone line-ending, recurring rhyme and by the frequent use of a stress on the third syllable.8
Korinthios’ language demonstrates his acquaintance with hymnography
and biblical texts. However, archaising words (e.g. μερόπων poem 1, 4;
λιγαίνω poem 2, 4) and hapax legomena (e.g. ὑπατιάζειν poem 5, 5; τρισαιγλήεις poem 8, tit.) enrich his style and are indicative of his high level of
education. His hand is characterised by a small cursive script with few ligatures. A few orthographical mistakes and irregularities in the treatment of
enclitics can be observed, which are recorded in the critical apparatus. The
punctuation of the manuscript does not seem to be consistent and therefore
has not been retained.

2 Edition, translation and commentary
2.1 Poem no. 1
Οἶκ ς πέφυκας τῆς ὅλης θεαρχίας
ῥόδ ν τεκ ῦσα μυστικῆς εὐωδίας
ἡ γὰρ ἐπισκίασις ὑψίστ υ, κόρη,
τῆς φύσεως ἐξῆρε μερόπων ἄνω.
ὦ παντάνασσα τ ίνυν εὐλ γημένη,
ῥύ υ με δεινῶν καὶ λύπης σ ν ἰκέτην.

5

––––––––––––––
2 cf. Akath. Hymn. 21.16 (Trypanis, 1968: 38) || 3 cf. Luc. 1.35 || 5 cf. Luc. 1.42
––––––––––––––
f. 23r 3 τῆς φύς post l. expunxit id. || 4 μειρόπων W

You have been the dwelling-place of the whole Godhead,
for you gave birth to a rose of a mystical fragrance.
The overshadowing of the Highest, oh maiden,
exalted <you> above the nature of mortals.
Oh queen of all, indeed blessed,
save me, your servant from suﬀerings and sorrow.

5

The ﬁrst epigram of the collection is written in Manuel’s hand and
bears the acrostic: ‘ὁ ῥήτωρ’. Like poems 2, 3, 6, 7 and 8, it was only available in diplomatic transcription in the most recent catalogue of the Wellcome Greek collection.9 At the beginning of the poem the author praises

8 On the characteristics of this meter, see also pp. 140–1, below.
9 See Bouras-Vallianatos (2015: 321).
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the Virgin Mary using the common Marian appellation of ‘dwelling place’
( ἶκ ς) and identiﬁes her as the source from which the Godhead derived.10
The term ‘θεαρχία’ (‘thearchy’) is frequently used by Ps.-Dionysios the
Areopagite, one of the most inﬂuential theologians in Byzantium, and usually refers to the ‘divine principle’ and to the ‘divine transcendent
reality’.11 Here the term seems to point to Christ and to the Godhead in
general. In the ﬁrst verses it becomes evident that Korinthios was familiar
with the Akathist Hymn, the popular kontakion dedicated to the Virgin,
which is often attributed to Romanos the Melodist.12 To be more speciﬁc,
the second line echoes the metaphor used in the Akathist to address the
Theotokos: ‘χαῖρε, ὀσμὴ τῆς Χριστ ῦ εὐωδίας’ (‘hail, smell of Christ’s
fragrance’).13 As in the Akathist, the word ‘εὐωδία’ (fragrance) in the epigram implies Christ. The following words of Manuel Korinthios in honour
of the Virgin Mary, quoted by Sophronios Eustratiades, have a similar
meaning:14 ‘ῥόδ ν ἐκ παραδείσ υ μυστικ ῦ ἐξ ὗ πρ ῆλθε τῆς θεαρχίας
ὀδμὴ’ (‘rose from a mystical paradise from which the scent of the Godhead
is derived’). In the epigram, however, the word ῥόδ ν (v. 2) seems to indicate Christ and not Mary, as one would expect.15 The subsequent verses
(vv. 3–4) clearly refer to the Annunciation; God overshadowed Mary and
with his synkatabasis (divine condescension) and the conception of Christ,
he gloriﬁed her. The epigram ends with Korinthios’ prayer to Mary to
release him from his suﬀerings.16

10 Cf. Eustratiades (1930: 51–2, 69).
11 On the various meanings of the word θεαρχία in the writings of Ps-Dionysios, see Kharlamov
(2009: 152–4). See also Lampe (1961), s.v. θεαρχία.
12 The attribution of the poem to Romanos is questionable, see Trypanis (1968: 18–25), Peltomaa (2001: 41–114) and Hörandner (2017: 37–9).
13 Akathist Hymn 21.16. Cf. the last verse of an unedited poem in honour of the Virgin Mary
composed by Manuel Korinthios, which is preserved in Parisinus gr. 1389 (sixteenth century),
f. 364v: ‘ῥόδ ν τε θείας μυστικῆς εὐωδίας’ (‘rose of the divine mystical fragrance’).
14 See Eustratiades (1930: 69). Unfortunately, he does not specify the source of this passage.
15 The rose metaphor is often applied to the Virgin Mary, see, for instance, the iconographic type of the Theotokos as the ‘unfading rose’ (‘ῥόδ ν τ ἀμάραντ ν’) and the
third troparion of the well-known canon to the Akathist Hymn by Joseph the Hymnographer (ca. 812–886), ed. Detorakis (1997: 171). On a discussion about the ‘unfading
rose’ metaphor and its appropriation by Modern Greek poets (Kostis Palamas, Angelos
Sikelianos and Odysseas Elytes) see Hirst (2004: 93–5, 184). On the iconographic type
see especially Pallas (1971: 225–38).
16 Another poem by Manuel Korinthios found in Mediolanensis Ambrosianus A 115
sup. (ﬁfteenth/sixteenth century), f. 506v, ends in exactly the same way, see the Database of Byzantine Book Epigrams (DBBE), at www.dbbe.ugent.be/occ/10473 (accessed,
24 May 2019).
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2.2 Poem no. 2
Mεγαλόδωρε, χαῖρε χαρμάτων πίδαξ,
ἄνασσα κόσμ υ, ὑπερευλ γημένη,
νέμ ις χαριτόβρυτ ν ὕδωρ μ ι λόγ υ,
ὄφρα λιγαίνω ἐν χαρᾷ τὴν σὴν χάριν
ὑπὲρ λόγ ν γὰρ σὺ τεκ ῦσα τ ν Λόγ ν
ἥγνισας, ἁγνή, τὴν βρ τῶν φύτλην ξένως
λαμπρ ν χαρίτων χαῖρε ταμεῖ ν, κόρη.

5

––––––––––––––
f. 23r 2 ὑπὲρ εὐλ γημένη W

Hail, muniﬁcent spring of delights,
queen of the world, blessed above all,
may you oﬀer me the water of speech overﬂowing with grace,
so that I can praise your grace joyfully.
By giving birth to the Word, beyond reason,
You, the pure one, paradoxically puriﬁed human nature.
Hail, oh maiden, bright vessel of the graces.

5

The second epigram contains the acrostic ‘Μαν υήλ’ (Manuel) and is also
a prayer addressed to the Theotokos, who is represented here as a spring
ﬂowing with delights. This metaphor recalls the common Marian epithet of
‘Ζω δόχ ς πηγή’ (‘Life-Giving Spring’) and her depiction as such. The
author asks Mary to grant him the ‘water of speech’, namely ﬂuency, so
that he can praise her appropriately (v. 4). A similar request and similar
imagery occur in a kontakion in honour of the Zōodochos Pēgē composed
by Nikephoros Kallistos Xanthopoulos (before 1256–d. ca. 1335):
Ἐξ ἀκενώτ υ σ υ πηγῆς, Θε χαρίτωτε, ἐπιβραβεύεις μ ι πηγάζ υσα τὰ
νάματα, ἀενάως τῆς σῆς χάριτ ς ὑπὲρ λόγ ν· τ ν γὰρ Λόγ ν ὡς τεκ ῦσαν
ὑπὲρ ἔνν ιαν, ἱκετεύω σε δρ σίζειν με σῇ χάριτι, ἵνα κράζω σ ι‧ Χαῖρε
ὕδωρ σωτήρι ν.17
O Lady graced by God, you reward me by letting gush forth, beyond
<all> reason, the ever-ﬂowing waters of your grace from your perpetual
spring. I entreat you, who bore the Logos in a manner beyond comprehension, to refresh me in your grace that I may cry out: ‘Hail redemptive
waters’.18

17 Ed. by Koutloumousianos (1838) 413.
18 The translation is available at http://orthochristian.com/93133.html (accessed, 24 May 2019),
cf. Bodin (2016: 252).
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In this second epigram, it is the Virgin herself, and not Christ as in the
previous epigram, who puriﬁes and digniﬁes human nature by giving birth
to Christ (vv. 5–6). Since Manuel was an oﬃcial rhetor of the Patriarchate
and used to deliver speeches on church feast days in Constantinople, it is
reasonable to suppose that he was seeking the Theotokos’ blessing before
preaching the mystery of her conception and Christ’s birth. If we compare
this epigram with the previous one, we can deduce that both refer to the
Annunciation/Incarnation and possibly to a speech that Manuel had to
deliver on that particular feast day. One could, however, also argue that the
poem refers to the feast of the Virgin as Life-Giving Spring, which was
established on Easter Friday in the fourteenth century. This feast is associated with the Byzantine monastery of Zōodochos Pēgē in Constantinople
and the veneration of its healing spring. Several Byzantine poets (e.g. Ignatios Magistros, Manuel Philes) composed poems dedicated to this monastery and to the cult of the Zōodochos Pēgē.19 Manuel Korinthios devoted
one of his homilies to the miracles of the Zōodochos Pēgē and Christ’s resurrection, but the homily seems not to have been accompanied by any
epigram.20 In this epigram, he also adopts quite an elevated style by using
archaising words (e.g. λιγαίνω,21 πίδαξ, φύτλην) instead of the corresponding
more common ones (ὑμνῶ, πηγή, φύσις), as well as several ﬁgures of speech
(e.g. alliterations: χαρᾷ-χάριν, ἥγνισας-ἁγνή; polysemy: of the word λόγ ς).
2.3 Poem no. 3
Ὁ λαμπρ ς αἰγλήεις τε Κυρί υ θρόν ς,
ῥάβδ ς βασιλείας τε τῆς ὐρανί υ,
ἡ δεξιὰ χεὶρ τ ῦ Θε ῦ, Παναγία,
τὴν μικρὰν αἴτησίν μ υ εὖ δεξαμένη
ὡς ἀγαθὴ πλήρωσ ν ἐν τάχει, κόρη,
ῥ ὴν γὰρ ἶδας τῶν ψυχικῶν δακρύων.

5

––––––––––––––
1–2 cf. Ps. 44.7; Hebr. 1.8
––––––––––––––
f. 23r 2 τέ W

19 Cf. Talbot (1994).
20 Its editor does not mention any epigram, see Anagnostou (2012–13). I was not able to consult
the Athous Iberiticus 512, in which this homily is preserved.
21 According to Herodianus, Partitiones, ed. Boissonade (1819) 77, ‘λιγαίνω’ is a synonym for
‘ὑμνῶ’ (‘praise’). In the Etymologicum genuinum, λ.199, ed. Alpers (1969) 52 and other Byzantine lexica [e.g Photios, Lexicon, λ.298, ed. Theodoridis (1998) 57, it acquires the meaning of
‘κηρύσσω’ (‘preach’)].
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Τhe bright and radiant throne of the Lord,
the sceptre of the heavenly kingdom,
the right hand of God, All-Holy One,
receive my little request well
and accomplish it soon, oh maiden, for you are good
and you know the ﬂow of my spiritual tears.

5

This epigram could be read as a continuation of the request Manuel made in
the previous poem and as the end of the series of three iambic prayers addressed
to the Virgin Mary on f. 23r. Manuel repeats the same acrostic he employed in
the ﬁrst poem ‘ὁ ῥήτωρ’ and asks the Virgin to fulﬁl his request soon, as she is
aware of his inner suﬀering. By comparing her with symbols of power (e.g.
‘throne of Christ’, ‘sceptre’ and ‘God’s right hand’),22 he stresses her closeness to
the divine and her signiﬁcant role as an intermediary between God and
mankind.
2.4 Poem no. 4
Στίχοι ἰ αμβικοὶ εἰ ς τὴν κυρίαν ἡμῶν Θεοτόκον τριχῶς ἀκροστιχιζόμενοι
Μεγαλύνω σε, θεῖε ναὲ Κυρί υ,
ἄνυμφε νύμφη, ἐλπὶς ἡμῶν Mαριάμ.
νῦν γὰρ σέσωκας ὀλβίως σ ν ἰκέτην
ἴκτῳ μόνῳ σῷ τύμβῳ ἐγχρίμψαντά με.
ὕμνει ψυχὴ ὖν, ὀργάν ις σεμν ῖς ὕδει,
ἥνπερ λιγαίνει κόσμ ς ἀγγέλων ἅπας
λαμπρῶς β ῶσα‧ ‘εὐμεν ῦς χαῖρε θρόνε’.

5

––––––––––––––
f. 24r tit Στίχ ι ἰαμβικ ὶ εἰς τὴν κυρίαν ἡμῶν Θε τόκ ν τριχῶς ἀκρ στιχιζόμεν ι W:
κυρ ῦ μαν υὴλ τ ῦ μεγάλ υ ῥήτ ρ ς στίχ ι εἰς τὴν ὑπεραγίαν θε τόκ ν ὗ ἡ
ακρ στιχίς‧ μαν υὴλ‧ θε τόκε, ὑμνεῖ σε L: Στίχ ι τ ῦ μεγάλ υ ῥήτ ρ ς κυρ ῦ ἐμμαν υὴλ Α || 1 μεγαλύν L || 3 ὀλβίως Stephanides: ὀλβίω WLA | ἰκέτην A || 4 ἴκτρω
L | ἐγχρίμψαντά Ηörandner: ἐγχρίψαντά WL: ἐγχρίψαντα A: ἐγχρίμψαντέ Stephanides

Iambic verses on Our Lady, the Theotokos, with a triple acrostic
I magnify you, divine temple of the Lord,
bride unwedded, our hope, Miriam,
you have now leniently saved your servant
only thanks to your compassion, as I was approaching the tomb.
Sing, my soul, celebrate with holy instruments

5

22 Similar metaphors applied to the Theotokos can also be found in hymns composed by
Manuel Korinthios, see Eustratiades (1930: 28, 68, 85) s.v. θρόν ς, ῥάβδ ς, χείρ.
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her, whom all the angels praise,
and cry splendidly aloud: ‘Hail, throne of the merciful!’.
As its title indicates, the poem contains three acrostics (‘Μαν υήλ,
Θε τόκε, ὑμνεῖ σε’, ‘Manuel praises you, Theotoke’), which are highlighted
by Korinthios himself in the manuscript with enlarged letters and the use of
red ink. The second acrostic always starts after the ﬁfth syllable, namely
after the B5 caesura. As De Gregorio has already pointed out, the poem
clearly imitates the style and form of another epigram in honour of the Theotokos, which was formerly inscribed in the church of the Monastery of
Pantokrator in Constantinople.23 This epigram was composed by Andreas
Panypersebastos and bears the triple acrostic ‘Ἀνδρέας, Θε τόκε, ὑμνεῖ σε’.
Korinthios’ poem has a more lyrical and personal character and for this
reason we cannot assume that it was also meant to be an inscription. It has
previously been edited by Vasileios Stephanides and Wolfram Hörandner on
the basis of Atheniensis Benaki Museum 249, ΤΑ 126, f. 3v (AD 1609), formerly known as Adrianopolensis 1099.24 The poem can also be found in
the beautiful calligraphic codex Londiniensis Burneianus 54, f. 48v (AD
1573), a collection of liturgical texts, epigrams, prayers and astronomical
tables.25
Korinthios oﬀers this poem to the Theotokos as a sort of praise, doxology and thanksgiving for saving him from death (v. 4). Due to its
vocabulary and themes it resembles a hymn. The phrase ‘ἄνυμφε νύμφη’26
clearly recalls the refrain ‘Χαῖρε νύμφη ἀνύμφευτε’ of the Akathist and
the verb ‘μεγαλύνω’ alludes to the so-called Megalynaria. The Megalynaria are short hymns (troparia), which are usually sung in the Divine
Liturgy during Marian and despotic feasts and begin with the phrase
‘μεγάλυν ν, ψυχή μ υ’ (‘magnify, O my soul’).27 It is noteworthy that the
poet addresses his soul in the last verses and prompts it to celebrate the
Virgin Mary, exactly as in the Megalynaria. The metaphors applied to

23 On its edition and commentary, see De Gregorio (1998: 165).
24 See Stephanides (1908: 470); and Hörandner (1990: 42). The information about the foli
number of the poem derives from Chatzopoulou (2017: 404).
25 A digital image of this particular folio is available at: www.bl.uk/manuscripts/Viewer.aspx?
ref=burney_ms_54_f048av (accessed, 24 May 2019).
26 The Theotokos is called ‘νύμφη ἄνυμφ ς’ in a staurotheotokion attributed to Leo the Wise, see
Eustratiades (1930: 49).
27 On Megalynaria, see Detorakis (1997: 95). According to Papadopoulos-Kerameus (1902: 89),
Korinthios composed Megalynaria dedicated to the Dormition of the Virgin, which were published in 1626 in Venice by Antonios Pinellos.
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the Theotokos, such as temple and throne of Christ, are very common in
Marian liturgical hymns and sermons.28
2.5 Poem no. 5
Μαται τήτων ἅπαντα τυγχάνει ματαιότης,
περ ὐχ ὑπ λέλειπται μετὰ θανάτ υ πεῖραν.
νῦν, ἀδελφ ί μ υ, σκέψασθε τὴν ἀνθρωπείαν πλάνην·
ὁ πλ ῦτ ς πρῶτ ν ἄπιστ ς, ἄστατ ς δὲ ἡ δόξα,
ὑπατιάζειν δὲ λαμπρῶς ἢ ἄρχεσθαι μετρίως
ἤδη ταῦτα ἀμφότερα λύπης μεστὰ καὶ φόβ υ.
λύεται δ᾽, ὥσπερ πρωϊνὴ πάχνη, τ κᾶλλ ς θᾶττ ν,
ἴχεται ἡ νεότης δὲ τ ῦ γήρως ἐπελεύσει.
ῥ ῆς δὲ κόρ ς αἴτι ς καὶ σύμμικτ ς ταῖς νόσ ις,
ἡ δὲ πενία τ ν λιμ ν καὶ τὴν φθ ρὰν ἐπάγει
τὴν δ᾽ ἀφελῆ ἀεί π τε ἐλπίδα περιφέρει‧
ὡς θάλασσα δ᾽ αἱ ἀγ ραὶ ταράττ νται ἀγρίως
ῥηγνύμεναι ὀχλήσεσι παντ ίαις ταῖς τ ῦ βί υ.
κακ ν ἡ ἀζυγία δὲ καὶ πλήρης ἀπ ρίας,
ἀλλὰ καὶ γάμ ς μ γερὰ φέρει δεσμὰ καὶ λύπας,
ἵσταται ἐναγώνι ς τ ῦ γάμ υ ταῖς παγίσιν.
φρ ντίδας καὶ περισπασμ ὺς ἔχει ἡ εὐτεκνία,
ἰ ν π λὺν δὲ καὶ χ λὴν πάλιν ἡ ἀτεκνία.
λάμπει ὑγεία ἐν μιᾷ ἡμέρᾳ, ὥσπερ πλάν ς,
ἴχεται δὲ μετέπειτα καὶ νόσων πάντα πλήρη·
συμφθάνει λύπη τὴν χαρὰν καὶ δάκρυα τ ν γέλων,
ὁ στεναγμ ς τ ν καγχασμ ν καὶ τὴν ζωὴν ὁ τάφ ς.
φεῦ, πάντα ἀνυπόστατα τὰ τῶν ἀνθρώπων πέλει·
ἷς γὰρ δ κ ῦμεν εὐτυχεῖν, ἐν τ ύτ ις δυσπραγ ῦμεν,
συνάξωμεν τ ίνυν τ ν ν ῦν πρ ς μόν ν τ ν δεσπότην.

5

10

15

20

25

––––––––––––––
1 cf. Eccles. 1.2 || 4 πλ ῦτ ς ἄπιστ ς Greg. Naz. Carm. Mor. I 2.16.9 (PG
XXXVII.779); Bas. Ceas. Epist. 277.1.22 (Courtonne, 1966: 150); Io. Dam. Sacr.
Par. (PG XCV.1121) | ἄστατ ς…δόξα Greg. Naz. Or. 7.19.3 (Boulenger, 1908: 40); Io.
Chrys. In ep. 1 ad Tim. (PG LXII.512)

28 On the Theotokos as a ‘throne of the Creator’ and an ‘animated temple of Christ’, see, for
instance, the homily of Germanos of Constantinople On the Annunciation, ed. Fecioru (1946) 71
and PG XCVIII.321. For the Theotokos as ‘temple and throne of Christ’ in Byzantine hymnography, see Eustratiades (1930: 28, 47–4) and the beginning of the following theotokion from the
Octoechos: ‘Να ς καὶ πύλη ὑπάρχεις, | παλάτι ν καὶ θρόν ς τ ῦ Βασιλέως | Παρθένε πάνσεμνε’ (‘you
are the temple and gate, the palace and throne of the King’), see Parakletike (1885: 365).

132 Maria Tomadaki
––––––––––––––
f. 24r 2 ἅπερ Β: ἄπερ W || 12 θάλασσα Β: θάλασσαι W | ἀγρίως Β: ἀγρίαι W || 16
ἵσταται Β: ἴσταται W | παγίσι B || 20 νόσων B: νόσ ν W || 21 λύπη Β: λύπει W | τ ν Β:
τῶν W || 22 καγχασμ ν Β: καχασμ ν W

All is vanity of vanities,
all that does not remain after the experience of death.
Now, my brothers, think of human deceit:
Firstly, wealth is untrustworthy and glory is unstable;
being splendidly a consul or whether ruled moderately,
both those two are full of sorrow and fear.
Beauty fades rapidly like the morning hoar frost,
youth is gone because of the arrival of the old age.
Satiety is the cause of the ﬂowing and it is contiguous with diseases,
poverty brings hunger and decay,
it always brings a naïve hope,
the marketplaces are savagely shaken like the sea,
torn in pieces by every kind of worldly disturbance.
Celibacy is evil and full of deprivation,
but marriage also brings painful chains and distress,
it stands in agony by the traps of marriage.
Parenthood has cares and distraction
while childlessness is full of venom and bitterness.
Health shines one day deceitfully,
and the next day is gone and everything is full of sickness.
Sorrow comes after happiness and tears after laughter,
groaning after loud laughter and the grave after life.
Alas, everything in mankind is unstable;
in those things we think we prosper in, in those we fail,
let us therefore draw our attention only to the Lord.
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The poem on vanity has been copied not this time by Manuel but by
a contemporary hand, possibly one of his students or colleagues in the Patriarchate. It is striking that both this (on f. 124r) and epigram 7 (f. 124v) have been
written on the same folium, along with another epigram copied by Manuel (nos
4 and 6). Since poems 5 and 7 are written in the lower half of the folium, it is
reasonable to assume that they were added at a later stage of the manuscript’s
production. In addition to being included in Wellcomensis MS.498, the poem
can be found in Oxoniensis Baroccianus 125 (f. 237r), the sixteenth-century
manuscript on which Maximilian Treu based his edition.29 The Baroccianus
seems to preserve better readings than the Wellcomensis manuscript, although it

29 See Vassis (2005: 449). Treu (1896: 539) wrongly attributed this poem to Manuel Holobolos
(ca. 1245–d. 1310/14).
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was not copied by Korinthios either. The poem’s acrostic, ‘Μαν υὴλ ὁ ῥήτωρ καὶ
φιλόσ φ ς’ (‘Manuel rhetor and philosopher’), is marked in MS.498 with red ink
and enlarged initials.30 This is the only known poem by Korinthios to be composed in political verses. It expresses the vanity and instability of certain aspects
of human life in the style of Ecclesiastes and especially of Gregory of Nazianzus.
As in Gregory’s poem, On the Paths of Life,31 positive elements (e.g. πλ ῦτ ς,
δόξα, κάλλ ς, νεότης, κόρ ς, γάμ ς, εὐτεκνία, ὑγεία, χαρά, γέλως, καγχασμός,
ζωή) are immediately followed by contrasting negative ones (λύπη, φόβ ς,
γήρως, νόσ ς, πενία, λιμός, ἀζυγία, ἀτεκνία, νόσ ς, λύπη, δάκρυα, στεναγμός)
conﬁrming Gregory’s words: ‘κ ὐδὲν ἐν ἀνθρώπ ισι καλόν, κακότητ ς ἄμικτ ν’
(‘there is no good in mankind that is not mixed with evil’).32 Once Manuel has
reached the peak of worldly vanity by talking about death, he oﬀers the reader
a similar piece of advice to that given by Gregory of Nazianzus: people should
direct their minds to God.33 Although he reproduces similar thoughts to those
found in Gregory’s poem (and John of Damascus’ paraphrase of it),34 he also
uses some metaphors that are not attested elsewhere (e.g. κάλλ ς-πάχνη, ἀγ ραίθάλασσα) and seem to reﬂect his own ideas and creativity.
2.6 Poem no. 6
Ὁ κυριεύων τῶν ὅλων Παντ κράτωρ
ῥώμῃ κραταιᾷ καὶ φύσει ἀκαμάτῳ
ἠμπέσχετ βρότει ν ἀρρήτως φύτλην,
τ βασίλει ν μὲν κράτ ς φυᾷ ἔχων
ὡς ἱερεὺς δὲ τ ν π δήρη ἐκ νόμ υ
ῥευστὴ β άτω ‘Kυρίῳ δόξα’ φύσις.

5

––––––––––––––
f. 24v

30 It is not clear what the exact meaning of the term ‘philosopher’ is here. Does it indicate an oﬃce
analogous with that of the ‘consul of the philosophers’ held in the eleventh century by Michael
Psellos and John Italos? However, Korinthios’ writings are not directly related to philosophy and,
to my knowledge, this is the only example in which this characterisation is applied to him.
31 See Gregory of Nazianzus, Carmina moralia I 2.16 (PG XXXVII.779–81).
32 Gregory of Nazianzus, Carmina moralia I 2.16, 7 (PG XXXVII.779). This is the opposite of
the well-known proverb ‘ ὐδὲν κακ ν ἀμιγὲς καλ ῦ’.
33 This ﬁnal verse recalls Gregory’s ideas about the so-called theōria and the acquisition of
divine knowledge through contemplation and direct mystical experience of the divine. See
Beeley (2008). Cf. the ending of Gregory’s poem On the Paths of Life (vv. 35–6, ed. PG
XXXVII.781), in which he advises people to set their thoughts on God, because their only
hope is the heavenly enlightenment derived from the Holy Trinity. In a similar way Gregory
ends his poem On Vanity, II 1.32, 55–6, ed. Simelides (2010) 115 by urging people to ﬂee
towards heaven, to the ineﬀable light of the Holy Trinity.
34 John of Damascus, Sacra Parallela (PG XCV.1121C-1125D).
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The Almighty, who dominates everything
with mighty strength and inexhaustible nature,
was ineﬀably clothed with mortal nature,
having the kingly power by nature
and the priestly robe in accordance with the law.
Let ﬂowing nature cry out ‘Glory to the Lord!’.

5

This epigram has been copied in the manuscript by Korinthios and, like
numbers 1 and 3, bears the acrostic ‘ὁ ῥήτωρ’.35 It begins by emphasising
God’s sovereignty, his divine condescension and the paradox of his incarnation: although Christ as the Almighty rules over everything, he humbled
himself to assume human nature. The metaphor of Christ’s humanity as
a garment (v. 3) is in accordance with the symbolism of the Byzantine
theological tradition, especially of the early Church Fathers.36 For
instance, a similar image occurs in a Byzantine ﬂorilegium containing sayings of Cyril of Alexandria:
ἀναγκαίως ὁ ζω π ι ς τ ῦ Θε ῦ Λόγ ς τὴν θανάτῳ κάτ χ ν ἠμπέσχετ
φύσιν, τ υτέστιν τὴν καθ’ ἡμᾶς ἤτ ι τὴν ἀνθρωπίνην, ἵνα ταύτην ἀπαλλάξῃ
καὶ θανάτ υ καὶ φθ ρᾶς.37
It was necessary for the life-giving Word of God to wear the nature possessed by death – namely our human one – in order to release it from
death and corruption.
In the subsequent lines the epigram continues by stressing that Christ
has indeed two natures, the divine one by nature and the other by law. Here
the word ‘π δηρής’ (v. 5) functions as symbol of human nature. The closest
parallel to this image comes from Athanasios (third/fourth century), another
prominent theologian of Alexandria. In his second oration against the
Arians, he compares Christ with the biblical priest Aaron, who was dressed
by Moses in a robe (‘π δηρή’) in his consecration ritual (see Lev. 8.7, cf.
Ex. 28.4 and 40.13):

35 The acrostic is not highlighted in the codex.
36 On the metaphor of Christ’s humanity as a garment, see also Sumner (2014: 22).
37 Ed. Hespel (1955) 183. Cf. I Cor. 15: 53–4.
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ὅτε δὲ ἠθέλησεν ὁ πατὴρ ὑπὲρ πάντων λύτρα δ θῆναι καὶ πᾶσι χαρίσασθαι,
τότε δὴ ὁ λόγ ς, ὡς Ἀαρὼν τ ν π δήρη, ὕτως καὶ αὐτ ς ἔλαβε τὴν ἀπ
γῆς σάρκα Μαρίαν ἀντὶ τῆς ἀνεργάστ υ γῆς ἐσχηκὼς μητέρα τ ῦ σώματ ς,
ἵνα ἔχων τ πρ σφερόμεν ν αὐτ ς ὡς ἀρχιερεὺς ἑαυτ ν πρ σενέγκῃ τῷ
πατρὶ καὶ τῷ ἰδίῳ αἵματι πάντας ἡμᾶς ἀπ τῶν ἁμαρτιῶν καθαρίσῃ, καὶ ἀπ
τῶν νεκρῶν ἀναστήσῃ.38
At the time when the father wished redemption to be given to everyone
and be granted to all, then the Word received the earthly ﬂesh – as Aaron
<donned> the priestly robe, and had Maria as the mother of his body
instead of the unwrought earth – so as to have an oﬀering; he, as a high
priest, oﬀers himself to the Father, and <oﬀers> his own blood in order
to cleanse us all from our sins and raise us from the dead.
The high priest Aaron, Moses’ brother, became a priest after Moses had
received God’s command to consecrate him. Similarly, the phrase ‘ἐκ νόμ υ’
in the poem might mean that Christ clothed himself in human nature in
accordance with divine law. A similar image occurs in Didymos’ interpretation of Zachariah 3: 3–5, in which he sees the puriﬁcation of the priest
Joshua as a preﬁguration of Christ clothed with the garment of mortality.
The comparison between the two is facilitated by the fact that Joshua’s
name in Greek is Ἰησ ῦς:
Ἀφαιρέσεως γεγενημένη[ς] τῶν ῥυπαρῶν ἐνδυμάτων, ἐνδύεται ἀρχιερεὺς ὢν
μέγας καὶ ἀληθιν ς τ ν ἱερατικ ν χιτῶνα π δήρη καλ ύμεν ν, καὶ κίδαριν
περιτίθεται καθαράν, καὶ περιβάλλεται ὑφ’ ἡμῶν ἱμάτι ν τ ἀνθρώπ υ σῶμα.39
Having removed the ﬁlthy garments, as great and true high priest, he puts
on the priestly tunic called podērēs and dons a clean turban, and is
invested by us with the garment of a human body.40
Apart from the above-mentioned texts, Christ is also portrayed as wearing a priestly robe (‘π δηρή’) in Revelation 1.13, but in that case the garment is not associated with his humanity. The comparison of Christ’s
human nature to a priestly tunic (vv. 4–5) might also recall the Christological symbolism of the clerical vestment in Byzantium, which contributed
to the mystagogical interpretation of the Divine Liturgy, as well as to the
representation of priests as a living image of Christ on earth.41 In the last

38 Athanasios of Alexandria, Oration Against the Arians, II 7, 6, ed. Metzler and Savvidis
(1998) 184.
39 Didymos, Commentary on Zachariah, ed. Doutreleau (1962) 306.
40 Tr. by Hill (2006: 73), slightly modiﬁed.
41 For instance, the so-called phelonion (chasuble) symbolises the chlamys that the Roman soldiers put on Christ during his Passion. On clerical vestments in Byzantium and its symbolisms, see Woodﬁn (2012); and Kourkoulas (1960).
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verse of the poem, Korinthios exhorts the ﬁckle human nature, which here
symbolises all mortals, to praise God with a doxology.
2.7 Poem no. 7
Μέγιστ ν ὄντως θαῦμα θείων ἀγγέλων
ἀνεκλάλητ ν καὶ βρ τῶν γλώσσαις ὅλων·
νύμφη ἄνυμφε, μῆτερ ἁγνὴ τ ῦ λόγ υ,
ὃς γὰρ τ πλάτ ς ἡψίδωσε τ ῦ πόλ υ,
ὑπέσχε καὶ γῆς τ ν βυθισμ ν ἀσχέτως,
ἡλί υ ἀπήστραψε τ’ ἐν κόσμῳ φά ς,
λαμπρὰν δ᾽ ἀνέσχε τῆς σελήνης ἀκτίνα.
ὗτ ς σ ι ἐνῴκησεν εἰς σωτηρίαν
ῥ ώδε ς φύσι ς ἀνθρώπων, κόρη,
ἥνπερ σέσωκε καὶ ἐδόξασε ξένως
τῷ τ ι χάριν σ ι ἐκβ ῶμεν εἰδότες·
‘ὦ χαῖρ’ ἀύλων ὐσιῶν ὑπερτέρα,
ῥεῖθρ ν τε, χαῖρε, πρόξεν ν θεί υ βί υ’.
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––––––––––––––
f. 24v 5 βρυθισμ ν W || 8 εἰν ᾤκησεν W

This is indeed a great miracle which cannot be expressed
by the tongues of divine angels or of any mortals.
Unwedded bride, pure mother of the Word,
the one who curved the width of the sky,
bore unlimitedly the depth of earth,
ﬂashed forth the light of the sun in the world
and raised the bright ray of the moon.
He dwelt in you, o maiden, to save
the ﬂuid nature of mortals,
which He paradoxically saved and gloriﬁed.
We therefore42 cry out to you, since we know your grace:
‘Hail, you who are higher than the immortal beings;
hail, stream, the source of divine life’.

5
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This poem is addressed to the Virgin Mary and presents Christ’s conception
as an ineﬀable miracle, which can be expressed neither by mortals nor by angels.
The author refers to scenes from the Hexameron and stresses the paradox of the
Creator of all natural elements (heaven and earth, sun and moon) being made

42 For the translation of τῷ τ ι as ‘therefore’, see LSJ, s.v. ὁ [VII.2].
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incarnate. By being conceived and inhabiting the ﬂesh, he gloriﬁed the ‘ﬂuid’
human nature and oﬀered salvation to mortals. The poem ends with a salutation
to the Virgin Mary, who is identiﬁed as the source of salvation and as the holy
ﬁgure who stands higher than all saints and angels.
2.8 Poem no. 8

Εἷς τρισαιγλήεις εὑρυμέδων
Θεὸς
Ἄναξ, γόνε παμφαὴς
αὐτ κρατόρων τῆς γῆς,
ὧν κράτ ς δεύτερ ν ἦν
Θε ῦ τῶν ὅλων ἀρχῆς,
δέδεξ νῦν μερισμ ν
τῶν ζωδίων μερικόν.
Τῶν ζωδίων ὐραν ῦ,
τὰ μὲν ἄρσενα ἐστί,
τὰ δὲ θήλεα φασὶ
καὶ ἃ ἰσημερινά,
ἃ δὲ πάλιν τρ πικὰ
καὶ τὰ μὲν γε στερεά,
δίσωμα δὲ τὰ λ ιπά.
εἰσὶν ὖν ἀρσενικὰ
ὁ Κριός, ἱ Δίδυμ ι,
Λέων ὁμ ῦ καὶ Ζυγός,
Τ ξότης ἐπισπερχής,
Ὑδρ χό ς τε εὐθύς.
ἕξ τ ίνυν ἀρσενικά,
τὰ λ ιπὰ δὲ θηλυκά‧
Ταῦρ ς ἰσχυρ γενὴς
καὶ Καρκῖν ς δυσκλεής,
ἡ Παρθέν ς ἡ σεμνὴ
καὶ Σκ ρπί ς ὁ λυγρός,
ὁ Αἰγόκερως ὁμ ῦ
καὶ Ἰχθύες ἱ ψυχρ ί.
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One, three times radiant, widely
ruling God
King, shining oﬀspring
of the earthly emperors,
whose power is second
<only> to God’s sovereignty over all,
accept now part of the division
of the zodiac signs.
Among the heavenly zodiac
signs, some are masculine,
others are called feminine,
and some equinoctial,
while others <are> solstitial
and some solid,
and the rest are bicorporeal.
Thus, the masculine are
Aries, the Gemini,
Leo along with Libra,
the hasty Sagittarius
and the straightforward Aquarius.
Six are masculine
and the rest feminine:
Taurus <who was> born strong,
and the inglorious Cancer,
the modest Virgo,
and the baneful Scorpio,
along with Capricorn
and the cold Pisces.

––––––––––––––
f. 31v tit. Εἷς τρισαιγλήεις εὑρυμέδων Θε ς W: om. V || 18 τέ VW || 19 τ ίνυν W: γ ῦν
τὰ V || 20 τὰ λ ιπὰ δὲ W: πάλιν ταῦτα V || 21 ἰσχυρ γενὴς W: ἴφθιμ ς ἐστὶ V || 23
σεμνὴ V: αἰδὼς W || 24 σκ ρπί ς V: σκ ρπῖ ς W
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ἰσημερινὰ δ’ εἰσὶν

ὁ Κρι ς καὶ ὁ Ζυγός.
ὁ δὲ Καρκῖν ς ἐστὶ
τρ πικός γε θεριν ς
καὶ Αἰγόκερως ἐστὶ
τρ πικός, χειμερινός‧
ἀλλὰ δὴ καὶ στερεὰ
Ταῦρ ς καὶ Λέων εἰσὶν
καὶ Σκ ρπῖ ς ὁ λυγρ ς
Ὑδρ χό ς θ’ ὁ ὑγρός,
τὰ τέτταρα δὴ ταυτὶ
στερεὰ σ φ ὶ φασί.43
δίσωμα δὲ Δίδυμ ι,
καὶ Παρθέν ς ἡ κεδνή,
ὁ Τ ξότης ὁ ὀξὺς
καὶ Ἰχθύες ἱ ψυχρ ί.
ὕτως ἔχει, ὡς εἰπεῖν,
τῶν ζωδίων ἡ σκηνή,
ἣν ζωδιακ ν φαμὲν
κύκλ ν τρέχ ντα αἰέν.44

30

35

40

45

The equinoctial are
Aries and Libra.
Cancer is instead
solstitial, namely in summer,
and Capricorn is
solstitial in winter,
but the solid ones
are Taurus and Leo
and the baneful Scorpio
and the moist Aquarius;
those four
are called solid by wise men.
Bicorporeal <signs> are the Gemini
and the noble Virgo,
the keen Sagittarius
and the cold Pisces.
This is, so to speak,
the representation of the zodiac signs,
that we call a zodiac cycle
which is always in motion.

––––––––––––––
29 ὁ δὲ καρκῖν ς V: ὁ καρκῖν ς δὲ W || 31 αἰγόκερως ἐστὶ W: πάλιν αἰγόκερως V ||
37 τέσσαρα V

This poem diﬀers signiﬁcantly in meaning and form from the other poems
preserved in the same codex. It is an anonymous astrological poem, which
oﬀers in oxytone accentual heptasyllables a classiﬁcation of the zodiac signs
into masculine-feminine, equinoctial-solstitial and solid-bicorporeal similar to
that of Ptolemy’s Tetrabiblos (1.12–13). The Tetrabiblos or Apotelesmatika
was a highly inﬂuential text and contributed to the development of astronomy
and astrology in medieval times. What is interesting in this simpliﬁed version
of Ptolemy’s interpretation of the zodiac is that the author dedicates it to
a member of the imperial family. By using a theological title, he also attempts
a Christianisation of the topic.45 In Byzantium there was no clear distinction
between astronomy and astrology; some prominent Byzantine scholars condemn astrology (especially the impact of horoscopes and predictions), while
others studied it and composed their own astrological texts.46 George Chrysokokkes (fourteenth century), an astronomer and physician who studied in
Trebizond and composed an inﬂuential introduction to Persian astronomy

43 The accentuated form of the enclitic in the manuscript has been retained metri causa, namely
to preserve the rhythmical oxytone line-ending. Cf. verse 45.
44 This is a poetic form of ἀεί, see LSJ s.v.
45 The poetic epithet τρισαιγλήεις is a hapax legomenon and clearly recalls the Holy Trinity.
46 On astrology and astronomy in Byzantium, see Magdalino (2006; 2017); Hunger (1978: II.221–
60); and Tihon (2017b).
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47

entitled Persian Syntax, was one such scholar. A text that is often attributed
to him, Ancient and Modern Toponyms (f. 31r), immediately precedes the
astrological poem in MS.498 (f. 31v) and one might therefore think that he
was the author of that poem. Another possible candidate is Michael Chrysokkokes (ﬁfteenth century), who is the author of the so-called Hexapterygon,
a Byzantine adaptation of the Jewish astronomical treatise Shesh Kenaphayim
(Six Wings) by Immanuel Bonﬁls, which follows the poem on f. 32r.48 However, neither of those authors are known for composing verses.
Korinthios also transcribed this poem on f. 55v of Athous Vatopedinus
188 (late ﬁfteenth century) after an anonymous fragment related to the Hexapterygon. Some of the Jewish astronomical tables of the Hexapterygon are
concerned with the zodiac signs and thus it is not a coincidence that this
astrological poem is transmitted in both codices close to the Hexapterygon.
Its present edition is based on both manuscripts.49 Since Korinthios’ hand
can be identiﬁed in both manuscripts50 and he was well versed in composing
poems in diﬀerent metres, one may wonder if he is indeed the author of the
astrological poem. This is an attractive hypothesis, but I hesitate to support
it due to the opening of the poem, which seems to address an emperor, as
well as the fact that no other text of Korinthios’ is related to astronomy.51
A more plausible author may be Matthew Kamariotes (d. 1489/90), Korinthios’ predecessor at the Patriarchal School, who adapted a Jewish astronomical treatise in Greek (Pure Way) and also had broader theological,
philosophical and astronomical interests.52 Interestingly, the Pure Way of
Kamariotes is preserved along with the Hexapterygon in codex Leidensis
BPG 74E.53

47 This text was written around 1347 and was widely transmitted in Byzantium, see ODB, s.v.
Chrysokokkes, George; and Tihon (2017b: 192).
48 On Chrysokkokes’ Hexapterygon, see Solon (1970); and Tihon (2017a: 324–8). See also
Tihon (Chapter Five) in this volume.
49 I am grateful to the monks of the Holy and Great Monastery of Vatopedi on Mount Athos
for sending me a photograph of f. 55v.
50 Both Rudolf Stefec and Georgi Parpulov believe that the poem was transcribed in MS.498 by
Korinthios himself. They expressed this opinion to Petros Bouras-Vallianatos viva voce. As
for the identiﬁcation of Korinthios’ hand in Athous Vatopedinus 188, see Stefec (2013: 316).
See also the description of the manuscript in Tihon (2017a: 337–40).
51 The list of Korinthios’ works compiled by Papadopoulos-Kerameus (1902) does not include
any work on astronomy, but it seems he had some interest in this area, as he copied astronomical texts in W and V.
52 On Kamariotes, see Papadakis (2000); and Chatzimichael (2002). On the astronomical works
of Kamariotes (e.g. on the astrolabe, solar eclipses, astronomical method), see Chatzimichael
(2002: 160–70, 443–6).
53 For a description of the manuscript, see De Meyier (1965: 139–42). I was not able to consult
it to detect whether the astrological poem is preserved there as well.

140 Maria Tomadaki
Other likely candidates for authorship of this poem could be sought among
the distinguished astronomers and astrologers of the fourteenth century, who
contributed to the so-called revival of astronomy.54 They include Theodore Meliteniotes, John Abramios and Isaac Argyros. Meliteniotes (d. 1393) was
a prominent theologian and head of the Patriarchal School at Constantinople,
who composed the so-called Astronomical Tribiblos, a textbook on astronomy
based on Ptolemy and Theon of Alexandria.55 The same author is believed to
have composed a long poem in political verses entitled On Sōphrosynē (On Prudence). The didactic tone of the astrological poem, as well as the fact that, as
a patriarchal oﬃcial, Korinthios could easily have had access to Meliteniotes’
writings, supports the hypothesis that he might have composed it. On the other
hand, Abramios was mainly an astrologer and, according to David Pingree, he
was the personal astrological advisor of the Emperor Andronikos ΙV Palaiologos
(r. 1376–9).56 Could the same emperor be the addressee of the astrological poem?
This is a question that cannot be answered with certainty. What is also noteworthy is that Abramios introduces one of his astrological collections (Florentinus Laurentianus gr. plut. 28.16) with a hexametric poem on the signiﬁcance of
divine knowledge.57 As for Isaac Argyros (ca. 1300–75), he was a polymath,
a contemporary of George Chrysokkokes, who compiled the so-called new astronomical tables based on Ptolemaic astronomy and his poems are scattered
throughout several codices.58
Given the poem’s metre, I tend to believe that the author was not only
familiar with astronomy, but also with hymnography.59 To be more speciﬁc,
the poem has been composed in trochaic oxytone unprosodic heptasyllables,
a metre which is associated with hymnography and popular songs.60

54 On this revival of astronomy in the fourteenth century, see Mavroudi (2006: 93–4); Tihon
(2017b: 191–4); and Fryde (2000: 343–51). Cf. the contribution of Theodore Metochites to
the revival of astronomy in Paschos and Simelidis (2017).
55 On Meliteniotes, see Tihon (2017b: 192); Tihon (1996: 254); and Hunger (1978: II.253).
56 On Abramios, see Pingree (1971); Mavroudi (2006: 72); Tihon (1996: 273–4); and Hunger
(1978: II.254–5).
57 On this collection, see Pingree (1971: 199); and Tihon (1996: 273–4). On the poem see the
Database of Byzantine Book Epigrams (DBBE), at www.dbbe.ugent.be/occ/2487 (accessed,
24 May 2019).
58 According to David Pingree, Argyros was a student of the eminent Byzantine scholar Nikephoros Gregoras and ‘the leading Byzantine champion of Ptolemaic astronomy in the 1360s
and 1370s’, see ODB, s.v. Argyros, Isaac; Tihon (1996: 251–2); and Nicolaidis (2011: 112–13).
On his on his poetic oeuvre, see the Index auctorum, s.v. Isaac Argyrus, in Vassis (2005: 923)
and his treatise on poetic metre, which is transmitted in many manuscripts.
59 E.g. Kamariotes and Korinthios are known for their rich hymnographic oeuvre.
60 On the metre of this poem, see Lauxtermann (2019: 324). For an introduction to the use of
accentual octasyllables and heptasyllables in Byzantium, see Lauxtermann (1999: 55–68) and
cf. the heptasyllables of two popular spring songs (1999: 87–8).
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The following Byzantine Megalynaria on the feast of Christ’s Puriﬁcation
oﬀer representative examples of the same accentual metre.61
Ἀκατάληπτoν ἐστὶν
τ τελ ύμεν ν ἐν σ ὶ
καὶ ἀγγέλ ις καὶ βρ τ ῖς,
μητρ πάρθενε ἁγνή.62
Ἀγκαλίζεται χερσὶν
ὁ πρεσβύτης Συμεὼν
τ ν τ ῦ νόμ υ π ιητὴν
καὶ δεσπότην τ ῦ παντός.

That which has been accomplished
within you is incomprehensible,
to both angels and mortals,
pure virgin-mother.
The aged Symeon
embraced in his arms
the creator of the law
and the ruler of all.

To conclude, one could argue that the poem might have multiple functions;
apart from being an introduction to the twelve signs of the zodiac, it could also
refer to an actual Ptolemaic table or to an actual representation of the zodiac
and its main characteristics like the zodiac miniature that precedes Ptolemy’s
Handy Tables in the luxurious ninth-century codex, Vaticanus gr. 1291 (f. 9r).63
The sun is depicted in the middle of this zodiac cycle and it recalls the opening of
the astrological poem and the characterisation of the dedicatee as παμφαής (v. 1).

3 Conclusion
To sum up, most of the epigrams are theological and at the same time encomiastic, highlighting Mary’s miraculous conception and the Incarnation of Christ.
They share similar language and motifs with liturgical hymns, especially those
related to the Annunciation (e.g. Akathist Hymn). The astrological poem is of
a diﬀerent nature; its topic ﬁts with the general content of the manuscript and
reveals an interest in astrology in late ﬁfteenth-century Constantinople. Some epigrams in the collection express the author’s distress and the pessimism of his own
times (1, 3, 5). The same air of melancholy pervades the appended unedited

61 These Megalynaria are often attributed to the Patriarch Germanos I (715–30), but their authorship is problematic – see Paranikas (1875–6: 19). The same oxytone trochaic metre appears in
a common scribal note in the manuscripts of the late Byzantine period: ‘ἄρξ υ χείρ μ υ ἀγαθὴ |
γράφε γράμματα καλά’ (‘begin my good hand, write good letters’) see Vassis (2005: 77) and the
Database of Byzantine Book Epigrams (DBBE), at www.dbbe.ugent.be/types/5030 (accessed,
9 July 2019), as well as in the popular early modern Greek children’s song: ‘φεγγαράκι μ υ λαμπρό,
| φέγγε μ υ να περπατώ, | να πηγαίνω στ σκ λειό | να μαθαίνω γράμματα, | γράμματα σπ υδάγματα |
τ υ Θε ῦ τα πράγματα’ (‘my shining moon, shine on me so I can walk, go to school, learn letters,
letters and knowledge, God’s things’). For other examples of the same metre, see Lauxtermann
(2019: 324).
62 The ﬁrst verses of Korinthios’ poem 7 have a similar meaning.
63 Reproduction available at https://digi.vatlib.it/view/MSS_Vat.gr.1291/0022 (accessed,
24 May 2019). Cf. the last four verses of the poem, which seem to refer to a zodiac cycle and
its representation (‘σκηνή’). On this translation of the word σκηνή see Lampe (1961) s.v., however, it can also be interpreted diﬀerently, e.g. as ‘celestial tent’, see Bauer s.v.
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poem by Korinthios, a prayer in elegiacs, in which Manuel asks the Virgin to
miraculously save her holy city and its Christian population from its terrible sufferings in the same way that she had done in the past.64
Appendix
Unedited poem by Manuel Korinthios65
Ἡρωελεγεῖον66
Ὡς τ πάλαι Βύζαντ ς ἐρύσα ἱερ ν ἄστυ
αἰχμῆς βαρβαρικῆς ἴδμασιν εἰναλί ις
τ ὺς μὲν σὺν νήεσσι καλύψασα, τ ὺς67 δ’ ἐπὶ χέρσoυ68
δ ύρασι καὶ ξίφεσι δείξασ’ ἀρτιφάτ υς,69
ὣς καὶ νῦν, δέσπ ινα, πιεζ μέν ισιν ἀρήγ ις
δυσσεβέων ὑπ’ Ἄγαρ σκυμν τόκ υ σκυλάκων.
μέχρι τίν ς, δέσπ ινα, βλέψειεν70 ἰκέτας ἰκτρ ὺς
ὧδ’71 αἰκιζ μέν υς, δεινά τε θλιβ μέν υς;
μὴ παρίδῃς μή, ἄνασσα, τεᾶς δεόμεθα κάκωσιν
λήξι ς εὐσεβέoς,72 δ ς χάριν ἀντ μέν ις.

5

10

Just as you saved the holy city of Byzas long ago
from the barbarian spear by covering those <barbarians> and their
ships with sea waves and by rendering others – those who were on land –
freshly killed with spears and swords,
likewise, my lady, please assist now also those who are oppressed
5
by Hagar, the whelp-bearer of impious dogs.
Until when, my lady, will you witness your pitiful servants being
tortured like this and terribly sad?
Do not ignore <us>, my queen, do not; we beg of your piety
to put an end to this maltreatment; grant grace to <your> supplicants. 10

64 The victory of the Byzantines against the Avars in 626 during the siege of Constantinople was
attributed to the intervention of the Theotokos, as the Byzantine chronicles and the second
poem of the Akathist Hymn attest. The Rus’ defeat by the Byzantines in 860 and the Ottoman
defeat in 1422, outside the walls of Constantinople, have also been credited to the Theotokos.
65 The poem is preserved in Athous Iberiticus 159 (ﬁfteenth century), f. 35v, and in Mediolanensis Ambrosianus A 115 sup. (ﬁfteenth/sixteenth century), f. 506v. Both have been consulted.
I am grateful to the monk Theologos, librarian of the Monastery of Iviron on Mount Athos,
who kindly sent me a photograph of this folio.
66 τῇ πανάγνῳ θε μήτ ρι Ambrosianus.
67 ὓς codd.
68 χέρσ ν Iberiticus.
69 ἀρκιφάτ ις codd.
70 βλέψεαι codd.
71 ὦδ’ Iberiticus.
72 Epic genitive form of ‘εὐσεβές’.

Figure 6.1 Londiniensis Wellcomensis MS.498, f. 24r.
© The Library at Wellcome Collection, London.

Figure 6.2 Londiniensis Wellcomensis MS.498, f. 31v.
© The Library at Wellcome Collection, London.
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Greek Renaissance commentaries
on the Organon
The codex Wellcomensis MS.MSL.1*
Nikos Agiotis

1 Introduction
In his study Aristotle and the Renaissance, Charles Schmitt focuses on the international character and the geographical, chronological and intellectual variations in Aristotelianism during the Renaissance, which he deﬁnes as a ‘time
span in European history from the late fourteenth century until the midseventeenth’.1 The American scholar recognises the various restrictions of this
deﬁnition,2 but introduces two arguments of pivotal importance for his analysis: (a) that during these ‘three hundred years of the Aristotelian tradition …
publications were more numerous than at any time before or since’;3 and
(b) that the
main binding force was the Latin language in which the greatest bulk of
literature on the subject was written…philosophers or scientists at
Oxford, Coimbra, or Cracow could read one another and, in turn, be
read in Rome as well as in Paris or Uppsala.4
Schmitt’s arguments about Aristotelian publications, Latin, the philosophical discourse and the numerous educational institutions during the
Renaissance5 could apply both to those Greek scholars who chose to study
and/or pursue a career abroad – especially in Italy – after the Ottoman

* I am grateful to Valerie Nunn and George A. Alexakis for proofreading the English text. I also
wish to express my gratitude to the anonymous referee and Petros Bouras-Vallianatos for their
valuable corrections/remarks.
1 Schmitt (1983: 3).
2 For an overview of the criticism of Schmitt’s arguments, see Kuhn (2018).
3 Schmitt (1983: 3).
4 Schmitt (1983: 8).
5 On Aristotelianism in the Renaissance – in both Latin and vernacular languages – see Lohr
(1988); Escobar (2000); Ebbesen (2001); Fyrigos (2001); Bianchi (2009); Lines (2013); project
VARI (Vernacular Aristotelianism in Renaissance Italy c.1400–c.1650), available at https://vari.
warwick.ac.uk/ (accessed, 8 November 2018). On the study of logic, in particular, see Ashworth
(2008).
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conquest or to those already living in areas under Venetian rule.6
For instance, Athanasios Rhetor7 (ca. 1571–1663) published his Ἀριστοτέλης
ἑαυτὸν περὶ τῆς ἀθανασίας τῆς ψυχῆς διατρανῶν (Paris 1641) in both Greek
and Latin;8 John Kottounios (ca. 1577–1658) published all his Aristotelian
works in Latin,9 taking over from Cesare Cremonini (1550–1631) as teacher
of philosophy at the University of Padua in 1632.10 As regards the educational institutions where Greek students could start, continue or complete
their studies, there were six such schools functioning in Italy from the beginning of the sixteenth century: the short-lived ‘Gymnasio mediceo ad Caballinum montem’11 (1514–21) and the ‘Pontiﬁcio Collegio Greco di
Sant’Atanasio’12 (1576–1797) in Rome; the colleges of Ioasaph
Palaiokapas13 (1633–1772) and John Kottounios in Padua14 (1653–1797);
the Greek School15 (1593–1701, 1791–1926) and the college of Thomas
Flagginis16 (1665–1797) in Venice. To these institutions we should add
the University of Padua, a popular educational destination for Greeks at
that time.17
The operation of the four Greek colleges should be examined in the
context of the Counter-Reformation movement and the subsequent political position of Venice. The control of the papal authorities over the
career prospects and religious beliefs of the Orthodox students at the College of Saint Athanasios began gradually increasing after 1622 and thus
many of them were forced to abandon the college.18 The graduates of this
school would very often continue their studies at the Collegio Romano
and eventually pursue careers as prelates.19 However, the colleges of
Palaiokapas, Kottounios and Flagginis, which were founded in the aftermath of the rivalry between Venice and the Vatican that began with the
‘Venetian Interdict’ of 1606,20 oﬀered a more promising alternative: an

6 In the period under examination, these regions were Crete (1211–1669), Corfu (1207–14;
1386–1797), Zakynthos (1484–1797), Cephalonia and Ithaca (1500–1797).
7 O’Meara (1977: 486–7).
8 Legrand (1894: 416–19).
9 On the Aristotelian work of Kottounios, see Fyrigos (2001); for a comprehensive bibliography
on the scholar, see Dolaptsoglou (2014: 361, n. 1).
10 On the work of Cremonini, see Kuhn (1996) and Riondato and Poppi (2000).
11 Tsirpanlis (1980: 26–7).
12 Tsirpanlis (1980).
13 Or college of ‘San Giovanni’ or ‘Collegio Veneto de’ Greci’; see Stergellis (1970: 49–52); Karathanasis (2010: 469–523); Bovo (2015: 82–104).
14 Stergellis (1970: 52–3); Dolaptsoglou (2014); Bovo (2015: 104–27).
15 Mertzios (1939: 167–85). This school merged with the Flagginis college in 1700.
16 Karathanasis (1975).
17 Stergellis (1970: 11–47); Bobou-Stamati (1995b: 15–21).
18 Krajcar (1966: 21–3); Tsirpanlis (1980: 112–14, 198–209).
19 Tsirpanlis (1980: 79–82). On the Collegio Romano, see Villoslada (1954).
20 Bouwsma (1968: 339–416).
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academic career without religious commitments at the University of
Padua.21 The political motives behind the founding of the colleges of
Palaiokapas and Flagginis are indicative of the competition between the
Vatican and the Republic in relation to educational establishments. The
endowment of Ioasaph Palaiokapas (d. 1583) was administered by Venetian banks and initially ﬁnanced the studies of Greek citizens of the Serenissima at the College of St. Athanasios in Rome. However, the conﬂict
between the Republic and the Pope resulted, in 1622, in this fund being
redirected to ﬁnance the foundation of a new boarding school in Padua,
the Palaiokapas College, which received its ﬁrst students in 1632.22 Moreover, in 1625 Thomas Flagginis had sent a memorandum to the Doge outlining the necessity for a Greek college whose graduates could serve the
interests of Venice; the response of the Venetian authorities was that there
was no need for such an institution, since the educational needs of the citizens of the Republic were served by the University of Padua. Nonetheless,
Flagginis’ political arguments were ultimately well received and led, as
a result of his endeavours and those of the Greek Scuola of Venice, to the
foundation of the new college in 1665.23
Concerning Aristotelian studies, in particular, it should be noted that the
internal regulations – especially those regarding the curriculum – of the three
later Greek colleges (Palaiokapas, Kottounios and Flagginis) were based on the
corresponding regulations of the Collegio Greco in Rome.24 More speciﬁcally,
the courses in logic and philosophy at the Flagginis school were to be organised
according to the curricula of the Saint Athanasios and Kottounios colleges.25
The regulations of the Kottounios College state in general terms that the admitted students would have the chance to study ‘dialectic and philosophy’;26 the
regulations of the Collegio Greco (1583/4) go into more detail:
They <the students> will be introduced to Dialectic and Philosophy in
the same order as is applied in the regular studies to the Greek authors,
that is Aristotle, Porphyry, Themistius, Philoponus and others like
them, and if it seems better it will also be possible to read <them> in
Latin according to the order which is used in the schools of Italy.27

21 Tsirpanlis (1980: 198–209).
22 Tsirpanlis (1980: 207–8); Stergellis (1970: 51–2); Dolaptsoglou (2014: 366). In 1772 the Palaiokapas College merged with the College of Kottounios.
23 Karathanasis (1975: 46–51).
24 On the internal regulations of the colleges of Sant’Atanasio, Palaiokapas, Kottounios and
Flagginis, see Legrand (1895: 494–513); Tsirpanlis (1974: 330–1); Mertzios (2007: 492); Mertzios (1939: 95–103) respectively.
25 Mertzios (1939: 95, 97).
26 Mertzios (2007: 492).
27 Legrand (1895: 502) [in Italian]. I am grateful to Dr. Stefano Valente for his help with the
English translation of the text.
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Moreover, at the College of Saint Athanasios both tutors and students
were encouraged to conduct their lessons in Latin,28 since its curriculum
was meant to support the work of the professors at the Collegio
Romano.29
Turning our attention to the East, we ﬁnd that the study of the Aristotelian corpus does not altogether correspond to the scheme proposed by
Schmitt due to the peculiar social and academic situation of the Greeks
within the Ottoman Empire.30 More speciﬁcally, manuscripts were the
most common book format for any kind of literature in the Ottoman
state, unless printed books could be procured from abroad.31 We should
also take into account that, after the political end of Byzantium, the
education of Christians fell under the jurisdiction of the Church, for
which Greek continued to be the language of learning and administration. The information that we possess about Greek educational institutions in the Ottoman Empire up to the mid-seventeenth century is scanty
and fragmentary. It seems that the resources assigned for educational
purposes must have been in general very restricted; it was only in 1593
that Patriarch Jeremias II oﬃcially asked the bishops to proceed with the
foundation of what we might call ‘elementary’ schools32 in their sees or
the teaching of the ‘divine and sacred Scriptures’ (θεῖα καὶ ἱερὰ γράμματα),
that is to say the Octoechos, Psalterion, Horologion and Euchologion.33
However, if we take into account some earlier information from Martinus
Crusius (1584), then we may assume that this plan had, in fact, been
implemented before Jeremias made his oﬃcial request to the bishops.34 In Constantinople, on the other hand, the courses at the Patriarchal School depended
on the personal preferences of the teaching staﬀ,35 although there would be
occasional opportunities, as we shall see, to study Aristotelian philosophy. As
soon as Theophilos Korydalleus (1574–1646), a graduate of the Collegio Greco
and sworn enemy of the Jesuits, was appointed Head of the Patriarchal School
in 1622, he implemented the curriculum of his alma mater, the University of

28 Tsirpanlis (1980: 51).
29 Tsirpanlis (1980: 79–80).
30 On the study of the Aristotelian corpus by Greek scholars after 1453, see indicatively Papadopoulos (1988); Psimmenos (1988); Karanasios (1993); Benakis (2001); Petsios (2003: 37–229);
section entitled Personenregister on the website of the project CAGB (Commentaria in Aristotelem Graeca et Byzantina), at https://cagb-db.bbaw.de (accessed, 8 November 2018).
31 On the preference for manuscripts in the Ottoman Empire, see Hanioğlu (2010: 38–40);
Moennig (2016: 32–4).
32 Skarveli-Nikolopoulou (1994: 188).
33 Sathas (1870: 91).
34 Crusius (1584: 205) [in Latin]: ‘they do not have any institutions of higher education or any
public teachers, aside from elementary schools in which boys are taught to read the Book of
Hours, the Octoechos, the Psalms and other books, of which there is an abundance’.
35 Skarveli-Nikolopoulou (1994: 187–8).
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Padua; namely, he introduced the neo-Aristotelianism of his teacher Cesare
Cremonini.36 Theophilos’ philosophical teaching was so inﬂuential that it
became the benchmark for the study of the Paduan Aristotle37 in the Greek
East for approximately the next two centuries.38
In his monograph on the history of the Patriarchal School, Tasos Gritsopoulos reports that there were eleven ex-scholars of the School before Theophilos who had served as directors or had some sort of teaching aﬃliation
with this institution.39 They were as follows:
1. Matthew Kamariotes (d. 1489/90): a student of George/Gennadios Scholarios, who produced a signiﬁcant body of rhetorical work and was the
ﬁrst Head of the Patriarchal School.40
2. Manuel Korinthios (d. 1530/1): the successor to Kamariotes and ﬁrst
Great Rhetor (Μέγας ῥήτωρ) of the patriarchate from 1491; he mainly
produced theological treatises.41

36 On Korydalleus, see Tsourkas (1967); Tsirpanlis (1980: 390–4). On his Aristotelianism, in particular, see Agiotis (2019). For a comprehensive bibliography on the scholar, see the entry
Theophilos Korydalleus in CAGB, at https://cagb-db.bbaw.de (accessed, 8 November 2018).
37 On the study of the Aristotelian corpus at the University of Padua see Nardi (1958); Marangon (1977); Poppi (1991); Kuhn (1996); Baldini (1998).
38 Korydalleus’ commentaries would become the standard works for the study of philosophy up
to the end of the eighteenth century. His students or later admirers of Korydalleus’ philosophical oeuvre were eminent scholars who taught at the Patriarchal School or served as its Heads
during the second half of the seventeenth century (for instance, John Kariophylles, Germanos
Lokros, Alexander Mavrokordatos, Sevastos Kyminetes); see Gritsopoulos (1966: 196–203,
225–60, 291); Apostolopoulos (1976); Karanasios (2001: 7–15, 109–15, 130–43); Tsiotras
(2017: 80–1). Furthermore, from the exuberant manuscript tradition of Korydalleus’ philosophical works we may infer that this author was by far the most popular Aristotelian commentator of the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries. On the manuscript tradition of
Korydalleus’ commentaries on the Aristotelian logic and De anima, as well as on Korydalleus’
translations of Cremonini’s respective works see Tsiotras (2000: 223–8, 236–8, 243–4) [17th c.:
52 mss; 18th c.: 89 mss]; Tsiotras (2017: 58–79) [17th c.: 41 mss; 18th c.: 100 mss.] respectively.
The commentary on Aristotle’s Physics is transmitted by at least 162 manuscripts; forty-one
of them are dated to the seventeenth century (I am preparing an article on this subject). On
the rest of Korydalleus’ philosophical treatises, as well as the work of other authors of the
same period, see Wartelle (1963: 197–8); Argyropoulos and Caras (1980: 76). The Korydallic
trend became more pronounced throughout the eighteenth century after the condemnation of
Methodios Anthrakites’ work by the Church in 1723 and the subsequent recognition of Korydallism (1725) as the only accepted kind of ‘peripatetic philosophy’ or philosophy which
could be taught at the Patriarchal School at all; see Pelagidis (1982: 137); Bobou-Stamati
(1995a).
39 Gritsopoulos (1966: 74–126, 148–53).
40 On his work, see Chatzimichael (2002).
41 Patrinelis (1962: 17–25); for an updated bibliography on the scholar, see Anagnostou (2012–
13: 365, n. 1). See also Tomadaki (Chapter Six) in this volume.
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3. Anthony Karmalikes (d. before 1543/44): successor to Korinthios as
Head of the School and Great Rhetor; he shared his predecessors’ academic interests.42
4. Manuel Galesiotes (d. 1549): Great Rhetor and Head of the School
from 1544; he taught Greek and rhetoric.43
5. Theophanes Eleavourkos (d. 1555/6): Great Rhetor, probably between
1545 and 1548. Around 1548 Theophanes was forced to stop teaching
after taking part in the coup against the Patriarch Dionysios II; he continued, however, to bear the title of Great Rhetor until the end of his
life. As we may infer from his library, Theophanes employed material
that is derived from late antique commentaries as well as from translations of Thomistic works by Scholarios.44
6. Michael Ermodoros Lestarchos (d. before 1577): possibly a student of
the ‘Gymnasio mediceo’; in 1547 he was teaching Greek at Ferrara,
where he had studied medicine.45 While at Ferrara, Lestarchos was
invited by Patriarch Dionysios II to teach at the Patriarchal School in
Constantinople, but it is not known whether he accepted this position or
not.46 Patriarch Ioasaph II, the successor to Dionysios II from 1556,
invited Lestarchos to become his doctor; thus, it would perhaps be reasonable to assume that Lestarchos did teach at the Patriarchal School.47
Sometime between 1539 and 1542 Theophanes accused Ermodoros of –
among many other things – having only a weak knowledge of the Aristotelian treatises on logic.48
7. John Zygomalas (ca. 1498–d. before 1585): perhaps a graduate of the University of Padua. In 1556, John was invited by Patriarch Ioasaph II to
teach at the Patriarchal School; initially he was a rhetor of the patriarchate
and in around 1576 he was appointed Great Interpreter of the Great
Church (Μέγας ἑρμηνεὺς τῆς μεγάλης ἐκκλησίας).49 Martinus Crusius
reports a Greek translation of a printed Synopsis Dialecticae, Rhetoricae, et
Ethicae produced by John.50 However, the content of a recently discovered
work attributed to John’s son, Theodosios, seems to correspond to the
three sections of the aforementioned edition.51

42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49

Patrinelis (1962: 25–34).
Patrinelis (1962: 34–8).
On the life and Aristotelian work of Theophanes, see Agiotis (2020).
Bouboulidis (1959: 286–9); Rhoby (2009: 127–30).
Bouboulidis (1959: 290); cf. Gritsopoulos (1966: 95–6, 102).
Gritsopoulos (1966: 96, 102); cf. Bouboulidis (1959: 290).
Agiotis (2020).
Legrand (1889: 183); cf. Perentidis (1994: 20); the latter author suggests that, given the duties
to which John Zygomalas was appointed, one might infer that he too must have been a Μέγας
ῥήτωρ. On the life and work of John, see Legrand (1889: 71–113); Perentidis (1994: 17–25).
50 See Crusius (1584: 205); Perentidis (1994: 23); Steiris (2009: 173–4).
51 See the information on Theodosios Zygomalas and Section 3 below.
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8. Theodosios Zygomalas (1544–1607): he was ‘homeschooled’ by his father,
John, whom he began assisting at the Patriarchal School from 1562.52 He
authored a collection of scholia in vernacular Greek on the Categories
and the Prior Analytics.53 Theodosios asked Martinus Crusius to send
him an edition of De anima.54
9. Symeon (or ‘Νεώδ ρ ς’) Kavasilas or Karnanios (ca. 1546–d. after
1605):55 a lesser-known scholar who ran a phrontesterion, or school, in
Constantinople (1577–88) after attending courses at the University of
Padua (1575/6). Some researchers suppose that this institution should be
identiﬁed with the Patriarchal School.56 Symeon’s Aristotelian interests
are related to the Meteorologica.57
10. Leonardos Mindonios (d. after 1599): a teacher of philosophy, who
worked closely with the Patriarch Jeremias II; Leonardos had studied in
Italy and perhaps taught the commentaries of Ammonios on the Organon at the Patriarchal School.58
11. Frangkiskos Kokkos (1573/4–1608): a graduate of the Greek College
of Saint Athanasios in Rome and Great Interpreter of the Great
Church of Christ (Μέγας διερμηνεὺς τῆς μεγάλης τ ῦ Χριστ ῦ ἐκκλησίας) between the years 1603–8;59 unlike Korydalleus, his successor at
the Patriarchal School (twelve years later!), Kokkos was a friend of
the Jesuits. He wished to translate a Latin Introduction to Logic into
Greek.60
An examination of the historical and political context of the education provided at the Patriarchal School would go beyond the scope of this paper.
However, the academic characteristics of the aforementioned group of
scholars allow certain preliminary conclusions to be drawn with regard to
the Aristotelian studies at this school:


The Head of the Patriarchal School would occasionally teach the works of
Aristotle among other subjects, such as grammar and rhetoric. The fact

52 On the life and work of Theodosios, see Legrand (1889: 114–47); Perentidis (1994: 25–59).
53 Katsaros (2009: 216–17, 220–1); the codex Soﬁensis Centri ‘Ivan Dujčev’ gr. 353 (second
quarter of the seventeenth century) also transmits, beside the scholia on the Organon
(ﬀ. 39r–44v), a section on ethical and rhetorical questions (ﬀ. 45r–51v); see Section 2.2,
below.
54 Crusius (1584: 468).
55 Gamillscheg (2009: 25–7).
56 Gritsopoulos (1966: 119–20).
57 Gritsopoulos (1966: 121).
58 Crusius (1584: 205); Steiris (2009: 175–80).
59 Legrand (1895: 151, n. 4); Tsirpanlis (1980: 303–4).
60 See Section 3, below.
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that the directors of the School could hold the oﬃcial title ‘Great Rhetor’
for long periods of time is a rather clear indication of the educational priorities of this institution. However, the philosophical syllabus could also be
assigned to teachers who were acquainted with the oﬃcials of the patriarchate or members of the teaching staﬀ.
Despite there having been hardly any research into the exact content of
the philosophical syllabus before Korydalleus, it seems that parts of the
Aristotelian corpus, in particular the Organon,61 began to be taught
around the middle of the sixteenth century.
Thereafter, the interest in Aristotle was displayed mainly by scholars
who had attended courses at or graduated from the University of
Padua, or the College of Saint Athanasios, or both. There is one
exception: Theophanes Eleavourkos – it seems that he was the initiator
of the Aristotelian trend at the Patriarchal School, despite having
never travelled, to the best of my knowledge, farther west than Corfu
nor exhibited any knowledge of Latin.

2 The texts in Wellcomensis MS.MSL.1
The content of the manuscript Wellcomensis MS.MSL.1 is of particular interest with regard to the historical as well as the educational context which I have
outlined in the ﬁrst section. This codex transmits the following texts:62






(ﬀ.
(ﬀ.
(ﬀ.
(ﬀ.
(ﬀ.

2v–129r) an Ἑρμηνεία of Cat. alternating with the Aristotelian work;
130r–153v, 174r–177v) a series of Ἀπορίαι καὶ ζητήματα on Cat;
154r–163v) the beginning of a commentary on Porphyry’s Isagoge;
166r–173v) exercises for learning Greek;
178r–200v) a compendium of APr.

The Greek exercises and the compendium of APr. are transmitted anonymously, whereas the other three texts include – as we shall see – some interesting information regarding their author.

61 The six logical works of Aristotle (Categories, De Interpretatione, Prior and Posterior Analytics, Topics, Sophistical Refutations; from now on Cat., Int., APr., APo., Top., SE respectively), which were usually preceded in the Greek manuscript tradition by Porphyry’s
Introduction. For the critical edition of the latter work, see Porphyry, Isagoge et in Aristotelis
categorias commentarium, ed. Busse (1887).
62 I am grateful to Dr. Bouras-Vallianatos for sending photos of the material under examination.
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According to the description given by Petros Bouras-Vallianatos,63 the
anonymous scribe of the codex must have brought his task to an end by ca.
1635; since the watermarks in MS.MSL.1 are similar to patterns attested in
the years 1618 (ﬀ. 174–185), 1620 (ﬀ. 166–173), 1630 (ﬀ. 2–165) and 1635
(ﬀ. 186–200).64
2.1 Commentaries and quaestiones on Cat. and on Porphyry’s Isagoge
In the introductory note to the Greek commentary on the Isagoge we ﬁnd
important information concerning the identity of the text:

63 Bouras-Vallianatos (2015: 279–83). In this description the codex is labelled as ‘mathematarion’ according to the modern usage of the term which was, however, originally coined to signify either exercises in liturgical chant (those who practise it still use the term in this exact
sense), or manuscripts transmitting such exercises. Angeliki Skarveli-Nikolopoulou not only
accepts the latter interpretation in her dissertation, which is considered as the standard work
on the school books of the ‘Tourkokratia’, but also cites the relevant bibliography [SkarveliNikolopoulou (1994: 4, n. 5); see also Alexandrou (2017: 50)]. Nevertheless, she adds the following assumption: ‘The term migrated from music, as we believe, to manuscripts meant for
educational use, which transmit texts for students of an intermediate level in particular. Even
though there are numerous extant mathemataria, the term itself is a rarity. Its infrequency,
however, does not preclude its use in parallel with the more widely used terms βίβλ ς, βιβλί ’
[Skarveli-Nikolopoulou (1994: 5), in Greek]. The author’s assertion in the ﬁrst sentence is in
my opinion completely unjustiﬁed. Before explaining why, I would like to point out that Skarveli-Nikolopoulou conceals the fact that the source on which she bases her identiﬁcation of
the ‘mathemataria’ with the school texts of κυκλ παιδεία is the manuscript catalogues of
Athanasios Papadopoulos-Kerameus (1856–1912), whom she cites quite often. I have not
examined how Papadopoulos-Kerameus came to espouse this idea, but the research of Skarveli-Nikolopoulou shows, ironically enough, exactly the opposite of what she claims to
believe. A ﬁrst point of interest is that Skarveli-Nikolopoulou surveys a total of 998 codices,
of which only three are labelled as ‘mathemataria’ in annotations within the manuscripts
themselves; these are the codices n. 733, 961 and 973, which were copied between 1742 and
1789 [Skarveli-Nikolopoulou (1994: 736, 849–51, 854) respectively]. I doubt that a group of
three rather late codices suﬃces to deﬁne a genre of hundreds of manuscripts copied during
the centuries of Ottoman rule. Moreover, a closer look at the content of these three manuscripts reveals that two of them (n. 733 and 973) transmit not only school texts, but also – as
one might expect – hymnographical texts (canons), i.e. material for the liturgical chant. Thus,
the ‘evidence’ of Skarveli-Nikolopoulou must be reduced to a single codex which, however,
has been lost since 1922 [Skarveli-Nikolopoulou (1994: 849, n. 4); she cites, of course, the corresponding catalogue of Papadopoulos-Kerameus]. Had we the chance to examine the content of the lost manuscript, we would most likely discover in it material related to liturgical
chant. Skarveli-Nikolopoulou was correct in observing the rarity of the term ‘mathemataria’
in the manuscripts of the κυκλ παιδεία, but she failed to draw the obvious conclusion, i.e. that
this happens because the ‘mathemataria’ simply do not relate to the content of the
κυκλ παιδεία.
64 Bouras-Vallianatos (2015: 282).
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MS.MSL.1, f. 154r65

Translation

Οἱ τὴν ἀρχὴν εἴς τι τῶν τ ῦ Ἀριστ τέλ υς βιβλίων καταβαλλόμεν ι66 π ιεῖν,
ἀλλὰ δὴ καὶ ἑκάστ υ τῶν ἄλλων τινὰ
ὑπ μνήματα, ὥσπερ τισὶ πρ ιμί ις
χρῆσθαι αὐτ ν τ ν συγγραφέα67 τ ῦ
βιβλί υ εἰώθασι· τίς π τε68 καὶ ὁπ ῖ ς
ἂν εἴη διαχαρακτηρίζ υσι καὶ τὰ τ ύτ ις ἀκόλ υθα· ἧς δὴ ἀρχῆς ἕνεκεν καὶ
ἡμεῖς τ ῦ τ ι ύτ υ ἐγχειρήματ ς καταβαλλόμεν ι τὴν σπ υδὴν τ ῦ ἑρμηνευτ ῦ (φημὶ δὴ τ ῦ παρὰ Λατίν ις
λεγ μέν υ Τ λέτ υ), πρ ς ἐξήγησιν ἐκ
λατίν υ πρ ς ἑλληνικὴν διάλεκτ ν, ὡς
ἐνῆν θε ῦ ὁδηγ ῦντ ς, χωρήσωμεν, ἥτις
τῶν τ ῦ Π ρφυρί υ ἐμπεριέχει πέντε
φωνῶν καὶ ἁπλῶς πᾶσαν τὴν τ ῦ Ἀριστ τέλ υς λ γικὴν διάλεκτ ν.69 ἀρκτέ ν
τ ίνυν ἐντεῦθεν:

Those who begin to write commentaries on any of Aristotle’s books – but
also on any book of any other author –
are in the habit of using – just as some
kind of introduction – the author of
the book himself; they describe who
and what sort of person he once was,
and everything that goes along with
this. Thus, in beginning a task such as
this, let us also proceed while engaging
with the work of the interpreter70 (I
mean the one who is called Toleto
among the Latins) – to the extent that
this is possible with God’s guidance –
with an exegesis from Latin into
Greek, which contains the Five Voices
of Porphyry and generally all the treatises of Aristotle’s Logic. One must71
begin, therefore, from there.

‘Toleto’ (Gr. Τ λέτ ς) is, of course, Francisco de Toledo (1532–96),
a Spanish Jesuit and later professor at the Collegio Romano in Rome
where he taught the whole of the three-year cycle of the philosophical
curriculum – logic (1559–60), natural philosophy (1560–1) and metaphysics

65 The accentuation, punctuation and orthography of the manuscript have been standardised.
66 The manuscript reads καταβαλόμεν ι.
67 The anonymous referee correctly remarks that ‘the syntax of the Greek text is problematic’.
Whereas it is true that the Greek text is here, as well as in other cases idiomatic (see the uses
of the particle καταβαλλόμεν ι and the word διάλεκτ ς below), the syntax of χρά μαι with
accusative is not without precedent. See LSJ, χράω, C.VI.
68 The manuscript reads τίς, πότε.
69 The anonymous referee deems that ‘this seems as a varia lectio (διαλεκτικήν pro λ γικήν) badly
copied’. The expression πᾶσα λ γικὴ διάλεκτ ς is indeed somewhat idiomatic. I cannot, of
course, exclude the possibility of a badly copied varia lectio, but in this case one should then
rather read ἅπασαν (scil. ‘all parts/the whole of Aristotle’s logic’) in the place of πᾶσαν.
70 Thus … interpreter] The anonymous referee suggests the following translation: ‘Thus, for the
sake of beginning a task such as this, let us, who are committed to the study of the
interpreter’.
71 One must] The anonymous referee suggests that ἀρκτέ ν should be translated as ‘Let us
begin’. Since there is no ἡμῖν before or after ἀρκτέ ν, I opted for the translation of the verbal
adjective with ‘one must’.
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(1561–2) – before moving on to theology and becoming a cardinal (1594).
Francisco was the author of two very inﬂuential works on Aristotelian
logic, his Introductio in dialecticam Aristotelis (Rome 1561) and the Commentaria una cum quaestionibus in universam Aristotelis logicam (Venice
1572).72 The source of the Greek ‘prolegomena’ above is a passage from the
latter work (from now on CQ), which has been augmented by remarks on
the translator:
CQ, p. 10va.3–1473
Qui in aliquem authorem Commentaria ediderunt, quaedam solent, quasi prooemii
loco, ante illius enarrationem pertractare. De illius videlicet operis Authore, vita, moribus, doctrina, ac laudibus. De ipsius operis argumento, utilitate, ac necessitate. De
scribendi modo, et methodo ordine, et partibus, et similibus aliis. Ex quibus, nos, more
aliorum interpretum, breviter, quantum satis est ad nostrum institutum nonnulla
referemus.

The rest of the Greek text on the Isagoge renders the respective passage
in CQ:

CQ

MS.MSL.1

inc.

p. 10va.19: Porphyrius
Philosophus,
natione
Phoenix
hoc
opus
edidit, vixit tempore
Aureliani, et Diocletiani Imperatorum…

f. 154r: Π ρφύρι ς μὲν ὖν ὁ φιλόσ φ ς, ὁ
τ γέν ς Φ ίνιξ, ἐστὶν ὁ τ παρ ν ἐκθέμεν ς
σύγγραμμα· ἤκμασε δὲ ἐν τ ῖς χρόν ις Δι κλητιαν ῦ καὶ Αὐρηλιαν ῦ τῶν τυράννων…

des.

p. 13rb.45: …Quaestio f. 163v: …Δεύτερ ν ἀπ ρ ύμεν ν: Ἆρα
II. Utrum universalia καθόλ υ εἰσὶ πράγματα ἢ φωναὶ μόναι ἢ
sint res, an sint voces, vel ἐπίν ιαι.
conceptus.

Similarly, a comparison of the Ἑρμηνεία and the series of Ἀπορίαι καὶ
ζητήματα on Cat. with CQ has shown that the former two texts are also
translated parts of Toledo’s work. In the next table the concordances
between the Greek text and its Latin source are presented.

72 On Toledo’s life and work, see Lohr (1988: 459–60); on the study of his logical treatises at the
Collegio Romano, in particular, see Wallace (1984: 6–14).
73 I have used the text of de Toledo (1572) for all the quotations that follow.
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MS.MSL.1

CQ

(ﬀ. 2r–56r, 58r–129r) Ἑρμηνεία εἰς (pp. 43r–58va.21, 64rb.4–104rb.23) In
librum Cathegoriarum Aristotelis quae
τὰς Ἀριστ τέλ υς Κατηγ ρίας

Praedicamenta dicuntur. Commentaria,
una cum quaestionibus

(ﬀ. 130r–135r) Περὶ τ ῦ γέν υς
διαιρέσεως, ἀπ ρίαι τέτταραις
(ﬀ. 135r–143r) Ζητήματα μόνα περὶ
τ ῦ εἴδ υς

(pp. 22va.14–24ra.5) De deﬁnitione generis
quaestiones quatuor
(pp. 29ra.23–31rb.40) Quaestio unica an
deﬁnitiones speciei, et reliqua de specie
a Porphyrio recte tradita sint?

(ﬀ. 143v–149r) Ζητήματα καὶ ἀπ ρίαι
γνώσεως ἄξια ἐν τῷ τῆς διαφ ρᾶς
κεφαλαίῳ, καὶ μάλιστα περὶ τ ν αὐτ ῦ
ὁρισμ ν μὴ εἶναι ὀρθῶς ἀπ δεδ μέν ν

(pp. 34ra.40–35va.46) Questiones, seu
dubia quaedam scitu digniora in caput de
diﬀerentia, et praesertim circa eius deﬁnitionem, recte ne sit tradita?

(ﬀ. 149v–150v) Ἀπ ρίαι τινὲς γνώσεως
ἄξιαι ἐν τῷ τ ῦ ἰδί υ κεφαλαίῳ
(ﬀ. 150v–153v, 174r) Ἀπ ρίαι τινὲς
καὶ ζητήματα ἐν τῷ τ ῦ συμβεβηκότ ς
κεφαλαίῳ καὶ τῶν τ ύτ υ ὁρισμῶν

(p. 36ra.37–b.45) Dubia quaedam scitu
digniora in caput de proprio
(pp. 36vb.17–37vb.32 hominem; immo)
Dubia quaedam seu quaestiones scitu digniores in caput de accidente et eius
deﬁnitione

(ﬀ. 175r–177v) Περὶ τῶν τῆς ὐσίας (pp. 63va.2–64rb.3) De quibusdam aliis circa
ἰδιωμάτων ἀπ ρίαι τινὲς καὶ ζητήματα posteriorem partem capitis, scilicet de proprietatibus et communitatibus substantiae

Just as in the case of the introductory note to the Isagoge, the anonymous
translator attempted to provide an interpretation of CQ, rather than merely
producing a ‘literal translation’ of the original text. He paraphrases the text
(compare 57vb, lemma 11 – 58va, lemma 13 and MS.MSL.1, ﬀ. 50r–56r),
expands existing lemmata (see e.g. lemmata in MS.MSL.1, ﬀ. 40v–41r, 42v and
lemmata 5 and 6 in CQ, p. 56v) and adds examples, like the one that follows
(in bold), to give the reader a better understanding of the original text:

CQ

MS.MSL.1

(p. 99ra.36–40) Contraria sunt qualitates,
quae cum adinvicem non dependant, sub
eodem sunt praedicamento et ab eodem
subiecto mutuo se expellunt, ab eodem
inquam numero

(f. 117r) Τὰ ἐναντία λέγων εἶναι π ιότητας, αἳ ἀλλήλων μὴ ἐξηρτημέναι ὑπ
τὴν αὐτὴν κατηγ ρίαν καὶ ἀπό τ ῦ
αὐτ ῦ ὑπ κειμέν υ ἀμ ιβαίως ἄλληλα
ἐξωθ ῦσι· φημὶ δὲ ἀπ τ ῦ αὐτ ῦ ὑπ κειμέν υ τῷ ἀριθμῷ, ἐπεὶ δυνατὸν τὸν
Σωκράτην ἐν μὲν τὴν δεξιὰν μέλανα
εἶναι, κατὰ δὲ τὴν λαιὰν χεῖρα ξανθόν
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An interesting peculiarity of the Greek translation is, furthermore, the
fact that the Greek sources of CQ are always cited by name, but the names
of Latin (or Arab) Aristotelian commentators are often concealed or mentioned in a rather negative or belittling manner:
MS.MSL.1

CQ

(p. 34rb.41–43) Circa hoc multiplex est (f. 144v) Πρ ς τ ῦτ , κατὰ π λλ ὺς
dicendi modus. Fuit prima sententia τρόπ υς λεκτέ ν: καὶ πρώτη μὲν ὖν
Burlei74 in praefenti loco
δόξα ἐν τῷ παρόντι τόπῳ τιν ς τῶν λατί-

νων ἐστὶ

b

(p. 34v .11–2) Quarta opinio fuit Albert.
…Avicen.76 et Alphar.77…

75

(f. 145v) Τετάρτη γνώμη π λλ ῖς ἦν…

(p. 34vb.34–5) Unde est quinta sententia (f. 146r) Ὅθεν πέμπτη γίνεται δόξα
ipsius Caietani78…
τῶν π ι ῦντων τῆν σύγχυσιν…

δὲ ἀπ κρίνεται ὁ
(p. 37vb.17–20) Ad ista respondet Alber- (f. 174r) Τ ῦτ
tus …Caietanus respondet…
Ἀλβέρτ ς…ἕτερ ς δὲ ἀπ κρίνεται …
(p. 100ra.2–4) Albertus…ita existimat et (f. 117v) δ κεῖ μᾶλλ ν ἀληθῆ εἶναι τὴν
ita mihi videtur…Simplicius et Porphyrius τῶν ἡμετέρων γνώμην, τ ῦ τε Σιμπλιcredunt…et sententia quoque ista pro- κί υ, Π ρφυρί υ καὶ ἑτέρων…ὁ δὲ τῶν
babilis est satis

λατίνων λόγ ς ὐδὲν ἔχει τ ἰσχυρόν

Finally, the anonymous translator refers to Boethius mostly as Β ηθός
(ﬀ. 18r, 20r, 22v, 32v etc.), but sometimes also calls him Βαίκι ς
(ﬀ. 140r, 141r).
Authoritative works are usually popular and Toledo’s treatise quickly
became a bestseller. Wilhelm Risse registers forty-ﬁve publications of CQ
printed between 1572 and 1617 – i.e. one printing per year on average.79

74 Walter Burley (ca. 1275–after 1344); on his life and work, see Vittorini (2013).
75 Albertus Magnus (ca. 1200–80); on his Aristotelian work, see Lohr (1995: 160–78); Lohr
(2013: 25–32).
76 Avicenna; the Latin version of the name of the Arab philosopher Abū ʿAlī al- Ḥusayn ibn
ʿAbd Allāh ibn Sīnā (ca. 980–1037).
77 Alpharabius; the Latin version of the name of the Arab philosopher Abū Naṣr Muḥammad
al-Fārābī (ca. 872–950).
78 Thomas Cajetan (1468–1534); on his Aristotelian work, see Lohr (1988: 71–3).
79 The majority of these reprints (fourteen) were published in Venice. See the respective entries
in the index in Risse (1998: 469).
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The Jesuits began to supplement CQ with their own additions; one such
example is the text published by Ludovico Carbone under the title Additamenta
ad commentaria D. Francisci Toleti in Logicam Aristotelis. Praeludia in libros
Priores Analyticos, Tractatio de Syllogismo; de Instrumentis sciendi; et de Praecognitionibus, atque Praecognitis.80 According to the ﬁnal version of the Ratio
of 1599, moreover, the works of Toledo on Aristotelian logic along with the
Institutiones dialecticae (Lisbon 1564) of Pedro da Fonseca were intended to
constitute the philosophical curriculum during the ﬁrst year of studies in Jesuit
schools.81 CQ contained the following:82







(pp. 1r–10r) a short introduction followed by ﬁve ‘Quaestiones’;
(pp. 10v–42v) ‘In librum Porphyrii De quinque universalibus’ with Boethius’
translation;83
(pp. 43r–106v) ‘In librum Cathegoriarum Aristotelis quae Praedicamenta
dicuntur’ with Boethius’ translation;84
(pp. 107r–112v) Ps.-Gilbertus Porretanus’ Sex principiorum liber (written
before the end of the twelfth century);85
(pp. 113r–155v) ‘Peri Hermenias Aristotelis … Expositio’ with the translation by Boethius;86
(pp. 157r–264r) ‘Commentaria una cum quaestionibus in libros Posteriorum analyticorum Aristotelis’ with a translation attributed to Boethius; the latter text is, however, a variation of the translation by James of
Venice (ﬁrst half of twelfth century).87

Charles Lohr divides the numerous printings of CQ into three
editions.88 It is beyond the remit of this chapter to account for this

80 The Additamenta had already been printed twice as an appendix to CQ (Venice 1597 and
1607). The former treatise was based on the notes of Paulus Vallius (1561–622); see Wallace
(1984: 12–23); Moss and Wallace (2003) 45–6.
81 Ratio atque institutio studiorum Societatis Iesu, ed. Lukács (1986) 398. See also Section 3, below.
82 Cf. Wallace (1984: 11–12).
83 Boethius, Porphyrii Isagoge, ed. Minio-Paluello and Dod (1966) 5–31.
84 Boethius, Translatio Aristotelis Categoriae, ed. Minio-Paluello (1961) 5–41.
85 Anonymus, Fragmentum vulgo vocatum ‘Liber sex principiorum’, ed. Minio-Paluello and Dod
(1966) 36–59. On the manuscript tradition and the reception of this work, see Minio-Paluello
(1965); Lewry (1987); Lohr (1988: 141). The text was revised by Hermolao Barbaro (Venice 1496)
and was thereafter published several times under the name of Gilbert; on the last occurrence of
Barbaro’s edition, see Gislebertus Porretanus, Liber de sex principiis, ed. Migne (1855) col.
1257–70.
86 Boethius, Translatio Aristotelis De interpretatione, ed. Minio-Paluello and Verbeke
(1965) 5–38.
87 James of Venice, Translatio Aristotelis Analyticorum posteriorum, ed. Minio-Paluello and
Dod (1968) 5–107. The version of the text which is transmitted in CQ was published in
Venice in 1510 and bears the siglum Ib in the edition of Minio-Paluello and Dod (1968:
356–8).
88 Lohr (1988: 460).
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division, but it seems that the diﬀerences between the three editions
mainly concern the text layout and paratextual elements (particularly
indexes) of CQ.89 For instance, the text of MS.MSL.1 transmits a series
of marginal notes, i.e. eleven enumerated points (ﬀ. 18v–19r) which are
also printed in the corresponding text of the third edition; these marginal notes are absent from the other two editions.90 The third edition
was ﬁrst published in Venice in 1578; this year, then, should perhaps
serve as the terminus post quem for the Greek translation.
2.2 Learning Greek
The quaternion of ﬀ. 166–173 is a peculiar section in terms of codicological features and content; it forms a misplaced quire,91 which includes
a selection of Greek language exercises similar to the thematoepistolai
published by Martinus Crusius92 or the themata of Jacob Diassorinos.93
The method is described in both Greek and Latin by Crusius himself as
follows: ‘The thematoepistolai are set phrases which are posited by the
teacher in the vernacular language and are then rendered by the students
into the learned language’.94 The themata would often have the form of
the heading of a letter or an abstract, whereas their content would
include traditional Byzantine epistolographic topics or more modern
motifs.95 The Wellcome Library manuscript contains twenty-four topics,
of which seven were added at a later time (nos 3, 5, 9, 11, 12, 17 and
20, below). The vernacular and learned versions of the original exercises
were copied alternately, whereas the later additions were written in the
margins wherever there was space left. MS.MSL.1 once perhaps contained more themata, since the catchword at the lower margin of f. 171v
transmits the beginning of the learned version of exercise no. 5 which is
missing from the codex.

89 On the title pages of the second and of the third edition we read ‘adiecto indice quaestionum’
and ‘adiecto indice non solum quaestionum: sed etiam rerum ac verborum’ respectively.
90 Compare the ﬁrst edition of Rome (1572) p. 50ra.28–b3; the second edition of Lyon (1584) pp.
82v.30–83r.6; and the third edition of Cologne (1579) pp. 91b.40–92a.14.
91 I have not examined MS.MSL.1 in situ, therefore I cannot know whether this quire is codicologically distinct from the rest of the codex. On the placement of the quire in the manuscript,
see Bouras-Vallianatos (2015: 282) and the beginning of Section 2.2.
92 Crusius (1584: 217–27, 238–55, 347–70). For the manuscript tradition of the thematoepistolai,
see Toufexis (2009: 333, n. 94) and Katsaros (2009: 210–12).
93 Kourouni (1969); Mantouvalou (1973); Canart (1979: 78).
94 Crusius (1584: 349) [in Latin].
95 Toufexis (2009: 307).
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From the content of these themata we may infer that most of them constitute
a sort of Christian chrestomathia:96 nos 1 and 18 refer to the mischiefs caused
by Cupid; no. 2 is a thema on the various crafts; no. 3 explains why a member
of the clergy who studies abroad should avoid talking too much; no. 4 concerns
ﬂeas and lice; nos 5, 16, 19, 20 and 21 schematise various juxtapositions, such
as of being poor versus rich and good versus bad; no. 6 teaches courage in the
face of the calamities of this world; nos 7 and 11 are dedicated to Saint Nicholas and Lent respectively; nos 8, 9, 12 and 17 give an account of sinners and
sin; nos 10 and 13 are exercises on writing a letter to a friend; no. 14 explains
how to be pious; no. 15 is a thema on generosity; nos 22 and 23 cover pseudoscientiﬁc approaches concerning human behaviour (physiognomonics and the
inﬂuences of celestial bodies); no. 24 counsels in favour of avoiding the quarrelsome. In the table below the original orthography, accentuation and punctuation of the manuscript have been kept.

f. 166r
1

vernacular

inc. π λλὰ καὶ μεγάλα κακὰ κάμνει ὁ ἔρως εἰς τ ὺς ἀνθρώπ υς, καὶ τέτ ιας λ γῆς, ὁπ ῦ σχεδ ν εἶναι ἀδιήγητα; des.
ἀπέχετε ἄνθρωπ ι ἀπ ἐτ ῦτ ν

learned

inc. ἷα δεινὰ τ ῖς ἀνθρώπ ις ὁ ἔρως π ιεῖ, καὶ τ ιαῦτα, ὥστε
σχεδ ν μὴ διηγεῖσθαι; des. ἀπέχετε τ ύτ υ ὦ ἄνθρωπ ι

f. 166v
2

3

vernacular

inc. Γνωρίζ ντας ἱ ἄνθρωπ ι τὴν ἀδυναμίαν τ υς; des. τ ν
ὑστερεῖ καὶ ἀπ ἐκεῖνα ὁπ ῦ ἔχει

learned

inc. Γινώσκ ντες ἱ ἄνθρωπ ι τ ἀσθενὲς αὐτῶν; des. καὶ τὰ
ὑπάρχ ντα αὐτ ν ὑστερεῖ

vernacular

inc. ἄν σε διδάσκ υν πάτερ ἅγιε καθεκάστην; des. λέγω, νὰ
συντυχένεις ὀλίγα

learned

[see f. 173r, below]

96 See the very interesting remarks of Mantouvalou (1973: 587–8).

f. 167r
4

5

vernacular

inc. Ὦ ἄνδρες, ἱ ὁπ ῖ ι βρύετε ψήρας καὶ ψύλας; des. καὶ
δὲν γεννῶνται αἱ ψῆραι καὶ ψύλαι

learned

inc. Ὦ ἄνδρες ἱ ψήραις καὶ ψύλαις βρύ ντες; des. καὶ δὴ ὐ
φύ νται αὗται

vernacular

inc. Διότι ὡς ἂν {τ λέγειν} ὁ λόγ ς; des. ἀνάγκη εἶναι νὰ
λαμβάνει ὕβριτας καὶ ξυλαῖς

learned

[see f. 171v, below]

f. 167v
6

vernacular

inc. Δὲν πρέπει ὁ ἄνθρωπ ς νὰ λυπεῖται; des. ἕως ὅτ υ νὰ τὰ
θανατώσει διώκ ντάς τα

learned

inc. Οὐ δεῖ λελυπεῖσθαι τ ν ἄνθρωπ ν; des. ἄχρις ἂν καταβάληται ταύτας ἐλαύνων

f. 168r
7

vernacular

inc. Εἰς κάθε τόπ ν ἱ ἄνθρωπ ι ἑ ρτάζ υσι τ ν μέγαν Νικόλα ν;
des. ἀλλὰ ἐναντί ν καὶ ἐχθρ ν εἰς τὴν ψυχήν τ υς

learned

inc. Ἐν παντὶ τόπῳ ἱ ἄνθρωπ ι τ ν μέγαν Νικόλα ν ἐ ρτάζ υσι; des. ἀλλ’ ἐναντί ν καὶ ἐχθρ ν κατὰ τῶν ἑαυτῶν
<ψυ>χῆς

f. 168v
8

vernacular

inc. Τὰ ξύλα ὁπ ῦ ἀνάπτ νται εὔκ λα εἰς τὴν φωτίαν; des.
διὰ τ ῦτ ἄξι ν καὶ δίκαι ν εἶναι νὰ τὴν φεύγη τινὰς περισσότερ ν ἀπ κάθε λ γῆς φωτίαν

inc. Τὰ ὑπ τ ῦ πυρ ς ῥαδίως ἁπτόμενα ξύλα; des. δι καὶ
ταύτην ἀπ κριττέ ν, μᾶλλ ν ἁπήεις φλ γός
vernacular inc. Ἀφότις ἱ ἄνθρωπ ι ἄρχισαν νὰ π νηρεύωνται; des. δὲν
ἀπερνᾶ π λλὴ ὥρα καὶ πίπτει εἰς ἄλλ ν χειρότερ ν
learned

9

learned

[see f. 171r, below]

f. 169r
10

11

12

vernacular

inc. π λλάκις ἔγραψα τῆς ἀφθεντίας σας πῶς εὑρίσκ μαι ἐδῶ; des.
γράψετέ μ υ ἀκόμα ἀν κάμη καὶ ἄλλ τίπ τες χρεία

learned

inc. Π λλάκις ἐπέστειλα πρ ς ἡμᾶς ὅπως ἐνθάδε ἔχω; des. ἔτι
δὲ ἀν καί τι χρεῶν εἴη ἕτερ ν ἐπιστείλατε

learned

inc. Ἐπειδήπερ ἡ ἁγία παρήχθη τεσσαρακ στή; des. ἐν
τ ν ἀπιόν χρόν ν ἐκυλινδ ῦτ

vernacular

in margine Cη΄, that is to say σημείωσαι or σημείωσις [see
f. 170r]

vernacular

inc. καὶ εἰ μὲν ἁμαρτωλ ί; des. δίκην χρυσ ῦ καθαρωτάτ υ καὶ
ἀκιβδήλ υ

learned

[see f. 170v, below]

ἷς

f. 169v
13

14

vernacular

inc. Ἤθελα νὰ ἐγνωρίσω, ἂν εἶμαι ἀγαπητ ς; des. ἠμὴ ἂν δὲν
κάμης τ ι υτ τρόπως ἐσὺ ὄψει

learned

inc. Ἐβ υλόμην μὲν ὖν εἰδέναι, εἰ συνήθης εἰμὶ; des. ἢν δὲ
μὴ ὕτως π ιήσης, αὐτ ς ὄψει

vernacular

inc. Ἐκεῖν ς ὁ<π ῦ> σπ υδάζει εἰ τῆς φιλίαν τ ῦ θε ῦ; des.
κάμνει χρεία νὰ ἔχει ἔχθρόν τ ν διάβ λ ν

learned

inc. Ὁ τῆ φιλίᾳ σπ υδάζων τ ῦ θε ῦ; ἐκεῖν ν ἔχειν δεῖ
ἐχθρ ν τ ν διάβ λ ν

f. 170r
15

11

vernacular

inc. Ἀς ἤμασθε καλ ὶ καὶ ἀς δίδ μεν; des. καὶ αὐτ ς σᾶς
ζητεῖ διατὶ τὰ χρειάζεται

learned

inc. Καλῶς ἔχ ιμεν καὶ διδῶμεν; des. ὁ δ’ αὐτ ς ὑμῖν ἐπιζητεῖ· καὶ
γὰρ τ ύτων δεῖται

vernacular

inc. Ἐπειδή ἔφθασεν ἡ ἁγία τεσσαρακ στή; des. εἰς τὰ ὁπ ῖα
ἐκυλιετ ν τ ν ἀπερασμέν ν καιρόν

learned

on the lower margin the hint ὕπαγε παρ μπρός [that is to
say f. 169r] νὰ εὑρῆς τ Cη΄

f. 170v
16

17

vernacular

inc. Ἐκεῖ ὁπ ῦ τινὰς δύναται νὰ κάμη καλόν; des. ὡς καὶ
φαίνεται ὅτι ἔγινεν εἰς π λλ ὺς εἰς τὰ θεῖα καὶ ἱερὰ γράμματα

learned

inc. Οὗ μὲν τὶς εὖ π ιεῖν δύναται; des. ὡς ἔστιν ἰδεῖν ἐν τ ῖς
ἱερ ῖς γράμμασι· τ ῖς π λλ ῖς γεγ νέναι

vernacular

inc. μὴν ἀμελ ῦμεν λ ιπόν υδεπ σῶς; des. τὰς παραγγελίας
ὁπ ῦ μας διδάσκει ἡ ἁγία ἐκκλησία

inc. μὴ τ ίνυν ῥάθυμ ι ὅλως γενώμεθα; des. ἐντ λαῖς παραδόντες ταῖς ὑπ τῆς ἁγίας ἐκκλησίας διδασκ μέναις [on the
inner margin]
vernacular inc. καὶ ἂν ἤμαστε ἁμαρτωλ ί; des. ὡς ἂν τ χρυσάφι τ
καθαρ ν καὶ ἄδ λ ν
learned

12

learned

[see f. 169r, above]

f. 171r
18

9

vernacular

inc. Ἕνας τινὰς ἄνθρωπ ς ἐπεθύμει νὰ γένη ἀείδαρ ς; des.
ὕστερ ν ὡς ἂν ἀείδαρ ς ἐψώφισεν καὶ ἔγινε φαγιτ ν τῶν
ὀρνέων

learned

inc. Ὄν ς ἐπεθύμησε τὶς γενέσθαι; des. εἰς τ ὕστερ ν αὖθις
ὄν ς ἐφώνησεν, καὶ β ρὰ τ ῖς ὀρνέ ις γέγ νε
inc. Ἀφ’ ὗ ἤρξαντ π νηρεύεσθαι ἱ ἄνθρωπ ι; des. μετ λίγ ν εὐθὺς, εἰς ἕτερόν τι εμπίπτει χαλεπώτερ ν

learned
vernacular

[see f. 168v, above]

f. 171v
19

20

5

vernacular

inc. Ὅλ ι ἱ καλ ὶ τ ν καιρ ν ἐτ ῦτ ν, πτωχεύσ υσι καὶ δυστυχ ῦσι; des. ἔπειτα θέλ υσει γένει ὅλ ι καλ ί

learned

inc. ἱ χρηστ ῖ τῶν ἀνθρώπων, ἐν τῷ παρόντι ἀτυχ ῦσι καὶ
πέν νται; des. εἶτα χρηστ ὶ γενήσ νται ἅπαντες

vernacular

inc. ἱ πτωχ ί, ἔστ ντας νὰ εἶναι ἐνδεδυμέν ι μὲ φ ρέματα
παλαιά; des. ἂν ἴσως καὶ ἤθελαν τἀπῆ τὰ χειρότερα

learned

[see f. 172v, below]

learned

only the beginning of the text: Διότι ὡς ἤν

vernacular

[see f. 167r, above]

f. 172r
21

vernacular

inc. λυπ ῦνται ἱ ἄνθρωπ ι μεγάλως; des. καὶ ὡς ἀν νὰ ἐπαραπ νεῖτ ν εἰς τ ν θεόν

learned

inc. Μέγα ἱ ἄνθρωπ ι ἄχθ νται; des. ἱ ν<ε>ί ἐπὶ τῷ θεῷ
ἀγανακτῶν ἦν

f. 172v
22

20

vernacular

inc. Ἐκεῖν ς ὁπ ῦ ὁμ ιάζει τῶν ἀλόγων; des. διότι καὶ
ἀλώπηξ εἶναι τέτ ιας λ γῆς

learned

inc. Ὁ τὴν θέαν τ ῖς ἀλόγ ις ζώ ις ἐ ικώς; des. καὶ γὰρ ἡ
ἀλώπηξ τ ιαύτη ἐστί

learned

inc. ἱ πένητες, ἀμπεχόμεν ι τριβώνια; des. πάντως μετέχειν
ἀνάγκη τῶν κακῶν

vernacular

[see 171v, above]

f. 173r
23

3

vernacular

inc. Ὅσ ι γεννηθ ῦσιν εἰς τὴν ὥραν τῆς ἀφρ δίτης, γίν νται
π ρν κόπ ι; des. ὅτι ἐγὼ δὲν ἦμ υν ἐκεῖ ὅταν ἐγίν νταν

learned

inc. Οἱ μὲν ἐπὶ τὴν τῆς ἀφρ δίτης ὥραν τεχθέντες, π ρν κόπ ι
εἰσίν; des. ὐδὲ γὰρ ἤμην παρὼν ἡνίκα ταῦτα ἐγένετ

learned

inc. Εἰ καθεκάστην πάτερ ἅγιε παραιν ῦσι σε; des. τ βραχέα
λέγειν φημί

vernacular

[see f. 166v, above]

f. 173v
24

vernacular

inc. Τ ὺς φιλ νίκ υς καὶ ἐκείν υς ὁπ ῦ λ γιάζ υσι τ ῦ λόγ υ
τ υς διὰ φρ νίμ υς; des. νὰ μὴν διωχθῆτε ἀπ κάθε λ γῆς
συντρ φίαν

learned

inc. Τ ὺς ἐρίζ ντας, καὶ ἑαυτ ὺς εὖ φρ νεῖν ἰ μέν υς; des.
ἵνα μὴ πάσης ὁμιλίας ἀπ πεμφθῆτε
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2.3 A compendium of Apr.
Folia 178r–200v contain an anonymously transmitted compendium of APr.
(ﬀ. 179v, 183v, 192v are blank). Whether this is another case of a Latin
work rendered in Greek, should be the subject of further investigation. The
text on APr. consists of (a) summarised parts of the Aristotelian treatise
and (b) an abundance of explanatory logical diagrams97 and examples. The
part of the text on Book I is divided into nine sections corresponding to
chapters 2–3 and 5–11 of the Bekker edition; this part of the text begins
with a short introductory note and includes the occasional lemma from the
respective Aristotelian text. The seven sections on Book II correspond to
chapters 22–27 of the Bekker edition and do not transmit any lemmata.
What is of interest is the content of f. 191v which concerns the use of
memory words and the vowels A, E, I, O to symbolically represent valid
deductions and categorical propositions respectively.98 This digression, however, seems somewhat out of place, since mnemonics and logical diagrams
have been used in parallel from the beginning of the compendium.
Some of the folia are misplaced; the table below gives the correct text
sequence:
APr. I

(ﬀ. 178r–179r) comments on chapters 2–3; on f. 178r title: Εἰς τ πρῶτ ν
τῶν πρ τέρων; lemma: Ἐπειδὴ πᾶσα πρότασις (25a1)
(ﬀ. 180r–183r) comments on chapter 4; on f. 180r κεφάλαι ν β΄; lemma:
Ὅταν ὖν ὅρ ι ὕτως ἔχ υσι (25b32)
(ﬀ. 184r–185v) comments on chapter 5; on f. 184r περὶ τ ῦ γ΄ κεφαλαί υ
(ﬀ. 186r–188v) comments on chapter 6; on f. 186r κεφάλαι ν δ΄
(ﬀ. 189r–191v) comments on chapter 7; on f. 189r κεφάλαι ν ε΄
(f. 192r) comments on chapter 8; on f. 192r περὶ τ ῦ στ΄ κεφαλαί υ
(f. 193rv) comments on chapter 9 (until 30b6); on f. 193r κεφάλαι ν ζ΄;
lemma: Συμβαίνει δέ π τε καὶ τῆς ἑτέρας πρ τάσεως ἀναγκαίας ὔσης
(30a15–16)
(ﬀ. 198r–199v) comments on chapter 10; on f. 198r lemma: Ἐπεὶ δὲ τ ῦ δευτέρ υ σχήματ ς (30b7)
(f. 200r) comments on chapter 11 (until 31a35); lemma: Ἐν δὲ τῷ τελευταίῳ
σχήματι (31a18)
(Continued )

97 On the use of logical diagrams in Greek manuscripts, see Panizza (1999); Cacouros (2001).
98 On the Byzantine history of this method, see Duﬀy (1988); Bydén (2004: 147–53).

Greek Renaissance commentaries on the Organon 169
(Cont.)
APr. II

(f. 196v–197r) comments on chapter 22, 68a16–39; on f. 196v Περὶ τῶν κατὰ
ἀντιστρ φὴν συλλ γισμῶν· πῶς ἀντιστρέφ υσιν αἱ πρ τάσεις [the text on
f. 197r was written upside down]
(f. 195r) diagram on chapter 22, 68a25–39
(f. 194v) comments on chapter 23, 68b15–37 [the text was written upside down]
(f. 195v) comments on chapter 24, 68b38–69a13
(f. 196r) comments on chapter 25, 69a20–36; Περὶ ἀπαγωγῆς
(f. 197v) comments on chapter 26, 69a37–b19; Περὶ ἐνστάσεως
(f. 194r) comments on chapter 27, 70a2–9 (Περὶ εἰκότ ς καὶ σημεί υ) and
70a9–38 (Περὶ ἐνθυμήματ ς)

The correct text sequence of the section on Book I is also indicated by
the quire signatures:




Greek numeral α΄ in the middle of the lower margin on the last verso of
the quaternion 178r–185v.
Greek numeral β΄ in the middle of the lower margin on the ﬁrst recto
and the last verso of the quaternion 186r–193v.
Greek numeral γ΄ in the middle of the lower margin on f. 198r.

I have not examined the Wellcome Library manuscript in situ, but these
codicological features, the misplaced section on Book II and the folia with
the reversed text indicate a diﬀerent previous arrangement of the folia,
which had been made before the ﬁnal binding of the codex.99 The section
on Book I must have originally consisted of two quaternions and one
binion from which one folio seems to be missing (ﬀ. 198–200). Since there
does not appear to be any text missing from the section on Book II 22–27
(ﬀ. 194–197), one might assume that it was probably copied on a loose
binion whose disarranged folia were later mistakenly placed between
the second and third quire of the section on Book I. Finally, the Greek
numerals of the quire signatures of the folia which contain the text on Book
I and the complete absence of catchwords in the text on APr. may suggest
that the compendium either derives from another manuscript, or that it was
copied as part of some other project.

99 Cf. Bouras-Vallianatos (2015: 282).
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3 Postscript or some conjectures on the emergence of the texts in
Wellcomensis MS.MSL.1
The content and the paratextual material in MS.MSL.1 (occasional
annotations of Latin terms along with their Greek translation)100 probably point to a provenance in the milieu of the Greek colleges in Italy.
The Aristotelian sections of the codex (CQ, compendium of Apr.) are in
conformity with the ﬁrst-year studies in late sixteenth-century Jesuit educational establishments.101 In fact, the only Greek educational institution
that has a corresponding curriculum is the Collegio Greco di Sant’Atanasio. The Greek School of Venice and the Palaiokapas, Kottounios and
Flagginis colleges can be excluded as candidates; elementary Greek and
Latin were the only courses oﬀered at the ﬁrst two institutions,102
whereas the latter two post-date the Wellcome Library manuscript. The
Greek College of Rome was administered by the Jesuits during the years
1591–1604 and 1622–1773;103 it is also worth mentioning that the students of this school had been attending parallel philosophical courses at
the Collegio Romano since 1591104 and that the second period of Jesuit
administration coincides with the date of MS.MSL.1. Moreover, with
regard to the themata, we know that this method was also employed at
the Greek College of Rome.105
There is, however, something that impugns my hypothesis: both the philosophical courses and the everyday discourse at the Greek college would have been
conducted in Latin;106 so why would anyone go to the trouble of translating
a highly technical text like CQ into Greek? Nonetheless, most of the Greek ‘freshmen’ had no knowledge whatsoever of Latin107 and the restrictions on the use of
their mother language did not apply to senior students.108 In fact, those students
who completed the ﬁrst year of their theological studies (i.e. those who had
already completed the study of philosophy) would be oﬀered a sort of unpaid
internship as teachers, which was meant to help their younger colleagues; this

100 Bouras-Vallianatos (2015: 282).
101 According to the Ratio of 1599, the professor of philosophy ‘should explain the principles of
Logic the ﬁrst year … not by dictating but by discussing pertinent passages from Toledo or
Fonseca … He should cursorily cover the second book On Interpretation and both books of
the Prior Analytics’ [English translation by Farell (1970: 41); for the text in Latin, see Ratio
atque instutio studiorum Societatis Iesu, ed. Lukács (1986) 397–8].
102 On the lessons at the Greek School of Venice, see Mertzios (1939: 170). Courses took place
at the Palaiokapas College only during the ﬁrst years of its operation; see Stergellis (1970:
51); Karathanasis (2010: 474).
103 Krajcar (1965); Krajcar (1966: 16–35); Tsirpanlis (1980: 39–40).
104 Tsirpanlis (1980: 69–70, 74–6).
105 Tsirpanlis (1980: 58–9).
106 See the Introduction, above.
107 Tsirpanlis (1980: 77).
108 Legrand (1895: 502).
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service was called ‘ὀφφίκι ν’ and became oﬃcial as late as 1624.109 Furthermore,
the rules in favour of Latin were also an integral part of the Ratio, therefore they
applied to all Jesuit schools.110 Perhaps these language prohibitions should be
regarded as an indication that the vernacular or even foreign languages were
employed at Jesuit schools de facto. In this case, the translation of a Latin commentary into Greek as an aid for beginners or for those students of the college
who did not know Latin, would be conceivable.
There was a student of the Greek College of Rome who might have
undertaken such a task: Frangkiskos Kokkos. A native of Naxos, where he
was born around 1573/4, Frangkiskos was admitted to the College of Saint
Athanasios in 1587 where he had studied Latin and Greek, Aristotelian natural philosophy and metaphysics. He obtained his ‘licentia docendi’ from
that school in 1601, but he had already started teaching Greek at the college four years before his graduation. In 1602 he decided to return to
Naxos, where he continued his teaching activities. At the invitation of Patriarch Raphael II, Kokkos was appointed Head of the Patriarchal School in
1603/4.111 An interesting incident that throws light on Kokkos’ expertise in
Aristotelian logic is an important point for my second hypothesis. Due to
health problems the scholar was forced to pause his studies in 1594 and
move to Naxos where he stayed for the better part of a year (he returned to
Venice in 1595). On 16 April 1594 Frangkiskos wrote from the island to his
friend Dionysios Katelianos (1540–ca. 1630) that he was still not able to
focus on the translation of a Latin Introduction to Logic; it seems that the
project had been planned at the request of Dionysios:

Kokkos

Translation

Ἔστι δέ μ ι ὐ τ σ ύτω δειν ν ἡ κεφαλαλγία,
ὅσῳ τ δι’ αὐτὴν τὴν ὑπεσχημένην <μὴ>
ἀπ τῖσαί σ ι χάριν· ὐδὲ γὰρ ἷός τε ἐγενόμην
τὴν εἰς τὴν Λ γικὴν πραγματείαν εἰσαγωγὴν
ἐκ τῆς Λατίνης εἰς τὴν πατρῷαν γλῶτταν
μεταλαβεῖν, καὶ ταῦτα ἀξιώσαντ ς σ ῦ καὶ
δεηθέντ ς.112

The headache that I have is not as terrible
as the fact that I did not grant you the
promised favour; for I was not ﬁt at all to
render the Introduction to Logic from
Latin into the patrimonial language, even
if you required it and needed it.

109
110
111
112

Tsirpanlis (1980: 62–3, 66–7).
Ratio atque institutio studiorum Societatis Iesu, ed. Lukács (1986) 370.
Tsirpanlis (1980: 303–6).
The letter was published for the ﬁrst time in Lamius (1740: 83–5) and was later re-edited with
a commentary in Oikonomos (1863: 30–1) [with corrections to the text of Lamius] and in Tsiter
(1934: 55–7) [from another manuscript]. Apart from the addition of μὴ in the second line,
I quote the text of the latter publication (Lamius and Oikonomou also read ἀπ τῖσαί).
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It is quite tempting to assume that the rendering of the Latin Introduction
into Greek113 refers to the Greek Ἑρμηνεία of CQ, which was ultimately
recommended by the Jesuits as one of the three standard introductions to
Aristotelian logic.114 Kokkos and the anonymous translator speak of
a translation ‘ἐκ τῆς Λατίνης’ and ‘ἐκ λατίν υ’ respectively;115 furthermore
the use of the plural form ‘ταῦτα’ in Kokkos’ letter is perhaps a reference to
the title of the subsequent work (Commentaria una cum quaestionibus). Dionysios was a teacher, a respected scholar and a bibliophile, as his correspondence reveals.116 Moreover, he could have had access to the third edition
of CQ at Venice, where he served as chaplain of San Giorgio dei Greci
between 1588 and 1602 or 1615.117 Dionysios could easily ﬁt the clerical
proﬁle of the author of the themata in MS.MSL.1. We must also bear in
mind that one of these exercises refers to Saint Nicholas, the patron saint of
the Greek Brotherhood of Venice.118 If the dating by analogy with the
watermarks in MS.MSL.1 is correct, then neither Kokkos nor Katelianos
can be directly responsible for the Wellcome Library codex. The incomplete
version of CQ as well as the other texts in the codex, however, might be
a copy119 of an earlier exemplar containing works of these two important
Greek scholars.

113 Oikonomou wonders whether the anonymous Εἰ σαγωγὴ τῆς Λογικῆς in codex 452 (seventeenth
century; 79f.) of the Monastery of Saint John the Theologian on Patmos is the actual translation
by Kokkos [Oikonomos (1863: 15, n. a); Sakkelion (1890: 204)]. I am very grateful to Dr. Zisis
Melissakis for sending a list of incipits/desinits of the sections of the Εἰ σαγωγή, which is divided
into three books covering the whole of the Organon [(ﬀ. 1r–3r) introduction; (from f. 3v) Book I,
i.e. on Cat.; (from f. 21r) Book II, i.e. on Int.; (from f. 38v) Book III, i.e. on APr., APo., Top.,
SE]. The compendium of Patmos does not seem to be a translated work by either Toledo or
Fonseca [see Section 2.1. and n. 95, above]. Finally, the Patmiacus is not recorded in Wartelle
(1963) or Argyropoulos and Caras (1980).
114 See Section 2.1, above.
115 I am greatful to the anonymous referee for the hint concerning this relevance. See the quote
of the Greek text at the beginning of Section 2.1, above.
116 Lamius (1740: 62–104).
117 Papadopoulou (1965: col. 39–40).
118 Karathanasis (2010: 28); Burke (2016: 117). The themata were also used by John Nathanael,
another chaplain of San Giorgio and teacher (second half of the sixteenth century); see
Canart (1979: 77–8).
119 The anonymous referee deems that ‘this is also suggested by the errors in vocabulary and
syntax, which are unlikely to be due to the author himself ’.

Figure 7.1 Londiniensis Wellcomensis MS.MSL.1, f. 154r.
Photograph by Petros Bouras-Vallianatos.
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Figure 7.2 Londiniensis Wellcomensis MS.MSL.1, f. 178r.
Photograph by Petros Bouras-Vallianatos.
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Addenda et Corrigenda to the ‘Greek
Manuscripts at the Wellcome Library
in London: A Descriptive Catalogue’,
Medical History 59 (2015): 275–326
Petros Bouras-Vallianatos

Following the publication of the ﬁrst descriptive catalogue of the Wellcome
Greek collection in 2015, I would like to note the following additions and
corrections:

MS.MSL.60 (olim HH i 17/We 30)
[78r–124v] Τ ῦ σ φωτ(ά)τ( υ) (καὶ) λ γιωτ(ά)τ( υ) Γαλην ῦ (καὶ) Ἱππ κράτ υς· Παύλ( υ) (καὶ) Ἀετί υ καὶ ἑτέρ(ων) πλήστ(ων) ἰατρ(ῶν) παλαιῶν, inc.
Εἰς πρίσμα κ ιλίας ὅταν γένηται σκληρή: Λινόκ υκ ν, des. ὅτε ἄδιψ ς ἔχεις
ὠσὶ καρύ υ π ντικ ῦ τ μέγεθ ς: τέλ ς.

MS.MSL.109 (olim MM c 7/Wf 7)
MS.MSL.109 is the second part of an originally single volume. The ﬁrst
part is Oxoniensis Holkhamensis gr. 108.1 Holkhamensis contains the ﬁrst
eight books of Aetios of Amida’s Tetrabiblos,2 and MS.MSL.109 preserves
the next seven books (9–15) of Aetios’ work.
Handwriting: Nicholas (RGK I 330, II 447).

MS.498 (olim Nikolsburgensis II.241)
Handwriting: A (ﬀ. 24r infra, 24v infra, 31r, 32r–41r), B (ﬀ. 23r, 24r supra,
24v supra, 25r–27v, 31v, 43r–68v).

1 Barbour (1960: 612). A descriptive catalogue of the collection is currently being prepared by
Dimitrios Skrekas.
2 Ed. Olivieri (1935–50).
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Aaron 134–5
abdomen 39, 48
abscess 36
Achmet (author of Oneirocriticon)
69 n.16
Adrianople 116, 118
adultery 106 n. 51
Aegean, Northern 73, 76, 83
aetiology (disease) 7, 28–33, 38, 49
Aetios of Amida 7, 9, 181
Agamemnon 22
Agapios Landos 70, 92–4
Agrapha 70
Ainos (Thrace) 117
Albanian 10, 93
Albertus Magnus 160
Aldersgate Dispensary 13–14
Alexander Mavrokordatos 152 n. 38
Alexander of Tralles 42 n. 95, 63 n. 31
Alhadib, Isaac ben Salomon ben Zaddiq
113, 116, 118
aloe 3, 59
Ammonios 154
amulet 7, 41, 64
Andreas Darmarios 6
Andreas Panypersebastos 130
Andronikos II (Byzantine Emperor) 115
Andronikos IV (Byzantine Emperor) 140
Angelos Sikelianos 126 n. 15
angina 36, 40
animal(s) 3
Anonymus Parisinus 7, 25–53
ant 105 n. 50
Anthony Askew 2, 10, 12–13, 23
Anthony Karmalikes 153
antidote 3
Antinoöpolis 1
anus 42 n. 96
apoplexy 36 n. 59

Aquarius 137–8
Arabic 1, 67, 92, 93 n. 35, 118
Arabic Aristotelian commentator 160
Arabic astronomy 114
Arabic medical lore 8
Archigenes of Apamea 37–8
Aretaeus of Cappadocia 9
Aries 137–8
Aristotle/Aristotelian 10, 32 n. 38,
148–74
Aristotelianism; see also neoAristotelianism 148
arithmetic 114, 117
arm 34
Armenian 1
Aromanian 10, 93
Arsenios Markellos 11
Arta 115
Asclepiades 25 n. 3
Asia Minor 91
asphodel 92
asthma 34 n. 51, 40 n. 79, 41 n. 92
astrolabe 117, 139 n. 52
astrology 8–10, 69, 71, 114, 138–41
astronomy 8–9, 113–20, 123, 130, 138–40
Athanasios of Alexandria 134
Athanasios Rhetor 149
Athenaeus of Attaleia 32
Athos, Mount 118
atrophy 41
Avar(s) 142 n. 64
Avicenna 160
balsam 92
Barlaam of Seminara 113, 115
base horehound 5, 58
Basil of Caesarea 131
bath 43
Beckenham 16–17
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Berlin 17
Bessarion 124 n. 6
betonica 92
bird 106 n. 51
bladder 7, 31, 34, 34 nn. 50–1, 38–9,
41–2, 47–8
blood 29, 31–2, 39, 41, 57, 59–60, 62–4
bloodletting; see also phlebotomy 5, 7, 55
Boethius 160–1
bone 62, 106 nn. 51–2
Bonjorn (Jacob ben David Yom-Tob)
113, 116, 118
bowel(s) 33–4
bramble 59
bronchus 39
brontologia 10, 69
bug 62
bullhead ﬁsh 60
Bursa 118
Byzantine astronomy 113–20
Byzantine court 117
Byzantine epistolography 162
Byzantine manuscript(s) 3, 66
Byzantine medical knowledge 8
Byzantine medical treatises 66
Byzantium 8–9, 69 n. 16, 113–20, 126,
135, 138
Byzas 142
Caelius Aurelianus 45
Cairo 1
Caleb Aphentopoulos 117
Cambridge 10, 12
Cancer 137–8
Cappadocia 83
Capricorn 137–8
cardamom 92
cardia 31 n. 28
cassia 92
catarrh 30
celery 64, 92
Celsus 45
Cephalonia 149
Cesare Cremonini 149, 152
Chenopodium 93
chest 59, 62
chrestomathia 163
Christ; see also Lord 8–9, 123–4, 126,
128–31, 135–6, 141
Christian(s) 114, 117, 142, 151, 163
cinnamon 57, 65, 92
clover dodder 92
clyster 41

cock 61
coconut 93
Coimbra 148
colic 29, 34 n. 47
collarbone 34
College of Physicians 14
Collegio Greco di Sant’Atanasio 10,
149–51, 154–5, 170–1
Collegio Romano 149, 151, 157,
158 n. 72
Collegio Veneto de’ Greci 149 n. 13
colon 29
comfrey 1
conception 55, 62
Constantinople 8, 66 n. 2, 113, 117–18,
123–4, 128, 130, 141, 142 n. 64, 151,
153–4
Corfu 149 n. 6, 155
cough 33, 39
Counter-Reformation movement 149
crab 60
Cracow 148
Cretan 93
Crete 91, 149 n. 6
cubeb pepper 92
cumin, black 93
cupping 7, 41, 47–8, 92
Cyclades 80, 91
cyclamen 92
Cypriot 95–6, 98, 101, 107
Cyprus 94
Cyril of Alexandria 134
Damaskenos Stoudites 115
Damaskios 5
Dartford 17
Demetrios Angelos 7
Demetrios Pepagomenos 8
Democritus 28 n. 13
dermatology 3
diagnosis 3, 5, 8, 25, 32 n. 36, 33, 38–40,
49–50, 56
diagram 7, 144 n. 5, 168
dialect, Northern (Modern Greek) 10,
73, 76, 93
Didymos (the Blind) 135
diet 7, 41, 60
dietetics 3
Diocles of Carystus 28
Dionysios Katelianos 171–2
divination 10, 69
dog, raging 30
Doge (of Venice) 150
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doxography 26, 28, 35, 38, 49
dream interpretation 10, 69
dropsy 34 n. 48, 40, 48
drug(s) 3, 5, 7–8, 38, 42–4, 47
dysentery 45, 60
eagle 3
ear 57–8
earache 3
earthquake 10
Easter 8, 114–15, 117, 128
eclipse 9, 114–15, 139 n. 52
Edgar Ashworth Underwood 18–19
Edirne 116
egg 57
Egypt 1
Egyptology 22
elbow 60
elephantiasis 28 n. 13
Elia Bashyaci 117
Eliau Mishrahi 117
Elisaios 116
Empiricist (physician) 32 n. 36, 49
England 10, 12
Ephesus 116
Ephraim ben Gerson 117
epilepsy 36, 48
Epirus 10, 70, 73, 76–7, 84, 91, 93
equinox 114–15
Erasistratus of Ceos 28
Ethiopic 1
Euboea 93
Euchologion 151
exercise 7
eye(s) 33 n. 45, 57
face 33
al-Fārābī 160
fennel 92
Ferrara 153
fever 3, 8, 33, 34 n. 46, 36 n. 61, 92
ﬁnger 37
ﬂank 34
ﬂea 61–3, 163
Florence-Ferrara, Council of (1438/9)
118, 124
foetus 62
forehead 57
France, Southern 113, 115
Francisco de Toledo 10, 157–61, 170
n. 101, 172 n. 113
Frangkiskos Kokkos 154, 171–2
frankincense 59–60

freckles 93
French 96
galbanum 92
Galen/Galenic 7, 14, 21, 23, 26, 32, 35
n. 57, 37, 38 n. 71, 39 n. 77, 41 n. 90,
44 n. 109, 45 n. 111, 47 n. 123, 64
galingale 93
Gemini 137–8
genitalia 47
geometry 114, 117
George III (King of the United
Kingdom) 13
George Chrysokokkes 3, 114–16,
138, 140
George Scholarios 116, 124 n. 6, 152–3
Germanos of Constantinople 131 n. 28,
141 n. 61
Germanos Lokros 152 n. 38
Germany 6
ginger 3, 93
goat 63–4
gonorrhoea 42 n. 93
gout 42 nn. 93–4
grammar 154
Greek passim
Greek Brotherhood (Venice) 172
Gregory of Nazianzus 131, 133
groin 38
gums 58
Gymnasio mediceo ad Cabalinum
montem 149, 153
haemoptysis 34 n. 51, 39, 40 nn. 80–1, 42
haemorrhage 3, 31, 34 n. 51, 47
haemorrhoid 62
Hagar 142
halitosis 5
hare 60–1
hartwort 64
hawk 3
head 30, 39, 56, 64
Hebrew 9, 113–20
hedgehog 4, 60
hellebore 45
henbane 92
Henry Dale 16
Henry Halford 14
Henry Solomon Wellcome 3, 16–17, 23
Heptanese 91, 93
Hermolao Barbaro 161 n. 85
Herodianus 128 n. 21
Herodotus (medical author) 25 n. 3
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Hippocrates/Hippocratic 1, 5, 7–8, 14,
16, 23, 26, 28, 33 n. 42, 35 n. 57, 37
n. 64, 41 n. 90, 42 n. 98, 47 n. 123
Holy Trinity 133 n. 33, 138 n. 45
honey 58, 60, 64
Horace 22
Horologion 151
horse 62, 105 n. 49
Humane Society 14
humour(s) 29–31, 48
hyacinth, Indian 92
hydrophobia 30, 31 n. 31
iatrosophia 5, 10, 54–108
Ibn Sīnā see Avicenna
Ignatios Magistros 128
ileus 34 n. 51, 36 n. 61, 47
Illuminism 116
Immanuel Bonﬁls 9, 113, 118, 139
incantation 69, 105
inﬂammation 30, 32–3, 34 n. 51, 38, 41,
43, 61
Ioasaph Palaiokapas 149–50, 170
Isaac Argyros 113–15, 117, 140
Italian 5, 10, 67, 91, 92 n. 34, 101
Italy 6, 9, 17, 115, 148, 154, 170
Ithaca 149 n. 6
ivy 93
Jacob Diassorinos 162
James Sims 2, 13–15, 23
James of Venice 161
Jason Hannah 18–19
jaundice 34 n. 50, 41, 45
Jesuit(s) 10, 151, 154, 157, 161, 170–2
Jewish astronomy 9, 113–20
John Abramios 140
John Archiatros 3, 5, 54–61, 63–4, 94–102
John Coakley Lettsom 13
John Chrysostom 131
John of Damascus 115, 131, 133
John Italos 133 n. 30
John Kariophylles 152 n. 38
John Kottounios 149–50, 170
John Nathanael 172 n. 118
John Tzetzes 106 n. 52
John Zacharias Aktouarios 7, 10, 12
John Zygomalas 153–4
Joseph Banks 14
Joseph the Hymnographer 126 n. 15
Joshua 135
Julian calendar 117 n. 18
julep 3, 7, 92

Karaites 116
Khartoum 16
kidney 7, 30, 32–4, 34 n. 51, 61–2
Korean 1
Kostis Palamas 126 n. 15
ladanum 59
Latin 1, 10, 16, 22, 23 n. 25, 32 n. 34, 45,
93, 101, 118, 148–74
leech 41, 62
leek 58
Lemnian earth 3–4, 60
Lent 163
Leo (zodiac sign) 137–8
Leo VI the Wise (Byzantine Emperor)
10, 130 n. 26
Leo of Nola 7
Leonardos Mindonios 154
lethargy 33 n. 44, 36, 41 n. 85, 41 n. 91
Libra 137–8
lice 61, 63–4, 163
liquorice 92
Linnean Society 22
litharge 92
liver 32 n. 41, 43, 61–2
lizard 93
lobster 60
loin 39
Lord; see also Christ 63, 129, 132, 134
lovage 64
Ludovico Carbone 161
lung 31, 39
Macedonia 73, 76, 84, 91, 93
magic 5, 64, 105, 106 nn. 51–2
magnet 106 n. 51
Malay 1
mania 36, 43
Manuel Galesiotes 153
Manuel Holobolos 132 n. 29
Manuel Korinthios 8–9, 118, 123–44,
152–3
Manuel Philes 128
Mark Eugenikos 113, 116, 118
Martinus Crusius 151, 153–4, 162
mastic 3, 59
mathematarion 156 n. 63
Matthew Kamariotes 113, 116, 118, 139,
140 n. 59, 152
Medical Society of London 2, 13–14, 16,
18–19, 22–3
Mediterranean 3, 8–9
Megalynarion 130, 141
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melancholia 36 n. 61, 42 n. 98
menstruation 48
mental illness 33 n. 42
Methodios Anthrakites 152 n. 38
Methodist (school of medicine) 47–9
Metrodora 106 n. 52
Michael (archangel) 63
Michael Chrysokokkes 9, 113, 115, 139
Michael Ermodoros Lestarchos 153
Michael Psellos 133 n. 30
mint 57, 64
mole 93
Mongolian 1
moon 114, 136
Mordecai Comtino 116–17
Moses 134–5
mouth 31, 39, 41, 42 n. 96, 58
mullein 1
music 114
mustard 57
myrobalan, black 92
myrobalan, yellow 92
myrrh 58, 92
myrtle 3, 58
Nasīr al-Dīn al-Ṭ ūsī 114
Naupaktos 115
Naxos 171
neo-Aristotelianism; see also
Aristotelianism 152
nephritis 32 n. 41, 34 n. 50
nerve(s) 30
neurosis 42 n. 98
Nicaea, Council of (AD 325) 114
Nicholas (scribe) 181
Nikephoros Gregoras 113, 115, 140 n. 58
Nikephoros Kallistos Xanthopoulos 127
Nikolaos Hieropais 70
Nikolsburg 118
Nile 1
Noel Poynter 2, 18, 20, 23
northern vocalism 71, 76
nose 57
nostril 30, 40 n. 82
nutmeg 92–3
oak-gall 58
Octoechos 131 n. 28, 151
Odysseas Elytes 126 n. 15
oesophagus 31, 39
olive oil 59
olive tree 57–8
onion 8 n.18
opium 92

oration 124
oracle 10
Oribasios 10, 12
Orthodox Church 113–16, 151
Ottoman 142 n. 64
Ottoman conquest 148–9
Ottoman court 116–17
Ottoman Empire 11–12, 91, 151
Ottoman rule 156 n. 63
Ottoman Sultan 117
Oxford 22, 148
Oxyrhynchus 1
Padua 149
Palaiologan astronomy 113–20
pandora, common 60
papyrus 1, 16
paralysis 34 nn. 50–1, 41 n. 85, 42
Paris 17, 25, 148
parsley 64
Passover 114, 117
Patriarch Dionysios II 153
Patriarch Ioasaph II 153
Patriarch Jeremias II 151, 154
Patriarch Raphael II 171
Patriarchal School 8, 123, 139–40,
151–5, 171
Paul of Aegina 3, 7, 64–5
Pedro da Fonseca 161, 170 n. 101,
172 n. 113
Peloponnese 80, 83–4
penis 38, 47 n. 128
pennyroyal 64
pepper 64
pepper, long 92
perineum 38
peripneumonia 34 n. 51
Perpignan 113, 116
Persian 1, 8, 92, 116
Persian astronomy 114, 117
Peter Williams 2, 18, 20–1, 23
pharmacology 3, 7, 45 n. 111, 64
phelonion 135 n. 41
Philanthropic Society 14
Philoponus, John 150
philosophy 10, 116, 148–74
phlebotomy; see also bloodletting
40 n. 82, 41, 45n. 116
phlegm 62
Photios (inﬁrmarian) 7
Photios (Patriarch) 128 n. 21
phrenitis 31 n. 30, 33 n. 44, 42
phthisis 40, 41 n. 84, 45
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physiognomics 163
physiology 7, 31, 45 n. 111
pig 61
pine resin 93
Pisces 137–8
planet(s) 114 n. 5
Pletho 116, 124 n. 6
pleura 34
pleurisy 34, 36 n. 59, 40 n. 83, 43
pneuma 7, 29–31, 48
Pneumatist (school of medicine) 29–32,
48–9
poem 8–9, 123–44
poison 3
pomegranate 3, 57
Pontus 84
Pope 150
poppy 93
Porphyry 150, 155–6, 158–61
potassium nitrate 92
Praxagoras of Cos 28
prognosis 3, 8
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