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DELETED TEXT IN A MANUSCRIPT.
GALEN ON THE EYE
AND THE MARC. GR. 276
Barbara Zipser

I

T is

very rare for a scribe to cross out text he has just written unless he is correcting a mistake in copying; one would expect editorial matters, e.g. the content
of a volume, to be decided well in advance before the book was in production, and
any doubts about the content or the authorship of a treatise were commonly annotated in the margins of a manuscript rather than in the main body of the text.
This article, however, discusses an entire paragraph that was deleted by the first
hand.1 This fragment in the fourteenth century Marcianus gr. 276 is listed as the
sole witness of Galen’s lost text on eye diseases, peri;twǹ ejn ojfqalmoiç̀ paqwǹ diavgnwçiç, in Diels’ catalogue of medical manuscripts.2 At first sight the passage in
question resembles any other manuscript of the period, but both the fact that it was
crossed out and its content are very unusual. The manuscript is a miscellaneous collection of medical works and the fragment is preceded and followed by a Galenic
work, de atra bile and de causis respirationis. It consists of a title «Galen on the diagnosis of the diseases of the eye», and then six lines of text which ends abruptly. It
appears that the scribe began to write the text and realized after a few lines that it
was not worth copying. He then crossed it out vehemently and started to write
down the next treatise.
It would not be surprising to find a text with the title On the diagnosis of the diseases of the eye amongst Galenic works. We know from autobiographical evidence
and from cross references in other books that Galen wrote a tract with this title; the
Greek original is lost but some Arabic manuscripts transmit what may very well be
an epitome of the lost work;3 moreover an Armenian manuscript4 contains a text
that would match the description, but it has not yet been edited.
1
An edition of this fragment appeared first in an appendix of my doctoral thesis Zipser 2003, p.
97-101. This project has been funded by a research grant of the Landesgraduiertenförderung BadenWürttemberg in Heidelberg. A preliminary edition was also discussed at the Arbeitskreis alte Medizin 2002 in Mainz.
The present article was written in the course of a Wellcome Trust funded project on Greek medical manuscripts; a number of colleagues read and discussed various stages of drafts that led to this
article, K.-D. Fischer, I. Garofalo, G. W. Most, V. Nutton, P. Horden, and I am very grateful for their
comments. J. Greppin helped with the Armenian material and D. Schweinfurth double-checked the
final version of the article with precision. Any remaining mistakes are of course my own.
2
Diels I, p. 129.
3
Some Arabic manuscripts contain a text that would match the Galenic treatise, v. Ullmann 1970,
p. 56. See further Savage Smith 2002. The manuscript C 875 Institute of Oriental Studies of the Russian Academy in St. Petersburg, the oldest witness, has a text that could very well be an epitome of
the lost Galenic tract.
4
For the Armenian translation of the text v. Greppin 1982.
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The most reliable information is provided by Galen himself; he writes in his de
libris propriis that he gave a «book on the diagnosis of eye diseases» to a «young
man who treated the eye»; it is said to be a «brief book» like the one «on the
anatomy of the womb».5 We learn more about its content from another Galenic
work, de locis affectis, where it is said that the specific treatise on the eye lists the
names of the diseases, whereas their causes (aijtivai) are described in de symptomatum causis.6 Indeed, the latter contains7 a comprehensive and detailed chapter on the
most frequent ophthalmic disorders.
Another important source – although much later and written in a different cultural context – is the Risala of ¢unain ibn Isµ¢q, who mentions two Galenic texts
on the eye. The information he provides is brief: one treatise, n. 54, On the signs of
the diseases of the eye, describes the eye diseases according to the anatomical structure in which they appear, whereas the second text, n. 35, On the anatomy of the eye,
seems not to be a genuine Galenic work.8
The title and the structure of the fragment found in the 14th century Venetian
Marc. gr. 276 at first sight seems to meet all the criteria of the lost text,9 although
the style is a bit too compressed for Galen. The fragment reads:
+ Galhnou`peri;twǹ ejn ojfqalmoiç̀ paqwǹ diavgnwçiç +
ojfqalmoi;noçouç̀i w{çper kai;ta\lla toiaut̀a kaqa;pefuvkaçi. fuvçiç d’ aujtwǹ h{de.
duvo perievcouçi citwǹeç ditto;n ei\do~ uJgrovn. twǹ d’ uJgrwǹ to;me;n kruçtalloeide;ç
ojnomavzetai, e[ti de;kai;th/̀croia/̀kai;th/̀çuçtavçei toiout̀ovn ejçtin, to;de;uJaloeidevç.
e[oiken ga;r kai;tout̀o kata;pavnta uJavlw/kecumevnh/. mevçon d’ ejpoceit̀ai to;kruçtalloeide;ç oi|a/çfaivra/tw/̀uJaloeidei.̀ twǹ citwvnwn de;oJme;n e[ndoqen rJagi;çtafulhç̀
e[oiken, o{qen aujtw/̀(coniec. Garofalo, aujto;ms.) tou\noma ou{twç. +

+ Galen’s On the Diagnosis of the Diseases of the Eye: +
The eyes, as all things of this kind, are affected by diseases according to their nature. Their nature is as follows: two tunics enclose a twofold liquid structure. One
of the liquids is called «ice-like», and it is like this according to its colour and consistency, the other one «glass-like», for it resembles completely liquid glass. The
«ice-like» is carried within the «glass-like» like a ball. The inner tunic resembles a
grape, hence it has the name «grape-like». +
5
Galen, de libris propriis II (= 140, 17 ff. Boudon-Millot, 97, 11 ff. Müller, 19.16 K) ... h\n de;to;mevn ti
mhvtra~ajnatomhv,mikro;nbiblivdion,to;devti tw`nejnojfqalmoi`çpaqw`ndiavgnwçiç,mikro;nkai;aujtov... ejdovqh
de;to;me;n prwt̀on eijrhmevnon maiva/tiniv, to;de;deuvteron ojfqalmou;~ qerapeuvonti neanivçkw/./.. «... and one

of them on the anatomy of the womb, a small booklet, the other one on the diagnosis of the diseases
of the eye, also small ... the first was given to a midwife, the other one to a young man treating the
eye...». Fortunately, the book on the anatomy of the womb was transmitted; it is thirteen pages long
in a modern edition, which can give us an idea of the length of the other text.
6
Galen, de sympt. caus. I 2 (= 7.86-101 K).
7
Galen, de locis affectis IV 2 (= 8.228, 17 ff. K).
8
Bergsträßer 1925. p. 30 (Arabic text).
9
For a detailed description of the codex see Mioni 1981 p. 399 f. Parts of the manuscript are in very
bad condition, others, like the passage edited in this article, are easily readable. However, the damage makes it impossible to examine the manuscript itself and therefore the text has been transcribed
from a microfilm.
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Although its title indicates a diagnostic work, the fragment starts off with anatomy,
which is not unprecedented in ophthalmological texts10 (but not attested in any
other diagnostic writing). The reason for this was purely practical. Medical treatises
were commonly arranged in a simple head to foot order. That is to say, the diseases of the head were covered at the beginning of the book, while the diseases of
the feet were described towards the end. Usually, this system was straightforward
and easy to apply, as the location of the diseases was mostly obvious.
In the case of eye diseases, however, the situation was more complicated. The
anatomy of the eye itself was a contested issue, and as a result there was no
straightforward order in the sense of a capite ad calcem. As with other diagnostic
topics, authors chose to present their subject in a structural sequence, for instance
proceeding from the outside of the eye, the conjunctiva, towards the innermost.
Thus, it became necessary to outline the anatomical theory first, in order to make
the author’s specialist knowledge accessible to the reader.11
Therefore, the literary form of our fragment makes sense, and it is quite likely
that the lost Galenic tract also contained a brief chapter on anatomy. Another issue,
however, argues strongly against Galenic authorship: the content of the anatomical passage is not consistent with what we know about Galen’s understanding of
anatomy. The discrepancy lies in the number of tunics and fluids that form the eye.
The two major Galenic works on the anatomy of the human body, anatomicae administrationes and de usu partium have a three liquid/four tunic system,12 whereas
the fragment only mentions two of these structures each.
Most of the Greek texts which have come down to us contain an almost identical understanding of the anatomy of the eye: it consists of three liquids and several tunics and can be divided into anterior and posterior chamber. Some of the
descriptions give us an idealized impression of the eye as a ball-like shape with liquids in the centre and tunics enclosing them like an onion. The lens is situated in
the middle of the eye, and it was believed to be the organ of perception.13
10
A chapter on anatomy can be found as an introduction to other therapeutic texts on the eye,
e.g. the çuvnoyi~ ijatrikhç̀ of Leo medicus and the seventh book of Aetius Amidenus (see n. 14 for the
exact reference).
11
For exact references see n. 12.
12
The most detailled descriptions of the anatomy of the eye can be found in Aetius Amidenus VII
1 (= CMG VIII 2, 253, 30 ff. Olivieri); The Syriac Book of Medicines V 1 (= I 67-70/II 73-76 Budge); Cassius probl. 27 (= 154, 15 ff. Ideler); Celsus, med. VII 7, 13 (= 319, 7 ff. Marx); Galen, UP X 1-15 (= II 54-113
Helmreich and 3.759-841 K), anat. admin. (Arabic) vol. I 32-62, Bd. II 24-46 Simon; Ps. Galen, introd. 11.
(= 14.711 f. K), Galeno adscriptus liber de anatomia oculorum; ¢unain, Ten Treatises on the Eye I (= 3-14
Meyerhof ), livre des questions sur l’œil I 1-71 (= 81-100/17-40 Sbath, Meyerhof ); Leo, consp. med. III 1 (=
127, 10 ff. Ermerins und 367 f. Boissonade) and de nat. hom. 35-43 (= 30-36 Renehan); Meletius II (= 6172 Cramer); Rufus anat. 9-17 (= 170-173 Daremberg-Ruelle) and onom. 15-30 und 153 (= 135-137 und 154
Daremberg-Ruelle); Theoph. Prot., de corp. hum. IV 15-25 (= 150-173 Greenhill); al-Mawsili 1-30 (= 2838 Hirschberg-Lippert-Mittwoch); ‘Ali ibn ‘Isa I (= 8-30 Hirschberg-Lippert).
13
Problematic were in particular membranes which were visible during dissection but did not fit
into the anatomical system of the author; e.g. a membrane covering the lens is not compatible with
Galen’s understanding of vision. Cf. Zipser, Fischer p. 15 n. 26.
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Some of the accounts go into further detail and describe even very subtle structures which are macroscopically almost invisible. Yet, even within any one treatise
the terminology is sometimes not entirely clear – is a structure a tunic or a membrane and do tunics in the anterior and posterior chamber form a unit or are they
separate? And is the retina a tunic although it is part of the optic nerve which is an
extension of the brain? Throughout the medical literature there is, despite all similarities, no consistent terminology, and often even colloquial expressions like ‘the
black of the eye’ invade the text and make it unclear whether an author meant the
iris or the pupil.
As many sources are lost, it is very difficult for us to reconstruct the origins of
this understanding. We have three brief historical accounts on the history of the
anatomy of the eye, one in Greek, in the pseudogalenic introductio14 and two in
Arabic, both in ophthalmological works of ¢unain ibn Isµ¢q15 describing and rationalizing different approaches; it is not clear whether they built their assumptions on primary sources (i.e. a text on the anatomy of the eye) or on a secondary
source that is today lost, for instance yet another historical analysis.
All three texts mention an anatomical system resembling the one found in our
fragment, namely two liquids, lens and vitreous body, and two tunics, of which
choiroid/iris form the inner layer and the sclera/cornea the outer one, and one of
the texts, the introductio, attributes the system to Hippocrates.16 The key difference
from Galen’s system is the absence of the retina – although it is not entirely clear
whether it was unknown to the author of our fragment, or whether it was known,
but not regarded as a tunic.17 Moreover, the absence of another anatomical detail,
the aqueous humour, a liquid situated between the lens and the cornea, means
that the anatomical understanding underlying this fragment is out of date and superseded by Galen and his contemporaries.18
14
oJde;ojfqalmo;ç çunevçthken me;n kaq∆ JIppokrvathn ejk citwvnwn duvo ou}ç mhvniggaç oJ‘Ippokravthç
kalei,̀ ejpeidh;ejk twǹ mhnivggwn ejkpefuvkaçin. «According to Hippocrates the eye consists of two tunics

which Hippocrates calls meningeal membranes because they originate from the meningeal membranes». Ps. Gal. introd. XI (= 14.711, 13-15 K, 29, 11-13 Petit).
15
«Those who say that they are three, argue equally that the uvea and choroid are only one tunic
as the uvea, as we mentioned before, grows out of the choroid. Finally, those who say that the tunics
of the eye are only two in number maintain, likewise, that the sclerotic and the cornea are only one
tunic, because the cornea proceeds from the sclerotic». ¢unain, Ten Treatises 81, 2-6. The corresponding passage in Livre des questions sur l’œil is I 47 (= 17/92 Sbath/Meyerhof ). Both works are
reprinted by Sezgin.
16
A Hippocratic text on the eye which has survived to our times is entirely different from the Venetian fragment and and any other later source. See Craik 2006.
17
This might have been the case in two Arabic sources, the summaria Alexandrinorum and the synopsis of Ioannes grammatikos, transmitting a two tunic/three humour system; both are aware of
the anterior and the posterior half of the two outer layers of tunics, in our terms the uvea/chorioidea
and the sklera/cornea. But since they call (what would be in modern terms) the sklera «netlike»,
which one would rather expect to describe the retina, it is very likely that the source of both texts was
aware of this structure but did not regard it as a tunic. The terminology used in the texts must have
been caused by an error. For the Summaria see Jaw¢mi‘ 2001, vol. I, p. 64. For Ioannes see ms. Arund.
Or. 17 f. 6v. More material can be found in Garofalo 2000. I owe these two references to I. Garofalo.
18
The aqueous humour and its importance is for instance described in de usu partium X 6 (= II 74
12 ff. Helmreich).
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Whether or not our fragment is, in some way, Hippocratic is impossible to decide; the reference in the introductio certainly suggests that it is, but of course it
could be the case that two medical authors independently postulated a two
tunic/two liquid system. The fact that the fragment is crossed out probably means
that the scribe realized it was not Galenic (which requires a considerable amount
of specialist knowledge), and therefore not worth copying.
I would like to conclude with an observation that is even more intriguing from
a historical point of view. From the present fragment we can see that a primary
source, an original work, with an outdated anatomical understanding was still extant as late as the fourteenth century, and one is wondering how it happened to
have invaded a collection of Galenic works. That a text was falsely attributed to an
author is not uncommon; this could occur either by mistake or in order to increase
the value of a manuscript. But our fragment is odd enough to have been crossed
out, and apart from its title it is neither in style nor in content in any way close to
Galen. Maybe there were more diverse texts on the eye circulating that evaded the
predominance of Galenic thought than previously believed, and it could very well
have been the case that both the author of the introductio and ¢unain were aware
of primary sources like our fragment when they compiled their historical accounts
of the anatomy of the eye.
BIBLIOGRAPHY

Editions
Aetii Amideni libri medicinales, ed. A. Olivieri, in CMG VIII 1-2. 2 Bde., Lipsiae, 1935-1950.
Ali ibn Isa, Erinnerungsbuch für Augenärzte, ed. J. Hirschberg, J. Lippert, Leipzig, 1904.
Ammar b. Ali al-Mawsili, Das Buch der Auswahl der Augenkrankheiten. Halifa al-Halabi. Das
Buch vom Genügenden in der Augenheilkunde. Salah ad-Din. Licht der Augen, ed. J. Hirschberg, J. Lippert, E. Mittwoch, Leipzig, 1905.
Anecdota medica graeca, ed. F. Z. Ermerins, Lugduni Batavorum, 1840.
A. Cornelii Celsi quae supersunt, ed. Fr. Marx, in CML I, Leipzig-Berlin, 1915.
Two Hippocratic treatises: on sight, and on anatomy, ed. E. Craik, Leiden, 2006.
Hunain ibn Ishaq, über die syrischen und arabischen Galen-Übersetzungen, zum ersten Mal
herausgegeben und übersetzt von G. Bergsträßer, Leipzig, 1925 («Abhandlungen über
die Kunde des Morgenlandes» Bd. 17, Nr. 2).
The Book of the Ten Treatises on the Eye Ascribed to Hunain ibn Ishâq (809-877 A.D.). The earliest existing systematic text-book of ophthalmology. The Arabic text edited from the only
two known manuscripts, with an English translation and glossary by M. Meyerhof,
Cairo, 1928.
Le livre des Questions sur l’œil de Honain ibn Ishaq, par P. Sbath, M. Meyerhof, «Mémoires présentés a l’Institut d’Égypte» Bd. 36. Kairo, 1938.
Augenheilkunde im Islam, Texte, Studien und Übersetzungen, ed. F. Sezgin, vol. 2, Frankfurt
am Main, 1986.
Claudii Galeni opera omnia. 20 vol., Lipsiae, 1821-1833.
Claudii Galeni Pergameni scripta minora, ed. I. Marquardt, I. Müller, G. Helmreich. Vol. 2 ed.
I. Müller, Lipsiae, 1891.
Galien. Introduction générale, sur l’ordre des ses propres livres, sur ses propres livres, que l’excellent
médecin est aussi philosophe, ed. V. Boudon-Millot, Paris, 2007.

112

BARBARA ZIPSER

Sieben Bücher Anatomie des Galen, zum ersten Male veröffentlicht nach den Handschriften
einer arabischen Übersetzung des 9. Jahrh. n. Chr. ins Deutsche übertragen und kommentiert, ed. M. Simon. 2 Bde., Leipzig, 1906.
Galeni de usu partium libri XVII, ad codicum fidem recensuit G. Helmreich. 2 Bde., Lipsiae,
1907.
Ilardi, A.: Galeno adscriptus liber de anatomia oculorum Nicolao Rhegino Calabro interprete. «Medicina nei secoli» 1, 1964, pp. 16-30.
Edition critique, traduction et commentaire de l’Introductio sive medicus du Pseudo-Galien, ed.
C. Petit, thèse, Paris, 2004.
Jawâmi‘ al-Iskandarânyyîn, tarjamat ¢unayn ibn Isµâq, ed. Fu’at Sezgin. 2 vols., Frankfurt am
Main, 2001.
Epitome on the nature of man. Leo the Physician, ed. Robert Renehan, in CMG X 4, Berlin,
1969.
Physici et medici Graeci minores. Congessit, ad fidem codd. Mss., praesertim eorum, quos
beatus Diezius contulerat, veterumque editionum partim emendavit partim nunc prima
vice, ed. J. L. Ideler, Berolini, 1841-1842.
Œuvres de Rufus d’ Éphèse, texte collationné sur les manuscrits, traduit pour la première fois
en Français, avec une introduction. Publication commencée par Ch. Daremberg, continuée et terminée par Ch. E. Ruelle, Paris, 1879 (Nachdr. Amsterdam, 1963).
Syrian anatomy, pathology and therapeutics: or, «The Book of Medicines», ed. E. A. Wallis Budge,
Oxford, 1913.
Theophilus Protospatharius, De corporis humani fabrica libri V, ed. Gui. Greenhill, Oxonii,
1842.
Secondary literature
Diels, H. A.: Die Handschriften der antiken Ärzte, I, Hippokrates und Galenos, II, Die übrigen
griechischen Ärzte, III Nachtrag, Berlin, 1905-1907 (Nachdr. Leipzig-Amsterdam 1970).
Garofalo, I.: Il sunto di Ioannes Grammatikos delle opere del canone di Galeno, in: Studi su
Galeno, ed. D. Manetti, Firenze, 2000, pp. 135-151.
Greppin, J. A. C.: The Galenic Corpus in Classical Armenian: A Preliminary Report. «SAM» 9,
1982, pp. 11-13.
Mioni, E.: Codices graeci Manuscripti Bibliothecae Divi Marci Venetiarum, vol. I, Thesaurus antiquus, codices 1-299, in Indici e cataloghi N.S. VI, Venetiis, 1981.
Savage Smith, E.: Galen’s Lost Ophthalmology and the Summaria Alexandrinorum, in The Unknown Galen, ed. V. Nutton, London, 2002, pp. 121-138.
Ullmann, M.: Die Medizin im Islam, Handbuch der Orientalistik 6.1, Leiden, 1970.
Zipser, B.: Pseudo-Alexander Trallianus de oculis. Einleitung, Text, Übersetzung und Kommentar. Diss. Heidelberg, 2003.
Zipser, B., Fischer, K.-D.: Neue Quellen zur antiken Augenheilkunde: der lateinische Aphorismenkommentar Lat-A, the Syriac Book of Medicines und Theophilos Protospatharios, in Testi medici su papiro. Atti del Seminario di studio (Firenze, 3-4 giugno 2002), ed. I. Andorlini,
Firenze, 2004, pp. 3-28.

Amministrazione e abbonamenti
Fabrizio Serra editore, Pisa · Roma
Casella postale n. , Succursale n. 8 · i 5623 Pisa
Tel. +39 050 542332 · fax +39 050 574888
E-mail: fse@libraweb.net · www.libraweb.net
Prezzi di abbonamento · Subscription rates
Italia: Euro 80,00 (Privati); Euro 25,00 (Enti, edizione Online compresa).
Outside Italy: Euro 25,00 (Individuals); Euro 65,00 (Institutions, with Online edition).
Uﬃci di Pisa: Via Santa Bibbiana 28 · i 5627 Pisa
Uﬃci di Roma: Via Carlo Emanuele I 48 · i 0085 Roma
*
Autorizzazione del Tribunale di Pisa n. 42 del 2 dicembre 2007.
Direttore responsabile: Fabrizio Serra.
*
Sono rigorosamente vietati la riproduzione, la traduzione, l’adattamento, anche parziale o
per estratti, per qualsiasi uso e con qualsiasi mezzo eﬀettuati, compresi la copia fotostatica,
il microﬁlm, la memorizzazione elettronica, ecc., senza preventiva autorizzazione scritta
della Fabrizio Serra editore®, Pisa · Roma.
Ogni abuso verrà perseguito a norma di legge.
All forms of reproduction, translation, adaptation, whether partial or for oﬀprints, for any
use whatsoever and carried out by any means whatsoever, including photostatic copies,
microﬁlms, recording, electronic memorization or any other informations storage system,
etc., are strictly forbidden, unless prior permission is obtained in writing
from the Fabrizio Serra editore.
Any breach of the law will be dealt with according to the legislation in force.
Proprietà riservata · All rights reserved
© Copyright 2009 by Fabrizio Serra editore®, Pisa · Roma.
Stampato in Italia · Printed in Italy
*
issn 973-5049
issn elettronico 974-4870

SOMMARIO
SAGGI
Alessandro Lami, Il nuovo Galeno e il fr. 964 di Euripide
Anargyros Anastassiou, Hippocratica delenda
Arsenio Ferraces Rodríguez, Al margen de un término discutido en Escribonio
Largo: zona-cingulum-balteum-circinum
Daniela Manetti, Anonymus Londiniensis de medicina (P. Br. Libr. inv. 137) XVII
21-22. Collocazione di un frammento incertae sedis
Vito Lorusso, Cinque nuovi frammenti di Galeno. Edizione critica, traduzione,
commento
Ivan Garofalo, Postilla all’articolo Gli scoli al de sectis
Amneris Roselli, kavtqane kai; Pavtrokloç. Un’interpretazione delle testimonianze su Callianatte Erofileo
Jacques Jouanna, Anonyme, Sur les quatre éléments (Laur. plut. 75. 19, fol. 26v27r)
Laura López Figueroa, La Epistola peri hereseon y el prólogo del comentario al
tratado galénico de sectis
Barbara Zipser, Deleted text in a manuscript: Galen On the eye and the Marc. gr.
276
Ivan Garofalo, I commenti alle Epidemie e la loro traduzione araba
Klaus-Dietrich Fischer, Galen, Pardalas, and sundry delights for the student of
ancient Greek medicine

11
21
27
39
45
67
69
75
91
107
113
161

Amneris Roselli, Due manoscritti medici greci nelle biblioteche di Sofia

177

Congetture e emendamenti inediti sui testi medici

181

Abstracts

193

