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Sympathy between Hippocrates and Galen:
The Case of Galen’s Commentary on Hippocrates’
‘Epidemics’, Book Two

Brooxe HoLMES!?

It is well known that Galen’s commentaries on texts from the Hippocratic
Corpus are organised by the methodological principle ‘to make clear what is
unclear’? Galen is often content to blame obscurity on the limitations of the
reader, a strategy that allows him to cast himself as an exemplary teacher, The
Commentary on Hippocrates’ Epidemics’, Book Two, however, confronts a rather
different species of obscurity, one due to the difficult nature of the treatise itself,
which, as Galen regularly observes, is rife with enigmatic words and frustrating
gaps. The difficulty can sometimes be attributed to problems with the state of
the text (variant readings, possible omissions). In other cases, Galen blames the
text’s impenetrability on the interpolations of forgers who aim to create obscu-
rity and ambiguity because, he alleges, they want to create puzzles that only
they can solve, thereby inflating their own reputations.

But perhaps the most important reason for the difficulties posed by Epidem-
“ies, Book Two, in Galen’s view, les in the circumstances of its composition.
- Despite the fact that, at the outset of his commentary, he professes not to care
“whether the treatise was written by Hippocrates or by his son Thessalus,? he
~later agrees with those who believe that Hippocrates did not write the text for
“publication but prepared it, rather, as a notebook: ‘for the mode of the expres-
" sion used in the text is inadequate to convey the meaning he intends in a way

... This essay was written with the generous support of the American Council of Learned
ocieties, the Fondation Hardt pour I'étude de I'Antiquité classique, and the Elias Boudinot
Bicentennial Preceptorship at Princeton University. I would like to express my thanks as well
0 Peter E. Pormann for the invitation to be involved in the Epidemics in Context project and
the original conference audience for their comments and questions,

.+ See, for example, Galen’s Commentary on Hippocrates” ‘Aphorisms’1, proe. (xvii/b. p. 561 K);
ommentary on Hippocraies' Fractures’3, proe. (xviii/b. p. 318 K). Galen’s commentaries on
thippocrates have been the subject of considerable research over the past thirty years. See
ecially Smith 1979, 61-176; Manetti and Roselli 1994, See also Manuli 1983b; Lloyd 1991;
bru 1994; Jouranna 2000b; Flemming 2002; von Staden 2002; Yeo 2005; Flemming 2008,
netti 2009,

Book ii.1.5 HV (cf. p. 155, lines 31-5 Pf).
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that is entirely comprehensible’.* If such stylistic infelicities are inexcusable in
those trying to communicate with a larger public, they are forgivable in those
writing for their own private purposes. The style of Epidemics, Book Two, thus
seems to prove that it was written as an aide-mémoires Given the origin of the
text, we must be content, Galen concedes, ‘with approximation and conjecture
and not secure knowledge’.¢
Yet the enigmatic nature of Epidemics, Book Two, also affords the commen-
tator an opportunity. For it allows Galen to present himself as a riddle-solver
and a code-cracker and, hence, the true heir of Hippocrates, the son who does
not just transmit the father’s private writings, as Thessalus does, but unpacks
their latent truths. The terseness of Epidemics, Book Two, which exaggerates
the brachylogy so characteristic of the Epidemnics as a whole, also invites expli-
cation and appropriation.” Galen’s commentary is, accordingly, addressed not
just to enigmas but also to silences. These silences, significantly, tend to crop up
in places where Galen expects a cause. Much as modern readers, at least until
fairly recently, have tended to see in the Epidemics a paradigm of pure clinical
observation, devoid of theoretical commitments, the ancient Empiricists read
these texts as validating their rejection of speculation about hidden things.? It is,
in fact, partly to wrest control of the Epidemics from the Empiricists that Galen
writes his commentaries in the first place, declaring in his study of Epidemics,

Book One, that ‘Hippocrates already went to the trouble of explaining what h
described. What remains to be done is to give the causes of [the hegnW o
_‘;hat he described’.® In the Commentary on Hippocrates’ '_Epit:femicsE Bogfrcn ;na}
Qalen does not lose sight of this aim, claiming that Hippocrates ar:lvis o
search for the causes and to study them.' The commentary on cau etilus ltlo
supplies is thus presented as an expansion of something inherent in t;es 'at' (i
text and a locus for his claim to Hippocrates® legacy. coner
| he causes that Galen supplies, however, both here and in other Hippocrati
: mmentaries, are more often than not products of his own medical- 1[1)5050 }llC
ical system, a system heavily indebted to its more immediate redecis . (;
specially the Hellenistic anatomists. Indeed, the uneven anfl) inscruti?)lis s
re of Epidemics, Book Two, makes it especially susceptible to what He'e I'la}-l
on Staden has called Galen’s mode of ‘inflationary’ reading.!? That is thmlt~lc
eggiily s-.upplies gaps to be filled by Galen’s own aetiologi'cal—theoréticzfl o
ratus in the guise of Hippocrates’ (unexpressed) beliefs about hidden cauap—
strtvzctures.12 But what makes Galen’s exegetical practise in his readin Sei’
demxcs, Book Two, particularly interesting is the way in which he artic lgt0
causal apparatus along anatomical lines. The prevalence of anatoni ilflaGes
s commentary is a response, in part, to the fact that the account in E };de s
ok Two, of the blood vessels and ‘nerves’ was considered by Galen arjljd otﬁ::s’
e the only genuine Hippocratic account of these structures.? It reflects to];S

S —

4 Bookiil.90 HV (cf. p. 177, lines 12—20 PE). See also iL.1.195 HV (cf. p. 205, lines 18-27 If), en’s.interest in Hi t ;

2115 HV (cf. p. 239, lines 42-3 Pf), ii3.87 TV (cf. p. 283, lines 7-14 Pf). On Thessalus's ppocrates as not just the father of medicine but the father
rale, see also i1.2.22 HV (cf. p. 213, lines 23—6 PI), ii.3.64 (cf. p. 276, lines 1-3 Pf). Explaining '
the enigmatic style of Epidemics, Book Two, is all the more jmportant in view of the fact
that Galen frequently praises the clarity of Hippocrates’ writing and the master’s interest in

communication: see Sluiter 1995.

ook i..2.202 V (xvii/a. p. 183 K; p. 92, lines 21-2 W).

1i.1.154 HV (cf. p. 195, lines 23-5 Pf).

5  Onprivate memory, see also Commentary on Hippocrates’ ‘Eptdemics’, Book 5ix2.23 (xvii/a. ;:d:;hz:f %relt(ili ]213; n:f:lns Oj SuCh.a reading, von Staden argues, the two ancient
p. 955 K p. 93, tines 3-8 W). The distinction between public and private as a generjc market - csemble each ot}l;er 5 ) E:in a11u§1ve, Fhe %ater expansive and explicit—often are
was already in place in earlier Hippocratic commentaries (Manetti and Roselli 1994, 1568). . [ practices. Text and > indeed to be identical in their scientific theories and in their
6 Bookil.2.49 ITV {cf. p. 221, lines 9-11 Pf). : . and commentary, as an ensemble, thus project a reassuring image
7  On stylistic differences between the various Epidemics, see Smith 1989. Galen’s oral context or cultural exigency’ (ibid

commentaries reflect these differences: those on Epidemics, Books One and Three, are less i .“The most Im ortg t u}; - 1‘1 4 REbe,C ca Flemming offers a slightly different
polemical vis-d-vis other commentators and hew more closely to the text, while those on and thickness Ef than e _ESC' in Galen’s Hippocratic commentaries] was the
Epidemics, Books Two and Six, are more upfront about the intexpretive problems involved. e sense of, not absole (t:ODHanons madfe » the ways i_n which points could be joined
(Galen thought Epidemics, Books Four, Five, and Seven, were not Hippocratic at all) Some of. en’s attribiltion thiu ¢ pu'r1ty o COI.lSlStenCy’ (2002, 112).

the differences in Galen’s treatment can also be explained by whether the commentary was, 534 von Staden 23 Oozwn ideas to Hippocrates, see De Lacy 1979, 363; Lloyd 1988;
produced in the first or second ‘phase’ of his commentary writing. On the chronology of the: mis;es the account By 1é4_16; Ye? 2005; Flemming 2008, 343-6.

commentaries, see Smith 1979, 123-5, 147-55 on the composition of Epidemics, Book Two. -~ i Being as spurious (__5412 n Places in a Hymtm Being, Mochlion, and On the Nature
8  TFor the modern history of reading the Epidemics and a more nuanced approach to the o5 Natare of Man 1 ii.4.4 HV [cf. p. 311, lines 14-22 Pf]). See also Commentary on
texts’ theoretical commitments, see Langholf 1990; King 1998, 54-74, For the Empiricists’ & pronounced ﬂ,’lfl;f?e't(xv' PP .10‘11 K_; ed. Mewaldt 1914, 7, lines 21-3, line 18),
cefusal to see causes in the Epidemics, see, for example, i.1.13 V (xvii/a. p. 6 K; p. 6, lines . he dismisses chapters 1'931815&111d third Sectl‘ons of On the Nature of a Human Being
6-16 W). On Galen’s battles against the Empiricists in his Hippocratic commentaries mo els precisely ]f ecause it das largely an interpolation, singling out the account of
generally, see Manetti and Roselli 1994, 1535-8, 1593-1600, and von Staden 2002, 119-+21; o bfnions of Bippoe Ie i Zes not accord with the account at Epidemics il. 1.6; see
who argues that Galen’s rescue of Hippocrates from the Empiricists is a crucial feature of his 30, line 24) fg’n (’f 163 an .Plato 6.3.27-31 {v. pp. 527-9 K; ed. De Lacy 197884,
exegetical ‘plot. . 05ed . alen’s difficulties in recuperating Hippocratic anatomy, see




52 Brooke Holmes

of anatomy, an interest that he inherited from some of his teachers.** The signif-
icance of anatomy in the tradition of anti-Empiricist Hippocratic interpretation
and the elliptical, sketchy pature of the original treatise create the conditions
under which Galen folds his own, post-Hellenistic vision of the networked body
into his interpretation of Epidemics, Rook Two. The Galenic body, richly webbed
with nerves, veins, and arteries, not only insinuates itself into the Hippocratic
account of the blood vessels and nerves but becomes the subtext that Galen un-
covers at other points in the treatise.

In this paper, I analyse the conflation of anatomy and causality in Galen’s
Commentary on Hippocrates’ ‘Epidemics’, Book Two, by focusing on the phe-
nomenon that seems to trigger it most often, that of sympathy (sympatheia),
which Galen uses to describe cases where one part of the body suffers as a result
of its relationship to another part.’ The language of sympathy (sympdtheia,
sympdaskhein, sympathés) does not appear in Epidemics, Book Two, not, in fact,
in any other classical-era Hippocratic text.!® Yet Galen shows himself in other
commentaries to be more than willing to put that language into the mouth of
Hippocrates.'” Indeed, he sees a commitment to sympathy within the body in a
broad sense as one of the defining pillars of the master’s system, adopting a line
from the treatise On Nutriment—almost certainly dating from the Hellenistic
or imperial period—as something of a Hippocratic slogan.*® In the case of the

14 Garofalo 1992, 610. Galen wrote a whole treatise entitled On the Anatomy of Hippocraies
in five or six books that is no longer extant {it is mentioned at The Function of the Parts of
the Body 14.4 [iv. p. 154 I ed. Helmreich 1907-9, ii. 293, lines 15-16]). The great anatomist
Marinus is also said to have endorsed the account in Epidemics, Book Two, at Commentary on
Hippocrates’ Tpidemics’, ii4.43 HV {cf. p. 331, lines 5-8 Pf).
15 Siegel 1968, 36082 remains the standard discussion of sympathetic affections in Galen.
See also De Lacy 1979, 361-3; Holmes, Forthcoming, Keyser 1997 discusses sympathy in
Galen’s pharmacology.
16 The word does appear several times in treatises widely believed to be post-classical: see
Letters 13 (ix. p. 334 L; ed. Smith 1994, 64, line 4), 23 (ix. p. 394 L; ed. Smith 1994, 102, line 9);
Precepis 14 {ix. p. 272 L; ed. Heiberg 1927, 353, lines 6-T).
17 See, for example, Commentary on Hippocrates’ ‘Epidemics’, Book Six 1.2 (xvii/a. pp. 800-1
K; p. 7, lines 17-20 W), where Galen explains a lemma from Epidermics, Book Six, by supplying
kata sympdtheian. See also, for example, Commentary on Hippocrates ‘Aphorisms™5.1 (xviifb.
p. 783K}, Commentary on Hippocrates” “Joints” 3.96 (xviiifa. p. 623 K); Commentary on
Hippocrates” ‘Epidemics’, Book Six 1.2 (xvii/a. p. 803 K; p. 8, line 26 W).
18 Nutriment 23 (ix. p. 106 L; ed. Deichgriber 1973, 36): ‘chppotet pie, coprvola pic, TLOEVTE
copmofée, Kot iy otAopeiiny qévTa, Kortdr pEpoc 88 Té &V EKGCTE pépel pépea TPOC To
Epyov’ (There is one flowing together; there is one common breathing; all things are in
sympathy, everything according to the whole and according to the part, all the parts in each
part, with reference to its function). On the dating of Nutriment, see Diller 1936; Deichgriber
1973, 69-75; Joly 1975; Jouanna 1999, 401 {a}l dating it o the post-classical period in view of
Stoic influence, despite differences of opinion regarding how late the treatise is). For Galen’s
citation of the Nutriment passage, see Causes of Pulses 1.12 (ix. p. 88 K); Natural Capacities

1.2 (ii. p. 29 K; ed. Helmreich 1893, 122, lines 6-103, 1.13 (ii. p. 38 K; ed. Helmreich 1893, 129,
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Commentary on Hippocrates’ Epidemics’, Book Two, we lack the original

tve_xt. Nevertheless, it is possible to detect here, too, in Hunayn’s uselgil”r’zli P
$araka and musaraka, traces of Galen’s extension of .the concept 02" M
(and re]‘ated concepts) to Hippocrates.!® On such occasions Galell)l doezymfaj[hy
ply attribute a concept of sympathy to his classical prede’cessor He alrs10 tm}in_
advantage of the opportunity to elucidate causal connections by i.ntrodu ; ahis
own sophisticated model of an intricately and precisely networked bod; e

Chest, Breasts, Genitals, Voice: The Vascular Network

Tl'le langu‘age of sympathy does not occur, as I have just observed, in the
Hippocratic treatises dating to the fifth and fourth centuries BC Ye’é we do
find, on several occasions, a term that will become closely associat-ed with the
f:oncel?t ?f syrgnpathy in Galen—namely, koinénia (or, rather, the Tonic koinanie):
_ assoc%atlon-’, community’, ‘partnership’. The plural (koindniai) appears tWicel
i'aoth times in contexts that suggest sympathetic affections triggered elsewheré
. in the body by a primary ill.#* The singular is found, conveniently enough, in

i lines 7-9), 3.13 (ii. p. 196 K; ed. Helmreich 1893, 243, lines 10-13); The Method of Healing 1.2
(x p- 16 K}, Tremar, Palpitation, Spasm, and Shivering 6 (vil. p. 616 Ky, The Funeti ¢ h
: “Parts of the Body 1.8 (ifi. p. 17 K; ed. Helmreich 1907-9, i. 12, lines 16*15,5) 1.9 (ii 24 Oft ;
- Helmreich 1907-9, 1. 17, lines 13-15). : , 12 p G ed
- 19.1-15?;;1?52&;( }:zi?; 131 Kul;n 1821._33 (xvii/a. pp. 303-479) is a forgery probably dating from the
£ enalssan . erefore relied largely on the Warwick translation, with attention to the
i rz [1;: original where relevant, through the generous help of Bink Hallum, Peter E. Pormann
Eppo;:;;?g;;};;:ii;rs}}? 211;65:50{[ szérank/a to translate sympdskhein is seen at Commentary or;
! D12, xvii/a. p. 138 K; p. 80, line i §a
Wai, used to translate sympdtheia. See also below, fl 31. Itis zxgsz)}; ;t%?jgs;nﬁf\:f};irmf}f:: illiz
kbin;n?g ie ;:01(1:11, respectively, can also be Eis‘ed to translate koinéd/koinonéo and }coinénfaf
oman v’v) a5 ( oirgmentary on H:ppaf:mtes Epidemics, 1.2.110 V (xviifa. p. 136 K; p. 70,
e the,se.refe)iv a.];l. 2[1J2 K; p. 106, line 31 W), 3.26 (xvii/a. p. 21§ K; p. 110, lines 19-20 W).
T o 1 ;z;mlt;; 08 'we Vagelpohl.) See' also Commentary on Hippocrates’ ‘Epidemics’,
0 Hippo.ci.itic t,e : es kllle), where, as Bink Hallum has pointed out to me, the koinonie
b0 Whethex Glzl trar}s ated 1try means of ’mus"émka. The context is usually sufficient
b ot s r—_ 1em &s referring t9 sympa?heia or koinonié, concepts that are often--
ogn ot partgz)s ]\1/’{6; atrfwtflsgén}})lathezc aféechons odccur when there is an ‘association’
. . here has been to identtify passages in the translati
lféire tizlszn z;s)g;azs to bp dlscus.?mg syrnpathfrtic affections and reliti’onships and tﬂ:: Tc:
s ’I‘:E sages aigamst the mstagces of saraka and musdraka in the Commentary on
ppocrates’ Epidemics’, Book Two, provided to me by Bink Hallum. On Hunayn’s translation
. :.i;zera_lly, see Pormarnn 2008a and the other papers in this volume. .
.r _égler micsvi, 3.24 (v.p. 304L; El':[.ManetFi/‘ROSEHi1982, 76,klines 4-5); Humours20 (v.p. 500 L).
-Other instances of sympathetic affection in the Hippocratic Corpus, see Holmes, Forth-
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Epidemics, Book Two, in a discussion of critical signs that closes with a brief
summary of a particular type of sign:

noAAd 8¢ Kol TOY TOWGTOY, Olov amopBelpouvcéov ol Titdol moctevodvo-

v obdE yop évovriov obdE Brixec ypoviot, 0TL opxwfc OLBT]COSV’IZOC movbo-

vron- dpyLe oldcac O1o Bryedéwy bropvne Kowovine ctnBév, paidv,
« L ”

yoviic, povijc. (Epidemics ii. 1.6, v.p. 76 L)

There are many phenomena of this kind, as when, in wgmen who are ja\bf)ut
to abort, the breasts completely wither up. For there is no COl’ltl'&dlCFlOIl
even in that chronic coughs subside following the swelling 9f a testicle.
The testicle that has swollen because of the coughs is a remmder. of the
relationship between the chest, the breasts, the genitals, and the voice.

The symptom-the withering breast, the swollen testicle—here acquires,hbeyoni
its diagnostic function, a mnemonic one: it recalls tq the reader a sc e:inafo

relationships within the sexed body with which he is app_ar‘ently alrea y fa-
miliar. The idea of such a ‘community’ of parts or places within the body is, in
fact, suggested by other Hippocratic writers. For exan.lple, a number of treatises
seem to assume—and, on at least one occasion, explicitly refer to—a vesse? t}}at,
in the female body, joins the uterus to the breasts, allowing for the tra.nsrms.smn
of milk and, under pathological conditions, menstrual bl.ood..22 Many writers
also imply the presence of a kind of tube or vessel connecting the vagina to the-
mouth or nostrils, perhaps building on popular concepts of the female body;
there is further evidence, beyond the passage from Epidemics, Book Two, of
a belief in a similar tube in the male body.?® These may be the routes that the

author has in mind here.

21 1print Robert Alessi’s unpublished text for the Budé series here and. throughgut;é ‘;11;1 Veiy
grateful to him for making it available to me. I hall(v,(; also consulted Smith 1994, in addition to
ittré _¢1. Translations from Epidemics, Book Two, are my owl.
Iz’lzmleic}rgxgr?ﬂk, see On Seed/On the lgafure of the Child 21 (vii. pp. 510-14 L; eFl. Joly 1970,;7,
line 9-68, line 18); On the Glands 16 (viii. pp. 570-72 L; ?d. Joly 1978, 121, lines 11}—120)-1" l_l’clu’
menstrual blood, see On the Diseases of Women ii. 133 (viii, p. 282 L}, On the sympathy o 3_
breasts and the uterus in the Corpus (and Aristotle), see also Dean-Jones 1994, 215-22 an
gglmgj’);;eznz;ﬁcs ii. 5.1 (v. p. 128 L) also suggests a relationship between the testi«?le and the ;01(2.6
(Galen’s commentary on this passage, unfortunately, is lost). See further, with an em% 5;31:
on the female body, Manuli 1983a, 157; King 1998,‘ 49-51, 68—9,; Dean-Tones 1994, ;2}; . S;Jn
popular ideas about the relationship of a woman’s ‘two mouths’, see Alrmstrong. anl hartl o
1986. The mouth, of course, is not the same as the voice. Nevertheless, '1t seems likely thal
‘tube’ assumed by these authors would be sufficient to relate changes in the sef'mal organs t?
those of the voice. See Duminil 1983, 121, who posits Aristotle’s On the Generation of Amma' s
4.8, where Aristotle locates the principle of the voice close to the source of the spermatic

Sympathy between Hippocrates and Galen 35

Nevertheless, the underlying web of connections is not described by the
Hippocratic author, creating an opportunity for the commentator to step in and
flesh out what the source text leaves unsaid. Galen intervenes in the text even
before mentioning the koinonie between chest, breast, genitals, and voice. For if
the symptoms of the withering breasts or the swollen testicle are imagined by
the Hippocratic author to call up a correspondence between the breasts and the
uterus or the chest and the genitals that is familiar to his reader, Galen fears that
his reader will be baftled by such symptoms. He thus hastens to signal ‘the con-
nection and association that exists between the genital organs and the chest’ as
the underlying explanation of what is happening on the surface.?* ‘Hippocrates’
himself, of course, goes on to identify this connection but, as we have just seen,
he does so matter-of-factly and without explanation.

Following a brief interlude about the precise meaning of genitals in the passage,
Galen returns to the connection between the genital region and the chest, which,
he indicates, requires further elaboration: ‘T need to describe the reason for that
connection’.? What follows is an extended description of the anatomical struc-
tures that Galen sees as the ground of the relationships drawn by the Hippocratic
author, He traces the paths of two sets of veins—one deep, the other superficial—
that create a bond between the upper body (chest, breasts) and the reproductive
organs, on the one hand, and the upper body and the testicles or the vulva, on
the other, concluding: ‘this shows how the connection and association between
the chest and the breasts, the generative organs, and the voice takes place: it is an
association due to these veins’ .26 Whereas the author of Epidemics, Book Two, is

: vessels in the heart, as the missing link between the voice and the genitals in Epidemics, Book
‘Two. I think it unlikely that the Aristotelian model underlies the passage here.

24 Book it.1.72 HV {cf. p. 173, lines 4-7 Pf). The phrase ‘connection and association’ is Bink
- Hallhum's translation of ittisal and mudidraka, the latter probably translating Galen’s koinania.
o (Pfaff offers “Verbindung' and ‘Gemeinschaft’.) For the phenomenon of shrunken breasts
" signaling an imminent miscarriage, see also Aphorisms 5.37-8 (iv. p. 544 L), with Commentary
“on Hippocrates’ ‘Aphorisms’ 5.37-8 (xvii/b. pp. 828-9 K); Aphorisms 5.53 (iv. pp. 550-52 L),
with Commentary on Hippocrates” ‘"Aphorisms’ 5.53 (xvii/b. pp. 845-50 K). Galen himself cites
his discussions in the Aphorisms commentary at Commentary on Hippocrates' Epidemics),
1.1.70 HV (cf. p. 172, lines 28-9 Pf). See further The Affected Parts 6.5 (viil. pp. 436-7 K); The
Function of the Parts of the Body 14.4 (iv. p. 153 K; ed. Helmreich 1907-9, ii. 292, line 19-293,
ine 4), 14.8 {iv. p- 179 K; ed. Helmreich 1907-9, ii. 312, line 16313, line 21). On the vascular
refationship between the uterus and the breasts, see espectally the discussion at The Function
of the Paris of the Body 14.4-5 (iv. pp. 150-58 K; ed. Helmreich 1907-9, ii. 290, line 21-296,
lirie 7), 14.3 (v. pp. 176-9 K; ed. Helmreich 1907-9, ii. 310, line 8-313, line 7). See also, for
example, Commentary on Hippocrates' ‘Aphorisms’5.50 (xvii/b. p. 843 X), 5.52 (xvii/b. p. 844 K},
5.53 {xvii/b. pp. 846-7 K); Commentary on Hippocrates’ Epidemics’, ii.1.96 HV (ef. p. 179, lines
12-16 Pf), 11.3.166 HV (cf. p. 304, lines 17-24 Pf); The Method of Healing 13.19 (x. pp. 925-6 K);
e Anatomy of Veins and Arteries 8 (i, p. 813 K).

25: Book ii.1.75 HV (cf. p. 173, lines 27-8 P¥).

26: Book ii.1.76 HV (cf. p. 174, lines 16-19 Pf). Note that by Galen’s time, phléps had come
‘mean ‘vein’ as opposed to artery. The difference is not recognised in the classical-era
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content to speak of the koinonié of parts of the body, much as another Hippocratic
author simply refers to the ‘relatedness’ (homoethnie) of the uterus and the breasts,
Galen is compelled to map out in some detail the network that underwrites these
affinities, which he presents as the subtext of Hippocrates’ remarks.””

In articulating the paths of these veins, Galen is not, in principle, violating
the spirit of the original text. The vessels that transport fluids and air were a
fundamental part of Hippocratic medicine, and several authors, including the
author of Epidemics, Book Two, attempted to chart systematically their routes
through the body—-an ambitious undertaking, given the apparent absence of for-
mal dissectior, at least of humans, in the classical period.?s Moreover, the drive
to identify the underlying causes of symptoms is a marked feature of a number
of Hippocratic texts; the texts of the Epidemics, too, clearly draw ona developed
etiological system.? Nevertheless, in supplementing the source text, Galen goes
a step further, supplying the details that he believes are required to adequately
account for the vague ‘association” signaled at Epidemics ii. 1.6. The fact that
these details are drawn from his own understanding of the vascular network,
developed through his extensive experience with animal dissection and clinical
practise and also undoubtedly coloured by his own theoretical expectations, is
consistent with his practise elsewhere of grounding associations between parts
of the body and the resulting sympathetic affections in an anatomical landscape
drawn with the pretense of precision.*’ In the commentary on Epidemics, Book

Hippocratic texts: see Duminil 1983, 23.61. Galen shows that he is aware of the earlier,
broader usage of phléps in Epidemics, Book Two, at The Opinions of Hippocrates and Plato 6.8.45
(v. p. 574 K; ed. De Lacy 1978-84, 416, lines 24-6), but he is not consistent in his historical
sensitivity. I use the term ‘vascular’ in part as a way of acknowledging the lack of distinction
in the Hippoeratic text.
97  Homoethni& On the Diseases of Women ii. 174 {viii. p. 354 L). The term also occurs at On
Places in ¢ Human Being 1 (vi. p. 278 L; ed. Craik 1998, 36, line 4), in a slightly different context,
still involving sympathetic affection.
28 Epidemics, Book Two, not only offers an important early account of vascular anatomy but
also, as Wesley Smith has observed, ‘give[s] evidence of a systematic interest in getting control
of the body’s means of communication, defining them, mapping the channels, and learning
to manipulate them’ (1989, 151). See also Harris 1973, 62 on the interconnecting veins in the
anatomical account at 4.1, which he believes is based on animal dissection (he is followed here
by Langholf 1990, 145, 147). On vascular cormectivity elsewhere in the Corpus, see On Joints
45 (iii. p. 556 L; ii. p. 107, line 10-p. 108, line 5 Kw); On Places in @ Human Being 3 (vi. p. 282
L; ed. Craik 1998, 40, lines 30-31). In the surgical treatises, the verbs koinéd and koindnéo are
often used to describe the interconnection of parts of the body (primarily skeletal): see On
Joints 13 (iv. p. 118 I; ii. p. 134, line 8 Kw), 45 (iv. p. 190 L; il p. 172, line 3 Kw), 86 (iv. p. 324 15
ii. p. 243, line 8 Kw); On Fractures 9 (iii. p. 450 L; ii. p. 62, line 4 Kw), 10 (iil. p- 450 L; ii. p. 62,
line 15 Kw), 11 (iid. p. 452 L; fi. p 63, line 15 Kw).
20 On the interpretation of symptoms in early medical writing, see Holmes 2010, 121-91. On
the etiological basis of the varicus Epidemics texts, see especially Langholf 1990.
30 Especially in the late work The Affected Parts, Galen emphasises the need for a strong

grounding in anatomy to understand sympathetic affections, especially those invelving the '
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T\ivo, Galep’s own vision of the inside of the body emerges in the gap that th
Hippocratic text leaves between two apparently isolated events: theg cﬁsa pear-
ance of a cough and the swelling of the testicles; the witheriné; of th é’peaf‘
and the abortion shortly after. In his commentary, then, Galen does noet 'reasltS
respond to the need for a cause or explanation of the phenomenon noteds%mphy
source text but threads his explanation along the pathways of the bod tPllntthe
(but not necessarily ‘Hippocrates’) understands to lie beneath the skinY o
Qalen’s anatornical knowledge is, in fact, one of the criteria again'st which
he judges others’ attempts to make sense of the roughly juxtaposed detail p
characteristic of the Epidemics. In his Commentary on Hippocrates’ ‘Epiden:i;c’)
Book Three, for example, he cites the interpretation of one of the case histori ,
by the followers of Sabinus: Pythion was suffering in his stomach and from ‘ch?sS -.
thes‘e exege’tes say, his hands were trembling through sympathy (k&E élcei,vm;
xord copméBetay ol xeipec Erpepov).®? Galen has no problem with his rivals’
recourse to sympathy as a way of explicating a Hippocratic lemma. What he
contests is their allegation that sympathy exists at all between the sto'mach and
the hands. For, he says, they cannot demonstrate an ‘association’ (koindnia) be-
tween the body parts in question and, as a result, they cannot account for how
-. a}rll affection is trafficked from one part to the other. It is not just their diagnosis
_E Itva;z 22;11:‘,:11;_2? without such proof. Their interpretation of the Hippocratic text
The work of the commentator is hemmed in not only by anatomical fact
_.'_._however, but also by the constraints of the text. Galen’s detour into Vasculaui
~anatomy at Epidemics ii. 1.6 is facilitated by the silence of the Hippocratic origi-
;}al. For the absence of any elaboration of the alleged koindnié in the lennia

nerves: see The Affected Parts 1.6 (viil. pp. 57, 60-63 K), 3.14 (viii. p. 208 K), 4.7 (viii. p. 257 K)
or his undersltanding of vascular anatomy, see Harris 1973, 267-306. At the’sa;fne tin;f .Galen’ .
strong commitment to a venous relationship between the breasts and the uterus see;ns f bs
du_f: as much to his expectations as to empirical research. Goss makes a rare interventio(r)l iz
LS .trim’slatmn of The Anatomy of Veins and Arteries when Galen mentions the ‘association’
(J_V_cqziz}:ma) l.Jetween the breasts and the uterus (ii. p. 813 K; ed. Goss 1961, 363), stating: ‘thislils
“‘:Xriz—;ti ;r ;fines;lhfui ob:e;vatlon’. Galen’s interest in this association is probably due not just to
éjgo toghis tei alou. ;1 e sympathy' of the breasts and the uterus in the medical tradition but
o eologic understanchqg of the female body: see The Function of the Parts of the
._y 8 (v. pp. 176-9 K; ed. Helmreich 1907-9, ii. 310, line 8-313, line 7).

te Cor..qmentfary on Hlpp?cmtesl’ ‘Epidemics’, Book Three 1.4 (xvil/a. p. 520 K; p. 24, lines 6-7 W).
:_rf:st.angly, in the Arabic version, we find the word $araka to render Greek sympatheia. Th

p_ll:a§e is translated as (MS E1, fol. 139a, lines 17-18): ympATE: B

- LS RRIRU I v YIS SURU U P | P TVU N B ES 0 X1 JENPPS L I JE AP
W ; . ¢ . ) ' ) .
aihaajve founi them saying: ‘A stomach disease occurred to that man. Then the hands shared
1 disease [§drakat ... fi tilka I-‘illati] with the stomach, so that they trembled’.

& g ;
551122 Etlilso 11.4-.41 2HV (cf. p. 329, line 11-p. 330, line 32 Pf), where commentators go astray
u ey lack the anatomical knowledge gained through autopsy.
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means that he is free to draw his own connections between, say, the breasts
and the uterus without having to recuperate anything from the parent text. The
situation is more delicate in Galen’s extended commentary on the account of the
vessels and nerves at the beginning of the fourth section of Epidemics, Book
Two, where he is forced to accommodate a more detailed original text, a text
whose omissions and errors are more glaring The stakes, moreover, are high.
Galen believes the passage represents the only genuine Hippocratic account of
vascular anatomy available. The anatomical description ostensibly proves that
Hippocrates engaged in systematic dissection, allowing Galen to put him first
in an anatormical tradition that continues through Herophilus and Marinus to
Galen himself.

Despite the stress Galen places on the genuine provenance of the vascular
anatomy in the text, the authenticity of the passage is complicated by the fact
that the very style of the description proves in his mind that Epidemics, Book
Two, was not written by Hippocrates as a book for public circulation but, rather,
compiled by his son, Thessalus, “from things he found recorded by Hippocrates
on pages, sheets, and scattered fragments’.* The lacunose, scattershot nature
of the text is temporarily kept hidden, as Galen offers a generous and polished

‘paraphrase’ of the Hippocratic account that strategically shifts attention from
omy lesson for the sake of the reader.

exegesis to an impromptu, stand-alone anat
Galen is compelled to

But once he has concluded the educational digression,
return to the text and the nature of its origins. In revisiting the question of
origins, he implicitly acknowledges the difficulties that his own presentation
of the material has worked to fill: you cannot help but think here, he says, that
Hippocrates was writing only for himself, ‘to remind him{self] of what he had
seerr. For, if he had meant for the passage under consideration to be read by
others, ‘he would certainly have explained and clarified it as he had done in the
books he wrote for people to read’.® However authentic the text, then, it was
not intended for our eyes, nor, for that matter, for anyone else’s.

33 Epidemics ii. 4.1 (v. pp. 120-26 L); ii. 4.2-57 HV (cf. p. 310, line 22-p. 338, line 31 Pf).
Alessi’s version of the Hippocratic text, which I have followed, was first presented as Alessi
2007. The passage from Epidemics, Book Two, also appears at On the Nature of Bones 10 (ix.
pp. 178-80 L; ed. Duminil 1998, 147, line 1-149, line 10). The anatomical account is rather
opaque: for discussion, see Harris 1973, 60-62; Duminil 1983, 34-47, 101-8; Langholf 1990,

145-9. The situation is complicated by discrepancies between the passage as it has been

transmitted by the direct manuscript tradition (where it has almost certainly been subject to
corruption) and the lemma in Galen’s commen!
they raise, see Duminil 1983, 109-13; Garofalo 1992, The textual problems do not, however,
bear on my discussion here. Alessi 1996 discusses more generally the usefulness of Galen for
establishing the text of Epidemics, Book Two. :
34 Book ii.4.3 HV {cf. p. 310, lines 23-6 Pf}.

35 Book ii4.11 HV (cf. p. 314, lines 34-40 Pf).

tary. On these discrepancies and the difficulties -
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From one perspective, the inward-turning nature of the text under these cir-
cumstanc.es makes the task of the interpreter more complex. Yet it also creates
oppgrtumtles; more specifically, it opens up a means for Galen to salvage a more
unwieldy source text, a text in which “Hippocrates’ confronts anatomy head-on
Insofar as, from Galen’s perspective, that confrontation can occur only throu h
dissection—'whoever wants to see for himself what is beneath the skin must cgut
through the skin*—the text presumably represents Hippocrates’ notes result-
ing from his observation of the vascular system.?” We might imagine, then, that
there is little room for Galen’s own vision. ! ,

But while the original text does have a tendency to get in the way, the larger
problem turns out to be not what Hippocrates puts in but what he ,leaves out
The reason for these omissions, Galen claims, is the very origin of the text as;
a private document, designed only to trigger the memory of its author—hence
its many gaps and points of obscurity. These gaps are what Galen exploits m
rorder to slip in his own model of vascular anatomy, this time under the puise of
-shared memories of dissection: indeed, he goes so far as to imaginatively retrace
the path of Hippocrates® scalpel.?® The two great physicians thus together form
a closed community of experts gathered around the open body. Galen’s com-
. t;g_entary purportedly translates this ‘shared” but esoteric memory into exoteric

1p$truction by mediating between Hippocrates’ notes, meant only for his own
yes and those of his sons, and the readers who, lacking the requisite knowledge
ould otherwise be shut out of the text {the commentary on Epidemics, Bo%k,
0, b.eing one of the commentaries that Galen intended for a wider aud’ience)
¥et it is not simply that the text leaves things out. The very significance ot-“
Whai_:--it leaves out confirms, for Galen, its personal mnemonic function. Early in
xegesis of the lemma, he remarks that it is sirange that Hippocrat;as would
l‘t_ect to offer a full account of the major veins in the body, that is, those that
clearly x.risible’ and known to all who practise dissection—the fhist mention
: ._l_j(_icuna in the original text—and that he would instead focus on the veins
hgd eluded other physicians because of their fineness.** The absence of
.f’:.lf'(‘l:.account, he concludes, can only prove that Hippocrates wrote the text
m}nd himself of the most elusive phenomena that he had seen while dis-

ok ;‘i.4.4 HV (cf. p. 311, lines 30-31 Pf).

8 tutl fact, 1? t}}:e conclusion of Langholf 1990, 148-9, arguing that the imperfect and
‘tenses of ¢ indi i i

'tg'd_ammal)_ e passage indicate these are minutes written down after observation (of

S;‘s&l of all,_ ke cut the lower belly along the membrane that is stretched over the belly
stk ti pe?:ltone_um, then he observed what was beneath it. He saw the intestines and

-n}_i e Tight sxd_e of the abdomen he saw the liver, and on the left he saw the spleen.

_h-__g CT‘aw ;iqe kidneys, and after that the stomach and intestines. He saw the stomach

- ¢ diaphragm, bOUPd by the liver on the right side and the spleen on the left...
entary on Hippocrates’ Epidemics), iL4.5 HV [ef. p. 311, line 40-p. 312, line 5 P{])

11TV (cf. p. 314, lines 40-43 Pf). , -
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secting and for the benefit of his sons—not for a general public. By describing
the anatomical account as a sketch oriented toward what escapes the untrained
or inattentive eye, Galen grants himself considerable leeway to locate what the
text does give him within his own more precise understanding of the vascular
system while also accounting for its more obvious omissions. The reading he
offers is presented as addressing a shortcoming that is due not to the limits of
Hippocrates’ knowledge but to the circumstances and aims of the text’s com-
position.

Galen does at times suggest that Hippocrates’ knowledge has its limits. These
are mentioned casually and in passing, as when Galen disputes Hippocrates’
description of a vein lying below an artery by pointing out that it only appears
to lie below the artery, in reality being stretched to its side, or when he remarks
that Hippocrates is ‘not speaking correctly’ ¥ He also acknowledges the mo-
ment when the Hippocratic author recognises his own limits and admits that he
does not yet know what happens to the vessels after they descend to the lower
belly (8my & évredBev, obmw oider).t

Galen’s response in this last case is also interesting, however, for the com-
peting scenarios it suggests for understanding Hippocrates’ confession of ig-
norance. He lends some weight to the ‘not yet” (obmw) of the text by observing
that Hippocrates did not know about these veins ‘at the time he wrote what he
did about this’.* He leaves open the possibility, then, that the anomalous gap
in Hippocrates’ understanding was eventually closed through further research.
But he also takes the statement as confirmation of the fact that Hippocrates

intended his notes to be read by his sons. The statement of ignorance, from
this perspective, is perhaps addressed to the sons who will extend the father’s
. research program. The self-conscious lacuna within the source text is thus over-
determined. It either marks the space which Hippocrates’ vast learning eventu-
ally came to fill, so that exegesis remains the process of restoring to the reader
the aspects of this learning that remained private (cryptic orunsaid); or it carves
out the space for the master’s sons to supplement their paternal inheritance
with their own learning, so that exegesis shades into the communication of new
knowledge, the son having surpassed the father. For us, of course, the tension

between what Hippocrates leaves unsaid and what Hippocrates does not (yet)

40 Book ii.4.22 TIV (cf. p. 320, lines 267 Pf), ii.4.34 HV (cf. p. 326, lines 32-4 Pf). Galen has

the greatest difficulty in accounting for the brachylogy of the account of the nerves (ii.4.40-

57 HV [cf. p. 328, line 43-p. 338, line 31 Pf]), but he vents most of his frustration on other

commentators for failing to recognise the difficulty of the original account (while continuing
to exonerate Hippocrates, for the most part, by restating his hypothesis that the master was .
sithply writing notes to himself: see, for example, ii.4.49 HV [cf. p. 333, line 44—p. 334, line 4

Pil).
41 Epidemicsii. 4.1 (v. p. 124 L).
42 Book ii.4.28 HV (cf. p. 324, lines 5-6 Pf).
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1;:11;1\; is more frequent in Galen’s exegesis than Galen himself would like to
Or.le of the most intriguing cases where Hippocrates fails to note the obvi-
ous in the anatomy at 4.1 is his silence regarding the veins that come fr :
the breasts; more intriguing still, he observes instead the veins that run to ’?11111
shoulders, which are harder to see on account of the fact that they lie deep i )
sid.e the body.* Galen’s explanation of the silence is that, by making note 01; tllz
veins running to the shoulders, Hippocrates was, in a sense, also making note of
those running to the breasts, which share the same origin: in keeping with the
inverted logic of ‘private writing’, it was simply more important to mention th
lc?ss visible branch rather than the veins that ‘everyone can see’. Yet the omi:
sion beco.mes particularly interesting in light of our earlier discussion .of the
community’ or “association’ (koindnie) between the chest and the reproductive
organs, including the breast and the uterus. For it was precisely by means of the
vein joining these parts that Galen had explained in that passage the transfer of
affections between them, without, of course, saying anything about the absence
of su.ch a vein in the one genuinely Hippocratic account of the vascular system.
'. Hippocrates’ refusal to spell out the underlying relationship between ﬂ:le
‘breast and the uterus becomes increasingly stubborn as we move into the sixth
section of Epidemics, Book Two, where we find a series of remarks implying
'j:he association of the two parts of the (female) body: in each case, the text falls
--Fantalizingiy short of spelling out the venous connection that éﬂen believes
must lie beneath the affections. Hippocrates says, ‘to hold back the menses in
_:f')men, apply a very large cupping instrument to her breast’; Galen steps in
}th the reason for the prescription—namely, ‘the shared blood vessels between
he breasts and the womb’.# Hippocrates says that if the milk flows in abun-
3.da’pce, the fetus will be weak; conversely, if the breasts are hard, the fetus will be
trong. Galen again supplies the cause: ‘this happens because of the connection
__tWeen the blood vessels from which the foetus and the breasts are nourished’ .4

: Book ii.4.16 HV (cf. p. 317, lines 22-9 Pf).
When th(? anatonlly at Epidemics ii. 4.1 can be used to underwrite what Galen identifies
- gmpat}tetlc affe_c't}ons, he does not hesitate to use it: see Commentary on Hippocrates’
j:h orisms 7'.17 (xvm/a.. p. 117 K}, where he explains 2 lemma declaring that hiccups are bad
hf;_g;fe;i 1nﬂamma§1on of the liver by referencing a sympathetic affection of the stomach
ngthat the sympathy relies on common nerves (nefira) that are ver ‘as Hi ;
. short, asII
se_]f taught int the second book of the Epidemics’. 4 pposales
_j;lgdemllcs iil. 6.16 (v. p. 136 L); Commentary on Hippocrates' ‘Epidemics’, 11.6.94-5 HV
6, 1,151es 23~33 Pf). See also Aphorisms 5.50 (iv. p.550 L), with Commentary on
crates’ ‘Aphorisms’5.50 (xvil/b. pp. 842-3 K).
p d;mllics ii. 6.18 (v. p. 136 L); Commentary on Hippocrates’ Epidemics, 11.6.98-9 HV
.cmt, , Eﬁshﬁ—ZO Pf). See also Aphoerisms 5.52 {iv. p.350L), with Commentary on
icrates’ ‘Aphorisms’ 5.52 (xvii/b. p. 844 K); The Function of the Parts
- S 3 ; of the Body 14.8 (v.
K, ed. Helmreich 1907-9, ii. 312, lines 7-13), 4 / g v
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In the next line, Hippocrates finally seems to acknowledge the anatomical sub-
structure underlying his remarks, stating bluntly that ‘a thick vessel goes to
each of the breasts (the text transmitted by the direct manuscript tradition and
printed by Littré, Smith, and Alessi reads ‘phe Eyer mogéa &v ExOTEPQ Tithgy
[there is a thick vessel in each breast]).#” Galen, in any case, thinks Hippocraies
has finally got around to doing etiology for himself, offering ‘a statement by
which he indicated the cause of these two things that he described and also
added to this the connection and joining of the veins'# Galen’s own remarks
about the connection between the breast and the uterus would thus seem only
to have anticipated what Hippocrates himself eventually observes.

The difficulty that Galen has to face is that Hippocrates” vessels do not go
anywhere besides the breasts: indeed, in the version transmitted by the manu-
scripts for Epidemics, Book Two, they do not go anywhere at all, at least techni-
cally (the expression &v ékatépe T1TE is locative). In short, these vessels do not
join up with the vascular system described at 4.1, nor do they find a pathway
to the uterus. If connectivity implies causality, the Hippocratic ‘explanation’” is
abortive.

In fact, it is worth noting that despite the apparent assumption of a connect-
ing vessel relating the breasts to the uterus in a number of Hippocratic texts,
no systematic Hippocratic account of the vascular system supplies anatomical
support for this assumption, as Marie-Paule Duminil has observed;* the sole ex-
ception is a passage from the probably post-classical compilation On the Nature
of Bones that is also quoted in Aristotle’s History of Animals, where Aristotle
attributes the account to the otherwise unknown Syennesis of Cyprus.® Du-
minil tries to account for the silence of the Hippocratic texts on this point by
suggesting that the vascular bond between the breasts and the uterus was not
considered part of the principal network of vessels.>! Reflecting on Hippocrates’
reticence in the sixth section of Epidemics, Book Two, Galen takes the opposite
approach, falling back on the reasoning that Hippocrates is just making a note
for himself of what he would otherwise forget, with the result that he leaves out
what is most important. Galen, in any event, is left once again fo fill in the gaps,
which he eventually does with great decisiveness:®

47 Epidemics ii. 6.19 (v. p. 136 L); Commentary on Hippocrates' Epidemics), il. 6.100 HV
(p. 387, lines 21-2 Pf). The shift from the locative to the directional prepaosition may have
been introduced in the translation into Arabic; Galen, in any event, clearly believes that the
veins extend to the breasts from elsewhere in the body.

48 Book ii.6.101 HV (cf. p. 387, lines 26-9 Pf).

49 Duminil 1983, 120~22.

50 See Aristotle History of Animals 3.2, 511b24-30 and On the Nature of Bones 8 {v. p. 174 L;
ed. Duminil 1998, 144, lines 7—17), with Harris 1973, 20-21; Duminil 1983, 68-71. The system
is neatly diagrammed in Harris 1973, fig. 1.

51 Duminil 1983, 122.

52 Book il 6.101 HV (cf. p. 387, lines 32-41 Pf).
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That is to say that the veins that run downwards next to the middle bone of
the sternum join other blood vessels ascending from below from the places
from which the blood vessels that run to the uterus branch out. From these
blood vessels that descend from the region of the sternum, not a small
number branch out into the breasts, and these bBlood vessels constitute the
coaffection and connection between the genitals and the breasts and other
areas of the chest. This is a very strong coaffection and the cause of the
shared phenomena [musaraka fi al-hawadit] in these places.

So that is what Hippocrates meant to say. Yet because we need Galen to supply
the details, we end up with his own understanding of the bond between the
breast and the uterus.

We have seen that the repeated references in Epidemics, Book Two, to the
coaffection between the reproductive organs (and the genitals) and the chest
and especially between the uterus and the breasts, references that lack any in-
dication of the anatomical substructure of these sympathetic affections, create
a series of opportunities for Galen to supplement the Hippocratic text.’® In fact,

53 kil scripsit Vagelpohl: rizcﬁf\ El, M.

5¢ Post il add. el o0 M.

55 5] B1: i M.

56 LLGJ‘} Ji_u.i\ é] E1: n_:\.g._v U._A.Jnj Lﬁjl M.

57 &34l dittogr., del M.

58 See also ii.2.77-8 HV {cf. p. 229, lines 28-32 PI), another case where Galen invokes the

vessel between the uterus and the chest as part of his project of discovering the ‘acceptable
-.and convincing cause’ in a mysterious case where a woman gives birth to a child that is
“entirely fleshy and about four digits large. There are a handful of other instances in the
:'Commentary on Hippocrates’ Epidemics’, Book Two, where it is likely that the word musdraka
i tranglates sympdtheia or koinonia. Two of these invaolve the association between the uterus

“'and the Hmbs or hips that results in sympathetic affections. At ii.3.15 HV (cf. p. 262, lines

386-9 Pf), the Warwick translation refers to ‘coaffection [muiaraka] between the limb and
he womb’. (Garofale 2009, 136 modifies Pfaff’s “infolge der Verbindung der Nerven mit dex
rkrankten Gebirmuiter’ with “per simpatia della parte coll'utere’.} At ii.4.72 HV (cf. p. 344,

" lines 16-18 Pf), Galen refers to a discussion of the coaffection (musdrakad) of the hip or leg

and the uterus in his commentary on Hippocrates’ On the Diseases of Women. For other cases
'__f sympathetic affection, see ii.2.130 HV (cf. p. 244, lines 19-27 Pf) and 2.141 (cf. p. 246, lines
4-5 Pf). At ii.1.119 TV (cf, p. 184, line 34 Pf}, Galen speaks of an ‘association’ (musaraka)
_“etween parts of the body; at ii.1.128 HV {(cf. p. 187, line 14 Pf}, of an “association’ (musaraka)



64 Brooke Holmes

Galen himself suggests that such ‘communities’ and the sympathetic affections
to which they give rise within the body should occupy a privileged place in the
mind of the physician, '

On the heels of the remark about the thick vein that goes to (or is in) the
breast, we encounter the following: ‘these things have the largest part in
understanding’ (tatta péyictov EXeL popLov cuvécioc).® The statement is cryp-
tic, largely because it is unclear what the referent of ‘these things (tadta)
should be. Some commentators, Galen reports, believe that Hippocrates means
that the parts of the body he has just mentioned—either the veins or the breasts,
presumably—contribute greatly to the power of the mind.s® Such a reading, Ga-
len thinks, is pure madness. On his interpretation, the line functions as the cap-
stone to the preceding remarks on the breast-uterus association, confirming
the deeper resonance of that association and, ultimately, its anatomical basis.
Reading the passage as an echo of the earlier discussion of the koindniébetween
chest, breast, genitals, and voice, he recounts a series of sympathetic affections
that restate the evidence for the community between these parts of the body
in both men and women, stressing the connecting veins that he himself has
tepeatedly identified as the (unspoken) ground of sympathy. In the end, it is
just these veins that Galen thinks Hippocrates is talking about when he refers
to that which contributes most to ‘understanding’ It is best, as I have said,
to understand him o mean that what he described about the connection be-
tween the veins is useful for many medical concepts.s! That which has gone
persistently unsaid—namely, the venous relationship between the chest and the
genitals—thus becomes foundational for medicine in yet another instance of the
principle gov-erning the treatise’s composition: what is most important is taken
for granted by the text, since it is not possible that Hippocrates could ever forget
it, let alone not know it to begin with.

between the arteries and an association (mus@raka) between the arteries and the bowel; at
i.1.129 TV (cf. p. 187, line 36 Pf), of an ‘association’ (musdraka) between certain body parts
and blood vessels.

50 Epidemics ii. 6.19 {v. p, 136 L); ii.6.102 HV (cf. p. 388, lines 1-2 Pi).

60 The reading has some support from Epidemics ii. 6.32 (v. p. 138 L), where blood gathering
in the breasts foretells the onset of madness (the same material also appears at Aphorisms
5.40 [iv. p. 544 L}; see also Commentary on Hippocrates’ ‘Aphorisms’ 5.40 [xvii/b. pp. 8323
K|, where Galen claims to have never seen the phenomencon). Galen does not dispute the
sign here but struggles to explain it and thus focuses on attacking the interpretation of
Sahinus (Commentary on Hippocrates” ‘Epidemics’,11.6.162 HV [cf. p. 408, line 40-p. 409, line 11
Pf]).

61 Book ii.6.103 HV (cf. p. 388, lines 26-8 Pf).
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Why is it that Galen is so invested in vascular connectivity in his exegesis of
Epidemics, Book Two? To try to answer this question, it is worth taking a short
detour through another instance of sympathy, one that establishes a different
nexus within the body. The case sets the stage for further reflection on whether
Galer's response to the phenomenon of sympathetic affections can tell us some-

thing about his larger exegetical project in the Commentary on Hippocrates’
Epidemics’, Book Two.

Seeing and Believing: The Truth in Magnets

The case of Lycies—or Lycie: it is unclear, as Galen points out, whether the
patient is a man or a woman®?—is recounted in Epidemics, Book Two, in a
predictably spare manner:

Avkin & Dereror crhiv péyoc, xed d80ven kel TupeTOC Kok £C Opov GdT-
vau- ko 1) gAEY 1) kot crTAfjver $11 dryk@ove ETéTaTo: ko Ecpule v oG-
xic- fcti & dte ko (ol ovx ETppn, GAN Gua BpdT S1AAOEY TL adTop-
Tov, EEw Subvtov: & chnv i Sefuk Eveteiveto, mebpo éveduthaciélero, ol
ufv péyor Tape@épeTo, meplectiAdeto: @lca éveoboa- ob Sifjet kAT 00BEY,
ovdé obpel anéBave. (Epidemics il. 2.22, v.p. 94 L)

Towards the end Lycies had an enlarged spleen, as well as pains, fever,
pains towards the shoulder. The blood vessel on the side of the spleen® was
tense at his elbow. It often throbbed; but sometimes it did not. There was
no phlebotomy, but something passed on its own together with the sweat,

62 Book ii.2.100 HV (cf. p. 235, lines 17-31 Pf), i.2.110 HV (cf. p. 239, lines 9-19 Pf). Galen

- reads the account as if the patient were male but remains agnostic. Modern editors have been
© split on the sex of the patient. Smith prints the female name Lycie, but Alessi makes a good
- case for printing Lycies. One decisive factor determining whether the patient is male or female
* is the phrase mpod Tof téxov (‘before childbirth’), which appears right after doréboave (‘she
died). Littré prints npd tof téxou at the end of 2.22 (and casts the patient, accordingly, as the
- fernale Lycie). Smith, however, despite printing Lycie, assigns the phrase to the beginning of

the next chapter (2.23), as does Alessi (who prints Lycies). Note as well that both Littré and

~Smith print the phrase i é\hefopov ndcel Avkin as the first line of the chapter. But in

Galen, the subject of {0 is a patient from the previous chapter, Demaenete, and the lemma
n question (iL.2.99 [cf. p. 235, lines 1-16 Pf}) begins “during the last days of Lycies” illness...
Alessi follows Galen in assigning {j0n EAhefdpou moce to 2.21 and converts the nominative
Aukin to a dative governed by the next phrase (ta berorra ety péyoc).

63 Smith has ‘from the spleen’ for karer crhfiver. 1 find ‘on the side of the spleen’ preferable,
following not only Galen’s interpretation (‘on the side of the spleen, in the Warwick

t:fansiation; ‘auf der Seite der Milz, in Pfaff) but also the analysis of Duminil 1983, 95. Alessi
translates ‘du c6té de la rate’.
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when the excretions [?] were taking place.** The spleen was stretched tight
along its right side; the breath doubled its pace, but without being very
deep. He became delirious, was wrapped up.® Flatulence. Nothing passed
below, not even urine. He died.

To the novice reader, the text is a staccato series of symptoms, whose relation-
ship to one another is opaque. From Galen’s perspective, however, we have a
case awash in sympathetic affection.’” For the shared suffering of the spleen and
the shoulder implied in the second line of the Hippocratic account, Galen, as
we have come to expect, supplies the underlying rationale. In this instance, the
affection travels not along a vein but via a kind of domine effect. The suffering
of the spleen triggers suffering in the peritoneum, which, in turn, causes suf-
fering in the diaphragm, which causes suffering in the inner membrane of the
ribs, which causes suffering in the clavicle, which makes the shoulder hurt: the
shoulder is thus joined to the spleen at fifth remove. The predominant principle
of sympathy appears to be that of proximity, and indeed, Galen a little later ex-
patiates on the phenomenon by which the spleen and the diaphragm affect one
another through contact.®

The veins remain critical, however, to grasping the symptoms described, albeit
in a slightly different capacity than we have seen thus far. The Hippocratic cue
is the reference to the tenseness of the blood vessel ‘on the side of the spleen’.
Galen takes this to mean, reasonably enough, that Hippocrates is referring to a
sympathetic affection of a blood vessel on the left side, where the spleen is lo-
cated, a phenomenon that he describes as sympathy ‘on the same side’. Not only
does such sympathy affect the blood vessel. It also means that any nosebleeds—
often a crucial form of crisis—during illnesses of the spleen occur through the
left nostril: conversely, during illnesses of the liver (located on the right side
of the body), these symptoms occur on the right.®® What is crucial for our pur-
poses is how other physicians, according to Galen, account for the sympathetic
connectivity in play: they posit a vein that runs from the left side of the spleen
upwards in complementary fashion to that running from the right side of the

64 I follow Alessi’s translasion here (‘alors que les excrétions avaient liew), with the sense
that the event described earlier in the sentence occurred at a time in the iliness before the
patient was constipated {as signaled by ob Sifjes kit 00BEy, 002 obpel).

65 In the Warwick translation: he suffered insomnia and was constipated’. Galen discusses
different interpretations of the original at #.2.109 HV (cf. p. 238, line 42-p. 239, line 9 PI).

66 Galen's lemma continues with what in modern editors is printed as 2.23 and 2.23b.

67 The word musaraka occurs fourteen times from 2.101-8,

68 Book ii.2.106 HV {cf. p. 238, lines 6-8 Pf), ii.2.108 HV {(cf. p. 238, lines 3940 Pf}. On
sympathy by contact elsewhere in Galen, see Siegel 1968, 369-70.

69 Book ii.2.102 HV (cf. p. 236, lines 12-19 Pf). On nosebleeds that oceur in connection with
affections of the spleen, see also 1i.1.183 HV {(cf. p. 203, lines 19-29 PfY, ii.2.117 HV {cf. p. 240,
lines 17-19 Pf), ii.3.77 HV (cf. p. 279, lines 29-33 P£). :
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liver (that is, the hollow’ blood vessel). In other words, they identify a vascular
connection underlying the coordinated symptoms.’® And yet, here, for once, it
is precisely such a connection that Galen rejects, for the simple reason that ,‘in
dissections we do not see this blood vessel that they saw in their dreams’.”t The
dreamt-up vein is no innocent error. The problem is that when people—presum-
ably laypersons, but perhaps also less experienced physicians—learn that it does
not exist, they stop believing in the phenomenon of sympathy ‘on the same side’
altogether. And this, for Galen, is to fail to believe in something that is obvious
to anyone who has seen it.

By way of explaining the nature of the doubt about sympathy here, Galen
starts by observing that it is one thing to describe what happens, another,to give
the cause. Much as in the discussion of the association between the breast and
the uterus, sympathetic affections here open onto larger questions about the re-
lationship between seeing and understanding—but with a twist. For it is not just
the relationship of seeing and understanding that is at stake but the relationship
of seeing and believing: in the absence of an adequate explanation, we believe
only what we can see.

To illustrate the point, Galen offers a brief digression on the magnet, one of
the great marvels of antiquity.”? Given that the attraction exercised by magnets
could be described in terms of sympathy in the first centuries AD—as it is, ap-
propriately enough, by Galen himself in Natural Capacities—it is perhaps not
surprising that he introduces the magnet at this particular moment as some-
thing whose power is easy to see but difficult to explain.”® No one who has
witnessed its power with their own eyes, he says, doubts the phenomenon. But
those who hear of it only secondhand often do disbelieve the report because
no adequate reason for magnetic attraction is given. It is the same with sympa-
thetic affections ‘on the same side’: seeing is believing, since the phenomenon

- ‘manifestly occurs’, but doubt creeps in when autopsy is absent and no credible

explanation emerges to fill the void.

Rerpa:rkably, though, Galen is at a loss himself to explain such sympathetic
affections without a vein to ground the connection: all he can do is promise to

70 The hypothesis of a vessel relating affections of the spleen to the shoulder and the arm (on
the left) and those pf the liver {on the right) already appears at On Diseases 1. 26 (vi. p. 194 L; ed.
- Wittern 1974, 78, lines 7—14), although it seems to be rejected by the author of Epidentics, Book

‘Fwo, as Duminil 1983, 95-8 argues. See also On Affections 28 (vil. p. 242 L), 32 (vii. p. 250 L),

--where phlebotomy on the right and left sides is recommended for affections of the liver and

pleen, respectively.

71 Book ii.2.102 HV (cf. p. 236, lines 22-3 Pf).

72. Book i1.2.103 HV (cf. p. 236, lines 3244 Pf).
73 For explanations of the magnet in terms of sympathy, see, for example, Clement of
A‘Iexapdria Stromateis 2,370; Galen Natural Capacities 1.14 {ii. pp. 44-51 K; Helmreich 1893
1?_)3‘, hr.:e 11-138, tine 21), Pliny Natural History 34.42. On the magnet as a stock marvel in,
antiquity more generally, see Wallace 1996, especially 181-2.
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devote a future treatise to the question. For the moment, we are left with only
a scattering of symptoms that refuse to resolve into a constellation along the
lines offered by anatomical investigation. By Galen’s own reckoning, then, we
have little reason to believe the account of the case of Lycies unless we have had
firsthand experience of sympathy ‘on the same side’.

The problem posed by the case of Lycies exposes something of what is at
stake in an exegesis of Epidemics, Book Two. To the extent that Hippocrates is
writing to and for himself, he does not need to persuade anyone else about the
truth of what he has seen. The text exists, rather, to help him recall his earlier
observations, Tt thus lacks, for the most part, explanations of why things hap-
pen the way they do. The risk, one might imagine, is that the reader who has
not witnessed everything described in the text will not necessarily believe what
it describes, unless, of course, causes are supplied. Herein lies the need for the
ideal exegete who can verify the account given by introducing an explanation.
The exegete bridges the gap between the Hippocratic text and its later readers,
not just fo explain the source material but also, at another level, to guarantee its
credibility for an audience that Hippocrates never intended. If the case of Ly-
cies reflects something of a failure in this regard, it also sheds some light on the
nature of Galen’s ambitions elsewhere in the commentary.

The ideal exegete can be understood as occupying the position of the text’s
other addressee—namely, the son.” The role of the exegete is defined in part
by knowing what Hippocrates meant: one aspect of the interpreter’s task is to
clarify the language and terminology of the text.”> But it is defined, too, by being
able to stand in the shoes of the father and to see what he saw—after all, that is
the only way that a text represented as mnemonic can trigger a glimpse of real-
ity. What sort of presence does this position imply? On the one hand, it is just
a question of seeing clinical events for oneself. On the other hand, if the son is
to offer an explanation of these events, he needs, in Galen’s view, to be able to

call upon another eyewitness experience—namely, that of dissection. For dissec-
ton is crucial to understanding and vouching for the causes that lie beneath the
surface of the body and, in parallel fashion, the surface of the text.”

74 The triangulated relationship between the son, the father’s books, and the father’s legacy
also appears at Anatomical Procedures 14.1 {ed. Duckworth 1962, 1834}, where Galen recounts
how the son of the great anatomist Numisianus, Heraclianus, hoarded his father’s books and,
despite Galen’s many attempts to ingratiate himself, never once allowed Galen to see them.
Heraclianus’s aim in not showing the books, Galen says explicitly, was ‘1o secure himself in
the sole possession of all that his father left’ See also Commentary on Hippocrates’ Bpidemics,,
i1.6.141 HV (cf. p. 400, lines 16-26 Pf), where the paternity of the text is in play.

75 See, for example, Manetti 2009, on Galen’s display of his grasp of Hippocratic linguistic usage.
76 See i.4.5 TIV (cf p. 312, lines 10-19 Pf), where Herophilus is not content to learn from
Hippocrates but desires to see inside the body for himself. Galen rails against those who follow
Hippocrates blindly, without direct empirical knowledge, at 6.61 {cf. p. 375, lines 22-5 Pf); see
further Lloyd 1991, 402,
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Yet the experience of dissection is not just about offering explanations to se-
cure the truth of what the text reports: it, too, represents a ‘being present’, and
it is an experience that is crucial to proving something about Hippocrates him-
self. For Galen does not simply want to demonstrate that what Hippocrates de-
scribed happened, that is, that Hippocrates reported events correctly: he wants
to show that Hippocrates had already seen for himself the causes underlying
the events that he described. What this entails for Galen, as for Hippocratising
anatomists before him, is ascribing to Iippocrates the experience of dissection.””

But what about the truth of Epidemics, Book Two, as a text, that is, as a cru-
cial supporting document for the image of Hippocrates championed by Galen?
What does it mean for Galen to be present before this truth? That is, what does
it mean for the son to believe not just in what the father saw but in the fact that
he saw, and where what is seen is not just scatterings of symptoms but the logic
behind them? Under these circumstances, the two paths to belief that we saw
in the context of the magnet—one simply seeing something happen, the other
having it explained—converge, insofar as what Galen wants to see in the text
is a causal web. By turning the anatomical body into the subtext of the original
treatise, Galen does just that: he creates the conditions under which he can ‘see’
the causal understanding that he believes is latent in the text. For if Galen sees
beneath the surface of the text a fuller vision of the body, and especially the
vascular body, that he attributes to Hippocrates, he is also ‘seeing’ the connec-
tions that Hippocrates ostensibly drew between symptoms, for the reason that
. the veins function as the very materialisation of causality.

..~ More than once we have seen that, in the cases of sympathetic affection in the
Commentary on Hippocrates” Epidemics’, Book Two, Galen seems to believe that
. to supply the cause means to articulate the path of a vein relating one part of
the body to another while, in the last case, that of Lycies, to deny the presence
of a vein is, conversely, to eliminate the ground of explanation. That is, in these
cases, giving the causes of the affections becomes indistinguishable from expos-
ing the underlying anatomical connections.

= What the instances of sympathetic affection make especially clear is, first,
that the more Galen can map the flotsam of the Hippocratic text onto his own
}nodel of the body, the more coherent and, indeed, the more believable that text
‘becomes, not just for the reader but for Galen himself. But these instances con-

77 ‘For the true and the false of what becomes manifest from dissection are differentiated by
‘something by which we examine other perceptible things, namely differentiation by means
:of the senses. So, just as one who has not seen the city known as Athens has not seen the
-EP.J.colpylaeum init, the Kerameikos, or the other places in it, likewise one who has not performed
a dissection has not seen the arteries, veins, or other body parts or vessels, For just as a wall
_L__1_rr0unds a city, and walls surround houses, so, too, the skin surrounds the body of a living
'_b_e}n‘g..So, whoever wants to see for himself what is beneath the skin must cut through the
'Shn‘ (ii4.4 HV [cf. p. 311, lines 22-31 Pf]). On the text of the passage, see Garofalo 2009, 142.

i
!




70 Rrooke Holmes

firm, too, that the very act of mapping the text along the lines of the anatomical
body validates an interpretation in which Galen is deeply invested—namely, an
interpretation that cements Hippocrates’ proper place at the origin of a tradition
of medicine organised around the enquiry into causes and anatomical expertise.
Here, Galen’s own experience with dissection and, more specifically, his mem-
ory of dissection, becomes a pivotal part of his work as a commentator, insofar
as it allows him to imagine himself when he reads as present not only before
the anatomical body but, in fact, before the logic of causes ostensibly already
witnessed by the father. That logic and, accordingly, Hippocrates® grasp of that
logic thus acquire something of the manifest truth that characterises the veins.
The transition from seeing to believing can be seen, accordingly, as extending
beyond believing in the events described in the text to believing in the very

presence of explanation at the origins of the text, which is nothing less than

believing in Hippocrates as the father of dogmatic medicine.

The Commentary on Hippocrates’ Epidemics, Book Two, must be seen as part
of the larger exegetical project of Galen’s Hippocratic commentaries, through
which he not only lays claim to the anthority that the name Hippocrates had
come to stand for but grounds it in his own understanding of the body. Yet
the nature of the original Hippocratic text creates exceptional challenges and
opportunities for this project. On the one hand, it offers what Galen thought
was the only genuine Hippocratic anatomy, especially rich in its account of
the vascular system. On the other hand, Epidemics, Book Two, is riddled with
gaping silences and glaring omissions, with the result that Galen himself must
establish, at several critical points, connections between the anatomy offered
and the cases and phenomena described or, more accurately, between the anat-
omy Hippocrates ‘really” had in mind and the rest of the text. He does so by
introducing his own vision of the networked body, albeit in the guise of the
text's concealed substructure and the concrete enactment of its causal logic.
He enlists this vision most vigorously in instances of sympathetic affections,
whose surface appearance—symptoms scattered across the body—exaggerates
the disjointed, seemingly random quality of the text itself. By making manifest
the conmections underneath these affections, Galen does not simply lend the
Hippocratic text coherence and credibility but also helps shape a father figure
for medicine whose memory Galen honours as if it were his own.

The Arabic Version of Galen’s Commentary on
Hippocrates’ ‘Epidemics’, Book Two, as a source for the
Hippocratic Text: First Remarks

ROBERT ALESSI

At first sight, the second book of the Epidemics startles the modern reader as it
consists of diverse statements that are at different stages of elaboration. Some of
these statements are quite difficult to understand because they are not explicit.
For example, roughly in the middle of Book Two, one finds a particular katdsta-
sis, that is a description of the season, weather and diseases during one period
at a particular geographic place. One also finds several elaborate nosological
descriptions, many remarks on sick people and on the weather, numerous clini-
cal observations, some general statements seemingly inferred from experiment

and a few remarks that are barely understandable except to the author. ’
. The Epidemics require a particular scholarly approach: in one respect, consid-
ering the nature of the topics which the author examines, the questions he for-
:__'r__r%ulates have to be situated in the larger framework of fifth and fourth-century
.chscussions. But in another respect, considering that the Epidemics were based
§sentia11y on concrete inquiries and medical experiments, the statements made
r::L-the book have to be scrutinised. As the text is on the whole very difficult,
:fﬂen’s Commentary is extremely helpful for establishing and interpreting the
H;ppocratic text, although its Greek original is lost. This commentary allows us
o compare the Hippocratic text not only with the lemmas that form part of the
ommentary but also with the commentary itself and the numerous variants or
iscussions it contains that date back to Galen’s predecessors.

. The following example allows us to assess the usefulness of Galen’s work for
e interpretation of the Hippocratic text. In the introduction to his commen-
ary of Epidemics, Book Six, Galen recounts the corruptions that he finds in the’
ppocratic text, which are due to earlier scholars’ false conjectures. Because
'_.gl'text contained many such corruptions, Galen thought that it was better to
etrieve, to record and to explain the most ancient readings which he could find
the works of past commentators:

-3, lines 4-10 W; xvii/a.793 K.




