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ABSTRACT

The Mutinensis 0.U.9.4 (gr. 61) is a 15" century manuscript
containing several classical and Byzantine medical texts and
excerpts. It is well-known that it was used by Valla for his
Latin translation of Symeon Seth’s Syntagma de alimentorum
facultatibus. But the volume itself received insufficient schol-
arly interest, whether it be from a codicological or a philologi-
cal point of view, especially as far as the other medical texts
are concerned.

This contribution aims at examining in detail the entire manu-
script and Valla’s reading of it in order to show that the Mutin-
ensis can be replaced in a flourishing context of other manu-
scripts, scribes and readers and that it thus represents a key
moment in medical humanism. In particular, the relationship
between the Mutinensis (and its copyist, Emmanuel Zacha-
rides) and volumes copied by Demetrios Damilas, sheds a new
light on connections that hadn’t been insisted upon in previous
studies.
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As we know, Giorgio Valla was very interested in medicine. Admittedly, this was not
unusual among the humanists of his time. In his case, however, the interest was endur-
ing and sincere, as shown by the prominence given to medicine in his encyclopaedia
(De expetendis et fugiendis rebus), the editions of medical texts he produced and the
manuscripts he owned.

In this context, the Mutinensis 0.U.9.4 (Puntoni 61) plays an important role: it was
from this manuscript that Valla translated several treatises on Greek and Byzantine
medicine (Theophanes’ De alimentis, Symeon Seth’s De alimentorum facultatibus
and Ps.-Galen’s Praesagitio). It is primarily for this reason that it has so far attracted
the attention of researchers. However, the manuscript contains other elements of inter-
est, which would be worth examining more thoroughly.

Firstly, its physical description, which is still based on Puntoni’s catalogue from the
late 19th century. Secondly, its content: it is a mixed manuscript comprising several
texts on classical Greek and Byzantine medicine. Some have been the subject of re-
cent editions (Hippocrates’ Oath in verse, Praesagitio by Ps.-Galen) or serious studies
(De alimentis by Theophanes and De alimentorum facultatibus by Symeon Seth)!,
while others have yet to be identified, either because they are anonymous or because
they offer an atypical recension. The Mutinensis therefore also deserves a philological
study to assess its importance for the tradition of the texts it contains. This raises the
question of the possible or probable models for the manuscript, which has not yet been
addressed. This inevitably leads us to question the cultural and intellectual context in
which this manuscript was produced, and we will see that it is linked to other manu-
scripts produced by other well-known copyists.

Codicological analysis

The Mutinensis (Mut) is not a complex manuscript. It is a small paper manuscript
(220 x 160 mm) with 99 folios, so it is not very thick. It consists of 13 quires signed
on the recto of the first and on the verso of the last folio: 12 regular quaternions (fol.
2-97) and a thirteenth quire (fol. 98-99) which is probably a binion with two cut fo-
lios: fol. 98-99 are from two different sheets, and there is no signature at the end of the
quire. The manuscript bears Valla’s ownership note on fol. 992. On fol. 1¥, which is
a 16" century guard-leaf, there is a hand-note by Marc Mousouros indicating that the
manuscript belonged to Alberto Pio di Carpi?®, a pinax in Latin and erased Latin notes.
Only a watermark is visible: “Balance dans un cercle surmontée d’une étoile” simi-
lar to Briquet 2512 (a. 1494)*. The copyist has been identified by the authors of the
Repertorium der griechischen Kopisten (RGK) as <Emmanuel Zacharides>, a Cretan
active in the second half of the 15th and early 16th centuries®. The written area is 140
x 85 mm, with 22 lines per page. Since the manuscript contains notes in Valla’s hand,
the terminus ante quem for its copy is 1500 (the date of the Placentin scholar’s death).
It must therefore date from the 1490s, or perhaps the middle of the decade.
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Content

The Mutinensis is particularly noteworthy for its contents. It contains several opus-
cules on Greek and Byzantine medicine, varying in size but all of considerable inter-
est. The author proposes to review the texts in the manuscript in the order in which
they appear, highlighting the surprising elements.

The Theophilus mystery (fol. 2-14*)

The manuscript begins with the De urinis by Theophilus Protospatharius, a very famous
treatise that has been copied many times in manuscripts. No critical edition currently
exists®. Examining the text of the Mutinensis, one is struck by several elements: it has
numerous variants from the other manuscripts to the point that it cannot be compared
with any of them, which seems surprising for a manuscript that, after all, is rather late
and does not appear, at first glance, to have undergone any scholarly reworking at the
time of copying. In addition, there are some marginal notes, most probably taken from
the model. These notes, which are not found in any other manuscript, serve the role of
what we might call “side-note gloss”. For example, about the colour of urine, we read
(fol. 67): adTOC Yap enoy Aevkov YAoLKOV TpocedmV owvikoby érnoinoe, Aaumpov
dvopdlmv o aipa. Todto 8¢ dvoudlovoty oi Pageic pAdywvov. This is a reworking of
Theophilus’s text: ¢ 10 TOD €K AEVKOD YPOUATOG AAUTPD TPOGEADOVTOG, OTEP KOl
N Paen eroyivn éotiv. ol 8¢ mepl Tov ['ainvov gowvikodv dvoudalovst. Another note,
on fol. 11Y (npdoyec ®de ® intpé) does not resemble the observation of a Renaissance
reader (as a variant, for example), but rather appears to have been copied from an
older copy (note on the other hand the ionism intpé). Secondly, the text contains a
significant gap (corresponding to eight pages in the Ideler’s edition), which shortens
it considerably. This is in the last line of fol. 9': gipnton obv obteg @ Tnnokpdret
(Ideler I, 273, 1. 8) &l 8¢ kataldPer mupetds katd Tag [fol. 107] Tod cmparog Tpeig
dwotaoelg (Ideler 1, 281, 1. 8). This omission occurs without there being any material
lacuna in the manuscript: it is therefore a gap in the model (loss of several folios or a
quire, for example).

But there are two additions to the text that particularly caught the author’s atten-
tion and make the Mutinensis an exceptionally valuable witness. The first addition is
found between the end of fol. 10" and fol. 117, 1. 147: it is a long scholium of over a
page that is not by Theophilus, but rather a sort of medical commentary on the text.
At the beginning of this passage, we find a series of conditional phrases such as gav
very YVOOL 671 / 1601 611, Which are more like questions and answers. Having finished
the scholium, Theophilus’ text continues to the end (fol. 11V), with the usual desinit.
Immediately following, on fol. 12-14", 1. 5, is an unpublished text that the author has
been unable to identify. It seems to be the result of several pieces of text put together,
each with its own style and content. The beginning of the text (inc. Kata mécag aitiog
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yiveton 1 dmeyia;) is a series of questions and answers about urine. Then, in the fol-
lowing part, the author was able to find some parallel passages in the De urinis of Ps.-
Galen?, but the variants are numerous, and the text is longer in the Mutinensis. Here

are the elements presented in table form (for fol. 13™):

Mutinensis, fol. 137,1. 13-13%,1. 9

Ps.-Galen, De urinis, ed. Kiihn, vol. XIX,
577,1.14-578, 1. 11

gml 6¢ TV veppnukdv o¢ Otav  Aibov
yevwnbévtog év 1olg veppoigc 1| (QAEYUOTOC
€keloe  KOTOOTOOOEVTOS.  EPOPOTTOUEVOV
TV ovpnTipov dmbeltar fiyovv SAveTon
10 0DpoV Koi QEPETOL AEMTOV KOl AEUKOV.
“ETEpOV KOKOV GLAivEL TO TOL0DTOV 0VpoV.
‘Eav yap £mil 100 d10Ka0oDg Kol Kavo®oovg
TUPETOD £6TL Pavijval TO 0Vpov AEmTOV Kal
Aevkév, povrevopedo @pevitny yevéoOar.
Koi tivog odv &vekev 10 Kowo®ddeg; tva uy
15 VoAGPN 6Tt mepl oD EmlcEl GLUVOKOL
Aéyet. 'Emedn xotd moAd kol &v avti) £otv
{moig kai 1) oitio. 6 0DV KAVGAOdNG TVPETOG
¢monmopévn (fol. 13Y) yol) xkwveitor kai
&viog 1OV ayyeiov Tiv UAnv Eovcav
avaykn kai té oVpa xotofapiy déyxecOm
Kol yivesOor EavOov. 'Eav émi tovte @ovi
T0 0Vpov AELMTOV KOl ALVUKOV SNAGVOTL 0¥
péver &v Toig ayyeiong 1 Yo Al Ti| oikeiq
KOVQOTNTL €ig TOV &yképalov avédpape.
€av 02 10D Opov (sic) AemToD KOl AgvkoD
vmapyovrog [in marg.: Bgo@ilov] koi TOD
TUPETOD KAVGMIOVG i) Eivar dE Qpevitng
pavrevopedo  @pevitng yevéoOor i kol
nap’ &viov 1O Vdatddeg &xpidn obpov, &v
VIPOTIKOIGY OPEALLOV, dNAOT Kal Yip OG TO
gvoov o Kol 10 TAeovalov AeALYATOVY.

T0 YOp TOV HEAAYYOMKADV T ToyLTNTL TOG
6dov¢ opijvov, domep dmbispévov T odpov,
Qaivetor AemTOV KOl AgvKOv. ETepov O
REYLOTOV GNUAIVEL KOKOV KOl TO TOLOUTOV
ovpov. Kiv yop iml StokoEl KoL KOVOMODEL
TUPETH EMPAVI] AEVKOV KOL AETTOV, oNpaivel
Qpevitv. &l yap 6 mopetdg mAijBog OmnAol
YOMilG, OVK Emypdvvvral 6% TO ovpov,
gbonrov Mg 6T 00 péver &v T0ig ayyeiolg yoin,
L)’ 6T 0ikElQ KOVPOTNTL TEPL TOV EYKEQALOV
avédpucev. i piv ovv pi TapeoTIV 1] QpeviTIg
70D 0UPOV TVYYAVOVTOS AEMTOV Kol AEVKOD,
ald’ €in mopetdc Kovo®ong, pavrevopsdo
QpeviTv. &i 8¢ TowobTov piv gin O olpov,
TAPEGTL OE 1] PPEVITIG, Tpooayyérhel OdvaTov
Mg &ML TO TOAV. 0V YOp VTOUEVEL 1] SVVOLLG 1)
€ykepGAov odlecbot Kot TG YOATG Avidong
Kol dakvovong T dpyoTnTL.

As can be seen, the parallel passages (in bold) are quite varied; among these passages,
there is one text (non bold) that is not found in Ps.-Galen.

The end of the added portion (fol. 13Y, 1. 9-14", 1. 5), written in the first person, uses
very rare terms, mostly found in epic poetry (see the transcription in appendix), which
sharply contrast with the rest of the extract.

De succedaneis, lexicon, Hippocratic phrase (fol. 14*-23%)

The rest of the manuscript (fol. 14*-17") contains a text well known to specialists in Greek
medicine: it is a list of succedanea taken from Galen, found in Paul of Aegina (VII, 25)
and arranged alphabetically. In our manuscript, the letters | and ¢ are missing. The bo-
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tanical lexicon that follows (fol. 17%-23") is also in alphabetical order. It is mentioned by
Alain Touwaide in his study of lexicons, where it corresponds to category C.6 shared by
several manuscripts®. There is nothing particularly noteworthy, except that the order of
the entries at the beginning differs from that of the edition. Finally, we find (fol. 23"), iso-
lated, an anonymous quote that is actually from Hippocrates’ Letter 17: oi yap vocéovteg
Gpo @ onlesbon 1j Beoioy 1 TOYNC (sic) v aitiov Tpoovépovot. This sentence, at first
glance, has nothing to do with the content of the preceding or following text!’.

Ps.-Galen’s Praesagitio and De uenae sectione, isolated sentence (fol. 23:-29%)

On fol. 23%-25" is the Praesagitio attributed to Galen. This short pseudo-Galenic text is
attested in only three manuscripts, contemporary with ours, as we shall see. It was the
subject of a recent edition by Elsa Garcia Novo!'. According to Garcia Novo, the text is
a late elaboration (perhaps later than the 9" century) based on several classical medical
sources. The Praesagitio is followed by another pseudo-Galenic treatise, the De uenae
sectione (fol. 25¥-29", anonymous in the manuscript). This opuscule is itself compos-
ite: in the Kiihn edition, it is followed by a paragraph on the same subject attributed to
Paulos of Aegina (ITabAov, anonymous in the manuscript) and another to Hippocrates
(€€ Tmmoxpdrovg; in the manuscript, “Itnoxpdrovs” is found in the margin)'?. At the
end of these two treatises, we find in the Mutinensis another isolated medical sentence,
as anonymous as the first: Théov 0& pnot I'adnvog &ig v Oepaneiov dvvacar Ty GANV
Slowrav f| v (sic) pappaxoa. It is in fact taken from Book I of Galen’s De compositione
medicamentorum secundum locos, again with no apparent connection to the earlier text'>.

Hippocrates, Oath in verse with two extracts on fever (fol. 29¥)

The Hippocratic Oath in verse is found on fol. 29" of the Mutinensis. Our manuscript
is mentioned by Jacques Jouanna in his recent edition'. There follows a first extract
on fevers, marginally attributed to Ztios of Amida, but which, according to Jouanna,
actually corresponds to a passage attested in both Palladios and Stephanus of Athens's.
The second paragraph deals with the cachrys seed, which induces sweating (author
unidentified).

On weights and measures (fol. 30=Y)

The text on weights and measures on fol. 30~V is not in the Hultsch edition, although
it is similar to some of the texts edited by the author'®. In fact, it appears to be a
reworking.

Medical extracts from fol. 31%-33¢
Sandro Passavanti and Tamara Marti Casado have devoted a study to the medical ex-
tracts on fol. 31™-33" in this volume and will not be discussed here.
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Theophanes Chrysobalantes and Symeon Seth, on foodstuffs (fol. 33:-99¢)

The rest of the manuscript consists of two famous Byzantine treatises on foodstuffs:
the first (fol. 337-49Y) is the De alimentis by Theophanes Chrysobalantes (10th cen-
tury), attributed in the manuscript to Michael Psellos. The second (fol. 50-99") is the
De alimentorum facultatibus by Symeon Seth (11th century)'”. As Anna Maria leraci
Bio has shown, the Mutinensis served as a model for Valla’s Latin translations of these
two treatises'®.

According to Sonderkamp, fol. 43 of Theophanes’ treatise contains a chapter on
bread (chapter 1 of part 2 of the treatise) that is not published in Ideler". In Symeon
Seth’s treatise, Marie Cronier pointed out to the author (personal communication) that
the manuscript included a (probably apocryphal) chapter on cannabis, which is unique
in this manuscript along with another, which will be discussed later. The manuscript
concludes with an unpublished epigram in dodecasyllables about Hippocrates, Galen,
and Magnos®. Although the ink is different from that of the main text, the handwrit-
ing, according to the author, seems to be the same as that of the main copyist.

In summary, then, our Mutinensis contains several texts, some of them with unique
features.

The Mutinensis constellation: model manuscripts and similar manuscripts

Is it possible to find the model(s) of the Mutinensis or, at least, similar manuscripts?
Let us start from the information that can be gathered from the editions, taking as a
starting point a rare text: the Praesagitio of Ps.-Galen. As previously mentioned, it is
preserved in only two other manuscripts, contemporary with ours: the Vat. Palatinus
gr. 143 and the Parisinus gr. 2269. Interestingly, the Palatinus is also compared with
the Mutinensis by Jacques Jouanna in his edition of the Oath: besides being close to
the Oath, both contain the same material of medical extracts around the Oath. For
the text of the Prognostikon, Jouanna, following Alexanderson and his study of the
manuscript tradition, also compares the Palatinus with Paris. gr. 2269*'. We thus have
a group of three potentially related manuscripts. It is now time to examine the two
manuscripts just mentioned.

Palatinus gr. 143

Palatinus gr. 143 (Pal) is a late fifteenth-century manuscript of literary and medi-
cal content on paper??. It consists of three blocks: the first (fol. 7-118") contains
Philostratus, the Imagines and the Heroica; the second (fol. 119™-136") contains the
Histories of Palaphatos (fol. 119'-126%) and Xenophon’s Hieron (fol. 127%-136Y).
Finally, the third part (fol. 137-179") contains varied and complex medical contents.

The copyist of the manuscript was identified by Paul Canart as Georgios Moschos?®.
Moschos is actually responsible only for the second part of the book (fol. 119-136Y).
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The first part was written by an anonymous scribe. The third part (which we are in-
terested in) is the work of an as yet unidentified anonymous person. However, at
first glance, it is clear that the copyist is Emmanuel Zacharides. Furthermore, the
watermark “Balance dans un cercle” (noted by S. Follet) is probably identical to ours.
Finally, the size of the book (205 x 160 mm) is very similar to those of our Mutinensis,
and the number of lines per page is the same.

In fact, there are several texts in common in Mut and Pal:

- the isolated sentence of Hippocrates (Letter 17): fol. 23" Mut = fol. 167" Pal.

- the Praesagitio and the De venae sectione: fol. 23"-29" Mut = fol. 167"-172"
Pal. The end of the Praesagitio in Pal, absent according to the editor of the
treatise, is found there but moved to fol. 162,

- of De venae sectione, we do not have the part taken from Paulos of Aegina;
that taken from Hippocrates has been moved to fol. 163".

- the Oath of Hippocrates in verse: fol. 29¥ Mut = fol. 167" Pal

Garcia Novo and Jouanna believe that these are twin manuscripts, descended from
a common model. This model is not specified for the Oath. Garcia Novo mentions
another manuscript containing the text, which she considers a “cousin” of our two
manuscripts: it is Paris. gr. 2269. Let us take a look at this manuscript.

Parisinus gr. 2269

Parisinus gr. 2269 (Par) is a late fifteenth-century paper manuscript whose contents are
exclusively medical (numerous treatises by Galen, Hippocrates’ Prognostikon, Stephanus
of Athens). The copyist has been identified by RGK authors as Demetrios Damilas™.
The Praesagitio is found on fol. 114-117"; it is followed by the De venae sectione, this
time in its entirety (fol. 118-121Y). More interestingly, after this treatise, in red, is the
quotation from Galen’s Secundum locos found on fol. 29" of the Mut: TAéov 6¢ pnot
TaAnvog gic v Bepomeiov dvvacOar Ty OANV diattay §| To eapuake. We thus have
the same sequence of texts as in Mut, in the same order (unlike Pal where the texts are
not in the same order), with the isolated sentence in the same place as Mut. This is a
point worth emphasising.

But there is more: according to Henri Omont’s catalogue entry, Paris. gr. 2269 contains,
on fol. 94"-113Y, that is, immediately before the Praesagitio-De venae sectione group,
a text described as “Hippocratis, etc., excerpta de urinis”. This is a group of extracts
on urine by various authors. Now on fol. 101r-113v we find Theophilus’ De urinis
introduced by the words &tepov in the title and Beopilov in the margin. An examina-
tion of the text reveals that this De urinis has the same philological characteristics as
our Mutinensis: identical single lessons; identical marginal notes; omission of a long
passage; scholium inserted towards the end; and above all, an unpublished final part.
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Thus, we have two closely related manuscripts, and given the rarity of Theophilus’ re-
cension, it seems very likely that one is a copy of the other. A collation that the author
has carried out on the unpublished section on urine shows that Mut is an apograph of
Par: indeed, Mut contains errors and omissions that are not present in Par:

fol. 117, 1. 2 ab imo (Mut): 810 yoypotnTa T0dTO [Thc)KeY Par. om. Mut.] 10v dppmotov
fol. 12%, 1. 10-11 (Mut): §j do0éveiay duvapemg 1j Euepaliy 1 HeTaoTacty THG YOANG Kol
acOéveln [aobévelav Par] g duvapewmg

fol. 137, 1. 4 ab imo (Mut): Kai tivog ovv &vekev [ovk MpkécOn einelv ¢ Sokosg
mopet® udvov, AAAa Tpocédnke kai Par om. Mut.] 10 kovo®doeG ;

Mut is thus an apograph of Par. It is tempting to make Par the model for Mut also for
the Praesagitio-De venae sectione, and likewise Pal for this same set. However, the
editor Garcia Novo considers Par and Mut as manuscripts dependent on a common
archetype, and Pal and Mut as twins. On the other hand, the collations the author has
made are not entirely convincing. Without delving into details that would take this
article too far from its purpose, Mut and Pal, for example, have common errors and
a missing chapter title in Par. It could be assumed a model-copy relationship of the
type Par =» Mut =» Pal, but Mut offers an omission where Pal has the correct text;
conversely, Par = Pal = Mut, would not explain the common errors between Par and
Mut with respect to Pal.

In any case, our Mutinensis is closely related (according to the author, a copy at least for
one of the texts) to a manuscript copied by Demetrios Damilas. It is also very close to
Pal, copied by the same Zacharides and with the same watermark (it could be assumed
that the two manuscripts were copied at the same time or within a very short period).
What about the rest of the content of the Mutinensis? The opuscule on succedanea
(mept avtiforlopévav) is found in many manuscripts. The Pinakes database* and
its search function have been very helpful, allowing the author to find a manuscript
in which the text on weights and measures, the succedanea and the botanical lexicon
appear in succession: London, British Library, Additional 10058.

Londinensis Additional 10058

Londinensis is a late fifteenth-century medical manuscript primarily containing Nicolas
Myrepse (Antidotarium, fol. 7*-73) and Theophanes (Synopsis de remediis, fol. 74'-
143Y). Between fol. 1507-161", there are three opuscules found in the Mutinensis: the
text on weights and measures (fol. 150¥-1517), the text on succedanea (fol. 151"-154Y)
and the botanical lexicon (fol. 155™-161", not mentioned by Touwaide). Interestingly,
following the botanical lexicon, the isolated Hippocratic phrase (Letfer 17) is anno-
tated, exactly as in Mut and in the same place.

Examining these texts in the Londinensis, one realises that they exhibit the same

philological characteristics as Mut: the text on weights and measures, which was not
present in the editions, is the same here; the text on succedanea shows the omission
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of the letter | and the letter ¢. The copyist of the Londinensis is none other than
Demetrios Damilas?. This is a second witness who can be linked to this scribe. The
author did not have sufficient time to conduct thorough collations on these texts to
determine which serves as the model and which as the copy, but one may assume that
our Mutinensis is a copy of the Londinensis.

Theophanes’ De alimentis and Seth’s De alimentorum facultatibus

Finally, the two texts on foodstuffs remain to be analysed: as previously pointed out,
for Seth’s De alimentorum facultatibus, the Mut was the only one, along with another
manuscript (Ambrosianus T 19 sup), that had an additional (probably apocryphal)
chapter on cannabis. Marie Cronier also confirmed to the author (personal communi-
cation) that the two manuscripts have the same order of chapters, which is significant
because, for this treatise, almost all manuscripts have a different order.

Ambros. T 19 sup (Amb)

Amb is a luxurious manuscript of medical content, copied on very thin parchment: it
contains Theophanes’ De alimentis (fol. 1r-24v), Seth’s De alimentorum facultatibus
(fol. 24v-91v), Hippocrates’ Aphorisms (fol. 92r-121v) and the Definitiones of Ps.-
Galen (ff. 122r-177v). The copyist is Demetrios Damilas?’.

Again, the common (and rare) textual features it shares with our Mutinensis suggest a
model-copy relationship between the two: in what sense? The collations made by the
author demonstrate that our Mut is an apograph of Amb: indeed, in the Mut, we find
errors and omissions that are present in Amb, as shown here:

fol. 27" Amb = fol. 51" Mut: dvvapv 6& €xel YokTIKNY Kol petpiog Enpaviikny
[TpgovTiKnv opod TV dpyénv kol eumiactikiy ed Amb om. Mut] koi 610 TovTO
dvoevTepIKoic dyabov €0t PapLaKoV

fol. 32¥ Amb = fol. 55¥ Mut: v 1€ cOcTacY KOl TV KpAGV THG T€ 0p0HIOVS PVCEMC
kol g Tupddovc. [Oco pgv odv yodo Tod dpddovg mAéov KoTéyel, TadTO Koi
gvypnototepa giciv: doa 6€ Tod TupddoVg ed Amb om. Mut.], Aotk EuPpa&els @
fimatt kai AlBovg dmoyevv@dvtan

In these two examples, Mut presents two omissions due to two “sauts du méme au
méme”, while Amb has the correct text.

As for Theophanes, Amb is strangely ignored by Sonderkamp. For what could be ob-
served, there are numerous marginal notes in the manuscript that were clearly on his
model (Amb is a luxury manuscript and has not been the subject of scholarly reading).
Yet Zacharides includes only a few of these notes in Mut (for example, he omits the
note on fol. 5¥ of Amb: 6ca 10 TenOVIO KokooTOHya), which is a further indication
that Mut is indeed a copy of Amb and not vice versa. Finally, Amb also contains the
Aphorisms: it would be useful to see the relationship between the version of Amb and
Pal. gr. 143, which also contains the Aphorisms.
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Conclusion

An analysis of the Mutinensis has been proposed, highlighting the interest of its con-
tent from a textual perspective, and comparing it with four other manuscripts: the
Vaticanus Palatinus gr. 143, the Parisinus gr. 2269, the Londinensis Add. 10058 and
the Ambrosianus T 19 sup. Notably, three of these four manuscripts were copied by
Demetrios Damilas; for two of them (Paris. gr. 2269 [Theophilus] and Ambr. T 19
sup), it is believed that it was Zacharides who copied the Damilas’ manuscripts. For
the other texts (Paris. gr. 2269 [ Praesagitio-De venae sectione] and Londinensis), this
is considered probable, but more precise collations are needed. In any case, all these
manuscripts are very closely related, whether the model-copy relationship is one way
or the other.

Be that as it may, the Mutinensis sheds light on the relationship between Damilas and
Zacharides (and, through him, Valla) which, to the best of the author’s knowledge,
had not been clearly highlighted before. In what context was our Mutinensis cop-
ied? Given the variety of its content and that of the manuscripts that Zacharides may
have used, it is believed that it was copied at the request of (and perhaps under the
supervision of) Giorgio Valla, in order to provide him with a manuscript from which
to draw the Latin translations of Greek medicine, first published in 1498: Ps.-Galen,
Praesagitio (1498%%), Theophanes (in 1498 and later in De expetendis rebus in 1501),
Seth (in De expetendis rebus of 1501).

Valla intervened in Mut (14 folios where such interventions occurred have been no-
ticed), but these interventions remain rather modest and it is difficult to determine
to what extent they are conjectures, verifications of the model or the use of another
model. The few investigations conducted suggest that it is more likely to be conjec-
tures, either because the models identified do not provide the lessons that Valla notes,
or because Valla proposes corrections to the unpublished (and almost unique) part of
Theophilus. In another case, however, he fills in an omission, and it might be possible
to understand which manuscript he is referring to.

There is also an interesting case in Seth: in the chapter on the pear (éma) (fol. 26* Amb
= fol. 51" Mut), there is a marginal note in Damilas’ hand (70 dmiov dotOMA)OV | HETA
Tpooiig kai adnyov). Zacharides does not copy it in the margin, but adds it at the end
of the chapter in a slightly reworked form: €ici 8¢ gvotOpHOY0O LETE TPOPTV Kol GOV
Now Valla copies this note in the margin, as found in Amb, also making a correction to
the text at the beginning of the chapter (npotnv add. sup. lin., corresponding to Amb).
What are we to think? That Valla may have corrected Zacharides’s copy with Amb
before his eyes? An answer to this question has yet to be found.

Finally, what is the relationship between Demetrios Damilas and Emmanuel
Zacharides? They did not work in the same places: Zacharides in Venice and Damilas
in Florence and Rome. It is therefore unlikely that the two copyists were in direct
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contact, or that Damilas supplied the manuscripts he copied directly to Zacharides
for him to make copies. It seems more probable that Zacharides had access to a rich
medical library in or near Venice, where a large number of the manuscripts copied
by Demetrios Damilas would have been found: Pier Leone da Spoleto or Alessandro
Benedetti come to mind, but these are hypotheses that will have to be verified later®.
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Transcription of the unpublished text on urine found on fol. 13, 1. 9-14", 1. 5 of Mutinensis
0.U.9.4 (gr. 61).
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napu(pwwusvov Kol AemTOV Kol Py dAAoiay Baenv &v TovTe Eumepieireicbot kai mepipépectot
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