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Abstract

The work Iepi arAdv @appdkev or De simplicibus (Simp., also known as Ilepi ednopiotdv) is ascribed in the
MSS to Dioscorides. This ascription, first found in Oribasius (fourth century AD), was accepted by the most
recent editor of the work, Max Wellmann, and is enshrined in LSJ, but has often been questioned. This article
aims to disprove Dioscoridean authorship on the grounds of two characteristics of Simp.: first, its use of alpha-
betical organization; second, its unsatisfactory treatment of material that is better handled in Dioscorides’ De
materia medica (MM). The use of alphabetical ordering in Simp. is inconsistent and frequently disrupted; fur-
thermore, in the preface to MM, Dioscorides explicitly rejected alphabetization as a means of organizing lists of
medications. Internal evidence shows that the author of Simp. made ineffectual attempts to conceal the alpha-
betical ordering of his material, possibly in response to Dioscorides’ criticism of that method. In its treatment
of material that is paralleled in MM, Simp. sometimes lacks clarity or omits important details or makes errors,
failings that would be highly unlikely if Dioscorides himself were its author.
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I. Introduction

Dioscorides was the leading authority on the medicinal use of drugs for many centuries,
not only in the west but also in the Arabic-speaking world. His fame and influence rested
on his five-book Tlepi HAng ioTpixiic or De materia medica (MM). Some 12 other works, how-
ever, are attributed to him in the MSS that contain them, or by other sources.! Two of
these works, the Alexipharmaka and Theriaka, both discussing poisons, are actually tacked
onto the MM in the majority of MSS, as books 6 and 7, respectively.

Most of these other works are now generally regarded as inauthentic.? There is, however, one
text which is still officially, so to speak, categorized as authentic: the Ilepi dnhdv @oappdkeov or
De simplicibus (Simp.) (also known as ITepi ednopiotdv). This is largely because Max Wellmann,
the most recent editor of Dioscorides, published Simp. alongside MM, and believed strongly that
they were the work of the same author; he even produced a short monograph arguing that
case.® Simp. is also listed in LSJ as a Dioscoridean work, under the abbreviated title Eup.

However, there have long been doubts about the authenticity of the work. The editors
of the editio princeps, Johann Moibanus and Conrad Gesner, both initially surmised that it

1 Riddle (1980) 116-42 lists these works and identifies the sources of their attribution.

2 On the two toxicological works and their relationship to MM, see Touwaide (1983).

3 The edition is Wellmann (1907-1914); Simp. is in Vol. 3, which is available online at <http://cmg.bbaw.de/
epubl/online/wa_dioscurides_mat_med_lib_5_crat_sext_nig simpl.php?p=156>, <https://gallica.bnf.fr/ark:/12148/
bptek6254651p> and <http://archive.org/details/b21459162_0003/page/150>. The monograph is Wellmann
(1914). For a general study of Simp. see Fitch (2022).
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was the work of another author, though each eventually came to view it as Dioscoridean.
Johann Albert Fabricius in his Bibliotheca Graeca and Julius Berendes, the German translator of
Simp., both regarded it as spurious. Even Wellmann, so strong an advocate of authenticity in
1914, had earlier dismissed Simp. as a compilation of the third or early fourth century.?

The ancient evidence for the authorship of Simp. is not strong: in essence it consists of a
single attribution to Dioscorides by Oribasius in the fourth century AD. Oribasius excerpts
Simp. frequently in his Synopsis ad Eustathium and in the Libri ad Eunapium, but at only one
point does he identify the author as Dioscorides. It may well be that Oribasius, who knew
MM well, simply assumed that Simp. was by the same author, because of the evident connec-
tions between the two works (connections that we shall evaluate later). Aétius of Amida (late
fifth/early sixth century AD), who also excerpts Simp., attributes the work to Dioscorides sev-
eral times; but since his excerpts are taken at second-hand from Oribasius, it seems probable
that his attribution of the work is also borrowed from Oribasius.’

Scholars’ judgements about authenticity have been based chiefly on individual linguis-
tic phenomena, which are less than conclusive.® My own arguments are based on two char-
acteristics that run throughout the work: the handling of alphabetization, and the relative
weakness of Simp. in comparison with MM on certain points.

Il. Disrupted alphabetical order

On Simples is divided into two books: book 1 deals with external ailments, and book 2 with
internal complaints. Whereas MM proceeds medication by medication, listing the ailments
for which each is recommended, Simp. adopts the converse procedure, working ailment by
ailment and listing the medications suitable for each in turn.

In perusing these lists of medications in Simp., one notices that many of them show
signs and traces of alphabetical ordering.” Indeed, the list at 2.40 (medicines for tubercu-
losis) contains 15 items in perfect alphabetical order, except that ‘frogs’ (Bétpoyor) has
been tacked onto the listing of ‘crabs’ (kapkivor). But the puzzling fact is that elsewhere
the alphabetization is almost always compromised in some way, particularly by insertions.
A typical example is 1.57 (treatments for discharge of pus); here I give just the lemma for
each medication, which is usually the first word of a short phrase, and I underline the
clearly non-alphabetical items.

aypiehaiag, amoapivng, apopyn, AVkiov, ac@odélov, ayivbiov, yiig, Patov, yiipoac,
dippouyés, éhaing, opdpva, kKioood, kpopdwv, Hiov, amapivng, Op@dkiov, ovpov,
Kovia, wiooa, ToAvydvov, cTomTnpia, YdAKoavOov, yoAr.

It looks, then, as if the underlined items have been inserted, out of order, into an alphabetical
list. There is no logic to their placement: myrrh (cpvpva) has no obvious connection with the
olive or ivy between which it appears. 1t is also telling that one insertion, drapivg (‘cleavers’),
carelessly duplicates the listing of drapivig near the start of the chapter.

Such patterns of alphabetization in Simp. shed much light on the author’s modus oper-
andi, and I shall therefore attempt to characterize them more fully. They are so varied and

4 Wellmann (1903) 1140. Details of these opinions are given by Riddle (1980) 134-36.

® The citation with attribution by Oribasius is of Simp. 1.9, and it occurs in the Synopsis at 5.430 Raeder. On the
evidence for attribution from Oribasius and Aétius, see Wellmann (1914) 40-42.

¢ For example, Sprengel and Berendes both noted the use at Simp. 2.65.1 of the term §€&yiov, a measure of weight
which they believed to be unattested elsewhere before the time of Constantine. Wellmann in the app. crit. of his edition
regarded the term, attested by two of the MSS he used, as an interpolation; see also Wellmann (1914) 38 n.1.

7 Surprisingly the alphabetical sequences in Simp. have not received any discussion in earlier scholarship,
despite the fact that they are a notable feature of the text and provide important evidence about the compiler’s
modus operandi.
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erratic, however, that generalizations are hazardous. One should note at the outset that in
some chapters, alphabetical order is not manifest at all. Where it does occur, words start-
ing with the same letter are sometimes grouped together with no further ordering (for
example, in 2.31 opaltog after dogodélov, pactiyn after pnkdviov); elsewhere there
is more precise ordering by the second letter of the word (for example, 2.107.1
dyopikod, dyxovong, GAkvoviov, Gpdpov, apdydaia, dvayadiidog).?

As a first generalization, then, alphabetical order often reveals itself in the body of a list,
rather than at the start. In 2.87 a purely alphabetical sequence establishes itself halfway
through §1 and runs for 19 items from yf Zapio to oteppodmv. In 2.58 an alphabetical sequence
starts at the end of §2 with £péfivBor and continues through 22 items to yapoukicoov in §5, with
one clear insertion (cevthov in §4). In 2.119 an unusually long sequence starts at the end of §2
and continues for over 40 items; here there are two inserted terms, one of which (8capov in §5)
duplicates the listing of &capov near the start of the sequence.

Some sequences of this kind cover just a slice of the alphabet. At 1.121.2 we have a run of
11 items from Bonyiog to Aeynv, with Boysiog heedlessly duplicated even in so short a sequence;
at 1.136, 11 items from €\Eivn to nokvokoOpov; at 2.34, nine items from wicoa to pAdpov. The
lengthy chapter 2.81 actually contains two such runs, one from o to A in §2 (10 items) and
the other from x to y in §84-5 (23 items with one insertion). In such cases one cannot avoid
the suspicion that a longer list has been arbitrarily chopped up. It is intriguing, by the way, that
several such partial lists begin or end with the letter kappa (for example, 2.23.2 xohopivn,
2.49.5 kovia, 2.51.3 kapoa, 2.68.1 kapdapmpov, 2.81 noted above, 2.82.2 xpivov).

If we turn to the starts of individual lists, we find relatively few undisturbed alphabeti-
cal sequences of any length. True, more than half of the longer lists in Simp. (those con-
taining at least 15 items) begin with an alpha item, another clear trace of alphabetization
in the work. But if these longer lists contain multiple alpha items, the author breaks up the
sequence, for example by promoting a beta item (1.30 &Aqiza, BéTov, dvdayvng, deldov)
or inserting something else (2.119.1 k&vOng, dxévOov, dkdpov, TpLPvALO, dpkTiov).’ It is
also common to find a cluster of non-alphabetical items inserted near the start of a list,
with alphabetical order resuming after them, for example, 2.36 aBpotdévov, dyapikod,
de1ldov, dxdvlov, ToADYOVOL, yauaidpvog, vapdov, kevtavpeion,'® poddyng, kheovikiov,
oeoéleng, GMOaiog, Ghxéw). Or, finally, a cluster of non-alphabetical items may stand at
the very beginning of a list, to be followed by an alphabetical sequence, as at 2.123.

Clusters of non-alphabetical items are common at the ends of lists, as they are at their
beginnings. They tend to be tacked onto the end of an alphabetical sequence. At 2.31.7, for
instance, after a list has reached its alphabetical conclusion with yapaidpvog, four items
are appended out of order (Bpvwviag, Threwng, §pvcipov, kapdapov). At 1.5 the appended
status of the final five items is clear not only because they are non-alphabetical, but
because their syntax (hanging nominatives) differs from that of the preceding alphabetical
list (genitive absolute).

In sum, some of the lists in Simp. are not alphabetical at all; some contain both alpha-
betical and non-alphabetical sections; some are primarily alphabetical but with disrup-
tions. One’s general impression is that the alphabetical lists were the basis or starting
point of the chapters where they appear; other items were added to them, without atten-
tion to alphabetical order, in various places, before the alphabetical list, or near its start, or

8 One intriguing feature of Simp. is that yoaABévn (‘galbanum’) is alphabetized with words beginning kappa, not
chi (2.31.3, 2.36.3, 2.41.4, 2.81.2, 2.82.2, 2.84, 2.132).

% Of 104 lists in Simp. that contain at least 15 items, 56 begin with an alpha item, and 48 do not. The author
rarely allows an uninterrupted sequence of more than four alpha items; exceptions are 1.145 (5), 2.49 (6), 2.65 (9),
2.107 (6), 2.126 (5).

10 Wellmann deletes the listing of centaury root here ‘propter ea quae secuntur’, by which I take him to mean
its repetition in §3 in alphabetical order. But such duplication is not uncommon as a result of non-alphabetical
insertions, as we have seen.
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at the end, or within it. The process of addition frequently caused duplication, with an item
in the alphabetical list being repeated outside it (or vice versa).

The overall effect, then, is of an unsatisfactory compromise between use of alphabetical
ordering on the one hand, and a tendency to disrupt or even obliterate it on the other. The
implications with regard to authorship are evident. The inconsistent and unsystematic
method of listing drugs in Simp. stands in contrast to the precise and sophisticated order-
ing of drugs by their affinities in the De materia medica, documented by John Riddle.!* The
contrast is so great that the two works are unlikely to have been compiled by the same
person.

Indeed, we can press this argument further. In the preface to MM, Dioscorides explicitly
criticizes (unnamed) writers who organize their lists of medications alphabetically, on the
grounds that this system separates types of materials and their properties from those
closely connected with them, and consequently makes memorization difficult.'* The impli-
cation is that Dioscorides’ own system, that of organizing drugs by their affinities, aids
memorization by retaining the natural and inherent relationships between the drugs.
Given this reasoned critique of alphabetical ordering, it seems highly improbable that
Dioscorides himself would have used it before compiling MM or thereafter.

Ill. On Simples and De materia medica

There is no doubt that the phrasing used in the Liber de simplicibus is close to that of De
materia medica at certain points. Because the phrasing used in ancient pharmaceutical
works is often standard and traditional, one cannot be sure that Simp. is drawing on
MM, or vice versa, at any given point: they may be working from a common source or
sources. It is, however, possible to examine how the two texts differ from each other
on particular points, and to draw conclusions from those differences.

Here is a short list of examples of similar phrasing, which could be much expanded:

Subject MM Simp.

Stomach of lammergeier 2.53: @nvng Tod dpvéov, O 2.117: @rvng Tod dpvéov, &

used to treat urinary stones ‘Popoicti Kalodowv ‘PopocTti 06cippoyov
ocGippayov, 1 Kothia kot KaAodowy, 1| koMo Enpd Kot
OAlyov motilopévn OAlyov mvopévn

Roasted ass’ liver as a food 2.40: vijoteig 88 hapfavétocay  1.19.1: viiotelg 82

item for epileptics happavéTocoy

Male fern with scammony  4.184: 8¢l 8¢ mpookopdopayelv  2.68.1: Tpockopodopayeitm d¢

used to expel flat intestinal Tobg happavovrag 0 péMwv Tivewv

worms

Iron filings used to limit the 5.149: dx6vng Nagiog T 1.125: akovng Noakiag Tod mpog

growth of girls’ breasts AROTPIpA TOD TPOG AOTTV avTiv dkovnBévTog 618Mpov TO
axovnBévtog 6181pov ATOTPIpL

Silphium juice with a runny  3.80.5: (0m0g) &v @@ PpogenT®d  2.31.4: OmOG SVUV QG POPNTH

egg for a cough d186pevog hapfovopevog

Grape pips used for an 5.3.2: ylyapta ... ppoyévia 2.9.3: yiyapta QpuKTA GAVTL

upset stomach avtl aAiTov EmMTUcoOpEVL aApiteov Emraccopeva

11 Riddle (1985) xxvi-xxvii declined to take a position on the authenticity of Simp. but thought that, if genuine,
it must precede MM because it shows no awareness of the organizational scheme of that work.

12 Praef. 3 fjpoptov 8¢ Kol mepl TV TEEW, oi pév AoLPPOAODG SLVALELS GLYKPOVGAVTEG, Ol 8 KoTd GTOLYEOV
[‘alphabetically’] kataypdyavtes, SiElevEav <te> Tig Opoyeveiag Té Te yévn Kad Tag évepyeiag adTdV, g Sidx
Todto Govppvnpdvevta yiyvesOar. On this passage, and on the rest of the preface, see Scarborough and
Nutton (1982).
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Among parallel passages such as these, there are several where Simp. lacks some useful
detail that is present in MM. Here are a few examples:

Subject MM Simp.

Facial cleansing 1.84.1 recommends ‘the moisture 1.104 this becomes simply ‘the
found in the seed capsules [of elm]  moisture in elm seed capsules’
when the leaves first bud’

Toothache 4.176.2 recommends coating a 1.66.2 omits the rather important
colocynth rind in clay and seething clay coating
vinegar in it as a mouthwash

Cleaning teeth  2.9.2 notes the use of calcined shells  Simp. 1.73 says ‘land snails burnt with

of land snails honey’, not specifying that the snails’
flesh should be removed
Facial colour 3.59.2 says cumin alters one’s skin ~ 1.106 says it alters one’s skin (ypoav

colour to a paler tone (tpénet 88 kol 8¢ tpémer), but not in what way
xpdTa &l TO DY pdTEPOV)

These examples illustrate a general tendency in Simp. towards laconic brevity, which can
lead to omission of valuable information. For particular preparations, the author fre-
quently omits to say what part of the recommended plant or creature should be used:
for example, tanner’s sumach 1.93.2 (Dioscorides uses the leaves, MM 1.108.2); evergreen
honeysuckle 2.41.1 (fruit or leaves, MM 4.14); soapwort 2.41.2 (root, MM 2.163); Indian skink
2.101.2 (‘the part around its kidneys’, MM 2.66).

Sometimes the abbreviation in Simp. is so extreme as to produce incoherence. For the
treatment of burns, both MM and Simp. recommend a plaster of trumpet shells that have
been calcined with salt. Simp. then comments, ‘for they [the shells] dry like pottery until
cicatrization’ (drootpakodvron yap bypt drovAdoeng, 1.169.2). This ‘explanation’ is incom-
prehensible until one reads the version in MM 2.4.1: ‘One must allow the application to dry
like pottery; for it falls off of its own accord once the burn has cicatrized’ (86v 8¢ 8¢t
aroctpakobobal TO @APHAKOV. GTOLAMOEVTOS Yap TOD KOTOKOXOUKTOS OOTOHNTOV
dmominter). In comparison with the 12 words in MM, Simp. uses just four, which cannot
bear the load. There is a comparable example of Delphic obscurity at Simp. 2.30.4, where
one of the remedies for coughing up blood is TporydravBa droyvMlopévn. A full version is
given in MM 3.20.2, which recounts that the sap from tragacanth root is formed into loz-
enges with honey, ‘and the juice is extracted when placed under the tongue’ (droyvAileTad
te vrotebeion fi Yhdoon). All of this process is boiled down in Simp. to the single word
vroyvMlopévn, which is insufficient to convey it.

Dioscorides is precise in distinguishing varieties of a named plant, a vital matter if the
varieties differ in their medicinal effects. In his discussion of henbane (booxvapog) he
notes that one type (that with white seeds) can safely be used in pharmacy; a second type
(with yellow seeds) may be used with caution if the first is unavailable; and a third type
(with black seeds) is absolutely to be avoided as toxic (MM 4.68). The author of Simp., how-
ever, prescribes henbane some 19 times, without once making these distinctions. Similarly,
Dioscorides distinguishes between four plants called otpdyvov (‘nightshade’): two are safe
pharmaceutically; one has medicinal uses but causes mental distress in an overdose; one
causes madness or death (MM 4.70-73). But Simp. in some nine places prescribes otpOyvov
without distinction. It is difficult to believe that the careful Dioscorides would have rec-
ommended these potentially toxic plants without specifying the type to be used.

We have now seen enough evidence to reach some conclusions. In comparing the treat-
ment of particular points in the two texts, we often find a loss of clarity or of important
information in Simp. in comparison with MM. With regard to authorship, it seems improb-
able that Dioscorides, who is precise in the information he provides in MM, would have also
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produced a work that presented much of the same material but in a less precise and clear
way. The evidence from phrasing, then, confirms the evidence from alphabetization that
Dioscorides was not the author of On Simples.

IV. Errors in On Simples

The view that Simp. cannot be by Dioscorides is reinforced by places where the author of
Simp. appears at first sight to misunderstand or misrepresent a passage in MM. Here I shall
give just a few examples; the list makes no claim to be exhaustive.

1. According to MM 2.25, weasel’s blood ‘is a useful liniment for scrofulous swellings; it
also helps epileptics’. Simp. 1.19 writes that ‘Epileptics are helped if one rubs their
scrofulous swellings up to the throat with weasel’s blood’. This implies erroneously
that scrofulous swellings are a standard symptom of epilepsy; it suggests that the
author of Simp. has misunderstood or misremembered MM (or the source of MM),
and conflated two distinct conditions.

2. Dioscorides distinguishes two types of Samian earth: koAobvpiov, which is workable
and recommended for pharmaceutical applications; and dotfp, which is dense (MM
5.153). But his discussion is open to misunderstanding, since the next phrases ‘it
has properties’ and ‘it stops the bringing up of blood’ could be taken wrongly to refer
to dothp rather than Samian earth in general. Simp. 2.30.2 misunderstands MM (or
MM’s source) in just this way, since it recommends dotrp for the bringing up of blood.

3. Simp. 2.68.1 says the flat intestinal worms are expelled by drinking the root and
bark of dvoyeihég aka AhkiBiadeiov. This echoes MM 4.25, where Dioscorides claims
that these worms are expelled by drinking the root of a type of &yyovoa. But it is
actually a different type of Gyyovca that has the synonyms dvoyeidég and
Alkifraderov in MM 4.24, Simp. has confused the two types of dyyovoa.

4. MM 4.76 reports the belief that dxdvitov paralyses (raparderv) scorpions and white
hellebore revives them. The version of this belief in Simp. 2.136 appears to say
absurdly that dxovitov kills (vexpoi) scorpions and white hellebore revives them.
Simp. is varying the wording of MM (or, again, MM’s source), as often, but here detri-
mentally: only the context allows one to realize that vekpol is intended to mean
‘makes moribund’, not ‘kills’.

Once again, because of the tralatician nature of ancient pharmaceutical texts, we cannot be
certain that Simp. is drawing directly on MM; although, if there is a one-to-one relationship
between the two texts at these points, the secondary text is clearly Simp., not MM. On the
issue of authenticity, however, we can be confident that Dioscorides, who did not make
such errors in MM, would not have perpetrated them in another text.

V. The cover-up

In section II we studied the patterns of alphabetical order in Simp., and the many disrup-
tions to that order. We did not, however, tackle the question why the author introduced so
many disruptions, of which he can hardly have been unaware, into his lists of medications.

A partial answer, at least, presents itself when we examine Simp. 2.113, a list of treat-
ments for dysuria. This list, after a single initial alpha, consists of two alphabetical sequen-
ces: the first runs from = to ®, with 13 items; the second runs from o to o and contains 29
items in alphabetical order, together with a few non-alphabetical insertions. It is clear,
then, that a list running originally from o to  has been cut arbitrarily between o and
n, and the order of the two pieces reversed.
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Lest it be thought that 2.113 is a bizarre accident, we find comparable evidence of delib-
erate rearrangement in some other chapters: 1.99 contains three alphabetical sequences,
the first from a to B, the second from p to o, the third from € to A (each with a single non-
alphabetical insertion); here the order of the last two sequences has been deliberately
reversed. Again, in 1.145 we find a run of seven items from o to ¢ placed before a run
of ten items from 6 to A. And in 1.228 a sequence from f to kp is demoted to near the
end of a long list of treatments for gout and arthritis (§§8-9), while a sequence from
Ko to p is separated from it in §4; here we can see exactly where a cut was made when
the original list was segmented and reordered: between kp and xo.

The only possible explanation of this evidence is that the author is deliberately
attempting to conceal an original alphabetical order by chopping up and reordering lists
in this way. The same motive would explain the disruptions we saw in section II, in par-
ticular the insertion of non-alphabetical items at or near the start of alphabetical lists, and
the breaking-up of initial sequences of items beginning with alpha.

All of this leads to the more intriguing question: why did the author make these delib-
erate (albeit half-hearted and ineffectual) efforts to conceal the original alphabetical
arrangement of much of his material? Three possible answers suggest themselves.

1. The author had adopted the lists from a predecessor or predecessors and wished to
conceal the extent of his indebtedness.

2. The author was a member of Dioscorides’ circle, or desired to be. At an early stage
Simp. consisted of alphabetical lists, whether compiled by himself or by predeces-
sors. But once the author realized that Dioscorides himself disapproved of such
ordering, he went to considerable lengths to camouflage its presence in his work.

3. The author wished to pass off Simp. as a work of Dioscorides himself.”® Then the
process would have been similar to that envisaged in hypothesis 2: the author
started with alphabetical lists, but disordered them so as to avoid an obvious con-
tradiction with Dioscorides’ own anathema on alphabetization.

It will be seen that these hypotheses are not all mutually exclusive. Hypothesis 1 is not
necessarily inconsistent with hypothesis 2, and the same is true of hypotheses 1 and 3.

There is another aspect to the chopping up of alphabetical lists in Simp. Let us examine
chapter 1.198, on haemorrhages from wounds (aipoppayiog ... Tag éx T@V TpavpPETOV),
and 1.199 on breaks in the surface of the skin (prjEeig Tog émmolaiong). The first of these
consists of nine items beginning with alpha from aifonidog to dpdyvng in almost perfect
alphabetical order, with one non-alphabetical insertion; the second starts with
aotpaydov and contains 20 items in alphabetical order, with slight variations and two
insertions. In other words, the author has chopped off the head of an alphabetical list
and applied it arbitrarily to haemorrhages from wounds, as distinct from breaks in the
skin generally. The purpose is presumably to give an impression of greater precision.'

There is another striking example in chapters 2.79-80, which list medications that draw
out the menses and the afterbirth: those in 2.79 are said to do so ‘quite well’ (§mekdg),

13 Wellmann (1903) 1140 took this view, though not in regard to the concealment of alphabetical order, before
his conversion to Dioscoridean authorship. Cf. section VILi below.

14 Two further examples will suffice to confirm this occasional pattern. Chapter 1.188 lists medications to be
used as poultices for carbuncles, while 1.189 lists those that stimulate discharge of pus and erode the edges of
carbuncles. The first list contains ten items starting with o or p; the second contains six running from k to x; in
each there are single insertions of the familiar kind. Chapter 2.76 purports to be a list of medications taken in
drink to treat ‘chronic’ inflammation and pain of the womb. Notably, eight of the 12 medications begin with o,  or
y. It appears, then, that the head of a longer list has been chopped off and applied somewhat arbitrarily to the
category in question.
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those in 2.80 ‘more effectively’ (u@Ahov). The first list consists essentially of an alphabetical
sequence from € to 6, and the second from « to , albeit both exhibit the typical insertions
and disruptions which we saw above. Our author, then, is up to his familiar obfuscatory
trick of chopping up an alphabetical list and reversing the order of its parts; but here he
has taken advantage of the process to give an impression of greater precision, by claiming
that the items from the first half of the alphabet are more effective.

And so to the charges already levelled against the author of Simp. (inconsistent ordering
of medications, omission of important information, misunderstanding of his source) we
must now add a more serious accusation, that of dishonesty.

VI. Alphabetization in pharmaceutical texts

Despite the author’s attempts at concealment, the alphabetical lists in Simp. add greatly to
the rather sparse evidence for the history of alphabetization in pharmaceutical texts.
Wellmann believed that two works by Crateuas (floruit 100 BC), his substantial
Rhizotomikon and his popular herbal, were both ordered alphabetically.”® In the latter
work, descriptions of plants were replaced by coloured illustrations (Plin. HN 25.8), below
which were recorded the plants’ properties. The fragments of ten of these accounts are
preserved in the Juliana Anicia codex: the lemmata of these ten herb names all begin
with alpha, but are not further alphabetized.!® The unnamed authors whom Dioscorides
criticizes in the preface of MM for employing alphabetical order may include Crateuas
and Sextius Niger. Book 27 of Pliny’s Natural History, a list of minor medicinal herbs, is
in alphabetical order. In addition, Plin. HN 22.67-91 has an alphabetical list of 14 plants,
all of them wild edible vegetables with medicinal properties.!” Galen 11.792K tells us
that Pamphilus (floruit AD 100) compiled his (now lost) treatise on herbs in alphabetical
order, and Galen himself follows suit in books 6-8 of his De simplicium medicamentorum
temperamentis ac facultatibus; he uses exact alphabetization, to the second and even (though
less consistently) the third or fourth letter of the word.'®

In this connection, a question arises at which we have already hinted: did the author of
Simp. compile his alphabetical lists himself, or adopt them from a predecessor or prede-
cessors? The way in which he treats the lists inclines one to think that he had not toiled to
create them himself. He chops them up with insouciance, assigns different effects to the
fragments arbitrarily and inserts items with no attention to alphabetical order. Such cav-
alier treatment is difficult to reconcile with the patient care needed to compile the lists in
the first place.

If we hypothesize that the author adopted the alphabetical lists from predecessors, it is
worth bearing in mind that, as we noted earlier, two somewhat different methods of alpha-
betization are found in them. The more common method involves simply grouping items
by their first letter, with no more precise ordering. The less common method is exact
ordering to the second letter. It is possible, then, that these distinct methods point to dis-
tinct sources for the lists.

The process of compilation of the lists in itself raises a further intriguing question.
Dioscorides writes in the preface to MM as if the alphabetizers whom he criticizes had

15 Wellmann (1897) 21.

16 One cannot tell whether this ordering is that of Crateuas himself or an excerptor. Crateuas’ fragments are
edited by Wellmann (1907-1914) 3.144-46.

17 The appearance of this list in the midst of a longer non-alphabetical catalogue perhaps indicates that it has
been borrowed from elsewhere. Scarborough and Nutton (1982) 213 suggest that the source is Xenocrates of
Aphrodisias.

18 In this context it is worth noting that Erotian’s glossary of Hippocratic terms, which like Simp. is dedicated to
Andromachus, is partially alphabetized.
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produced a single alphabetical list of all the pharmaceuticals they discussed. (Paradoxically his
own work was later to be reorganized as a single long alphabetical list, the so-called Dioscorides
alphabeticus.)™ Tt is conceivable, then, that separate alphabetical lists of cures for individual
ailments, such as we find in Simp., were compiled from such a single alphabetical list.
After all, if a compiler worked through a single long list, taking each medication in turn
and entering it in individual lists for each relevant ailment, these individual lists would inevi-
tably be alphabetical in their turn. It may well be, then, that Simp. provides testimony about
one or more of the alphabetically organized works criticized by Dioscorides.

VIl. Dating

This article is primarily concerned with the question of authenticity rather than that of
dating. But these issues are closely connected, and I shall therefore discuss here three fac-
tors raised by Wellmann in his monograph of 1914.

i. Dedication to Andromachus

Simp. is dedicated to ‘the most honoured Andromachus’ (tyudrore AvSpopaye), who is
familiar with the author’s toils (81" fi¢ &xeic éuneipiog @V Npetépwv Tévov) and has wel-
comed him into his circle (drodeyopéve fpdc). Two prominent physicians of that name are
known: Andromachus the father, chief physician to the emperor Nero (ruled AD 54-68);
and his son, also Andromachus, who wrote three books (or a work in three books) on medi-
cine, and whose floruit is placed ca. AD 70-80.%° The dedication, then, would set the com-
pilation of Simp. in the middle or second half of the first century AD. We should, however,
bear in mind in mind the possibility raised by Wellmann that the author of Simp. intended
to pass off his work as that of Dioscorides, and that he inserted the dedication to
Andromachus for the sake of verisimilitude.?!

ii. Archigenes of Apamea

Wellmann, in his edition of Simp., noted numerous parallels of content and wording between
Simp. and the work of Archigenes of Apamea, which is quoted in extenso by Galen.?? Archigenes’
floruit is set securely in the reign of Trajan by references to him in Juvenal (6.236, 13.98, 14.252).
Since Wellmann by 1914 had espoused the authenticity of Simp., he took the parallels to indi-
cate the chronological priority of Simp. over Archigenes, an example of circular thinking in
Wellmann’s monograph. The fact that we have now ruled out Dioscorides’ authorship of
Simp. allows us to evaluate the relationship afresh. In most of the parallel passages there
are insufficient clues to establish priority. In four passages, however, one would be inclined
to deduce that Archigenes is the primary text, and Simp. the secondary. They are the following
(the Greek is given in Appendix 1).

Archigenes in Galen 12.864 (extraction of a painful tooth)

It could be removed without trouble with the following very suitable medication.
After pickling pellitory in very sharp vinegar for 40 days, pound it and set it aside.
At need, after covering the other teeth with wax and safeguarding them, clean the

1% On this recension see, for example, Collins (2000) 33 with further references.

2 They are Andromachos 17 and Andromachos 18 respectively in PW; see also Touwaide (2008a and 2008b) on
both. Wellmann (1914) 42 n.1 argued that the dedicatee could not be Andromachus junior, since he made use of
MM in his work ®appdrov okevacio and is therefore post-Dioscoridean. But this argument relies on the assump-
tion that Simp. is by Dioscorides, and is therefore circular.

21 Wellmann (1903) 1140.

22 Wellmann (1914) 46-50, and passim. For these parallels see also Mavroudis 2000.
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painful tooth and plaster it with the medication; then after waiting for an hour loosen
it with the fingers or lift it with a stylus. Or plaster on melanterite with very sharp
vinegar for many days, and it will fall out.

Simp. 1.70

You will remove a tooth without trouble, if you ... pickle pellitory in vinegar for 40
days and plaster it on (after protecting the other teeth with wax), or grind up mel-
anterite in vinegar.

Here it appears that Simp. is abbreviating and omitting useful details: how long to wait
after applying pellitory, how to remove the tooth, how long to use melanterite and what
the result will be.

Archigenes in Galen 12.856 (mouthwashes for toothache)
.. or boil dried roses in white wine, until one-third of the wine is left.

Simp. 1.66.3
... dried roses boiled down to one-third in wine.

Simp. is less precise, since it omits the colour of the wine, and less accurate, since the wine
is reduced, not the roses. This and 1.70 look like slipshod abbreviations, comparable to
Simp.’s unhelpful curtailments of MM (or its source) noted above.

Archigenes in Galen 12.790 fin. (eyes starting to suffer from flux)
They should rinse the face frequently, first with plenty of cold water, then with the addi-
tion of a little vinegar.

Simp. 1.29
[The flux] is checked by rinsing with plenty of cold water, sometimes with the addi-
tion of vinegar, particularly in summer.

Simp.’s version is woolly, losing several precise details that I have italicized in Archigenes.
On the other hand, Simp. has a detail (summer) not present in Archigenes.

Archigenes in Galen 13.172 (stomach ailments)

For those who produce black bile and have stomach distension, apply to the stomach,
and especially during increased distension (év toig émtéoest), sponges steeped in very
sharp warmed vinegar. After these, if [the symptoms] should remain, make up moist
alum with ground-up copper sulphate solution in honey and apply, or make up these
ingredients and mix an equal amount of aloe with them and with myrtle cerate, and
apply; or poultice with ivy leaves boiled in wine, or with plantain pounded with
salt, or with dried dung of field cattle seethed in wine, or with horehound combined
with bread and rose unguent, or with red tassel hyacinth bulbs with an equal amount
of alum.

Simp. 2.4

Those who produce black bile, with inflation of the stomach and intestines, are helped
by drinking the decoction or infusion of pennyroyal, and water heated by hot iron.
Also appropriate are sponges with vinegar as poultices, <and> especially for inflation
of the entrails and for mental derangement. If the condition persists, lay on moist
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alum with <ground-up> copper sulphate solution and aloe and honey, after mixing
them with cerate; or plaster on cooked ivy leaves with wine, or ground plantain with
salt; or [use?] dried cow dung boiled in wine, or horehound with bread and rose
unguent; or tassel hyacinth bulbs ground up with alum.

Again Simp. seems to be the secondary text: it appears to misunderstand év taig émitdoest
as meaning, or including, mental derangement; it combines two alternative but similar
poultices (the first alum without aloe and cerate, the second alum with those additives)
into one; it omits to specify the colour of tassel hyacinth bulb (for the colour distinction,
see MM 2.170.1, Plin. HN 20.103-05); and the author switches ungrammatically from his
own construction (katdmhaccewv + acc. for ivy leaves and plantain) to Archigenes’ con-
struction (katdmlacoew + dat. for cow dung, etc.).

Although these instances are striking, they are perhaps not a sufficient foundation in
themselves for dating Simp. later than Archigenes, since there is always the possibility that
both texts are using a common source. In addition, there may be passages where the
apparent priority is reversed. One such is this:

Simp. 1.39
Cases of staphyloma are dealt with by wiping on the moist part of a fresh blister bee-
tle that has been crushed, or the beetle itself.

Archigenes in Galen 12.801
You deal with cases of staphyloma by wiping on the juice of blister beetles.

Here is it Simp. that appears to be the more precise of the two texts.

iii. Linguistic criteria

Wellmann in his monograph showed that Simp. has some close similarities of linguistic
usage with MM. For example, Dioscorides likes verbal compounds with two prepositions,
such as copnepipépetan and wpoamoremicOeis, and this liking is shared by the author of
Simp.?* A striking example of linguistic similarity is provided by Wellmann’s study of the
relative frequency of the words péypt, &ypt and £wg.* Other medical writers of the first
century AD make little use of &yp1, preferring péypr and éwg, whereas in Dioscorides’ MM
and in Simp., Gyp1 is notably more common than either péyp1 or ng. For Wellmann, such
similarities indicated that Simp. and MM were by the same author. While that possibility
has now been ruled out, we can accept that these linguistic similarities tend to place the
author of Simp. close to Dioscorides chronologically, and to suggest that he too hailed from
Asia Minor, and perhaps from the same region as Dioscorides himself. This evidence is
somewhat in conflict with the evidence just discussed from Archigenes of Apamea, and
I therefore remain agnostic about the precise date of Simp.

2 Wellmann (1914) 43 n.2.
24 Wellman, (1914) 70-74.
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Appendix

I give here the Greek texts of the passages in Simp. and in Archigenes of Apamea compared
above in section VILii.

Archigenes ap. Gal. 12.864

andvmg apbein eappdko copeovodvtt Aoy Tdde. TOpebpov dppotate GEet E@’ Muépag |
Tapiyeboag Tpiyov kol GmoBov. &ml OE Tig ypelag TOLG AOMOVG KNpdoog Kol
do@aicdpevog adTodv Te TOV dAyodvia mepikabdpac mepinAacoov TR QUpUiK®, eita
dotnooag dpav Eklocov Toig SakTOAOG 1| ypopeim daviraPe, | odpv pet’ OEovg
Sp1oTaToL £l TOALAS NHEPUS KATATANGOE, KOl EKTECETTOL.

Simp. 1.70

apeic 8¢ andvmg, v ... Topebpov dEer Tapiyedoas Eml MUEPAG P TEPITAAONG, KNP® TOVG
dAlovg dopalioapevog, | odpt et HEovg AeldoOg.

Archigenes ap. Gal. 12.856

. 1 pOda Enpa Eye €v oived Aevkd, péxpt TO Tpitov Tob oivov Aetpoq).
Simp. 1.66.3

. poda Enpa Ev oive EynBévta dypr Tpitoo.

Archigenes ap. Gal. 12.790 fin.

TOMG Woxpd TO TPpdTOV, £lta Kol OAfyov pryévtog BEovS, cuvex@s TO TPOGCWTOV
npockAvlécOwoay.

Simp. 1.29

£pioTnow ToAOD WYoypod KatavtAinoig, éviote kai 6Eovg pyévtog, Koi paioTo BEpoug.

Archigenes ap. Gal. 13.172

€M OE TV YoMV PEACIVALY YEVVMVTOV KoL PUGMUEVOV TOV GTOPXYOV EmTifel T@ GTOpY®,
Kol pd}ucw év taig émtdoeot, cnéyyoog O&er dppvtate Oeppd PePpeypévons. peta O
TOVTOVG 81 gmpévolev, otomTnpiov Dypav petd yoAkdvBoo Aefov péiTi avoc?»ocﬁcov
gmtifer, | TodTa Kod GAOTY Tonv pikag om'cov:; KNpwtij popoivny avalafov €mtibet, 1

KI6600 PUANOIG €PD0Ig &v oived KATATANGGE, 1| APVOYADGGOL HeTH GAGYV TPIfévta, M
dyelaiog Poog POAPiTov Enpdv Eywnpévov v olvm, | TPacin petd EpTov koi Podivov
@opabévty, §j BolPoic Toppoic kol cTorTnping iong.

Simp. 2.4

YOMV <O€> YEVVAVTHG MEAAVOV KOl EUPLUOOUEVOLG OTOHOYOV Kol EvTepa ®O@eEAET
YMxwvog drélepa 1 dxdPpeypa Tvopevoy, kol H8wp TO Gnd Tod TERLPOUEVOL GLOYPOV.
appolovot 8¢ kal omdyyor €€ GEovg EmTiBépEVOL, <Koi> PAMOTA KOTO TNV ELPUCTOLV
TOV évTépmv Koi Tig dxvoiag Thv mapatpomyv. ei & €mpévol, oTomTnpiov VYpav peTd
xohkavBoo <Aelov> kai GAONG kod péltog Emitifer knpoTh peifac. | Ki660D UAAA
£pOd oVV ofve katdrAacoe, T dpvoylwccov Aelov OV GAGtv. T Podg dyehaing Borfitm
Enpd &v ofve Mynuéve, | Tpacio et dpTtov koi Ppodivov, | PoAPoic petd cTLRTHPING
Aglotg.

Simp. 1.39

OTAPLAGPATX 8 oipel KavBapidog TpospaTov OAacOeiong &yyplOpevoV TO DYPOV 1| oOTH.
Archigenes ap. Gal. 12.801

GTUPLAGOHOTH aipels KoavOapidmv yoAOV Evadeipmv.

Bibliography

Collins, M. (2000) Medieval Herbals: The Illustrative Traditions (London)
Fitch, J.G. (2022) On Simples, Attributed to Dioscorides: Introduction, Translation, Concordances (Leiden)

https://doi.org/10.1017/50075426922000052 Published online by Cambridge University Press


https://doi.org/10.1017/S0075426922000052

178 John G. Fitch

Mavroudis, A. (2000) Archigenes Philippou Apameus (Athens)

Riddle, J. (1980) ‘Dioscorides’ in P. Kristeller (ed.), Catalogus Translationum et Commentariorum: Mediaeval and
Renaissance Latin Translations and Commentaries (Washington) 1-143

—— (1985) Dioscorides on Pharmacy and Medicine (Austin)

Scarborough, J. and Nutton, V. (1982) ‘The Preface of Dioscorides’ Materia medica: introduction, translation, and
commentary’, Transactions and Studies of the College of Physicians in Philadelphia 4.3, 187-227

Touwaide, A. (1983) ‘L’authenticité et I'origine des deux traits de toxicologie attribués a Dioscoride’, Janus 70, 1-53

—— (2008a) ‘Andromakhos of Crete (Elder)’ in P. Keyser and G. Irby-Massie (eds), The Encyclopedia of Ancient
Natural Scientists: The Greek Tradition and Its Many Heirs (London) 79

—— (2008b) ‘Andromakhos of Crete (Younger)’ in P. Keyser and G. Irby-Massie (eds), The Encyclopedia of Ancient
Natural Scientists: The Greek Tradition and Its Many Heirs (London) 79-80

Wellmann, M. (1897) ‘Krateuas’, Abhandlungen der Koniglichen Gesellschaft der Wissenschaften zu Géttingen. Philologisch-
Historische Klasse, N.S., art. 1, 3-32

—(1903) ‘Dioskurides 12’, RE 5.1131-42

—— (ed.) (1907-1914) Pedanii Dioscoridis Anazarbei de materia medica libri quinque (3 vols) (Berlin)

—— (1914) Die Schrift des Dioskurides Iepi ani@v @papudkwv: Ein Beitrag zur Geschichte der Medizin (Berlin)

Cite this article: Fitch, John G. (2022). Not by Dioscorides: On Simples. The Journal of Hellenic Studies 142, 166-178.
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0075426922000052

https://doi.org/10.1017/50075426922000052 Published online by Cambridge University Press


https://doi.org/10.1017/S0075426922000052
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0075426922000052

	Not by Dioscorides: On Simples
	I.. Introduction
	II.. Disrupted alphabetical order
	III.. On Simples and De materia medica
	IV.. Errors in On Simples
	V.. The cover-up
	VI.. Alphabetization in pharmaceutical texts
	VII.. Dating
	i.. Dedication to Andromachus
	ii.. Archigenes of Apamea
	iii.. Linguistic criteria

	iii.. Linguistic criteria
	Bibliography



<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /PageByPage
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.3
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages false
  /CreateJDFFile false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /sRGB
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 524288
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo false
  /PreserveFlatness false
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Preserve
  /UCRandBGInfo /Remove
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages false
  /ColorImageMinResolution 150
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages false
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 600
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.00000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages false
  /GrayImageMinResolution 150
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages false
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 600
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.00000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages true
  /CropMonoImages false
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages false
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 600
  /MonoImageDepth 4
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.00000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects true
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier (CGATS TR 001)
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName (http://www.color.org)
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /Description <<
    /ENU ()
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AllowImageBreaks true
      /AllowTableBreaks true
      /ExpandPage false
      /HonorBaseURL true
      /HonorRolloverEffect false
      /IgnoreHTMLPageBreaks false
      /IncludeHeaderFooter false
      /MarginOffset [
        0
        0
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetadataAuthor ()
      /MetadataKeywords ()
      /MetadataSubject ()
      /MetadataTitle ()
      /MetricPageSize [
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetricUnit /inch
      /MobileCompatible 0
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (GoLive)
        (8.0)
      ]
      /OpenZoomToHTMLFontSize false
      /PageOrientation /Portrait
      /RemoveBackground false
      /ShrinkContent true
      /TreatColorsAs /MainMonitorColors
      /UseEmbeddedProfiles false
      /UseHTMLTitleAsMetadata true
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /BleedOffset [
        0
        0
        0
        0
      ]
      /ConvertColors /ConvertToRGB
      /DestinationProfileName (U.S. Web Coated \(SWOP\) v2)
      /DestinationProfileSelector /UseName
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements true
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles true
      /MarksOffset 6
      /MarksWeight 0.250000
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /UseName
      /PageMarksFile /RomanDefault
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [600 600]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


