
        
            
                
            
        


	 

	 ANTHIMUS

	How to Cook an Early French Peacock 

	 

	De Observatione Ciborum

	Roman Food for a Frankish King

	 

	Bilingual
Third Edition

	Notes and translation
by Jim Chevallier 

	Chez Jim Books 


Copyright © 2012, 2013, 2014, 2020 by Jim Chevallier 

	
published by Chez Jim 

	Any questions or comments can be addressed to the publisher at jimchev@chezjim.com

	0r on Facebook: Medieval Food Before the Crusades

	https://www.facebook.com/groups/1606317516269587

	 

	All rights reserved, including the right of reproduction in any form. 

	ISBN: 9781005569631 

ver: 3b 

	Although the author and publisher have made every effort to ensure the accuracy and completeness of this translation and any additional information contained in this book, we assume no responsibility for errors, inaccuracies, omissions, or any inconsistency herein. In addition, the reader is reminded that this is a translation of an historical document. Though this work cites medical opinions from previous centuries, these are presented uniquely for their historical interest. Nothing in this work is intended to be used for medical diagnosis or treatment and no medical advice is implied, expressed or intended in making available this historical material.

	Nor do we make any warranty regarding the recipes derived from the translated text nor guarantee that favourable results will be obtained in using them; you are advised to conduct appropriate tests under your own working conditions before adopting these recipes, which are intended to be used by those with the appropriate technical skill and at their own discretion and risk. You are entirely responsible for verifying that each recipe and/or ingredient meets your personal needs. If you are not sure that every ingredient used is appropriate to your particular health situation, seek the advice of health professionals. We cannot guarantee that all the recipes suggested will be appropriate to every reader and/or consumer and accept no obligation or liability in relation to them to the fullest extent such obligation or liability can be excluded by law. Nor are we responsible for any domestic accidents or fires, nor any food borne disease, allergic reactions or food poisoning that could result from the preparation of these recipes.


	 Note to the second edition


	The first edition of this translation appeared at the start of 2012; it followed a number of other translations of the same work since the start of the twentieth century. In April of 2013, an article appeared in Discovery News bearing the headline “Oldest European Medieval Cookbook Found”. This twelfth century manuscript, found in England, was said to contain “the oldest known European Medieval food recipe”. The work however was not a cookbook; rather, like Anthimus' text, it was “essentially a health book”. 

	Mark Grant's claim that Anthimus' own text is “the first French cookery book” has been alternately seconded and dismissed; but certainly if one considers a book on health which includes some recipes to be a cookbook, Anthimus' work, from the sixth century, has a far stronger claim to be “the oldest European medieval cookbook”. It too includes recipes (not all dietetics do) and offers sufficient information to create others. 

	This said, the claims of both might be disputed and individual readers are free to decide for themselves if either or both deserve the title, or if, in fact, it even matters; the value of this work lies above all in the information it preserves, not in its priority. This revised edition notably includes links to the Latin version of the work translated here. Otherwise, it includes some additional introductory material and a number of other additions and revisions based on further research into the period, additional documentation, a wider experience of Latin, review of some earlier translations and, in rare cases, consultation of some of the surviving manuscripts.

	 


	 Note to the third edition 


	This third edition of this translation includes corrections of some details, including revised translations of some food terms, and a look at actual Frankish foods found in archaeology, as well as an index for the print edition.


	 Introduction 


	No cook book has survived from the first centuries of France's existence; that is, after Clovis I led the Merovingian Franks, in the fifth century, to defeat a minor Gallo-Roman pretender and overrun what had been part of the Roman empire. But in the nineteenth century, copies were found of a medical text from the sixth century, when what was still Gaul was already divided among several Frankish kings, all sons of Clovis I. One of these kings was Theuderic I (c. 485-533/4; reigned 511-534). The Ostrogoth king Theodoric the Great (454-526) sent, as an ambassador, a Greek physician to Theuderic's court. This physician, Anthimus, had been exiled in 478 from Byzantium and found a refuge at Theodoric's court in Ravenna before being sent north to (probably) Reims, the capital of Theuderic's Austrasia (some cite Metz). While there, he wrote a long letter on diet – a dietetic – to his host, taking into account local ingredients and mentioning local practices, even if the text sometimes reflects Anthimus' Byzantine origin. Its main point is to say which foods and preparations were healthy or “fit” and which were not and Anthimus makes such judgments all the way through the text, sometimes adding notes based on the medical theories of the time, which centered around “humors” and the hot, cold, dry or moist nature of foods.

	The letter – De observatione ciborum – was well known enough in its time to be mentioned by Isidore of Seville (c. 560-636), whose encyclopedic Etymologiae was so thorough it has led some today to propose him as the patron saint of the Internet. But it long disappeared until several versions were rediscovered in the nineteenth century. In 1870, Valentin Rose published a collated edition of these, making the text more widely available.

	For a long time, Anthimus' letter was valued by scholars above all because he appears to have learned his Latin orally and so his text records Latin as it was spoken in its decline (allowances made, of course, for a foreigner's mistakes). In recent decades however the work has increasingly interested food historians. If the book is not a cookbook, it includes numerous descriptions of how to prepare different foods, most quite cursory, even if a handful go into detail. But in fact the first famous French cookbook, the fourteenth century Viandier, often gives no more details than Anthimus and a number of usable recipes can be derived from Anthimus' work. Further, his list of foods gives some idea of what was and was not being eaten in, if not all of Gaul, the northeastern part of it ruled by Theuderic.

	Such information is extraordinarily rare for this period.

	 


	 Anthimus' cuisine 


	This is a work written by a Byzantine Greek sent by an Ostrogoth to the court of a Frank who had largely adopted Roman ways. Echoes of all these cultures can be found in it. For a food historian, a key question is: which of these cultures' cuisines does it describe?

	In just a few cases, the answer is clear. Afrutum is a Greek dish and Anthimus even references how it was eaten in Byzantium, where seafood was common. He discusses bacon specifically in terms of the Franks' customs and preferences. Most of the foods he discusses could be found in Gaul (including several expensive imported spices). More than once, he mentions a food as not being available “here” (which also suggests that he wrote the work while still in Gaul and not after returning to Italy).

	A number of the foods he mentions, such as peacock and the womb of a sow, were Roman delicacies; he also refers to a number of Roman condiments. 

	This combination of local ingredients, Frankish specialties and a Roman approach to the more sophisticated foods probably reflects exactly what a Frankish king steeped in Gallo-Roman culture ate. It is certainly not pure Frankish cuisine, which may not have gone much beyond meat (largely pork), dairy products, beer, bread and gruel. But the upper-class Franks of the sixth century were already as Roman as they were Frankish.

	An American might best envision this state of affairs by imagining a well-off American in an earlier era, one before California cuisine and other refinements of American food, who looked to France alone for fine cuisine. Such a person might well have snuck a hot dog from time to time and Theuderic probably liked raw bacon as much as any of his warriors. But for Franks expected to keep up certain standards, those standards were more Roman than Frankish.

	Still, it is important to remember that Rome itself had fallen in the previous century and that Theuderic's court was at any rate far from it. If the king had a “Roman” cook, he was probably a Romanized Gaul who had never set foot in Rome (think of Chaucer's Prioress, who had learned French, yet the “French of Paris was to her unknown”). The food Anthimus had in mind was no doubt meant (like his wretched Latin) to be Roman, but the result was probably roughly comparable to the “French” cuisine prepared in a Western frontier town, using a cookbook and a limited set of ingredients. 

	Notably, in the Franks' case, this would have meant a far smaller range of herbs and spices. While it can be argued that Anthimus was writing a medical text, not a cookbook, that is all the more reason for him to have given careful attention to spices, since most had pronounced medical applications. In fact, earlier dietetic writings, if they mentioned spices at all, did so primarily in regard to specific maladies. The Roman writer Celsus mentions them more than most and typically in passages like this one: “When the Liver is painful, that is proper which contains tears of balsam... costum, cinnamon, cassia bark, myrrh, saffron, round cyperus, balsam-seed, Illyrian orris, cardamom, ginger, nard...”. Writing as a doctor, Anthimus would have had good reason, if he was going to mention spices at all, to include those with strong medicinal effects.

	We find in his text salt, pepper, clove, coriander, costus, dill, fennel, ginger, mint, pennyroyal, spikenard, “leaf” (probably tejpat or malabathrum) and (probably) sumac. (He mentions onions and garlic, but not as flavorings.) Compare this to those used in the most famous Roman cookbook, attributed (however fictively) to the epicure Apicius: salt, black and white pepper, anise, caraway, celery seed, costus, cumin, dill, fennel, flea-bane, ginger, laser, laurel, laurel berries, lovage, malabathrum, marjoram, mastic, mint, mustard, myrtle berries, onion, origany, pennyroyal, rocket seed, rue, saffron, sage, savory, spikenard, sumac, thyme, and tarragon. 

	The most striking absence here is that of cinnamon, which is mentioned in the Bible and is documented, later in this era, as being imported into Gaul along with costus and clove. But Pseudo-Apicius does not mention it either, except in the form of wild cinnamon (malabathrum); apparently the Romans used it for funerals and in medicine, but not cooking (probably because it was so expensive). Note that Anthimus does mention clove, which came into use after the end of the Empire. Both would become staples of medieval French cuisine.

	Otherwise, it is dangerous to be categorical about specific spices in what is after all a casual document (a letter, not a book) that has been imperfectly preserved. But certainly overall it seems that Anthimus expected his reader to have far less spices available than earlier Roman diners.

	Peacock offers one example of the difference. The Romans, like French kings a thousand years after them, served peacock (which was very expensive) ornately, displayed in its feathers. “Apicius” places it in the first rank of meats, but does not give a recipe for it. He does however offer various recipes for sauces which could have been used with it and most use a number of the spices previously mentioned. 

	Here too is a recipe from the fourteenth century cook Taillevent:

	To Make Pheasant and Peacocks In Full Display 

	To make pheasant and peacocks in full display, lard and put on the spit. When they are half cooked, lard with clove, and for two servings, an ounce of powder of assorted spices, seed, clove, long pepper, and nutmeg and two ounces of true cinnamon beaten to powder. Then take one pint of rose water and one pint of vinegar and put under the roast. Stir all the spices together, and strain through a cloth. Put a quarter pound of sugar in the sauce. Then take half a pound of true cinnamon, and a handful of onion. Preserve in sugar and other household spices. When the roast is taken off the spit, put in dishes, lard with the preserved true cinnamon. Put some broth under it without touching the preserves. This sauce is good on all roasts. 

	(NOTE: “True cinnamon” here is used to distinguish it from “cinnamon”, which already in classical times was often cassia, as it usually is today, not true cinnamon.)

	Compare this to Anthimus' instructions:

	Of peacocks, if there are any, the best are the oldest, killed five to six days before, and well caprientur those which have such meat, and put them in wine or boil each in its own juices, so that for those who like it put a moderate amount of honey and pepper in the juices, after they have been cooked. Younger or tender peacocks should be killed a day or two before.

	For other foods, he says to dip them in various flavorings, or even, in the most ornate cases, to use these in cooking. But he gives the most cursory instructions for a food prized by the Romans. Note, though, that he also says, as he does for just a few other foods, “if there are any”, suggesting that he might not have seen the bird at the Frankish court and was uncertain if a bird familiar to him would also be to his host. 

	Overall, the letter appears to present a good general view of what well-off Franks and even, when it came to simpler foods, the more ordinary ones ate at this time, with a handful of suggestions from Anthimus' own Byzantine culture. In the main, to the degree that the cuisine it describes is at all complex, it is Roman cuisine, but Roman cuisine in its decline.


	 First mentions? 


	It is always perilous to claim “firsts” in culinary history, since one undiscovered text can upend such claims. But tentatively one can say that Anthimus is the first to mention several items. When he speaks of pig fat being used “where there is no oil”, a modern reader may not be aware that, while olive oil would have been standard for a Roman or a Byzantine to put on salad or other foods, this was not readily available in the north of Gaul and as time went on it became standard in France to use grease (pig fat) as a seasoning on foods (to the point that some monks, supposedly forbidden meat, were granted the right of using this where no olive oil was available); Anthimus may be the first to mention this usage. Something as simple as liquifying chick peas may hardly seem significant as an innovation, but in fact Anthimus' mention may be the first of anything resembling hummus (which requires additional ingredients as well). Finally, marzipan is typically said to have appeared in late medieval times and is often traced back to Arab influence, but when Anthimus says here to grind almonds and add honey, he is basically describing primitive marzipan. It seems very likely that Romans had done this before him, but his (barring some mention in a previous dietetic) may be the first mention of it in writing.

	 


	 Anthimus in context  


	Anthimus' text can be regarded in very different lights, depending on the context. It was first studied as an example of Late Latin; but linguistics are far beyond our scope here. Otherwise, it can be variously viewed as a Roman cookbook, a dietetic or a record of medieval cuisine. One issue in regard to the first two is how much it copies or at least resembles earlier works of the same kind; the big question in regard to the last is the degree to which it exemplifies both the cuisine of its own time and that of the medieval period overall.

	 


	 Anthimus and (Pseudo-) Apicius 


	The only surviving Roman cookbook, De Re Coquinaria, was probably produced in the third or fourth century. Its anonymous author(s) are traditionally known by the name of Apicius, a famous first century gourmet. Unfortunately, this has misled even some serious writers into writing at length about the latter when discussing this cookbook, as if he had indeed produced it several centuries after his own death. To avoid such misunderstandings, then, it is best to refer to the writer of the cookbook as “Pseudo-Apicius”, even if the work is always catalogued under the name of “Apicius”. 

	Over the decades, a number of authors have claimed that Anthimus' own work is based on that of Pseudo-Apicius. It is impossible to respond to such claims point by point, since they are never supported by even cursory examples from either work; but the simplest response is to say plainly that this is not true. However, since some readers will rightly expect a defense of this assertion and since these two works are after all the only ones of their kind on Roman cooking, it is useful on several counts to compare them.

	One point has already been raised above. Anthimus simply cites a far more limited range of spices than the earlier author(s). Ironically, this might explain some differences between the texts even had they been related; one could readily imagine Anthimus “scaling down” the earlier work's recipes, had he in fact used them at all. But Anthimus' instructions not only use far less, or different spices, than the recipes of Pseudo-Apicius, they are typically laconic to an extreme. What is more, even when the older cookbook uses ingredients which are mentioned in Anthimus' letter, Anthimus himself does not typically advise their use for the same foods.

	A useful point of comparison here concerns that great Roman favorite, the womb of a sow. The fact that both works describe how to cook this might be taken as a point of resemblance, but in fact, like certain flavorings, the dish was so fundamental to Roman cuisine that it would be surprising if either omitted it. Here is one of Pseudo-Apicius' several recipes for this:

	For sterile wombs: pepper, celery seed, dry mint, laser root, honey, vinegar and garum.

	 
	Here are Anthimus' instructions (one can hardly call this a recipe) for the same food:

	A sow's womb is optimal, but boiled.

	This, despite the fact that he recommends half of the flavorings Pseudo-Apicius uses here for other foods and could readily have composed a similar recipe with the ingredients he names. Note too that Anthimus, as a doctor, is more concerned with how the meat is cooked than is Pseudo-Apicius.

	Even where Pseudo-Apicius is also laconic, the difference is plain. In describing carrots and parsnips, his two shortest recipes suggest, alternately, frying these and dipping them in oenogarum (wine mixed with garum) or (for carrots only) using salt, pure oil and vinegar. Anthimus' reference might be to either, but says only to either eat
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