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Abstract

A mediaeval court physician at work: Ibn Jumayʿ’s commentary on the Canon of Medicine

Daniel S. Nicolae, St Cross College, D. Phil. thesis, Trinity Term 2012

Ibn Jumayʿ’s (d. c. 594/1198) commentary on the Canon of Medicine by Ibn Sīnā (d. 428/1037) occupies an

important place in the history of medicine for it is the first Canon commentary written by a physician

and thus stands at the start of a tradition extending over 500 years. In addition, it is a so-far neglected

source for our understanding of mediaeval Islamic medicine. The present thesis analyses the

commentary with the aims of (1) determining the methods by which the court physician composed his

treatise and (2) understanding why Ibn Jumayʿ undertook to prepare a commentary on one of the most

thorough medical compendia of the middle ages.

Chapter One presents the biography of Ibn Jumayʿ, reveals that his religion had little impact on his

writings and surveys his library which played a pivotal role in the composition of the commentary.

Chapter Two investigates Ibn Jumayʿ’s methodology in the entire commentary; it reveals that with his

philological and source-critical methods Ibn Jumayʿ wanted to establish an authoritative reading of the

Canon and to demonstrate the high degree of his erudition. Chapter Three focuses on selected passages in

the commentary in form of three case studies. Ibn Jumayʿ’s comments on anatomy/dissection, assorted

materia medica and headaches demonstrate the court physician’s reverence for ancient authorities and

his quest to revive and refine their teachings. Chapter Four contextualises Ibn Jumayʿ’s methods and

agenda by comparing them to those of other relevant scholars of the twelfth and thirteenth centuries.

The thesis concludes by arguing that Ibn Jumayʿ’s commentary was part of his revival of the art of

medicine and his attempt to gain power in the medical tradition by attaching his name to one of the

greatest scholars of his time — the raʾīs Ibn Sīnā.
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Abbreviations

P = Ibn Jumayʿ, At-Taṣrīḥ bi-al-maknūn fī tanqīḥ al-Qānūn, Princeton University, Garret Collection, MS 556H

B = Ibn Jumayʿ, At-Taṣrīḥ bi-al-maknūn fī tanqīḥ al-Qānūn, University of Oxford, Bodleian Library, MS 

Marsh 390

CC = Refers to the edition of P and B as presented in the key (see p. 244ff.)

CC P = Preface of the Canon Commentary

CC J = First jumlah of the Canon Commentary

CC I, II, III, IV, V = Second jumlah of the Canon Commentary comprising the comments on books 

I, II, III, IV, and V of the Canon

D = Ibn Sīnā, al-Qānūn fī aṭ-ṭibb (The Canon of Medicine), ed. by Muḥammad Amīn aḍ-Ḍanāwī, 3 vols., 

Beirut: Dār al-Kutub al-ʿIlmiyyah, 19991

Note on transliterations, transcriptions, translations and dates

In transliterating Arabic words I follow the system of the new edition of the Encyclopaedia of Islam

with the modifications adopted by the International Journal of Middle Eastern Studies, namely q

instead of ḳ and j instead of dj. All Arabic primary source texts have been translated by the present

author except where otherwise indicated. The original Arabic text is provided in the appendix

whenever the text of a manuscript has been edited for the first time. All dates given are according to

the Islamic calendar (AH)/Christian calendar (AD).

1. This modern edition of the Canon (Ibn Sīnā, Canon (Beirut)) has the disadvantage of including several
random and usually misspelled English translations of Arabic medical terms. Nonetheless, the edition is
widely available in the Arab world (and most Western libraries) and is much better structured and
readable than the prominent Būlāq edition of the Canon (Ibn Sīnā, Canon (Būlāq)).

- 7 -



Introduction

Ibn Jumayʿ (d. c. 594/1198) was one of the most important physicians of the twelfth century.

He was not only one of the private physicians to the Muslim war hero Saladin (Ṣalāḥ ad-Dīn,

reg. 564-589/1169-1193), but also the first physician to have written a commentary on the

most influential medical compendium of the middle ages ― the Canon of Medicine. He thus

stands at the head of a long tradition of Canon commentaries which continued well into the

seventeenth century.2 Despite this position, Ibn Jumayʿ’s Canon commentary has received little

attention from modern scholars and has so far been neglected as an important element in the

history of mediaeval Islamic medicine. By focusing on Ibn Jumayʿ’s Canon commentary, the

thesis will address this neglect. More specifically, since we know very little about mediaeval

Islamic physicians at work and their motivations, the thesis reconstructs what Ibn Jumayʿ did

when working on his commentary and will question why he did it. What follows will thus add

to our general understanding of mediaeval Islamic medicine and one of its prominent

protagonists.

(a) Mediaeval Islamic medicine

‘Mediaeval’ Islamic medicine spanned roughly nine centuries. It started with Bedouin

medicine in the seventh century and developed into other culturally or geographically

defined ‘medicines’ such as Ottoman medicine in the fifteenth century.3 Mediaeval ‘Islamic’

medicine was not particularly Islamic if we take into account that it was shaped by a rather

high percentage of non-Muslims like Ibn Jumayʿ who was Jewish. Mediaeval Arabic medicine

2. Siraisi, Avicenna, 6-7.
3. Pormann, and Savage-Smith, Medicine, 1ff.
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may be an alternative term, especially in Ibn Jumayʿ’s case, as it shifts the focus to Arabic as

the language in which medical treatises were written. However, Arabic was not the only

language of importance in medicine. Persian, for example, was quite important for Ibn Jumayʿ

because many medical terms found in the Canon were Persian and needed to be translated. Ibn

Maymūn (latinised Maimonides, d. 601/1204), a contemporary of Ibn Jumayʿ, wrote his recipes

in Judaeo-Arabic, that is Arabic in Hebrew script. The problems when using ‘Arabic’ medicine

are therefore similar to using ‘Islamic’ medicine. The present thesis will use the conventional

term ‘mediaeval Islamic medicine’, defining it as medicine as it was practised (or theoretically

discussed) in lands in which Islam was the predominant faith.4

Mediaeval Islamic medicine is often summarised as a medical system essentially based on the

writings of the Greek physician Galen (d. ca. 217) and thus referred to as ‘Galenism’ by Oswei

Temkin.5 Moreover, it is usually mentioned that the four humours blood, phlegm, yellow bile,

and black bile and their relation to the four primary qualities (wet or dry, and cold or warm),

the four elements (fire, water, earth, and air), and the four major organs (heart, brain, liver

and spleen) were of central importance to this medical system.6 As this thesis will show,

however, Ibn Jumayʿ may have made references to the humours, but considering the major

themes of his discussions and concerns, the humoral system is only one field of study

amongst many others and, in his case, can hardly be used as a summary of what mediaeval

Islamic physicians were primarily concerned with. Instead of offering or adopting a summary

of mediaeval Islamic medicine here, I will employ this thesis to give one detailed snapshot

4. I thus use the word Islamic in the sense of ‘Islamicate’, a neologism proposed by M. Hodgson to
describe the non-religious cultural elements of society in which Islam was the predominant faith
(Hodgson, Venture, 59f.). See also M. Dols in Ibn Riḍwān, Egypt, vii. Generally speaking, ‘Islamic’ or
‘Islamicate’ medicine was therefore different from the ‘Medicine of the Prophet’ or ‘Prophetic
medicine’ (aṭ-ṭibb an-nabawī) which was inspired by Qurʾānic verses or by ideas expounded in Muslim
tradition. See Perho, Prophet’s medicine.
5. Temkin, Galenism.
6. Pormann, and Savage-Smith, Medicine, 10.
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which may be representative of many, but by no means all, aspects of a very diverse chapter

in the history of medicine.

Ibn Jumayʿ was writing his Canon commentary well after the Graeco-Arabic translation

movement in the ninth century and the systematisation of the Greek medical heritage, both

of which were very defining moments in the history of mediaeval Islamic medicine.7 Ar-Rāzī’s

(d. c. 312/925) massive al-Ḥāwī (literally the ‘encompassing’ book which comprises more than

20 volumes in its first printed edition), al-Majūsī’s (fl. c. 372/983) al-Kitāb al-Kāmīl (the ‘perfect

book’), and Ibn Sīnā’s (d. 428/1037) Canon were either fully or at least in parts available to Ibn

Jumayʿ. He thus found himself in an era in which mediaeval Islamic medicine was already very

mature. Not only had he had the most prominent and thorough systematisations of medicine

at his disposal, he also had access to several translations of treatises of his role-models Galen,

Hippocrates and Dioscorides which had also been the basis for the writings of ar-Rāzī, al-

Majūsī and Ibn Sīnā. Moreover, he was able to use a medical language and vocabulary which

had developed over the centuries. Without the enormous efforts of translators such as

Ḥunayn Ibn Isḥāq (d. c. 259/873), Ibn Jumayʿ’s work would have been inconceivable.

The output of the Graeco-Arabic translation movement and the systematisation of Greek

thinkers have often led scholars of the nineteenth and twentieth century to the conclusion

that mediaeval Islamic science was a mere conduit for Greek ideas and not a venue for

innovation and change.8 While more and more scholars have shown that this conclusion is

problematic, it is perhaps the scientific9 commentary which shows best that mediaeval

Islamic science had the potential to challenge and extend previous knowledge. It is thus that

7. Pormann, and Savage-Smith, Medicine, 24.
8. Pormann, and Savage-Smith, Medicine, 1.
9. I use the word scientific in the sense of the German ‘wissenschaftlich’.
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G. Saliba wrote about the importance of the commentary genre in the field of Arabic

astronomy:

[O]f all the Arabic astronomical writings, the theoretical analysis of two of Ptolemy’s works,
namely, the Almagest and the Planetary Hypotheses ... was probably the most original research in
Arabic astronomy.10

The most prominent contribution made in mediaeval Islamic medicine is also found in a

commentary. Ibn Nafīs (d. 687/1288) criticised the Galenic notion that blood may either flow

directly from one ventricle of the heart to the other or via the lungs. Ibn Nafīs stated that

dissection proves Galen wrong and that there are no invisible passage ways between the two

ventricles of the heart. The criticism is found in Ibn Nafīs’ commentary on the anatomical

portions of the Canon of Medicine.11 150 years after Ibn Jumayʿ, commentaries on the Canon had

thus become a platform for physicians to discuss their ideas and, in the case of Ibn Nafīs, their

innovations.

(b) The Canon of Medicine

The title of the Canon translates literally as the laws of medicine (al-Qānūn fī aṭ-ṭibb) and the

comprehensiveness and authority of this medical compendium proved to be stultifying for

generations of physicians and scholars. Its author Abū ʿAlī al-Ḥusayn ibn ʿAbdallāh ibn Sīnā (d.

428/1037), latinised Avicenna, was commonly known as the raʾīs, an epithet which literally

means ‘the head’ and demonstrates the high esteem in which he was held.12 The impact of his

thorough medical compendium on Europe becomes apparent when we consider that more

than sixty Latin editions of the complete or partial text of the Canon were printed in the

sixteenth and seventeenth centuries.13 In the Islamic world, its prominence can be judged by

10. Saliba, History, 144. See also Seymore, Ibn Riḍwān, 104.
11. Meyerhof, Ibn an-Nafīs, 116. Savage-Smith, Attitudes, 102. Pormann, and Savage-Smith, Medicine,
47-8. Cf. also Fancy, Pulmanory Transit.
12. See Mahdi, Avicenna and Goichon, Ibn Sīnā.
13. Siraisi, Avicenna, 3.
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the fact that only a few other books, such as the Qurʾān, received more attention in form of

commentaries than the Canon of Medicine.14 

The Canon was composed over a lengthy period of time as Ibn Sīnā moved westward from

Gurgān, in northern Persia where it was begun, to Rayy and then to Hamadān even further

southwest where he completed it.15 It is divided into five books and its highly organised and

logical structure is the main reason why the Canon was able to gain a stultifying authority

over generations of physicians.16 Each of the five books is generally divided into parts (funūn).

Each part is again divided into chapters (taʿālīm or maqālāt). Each chapter (taʿlīm or maqālah) is

divided either into sections (fuṣūl) or further subdivided into sub-chapters (jumal) which are

then divided into sections (fuṣūl).

The first book of the Canon discusses the general principles of the medical art. The second

book is on simple drugs, or materia medica, arranged alphabetically and is prefaced with a

general discussion on the properties of drugs. The third book is devoted to diseases which

afflict only certain parts of the body. It is arranged in order from head to toe, starting with

diseases of the head and ending with chapters on diseases affecting reproductive organs and

the lower limbs. The fourth book covers diseases not specific to any one part of the body and

is divided into four parts: (1) on fevers, (2) on pustules, abscesses, ulcers, swellings, leprosy,

smallpox, wounds, fractures, dislocations, (3) on poisoning and animal and insect bites, and

(4) on cosmetics, obesity and emaciation, and care of hair, skin, nails, offensive odours etc.

14. Cf. Schoeler, Text, 286. For surveys of the literature produced in response to the Canon see
Brockelmann, Geschichte (second edition), 457 (597), Brockelmann, Geschichte (supplement), vol. I, 824-827;
Dietrich, Medicinalia Arabica, 76-99; Iskandar, Wellcome Catalogue, 33-64; Ullmann, Medizin, 154f.; Savage-
Smith, New Catalogue, 242-318.
15. Savage-Smith, Medicine, 921.
16. On the structure of the Canon and how much Ibn Sīnā favoured the logical instead of the more
clinical element, see Savage-Smith, Medicine, 925.
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The fifth book is a formulary providing recipes for compound drugs which are referred to by

name in the third and fourth books.17 

The first book of the Canon was called the ‘general principles of the medical art’ (al-umūr al-

kulliyyah fī ʿilm aṭ-ṭibb) and proved to be the most popular one. Circulating on its own, it

became known as the Kulliyyāt (literally ‘Generalities’).18 Given its importance, a short

summary is justified. Part one is concerned with the elements, humours, temperaments, the

anatomy of bones, muscles, nerves, arteries and veins, and the three faculties. Part two is on

the general causes and symptoms of diseases, comprising sections on the six ‘non-naturals’ as

well as pulse, urine and stool diagnosis. Part three covers hygiene and regimen in health and

illness for children, adults and the aged, as well as effects of climatic change and medical

advice for travellers. Part four discusses general methods of therapy including cathartics,

emetics, enemas, fomentations, liniments, bloodletting, cautery and some surgery such as

amputation and the relief of pain.

(c) Commentaries on medical treatises

Important and authoritative texts have always been commented upon and this tradition will

continue as long as humans feel the urge to express their thoughts on those of others. Even

though Ibn Jumayʿ may have written the first commentary on the Canon, he participated in a

very old and established tradition.

Prior to Ibn Jumayʿ, commentaries on medical treatises were already an established forum to

discuss medicine. In fact, the most important and influential medical treatises were mainly

commentaries. Like many previous commentators, Galen had commented extensively on the

17. Ullmann, Medizin, 152f. Savage-Smith, Medicine, 922. Savage-Smith, New Catalogue, 220ff.
18. There are two English translations of the kulliyyāt which are based on Latin and Urdu translations
of the Canon: Gruner, Canon and Shah, General Principles. For a translation based on the Arabic text, see
Ibn Sīnā, Canon (Jamia Hamdard).
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Hippocratic Corpus. Unlike his predecessors, however, Galen became the most respected and

authoritative commentator of Hippocrates for roughly 1500 years. Galen became the ‘new

Hippocrates’ and, mainly through his comments on the Hippocratic Corpus, influenced the

subsequent medical discourse like no other.19

Galen’s works were also subject to a vast output of commentaries. Alexandria in late antiquity

brought forth many commentators who had an important influence on the formation of

mediaeval Islamic medicine.20 The Alexandrian Summaries (jawāmiʿ) would usually not confine

themselves to summaries of Galen, but also commented on the text in question, altered it, or

added to it. Boundaries between texts that offered comments as opposed to those which

provided summaries were therefore not clear-cut.21 The tradition of commenting on Galen

continued in the Arab world, and the vast number of extant commentaries on his work

underline how important Galen was. The Egyptian ʿAlī ibn Riḍwān (d. 453/1061), for instance,

was not only one of the most dedicated admirers of Galen, but according to Ibn Abī Uṣaybīʿah

also wrote eight commentaries on Galen,22 some of which are still extant.23 

Medical treatises not originally written in Greek were also subject to commentaries. Ibn

Riḍwān, for example, had apparently started to comment on al-Majūsī’s al-Kitāb al-Kamīl,24

while Ḥunayn’s Questions on Medicine for Beginners (Kitāb al-masāʾil fī aṭ-ṭibb li-al-mutaʿallimīn)

had been commented on by Ibn Abī Ṣādiq an-Nīsābūrī (d. after 439/1048). A note in a

manuscript of the latter commentary reveals that it was read by a medical novice to better

19. Pormann, and Savage-Smith, Medicine, 10.
20. See Pormann, and Savage-Smith, Medicine, 12ff. 
21. Pormann, and Savage-Smith, Medicine, 15.
22. Ibn Abī Uṣaybiʿah, ʿUyūn (ed. Müller), 103-104. For his other surviving works see Sezgin, Geschichte,
vol. III, 36-42, 81, 83, 87, 155, 156, 164 and vol. VII, 44-45. See also Seymore, Ibn Riḍwān, 22ff.
23. Schacht et al., Controversy, 41.
24. Ibn Abī Uṣaybiʿah, ʿUyūn (ed. Müller), 104.
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understand and comprehend the contents of Ḥunayn’s treatise.25 As we will see,

commentaries played an important role in mediaeval education.

(d) The genre commentary

But what exactly is a commentary? Although Ibn Jumayʿ was the first physician to have

written a commentary on the Canon, other scholars had previously commented on the Canon

by recording their interpretations in the margins of Canon copies.26 The most prominent was

the Christian physician Ibn at-Tilmīdh from Baghdad (d. 560/1165)27 whose comments became

subsequently known as the Iraqi glosses (Ḥawāshī ʿIrāqiyyah). Ibn Jumayʿ continuously referred

to his own comments on the Canon as glosses (ḥawāshī) as well,28 so if we consider his treatise a

commentary, we ought to question why we do not consider Ibn at-Tilmīdh’s glosses the first

commentary written on the Canon. Why should we classify Ibn Jumayʿ’s treatise as a

commentary and not simply as another conglomeration of glosses on the Canon?

A gloss is usually defined as an explanatory equivalent of a foreign or otherwise difficult

word. It is either inserted between lines or written in the margin facing the word it tries to

illuminate.29 The format of the gloss thus distinguishes it from other forms of written

expressions. Like a parasite, a gloss can only exist in the margins or between the lines of the

text it aims to elucidate. Even though the commentary presumes the possession of the text on

which it comments (and would, like a parasite, not exist without this text), it is confined to a

25. Pormann, and Savage-Smith, Medicine, 68.
26. For instance, a copy of the Canon (Oxford, Bodleian Library, MS Pococke 47) made in 520/1126 by an
unnamed copyist contains his marginal corrections (Savage-Smith, New Catalogue, 223).
27. For his works and biographies, see Iskandar, Autograph, 177.
28. See below CC P, 6 (p. 109). Moreover, Ibn Jumayʿ refers to his comments as ḥawāshī in the chapter
headings of his commentary. See P fol. 4a (B fol. 6a), P fol. 44a (B fol. 73a), P fol. 75a (B fol. 123a), P fol.
107b (B fol. 176a). Ibn Jumayʿ never used any other term for his comments aside from ḥawāshī and never
referred to his treatise as a sharḥ or tafsīr.
29. See art. ‘gloss, n.1’ in the Oxford English Dictionary (second edition). Others define a gloss as
referring to one word as opposed to a scholium which is defined as the more thorough explanation of a
text passage. See for instance Strohmeier, Galen, 315.
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self-contained treatise.30 A gloss without its facing text is almost meaningless if compared to

the commentary which preserves the text it comments on. It is therefore on the basis of

format that Ibn Jumayʿ’s treatise ought to be classified as a commentary as opposed to glosses.

But what exactly distinguishes a commentary from literary genres other than the gloss?

Almost all Qurʾān commentaries conform to a standard form in which the text to be

commented on is first quoted and then interpreted. Such commentaries were usually referred

to as sequential or ‘linked’ (musalsal) commentaries because they began commenting on the

first sūrah and went to the last, thus ‘linking’ each part with what followed.31 The

commentator moved systematically through the text, either commenting on each verse at a

time or grouping consecutive verses and then commenting on a thus defined section of the

Qurʾān. Even though the contents of individual comments varied widely, interpretations were

usually concerned with the place a certain sūrah was revealed (i.e. in Mecca or Medina),

grammatical peculiarities, variant readings, juridicial implications, theological issues or

mystical exegesis.32

Commentaries on philosophical works were also prominent and influential in the middle ages.

The Andalusian philosopher Ibn Rushd (latinised Averroes, d. 594/1198, and thus a

contemporary of Ibn Jumayʿ) became known as ‘the commentator’ in mediaeval Europe

because of his commentaries on Aristotle. His commentaries are usually divided into three

categories, following a convention common in late antiquity.33 The first, the so-called short

commentary (mukhtaṣar, literally epitome in Arabic) was essentially a summary of the field as

well as a synopsis of the text in question, in which Ibn Rushd drew on post-Aristotelian ideas

30. For the analogy of commentaries and parasites, see H. von Staden, Women, 1.
31. McAuliffe, Tasks, 183
32. For examples of each type, see McAuliffe, Tasks, 183ff.
33. Gladigow, Kommentar, 287.
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and offered his own views on the issues discussed.34 The middle commentary (talkhīṣ, literally

abridgement in Arabic) was a paraphrastic summary, but followed the original much more

closely than the short commentary and sometimes included passages taken from the

original.35 One could argue that it is justified to call such treatises commentaries as Ibn Rushd

commented on them by deciding which passages were important (and thus to be summarised

in more detail) and which were to be neglected. The third category is the long commentary

(sharḥ or tafsīr) which follows the conventional form outlined above in Qurʾān commentaries.

It is this form which is immediately recognisable as a commentary as opposed to an epitome

or summary. It has been suggested by some scholars that Ibn Rushd was inspired by the form

of contemporary Qur’ān commentaries, but as G. Schoeler pointed out, it is much more likely

that the long commentaries of late antiquity (e.g. by Alexander of Aphrodisias), or those

written by his more immediate predecessor al-Fārābī (d. 339/950), influenced the form in

which he composed his long commentaries.36

Neither the so-called short commentary nor middle commentary follow the format of what

will be defined as a commentary here. Some have argued that if a commentary does not

follow the order of the treatise it elucidates, it should not be called a commentary but rather a

collection of discussions concerning a text.37 As the gloss was already defined according to its

format, I will also define the commentary according to its format: A commentary is a self-

contained treatise (as opposed to glosses recorded in the margins) and has the distinctive

feature that its main body presents lemmata from the treatise it comments on, follows its

order, and provides comments to each lemma presented.38 Hence, Ibn Jumayʿ was the first

34. Ibn Rushd, Middle commentary, xiii. See also Rushd, Three short commentaries.
35. Gladigow, Kommentar, 287.
36. Gladigow, Kommentar, 287. For al-Farabī’s commentary, see Fārābī, Commentary.
37. Gladigow, Kommentar, 48.
38. This definition corresponds to the first type of commentary as defined by S. Ihm, Clavis, 4: “Den
lemmatisierten Text Satz für Satz begleitende Kommentierung in einer eigentständigen Schrift”. K.
Gyekye also applied the criteria I have outlined to define the genre commentary (cf. Ibn at ̣-Ṭayyib,
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physician to have written a commentary on the Canon. By going through the Canon

systematically (comparable to the method applied in ‘linked’ Qurʾān commentaries), he first

presented the text passage he wished to clarify before offering his interpretations. Like Ibn

Rushd, Ibn Jumayʿ was unlikely to have been influenced by Qurʾān commentaries, but rather

by earlier medical commentaries such as those by Galen.39

One characteristic feature of a thus defined commentary is the absence of a very strong line of

argument. It plods systematically through a text and the conceptualisation of a particular

topic is usually the responsibility of the reader.40 The more a commentary ‘atomises’ the text

by focusing on smaller and smaller units, the more it interrupts its natural flow and makes

the task of conceptualisation difficult. We may thus speak about analytic commentaries if the

commentator is predominantly concerned with smaller sections of a text (especially single

words), as opposed to synthetic commentaries which are concerned with larger sections of a

text and make the task of conceptualisation easier.41 Generally speaking, analytic

commentaries may thus be much more difficult to read than synthetic commentaries which

are more akin to essays on a certain treatise (such as the short commentary mentioned above)

or glosses which closely accompany a text. As will become clear, Ibn Jumayʿ wrote an analytic

commentary.

Eisagoge commentary, ix). See also Strohmeier, Galen, 258: “Übereinstimmed ist die äußere Form des
ausführlichen Kommentars, bei der ein Lemma zitiert und ihm die Erklärung angehängt wird.” 1For a
mediaeval notion of what a commentary is, see below p. 226 (Maimonides’ definition of a commentary).
39. Another example which will be discussed later (see p. 203ff. below) is Fakhr ad-Dīn’s (d. 606/1209)
Sharḥ al-kulliyyāt (Commentary on the Generalities [the first book of the Canon]). In terms of its
structure, it is very similar to that of Ibn Jumayʿ. Like Ibn Rushd, Fakhr ad-Dīn was most likely
influenced by earlier philosophical commentaries.
40. H. von Staden, Women, 1.
41. H. von Staden, Women, 10.
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(e) The evolution from glosses to commentary

Like the Qurʾān or the Canon of Medicine, ‘the Book’ (al-kitāb) written by the Arabic grammarian

Sībawayhi (d. 180/796) was subject to numerous commentaries.42 Almost every grammarian

commented on at least a section of this monumental work of Arabic grammar. The common

method of teaching grammar was that a student read Sībawayhi’s book in front of a teacher

who explained and commented on the text. The student usually copied the teacher’s

explanations into the margins of his copy which then served as a starting point for

commentaries on ‘the Book’.43 The gloss had become the cradle for these commentaries.

It had been a common ancient practice that students made glosses on texts they were

studying. In Ancient Greece pupils made glosses on texts by Homer, recording the meaning of

words which were not commonly used in colloquial Attic.44 Similarly, it was common in Ibn

Jumayʿ’s day that students of medicine sought the help of able teachers to explain texts to

them and then recorded those explanations in form of glosses.45 Ibn Jumayʿ informs us about a

discussion he had with a Syrian physician regarding the trivial and enigmatic nature of Ibn at-

Tilmīdh’s glosses which were found in the margins of certain Canon copies. The physician

tried to explain to Ibn Jumayʿ that the glosses ought not to be attributed to Ibn at-Tilmīdh but

to his students:

So it happened that I [Ibn Jumayʿ] discussed with him the different views regarding this matter
and he confessed many things I mentioned about the state [of Ibn at-Tilmīdh’s glosses] and he
apologised, saying that it was a group of his [Ibn at-Tilmīdh’s] students who asked him about
matters which were quite obvious and not in need of explanation, but he [nonetheless]

42. Carter, Sībawayhi.
43. Schoeler, Text, 285. Glosses on philosophical treatises, such as Ibn Sīnā’s al-Ishārāt wa-at-tanbīhāt,
were also gathered into new compositions. For a late seventeenth-century example see Gacek, Osler
Codex, 11.
44. Gladigow, Kommentar, 37.
45. For students making notes on Sībawahi’s Book, see Schoeler, Text, 285. For general remarks on
glosses and their use in education see Schoeler, Text, 290. Ibn Abī Uṣaybiʿah (d. 668/1270) also informed
us how his teacher corrected or annotated texts his students read to him (Ibn Abī Uṣaybiʿah, ʿUyūn (ed.
Müller), vol. II, 243 and Strohmeier, Galen, 258).
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explained them to them in terms of what aided their understanding. They wrote them [his
explanations] down and attributed them to him. (CC J, 10)46

The excuse presented here refers to the practice of students making glosses on texts they

studied. Ibn Jumayʿ rejected this excuse because he knew of explicit statements that the

glosses were written in Ibn at-Tilmīdh’s handwriting.47 Glosses were therefore not restricted

to classroom use; eminent physicians such as Ibn at-Tilmīdh recorded their thoughts in the

margins of their Canon copies and became known for doing so. It appears that Ibn Jumayʿ too

had become known for annotating his copy of the Canon and was therefore asked by the

anonymous addressee48 of his commentary to send him his interpretations:

You [the addressee of the commentary] have mentioned what has reached you of my
interpretation and endeavour in improving my copy of it [the Canon] and that I commented on
it [with] many marginal glosses. So you asked me to compile a book for you and to copy into it
[my] glosses on [the Canon] ... (CC P, 4)

Ibn Jumayʿ’s glosses and his commentary are therefore two related but different stages in his

endeavour to comment on the Canon. The two stages differ most notably in their format, but

also in their maturity and commitment. The gloss was a much easier format of interpretation

because it could simply be placed next to the text without the commitment to make further

annotations, to introduce it with prefatory remarks or formula, or to confess authorship. This

ease of composing glosses, however, came at a certain price. Glosses were in a less accessible

format than commentaries. It involved less work to copy a commentary than to extract

glosses written in a given treatise and to record them in a separate treatise, indicating to

which passage they referred. Even more demanding was to copy both the treatise commented

upon and the glosses in its margins. Finally, writing glosses was less likely to have the same

46. The Arabic edition of passages from the Canon commentary can be found in the Appendix (see p.
256ff.).
47. See below p. 95.
48. It should be noted that the addresse was perhaps literary fiction. Ibn Jumayʿ may have used an
imaginary addressee in order to remark that he had set out to improve his copy of the Canon.
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impact as writing a commentary which may have brought more fame and authority to its

author.

If commentaries and glosses differed in several obvious ways, why did Ibn Jumayʿ preface

parts of his commentary with headings such as “glosses on the second book of the Canon” and

“glosses on the third book of the Canon”?49 He obviously did not distinguish between glosses

made in the margins (ḥawāshī) and comments made in a commentary (tafsīr or sharḥ).50 While

the historian has the benefit of hindsight when attempting a classification of treatises

according to format and agenda, their mediaeval authors usually had a different perspective.

By repeatedly referring to the contents of his treatise as ḥawāshī, Ibn Jumayʿ indicates that he

understood it to be mainly a conglomeration of glosses even after he transferred his glosses to

what ought to be classified as a commentary. On the process of writing his commentary Ibn

Jumayʿ remarked:

In the second part [i.e. following the introduction which is counted as part one],51 I have put
down the most important of all the marginal glosses (ḥawāshī) I have made and whatever was
worth putting down about the main body of the composition excluding interpretations which
are not suited to be written down in the margins (ṭurar, sg. ṭurrah)52 because this is most
appropriate for your objective and most satisfactory in terms of your request.

I broadened the discourse in places where there is an excess of explanation [needed] in order
to enlarge the size of the composition through this, while making its margins narrow.53 I
imitated its order by ordering its sections (fuṣūl) and discourses into individual sections, so that
this may facilitate the process of looking up whatever you wish to uncover of it[s (the Canon’s)
obscure meanings]. I gave it [this book] the title Clarifying the Concealed by Correcting the Canon
(at-Taṣrīḥ bi-al-maknūn fī tanqīḥ al-Qānūn), so that this title is in conformity with its objective. I
now begin with what you have requested. In God is strength. (CC P, 8)

49. P 44a (B 73a) and P 75a (B 123a). See also P 4a (B 6a) and P 107b (B 176a).
50. Fakhr ad-Dīn ar-Rāzī, for instance, called his comments baḥth or tafsīr (see below p. 203ff.).
51. See below p. 47 for an outline of the treatise.
52. Lit. ‘Excluding that which is other than what is only appropriate for the margins’.
53. The last part is curious. By saying ‘making its margin narrow’, Ibn Jumayʿ perhaps intended to
stress that he wrote copiously and that he used up almost all the space of the paper he was writing on.
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Ibn Jumayʿ pointed out that his treatise imitated the order of the Canon, thus indicating that

he went through the Canon systematically. Moreover, he included additional interpretations

while he copied his glosses into the treatise which was to become the Canon commentary.

Rather peculiar is Ibn Jumayʿ’s remark that he would only include comments in his

commentary which are suited for the margins (ṭurar) of a treatise. As we will see, there are

longer passages in the commentary (such as his remarks on human dissection) which would

not be suitable for the margins as they would indeed fill the margins of several folios, leaving

no space to comment on other matters.54 It therefore appears that Ibn Jumayʿ originally

intended to keep his comments short but then changed his mind whenever he felt that longer

comments were necessary.

Taking both Ibn Jumayʿ’s remarks and the actual contents of the commentary into account, it

is rather obvious why Ibn Jumayʿ understood his comments as marginal glosses. A large

number of terse and rather isolated comments bear witness that they were once found in the

margins of Ibn Jumayʿ’s Canon copy.55 Several comments may appear trivial and out of context

because they are somewhat abandoned in their new habitat ― the commentary ― which

makes it so much more difficult to see the surroundings and the context of the word or

passage commented upon. As such, the Canon commentary is an example of an analytic

commentary in which the text commented upon is usually highly atomised. To be sure, Ibn

Jumayʿ did introduce his comments with short quotations from the Canon so as to indicate

which exact passage or word he commented on. Yet, it is much easier to have the

commentator’s words facing the text in need of interpretation. Unlike Ibn Jumayʿ’s

commentary, glosses do not require the reader to constantly go from one volume to the other,

54. See below, p. 139ff.
55. See below, p. 188ff.
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but combine everything in one book and one view. Especially when it comes to short

comments on single words, a gloss is a much more ‘user-friendly’ format.

Ibn Jumayʿ’s commentary is an example of the transition from glosses to commentary. This

hybrid nature explains why Ibn Jumayʿ continuously referred to his comments as glosses. Yet,

he did not title his treatise Glosses on the Canon but rather Clarifying the Concealed by Correcting

the Canon (at-Taṣrīḥ bi-al-Maknūn fī tanqīḥ al-Qānūn).56 As Ibn Jumayʿ had stated, the title

indicated what the purpose of the treatise was, but it may also imply that the court physician

had understood his treatise to be more than a conglomeration of glosses.

(f) Power and authority

Friedrich Nietzsche argued that interpretation is an instrument to gain power.57

Commentaries, just like glosses, summaries, or even translations, are interpretations58 and it

would thus follow that commentators try to gain power with their interpretation of the

authoritative texts they comment upon. How valid is this observation in our context?

A commentator usually understands himself as being able to interpret a text and reveal its

true or deeper meanings to a given audience.59 Galen, for instance, claims that the primary

and proper purpose of a commentary is to clarify or elucidate an ancient text. As H. von

Staden put it:

In his exegetical practice, however, [Galen] ‘clarifies’ numerous lemmata in such a way as to
establish not only Hippocrates’ scientific ‘truths’ but also implicit or explicit agreements
between Hippocrates and himself. Such doctrinal consonances depend, of course, upon
interpreting Hippocrates ‘correctly’ and Galen ... rarely left any doubt that he considered

56. I tried to render the rhyming Arabic title with an alliteration. More literal would be ‘The
Explication of the Obscure through the Revision of the Canon’ (see Savage-Smith, New Catalogue, 242).
57. “In Wahrheit ist Interpretation ein Mittel selbst, um Herr über etwas zu werden”. Nietzsche, Werke,
vol. III, 489 (cited via Gladigow, Kommentar, 49).
58. Cf. H. von Staden, Women, 4.
59. Cf. Gladigow, Kommentar, 35.
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himself the best, most trustworthy commentator on Hippocrates.60

In the sixteenth century, we hear very similar claims from Cardano who assured his reader

that, as a result of his own efforts to disentangle the ‘true’ Hippocrates from the pervasive

influence of the Galenic tradition, they would hear the authentic voice of Hippocrates for the

first time. Apparently, Cardano did not realise that he too was unwittingly influenced by

Galen who had made the same claims.61 Both commentators claimed to know the true

interpretation of Hippocrates and thus exact their audience’s attention.

Commentators are usually members of cultural institutions or learned communities and have

access to authoritative texts which they protect, divulge, or conceal. In the words of G. Most:

By writing commentaries, such professionals help regulate access to their institution and
movement within them by reference to their own vision of the particular ideals of scholarship
to which they, unlike some of their colleagues at least, subscribe, legitimated by appeal to the
founding texts which authorize those institutions in the first place. And no doubt they
simultaneously strengthen their own position within those institutions by advertising a
peculiar access to those authoritative texts and thereby associating themselves with their
prestige.62

With a commentary, a commentator may thus dictate the standards for someone who wishes

to gain access to the commentator’s profession or community. In Ibn Jumayʿ’s case, this would

mean that he may have written his commentary on Ibn Sīnā’s Canon in order to gain power in

the medical field of his day and to set certain standards in the medical discourse. As we will

see, Ibn Jumayʿ was employed as a physician at the court of Saladin and it may well be that to

maintain, improve, or legitimate his position at the court was one of the central reasons for

Ibn Jumayʿ to have written his commentary on the Canon. Such a motive is at least obvious in

his treatise to Saladin in which Ibn Jumayʿ explained to the ruler not only why the art of

60. H. von Staden, Women, 113-114.
61. H. von Staden, Women, 123.
62. Most, Commentaries, ix.
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medicine is in a marked state of decline, but also what to do about this decline. He outlines

the characteristics of an ideal physician and left little doubt, by being able to discern all of

these characteristics, that he was among those physicians who can prevent a further decline

of the art of medicine.63 The Canon commentary had a similar message. Ibn Jumayʿ was able to

understand, interpret and even correct a medical encyclopaedia written by one of the most

important intellectual authorities; the commentary confirmed that Ibn Jumayʿ’s position as a

court physician in charge of life and death was justified.

Demonstrating erudition in a commentary may thus be one means of trying to gain power.

Yet, it appears that the very act of writing a commentary is already an important step in this

direction. The author about whose text one writes a commentary is usually an established

authority, whether they are a human, divine, religious or secular authority.64 By writing a

commentary, the commentator is able to attach his evanescent name to one of the central

stars in the cultural constellations that matter in the society of his day. Ibn Jumayʿ attached

his name to Ibn Sīnā and it may well be the case that he, like other commentators, did not

only try to establish himself on a par with with the raʾīs but to challenge or even replace his

authority.65

However critical a commentary may be, it is inevitable that the very act of commenting gives

a certain amount of importance to the text commented upon. No one would consider

commenting on a text which is deemed unimportant. Commentaries thus have an intrinsic

tendency to defend and maintain the authority of the author they comment upon.66 Yet, the

exact opposite tendency is present at the same time: a commentary is always subversive of an

authority in so far as it indicates either explicitly or implicitly that there are certain

63. Ibn Jumayʿ, Treatise, §2 and §151-153.
64. Most, Commentaries, viii.
65. Cf. Kraus, Reading, 7.
66. Most, Commentaries, x.
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difficulties in understanding the meaning of the text or that it can be enhanced by certain

interpretations. In other words, a perfect text would not be in need of a commentary. In the

case of commentaries on sacred texts, it is usually not admitted that a text of divine origin is

not as perfect as it could be. Rather, the text is usually understood as a perfect entity and it is

only the task of the commentator to reveal what is written between the lines, to explain how

impurities may have been introduced into the text or that something is beyond the grasp of a

reader or commentator. Pious commentaries on the Qurʾān do not question that God’s word is

lacking. It is the reader who lacks certain information that tradition, exegesis, or grammar

can provide. As we will see, a similar air of infallibility or perfection surrounded authors of

secular texts. The Canon of Medicine was unprecedented in its comprehensiveness which had a

stupefying effect on many of its readers whose anecdotes tried to explain away its

shortcomings and to depict it as an originally impeccable text.

Every commentator, consciously or unconsciously, therefore follows two opposing

tendencies: a subversive tendency directed against the authority of the text and a defensive

tendency which strengthens the authority of the text. Commentators can try to emphasise,

ignore, or conceal whatever tendency is more suited to their needs. We will need to question

which tendency was more predominant in Ibn Jumayʿ’s commentary. Was he more against Ibn

Sīnā or more in favour of him?

Once a commentator succeeded in gaining acceptance by his readership, he may use his

power to alter or completely change the meaning of an authoritative text according to his

agenda: a written text is always vulnerable to interpretations which may be opposed to the

original intentions of the author. For instance, teaching seventeenth-century physiology at

Padua in 1713, Morgagni used his Canon commentary to convey contents entirely opposed or

anachronistic to the treatise he was commenting on. He had reduced the more than five-
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hundred-year-old Canon to a mere shell for his eighteenth-century teachings.67 We may be

tempted to judge such a commentary as a misreading of the Canon. From a historical

perspective, however, the commentary is simply a certain reading at a given time and with a

specific agenda. As C. Kraus put it:

No matter what the auctoritas of a commentator (and it can be considerable), a commentary is
first and foremost an interpretation. Neither the meaning of a text nor the problems perceived
as obstructing/complicating that meaning are there to be found [in the text]; both are created
by readers.68

In the following analysis, we are interested in the problems Ibn Jumayʿ created when reading

the Canon. Moreover, we are also interested in determining how much Ibn Jumayʿ’s reading

may have differed from what Ibn Sīnā originally intended when writing the Canon. While we

can expect Ibn Jumayʿ to express his explicit disapproval in certain situations, we must be

prepared for instances in which Ibn Jumayʿ interpreted the Canon in order to propagate his

own ideas while either consciously or unconsciously ignoring the fact that his interpretations

were opposed to those expressed in the Canon.

(g) The audience and locus of a commentary

Commentaries are written to be read. When elucidating a text, commentators address an

audience which ― as they believe ― requires assistance in understanding an authoritative

text. We may think of students who are exposed to difficult texts and try to understand these

texts in order to demonstrate competence and to advance in their professional career or their

cultural status. One particularly important locus for commentaries is therefore educational

establishments.69 Almost all medical Canon commentaries written in Latin in the fourteenth to

the seventeenth centuries originated in university lectures.70 As Ibn Jumayʿ was said to have

67. Siraisi, Avicenna, 6.
68. Kraus, Reading, 4.
69. Most, Commentaries, ix.
70. Siraisi, Avicenna, 5.
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taught students,71 we will need to consider the possibility that his glosses on the Canon

originated in the ‘classroom’ or were intended for classroom use.

Commentaries may also be read by more advanced scholars. Ibn Jumayʿ read Ibn at-Tilmīdh’s

glosses on the Canon and scholars following Ibn Jumayʿ read his commentary on the Canon.72

Yet, we may also think about readers who were neither aspiring nor experienced experts in

the commentator’s field especially as several mediaeval commentaries were dedicated to high

ranking patrons. Around 564/1169, Ibn Jumayʿ’s contemporary Ibn Rushd was commissioned

by the Almohad ruler Abū Yaʿqūb Yusūf to explain and clarify Aristotelian texts. When writing

his middle commentary on De Anima, Ibn Rushd selectively chose those sentences and

passages he felt would help the caliph and his court to understand and accept Aristotle’s

teachings.73 It is obvious, however, that dedicating a treatise to a patron did not mean that it

was always read by the patron. Some commentaries were perhaps never expected to be read

by those who commissioned them, but rather to be stored in their libraries where they could

be consulted by students, scholars or interested amateurs.

As for medical commentaries, Galen stated that they ought to be written for the needs of the

practicing physician. In the words of H. von Staden:

[Galen] argues that the principal criterion of selection should be usefulness for the practitioner
of medicine ... . Not all Hippocratic passages merit exegesis, Galen sometimes claims, since they
do not all meet the criterion of utility. Furthermore, he suggests that, even in the case of
‘useful’ subject matter in the original text, the commentator should exclude all linguistic and
philological questions, also those concerning etymology, dialect, syntax, and other features of
grammar. Such questions, he believes, are appropriate in commentaries on poetry, but they
subvert the true purpose of a commentary on a technical scientific text. Closely related is his
view that questions concerning terminological precision should be excluded, in part because
they lower the level of commentaries to technical texts. All the criteria are, however,

71. See below p. 32.
72. For commentaries on Ibn Jumayʿ’s commentary, see below p. 51.
73. Ibn Rushd, Middle commentary, xiv.
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repeatedly violated by Galen in his own exegetical practice.74

As we will see, Ibn Jumayʿ was known as a passionate linguist and his numerous linguistic

comments on the Canon did not necessarily follow Galen’s ideal criteria of selection. We

therefore need to question if Ibn Jumayʿ intended his commentary to be of any use to the

practitioner of medicine.

Commentaries are not only influenced by their intended readership, they are also written at

certain places which will have an inevitable effect on how they are written. As G. Most put it:

Commentaries tend to be created at the sites of cultural authority within societies. Whether it
is a matter of Babylonian temples or of Cambridge colleges, commentaries occur for the most
part not at the margins or edges of a society but at the very heart of its institutions of cultural
power; after all, the considerable expenditure of energy and labour involved in preparing and
using them, as well as the availability of extensive materials of reference which they
presuppose in their preparation (and often in their use), are most likely not to be distributed
evenly throughout a society but instead to be concentrated in just such institutions (so that the
rest of society can get on with other matters).75

Ibn Jumayʿ’s commentary was written at a site of high cultural and political importance. He

may not have written the commentary at the court of Saladin, but his being a member of one

of the most influential social communities of his day becomes obvious throughout the

commentary. His access to an enormous array of written sources and the ability to converse

with a number of people from countries as far away as Persia are important characteristics of

the treatise. The commentary would have looked very different if it had not been written in

the heart of one of the most metropolitan sites of the mediaeval Islamic world. The eleventh

century had witnessed a complete reorientation of the Mediterranean trade routes and the

74. H. von Staden, Women, 134-135.
75. Most, Commentaries, ix.
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relocation of the seat of the Fatimid government from Tunisia to Egypt meant that Alexandria

and Cairo became important centres of trade and politics.76

Even though geographical factors have an important impact, other circumstances, such as

education, family or religiosity, may have had an equally important, if not more important,

impact on commentators such as Ibn Jumayʿ. The biography of Ibn Jumayʿ will therefore be

the subject of the next chapter before we turn to a detailed investigation of the commentary

itself in chapters two, three and four.

76. Goitein, and Lassner, A Mediterranean Society: an Abridgment in One Volume, 31.
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I. The commentator

1. Ibn Jumayʿ’s life

(a) Ibn Abī Uṣaybiʿah’s account

Several mediaeval historians have written about Saladin’s life (among them Qāḍī al-Fāḍīl,

ʿImad ad-Dīn, Ibn Shaddād and Ibn al-Athīr),77 but none of them appears to have mentioned

his personal physician Ibn Jumayʿ. The only source which informs us about Ibn Jumayʿ’s life

remains the Sources of Information about the Classes of Physicians (ʿUyūn al-anbāʾ fī ṭabaqāt al-

aṭibbāʾ), written by Ibn Abī Uṣaybiʿah (d. 668/1270), a Syrian historian and physician in his

own right.78 Even though he was not a contemporary of Ibn Jumayʿ’s, Ibn Abī Uṣaybiʿah still

knew people who had known Ibn Jumayʿ personally. Among them was Ibn Jumayʿ’s student

Ibn Abī al-Bayān (d. c. 636/1238), who had taught Ibn Abī Uṣaybiʿah medicine.79

Ibn Abī Uṣaybiʿah’s account begins as follows:

Ibn Jumayʿ. He was the eminent master (ash-shaykh al-muwaffaq), the leading luminary (shams
ar-riyāsah) Abū al-ʿAshāʾir Hibat Allāh ibn Zayn ibn Ḥasan ibn Ifrāʾīm ibn Yaʿqūb ibn Ismaʿīl ibn
Jumayʿ al-Isrāʾīlī. He is counted among the most prominent physicians and most noteworthy
scholars (al-ʿulamāʾ al-madhkūrīn), the most outstanding of all (al-akābir al-mutaʿayyinīn). He was
versatile in the sciences (ʿulūm), had a good knowledge of them, was very diligent and

77. See Lev, Saladin, 14-44 for a discussion of Saladin’s historians.
78. Ibn Abī Uṣaybiʿah, ʿUyūn (ed. Müller), vol. II, 112-115. For Ibn Abī Uṣaybiʿah see Vernet, Ibn Abī
Uṣaybiʿa. For secondary accounts about Ibn Jumayʿ which are all based on Ibn Abī Uṣaybiʿah or on
accounts based on Ibn Abī Uṣaybiʿah see: Wüstenfeld, Geschichte, 101f., Leclerc, Histoire, vol. II, 53ff.,
Steinschneider, Literatur, pp. 178ff., Sarton, Introduction, vol. II/1, 432f., Meyerhof, Mediaeval Jewish
Physicians, 444f., Rabin, Skeleton, 177, Ashtor-Strauss, Saladin and the Jews, 310f., Dietrich, Medicinalia
Arabica, 107ff., Vernet, Ibn ḎJ ̲āmi, Ullmann, Medizin, 164f., Ibn Jumayʿ, Treatise, 1-5, Nicolae, Jewish
Physicians. For a general discussion of biographical dictionaries and how much they reflect intellectual
and cultural developments in the Islamic world, see Qāḍī, Books.
79. For Ibn Abī al-Bayān see Vernet, Ibn Abi’l-Bayān. For his death date and the fact that he studied
under Ibn Jumayʿ, see below, p. 41.

- 31 -



persistent in the medical art, excellent in treating diseases (ḥasan al-muʿālajah) and had a very
good writing style (jayyid at-taṣnīf).80

While such a description suggests that we are dealing with one of the most important

physicians of the twelfth century, it must be noted that such eulogistic introductions are

commonplace in Ibn Abī Uṣaybiʿah’s work.81 They are thus not highly reliable criteria for

distinguishing between very eminent and less eminent physicians. The entry continues with

biographical information about Ibn Jumayʿ:

He read the art of medicine under the eminent master (shaykh al-muwaffaq) Abū Naṣr ʿAdnān
ibn al-ʿAyn Zarbī and followed him for a while. Ibn Jumayʿ was born and raised in Fusṭāṭ, Egypt.
He served al-Malik an-Nāṣir Ṣalāḥ ad-Ḍīn Yūsuf Ibn ʿAyyūb [Saladin] and enjoyed his favour
during his reign. He was high in rank at his [court] (kāna rafīʿ al-manzilah ʿindahu), of high
standing (ʿālī al-qadr), and very influential (nāfidh al-amr). Saladin relied on him in the medical
art, and Ibn Jumayʿ would mix the most esteemed of compound [remedies] (at-tiryāq) for him.
Ibn Jumayʿ had meetings (majlis ʿāmm) for those who studied the medical art under him. He was
very ambitious.82

Ibn Jumayʿ lived in Cairo throughout his life and it appears that he never travelled further

than Alexandria.83 As for Ibn Jumayʿ’s death date, Ibn Abī Uṣaybiʿah did not provide any

relevant information. The date 594/1198 is usually given in modern secondary sources, but

there is no mediaeval source which specified this date. 

The bibliographer Ḥājjī Khalīfah (d. 1067/1657) did not mention Ibn Jumayʿ’s death date when

he referred to him in relation to other commentaries on the Canon.84 Likewise, F. Wüstenfeld

80. Ibn Abī Uṣaybiʿah, ʿUyūn (ed. Müller), vol. II, 112.
81. For instance, other Jewish court physicians at Saladin’s court were praised in a similar manner. Ibn
Shuʿah is among the ‘choicest of scholars and most eminent of physicians’ (Ibn Abī Uṣaybiʿah, ʿUyūn (ed.
Müller), vol. II, 116) and Maimonides is praised as the ‘first of his time in the art of medicine’ (Ibn Abī
Uṣaybiʿah, ʿUyūn (ed. Müller), vol. II, 117).
82. Ibn Abī Uṣaybiʿah, ʿUyūn (ed. Müller), vol. II, 112-113.
83. See his treatise on Alexandria (p. 52) and his description of birds living in the lower regions of
Egypt (p. 129).
84. Ḥājjī Khalīfah (Kâtip Çelebi), Kashf, I, 255 (outlines contents of the Irshād), IV, 499 (mentions a Canon
commentary which includes references to the shortcomings of the Iraqi glosses and Ibn Jumayʿ’s
corrections of them), IV, 500 (refers to Ibn Jumayʿ’s glosses - apparently referring to those he made on
the Canon).

- 32 -



(1840) and L. LeClerc (1876) did not give a date of death in their paraphrase of Ibn Abī

Uṣaybiʿah’s account.85 In his first edition of the Geschichte der Arabischen Literatur (1898),86 C.

Brockelmann did not mention a death date either, but in his Supplementband (1937) the death

date 594/1198 suddenly appears for the first time.87 Brockelmann included M.

Steinschneider’s Die Arabische Literatur der Juden (1902) in his updated biography, but

Steinschneider had not mentioned a death date.88 Likewise, M. Meyerhof remained silent

about Ibn Jumayʿ’s date of death when he wrote his article on the mediaeval Jewish physicians

(published in 1938).89 E. Ashtor-Strauss (1956) is the first to point out that the date of death is

not certain, but does not discuss why Brockelmann (who is not referenced) suggested a date.90

Later scholars fail to mention this uncertainty and simply follow Brockelmann’s suggested

dating.91 It is unclear what Brockelmann’s sources were and we can only speculate that he

inferred the death date from the fact that Maimonides became the leading court physician in

594/1198. Yet, it appears unlikely that Brockelmann would update his account due to a

conjecture.

Ibn Abī Uṣaybiʿah noted that Ibn Jumayʿ had a majlis ʿāmm, literally a ‘public session’. In the

mediaeval Islamic world, it was usual for a teacher to sit in a public place such as a mosque,

market, or the court of a palace, with students gathered around him in circles. The teacher

would lecture on his subject, ask questions, and answer queries from the audience.92 It was

also common that he would read texts, explain them or dictate them to his students. Ibn

Jumayʿ probably held his ‘public sessions’ at Saladin’s court, but it is also possible that this

85. Wüstenfeld, Geschichte, 101f. and Leclerc, Histoire, vol. II, 53ff.
86. Brockelmann, Geschichte (first edition), vol. I, 489.
87. Brockelmann, Geschichte (supplement), vol. I, 892.
88. Steinschneider, Literatur, pp. 178ff.
89. Meyerhof, Mediaeval Jewish Physicians, 444f.
90. Ashtor-Strauss, Saladin and the Jews, 311.
91. Dietrich, Medicinalia Arabica, 107ff., Vernet, Ibn ḎJ ̲āmi, Ullmann, Medizin, 164f., Ibn Jumayʿ, Treatise.
92. Pormann, and Savage-Smith, Medicine, 83.
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happened somewhere else ― for example at his shop (dukkān) near the candle market in

Fusṭāṭ.93

Ibn Abī Uṣaybiʿah continued with an account given by his own teacher Ibn Abī al-Bayān:

I (Ibn Abī Uṣaybiʿah) was told by Shaykh as-Sadīd ibn Abī al-Bayān that he studied the art of
medicine under Ibn Jumayʿ. He mentioned that Ibn Jumayʿ was very discriminating in the art of
medicine, being well versed in its theory (ʿilm) and excellent in its practice (aʿmāl).

I say that this is confirmed by what we find in his writings, for they are well composed, full of
useful instructions, and well selected in terms of treatments. He was very knowledgeable in
Arabic, meticulous about technical terms, and would not teach94 without having Jawharī’s Ṣiḥāḥ
in front of him, looking up every word he did not fully understand, and relying upon what
Jawharī presented.95

Ibn Abī Uṣaybiʿah noted that many useful instructions can be found in Ibn Jumayʿ’s writings,

especially in terms of possible treatments. While such a comment may again be a literary topos

to stress Ibn Jumayʿ’s excellence as a physician, Ibn Abī Uṣaybiʿah continued with Ibn Jumayʿ’s

most distinguishing hallmark: his love for philology. As we will see in Chapter Two, Ibn

Jumayʿ’s writings confirm that Ibn Abī Uṣaybiʿah provided a very accurate description of Ibn

Jumayʿ at work; the famous Arabic dictionary Ṣiḥāḥ (literally ‘what is authentic’) by the

celebrated Arabic lexicographer Jawharī (d. c. 397/1007)96 figured prominently in the Canon

commentary.

93. See below, p. 35.
94. Newer editions have ق ـــي رأـــ (“he would not read”) instead of ق ـــي رئـــ . See Ibn Abī Us ̣aybiʿah, ʿUyūn (ed.
ʿĀmir an-Najjār), vol. III, 444.
95. Ibn Abī Uṣaybiʿah, ʿUyūn (ed. Müller), vol. II, 113.
96. Kopf, al-Jawharī. Jawharī was of Turkish origin and spent a large part of his life on travel which
allowed him to make linguistic observations among the Arabs of the desert. He settled in Nishapur
(Nīsābūr) where he most likely compiled his dictionary.
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The next paragraph helps to put Ibn Abī Uṣaybiʿah’s eulogistic expressions into perspective.

There appears to have been little doubt that Ibn Jumayʿ had to be counted among the most

prominent physicians of his time:

I (Ibn Abī Uṣaybiʿah) was once visiting Ṣāḥib Jamāl ad-Dīn Yaḥyā ibn Maṭrūḥ in his house in
Damascus. This was in the days when al-Malik aṣ-Ṣāliḥ Najm ad-Dīn the Ayyubid [ruled
637/1240-647/1249] was commander of the Egyptian and Syrian lands, and when Ṣāḥib Jamāl
ad-Dīn was his vizier in all the lands, as well as a man of the sword and pen, with 200 horsemen
in his service.

As we continued with our conversation, Jamāl ad-Dīn deigned to say to me (Ibn Abī Us ̣aybiʿah):
‘No one preceded you in compiling your book on the classes of the physicians.’ He then said to
me, ‘You have discussed our compatriots, the Egyptian physicians’, and I confirmed this. He
continued: ‘It seems to me as if you have indicated that there is no one among the physicians of
old like Ibn Riḍwān and no one of those coming after like Ibn Jumayʿ.’ I replied: ‘This is correct,
your lordship.’97

By Ibn Abī Uṣaybiʿah’s day, Ibn Jumayʿ was placed on the same level as Ibn Riḍwān (d.

453/1061), who was appointed chief physician of Egypt by the Fāṭimid Caliph of Cairo and was

a renowned physician, medical author and polemicist.98 In order to account for Ibn Jumayʿ’s

rise to fame, Ibn Abī Uṣaybiʿah presented a story illustrating the medical acumen of the young

Ibn Jumayʿ:

I was told by a certain Egyptian that while Ibn Jumayʿ sat one day in his shop (dukkān) next to
the candle market (sūq al-qanādīl) in Fusṭāṭ in Egypt, a funeral procession passed by. When he
saw the procession, he called out to the mourners, telling them that their companion was not
dead, and if they were to bury him, they would bury him alive. He [the Egyptian] said: “They
kept looking at Ibn Jumayʿ in bewilderment due to what he had said, and they could not believe
what he said. Then they said to each other: ‘What he said will not hurt us if we will test what he
has said. If it is correct, then this is what we want. If it is not correct, however, nothing will
change for us.’ So they talked to Ibn Jumayʿ and asked him: ‘Please explain what you have said
to us!’ So he instructed them to go back home and to take off the shrouds from the dead
person. He then said: ‘Carry him into a bathhouse!’ He then poured hot water over him and
warmed up his body by wrapping him in warm compresses and immersing him [in hot water].
Then, they saw sensation returning to him and he moved very slightly. So he [Ibn Jumayʿ] said:

97. Ibn Abī Uṣaybiʿah, ʿUyūn (ed. Müller), vol. II, 113.
98. Schacht, Ibn Riḍwān.
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‘Rejoice, he is restored to health!’ Ibn Jumayʿ then completed his treatment until he [the
allegedly dead man] woke up and was restored to health.” This was the beginning of his
reputation for excellence in [this] art and science. He appeared to have worked a prophetic
miracle (muʿjiz) but later he was asked: “How did you know that this dead person, while being
carried and covered in shrouds, was actually alive?” He answered: “I looked at his feet and
found them to be upright. Yet the feet of those who have died are splayed out (munbasiṭah). So I
reckoned that he was alive which turned out to be true.”99

The main purpose of the story is to illustrate Ibn Jumayʿ’s acumen and excellent diagnostic

skills which led to his fame. The introductory remark is interesting from a historical

perspective as we are informed that he had a dukkān next to the candle market. Such shops

were usually run by pharmacists and it suggests that before Ibn Jumayʿ was appointed court

physician he earned his living as a pharmacist who would also offer his advice as a physician

(as he did to the funeral congregation). As we will see in chapter three of this thesis, one of

Ibn Jumayʿ’s strengths was his expertise concerning materia medica, and it is therefore likely

that his shop was a pharmacy. If this was the case, it blurs the professional divisions between

physicians and pharmacists and would serve as an example of a pharmacist who became an

eminent court physician.100

Ibn Abī Uṣaybiʿah ends the biographical section by citing some satirical poems written about

Ibn Jumayʿ:

I [Ibn Abī Uṣaybiʿah] say: In Egypt, there lived a certain Ibn al-Munajjim al-Miṣrī, a famous poet
with a sharp tongue, who wrote several lampoons of Ibn Jumayʿ and [these are] among what
was recited from him:

99. Ibn Abī Uṣaybiʿah, ʿUyūn (ed. Müller), vol. II, 113.
100. Cf. L. Chipman (Chipman, World of Pharmacy) who generally argues that pharmacists were different
from physicians. Even though she emphasises that boundaries between pharmacists and physicians are
not always clear-cut, we are left with the general image of practice-orientated pharmacists and theory-
orientated physicians. She reinforces the differences between physician and pharmacist through
comparisons such as those between Ibn Jumayʿ and al-Kūhīn al-ʿAṭṭār (ibid., 19-25), neglecting that
different agendas should be taken into account when comparing the different ways the two writers
have of presenting their material. In other words, it is not the profession that is the reason why Ibn
Jumayʿ appeared in his treatises to be a more theory-orientated physician, but rather his agenda (see
Nicolae, Compendium).
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Ibn Jumayʿ’s a medical idiot
And the medicine of Jesus is reviled because of him.
He can’t figure out what’s in a flask
of ill urine, no matter how much he churns it up.
And yet, most amazing of all was the time
he asked the bereaved to pay him for killing the patient!

He also wrote about him:

Forget about Ibn Jumayʿ and his fakery
And his claims about medicine and geometry.
He is just a big joke
And a curse to every country he settles in.
He has made it his custom to drink
But he drinks like a narcissus. 

He also wrote about him:

You lied and misspelled when you claimed
Your father is Jumayʿ the Jew [i.e. Ibn Jumayʿ al-Yahūdī].
For Jumayʿ the Jew is not your father
No, all the Jews were your father [i.e. Ibn Jamīʿ al-Yahūd]!101

It is difficult to determine how much these satiric poems tell us about Ibn Jumayʿ. Are they an

indication that mediaeval doctors such as Ibn Jumayʿ were usually deemed to do more harm

than good? Was Ibn Jumayʿ a particularly cunning and dangerous physician?

The second poem draws the rather strange image of Ibn Jumayʿ making it his custom to drink

like a narcissus. If somebody made it his custom to drink, this would usually mean that he

liked wine. Ibn Jumayʿ, however, drinks like a flower (the choice of the narcissus was

prompted by the rhyme). Considering that flowers do not drink with their mouths but with

their nether parts, this can be interpreted as Ibn Jumayʿ ‘drinking’ with his buttocks and it can

101. Ibn Abī Uṣaybiʿah, ʿUyūn (ed. Müller), vol. II, 113-114.
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be easily guessed that he is drinking sperm. Thus interpreted, the poem ridicules Ibn Jumayʿ

as a homosexual.102

In the last poem, Ibn al-Munajjim called the eminent court physician Ibn Jamīʿ103 so as to

ridicule him as the son of a promiscuous woman or harlot, for the name Ibn Jamīʿ translates as

the ‘son of everyone’. The poem thus plays with the names Ibn Jamīʿ and Ibn Jumayʿ: “Your

father is not Jumayʿ the Jew (Jumayʿ al-Yahūdī), but your father is all of the Jews (jamīʿ al-

Yahūd)!” We could also vocalise it as “Your father is not Jamīʿ al-Yahūdī but jamīʿ al-Yahūd”, but

it would make no sense to ridicule the physician by saying that Ibn Jamīʿ is misspelled and

that he should be spelled Ibn Jamīʿ (see opening line of the poem). The correct vocalisation

must therefore be different from Ibn Jamīʿ.104 C. Brockelmann already concluded that, despite

its rarity, Ibn Jumayʿ must be the correct reading, but he did not consider the satiric poem in

his speculation.105

Such satirical poems are in contrast to the high praise Ibn Jumayʿ received in the first part of

Ibn Abī Uṣaybiʿah’s entry. This may be explained in two ways: Either Ibn Abī Uṣaybiʿah

deemed it to be entertaining to present such literary caricatures of Ibn Jumayʿ or Ibn Abī

Uṣaybiʿah included the material because he aimed to record all the information he had about

a physician. Whether or not such information contradicted his own opinion was perhaps not

relevant.

102. I take no credit for this ingenious interpretation which was suggested to me by Geert Jan Van
Gelder. I am very grateful for his help with this curious piece of poetry.
103. The form Ibn Jāmiʿ with alif (as suggested by Vernet, Ibn ḎJ ̲āmi) is not attested in treatises
attributed to Ibn Jumayʿ. There are, however, references to a certain Ibn Jāmiʿ in the Cairo Genizah who
was a religious scholar. He is not identical with Ibn Jumayʿ, however. For an index with references to
Ibn Jāmiʿ ( אמע’ג אבן ) see Allony et al., ha-Sifriyah ha-Yehudit, 458.
104. Against Steinschneider, Literatur, 180 who suggested that it can hardly be “Djomei” (i.e. Jumayʿ).
105. Brockelmann, Geschichte (supplement), vol. I, 892 (footnote 1). Jumayʿ is a diminutive of jumʿah and
literally means ‘Little Friday’ (cf. the pattern fuʿayl in names such as Ḥusayn ― i.e. little Ḥasan). See also
Nicolae, Jewish Physicians, 8-9.
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Ibn Abī Uṣaybiʿah’s entry continues with a long elegy written on the occasion of Ibn Jumayʿ’s

death and ends with a list of books written by him. Both passages will be presented later on in

parts two and three of this chapter.

(b) Medical education: Ibn Jumayʿ’s teacher and students

Ibn Jumayʿ was not part of a family of physicians where knowledge was passed down from one

generation to the next.106 As we are told by Ibn Abī Uṣaybiʿah, Ibn Jumayʿ’s teacher was Ibn al-

ʿAyn Zarbī (d. 548/1153 in Cairo).107 We do not know to which religion Ibn al-ʿAyn Zarbī

belonged, but according to his name, it is most likely that he was a Muslim. He came from ‘the

people of ʿAyn Zarbah’ (a city on the river Jayḥān in southern Anatolia) and is therefore

known as Ibn al-ʿAyn Zarbī. He spend some time in Baghdād where ‘he occupied himself with

the art of medicine’ and with other sciences, most notably astrology. He then moved to Egypt

where he served the Egyptian caliphs and became very prominent due to his knowledge in

the medical art. Ibn al-ʿAyn Zarbī is reported to have had a large number of students who

studied with him and who were all very capable and skilled in medicine. Ibn Jumayʿ was one of

these star students who must have been attracted by the fame of Ibn al-ʿAyn Zarbī.

Ibn al-ʿAyn Zarbī wrote several treatises, the most important being his Kitāb al-kāfī fī aṭ-ṭibb

(‘The All-Encompassing Book in Medicine’).108 In his treatise to Saladin, Ibn Jumayʿ scathingly

criticised book titles which imply that they provide everything which needs to be known.

Among his examples is the book title al-Kāfī.109 It appears likely that Ibn Jumayʿ criticised his

own teacher with this remark. However, Abū Bakr Muḥammad ibn Zakarīyāʾ ar-Rāzī (d.

106. For physician families in the Cairo Genizah see Goitein, Mediterranean Society, vol. II, 245. For
instance, Maimonides’ son and grandson were also physicians (see Goitein, Mediterranean Society, vol. II,
244).
107. In the ʿUyūn, he was introduced three entries before Ibn Jumayʿ: Ibn Abī Uṣaybiʿah, ʿUyūn (ed.
Müller), 107-108.
108. Ibn Abī Uṣaybiʿah, ʿUyūn (ed. Müller), 108. The treatise is still extant. See for instance Entry No. 72 in
Savage-Smith, New Catalogue, 318-320.
109. Ibn Jumayʿ, Treatise, §83.
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312/925) also wrote a treatise entitled Kitāb al-Kāfī and it might well be the case that Ibn

Jumayʿ intended to criticise the latter treatise.110 

Otherwise, Ibn Jumayʿ is quiet about his teacher. Ibn al-ʿAyn Zarbī is mentioned only once in

the Canon commentary, but not in a negative context. Ibn Jumayʿ rather referred to the words

and experience of his teacher to buttress his point.111

It must be emphasised that Ibn Jumayʿ decided to follow a teacher and did not learn medicine

completely by himself. As he expressed in his writings, he thought it always to be the best to

follow a skilled teacher if one is available, especially when it came to anatomy, where not only

mere book knowledge needed to be conveyed but also the skills of experienced teachers.112 Ibn

Jumayʿ differed in this respect from his Egyptian predecessor Ibn Rīḍwān who had stressed

that autodidactic teaching is to be preferred or from some of his contemporaries.113

While Ibn Jumayʿ said little about his teacher, he said even less about his own students. His

son Ṣanīʿat al-Malik Abū aṭ-Ṭāhir Ismāʿīl might have been one of his students, as he showed an

interest in his father’s work. He made a fair copy of what appears to have been Ibn Jumayʿ’s

lecture outlines and put them together into a book which he entitled Guidance for the Welfare of

110. The treatise is only preserved in Judaeo-Arabic (see Entry No. 44 in Savage-Smith, New Catalogue,
172-5).
111. In this comment, Ibn Jumayʿ added a small detail to the biographical information given by Ibn Abī
Uṣaybiʿah, namely that Ibn al-ʿAyn Zarbī was active in a hospital while he lived in Baghdād. See below,
p. 129.
112. See below, chapter three, section one.
113. Ibn Riḍwān, Egypt, 30. On self-teaching in the Islamic world in general, see Makdisi, The Rise of
Humanism, 217-231. The Cairo Genizah preserves a document which informs us about the self-teaching
of Ibn Jumayʿ’s contemporary and co-religionist Hibat Allāh Nethanel ben Moses ha-Levi. Goitein
summarised one of Hibat Allāh’s letters found in the Cairo Genizah in which we are informed about his
education: “His father, who was a doctor, bribed him with the very large sum of 25 dinars never to
leave his house, not even for a visit to the public bathhouse, and to devote his time entirely to the study
of medicine, language (i.e., classical Arabic and Hebrew), Talmud, and theology - in short, all an
accomplished Jewish physician and scholar had to know. The letters sent by the young man during his
confinement show that serious scientific interest had been aroused in him, although he complained
bitterly about his separation from his boon companions.” Goitein, Mediterranean Society, vol. II, 247-248
(Gotein references TS K 25, fol. 64 of the Taylor-Schlechter Collection held in Cambridge).
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Souls and Bodies (Kitāb al-irshād li-maṣāliḥ al-anfus wa-al-ajsād). Our source for this is Ibn Abī al-

Bayān (d. c. 636/1238) who wrote in the preface of his own copy of the Irshād that Ibn Jumayʿ’s

son was the first to have made a fair copy of the Irshād.114 Ibn Jumayʿ’s son might have done so

for a number of reasons, but one of the most convincing seems to be that he was a student of

his father.

Ibn Abī al-Bayān was another student of Ibn Jumayʿ as we are told by Ibn Abī Uṣabiʿah. He was

born 556/1160 in Cairo and lived over 80 years (i.e. he died after 636/1238).115 We are also

informed that Ibn Abī Uṣaybiʿah was one of the students of Ibn Abī al-Bayān: “... and I read

[one of Ibn Abī al-Bayān’s treatises] under him” (wa-qaraʾtuhu ʿalayhi). Ibn Abī Uṣaybiʿah was

therefore taught by Ibn Jumayʿ’s student.

(c) Ibn Jumayʿ and the Cairo Genizah

In his monumental work A Mediterranean Society on the fragments of the Cairo Genizah,

Goitein commented that “Ibn Jumayʿ was regarded as the greatest medical authority of his

century in Egypt.”116 His evaluation seems to be based on what Ibn Abī Uṣaybiʿah reports —

namely that Ibn Jumayʿ’s importance was comparable to that of Ibn Riḍwān — for Ibn Jumayʿ

was never mentioned by name in any of the documents discussed by Goitein. Goitein

discussed one document, however, which might refer to Ibn Jumayʿ. The document, which

dates to the year 1182, is a deathbed declaration of Abū al-Faraj, a rich Jewish merchant who

paid very high poll taxes and who somehow lost his fortune. He was unable to repay his

friends who had helped him with considerable sums of money:

Please take notice that I owe to our lord, our master and teacher Moses [may his] R[ock] k[eep him], 2

114. For the manuscript, see below p. 44ff.
115. Ibn Abī Uṣaybiʿah, ʿUyūn (ed. Müller), vol. II, 118-119.
116. Goitein, Mediterranean Society, vol. II 248. Ibn Jumayʿ is also mentioned in Goitein, Mediterranean
Society, vol. I, 122, 253; vol. II, 248, 250, 258 (and in notes on pp. 576-577); vol. V, 101, 446-7 (and in notes
on p. 534).
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1/2 Egyptian dinars;117 Also to him another sum, on the claim of which he is trustworthy. To
the sheikh al-Muwaffaq, [may his] R[ock] k[eep him], 4 1/6 dinars for the poll tax, which he
paid for me; Also to him the price of wheat, for the claim of which he is completely trustworthy,
up to 10 dinars.118

Smaller sums were owed to the Qāḍī ibn Sanāʿ al-Mulk, the Faqīh ibn Ṣawlah, and Abū al-

Khayr of Haifa. Goitein commented that the first name, Moses, must refer to Maimonides and

the epithet Shaykh al-Muwaffaq (‘the eminent master’) suggests Ibn Jumayʿ, for Ibn Abī

Uṣaybīʿah had given the same epithet to Ibn Jumayʿ.119 Although the document dates

approximately to the lifetime of Ibn Jumayʿ, we should not rush to the conclusion (as Goitein

did) that this must necessarily refer to him. As Goitein admitted, al-Muwaffaq was a very

common title and could have referred to many other people as well, among them Ibn Jumayʿ’s

contemporary Ibn Shuʿah, who had the same epithet. Goitein nonetheless argued that al-

Muwaffaq must here refer to Ibn Jumayʿ as Ibn Shuʿah (d. 1183/4) was too old to care about the

purchase of wheat mentioned in the fragment.120 Yet, Goitein’s identification remains

speculative because several other contemporaries of Ibn Jumayʿ may have been called al-

Muwaffaq.

If the Genizah deathbed declaration did indeed refer to Ibn Jumayʿ, it would not tell us much

about Ibn Jumayʿ, except that he was wealthy.121 Al-Muwaffaq had lent the largest sum of

117. Goitein explains that a family could live modestly on a monthly income of two dinars (Goitein,
Mediterranean Society, vol. V, 446).
118. Goitein, Mediterranean Society, vol. V, 445. Goitein indicated Hebrew passages in the otherwise
Arabic documents by italics.
119. See above p. 31.
120. See Goitein, Mediterranean Society, vol. V, 156, note 156. For naming conventions and problems of
identification see also ibid., vol. II, 247. Nicolae, Jewish Physicians, 10.
121. We know rather little about wages, but there are some sources which can give us an idea of what
Ibn Jumayʿ might have earned. D. Richards has analysed a fragment from the Cairo Genizah which
contains a petition for a salaried post in Saladin’s hospital (Richards, Petition). He argues that the salary
of three dinars monthly was in the range of ‘normal’ salaries which could be expected by a normal
physician working in a Cairene hospital at the time. On the other hand, ʿAbd al-Laṭīf al-Baghdādī, court
physician to Saladin in Damascus, received a monthly salary of 30 dinars which was later raised to 100
dinars (including added allowances). Other figures provided by Ibn Abī Uṣaybiʿah for prominent doctors
in Syria range from 15 to 30 dinars a month (Richards, Petition, 304; see also Jadon, Comparison, 67f.). It is
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money to Abū al-Faraj, a sum which was roughly equivalent to a year’s income of a normal

family, if we follow Goitein’s calculations.122

2. Ibn Jumayʿ’s writings

Ibn Abī Uṣaybiʿah ends his biography of Ibn Jumayʿ with a list of his books:

Ibn Jumayʿ wrote the following books:

• Book on the guidance of the welfare of souls and bodies (Kitāb al-irshād li-maṣāliḥ al-anfus wa-al-
ajsād) which consists of four sections

• Book on clarifying the concealed by correcting the Canon (Kitāb at-taṣrīḥ bi-al-maknūn fī tanqīḥ al-
qānūn)

• Letter on the peculiarities of Alexandria, the conditions of its airs, waters and the like, as well as the
conditions of its inhabitants (Risālah fī ṭabʿ al-Iskandariyyah wa-ḥāl hawāʾihā wa-miyāhihā wa-
naḥwa dhalika min aḥwālihā wa-aḥwāl ahlihā)

• Letter to the respected judge Abū al-Qāsim ʿAlī ibn al-Ḥusayn on what to do if no physician is
available (Risālah ilā al-qāḍī al-makīn Abī al-Qāsim ʿAlī ibn al-Ḥusayn fī-mā yaʿtamiduhu ḥaythu lā
yajidu ṭabīban)

• Treatise on the lemon/lime and its syrups and medicinal uses (Maqālah fī al-laymūn wa-sharābihi
wa-manāfiʿihi)

• Treatise on the rhubarb and its medicinal uses (Maqālah fī ar-rāwand wa-manāfiʿihi)
• Treatise on hunchbacks (Maqālah fī al-ḥudbah)
• Treatise on the treatment of colic and its toxic substance (Maqālah fī ʿilāj al-qawlanj wa-sammihi) 
• Letter to Sayf ad-Dīn [al-Malik al-ʿĀdil] on royal remedies (ar-Risālah as-Sayfiyyah fī al-adwiyah al-

mulūkiyyah)123

All of these treatises are extant and some have come down to us in more than one

manuscript. I will first list all known extant manuscripts, following Ibn Abī Uṣaybiʿah’s order,

and will then add those treatises not mentioned in his list.

therefore quite reasonable to assume that Ibn Jumayʿ must have received a salary which was
somewhere in between 15 and 100 dinars (provided that the salary rates in Cairo were comparable to
those in Damascus). Given the importance Ibn Abī Uṣaybiʿah gives to Ibn Jumayʿ, his salary would likely
have been at the higher end of the spectrum.
122. Goitein, Mediterranean Society, vol. V, 446.
123. Ibn Abī Uṣaybiʿah, ʿUyūn (ed. Müller), vol. II, 115.
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(a) Kitāb al-irshād li-maṣāliḥ al-anfus wa-al-ajsād

The Irshād is divided into four sections devoted to (1) the general principles of the medical art,

(2) materia medica listed alphabetically, (3) pathology, and (4) compound remedies.124 Ullmann

remarked that the Irshād is not a particularly original treatise.125 However, the succinct style

of the treatise is unprecedented and is perhaps the most characteristic and unique feature of

the Irshād and one that deserves more scholarly attention. Through its characteristic

succinctness, the Irshād became very popular in the Islamic world, for it was still being copied

in the 18th century126 and is extant in nearly 30 manuscript copies. The treatise also circulated

among Jews as there are several fragments to be found in the Cairo Genizah collection and the

manuscript found at the Staatsbibliothek zu Berlin contains several annotations in Hebrew.127

As I have argued elsewhere, the Irshād may have originated as a conglomeration of laconic

lecture notes which Ibn Jumayʿ used as the basis for his public lecture sessions.128

Alternatively, one can imagine that students were required to copy and then memorise

individual parts of this compendium which provided the essential facts of medicine, stripped

of all extraneous or distracting details commonly found in other, larger compendia such as

the Canon of Medicine.129 It is unclear whether Ibn Jumayʿ ever intended to publish his notes

and, considering his critical attitude toward medical compendia which supposedly tempted

124. Ullmann, Medizin, 164. The only difference in basic arrangement between the Iršād of Ibn Jumayʿ
and the Canon of Ibn Sīnā is that Ibn Jumayʿ does not distinguish between “particular diseases” and
“diseases which are not restricted to a certain body part” (book three and four of the Canon,
respectively). He summarises the treatment of diseases in the part on the “principles of preserving
health” (maqālah three of the Iršād). Nicolae, Compendium.
125. Ullmann, Medizin, 164.
126. According to Şeşen, the manuscript Istanbul, Yeni Cami, 912 was copied in 1139/1726. See below, n.
149. The earliest complete copy dates to the sixteenth century; MS Huntington 19 (Oxford, Bodleian
Library) was copied in 949/1542.
127. Ibn Jumayʿ, Irshād (Berlin). Marginal notes in Hebrew on fols. 2a, 78b and 79b. Magic squares with
glosses in Hebrew are found on fol. 225b.
128. Nicolae, Compendium.
129. See Nicolae, Jewish Physicians and Nicolae, Compendium.
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students to become lazy, it may well be the case that he would have been against it.130 As

already mentioned, Ibn Jumayʿ’s son Ṣanīʿat al-Malik Abū aṭ-Ṭāhir Ismāʿīl took all of his

father’s notes after he had died and wrote them down in a book which he entitled the

Guidance for the welfare of souls and bodies (Irshād).131 We can therefore attribute the contents to

Ibn Jumayʿ, although his son was responsible for the arrangement of the notes and for the

preface. Ibn Abī al-Bayān noted that Ismāʿil’s redaction of Ibn Jumayʿ’s notes was at times

unsatisfactory because certain passages were out of context and did not connect very well

(amākin lam yalḥaq baʿḍuhā bi-baʿḍ). While copying the Irshād, Ibn Abī al-Bayān therefore made

notes in the margins of his copy (Aleppo, Aḥmadiyyah, MS 1265) whenever he found this to be

the case.132

The following manuscripts are mentioned or catalogued:

• Berlin, Staatsbibliothek zu Berlin, MS 6287133

• Gotha, Forschungsbibliothek Gotha, MS Or. A. 1934 item 6134

• Paris, Bibliothèque Nationale de France, MS 2963135

• Paris, Bibliothèque Nationale de France, MS 6564136

• London, British Museum, MS 1360137

• Dublin, Chester Betty, Arabic MS 4016138

• Oxford, Bodleian Library, MS Huntington 19139

• Oxford, Bodleian Library, MS Huntington 242140

130. Ibn Jumayʿ, Treatise, 18-21.
131. See above, p. 40.
132. Dietrich, Medicinalia Arabica, 107.
133. Brockelmann, Geschichte (second edition), vol. II, 488 (643), nr. 21. Ullmann, Medizin, 164, note 3.
134. Brockelmann, Geschichte (second edition), vol. II, 488 (643), nr. 21.
135. Brockelmann, Geschichte (second edition), vol. II, 488 (643), nr. 21.
136. Brockelmann, Geschichte (second edition), vol. II, 488 (643), nr. 21.
137. Brockelmann, Geschichte (second edition), vol. II, 488 (643), nr. 21.
138. Dietrich, Medicinalia Arabica, 109.
139. Savage-Smith, New Catalogue, 324-326. Brockelmann, Geschichte (second edition), vol. II, 488 (643), nr.
21.
140. Savage-Smith, New Catalogue, 326-328. Brockelmann, Geschichte (second edition), vol. II, 488 (643), nr.
21.
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• Oxford, Bodleian Library, MS Huntington 117141

• Oxford, Bodleian Library, MS Marsh 106142

• Vatican, Bibliothecae Apostolicae Vaticanae, MS 155143

• Vatican, Bibliothecae Apostolicae Vaticanae, MS V. 308144

• Vatican, Bibliothecae Apostolicae Vaticanae, MS 878145

• Bethesda, Maryland, MS National Library of Medicine, A 22146

• Phoenix, Arizona, Ḥaddād Coll. MS 39147

• Istanbul, Süleymaniye Kütüphanesi, Ayasofya, MS 3558148

• Istanbul, Yeni Camii, MS 912149

• Manisa, Manisa İl Halk Kütüphanesi, MS 1797150

• Istanbul, Hamidiye, MS 1005151

• Safranbolu, Mehmed Paşa Kütüphanesi, MS 236152

• Istanbul, Bayezıt Devlet Kütüphanesi, Veliyeddin Efendi, MS 2466153

• Istanbul, Nuruosmaniye, MS 3491/2 (fols. 15a-98b)154 

• Cairo, Dār al-kutub, MS 485 ṭibb155

• Aleppo, Aḥmadiyyah, MS 1265156

141. Savage-Smith, New Catalogue, 328-329. Brockelmann, Geschichte (second edition), vol. II, 488 (643), nr.
21.
142. Savage-Smith, New Catalogue, 329-331. Brockelmann, Geschichte (second edition), vol. II, 488 (643), nr.
21.
143. Brockelmann, Geschichte (second edition), vol. II, 488 (643), nr. 21.
144. Brockelmann, Geschichte (supplement), vol. I, 892. See also Chipman, World of Pharmacy, 20, n. 25.
145. Brockelmann, Geschichte (supplement), vol. I, 892. See also Chipman, World of Pharmacy, 20, n. 25.
146. Dietrich, Medicinalia Arabica, 109. See entry A22 in Savage-Smith, Medical Manuscripts.
147. Ḥaddād, and Biesterfeldt, Fihris, no. 39.
148. Brockelmann, Geschichte (supplement), vol. I, 892. Şeşen, Catalogue, 34.
149. Ullmann, Medizin, 164, note 3. Şeşen, Catalogue, 33.
150. Şeşen, Catalogue, 33. This may be the same treatise as Istanbul, Yeni Cami, MS 912 for Şeşen lists
both treatises as copied in 1139/1726 and gives identical physicial descriptions. Only the length of the
two manuscripts listed seem to differ.
151. Şeşen, Catalogue, 33; Ullmann, Medizin, 164, note 3.
152. Şeşen, Catalogue, 34.
153. Brockelmann, Geschichte (supplement), vol. I, 892. Şeşen, Catalogue, 34.
154. Şeşen, Catalogue, 34.
155. Ullmann, Medizin, 164, note 3.
156. Dietrich, Medicinalia Arabica, 107-109 (nr. 44). Kataya, Manuscrits, 134-8.
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• Aleppo, Aḥmadiyyah, MS 1275157

• Damascus, Assad National Library, MS 6975158

• Damascus, Assad National Library, MS 6858159

• Bankipore, Patna, Oriental Public Library, MS 241,2141160

• Bankipore, Patna, Oriental Public Library, MS IV, 55161

The Irshād is mentioned in the following Cairo Genizah fragments found in Cambridge:

• TS Ar. 42.9r is a book list which mentions the Kitāb al-ʾirshād.162

• TS Ar. 40.91 are recipes for gastro-intestinal complaints and a reference is made to the

Kitāb al-ʾirshād.163

• In TS Ar. 52.214 Ibn Jumayʿ is mentioned alongside Ibn Sīnā, but no book title is given.

Since Ibn Sīnā is mentioned, this may refer to the Canon commentary.164

• TS Misc 36.148 is a book list which mentions Kitāb al-irshād.165

The Irshād was translated into Italian but the translation is highly unsatisfactory.166

(b) Kitāb at-taṣrīḥ bi-al-maknūn fī tanqīḥ al-qānūn

The treatise comprises a preface (hereafter referred to as CC P) and two parts (jumlāt, sg.

jumlah). In the preface, Ibn Jumayʿ explained the reasons for having written the treatise to his

anonymous addressee. He continued with the first jumlah (hereafter CC J) in which he rejected

several theories that appear to have been circulated by both critics and supporters of the

Canon of Medicine. Ibn Jumayʿ also described in some detail how he had obtained several copies

157. Dietrich, Medicinalia Arabica, 109-110 (nr. 45). Kataya, Manuscrits, 180-2.
158. Hamarneh, and al-Ḥimṣī, Fihris, entry no. 47, 306f. Ṣ. Khiyamī, and S. Hamarneh, Fihris, 344.
159. Hamarneh, and al-Ḥimṣī, Fihris, entry no. 48, 307f. Ṣ. Khiyamī, and S. Hamarneh, Fihris, 344f.
160. Brockelmann, Geschichte (second edition), vol. II, 488 (643), nr. 21.
161. Brockelmann, Geschichte (supplement), vol. I, 892.
162. Baker, and Isaacs, Medical and Para-medical Manuscripts in the Cambridge Genizah Collections, 33.
163. Baker, and Isaacs, Medical and Para-medical Manuscripts in the Cambridge Genizah Collections, 23.
164. Allony et al., ha-Sifriyah ha-Yehudit, 231.
165. Allony et al., ha-Sifriyah ha-Yehudit, 348.
166. See Chipman, World of Pharmacy, 20, n. 25, for a short discussion of this translation.
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of the Canon and how this enabled him to comment more fully on the Canon. The second

jumlah comprises the comments (ḥawāshī) themselves and is divided into five parts (herafter

CC I, CC II, CC III, CC IV, and CC V), following the five-part structure of the Canon.167 As we will

see, Ibn Jumayʿ commented most extensively on Books One and Two. Books Three, Four and

Five are covered systematically, but his stamina to comment faded with each book.168

We know of four extant manuscripts of Ibn Jumayʿ’s Canon commentary:

• Princeton, NJ, Princeton University, Garret Collection, MS 556H169 

• Oxford, Bodleian Library, MS Marsh 390170

• Damascus, Assad National Library, MS 3141 ṭibb 16 (first two books only)171

• Istanbul, Nuruosmaniye, MS 3526172

In comparison to the Irshād, the Canon commentary appears to have been much less popular

based on the number of preserved copies. Yet, even though it is a relatively rare

manuscript,173 the treatise was transmitted throughout the centuries, starting with the time

right after Ibn Jumayʿ’s death through to the sixteenth century.

The oldest extant copy is MS Princeton 556H (hereafter P). The text is written in a casual

Naskh in black ink and there is frequent vocalisation in the beginning of the manuscript.

167. See above p. 11 for an outline of the Canon.
168. See below, p. 187.
169. Hitti et al., Garrett Collection, 342. See also entry in Mach, and Ormsby, Handlist, 344. The copy is fully
digitised and can be accessed on http://arks.princeton.edu/ark:/88435/pz50gw161 (accessed 19 March
2012).
170. Savage-Smith, New Catalogue, 243-245. Brockelmann, Geschichte (second edition), vol. II, 458 (598).
Hitti et al., Garrett Collection, 342.
171. Hamarneh, and al-Ḥimṣī, Fihris, entry no. 46, 303ff. Ṣ. Khiyamī, and S. Hamarneh, Fihris, 355.
Physical description: 145 fols., 21.5x14.5cm, naskh. This appears to be the same copy which
Brockelmann (Brockelmann, Geschichte (supplement), vol. I, 826) lists as Dam. ʿUm. 94,16.
172. Şeşen, Catalogue, 34.
173. Hitti et al., Garrett Collection, 342.
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Later parts are only occasionally vocalised. The hand is consistent except in the colophon.

Passage headings from the Canon being commented upon are indicated by rubricated

headings in red ink. A comment may be divided into different sections by red overlinings

above the first word. The letter ḥaʾ and ʿayn often have a minuscule letter underneath to

indicate that they are undotted. Likewise, the letter sin is sometimes written with a haček over

it to distinguish it from the letter shin. Tāʾ marbūṭa or attached pronouns are usually ligatured

to a preceding ra ̄ʾ.

The treatise was copied in 600/1204, apparently from the autograph of Ibn Jumayʿ if we are to

believe the colophon:

This is the end of the entire book as it was written by the author [Ibn Jumayʿ] and as he has
finished it. To God belongs praise and glory eternally. It was copied in ʿAbāssid Cairo during the
reign of ʿĀdil in a short period of time and completed in the last days of the month Shaʿbān in
the year 600 after Hijrah.

In another colour (brownish instead of black ink) and with a much thinner stroke is hastily

added:

I copied the text from the autograph of its author but was unable to collate it due to other
pressing needs and travels.174

It is clear that this note was added at a later date because it is written with a different kind of

ink. The writing is smaller than the rest of the treatise and it is difficult to determine whether

or not it is written by the same hand. The note was either written by the copyist or by a later

owner of this manuscript who wanted to increase its importance and value. Given the honest

remark that the manuscript could not be collated and that the manuscript was copied in

600/1204 (that is only six years after Ibn Jumayʿ’s supposed death in 1198), it is reasonable to

174. See p. 281 for the Arabic edition.
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assume that the statement is authentic and that the treatise was indeed copied from Ibn

Jumayʿ’s autograph.

While the copyist stated that he was unable to collate his copy with the original, the

manuscript has clearly been corrected and probably even collated against another copy. Some

words have been crossed out with a correction in the margin annotated ṣaḥḥa (e.g. fol. 7a and

15a). These corrections were probably done by a later hand. There are also many extensive

marginal glosses written by several later hands (e.g. fol. 29b, 39a, 42a). These are primarily

found on Ibn Jumayʿ’s comments concerning the first book of the Canon.

The Bodleian copy, MS Marsh 390 (hereafter designated as B), was copied approximately 150

years later on 18 Shaʿban 759/26 July 1358. The text is also written in a casual Naskh, but the

hand is inconsistent and in some places another hand takes over (e.g. most notably on fols.

7a-8a, but also later on fol. 191a). The tāʾ marbūṭa is ligatured with a preceding ra ̄ʾ, and there

are alif–lam and alif–lam–alif ligatures; the top stroke of the ka ̄f is greatly extended, especially

in the medial and final positions. Headings as well as passage headings from the Canon being

commented on are in red ink. Unlike MS Princeton 556H (P), comments are not divided into

sections by red overlinings.175

The copy is not as complete as P since several of Ibn Jumayʿ’s comments on Books Four and

Five are missing.176 Moreover, it is often the case that B omits single words or several lines, the

latter due to copyists skipping from one word to the same word on a later line

(homeoteleuton). As B does not provide any material which can not be found in P, it follows

175. Savage-Smith, New Catalogue, 243-245.
176. Six short comments on the last two maqalāt of Book Four (CC IV, 120-125) and 23 comments on the
first three maqalāt of Book Five (CC V, 1-23) are missing.
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that manuscript B is either dependent on manuscript P or that it is based on another

manuscript which, like manuscript P, was copied from Ibn Jumayʿ’s autograph.

There are two other copies which are less important due to their incompleteness or late date

and were therefore not considered in the edition of Arabic texts found in the appendix.

Incomplete and undated is the copy held at the Assad library which only preserves the

introduction (CC P and CC J) and Ibn Jumayʿ’s comments on the first two books of the Canon

(CC I and CC II). The second copy is listed by Şeşen and is dated 996/1588. It is supposedly kept

in Istanbul, but I was unable to consult this copy. It appears to be complete if we compare its

length and size with those of the other two copies.177

There are five manuscripts preserving Fakhr ad-Dīn al-Khujandī ibn al-Mādah’s (fl. end of

thirteenth century) commentary on Ibn Jumayʿ’s commentary.178 Moreover, three

manuscripts preserve al-Khujandī’s abridgement of Ibn Jumayʿ’s commentary.179 Both the

commentary and abridgement were mentioned by Ḥājjī Khalīfah (d. 1067/1657).180 Moreover,

the abridgement was itself subject to yet another commentary by Laṭīf Allāh al-Miṣrī

(preserved in three manuscripts).181 It is beyond the scope of the present thesis to assess the

contents of these treatises. They are mentioned here to demonstrate that Ibn Jumayʿ’s Canon

commentary had an afterlife and was considered important enough to be read and

commented on centuries after it had been written.

177. Şeşen, Catalogue, 34 gives the measures as 10.3cm x 23.9cm (9cm x 15.7cm). This compares to
23x16cm (16x11cm) of the Princeton treatise (P) which has 120 folios.
178. Şeşen, Catalogue, 34.
179. Şeşen, Catalogue, 35 and Brockelmann, Geschichte (second edition), vol. II, 458 (598) and Brockelmann,
Geschichte (supplement), vol. I, 826. Hamarneh, and al-Ḥimṣī, Fihris, 305 states that this treatise was
written 702/1302. The earliest copy dates to 743/1342 according to Şeşen, Catalogue, 35.
180.  Ḥājjī Khalīfah (Kâtip Çelebi), Kashf, vol. IV, 500f.
181. Şeşen, Catalogue, 35. Again, it is unclear when this commentary was written. The earliest copy dates
to 1096/1684 according to Şeşen.
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(c) Letters and smaller treatises

All six of the letters (risālāt) and treatises (maqālāt) which Ibn Abī Uṣaybiʿah attributed to Ibn

Jumayʿ, are preserved in the manuscript Istanbul, Topkapı 2136 which is undated.182 The

letters and treatises will be listed in Ibn Abī Uṣaybiʿah’s order.

• The Letter on the peculiarities of Alexandria is preserved on fols. 160a-205a.183

• The Letter on what to do if no physician is available is preserved on fols. 74b-111b.184

• The Treatise on the medicinal uses of the lemon/lime is preserved on fols. 112b-128b.185 There is

an uncatalogued copy of this treatise found in Damascus, which lacks part of the

introduction and is undated.186 Later, Ibn al-Bayṭār (d. 646/1248) quoted the entire treatise

(without introduction) in his entry on the lemon in his Comprehensive Book on Simple Drugs

and Foods (al-Jāmiʿ li-mufradāt al-adwiyah wa-al-aghdhiyah).187 The entry on the lemon was

then translated into Latin and circulated as a separate treatise which is extant in several

printed editions.188 The treatise on the lemon is thus the only treatise by Ibn Jumayʿ which

was translated into Latin (albeit in an abbreviated form and under someone else’s name).

• The Treatise on rhubarb is preserved on fols. 44a-74a.

182. This manuscript was consulted for the following summary of contents. For a description of the
manuscript, see Şeşen, Catalogue, 34ff.
183. Cf. Şeşen, Catalogue, 36.
184. Cf. Şeşen, Catalogue, 36 who is not sure where the treatise begins and ends (42b - ?).
185. Şeşen, Catalogue, 35.
186. Ibn Jumayʿ, Lemon (Assad). The microfiche has the signature 661 m/f.
187. Ibn al-Bayṭār, al-Jāmiʿ, vol. 2, pp. 118ff. Ibn al-Bayṭār, Zusammenstellung, vol. II, p. 452ff.
188. Ibn al-Bayt ̣ār, Limonibus. The Bodleian library holds two copies of this early printed book.
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• The Treatise on hunchbacks is preserved on fols. 15a-43b and is entitled Reflections on the

displacement of the spine (al-Istibṣār fī Zawāl al-fiqār).189

• The last two treatises mentioned by Ibn Abī Uṣaybiʿah — i.e. the Treatise on the treatment of

colic and the Letter to Sayf ad-Dīn on royal remedies — must refer to one and the same treatise

as Ibn Jumayʿ wrote a treatise to Sayf ad-Dīn190 (entitled ar-Risālah as-Sayfiyyah in Topkapı

2136, fols. 10a-15a)191 in which he provides the recipe for a special medication against colic

(qawlanj).192 A separate treatise on the topic is not known to exist. In contrast to the Būlāq

edition of Ibn Abī Uṣaybiʿah’s ʿUyūn, manuscript versions have bi-ar-risālah as-Sayfiyyah,193

that is Ibn Jumayʿ wrote a treatise on colic in the letter to Sayf ad-Dīn.194 A. Dietrich was

also aware that this is one and the same treatise, even though he stated that it was no

longer extant.195 Moreover, Dietrich mentioned five recipes attributed to Ibn Jumayʿ found

in Konya, MS Yusuf Aja 4983 (fols. 123a-124a), under the title ṣifat maʿjūn mulūkī (recipe of a

royal paste), which Dietrich believes to be taken from the Treatise on the colic because Ibn

Jumayʿ wrote it for his royal patron Sayf ad-Dīn.196

There are three additional treatises preserved in Topkapı MS 2136 which are not mentioned

by Ibn Abī Uṣaybiʿah:

189. Şeşen, Catalogue, 34. The treatise must refer to what Ibn Abī Uṣaybiʿah listed as the Treatise on
hunchbacks.
190. There were several Ayyubid rulers called Sayf ad-Dīn. According to Dietrich (Dietrich, Medicinalia
Arabica, 214), it is unlikely that this refers to al-Malik al-ʿĀdil Sayf ad-Dīn who was Saladin’s brother.
191. Şeşen, Catalogue, 35.
192. MS Topkapı 2136, fol. 10a, lines 15 and 10b; see lines 9ff. for the recipe. Qawlanj can refer not only to
what we today call colic, but to any intestinal obstruction.
193. ʿĀmir an-Najjār lists in his critical edition MS Topkapı 2860/71 (see Ibn Abī Us ̣aybiʿah, ʿUyūn (ed.
ʿĀmir an-Najjār), vol. I, 107) and MS Dar al-Kutub Cairo 2104 (see ibid., 101). 
194. Āmir an-Najjār (Ibn Abī Us ̣aybiʿah, ʿUyūn (ed. ʿĀmir an-Najjār), vol. III, 448) states that this variant is
found in MS Topkapı 2860/71 and MS Dar al-Kutub Cairo 2104. For his discussion of these manuscripts
see ibid., vol. I, pages 107 and 101, respectively.
195. Dietrich, Medicinalia Arabica, 216.
196. Dietrich, Medicinalia Arabica, 214-215.
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• The Treatise on the nature of the Saqanqūr (Maqālah fī māhiyah as-Saqanqūr) is concerned with

the description of a certain species of lizard and is preserved on fols. 1b-9a.197

• The Treatise on vertigo (Maqālah fī ad-duwār) is preserved on fols. 129a-165b.198

• The Treatise to Saladin on the revival of the medical art (al-Maqālah aṣ-Ṣalāḥiyyah fī iḥyaʾ aṣ-

ṣināʿah aṭ-ṭibb) is found on fols. 206a-239a. Fähndrich discussed this portion of the

manuscript199 in his edition and translation of the treatise.

Yet another treatise by Ibn Jumayʿ is mentioned by Şeşen under the title al-Madhhab min al-

mujarrab (Doctrines based on what has been experienced) preserved in Balıkesir, Ṭūrsūn Beg MS 78

(39 folios).200 I was able to find an uncatalogued copy of the same treatise at the Assad library

in Damascus, MS 9751 (90 pages).201 The title is almost effaced but appears to read Kitāb

mukhtaṣir al-muhadhdhab min al-mujarrab ... fī aṭ-ṭibb (Epitome culled from what has been

experienced in medicine). On page 90, the treatise ends with the words ‘written by the Jew Ibn

Jumayʿ’. The treatise is in nine chapters and discusses diseases capite ad calcem.

3. Ibn Jumayʿ’s religion

Steinschneider suggested that Hibat Allāh ibn Jumayʿ is the same person as Hibat Allāh

Nathanel, who was the leader of the Jewish community (nāgīd) in Cairo from 1161-65 (and who

died in the 580s/1184-93 according to Ibn Abī Uṣaybiʿah).202 Yet, Ibn Abī Uṣaybiʿah listed Ibn

Jumayʿ and Hibat Allāh (ar-Raʾīs Hibat Allāh) in two separate entries, noting that Hibat Allāh

197. Şeşen, Catalogue, 36.
198. Şeşen, Catalogue, 36; the reference to fols. 129b-160a is incorrect.
199. Ibn Jumayʿ, Treatise, 1-4. Fähndrich notes that fols. 212 and 221 have been interchanged.
200. Şeşen, Catalogue, 36. For the Ṭūrsūn Beg collection see p. ص in Şeşen, Catalogue.
201. The manuscript is not foliated, but paginated.
202. Ibn Abī Uṣaybiʿah, ʿUyūn (ed. Müller), vol. II, 116. Goitein, Mediterranean Society, vol. II, 244 and
247-248. Steinschneider, Literatur, 179.
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had served the last Fatimid caliph as court physician. Even though both were called Hibat

Allāh, they were not necessarily one and the same person, for Hibat Allāh was a common

name. Moreover, Goitein noted that the Genizah findings do not support Steinschneider’s

identification.203 We may therefore conclude that Ibn Jumayʿ was not the leader of a Jewish

community and we are thus left with only the few facts Ibn Abī Uṣaybiʿah provided about Ibn

Jumayʿ’s religion, i.e. that he was Jewish and that he had a Jewish name.

(a) Jewish court physicians and Muslim rulers

Ibn Jumayʿ was part of an established tradition in which Jews took very important roles as

private physicians to influential Muslim rulers. Saladin was not an isolated case of an

influential ruler who entrusted his life to the expertise of dhimmīs. Almost every caliph from

al-Manṣūr (d. 158/775) onward had had non-Muslim physicians among their doctors.204

Documented Jewish court physicians included:

• the luminary Isḥāq ibn Sulaymān al-Isrāʾīlī (d. c. 343/955),205 court physician to ʿUbayd Al-

lāh Mahdī (d. 323/934)206

• the Andalusian Ḥasday ibn Shaprūṭ (d. 364/975), court physician and trusted advisor to the

caliphs ʿAbd al-Raḥmān III and al-Ḥakam II207

• the Andalusian Ibn Baklārish (fl. c. 493/1100), who devoted the K. al-Mustaʿīnī to his patron

al-Mustaʿīn billāh Abū Jaʿfar Aḥmad ibn Yūsuf al-Muʾtamin billāh (reigned 478–503/1085–

1109), the Hūdid ruler of Saragossa, after whom the work was named208

203. Goitein, Mediterranean Society, vol. II, 576, note 16. Gotein references Banʿet, Teʿudot Min Ha-Genizah,
83 (n. 44) who expresses his strong doubts about Steinschneider’s remarks.
204. Stillman, Jews, 71.
205. Dietrich, Ibn Biklārish. 
206. Dietrich, Ibn Biklārish.
207. Stillman, Jews, 55.
208. Dietrich, Ibn Biklārish. For K. al-Mustaʿīnī see Savage-Smith, Ibn Baklarish.
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• Ibrāhīm ibn ʿAṭāʾ, a court physician to the Zirid governors Bādis and al-Muʿizz209

• the three important Egyptian Jewish leaders (Heb. nāgīd or Ar. raʾīs al-Yahūd) Judah b.

Saʿadya (in office ca. 456-470/1064-78), Mevorakh b. Saʿadya (in office ca. 470-474/1078-82

and 486-507/1094-1114), and Moses b. Mevorakh (in office 505/1112-ca. 519/1126)

• the nāgīd Hibat Allāh, noted above as a court physician to the last Faṭimid rulers

• Maimonides, both a nāgīd and a court physician serving Saladin’s eldest son210

There appear to be two main reasons why Jews occupied such prestigious medical positions.

The ʿAbbāsid caliph al-Muqtadir (reg. 295-320/908-932), who set up hospitals in Baghdad and

whose vizier had a keen interest in public health provisions, allowed Jews and Christians to

work only as tax administrators and physicians. Dhimmīs were thus forced to take up these

professions.211 However, it was not always the case that Jews were banned from public offices,

and the history of Jews living in lands under Muslim rule demonstrates that no office, except

that of the ruler, seemed out of the reach of a talented and ambitious Jew.212 One example is

the physician Saʿd ad-Dawlah who became vizier of the entire Ilkhanid state in 687/1289.213

The stereotypical assertion that Jews could only work as tax administrators or physicians is

therefore inaccurate. It is rather the case that several Jews became court physicians because it

was a profession which was popular among their co-religionists who were at times banned

from other professions.

209. Stillman, Jews, 46.
210. Stillman, Jews, 49-50. Note that Maimonides was not a court physician to Saladin as was claimed by
Ibn Abī Uṣaybiʿah (Ibn Abī Uṣaybiʿah, ʿUyūn (ed. Müller), vol. II, 117). This was convincingly argued by
Lewis, Maimonides.
211. Pormann, and Savage-Smith, Medicine, 102.
212. Stillman, Jews, 57.
213. Stillman, Jews, 65.
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The second reason for the success of Jewish court physicians was the positive public

perception of both Jewish and Christian physicians. Al-Jāḥiẓ (d. 255/868-9) recorded the

following anecdote in his Book of Misers (Kitāb al-bukhalāʿ):

He [Abū al-Ḥārith Asad ibn Jānī] was a physician. Once business was slow, so someone said to
him: ‘It is a plague year, disease rampant everywhere, and you are a knowledgable man with
steadfastness, experience, and clear understanding. How does it come about that you have this
dearth [of patients]?’ To which he replied: ‘For one thing, people know me to be a Muslim, and
they have held the belief, even before I began to practise medicine, no indeed even before I was
born, that Muslims are not successful in medicine. Moreover, my name is Asad, when it ought
to have been Ṣalīb, Jibrāʾīl, Yuḥannā, and Bīrā [that is, Christian or Jewish names]. My surname
[kunyah] is Abū l-Ḥārith, but it ought to have been Abū ʿĪsá, Abū Zakarīyā’, and Abū Ibrāhīm
[that is, Christian or Jewish surnames]. I wear a shoulder mantle of white cotton, yet my
shoulder mantle ought to be of black silk. My pronunciation is that of an Arab, when my dialect
ought to be that of the people of Gondēshāpūr [a city famous for its Christian physicians].’214

The anecdote captures vividly one of the common perceptions of non-Muslim physicians:

Jews and Christians excelled in medicine while Muslim physicians had little hope to become

successful. Popular stereotypes must have had an influence on the success of Jewish

physicians, especially as influential rulers sought the help of those that were deemed most

capable.

The success of dhimmī physicians also caused jealousy and polemics. By the mid-tenth

century, the Muslim physician al-Kaskarī said: ‘The physicians of the land were mostly Jews,

fond of using falsehood and deceit.’ Even if al-Kaskarī exaggerated the omnipresence of

Jewish physicians, it is a clear indication that Jews had an important and well-established

place in medicine.215

Polemics were also brought forward by the thirteenth-century writer al-Jawbarī (fl. 640s/

1240s), who wrote a chapter on Jews, attacking them in a particularly vile fashion. According

214. Pormann, and Savage-Smith, Medicine, 80.
215. Pormann, and Savage-Smith, Medicine, 102 = Pormann, Charlatan, 212.
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to him, most Jewish physicians are not to be trusted as they may murder their patients. Al-

Jawbarī tells us the story of a Jewish quack who was asked by a woman to kill her husband. To

underline the abominable actions, al-Jawbarī adds that the quack first forced the woman to

have sexual intercourse with him, pretending that the sperm is needed to produce the lethal

drug.216

The following anecdote is found in an anti-dhimmī treatise written in the late thirteenth and

early fourteenth century:

I have been informed by the most unimpeachable sources that the physician Moses
(Maimonides) was ill, and the Qāḍī al-Fāḍil paid him a visit. The Jew was a scholar and a
gentleman. So he said to al-Fāḍil: “Your sense of decency has made you come and visit me. Let
me advise you not to receive any medical treatment from a Jew, because with us, whoever
desecrates the Sabbath — his blood is licit for us.” The Qāḍī thereupon banned Jews from
practicing medicine or being employed in that capacity.217

However, Jews were not in fact banned from practicing medicine until 851/1448 when Sultan

Jaqmaq issued a decree that took the first concrete measures against Jewish and Christian

physicians. The decree prohibited dhimmī physicians from treating Muslim patients. Until

851/1448 there had been some pious opposition to dhimmīs practicing medicine, but such

sentiments had not until then had any wide-reaching consequences.218

(b) Jewish physicians at the time of Ibn Jumayʿ

According to M. Meyerhof’s count of Jewish, Christian, and Muslim physicians mentioned by

Ibn Abī Uṣaybiʿah, Christian physicians dominated in the 9/10th century, while Jews were less

frequent and Muslims the exception. The picture then changed from the eleventh century

onwards when Muslims entered the profession in much greater numbers and eventually

216. Pormann, and Savage-Smith, Medicine, 102.
217. Stillman, Jews, 276. For the Arabic, see Gottheil, Dhimmis, 396-97.
218. Stillman, Jews, 71.
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dominated the field.219 The latter trends are somewhat representative of Saladin’s court

physicians at the end of the 12th century as most of them were Muslims. In Damascus, Saladin

employed seven Muslim physicians (the convert Ibn al-Muṭrān,220 ʿAbd al-Laṭīf al-Baghdādī,221

Ibn an-Naqqāsh,222 Raḍī ad-Dīn ar-Raḥbī,223 Abū Saʿīd,224 Yaḥyā al-Bayyāsī,225 Aḥmad ibn al-

Ḥājib226), three Christian physicians (Abū Manṣūr,227 Abū an-Najm,228 Abū al-Faraj229) and one

Samaritan physician (Ibrāhīm ibn Khalaf230). The Jew ʿAfīf ibn Sukrah is said to have dedicated

a treatise to Saladin but it is unclear whether or not he was a court physician.231 In Cairo, there

were two Muslim (ash-Shaykh as-Sadīd232 and Ibn al-Quḍāʿī233) and five Jewish physicians (Ibn

Jumayʿ,234 Maimonides,235 Ibn Tamām,236 Ibn Shūʿah,237 Abū al-Bayān238).239 It is worth

219. Meyerhof, Notes, 116-117. See also Pormann, Charlatan, 213.
220. Ibn Abī Uṣaybiʿah, ʿUyūn (ed. Müller), vol. II, 175ff. See also Ibn Muṭrān, Bustān al-aṭibbāʾ wa-rawḍat al-
alibbāʾ. Facsimile Edition of the Manuscript Held at Malik Public Library.
221. Ibn Abī Uṣaybiʿah, ʿUyūn (ed. Müller), vol. II, 201ff.
222. Ibn Abī Uṣaybiʿah, ʿUyūn (ed. Müller), vol. II, 162f.
223. Ibn Abī Uṣaybiʿah, ʿUyūn (ed. Müller), vol. II, 192ff.
224. Ibn Abī Uṣaybiʿah, ʿUyūn (ed. Müller), vol. II, 122. S. Jadon mentions a certain Sulaymān ibn Mūsā
instead. However, she references a passage in which he is not mentioned. See Jadon, Comparison, 65, n.
16.
225. Ibn Abī Uṣaybiʿah, ʿUyūn (ed. Müller), vol. II, 163.
226. Ibn Abī Uṣaybiʿah, ʿUyūn (ed. Müller), vol. II, 181f.
227. Ibn Abī Uṣaybiʿah, ʿUyūn (ed. Müller), vol. II, 183.
228. Ibn Abī Uṣaybiʿah, ʿUyūn (ed. Müller), vol. II, 183.
229. Ibn Abī Uṣaybiʿah, ʿUyūn (ed. Müller), vol. II, 183.
230. He is mentioned in Ibn Abī Uṣaybiʿah, ʿUyūn (ed. Müller), vol. II, 193 (in the entry of Raḍī ad-Dīn ar-
Raḥbī).
231. Ibn Abī Uṣaybiʿah, ʿUyūn (ed. Müller), vol. II, 164 (who mentions that he dedicated his treatise on
colic to Saladin in 584/1188).
232. Ibn Abī Uṣaybiʿah, ʿUyūn (ed. Müller), vol. II, 109ff.
233. Ibn Abī Uṣaybiʿah, ʿUyūn (ed. Müller), vol. II, 117.
234. Ibn Abī Uṣaybiʿah, ʿUyūn (ed. Müller), vol. II, 112ff.
235. Ibn Abī Uṣaybiʿah, ʿUyūn (ed. Müller), vol. II, 117f. While Maimonides was a court physician, he was
not a personal court physician to Saladin. See above note 210.
236. Ibn Abī Uṣaybiʿah, ʿUyūn (ed. Müller), vol. II, 117.
237. Ibn Abī Uṣaybiʿah, ʿUyūn (ed. Müller), vol. II, 116f.
238. Ibn Abī Uṣaybiʿah, ʿUyūn (ed. Müller), vol. II, 115.
239. Cf. Jadon, Comparison, 65f. for a discussion of some of these physicians. S. Jadon either provides
infrequent references to Ibn Abī Uṣaybiʿah’s entries or too general page references (see her other
article, Jadon, Physicians of Syria, 326, n. 18).
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emphasising that there were no Christian physicians at Saladin’s court in Cairo and

apparently no Jewish physicians at Saladin’s court in Damascus.

(c) Life as a dhimmī court physician

Life as a non-Muslim court physician had not only advantages (as is implied by al-Jāḥiz’s

anecdote) but also disadvantages which no doubt prompted some conversions. The Christian

Ibn Muṭrān converted to Islam during the reign of Saladin,240 and among his incentives may

have been the benefits which he was unlikely to have enjoyed as a Christian; it is hard to

imagine that Saladin would have offered his wife’s handmaid in marriage to a Christian, even

if he were his personal physician.241

Abū al-Maʿālī ibn Hibat Allāh ibn Tamām was one of the five Jewish physicians at Saladin’s

court in Cairo. Ibn Abī Uṣaybiʿah tells us that “all of his children converted to Islam.”242

Moreover, Maimonides is often said to have pretended to convert to Islam so as to escape the

threat of certain extremists while he was on his way to Egypt.243 Ibn Jumayʿ on the other hand

never converted and whether he ever considered doing so is unknown.

One episode which may explain the appeal of conversion is the following about a

contemporary of Ibn Jumayʿ, al-Muwaffaq ibn Shūʿah (d. 579/1183)244 who was also among the

five Jewish physicians at Saladin’s court. He was seriously hurt in an encounter with a man

called al-Khūbishānī:

240. Ibn Abī Uṣaybiʿah, ʿUyūn (ed. Müller), vol. II, 176.
241. Ibn Abī Uṣaybiʿah, ʿUyūn (ed. Müller), vol. II, 176. See also Jadon, Comparison, 68.
242. Ibn Abī Uṣaybiʿah, ʿUyūn (ed. Müller), vol. II, 117.
243. Ibn Abī Uṣaybiʿah, ʿUyūn (ed. Müller), vol. II, 117: “the raʾīs Mūsā [i.e. Maimonides] converted to Islam
in the Maghreb, learned the Qurʿa ̄n by heart and occupied himself with the study of Islamic law”. See
Davidson, Maimonides, 17 and 20 for a discussion of Maimonides’ conversion to Islam. See also Stroumsa,
Maimonides, 16.
244. Ibn Abī Uṣaybiʿah wrote that he was a very entertaining character, “charming and very amusing.
He used to sing and play the lute.” Ibn Abī Uṣaybiʿah, ʿUyūn (ed. Müller), vol. II, 116-117.
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Whenever he [al-Khūbishānī] saw Dhimmīs riding [on horses], he wanted to kill them, and so
they used to avoid him. One day he saw Ibn Shūʿah while he was riding [on a horse]. He threw a
stone at him, injured his eye and tore it out.245

It should be noted, however, that outright persecutions of dhimmīs were rare in the mediaeval

Islamic world.246 Moreover, given the bad temper al-Khūbishānī exhibited in other situations,

anyone could have been harmed regardless of his or her faith.247 In general, Jews and Muslims

at the time of Ibn Jumayʿ appear to have had good relations. Goitein believed that the

deathbed declaration mentioned earlier248 might even provide an “unexpected glimpse into

interfaith relations toward the end of the High Middle Ages.”249 He suggested that the

document shows that Ibn Jumayʿ was part of a circle of intellectuals and notables which

included the prominent religious scholar Ibn Ṣawlah and the judge Ibn Sanāʿ al-Mulk, both

Muslims.250 However, the fact that a Jewish merchant owed money to notable Jewish

physicians and Muslim scholars and jurists, does not necessarily mean that the Jewish party

had close relations with the Muslim party. The Muslims and Jews to whom the Jewish

merchant owed money might not have known each other, let alone be united by common

spiritual or intellectual interests. Goitein’s conclusion regarding ‘unexpected interfaith

encounters’ is therefore highly speculative.251 Clearly, Ibn Jumayʿ lived among Jews, Muslims

245. Ibn Abī Uṣaybiʿah, ʿUyūn (ed. Müller), vol. II, 116.
246. Another instance in which a court physician is insulted by a Muslim is given by Stillman, Jews, 63.
The nāgīd Ibrāhīm b. ʿAṭāʾ, personal physician of Zirid Amīr al-Muʿizz ibn Bādīs, was publicly insulted
while bearing a message from his royal master to the great Mālikī scholar Abū ʿImrān al-Fāsī, who was
very furious because the Jewish court physician was not wearing a Jewish badge. The zealous faqīh
(jurist) then stained the Jew’s turban on the spot. When the humiliated physician sought regress from
his patron, he was rebuffed. 
247. Ibn Abī Uṣaybiʿah mentions that al-Khūbishānī was in conflict with other people as well. Ibn Abī
Uṣaybiʿah, ʿUyūn (ed. Müller), vol. II, 116.
248. See above p. 41.
249. Goitein, Mediterranean Society, vol. V, 448.
250. Goitein, Mediterranean Society, vol. V, 447: “All in all we find here two most prominent Jews and two
illustrious Muslims belonging to a circle of close acquaintances who certainly were united by common
spiritual interests. Abu al-Faraj was admitted to this group, as elsewhere in the Geniza we meet
merchants seeking the company of intellectuals.”
251. Goitein, Mediterranean Society, vol. V, 448. See also Nicolae, Jewish Physicians, 10.
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and Christians, but there is no evidence to show that he was part of a “spiritual brotherhood

which transcended the barriers of religion, language, and countries” as Goitein put it.252

(d) Ibn Jumayʿ’s relations with Muslims and Christians

We know that many prominent Muslim physicians had Jewish students. Among them is not

only the Muslim Ibn Riḍwān (whose star pupil was the Jew Ifrāʾīm ibn al-Ḥasan who himself

had a Jewish student),253 but also Ibn Jumayʿs teacher Ibn al-ʿAyn Zarbī. For Ibn Jumayʿ,

religion did not matter when he decided to follow the Muslim Ibn al-ʿAyn Zarbī for a period of

his life. The question was not so much who was Jewish but who could offer him the best

possible education.

Ibn Jumayʿ’s attitude toward Christian physicians, however, was negative if we consider the

implications of his treatise to Saladin in which he expressed the notion that Christians were

intellectually lazy and hence opposed to medical progress (despite the fact that they

dominated mediaeval Islamic254 medicine in the 8-10th century). Recounting the history of

medicine and how it declined during the centuries after Galen, Ibn Jumayʿ wrote:

After him [Galen], the community of the Christians emerged from and prevailed over the
Greeks. The Christians considered it a fault to study intellectual matters, and their kings did
not care about the art of medicine and failed to take care of its students. Students therefore
ceased to commit themselves to the toilsome study of medicine and found reading
Hippocrates’ and Galen’s works too tedious. [The art of medicine] thus fell into decline and its
state deteriorated.255

252. Goitein, Mediterranean Society, vol. II, 241. See also Pormann, and Savage-Smith, Medicine, 113 and
Rosenthal, Physician, 477 on the topic.
253. Pormann, and Savage-Smith, Medicine, 101. See also Steinschneider, Literatur, 175.
254. For the use of the term ‘Islamic’ medicine, see above p. 8.
255. Ibn Jumayʿ, Treatise, §75. Translation slightly altered.
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That medicine did not fall into complete oblivion was, according to Ibn Jumayʿ, due to Muslim

rulers. He fails to mention, however, that the achievements of the translation movement and

many of the early Arabic medical monographs were mainly due to Christian physicians:

[Medical] teaching stood on shaky ground until al-Maʾmūn ʿAbd Allāh ibn Hārūn ar-Rashīd
became Caliph who revived and spread it and favoured excellent physicians. But for him,
medicine and other disciplines of the Ancients should have been effaced and obliterated just as
medicine is obliterated now from the lands of the Greeks, which had been most distinguished
in this field.256

It is very striking that the Christian physician Ḥunayn Ibn Isḥāq, who was mainly responsible

for the positive change Ibn Jumayʿ is alluding to here, is not mentioned in this context. He is

only mentioned several passages later, but in a rather negative context:

[The decline of medicine] went so far that any of these would-be physicians of this art, after
reading a small compendium such as ar-Rāzī’s al-Manṣūrī or one of the introductions such as
Ḥunayn’s al-Masāʾil, thought he knew medicine and embarked upon the treatment of the
sick.257

Such silence regarding the positive achievements of Christians, while stressing that they were

responsible for the decline of medicine after Galen, indicates that Ibn Jumayʿ was not a

supporter of Christian physicians. This may also be a reason why there were no Christian

physicians at the court of Saladin in Cairo. Speculations aside, certain is that Ibn Jumayʿ did

not give much credit to Christian physicians in front of his Muslim patron Saladin.

Ibn Jumayʿ had three students we know of,258 all of whom were Jewish, except Samuel ibn

Abbā ibn Yehūdah, who converted to Islam in 558/1163. While it might be due to chance that

256. Ibn Jumayʿ, Treatise, §78.
257. Ibn Jumayʿ, Treatise, §84.
258. Ibn Abī Uṣaybiʿah mentions only Ibn Abī al-Bayān as Ibn Jumayʿ’s student. Steinschneider, Literatur,
178 also mentions the Karaites David ibn Salomo (born 1161) and Samuel Ibn ʿAbbas (Steinschneider,
Literatur, 186) whose death date is unclear (see Steinschneider, Literatur, 192, note 13).
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all of his students came from a Jewish background, this could also be due to Ibn Jumayʿ’s

preference for Jewish students or to the reluctance of Muslims to study under a Jew.

E. Savage-Smith suggested that Ibn Baklarish’s K. al-Mustaʿīnī was used by Maimonides because

he might have been part of a certain community of Jewish physicians who favoured Ibn

Baklarish’s treatise over other treatises. She ponders the possibility whether or not the fact

that Ibn Baklarish was a Jewish scholar might have had any bearing on the dissemination of

this treatise among Jewish circles. As Savage-Smith stressed, her speculations are based on a

very small sample and only further research can decide whether Maimonides’ preference for

Ibn Baklarish was due to mere chance or whether there is more to the theory that there was a

circle of Jewish scholars who preferred certain medical treatises written by Jews.259 At first

sight, Ibn Jumayʿ’s circle of Jewish students may support Savage-Smith’s theory.

Yet, Ibn Jumayʿ’s star student Ibn Abī al-Bayān had Muslim students, such as Ibn Abī

Uṣaybiʿah, and Ibn Jumayʿ’s own teacher was a Muslim. Jewish physicians such as Maimonides

and Ibn Jumayʿ may have sometimes favoured the teaching of their co-religionists and

occasionally tried to restrict their teaching to their Jewish successors, but religious

preferences might only be one reason. Other reasons include chance, personal relations, or

certain social conventions (Muslim students may have preferred not to be taught by a Jew). It

is evident that Muslim authoritative sources were not ignored by Jewish scholars; after all, Ibn

Sīnā did not only markedly influence Maimonides’ philosophical thoughts260 but also Ibn

Jumayʿ’s medical writings. Religion only featured in certain situations such as Ibn Jumayʿ’s

denigration of Christian contributions to science or the social disadvantages of non-Muslim

physicians which prompted some conversions.

259. Savage-Smith, Ibn Baklarish, 129.
260. See Stroumsa, Maimonides, 154ff.
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(e) Anti-Jewish satire? Inter-faith obituaries?

As we have seen, Ibn Abī Uṣaybiʿah recorded poems which were critical of Ibn Jumayʿ and Ibn

al-Najm al-Miṣrī’s poem of ‘Ibn Jumayʿ the Jew’ can easily be interpreted as a religious

insult.261 However, while we cannot exclude that Ibn al-Najm was anti-Jewish, it appears that

he merely used the fact that Ibn Jumayʿ was Jewish to yield a better pun. Ibn Jumayʿ’s co-

religionists al-Muwaffaq ibn Shūʿah262 also wrote an insulting poem about our court physician

which shows that the Muslim Ibn al-Najm was not the only one to have done so:

Oh you, who boast about medicine and geometry,
The falsehood [of your claims], Ibn Jumayʿ, are more than obvious!

Even if you possess knowledge about medicine, your words are
not as useless as the medicine for the ailment assailing you.

What is needed for it (the ailment) is a doctor who is able to cure and
with a scalpel with a honed blade, two spans in length ... 263

Yet, Ibn Jumayʿ was not only subject to mockery. In his entry on Ibn Jumayʿ, Ibn Abī Uṣaybiʿah

presented an elegy which was written by a Muslim on the occasion of Ibn Jumayʿ’s death:

I copied a qaṣīdah from the handwriting of Yūsuf ibn Hibat Allāh ibn Muslim which he himself
had written. In it, he laments the death of the eminent master (shaykh al-muwaffaq) Ibn Jumayʿ.
It reads as follows:

O Eyes shed now what tears you hold,
And when they’re done, shed blood!

It’s right to cry for a master lost and for
blessings of nobility and dignity he takes with him.

He was the best of men in learning and in mastery
The best at explaining ambiguity.

261. See above p. 37.
262. See above p. 60.
263. The poem continues with further insulting remarks which are not very clear. Ibn Abī Uṣaybiʿah,
ʿUyūn (ed. Müller), 116-117.
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The most rightly guided in situations vague;
He saw what could not be seen and knew it better than all the rest.

His heart, his hand, his home most welcoming,
His face was like a morning when he smiled.

He was the most helpful of all those I sought in calamity,
the most helpful of all those I hoped could ease my pain.

If sacrificing a dove could bring him back, I’d
sacrifice a soul that lusts for approaching death.

... 264

Throughout the rest of the elegy (which reveals virtually nothing about the person Ibn Jumayʿ

or his religion), the speaker continued to lament the loss of the great physician. A couple of

years later, Ibn Sanāʿ al-Mulk sang the following praises of Maimonides and demonstrated

how common it was for Muslim poets to praise Jewish court physicians: 

I consider Galen’s medicine for the body only,
While Abū ʿImrān’s [that is Maimonides’]
is for the body and soul.

Were he to treat time with his wisdom,
He would surely cure it of the disease of ignorance.265

All of these poems suggest that religious sentiments did not matter when Jewish or Muslim

poets were praising or ridiculing the physician Ibn Jumayʿ.

264. Ibn Abī Uṣaybiʿah, ʿUyūn (ed. Müller), vol. II, 114. I am grateful to Adam Talib who assisted me in
translating and interpreting some of the more obscure passages of this obituary.
265. Ibn Abī Uṣaybiʿah, ʿUyūn (ed. Müller), vol. II, 117. Translation by Stillman, Jews, 72. 
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(f) Wine: The influence of religion on medical writings

Ibn al-ʿAdīm (d. 660/1262)266 tells us in his history of Aleppo that one of Saladin’s physicians in

Damascus, ʿAfīf ibn Sukrah (d. after 584/1188),267 recommended the use of wine to Saladin:

Then Saladin became ill with colic and his illness became severe. So his Jewish physician Ibn
Sukkarah visited him and said to him in secret: “Master, your cure lies in wine (khamr), and if
you see fit to permit me I will bring it to you in my sleeve so that neither al-Lala nor
Shadibakht [a freed Indian slave] nor any of God’s creatures knows of it.” He said: “Oh
physician, I had thought you intelligent, but our Prophet, may God grant him blessings and
peace, says that God has not placed a cure for my nation in that which He has forbidden to it
[i.e. the nation]. Now what is to guarantee that I will not die after drinking it and so meet God
with wine in my belly. I swear by God that even if one of the angels told me that your cure lies
in wine I would not use it.” This was related to me by my father, from Ibn Sukkarah the
physician.268

One of the literary intentions of this story is to provide an entertaining aetiology for the name

Ibn Sukrah (literally ‘the son of the one who causes drunkenness’).269 The story is probably

based on the fact that Ibn Sukrah wrote a “treatise on colic which he composed for al-Malik

an-Nāṣir Ṣalāḥ ad-Dīn Yūsuf the Ayyubid. This was in the year 584.”270 As the treatise is not

extant, we cannot confirm if the anecdotal evidence is supported by the regimen Ibn Sukrah

suggested to Saladin. In his entry on Ibn Sukrah, Ibn Abī Uṣaybiʿah did not mention anything

about the incident reported by Ibn al-ʿAdīm, which suggests that it is literary fancy which

stresses the piety of Saladin.

266. Lewis, Ibn al- ʿAdīm.
267. Ibn Abī Uṣaybiʿah, ʿUyūn (ed. Müller), vol. II, 164 (who mentions that he dedicated his treatise on
colic to Saladin in 584/1188). Steinschneider, Literatur, 194. Ashtor-Strauss, Saladin and the Jews, 311-312.
268. Freytag, Chrestomathia, 97. Steinschneider, Literatur, 194 (Steinschneider references page 17 in
Freytag’s chrestomathy but it ought to have been page 97).
269. The name is usually transliterated without shaddah on the kāf, 1 but the edition by Freytag suggests
Ibn Sukkarah, literally ‘the son of the one who causes drunkenness’. See Steinschneider, Literatur, 194.
Ashtor-Strauss, Saladin and the Jews, 311.
270. Ibn Abī Uṣaybiʿah, ʿUyūn (ed. Müller), vol. II, 164.
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The story presents us with the stereotypical notion that a Jewish physician, who was not

forbidden to drink wine, could happily recommend wine to his patients.271 This notion

suggests that Jewish physicians had certain liberties which their Muslim colleagues might not

have had and that the scientific and medical practice of Jews was less restricted by religious

strictures. Is there any evidence to support such a notion?

Ibn Jumayʿ wrote freely about alcoholic drinks, yet we do not know what Ibn Jumayʿ would

have suggested in a consultation with a Muslim. He mentioned alcoholic beverages in his

treatise to Saladin, but merely to illustrate his argument:

For instance, if somebody does not know what Hippocrates said about treating pains of the eye,
namely that alcoholic beverages (shurb ash-sharāb aṣ-ṣirf),272 a bath, a bandage, bleeding and
laxatives will ease the pain, how can he perform the proper treatment if necessary?273

With his letter, Ibn Jumayʿ did not tell Saladin what to eat and drink, but he tried to convince

him that medicine is an important science and that physicians such as himself are needed to

reform the health service. Yet, the passage shows that it was perfectly normal for both a

Jewish physician and his Muslim audience to consider the example of Hippocrates who did

use alcoholic beverages for treating the pains of the eye. This did not necessarily mean that

this ought to be done (should Saladin ever have felt eye pain). The passage was intended to

illustrate that only well-informed physicians could make responsible decisions, which might

on occasion include the medicinal use of alcohol. Whether or not therapies involve the use of

drugs considered to be forbidden (ḥarām) by orthodox Muslims, was not an issue which Ibn

Jumayʿ felt necessary to discuss.

271. The Qurʾān bans the use of wine in certain passages, most importantly Sura 5:90-91.
272. For the use of sharāb as a euphemism for wine, see Chipman, World of Pharmacy, 24.
273. Ibn Jumayʿ, Treatise, §51.

- 68 -



This does not demonstrate, however, that Jews like Ibn Jumayʿ wrote more freely about the

subject than his Muslim predecessors. For instance, both ar-Rāzī (d. c. 312/925) and Ibn Sīnā

(d. 428/1037) stated that getting drunk once in a while is not too dangerous.274 The dangers of

wine were openly discussed among physicians, but it was generally agreed that it was

beneficial.275 Religious caveats were not expressed.

Ibn Jumayʿ’s contemporary Maimonides was slightly different in this respect because he did

mention religious problems surrounding the use of wine. While Maimonides might have been

silent about the issue if he had simply mentioned wine in a theoretical context (as Ibn Jumayʿ

did), he either appears to have had a bad conscience when suggesting the medicinal use of

wine to a Muslim, or he wanted to present himself as erudite and sensible when considering

the religious illicitness of wine. In his letter On Asthma, addressed to an unnamed noble-man,

he wrote:

… concerning beverages: … most of this regimen does not apply to Muslims, since wine is
prohibited to them and the different kinds of date wine (nabīdh) are prohibited (ḥarām) to most
of them. God has already safeguarded you against it, so there is no need to warn you about it.276

A similar passage is found in Maimonides’ letter On the Regimen of Health to al-Afḍal (d.

621/1225):

Let not our master [al-Afḍal] censure his minor servant [Maimonides] for what he has
mentioned in this his treatise about the use of wine and song, both of which the Law abhors,
because this Servant has not commanded that this ought to be done, but mentioned what his
Art determines.277

274. Ar-Rāzī’s statements regarding wine (khamr) and intoxication are quoted by Ibn al-Bayṭār (Ibn al-
Bayṭār, al-Jāmiʿ, vol. II, 72). In his poem on medicine, Ibn Sīnā states regarding date wine (nabīdh): “Be
careful not to get drunk for a long time, and in case you do, [do it only] once a month. It is very useful
only in very small amounts, and very harmful in large amounts.” For the French trans. see Jahier, and
Noureddine, Poème, 23.
275. See Waines, Controversy.
276. Maimonides, Asthma, 32f. Translation slightly altered.
277. Maimonides et al., Causes, 151.
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Elsewhere in his letter On Asthma, Maimonides suggested an alternative to wine:

Since the consumption of both large and small quantities of wine are forbidden in Islam, the
physicians have taken pains to find a beverage that can replace it to a certain degree. This
beverage is that consisting of honey seasoned with spices, for it can substitute for most of the
excellent qualities of wine, except for the gladdening of the soul ... . 

I will give my master the recipe for such a drink which was composed by the elders whom I
observed ... And I will add thereto those spices which fit your temperament and disease. Take
chickpeas ...278

As Maimonides mentioned himself, such alternative recipes for wine are not novel. An earlier

example had been recorded by al-Kaskarī.279 Despite all of these religious caveats, Maimonides

was nonetheless in favour of prescribing wine due to its positive medicinal qualities.

Maimonides was therefore not very different from his other Jewish, Muslim or Christian

colleagues when he wrote that “the benefits of wine are very many when it is taken properly,

for then it is a great factor in the preservation of health, and [in the cure] of many diseases.”280

In sum, Jewish and Muslim physicians all recommended wine for its medicinal properties and

did not restrict their thoughts because of religious laws. In fact, it was the Jewish physician

Maimonides who felt obliged to mention religious caveats when writing about wine. Thus, the

stereotype alluded to in the anecdote about Ibn Sukrah at the beginning of this section,

namely that Jewish physicians took liberties which Muslim physicians did not, is not

supported by what we find in Maimonides’, Ibn Sīnā’s and ar-Rāzī’s writings. 

Just as wine is considered to be ḥarām by most Islamic authorities, there is a range of

medicinal substances which were not considered to be kosher in Judaism. Ibn Jumayʿ,

however, paid as little attention to religious restrictions of his own faith as to that of others.

278. Maimonides, Asthma, 32f.
279. Pormann, Hospitals, 348ff.
280. Maimonides et al., Regimen, 29 (translation slightly altered).
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Just as the Qurʾān bans the use of wine, Leviticus 11:10-11 forbids the consumption of shellfish.

This law did not deter Ibn Jumayʿ from including a recipe for cataplasm of crabs in his Irshād281

and it is very likely that other illicit substances are found in Ibn Jumayʿ’s writings because

religious strictures did not appear to have had an impact on his writings. It needs to be

pointed out, however, that even if Ibn Jumayʿ was more religious than it appears, the Jewish

law (halakha) could be easily suspended when it came to healing someone.

(g) Human dissection: Was Ibn Jumayʿ an advocate because he was Jewish?

Ibn Jumayʿ had extremely positive attitudes toward human dissection. Whether or not he

actually practised it, will be the subject of chapter three.282 Here, the question to be addressed

will be whether his positive attitudes were influenced by his Jewish creeds.

Bodily resurrection is a rather explicit belief propagated in the Qurʾān.283 Ibn Jumayʿ’s

contemporary, Maimonides, is well-known for his ideas concerning the afterlife, and unlike

orthodox Muslims, he claimed that the dead body will simply decay after the soul separated

from it.284 This was quite controversial as it meant that the body will not be used for any

activities in paradise, such as eating, drinking, sitting, walking, or sexual intercourse. 

Did Ibn Jumayʿ perhaps share Maimonides’ controversial ideas? Even though there is little

evidence for Goitein’s spiritual brotherhood to which both Maimonides and Ibn Jumayʿ

allegedly belonged, both physicians lived in Cairo and worked at the court. It is therefore

possible that Ibn Jumayʿ was exposed to the ideas of his co-religionist Maimonides concerning

the afterlife. Whether he shared them is uncertain, but if he did, then the dead body had no

metaphysical or religious importance for Ibn Jumayʿ. This might explain why he could write

281. Chipman, World of Pharmacy, 23.
282. See below, p. 134.
283. See Borrmans, Resurrection.
284. Stroumsa, Maimonides, 165ff.
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so freely about his appeal to dissect human beings. In her article on attitudes toward human

dissection in mediaeval Islam, E. Savage-Smith argued that attitudes were generally positive

and that there were no laws which banned it. However, two reasons might have deterred

physicians from dissecting humans: (1) the general human reluctance to cut open human

cadavers and the smell of decaying flesh which could easily develop in hotter climates and (2)

the religious belief that the body or parts of it were needed for the afterlife.285 If the second

reason was not important for Ibn Jumayʿ, one could explain why it was easier for him as a

Jewish physician (perhaps influenced by his Jewish colleague Maimonides) to advocate human

dissection.

However, there are several problems with such speculations. Maimonides’ deviant ideas

concerning the afterlife are not necessarily Jewish. As S. Stroumsa has demonstrated,

important passages in Maimonides’ writings on the afterlife are taken from the work of Ibn

Sīnā, who was not Jewish at all.286 Maimonides’ ideas were therefore not influenced by Jewish

scriptures or thinkers, but rather by the philosopher Ibn Sīnā. In fact, Maimonides had a

controversy with several Jews regarding his beliefs about the afterlife, and his stance was not

exclusively Jewish.287 Anyone, whether Muslim, Jew, or Christian, could have been influenced

by Ibn Sīnā’s philosophical notions regarding the body and its afterlife.

Even though Ibn Jumayʿ presented a rather forceful appeal for human dissection, he was by no

means an isolated case, for several Muslim physicians exhibited similar attitudes.288 That he

was willing to present his ideas to his Muslim patron Saladin, suggests that other, possibly

285. Savage-Smith, Attitudes, 108-109.
286. Stroumsa, Maimonides, 160-161.
287. Stroumsa, Maimonides, 165ff.
288. For several other examples see Savage-Smith, Attitudes.
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more orthodox, Muslims were not appalled by such forceful appeals in favour of human

dissection. 

Ibn Jumayʿ’s medical writings are thoroughly secular, and his religious ideas appear to have

been completely disconnected from his medical world which was mainly influenced by

Galenic ideals. Galen dissected animals and was very much in favour of human dissection. Ibn

Jumayʿ’s attitudes are therefore best explained if we take into account how much he tried to

emulate his role-model Galen.

To conclude, there is no evidence that religion had much impact on the medical writings of

Ibn Jumayʿ. If it were not for the fact that Ibn Abī Uṣaybiʿah recorded a poem about Ibn Jumayʿ

the Jew and his obviously Jewish name (i.e. al-Isrāʾīlī), we would not be able to tell which

creed he adhered to. His treatises could have been written by a Muslim or a Christian

physician as well. His attitude toward religion in the context of medicine is perhaps best

summarised by his use of a proverb which was frequently found in religious treatises

concerned with the medical advice of the prophet Muḥammad. In his treatise to Saladin, Ibn

Jumayʿ wrote:

Deeds of corporal obedience and worship can only be performed when one is healthy. It
follows that the guidance of the Sacred Law (sharīʿah al-hādiyyah) does not only unite the art of
medicine and the religious sciences, but also gives precedence to the art of medicine:
“Knowledge is twofold, knowledge of the body and knowledge of religion.”289 This explains the
eminence of medicine sufficiently.290

289. Addressing a Muslim audience, Ibn Jumayʿ may have deliberately chosen this quotation which
Muslim writers on medicine either attribute to the Prophet Muḥammad (d. 632), or to ash-Shāfiʿī (d.
819), the founder of the Shāfiʿī school of law, one of the four prominent Muslim law schools. See
Savage-Smith, Attitudes, 70ff.
290. Ibn Jumayʿ, Treatise, §10. Translation is that of the present author.
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Unlike authors of religious medical treatises, Ibn Jumayʿ left little doubt that medicine had to

be considered more important than religion.

Goitein’s romantic depiction of the Mediterranean intellectual community in which he gives

Ibn Jumayʿ a very prominent place, needs to be replaced with a more sober version of the

situation. Ibn Jumayʿ was a secular physician and a devoted disciple of Galen. Moreover, he

was heir to a tradition which was neither Jewish, Islamic or Christian but was rather the

outcome of the learning and experience of earlier Jewish, Christian and Muslim physicians

who were active in lands under Muslim rule.

4. Ibn Jumayʿ’s library

Books were indispensable tools for the mediaeval scholar.291 Physicians were not an exception,

and the size of a physician’s library can be an indication of his erudition, prominence and

importance. If a physician had access to many books, he had access to the knowledge and

experience of his predecessors. The more he knew through reading books, the more his

contemporaries respected him and possibly relied on him.

The contents of a library also reflect the material available at a given time and place. For Ibn

Jumayʿ’s day, we have several sources providing information regarding the size of physicians’

libraries. The Cairo Genizah preserves an auction protocol of approximately twenty books

which belonged to a certain Jewish physician by the name of Abū Saʿd as-Sadīd.292 Ibn Abī

Uṣaybiʿah informs us that the Jewish physician Ifrāʾīm ibn az-Zafān, a contemporary of Ibn

Jumayʿ, had a book collection comprising 10,000 volumes which was bought by Saladin’s son,

al-Afḍal (r. 582/1186-592/1196).293 Moreover, Ibn al-Muṭrān is said to have had more than

291. See Qāḍī, Books, 38.
292. Nicolae, Jewish Physicians, 25-26.
293. Ibn Abī Uṣaybiʿah, ʿUyūn (ed. Müller), vol. II, 105-106.
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10,000 volumes in his collection.294 The figure 10,000 is not to be taken literally but only as an

indicator that the book collections were comparatively large.295 This is corroborated by the

relatively small number of books sold at the auction which shows that books were an

expensive commodity.296 Ibn Jumayʿ must have had more than twenty books at his disposal,

but it is difficult to imagine that the number of medical books available to him exceeded one

or two hundred items. While Ibn Jumayʿ displays an impressive array of sources in his Canon

commentary, he cites slightly less than 80 authors and employed probably not more than 60

different treatises.

Determining the size of a library by looking at the authors a given physician has cited, is

fraught with difficulties. First of all, it is not clear whether or not a citation is taken from a

book in the possession of the physician. Ibn Jumayʿ may have never had a personal library.

Saladin’s famous secretary and counsellor al-Qāḍī al-Fāḍīl founded the Fāḍīliyyah Madrasa in

Cairo which was allegedly endowed with a library containing more than 100,000 books.297 We

do not know if there were any medical books in this library, which was founded for Islamic

law schools, but the existence of such large libraries in Cairo indicates that the books Ibn

Jumayʿ referenced may not necessarily have been in his personal collection, but rather part of

a larger library to which he had access.

Furthermore, we cannot be sure that Ibn Jumayʿ had direct access to a treatise just because he

cited it. For example, Ibn Jumayʿ quoted the Greek physician Ahron (fl. c. 6th century AD) in

his comments on Book Three of the Canon.298 Shortly thereafter, he commented in another

context that a certain issue is well-known among physicians, and referenced ar-Rāzī’s al-Ḥāwī

294. Ibn Abī Uṣaybiʿah, ʿUyūn (ed. Müller), vol. II, 178-179. Jadon, Physicians of Syria, 332.
295. For Amīn ad-Dawlah ibn Ghazāl’s library of 20,000 books, see Ibn Abī Uṣaybiʿah, ʿUyūn (ed. Müller),
vol. II, 237-238. Quoted in Jadon, Physicians of Syria, 325.
296. On the value of books, see Qāḍī, Books (especially p. 47).
297. Makdisi, The Rise of Humanism, 59.
298. CC III, 98. For Ahron see Sezgin, Geschichte, vol. III, 166.
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in support of his statement. He stressed, however, that this reference was attributed to

Ahron.299 We therefore need to question if Ibn Jumayʿ had quoted directly from Ahron in the

first instance or if he had found the statement by Ahron in ar-Rāzī’s Ḥāwī and simply copied it

from there (without indicating that he quoted Ahron via the Ḥāwī). Even though Ibn Jumayʿ

appears to be comparatively meticulous when citing his sources, his methods are far from

consistent and it may be the case that some of Ibn Jumayʿ’s quotations were not directly taken

from their source, but from another treatise (such as al-Ḥāwī) in which they were quoted.

If we have several quotations from one and the same treatise, it is reasonable to assume that

Ibn Jumayʿ indeed had access to the treatise. Yet, we still would not know how complete his

copy of a certain treatise would have been. Perhaps he had access only to a collection of

excerpts. Ibn Jumayʿ quotes the Ḥāwī in several instances but we cannot be certain how

complete his Ḥāwī was, as it is very likely that only parts of the Ḥāwī circulated due to its

enormous size. The same might apply to Galen’s treatises available to Ibn Jumayʿ. Maimonides’

characteristic disposition to compose collections of excerpts taken from the works of Galen

shows that ‘incomplete’ collections of verbatim quotes were quite popular.300 Even though Ibn

Jumayʿ was strictly against such excerpted collections, especially in the case of Galen,301 he

might have had to resort to such collections when nothing else was available to him.

With all of these precautions in mind it is nonetheless possible to get a general idea of Ibn

Jumayʿ’s library (or the books available to him) by surveying the sources he has used.

299. CC III, 103.
300. See below, p. 225ff. for a discussion of Maimonides’ treatises.
301. Ibn Jumayʿ, Treatise, §83-84.
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(a) Galen, Dioscorides, Hippocrates and other Greek writers

We know from his treatise to Saladin that Ibn Jumayʿ argued for the return to the teachings of

the ancients, in particular those of Galen and Hippocrates.302 It is therefore not surprising to

find Galen (d. c. 216 AD) the most quoted authority in the commentary with approximately

160 references.303 In about 60 instances, Ibn Jumayʿ simply referred to what ‘Galen said’, but

the majority of references provide precise details regarding the title of the treatise cited and

the number of the chapter quoted (e.g., ‘in the first [chapter] of his book on Anatomical

Procedures’).304 The following 25 treatises by Galen are cited:305 

• R. ilā Ighlūqun (Therapeutics to Glaucon [Ad Glauconem de Methodo Medendi])306

• K. fī al-quwwah aṭ-ṭabīʿiyyah (On the Natural Faculties [De Naturalibus Facultatibus])307

• K. ʿamal at-tashrīḥ (also K. ʿIlāj at-tashrīḥ) (On Anatomical Procedures [De Anatomicis 
Administrationibus])308

• K. manāfiʿ al-aʿḍāʾ (On the Usefulness of the Parts of the Body [De Usu Partium])309

• K. fī aṣnāf al-amrāḍ (first part of the K. al-ʿIlal wa-al-aʿrāḍ)  (Differences of Diseases [De Morborum
Differentiis])310

• K. al-ʿilal wa-al-aʿrāḍ (this book comprises Differences of Diseases, Causes of Diseases, Differences 
of Symptoms, Causes of Symptoms [De Morborum Differentiis, De Causis Morborum, De 
Symptomatum Differentiis, De Symptomatum Causis])311

• Tafsīr k. al-akhlāṭ (On Hippocrates’ ‘Humours’ [In Hippocratis de Humoribus])312

302. Ibn Jumayʿ, Treatise, §84f. and §152.
303. CC I, 8, 22, 47, 57, 59, 63, 66, 69, 71, 74, 75, 77, 78, 83, 86, 88, 91, 92, 103-7, 109, 112, 123-5, 128, 165,
169, 173, 179-182, 185-192, 200, 202, 203, 230, 232, 235, 236, 241, 250, 255, 259, 269, 272, 274. CC II, 8,
11-13, 17, 24, 29, 30, 32, 36, 38, 42, 43, 46, 48, 51-53, 56, 62, 70, 75, 82, 89, 92, 96, 101, 104, 105, 122, 123,
127, 128, 141, 142, 154, 156, 157, 160-2, 164, 166, 171, 173, 178, 187, 188, 199, 203, 210, 211. CC III, 3, 20, 34,
39, 60, 68, 69, 132, 138, 162, 171, 174, 182, 187, 200, 201, 205, 206, 210, 222, 232, 242, 246, 269, 280, 282, 313,
335, 337, 339, 378, 379. CC IV, 15, 18, 44, 48, 56, 58, 59, 64, 65, 70, 76, 103. CC V, 13, 16, 17, 18, 21, 25, 31.
304. CC I, 57.
305. For the translation of the Latin titles, I generally followed Hankinson, Appendix.
306. CC I, 22, 124, 259. CC IV, 18. See also Sezgin, Geschichte, vol. III, 82f. Ullmann, Medizin, 45f.
307. CC I, 47. Sezgin, Geschichte, vol. III, 88f. Ullmann, Medizin, 40.
308. CC I, 57; CC III, 282. Sezgin, Geschichte, vol. III, 98. Ullmann, Medizin, 54.
309. CC I, 86; CC III, 337, 339. CC IV, 48. Sezgin, Geschichte, vol. III, 106ff. Ullmann, Medizin, 41.
310. CC I, 103, 106, 112. Sezgin, Geschichte, vol. III, 89. Ullmann, Medizin, 42.
311. CC I, 105. Sezgin, Geschichte, vol. III, 89. Ullmann, Medizin, 42.
312. CC I, 123, 125?, 169. Sezgin, Geschichte, vol. III, 35, 123. Ullmann, Medizin, 62.
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• Tafsīr k. al-ahwiyah wa-al-miyāh wa-al-amṣār (also Tafsīr k. fī al-Ahwiyah wa-al-miyāh wa-al-
buldān) (On Hippocrates’ Airs, Water and Places [not extant in Greek])313 

• Tafsīr k. abīdīmiyā (On Hippocrates’ ‘Epidemics’ [In Hippocratis Epidemiarum Libri])314

• Tafsīr k. al-amrāḍ al-ḥāddah li-Buqrāṭ (On Hippocrates’ ‘Regimen in Acute Diseases’ [In Hippocratis 
de Acutorum Morborum Victu])315

• K. an-nabḍ (K. fī an-nabḍ al-kabīr316 and K. fī an-nabḍ aṣ-ṣaghīr317) (On the Pulse for Beginners, 
Differences of Pulses [De Differentiis Pulsuum, De Pulsibus ad Tirones])318

• aṣ-Ṣināʿah aṣ-ṣaghīrah (Art of Medicine [Ars Medica])319

• Tadbīr aṣ-ṣiḥḥah (= Tadbīr al-aṣiḥḥāʾ in Sezgin) (On the Preservation of Health [De Sanitate 
Tuenda])320

• K. ḥīlat al-burʾ (On the Therapeutic Method [De Methodo Medendi])321

• K. al-buḥrān (On Crises [De Crisibus])322

• K. fī quwwā al-adwiyah al-mufradah (On the Powers of Simple Drugs [De Simplicium 
Medicamentorum Facultatibus])323

• K. aghdhiyah (= K. fī quwwah al-aghdhiyah) (On the Properties of Foodstuffs [De Alimentis 
Facultatibus])324

• K. jūdat al-kīmūs wa-radātihi (= K. fī al-kīmūs) (On Foods Productive of Good and Bad Humours [De 
Bonis et Malis Alimentorum Sucis])325

• K. al-adwiyah al-muqābilah li-al-adwāʾ (On Antidotes [De Antidotis])326

• K. al-mayāmir (On the Composition of Drugs according to Places [De Compositione Medicamentorum 
secundum Locos])327

313. CC I, 128, CC II, 70. see Sezgin, Geschichte, vol. III, 37, 123f. Ullmann, Medizin, 61.
314. CC I, 165, 200, 202; CC III, 335. Sezgin, Geschichte, vol. III, 34f., 123. Ullmann, Medizin, 61.
315. CC I, 250. Sezgin, Geschichte, vol. III, 33f., 123. Ullmann, Medizin, 51.
316. Sezgin, Geschichte, vol. III, 91. Ullmann, Medizin, 43, 90.
317. Sezgin, Geschichte, vol. III, 81. Ullmann, Medizin, 44. It is unlikely that Ibn Jumayʿ meant the smaller
book on the pulse as becomes clear through his reference to at least 8 maqālāt - a subdivision not found
in the smaller book.
318. CC I, 179, 181. In CC I, 182, 187 and 189 no specific source is mentioned but that the context
suggests that K. an-nabḍ is quoted.
319. CC I, 203. Sezgin, Geschichte, vol. III, 80. Ullmann, Medizin, 45.
320. CC I, 232, 235, 236, 255. Sezgin, Geschichte, vol. III, 122. Ullmann, Medizin, 46.
321. CC I, 272, 20. CC IV, 15, 64, 65. Sezgin, Geschichte, vol. III, 96. Ullmann, Medizin, 45.
322. CC I, 274. CC VI, 56,  Sezgin, Geschichte, vol. III, 95. Ullmann, Medizin, 43.
323. CC II, 12, 24?, 30?, 36?, 46?, 48?, 51?, 52?, 82, 96, 101?, 104?, 122?, 128, 142?, 156?, 162, 166?; CC III, 34,
69?, 379; CC IV, 70, 103; CC V, 21 (? = refers to passages in which Ibn Jumayʿ simply refers to ‘fī kitābihi’
but the context suggests that this must refer to K. fī quwwā al-adwiyah al-mufradah). Sezgin, Geschichte,
vol. III, 109ff. Ullmann, Medizin, 47f.
324. CC II, 48, 52. Sezgin, Geschichte, vol. III, 117. Ullmann, Medizin, 47.
325. CC II, 62, 178. Sezgin, Geschichte, vol. III, 118. Ullmann, Medizin, 47.
326. CC II, 154, 160. Sezgin, Geschichte, vol. III, 121. Ullmann, Medizin, 49.
327. CC III, 39, 197, 201, 378. CC IV, 13, 16, 17. Sezgin, Geschichte, vol. III, 119. Ullmann, Medizin, 48.
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• K. fī al-mawādiʿ al-ālimah (On the Composition of Drugs according to Places [De Locis Affectis])328

• K. sharh ̣ al-fus ̣ūl (On Hippocrates’ ‘Aphorisms’ [In Hippocratis Aphorismi])329

• K. as ̣-ṣawt (On the voice [De voce])330

• (pseudo Galen) R. Jālīnūs ilā Qaynubs al-malik fī at-tiryāq331

• (pseudo Galen) R. Jālīnūs ilā malikat ar-rūm fī tadbīr badanihi332

Hippocrates (d. c. 370 BC) is mentioned far less frequently than Galen, with approximately 20

references.333 Ibn Jumayʿ appears to have had access to the following five Hippocratic

treatises:

• al-Fuṣūl (the Aphorisms)334

• K. al-akhlāṭ (On the Humours)335

• K. ṭabīʿāt al-insān (On the Nature of Man)336

• K. al-ahwiyah wa-al-miyāh wa-al-amṣār (= K. al-Ahwiyah wa-al-azminah wa-al-miyāh wa-al-
buldān) (On Airs, Water and Places)337 

• K. fī māʾ ash-shaʿīr (= al-Amrāḍ al-ḥāddah) ([Regimen in] Acute Diseases)338

In one comment Ibn Jumayʿ remarks that he could not find a particular statement in all of

Hippocrates’ books, and it is likely that he refers to the five books mentioned above.339

Hippocrates’ Taqdimat al-maʿrifah (Prognosticon)340 and K. Abīdīmiyā (Epidemics)341 are also

328. CC III, 60, 174, 187, 205, 206. Sezgin, Geschichte, vol. III, 90, 146. Ullmann, Medizin, 41f.
329. CC III, 68, 182. CC IV, 44 may refer to the Aphorisms and not the commentary. Sezgin, Geschichte, vol.
III, 29f. Ullmann, Medizin, 50.
330. CC III, 132. Sezgin, Geschichte, vol. III, 103. Ullmann, Medizin, 54
331. CC II, 104. Ibn Jumayʿ explicitly stated that this is “a treatise attributed to Galen”.
332. CC II, 161. Ibn Jumayʿ explicitly stated that this is “a treatise attributed to Galen”.
333. CC I, 34, 122, 123, 124, 125, 127, 129, 143, 165, 200, 202, 207, 210. CC II, 56, 116. CC III, 188, 210. CC IV,
22, 44. 
334. CC I, 127, 129, 210. Sezgin, Geschichte, vol. III, 28. Ullmann, Medizin, 28.
335. CC I, 123. Sezgin, Geschichte, vol. III, 35. Ullmann, Medizin, 30.
336. CC I, 124. Sezgin, Geschichte, vol. III, 37. Ullmann, Medizin, 27.
337. CC I, 143. Sezgin, Geschichte, vol. III, 36. Ullmann, Medizin, 27.
338. CC III, 210. Sezgin, Geschichte, vol. III, 33. Ullmann, Medizin, 29.
339. CC II, 56.
340. CC I, 202. Sezgin, Geschichte, vol. III, 32.
341. CC I, 165, 200; CC IV, 44 (Galen is not mentioned, so this may be a direct quote). Sezgin, Geschichte,
vol. III, 34.
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referenced, but only through the works of Galen, and therefore Ibn Jumayʿ’s knowledge of

them was likely to be only second-hand.

Dioscorides’ (d. ca. 90 AD) K. al-adwiyah al-mufradah (On Simple Remedies)342 is quoted more than

80 times, mainly in Ibn Jumayʿ’s comments on the second book of the Canon which concerned

medical substances.343 Interesting are Ibn Jumayʿ’s occasional remarks about using certain

verified copies (nusakh al-muṣaḥḥaḥah)344 or old verified copies (nusakh qadīmah muṣaḥḥaḥah)345

of Dioscorides’ On Medicinal Substances.

Other Greek authors quoted include the following (ca. 34 instances):

• Fūlūnis tilmīdh Buqrāṭ (= Polonius, a student of Hippocrates), K. fī tadbīr as-ṣiḥḥah (On the 
Regimen of Health)346

• Ahrun (= Ahron, fl. c. 6th century AD; all quotations seem to be taken from al-Ḥāwī)347

• Arisṭāṭālīs (= Aristotle), K. al-Ḥayawān (Book on Animals)348

• Iskandar (= Alexander (of Tralles), fl. c. 6th century AD), Kunnāsh al-kabīr (Large 
Compendium) (cited via al-Ḥāwī)349

• Urībāsiyūs (= Oribasius, fl. 4th century AD)350

• Falūs, Fīlūs, Bawlus (= Paul of Aegineta, fl. c. 640s AD), Kunnāsh (Compendium)351

• Rufus (fl. c. 100 AD)352

342. Sezgin, Geschichte, vol. III, 58ff. Ullmann, Medizin, 257ff.
343. CC II, 7, 10, 11, 12, 12, 14, 15, 17, 24, 26, 29 (2x), 30, 32, 35, 36, 40, 42, 43, 46, 51, 53, 63, 71, 75, 76, 79,
82 (2x), 85, 86, 89 (2x), 92, 95 (2x), 96, 104 (2x), 111, 121, 122 (2x), 127, 128, 135, 136, 139, 142, 143, 152,
153, 155, 156, 157 (3x), 161 (8x), 163, 166, 171, 174, 179, 183, 184, 185 (2x), 186 (2x), 187, 188, 191, 198, 204,
205, 212 (2x), 215 (2x). CC III, 85, 210, 251, 256. CC IV, 106.
344. CC II, 11, 30, 35, 36, 186.
345. CC II, 212.
346. CC I, 122.
347. CC III, 98, 103. Sezgin, Geschichte, vol. III, 166. Ullmann, Medizin, 323.
348. CC I, 50, CC II, 33, CC III, 269, 334. Sezgin, Geschichte, vol. III, 349f.
349. CC III, 268 and CC III, 256 (which mention a book within the Kunnāsh). Sezgin, Geschichte, vol. III,
162f. Ullmann, Medizin, 85.
350. CC II, 8, 11, 25?, 45, 82 (via Ḥāwī), 150 (via Ibn Samjūn). Sezgin, Geschichte, vol. III, 152. Ullmann,
Medizin, 83.
351. CC I, 266; CC II, 8, 30, 46, 59, 139; CC III, 72, 78, 80, 170, 369; CC IV, 88. Sezgin, Geschichte, vol. III, 168.
Ullmann, Medizin, 86f. For a translation see Aegineta, Seven Books.
352. CC I, 199 (via ar-Rāzī), CC II, 130, 158. Ullmann, Medizin, 71f.
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• ‘Authors of the Alexandrian Jawāmī’ (aṣḥāb al-jawāmī)353

Whether Ibn Jumayʿ had direct access to Arabic translations of these Greek treatises is

uncertain. Most were probably known only second-hand and would not have formed volumes

found in his library.

(b) Medical treatises composed in Arabic

For Ibn Jumayʿ the most important source originally written in Arabic was ar-Rāzī’s al-Kitāb al-

ḥāwī (The Comprehensive Book), with more than 110 references.354 Similar to having multiple

copies of the Canon, Ibn Jumayʿ seems to have had more than one copy of al-Ḥāwī (or single

books thereof) as he remarked that he had checked a reference in “some copies of al-Ḥāwī”.355

Moreover, Ibn Jumayʿ appears to have had consulted other books by ar-Rāzī as well. The

Maqālah fī aṭ-Ṭīn an-Naysābūrī (Treatise on the Clay of Nishapur) is mentioned (CC II, 106) and Ibn

Jumayʿ vaguely remarked that something can be found in ‘some of his (ar-Rāzī’s) books’ (CC II,

49).

Other Arabic medical writers employed by Ibn Jumayʿ include (listed chronologically; ca. 122

instances):

• Abū Jurayj (ar-Rāhib) (fl. c. 2/8. century)356

• Abū ʿUbayd Abū Zayd (= Abū ʿUbayd al-Qāsim b. Sallām, d. 224/838)357

353. CC I, 83, CC I, 77 (K. fī mufṣal al-rukbah), CC I, 82 (K. at-Tashrīḥ aṣ-Ṣaghīr).
354. CC I, 104, 119, 165, 194, 197, 199, 203, 207, 213, 259, 270. CC II, 10, 11, 14, 15, 20, 30, 32, 34, 35, 37, 46,
48, 49, 53, 54, 58, 60, 67, 82, 87, 89, 90, 92, 94, 95, 100, 101, 102, 106, 116, 117, 129, 131, 133, 139, 145, 149
(2x), 151, 153, 155, 158, 169, 185, 186, 187, 189, 203, 209, 212, 217. CC III, 35, 51, 54, 61, 66, 67, 68, 69, 79, 80,
86, 96, 100, 103, 124, 125, 127, 132, 132, 153, 162, 164, 171 (2x), 194, 198, 199, 216, 253, 267, 268, 277, 279,
280 (2x), 313, 316, 342, 347, 348, 352, 365, 366, 369. CC IV, 9, 13, 20, 21, 22, 45, 49, 66, 91, 102. At times, Ibn
Jumayʿ cites certain books from al-Ḥāwī: Ṣaydalah aṭ-ṭibb min al-Ḥāwī in CC II, 15, 58, 67, 94, 102, 139, 153,
158; K. Istinbāṭ al-asmāʾ min al-Ḥāwī in CC II, 48, 54, 82, 133, 145, 149, 155, 212; K. ad-Dawiyah al-mufradah
min al-Ḥāwī in CC II, 149, 151, 189.
355. CC II, 10. Another reference to Ibn Jumayʿ using multiple copies of al-Ḥāwī is CC III, 280 in which he
remarks that he found a certain passage ‘in one copy’ of al-Ḥāwī.
356. CC II, 8, 11, 67 (all appear to be quoted via al-Ḥāwī). Sezgin, Geschichte, vol. III, 208f. 
357. CC I, 60, 140, 200 (al-Gharīb al-muṣannaf), 234, 256, CC III, 61 (al-Gharīb al-muṣannaf), 164. Sezgin,
Geschichte, vol. III, 348, 363ff.
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• Ibn Māsawayh (= Abū Zakarīyāʾ Yūḥannā Ibn Māsawayh, d. 243/857)358

• Abū Ḥātim Sahl ibn Muḥammad as-Sijistānī (d. 250/864), K. Khalq al-Insān (Creation of Man)359

• Thābit ibn ʿUmar (?), K. Khalq al-Insān (Creation of Man)360

• Sābūr Ibn Sahl (d. d. 255/869), Aqrābādhīn (Formulary)361

• Ibn Sarābiyūn (fl. c. 256/870), Kunnāsh (Compendium)362

• Ḥunayn ibn Isḥāq (d. 260/873)363

• Ḥubaysh ibn al-Ḥasan (called al-Aʿsam, fl. c. 246/860; he was a nephew of Ḥunayn ibn
Isḥāq)364

• Yūnus (probably Yūnus al-Ḥarrānī, fl. 3/9th century), Aqrābādhīn (Formulary)365

• Isḥāq ibn ʿImrān (d. 296/907)366

• K. at-Takmīl (only a book title is given by Ibn Jumayʿ, but this is likely to be Kitāb at-takmīl fī
al-adwiyah al-mufradah (The Perfect Book on Simple Remedies) by Abū al-Faraj al-Bālisī (d.
334/946))367

• Isḥāq ibn Sulaymān al-Isrāʾīlī (d. c. 320/932 or 343/955?)368

• Ibn Juljul or Sulayman ibn Ḥasān (= Abū Dāwūd Sulaymān ibn Ḥassān ibn Juljul al-Andalusī,
fl. late 10th century)369

• at-Tamīmī (= Abū ʿAbdallāh Muḥammad ibn Aḥmad ibn Saʿīd at-Tamīmī, fl. 4/10th c.), Mur-
shid (The Guide)370

• ʿAlī ibn al-ʿAbbās al-Majūsī (fl. c. 372/983), K. Malakī (The Royal Book)371

358. CC II, 8, 94, 129 (all via al-Ḥāwī). Sezgin, Geschichte, vol. III, 231ff. Ullmann, Medizin, 112f.
359. CC I, 60, 76, 77, 105, 223, CC II, 83, CC III, 67, 112, 159. Sezgin, Geschichte, vol. III, 367f.
360. CC I, 60, 77, CC II, 83, CC III, 150, 159, 203. I was unable to identify Thābit ibn ʿUmar. There is a
certain Abū al-Ḥasan Saʿīd ibn Hibat Allāh (d. 495/1101) who wrote a Maqālah fī Khalq al-insān but it is
not clear whether or not this is the treatise Ibn Jumayʿ is referring to. See Ullmann, Medizin, 161 and Ibn
Abī Uṣaybiʿah, ʿUyūn (ed. Müller), vol. I, 254.
361. CC III, 33. CC V, 12, 19, 22, 23, 30. Sezgin, Geschichte, vol. III, 244. Ullmann, Medizin, 300f.
362. CC I, 266; CC III, 60, 72, 309. Sezgin, Geschichte, vol. III, 240-242. Ullmann, Medizin, 102f. Sezgin
suggests that Ibn Sarābiyūn died ca. 250/864; according to Pormann, and Savage-Smith, Medicine, he
was active in the 870s. See also Pormann, Sara ̄biyūn, 234-236.
363. CC I, 200; CC II, 14 (via Ibn Samjūn). Sezgin, Geschichte, vol. III, 247-256. Ullmann, Medizin, 115ff.
364. CC II, 8, 138, 153 (all seem to be quoted via al-Ḥāwī). Sezgin, Geschichte, vol. III, 265ff. Ullmann,
Medizin, 119.
365. CC III, 56, 69, 133, 266, 348. Sezgin, Geschichte, vol. III, 258.
366. CC II, 8, 49, 80, 141, 186. Sezgin, Geschichte, vol. III, 266-267. Ullmann, Medizin, 125f.
367. CC II, 49, 50, 61, 88, 94. Ullmann, Medizin, 163.
368. CC I, 203 (K. fī al-Bawl); CC II, 8, 11, 47 and 48 (K. fī al-aghdhiyah), 150, 177. Sezgin, Geschichte, vol. III,
296. Ullmann, Medizin, 137f.
369. CC II, 14, 19, 163 (all via Ibn Samajūn); CC II, 35, 186 (‘The book in which he mentions the drugs not
mentioned by Dioscorides’ = Maqālah fī dhikr al-adwiyah allatī lam yadhkurhā Diyusqūridis fī kitābihi mimmā
yustaʿmalu fī ṣināʿat aṭ-ṭibb); CC V, 15. Sezgin, Geschichte, vol. III, 309. Ullmann, Medizin, 229f.
370. CC II, 14, 19, 48, 50, 66, 68, 82, 91, 99, 113, 139, 155, 169, 200; CC III, 105, 229; CC V, 14. Sezgin,
Geschichte, vol. III, 317f. Ullmann, Medizin, 269f.
371. CC I, 225. Sezgin, Geschichte, vol. III, 320-322. Ullmann, Medizin, 140ff.
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• az-Zahrāwī (fl. c. 390/1000)372

• Ibn Samajūn (fl. c. 390/1000), K. fī al-adwiyah al-mufradah (On Simple Remedies)373

• Ibn Riḍwan (d. 453/1061)374

• Ibn Wāfid (d. 460/1068), K. al-adwiyah al-mufradah (On Simple Remedies)375

• Abū Ḥanīfah (= Abū Ḥanīfah Aḥmad ibn Dāwūd ad-Dīnawarī)376

• Ibn Janāḥ (= Abū al-Walīd Marwān ibn Janāḥ, Jewish physician, d. c. 431/1040), Kitāb at-
talkhīs (The Abridged Book)377

• Ibn Jazlah (= Yaḥyā ibn ʿĪsā ibn Jazlah, d. 493/1100), Minhāj al-bayān (The Clear Path)378

• Ibn Zuhr al-Andalusī (d. 557/1162)379

(c) Ibn Sīnā

Ibn Jumayʿ was aware that the Canon was not the only treatise in which Ibn Sīnā talked about

issues relating to medicine. In order to explain certain passages of the Canon, he referred

more than 25 times to Ibn Sīnā’s Shifāʾ (The Healing).380 Ibn Jumayʿ’s library therefore included

one copy of the Shifāʾ and at least three copies of the Canon as will be shown below in chapter

two.

(d) Ibn at-Tilmīdh

Ibn at-Tilmīdh’s marginal glosses are another important source for Ibn Jumayʿ when

commenting. Even though in the preface Ibn Jumayʿ showed himself to be very critical of Ibn

372. CC I, 4. Sezgin, Geschichte, vol. III, 323-325. Ullmann, Medizin, 149ff.
373. CC I, 252; CC II, 14 (2x), 19, 33, 49, 64, 80 , 116, 118, 119, 141, 150, 163, 202, 212; CC III, 195, 266, 279;
CC IV, 70. Sezgin, Geschichte, vol. III, 316f. Ullmann, Medizin, 267.
374. CC I, 47; CC II, 114 (K. Ḥānūt aṭ-Ṭabīb), 202; CC IV, 115. Ibn Abī Uṣaybiʿah, ʿUyūn (ed. Müller), II, 99-105.
Ullmann, Medizin, 158ff.
375. CC II, 117, 177, 186, 217. Sezgin, Geschichte, vol. III, 228. Ullmann, Medizin, 273.
376. CC II, 50, 64 (via Ibn Janaḥ and Ibn Samjūn, respectively). Vajda, Ibn ḎJ ̲anāḥ. Ullmann, Medizin, 257.
377. CC II, 50, 52, 70; CC IV, 31; CC V, 34. Vajda, Ibn ḎJ ̲anāḥ. Ullmann, Medizin, 272, 320.
378. CC I, 252; CC II, 12, 14, 23, 33, 50, 58, 116, 158; CC V, 11. Brockelmann, Geschichte (second edition), vol.
I, 485 (639). Ullmann, Medizin, 160.
379. CC P, 1; CC J, 1; CC III, 18. Arnaldez, Kātib Čelebi. Ullmann, Medizin, 162ff.
380. CC I, 16 (K. Burhān min ash-Shifāʾ), 19 (K. Burhān min ash-Shifāʾ), 25, 27, 32 (K. an-nabāt min ash-Shifāʾ),
44, 48, 50, 51, 52, 55, 70, 71, 72, 73, 82, 83, 88, 102, 149, 180, CC III, 240 (K. al-Ḥayawān min ash-Shifāʾ), 285,
329, 337.
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at-Tilmīdh’s glosses,381 he quoted them more than 100 times in his commentary.382 However,

he rarely quoted Ibn at-Tilmīdh as the author of the glosses.383 Instead, he usually referred to

the ‘sāḥib’ (author) of the Ḥawāshī ʿIrāqiyyah (Iraqi Glosses), as if he were unaware of the

author’s name and only knew of their provenance (Ibn at-Tilmīdh was from Baghdad). Why

Ibn Jumayʿ did so is uncertain. Perhaps the glosses were so famous that everyone referred to

them as the Ḥawāshī ʿIrāqiyyah and Ibn Jumayʿ simply followed this convention. In any case,

Ibn at-Tilmīdh’s glosses were available to Ibn Jumayʿ through at least one Canon copy which

included these glosses in the margins.

(e) Dictionaries and unidentified sources

Ibn Jumayʿ had at least two dictionaries in his library. Most important for Ibn Jumayʿ was Tāj

al-lughah wa-ṣīḥāḥ al-ʿarabiyyah (The Crown of Language and the Correct Arabic) by the celebrated

Arabic lexicographer Jawharī (d. c. 397/1007) from Nishapur,384 but he also quoted Mujmal fī al-

lughah (The Summary of Language) by Ibn Fāris.385 

There are also other treatises or authors cited which are either difficult to identify or do not

belong to the medical genre (ca. 16 instances):

• Sharḥ fī al-Iskandar al-Afrūdīsī (Commentary on Alexandar Aphrodisias) (author unknown)386

• K. at-Tashrīḥ (Book on Anatomy) (unidentified; this could be Galen)387

381. See below p. 95.
382. CC I, 1, 4, 45, 48, 71, 73, 74, 82, 83, 156, 163, 168, 169, 177, 214, 215, 235, 252, 262, 263, 267, 274, 288. CC
II, 20, 21, 31, 44, 47, 48, 50, 62, 69, 71, 77, 85, 91, 102, 107, 114, 115, 131, 133, 141, 157, 200. CC III, 14, 27, 37,
45, 48, 53, 60, 63, 70, 71, 73, 81, 82, 90, 91, 93, 126, 148, 164, 213, 216, 244, 245, 246, 248, 250, 261, 277, 297,
303, 304, 308, 328, 333, 336, 344, 346, 356, 363, 380. CC IV, 2, 3, 17, 24, 60, 84, 89, 90, 95, 100, 106, 110, 117,
122, 123. CC V, 8, 20, 24, 26, 29, 33, 34, 35, 36.
383. See CC III, 297.
384. See above note 96.
385. See below p. 117ff. for passages in the Canon commentary in which Ibn Jumayʿ quoted these two
dictionaries.
386. CC II, 135. For Alexander of Aphrodisias, see Ullmann, Medizin, 65, 67, 94, 86, 171.
387. CC I, 89.
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• Abū Naṣr al-Fārābī (d. 339/950)388

• Ibn Khālawayh (d. 370/980-1 in Aleppo, grammarian)389

• Ibn as-Sikkīt (apparently a grammarian)390

• Ibn Nuqāsh (?)391

• Ibn Aḥmad at-Taraʿādhir (?)392

• K. Anūlūṭīqā (Book of Analytics, by Aristotle?)393

• K. al-Qiyās (perhaps Analytica priora by Aristotle)394

• K. al-Lawn min al-amzāj (Book on the Colours from Humours) (?)395

It is clear from the lists presented in this chapter that Ibn Jumayʿ had access to a wide range of

sources. In comparison to Ibn Sīnā, who only rarely cited his sources, Ibn Jumayʿ made it one

of his priorities to provide references to the majority of passages he discussed in his Canon

commentary. How Ibn Jumayʿ made use of this material as an indispensable tool to comment

on the Canon will be the subject of the next chapter, which introduces Ibn Jumayʿ at work.

388. CC I, 8, 21 (K. al-Ḥurūf?), 56. Sezgin, Geschichte, vol. III, 298.
389. CC III, 334.
390. CC I, 256.
391. CC I, 264.
392. CC III, 158.
393. CC I, 22.
394. CC I, 23.
395. CC I, 30.
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II. Methodology of the commentator

Ibn Jumayʿ’s Canon commentary provides us with insights into the working methods of a

mediaeval physician. This chapter presents a categorisation of these methods according to

the sources Ibn Jumayʿ employed. In order to comment on the Canon, Ibn Jumayʿ (1) consulted

different copies of the Canon, (2) consulted treatises other than the Canon, and (3) relied on

sources which were not written, such as oral sources or personal observations. Methods one

and two are similar because Ibn Jumayʿ used written sources in both cases. Yet, comparing

Canon copies was extremely important to Ibn Jumayʿ and thus deserves to be mentioned as a

separate method. As we will see, one or a combination of these three methods can be found in

any given comment.

1. Comparing Canon copies

In his commentary, Ibn Jumayʿ compared variant readings of several Canon copies. With over

220 instances,396 such comparisons are a characteristic feature of the commentary and there

appears to be no other mediaeval physician writing in Arabic who made it his task so

rigorously to record a substantial amount of textual variants and to discuss them in his

treatise. Copyists (among them physicians who copied medical treatises for themselves) did

occasionally record variants in the margins of the texts they copied, and Ibn Jumayʿ was no

396. CC I, 4, 16, 31, 32, 37, 39, 41, 42, 46, 48, 51, 52, 53, 59, 62, 68, 70, 76, 80, 82, 91, 98, 99, 111, 118, 119, 122,
125, 128, 146, 152, 156, 158, 163, 165, 166, 168, 169, 196, 200, 201, 208, 210, 211, 214, 215, 218, 220, 224, 225,
228, 232, 238, 242, 244-246, 260, 267, 275, 276. CC II, 3, 4, 5, 18, 20, 28, 30, 35, 36, 37, 39, 45, 46, 48, 60, 67,
77, 98, 104, 108-111, 116, 119, 121, 124, 125, 128, 129, 131, 133, 135, 140-142, 150, 158, 161 (5 instances),
165, 168, 169, 173, 177, 178, 180, 187, 189, 202, 207, 209, 210, 212, 215, 216. CC III 2, 3, 29, 35, 36, 37, 39, 43,
45, 58, 60, 65, 66, 72, 75, 89, 106, 112, 113, 116, 117, 122, 129, 141, 144, 145, 146, 148, 151, 152, 155, 158, 166,
169, 172, 182, 183, 186, 190, 192, 193, 195, 196, 200, 205, 212, 214, 230, 231, 232, 233, 240, 244, 245, 247, 253,
254, 256, 269, 272, 281, 287, 292, 301, 304, 319, 324, 329, 333, 342, 349, 350, 365, 367, 380, 381. CC IV, 3, 6, 8,
15, 18, 21, 30, 33, 40, 41, 47, 49, 50, 62, 65, 67, 70, 80, 90, 122. CC V, 1, 2, 3, 9, 13, 20, 23 , 27, 31, 35.
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different in this respect, for several short comments in his Canon commentary bear witness

that they originated as glosses which Ibn Jumayʿ recorded in the margins of his Canon copy.397

Yet, Ibn Jumayʿ found his glosses concerning different variants to be important enough to

constitute portions of the main body of his commentary. What were the reasons for his

almost religious zeal to document and explain textual variants? Were his text-critical

methods fundamentally different from those of his contemporaries working in fields other

than medicine?

(a) Controversies surrounding the Canon

The critics

To understand why Ibn Jumayʿ wished to compare copies of the Canon, we need to take a

closer look at the controversy surrounding the Canon. Ibn Jumayʿ wrote the Canon

commentary at the request of a noble-man who had mentioned certain criticisms raised

against the Canon. We cannot be sure if this noble-man ever existed, as it was a common

literary device to address a fictitious addressee in order to expound a topic. Yet, the

controversies alluded to were real and the introduction to the commentary is devoted to

them. The treatise opens abruptly with the Canon condemnation by Ibn Zuhr (d. 557/1162):

My master, may God lengthen your days, when you consulted me in regard to the book of the
raʾīs (master) Abū ʿAlī ibn ʿAbd Allāh ibn Sīnā which is called the Canon, you recounted what you
have been told regarding the learned and excellent medical practitioner of Andalusia [Ibn
Zuhr],398 namely that a merchant had brought from Iraq a copy of the Canon which had been
subject to exceeding improvement of its [text] [i.e. as it had been collated with sound copies of
the Canon]. He presented it to him to curry favour. Ibn Zuhr had not encountered this book
before, but when he examined it, he found fault with it and rejected it and did not put it into
his library. He set about cutting off its margins on which he would then write a copy of
prescriptions for the patients who would consult him.399 (CC P, 1)

397. See above p. 21.
398. Ibn Jumayʿ later (in CC J, 1) identifies this Andalusian physician as Ibn Zuhr (see below p. 91). He
must have meant Abū al-ʿAlāʾ Ibn Zuhr as Ibn Abī Uṣaybiʿah cites Ibn Jumayʿ’s account (CC P, 1) in his
entry on Abū al-ʿAlāʾ (Ibn Abī Uṣaybiʿah, ʿUyūn (ed. Müller), vol. II, 64).
399. This is the first of three passages of the commentary which have actually been translated and
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Ibn Zuhr’s criticism of the Canon was not an isolated case. Ibn Jumayʿ refers to another

criticism, namely that the Canon was not suitable for novices due to Ibn Sīnā’s use of very

technical terms, drastically abbreviated explanations, or explanations of certain issues by

simply alluding to them. This was thought to be very misleading and dangerous for the

novice:

You also mentioned that it has been said that this book is not appropriate for novices when
studying medicine due to its containing unusual terms, philosophical notions, as well as due to
its author adopting awkwardly expressed abbreviations (al-ikhtiṣār ash-shadīd al-ʿibārah) and the
indication and explanation of various notions through allusion and intimation. Furthermore,
you have mentioned that the Canon contains matters for which Ibn Sīnā should be criticised
and which, if left as they are, become fixed in the mind of the novice as they are and that this is
misleading and harmful for him. (CC P, 2)400

Another argument against Ibn Sīnā which was recorded by Ibn Jumayʿ is that Ibn Sīnā had

never actually been a physician, and that he simply engaged in copying extracts from medical

textbooks, being rather ‘illiterate’ in the art of medicine:

There are certain people who accuse its author of not being among those who busy themselves
with the art of medicine. They say that he is not one of those who applied themselves to a
careful examination (naẓar) of the art of medicine before compiling a book on it. Moreover,
they say that he is merely giving a condensed abstract of what is in the books of their masters
[i.e. the eminent physicians such as Galen] whenever he undertakes to compose anything. His
situation is therefore comparable to the situation of a stranger (ḥāl al-gharīb) and non-Arab (ad-
dakhīl)401 who makes mistakes when reading and writing (aṣ-ṣaḥafī). For things happen to him
which doubtlessly happen to anyone who is in such a situation ... . (CC J, 4.1)

discussed in secondary literature. The translation is that of Savage-Smith, Medicine, 925-926, very
slightly adapted here. See also the translation of Iskandar, Wellcome Catalogue, 35-36.
400. Ibn Jumayʿ refutes these arguments in CC J, 2 (edition of Arabic text presented in appendix). He
explains that diligent novices will not be harmed by the Canon, especially if they have the support of
knowledgable teachers. Ibn Jumayʿ adds that the Canon is very useful for experts as well because it aids
the advanced reader in recalling what he once used to know.
401. According to Lane, dakhīl (“a guest”) is also used to denote a word that is “adventitious, not
indigenous, to the language of the Arabs” (Lane, Lexicon, 860), hence my translation as “non-Arab”.
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The supporters

Ibn Jumayʿ informs us that certain Egyptians thought that the flaws were only found in one

particular copy of the Canon and that these flaws were introduced when the work was copied

in Egypt:

Some people of our land thought that what is in this book in the way of deficiencies, such as we
have already mentioned, are a particular feature of only one copy of it. They attributed this to
an incident which happened to the first copy that reached this land from Ibn Sīnā.

The incident is that an Iraqi merchant reached Egypt in the first days of Āmir402 (al-ayyām al-
Āmiriyyah) [i.e. in the year 495/1101], having with him a copy of the Canon. He happened to fall
ill in Egypt and was treated by one of our famous physicians. When he recovered from his
illness, he showed the book to the doctor one day and the doctor admired it and asked the
merchant if he could buy it or copy it, but he refused. The merchant then travelled to the city
of Tinnīs403 and he had the book with him. One day during this time, the doctor wrote to its [the
city’s] judge (qāḍī), as a result of which the judge requested the book from the merchant. Even
though the merchant refused, there came to pass an agreement between the two and matters
were negotiated so that the merchant would allow him to borrow the book for a few days and
the merchant was not able to argue against this [arrangement]. So the judge took the book and
separated it into sections and distributed them amongst copyists who then hastily copied them
in the [limited] period of time. He then returned the original to its owner while the copy was
sent to the physician, but he did not collate the copy with the original.

They say that from this copy were made the copies which we have, along with whatever
deficiencies and such were contained therein. However, what they believe about this is not
correct because after this happened, many copies of this book reached us from Syria and Iraq,
and we found their condition to be just like the condition of the copies of the Canon which were
in our possession [already]. (CC J, 5)

We cannot be sure about all details of this story, such as the possibility of a traveller refusing

to let somebody copy his books or the practice of disassembling manuscripts to copy them

more quickly. Such details are likely to be anecdotal, given the purpose of the story. Yet, there

is no reason to assume that the suggested dating is wrong and, from a historical perspective,

402. This must refer to Abū ʿAlī al-Āmir al-Manṣūr ibn al-Mustaʿlī who reigned from 495/1101-524/1130.
See Bosworth, Islamic dynasties, 63.
403. See Abū ʿAbd Allāh Yaʿqūb ibn ʿAbd Allāh, Muʿjam, vol. 1, 882. For a map and history of Tinnīs, see
The Book of Curiosities, http://www.bodley.ox.ac.uk/bookofcuriosities (book 2, chapter 14).
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it is interesting to know that the Canon reached Egypt within approximately sixty years of Ibn

Sīnā’s death. The story is also interesting in terms of what it tells us about Ibn Jumayʿ and his

critical approach: driven by his scholarly rigour, Ibn Jumayʿ checked other manuscripts of the

Canon that he happened to receive and was therefore able to show that the conclusion of this

story was incorrect. The shortcomings of the Canon were not introduced through it being

copied in Egypt.

Other defenders of the Canon thought, according to Ibn Jumayʿ, that its errors and mistakes

were due to Ibn Sīnā not having revised his rough draft. Ibn Jumayʿ is not convinced by this

theory either and counters it by suggesting that copyists were responsible for certain

mistakes:

As for that which makes you believe that its author made a rough draft and did not revise it,
one might say in response that many who support this view and find the idea attractive are
prompted to do so by what is found within it which deserves criticism, even though most [of
what deserves criticism] that occurs in technical books (al-kutub al-ʿilmiyyah) stems from the
unfaithfulness (takhalluf) of their copyist and is not due to their author. This is particularly the
case with large books, due to the fact that those copying them are usually ignorant in the
subject as well as too lazy to correct the text copied against the original because the texts are
usually very long.404 Indeed, such things promote errors on the part of a copyist. It is far off the
mark to say that things such as these stem from an author who revises what he has composed
and polished.

This is especially true for the second book, which he wrote on simple remedies, for whatever
may be in it in terms of confusions (tashwīsh), [erroneous] modifications (taghyīr), omissions
(naqṣ), corruptions (taḥrīf), truncating the explanation of an idea (qaṭʿ bi-bādī ar-raʾy),
quotations which are out of context (tahāfut al-aqāwīl),405 unwarranted abridgements of
meaning (al-ikhtiṣār al-mujḥif bi-al-maʿnā), as well as references to things which he has not
mentioned and the insertion of that which does not prove him correct — as will be shown if we
eventually get to it — his partisans have found no better excuse for him, none that would be

404. Lit. ‘This is particularly the case with large books, due to the ignorance of their copyist in the
subject being compounded by laziness preventing their correcting [against another copy] because of
the great length of the books.’
405. Lit. ‘Taking apart of quotations’ (for this meaning of tahāfata see Lane, Lexicon, 2897). For instance,
when commenting on the first book of the Canon, Ibn Jumayʿ accuses Ibn Sīnā for quoting Galen out of
context (CC I, 188).
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better suited for him, than that he made a rough draft but did not make a fair copy of it. (CC J,
3)

All criticisms or appraisals recounted by Ibn Jumayʿ suggest that a substantial number of

people, whether in favour of the Canon or not, were aware of its flaws and shortcomings.406

Those who favoured the Canon, however, based their criticisms on assumptions regarding the

textual transmission of the Canon rather than on errors made by Ibn Sīnā himself. The reason

why some people were willing to accept or invent defences as they were recorded by Ibn

Jumayʿ seems to have been Ibn Sīnā’s stupefying aura which was mainly due to his success as a

philosopher. Niẓāmī-i ʿArūḍī wrote in his Persian treatise Chahār Maqālah (Four Discourses) at

around 550/1155 that everyone who finds fault with either Ibn Sīnā or Aristotle “ranked

himself with madmen, and proved himself to be of the number of those who lack

intelligence.”407

Ibn Jumayʿ: Between criticism and praise

Ibn Jumayʿ took a middle position between criticisms such as Ibn Zuhr’s condemnation and

attempts to present Ibn Sīnā’s Canon (as it was originally composed) as perfect. He responded

to Ibn Zuhr’s criticism:

I say that whatever Ibn Zuhr relied upon when condemning and censuring the book of the raʾīs,
it was an act of obvious injustice because this book, even though its author put into it some
affected expressions (al-kalām al-mutakallaf) and far-fetched metaphors (al-istiʿārāt al-baʿīdah)
which are not connected with the sciences and [even though] there is in it, as we have said, a
certain amount of ambiguity (ibhām), omission (naqṣ), misspelling (taṣḥīf), contradiction
(ikhtilāf), confusion (tashwīsh) and corruption (taḥrīf) — in sum, many passages are to be
criticised — it is nonetheless a book which encompasses the principles and rules of medicine in
a way that other large compendia do not.

406. It is interesting to note that a comparable debate between Ibn Sīnā’s proponents and adversaries
cannot be found in the initial reception of the Canon in Europe where, after its introduction into
university teaching curricula in the thirteenth century, it was only occasionally criticised in the
following two hundred years. This might be due to the authority that was enjoyed by Arabic treatises
which had only recently reached the Latin world. See Siraisi, Avicenna, 6.
407. See Browne, Four Discourses, 817.
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Moreover, there is in it a certain amount of succinctness, brevity, good writing style,
organisation and ease to find in it whatever one needs to find, all of which are lacking from
other large compendia. Consequently, its great faultiness is offset by those [qualities] it
possesses, and its mistakes and imperfection are easily tolerated because of them. In short,
amongst all the large compendia (kanānīsh) we have, there is none which can take its place or
fill the gap it has filled.408 (CC J, 1)

Thus, while Ibn Jumayʿ was well aware that the Canon had several shortcomings, he also

stressed its advantages and concluded that it is the best large compendium (Kunnāsh)

available.409 Yet, Ibn Jumayʿ did not simply defend the Canon nor did he unquestioningly

accept the ideas of Ibn Sīnā’s supporters. He rejected the rough draft theory as well as the

explanation of the corruption of the Egyptian Canon copies. So instead of un-constructively

condemning or uncritically supporting the Canon, Ibn Jumayʿ wrote what we might call a fair

and balanced book review on one of the most comprehensive medical compendia of the

middle ages.410 One of his most important methods in accomplishing this task was the

comparison of different Canon copies.

The controversy surrounding the reliability of a text and the enterprise to compare different

manuscripts of the same treatise, were not novel. Similar controversies surrounded Jawharī’s

Ṣiḥāḥ, one of the most widely used Arabic dictionaries in the middle ages. Numerous treatises

were devoted to criticisms of its shortcomings and the exposure of errors, while others tried

to defend the Ṣiḥāḥ and to maintain Jawharī’s reputation as an infallible authority. According

to one tradition, Jawharī did not finish a fair copy of his dictionary and only reached the letter

Ḍād. His pupil allegedly completed the treatise by copying the remaining dictionary entries

from the rough draft, which led to the numerous errors later scholars detected in the Ṣiḥāḥ.

408. This is the second of three passages of the commentary which have been translated and discussed
in secondary literature. The translation is that of Savage-Smith (Savage-Smith, Medicine, 925-926) which
has been modified by the present author who was able to consult a manuscript (P) not available to
Savage-Smith. See also Iskandar, Wellcome Catalogue, 35-36.
409. For Ibn Jumayʿ’s own compendium (Irshād) see above p. 44.
410. Already Iskandar has likened the commentary by Ibn Jumayʿ to ‘an almost modern critical book-
review of Kitāb al-Qānūn’ (Iskandar, Autograph, 180).
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Doubts regarding this tradition were first voiced by Yāqūt (d. 1229) in his Irshād because he

knew that complete copies of the autograph existed and that, according to certain traditions,

the entire dictionary had been handed down by Jawharī.411 In the case of the Ṣiḥāḥ, however,

later commentators and lexicographers discussed variant readings in different manuscripts

and not the early critics.412

Ibn Jumayʿ was known for constantly consulting Jawharī’s dictionary, and it is likely that he

was aware of the controversies surrounding the Ṣiḥāḥ.413 The rough-draft theory seems to

have been a topos in the discussions of both the Canon and Ṣiḥāḥ, while seeking information

about the author’s autograph was common as well. The dispute surrounding the Ṣiḥāḥ

perhaps influenced Ibn Jumayʿ to the extent that he tried to apply the same critical methods

in his subject area by comparing several copies of the Canon.

(b) Ibn Jumayʿ’s quest for an authentic copy of the Canon

As the comparison of Canon copies was crucial for Ibn Jumayʿ, he discussed in considerable

detail how he was able to obtain a number of Canon copies and what he intended to do with

them. This section will present all passages in which Ibn Jumayʿ informs us about how he was

able to gain access to these copies.

As a court physician in Cairo, Ibn Jumayʿ had several advantages, such as being able to ask

travellers for information which was otherwise not readily available. In the following passage,

411. Moreover, it was pointed out that there were also mistakes to be found in the first part of the
dictionary which had been edited by the author himself. See Yāqūt, and Margoliouth, Irshād, vol. II, 226
ff., 266 ff., 356; vol. V, 107; vol. VI, 419 f.; vol. VII, 268.
412. Kopf, al-Jawharī.
413. For the Ṣiḥāḥ in general and how Ibn Jumayʿ employed it, see below p. 117.
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Ibn Jumayʿ is told by a group of Iraqis about the Canon copy of the Iraqi physician Ibn at-

Tilmīdh (d. 560/1165)414 who had collated his copy with Ibn Sīnā’s autograph:

I asked a group of eminent men who came to us from Iraq whether anyone in their land
happened to have a copy of the Canon in the handwriting of its author and, if they happened to
have one, whether it was a draft of which Ibn Sīnā had not made a fair copy, as it is said, or if he
had indeed made a fair copy.

One of them told me that in a certain school located [in Iraq], there is a copy of the Canon in the
handwriting of the author, although he was not certain about its condition [that is, whether it
was a draft or not].

Another [Iraqi] recounted that it [the copy in Ibn Sīnā’s handwriting] belonged to Abū al-Ḥasan
Hibat Allāh ibn Ṣāʿid al-Baghdādī,415 the physician who is known as Ibn at-Tilmīdh. He [the
Iraqi] mentioned that Ibn at-Tilmīdh had corrected it with reference to the autograph (dustūr)
of the author, examined it, and annotated it with glosses (ḥawāshī). He [also mentioned] that
this copy is known for its soundness and that it was sold in Baghdad after Ibn at-Tilmīdh’s
death and brought to Syria ... .416 (CC J, 6)

Even though the travellers did not possess a copy of the Canon, they informed Ibn Jumayʿ

about Ibn at-Tilmīdh’s allegedly very sound copy that included glosses (ḥawāshī) and had

ended up in Syria. This passage is the only other reference to the rough-draft-theory, which

Ibn Jumayʿ seems to have rejected as an excuse for Ibn Sīnā’s shortcomings.417 When meeting

the Iraqi travellers, Ibn Jumayʿ was still seeking further evidence regarding the final state of

the Canon, but Ibn at-Tilmīdh’s copy was the closest he could get to Ibn Sīnā’s autograph.

The Iraqi Copy

Ibn Jumayʿ then related his encounter with an unnamed Iraqi who brought a Canon copy with

him to Egypt. This Iraqi, apparently a physician, had read his copy in front of Ibn at-Tilmīdh

414. For his works and biographies, see Iskandar, Autograph, 177.
415. Iskandar gives his name as Ṣāʿid ibn Hibat Allāh (ibn Ibrāhīm Abū al-Ḥasan Amīn ad-Dawlah ibn at-
Tilmīdh), but Ibn Jumayʿ consistently gives the name as Hibat Allāh ibn Ṣāʿid.
416. The last paragraph has been edited and translated by Iskandar, Wellcome Catalogue, 38. The passage
continues in the manuscript with the remark that some people believed this copy to be a copy by Abū
al-Ghanāyim who had collated his copy with that of Ibn at-Tilmīdh. This suggests that the Syrian copy
could only have been a copy of Ibn at-Tilmīdh’s copy. 
417. For the other passage see CC J, 3 on page 90.
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and had copied certain glosses (ḥawāshī) from Ibn at-Tilmīdh’s exemplar which he thought

were in his handwriting:

Then there came to our land in the days of Nāṣir (ayyām an-Nāṣiriyyah) [564-589/1169-1193]418

one of the eminent men of Iraq. He had with him a copy of this book which he stated to have
read in front of Hibat Allāh ibn Ṣāʿid [Ibn at-Tilmīdh], whom we mentioned earlier and who had
corrected his copy against the autograph (dustūr) of the author Ibn Sīnā.419 The Iraqi had copied
certain glosses (ḥawāshī) he found in the first book of Ibn at-Tilmīdh’s copy, and they were in
Ibn at-Tilmīdh’s handwriting after the Iraqi had considered them carefully.420

I was very happy about this and, with this copy, I hoped to succeed in correcting the deficiency
[of my copy]. My desire to see it became very strong due to my wish to correct the book and
my longing to occupy myself through the [help of] Abū al-Ḥasan Hibat Allāh ibn Ṣāʿid [Ibn at-
Tilmīdh] with his statements regarding the different divisions (funūn) of medical science which
he had perfectly mastered. I also desired to see it because I had not found anything else written
by him except epigrams of poetry attributed to him which were recited by some groups from
Syria, and they were very beautiful poetry.

When I found this copy of the aforementioned book, I studied it attentively and the glosses
which came with it, but I found it to be just like the saying: ‘What you hear about a Muʿaydī is
better than what you actually see of him.’ As for the copy, I did not find much difference
between this copy and the copy which is with us [Ibn Jumayʿ’s Egyptian copy of the Canon]. (CC
J, 7)

As for the glosses, I found obscure and difficult passages in the discourse of Ibn Sīnā which
were worthy of annotations (ḥawāshī) but were devoid of them, overlooked, left out and
neglected. Ibn at-Tilmīdh did not point out their dubious peculiarities (ashkāl) and difficulties,
aside from what he [chose to] take up and explain, such as his discourse on the definition of
medicine, that it is a science ... . (CC J, 8.1)

418. An-Nāṣir refers to Saladin, i.e. Abū al-Muẓaffar Ṣalāḥ ad-Dīn al-Malik an-Nāṣir I Yūsuf ibn Najm ad-
Dīn Ayyūb ibn Shādhī who ruled 564-589/1169-1193. Cf. Bosworth, Islamic dynasties, 70.
419. At first sight it might appear not entirely clear if the Iraqi collated his copy with the one of Ibn at-
Tilmīdh (who had collated it with the autograph) or if the Iraqi’s copy was collated with the autograph
of Ibn Sīnā (see also CC J, 11 for the same wording). The Arabic wa-saḥḥaḥahā is ambiguous as it might
refer to the Iraqi or to Ibn at-Tilmīdh. The latter is most likely because the phrase ‘he had corrected it
with the autograph of the author’ always refers to Ibn at-Tilmīdh in other passages. See CC J, 6 and CC J,
8. 
420. Lit. ‘He [the Iraqi] [had] copied the glosses he found in the first book of the copy [of Ibn at-Tilmīdh]
and they were in his [Ibn at-Tilmīdh’s] handwriting after he [the Iraqi] had considered them carefully.’
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In short, Ibn Jumayʿ was disappointed that this Iraqi copy was not very different from his own

and expressed his frustration with an Arabic proverb.421 Ibn Jumayʿ was particularly critical of

the glosses Ibn at-Tilmīdh had made. His criticism is a common topos in introductions, as an

author needs to explain why his treatise supersedes those of his predecessors.422 Even though

Ibn Jumayʿ wrote the first commentary and not only marginal glosses, he still called his

comments ḥawāshī and thus needed to justify why his ḥawāshī were better than those of Ibn

at-Tilmīdh.

The Syrian Copy

Ibn Jumayʿ continued with the story about yet another copy which an eminent Syrian

physician brought to Cairo. The only difference in this copy was that it contained Ibn at-

Tilmīdh’s glosses on the entire Canon and not just on the first book:

Then a man came to us from the eminent physicians of Syria in possession of yet another copy
of the first book of the Canon, including the exact same glosses mentioned before. There was
not even a slight improvement in this copy, which was similar in every way to the Iraqi copy.
As for the other numerous glosses on its remaining four books — attributed to Ibn at-
Tilmīdh — their condition was that of the comments on the first book [that is, they were also
disappointing]. (CC J, 9)

This statement is followed by a rather lengthy discussion Ibn Jumayʿ had with the Syrian

owner of this copy. The latter confessed that Ibn Jumayʿ was correct about his criticisms

regarding Ibn at-Tilmīdh’s glosses but he tried to explain this by saying that the comments

were actually made by Ibn at-Tilmīdh’s ignorant students.423 Ibn Jumayʿ argued against this

explanation and, amongst other things, pointed to the fact that the comments were in Ibn at-

421. The proverb refers to the story of a man who came to a certain tribe of which he had heard many a
great thing. This man, however, was deeply disappointed when he saw that his expectations of the
Muʿaydī were not met by his actual appearance. On this proverb, see Lane, Lexicon, 1971.
422. For a discussion of this literary topos (especially in medical literature) see Chipman, World of
Pharmacy, 48. See Qāḍī, Books, 45 for the topos of replacing earlier works.
423. CC J, 10 has already been mentioned. See above, p. 19.
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Tilmīdh’s own handwriting.424 As we know today, Ibn at-Tilmīdh’s copy of Ibn Sīnā’s Canon did

indeed include glosses, occasionally followed by the remark “in the handwriting (khaṭṭ) of

Ṣāʿid ibn at-Tilmīdh”, for it is preserved in a manuscript now in the Biomedical Library at

UCLA in Los Angeles.425

Ibn Jumayʿ’s method to ‘correct the Canon and clarify the concealed’

After recounting how he looked for the most authentic and useful copies of the Canon, Ibn

Jumayʿ explained how he used all the copies at his disposal in order to start his task of

correcting the text of the Canon:

When the search for this book came to its very end and I was so exhausted that I had given up
correcting my copy of the Canon on the basis of a single accurate source, I [had] assembled
several copies of the Canon and [set out to] compare my copy [i.e. one of the copies made in
Egypt]426 with all of these copies, among which was the copy that its owner stated to have read
in front of Ibn at-Tilmīdh who had corrected it with the autograph (dustūr) of the author Ibn
Sīnā.427

Of the statements (aqāwīl)428 contained in the Canon, what I found in my copy to be in
agreement with the other copies429 but which was not correct, I sought to correct by consulting
the source from which Ibn Sīnā, the author of the book, had taken the statements of the
ancients and the masters of those writing [medical] compositions. And indeed, the version
given by Ibn Sīnā contained oversights, misspellings, or corruption through his transcription
(naql) of the statements. Therefore, whenever I found the correct statement itself, I corrected
Ibn Sīnā’s flawed statements on the basis of their source.430 

Whenever I could not locate the [source of a] statement, I sought to correct it using the

424. See above, p. 95.
425. Iskandar, Autograph, 181 and 216. See also Iskandar, Descriptive list. The collection has now been
moved to the Biomedical Library and is no longer in the University Research Library. See also above p.
44.
426. The reference to the copies made in Egypt and which Ibn Jumayʿ possessed can be found in CC J 5,
see p. 89 above.
427. For this translation, see note 419 above.
428. By ‘statement’ I do not imply original statements by an author but rather everything an author
writes, including quotations, paraphrases or other modifications of what other authors have written. 
429. Lit. ‘With them’ (ʿalayhi) which refers to jamīʿuhā.
430. Lit. ‘So when I found the [correct statement] itself and indeed it [the version given by Ibn Sīnā]
contained oversights, misspellings, or corruption through his [Ibn Sīnā’s] transcription (naql) [of the
statements], I corrected those statements on the basis of it [the source].’
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principles of the medical art which were unanimously agreed upon and the rules handed down
from the authorities. I sought to do this to the best of my abilities. Whenever I found my copy
not to be in agreement with the other copies, I tried to find a sound reading in these copies, or
one most approaching soundness which was most similar and closest to the premises of the
sources of the ancients and the general principles of the medical art.431 (CC J, 11)

The passage informs us how Ibn Jumayʿ himself described his working methods. He

mentioned (1) consulting different copies of the Canon, (2) tracing the sources of the Canon in

order to correct it, and (3) relying on the general principles of the medical art. Methods two

and three will be discussed in sections two and three of this chapter. As for the first method,

Ibn Jumayʿ informs us that he was faced with two possibilities when comparing different

Canon copies:

1. All copies agreed regarding a statement. If a statement seemed wrong to Ibn Jumayʿ, he

tried to find the source which Ibn Sīnā had used when formulating the statement. If Ibn

Jumayʿ could not find the source, he reverted to using the commonly accepted principles

in the field.

2. The copies did not agree. In this case, Ibn Jumayʿ selected the sound reading (if there was

one) or that  reading most in agreement with the general principles of the art.

The different Canon copies obtained by Ibn Jumayʿ are thus central in his task of commenting.

We can infer from this and other passages that Ibn Jumayʿ had at least three copies at his

disposal, i.e. (1) his own Egyptian copy, (2) the Iraqi copy and (3) a copy containing the glosses

on all five books of the Canon:

431. Lit. ‘And what I found in this [Egyptian] copy not to be in agreement [with the other copies], from
among them [i.e. from all the copies] I selected the sound [reading], if I found one, or the one most
approaching soundness and most similar and closest to the premises of those sources [of the ancients]
and the general principles [of the medical art].’
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1. When criticising the story of how the Egyptian copies of the Canon got corrupted, Ibn

Jumayʿ seemed to have compared more than three copies as he stated that he compared

the copies from Iraq and Syria with the “copies which were in our possession”.432 The latter

copies were made from the Canon which reached Egypt at the beginning of the twelfth

century. One of these Egyptian copies must have been Ibn Jumayʿ’s personal copy which

is mentioned here in CC J, 11.

2. As for the Iraqi copy, Ibn Jumayʿ must have copied it or bought it, as he stated that among

the accumulated copies was also the copy which had been read in front of Ibn at-

Tilmīdh.433

3. Ibn Jumayʿ must have had access to the glosses of all five books as he quoted them

throughout his commentary.434 As Ibn Jumayʿ explicitly stated that these were only

contained in the Syrian copy, it is likely that he had also bought or copied it.435

(c) Comparing variants: Selected examples

Having explained how Ibn Jumayʿ collected his Canon copies and what he intended to do with

them, three selected examples will now be discussed in which Ibn Jumayʿ compared different

Canon manuscripts.

432. CC J, 5. See p. 89 above. Another passage which suggests that he had more than three copies at his
disposal is CC I, 208.
433. See p. 95 above.
434. See p. 83 above.
435. CC J 9, see p. 96 above.
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Uqḥuwān, zaʿfarān or arghawān

The following passage is a comment on the beginning of the third book of the Canon, in which

Ibn Sīnā discussed diseases affecting the head. The comment focuses on certain medical

treatments for such diseases:

The raʾīs said in it: “Narcissus (narjis), lily (sawsan), and camomile (uqḥuwān).” And in another
copy: “Saffron (zaʿfarān)”. And in another copy: “Arghawān”436. Camomile and saffron are both
medicaments that bring about maturation and dissolve [the disease matter] and strengthen,
and both medicaments are well-established (mutamakkinān) in this role.

As for arghawān, it appears to be a misspelling of saffron (zaʿfarān), but in the Iraqi glosses [we
find]: “Arghawān is the flower of a tree known in Iṣfahān and elsewhere. Its colour tends to a
light red and in spring the entire tree is covered with th[is] flower.” (CC III, 14)

As Ibn Jumayʿ presented three variant readings, he must have had consulted at least as many

different copies of the Canon. He judged both camomile and saffron to be plausible variants,

following established medical understanding of how these drugs work. He seemed sceptical

about arghawān which appears to him misspelled, but he nonetheless provided the

explanation of the Iraqi glosses (i.e., those of Ibn at-Tilmīdh as available in the Syrian copy).

Presumably Ibn Jumayʿ did not want to pass judgment on the medicinal qualities of flowers

from trees that were not found in Egypt and with which he was not familiar.437

436. Steingass et al., Dictionary, 38 gives the word arghawān as meaning ‘a tree whose fruit and flowers
are a beautiful red’. See also Kindī, and Levey, Formulary, 265 who identifies arghawān with the Judas
tree, Cercis siliquastrum L.
437. Ibn Jumayʿ did not tell us what he thought about the origin of these variants. He might have
speculated that Ibn Sīnā originally wrote arghawān which, though not available in Egypt, was known in
Persia to have appropriate medicinal properties. Perhaps copyists, especially physicians, changed the
term arghawān into something familiar to them and which would make sense in terms of its medicinal
qualities — namely, saffron and camomile. For Ibn Jumayʿ as a physician from Egypt, saffron and
camomile had the necessary medical qualities and thus made sense.
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There are several other instances in the commentary in which Ibn Jumayʿ enumerated three

variant readings.438 He never listed four variants, so we cannot be sure that he consulted more

than three copies, even though the preface suggests that he might have done so.439

ʿUbab or qubab

Most of the time, Ibn Jumayʿ provided only two variants, even though he compared one copy

with some other copies. The following text-critical comment is a typical example of this,

taken from the comments on Ibn Sīnā’s discourse on urine analysis in Book One of the Canon:

The raʾīs said: “ʿubab (winter cherry berries)440 remaining in diseased kidneys indicate the
length of the illness because they (ʿubab) indicate flatulence and viscosity (li-dalālatihā441 ʿalā ar-
riyāḥ wa-al-lazūjah).” In some copies we find qubab ‘domes’ written with qāf, but the first
manuscript is correct, i.e. ʿubab with ʿayn and without a diacritical dot. They (ʿubab) are small
bubbles (nuffākhāt) which are on the surface of urine. Hippocrates had mentioned them in the
seventh [treatise] of his Aphorisms. He said: “ʿubab that are floating on top of [the patient’s]
urine indicate that his illness is [located] in his kidneys. They warn of a long [illness].”442 (CC I,
211)

Just as Ibn Jumayʿ had stated in his preface, he here verified a reading by seeking the

authoritative source from which Ibn Sīnā drew his statement.443 His reference to Hippocrates

can be classified as a source-critical comment444 and is used to bring more certainty about the

two variants qubab and ʿubab.

438. CC I, 91, 267, CC II, 60, CC III 59 (all three variants are judged to be correct), CC III 65 (all variants are
judged to be incorrect), CC III 141 (one variant is judged as particularly sound), CC III 192 (only one
variant is judged to be correct), CC III 200 (all variants are evaluated with reference to Galen), CC III, 232
(all three variants judged to be incorrect), CC III 342 (only one variant is judged to be correct).
439. See above p. 98.
440. Lane, Lexicon, 1931: “ʿubab: The berries of the kākanaj or kākanj tree ... it has also berries, intensely red,
like beads of carnelian, smaller than the nabiq and larger than the grape ... ”. Kākanaj is usually identified as
Physalis alkekengi L. See Steingass et al., Dictionary, 1007, Maimonides, Sharh ̣ asma ̄ʼ, no. 201, Tibi, Opium,
196, Lev, and Amar, Materia Medica, 553. Note that Ullmann, Wörterbuch, 548 vocalises ʿubub instead of
ʿubab.
441. I am following Ibn Jumayʿ and his reading of the text. D has li-dalālatihi and is therefore not
referring back to the ʿubab.
442. Cf. the Arabic edition of the text by Tytler (Hippocrates, Fuṣūl, 62).
443. See CC J, 11, p. 97 below.
444. This major type of comment will be discussed later, see p. 107ff. below.
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It appears obvious that the corrupt variant was introduced when texts were copied. For

copyists who were not well versed in Hippocrates’ Aphorisms, domes (qubab) would probably

make more sense than the less common winter cherry berries (ʿubab). Ibn Jumayʿ’s

explanation (that ʿubab are small bubbles) seems to be based on Galen’s commentary of the

Aphorism:

Bubbles (πομφόλυγες445) develop when flatulence distends the fluid (ὑγρότητος). This happens
in particular if the fluid is viscous.446

Ibn Sīnā paraphrased this when he wrote that “they [ʿubab] indicate flatulence and viscosity”.

Such a paraphrase does obviously not help much to visualise what ʿubab are. Yet with the help

of Galen’s interpretation, it is not hard to imagine that ʿubab must be bubbles which develop if

flatulence distends a fluid. As a matter of fact, domes (qubab) may be much more descriptive

of such bubbles than ʿubab, a term otherwise used to describe the berries of a tree. Ibn Jumayʿ,

however, rejected this variant because it was apparently not found in his copy of the

Aphorisms or Galen’s commentary on the Aphorisms.

Ibn Jumayʿ’s contemporary Maimonides mentioned ʿubab447 as well, but his remarks are

confined to an obscure paraphrase of Galen’s interpretation, namely that ʿubab “indicate

heavy flatulence (rīḥ ghalīẓah) inside the viscous humours (akhlāṭ lazijah) and they therefore

warn of a long [illness].”448 It remains doubtful if Maimonides would have been able to explain

445. See also Ullmann, Wörterbuch, 548.
446. Galen, Opera, vol. XVIIIA, 134, lines 9-11. I am grateful to Oliver Overwien for assistance with this
passage.
447. In the manuscript of Maimonides’ commentary on the Aphorisms, we find the term ʿiyab (defects),
which is unrelated to either ʿubab or qubab.1 It is likely that ʿiyab is only a corruption of ʿubab arising
through copyists’ errors and that Maimonides originally intended ʿubab. See Ms Hunt. 427 fol. 50b for
the reading ي ـع بـ (ʿayb or ʿiyab). Schliwski, Sharḥ Fuṣūl (ed. p. 155 = trans. p. 276) has ن ـع بـ (grapes), which
he translates as cloud (‘Wolke’).
448. Ms Hunt. 427 fol. 50b. Cf. Schliwski, Sharḥ Fuṣūl, ed. 155 = trans. 276. The translation is that of the
present author.
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what ʿubab were, let alone other people who taught Hippocrates’ Aphorisms to children, as

Maimonides reported.449

No variants

Another interesting comment in which Ibn Jumayʿ compares several Canon manuscripts is the

following, on headaches caused by wine and their symptoms:

The raʾīs said: “Wine causes headaches without evaporation (bi-lā tabkhīr) and the cold reaches
[the sufferer] quickly through spasms of his extremities.”

I found it [this reading] in the copies I consulted, but this is a corrupt statement, far from the
truth, and it is likely that this is due to the copyist not having been attentive. Correct is: “Wine
causes headaches through evaporating (bi-at-tabkhīr) and the cold quickly reaches the sufferer
through spasms of his extremities.”450 (CC III, 29) 

As we can see, Ibn Jumayʿ compared all of his copies but was unable to find variant readings.

He attributed the corruption to a scribe who interchanged lām and alif. Ibn Jumayʿ’s decision

to blame the copyist and not Ibn Sīnā appears rather biased, especially as all copies consulted

prove to be corrupt.451 In fact, in his preface, Ibn Jumayʿ admits that he would rather come up

with a questionable explanation than attribute a mistake to Ibn Sīnā himself.452 For our

present comment, this means that even if Ibn Sīnā appears to have been the source of a minor

mistake (but one which changed the meaning quite drastically), it is better to attribute the

mistake to a copyist.

The decision appears less biased if we take into account that Ibn Jumayʿ had a very sceptical

attitude towards Ibn at-Tilmīdh. As we have seen, the most authentic versions Ibn Jumayʿ

could attain were those collated with Ibn at-Tilmīdh’s copy, for Ibn at-Tilmīdh had made his

449. Schliwski, Sharḥ Fuṣūl, xx.
450. The idea appears to be that wine (being hot/warm) causes evaporation (like boiling water) and
evaporation causes cooling. Cooling causes contraction of muscles or spasms.
451. For other instance, see CC II, 165, CC IV, 40, 55, 59 and CC V, 7 in which Ibn Jumayʿ believes that the
mistakes were introduced by copyists and not Ibn Sīnā.
452. CC P, 6. See below (p. 109) for a discussion of far-fetched intepretations.
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copy from Ibn Sīnā’s autograph. Ibn Jumayʿ, however, was doubtful that this could have

happened without Ibn at-Tilmīdh introducing mistakes. This is evident from the following

remark found in the preface:

Moreover, there are statements in them [Ibn at-Tilmīdh’s glosses] which cast doubt on the
alleged soundness of what he adopted when he corrected the copy against the autograph
(dustūr) of the author. (CC J, 8.2)453

Ibn Jumayʿ therefore suggested that Ibn at-Tilmīdh’s copy, as well as copies made from it

(such as the Iraqi copy mentioned above454), were likely to be corrupt due to Ibn at-Tilmīdh’s

incompetence. Therefore, whenever Ibn Jumayʿ blamed mistakes on copyists, we can

speculate as to whether he is thinking about Ibn at-Tilmīdh or about other copyists. In our

present case (CC III, 29), we can imagine Ibn Jumayʿ being aware that the erroneous variant

could not have been introduced by the other scribes copying Ibn at-Tilmīdh’s text, as all

copies consulted offer the same text, and it would be rather mysterious if all scribes

independently introduced the same corruption.

Nonetheless, Ibn Jumayʿ would not always choose to excuse Ibn Sīnā by referring to the fault

of copyists or Ibn at-Tilmīdh. For example, Ibn Jumayʿ identified an instance in which he

thought that Ibn Sīnā introduced a mistake through an inaccurate quotation of ar-Rāzī’s

description of the cephalic vein.455 Even though it would have been a matter of whether to

read ‘aw’ (‘or’) or ‘ay’ (‘that is’), Ibn Jumayʿ decided not to explain away Ibn Sīnā’s mistakes

with text-critical remarks.

453. For the translation of the first paragraph of CC J, 8, see p. 95.
454. See p. 94 above.
455. CC I, 123, see below p. 113.

- 104 -



Textual-criticism in other medical treatises

A millennium earlier, Galen had blamed copyists for certain mistakes which he found in

Hippocrates’ Aphorisms456 and compared different manuscripts and analysed variant readings

in his commentary of the Epidemics.457 It is therefore not surprising to find Ibn Jumayʿ

emulating his role-model. Unlike Ibn Jumayʿ, however, Galen was critical about the practical

value of his philological endeavours. After discussing the variant readings of Dioscorides and

Kapiton concerning a certain type of rain water, Galen notes that it will neither harm nor

benefit those who drink this rain water (which was apparently used for medicinal purposes)

whether the term is spelled with an additional letter or not.458

Galen’s philological inclinations were not uncommon, for we know of several other Ancient

Greek authors who used similar methods.459 Among the earliest Arabic-writing physicians who

employed text-critical methods was Ḥunayn ibn Isḥāq (d. 260/873), who used several Greek

manuscript copies of a single work when translating Galen’s treatises into Arabic.460 Ibn

Jumayʿ’s contemporaries also showed a philological interest in medical texts but on a much

smaller scale. Ibn Abī Uṣaybiʿah notes that Ibn al-Muṭrān made many corrections (taḥrīr) in

the books he possessed but it appears that these were mainly conjectures and not textual

variants found in other manuscripts.461

Fakhr ad-Dīn ar-Rāzī (d. 606/1209) tried to re-interpret a statement in Ibn Sīnā’s Ishārāt in

which the raʾīs had rejected the theory that bodies are composed of an either finite or infinite

456. See for example his comment on IV, 61 (Galen, Opera, vol. XVII.2, 741), which is cited by
Maimonides in his commentary on the Aphorisms (Schliwski, Sharḥ Fuṣūl, 231).
457. E.g. Galen, Opera, vol. XVIIB, 113 or Galen, In Hippocratis Epidemiarum, 289 and 407; I am grateful to
Oliver Overwien for providing me with these references.
458. Strohmeier, Galen, 269.
459. See Mülke, Autor, 223ff.
460. See Ḥunayn ibn Isḥāq, Übersetzungen, pp. 4, 12, 14, 19, 29, 32.
461. Ibn Abī Uṣaybiʿah, ʿUyūn (ed. Müller), vol. II, 178 (line 5 from below). See Rosenthal, and ‘Abd,
Technique, 33.
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number of atoms. Fakhr ad-Dīn admitted that his suggestion lacked manuscript support but

explained that “the omission of those (added) words was a clerical mistake either on the part

of Ibn Sīnā himself, or on the part of some copyist, or Ibn Sīnā intentionally omitted the

words, because the context made it unnecessary to mention them expressly.”462 In his Canon

commentary,463 Fakhr ad-Dīn did not discuss variant readings found in different Canon copies

but there are instances in which Fakhr ad-Dīn ar-Rāzī discussed variants found in the margins

of other treatises he consulted.464

In the following centuries, Ibn Nafīs (d. 687/1288) or Ḥājjī Khalīfah (d. 1067/1657) were also in

favour of blaming mistakes on copyists.465 Ḥājjī Khalīfah recommended to authors of

commentaries to be polite in the expression of their dissent, praising the civil and reverential

attitude of certain outstanding commentators who tried to put the blame for the mistakes of

their authors upon the copyists.466

(d) References to other Canon passages

Like comparing variants, there is also another method which did not rely on sources other

than the Canon itself and should therefore be mentioned briefly in this context. In his

comments, Ibn Jumayʿ repeatedly referenced other passages of the Canon which shed further

light on the passage he was explaining467 or which revealed that the raʾīs was contradicting

himself.468 Commenting on book two of the Canon, for instance, Ibn Jumayʿ often referred to

relevant drug entries in the same book.469 Elsewhere in his commentary, he also referred to

462. Rosenthal, and ‘Abd, Technique, 34-35.
463. The commentary is discussed in more detail below, p. 210.
464. See below, p. 213.
465. For Ibn Nafīs’ blaming mistakes on copyists, see below footnote 624.
466. Ḥājjī Khalīfah (Kâtip Çelebi), Kashf, vol. 1, 89. Rosenthal, and ‘Abd, Technique, 35.
467. E.g. in comments on the first book: CC I, 31, 34, 35, 40, 55, 58, 67, 87, 110, 159, 209, 247, 257. 
468. For contradictions Ibn Jumayʿ identified, see for instance CC I, 55 (see below p. 137) or CC III, 16.
469. CC II, 28, 39, 41, 43, 45, 67, 74, 157, 169, 170.
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passages found in other books of the Canon.470 With such references, the court physician

demonstrated that he had an intimate knowledge of the contents of the Canon.

2. Consulting written sources other than the Canon

If Ibn Jumayʿ judged a passage to be incorrect, he tried to find a more appropriate variant

reading in other copies of the Canon.471 If he was unable to do so, however, he sought the

source (aṣl) which Ibn Sīnā had used when composing the Canon. This method implies that Ibn

Jumayʿ did not think of the Canon as an original piece of scholarship but rather as a well-

composed conglomeration of different source texts which sometimes happened to be

misquoted. Ibn Jumayʿ saw his task as correcting these flaws by going back to the sources and

reviving what the authorities had to say (most importantly Galen and ar-Rāzī).

In the commentary itself, we find well over 600 instances of Ibn Jumayʿ applying this

method.472 In several cases, Ibn Jumayʿ did not only cite his own sources but also made quite

explicit remarks about the sources Ibn Sīnā had used. For instance, when Ibn Jumayʿ corrected

a certain statement about how many muscles are found in the thorax, he remarked that one

should ‘look attentively at what is said about the muscles in the Alexandrian jawāmiʿ on the

small book of anatomy (K. at-tashrīḥ aṣ-ṣaghīr) upon which the raʾīs [Ibn Sīnā] depends

heavily’.473 Moreover, Ibn Jumayʿ made similar comments regarding ar-Rāzī’s al-Ḥāwī (which

was one of Ibn Sīnā’s main sources) such as pointing out that it is obvious that Ibn Sīnā (who

usually did not cite his sources) quoted a given passage from ar-Rāzī.474 

470. E.g. CC I, 159, 209, 247, 257; CC III, 206.
471. See p. 97.
472. See above p. 77ff. (Galen ca. 160 references; Hippocrates ca. 20 references; Dioscorides ca. 80
references; other Greek authors ca. 30 references; ar-Rāzī ca. 110 references; Ḥawāshī ca. 100
references; Ibn Sīnā’s Shifāʾ ca. 30 references; other Arabic authors ca. 120 references; other not clearly
identified sources ca. 20 references).
473. CC I, 82.
474. CC IV, 9, 20. For more passages and translated examples see below pp. 113 and 169.
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It is also often the case that Ibn Jumayʿ speculated about whether a mistake was already found

in the source text (aṣl)475 Ibn Sīnā had used when composing the Canon or if Ibn Sīnā

introduced the mistake.476 It is thus that Galen is often employed ‘to establish what is found in

the source text (aṣl)’.477 In other instances, Ibn Jumayʿ remarked that he could not find the

source text at all478 or he suggested that Ibn Sīnā must have copied from a source text which

was different from the one Ibn Jumayʿ consulted.479

(a) Using sources to clarify or defend the Canon

In his preface, Ibn Jumayʿ enumerated the things he wanted to comment on as follows:

All of this [i.e. passages found in the Canon contradicting its original sources and text critical
observations, see CC J, 11], as well as what I found in the Canon in terms of odd expressions,
remote loanwords, as well as expressions foreign to physicians, in sum, all that which is not
frequently used among them [i.e. the physicians], difficult and problematic passages, and that
which is contradictory in them, be it true or what [only] seems to be [true] according to the
appearance of opinion: much of it I endeavour to explain, elucidating all the obscure and
difficult [passages] as well as what appears to be contradictory and refutable. (CC J, 12)

While Ibn Jumayʿ repeated many of the criticisms he had already raised elsewhere,480 he

emphasised here that he will explain difficult or problematic terms and passages. Such

clarifying explanations make up an essential part of the commentary and the discussion of

little bubbles on urine has already illustrated how Hippocrates was used to clarify a variant

reading.481 Another example will be discussed in chapter three when analysing Ibn Jumayʿ’s

475. When Ibn Jumayʿ mentions the aṣl he thinks about Ibn Sīnā’s source text and not the Canon as can
be seen in a couple of comments in which Ibn Jumayʿ identifies the aṣl as Galen’s, Dioscorides’ or ar-
Rāzī’s works. For ar-Rāzī as Ibn Sīnā’s source, see: CC III, 352. See also CC I, 123, II, 53, 54, 58 (?), 101, 106,
149, CC III, 162, 253, 280. For Galen as Ibn Sīnā’s source see: CC I, 91, CC II, 75, 101, 210, CC III, 39, 162,
280. For Dioscorides as source: CC II, 179, 198.
476. CC I, 199, II, 149, 171, III, 162.
477. CC I, 91. 
478. CC II, 196.
479. CC II, 12.
480. See CC P, 2 (see above p. 88); CC J, 1 (see above p. 91) and CC J, 3 (see above p. 90).
481. CC I, 211. See above p. 101.
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comments on cranial sutures.482 In both cases, Ibn Jumayʿ did not correct the Canon but rather

clarified its contents.

In some comments, Ibn Jumayʿ did not only aim to clarify the Canon but also to defend it

against certain objections that Ibn Sīnā’s adversaries raised or which Ibn Jumayʿ

hypothetically raised. As we have seen, Ibn Sīnā’s adversary Ibn Zuhr was explicitly named in

the preface but we were also introduced to other people who accused Ibn Sīnā of various

shortcomings.483 Ibn Jumayʿ described the latter group to his addressee and stressed in a

rather apologetic tone that the commentary was in fact more intended for them and not for

the addressee:

What prevented me from answering you were [not only] my absence from home and my
journeys,484 but [also] my belief that a book like this [i.e. the commentary] should not fall into
the hands of someone who is not like yourself, who intends to put it to good use and seeks
justice — in toto, [someone] of excellent character traits. Rather, it might come into the
possession of those, who are overcome by vice and seized by the habits of evil thought — and
[alas], how many are like this! Particularly in this time, [many] are driven by [their] envy of the
Canon’s author to deny Ibn Sīnā’s excellency and to despise him, while the common people and
the ignorant think that Ibn Sīnā’s only aim with the Canon is to set out on a daring [but futile]
enterprise (at-taʿātī) and to curry favour (at-tashaffuʿ) and the like. In sum, [they believe that] in
the midst of Ibn Sīnā’s good deeds are evil deeds, but this is obviously a poor judgement. (CC P,
5)

Moreover, [I did not answer your request as] many of those comments [of mine]485 indeed rely
upon [rather] stretched (baʿīdah) conjectures, explanations and interpretations which are
necessitated and compelled because one has to think good of the raʾīs — the author of the
book — and defend his merit (faḍīlah) and find an excuse for him,486 no matter how stretched
the intentions and examples of [my] discourse are.

482. See below p. 156ff.
483. See above, p. 87f.
484. Lit. ‘The state of not being sedentary’.
485. Ar. ḥawāshī. Ibn Jumayʿ refers to his own comments as ḥawāshī (e.g. the title of the second book of
the commentary, ḥawāshī al-kitāb ath-thānī min al-Qānūn, P 73a/B 44a). He does not refer to Ibn at-
Tīlmīdh’s glosses in this instance (CC P, 6 = B 1b/P 1b) as he will only introduce them in a later passage
(they are first mentioned in CC J, 6 = B 3b-4a/P 3a). 
486. Lit. ‘Pursue a way out for him’. 
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The eminent masters and people [possessing a sense] of justice, a properly balanced temper,
and nobility of natural disposition, know of the amount of trouble in [undertaking such an
enterprise], and the pain involved in copying [excerpts] from a book, and the extreme effort in
the production and connection of them. However, the wicked, envious, blameworthy,
disturbed, and stubborn will nonetheless spot the obscure passages [in such treatises culled
from the works of others] and [thus] mislead487 the mind of those who do not comprehend, the
common people and those who are susceptible to dangerous influences488 of the followers of
this [vicious] group. (CC P, 6)

So in sum, as for the person of disputation and argument, it is obvious what he is. For these
reasons, I saw fit not to pursue my endeavour any further489 — until your letter arrived
containing your questions and the repeated recurrence of this [topic]. I feared that you would
have a bad opinion of me,490 knowing this, so I compiled this book and divided it into two parts.
(CC P, 7)

Ibn Jumayʿ admitted in this passage that his glosses contain stretched interpretations, but

stressed that such a biased approach is necessary and part of a polite, balanced and educated

reply to the Canon. Only the stubborn (al-ʿinād) will focus solely on criticising the obscure

passages, while the educated will not criticise the raʾīs, but will give him the benefit of the

doubt, knowing how difficult was Ibn Sīnā’s endeavour to excerpt from many treatises and to

compile a book which is as well-composed as the Canon. We can therefore expect Ibn Jumayʿ to

go to great lengths to explain errors and inadequacies in the Canon so that they would not

reflect badly upon Ibn Sīnā himself.

In the body of the commentary, Ibn Jumayʿ was reluctant to admit that he proposed

‘stretched’ interpretations. In fact, he explicitly admitted this in only one instance. After

quoting Ibn Sīnā and contrasting his statements regarding naturally coloured thick urine with

those of Hippocrates and Galen, Ibn Jumayʿ concluded:

487. Lit. ‘The falsification of’.
488. Lit. ‘The arrows’.
489. Lit. ‘To draw clouds over [i.e. cover up] this issue’.
490. Ibn Jumayʿ’s explanation of why he finally gave in to write the commentary is most likely a literary
topos as he used the exact same phrase (i.e. ‘lest you may have a bad opinion of me ... ’) in other
treatises as well (Ibn Jumayʿ, Lemon (Topkapı), fol. 113a).
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Hence, what the raʾīs [Ibn Sīnā] mentioned about [the differentiation between] these two types
of urine is inadequate and is a corruption of the manuscript, although this might be a [rather]
stretched (baʿīdah) interpretation. As it is always our habit to render [statements] correct, we
say that [Ibn Sīnā] meant by saying “through the ease of passing” (bi-suhūlah al-khurūj) that the
body becomes lighter through it [i.e. the act of passing the urine] and the ease of [urine] being
taken away. Considering this interpretation, [the present passage] agrees with the sources [i.e.
Hippocrates and al-Rāzī’s al-Ḥāwī]. (CC I, 207)

Instead of blaming the raʾīs, Ibn Jumayʿ re-interpreted Ibn Sīnā’s words so that they fit

Hippocrates’ and ar-Rāzī’s account of thick urine. Before suggesting his conciliating

interpretation, Ibn Jumayʿ emphasised that it is his habit to render statements correctly. We

can therefore assume that Ibn Jumayʿ commented in many other passages accordingly.

One such passage that features a ‘stretched’ (baʿīdah) interpretation appears to be Ibn Jumayʿ’s

comment on the very beginning of the Canon in which Ibn Sīnā defines medicine.491 Ibn Jumayʿ

comments on how to understand the phrase “medicine is a science” and rejects the

interpretation that medicine is a theoretical art. The problem for Ibn Jumayʿ is that Ibn Sīnā

thought that both the theory and practice of medicine could be learned without ever

practicing medicine. Ibn Jumayʿ tried to explain this in his eyes rather problematic definition

by suggesting that Ibn Sīnā defined medicine epistemologically and not in terms of its

ultimate aim which is practice. As we will see in chapter four, we have to question if this truly

reflects Ibn Sīnā’s notion of medicine. It appears that Ibn Jumayʿ projected his ideals on Ibn

Sīnā’s definition of medicine and we could therefore count this comment as another instance

of a stretched interpretation.

There are plenty of other examples in the commentary which would need to be discussed in

detail if one wished to determine whether they are ‘stretched’ interpretations meant to

uphold Ibn Jumayʿ’s positive image of Ibn Sīnā.492 Moreover, it must be questioned whether

491. See below, p. 205ff.
492. Examples include: CC I, 54 (defence of Ibn Sīnā’s approach to anatomy), CC I, 55 (Ibn Jumayʿ
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some of the text-critical decisions are in fact stretched.493 Perhaps Ibn Jumayʿ was correct in

believing that several mistakes were introduced by copyists copying the Canon. The possibility

that copyists were responsible for correcting the Canon (rather than introducing errors) is

never explicitly considered by Ibn Jumayʿ. Physicians who copied the Canon for their own use

might have corrected errors introduced by Ibn Sīnā.494

(b) Using sources to criticise the Canon

Despite his positive attitude toward Ibn Sīnā, Ibn Jumayʿ remained critical, as can be seen in

several instances in which he either implicitly or explicitly criticised the raʾīs. Criticisms

ranged from exposing misspellings (taṣḥīf) or corruptions (taḥrīf) introduced by Ibn Sīnā when

copying from his source texts, to more serious accusations such as the mal-composition of

certain drugs. In the following examples, Ibn Jumayʿ used authoritative sources to correct

passages found in the Canon. In the first example, Ibn Sīnā is criticised implicitly while the

later two examples demonstrate explicit criticisms. 

Ibn Jumayʿ commented extensively on Ibn Sīnā’s discussion of urine analysis, which was one

of the most important means of diagnosis employed by mediaeval physicians. The colour and

consistency of urine were particularly important to the physician as they were thought to

indicate, for example, how long a disease would last or if it would prove to be fatal. Ibn Sīnā,

when discussing the compound colours of urine (alwān murakkabah),495 had listed the olive oil

eliminates certain doubts), CC I, 60 (about the variants mahbil and maḥbul), CC I, 103 (hypothetical
argument), CC I, 131 (hypothetical argument), CC I, 154 (an apparent contradiction is solved), CC I, 172
(two possible interpretations and Ibn Jumayʿ suggests that Ibn Sīnā must have meant the correct
interpretation), CC I, 173 (defence of the pulse definition), CC I, 230 (lengthy quote from Galen to show
Ibn Sīnā was correct), CC I, 243 (correct version probably found in one of the copies), CC II, 137 (defence
of a statement which is apparently wrong), CC II, 139 (Ibn Sīnā must have meant another drug), CC II,
204 (Ibn Jumayʿ excuses Ibn Sīnā of this mistake), CC III, 143 (defence of how certain techniques are
described).
493. See p. 103 above.
494. For instance, they might have changed maḥbul into mahbil. See above, p. 119.
495. D I, 188, line 17.
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colour (al-lawn az-zaytī), defined it both in terms of its colour and consistency,496 and then

discussed what it may indicate. Ibn Jumayʿ commented on the end of the passage in which Ibn

Sīnā tried to summarise the different types of olive oil urine (al-bawl az-zaytī):

The rāʾis [Ibn Sīnā] said: “In sum, there are three sorts of urine resembling olive oil (al-bawl az-
zaytī), namely that which is greasy throughout (yakūn kulluhu dasiman), that which is [greasy]
only at the very bottom [of the urine flask], and that which is [greasy] at the very top.’497

The author [Ibn Jumayʿ] responds: “The most eminent of physicians [Galen] said in the third
[part] of his commentary on the third [book] of the Epidemics: ‘We have seen the fat that floats
on the top of urine many times, but as for urine that is fatty throughout, or has some fat in the
middle [of the urine flask], we have never seen it and it is more appropriate [to say] that there
is simply no fatty tissue in the bottom part [of a urine flask] as it is in the nature of every fatty
substance to float on all other liquids.” And he [Galen] said: “Even Hippocrates did not mention
this urine in the Prognosticon (K. Taqdimat al-maʿrifah) even though he describes and explains
every symptom of acute diseases very accurately.”498 (CC I, 202)

It is very likely that Ibn Sīnā absentmindedly read Galen’s account on olive oil urine and

simply listed the three types despite the fact that Galen judged one of them impossible and

had never seen the other.499 Instead of explicitly criticising Ibn Sīnā for failing to realise that

fatty tissues can never be found in the bottom part of a urine flask, Ibn Jumayʿ simply

contrasted Ibn Sīnā’s statements with those found in his sources.

The next comment criticises Ibn Sīnā explicitly for mis-quoting his sources:

The raʾīs said: “Sometimes it is necessary for blood to be drawn off by bloodletting until one is
unconscious, using (min) the cephalic vein (al-qayfāl) or the ‘shoulder-vein’, dorsally (al-ʿirq al-
katfī alladhī min khalf). This is superior because it prevents the blood from rising to the head.”

This statement has become corrupt through copying the phrase “or from the shoulder vein,

496. D I, 188, line 21. Ibn Sīnā defines this colour as “yellow, intermingled with beet root red (silqiyah),
similar to olive oil due to the sort of residue (ziwajah) in it, the oily shimmering transparency, and [its]
consistency [being] both thin and thick”.
497. Cf. D I, 188, line 4f. from below.
498. Cf. the Greek passage in Galen, In Hippocratis Epidemiarum, 162, lines 20-27 = Galen, Opera, vol. XVIIA,
740, line 5ff.
499. Another example in which Ibn Jumayʿ accuses Ibn Sīnā for not having read Galen attentively is
found in CC I, 188.
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dorsally” for it was taken from what ar-Rāzī said in al-Ḥāwī. To quote him verbatim, ar-Rāzī
said: “My own [observation is this]: Bloodletting from the shoulder vein dorsally is more
beneficial than its being done at the elbow (al-mirfaq) because it cuts off the flow of blood to the
head. In this way, nosebleed is checked, unless this [bloodletting] is done from pulsating
vessels.” 

He has also said, to quote him verbatim: “My own [observation is] that for severe nosebleed, for
which no medication is of any benefit, one should look for the cephalic vein (of the shoulder)
and undertake bleeding there, for then the blood will be restricted to that location.”

It is to be understood from these two passages that bloodletting of the cephalic vein, which is
adjacent to the shoulder, dorsally, cuts off nosebleed. This, however, is not to be understood
from the statement of the raʾīs, for he said that “or from the ‘shoulder-vein’, dorsally”. From
this statement one would think it is another vein, different from the cephalic vein. But this is
not so. And it is with this [correct] interpretation that one must understand it. His statement
should thus be read in the following way and conform with the two statements [of ar-Rāzī]:
“Sometimes it is necessary for blood to be drawn off through bloodletting until one is
unconscious, using the cephalic vein, which is the ‘shoulder vein’, dorsally.” (CC III, 124) 

Ibn Jumayʿ criticised Ibn Sīnā for his statement that the cephalic vein and the ‘shoulder-vein’

were two separate veins, when in fact they were one and the same. As in the previous

comment, Ibn Jumayʿ listed the sources he thought Ibn Sīnā used when compiling the Canon

and concluded with a convincing correction of Ibn Sīnā’s corrupted statement.

One of the strongest criticisms in the commentary is the following:

The rāʾis said in it [referring to the faṣl discussed before]: “Myrobalan occurs in it [a before
mentioned purgative with mastic and aloe] to inhibit the strong vapour which is created in the
stomach”.500

“Myrobalan” (halīlaj): If it occurs in the composition of pills which are intended to clear the
head in particular, [only] very small amounts will fumigate it [the head], for it [myrobalan]
strengthens the orifice of the stomach [i.e. the sphincter] through its [myrobalan’s] capacity to
constrict and to be astringent. And he [Ibn Sīnā] said about this that their [the composition’s]
cleansing [properties] is due to it [myrobalan]. But this is an instance of mal-composition and
skilled physicians (ḥudhāq al-aṭibbāʾ) would never fall into [such an error] in their compounding
of purgatives. But rather, the opposite must be the case:

This is to mix into the cleansing agents for the brain that which relaxes the orifice of the

500. D II, 33, l. 10.
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stomach, supports the fumigation, and makes its properties reach the head quicker, such as
saffron, because this [saffron] is one of those things which cleanse it [the head] much more
intensely and thoroughly, so much so that Ibn Zuhr, the Andalusian, used to put in them [the
cleansing agents] a small amount of garlic and often gave them [the cleansing agents] as a
drink with wine or water in which he had steeped it [garlic] and heated it [the drink] until it
simmered and started to boil, as this [the boiling of the drink] allows for their quick fumigation
of the brain.      

His [Ibn Zuhr’s] doing so is analogous with how the masters of the ancient physicians mixed a
little amount of fennel into medications for the bladder so that its absorption would be
quicker. One should not object to such a statement by [saying that one should] mix nard
(sunbul) together with mastic and aloe because, if he [who raised the objection] would consider
this for himself, he would not find myrobalan to make the two [mastic and aloe] milder, as both
are not very strong in constricting [properties] nor do they have a strong [impact] on the
orifice of the stomach. It is more appropriate for myrobalan and other [remedies] which inhibit
the strong vapours from rising to the brain, that one should apply them after the cleansing
with these pills. This is obvious, and what is correct in this [matter] is very clear. (CC III, 18)

In sum, Ibn Jumayʿ accused Ibn Sīnā of the mal-composition of a certain cleansing agent

because the raʾīs is apparently wrong about compounding myrobalan with mastic and aloe.

Pills that are intended to cleanse the brain should not include myrobalan, but rather

substances such as saffron or, as Ibn Zuhr suggested, garlic steeped in very hot wine or water.

Most interesting is that Ibn Jumayʿ explicitly judged Ibn Sīnā not to be among the skilled

physicians. Ibn Zuhr is quoted to give an example of what skilled physicians would do. One

wonders, however, why Ibn Zuhr is mentioned at this point, since for Ibn Jumayʿ he probably

belonged to the group of stubborn physicians who were not in favour of the Canon.501 If Ibn

Jumayʿ had wanted to defend the Canon at all costs, he would probably not have mentioned

Ibn Zuhr in this context.502 We can therefore conclude that Ibn Jumayʿ was well aware of the

shortcomings of the Canon and, at times, showed his disapproval very explicitly and even

referred to authors which were not in favour of the Canon. It must be stressed, however, that

501. See p. 110 above.
502. It is therefore unlikely that Ibn Jumayʿ aimed his commentary solely at adversaries of the Canon as
he suggested in his preface (CC P, 5, see p. 109 above).
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Ibn Jumayʿ rarely criticised Ibn Sīnā to the extent that he did in these three examples.503 In

general, Ibn Jumayʿ is supportive of the Canon and does not dwell on its shortcomings.

(c) Erudition and analogical reasoning

If Ibn Jumayʿ could not trace Ibn Sīnā’s sources, he stated that he ‘sought to correct the Canon

using the principles of the medical art which were unanimously agreed upon and the rules

handed down from the authorities.’504 Therefore, whenever Ibn Jumayʿ discussed matters ‘well

known among physicians’ or ‘well-known among physicians and apothecaries’,505 he did not

trace Ibn Sīnā’s sources but simply referred to generally accepted facts that could be found in

written treatises such as those by Galen. In chapter three, we will see that Ibn Jumayʿ

employed this method quite frequently and often reached conclusions without buttressing

them with specific references to other treatises.506 It thus follows that in these instances Ibn

Jumayʿ employed his erudition which he had gained through his study of medical treatises.

Yet, Ibn Jumayʿ did usually more than simply remember and repeat what he thought were

generally accepted facts. Whenever he was unable to find the source Ibn Sīnā had used when

compiling his Canon, he had to decide which general principles would apply to a given Canon

passage he was commenting on. Ibn Jumayʿ therefore had to employ what he elsewhere called

‘analogical principles’ (al-uṣūl al-qiyāsiyyah) in order to use his vast knowledge of medical

treatises.507 When criticising Ibn Sīnā for the mal-composition of a cleansing agent, for

instance, Ibn Jumayʿ demonstrated that he was able to apply his knowledge concerning one

503. For other critical comments, see Ibn Jumayʿ’s discussion of human dissection (p. 144f. below) and
materia medica (p. 164ff. below)
504. See above p. 97.
505. CC II, 108. For ‘what is well-known among physicians’, see, for instance, CC II, 149, 203, 208. For
what ‘skilled physicians’ would do, see CC III, 18. 
506. CC III, 26, 29, 30, 36, and 38. CC III, 38 mentions the phrase ‘well-known among physicians’
explicitly. For a full discussion of these passages see below p. 190ff.
507. For a more detailed discussion of this method, see below p. 181ff.
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area to another area: just like fumigating agents of the brain can be enhanced by certain

ingredients, so medications for the bladder can be enhanced as well.508

(d) Using Jawharī’s dictionary 

While Jawharī’s (d. c. 397/1007) dictionary is just another written source Ibn Jumayʿ used

when clarifying or correcting the Canon, it is the only non-medical treatise which takes a

major role in the commentary. In his entry on Ibn Jumayʿ, Ibn Abī Uṣaybiʿah wrote that Ibn

Jumayʿ would not read anything without having Jawharī’s Ṣiḥāḥ in front of him.509 It is not

simply an anecdote that Ibn Jumayʿ constantly consulted the Ṣiḥāḥ (literally ‘what is

authentic’), a massive510 dictionary of classical Arabic that was the most widely used Arabic

dictionary of the middle ages.511 When writing his commentary, Ibn Jumayʿ consulted

Jawharī’s dictionary more than 80 times.512 On average, Ibn Jumayʿ quoted the Ṣiḥāḥ at least

once on every folio when commenting on the first and fourth book of the Canon, and once on

every other folio in his comments on books two, three and five.513 Ibn Jumayʿ was indeed

meticulous about elucidating technical terms or terms he did not fully understand.

508. See above p. 114.
509. See p. 34 above.
510. Modern editions are usually printed in 6 volumes, e.g. Jawharī, Ṣiḥāḥ.
511. Kopf, al-Jawharī. See above note 34.
512. CC I, 49, 60 (two times), 64, 77, 114, 118, 140, 141, 152, 161, 178, 200, 218, 234, 235, 237, 238, 240, 246,
247; CC II, 16, 20, 29, 50, 70, 76, 84, 95, 108, 110, 117, 131 (two times), 141, 159, 161, 180, 214; CC III, 3, 4, 6,
11, 12, 24, 28, 57, 59, 61, 62, 94, 107, 120, 127, 139, 149, 157, 203, 205, 215, 219, 240, 269, 276, 278, 310, 318,
334, 339, 349, 371, 374. CC IV, 4, 69, 71, 81, 93, 101, 108, 111, 112, 116, 119, 125. CC V, 4, 6.
513. There are 21 references on ca. 40 folios in CC I; 18 references on ca. 31 folios in CC II; 33 references
on ca. 32 folios in CC III; 12 references on ca. 10 folios in CC IV and two references on ca. 4 folios in CC V.
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Ibn Jumayʿ clearly indicated when he was referring to the Ṣiḥāḥ and usually introduced

quotations with ‘Jawharī said’.514 The following is an example of how Ibn Jumayʿ made use of

the Ṣiḥāḥ when commenting on Ibn Sīnā’s discussion of the anatomy of the heart:

On the anatomy of the heart. The raʾīs said: “There is no [other] membrane [in the body] which
comes close to the thukhūnah [of the pericardium].” I believe that this is thakhānah515 meaning
thickness (ghilaẓ) and toughness (ṣalābah). Jawharī said: “Something is solid (thakhana), i.e. it is
tough (ṣalaba) and thick (ghalaẓa), and that this is solidity (thakhīn).” (CC III, 219)

Ibn Jumayʿ was not familiar with the verbal noun thukhūnah and suggested thakhānah as the

correct verbal noun of the root th-kh-n.516 In this example Ibn Jumayʿ appears to be concerned

with rather minute linguistic details not necessarily important for the medical discourse, let

alone for the anatomical understanding of the heart. In contrast, Ibn Nafīs in the following

century was not distracted by such linguistic details, but rather criticised the anatomical

details of the description.517 

514. At times, his references were detailed, such as ‘Jawharī said in the Ṣiḥāḥ al-ʿarabiyyah’ (e.g. in CC I,
77 commenting on the term ʿayn ar-rukbah which is found in Jawharī, Ṣiḥāḥ, vol. VI, 2170 and in CC III,
61 on the term al-lawā found in Jawharī, Ṣiḥāḥ, vol. VI, 2486) or ‘Jawharī mentioned in the Kitāb aṣ-ṣiḥāḥ’
(C II, 16 on the term saʿtar found in Jawharī, Ṣiḥāḥ, vol. II, 685). In other cases, Ibn Jumayʿ only referred
to the name of the dictionary. For instance, he would refer to ‘the Ṣiḥāḥ al-ʿarabiyyah’ in his comments
on book one: CC I, 141 comments on ghadd found in Jawharī, Ṣiḥāḥ, vol. III, 1095; CC I, 152 on ḍaḥītu
found in Jawharī, Ṣiḥāḥ, vol. VI, 2407; CC I, 200 on ilhāk and wadak found in Jawharī, Ṣiḥāḥ, vol. IV, 1629
and 1613 respectively; CC I, 235 on shaghzabiyyah found in Jawharī, Ṣiḥāḥ, vol. I, 157-8; CC I, 247 on
qathad found in Jawharī, Ṣiḥāḥ, vol. II, 521. Ibn Jumayʿ also referred to ‘the Ṣiḥāḥ al-lughah’ 1 (CC I, 140
comments on maʿmaʿah found in Jawharī, Ṣiḥāḥ, vol. III, 1286; CC II, 161 on kanʿad found in Jawharī,
Ṣiḥāḥ, vol. II, 532) or simply ‘in the Ṣiḥāḥ’ (CC I, 60 comments on mahbil found in Jawharī, Ṣiḥāḥ, vol. V,
1846; CC II, 95 on ḥndqūq (?) which is not listed in Jawharī, Ṣiḥāḥ, vol. IV, 1465; CC II, 180 on judjud found
in Jawharī, Ṣiḥāḥ, vol. II, 453; CC III, 4 on tarāʾā al-jumʿān found in Jawharī, Ṣiḥāḥ, vol. VI, 2348).
515. For thakhānah and thukhūnah (both attested infinitive forms) see Lane, Lexicon, 332.
516. It appears that Ibn Jumayʿ found thakhānah in the Ṣiḥāḥ even though this form does not appear in
the quotation as presented by Ibn Jumayʿ. He must have forgotten to quote the verbal noun again in his
quotation, as modern editions of the Ṣiḥāḥ provide us with the verbal noun thakhānah in the entry on
th-kh-n. Jawharī, Ṣiḥāḥ, vol. V, 2087. Lane lists both forms thukhūnah and thakhānah as attested. Lane,
Lexicon, 332.
517. Meyerhof, Ibn an-Nafīs, 116. Savage-Smith, Attitudes, 102.
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While it might be true that some of Ibn Jumayʿ’s linguistic comments are rather pedantic and

apparently of little use for the understanding of anatomy, other examples show that linguistic

accuracy can be important. The following comment also concerns an anatomical term:

The raʾīs said: “Hence there is a duct (ʿurūq) in women through which the sperm is pushed to
the mahbil”.

In the Book of Man’s Creation by Abū Ḥātim Sahl ibn Muḥammad who is known as Sijistānī518 [it is
said]: “The womb (raḥim) has two closures (ḥalqatān).519 One of them is at the orifice of the
womb, at the outermost point (ṭaraf) of the vulva (farj). The other [closure] is that which closes
upon the seminal fluid (māʾ) and is opened for the menstrual discharge (ḥayd). What is in
between the two is the mahbil.” In the Ṣīḥāḥ (by Jawharī): “The mahbil is at the extreme end of
the womb. It is called ‘the way of the child’ [i.e. birth canal] and it is in between the vulva and
the womb.” Thābit Ibn ʿUmar520 said in his Book of Man's Creation: “Abū Zayd said that the mahbil
is the resting-place [of the foetus] (mustaqirr)521 in the womb. However, this is false for the
mahbil is what is between the two closures.”

The author believes that this is what the raʾīs meant, namely [that the mahbil] extends between
the two closures, because the seminal fluid is pushed there and is then swallowed by the womb
and its mouth closes upon it. I found in other copies al-maḥbul, but this is not applicable in this
passage because al-maḥbul is the time of the mother being pregnant [i.e. gestation period].
Jawharī said: “One says in the maḥbul of so-and-so, meaning the time his mother was pregnant
with him.” (CC I, 60)

The fact that modern editions of the Canon still have maḥbul in this instance, i.e. ‘the sperm is

pushed to the gestation period’,522 illustrates why such linguistic comments can be useful for

the understanding of the Canon and should not generally be dismissed as irrelevant

comments. Other examples of comments concerned with anatomy are Ibn Jumayʿ’s

518. For Sijistānī (d. 250/864) see above p. 82.
519. Lit. ‘Ring or opening’. See Lane, Lexicon, 630.
520. See above note 360.
521. See entry on qarār in Lane, Lexicon, 2501.
522. D I, 39, l. 9. Also found in the Bulaq edition of the Canon (Ibn Sīnā, Canon (Būlāq), vol. I, 22, l. 5).
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explanations of the terms zard,523 qabāʾil,524 ʿayn ar-rukbah,525 wāshijah,526 mawṣud,527 and ṭilʿu.528

In each comment Jawharī is cited specifically.

The majority of references to Jawharī are not concerned with anatomical terms, but range

from technical terms for certain ball games529 to terms used for particular species of fish530 or

the designation of winds not beneficial for the neck.531 All instances illustrate that Ibn Jumayʿ

could not overlook words in the Canon that he could not define or that were spelled in a way

he did not recognise, or that he believed to be spelled incorrectly. It is likely, of course, that

he did not discuss all such instances, as he had stressed that he would only present the most

important findings,532 but we can nevertheless imagine Ibn Jumayʿ constantly looking up

words in Jawharī’s dictionary when reading the Canon.

Even though the Ṣiḥāḥ is the most quoted dictionary in the commentary, it is not the only one.

Ibn Jumayʿ also refers to the Mujmal fī al-lugha by Ibn Fāris’ (d. c. 1004).533 Moreover, the

example presented above (CC I, 60) shows that Ibn Jumayʿ used treatises such as Sijistānī’s

523. Protrusions of the thin membrane or pia mater (al-ghishāʾ ar-raqiq) of the brain. CC III, 3 (123b/75a).
Jawharī, Ṣiḥāḥ, vol. II, 480.
524. The different parts or bones of the cranium held together by its sutures. CC I, 64. Jawharī, Ṣiḥāḥ,
vol. V, 1797.
525. Lit. ‘Eye of the knee’, i.e. the patella or knee-cap. CC I, 77. Jawharī, Ṣiḥāḥ, vol. VI, 2170.
526. Interwoven (as in “interwoven network of nerves”). CC III, 24. See below p. 189. Jawharī, Ṣiḥāḥ, vol.
I, 347.
527. Closed (appears in the Canon in the context of closing the throat). CC III, 157. Jawharī, Ṣiḥāḥ, vol. II,
550.
528. Aṭ-ṭāliʿayn are the two renal veins (see Koning, Trois Traités, 639). CC III, 269. Jawharī, Ṣiḥāḥ, vol. III,
1254.
529. CC I, 235
530. CC II, 161.
531. CC III, 28. See below, p. 191.
532. Ibn Jumayʿ mentions this in the preface of the commentary: “In the second part I have put down
the [most] important of all the marginal glosses I have made” (CC P, 8 = B 2a / P 2a). 
533. Ibn Fāris was a philologist who was active in several places such as Baghdād, Hamadhān or Rayy
(see Fleisch, Ibn Fāris). For references to him in the Canon commentary see CC I, 222. In CC III, 47, Ibn
Jumayʿ refers to the Jāmiʿ al-lugha by Ibn Fāris. This probably refers to the Mujmal as well. The same
applies to CC I, 233, in which Ibn Jumayʿ quotes the Jāmiʿ al-lugha again, but without giving its author. As
some parts of the Mujmal remain in manuscripts, it is difficult to trace Ibn Jumayʿ’s sources.

- 120 -



Book of Man’s Creation to define certain technical terms. Different types of treatises could thus

serve as useful sources for Ibn Jumayʿ’s philological endeavours.

3. Exchange and experience

Books were not the only source Ibn Jumayʿ consulted for his Canon commentary. As this

section will show, Ibn Jumayʿ gained some of the knowledge which he employed in his

commentary through exchange with his contemporaries and through his own experience.

(a) Persian informants

As a Persian, Ibn Sīnā used a range of Persian terms in the Canon, and Ibn Jumayʿ’s

commentary bears witness that Egyptian physicians found it at times difficult to understand

medical terms of Persian origin.534 In more than 60 instances, Ibn Jumayʿ explained the

meaning of Persian terms.535 More than half of the terms commented upon are found in the

second book of the Canon, which is concerned with drugs. Ibn Jumayʿ did not cite a Persian-

Arabic dictionary and it is unlikely that such bilingual dictionaries were available in twelfth-

century Egypt.536 Ibn Jumayʿ was therefore dependent on what he was told by Persian speakers

534. Ibn Jumayʿ either refers to ‘Persian’ as fārisī (when talking about terms) or ʿajam (when talking
about people). Even though ʿajam can refer to non-Arabs in general, it was commonly used to refer to
Persians and Ibn Jumayʿ only mentions ʿajam in the context of either Persian words or places. He does
not mention ʿajam when talking about terms of Indian or Greek origin. For all references to ʿajam see CC
I 269, 288; CC II 45, 67, 109, 163; CC III 32, 102, 115, 123, 216, 262, 296, 297, 299. 
535. The following are comments on terms which Ibn Jumayʿ explicitly marked as Persian: CC I, 36, 120,
167, 226, 249, 252, 258, 260, 261, 269 (?), 285, 288 (in this comment, Ibn Jumayʿ also makes the linguistic
observation that Persians may suffix their words with -ast). CC II, 14, 21, 30, 31, 32, 43, 45, 47, 50, 53, 60,
64, 66, 67, 91, 109, 110, 116, 118, 133, 161, 163, 176, 200, 207, 212. CC III, 15, 32, 85, 102, 115, 123, 135, 216,
217, 223, 262, 273, 287, 288, 296, 297, 299, 358. CC IV, 70, 72, 76, 85, 89. CC V, 8, 23, 29, 32.
536. The oldest still extant Arabic-Persian dictionary is Lughat-i furs by the poet Asadi Ṭūsī compiled in
the 11th century. The second dates from 728/1329 (see Baevskiĭ et al., Lexicography, 52ff.). It appears that
there were no Persian-Arabic dictionaries circulating in Egypt which Ibn Jumayʿ could have used. 
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(ʿajam)537 he encountered in Egypt. It appears to have been his habit to consult groups of

Persian speaking travellers and to ask them about medical terms he did not understand:

The raʾīs said [in the context of how purgatives are used to evacuate hot disease-matters
causing headaches]: “It is said: the Nīshūyiyyah should be a broth (marqah)” and in another
copy: “Nīshūqiyyah”.

Nīshū538 is a Persian (fārisī) term and denotes, according to what I have heard from a group of
Persian speakers (ʿajam), a type of ijjāṣ539 or qarāṣiyah540 prunes (ḍarb min al-ijjāṣ wa-al-qarāṣiyah)
which are small in size and very bitter, to be eaten when they are fresh and in [small] amounts
(muqaddaran). They should be cooked in the same way you cook ijjāṣ and qarāṣiyah prunes. As
for the difference of the two copies, there is no qāf in the Persian [term] which [i.e. the qāf] is
due to the arabisation [of the word]. Both forms are permissible. (CC III, 32)

This is one of several passages in which Ibn Jumayʿ explicitly told us that Persian speakers

were his source: In his comments on the first book, Ibn Jumayʿ told us that he “was informed

by some Persian speakers” about the preparation of a certain Persian dish.541 When

commenting on the second book, he recounts that he “was informed by a Persian speaker

from a city south of Herāt (Harāh)” about the correct spelling of a Persian term.542 Moreover,

in his comments on sowbread (ʿarṭanīthā),543 Ibn Jumayʿ relied upon what he was “told by some

Persian speakers.”544 Finally, when commenting on the fourth and fifth book, Ibn Jumayʿ

stated that Persian speakers provided him with information concerning certain birds.545

In the present example, Ibn Jumayʿ consulted a group of Persian speakers who informed him

about the meaning of nīshū. The group may have provided its Arabic equivalents, but it is

537. The term ʿajam refers to Persians, given the context, but could also refer to people from Central
Asia who had knowledge of Persian. 
538. According to Dozy, Supplément, vol. II, 750, nīshū (or nīshah) is a certain type of prune or apricot.
539. Cf. Dozy, Supplément, vol. I, 10.
540. Cf. Dozy, Supplément, vol. II, 335 and Ibn al-Bayṭār, Zusammenstellung, vol. I, 282.
541. CC I, 269. 
542. CC II, 109.
543. Kindī, and Levey, Formulary, 302 who gives it as ʿartanīthā which he translates as ‘sowbread’
(Cyclamen europaeum L.).
544. CC II, 163.
545. CC IV, 119 and CC V, 8.
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equally likely that Ibn Jumayʿ explained nīshū by comparing it to ijjāṣ and qarāṣiyah based on

how the Persian speakers described nīshū to him. The last sentence of the example quoted

above is also interesting in terms of how Ibn Jumayʿ understood and evaluated the

transmission process of Persian terms into Arabic. The qāf was most likely introduced through

a copyist who did not know the word nīshūyiyyah and misread it as nīshūqiyyah.546 Despite his

concern about the correct spelling of many Arabic words, Ibn Jumayʿ seems to have had

different attitudes toward preserving the correct spelling of Persian terms. Other examples of

Ibn Jumayʿ sanctioning two spelling options include his remarks about the terms damak which

has become damaq in Arabic,547 fayjaydhih and its Arabic variant fayjaydhiq548, the Persian term

sard which is spelled ṣard in one Arabic variant,549 and the Persian mārmahī vs. Arabic

mārmahīj.550 With regard to these terms, Ibn Jumayʿ remarked that the qāf, ṣād and jīm are only

found in the arabised forms. All of these arabised (or corrupt) forms are judged as legitimate

as the Persian forms.

In other instances, Ibn Jumayʿ parsed a Persian term, usually without informing his reader

about the sources he had used.551 If no treatise is referenced, it is likely that Ibn Jumayʿ based

his insights on what Persians, or foreigners who had some knowledge of Persian, told him:

Jawz jandum. [Ibn Jumayʿ says:] This is gawz gandum [written] with an altered kāf (kāf maʿdūlah).
It is a Persian term made up of gawz which means walnut (jawz) and gandum which means
wheat (ḥinṭah). If arabised, it is sometimes written with jīm and sometimes with gāf [i.e. kāf
maʿdūlah]. (CC II, 66)

546. It is also possible that replacing the yāʾ with a qāf was a common practice in order to Arabise
Persian terms.
547. CC I, 258.
548. CC III, 61.
549. CC I, 36.
550. CC II, 161.
551. One exception is CC I, 252 in which Ibn Juzlah is named as the source.
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Provided that the Princeton manuscript is an accurate copy of the autograph, Ibn Jumayʿ

embraced Persian spelling conventions to distinguish kāf from gāf in this and other

instances.552 Ibn Jumayʿ had either seen this way of writing the kāf in other treatises or he may

have been taught by a literate Persian about this convention. A more elaborate example of Ibn

Jumayʿ parsing Persian terms is the following which also includes a reference to a Pahlavi

term:

The raʾīs said: “As for fine purgatives which cleanse the head, they are shabyārāt.” Shabyār with
shīn (dotted), and yāʾ after bāʾ, is a Persian term. It is made up of shab which means ‘the night’
and bārah which means in Old Pahlavi ‘the medicine’. They have dropped hāʾ through elision
and they say Shabyār, the medicine which is best when taken at night. Ashbyārāt is its plural
and its main ingredients are aloe and mastic. (CC III, 15)

Again, we can assume that Ibn Jumayʿ employed the help of a native speaker to interpret the

meaning of this term. If Ibn Jumayʿ had based his explanation on a written account, he would

have cited it. The Jewish pharmacist al-Kūhīn al-ʿAṭṭār (fl. 658/1260) explained the word

shabyār in a strikingly similar way and it appears as if he had copied it from Ibn Jumayʿ, unless

both were using another written source which neither of them referenced.553 Other Persian

terms parsed by Ibn Jumayʿ include kad-khadhāh (lord of the house),554 tar-dhūgh (sour clover

milk),555 giram-dānah (snake maggots),556 mār-māhī (snake fish),557 āb-zin (water basin),558 and

zard-jawī (yellow vessels).559

552. In modern Persian gaf is marked with an additional dash above the oblique, while mediaeval
Persian manuscripts did not always distinguish between gāf and kāf (even though three dots below or
above the kāf were not uncommon) nor was the dash above the oblique common. For this type of kāf in
the Canon commentary see CC II, 21, 30, 45, 60, 116, 118. In CC II, 118 kāf maʿdūlah is contrasted to kāf al-
aṣliyyah. Manuscript B does not distinguish between kāf and gāf but only has a normal Arabic kāf.
553. Chipman, World of Pharmacy, 34.
554. CC I, 167; i.e. kad = house; khadhāh = lord.
555. CC I, 260; i.e. tar = clover; dhūgh = fermented milk.
556. CC II, 116; i.e. giram = maggot; dānah = snake. Reference to Ibn Samjūn to explain this.
557. CC II, 161; i.e. mār = snake; māhī = generic for fish.
558. CC II, 207; i.e. āb = water; zin = basin. 
559. CC II, 212; i.e. zard = yellow; jawī = vessels.
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(b) Greek informants

In contrast to Persian terminology, Ibn Jumayʿ was only occasionally concerned with the

explanation of Greek terms or the Greek origins of certain terms. In the following comment,

Ibn Jumayʿ tells us that he consulted an Arabic-speaking Greek:

Fāwīnā (Peony).560 The author [Ibn Jumayʿ] says: A man who was among the Arabic speaking
apothecaries from Greece (ṣayādilat al-yūnānīn al-mustaʿaribīn) told me that they consider the
correct name of this medicament to be faʾūniyā with the nūn preceding the yāʿ. (CC II, 177)

Faʾūniyā does indeed correspond better with the Greek παιωνία (paionia) than fāwīnā, and Ibn

Jumayʿ was therefore well advised by following the suggestion of the Greek apothecary.

Another passage which is concerned with spelling conventions is his comment on

asqūlūfindriyūn (asplenium).561 Ibn Jumayʿ commented that its leaves resemble worm-like

creatures which are called sqūlūfindrā in Greek (i.e. scolopendra) and which are known for

creeping into human ears.562 The initial alīf in asqūlūfindriyūn, according to Ibn Jumayʿ, is

therefore an addition. All of Ibn Jumayʿ’s other references to Greek terms seem to be based on

written sources. When trying to explain trochanter, for instance, Ibn Jumayʿ wrote that

‘according to the ancients, the term ṭrūkhānṭīr refers to either of the two protuberances at the

upper-most part of the thigh bone.”563 In his comments on materia medica, Ibn Jumayʿ

frequently provided Greek synonyms which seem to be taken from Arabic translations of

Dioscorides’ works.564 

560. D I, 632, l. 5 has fāwāniyā. Same spelling seems to be suggested by Maimonides, Sharh ̣ asma ̄ʼ, no. 304,
but fāwāniyā is an emendation by Meyerhof. See also Lev, and Amar, Materia Medica, 235.
561. Ibn al-Bayṭār, Zusammenstellung, vol. II, 31.
562. CC II, 41.
563. CC I, 85.
564. See CC II, 14, 33, 41, 43, 45, 46, 62, 70, 82, 96, 156, 163, 177, 212. In the following comments, Ibn
Jumayʿ mentions explicitly that the terms he explains are of Greek origin: CC I, 111, 259 and CC III, 41,
85. 
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In addition to these interspersed comments on Greek terms, there is one instance in which

Ibn Jumayʿ quoted another author in order to provide an Indian (hindī) synonym of a certain

term.565 Syriac, Hebrew or Latin terms are not mentioned by Ibn Jumayʿ. His lack of interest in

providing Hebrew synonyms is worth emphasising because it shows us yet again that Ibn

Jumayʿ’s Jewishness had no impact on his writings.

(c) Syrian, Indian and Chinese informants

Ibn Jumayʿ was not only conversing with Greek-speaking apothecaries and foreigners who

knew Persian, but also with people from Syria. Earlier in this thesis, we have seen Ibn Jumayʿ

engaging in discussions with a Syrian physician.566 The following is another example of Syrian

sources:

Ṣafṣāf (willow).567 The raʾīs said about it in the section568 of its nature: “It is khilāf.”569 The author
[Ibn Jumayʿ] says: ṣafṣāf is of different varieties, and khilāf is one of them. Physicians have
mentioned it in their books. In our time it is well-known under this name. It is similar to the
ṣafṣāf with its twigs being straight and the short time it needs to grow. However, its leaves are
longer and broader than the leaves of the ṣafṣāf. All along its branches come forth blossoms of a
very elongated shape. Their colour is white-yellow and their scent tends to be like that of
white liquorice. This [i.e. the coming forth of blossoms] happens before the leaves come forth.
It does not bear any fruit.

The Syrians (ahl ash-Shām) call this khillāf with double lām. Sometimes they call it bān. They
distill from its blossom a fluid which they use as a perfume just as one uses rose water. They
produce oil from it and call it bān oil as well. Today, it is imported into our lands and planted in
some of its gardens. (CC II, 181)

565. CC II, 113. See also CC II, 13, 23, 33 and 75 for references to Indian physicians (13), Indian merchants
(75), the ʿūd of India (23), or an Indian tree (33).
566. See above p. 96.
567. Maimonides, Sharh ̣ asma ̄ʼ, 41 (entry 393). Kindī, and Levey, Formulary, 262. Lev, and Amar, Materia
Medica, 506.
568. For Ibn Sīnā’s sections or tables (alwāḥ) of medicinal substances in book two of the Canon, see below
p. 164.
569. D I, 642, l. 14.
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There can be several explanations why Ibn Jumayʿ knew of this tree. Perhaps he discussed it

with his Syrian colleagues, or with merchants who traded perfumes, or simply with local

gardeners who planted this imported tree in Egypt.

Among Ibn Jumayʿ’s sources were also the accounts of Indian or Chinese merchants, here

communicated through intermediaries:

Dār filfil (long pepper).570 The raʾīs said regarding its nature: “It is the first crop of the pepper
[plant].” The author [Ibn Jumayʿ] says: I was informed by more than one trustworthy person
who were among those who receive [goods] from Indian and Chinese merchants that long
pepper is not a crop of the pepper tree and that white pepper is not the crop of the black
[pepper] tree and that neither of them grows in the land from which black pepper is imported.

This comment, which argues that long pepper is not a crop of the pepper plant, will be

discussed in more detail in another chapter.571 It is given here to show that Ibn Jumayʿ

supported his argument with the reports of merchants importing goods from China and India.

It is unclear where the next informant came from but he appears to be from a region

bordering on China:

Sal ammoniac (nūshādhir).572 The raʾīs said in the table of properties and its substitutes: Faykānī
is a pure crystalline [substance].

This is faykānī spelled with a dot over the fāʾ (fāʾ makhfufah). It is a type of sal ammoniac
(nūshādhir) found in mines. Its mines are between China and Kāshghar in a place known as
Khotan (Kūtan) and it is formed inside the crevices of mountains which are situated above
swampy waters. I was told about it by a man from the East (ahl al-mashriq) who was working in
some sort of business relating to mining and dying [fabrics]. He mentioned that the afore
mentioned [faykānī] reached his mine and that he had seen it. (CC II, 147)

570. Kindī, and Levey, Formulary, 266.
571. See p. 174 below for a full discussion of this passage.
572. Kindī, and Levey, Formulary, 341.
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In another passage the reference to a man from the East (ahl al-mashriq) clearly refers to an

Iraqi,573 but the present passage demonstrates that Ibn Jumayʿ’s informant was from Central

Asia.

(d) Egyptian informants

Ibn Jumayʿ also referenced what Egyptians knew or said. In his comments on fish as

medicaments, for instance, he discussed how Egyptians name a certain species of fish.574

Moreover, we can find comments about drugs ‘not known in our land’,575 how apothecaries

named certain drugs,576 that some drugs were not considered lethal in Egypt,577 or that certain

techniques were given a specific name by surgeons Ibn Jumayʿ knew.578 The next example (CC

II, 107) includes a reference to what Alexandrians have told Ibn Jumayʿ.

(e) Experience

There are a few instances in the commentary in which Ibn Jumayʿ does not refer to what

other people have written down or said. The following is an example of Ibn Jumayʿ telling us

what he himself experienced in order to support his comment:

Yabrūḥ (mandrake).579 The raʾīs said: “ ... except that the meaning of this term is either real
(mawjūd) or fictitious (ghayr mawjūd), for many terms point to something which is fictitious.
The appearance (ṣūrah) of true mandrake is dust-coloured wood, crumbly, and as large as a
cabbage.” The author Ibn Jumayʿ says: Mandrake grows abundantly in our land. I have rooted
out [large] quantities of [mandrake] roots growing in Cairo and Alexandria, and I found their
[the roots] consistency580 to be succulent, just as Dioscorides mentioned. I dried them and their
dryness were just as the raʾīs mentioned, except for what he mentioned in regard to its being

573. CC III, 63.
574. CC II, 161.
575. CC I, 217
576. CC II, 61 and CC II, 95
577. CC II, 32. 
578. CC III, 98.
579. Kindī, and Levey, Formulary, 330.
580. Lit. ‘Form’.
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crumbly, for they [the roots] are not like this. It is likely that what the raʾīs happened to have
observed (mushāhidah lahu) of them [the roots] was old (ʿatīq) and decaying (nakhr). 

I was told by a group of Alexandrians (ahl al-Iskandariyyah) who are farmers that what was
unusual about them [the roots] was that some of them appeared to be of human shape. When I
made repeated endeavours to obtain [such roots] from them, they mentioned that they find
them only occasionally, because they do not have a characteristic mark [distinguishable] on
the appearance of the plants on the surface of the earth, which would indicate which roots (of
it, the plant) are like this [and have this human shape] and should therefore be rooted out. I
was told by my teacher Abū Naṣr ʿIdnān ibn al-ʿAyn ibn Zarbī that he had seen a root of it
[mandrake] in the hospital of Baghdād which was very much like a human in its shape, not
deviating from it at all. Its shape was like that of a small child. The man who brought it was a
Bādī (ahl al-bādiyyah), and he said he found it in the desert of Sinjār. I was also told about this
by other people who have seen it. (CC II, 107)

Many legends surrounded the Mandrake root and Josephus (fl. c. 100) is only one of many

prominent authors who had discussed the lethal effects of harvesting mandrake: its

anthropomorphic form seems to have stimulated stories according to which the scream of the

mandrake root kills those who harvest it.581 Ibn Jumayʿ, however, seems to have been unaware

of such legends (or did not believe in them) and fearlessly rooted out many mandrakes, all of

which did not appear to have had the peculiar anthropomorphic form he was looking for. His

Alexandrian contemporaries could not provide him with such roots either, but Ibn Jumayʿ still

allowed that such roots might exist by adducing the oral reports of his teacher and several

other people who had seen it.

There are also other accounts in which Ibn Jumayʿ corroborated his statements with personal

accounts of what he had seen in Egypt. In the following, he described a very colourful bird:

The raʾīs said: “... is of the same colours as the mutaqalbūn.”

He refers with this name to a bird known in our land as Abū Qalamūn. It is a bird which has
many breading places in the lower regions of Egypt in a place known as Yashmūr and what
borders on it. The inhabitants of this land call it the cock of the water (dīk al-maʾ) and it has
many colours with most of them being azure blue and green, and its colour adorns [the bird]

581. For Mandrake and Josefus, see Chipman, World of Pharmacy, 168, n. 125.
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and changes according to the location of the viewer [i.e., it is iridescent]. On its head it has a
stripe (laṭʿah) in bright red, and it is among [the birds] which are held in captivity [i.e. as pets]
due to its beauty and because it eats vermin. (CC I, 286)

As Ibn Jumayʿ did not cite any written sources, we may conjecture that his detailed

description of the bird is based on his own experience seeing the bird. Dictionaries mention

Abū Qalamūn but only as a striped, multicoloured textile.582 Only a century after Ibn Jumayʿ,

Abū Qalamūn was mentioned as an Egyptian water fowl by Ibn Manẓūr (d. 711/1311) in his

great dictionary Lisān al-ʿArab:

Al-Qalamūn: silk gowns (maṭārif) with many colours ... Abū Qalamūn is a cloth that, when the sun
shines on it, shows up various colours. I don't know why it is called thus. Someone who lives in
Egypt said to me that Abū Qalamūn is a water fowl that shows up many colours, and that the
cloth is likened to it.583

When it comes to certain plants, Ibn Jumayʿ was much more explicit about his sources. For

instance, he told us: “as for the sowbread plant (ʿarṭanīthā),584 I happened to see it, and it is just

as Dioscorides described it ... ”585 and continued “as for calendula (adhriyunah),586 I have seen it

many times in Alexandria growing in the days of spring.”587 In another passage, he

commented that he had seen a certain stone important for his discussion and added that he

had found it to be the size of an egg.588 Another personal observation is found in his comments

on tabasheer (ṭabāshīr)589 which Ibn Jumayʿ simply stated to have seen.590

582. See Huisman, Abū Ḳalamūn.
583. Ibn Manẓūr, Lisān, vol. XVII, 226. The bird also appears in the Book of Curiosities in the list of
waterfowl in the chapter on Tinnis. See Chapter 2.14, fol. 35a, lines 17-19, in Savage-Smith, and
Rapoport, Book of Curiosities.
584. Kindī, and Levey, Formulary, 302 who gives it as ʿartanīthā.
585. CC II, 14 = 76a-b / 46a.
586. Ibn al-Bayṭār, Zusammenstellung, vol. I, 21. He suggests calendula officinalis.
587. CC II, 14 = 76a-b / 46a..
588. CC II, 33 = 82b/49b.
589. Kindī, and Levey, Formulary, 300.
590. CC II, 102.
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In all of these comments, Ibn Jumayʿ considered it important to state that he himself had

observed certain things or that what he saw was either similar to the descriptions of his

predecessors or slightly different (as in the case of mandrake where both Ibn Sīnā’s and

Dioscorides observations are compared to those of Ibn Jumayʿ). Often it is unclear, however,

what exactly influenced Ibn Jumayʿ in his comments because he does not always inform his

reader about how certain conclusions were drawn. Even in comments where it appears

obvious that Ibn Jumayʿ only used books, it may well be the case that his experience as a

physician led him to certain conclusions.591 

Ibn Sīnā’s statement that olive-oil like substances can float in the lower part of a urine flask

was discussed above.592 Did pure book knowledge lead Ibn Jumayʿ to challenge Ibn Sīnā’s

remarks or did medical practice play a role as well? As Ibn Sīnā showed more interest in

categorising medical knowledge, he had possibly never seen a specimen of olive oil urine and

did not realise that his account would be immediately wrong in the eyes of physicians, such as

Ibn Jumayʿ, who may have followed Galen very seriously in their practice of urine analysis.

Similarly, the criticism concerning the cephalic vein and the ‘shoulder-vein’ may have been

triggered by Ibn Jumayʿ’s medical experience.593 As a physician, recommending blood-letting

from one of the most important veins in mediaeval Islamic medicine was probably very

common.594 This again suggests that Ibn Sīnā was not very well informed about certain basics

of the medical art, but rather was primarily concerned with its theory. To mention yet

another example, it is probable that Ibn Jumayʿ’s experience led him to his criticism that Ibn

Sīnā made a mistake which skilled physicians would not make; physicians who regularly

591. For the question of how much experience influenced the writings of mediaeval physicians, see
Horden, and Savage-Smith, Year 1000, in particularly by Álvarez-Millán, Practice. See also Pormann,
Theory and Practice.
592. See above, p. 101.
593. See above, p. 113.
594. Cf. Pormann, and Savage-Smith, Medicine, 118, note 15.
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composed purgatives were likely to have been in a better position to spot Ibn Sīnā’s mal-

composition.595

4. Summary of methods

The methods Ibn Jumayʿ used in his Canon commentary can be categorised according to the

sources he used:

1. Comparing textual variants of several copies of the Canon 

2. Consulting written sources other than the Canon

3. Relying on oral sources or his own experience

Ibn Jumayʿ employed the first method in more than 220 instances.596 As for the second

method, there are well over 600 instances in which Ibn Jumayʿ referenced authors of other

medical or philosophical treatises.597 Moreover, Jawharī’s dictionary also had an important

role with more than 80 references.598 As for the third method, there are more than 60

instances in which Persian terms are explained. In roughly 20 instances, it is made explicit

that Ibn Jumayʿ had gained knowledge of difficult terms by asking other people. In less than

10 instances, it was important for our commentator to write about his own experience. These

numbers demonstrate that Ibn Jumayʿ most frequently employed methods which involved the

comparison of his Canon copies and the application of his impressive book knowledge. Ibn

Jumayʿ was no doubt primarily interested in establishing an accurate, authoritative and less

erroneous text of the Canon.

595. See above p. 114.
596. References to each instance are given above, see p. 86.
597. See above p. 77ff.
598. See above p. 117.
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Analysing Ibn Jumayʿ’s working methods has raised certain questions. Some comments have

demonstrated that Ibn Jumayʿ relied on what he had heard or seen in twelfth-century Cairo.

Other comments which at first sight look like pure arm-chair analysis, may be evidence of Ibn

Jumayʿ employing his own experience as a physician. The next two chapters will continue to

examine the question how much Ibn Jumayʿ’s commentary was influenced by his experience

and profession as a physician.

Above anything else, however, the chapter has shown how much Ibn Jumayʿ relied on books.

Yet, it remains unclear why Ibn Jumayʿ thought that some sources (especially those of Galen)

are more reliable than Ibn Sinā’s more recent rewordings. If he held the raʾīs in such high

regard, as he stressed in his preface, why did he not trust him more than the ancient

authorities who may have had outdated views on certain matters? In other words, when

exactly did Ibn Jumayʿ trust Ibn Sīnā and when not? Finally, it is unclear for whom Ibn Jumayʿ

had committed himself to such a labour-intensive task. Did he really write for a noble-man

and, if so, why would such a patron be interested in the very technical nature of some

comments we have encountered so far? With its three case studies, the next chapter will

address these questions and give a more detailed and contextualised picture of Ibn Jumayʿ at

work.
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III. The commentator at work: Three case studies

1. Case study: Anatomy and arm-chair analysis

In his treatise to Saladin,599 Ibn Jumayʿ advocated the practice of human dissection in explicit

terms:

He [the good physician] also requires the enumeration of the parts of the human body, part by
part, and the knowledge, gained through experience (ḥiss) and observation (mushāhadah) of the
characteristics of the nature of each with regard to the colour, the normal state, and the like;
[and knowledge] of its structure, that is, its shape, its smoothness or its roughness, whether
there is a cavity or duct in it and what this cavity or duct contains; of the extent of its size and
the number of its component parts and the nature of each component, if it has component
parts; of its position, that is, its position in the body and whatever association and connection
there may be between it and other parts; and of its function and useful purpose or purposes for
which it is needed.

Pursuit of these things by experience comes about only through the anatomical dissection of
human bodies (tashrīḥ al-abdān al-bashariyyah). But the dissection of these bodies is not [done]
with ease and convenience at all times. And it [human dissection] does not suffice for the
knowledge of these matters unless it is preceded by extensive practice in the dissection of
other similar animals whose parts for the most part are like the parts of man, such as apes,
[and] in the presence of instructors who are skilled in it, as the excellent Galen clearly and
concisely outlines.600

As E. Savage-Smith has pointed out, it is difficult to tell how much such thoughts represent

merely a reworking of Galen’s writings and how much they reflect actual practices. Yet, it is

evident that Ibn Jumayʿ considered it to be appropriate to include an appeal to undertake

human dissection in his treatise to Saladin without expressing any moral or religious caveats

about its practice. Ibn Jumayʿ was explicit about what should be learned from human or

599. The chronological order of Ibn Jumayʿ’s Canon commentary and his treatise to Saladin is unknown.
600. Savage-Smith, Attitudes, 97. See also Ibn Jumayʿ, Treatise, §25.
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animal dissection. Experience (ḥiss - literally ‘sensory perception’) and observations

(mushāhadah) will teach the physician the colour, feel, size, location and function of certain

body parts. It is implied that written accounts cannot provide the physician with this learning

experience.

Ibn Jumayʿ’s passage in his treatise to Saladin has led modern scholars to count the court

physician among the most out-spoken advocates of human dissection in the mediaeval

period.601 As the Canon contains a lot of material on human anatomy, we may expect Ibn

Jumayʿ to comment on the issue of human dissection and provide evidence that he did not

only advocate human dissection but also used his experience as a dissector to comment on

the Canon. Approximately 150 years after Ibn Jumayʿ, Ibn Nafīs employed his commentary on

the Canon to introduce a new notion of the anatomy of the heart. According to Ibn Nafīs,

tashrīḥ refuted Galen’s and Ibn Sīnā’s anatomical notion of the heart.602 While tashrīḥ is an

ambiguous term and can mean both anatomy and dissection,603 Ibn Nafīs’ discovery is in

harmony with our modern anatomical knowledge of the human heart. It thus appears to

follow that he could only discover this fact because he had seen and dissected a human heart,

instead of relying on the written accounts of Galen and Ibn Sīnā whose descriptions were not

accurate.604 We have already seen that Ibn Jumayʿ had not much to say about the anatomy of

the human heart except a small linguistic remark,605 but there may be revealing comments

elsewhere in the commentary.

601. Savage-Smith, Attitudes, 97.
602. Savage-Smith, Attitudes, 102.
603. Savage-Smith, Attitudes, 68.
604. For another explanation why Ibn Nafīs posited the circuit, see below p. 162.
605. See above p. 118.
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(a) Anatomy in the Canon

Human anatomy is discussed in Book One and Book Three of the Canon. Book One discusses

only parts of the body which Ibn Sīnā understood as homogeneous, i.e. bones (cranium to

foot), muscles (pectoral to those moving the toes), nerves (brain to sacral and coccygeal

nerve), arteries (venous to descending artery) and veins (portal vein to descending vena cava).

His discussion must be read in the context of part one of Book One, which begins with the

chapters on (1) the definition of medicine, (2) elements, (3) temperaments, and (4) humours.606

Elements make up humours (which have certain temperaments), and humours make up

homogenous parts of the body. Chapter five, the detailed discussion of human anatomy (or

more precisely the homogenous parts of the body), is thus linked with the chapter on

humours. Chapter six of part one is concerned with the three natural faculties which govern

the homogenous parts. The anatomy of the homogenous parts is therefore not a central topic

in the Canon, but only a chapter in the first part of the first book.

Book Three discusses compound body parts (such as the brain, heart or liver) in the context of

certain diseases which can afflict these body parts. The order of the organs (from head to toe)

dictates the order of book three, but the anatomy of these organs is only a small preface to

the individual discussions about diseases affecting a particular organ, their symptoms, causes

and possible treatments. Anatomy is thus spread out over the entire third book, starting with

the anatomy of the brain (chapter 1), eyes (3), ear (4), nose (5), mouth and tongue (6), throat

(9), pharynx, trachea, and the lung (10), heart (11), breast (12), oesophagus and stomach (13),

liver (14), gall bladder and spleen (15), the six intestines (16), kidney (18), urinary bladder (19),

testicles and sperm vessels (20), and ending with the anatomy of the uterus (21).

606. Cf. above p. 11ff.
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(b) Ibn Jumayʿ’s comments on Ibn Sīnā’s introduction to chapter five

Ibn Jumayʿ’s comments on chapter five (book one, part one) start with an approving remark

regarding Ibn Sīnā’s arrangement of anatomical topics: the raʾīs had not solely discussed

anatomical structures, but also the reasons why each structure is designed the way it is. Galen

had chosen a similar approach in his On the Usefulness of the Parts of the Body607 and it is thus

hardly surprising that Ibn Jumayʿ, as a staunch supporter of Galen, stressed the benefits of

this approach. In particular, Ibn Jumayʿ emphasised that those studying the Canon will be

motivated to learn more about anatomy because they are presented with a discussion of the

usefulness (manāfiʿ) of every single part of the body.608

Ibn Jumayʿ did not comment on Ibn Sīnā’s splitting up his presentation of anatomy and

presenting it in two different books of the Canon.609 It is doubtful that he found such an

approach advantageous, for he did not adopt it in his own medical compendium, the Irshād,

which followed the Canon in many other aspects.610 The discussion of anatomy was not buried

in the context of humours, natural faculties and pathology as it was in the Canon, but was a

central topic which took a prominent and independent place in the Irshād.611

After his general remarks on chapter five, Ibn Jumayʿ commented on the very first sentence

‘organs are bodies made from the first temperament of the humours’ (al-aʿḍāʾ ajsām

mutawalladah min awal mizāj al-akhlāṭ),612 stating that this is contradicted by Ibn Sīnā himself

607. Galen, Usefulness.
608. CC I, 54 (ed. in appendix).
609. By contrast, Ibn Nafīs criticised this arrangement a century later. He prepared a separate
commentary on the anatomical sections of the Canon and opened his commentary with the following
remarks: “We have brought together what he [Ibn Sīnā] said in the first book of the Canon, with what he
said in the third book of this treatise, for in that way the discussion concerning anatomy will be
together and [properly] organised.” Savage-Smith, Attitudes, 99-100.
610. See Rabin, Skeleton, for a comparison of the Irshād with the Canon. For the Irshād in general, see
above, p. 40. It should be noted that Ibn Jumayʿ’s son was responsible for the final draft of the Irshād.
611. See Rabin, Skeleton.
612. D I, 36.
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when he claimed that organs are essentially made from nutriments. Ibn Jumayʿ went on to

offer an interpretation which is too lengthy to be discussed here, but he essentially reconciled

the two apparently disparate statements and abandoned the thought that the raʾīs had

contradicted himself (CC I, 55).

Such purely theoretical comments continue with Ibn Jumayʿ’s paraphrase of Ibn Sīnā’s short

definition of organs (CC I, 56) and Ibn Jumayʿ’s criticism that Ibn Sīnā had overgeneralised

when stating that all bones are homogenous (CC I, 57). According to Galen, whom Ibn Jumayʿ

cited ostentatiously, not all bones are homogenous. The next comment (CC I, 58) is simply a

gloss in which Ibn Jumayʿ remarked that Ibn Sīnā will explain certain details related to

tendons later in the paragraph. This is followed by Ibn Jumayʿ’s comparison of two variants

found in the Canon, from which only one is in conformity with Galen’s teachings which are

cited by Ibn Jumayʿ (CC I, 59). The subsequent comment concerning the mahil was already

discussed above (CC I, 60).613 In the final comments on the opening section, Ibn Jumayʿ gave a

brief explanation of a certain term Ibn Sīnā had used for menstruation (qurʾ) (CC I, 61) and

discussed a variant which he deemed to be erroneous (CC I, 62).

What is interesting in this series of comments are the things Ibn Jumayʿ did not comment on.

Even though Ibn Jumayʿ is keen to compare Ibn Sīnā’s account with those of Galen (who is

cited twice by Ibn Jumayʿ), there is no comment made on Ibn Sīnā’s philosophical diatribes

against Galen which are found in this same section. Hippocrates had maintained that both

male and female contribute ‘semen’ because a child bears resemblance to both his mother and

father. Aristotle, however, had categorically rejected this theory, reducing the role of the

female to providing merely the passive material, the menstrual blood, which the male semen

(as the sole carrier of the soul) forms into the foetus. Galen re-affirmed the original

613. See p. 119.
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Hippocratic idea of equal contribution and supported it with the discovery of the ovaries

which he called ‘female testicles’. Even though Ibn Sīnā accepted the existence of the ovaries,

he applied Aristotle’s central hypothesis by shifting the importance back to the male semen.

As stated in the Shifāʾ, only the male semen has the ‘principle of movement’.614 Ibn Sīnā

paraphrased the same argument in the Canon and pointed out that he disagreed with Galen

because Galen had not given the male semen more importance in this respect.615

Ibn Jumayʿ’s lack of interest in philosophy was probably the reason why he did not comment

on Ibn Sīnā’s disagreement with Galen. When criticising Galen regarding the role of the male

semen, Ibn Sīnā had stated that physicians should not argue about philosophical matters616

and it appears that Ibn Jumayʿ tacitly followed his advice. As will become clear in chapter four

of this thesis, Ibn Jumayʿ understood himself to be a physician and the nature of his comments

(especially when compared with and contrasted to those of a philosopher) demonstrate that

he was not particularly concerned about philosophical topics.

(c) Attitudes toward human dissection: A hidden preface

Ibn Jumayʿ’s theoretical comments on the opening section of the fifth chapter end rather

surprisingly. Commenting on the section as a whole (and not on a particular sentence or

word), Ibn Jumayʿ set out to explain how knowledge of human anatomy should be gained:

The author [Ibn Jumayʿ] says: As for anatomical knowledge, it should be acquired through
direct practice, that is by sense perception (ḥiss) and observation (mushāhadah). This is obvious
and already the most eminent of physicians [Galen] had set out in a concise way that
observation of what is revealed through the dissection of human bodies is not benefitting the
novice unless he works under the following two conditions: 

The first [condition] is that it [dissection] takes place in the presence of skilled masters, for

614. See Musallam, Avicenna.
615. D I, 39.
616. D I, 39.
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whatever novice undertakes this by himself will only at best become a skilled butcher.

The second [condition] is that it [practicing human dissection] should only take place after a
great deal of prior training in the dissection of other animals, whose members in some or most
parts resemble human bodies, as it is indeed difficult for the novice to observe all that is
required of the matters of dissection in human bodies. So even if the novice was under the
supervision of a skilled master and happened to witness a human dissection once or twice,
whatever he witnessed may not remain with him and consolidate in his mind if the
aforementioned training [i.e. dissecting animals] has not preceded it.617 (CC I, 63.1)

Ibn Jumayʿ did not apparently find a more appropriate place for these remarks on human

dissection than as a conclusion to his comments on the first section of chapter five. This

illustrates how different his agenda was from Ibn Sīnā’s. For Ibn Sīnā, anatomy stood in the

context of his theoretical and philosophical considerations; there was no need to discuss more

practical matters, such as the question of how anatomical knowledge should be gained. He

only mentioned briefly in the preface of the Canon that anatomical knowledge ought to be

based on experience (ḥiss) and dissection (tashrīḥ).618 For Ibn Jumayʿ, however, dissection was

an essential question, and Ibn Sīnā’s silence may have prompted his detailed comments

because he felt that concrete advice must precede a section on human anatomy.

Ibn Jumayʿ’s remarks in the Canon commentary are similar to those found in his treatise to

Saladin. In both the letter and commentary, Galen is said to have stated that the novice only

benefits from the practice of human dissection if (1) he is under the guidance of skilled

teachers and (2) has sufficient experience in the dissection of animals so as to be prepared

should the occasion arise to dissect a human body. In the commentary, Ibn Jumayʿ adds that

the novice needs a teacher lest he end up as a skilled butcher. While the remark about the

butcher and the second stipulation concerning animal dissection is repeatedly found in

617. Lit. “If he happens to witness it [dissection] in them [human bodies] once or twice, even if he was
under the supervision of a skilled master, it may not remain with him and consolidate in his mind if the
aforementioned training has not preceded it.”
618. D I, 15. See also Savage-Smith, Attitudes, 92-93.
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Galen’s writings,619 it is not found in conjunction with the stipulation of having skilled

teachers.620 We are therefore not merely presented with a paraphrase of Galen’s words, but

most likely with the commentator’s own interpretation of what the two conditions are under

which human dissection must take place. Particularly interesting is how Ibn Jumayʿ phrased

the second stipulation in which he introduced the remark about how frequently human

dissection takes place. While Galen had not provided any specific numbers,621 Ibn Jumayʿ

stated that one can expect to witness dissection ‘once or twice’. This refers to either the time

period in which a novice is trained or to his entire lifetime. In either case, the numbers Ibn

Jumayʿ provided here indicate that if human dissection was practised in twelfth-century

Egypt, it was not something which was practised systematically or frequently.

The question as to how book knowledge relates to knowledge acquired through dissection is

addressed in his remaining comments on the issue:

As for the written accounts concerning anatomy, their benefit is (as the most eminent of
physicians [Galen] has taught us) that he who does not have a teacher but is trained in the
practice of dissection will seek help from these written accounts. He will be like one of whom it
is said:622 

619. See Galen, Usefulness, p. 40, n. 182 and Savage-Smith, Attitudes, 90. E. Savage-Smith also presents a
translation of an Arabic translation from the Greek which is very likely to have influenced Ibn Jumayʿ’s
thoughts concerning the second stipulation (Savage-Smith, Attitudes, 89).
620. The summary of the two stipulations is, for instance, not found in Jawāmiʿ Kitāb Jālīnūs fī at-tashrīḥ li-
al-mutaʿallimīn (Galen, Alexandrian Compendium, vol. I, 435-508) nor in Jawāmiʿ Kitāb Jālīnūs fī at-tashrīḥ
(Galen, Alexandrian Compendium, vol. II, 50-126).
621. 1Some references to frequency are found in Galen, Anatomical Procedures, vol. I, 2-3 and perhaps Ibn
Jumayʿ was referring to such instances. Galen wrote about seeing a skeleton after a grave had been
flooded and another skeleton of a robber whose flesh had been eaten away by the birds. Otherwise, it
may just be the case that Ibn Jumayʿ is alluding to Galen’s phrases which stress how important it is to
prepare oneself for the possible event of dissecting a human being: “I wish you to proceed to practise
many times on the bodies of apes yourself, so that if it were to happen to you that you were able to
dissect a human body, you would be able with little effort to disclose the parts one by one” (Savage-
Smith, Attitudes, 88).
622. Lit. ‘As for the written accounts concerning it, their benefit is - as the most eminent of physicians
[Galen] has taught us – that he who has got training in the direct practice of dissection but without
having found a teacher, will seek help from them [i.e. the written accounts], and he will be like one of
whom it is said:’
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Whoever does not find all that he seeks, he should [at least] seek part of it.

It is evident that this level of assistance through written [anatomical] accounts can only be
expected from the accounts established by those people who themselves were trained, had
hands-on experience and were completely skilled in it. Indeed, they are the ones whose
accounts are likely to be in conformity with reality623 since they have laid down in their books
what they have observed with the senses and have certain knowledge of.624 (CC I, 63.2)

Ibn Jumayʿ continued buttressing his thoughts with a reference to Galen, but the quotation of

an Arabic proverb and Ibn Jumayʿ’s approval of anatomical treatises written by experienced

anatomists went beyond Galen. For Ibn Jumayʿ, it was important to stress that students

without a teacher can only trust the accounts of those who were ‘completely skilled’ in

anatomy. It is clear that he here thought of Galen who had laid down in excruciating detail

what he had seen. We have to question, however, why Ibn Jumayʿ put so much faith in the

written accounts of Galen. A physician was surely able to gain more and more experience

through dissecting animals without the help of reliable books. If experienced enough, such a

physician must have been able to distinguish trustworthy accounts. However, Ibn Jumayʿ

believed that such a physician could only become as skilled as a butcher. The written word of

Galen who had recorded his anatomical experience needs to guide the novice or physician

who must perceive the reality he experiences through Galen’s eyes.

Ibn Jumayʿ thus gave more authority to certain books and the oral tradition than to

experience itself. However, Ibn Jumayʿ did not go so far as to suggest that we can only rely

upon Galen, but emphasised that we need to repeat the process of touching, seeing and

locating what we see. Perhaps, if Galen had not emphasised the need to engage in dissecting

animals and humans, Ibn Jumayʿ would have simply suggested following Galen’s accounts

623. ‘With reality’, lit. ‘With the things as they actually are’.
624. Cf. Ibn Nafīs “For that reason, we have placed most of our reliance for the knowledge of the forms
and positions of the parts and related matters on his statements [i.e. Galen’s], except for a few things
that we suppose were due to errors of the scribe or his information regarding it not being verified
through observation.” (Savage-Smith, Attitudes, 101)
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without practicing dissection. However, as Galen was clear about the necessity of practice, Ibn

Jumayʿ felt obliged to repeat such claims. The question then becomes to what extent Ibn

Jumayʿ himself felt obliged not only to emphasise such claims in his writings but to put them

into practice. We will return to this question later on.

In the following paragraph Ibn Jumayʿ introduced the scenario of what happens if one only

reproduces written accounts without having any first hand experience of the matters one

writes about:

As for the others who have only an inadequate idea of these matters [acquired] through
written discourses (just like somebody who imagines the districts of Baghdad without seeing
them and only knows them through books) and who write only for glory and satisfaction, one
should not expect such value from their accounts.625 For the most eminent of physicians
[Galen] said that the desire to learn anatomy through books is like the desire to learn the
navigation of ships and the like through books. If they themselves have only a deficient idea of
anatomical matters which they have laid out in their books, then what, pray tell me, will be the
state of somebody who learns [this subject] from their accounts? (CC I, 63.3)

The passage strongly criticised authors of anatomical treatises who have never practised

dissection. In order to stress how important observation and experience is, Ibn Jumayʿ choose

to paraphrase Galen’s example of navigating ships and introduced the example of describing

Baghdad without ever having visited it (bringing Galen’s example up to date, as it were). The

latter is reminiscent of ninth- and early-tenth-century geographers who have sharply

rebuked other authors for being “armchair” scholars who do not rely on material gathered

during travels and their personal observations (mushāhada).626

So while Ibn Jumayʿ gave more authority to book knowledge and the oral tradition, he still felt

the need to stress the importance of practice and observation with two very similar examples.

625. Cf. Galen, Usefulness, 119.
626. Silverstein, Medieval Islamic Worldview, 283f.
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Is this rhetoric or did Ibn Jumayʿ follow his own ideals when he was writing about anatomy in

his commentary on the Canon?

The passage continues with Ibn Jumayʿ reinforcing his argument concerning inadequate book

knowledge:

Therefore, I do not consider it appropriate that novices studying anatomy neglect the accounts
of the most eminent of physicians [Galen] and instead turn to the treatises of the
unexperienced. Such accounts are of so little usefulness that it is not even worthwhile to
occupy oneself with editing and revising them. (CC I, 63.4)627

Unfortunately, Ibn Jumayʿ did not provide any names of useless anatomical treatises. Did he

count the Canon among such treatises? As the continuation of the passage suggests, Ibn Jumayʿ

did not think that Ibn Sīnā had ever observed the anatomical structures he discussed:

For these reasons, I decided not to compare the raʾīs’ discourses on anatomical matters with
those of the most eminent of physicians [Galen]. I abstained from calling attention to such
differences between Ibn Sīnā’s and Galen’s accounts because this would have inevitably led to
the discussion of matters that happen to those determined to discuss things without actually
observing them. Among such matters would be shortened explanations, the abandonment of
the sound method of arrangement, or slight corruptions of the original and similar things.628

(CC I, 63.5)

If Ibn Jumayʿ were to compare Ibn Sīnā’s and Galen’s discourses on anatomy, he would need to

discuss Ibn Sīnā’s shortcomings (such as corrupting his sources) which would demonstrate

that Ibn Sīnā had not witnessed the things he wrote about. Instead, Ibn Jumayʿ decided not to

627. Lit. ‘Therefore, I do not consider it appropriate for any novice to aspire to the study of anatomical
matters from any of their accounts nor to turn away in this matter from the accounts of the most
eminent of physicians regarding these matters. Since they [i.e. the accounts of those who have no
experience] are of so little usefulness, there is no benefit in occupying oneself with editing and revising
them.’
628. Lit. ‘For these reasons, I have seen fit to pass over in silence the comparison of the raʾīs’ discourses
on anatomical matters with those of the most eminent of physicians [Galen] and the taking notice of
what is in them [i.e. the differences between Ibn Sīnā and Galen] which would naturally involve things
that happen to somebody determined to speak of things without [actually] observing them through the
shortening of explanations, or abandoning the sound method of arrangement, or through slightly
corrupting the original and similar things.’
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draw any attention to the fact that Ibn Sīnā had not practised dissection. Yet, the

commentator concluded his thoughts on human dissection as follows:

So I restricted myself only to the treatment of what is in obvious contradiction with what is
well-known to physicians and what is included in the discourses of the most eminent of
physicians [Galen] in his famous books. Then [I restricted myself to] what deficiency is
disclosed in his [Ibn Sīnā’s] own [mode of] expression; or [what is] insufficient or contradictory
on the whole; and what is in need of explanation in terms of expressions or clarification of
problematic words and what is similar to that. (CC I, 63.6)

After stressing that he would abstain from a comparison between the Canon and Galen’s

writings which may have revealed Ibn Sīnā’s incompetence in the field of anatomy, Ibn Jumayʿ

concluded that he must nonetheless discuss the most obvious contradictions. Ibn Jumayʿ thus

contradicted himself: while he did not want to draw attention to Ibn Sīnā’s shortcomings, Ibn

Jumayʿ still wanted to discuss his most obvious shortcomings (which would obviously reveal

that the raʾīs wrote about things he had never observed). This tension is best explained if we

understand Ibn Jumayʿ’s comment as a polite but at the same time critical evaluation of Ibn

Sīnā’s authority to write about anatomy in the Canon.

The entire comment on human dissection served several purposes, such as outlining the

nature of the comments Ibn Jumayʿ was about to make. Ibn Jumayʿ’s main purpose, however,

was to legitimate himself as an authoritative commentator on the subject of anatomy. With

his call for human dissection, Ibn Jumayʿ depicts himself as an obedient disciple of Galen, or

perhaps even as a new Galen. Ibn Sīnā, on the other hand, is portrayed in a negative way and

the comment implies that novices, aspiring physicians or scholars should not rely on the

anatomical descriptions in the Canon. Ibn Jumayʿ abstained from making this point more

explicit and employed an elaborate writing style to disguise his condemning criticism, for he

generally tried to refute the argument that the Canon was useless for novices and experts.629

629. See p. 88 above.
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Our commentator left little doubt, however, that he was able to identify Ibn Sīnā’s

shortcomings and that he, Ibn Jumayʿ, was superior to the raʾīs in the field of anatomy.

Even though never explicitly stated, Ibn Jumayʿ also implied with his comments that he

counted himself among those who had gained anatomical experience and had followed

Galen’s ideals. Only physicians with the necessary experience and skills in dissecting animals

or humans can write (and comment) on the topic. With his comments on anatomy, and his

decisions whether or not a certain anatomical statement is correct, Ibn Jumayʿ’s reader must

have believed that he fulfilled the requirements of a physician skilled in anatomy. Ibn Jumayʿ

thus depicted himself as someone who had been prepared for the rare occasion of a human

dissection.

Whether or not Ibn Jumayʿ practised animal and human dissection, however, depends on

whether or not he felt obliged to repeat Galen’s ideals not only in theory but also in practice.

Ibn Jumayʿ might have felt at ease repeating Galen’s ideals without ever putting them into

practice.

(d) Anatomists at work: the case of Ibn an-Nafīs and al-Baghdādī

E. Savage-Smith has dispelled the myth that religious strictures banned the practice of human

dissection in mediaeval Islam.630 She surveyed the attitudes toward dissection in medical,

philosophical, religious and legalistic treatises and showed that there were no strictures

against its practice. As Savage-Smith stressed, however, she did not focus on how much a

given medical treatise reveals about the practice of its author:

It is not the purpose of this study to explore the possibility that certain anatomical structures
described in a given treatise might be interpreted as having required prior dissection in order

630. Savage-Smith, Attitudes.
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to frame the description in the given manner.631

As we have seen earlier,632 Ibn Jumayʿ made some comments which drew on experience and

given that he was one of the most outspoken mediaeval advocates of human dissection, his

possible experiences as a dissector may have had an impact on his comments as well. The

remaining sections of this case study will explore whether there are any indications in Ibn

Jumayʿ’s writings that some of his knowledge was gained through the practice of dissection,

or whether his comments on anatomy must be best described as ‘armchair analysis’. Before

we turn to Ibn Jumayʿ, however, it is necessary to mention two mediaeval physicians whose

writings suggest that they were practicing anatomists.

Less than a century after Ibn Jumayʿ, Ibn Nafīs (d. 687/1288) used his Canon commentary to

argue that there was no invisible passage between the right and left ventricle of the heart.633

Even though there has been some debate whether or not this could be a purely theoretical

conclusion,634 this discovery can be interpreted as evidence for the practice of human

dissection. There may be similar instances in which Ibn Jumayʿ deviated notably from what

his predecessors had to say in a way that suggests knowledge gained through dissection.

More relevant to the environment in which Ibn Jumayʿ was working is ʿAbd al-Laṭīf al-

Baghdādī (d. 1231), who was among the Muslim physicians who served Saladin at his court in

Damascus.635 He is remembered in medical history for criticising Galen’s description of the

631. Savage-Smith, Attitudes, 104.
632. See above, p. 128f.
633. For a detailed discussion of this topic see Savage-Smith, Attitudes, 98ff. 
634. See below, p. 162, for a short discussion of N. Fancy’s thesis. Fancy argued that Ibn Nafīs’ theroy
concerning the pulmonary transit is a mere anatomical corollary to his more significant physiological
and psychological theories and not an anatomical discovery. Ibn Nafīs argued in his Canon commentary
that the spirit’s substance would be ruined if thick blood of the right ventricle were to make it into the
left ventricle. It can thus be argued that Ibn Nafīs’s discovery is purely theoretical and not necessarily
prompted by human dissection.
635. Ibn Abī Uṣaybiʿah, ʿUyūn (ed. Müller), vol. II, 201ff. See also Joosse and Pormann, Decline.
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lower jaw bone as being composed of two parts. As I will be analysing Ibn Jumayʿ’s comment

on the upper jaw bone, it is helpful to look at al-Baghdādī’s case to get a better understanding

of a mediaeval anatomist at work. Al-Baghdādī happened to be in Egypt during the famine in

the year 597/1200-1201 and recorded the following:

In Cairo, in the month of Ramadan [commencing 5 June, 1200-1201], a human skeleton was
found, the flesh of which had been removed ... ; this specimen was badly needed by Galen, who
had been seeking in vain to view [a human] skeleton. Such a sight has been in demand by all
those who cared to know more about anatomy.636

Galen, however, had not been seeking in vain to view human skeletons. Al-Baghdādī was not

aware of Galen’s treatise On Anatomical Procedures in which Galen said:

... it is still possible to see something of human bones. I, at least, have done so often on the
breaking open of a grave or tomb. Thus once a river, inundating a recent hastily made grave,
broke it up, washing away the body. The flesh had putrefied, though the bones still held
together in their proper relations. It was carried down a stadion and, reaching marshy ground,
drifted ashore. This skeleton was as though deliberately prepared for such elementary
teaching. And on another occasion we saw the skeleton of a brigand, lying on rising ground a
little off the road. He had been killed by some traveller repelling his attack. The inhabitants
would not bury him, glad enough to see his body consumed by the birds which, in a couple of
days, ate his flesh, leaving the skeleton as if for demonstration. If you have not the luck to see
anything of this sort, dissect an ape and, having removed the flesh, observe each bone with
care. Choose those apes likest man, with short jaws and small canines...637

Al-Baghdādī’s remarks concerning Galen were inaccurate because Galen had observed human

skeletons. It follows that al-Baghdādī had a distorted conception of how Galen wrote about

anatomy; according to al-Baghdādī, one could only be correct about the anatomical features

of a specimen if one had seen it. He did not consider the possibility that even if one

thoroughly examined a specimen (as Galen had), one could still project preconceived ideas of

how a specimen should look. In other words, humans see what they know. Galen examined

636. Jadon, Comparison, 73.
637. Galen, Anatomical Procedures, 3. The translation is made from the Greek version, but there were
Arabic translations available in the middle ages.
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human skeletons through the glasses of someone who was influenced by his extensive

experience in dissecting animals. He was therefore unlikely to ‘discover’ something which

contradicted his knowledge which he gained through the dissection of animal skulls, in

particular those of apes who have a two-part mandible. A few human skeletons were unlikely

to change his reinforced notion of how a mandible should look. There is nothing to suggest

that al-Baghdādī had extensive experience in dissecting animals and he was therefore

unlikely to have had similar preconceptions about skeleton structures.

Al-Baghdādī followed the practice of teaching anatomical concepts by referring to written

texts. Like Ibn Jumayʿ, however, he was aware that such an approach is problematic:

We saw an amazing thing once when a group of those who frequently visited me to study
medicine had difficulty in comprehending me when I was explaining The Treatise on Anatomy to
them and pointing out the shortcomings of verbal explanation in comparison with eye-
witnessing [the organ of the body concerned].638

Al-Baghdādī expressed the same caveats as did Ibn Jumayʿ in his commentary and his treatise

to Saladin: mere theoretical contemplation of anatomical matters was fraught with

difficulties. Unlike Ibn Jumayʿ, however, al-Baghdādī provided us with an account of how a

chance finding helped him to overcome these difficulties: 

We were told that at al-Maks there was a hill covered with human skeletons. We went to see
them and found more than 20,000 human skeletons piled in accordance with their state of
decay ... 

Although Galen was an extremely able investigator [of his objects] and very careful in what he
reported and said, what we saw and touched was more accurate than what Galen wrote.
Moreover whenever Galen did not know the explanation of a theory he avoided it. For
instance, all have agreed that the lower jawbone is composed of two bones that are firmly
joined at the chin. When I say all, I mean Galen alone, for it is he who had practised anatomy,
made it his particular subject matter and composed several books, most of which we possess;
the rest of his works have not been translated into Arabic. 

638. Jadon, Comparison, 73.
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We saw that the lower jawbone was one bone, with no joint. I have seen this bone a great
number of times, in over two thousand skulls. I have employed all means to assure myself of
the truth, and I have never seen anything but a single bone. Then I was assisted by various
groups of people who had repeated the same investigation, both in and out of my presence,
and, like myself, they have never seen anything but a single bone. I also found other things [in
the human skeleton which differ from what Galen had reported], and if God will permit me, I
shall write a treatise on the topic comparing what I saw with what we know from Galen's
works. I have also examined this same bone in the ancient tombs of Būṣīr ... and I have always
found that the lower jawbone had no joint.639

While al-Baghdādī emphasised the shortcomings of purely theoretical anatomy, it happened

only by chance that he was able to compare real anatomical specimens against Galen’s

descriptions. Al-Baghdādī did not follow Ibn Jumayʿ’s ideals of practicing dissection on

animals, and al-Baghdādī may have simply continued with his theoretical teachings if he had

not been told about the skeletal remains. It was therefore not unusual to repeat Galen’s advice

that practical observations were important, but unless chance allowed it, anatomical

examinations were not necessarily undertaken.

(e) A summary of Ibn Jumayʿ’s anatomical comments

Ibn Jumayʿ remarked that he would restrict himself to the most important corrections and

avoid a detailed comparison between Ibn Sīnā’s and Galen’s anatomical accounts. We might

therefore expect that Ibn Jumayʿ commented less copiously on the anatomical sections in the

Canon, but this is not the case.640 Ibn Jumayʿ’s comments on anatomy are not very different

from his comments on other passages in the Canon and, generally speaking, they are

concerned with explaining and correcting Ibn Sīnā’s statements by referencing the sources

which Ibn Sīnā had used or by comparing variant readings.

639. Jadon, Comparison, 73-74; “lower jawbone hand no joint” corrected to “lower jawbone had no joint”.
640. In the Princeton copy, Ibn Jumayʿ’s comments on the anatomical passages of Book One of the Canon
fill almost seven folios (P 12b-19a). Considering that the comments on the entire first book fill
approximately 43 folios, it is clear that anatomy was an important topic for Ibn Jumayʿ.
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Unlike his comments on materia medica, Ibn Jumayʿ did not include in his anatomical

comments any explicit references to what he had seen or heard. His comments are thus

fundamentally different from those of his contemporary al-Baghdādī. We can nonetheless ask

if there is any evidence in his comments to suggest that he was an experienced anatomist,

especially since his fervent calls for human dissection imply that he himself practised what he

demanded from others. For instance, Ibn Jumayʿ may have corrected certain anatomical

notions like Ibn an-Nafīs did a century later. On the other hand, there might be evidence that

he did not practise dissection and did not practise what he preached.

Ibn Jumayʿ started off with relatively short comments in which he explained certain terms,

clarified grammatical structures, and referenced Galen (CC I, 64-68), before he went into more

detail when commenting on the sutures of the upper jaw bone in CC I, 69 (this passage will be

discussed in detail below). Ibn Jumayʿ continued with discussing a variant in the passage on

teeth (CC I, 70), corrected and explained three passages with reference to Ibn Sīnā’s Shifāʾ (CC

I, 71-73), corrected Ibn Sīnā on the basis of Galen (CC I, 74), referenced Galen again with

regard to the entire number of bones in the human body (CC I, 75), and discussed textual

variants found in the passage depicting the anatomy of the shoulder (CC I, 76).

In his next comment (CC I, 77) Ibn Jumayʿ explained that Ibn Sīnā was wrong when defining

raḍfah as the patella (knee-cap, literally ‘eye of the knee’, Ar. ʿayn ar-rakbah).641 After citing

different sources such as Galen, Jawharī and Sijistānī to corroborate his decision and

indicating that the Jawāmīʿ may have influenced Ibn Sīnā, Ibn Jumayʿ finally suggested ―

clearly in favour of Ibn Sīnā ― that the mistake was not found in the original but slipped into

the Canon through a copyist incorporating an erroneous gloss (which explained that raḍfah is

641. Lane (Lane, Lexicon, 1099) mentions the raḍfah as certain bones in the knee above which the patella
(dāghiṣah) is found.
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the patella). Ibn Jumayʿ concluded his comments on bones with another reference to Galen

(CC I, 78) and another comment on the total number of bones (CC I, 79).

Ibn Jumayʿ’s comments on nerves, muscles and tendons begin with an interesting comment

(CC I, 80). He provided two textual variants concerning the general nature of nerves and was

dissatisfied with both, commenting that it is ‘among the evident things in anatomy’ (min al-

umūr al-bayyinah fī at-tashrīḥ) that nerves never have the properties outlined by Ibn Sīnā.

Interesting in this context is that Ibn Jumayʿ did not consider it to be necessary to quote any

sources. This suggests that Ibn Jumayʿ found the mistake to be so fundamental and obvious

that there was no need to dwell on this passage or to corroborate his arguments with written

sources. After Ibn Jumayʿ concluded that neither textual variant is particularly good, he

nonetheless proposed to drop one word from the first variant which would then give it a

correct meaning. This demonstrates another instance in which Ibn Jumayʿ was willing to look

for a favourable interpretation instead of criticising Ibn Sīnā (see CC I, 77 above). Ibn Jumayʿ

continued with comments on technical terms (CC I, 81 and 84-85, 87), the number of muscles

in the chest (CC I, 82), and criticised Ibn Sīnā’s failure (sahw) to have followed Galen’s

descriptions accurately (CC I, 83, 85, 88). He concluded the section on muscles with his own

thoughts on their total number in the human body, arguing that Ibn Sīnā left out certain

muscles in his enumeration (CC I, 89).

The comments regarding nerves comprise various explanations of terms (CC I, 90, 93), a

reference to Ibn Sīnā’s source Galen (CC I, 91), and an illustrated comment on the optic chiasm

(CC I, 92 - to be discussed below). Ibn Jumayʿ’s final anatomical comments on Book One of the

Canon concern arteries and veins: he discussed a mistake made by Ibn Sīnā (CC I, 94) and

explained technical terms (CC I, 95-97).
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As for Book Three of the Canon, Ibn Jumayʿ commented on the anatomy of the brain (CC III,

4-5), the ear (CC III, 108), the nose (CC III, 119), the tongue (CC III, 127-128), the throat (CC III,

157-159), the larynx (CC III, 172), the heart (CC III, 219),642 the liver (CC III, 269), the ‘six

intestines’ (CC III, 285), the kidney (CC III, 303), the testicles and sperm vessel (CC III, 320-321),

and the uterus (CC III, 329-331). Most of these comments are either short glosses or concern

variant readings and the statements of other authors.

(f) An illustrated comment on the optic chiasm

If dissections were done, they must have been carried out quickly and under the right

conditions (e.g. in the winter) if one was to avoid extreme smells. Even under optimal

circumstances, there would have been not much time until the decay of tissues would make

more accurate observations impossible.643 In the next example, I will consider an instance in

which Ibn Jumayʿ may have supported his conclusions with what he had seen during a

dissection of a brain. Ibn Jumayʿ included an illustration of the optic chiasm in his comment

and the passage is thus likely to inform us about what he may have seen. Ibn Jumayʿ

comments:

The raʾīs said: “Then the two [nerves] meet at a cross-like intersection” [i.e. the nerves of the
eyes in the brain].644 As regards his statement ‘cross-like intersection’ some observers are
mistaken regarding this passage when they imagine that he meant that the two actually cross
each other. The matter is not like that. It is rather as the most eminent of physicians [Galen]
has taught us: Like two lines drawing near to each other at one place, they meet superficially
and they [then] bend outward without crossing each other. And so the configuration (shakl) of
the two of them is set up after the aforesaid meeting: each of the two [nerves] bend toward the
eye which is parallel to its [the nerve’s] place of origin. This is the configuration and it is
obvious that [this] configuration resembles a cross-like intersection, but it is not a cross-like
intersection as there is no intersection in the first place. His [Ibn Sīnā’s] subsequent statement
proves true that he intended [to say what] we have just described: “[Physicians] other than
Galen have mentioned that the two cross each other in a cross-like intersection without

642. See above p. 118.
643. Savage-Smith, Attitudes, 109.
644. D I, 78.

- 153 -



curving [i.e. they do not curve but rather intersect].”645 (CC I, 92)

P fol. 18b

Ibn Jumayʿ illustrated his comment with a drawing, which he entitled with ‘the anterior part

of the brain’ (muqaddam ad-dimāgh). He indicated the origin of the right nerve and the origin

of the left nerve and then depicted their pathways: They bend towards each other, but do not

intersect at the point which Ibn Jumayʿ labelled with ‘place of meeting’ (mawḍaʿ al-iltiqāʾ). The

nerves then bend outwards until both terminate in the place of the eye (mawḍaʿ al-ʿayn), right

and left respectively. Ibn Jumayʿ included this illustration because he felt that Ibn Sīnā’s

account could be more easily misunderstood, and, indeed, the account in the Canon is

ambiguous and confusing. The illustration and accompanying text illustrate clearly how Ibn

Jumayʿ understood the anatomical features of the optic chiasm. The main point of his

argument is that the nerves do not cross, even though they appear to cross. 

We know today that Ibn Jumayʿ was not correct with this description. Some optic nerve fibres

cross while others do not. However, this does not prove that Ibn Jumayʿ did not practise

dissection because if he ever had examined a brain (whether human or not), he would not

645. D I, 78.
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have been able to perceive with his eyes that certain nerve fibres cross while others do not.

Even with a microscope, this would have been impossible. The ‘discovery’ of the optic chiasm

is very recent. In the middle ages speculations of how these nerves crossed were subject to

theoretical models or, as in the case of Galen, some practical experiments,646 but not

anatomical observations.

Ibn Jumayʿ’s analysis is highly theoretical and, except the illustration, there is nothing to

suggest that he tried to support his conclusion with anatomical observations. Ibn Jumayʿ

referenced Galen for his conclusion, and the illustration thus represents Galen’s teachings.647

Moreover, illustrations of the optic chiasm were popular in the mediaeval Islamic world and

the earliest illustration can be found in a copy made in 476/1083 of a treatise by Ibn al-

Haytham who was based in Cairo, like our court physician.648 So even though Ibn Jumayʿ’s

illustration is one of the earliest, it is likely that he had seen a similar illustration elsewhere

and simply employed it for his purposes. Our commentator was therefore influenced by little

else than his readings of Galen and, as a staunch supporter of Galen, was satisfied with simply

providing Galen’s verdict on the matter. Even if Ibn Jumayʿ ever happened to examine a brain

and dissected it, he only would have been able to project his Galenic knowledge of the optic

chiasm on the specimen he was examining.

This instance therefore provides insufficient evidence for proving or disproving Ibn Jumayʿ’s

practice of dissection. We cannot show that he never dissected human beings by pointing to

646. Galen describes an optical experiment with a piece of wood placed between his eyes. See Galen,
Usefulness, 501.
647. Galen discusses the optic chiasma in De Usu Partium (Galen, Usefulness, 499-502; see also 30, 402, 439,
491, 498).
648. Savage-Smith, Anatomical Illustrations in Arabic Manuscripts, 152 and al-Haytham, Optics, vol. II, plate
1. The illustration is more detailed than the one provided by Ibn Jumayʿ, but both illustrations show
clearly that the optic nerves do not cross.
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some modern facts which Ibn Jumayʿ contradicted in his anatomical expositions. He could not

have observed those features without modern technology.

(g) On cranial sutures

The following section will analyse another passage which may provide evidence of Ibn Jumayʿ

being influenced by ‘witnessing’ anatomical specimens. While it was impossible for him to

discern different nerve fibres in the optic chiasm, he was certainly capable of examining bone

structures with his naked eye. If Ibn Jumayʿ is mistaken when describing a human skull, for

instance, we may count this as evidence that he did not follow his own call for how to acquire

anatomical knowledge.

Unlike al-Baghdādī whom we mentioned earlier, Ibn Jumayʿ did not comment on the lower

mandible. However, he included a long comment on the bones of the upper jaw (al-fakk al-

aʿlā). The following two modern illustrations depict the skull of a rhesus monkey649 and a

human skull650:

Galen’s description of the upper jaw reveals that he must have looked at the skull of an ape,651

649. Bast et al., Rhesus monkey, 46.
650. Richard Drak et al., Anatomy, 813.
651. Galen did not know apes in the modern sense (the ‘great apes’) but only macaques, especially the
Barbary macaques. He did not have access to chimps or gorillas.
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because he detailed the pre-maxilla which is not found in humans (they only have a maxilla as

can be seen in the illustrations above) but does occur in all members of the ape family. Ibn

Sīnā had included a confusing description of the upper jaw and Ibn Jumayʿ took it upon

himself to comment on this challenging passage. Do Ibn Jumayʿ’s comments suggest that he

had seen what he explained?

As usual, Ibn Jumayʿ began his comment by quoting a passage from the Canon. He then went

on to explain that some people652 had criticised Ibn Sīnā for incorrectly enumerating the

different bones which make up the upper jaw (Ibn Sīnā had not provided any number of bones

and thus left his enigmatic653 account wide open for interpretation). Ibn Jumayʿ, however,

rejected this criticism and stressed that Ibn Sīnā himself had stated that the total number of

bones will become clear through his enumeration of the sutures delineating the bones.654 Ibn

Jumayʿ therefore focused his comment on tracing all the sutures described by Ibn Sīnā and

making clear which bones were delineated by these sutures. While more lucid than Ibn Sīnā’s

account, Ibn Jumayʿ’s comment is highly technical and convoluted. It essentially describes

twelve different jaw bones by tracing their sutures. The following illustration655 summarises

Ibn Jumayʿ’s wordy explanation of the twelve bones:

652. This appears to be a simple hypothetical criticism introduced by Ibn Jumayʿ himself. Such
criticisms were a common literary device to introduce one’s explanation (“some people may say ... but I
say ...”).
653. See Konings comment about Ibn Sīnā’s description: ‘la description de ces sutures n’est pas très
claire’ (p. 463).
654. CC I, 69.1 (ed. included in appendix).
655. In a similar form, such illustrations accompanied later Canon manuscripts. See Savage-Smith,
Anatomical Illustrations in Arabic Manuscripts, 150.
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Roughly speaking, bones656 I and II make up the bones of the nose while bones III and IV are

located beneath the nose. Bones V and VI are subdivided into the bones in which the eyes are

located (ABC) and the cheek bone (D). Bones V and VI therefore comprise eight bones and we

get altogether twelve bones if we add bones I-IV. 

Ibn Jumayʿ’s comment on the sutures of the upper jaw bone illustrates nicely how the court

physician flaunted his ability to explain enigmatic anatomical details; its stupefying effect on

the reader is best illustrated by quoting the court physician verbatim:

We have categorised everything, and we say that he [Ibn Sīnā] while explaining the matter of
the sutures, [was thinking about these] five. They are: The suture [1]657 [cutting] through the
upper palate [lengthwise],658 and the three [sutures] [2,3,4] beginning from [the point] between
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2 34
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V I II VI

III IV

foramen foramen
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c
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V VIA
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D

l. incisor        c. incisor c. incisor       l. incisor caninecanine

656. Ibn Jumayʿ actually refers to them as ‘pieces’ (qiṭaʿ) which he then subdivides into different bones
(aʿẓum). Roman numerals refer to ‘pieces’ in the following description. 
657. Latin and Roman numbers, as well as the letters A-D, refer to the illustration above.
658. I.e. the suture separating the frontal bone from the upper jaw. The term ‘upper palate’ refers to the
upper jaw. Ibn Sīnā defined the suture (in our illustration number 1) by defining the boundaries of the
upper jaw: “the upper jaw (al-fakk al-aʿlā) is delimited from above by the suture which connects it and
the frontal bone (al-jabhah) and traverses below the eyebrow (al-ḥājib) from temple to temple (aṣ-
ṣudgh). It is marked off from below by the roots of the teeth (manābit al-asnān)” (D I, 45). Later on in his
account, Ibn Sīnā mentions this suture as “cutting through the upper palate lengthwise”. Ibn Jumayʿ
quotes this phrase and thus refers to the suture defining the boundaries of the upper jaw. Jaw (fakk) and
palate (ḥanak) are therefore used synonymously in the present context. Cf. also Lane on ḥanak (Lane,
Lexicon, 659): “Ḥunakān are the upper and lower part of the mouth.”
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the eyebrows, with the middle one of them [2] terminating between the central incisors, and
the two [sutures] [3,4] on each of its sides [i.e. of the middle suture = 2] [terminating] between
the canine tooth and the lateral incisors adjacent to it [i.e. the canine tooth]. And the lateral
[suture] [5] through these three [sutures] prior to their termination in the roots of the teeth
which was already mentioned [i.e. the termination of 2,3,4]. (CC I, 69.2)

Thus six pieces (qiṭaʿ) are defined in the jaw. The first two pieces [I, II]: Two [bones] are in
between the three sutures beginning from [the point] between the eyebrows and the suture
traversing them. These two are the two bones in which the two foramina of the palate (infra-
orbital foramina) are located. The second two pieces [III, IV]: They are found in between the
lateral [suture] and what is below it, i.e. where the three [sutures] terminate and the root of
the teeth are. These are the two bones in which the central and lateral incisors are located.

These four bones are explained by the raʾīs in what he mentioned. As for the third two pieces
[V, VI] which are on each side of these four [bones], he [Ibn Sīnā] explained that two sutures
descend from the upper connecting suture [3,4, i.e. the sutura connecting the frontal bone and
maxilla] which both make their way toward the region of the eye, and each of the two [3,4]
branch into three branches [a,b,c] through which each of the third two pieces [V, VI] are
divided into four pieces [A, B, C, D]. Three of them are located at the eye [A, B, C] and one [D]
underneath it, i.e. the cheek bone in which the rest of the upper teeth are located [i.e. the
molars]. (CC I, 69.3)

There are altogether 12 bones of the upper jaw which can be counted through these sutures.
This is the number of bones which are particular to it [i.e. the upper jaw]. I say “particular to
it” because some anatomists count among the sum of its bones the two nose bones and the
bone which is known as the peg-bone (i.e. sphenoid bone) as the most eminent Galen has told
us.

They are [i.e. the twelve bones]: The two bones in which two foramina659 of the palate are
found and which are triangular-shaped [I, II], the two bones underneath the afore-mentioned
in which the central and lateral incisors are [III, IV]; these two have teeth; the two cheek bones
in which the rest of the upper teeth are located [V, VI = D, D], the six bones which are around
the eyes [A, A, B, B, C, C]. This proves that the words of the raʾīs regarding this [matter] are not
lacking anything but are rather completely sound. (CC I, 69.4)

When looking at the Canon, however, it is obvious that Ibn Jumayʿ read his understanding of

the twelve different jaw bones into the account of Ibn Sīnā who was, for instance, more

interested in writing about the different geometric angles formed by the sutures.660 Ibn Jumayʿ

659. Lit. ‘Holes’.
660. D I, 45f. See also Koning, Trois Traités, 462ff.
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also went beyond the contents of the Canon when offering an explanation about alternative

bone counts (Galen is quoted to explain that some count the two nose bones and the peg-bone

among the bones of the upper jaw, so that we reach the number fourteen or fifteen bones).

However, Ibn Jumayʿ did not account for the number of bones suggested by Galen. Galen listed

nine bones in his On the Usefulness of the Parts661 and noted that this summarises what he had

outlined in his On Bones for Beginners.662 Also confusing is the fact that Ibn Jumayʿ had counted

14 jaw bones in his medical compendium, indicating that he included ‘the bones of the nose’

which are excluded in the number he provided in his Canon commentary.663 The different

numbers indicate that there was no general agreement as to how many bones the upper jaw

bone consisted of.

For our purposes, the description of the so-called pre-maxilla is important, as it could either

prove or dis-prove that physicians were describing the skulls of humans and not of apes.

Instead of the two bones in which the incisors are found (bones III and IV according to Ibn

Jumayʿ), Galen only counted one bone as is true for the Rhesus monkey and other apes.664 Ibn

Jumayʿ was therefore not describing the pre-maxilla of a monkey when he counted two bones.

Yet, Ibn Jumayʿ was not the first to do so. Al-Majūsī had earlier divided the bone of the lateral

and central incisors into two bones.665 Much earlier, Galen had also been aware of this possible

661. In De Usu Partium, Galen lists nine bones (Galen, Usefulness, 548).
662. See Galen, Les os, 54ff.
663. Rabin, Skeleton, 182 (fol. 8b in Ibn Jumayʿ, Irshād (Oxford)). Ibn Jumayʿ thus followed al-Majūsī who
had initially listed eight bones but then summarises that there are all-together 14 bones, adding the six
bones of the cavities of the eyes in his summary (Koning, Trois Traités, 114-117). Like Ibn Jumayʿ, al-
Majūsī includes all six bones of the orbit of the eye while Galen only includes two. Both al-Majūsī and
Galen count a set of bones below the nose which is not counted by Ibn Jumayʿ.
664. Galen, Usefulness, 548. The pre-maxilla is clearly visible in the cranium of the Rhesus monkey (cf. the
illustrations above; Bast et al., Rhesus monkey, 46).
665. Koning, Trois Traités, 114-117.
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division of the bone into two parts, but he did not follow it in his numeration.666 Ibn Jumayʿ

therefore followed an established tradition which he (inaccurately) attributed to Galen.

While Ibn Jumayʿ did not describe the pre-maxilla of a monkey, he also did not describe the

jaw bone of an adult human being. Following the numbering of our illustration, sutures two,

three and four terminate in the fifth suture and do not reach the teeth, as explained by Ibn

Jumayʿ; bones III and IV are not separate in normal adult human skulls.667 Only the skull of

foetuses and newborns still have four instead of one bone (apes have three bones as Galen had

outlined).668 It follows that the examination of infant skulls could have been the impetus to

count four bones.

As for our court physician, we can conjecture three different scenarios:

• Ibn Jumayʿ never saw an animal or human skull. He simply explained Ibn Sīnā’s passage

through his knowledge of other texts which followed the same tradition as al-Majūsī.

• Ibn Jumayʿ examined infant skulls which have the exact same structure as described in the

text. This would explain why he did not reject Ibn Sīnā’s notion of a two-part pre-maxilla.

666. Galen, Les os, 56.
667. In other words, Bones III, IV, V and VI are one bone which is the maxilla in modern terminology.
See the illustration of the human skull above and Feneis, and Dauber, Pocket Atlas, 41.
668. The pre-maxilla or incisive bone in humans is made up of two pieces. It is the “embryonic bone
that develops into part of the maxilla” (Feneis, and Dauber, Pocket Atlas, no. 3, 42). The sutures which
mark these two bones are “only visible during development between the palatine process of the
maxilla and the incisive bone. It [the incisive suture] normally extends from the incisive foramen to the
space between the canine tooth and the second incisor tooth.” (Feneis, and Dauber, Pocket Atlas, no. 5,
42).
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• Though not corroborated by what we find in the text, Ibn Jumayʿ may have examined adult

human skulls and imagined a suture on his adult human specimen where no suture could

be found.669

Speculations aside, Ibn Jumayʿ’s detailed and complex comments about the upper jaw bones

do not offer much evidence concerning whether or not one of the greatest mediaeval

advocates of human dissection was an experienced anatomist or simply a hypocrite who

failed to follow his own principles. The same applies to the other comments Ibn Jumayʿ made

on the anatomical sections in the Canon. The court physician’s interpretations are first and

foremost a testimony to a skilful literary commentator at work who tried to supersede the

author of the treatise he was commenting on.

(h) Conclusions

N. Fancy has convincingly argued that Ibn Nafīs’ discovery concerning the pulmonary transit

is best explained by considering the context of his philosophical and theological ideas. If we

neglect to contextualise Ibn Nafīs’ new thesis, we ignore the obvious reasons which prompted

Ibn Nafīs to his conclusions. As Fancy reconstructed the matter, it was not the dissection of a

human heart, but rather Ibn Nafīs’ theoretical concepts of the soul and the heart that led to

his ‘discovery’.670

Even though not mentioned by N. Fancy, Ibn Nafīs may well have verified his theoretical

conclusions through a chance dissection of a human heart, for he stated that ‘dissection

(tashrīḥ) refutes what they [i.e. Galen and Ibn Sīnā] said’ about the passage between the heart

ventricles.671 Anatomy was first and foremost an intellectual endeavor and conclusions were

669. This may be parallel to Galen’s experience who reported to have seen several human skeletons.
Yet, he was more influenced by his knowledge of animal skeletons when describing human anatomy in
his treatises. See above p. 148.
670. Fancy, Pulmanory Transit, in particular pp. 254-258.
671. For Ibn Nafīs’ statement see Savage-Smith, Attitudes, 102.
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reached by reasoning or the comparison of texts, as in the case of Ibn Jumayʿ and Ibn Nafīs.

Anatomical discourses were not prompted by sensory observations. Only in certain

exceptional cases did chance sensory observations trigger a comment as in the case of al-

Baghdādī. There is no evidence, however, that al-Baghdādī undertook systematic anatomical

investigations of the entire human skeleton or body. As the Canon commentators Ibn Jumayʿ

and his successor Ibn Nafīs show, anatomical theories were not supported by systematic

dissections. Nonetheless, both commentators might have observed or even examined corpses,

although such sensory input, if it did occur, was used only as a confirmation of pre-existing

theories (as in the case of Ibn Jumayʿ) or a confirmation of newly developed theories (as in the

case of Ibn Nafīs).

While Ibn Jumayʿ was one of the most out-spoken advocates of human dissection in the

mediaeval period, there is no conclusive evidence in his writings that he ever practised it. Yet,

there is no evidence either that he did not practise it. We can therefore surmise that for Ibn

Jumayʿ, anatomy was first and foremost a matter of armchair analysis which, depending on

how faithful Ibn Jumayʿ was to his own ideals, may have been complemented through the

non-systematic and sporadic practice of human or animal dissection.

As we will see in chapter four, there was a reason why Ibn Jumayʿ was generally not interested

in writing about his experience. He was opposed to recording ‘particularities’ in medical

books and this included particular experiences such as those an anatomist may have had

when dissecting animals or humans.672 Instead of writing about particularities which he

deemed to be too innumerable to fit into any treatise, he concerned himself with the general

discussion of medical theory and practice. As the next case study will show, however, there

672. See p. 221 below for Ibn Jumayʿ’s thoughts about recording particulars in books.
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were certain instances in which Ibn Jumayʿ was willing to rely on his particular experience

and contradict the authority of his predecessors.

2. Case study: Materia medica and the authority of the ancients

(a) Ibn Jumayʿ’s comments on materia medica in the Canon

Ibn Sīnā devoted the second book of his Canon to the discussion of approximately 780 materia

medica (al-adwiyyah al-mufradah, simple remedies). Each remedy is discussed in a separate

entry which is subdivided into as many as 16 sub-sections (sg. lawḥ, pl. alwāḥ). The first four

sub-sections concern (1) the name and nature (māhiyyah) of a drug, (2) the preferred form (al-

ikhtiyār), (3) its natures and qualities (ṭabāʾiʿ and kayfiyyāt), and (4) [drug] actions and

characteristic properties (afʿāl and khawāṣṣ). The subsequent sub-sections discuss the drug

actions in individual parts of the body (such as the head) or when applied to treat certain

diseases (such as fevers).673

In the preface, Ibn Jumayʿ stressed that the second book of the Canon is particularly flawed,674

and it is therefore not surprising to see more critical comments in this part of the

commentary. Despite the critical nature of many of his comments, however, Ibn Jumayʿ did

not allocate more space to his comments on Book Two than to Book One.675

Of the approximately 780 simple remedies, arranged in alphabetical order, Ibn Jumayʿ

commented on 209 and did so consistently: entries beginning with the letter alif are not less

673. After outlining the first four sub-sections, Ibn Sīnā outlines (5) drug actions concerning beauty and
physical appearance (zīnah), (6) drug actions on swellings and pustules, (7) ulcers, wounds and
fractures, (8) joints and nerves, (9) organs of the head, (10) eyes, (11) respiratory organs, (12)
alimentary organs, (13) excretory organs, (14) fevers, (15) poisons and (16) alternative drugs. D, I,
340-341.
674. See above, p. 90.
675. Most important in terms of the quantity of comments is book one, which is followed quite closely
by book two and, by a larger margin, book three. See below, p. 187.

- 164 -



commented upon than later entries. Ibn Jumayʿ showed himself particularly interested in

explaining terms of Persian origin because Ibn Sīnā, due to his provenance, discussed a

considerable number of drugs of Persian origin.676 

Among the comments on Book Two can be found the only comment in which Ibn Jumayʿ

corrected the authorities Dioscorides and Galen. As in several other instances in Book Two,

Ibn Jumayʿ corroborated his arguments not with written sources (as even the most

authoritative sources prove to be incorrect) but with contemporary insights. It is notable that

it is in Book Two that Ibn Jumayʿ recorded the most critical of his comments which are at

times corroborated with sensory observations such as descriptions of certain plants.677 Ibn

Jumayʿ had a particular interest in materia medica and sought to verify knowledge concerning

them with the broadest range of sources available to him. Comments on Book Two thus stand

in contrast to comments on Books One or Three in which Ibn Jumayʿ for the most part used

written sources to verify statements. Perhaps Ibn Jumayʿ’s particular expertise when

commenting on materia medica should not come as a surprise if we consider that Ibn Abī

Uṣaybiʿah recorded that Ibn Jumayʿ used to run a dukkān, a common term for a pharmacy.

The following case study will consider Ibn Jumayʿ’s attitudes toward medical authorities when

commenting on Book Two of the Canon. The focus will be (1) on the reasons why Ibn Jumayʿ

gave more authority to some writers while giving less to others, and (2) on discerning certain

criteria which Ibn Jumayʿ followed when forming his opinion about how reliable the various

descriptions of materia medica were. While the Canon commentary will be the point of

departure for this study, Ibn Jumayʿ’s treatise on the medicinal use of the lemon (or lime) will

676. See p. 121 above.
677. See p. 128ff. above.
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also be surveyed, since it provides us with a more detailed testimony to how Ibn Jumayʿ

himself defined his attitudes toward the authority of ancient writers, in particular Galen.

(b) Ibn Sīnā’s sources

The following comment is representative of the majority of criticisms Ibn Jumayʿ made on

Book Two. Ibn Jumayʿ will argue that Ibn Sīnā’s entry on anchusa is corrupt in several places;

we can distinguish three main criticisms:

(1) The first criticism concerns spelling ambiguities:

Anūkhalsā. The raʾīs said about it in the sub-section [concerning] its nature (māhiyyah): “It is
donkey’s lettuce and is called shanjār or shankār (anchusa).”678

What I [Ibn Jumayʿ] found in a very accurate copy of Dioscorides’ book is that the name of this
drug is ankhusā (anchusa),679 spelled with nūn voweled with sukūn, a dotted khāʾ voweled with a
ḍamma and an undotted sīn. I found in another passage of this book ankhūsā and there is no
difference between the two because the ḍammah becomes a wāw if doubled. The [reading]
ankhūsā with wāw is also found in al-Hāwī.

I found in another copy of the raʾīs’ book [the Canon] anūkhusā and it follows that anūkhalsā and
anūkhasā happened to become corrupted [variants] of this drug name. His statement that it is
called shanjār and shankār, [applies to] when it is arabised, for if it is arabised, it is sometimes
pronounced with jīm and sometimes with kāf because it is a Persian [word], and in Persian it is
written with kāf maʿdūlah [گ] which has no counterpart in Arabic. Therefore some people write
shanqār with qāf and others shankāl with lām (?).680

(2) The second criticism concerns a corruption of meaning:

He [also] said about it: “One variety of it with yellow leaves is red in colour.” This statement is
again corrupt and misspelled. Correct is: “It has extremely small leaves and a very red fruit.”
Dioscorides statement concerned a third type, which is another sort of ankhusā but much more
yellow than the first two sorts. It is similar to the second type but it is not as yellow and its

678. For shanjār and shankār see Ibn al-Bayṭār, Zusammenstellung, vol. II, 108. 
679. See Ibn al-Bayṭār, Zusammenstellung, vol. I, 96 who also identifies this plant with shanjār and shankār
(Anchusa tinctoria). 
680. The last part of the sentence does not make much sense. Manuscripts P and B both read shankāl bi-
al-lām. Either Ibn Jumayʿ was suggesting that the rāʾ was mistaken for a lām (and forgot to explain this
in more detail), or he made a mistake and the passage should read “and others read shankār with kāf”.

- 166 -



fruit is properly red. Ar-Rāzī has mentioned in al-Ḥāwī another type which has yellow leaves
and a properly red fruit. Likewise, he has mentioned the names of its types.

(3) The third criticism concerns a misattribution to Galen:

He [Ibn Sīnā] has also said about it in the sub-section [concerning] its nature: “Galen said that
anūkhulasā [sic] is hot and dry.” However, Galen did not say this. Rather, he said that it has
different strengths (quwā) and that in addition to that, it is cooling (mubarrid). He explains and
illustrates this in the sixth [chapter] of his book [on Simple Remedies].681 Ibn Sīnā said that this
drug [anchusa] is donkey’s lettuce and shanjār. He mentioned shanjār in [his section on drugs
beginning with the] letter shīn, [saying that] it has a soft ring (al-ḥalaq at-tūl) and that it is
therefore cold in the first [degree] and dry in the second [degree]. And he mentioned donkey’s
lettuce in the [chapter on the] letter khāʾ and said that it has a hot nature, dry in the first of the
second degree (awwal ath-thāniyyah).682 Paulus (Faylūs) mentioned this in [his chapter on the]
letter hāʾ.683 He said about it that even though donkey’s lettuce is of a cold and wet nature,
there are drying and slightly warming [properties] in it. In sum, his [Ibn Sīnā’s] statements
about the nature of this drug are very erroneous. (CC II, 30)

As for the first criticism, one might wonder how Ibn Jumayʿ knew that Dioscorides’ text

represented the correct spelling and not the Canon. Ibn Jumayʿ stressed that he had consulted

a very correct or authenticated (muṣaḥḥaḥah) copy of Dioscorides, by which he referred to the

quality and care with which it had been copied and collated.684 Ibn Jumayʿ’s sentiments about

what sources are more authoritative than others are implicit: the older and more authentic a

copy is, the closer it resembles the teachings of Dioscorides which are to be trusted. Age and

authenticity can therefore be distinguished as obvious criteria Ibn Jumayʿ relied upon when

deciding between two statements or variants.

The second criticism was concerned with a statement which was similar to Dioscorides’

statement but had a different meaning. Ibn Jumayʿ’s judgement is again implicit: Ibn Sīnā

681. This refers to On the Powers of Simple Drugs [De Simplicium Medicamentorum Facultatibus]. See above
note 78. Cf. also Ibn al-Bayṭār, Zusammenstellung, vol. II, 108.
682. For a general discussion of the degrees of materia medica see Langermann, Revolt.
683. This refers to Aegineta, Seven Books, vol. III, pp. 17ff, in which Paulus discusses simple remedies.
684. An authentic copy could have meant an old copy made from a highly accredited Arabic translation
(perhaps the autograph of the translator) or simply a very careful copy, not necessarily old, but which
due to its good transmission or collation was very close to the original.
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copied from Dioscorides but presented his statements in a corrupted form (either by

misquoting them or using a corrupt copy of Dioscorides’ treatise). The Ḥāwī is quoted to show

that ar-Rāzī is also following the correct reading of Dioscorides. Ibn Jumayʿ’s criterion for

following Discorides’ authority is therefore obvious: Ibn Sīnā’s statement reminded him of

Dioscorides’ words, but as it contradicted its meaning, it represented a corruption which had

to be corrected. In this instance, Ibn Jumayʿ had two sources which contradicted Ibn Sīnā’s

account which was another reason why the majority (Dioscorides and ar-Rāzī) had to be

followed.

The third criticism was directed against Ibn Sīnā for misattributing a statement to Galen.

Galen had originally described the nature of anchusa as cooling (and not hot and dry as Ibn

Sīnā stated). Furthermore, Ibn Jumayʿ pointed out that Ibn Sīnā stated that anchusa is to be

identified with both donkey’s lettuce and shanjār. However, shanjār is cold and dry (vs. hot and

dry, as claimed by Ibn Sīnā) while donkey’s lettuce, if one follows Paulus and Ibn Sīnā, is cold

and wet. Ibn Jumayʿ thus argued that anchusa’s nature needs to be cold, as stated by Galen. As

in the previous passage, the authority of Galen or Paulus is trusted more than Ibn Sīnā’s

authority as it was clear to Ibn Jumayʿ that Ibn Sīnā presented corrupted versions of his

sources.

The final paragraph of the comment CC II, 30 (not translated above) is concerned with the

explanation of a technical term. This paragraph is irrelevant to the present discussion, except

Ibn Jumayʿ’s remark that if one was “to consider his [Ibn Sīnā’s] statements on this drug

[anchusa] and the statements of ar-Rāzī in al-Ḥāwī, it will become apparent that he [Ibn Sīnā]

has taken this term ... from ar-Rāzī.” As in other statements discussed earlier,685 Ibn Jumayʿ

thought that Ibn Sīnā sometimes copied inaccurately from other accounts and it is therefore

685. See p. 107ff. above.

- 168 -



not surprising that Ibn Jumayʿ would give less authority to Ibn Sīnā’s paraphrases or

quotations than to Ibn Sīnā’s original sources.

This particular comment (CC II, 30) encapsulates Ibn Jumayʿ’s fundamental principle when

evaluating the Canon. The greatest authority was given to Ibn Sīnā’s sources. Ibn Sīnā’s

paraphrases or reformulated statements, however well-organised or well-written they may

be, needed to be tested against his sources.

(c) Ibn Sīnā’s preference to extract from ar-Rāzī’s Ḥāwī instead of using Galen’s writings

Ibn Jumayʿ also presented more explicit statements as to why he gave less authority to Ibn

Sīnā’s or even ar-Rāzī’s words. The following comment is concerned with snake (ḥayyah) as a

medicament. After quoting Ibn Sīnā’s statement on the issue, Ibn Jumayʿ stated that it is

corrupt, referencing the source of the original statement by Galen which is quoted verbatim.

Ibn Jumayʿ then pointed out that the corruption was already found in ar-Rāzī’s al-Ḥāwī and

cited the erroneous passage in question. Ibn Jumayʿ concluded with the following remark:

As for the raʾīs, it is evident throughout that he in most cases is very familiar with ar-Rāzī and
favours him over that which is related by Galen and others, and copies whatever ar-Rāzī had
said about the origins of a statement686 without revealing the source [that is, he does not
disclose that he took the statement from ar-Rāzī and not directly from the original source].
Very often this leads him [Ibn Sīnā] to repeat the mistakes ar-Rāzī had made, and Ibn Sīnā thus
follows ar-Rāzī’s corruptions. It is therefore necessary to say in this instance... [Ibn Jumayʿ
corrects the statement in accordance with Galen] (CC II, 101)

This again confirms Ibn Jumayʿ’s main principle: original sources are to be trusted over

second-hand sources. Nonetheless, Ibn Jumayʿ was not simply concerned with pointing out

that ar-Rāzī introduced the corruption. The main issue for Ibn Jumayʿ was that Ibn Sīnā

followed second-hand accounts (ar-Rāzī’s Ḥāwī) and favoured them over Galen’s first hand

accounts. As Ibn Jumayʿ argued in his treatise to Saladin, favouring compendia or other

686. Lit. ‘He copied the attribution to whomever ar-Rāzī attributed something to.’
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sources over Galen’s original statements was the main reason for the demise of the medical

art. Only a return to the sources (in particular Galen and Hippocrates) would prevent a

further demise.687 Ibn Jumayʿ’s reason for not trusting Ibn Sīnā’s authority is therefore clear.

By using ar-Rāzī’s instead of Galen’s accounts, Ibn Sīnā was prone to copying corruptions

introduced by ar-Rāzī. In Ibn Jumayʿ’s hierarchy, Galen, Hippocrates, and Dioscorides were

given greater authority than ar-Rāzī, who at times corrupted the original. The least authority

was given to Ibn Sīnā, because he did not only corrupt the original at times but also, without

indicating it, employed second-hand accounts which may have been the source of further

corruptions.

In his treatise to Saladin, Ibn Jumayʿ also condemned compendia for tempting their readers to

“believe that the works of the ancients could be dispensed with” and for expressing in their

title that they comprised everything needed to master the medical art.688 Even though the

Canon is not mentioned explicitly, it can be inferred that it had to be counted among the

compendia which were responsible for the demise of the medical art because they corrupted

the sources of the ancients.689 Yet, as the entire endeavour of the Canon commentary proves,

Ibn Jumayʿ was unwilling to ignore what he thought were the numerous merits of the Canon,

which he hailed as one of the best compendia available.690 As a compendium, the Canon was

therefore an exception for Ibn Jumayʿ which was different from the other abominable

compendia. Thus, it would be misleading to say that Ibn Jumayʿ gave only little authority to

Ibn Sīnā. Ibn Jumayʿ’s critical and condemning remarks in the commentary must be

understood in their wider context, which is Ibn Jumayʿ’s attempt to write a balanced review in

favour of the Canon. Nonetheless, there is no doubt that Ibn Jumayʿ ranked the statements of

687. Ibn Jumayʿ, Treatise, 18-21.
688. Ibn Jumayʿ, Treatise, 20.
689. See also Nicolae, Compendium.
690. CC J, 1. See above p. 91.
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Galen, Dioscorides or ar-Rāzī higher than those of the raʾīs. With his educated response to the

Canon, Ibn Jumayʿ wanted to create the impression that his authority was similar to those of

the ancients because he was able to restore and revive their teachings which had sometimes

been corrupted by modern authors such as ar-Rāzī or Ibn Sīnā. Just like Hippocrates or Galen

revived the art of medicine in their day by going back to the sources, so did Ibn Jumayʿ in

twelth-century Egypt.691

(d) Ibn Sīnā’s contribution or corruption? 

So far, we have discussed several instances in which Ibn Jumayʿ corrected Ibn Sīnā on the

basis of earlier sources. The following comment is not different in this respect, as Ibn Jumayʿ

argued that Ibn Sīnā had fused Dioscorides’ descriptions of two separate drugs into one drug

that Ibn Sīnā called Pigeon’s and Camel’s Herb. Yet, the comment is different as Ibn Jumayʿ

criticised Ibn Sīnā for using what may have been contemporary or near-contemporary

sources:

Pigeon’s and camel’s herb (riʿy al-ḥamām wa-al-ibil).692 The raʾīs said about it in the sub-section
[concerning] its nature: “The herb has berries like those of myrtle (al-ās) or berries which
closely resemble them, but it is much more dust-coloured (ghabarah).693 Its pulp (lubb) is similar
in colour [when compared to the pulp of myrtle berries] and its taste is like that of peeled
lentils and they are not very sweet.”

The author [Ibn Jumayʿ] says: Dioscorides has mentioned camel’s herb (riʿy al-ibil) in the third
[chapter] of his book.694 He said that it needs a lot of water and that many branches branch off
it and its leaves are as wide as the index finger, just like the leaves of the terebinth tree (pistacia
terebinthus L.) which bend outward. They are a little rough and on its branches are umbels
(akālīl) like the umbels of dill. The colour of its flower is yellow and the seeds are like the seeds
of fennel. Its root is approximately three fingers long and one finger thick. Its colour is white

691. For Ibn Jumayʿ describing the revival of medicine by Hippocrates and Galen see Ibn Jumayʿ, Treatise,
17ff.
692. For riʿy al-ḥamām (verbena officinalis) and riʿy al-iʾil [sic] (pastinaca sativa) see Ibn al-Bayṭār,
Zusammenstellung, vol. I, 498 and Ibn al-Bayṭār, al-Jāmiʿ, vol. II, 141. Cf. also Lane, Lexicon, 1109 who bases
his description of riʿy al-ḥamām wa-al-ibil on Ibn Sīnā’s account.
693. In his entry on ghabarah, Lane cross-references ghubār (dust) and aghbar (dust-coloured). See Lane,
Lexicon, 2224.
694. See  Ibn al-Bayṭār, Zusammenstellung, vol. I, 497 and Ibn al-Bayṭār, al-Jāmiʿ, vol. II, 141.
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and it tastes sweet. It is edible. Its stalk is also, if it is tender.

He [Dioscorides] mentioned pigeon’s herb (riʿy al-ḥamām) in the fourth chapter of his book. He
said that it grows in places where there is water and that every year its length increases by
approximately the span of a hand or a little bit more. It has a leaf with a distinctive colour
which grows from the stem. Many can be found having one root and one stem [only].695

It is obvious from these two statements that [the names refer to] two different types [of plants]
and not one and the same, as the raʾīs described them. They are described in the same way by
the most eminent of physicians [Galen] who was then quoted by the raʾīs who did not follow
Dioscorides’s separate descriptions, because the raʾīs said that this plant has berries like those
of myrtle. But neither Dioscorides, nor Galen, nor anyone else I know of, mentioned this. The
same applies to his statement about their nature and properties; he said that it is hot in the
first degree and moist in the second degree. Galen, however, said that camel’s herb is slightly
hot and pigeon’s herb is dry.696 He [also] said that camel feeding on it [i.e. camel’s herb] will not
be harmed by the poison of reptiles (hawāmm).697 This feature was also described by the
ancients [when they described] camel’s herb. The raʾīs said that it can colour hair black, but not
one of the ancients, nor anyone else among the authors on materia medica I know of, mentioned
this feature. (CC II, 188)

The comment is not only a further example of Ibn Jumayʿ correcting the Canon with reference

to the authorities Dioscorides and Galen, but also an illustration of how Ibn Jumayʿ dealt with

drug properties he had never heard of or read about before. In the present comment, Ibn Sīnā

described plant properties (having berries like those of myrtle) and actions (dyes hair black)

which had not been mentioned by anyone else. Even though Ibn Jumayʿ did not condemn Ibn

Sīnā’s deviant descriptions, it is obvious that he did not follow them. If he had done so, he

would have taken the trouble of offering an explanation which reconciled the teachings of the

ancients with those of Ibn Sīnā.

The comment thus shows that Ibn Jumayʿ did not defend Ibn Sīnā’s words if they could not be

backup-up by what other authorities had written. Ibn Jumayʿ did not assume that Ibn Sīnā

695. Cf. Ibn al-Bayṭār, al-Jāmiʿ, vol. II, 141.
696. For pigeons herb being slightly dry, cf. Ibn al-Bayṭār, al-Jāmiʿ, vol. II, 141.
697. For the identification of hawāmm with “venemous or noxious reptiles” see Lane, Lexicon, 1109. See
also Ibn al-Bayṭār, al-Jāmiʿ, vol. II, 141.
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made a novel contribution by introducing deviant descriptions of plants or drug properties.

Taking into account that Ibn Jumayʿ thought of Ibn Sīnā as merely excerpting from earlier

treatises (while sometimes corrupting his sources), it is not very surprising that Ibn Jumayʿ

did not consider the possibility that Ibn Sīnā was influenced by his own experience and

therefore was challenging earlier authorities with his contributions. For Ibn Jumayʿ, Ibn Sīnā

simply made mistakes, especially in the second book of the Canon where the number of

corruptions had led others to believe that it never went beyond the rough draft stage.698 It

would be unreasonable for Ibn Jumayʿ to expect qualitative contributions in a treatise which

he generally thought to comprise well-arranged excerpts from earlier treatises, and especially

in a part of a treatise which he thought to be more corrupt than other parts.

(e) Correcting mistakes made by many physicians

Ibn Jumayʿ did not always deem older accounts to be more genuine and authoritative. In the

following comment, he relied on the authority of Ibn Riḍwān (d. 453/1061):

Lupine (turmus).699 The raʾīs said about it in the sub-section [concerning] its nature: It is the
Egyptian broad bean (bāqilla).700

The author [Ibn Jumayʿ] said: This is a false belief (wahm) which has previously been held by
those writing on simple remedies, for they neither know the Egyptian broad bean nor have
they encountered it. The moderns do not know about it [the Egyptian broad bean] except Abū
al-Ḥasan ʿAlī ibn Riḍwān who mentioned it in a passage in his book. It [the Egyptian broad
bean] is the fruit of a plant which can be found in the rising waters [i.e. when the Nile bursts its
banks] in the lower regions of Egypt. It is known by the inhabitants of this land as jubūr and
jāmisah. (CC II, 202)

Ibn Sīnā must have copied his statement that lupine is equivalent to the Egyptian broad bean

from an earlier treatise. Unfortunately, Ibn Jumayʿ does not identify this erroneous source

and only refers to contemporary authors who are ignorant about the Egyptian broad bean. A

698. See above p. 90.
699. See Kindī, and Levey, Formulary, 249, Lane, Lexicon, 306, Ibn al-Bayṭār, Zusammenstellung, vol. I, 203. 
700. See Kindī, and Levey, Formulary, 240 for bāqillā (fabaceae) with alif instead of alif maksūrah.
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few decades later, Ibn Bayṭār (d. 646/1248) repeats Ibn Jumayʿ’s criticism in his entry on

bāqillā qibṭī (Egyptian broad bean), in which he combined this criticism with Dioscorides’

description. Like Ibn Jumayʿ, Ibn Bayṭār is not specific about the source of this mistake.701

Ibn Jumayʿ was aware of this plant being given the Egyptian names jubūr and jāmisah.702 In this

instance, Ibn Jumayʿ valued contemporary sources (which appear to be the source of the

naming convention) and relatively recent accounts (those by Ibn Riḍwān) over older accounts

(those used by Ibn Sīnā), for a plant native to Egypt can be best described by native

inhabitants. Ibn Jumayʿ’s criterion when deciding to go with Ibn Riḍwān’s reading is therefore

the proximity of the object being described (Egyptian broad bean) to the person describing

the object (in this case Ibn Riḍwān living in Egypt). We will encounter a very similar case in

the next comment.

(f) Correcting Dioscorides, Galen and Ibn Sīnā

The following comment is based on Ibn Jumayʿ’s contemporary sources,703 in this instance

accounts of several merchants or traders:

Dār filfil (long pepper).704 The raʾīs said in the sub-section [concerning] its nature: “It is the first
crop of the pepper plant.” The author [Ibn Jumayʿ] says: I was informed by more than one
trustworthy person who were among those who receive [goods] from Indian and Chinese
merchants that long pepper is not a crop of the pepper tree, and that white pepper is not the
crop of the black [pepper] tree, and that neither of them grows in the land from which black
pepper is imported [i.e. India]. Furthermore, [I was told] that long pepper comes from the
fawfal (betel nut)705 which is [imported] from the land of Lāz,706 in the administrative regions
(aʿmāl) of Qiṣṣ and Bahrūrā; pepper is not [cultivated] in these [lands].

701. Ibn al-Bayṭār, al-Jāmiʿ, vol. I, 78-79. Ibn al-Bayṭār, Zusammenstellung, vol. I, 114-115. Ibn Jumayʿ is not
cited.
702. See also Ibn al-Bayṭār, al-Jāmiʿ, vol. I, 78-79.
703. The comment was already mentioned. See above p. 127.
704. Kindī, and Levey, Formulary, 266.
705. Kindī, and Levey, Formulary, 313.
706. Abū ʿAbd Allāh Yaʿqūb ibn ʿAbd Allāh, Muʿjam, vol. IV, 341: “Lāz spelled with the letter zāʾ is in the
region of Khawāf and in the administrative regions (aʿmāl) of Nīsāpūr’.
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Black pepper is among the munībādāt (?). They do not include long pepper or white pepper.
White [pepper] is from the regions of China. In these [regions you can find] black pepper which
is light and similar. Merchants do not import it [i.e. black pepper] due to its baseness. What the
raʾīs has mentioned about this [i.e. that long pepper is the first crop of the pepper plant] is
therefore not legitimate but rather misleading. However, this misleading suggestion (wahm)
was not introduced by the raʾīs707 but was already made by Dioscorides and the eminent
physician Galen who followed him, and everyone who came after them.708

The reason for this is that the ancients lived very far away from the places where these drugs
grew. The reports which reached them from these [lands] were weak and deficient due to the
distance. Many who recounted what the merchants had said were not faithful [to what they
have been told] and not very educated. Through seeking profit, they [who are responsible for
such flawed reports] were distracted from investigating things such as these. (CC II, 75)

The main criticism is that long pepper is not a crop of the pepper plant. Ibn Jumayʿ’s evidence

for this are the reports of merchants importing goods from China and India. He stressed that

his opinion is based on several reports and provided geographical descriptions to support the

authenticity (and authority) of these second or third-hand accounts. It was obviously

important for Ibn Jumayʿ to provide as many details as possible as he was correcting the

authorities Dioscorides and Galen. Despite focusing on their shortcomings, however, Ibn

Jumayʿ put the blame entirely on unreliable informants.

The comment shows an exceptional instance in which Ibn Jumayʿ did not vote in favour of

authoritative accounts. If he had been unaware of the accounts of the merchants, he would

have found no fault with Ibn Sīnā’s statement because it was in accordance with its sources

(Dioscorides and Galen). Yet, Ibn Jumayʿ decided to follow contemporary sources as they were

based on first-hand observations and not on Dioscorides’ unreliable sources. Ibn Jumayʿ must

707. Lit. ‘is not peculiar to the raʾīs’.
708. Even though Ibn Bayṭār appears to have been acquainted with at least one of Ibn Jumayʿ’s treatises,
he was not aware of his criticism regarding long pepper. He repeats the statements made by
Dioscorides and Galen which Ibn Jumayʿ has criticised here. Ibn Bayṭār writes: “Dioscorides in his
second book. It is said that pepper (filfil) comes from a tree which grows in India. The crop which
appears first [i.e. ‘its first crop’ in the terminology of Ibn Sīnā] is long and similar to beans (lūbiyā). This
[crop] is long pepper (dār filfil). In the pod (jawf) there are small millet-like (shabīh bi-al-jāwars) pits.
Once the pod is ripe, it contains black pepper ... White pepper is weaker than black pepper for the
former is not yet ripe.” (Ibn al-Bayṭār, al-Jāmiʿ, vol. III, 166. Ibn al-Bayṭār, Zusammenstellung, 261).
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have assumed that at Dioscorides’ time, information could travel from China to the Greek

speaking world. However, the credibility of such reports was inferior to the credibility of Ibn

Jumayʿ’s sources. The underlying assumption is that information was communicated much

more reliably and efficiently in Ibn Jumayʿ’s days as people and knowledge could travel more

easily in lands under Muslim rule. The proximity of the object being described to the person

describing it appears again to be Ibn Jumayʿ’s criterion to do so.

(g) Beyond Galen: On the lemon

Ibn Jumayʿ revealed more about his critical attitudes toward his most authoritative source,

Galen, in his treatise on the medicinal uses of the lemon or lime (līmūn or līmū; hereafter

simply lemon).709 The treatise opens in a similarly abrupt manner as the Canon commentary,

with Ibn Jumayʿ addressing the questions of his (perhaps fictitious) addressee:

Hibat Allah said: You mentioned, oh dearest brother and close friend, ... that you wondered
about the allegations some people made about the Egyptians and their application (taṣrīf) of the
lemon for various purposes and their use of it when treating diseases — despite the presence of
alternatives with the [same] useful properties if used instead [of the lemon]. [You have
wondered about] their false arguments they have raised against them [the Egyptians], namely
that were the lemon to have had the many benefits they [the Egyptians] mentioned and
conjectured, the ancient physicians would have mentioned it [the lemon] in what they have
written down, and would have not neglected and overlooked the matter. You have asked me to
expose the falsity of this duplicity in an epistle and I have written this letter to you lest you
may think that I withhold something from you. In God I seek help and shelter against
dishonour and debility.710

709. See above p. 52 for this treatise. In what follows, the manuscript held at the Topkapı palace library
will be abbreviated as T and the copy held in the Damascus as A. Even though both copies are undated,
it appears that T is the older copy as it preserves more text than A. It is not clear whether we should
read līmū or līmūn for T usually has līmū without nūn. This may well be a later corruption, especially if
we consider that the Princeton copy of the Canon commentary has līmūn (CC IV, 12).
710. Ibn Jumayʿ, Lemon (Topkapı), fol. 113a (see [1] on p. 282). For an Arabic edition of the following
translations, see the appendix (p. 282ff.). The number in square brackets refers to the paragraph in the
edition. The translation and edition of the Arabic text are based on a preliminary edition and
translation of the entire treatise which is currently being prepared by Alasdair Watson and the present
author.
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Egyptian physicians appear to have been criticised for using the lemon for medicinal purposes

while neglecting to use other materia medica with similar properties. The central problem was

that the use of the lemon prompted the question why the ancients (among them Galen) did

not write about its medicinal properties and use. If lemons were useful, they would have

mentioned them. As they ignored them, however, modern physicians should ignore them as

well.

Ibn Jumayʿ strongly disagreed with such judgements and continued with his evaluation of the

ancients:

I say, however, that the ancients ― even though they have informed us about the fundamental
principles (uṣūl) from which are derived the knowledge of everything one needs to know about
the strength of drugs and their benefits, and which others have tested in terms of its
soundness ― [I say] that they did not mention all the varieties of drugs which physicians of all
lands frequently use today and rely upon in most of their actions. In fact, they [the ancient
doctors] did not comprehend all the benefits of the drugs they mentioned. Moreover, they also
overlooked several benefits of drugs and did not mention them at all.711

Ibn Jumayʿ carefully outlined the areas in which authorities were to be trusted and where

they needed to be superseded. In terms of fundamental principles, the ancients were to be

trusted, particularly as these fundamental principles had been verified through various tests

(sg. imtiḥān) by several other people. In terms of the particular application of these principles,

however, the knowledge of the ancients may have been found wanting or even erroneous,

especially when it came to new and hitherto unknown materia medica, or to particular

properties not well understood by established medical writers. Ibn Jumayʿ provided a list of

drugs not mentioned by Galen to prove his point:

The evidence for this is that the most eminent Galen, in his books which have reached us, did

711. Ibn Jumayʿ, Lemon (Topkapı), fols. 113a-113b and Ibn Jumayʿ, Lemon (Assad), 114 (manuscript is
paginated). See [2] on p. 282ff.
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not mention anything about the types of myrobalan (halīlaj),712 nor turpeth (turbad),713 senna
(sanā),714 marking nut (balādhūr),715 clove (qaranful),716 colchicum (sūranjān),717 Indian fig (tamar
hindī),718 camel thorn (taranajabīn),719 shīrkhisht, dodder (kashūth),720 tabasheer (ṭabāshīr),721

salep (būzaydān),722 sandalwood (ṣandal),723 Leopard’s bane (durūnj),724 behen (bahman),725

camphor (kāfūr),726 walnut (Indian?) (jawzā),727 galingale (khūlanjān),728 and all the other
numerous drugs which would take too long to mention.729

Ibn Jumayʿ continued by naming a list of medical syrups not mentioned by the ancients. He

referenced the otherwise unknown treatise K. at-takmīl (Book of Perfection) which appears to

have been the source for his lists. Ibn Jumayʿ ended his examples with Chinese rhubarb (ar-

rāwand aṣ-ṣīnī), stressing that not only Galen but also many contemporary physicians knew

nothing of it, despite its many useful applications which Ibn Jumayʿ had outlined in his earlier

treatise on rhubarb, as he pointed out.730

The next section tells us more about Ibn Jumayʿ’s understanding of Galen’s authority:

So if this is the situation for Galen [i.e. that he was unaware of Chinese rhubarb and other

712. Myrobalan was not known in Greece. See Kindī, and Levey, Formulary, 342.
713. Kindī, and Levey, Formulary, 249.
714. Senna cannot be traced earlier than the 9th/10th century. See Kindī, and Levey, Formulary, 286.
715. Semecarpus anacardium L. (from India). See Schmucker, Materia medica, 117. Referred to as ‘marking
nut’ by Europeans. It was used by washermen to mark cloth and clothing before washing because it
imparted a water insoluble mark to the cloth.
716. Kindī, and Levey, Formulary, 315. From India.
717. Kindī, and Levey, Formulary, 287. According to Levey, this drug was already mentioned by
Dioscorides (ibid., 288).
718. Kindī, and Levey, Formulary, 251 (thamar hindī).
719. Maimonides, Asthma, 67. See also Schmucker, Materia medica, 100. 
720. Lev, and Amar, Materia Medica, 399.
721. Kindī, and Levey, Formulary, 300.
722. Lev, and Amar, Materia Medica, 475. 
723. Kindī, and Levey, Formulary, 298.
724. Kindī, and Levey, Formulary, 267.
725. Dozy, Supplément, 123. Lev, and Amar, Materia Medica, 503.
726. Kindī, and Levey, Formulary, 321. 
727. Kindī, and Levey, Formulary, 255.
728. Kindī, and Levey, Formulary, 265.
729. Ibn Jumayʿ, Lemon (Topkapı), fols. 113b and Ibn Jumayʿ, Lemon (Assad), 114. See [3] on p. 282ff.
730. Ibn Jumayʿ, Lemon (Topkapı), fols. 113b-114a and Ibn Jumayʿ, Lemon (Assad), 114.
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important drugs], despite the fact that in him happen to be found knowledge, excellence,
confirmation through his predecessors (ḥuṣūl al-aqrār bi-taqaddumihi), nobility, and that he is
superior in this art and the servant in perfecting it [and] all of what it is capable [of achieving],
then how, I pray you, will be [the situation] of someone who is not like him?731

Despite all of his excellent characteristics, Galen was not perfect. He did not know everything,

especially when it came to materia medica. Nonetheless, Ibn Jumayʿ outlined Galen’s positive

characteristics to stress his role as a model physician because physicians who strive not to

emulate this role-model will not only be prone to all the shortcomings Galen may have had,

but to many more. According to Ibn Jumayʿ, it was incumbent upon a good physician to take

what Galen and others have discovered and to add to this heritage: 

Were it not for the fact that the ancient sages of superior insight only understood a little and
recorded it, and then someone of sound thinking came after them, took hold of it, refined it
and added to it ― in toto, if good intelligence was not assisted by inferences and deductions,
and clear thinking supported by new research (istithmār) and new discoveries (istibāḥ) ― then
the skills would have not become perfected and completed but rather would have become
extinct and abandoned. It is therefore not surprising that the latter improves what the former
has not perfected, and it is not impossible that the latter completes what the former
neglected.732

Ibn Jumayʿ made a similar statement in his treatise to Saladin when interpreting Hippocrates’

aphorism ‘Life is short but the art is long’, explaining that physicians must take what has been

attained in medicine by ‘thousands of men during thousands of years’, trim it, add to it new

discoveries, and thereby perfect the art of medicine.733 Both in his treatise to Saladin and his

letter on the lemon, Ibn Jumayʿ put the stress on adding to and trimming previous knowledge

and not on correcting previous knowledge. Ibn Jumayʿ therefore understood himself as adding

to the teachings of the ancients (such as Galen or Dioscorides), while he would correct the

teachings of the moderns (such as Ibn Sīnā or ar-Rāzī). Even though Ibn Jumayʿ corrected

Dioscorides’ statement concerning long pepper (which was repeated by Galen and then Ibn

731. Ibn Jumayʿ, Lemon (Topkapı), fols. 114a and Ibn Jumayʿ, Lemon (Assad), 115. See [4] on p. 282ff.
732. Ibn Jumayʿ, Lemon (Topkapı), fols. 114a-114b and Ibn Jumayʿ, Lemon (Assad), 116. See [5] on p. 282ff.
733. Ibn Jumayʿ, Treatise, §126.
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Sīnā), he stressed that Dioscorides was not to blame but his informants.734 Yet, when

criticising modern authors such as Ibn Sīnā, Ibn Jumayʿ would at times put the blame solely on

them. Ibn Jumayʿ thus accused Ibn Sīnā of the mal-composition of a purgative.735 There is no

instance, however, in which Ibn Jumayʿ criticised Galen or other ancient authorities. In this

way, Ibn Jumayʿ differed markedly from some of his prominent contemporaries such as al-

Baghdādī, Ibn Rushd or Maimonides who openly criticised Galen for certain shortcomings.736

Despite his reverence for the ancients, Ibn Jumayʿ stressed how important it was not to be

attached to old teachings:

... rather, it is incumbent upon him who wants to adorn himself with this art to strive for the
refinement of what his predecessors have not refined by way of increased study and
examination, and the will to advance - even if [it merely concerns] the easy and trivial matters.

So how can you ignore the contribution of the moderns and deny the best of those who came
after, since they extracted from the wonders [of creation] that through which the orchard of
the ancients came to bloom and blossom and discovered among the marvels [of creation] that
through which their gardens became beautiful and adorned?737

He illustrated this with a range of materia medica,738 and ended his list of innovations by

saying:

If I went on enumerating what has been handed down by them [the moderns] and their
successes in gentle treatments (muḥāsin) and what [they are] proud of - so that their
[achievements] would become many, it would perhaps bring forth some irritation, and many
people would err regarding these matters by saying that the present is always envied and

734. See above p. 174f.
735. See above p. 114.
736. For al-Baghdādī’s criticism, see above p. 148. Maimonides, as we will see, was very critical of Galen
and Hippocrates (see below, p. 225ff.). For Ibn Rushd see Bürgel, Averroes ‘Contra Galenum’ and
Langermann, Revolt, 363. One of the most prominent earlier critics of Galen’s medical works is ar-Rāzī
(d. c. 312/925). Like Ibn Jumayʿ, he had also stated that physicians should build upon the work of their
predecessors. Whenever he criticised Galen, he referred to Galen who himself had criticised his
predecessors. See Strohmeier, Zitate, 266-269 and Strohmeier, Galen, 273.
737. Ibn Jumayʿ, Lemon (Topkapı), fols. 114b and Ibn Jumayʿ, Lemon (Assad), 116. See [6] on p. 282ff.
738. Such as the ‘herb of salvation’ (al-hashīsha al-mukhaliṣah), theriacs and storax syrup (sharāb al-
kundur al-hindī). Ibn Jumayʿ, Lemon (Topkapı), fols. 114b-115a.
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blamed while the past is happy and blessed.

God’s praise be upon him who said:

People are enthusiastic about praising the old and blaming the new when it does not deserve it.
This is only because they envy the living and are attached to rotten bones.739

Ibn Jumayʿ himself might appear ‘attached to rotten bones’ when criticising Ibn Sīnā’s

additional descriptions of drug properties which cannot be found in other treatises.740 As we

pointed out, however, Ibn Jumayʿ did not consider the Canon to be a treatise which could

introduce novel descriptions of drug properties. In other words, Ibn Jumayʿ must have

thought that Ibn Sīnā wrote differently about medicine than did Galen, Dioscorides or himself.

While Galen or Ibn Jumayʿ did at times write about their discoveries, Ibn Sīnā only

systematised and summarised previous knowledge. Novelties in the Canon must therefore be

corruptions of the original sources, not novel contributions.

A central question is still unanswered. Apart from certain criteria outlined (the age of sources,

their authority, the proximity of subject and object in descriptions), it is unclear how Ibn

Jumayʿ determined if materia medica have had the properties he himself or others attributed to

drugs. In the treatise on the lemon, Ibn Jumayʿ described the method he considered

appropriate for testing new drugs or properties of drugs:

It is necessary for the physician, when he comes to hear mention of a property or properties
attributed to a drug which he does not know or a drug which he knows, that he does not
hasten to deny these properties, for this is what the anxious and hasty, indeed the weak-
minded and ignorant, person does. Rather, he should reflect upon it and thoroughly
contemplate it and sufficiently examine its truth or falsehood and test it using the analogical
principles (al-uṣūl al-qiyāsiyyah) and experimental methods (aṭ-ṭuruq at-tajribiyyah) which he
has been spared the trouble of having to deduce by Galen who directed him to derive benefit
from them and obtain results from them. Then, if its truth be proven, he should accept it, and
if its impossibility is proven he should reject it. And if no clear result is obtained he should

739. Ibn Jumayʿ, Lemon (Topkapı), fols. 115a and Ibn Jumayʿ, Lemon (Assad), 116-117. See [7] on p. 282ff.
740. See above p. 166 regarding Ibn Sīnā’s evaluation and descriptions of anchusa in CC II, 30.
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review it and examine it to the utmost, for it often occurs that a certain property is attributed
to something which at first apprehension one’s understanding would reject and one’s mind
would shrink from accepting, but, on proper examination of its cause, and study of its
justification and reason, its truth is proven and its reality is established.

An example of this is what Hippocrates has mentioned of the benefits of pouring cold water
upon someone suffering from ‘cold’ tremours (al-kuzzāz) which should almost be rejected at
first apprehension, due to its strangeness as being outside the realms of possibility and
feasibility [i.e. as cold diseases should not be treated with cold matters], but when its secret is
understood and its hidden meaning becomes clear, which is that the coldness of the cold water
restrains the innate heat and opposes the motion of the animal pneuma which gathers in the
innards (bāṭin) and intensifies and becomes hot and intense and powerful, [so that] cold
tremors occur as it [the innate heat] recedes. It [cold water] therefore has a powerful effect on
cold tremors and their causes. At this, the problem will be solved for the physician and he will
affirm the property that has been attributed to the drug.741

The passage is crucial for understanding Ibn Jumayʿ at work because it shows how important

theoretical analysis was for our court physician. Even though he stressed the importance of

tajribah, i.e. practical experience in the process of testing properties of drugs, his example

suggests that practical experiments were not always conducted, but replaced by pure

analogical reasoning whenever possible. The example does not talk about a series of practical

tests in which people suffering from cold tremors were treated with cold water, but rather

showcases a rational explanation of Hippocrates’ treatments. Even though it appears counter-

intuitive to treat a cold disease with cold water, Ibn Jumayʿ explains that cold tremors are in

fact not caused by something cold (as might have been assumed by those who rush to

conclusions), but rather by the decrease of too much heat. Cold water is thus adequate for the

treatment of the underlying hot symptom which eventually leads to cold tremors.

Ibn Jumayʿ might have used a literary topos here: something counter-intuitive leads

miraculously to the desired result. An explanation is offered which demystefies the miracle

741. Ibn Jumayʿ, Lemon (Topkapı), fols. 115a-b and Ibn Jumayʿ, Lemon (Assad), 117-118. See [8] on p. 282ff.
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and proves how vital it is to have a thorough knowledge of medical theory and the ability to

apply analogical reasoning in medical matters.

With his explanation of how to test new drug properties, Ibn Jumayʿ followed a very

established tradition in which the majority of tests were not experimental but theoretical. It

is also important that Ibn Jumayʿ used this example at the very end of his preface to the

treatise of the lemon. Ibn Jumayʿ prefaced his treatise with a defence of his endeavour to

devote an entire treatise to a new drug and at the very end of his preliminary remarks, he

introduced the methods he saw fit to employ when writing about new drug properties. In the

main body of the treatise, Ibn Jumayʿ then followed his model of analogical reasoning when

describing the various humoral properties of the different parts of the lemon and how they

were applied in various foods, drinks or syrups. For instance, Ibn Jumayʿ stated that the juice

of the lemon is cold and dry and very good for cleaning:

We say that its nature is cold and dry in the second degree ... and very cleansing (shadīd al-jalāʾ).
... As for it being cold and dry, this is indicated by the strength of its acidity. ... As for it being
very cleansing, this is indicated by its obvious effect on the surface of human skin.742

Ibn Jumayʿ did not determine the nature of the lemon by testing it on, for instance, people

suffering from warm diseases, but rather deduced his statement concerning its nature by

comparing the lemon with other acidic remedies which are usually cold and dry. It appears,

however, that he did not deduce its cleansing properties in the same theoretical way, but

based his statement on the actual observation that lemons have cleansing properties.

Nonetheless, Ibn Jumayʿ’s statements remain very general throughout the treatise and he

avoids any particular descriptions or case studies which may illustrate the effects of lemons

he may have had observed. While Ibn Jumayʿ was likely to have used lemons in his practice of

medicine, the general and universal nature of his statements hide any personal experiences

742. Ibn al-Bayṭār, al-Jāmiʿ, vol. IV, 118. Ibn al-Bayṭār, Zusammenstellung, vol. II, 453.
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and observations almost completely. As we will see later, such an approach ties in with the

notion that medical treatises should not report about particularities (such as the particular

effects of lemons Ibn Jumayʿ may have had observed).743

Ibn Jumayʿ must have reasoned in the same way when it came to ‘testing’ drug properties as

they were described by Ibn Sīnā in the Canon. While it thus appears unlikely that he actually

conducted practical experiments, his practical experiences in administering drugs may well

have reinforced his theoretical speculations and principles.

(h) Conclusions

Ibn Jumayʿ’s expertise lay in materia medica, and it is therefore not surprising to see him

criticise authorities who also claimed expertise in this field. The case study showed how age,

authorship and the authority of authors were crucial for Ibn Jumayʿ. Yet, age and authorship

were not the only two criteria which influenced Ibn Jumayʿ’s hierarchy of trusted medical

authors. Ibn Jumayʿ would discard ancient accounts in cases where more recent or even

contemporary sources had good reasons to contradict the information passed down by the

ancient authorities. If Ibn Jumayʿ had informants whom he deemed to be better informed

about the plants or drugs they were describing, he trusted their accounts. Such instances

were rare, however.

In order to throw more light on Ibn Jumayʿ’s methods in his Canon commentary, his treatise

on the lemon was also consulted. There is no reason to assume that Ibn Jumayʿ worked

differently when he was writing his Canon commentary. In both treatises it is evident that

experience was not of primary importance to Ibn Jumayʿ, but rather the principles and

teachings as they were set up by the ancient authorities. Nonetheless, Ibn Jumayʿ was on

occasion influenced by contemporary insights when writing his commentary. Even though he

743. See below p. 210.
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did not appear to have tested drugs on his patients, he took into account reports from

merchants or plants he had seen himself. So while the commentary is generally dominated by

arm-chair analysis, there are instances in which Ibn Jumayʿ draws on his experience to

contradict eminent authorities — very much like Ibn Nafīs or al-Baghdadī when they

challenged traditional anatomical depictions.
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3. Case study: Headaches and readership 

(a) Ibn Jumayʿ’s methodology in context: Comments on headaches

All of the comments presented so far were carefully selected so as to highlight particular

examples of Ibn Jumayʿ at work or his attitudes toward certain topics. Through this selection

the impression may have been created that Ibn Jumayʿ commented steadily on issues

pertinent to the clarification of the Canon. There are, however, a range of comments which

illustrate that Ibn Jumayʿ was predominantly concerned with the discussion of minutiae or

even nitpicking.

The following case study will provide an example of how Ibn Jumayʿ commented on Book

Three, first part, second chapter, which is concerned with the ailments of the head (in

particular headaches). The comments on Book Three make up approximately one fourth of

the entire commentary and comprise almost 400 individual comments (comments on Books

One and Two comprise 200-300 individual comments for each book); Book Three was

therefore important for Ibn Jumayʿ. Yet, while one can imagine that a range of readers may

have been interested in the comments highlighted in this thesis so far, doing so becomes

increasingly difficult when considering this series of Ibn Jumayʿ’s comments which focus on

very minute details.

The present case study addresses the question for whom Ibn Jumayʿ may have composed his

comments on Book Three and the implications this has for the intended audience of the rest

of the commentary. Why did Ibn Jumayʿ dedicate his time and attention to recording

comments which appear trivial? Who could have been interested in reading such comments?

Did Ibn Jumayʿ intend his commentary solely for his anonymous addressee who may have had

no training in medicine, or (considering the possibility that the addressee was fictitious) did

the court physician write for another audience that included more advanced physicians such
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as himself? In either case, was it likely that his readers found the information presented in

this section useful, especially when Ibn Jumayʿ concerned himself with minutiae as he

generally did in his comments on Book Three?

When presenting a series of comments on Book Three of the Canon, another (at first sight

unrelated) question will be posed: Is there a pattern which Ibn Jumayʿ followed when

commenting (such as focusing on the beginning of certain chapters in the Canon)? Is it likely

that Ibn Jumayʿ selected the passages he commented on with view to his readership? In other

words, how much can his pattern of comments tell us about his intended readership?

(b) General patterns of comments

Before we look at the patterns of Ibn Jumayʿ’s comments on chapter two in the first part of

Book Three, it is useful to outline the general patterns of his comments on the entire Canon. In

the printed edition of the Canon used for this study (here after D),744 Book One comprises 311

pages, Book Two 414 pages, Book Three 840 pages, Book Four 393 pages and Book Five 172

pages. In his commentary, Ibn Jumayʿ devoted approximately 40 folios (=80 pages) to Book

One, 30 folios (=60 pages) to Book Two, 32 folios (=64 pages) to Book Three, 8 folios (=16 pages)

to Book Four, and only 4 folios (=8 pages) to Book Five.745 It is meaningless to compare the

length of the printed edition with that of the manuscript version of Ibn Jumayʿ’s commentary

because we will not be able to determine the percentage of the text commented upon.

Nonetheless, the relative ratios of pages of the commentary to the pages of the printed text

commented on reveal in gross terms the relative portions of the Canon that prompted Ibn

Jumayʿ’s comments. Book One prompted the most thorough comments (80/311=25%),

followed by Book Two (60/414=14%), Three (64/840=6%), Five (8/172=5%) and Four

(16/393=4%). To put it differently, of the 228 pages of commentary by Ibn Jumayʿ, 80 pages

744. See p. 7 above.
745. Foliation is that of the Princeton copy (P).
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(35%) were concerned with Book One, 60 pages (26%) with Book Two, 64 pages (27%) with

Book Three, 16 pages (7%) with Book Four and 8 pages (3.5%) with Book Five.

The over-all trend is therefore that earlier books are more thoroughly commented upon than

later books. The same trend can also be seen within Book Three as Ibn Jumayʿ’s thoroughness

decreases gradually throughout the book. In the printed edition (D), a page contains

approximately 360 words.746 In the first hundred pages (ca. 36.000 words), Ibn Jumayʿ

commented on approximately 62 lines (ca. 744 words);747 this means that he commented on

slightly more than 2% of the Canon text. On pages 400-500, Ibn Jumayʿ commented only on 36

lines (ca. 432 words)748 which is roughly 1% of the Canon text.

Despite a decrease in comprehensiveness, it must be stressed that Ibn Jumayʿ read or at least

skimmed through the entire third book systematically. His comments do not only concern the

very first line of a section but he often comments on sentences in the middle or the end of a

section. There are no indications that Ibn Jumayʿ read and commented on Book Three before

turning to Book One, or that he started with later parts of Book Three and then turned to

earlier parts. Rather, he appears to have commented on the Canon in a successive order,

getting gradually more tired of commenting.

(c) Discussion of individual comments

In what follows, all of Ibn Jumayʿ’s comments (CC III, 24-39) on the second chapter in part one

of Book Three are presented. Particular attention is given to the context in which Ibn Jumayʿ

746. Page 6, for instance, has 30 lines = ca. 360 words (each line containing ca. 12 words).
747. D II, 6 (1), 7 (4), 8 (2), 10 (1), 11 (2), 13 (1), 14 (2), 19 (1), 22 (1), 24 (1), 31 (1), 33 (6), 37 (2), 40 (2), 42
(1), 43 (2), 44 (1), 45 (2), 47 (2), 49 (1), 50 (1), 53 (1), 55 (1), 56 (1), 57 (1), 58 (1), 59 (2), 61 (1), 62 (1), 68 (1),
74 (1), 76 (5), 77 (1), 78 (1), 80 (1), 84 (2), 88 (1), 89 (1), 95 (1), 97 (1) = 62 lines with each line containing
ca. 12 words = 744 words.
748. D II, 401 (1), 402 (3), 404 (1), 408 (1), 409 (1), 410 (1), 414 (1), 415 (1), 422 (2), 431 (3), 434 (2), 435 (1),
436 (2), 437 (1), 443 (1), 444 (1), 449 (1), 450 (1), 453 (1), 456 (2), 458 (1), 462 (2), 464 (1), 490 (2), 495 (2) =
36 lines with each line containing ca. 12 words = 432 words.
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has written his comments: The analysis of each comment is preceded by a short summary of

the Canon passage which Ibn Jumayʿ must have read before commenting. The appendix

includes a section (pages 287f.) which gives a visual impression of the passages Ibn Jumayʿ

commented on (shaded in grey) and the ones he skipped.

CC III, 24

Ibn Jumayʿ started reading the second chapter (maqālah) on pains of the head (awjāʿ ar-raʾs).749

After looking through the definition of headaches, he came to the causes for headaches (such

as a change of temperament) and the different areas of the head where a headache might be

located, at which point750 he felt compelled to explain the technical term wāshijah751 (rete

mirabile):

General discourse on headaches. The raʾīs said: “The organ which connects between it [the
lower body] and the brain is a wāshijah of nerves ... .“ The wāshijah is an interwoven network
(mushtabikah). Jawharī said about the wāshijah: “The bonds of kinship (raḥim) are an interwoven
network (mushtabikah).” The blood vessels and nerves intertwine (washajat), i.e. they are
interwoven. (CC III, 24)

CC III, 25

Ibn Jumayʿ continued to read on and shortly afterwards commented on a short passage in the

same paragraph.752 For our purposes it will suffice to say that Ibn Jumayʿ lost himself in a

749. D II, 44ff.
750. D II, 45.
751. The ‘rete mirabile’ is a non-human anatomical structure that Galen was famous for having
described and attributed to humans. It is a complex arterial network which is quite conspicuous in
ungulates. It occupies the area where the ‘Circle of Willis’ is located in humans. The usual translation in
Arabic (used by Ḥunayn) in Galen’s De usu partium was al-jawm ash-shabīh bi-ash-shabakah. See Savage-
Smith, Galen, 100, 106, 215f.
752. Paragraphs refer to the printed edition (D). The use of the term is thus entirely anachronistic; Ibn
Jumayʿ’s Canon was not divided into paragraphs, even though it was very likely to have been subdivided
by subtitles or red overlinings.
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rather pedantic and tedious comment concerned with clarifying the context of the sentence.

The rest of the section (faṣl 1) remains uncommented.753

CC III, 26

The commentary continued with the next section which is entitled ‘the division of types of

headaches caused by bad temperaments’. Ibn Jumayʿ read Ibn Sīnā’s division of headaches

according to hot, cold, dry and wet temperaments and commented on the passage754

concerned with moist disease-matters causing headaches:

On the types of headaches resulting from bad temperaments. The raʾīs said: “A moist
temperament755 is only painful if there is a moist disease matter due to fumigation (tabkhīr), or
if caused by a vapour (rīḥ) which interrupts the connection [to the brain].”

The moist disease matter may become large in size and cause pain when it expands, but he [Ibn
Sīnā] did not mention that. The correct statement should read: “[A moist temperament is only
painful] if there is a moist disease matter causing pain through expansion and its bulk, or
through the occurrence of a vapour that severs the connection [to the brain].” (CC III, 26)

Ibn Jumayʿ was not content with Ibn Sīnā’s statement because he had failed to mention that

moist disease-matters cause pain if they expand. It is unclear what Ibn Jumayʿ’s sources were;

apparently it was simply a well-known fact to Ibn Jumayʿ.

CC III, 27

In the last paragraph of the present section, Ibn Sīnā discussed dryness as a cause for

headaches and started with a list of processes that lead to dryness.756 Among them was the

process of solidifying:

The raʾīs said: “Or natural solidifying”. The Iraqi glosses do not consider this addition to be
good. However, if this addition is meaningful, it may [describe] the cold temperament of old

753. D II, 45-46.
754. D II, 47.
755. Lit. ‘The temperament that is moist through any form of moisture’.
756. D III, 47.
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age. (CC III, 27)

Ibn Jumayʿ suggested that solidifying (or cooling and hardening) should be understood as a

process associated with old age, perhaps as old age usually results in induration and

inactivity.

CC III, 28

Ibn Jumayʿ did not comment on the following three sections and continued with section six

which is the last section on the different reasons for headaches. The section is concerned with

headaches caused by more than one cause (‘compound causes’). After some general remarks,

Ibn Sīnā introduced the first group of compound causes such as the swelling of joints or

gibbosity, the latter being the subject of Ibn Jumayʿ’s next comment:757

Division of headaches resulting from compound [causes]. The raʾīs said: “The winds of gibbosity
(riyāḥ al-afrasah)”. The alif in this term [afrasah] is an addition and it appears like this in all of
the medical books we know of, but it is a mistake which occurred in them [i.e. the medical
books]. This has been mentioned and explained by Ibn Janāḥ in his book of abbreviation[s].
Correct is farsah with sīn or farṣah with ṣād.

Jawharī said: “al-farsah is a ‘wind’ (riḥ) which takes the neck and breaks it (tafarasaha)”758 — that
is it smashes it. He also said: “al-farṣah is the wind which causes gibbosity (ḥadab).”759

Afrasah is not a plural noun because there is no afʿalah plural of faʿlah forms. It builds a plural on
faʿlāt, such as qaṣʿah and qasʿāt, jafnah and jafnāt, or on fiʿāl such as qaṣʿah and qisāʿ, or ṣiḥfah and
ṣiḥāf, or on fuʿūl such as bardah and burūd. (CC III, 28)

Ibn Sīnā’s use of the word afrasah prompted Ibn Jumayʿ to point out that the word is

commonly misspelled in all of the medical treatises he consulted, referencing the Andalusian

physician Ibn Janāḥ (d. c. 431/1040)760 as his source. To give a definition of the term, Ibn

Jumayʿ turned to the authority Jawharī who had defined al-farsah as a ‘wind’ (or force) which

757. DD II, 49.
758. Jawharī, Ṣiḥāḥ, vol. III, 958. 
759. Jawharī, Ṣiḥāḥ, vol. III, 1048.
760. See above p. 83.
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causes a displacement of the cervical vertebrae (and thus leads to gibbosity).761 Our court

physician concluded the comment with a linguistic explanation why afrasah cannot be the

plural of farsah.

CC III, 29

Towards the end of the section,762 Ibn Jumayʿ criticised a passage vehemently by saying that it

was ‘far from the truth’. The comment has already been translated and discussed above: wine

causes headaches through being evaporated and this has severe consequences (in the form of

spasms) for people with a cold temperament.763

CC III, 30

At the end of the next section (which is dedicated to the general discourse concerning the

symptoms of different kinds of headaches), Ibn Sīnā discussed how the consistency of bile

may help when deciding which therapeutic measures to take. It is only in the very last

sentences that Ibn Jumayʿ felt obliged to correct Ibn Sīnā who had stated that a certain mild764

treatment is harmful for those who have a headache due to a certain rough (ghalīẓ) treatment

of their bile. Ibn Jumayʿ indicated that this sentence had been dropped from some of the

copies he consulted and then pondered if the problematic ‘rough treatment’ should simply be

dropped, so that the sentence reads: “the mild treatment is harmful for those who have a

headache due to their bile.” However, Ibn Jumayʿ rejected this by suggesting that it must read

“thickening (mughlaẓ) treatment” instead of “rough (ghalīẓ) treatment”. He rephrased the

sentence so that it stated that the mild treatment (which thins bile) harms those who need

761. See also Lane, Lexicon, 2367 for a discussion of the term al-farsah.
762. D II, 50. Note that Ibn Jumayʿ found this passage at the beginning of the next section (faṣl 6). It
appears that the order in his manuscript was either corrupt or he made a mistake, as the headache he
describes here fits into section 5 and not 6 when we follow the subdivisions of modern editions (see D
II, 50).
763. See p. 103.
764. I.e. a treatment which thins out bile as will be explained later on. 
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their bile thickened. The sufferer requires a ‘thickening’ (mughlaẓ) and not a ‘rough’ (ghalīẓ)

treatment.

CC III, 31

After not commenting on sections eight and nine (which are mainly concerned with the

regimen suitable for headache sufferers), Ibn Jumayʿ suggested to change the title of section

ten.765 The comment is simply of a cosmetic nature and does not warrant a more detailed

discussion.

CC III, 32

Ibn Jumayʿ read on and found the technical term nīshūqiyyah in the middle of section ten. His

comment has already been discussed766 as it showed that Ibn Jumayʿ was influenced by what

other people, in particular contemporaries, had told him. The comment is interesting in the

present context, for Ibn Jumayʿ was pre-occupied with applying his analytic skills in the

comments discussed so far. It almost comes as a surprise that he interrupted his arm-chair

analysis, made enquiries regarding the term nīshūqiyyah, and returned to his commentary to

write down what he was told by a group of Persians — just to illuminate the meaning of one

single word buried in the middle of a section concerning the treatment of headaches.

However, it may have been simply the case that Ibn Jumayʿ already knew of the term because

he had the discussion with the group of Persians prior to writing this comment. Thus, when

he came across the term, he simply recalled what he had been told about it.

CC III, 33

Section eleven is concerned with the treatment of cold headaches by applying opposing

qualities (such as hot materials) or materials stimulating phlegm or black bile. Ibn Sīnā first

765. D II, 55. As Ibn Jumayʿ did not count the very first section of the present chapter, he stated that he
wishes to change the title of section nine. 
766. See above p. 122.
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discussed treatments with opposing qualities,767 then treatments with phlegmatic

substances768 and finally treatments with bilious substances.769 It is in the context of the last

category that Ibn Jumayʿ commented on the seed of clove (qaranful) which is to be used

against cold headaches. The comment merely explains that qaranful was mentioned under the

name ‘beneficial seed’ (ḥubb aṭ-ṭayyib) in the formulary of Sabūr Ibn Sahl.770

CC III, 34

Ibn Sīnā continued with a range of treatments (in particular liniments) for cold headaches.771

Ibn Jumayʿ commented on the third prescription for a liniment:772

The raʾīs said in this [faṣl]: “Among the good liniments for everyone who chronically suffers
from cold helmet-headaches and migraine, are liniments [made with] Egyptian Stone (al-ḥajr
al-miṣrī).”773

This stone is mentioned by Galen in the ninth [chapter] of his book on the potency of simple
medicaments, where he says that it [can be found] in the land of Egypt and that the people use
it for beating and bleaching linen. (CC III, 34)

As in many other instances, Ibn Jumayʿ demonstrated his knowledge of Galen’s treatises and

was able to reference the passage in which Galen had discussed the Egyptian Stone.774 It is

curious, however, why Ibn Jumayʿ relied on Galen’s almost one-millennium-old description of

767. D II, 57.
768. D II, 58.
769. D II, 58.
770. For Sabūr Ibn Sahl’s formulary see Sābūr ibn Sahl, Dispensatory. Ḥubb aṭ-ṭayyib is not mentioned in
the index, however.
771. D II, 58f.
772. D II, 59.
773. The Egyptian stone appears to have been virtually unknown in Egypt. Maimonides did not include
it in his collection (Maimonides, Sharh ̣ asma ̄ʼ) and it appears as if there are no references to it in the
Cairo Genizah either (Lev, and Amar, Materia Medica). Moreover, in his long list of different stones, Ibn
Bayṭār did not mention the Egyptian stone (Ibn al-Bayṭār, al-Jāmiʿ, vol. II, 6-12).
774. Galen, Opera, vol. XII, 198.3. Ibn Jumayʿ quotes Galen almost verbatim. I am grateful to Oliver
Overwien who assisted me in locating this passage.
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the Egyptian Stone instead of contemporary, oral sources. Perhaps the Egyptian Stone was not

known in Egypt, but then it would still be curious why Ibn Jumayʿ did not point this out.

CC III, 35

Only a few words later, Ibn Jumayʿ spotted a problem concerning another liniment mentioned

by Ibn Sīnā775 and commented on one of its ingredients:

Moreover, the raʾīs said in it [i.e. this section]: “Aloe (ṣabir), myrh (mirr), euphorbium
(furbiyūn),776 castoreum (jundubadastun),777 bindweed (afīthimūn),778 costus (qusṭ),779 pellitory
(ʿāqīr qarḥā)780 and pepper should be rubbed [into the skin] with an old vintage wine.”

In another copy we find opium instead of bindweed, and I found the recipe of this liniment in
al-Hāwī. Just as it is found here [in the Canon], we find it there as well, that is bindweed is given
in the body of the text, while opium is written in the margin [of the book]. Opium, however, is
more suitable.781

This ingredient [opium] was already mentioned in another liniment for this ailment [i.e. cold
headaches] which he mentioned prior to this liniment. But bindweed is not [totally]
objectionable in this passage for the raʾīs himself said in the [passage dealing with the] general
principles [relating to] the treatment of headaches: “Sometimes we dress the head after
shaving it with a soothing drug for the type of humour which is in it [i.e. the head]”. (CC III, 35)

Ibn Jumayʿ was not only aware that ar-Rāzī discussed a similar recipe in the extensive Ḥāwī

but also drew attention to a variant given in the margins of his copy of al-Ḥāwī. As Ibn Jumayʿ

judged both bindweed and opium suitable for this purpose, one could argue that the comment

is not essential as no one would have done anything ‘wrong’ if only bindweed had been used

for the liniment. This presupposes, however, that the recipes were indeed applied in medical

775. D II, 59.
776. Kindī, and Levey, Formulary, 311.
777. Kindī, and Levey, Formulary, 254.
778. Kindī, and Levey, Formulary, 233.
779. Kindī, and Levey, Formulary, 232.
780. Kindī, and Levey, Formulary, 301.
781. Opium is also mentioned for the cure of headaches by al-Rāzī in al-Manṣūrī, p. 377, line 4 from
below. I was not able to find the recipe in al-Ḥāwī (see Tibi, Opium, 106ff.).
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practice and were not simply an object of theoretical speculation or a means of demonstrating

the extent of one’s erudition.

CC III, 36

Ibn Jumayʿ did not comment on the following three recipes782 and one wonders if he really

read through all of them as meticulously and critically as the previous ones. His comments

began once again when he came to the section regarding dry headaches,783 with a short

remark concerning textual variants:

The raʾīs said regarding the treatment of dry headaches: “As for dry headaches, which are
caused through disease matter that is either yellow-bilious or bloody, ... . ” [Instead of “yellow-
bilious or bloody”] other copies have “bloody” and “black-bilious” . And this [the latter] is the
best reading because dry headaches from bloody disease matter do not exist. (CC III, 36)

Ibn Jumayʿ disagreed with Ibn Sīnā’s statements regarding dry headaches and checked if there

were alternative variants in his other Canon copies. Ibn Jumayʿ’s problem was that dry

headaches cannot be caused by “bloody matters”, which appears to be another theoretical

assumption based on the general principles as laid out by Galen and others.

CC III, 37

Ibn Jumayʿ continued with a comment on the same section in which he quoted a gloss taken

from Ibn at-Tilmīdh’s comments, simply providing a synonym for another word. This shows

that Ibn Jumayʿ must have checked Ibn at-Tilmīdh’s glosses continuously (they were found in

the margins of one of his Canon copies). Ibn Jumayʿ did not comment on the sections that

followed (including headaches from winds, the sea, alcohol, sex, a blow, fall, bad regimen

etc.).784 It appears as if his stamina had markedly decreased.

782. D II, 59-61.
783. D II, 61.
784. D II, 62-68.
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CC III, 38

After a rather long pause, Ibn Jumayʿ commented again on a technical term which was used by

Ibn Sīnā. The passage commented upon is found in the middle of Ibn Sīnā’s description of the

treatment of headaches caused by fevers:785

The raʾīs said concerning the treatment of headaches caused secondarily through fevers and
disease: “As for the bandaging of the extremities and rubbing them, and the application of
ḥamūr.” Ḥamūr with an undotted ḥaʿ and fataḥ [Ibn Jumayʿ wanted to make sure that ḥamūr is
not read as khamūr (wines)] ... With it [ḥamūr] he [Ibn Sīnā’] refers to a remedy which is known
among the physicians [as useful] for redness (al-ḥumrah). (CC III, 38)

It is difficult to determine how many other terms in the preceding sections must have been

difficult for readers who were ignorant of what is commonly ‘known among physicians’, but it

is likely that Ibn Jumayʿ left several technical terms unexplained before commenting on

ḥamūr which Ibn Jumayʿ explained as a medicament that is useful for ḥumrah (perhaps

erysipelas).

CC III, 39

After further silence,786 Ibn Jumayʿ commented on the very beginning of Ibn Sīnā’s section on

migraine:

On migraine (ash-shaqīqah). The raʾīs said in it [the faṣl]: ‘... and Galen has defined it [migraine]
as the ‘membrane which is in the middle’.’

This is how we found this passage in all of the copies we consulted. It is a statement devoid of
any meaning and it is apparent that misspelling and corruption have occurred. Correct is:
‘Galen defined it [migraine] as that which terminates at the cranial suture which is in the
middle [of the skull]’. This is attested by Galen who said in the third [chapter] of his On the
Composition of Drugs787: ‘There may happen in one half of the head a painful ailment which is at
times on the left side and at times on the right side. It [migraine] is determined [in its position]

785. D II, 68.
786. D II, 68 - 74 are not commented upon.
787. Mayāmir (pl. of mīmar, Syriac for treatise) refers to books 8-17 of Kata Genos (De Compositione
Medicamentorum Secundum Locus).
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by the suture which runs the length of the head.’”788 (CC III, 39)

(d) Conclusions

Ibn Jumayʿ’s scrutiny and critical evaluation grew less rigorous with time as he worked

through his commentary. The first book of the Canon attracted most comments followed by

the second book which was concerned with Ibn Jumayʿ’s area of expertise, materia medica. As

for the third book, Ibn Jumayʿ read or at least skimmed through it systematically. He did not

generally restrict himself to the opening lines of a passage. In the present case study on

headaches, for example, Ibn Jumayʿ commented four789 times on the beginning of a section,

four790 times on the middle of a section and six791 times on the end of a section. Initially, the

gaps between passages commented on followed a relatively regular pattern, but later became

markedly larger.792 It is perhaps only human that Ibn Jumayʿ failed to show unwavering

attention when reading through the very lengthy and technical passages of Book Three and

increasingly limited himself to making seemingly random comments concerned with rather

unimportant details. Yet, it must be asked for whom the latter parts of the commentary were

written.

The comments analysed in this case study show that it was important to read the Canon

alongside the commentary. Without the full text of the Canon which was not provided in the

commentary, it is hard to imagine how a reader could fully appreciate Ibn Jumayʿ’s

comments.793 Moreover, Ibn Jumayʿ himself had stated in his preface that the commentary

788. The passage quoted from Galen’s On the Composition of Drugs can be found in Galen, Opera, vol. XII,
591.8-11. I am thankful for the help of Oliver Overwien who assisted me in locating this passage.
789. D II, 45, 47, 49, 74.
790. D II, 45, 56, 58, 59.
791. D II, 47, 50, 53, 61, 62, 68.
792. Ibn Jumayʿ did not comment on D II, 44, 46, 48, 51, 52, 54, 57, 60, 63-67, 69-73, 75.
793. As pointed out in the preface, Ibn Jumayʿ’s commentary still resembles marginal glosses in many
instances because it originated in the margins of Ibn Jumayʿ’s Canon copy. Understanding Ibn Jumayʿ’s
comments without reading the Canon text is sometimes as difficult as understanding glosses without
the facing text. See above p. 22f.
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was written so that one could look up in it the comments on a certain passage and uncover

the obscure meanings of a given Canon passage.794 This presupposes that Ibn Jumayʿ wrote his

commentary for readers with access to the Canon. Possible addressees thus included (1)

novices studying medicine, (2) practicing physicians, (3) scholars interested in the Canon or

the work of Ibn Sīnā in general, and (4) patrons with an interest in the sciences.

Novices and practicing physicians 

Ibn Jumayʿ stated in his preface that the Canon was suitable for novices and it follows that he

may have deemed his commentary suitable for novices as well.795 If so, comments which

correct or explain a term or passage according to what is ‘known among physicians’ (CC III,

38) were perhaps intended for novices. Likewise, in his comment on the definition of

migraines (CC III, 39), Ibn Jumayʿ may have addressed a readership with a limited knowledge

of Galenic writings. However, all of these possibilities remain rather unconvincing if we

consider that the commentary, with its numerous and difficult discussions of minutiae, was

unlikely to prove popular among novices. Novices would rather consult general introductory

treatises, such as Ibn Jumayʿ’s compendium on medicine, which was written in a much more

accessible style and stripped of all irrelevant details.796 While Ibn Jumayʿ may have thought

that very dedicated novices could have made use of his commentary, it is unlikely that he had

written it especially for them.

794. See above, p. 21. CC P, 8: “I imitated its order by ordering its sections (fuṣūl) and discourses into
individual sections, so that this may facilitate the process of looking up whatever you wish to uncover
of it[s (the Canon’s) obscure meanings].”
795. CC J, 2. For the criticism that the Canon is not suited for novices see p. 88 above (CC P, 2). Ibn Jumayʿ
refutes this argument in CC J, 2 and stresses that the striving novice, who is assisted by other people
(apparently teachers) can only benefit from the Canon.
796. For instance, Ibn Jumayʿ’s discussion of migraine and its treatments in the Irshād (Ibn Jumayʿ, Irshād
(Oxford), fol. 65a) was much easier to read and understand than his comments in CC III, 39 on migraine.
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Likewise, it is unlikely that Ibn Jumayʿ thought that his commentary would be of much

practical use to physicians or pharmacists. The comments analysed here were of a theoretical

nature and it is hard to imagine that they were intended to influence medical practice. Galen

had stated that medical commentaries must be written for the practicing physician, but Ibn

Jumayʿ was hardly adhering to such standards.797 He was more concerned with explaining

technical terms, correcting passages or tracing the sources of Ibn Sīnā.

Scholars in general

Later super-commentaries and glosses on Ibn Jumayʿ’s commentary demonstrate that it was

read by other scholars.798 While the motives and interests of these scholars must be the topic

of future studies, the nature of the comments analysed here suggests that Ibn Jumayʿ was

addressing scholars who were interested in an authoritative evaluation of the Canon by

somebody with expertise in the medical field. In the series of the sixteen comments of this

case study, Ibn Jumayʿ offered ten clarifications799 and six corrections800 of passages, and

traced the sources Ibn Sīnā had used in five instances.801 Even though all of the comments

discussed here were disconnected from each other in terms of their contents and generally

concerned with minutiae (and thus not a very entertaining read), they were all aimed at

perfecting the knowledge found in the Canon concerning headaches. For those who accepted

that Ibn Sīnā’s account on headaches was the most definitive and authoritative summary of

the topic, Ibn Jumayʿ’s additions were certainly useful. Using his erudition and authority in

the field, Ibn Jumayʿ guided his reader through the technical intricacies of the Canon and left

little doubt that he was able to understand even the difficult and obscure parts of the Canon.

797. For Galen on the issue, see above p. 28.
798. See above, p. 51.
799. CC III 24, 25, 27, 31, 32, 33, 34, 35, 37, 38.
800. CC III 26, 28, 29, 30, 36, 39. 
801. CC III 28, 33, 34, 35, 39.
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He was surely hoping for an audience which could appreciate his attempt to bring the best

summary of medicine available to a new level of perfection.

An anonymous patron

In her study ‘Practice versus Theory: Tenth-century Case Histories from the Islamic Middle

East’, C. A ́lvarez-Millán investigated to what extent learned medical texts are a transparent

account of reality. After comparing therapies of eye diseases, she concluded that the

therapeutic advice so meticulously described in ar-Rāzī’s medical compendium al-Kitāb al-

Manṣūrī fī aṭ-ṭibb was not paralleled in the physician’s medical practice as depicted in the case

studies found in the Kitāb at-Tajārib. One reason, she suggests, is that learned treatises such as

al-Kitāb al-Manṣūrī served other purposes than did case studies, such as raising ar-Rāzī’s

professional status or the better organisation of his teachings.802 As the title indicates, al-Kitāb

al-Manṣūrī was dedicated in 290/903 to the Sāmānid prince Abū Ṣāliḥ al-Manṣūr ibn Isḥāq,

governor of Rayy803 and it is not difficult to imagine that ar-Rāzī wanted to impress his royal

audience with his medical compendium.

Like al-Kitāb al-Manṣūrī, Ibn Jumayʿ’s commentary was probably written to demonstrate Ibn

Jumayʿ’s erudition in front of his addressee and thus to maintain the court physician’s

authority and salary. While it has been pointed out that the anonymous addressee of the

Canon commentary may possibly have been a literary device which Ibn Jumayʿ used to

introduce his commentary,804 there are several indications that the royal addressee was real.

If Ibn Jumayʿ had intended his commentary for a well-educated noble man who was not

himself a physician, we can understand his recurring remarks about ‘what is known among

physicians’ as Ibn Jumayʿ’s self-legitimation as a physician. While in the present case study

802. Álvarez-Millán, Practice, 305-306.
803. Savage-Smith, Medicine, 915. Savage-Smith, New Catalogue, 154. Ar-Rāzī, al-Manṣūrī.
804. See above p. 87.
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many comments were concerned with details of little interest to a patron (who may only have

had a general interest in the Canon), the comments can also be interpreted as Ibn Jumayʿ’s

demonstration of his erudition and intellectual power. A patron may not have judged Ibn

Jumayʿ’s comments on headaches as a pedantic activity, but rather as evidence that he was

capable of coping with even the most remote contents of the Canon. With his Canon

commentary, Ibn Jumayʿ offered his addressee an authoritative account on the Canon debate

which could be stored in a library and consulted if need be. What exactly Ibn Jumayʿ had to

say on the sections concerned with headaches was probably less important than the fact that

he did comment on them in an erudite manner.
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IV. The commentator in comparison

1. A physician at work?

(a) A physician’s and a philosopher’s commentary

It was not necessary to be a physician in order to write a commentary on the Canon of

Medicine. The philosopher and theologian Fakhr ad-Dīn ar-Rāzī (d. 606/1209)805 dedicated his

commentary Sharḥ al-kullīyāt on the first book of the Canon to the physician ʿAbd ar-Raḥman

ibn ʿAbd Karīm as-Sarakhsī who had given Fakhr ad-Dīn lodging while he was on his way to

Bukhārā.806 The commentary was probably written around 580/1184 and is thus the only

Canon commentary we know of that was written during Ibn Jumayʿ’s lifetime.807

This section will compare and contrast the Canon commentaries of these two scholars in order

to throw more light on Ibn Jumayʿ at work, examining the difference between his

commentary and that of a philosopher. We will focus on Ibn Jumayʿ’s and Fakhr ad-Dīn’s

comments on the definition of medicine and will assess how much their comments reveal

about their professions as physician and philosopher. Moreover, we will have a look at how

Ibn Jumayʿ understood the role of the physician. Before we start, however, a general

comparison of the two commentaries is appropriate.

805. Not to be confused with the physician Abū Bakr Muḥammad ibn Zakarīyāʾ ar-Rāzī, d. c. 312/925.
806. Anawati, Fak̲h ̲r al-Dīn al-Rāzī.
807. See Shihadeh, Ethics, 8. It is unclear when Ibn Jumayʿ wrote his commentary on the Canon, but
taking into consideration that the earliest extant copy was completed in 600/1204, it is not
unreasonable to assume that Ibn Jumayʿ wrote his commentary at roughly the same time as his
contemporary Fakhr ad-Dīn. There is nothing to suggest that the two writers ever met or even knew of
each other because Fakhr ad-Dīn was mainly active in the eastern realms of the Islamic world while Ibn
Jumayʿ probably never left Egypt.
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The most distinctive feature of Fakhr ad-Dīn’s commentary is his presentation of several

investigations (mabāḥith) for selected passages he commented upon.808 For instance, Fakhr ad-

Dīn presented six ‘investigations’ (fol. 6b-10a) in the course of commenting on different

aspects of Ibn Sīnā’s definition of medicine. These particular ‘investigations’ were not

summaries of Ibn Sīnā’s definition of medicine (which is only one sentence long), but rather

refinements and discussions. While Fakhr ad-Dīn was known for his scathing criticisms of Ibn

Sīnā’s philosophical works, such as the Ishārāt and ʿUyūn al-akhbār,809 it seems as if he was less

critical about the Canon. As he himself expressed it in the preface of his Canon commentary: 

I found him [Ibn Sīnā] to be capable of understanding the branches of this science [medicine]
and its foundations, especially through the chapters of this book and its subdivisions. And I
understood that he knew the bulk of what is excerpted from the science books and the rarities
of [medical] wisdom which are found in the writings of the ancients and those coming after
and which were not comprised in one [single] book of the ancients.810

Like Ibn Jumayʿ, Fakhr ad-Dīn favoured the Canon as a book which offered something earlier

books did not. According to Fakhr ad-Dīn, the Canon offered in one single book an array of

excerpts from the medical writings of the ancients and those coming after — an observation

also made by Ibn Jumayʿ.811 Both commentators therefore stressed the essential nature of the

Canon as a collection of excerpts taken from earlier treatises. Fakhr ad-Dīn judged Ibn Sīnā

very positively in terms of his understanding of medicine and, throughout the commentary,

there are several passages in which Fakhr ad-Dīn tried to defend Ibn Sīnā against possible

objections.812 Ibn Jumayʿ was therefore not alone in holding his generally positive attitude

toward the Canon.

808. See also Fakhr ad-Dīn ar-Rāzī, Sharḥ, fol. 5b on his reasons for having written a Canon commentary
(Arabic edition is included in the appendix; paragraph [1] on p. 285ff.).
809. See Anawati, Fak̲h ̲r al-Dīn al-Rāzī.
810. Fakhr ad-Dīn ar-Rāzī, Sharḥ, fol. 5b-6a. See [2] on p. 285ff. for an Arabic edition.
811. See CC J, 1 (p. 91 above).
812. E.g. Fakhr ad-Dīn ar-Rāzī, Sharḥ, fol. 55b (l. 10) and fol. 64a (l. 10 and l. 6 from below).
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Despite these similarities, the Canon commentaries by Ibn Jumayʿ and Fakhr ad-Dīn differ in a

number of ways. With 191 folios in the Bodleian copy,813 Fakhr ad-Dīn’s commentary is

comparable in length to Ibn Jumayʿ’s. However, the scope of Fakhr ad-Dīn’s comments is

limited to the first book of the Canon and the Bodleian manuscript ends with his comments on

Ibn Sīnā’s pulse section, thus leaving one third of the first book not commented upon.814 In

contrast to Ibn Jumayʿ, Fakhr ad-Dīn did not aim to cover as much ground as possible. Ibn

Sīnā’s discussion of the anatomy of bones, for instance, remains uncommented on by Fakhr

ad-Dīn, while his comments on the pulse take up approximately a fourth of the entire

manuscript (fol. 156b-195a). Consequently, some topics are covered in great detail while

others are not touched upon at all.

(b) Ibn Jumayʿ on medicine

I will present Ibn Jumayʿ’s comments on the definition of medicine in their entirety before

comparing them with relevant comments from Fakhr ad-Dīn’s commentary. Ibn Jumayʿ began

his comments as follows:

The first section (faṣl) in the first chapter (taʿlīm) in the first part (fann). On the definition of
medicine. The raʾīs said: “Medicine is a science (ʿilm)815 from which one learns the states of the
human body, in terms of what is healthy and what is not, in order to preserve health when
present and restore [it] when it is lacking.”816

By saying that “medicine is a science”, it appears that he [Ibn Sīnā] interprets it as a theoretical
art (ṣināʿah naẓariyyah). But this is not true because the ultimate aim (ghāyah) of a theoretical
art is the attainment of knowledge alone. This means that one would have made all of its
[medicine’s] subjects, fields and intrinsic characteristics which belong to it, pure intellectual
matters (maʿqūlāt li-an-nafs) so that the intellectual matters completely make up the medical
art. This, however, is not applicable because its [medicine’s] ultimate aim is the attainment of
health in the human body and all of its parts through its actions which are carried out in [this

813. Savage-Smith, New Catalogue, 245-248.
814. The fourteenth faṣl (‘On the properties of the pulse of somebody taking a bath’) is the last faṣl
commented upon (Fakhr ad-Dīn ar-Rāzī, Sharḥ, fol. 195a). The entire third fann (book one has three
funūn) is therefore not commented upon.
815. In the present thesis, science is to be understood as the German ‘Wissenschaft’ or ‘field of learning’.
816. D I, 13.
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art], such as regimen, administration of drugs, phlebotomy, use of the scalpel, cauterisation,
and incisions. And this is the state of a practical art, just as Abū Naṣr al-Fārābī [d. 339/950] has
outlined.817

For this reason the raʾīs [Ibn Sīnā] himself raised the objection by saying: “As for he who says
that medicine is divided into theory and practice, he has made it a science par excellence by
saying that it is a science ... ” He [Ibn Sīnā] responded [to this objection by saying] that, if
medicine is said to be divided into theory and practice, its theory needs to be [concerned] with
the science of the fundamental principles and [its] practice with the science of how to apply
[the fundamental principles]. Both of them, however, are a science. (CC I, 8.1)

Ibn Jumayʿ’s primary concern when commenting on the definition of medicine was to clarify

that medicine has to be a practical art and not merely a science. His reason to do so was Ibn

Sīnā’s ambiguity about the role of medical practice when defining medicine. After the

definition of medicine Ibn Jumayʿ quoted in his comment, Ibn Sīnā had written:

When it is said that in medicine there is that which is theoretical and that which is practical, it
does not follow that one should think the meaning to be that one of the two divisions of
medicine is the learning of science (ʿilm) and the other division is the practice of it through
practical work, as it is believed by many of the investigators into this subject. Rather it is right
that you understand that the meaning is something different - namely, that it is not that only
one of the two divisions of medicine is a science, but that one of the two is the science of the
principles of medicine and the other the science of the generalities of practice.818

Ibn Sīnā stressed that one ought not divide medicine into theory and practice, or, as he put it,

“the learning of the science” and “the practice through practical work”. As E. Savage-Smith

has pointed out, Ibn Sīnā may have attacked al-Majūsī’s medical encyclopaedia with this

criticism, as his al-Kitāb al-Kamīl had been divided into two books, one on the theory and the

other on the practice of medicine. Ibn Sīnā, however, defined medicine as a two-fold science.

The first science, which is concerned with the principles of medicine, is called ‘science’ (ʿilm)

or ‘theory’ (naẓar) and the second science, which is concerned with practice, is called

‘practice’ (ʿamal). For Ibn Sīnā, the ‘practice’ of medicine is therefore not defined by the

817. Cf. Fārābī, Iḥṣāʾ al-ʿulūm, 91-101.
818. Trans. Savage-Smith, Medicine, 922. Italics and slight emendation by the present author.
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medical ‘actions’ enumerated by Ibn Jumayʿ, such as the administration of drugs, phlebotomy,

or the use of the scalpel. Rather, ‘practice’ is a science which provides information of use

when employing drugs or the scalpel. Ibn Sīnā left no doubt about this when he continued to

defend his interpretation of medicine as a two-fold science:

We mean by the practical aspect of it, not the actual practice nor the application of bodily
movements, but rather the part of the science of medicine in which the information is useful
for a concept, that concept being related to the explanation of the details of practice. For
example, it is said in medicine that inflamed swellings require that in the beginning there
should be put on them that which is styptic and cools and thickens; then after that the styptics
are mixed with emollients. After achieving a decrease in size, [treatment] is confined to
emollients which resolve, except in swellings which are a result of matter which vital organs
expel. So this information is useful to you as a concept which explains the particulars of
practice. If you learn these two divisions, then you will achieve theoretical knowledge and
practical knowledge, even if you never practise.819

For Ibn Sīnā, the ‘practice’ of medicine was something which can be learned without ever

practicing it: practice is not a skill but pure knowledge. Whether or not medicine ought to be

practised is irrelevant in this context and so is the question about the ultimate aim of

medicine.820 For Ibn Jumayʿ, however, it was important to define the ultimate aim of medicine

as the achievement of health through practical means. He therefore questioned Ibn Sīnā’s

definition of medicine with the following rhetorical criticism:

So one could therefore say: “Surely, by ‘medicine’ he must in this instance mean the art itself,
by which I mean [medicine’s] capacity (quwwah), or its inherent and essential property
(malakah), to maintain health in the bodies and parts which are healthy and to restore it to
those [parts] which are ailing, through its actions which function through this capacity or
property. So if he [Ibn Sīnā] means this aforementioned capacity or property, then his
statement which he mentions here is not consistent with them [the capacity and property]
because the aforementioned capacity is [only] acquired by a person in two ways:

One of them is that all knowledge which the art of medicine encompasses — that is, the
knowledge which is naturally seeking to attain nothing other than health, and which is divided
into the science of [general] principles and the science of application, both of which were

819. Trans. Savage-Smith, Medicine, 922.
820. For the division of a science into theoretical and practical parts, see Ibn Sīnā, The Healing, 2 where
Ibn Sīnā states that the art of philosophy is composed of a theoretical and a practical science.
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mentioned by him [Ibn Sīnā] — is learned by him [an individual] either through inference or
learning.

The other is that an individual needs to be able to act, based on what is known, on each and
every particular. But this ability is [only] gained through continuous and extended practice of
medicine, perseverance [in it], and getting accustomed to every single particular matter after
acquiring this knowledge [of the general principles].”

In this vein Abū Naṣr al-Fārābī said that “the practical art is a capacity (quwwah) to act on the
basis of what is known”. He [also] said that “medicine is a practical art based on sound
principles, which seeks through its actions to attain health in human bodies and each of its
parts, even though it [medicine] [also] aims for knowledge which is encompassed in
medicine.”821 It is obvious that this knowledge by itself is not the art of medicine because if it was
attained by an individual but was not combined with the capacity to act [upon that knowledge]
as mentioned earlier, neither of them [alone] [i.e. neither the knowledge of theory nor the
ability to apply this knowledge] would be sufficient to preserve health in healthy bodies and
body parts or restore it to those which are diseased, as he [Ibn Sīnā] summarised in his passage
[i.e. the definition of medicine]. (CC I, 8.2)

The main point of Ibn Jumayʿ’s rhetorical criticism is that medicine, when defined by its

function or capacity (i.e. to maintain or restore health), must be a practical art and not a two-

fold science for which actual medical practice is not necessary. This contrasts with Ibn Sīnā’s

definition. Ibn Jumayʿ rejected a definition of medicine which negates that its ultimate aim

can be reached only through practical means. Anyone who wishes to acquire the ability to

maintain or restore health must (1) know everything comprised by the medical art, whether it

concerns theoretical or practical matters, and (2) practice medicine persistently, over a long

period of time. In other words, the art of medicine for Ibn Jumayʿ was not mere knowledge,

but also the acquired skill to put this knowledge into practice. In the passage quoted above,

Ibn Jumayʿ had referenced al-Fārābī’s definition of medicine to emphasise this practical

dimension of medicine.

821. For al-Fārābī’s thoughts on practical arts, cf. Fārābī, Iḥṣāʾ al-ʿulūm, 91-101.
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After introducing his rhetorical but very elaborate criticism, Ibn Jumayʿ then argued against

his own statements and defended Ibn Sīnā by saying:

We respond to such arguments by saying822 that the raʾīs [Ibn Sīnā] did not, in this instance,
interpret medicine in terms of its aim (ghāyah) to maintain health in the human body and all of
its body parts through actions (as Abū Naṣr [al-Farabī] did when he said that “medicine is a
practical art from its very beginnings, which, through its actions, seeks to maintain health in
the human body and each of its body parts.”) Rather, [Ibn Sīnā defined medicine] in terms of its
aim as a science. It lies in the nature of it [science] that it can only be obtained through the
study of health in the human body and in each and every part of the body. You will find this
explained and clarified in his statement: “If you know these two parts, you will have acquired
theoretical knowledge and practical knowledge even if you have never practised it”.

His statement “even if you have never practised it” is sufficient evidence that it is sound what
we have said about him. In this statement he followed the example of the most eminent of
physicians, Galen, when he said that “medicine is the knowledge of matters related to and
connected with health and disease and the state of human beings when they are neither
healthy nor ill.”823 In this statement, the most eminent of physicians has interpreted medicine
in the same way [as Ibn Sīnā]. So consider this interpretation and think about it. (CC I, 8.3)

Ibn Jumayʿ thus ruled out the possibility that Ibn Sīnā understood medicine as an essentially

theoretical enterprise. Instead, he suggested that Ibn Sīnā had defined medicine merely from

an epistemological point of view in terms of what can be known about medicine. However, we

can be relatively certain that Ibn Sīnā would have disagreed with Ibn Jumayʿ’s interpretation

which essentially tried to reconcile Ibn Sīnā’s definition of medicine with definitions of

medicine which put more weight on its practice. In the Irshād or his letter to Ṣalāḥ ad-Dīn, Ibn

Jumayʿ defined medicine a purely practical art by contrasting it to other sciences. Medicine

may be much more sophisticated than other practical arts (such as gold smithery or

carpentry), but it is still a practical art.824 It is therefore not surprising that Ibn Jumayʿ’s

rhetorical criticism concerning Ibn Sīnā’s definition of medicine was so long, passionate and

822. For the very common phrase “if somebody says, we answer” as the introduction of a defensive
argument, see Van Ess, Theology, 23.
823. Galen, Three treatises, 3. See also Pormann, and Savage-Smith, Medicine, 41.
824. Ibn Jumayʿ, Treatise, §10. Ibn Jumayʿ, Irshād (Oxford), fol. 4a-b.
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detailed because he himself had defined medicine with view to its practice and had therefore

a vested interest to defend his way of defining medicine.

Ibn Jumayʿ’s legitimation for accepting Ibn Sīnā’s definition was its very close resemblance to

that of Galen. However, Ibn Jumayʿ did not address the issue of why Ibn Sīnā placed so little

importance upon the practice of medicine. Other medical writers, such as Galen (and Ibn

Jumayʿ himself), assigned an important role to the practice of medicine, but there can be little

doubt that Ibn Sīnā stressed the theoretical aspect of medicine over its practical aspect.

(c) Fakhr ad-Dīn on medicine

Fakhr ad-Dīn ar-Rāzī composed six investigations (mabāḥith)825 concerned with Ibn Sīnā’s

definition of medicine. He opened the first as follows:

“Medicine is a science (ʿilm) from which one learns the states of the human body, in terms of
what is healthy and what is not, in order to preserve health when present and restore [it] when
it is lacking.” Commentary: There are several investigations concerning this passage. The first
investigation: Why did he say that medicine is a science through which the states of the human
body are known? Why did he not say that medicine is a science summarising the states of the
human body? The answer is that, in the second section of the book on proofs in the Shifāʾ, he
adopted the term ‘science’ (ʿilm) to refer to generalities and ‘knowledge’ (maʿrifah) to refer to
particularities.

If this is so, we say that what is discussed in medical books are always general matters. For
instance, the types of fevers, its symptoms,826 causes, indications, and treatments are all
general, according to what is mentioned in the medical books. The conditions of individuals
are, [however], different, and for each type of temperament there is a particular treatment
which benefits only him [i.e. the particular individual]. The purpose of the medical science is
therefore to provide hot treatments827 for hot [tempered] people ― although the science, with
its general rules discussed in books, is the reason why the physician acquires particular
knowledge (maʿrifah) about the states of bodies of particular individuals. Medicine is therefore

825. According to the mediaeval author of Kitāb Naqd an-nathr, baḥth (research) is the search for the
burhān (the exact proof). See Van Ess, Theology, 25.
826. Lit. ‘Antecedents’.
827. ‘Hot treatments’ have to be interpreted as treatments used against excess heat. Otherwise the
current sentence does not make any sense from a humoral perspective. In order to reach equilibrium,
opposing qualities need to be applied.
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a general science about the matters which are common to them [i.e. the bodies or the states of
the bodies] and human beings. The aim of this general science (ʿilm) is the acquisition of
general knowledge (maʿrifah) about the states of every individual and every single disease as it
is. Understanding particular states [of human bodies] does not belong to the science of
medicine but rather is separate from it. He [Ibn Sīnā] therefore said that medicine is a science
through which the states of the human body are known, i.e. medicine is a general science
through which is gained the understanding of particular states of particular bodies.828

Medicine, according to Fakhr ad-Dīn, is the ʿilm (science) concerned with general descriptions

such as those concerning the different types of fevers. However, medicine is not concerned

with the maʿrifah (knowledge) of particulars such as the fever of a certain hot tempered

person. A physician may acquire particular knowledge (maʿrifah) of certain diseases but this

knowledge will be different from the general knowledge (maʿrifah) of such diseases as they are

described in medical books. As such, the practice of medicine is not important for the science

of medicine, for the former only concerns particularities. Theory may inform practice but not

vice versa.

So far, Ibn Jumayʿ may have agreed with Fakhr ad-Dīn.829 Their views differed fundamentally,

however, when it came to understanding medicine as a science (ʿilm) as opposed to an art

(ṣināʿah). This becomes explicit when we compare their notions of what the aim of medicine

should be. For Ibn Jumayʿ, medicine is as an art and its aim is the maintenance or restoration

of health through practical means.830 Medical theory (ʿilm) and knowledge (maʿrifah) are

important for Ibn Jumayʿ, but only as a means to an end. Fakhr ad-Dīn, on the other hand,

agrees with Ibn Sīnā in defining medicine as a science (ʿilm). According to Fakhr ad-Dīn, the

aim of this science is the attainment of general knowledge (maʿrifah). Medicine may be

concerned with medical practice, but only in so far as medicine provides the theoretical

background (or the ʿilm of generalities which includes the ʿilm of medical practice) which is

828. Fakhr ad-Dīn ar-Rāzī, Sharḥ, fol. 6b-7a.  See [3] on p. 285ff.
829. For Ibn Jumayʿ’s harmonising views regarding particularities see below p. 221.
830. See footnote 824 above.
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needed for knowing how to practise medicine (the maʿrifah of how to deal with

particularities).

Such discrepancies are also the reason why the motivations of both commentators to address

Ibn Sīnā’s definition were fundamentally different. Fakhr ad-Dīn did not attempt to

harmonise his definition of medicine with that of Ibn Sīnā, as their definitions were similar.

Fakhr ad-Dīn refined Ibn Sīnā’s definition and clarified that, according to Ibn Sīnā’s

statements found in the Shifāʾ, ʿilm must be understood as the knowledge concerning

generalities. Medicine is thus the knowledge summarising the conditions of the human

body ― it is not a comprehensive account of every single disease a particular individual may

suffer from. Ibn Jumayʿ, on the other hand, felt obliged to explain that Ibn Sīnā does not

ignore the practical dimension of medicine. Compared to Fakhr ad-Dīn’s comments, however,

Ibn Jumayʿ’s interpretation appears forced, despite its authoritative references to the

prominent philosopher al-Fārābī (d. 339/950) which were used to buttress a more practical

definition of medicine. It is indeed likely that Fakhr ad-Dīn (or even Ibn Sīnā himself) would

have strongly disagreed with Ibn Jumayʿ’s interpretation.

Fakhr ad-Dīn continued with some comments which are not directly relevant to our

comparison; investigations two and three (fols. 7a-8b) are concerned with the question

whether the human body leaves health or health abandons the human body. Investigation

four (fols. 8b-9a) brings into discussion Abū Sahl al-Masīḥī (d. 401/1010)831 who defined

medicine as an art (ṣināʿah). Fakhr ad-Dīn commented that al-Masīḥī’s definition is similar to

that of Ibn Sīnā because it too focuses on the preservation or restoration of health.

Concerning the definition of medicine as an art, Fakhr ad-Dīn commented in passing on a

831. Abū Sahl ʿĪsā ibn Yaḥyā al-Masīḥī al-Jurjānī was a Christian physician and one of Ibn Sīnā’s
teachers. See Savage-Smith, New Evidence for the Frankish Study of Arabic Medical Texts in the Crusader
Period, 99ff. and Ullmann, Medizin, 151.
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gloss which he had apparently found in al-Masīḥī’s treatise.832 Like Ibn Jumayʿ, Fakhr ad-Dīn

paid close attention to the margins of the treatises he consulted.833 In this case, the comments

in the margins suggested a variant which corroborated Fakhr ad-Dīn’s notion of medicine as a

science as opposed to an art.

In investigation five (fols. 9a-9b), Fakhr ad-Dīn criticised Ibn Sīnā for not mentioning the

theories (sg. naẓar) concerned with materia medica or surgery in his definition. The comment

does not add much to our discussion, but simply underlines Fakhr ad-Dīn’s understanding of

medicine as a theoretical discipline. In the final investigation (fol. 9b), Fakhr ad-Dīn

referenced Galen’s definition of medicine. As Ibn Jumayʿ used Galen’s definition as well, it is

useful to have a closer look at this passage:

The sixth investigation on how Galen defined medicine. He said that medicine is the knowledge
of matters related to health and disease and the state which is neither health nor disease and,
no doubt, the knowledge of food stuffs, drugs, causes and symptoms are included in this
[definition].834 It [the definition] indicates these [things, i.e. food stuffs etc.] by implication
(taḍammuniyyah) and also encompasses medicine for other living beings [e.g. animals].

It may be said that this definition is false in all its aspects. Firstly, it is too inclusive (ṭard); if
everything was related to the three states considered medicine, then natural science would
also be medicine because matter, movement, time and place are related in a certain way to
these things. And indeed, the divine science would be medicine as well because God, the most
high, praise be to Him, is related to these matters in actual fact with or without a mediator.
Secondly, it is too exclusive (ʿaks); the three states are not related to themselves because of the
impossibility of a thing being related to its self. It would therefore follow that the science of
health and disease and the middle state has nothing to do with medicine.

The answer to the first [objection] is that these matters are related to health and illness not in
as much as they are health and illness, but in as much as they are created ex nihilo or
contingent. However, we are only interested in these things in themselves, for their own
sake.835

832. Fakhr ad-Dīn ar-Rāzī, Sharḥ, fol. 9a.  See [4] on p. 285ff.
833. Other copies of al-Masīḥī’s works are mentioned on fol. 9a (line 4) and fol. 12a (line 8 from below).
834. Galen, Three treatises, 3.
835. Lit. ‘We consider the things related to them qua being related to them.’
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The answer to the second [objection] is that whatever is sought from health and illness, is
formed from their definitions and their properties. Moreover, all of this [i.e. the two
objections] is opposed to what I proposed [so far] and what Muḥammad Ibn Zakariyyā ar-Rāzī
has outlined in his Doubts [about Galen] by [saying] that it [medicine] is a science of things which
are necessary to preserve health and beauty, and repel disease as far as is possible for
humans.836

Fakhr ad-Dīn introduced two objections regarding certain implications of Ibn Sīnā’s definition

of medicine which would lead it ad absurdum. He then refuted each of them and referenced

Muḥammad Ibn Zakariyyā ar-Rāzī’s Doubts about Galen, which he employed, however, in

favour of Galen’s definition.

The main difference between Fakhr ad-Dīn’s and Ibn Jumayʿ’s use of Galen was their agenda.

Fakhr ad-Dīn discussed in a very philosophic fashion the implications of Galen’s definition

and defended it against possible criticisms. Fakhr ad-Dīn’s language distinguished him clearly

as a philosopher: he employed logical and philosophical concepts in his analysis, such as the

indication by implication (dalālah taḍammuniyyah),837 the concepts of creation ex nihilo

(hādithah) and contingency (mumkinah), and applied the methods of coextenstiveness (tarḍ)

and coexclusiveness (ʿaks)838 in his rhetorical criticism of Galen’s definition. Ibn Jumayʿ on the

other hand employed a reference to Galen to buttress his re-interpretation of Ibn Sīna’s

definition.

Another difference between the commentators is the reference to literature critical of Galen.

Ibn Jumayʿ did not use ar-Rāzī’s Doubts about Galen in any part of his commentary. While it is

possible that he did not have access to the treatise, it appears more likely that Ibn Jumayʿ did

836. Fakhr ad-Dīn ar-Rāzī, Sharḥ, fol. 9b-10a. See [5] on p. 285ff. I am very grateful to A. Shihadeh who
was so kind to help me with the interpretation of the following passage as well as suggest literature on
technical terms.
837. Dalālah taḍammuniyyah is one of the three types of indications used in logic, the other two being
dalālah iltizamiyyah (indication by nexus) and dalālah muṭabiqiyyah (indication by concord). See Van Ess,
Theology, 26f.
838. For a discussion of at-tarḍ wa-al-ʿaks see Van Ess, Theology, 26f.
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not want to engage in the tradition of criticising ancient authorities (the so-called shukūk

tradition). While Ibn Sīnā’s definition was at least subject to hypothetical critique, Galen was

not to be criticised by Ibn Jumayʿ.839 While Fakhr ad-Dīn’s reference to Doubts about Galen was

not used to criticise Galen in this instance, he did employ literature which was critical of

Galen.

Despite these differences, both commentators referenced Galen’s definition for the same

reason: its resemblance to the definition of Ibn Sīnā. If Galen had made medical practice an

essential part of the definition of medicine, Fakhr ad-Dīn would have disagreed with him and

Ibn Jumayʿ would have had difficulties in using Galen to corroborate his interpretation of Ibn

Sīnā.

Fakhr ad-Dīn ended his six investigations with the following conclusion:

It is possible then to say concerning the definition of medicine that it is a summary of the
sciences with regard to matters [e.g. the human body, materia medica or surgery] which make it
possible to preserve health so that it is maintained and to bring it back if it is lost ― as far as it
is possible. In this manner, any of the aforementioned doubts can be resolved using this
interpretation.840

While critical about certain details of Ibn Sīnā’s definition, it is clear that Fakhr ad-Dīn mainly

refined the definition of medicine according to his six investigations. Y. Langermann

employed Fakhr ad-Dīn’s summary statement, which he described as being absorbed in

minutiae and having an overall critical tone, to characterise the nature of all six

investigations which Langermann thought to be objections.841 The present analysis suggests,

839. Even though Ibn Jumayʿ allowed that Galen did not know of certain things, he would never criticise
him. See above p. 176ff.
840. Fakhr ad-Dīn ar-Rāzī, Sharḥ, fol. 10a. See [6] on p. 285ff. This is followed by Fakhr ad-Dīn’s last
comment in this context. It concerns the passage following Ibn Sīnā’s definition of medicine. The
comment is not very relevant for our purposes as it simply paraphrases Ibn Sīnā’s statements and
reiterates that medicine as a science must not necessarily be related to the practice of it (Fakhr ad-Dīn
ar-Rāzī, Sharḥ, ibid.).
841. Langermann, Criticism, 268.
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however, that Fakhr ad-Dīn’s investigations were mainly refinements instead of objections.

Like Ibn Jumayʿ, Fakhr ad-Dīn appears to have held Ibn Sīnā’s Canon in high regard and would

only criticise it if necessary. Moreover, while Fakhr ad-Dīn’s discourse (just like that of Ibn

Jumayʿ) can be characterised as being overly concerned with minutiae or nitpicking, the

details reveal how the two commentators defined medicine. As a court physician with an

obvious interest in promoting the value of his medical practice, Ibn Jumayʿ was concerned

about the role of practice when defining medicine. By contrast, Fakhr ad-Dīn demonstrated

his skills as a philosopher who emphasised that medicine was a purely theoretical science and

thus suited to be the object of his philosophic investigations.

(d) The role of the physician: Ibn Jumayʿ’s thoughts on Ibn Sīnā

While the comments on the definition of medicine illustrate how Ibn Jumayʿ defined

medicine, it is still unclear how he defined the role of the physician. For instance, did he think

that Ibn Sīnā was a physician?

Even though Fakhr ad-Dīn commented on the first book of the Canon of Medicine, he is not

reported to have practised medicine. Hence no one, including himself, would have thought

that he was a physician. Fakhr ad-Dīn’s comments on the definition of medicine in the Canon

demonstrate that he did not believe it to be necessary to be a physician in order to know

everything there is to know about medicine as he defined it. Ideologically, there were

therefore no problems for him in writing about medicine without being a physician.

Moreover, Fakhr ad-Dīn wrote the commentary for a physician who was probably pleased to

receive a philosophical Canon commentary dedicated to matters that he (as a physician) was

not necessarily familiar with.

Comparing Fakhr ad-Dīn’s and Ibn Jumayʿ’s comments, it is clear that Fakhr ad-Dīn’s

comments are more in harmony with the notion of medicine as presented by Ibn Sīnā than
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Ibn Jumayʿ’s rather forced reading of the passage. This prompts the question whether Ibn Sīnā

was so different from Fakhr ad-Dīn in terms of being a philosopher who wrote about medicine

but never practised it. In contrast to Fakhr ad-Dīn, however, Ibn Sīnā claimed to have

practised medicine, as we are told in his autobiography:

Next I desired [to learn] medicine and I read the books that have been written on this subject.
Medicine is not one of the difficult sciences, and therefore I excelled in it in a very short time,
to the point that distinguished physicians began to read medicine with me. I cared for the sick,
and there opened up to me indescribable possibilities of therapy which can only be acquired
through experience. At the same time I was also occupied with jurisprudence and would
engage in legal disputations, being now sixteen years of age.842

That there are indescribable therapies which can only be learned through practice seems to

contradict the very notion expressed in the Canon by Ibn Sīnā himself, namely that medicine

is a two-fold science which can be learned without ever practicing it. Fakhr ad-Dīn would

have had similar problems with such statements.

When Ibn Sīnā’s autobiography turns into a biography, Ibn Sīnā’s student Jūzjānī tells us more

about Ibn Sīnā’s work as a court physician and reveals some specifics about his medical

practice:

He [Ibn Sīnā] carried out many experiments in his medical practice which he decided to record
in the Canon. He had jotted them down in some quires, but they were lost before the
completion of the Canon. For example, one day when he had a headache, he imagined that a
substance was trying to descend to the membrane of his skull and he felt uneasy about a
swelling which might occur there, so he ordered a large supply of ice to be brought; he crushed
it and wrapped it in a cloth, with which he covered his head. He continued doing this until he
overcame the area [of swelling], and prevented the spread of this substance, and so was cured.
Another example is that of an emaciated women in Khwārazm whom he ordered to take no
medicine other than rose preserve made with sugar, until, in the course of time, she had taken
one hundred manns [approximately 100 cups of sugar], and was cured.843

842. Gutas, Avicenna, 27. See also Abū ʿUbayd al-Jūzjānī, Life of Ibn Sina, 24-27.
843. Abū ʿUbayd al-Jūzjānī, Life of Ibn Sina, 74-75. Translation slightly modified by the present author.
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Whether such accounts are anecdotal must be the topic of another study evaluating the

question as to whether Ibn Sīnā was a practicing physician.844 In the present context, I will

restrict myself to pointing out some reasons why the account given by Jūzjānī is dubious,

before turning to Ibn Jumayʿ’s thoughts on Ibn Sīnā’s status as a physician.

First of all, it is most likely that Ibn Sīnā would have agreed with both Fakhr ad-Dīn and Ibn

Jumayʿ that medical books can never fully comprise an account about particularities.845 All

three were generally opposed to the idea of recording particularities in their books, for none

of them deemed it necessary to support their theoretical discourse with practical

observations. Case studies are, however, a record of observed particularities.846 It therefore

appears not to have been a mere accident, as suggested by Jūzjānī above, that the Canon did

not include any case studies. If Ibn Sīnā had included long accounts of his private

844. Most recently, C. Álvarez-Millán has presented several convincing arguments against the notion of
Ibn Sīnā as an innovative practicing physician. See Álvarez-Millán, Case History, 209ff. By contrast, H.
Paavilainen recently published a study on mediaeval pharmacotherapy (Paavilainen, Pharmacotherapy)
in which she assumes that the drugs Ibn Sīnā mentioned in his Canon were also used in his medical
practice. Her reason for doing so is her theory that the Canon cannot be the result of mindless copying
activities but rather the product of repeated observations of earlier physicians and those made by Ibn
Sīnā in his medical practice. She follows J. Riddle who argued that our forefathers would not have
“gone on using the same treatment and the same drugs if they had no effect whatsoever” (Paavilainen,
Pharmacotherapy, 87). As Paavilainen shows in the case of nosebleed, for instance, Ibn Sīnā
recommended drugs of which only “five percent are, in the light of present knowledge, ineffectual in
the treatment of nosebleed” (Paavilainen, Pharmacotherapy, 217). In other words, allegedly 95% of the
drugs analysed were effective. Paavilainen is very cautious about describing her methods and does so in
a very detailed manner, but she does not question her assumption that the prescriptions and therapies
as they are found in the Canon reflect medical reality. Moreover, Paavilainen’s methods to evaluate the
efficacy of mediaeval treatments are immensely flawed by her decision to “trust cumulative evidence”
in too many uncertain cases (Paavilainen, Pharmacotherapy, 85ff.). Problematic are also her dismissal of
the placebo effect, or her justification for ignoring differences between the medicinal properties of
leaves or the roots of a certain plant. She tries to justify this with references to modern
pharmacological literature which “indicates that plants frequently possess the same basic constituents
in all or most of their parts, differing only in amount” (Paavilainen, Pharmacotherapy, 113). However,
she fails to reference any modern pharmacological literature to buttress her claim and instead provides
only one isolated example from a historical study on opium. In sum, many of Paavilainen’s assumptions
are problematic and call into question her general theory that certain passages in the Canon are based
on observations Ibn Sīnā has made in his medical practice.
845. For Fakhr ad-Dīn ar-Rāzī, see p. 210 above. For Ibn Jumayʿ see p. 221 below.
846. For the most recent study on case histories in mediaeval Islamic medicine, see Álvarez-Millán, Case
History.
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observations, they would have appeared very much out of context in the highly theoretical

discourse of the Canon.

Furthermore it appears questionable whether Ibn Sīnā, who presented and described the

application of a range of usually very complex treatments in his Canon, would have considered

recording the trivial observation that he was once successful in treating a pain with ice or

that an emaciated person benefitted from him putting her on a fattening diet. Many

compendia on medicine, including the Canon, discussed general descriptions of cold (or even

ice-cold) liniments for headaches and usually included a section on regimen which suggested

that emaciated people should be served a fattening diet.847

Finally, the vast amount of 100 cups of sugar Ibn Sīnā supposedly prescribed reminds one of

anecdotes ridiculing charlatans, rather than noteworthy treatments brought to light by an

eminent physician.848 It therefore appears as if Jūzjānī made a reference to Ibn Sīnā’s allegedly

lost case studies in order to counter possible criticisms that he was not a physician or not

widely experienced. Several experienced physicians, such as ar-Rāzī (d. c. 925), wrote case

studies in which they described how they treated people; case histories demonstrated medical

skill.849 Perhaps at the time Jūzjānī was writing, criticisms circulated that were similar to the

847. C. Álvarez-Millán mentions that Ibn Sīnā did not mention the described procedure of applying ice
to the head in his Canon, but that he did mention cold or warm liniments (Álvarez-Millán, Case History,
210). Furthermore, the treatment described in his ‘case study’ is nothing special as can be seen by other
treatments of headaches with ice. One of them is described by Ibn Jumayʿ. His descriptions are not
based on Ibn Sīnā’s alleged innovation as the wording is rather different. See Ibn Jumayʿ, Irshād (Oxford),
fol. 64b: “For headaches caused by non-material [imbalances], nothing is more useful than pouring cool
rose oil on the top [of the head] after surrounding the head with something which hinders the flow of
the rose oil from it quickly [such as towelling or bandaging]. The cooling should happen through the oil
being held in a vessel and this vessel should be filled with very cold water or ice.”
For the suggested treatments of emaciation in the Canon, see D III, 382.
848. See Álvarez-Millán, Case History, 211.
849. Álvarez-Millán, Case History, 206. For the possibility of Ibn Sīnā wanting to imitate ar-Rāzī’s
example of composing case histories, see Álvarez-Millán, Case History, 210. However, it appears most
likely that Ibn Sīnā limited himself to copying from ar-Rāzī’s works and was not very interested in his
case studies, for he did not extract any of ar-Rāzī’s case histories in the Ḥāwī for use in the Canon.
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one Ibn Jumayʿ recorded: Ibn Sīnā was not a physician and one can therefore not trust the

writings of someone who had never practised medicine.850 The (auto-)biography was perhaps

addressing such rumours and its anecdotes appear to have had a convincing effect: the very

learned Ibn Jumayʿ thought them to be credible enough to counter the claims of Ibn Sīnā’s

adversaries. After having presented the criticism that Ibn Sīnā had never been a physician,851

Ibn Jumayʿ wrote:

This contradicts what is found in his biography recorded by Abū ʿUbayd Allāh al-Jūzjānī, his
companion, [namely] that he occupied himself with reading medicine from the age of sixteen
and distinguished himself with his learning from the competitors of his land at that time and
he served with [his knowledge] certain kings. (CC J, 4.2)

To counter the allegations of Ibn Sīnā’s critics, Ibn Jumayʿ relied on the account of Jūzjānī.

There are, however, several instances in the Canon commentary in which Ibn Jumayʿ appears

to have changed his mind regarding this issue. Ibn Jumayʿ’s comments on the practice of

human dissection suggested that Ibn Sīnā was writing about a matter which he had never

witnessed and was therefore not competent to write about.852 Moreover, we have discussed

instances in which Ibn Jumayʿ criticised certain statements which may imply that Ibn Sīnā

was not a very skilled or experienced physician.853 When criticising Ibn Sīnā’s recipe for a

certain drug, Ibn Jumayʿ remarked that it was “an instance of mal-composition and skilled

physicians (ḥudhdhāq al-aṭibbāʾ) would never fall into [such an error] in their compositions of

purgatives.”854 This contradicts the very positive depiction found in the (auto-)biography

according to which Ibn Sīnā practised medicine already as a teenager. One has to wonder why

Ibn Jumayʿ asserted in his preface that Ibn Sīnā was a physician while making critical remarks

850. See above p. 88. This would be a another plausible answer to the recently posed question as to
where the myth of Ibn Sīnā as a successful and innovative physician came from. See Álvarez-Millán,
Case History, 213.
851. See above p. 88.
852. See above p. 139ff., in particular p. 144.
853. See above p. 128ff.
854. See above p. 114.
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in the main body of the treatise that confirm rather than contradict the very criticism he

tried to refute — namely, that Ibn Sīnā was “not one of those who applied themselves to a

careful examination of the art of medicine before compiling a book on it.”855

Perhaps Ibn Jumayʿ was merely contradicting the claim of Ibn Sīnā’s adversaries. When

repeating the evidence from Ibn Sīnā’s biography, Ibn Jumayʿ did not augment it by saying

that Ibn Sīnā was a skilled or widely practiced physician. Ibn Jumayʿ simply confirmed that

Ibn Sīnā did practise medicine (to what extent is not specified) and that his erudition (not his

practice) was remarkable when compared to that of his contemporaries.

This ambiguity raises the question who, in Ibn Jumayʿ’s view, qualified as a physician. Could

anyone who had written a book on medicine claim to be a physician, or only those of whom it

had been reported that they were practicing physicians? According to Ibn Jumayʿ’s

interpretation of Ibn Sīnā’s definition of medicine, it appears that having a fair amount of

experience in medicine is a requirement for being a physician.856 This is confirmed by what he

wrote in his treatise to Saladin:

Yet, medicine is difficult857 ... because after the physician (ṭabīb) acquires all the knowledge
mentioned above [Ibn Jumayʿ mentioned knowledge gained through human dissection, pulse
and urine analysis, conditions of the body etc.], he needs to become skilful and train for a long
time in the treatment of the sick. After the physician has gained sufficient knowledge and
thoroughly commits it to his memory (so that he can recall it easily whenever he needs to), he
must be able to apply it to individual cases ... (§42). It is impossible to act on the basis of
knowledge of any art by only studying books written on that art. Books only contain general,
common information. As regards specific information, i.e. characteristics of one single healthy
or sick individual, books cannot contain them.858

855. See above p. 88.
856. See above p. 208. See also Ibn Jumayʿ’s definitions of medicine in his treatise to Saladin (Ibn Jumayʿ,
Treatise, §4-10).
857. This is the opposite of what Ibn Sīnā claimed in his autobiography, namely that “medicine is not
one of the difficult sciences” (see above p. 217).
858. Ibn Jumayʿ, Treatise, §42 and 44. Translation modified by the present author.

- 221 -



While Ibn Sīnā, Fakhr ad-Dīn and Ibn Jumayʿ all appear to have agreed that books can not

contain information about particular sick or healthy individuals, they disagreed on the issue

whether or not skills learned through the practice of medicine belong to what they defined as

‘medicine’. Fakhr ad-Dīn and Ibn Sīnā stressed that theory is important for medical practice

but not vice versa. ‘Medicine’ is pure knowledge and not defined by any practical aspect. For

Ibn Jumayʿ, however, theory and practice are much more closely linked and ‘medicine’ was for

him the art of medicine: the knowledge and necessary skills (acquired through experience) to

maintain or restore health.

It is possible that Ibn Sīnā, Fakhr ad-Dīn and Ibn Jumayʿ would not have disagreed on defining

a physician as a craftsman who was concerned with the application of knowledge to

particulars. Yet, they disagreed on what was required of those writing about medicine.

Present evidence suggests that both Ibn Sīnā and Fakhr ad-Dīn believed that someone could

be very learned in medical knowledge and able to write authoritative compendia on the

subject without extensive practical experience.859 Ibn Jumayʿ, however, left little doubt in his

treatise to Saladin that a physician needed to be trained in the art of medicine. He expressed a

similar opinion in his Canon commentary when he wrote that one cannot describe the

districts of Baghdad without ever having visited them.860 For Ibn Jumayʿ, a skilled physician

was required to have seen and experienced the things he was writing about. 

Given these conflicting notions, it is perhaps not surprising that Ibn Jumayʿ sometimes

suggested that Ibn Sīnā was not among the experienced and skilled physicians. It must be

859. There is preserved today a manuscript of Galen’s On [Medical] Sects for Beginners, dated 407/1016,
which appears to have on the title page Ibn Sīnā’s ex libris reading: “In the possession of Ḥusayn ibn
ʿAbd Allāh Ibn Sīnā, the physician (mutaṭabbib)” (BnF MS arabe 2859, fol. 1a; see also Pormann, and
Savage-Smith, Medicine, 42). If this signature is genuine, then Ibn Sīnā clearly viewed himself as a
physician, but it is uncertain whether he intended the appellation physician to signify a scholar of
medicine or a practitioner of medicine, or both.
860. See above p. 143.
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stressed, however, that he made such remarks only very rarely. Medical experience was not

the focus of the Canon, nor did Ibn Jumayʿ make medical experience the focus of his

commentary. Looking at Ibn Jumayʿ’s comments, one may argue that anyone sufficiently

erudite could have written his commentary. Having gained medical experience is not

necessary, for instance, to decide whether or not Ibn Sīnā was following Galen’s accounts. It

may have benefited a commentator if he had ample experience in putting Galen’s directions

into practice, but medical practice is surely not necessary to compare written accounts on a

given matter.

Yet, it remains unclear whether Ibn Jumayʿ firmly believed that Ibn Sīnā was a practicing

physician. For Ibn Jumayʿ, the argument against Ibn Sīnā as a physician might have been an

argument against the Canon itself, for he discussed the criticism that Ibn Sīnā was not a

physician in the context of other criticisms against the Canon.861 Despite Ibn Jumayʿ’s possible

doubts concerning Ibn Sīnā as an experienced physician, it would have been

counterproductive to call attention to passages in the Canon which indicate that Ibn Sīnā was

not a very experienced physician. It appears to have been incredible that the Canon could

have had much authority if it was not written by a practicing physician, even if the very

beginning of the Canon explained that one can know all there is to know about medicine

(including its practice) without ever practicing it. For this reason, Ibn Jumayʿ may not have

wanted to question Ibn Sīnā’s biography. For Ibn Jumayʿ’s purposes, it was more appropriate

to keep his criticisms to a moderate level, and to defend the Canon as one of the best medical

compendia available. If this included believing in Ibn Sīnā as a practicing physician and not

861. See CC J, 4 above (p. 220). CC J, 1-5 are all comments concerned with the refutation of certain
theories which were either too critical or too much in favour of Ibn Sīnā. See Ibn Zuhr’s criticism (p.
91), the theory that Ibn Sīnā never finished his rough draft (p. 90), or the theory how the Egyptian
copies of the Canon got corrupted (p. 89).
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merely an inexperienced arm-chair physician, Ibn Jumayʿ appears to have been happy to

accept this.
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2. Maimonides’ commentary on the Aphorisms

Ibn Jumayʿ’s most prominent contemporary was the Jewish theologian and philosopher

Maimonides (d. 601/1204).862 Maimonides was also a physician and the author of several

medical treatises which proved popular among generations of later scholars.863 The majority

of his writings (such as his Medical Aphorisms) consist of collections of excerpts and contain

material which has been copied from other treatises and put into some kind of order under

various headings.864 Maimonides also wrote a commentary which in this section we shall

compare to the one by Ibn Jumayʿ.

Maimonides commented on Hippocrates’ Aphorisms and there are some obvious differences

between the Aphorisms and the treatise Ibn Jumayʿ commented on: Hippocrates’ Aphorisms are

much shorter, originally written in Greek and extensively commented upon by earlier authors

(most notably Galen), while the Canon is much longer, originally written in Arabic and had

only been sporadically annotated by Ibn at-Tilmīdh prior to Ibn Jumayʿ’s and Fakhr ad-Dīn’s

commentaries. Ibn Jumayʿ thus ventured into rather unknown territory while Maimonides

built on a long tradition of previous commentaries. Despite these differences, it is nonetheless

useful to compare the two commentaries by comparing and contrasting the working methods

of their authors. Were Ibn Jumayʿ’s methods fundamentally different or were they largely

comparable to those of his contemporary Maimonides?

862. See above note 56.
863. The great interest in Maimonides’ medical works seems to be mainly due to his popularity as a
theologian and physician. There are several editions and translations of Maimonides’ medical works,
but as some of them are rather unsatisfying, they are currently being edited and translated in their
entirety. See Moses Maimonides, Kitāb al-fuṣūl fī aṭ-ṭibb (Medical Aphorisms), xvii-xviii.
864. For an outline of the Aphorisms see Moses Maimonides, Kitāb al-fuṣūl fī aṭ-ṭibb (Medical Aphorisms),
xx-xxvii.
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Maimonides’ comment concerning the ʿubāb on the surface of urine has already been

discussed.865 This comment illustrates the general nature of Maimonides’ commentary as an

abbreviation of Galen’s commentary on the Aphorisms. As Maimonides stated in his preface, he

intended to paraphrase Galen’s commentary with the aim of shortening and thus providing a

better companion for those wanting to study the Aphorisms.866 In the case of ʿubāb and his

confused paraphrase, however, Maimonides was not very successful in providing a better

companion to the Aphorisms. To be sure, not all of Maimonides’ paraphrases blurred Galen’s

original statements, and some actually challenged Galen’s and Hippocrates’ statements. In

most cases, however, Maimonides simply shortened Galen’s original commentary and further

research is likely to show that Maimonides’ mutilation of Galen’s statements concerning the

ʿubāb was not an isolated case. In contrast to Maimonides’ technique of shortening original

statements, Ibn Jumayʿ provided with his commentary additional information to the treatise

commented upon rather than summarising the comments of earlier authors or Ibn Sīnā’s

statements. Each commentary was therefore written with a different purpose in mind. While

Ibn Jumayʿ tested Ibn Sīnā’s statements against the authoritative accounts which Ibn Sīnā had

used as his source, Maimonides generally tried to abridge Galen’s comments on the Aphorisms.

Regarding the genre of commentaries, Maimonides made some interesting remarks in his

preface when outlining the four reasons for writing a commentary (sharḥ).867 The first three

reasons are to (1) explain complicated passages, (2) clarify presupposed theories upon which

the author builds, and (3) discuss various possible interpretations of the text commented

865. See p. 113 above.
866. It is difficult to tell Maimonides’ and Galen’s commentary apart unless Maimonides indicates his
own remarks clearly or sets them apart from those of Galen. Qāla al-mufassir (‘the commentator says’)
does not mean that we are presented with Maimonides commentary, but rather with his paraphrase of
Galen. The edition of Maimonides’ commentary by C. Schliwski (Schliwski, Sharḥ Fuṣūl) does not help in
telling Maimonides’ and Galen’s words apart. Schliwski only provides the source when Maimonides
explicitly remarks ‘Galen says’ etc. In the comment on ʿubāb, for instance, no reference to Galen is given
even though the passage is taken from Galen’s commentary.
867. Schliwski, Sharḥ Fuṣūl, 165f.
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upon. Reasons one and two can be compared to Ibn Jumayʿ’s motivations when he explains a

passage or identifies the sources upon which Ibn Sīnā builds, while his defences of Ibn Sīnā

may be grouped as alternative interpretations (third reason). The fourth reason, according to

Maimonides, is to expose mistakes in the treatise commented upon. If a commentary mainly

exposes mistakes, however, Maimonides argued that such a treatise ought not to be called a

commentary, but rather of a refutation (radd or tanbīh).868 As already mentioned, Maimonides

described his own treatise as a summary of Galen’s commentary, but stressed that he would

also criticise Hippocrates’ Aphorisms where necessary.869 Following Maimonides’ classification

then, Ibn Jumayʿ’s treatise on the Canon would also be a commentary, as critical comments are

only made occasionally.

As we have seen, Ibn Jumayʿ was critical of Ibn Sīnā but, due to the latter’s authority, tried to

give him the benefit of the doubt. Maimonides, however, appears to have been strictly against

such biased approaches. He scolded Galen for taking sides with Hippocrates and for not

pointing out if an aphorism was wrong. Instead, Galen would present a correct statement,

arguing that Hippocrates actually meant the same. To Maimonides such comments were

unacceptable and not to be called comments at all.870 We can therefore imagine that

Maimonides would have disagreed with Ibn Jumayʿ’s less critical approach.871 Maimonides

expressed his critical position as follows:

At times, [Galen] explains [Hippocrates’] statements by correcting what is entirely meaningless
in the first place. For instance, in his commentary on De septimanis when Hippocrates says that
land surrounds the water, Galen interprets this by saying that it is quite possible that
[Hippocrates] meant that water [actually] surrounds the land. He did all of this so as not to say
that Hippocrates was wrong or mistaken in this statement. Even worse were the instances

868. Schliwski, Sharḥ Fuṣūl, 3.
869. Schliwski, Sharḥ Fuṣūl, 170.
870. Schliwski, Sharḥ Fuṣūl, 167.
871. See above p. 108ff. for Ibn Jumayʿ’s approach. It should be noted that Maimonides also expressed
criticisms of Galen in other treatises. For Maimonides disagreeing with Galen in philosophical matters,
see Meyerhof, and Schacht, Maimonides Against Galen, on Philosophy and Cosmogony.
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when Galen found a statement which was obviously wrong, but which he could not explain
away: he would claim that such [statements] were [only] attributed to Hippocrates and
inserted into his discourse or that it is a statement of Hippocrates such-and-such, but not the
prominent Hippocrates himself - as he had done in his commentary on De natura hominis. All of
this is taking sides (taʿaṣṣub) with Hippocrates and even if Hippocrates is among the greatest
and most eminent physicians, taking sides is not a virtue even if this happens to be in favour of
the most eminent.872

At first sight, it appears remarkable that Maimonides presented such critical remarks.

However, if we take a look at Maimonides’ commentary itself, Hippocrates or Galen are only

occasionally criticised, and it seems most likely that the polemics in the introduction are

more of a topos which was frequently used by authors who wanted to belittle the works of

earlier writers so as to justify their new contribution.873 Ibn Jumayʿ did exactly the same with

his belittling statements about Ibn at-Tilmīdh, thus explaining why his Canon commentary is

necessary.874

In his preface, Maimonides also stated that he will add to his paraphrase of Galen “things that

had happened to me” (mā waqaʿa lī).875 The first comment which deviated notably from the

usual paraphrases of Galen’s commentary is Maimonides’ comment on Hippocrates’ remark

that if a youth has thin stools (kānat baṭanuhu fī shabābihi laynatan), they will be dry when he is

old, but if a youth has dry stools, they will be thin when he is old:

When I sought to to verify this, I learned that this matter is not generally true and that it is
without doubt a false judgement. The truth is, as I believe, that Hippocrates saw one or two
people who were like this and thus came to his superficial judgement, just as he does in other
places of the Epidemics where he observed the state of one or two people and then drew his
conclusions about a certain matter.

If you do not want [to accept] this [criticism] and if you prefer to turn an untruthful statement

872. Schliwski, Sharḥ Fuṣūl, 4-5 (German translation 168).
873. Freimark, Das Vorwort als literarische Form in der arabischen Literatur, 40. Chipman, World of Pharmacy,
50.
874. See above, p. 94f.
875. Schliwski, Sharḥ Fuṣūl, 170.
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into a truthful statement by introducing premises and hypotheses, then you should consider
what Galen has remarked about this aphorism.876

Such a critical attitude is remarkable in that Maimonides apparently tested written accounts

against real life experience. It is also comparable to Ibn Jumayʿ’s approach when he refuted

the claims of Dioscorides and Galen on the grounds of what several people had told him.877

The difference is, however, that Maimonides was much more polemical than Ibn Jumayʿ who

had still tried to defend Dioscorides and Galen by stressing that they should not be held

responsible for their mistake. Moreover, Maimonides supported his refutation of Hippocrates

with his own personal observations (i.e. “when I sought to verify this”) while Ibn Jumayʿ

contradicted the authorities Dioscorides and Galen by explicitly referring to the accounts of

his informants.

It would appear, however, that Maimonides was not extremely critical of the medical writings

of others, for his polemic approaches are random and rare. This is especially so in his

Commentary on the Aphorisms in which he is generally content with reproducing Galen’s

comments. Being much less specific than in the case of hard or soft stools, in six other

passages Maimonides criticised Hippocrates for deriving certain general statements from

particular circumstances.878 In four instances he criticised Galen’s attempts to explain away

blatantly wrong assumptions,879 while chiding him once for forgetting to explain the pivotal

point of an aphorism.880 Elsewhere Maimonides questioned if Galen’s intuition or flawed logic

had led him to conclude that male foetuses develop in the right ovaries while female foetuses

876. Schliwski, Sharḥ Fuṣūl, 38 (German translation 195).
877. See above, p. 174. 
878. Schliwski, Sharḥ Fuṣūl, 210, 250, 252, 259, 264, 266.
879. Schliwski, Sharḥ Fuṣūl, 265, 278-279 (Galen tried to argue that this aphorism was erroneously
attributed to Hippocrates), 279, 281.
880. Another interesting passage is Maimonides’ remark that Galen forgot to explain the pivotal points
of an aphorism (Schliwski, Sharḥ Fuṣūl, 204). Maimonides then explains what he thinks is one of the
most important principles in medicine, i.e. that you should not stop with one treatment even if it does
not show an immediate effect.
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develop in the left ovaries.881 None of these instances, however, suggest that Maimonides

questioned written accounts by referring to real life experience.

With his occasional criticisms Maimonides might nonetheless strike us as less biased and

more critical of authorities than Ibn Jumayʿ. Ibn Jumayʿ pointed out in the Canon commentary,

that only the stubborn (al-ʿinād) will pick the obscure passages and argue about them, while

the educated will look for other interpretations.882 Therefore, he might have rated

Maimonides’ occasional attempts to criticise Hippocrates as stubborn, while probably coming

to the conclusion that Maimonides should not have criticised eminent masters if he was not

even able to reproduce their teachings faithfully. Passages such as Maimonides’ mutilated

paraphrase of Galen’s comments on ʿubab could have met Ibn Jumayʿ’s severe criticisms, as he

wrote at length against authors who tried to abbreviate the works of Galen and Hippocrates in

order to save time. According to Ibn Jumayʿ, treatises such as Maimonides’ commentary were

the cause of the decline of medicine as they caused physicians to become lazy and

misinformed.883 We may therefore conclude that, if Ibn Jumayʿ and Maimonides ever read each

other’s treatises (many of which were probably written after Ibn Jumayʿ’s death), they would

have disagreed on several issues.

To conclude, Ibn Jumayʿ’s and Maimonides’ methods to comment differed in many ways and

methods such as comparing textual variants, parsing technical or foreign terms, or the critical

comparison of original statements and how they have been expressed by later authors, are

almost completely absent from Maimonides’ commentary or other medical works. However,

the two commentators were not radically different in the way they wrote their commentaries.

While they had different attitudes toward criticising Galen, Galen was undoubtedly the most

881. Schliwski, Sharḥ Fuṣūl, 249.
882. See above, p. 110.
883. Cf. Ibn Jumayʿ, Treatise, 20-21 and Nicolae, Compendium.
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important medical authority for both commentators.884 Moreover, both Maimonides and Ibn

Jumayʿ were critical of the treatises they read and did not merely reproduce what their

predecessors had written, but tested it against their own opinions which may have been based

on other treatises, experiences, or simply their logic. 

884. In other treatise, Maimonides cites an impressive range of Galenic sources. He cited well over 50
Galenic treatises in his Medical Aphorisms (Moses Maimonides, Kitāb al-fuṣūl fī aṭ-ṭibb (Medical Aphorisms),
131-139) as compared to 25 treatises cited by Ibn Jumayʿ in his Canon commentary (See above p. 77).
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3. Original contributions? ‘Originality’ put into context

In his article on Ibn at-Tilmīdh’s glosses on the Canon, A. Iskandar expressed the hope that the

further examination of these glosses might reveal certain innovations which have gone

unnoticed by modern scholars. Iskandar was particularly interested in Ibn at-Tilmīdh’s

possible thoughts on the human heart and pondered if he had preceded Ibn Nafīs by centuries

in criticising the notion of a passage way between the right and left ventricles of the heart:

In his marginal commentaries, Ibn at-Tilmīdh provides very interesting and sound linguistic
comments, though at times his remarks are trivial. Far as they all are from making any original
contribution to medicine, yet it is in commentaries that authors sometimes express opinions
different from those of their predecessors. It would be worthwhile, therefore, to look for the
other manuscripts of Ibn at-Tilmīdh’s own copy of Kitāb al-Qānūn and to publish his marginal
commentaries, if any, on the pores which Galen had claimed existed in the interventricular
septum, as well as his views on the flow of blood, all of which were readily accepted by Ibn
Sīnā.885

The present analysis of Ibn Jumayʿ’s work was partly motivated by hopes similar to those of

Iskandar. Ibn Jumayʿ’s commentary appeared to have been a likely place where so-far

undiscovered innovations were to be found. As regards the anatomy of the heart, however, we

have seen that Ibn Jumayʿ made only one relatively trivial linguistic comment.886 As he

continuously referenced Ibn at-Tilmīdh’s glosses, we can be relatively certain that Ibn Jumayʿ

would not pass over in silence substantial comments which introduced new and controversial

notions. We can therefore conclude that Ibn at-Tilmīdh did not criticise the then commonly

accepted anatomical description of the human heart.

The quest for mediaeval innovations which have gone unnoticed so far is, however,

problematic because it can easily be interpreted as contributing to a ‘Whiggish’887

885. Iskandar, Autograph, p. 235-236.
886. See above p. 118.
887. This refers to the ideology of the Whig Party which permeates Lord Macaulay’s famous History of
England in which we are presented with a tale of gradual progress toward England’s glorious present.
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interpretation of history: With their original contributions, Ibn an-Nafīs, al-Baghdādī or even

Ibn Jumayʿ may be depicted as actors in a tale of gradual progress leading away from

ignorance (e.g. the belief that there are invisible passages between the ventricles of the heart)

toward our glorious present (in which we can be certain that there are no passages in a

healthy heart of a human adult). In Ibn an-Nafīs’ case, however, it is not clear if he influenced

later European anatomists with his ‘discovery’.888 Similarly, it is not clear what impact Ibn

Jumayʿ’s Treatise on the lemon had on the formation of modern medicine. Though not

concerned with criticising Greek notions of human anatomy, the treatise was the first of its

kind to give a comprehensive account of the medicinal applications of lemons. As Ibn Jumayʿ

pointed out, ancient physicians were not aware of these properties and if it had not been for

Ibn Jumayʿ’s treatise which became popular enough to be translated and printed, mediaeval

Europe would probably have remained ignorant about the medicinal use of the lemon as well.

Nonetheless, it is far from clear how European physicians were influenced by the Treatise on

the lemon. While it appears very likely that neither Ibn an-Nafīs’ nor Ibn Jumayʿ’s discoveries

had any direct and traceable effect on the formation of modern medicine, further

investigations concerning the impact of mediaeval physicians on modern medicine must be

the topic of other studies. Here we are only interested in contextualising the contributions of

Ibn Jumayʿ in the light of a few other contributions made by notable mediaeval physicians.

With his study on Ibn an-Nafīs, N. Fancy has demonstrated that one of the largest ‘discoveries’

in the history of mediaeval medicine is almost meaningless if it is not put into its proper

context. Once contextualised, the discovery that there is no passage way between the two

ventricles of the heart ceases to be a miraculous “happy guess”889 or a demonstration how

enlightened the mediaeval Islamic world was in regard to human dissections. Instead, the

888. Savage-Smith, Europe and Islam, 47.
889. Meyerhof, Ibn an-Nafīs, 118.
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discovery becomes a rational conclusion at which Ibn an-Nafīs arrived through forming a new

theory based on his philosophical theories and religious beliefs.890

Another problem with the quest for discoveries is that it rates discoveries according to their

importance in the tale of medical progress which led out of the dark ages and into the era of

modern medicine. However irrelevant Ibn an-Nafīs’ discovery may have been to later

anatomists, the discovery is still a very important landmark in the progression of human

knowledge which arrives at a more ‘accurate’ understanding of the human body throughout

the ages. The modern values inherent when stressing the importance of Ibn Nafīs’ discovery

become apparent if we compare his discovery to one of Ibn Jumayʿ’s discoveries. As we have

seen, Ibn Jumayʿ discovered that Dioscorides and Galen were wrong about their description of

a certain sort of pepper, or about ignoring the importance of the medicinal uses of lemons.

Neither of these two discoveries appears to be as important as Ibn Nafīs’ or al-Baghdādī’s

corrections concerning human anatomy, because neither of these discoveries is of much

relevance for the history of medical progression. Ibn Nafīs’ discovery is in harmony with our

modern anatomical understanding of the heart; Ibn Jumayʿ’s discoveries are far more

subjective and may even be wrong according to biomedical standards. If we consider, for

instance, his claims of what diseases lemons may or may not cure, it is obvious that Ibn

Jumayʿ’s discoveries are less sensational than ‘correct’ anatomical discoveries.

Yet, Ibn Jumayʿ’s discoveries are important if we consider them in their own right and

context. As such they are as relevant as the discoveries of Ibn an-Nafīs or al-Baghdādī — that

is, if we consider it to be relevant that their ‘discoveries’ required the ability to challenge

previous knowledge and to introduce new concepts.891 It is also telling that neither Ibn an-

890. Fancy, Pulmanory Transit, 4-6 and 254-258.
891. Comparing Ibn Nafīs’ discovery to those of Ibn Jumayʿ may strike us as a rather uneven
comparison, especially if we compare the importance of their discoveries for the treatise in which they
occur. Ibn Nafīs’ new theory about the pulmonary transit had a central position in his thinking and was
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Nafīs, or al-Baghdādī nor Ibn Jumayʿ appears to have repeated the ‘discoveries’ of the others.

Even though Ibn Jumayʿ was outspokenly in favour of human dissection, he did not discover

that Galen was wrong about the passage ways between the ventricles of the heart nor is he

known to have made any other ‘contribution’ to anatomical knowledge. As we have seen, Ibn

Jumayʿ had no interest in systematically checking his anatomical knowledge against his

sensory observations. Moreover, Ibn an-Nafīs did not criticise Ibn Sīnā for describing the

lower jaw bone as two-part, like al-Baghdādī did. Ibn an-Nafīs also appears to have had no

interest in systematic anatomical investigations, and his discovery was less anatomical than

logical, even though he may have tried to corroborate his new theory with the actual

dissection of a human heart.

In sum, not the mediaeval discovery of a certain modern fact is important from a historical

perspective, but rather the context of such a discovery. If we were to look for innovations and

discoveries as isolated instances in the history of medicine, we would ultimately search for

further material to illustrate the history of medical progress (a ‘Whiggish’ approach). If we

were to follow such an approach to history, we would be obliged, however, to justify why we

do not include, judged from a modern perspective, less spectacular discoveries such as those

by Ibn Jumayʿ concerning black pepper.

interrelated with many other concepts (Fancy, Pulmanory Transit, 254-258). Thus, if we were to consider
the importance of a discovery to the treatise in which it was made, Ibn Nafīs’ discovery would be more
fundamental than, for instance, Ibn Jumayʿ’s discovery concerning a certain kind of pepper.
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V. Conclusion

The Canon of Medicine by Ibn Sīnā is undoubtedly the most thorough and monumental

systematisation of ancient and mediaeval medicine. As such the Canon is one of the greatest

achievements of mediaeval Islamic medicine and it was nothing less than this summary and

culmination of more than one thousand years of medical knowledge that Ibn Jumayʿ made the

subject of his commentary. As its first medical commentator, he set out to clarify and correct

the summa of medicine.

As outlined in his treatise to Saladin, Ibn Jumayʿ thought that the art of medicine had

markedly declined because of the spread of compendia that corrupted the teachings of the

ancients. While the Canon is not explicitly mentioned, it can be inferred that it had to be

counted among the abominable compendia that claimed to encompass everything there is to

know about medicine and that tempted the student to become lazy and to ignore the original

writings on which compendia were based. In his preface to the Canon commentary, however,

Ibn Jumayʿ hailed the Canon as one of the best compendia available. Why did he not condemn

the Canon as a compendium which had contributed to the decline of medicine? It seems that

Ibn Jumayʿ realised that it would have been futile to abandon all compendia because his

contemporaries were unlikely to have returned to the more cumbersome and convoluted

treatises of Galen or other authorities. Compendia addressed the need for systematisation and

what the Canon offered to fulfil this need could simply not be ignored. Being aware of Ibn

Sīnā’s achievement, Ibn Jumayʿ did therefore not condemn the Canon, but proclaimed the

Canon as one of the best compendia available which systematised medical knowledge

succinctly and made it easy for the physician to remember what he once knew. However, Ibn
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Jumayʿ did point out the Canon’s shortcomings and left no doubt that he intended to clarify

and correct the medical compendium by explaining its shortcomings and correcting it

according to the teachings of the ancients.

Ibn Jumayʿ’s commentary was therefore more than just a clarification and correction of the

Canon. It was a reaction to the corruptions compendia had introduced. In his Treatise to Saladin

on the Revival of the Art of Medicine, Ibn Jumayʿ compared his situation to that of Hippocrates

and Galen who were faced with the decline of medicine and the corruption of medical

teachings. According to Ibn Jumayʿ, Hippocrates and Galen solved the problem by going back

to the sources and thus reviving the art of medicine in their days. Ibn Jumayʿ tried to do the

same in twelfth-century Egypt and many of his comments on the Canon reveal to us how the

court physician set about reviving the art of medicine.

With his writings, Ibn Jumayʿ thus tried to establish himself as a scholar among the likes of

Hippocrates and Galen. As for his Canon commentary, Ibn Jumayʿ did not only try to attach his

name to the great systematiser Ibn Sīnā, but also to supersede the authority of the raʾīs in the

field of medicine. As Nietzsche might have put it, Ibn Jumayʿ tried to “gain power”892 as an

important scholar who was not only able to understand and explain the best medical

compendium available, but also to correct it. The foregoing chapters have been an in-depth

study of this attempt to gain power and to revive the art of medicine.

Ibn Jumayʿ’s biography as recorded by Ibn Abī Uṣaybiʿah introduced to us the man behind the

commentary, but revealed little about the court physician’s endeavour to comment on the

Canon. That Ibn Jumayʿ was among the first to have written a very educated response to the

Canon was comparatively irrelevant to his biographer, who had been a student of Ibn Jumayʿ’s

892. See above p. 23.
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student. Ibn Abī Uṣaybiʿah had probably only heard of, but never read, the Canon commentary

which he simply listed as one of the treatises written by the physician. In his biography, Ibn

Jumayʿ is depicted not only as an erudite scholar but also as an astute observer as illustrated

by the anecdote that he saved a man from being buried alive. It was perhaps only natural,

expected and not spectacular that a man such as Ibn Jumayʿ turned his attention to

commenting on a hotly debated treatise. In particular, Ibn Jumayʿ’s skill-set was well suited

for his endeavour to comment on the Canon: The Canon was full of technical and foreign terms

and Ibn Jumayʿ, who probably had Jawharī’s dictionary within reach at all times, must have

felt an urge to explain the meaning of difficult terms. Ultimately however, Ibn Abī Uṣaybiʿah’s

account only provides us with a few details about the commentator Ibn Jumayʿ. We need to

turn to the commentary itself to get a more detailed picture of the commentator at work.

Ibn Jumayʿ opened his commentary on the Canon with repeating the criticisms his ‘master’

had heard about the Canon.893 It is unlikely that Ibn Jumayʿ invented his addressee to expound

on these criticisms and we can therefore assume that one of Ibn Jumayʿ’s most fundamental

reasons for having written his commentary was to provide a balanced response to the

criticisms mentioned by his master and perhaps to safeguard him against reaching biased and

uninformed conclusions in the Canon debate. However, if this had been Ibn Jumayʿ’s only

motivation, it would not explain why the commentary is so long and detailed. Surely, a few

examples and explanations (in the style of a letter) would have sufficed. Perhaps Ibn Jumayʿ

would have simply written such a letter if he had not already started to annotate his copy of

the Canon with several marginal glosses. Word of these glosses must have spread, as Ibn

Jumayʿ indicated, and consequently the court physician’s addressee appears to have desired a

copy of these glosses for himself.

893. CC P, I-III.
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It is evident that Ibn Jumayʿ thought that his copy of the Canon was corrupt and was therefore

very eager to correct it with the help of other copies. Apparently well before the request of

his patron arrived, Ibn Jumayʿ made enquiries about the autograph of the Canon. Once Ibn

Jumayʿ had access to other copies of the Canon (including copies of Ibn at-Tilmīdh’s annotated

copy), it became apparent that Ibn Jumayʿ could no longer hope for a sound copy against

which he could correct his own. The court physician made it clear that the glosses of Ibn at-

Tilmīdh were of such low quality that they would be of little help to correct or explain

passages in the Canon. Thus, after having put himself above his predecessor Ibn at-Tilmīdh,

Ibn Jumayʿ presented his own ḥawāshī and corrected the Canon’s shortcomings by comparing

different Canon copies and by checking the original sources which Ibn Sīnā had used while

composing his compendium. Ibn Jumayʿ thus wrote a commentary intended to clarify and

correct the Canon. The Canon and Ibn Jumayʿ’s supplement (in the form of a commentary)

brought Ibn Sīnā’s systematisation of medicine to a new level of perfection. It is here where

we can clearly see Ibn Jumayʿ’s tendency to defend the authority of Ibn Sīnā while at the same

time undermining it. The Canon is not to be discarded (as Ibn Zuhr did) but it needed to be

perfected. With his commentary, Ibn Jumayʿ understood himself to be as knowledgable in

medical matters as the raʾīs Ibn Sīnā himself. It is thus that Ibn Jumayʿ was able to decide

which variant was more correct (and originally intended by Ibn Sīnā) and to identify the

Canon’s unnamed sources and reconstruct the original teachings in places where Ibn Sīnā

supposedly deviated from them. Just as Galen removed the corruptions which had been

introduced to Hippocrates’ teachings over the centuries, so did Ibn Jumayʿ reconstruct Ibn

Sīnā’s original statements and bring them in accordance with the teachings of the ancients.

Ibn Jumayʿ dedicated a lot of his time to commenting on variant readings found in his copies

of the Canon. Besides demonstrating Ibn Jumayʿ’s ability to restore the original readings of a

passage, discussing variants served another purpose as well. There were instances in which all
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variants demonstrated that Ibn Sīnā was responsible for a mistake, thus proving wrong the

notion that the raʾīs was infallible. Just as the Qurʾān was deemed perfect by many, some

believed in a perfect Canon which (unlike the Qurʾān) got corrupted through being copied. It

was exactly this somewhat divine authority of the Canon which Ibn Jumayʿ proved invalid

through his discussions of variants. The Canon was not perfect. Yet, Ibn Jumayʿ was generally

in favour of Ibn Sīnā and there are numerous instances in which he preferred to blame

copyists instead of the raʾīs himself. It was therefore in a subtle and decidedly polite manner

that Ibn Jumayʿ was promoting his own superiority by demonstrating his ability to clarify,

correct and reconstruct the words of the fallible raʾīs who sometimes corrupted his sources.

Explanations of foreign or technical terms were yet another important part of Ibn Jumayʿ’s

work. As he wrote in the preface of his commentary, one weakness of the Canon was its

language. It is therefore not surprising to see the linguistically inclined court physician

commenting extensively on the language of the Canon and demonstrating his ability to

demystify many difficult terms. Jawharī is cited to give Ibn Jumayʿ’s comments more

authority as readers may have had their problems accepting a philological explanation

provided by a court physician with no linguistic credentials. The same holds true for the

explanations of Persian terms; native speakers were the source for Ibn Jumayʿ’s comments on

Persian terms. In a way, Ibn Jumayʿ’s tendency was to simplify and arabise the Canon and to

make it more comprehensive for the non-medical and non-Persian readership. Technical or

Persian terms were thus either demystified for those intimidated by them, or explained to

those who may have thought that Ibn Sīnā used the wrong terms. Yet again Ibn Jumayʿ was

able to demonstrate his intimate and well-informed understanding of the terms Ibn Sīnā had

used in the Canon.

The three case studies presented in chapter three have demonstrated clearly what Ibn Jumayʿ

was and was not interested in when writing the commentary. Even though it could have been
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expected from one the most prominent mediaeval advocates of human dissection that he

discussed some of his anatomical findings when commenting on Ibn Sīnā’s anatomical

discourse, Ibn Jumayʿ was not interested in doing so. We did not see the anatomist Ibn Jumayʿ

at work. Rather, we saw a commentator propagating the ideal of human dissection and

criticising those who wrote about anatomy without first-hand experience. We saw a

commentator at work who used both his intellect and Galen to throw more light on Ibn Sīnā’s

anatomical discourse. There was no evidence provided in the commentary that the court

physician was an experienced dissector (or that the opposite must have been true). Just like

his contemporary Fakhr ad-Dīn ar-Rāzī, Ibn Jumayʿ saw no virtue in this context in writing

about particularities such as the structure of a certain bone he may have had observed.

Rather, he was interested in clarifying and reviving the general principles of human anatomy

as laid out by the eminent Galen. With his comments on human dissection Ibn Jumayʿ wanted

to repeat Galen’s claims and display his own competence in the theoretical anatomical

discourse, suggesting that Ibn Sīnā’s anatomical discussions were inferior to both his own and

those of Galen.

The second case study demonstrated that Ibn Jumayʿ was not interested in criticising Galen or

other ancient authorities. While he was capable of politely (and at times vehemently)

criticising Ibn Sīnā, it is clear that Ibn Jumayʿ had a different attitude towards more ancient

authorities. Ranking the importance of his sources, we have seen that Ibn Jumayʿ gave least

authority to Ibn Sīnā. It may be implied that Ibn Jumayʿ saw himself to be the legitimate

successor of Hippocrates, Dioscorides and Galen, for he was not only very well versed in their

writings but also tried to bring their teachings to greater perfection. As is apparent in his

critique of compendia, as well as the examples discussed in the case study, Ibn Jumayʿ looked

down on Ibn Sīnā’s or ar-Rāzī’s corruptions of the ancient authorities. Ibn Jumayʿ thus

followed Galen, who left little doubt that he considered himself to be the best and most
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trustworthy commentator of Hippocrates. Likewise, Ibn Jumayʿ understood himself not only

as interpreting the ancient authorities correctly, but also as being able to correct the

teachings of the moderns accordingly.

The third case study addressed the question of Ibn Jumayʿ’s intended readership. As

exemplified by the comments on headaches, the commentary was not a very entertaining

read, nor a summary of Ibn Jumayʿ’s ideas concerning the Canon, nor a platform where he

solely discussed his ideas, innovations or theories related to the Canon. Furthermore, Ibn

Jumayʿ’s comments were usually not of much practical use and it is therefore unlikely the

commentary was addressed to novices or practicing physicians. Instead, Ibn Jumayʿ is likely to

have addressed a patron and like-minded scholars in front of whom he could showcase his

competence to interpret and correct the Canon. Writing for a patron brought financial and

social benefits, especially if one was able to interpret and correct an authority like Ibn Sīnā

and thus demonstrate his power over other physicians who were probably less conversant in

the Canon or the works of Galen. Rulers such as Saladin (who could theoretically be the

anonymous addressee of the Canon commentary) or other high-ranking court officials were

looking for only the best physicians to whom they could entrust their lives and the lives of

those at the court. In this context, Ibn Jumayʿ’s comments such as those on headaches can be

viewed not as a conglomeration of discussions concerned with minutiae but rather as the

attempt to certify that Ibn Jumayʿ was the best physician available. Moreover, with comments

such as those on the definition of medicine or human dissection, Ibn Jumayʿ depicted himself

not only as an erudite scholar, but also as an experienced physician who could be trusted

when it came to practicing the art of medicine and saving the lives of those who lived at the

court.

It remains to be asked if, by writing his commentary, Ibn Jumayʿ succeeded in reviving the art

of medicine and establishing himself as a respected scholar among the likes of Ibn Sīnā, Galen
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and Hippocrates. The present thesis has shown that, whether through his interpretation of

Ibn Sīnā’s definition of medicine, his stance on human dissection, or the innumerable text

critical comments, Ibn Jumayʿ has clarified and corrected the Canon in several instances. Ibn

Jumayʿ was particularly concerned with Galen’s teachings and the court physician would go

into great detail if he felt that Ibn Sīnā had not properly represented the views of Galen. Yet

Ibn Jumayʿ was not only concerned about restoring Galen’s writings, but also those of other

authorities including Ibn Sīnā himself. Ibn Jumayʿ wrote more than one thousand comments

in order to refine the medical compendium of the raʾīs. We can therefore say that Ibn Jumayʿ

brought the all-encompassing compendium to a new level of perfection and thus succeeded in

reviving those medical teachings which he felt were inadequately represented in the Canon.

As for Ibn Jumayʿ’s importance as a scholar, we compared his contributions to those of some

other relevant physicians. Whilst Ibn Jumayʿ’s methods and achievements are comparable to

those of historical celebrities such as Ibn an-Nāfīs or Maimonides, it is unlikely that they will

ever be as well-known as the theory that there are no passages between the ventricles of the

heart or the medical excerpt collections of a famous theologian. Moreover, it is clear that

scholars have forgotten the achievements of Ibn Jumayʿ over the centuries. It is hoped,

however, that this thesis will go some way towards bringing back to memory a long forgotten

court physician who worked assiduously to be remembered in history. While he will not be

mentioned among luminaries such as Galen or Hippocrates, Ibn Jumayʿ was nonetheless

successful in attaching his name to one of the greatest stars of medical history, the raʾīs Ibn

Sīnā. Having written a well-researched, balanced and critical Canon commentary, Ibn Jumayʿ

needs to be given a permanent place in the history of medicine as the author of the first

medical commentary on Ibn Sīnā’s seminal Canon of Medicine.

- 243 -



VI. Appendix

1. Key to the references to the Canon Commentary (CC)

P = Princeton, NJ, Princeton University, Garret Collection, MS 556H894 
B = Oxford, Bodleian Library, MS Marsh 390

The commentary is divided into individual comments which usually start with a quote from

the Canon (marked with qāla ar-raʾīs) and Ibn Jumayʿ’s subsequent comments. The following

division (which has been used throughout the thesis) follows this general division with a few

exceptions. If two or more comments refer to the same sentence or are very closely linked in

other ways, they may be grouped together as one comment. This happens most frequently in

the division of Ibn Jumayʿ’s comments on Book Two of the Canon. For instance, CC II, 161 refers

to Ibn Jumayʿ’s comments on Ibn Sīnā’s entry on fish (samaka). Ibn Jumayʿ cites eleven

different sentences from Ibn Sīnā’s entry and comments on each. These eleven short

comments will, however, be presented as one comment in the following division as they are

closely related to each other.

Certain comments may not refer to a particular passage in the Canon and are not introduced

by a quote (see Ibn Jumayʿ’s remarks on human dissection, CC I, 63). Moreover, the preface (CC

P) and first Jumlah (CC J) are general comments on the Canon and do not refer to particular

passages in the Canon. In such instances, the division adopted will follow units of meaning or

divisions as suggested by manuscript P through red overlinings.

894. The complete manuscript is available online at http://arks.princeton.edu/ark:/88435/pz50gw161
(accessed 11 April 2012).
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The following key provides references to the primary source text. Throughout the thesis,

“CC” is used to refer to Ibn Jumayʿ’s Canon commentary. For instance, “CC J, 1” refers to the

first entry in section CC J (First Jumlah of the Commentary), namely “P 2a B 2a-b”. The

numbers following P and B refer to the foliation in the Princeton and Bodleian manuscripts

respectively. “P 2a B 2a-b” thus refers to folio 2a (recto) in the Princeton manuscript and

folios 2a (recto) - 2b (verso) in the Bodleian manuscript.

CC P (The Preface of the Commentary)

1 P 1b B 1a
2 P 1b B 1a
3 P 1b B 1a
4 P 1b B 1a-1b

5 P 1b B 1b
6 P 1b-2a B 1b
7 P 2a B 1b-2a
8 P 2a B 2a

CC J (First Jumlah of the Commentary)

1 P 2a B 2a-2b
2 P 2a-2b B 2b
3 P 2b B 2b-3a
4 P 2b B 3a
5 P 2b-3a B 3a-3b
6 P 3a B 3b-4a
7 P 3a B 4a

8 P 3a-3b B 4a-4b
9 P 3b B 4b
10 P 3b B 4b-5a
11 P 3b-4a B 5a-5b
12 P 4a B 5b
13 P 4a B 5b-6a

(The second Jumlah of the Commentary comprises CC I-V:)

CC I (Comments on the First Book of the Canon)

1 P 4a-4b B 6a-7a
2 P 4b B 7a
3 P 4b-5a B 7a
4 P 5a B 7a-b
5 P 5a B 7b
6 P 5a B 7b-8a
7 P 5a-5b B 8a
8 P 5b-6a B 8a-9b
9 P 6a-6b B 9b-10a
10 P 6b B 10a
11 P 6b B 10a
12 P 6b B 10a
13 P 6b B 10a-10b
14 P 6b B 10b
15 P 6b B 10b

16 P 7a B 10b-11a
17 P 7a B 11a
18 P 7a B 11a-b
19 P 7a-7b B 11b
20 P 7b B 11b-12a
21 P 7b B 12a
22 P 7b-8a B 12a-12b
23 P 8a B 12b
24 P 8a B 13a
25 P 8a B 13a-13b
26 P 8a-8b B 13b
27 P 8b B 13b
28 P 8b B 13b
29 P 8b B 13b-14a
30 P 8b B 14a-14b
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31 P 9a B 14b
32 P 9a-b B 14b-16a
33 P 9b-10a B 16a-16b
34 P 10a B 16b-17a
35 P 10a B 17a
36 P 10a-10b B 17a
37 P 10b B 17a
38 P 10b B 17a-17b
39 P 10b B 17b
40 P 10b B 17b
41 P 10b-11a B 17b-18a
42 P 11a B 18a
43 P 11a B 18a-18b
44 P 11a-11b B 18b-19b
45 P 11b B 19b
46 P 11b B 19b
47 P 11b-12a B 19b-20a
48 P 12a B 20a-b
49 P 12a B 20b
50 P 12a-12b B 20b
51 P 12b B 20b
52 P 12b B 20b-21a
53 P 12b B 21a
54 P 12b B 21a
55 P 12b-13a B 21a-22a
56 P 13a B 22a
57 P 13a-13b B 22a-22b
58 P 13b B 22b
59 P 13b B 22b
60 P 13b B 22b-23a
61 P 13b B 23a
62 P 13b-14a B 23a-24a
63 P 14a-14b B 23a-24a
64 P 14b B 24a
65 P 14b B 24a-24b
66 P 14b B 24b
67 P 14b B 24b
68 P 14b-15a B 24b-25a
69 P 15a-15b B 25a-26a
70 P 15b B 26a
71 P 15b B 26a-26b
72 P 15b-16a B 26b
73 P 16a B 26b-27a
74 P 16a B 27a
75 P 16b B 27a-27b
76 P 16b B 27b
77 P 16b-17a B 27b
78 P 17a B 28a
79 P 17a B 28a-28b
80 P 17a-17b B 28b
81 P 17b B 28b-29a
82 P 17b B 29a
83 P 17b-18a B 29a-29b
84 P 18a P 29b
85 P 18a B 29b
86 P 18a B 29b-30a
87 P 18a B 30a

88 P 18a-18b B 30a
89 P 18b B 30a-30b
90 P 18b B 30b
91 P 18b B 30b
92 P 18b-19a B 30b-31a
93 P 19a B 31a
94 P 19a B 31a
95 P 19a B 31a-31b
96 P 19a B 31b
97 P 19a B 31b
98 P 19a B 31b-19a
99 P 19a-19b B 31b
100 P 19b B 31b-32a
101 P 19b B 32a
102 P 19b-20a B 32a-32b
103 P 20a B 32b
104 P 20a-21a B 32b-35a
105 P 21a-21b B 35a-36a
106 P 21b-22a B 36a-36b
107 P 22a B 36b
108 P 22a B 36b
109 P 22b B 37a
110 P 22b B 37a
111 P 22b B 37a
112 P 22b B 37a-37b
113 P 22b-23a B 37b-38a
114 P 23a B 38a
115 P 23a-23b B 38a-39a
116 P 23b B 39a
117 P 23b B 39a
118 P 23b B 39a
119 P 23b-24a B 39a-39b
120 P 24a B 39b
121 P 24a B 39b
122 P 24a B 39b-40a
123 P 24a-24b B 40a
124 P 24b B 40a-40b
125 P 24b B 40b
126 P 24b B 40b
127 P 24b-25a B 40b-41a
128 P 25a B 41a
129 P 25a B 41a-41b
130 P 25a B 41b
131 P 25a-25b B 41b-42a
132 P 25b B 42a
133 P 25b B 42a
134 P 25b B 42a
135 P 25b B 42a
136 P 25b B 42b
137 P 25b B 42b
138 P 25b B 42b
139 P 25b B 42b
140 P 25b-26a B 42b-43a
141 P 26a B 43a
142 P 26a B 43a
143 P 26a B 43a
144 P 26a B 43a-43b
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145 P 26a-26b B 43b
146 P 26b B 43b
147 P 26b B 43b
148 P 26b B 43b-44a
149 P 26b B 44a
150 P 26b B 44a
151 P 26b B 44a
152 P 27a B 44a-44b
153 P 27a B 44b
154 P 27a B 44b
155 P 27a B 44b
156 P 27a B 44b
157 P 27a-27b B 45a
158 P 27b B 45a
159 P 27b B 45a-45b
160 P 27b-28a B 45b-46a
161 P 28a B 46a
162 P 28a B 46a
163 P 28a B 46a-b
164 P 28a-28b B 46b
165 P 28b B 46b-47a
166 P 28b B 47a
167 P 28b B 47a-47b
168 P 28b-29a B 47b
169 P 29a B 47b
170 P 29a B 47b
171 P 29a B 47b-48a
172 P 29a-29b B 48a
173 P 29b B 48b
174 P 29b B 48b
175 P 29b B 49a
176 P 29b-30a B 49a-49b
177 P 30a-b B 49b-50a
178 P 30b B 50a
179 P 30b B 50a-50b
180 P 30b-31a B 50b-51b
181 P 31a-31b B 51b
182 P 31b B 51b-52a
183 P 31b B 52a
184 P 31b B 52a
185 P 31b-32a B 52a
186 P 32a B 52a-53a
187 P 32b B 53a-53b
188 P 32b-33a B 53b-54a
189 P 33a B 54a
190 P 33a B 54b
191 P 33a-33b B 54b-55a
192 P 33b B 55a-55b
193 P 33b B 55b
194 P 34a B 55b
195 P 34a B 55b
196 P 34a B 55b
197 P 34a B 56a
198 P 34a B 56a
199 P 34a-34b B 56b
200 P 34b B 56b-57b
201 P 35a B 57b

202 P 35a B 57b
203 P 35a-35b B 58a
204 P 35b B 58a-58b
205 P 35b-36a B 58b-59a
206 P 36a B 59a
207 P 36a-36b B 59b
208 P 36b B 60a-60b
209 P 36b B 60b
210 P 36b B 60b
211 P 36b B 60b
212 P 36b B 60b
213 P 37a B 60b-61a
214 P 37a B 61a
215 P 37a B 61a
216 P 37a B 61a
217 P 37a B 61a-61b
218 P 37a B 61b
219 P 37a-37b B 61b
220 P 37b B 61b
221 P 37b B 61b
222 P 37b B 61b-62b
223 P 37b B 62b
224 P 37b B 62b
225 P 37b B 62b
226 P 37b B 62b
227 P 38a B 62b
228 P 38a B 62b
229 P 38a B 62b
230 P 38a - omitted -
231 P 38a B 63a
232 P 38b B 63a
233 P 38b P 63a
234 P 38b P 63a-63b
235 P 38b P 63b
236 P 38b P 63b-64a
237 P 38b P 64a
238 P 38b P 64a
239 P 39a P 64a
240 P 39a B 64b
241 P 39a B 64b
242 P 39a-b B 64b
243 P 39b B 64b-65a
244 P 39b B 65a
245 P 39b B 65a
246 P 39b B 65a-65b
247 P 39b B 65b
248 P 39b-40a B 65b
249 P 40a B 66a
250 P 40a B 66a
251 P 40a B 66a
252 P 40a B 66a-66b
253 P 40a-40b B 66b
254 P 40b B 66b
255 P 40b B 66b-67a
256 P 40b B 67a
257 P 40b-41a B 67a-68a
258 P 41a B 68a
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259 P 41a B 68a
260 P 41a B 68a-68b
261 P 41a B 68b
262 P 41b B 68b
263 P 41b B 68b
264 P 41b B 68b-69b
265 P 41b-42a B 69b
266 P 42a B 69b
267 P 42a B 69b-70a
268 P 42a B 70a
269 P 42a B 70a
270 P 42a-42b B 70a-70b
271 P 42b B 70b
272 P 42b P 70b-71a
273 P 42b-43a B 71a
274 P 43a B 71a

275 P 43a B 71a-71b
276 P 43a B 71b
277 P 43a B 71b
278 P 43a B 71b
279 P 43a B 71b
280 P 43a-43b B 71b-72a
281 P 43b B 72a
282 P 43b B 72a
283 P 43b B 72a
284 P 43b B 72a
285 P 43b B 72a
286 P 43b B 72a-72b
287 P 43b B 72b
288 P 43b B 72b

CC II (Comments on the Second Book of the Canon)

1 P 44a B 73a
2 P 44a B 73a
3 P 44a B 73a-73b
4 P 44a B 73b
5 P 44a B 73b
6 P 44a-44b B 73b
7 P 44b B 73b
8 P 44b B 73b-74a
9 P 44b-45a B 74a-74b
10 P 45a B 74b-75a
11 P 45a-45b B 75a-75b
12 P 45b-46a B 75b-76a
13 P 46a B 76a
14 P 46a-46b B 76a-77a
15 P 46b B 77a-77b
16 P 46b B 77b
17 P 46b-47a B 77b
18 P 47a B 77b-78a
19 P 47a B 78a
20 P 47a B 78a
21 P 47a B 78a-78b
22 P 47a-47b B 78b
23 P 47b B 78b
24 P 47b B 78b-79a
25 P 47b B 79a
26 P 47b B 79a
27 P 47b-48a B 79a-79b
28 P 48a B 79b
29 P 48a B 79b-80a
30 P 48b-49a B 80a-81a
31 P 49a-49b B 81a
32 P 49b B 81b-82b
33 P 49b-50a B 82b-83a

34 P 50a B 83a
35 P 50a B 83a
36 P 50a B 83a-83b
37 P 50a B 83b
38 P 50a B 83b
39 P 50a-50b B 83b
40 P 50b B 83b
41 P 50b B 83b
42 P 50b B 83b-84a
43 P 50b-51a B 84a-84b
44 P 51a B 84b
45 P 51a-51b B 84b-85b
46 P 51b B 85b
47 P 51b-52a B 85b-86a
48 P 52a B 86a-86b
49 P 52a-52b B 86b
50 P 52b B 86b-87a
51 P 52b B 87a
52 P 52b B 87a-87b
53 P 52b-53a B 87b
54 P 53a B 87b
55 P 53a B 87b-88a
56 P 53a B 88a
57 P 53a B 88a
58 P 53a B 88a-88b
59 P 53a-53b B 88b
60 P 53b B 88b
61 P 53b B 88b
62 P 53b B 88b-89a
63 P 53b B 89a
64 P 53b-54a B 89a
65 P 54a B 89a
66 P 54a B 89a-89b
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67 P 54a B 89b
68 P 54a B 89b
69 P 54a B 89b-90a
70 P 54a-54b B 90a
71 P 54b B 90a-90b
72 P 54b B 90b
73 P 54b B 90b
74 P 54b-55a B 90b-91a
75 P 55a B 91a
76 P 55a B 91a-91b
77 P 55a B 91b
78 P 55b B 91b
79 P 55b B 91b
80 P 55b B 91b-92a
81 P 55b B 92a
82 P 55b-56a B 92a-93a
83 P 56a B 93a
84 P 56a-56b B 93a
85 P 56b B 93a
86 P 56b B 93a-93b
87 P 56b B 93b
88 P 56b B 93b
89 P 56b-57a B 93b-94a
90 P 57a B 94a
91 P 57a B 94a-94b
92 P 57a-57b B 94b
93 P 57b B 94b-95a
94 P 57b B 95a
95 P 57b-58a B 95a-95b
96 P 58a-58b B 95b-96a
97 P 58b B 96a
98 P 58b B 96a
99 P 58b B 96a-96b
100 P 58b B 96b
101 P 58b-59a B 96b
102 P 59a B 97a-97b
103 P 59a B 97b
104 P 59a-59b B 97b-98a
105 P 59b B 98a
106 P 59b B 98a
107 P 59b-60a B 98b-99a
108 P 60a B 99a-99b
109 P 60b B 99b-100a
110 P 60b B 100a
111 P 60b-61a B 100a
112 P 61a B 100a-100b
113 P 61a B 100b
114 P 61a B 100b
115 P 61a B 100b
116 P 61a-61b B 100b-101a
117 P 61b B 101a-101b
118 P 61b B 101b
119 P 61b-62a B 101b
120 P 62a B 101b-102a
121 P 62a B 102a
122 P 62a B 102a-b
123 P 62a-62b B 102b

124 P 62b B 102b
125 P 62b B 102b
126 P 62b B 102b-103a
127 P 62b B 103a
128 P 62b B 103a
129 P 62b B 103a
130 P 62b-63a B 103a-103b
131 P 63a-63b B 103b-104b
132 P 63b B 104b
133 P 63b-64a B 104b
134 P 64a B 104b-105a
135 P 64a B 105a-105b
136 P 64a B 105b
137 P 64a-64b B 105b-106a
138 P 64b B 106a
139 P 64b-65b B 106b-107a
140 P 65b B 107a
141 P 65b B 107a-107b
142 P 65b-66a B 107b-108a
143 P 66a B 108a
144 P 66a B 108a
145 P 66a B 108a
146 P 66a B 108a
147 P 66a B 108a
148 P 66a B 108b
149 P 66a B 108b
150 P 66a-66b B 108b
151 P 66b B 108b-109a
152 P 66b B 109a
153 P 66b B 109a
154 P 66b B 109a
155 P 66b-67a B 109a-109b
156 P 67a B 109b
157 P 67a-67b B 109b-111a
158 P 67b-68a B 111a-111b
159 P 68a B 111b
160 P 68a B 111b
161 P 68a-69b B 111b-113b
162 P 69b B 113b
163 P 69b-70a B 114a-114b
164 P 70a B 114b
165 P 70a B 114b
166 P 70a B 114b-115a
167 P 70a-70b B 115a
168 P 70b B 115a
169 P 70b B 115a-115b
170 P 70b B 115b
171 P 70b-71a B 115b-116a
172 P 71a B 116a
173 P 71a B 116a
174 P 71a B 116a
175 P 71a B 116-116b
176 P 71a B 116b
177 P 71a B 116b
178 P 71a-71b B 116b
179 P 71b B 116b
180 P 71b B 116b
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181 P 71b B 117a
182 P 71b B 117a
183 P 71b B 117a
184 P 71b B 117a
185 P 71b-72a B 117b-118a
186 P 72a B 118a
187 P 72a-72b B 118a
188 P 72b B 118b-119a
189 P 72b-73a B 119a
190 P 73a B 119a-119b
191 P 73a B 119b
192 P 73a B 119b
193 P 73a B 119b
194 P 73a B 119b-120a
195 P 73a B 120a
196 P 73a B 120a
197 P 73a B 120a
198 P 73a-73b B 120a
199 P 73b B 120a-120b

200 P 73b B 120b
201 P 73b B 120b
202 P 73b B 120b
203 P 73b-74a B 120b-121a
204 P 74a B 121a
205 P 74a B 121a-121b
206 P 74a B 121b
207 P 74a B 121b
208 P 74a B 121b
209 P 74a-74b B 121b
210 P 74b B 121b-122a
211 P 74b B 122a
212 P 74b B 122a-122b
213 P 74b-75a B 122b
214 P 75a B 122b
215 P 75a B 122b-123a
216 P 75a B 123a
217 P 75a B 123a

CC III (Comments on the Third Book of the Canon)

1 P 75a B 123a
2 P 75a-75b B 123a-123b
3 P 75b B 123b
4 P 75b B 123b-124a
5 P 75b B 124a
6 P 75b B 124a
7 P 75b-76a B 124a
8 P 76a B 124a
9 P 76a B 124a-124b
10 P 76a-76b B 124b-125a
11 P 76b B 125a
12 P 76b B 125a
13 P 76b B 125a
14 P 76b B 125a
15 P 76b B 125a-125b
16 P 76b-77a B 125b
17 P 77a B 125b
18 P 77a B 125b-126a
19 P 77a B 126a-126b
20 P 77a-77b B 126b
21 P 77b B 126b
22 P 77b B 126b
23 P 77b B 126b-127a
24 P 77b B 127a
25 P 77b B 127a
26 P 77b B 127a
27 P 77b B 127a
28 P 77b-78a B 127a-127b
29 P 78a B 127b
30 P 78a B 127b

31 P 78a B 127b-128a
32 P 78a-78b B 128a
33 P 78b B 128a
34 P 78b B 128a
35 P 78b B 128a-128b
36 P 78b B 128b
37 P 78b B 128b
38 P 78b B 128b
39 P 78b B 128b
40 P 79a B 128b-129a
41 P 79a B 129a
42 P 79a B 129a
43 P 79a B 129a-129b
44 P 79a B 129b
45 P 79a B 129b
46 P 79a-79b B 129b
47 P 79b B 129b-130a
48 P 79b B 130a
49 P 79b B 130a
50 P 79b B 130a
51 P 79b B 130a-130b
52 P 80a B 130b
53 P 80a B 130b
54 P 80a B 130b
55 P 80a B 130b-131a
56 P 80a B 131a
57 P 80a B 131a
58 P 80a B 131a
59 P 80a-80b B 131a
60 P 80b B 131a-131b
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61 P 80b B 131b
62 P 80b - omitted -
63 P 80b B 131b
64 P 80b-81a B 131b
65 P 81a B 132a
66 P 81a B 132a
67 P 81a B 132a
68 P 81a-81b B 132b-133a
69 P 81b B 133a-133b
70 P 81b-82a B 133b
71 P 82a B 133b
72 P 82a B 133b
73 P 82a B 133b-134a
74 P 82a B 134a
75 P 82a B 134a
76 P 82a B 134a
77 P 82a B 134a
78 P 82a-82b B 134a
79 P 82b B 134a-134b
80 P 82b B 134b
81 P 82b B 134b
82 P 82b B 134b
83 P 82b B 134b-135a
84 P 82b B 135a
85 P 82b-83a B 135a
86 P 83a B 135a-135b
87 P 83a B 135b
88 P 83a-83b B 135b-136a
89 P 83b B 136b (different order)
90 P 83b B 136b (different order)
91 P 83b B 136b (different order)
92 P 83b B 136a
93 P 83b B 136a
94 P 83b B 136a
95 P 83b B 136a
96 P 83b-84a B 136a-136b
97 P 84a B 137a
98 P 84a B 137a
99 P 84a-84b B 137b
100 P 84b B 137b
101 P 84b B 137b
102 P 84b B 137b
103 P 84b B 137b
104 P 84b B 138a
105 P 84b-85a B 138a-138b
106 P 85a B 138b
107 P 85a B 139a
108 P 85a B 139a
109 P 85a B 139a
110 P 85a B 139a
111 P 85a-85b B 139a
112 P 85b B 139a-139b
113 P 85b B 139b
114 P 85b B 139b
115 P 85b B 139b
116 P 85b B 139b-140a
117 P 85b B 140a

118 P 85b B 140a
119 P 85b-86a B 140a
120 P 86a B 140a
121 P 86a B 140a
122 P 86a B 140a
123 P 86a B 140a-140b
124 P 86a B 140b-141a
125 P 86a B 141a
126 P 86a-86b B 141a
127 P 86b B 141a-141b
128 P 86b B 141b
129 P 86b B 141b
130 P 86b B 141b
131 P 86b B 141b-142a
132 P 86b-87a B 142a
133 P 87a B 142a-142b
134 P 87a B 142b
135 P 87a B 142b
136 P 87a-87b B 142b-143a
137 P 87b B 143a
138 P 87b B 143a
139 P 87b B 143b
140 P 87b B 143b
141 P 87b-88a B 143b
142 P 88a B 143b
143 P 88a B 143b-144a
144 P 88a B 144a
145 P 88a B 144a
146 P 88a-88b B 144a-144b
147 P 88b B 144b
148 P 88b B 144b
149 P 88b B 144b
150 P 88b B 144b-145a
151 P 88b B 145a
152 P 88b-89a B 145a
153 P 89a B 145a-145b
154 P 89a B 145b
155 P 89a B 145b
156 P 89a B 145b
157 P 89a B 145b
158 P 89a-89b B 145b-146a
159 P 89b B 146a
160 P 89b B 146a
161 P 89b B 146a-146b
162 P 89b-90a B 146b-147a
163 P 90a B 147a
164 P 90a B 147a
165 P 90a B 147a-147a
166 P 90a B 147b
167 P 90a B 147b
168 P 90a B 147b
169 P 90a B 147b
170 P 90a-90b B 147b-148a
171 P 90b B 148a
172 P 90b-91a B 148a-148b
173 P 91a B 148b
174 P 91a B 148b-149a
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175 P 91a B 149a
176 P 91a B 149a
177 P 91a-91b B 149a-149b
178 P 91b B 149b
179 P 91b B 149b
180 P 91b B 149b
181 P 91b B 149b-150a
182 P 91b-92a B 150a
183 P 92a B 150a-150b
184 P 92a B 150b
185 P 92a B 150b
186 P 92a B 150b
187 P 92a B 150b-151a
188 P 92a-92b B 151a
189 P 92b B 151a
190 P 92b B 151a-151b
191 P 92b B 151b-152a
192 P 92b B 152a
193 P 92b-93a B 152a
194 P 93a B 152a-152b
195 P 93a B 152b
196 P 93a B 152b
197 P 93a-93b B 152b-153a
198 P 93b B 153a
199 P 93b B 153a-153b
200 P 93b B 153b
201 P 93b-94a B 153b-154a
202 P 94a B 154a
203 P 94a B 154a
204 P 94a B 154a-154b
205 P 94a B 154b
206 P 94a-94b B 154b-155a
207 P 94b B 155a
208 P 94b B 155a
209 P 94b B 155a-155b
210 P 94b B 155b
211 P 94b B 155b
212 P 95a B 155b
213 P 95a B 155b-156a
214 P 95a B 156a
215 P 95a B 156a
216 P 95a B 156a-156b
217 P 95b B 156b
218 P 95b B 156b
219 P 95b B 156b
220 P 95b B 156b
221 P 95b B 157a
222 P 95b B 157a
223 P 96a B 157a-157b
224 P 96a B 157b
225 P 96a B 157b
226 P 96a B 157b
227 P 96a B 157b-158a
228 P 96a B 158a
229 P 96a B 158a
230 P 96a-96b B 158a
231 P 96b B 158a-158b

232 P 96b B 158b
233 P 96b B 158b-159a
234 P 96b-97a B 159a
235 P 97a B 159a
236 P 97a B 159a
237 P 97a B 159a
238 P 97a B 159a
239 P 97a B 159a
240 P 97a B 159a-159b
241 P 97a B 159b
242 P 97a B 159b
243 P 97a-97b B 159b
244 P 97b B 159b-160a
245 P 97b B 160a
246 P 97b B 160a
247 P 97b B 160a
248 P 97b B 160a
249 P 97b B 160a-160b
250 P 97b-98a B 160b-161a
251 P 98a B 161a
252 P 98a B 161a
253 P 98a-98b B 161a-161b
254 P 98b B 161b
255 P 98b B 161b
256 P 98b B 161b-162a
257 P 98b B 162a
258 P 98b-99a B 162a
259 P 99a B 162a
260 P 99a B 162a
261 P 99a B 162a-162b
262 P 99a B 162b
263 P 99a B 162b
264 P 99a B 162b-163a
265 P 99a-99b B 163a
266 P 99b B 163a
267 P 99b B 163a
268 P 99b B 163a-163b
269 P 99b-100a B 163b
270 P 100a B 163b
271 P 100a B 163b-164a
272 P 100a B 164a
273 P 100a B 164a
274 P 100a B 164a
275 P 100a B 164a
276 P 100a B 164a
277 P 100a B 164a
278 P 100a B 164a-164b
279 P 100a-100b B 164b-165a
280 P 100b B 165a
281 P 100b B 165a
282 P 100b B 165a
283 P 100b-101a B 165a-165b
284 P 101a B 165b
285 P 101a B 165b
286 P 101a B 165b
287 P 101a B 165b
288 P 101a B 165b
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289 P 101a B 165b-166a
290 P 101a B 166a
291 P 101a B 166a
292 P 101a-101b B 166a-166b
293 P 101b B 166b
294 P 101b B 166b
295 P 101b B 166b
296 P 101b B 166b
297 P 101b B 166b-167a
298 P 101b-102a B 167a
299 P 102a B 167a
300 P 102a B 167a-167b
301 P 102a B 167b
302 P 102a B 167b
303 P 102a B 167b
304 P 102a B 167b
305 P 102a B 167b-168a
306 P 102a-102b B 168a
307 P 102b B 168a
308 P 102b B 168a
309 P 102b B 168a-168b
310 P 102b-103a B 168b
311 P 103a B 168b
312 P 103a B 168b
313 P 103a-103b B 168b-170a
314 P 103b B 170a
315 P 103b B 170a
316 P 103b B 170a
317 P 103b B 170a
318 P 103b-104a B 170a
319 P 104a B 170a-170b
320 P 104a B 170b
321 P 104a B 170b
322 P 104a B 170b
323 P 104a B 170b
324 P 104a B 170b
325 P 104a B 170b-171a
326 P 104a-104b B 171a
327 P 104b B 171a
328 P 104b B 171a
329 P 104b B 171a
330 P 104b B 171a
331 P 104b B 171a
332 P 104b B 171a
333 P 104b B 171b
334 P 104b B 171b
335 P 104b-105a B 171b-172a
336 P 105a B 172a

337 P 105a B 172a
338 P 105a B 172a
339 P 105a B 172a
340 P 105a B 172a-172b
341 P 105a B 172b
342 P 105a-105b B 172b
343 P 105b B 172b
344 P 105b B 172b
345 P 105b B 172b
346 P 105b B 172b
347 P 105b B 172b
348 P 105b B 172b-173a
349 P 105b B 173a
350 P 105b B 173a
351 P 105b B 173a
352 P 105b B 173a
353 P 105b B 173a
354 P 105b-106a B 173a-173b
355 P 106a B 173b
356 P 106a B 173b
357 P 106a B 173b
358 P 106a B 173b
359 P 106a B 173b
360 P 106a B 173b
361 P 106a B 173b-174a
362 P 106a B 174a
363 P 106a B 174a
364 P 106a B 174a
365 P 106-106b B 174a
366 P 106b B 174a
367 P 106b B 174a-174b
368 P 106b B 174b
369 P 106b B 174b
370 P 106b B 174b
371 P 106b B 174b
372 P 106b B 174b-175a
373 P 106b-107a B 175a
374 P 107a B 175a
375 P 107a B 175a
376 P 107a B 175a
377 P 107a B 175a
378 P 107a B 175a-175b
379 P 107a B 175b
380 P 107a-107b B 175b
381 P 107b B 175b
382 P 107b B 176b-176a
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CC IV (Comments on the Fourth Book of the Canon)

1 P 107b B 176a
2 P 107b B 176a
3 P 107b B 176a
4 P 107b B 176a
5 P 107b B 176a-176b
6 P 107b-108a B 176b
7 P 108a B 176b
8 P 108a B 176b-177a
9 P 108a B 177a
10 P 108a B 177a
11 P 108a-108b B 177a-177b
12 P 108b B 177b
13 P 108b B 177b-178a
14 P 108b B 178a
15 P 108b-109a B 178a-178b
16 P 109a B 178b
17 P 109a B 178b
18 P 109a B 178b
19 P 109a B 178b
20 P 109a B 178b
21 P 109a B 179a
22 P 109a-109b B 179a-179b
23 P 109b B 179b
24 P 109b B 179b-180a
25 P 109b B 180a
26 P 109b-110a B 180a
27 P 110a B 180a
28 P 110a B 180a-180b
29 P 110a B 180b
30 P 110a B 180b
31 P 110a B 180b
32 P 110a B 180b
33 P 110a B 180b
34 P 110a B 180b
35 P 110a B 180b
36 P 110a B 180b-181a
37 P 110a-110b B 181a
38 P 110b B 181a
39 P 110b B 181a
40 P 110b B 181a
41 P 110b B 181a-181b
42 P 110b B 181b
43 P 110b B 181b
44 P 110b-111a B 181b
45 P 111a B 182a
46 P 111a B 182a
47 P 111a B 182a
48 P 111a-111b B 182b
49 P 111b B 182b
50 P 111b B 182b
51 P 111b B 183a
52 P 111b B 183a

53 P 111b B 183a
54 P 111b B 183a
55 P 111b-112a B 183a
56 P 112a-112b B 183b-184b
57 P 112b B 184b
58 P 112b B 184b
59 P 112b B 185a
60 P 112b B 185a
61 P 112b B 185a
62 P 112b B 185a
63 P 112b B 185a
64 P 113a B 185a-185b
65 P 113a B 185b
66 P 113a B 186a
67 P 113a-113b B 186a
68 P 113b B 186b
69 P 113b B 186b
70 P 113b B 186b
71 P 113b B 186b-187a
72 P 113b B 187a
73 P 113b B 187a
74 P 113b B 187a
75 P 113b B 187a
76 P 113b B 187a
77 P 113b B 187a
78 P 113b-114a B 187a
79 P 114a B 187a
80 P 114a B 187a
81 P 114a B 187b
82 P 114a B 187b
83 P 114a B 187b
84 P 114a B 187b
85 P 114a B 187b
86 P 114a B 187b
87 P 114a B 188a
88 P 114a-114b B 188a
89 P 114b B 188b
90 P 114b B 188b
91 P 114b B 188b
92 P 114b-115a B 189b-189a
93 P 115a B 189a
94 P 115a B 189a
95 P 115a B 189a
96 P 115a B 189a
97 P 115a B 189a
98 P 115a B 189a
99 P 115a B 189a
100 P 115a B 189a
101 P 115a B 189b
102 P 115a B 189b
103 P 115a B 189b
104 P 115a B 189b
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105 P 115b B 190a
106 P 115b B 190a
107 P 115b B 190a
108 P 115b B 190a
109 P 115b B 190a
110 P 115b B 190a
111 P 115b B 190a
112 P 115b B 190a-190b
113 P 115b-116a B 190b
114 P 116a B 190b
115 P 116a B 190b

116 P 116a B 190b
117 P 116a B 190b
118 P 116a B 190b
119 P 116a B 190b
120 P 116a - omitted - 
121 P 116a - omitted -
122 P 116a - omitted -
123 P 116a - omitted -
124 P 116a - omitted -
125 P 116a - omitted -

CC V (Comments on the Fifth Book of the Canon)

1 P 116b - omitted -
2 P 116b - omitted -
3 P 116b-117a - omitted -
4 P 117a - omitted -
5 P 117a - omitted -
6 P 117a - omitted -
7 P 117a - omitted -
8 P 117a - omitted -
9 P 117a - omitted -
10 P 117a-117b - omitted -
11 P 117b - omitted -
12 P 117b - omitted -
13 P 117b - omitted -
14 P 117b - omitted -
15 P 117b - omitted -
16 P 117b-118a - omitted -
17 P 118a - omitted -
18 P 118a-118b - omitted -
19 P 118b - omitted -

20 P 118b - omitted -
21 P 118b - omitted -
22 P 118b - omitted -
23 P 118b-119a - omitted -
24 P 119a B 191a
25 P 119a B 191a-191b
26 P 119a B 191b
27 P 119a B 191b
28 P 119b B 191b
29 P 119b B 191b-192a
30 P 119b B 192a
31 P 119b B 192a
32 P 119b B 192a
33 P 119b B 192a
34 P 119b B 192a
35 P 119b-120a B 192b
36 P 120a B 192b
37 P 120a B 192b
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2. Edition of Arabic texts

While the following editions of Arabic texts aim to stay close to the original manuscripts,

shadda, tāʾ marbūṭa, and hamza will always be given (e.g. الادو اـــــيان, يرـــــله, ـــــى ســـــ will be presented as أنّ,

اـــــــــــيالادٔو يرـــــــــــلة, ـــــــــــئ ســـــــــــ ). Moreover, the texts are occasionally voweled, but vocalisation found in

manuscripts will be explicitly indicated. Divisions into sentences and paragraphs are a matter

of interpretation but will usually follow the divisions of a text as suggested by copyists of the

manuscripts consulted. For instance, the copyist of manuscript P indicated the beginning of

new units of meaning by red overlinings placed above the unit’s first word. This will be

represented by a new paragraph. If more than one manuscript was available, variants will be

given if two radically different readings are found.895

CC P, 1

ـكن ـسيايـتـ ـللاالـطأّدىـ ـبقّهـ ـحياكـ ـضتاوفـنـ ـكترمـأيفـينـَـ ـئيرلـاابـ ـعليبـأسـ ـعبنبـيـ ـللادـ ـسيننبـّهـ ـ اـ

ـلملقا ـ ـ ـلقابـّبـ ـبلغامـرتَـكذ,وننـاـ ـ ـلحكيانعـكـ ـ ـ ـلفامـ ـلمتطبالـضاـ ـ ـ ـ ـلسدنـالاّبـ ـلتجانمـلاًـجرأنّوهـويّـ ـ ارـ ّ
ـجل ـلعانمـبـ ـنسخراقـ ـ ـلكتاذاـهنمـةًـ ـ ـتحسينهيفـغلـُوبـدقـابـ ـ ـ ـ ـ ـتحفأفـ.اـ ـ ـبههـ ـتق,اـ ابـرّـ ـليإً ـيكملـو.هـ ذاـهنـ

ـلكتا ـ ـليإعقـوابـ ـقبهـ ـفلم.كلـذلـ ـ اـ همـذهلـمّـأتـّ دْيـملـوهـحرّـطواّ ـخلُ ـكتبةنـزاـخهـ ـ ـجعو.هـ ـيقطلـ ـ امـررهـطنمـعـ

. المرضى من يستشفيه لمن الادٔوية نسخ فيه يكتب

CC P, 2

ـقيامـرتَـكوذ ـصيُـلاهّنـأنمـلـ ـللمبتحلـْ ـ ـ ـ ـتعليفـديـ ـ ـلطامّـ ـتضماـمِلـبّـ ـ ـلفالأنمـهنـّـ ـلحااظـ وـ ـشيُ ـلمعواّةـ ـ ىنـاـ

ـلفلسفيا ـ ـ ـ ـ ـلتحو,ّةـ ـ ـختصالإهفـّلـؤمـرّيـ ـ ـلشاارـ ـلعبا896ديـدـ ـ هـجوتـوارةـ ـعلةلـدلالـاّ ـكثيىـ ـ ـلمعانمـرـ ـ ـيمالإبـىنـاـ اءـ

ـلممّثـ,ارةـشوالإ ـفياـ ـلمنقانمـهـ ـ ـ ـعليوداتـ ـ ـلتاهـ ـتتق,تـكُرتـانٕ,ىـ ـ نـهذِيفـرّرـ ـلمبتاْ ـ ـ ـعلديـ ـفيهامـىـ ـ انـك.اـ

ا 897له غرورًا ذلك .به ومضرًّ

895. For the possible dependence of manuscript B on manuscript P, see above p. 47ff.
896. P has سا ـل دـيدـ (i.e. ‘appropriate expressions’ instead of ‘strongly worded expression’) with a haček over
the sin but which then seems to have been corrected to الشديد by the same hand.
897. B بها.
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CC P, 3

ـهموتـرتـكوذ ـمصنفأنّكـ ـ ـ ـيبيضملـهـ ـ ـ ـهماوذيلـاوأنّررهـحولاهـ ـفياـمكـ ـيهالإنـمهـ عـضواـميـفامـ

مواضع في والتحريف والتشويش والتصحيف

CC P, 4

ـبلغامـرتَـكوذ ـ ـعبنمـكـ ـجتهوإيتـارـ ـ ـنسختلاحـصإيفـاديـ ـ ـ ـمنيـ ـعلينـّنـوإهـ ـعليتقـّـ ـ ـكثييـشواـحهـ ـ رةـ

 ... الحواشي من عليه علقّته ما فيه واقٔيّد كتابًا لك اؤلفّ أنْ وسالٔتني

CC P, 5

ـفقطعن ـ ـ ـ ـبتاـجإنعـيـ ـعليْتُنــُكامـكـ ـ ـنبنمـهـ ـستقالإدمعـودارلـاوـ ـ ـعلمورارـ ـ ـمثانّٔبـيـ ـلكتاذاهـلـ ـ أندّبـلاابـ

ـيق ـلمعـ ـلينـ ـبمثوهـسـ ـ ـبتاـ ـقصيفـكـ ـنتفالإدـ ـ ـتحواعـ ـنصالإرّيـ ـلجملابـوافـ ـ ـ ـلفضايفـةـ ـ ـلخالئـاـ ـلقيُـ ـ لالبـّةـ

ـيقاندّبـ ـلبععـ ـ ـغلبدقـنيـذلـاضـ ـ ـعليهتـ ـ ـ ـتمكولئـرذالـامـ ـ ـمنهتنـّـ ـ ـلسااداتعـمـ ـكثيووءـ ـ ـسيولامهـامـرـ اـمّـ

ـفيحملتقـولـاذاهـيفـ ـ ـ ـ ـحسهـ ـلمصندهـ ـ ـ ـعلهفـّـ ـكفىـ ـفضيلترانـ ـ ـ ـ ـعليوالازٓراءهـ ـ ـلعانّـظو.هـ ـلجواوامّـ الهـُـ ملـهّنـاّ

ـيقص ـ ـلتعاالٕاهبـدـ ـ ـلتشفواىـطاـ ـ ـ عـ ـنحوّ ـهموـ ـلجملابـواـ ـ ـ ـعلةـ ـقلىـ ـحسنبـ ـ ـسيئهتـاـ ـ ـلغبانمـكلـذيفـواتـ ـ 898نـ

.ظاهر هو ما

CC P, 6

ـكثيمّثـ ـ ـتلنمـرـ ـلحاكـ ـلماامـّنـإيـشواـ لعـُـ وَّ ـفيهَ ـ ـعلاـ ـلظاىـ ـلبيواُوننـُـ ـ ـلتوا899اتنـِّـ ـلبعيالاتيـاؤـ ـ ـ ـلتادةـ ـيقتضيهىـ ـ ـ ـ ـ اـ

ـلجيُـو ـليهإأـ ـ ـحاـ ـلظانُـسُ ـئيرلـابـنّـ ـلكتافّلـؤمـسـ ـ ـلمحواابـ ـ ـفضيلتنعـاةمـاـ ـ ـ ـ ـتتبوهـ ـ ـلمخاّعـ ـ تنـاـكولـو,هلـارجـ

.الاقٔاويل هذه وأمثال الوجوه الطرق ابٔعد في

ـلفضااببـارٔانـكوانٕ ـ ـنصالإوذويلئـاـ ـلطبةلـداـعوافـ ـ ـلسجيارمـكوعـ ـ ـ ةـ عّ ـي ـبقونفـرـ ـلتعادرـ ـ ـفيهبـ ـ اـ

ـلعنوا ـ ـستخإيفـاءـ ـ ـجهراـ ـمبلواـ ـ ـجتهالإغّـ ـ ـلتسبايفـادـ ـ ـ ـلتواّبـ لـصوـ ـليهاّ ـ ـلحسوارارـشالاإنّفـ,اـ ـ ادـ ـللالـهوأّ ومـ

ـلتشغيوا ـ ـ ـ ـلعنوابـ ـ ـيعلاكلـذعمـادـ ـيهالإعـضوامـونمـدـ ـلتواامـ ـعلهيـومـَـ ـلغباذويىـ ـ ـلعوااوةـ نمـكلـذيفـووامّـ

.الطبقة هذه أهل لسهام الإستهداف

898. B الغيره.
899. B يوا ن ك م ت ــل ــ ــ ــ ــ اتــ (i.e. ‘possibilities’). In P, this variant is crossed out and we find the correction in the
margin.
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CC P, 7

ـلجملابـو ـ ـ ـلماذويلـةـ ـلخواراءـ ـفله.رـهاـظوـهاـملافـ ـ ـسبالأذهـ ـقبرائّنـمانـكابـ ـلعناضـ ـ ذاـهنـعانـ

ـلميا ـ ـحتدانـ ـكتلـصوّىـ ـمضمكبـاـ ـ انـّـ دَتـً ردَّ ـخشيو.كلـذيفـكلـؤاـسَ ـ ـتظأنتُـ ـظنيبـنّـ ـعليًّاـ ـ ـبمعلكـ ـ ـ همـوـ

.جملتين على وقسّمته الكتاب هذا فالٔفّت

CC P, 8

ـلجملا ـ ـ ـلثاةـ ـنياـ ـعتهاؤدةـ ـ ـلمهااـ ـ ـجمينمـمّـ ـ ـعلامـعـ ـقتّـ ـعليهـ ـ ـلحانمـهـ ـيليامـويـشواـ ـ ـلتايفـودعيـأنقـ ـليفأـ ـ اتـ

.بملتمسك والاحٔقّ بغرضك الالٔيق هو ذلك لانّٔ بالطرر الٕا يليق لا ممّا سواها ما دون

ـبسطو ـ ـلقاتُـ ـمنهعـضوامـيفـولـ ـ ـفضاـ ـبسلـ ـلمجااعـسّتـلإطٍـ ـ ـلتايفـالـ ـليأـ ـضيوكلـذلـفـ ـلطاّقـ ـعنررـ هـ

ـبتتُيـاذـحو ـتيبهرـ ـ ـ ـتيرتـاـ ـفصبـ ـيلاوقـوأهلـوـ ـفصيفـهـ ـفصلِـ ـمنهلٍـ ـ ـلياـ ـسهُـ ـعلكلـذبـلـ ـلناىـ ـفيرـظاـ ـكشهـ امـفـ

ـكشفديـُرتـ ـ ـمنههـ ـ ـعنو.اـ وـ ـنتْ هـ ـلتصابـُ ـ ـلمكنابـحيـرـ ـ ـ ـتنقييفـونـ ـ ـ ـلقاحـ ـلمطوننـاـ ـ ـبقاـ ـلعناذاـههـ ـ ـلغوانـ انـوأ.هـضرـ

.اعٔتضد وباللهّ الٕتمسته بما مبتدي

CC J, 1

امـاولقـأفـ900 ـعتماامـّ ـ ـكترّاحـطانمـرهـزنبـدهـ ـئيرلـاابـ ـتهجينوسـ ـ ـ ـ ـتحي901هـ ـ ـلكتاذاهـ902لانّٔ,رٌهـاـظّفٌـ ـ ابـ

ـصنمُـانـكوانٕ- ـعتمادقـهفـّـ ـ ـفيدـ ـلكانمـهـ ـلمتكلالامـ ـ ـ ـ ـستعوالإفّـ ـ ـلبعيا903اراتـ ـ ـ ـيليلاامـدةـ ـ ـلعلابـقـ ـ انـكوومـ

ـفي ـبهالإنمـاهنـرـكذامـهـ ـلنقوا904امـ ـ ـلتصحيواصـ ـ ـ ـ ـختلإلـوافـ ـلتشوالافـ ـ ـلتحواشيـوـ ـ ـلجملابـ,فيـرـ ـ ـ عـضوامـةـ

ـكثي ـ ـمنقرةـ ـ ـكتهّنـإفـ-905ودةـ ـشتمادقـابـ ـ ـلطاولـصأنمـلـ ـنينواقـوبّـ ـ ـعلهـ ـيشتمملـامـىـ ـ ـ ـغيلـ ـعليرهـ ـ نمـهـ

. الكبار الكنانيش

ـفيمّثـ ـيجالإنمـهـ ـختصوالإازـ ـ ـحسوارـ ـلتانـ ـليأـ ـلتوافـ ـتيرـ ـسهوبـ ـلكشاةلـوـ ـ ـلمفـ ـكشفراديـاـ ـ ـمنهـ ـليامـهـ سـ

ـغييفـ ـمنهرهـ ـ ـغتفيُـامـلبـاـ ـ ـمعهلـرـ ـعظيهـ ـ ـيسموللـزلـامـ ـ ـحتماهبـحـ ـ ـلخطاالـ ـ ـلخلوااءـ ـ ـلجملابـو.لـ ـ ـ ـفليةـ ـ يفـسـ

900. P فأقول قُلت . 
901. The following words are different in B. See below.
902. B ان مستقيمٍ تجيدٍ فهو وتهجينه .
903. B والاشياء.
904. Amended by the present author. P and B both have الايهام (deception).
905. B omits.
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906.مسدّه يسدّ ولا مقامه يقوم ما الكبار الكنانيش من لدينا ما جميع

CC J, 2

ـمم اـ اـمافـرتَـكذّ ـيصللاّهنـأالقـنـمولقـّ ـ ـللمتعلحـ ـ ـ ـ ـ ـلمبتاّمـ ـ ـ ـيحتولادىـ ـ ـليإاجـ ـلعاهـ ـلمنتهاملـاـ ـ ـ ـ ـفليىـ ـ سـ

ـبص ـعلادقـ ـلعماىـ ـ ـيصلاهّنـلاومـ ـعتبابـدقـ ـ ـمبتارهـ ـ ـسعادـ ـلجادهـ ـبمدّـ ـحسلـضافـفّقـوـ ـلتانـ ـللتعليىتـأـ ـ ـ ـ ـ انّٔفـمـ

ـفضيلت ـ ـ ـ ـتيأتـودهـجوهـ ـللعلهـ ـ ـ ـسقوـساتـمـ ـلكتامـ ـ ـيسوابـ ـلمبتانهـذددـ ـ ـ ـنحدىـ ـلصاوـ ـسيوابـ ـعياُأناـمّـ نمـنـ

ـلمتعلا ـ ـ ـ ـلمعيابـمّـ ـ ـ ـفطوّةـ ـيقرارةـ ـكيذهـ ـيصولا.هـ ـبعتبدقـ ـ ـ ـلحاوهـعدتـملـاـعارـ ـكتىلـإةـجاـ ـمختصعمـاـجابـ ـ ـ رـ

.الاسٔفار في عليه جملة ويخف للتذكار مطالبته تردد

CC J, 3

امـوا وَتـّ كـمُّـهَ ـمصنانُّ ـ ـفق,رّرهـحيُـملـووّدهـسهـفّـ ـكثيكلـذبـالقـدـ ـ ـممرـ نـ ـيتعصّ ـ ـ بـ ـيحسوهلـّ ـ ـلظانـ ,هبـنّـ

ـفيدـجوُذيلـاانّكلـذىلـامـهاـعدذيلـوا ـلمنقانـمهـ ـ ـ ـكثيانـكوانٕ,وداتـ ـ ـمنهرـ ـ ـيقدقـاـ ـلكتايفـعـ ـ بـ

ـلعلميا ـ ـ ـ لبـقِـنمـّةـ ـتخلَ ـ اـسُنـفّـ ـخهّ ـمصننمـلااـ ـ ـفهّـ ـسيولااـ ـلكتايفـاـمّـ ـ ـلكبابـ ـ ـلم,ارـ ـينضاـ ـ ـجهىلـاافـ لـ

ـنس اـ ـخهّ ـبهاـ ـلتكانمـاـ ـ لـساـ ـتصحيحهنعـُ ـ ـ ـ ـ ـلمعابـاـ ـ ـلطةـضارـ ـلهوـ ـمنهانّفـ907اـ ـ ـغلىلـإرعـسيُـ908امـاـ ـلنساطـ ـ اخـ ّ.

. ونقّحه صنفّه ما يعقّب مصنفٍّ عن مثله يَصْدُرَ ان ويبعد

ـسيولا ـلكتايفـاـمّـ ـ ـلثاابـ ـمنينـاـ ـلمفاةيـالادٔويفـهفـّلـأذيلـاهـ ـ ـفيإنّفـردةـ ـلتشانمـهـ ـ ـلتغييواشيـوـ ـ ـ ـ ـلنقوارـ ـ صـ

ـلتحوا ـ ـلقطوافيـرـ ـ ـببعـ ـتهورائلـااديـ ُٔتفـاـ ـختصوالإليـاوقـالا ـ ـلماارـ ـجُـ ـلمعنابـفـحْ ـ ـ ـعلةلـاـحوالإىـ ملـامـىـ

ـلحشوارهـكذيـ ـ ـبموـ ـيتحقملـاـ ـ ـ ـكمهقـّـ ـسناـ هُبـنَـُـ ـعليِّ ـ ـلياانـرـصاذا,هـ ـيجلاامـ,هـ ـلتعصالـهأدـ ـ ـ بـ ـفيهلـّ ذرًاـعهـ ُ
.يحرّره ولم سوّده انٔهّ من به أجمل ولا له أجود

CC J, 4

ـلنانمـو]1[ نمـاسـ ـنسَ ـيكملـهّنـأىلـاهفـّلـؤمـبـ ـلمشتغليانمـنْـ ـ ـ ـ ـ ـ ـبصننـ ـ ـلطاةعـاـ ـممولا,بّـ نـ ـتقّ هلـ909تمـدّـ

ـليفأتـلبـقَـ ـ ـعنهـ ـلنظابـةٌيـاـ ـ ـفيهرـ ـ ـقتضاهّنـوأ,اـ ـ ـفيامـبـ ـكتنمـهـ ـبهابـارٔبـ ـحياـ ـليفأتـ910ارٔادنـ ـ ـقتضإهـ ـ ابـاـ ـفك.ً تنـاـ

906. B adds ذكرت مما .
907. Last two words omitted in B.
908. B adds لا.
909. B has بتاليفه الثقات .
910. B امثلا.
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.المثابة بهذه كان لمن يُعرض أن بدّ لا ما له 912فعرض, 911الصَحَفِيّ الدخيل الغريب حال فيها حالته

ـلقاذاـهو]2[ ـيعولـ ـتضمامـارضـ ـ ـسيهتـنَـّـ ـلتاهتـرـ ـثبتهايـ ـ ـ ـعبيوبـأاـ ـ ـللادـ ـلجاهّـ ـحباـصينـاـجوزـ ـشتغاهّنـأنمـهـ ـ لـ

ـبق ـلطارآةـ ـلعمانـمهلـوبّـ ـ ـسترـ ةـ ـعشّ ـسنرـ ةـ ـتميوّ ـ زـ ـعلميفـَّ ـ ـعلهـ ـلمشاىـ ـ ـكيارـ ـبللـهأنـمنـ كلـذيفـدهـ

.عمره ملوك بعض به وخدم الوقت

CC J, 5

ـلكتاذاهـيفـذيلـاأنّانـلادبـلهـأنمـومقـنّـظدقـو ـ ـلسقانمـابـ ـ ـنحومـ ـمموهـ اـ ـتقّ ـيخرٌمـأ,رهُـكذدّمـ صُّـ
913

.منه البلاد هذه في حصلَت نسخةٍ اول في اتفّقَت قصّة الى ذلك ونسبوا فقط نسخةٍ من عنده ما

ـلتجانمـلًاـجرأنّيهـو ـ ارـ ـلعاّ ـقييراـ ـ ـمصىلـالـصوّنـ ٓاّميـالألئـاؤايفـرـ رمـالا ــصحبو914َّةيـِ ـنسخهتـَـ ـ ـمنةٌـ قفـّتـواهـ

ـبهرضمـأنْ ـلجاعـواـ ـمشدـحأهـ ـهياـ ـطبأرـ ـئنّاـ ـفلم.اـ ـ اـ ـلطبيارفـطأ,هـضرمـنمـلّبـأّ ـ ـ امـويـبـ ـلكتابـً ـ ـعجأفـ,ابـ بـ

ـبتياهلـأـسوهبـ ـ ـنقلاوهـعاـ ـ ـلتا915رفـاـسمّثـ.كلـذيبـأفـ-هـ ـيندمـىلـارـجاـ ـلكتوا916سيـِّنـِتـةـ ـ ـصحبابـ ـ ـفكهتـَـ بتـاـ

ـلطبيا ـ ـ ـضيهاقـبـ ـ ـمئويـاـ ـلتمسواتقـولـاكلـذيفـذٍـ ـ ـ ـلقاهـ ـلتانـميـضاـ ـمتنافـ,رـجاـ ـ ـعليعـ ـ ـبينهمرتـجو.هـ ـ ـ ـ اـ

ـمف ـفضأُورمـوأةـضاوـ تـ ـسمأنْىلـإَ ـبعهلـحـ ـيتارـ امـّايـاهـ ـيقملـ.لئـلاقـً ـلتادرـ ـيقأنْرـجاـ ـفيههلـلـ ـ ـشيئاـ ـ اـ ذهـخوأ,ً

ـلقا ـفكو.يـضاـ هـ ًـجأّ ـعلرقفـوزأ ـلنساىـ ـ اخـ ـفنق,ّ ـ ـعللـجالأكلـذيفـوهلـّـ ـعجىـ ٔادـعوأ,لـ هبـرىلـالـصالا ّ,

ـسيو رـ ـلفاّ ـلطبياىلـارعـ ـ ـ ـيقملـوبـ ـفتفوالـاقـ.هبـلبـاـ ـ تـعرّـ ـمنَ ـلنساهـ ـ ـلتاخـ ـعنىـ ـعلانـدـ ـفيهاـمىـ ـ ـسقنـماـ مـ

ـنحو ـظنامـأنّالٕا,وهـ ـليكلـذنمـوّهـ ـبحسـ ٔ,قّـ ـبعلـصوهّنـلا ـليناكلـذدـ ـ ـنساـ ـكثيخـ ـ ـلكتاكلـذنمـرةـ ـ نمـابـ

.منه عندنا التى النسخ حال حالها فوجدنا والعراق الشام

CC J, 6

ـكندقـو ـجمتُلـأـستُـ ـعيأنمـةًـعاـ ـلينإنيـواردلـا917انـ ـ ـلعانمـاـ ـقعولـه:راقـ تـ َٔ ـتللـهلا ـلباكـ ـنسخلادـ ـ ةٌـ

دة هي فهل, لهم وقعَت كانت وانْٕ مصنفّه بخطّ منه حرَّرها؟ قد أم, قيل كما, يُحرّرها لم مُسوَّ

911. P vowels as الصُحْفِّى or الصُحُفِّى.
912. B له فعرضت .
913. B ما يخصُ امرًا .
914. P and B both have الامِريَّة i.e. Amiriyyah instead of Āmiriyyah.
915. B سار.
916. Vowels and shadda added by the present author.
917. B adds الفضلاء.
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ـخبأفـ ـبعضهينـرـ ـ ـ ـببعأنّمـ ـ ـلماضـ ـلتادارسـ ـهنىـ ـنسخاكـ ـ ـمنةٌـ ـبخهـ ـلمصناطّـ ـ ـ ـيتحقملـهّنـأالٕا,ّفـ ـ ـ قـ ـلهاـحّ .اـ

ـبعضهرـكوذ ـ ـ ٔانـكّهنـأمـ ـلحسايبـلا ـ ـهبنـ ـللاةـ ـلبغادـعاـصنبـّهـ ـ ـلطبياداديّـ ـ ـ ـلمعابـ ـ ـلتلميانبـابـروفـ ـ ـ ـ ذـ

ـنسخ ـ ـصحهّنـأرـكذيـةٌـ ـحهّـ ـعلاـ ـستدىـ ـلمصناورـ ـ ـ ـبهىنــُعوّفـ ـعلواـ ـعليهقّـ ـ ـ ـتلوأنّ,هلـيـشواـحاـ ـلنسخاكـ ـ ـ ةَـ

 ...الشام الٕى وانتقلَت ببغدادَ وفاتهِ بعد وبيِْعَت صحّتها اشتهرت

CC J, 7

ـلناّاميـأيفـانـلادبـىلـإوردمّثـ ـمشنمـلٌـجرّةيـرـصاـ ـهياـ ـصحبومـهرـ ـ ـنسخهتـَـ ـ ـلكتاذاـهنمـةٌـ ـ هّنـأرـكذيـابـ

ـعلاهـرأقـ ـهبىـ ـللاةـ ـلمقادعـاـصنبـهّـ ـ ـصحورهـكذدّمـ ـحهّـ ـعلاـ ـستدىـ ـلمصناورـ ـ ـ ـنقوفّـ ـليهإلـ ـ ـشيهواـحاـ ـ ـلتااـ ىـ

.تامّلها بعد, وبخطهّ نسخة من الاؤّل الكتاب على وجدها

ـفس ررتُـ اـجكلـذبـُ ـظفأأنْوتُـجوردًّ ـمنهرـ ـ ـبشفاـ ـ ـعلياءـ ـ ـشتوالـ ـيتهرؤىلـإيقـوُّـشتَـدّـ ـ ـلحاـ ـعليـصرـ ىـ

ـتصحي ـ ـ ـلكتاحـ ـ ـغبتورابـ ـ ـلحسايبـلأفقـأأنْيفـيـ ـ ـهبنـ ـللاةـ ـعلدـعاـصنبـّهـ ـفننمـنٍّفـيفـهمـلاـكىـ ونـ

ـلعلا ـ ـيعذيلـامـ ـلكمازّـ ـ ـفيهالـ ـ ٔ,اـ ـقفونْـكأملـينـّنـلا ـعلطقـهلـتُـ ـمقطوىـسيءـشىـ ـ ـشعأنمـاتٍعـّـ ـمنسارـ ـ ةبـوـ

. الشعر أحسن من وهى المشرق أهل من قومٌ انٔشدها, الٕيه

ـفلم ـ اـ ـقفوّ ـعلتُـ ـلنسخاىـ ـ ـ ـلكتانمـةـ ـ ـلمقاابـ ـ ـلتمّـاتـورهـكذدّمـ ـلحوا,اهـُـ ـلتايـشواـ ـعليهيـ ـ ـ ـكماهـُتـدـجو,اـ ـقياـ لـ

ـتسملانٔ ـ ـلمعيابـعـ ـ ـ ـخيديـ امـافـ.رأهتـأننمـرًاـ ـلنسخاّ ـ ـ ـفلةـ ـبينهدـجأمـ ـ ـ ـبيواـ ـلنسخانـ ـ ـ ـلتاةـ ـعنيـ ـكثيانـدـ ـ رـ

.به يعتدّ تفاوُت

CC J, 8

امـوا]1[ ـلحاّ ـلمادتُـجويّنـإفـيـشواـ ـلمستغلقاعـضواـ ـ ـ ـ ـ ـ ـلمعتاةـ ـ ـ ـلكتابـحاـصلامـكنمـةـصاـ ـ ـلتاابـ ـيلييـ ـ قـ

ـبه ـلحااـ ـلياـخيـشواـ ـمنهةًـ ـ ـغف918اـ ـعطلاًـ ـمهمللاًـ ـ ـ ـينبملـةًـ ـ ـعلّهـ ـشكأىـ ـلهاـ ـعتيوإاـ ـ ـصهاـ ـفضاـ عَـضويـأننـعلاًـ

 ... علمٌ انٔهّ الطبّ حدّ في قوله مثل ويُبيّنَ

.المصنفّ دستور على النسخة تلك يُصحّح من يَدّعى ما صحّة في الشَكَّ توُْقِع اقٔاويل فيها ثمّ] 2[

918. B omits last two words.
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CC J, 9

ـليناوردمّثـ ـ ـمشنمـلـجراـ ـهياـ ـطبأرـ ـلشاّاءـ ـصحبوامـ ـ ـنسخهتـَـ ـ ـلكتاذاهـنمـرىـخأةـ ـ ـفيالاؤّلابـ ـلحاهـ يـشواـ

ـلمقا ـ ـبعينهاـهرُـكذدّمـ ـ ـ ـ ـقليلاداتيـوز,اـ ـ ـ ـتكملـةـ ـتليفـنْـ ـلنسخاكـ ـ ـ ـمجةـ ـنساـ ـلهةـ ـكثيرىـخأيـشواـحو,اـ ـ رةـ

.الاؤّل حال حالها التلميذ ابن الٕى منسوبة منه الباقية الارٔبعة الكتب على

CC J, 10

ـضتاوفـأنْقفـّتـوا هُـ ـعتافـاـهرمـأيفـُ ـبكثيرفـ ـ ـ ـممرـ اـ ـلهاـحنمـُهتـرـكذّ ـعتوااـ ـلصذرـ ـحبهاـ ـ ـطلبتنمـومقـانّٔبـاـ ـ ـ هـ

ـيستفهموانـاـك ـ ـ ـ ـ ـبيورمـأنـعهنـوـ ـيحتلاةنـّـ ـ ـستفهإىلـإاجـ ـ ـ ـمهاـ ـفياـ ـهفْـُـ ـمهِ ـبماـهّايـإمـ ـيلياـ ـ ـفهإبـقـ ـمهاـ ـفيكتبمـ ـ ـ ـ وهـ

. الٕيه وينسبوه

CC J, 11

مو ـل اـ هاّ ت ـن ـ بحايـفىـ ـل ـ كتاذاـهنـعثـ ـل ـ حاذاـهىـلإابـ ـل لٍـصأنـمهـحلاـصإنـماسٔـيأأنْدتُـكودّـ

ـصحي ـ ـجمع,حٍـ ـ ـمنتُـ ـنسدّةَعـهـ ـمنه,خٍـ ـ ـلنسجااـ ـ ـ ـلتاةـ ـحبهاـصرـكذىـ ـ ـعلاهـرأقـهّنـأاـ ـلتلميانبـىـ ـ ـ ـ ـصحوذـ ـحهّـ اـ

.المصنفّ دستور على

تُـضارـعو ـنسختْ ـ ـ ـبجميعهيـ ـ ـ ـ ـ ـفماـ ـبتلدتُـجواـ ـ ـلنسخا919كـ ـ ـ ةًـقِـفتْـُـمةـ ـعليَ ـ ـلتاليـاوقـالأنـمهـ ـتضميـ ـ ـنهّـ اـ

كتا ـل ـ يوابـ ـل ـبكوـهسـ يلامـ ق ـمست ـ ـ ـ ب,مـ طل ـف ـ ـ ـصلأتُـ هُـ نذهـخأذيـلاَ ـم ـمصنهـ ـ فـ كتاّ ـل ـ لـياوـقأيـفابـ

ـلمتقا ـ ـ ـميدّـ ـئموأنـ ةـ ـلماّ ـفيّلـؤـ ـبعينُهتـدـجويّنـأفـ.نـ ـ ـ ـفيرضـعدقـ920هّنـأالٔا,هـ ـسههـ ـتصحيووٌـ ـ ـ ـتحاوفٌـ يفـفٌيـرـ

.  عليه القول ذلك اصٔلحْتُ, نقله

ـعلعقـأملـوانْٕ ـلقاىـ ـبعينولـ ـ ـ ـجتها,هـ ـ ـبمقتضهـحلاـصإيفـدْتُـ ـ ـ ـ ـلصناولـصأىـ ـ ـلماةعـاـ ـجُـ عمـْ ـعليهَ ـ ـ ـنينهواقـواـ ـ ـ اـ

ـلما ـئمأنعـورةثـأـ ـتهّـ امـإ,اـ ـقطعّ ـ اـ امـوإً ـظنّ ـتهئأنًّْاـ ـ ـعليدرتُقـو,كلـذيلـّاـ ـ ـتلدْتُـجوامـو.هـ ـلنساكـ ـ ـمختلفخـ ـ ـ ـ ةـ

ـتخي ـ رتُـ ـلصحياّ ـ ـ ـمنهحـ ـ هتـدْـجوانْٕاـ ٔاؤُ ـلصحاىلـإربقـالا ـ ةـ ّٔ ـشبوالا ـبمقتضىلـوالاؤهـ ـ ـ ـ ـتلىـ ولـصالأكـ

. والقوانين

919. P and B both have ل ـــت كـــ . In the margin of P, however, this is corrected to ل ت ـــب ـــ كـــ by the scribe who
collated P with the autograph.
920. P and B have اَنهُ الا .
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CC J, 12

امـوأذاـه ـفيهتـدـجوامـّ ـلفالأنمـهـ ـلحااظـ ـشيوـ ـستعوالإةـ ـ ـلبعيااراتِـ ـ ـ ـلعبوادةـ ـ ـلمستغااراتـ ـ ـ ـ ـعنةبـرـ ـطبالأدـ ,ّاءـ

ـلجملابـو ـ ـ ـغيةـ ـلمتارـ ـ ـبينهةلـداوـ ـ ـ ـلموا,مـ ـلعاعـضواـ ـيصوـ ـلمشكلاةـ ـ ـ ـ ـلتواةـ ـفيهيـ ـ ـتناـ امـإ,ضقـاـ ـلحقيقايفـّ ـ ـ ـ امـوإةـ ّ
ـفيم ـ ـيظهاـ ـ ـجتهاىنـّنـإفـ,رائلـااديبـيفـرـ ـ ـتفسييفـدتُـ ـ ـ ـكثيرـ ـ ـمنهرـ ـ ـيضوإاـ ـمستغلقاحـ ـ ـ ـ ـ ـيصوعـلّـكوةـ ةنـابـوإةـ

.وتهافته, تناقضه من يبدوا ما

CC I, 8

ـلفصا]1[ ـ ـلتعليانمـالاؤّللـ ـ ـ ـ ـلفانمـالاؤّلمـ ـلطادّـحيفـالاؤّلنّـ ـئيرلـاالقـ.بّـ ـلطا“سـ ـعلبّـ ـيتعمـ ـ ـمنرّفـ هـ

 921”زائلة ويستردّ حاصلة الصحّة ليحفظ عنه ويزول يصحّ ما جهة من الإنسان بدن أحوال

ـلطا“هلـوقـ ـعلبّـ ـيظه”مـ ـ ـعنرـ ـصنهّنـأديـريـهّنـأهـ ـنظةـعاـ ـليو.ّةيـرـ ـلصنالانّٔكلـذـكرمـالأسـ ـ ـلنظاةـعاـ ـ يـهّةيـرـ

ـيتهاـغىلـإ ـ ـلقصااـ ـ ـحصوىـ ـلعلاولـ ـ ـفقمـ ـعنا.طـ ـتجعأنْيـ ـ ـمعلـ ـضعوـ ـتهاـ ـعهوانـوأاـ ـتيذالـاراضـعوالٔااـ ـلهّةـ اـ

ـمعق ـ ـللنفولاتـ ـ ـ ـحتسـ ـتصيىّـ ـ ـتلرـ ـلمعقاكـ ـ ـ ـكمولاتـ ـللنفالًاـ ـ ـ ـجوسـ ًمـَ ـصنوالا ـلطاةعـاـ ـفليس.بّـ ـ ـ كلـذـكتـ

ـيتهاغـلانّٔ ـ ـلقصااـ ـ ـتحصيوىـ ـ ـ ـلصحالـ ـ ةـ ـعضأنمـدٍـحوالـكيفـوانـسْنـالإدنبـيفـّ ـفعأبـهئـاـ ـلهاـ ـلتااـ ـتفعلهيـ ـ ـ ـ اـ

ـفيه ـ ـلتغاـك,اـ ـ ـعطوإ,ّةيـذـ ـلفصوا,ّةيـالادٔواءـ ـ ـلبوا,دـ ـلكوا,طّـ ـلشوا,يّـ ـلصناالـحذهـهو.رطـ ـ ـلفاعئـاـ ـعلاـ ـكمةـ اـ

.الفارابي نصر ابٔو لخّصه

ـعتااـمكلـذلـو ـئيرلـارضـ ـنفسسـ ـ ـفقهـ “الـ ـلقو: ـيقأنْلئـاـ ـلطاانّٕولـ ـينقسبّـ ـ ـ ـنظىلـإمـ ـعمورٍـ ـنتأفـلٍـ دقـمـ

ـجعلت ـ ـ ـكلوهـ ـنظّهـ ـقلتاذْٕرًاـ ـ ـعلّهنـأمـ ـلطاانّٔبـابـجوا922...”مٌـ ـقياذٕابّـ ـينقسّهنـألـ ـ ـ ـنظىلـإمـ ـعمورٍـ انـكلٍـ

.علمٌ وكلِاهما المباشرة كيفية علم وبالعمل, الاصٔول علم منه بالنظر المُرادُ

ـفق]2[ ـيقدـ يلئـاـقولـ ـل ـشعتـ ـيعنلـهريـ ـ ـلطابـيـ ـهناـهبّـ ـلصنااـ ـ ـنفسةـعاـ ـ ـعنأ,اـهَـ ـلقايـ ـلملكااؤوّةـ ـ ـ ةـ

ما ـل وُـ فايـفودةـجَ ن ـل ـ تاسـ ـل هأـشيـ ـن ـتحفأنْاـ ـ ظـ ـلصحاِ ـ ةـ ـعلّ ـعضوالأدانـبالأنـموـهاـمىـ ـصحياءـ ـ ,حـ

ـتستو ـ ـمنهوهـامـىلـإاهـردّـ ـ ـعلياـ ـ ـفعأبـلـ ـلهاـ ـلتااـ ـتفعىـ ـ ـعنهلـ ـ ـتلاـ ـلقاكـ ـلملكااؤوةِـ ـ ـ ـقصانـكانٕهّنـإفـ,ةـ ـلقادـ وةـ

ـلملكااؤ ـ ـ ـلما923ةـ ـفليورةـكذـ ـ ـلقاسـ ـمطهبـىتـأذيلـاولـ ـبقاـ اـ ـلهً ـلقالانَّٔاـ ـلماوّةـ ـنمإورةـكذـ اـ ـيتّ ـحص924مّـ ـلهوـ اـ

.بشئيين ما لإنسانٍ

921. D I, 13, l. 7f.
922. D I, 13, l. 8f.
923. The rest of the sentence is missing in B.
924. .يتم corrected to يلئم
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ـهمدـحأ ـيكأناـ ـجميونـ ـ ـلمعاعـ ـ ـلتاارفـ ـتشتميـ ـ ـ ـعليهلـ ـ ـ ـصناـ ـلطاةـعاـ ـعنأبّـ ـلمعايـ ـ ـلتاارفـ ـنهأـشىـ أناـ

ـيت ـبهلـصوـ ـلصحاىلـإذاتلـابـاـ ـ ةـ ـلتايـهوّ ـتنقسيـ ـ ـ ـعلىلـإمـ ـعلو,ولـصالأمـ ـكيفيمـ ـ ـ ةـ ـلمباّ ـ نيـذلـارةـشاـ

. بالتعليم وامّٕا بالإستنباط امٕا عنده معلومةً ذكرهُما

ٔ ـيكأنرـخوالا ـعلدرةٌـقهلـونـ ـيفعأنىـ ـ ـتلنـعلـ ـلمعلاكـ ـ ـ ـلجانـمدٍـحوادٍـحوايـفاتـموـ ذهـهواتئـزـ

قا ـل ـتحصاـمّنـإدرةـ ـ ـبطلـ ـلماولـ ٔةلـزاوـ ـعملا ـلطاالـ يوالإبّـ ـعت ـ تواادـ ـل دَرُّبـ ورـمالأنـميءٍـشيءٍـشيـفَ

.المعارف تلك حصول بعد الجزئية

ـنصوبـأالقـاـمكلـذـكو ـلفارـ ـلصنا“أنّيبـاراـ ـ ـلفاةـعاـ ـعلاـ ـعلوّةقـةـ ـفعىـ ـمعنـعنئـاـكاـملـ أنّالقـو”.ةٍفـرـ

ـلطا ـصنبّـ ـعلافـةـعاـ ـتلتمةٍقـادـصادٍبـمَـنـعةـ ـ ـ ـفعأبـسـ ـلهاـ ـتحصأناـ ـ ـلصحالـ ـ ةـ ـنسالإدنبـيفـّ دٍـحوايفـوانـ

ـعضأنمـدٍـحوا ـقصانـكوانٕهئـاـ ـلمعادـ ـ ـلتاارفـ ـتشتميـ ـ ـ ـعللـ ـلطاىـ ـفمبّـ ـلظانـ ـتلأنّرـهاـ ـلمعاكـ ـ ارفـ

ـليساهـردـجمُـ ـ ـصنيهـتـ ـلطاةعـاـ ٔبّـ ـصلاـحتنـاـكاذٕااهـّنـلا ـعنةـ ـنسإدـ ـنضتَـملـوامـانـ ـليهإفـ ـ ـلقااـ ـعلدرةـ ىـ

ـلفعا ـ ـلمالـ ـيكتملـورةـكذـ ـ ـبهفـ ـهمدـحواـ ـتحفأنيفـ925اـ ـ ـلصحاظـ ـ ةـ ـعلّ ـعضوالأدانبـالأنمـوـهامـىـ اءـ

. موضعه في تلخّص كما مريض منها هو ما الٕى ويستردّها صحيح

ـنحو]3[ ـجيُنـنـ ـلقاذاهـنعـبـ ـفنقلئـاـ ـ ـئيرلـاأنّولـ ـهناهـسـ ـلياـ ـيعتبسـ ـ ـ ـلطارـ ـجهنمـبّـ ـيتاغـامـةـ ـتحصيهـ ـ ـ لـ

ـلصحا ـ ةـ ـنسالإدنبـيفـّ ـعضأنمـدٍـحوالّـكوانـ ـفعأبـاءـ ـلتاهلـاـ ـيفعلهيـ ـ ـ ـ ـفيهاـ ـ ـكماـ ـفعاـ ـنصوبـألـ ـحيرـ القـثـ

ـلطا“أنّ ـصنبّـ ـعلافـةـعاـ ـيلتمةٍقـادـصادٍبـمَـنـعةـ ـ ـ ـفعأبـسـ ـلهاـ ـيحصأناـ ـ ـلصحالـ ـ ةـ ـنسالإدنبـيفـّ يفـوانـ

ـعضأنـمدٍـحوادٍـحوا ـلك.”هئـاـ ـجهنـمنـ ـيتاـغاـمةـ ـعلهـ تأنهنـأـشاـممـ ـي لـصوـ ـتحصىلـإذاتلـابـهبـّ ـ لـ ُّ
ـلصحا ـ ةـ ـنسالإدنبـيفـّ ـعضأنمـدٍـحوالّـكيفـوانـ ـيتبيتَنـوا.هئـاـ ـ ـ ـتتحققوكلـذّنـ ـ ـ ـ ـعلمواذٕا“هلـوقـنمـهـ ـ تَـ

926”.قط تعمل لم وانٕ عملي وعلم علمي علمًا لك حصل فقد] القسمين [هذين

ـتعمملـوانٕ“هلـوقـإنّفـ ـ ـليد”طقـلـ ـعلحـضوالـ ـصحىـ ةـ ـقلناـمّ ـ ـينحّهنـأـكو.هلـاهـ ـ ـلقاذاـهيفـواـ ـنحولـ وـ

ـطبالألـضافـ اءـ ـليناـجّ ـ ـلطا“أنّهلـوقـيفـوسـ ـمعبّـ ٔةفـرـ ـشيالا ـلمنسااءـ ـ ـ وـ ـلماةبـُ ـصلّتـُـ ـلصحابـةـ ـ ةـ ـلمواّ رضـ

ـلحابـو ـلتاالـ ـتحصملـىـ ـ ـنسلإلـلـ ـفيهانـ ـ ـصحاـ ةـ ـطبالألـضافـإنّفـ.رضمـولاّ ـلقاذهـهيفـاءـ ـعتبااـمّنـإولـ ـ رـ

.به فظنّ التاؤيل هذا وتامٔل الجهة تلك من الطبّ

925. P وحدها.
926. D I, 13, last line.
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CC I, 54

ـلفصا ـ ـلخالـ ـئيامـيفـ927سمـاـ ـلعضاةـ ـ ـقتسوأوـ ـ ـلماالقـ.همـاـ ـئيرلـارهـكذذيلـافلـؤـ ـلفصاذاـهيفـسـ ـ امـولـ

ـبع ـيلاوقـانمـدهـ ـلتشايفـهـ ـ ـليحيـرـ ـبمقصسـ ـ ـ ـعلورـ ـلتشاورمـأرـكذىـ ـ ـفقحيـرـ ـمخللبـطـ ـ ـلمنارـكذبـوطـ ـ عفـاـ

ـينبغكلـذلـو ـ ـ زاديـأنيـ ـجمرتـيفـُ ـفصلّـكةـ ـمنهلـ ـ ـلمنارـكذاـ ـ ـفيقعفـاـ ـ ـلفصاالـ ـ ـلكالـ ـتشيفـ928ذاـ ذاـكحيـرـ

ـمنو ـفعاـ ـتنبييهـورةهـاـظدةئـافـكلـذيفـإنَّفـهـ ـ ـ ـلطاهـ ـلمنبلـاـ ـ ـعضعفـاـ ـعضوـ ـعضالأنمـوٍـ ـلبسيطااءـ ـ ـ ـ ذاهـنمـةـ

.منه 929يطلبها الذي الموضع على الكتاب

CC I, 60

930”.المَهْبِل الٕى المنى فيها يندفع عروق النساء في وكذلك “الرئيس قال

ـكتيفـ ـخلابـ ـنسالإقـ ٔانـ ـسهمتـاـحىبـلا ـمحمنبـلـ ـ دٍـ ـلمعاّ ـ ـلسجستابـروفـ ـ ـ ـ ـللو“ينـاـ ـحمـحرـ ـقلْـَ انتـَ َ
ـهمدـحأ تااـ ـل ـعليـ ـعنمـحرلـامفـىـ ـلفارفـطدـ ـلحلقوارجـ ـ ـ ٔةـ تا931رىـخالا ـل ـتضىـ ـعلمّـ ـلماىـ ـفنْـتَـواءـ حُتـَ ِ

ـللحي ـ ـ ـبينهمامـوضـ ـ ـ ـ ـلمااـ ـهَـ ـلصايفـو”.ِلبـْ احـحِـ َ“ ـلما: ـهَـ ـقصأِلبـْ ـبيامـوـهو.دلـولـاقيـرـط:القـيُـو.مـحرلـاىـ نـ

ـلفا ـعمنبـتبـاثـالقـ932.”مـحرلـوارجـ ـكتيفـرـ ـخلابـ ـنسالإقـ ـلماديـزوبـأالقـو“انـ ـهَـ لبـْ ـمستقِ ـ ـ مـحرلـارّـ

.”الحلقتين بين ما المَهْبِل انٕمّا باطل وهو

ـلماالقـ ـئيرلـاارٔادهذيلـاوهـذاهـوفلـؤـ ـعنأ,سـ ـبيامـىـ ـلحلقتيانـ ـ ـ ـ ـ ـلمنالانّٔنـ ـ ـهنىلـإىـ ـينكلـاـ ـيتبلمّثـقفـدـ ـ ـ هعـّـ

ـينضومـحرلـا ـ ـعليمّـ ـ ـفمهـ ـبعيفـدتُـجوو.هـ ـلنساضـ ـ ـلمحبا“خـ ـ ـ ـليو”لـ ـيليسـ ـ ـبهقـ ـلماذاـ ـلمحبالانّٔعـضوـ ـ ـ لـ

هِ حبل وقت ائ فلان محبل في كان ويقال: “الجوهري قال. الامّٔ حبل وقتُ ”.به امُِّ

927. Should be first section (of the fifth chapter). D I, 36. Ibn Jumayʿ had clearly confused the section
with the chapter.
928. .is added in the margin of P in a different hand الفلاني
929. P ىَطلبها.
930. D has المحبل. D I, 39, l. 9. The Bulaq edition also has المحبل (Ibn Sīnā, Canon (Būlāq), vol. I, 22, l. 5).
931. P للاخرى?
932. Jawharī, Ṣiḥāḥ, vol. V, 1846: “ والرَحمِ الظبيَة بين ما وهو, الوَلِد طريق: ويقال الرَحِمِ أقصى: والمَهْبِلُ ”.
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CC I, 63

ـلماالقـ]1[ امـإفلـؤـ ـلعلاأنَّّ ـ ـلتشاورمـأبـمـ ـ ـيحصامـّنـإحيـرـ ـ ـجهنمـلـ ـلمباةـ ـ ـلحابـرةـشاـ ـلمشواسّـ ـ كلـذفـدةهـاـ

ـلخدقـورهـاـظ صـ ـطبالألـضافـّ ـيظه933امـدةهـاـشمُـأنّاءـ ـ ـلتشابـرـ ـ ـلبشادانبـالأيفـحيـرـ ـ ـيكلاّةيـرـ ـبحيونـ ـ ثـ

.شريطتان اليه يقترن لم ما المتعلمّون به ينتفع

ـهمداـحإ ـيكأناـ ـبحض934ونـ ـ ٔرةـ ـستالا ـلحانيـاذـ ذّاقـ ـيتنمـإنّفـُ ـبنفسكلـذىّلـوـ ـ ـ ـلمتعلانمـهـ ـ ـ ـ ـميّـ ـقصامـّنـإنـ اراهُـ

ابًا يصير أن . حاذقًا 935قَصَّ

ٔ ـيكأنرىـخوالا ـبعونـ ـتقدـ ـكثيةـضايـردّمـ ـ ـتشيفـرةـ ـحيحيـرـ رَـخاُاتنـواـ ـلحيانمـَ ـ ـلشبيهااتنـواـ ـ ـ ـ ـبعيفـةـ ضـ

ـعضأ ـئهاـ ـجاؤاـ ـلنادانبـأبـاـهّلـُ ـمشإنّفـ,اسـ ـلمتعلادةـهاـ ـ ـ ـ ـيحت936اـملّـكّمـ ـ ـليااجـ ـلتشاورـمأنـمهـ ـ يفـحيـرـ
ـلبشادانبـالأ ـ ةيـرـ ـيعسّ ـ اـجرـ ـيتذيلـوادًّ ـفيه937دهـهاـشيُـأنقـفّـ ـ يرّـماؤرّةـماـ ـت ـبيانـكولـونـ ـستأدييـنـ اذٍـ

.المذكورة الرياضة له يتقدّم لم ما تخيّله في يستقرّ ولا له يثبت لا قد حاذق

امـأفـ]2[ ّٔ ـلمكتاليـاوقـالا ـ ـ ـفيهةبـوـ ـ ـتهدئـافـامـّنـإفـاـ ـكماـ ـعلاـ ـمنّـ ـطبالألـضافـاـ ـيستعيأنّاءـ ـ ـ ـ ـبهنـ نمـ938اـ ـتهيئَ ـ ـ هلـاتـ

: قيل كما فيكون معلمًّا يجد أن غير من التشريح مباشرة

البعضا طلب المنى كلّ يجد لم ومن

ـلقاذاهـأنرهـاـظو ـستعالإنمـدرـ ـ ٔبـةنـاـ ـلمكتا<ليـاوقـالا ـ ـ ـفيهةبـوـ ـ ـلتا939>ليـاوقـالأنمـىـجريـامـّنـإاـ ـثبتهأىـ ـ ـ لهـأاـ

ـلحا ـفيذقـ ـلمبواهـ ـ ـلخواهلـرةـشاـ رَةبـِـ ـلتا940ْ ـلئاوإنّفـ.هبـّةمـاـ ـيتهينيـذلـامهـكـ ـ ـ ـتكأنّاـ ـيلهاوقـأونـ ـ ـفيهمـ ـ ـمطاـ ـبقاـ ةـ

.معرفته وتحققوا بالحسّ شاهدوه ما كتبهم في اثٔبتوا لانٔهم الموجودة للامٔور

933. B مشا.
934. B om.
935. B قصامًا
936. B has لما instead of ما كل .
937. B يتشاهده.
938. B به.
939. B om.
940. B الخيرة.
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اـموأ]3[ ـغيّ ـتخياـمّنـإنيـذلـامـهرـ ـ ـتلوالـّـ ـلمكتاليـاوقـالأنـم941ورـمالأكـ ـ ـ ـتخيةبـوـ ـ لًاـ ـضعيفّ ـ ـ اـ ـكم,ً ـتنخياـ ـ ـ لـ

ـخ طـطِ ـبغَ ـيشملـنـمدادـ ـفهرـعولااـهدـهاـ ـكتنـمالٕااـ بو,ابٍـ ـكت ـ اـمأواـ بّ ـكت ـ ـفيهواـ ـ ـعلاـ ـجهىـ ـلفضاةـ ـ لـ

ـلتشبوا ـ ـ ـينبغلافـ,ّعـ ـ ـ ـيتأنىـ ـلقاكلـذّعقـوـ ـيلهاوقـأنمـدرـ ـ ـطبالألـضافـإنّفـ.مـ ـيقاءـ ـلطماأنّولـ ـ ـتعليفـ942عـ ـ مّـ

ـلتشا ـ ـلكتانمـحيـرـ ـ ـلطماـكابـ ـ ـتعليفـ943عـ ـ ـلما944مّـ ـنحوةـحلاـ ـلكتانمـاـهوـ ـ ـنفسهأمـهوانـاـكواذٕا.ابـ ـ ـ ملـمـ

ـيتخي ـ ـ ـلتشاورمـأوالـّـ ـ ـلتاحيـرـ ـثبتأىـ ـ ـكتبهيفـاـهوـ ـ ـ ـتخيالٕامـ ـ لًاـ ـضعيفّ ـ ـ اـ ـفكيً ـ ـليفـ ـشعتـ ـيكريـ نمـالـحونـ َ
.اقٔاويلهم مِن يتعلمّها

ـفل]4[ ٔارٔىلاكلـذـ ـلمتعلانمـدٍـحلا ـ ـ ـ ـميّـ ـتعلروميـأننـ ـ ـلتشا945ورمـأمّـ ـ ـيلهاوقـأنمـيءـشنمـحيـرـ ـ ـيعولامـ دلـ

ـطبالألـضافـليـاوقـأنـعكلـذيفـ ـفيهاءـ ـ ـلحاذاـهيفـتنـاـكواذٕا.اـ ـقلنمـدّـ ـنتفالإّةـ ـ ـبهاعـ يفـدةئـافـلافـاـ

. وتنقيحها بتحريرها الإشتغال

ـفله]5[ ـ ـسبالأذهـ ـصفحربـضأأنتُيـرأابـ ـ اـ ـمقنـعً ـيساـ ـئيرلـاليـاوقـأةِـ ـلتشاورـمأيفـسـ ـ ليـاوقـأبـحيـرـ

ـطبالألـضافـ ـلتنبيواّاءـ ـ ـ ـ ـعل946هـ ـفيهامـىـ ـ ـمماـ ـيعأنهنـأـشاـ ـلمرضـ ـبمثوـهنـ ـ ـبتاـ ـمم947هـ نـ ـلقارامَّ ـفيهولـ ـ نمـاـ ِ

ـغي ـمشرـ ـلهدةـهاـ نمـ,اـ ـلتقصياِ ـ ـ ـ ـلشايفـرـ ـلخااورحـ ـلتانـعروجـ ـتيرـ ـلصحيا948بـ ـ ـ ـلتحااوعـضولـايفـحـ ـ فيـرـ

. ذلك أشبه وما النقل في اليسير

ـقتصوأ]6[ ـ ـعلرـ ـفيهاءـجامـىـ ـ ـمماـ اـ ـلخارـهاـظوـهّ ـلملافـ ـمشهوـهاـ ـ ـعنورـ ـطبالأدـ ـمم,ّاءـ اـ ـتضمّ ـ ـنتّـ ليـاوقـأهـ

ـطبالألـضافـ ـكتبيفـّاءـ ـ ـلمشهاهـ ـ ـ ـيبامـوورةـ ـفيدواـ ـنفسهمـلاـكنمـهـ ـ ـنقهـ ـتناوصـ ـختإاوضقـاـ ـلجملابـلافـ ـ ـ ةـ

941. B omitted.
942. B omitted.
943. B كالطعم.
944. B omitted. B has a slightly different sense: “Tasting of anatomy through books is like tasting salt
through books.”
945. B omitted.
946. B التَبْيِنِه ?
947. ?بثابته
948. B التدبير.
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.فقط ذلك أشبه وما مشكل قول ايٕضاح او لفظ تفسير من الٕيه يحتاج قد وما

CC I, 69

. 949"الثاني يفرزه الذي من اعٔظم الاؤّل يفرزه الذي العَظْم ولكن "الرئيس قال] 1[

ـلماذاـهأنّومقـنّـظدقـ ـئيرلـالامـكنمـعـضوـ ـيفذيلـامّثـ"950هلـاقـامـصقـانـسـ ـلثارزهـ ـعظموثلـاـ ـ هـجولـااـ

ـعظمو ـ ـثقباـ ـ ـلحنايـ ـ ـليو951"كـ ـكمرـمالأسـ ـظناـ وهـ ـئيرلـالانّّٔ ـلفصاذاـهاؤّليفـالقـ952سـ ـ اـمأ"لـ ـعظّ امـ

ـلفا ٔكّـ ـفيتبيلاعـالا ـ ـ ـ ـتبيعمـاهـددعـّنـ ـ ـننّـ ٔقّـحوهـو".دروزهلـاـ ـتتحامـّنـإهّنـلا ـ ـعظددـ ـلتادروزلـابـهمـاـ ـفييـ ىتـأمّثـهـ

. بعضها يذكر اؤ بذكرها يُصرّح لم وانٕ كلهّا عظامه عدد 953استونا قد يكون ولذلك. كلهّا بيانها على

ـنفصو]2[ ـ ـلجملاذهـهلـ ـ ـ ـفنقةـ ـ ـلمّهنـأولـ اـ ـبيّ ـلخمسادروزلـارـمأّنـ ـ ـ ـلقايـهوةـ ـلحنالاـعلأعـطاـ ـ ـلثلثواكـ ـ ـ ةـ

ـلمبتا ـ ـ ـبيامـنمـّةيـدـ ـلحانـ ـجبياـ ـ ـينتهىلـإنـ ـ ـ ـمنهطـسالاؤىـ ـ ـبيامـىلـإاـ ـلثنيتيانـ ـ ـ ـ ـ نـعنيـذلـانمـدٍـحوالّـكو,نـ

ـجنبتي ـ ـ ـ ـبيامـىلـإهـ ـلنانـ ـعيابـرلـواابـ ـللتياّةـ ـ ـ ـجهنمـنـ ـلمعتافـ,هتـّـ ـ ـ ـلهرضـ ـلثلثاذهـ ـ ـ ـقبةـ ـنتهإلـ ـ ـئهاـ ـمنىلـإاـ تبـاـ

.المذكورة الاسٔنان

ـتح]3[ ـلفايفـكلـذبـدّدتـ ـستكّـ ـقطّةـ ـقطعي.عـ ـ ـ ـليتاؤانـ ـ ـنيتاثـانـ ـ ـفيمانـ ـ ـبياـ ـلثلثادروزلـانـ ـ ـ ـلمبتاةـ ـ ـ امـنمـّةيـدـ

ـبي ـلحانـ ـجبياـ ـ ـبيونـ ـلمعتادرزلـانـ ـ ـ ـلهرضـ ـهمو.اـ ـلعظمااـ ـ ـ ـللاانـ ـفيهمذانـ ـ ـ ـثقباـ ـ ـلحنااـ ـ ـقطعتو.كـ ـ ـ ـنيتاثـانـ ـ انـ

ـمتح ـ ـفيمانتـددـ ـ ـبياـ ـلمعتانـ ـ ـ ـبيورضـ ـتحتامـنـ ـ ـتلرافـطأنمـهـ ـلثلثاكـ ـ ـ ـمنوةـ ـسنالأتبـاـ ـهمو,انـ ـلعظمااـ ـ ـ انـ

. والرباعيتان الثنيتان فيهما المركوز

ـلعظاذهـهو ـ ـبعالارٔامـ يرلـارّحـصةـ ـئ ـقطعتواـهرـكذبـسـ ـ ـ تاثـانـ ث ـل ـ ـجنبتنـعانـ ـ ـ ـبعالارٔذهـهيـ ـلممّثـةـ اـ يّ ـب نـ ّ
ـلنانيـدرزلـا ـليازـ ـلمشتادرزلـانمـنـ ـ ـ ٔلاعـالأركـ ـحيتانـىلـإنيـذـخالا ـ ـلعينياىـ ـ ـ ـ ـتشعونـ ـ ـمنهمدـحوالّـكّبـ ـ ـ ىلـإاـ

ـشعب ـ ـلثلاةـ ـ ـنقسماثـ ـ ـ ـفيهمتـ ـ ـ ـتلنمـدـحوالّـكاـ ـلقطعتيا954كـ ـ ـ ـ ـ ـلثانـ ـلثتياـ ـ ـ ـقطعبـارٔىلـإنـ ـثل.عـ ـمنهثـ ـ ـعنمـ دـ

949. D الثاني يفرزه الذي ثم اعظم الثلاثة من الأول الدرز يفرزه الذي العظم ولكن . 
950. P has either مىال or مسال instead of قاله.
951. This is missing in the printed editions of the Canon. De Koning seems to have had this passage in
the manuscript he was translating (Koning, Trois Traités, 464, lines 18ff.).
952. B omitted the entire beginning of this passage.
953. B في استو ?
954. P تنيك ?
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.  العلياء الاسٔنان باقى فيه المركوز الوجنة عظم وهي. تحتها وواحدة العين

ـفص]4[ ـجملارتـ ـ ـعظةـ ـلفاامـ ٔكّـ ـلمتعالاعـالا ـ ـ ـبهدّدةـ ـثنادروزلـاذهـ ـعشىـ ـعظمرـ ـ اـ ـعظددعـوهـكلـوذ.ً همـاـ

ـلخا ةـصاـ ـقلامـّنـوإ.هبـّ ـلخاتـ ةـصاـ ـبعلانّٔهبـّ ـلمشاضـ ـ ـحيرـ ـيعنـ ـجملنمـدّـ ـ ـعظةـ ـعظمهمـاـ ـ ـلعظوافنـالأيـ ـ مـ

. جالينوس الفاضل أخبرنا كمّا بالوتدي المعروف

ـهمو ـلعظمااـ ـ ـ ـللاانـ ـفيهمذانـ ـ ـ ـثقباـ ـ ـلحنااـ ـ ـهموكـ ـلمثلااـ ـ ـ ـلعظمواانثـّـ ـ ـ ـللاانـ ـتحتهمذانـ ـ ـ ـ ـلمااـ ـفيهمورـكذـ ـ ـ اـ

ـلثنيتا ـ ـ ـ ـعيتابـرلـواانـ ـ ـهموّانـ ـلمتحااـ ـ ـ ـعظموانـكرّـ ـ ـجنتيولـااـ ـ ـ ـلمانـ ـفيهموزـكرـ ـ ـ ـسنالأيقـابـاـ ـلعلياانـ ـ ـ ـلعظوا.اـ ـ امـ

.كامل تامّ بل شيء ينقصه لا هذا في الرئيس كلام أنّ الصحّ فقد. العينين عند التي الستةّ

CC I, 92

ـئيرلـاالقـ ـيلتقيمّثـ“سـ ـ ـ ـ ـعلانـ ـتقىـ ـصليبعـطاـ ـ ـ ـتقهلـوقـ”يّـ ـصليبعـطاـ ـ ـ ـيغلدقـيّـ ـ ـبعطـ ـلناضـ ذاـهيفـنيـرـظاـ

ـلما ـفيعـضوـ ـهموـ ـهمّنـإديـريـهّنـأهـ ـيتقاـ ـ ـطعاـ ـلحقيقايفـانـ ـ ـ ـ ـليو.ةـ ـهمامـّنـوإكلـذـكرمـالأسـ ـكماـ اـ ـعلّ ـمنّـ لـضافـاـ
ـطبالأ ـكخطّاءـ ـ ـمنحيينيـّـ ـ ـ ـ ـعيوـضومـنـ ـسطيفـنـ ـتلتقدـحواحـ ـ ـ ـبتدـح.يـ ـهماـ ـتقدوناـ ـفيصي.عـطاـ ـ ـ ـشكلهمرـ ـ ـ ـ اـ

ـبع ـلتقالإدـ ـ ـلمااءـ ـنقطواورـكذـ ـ ـمنهمدـحوالّـكافـ ـ ـ ـلعياىلـإاـ ـ ـلمحانـ ـ ـلمنشّةيـاذـ ـ ـ ـلشكاذاـهاهٔـ ـ أنّرـهاـظولـ

ـلشكاذاهـ ـ ـيشبلـ ـ ـلتقاهـ ـ ـلصليباعـطاـ ـ ـ ـ ـليويـ ـتقوهـسـ ـصليبعـطاـ ـ ـ ـتق955لالبـيـ ـممو.لًاـصأعـطاـ اـ ـيحقّ ـ ارٔادهّنـأقّـ

”انعطاف غير من الصلبي التقاطع على يلتقيان انٕهّما جالينوس غير ذكر وقد: “بعد قوله ذكرناه ما

CC I, 202

ـئيرلـاالقـ ـلجملابـو“سـ ـ ـ ـلباإنّفـةـ ـيتزلـاولـ ـثلثيّـ ـ ـصنأةـ امـإهّنـإفـافـ ـيكأنّ ـكلونـ ـسمدهّـ اـ ـيكاؤً ـسفلأونـ ـ ـفقهـ طـ

.” دسمًا اعٔلاه يكون اؤ

ـلماالقـ ـطبالألـضافـالقـفلـؤـ ـلثايفـّاءـ ـلثاـ ـتفسينمـةـ ـ ـ ـلثارـ ـلثاـ ـبيإنمـةـ ـيميدـ ـ ـلتاةمـوـسدلـااـ ـتطفيـ ـ ـلباوقفـوـ ولـ

ـينرأدقـ ـكثيرارًامـاـهاـ ـ امـوأرةًـ ـكلولبـّ ـسمدرهـخأنـعهّـ ـسطويفـاؤاًـ ـفممـسديءـشهـ ـينرأاـ أنرىـحوأطقـاهـ

.الرطوباب 956سائر فوق يطفو أن دسم شيء كلّ شانٔ من لانّٔ دسم شيء أسفله في بول يكون لا

ـيضارـكذيـملـوالقـ اـ ـبقً ـلباذاـهراطـ ـكتيفـولـ ـتقابـ ةـمدـ ـلمعاّ ـ ـعلةفـرـ ـهنفـصودقـّهنـأىـ ـجمياكـ ـ اـمعـ

955. P ولا ?
956. B ّكل.
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.بيّن وشرح باستقصاء الحادّة الامٔراض في يعرض

CC I, 207

ـيككلـذلـو ـئيرلـارهـكذامـونـ ـلفانمـسـ ـبيرقـ ـلبانيـذهـنـ ـليوـ ـغينـ ـتحوافٍـكرـ ـلنقايفـفيـرـ ـ ـيكأنالٕاّ,لـ ونـ

ـبعيلاًيـاؤتـهلـ ـ ـكم.دًاـ ـتنادّـعنمـاـ ـنفعأناـ ـ ـحقيفـلـ هـ ـيمداّ اـ ـفنق,ً ـ ـيعناـمّنـإهّنـأولـ ـ ـبسه"ىـ ـ ـلحاةلـوـ ـخف"روجـ ةـ ّ

. للاصٔول مُطَابقًا يصير التاؤيل من النحو بهذا فانٔهّ. له الإحتمال وسهولة عليه البدن

CC I, 211

 959.”واللزوجة الرياح على لدلالتها 958طول على تدلّ الكلى عللّ في الباقية 957والعُبَب “الرئيس قال

ـبعيفـو ـلنساضـ ـ ـلقبواخـ ـ ـلقابـبـ ـلصحيا.افـ ـ ـ ـلنسخايفـذيلـاحـ ـ ـ ـعنأىلـالاؤةـ ـلعبايـ ـ ـلعيابـبـ ـ ـغينـ ـجمعْـمُـرـ .ةـ

ـلنفايهـو ـ ـلتااتـخاـ ـتكيـ ـعلونـ ـلباهـجوىـ ـبقاهـرـكذدقـوولـ ـلسايفـراطـ ـبعاـ ـلفصانمـةـ ـ ـفقولـ “الـ انـكنمـ:

.”بطول منها وانذر كلاه في عِلَّتَهُ أنَّ على دلّ عبب بوله فوق

CC I, 286

” بالمتقلبّون الالٔوان الشبيهة: “الرئيس قال

ـيعنمـسالإذاـه ـ ـلطاهبـيـ ـلمعارئـاـ ـ ـقلم960يبـابـانـلادبـيفـروفـ ـ ـيكىتـآمـرئـاـطوـهوونـ ـكثيونـ ـ لفـاـسأيفـرًاـ

ـمصارٔض ـلمايفـرـ ـلمعاعـضوـ ـ ـمنهروفـ ـ ـليشمابـاـ ـ ـ ـيليامـوورـ ـ ـتللـهوأهـ ـلباكـ ـيسملادـ ـ وـ ـلماكيـدهنـّ هلـواءـ

ـمختلفوانلـأ ـ ـ ـ ـغلبهاةـ ـ ـ ـلخضواّةيـلازوردلـاةقـزرلـااـ ـ ـتتطهنـوالـوأرةـ ـ ـتنغيووسـ ـ ـ ـبحسرـ ـ ـلبصااعـضاؤبـ ـ ـعلورـ ىـ

.الحشرات ولاكٔله لحسنه المنازل في يحتبس ممّا وهو ناصعة حمراء لطعة رأسه

CC II, 30

انٔوخلسا

957. P vowels as عا ــــــل بُــــــبُــــــ َ . This is also the reading Lane seems to have preferred (Lane, Lexicon, 1931).
Ullmann reads ʿubub (Ullmann, Wörterbuch, 548).
958. D المرض طول .
959. D I, 192.
960. P ىالىو.
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.وشنكار شنجار ويُسمَّى الحمير خسُّ هو الماهيّة لوح في فيه الرئيس قال

 والخاء ساكنه بالنُون انٔخُْسا الدواء هذا اسم دسقوريدس كتاب من المُصحّحة النسخ في وجدتُ

 فرقَ ولا انٔخُوسَا الكتاب ذلك من أخر موضع في ووجدتُه. معجمة غير والسين مضمومة معجمة

ة لانّٔ بينهما .بالواو انٔخوسا اعني الحاوى في وجدتُ وكذلك. واوًا صارت شددّت اذٕا الضمَّ

 تحريف وانٔوخسا انٔوخلسا يكون الحكم وبهذا خسا انٔو الرئيس كتاب من  أخرى نسخة في وجدتُ

 بالجيم تارةً  به نطق عُرَّب اذا لانٔهّ عُرِّبَ اذٕا ائ وشنكار شنجار يسمّى وقوله الدواء هذا اسم في اؤقع

 قومٌ كتبه وقد. بالعربيّة في لها نظير ولا المعدولة بالكاف الفارسيّة في وهو فارسيٌّ لانٔهّ بالكاف وتارة

. باللام شنكال وقومٌ بالقاف شنقار

 اصٔغر: وصوابُهُ. وتحريفٌ تصحيفٌ فيه ائضًا القول هذا. اللون أحمرُ الورق أَصْفَرُ صنفٌ ومنه فيه قال

الٕاّ أخر صنفٌ انٔخسا من يكون وقد منه الثالث الصنف في دسقوريدس قول. شاهدة الثمر أحمر ورق

 قول. قَانٍ أحمرُ ثمرٌ وله منه اصٔفر انٔهّ غير الثاني بالصنف شيبهٌ وهو وليّن الٕاّ الصنفين من اصٔفرُ انٔهّ

 من ذكر الذي وكذلك. قانٍ أحمر وثمرهُ اصٔفرُ ورقه الذي منه الاخٔر الصنفُ الحاوي في الرازي

. اصٔنافه اسماء

 فيه أنّ قال 961بل ذلك يَقُل لم جالينوس. يابس حار انٔوخلسا الجالينوس قال الطبع لوح في فيه وقال

 هذا أنّ الرئيس قال وقد. كتابه من السادسة في واوضحَهُ ذلك وبيّن مُبرّدٌ ذلك مع وانٕهّ مختلفة قوّىً

 بارد طبعه بانّٔ فيه التول والحلق الشين حرف في الشنجار وذكر. والشنجار الحمار خسُّ هو الدواء

 اؤّل في يابس حار طبعه أنّ فيه وقال الخاء حرف في الحمار خسَّ وذكر. الثانية في يابس الاؤلى في

 تجفيف وفيه رطبٌ بارد طبعه وأنّ الحمار خسّ انٔهّ فيه وقال. الهاء حرف في فيلوس هو وذكر. الثانية

.جدًا متهافتةٌ الدواء هذا طبع في فاقٔاويله وبالجملة قليلٌ وتسخينٌ

CC II, 66

ـجنوزـج دُمنــَڮَوْزـڮوهـ.دمـ ـلكابـْ ـلمعاافـ ـ رَمـيٌّـسارفـمٌـساوهـوةلـدوـ ـلجاوهـوَوزـڮنمـبٌّـكُ وهـودُمنــَڮووزـ

.أخرى وبالڮَاف تارةً بالجيم يُكتَبُ التعريب حال وفي الحنْطَة

961. B إنّما.
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CC II, 75

ـفلفدار ـ ـئيرلـاالقـ.لـ ـفيسـ ـلماوحلـيفـهـ ـهياـ “ّةـ ـثماؤّلوـه: ـلفلفارـ ـ ـ ـلماالقـ962.”لـ ـخبأ:فلـؤـ ـغيينـرـ دٍـحوارـ

ـلثقانمـ ـ ـلمحصليااتـ ـ ـ ـ ـ ـتجنمـنـ ارـ ـلهناّ ـ ـلصيوادـ ـ ـفلفدارلـاأنّنـ ـ ـليلـ ـثمنمـسـ ـشجرـ ـلفلفارـ ـ ـ ـلفلفاولالـ ـ ـ لـ
ـبيالأ ـثمنمـضـ ـشجرـ ٔرـ ـينبولاودـسالا ـ ـمنهمدٌـحواتـ ـ ـ ـلبايفـاـ ـلتالادـ ـيخيـ ـمنهرجـ ـ ـلفلفااـ ـ ـ وأنّودـسالألـ

.فلفل بها وليس 963وىهرورا القصّ اعٔمال من اللاز بلاد من وهى فوفل من يخرج انٕمّا فلفل الدار

ـلفلفوا ـ ـ ـلمنيبانمـودـسألـ ـ ـ ـ ـليواداتـ ـبهسـ ـفلفداراـ ـ ـفلفولالـ ـ ـبيألـ ٔ.ضـ ـبيوالا ـلصيايـحوانـنمـضـ ـ ـبهونـ اـ

ـفلف ـ ـخفيودـسألـ ـ ـمقفـ ـتحمللااربٌـ ـ ـ ـلتجاهـ ـ ارـ ـئتانـدلـّ ـلحكاذاهـوهـ ـ ـيكلامـ ـئيرلـاهلـاقـامـونـ ـحقسـ اـ ـهمولبـًّ اـ ً
ـليمـهولـاذاـهأنّالٕاّ اـممِـسـ ـيختَّ ـ ـئيرلـاهبـصّـ ـسبقدقـلبـسـ ـ ـليإهـ ـيسقدهـ ـ ـتبعودسيـورـ ـ ـفيهـ ـطبالألـضافـهـ ّاءـ

.بعدهما 964اتٔا من وسائر جالينوس

ـسبو ـمسدـعبُـكلـذبـ ـلقانـكاـ ـمننـعاءـمدـ ةيـالادٔوذهـهتبـاـ ـضعوّ ـخبالأفـ ـصلوالـاارـ هإةـ ي ـل ـ ـعنهمـ ـ اـ

ـختوإ ـلهلاـ ـبسبمـ ـ ـلبعابـ ـ ـتخلعمـدـ ـ ـكثأفّـ ـلمخبارـ ـ ـ ـلتجانمـنيـرـ ـ ارـ ـقلوّ ـتحصيلهةّـ ـ ـ ـ ـ ـشتغوامـ ـ ـلهاـ ـلبحانعـمـ ـ ثـ

.الارٔباح وطلب الاشٔياء هذه أمثال عن

CC II, 101

ـئيرلـوا ـلظافـسـ ـيحسرمـالأبلـاـغيفـهّنـأرهمـأنمـرـهاـ ـ ـلظانـ ـيقلورازيلـابـنّـ ـ ـفيمدّهـ ـ ـيحكياـ ـ ـ ـليناـجنـعهـ ـ وسـ

ـغيو ـينقلورهـ ـ ـ ـمنسهـ ـ ابـوـ ـينسبنمـىلـإً ـ ـ ـليإرازيلـاهـ ـغينمـهـ ـيكشفأنّرـ ـ ـ ـتجكلـذلـولـصالأنمـهـ ـيغلدهـ ـ ـفيمطـ ـ اـ

 ...يكتب أن ينبغى ولهذا عليه تصحّف ما وتصحّف كثيرًا الرازي فيه يغلط

CC II, 107

ـيب ـئيرلـاالقـ...روحـ ـمعنانـكواءـس“سـ ـ ـغياؤودًاـجوـممـسالإذاـهىـ ـكثيوودـجوـمرـ ـ ـسمالأنـمرـ دلّيـاءـ

ـعل ـمعىـ ـغيانٍـ ـليباورةـصوودةـجومـرـ ـ ـلماروحـ ـخشودـجوـ ـغبأبٌـ ـلتفتايفـراءـ ـ ـ ـكبّتـ ـلقساـكارـ ـ القـ966.”965طـ

ـلما ـليبافّلـؤـ ـ ـينبروحـ ـ ـكثيانـلادبـيفـتـ ـ ـقتلعادقـورًاـ ـ ـ ـينبامـولـصأنمـتُـ ـ ـمنتـ ـبمصهـ ـ ـسكنالإبـورـ ـ دّةًعـّةيـدرـ

ـتهورـصدتُـجوفـ ـعلةًيـرـطاـ ـيسقدرهـكذامـىـ ـ ـجففتودسيـورـ ـ ـ ـفكاهـُـ ـلجاافـ ـمنهافّـ ـ ـعلاـ ـئيرلـارهـكذامـىـ سـ

962. D I, 438, l. 16.
963. Yaqut does not list a Nahrūrā, Yahrūrā, Bahrūrā, Tahrūrā or Thahrūrā (cf. Abū ʿAbd Allāh Yaʿqūb ibn
ʿAbd Allāh, Muʿjam).
964. B اتى.
965. Qunnabīṭ (Lev, and Amar, Materia Medica, 367). D كالقنبيط.
966. D I, 509, l. 17.
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ـلتفتاىلـإهلـوقـلاـخ ـ ـ ـليساـهّنـإفـّتـ ـ ـعسوكلـذـكتـ ـتفقاذيلـاىـ ـ تـ ـمشَ ـئيرلـادةـهاـ ـمنههلـسـ ـ ـعتيقانـكاـ ـ ـ اـ ً

.نخرًا

ـخبوأ ـسكنالإلـهأنمـومقـينـرـ ـ ـممّةيـدرـ نـ ـيشتغّ ـ ـ ـلفابـلـ ـينهّنـأةـحلاـ ـمنهدرـ ـ ـيكامـاـ ـعلونـ ـنسالإورةـصىـ انـ

ـفتطلبت ـ ـ ـ ـ ـمنهُهـ ـ ـيجلامهـّنـأرواـكذدقـمـ اقـافـّتـإالٕاّهنـدوـ ًٔ ـليهّنـلا ـلهسـ ـفيممـ ـ ـيظهاـ ـ ـنبنمـرـ ـعلهتـاـ الارٔضهـجوىـ

ـيستةمـلاعـ ـ ـبهوّنلـدـ ـعلاـ ـفيقتلعكلـذـكهلـوـصأنمـوهـامـىـ ـ ـ ـ ـ ـخبوأ.هنـوـ ـشيخنينـرـ ـ ـ ـنصوبـأاـ ـلعيانبـاننـدعـرـ ـ نـ

ـمندـهاـشّهنـأيّبـزر ـببيملًاـصأهـ ـ ـ ـستارـ ـبغانـ ـشبيهدادـ ـ ـ اـ اـجً ـبصدًّ ـنسالإورةـ ـيغلاانـ ـمنهادرُـ ـ ـشياـ درهقـواءـ

ـكق ـلطفادرـ ـ ـلصغيالـ ـ ـ ـجلبذيلـاوأنّرـ ـ ـلبالهـأنمـلـجرهـ ـس967ّةيـربـيفـدهـجوهّنـأرـكوذّهيـادـ ـنجِ ـخبوأارـ ىنـرـ

.شاهده ممّن غيره ائضًا بذلك

CC II, 147

.البلوري الصافي الفيكاني أجوده الإختيار لوح في الرئيس قال. نوشاذر

ـلفيكاوـه ـ ـ ـلفابـينـاـ ـمخفاءـ ـ ـلنانمـربٌـضوـهوةفـّـ ـمعاذرـشوـ ـمعوينـدـ ـبيهنـدـ ـلصيانـ ـ ـشغاـكونـ عـضومـيفـرـ

ـبكرفـعيُـ ـيتكو968نتـوـ ـ ـشقينـطابـيفـونـ ـ ـجبفـ ـتحتلـ ـ هُـ ـمستنقَ ـ ـ ـ ـخبوأ.اءـمعـ لـهأنـملـجركلـذبـىنـرـ

ـلمشا ـ ـشتغاهلـرقـ ـ ـبشالـ ٔوالـحأنـميءـ ـجسالا ـلمعاامـ ـ ـنيدـ ةـ ـلمصبواّ ـ ـ ـمعىلـإلـصوّهنـأرـكوذةـغوـ ـيندـ هـ

.وشاهرهُ المذكور

CC II, 177

ـيناوفـ ـلماالقـ.اـ ـخبأ:ّفلـؤـ ـصينـملـجرىنـرـ ـلياةلـادـ ـنييانـوـ ـ ـلمستعاّنـ ـ ـ ـ ـبيرـ ـلصحيادواءلـاذاـهمـساأنّّنـ ـ ـ حـ

.الياء على النون يتقدّم فاونيا عندهم

CC II, 181

ـصفص ـ يرـلاالـق.افـ ـئ يسـ ـف ماوحـليـفهـ ـل ياـ ـه خاوـهوةـ ـل ماالـق.لافُـ ـل ـلصفصا969ّفـلؤـ ـ ـ واعٌـنأافـ

ـلخوا ـمنهدٌـحوالافـ ـ ٔرهـكذدقـواـ ـطبالا اءـ ـكتبهيفـّ ـ ـ ـلمشهوامـ ـ ـ ـبهورـ ـقتنويفـمـسالإذاـ ـ ـشجذاـهاـ ـشبرٌـ هـ

ـلصفصا ـ ـ ـستقإيفـافـ ـ ـغصأةمـاـ ـيسةعـرـسوهنـاـ ـلصفصاوورقرضعـوأولـطأهقـورأنّالٕاوهـ ـ ـ ـيخافـ يفـرجـ

967. P بريه.
968. P and B: ك ـــــــب وـــــــ . The following word has a very similar ending (ون) so that the نـــــــت was probably
dropped by the copyist who may not have been familiar with the name.
969. B omitted.
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ـغصأولـط رٌهـزَهنـاـ ـمستطيَ ـ ـ ـ ـلشكالـ ـ ـبيأهنـولـلـ ـلصفاىلـإضـ ـ ـيميرةـ ـ ـيحراىلـإلـ ـلساةـ ـبيالأوسـ ـقبكلـوذضـ لـ

. ثمر له وليس ورقه خروج

ـلشالـهوأ ـيسمامـ ـ وـ ـلخاهنـّ ـبتشلّافـ ـ ـبمورلاملـاديـدـ اـ ـسمّ ـلباوهـ ـيستقطوانـ ـ ـ ـ ـيتطيباءمـرهـهزنمـرونـ ـ ـ ـ هبـونـ

ـكم ـيتطياـ ـ ـ ـبمبـ ـيتخووردلـااءـ ـ ـمنذونـ ـهندهـ اـ ـيسمً ـ ـيضاهنـوـ اـ ـلبانهـدً لقـُنـدقـوانـ انـلادبـىلـإتقـولـاذاهـيفـِ

.بساتينها بعض في وغُرِس

CC II, 188

ـلحماىعـر ـ ـئيرلـاالقـ.لبـوالإامـ ـفيسـ ـلماوحلـيفـهـ ـهياـ “ّةـ ـحشي: ـ ـكحبٌّـحهلـشـ ـيبرقـاؤالاسٓبّـ ـمناًـ ـلكنهـ ـ هـ

970.”حلاوةٍ أدنى وفيه المقشر العدس والطعم اللون في لبّه وتشبه غبرة منه أشدّ

ـلماالقـ ـيسقدرـكذ:فلـؤـ ـ ـلثايفـلبـالإىعـردسيـورـ ـلثاـ ـكتنمـةـ ـفقهبـاـ ـنبهّنـأالـ ـينشعروىمـاقٌـشهلـاتٌـ ـ ـ بُـ

ـمن ـشعهـ ـكثيبٌـ ـ ـصبالأرضـعيفـهقـووررةٌـ اـحوالـطعـ ـلحباورقـكدًّ ـ ـلخضاّةـ ـ ـمنحينراءـ ـ ـ ـ ـفيهارجـخىلـإةًـ ـ اـ

ـخش ـيسيةنـوـ ـ ـعلورةـ ـشعبىـ ـ ـلياـكأهـ ـلياـكأـكلـ ـلسبالـ ـ ـصفأهنـولـرٌـهوزتـ ـكبزربـورُـ ـلسبازرـ ـ ـصلأولـطوتـ هـ

.رخصًا كان اذّٕا والساق هو يوكل حلوٌ وطعمه ابٔيض لونه اصبع غلظ في اصٔابع ثلث من نحوًا

ـلحماىـعررـكوذ ـ ـمنعبـرالـايفـامـ ـفقهـ ـينبهّنـأالـ ـ ـفهنـكامـأيفـتـ ـلمستانمـهّنـوإاءمـاـ ـ ـ لّـكيفـهنـوـكفنـأـ

ـسن ـنحهلـوـطّةـ ـشبنمـوـ ـكبااؤرـ ـقليرـ ـ ـمشورقٌهلـو.لًاـ ـلبياىلـإهنـولـرفـ ـ ـلسانمـتٌبـانـوهـامـاضـ ـلكثوااقـ ـ رـ

. واحده وساق واحد اصٔل له يوجد ما

ـلقانيـذـهنـمرٌـهاـظو ـليوـ ـنهمانـ ـ ـمتبانـعونـاـ ـ ـنياـ اـعونـلاانـ ـكمدًاـحواً ـصفهمواـ ـ ـ ـئيرلـااـ ـبيكلـذـكوسـ نـ

ـيظهو ـ ـطبالألـضافـلامـكنمـرـ ـئيرلـارهـكذذيلـامّثـّاءـ ـيطلاسـ ـيسقدهبـفـصاومـقبـاـ ـ ـمنهمدًاـحوادسيـورـ ـ ـ اـ

ـئيرلـالانّٔ ـيقسـ ـلهأنّولـ ـلنباذاـ ـ ـكحبٌّـحاتـ ـيسقدكلـذرـكذيـملـوالاسٔبّـ ـ ـليناـجولادسيـورـ ـ ولاوسـ

ـغي ـهمرـ ـفيماـ ـ ـعلماـ ـ ـطبعهمنمـرهـكذامـكلـذـكوتُـ ـ ـ ـ ـصهمواـخواـ ـ ـيقهّنـإفـاـ يفـبـطرالاؤّليفـارـحهّنـأولـ

ـلثا ـنياـ ـليناـجوةـ ـ ـيقوسـ ـلطيارـحلبـالإىـعرأنّولـ ـ ـلحماىـعورفـ ـ ـيق.سبـايـامـ لااهـعزنـذيلـالبـالإأنّولـ

ـيض ـلهامُّـساـهرّـ ـلقواوامـ ـصفواـمّنـإاءـمدـ ـبهواـ ـلخاذهـ ـصياـ ةـ هـصاـخلبـالإىـعرّ ـئيرلـواّ ـيقسـ ـيسّهنـأولـ وّدـ

.علمت فيما الادٔويةّ في المؤلفين من غيرهم ولا القدماء الخاصيّة بهذه منهما واحدًا يذكر ولم الشعر

970. D I, 662.
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.سديد غير فيهما كلامه فإنّ وبالجملة

CC II, 202

.المصريّ الباقلي هو الماهيّة لوح في فيه الرئيس قال. ترمس

ـلماالقـ ـسبقدقـمٌـهوذاـه:فلـؤـ ـ يإهـ ـل ـكثأهـ ـلمارـ ـلفيؤـ ـ ةيـالادٔويفـنـ ـلمفاّ ـ ٔردةـ ـيعملـمـهّنـلا باوافـروـ ـل ـقلاـ يـ

ـلمصا ـ ـيقملـو.ريّـ ـعليعـ ـ ـفيمهـ ـ ـفترعـنـ ـلمحانمـهـ ـ ـثيدـ ـغينـ ـلحساىبـأرـ ـ ـعلنـ يفـرهُـكذدقـهّنـإفـوانـضرنبـىـ

ـكتبنمـعـضوامـ ـ ـثموـهوهـ ـنبرـ ـيقاتٍـ ـلميايفـومُـ ـ ـلقااهـ ـئماـ ـمصارٔضلفـاـسأيفـةـ ـيعرـ ـتللـهأهفـرـ ـلباكـ لادـ

.والجامسة بالجبور

CC III, 14

ـئيرلـاالقـ ـفيسـ ـلنوا“هـ رْـ سُـجَ ـلسواِ نُـسوْـ َٔ ـقحوالا ـنسخيفـو.971”وانـ ـ ـعفزلـوا“رىـخأةٍـ ـنسخيفـو”.رانُـ ـ ةٍـ

”. 972والارٔغوان “أخرى

. المَحلّ هذا في متمكّنان انٕ دواء وهما مقوٍّ مُحللٌّ منضج دواء منهما واحدٍ كلّ والزعفران الاقٔحوان

امـافـ ـلظافـوانغـالارّٔ ـتصحيهّنـأرهـاـ ـ ـ ـعفزلـافـ ـلحايفـورانـ ـلعاىـشواـ ـقيراـ “ّةـ ـشجرهـزَوهـوانغـالارٔ: ـمعرةـ ةٍفـروـ

.”الربيع في الشجرة جميع الزهرة بتلك تمتلى خفيفة حمرة الٕى لونها. وغيرها بإصفهان

CC III, 15

ـئيرلـاالقـ امـوا“سـ ـلماّ ـسهُـ لاتـ ـقيقرلـاِ ـ ـلتنقيةـ ـ ـ ـ ـفهرأسلـاةـ ـلشبيايـ ـ ـ ـشبي973.”اراتـ ـ ـلشيابـارـ ـ ـلمانـ ـليواةـ ـبعاءٓـ دـ

ـلبا ـمعنوبـشنمـّبـكرمـ,يّـسارفـمـسإاءٓـ ـ ـلليااهـ ـ ـمعنوارهبـولـ ـ ـللغايفـاهـ ـ ـلفهلاةـ ـ ـ ـلقاّةيـوـ ـيمدـ دقـو.دواءلـاةـ

ـسقطأ ـ ـلهاواـ ـتخفيفاءـ ـ ـ ـ اـ ـفقً يوالـاـ ـشب ـ ـليذهـخأقفـوايـذيلـادواءلـاارـ ـلشبيوالاًـ ـ ـ ـجمعاراتـ ـ ـصلوأهـ ـصبهـ رـ

.ومصطكى

971. D II, 31, l. 8.
972. P and B both have الارعوان.
973. D II, 33 l. 8.
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CC III, 18

"المعدة في يتولدُّ الذي الحاد البجار ليمنعَ الهليلج فيها ويقع "فيه الرئيس قال

ـلهليلا ـ ـ ـ ـكيرتـيفـعقـواذّٕاجـ ـلحبابـ ـ ـلماوبـ ـمنهرادـ ـ ـتنقياـ ـ ـ ـقلةًـصاـخرأسلـاةـ ـتبخيّلـ ـ ـ ـليإاـهرـ ـبتقهـ ـ ـيتوـ ـلفهـ مّـ

ـلمعا ـ ـبقدةـ ـقبضوّةـ ـ ـعفوهـ ـصتوـ ـفقهـ ـتنقيتهكلـذبـالـ ـ ـ ـ ـ ـفسنـمربٌـضــــــذاـهوهلـاـ ـلتاادـ ـكيرـ ـيقلابـ ـفيعـ هـ

. ضِدّه ينبغي الذي بل المسهلات تركيبهم في الاطٔبّاء حذاق

ـفه ـخيُـأنْوـ ـبمنقيطلـْ ـ ـ ـ ـفيامـاغمـدلـااتـ ـلفاءٓـخارٕهـ ـلمعامّـ ـ ـعلةنـاعـوإدةـ ـلتبخياىـ ـ ـ ـ ـتق974الـصّتـوارـ ـيتهوـ ـ ـبساـ ةعـرـ

ـمثرأسلـاىلـإ ـعفزلـالـ ـممكلـذلانّٔرانـ اـ ـيجعّ ـ ـنقيتتَـلـ ـ ـ ـبلأهلـاـهَـ ـكثوأغَـ ـحترَـ ـلسيدنـالارٍـهزنَبـاأنّىـ ـ انـكَّيـ

ـلقيُـ ىـ ـفيهِ ـ ـلشااـ ـليسياىءَـ ـ ـ ـلثانمـرَـ ـبمورومـ اـ ـسقّ ـلخمابـاـهاـ ـ ـبماؤرـ ـنقدقـاءـ ـفي975عـ ـبنثوهـ ـ ـينأنىلـا976ٕبـ شّـ

. الدماغ الٕى بابخرتها الاسٔراع من ذلك في لما الغَلَيان في وياخٔذ

ـفعلانـكو ـ ـقيكلـذهـ اـساـ ـعلً ـخلىـ ـئمأطـ ـلقاةـ ـطبالأنمـاءمـدـ ـلشاّاءـ ـليسيايءـ ـ ـ ـلمثاةّيـأدويفـجنـايـرازلـانمـرـ ـ ةِنـاـ

ـليس ـ ـيصإرعـ ـلهاـ ـليواـ ـلمعتسـ ـ ـ ـيعتأنرضـ ـ ـلقاذاهـرضَـ ـبخلولـ ـ ـلسنباطـ ـ ـ ـلمصطكابـلـ ـ ـ ـ ـلصبابـوىـ ـ ٔرـ ـفكاذّٕاهّنـلا ِّرـ

ـنفسعمـ ـ ـيجملـهـ ـلهليلادـ ـ ـ ـ ـلطجـ ـفتهماـ ـ ـ ـلهمولااـ ـ دّةـشاـ ـقبضِ ـ هِـ ـلفدّةـشوِ ـلمعامّـ ـ ـلهليلابـيلـوالاؤّدةـ ـ ـ ـ ـنحوجـ وهـ

ـمم اـ ـيمنّ ـ ـلبخاعـ ـ ـلحاارـ ـلتانمـادـ ـيستعمأناغمـدلـاىلـإّيقـرـ ـ ـ ـ ـبعلـ ـلتنقيادـ ـ ـ ـ ـبتلةـ ـ ـلحباكـ ـ رـهاـظرمـأذاـهووبـ

. بيّن واضح فيه والصواب

CC III, 24

ـكللامـك ـلصايفـيّـ ـئيرلـاالقـ.داعـ ـلعضا"سـ ـ ـيصوـ ـبينلـ ـ ـبيوهـ ـشجوااغمـدلـانـ ـلعصاةـ ـ ـشجوالـا...”بـ يهـةـ

كا ب مشت ـل ـ ـ ـ ـ جاالـق.ةـ ـل ـشجواـلا”ريـهوـ مـحرَـلا:ةـ ماِ ـل ـشتُـ ةـكـِبَـ ـشجوو977.”َ عاتـ ـل ـعصوالأروقـ ائابـ

. اشتبكت

CC III, 25

ـئيرلـاالقـ ـفيسـ ـمنو"هـ ـسببامـهـ ـ ـسببارـصاي"لـصودقـقبـاـسهـ ـ اـ ـمعنلـصودقـ.لاـصواً ـ ـسببارـصاياهـ ـ اـ ً

974. P ايّصال.
975. P ىنقع?
976. B يُبيَّت.
977. Jawharī, Ṣiḥāḥ, vol. I, 347.
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واصلًا

CC III, 26

ـصنأيفـ ـلصاافـ ـلكاداعـ ـلماوءـسنـمنئـاـ ـئيرلـاالقـ.زاجـ "سـ ـلموا: ـبمبـطرلـازاجـ ـفليبـطروـهاـ ـ سـ

" الإتصال تفرق يفعل ريح أحداث اؤ تبخير جهة من 978رطبة مادة هناك تكون أن الٕا مؤلما

ـلما ـطبرلـاادةـ ـتكدقـةـ ـكثيونـ ـ ـلمقارةـ ـ ـفتدارـ ـلتمابـمّلـوـ ـ ـلقاذاهـهبـواـصو,كلـذرـكذملـو.ديـدـ ـيقأنولـ الٕا"ولـ

"التصال تفرق تفعل ريحًا أحداث اؤ واثٕقالها تمديدها من مولمه رطبة مادة هناك يكون أن

CC III, 27

ـئيرلـاالقـ ـمجماؤ“سـ ـ ـطبيعيداتـ ـ ـ ـ اـ ـلحا979”ً ـلعايـشواـ ـقيراـ ـجيادةيـزلـاذههـارٔىلاّةـ ـلهانـكإنفـ.دهـ ـمعناـ ـ ىـ

.البارد الشيخوخة مزاج فعساه

CC III, 28

بالمشاركة الكائن الصداع اصٔناف تفصيل

980"الافٔرسة ورياح "فيه الرئيس قال 

ٔ ـللفظاذهـهيفـفلـالا ـ ـ ـجمييفـكلـذـكاتـجدقـوادةيـزةـ ـ ـكتعـ ـلطابـ ـلتابّـ ـفنرـعىـ ـغلوـهواـهاـ عقـوطـ

ـله ـنبوكلـذرـكذدقـو.مـ ـعليهـ ـ ـجننبـهـ ـكتيفـاحـ ـلتلخياابـ ـ ـ ـ ـبهواـصو.صـ ـلفااـ ـلسيابـةـسرـ ـ ـلفوا,نـ ةـصرـ

. بالصاد

ـلجاالقـ “ريـهوـ ـلفا: ـلعنايفـذـخأتـحيـرةـسرـ ـ ـفتفقـ ـ ـسهرـ ـيضاالقـو.اـهّقـدتـائ”اـ اـ ً“ ـلفوا: ـيك[حيـرةـصرـ ونـ

”. الحدب 981]منها

ـليو ـجممـسإةـسرفـالاسـ ـعلاءـجامـلانّٔعـ ـفعلىـ ـ ـيحلاهـ ـجمعوزـ ـ ـعلهـ ـفعلأىـ ـ ـيجماـمّنـوإ.هـ ـ ـعلعـ ـفعىـ لاتـ

ـمث ـقصعلـ ـ ـقصعوةـ ـ ـجفنواتـ ـ ـجفنوهـ ـ امـوأ.اتـ ـعلّ ـفعىـ ـمثالٍـ ـقصعلـ ـ ـقصوةـ ـصحفواعـ ـ ـصحوةـ ـعلاؤافـ ىـ

978. D adds مؤلمة. Cf. correction IJ makes.
979. Apparently not in D.
980. D II, 49, l. 4 from below.
981. Not in the manuscripts but in Jawharī, Ṣiḥāḥ, vol. III, 1048.
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وبرود بردة مثل فعول

CC III, 29

983.”أطرافه لتخلخل البرد الٕيه ويسرع 982تبخير بلا يصدع والخمار “الرئيس قال

ـلنسايفـدتُـجوذاـك ـ ـلتاخـ ـقفوىـ تُـ ـعليهْ ـ ـ ـبعيدـسافـلامـكوـهواـ ـ ـلصانمـدـ ـيشبووابـ ـ ـيكأنْهـ ـسهونـ وـ

.”أطرافه لتخلخل البرد صاحبه الٕى ويسرع بالتبخير يصدع والخمار “وصوابه ناسخ

CC III, 30

ـئيرلـاالقـ ـلتوا"سـ ـبيدـ ـللطيارـ ـ ـ ـبمارـضفـ ـبسبهعـداـص984نـ ـ ـلعابـ ـلغليالاجـ ـ ـ ـللمظـ ـ ذاهـدتُـجوذاـك.985"رارـ

. بعضها من أسقط قد ووجدته النسخ تلك في ايضًا الموضع

ـلعا"هلـوقـ ـلغليالاجـ ـ ـ ـعل”ظـ ـجهىـ ٔةـ ـبقولاحـصالا ـهكىـ “ذاـ ـلتوا: ـبيدـ ـللطيارـ ـ ـ ـبمارـضفـ ـبسبهـعداـصنـ ـ بـ

". المرار

يذاـهو ـل ـشبوالألاحـصأـبسـ ٔهـ كأنربـقوالا ـي ماذاـهيـفرضـعدـقونـ ـل ـسهعـضوـ ضاوـ ـي اـ هـلوـقيـفً

: هكذا القول يكون حتىّ يوجد بمعنى” سبب “قوله ويكون” المغلظ “صوابه وأنّ" الغليظ"

ـلتوا“ ـبيدـ ـللطيارـ ـ ـ ـبمارـضفـ ـبسبهـعداـصنـ ـ ـلتابـ ـبيدـ ـلمغلارـ ـ ـ ـللمظـ ـ ـلتاائ”,راريـ ـبيدـ ـللطيارـ ـ ـ ـيضفـ ـبمرّـ نـ

ـيقتضهـعداـصانـك ـ ـ ـتغليىـ ـ ـ ـيكذيلـاوـهو,رارةـمظـ ـسبونـ ـهيجهـعداـصبـ ـ ـلماانـ ـفيرارـ ـقترلـهـ هتـدـجوهـ

. معناه وصح الكلام استقام النحو هذا على اصٔلح اذّٕا فإنهّ حقّ وذلك

CC III, 31

982. Note that D simply drops the problematic bi-lā tabkhīr. Ibn Jumayʿ seems not to have been the only
one who was aware of this problem even though he solved it in a more satisfying way.
983. D II, 50, l. 23. It is unclear why Ibn Jumayʿ put this under the faṣl “general discourse on symptoms of
different types of headaches and its subdivisions” whereas in D we find it under the previous faṣl (“on types of
headaches which are caused by movements”). Perhaps D is later and Ibn Jumayʿ refers to an earlier division
of the Canon not preserved in D.
984. D لمن.
985. D المرار بسبب الغليظ بالتدبير العلاج يوجب صداعه لمن ضار اللطيف والتدبير .
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الحار الصداع علاج

ـينبغ ـ ـ ـيتانىـ ـلفصاذاـهمـجرـ ـ ـعنا,لـ ـلتاىـ ـلمقانـمعـساـ ـ ثاةلـاـ ـل ياـ ـن ـلفانـمهـ ـبه,الاولنـ تاذهـ ـل ـجمرـ يفـ:هـ

ـمع ـلجاـ ـصنااتـ ـلصاافـ ـحتداعـ ـيكىـ ـلصالاجـع“ونـ ـلحاداعـ ـبمارـ ـبغياوادةـ ـ ـبعرهـكذامـريـاـسوادةمـرـ دـ

”.فيه داخلة والجودة تاليه الصداع في “قوله الى” الصداع اصناف معلجات من

CC III, 32

987>986”النيشوقيّة “أخرى نسخة وفي” <النيشوييّة المرقة “وقيل الرئيس قال

ـلنيشا ـ ـ ـيسم.يّـسارفـمـسإوـ ـ ىـ ـعلهبـَّ ـسمعتامـىـ ـ ـ ـجمنمـهـ ـلعجانمـةـعاـ ـ اصـجالاِنمـربـضمـ ـلقواَّ رَاـ ـصَ ايـِ َ
ـصغي ـ ـلمقارـ ـ ـلحاديـدـشدارـ وـمُـ ةـضُ ايـرـطلـكؤيـَ ـطبيُـودّرًاـقُـموًّ ـكمخـ اـ ـيطبّ ـ ٔبـخـ ـلقوااصـجالا ـصيراـ اـموأ.اـ ّ

.جايز وكلاهما للتعريب هي وانٕمّا قاف فيها ليس فالفارسيّة النسختين اخٕتلاف

CC III, 33

ـئيرلـاالقـ ـلصالاجعـيفـسـ ـلباداعـ ـبغياردـ ـ ـبماؤادةمـرـ ـممو“ادةـ اـ ـينفّ ـ ـفيعـ ـلقابّـحهـ ـنفرـ ـلقابّـح”لـ ـنفرـ لـ

.سهل بن سابور اقراباذين في كالمذكور الطيّب حبّ هو

CC III, 34

ـئيرلـاالقـ ـفيسـ ـطليالأنـموهـ ـ ـلجياةـ ـ ـلكدةـ ـلخانـمنـمزـملّـ ـلشقيقواوذةـ ـ ـ ـ ـلباةـ ـتياردـ ـطليُتـأننـ ـ ـلحجابـاـ ـ رـ

ـلمصا ـ ـلحجاذاهـريـ ـ ـليناـجرهـكذذيلـاوهـرـ ـ ـلتايفـوسـ ـسعاـ ـكتنمـةـ ـلمفاةّيـالادٔووىقـيفـهبـاـ ـ هّنـأالقـوردةـ

.وغسله الكتان قصارة في الناس ويستعمله مصر بلاد في

CC III, 35

ـئيرلـاالقـ ـفيسـ ـيضاهـ اـ ـصبً ـبيرفـورّمـورـ ـجنوونـ ـبيدـ ـستدـ ـفيثموارـ ـ ـ ـقسوونـ ـفلفواـحرقـرقـاعـوطـ ـ ـيطللـ ـ ـبشىـ رابـ

.عتيق

ـنسخيفـو ـ ـفيثمأعـضومـيفـريـخأةـ ـ ـ ـفيأونـ ـنسخدتُـجو.ونـ ـ ـلطاذاـهةـ لاءـ ـلحايفـِ ـكم.اوىـ ـهناـهوـهاـ ,اـ

986. D II, 56, l. 7 reads النشوقية.
987. B omitted.
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.أليق والافٔيون افٔيون الحاشيه وفي افٔثيمون, الكتاب متن في اعنى

ـتقدقـو ـخلطدّمـ ـ ـلهرـخألاءـطيفـهـ ـلماذاـ ـقبرهـكذرضـ ـلطلاذاـهلـ ـ ٔ.يـ ـفيثموالا ـ ـ ـغيونـ ـمنكرـ ـ ذاـهيفـرـ

ـلما ـيئرلـالانّٔعـضوـ ـنفسسـ ـ ـنيواقـيفـالقـدقـهـ ـلصالاجـعنـ ـبمور:داعـ اـ ـضمّ ـبعرأسلـاانـدـ ـلحلادـ ـ ةٍيـادوبـقـ

.فيه الذي الخلط لجنس مُسهلةٍ

CC III, 36

يرـلاالـقو ـئ ـلصالاجـعيـفسـ ياداعـ ـل اـما"سـباـ صاّ ـل داعـ ياُّ ـل ـيكذيـلاسـباـ ـصادةـمنـمونـ ةـيرَاوـفَ اوَ

ومـدَ ـبعيفـو988"ِّهيـُ ـلنساضـ ـ ومـدَاو"خـ هيـُ َ“ ـلجياوهـو"ةيـوداوـساو” ـ ـلصالاندـ ـلياداعـ هيـومـدادةمـنعـسبـاـ

. يكون لا

CC III, 38

ـئيرلـاالقـو ـلصالاجـعيفـسـ داعـ ـلكاّ اـضرـعنيـاـ ـللحميً ـ ـ ـ "راضـموالااتـ اـموأ: ـلكهودرافـطالأطبـرّ ـ اـ

ـستعموإ ـ ـ ـلحماالـ ـ ـلحما".ورـ ـ ـبحورـ ـغياءـ ـعجممُـرـ ـ ـمفتةـ ـ ـيعنوهـو...ةـحُوـ ـ ـلمعاّةيـالادٔوهبـىـ ـ ـعنةفـروـ ـطبالأدـ ّاءـ
.بالحمرة

CC III, 39

 989"المتوسّطة الساترة بانٔهّا جالينوس ويَحُدّها "فيه الرئيس قال. الشقيقة في

ـلماذاهـانـدـجوذاـك ـجمييفـعـضوـ ـ ـلنساعـ ـ ـلتاخـ ـقفنوىـ ـ ـعليهاـ ـ ـ ـمعنلالامـكوهـواـ ـ ـلظوا.هلـىـ قفـّتـادقـهّنـأرهـاـ

” المتوسّطة الشانٔ الٕى بالانتهاء جالينوس ويحدها: “وصوابه ونقص تصحيف فيه

ـليناـجولقـدههـاـش ـ ـلثايفـوسـ ـنياـ ـكتنمـةـ ـلمياابـ ـ “رمـاـ ـيعدقـ: ـنصيفـرضـ ـعلرأسلـافـ وْمـةّـ ـجُ ـتكرّةًمـةعـِ ونـ

ـلجايفـ ـيمالأبنـاـ ـتكرّةًـمونـ ـلجايفـونـ ـيسالأبنـاـ دُّـحورـ ـينتهذيلـااـهَ ـ ـ ـليإىـ ـلشاوـههـ ـلماانٔـ ـمتُـ يفـدّـ

.الرأس الطول

988. Cf. D II, 61.
989. D II, 74, l. 10f.
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CC III, 124

ـئيرلـاالقـ “سـ ـبمور: اـ ـحتياّ ـ ـيخأنّىلـإجـ ـلفصابـدمّلـارجـ ـ ـلغشاىلـإدـ ـ ـلقيفانمـىـ ـ ـ ـلعانمـاؤالـ ـلكتفارقـ ـ ـ يـ

ـخلنمـذيلـا ـبلأهّنـإفـفـ ٔغـ ـيمنهّنـلا ـ ـتفريـأنّدمّلـاعـ ـلقاذاهـ990.”رأسلـاىلـإعـ ـفيولـ ـتحهـ ـلنقايفـفيـرـ ـ يفـلـ

عانـماؤ“هـلوـق ـل فارقـ كت ـل ـ ـ ـخلنـمذيـلايـ هـنأ”فـ ـلحايـفرازيـلاولـقنـموذـخأـمّ ذهـهذيـلااويـ

:حكايته

ـفصيلـ:رازيلـاالقـ ـلعادـ ـلكتفارقـ ـ ـ ـخلنمـيـ ـنفافـ ـفصنمـعـ ـلمايفـدهـ ـحينئهّنـلأقفـرـ ـ ـ ـيقطذٍـ ـ دمّلـاةيـرـجعـ

. الضوارب العروق من يكون الذي الٕا الرعاف انحبس وبهذا الرأس الٕى

ـيضاهلـوقـنـمو ـحكذهـهذيلـااـ ـيتاـ ـسمهـ ـلليلـاعـ ـلشاافـعرـ ـتنجلاذيلـاديـدـ ـ ـفيبـ ةيـالادٔوهـ ـيطلّ ـ بـ

.مكانه الدمّ فيحبس هناك ويفصد الكتف من القيفال

ـلمفهوا ـ ـ ـلقانيـذهـنمـومـ ـليواـ ـفصأنّنـ ـلقيفادـ ـ ـ ـممالـ اـ ـيلّ ـلكتاىـ ـ ـخلنمـفـ ـيقطفـ ـ ـليو.افعـرلـاعـ وهـذاهـسـ

ـلمفها ـ ـ ـئيرلـاولقـنمـومـ ـلعانمـاؤ“هلـوقـلانّٔسـ ـلكتفارقـ ـ ـ ـخلنمـذيلـايـ ـيفه”فـ ـ ـمنمـ ـغيرـخأرقعـهّنـأهـ رـ

ـلقيقا ـ ـ ـليو.الـ ـبهو.كلـذـكرمـالأسـ ـلحكاذاـ ـ ـينبغمـ ـ ـ ـيفهأنىـ ـ ـيكو,ذاـهمـ ـلقاونـ ـهكولـ ـيطوذاـ نيـذـهقبـاـ

.”خلف من الكتفي العرق وهو القيفال من الغشى الٕى بالفصد الدمّ يخرج أنّ احتيج وربمّا: “القولين

CC III, 219

ـتشيفـ ـلقلاحيـرـ ـ يرلـاالقـ.بـ ـئ “سـ ـغشدـجويـلافـ: ـنيدايـاءـ ـلثخايفـهـ ـ ـظنا991.”ةنـوـ هـ ـلثخاّ ـ ـلغلاائةنـاـ ـ ظـ

”.ثخين فهو غلظ صلب ائ الشيء ثخن “الجوهري قال. والصلابة

Colophon of the Princeton copy

ـلكامّتـدقـو ـعللامـ ـجميىـ ـ ـلكتاعـ ـ ـعلابـ ـلماهـطرـشامـىـ ـبتموفلـؤـ ـ ـلتكامّتـهمـاـ ـ ـللوابـ ـلمجاّهـ ـ ـلمنوادـ ـ ّةـ

ـلقابـبتــُكودًامـرـس ـلعبارةـهاـ ـ ـسياـ ـلعاةلـدولـايفـّةـ ـليادـ ـيسيدّةمـيفـّةـ ـ ـنتهارةـ ـ ـسلاـهاؤـ ـشعبخـ ـ ـسنانـ ـستمّةـ ـ ةئـاـ

.للهجرة

.والسفر للعجلة اقٔابله ولم مصنفّه خطّ من ونقلتُه

990. Cf. D II, 239, l. 17.
991. D II, 370, l. 15. French trans. Koning, Trois Traités, 686.
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Ibn Jumayʿ’s On the lemon

T = Maqālah fī munāfiʿ al-līmū, Turkey, Topkapı Palace, Aḥmad III 2136, fols. 113aff

A = Fī khawāṣ al-limū, Damascus, al-Assad Library, 661 m/f., pp. 114ff.

ـهبالـق]1[ لاةـ ـل هـ هأرتَ،ـكذّ ـي ـلكاالاخٔاـ ـلصواميـرـ ـلحمياقيـدـ ـ ـ [مـ ـتعج... ـ كبـُّـ ـعلومٍـقازٕراءنـم992]َ ىـ

ـلمصا ـ يرـ ـي ـتصيـفنـ فهرـ ـي ـ مامـ ي ل ـل ـ ـ ييـفواـ ـكث ـ ـضهراـغأنـمرٍـ موا[مـ ـعت ـ يمـهادـ ـعل ـ يلاجـعيـفهـ ـكث ـ نـمرٍـ

ـضهرامـأ ـظهعمـ993]مـ ـجليورـ ـ ـمنلـ ـفعاـ عـضوُاذٕاهـ ـضعوامـيفـِ ـتموه،ـ ـيههوـ ـ ـحتجالايفـمـ ـ ـعليهاجـ ـ ـ ولـهّنـأبـمـ

ـكثنمـهنـروـكذيـامـانـك ـمنرةـ ـفعاـ ـعلهـ ـيظنامـىـ ـ ـلكهنـوّـ ٔانـ ـطبالأنمـونمـدقـالا ملـووهنـدوّامـيفـروهـكذدقـّاءـ

ـهمليُـ ـ ـيطورهمـأواـ ـلتأـسو.وهـحرـ ـبيينـَـ ـييزتـانَـ ـلتماذاـهفـ ـ ـصنأةلـاـسربـهيـوـ ـفهّـ ـفياـ ـكتبدقـوهـ ـ ةلـاـسرلـاذهـهتُـ

994.ويضّم يشين ممّا واعٔتصم أستعين وباللهّ عليك ظناًّ بي يُظنَّ لئلا الٕيك

ـلقاانٕولقـأفـ]2[ ٔانـادوفـأدقـوانـاـكوانٕاءـمدـ تاولـصالا ـل ـتستنبيـ ـ ـ ـ ـبهطـ ـمعاـ ـجميةفـرـ ـ ـحتيُـاـمعـ ىلـإاجـ

ـستنبا ـ ـ ـمعاطـ ـفترـ ـمنوةيـالادٔووىقـنمـ995هـ ـفعهاـ ـ ـيمتحواـ ـ ـ ـصحنـ ـستنبطاامـ996ةـ ـ ـ ـ ـغيهـ ـمنهانـرـ ـ ـنهإفـاـ رواـكذيـملـمـ

ـجمي ـ ـلتاةيـالادٔوواعنـأعـ ـيكثيـ ـ ـطبأرـ ـقطالألـجّاءـ ـستعماالانٓارـ ـ ـ ـلهاـ ـيعتمواـ ـ ـ ـكثأيفـ997دونـ ـعمأرـ ـلهاـ ـعليهمـ ـ ـ اـ

ـستاولالبـ ـعبوـ ـجميواـ ـ ـمنعـ ـمنهروهـكذامـعفـاـ ـ ـلكاـ ـخلأنـ ـببعضهوّاـ ـ ـ ـ ـفلاـ ـببعوروهـكذيـمـ ـ ـمنضـ روهـكذامـعفـاـ

.يعرفوه فلم 998]منها[

يو]3[ ـب فا999أنّكلـذانـ ـل ناـجلـضاـ ي ـل ـ بنـميءٍـشيـفرـكذيـملـوسـ ـكت ـ تاهـ ـل نإادّٔتتـيـ ي ـل ـ ئاـ ـشي ـ اـ نـم1000ً

ـصنأ[ ـلهليلجا1001]افـ ـ ـ ـ ـ ـلتاولااتـ ـلشناولادبـرـ ـ ـلباولااـ ـلقاولالاذرـ ـنفرـ ـلساولالـ ـنجورـ ـلتماولاانـ ـ ـلهنارـ ـ ديـ

992. Added in the margin of T.
993. Added in the margin of T.
994. The paragraph is not preserved in A.
995. A omitted.
996. A صحته.
997. A يعتمدون.
998. Added in the margin of T.
999. T ّٔبان.
1000. A omitted.
1001. Added in the margin of T.
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ـلتاولا ـنجبيرـ ـ ـ ـلشياولانـ ـ ـخشرـ ـلكشاولاتـ ـ ـلطباولاوثـ ـ ـشياـ ـلباولارـ ـلصناولادانيـوزـ ـ 1002جنـدرولـاولادلـ

.ذكرها يطول كثيرة أدوية من ذلك غير الٕى الخولنجان ولا الجوزا ولا الكافور ولا البهمن ولا

ـليناـجالـحذاـهانـكواذٕا]4[ ـ ـجمالإوعقـوعمـوسـ ـعل1003اعـ ـعلمىـ ـ ـفضلوهـ ـ ـحصوهـ ـبتقرارقـالإولـ ـ همـدّـ

ـنبلو ـ ـلمباّهنـوأهـ ـ ـلصناذهـهيفـ1004رزـ ـ ـلبواةـعاـ ـستكمايفـاذلـ ـ ـ ـلهاـ ـستطوالاعـسولـالـكاـ ـ ـفكيةـعاـ ـ ـليفـ تـ

.طبقته عن ينحطّ ممن غيره 1005]يكون [شعري

ـلمتقاأنولالـلبـ]5[ ـ ـ ـكيالاذٔنمـدّمـ ـلفااءـ ـئقاـ ـلفايـ رِـطِـ ـليسياأدركَ ـ ـ ـقيورـ ـتنمّثـّدهـ ـبعىتـأنمـ1006هلـاوـ نمـدهـ

ـلصحيحا ـ ـ ـ ـلنظايـ ـ ـفهرـ ـلجملابـوّدهيـوزهبـذّـ ـ ـ ـتعولالـة،ـ ـلقااونـ ـلجياحئـراـ ـ ـعلّدةـ ـستنبالاىـ ـ ـ ـستخوالااطـ ـ راجـ

ـتعو ـلفكادـضاـ ـ ـئقرالـارـ ـعلةـ ـستثمالاىـ ـ ـ ـستنتوالاارـ ـ ـ ـلماجـ ـتماـ تـ ـلصناّ ـ ـكملوعئـاـ ـ ـلبلبـتـ ـبطلوادتـ ـ .تـ

ـيكلافـك،لـذلـو ـعجيبونـ ـ ـ اـ ـيستتأنً ـ ـ ٓمّـ ـيستكململـامـرـخالا ـ ـ ـ ـ ـيبرـغولاالاؤّلهـ اـ ـيستأن1007ً ـ ـلمتادركـ ـ رـخأـ امـّ

.المتقدّم 1008اغٔفله

ـيجلبـ]6[ ـعلبـ ـتحلنـم1009]لّـك[ىـ ـ ـبهّىـ ـلصناذهـ ـ ـجتهالاةـعاـ ـ ـتهيفـادـ ـيهملـاـمبيـذـ ـتقنـمهيـذّـ هـمدّـ

ـلبحاادةيـزبـ ـ ـلتنقيواثـ ـ ـ ـ ـطلورـ ٔبـولـوادةيـزلـابـ ـليسيارمـالا ـ ـ ـلحقيارـ ـ ـ ـكيو.رـ ـيبخفـ ـ ـلمحاظّـحسـ ـ ـثيدـ ـينكاؤنـ ـ رـ

ـفض ـلمتالـ ـ رـخأـ ـستخادقـونيـّ ـ ـلغانمـواـجرـ ـينعأامـبئـراـ ـ ـلمتقاروشـعهبـتـ ـ ـ ـميدّـ ـثموأنـ ـستنبطوارتـ ـ ـ ـ نمـواـ

.وتجمّلت حدائقهم به حسنت ما العجائب

ـهبذولـو]7[ ـلهامـدّدعـأتُـ ـلمانمـمـ ـظفامـورثـآـ ـلمحانمـهبـرواـ ـ ـلمفوانـساـ ـ ـلصرـخاـ ـكثإىلـإرتُـ اـمّبـر1010ارٍـ

ـضجإىلـإرجـخأ ـنموا1011ٕ.ارـ اـ ـغلّ ـكثيطـ ـ ـلنانمـرـ ـلحاأنمـهرمـأيفـاسـ ـمحسدًابـأرـضاـ ـ ـلغواوممـذمـودـ ربـاـ

:القائل درّ ولله. مَرْحُوم مغبوط

1002. A الدرويح. T الدووع.
1003. A الاخماع.
1004. T المبزّز.
1005. Added in the margin of T.
1006. A يناء ?
1007. T معنيًا.
1008. A علقه.
1009. Added in the margin of T.
1010. A اكثارهما.
1011. A اصحار.
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الذميم غير الجديد وبذمّ        القديم بامتداح الناس ولع

الرميم العظام على وحنوّا    الحيّ حسدوا لانٔهّم الٕا ليس

ـينبغذيلـافـ]8[ ـ ـ ـللطبييـ ـ ـ ـ ـبسمعرّمـاذٕابـ ـ ـ ـمنفعرـكذهـ ـ ـ ـمناؤةـ ـمنسعفـاـ ـ ـيعملـدواءىلـإةبـوـ دقـدواءلـاؤهفـرـ

ـيبلاأنهفـرعـ ـنكإىلـإادرـ ـفعنمـكلـذإنّفـاهـارـ ـلقلالـ ـ ـلعجاقـ ـ ـلضعيالبـولـ ـ ـ ـلفكافـ ـ ـلجهارـ ـ ـينبغلبـولـ ـ ـ أنيـ

ـيتوكلـذيفـُروّييـ لاًمـأتـهلـمّـأـ ـفياـشّ اـ ـيبحوً ـ ـبحثهبـذـكاؤهقـدـصنعـثـ ـ ـفياـكًاـ اـ ـيمتحنوً ـ ـ ـ ٔبـهـ ـلقياولـصالا ـ ـسياـ ّةـ
ـلطوا ـلتجارقـ ـ ـبيرـ ـلتاّةـ ـكفيـ ـليناـجاهـ ـ ـكلفوسـ ـ ـستخاةـ ـ ـجهراـ ـنتفالاقيـرـطىلـإداههـواـ ـ ـبهاعـ ـستنتوااـ ـ ـ ـجهاـ إنفـاـ

ـثبت ـ ــصحتهلـتـ ـثبتوانَٕهُلـبِـقَـهـ ـ ـستحاهلـتـ ـ ـلتاـ ـبطهـ ـحتماوان1012ٕهلـّـ ـ ـلنظارّرـكرانمـالألـ ـ ـفيرـ ـتقصيفـغلـابـوهـ ـ هيـّـ

ـكثيّهنـإفـ ـ ـيتاـمرًاـ ـنسيُـأنقـفّـ ـمنفعيءـشىلـإبـ ـ ـ ـفتستبعاـمةٌـ ـ ـ ـ ـ ـبباـهدـ ـلفهوارائلـاادئـ ـ ـينبومـ ـ ـقبنـعوـ ـلهوـ اـ

ـلفها ـ ـجيأُإذافـمـهولـا/مـ ـلتقصادَـ ـ ـ يـ ـسببهنـعّ ـ ـ ـلبحوااـ ـ ـقتضمُـنـعثـ ـ ومـواـهاـ ـجبهُ ـ ـثبتاـ ـ ـصحتهتـ ـ ـ ـتبيواـ ـ تنـّـ

. حقيقتها

ـمث ـنفنمـراطقـبُـرهـكذامـكلـذالـ ـلمابّـصعـ ـلبااءـ ـعلاردـ ـلكابـحاـصىـ زّازـ ـيكهّنـإفـُ ـلغادـ ـبتراـ ـيقطأنهـ ـ عـ

ـبب ـبخرائلـاادئـ ـحكنـعهـجروـ ـمكالإمـ ـلجواانـ ـعلفقـوُإذافـوازـ ـتبيورّهـسىـ ـ ـلماأنّوـهورهمـأنـطابـّنـ اءـ

ـلبا ـيحقاردـ ـ ـببنـ ـلحاردهـ ـلغاارـ ـيعكوزييـرـ ـ ـلحياروحلـاةـكرـحسـ ـ ـفيجتمينـواـ ـ ـ ـ ـلبايفـعـ ـيقونـطاـ ـيستحووىـ ـ ـ مّـ

ـيكو ـبحميزّـ ـ ـ ـكصانـوّةٍقـوّةٍـ اـ ـعلً ـعقأىـ ـفيعمهبـاـ ـ ـ ـعملـ ـلكايفـًّايـوقـلاًـ ـسبوأزّازـ ـفعنهبـاـ ـ ـيسهكلـذدـ ـ ـعليرهمـألـ ـ وهـ

 .            الٕيه منفعة من نسُِبَ بما يصدّق

1012. A أبطله.
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Fakhr ad-Dīn ar-Rāzī’s Canon Commentary

ـكثيأنّ:الاؤّل]1[ ـ ـلمبانمـرًاـ ـ ـتلخثـحاـ ـ تـصّـ ـبمجَ ـ ـمحوهتـاورـ ـتهوهتـاورـ ـبمنَتبـذـ ـ ـفستاـ ـ ـمنوهـ ـفشتاـ ـ ـلثا.هـ :ينـاـ

.وتحقيقه العلم هذا في بقوّته لوتوقي: الثالث. حقوقه لبعض قضًا ليكون

ـقفواُهتـدـجويّنـإفـ]2[ اـ ـعلً ـلعلاذاهـروعفـىـ ـ ـسيلاهلـوـصوأمـ ـعلاـمّـ ـلكتاذاهـواببـأىـ ـ ـفصوابـ ـفعهُلـوـ تُفـرـ

ـيعذيلـاوهـهّنـأ ـستخاامـدرقـرفـ ـ ـجرـ ـلكتانمـهتـَ ـ ـلعلميابـ ـ ـ ـ ـلغواّةـ ـلحكميابئـراـ ـ ـ ـ ـلتاةـ نمـيءـشيفـدـجوتـيـ

. السابقين من أحدٍ كتابُ عليها يشتمل ولم والمتاخرين للقدماء التي المصنفّات

ـلطا]3[ ـعلبّـ ـيتعمـ ـ ـمنرّفـ ـنسالإدنبـوالـحأهـ ـجهنمـانـ ـيصامـةـ ـلصانـعزوليـوحّـ ـليحفحّـ ـ ـ ـلصحاطـ ـ ةـ ّ
ـصلاـح ـتستوةـ ـ ـيلزاردّـ ـلتفسيا.ةـ ـ ـ ـ ـلماذاهـيفـ:رـ ـمبعـضوـ ـلبحا.ثـحاـ ـ ـلم.الاؤّلثـ ـلطاالقـاذاـ ـعلبّـ ـيتعمـ ـ رّفـ

ـمن ـنسالإدنبـوالـحأهـ ـيقيملـو,انـ ـ ـلطالـ ـعلبّـ ـتلخيمـ ـ ـ ـنسالأدنبـوالـحأصـ ـصطلاهّنـأهبـواـج.انـ ـ ـعلحـ ىـ

ـتخصي ـ ـ ـلعلامـسإصـ ـ ـلكلياإدراكبـمـ ـ ـ ـلمعواّاتـ ـ ـلجاإدراكبـةفـرـ ـييزـ ـلفصايفـّاتـ ـ ـلثالـ ـكتنمـينـاـ ـلباابـ انهـرـ

.الشفاء من

ـثبواذّٕا ـفنقكلـذتـ ـ ـلماولـ ـلكتايفـورـكذـ ـ ـلطبابـ ـ ـيكدًابـأّةيـّـ ـكليورًامـأونـ ـ ـتعلييّنـإفـّةًـ ـ ـ ـصنأمـ ـلحمياافـ ـ ـ ّاتـ
ـمث ـمقولاًـ ـتهامـدـ ـسبوأاـ ـبهاـ ـتهامـلاـعواـ ـتهاـجلاـعواـ ـعلاـ ـلكتايفـرـكذيـامـىـ ـ ـلطبابـ ـ ةيـّـ ـتكّ ـكليونـ ـ ةـ أنّمّثـ,ّ

ٔوالـحأ ـشخالا ـمختلفاصـ ـ ـ ـ ـلكإنّفـةًـ اـجلاعـزاجمـلّـ اـصاـخً ـيليلاً ـ ـلمقصواهبـالٕاقـ ـ ـ ـعلنمـودـ ـلطامـ اـمّنـإبّـ

ـلتمكاوـه ـ ـ ـلمعانـمّنـ ـ ـلجاـ ـلحااتـ ـييرـ ةـ ـشخلألـّ ـلحااصـ ـييرـ ةـ ـلعلاأنّالٕاّ ـ ـلقابـمـ ـنيواـ ـلكليانـ ـ ـ ةـ ـلماّ يفـوردةـ

ـلكتا ـ ـتكبـ ـسببونـ ـ اـ ـيحصلانًٔ ـ ـللطبيلـ ـ ـ ـ ـمعبـ ـشخدنبـوالـحأبـةٍـصاـخةفـرـ ـلطافـاصـخصـ ـلعلاوـهبّـ ـ مـ

ـلكلا ـ ٔبـيّـ ـلمشتاورمـالا ـ ـ ـفيهةكـرـ ـ ـبياـ ـشخالأنـ ـنسالإاصـ ـنياـ ـلغواّةـ ـلعلاكلـذنمـرضـ ـ ـلكلامـ ـ ـحصيّـ ـلمعاولـ ـ ةفـرـ

ـشخوالـحأبـ ـشخصٍـ ـبعينرضٍمـرضٍمـوصٍـ ـ ـ ٔإدراكفـ.هـ ـلجاوالـحالا ـغيةّيـزـ ـخلدارـ ـعليفـةـ ـلطامـ ـلكنهوبّـ ـ ـ اـ

ـلمقصايـه ـ ـ ـمنورةـ ـفلههـ ـ ـلطاالقـذاـ ـعلبّـ ـيتعمـ ـ ـمنرّفـ ـنسالإدنبـوالـحأهـ ـلطاائانـ ـلعلاوـهبّـ ـ ـلكلامـ ـ يّـ

.الجزيةّ لابٔدان الجزييّة الاحٔوال ادٕراك منه يكتسب الذي
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ـشياـح]4[ ـلنسخايفـرـكذةـ ـ ـ ـكيفييفـيلـالاؤّةـ ـ ـ ةـ ـكيرتـّ ـلحاذاـهبـ ـلطاهلـوقـدّـ ـعلوـهبّـ ـلعلادمقـاـمّنـإمـ ـ مـ

.جنس لانٔهّ

ـلبحا]5[ ـ ـلساثـ ـفيمادسـ ـ ـليناـجهبـدّـحاـ ـ ـلطاوسـ ـلطاالقـ.بّـ ـمعبّـ ٔةفـرـ ـشيالا ـلمنسااءـ ـ ـ ـلصحاىلـإةبـوـ ـ ةـ ّ
ـلموا ـلحوارضـ تا1013ةلـاـ ـل ـليسيـ ـ ـبصحتـ ـ ةٍـ ّٔ ـمعأنّكّـشولارضـموالا ٔةفـرـ ةيـوالادٔوةيـذـغالا ّٔ ـسبوالا ابـ

.الحيوانات سائر طبّ ايضًا فيه ويدخل بالتضمن عليها دلالة وله ذلك في مندرجة والعلامات

ـقيإنفـ ـلحاذاـهلـ ـعكسوردًاـطلـطابـدّـ ـ امـأ.اًـ ـلطاّ ـينسامـلّـكلانفـردـ ـ ـلثلثاوالـحالأىلـإبـ ـ ـ ـطبانـكولـةـ اـ ً
ـلك ـلعلاانـ ـ ـلطبيعامـ ـ ـ ـ ـطبيّـ اـ ـلجسالانًٔ ـ ـلحوامـ ـلمكواانمـزلـواةـكرـ ـ ـمنتسبانـ ـ ـ ـ لبـورمـالأذهـهىلـإامـهٍـجوبـةـ

ـلعلا ـ ٔمـ ـلهالا ـيضايّـ اـ ـللاإنّفـً ـسبحهّـ ـ ـتعوهنـاـ ـنسبهلـىلـاـ ـ ـلفابـورمـالأذههـىلـإةـ ـعلياـ ـ ـبغياؤطـسوبـّةـ ـ امـوأ.طٍـسورـ ّ
ـلعكا ـ ـلثلثاوالـحالأذههـلانفـسـ ـ ـ ـغيةـ ـمنتسبرـ ـ ـ ـ ـنفسهأىلـإةـ ـ ـ ـستحلإاـ ـ ـنتسإةلـاـ ـ ـلشاابـ ـنفسىلـإيءـ ـ بـجوفـهـ

.الطبّ من المتوسّطة والحالة والمرض بالصحّة العلم يكون لا أنّ

ـتلأنّالاؤّلوابـجو ـمنتسبورمـالأكـ ـ ـ ـ ـلصحاىلـإةٍـ ـ ةـ ـلمواّ ـحينمـلارضـ ـصحاهـّنـأثـ ةـ ـلكرضمـاؤّ نمـنـ

.هي هي حيث من الٕيها المنتسبة الامٔور اعتبرنا انٕمّا ونحن ممكنة اؤ حادثة انٔهّا حيث

ـلثاوابـجو ـلمطلاأنّينـاـ ـ ـ ـلصحانمـوبـ ـ ةـ ـلمواّ ـتصرضـ ـهمدودـحوّرـ ـحكوأاـ ـمهاـ ـمغكلـذلّـكواـ ـلمريـاـ اـ

ـهي ـتهاـ ـمحمدّهـحواـ ـ ـشكيفـرازيلـاايـرـكذنبـدـ ـعلهّنـأبـهـكوـ ـشيالأمـ ـلتااءـ ـيحتيـ ـ ـليهإاجـ ـ ـحفيفـاـ ـلصحاظـ ـ ةـ ّ
.ذلك من يمكن ما وبحسب البشر وسع في ما بمقدار الامٔراض ونفى والزينة

ـيمكو]6[ ـ ـيقأننـ ـلطادّـحيفـالـ ـجملهّنـأبّـ ـ ـلعلاةـ ـ ٔبـومـ ـلتاورمـالا ـمعهيـ ـ ـيمكاـ ـ ـحفنـ ـلصحاظـ ـ ةـ تنـاـكأنّ

ـصلاـح ـستواهـ ـيلزاتنـاـكأناـهردادـ ـبقةـ ـمكالأدرـ ـعلوانـ ـلعباذهـهىـ ـ ـيتلاارةـ ـلشكانـميءـشهـجوـ ـ وكـ

.المذكورة

1013. Manuscript has حال.
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3. Illustrations

The illustrations on the next two pages reproduce D II, 44-75. Passages commented on by Ibn

Jumayʿ are highlighted in gray and refererences to his comments are given in the margins.
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