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KARIMULLAH Emergence of Verification [v.9]

The Emergence of Verification (tahqiq) in Islamic Medicine: The Ex-
egetical Legacy of Fahr al-Din ar-Razi1’s (d. 1210) Commentary on Avi-
cenna’s (d. 1037) Canon of Medicine

Kamran 1. Karimullah
The University of Manchester

karimullah.kamran@manchester.ac.uk

Abstract

In this article, I discuss the legacy of Fahr al-Din al-Razi's commentary on Avicenna’s Canon of Med-
icine in Islamic medical commentary after noo. I argue that Fahr al-Din’s legacy lies in the exegeti-
cal pratices, the method of verification (tahqig) he introduced into Islamic medical scholarship
through his commentary on the Canon. I first argue that the features that characterise the method
of verification in works such as Fahr al-Din’s commentary on Avicenna’s Pointers and Reminders are
present in the commentary on the Canon, even if Fahr al-Din’s introduction to the latter work does
not allude to these practices in the way that the introductions to his later works do. Based on an
analysis of Galen’s prescription about exegetical best-practice in his Hippocratic commentaries and
Muhammad ibn Zakariya al-Raz1’s (d. ca. 925) introduction to Doubts on Galen, 1 argue next that
Fahr al-Din’s introduction of the verification method into the Islamic medical discourse was a wa-
tershed moment in the tradition. I use Ibn al-Quft’s (d. 1286) commentary on the Hippocratic Apho-
risms to show how these methods were imitated by later medical commentators. The final section
illustrates the enormous exegetical interest that the Canon of Medicine attracted, suggesting other
promising trajectories for research into Fahr al-Din medical legacy.

Keywords: tahqig; Islamic medicine; Fahr al-Din al-Razi; Ibn al-Quff; Galen; Avicenna; Canon of
Medicine

1 Introduction

Abu al-Farag ibn Ya‘qib ibn Ishaq Ibn al-Quff (d. 1286) is not much known outside the field of me-

dieval Islamic medicine.' He was born in 1233 and was raised in a Melkite Christian family in Karak

1. For his life and scholarly upbringing, see Ibn Abi Usaybi‘a, ‘Uyin al-anba’ fi tabaqgat al-
atibba’, ed. Augustus Miiller (Konigsberg: self-published, 1884 [reprinted Hants, UK: Gregg
International, 1972 ]), 2:273—4. The standard biography is Sami Hamarneh, The Physician, Therapist
and Surgeon: Ibn al-Quff (Cairo: Atlas Press, 1974). For his other works, see GAL 1, 649 and GALS, |,
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in Greater Syria. He came from a scholarly medical family, and it is obvious from his writing that
he had a very rigorous education, not only in medicine, but in philosophy, Arabic philology and lit-
erature. He was the student of several important physicians, among them the great biobibliogra-
pher Ibn Abi Usaybi‘a (d. 1270) and the physician Ibn al-Nafis (d. 1288).” He eventually moved with
his family to Damascus, where he continued to study medicine and worked as a physician for the
Ayyubid rulers. He wrote monographs on surgery and therapeutics, and massive commentaries on

the Hippocratic Aphorisms and Avicenna’s Canon of Medicine.

Ibn al-Quff’s erudition is apparent in his commentary on the Hippocratic Aphorisms,
where he cites a huge number of Greek and Arabic authors on a wide variety of topics. Aside from
Galen and Hippocrates, there are numerous citations from the physics, especially the psychology,
of Avicenna’s The Healing (al-Sifa’).* Take for example Ibn al-Quff’s long commentary on the Apho-

risms, Book Two, aphorism one, in which Hippocrates speaks about pains that occur during sleep.’
"Ev @ vognpatt Bmvog mévov moted, Bavdaotpov: Hiv 8¢ Drvog wpehéy, od Bavdaotpov.
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899 and Ullmann, Die Medizin im Islam (Leiden: Brill, 1970), 176—7.
2. Ullmann, Medizin, 176.
3. For instances in which Ibn al-Quff cites from the Book on Demonstration (K. al-Burhan) in

the Logic of The Healing, see Kamran I. Karimullah, “Avicenna and Galen, Philosophy and
Medicine: Contextualising Discussions of Medical Experience in Medieval Islamic Physicians and
Philosophers,” Oriens 45 (2017): 105—49.

4. Greek: Caroline Magdelaine, Histoire du texte ed édition critique, traduite et commentée des
Aphorismes d’Hippocrate (PhD diss., Université de Paris-Sorbonne 1V, 1994) 2:386. Arabic: Galen,
Tafsir Galinas li-Fusil Abugrat, trans. Hunayn ibn Ishag, ed. Taro Mimura (The University of

Manchester, 2012—2017), doi: 10.3927/51689327 .
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Hippocrates said: During a certain illness when sleep causes pain, that is one of the signs

of death. If sleep is beneficial, this is not one of the signs of death.

Ibn al-Quff divides his commentary on this and all other aphorisms (there are around 350 of them
in total) into a number of “investigations (mabahit),” each of which covers a variety of different
topics that Ibn al-Quff believes are necessary for explaining Hippocrates often cryptic words.” In
most cases, the first investigation is given over to explaining the connection (sila) between the cur-
rent aphorism and the one that precedes it. Before commenting on the Hippocratic text, Ibn al-
Quff normally devotes several investigations to basic definitions, philosophical questions, and
some medico-philosphical debates. He divides his commentary on Aphorims ii.1 into ten investiga-
tion, and before he launches into an explanation of this aphorism on the relation between pain
and sleep, he discusses topics such as what sleep is (hagigat al-nawm), how it comes about (kayfiy-
at huditihi), the reason why there is a need for it (al-haga ila al-nawm) and its relation to pain. Ad-
ditionally, several other investigations are committed to clarifying the nature of pain (al-waga®)
and its aetiology. Throughout, Ibn al-Quft draws mainly on Galen. In the long sections in the com-
mentary treating the nature and causes of pain, he makes extensive use of Galen’s idea that pain is
caused by dissolution of continuity (tafarruq al-ittisal, for example, a broken arm or a cut) or a
noxious or unhealthy mixture of the primary qualities cold, hot, moist, and dry (s&’ al-mizag, pain
in fevers and a painful swelling).’ In the fifth investigation, in which he explains the import of the

phrase “...when sleep causes pain...,” Ibn al-Quff first mentions what Galen had to say on this

3. A preliminary description of the structure of Ibn al-Quff’s commentary may be found in
Franz Rosenthal, “Life is Short, the Art is Long: Arabic Commentaries on the First Hippocratic
Aphorisms,” Bulletin of the History of Medicine 40 (1966): 226—45, 241—4. Now see Peter E. Pormann
and N. Peter Joosse, “Commentaries on the Hippocatic Aphorisms in the Arabic Tradition: The
Example of Melancholy” in Epidemics in Context: Greek Commentaries on Hippocrates in the Arabic
Tradition, ed. Peter E. Pormann (Berlin: De Gruyter, 2012), 211—49, 235—40.

6. For the Greek tradition, see Phillip H. De Lacy, “Galen’s Concept of Continuity,” Greek,

Roman, and Byzantine Studies 20 (1979): 355—69.
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phrase in his commentary on this aphorism. A number of other sources from among the “recent

scholars (al-muta’hhirin),” however, are mentioned also.’
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Know, first, that there is some inaccuracy in this statement [by Hippocrates], for it is not
sleep that causes pain and harm. Rather what causes that is either the dissolution of conti-
nuity in itself as Galen holds according to what is well-known of his doctrine, as well as the
author of the Complete [Book of Medicine, ‘Ali ibn ‘Abbas al-Magusi| and Abu Sahl al-
Masihi; or it is caused by [both dissolution of continuity] and an irregular noxious mixture
according to what the Sayh al-Ra’is held; or it is caused by the noxious irregular mixture in
itself according to what the imams Fahr al-Din ibn al-Hatib and the Judge Abu al-Walid Ibn

Rusd held.

Galen, ‘Ali ibn ‘Abbas al-Magusi, Abui Sahl al-Masihi, Avicenna—these are authors who are famed
for their contributions to Arabic medicine. Even Averroes’ modest contributions to the field are
well-known because of his Book of General Principles.® On the other hand, Fahr al-Din al-Razi is
hardly a name that one would expect to find in a list of major medical figures. How does Fahr al-
Din find his way into a list of august medical authorities in a late thirteenth-century medical com-

mentary in late Ayytabid-early Mamlik Damascus?

This text raises two questions that require consideration. First, based on what we currently
know about Fahr al-Din’s contributions to logic, theology, philosophy, physics and Qur’an exegesis,

as well as what is known about his scholarly career, patronage, writings and intellectual interests,

7. Ibn al-Quft, al-Usil fi sarh al-Fusil, ed. arRaBcommaprH (The University of Manchester, 2012—
2017), doi: 10.3927/52131995.

8. Manfred Ullmann, Medizin, 166. See Emilie Savage-Smith and Peter E. Pormann, Medieval
Islamic Medicine (Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press, 2007), 166.
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we would not guess that his medical thought would rank with the likes of Avicenna, Galen or al-
Magusi in the mind of a thirteenth-century physician such as Ibn al-Quff.” Why does Fahr al-Din
warrant such respect in Ibn al-Quff’s eyes?

Second, there is a sense in which Fahr al-Din’s actual medical doctrines are not important
to Ibn al-Quff. His commentary is more than a quarter of a million words long, and Ibn al-Quff
cites dozens of medical authorities hundreds of times. Yet, Fahr al-Din’s commentary on the Canon
is cited only twice: once on the subject of swelling, and once on the topic of pain. And on neither
occasion does Ibn al-Quff agree with Fahr al-Din’s medical viewpoint. In what ways was Fahr al-
Din important to Ibn al-Quiff if not from the perspective of medical doctrines?

To my mind, the first question is somewhat easier, and will be addressed in what remains
of this section. The second is more difficult. It will be considered in the remaining sections.

Gerhard Endress has collected bio-bibliographical, codicological and prosopological evi-
dence that details how how Avicenna’s philosophical and medical thought was received and stud-

ied in different parts of the medieval Islamic world.” Endress presents compelling evidence for

9. For example Fahr al-Din al-Razi appears nowhere in Peter E. Pormann and Savage-Smith’s
Medieval Islamic Medicine. In Manfred Ullmann’s Die Medizin im Islam he is mentioned as the
author of a text on medical hygiene, of a short treatise on poisons (Ullmann, Medizin, 191, 339) and
as the intellectual adversary of ‘Abd al-Latif al-Bagdadi (d. 1231) (ibid., 171). By contrast, Fahr al-
Din’s “uneven” legacy in logic is well-known; see Khaled El-Rouayheb, Relational Syllogisms and the
History of Arabic Logic, 9goo-1900 (Leiden: Brill, 2010); in theology, see Ayman Shihadeh, “From al-
Ghazali to al-Razi: 6th/i12th Century Developments in Muslim Philosophical Theology,” Arabic
Sciences and Philosophy 15 (2005): 141—79; in philosophy and physics, see Bilal Ibrahim, “Fahr al-Din
al-Razi, Ibn al-Haytam and Aristotelian Science: Essentialism versus Phenomenalism in Post-
Classical Islamic Thought,” Oriens 41 (2013): 379—431; for Quran exegesis, see Tariq Jaffer, Razi:
Master of Quranic Interpretation and Theological Reasoning (Oxford: Oxford University Press,
2014), especially Chapter Two. For his life and patronage, see Frank Griffel, “On Fakhr al-Din al-
Razr’s Life and the Patronage He Received,” Journal of Islamic Studies (2007): 313—44.

10.  Endress, “Reading Avicenna in the Madrasa.”
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Fahr al-Din’s influence on the development of the rational sciences between the Nile and the Oxus
and into Transoxiana. He sees the famed commentaries, refutations, and arbitrations on Avicen-
na’s philosophical and medical works written in the thirteenth and fourteenth centuries and later
as inspired by Fahr al-Din al-Raz1’s critical but appreciative attitude toward Avicenna’s philosophy.
Endress shows how the “reading of Avicenna, his commentators, epitomators, and theological crit-
ics,” which became an integral part of madrasa education between the Nile and the Oxus, was
greatly influenced by the “school of Fahr al-Din.”" With regard to medicine, Fahr al-Din’s commen-
tary on the Canon inaugurated a tradition of philosophical interest in Book One (the Generalties,
Kulltyat) of the Canon of Medicine, a tradition which proved to be long-lived in the Central and
Eastern regions of the medieval Islamic world. About the philosophers who took interest in and
wrote commentaries on the Canon, Endress says that “we find them reading and commenting
upon Ibn Sind’s al-Qanun fi [-Tibb, mostly, it is true, confining themselves to the part on theoretical
medicine, al-Kulltyat. The jurists and theologians who were facinated by his writings of philosophi-
cal theology, criticising while commenting, and struggling with the obstacles it presented for the
faith, found in the Qanin a welcome exposition of natural and medical sciences. A long sequence
of ‘philosophers’, philosopher-scientists and philosopher-jurists, staring from Ibn Sind’s own
pupils, wrote commentaries, epitomes and quaestiones on his physiological and medical theory.”™
The interest shown in the Canon among members of what Endress calls Fahr al-Din’s
“school” was an important element of Fahr al-Din’s legacy to madrasa educational praxis. For it
seems that some of Fahr al-Din’s pupils were as fond of challenging Fahr al-Din’s authority as

much as Fahr al-Din enjoyed challenging Avicenna’s.”

In the Sharh al-Kulliyat, 1 found him give precedence to al-Masihi whilst Ibn al-Khatib
[that is, Fahr al-Din al-Razi] favours the Shaykh Abu ‘Ali ibn Sina. These are his own words:

[Abu Sahl] al-Masihi is more knowledgeable about the art of medicine, and our teachers

11. Ibid., 397.
12. Ibid., 391—2.

13. Ibid., 405-6.
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used to give him precedence over many others, who they deemed more competent than
Abt ‘All in this art. He also said: The expression of al-Masihi is clearer and more lucid than

the discourse of the Shaykh.

The above is an assessment of Avicenna’s Canon of Medicine by one of Fahr al-Din’s most distin-
guished students, Qutb al-Din Abu al-Harit Ibrahim ibn ‘Ali ibn Muhammad al-Sulami al-Misr1 al-
Magribi (d. 1221). It is clear that in addition to finding more to esteem in al-Masihi’s medical
thought than Avicenna’s, Qutb al-Din al-Misri also faults Fahr al-Din’s inordinate devotion to all

things Avicennian.

The report of Qutb al-Din al-Misri’s words is by Ibn Abi Usaybi‘a (d. 1270), recorded in the
his Sources of Lore on the Ranks of the Physicians (‘Uyin al-anba’ fi tabaqat al-atibba’), one of the
best historical sources on the development of the commentary tradition on the Avicenna’s Canon.
Ibn Abi Usaybi‘a was a physician-historian who was keenly aware of the influence Fahr al-Din ex-
erted on medical discourse in the late thirteenth century. As it happens, Ibn Abi Usaybi‘a was also
one of Ibn al-Quff’s medical teachers, and, along with Nagm al-Din ibn al-Minfah (d. ca. 1252),
Muwaffaq al-Din Ya‘qub al-Samiri (d. 1282) and Ibn al-Nafis, all of whom wrote commentaries on
the Canon, exerted a great influence on Ibn al-Quff after he moved with his father to Damascus."
Ibn Abi Usaybi‘a records that Ya‘qib al-Samiri wrote a commentary on the Generalities of the
Canon, “in which he included what Ibn al-Hatib [Fahr al-Din] al-Razi had said in his commentary
on the Generalities, as well as what al-Qutb al-Misr1 had said in his commentary on it, and also
what others had said, laying out in detail the topics requiring investigation in their statements (wa-
harrara ma fi agwalihim mina [-mabahit).™ Ibn Abi Usaybi‘a records too that al-Samiri wrote a

book that “solves Nagm al-Din ibn al-Minfih'’s doubts on the Generalities of the Canon. He writes

14. Ullmann, Medizin, 176.

15. Ibn Abi Usaybi‘a, ‘Uyun al-anba’, 2.273.

16. Ibid. This recalls the earlier, lost work by Ibn Abi Sadiq entitled Resolving Razi’s Doubts on
Galen’s Books (Hall Sukitk al-Razi ‘ala kutub Galiniis), in which he responds to Muhammad ibn

Zakariya's doubts on Galen’s medical and philosophical works. See Ibn Ab1 Usaybi‘a, ‘Uyun al-

_7-
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that Ibn al-Minfah wrote a commentary entitled Book on the Omissions in the Book of the General-
ites (Kitab al-muhmalat fi Kitab al-Kulliyat), though it is unclear whether this is identical to the
book of Ibn al-Minfah's “doubts” on the Generalities mentioned in al-SamirT’s entry later in ‘Uyiin
al-anba’.” What is more, according to Ibn Abi Usaybi‘a, in his early years in Karak, the city of his
birth, Ibn al-Quff studied philosophy with Fahr al-Din’s notable student Sams al-Din ‘Abd al-
Hamid ibn Tsa al-Husrawsahi (d. 1254).° Ibn Abi Usaybi‘a knew al-Husrawsahi personally, and re-

lates the following story:"

One day, I [Ibn Ab1 Usaybi‘a] saw him [al-Husraws$ahi] when a Persian scholar brought him
a book written in a subtle hand, in Baghdadi size and Mu‘tazili cut. When he opened it, he
proceeded to kiss it and put it upon his head. I asked him about this, and he said: This is
the handwriting of our shaykh, the Imam Fakhr al-Din, son of the khatib, may God have

mercy on him. My esteem for him grew because of his reverence for his shaykh.

This, then, represents the intellectual milieu in which Ibn al-Quff studied medicine and philoso-
phy. Between the middle and the end of the thirteenth century, far from being a marginal medical
authority, Fahr al-Din had become important to medieval medical discourse between the Nile and
Oxus through his outstanding students, who evidently revered him, and imitated his analytical
method in their medical writings. It is not surprising, then, that Fahr al-Din should be mentioned
in the same breath as, say, Abii Sahl al-Masihi, ‘Ali ibn ‘Abbas al-Magusi or even Avicenna and

Galen.

anba’, 2.23, .2. Ayman Shihadeh classifies books of this kind as sub-genre of “counter-aporetic
texts” that “emerged in parallel to aporetic texts”; see Ayman Shihadeh, Doubts on Avicenna
(Leiden: Brill, 2016), 47.

17.  Ibn Abi Usaybi‘a, Uyian al-anba’, 2.266.

18. Ibid., 2.273, 1. 26; The entry on al-Husrawsaht is in Ibid., 2.266.

19. Arabic: Ibn Abi Usaybi‘a, ‘Uyin al-anba’, 2.173, 11.8—12. The translation is Endress’: Endress,

“Reading Avicenna in the Madrasa,” 406—7.
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So much for the first question. Let us turn to the second. The above considerations show
that Fahr al-Din’s thought rapidly gained traction in Muslim and non-Muslims scholarly circles.”

Yet, Ibn al-Quff cites Fahr al-Din’s commentary on the Canon twice, and never with approval. What

20. Fahr al-Din’s philosophical works influenced theological debates among Coptic and Syriac
Orthodox Christian in the thirteenth century. Barbara Roggema has pointed to the late thirteenth-
century Jewish philosopher Ibn Kammiina (d. 1284) and to the Christian Ibn al-Tbri’s (a.k.a.
Barhebraeus, d. 1286) critiques of Fahr al-Din’s arguments for the veracity of Muhammad’s claim to
prophethood. Ibn al-Quff’s own writings clearly demonstrate how influential Fahr ald-Din had
become in medical circles among thirteenth century Easter Christian scholarly communities. And
manuscript evidence also points to the concern that medieval Jewish scholars and scribes had for
Razr’s medical works. For example, in Paris in the Bibliothéque nationale de France, there is a
medieval manuscript (dating to around the 15th century) of Fahr al-Din’s commentary on the
Canon of Medicine written in Mashait Judeo-Arabic. The manuscript serves as a faithful record of
Fahr al-Din’s commentary on the Canon, though the scribe has seemingly taken liberties with
portions of the text that too strongly recall Islamic religious symbols and pious formulas and
prayers (see Tzvi Langermann, “Criticism of Authority in the Writings of Moses Maimonides and
Fakhr al-Din al-Razi,” Early Science and Medicine 7 (2002): 255-74). So the solution to the second
riddle is that by the end of the thirteenth century, it appears that Fahr al-Din’s medical and
philosophical thought was not, in fact, restricted to Muslim learning institutions, but was
embraced with enthusiasm in Christian and Jewish scholarly circles, even if his actual theological
and philosophical doctrines were not accepted. See Hidemi Takahashi, “Reception of Islamic
Theology among Syriac Christians in the Thirteenth Century: The Use of Fakhr al-Din’ al-Razi in
Barhebraeus’ Candelabrum of the Sanctuary,” Intellectual History of the Islamicate World 2 (2014):
170—92; Gregor Schwarb, “The 13th Century Copto-Arabic Reception of Fakhr al-Din al-Razi: Al-
Rashid Abii I-Khayr Ibn al-Tabib’s Risalat al-Bayan al-Azhar fi [-radd ‘ald man yaqilu bi-l-gad@ wa-
l-gadar, Intellectual History of the Islamicate World 2 (2014): 143—69. Barbara Roggema, “Ibn
Kammiina’s and Ibn al-IbrTs Responses to Fakhr al-Din al-Razi’s Proofs of Muhammad’s

Prophethood,” Intellectual History of the Islamicate World 2 (2014): 193—213.

_9_
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is more, no other post-classical commentator on the Hippocratic Aphorisms cites Fahr al-Din’s
medical or philosophical views. In short, how do we reconcile the mounting historical evidence
that Fahr al-Din was highly influential in Muslim and non-Muslim medical, philosophical and the-
ological circles with the fact that post-classical medical authors turned a deaf ear to his medical

doctrines themselves?

The answer lies, in my view, in looking at not what medical authors say but how they say it.
In this article, I shall argue that Fahr al-Din’s legacy on post-classical Islamic medicine lies in the
fact that he was the first to introduce the exegetical methods of verification (takqiq) into medieval
Islamic medical discourse. I argue, too, that the vehicle for bringing the methods of verification to

medical authors was Fahr al-Din’s influential commentary on Avicenna’s Canon of Medicine.

Recent studies in the history of Arabo-Islamic medicine and philosophy have highlighted
the importance of commentary as a venue for authors to explore and debate topics that were rele-
vant to philosophy and medicine.” Robert Wisnovsky has pointed out that in the post-classical pe-
riod, philosophical commentary served a “wide variety of functions,” only one of which was ex-
plaining what the author said and suggesting reasons that compelled him to say it. Central to the
commentary activity that thrived in the post-classical period of Islamic intellectual history stands
“verification (tahqiq).” For commentators, verification was both an exegetical method as well as
normative ideal. In other words, “verification” picks out a set of exegetical activities that commen-
tators after 1100 practiced when commentary on philosophical texts. Yet, as time progressed verifi-

cation served as a rubric prescribing how commentators ought to approach exegetical activity.

What is more, verification was not a method that was restricted to philosophical exegesis.
Nahyan Fancy has shown how philosophical and theological considerations played an important
role in Ibn al-Nafis’ commentary on Avicenna’s Canon of Medicine, where, for example, he made

novel contributions to the anatomy of human respiration.” Fancy has also drawn attention to how

21.  “Medical Commentaries: A Preliminary Examination of Ibn al-Nafis’s Shurah, the Mijaz
and Commentaries on the Mijaz,” Oriens 41 (2013): 525—545.
22. Nahyan Fancy, Science and Religion in Mamluk Egypt: Ibn al-Nafis, Pulmonary Transit and

_lo_
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these scientific innovations were received by commentators on the Canon and epitomes of the
Canon such as the Epitome (al-Mugiz or al-Mugaz). Yet, Fancy has suggested that Ibn al-Nafis was
an active participant in the post-classical tradition of verification,” an exegetical method as well as
an attitude toward textual authority that is not normally associated with medical commentary but
with the traditions of philosophical exegesis that originated in the lands East of Baghdad and in
Transoxiana after 1100, and which coalesced from critical engagement with Avicenna’s philosophi-
cal texts.** Basing their observations on the commentary tradition growing out of the critical re-
ception of Avicenna’s Pointer and Reminders, Robert Wisnovsky and Ayman Shihadeh have con-
cluded that Fahr al-Din al-Razi played a prominent role in promulgating the verification method
in philosophical circles, documenting at length the complex, centuries-long factors that give rise
to the exegetical tradition of verification after noo. Wisnovsky has identified a “spectrum” of meth-
ods that characterise verfication, all of which were common commentary practice prior to Fahr al-
Din. Likewise, Shihadeh has tirelessly recorded the numerous intellectual debts that Fahr al-Din
owed his predecessors such as Avicenna (d. 1037), Muhammad ibn Zakariya al-Razi (d. ca. 925),

Ibn al-Haytam (d. 1039), Abit Hamid al-Gazali (d. 1) and Abii al-Barakat al-Bagdadi (d. before

Bodily Resurrection (New York: Routledge, 2013).

23. Nahyan Fancy, “Womb Heat versus Sperm Heat: Hippocrates against Galen and Ibn Sina in
Ibn al-Nafis's Commentaries,” Oriens 45 (2017): 150—75.

24. On tahqiq in the early period, see Robert Wisnovsky, “Avicennism and Exegetical Practice
in the Early Commentaries on the Isharat,” Oriens 41 (2013): 349—78. Ayman Shihadeh, “Al-Raz1’s (d.
1210) Commentary on Avicenna’s Pointers: The Confluence of Exegesis and Aporetics,” in The
Oxford Handbook of Islamic Philosophy, eds. Khaled El-Rouayheb and Sabine Schmidtke (New
York: Oxford University Press, 2016), 296—325. For the early modern period, Khaled El-Rouayheb,
“Opening the Gate of Verification: The Forgotten Arab-Islamic Florescence of the 17th Century,”
International Journal of Middle East Studies 38.2 (2006): 263-81. El-Rouayheb, Islamic Intellectual
History in the Seventeenth Century: Scholarly Currents in the Ottoman Empire and the Maghreb
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2015), especially Chapter One. See Chapter Two of
Shihadeh, Doubts on Avicenna, 44—9.
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1164-1165), as well as his less famous contemporaries, such as Saraf al-Din al-Ma‘udi (d. before
1208) and Ibn Gaylan al-Balhi (d. ca. 1194).” Nevertheless, Wisnovsky and Shihadeh single out Fahr
al-Din as the most important post-Avicennian scholar to practice verification in his commentary

on the Pointers and Reminders and to embody it as an ideal to be mimicked by later exegetes.

Albert Iskander and Gerhard Endress have shown that Fahr al-Din’s commentary on Avi-
cenna’s Canon of Medicine was crucial for determining how Avicenna’s medical thought was re-
ceived in medical and philosophical circles in the thirteenth and fourteenth centuries.”® In his
autobiographical remarks in his introduction to his commentary on the Canon of Medicine,” Qutb
al-Din al-Sirazi (d. 1311) observes that early commentaries on the Canon by those “eminent scholars
who emulated his [Fahr al-Din’s| writings (al-Surihu [-latt li--muqtafina ataruhu mina [-fudal@’)
such as Qutb al-Din al-Misri, Afdal al-Din al-Hunagi, Rafi* al-Din al-Gili (d. 641/1244)* and Nagm
al-Din al-Nahgawani (d. 1252) did not add anything of substance to what the Imam [Fahr al-Din al-
Razi| had written. They wrote what he had written, and were silent about what he omitted, save

”29

for trifling, paltry things of no value (alldhumma illa ma huwa nazrun yasirun laysa lahu gadrun).

25. Shihadeh, Doubts on Avicenna, Chapter One. Shihadeh, “From al-Ghazali to al-Razi: 6th/
12th Century Developments in Muslim Philosophical Theology,” Arabic Sciences and Philosophy 15
(2005): 141-79.

26. See the introduction to Albert Z. Iskander, A Catalogue of the Arabic Manuscripts on
Medicine and Science in the Wellcome Historical Medical Library (London: The Wellcome Historical
Medical Library, 1967), 33—50. Endress, “Reading Avicenna in the Madrasa.”

27. Paraphrased in John Walbridge, The Science of Mystic Lights: Qut al-Din Shirazi and the
Hlluminationist Tradition in Islamic Philosophy (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 2002),
7—18. I am grateful to Nahyan Fancy for bringing this passage to my attention and correcting errors
I had made in its interpretation.

28. Ibn Abi Usaybi‘a, ‘Uyan al-anba’, 2.171—2.

29. Qutb al-Din al-Sirazi, Durrat al-tag li-gurrat al-Dubdg, ed. Muhammad Migkat (Tehran:
Maglis, 1938—-1942), dal, 11.16—19 (texts begins on 4a’, n.2).
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Endress, on the other hand, focuses primarily on the reception of the Canon prior to Fahr ad-Din’s
commentary by the likes of Ibn al-Tilmid (d. 165), who “introduced the Ibn Sinad’s Qaniin into the
study of medicine,” Tbn Gumay* (d. 1198) and Ibn Gaylan al-Balhi, all of whom composed critical
glosses on selected passages, confined themselves mainly to philological problems relating to the
different recensions of the Canon of Medicine originating from Ibn al-Tilmid’s medical circle or
lexicographical problems having to do with names of drugs and parts of the body. None of these
authors are recorded to have written full, lemmatic commentaries on any single book.*” Endress
says: “While the physicians,” such as Ibn al-Tilmid and Ibn Gumay‘, “took to reading Ibn Sina’s
Qantn, the philosophers, and the philosopher-physicians starting with Fakhr al-Din al-Razi, in
their turn started reading theoretical medicine in the kulliyat of Avicenna’s ever more popular

handbook.”*

The evidence adduced by Endress and Iskander suggests that the Canon, like Avicenna’s
philosophical works, went through a complex process of critical reception. Both authors, too, con-
clude that Fahr al-Din played an important role in shaping the medico-philosophical commentary
tradition on the Canon. Yet, despite the fact that Endress and Iskander have highlighted the central
role Fahr al-Din played in the Canon commentary tradition, there has been no effort to qualify the
types of exegetical methods Fahr al-Din employed in his commentary or how these methods and
his text influenced physicians after the twelfth century. Both shortcomings will be righted in the

following pages.

In Section Two, I turn to the question of whether the set of exegetical techniques and

norms located by Wisnovsky and Shihadeh in Fahr al-Din’s Pointers commentary, all of which fall

30. Endress, “Reading Avicenna in the Madrasa,” 384—5. See Daniel Nicolae’s valuable
dissertation: Daniel S. Nicolae, “A Medieval Court Physician at Work: Ibn Jumay“s Commentary on
the Canon of Medicine” (PhD diss., Oxford University, 2012); Ayman Shihadeh, “A Post-Ghazalian
Critic of Avicenna: Ibn Ghaylan al-Balkhi on the Materia Medica of the Canon of Medicine,” Journal
of Islamic Studies 24 (2013): 135—74.

31. Endress, “Reading Avicenna in the Madrasa,” 383.
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under the term verification, and which Fahr al-Din played such an important role in promoting
across the medieval Islamic world in Avicennian philosophical discourse after the twelfth century,
are present in Fahr al-Din’s commentary on the Canon. The evidence I consider falls into two cate-
gories. I first analyse the language of Fahr al-Din’s introduction to the commentary on the Canon.
In later works such as the commentary on Pointers, Shihadeh has argued that Fahr al-Din deliber-

” o«

ately uses terms such as “gleaning (tahsil),” “verification (tahqiq)” and “painstaking investigation
(istigsa’)” to refer to different aspects of his method of analysis which he uses in composing com-
mentaries and original philosophical works.* While several of these terms appear in the introduc-
tion to the Canon commentary, they retain their lexical meanings; they are not used as technical
terms alluding to exegetical strategies to be employed in the commentary. When we compare,
however, what Shihadeh has called the “macrostructure” of the Pointers with the macrostructure
of Fahr al-Din’s Canon commentary, as well as the exegetical techniques Fahr al-Din employs in
practice in both works, it becomes clear that the methods falling under the broad rubric of verifi-

cation that underlie Fahr al-Din’s mode of analysis and composition in the Pointers commentary

are evidently at work in the commentary on the Canon .

In Section Three, I analyse the precursors to Fahr al-Din’s methods of verification at work
in the Canon commentary, seeking to gauge to what extent they existed in Islamic medical dis-
course prior to Fahr al-Din. This question boils down to how prescriptions about how to do com-
mentary in the Islamic medical tradition existed before 1100. In the medical tradition, the main
source was Galen, whose influence on medieval Islamic medical and philosophical discourse was
immense. There are several passages in Galen’s Hippocratic commentaries that we know were
translated into Arabic in which Galen broaches the topic of “metacommentary,” and in which he
makes explicit prescriptions (and proscriptions) about how to do medical commentary. After
analysing the relevant passages, I conclude that while many if not all the individual elements of
the verification method were used by commentators prior to Fahr al-Din, the unification of these

elements, these diverse exegetical practices into a unified method for medical writing was wholly

32. Shihadeh, “Al-Razi’'s Commentary,” 299—300.
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new in the Islamic medical commentary tradition. On the other hand, the analysis of these texts
from Galen makes me doubt that the vaguely exegetical techniques used by Abat Bakr Muhammad
ibn Zakariya al-Razi in Doubts on Galen (Kitab al-Sukik ‘ala Galiniis) were ever regarded by Islamic
physicians as a model for carrying out exegesis in medical texts. Even the exegetical strategies used
by the great eleventh-century commentator Ibn Abi Sadiq (d. after 1067) in his commentary on the
Hippocratic Aphorisms are strongly beholden to Galen’s prescriptions about what counts as good
exegesis. I conclude that Fahr al-Din’s venture into the Islamic medical discourse in the form of his
commentary on the Canon was unprecedented.

Finally, in Section Four I claim that this relatively brief venture would prove to be pivotal,
shaping Islamic medical discourse and and textual traditions until at least the seventeenth centu-
ry. | offer a detailed analysis of the two instances in which Ibn al-Quiff cites Fahr al-Din’s commen-
tary on the Canon. I highlight the many features shared by the exegetical techniques and ways of
structuring the commentary that are present both in Ibn al-Quff’s commentary on the Aphorisms
commentary and in Fahr al-Din’s commentary on the Canon. I argue that Ibn al-Quft’s commen-
tary on the Aphorisms represents a more mature, refined and elegant embodiment of verification
techniques in post-classical Islamic medical discourse. This observation suggests that by the end
of the thirteenth century verification in the medical discourse was not only a collection of tech-

niques, but a model to be imitated.

21 Comparison of Fahr al-Din’s Introduction to the Commentaries on the Canon
and Pointers

According to Altas, Fahr al-Din’s commentary on the Canon of Medicine is possibly the first lem-
matic commentary he composed on a work by Avicenna.*® Altas dates the commentary 573—
574/1177-1178, which is well before the date assigned to it by Emilie Savage-Smith and others, who

follow Ibn al-Qift’s account of Fahr al-Din’s career in dating it to 580/1184.** Altag says the

33.  Altas, Esref, “Fahraddin er-Razimnin Eserlerinin Kronolojisi,” in Isldam Diigiincesinin
Déniisiim Caginda, eds. Omer Tiirker and Osman Demir (Istanbul, ISAM, 2011), 91-164, 103.
34. Emilie Savage-Smith, A New Catalogue of Arabic Manuscripts in the Bodleian Library,

University of Oxford Volume I: Medicine (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2011), 245 [Entry No. 56].
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following:
Written between 573-574/1177-1178. Written in Sarahs before the Mabahit and Mulahhas.
This work, which in the text itself is called Sarh muskilat al-Kitab al-Qaniin (sic), but to
which Razi refers in different ways, is a commentary on the first two fanns of the theoreti-
cal part of Ibn Sina’s medical work the Canon. Whilst Razi was a guest of the physician
Tigat al-Din ‘Abd al-Rahman ibn ‘Abd al-Karim al-Sarahsi, this work was a result of re-
search and discussion between them, and was dedicated to him on account of [al-
Sarahsi’s] hospitality. Ibn al-Qifti says that Razi was his guest in Sarahs during his journey
to Bukhara in about 580/1184, and wrote it for him. However, Razi’s debates in Bukhara
mention that Nur al-Din al-Sabuni died 16 Safar 580/30 May 1184 and, since Mabahit and
Mulahhas were written around 575/1179 prior to his sojourn to Transoxiana, the most suit-
able date for the work is between 573—574/1177-1178. There are references to the commen-

” o«

tary on the Canon as one of “our great books,” “our great book” and also al-Firasa is

mentioned.

Thus, in support of his chronology, Altas cites the fact that the commentary on the Canon is cited
in the Investigations in the East (al-Mabahit al-Masrigiya), which Altag says was written around
574—575/1178-1179,* and in the Précis of Logic and Philosophy (al-Mulahhas fi [-mantiq wa-l-hikma),
which Altag says was written no later than 580/184.*° Evidence for the Canon commentary being
composed before 574-5785/1178-1179 lies in a citation of the commentary in a discussion of the
meaning of the balanced (al-itidal) and imbalanced mixture of the primary qualities hot, cold,

wet and dry.”

Ibn al-Qifti, Tarih al-hukama’, eds. Augustus Miiller and Julius Lippert (Leipzig: Dieterich'sche
Verlagsbuchhandlung, 1903), 291.

35.  Altag, “Kronolojisi,” 109.

36. Ibid., 112.

37. Fahr al-Din al-Razi, al-Mabahit al-masrigiya fi ilm al-ilahtyat wa-l-tibityat (Hyderabad:
Matba‘at majlis da’irat al-ma‘arif al-Nizamiyah, 1343 [1924 or 1925]), 2:159, l.20-160, L11. I am
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Having recognised the meaning of the balanced mixture, you know, then, the meaning of
the imbalanced mixture. We say: “What deviates from the balanced mixture deviates ei-
ther in one quality or in two qualities together. The first kind is balanced in relation to one
[pair of qualities] that are opposed to each other, but deviates from the balance in relation
to the other [pair of qualities] that are opposed to each other. Let us suppose, then, the dry
and the moist are balanced, and thus, what predominates shall be either the hot or the
cold, and these, then, are two kinds [of imbalanced mixture]. Now suppose that there is a
balance between hot and cold, what predominates shall be either the dry or the moist.
These are two further kinds of [imbalanced mixture]. As for the deviation from the bal-
ance in two qualities, suppose that the hot predominates, in which case the quality that
will predominate with it shall be either the moist or the dry. That is two further kinds [of
imbalance]. Let us suppose that the cold predominates, in which case the quality that will
predominate with it shall be either the moist or the dry. That is two more kinds [of imbal-
ance]. These eight kinds are the kinds of deviation from the balance. As for what is bal-
anced, it is a single kind. The mixtures, then, are nine.” This investigation into the the na-
ture of the mixture is the amount that is appropriate to mention in relation to philosophy.

What exceeds this I have discussed in the commentary on the Canon.

Assuming that these insertions were not made in later drafts of the commentary—an admittedly

tendentious assumption — this allows us to date the Canon commentary to quite early in Fahr al-

grateful to Bilal Ibrahim for supplying me with a copy of this text.
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Din’s career.® Altag’s early dating of the Canon, however, sits uneasily with the idea suggested by
Ibn al-Qifti—an idea which Altag appears to second—that the commentary on the Canon was
written during the early part of Fahr al-Din’s purported sojourn into Transoxiana. Frank Griffel has
expressed strong reservations about the extent and accuracy of Ibn al-Qifti knowledge of Fahr al-
Din’s early career.” Indeed, if it were written as early as Altas says, I find somewhat suspicious Fahr
al-Din’s references to ‘Abd al-Karim al-Sarahsi as the patron for the Canon commentary who
helped him during and after his stay in Sarahs. For it was purportedly his stay at Sarahs that
marked the opening stages of Fahr al-Din’s sojourn to Bukhara. Fahr al-Din must have been in
Transoxiana some time prior to Niir al-Din al-Sabuint’s death on 16 Safar 580/30 May 1184, since this
event is mentioned in the Mundagarat. Yet, the story about Sarahsi does not seem to me to provide
reliable evidence for dating the commentary on the Canon or for the conditions under which it
was composed.

We can conclude, then, that the commentary on the Canon was probably written before
574—575/1178-1179, much earlier in Fahr al-Din’s career that previously thought.” In fact, several
features of this commentary bear out this conclusion. Fahr al-Din’s introduction to the commen-
tary on the Canon breaks from late antique models for writing prolegomena prior to beginning to

read or write a commentary.” Nevertheless, in the the brief remarks in the introduction to the

38. Ibid., 103. Though rejecting the dating of the Canon commentary to 580/1184, Altag accepts
that Fahr al-Din wrote the commentary for ‘Abd al-Karim al-Sarahsi whilst in Sarahs on his way to
Transoxiana.

39.  Frank Griffel convincingly shows that most of al-Qiftr’s account of Fahr al-Din’s earlier
career is flawed, and that, in general, we have very little reliable information about this period in
Fahr al-Din’s life. See Frank Griffel, “On Fakhr al-Din al-Raz1’s Life.”

40. See Savage-Smith, “A New Catalogue,” 245. Ayman Shihadeh, The Teleological Ethics of
Fakhr al-Din al-Razi (Leiden: Brill, 2006), 8.

41. Kamran I Karimullah, “Assessing Avicenna’s (d. 428/1037) Medical Influence in
Prolegomena to Post-Classical (CE 1100-1900) Medical Commentaries: Ibn Abi Sadiq (d. after
460/1067), ‘Abd al-Latif al-Bagdadi (d. 629/1231), Fahr al-Din al-Razi (d. 606/1209),” Mélanges de
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Canon commentary that touch on metacommentary, it is evident that Fahr al-Din struggles to ar-
ticulate what exactly the distinctive features of his exegetical practice are. Based on an analysis of
the introduction to the commentary on Pointers and Reminders, Shihadeh presents a Fahr al-Din
who was at a stage in his career in which he was able to clearly articulate the key elements of his
exegetical and philosophical method that he as a matter of course brought to bear on philolosophi-
cal debates based on Avicenna’s writings. On the other hand, in the introduction to the Canon we
see a Fahr al-Din who struggles to identify what aspects of his commentary method he believes are

novel. Shihadeh observes that Fahr al-Din deliberately employs terms such as “gleaning (tahsil),”

” o« » «

“critical investigation,” “verification (tahgiq),” “blind imitation (taqlid),” “painstaking investigation

» s

(istigsa’),” “in depth probing (ta‘ammugqg),” “certainty (yagqin),” “doubt (Sakk),

” o«

procedure (tartib)”
and “well-organised compilation (talfig)” not as merely rhetorical flourishes by which he seeks to
commend himself and his work to his patron, but as a constellation of terms that pick out the ele-
ments that Fahr al-Din recognised as forming the backbone of his method of exegesis and his
philosophical method more generally. Shihadeh shows that by around 578-580 when Fahr al-Din
was composing the commentary on Pointers as well as the early philosophical works such as Précis
and Investigations in the East, Fahr al-Din was able to assign these terms a precise meaning in rela-
tion to his exegetical method. For example, Fahr al-Din describes the process of “gleaning (tahsil)”
in detail:*
of gleaning (tahsil) what we have found in the books of our predecessors...in such a way
that we select the pith (lubab) from each topic, avoiding excessive prolixity and conci-
sion...and opting instead to provide lucid discussions. Our procedure is to separate prob-
lems from one another, then either confirm or disconfirm each, then discuss problematic
objections and difficult counterarguments, and, if we are able, provide satisfactory solu-

tions and conclusive answers.

Uinstitut domincain d'études orientales 32 (2017): 93-134.

42. Shihadeh, “Al-Razi’s Commentary,” 300.
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Likewise, the ordering of the book or commentary he describes as follows:*

our novel ordering (tartib) and synthesising, which demands that whoever commits him-
self to it to consider all possible objections and counterarguments, while avoiding point-

less interpolation and undue prolixity.
And Fahr al-Din characterises what he names “painstaking investigation” as follows:*

the painstaking investigation (istigsa’) of questions and answers, and the in-depth probing
(ta‘ammugq) of the oceans of problems in such a way that the proponent of each thought-
system (madhab) may find this book of mine more beneficial than books written by propo-
nents of that very thought-system. For I will provide from each discussion its best part
(zubda).... If I do not find any worthwhile discussion in the sources of the proponents of
that thought-system to support their views, I will myself come up with the best defense

possible to affirm these views.

In these introductions, the process of gleaning from the books of earlier authors refers to a method
of analysis that unfolds in a definite order: (a) first, to identify and separate out conceptual prob-
lems in the text to be dealt with in turn; and (b) then to survey possible solutions to these prob-
lems, discarding the false and retaining those that are true. Of the possibly true doctrines, (c) each
is subjected to further criticism. Finally, should any solution remain standing after being subjected
to thorough vetting, (d) Fahr al-Din provides a conclusion to the problems under discussion. This
step-by-step procedure is what the terms “ordering (tartib)” and “synthesising (talfig)” in the
process of compiling or commenting on a book refer to. In similar fashion, “painstaking investiga-
tion (istigsa’) includes certain, well-defined elements. It involves, first, impartially surveying doc-
trines offered by different schools about a particular problem under discussion. Each viewpoint is
rehashed in such a way that they are presented in the best possible light, supported by the best ar-

guments that Fahr al-Din can find or can supply on his own on the basis of the proponents’ own

43. Ibid.
44. Ibid.
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principles. If arguments are weak or none are forthcoming from the text, Fahr al-Din sees supplies

arguments that proponents of a doctrine would have agreed with had they supplied them.

Thus, in works written around 573/1178 or thereafter, such as the commentary on Pointers,
Précis, Investigations in the East and Frontiers of the Intellects (Nihayat al-‘ugil), Fahr al-Din is con-
scious of and able to give clear expression to what he saw as the key elements in his exegetical pro-
cedure. This is not the case in the commentary on the Canon of Medicine. To be sure, Fahr al-Din
uses “tahsil) “tartib,” “ta‘ammugq,” “lubab” and other words that frequently accompany the light/
dark, climbing/descending, knowledge/ignorance, rhetorical/demonstrative, enlightened patron/
social-climbing ignoramus, poverty/wealth and the other common motifs in Fahr al-Din’s prole-
gomena to his early philosophical works. These words, however, are used with their lexical
meanings; they do not allude to aspects of Fahr al-Din’s commentary method. Bemoaning the pri-
vations that genuine scholars in his day suffered owing to the fact that ignorant patrons are not
able to distinguish the true scholar from the counterfeit, Fahr al-Din, speaking about himself in

the third-person, says:
ol ol am ) s adlly s e Vg bl S e ol s 5587 Lo L)
Byt pySCall ol o L Lo allsly pylall 3 anlyal) Jomy oy ail3ly 1] b By il alonas

These days knowledge has become a burden for those who possess it and a curse on those
who love it and pursue it. You see that the man [Fahr al-Din is referring to himself] who
has spent his years acquiring it [that is, knowledge, sc. al-ilm] and has distinguished him-
self from his contemporaries and his peers by the fact that he has provided solutions to
unclear matters in the sciences and has brought to light in them secrets that had been hid-
den—{[you shall see this man| barred from every desirable thing and prevented from all

wishes and pursuits.

In this text tahsil simply means to acquire something—in this case, philosophical knowledge—
whereas in later texts tahsil refers to a procedure for reading, writing and commenting on books,

mainly by Avicenna.

_21_



KARIMULLAH Emergence of Verification [v.9]

Likewise, in the introduction to the commentary on the Canon, we see that Fahr al-Din

uses tartib with its lexical meaning of ordering:

Jo Wl LYl sl oy aalaz a5y 00y andgsy SN Ls el e sl dele L oS
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Divine help having aided me in composing this book, refining it, drafting it and arranging
it, I dedicated it to the the the eminent sayh, the verifying philosopher who embodies reli-
gion’s trust and Islam’s nobility, the master of the philosophers and the physicians ‘Abd al-

Karim al-Sarahsi.

In this passage, tartib does not refer to the step-by-step process of surveying earlier authorities,
subjecting them to criticism, retaining what is left and offering conclusions; the idea of arranging
simply appears in the list of activities Fahr al-Din says were steps in the physical task of writing the
book, from its initial write-up (talhisihi®) to putting in its final arrangement (“arranging it

(tartibihi)”).

Similarly, “pith (lubab)” and probing deeply (ta‘ammugq)” appear in the introduction to the
Canon commentary. Here, however, they are simply used for their rhetorical value, in a sentence in
which Fahr al-Din begins to describe how his initial interest in medicine was the spark that led
him to eventually read Avicenna’s Canon with the diligence and critical acumen for which he

would become famous.

L 5 Sl wle B ol Ol ansiey wmys sley asmiag ol s JLST e sy Ly
ol B 3y ol 3 sendly ol ) Jyo

Having understood the fact that this science [namely, medicine, sc. al-tibb] is perfect,
that it is useful, and has a lofty rank, I desired to plunge into its waves, advance to the

farthest limits of reaching its pith, plunge deeply into its depths, and ascend to its

lights.

45. For this meaning of lahhasa/talhis, see Manfred Ullmann, Woérterbuch der klassischen
arabischen Sprache, vol. 2/1 (Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz, 1983), 428 [lahhasa], 429 [talhis].
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The closest we get to a description of the methodology Fahr al-Din says he will follow in the com-

mentary on the Canon is the sentence immediately following the one cited above:

Fl o e e IS o 3 OUYI T Bl ol s 5 iz S el ) el ) S 1S Ly
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The scholars being in agreement that the Canon by al-Sayh al-Ra’is is the best book written
on this subject [namely, medicine], and, further, the first book being distinguished from all
the other books in it [that is, the other four books of the Canon] by the fact that it contains
philosophical subtitles, scientific intricacies, strange anecdotes and astonishing secrets
that the minds of ordinary people are a loss to grasp and their faculties are too feeble to
reach the glittering lights of their [secrets’] stars, I directed my ultimate purpose, exerted
every effort and gave my whole mind and attention to interpreting its principal sections,
commenting on its main parts, making what is problematic in it clear, bringing out the
things in it that present difficulties, finding excuses when there is inaccuracy should it ap-
pear in the midst of the discussion; and I appended tests for students’ intellects as the

statements proceed.

In this sentence Fahr al-Din distinguishes the primary or main portions (‘wyiin, mutin) of the the
Canon from those that are, for him, secondary. In some ways recalling the method used by Saraf al-
Din al-Ma‘di in his commentary on Pointers but also Ibn Gumay®“s glosses on the Canon, Fahr al-
Din commentary on Canon, Book One proceeds fasl-by-fasl. At no point does Fahr al-Din say that
he will consult with earlier medical or philosophical authorities, glean their books for solutions for
problems in Avicenna’s text, or even resolve the difficulties (mudilat) in the text. Far from engag-
ing in an impartial survey of every known authority and systematically vetting the true from the
false, Fahr al-Din adopts (or says he will adopt, the reality is quite different, see below) a somewhat
Galenic exegetical attitude in the commentary on the Canon. Far from committing himself to

” «

“gleaning,” “critical verification,” or “painstaking investigation” Fahr al-Din merely says that he will
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bring difficulties and problems in the text to light so that they can be made the subject of special

discussion; he does not propose to provide solutions.
2.2 Commentary Strategies in Fahr al-Din’s Commentary on the Canon

This is what Fahr al-Din says; what he does in the commentary on the Canon is quite another story.
That is, after analysing Fahr al-Din’s introduction and comparing it to the exegetical strategies that
he uses in the commentary on the Canon, it seems to me that there is a gap between Fahr al-Din’s
ability to speak about his exegetical method and the commentary techniques he uses in practice.
As we shall see, the techniques he uses in the commentary on the Canon are in line with those
identified by Shihadeh and Wisnovsky in his later commentary on Pointers and Reminders and in
his later philosophical writings such as Investigations in the East, Frontiers of the Intellects and the
Précis of Logic and Philosophy. To my mind, this is adds further evidence to the claim that the com-
mentary on the Canon was written well before 580/1184. For it seems that by the time Fahr al-Din
sat down to compose the Canon commentary, many of the analytical techniques he would use in
later works were present in his exegetical repertoire in practice. Yet, it appears that they had not by
this time coalesced in his mind in a way that permitted him to speak about them in definite terms
as he would in later writings.

In short, I claim that the analytical techniques in the commentary on the Canon closely re-
semble those used in Pointers despite the fact that in the introduction Fahr al-Din barely alludes to
this fact. I shall substantiate this claim by examining how Fahr al-Din comments on a chapter
(fasl) on compound diseases (al-amrad al-murakkaba) in his commentary. Following Shihadeh, I
first examine how Fahr al-Din imposes his understanding of the chapter’s structure by lemmatis-
ing the text into separate “research topics (abhat, mabahit, buhiit sg. baht).” After this, I shall exam-
ine the various techniques Fahr al-Din employs to interpret what Avicenna’s says on compound
diseases.

The following table provides a summary of Avicenna’s discussion of compound diseases in

the Canon and shows how Fahr al-Din partitions the chapter.
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Avicenna, Canon of Medicine, vol. 1, ed. Ragab, 1:76—7.

Definition of compound diseases; examples; swellings
(awram, sg. waram); every kind of disease is found in cas-
es of swelling; wherever there is swelling there is dissolu-
tion of continuity (tafarruq al-ittsal)

Parts of the body are affected by swelling; bones are af-
fected by swelling; food can cause body parts to swell;

Definition of catarrh (nazla);

Causes of swelling; swellings are prone to having natural
and unnatural discharges;

Swelling can be classified according to its properties
(fusul, sg. fasl); best division of swelling based on the mat-
ter that causes it; matter that causes swelling is the four
humours (black bile, yellow bile, phlegm, blood), watery
fluids (al-ma’tya) and air (al-rihiya); division of swelling
into hot swelling and swelling that is not hot; hot swelling
caused by phlegm conventionally called flagmuni; hot
swellings caused by yellow bile conventional called
erysipelas (Aumra); abscesses (furag) and plague (taun);
how hot swellings appears at the beginning, middle and
end; swelling resolves either by dissolving (tahullul), or it
suppurates (tagayyuh), pus gathers (gam‘ midd), or a the
swelling transforms into a tumour (istihala ila l-salaba)

Swellings that are not hot are caused by black bile,
phlegm, watery fluid and air; three kinds of swellings
caused by black bile; tumours, cancer (al-saratan) and
swellings in the glands (al-gudud) such as scrofula (al-
hanazir) and leprous growths (al-sula‘); distinction be-
tween tumours and cancer

Two kinds of swellings caused by phlegm: hard swellings
and light leprous growths; swellings caused by phlegm
differ based on whether the phlegm that causes them is
soft or hard; swelling caused by water; dropsy (al-istisqa’);
swelling caused by air; dissolution of continuity in the
body’s passageways does not suppuration in bodies that
have a balanced mixture; dissolution of continuity causes
suuppuration when the body parts are affected by
swelling, for example dropsy or elephantiasis (al-gudam);
abscesses in the summer time are gangrenous when they
last for a long time; you shall a full treatment of dissolu-
tion of continuity in the books that delve into the details
(kutub al-tafsil)

Fahr al-Din al-Razi, Commentary on the Canon of
Medicine

Block A: “This discussion calls for four investigations
(mabahit)”
1. Divisions of diseases that are in aggregate (al-amrad
al-mugtami‘a)
2. How a single disease comes about from a number of
diseases in aggregate
3. The reality of swelling
4. Clarifying that swelling is a compound disease

Block B: “Having brought the exposition on the reality of
swelling to an end to a close, he (Avicenna) begins the ex-
position on the body parts that are affected by swelling.”

Block C: “This begins the division of swellings.”

Block D: “The purpose of this discussion is to search for not
the conditions of swelling, but for certain rulings about the
cause of swelling.”

Block E: “Now he turns to explain the division of swellings.”

Block F: “He turns once again to division, commencing
with the division of cold swellings, which are four...."

1. Scrofula and leprous growths are not black bilious but
phlegmatic.

Block G: “...and the rest of the section is obvious (wa-bagt I-
| fasli zahir).”
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The Canon, Book One was well-known for its divisions, subdivisions, and sub-subdivisions, and in-
creasingly minute structure.”’ Indeed, the fact that it is well-structured is considered by some to be
its only redeeming quality.” Nevertheless, Fahr al-Din’s division of this chapter into seven blocks
introduces further structure into the chapter (fas/), which is the smallest unit in Canon, Book One.
In the case of the chapter on compound swellings, he devotes four investigations to issues of defin-
itions and accounting for the fact that Avicenna devotes all of a chapter on compound diseases in
general exclusively to kinds of swelling. As in the Pointers, he introduces the first block with an
outline of its contents.” While the rest of the chapter is not divided further into “investigations
(mabahit),” Fahr al-Din divides the chapter into blocks of text based on how the chapter flows logi-
cally from block to block.”

In his commentary on the chapter on compound diseases, Fahr al-Din carries out many of
the exegetical tasks that Shihadeh and Wisnovsky identify in the commentary on Pointers.>” Two
brief examples from the commentary on the sections on compound diseases suffice to illustrate
how much Fahr al-Din’s exegetical methods in the Canon commentary share with those he em-
ploys in the commentary on Pointers.

The first example takes us to Block B, in which Fahr al-Din comments about the places in
the body that are prone to swelling. Block B is a single sentence, in which Avicenna says: “Swelling

affects the soft parts of the body (al-ad@’ al-layyina), and something that resembles swelling in the

46. Pormann and Savage-Smith, Medieval Islamic Medicine, 70. Ullmann, Medizin, 153.

47. Emilie Savage-Smith, “Medicine in Medieval Islam,” in The Cambridge History of Science
Volume 2: Medieval Science, eds. David C. Lindberg and Michael H. Shank (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 2013), 139-67, 148. Ullmann, Medizin, 154: “So grofd dir Wirkung des Qaniin in
Morgenland und Abendland auch gewesen ist, so liegt doch die Bedeutung des Werkes nich etwa
in neuen Erkenntnissen, die es vermitteln konnte, sodern in der Systematisierung und
umfassenden Darstellung des damaligen medizinischen Wissens.”

48. Shihadeh, “Al-Razi’s Commentary,” 309.

49.  Ibid.

50. Shihadeh, “Al-Razi’s Commentary,” 310. Wisnovsky, “Avicennism,” 354—7.
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bones makes their mass viscid because of it and the moistures in them increase. Nor is it unusual

when [body parts] that are prone to increase in size because of receiving nutriment, do, in fact, be-

come enlarged when the [spoiled] nutriment penetrates into them or comes about in them.”
About which Fahr al-Din has the following to say:*

) 5l oS Ll pmal) of g e A g il o s S a0l B g sl B Ol £ L) i)

ol Lol pm iy £ Ll Y Y L2318 s iy pp Y oian Y Ly sitezy Y Y Y b LS

ool e i I e Sy S Ll Sy sk Lagie ly ST 0V L Ly sl V) 00 Y sl

o sy e gl s 130y s of Ll ST e 88 el 6 Ll LS el Y el a8 211 sl Y 3,

Ly LSlas amgll s e Lonoiad (3550 @US Lzl ally a4 o V) L, 087 o fleadl a2 WL Ls .ol

il s Uly s Syl 3080 U5 06 L3y a0l ol L odbiadl) 3585 Lo o) ) pllaalls Luy,

Bl Leble Yy Leds 55 3l <318 3) Vb slog ALl d) gl &dlowad) d) of o 1ol saild 28l olesY)

Commentary: Having brought his [Avicenna’s] exposition on the reality of swelling to a

close, he begins to explain which parts of the body swell. There are some who thought that

hard parts of the body, like bone, or soft ones, like the brain, do not swell because they do

not expand (la yatamaddadu™), and what does not expand does not swell. The minor

premise of their syllogism, however, is false. Firstly because the brain and bones grow and

growth happens only when [the body part’s bulk] expands. Secondly, [the premise is false]

51. Avicenna, al-Qanun fi [-tibb, ed. Qasim M. Ragab (Baghdad: Dar al-mutanna, ca. 1970), 1:76,
1.23—5. Hereafter cited as: Avicenna, Canon.

52. For lemma from the Canon, see Avicenna, al-Qanun fi al-tibb, 1:76—7.

53.  The Journal’s reviewer rightly notes that in this instance yatamaddadu refers to the
expanding that comes about when bulk is added to the body part, not to expanding in the sense of
stretching like an inflated balloon, for example). For the meaning of tamaddada as increasing in
size from drawing in or attracting, see Freytag, Lexicon Arabico-Latinum, 4.159, c.1: “extendit
trahendo rem” and Kazimirski, Dictionnaire Arabe-Frangais, 2.1076, c.1: “Tirer pour allonger,
allonger en tirant” Unfortunately, this sense is recorded for yatamaddadu when it is used

transitively, not intransitively as Fahr al-Din uses it here.
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because each of them receives nutriment, which happens when the food’s substance pene-
trates it [brain or bone]. From these two considerations, it is established that the nutritive
parts penetrate into it. Just as these parts are healthy and, consequently, they become nu-
triment, likewise, they spoil, and when they spoil, they necessitate [unhealthy] expanding
[of the part’s bulk], which is swelling. Thirdly, [it is false] because even though the brain’s
substance is moist, there is, nevertheless, a viscid quality in it, and similarly in the bones.
From this consideration, it is possible for them to expand. Fourthly, [it is false] because if
the bones were not liable to being penetrated by supertfluities, the teeth would not turn
green and black [from rotting], for this happens because the superfluities penetrate them.
Fifthly, [it is false] because by nature the teeth grow constantly, such that the tooth that is
adjacent to the place where a tooth has fallen out increases in length because it receives

the extra [nutriment] that nourishes it, nor does pounding the tooth oppose this [growth].

Fahr al-Din alerts the reader to the fact that in this passage Avicenna transitions from the prefatory
remarks about definitions of swelling at the beginning of the chapter. According to Fahr al-Din,
this sentence marks the beginning of a new discussion about where in the body swelling can oc-
cur. Fahr al-Din, who evidently found nothing to dispute in Avicenna’s words, nevertheless seems
to have found Avicenna’s talk about “something like swelling ($ay’un sabithun bi-l-waram)” that af-
fects the bones worth commenting on at greater length. This is not only because the expression is
somewhat obscure, but because Fahr al-Din was aware that a medical authority—he does not say
who, but we shall see presently that it is the view of Muhammad ibn Zakariya al-Razi—was of the
view that bones do not swell, a belief that stands in direct conflict with Avicenna’s. The ultimate
objective of Fahr al-Din’s commentary on this sentence of the chapter on compound diseases and
swelling is to defend Avicenna’s statement against possible objections by those who hold with
Muhammad ibn Zakariya that bones and the brain do not swell. Fahr al-Din pursues this goal in
several stages. First, he paraphrases Muhammad ibn Zakariya’s argument, placing it in syllogistic

form.

Minor Premise: the bulk of bones and of the brain do not expand;
Major Premise: what does not expand in size in this way does not swell.

Conclusion: the bones and brain to not swell.
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Next, he identifies the Minor Premise as false, concluding thereby that Muhammad ibn Zakariya’s
conclusion is false because it does not follow from true premises. Fahr al-Din then produces a bat-
tery of arguments, asserting, against Muhammad ibn Zakariya, that the bulk of the bones and the
brain do in fact expand as a natural consequence of drawing in nutriment from food. Fahr al-Din
does not say so here, but all these concepts are borrowed from Avicenna’s On the Soul in the

physics of The Healing (see Section Four below).

Many of these arguments are dialectical, intended primarily to undermine or create doubt
about the truth of Muhammad ibn Zakariya’s doctrine rather than to refute it outright. One major
shortcoming in Fahr al-Din’s argument is that he misinterprets—most likely deliberately—
Muhammad ibn Zakariya’s views about how bones and the brain increase in size. In Section Four,
we shall see that Muhammad ibn Zakariya does not say that the brain and bones do not increase in
size by attracting nutriment to them, which is the sense conveyed by tamaddud in this set of pas-
sages. This process is precisely how growth as a natural process of gradually expanding in bulk was
understood to occur by medieval Islamic physicians. This sense of expanding was not what
Muhammad ibn Zakariya had in mind in the Outstanding Book. As the passage is quoted by Ibn al-
Quff, Muhammad ibn Zakariya refers to expanding not in the sense of growth but in the sense of
the bod part’s physical qualities (hard and soft), which, according to Muhammad ibn Zakariya, do
not permit the body part to expand (tamdid) in a way that accommodates swelling. Thus, in order
to bolster his argument that the brain and bones swell, and in order to undermine Muhammad ibn
Zakarlya’s “minor premise,” Fahr al-Din offers a deliberately tendentious interpretation of Muham-
mad ibn Zakariya’s claim. Fahr al-Din ignores, in effect, the fact that Muhammad ibn Zakariya’s
claim is directed at the physical qualities of the brain and bone that make them unsuited to
swelling. Instead, he pretends that arguments about expanding as a form of growth—arguments
which Muhammad ibn Zakariya would not have disputed in the first place—were sufficient to un-

dermine Muhammad ibn Zakariya’s position.**

54.  Fahr al-Din’s arguments here are less than demonstrative. His claim that he avoids

arguments that “are only intended to refute and defeat an opponent,” arguments which he
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The second example from the chapter on compound diseases reveals other exegetical
strategies in the commentary on the Canon that are present in the commentary on Pointers and
Reminders. As we saw in the Table, Block G is the final section of this chapter that Fahr al-Din
comments on. The Table shows that Block G is a rather long portion of the chapter, which discuss-
es several different topics. According to Fahr al-Din’s understanding of the text’s structure, Avicen-
na’s primary aim is to discuss cold swellings, which may be caused by various kinds of matter in
the body: phlegm, black bile, air or watery fluid. In the commentary, however, Fahr al-Din gives all
his attention to resolving a conflict between Avicenna and earlier medical authorities, ‘Al ibn ‘Ab-
bas al-Magusi (fl. 4th/1oth c.) and Aba Sahl al-Misthi (d. 1010), who classified scrofula (al-hanazir)
and leprous growths (al-sula‘) as types of swelling caused by phlegm rather than black bile.
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criticises vociferously in the introductions to other works, is here revealed to be more a motif for
promoting his work to his colleagues and patrons than historical fact.
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[A] Commentary: he turns once again to classifications [of swelling], commencing with

with the classification of cold swellings, which are four: those from black bile, phlegm, wa-

tery fluid, and air. Then he divides those from black bile into three: tumours, cancer and

kinds of swelling in the glands, among which are scrofula and leprous growths.

[B] At this juncture an inquiry arises, namely, that scrofula and leprous growths are not
from black bile, but from phlegm. For in the discourse in this book [namely, in Canon,
Book One] in which cold swellings are discussed, the Sayh says: “Swellings caused by
phlegm are either purely phlegmatic fsuch as when a body part is affected by water that
accumulates in it; or they are from watery fluidt,” or they are abscesses such as scrofula
and hard leprous growths.” At the end of the book on swellings, al-Masihi says: “Scrofula is
swellings that are caused by thick phlegm that hardens when it remains in the flesh.” And
the author of the Complete [Book of Medicine], al-Magus], includes leprous growths and
scrofula in the chapter on swellings from phlegm and restricts swellings from black bile to

the remaining two categories.

56. As in other instances in which Fahr al-Din quotes the Canon, all three manuscripts
transmit a corrupt text. My analysis of the transmission history of the commentary on the Canon is
in its preliminary stages. At this point, it is not clear whether the error was in Fahr al-Din’s copy, or
whether the all three manuscripts share a corrupt exemplar early in the stemma. The collation
evidence suggests the latter scenario is most likely. Compare with the original (Avicenna, al-Qantin
ful-tibb, 1:77, 1. 25—26: “...they are called hard swellings; or they are caused by watery fluid, such as
when a body part is affected by water that accumulates in it such as dropsy that is localised in it

[the body part]...”
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[C] One could say: “The Sayh did not classify scrofula and leprous growths among the
swellings that are from black bile; rather, he included in this category [that is, category of
swellings caused by black bile] swellings in the glands, among which are scrofula and lep-
rous growths, the reason for which is that the swellings in the glands, which resemble scro-
fula and leprous growths, are classified as black bilious swellings, and they are what are
called “boils (masamir).” For he [namely, Avicenna] dedicated a chapter to boils, in which

he speaks about swellings from black bile.”

[D] Or one could say: “In the chapter on leprous growths, he said that they are abscesses
from phlegm that contain viscous humours, or that are generated from phlegm that is like
tlesh, flour gruel (‘asida)”, honey or something hard. It is not implausible that they should
be included among the [swellings] from black bile, though we classify them as those from
phlegm because the origin of that gruel-like mixture (al-asid) is phlegm that has dried,
and becomes viscous as a result.” These are his words in that passage. In sum, his words on

this matter are confused.

[E] He says: “When they first form, tumorous swellings from black bile begin as hard
growths, which sometimes turn into tumours, especially those [tumours] caused by blood,
though it sometimes happens also in those caused by phlegm.” He means by this that one
of the two kinds of swelling from black bile, namely tumours, sometimes come about from
humours that generate at the outset, or they come about because there is another kind of
swelling [in the body part], after which the matter [in the swollen part] becomes viscous
and, as a consequence, the swelling becomes a tumour. This mostly happens in cases of

swelling from blood, but sometimes it happens in cases of swelling from phlegm.

57. See Reinhard Dozy, Supplément aux dictionnaires arabes (Leiden: Brill, 1881), 2:133, where
he says that asida and ‘asida have the same meaning. Albert Kazimirski, Dictionnaire Arabe-
Frangais (Paris: Maisonneuve, 1860), 2:270 (‘asida): “a kind of thick gruel made from flour butter

mixed with boiled water, and butter or honey (from original French).”
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[F] The distinctions he draws between, on the one hand, swelling in the glands and lep-
rous growths and sinewy lumps [on the skin] (ta‘agqud al-‘asab) on the other are all obvi-
ous, the upshot of which is that [when they are palpated] the sinewy lumps do not move
to the front or the back but only to the left and right, whereas the leprous growths move to

in all directions.
[G] The rest of the chapter is clear.

It is evident that much of Fahr al-Din’s commentary is given to explaining the meaning of the text.
He does this by means of various strategies. He merely restates Avicenna’s words: in A, the division
of swellings caused by black bile at the beginning of Block G is rephrased using a slightly different

sentence structure.

He paraphrases and digests: in F, Avicenna makes several distinctions between swelling in
the glands and leprous growths and sinewy lumps, all of which Fahr al-Din say boil down to the
fact that when leprous growths and swellings in the glands are palpated, they can move horizon-
tally or vertically, and they can be compressed, whereas the sinewy knots on the skin can only be
shifted from side to side (yumnatan wa-yusratan), but they cannot be compressed when they are

palpated.

He expands the text by introducing subdivisions that Avicenna does not: in E, Fahr al-Din
divides tumours according to how they are generated, a division which is not in Avicenna’s text,
but clarifies Avicenna’s claim that when tumours are caused by black bile they “begin as hard
growths (tabtadi’u fi awwali kawniha sulbatan).” Fahr al-Din says that there are two kinds of tu-
mours, those that immediately form as tumours caused by black bile and others that are caused by
other humours but become tumorous after the humours become gradually viscous. Fahr al-Din

implies that in E, Avicenna is speaking about the former rather than the latter.

On the other hand, much of the text is given to drawing out doubts in Avicenna’s text by
referring to earlier medical authorities and to other passages in the Canon, Book One. Thus, Fahr
al-Din commits an inquiry (baht) (from sections B to D) to highlighting an inconsistency in the

classification of leprous growths and scrofula. In B, Fahr al-Din observers that in the present chap-
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ter these diseases are classified under the kinds of swelling that are caused by black bile (al-
sawdawiya). Al-Magusi, al-Masihi and Avicenna elsewhere in Book One, however, class them as
swellings caused by phglem (balgamiya). In sections C and D, Fahr al-Din attempts to find some
way of harmonising the inconsistency in Avicenna’s classifications. In C, Fahr al-Din says that in
this passage, Avicenna only meant to say that swellings in the glands were caused by black bile,
and that leprous growths and scrofula merely resemble (tusbihu) swellings in the glands. In D, Fahr
al-Din quotes the chapter on leprous growths (al-sula‘) in the Canon, Book One, in which Avicenna
declares that these kinds of growths are “phlegmatic abscesses (dubaylat balgamiya) that contain
humours that are phlegmatic or that are generated from phlegm,” after which he immediately adds
the hedge that “it is not implausible that they should be included among” black bilious swellings.
Unable to find a compelling excuse for Avicenna in C, and citing a text from the Canon in which
Avicenna says, in effect, that leprosy and scrofula are phlematic and black bilious swellings, Fahr
al-Din, throws up his hands in last sentence of D, saying that Avicenna’s classification of leprosy
and scrofula is “confused (mudtarib).”

A thorough analysis of this chapter, therefore, makes it clear that in spite of the fact that
the introduction to the commentary on the Canon does not allude to the central elements of Fahr
al-Din’s exegetical method, in practice in the commentary on the Canon Fahr al-Din undertakes ex-
actly the same types of exegetical tasks that he does in the commentary on Pointers and Reminders
and in original philosophical works written prior to 580/1184. As we have seen, what Shihadeh calls
the “macrostructure” of the Canon commentary is virtually identical to the macrostructure of the
commentary on Pointers. Fahr al-Din introduces further subdivisions into the Canon’s original divi-
sion into sections; he is makes explicit the logical links between sections, and even between text-
blocks in a single chapter; he divides his commentary into investigations (mabahit), which tend to
focus on more philosophical principles; and he prefaces each commentary unit with a division
into themes or topics to be pursued.

Furthermore, Shihadeh identifies a handful of “exegetical tasks” that Fahr al-Din performs

in the commentary on Pointers and Reminders.”® They are present in the commentary on the

58. Compare this list with the one in Shihadeh, “Al-Razi’ Commentary,” 310: “1. Identifying the

_34_



KARIMULLAH Emergence of Verification [v.9]

Canon as well. Among the exegetical tasks that Fahr al-Din performs in this chapter are:
1. Explaining the organisation of the chapter and the relationship between its parts;

2. Defining the key concepts in the chapter under discussion;
3. Highlighting inconsistencies in Avicenna’s thought;

4. Comparing Avicenna’s statements in the Canon to the views of earlier medical
authorities;

5. Explaining Avicenna’s words using concepts drawn from The Healing;
6. Defending Avicenna against criticism;

7. Attacking earlier authors whose views conflict with Avicenna’s;

8. Breaking arguments down into the form of syllogisms;

9. Introducing new concepts, terms and divisions to make Avicenna’s words clear.

3 The Genesis of Verification (tahqiq) in the Islamic Medical Tradition
3.1 “Metacommentary” in Galen: Rules for Exegetes in Classical Islamic Medicine

In the tradition of medieval Islamic medical commentary, Galen’s numerous Hippocratic com-
mentaries, nearly all of which were translated into Arabic by Hunayn ibn Ishaq (d. 873), stood as a
model to imitate. Even if Galen’s actual practice and written prescriptions were frequently at

odds,” there is no doubt that medieval Islamic physicians would have taken Galen’s prescriptions

unstated conclusion of an argument (gharad, magsud, matlib); 2. Identifying an unstated premise
of an argument; 3. Expounding the argument in a stricter syllogistic presentation, using plainer
language; 4. Expounding the views advanced in the passage, or the broader philosophical theory; 5.
Defining philosophical terms; 6. Explaining the broader organization of the text by showing how
the views advanced and the argument’s premises relate to earlier and later sections; in some cases,
the broader discussions in which the section occurs are summarized; 7. Providing relevant
additional material from other Avicennan works, especially the Shifa’; 8. Contextualizing these
views by placing them within wider debates and identifying contrary views, whether or not these
are hinted at in Avicenna’s text.”

59. See Heinrich von Staden, “Staging the Past, Staging Oneself: Galen on Hellenistic
Exegetical Traditions,” in Galen and the World of Knowledge, eds. Christopher Gill, Tim Whitmarsh
and John Wilkins (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2009), 132—56, especially 134—5; von
Staden, “A Woman Does Not Become Ambidextrous Galen and the Culture of Scientific
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about how and how not to do commentary with the utmost seriousness. A recent study of exegeti-
cal strategies in the Arabic commentaries on the Hippocratic Aphorisms shows how Ibn Abi
Sadiq’s (d. after 1067) exegetical strategies imitate Galen’s actual commentary practice more than
Galen's restrictive prescriptions in his Hippocratic commentaries.” That is to say, the shifts evident
in Ibn Abi Sadiq’s commentary on the Aphorisms do not involve the broad shifts in commentary
structure, argumentative style, medical-philosophical authority and discursive strategies that Fahr

al-Din’s commentary inaugurates, beginning largely with his students in the thirteenth century.

According to classics scholars such as Jonathan Barnes, Jaap Mansfeld and Rebecca Flem-
ming, Galen seems to have given considerable thought to what Barnes refers to as questions of

“metacommentary.””

In addition to devoting two complete works to this question, works which
are, unfortunately, lost, Galen scatters remarks touching on metaexegetical issues in his Hippocrat-
ic commentaries. Here, we are fortunate to have many of these passages in Greek as well as Arabic.
Only by exploring Galen’s scattered remarks and comparing them with remarks made by Abu
Bakr Muhammad ibn Zakariya al-Razi (d. ca. 925) at the opeing of his Doubts on Galen (Sukik ‘ala

Galinis) can we appreciate how unorthodox Fahr al-Din’s exegetical method in the Canon must

have appeared to scholastic physicians in the twelfth and thirteenth centuries.

Commentary,” in The Classical Commentary: Histories, Practices, Theory, eds. Roy Gibson and
Christina Shuttleworth Kraus (Leiden: Brill, 2002), 109—39.

60. Kamran 1. Karimullah, “Transformation of Galen’s Textual Legacy from Classical to Post-
Classical Islamic Medicine: Commentaries on the Hippocratic Aphorisms,” Intellectual History of
the Islamicate World 5 (2017): 311-58, especially 329—41.

61.  Jaap Mansfeld, Prolegomena: Questions to be Settled Before the Study of an Author or a Text
(Leiden: Brill, 1994), 135—9. Rebecca Flemming, “Commentary,” in The Cambridge Companion to
Galen, ed. Richard J. Hankinson (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2006), 323-54, 336—40.
Jonathan Barnes, “Metacommentary,” in Method and Metaphysics: Essays in Ancient Philosophy I,
ed. Maddalena Bonelli (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2015), 195—210.
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Mansfeld, Barnes and Flemming have identified several passages in Galen’s Hippocratic
commentaries in which Galen speaks about the norms that dictate what good medical exegesis is.
These texts are Galen’s introduction to his commentary on (1) the Hippocratic Epidemics, Book
One; (2) the introduction to his commentary on the Hippocratic Epidemics, Book Six; a brief in-
troduction to his commentary on the Hippocratic Aphorisms, Book Three; and finally, (4) his in-
troduction to his commentary on the Hippocratic On Fractures, the latter of which was translated

into Syriac by Hunyan, but which is no longer extant.*

In brief introductory remarks to the commentary on the Aphorisms, Book Three, Galen
takes an opportunity to attack an physician named Lukas, who seems to have penned a complete
commentary on the Aphorisms. Rather than faulting any particular doctrine Lukas held, Galen
critcises his peer for failing to comment on Hippocrates’ text in the correct way, namely the way

that Galen thought commentaries should be written.*

"Ev & Tpitew TAV £lg TOUG Apoplapods DTOUVRATWY TRIE TTEPL TAV XaTA TAS WPAS TE xal NAlxiag
‘Inmoxpdtel yeypauuévwy EEnynobuedo. udhiotor uév odv 8oov &v avtols doagés ot
cagnvilovteg, Epyov yap todto Blov eEnynoews, ob uny GARG xal T dmédelé ExdoTtou TV
op00g elpnuévav mpooTiBévteg, €medn) xal todt €otv €Bog €v Tolg Umopviuaoy yiveabal.
Bowpdlw 8¢ xdvtadBo v dvwpoakioy Tod Adxov ypdpovtog pev, is eraty, &nynaets Kotvrou tod
didaowdAov, pndevl 8¢ TRV wotd TS Wpag xal NAklag elpyuévwv mpogbévrog mioTiv
amode TNy, dM’ eig umetplav xal T™eNaw avaméupavtog dmavta, xaitol Y dAAoOUG ToMovg

dgpoplapols EEyolpevos adTodg EmioxénTeTal Aoyw@§ Umep THS év aldtols dAndeiag, odx

62.  John C. Lamoreaux, Hunayn ibn Ishaq on His Galen Translations (Provo: Brigham Young
University Press, 2017), 96—7 [§95].

63. Arabic: Galen, Tafsir Galiniis li-fusiil Abugrat, trans. Hunayn ibn Ishaq, ed. Taro Mimura
(The University of Manchester, 2012—2017), http://dx.doi.org/10.3927/51689446. Greek: Galen,
Galeni Opera Omnia, ed. Karl G. Kiihn, vol. 17b (Leipzig: Car. Cnoblicii, 1829), 561—2. Translation is

based on the Arabic.
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[L1] In this third book of the commentary on the Book of the Aphorisms, 1 shall explain
what Hippocrates mentions about the seasons of the year and the ages in the person’s life.
My primary objective is to explain what is obscure (Sarh al-gamid min gawlihi, év adtolg
doagés éott cagnvilovtes) in Hippocrates’ words because this is what is proper to interpre-
tation (al-amru al-hassu b-t-tafsir, Epyov yap todto 1Siov €nynoews). Consequently, I am un-
willing to carry out demonstration for each and every statement that Hippocrates made
and was correct about. For that one does this is the convention in interpretation. One of
the surprising things about Lukas’ commentary on this book [namely, the Aphorisms] is
that some parts of his commentary on this book do not resemble other parts. For he com-
posed a commentary on this book, which he took, so they say, from his teacher Quintus, in
which he [Quintus] does not supply a demonstrative proof for a single thing that Hip-
pocrates mentioned about the seasons of the year and the ages of people. Rather, whatever
is confined entirely to his medical experience and observation. Yet, in his interpretation of
many other aphorisms, he searches for the truth of what was said using reason. Yet, Hip-
pocrates has indicated that it is not possible to collect knowledge in this field relying solely

on experience and not on reason. I shall demonstrate this in what follows.

64. os;; | conieci (& guow Kiihn): «.e; Mimura.
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Here Galen criticises Lukas, who appears to have been writing a generation before Galen, if he was
in fact a direct student of the anatomist Quintus (d. ca. 145), the latter of whom was a well-known
physician who taught several of Galen’s teachers such as Pelops (fl. ca. 150) and Numisanus (d. be-
fore 151).% In these brief remarks, Galen manages to pack three distinct criticisms of Lukas and
Quintus. The first is that he picks on the fact that Lukas does not interpret Hippocrates consistent-
ly. In other writings, or possibly in other parts of Lukas’ Aphorisms commentary, Lukas uses reason
to offer reasons for why what Hippocrates says is true. Yet, in his commentary on Aphorisms, Book
Three, Lukas’ commentary is, in Galen’s view, merely a collection of observations and medical

exeperiences.

The second criticism is less about Lukas than about Quintus. Though on other occasions
Galen praises Quintus as “the best physician of his generation,”® in this instance Galen critises
Quintus for falling under the influence of the empiricist doctrine that eschews medical reasoning
and stipulates that medical experience alone is sufficient for practicing as well as discoursing
about medicine. Yet, here Galen’s criticsm is mainly methodological. In this passage, Galen criticis-
es Quintus for commenting on Hippocrates using an exegetical method that Hippocrates himself
rejected. In Galen’s eyes, the problem is not so much that Quintus commented in the style of an
empiricist, but that when interpreting a Hippocratic work Quintus failed to follow the exegetical
principles to which the author himself subscribed. In effect, Galen takes Quintus to task for using
only empirical observation when discussing the Aphorisms, whereas in other writings Hippocrates
had indicated that “it is not possible to collect knowledge in this field relying solely on experience
and not on reason.” Galen charges that, in this case at least, Quintus failed in his duties as a com-
mentator because the exegetical method he adopts is not based on the principles of textual inter-

pretation that Hippocrates himself endorsed.

65.  Vivian Nutton, “Galen of Pergamum’, in Brill’s New Pauly: Antiquity volumes, eds. Hubert
Cancik and Helmuth Schneider (Leiden: Brill, 2006), doi: 10.1163/1574-9347_bnp_e417950.
66. Galen, Galeni De praecognitione [Galen’s On Prognosis] (CMG V 8,1), ed. Vivian Nutton

(Berlin: Academy of Science, 1979), 71. Galen, Opera Omnia, 14:602.
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Galen faults Lukas for inconsistency. In most cases he uses reason to supply the unstated
principles for why what Hippocrates says is true. Galen, however, characterises Lukas’ commen-
tary on Aphorisms, Book Three as a laundry-list of observations and subjective impressions drawn
from medical experiences without any underlying principles that rationalise Hippocrates’ dicta.
Yet, it seems to me that Lukas would not escape Galen’s ire if he had consistently provided demon-
strative arguments either, for it is clear that above all, Galen does not see demonstration as suitable
element in medical exegesis. Indeed, Galen contrasts the type of interpretation he supplies with the
kind that Lukas and Quintus provide. Whereas they (consistently or inconsistently) engage in ar-
guments that use demonstration, Galen feels that the commentator’s “proper business” is “explain-

ing what is obscure” in Hippocrates’ words.

These three themes are present, too, in Galen’s introductions to his commentary on the
Hippocratic Epidemics, Book One and Book Six. Before launching into his interpretation of Epi-
demics, Book One, Galen refers again to Quintus’ failures as a Hippocratic exegete. Once again, he
remarks about the fact that in speaking about the medical statements that Hippocrates makes
about the seasons and the ages of people’s lives, Quintus relied entirely on medical experience and
failed to use reason in his commentary. Acording to Galen, then, Quintus’ first error was that “he
claimed that these things [medical rules about seasons and ages] are known only through experi-
ence without there being any reasoning about the cause that inevitably give rise to them.” Galen

continues in the following words:”

wax®s odv & Kdwrog é&nyeitar xai tadta t& Bifhio xol T& T@Y Agoplcpdy, <év> olc O3 mwg
gypanpe “mepl O TOV WPEWV, NV MEV O YELMWY alyunpos xal Bopetog Yévntal, o 3¢ Eap Emoufpov
ol vétiov, avdyxy) tob Bépoug TupeTols 6&els xal dpBatuiag xal Sucevtepiag yiveshal” Tf meipa
Yo povy todto eyvdadal gnatv 6 Kéwrtog dvev tod xatd v aitiov Aoyiouod, mpdtov pev adTod

1008’ dpaptdvwy, ** 811 Tag aitiag, v ele xatd Todg Apoplopods TovTous 6 Trmoxpdy, adTdg

67. Greek: Galen, In Hippocratis Epidemiarum librum I commentaria III, eds. Wenkebach and
Pfaff, CMG V 10,1 (Leipzig et Berlin 1934), 6—7. Arabic: Galen, Galeni In Hippocratis Epidemiarum
librum I commentariorum I-1II, Suppl. Or. V1, ed. Uwe Vagelpohl (Berlin: De Gruyter, 2014), 74—6.
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[L2] His first error was that he was not aware that Hippocrates described the causes of the
things he mentioend in the Aphorisms and in his book on waters, airs and places. The sec-
ond was that he passed by and left out the most useful [part] of this chapter’s teaching. For
a commentary has two virtues (fadilatani). The first is that it preserves the thought of the
man whose words it comments on and does not deviate from it. The second is that it
teaches those who read the commentary what is useful for them. But Quintus spoiled both
virtues by ignoring that the diseases which Hippocrates said frequently appear during
each individual season inevitably occur as a consequence of the air surrounding the bod-
ies during it. Hippocrates, however, means that the occurrence of the diseases is inevitably
due to the mixture of the season in which they occur. We cannot predict that these dis-
eases will occur, prevent their occurrence or cure them when they occur without knowing

the condition that prevails in the body based on the corruption of the air. With this
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method, however, we are in a position to deduce and learn the powers of all the climactic

conditions Hippocrates did not mention in addition to those he did mention.*®

As in L1, Galen refers in L2 to the fact that Quintus failed to interpret Hippocrates according to
Hippocrates’ stipulation that medical discourse arises from a combination of medical experience
and reason. Yet, Galen censures Quintus in L2 for two other reasons, which are not mentioned in
L1 In L1, Quintus was censured for not adopting Hippocrates’ medical methodology whilst inter-
preting Hippocrates’ text. In L2, Quintus is censured for “deviating from” and not “preserving“ Hip-
pocrates’ thought. In this passage, Galen suggests that preserving the author’s intention is accom-
plished by referring to other parts of the author’s corpus of medical writings. Thus, Galen says that in
order to interpret what Hippocrates says in the Epidemics, Quintus should have referred to what
Hippocrates says about the seasons and ages in the Aphorisms, Book Three and in Airs, Waters and
Places. The second virtuous characteristic of exegesis is that the comments be “useful.” Rebecca
Flemming has shown that this is a common theme in Galen’s meta-exegetical digressions.* In Lz,
however, “useful” does not mean that the details provided by the commentator should be directly
relevant to medical practice. In this passage, it is evident that Galen links the requirement that
commentaries be useful to their ability to expand our medical knowledge by deduction from medical
principles that supply the causes for the observed phenomena. In L2, therefore, Galen avers that
Quintus’ commentary is not useful to the reader because it does not assist him in recognising that
the medical principle that what relates the climactic conditions and the diseases in the body is the
mixture (al-mizag, v) xpdaig) that is particular to every season. Had Quintus’ commentary explicitly
mentioned the principle that the mixtures of each season causes disease by altering the mixtures
in the body, the reader would have been been able to infer “the powers of all the climactic condi-
tions Hippocrates did not mention” and also to understand why Hippocrates assigns powers to

those climactic conditions he does mention in his writings.

68. Translation is Vagelpohl’s.
69. Flemming, “Commentary,” 337—9.
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Near the end of the Hippocratic Epidemics, Book Six, Hippocrates cryptically remarks: “In
cases of thinning, there is a spasm prior to death, the navel bulges out and becomes distended, and
sores appear on the gums and around the teeth.”” Before offering his own interpretation, Galen
takes the opportunity to make some remarks about the best way to interpret Hippocrates’ works
when one encounters an obscurity in the text. Galen contrasts his commentaries as well as as his

exegetical method with those adopted by his predecessors.”
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[L3za] When I encounter in some of these statements an evident and clear meaning that is
likewise correct and genuine, I omit what the commentators on Hippocratic works have
mentioned so that it [the commentary]| does not become too long.” When I am not able to
grasp the meaning of a certain statement because it is unclear, and I myself am not sure
that I truly know the speaker’s meaning, in this situation, of those who have commented
on this book, I mention only those commentators who have commentaries that are

famous.

Galen then lists several commentaries that he read on the Epidemics and other commentaries on
Hippocrates’ books. He insists again, however, that he is afraid of burdening the reader with a

commentary that is too long and, in spite of its length, fails to achieve the end of all good exegesis,

70. Hippocrates, Oeuvres complétes d'Hippocrate, ed. Emile Littré, vol. 5 (Paris: Bailliére, 1846),
338.

71. Galen, Tafsir Galinis li-kitab Afidimiya, trans. Hunayn ibn Ishaq (Madrid, Escorial Library,
MS arabe 805), fol. 1554, ll.21-5. Compare with Galen, Galeni In Hippocratis Epidemiarum librum VI
commentaria I-VI (CMG V 10,2,2), ed. Ernst Wenkebach, transl. Franz Pfaff (Berlin: Academy of
Sciences, 1956), 412, 1l. 15—21.

72. Reading “...dikru [-mufassirina...” as an objective genitive annexation.
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namely clarifying what is obscure. Galen lists several other important exegetical norms, however,

many of which he does not mention in LL1-2.7
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[L3b] Yet, I do not think that it is appropriate to cite all these commentators in these com-
mentaries that I have been writing at present. Rather, I limit myself to mentioning those
that are well-known, and who says something that instills conviction whilst commenting
on obscure statements. Yet, I too shall say something here that you always hear me say,
namely in the case of an obscure statements that are like a riddle, only the person who
originally spoke it is entitled to affirm the interpretation of as correct. As far as all other
people are concerned, there are among them whose interpretation reaches only to the ex-
tent of what is acceptable and convincing [to others], there are others who write things
that are not coherent nor intelligible, and yet others, when explaining an old word whose
interpretation they find amusing, they write something that is even more obscure than it
[the original author’s statement]. For all but a few people are eager to read with teachers
books that are so obscure that they are like riddles, as well as books that only those teach-
ers have made it their concern to understand. Yet, I do not know what cause they have to

do that.

Thus, in LL3a-b, Galen mentions several other characteristics that good commentaries must have.

In these comments, Galen is concerned with how the commentator should use and interact with

73. Galen, Tafsir Galinis li-kitab Afidimiya, fol. 155b, 1.8-17. Compare with Galen, Galeni In
Hippocratis Epidemiarum librum VI, 13, 11.5-16.
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earlier commentaries written on Hippocratic texts. In L3a, Galen makes the general recommenda-
tion that there is no need to mention any other interpretations of the text when the author’s intent is
clear. Galen says that the only time he he feels the need to mention interpretations offered by other
commentators is when he cannot make sense of Hippocrates’ words and he is not sure that he has un-
derstood Hippocrates correctly. Even in such cases, Galen discourages the reader from consulting
every commentary they know of. He recommends, rather, limiting oneself to well-known commen-
taries and to those that “provide a satisfactory interpretation of the text” Galen insists that in cases
where Hippocrates’ intended meaning cannot be inferred from the text in a satisfactory way, no in-

terpreter has the right to believe that his own interpretation is the correct one.

Lastly, at the beginning of his commentary on the Hippocratic On Fractures, Galen touches
on a variety of metaexegetical themes, some of which we have already encountered in LL1—-3. What
is especially noteworthy about his remarks in L4 is that he distinguishes the way he understands
how best to comment on Hippocratic texts from the way Hippocrates was commonly interpreted
in his day.™
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Before I begin the interpretation of these [chapters] in turn, it is worth making a state-

ment in a general way about all interpretation, namely, that it is the capacity to make clear

what is unclear in the text itself. Demonstrating that something written in the text is true,

74. Galen, Galeni opera omnia, ed. Karl G. Kiihn, vol. 18b (Leipzig: Car. Cnoblicii, 1829), 318—9.
Barnes, “Metacommentary,” 199. Mansfeld, Prolegomena, 135-6. Flemming, “Commentary,” 336—7.
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or exposing it as false, or defending it if it is subjected to sophistical criticism—these have
nothing to do with interpretation, though it is the custom of practically everyone who
writes commentaries to do this. Certainly, nothing prevents one from undertaking this
[kind] of interpretation in a moderate way. Yet, to exert oneself completely on behalf of
the author’s doctrines falls outside the boundaries of interpretation. I certainly do not turn
towards this purpose [in my commentaries], but to saying things that in every instance fo-
cus intently on interpretation that is to the point and that instills conviction [in the read-

er| because of what is said.

Unsurprisingly, Galen reiterates the now familiar claim that the purpose of commentary is to make
the author’s intended meaning clear. Further, Galen states more forcefully than before his belief
that dialectics, polemics and demonstration have no place in exegesis. In other words, arguments
about whether a certain doctrine is true or false have no place in Galen’s view of the types of activities
proper to commentary. This requirement strikes me as remarkable, and, indeed, Galen himself
adds as an aside that virtually everyone who comments on Hippocrates engages in a variety of dis-

cursive activities that do not reflect Galen’s model of what commentary should be.

Finally, Galen concludes L4 by drawing attention to the relation between interpretation
and certainty or conviction (n{otig). Generally, for Galen an important objective of commentary is
that upon reading the commentary, the reader is convinced that the commentator’s interpretation
of the passage is a true reflection of what Hippocrates intended to say. The objective is not, in oth-
er words, to argue about whether what Hippocrates said is true, but that there is conviction that he
has understood Hippocrates’ thought correctly. While Galen admits in L3a that in some cases, Hip-
pocrates’ text may be so unclear that there he is unsure about what meaning Hippocrates intended
to convey, for the adept commentator these cases must be the exception rather than the rule.
Galen seems to believe that two factors go into instilling conviction about the commentator’s in-
terpretation: one, that it is to the point; and two, that it is stated clearly. Thus, in L3a Galen states

75

that he avoids offering interpretations that “ramble on,”” and in L3b he criticises commentators

75. “...um nicht weitlaufig zu werden, in Wenkenbach’s edition, 412, 1.18: tagannuban minni li-l-
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who offer interpretations of the Hippocratic text that are more incoherent, obscure and difficult to
understand than the original. Interpretations that do not have either quality are unlikely to instill
conviction in the reader that what they have read is a true representation of Hippocrates’ intended

meaning.

We may summarise the characteristics that exegesis should have according to the meta-ex-

egetical discussions scattered throughout Galen’s Hippocratic commentaries.
1) Follow the exegetical principles to which the author himself subscribed,;
2) Demonstration is not a suitable element in medical exegesis

3) Arguments about whether a certain doctrine is true or false have no place in Galen’s view

of the types of activities proper to commentary;
4) No interpreter has the right to believe that his own interpretation is the correct one;

5) There is no need to mention any other interpretations of the text when the author’s intent
is clear. Galen says that the only time he he feels the need to mention interpretations offered by
other commentators is when he cannot make sense of Hippocrates’ words and he is not sure that

he has understood Hippocrates correctly;

6) He recommends, rather, to limit oneself to well-known commentaries and to those that

“provide a satisfactory interpretation of the text”;

7) Commentaries have to be useful to their ability to expand our medical knowledge by

deduction from medical principles that supply the causes for the observed phenomena;

8) Preserving the author’s intended meaning is accomplished by referring to other parts of

the author’s corpus of medical writings;

9) Commentary should instill conviction that the interpretation of Hippocrates is correct.

This is achieved by making the commentary to the point, and ensuring that it is stated clearly.

3.2 Abu Bakr Muhammad ibn Zakartya al-Razi’s Doubts on Galen: A “Commentary?”

tatwil.
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Abu Bakr Muhammad ibn Zakariya al-Razi was deeply influenced by Galen. In the introduction to
Doubts on Galen, Muhammad ibn Zakariya records the fact that he owes Galen a debt of gratitude
greater than he owes to any other person.” Yet, it is clear that Muhammad ibn Zakariya is not
thinking only of his debt to Galen’s philosophical learning and medical lore. From his words, it is
clear that he sought to imitate Galen’s philosophical praxis as well as Galen’s views about the rela-
tionship between truth and argumentation. Indeed, he considered a firm, even tenacious commit-
ment to arguing about truth as a central tenant in Galen’s philosophical praxis. This element of
Galen’s philosophical and medical legacy left a lasting impact on Muhammad ibn Zakariya’s writ-
ing. Indeed, it is evident from the introduction to Doubts on Galen that imitating this very aspect of

Galen’s philosophical praxis inspired him more than any motive.”
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With God as my witness, I wish these doubts that I have mentioned in this book were not
in the books of this eminent, learned man .... Yet, the arts of philosophy and medicine do
not tolerate submitting to authorities, [uncritically] accepting [what they say], indulging
them and refraining from taking their words at face-value. Nor did Aristotle (literally, “the
philosopher (al-faylasif)”) like to see this in his disciples and the people who learn form

him, as Galen himself has mentioned in his book On the Uses of the Parts of the Body,

76. Muhammad ibn Zakariya al-Razi, Kitab al-Sukik li-l-Razi, ed. Mustafa L. ‘Abd al-Gani
(Cairo: Matba‘at dar al-kutub wa-1-wat&’iq al-qawmiya, 2005), 39.
77. Ibid., 40-1.
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where he censured those who demand that their followers and adherents accept them
without proof. Yet, what encouraged me above all else and what facilitated me was the fact
that were this man alive and present [in front of us], he would not have rebuked me for
composing this book, nor would that have vexed him, for he used to esteem truth, liked to
undertake exhaustive investigations and to reach the limits of them. Rather, he would have
turned to scrutinise and examine them with due earnestness and diligence, in which case
he would have resolved all the doubts that are in it and praised me because I would have
become a reason for the fact that his words in this or that doubtful passage benefit from
greater clarity and are fortified against reprobation based on what he had affirmed previ-
ously; or, he would renounce all of them, in which case he would praise me even more
since I would have drawn his attention to the forgetfulness and inattentiveness that
mankind has been burdened with; or he would have resolved some and renounced some,

in which case both [reasons for Galen’s praise] would have accrued to me.

Muhammad ibn Zakariya looked to Galen’s own example for reassurance that he was being faith-
ful to Galen’s legacy whilst writing Doubts on Galen in a way that was both (1) exhaustive and (2)
directed not towards clarifying Galen’s words when they were unclear, but showing that Galen’s
views are false, contradictory or lack corroborating evidence. Following Galen’s example, then,
Muhammad ibn Zakariya sought to settle whether a huge number of philosphical and medical
doctrines collected from Galen’s entire corpus were, in fact, true or false by supplying evidence,
constructing proofs, bringing forward counterexamples, and highlighting contradictory statements
in different texts in the Galenic corpus. He justifies the fact that Doubts on Galen was written to be
(1) exhaustive by alluding to the fact that Galen himself “liked to undertake exhaustive investiga-
tions and to reach the limits of them.” He justifies the fact that Doubts on Galen is written to be (2)
critical and directed by dialectical ends because he saw that Galen esteemed truth highly, to the
extent that he believed that Galen would never fail to defer to the true doctrine once it was

demonstrated to him.

Of course, other Greek philosophers stood as philosophical exemplars for Muhammad ibn

Zakarlya, particuarly philosophers who are famous for criticising the authors and teacher to whom
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they owed the greatest debt, such as Aristotle and Plato, Theophrastus and Aristotle, and
Themistius and Aristotle.” He respects the fact that in each case the student deferred ultimately to
the doctrine he felt was true rather than to the doctrine his teacher had held. Muhammad ibn Za-
kariya includes Galen among these august personalities. He admired, too, Galen’s attitude toward
truth mixed with a “tireless” polemic against false doctrines. It was Galen’s deference to truth com-
bined with an exhaustive and relentless (if not frequently long-winded) pursuit of it that im-
pressed Muhammad ibn Zakariya about Galen’s philosophical example and what he sought to imi-

tate in Doubts on Galen.”
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[L6] I do not need to speak about how frequently Galen used to refute the ancients and
the eminent thinkers of his age, how tirelessly he [pursued them], how forceful it [his refu-
tation] was, nor how extensive. For it [refutation] was more than can be enumerated, and
it is evident to anyone who reads his books that this was what occupied him the most. I
reckon that not a single one of the philosophers and physicians escaped his criticism with-
out being devastated by it. Most of what he said criticising them was true; indeed, one
could say all of it was true. This indicates how vast his knowledge was, how quick-witten

his nature, and how many sources he used to draw from (wa-katrati tahsilihi).

This is how Muhammad ibn Zakariya characterises Galen’s refutations and polemics against his
predecessors and contemporaries. Yet, it equally characterises his own objectives and the structure
of Doubts on Galen. These, then, are the motives that precipitated Muhammad ibn Zakariya’s criti-
cal activity in Doubts on Galen, and that structured the argument and content of the book. Given

the nine elements of good commentary and interpretation that Galen prescribed in his Hippocrat-

78. al-Razi, Kitab al-sukuk, 41.
79. Ibid., 42.
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ic commentaries, it strikes me as unlikely that Muhammad ibn Zakariya would have classed the
critical activity he engages in Doubts on Galen as commentary or interpretive activity. In the Greek
philosophical and medical commentary tradition, Galen observes that, as a matter of course, com-
mentators engaged in polemical debates about the objective truth of this or that doctrine. They
constructed proofs, cited empirical evidence, highlight contradictory statements in different texts,
defended Hippocrates or Aristotle from criticism, or even, as Galen sometimes does, criticises Hip-
pocrates for various reasons. All these activities are directed at resolving whether a certain Hippo-
cratic doctrine is true. And all these activities Galen excludes from falling with the scope of proper
commentary activity. For me, this suggests that Muhammad ibn Zakariya composed Doubts on
Galen in imitation of Galen’s philosophical and medical praxis, which aimed at thoroughly and
critically discovering, corroborating and defending true doctrines, refuting and uncovering false
doctrines, all the while avoiding partisanship and unthinking deference to medical and philosoph-
ical authority. He did not, in other words, compose Doubts on Galen in imitation of Galen’s exegeti-

cal method in his Hippocratic commentaries.*

Based on his work on the commentary tradition on Avicenna’s Pointers and Reminders,
Robert Wisnovsky has identified several exegetical functions that verification (tahqgiq) in Avicen-
na’s Pointers had.* Some of these techniques fall within the scope of the Galen’s prescriptions
about exegetical practice. Verification plays an expository role when commentators provide al-
ternate readings of words and phrases based on their knowledge of Pointers’ transmission history.
Often this expository function is accomplished by using “synonyms to gloss key pieces of concep-
tual vocabulary” whilst at others they supply complete definitions.* Wisnovsky also observes that

verification sometimes involved harmonising “apparently incongruent theories put forth by the

80. On the different styles and conditions under which the Hippocratic commentaries were
written, see von Staden, “Staging the Past, Staging Oneself,” 135-44.

81. Robert Wisnovsky, “Avicennism,” 354—7.

82. Wisnovsky observes that these techniques were well-established among Greek

Aristotelian commentators. See Wisnovsky, “Avicennism,” 355.
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matn’s author in other works with those found in the matn.” Naturally, this agrees with Galen’s
stipulation that, whenever possible, the text under discussion should be interpreted using other
texts in the Hippocratic corpus.

Galen would have excluded most of the other functions played by verification, however, as
being unsuited to commentary. For example, Wisnovsky says that several functions of verification
implied some transformation in the author’s text: “Commentators supplied new proofs of proposi-
tions that were left unproven in the matn’;** “[cJommentators changed the order of proofs con-
tained in the matn, or changed the order of the premises in those proofs; commentators made
corrections to weak portions of proofs contained in the matn; commentators supplied replace-
ment proofs for weaker proofs contained in the matn; and commentators criticized and revised
the new proofs of previous commentators.”™ These activities not only violate the stipulation that
proof and demonstration be avoided in commentary. They go directly against the ultimate pur-
pose of the commentary, which is to make what clear what is obscure, whereas supplementing, fix-
ing or replacing proofs in the text with alternative proofs seems to go well beyond the scope of
commentary activity allowed by Galen. Wisnovsky says that verification frequently involved Aar-
monising “the author’s theories with the apparently incongruent theories of other authorities and
schools. The commentator did this by excavating, and exposing, what he then argued was the true
common basis underlying the apparently incongruent positions.”> Once again, Galen did not be-
lieve that commentary on a Hippocratic text should involve non-Hippocratic methods or deriving
insight from non-Hippocratic authorities, especially other Hippocratic commentators. Whereas
Galen permits referring to the “famous” Hippocratic commentaries in exceptional circumstances,
verification makes harmonising seeming incongruities between authorities a matter of course.
Wisnovsky says: “When commentators found the theories set forth in the matn to be irreparable—
or if they had no interest in repairing the author’s matn, or systematizing the author’s philosophy,

or harmonizing the author’s philosophical positions within the positions of apparent rivals—they

83. Ibid., 355.
84. Ibid., 356.
85. Ibid.
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attacked and undermined the position expressed in the matn, and presented proofs in support of
their own opposing positions.” This last and what might be called most “radical” function of veri-
fication in the post-classical Islamic philosophical tradition is unambiguously excluded by Galen’s
vision of how commentary should function. For Galen does not countenance outright rejection of
the author’s doctrines. Verification is a commentary function in which the commentator con-
structs arguments about whether a certain doctrine is true or false. Not only does Galen frown on
such activities in commentaries, Galen holds that in case the proper interpretation of the author’s
words is in doubt, the commentator does not have the license to hold that his interpretation is the
correct one.

It is clear, then, that the most fundamental functions that Galen assigns to medical com-
mentary are incompatible with the functions that post-classical commentators assigned to verifi-
cation. Likewise, while it is true that several of the vaguely “exegetical” tasks that Muhammad ibn
Zakariya performs in Doubts on Galen are tasks that a “verifying” commentator would undertake as
well, to my mind it is hardly likely that Muhammad ibn Zakariya compose this book in his capacity
as a Galenic commentator, as a $arih or mufassir, but in his capacity as a philosopher who has tak-
en Galen as his exemplar. As a consequence, when Fahr al-Din al-Razi wrote his commentary on
the Canon using the verifying mode of commentary on Avicenna’s philosophical works, this ap-
pears to have been a watershed moment in the history of Islamic medical discourse. I shall argue
that this was in fact a watershed moment in the next section by looking at how the late thirteenth-
century Melkite physician Abiui al-Farag Ibn al-Quff referred to Fahr al-Din’s commentary, and imi-

tated Fahr al-Din’s method in his great commentary on the Hippocratic Aphorisms.

4 The Legacy of the Commentary on the Canon in Medical Writing at the end of
the Thirteenth Century

4.11bn al-Quff and Fahr al-Din al-Razi on Swelling: An Exchange

The “exchange” between Ibn al-Quff and Fahr al-Din is precipitated by Aphorisms iv.72, in which

Hippocrates speaks about the prognostic value of urine:*

86. Ibid., 356—7.
87. Greek: Magdelaine, “Histoire,” 2:426. Arabic: Galen, Tafsir Galiniis li-Fusiil Abugrat, trans.
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Hippocrates said: when urine is transparent and white, it is a bad sign, especially in fevers

that are accompanied by swelling in the brain.

Ibn al-Quff divides his commentary on this aphorism into seven investigations, in the third of
which he takes the opportunity to speak at length about what Hippocrates means when he says
that clear urine is “accompanied by swelling in the brain (yakinu ma‘aha waramu [-dimag=en toisi
phrenetikoisin epiphainetai).” Ibn al-Quft discusses different kinds of fevers each of which is ac-
companied by swelling in the brain. He mentions several different types, such as phrenitis
(faranitis, al-sirsam™), erysipelas (al-humra) and lethargic fever (litargiis®) and a form of swelling
with very severe symptoms called “subara(?)*.” This classification of fevers is derived directly from
the Canon, Book Three, in which fevers in the head are discussed.” Common to all these diseases
as they are described in the Canon is the fact that the brain is affected by swelling. The claim that
the brain swells is what provokes Ibn al-Quift to cite Muhammad ibn Zakariya and Fahr al-Din’s de-

fense of Avicenna’s doctrine in the Canon that bones and the brain swell against Muhammad ibn

Zakariya’s view that they do not.”

Hunayn ibn Ishaq, ed. Taro Mimura (The University of Manchester, 2012—2017), doi:
10.3927/51931732.

88. Manfred Ullmann, Wartebuch zu den griechisch-arabischen Uberzetzungen des .
Jahrhunderts (Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz, 2002), 742 [Entry v) gpevitig]. Avicenna, Canon, 2:44.

89. Ullmann, Worterbuch, 391 [Entry 6 (1)) A8apyog]. Avicenna, Canon, 2:50.

90. Avicenna, Canon, 2:50.

91. Ibid., 44—52.

92. Ibn al-Quff (d. 1286), Commentary on the Hippocratic Aphorisms, ed. ARABCOMMAPH
(The University of Manchester, 2012—2017), doi: 10.3927/52132103. MS, London, British Library, Or.
1348 suppl,, fols. 122b, 1.42—3a, L.13.
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Having understood this, we say: “In his book that is known as The Outstanding [Book] (al-
Fahir) [Muhammad ibn Zakariya] al-Razi holds that the brain does not swell, nor does
bone. He said: ‘That is because the ocurrence of swelling depends on expanding, for what
does not expand does not swell. Yet, bone is not prone to expand because it is hard, so it
does not swell. Owing to the fact that the brain is soft the brain does not expand, and so it
does not swell.” Avicenna holds, however, that they both expand, for in the twenty-fifth
(sic) chapter of the Generalities of the Canon where he speaks about compounds diseases,
he says: ‘Swelling affects the soft body parts, and sometimes the bones are affected by
something that resembles swelling, making their bulk viscous and they increase in length.
Nor is it unlikely that what is prone to increase in size by growing is also prone to increase
in size by superfluity when it penetrates it” Adducing evidence in support of Avicenna,
Fahr al-Din says that Razi’s statement that neither the bones nor the brain swells is false

(fasid) on the basis five considerations...”

Ibn al-Quff then carefully paraphrases Fahr al-Din’s five arguments against what the latter called
Muhammad ibn Zakariya’s “minor premise (sugrahu)” that the bones and brain do not expand. Af-
ter this synopsis Ibn al-Quft weighs in on the debate. First, he presents what he believes the coun-
terarguments Muhammad ibn Zakariya would have constructed against Fahr al-Din’s criticisms
based on the medical theory that both thinkers shared. Ibn al-Quff defends Muhammad ibn Za-
karlya, pointing out that Fahr al-Din focused on the wrong sense of expansion in his Canon com-
mentary, and that it is “not possible to compare” these senses with each other. After reviewing the
arguments, Ibn al-Quff says that “if we judge impartially (ida ansafna),” Muhammad ibn Zakariya

is correct in thinking that the bones do not swell. Ibn al-Quff agrees with Fahr al-Din in principle
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that the brain swells, but he does not make use of Fahr al-Din’s arguments, relying, rather, on med-
ical experience (or reports based on medical experience) to argue that the brain swells. Lastly, Ibn
al-Quff exculpates Avicenna from error by drawing attention to the fact that, when read with prop-

er care, Avicenna does not say explicitly that the bones swell.
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[Muhammad ibn Zakariya| Razi would reply to this first [objection], saying: “The expand-
ing that happens to the bone and the brain by growing differs from the expanding that oc-
curs to them when they swell with regard to the efficient cause, the material [substrate],
and the stretching itself. The efficient cause of growing is the bodily nature that is respon-
sible for managing the body. The efficient cause of swelling is the nature that repels the

matter that causes the swelling, or that the matter moves or the matter itself. The material
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[substrate] of growth is matter that is healthy and is what the body is accustomed to,
whereas swelling matter is spoiled and harmful. As for the expansion itself, the increase in
size by growing is in three dimensions according to the natural proportions, whereas the
expanding that happens from swelling is in some dimensions and not in others. Thus, see-
ing that growth differs from expanding in these three ways, it is not possible to compare
one of them with the other.” The response to the second [objection] is that the way that
nutriment penetrates the body parts’ substance is something familiar and customary. That
being the case, that [the body part] accepts what is not natural does not follow from the
fact that the body parts accept what is natural. The response to the third [criticism]:
“When he says that the brain is viscous, he is referring either to the fact that it is greasy or
that its substance is viscous whilst also having the capacity to stretch, such as what is fi-
brous. If by this [statement] he refers to the first sense [namely, that it is greasy], this is not
liable to stretching so that it swells. If, by it, he means the second [sense of viscous], [his
statement] is false, for anatomy shows us that the brain’s substance is not like that.” The re-
sponse to the fourth [criticism] is that the teeth becoming black and green is not accom-
panied by an increase [in size] at all. If this were so, it would not be because it receives the
superfluities that give it nutriment. It is, rather, because the tooth’s mixture itself is cor-
rupted so that the food that comes to it does not dissolve in the manner that it should
when it receives nutriment. The response to the fifth [criticism] is like what was men-
tioned in connection with the first [criticism]. Or, he should say: “Even if the teeth were to
swell and what he describes were to happen, it would still not be appropriate to compare
them to bones because their substance is not like the bones’ substance.” Both reason and
authoritative text (al-‘aql wa-l-naql) indicate that this is true. [Reason indicates it is true]
from two considerations. The first is that they [teeth] are more sensitive than bones. The
physicians even believe tha the bones do not have any sensation, whilst the teeth have sen-
sation. The second consideration is that when we expose the teeth to corruption, we see
that the corruption flows to some of them but not to others. This [phenomenon] is evident
in the teeth of animals with large carcasses. The proof from authoritative texts is that in

the fifth book of the Aphorisms, Hippocrates says: “Cold harms the bones, teeth, nerves,
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brain and spinal marrow. Hot brings benefit and is favourable for them.” Thus he singled

out the teeth for mention to differentiate them from the bones.

If we judge impartially on this question, know that Razi is correct with regard to the bones
but not the brain. For this reason Avicenna did not make a definitive statment about
swelling affects them. He said: “Something that resembles swelling, thickening its bulk
thereby and increasing it in length. Nor is it unlikely that what is liable to increasing in size
by growing is also liable to increasing in size by superfluity.” Nevertheless, this capacity
that he mentions only holds and is true in relation to the age of growth because during it
the body parts are liable to growing. Contrary to what Razi mentions, on the other hand,
the brain swells, so much so that at times the cranial sutures and the bones in the cranium

burst.

The similarities between the macrostructure of Ibn al-Quff’s commentary on the Hippocratic
Aphorisms and Fahr al-Din’s commentary on the Canon are evident. What is more, in Ibn al-Quff
we find the techniques of verification being used in a more refined manner than we find them in
Fahr al-Din’s commentary on the Canon. The manner in which Ibn al-Quff defends the absent
Muhammad ibn Zakarilya recalls the “painstaking investigation (al-istigsa’)” that Fahr al-Din
claimed in later works to practice, where in the case that he did not find “in the sources of the pro-
ponents of that thought-system to support their views,” he would “come up with the best defense
possible to affirm these views.”” It is noteworthy that Ibn al-Quft does not construct counterargu-
ments in defense of Muhammad ibn Zakariya's views because he fully agrees with them, but be-
cause this kind of rigorous consideration of all aspects of the argument was required by the model
of exegesis he followed, in which impartiality (al-insaf), played a central role. It is his commitment
to impartial consideration of Fahr al-Din’s, Muhammad ibn Zakariya’s and Avicenna’s views that
leads Ibn al-Quff to disagree with all of them and to offer his own views on the matter. Once again,

Ibn al-Quff’s impartiality recalls another pillar of Fahr al-Din’s exegetical method, namely the anti-

93. Quoted from Frontiers of the Intellects (Nihayat al-uqil), quoted and translated in
Shihadeh, “Al-Razi’s Commentary,” 300.
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thetical attitude he adopts toward partisanship. For Fahr al-Din as well as Ibn al-Qutff, it seems, in
order to arrive at the truth, it was important to understand and critique earlier systems, but also
“steer clear of both the traditional Avicennists’ uncritical imitation and the counter-Avicennists’
fixation on refutation.”* Like Fahr al-Din, the goal of the critical attitude that Ibn al-Quff adopts
toward Avicenna, Muhammad ibn Zakariya and Fahr al-Din is not to engage in refutation or apolo-
getic as an end in themselves; the criticism is, for Fahr al-Din as well as Ibn al-Quff, “methodical.”*
Finally, Ibn al-Quft’s appeal to “reason and authoritative texts (al-‘aql wa-l-naql)” recalls a familiar
practice in Fahr al-Din’s exegetical repertoire in the Canon of Medicine. Whereas in other authors
in the twelfth and thirteenth centuries, the idea of authoritative text (nagl/) means texts such as
Qur’an and hadit, for Fahr al-Din as well as for the Melkite Christian Ibn al-Quff nag! here does not
mean revelation, but any other authoritative medical or philosophical text, such as Hippocrates’
Aphorisms, Avicenna’s Canon or, as we shall see below, thy physics of The Healing. In other words,
we find that how Ibn al-Quiff thinks about medical authority and the task of medical commentary
mirrors to a great degree how Fahr al-Din thought about philosophical authority and the task of
philosophical commentary. For Fahr al-Din, methodically criticising Avicenna’s philosophical
works using Avicenna’s writings as well as the works of earlier authors was not only the best way to
comment on a text by Avicenna, but also to compose original works in philosophy. There is no
question that Hippocrates and Galen remained central to Ibn al-Quff’s thought. As we have seen,
however, there is a sense in his commentary practices, in which Avicenna now occupied a privi-
leged position, methodically criticising Avicenna’s medical and philosophical works as modeled by
Fahr al-Din was the the best way to comment not only on Avicenna’s texts, but on Hippocrates’
Aphorisms as well.*

4.2 Ibn al-Quff (d. 1286) and Fahr al-Din al-Razi on Pain and Pleasure: The Other

94, Ibid., 299.
95.  Ibid.
96.  These conclusions are noteworthy. They are not surprising, however, given Ibn al-Quff’s

education at the hands of Fahr al-Din’s students such as al-Husrawsahi and other physicians who

engaged in the Canon-commentary tradition, such as al-Samiri, Ibn al-Nafis and Ibn al-Minfah.
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Exchange

Pain and pleasure were apparently a point of considerable dispute among medieval Islamic physi-
cians. As we saw at the beginning of this article, Ibn al-Quff identifies three distinct positions in
the debate. Ibn al-Quiff says that Galen held that pain is caused by dissolution of continuity only,
not noxious irregular mixtures; Avicenna believed that both cause pain; and Averroes and Fahr al-
Din held that only noxious irregular mixtures cause pain. Fahr al-Din’s commentary on this section
of the Canon centres on two major problems relating to pain and pleasure: first, the definition of
pain and pleasure; second, their aetioogy. In order to draw out elements of Ibn al-Quff’s and Fahr
al-Din’s exegetical practice, the following discussion will focus on questions relating to the aetiolo-

gy of pain.

Fahr al-Din disputes Avicenna’s and Galen’s views on the aetiology of pain, holding that
that noxious irregular mixtures of any quality can cause pain intrinsically, not just irregular mix-
tures of the active qualities. For in the Canon of Medicine, Avicenna held that while both dissolu-
tion of continuity and noxious mixtures cause pain, in the case of the latter, the mixtures must be
of the active qualities, cold and hot, rather than the passive qualities, dry and moist. The latter, ac-
cording to Avicenna, do not cause pain, intrinsically, that is, because they are noxious mixtures.
Rather, they cause pain because they lead to dissolution of continuity, which in such a scenario is
the real cause of the pain. Fahr al-Din feels that this distinction is not consistently upheld in Avi-
cenna’s writings, alluding to a key passage in On the Soul, in which Avicenna seems to hold the op-

posite view. Fahr al-Din says:
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The fourth investigation, which is that the Sayh thought (za‘ama) that not every irregular
noxious mixture is painful, but that the hot and the cold are painful intrinsically, and the
dry is painful accidentially because dissolution of continuity accompanies it because the
contracting it causes is intense. On the other hand, the moist is not painful at all. This is
because the hot and the cold are active qualities, and the dry and the moist are passive
qualities. Their substance is not such that through them a body makes an impression on

another body, but a body is impressed by a body.

Know that you have learned that according to the Sayh, the noxious mixture is an intrinsic
cause of pain, whereas according to Galen, the noxious mixture is painful because dissolu-
tion of continuity follows from it. If we were to adopt Galen’s view, it would follow that one
would say that hot and cold are painful because their nature is such that they dissolve con-
tinuity, but it is not in the nature of the moist and the dry to do that. If we were to adopt
the Sayh’s view, this distinction would disappear. Rather, it is necessary to judge that the
moist and dry noxious mixtures are painful intrinsically because the definition of pain ac-
cording to him [Avicenna] is perceiving what is contrary, and the most and the dry that di-
verge from the balance are what is contrary, and thus perceiving them is perceiving what is

contrary; but this is precisely what pain is (hada huwa nafsu [-waga).

If one were to say: “Something is sensed when something else is impressed by it; yet the
moist and the dry are passive rather than active qualities. The sense faculty is not, there-
fore, impressed by them and so it does not perceive them; and if it is not possible that they
are perceived, they are not intrinsically painful.” We say: “In the Book of the Soul, the Sayh
demonstrates that the statement of the one who says that the moist and the dry are not
sensed by the faculty of touch is false. In the chapters on the elementary qualities, he

demonstrates that the moist is not sensed, when it has the sense of being quick to accept
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forms. It is apparent, however, that by the moist that he thinks is sensed he refers to wet-
ness. In sum, there is not doubt that the moist is sensed. If you desire to investigate the
question exhaustively, refer to what he says in Chapter Three, Discourse Two of On the Soul

of The Healing to reassure yourself.”

There are several premises that Fahr al-Din brings to bear in this argument. It seems he has some-

thing like the following syllogism—string of Barbaras in fact—in mind.

(P1) Every kind of irregular mixture is sensed by the sense faculties (disputed); (P2) every
irregular mixture sensed by the sense faculties is perceived (granted because every sensa-
tion (fiss) is a kind of perception (idrak); (P3) every perception of the irregular mixture is
perception of what is contrary (granted, idrakun [-l-munaft); (P4) every perception of what
is contrary is painful (definition of pain); (Conclusion) therefore every kind of irregular

mixture is painful.

In order to arrive at the sought after Conclusion, Fahr al-Din takes Premises 2—4 for granted in this
investigation. P2 is assumed because sensation (al-hiss) is a species of perception (al-idrak). Ps3,
namely that an irregular mixture is something that is contrary to the natural balance, is premise
that is put forward as early as Galen, who held that an irregular mixture of the (active) qualities
may cause pain by generating dissolution of continuity in a body part. It is also a topic that Fahr al-
Din discusses at some length in investigation three in the commentary on this section of the
Canon. Finally, P4 is simply the definition of pain stated by Avicenna at the beginning of this sec-
tion of the Canon, which Fahr al-Din discusses in investigation one. P1 is disputed, however, and
receives all Fahr al-Din’s attention in investigation four above. For in the Canon Avicenna argues
that not every kind of irregular mixture is sensed by the sense faculties directly; only the ones that
leave an impression on the sense faculties directly (hot and cold). On the contrary, the passive
qualities are by definition not able leave an impression, so they are not sensed directly. So they are
not perceived. To argue for P1 and undermine Avicenna in the Canon, he cites Avicenna in The

Healing:”

97. Avicenna, Avicenna’s De Anima, ed. Fazlur Rahman (London: Oxford University Press,
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The conventional view is that the conditions that are sensed by touch are that they are hot
and cold, moist and dry, rough and smooth and heavy and light. Hard and soft, viscous and
crumbly and others are sensed as a result of these aforementioned [qualities]. Hot and
cold, therefore, are sensed in themselves, not as a consequence of the impression that is
left on the faculty of sense by them. It is thought (yuzannu) that hard and soft, and dry and
moist are not sensed intrinsically. Moisture, rather, [according to this doctrine] has the
characteristic that it yields to what enters into its body; and the dry has the characteristic
that it resists and so it contracts the sensitive body part and compresses it. The rough also
has a similar character by which the parts that protrude from it [the rough object] and
produce compression [on the sense faculty], whereas the parts that descend down do not
produce anything [in the sense faculty]. The smooth produces smoothness and levelness.

The heavy produces extending downward and the light is the opposite of that.

We say to the person who says this: “It is not a condition of the object that is sensed in it-
self that the perception is made without an impression. For as long as what is hot is not

heated, it is not sensed. In reality, it is not what is in the sense object that is sensed, but

1959), 69, ll.1-21.
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what it [the sense object] brings about in the sense faculty, such that if it were not to bring
it about, it would not be sensed. The object that is sensed in itself, rather, is what produces
a quality on the sensory faculty that resembles what is in it so that it [the sense object, sc.
al-mahsiis] is sensed. The case is similar in the case of the compressing that is caused by
the dry and the rough, and the slipperiness caused by the smooth, and the expanding in
the suitable direction in the case of the heavy and the light. For heaviness and lightness are
a kind of inclination, likewise expanding is inclining in a certain direction. When these
conditions, therefore, come about in the faculty of sense, it senses them [in themselves],
not by means of hot, cold, colour, taste or some other type of object of sense such that it
[the object of sense, sc. al-mahsiis] should not be an object that is not sensed in a primary
way, or object that is not sense in itself, but it is an object sensed in a secondary manner or

accidentally.”

In this passage, Avicenna says that the moist and the dry are sensed by the sense faculties “in
themselves (li-datiha),” meaning directly, without the need for a mediating, active quality to leave
an impression on the sense faculty. Avicenna says that what is sensed by the sense of touch is the
quality that the sense object generates in the sense faculty; it does not perceive the sense object it-
self. The faculty that is responsible for the sense of touch does not sense the heavy object or the
light object or the moist or dry object itself; it sense the qualities (for example, the inclination, the
sliperiness, the comperssion, the expanding, the wetness) that these object imbue the sense facul-
ty with. Fahr al-Din seems to think, then, that when we understand the perception of qualities this
way, there is some incompatibility between Avicenna’s statement in the Canon and The Healing. In
the Canon, Avicenna holds that pain is caused by an noxious irregular mixture of only the active
qualities, cold and hot, whereas the moist and dry are passive, so they do not cause pain. Yet, it is
clear that in On the Soul, Avicenna says that not only cold and hot but also sense objects that have
moist and dry qualities have the capacity to leave an impression on the sense faculties in such a
way that they are perceived. Fahr al-Din argues, in effect, that based on Avicenna’s words in On the
Soul, dry and moist are active qualities, in the sense that they too can leave an impression on the

sense faculties. Yet, if we admit that they are active qualities, then irregular mixtures of dry and
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moist should be able to cause pain. Thus, in this investigation in the commentary on the Canon,
Fahr al-Din seeks, in effect, to bring the views Avicenna expresses in the Canon into line with the

views he expresses in The Healing.

We have seen that the aetiology of pain consumes a large portion of Fahr al-Din’s attention
in the commentary on the Canon. The same is true of Ibn al-Quff. We pick up the the story of the
exchange between Ibn al-Quff and Fahr al-Din in the sixth investigation in Ibn al-Quff’s commen-
tary on Aphorisms ii.72, in which Ibn al-Quff offers an overview of the what Galen and Avicenna
had said about aetiology of pain in their works. The discussion here is broader than the one Fahr
al-Din discusses in investigation four above. Here, Ibn al-Quff is interested in resolving the ques-
tion of whether dissolution of continuity alone causes pain, a point that, as we shall see, Fahr al-
Din argues for at length in the third investigation of his commentary on this portion of the Canon.
Where Ibn al-Quff says that Galen thought that pain was caused by dissolution of continuity exclu-
sively, Avicenna held that an irregular noxious mixture also caused main. Investigation six surveys
a number of arguments for the view that dissolution of continuity causes pain. Table 2 presents

the argumentative macrostructure of Ibn al-Quff’s sixth investigation.
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A. Summary of the contents of the investigation

B. Proof for the position that dissolution of continuity causes pain
1. Ibn al-Quff supplies one proof in Galen’s name

C. Proofs for the position that a noxious irregular mixture causes pain
1. There are five proofs

a. Avicenna’s three proofs
i.  Proof One
ii. Proof Two
iil. Proof Three

b. Fahr al-Din’s proof
i.  Proof Four

C. Ibn al-Quff’s proof
i.  Proof Five

D. Objections to five proofs
a. Objection to Proof One (copied from Fahr al-Din’s commentary)
i.  First doubt on Fahr al-Din’s Objection to Proof One
ii. Second doubt on Fahr al-Din’s Objection to Proof One
b. Objections to Proof Two
i.  Objection One
ii. Objection Two
Objection to Proof Three
Objection to Proof Four

oo

€. Objection to Proof Five

E. Survey of Fahr al-Din position that the noxious irregular mixture is the intrinsic cause of pain and the dissolution
of continuity does not cause pain
a. Five proofs

i.  Proof One

ii. Proof Two

iil. Proof Three

iv. Proof Four

V. Proof Five

F. Rebuttal of Fahr al-Din’s proofs for his position (stated in E)
1. Rebuttal (Jawab) of Proof One
1. First Rebuttal of Proof One
il. Second Rebuttal of Proof One

2. Rebuttal of Proof Two
3. Rebuttal of Proof Three
4. Rebuttal of Proof Four
5. Rebuttal of Proof Five

G. Survey of Averroes’ view that the noxious irregular mixture causes pain and intrinsically that dissolution of conti-
nuity causes pain “by means of it (bi-wasitatihi)”
a. Two Proofs
1. Proof One
il. Proof Two
b. 2. Summary of Avoerroes’ postion
1.  Quote from the Generalities

H. Conclusion: Averroes position is the correct one.
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Table 2: Argumentative Structure of Investigation Six in Ibn al-Quff’s commentary on Aphorisms
ii.72
As usual, Ibn al-Quff begins with “Galen and his ilk (al-fadilu Galinisu wa-§i'atuhu),” ob-
serving, however, that “we do not find that they have any proof (dalil)” for their position. Ibn al-
Quff then proceeds to supply evidence for their view. Surprisingly, Ibn al-Quff sides with Averroes

on this question in no uncertain terms:**
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The Judge Abu al-Walid ibn Rusd adduced proof for his viewpoint from two perspectives.
One of them is that dissolution of continuity is an expression about parts that move each
other. It is the nature of the motion mentioned that the noxious mixture results from it,
just as the opposite of this result from the opposite of this motion. What necessitates pain

intrinsically is, therefore, the noxious mixture alone.

98. Ibn al-Quff, Ibn al-Quff, al-Usul fi sarh al-Fusul, ed. araBcommaru (The University of
Manchester, 2012—2017), doi: 10.3927/52131995 [Commentary on Aphorisms, Book Two]; (MS,
London, British Library, ms. or. 1348), fol. 26a, 11.3-16; (MS, Istanbul, Yeni Camii, ms. 919), fols. 58a,
l.24-b, Li2.
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The second [perspective] is that he [Aristotle] explained in the Book on the Soul [that is, re-
ferring to Aristotle's On the Soul] that this sense faculty [namely the sense of touch, sc. al-
hassa al-lamsiya] only senses the four qualities, namely hot, cold, dry and most, directly.
This being the case, pain, then, can only affect them when the sense objects that are par-
ticular to it are in excess, just as they [the sense objects in excess] affect all the sense facul-
ties. If this sense faculty, that is the sense of touch, were only affected by pain by means of
dissolution of continuity, [either]| the object of sense that is particular to it would be the
dissolution of continuity itself only, according to what Galen says, or there would be two
objects of sense [namely, the dissolution of continuity, and the sense object that is particu-
lar to the sense of touch], as Ibn Sina holds. That being the case, pain affects it [the sense
of touch] when the object of sense that is particular to it is in excess, just as it affects the
other faculties of sense. The eye, therefore, feels pain when colours are in excess, and they
deviate from the balance. Likewise, the tongue in relation to tastes, hearing in relation to
sounds and smell in relation to odours. Continuity is dissolved by something that is caused
by qualities that are in excess, but the qualities themselves are what is perceived by [the

faculties].

The upshot of what this man has mentioned is that the noxious mixture causes pain in-
trinsically, whereas dissolution of continuity causes pain by means of it. In the book enti-
tled Generalities where he speaks about diseases that affect the sense of touch he says:
“The cause of pain is not dissolution of continuity, as Galen says, nor is it the noxious mix-

ture in itself as Ibn Sina says.”

Know that when I examined what has been said on this issue, the only [viewpoint] I be-
lieve to be true is the one propounded by this imam [that is, Ibn Rusd], God sanctify his
spirit.
Be that as it may, given the length of Sections E and F in Table 2 and in spite of what Ibn al-Quff
says in praise of Averroes, it is clear that his main concern in this investigation lay in presenting a

synopsis of Fahr al-Din’s position based on what Ibn al-Quff purports is a complete survey of Fahr
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al-Din’s writings (hada magmii'u ma dakarahu l-imamu Fahr al-Din fi gamii tasanifi), and then pre-

senting as many objections to it as he can muster.
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The imam Fahr al-Din ibn al-Hatib adduces five proofs that the viewpoint he maintains is

correct.

The first of them is that “dissolution” and “being disconnected” are synonyms, and they all
agree that being disconnected is a privative state of affairs, namely the absence of continu-
ity in what is naturally inclined to be continuous. Yet, there is no doubt that aches and
pain are hypartic states of affairs, and it is not possible that a privative state of affairs caus-
es a hypartic state of affairs. Therefore, dissolution of continuity cannot be the cause of

pain.”

The second is if the instrument is extremely sharp and the limb is cut very quickly, initially
there is no sensation of the cut, but the pain becomes apparent a few moments after that.
Yet, if dissolution of continuity in itself caused pain, it would be impossible for the pain to
be delayed. Since it is, in fact, delayed, one knows that there is a delay because at the be-
ginning of the cut, the noxious mixture has not come about, and necessarily, the pain that

it causes does not come about. Then, once the noxious mixture comes about, there is pain.

The third is that nutrition and growth come about when the continuity of the body part is

dissolved so that the nutriment is able to enter the nutritive elements in the gaps that are

99. For the terms “privative” and “hypartic,” see Fritz W. Zimmermann, Al-Farabi’s Commentary
and Short Treatise on Aristotle’s De Interpretatione (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1981), 29, n.2
(privative, ‘adami) and 1x, n.1 (hypartic, wugudi).

_70_



KARIMULLAH Emergence of Verification [v.9]

adjacent to each other. Yet, there is no pain. It is known that it is not painful because that
dissolution of continuity is a natural state of affairs that does not generate a noxious mix-
ture. This indicates that dissolution of continuity does not cause pain because it dissolves,

but because a noxious mixture results from it.

The fourth is that the scorpion’s sting is is more painful than a serious wound, but if what
causes pain were the dissolution of continuity only, the serious wound would be stronger
than it in causing pain. Since this is not the case, we know that the fact that the greater in

scorpion’s sting is from the noxious mixture not the dissolution of continuity.

The fifth is that before its form is determined the mixture that is particular to the body is
determined for it, so as long as the mixture that is determined for it persists, it is impossi-
ble for its form to cease. Thus, the potent cause in bringing about pleasure and pain is that
there is a stable [state of affairs] followed by their withdrawal. But the mixture is like this,
not dissolution. This is the sum of what the imam Fahr al-Din has mentioned on this issue

in all his writings.

The rebuttal to what he claimed first is from two perspectives. One is that dissolution of
continuity necessarily entails that the body parts lose the perfection in the composition
that befits them, and this is something that is necessarily perceived, just as in the case of
the noxious mixture. Thus, [dissolution of continuity| necessitates pain because the body
loses the balance in its mixtures, which is the perfection proper to it. That being the case, it

[dissolution of continuity] causes pain in this way.

The second, we say: “What stops one from saying that when dissolution of continuity
comes about, creates the disposition for the pain to rush in just as Fahr al-Din says about
the noxious mixture that rushes into them [the body parts, sc. al-ada’] when they are like
that? That is because the body parts’ perfection is owing to the fact that they are disposed
to have the healthy through a particular mixture and a particular composition. Thus, as
long as the mixture and the composition endure, it is impossible that the [healthy] form
ceases. In the case that both or one of them ceases, it [the body part, sc. al-udw] becomes

disposed to the opposite of what it was disposed to when it was in its natural condition.
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The upshot is that these states of affairs dispose the body part, they do not act as the agent.
The meaning of the Say/’s statement here “the causes of pain are two kinds” refers not to
the active cause, but to the cause that disposes, whereas the active one is the principle of
the rushing in [of pain]. In light of this, we say: “The imam here has fallen victim to what
he sought to avoid. For he claims that dissolution is what necessitates pain, that is, the

noxious mixture, yet this is a hypartic state of affairs.”

The rebuttal to what he claimed second is that at the moment that the hypothesised in-
strument cuts the body part, either we feel it or we do not. If we feel it, it is impossible that
the aching and pain is delayed. That is because the impression and the perception is ful-
filled by two things. The first is that the sense faculty is impressed by the object of sense
that is particular to it; the second is the feeling that is from the impression. Thus, when the
aforementioned cut happens accompanied by the feeling of that impression as well as the
knowledge of it [the cut], it is impossible that the pain caused by it should be delayed, and
primitive reasoning (al-badiha) forms this judgment. If we do not feel it, being oblivious to
it, the painful sensation is delayed at that time. The delay, however, is not because dissolu-
tion does not necessitate pain, but because the feeling we have of it is non-existent. This is
owing to the fact that at that moment, the faculty of thinking has been diverted to what is
more urgent than that. In our commentary on the Generalities of the Canon, we have pro-

vided an extensive rebuttal.

The rebuttal to what he claimed third, we say: “We do not say that it is impossible that dis-
solution affects the body parts while they grow and while they receive nutrition because
the nutriment enters into the parts of the body that are empty; whereas in another discip-
line [namely, physics] it is established that the void is intrinsically non-existent.” For if we
were to say this, it would follow that the body parts do not increase in size at all by re-
ceiving nutrition when the body grows. Yet, when the dissolution is natural and familiar,
that is, it proceeds from the nature that manages the body and through it [the body parts]
attain their perfection, and further, that it happens in certain small parts, it [the dissolu-

tion] becomes natural and familiar, and so is not painful. The imam—God sanctify his
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soul—concurs with us in a case that is analogous, for according to him, the heat of the
person with hectic fever is an extrinsic heat that is at odds with the nature, and yet it is not
painful. What can the reason for this be save that when it [the heat] settles in the body
parts, they become accustomed to it, and so it is not painful. So if the heat stands at odds
with the nature, when its duration is long and becomes familiar to the body parts, and nev-
ertheless, it is not painful, how should it [dissolution]| be with something that proceeds
from the nature that manages the body and through which the body parts attain their per-
fection, and it always comes about in parts that are small? In our commentary on the Gen-
eralities of the Canon, we have treated this rebuttal and confirmed it in great detail from
the imam’s point of view and on the basis of doctrines he adheres to, by way of authorita-

tive texts and reason.

The rebuttal to what he claimed fourth we have already mentioned. The response to what
he claimed fifth is that we say: “It is not the case that the body only receives its proper form
from the mixture that is particular to it; it also receives it [proper form] from the body’s
composition. For it is necessary to consider its composition as well as its mixture as dis-

cussed earlier”

This text richly illustrates the different ways in which Fahr al-Din’s thought and practice influ-
enced how Ibn al-Quftf composed the commentary on the Hippocratic Aphorisms. Above all, this
influence is not evident owing to the fact that Ibn al-Quff agreed with Fahr al-Din’s views. For, as is
plain, Ibn al-Quff agrees ultimately with Averroes on the question of the aetiology of pain. What is
more, the above passage represents a series of objections all of which are directed at undercutting
Fahr al-Din’s doctrine. As we have also seen, Ibn al-Quff also rejects Fahr al-Din’s view that noxious
mixtures of any quality cause pain instrinsically, not accidentally. Yet, how Ibn al-Quff structures
his argument and the techniques he employs in this investigation imitate Fahr al-Din’s verification
techniques. In imitation of Fahr al-Din’s prescriptions about gleaning and painstaking investiga-
tion, Ibn al-Quff collects and critiques a large number of medical authorities. He dispassionately
surveys each viewpoint, and arrives at the what he believes to be true (Averroes’ doctrine) by test-

ing each viewpoint by constructing counterarguments against them to see if they are able to bear
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thorough criticism. Through a series of rebuttals to Fahr al-Din’s arguments that noxious irregular
mixtures are the only intrinsic cause of pain, Ibn al-Quff shows that none of Fahr al-Din’s argu-
ments are demonstrative. Whereas it is normal for Ibn al-Quff to defend Galen against criticism in
his commentary on the Aphorisms, in this particular point, Ibn al-Quff faults Galen explicitly, sid-

ing instead with Averroes, who was much less influential as a medical authority.

Finally, in the rebuttal of Fahr al-Din’s third argument in investigation six, Ibn al-Qutff says
that he deals with this question at greater length in his commentary on the Canon. What is note-
worthy, however, is the words Ibn al-Quff uses to speak about how he addresses Fahr al-Din’s
thought on the aetiology of pain, for his words recall some of the themes and prescriptions that
Fahr al-Din refers to in his introductions to his philosophical commentaries and philosophical
summas. Alluding to Avicenna’s distinction in On the Soul between an irregular noxious mixture
(s’ al-mizag al-muhtalif), which causes pain, and a regular noxious mixture (s’ al-mizag al-
muttafiq), which does not cause pain, Ibn al-Quff says that he treats this question “in great detail
(atnabna)” and “confirms it (taqririhi)” exhaustively “from the imam’s point of view and on the ba-
sis of doctrines he adheres to, by way of authoritative texts and reason (min gihati l-imami fima
tamassaka bihi mina l-wuguihi [-naqliyati wa-l-‘agliya).” First, Ibn al-Quft’s reference to the fact that
his analysis proceeds from the “authoritative texts and reason” recalls similar phrases in Fahr al-
Din’s commentary on the Canon. For example, in the second investigation in his commentary on
the section on pain in the Canon, Fahr al-Din says that the proposition that the continuity of the
body parts is dissolved when they receive nutriment “requires explanation, first on the basis of au-
thoritative texts, and then on the basis of demonstration second.” Likewise, after apparently con-
cluding a survey of Avicenna’s doctrines on the nature of pleasure, Fahr al-Din says, having recog-
nised that Avicenna wavers on the nature of pleasure, “let us now consult our intellects” so that
“we perceive the truth.” This reference to a methodological deployment of nag/, meaning surveing
mainly Avicenna’s medical and philosphical words for relevant material on the question under dis-
cussion, and ‘aql, using syllogistic reasoning to problematise the principles underlying Avicenna’s
statements in the Canon, is clearly analogous to the methods of gleaning and verification as de-

scribed by Shihadeh with reference to the commentary on the Pointers and Reminders. Second, it
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is important to recognise that Ibn al-Qutff is careful to say that his rebuttal to Fahr al-Din’s argu-
ments are confirmed (taqrir) on the basis of doctrines that Fahr al-Din himself upheld, rather that
introducing propositions into the discussion, for which there is no textual evidence that Fahr al-
Din would have agreed with them. Ibn al-Quff is careful, in other words, to distinguish his rebut-
tals to Fahr al-Din from the kind of criticism that Fahr al-Din condemns his contemporaries, such

as al-Mas‘adi in early works such as the Rebuttals (Gawabat).

The evidence in the section shows that Ibn al-Quff’s commentary on the Hippocratic
Aphorisms is modelled on Fahr al-Din’s exegetical practices both in how it structures the text un-
der examination and the different exegetical tasks the commentator performs. All the macrostruc-
tural features as well as many of the the exegetical elements that make up the method of verifica-
tion in Fahr al-Din’s commentaries on Avicenna’s works are present in Ibn al-Quff. Above all
however, we see in Ibn al-Quff’s commentary on the Hippocratic Aphorisms a greater shift taking
place in the Islamic medical tradition, one that Fahr al-Din can by no means be said to be the
main protagonist. It is not only that the medical and philosophical works of Avicenna are used
with increasing frequency to understand and criticse the ideas of Hippocrates and Galen, but that
the methods and textual norms for interpreting a text that were developing in eleventh- and
twelfth-century Islamic scholarly circles, especially those in Transoxiana, were being introduced

into a medical tradition, in which they had until that time occupied a peripheral position.

5. Conclusion

I began this paper by drawing attention to the fact that the great thirteenth-century physician Ibn
al-Quff treats Fahr al-Din al-Razi as a major medical authority, in the same rank as Galen and Avi-
cenna. This fact is puzzling in light of how little attention in previous scholarship has been given
to Fahr al-Din’s contributions to medicine. I showed, however, that by the end of the thirteenth
century, Fahr al-Din was esteemed highly by physicians and philosophers. For his part, the authori-
ty that Ibn al-Quiff allots to Fahr al-Din’s medical thought is in large part owing to the fact that he
was educated in the Levant at a time when Fahr al-Din’s students and their successors had made
their impact on Islamic medicine through their commentaries on the Generalities of the Canon as
well as on Avicenna’s philosophical works. Yet, despite Ibn al-Quft’s regard for Fahr al-Din as an au-

thority, it is puzzling that Ibn al-Quiff rarely cites Fahr al-Din’s medical writings, and when he does,
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herarely agrees with him. If Fahr al-Din was important to Islamic physicians in the thirteenth cen-
tury, it cannot be because Fahr al-Din’s medical doctrines or writings themselves were extremely
popular. I have argued that the answer to this puzzle should be sought not in what doctrines Ibn
al-Quff puts forward but in how he constructs the arguments for the doctrines he holds.”” I have
argued that the collection of techniques of verification, which came to be used for interpreting
mainly Avicennian philosophical texts, come to be used with increasing frequency in the medieval
Islamic East after the twelfth century. What is more, I have argued that Fahr al-Din al-Razi’s com-
mentary on the Canon of Medicine played an important role in introducing these exegetical meth-
ods into the Islamic medical discourse. I have collected evidence that leaves no doubt that Fahr al-
Din uses these techniques in his commentary on the Canon. I argue that the Canon commentary
was likely written before, probably well before, 580/1184. This conclusion leads me to conclude that
the references to Sarahs as the town in which Fahr al-Din composed the commentary on the
Canon before setting out to Transoxiana, as well as the references to Fahr al-Din’s patron ‘Abd al-

Karim al-Sarahsi, should be treated with a caution. I show that an early date for the Canon com-

100. In assessing Fahr al-Din’s contributions to Arabic logic, Khaled El-Rouayheb comes to
conclusions that are similar to mine in relation to medicine (El-Rouayheb, Relational Syllogisms,
40). He observes that Fahr al-Din’s contributions to Arabic logic are “uneven,” frequently affecting
the formal structure of the discipline, and involving shifts in argument style, writing style and
genre rather than offering dramatically new insights into individual logical doctrines. In other
words, Fahr al-Din’s contributions affected mostly 4ow these discourses unfolded rather than what
they stated. Summarising Ibn Haldin’s comments about Fahr al-Din’s contributions to the logic
curriculum, El-Rouayheb says that “starting with Razi, logicians ceased to be interested in covering
all the books of Aristotle’s Organon, and instead reoriented the field toward a more focussed study
of the five predicables, definition, propositions and their immediate implications, and the formal
syllogistic. Ibn Khaldin did not, however, indicate whether Razi should be credited with any
substantial contributions besides this shift in focus.”

-76 -



KARIMULLAH Emergence of Verification [v.9]

mentary is corroborated by the fact that at the time of composing the commentary on the Canon

Fahr al-Din was not yet able to articulate the important elements in his analytical method.

In attempting to gauge the legacy of Fahr al-Din’s commentary on the Canon in Islamic
medical discourse after the twelfth century, I have contrasted the divergences between Galen’s pre-
scriptions about how to write commentary and the methods of verification that Fahr al-Din uses
in the Canon commentary. While I accept to some extent Shihadeh’s distinction between exegeti-
cal and aporetic genres, I do not think that Muhammad ibn Zakariya al-Raz1’s exegetical activity in
Doubts on Galen would have been viewed as proper to a commentary by the physicians of the
twelfth or thirteenth century. Ibn Abi Sadiq, who probably died near the end of the eleventh cen-
tury, uses a host of exegetical strategies in his commentary on the Hippocratic Aphorisms. Many of
the strategies he adopts in interpreting Hippocrate’s words conform to the prescriptions Galen
made abou what good commentary should be. On the other hand, he frequently violates Galen’s
recommendations, especially when it comes to defending Galen against Muhammad ibn Zakariya
al-Razi in Doubts on Galen. In these instances, we find Ibn Abi Sadiq departing from the business
of commenting on the Hippocratic text to rebut Muhammad ibn Zakariya’s criticisms. While en-
gaging is such dialectic is proscribed by Galen in commentary, in practice Galen frequently en-

gaged in such dialectic in his Hippocratic commentaries.

The exegetical techniques used by Ibn Abi Sadiq in his commentary on the Hippocratic
Aphorismsm, for example, do not, in other words, represent a new vision of commentary as a uni-
fied method for carrying out medical research, nor do they precipitate changes in the way medical
writing and research were carried out by scholastic physicians after the twelfth century. My con-
tention has been that Fahr al-Din’s commentary on Avicenna’s Canon of Medicine is response in
large part for introducing the method of verification into Islamic medical writing, and to changing
the exegetical forms and strategies, argument types and medical and philosophical authorities
that were relevant in medical discourse. I have shown how by the end of the thirteenth century,
Ibn al-Quff wrote his commentary on the Aphorisms in the same aporetic spirit as Fahr al-Din
wrote his Canon commentary. Of course, Galen remained important for Ibn al-Quff, and so did

Avicenna, Muhammad ibn Zakariya, Hippocrates and a huge number of medical and philsophical
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authorities whom Ibn al-Quff refers to in his Aphorisms commentary. Yet, the structure of Ibn al-
Quff’s commentary as well as his attitude toward research, argument style, and the way he synthe-
sises Avicenna with other Arabic and Greek medical authorities is typical of Fahr al-Din’s style of
inquiry. Gerhard Endress says that where al-Gazali gradually adopted and synthesed parts of Avi-
cenna’s philosophical thought over a lifetime, Fahr al-Din received Avicenna’s thought and
methodology at a time in which it had already become widespread in various disciplines, was be-
ing introduced into madrasa curricula by prominent legal and kalam scholars from Cairo, Damas-
cus and into Transoxiana, and was being synthesised into an increasingly unified picture of the Is-
lamic sciences and their interrelationship.”” Analogously, during his medical education Ibn al-Quff
(like his contemporary Ibn al-Nafis) would have been introduced to Avicenna’s philosophical and
medical writings by his teachers Ibn Abi Usaybi‘a, Ibn al-Minfah, Ibn al-Nafis, Ya‘qib al-Samiri and
Sams al-Din ‘Abd al-Hamid al-Husraws$ahi, all of whom were active participants in adapting and
refining the exegetical practice of verification in Islamic medical and philosophical discourse. This
is not to say that Ibn al-Quff formally identified with a school of philosophical medicine that
traced its pedigree to Fahr al-Din. I for one am certain that Ibn al-Quff was a practicing physician,
and his book on surgery is too detailed to be merely a stale theoretical exercise. Unlike several
members of Fahr al-Din’s school, Ibn al-Quff is reported to have written a commentary on all five
books of the Canon of Medicine rather than just on Book One (Generalities). It is plain too from his
Aphorisms commentary that Ibn al-Quff’s interets in medicine ranged far beyond the discipline’s
theoretical principles. Nevertheless, I have discussed elements in Ibn al-Quff’s medical writing and
medical thought that make evident Fahr al-Din’s influence on medical discourse at the end of the
thirteenth century, in a thinker who was clearly steeped in Avicennian and Galenic medical and

philosphical lore.

101.  Endress, “Reading Avicenna in the Madrasa,” 402.
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The following three texts are referred to extensively in this paper. The stemma for Fahr al-Din’s
commentary on the Canon of Medicine requires a separate study. It would be rash to speculate at
this point about the stemma given the fact that I have only a partial collation based on three man-
uscripts. Collation suggests, however, that the Judeo-Arabic manuscript stands on another branch
of the stemma in relation to the Oxford and Gotha manuscripts. The errors that all three manu-
scripts transmit when Fahr al-Din quotes the Canon and The Healing should not necessarily be tak-
en as implying that all three are drawn from the same branch in the stemma, since it likely that
what appears to be a scribal error is, in fact, a faithful representation of Fahr al-Din’s copies of
these texts. There is ample evidence that the text of the Canon remained unstable until the thir-
teenth century. For example, see Chapter Two of Daniel S. Nicolae, “A Medieval Court Physician at
Work: Ibn Jumay“s commentary on the Canon of Medicine.” Since there is no critical edition of the
Canon, nor, incidentally, does it look like there ever will be in the near future given the vagaries of
long-term funding for academic research in Europe, it is impossible to do more than speculate
about stemmatic issues at this point.

A. Introduction to the Commentary on the Canon™”

Oxford, Bodleian Library, ms. Arch. Seldon A 64 [Ox], fols. 4b, 1.1-64, L.2.
Paris, Bibliotheque nationale de France, MS hebr. 1208 [P], fols. 1a, l1—2a, l.5.
Gotha, Forschungs- und Landesbibliothek, MS or. 1916 [G], fols. 1b, 1.1-34a, 1.6.

Aoy tﬁ)‘;” Q,”....;J‘ R E R e J?J\ A U,LS:;«.H CU (Wy\ sl Q._:JJ‘ g LS ﬁ..gj\ JM\ r\..«?\ 'c:.iJ\ Js

103

)

102.  There is a partial transcription of Fahr al-Din’s introduction in based on the mansucript
Konya, Yusuf Aga ms. 4980; see Albert Dietrich, Medicinalia Arabica: Studien iiber arabische
medizinische Handschriften in tiirkischen und syrischen Bibliotheken (Gottignen: Vandenhoeck und

Ruprecht, 1966), 78—9.
103, bl eam)y il J6 (gl 802 ] Ox 2 om. P, G.
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Commentary refers to Avicenna, al-Qanun fi al-tibb, ed. Qasim M. Ragab (Baghdad: Dar al-mutan-
na, 1970), 1:76, l.14-77, 1.33.

Oxford, Bodleian Library, ms. Arch. Seldon A 64, fols. 1064, l.2—109b, L.17.
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Paris, Bibliotheque nationale de France, MS hebr. 1208, fols. 69a, 1.16—72a, 1.16.

Gotha, Forschungs- und Landesbibliothek, MS or. 1916, fols. 1013, 1.5-1054a, L1.
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264. Lo ] Ox, G: X770 P

265. 1w ]Ox,G:amP.

266. oaald ] Ox: plaall 38 G: DuyoxD P.

267. J&]10x,G: 9 P

268. «ilS] G, P (nwd): oS Ox.

269. =3 ]10x,G:Omn P

270. 4] 0x, G: 7012 P.

271, Js=dll ] Ox, P (909R): <Sadll G,

272. Lwla ] Ox, G: nonxo P.

273.  ¢aw¥1 ] Ox, P (3%30%%%): om. G.

274. 4] Ox: 48 G, P (n7axp).

275.  A3sdl ] Ox, G: N2 P.

276. J]0x, G: X1 P.

277.  3ewi¥I ] OX, P (PRODINDR): i) G,

278. SO0k, W G TR P

279. 8] 0x, G:no P

280. 1 ]0x,G:nmP.

281.  adi] add. pldY G,

282, il ol s oY1 0573 Ul sy | OX, P (MPXIYOR X1D7R2 2°0PN RO 7707 7oK XTY) © om.

283. s ] Ox, G: RV P.

_94_



KarMULLAH

Emergence of Verification [v.9]

iy @) pimdll 55t Y S Ol s of oty & a SVl 0, Y ol Uy L 5T s

o 2 b ey @l e il B 058 T L el B3 Ciny (loeedl iy 3Ll 855, L

288

oI TS L LS SIS Bty 08 r ) ) i b e S b g clLias Y]

il gy Joais 15 oVl g ssld) ol 0l Ly et J

85 a0l [P 70b] e of 25 oyl s oS n oS e Tl el Sl e el S s a2 e il
156 st LYY 3 i U el s )l Lalsd) 05 Loz sy [G 103 e ¥ s sy ol 055

291

ol o LS b b LN 5 Tl o S L Lol azd [Ox 1082] L) auond) BYY) b ie
sl i ol ) Lemds amy 015 Py Lemdsy el Ly sl 85,0 Lalls ) DY) oy Isgames L3 oo

7.1

295

Balod) uil) oY1 Uly i ) Biloss Syt fnis 35 ol V) ctd) 6

S Jpindl sV Jindll I o V) 888 gy n iy Sy i) U3y sV s 0l 1 sle oW1 ¢ il

525 ) o 2T ) Al il W o o3y 2Ll N1 DY i g U 2l LY s

284.  ~dll 5] Ox, P (QOpoRY): amitlid G,

285. A4xu3]Ox:nTOVP.

286. all this omitted by G.

287. 3% ]P(nn): 8k Ox, G.

288. K]Ox:0sSG:7P
289.  Ji]add. 9 P.

290. s ] Ox, G: R0YN P

291.  Lull]Ox : SUUG.

292, A]0x:=G.

293. w0k, G:

294, lLu,s5]0Ox, G: &kmaw P.

295.  sdall ] Ox, G: nTRAXR P.

296. o] G, in marg. Ox, P (1%°2): om. Ox.

297. a1 ] Ox, G: 798 P.
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298. ¥ ]O0x:om.G.

299.  1,3]0x, G: TR P.

300. 4] Ox, G: nOXR P

301. e ]Ox,G:xnP.

302.  Js=ill ] Ox, P (739982): dwaill G,

303, s ]OxioesG:yaP

304, s sied ] Ox, P (R70 107 279R): 4 e S Al G

305.  dlallea ] Ox, P (NRI7RYR): 4alles G,

306. les]Ox: e G.

307. a5l oV J6 L olSTl Lis e ] OX, G: om. P.

308.  <ladiulS ] Ox, G: Xponor X P.

309. 1»]10x,G:n73P.

310 = ]G:om.P.

312, ol ] Ox, G: 19RYROXR P.

313. dl5]0x, G: nvpxy P.

314. sal]add. WG.
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315. <585]10x,G: 9 P

316. ' ]0x,G:nmP.

317.  _=I]0x, G: R P.

318.  »5]0x: »G.

319. o= ]add. < G.

320. JLs]Ox:4esG:om. P.

321. W ]Ox,G: "% P.

322, u,]Ox,G: P

323. 13]0x, G:XP,

324, 43 3]0x:apwP:om. G.

325, wllaly i Sy Los 08 ol ] OX, P (INDRIANY 7303 19727 XM IR IXY) @ dgs8 afads Sy ¥ S (o)l
allal) g disal G,

326. axlIS]Ox : axllls G,
327.  Jx8]0x, P (9v9): Jusi G,

328. »5]0x,G:a1mP.

329. 2al]0x, G: R P.
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330. 4L ]Ox,G:vanP.

331.  s,a0 ] OXx,G:om.P.

332, L2 ] G, P (Rym)): Legzan Ox.
333, A]0x,G: > P

334.  A3]0x: G, P (197).

335. A Ox, P (mpx): z AU G.
336. 4w ]add.etdel. JsG.

337.  A¥5]0x, P (1987X) : om. G.

338. 058l Jadd. et del. s 4s 3 N G.

339, ay ko) pdae e i ] Ox, PO POXIDR TT TARI NI NP *2X) : om. G.

340. 4 10X, P(PonR): 0sS 0ls G.

341, audlls] Ox: anadld G,
342, J5]0x,G:on P

343, ala]add. < G.

344, ¢ ] Ox, G: 39X P.

345. sl ] Ox, P (79R) @ 2 G.
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346. = ] Ox, P (7RY): 02el G.

347, ¢4 ] P (W) 45 O0x :om. G.

348. oV s 3] OX, P (DR 2°0pN D) : om. G.

349.  Ashgdl ] Ox, G: DIRTAR P

350. & ]G :om. Ox.

351. ' ]0Ox,G:amP.

352, Al]add. S 4dSG.

353. s3] P (9xM): =35 Ox, G.

354, omaiall] Ox, G: 70239X P

355, pdly gl L A1 sasll U s e e 1 ] OX: (b G

356.  2,1]10x, G: TR P.

357. ASu]10x,G:o%nP.

358, i.al ik ] Ox, G:nwoa a2 P

359. x2S ] Ox, P (2703YD) : sanac G.

360. Y]Ox, G:xnP.
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361. G i ] OX, G : R79Y2 RTIR P.

362.  axll ] P (TRYIX) : caaall Ox : om. G.

363.  4ally] G, P (n9na9R2Y): om. OX.

364. 1 ]Ox,G:amP.

365. a4 ]10x, G:om. P.

366. ] 0x, G: "M P.

367. Sl ] Ox, P (n7n): Lad G,

368. ol]10x,G: P
369. Jeaxy]add. m9 P

370.  sSi5]0Ox, P (hnax) : JSEG.

371. W] Ox, P (xnxo) : W5 G.

372, +R3]10x: S3G, P (707).

373. <L ]P(ax2):om. Ox, G.

374. V5] 0x, G: 1 P

375. 4aL]O0x, G:apnon P

376. . ] Ox, G: X7 P.

377. 5] 0x, G: X0 P.

378.  4.=]0x, G: TN P,

379.  _wUa]add. Gisdl s G,
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C. On Pain and Pleasure

Commentary refers to Avicenna, al-Qanun fi al-tibb, ed. Qasim M. Ragab (Baghdad: Dar al-mutan-

na, 1970), 1:108, 1.4-109, 1.16.

Oxford, Bodleian Library, ms. Arch. Seldon A 64 [Ox], fols. 131b, 1.10-138, L.9.

Paris, Bibliotheque nationale de France, MS hebr. 1208 [P], fols. 87b, .25-92, 1.17.

Gotha, Forschungs- und Landesbibliothek, MS or. 1916 [G], fols. 127b, 1.9—133b, L.13.

MesT A Y e wdl ol 57 s ) Ladl

. 384

e Ml sl e Y el foadl a5 o el )

386 . 385

B3} Ll £l sV 3 ™S5y L sl ) Lot sl jpganadl sl 00 ™ OV sl s 5 V) e

550 ol JLaSUl 0 o) o cnlis Y Loy [P 88a] LS ad) 5,40l ol JLsSUl ™ pand ™ oy asis

392

el Vg pdele Vs 00 el 3 ol sk of B 5L el ) s NI LT L sl s e S

380. e 4l JOX, G: 02 P.

381. 7] add. (°09N9R) ..l P.

382,  _wdill ] P (9°0507K): om. Ox, G.

383. 1@ ]Ox,G:amP.

384. kil ] Ox, P: &l G.

385.  Al¥Is3al ] Ox, P: 33l 5 A G.

386. Jsa ] P (9pw): om. Ox, G.

387.  Sa]10x: &b G.

388. Uesasa]Ox:om. G, P.

389.  Upamt 1 OX, P (7E17): dsax G

390. i ] G: wd Ox: 021 P

391. o] 0Ox, G:om.P.

392, Yy e Y] OX, G:pRORNN 1 PTN9AYR P,
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406
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393. 48] P(1o): om. Ox, G.

394. 3] Ox, G: N> P.

395, 1iSGe ppdehe LS ey b Aol sillly VI SG o o) Aol S Sledly WSl ] Dol s 46 o) Lilae 05 Loy

LyS Sl L ey | P (127 07 IRY N2XRA 127 2DRININT DORINIR TRITR NORMIX 720 295 77 XODRIM 1737 X

RI1D ORI K1 2pY° RTIT PTNYM RIND 17R1 92 NHXRT NT29K) 07RIK): om. Ox, G.

396. (Sae]Ox, G: PP

397.  &ia ]G, P (yinn): aiies Ox.

398. sl sy s Jpeasdl e oIV 1 G, P (NT29R I3 T2Y 189K 1M D9XRORY): om. OX.

399, disW e ] OX: bl 85Y1 ks G IRTTRD PRYN P

400. . ]P(NNTX):0m. Ox, G.

401. ey ] P (ONRIWNDIN) @ Jipd Ox, G.

402. i ] Ox1:eds G, P (NTN).

403. Jeas ] G: clas Ox, P (n92n).

404. A3l ] P (@7ynoR) @ 2l Ox, G.

405. £]0x,P(1"):om.G.

406. 4S,% ]G, P (7077n): & Ox.
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407.
408.
409.

410.
411.

412.
413.
414.
415.
416.
417.
418.

419.

420.
421.

422.
423.
424.

425.

426.

s 5] G: IsVE Ox, P (91898D).
4uadll ] Ox, P (nonax): om. G.

Ss ] Ox, G: 072 71p10 P.

4] 0Ox, G: ®ma>non P.

Wy ] Ox, P (°o1) 1 a5 G

<Al ] Ox: P (n799R): <l G.
2Y¥ 5] Ox : a5 G, P (DROROXY).
o2 ] G, P(32): 0= Ox.

als ] Ox, P (R1): G4 G.

Jsis ] G, P (7wand): sk Ox.
JL10x: 0 G.

el Rl 8 ol Bl e lale 4 Y 036 S0 el (S i) ] OX, G: om. P

wdil ] Ox, G: o221 P.

122 ] G, P (R772): 13! Ox.
A3 ]G, P (T77): L Ox.

JSial 1 Ox, G: 2oun P

a5 ] 0x, G: 7pu P.

Lasly | G, P (RIpBNRY): G815 OX.
<= ] add. cus Ox.

Gleaddl ] G <l il Ox: (NIXDNNoRI) < sléiall P,
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427. J%]0x, P (97): J2G.

428. 3]G, P (779): 2 Ox.

429. L] Ox, P (CwIR2): s G.

430. 155]0x, G: »p P.

431. a»]0x,G:onP.

432, Jad 1uN ] Ox : 7p1d 710 om. G.

433. »]10x,P(1): 2 G.

434, %] Ox, G: oRoR i P

435. om. Ox, G.

436. QA &adl ] Ox, G: 2%k nma P

437. @] Ox, G: a7 P.

438. o= ]0x,P(1): 0= G.

439. &l ] Ox, P (pronax): Godl G.

440. <l ]10Ox, G: MR P,

441. Skaie]add. gas<lls del. in textu G.

442. 325 ]0x, G:am P

443. 3] 0x, P (mK99): »Y G.

444, 4e ] add. post. et del. 717X xY7 P.
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445. ] 0x, P (02x77): Y G.

446. 349G, P (pron2): &8 Ox.

447, 433l ] P (n27an0nR) eassall Ox : sasusdl G,

448. ¢33 P (xnRYY): ¢ 32Y1 Ox, G.

449. 4] 0x, P (7): om. G.

450. G, ] Ox, P (P19n9X) : g a0, Jui G.

451.  z)3«]P (3xm): om. Ox, G.

452, 4 W L 10x P N2 RN DD): K JG.

453. )] 0x, G: axm P.

454, sl 5] Ox, G: M12% T2 P.

455, @l ]0x, G:yxmP.

456. oLl ] Ox, G: ™R P.

457, 13l ] Ox, G: RuKRNAR P

458. b]10x, G: o P.

459. 15E]0x, G:¥xp P,

460. W] Ox,G:wmrP.
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461. o Las ] Ox, G: 07X 7X99K KT P

462. s ] OX, G: X1 P.

463. 21l ] Ox, G, P (7°01n782) : L33k Rahman.
464. Suad ] Ox: oSl G: o P
465. mdbis ] Ox, G:7091 P (Gedis).

466. oluedl ] Ox, G: nR»YT P

467. JE]10x, G:om. P.

468. U] Ox, G: X P.

469. i ] Ox, G: 39X P.

470. 33 ]0x, G: 2R P.

471. =50 1 Ox, G: MR P.

472, ASLE] Ox: 4S lie G: nooxwn P.

473.  4de 1 Ox, P (79): om. G.

474, &3] Ox, P (R73nn): om. G.

475. post S add. et del. in textu <13 Ox.

476. 2,041 0x, G: DXn37R P.

477.  Jdalu]0x: JAuG.

478. 4w ] OX, G: N7 P,

479. 4 A]G,P(7y19): om. Ox.

480. 48Ul ] Ox, P (maxnax): A5 G.

-106 -



KarMULLAH

Emergence of Verification [v.9]

) e gl Sl g salll oY sy ol 5 83l e ol Jolall 8 ally L mall 5 g e s T Ll

230 s

oS o ety gl ™ iy o Vb il 3 s Cadly pladdl e il clasW 3
o3 ol Wy Il G M fam oy s Jla) G e V) e Y o) 0 S e 831 el oda
il I il 4 Sane o8 e e ™ L TV owl) e Yy L oLl ks Y LasV)

493

o) G e o 3 oW T e sl sy Y e s DL G 0308 sl ) s e LW
V1 o Mo of s by guianll s 3 e gy lond) g Mol Y wibl g punall ol P ey et

YU ol padlly csidaadl b 0l P IlasV) Gy V) oz ¥ Homally o alls o Jlown LS paall [0 133b] L s

481. 1,87 0x: n°'na P: om. G.

482. ¢l ] Ox, P (R739%), Rahman: J=dll G.

483. ..y ] Ox, Rahman: iy s G, P (791).

484. o= ]10x, P (72): 0= G.

485. w1 Ox,G:R1IP.

486. Jas]Ox, G: 9xn P.

487.  Jua)]add. i o0 G.

488.  Jwaini] G, P (9¥57): Jesaia OX.
489.  saxll ] add. 4 Ox.
490. s3»]0x,G: P

491. i, ] Ox, G: RIRA9KRD P.

492.  3balM] G: gbal¥) Ox: P (PRYOX).

493. 5% ]0x: )5 G:9on P

494, &8 ] Ox, G: ponox P.

495. 4] 0x, P (72): om. G.

496. »]0x,G:nP.

497. s ] Ox, G: om. P.

498. Ju=¥1]0Ox, G: ®28nH P.
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500. _ald] Ox, P (3899): sl s G.

501, o6 el . ] OX, P (DRPI5NDR 720 11): om. G.

502. o] Ox, G: o P

503. o] 0x, G: xR0 P.

504. Jb=il ] Ox, P (983¥nR): Juasy)

505.  ¢lac¥l ] Ox, P (RXYRIKR): Lac U G.

506. Wi ]Ox, P(xn70): A G.

507. <« G, P (nxoY): «uls Ll Ox.
508. Sial10x, P (1 o9): ol K G.
509. 4alse ] Ox, G: X09m P.

510.  Jk:] Ox, P (902): o <l G.

511, g e ] OX, G: 2 1PYWOR P

512.  AYu]Ox, P (a%9%2): om. G.

513, ¢ ]10x, P(7): om. G.

514. o<1]10x, G:no? P,

515. 4 ]10x,G: P

516. il ] Ox, G: ony onax P.

517. 417 0x, P (71199): 458G,
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520. 28] supra lin. et del. «>5G.

521.  $5]0x, P ()0l G.

522. i3] Ox, G:a2mon P

523. 1] Ox, G: axm P.

524. »»]0x,G:onP.

525. 1] Ox, G:axm P.

526.  .Sie s ] Ox, G:oTRD P.

527. e ]JOx,G:x220P.

528, oy dlaY o & 1G: om. Ox, P.

529. <] Ox,G:nn7a7P.

530. 4laie ] G, P (n?8nn), in marg. Ox: i Ox.

531. =] 0x, G: 3 P

532, Jaallé] Ox, G: Huxmoxy P

533. WIE]Ox,G:xnn P
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534, & ] Ox, G:9x P.

535. alse]0x,G: oo P.

536. 0] Ox, P (@7R59): &3 G,

537. AU Ox: s WG,

538, W S ol ey G g ] Ox, G: om. P.

539. &l ] Ox, G: pran P.

540. W]Ox,G:xmP.

541.  ©sS]add. xR P.

542. 4] add. post et del. in textu <US G.

543. &3] G, P (¥319R): =l Ox.

544, 4l ] Ox, G: naxwn P.

545. 4¥]0x, G:om.P.

546. &3] G, P (¥n9R): a4l Ox.

547. o= ]0Ox,P(W): = G.

548.  , ] Ox, P (7xp2): W3 G.

549. Al add. odb P

550. 4l ] Ox, G: narwn P

551. <&l ] Ox, P (nRpionoR): < il G,
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552, <las]O0x,G: 230 P

553. <Ll ] Ox, P (nRpionox): <&l G,

554. 388G, P (nnaoo): 55l Ox.

555. U=l ] Ox, P (BV29R): == G.

556. 4id]Ox, G:manwn P

557. &3] G, P (¥9R): =l Ox.

558. ] 0x,G: XM P.

559. L] Ox, P (Ripp7): W G.

560. ey, ] Ox, G: 9221981 P.

561. ULklx]Ox, P (x1070): ks G.

562. WL ]P:om. Ox, G.

563. gaall] Ox, P (3103097): & saadll G,

564. 0s4]0x,G:xP.

565. 2.4 ] Ox: 24 G, P (7790).

566. oS ]0x, G P

567. 1»]10x,G:na73P.

568. S ]0x, G P

569. 4@l ] Ox, G: 9% P.

570. JB]Ox, P (oxp): ok G.

571. a5 0x, G:yxmP.
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575. il ] Ox, P (772079R): 2, G,

576. J&ls] Ox, P (9oxp9): Jiél G,

577. 2,81 0x, P (712n): 2. G.

578.  o=aums ] Ox, G:om. P.

579. Lbaaii] Ox, G:uxnP.

580. SS]G,P (X991): JS Ox.

581. ¥ ]G:om.Ox,P.

582. Wi]Ox:om. G.

583. A& 0x, G: 2P

584. A1 Ox, G: ox9ROR P.

585.  2uddll ] Ox: 2wl G: inwn R P,

586. W] G: LWl Ox.
587. 08 10x: 0SS Giyov P
588. ww ] Ox, G: 3% P.

589. 4] Ox: = G.

590. S2u]0x, G: 0oy P
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591. JS5]0x, G: 9 P.

502,  Gilw]add. o= G.
593.  Jdxa3]Ox: =3 G.

594, st 855Y Lt ] OX, P (09RINOX TRITR? R1OR): el 1oYW ol G,

595. ie3ie]Ox: gl G.

596. Sl ] G, P (aRTmOR): Sl Ox.

597. A]10x, G: x> P.

598. &3] Ox: om. G.

599.  Gwal]Ox: o0& G:P.

600. L= ]Ox: om. G.

601. S]0x,G:> P
602. z==U]0x, G: nanox P.

603. oL]0x, G:xP.

604. s8]10x,G: ! P.
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605. & N]0x,G: 1R P.

606. Wl ]Ox, P (xn90): A G.

607. alse] Ox: Olals G: X9 P.

608. 4¥]O0x, P (mxy): Y G.
609. =l ] Ox: =l G, P (22pN9K).
610. Y]Ox,G:x»P.

611. 4] Ox, P (nnavR): Sual G.

612. ol ] Ox: clileli G,

613. ] add. ooaP.

614. kot k] Ox:om. G.

615. Lxi]Ox, G: RITR P,

616. o=k 517 0x: o5 G, P (0axohx).

617. o=l ] Ox: 02R9R P.

618. Uy by ... ol oz | Ox: om. G.

619. okl ] Ox: Lilie G.

620. O5S88]0x: 0sSG.

621. sy ] Ox: Gall Al G

622. 1w5]0x,G:amP.
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L.yl | OX, G: om. P.
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LgShsl oS 1315 ] G, corr. in marg. Ox: LeeSI ) LagS )3 3 Ox.
Js sl e ] G, P (20 780D 1°2): om. Ox.

= ] add. o) G.

Jad ] add. sm P

&N ] Ox, G: 3R P.

40Ul ] Ox, G:a9x P

J& ] Ox, G:oxp P.

Al<a 1 Ox, G771 P.

¥5]0x,G:R?P.

] Ox, P (23): bw 5222 G,

cprrgorn 1,5, | OX: L gm0 580 G2 POYOMM 1RO P
Ai=d ] Ox, P (7299): 20 G.

ks ] Ox, G: X2 P.

oedtae | OX, G: PoDRING P.
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43 50 ] Ox P (n0n): 4¢> (= G.
2l g ] Ox, P (77009R): 22l G,
5 1 Ox, G: om. P.

o=l ] Ox: o=l G, P (¥2pnoR).
= ] Ox, G: R P

Gils ] Ox, P (nix2): U8 G.

ol ] Ox: OS5 G, P (1x01).

L=l ] Ox, G: oxnoRa P.

<] Ox, G: °no% P.

4l ] G, P (7aw0): 4l Ox.
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656. .~ 1P, G: om onP.

657. 0sS5]10x, G P

658. &Y, il ] Ox, G: DTY9RY D9R9R P.

659. >8] 0x, G: 799 P.

660. &8 P (3pnaR): ¢4l Ox, G.
661. asx]0x, G:onP.

662. s,a]0x,G:on P,

663. 4l ] Ox: 4w swne G.

664. > ]0x,G:anP.

665. 2> ]0x,G:anP.

666. 3] 0x, G: xnmn P.

667. &) Ox, G: 39x P.

668. 48l ] Ox, G: 9% P.

669. s | OX, G: XFINROWOMN P.

670. s, ] Ox, G: X7 P.
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689. s3] 0x, G P
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721. A ]Ox, P (): o= G.
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