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Alʔilbīrī’s Book of the rational conclusions
Introduction, Critical Edition of the Arabic Text

andMaterials for the History of the Ḫawāṣṣic Genre in Early Andalus

Theo Loinaz

Abstract
The Book of the rational conclusions, written on an unknown date by a physi-

cian from Ilbīrah, is a multi-section medical pandect of polythematic nature.
Its text includes separate units dealing with apothecary-related matters, natu-
ral philosophy, therapeutics, medical applications of the specific properties of
things, a regimen, and a dispensatory. In this dissertation I offer a critical edi-
tion of the entire Arabic text (Part II) that is preceded by a description of its
manuscript tradition and a limited survey of the contents of all its sections (Part
I). I also propose a hypothesis regarding the likely chronological context of the
compilation. The core of the study, however, is the in-depth analysis of the sec-
tion on the specific properties of things, to which the whole Part III is devoted.





Amari, ez-izatetik nintzendu ninduzulako
eta naizentzen bethiere lagun izan zaitudalako.

Ismari, urthetan ttipiagoa izanagatik
bizian aitzindu hatzaidanorri, eta triadatxoari ere bai.

والأمل المستـقبل وأمّ والاشتياق الماضي بنت العالیة، لشقيقتي

A la meva família, tota sencera,
que ja sabeu els vostres noms
i que m’heu ajudat a arribar-hi.
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Preface

I do notwant to be a doctor—or at least that is not the reasonwhy I embarked in
this journey nor the stimulus that has driven me through my research. And yet
it is mainly because I must become one that this text had to be submitted now
and thus. It is a late child, for sure, but at the same time it has been delivered too
early. It comes to light, moreover, badly mutilated, but that is a story that must
remain untold here.
These pages are a piece ofmymind andmyheart, and a substantial portion of

mypast life too. But it is also a thesis, “just a thesis” as I have been repeatedly told
for the last ten years. In the end I had to come to terms with the fact (so obvious
to everybody but to myself) that I cannot, and certainly should not, spend the
rest of my life elaborating on a text that, in the end, is destined to be just that: a
thesis.
If, after all, this happens to be my swan song, I would like the reader to be

aware that I could sing better and also that I knew a few more tunes.
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Text and context





1
General introduction

1.1 Subject, main goal, and collateral information

The object of the present study is a multi-section polythematic but essentially
medicine-centred compilation that is transmitted in twomanuscripts (see Part
I Chapter 2) under the title of Book of the rational conclusions (Kitābu nnatāʔiǧi
lʕaqliyyah, henceforward Natāʔiǧ or simply Nat in abbreviation). According to
my current interpretation (which is justified throughout Part I of this disser-
tation, particularly in Chapter 3) Natāʔiǧ represents a quite thorough pandect
that includes: a remarkably comprehensive manual for apothecaries (see Part
I Chapter 4), a complete medical treatise that offers a natural philosophical in-
troduction (Chapter 5) and covers also practical therapeutics (Chapter 6), a full
treatise on the specific properties of things (the whole Part III is devoted to this
matter), a regimen or summary of dietetics (Part I Chapter 7), and finally a small
collection of medical recipes (Chapter 8).
The nature of these texts ranges from presumably original to unquestionably

derivative and their compilation appears to be the original work of an Andalusī
physician from Ilbīrah named Abū Muḥammad ʕabdullāh b. Aḥmad (from
now on Alɂilbīrī). The author-compiler may have written some of these sec-
tions from scratch, but there is positive evidence that most of them were put
together from pre-existing texts with no other intervention than the choice of
passages and occasional synonymical substitution.
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Despite all efforts, there is no certainty as yet about the identificationof Alɂil-
bīrī nor, accordingly, about the date of compilation ofNatāʔiǧ. However cumu-
lative evidence gathered in the course of this research points with a high degree
of probability to the mid/late 10th century (see Part I Chapter 9).
I donot consider the critical edition of theArabic text (= Part II) a goal in itself

but rather a necessary basis on which to work and an instrument for other re-
searchers by which to develop their own interpretation of the text. Establishing
the text andmaking it available was, of course, an important task in the context
of this dissertation, but it was never itsmain goal. The original—and still largely
prevailing—aim of my research was rather to explore the transmission (and, if
possible, the ultimate traceable origins) of thematerials collected by the author
in the section on the specific properties of things (= Nat III according to a divi-
sion that shall be explained below in Part I Chapter 3). This inquiry was initially
conceived as a training in the methods of source criticism (more on this below
in the section on methodology) and as an examination of their applicability to
a tradition that has been often considered hopelessly confuse and blurry, and
the constitutive elements of which are thought to be transmitted in a chaotic
way. It was thus as a challenge that my study of Nat III begun and although I
hope to have shed a little light on the matter, the challenge is still there and the
research is by no means over.
By a simple calculation of proportions the reader can judge from Chapter 4

in Part III that the analysis of the materials has outgrown all reasonable dimen-
sions with regard to the expectations of a thesis. While the extension of such
a full-blown study would not have been unprecedented, submitting the entire
text for evaluationwas certainlynot advisableunder the current circumstances—
and I am afraid that the alternative draft presented here has not greatly allevi-
ated the readers’ task in this regard. Besides, any study of a mostly unexplored
text requires, of course, a proper introduction of the material witnesses and a
cursory survey of the contents, as well as at least a brief reference to its author
and to its temporal and cultural context. In the case of a book like Natāʔiǧ that
introduction necessitated some elaboration and it eventually gave rise to the
current Part I.
A hard (and admittedly arguable) decision wasmade only too recently to ex-

cerpt the original study and to transform it into a representative sample of the
application of source criticism to thematerials under scrutiny (this is Chapter 4
within Part III).1 As a necessary complement, I include an analysis of the imme-

1 It is somewhat ironic (and also quite telling of the prehistory of this dissertation) that the true
core and beating heart of my research should have been relegated to the status of a closing
chapter of the last section of this final draft.
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diate genetic origins ofNat III (= Part III Chapter 1) and a compact discussion of
the concept itself of ‘specific property’ (Chapter 2) as well as some remarks on a
few outstanding figures from the corpus of authorities reflected in the transmis-
sion (Chapter 3). The resulting draft is overall sketchy and the shortcomings of
the abridgement are only too noticeable, but the submission of the text cannot
be delayed any longer.
Being epistemically omnicurious and naturally digressive, I give some atten-

tion throughout this dissertation to all sorts of incidental, tangential, and even
only remotely related matters. Although it cannot be actually defined as a col-
lateral goal of this research, discussion of terminology, etymology, and even
botanical identification is pervasive (but never a priority) in the text, and these
sporadical notes may be of some interest not only for the history of Islamicate
medicine. A conscious effort has been made, however, to sift the information
and to separate primary data (on the body of the text) from complementary
and tangential details (consigned to the footnotes), but the criteria for discrim-
ination are always subjective and therefore arguable. Whenever a digression is
considered to be disruptive by normal standards, I extract it from its original
locus and append it as an excursus at the end of the corresponding chapter,
alongside tables and other complementary data.
Explicit argumentation and even verbosity are a noticeable feature of the

style deployed in this text, and while the reader is not necessarily required to
know any Syriac or medicine to understand the exposition, a modicum of pa-
tience is admittedly needed to go through it from beginning to end.

1.2 Methodology and instructions for use

My overall approach to Natāʔiǧ and to its contents is mainly philological and
historico-critical in nature. On the side of textual criticism, due emphasis has
been given to codicology, palaeography, and linguistic matters, not only with
respect to the establishment of the text itself but also regarding any other writ-
ten passages adduced in the course of the research—in the hope that any detail
might throw some light on obscure loci and at the cost of being sometimes ex-
ceedingly punctilious or over-explanatory to (apparently) little profit.
As for source criticism, it is kept to a bearable minimum in Part I then to be-

come the chief focus of Part III, most particularly in Chapter 4, which is indeed
an implementationof themethods ofQuellenkritik orQuellenforschung (in their
modern sense) at a microscopic level.
On the other hand, this text-centred approach does not completely preclude

occasional references to realiaor to the actual practices presumably reflectedby
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the text, but Imust be emphatic that no attempt at all has beenmade to explore
the interface with ethnomedicine, nor to combine the information provided by
Natāʔiǧ (or by any other text) with contemporary knowledge of ethnobotany,
ethnozoology, or ethnomineralogy. More particularly, I have avoided on princi-
ple any temptation to check—let alone justify or validate—the actual accuracy
and efficacy of the doctrines and remedies transmitted in the corpus.1 In other
words: this is essentially an inquiry into the transmission of pieces of medical
and paramedical bookish lore, qua written artefacts, in the Helleno-Islamicate
tradition, not an investigation on the practice of the medical art in Andalus or
elsewhere.2
The text that I submit here is not exclusively addressed to the initiated and

I have often resorted to a liberal dose of propaedeutic exposition, but some de-
gree of familiarity with Arabic and with the Helleno-Islamicate medical tradi-
tion is expected from the reader of these pages. In like manner, previous ac-
quaintance with themethods of textual criticism should greatly help the reader
to navigate this dissertation. However, although the analysis of the texts may
occasionally lead to the discussion of nosonomical or biological identification
nowhere shall I engage in medical definitions, nor shall I delve into the details
of botanical or mineralogical taxonomy.

1 Aparadigmatic example of this strategy of resorting to contemporary science to vindicate ame-
diaeval text is, for instance, a monograph conceived as “an attempt to explain the rational ba-
sis of Anglo-Saxon medicine in the light of modern physiology and pharmacology” (Cameron
1993: ix), which yielded rathermixed results andwas likewise diversely received (cf.Mory 1994;
Voigts 1995; Riddle 1997; Schalick 1997). The predominance of this sort of “medical verifica-
tion” since the nineteenth century is not surprising given the unrivalled protagonism of physi-
cians doubling as historians and often also as editors and translators in the field. It is indeed
mostly from the medical quarters that a remarkable number of papers of the most disparate
quality are published which tackle such questions. Islamicate medicine is not an exception
to this trend (with a particular vogue concerning Unani and Ottoman medicine) and remarks
on the therapeutic effectiveness (or lack thereof) of such and such drug sporadically insinuate
themselves even into the commentaries on classical medical Islamicate texts.

2 Something shall be said in this dissertation about the pervasive misconstruction of practically
every written line from a medical text as a reflection of actual practice. Needless to say, my
criticism of certain aspects of the medicine-centred method (most particularly the tendency
to anachronistic interpretation) andmychoice of a text-centred approach shouldnot beunder-
stood as a dismissal of one of the pillars of the history of medicine and allied sciences (within
which this study is, after all, framed) but rather as a self-imposed limitation in the scope of the
present research.
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Referencing style and bibliography

All titles of books, whether edited or extant only in manuscript transmission,
are cited in transliteration (for the system used for Arabic in this study, see be-
low) and in abridged form. Readers are encouraged to consult the list of primary
literature in the Bibliography first and then proceed to the text itself. For titles
in theHippocratic and theGalenic collections the standard abbreviations of the
Thesaurus Linguae Graecae and the Liddell‒Scott Lexicon are used. An obvi-
ous exception to this norm are such texts as have no original title and arewidely
referred to in secondary literature by conventional labels, eg “the Syriac Book of
medicines” or “the Syriac BNG” (= Buch der Naturgegenstände).
Occasionally and according to a criterion of contextual relevance, the full

unabridged title and even its original form (Greek, Hebrew, alifatic Arabic) may
be provided, especially for its first mention. For practical reasons, I frequently
resort to further abbreviations (all of which are self-explanatory) in the foot-
notes, egDioscorides’Materiamedica is abridged asMat.med. and even asMM
(the latter particularly in unbroken series of mentions). Wherever I have found
it pertinent and the context allowed (once again especially in the footnotes), I
have further abridged references to primary sources by omission of book sec-
tions (eg “Taṣrīf II 43015”, meaning volume II of the published facsimile).
For secondary literature, the style is “Loinaz 2023: 973” (which is, of course, a

fictional auto-reference to this thesis). As noted in the Bibliography, one single
second name has been provided except for those few cases in which a possible
ambiguity has recommended otherwise (eg García or Álvarez).1
In the case of lexicographical sources and in order to avoid a sterile prolifer-

ation of letters, the markers “s.v.” (= sub voce) and “s.r.” (= sub radice) have been
omittedwherever the lexical item is entered in thementioned dictionary under
the same form.
The Bibliography at the end of this dissertation is introduced by a brief note

explaining its underlying mechanics, but it may be worthmentioning here that
the list is a positive one (only those titles that have been cited in the text are
registered).2 Titles (both primary sources and secondary literature) that I have
not accessed directly are regularly marked as “[n.v.]” (= non vidi) in the text and
1 Incidentally, referring to García Sánchez is necessary to help the reader find the item in the
Bibliography but the combination Carabaza and García 2009 makes a double-name refer-
ence unnecessary. Other instances of possible ambiguity are resolved in the same way.

2 An honest caveat: given the particular circumstances under which the final compilation of this
text has been conducted and especially as a consequence of the drastic reworking of the origi-
nal draft, there might be some title that either is cited in the text but not recorded in the Bib-
liography or vice versa. I would like to stress that if that were the case, it is not an intentional
practice and that such mistakes shall be duly emended.
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with an asterisk (*) in the Bibliography.
I should add, on a personal note, that limitations in the availability of many

items (both primary and secondary) have had negative repercussion inmy ana-
lysis. On the other hand, I have not felt compelled to provide lengthy strings
of references for the most basic information only to show that I can read. For
biobibliographical data I regularly record the latest or themost completeupdate
available tome, and readers shall find there all references to previous literature.

Transliteration of Arabic

The transliteration system applied throughout this dissertation is admittedly
idiosyncratic, but a balance has been sought betweenmy preferred criteria and
common practice. As far as the individual graphemes are concerned, I only de-
viate from the international standard in the case of ع /ʕ/, ظ /ḍ̱/, and the repre-
sentation of the glottal stop /ʔ/. I claim no originality, of course, andmy current
preferences are large and by inspired by the late Prof. Corriente’s recommen-
dations and by the fact that any transliteration ought to be not only unequivocal
and clear (thence /ʔ/ and /ʕ/ rather than /’/ and /‘/, respectively) but it should
also reflect the acrolectal norm (ie Fuṣḥā Arabic) whenever that is the register
used in the texts under examination.
The glottal stop is consistently represented (as /ʔ/) except in absolute initial

position, in which there is no possible ambiguity. Dispensing with the graphic
representation of the hamz in that context further allows to preserve a more
familiar form of proper names. Transliterating أحمد as ʔaḥmad may be phono-
logically correct but it is also impractical and, after all, the same pronunciation
obtains regardless of the spelling (unlike in the case of /ʕ/). Let it be noted that
no artificial separation of the article has been implemented and that the assim-
ilation of /l/ is systematically reflected in the transliteration: «annūr», “Arrāzī”.
Overall the norms of the so-called Classical Arabic have been adhered to,

particularly with regard to the waṣl and to the rules of waqf. I transcribe «fī
ṭṭibb» (not «fī al-ṭibb», «fī ’l-ṭibb», or «fī l-ṭibb»), also «mina lmadīnah», «ǧalasati
lmarʔah», «ʕišrūna dirhamā», etc.1 A general exception has been made (exclu-
sively for ease of readability) to the norms of waqf in the following cases: the
-a of third-person singular masculine perfective forms of verbs is not dropped
in order to avoid ambiguity (kataba, not katab, even in final position), and by
the same token the final vowel of second-person singular pronouns (-ka and -ki)
1 On a side note, for the sake of clarity (and also for aesthetic reasons) French guillemets («»)
have been preferred over standard quotationmarks (“”) in the case of words or passages quoted
in transliteration and also in non-Latin writing systems.
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is also retained. For the third-person singular masculine enclitic pronoun, -hu
shall be found both after long syllables and in a close syllable, -hū in all other
positions (the same applies, of course, to the harmonic variant -hi/-hī).

Missing index

An explicit apology is in order for not having provided an index (in fact, a se-
ries of indexes) for this text. I am aware that such an instrument would bemost
useful to find one’s way through a lengthy dissertation like this. Needless to say,
a full battery of indexes (thematic, onomastic, and language-specific) shall be
prepared for a future version of this study if it is to see the light in some form, but
given that the present text is to be made available in digital form and that not-
so-modern technology allows to search for any given word in a PDF, I have sac-
rificed this traditional (and, I insist, reasonable) element until more favourable
circumstances arise.

1.3 Ideological issues

On a quite different note,my interest in and appraisal ofNatāʔiǧ has never been
inspired by partisan feelings of any kind. Unwilling to feign ideological apathy
and with full awareness of an unwholesome socio-cultural context of escalat-
ing Chauvinism and Islamophobia, I have deliberately cancelled any expres-
sion that might fuel appropriationistic revisionism or invisibilisation while at
the same time considering Andalusī traditions, with all their specific traits, as
European traditions—in the most strictly geographical and historical sense of
‘European’, which is after all the only non-fictional one.1
At the formal level and in order to avoid any ambiguousness, in this study

the words ‘west’ and ‘east’ are systematically written in lower case and have in-
variably a geographical meaning. Furthermore and against common practice
in academic writing, Andalusī place names and the corresponding gentilics or
demonyms are given in transliteration (but not in italics), eg Qurṭubah and
1 Theprolonged obliteration ofArabic culture from the literary history ofmediaeval Europe even
in the formofmere influences is partiallymirrored in the context of the epistemic traditions by
an alterisation of Andalus as non-European (and even “oriental”). According to this ideologi-
cal (and ahistorical) definition of Europeanness, themedical traditions of Anglo-Saxon Britain
and of Andaluswould be classified differently despite their sharing an essential Graeco-Roman
foundation and their being conveyed in two languages that had at some point arrived from the
east. It is only insidious and blind Chauvinism that would make of the Christian physicians
mentioned by Ibn Ǧulǧul representatives of so-called European medicine whereas Ibn Al-
hayṯam and Alɂilbīrī would be practitioners of a medicine imported from the east—as if all
bookish medicine had not been imported into Iberia from the east.
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Qurṭubī (not Cordova andCordovese), Išbīliyah and Išbīlī (not Seville and Sevil-
lian), although the same toponyms may be mentioned in Latin (Corduba, His-
palis) or in English in a different chronological context.
At the contentual level and following the same guideline, witnesses from the

Latin and even vernacular Christianate European corpus have been occasion-
ally adduced in order to better illustrate the extent of a shared legacy—one that
for want of a better name shall be labelled here ‘Helleno-Islamicate’ and which
can be described as “diversity in unity”.1
I must confess, however, that have not been bold enough to adhere always to

my own criteria and that I am liable to legitimate criticism for the conventional
use of ‘Indian’ and ‘Chinese’ instead of the historically more accurate (but per-
haps still less readable) Hindī or Ṣīnī, to give just two examples of deeply prob-
lematic terminology.
Moreover, I have also failed to reflect my own stand with regard to indivi-

dual self-identification and I have given in to the currently prevailing practice
of referring to scholars in a gender-marked way. During the last revision of the
text I tried to substitute ‘they’ (and ‘them’, ‘their’) for the original ‘he’ and ‘she’ in
the case of secondary literature, but the level of ambiguity producedby this style
was simply unbearable. Hopefully I shall find some solution for this problem in
the near future. In all other cases (except, of course, in the translation of original
texts inwhich a gender is explicitlymarked) I have resorted to ‘they’ and, let it be
noted, to ‘it’ (occasionally ‘It’ to avoid ambiguity) in the case of god (Abrahamic
or otherwise).

1 Nothing of this is new, of course, and the existence of this shared legacy is not only almost
universally acknowledged by the Academia but also held as one of the tenets of contempo-
rary history of science and technology. Nevertheless, this received belief has never translated
into an actual integration of all legatees into one single general picture. Beyond rhetorics and
shallow manifestations of political correctness, much of the current scholarly discourse bears
still the traces of another very different legacy, one of constructed dichotomies (West/East, Eu-
rope/Islam) andmore or less explicit sectarianism. As for the label proposed here, it may have
at least the merit of being less prone to nationalistic interpretation and also more inclusive
than the time-honouredGraeco-Arabic, particularly as far as the second element is concerned.
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The manuscript tradition

Two different sets of texts reflecting more or less extensively the primitive con-
tents of Natāʔiǧ are transmitted in two manuscripts of eastern origin which
are nowadays held at the National Library in Paris (manuscript P) and at the
Ḍ̱āhiriyyah Library in Damascus (manuscript D).2 These two texts differ notice-
ably in length, P being by far themore complete one—or rather the less incom-
plete, for it shows several lacunae and a number of epigraphs and even whole
chapters are missing from it. Despite being much shorter, the form of Natāʔiǧ
transmitted in D cannot however be considered an abridgement (the segments
shared by both manuscripts are textually identical) but ought to be seen rather
as an excerpt or a partial copy in which most of the sections are only vestigially
represented. Furthermore, the text of Natāʔiǧ in manuscript D includes a few
materials that are not to be found in P and some which seem to stem from the
original compilation.
Some attention is given in this chapter to the codicological and contentual

description of these two witnesses.3 The first reason for doing so is general and
2 A remark inḤannūn and Ṣabbāġ 2007: 13‒14would seem to imply that therewas amanuscript
in Sāmī Ḥaddād’s private library containing not only Mufarriḥu nnafs, but also a copy of
Natāʔiǧ and several other chapters on medicine. However, the description of that manuscript,
which is said to have been copied in 1354/1935‒1936 byMuḥammadRiḍā,matches exactly that
of an item currently in London, Wellcome Library ms WMS Arabic Haddad 430, which only
transmitsMufarriḥu nnafs and there is no evidence at all that it ever contained any other text
(cf. Serikoff 2005: 197‒200 and a digital reproduction available at http://wamcp.bibalex.org/).
Nowhere else is anymention of a third copy ofNatāʔiǧ to be found and I therefore assume that
P and D are the only extant copies of the text—although “[w]asmag sich alles hinter der oft zu
lesenden lakonischen Bemerkung Kitāb fī ṭ-ṭibb „ein Buchmedizinischen Inhaltes‟ verbergen!”
(Ullmann 1970: 5).

3 The description is not, however, exhaustive in what concerns codicology and particularly

http://wamcp.bibalex.org/
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programmatic: the analysis of themanuscripts used for any given edition can—
and should—nowadays profit greatly from the recent development of Islami-
cate codicological studies (Arabic and otherwise). Even if the primary concern
of historians of science is certainly the texts, these cannot possibly be fully un-
derstood in their social and historical dimensionswithout approaching also the
manuscripts in which they were transmitted across space and time and which
are, after all, “evidence of a text’s historical and cultural afterlife”.1
The second reason is particular and pragmatic: when confronted to a text

like Natāʔiǧ that in its extant form presents itself as virtually anonymous and
achronous,2 any information that can be retrieved from codicological evidence
should be more than welcome. Moreover, formal analysis of the manuscripts
can help to assess how much of the primitive text may be missing from a la-
cuna (as in the case of the one that affects Nat I.3.1 in manuscript P) and may
also shed some light on the history of its early transmission (collationmarks on
manuscript D are proof that there was at least a third copy of Natāʔiǧ in circu-
lation in the 12th c.) as well as on its reception.

palaeography, as the research conducted in this dissertation is basically textocentric. A full and
definitive description of bothmanuscripts (based on autopsy in the case of P and on inspection
of the whole codex for D) as artefactsmust be deferred to some other occasion. On an inciden-
tal note, ‘codicology’ is used here in a quite conventional and comprehensive sense without
delving into methodological details (for a convenient survey of the evolution of the concept of
codicology and the different methodological approaches involved, cf. del Barco 2017).

1 Tarrant 2016: 24. A few glimpses into the apparently limited afterlife ofNatāʔiǧ can be gained,
indeed, from some marginal annotations added to both D and P by their respective readers.

2 Here and elsewhere I use ‘achronous’ as a hyponym of ‘undated’ to qualify any text the date
of composition of which is not only unknown but also currently impossible to establish even
approximately. In this specific sense the word is unrelated, other than etymologically, to ‘nar-
rative achrony’ as defined in literary criticism (ie independence from chronology or temporal
autonomy as an authorial strategy, cf. Genette 1980: 79‒85) although it certainly shares the
essential reference to a “dateless and ageless” text/event.
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2.1 The Paris manuscript

2.1.1 Location and shelf mark

The manuscript that provides the basic text for the critical edition and which
shall henceforth be referred simply as P is Paris, BnF ms Arabe 2961 (= Ancien
fonds 1068). It is a single-text codicological unit containing exclusively the text
of Natāʔiǧ.1
A note by the Aleppine Maronite priest Joseph Ascari dated 1733 precedes

the title page:

Hic liber manuscriptus arabicus Illationes mentales inscribitur, Auctore
Maometho Abiabdalla medico cognomento Alacbari. Continet hic liber
demonstrationes philosophicas, et canones medicinales, temperamen-
torum corporis humani cognitionem et utilitatem. Fit quoque hic men-
tio de qualibet morborum specie que in unoquoque humano membro
euenire potest, et cuilibet morbo adiacet suum remedium. Absoluta fuit
huius libri scripturadieMercurii uigesimaoctauamensisZilchedaeanno
Egyrae 612.

2.1.2 Title

The title of the text is inscribed on a separate page on fol. 1r, with partial vocal-
isation and two ornamental florets at the end of the title and at the bottom of
the page (see Figure 2.1). The inscription reads thus in normalised spelling:

النتائج كتاب
إلى الوصول في العقليـّة

الطبـّيـّة والقوانين الفلسفـيـّة المناهج
البشریـّة الأعضاء أمزاج ومعرفة
الاحقة الأمراض وذكر ومنافعها

ذلك وعلاج عضو بكلّ

1 The first catalogue reference to the manuscript is provided by de Villefroy, who under
no. 1068 reports that the codex had been recently brought from Constantinople and registers
in abridged manner the title (Illationes mentales, following Ascari’s note), the author (whose
nisbah he misspells as Alubari), the contents, and the Hiǧrī date of the copy (cf. de Villefroy
1739: 214). In a more complete description of the manuscript de Slane suggests reading the
nisbah as relating to the Andalusī city of Ilbīrah and he also identifies the main thematic units
of Natāʔiǧ (cf. de Slane 1895: 529). The author and the text are summarily recorded in Vajda’s
Index too (cf. Vajda 1953: 140, 522).
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The misspelling «الاحقة» (for (*«اللاحقة» on the title is probably significant, as
it is shared with manuscript D. The same title is seen again in the explicit on
fol. *130v 1‒4, now with a correct spelling for the word in question:1

العقلیّة النتائج كتاب نجز
والقوانين الفلسفيةّ المناهج إلى الوصول في

ومنافعها البشریـّة الأعضاء أمزاج ومعرفة الطبّیّة
ذلك وعلاج عضو بكلّ اللاّحقة الأمراض وذكر

2.1.3 Authorship

The name of the author is mentioned for the first time beneath the title on the
front page in a subscription that can be normalised as:

علیه الله رحمة كبيريّ الأ الطبيب أحمد بن محمدّ الله عبد أبي الشـیخ تالٔیف

.p ىْ ْ كْى الا كبيريّ] الأ

The enigmatic nisbah (which has actually been “reconstructed” by a later
hand, as the folio bears the signs of restoration) is clarified by two additional
mentions of the name of the author on fol. 22v 8‒9 (= a) and then in the explicit
on fol. *130v 5‒6 (= b). In both instances a different version of the filionymic and
the first name is provide, as well as the correct form of the gentilic:2

الله رحمه الإلبيريّ الطبيب أحمد بن الله عبد محمدّ أبو قال a

علیه الله رحمة الإلبيريّ الطبيب أحمد بن الله عبد محمدّ أبي الشـیخ تالٔیف b
مبرهن الطبّ في

According toP, therefore, the text ofNatāʔiǧwouldbe theworkof AbūMuḥam-
mad ʕabdullāh b. Aḥmad, who worked as a physician in Ilbīrah, the capital of
the homonymous kūrah in Central Andalus.

1 An asterisk before the number of a folio (as here in fol. *130v) indicates that it is found only
in the younger foliation (see below for the details on the double foliation of P). For ease of
presentation all references to P in this General Introduction follow (unless stated otherwise)
the younger numeration of folios.

2 The fairly common misreading of ل as ك needs no special comment but it is worth noting that
the same mistake affects also the toponym Šulayr, which on P 5v 2 is copied as «شُكَيرْ» yet it is
otherwise perfectly vocalised.
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Figure 2.1: Title page of manuscript P (Paris, BnF ms Arabe 2961).



16 The Paris manuscript

Figure 2.2: Paris manuscript fol. 3r.
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Figure 2.3: Paris manuscript fol. 3v.
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Figure 2.4: Paris manuscript fol. 3v.
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2.1.4 Date

The copy is dated “Tuesday 24 ofḎulqaʕdah, year 612” of theHiǧrī calendar (that
is March 1216 ce) according to the scribal colophon on fol. *130r 13, which is
writtenwith a rather hurriedhandandwherenomentionof the copyist ismade:

و ومنهّ الله بحمد الكتاب نجز
الرابع الثلٰثاء فراغه ووافق وعونه توفيقه حسن

العالمين ربّ والحمد وسـتماّئة، عشرة اثنتي سـنة القعدة ذي من والعشرين
وسلمّ والٓه محمدّ على الله وصلىّ

There is, however, a second colophon on fol. *130v (see Figure 2.4) that does
not only repeat the title and the authorship as seen above but also provides a
new date “Wednesday 28 of Ḏulqaʕdah, year 612”, following a ṭawīl verse:1

الاَۡٔصَابِع فرُُوجُ خَانـَتۡهُ المَۡاءِ علىََ قاَبِضٍ مِثلَۡ يكَُنۡ نیَۡا الدُّ یاَمَٔۡنِ وَمَنۡ
من والعشرين الثامن الأربعاء یوم نسخه من الفراغ وكان

وسـتماّئة عشرة اثنتي سـنة القعدة ذي

Leaving aside the obvious disagreement between the two passages as to the
exact day2 and despite the fact that the first colophon uses naǧazawithout any
reference to copying (which coincides formally with what seems to be the orig-
inal colophon of Natāʔiǧ as transmitted on fol. *130v 1‒6) both dates must refer
to the copy of the manuscript and not to its authorial compilation.

1 The verse is transmitted without ascription by Ibn Bassām inḎaḫīrah III 15414 and themodern
editor of that text, namely Iḥsān ʕabbās, locates its origin in Maǧnūn’s dīwān, where it has a
different opening hemistich. An exhaustive concordance of attestations for this verse (which is
partially ascribed toAbūNuwās) is providedbyWagner 2008: 139 no. 313,who further suggests
that onemight consider its three parallel transmissions as actually three different verses rather
than as three variants of one original verse.

2 Either «الرابع» should be emended as «السابع» in the first date, or «الثامن» in the second one ought
to be read as ,«الخامس» both options being equally plausible on palaeographical grounds.
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2.1.5 Owners

According to Vajda’s notes, the manuscript had at least one Jewish owner be-
fore passing into the hands of Abū Bakr b. Rustum Aššarwānī, whose seal he
affirms to be found onmanymanuscripts acquired in Constantinople in the be-
ginning of the 18th c.1 The latter’s ownership mark can be read indeed on fol. 1r
on the upper-right side just above the title of the book:

حييّ
الله

رسـتم بن بكر أبي كتب من
الشروانيّ

The stamp of the Royal Library (Bibliotheca Regia) can also be seen at the
beginning and the end of the manuscript on fols. 1r and *130v.

2.1.6 Codex structure and page layout

P is a codex on paper consisting of 130 folios, 21 cm long and 13.5 cm wide.2
No information is available on the origin of the paper,3 nor could any details
be ascertained with regard to the binding beyond the evident fact that it is not
original, since trimming has affectedmost noticeably the title page on fol. 1r and
the uppermost edge of fol. 1v, also the ending of a few words (eg on fol. 16r 11)
and some of themarginal corrections (as on fols. 13v, 16v, 19v), as well as the two
squares copied by some reader on the left margin of fol. 12r, and likewise the
recipe added on the right margin of fol. 59v.
1 This information is available in the dossier Notices de manuscrits arabes rédigées par Georges
Vajda. Notices des manuscrits Arabe 2760 à 3184, chemise 5, pages 60‒61, available online at
http://archivesetmanuscrits.bnf.fr/ark:/12148/cc12924f/ca152 [last accessed on 26 Sept, 2023].
Aššarwānī’s ex libris is found, for instance, on the right margin of the title page of BnF ms
Arabe 2442 (=Ancien Fonds 982) containing a part of IbnAṭṭiqṭaqā’s historical compendium,
and also on the upper-right corner of the title page of Istanbul, Ayasofya University Library ms
6375 transmitting Almaǧūsī’s Kāmil (cf. the first page of the facsimile published by Sezgin).
That our manuscript was for a while in the possession of a Jewish reader, on the other hand,
was certainly inferred from a damaged inscription on fol. 1r of which only the initial letters can
be intuited ט—») ,(?«אל and also from amarginal note in Hebrew characters on fol. 11r 7 .«אלגנדל»

2 Since I could not inspect the manuscript in situ, these codicological data are borrowed from
the descriptions made by de Slane 1895: 529 and García 1995: 192‒193.

3 The manuscript predates the Italian introduction of watermarks (from 1264 onwards) and
none of the techniques for the descriptive analysis of non-watermarked paper (for which
cf. Déroche 1991: 52‒56) can be implemented on a digital reproduction.

http://archivesetmanuscrits.bnf.fr/ark:/12148/cc12924f/ca152
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The state of the codex is for the most part good apart from some stains and
sporadic blots and holes, with the noticeable exception of fols. 1‒6, which show
heavily worn edges. The words on the title page have been grossly manipulated
(actually tampered with) by a latter hand (see Figure 2.1).

Foliation
Most folios show a double numbering on the top left-hand corner of every recto:
to the older Arabic one a later (probably French) numeration has been added.
The original order of the folios is retained in the older foliation, which is how-
ever defective as it skips two folios (fols. *17 and *101 are left unnumbered) and
also jumps from ٤٠ to ٤٢. The younger foliation, in turn, reflects the current rear-
rangement of the manuscript, during which a few alterations were introduced
at the beginning of the codex. The correct sequence is: fols. *1, 2‒5, *17, 6‒8,
11‒16, 9‒10, 18‒*130.
Given that the two foliations diverge and converge back at several points, in

the edition of the Arabic text the original numbering has been kept throughout
and the younger one has been provided, of course, when the original one is not
available.
The foliomarked as 17 in the new foliation (it bears no number in the original

Arabic one) is not only misplaced but it also shares the almost-full vocalisation
and the noticeably smaller and more elegant script of fols. 1‒5, with which it
forms a primitive unity.1 In fact, from fol. 6r onwards the text is copied in a quite
different style, vocalisation becoming now testimonial (although not altogether
inexistent). There is, thus, a clear stylistic boundary between fols. 1‒5+*17 and
the rest of the manuscript that cannot simply be reduced to the work of two
different hands.2 Moreover, the epigraph On flemingia at the end of fol. *17v is
truncated and the rubric «البلسان» on fol. 6r lacks the markerعلى القول that invari-
ably introduces every lemma, which shows quite unequivocally that some no
longer extant items must have been included in between.3

1 It should follow fol. 5, since the epigraphs on asafoetida, tincar, rhubarb, algalia, saffron, and
flemingia (FlemingiagrahamianaWight&Arn.) donot belong in the discourse onminerals but
rather in the same series that ends with aloes on fol. 5v. The non-original catchword «البلسان»
on fol. 5v must, therefore, postdate the rearrangement of the folios (see the next paragraph for
a provisional interpretation of the several layers of catchwords present in the manuscript).

2 Itwas probably thismanifest differencebetween fols. 1‒5 and the rest of the text that persuaded
García that at least two different hands had taken part in the copy. While this hypothesis is
perfectly legitimate and perhaps also correct, the difference is better described as a quite radi-
cal change in design. As for the inference that the scribes “no tenían muchos conocimientos
del tema, ya que son frecuentes los errores en la escritura de términos técnicos” (García 1995:
193), it may go beyond what a careful reading of the text warrants.

3 Of all the lacunas that affect the extant text of Natāʔiǧ this is the only one for which a direct
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Quire structure

Multiples of tenare systematically overlined in theolder foliationof themanuscript
(eg ١٠, ٢٠, ١٢٠, etc.), which might be interpreted as a sort of quinion signature,1
but amuch better indication in this respect is provided, apparently, by the pres-
ence of an older layer of catchwords that predates the modern reconstruction
of the codex. Catchwords (consisting of one or two words) are in fact noted in
most versos2 and while most of them are unmistakably late,3 a few probably
date back to the original binding of the codex. This older series is quite easily
distinguished both palaeographically (it is remarkably close to the hand of the
scribe) andwith regard to the position of the catchword at the bottompage (it is
characteristically far from the inner margin, occasionally almost centred as on
fol. ٢٦). Its distribution every then folios would likewise suggest that the codex
may have originally consisted of quinions.4
Now, on the upper left margin of fol. ٧/7 the remains of a signature for the

second gathering («ثانـ») can still be seen. Given that fol. 7 cannot possibly have
been the seventh folio in the original form of the manuscript (at the very least
fol. *17 must have preceded it) and if a homogeneous collation is presumed for
thewhole codex, the textmissingbetweenOn flemingia andOnbalsamoilmight
amount to two folios. Scrutiny of the digital reproduction of the manuscript
does not allow, however, for any definitive conclusions.5 There are, neverthe-

material cause can be identified (namely the loss of at least one singleton or a bifolium).
1 Quinions or quinternions (ie sets of five bifolia) are the most common quire in the Islamicate
world (cf. Déroche 2005: 84‒89, Gacek 2009: 210‒213) and overlined quire signatures are well
attested in the manuscript tradition (cf. Gacek 2009: 215 for an example of such a notation),
but I have found no reference to quires being signalled in the foliation.

2 Pace García 1995: 193, who affirms that the manuscript “no incluye reclamos”. Incidentally,
if some of these signs proved to be actually by the copyist (or at least contemporary to the
copy) as the hand would suggest, it is worth noting that catchwords are only exceptionally
attested before the 12th c. and that they became only relatively frequent by the second half of
the thirteenth century (cf. Déroche 2005: 99).

3 The lower calligraphic quality of some of themwould seem to point to a hand not altogether fa-
miliar with alifatic writing, but their outlook is admittedly reminiscent of the text of the recipe
added at the end of the manuscript on fol. 130v. These “non-original” catchwords should prob-
ably be ascribed to more than one hand, cf. particularly those on fols. ٨, ١٠, ١٦, ٢٣, ٢٤, ٢٥; then
those on fols. ١, ١١, ١٥.

4 This distribution of the catchwords is sure from fol. ٢٦ onwards: ٣٦, then ٤٧ (because the nu-
meration jumps from ٤٠ to ٤٢ as seen above), ٥٧, ٦٧, ٧٧, ٨٧, ٩٧, then ١٠٦ (since *101 has no older
number), ١١٦, ١٢٦.

5 Some bifolia are easily distinguished (eg 32v‒33r, 52v‒53r, 62v‒63r, 72v‒73v, 82v‒83r) and their
distribution, again, seems to point towards a quinion-based structure, but then *17r appears to
be a singleton (thence itsmisplacement),whichmight be an indicator of amoreheterogeneous
composition. There is little to gain, however, from such an exercise of speculation—verging on
semi-divinatory guessing—anda soundassessmentof the collationof P is better left for a future
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less, two loci at which the presence of an old catchword provides additional
confirmation (together with the older foliation) that an alteration of the origi-
nal order of the folios has happened, probably when the codex was rearranged
and rebound in Paris. Thus on fol. 8v «معدنى» announces not fol. ١٥/9 but fol. ٩/11,
and on fol. 16/١٤v «الاخلاط» corresponds to the incipit of fol. ١٥/9.

Page layout
The text is copied in a clear andabundantly pointedeasternnasḫ scriptwithone
single black ink,1 rubrication being implemented through a thicker and slightly
larger style of writing. Pages contain between 14 and 17 lines for the most part,
with a tendency towards slightly more packed pages in the final folios of the
manuscript, where a maximum of 19 lines per page is reached on fols. 108r and
109r‒109v, for example.2
Text justification is large and by systematic and overall successful.3 It is never

achieved by resorting to line-fillers or bouts-de-ligne and only exceptionally by
elongation (which is relatively frequent only in the case of rubrics), the most
usual strategy to deal with over-long lines being rather superscription beyond
the text-block only on the rectos.4

in situ analysis of the manuscript.
1 Cf. García 1995: 193.
2 Despite the aforementioned strong difference in style between fols. 1‒5+*17 and the rest of the
manuscript, there is no divergence in the number of lines at the breaking point: fol. 6 contains
14 lines in both the recto and the verso just like the preceding folios.

3 Even at its worst (especially towards the end of the manuscript) lines never show a genuine en
drapeau or en dent de scie unjustified distribution, although some pages may admittedly give
that impression (eg fols. 74v, 75v).

4 For an explanation of these terms and of the prevalence of such practices in the Arabic manu-
script tradition, cf. Gacek 2009: 146. Paradigmatic examples of a line continuing into the outer
marginwith the finalwordbeingpartially (and evenentirely)written in a slantedway are found
on fols. 2v 5, 4r 9, 23r 11, 27r 7, 28r 7, 29r 3, 31r 3, 32r 7|8, 33r 8, 45r 11, 50r 8, 51r 11, 54r 5, 56r 7, 58r
6, 60r 3|11, 66r 1, 77r 8, 82r 5, 100r 1|2, *101r 9, 102r 3, 112r 3, 116r 11, 117r 11, 118r 15, 122r 12, 127r 11,
129r 14. Slanted superscription is implemented only exceptionally on a verso (as at 77v 7), but
it is significantly abundant on the initial fols. 1v 12, 2v 5, 3v 3|13, 4v 8, and 5v 6|8. There are a few
instances of true superscription in which the word is actually written in the space between the
lines (eg fol. 128r 5|8|9) and sporadically one or two letters can also be superscripted even on a
verso (as at fols. 1v 8, 29v 5, 84v1, 104v 1, 123v 1|2|9, 124v 2, 125v 1). One single case of separation
of a part of the word (rejet dans la marge in the French-speaking tradition) is to be found, at
fol. 120r 4.
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Breaking a word between lines is, nevertheless, quite usual throughout the
text and the breaking may happen after any non-connector, including the con-
junction و‒ as for instance:

95r 2‒3 للبلغم من ڒض | العا للقولنج
103r 12‒13 للقرنفل قاق | ود
104v 5‒6 رومى فسـنتين | وا
106v 5‒6 عفڒان | وز هندي «سٝنبل
105v 16‒17 الاحشا ڒ | و والسٝدد

Anexceptional case of blank space separating the last letter of aword in order
to justify a line is found twice on fol. 10v 14|15.

Stop marks and textual boundaries

The manuscript shows quite a liberal use of various ornamental stop-marks.
They are especially frequent at the boundary of text units, most often at the
chapter andepigraph level but also separating smaller fragments andeven items
within an enumeration. An exhaustive analysis of themorphological variability
of these symbols and the exact contexts in which they appear lies beyond the
scope of this codicological description but an illustrative sample is provided
hereunder.1

— A floret-like symbol features conspicuously at the beginning of the text on
the title-page (twice: first separating the title and the authorial ascription, then
somewhat bigger after the raḥmalah) and afterwards in a slightly different but
still flowery form on fol. 3v 9 in a blank space that marks the boundary be-
tween On instruments and the first lemma of the untitled epigraph on simple
drugs (see Figures 2.1 and 2.3, respectively). Two additional instances are found
on fols. 5v 13 and *17v 12 within the same chapter at the end of the lemmata
On aloes and On saffron, after which it is never used again in the remainder of
the manuscript. In combination with nearly-full vocalisation and a finer calli-
graphic style the use of a floret like this suggests that copy of the manuscript
may have been originally projected with a more ambitious design than what
the final execution achieved.2

1 For a brief but fairly comprehensive survey of textual dividers and paragraphmarks in the Ara-
bic manuscript tradition, cf. Gacek 2009: 268‒269.

2 As the reader can judge from Figure 2.3, this symbol is relatively similar to the floret used as a
prostrationmark (saǧdah) in a Qurʔān dated 1001‒1101 ce and reproduced in Gacek 2009: 269.
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—Anothernoteworthy symbol isẎ (likewisewith somevariability as to its exact
shape), which has several different functions in P and is moreover, and perhaps
significantly, shared by D.1 In P it marks a not overtly strong pause (a sort of
semicolon) at fols. 27v 2|3|4|9|11 (see Figure 2.5 below), 28r 3, 30r 12, 33r 10, and
47v 3, and perhaps a stronger full-stop at fols. 28r 13, 28v 5, and 29r 6 (in all three
instances before ṯumm) and at fol. 54r 4, in all cases within the same epigraph.
A clearer function as a boundary mark may be seen at fol. 48v 5, where it

closes the brief introduction to Nat II.2 Therapeutics just before the first epi-
graphof that section, andalso at fols. 62r 9 and64v9betweendifferent epigraphs
within a chapter. It also signals the beginning of explicit quotations fromGalen
at fols. 51v 5 and51v 15 (both introducedby thewords «waḥakāǦālīnūsu lḥakīm»)
and then again at fol. 55r 11 («waqāla Ǧālīnūsu lḥakīm»). From then on it van-
ishes and is never used again. None of these functions is privative of this symbol
and they can all be taken over by the intihāʔ full-stop too.

Figure 2.5: P fol. 27v.

1 It may correspond to the “v-signs” in Gacek’s typology but unfortunately the items to which
that author refers for further illustration either do not include a graphic reproduction of the
manuscript in question (as in Gacek 1991: 134, no. 141) or show a symbol that bears no resem-
blance at all to the one inP (cf. Gacek 1984: 17, no. 19). Despite their similarity in shape, it should
not be assimilated with the exclusively ornamental sign ♈ added over the ب of the word كتاب
in the title page of P (see Figure 2.1).
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—Much better represented is the most usual full-stop ۵ that well deserves the
qualification of “favourite paragraph mark” in the Islamicate manuscript tra-
dition and was apparently generalised from its original function as a quintet-
marker in the Qurʔān.1 In P it takes most often the less simplified form of ۵with
a dot inside since the beginning (eg on fol. 3r‒3v) and quite regularly through-
out the text, yet the simple dotless version is also sporadically used (eg on fol.
14r 4 and especially on fols. 18r‒21v).
An evenmore stylish shape withھ) a well-marked descending stroke) is used

with relative frequency too (eg on fols. 9r 15, 33r 6, 36r 4, 46r 12|16, 48r 2, 51r 5). All
three variations of the ۵mark appear in free distribution and overall they signal
either full stopswithin an epigraph (as on fol. 3r) or the end of a قول (for instance
on fol. 14r 4), but never in a consistentway. Amore systematic use as a quotation
boundary marker can be noticed throughout the section Nat III Ḫawāṣṣ, as on
fol. 86r:

1 In accordance with its original numerical value ه) = 5). From there it would have entered ḥadīṯ
texts and it was eventually reinterpreted as an ending-mark (since both انتهـى and انتهاء contain
this consonant) and gained an extraordinary currency in the manuscript tradition down to
contemporary times (cf. Gacek 2009: 269‒270).
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Diacritics, vowel marks, and other signs

With some understandable exceptions the consonantal ductus is fairly gener-
ously pointed and there is no shortage of ihmāl-marks either.1 A specificmarker
for حـ in the formof a small underscripted حـ is quite frequent throughout the text,
whereas analogous markers for صـ and for ع are much rarer (and slightly more
usual in the rubrics than in the body of the text). On the bottom line of fol. 47r,
for instance, there is a remarkable accumulation of marks provided for the last
four words of the line:

The consonants /r/ and /s/ are on the contrary quite regularly marked as
ڒ and سٝ respectively, which paradoxically results in some ambiguous readings
and may even have mislead the copyist in a few cases.2
Vocalisation is almost complete on the opening folios 1v‒5v and also on the

misplaced folio *17, only to become an exceptional feature for the balance of
the manuscript, but no section of the text (and actually very few pages in the
manuscript) is totally devoid of vowelmarks. The vowel sign kasrah takes an in-
verted shape except when combinedwith hamzah or with tanwīn.3 In likeman-
ner, the šaddah and the ǧazm/sukūn are not uncommon in all kinds of contexts,
even when not strictly necessary.

1 These include on the one hand “exotic” drug names that the copyist may have found already
unpointed in his Vorlage, and on the other extreme of the spectrum the most common words
for which an Arabic-reading user never actually needed such graphic help. In the latter case
diacritical points could be dispensed with and the common scribal practice of omitting them
should be understood (rather than complained about) as an example of work efficiency. Even
the former, frustrating as theymay result, will always provide a better basis for speculation and
conjecture than a mere blank on the line.

2 An illustrative example of graphic uncertainty is the word مزّ ‘sour’, which oftentimes can be
only inferred from the context rather than actually “read”. As amatter of fact none of the possi-
ble spellings ,«مر» ,«مڒ» and «مز» should be editedwithout consideration of the actualmeaning
of the phrase, that is whether it is ‘sour’ or ‘bitter’ that makes sense in each case. Of the two
words مُزّ is without any doubt the one that fares worse in the manuscript tradition (where it is
mostly written as («مر» and unfortunately also in some modern editions.

3 Some vowel marks (particularly those with tanwīn) may have been added later by a different
hand (see for instance on fol. 128v).
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Different combinations of these symbols can be illustrated by the following
selection of words:

47r 2 المرّة 52r 1 دَبَّرْنا
47r 2 القىّ 79v 1 حلَّل
47r 5 طِ للتوسُّ من 97r 3 بَّب و
47r 6 وللنَّوْم 94r 12 واحدٍ كل من
96r 9 الصّبڒ 129v 9 ىخرُجَ حتى
47r 4 م الدَّ 127v 9 للعَْارض داع للصُّ

Marginalia

Despite being rather sparse, annotations on the margins of P are typologically
quite diverse. The most important ones from an editorial point of view are, of
course, emendations by the copyist himself. These are usually indicated by a
dash over the pertinent locus within the text and they are sometimes further
marked withصح superscripted to the marginal correction (eg on fols. 2r 1|14, 25r
6, 81r 8, 103v 11, 110v 14, 114v 12, and 118v 13).1 They may involve more than one
single word (examples of substantial corrections are found on fols. 13v 9, 17v 8,
57v 7, and 115v 1) to a maximum of five lines on fol. 19v 13. In some rare cases the
emendation is simplywritten above the locus (as for instance on fol. 16r 1, where
«العطر» has beenwritten above («الطبّ» or under it (as on fol. 25r 15: «منقادًا» under
.(«منفقا»
There are a few examples of scribal conjectures too,2 which are clearly distin-

guished by the word أظنهّ following the suggested emendation. See, for example,
the left margin of fol. 15r 9‒10, where the text is correctly interpreted as still
pertaining to the lemma on the magnet stone in spite of the wrong rubric; also
fol. 18v 8 أظنه» «المصري to المسرف» «الشب and fol. 65r 5 أظنه» «وكثيرا to 3.«وكزبره»
Whole recipes are copied on the right margin of fols. 59v and 65v, and also

on the left margin of fol. 81r. These are apparently by the copyist’s hand (or by
1 The dash is most often of the vectorial type (ie⌝ and⌜pointing towards the margin on which
the emendation is to be found) on fols. 2r 1|14, 16v 9, 25r 6, etc. (left margin); and on fols. 3v 2, 7v
9, 13v 9, 16v 6|12, 17v 8, 19v 13, etc. (right margin). It is only from fol. 37v 2|13 that non-vectorial
dashes begin to appear occasionally as emendation marks.

2 Cf. Gacek 2009: 80‒81.
3 Of the latter two the one on fol. 18v 8 may be a sensible trivialisation of a rather exceptional
name for a kind of vitriol (see the remark thereon in the survey of Nat I.3.2), while the cor-
rectness of the clerical suggestion on fol. 65r 5 is currently impossible to assess: the reading
“coriander” tallies perfectly with the preceding ingredients but “tragacanth” also makes sense
in view of the following “frankincense resin”. Further examples of scribal conjectures are found
on fols. 75v 19, 124v 17.
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a remarkably similar one at any rate), and the recipes on fols. 59v لضیق») صفة
(«النفس and 65v السفل») في للثقل («صفة would be actually thematically pertinent
if they had been originally included within their respective epigraphs in Nat
II.2 Therapeutics, whereas the one on fol. 81r القولنج») («صفة seems out of place
within a treatise like Nat III Ḫawāṣṣ that consists entirely on quotations.1
Amongst non-clerical marginalia, an additional recipe was copied by an un-

mistakably different hand on the right margin of fol. 124v, appended to the sec-
tion on collyria within Nat V Pharmacopoeia. The writing is rather hard to
decipher and the amount of each ingredient is expressed by a number accord-
ing to a standard format characteristic of later recipe literature. It was probably
the same hand that filled the right margin of fol. 125v with at least one (perhaps
two) recipes. Also at the very end of themanuscript, on fol. 130v under the date,
another late hand has added a recipe for a sief in very much the same format.
On the left margin of fol. 10r two budūḥ squares of order 3 were added some

timebefore themanuscriptwas trimmed. They arewrittenupside down relative
to the text, contain numbers rather than letters (the constant sum of the one on
the bottom is certainly 15, but the one on the top seems to be anomalous), and
bear no relation to the matter dealt with on the adjacent text (namely stones,
with no mention of engravings or any similar subject).2
An extra-textual basmalah has been added on the upper margin of fol. 57v.

There is also a Judaeo-Arabic transcription «אלגנדל» on the rightmargin of fol. 11r
7 corresponding to «الجندل» in the text, which may be ascribable to the Jewish
owner whose name is no longer extant on the inscription on fol. 1r (for which
see above).
On fol. 106r 2|17 the words «موخر» and «مقدم» have been added by the copyst

himself on the margin and indicate that the order of the two recipes has been
altered. A few similar cases of repentirs are found also in the text block, as on
fol. 122v 15, where «مایهّ» has been cancelled and then «ابریل» has been provided
with aصح mark in superscript. A peculiar case of correction is found on fol. 128v,
where the initial hyphenating criterion of the copyist has been altered by a later
hand so that the final words on 128v 4|6|8 do not break between lines.

1 All three recipes have been damaged by the trimming of the folios. With regard to the one on
fol. 65v, the abbreviation ش» «ح appended at the end of the recipemight perhaps provide some
clue as to its origin.

2 For squares being copied on the margins of manuscripts regardless of their actual contents,
cf. Gacek 2009: 150‒151.
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2.1.7 Palaeographic and linguistic features

As stated above, there is no place (in this case quite literally so) in a content-
centred research like this for a full-fledged analysis of themanuscript witnesses
with regard to their hand and spelling. Besides, neither of the copies is an auto-
graph and they do not even belong to the original linguistic context of thework,
therefore extreme caution is required lest scribal particularities should be pro-
jected onto the author. On the other hand, anyAndalusī particularities thatmay
have featured in the original text had very low chances of survival in its eastern
transmission, for they would have been more or less consciously “normalised”
by the copyists. The usual exception to this linguistic normalisation are, for ob-
vious reasons, lexemes that, being obscure to the scribes, must be copied (not
with a certain amount of guessing) as found.1
Some brief observations can be made, however, for an overall characterisa-

tion of P. First, the unit formed by the opening folios 1‒5 + *17 is by no means
to be taken as a representative sample of the spelling of the manuscript, as it is
almost completely (but not always correctly) vocalised. The fragment shows, in
fact, full taškīl, including a remarkable overrepresentation of the hamzah.2 This
feature, togetherwith the finer layout of the text in these folios, suggests that the
copy may have been initially conceived as higher-end product, and the abun-
dance and diversity of non-linguisticmarkers analysed abovewould strengthen
this impression. Afterwards, from fol. 6 onwards the text transmitted in P can
be considered quite regular in its general lack of signs for the hamz and for the
vowels, but nonetheless some consistent and grammatically pertinent spellings
indicate quite clearly that the copy is not yet at the lower end of the spectrum—
and the parallel testimony of D further confirms the suspicion thatNatāʔiǧmay
have circulated from the beginning in a partially vocalised form.
Many of the features that have been traditionally attributed to Middle Ara-

bic and which are actually quite characteristic of the Arabic Fachprosa since its
beginnings are to be found in P but there is no telling whether they are truly
reflective of Alɂilbīrī’s intended style or idiolect. The question becomes only
further complicated by the fact that most of the materials included in the com-
pilation is a word-by-word reproduction of pre-existing texts of different geo-
graphical and chronological contexts. In other words, there is little to gain from
the examination of such apparent inconsistencies as «روس» on fol. 76r 12 against
«رووس» fol. 98v 16 as (1) they can equally represent /ruʔs/ or /rūs/ and /ruʔūs/ or
/ruwūs/, respectively;3 (2) we have no way of knowing which of these possible
1 See below Chapter 9 for an analysis of such Andalusī lexical items.
2 Which is, furthermore, unsystematic (cf., for instance, fols. 1v 3 «افعَاله» and 2v 5 («ياخُدْ» and also
excessive or plainly wrong at times (cf. 1v 5 ختیاطِهِ»

ِٕ
,«ا 1v 6 ختىَارِ»

ِٕ
وا لهَُمْ ,«الأَجتهاد or 3r 7 أَلاَلأَتِ» .(«ذِكْرِ
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formswas actually intended by the author when he set towrite his text; (3) even
if scribal intervention could be ruled out, the author could still be simply copy-
ing the words found in his Vorlage.
Some illustrations of the graphemic peculiarities of P are to be mentioned

in the editorial criteria in Part II of this dissertation and in a future version of
this study a separate epigraph may be devoted to the analysis of these features.
For the time being, it must suffice to note that the manuscript preserves overall
remarkably well what may have been the original text of Natāʔiǧ, which was
certainly written in general compliance with the norms of Fuṣḥā Arabic but
at the same time showed some permeability to substandard (only sporadically
basilectal) and geolectal features.

2.1.8 Contents

Manuscript P transmits the more complete extant text of Natāʔiǧ.1 The follow-
ing table shows how the diverse sections that make up the compilation are re-
flected in the manuscript (only the modern foliation numbers are given):

fols. 1v 1 ‒ 21v 6 I Apotheconomy
1v 2 ‒ 3r 6 I.1 Deontology
3r 6 ‒ 3v 9 I.2 On instruments
3v 9 ‒ 5v 13 | *17r 1 ‒ *17v 14 |—| 6r 1‒7 I.3.1 On simple drugs
6r 7 ‒ 16r 15 | 18r 1‒6 I.3.2 On stones
18r 7 ‒ 22v 6 I.4 On the shelf-life of drugs

fols. 22v 7 ‒ 48v 3 II.1 Natural philosophy
fols. 48v 3 ‒ 75v 2 II.2 Therapeutics
fols. 75v 2 ‒ 92v 4 III.1 Ḫawāṣṣ
fols. 92v 4 ‒ 93r 9 III.2 Excerpts from Agriculture
fols. 116v 16 ‒ 123v 15 IV Regimen
fols. 93r 9 ‒ 116v 16 | 123v 15 ‒ *130r 13 V Pharmacopoeia

A justification of this division and of the different labels used in it, as well as
a limitedly comprehensive survey of their internal structure and contents, are
to be found below in Chapters 3‒8.

3 Despite a widespread assumption to the contrary, the absence of a written sign for the glottal
stop is as probatory of non-hamzated realisations as the lack of vowels signs is reflective of a
vowel-less pronunciation.

1 But not quite the whole of Alɂilbīrī’s medical work as affirmed by Carabaza and García
2009: 384. As has already been said andwill be shown in detail below, whole chapters aremiss-
ing from several sections even in P.
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2.2 The Damascus manuscript

2.2.1 Location and shelf mark

The full reference to the second manuscript witness (henceforth simply D) is
Damascus, Ḍ̱āhiriyyah ms 3157 Ṭibb 32 (no. 136 ṭ. m. according to Hamarneh’s
catalogue), item no. 2, fols. 34r‒60v and probably also items nos. 3‒4.1

2.2.2 Cotransmission

Manuscript D is a multi-text unity of circulation of eighty-one folios containing
five different texts essentially medical in nature and it is also probably a com-
posite made of more that one codicological units.2 As far as its textual contents
are concerned, the manuscript comprises:

1 — a copy ofMufarriḥu nnafs by the twelfth-century physician Šarafud-
dīn b. ʕumar b. Abilfutūḥ Albaġdādī, then Almārdīnī, known as Ibn
Almarɂah.3 No mention is made, apparently, of the name of the scribe or
of the date of the copy of this first item.
2—Natāʔiǧ, which is apparently bound together with the preceding text.4

1 The first modern reference to D is provided by Hamarneh 1969: 439‒444, then that scanty
codicological information is further abridged in Alḫīmī 1981: 425‒426 and it is echoed also in
Peña et al. 1981: 95 and in García 1995: 192, whereas Carabaza and García 2009 is based on
inspection of photocopies of part of themanuscript. Incidentally, in his entry Hamarneh 1969:
442 (and afterwards Alḫīmī) states thatNatāʔiǧ ends at fol. 62, but the scribal colophon closes
the text actually on fol. 6or (which is also the end of the quire) and it is therefore possible that
his references to foliation after item no. 2 might be actually slightly wrong.

2 The manuscript is quite traditionally classified as a maǧmūʕ by Hamarneh 1969: 439 but he
does not provide any explicit information as to the exact nature of this composite. I intention-
ally avoid the label ‘miscellany’ as it has long been emphasised that it “may not be an appro-
priate term for describing structurally or textually complex codices” (Shailor 1996: 153; cf. also
Friedrich and Schwarke 2016: 5‒8, 15 for further references on the concept of miscellaneity
and for an alternative denomination ‘multiple-text manuscript’).

3 Serikoff 2005: 198 follows the spelling of the title page and reads the laqab as “Ibn al-Murra”.
The author is dated towards the end of the 12th c. by Hamarneh 1969: 439 without further
reference or justification, and only a vague terminus post quem is provided by the mention
of Alġāfiqī on fol. 21r 22 (on ambergris). The treatise, which in some copies is ascribed to
Ibn Saḥnūn Attanūḫī (d. 1294), was edited in 2007 by Ḥannūn and Ṣabbāġ. An additional
copy of Mufarriḥu nnafs not used in that edition is preserved in Harvard, Houghton Library
(Harvard University) ms Arab SM211 (available online), while the copy at theWellcome Library
has already been mentioned above.

4 No information is provided by Hamarneh in this regard, but the photographic reproduction
shows quite clearly that fol. 34 is physically united (probable stitched) to the preceding item
whereas no such continuity is perceptible between fol. 60 and subsequent folios.
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3— according to the catalogue description item no. 3 (which would open
with a chapter onwashing clothes, «bābun fī ġusli ṯṯiyāb») is “one of several
chapters on medicine gathered from disparate sources containing recipes
for washing and cleansing clothes”.1 These five folios would show no or-
der and some epigraphsmight be defective according to the same descrip-
tion. No author or copyist is mentioned. The possibility is high that these
epigraphs might have been originally part of Natāʔiǧ, as Chapter X of Ibn
Alhayṯam’s Iktifāʔ closes with an identical sequence and the geoponic
passages collected in Nat III.2 are probably related to the same now-lost
segment.2

4— the excerpt from Galen’s “Book 4 of the Book of foodstuff ” copied on
fols. 69?‒75? is no doubt related to the compilation and transmission of
Natāʔiǧ, as it matches word byword (including thewrong reference to that
non-existing Book 4) the incipit of the trophognostic treatise that opens
the sectionNat IV Regimen in P. This element shared by bothmanuscripts
is all the more interesting in view of the date in which it was apparently
copied, namely in 713/1313, by a certain Amǧad b. Annaǧīb Mufaḍḍal b.
Aṣṣafī Būluṣ.3

5— the last text in the composite is a brief fragment of Ibn Alǧazzār’s Iʕ-
timād IV copied on fols. 76?‒81? by the same scribe of itemno. 4 onǦumādā
Alʔāḫirah of 710 (=October 1310).4 Although there is hardly any chance that
new evidence should emerge concerning the prehistory of D, the colloca-
tion of Alɂilbīrī’s Natāʔiǧ and Ibn Alǧazzār’s Iʕtimādmay be significant
regarding the eastern circulation of these two western treatises.

A second scribe by the name of Muḥammad Ṣādiq FahmīAlmāliḥAlkātib
is mentioned as having copied the text (only item no. 4?) for the Ḍ̱āhiriyyah
library on Saturday 17 of Ḏulḥiǧǧah, year 1329 (= 9 of December of 1911).5
Judging from the different dates of copy found in the several colophons D is

certainly not a single productionunit but rather a collection of a number of orig-
inally independent units that were joined together at some point—and some of
the items appear to have been copied at an extraordinarily late date. The only
1 Cf. Hamarneh 1969: 443.
2 Cf. Hasani 1990: 23 and see also Chapter 3 for more details on this hypothesis.
3 Cf. Hamarneh 1969: 443, where the fragment is said to be copied on nine folios, which does
not tally with item no. 5 beginning on fol. 76r. The name of the copyist is given by Hamarneh
as Amǧad here but afterwards it is “emended” as Aḥmad in the description of the next item.

4 Cf. Hamarneh 1969: 443‒444.
5 Cf. Hamarneh 1969: 444.
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available description of the manuscript is however rather unhelpful as to the
details of the exact contents and chronology of D. Any definitive conclusions
must therefore be deferred until a reproduction of the entire item can be con-
sulted. At the time of the submission of this dissertation and despite the kind
help offered by Drs García Sánchez and Custodio López y López I have been
unable to gain access to a reproduction of items nos. 3 and 4, which has been
certainly detrimental to the critical edition ofNat IV (which is based on one sin-
gle witness) and to the reconstruction of the text as a whole. As shall be shown
below, these two segments of D might shed some definite light on the question
whether Nat III.2 and Nat IV are original parts of this kunnāš, as they seem to
be, or rather later additions. This deficiency should be hopefully corrected in a
future version of this study.

2.2.3 Title and author

Since they have already been introduced as transmitted in P, these two elements
can be dealt with within a single epigraph here. The inscription on fol. 34r con-
tains both the title of the whole text and the authorial ascription. It reads thus
in normalised spelling:1

المناهج إلى الوصول في العقلیّة النتائج كتاب
أمزاج ومعرفة الطبـّیّة والقوانين الفلسفـيـّة

اللاحقة الأمراض وذكر ومنافعها البشریـّة الأعضاء
الأحجار وذكر ومداواته ذلك وعلاج منها؟ عضو بكلّ

الطبيب أحمد بن الدين علاء محمدّ أبي تالٔیف وأعمارها والعقاقير
فيه كلماّ مبرهن الطبّ في غایة ا ه ر الإلبيريّ

.d حقة ا حقة] ال

Mark themisspelling ,«الاحقة» which is actually a conjunctivemistake shared
with P (in D it seems that some scrupulous reader tried to emend it by adding a
small letter ل over the original text). The title of the treatise appears then for the
second time on fol. 40r 2‒5 preceding a series of recipes that are not included
in P. Let it be noted that this is the only instance of the title in either P or D that
reads a singular «مزاج» rather than the less frequent plural :«أمزاج»

الفلسفيةّ المناهج إلى الوصول في العقلیّة النتائج كتاب
ومنافعها البشریـّة الأعضاء مزاج ومعرفة الطبّیّة والقوانين

1 Somewords have been jotted downbeneath the inscription by a very similar hand and in quasi-
tabular format: الإنسان» خلقة على مقسومة أربعة الطبائع | أربعة والأزمنة | والأرض والنار والهواء الماء أربعة .«العناصر
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ومداواته ذلك ولعاج منها عضو بكلّ اللاّحقة الأمراض وذكر
تعالى الله شاء إن

No title is mentioned in the final colophon.
As to the authorship of the text, there is no doubt, despite the locus being

slightly damaged, that the author’s name reads ʕalāɂuddīn on fol. 34r,1 but he
is also mentioned at fol. 40v 2‒3 after the basmalah that introduces the section
on natural philosophy, and there his name is actually ʕabdullāh as in P:2

⁘ الرحيم الرحمٰن الله بسم ⁘
الطبيب أحمد بن الله عبد محمدّ أبو قال

⁘ ⁘ ⁘ الله رحمه الإلبيريّ

2.2.4 Date

The copy of Natāʔiǧ is dated on the colophon on fol. 60v to “the middle [ie the
second] decade of RabīʕAlʔāḫir of the year 570”Hiǧrī (that is lateNovember 1174
ce). A second date is mentioned, nonetheless, in this colophon that appears to
have never been taken into account in previous descriptions. After what might
at first glance seem like a reiteration of the preceding note (the same “the mid-
dle decade” is mentioned) it is now to themonth of Ǧumadā Alʔāḫirah that the
copyist refers, and the year that follows is seemingly represented by an enig-
matic chronogram that must remain unsolved for now:3

ونصره وعونه الله بحمد تمّ
الأوسط العشر في النسخة تاريخ وتایٔد

مائة وخمس سـبعين عام من الاخٓر ربیع من
الأوسط العشر في المبارك الكتاب وهذا

؟ س عام من الاخٓرة جمدى شهر من
— ؟ —

2.2.5 Endowment

A triplicated waqf ‒statement on the name of Mullā ʕuṯmān Alkurdī features
twice on the first page of the unit containing Natāʔiǧ, where it is accompanied
1 This can be ascertained even on the photocopy and it is confirmed by Hamarneh’s in situ in-
spection (cf. Hamarneh 1969: 441; Alḫīmī 1981: 425).

2 Even if he reproduces this exact sentence in his catalogue, Hamarneh does not comment on
this manifest onomastic disagreement and in his entry he ascribes the work to ʕalāɂuddīn
AbūMuḥammad b. Aḥmad (cf. Hamarneh 1969: 442).

3 Cf. Gacek 2009: 58‒59 for a definition and several examples of chronograms. Let it be recalled
that Hamarneh 1969: 444mentions a late colophon dated December 1911 at least for item no. 5
of the miscellany.



36 The Damascus manuscript

by the pious expression: «ʕalā ṭalabati lʕilmi min arḥāmihī wasāʔiri lmuslimīn».
The full donation formula is repeated afterwards on the header of fols. 34v and
35r (see Figure 2.6), then in abridged form on fols. 35v and 36r, it is marked
merely aswaqf on fols. 43v‒45r, 47v‒48r, 51v‒52r, 55v‒56r, and finally it is noted
down on three of the four margins of the last page (fol. 60v), where the bottom
inscription repeats the full formula one last time.1

2.2.6 Structure and page layout

The text is copied on paper on 27 folios, 18 cm long and 13.5 cmwide.2 Although
no information is provided by the catalogue on the binding, the folios do not
appear to have been trimmed; if they were, the procedure did not affect any of
the marginalia contained in the manuscript.
The state of the manuscript is overall relatively good except for sporadical

stains and holes. There are, nevertheless, not a few loci, and even whole pages
(eg fol. 35v), that are severely damaged to the point of being actually unreadable
were it not for the help provided by comparison with the parallel text of P.

Foliation and quire structure

Folios were not originally numbered (a modern foliation in traditional Arabic
numbers has been added on every recto, mostly at the top-left corner) but there
are clearly visible quire-signatures. On the top-left corner of fol. 44r كـرّاس» «ثاني
marks the beginning of a new quire, as does «ثالثة» on fol. 54, which means that
at least the part of ms 3157 that contains the text of Natāʔiǧ was made up of
quinions. In addition to these quire-signatures, catchwords of the horizontal
type have been consistently added, certainly by the same hand that copied the
text, on every verso. These catchwords can include more than just one word,
especially (but not exclusively) when the first of them is a preposition.3

1 On the subject of bequests (known as waqfiyyāt in the Islamicate east) in relation to
manuscripts, cf. Déroche 2005: 330‒332 and Gacek 2009: 17‒18. With regard to Gacek’s ty-
pology, D does not contain a “full-developedwaqf -statement” but rather one of the short kind.

2 Cf. Hamarneh 1969: 439; Alḫīmī 1981: 426.
3 eg fols. 34v عنده» ,«وهي 36v نقصت» ,«قد 38v البول» ,«في 39v مقلا» ,«على 40v معلولها» ,«في 44v الفلك» ,«رأس
48v الأعضاء» ,«في 49v من» ,«وكلّ 51v مزاجها» ,«في 53v بعدها» ,«من 54v الوصول» ,«من 55v أصفر» ,«مثل 57v
الطبريّ» ,«قال 58v عشر» الثالث ,«الفصل 59v یبرأ» .«فإنهّ
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Figure 2.6: Damascus manuscript fols. 34v‒35r.
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Figure 2.7: Damascus manuscript fols. 50v‒60r.
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Page layout

The average page consists of 23 or 24 lines, occasionally 22 and only exception-
ally as few as 20 when two rubrics coincide on the same page. The text is reg-
ularly justified, mostly by elongation (which is pervasive), and only rarely does
it go on into the margin (eg on fol. 35v 6) in order not to split up a word at a
line break. With three single exceptions in the whole text (on fols. 37r, 56r, and
58r, all three at the last line of the page) the copyist does not resort to slanted
superscription: if a word continues beyond the justification line, the protruding
segment is copied in the same horizontal ductus. In some cases some lines may
be centred rather than justified, as in a few epigraphs (cf. fols. 42r 7, 47v 15‒18,
49r 13) and most notably in the quasi-tabular arrangement of the names of the
zodiac signs on fol. 42r 17‒19.
The eastern nasḫ script in which the text is copied is overall clear and quite

generously pointed. The same black ink is used throughout and rubrication is
reflected mostly through conspicuous elongation and only occasionally also by
resorting to a slightly larger (but actually not thicker) script.
Titles are said to written with red ink (apparently in the whole manuscript)

by Hamarneh 1969: 439, but this cannot be ascertained from the photocopies
consulted for this research.

Stop marks and textual boundaries

Traditional “punctuation” iswell represented and although it does not compare,
either in diversity or abundance, to P, one of the most characteristic traits of D
is indeed the use of a four-pointed symbol ⁘ as a textual boundary marker.1 It
can be used to mark the beginning of a new text unit, as at fol. 35v 6, where it
precedes (duplicated ⁘⁘) the title of the chapterOn the shelf-life of drugs, then it
consistently separates the different subepigraphs within that chapter. A similar
“rubricating” use is evident at fols. 45r 10 and 54v 10; and clearly also through-
out fols. 56v‒59r, where it is combined with a centred epigraph as a faṣl‒mark.
Besides, a function of “blank-filler” can be intuited in many instances, most es-
pecially at the beginning of Nat II.1 on fol. 40v 1‒3, or at fol. 47v 14, where four
consecutive ⁘ symbols fill the blank before the epigraph (bāb) on the four sea-
sons of the year. This symbol can be combined with the intihāʔ mark, eg on
fols. 40r 1 and 41r 8.

1 It resembles the three dots indicating a single-verse division in Qurʔānmanuscripts (cf. Gacek
2009: 269), but also similar marks used in the Syriac manuscript tradition.
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Marginalia

There are a number of words and even whole text segments written on the side
margins of the manuscript. These include corrections by the same hand, with
a simple arched stroke at the spot where the emendation belongs serving as a
signe-de-renvoi,1 eg fols. 34v 18 left margin ,«لي» 35r 18 left margin ,«ولولا» 35v
24 right margin أقلّ» ,«في 59v 13 right margin «لسان» (the correction is written
perpendicularly to the text). Also a case of clarification on fol. 38v 16, where the
initial spelling «هرون» has been corrected by addition of an alif but the resulting
form («هلرون») being still unsatisfying, it has then been clearly spelled on the
margin.
Another set of emendations has been supplemented by a noticeably differ-

ent hand and involves not only single items (eg fol. 37v 8) but also remarkably
long strings of words skipped by the copyist, as for example on the leftmargin of
fol. 43r ایضا» منقسم هو وكدلك وطرڡه ودبره الفلك ,«لاحر or on the left margin of fol. 44r 7
وهو» رطب ىارد هو الدي الماء مں خلق سـیال «ماوي (see also fols. 44v rightmargin, 45r left
margin, 51r left margin). This seems to be the same hand to which the collation
mark qūbila bihī at the bottom-right corner of fol. 37r ought to be ascribed. Ad-
ditional collation statements (also qūbila bihī) apparently by a third hand can
be found on the lower margins of fols 41r, 43v, 49v, 52v.2
Marginal glosses by a different hand can also be found, such as for instance

الكراویة» whichapparently,«یعني explains ,«قردمانا» on the rightmarginof fol. 38v 18.
An exceptional case of non-scribal interlineation is seen on fol. 42r 17‒18, where
under thenames of three of the signs of the zodiac namely ,«الكبش» ,«التوءمان» and
,«العذراء» a much finer qalam has noted down their more common equivalents
,«الحمل» ,«الجوزاء» and ,«السنبل» respectively.
A series of small vertical strokes over the letter or letters to be deleted are

occasionally found, eg on fol. 45r 19.3
Finally, some الله شاء ان seem to have been added later as a filler, since at

fols. 40r 22 and 43r 6, for instance, the writing is quite different from original
instances of the expression (cf. 35r 19).

1 This is, in fact, one of the most usual marks for emendation in the manuscript tradition,
cf. Gacek 2009: 170‒171 (with the reproduction of a very similar sign), 250‒251.

2 There probably are more collation marks than those signalled here, but this could not be as-
certained on my photocopies. In any case, the conclusion is clear that at least a third copy of
Natāʔiǧwas in circulation in the original temporal and geographical context of D.

3 For the several attested strategies of cancellation in Arabic manuscripts, see Gacek 2009: 48.
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2.2.7 Palaeographic and linguistic features

As stated above with regard to P, the linguistic analysis of the text of Natāʔiǧ on
the evidence of the two extant witnesses must be postponed. The contribution
ofD to that analysis is slightlymore ambiguous than that of P, for itsmost salient
trait is a quite systematic substitution of t for ṯ throughout the text:1

34v 18 اكتر
35r 6 كتيرا
59v 17 كتیف
59v 19|60v 6 متقوبين
passim تلات | تم | تالیل

This must certainly be understood as a substandard interference (the only
major one detectable in the manuscript, indeed) but it can hardly have been a
feature of the original text.2 On the other hand, in the use of the hamzah and of
the vowel signs the copyist of D does not differ significantly from that of P.

1 There are only a few exceptions to this substitution, cf. «یثقه» at fol. 34v 13 and the hybrids
«تلاث»/«التالث» at fol. 43v 14|15|16|17, for instace.

2 It is quite likely that the same phenomenon applied to /ḏ/ too (since Neo-Arabic defricativi-
sation affected both dentals in the same way), but in this case the unpointed spelling is not so
unambiguous.
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2.2.8 Contents

The relevance of the testimony of D for the reconstruction of the primitive text
of Natāʔiǧ shall be discussed below, as well as the actual contents of each sec-
tion and the patchwork strategy so dextrously implemented by the copyist. The
following table shows the correspondence between the text of D, the different
sections of the compilation, and the parallel segments in P. For manuscript P
only the older foliation is noted (unless, of course, there is none, in which case
the modern one is referred to and marked with an asterisk):

D 34v 1 ‒ 38r 16 I Apotheconomy
D 34v 2 ‒ 35r 1 I.1 Deontology = P 1v 2 ‒ 2r 14
D 35r 2 ‒ 35v 5 I.3.2 On stones = P 10r 9 ‒ 18r 6
D 35v 6 ‒ 38r 16 I.4 On the shelf-life of drugs = P 18r 7 ‒ 22v 6
D 38r 17 ‒ 40r 1 Damascus Supplementa —
D 40r 2‒22 Damascus Supplementb —
D 40v 1 ‒ 55v 20 II.1 Natural philosophy = P 22v 7 ‒ 45v 8
D 55v 20 ‒ 56v 1 II.2 Therapeutics = P 74v 11 ‒ 75v 2
D 56v 2 ‒ 60v9 III Ḫawāṣṣ = P 75v 2‒18, 87v 16 ‒ 92v 3
D 69r?‒75v? IV Trophognostics = P 116v 16 ‒ 122r 16?

As can be immediately inferred from the space occupied by each major tex-
tual unit when compared to its extension in P, absolutely none of the sections
is copied in its entirety in D. In fact, with the exception of Nat II.1, which only
lacks some two and a half pages of the edited text, it is evident that just some
fragments have been excerpted from the original compilation. Now, while the
resulting composite can be legitimately qualified as inharmonious, there does
not seem to be any reason to suppose with Harmaneh that the primitive order
of the folios has been altered.1 On the contrary, with the only exception of the
three recipes for enemas copied on fol. 40r 2‒22 (whichmight stem fromamore
complete version of the dispensatory inNat V than the one reflected by P or oth-
erwise from a more complete form of Nat II.2), the sequence of the sections is
exactly the same in both manuscript witnesses. The contents of D corroborate
therefore, even in their fragmentariness, the testimony of P regarding the prim-
itive form of Natāʔiǧ.

1 Cf. Harmaneh 1969: 442. He is right, however, in noting that some parts must be missing and
that the book is defective in this regard. On the other hand, Harmaneh’s opinion seems to
be echoed—or rather amplified—in the affirmation that “parts I and II” of Natāʔiǧ appear in
inverted order in the Paris and Damascus manuscripts (cf. Carabaza and García 2009: 386),
which seems rather unwarranted.
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2.3 The relationship between the manuscripts

There is no possible eliminatio of either of the manuscripts as worthless, since
they are siblings and each of them preserves elements (not just variant read-
ings) that aremissing from the other. The reason to choose P as the copy-text or
basemanuscript is self-evident: the text that it transmits ismore than four times
as long as that of D. This vast quantitative difference notwithstanding, with re-
spect to the establishment of the critical edition D contributes a key segment
of the title, a few sparse but nonetheless pertinent words and phrases through-
out the text, a quotation in Nat III Ḫawāṣṣ IX.iv.4 that is omitted by P, and a
whole fragment of uncertain status.1 Its value is all the greater, indeed, given
that it seems to predate the copy of P by some fifty years and it has further been
subjected to collation with at least one additional copy different from P.
If the shared reference to the non-existing “fourth book” of Galen’sAlim. fac.

were not sufficient proof of cognacy, the few sentences quoted by Hamarneh
from D show beyond doubt that the two manuscripts include an identical and
otherwise unattested treatise on trophognostics.2 The chronology, however, is
problematic, as the additionof this item to the compilationwouldbemuch later
in D and, moreover, apparently unrelated to the preceding text of Natāʔiǧ.3
On the other hand, the question must remain open for the time being as to

whether the epigraphs on cloth washing might have also been comprised in
the primitive text of Natāʔiǧ—which would not be surprising, as seen above,
in view that in PNat III Ḫawāṣṣ is followed by a typologically not too dissimilar
series of excerpts from Filāḥah and that the order of the sections inDwould also
correspond to what is transmitted in P.
Regarding those sections that are shared by both witnesses, divergences be-

tween the two manuscripts as to their macrostructure are not mirrored by sig-
nificant variance in their readings. In fact they agree in a number of relevant
loci, especially in sharing several conjunctive errors someofwhich seem to have
been inherited from a common hyparchetype. These are to be found from the
very title-page «الاحقة») DP instead of (*«اللاحقة» to the closing chapter on fevers
of the sectionofḪawāṣṣ P92r«سهطورسڡس») 17=D60v3, insteadof 4.(*«اطهورسفس»

1 For all these elements, see the preceding epigraphs on the title and contents of D. As shall be
explained below when discussing the editorial criteria, items restored from D are marked as
◌—◌ in the critical edition.

2 The wording of the opening passage is quite unique and cannot possibly be mistaken for any
other congeneric text, nor does it reflect the original form of the Arabic translation Galen’s
treatise (see Chapter 7).

3 On strictly chronological grounds the excerpt copied inD (dated 1313 according toHamarneh)
might even stem from P, a possibility that only inspection of the text itself may help assessing.

4 This commonality of misreadings strongly suggests that the copy against which Dwas collated
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They both agree, moreover, on most phenomena of substandard grammar,
particularly a sporadic wrong use of the cases, either the nominative for the
accusative or vice versa (especially in the context of casus pendens but also re-
garding thepredicate of the verbكان and innon-agentive constructions). Someof
these I would not classify as coincidentally shared errors but rather as retained
linguistic features that were probably already present in the original text, al-
though others could well have developed spontaneously in the process of copy
(as in the case of deviations from the Classical rules regarding the morphosyn-
tax of numerals).
Given that, after all, the critical edition of Natāʔiǧ is based on just two textu-

ally quite similar manuscripts and since all variant readings are duly registered
in the apparatus criticus, I do not find it necessary to duplicate that information
here with a redundant list of loci at which the two witnesses agree on amistake
or are at variance in their readings. By the same token, aesthetically pleasing as
it might be to provide a stemma, neither the paucity of available evidence nor
the little profit thatmight be gained from it dowarrant, I am afraid, adding such
an item to this analysis.

could not have beenmuch different from P andD in this respect. If my analysis of themargina-
lia of D is not wrong, none of the passages corrected by collation improved on any of these
inherited (mis)readings, nor did the second copy help to emend the many disjunctive errors
and missing words in D.
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The text

Once thematerial carriers of the text have been described it isNatāʔiǧ itself that
must become the focus of all subsequent analysis in this dissertation. Reference
shall be regularly made, of course, to the manuscripts when their features are
relevant to the discussion but, as stated previously, this study is quite traditional
in its textocentric approach.
In the preceding chapter mention has been made in several occasions of the

major units intowhich the text transmitted byP andDcanbedivided.2 Section 1
below offers a justification for this division and a structural preview of each sec-
tion. By discussing here the delimitation of the text blocks and the non-original
titles bywhich they are to be referred afterwards the reader shall be put in a bet-
ter position to understand some of the assumptions implied in the description
of the individual sections in Chapters 4‒8. A certain degree of overlap is to be
expected from this partial duplicity, but the advantages of this arrangement of
the information are greater, I hope, than its inconveniences.
Then, Section 2 brings to the fore some considerations on the concept of

epistemic genre that I borrow from Pomata and which shall prove to be a fun-
damental tool for the examination of the different major text units of Natāʔiǧ.
The conspicuous difference not only in thematic contents but also in approach,
source-exploitation, and even phraseology that can be noticed when moving
2 No upper-level taxon markers are ever used in Natāʔiǧwith the sole exception of Nat V Phar-
macopoeia, which is referred to explicitly as amaqālah. I therefore resort to the label ‘section’
(at least provisionally) as a convenient reference to the major thematic units of the book. My
admittedly fluid use of ‘epigraph’ and ‘segment’, on the other hand, ought to be understood as
a reflection of the equally inconsistent taxonomy implemented by the author, who, as shall
be shown throughout this chapter, appears not to have been particularly concerned with the
exact organisation of his materials at an architectural or aesthetic level.
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from Nat I to Nat II.1 or from Nat III to Nat V becomes, from this perspective,
a natural consequence of their being essentially miniature replicas of the main
epistemic genres within the Islamicate medical and paramedical tradition. As
a complement to the applicationof this concept to the individual sections, some
brief remarks are appendedon thepossible considerationofNatāʔiǧas anencyclopaedia—
more precisely as a medical encyclopaedia—or rather as a pandect of the type
known in the Islamicate tradition as kunnāš.
This chapter acts thus as a necessary preamble to the ones that follow and

which focus directly and entirely, without further introduction, in the survey of
the contents (qua data) of each one of the individual sections of the book. From
that survey Nat III is excluded because the whole of Part III of this dissertation
is devoted to its analysis.

3.1 The inner structure of Natāʔiǧ

The first proper description of the contents ofNatāʔiǧwas based exclusively on
inspection of manuscript P and even if the latest update on the subject takes
into consideration the two extant witnesses and pushes the analysis somewhat
further, the initial depiction of the text is notmuch altered.1 The composite and
polythematic nature ofNatāʔiǧ is duly highlighted and the question is raised as
to the origin, whether authorial or clerical, of the collection in its extant form,
but no explicit proposal is advanced with regard to the delimitation and char-
acterisation of the different thematic units. Moreover, some of the data and in-
terpretations included in those previous analyses are either highly arguable or
plainly incorrect, which is the reason why a fresh look at the matter may be in
order here.2
The table below summarises my current proposal for the structural interpre-

tation of the compilation, which will be referred to in all subsequent epigraphs
of this dissertation. Given that the exact correspondence between these sec-
tions and the two manuscripts has already been registered above and since a
detailed survey of the contents of each section and subsection is provided be-
low, the description of the contents will be only incidental:
1 Cf. García 1995: 192‒202; then Carabaza and García 2009: 386.
2 I have clearly stated in the General introduction to this dissertation that, despite all appear-
ances to the contrary, my attitude with regard to previous scholarship is never polemical in a
purely confrontational way and that no depreciation whatsoever (let alone disdain) should be
read into any ofmy criticisms, here and elsewhere, of someof the views expressed by thosewho
have quite literally preceded me in this extremely thorny field. In this particular case, were it
not because of García’s initial exploration of a marginal and long-forgotten text, I would have
never embarked in this journey.
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Natāʔiǧ I Apotheconomy
II.1 Natural philosophy
II.2 Therapeutics
III.1 Ḫawāṣṣ
III.2 Excerpts from Agriculture
IV Regimen
V Pharmacopoeia
— Damascus supplement(s)

Nat I Apotheconomy1

Being located as they are at the very opening of the manuscripts (beginning
on fol. 1v in both copies), the several segments that deal with matters of direct
concern to the apothecary (but not necessarily so to the physician) have never
been suspected of being non-original. As a matter of fact, much of the current
characterisation ofNatāʔiǧ is based precisely in thesematerials. However, there
is no reference to this particular subject in the title ofmanuscript P and the only
proem in the entire collection comes in fact after the ending of these chapters,
which is certainly quite irregular.

Structure
The text begins unintroduced2 and with no general rubric, immediately after a
basmalah. On the whole there is amanifest lack of organisation throughout the
section at the macro-level. The different taxonomic markers (especially qawl
but also ḏikr and bāb) are not used according to any clear hierarchical criterion,
and unelaborate juxtaposition seems to be the only compositional strategy de-
ployed as far as major segments (ie subsections) are concerned.
Transition from one subsection to the next is most often abrupt, with the re-

markable exceptions of the boundary between the pharmacognostic epigraphs
(just after the ending ofOnstones) and of the paragraphs on the shelf-life of sim-
ple and compound drugs, where a brief statement on the extent of the knowl-
edge required from the apothecary acts as a strong text-divider. This lack of or-
ganisation notwithstanding, authorial design can be intuited in the thematic
sequence of the epigraphs (generalities of the profession, instruments, herbs
and stones, shelf-life) and the lengthiest subsections are regularly divided into
overall well-defined lesser units. The minimal constitutive elements of On sim-
ple drugs andOn stones (namely the individual entries on each item) follow also
1 For the explanation of this coinage, see below Chapter 4.
2 UnlikeNat II.1, which has a well developed proem (and also an epilogue), and evenNat II.2 and
Nat V, which are both introduced by two different standard transitional sentences.
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standard patterns with minimal divergence. Upon closer inspection, therefore,
the seemingly unsystematic arrangement of the data is limited to the higher
level of compositional layout and does not reflect on the informational contents
of the section.
Two possible distributions of the major text units within this section can be

proposed, of which I presently favour the one represented on the left side of the
following table (titles between square brackets are not actually found as rubrics
in either manuscript):

I.1 Deontology
I.2 On instruments
I.3 [On simple drugs] I.3 [On simple drugs]
I.3.1 (aromatics)

(—, balsam oil, naphtha)
I.3.2 On stones I.4 On stones
I.4 On the shelf-life of drugs I.5 On the shelf-life of drugs

Little justification is needed for the first two and for the last segments, as
all three of them are unmistakably rubricated on the original text. They are,
moreover, unambiguously defined thematic units. The status of Nat I.3, on the
contrary, is more dubious both with respect to its being a unique compound
subsection (rather than at least two different segments) and to its title (if it ever
bore one). In the text transmitted by P a series of twenty-one separate epigraphs
beginning with On musk and ending with On naphtha follows, without any in-
troduction,Nat I.2On instruments. Then amuch lengthier subsectionOn stones
is found that shows some inner organisation and precedes the final segmentOn
the shelf-life of drugs.
The suggestion to define Nat I.3 as a constitutive subsection despite the ab-

sence of a common rubric for all the epigraphs included in it1 is inspired by the
aforementioned remark about the competences required from the apothecary
1 Since the extant beginning of Nat I.3 as transmitted in P is missing from D, it is impossible
to ascertain whether this actually reflects the original form of the text. Shocking as may be
the lack of a general title and even of any transition preceding the epigraph Onmusk, the high
artisanship evincedby the first folios of Pwould seem to indicate that this gapor lacuna (if there
is actually one) was already present in its Vorlage. As for the second alternative segmentation,
it would make separate subsections of On simple drugs and On stones, which might find some
basis in the title of D, where stones and simple drugs are mentioned separately (but then the
orderwould be inverted). In any case, a narrow reading of the title ofDwould imply a definition
of ʕaqāqīr that would exclude minerals, whereas the apothecary-addressed remarks that close
the discourse on stones clearly refer by the same word to an all-embracing category of simple
drugs.



Chapter 3 The text 49

at the end ofOn stones. These few lines can be interpreted indeed as an epilogue
for the whole series of epigraphs comprised between On instruments and On
the shelf-life of drugs, not just for the entries on minerals, and at the same time
they complement the guidelines sketched in the opening deontology, providing
thus some much-needed coherence to whole of Nat I. According to this recon-
struction, Nat I.3 would comprise at least two different segments: a first one on
(mostly) non-mineral simple drugs and a brief but clearly defined lithognomic
treatise that bears the explicit title On stones.
The proposed label On simple drugs is not unproblematic, however, because

Nat I.3.1 includes such compound products as algalia (an aromaticmixture), tin-
car (which can be, according to the text, either a natural simple mineral or a
hand-made preparation), and artificial naphtha (explicitly stated here to be a
compound substance). The title has been chosen, not withoutmuch hesitation,
as hopefully the less ambiguous equivalence of the Arabic phrase «fī lʕaqāqīr»
that features in the title of D. The wide semantic extension of the Arabic word
makes it a most suitable title for a chapter in which drugs of plant, animal, and
also mineral origin, both natural and artificial, simple and compound, are in-
cluded.1
Thus, inNat I.1Deontology theword is used in the singular (ʕuqqār) andwith-

1 Etymologically Arabic ʕuqqār has been long recognised as a borrowing from Syriacܐ ܳ ܳ ܶ ‘root’,
which in a medical context translates primarily Greek ῥίζα and βοτάνη but also developed a
generic meaning of φάρμακον (cf. Payne Smith, Thesaurus 2970; Brockelmann‒Sokoloff,
Lexicon 1132). The original meaning is still retained in Graeco-Arabic translations produced
in a Syriac context, cf. for instance «οἰνοπία ῥίζα»≡ اونوفيا» المسمّى «العقاّر in Galen, Quod an. mor.
corp. temp. sequ. III (K IV 77717 | M 402)≡Quwānnafs III (B 15); and, of course, in fossilised com-
pounds such as ʕāqirqarḥā ‘pyrethrum’ (< ܚܐ ). In Arabic lexicography ʕuqqār / ʕaqqār
and also ʕiqqīr were generally recorded as the generic name for any medicinal plant, cf. «mā
yutadāwā bihī mina nnabāti waššaǧar» in Ibn Manḍ̱ūr, Lisān IV 599a 5; also Abulhayṯam:
«kullu nabtin yanbutu mimmā fīhi šifāʔ» (= Lisān IV 599a 7‒8). However, I am afraid that the
reader would have been quite shocked to find that a chapter rubricated by the editor as On
herbs should actually open with the mention of musk and ambergris. In fact, a wider concept
of ʕuqqār as φάρμακον not restricted to plants is also registeredby lexicographers: an interesting
double entendre is reported fromAlǧawharī, who would have defined this word as “the roots
of drugs” («uṣūlu lʔadwiyah», quoted in Lisān IV 599a 10), and a specific link to generic purging
drugs («alʔadiwyatu llatī yustamšā bihā») is made by Alɂazharī (= Lisān IV 599a 6). In An-
dalus ʕiqqīr (with a plural ʕaqāqir), is documented with a generic meaning ‘spice’ (in the sense
of commodities to be found at the apothecary’s) in the Vocabulista in Arabico (cf. Corriente,
DAA 360 *{‘qr}). More pertinent to my proposal of reconstruction here is the widely attested
use of ʕuqqār in the alchemical corpus in reference to mineral elements, cf. for instance in the
rather late and still unexplored anonymous Ṯamrah (= Paris, BnF ms Arabe 2626) a definition
of tutty as «ʕuqqārun maʕdinī, wahuwa ṣinfān: maṣnūʕun waġayru maṣnūʕ» (P 35r 8), which
provides a perfect parallel for the inclusion in Natāʔiǧ of tincar within a subsection on ʕaqāqīr
(in fact, tincar itself is defined as «ʕuqqārunmaǧhūl» in Ṯamrah P 35r 10).
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out anyqualification as a generic name for all the items soldby anapothecary (ie
‘drugs’) and in Nat I.4 On the shelf-life of drugs the phrase alʕaqāqīru lmufradah
is opposed to alʔadwiyatu lmurakkabah, which mirrors the traditional colloca-
tion alʕaqāqīru walʔadwiyah. This apparent distinction between ʕaqāqīr and
adwiyah suggests that at least in the context of this section even such items as
algalia, one of the two varieties of tincar, and naphtha (which are all explicitly
said to be artificial preparations) are not considered “compound drugs” but still
hand-made simple drugs in the sense that they would enter the recipe for ac-
tual compound drugs qua simple ingredients. At any rate, given thatmost of the
drugs described in Nat I.3 are indeed simple ones and since a similar ambigu-
ity obtains also in the traditional nomenclature of drugs in other languages, the
title proposed here should not be too misleading.1
Be it as it may, it is quite likely that the author never actually cared about the

exact architecture of his text and the discussion on the arrangement and the
titles of Nat I.3 has actually more to do with practicality: the different segments
must necessarily be referred to in some clear and unambiguous way through-
out this dissertation.2 As far as the text itself is concerned, Nat I Apothecon-
omy simply mirrors the general layout of the whole collection, in which each
section follows the preceding one without only minimal signs of coordination.
The lack of a prologue and an epilogue certainly striking in Apotheconomy,
but the omission of higher taxa surfaces again in Nat III Ḫawāṣṣ (for which the
original source did have a well-organised design) and also in Nat IV Regimen.

A part of Natāʔiǧ?

With regard to the authenticity of Apotheconomy considerations of typolo-
gical order aside (interpolation rarely occurs at the very beginning of a text),
the most compelling reason to assume that this material was indeed included
in the original compilation is the explicit mention of two of its subsections in
the title of D: «ḏikru lʔaḥǧāri walʕaqāqīr» corresponding to I.3 On simple drugs
and «waʔaʕamārihā» to I.4 On the shelf-life of drugs.3

1 On a side note, there is also a slight possibility that the extant ending of the segment on non-
mineral drugs (ie the epigraphs on balsam oil and on artificial naphtha) might have belonged
to a separate subdivisionwithin I.3On simple drugs. As seen above in the description of P, some
text is missing between the truncated epigraph On flemingia and the likewise mutilated entry
On balsam oil, and none of the parallel texts on spices, aromatics, etc include a mention of
either balsam oil or naphtha amongst the items discussed.

2 For all the above reasons and for ease of reference, I will henceforward refer to the whole seg-
ment as Nat I.3 On simple drugs and to its subdivisions as I.3.1 (occasionally “on spices and
aromatics” merely for the sake of stylistic variation) and I.3.2 On stones.

3 This, of course, could have been added a posteriori to reflect the contents of the manuscript,
but only a fragment of I.3.2 On stones is included in D and nothing from I.3.1 at all, which must
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There is, moreover, some strongly compelling evidence to support an An-
dalusī origin for thesematerials in the use of a few geographicallymarkedwords
(banānīs, laḫšiyah) and references (Šulayr, Baṭarnah,Andalusī antimony).1 Then
there is the fact that the whole chapter I.4 On the shelf-life of drugs is transmit-
ted verbatim by Azzahrāwī (and much later by Arrundī too) whereas only
the specific segment on compound drugs within that chapter has an identifi-
able eastern precedent and the remainder of the text appears to be unparalleled
outside Andalus.
Only the short epigraphOn instrumentswould remainwithout any evidential

support, but this was to be expected on account of its briefness and inconspic-
uousness in comparison to the other epigraphs. There is good reason, however,
both topological (where it is placed) and contentual (it includes a most charac-
teristic western word banānīs), to accept it as originally comprised inNat I and,
therefore, in Natāʔiǧ.2
All in all, the absolute lack of any explicit link between Nat I and Nat II.1 and

the fact that the latter section opens with a proem introduced by the mention
of the author whereas the former begins directly with a rubric are admittedly
perplexing.Moreover, the disagreement in this regard between the two versions
of the general title of the book is remarkable, especially given that manuscript
P, which does not include the mention of Apotheconomy in its title, is the
one that transmits the more complete version thereof. Despite all doubts and
suspicions, the only known witnesses to the text include this section and they
both place it in the exact same position. There cannot be any doubt, therefore,
that Nat I was already a part of Natāʔiǧ already by the mid-12th c.

Nat II.1‒2 Natural philosophy and Therapeutics
This one is the only section forwhich one can assert beyond dispute that itmust
have been included in the original version of Natāʔiǧ, for the title transmitted
in both manuscripts leaves no doubt in this regard: the “rational conclusions
to reach the philosophical methods and themedical canons” correspond toNat
II.1, while the “knowledge of the complexions” and the “mention of the ailments
mean that the title is actually inherited from a previous copy and that it reflects the contents
of a former, more complete, stage of the text.

1 For the catalogue and interpretation of these indicators of a specific geographic context, see
Chapter 9.

2 To be clear, I do not suggest that the Andalusīness of Nat I (or of any of its segments) amounts
to proof of its original inclusion in Natāʔiǧ and of its ascription to Alɂilbīrī. It is linguistic co-
herence and a context apparently shared across sections that strengthens the assumption that
the units cotransmitted in the two manuscripts stem from the same compilation. As a matter
of fact, the burden of proof would lie rather with anyone denying this inclusion, although for
the sake of the argument I shall often be oversceptical in my analysis.
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that affect each organ and their treatment” reflect with accurate precision the
contents of Nat II.2. Moreover, in the two witnesses Nat II.1 is preceded by a
basmalah and it is introduced by an explicit reference to the author («qāla Abū
Muḥammad»).
The transition fromNat II.1 to II.2 in P is seamless. There is no basmalah, just

a simple full-stop (۵) and a reader-oriented remark “Now we turn to the bodily
organs and their complexions” that indicates that the philosophical-theoretical
exposition is over and that now the description of therapeutics begins. As for
D, the ingenuity of the copyist deserves some praise: if he was, as it seems, ex-
cerpting on purpose, the way in which he blends together two segments that
are separated by some thirty folios in P while still keeping the text readable and
meaningful is certainly remarkable.1
A remark at the end of the therapeutic section informs the reader that “most

of the book” is finished. While there can be no absolute certainty whether it
was indeed Nat III that followed there, it is evident that Natāʔiǧ as a book did
not end with with Nat II.2 and that at least one additional section must have
been included. As I shall shown throughout this dissertation, there is not much
reason to disregard the manuscript transmission of the compilation and it is
quite probable that P reflects, albeit fragmentarily, its original form.
The combined testimony of P and D allows for the conclusion thatNat II was

the core of a medical treatise that included at least two parts, one essentially
theoretical, the other onemainly practical. This sectionmost probably followed
Nat I Apotheconomy and quite certainlymust have precededNat III Ḫawāṣṣ.2
On the other hand, while this formal reconstruction of Nat II.1‒2 is unproblem-
atic, the unavailability of a second direct witness for the beginning of Nat II.2 is
especially unfortunate as far as the contents of the section are concerned, be-
cause at least two and a half chapters are missing from the text copied in P.3

1 There are, tobe sure, several otherpossible explanations for this apparent blending. The copyist
of D may have inherited the text in its present form, in which case the almost perfect stitching
ought to be ascribed to a previous scribe. Still, the copyist’s Vorlage may have been awfully
defective and lacked some three whole quinions; in that case, it would be rather Chance that
deserves the merit of leaving such last and first words in the then-adjacent folios as the text
would still make some sense. Whatever the case, none of these speculations have any direct
bearing on the analysis of the primitive form of Natāʔiǧ because the evidence provided by P is
unambiguously sound in this regard.

2 From the point of view of the reconstruction of the text it would be rather convenient if Nat II
proved to be the first treatise in the collection, as this might explain the apparently defective
transmission of Nat I and it would also tally better with the standard organisation of the kun-
nāš-type text, in which pharmacognostics typically comes after natural philosophy and thera-
peutics. However, even in D, in which the reference to Nat I in the title follows the mention of
Nat II, the treatise on apotheconomy is copied before the one on medicine.

3 This lacuna can be partially filled, however, with the help of the indirect transmission, through
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However, even in its fragmentariness the brief excerpt of Nat II.2 included in
D (which actually covers almost the entire chapter Ther 4.4 On fevers and their
treatment) provides invaluable corroboration for the text transmitted in P as
Nat II.1‒2.
Despite this unity in authorial design (which is corroborated by the epilogue

of Natural philosophy), Nat II.1 and II.2 differ entirely in their thematic con-
tents and, even more importantly, in their genetic origin. This becomes espe-
cially evident in a noticeable terminological (and often also nosological) diver-
gence between the two sections and at least in the case ofNat II.2 the underlying
source can be identified. The therapeutic section reproduces from beginning to
end Ibn Māsawayh’s Nuǧḥ (see Chapter 6). This quite radical difference, com-
bined with practical reasons, justifies devoting two different chapters (namely
Chapters 5‒6 below) to the survey of their contents. I shall moreover allude to
them regularly as ‘sections’ even if in accordance with my own proposal they
are labelled Nat II.1 and Nat II.2.

Nat III.1 Ḫawāṣṣ

Nomention at all is made in the title of eithermanuscript of any section related
to the specific properties (ḫawāṣṣ) of things.1 What is even worse: in both wit-
nesses the section is acephalous and begins exactly at the same point, namely
at Ḫawāṣṣ II.iv On oblivion. In D by a new exercise of acrobatic text skipping
Ḫawāṣṣ II.viOn headache is followed byḪawāṣṣ VIIIOn the ailments of the body
surface, only that in this case the leap (which corresponds to some twelve folios
in P) happens at a folio break.
The question (a truly fascinating one) of the origin ofNat III and the analysis

of its cognates and sources are dealt with in all detail in Part III of this disser-
tation. From the strict perspective of the manuscript transmission of the text,
there can be no doubt that Nat III Ḫawāṣṣ circulated at least since the 12th c.
within the collection of Natāʔiǧ, following immediately Nat II.2 Therapeutics
and in an already acephalous version at least in some of the witnesses.2

Zuhr, of Ibn Māsawayh’s Nuǧḥ (see below). Needless to say, that external evidence gives an
impressionofwhat those two chaptersmayhave looked like, for thedifferences betweenZuhr’s
excerpts and Nat II.2 reveal a differential use of the source text (see below the Chapter 6 for
further details).

1 For everything related to the concept of ḫāṣṣiyyah (also ḫāṣṣah and ḫuṣūṣiyyah) in theHelleno-
Islamicate tradition, see Part III of this dissertation.

2 A less satisfying (yet not altogether impossible) explanation of this acephalousness would be
to presume that the author might have simple decided to skip all preceding chapters and to
begin excerpting his source at this precise point. By a striking coincidence, the chapter on brain
disorders is missing entirely from Therapeutics and partially from Ḫawāṣṣ too.
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Nat III.2 Excerpts from Geoponics
The proper analysis of the sequence of passages appended at the end of Nat III
is one of themany tasks that I have been unfortunately forced to postpone until
more favourable conditions prevail. In this particular case the unavailability of
both the Arabic text of Ibn Alhayṯam’s Iktifāʔ and a reproduction of item no. 3
in the Damascus manuscript makes any speculation extremely hazardous and
may, in fact, contaminate the conclusions drawn with regard to other sections
of the book. The question, therefore, on the origin of this fragment and on it
relatedness (or unrelatedness) to Natāʔiǧ remains to be tackled properly.1
As for the material description of the segment, manuscript P includes, af-

ter the explicit on fol. 92v 3‒4, a brief series of passages apparently gathered
under a common rubric «Fī kutubi lfilāḥah» and which, although typologically
identical to Ḫawāṣṣ, can hardly be a part of the preceding section because the
book is unambiguously said to have ended before this rubric (although it actu-
ally has not). Typological cohesiveness is limited to the fact that the fragment
consists on formulaic quotations (in this it is an unmistakable offspring of the
Ḫawāṣṣ genre) some of which are explicitly ascribed to Aṭṭabarī. The passages
are all non-medical in nature, but this is not incompatible with their origin in
a medicine-centred treatise on the specific properties of things. As a matter of
fact, I am persuaded (but I do not have the means to prove my presumption)
that a parallel—actually a cognate—to these quotations can be found in Chap-
ter X of Ibn Alhayṯam’s Iktifāʔ preceding the mention of the instructions on
how to get rid of stains. Furthermore, a demonstrable cognate can be identified
in an analogous and partially overlapping segment in Almadāɂinī’s Ḫawāṣṣ.2
After all, the anonymous compiler of αḪawāṣṣ must have found interesting

(and probably also pertinent to his treatment of the matter) to append to his
essentially medical treatise a separate chapter with a selection of the myriad of
disparate non-medical specific properties attributed in the Helleno-Islamicate
tradition to all sort of things. On the other hand, given that it is virtually beyond
doubt that he perused Aṭṭabarī’s Firdaws and that he drew quite extensively
from it for his anthology, it is most probable that the original closing chapter
preserved by IbnAlhayṯam (but not by theHebrew translator of Iktifāʔ) was di-
rectly inspired by the sequence of three miscellaneous chapters on the specific
properties of things in Firdaws. In fact, rather than mere inspiration the com-
1 This regrettable circumstance has resulted also in a much poorer critical apparatus for this
segment of the text and the commentary on these passages is not included, for obvious reasons,
in the sample that the reader shall find in Chapter 4 of Part III of this dissertation.

2 On this author and on the working hypothesis that a number of passages in his Ḫawāṣṣ stem
from the postulated parent text αḪawāṣṣ and are therefore cognate toNatāʔiǧ III and to Iktifāʔ,
see the corresponding section in Part III Chapter 1.



Chapter 3 The text 55

pilermust havedrawn from itmost of his buildingmaterials, forAṭṭabarī hands
down a convenient collection of passages (some of them explicitly ascribed to
the author of the Filāḥah) that touch upon geoponicmatters, wondrous powers,
and a rich selection of remedies by which one can get rid of stains.1

Nat IV Regimen
In the Paris manuscript the text of the dispensatory (for which see below) is
abruptly interrupted on fol. 116v 16, after the recipe for the pastilles of worm-
wood, by Galen’s discourse (qawl) on foodstuff. There follows a brief trophog-
nostic treatise of thebasicAġḏiyah type (dealingwithmeat,milk andmilkderiva-
tives, vegetables, and fruits) and several thematically related but only loosely
connected epigraphs on dietetic advice (essentially what to eat and what to
avoid, including a brief paragraph on clothing and a monthly calendar).2 The
text of Nat IV Regimen ends as at P 123v 15 and is immediately followed by the
chapter on ophthalmological drugs (ie Pharm 7) within Nat V.
From a strictly formal point of view this lengthy and unexpected excursus

should be considered to be dislocated, as it breaks, with no conceivable moti-
vation, the sequence of chapters of the pharmacopoeical section and this can
hardly have been its original position.3 On the other hand, although there are
not any cross-references to or from other sections of the book and even if the
title of the book does notmention it as a part ofNatāʔiǧ, the characteristic locu-
tion الله وفقّك اعلم، that features twice in it may be interpreted as positive (albeit
slight) evidence against the suspicion of an extraneous interpolation. The fact,
moreover, that manuscript D also transmits the exact same Galen-ascribed
trophognostic excerpt, speaks in favour of this interpretation and I currently
consider Nat IV Regimen to be an originally constitutive section of Natāʔiǧ
(and I accordingly refer to it as misplaced rather than interpolated) until new
evidence be brought to light that may alter this picture.
The position assigned in this survey to the dietetic section is strictly practical.

If in the edition of the Arabic text the arrangement transmitted in manuscript
P can be maintained (I have not extracted the section from its current posi-
tion and Nat V Pharmacopoeia is therefore edited in its extant discontinuous
1 Cf. Aṭṭabarī, Firdaws VII.ii.2‒4 (Ṣ 5241‒53623).
2 For an overview of the contents of this section and an explanation of the labels used here, see
below Chapter 7.

3 Given that neither the beginning nor the ending of the text of Regimen as transmitted in P
coincide with a new folio, one can safely rule out a simple material misplacement of the folios
of the manuscript. Now, the position of the text, which begins and ends so very close to a new
folio (and actually almost at the same line of the verso), might suggest that such a misplace-
ment could have obtained either before or during the copy of P. Mark, in this respect, that the
discourse on foodstuff was copied as an independent block in D item no. 4.
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form), the same cannot be done if a coherent study of the contents of these two
sections is to be reasonably conducted. It would make no sense to retain the
original dislocation in the summarised commentary below. By the same token,
the numeration assigned to Regimen has no implication with regard to its orig-
inal position within the collection. Manuscript evidence (exclusively from P)
has Pharmacopoeia follow Nat III but the book also ends quite explicitly af-
ter Pharm 7 On oils. If I may paraphrase Galen, should the readers wish to call
Regimen “Nat IV” or “Nat V”, let them do so—de nominibus non est disputan-
dum—for it makes no difference at all as far as the discussion of its contents is
concerned.

Nat V Pharmacopoeia

The formal analysis of the dispensatory transmitted in P (and perhaps also ves-
tigially in D) involves two very different questions. On the one hand, whether it
should be considered an original part of the collection; on the other hand, what
its contents were and where it was placed within Natāʔiǧ.
As far as the authenticity of the dispensatory is concerned, it seems to be

borne out by the fact that manuscript P puts the explicit of the whole book
and the scribal colophon just after the end of the section. Additional evidence
that Natāʔiǧ most probably included a pharmacopoeical section may be pro-
vided also by D, which transmits some medical recipes, yet not after Nat III
Ḫawāṣṣ but much earlier in the text after Nat I.4 On the shelf-life of drugs (but
this evidence is admittedly disputable). Besides, if the putative interpretation of
Natāʔiǧ as a kunnāš ormedical pandect is not mistaken, pharmacopoeia would
be the only major auxiliary to themedical art missing from the collection if Nat
V were to expunged from it as an exogenous interpolation.
The question of the exact contents of the pharmacopoeical section is a more

complex one. It can be assumed that it originally comprised at least the eight
chapters transmitted in P, but it is far from certain that it did not include more
material and there are, indeed, several indicators that it might have. First, the
continuity of the text is interrupted by the aforementioned treatise on regimen
and, given that no index of chapters is provided anywhere, one or more chap-
ters might be missing from the extant copy. Then, some usual drug categories
that regularly feature in most pharmacopoeias are nowhere to be found in the
dispensatory as transmitted in P. This is admittedly an argument ex silentio but
here is where the quantitatively scarce testimony of manuscript D with its two
supplements becomes highly significant: the three recipes for enemas transmit-
ted as aminimal series in Supplementb are precisely representative of a category
of drugs left unmentioned in P.
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Finally, concerning the position that the dispensatory may have occupied in
the original compilation, despite the testimony of D (in which the sequence of
recipeswas perhaps somehowattracted by the extensivemention of compound
remedies inOn the shelf-life of drugs), the order transmitted in P (ie at the end of
thebook) is in accordancewith the almost unanimouspractice in the Islamicate
corpus: virtually allmedical compendia place their respective recipe collections
invariably at the end.1

The Damascus supplements
With this provisional and deliberately uncompromising name I refer to thema-
terials that are copied in D beginning on fol. 38r 17 and ending on fol. 40r 18‒20.
This segment followswithout any solution of continuitywhatsoever the preced-
ing text of On the shelf-life of drugs2 and is in turn immediately followed by the
prologue ofNat II.1 on the verso. Now, it is quite obvious, even if the corroborat-
ing testimony of P were not available, that this series of recipes cannot possible
belong in the same epigraph and at the most they would represent an excerpt
from another section.
These additional materials are distributed into two quite different segments.

First, an excerpt on fols D 38r 17 ‒ 40r 1 contains the recipes (and further in-
structions) for several opiates (murqid), one of which is explicitly ascribed to
Ibn ʕimrān, then the formula for Hermes’ hiera fromHārūn’s (certainly mean-
ing Ahrun’s) book; finally a panacea for the eyes. This purely medical passages
are followed, again without any textual separation, by a recipe for a red ink and
by an alchemical excerpt fromsome sage («qāla lḥakīm») on the treatment (tad-
bīr) of arsenic and sulphur, then on the treatment of white marcasite, finally on
how to moisten dry bodies.
Then on fol. 40r 2‒5 the whole title is repeated:

الأعضاء مزاج ومعرفة الطبّیّة والقوانين الفلسفيةّ المناهج إلى الوصول في العقلیّة النتائج كتاب
الله شاء إن ومداواته ذلك وعلاج منها عضو كلّ اللاحقة الأمراض وذكر ومنافعها البشریةّ

تعالى
The second segment brings together the recipes for three clysters on fol. 40r

5‒20.
1 In Aṭṭabarī’s Firdaws, in fact, the main pharmacopoeical chapters come close after the sec-
tions on the specific properties of animals and on poisons and venoms. An apparent exception
to this general arrangement is Azzahrāwī’s Taṣrīf, but there surgery is considered a completely
separate branch of medicine and it is discussed only after all other disciplines (anatomy, hu-
moral theory, therapeutics, pharmacopoeia, pharmacognostics) have been exhaustively cov-
ered.

2 Not even a ⁘ symbol (which is used no less than twelve times on that page to separate
subepigraphs) marks any boundary between the two segments.
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Thesewidely different elements of the fragment are, therefore, best classified
into two sets the relation of which to the whole text ofNatāʔiǧ is quite certainly
not the same. If they are not considered an interpolation from some other text,
themedical recipes in the first segment (= Supplementa)might evenderive from
the now-lost chapters on the ailments of the brain and of the eyes in Nat II.2
Therapeutics, while the three enemas in Supplementb might be related to Nat
V Pharmacopoeia, or even to the chapter on the organs of reproduction inNat
II.2.1

1 For amore detailed analysis of these contents and a provisional interpretation of the testimony
contributed by Supplementsab, see below Chapter 8.
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3.2 Natāʔiǧ as a pandect

«The task of the early Byzantine physicians was not so much to compile well-
organized and all-encompassing encyclopedias with literary qualities (some-
thing that they did, in effect), but rather to create a coherent medical library
that made it possible for physicians to easily access relevant information for
both practical and educational purposes. This work went beyond a simple as-
semblage, as it required locating and selecting throughout the available litera-
ture, the most relevant information (scientifically up-to-date, safe, and effica-
cious) in each field of medicine, and also putting together elements of different
origins and possibly making them compatible.»1

Such a descriptionwould not be entirely unfittingwith regard to our text.When
considered in its entirety, the compilation transmitted under the title ofNatāʔiǧ
reveals itself not only as polythematic but also as manifestly composite in na-
ture, to the point that one may legitimately doubt whether it is not the prod-
uct of clerical aggregation. This impression is certainly strengthened by the ap-
parent lack of any explicit (or at least conspicuous) cohesive device that might
string together the different sections (other, that is, than their cotransmission
itself) and also by the complex picture of the manuscript transmission that has
been sketched above. There seems no to be a general prologue, no preview of
the contents, no index, no cross-references across section boundaries.
In the first survey of the text García suggested two possible explanations for

the great difference in length between the two manuscript witnesses: either P
is a collection of several works by Alɂilbīrī or otherwise D is a partial copy.2
On the other hand, as far as I am aware, such doubts have been expressed with
regard to the structure of the text but not to the origin of the sections them-
selves. The current characterisation of the work depicts it as disorganised and
even chaotic, but the possibility of alien interpolations seems not to have been
ever mentioned. And yet overall disarray and incohesive compilation are often
tokens of clerical manipulation. In the following two epigraphs I shall first sum-
marise the evidence (someofwhichhas alreadybeenpresented) in favour of the
1 Touwaide 2020b: 364.
2 Cf. García 1995: 192, which for manuscript D still relied exclusively on Alḫīmī’s succinct de-
scription. I must admit that I do not quite share this disjunctive, for it does not seem tome that
the two options are actually incompatible: Pmightwell be a collection in the strict sense andD
would still be a partial copy of that collection, as it does not include the totality of its contents.
Still in Carabaza and García 2009: 386 the doubt emerges as to whether the text transmitted
in Pmight be the result of several different treatises having been gathered under the same title.
The reason for this suspicion is rather weak, the presence of a basmalah being quite regular at
the beginning of major sections of a multi-part book.
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genetic unity ofNatāʔiǧ, then I shall tackle the specific question onwhether the
text can or cannot be considered a proper medical encyclopaedia.

Genetic unity of Natāʔiǧ

Leaving aside for a moment the suboptimal layout of the materials (more on
that later), probably themajor element of distortion thatmay actually cast some
doubt about the original unity of Natāʔiǧ is the fact that the whole section on
apotheconomy (the one transmitted as Nat I) precedes the explicit proem in
which the author introduces his book as a response to a request. From there on,
the epilogue in Nat II.1.6 and a transitional sentence link the section on thera-
peutics to the preceding natural philosophical prolegomena. Then, a colophon
sharedbybothmanuscripts showsquite distinctly that the book (which, let it be
noted, is referred there as a “madḫal to the well-being of souls and bodies” just
like the author promises in the proem) is not finished yet. Therapeutics are over
with the treatment of fevers, however, and whatever followed there must have
been somedifferent discipline (or branch, or part) of themedical art. Thatmight
have been the dispensatory (=Nat V), which is introduced by a transitional sen-
tence and is followed by a final colophon that provides forcible evidence that
at least what immediately preceded was found by the copyist as a part of the
same book. In itsweak version, therefore, the hypothesis of the original unity of
Natāʔiǧ as a kunnāš or medical pandect would include Nat II.1‒2|5.
Now, Nat III is acephalous and at its end P has an intriguing micro-colophon

that affirms that “thewhole [kāmil, perhaps rather an epithet?] book is finished”.
This closing mark is partially shared by D, which after the last passage of the
chapter on fevers in Ḫawāṣṣ reads simply “it is finished”, but in that case it is
indeed the end of the text and it is followedby the scribe’s final colophon stating
thedate of the copy.Here iswhere intertextual evidencemust be combinedwith
internal reconstruction.
First, the plausible origin ofNat III.2 in the same source as the preceding trea-

tiseNat III.1 would seem to negate the affirmation that the book (which one?) is
finished. After such an explicit end-mark onemight expect that any subsequent
materials would be clerical additions, whichmight ormight not be thematically
related to the preceding book but in any case should not be genetically derived
from it—for in that case the bookwould not have finished yet. Furthermore, the
dispensatory copied immediately after these geoponic passagesmust be consid-
ered a part of Natāʔiǧ as per the above hypothesis.
In sum, regardless of the apparent affirmation to the contrary, the copyist

of P must have found Nat III.1‒2 already as a section within Natāʔiǧ and quite
probably in the same position as extant, that is after the therapeutical section
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(where the copyist of D found it too) and before the the pharmacopoeia. There
is no compelling reason to alter the conclusion previously drawn in this regard.
Then, Nat IV is found in the most unexpected position intercalated within

the dispensatory. I have already expressed my current opinion that on linguis-
tic and phraseological grounds the link of Regimen to the remaining sections
ought to be exempted from doubt. As to its placement within the text, in my
eyes the most (and perhaps only) puzzling fact is the apparently unmotivated
nature of such an intercalation. Digressions of all kinds and sorts are quite reg-
ular in the Islamicate written tradition and medicine-related epistemic genres
are no exception to this trait,1 but I cannot detect what may have prompted the
jump from the dispensatory to the regimen and then back to the recipes of the
remaining categories of drugs. It may have had something to do with the ma-
terial layout of the Vorlage, but a merely mechanical “mistake” on the side of
the copyist seems unlikely, as there is no way the radical change in the subject
could have gone unnoticed, andNat IV is not a brief interpolation by any stretch
of the mind. Perhaps the corresponding fragment in the Damascus manuscript
shall bring some light to this crux.
In any case, for all the reasons adduced so far, I amcurrently inclined (with no

personal stake in the issue and open to any better suggestion) towards a strong
hypothesis according to which the extant sectionsNat II‒V are (probably in the
same relative order) theminimal core of the original book and the self-standing
treatise on apotheconomy (ie Nat I) is likewise Alɂilbīrī’s work but its exact
relationship to the core sections remains obscure to me.
Nothing is known about the author and therefore no help can be expected

from a reference to a plurality (or a singularity) of titles provided by a biobibli-
ographical source. The most economic approach would be to take at face value
the testimony of the twomanuscripts and to considerNat I the opening section
of the book, but the evidence in that regard is rather slim and it further seems
to clash against what can be inferred from other loci.
Before moving forward from the question on the authenticity and genetic

unity of the different sections comprised inNatāʔiǧ Imustmention that there is
one further (and almost definitive) argument that I have deliberately excluded
from the above analysis as it does not bear on the inner structure ofNatāʔiǧ. Lin-
guistic analysis and source criticism (which will both be dealt with extensively
in subsequent chapters) leave no doubt about the common shared context of all
these sections. Baffling as the organisation of the unitsmay appear now in its ex-

1 The reader shall soon find out that digressiveness is an exceedingly contagious malady, espe-
cially for those who are too long exposed to it and have a natural predisposition to succumb to
its effects.
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tant form, each and every one of the text blocks was either written from scratch
or selected, copied, and compiled by an Andalusī author who had access to a
number of ninth- and tenth-century texts. While copyists may have introduced
not a fewmisreadings andmay be held responsible even for the several lacunae
that affect the text, they certainly did not interpolate or append any significant
amount of materials, except perhaps—and only perhaps—for the alchemical
instructions and the recipe for an ink transmittedwithin the Damascus Supple-
ment.

Architectural coherence of Natāʔiǧ

That Natāʔiǧ looks very much like a medical encyclopaedia was immediately
noted by its modern readers and as seen above there is no shortage of objective
evidence to back this impression.1 Regardless of inner structure, the sum of the
sections covers from cosmogony and the principles of human physiology to the
preparation of compound drugs, including dietetics and conventional as well
as non-conventional therapeutics. IfNat I is added to the picture, some notions
of pharmacognosy are also to be gained from the text, but as I shall show in
Chapter 4 Apotheconomy is not addressed to physicians but to apothecaries,
and medicine is only a tangential subject there, never a central one.
Whether Natāʔiǧ can be classed as a proper medical encyclopaedia depends

on a number of considerations. First, on its being or not a genuine unity, which
has been argued in a positive sense above but might be negated in favour of
its consideration as a collection of texts (in the plural), which at least in strict
taxonomical terms is not the same as a multithematic text (in the singular).
Second, on the definition itself of “medical encyclopaedia”. This is not the place
nor the time for elaborate theorising on concepts and definitions in which so
many traditions are implicated and onwhich there is a vast amount of literature
available. I shall limit myself to a few observations and leave the terminological
debate for more propitious circumstances.
The first question boils down to themost likely interpretation of the author’s

intention (which is obviously a highly subjective matter) and to a somewhat
scholastic and essentially nominalistic ἀπορία. In the end, by the simple appli-
cation of Ockham’s razor it is farmore plausible that Alɂilbīrī culled all hisma-
terials and compiled them as one single book than to postulate that he wrote a
number of separate and self-standing treatises (two, three, four of them?) and
1 Cf. “tiene la apariencia de una obra médica de carácter enciclopédico” in García 1995: 205,
who further compares it with Firdaws. Mark that the fluidity of the characterisation of the text
as “one work” here but as a “collection of works” a few pages earlier is quite reflective of the
difficulty to define the exact nature of Natāʔiǧ.
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that some devote copyist brought them together under on single title and pro-
vided them with some rudimentary coherence from beginning to end. In the
latter implausible scenario, such a copyist ought to be considered the real “au-
thor” of Natāʔiǧ, which would still be a medical pandect by design. Besides, at
least Nat II.2 and Nat III can be proved to derive from actual independent trea-
tises, but that is precisely the essence of compilation in pre-modern times. The
fact that a chapter or section reproduces (even literally) a treatise does notmake
of it a treatise—it is its relation to the remaining parts of the whole that defines
it, and in this sense I have already insisted that the extant sections of Natāʔiǧ
bear unequivocal signs of interrelatedness.
On the other hand, caution ought to be exercised (and that is the reason why

I do not engage here in the debate)when using the categories ‘compilation’, ‘col-
lection’, ‘miscellany’, ‘encyclopaedia’, etc in a strictly technical sense.1 I, for one,
being as I am far from familiar with the intricacies of textual criticism and lit-
erary studies, have tried to amendmy initial tendency to terminological vague-
ness and I have correctedmy repeated references toNatāʔiǧ as amiscellany and
even as a collection. I can only hope that the choice of ‘compilation’ (both for
the process and its result) is not conceptually wrong. Moreover, in the case of
Islamicate medicine the vagueness of the word ‘encyclopaedia’ (even if ‘medi-
cal encyclopaedia’ is specified) can be avoided by resorting to Syro-Arabic kun-
nāš, which is indeed favoured by contemporary scholars alongside diverse non-
Arabic equivalents such as ‘pandect’. Admittedly a kunnāš is not necessarily all-
encompassing and it can even be a relatively brief summa dealing exclusively
with therapeutics, but the most distinguished representatives of the category
certainly aim at comprehensiveness and cover a wide range of topics besides
the identification and treatment of the diseases.2 As an evaluative and impres-
sionistic label, however, ‘medical encyclopaedia’ has a clear advantage over all
other options and it certainly makes for a great rubric with an undeniable mar-
keting potential.3

1 To give just one illustrative example from a contemporary scholar, elaborating on Baader’s
concept of Corpusüberlieferung Fischer 2013: 39 propounds a distinction between ‘conglom-
erates’ (several usually brief tracts transmitted in the same order and arrangement in several
manuscripts by chance rather than by intention) and proper ‘anthologies’ or ‘collections’ (de-
fined as an intentional gathering of texts).

2 Incidentally, a pejorative connotation seems to have been associated to the kunnāš by some
elitist physicians in late Andalus, cf. a remark on aṭṭarīqu lkunnāšī in Ibn Zuhr, Taysīr 56.

3 As a result, there is some inflation in the use of ‘encyclopaedia’. Thus, Chipman 2010: 17 de-
scribes the structure of Alʕaṭṭār Alhārūnī’sMinhāǧ as that of a “mini-encyclopedia”, while a
“the first prominent proponent” of the genre of the “medical encyclopaedia” for Pormann and
Savage-Smith 2007: 10 is Oribasius. Now, the difference between the Collectiones andMinhāǧ
does not lie exclusively in their respective sizes.
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As rightly pointedout byGarcía, it is indeedAṭṭabarī’sFirdaws thepandect-
type treatise of which Natāʔiǧ is the most reminiscent. This resemblance is not
limited to their polythematic nature (Almaǧūsī’sKāmil andAzzahrāwī’sTaṣrīf
are by no means poorer in their coverage of diverse topics) but it extends to a
feature that is as manifest as it is hard to substantiate objectively: they share an
overall primitiveness (nodepreciative connotation intended) that distinguishes
them unmistakably frommost other treatises in themedical tradition. With re-
gard to the priority of the contents over the form (a tendency far more notice-
able in our Andalusī author than in his eastern predecessor), the unapologetic
use of archaic and often pseudepigraphic sources, the expansive attention given
tomatters cosmological and philosophical, and not least the unconcealed inter-
est in the specific properties of things, the pandects of Aṭṭabarī and Alɂilbīrī
are nothing like the sober Kunnāš of Ibn Sarābiyūn or the comprehensive but
relentlessly focusedManṣūrī of Arrāzī, not to speak of the two compendia of
the aforementioned champions of systematicalmeticulosity Almaǧūsī andAz-
zahrāwī. If there is a third text that I would place in this particular subcategory
of kunnāš that would be the Hārūniyyah attributed to Masīḥ and to which a
whole section is devoted in Part III of this dissertation as it contains a remark-
able amount of materials that are genetically related to Nat III. In fact, Masīḥ’s
original Kunnāš was criticised in the harshest terms by Almaǧūsī in the pro-
logue to his Kāmil on account of the chaotic arrangement of its materials. If the
Hārūniyyah edited by Gigandet preserves, as I suggest there, the core structure
of Masīḥ’s Kunnāš, that criticism is well deserved and by comparison Natāʔiǧ
is a model of orderliness.

All in all and terminological debates aside, it is probably best to concede that
the kunnāš (like any other writtenmanifestation) presents itself in a wide spec-
trum and that it shows great diversity as to the degree of its comprehensiveness
and the systematic arrangement of its contents.1 It is a useful working category,
but it should not be essentialised to the point that its reification prevents from
recognising (and therefore understanding) the diversity of forms subsumed into
it.2

1 This, of course, is not an exclusive feature of the kunnāš or of the Islamicate tradition. Nor am
I in the least original in my observation. It has long been written that “[i]n ancient Greece and
Rome, thereweremultiple species of the genus “pharmaceutical handbook,” eachwith distinct
characteristics” (Keyser 2002: 378).

2 In this regard, cf. the claim for “a non-essentialist definition of genre (there is no ideal type that
sums up the essence of a genre) while redefining genres as intrinsically temporal structures,
which should be studied in their evolving over time” in Pomata 2014: 3.
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3.3 Some remarks on epistemic genres

There is no doubt that the concept of ‘genre’ (implicitly ‘literary genre’) has been
profitably used for a long time now by scholars of the history of Islamicate sci-
ence. However, one may have the impression that sometimes (even often) this
concept is approached from amainly taxonomical perspective as if its only util-
ity were that it allows to classify any given text and to introduce thus some or-
der in the mass of fragments, tracts, treatises, and multi-volume collections in
which the object of study (science itself) has been transmitted. Having over-
all left behind the old cataloguers’ tendency to quite literally judge a book by its
cover and to assign a genreon the sole basis of the title,mucheffort is invested—
and reasonably so—in trying to define the imaginary frontiers that distinguish
one genre from another.1 There is some great work done, and much still to be
done, in this ever-evolving project, and my own analysis relies largely on the
results of that previous work.
On the other hand, the extremely interest concept of epistemic genre as the

“vehicle of a cognitive project” was introduced some years ago by Pomata and
has been successfully applied to a variety of cultural contexts, from Francis Ba-
con’s reformulation of technical recipes to traditional Chinese medicine.2 Typ-
ical examples of epistemic genres range, according to this definition, from the
encyclopaedia to the aphorism, from the commentary or the essay to the med-
ical recipe, “specifically those kinds of texts that are linked, in the eyes of their
authors, to the practice of knowledge-making (however culturally defined)”.3
My own use of the concept of ‘genre’ in the analysis both of Natāʔiǧ as a text

and of its different sections is admittedly eclectic. While it is rooted in tradi-

1 Cf. Pormann 2004: 24 on the difficulty to draw any clear boundaries between ǧawāmiʕ, talḫīṣ,
šarḥ, etc. On a side note, in strict application of the old criterion, Ibn Ǧanāḥ’s Talḫīṣ and any
of Ibn Rušd’s homonymous treatises might have been classed under the same category and it
will be the task of one generation to revert some of the unfortunate effects of that practice.

2 Cf. Pomata 2013 (andpreviously Pomata 2011 [n.v.]), andparticularly an expanded formulation
of the original idea in Pomata 2014: 3, where it is emphasised that “by calling such genres “lit-
erary” we miss their distinctive and specific quality. Wemiss the fact that they are the vehicles
of a cognitive project, and that they are shaped by that project”. For some concrete applica-
tions of this hermeneutical framework, cf. the analysis in Pastorino 2020 of Francis Bacon’s
“new genre of natural and experimental histories”; a revision of Chinese medical literature in
Hanson and Pomata 2017, then Hanson 2022; or Gloning 2020 for the field of contemporary
science communication. The latter author’s definition could bemade likewise extensive to the
Hippocratic collection or to Alɂilbīrī himself: “Genres are products of communicative evolu-
tion, their development is steered or guided by their respective functions and available media
among other factors. [...] Epistemic genres are tools that are used by scientists to produce, for-
mulate, publish, and discuss their findings”.

3 Pomata 2014: 2.
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tional practice, it is at the same time inspired by Pomata’s reconceptualisation
and I borrow from both trends whatever elements may help to get a better un-
derstanding of the object of my study. Given that the main goal of this disser-
tation is not theoretical elaboration but rather practical description, no inno-
vative proposal should be expected from these chapters. Moreover, the discus-
sion of ‘genre’ (either epistemic or otherwise) implies necessarily the examina-
tion of a wide spectrum of texts and cannot be based on partial considerations
about one single testimony. This is not the time nor the place for such a survey.
I should warn the reader, therefore, that throughout this dissertation I shall al-
lude to ‘genre’ in two quite different senses for which the context will hopefully
clarify any possible ambiguity.
On the one hand, thematic genres shall be regularly referred to by this name,

eg the ‘Ḫawāṣṣ genre’, meaning texts (mostly independent treatise but also sec-
tions within a pandect) that deal with the knowledge of the specific properties
(ḫawāṣṣ) of things. By the same token, pharmacopoeical literature shall be al-
luded to as the ‘Aqrābāḏīn genre’, but not the formulas or recipes themselves,
which I consider here rather constitutive elements of the genre, just like quota-
tions are the building bricks of Ḫawāṣṣ. A gloss or an explanation shall be ap-
pended to the first use of these labels but the reader will soon become used to
the association of an Arabic name (usually the most typical book title within
each category) with a given thematic genre.
On the other hand regular mention shall be made also of morphological (or

formal) genres, which would essentially correspond to Pomata’s epistemic gen-
res. Thus, Firdaws is a ‘kunnāš’ or ‘pandect’ (otherwise a ‘medical encyclopae-
dia’), whereas Arrāzī’s Ǧudarī and Niqris are ‘specific monographs’, and be-
tween these two extremes one ought to place (semi)specific treatises on ob-
stetrics or on cosmetics, for instance. If the thematic and the formal criteria
are combined, of course, Firdawswould intersect asmany continua as thematic
sections it contains.
In both cases a further specificationmust be introduced in the formof a qual-

ification. Pandects (kunnāš) range from ‘comprehensive’ to exclusively ‘thera-
peutic’, but most of them show actually an idiosyncratic collection of contents
that allows to distinguish virtually asmany species of kunnāš. The same consid-
eration applies to thematic genres. There is a type of ‘medical organ/ailment-
centredḪawāṣṣ’ that contrasts stronglywith the ‘non-medical item-centredḪawāṣṣ’;
the ‘strictAġḏiyah’ deals almost exclusivelywith foodstuff,whereas the ‘extended
Aġḏiyah’ may include much dietetic materials on clothing, bathing, etc, to the
point that the boundary with the genre of Ḥifḍ̱u ṣṣiḥḥah (ie regimen) becomes
almost impossible to draw.
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The above digression (which actually spares the reader an actual excursus on
genre typology) is a friendly warning with regard to the terminology that is to
be found in the following chapters. The need to abridge the original draft of this
dissertation and the wish to pack as much information as possible within this
limited space make it impracticable to provide a proportionate justification for
each terminological choice and every label.

An Andalusī kunnāš

From the above premises I would argue that as an epistemic genre the ninth-
century kunnāš type represented by Aṭṭabarī’s and Masīḥ’s pandects was a
powerful tool that allowed its authors to bring together a wealth of information
from several different fields (or thematic genres) and to make it available, at a
much lower cost, to a readership that did no longer need to resort to three, four,
or five different books to access essentially the same knowledge. Except for the
demanding scholar or the high-rank professional physician, the abridgement of
a Ḥayawān treatise provided in Firdaws VI.iv.1‒39 must have certainly met the
needs of most readers, who could also find, in the same volume, analogous syn-
theses of therapeutics, pharmacognosy and trophognosy, pharmacopoeia, and
even the lore of the specific properties, not to speak of cosmology and human
physiology. Thus, a feature thatwas already themain appeal of themedical pan-
dect as inherited from the Byzantine tradition (particularly Paul of Aegina’s
Pragmateia and Ahrun’s Kunnāš) was further enhanced by the incorporation
of allied traditions such as zootherapeutics (Ḥayawān), the knowledge of the
specific properties (Ḫawāṣṣ), and occasionally also lithognomics (Aḥǧār).1
At the turn of the 11th c. inAndalus a fewprivileged individuals could perhaps

procure an edition of Ibn ʕabdirabbih’s remarkable dispensatory, amanuscript
of Ibn Alhayṯam’s systematic monograph on the specific properties, and per-
haps even a copy of Ibn Alǧazzār’s exhaustive Zād, but only amodest pandect
such asNatāʔiǧ could offer a digested summa of all these fields of knowledge—
andsomeextras too—inone single volumeofnoticeably reduced size andprice.2

1 The latter is not represented in a separate section in Firdaws (although it contains a non-
negligible quantity of stone-relatedmaterials) but a lengthy excerpt from Pseudo-Aristotle’s
Aḥǧār is included in the edited version of the Hārūniyyah that might stem fromMasīḥ’s origi-
nal pandect. Even if it were a later addition there, theHārūniyyah still represents the material-
isation of the comprehensive kunnāš through its inclusion of fragments of Ḥayawān, Ḫawāṣṣ,
and Aḥǧār in addition to natural philosophy, physiology, dietetics, therapeutics, and pharma-
copoeia. Themedical encyclopaedia is indeed described as “the comprehensive handbook on a
wide-ranging variety of medical topics organised in ways that make it easy to find the required
information” by Pormann and Savage-Smith 2007: 10.

2 Limiting the terms of comparison here to Andalusī texts is, needless to say, a rhetorical de-
vice intended to showcase the immediate context of Natāʔiǧ. It is not unlikely that our imagi-
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With the only known exception of Azzahrāwī’s Taṣrīf (which stands in a cat-
egory of its own but yet does not include a specific section corresponding to
the standard Ḫawāṣṣ genre, nor does it discuss the principles of natural philos-
ophy) no other Andalusī author appears to have attempted to offer such a prod-
uct. As amatter of fact, while most othermedicine-related epistemic genres are
fairly well documented in the local tradition (from case histories to aphorisms,
specificmonographs on a particular category of ailments and all-encompassing
therapeutics, pharmacognosy andmedical and non-medicalḪawāṣṣ), Andalusī
physicians do not seem to have find a utility to the primitive kunnāš, which
makes Natāʔiǧ all the more exceptional.1

On sections and treatises

With regard to thedynamics of the evolutionof genres, the concept ofautonomi-
sation is also relevant to the diachronical analysis of several of the sections and
even lower taxa comprised in our text. According to Pomata “[a] newgenremay
originate from the branching out and autonomization of forms of writing that
had originally coexisted within the same textual matrix”.2What once was a tex-
tual subgenremay separate from its original vehicle and gain a circulation of its
own.
Now, as I shall try to showbelow inChapter 7when analysing severalminimal

manifestations of particular dietetic subgenres, the problem lies often in the
determination of the chronological priority of one form over the other, that is
whether the phenomenon under scrutiny ought to be interpreted as a case of
autonomisation or rather of deautonomisation. The monthly dietetic calendar
included in Nat IV might be seen as a sort of spin-off of larger calendars (either
monthly or seasonal) but it might also represent the last remnants of an older
simpler format that came to be incorporated, by aggregation to othermaterials,
into the classical Parapegmata and Azmina / Anwāʔ.
The chapter Nat I.4 On the shelf-life of drugs, in turn, might be interpreted as

a particular type of (semi)autonomisation. It seems that the indications regu-
larly appended to each formula in the early Aqrābāḏīn (already in Galenic and
pseudo-Galenic pharmacopoeical texts) were at some point collected, perhaps
by Ibn Sarābiyūn himself, and formatted as a separate chapter. The process

nary buyers might have preferred to purchase Sābūr’s pharmacopoeia, Arrāzī’s Ḫawāṣṣ, and
Ahrun’s Kunnāš, respectively, if given the opportunity to choose.

1 While the do not actually qualify to be considered representatives of the traditional kunnāš,
Zuhr’s Nuǧḥ (at least as originally planned) and even Ibn Zuhr’s Aġḏiyah ought to be given
some attention in a history of this genre in Andalus.

2 Cf. Pomata 2014: 13, who echoes “la marche d’autonomisation” proposed some years earlier by
Nicoud 2007 [n.v.].
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of autonomisation would become complete then when this chapter gained a
circulation of its own, only to revert to a non-autonomous format when Az-
zahrāwī or Alɂilbīrī or a previous source combined that table of shelf-life
dates with additional materials on simple drugs to compile a chapter within
a different kunnāš. The potential recursiveness of this process if shown by the
semi-independent circulationof Azzahrāwī’s segmenton the shelf-life of drugs.
In fact, most sections of Natāʔiǧ are paradigmatic examples of deautonomi-

sation of originally independent treatises from different thematic genres. There
is no doubt about this origin in the case of Nat II.2, Nat III, and Nat V. The sus-
picion is strong regarding Nat IV too, although it might be the result of active
compilation frommore than one source, which could be also the origin ofNat I
and Nat II.1. Even in the case of those apparently “original” compilations, some
of the segments included in those sections stem from autonomous texts (cf. es-
pecially On stones in Nat I or the trophognostic treatise within Nat IV).





4
Nat I Apotheconomy

Describing the initial section on drugstore-related matters as the most origi-
nal part of Natāʔiǧ may not be saying much given that Nat II.2, III, and V are
essentially derivative, verging indeed on skilful copy-and-paste. Such an enthu-
siastic affirmation may be unnecessarily risky too, as some unexpected parallel
or precedentmight surface that would turn scholarly euphoria into disappoint-
ment.2 There are, however, some objective elements in the section that, regard-
less of the ultimate origin of the information gathered in it, point towards au-
thorial intervention to an extent that seems to bematched only by the proem to
(and perhaps also the body of)Nat II.1. The plan itself of Apotheconomy beto-
kens an unmistakable wish to collect materials from several different thematic
genres and, although sources and parallels can be provided for most of the el-
ements, the section as a whole appears nonetheless to be unprecedented, and
even discontinued, in the Islamicate tradition. The presence of geolectal mark-
ers in the form of exclusive Andalusī lexical items and geographical references
adds to the idiosyncratic nature of the text.
As the only description of Natāʔiǧ available until now is rather limited in

scopeand it alsooccasionallymischaracterises the contents of this section, some
of the highlights provided hereunder have a corrective (but by nomeans polem-
ical) intention. The notes collected here, as elsewhere in Chapters 4‒8, are a
2 I had myself long considered Nat II.2, with all its archaic features and its frequent divergences
from standard practice, as a quite fascinating representative of idiosyncratic therapeutics—
until I came across the description of Zuhr’s expanded version/commentary of Ibn Māsa-
wayh’s Nuǧḥ, which showed that Alɂilbīrī had basically reproduced the entire treatise of the
Syro-Iranian physician. As shall be seen below (see Chapter 6) this fact does not make Ther-
apeutics any less interesting, but it certainly advises against the abuse of the qualification
“original” at least as far as any of the sections comprised in Natāʔiǧ is concerned.
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non-exhaustive extract from an on-going research that must eventually crys-
tallise in a commentary on Nat I Apotheconomy, but until then all observa-
tions (and especially all conclusions) most be considered provisional.

4.1 Contents: neither pharmacology, nor medicine

Even in the absence of a prologue and despite the somewhat unsystematic ar-
rangement of the textual units at the higher level of organisation,Nat I Apothe-
conomy is clearly delimited in its contours and shows undeniable thematic co-
herence. No pharmacology or pharmacognosy is to be found here, let alone any
pharmacological theory, and even for the most basic knowledge of the degrees
of each simple drug the author refers the reader explicitly to the books of the
Mufradah genre. The items described in Nat I.3.1 are not dealt with as simple
drugs qua substances of medical interest (not one single benefit is mentioned
in any of the twenty-one entries in that segment) but rather asmarketable com-
modities.1 This is evenmore noticeable in the case ofminerals inNat I.3.2, where
medical applications are regularly mentioned alongside allusions to their use
by alchemists, dyers, goldsmiths, lustre-painters, etc—which sounds verymuch
like a list of potential buyers for each item.
This feature is congruous with the tenor of the whole set of chapters com-

piled by the author for this section: a rudimentary deontology for apothecaries
in which medicine is explicitly off limits to the professional (= Apoth 1.1); a list
of the instruments (mostly vessels) that can be found in a drugstore but not
necessarily at the physician’s (= Apoth 1.2); an extensive catalogue of products
that a drug-seller ought to be able to identify, test for their quality, and market
to a diversified clientele (= Apoth 1.3); finally a table of expiration dates for the
drugs, both simple and compound (= Apoth 1.4). The relation of all this matters
to medicine is as obvious as it is indirect (or rather tangential; after all, it is the
apothecaries that supply physicians with their drugs) and the true business of
the author is providing some guidelines and useful information for those run-
ning a drugstore—thence the coinage of apotheconomy as themost suited label
1 Leaving the obstinate non-distinction betweenpharmacognosy andpharmacology aside (even
Dioscorides’ exhaustive Materia medica has been defined as a representative of pharma-
cotherapeutics rather than of pharmacology, cf. Touwaide 2020a: 303 n. 4), it is hard to agree
with the overstatement that Nat I is a text “farmacológic[o] tanto a nivel teórico como prác-
tico”, nor with the assertion about the author with regard to these simple drugs “de los que
menciona, aunquemuy brevemente, su morfología botánica junto con sus propiedades y apli-
caciones terapéuticas” (Carabaza and García 2009: 385). From such a description one would
expect a text of theMufradah type or even a small-scale ʕumdah, but from a genre perspective
Nat I.3.1 ought to be compared, both in format and in contents, to Ibn Māsawayh’s Ṭīb and in
any case it cannot even be considered medical in a proper sense.
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for this section.1
In viewof the autonomousnature of the subsectionswithinNat I, the analysis

of their structure and contents is best conducted on an individual basis.

4.1.1 Apoth 1— Deontology

The very first epigraph (qawl) of Natāʔiǧ provides a quite detailed description
of the professional praxis and expected ethical behaviour of the apothecary
(ʕaṭṭār) that sells the drugs (ʕuqqār).2

Paraphrase

Drug-sellers must resemble the physician in their good deeds, looking after the
sick and their health as well as taking pains for their sake and choosing the best
drugs for them. Utmost caution is required when compounding drugs, syrups,
and electuaries lest anything should fall into them, and any vessels that are used
in this trade3 must be cleaned and kept well protected, washed, and unsoiled.
Absolute cleanliness is likewise required concerning the apothecary’s clothes,
which must also be simple and unadorned.4
The preparation of drugs is described as a prerogative of apothecaries, who

must not let anyonemix the syrups and electuaries, nor boil the robs, or extract
the oils, waters, and juices. If they need to rely upon someone else for this work,
1 As far as I know it is a new word for an actually old concept. It is inspired by the classical
precedent of οἰκονομία and by the analogous contemporary coinage ‘bibliotheconomy’ (which
in English is more often referred to as ‘library science’) and I resort to it in order to avoid the
anachronistic connotations of ‘pharmacy’ and ‘pharmaceutics’, which are both nowadays usu-
ally understood in a more restricted sense related to drug production.

2 The exact same phrase (namely العقاّر» یبيع الّذي («العطّار is repeated in the epilogue to the pharma-
cognostic section Apoth 1.3. Some remarks on the figure of the apothecary or drug-handler are
to be found in Chapter 9, while the semantic range of Arabic ʕuqqār (that here apparently in-
cludes also compound preparations) has been previously considered above in Chapter 3. Mark
the intentional rhyme in the chapter title, which has necessitated a rather irregular use of the
singular andmight also imply a vocalisation ʕaqqār (well attested by lexicographers alongside
ʕuqqār).

3 The word chosen here by the author to refer to drug-handling is ṣināʕah, which like Greek
τέχνη means not only ‘art, craft’ but also more generally ‘trade, profession’ (cf. also afterwards
ṣināʕatu lʕiṭr ‘perfume-making, perfumery’ in the epigraph on tin). The samewordwas used in
thirteenth-century Mamlūk Cairo according to Alʕaṭṭār Alhārūnī, who further reports that
drug-trade («ṣināʕatu ṣṣaydalah») was known in his time as “the trade of perfumes and syrups”
(«ṣināʕatu lʕiṭr walʔašribah»), cf.Minhāǧ Proem. (Q 36‒7); also Chipman 2010: 130.

4 For this sense of simplicity conveyed byArabicmuḥtaṣar (which is not included in Corriente,
DAA 157b *{xṣr}), see Dozy, SDA I 376b s.r. ,خصر√ particularly the phrase والمطعم» الملبس «مختصر
from Ibn Alḫaṭīb’s Iḥāṭah. The literal meaning ‘short’ might not be, however, altogether in-
congruous here (especially with regard to the sleeves).
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the assistant must be someone on which they trust or otherwise he must be
present by their side as they proceed.1 Nothing destined to be drunk or eaten
should be ever cooked in copper pots.
The ethical code of drug-sellers states quite emphatically that they should

not be greedy and rapacious («raġīban ǧammāʕan lilmāl»)2 because, if they are,
they shall fail to fulfil their professional duty, since good advice and rectitude are
the key to livelihood and the reason why people may rely on them and confide
in them. The boundaries with the art of medicine («ṣināʕatu ṭṭibb») are clearly
established as apothecaries should not apply their mind to it at all, especially
as far as purgatives are concerned—and if requested,3 they must shy way and
protest: “I only known how to sell drugs”.
Apothecaries must be compassionate, well-natured, generous, and friendly,

as well as clever and ingenious. Theymust rise above vileness and should never
minglewith children andwomen, nor concurwith ignorant physicians in eating
people’smoney in an illicit way. They are expected to give an answer even to the
poorest of the sick4 and to prepare whichever drugs they have without regard

1 This would be the ġulām (also ḫādim) sporadically alluded to in the context of drug-making in
medical texts.

2 Although ǧammāʕ is not recorded inCorriente,DAA 102‒103 *{jm‘} andDozy only gives ǧam-
māʕu ʕaskar ‘recruteur’ and ǧammāʕu lʕalaf ‘fourrageur’ in SDA I 216b s.r. ,جمع√ the epithet ǧam-
māʕun lilmāl is transparent in its derivation and depicts quite vividly the attitude of a covetous
drug-monger. The phrase is attested elsewhere without a negative connotation by Aḏḏahabī
(d. 1374) inhis depictions of caliphAlmanṣūr (cf.Tahḏīb I 2502‒3) andof Ṣalāḥuddīn’s brother
sultan Sayfuddīn Muḥammad (cf. ʕibar III 16719), where it seems to refer simply to wealthi-
ness. It features also in Addarāquṭnī’s report on the Ḥanafī master ʕabdurraḥmān Aḍḍabī:
«wakānamutrafan ǧammāʕan lilmāl» (cf. Muḥyīddīn Alḥanafī,Muḍiyyah II 3768).

3 The verb istafā (here non-agentive ustufiya) is borrowed from technical legal parlance, where
it means to ask for a decision of Islamic law (that is a fatwā) regarding a question, and as such
it is used in Q 4:127: اءِ﴾ ِّسََ الن فىِ .﴿وَيسَـتَفۡتُونكََ Thus Alɂilbīrī attests a semantic extension to a non-
juridical but still professional context that is not recorded in dictionaries of Andalusī usage
(cf. Corriente, DAA 390 *{ftw} and Dozy, SDA II 241 s.r. .(فتو√ An analogous meaning of aftā
‘to provide medical advice’ is attested in Andalus by Alhāšimī in the proemium to Maǧālis:
«liʔannī raʔaytuhum yuftūna fī kulli ʕillah» (K 151) and «wahiya fī lfatwā, walamārahū yuftī bihā
aḥadan illā atāhu šākiran walifaḍlihī nāširā» (K 1610‒11, in reference to the sessions transmit-
ted from his master Attaymī). Then the substantive fatwā is found with the same meaning in
Maǧālis I.i.46: «farubbamā kāna lilḥakīmi fī fatwāhu waǧhun ḫafiya ʕalayka, falā tastanqiṣhu»
(K 10618‒19). There is in fact a Qurʔānic precedent for a more general meaning ‘to ask, to in-
terrogate’ in Q 37:149 البَۡـنُونَ﴾ وَلهَُمُ البَۡـناَتُ ِّـكَ ب أَلِرَ مۡ ,﴿فاَسۡـتَفۡتهِِ which Ibn ʕaṭiyyah (d. 1146) glosses as:
«walistiftāʔu: assuʔāl» inMuḥarrar IV 4888. In the jargon of traditional Islamic jurisprudence
a fatwā usual comprises both the question (suʔāl) and the answer to it (ǧawāb).

4 The context suggests that it is preferable to readhere «masākina lmarḍā» as “the poor (amongst
the) sick”, where masākin would be the characteristically western plural of miskīn (cf. Corri-
ente,DAA 257a *{skn} ii, where bothmasākin andmasākīn are documented inAndalusī texts)
rather than “the houses of the sick” (masākin being in that case the plural ofmaskan).
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for the price of the ingredients, nor must they ever deny the sick the drugs that
they have.
With the sick theymust behave as the physician does. Theymust not compli-

cate information about drugs, because in making it easy on the sick they fulfil
their duty in this world and in the other. The author affirms, in fact, that he
knows nothing else that brings a person closer to god than this art (meaning
medicine) and its adepts if it is practised licitly and according to its traditional
ways—just like he does not know anything else that removes someone farther
from god andmakes the fire (ie hell)more certain that this very same art if prac-
tised in ways other than the canonical ones.
A rhetorical question closes the epigraph: since there is no animal more ex-

cellent before god thanhumans (just like animals aremore excellent thanplants),
how can there be any hope for the hereafter of anyone that should cause this
most excellent animal to perish either by sport, injustice, or rebellion? The same
goes, then, for whoever causes its death by ignorance of the medical art.1

Commentary

The subject of professional ethics (Berufsethik) with regard to physicians is cov-
ered quite extensively in Islamicate literature,2 but not so much in relation to
apothecaries.3 One of the very rare observations in this respect is precisely an
1 It seems as if the discourse had drifted from drug-handling towards medicine, as the profes-
sion (ṣināʕah) on which these closing remarks focus (namely medicine) is no longer the same
profession with which it opened (ie apotheconomy).

2 Cf. Ullmann 1970: 223‒227 and the references gathered there. The core the Islamicate medi-
cal Berufskunde was inherited from the Greek tradition and is particularly related to the Hip-
pocratic oath, but it is only in the Islamicate period that it developed into a microgenre of
its own (cf. Dietrich 1982: 8‒9). A more exhaustive comparison of Deontology with parallel
texts on medical ethics and treatises of theMiḥnah type must be conducted elsewhere; in the
meantime, cf. Aṭṭabarī, Firdaws Proem (Ṣ 48‒62) and from Indian sources Firdaws VII.iv.3 (Ṣ
55820‒5597); the paradigmaticmiḥnah in Arrāzī, Alḥāwī XXIII.11 (H XXIII.1 288‒304); the ref-
erences to Almaǧūsī, Kāmil and to Ibn Yūsuf Alkaḥḥāl’s introduction in Dietrich 1982: 62
(the latter he could read only in the German translation published by Hirschberg, Lippert,
andMittwoch 1905: 205, but an edited text wasmade available by Alwafāɂī in 1987); also Ibn
Sulaymān’s guide for physicians, ofwhich only aHebrew translation (Mūsar hārōp̄ǝʔīm) is pre-
served, cf. Ullmann 1970: 224; then Abulḥasan Aṭṭabarī, Buqrāṭiyyah I.35 (B 31r 20 ‒ 32r 25).
On the subject of “professional ethics” in the context of drug-handling, cf. Chipman 2002 and
also Chipman 2010: 55‒75 (most particularly the primary sources discussed on pages 59‒63).

3 There is, indeed, an apparent trend in the Islamicate tradition to develop micro-deontologies
for many different professions and crafts that would deserve further exploration. The prologue
of Muḥammad Alkātib Albaġdādī’s cookery book, for example, is followed by details on the
cook’s instruments, cooking instructions, and other practicalities, including a paragraph that
opens with the standard formula «yanbaġī liṭṭabbāḫi an yakūna ḥāḏiqan ʕārifan biqawānīni
ṭṭabīḫ», cf. Ṭabīḫ Proem (B 116‒9). In the geoponic genre a separate chapter usually explains how
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explicit comparison drawn between our text and a partially parallel segment
within Ibn ʕabdūn’sḤisbah,1 which could actually be extended to include sim-
ilar chapters on apothecaries and drug-handlers in the ḥisbah genre. Now, a
closer look to the texts shows a quite radical difference, both in contents and
in focus, between Alɂilbīrī’s deontology and the muḥtasib’s concern with the
superintendence of professionals working in the market and on the streets.
Themarket supervisor is chargedprimarily—oftenexclusively—with the con-

trol of falsification and adulteration (ġišš, also tadlīs ‘deceit, concealing [of a
fraudulent product]’), and the epigraphs on drug-makers are usually a mere
catalogue (more or less exhaustive depending on each author) of counterfeits,
whereas forgery and fraud are not evenmentioned inDeontology.2 This concern
is alreadymanifest inmid-tenth-centuryQurṭubah in IbnArraɂūf’smanual, in
which Chapter 15 on overseeing drug-makers («annaḍ̱aru fī lʕaṭṭārīn») emphat-
ically forbidsmixing fine products with others of lower quality, as well as Indian
commodities with local ones, and then selling them to those that know no bet-
ter.3 Very much the same applies in the beginning of the 13th c. in Malaqah to
Assaqaṭī’sḤisbah too, which openswith amention of “the almost unnumbered
falsifications of the dishonest” drug-handlers and includes a much more com-
prehensive list of ingredients (and on occasion detailed instructions too) with
which genuine items were usually tampered. 4
Nor do eastern representatives of this genre reflect any other major concern

but counterfeiting andmanipulation of the goods. The harmful, and sometimes
even lethal, consequences of this practice may be explicitly expounded on oc-

to choose the best workers and it goes back to Byzantine sources. In Andalus it is represented
by Ibn Wāfid, Agricultura IV De saber escoger los labradores (C 816‒14); also Ibn Alʕawwām,
Filāḥah I.x.6 (B I 5323‒53422).

1 Cf. García 1995: 194.
2 Much attention is given to this subject, however, in Natāʔiǧ I.3.1, where virtually every entry
in the segment includes a brief list of similar substances and products for which the item in
question can be mistaken and which ought to be interpreted, in my opinion, in connection to
market fraud (more on this below).

3 Cf. Ibn Arraɂūf, Ḥisbah [15] (Ch 351‒13). It is worth noting that all four examples provided by
Ibn Arraɂūf (namely box-thorn juice, aloe, ben, and aloe-wood) are included in Nat I.3.1 and
that interchangeable substances are mentioned there for all three of them. A similar stress is
laid by Ibn Arraɂūf on stopping drug-handlers from mixing fresh items with old ones, which
can likewise be connected to Nat I.4 On the shelf-life of drugs and even more particularly with
Alɂilbīrī’s requirement that the apothecary should be able to distinguish good drugs frombad
ones, and fresh (ḥadīṯ) drugs from old (qadīm) ones.

4 Cf. Assaqaṭī,Ḥisbah VI والصیادلة العطّارين في (Ch‒C 614‒706). As shall be seen below, the testimony
of this Malaqī catalogue of similia is an invaluable piece of external evidence related to the
Andalusī market of herbs and spices as it is remarkably coincident with the corresponding
entries in Nat I.3.1.
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casion, as in the case of Ibn Alɂuḫuwwah, who also adds that professionals of
this trade ought to be not only knowledgeable and experienced but also faithful
and god-fearing:

Maʕālim XXV (L 12114‒1228)

والشماعین العطارین على الحسبة
عنها، والكشف بها الاعتناء للمحتسب ینبغي التيّ الأشـیاء أهمّ من الباب هذا أنّ اعلمْ
معرفة له مَن إلاّ العتر وأصناف العقاقير بیع من أحدًا یمُكنّ لا أن المحتسب على ويجب
العقاقير فإنّ تعالى. الله من خوف عنده دینه، في أميناً ثقةً يكون ذلك ومع وتجربة؛ وخبرة
العقاقير من عقاّرًا الجاهل يشتري فقد — غالبًا ترُكّن ثمّ مفردةً، العطّارين من تشُترى إنماّ
منفعته متیقنّاً الدواء في فيسـتعمله اخٓر عجاهل منه یبتاعه ثمّ المطلوب، هو أنهّ على معتمدًا
لأنّ غيرها، من الناس على أضرّ وهي به. ویتضرّر مطلوبه عكس باسـتعماله له فيحصل
فحنئذ — أحرفها غيرها، إليها أُضیف فإذا أمزجتها: قدر على والأدویة الطبائع مختلفة العقاقير

العقاقير. به یغشّون ما العطّارين على المحتسب یعتبر

A far better parallel to our text is found, however, not inḥisbahmanuals but in
the vademecum of an actual apothecary, namely thirteenth-century Alʕaṭṭār
Alhārūnī’s Minhāǧu ddukkān.1 One of the most salient features of Minhāǧ is,
in fact, that it is exceptionally apothecary-focused, a text genuinely “aimed at
private pharmacists rather than at hospitals”.2 There Chapter I, which bears a
rubric most reminiscent of Deontology, contains a “moralizing exhortation” ad-
dressed by the author to his son and and a call for devoutness and piety very
similar to Ibn Alɂuḫuwwah’s in its wording:3

Minhāǧ I (A 151‒6 | Q 422‒26)

يكون أن المركبّات هذه بعمل ا متقلّدً يكون أن نفسه اسـتصلح لمن ینبغي فيما — البابالأول
ثانیًا. الناس ومن أوّلاً تعالى الله من والخوف ز والتحرُّ والثقة الدين من غایة على

1 Very little is known about this Jewish apothecary fromMamluk Cairo other than his full name
(Abulmunā Dāwud b. Abī Naṣr Alkūhin) and that the text of Minhāǧ was completed in 1260.
A full monographic study is devoted to that dispensatory by Chipman 2010 (cf. especially the
detailed analysis on pages 47‒75), but a critical edition of the treatise based on all available
manuscript evidence is still needed.

2 Cf. Chipman 2012. Its collection of recipes, on the other hand, is almost entirely derivative and
borrows extensively from Abilbayān’s Dustūr.

3 Cf. Minhāǧ I (A 151‒1619 | Q 422‒65). This opening discourse on professional ethics (a section
“on the qualities and character of the aspiring pharmacist” as described in Chipman 2010: 18)
appears to be an innovation in the genre, as nothing alike is included in earlier dispensatories,
nor in the most immediate source ofMinhāǧ (that is Ibn Abilbayān’s Dustūr)—which makes
some striking parallelisms with Natāʔiǧ all the more interesting and worth exploring in the
future.
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للإنسان خلق تعالى الله أنّ مرضاته، إلى وأرشدك لطاعته الله وفقّك المبارك، الولد أيهّا اعلم،
.[...] والقبیح والحسن والشرّ، الخير بين به یفُرّق كالسراج وجعله عقلاً

Back toDeontology, given that a full comparative analysis of the chapterwould
be out of place in this general survey, I shall simply highlight a few passages
for which a wider context (but so far no identifiable sources) can be provided.
Thus, the reprobation of greediness and the exhortation to act in a generous and
open-handedmanner has deep roots in the Helleno-Islamicate tradition and is
voiced in one way or another in texts of all thematic genres, from medicine to
ḥisbah. For Alɂilbīrī the basic idea appears to be that, as the task of the apothe-
cary (let alone that of the physician) is one of high moral responsibility, so do
the reward and, accordingly, the punishment go beyondmere chrematistic gain
and loss—which is not far, in a sense, from the concept of “god-given remuner-
ation” sometimes ascribed to Hippocrates.1 Although such a criticism is most
often addressed to physicians,2 Alʕaṭṭār Alhārūnī provides a close match in
the context of apothecaries when he exhorts his son not to be like those who
“take people’s money unlawfully”:3

Minhāǧ I (A 1610‒17 | Q 523‒63)

مَن سـیّما لا — حقّ بغير أموالهم وأَخْذ الناس ظُلمْ من أعظم ذَنبَْ لا أنهّ ولدي، يا واعلمْ،
على نفسُه أشرفتْ قد مریضٍ كمثل نهـي، ولا أمر ولا له عقل ولا مسكيناً، أو ضعیفًا كان
وثوابه تعالى الله وجه طالبًا أقواله، في زًا متحرِّ دینّاً، عالماً حاذقاً طبيباً فيسـتدعي الهلاك
مع برؤه بها يكون أنهّا على جوارحه بها تطمئنّ وقرةً له فيكتب مداواته، من یقصده فيما
إثم فلا إلیك، الأمر رجع فقد العطّار)، (أعني الصیدلانيّ على فيها واتكلّ تعالى، الله عنایة
تعلم وأنت حقكّ، في ط تفُرَّ أن مریضًا كنت لو أنت تسـتحسن فهل علیك. إلاّ فرّطت إن
على تعالى الله من العقاب قدر تعلم وأنت والروح، المال إتلاف إلى مؤدٍّ التفریط هذا أنّ

الذنبين. هذين

On the religious-moral level Natāʔiǧ I.1 andMinhāǧ I are remarkably similar
and one may also suggest that Alɂilbīrī like
1 Cf. a discussion of the salary of physicians including an apparently pseudo-Hippocratic passage
«lākinna aǧrahū ʕalā llāhi ʕazzawaǧalla» in Ibn Riḍwān, Taṭarruq 246‒254 (D 35) and also the
commentary thereon in Dietrich 1982: 62‒63.

2 In eleventh-century Andalus, for instance, Alhāšimī classifies contemporary physicians into
three groups, one of which is: «firqatun ʕamilūhā ḫudʕatan liʔaḫḏi amwāli nnās, iḏ laysa lahum
bilḥaqqi maʕrifah», cf.Maǧālis Proem (K 1311‒12).

3 Cf. the observation that the apothecary was often viewed as “a scoundrel with money on his
mind” in Chipman 2010: 178.
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Al-Kūhīn al-῾Aṭṭār regards carrying out one’s duties as a pharmacist pro-
perly as a religious obligation, on the same level as belief. To him, the
profession of pharmacymeans constantly to fulfill the injunction to love
one’s neighbor as one’s self. Neglectfulness on the pharmacist’s part is
potentially life-threatening, thus such neglect would be a sin.1

Then, the supremacy of medicine over all other crafts and sciences on the
basis that its object is the most noble of creatures (here Alɂilbīrī resorts to a
somewhat different formulation of the classical anthropocentric topos) is such
a cliche as to make any reference superfluous. It may be interesting, nonethe-
less, to quote in this regard a late-tenth-century Andalusī text that has only re-
cently been edited. In his treatise on dangerous ailments Ibn Alkattānī (born
ca 951) borrows Arrāzī’s description of medicine as “the most excellent grace
from God” as a corollary to his argument:2

Šaǧarah [40] (C‒V 2220‒233)

سائر على الطبّ فضیلة كانت أحوالها، وشرف الأنفس فضیلة بقدر اسـتفاد إذا الجسد، لأنّ
— الفضائل على قوّةً النفس بذلك أفاد معتدلاً، مزاجه اسـتفاد إذا الجسد، لأنّ الصناعات؛
نافعة غایة الطبّ وغایة وجلّ. عزّ بارئها ثواب إلى لتصل العقل یوجبه بما یعمل ذلك فعند
في والمعيشة اخٓرتنا في للنجاة تنال بها التيّ الصحّة اسـتفادة وهي الوفات، وبعد الحیات في

مدّتنا. أيّام حياتنا

1 Chipman2012 (the ideaof the apothecary’s task as a “religiousduty” hadbeenalready suggested
in Chipman 2010: 74). On a side note, while it is possible that the Christian love-thy-neighbour
doctrine may have had some influence in the early Islamicate medical tradition (cf. Dietrich
1982: 62‒63, with perhaps some overemphasis on the magnitude of this influence) and it cer-
tainly did provide a religious justification for such an attitude in the case of Christian physi-
cians, there is nodenying that the samemoral codewas equally (and independently) supported
by Jewish and Islamic ethics too.

2 Cf. IbnAlkattānī, Šaǧarah [40] (C‒V235), quoting fromArrāzī’sMuršid, forwhich cf. «Medic-
ina tota est Dei et res uenerabilis» inAphorismiV (V 97rb 16). Even closer toNatāʔiǧ is as passage
in Ibn Sulaymān, Mūsar hārōp̄ǝʔīm [3] “Therefore he whose work is to heal human bodies,
which are the greatest of created things, should examine and study very accurately the sick-
nesses thereof, and should do his work with mature consideration and circumspection so that
no irretrievable blunders are made” (J 182). For the traditional formulation of this idea, cf. for
instance Aṭṭabarī, Firdaws Proem (Ṣ 41‒3).
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It isworthnoting, nevertheless, that unlikeMinhāǧ andmost of thephysician-
centred deontological texts, which are mainly or even exclusively concerned
with moral issues, Alɂilbīrī’s Deontology deals also with praxis-related mat-
ters such as store management and even clothing. The mention of the latter
may have been inspired by similar recommendations traditionally addressed to
medical practitioners:1

Abulḥasan Aṭṭabarī, Buqrāṭiyyah I.35 (B 31v 3‒5 | L 32r 23 ‒ 32v )

رأسه يكشف لا حالته، مقدار على النظافة حسن الرائحة، طیّب الثیاب، نظیف ويكون
مشهَّرًا شيئاً یلبس ولا تِكَّته، يرُخّي ولا سراویله، یذُیلّ ولا يرُطّله، ولا شعره یطول ولا

المشهورة. الثیاب من

.l – المشهورة] | l ثلثه تكتّه] | l حال حالته] | l الربحه الرائحة]

In sum,Deontology appears to be an original reworking of traditional materi-
als and it mirrors quite closely (and maybe intentionally) the standard deonto-
logical descriptions of the physician, which were also made extensive to other
professions. The parallelism goes so far in fact, especially towards the end of
the epigraph, that some of the attributions of the apothecary as described by
the author would seem to encroach on medicine, yet both professions are ex-
plicitly and consistently distinguished from each other throughout thewhole of
Apotheconomy.

1 For the qualification mušahhar ‘orné d’un bord d’une autre couleur’ applied to clothes (as a
sign of social distinction), cf. the references in Dozy, SDA I 795b‒796a s.r. .شهر√
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4.1.2 Apoth 2—On instruments

Immediately after the professional code of conduct there follows a short epi-
graph (ḏikr) in which concise descriptions of the best-suited implements for
each drugstore-related task are provided. In most cases information is limited
to the material of which the tools should be made, with no explicit justification
for the choice.1

Paraphrase

Cooking pots (qidar) may be made of stone, earth, or pot-stone (birām);2 filter-
ing ladles (maġārifu ttaṣfiyah), of cedar or tamarisk wood;3 jars and drinking
cups, of glass or silver.4

1 While mixing water («miyāhu lḫilṭ», which must be fresh and sweet) can hardly be considered
a tool in any regard, the inclusion of cloths and bandages, as well as vessels, within a general
category of ‘instruments’ is also documented in someMiddle English texts, cf. Norri 2016: 3‒4.

2 Cf. Käs 2010: 420‒421 for a refutation of the previous identification of birām with serpentine
and for an alternative interpretation as the plural of burmah ‘pot’, which was actually already
suggested by Ruska 1937: 61 for ḥaǧaru birām ‘Topfstein’ (cf. also Syriacܒܘܪܡܐ in Payne Smith,
Thesaurus 617, who translates it as ‘olla lapidea’ and suggests a Persian origin; the Syriac word is
assumed to be the origin of Arabic burmah in Brockelmann‒Sokoloff, Lexicon 131b). There
are a few attestations of birām in the Arabic corpus that predate Aṭṭabarī, Firdaws 6166‒7, as
for instance the recipes copied by Attamīmī from the Book of perfumes for caliph Almuʕtaṣim
(d. 849) inṬīb III.28 (Q 9810‒11) and from IbnMāsawayh inṬīb III.59 (Q 12313‒14); cf. alsoṬīb III.79
(Q 1387). Further attestations are found in Alkindī, Iḫtiyārāt 104r 6; Attamīmī, Muršid XI (P
16r 8); Abulḥasan Aṭṭabarī, Buqrāṭiyyah II.1 (B 44r 16), IV.46 (B 152v 24); and most particu-
larly Alʕaṭṭār Alhārūnī, who appears to use birām as an adjective, eg in the phrase «fī qidrin
birāmin aw bayrūtī» inMinhāǧ II.119|120|125 (A 4920, 503, 519 | Q 3411|20, 3522‒23) and accordingly
«ilā lqidari lbirāmi awi lbayrūtī» in Minhāǧ III.10 (A 5810 | Q 4014‒15). A special connection of
the potstone with the Iranian region of Ṭūs is reported by Azzamaḫšarī in Abrār VI [27] (M
I 1734‒5). In Andalus, besides burmah an adjective burmī (cf. Corriente, LDIQ 27 *brm for
qudayr burmī in Ibn Quzmān) and also a profession name barrām ‘potter’ are documented,
cf. Corriente, LAPA 14b *brm and also DAA 49a *{brm}.

3 When intended for solving or boiling, in turn, ladles are elsewhere required to bemade of iron,
cf. «maġrafatu ḥadīd» Alkindī, Iḫtiyārāt 96v 9 or in Ibn Buḫtīšūʕ,Ḥayawān X.7 (G 2624); like-
wise «caço de hierro magráfat al hadǐd» and «cuchara grande de hierro magráfa quibǐra min
hadǐd» in Vocabulista arávigo 133a 8‒9 and 162a 1 (= Corriente, LAPA 145b *grf ).

4 A plural form kūs (vocalised thus in P) is used here for ‘drinking glasses, cups’, for which a par-
allel «kuʔs» is documented in Vocabulista in arabico 2914. Themost common plural in Andalusī
Arabic appears nonetheless to have been rather akwás (cf. Corriente,DAA 452a *{k’s}), while
Moroccan Arabic has kīsān (cf. Harrell, DMA 60b s.v. kas); yet a possible analogical influ-
ence of raʔs : ruʔs (rās : rūs) can be presumed. The collocation of «قِدْر» (spelled thus in the
manuscript) alongside jars and drinking glasses is certainly striking, as nowhere is a meaning
other than ‘cooking pot’ registered for thisword. In this context qadaḥwould seem tomake bet-
ter sense, yet final ح is rarely (if ever) misread as ر in old style (and qarʕah ‘bottle’ can be ruled
out on the same grounds). Perhaps «قدر» here (the vocalisation qidr of the manuscript is not
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Amoredetailed subclassification is introduced for containers: vessels for oint-
ments must be made of copper and lead; those for collyria, of glass; cold oils
ought tobepreserved in thick earthenware and stone-madecontainers,whereas
hot oils should be kept in glass.
In the case of sieves and mortars, the instructions focus rather in their use:

nothing oily must be sifted in sieves of hair and silk; mortars must be immedi-
ately washed and dried lest they rust.1

Commentary

References to instruments and vessels (most frequently with an explicit men-
tion of the material of which they are made) are ubiquitous in the medical cor-
pus and they areusually encapsulated in a simple adnominal element2 (although
they may sporadically expand into a whole sentence),3 but nowhere else does
this information take the form of a specific chapter.

necessarily correct) reflects a plural of qadarah, which is defined as a ‘small bottle’ («alqārūratu
ṣṣaġīrah») in Ibn Manḍ̱ūr, Lisān V 80b 13.

1 From which it must be inferred that Alɂilbīrī refers to metal mortars (cf. the passage from
Abulḥasan Aṭṭabarī’s Buqrāṭiyyah quoted below, in which iron and copper are mentioned),
unlike the stone mortars mentioned by Attamīmī in Ṭīb III.100: «fī mihrāsi ḥiǧāratin aw fī
ǧāwun» (Q 1555, recipe for an apple juice from Ibn Abī Yaʕqūb) and Ṭīb III.191: «fī mihrāsin
naḍ̱īfin min ḥiǧārah» (Q 2049‒10), and also different from the wooden ones («mahārīsu lʕūd»)
that Aṭṭiġnarī recommends for grinding saffron in Zuhrah LX (G 48812‒13).

2 In Greek the specification of the material is reflected syntactically most often by an adjec-
tive (cf. «ἐν καινῇ χύτρᾳ κεραμεᾷ» in Mat. med. I 14415, «καὶ ἀποτίθεται ἐν ὀστρακίνῳ ἀγγείῳ» in
Mat.med. II 67‒8) and occasionally the substantive can be even dropped (cf. «καὶ βαλὼν εἰς χαλ-
κόν» in Mat. med. I 522); see additional examples in the quote below. In Arabic this material
specification is most commonly expressed through annexation (egmihrāsu nuḥās) or through
amin‒prepositional phrase (egmihrāsunmin nuḥās).

3 Cf. Abulḥasan Aṭṭabarī, Buqrāṭiyyah III.25 on mortars (here hāwāwīn; mark also mis for
nuḥās): «waʔǧwadu lhāwāwīni llatī tustaʕmalu fī ḍimādi hāḏihi lʕillah wafī taḥrīki ḥuqanihā:
mā kāna lḥadīda awi lmis» (B 93r 24‒25); or Marcellus, Demedicamentis XIII.20: «Quod den-
tifricium necnon et alia omnia supra dicta in pyxidibus ligneis aut corneis debent recondi» (N‒L
23010‒12). In view of these and other similar examples, On instruments may represent a con-
venient compilation of instructions gleaned from several medical texts and it would perhaps
parallel Nat I.4 On the shelf-life of drugs, which was also probably compiled from scattered re-
marks on the expiration date of several compound drugs.



Chapter 4 Nat I Apotheconomy 83

The remarks included by Dioscorides’ in his prologue may have served as
an inspiration or as a model, but certainly not as a source. They are, moreover,
limited exclusively to containers:

Materia medica 1 (W I 55‒13)

ἀποτίθεσθαι δὲ καὶ ἄνθη καὶ ὅσα εὐ-
ώδη τυγχάνει ἐν κιβωτίοις φιλυρίνοις
ἀνοτίστοις, ἔστι δ’ ὅτε καὶ ἐν χάρταις
ἢ φύλλοις χρησίμως περιδεῖται πρὸς
συμμονὴν τῶν σπερμάτων. πρὸς δὲ τὰ
ὑγρὰ φάρμακα ἁρμόσει ὕλη πᾶσα ἐξ
ἀργύρου ἢ ὑάλου ἢ κεράτων γεγενη-
μένη, καὶ ὀστρακίνη δὲ ἡ μὴ ἀραιὰ εὔ-
θετος, ξυλίνων δὲ ὅσα ἐκ πύξου κατα-
σκευάζεται. τὰ δὲ χαλκᾶ ἀγγεῖα ἁρ-
μόσει πρὸς τὰ ὀφθαλμικὰ ὑγρὰ καὶ
ὅσα δι’ ὄξους ἢ πίσσης ὑγρᾶς ἢ κε-
δρίας σκευάζεται· στέατα δὲ καὶ μυ-
ελοὺς ἐν κασσιτερίνοις ἀποτίθεσθαι.

Ḥašāʔiš 1 (P 2v 10‒15 | T 115‒14)

الأدویة من قضبان ذي وكلُّ الزهر ولیُخزن
”فيلورا“، له یقُال الّذي الخشب صنادیق في
في شدّها كان وربماّ نديّ؛ غير ولیكن

بزورها. بقاء في نافعًا القراطيس
عنصرٍ كلّ لها یصلح فإنهّ الرطبة، الأدویة وأمّا
الزجاج ومن الفضّة من يهُیّأ ما مثل متكاثف،
الأدویة لهذه أیضًا یصلح وقد القرون. ومن
أواني ومن متخلخلاً؛ يكن لم ما الخزف من
له یقُال الّذي الخشب من یعُمل ما الخشب
تتُخّذ التيّ الرطبة الأدویة وأمّا ”بكسيس“.
یعُمل ما الأواني من لها یصلح فإنهّ للعين،
تقع التيّ للأدویة أیضًا ویصلح نحاس، من

قطران. أو رطب زفت أو خلّ فيها
متخّذة أواني في والشحم المخّ يخُزن أن وینبغي

الانٓك. من

،p قَیْلوُْرَا فیلورا] | (p2 (ولیخزن p ولیتحرز ولیخزن]

بزورها] | p نافع نافعًا] | t شركا شدّها] | t هلورا

فكسس بكسیس] | t لهذه لهذه] ... لها | t بزرها

.t

As in the case of the preceding deontological section, analogous catalogues
of implements are well documented and have been analysed in the fields of
alchemyand agriculture,1 but little attentionhas beenpaid,with the obvious ex-
ception of surgery, to the instruments of daily use in the medical and paramed-
ical arts.2
1 The traditional tool set of the alchemist has been fairlywell known sinceWiedemann’s ground-
breaking survey and Ruska’s several papers on the subject (cf. Wiedemann 1909; Ruska 1923:
137‒139, 1937: 54‒63). For a commented list of the tools mentioned in Andalusī geoponic liter-
ature, cf. Guardiola 1990 and 1992.

2 The “pharmacological apparatus” mentioned in Ibn Attilmīḏ’s Aqrābāḏīn and in Sābūr b.
Sahl’s lesser dispensatory is summarily listed and translated, without further comment, in
their respective editions by Kahl 2007: 34‒36 and 2009: 15‒16, respectively. However, the field
of what could be called inmodern terms “quality control or inventorymanagement” (Chipman
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On the lexical level, at least one item in the list (namely banānīs) is unmis-
takably western and perhaps the same geolectal origin might be ascribed to
the variant baqṣ ‘box; boxwood’ (Buxus sempervirens L.),1 while for some of the
implements this might be one of the earliest written attestations in Andalus.2
There is furthermore some information to be gleaned for the history of pot-
tery and metalwork techniques from the mention of such items as lustred (mu-
lawwaḥ) zubdī porcelain or silver-coated iron. Some of these mentions of realia
must be combinedwith the abundant evidence provided byApoth 3.2On stones
and can—or rather should—be checked not only against the written corpus3
but also against archaeological evidence from a words-cum-objects perspec-
tive.4

2010: 62) in the Islamicate tradition remains underexplored.
1 For both banānīs and baqṣ, see the analysis of geolectal markers in Chapter 9.
2 That may be the case for zubdī ‘cream-coloured [porcelain]’, which is not included in Corri-
ente,DAA 225b *{zbd} (where only botanicalmeanings are recorded for zubdī and zubdiyyah).
All the references to zubdiyyah gathered by Dozy in SDA I 578b s.r. زبد√ are of eastern origin,
except perhaps for a gloss on manuscript R of Ibn Ǧanāḥ’s Uṣūl s.r. √qʕr in which Hebrew
קערה is equated to Arabic «qaṣʕah wazubdiyyah» (N 640 n. 38). In a pharmacopoeical con-
text, cf. Sābūr b. Sahl, ʕaḍudī XVI [251]: «zubdiyyatun fāriġah» “an empty shallow bowl” (K
1043‒4 = English text 213). On the other hand, the widely attested sukurruǧah / sukraǧah (of
Persian origin, cf. Steingass, CPED 688 s.vv. سكرچه sukracha and سكره sukra / sukara / sukkara;
also Vullers, LPLE II 309b s.vv. سُكرَچَه and سُكْرَه / سُكَّرَه / ه (سُكَـرَّ may be missing from DAA 256b
by mere chance, but no western reference is registered in Dozy, SDA I 668b s.v. سُكْرُوجَة either.
Even beyond the Andalusī-Maġribī area themaṣdar ظَرْب here seems to predate the first lexico-
graphic record of √ḍ̱rb as a verb (ḍ̱ariba bihī = laṣiqa) in Alfīrūzābādī,Qāmūs 111a 8‒9 (thence
Azzabīdī, Tāǧ III 298a 6‒7), which is missing from Ibn Manḍ̱ūr’s Lisān.

3 The instructions for the preparation of a syrup involve filtering the mixture with a linen cloth
in Ibn Abilbayān, Dustūr V.10 (S 488); linen cloths are also required for fastening the limbs
during bloodletting in Ibn Alǧazzār, Zād II.15 (B‒K 3301 | T 17414‒15) or for wrapping up the
tongue against nosebleeds in Abulḥasan Aṭṭabarī, Buqrāṭiyyah VI.35 (B 185v 1). The bindings
for bone-setting ought to be likewise made of linen according to Ibn Sīnā, Qānūn IV.v.2.7 (B III
20128‒29). As for trays, a glass tray («sukurruǧatuzuǧāǧin lahā ṭabaq») is used for thepreparation
of a fragrance (šamūm) named «بزماورد» (cf. bazmāvard in Vullers, LPLE I 235b and Steingass,
CPED 183) in Attamīmī, Ṭīb III.183 (Q 19812‒13, a recipe borrowed from Ibn Alʕabbās’ book).

4 Such a necessary combination of philology and archaeological evidence is advocated by An-
dorlini 2012: 245 and can yield interesting results. To give just two examples: small flasksmade
of glass like those recommended by Alɂilbīrī are “perhaps themost consistently encountered
glass containers in the Islamic world” (Carboni 2001: 106) and the assumption that they ac-
tually were containers for collyria seems to be substantiated by such findings as a flask from
Sinai that still retained some kuḥl and was complemented with a small copper rod (Shindo
1993: 302‒304, figures 7‒9). In Andalus, a small tubular receptacle in green blown glass from
the 13th century found in Ḥiṣn Yakka (contemporary Yecla, Murcia) may well represent the
typical unguentarium also described by our author (Ruiz 2010: 15).
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4.1.3 Apoth 3—On simple drugs

The same concise (almost laconic) style displayed inDeontology and then inOn
instruments is maintained throughout the anepigraphic subsection on simple
drugs. The overall structure of the text (which comprises two, perhaps originally
three, subdivisions and shows at least one substantial lacuna) has been already
analysed and the overview that follows shall focus on the actual contents.

Apoth 3.1 —“On aromatics”
In the text transmitted by P the segment on simple drugs opens with a series of
nineteen simple aromatic substances (one of them, namely algalia bodies, can
be rather a compound product) plus an additional two items (balsam oil and
naphtha) that may have originally belonged to a different subsection since, as
has been previously shown, at least one folio is missing from the manuscript:1

1 musk 7 nutmeg 13 aloe 19 flemingia (wars)
2 ambergris 8 cubeb 14 asafoetida
3 camphor 9 sandalwood 15 tincar
4 ben 10 cinnamon 16 rhubarb
5 agarwood 11 spikenard 17 algalia bodies *20 balsam oil
6 clove 12 box-thorn juice 18 saffron *21 naphtha

1 Of the names chosen here for the commentary of the Arabic text only a few require some jus-
tification. My choice of ‘box-thorn juice’ is an attempt to reflect the original ḫawlān that may
be essentially identical to but is nonetheless lexically different from the usual ḥuḍaḍ (≡ λύ-
κιον, both the plant and its sap after elaboration), cf. the commentary in Bos, Käs, Lübke, and
Mensching 2020: 923 to Ibn Ǧanāḥ, Talḫīṣ [786]. Following the general criterion of adhering
to traditional nomenclature in the absence of better options, ‘tincar’ is preferred here to ‘borax’
so that the original distinction between tinkār (which in the pharmacognostic corpus usually
corresponds to χρυσόκολλα) and bawraq can be maintained also in English; cf. in any case Käs
2010: 345‒349 for tinkār, and Käs 2010: 325‒337 for bawraq. Then, ‘algalia’ / ‘galia’ has some
marginal currency in Latinate English (cf. אלגליה translated twice as “galia moschata” in Got-
theil 1931: 421, 430). Fortunately ‘naphtha’ has in English as wide a semantic range as Arabic
nifṭ / nafṭ, so that finding this substance described as a compound shall not shock a contem-
porary reader. On the other hand, for Arabic wars I follow Bos, Käs, Lübke, and Mensching
2020 in their choice of ‘flemingia’ as an unambiguous and quite convenient term that happens
to be also botanically accurate.
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If the first half of the catalogue is considered, the basic criterion for inclu-
sion in the series would seem to be a fragrant quality of the items, which can be
labelled as aromatics (Arabic afāwīh).1 However, Apoth 3.1 includes also a few
items (such as aloe, box-thorn juice, and rhubarb) that are not usually (or ever)
mentioned amongst the ingredients of perfumery and even some that are quite
the opposite of sweet-smelling (thatwould be the case of asafoetida and tincar).
That these substances cluster in the second half of the extant sequence might
reflect the author’s compositional strategy (following, perhaps, the traditional
order found in perfumery books and then adding several other items not found
in that genre), but the presence of saffron and flemingia towards what is now
the end of the series suggests a more eclectic work of compilation.
In any case, a general rubric On aromatics for the whole subsection seems

unwarranted and by the same token On herbs should be disregarded given that
the sequence contains at least one substance of animal origin (musk)2 and an-
other one that is either mineral or artificial (tincar, which actually has its own
entry also in the following subsection On stones). As discussed above, I am cur-
rently unable to find a satisfactory label in English that might encompass all
these items,3 and even the provisional title On simple drugs chosen here for the
whole segment is rather misleading, since neither the items comprised in it are

1 In the Islamicate tradition some authors distinguish between essential sources or principles
(uṣūlu ṭṭīb or simply uṣūl) and generic aromatics (afāwīh). According to IbnMāsawayh, for in-
stance, only musk, ambergris, wood, camphor, and saffron are to be considered uṣūl, whereas
the remaining twenty-four species in his catalogue he classes as afāwīh (cf. IbnMāsawayh, Ṭīb
94‒10). In Qayrawān Ibn Alǧazzār is more inclusive with regard to essential aromatics, which
he calls also ummahāt and classifies into hot (musk, ambergris, wood, saffron) and cold (cam-
phor, sandalwood, roses, and tree-moss) in his own Ṭīb 386‒10. In a more medicine-focused
context, in turn, less specific taxonomic labels are prevalent and all these fragrant substances
are comprised in one single all-encompassing category inAṭṭabarī, FirdawsVI.i.15الطیب أفاویه في
(Ṣ 39712‒39822); also in Azzahrāwī, Taṣrīf XIX.a.1 الطیب عناصر ذكر في (S II 3827‒392), where the
term afāwīh is used as a strict synonym for the exact same items in the following chapter Taṣrīf
XIX.a.2 رديئها من وجيدّها ومنافعها وقواها الأفاویه هذه تجنيس في (S II 392‒4127).

2 Also ambergris according to the tradition that considers it to be a waxy blackish substance
expectorated by some sea beast (nowadays identified as the spermwhale or cachalot, Physeter
macrocephalus L., cf. particularly Riddle 1964 and Dannenfeldt 1982) and washed ashore by
the waves. That ambergris was the excrements of some sea beast is only one of the three then-
current explanations for the origin of ambergris recorded by IbnMāsawayh in Ṭīb I.2 (S 1212‒13 |
L 34v 2‒4 | P 16v 4‒6) and it is the one favoured by Ibn ʕimrān, cf. Ibn Samaǧūn,Ǧāmiʕ عنبر1‒ع
(S III 1217‒9), and also Ibn Alǧazzār, Iʕtimād II.17 (S 4914‒15). In early Andalus a curious hybrid
explanation is noted down by Ibn Ǧulǧul, who defines ambergris as the excrement (raǧīʕ) of
a sea beast that grazes on the ambergris-herb (ḥašīšatu lʕanbar), cf. Ṯāminah [34] (G 184‒7).

3 Other than “Some twenty-odd things that you can find at the apothecary’s that are neither
stones (except for tincar, which can be either mineral or artificial) nor compound medicines
(except for naphtha, which is indeed a compound)”.



Chapter 4 Nat I Apotheconomy 87

exclusively simple, nor are any medical uses mentioned for any of these sub-
stances.
As for the contents of Apoth 3.1, the text is quite well organised at the micro-

level and the pattern of the entries is remarkably uniform. It consists of:
name— Invariably repeated after the rubric. Only occasionally an identi-
fication or a synonym are provided. Thus, musk is defined as the blood of
the gazelle or alternatively as its pod (nafǧah), while naphtha is described
as “an oil made of frankincense, sandarac, and sulphur”. Synonyms are reg-
istered only for cubeb (which is said to go also by the name ḥabbu lʕarūs
‘bride’s-seed’) and fornutmeg (which is knownasǧawzu ṭṭīb ‘perfume-nut’).

species — How many varieties of the item there are and which they are,
the classification being telegrammatic in style and mostly geographic or
chromatic in criterion. Varieties are consistently referred to asaṣnāf except
for ben, for which anwāʕ is used.
quality test — How to distinguish a fine, pure, item from lower or tam-
peredones. The standard formula involvesquite characteristically theword
ʕalāmah followed by a qualification (alḫāliṣ/aṭṭayyib/alfāḍil/alǧayyid) but
never imtiḥānor iḫtibār, which arehowever themost frequently used terms
in parallel texts on drugstore commodities.
similia — A catalogue of the substances that most closely resemble the
item in question. These ašbāh or lookalikes are here typically introduced
by the formula wayušbihu.

In theparticular case ofmusk andambergris awayof preparation is also spec-
ified and both are said to be dissolvedwith some oil, probably for the confection
of perfumes or as an ingredient of medical drugs, but the text is silent regarding
the exact use of all these substances.
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Commentary

There is notmuch to discuss in this cursory survey as far as nomenclature is con-
cerned, nor with regard to the sparse synonymy that only applies, as previously
noted, to cubeb (Piper cubeba L.f.) and nutmeg (the fruit of Myristica fragrans
Houtt.).1 The identification proposed by Alɂilbīrī for musk and especially for
naphtha are, in turn,more telling. The twoalternative explanations provided for
the quiddity of musk (namely that it is either gazelle blood or its pod or follicle
[nafǧah, perhaps amisreading of nāfiǧah]) are both well documented since the
earliest texts in the corpus and their inclusion here may reflect that the author
(or his source) is not badly educated in his trade.2
From the description of naphtha (nifṭ / nafṭ), on the other hand, it is obvi-

ous that he does not have in mind the substance usually designated by this
name in the Helleno-Islamicate tradition (that is νάφθα ≡ (نفط but rather an
artificial preparation.3 Even if naphtha could be distilled in order to obtain a
white variety, in the medico-pharmacognostic tradition it is presented almost
1 For ḥabbu lʕarūs ‘bride’s seed’ as synonym of kubāb (itself a borrowing from Persian kabāb-i
čīnī, cf. Vullers, LPLE II 789a), cf. Ibn ʕimrān apud Ibn Samaǧūn, Ǧāmiʕ 31‒ك كبابة (S II 1107),
alsoǦāmiʕ العروس61‒ح حبّ (S I 24210); Ibn Alǧazzār, Iʕtimād 1:33 كبابة (S 1916), also in his Buġyah
according to IbnǦanāḥ, Talḫīṣ [490]. In Andalus, for Ibn AlhayṯamAlqurṭubī “bride’s-seed”
is a synonym of the greater cubeb (cf. Ibn Samaǧūn, Ǧāmiʕ II 1109‒10), and the same opinion
seems to have been held by Ibn ʕabdūn (cf. Ibn Samaǧūn, Ǧāmiʕ I 24213); no distinction is
made, in turn, in Ibn Ǧulǧul, Ṯāminah [11] (G 1011). This synonymy is almost universally men-
tioned by later Andalusī authors, cf. references in Dietrich 1988: II 394 n. 5; also Bos, Käs,
Lübke, and Mensching 2020: 660. As to ǧawzu ṭṭīb ‘perfume-nut’ for nutmeg, cf. already Ar-
rāzī, Alḥāwī XXII 86a 1, whence Ibn Ǧanāḥ, Talḫīṣ [192]; Azzahrāwī, Taṣrīf XXIX.a s.v. بو جوز
(S II 42025‒16); but no synonym had been recorded in Ibn Ǧulǧul, Ṯāminah [10] (G 109‒11).

2 Musk is identified as blood from the musk-gazelle’s navel by Ibn Kaysān,Muḫtaṣar 18916‒1902
(but not by IbnMāsawayh in Ṭīb). As a substance that collects in the pod (nāfiǧah) of an east-
ern gazelle-like animal, in turn, in an oft-cited passage in Almasʕūdī,Murūǧ I 15813‒15922, and
also in Ibn Alǧazzār, Iʕtimād 2:2 مسك (S 4010‒12). As the animal’s navel (surrah), on the other
hand, by Ibn ʕimrān apud Ibn Samaǧūn,Ǧāmiʕ مسك1‒م (S II 27620‒2777); and as the pod itself
by Ibn Ǧulǧul, Ṯāminah [33] (G 179‒13). For the related legal question on the uncleanness of
this product, cf. an interesting reference in Ibn ʕabdirabbih,ʕiqd VIII 488‒9.

3 Cf. Dioscorides,Mat. med. 1:73 νάφθα (W I 733‒7) ≡ Ḥašāʔiš 1:73 نفط (P 19r 14‒23 | T 7712‒7810)
and, as a convenient collection of passages, Ibn Samaǧūn, Ǧāmiʕ 11‒ن نفط (S III 412‒432) and
Ibn Albayṭār,Ǧāmiʕ نفط29‒ن (B IV 18215‒25). For the parallel Syriacܛܐ ,ܢ cf. Payne Smith, The-
saurus 2411; and also Brockelmann‒Sokoloff, Lexicon 930a, where an origin for the word is
found in Akkadian napṭu. The best survey of the presence of naphtha in the Islamicate tradi-
tion is provided by Käs 2010: 1087‒1094. It is worth noting here that according to Ibn Alḥaššāɂ
naphtha (which he describes as a moisture flowing from the ground) was actually unknown
in the west, cf.Mufīd نفط[816] (C‒R 886). This may explain why in an essentially non-bookish
context such as the one reflected by Nat I.3 naphtha refers exclusively to the product actually
available in the Andalusī market whereas elsewhere (particularly in Nat II.2 and in Nat III) the
same word represents an item (namely natural naphtha) inherited from the written tradition.
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everywhere as a natural product. The naphtha described by Alɂilbīrī, on the
contrary, is a mixture of frankincense (kundur ≡ λίβανος, the resin of several
species ofBoswellia, particularly ofBoswellia sacraFlueck.), sandarac (sandarūs,
another well-known resin),1 and sulphur.2
Then, turning to the second segment of the entries (ie the catalogue of va-

rieties of each item), one of the most remarkable features of the subsection
(which is shared also with On stones) becomes manifest: Alɂilbīrī’s classifica-
tion is well-informed and at the same time quite often at variance with most
perfumistic and also pharmacognostic sources. Even if Nat 1.3.1 is by no means
exhaustive when compared to earlier catalogues of aromatic substances (here
“only” three kinds ofmusk, camphor, and agarwood are distinguished, and “just”
fivedifferent colours of ambergris are alluded to), its authormost certainly knows
his stock. In addition to such standard items as Tibetan musk or Qumārī wood,
he is in a position to name the three traditional but often mistransmitted ori-
gins of camphor imported fromsouth-easternAsia, namely Sarbuzī, Rabāḥī, and
Fansūrī.3 Furthermore, he also lists such odd varieties as the “pistachio amber-

1 A borrowing from Syriac ܢܕܪܘܣ (itself an unexplained development of ܢܕܪܟܐ ≡ σανδαράχη,
cf. Payne Smith, Thesaurus 2674 and Brockelmann‒Sokoloff, Lexicon 1022‒1023), Arabic
sandarūs is given by Ibn Ǧulǧul, Tafsīr 1:20 (G 137 | D 1812) as the equivalent of Dioscorides’
κάγκαμον, which had been left untranslated by Iṣṭifan in Ḥašāʔiš 1:21 قنقمو (P 7v 22 ‒ 8r 3 | T
3115‒324) ≡ Mat. med. 1:24 (W I 288‒17). This identification had been reported already by Abū
ʕumar and Ḥubayš according to a gloss on the right margin of Ḥašāʔiš P 7v. A disagreement
between Ḥunayn, who identified κάγκαμον as sandarūs and the Arabic translator of Paul of
Aegina, who appears to have rendered it as lacquer (lakk) is echoed there in a secondmarginal
note at the bottom of the folio. If Greek κάγκαμον referred to a myrrh-like gum imported from
Arabia according to Dioscorides («δάκρυόν ἐστι Ἀραβικοῦ ξύλου, σμύρνῃ ποσῶς ἐοικός»), in the
west sandarūswasmainly the name of the resin of the cypress-like Tetraclinis articulata (Vahl)
Mast., the sandarac tree, native to north-western Africa. Some eastern imports must have been
known by the same name, however, as reported by Ibn Ṣāliḥ 1813, who distinguishes between
Hindī and Sabtī (ie from Sabtah/Ceuta) sandarac. An identification of sandarūswith a variety
of kārubā had also reached Andalus through Cleopatra’s Cosmetica, cf. Ibn Samaǧūn, Ǧāmiʕ
43‒ك كهربا (S II 15121‒1521); abridged in Ibn Ǧanāḥ, Talḫīṣ [462].

2 The closest parallel for Alɂilbīrī’s artificial naphtha is a fourteenth-century recipe noted down
by Alqalalūsī in Tuḥaf II.v.20 النفط صفة (M 6017‒21), which contains sulphur and frankincense
but no sandarac; nevertheless sandarac enters there the formulas for two products that burn
over the surface ofwater, cf.Tuḥaf II.v.22‒23 (M6116‒624). Themention of sulphur (kibrīt) in the
preparation of this naphtha is of special relevance, for it lendsmore strength to the emendation
of «النقوط» as «النفوط» in the entry for sulphur in Apoth 3.2 (see below).

3 The first one, Sarbuzī (from the Indian island of Sarbuzah, cf. Alḥamawī, Buldān III 206b 2‒3)
is exceptionally well preserved in P, which reads .«الشربذي» For the second variety of camphor
P shows an ambiguous reading « ىاحِىْ «الرَّ and the corpus is indeed divided between Rabāḥī and
Rayāḥī, with a clearly higher frequency of the former, cf. Ibn Māsawayh, Ṭīb (S 1411 | L 36r 6);
Alkindī, ʕiṭr 509, 5417, 557; Attamīmī, Ṭīb 783, 816, 862, 909, 915, 16518; Ibn Alǧazzār, Iʕtimād
S 10310‒11 (but ריאח» «אל in M 43r 24‒25) ≡ «rabai» in Fiducia M 114rb 8‒12; Ibn Sīnā, Qānūn
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gris” (which is virtually unattested),1 Ḥaḍramī aloe,2 and Baṣrī box-thorn juice.
There is, moreover, a possible mention of Genovese («جنويّ») saffron that shall
be analysed separately, as its presence here would pose an important problem
of chronology (see Chapter 9).
This combinationof diversity andoccasional divergence fromstandardbook-

ish lore is not restricted to the items catalogued here in Apoth 1.3.1 but surfaces
again in the discussion of minerals, and as I shall suggest below, at least some of
these qualifications would seem to be reflections of the real market rather than
mere epithets inherited from written sources.
On the other hand, information on available varieties is followed in each

entry by the quality assessment, which relates, no doubt, to the requirement
voiced later in this section that the apothecary should be able to distinguish
good products from bad ones. The key word in this segment of the entries is
ʕalāmah ‘that by which one knows’ (ie a characteristic or distinguishing fea-
ture), which parallels, but does not exactly coincide with, the much more fre-
quent terms ‘test’ (imtiḥān or iḫtibār) and also ‘selection’ (iḫtiyār). A precedent
for this technical formula can be located in the early corpus, but its system-
atic use throughout this segment is quite particular to Natāʔiǧ.3 It seems, in-

I 33627; Alḫāzin, Muḫtaṣar 8r 5; Annuwayrī, Nihāyah XI 1966. According to Ibn ʕimrān the
nisbah would be eponymic (cf. Ibn Samaǧūn, Ǧāmiʕ II 1489‒14911; also ʕumdah 26317‒19), a da-
tum that is of little help, whereas the etymology for riyāḥī provided inMaḫzanu lʔadwiyah 723
(quoted by Zaryāb 1991: 515) may be an ad hoc invention. A derivation from rabāḥ (interpreted
by some as the name of an animal resembling the wild cat, probably through a confusion with
civet [zabādah]; by others as a place-name in India) is recorded by IbnManḍ̱ūr, Lisān II 444b
9‒25 s.r. ربح√ (cf. also Alḥamawī, Buldān III 23b 13‒29 s.v. With.(رَبَاحٌ regard to the third and last
variety of camphor, Fanṣūrī camphor, there is only minimal variation in its transmission (ex-
cept for the occasional misreadings فيصوريّ and قيصوريّ in somemanuscripts, cf. Kahl 2007: 178
n. 1) and we have a precious attestation from the Cairo Genizah in a private document from
Aden, dated ca 1180, in which “Fanṣ[ūrī] camphor” is mentioned as being sold in the Maġrib
(cf. Goitein and Friedman 2008: 505).

1 The form in b‒ «bastaqī» transmitted by P (where it is fully vocalised) is admittedly excep-
tional with regard to standard fustuqī (for Andalus, cf. Corriente, DAA 398b *{fstq}), but a
reflex /b‒/ of etymological /p‒/ (cf. MacKenzie, CPD 69 pistag ‘pistachio nut’ for Middle Per-
sian) should not be too readily discarded either in the east or in Andalus, where the word may
have further been subjected, at least in some early phase, to the influence of a descendant of
Latin pistacia (itself fromGreek πιστάκιον, cf. vonWartburg, FEW VIII 597 pistacium). Even if
the form found in themanuscript were the product of a clerical misreading of ڢسـتفي the qualifi-
cation would not be any less exceptional as the name of a variety of ambergris, as it is only ex-
ceptionally mentioned, cf. precisely in Andalus ʕanbar fustuqī in a recipe in IbnWāfid,Wisād
XXIII.50 (A 3192). The adjective fustuqī itself, on the contrary, is fairly well represented in the
corpus, cf. a Kirmānī pistachio-like variety of tutty in Ibn Sīnā,Qānūn II.2.ii.22.5 (B I 4482); also
one of the hues of green rubies in Albīrūnī, Ǧawāhir 784₋5.

2 Cf. an interesting instance in an actual recipe inAlhāšimī,Maǧālis I.i.16 (K 3318)—incidentally,
an even rarer Syrian (Šāmī) aloe enters a recipe inMaǧālis I.i.21 (K 4919)
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deed, that the plethora of different quality control tests available and the insis-
tence and punctiliousness with which they are described not only in perfumery
books but also in ḥisbahmanuals is to be interpreted as the reflection of a ma-
jor concern with widespread fraud amongst merchants and drug-sellers. Now,
with very few exceptions, the methods endorsed here by the author are totally
unrelated to usual tests—beyond, of course, a shared use of the senses (smell
and taste) or of fire, the specific application of which to each item is, in turn, for
the most part idiosyncratic.1
Probably in relation to this quality test, the final segment that closes each

entry comprises a number of similia or lookalikes that are in general given as
much attention as the test itself and almost in every case muchmore than clas-
sification. Although a certain pharmacognostic function cannot be totally dis-
regarded (comparing a given item to a better-known one is a common strategy
in all fields of knowledge),2 it is my current persuasion that the emphasis on
these similar items reflects also a professional concern with adulteration and
falsification—that sordida ars that for an apothecary was far more of a trou-
bling issue than for the market supervisor.
The prevalence of tampering and counterfeiting is by no means an innova-

tion of Islamicate age, nor has it any precise geographical or cultural origin.3
An explicit link between adulteration (δολίζω ≡ ġašša) and the mutual resem-
blance of the substances involved in the process is found already, for example,
in Dioscorides’ entry on Κελτική νάρδος (the endemic valerian spikenard or
Alpine valerian,Valeriana celticaL.), which somepeople adulteratedwith a sim-

3 The exact phrase «ʕalāmatu lǧayyidi minhū» is used already by IbnMāsawayh, not in his trea-
tise on perfumery but in his description of ruby (yāqūt) in Ǧawāhir 456‒7. It is also sporadically
used by Addimašqī likewise with regard to minerals, as for instance in the test for fine gold in
Tiǧārah L 14v 4‒5 | Q 81 | R 5r 8‒9, and for silver in Tiǧārah L 15r 5‒6 | Q 811‒12 | R 5v 1‒2.

1 An analogous use of ḥisbah literature as a term of comparison for apotheconomy-related mat-
ters is made by Chipman 2010: 96‒101, who further includes a statistical analysis of some par-
allelisms. That comparison is made extensive by the author to other aspects of the craft too
(cf. Chipman 2010: 155‒161).

2 A rhetorical or poetical function, on the other hand, as a source for comparison andmetaphor,
can be safely dismissed as irrelevant in this context.

3 Perfumemakers were held in low public esteem already in Graeco-Roman Antiquity (cf. Brun
2000: 277) and much of the lore transmitted and practised in non-spiritual alchemy may be
described as an attempt to perfect the craft of imitation. In this light, the attention given by
Alkindī to counterfeits in ʕiṭr is probably misconstrued by Garbers, whose remark thereon
is more of a boutade typical of the Eurocentric and positivistic Orientalism of his age than an
actual scholarly appraisal: “Bereits die Tatsache, daß ein Gelehrter und Philosoph vom range
Kindīs sein Wissen und seine Kentnisse auch in den Dienst der Imitation und Verfälschung
gangbarerwertvollerDrogen stellt, läßt denOrient in vollerDeutlichkeit in Erscheinung treten”
(Garbers 1948: 2).
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ilar (ἐμφερής ≡ šabīhah) herb that was usually plucked with it:1

Materia medica 1:8 Κελτική νάρδος
W I 139

δολίζεται δὲ συναποτιλλομένης αὐτῇ
πόας ἐμφεροῦς.

Ḥašāʔiš 1:6 قلیطیقيّ ناردين
P 4r 16 | T 1716

به. شبيهةٍ معه تقُلع بعشـبةٍ یغُشّ وقد

As far as my current survey of the corpus reaches, the catalogue of lookalikes
transmitted by Alɂilbīrī appears not to be inherited from the literary tradition,
as no single source or combination of sources comes even close to the total sum
of items listed by him. Some of these similia coincide with those mentioned by
Dioscorides,2 but in this particular case, in view of the concurrent testimony
of ḥisbah manuals,3 this coincidence might be interpreted as a genuine indi-
cator of inherited practices in the Mediterranean region and as proof that the
author’s knowledge is rooted, if not in actual practice, at least in direct personal
experience on the ground. This is most evident in the case those items (the ac-
tualmajority) forwhich no precedent can be found in the corpus of translations
(eg musk, ambergris, camphor, algalia bodies, flemingia, etc). Those epistemic
1 As an illustration of the prevalence of fraud in the ancient drug-trade, just in the first book
ofMateria medica (which actually contains the majority of aromatics) adulteration, reflected
by the pertinent forms of the verb δολίζω, is mentioned and described in some detail for 1:7
νάρδος, 1:11 φοῦ, 1:15 ἄμωμόν, 1:16 κόστος, 1:19 βάλσαμον, 1:26 κρόκος, 1:64 σμύρνα, 1:66 στύραξ, 1:67
βδέλλιον, 1:68 λίβανος, 1:70 σχῖνος, 1:73 ἄσφαλτος, and 1:100 λύκιον. This practice was by nomeans
restricted to herbs and products of plant origin but included also tamperingmineral commodi-
ties, cf. Mat. med. 5:75 πομφόλυξ, 5:77 χαλκοῦ ἄνθος, 5:79 ἰὸς ξυστός, 5:112 ἄνθος ἁλός, and 5:126
αἱματίτης λίθος.

2 Following the order of the entries in Natāʔiǧ, the mention of galls as one of the lookalikes of
box-thorn juice has a precedent in cattle gall (βοείας χολῆ) inMateria medica 1:100 λύκιον (W I
921); Arabic gum for aloe, in gum (κόμμι) inMM 3:22 ἀλόη (W II 292); sagapenum for asafoetida,
in the same product (σαγάπηνον) inMM 3:80 σίλφιον (W II 955).

3 It is worth noting that the highest number of coincidences is yielded by Assaqaṭī’s Ḥisbah
VI (Ch‒C 6211‒633, 6914‒15), cf. the treated blood of squabs and vultures for musk, the roots of
ratam ‘broom’ (in this context probably the rush broom, Spartium junceum L., Dioscorides’
σπαρτίον) treated with quicklime for agarwood, lāḏan ‘labdanum’ (in Andalus the resin of Cis-
tus ladanifer L. and several other species) for ambergris, Chinese rhubarb for Syrian rhubarb,
cotton-seed oil for balsam oil, cattle gall for ḥuḍaḍ but burnt pomegranates for ḫawlān (cf. «ar-
rumānu lmasqūṭ» in Natāʔiǧ; Assaqaṭī does not seem to be referring to one single product by
these two different names), and ʕuṣfur ‘safflower’ (Carthamus tinctorius L.) for saffron. Add the
falsification of Cretan epithymum with the Andalusī variety mentioned by Assaqaṭī as a par-
allel for the analogous fraud implied by Alɂilbīrī’s remark on spikenard. Some other items can
be traced back to eastern sources: Aššayzarī, Nihāyah XVIII mentions the use of both “treated
šādūrān” المدبرّ») («الشادوران and and “the wax and twigs of šādūrān” وعیدانه») الشادوران («شمع in
the adulteration of algalia (A 539, 541‒2), and also cotton-seed oil amongst the ingredients with
which to falsify balsam oil (A 5411).



Chapter 4 Nat I Apotheconomy 93

roots can be located even more precisely in Andalus thanks to an exceptional
reference to mount Šulayr (on which a spikenard [sunbul] grew, according to
the author, that resembled the reputed Indian species)1 and to several lexical
hints that are discussed elsewhere as geolectal markers (see Chapter 9).
In sum, against what has previously been written about it, Nat 1.3.1 does not

contain any referencewhatsoever tomedical uses but is on the contrary entirely
apothecary-oriented. The data recorded in it lends itself, despite its terseness,
to amost exciting—yet not always rewarding—exercise of source criticism that
necessitates the scrutiny of a wide spectrum of genres, from texts on aromatics
and perfumery to specific chapters within medical kanānīš. While most of it
mirrors common knowledge widely divulged across the Islamicate geography,
some pieces of information are only marginally attested elsewhere and the sec-
tion as a whole cannot be proved to derive from any particular pre-existing text.
How this apparent originality might be interpreted is a question for which only
a thorough analysis of the contents might provide some clues.

1 For the identification of this oronym, see Chapter 9. It is worth quoting here a passage in As-
saqaṭī, Ḥisbah VI in which such eastern herbs as ginger, spikenard, and cinnamon are said to
be tampered or substituted for with their local homologues: «bilmawǧūdi šabīhan lahū biǧibāli
lʔandalus, wakaḏālika ssunbuli walqirfah» (Ch‒C 6113‒14); cf. also the aforementioned passage
in Ibn Arraɂūf, Ḥisbah [15] (Ch 351‒13).
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Apoth 3.2 —On stones

Most of the considerationsmade abovewith regard to the preceding subsection
are equally pertinent—in fact even more so—concerning On stones, in which
a total of some three score mineral substances are catalogued and described
from a mainly, but in this case not exclusively, apothecary perspective.1 Unlike
in Apoth 3.1, here a general inscription «alqawlu ʕalā lʔaḥǧār» introduces a long
series of epigraphs, each one of which is signalled by a rubric that reads also
invariably «alqawlu ʕalā—». The exact hierarchy of the entries is nonetheless
sketchy and the general plan of the treatise can only be deduced when it is con-
sidered in its entirety. Thus, no title is provided for the series of eighteen lem-
mata (= Apoth 3.2a) that opens this segment:2

1 gold 6 quicksilver 11 glass 16 malachite
2 silver 7 sal-ammoniac 12 magnesia 17 tutty
3 copper 8 arsenic 13 marcasite 18 antimony
4 iron 9 sulphur 14 haematite
5 lead (and tin) 10 talc 15 lazuli

Then fourteen entries are explicitly subsumed under a common epigraph
On precious solid stones (= Apoth 3.2b). The number of items included there is
actually higher, since to the lemma on the balas ruby a brief digression is ap-
pended that mentions an additional five hand-made stones, some of which can
be loosely described as glass-like products:3

1 As is well known, in the Islamicate tradition the concept ḥaǧar encompasses muchmore than
is commonly referred to as ‘stone’ in contemporary parlance. InNatāʔiǧ, where only the tiniest
bits of mineralogical theory are to be found, aḥǧār corresponds loosely to maʕādin in more
sophisticated or simply less practice-oriented texts.

2 The same caveat previously introduced for non-mineral simple drugs applies, a fortiori, to the
mineral substances under survey here. The English names assigned to these items are intended
more as a convenient (and for the most part time-honoured) reference than as a true scien-
tific nomenclature. Besides, I do not engage (out of both scepticism and incompetence) in the
debate about the mineralogical identification of any of these “stones”, for which the reader is
referred in all cases to Käs 2010.

3 For ḥaǧaru lʔadrak, cf. Alkindī’s description of aḏrak as a “melted and dyed glass that resem-
bles ruby”, apud Albīrūnī, Ǧawāhir 2275 (analysed by Käs 2010: 652, who adds a further men-
tion of aḏrak by Ǧābir).With regard to the “blue Sulaymānī”, the practice of naming a precious
gem after themines inwhich it was first found or after a nearby village is reported by Albīrūnī,
Ǧawāhir 839‒12, where an identical nisbah “Sulaymānī” is mentioned for laʕl Badaḫšī, which is
the ruby-like stone par excellence. As for almīnā lʔaḫḍar ‘green enamel’, as pointed out by Käs
2010: 1071 mīnā is virtually ignored in pharmacognostic texts and the only major author that
mentions it appears to be Albīrūnī, whose entry in Ṣaydanah أبیض27‒ح حجر (S 1508‒9; the refer-
ence provided by Käs to page 2034 must be corrected) is especially interesting as it clearly im-
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1 ruby 5 carnelian 9 emery 13 magnet stone
2 emerald 6 coral 10 alabaster? 14 diamond
3 pearl 7 garnet (biǧādī) 11 onyx
4 balas 8 zahrī? stone 12 jet (sabaǧ)

A stop is put by the author to the enumeration of mineral stones at P 13v 14,
where hemakes explicit his intention to limit his exposition to those stones that
arewell-knownandmaybe of commercial interest for the apothecary. After that
a new subepigraph 3.2cOnalumsand salts includes six different entries, in some
of which more than one item is actually alluded to (especially in the epigraph
on vitriols):

1 vitriol 2 alkali 3 borax 4 natron 5 table salt 6 saltpetre

The section ends with 3.2d On artificially made stones, which adds fourteen
newmineral items to the lithognomic stock of the treatise:

1 cadmia 5 iron saffron 9 litharge 13 marble
2 verdigris 6 iron dross 10 cinnabar 14 eggshell
3 burnt copper 7 iron rust 11 calx tincar
4 copper flakes 8 iron flakes 12 gypsum

plies thatmīnā is a manufactured product. He actually classesmīnā as a kind of glass (zuǧāǧ)
in Ǧawāhir 22414‒22517 and even mentions green mīnā when discussing the varieties of laʕl
Badaḫšī in Ǧawāhir 864‒6. Greenmīnā features also as the material of which mirrors are made
in Alqazwīnī, ʕaǧāʔib II.3 (W 9924‒26). Cf. furthermore the extremely informative lemma مينا in
Vullers, LPLE II 1258b‒1259a (which is not cited by Käs), where one of his native lexicographic
sources definesmīnā as ‘particulae vitri varii coloris et lapidibus pretiosis similes, quibus in bal-
neis, al. exornandis utuntur’, andmost especially themetonymical use ofmīnā-ye rang as ‘color
viridis رنݣ] .’[سبز Incidentally, theremay be some circular reasoning in the etymological debate
around Syriacܕܡܐܢܐܐ ܐ ̈ ܟ and dismissing a connection to Persianmīnā because the phrase
mustmean ‘chalices [or goblets] of tin’ (cf. Käs 2010: 1071) finds an analogous counterargument
in the proposal to understand it as ‘chalices of glass’ precisely because a Persian etymonmīnā
is assumed for theword (cf. Payne Smith, Thesaurus 1993 s.v.ܡܐܢܐܐ); the question is left open
in Brockelmann, Lexicon 373b and still in Brockelmann‒Sokoloff, Lexicon 703a.
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Commentary
Contrariwise towhat itsmodest lengthmight suggest, the compact lithognomic
section included in Natāʔiǧ is extremely rich in information. Much of it is ac-
tually “new” in the sense that either it is not to be found in the standard ac-
counts transmitted in theAḥǧār genre or it is only paralleledby a fewchronolog-
ically late and mostly unexplored works on practical alchemy and allied crafts.
Nowhere in the whole compilation is the frequency of rarities and even hapax
legomena so high, andmaybe no other segment of Natāʔiǧ is more deserving of
an in-depth analysis thanOn stones. The task is, moreover, greatly facilitated by
the availability of a number of editions of some of the major works in the genre
and, above all, by a superb and quite exhaustive concordance of minerals in the
Arabo-Islamicate pharmacognostic tradition.1
There remains, however, much to be done in this field (especially as far as

thewestern tradition is concerned), whichmakes the remarks hereunder all the
more provisional. Once again, the focus of this summary is not put on miner-
alogical identification, nor in exact source identification (a task that has so far
yielded meagre results)2 but rather on such features as may reflect some par-
ticularity or even originality on the part of the author. Accordingly, attention is
drawn to local references and to any other possible hints to realia.

Mineralogical catalogue and locality
The subclassification of minerals transmitted in the text is overall standard (fe-
male and male iron, red and yellow arsenic, mineral and artificial glass, five
species ofmarcasite, several chromatic varieties of ruby, etc)3 but there are some
remarkable divergences that need to be explored in the future. Thus, for copper
1 The concordance (which excludes intentionally most non-pharmacognostic genres, especially
alchemy and also early representatives of Aḥǧār with a leaning towards astrology and talis-
manics) is, of course, Käs 2010, which is extensively referred to throughout this dissertation
and which has been, from the beginning of my research, a model of scholarly meticulosity and
wide-ranging inquisitiveness. To that everlasting monument one should still add the edition,
translation, and analysis of Almaqrīzī’s treatise on minerals in Käs 2015. Primary and sec-
ondary literature on the subject is exhaustively covered in those two monographs.

2 Even in the case of the only explicit quote in the whole subsection, namely Aristotle on the
carnelian stone (ʕaqīq), no matching passage could be located in any of the extant versions
(either Arabic or Latin) of Pseudo-Aristotle’s Aḥǧār, whereas the first half of the entry does
echoAḥǧār [5] (P 1031‒6 | T 11410‒1154). As canbe seen in theupper layer of the critical apparatus,
however, the pseudo-Aristotelian Aḥǧār seems to have been quoted silently, and perhaps also
indirectly, more than once (cf. particularly the entries on the ruby [yāqūt] and onyx [ǧazʕ]).

3 Alɂilbīrī’s classification and nomenclature of the species of lead (usrub opposed to ānuk /
qazdīr) is standard and at the same time idiosyncratic, but this can also be said of almost any
other author in the Arabo-Islamicate tradition, cf. Käs 2010: 223‒226 (usrub), 293‒296 (ānuk),
582‒586 (raṣāṣ), 901‒903 (qalaʕī). Very much the same observation applies to vitriols.
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the most usual classification in the Helleno-Islamicate tradition is based on a
chromatic criterion and geographical origin is only seldommentioned (with the
notable exceptionof copper fromCyprus, χαλκὸςΚύπριος≡nuḫasunqubrusī). A
close parallel for Alɂilbīrī’s listing of Sūsī, Persian, and Roman copper is found
only in as late a source as Šamsuddīn Addimašqī (d. 1327) and, moreover, no
nisbah in this triad has a straightforward identification.1
Hereas elsewhere, somegeographical ascriptions arenodoubt inherited from

written sources and do not necessarily reflect the reality of the market (at least
not of the Andalusī market), but the significant presence of local products is
undeniable. For tutty, alongside the Indian, sea-borne (baḥrī), andMarāzibī va-
rieties, Andalusī tutty is also mentioned, which is then further specified with a
geographic qualification Baṭarniyyah ‘from Baṭarnah/Paterna’. An Andalusī an-
timony (iṯmid) is mentioned too, which after being treated can even match the
reputed Aṣbahānī antimony in colour and price.2 Even some of the stones that
might be most suspect of bookishness, such as the exotic garnet or biǧādī, were
actually mined in Andalus—or, to be more realistic, the Arabic names learnt
from the eastern (and mostly written) tradition were assigned to local stones
that matched those received descriptions.3
On the other hand, if the description provided for the bārūd salt is perfectly

compatible with its identification as saltpetre and therefore as a faint echo of
λίθοςἌσσιος, themention of its burning in fire and blackening the tongue seems
to prefigure the later development of the meaning ‘gunpowder’ (which would
then be paralleled by the peculiar use of naphtha discussed above).4
1 Cf. Šamsuddīn Addimašqī, Nuḫbah II.1.5 (M 467), where Roman whitish red copper, Cyprian
(qubrusī) red copper, and Sūsī deep red copper are mentioned. The identification of the ori-
gin of Sūsī copper depends essentially on which of the cities or regions known as Sūsah and
Sūs is intended in each case (see Chapter 9). Roman copper may be an echo of the ancient
Κορινθιακὸς χαλκός as shown by Syriac lexicographers, cf. ܝܐ ܘܪܝܢ ܐ ܢܚ explained as «nuḫa-
sun qūrīnṯāniyyun aw rūmī» and described as an alloy of silver, gold, and copper in equal
parts, in Bar ʕalī,Glosses II 4614‒15 ≡ Bar Bahlūl, Lexicon 123815‒16 (Bar Bahlūl further enters
ܝܢܐ ܘܪܝܢ and glosses it as nuḫasun rūmī, which is said to consist of gold and silver, in Lexi-
con 174515). In view of the first documentation of “Roman copper” by Syriac lexicographers, Käs
2010: 1080 suggests the possibility that this denomination may have been actually introduced
by them. The question remains open, nonetheless, as to how this otherwise scarcely attested
nisbah came to Alɂilbīrī’s knowledge—if, that is, this Roman copper is not rather an allusion
to a metal imported contemporarily from some Christian region. Finally, “Persian” copper in
Natāʔiǧmay well be a ghost-item born from a misreading of qubrusī (unpointed سى (ڡ as, for
instance, in the direct and indirect transmission of a passage in Arrāzī, Ḫawāṣṣ 2‒ن نحاس for
which at least one manuscript reads «fārisī» (İ 84r 18) and this reading is actually received by
Albaladī, Ḥabālā 2973.

2 On this two Andalusī references, see Chapter 9.
3 Cf. a report in Albakrī, Masālik II 38511‒12 about ḥaǧaru lbiǧādī being found near the city of
Alʔušbūnah (present-day Lisbon) on a mountain on which it shone at night like lamps.
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Still within the context of subclassification, themention of a burkānī sulphur
alongside the mineral variety of this mineral is certainly not without interest
both in that it differs from themost usual chromatic classification of the species
of sulphur and in the rarity of the word burkānī ‘volcanic’ itself, particularly as
a qualification of sulphur.1
A few words in this subsection still remain to be satisfactorily explained or

even interpreted.2

4 For the assimilation of bārūd to the λίθος Ἄσσιος inherited from the Greek tradition, cf. Alġā-
fiqī,Mufradah 70‒ب بَارود (M 96r 19 ‒ 96v 21), thenMufradah II‒ح s.vv. الأبردة حجر (M 211v 8) and
اسـیوس حجر (M 211v 9). The name of the stone had been left untranslated by Iṣṭifan in Ḥašāʔiš
أسـیوس*5:48 (P 128v 2‒12 | T 4321‒19)≡Dioscorides,Mat. med. 5:124 Ἄσσιος λίθος (W III 921‒22);
cf. also Käs 2010: 250‒254 (ḥaǧar assiyūs). Let it be noted that the earliest documentation for
bārūd registered inKäs 2010: 306‒308 is found in the hard-to-locateHārūniyyah and in twelfth-
century Alġāfiqī’s Mufradah, yet ḥaǧaru lʔabridah (from the same lexematic root √brd) is
given already by Ibn Ǧulǧul as the equivalent of λίθος Ἄσσιος in Tafsīr 5:73 (G 1035‒6, which
the editor alters unnecessarily to read .(«بارود» Also in Andalus and in a strictlymedical context
bārūd is mentioned in the 11th c. by Alhāšimī inMaǧālis I.i.15|18 (K 328, 3814); in the east even
earlier, cf. Abulḥasan Aṭṭabarī, Buqrāṭiyyah VIII.16 (B 262v 6). Even after being resignified as
‘gunpowder’ bārūd did not lose its original meaning, cf. late Ġarnāṭī Arabic «pólvora bárud»
and also «salitre sudor de tierramalh al barúd» in PedrodeAlcalá’s Vocabulista arávigo 352b
13 and 391b 6, respectively (= LAPA 13b *brd). Syriac ܒܐܪܘܕ is considered of Persian origin in
Margoliouth, STS 42a and Brockelmann‒Sokoloff, Lexicon 114b; but no autochthonous
etymology is found for bārūd in Vullers, DPLE I 170b.

1 The colour-based taxonomy of sulphur is prevalent from the earliest texts and in its most com-
plete version four different varieties are distinguished (namely red, yellow, black, and white),
cf. Käs 2010: 917‒920, and add especially Ǧābir b. Ḥayyān, Ḫawāṣṣ 22v 11‒12, 78v 12‒15, 118r
2‒3. Roman/Cyprian sulphur was, however, mentioned by Masīḥ (cf. Ibn Ǧanāḥ, Talḫīṣ [471])
and Ibn Alḥaššāɂ provides an invaluable clue for the identification of burkānī sulphur when
he glosses this mineral as “well-known, it is imported from Sicily and also from other eastern
places”, cf.Mufīd [605] (C‒R 658); which links the nisbah adjective burkānī to Mount Etna, the
“mountain of the volcano” (Ǧabalu lburkān) as it was styled in the Islamicate tradition, cf. its
mention by Ibn ʕimrān as one of the origins of the pumice-stone (qayšūr/qaysūr ≡ κίσηρις,
cf. Käs 2010: 912‒917) apud Ibn Samaǧūn,Ǧāmiʕ 27‒ق قيشور (S IV 447); also Almasʕūdī, Zamān
4320‒444. The circulation of a mineral product imported from Sicily andmarketed as alḥaǧaru
alburkānī is attested by IbnAlḥaššāɂ, who criticises those that considered it to be the pumice-
stone, which he affirms that it is not despite its resemblance and its similar use, cf.Mufīd [1030]
قيشور (C‒R 1111‒3). This popular identification of the pumice-stone with the volcanic stone was,
indeed, already prevalent in Ibn Ǧanāḥ’s time (cf. Talḫīṣ [872]). Mark that burkānī sulphur is
otherwise documented only in fourteenth-century Alqalalūsī, Tuḥaf 629 as the first ingredi-
ent of the recipe for the oil of eggs.

2 Philological and mineralogical cruces include most notably: pearls (with a subclassification
that bears no resemblance to the almost universally shared information on this major gem),
one of the crafts referred to in the epigraph on sulphur (see below), the identification of
the zuharī (zahrī/zuhrī?) stone, the apparent mention of alabaster under a mutilated name,
the “buffalo stone” (ḥaǧaru lǧāmūṣ? the context does not seem to support an emendation as
*ḥalqūṣ that would be, nevertheless, palaeographically unproblematic), etc.
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Metallurgical recipes
Instructions on how to obtain burnt copper, πομφόλυξ, verdigris, white lead, etc
were incorporated into the pharmacognostic corpus already by Dioscorides,
who appears to have been particularly well acquainted withmetallurgical tech-
niques since he provides accurate accounts for virtually every metallic (and
several non-metallic) item in Materia medica 5. On the other hand, glimpses
into practical alchemy were available in the Islamicate period also through the
pseudo-Aristotelian Aḥǧār. Some of the recipes transmitted in those two texts
are in fact echoed here inOn stones,1 but despite these precedents, no author in
theMufradah genre and very few within the tradition of Aḥǧār literature gives
as much attention to this practical aspect of stone-lore as Alɂilbīrī does.
To limit this preview toprimaryoperations (typically introducedby yuṣnaʕu),

the author notes down instructions on how to produce: verdigris by hanging
copper sheets over vinegar; steel (alhindī) by melting iron with arsenic, glass,
and magnesia until it becomes yellow; white lead or ceruse (isfīḏāǧ) by apply-
ing to lead the exact sameprocedure as to copper for verdigris; redminium (zar-
qūn) by heating finely powderedwhite lead in the furnaces of glass-makers, and
the same operation can be applied to litharge in order to obtain a virtually iden-
tical minium; cinnabar (zunǧufūr) by mixing quicksilver and red sulphur that
has been previously “killed” in vitriol, then distilling this mixture in the aludel;
the “pomegranate seed” by taking three parts of arsenic and one part of volcanic
sulphur, thenmelting themixture in apot. Instructions for the fabricationof sal-
ammoniac and for the composition of glass are described in even greater detail,
and aminimal recipe is also recorded on how to dye copper with Andalusī tutty
(which is explicitly affirmed to be an alchemical operation). Besides, a whole
subsection is devoted to artificially made stones (= Apoth 3.2.d), where instruc-
tions for the preparation of iron saffron and also iron rust are included.
Parallels can be identified formost of these recipes, to be sure, and inAndalus

Azzahrāwī compiles a specific and quite exhaustive chapter on the treatment
ofmineral drugs that shows several interesting coincidences with our text.2 Un-
like in Taṣrīf and its eastern models, however, the focus in Natāʔiǧ is unmistak-
1 Amongst the most evident ones, hanging copper sheets over vinegar in order to obtain verdi-
gris reproduces Dioscorides, Ḥašāʔiš 5:6* زنجار (P 119v 19‒21 | T 4063‒5) ≡ Mat. med. 5:79 ἰὸς
ξυστός (W III 499‒11); or the distillation of quicksilver and red sulphur resulting in red cinnabar
(zunǧufūr ≡ κιννάβαρι already in Galen, cf. a wealth of information collected and analysed in
Käs 2010: 677‒683), which echoes Pseudo-Aristotle, Aḥǧār [69] (P 12417‒18 | T 1652‒3). Also
the operation to improve an imperfect red ruby is borrowed literally from Aḥǧār [3] (P 9910‒12 |
T 1055‒6). See the apparatus of sources and similia for additional examples of bookish recipes.

2 Cf. Azzahrāwī, Taṣrīf XXVIII.i (S II 3769‒38630 + 40515‒4072, showing the most unbelievable
discontinuity in the copy of the text). The chapter deals with washing, burning, and prepar-
ing minerals within the frame of a separate book (maqālah) in which two additional chapters
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ably non-medical. The author is nowhere concerned about how to treat these
derivative items for medical use (what in traditional terminology is known as
their iṣlāḥ) but rather about how to produce them from primary minerals. It is
no wonder, therefore, that some remarkably close affinities should be detected
with treatises and handbooks on practical crafts, most of which are quite late
and unfortunately underexplored—which makes the potential contribution of
Natāʔiǧ to our knowledge of the history of these epistemic traditions all the
more promising.

Crafts and marketing

The discourse on minerals contains repeated allusions to a number of profes-
sions in which minerals play a major rôle, most often in the form of brief sen-
tences stating that an item is used in (fī) such and such craft or by (ʕinda) such
and such professionals. These disciplines and professionals include alchemy,1
gold- and silversmiths (aṣṣāġah),2 dyeing (√ṣbġ),3 lustre-painting (talwīḥ),4 and
pottery (ṣināʕatu lfaḫḫār).5 In addition to these professionalised occupations,
further references are made to cosmetics (zīnah)6 and to perfumery (ṣināʕatu

transmit also the same informationwith regard to drugs of plant and of animal origin. Themost
notable parallels with On stones are all signalled in the apparatus of similia.

1 A use by alchemists («ahlu lkīmiyāʔ» is mentioned for burnt copper (ḥarqūs), verdigris, iron
saffron, minium or read lead (zarqūn), quicksilver, sal ammoniac, arsenic, sulphur, vitriol, salts
made of hair urine and ashes, copper filings, iron dross, and iron rust. Uses in alchemy («fī
lkīmiyāʔ») are further registered for magnesia, haematite, lazuli, malachite, and tutty; and in
the alchemical art («fī ṣināʕati lkīmiyāʔ») for marcasite, alkali, and lime (ǧīr).

2 Who find a utility for quicksilver, sal ammoniac, and vitriol.
3 Thus minium (zarqūn), cinnabar (zanǧafūr), and arsenic are affirmed to be used for dyes («fī
lʔaṣbāġ»); also verdigris («fī lʔaṣbiġah»), which is later said to dye silver with a yellow colour
and cream-coloured porcelainwith green. According to the text, burnt copper also dyes cream-
coloured glass. Then, tin (qazdīr) whitens iron and copper; sulphur, just iron. Magnesia enters
dyes for glass and stones, and iron flakes those for the hair (for which see below a note on
cosmetics) and apparently also for wood («alʕūd»).

4 This reference to lustre-painting is exceptional both on account of its frequency here (it ismen-
tioned for burnt copper [ḥarqūs], verdigris, iron saffron, minium, cinnabar, arsenic, sulphur,
magnesia, marcasite, haematite, lazuli, malachite, tutty, vitriol, and copper flakes) and of is
rarity elsewhere in the corpus. On an incidental note, this meaning of talwīḥ is very poorly
recorded in lexicographical sources and in this particular context it is quite obvious that the
word cannot be understood as referring to wood planks, boards, or tablets (for which cf. Cor-
riente, LAPA 187a *lwḥ and DAA 487 *{lwḥ}.

5 In which magnesia is used. The same craft is probably implied for mineral glass when it is said
to be used for beads and glassed vessels («fī lḫarazi walʔawānī lmuzaǧǧaǧah»).

6 A beautifying use is mentioned for the emerald, pearls, the carnelian stone (twice, the second
time in relation to writing on it with a heated piece of iron, which results in a snow-white
text); also, if my emendation «fī zzīnati walḥaly» is correct, for white ruby, which would be
paralleled by a similar sentence referred to coral: “and beads are made from it for jewels and
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lʕiṭr),1
The same connection to practical (perhaps also professional) matters is also

shown by isolate mentions of seals (ie the instrument, a signet) for coral, the
fabrication of talismans for the lazuli stone, ink-making for vitriol, and soap-
making for alkali.Moreover, it is quite probably somenaphtha-like inflammable
product (or even fireworks) that is intendedwith *nufūṭ (P reads actually («نقوط»
in the epigraph on sulphur.2
A crux that remains to be solved involves a further craft in which sulphur

is used and that I provisionally interpret as ṣināʕatu lqarābīs, in which qarābīs
might represent either ‘ship bottoms’ (referring perhaps to caulking?) or even
‘stalactites [of a ceiling]’ (much less likely ‘saddle-bows’).3
Finally, there is an especially interesting reference to the ornamental use by

Christians (annaṣārā) of the artificially made الابسط» ,«حجر on which they are
said to engrave diverse images. The identification of the stone is dubious, but
its descriptionmatches that ofmarble in some local sources and might«الابسط»
perhaps be a mutilated reading of an Arabic transcription of Greek ἀλάβαστρον
or even Latin alabaster, which is identified as marble in eastern and western
sources.4 Theadded fact that “Christians” (not “Romans” [Arrūm] or “non-Arabs”

adornments [«lilḥalyi wazzīnah»]”. Moreover, burnt copper (ḥarqūs, iron flakes, and copper
flakes are mentioned as substances useful for hair-dying («fī ṣṣibāġi ššaʕar»), while sulphur is
affirmed to whiten the hair. A depilatory power is attributed to arsenic.

1 Curiously enough, perfume-making is nowhere mentioned in the preceding subsection de-
voted mostly to aromatic substances but it is here for tin (qazdīr).

2 Themention of ‘coins’ (nuqūṭ) seems tomake little sense here, but then I amnot well educated
on the subject of minting in the middle ages. My emendation is inspired by the mention of
naphtha (nifṭ/nafṭ) as a compound, hand-made, inflammable substance inApoth 3.1, thennufūṭ
would simply be a plural with a more specific meaning, cf. an excellent explanation of this
semantic development in Dozy, SDA II 703b‒704a s.r. نفط√ and also late Ġarnāṭī Arabic «huego
de alquitrán nar al quibrǐt» in Vocabulista arávigo 276b 33 (= LAPA 175b *kbrt).

3 The enigmatic phrase is transmitted as العرانيس» «صناعة in P. At the present moment I cannot
guess in which capacity sulphur might have entered the fabrication of spindles (ʕarāniswould
indeed be a characteristically western plural of ʕirnās, cf. Corriente, DAA 351b *{‘rns}) and,
on the other hand, even if the use of mineral substances for the beautifying of brides would
not be in the least surprising, I am reluctant to emend the text into an otherwise unattested
*ṣināʕatu lʕarāʔis (nor would ameaning ‘puppet’ or ‘doll’ as recorded in Corriente,DAA 349a
*{‘rs(ḻ)} solve the problem). As for Arabic qar(a)būs/qarābīs, its differentmeanings and a pos-
sible Greek etymon (namely κρηπίς) are recorded by Dozy, SDA II 324 s.r. قربس/قربص√ and by
Corriente, DAA 420 *{qrbṣ/s}.

4 This Greek name (or, to be exact, ἀλαβαστρίτης) is diversely distorted in the Arabographic tra-
dition (mostly as a consequence of interpreting the initial segment al‒ as the Arabic article),
cf. particularly «اسطرس» in Arrāzī and البسطریط» «حجر in Alġāfiqī, both of which further trans-
mit an identification withmarble (ruḫām /marmar) that may be relevant to our locus here; as
also would be an identification with Dioscorides’ ἀλαβαστρίτης λίθος inMateriamedica 5:135,
cf. Käs 2010: 284‒286.
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[ʕaǧam]) are mentioned, on the other hand, is quite exceptional in this sort of
literature and may be reflective of the authors actual context.1
With perhaps a few exceptions,2 most of the professionals mentioned in On

stones may have represented the most likely clientele of the apothecary and it
is in this capacity, as potential buyers, that physicians are referred to here. A
generic reference to medicine and to physicians (aṭṭibb and alʔaṭibbāʔ, respec-
tively) is made only exceptionally in the epigraph on salts (those made of hair,
urine, and ashes have no use in medicine), then in the description of iron rust
(which is used by physicians). All other allusions to medical uses are specific:
such and such item is used for collyria, salves, electuaries, dentifrices, etc.3
This insistent reference tomedical useswas indeed to be expected, but not so

1 Since the earliest representatives of the genre and particularly through the pseudo-Aristotelian
Aḥǧār, reports on Indian and Yemeni kings circulated across the Islamicate world (see particu-
larly the case of onyx in Part III, Chapter 4) but I can findnoparallel for a reference toChristians
in a non-medical (and, needless to say, non-religious) context.

2 Themost evident of which are tricksters (mušaʕbiḏūn/mušaʕwiḏūn), who arementioned in re-
lation to themagnet stone (which they use to deceive and illude people) and to saltpetre (with
no further explanation, but some trick involving fire can be inferred from the context). The
analysis of these two passing-by remarks in the frame of the Islamicate tradition on prestidigi-
tation would necessitate a separate excursus; let me draw the reader’s attention, however, to a
treatise on Sīmīyā transmitted in Paris, BnF ms Arabe 2595, fols. 136v 1 ‒ 148r 17 (copied in the
year 1632). Nine brief chapters are collected there under the generic name of ʕilmu ššaʕbaḏah
which describe different tricks such as I.1 transforming a rod into a snake, then making it turn
back to its original being; I.4 making a pair of sandals of crocodile skin that allow to travel from
country to country in a single day; or I.9 writing a series of names on a yellow silken cloth, then
placing it under the signet of a ring made of carnelian stone: if you wear the wear ring while
reciting some characters and saying: “Hide! Hide!”, no one shall see you.

3 Ingredients of collyria (akḥāl) include burnt copper (ḥarqūs), verdigris, sal-ammoniac, mag-
nesia, marcasite, haematite, lazuli, malachite, tutty, antimony, ruby, pearl, saltpetre, gold and
silver cadmia. Copper flakes, in turn, enter the recipes of siefs (šiyāf ), to which a further men-
tion of the sief contained within the jet or sabaǧ stone must be added. Salves (marāhim) may
require burnt copper (ḥarqūs), white lead, quicksilver, arsenic, sulphur, and verdigris. Cordial
electuaries (almaʕāǧīnu lmufarriḥah) contain ruby and pearls; dentifrices (sanūnāt), borax. A
vague reference to (compound) drugs or remedies (alʔadwiyah) is made in the case of iron fil-
ings and sal-ammoniac, but more specific instructions are occasionally mentioned too. Thus,
iron saffron is used to induce cicatrisation of moist wounds and for ailments of the eyelids;
iron dross, to strengthen the stomach and for the treatment of haemorrhoids. Fabricated glass
breaks calculi and wipes off dandruff from the head and the beard; the lazuli stone is used to
purge black bile; all rubies are alexipharmacs and avail against pestilence, while the emerald
protects against epilepsy and mater puerorum (ummu ṣṣibyān) and has also alexipharmacic
properties, just like pearls. The carnelian stone is useful against nosebleeds; coral, for a cor-
rupt stomach. All species of vitriols and alums are beneficial for malignant ulcers, especially in
the mouth and gums. Burnt copper purges dropsy (almāʔu lʔaṣfar); iron dross avails against a
weak liver and against “haemorrhoids in the stomach”; eggshells can heal leukoma after they
are treated.
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much because the text has any medical leanings (which it has not) but simply
because physicians are quite probably themain clients of the apothecary—they
are at least the only ones explicitly mentioned as such in the text. The knowl-
edge of the specific applications of the items found in the drugstore is prob-
ably implied in Deontology, where apothecaries are exhorted to supply their
clients with suitable drugs and also to inform them, in an easy-to-understand
way, about the indications for their use.
In this light, the presence of alchemy in the subsection becomes perhaps

more significant. The only reason to mention the salts made of hair, urine, and
ashes appears to be their use in alchemy, since they are quite explicitly affirmed
to be of no profit in medicine. Moreover, there are no negative overtones to be
perceived in any of the frequent references to alchemists1 and even a particu-
lar interest on the part of the author in alchemical matters can be intuited that
might not be exclusively chrematistic.

Intratextuality
It must be emphasised that the degree of cohesiveness shown by the differ-
ent subsections that conform Nat I Apotheconomy (into which Apoth 3.1.2 is
perfectly integrated with all its particularities and localisms) does not correlate
with a similar textual coherence across sections within the whole of Natāʔiǧ.
As far a On stones is concerned, for example,2 the several mentions of specific
properties (ḫawāṣṣ) attributed to some stones cannot be connected (other than
at a general semantic level) to the information transmitted in Nat III Ḫawāṣṣ,
and any coincidences between the two sections are purely accidental, whereas
instances of inconsistency are due to a differential use of sources.3
Thus, in the epigraph on the onyx (ḥaǧaru lǧazʕ) it is affirmed that hanging

this stone on children brings upon themanumber of afflictions andmakes their
saliva flow. In Nat III.vi.2, on the other hand, a quote from Aristotle attributes
the same stone with the property of lessening a child’s salivation and making
its dribble cease. Now, the two passages stem ultimately from the same source,
ie Pseudo-Aristotle’s Aḥǧār,1 but while in On stones the standard version of
1 This, of course, need not be representative of the overall social perception of the adepts to this
art, who have elsewhere been described as “an isolated community suffering discrimination in
a hostile environment” (Strohmaier 2016: 424).

2 See below the survey of On the shelf-life of drugs for a similar observation.
3 As shall be demonstrated elsewhere in this dissertation, the section on the specific properties
of things is an entirely derivative text for which the author exploited (quite literally so) one sin-
gle source. In On stones specific properties are mentioned for the carnelian stone, the magnet
stone, litharge (martak), and gypsum. In the case of sabaǧ, the variant form ḫaṣūṣiyyah (also
realised as ḫuṣūṣiyyah) betrays its origin the pseudo-Aristotelian book of stones, of which it is
quite characteristic, cf. Aḥǧār [13] (P 10715‒16 | T 1248‒9).
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the text is echoed, in Nat III in turn the passage has been mediated by a char-
acteristically divergent source (namely αḪawāṣṣ) that handed down a peculiar
reinterpretation of the original text.
Then, being beneficial for a corrupt stomach when hung over it is described

as a wondrous specific property of coral (marǧān / bussad), which reflects a dif-
ferent subtradition than the one echoed inNat V.ii.2, where essentially the same
effect is attributed in a quote fromGalen to yellow alum (aššabbu lʔaṣfar). Both
reports derive from a passage recorded indeed by Galen in which this benefit
is affirmed to be ascribed by some people to the green-yellowish jasper stone
(ὁ χλωρὸς ἴασπις), the original Arabic transliteration of the Greek word having
been diversely mistransmitted in the written corpus.2
In a contemporary text this flagrant disagreement would betoken, of course,

a lack of authorial revision that would certainly be the object of fierce criticism.
However, source-bound inconsistency is quite a distinguishing feature of many
texts in the Helleno-Islamicate tradition. In therapeutics an ailment may be re-
ferred to by a certain nameat a givenpoint, thenby adifferent one in another lo-
cus; and the exact same drug (particularly a less common herb or one for which
several synonyms are available) will be prescribed under two or even three dif-
ferent names in a few pages—evenmore sowithin the text of received formulas
or recipes.3

1 See the commentary to Nat III.vi.2 in Chapter 4 of Part III of this dissertation for a full analysis
of the origin and the transmission of this passage.

2 Cf.Galen, Simpl.med. IX.ii.19 (KXII 2072‒12)≡Mufradah IX.iii (E 149v 8‒14). The chapter on the
stomach is not included in the sample selected for Part III of this dissertation and the complex
transmission of this passage cannot be reasonably summarised here. Suffice it to mention that
Ḥunayn’s original translation (featuring probably alḥaǧaru alyašbī lʔaṣfar, or perhaps rather
yašf ) was quite correctly transmitted in some pharmacognostic texts (eg Alġāfiqī and Ibn
Albayṭār), but the key element in the passage had been distorted and reinterpreted as coral
(bussaḏ) already in Arrāzī’s Alḥāwī and also in Ibn Alǧazzār’s Iʕtimād; cf. Käs 2010: 1111‒1118.

3 See below the overview of Nat II.2 Therapeutics in Chapter 6 for several illustrations of this
variability that canoftenmislead the reader (whomight interpret as a local denominationwhat
actually is a travelling word inherited from far away in time and space) and which complicates
greatly the task of assigning a geographical and chronological context to some features.



Chapter 4 Nat I Apotheconomy 105

4.1.4 Apoth 4—On the shelf-life of drugs

The last subsection within Apotheconomy deals with the subject of the shelf-
life (aʕmār, literally “the ages”) of simple and compound drugs. An explicit re-
quest of fresh ingredients is relatively frequent since the earliest documented
recipes, while specific instructions as to how long a preparation must be left to
age prior to use are characteristically appended to pre-Galenic formulas for the-
riacs andother antidotes. The author himself has emphatically stated a few lines
before that being able to distinguish good drugs from bad ones and those that
are recent from older ones is essential for any would-be apothecary. Whereas
for the information on the degrees of each item he refers the reader to books on
simple drugs, he takes upon himself to include in his compilation an exhaustive
catalogue of expiration dates. This information (which is, indeed, only rarely
mentioned in texts of the Mufradah genre and is likewise missing from most
dispensatories) appears, moreover, to be supported by the author’s own profes-
sional experience,which surfaces quite insistently in the formof autoreferential
remarks.

Paraphrase
The general rubric includes an organisational taxon bāb that has not been pre-
viously used in the text (up to this point only qawl and ḏikr had appeared in the
titles). Then, between the title and the introductory remark that “There are three
genera [aǧnās] of simple drugs: those of mineral, animal, and vegetal origin”,1 a
textual boundary marker faṣl intervenes and from there on explicit textual hi-
erarchy is totally absent. Epigraphs of the higher order are graphically distin-
guished by size, with the connector waʔammā acting consistently as a sort of
paragraph sign.
With regard to mineral products, some justification for the longer durability

of such stones as rubies, gold, diamonds, and emeralds (which all last unaltered
for hundreds and thousands of years) is found in their "nobleness" (šaraf ). Sil-
ver, copper, and iron, in turn, do alter and they actually decay in a short period
of time, especially if they enter in contact with earth or water. Now, if kept un-
soiled and isolated from earth and water, they can last for many years—but far
fewer, in any case, than gold and rubies.
A new piece of mineralogical lore is provided as a justification for the short

expiration date of salts: they are the result of condensation of salt water in lakes
(buḥayrāt). This information (which was not included from the epigraph on
salts in On stones) serves quite evidently an explanatory purpose: being as they
1 The text does not follow this order: drugs of animal origin are dealt with last, actually after
compound drugs.
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are essentially salt water, they last less than salts mined (muḥtafarāt) from un-
der the ground. To back this opinion the author adduces his own experience
with a certain mineral salt («milḥun maʕdinī») that lasted in his possession for
some fifteen years showing no change at all.1
The durability of alums depends also on their differences and genera, with

“white fleecy [or Egyptian?] alum” lasting the longest: some twenty or thirty
years uncorrupted.2
Sulphur lasts longer than alums and salts, and the author affirms to have

witnessed how it remained unchanged for more than twenty years in some-
one’s possession. Arsenic, in turn, has lasted beyond fifty years at his and also
at someone else’s store (maḫzan). The power of verdigris, on the contrary, de-
creases in less than a year. A final series of items follows with no connector (not
even a conjunctionwa‒) that comprises white-lead (six years without decaying
into soil), litharge (more than twenty years unchanged at the author’s), lead (so
1 Both “mined” and “mineral” salt correspond to ὀρυκτόν (ἅλς), which Iṣṭifan translates as
«maʕdinī» (to which he further adds that some people affirmed it to be the same as Andarānī
salt) in Ḥašāʔiš 5:35* الملح أصناف (P 125v 13 | T 42412‒13)≡ Dioscorides,Mat. med. 5:109 ἅλες (W
III 7914); whereas Ḥunayn prefers «almilḥu lmuḥtafar» inMufradah IX.iii.2 الملح ذكر (E 150v 6‒7)
≡ Galen, Simpl. med. IX.iii.2 Περὶ ἁλῶν (K XII 21012‒15). The reference to salt being condensed
in lakes, in turn, seems to echo «mā kānamawǧūdan fī mawāḍiʕi lmiyāhi lqāʔimah»≡ «ἐν τοῖς
προειρημένοις τὰ λιμναῖα» in Ḥašāʔiš P 125v 16‒17 | T 42420‒21 ≡Mat. med. III 801‒2. No mention
of the shelf-life of salt is made, however, in either of these Greek texts.

2 The identity of this white alum is a crux, since the passage is obviously corrupt. The easiest
solution would certainly be to follow the conjecture of the copyist of P and to read «الـمِصرِْيّ»
‘Egyptian’, but there may be cogent reasons not to do so. On the one hand, as far as palaeogra-
phy is concerned, it is hardly plausible that such a common word as المصريّ should be misread
in this specific context, and much less so in such a manner as to produce the most disparate
readings (from «المصرف» in Natāʔiǧ DP to «اللصوق» in Taṣrīf W), none of which points indeed
towards a final unconnectedى but rather towardsف ق/ (less likely also .(ن Then, even if within
the Islamicate tradition there are several references to the whiteness of Egyptian alum (cf. Käs
2010: 730), this is mostly identified by its roundness after Dioscorides’ στρογγύλη≡mustadīr
variety inMat.med. 5:106 στυπτηρία (W III 7519)≡Ḥašāʔiš 5:32* الشبّ (P 125r 2 | T 42212‒13); while
thewhite alumκατ᾽ ἐξοχήν, at least for our author, seems to beYemeni alum (cf. the epigraph on
vitriols and alums in On stones). Taking all this into account, I would suggest a minimal emen-
dation of the reading shared by the manuscripts into ,«المصوّف» which would then match the
“wool-like” alumdescribed by IbnǦulǧul: «waminhunawʕunāḫaru yuqālu lahu “lmuṣawwaf”,
wahuwa šibhu anābība bīḍ; iḏā kasartahū, tašaḍ̱ḍ̱ā ilā šaḍ̱āyā barrāqatin fīmā baynahā šayʔun
kaṣṣūf; wayuʔtā bihī ilaynā ayḍanmin nāḥiyati Siǧilmāsah, wabihī yušabbabu lḥarīru ʕindanā»,
cf. Ibn Samaǧūn,Ǧāmiʕ 23‒ش شبّ (S IV 2625‒8); also Azzahrāwī, Taṣrīf XXIX.a s.v.مصوّف شبّ (S
II 4396‒7|20‒21). This variety of alum is attested exclusively in the Andalusī tradition andmay cor-
respond to Dioscorides’ τριχῖτις also inMat. med. III 764, which Iṣṭifan explains correctly as
«aššaʕarī» inḤašāʔiš P 125r 4 | T 42215, andwhich coincidentally has an Egyptian origin (cf. Käs
2010: 738‒739). Both Dozy, SDA I 854a s.r. صوف√ and Corriente, DAA 313b *{ṣwf} record the
adjectivemuṣawwaf ‘fleecy’, but neither of them includes the combination with alum (nor do
they in their respective entries for alum, cf. SDA I 718b s.r. شبّ√ and DAA 271b *{šbb}).



Chapter 4 Nat I Apotheconomy 107

many years that the saying goes that “It lasts as long as gold”), and a final se-
quence of coordinated stones (namely cadmia, marcasite, haematite, tutty, and
the likes of these) that have lasted in the author’s possession for many years.1
Unlike in the case ofminerals, an explicit rubric introduces the items of plant

origin. These begin with gums or gum resins (aṣmāġ), which last on the shelf
much longer than all the seeds and roots. Thus Arabic gum, almond gum, tra-
gacanth, and others have remained without any change for some thirty years
at the author’s store—except for those of them that were in contact with some
damp, water, or soil. Juices (ʕuṣārāt), in turn, have a much shorter durability:
twenty years at most; then they fall prey to moth-worms (sūs). In the author’s
experience berberis juice lasted some ten years, after which period he tasted it
and found that, while it was filled with worms, its power remained unchanged.
Amongst milky saps or latices (albān), scammony and spurge arementioned

as remaining unaltered formore then twenty years. Scammony lasts longer than
spurge and opium, however, since the power of opium weakens in three years,
whereas the author has seen some scammony lasting about twenty years with-
out losing absolutely anything of its power.
Only a few oils (adhān) last more than two years, so that there is little benefit

in using them after two or three years, especially as far as the oil of roses, the oil
of violets, and cold oils are concerned, for these decay and dry up.
The shelf-life of seeds (buzūr) is diverse: those that are especially oily like the

oil of sesame, almonds, and nuts, and also the seeds of cucumbers, gourds, and
the likes of them, decay quickly and last for about a year; after that, they should
not be used. Such seeds as fenugreek (ḥulbā), cress (ḥurf ), mustard, nigella, fen-
nel (rāziyānaǧ), caraway, and the likes of them, in turn, last for two, three, or
even more years, depending on where they grow, without any decrease in their
power. The author affirms that he has tried these seeds oftentimes and that they
have lasted for many years at his store—some of them did not change, others
had just begun to change.
The durability of roots (uṣūl) and barks (qušūr) depends likewise on their

substance. Costus, rhubarb, bahaǧ,2 and behen (bahman)3 last more than then
1 Bothmanuscripts ofNatāʔiǧ appear to inherit a corrupt sentence at this locus since they repeat
the preceding saying “It lasts as long as gold”. That this is a lipography is proved by the parallel
locus in Taṣrīf (see the critical apparatus ad loc.).

2 The significance of this phytonym in this context as a possible geolectal marker shall be anal-
ysed in Chapter 9.

3 The botanical identification of the roots known in the Islamicate tradition as bahman remains
as uncertain today as in Dietrich 1988: II 608 n. 9. Its two chromatic varieties (namely white
and red) are already mentioned by Aṭṭabarī, Firdaws VI.ii.1 (Ṣ 40219‒20), where it is in fact im-
mediately precededby būzīḏān and followed at a short distance by zurunbād. Both varieties are
described as resembling small carrots in size and being slightly fragrant and they are affirmed
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years and at the author’s both white and red behen have lasted for some twenty
years without losing a bit of their power—which has persuaded him that they
can last longer than that. A separate entry is devoted to ginger and zerumbet or
wild ginger (zurunbād),1 which, on account of the moisture that they contain,
become the prey of worms in one or two years. Root barks (liḥāʔ) are divided
into purgative and non-purgative. As to the former (like turpeth and little fir
spurge [šubrum], amongst others), the author has witnessed how their power
diminished noticeably after their expiration date. Regarding non-purgative root
barks such as cinnamon (dārṣīnī), xylocinnamon (qirfah), cassia (salīḫah), and
the likes of them, Galen reported from some of his predecessors that cinnamon
does not ever change. He had said: “I used some cinnamon kept at one of the
stores [ḫazāʔin] of the king of Rome that was about thirty-years old”. Then he
mentioned that its power had diminished but he nevertheless used it for the
theriac since nothing else was available. The author’s voice intervenes at this
point to state that some Indian cinnamon (qirfatun qaranfuliyyah) had lasted
in his possession for more than ten years, after which he tasted it and found it
still as powerful as before.2

to be imported fromArmenia andḪurāsān by Ibn ʕimrān apud IbnAlbayṭār,Ǧāmiʕ 145‒ب (B
I 12133‒1223), reproduced almost verbatim without ascription in Ibn Alǧazzār, Iʕtimād 2:45 (S
667‒13). In Andalus the first extant mention of the two behen roots is found in Ibn Ǧulǧul,
Ṯāminah [15‒16] (G 117‒11). For a convenient Andalusī survey of the different identifications
proposed for bahman, cf. ʕumdah [933‒934] (B‒C‒T 781‒24), where the author distinguishes
between an older white behen allegedly mentioned by Dioscorides in Book III (and through
him by Ibn Māsawayh, Ibn Alhayṯam, Ḥubayš, and Abū Ḥātim) and a modern white behen
that he describes with remarkable detail. Cf. also Vullers, LPLE I 288bبهَمَنين ‘nom[en] plantae
quae mense Bahman et hiberno tempore floret, radice rubra et alba’.

1 Arabic zurunbād (also zarunbād) is a name of Persian origin for the wild or bitter ginger (Zin-
giber zerumbet (L.) Roscoe ex Sm.), cf. Corriente, DAA 229a *{zrnbd}; Vullers, LPLE II 130
s.vv. زَرنبَ and زُرُنبا / زُرُنباد / زُرُنباهَه (where an Arabic synonym ‘locust’s-foot’ [riǧlū ǧarād] inspired
by its appearance is recorded fromnative sources). InAndalus IbnǦulǧuldescribes زرنباذ as an
Indian drug resembling ginger in Ṯāminah [13] (G 111‒3), and he also includes a mention ofزرنب
as a wood reminiscent of turmeric (kurkum) that grew in India and also in other countries in
Ṯāminah [29] (G 159‒10). Some people equated ǧadwār ‘zedoary’ (Curcuma zedoaria (Christm.)
Roscoe) and zurunbād according to Ibn Ǧanāḥ, Talḫīṣ [206], but as pointed out in Bos, Käs,
Lübke, and Mensching 2020: 393, these two species of the Zingiberaceae family were rarely
conflated in the written tradition.

2 The names “xylocinnamon” and “Indian cinnamon” used here are mere labels of convenience
and should not be understood as an attempt to genuine botanical identification. The main
problem with the cinnamon/cassia group of related items is the sometimes quite unsystem-
atic and even author-dependent use of these names as specific denominations. For the time
being, cf. Dioscorides,Mat.med. 1:13‒14 κασσία and κινάμωμον (W I 177‒2017)≡Ḥašāʔiš 1:10‒11
سلیخة and دارصینيّ (P 5r 5 ‒ 5v 23 | T 2017‒2322); and for Andalus, cf. the entry on dārṣīnī (used,
verymuch like inMat.med., as a hyperonym) in ʕumdah [1927] (B‒C‒T 2005‒17), where qirfah is
recorded as a popular name for dārṣūṣ, and the species of cinnamon known as qirfatu alqaran-
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Camel grass (iḏḫir) blossoms and flowers last for a shorter period than roots
and herbs (ḥašīš). At the author’s, violet flowers lost very much of their power
after about one year, and so did the blossoms of camel grass, lavender (usṭūḫū-
dus), rue, and the likes of them—the power of all of them decreased after one
year.
At this point, rather than simple substances of animal origin (which should

naturally followminerals and plants), it is compound drugs that are introduced
under a general rubric “As for the theriac and the other electuaries and pastilles”.
The text is typologically very different from the preceding paragraphs. In the
first place, it transmits a sequence of foreign, for the most part Graeco-Arabic,
names some of which are noticeably distorted.1
Then, the information about their shelf-life follows a quite different pattern

and indicates a span (“from six months to so-and-so many years”) rather than a
simple limit. Thus, the theriac is said to last from six months up to thirty years
before starting to lose its power, while the logadion, Archigenes’ hiera, Galen’s
hiera, and themithridatium last from sixmonths to five years.2 The text goes on
with athanasia (six months to two years), selitha (from six months two seven
years), sagzenea (from six months to three years), Ariston’s electuary (from six
months to three years), and the Persian philonium.3 On the philoniumGalen’s
words are echoed: if it is taken after two, three, or four years, its benefit is even
greater, and it preserves its power up to ten years, after which its strength di-
minishes and its effect weakens.
A series of drugs follows that includes the electuaries of sulphur, turmeric

(the only one to be referred to as dawāʔ rather than as maʕǧūn), musk, and

ful is glossed as “Indian cinnamon”, “cinnamon of Yemen”, and “perfume bark” (qirfatu ṭṭīb).
Cf. further references in Dietrich 1988: II 96‒97. There is, on the other hand, a possibility that
qirfahmight represent here qirfatu ṭṭaʕām, the aromatic roots of some unidentified Indian tree
that were imported into Andalus, cf. ʕumdah [4237] (B‒C‒T 48415‒21).

1 In some cases even beyond recognition, see the Complementary notes on polypharmacy at the
end of this chapter and also the Editorial criteria in Part II. On a side note, let it be noted that
“polypharmacy” is used here with the meaning “requiring a high number of ingredients” as
usually in historiography of medicine (cf. for instance Stannard 1973 and Keyser 1997) rather
than in the contemporary sense of a treatment that involves many medications at the same
time.

2 For the hiera logodion of Logadius hiera ([ἱερὰ] Λογαδίου, probably mediated through Syriac
ܠܓܘܕܝܐ ܐ ,(ܐܝ cf. Schmucker 1969: 98; Ullmann 1970: 296; Kahl 1994: 220. For the two hi-
eras (namely the ἱερὰ Ἀρχιγένου and the ἱερὰ Γαληνοῦ), cf. Schmucker 1969: 97‒98; Ullmann
1970: 296; Kahl 1994: 220. On Mithridates’ drug (ἡ Μιθριδάτειος/ἀντίδοτος ἡ Μιθριδάτου), cf.
Schmucker 1969: 457; Fellmann 1986: 277; Kahl 1994: 216 (who further records the probable
Syriac intermediary ܪܘܕܝܛܘܣ ;(ܡ and most especially Totelin 2004.

3 On selitha, sagzenea, and the philonium see the Complementary notes on polypharmacy ap-
pended to this chapter.



110 Apoth 4 On the shelf-life of drugs

anacardium (balādur), each one having its own shelf-life.1 Then the pastilles
of lacquer and the pastilles of squill are affirmed to last from two months up to
two years.
Medicinal powders or catapasms (safūfāt) prepared with cold and hot water

must be used from themoment of their preparation up to twomonths, then up
to a year, whereas other pills remain from two to six months. The catapasms of
roastedmustard (etymologicallyܐ ܠܝ ,ܡ realised inArabicperhaps asmaqlīṯā/maqliyāṯā/maqilyāṯā
and probably also analogous forms inmu‒) and of pomegranate seed are drasti-
cally effective up to two months from the moment in which they are prepared,
then their effect weakens in one year. The effect of all the pastilles that avail
against fevers lasts from the day in which they are made up to six months. The
greater and the lesser triphalas, as well as digestives — (some text is missing
here from both manuscripts).
All oils are effective until they begin to show signs of rancidness, after that

they are useless. It is at this point that utterances in the first-person irrupt back
into the discourse, nowwith a new formula “And I say” inwhich the conjunction
wa‒ has an unmistakable adversativemeaning. First it corrects an overgenerali-
sation: some salves or liniments (marāhim)may last longer than one year, for he
kept some palm-salve (marhamunnaḫlī) formore than one and a half years and
it did not change; and the black salve lasted even longer without any alteration.
Then, some lines later, he affirms that syrups in general last more than two

years after their preparation, especially if the place in which they are kept is
isolated from hot air and dampness, in which case they can last many years, as
many as five or more. This first-person formula (of which these two are the only
instances in the whole section) is combined with a reiteration of the sentence
“(such-and-such item) has lasted in my possession so-and-so many years” ap-
pended to all categories of drugs (salves, syrups, and collyria and siefs) except
for preserves (murabbayāt, for which an analogous quote from Galen substi-
tutes for the first person) and the closing epigraphof dry collyria (ḏarūrāt).With
regard to the later, a new explanation is provided: the dry collyria which, like
the basilicon (bāsilīqūn), contain drugs of plant origin (ʕaqāqīru nabātiyyah)
weaken noticeably after one year, whereas those that contain mineral ingredi-
ents (aḥǧārun maʕdiniyyah) such as tutty, antimony, and cadmia, last uncor-
rupted for two years.
The catalogue of items of animal origin begins with fats (šuḥūm), whichmay

1 The name of the first electuary in the list could not be reconstructed even with the help of
parallel loci, but it seems tobea reflectionof διουρητικόν, cf. «diyārūṭīqī» (sic) in IbnSarābiyūn,
Kunnāš VII.34 (L 240v 20) . The old label appears to have been substituted for by an Arabic
translation at an early date, cf. a series of three consecutive mudirru lbawl (used as a proper
name) in pretty much the same context in Sābūr b. Sahl, Ṣaġīr [28‒30] (K 5517‒5617).
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last more than a year if conveniently stored after salting. Galls (marārāt) last
even longer, for many years, when dried and stored so that they are not in con-
tact with air—the author affirms to have personally ascertained this («waqad
ǧarrabtuhā»). Excrements of diverse kinds last for approximately a year before
losing their power. The same shelf-life is attributed to blood if carefully pre-
served, while such bony substances as horn and all sorts of hooves («alḥawāfiru
walʔaḍ̱lāf ») last for many years and the author has found them unaltered after
a (long?) period of time. A final observation is made about castoreum (ǧunda-
bādastar), which is said to have lasted at the author’s store some fifteen years
without giving any signs of alteration, so that he is persuaded that it may well
last even longer.

Commentary
There is a major aspect of On the shelf-life of drugs that needs being addressed
even within the limited space of this overview: intertextuality, particularly the
origin of much of the information gathered in this subsection. Related to this,
there is an overt conflict with regard to the ascription of the text, which, despite
its prima facie unambiguous originality (inferable, of course, from the recurrent
emergence of the first person), is transmitted elsewhere in an identical formbut
under a different authorship.
Inspiration andeven ready-to-copypassageswerenotwanting from the avail-

able medical corpus and even if an explicit mention at the very beginning of
Dioscorides’Materiamedica is completely ignored by the author,1 some of the
scattered references to this matter in the Galenic corpus have found their way
into the text. Explicit quotes from Galen are included both in the segment on
simple drugs for cinnamon2 and in the catalogue of compound drugs for the
philonium and for the rob of quince.3 The Pergamene physician was likewise
1 In the prologue white and black hellebore are said to last for many years, whereas other drugs
of plant origin are not useful for longer than three years at most, cf. Dioscorides,Mat. med. 1
(W I 420‒22)≡ Ḥašāʔiš 1 (P 2v 2‒4 | T 1015‒18).

2 The passage is a paraphrase of Galen, Antid. I.13 (K XIV 6317‒657).
3 The quotation on philonium does not stem from Ad Glauc. II.8, where according to Galen the
Φιλωνείον φάρμακον, like all opiates, ought to be used «οὐκ εὐθέως, ἀλλὰ μετὰ χρόνον τῆς συνθέ-
σεως ἐνιαύσιον ἢ πάντως γε μῆνας ἕξ» (K XI 11415‒17). For the rob of quince, the ultimate origin is a
remark on the juice of the kind of quince known amongst Asiatic Greeks as στρούθιον μῆλον in
Galen, Alim. fac. II.23 «Ἐξαίρετόν τι παρὰ τἄλλα μῆλα τούτοις ὑπάρχει στῦψίν τε πλείονα κεκτη-
μένοις καὶ τὸν χυλὸν ἔχουσι μόνιμον, εἴ τις ἑψήσας αὐτὸν σὺν μέλιτι φυλάττειν ἐθέλοι· ἡμεῖς δὲ καὶ τὸ
διὰ τοῦ χυλοῦ τῶν στρουθίων μήλων φάρμακον ἐπιτηδειότατον τοῖς ἀνορέκτοις, οὐκ ἐν φανερῷ κατὰ
τύχην κείμενον, ὕστερόν ποθ’ εὕρομεν ἐτῶν ἑπτὰ μεταξὺ γεγονότων οὐδεμίαν ἐσχηκὸς ὑπαλλαγὴν
τῆς ποιότητος» (H 2935‒11 | K VI 6022‒10). The quote, featuring rather السفرجل» ,«ماء was actually
already included in the original chapter in Ibn Sarābiyūn’s Kunnāš VII.34 (L 242r 9‒10); also
Almaǧūsī, Kāmil II.x.6 (S II.2 31423‒24); thence Alqalānisī, Aqrabāḏīn XVI (B 4511‒12).



112 Apoth 4 On the shelf-life of drugs

the source for similar passages in Aṭṭabarī’s Firdaws, for instance, where his
recipe for the great theriac is borrowed in its entirety, including the instructions
for its use.1
Now, comparison to earlier texts shows that the previously mentioned dif-

ference in tenor between the unit on simple drugs and the unit on compound
drugs reflects in fact a difference in the sources for each segment. This could be
intuited from the fact itself that, unlike direct knowledge on everyday commodi-
ties that were easily available in the Andalusī market, practical experience with
the shelf-life of extremely complex and rarely documented compound drugs
is highly suspect in a lower-rank physician (and perhaps also an apothecary)
working in Ilbīrah. In this regard it is also significant that the first person van-
ishes for the whole segment on the great antidotes, only to reappear when less
grandiose drugs are mentioned. This intuition becomes a certainty when the
whole segment spanning from the mention of the theriac down to the para-
graph on preserves (including Galen’s quotation on the rob of quince) is found
in a virtually word-by-word identical form already in Ibn Sarābiyūn’s Kunnāš
and in a somewhat reworked and expanded version in Almaǧūsī’s Kāmil too.2
There is nothing out of the ordinary in such a borrowing, for sure, and the

only thing remarkable would be the availability of a copy of Kunnāš VII (or at
least a fragment thereof) in Andalus and also Alɂilbīrī’s excellent choice of
sources for his own compilation—which tallies with what can be inferred for
other sections of Natāʔiǧ. The vexed discussion on the admittedly blurry limits
of fair borrowing is of secondary importance here, as the true “problem” with
On the shelf-life of drugs is that the whole subsection, from the very title to the
closing paragraph on castoreum, including all instances of authorial autorefer-
entiality, is transmitted as Chapter 4 of book XXIX of Azzahrāwī’s Taṣrīf.
1 According to Aṭṭabarī, Galen would have affirmed that the great theriac (attiryāqu lʔakbar)
ought to be used after sixmonths or a year and that it keeps its power formore than thirty years,
cf. Firdaws VI.vi.1 (Ṣ 45018‒19). The source quoted there is, of course, also the origin of the iden-
tical opening passage on the theriac in Natāʔiǧ, namely Pseudo-Galen, Ther. ad Pis. XIV, with
a somewhat different wording but the same expiration expectancy: «ἔστι δὲ δυνατὸν τὸ φάρμα-
κον ἕως ἐτῶν τριάκοντα» (B-M 7011‒12 | K 26817‒2697) ≡ Tiryāq 976‒16; rather thirty-seven years
according to Ther. ad Pamph. IV (B-M 813‒91). Further (pseudo-)Galenic data were available
also in the form of scattered remarks such as the one on the shelf-life of the theriac pastilles
(ἀρτίσκοι θηριακοί) in Antidot. I.8 (K XIV 493‒13).

2 In the inscription for this table of expirationdates IbnSarābiyūnaffirms to transmit theknowl-
edge/practice of Gondēšāpūr, cf. «ʕalā maḏhabi ahli Ǧundīsābūr» in Kunnāš VII.34 (L 240v 14
‒ 242r 10)≡ «secundum intentionem illorum de Gendisabor» in Breviarium VII.28 (P 127vb 2 | V
85va 43). The Arabic translation of Ibn Sarābiyūn, Kunnāš VII (which has been also checked
for the analysis of Nat V Pharmacopoeia below) has been consulted only through the Leiden
manuscript (as I could not gain access to Brussels, Bibliothèque Royale ms 19891), but its read-
ings have been complemented with Gerard of Cremona’s Latin translation (ie Breviarium).
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In Taṣrīf that chapter is copied between the section on substitutives (abdāl)
and the one on measures and weights that closes book XXIX, and there is no
indication whatsoever in Taṣrīf that the first-person utterances in the text may
reflect any opinions or experiences other than the author’s. The mystery, there-
fore, boils down to a deceivingly simple question “who is I in these two texts?”,
yet any possible answer to it must be built for the time being on arguments that
are either uncompellingly subjective or highly disputable.1 In view of the heavy
implications of this conflict of authorship for the chronology of Natāʔiǧ (if the
text is originally by Azzahrāwī then our compilationmust be dated to themid-
11th c. at the earliest) a limited discussion of this topic is provided in Chapter 9.
In any case and regardless of authorship, all the above mentioned texts are

mutually complementary from a philological point of view and parallel loci had
been put to good use for the establishment of the text of Natāʔiǧ. As far as the
segment on the great antidotes is concerned, the transmission of the original
text is remarkably complex and the unfamiliarity of scribes with some of the
drug names conspires with palaeography (‘six [months]’ and ‘year’ are often
mistaken for one another through an undifferentiated ductus (سـىه and with not
a feweyeskips—all ofwhich advises against attempting to “reconstruct” the text
of Natāʔiǧwith pieces borrowed from Taṣrīf and vice versa.

1 An example of the former would be to argue that first-hand knowledge on drugstore-related
matters would be more likely to be expected from an apothecary than from a physician, but
then there is no confirmation thatAlɂilbīrīwas actually an apothecary andAzzahrāwī,while
being a physician, was in charge of the caliphal store. Resorting to chronological priority, on
the other hand, would be equally disputable, given that Natāʔiǧ is virtually achronous and all
evidence for its dating is speculative rather than factual.
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4.2 Concluding remarks

Work to be done
The Arabic text of Nat I is not definitively established in all its details. Even if
I am not exceedingly optimistic, it is hoped that in a future edition of the text
some of the current cruces may have been solved. My expectations are rather
lowwith regard to somemistransmittedwords but newpieces of evidence could
make a few emendations possible. Somewhere in the texts that I have not read
yet lies the key for the interpretation of the enigmatic variety of pearls, the con-
firmation (or refutation) of the herb with which saffron is compared, and an
improvement on my unsatisfactory guess about the scent of musk, which can
hardly be likened to that of ants «النمَلْ») in P) butmight have nothing to do with
the Nile either.1
Then, the integral commentary on the contents of the sectionmust also take

definite (and definitive) form. Thematerials for that study are already collected
and digested. Some additional texts can be included in the survey, and the expe-
rience gained from the compilation of the analogous commentary onNat III (of
which Chapter 4 in Part III of this dissertation is a small sample) shall certainly
help to shape that study. Despite its fragmentary and provisional nature, how-
ever, the above surveymay have shown the interest of this text for the history of
Islamicate (and particularly Andalusī) apotheconomy and a readable edition is
now available on which to conduct further research.

An Andalusī text for apothecaries
1 I cannot find one single reference in the corpus to the smell of ants and the two most evident
emendations are either “the Nile/blue indigo” (النیل) or “elephants” .(الفيل) I currently favour the
former on palaeographical grounds (it requires less editorial intervention) and I am inclined to
understand it as referring to the Nile river rather than to indigo (also nīl but universally associ-
ated to a colour, never to a smell). There was an Egyptian tradition about crocodiles possessing
an egg-like follicle that exuded a scent similar to that ofmusk, cf. ʕabdullaṭīf Albaġdādī, Ifā-
dah I.3 (849‒13); it was crocodiles eggs that had this smell according to Alqazwīnī, ʕaǧāʔib II.4
(W 13126‒27); Addamīrī, in turn, reports that Copts affirmed that this exudation of crocodiles
was indeed musk, cf. Ḥayawān [113] (Ṣ I 5396‒7). Musk is said to be found also in crocodiles by
Šamsuddīn Addimašqī„ whomoreover provides a description of their musk gland, cf.Nuḫbah
III.1|2 (M 926‒7 , 1061‒2). As far as I known, however, a direct connection betweenmusk and the
Nile river is never made. Let it be noticed, in any case, that since at least the 9th century an
Indian tradition also circulated according to which the sweat of elephants is redolent of musk,
cf. Alǧāḥiḍ̱, Ḥayawān VII 2102‒5, 22911‒13. Moreover, other alternatives should perhaps not be
disregarded, such as نفل naf(a)l, which for Ibn Ǧulǧul corresponds to Dioscorides’ two vari-
eties of λωτός in Tafsīr 4:97‒98 (G 825|7 | D 14816|19), the first of which (ie ḥandaqūqā) was also
known as ‘earth’s-clove’ (qarunfulu lʔarḍ, to be compared to English clover as a common name
for different species of the genus Trifolium) because of its fragrance according to the anony-
mous author of the ʕumdah in [3128] نفل (B‒C‒T 35628).
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Regardless of the exact date of its compilation (for which see Chapter 9), Nat
I is quite unique in the Andalusī tradition (and perhaps also in the Islamicate
tradition in general) as a representative of the category or thematic genre of
comprehensive manuals for apothecaries.1 This exceptionality is reflected not
only in the actual contents of the section (no other text known to me offers so
much concrete data on so many different aspects of the subject) but also in its
focus: Nat was not written for physicians but rather for drug-handlers. Physi-
cians could hardly find what they needed here, whereas apothecaries may have
found in it most of the knowledge required to run a drug-shop and to be re-
garded as respectable professionals by physicians and clients alike.
Whether the author was himself an apothecary or not (on this see also Chap-

ter 9), the text does not leave room for doubt with regard to his intended read-
ership. Unlike most physicians, or at least unlike those whose texts have been
preserved, Alɂilbīrī stays away from guildism and the widespread (and largely
self-promoting) criticism of apothecaries and drug-sellers. A faint echo of inter-
professional competition might be perceived, perhaps, in Deontology, but his
approach is overall congenial—somuch so that it is actually difficult to discard
that he may have been personally involved in this craft.
Some very interesting parallelisms with Alʕaṭṭār Alhārūnī’sMinhāǧ have

been pointed out in the overview of this section and our text had actually al-
ready been compared to that treatise,2 although I would not push the compar-
ison so far and Nat I cannot be considered a predecessor (unless in the most
restrictively chronological sense) ofMinhāǧ.
In the current picture ofMediaeval Islamicate apotheconomy, these two texts

are unique species within a genre that remains to be properly described. That
description must begin with a proper definition of the agents involved in this
trade. Strictly etymological explanations may be informative with regard to di-
achrony but already in the 10th c. one cannot distinguish either different pro-
fessions or different levels of specialisation and education on the mere basis
of the usual labels ṣaydalānī and ʕaṭṭār, then also šarābī, maʕāǧīnī, etc.3 The
1 Unfortunately, the extremely promising “book concerning the shopof the ‘aṭṭār’” allegedlywrit-
ten by Aḥmad Alqurṭubī according to Harmaneh 1962: 62‒63 is a false lead, as it happens to
be a book of poetry by the reputed Ibn Šuhayd (cf. Lirola Delgado 2007, and an edition and
study of the extant fragments in Almufaḍḍalī 2020). The reference to Rīwāq Aṣṣaydanānī’s
book in Harmaneh 1962: 61, in turn, might be worth exploring, if only I could locate the refer-
ence to Ibn Annadīm’s Fihrist provided there.

2 Cf. Carabaza and García 2009: 385, where Alɂilbīrī’s text is considered as “un auténtico,
aunque reducido, manual del farmacéutico”.

3 No wonder even Harmaneh 1962: 63 admits that “[i]n some cases it is hard to draw the line
between the ‘aṭṭārīn, thedrug sellers and spicers, and the retail pharmacist”. I couldnot conduct
an analysis of the nomenclature of drug-related professions for this preview. It must suffice to
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intended reader of Nat I is consistently referred to as a ʕaṭṭār whose business
ranges from quality assessment of the primary products to the preparation of
complex syrups and electuaries to be sold even directly to the patients.

Reconstructing the Andalusī drug market

The author is heavily indebted to the written tradition, that much is for sure.
The catalogue of compound drugs in Apoth 4 is simply a copy (and probably
a mediated one) from Ibn Sarābiyūn’s Kunnāš VIII.1. Echoes of the pseudo-
Aristotelian Aḥǧār are easily detected in Apoth 3.2 On stones, and evidence for
the use of some other written source may emerge from a more exhaustive in-
quiry. The nature of these data, moreover, makes the possibility of oral trans-
mission extremely hard to admit. Just like in the case of the whole therapeu-
tic treatise in Nat II.2, the almost three hundred quotes in Nat III, and the one
hundred-odd recipes in Nat V, the method of transmission must be assumed to
have been wiǧādah, as usual in these epistemic tradition.
Now, upon close inspection, some of the information brought together in this

section does not seem to stem from bookish lore—and it is certainly not the
product of individual fantasy. Thus, comparison to precedents and parallels in
the genre of Ṭīb (ie literature on aromatics and perfumery) shows clearly (1)
that Apoth 3.1 does not quite qualify as a member of that category as far as the
catalogue of items included in it is concerned, and (2) that the Andalusī text
may transmit reflections of a professional know-how that only rarely entered
the written record.1 The same holds true of Apoth 3.2, which is indeed far richer
in unattested data and in allusions to a non-bookish context.
If this interpretation is not entirely wrong, Nat I could prove to be instru-

mental to a task that has not been a priority for historians of Andalus (even if
it might advance greatly our knowledge of a particular aspect of the everyday
life of those societies) but which the abundance of primary literature and even
partial analyses renders reasonably feasible: the reconstruction of the Andalusī
drugmarket.2 A systematic study of all the information related to drug-handling

note that in the late Andalusī context by theĠarnāṭī lexicon recorded by PedrodeAlcalá the
apothecary was known as ṣaydalānī, ʕaṭṭār, andmaʕāǧīnī, cf. «boticario çanadilǐ» Vocabulista
arávigo 118a 39, «especiero de especias âatár âatarǐn» 243b 1‒2, and «boticariomaâginǐ» 118b 1
(= Corriente, LAPA 120b *ṣndl, 138b *‘ṭr, and 132b *‘jn, respectively). All threemay have been at
least partially coterminous with ʕaššāb, cf. «erbolario conocedor de yervas âaxǐb» Vocabulista
arávigo 237b 30.

1 I have already voiced my intuition that the ultimate source of this information (namely the
reality of the market, accessed either directly or through eye-witnesses acting as informants)
is quite probably the same that must be assumed for Assaqaṭī’s Ḥisbah VI (C‒Ch 614‒706).

2 The interest of such a survey could be made extensive to the whole Islamicate tradition, of
course, in viewof the “almost total dearthof researchonpharmacists in thepre-modern Islamic
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(from importation to actual use in the hands of a physician) would be most re-
warding and such a project has been greatly facilitated by an excellent edition
and commentary of IbnǦanāḥ’sTalḫīṣ. The extant core of IbnǦulǧul’s oeuvre
is likewise available in edited form, the facsimiled fragments of Ibn Samaǧūn’s
Ǧāmiʕ are admittedly awe-imposing but overall readable, and for Azzahrāwī’s
Taṣrīf... well, at least a facsimile reproduction of one manuscript is easily ac-
cessible. With the significant exception of Azzahrāwī, all these physicians are
remarkably explicit regarding their sources, which include in many instances
informants unambiguously identified as drug-handlers or apothecaries.1
Much ink has been spilled over the question as to whether in an Islamicate

context mediaeval apothecaries were or not organised into corporations and
whether these hypothetical corporations could be equated to guilds.2 Likewise
and for reasons that I canonly guess, the institutionalisation (or the lack thereof)
of drug-handlers, apothecaries, and allied professions has been given dispro-
portionate attention and one can easily find an allusion to “the beginning of
pharmacy's independence from medicine” and a discussion propounding a di-
chotomy between the “uncultured charlatans among pharmacists” and “edu-
cated, responsible pharmacists” as working categories,3 or a brief monographic

world” (Chipman 2010: 125).
1 Let me draw the reader’s attention to an enigmatic tenth-century Ḫalaf Aṭṭībī from whom
several (oral?) accounts are preserved by Andalusī pharmacognostics. For his classification of
the varieties of agarwood, cf. Ibn Samaǧūn, Ǧāmiʕ 2‒ع عود (S III 1291‒1305); then Ibn Wāfid,
Mufradah [192] (A 2559‒20), where the edition of the Judaeo-Arabic manuscript reads خلف»
,«اللطینيّ while the print of the Latin translation has «Chealfetebeni» (Serap 13518‒33). The dif-
ference between fāratu lmisk (the pod full of musk) and nāfiǧah (the pod after being sliced
open and depleted of its contents) was reported by Ibn Alhayṯam from Ḫalaf, cf. IbnWāfid,
Mufradah [181] (A 24112‒14, the edition reads .(«الظبي» Also an excerpt on زرنب transmitted in
Ibn Samaǧūn, Ǧāmiʕ 6‒ز (S III 2112‒3); then Ibn Albayṭār, Ǧāmiʕ 19‒ز زرنب (B II 15825‒26). He
appears to have been unknown to Ibn Ǧulǧul and, more significantly, to Ibn Ǧanāḥ.

2 The anachronism of the traditional formulation of this question is forcibly demonstrated by
García Sanjuán 1997: 208‒214, 225‒229. Mark that the whole section Nat I (and most par-
ticularly the deontological segment) addresses the druggist or apothecary in the third person
singular and even if a collective interpretation is admittedly possible (and even probable) the
debate on the establishment of professional corporations is entirely irrelevant here.

3 The main representative of the former approach is Harmaneh 1962, which ought to be under-
stood as a reflection of the author’s primary concern with the overall institutionalisation and
governmental legislation with regard to health-related professions (cf. also Harmaneh 1964
and 1971). There is much valuable information insightfully digested in Harmaneh’s scholarly
output, but the analysis there is pervaded by positivism and marked by a distinct bias towards
elitist forms of knowledge. As can be clearly seen in throughout this dissertation (see particu-
larly Chapter 9 on Alɂilbīrī’s professional profile) I do not quite subscribe such a restrictive
definition of the “professional status” of physicians and apothecaries, and while I shall echo
contemporary reports on charlatanry and similar criticisms voiced by the actors of this story,
I would avoid by all means anachronistic (and highly subjective) labels. All those agents were
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analysis of the ḫizānah established in Madīnat Azzahrāʔ.1
I do not deny the possible utility of this approach (although the admixture

of essentialism and positivism does not make it particularly appealing to me)
as long as the debate is kept away from the ideological battlefield and anachro-
nistic comparisons are limited to a bearable minimum. Its scope, however, is
rather reduced and its results are not especially enlightening.

professionals even if they certainly did not share the same deontological code (but neither did,
apparently, some elite physicians) and the difference in their education may perhaps be bet-
ter described by a distinction between ‘learned’ professionals (ie those trained in the written
tradition) and the rest, which were not all necessarily ‘uncultured’ (let alone irresponsible) but
simply derived their knowledge from other sources (mainly experience). It is, in fact, precisely
because the epistemic tradition of non-learned professional was not based in bookish lore that
their testimony becomes instrumental to a more correct interpretation of historical reality (as
opposed to literary representation). Besides, I am not the only one to find Hamarneh’s as-
sumptions on the level of education of the different professions subsumed into the label ‘phar-
macist’ unfounded and lacking any supporting evidence in the documentation, cf. Chipman
2010: 157‒158.

1 Cf. Álvarez de Morales 1991: 1090‒1096. The author’s exposition is admittedly hard to navi-
gate and the conclusions are not any clearer. While depending heavily from Harmarneh for
the historical frame, the author presses the argument so far as to affirm taht “en el tiempo
que nos ocupa el farmacéutico, o si se prefiere la clase farmacéutica, no tenía entidad propia;
dependía de la medicina, en unos casos, y de la ḥisba, en otros. La labor de los primeros era
supervisada y controlada por el director del hospital; la de los segundos, cuando se realizaba
en la calle, por el almotacén” (Álvarez de Morales 1991: 1089). Now, in the first case, it is a
collaboration that is described (which requires the previous existence of two different profes-
sional profiles); in the second case, drug-making did not depend from but was rather subjected
to supervision, which again presupposes the existence of a profession to be controlled and su-
pervised. This misconstruction is, in any case, quite pervasive and manifests itself in different
forms, cf. “[a]t this time, thepreparationofmedicineswas theprivilege of physicians; a separate
discipline of pharmacology did not yet exist. That was to come in the eleventh century at the
timeofAvicennawho is regarded as having separated the art ofmedicine from the skills of com-
pounding drugs, thus earning the sobriquet of the ‘father of modern pharmacology” (Bennet
2013: 81). After all, the φαρμακοπώλης was a recognised professional already in Classical Greece
(even a verb φαρμακοπωλέω ’to be a druggist’ was available, cf. Liddell‒Scott, Lexicon 1917b)
and there is no positive evidence that their supply was even then limited to simple drugs. The
reluctance to acknowledge the very existence of ‘pharmacists’ in a mediaeval Islamicate con-
text must have something to do with the name itself and that is one of the main reasons why I
favour both ‘apothecary’ and ‘apotheconomy’ over ‘pharmacist’ and ‘pharmacy’.
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In the near future, if circumstances allow, I shall keep looking for further
echoesof realiawithwhich to contextualise the standarddataprovidedbybook-
ish transmission. Collecting and sifting the latter requires some patience while
onemakesone’sway throughanoverallwell-troddenpath, andat the endmetic-
ulosity may be rewarded with a handful of fossils and a few items of dubious
aliveness. The former task is perhaps more interpretive and it is not exempt
from risk, but it may allow us to gain a glimpse of real life and practical knowl-
edge. Besides, it is a promising and certainly less crowded field of research, for

[s]ources for such study of a medieval community are extremely rare
since all records of practical medicine naturally vanish over the years,
and only some medical books, which contained theoretical medicine,
were recurrentlyused, sold, or kept in libraries, have survived to thepresent
day. Authentic, practical medical and pharmacological knowledge can
be extracted from lists of materia medica, prescriptions andmedical let-
ters found in the Cairo Genizah. Lists of materia medica enable us to un-
derstand medieval practical pharmacy and to reconstruct their invento-
ries.1

1 Lev 2007: 276.
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Complementary notes to the catalogue of polypharmacy

Themain compound drugs included in the list below are those found inNat I.4,
yet some of them are also mentioned in other sections. In such cases a refer-
ence to additional instances of the drug is provided and a cross-reference at the
pertinent locus may refer the reader back to this catalogue.
The following items, however, are covered in somedetail elsewhere. The com-

pounddrugs referred to as “the electuaryof sulphur” and “the remedyof turmeric”
here belong quite probably with the hepatics (dabīḏāt) mentioned in Nat V
Pharmacopoeia (see Pharm 4 and also an excursus on the etymology of this
word inChapter 8). As categories of drugs,medicinal powders (safūfāt), pastilles
(aqrāṣ), pills (ḥubūb), triphalas (iṭrīfalāt), digestives (ǧuwārišnāt), and collyria
(akḥāl and ḏārūrāt, including the basilicon) are all to be discussed in the corre-
sponding sections within the survey of the dispensatory in Chapter 8.
The list below is not exhaustive and it does not include items that are as yet

unidentified or those for which little or no information could be provided. The
notes are brief in the case of well-known drugs for which there is no shortage of
explanations and references inpreviousmedical literature, andonly slightly less
so when there is something relatively new to contribute to that previous knowl-
edge. It is a reference-list, not a glossary, let alone a concordance. Were it not
for the overtly pedantic overtones of the use of Latin in this context, the above
rubric would have readNotulae. For further information the reader should con-
sultKahl’s ownPhilological observations tohis editionof Sābūrb. Sahal’s small
dispensatory (Kahl 1994: 212‒224), which is itself built on the previous work of
several generations of scholars.
In order to keep these remarks as compact as possible, the symbolⓇ is used

to signal attestations of a formula or recipe for the itemunder examination. The
order of the items is strictly alifatic (not abjadic). The reader shall notice that
the first item in the list (namely the athanasia) is analysed in disproportionate
detail. That epigraph is a sample of what I conceive as an informative (but not
yet exhaustive) entry in a glossary and a self-imposed model for my own future
glossary on the polypharmacy transmitted in Natāʔiǧ.
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aṯānāsiyā ‘athanasia’

The Arabic word (which can be morphosyntactically treated as a masculine or
a feminine) is a raw transliteration of Greek ἀθανασία (cf. Schmucker 1969: 53;
Fellmann 1986: 231; Kahl 1994: 217). A recipe is already known to Galen, who
borrows it from Andromachus’ hepatics, cf. Sec. VIII.vii (K XIII 20313‒17). A for-
mula for an ἀθανασία ἀνώδυνος πλευριτική is reported from Oribasius by Paul
of Aegina in Pragmateia II 30016‒19. In Greek the word is documented also as a
generic synonym of ἀντίδοτος (cf. Skoda 2001).
The word is interpreted as meaning almunqiḏ by Aṭṭabarī Firdaws 4523 and

this translation is echoed afterwards by Ibn Hindū:

Miftāḥu ṭṭibb VIII s.v. (Q 829)

المنقذ. ومعناه وغيرها، الكبد أوجاع من ینفع معجون — الأثاناسـیا

.q المنفذ المنقذ]

Ⓡ in Aṭṭabarī, Firdaws 4523‒10. Also in Sābūr b. Sahl, Ṣaġīr [36‒37] (K 602‒15,
6017‒613), who refers to wolf liver as the characteristic ingredient of the formula
and further distinguishes a lesser variant (alʔaṯānāsiyā ṣṣuġrā). A mention of
the little and the great athanasia (aṯānāsiyā ṣṣaġīr walkabīr) is made also by Ibn
Sīnā, Qānūn III.xiv.2 (B II 3687).
There is a parallel (actually older) form ܝܐ ܐܬܢ in the Syriac medical tradi-

tion, in which a lesser variety ܘܪܬܐ ܙ ܝܐ ܐܬܢ is also recorded, cf. the Syriac
Book of medicines 35618, 3575|14, 36919 (all references already in Margoliouth,
STS40v).Markparticularly thedescription«ܟܒܕܐܕܕܐܒܐ ܝܐܕܒܝܕ «ܐܬܢ in 35618‒19,
which shows the characteristic syntactic construction — ܕܒܝܕ (≡ διὰ —) from
which Arabic dabīḏ originally sprung.
It is possible that this hepatic drugwas at some point conflatedwith thewell-

documented parallel sympathetic use of a wolf ’s liver for hepatic ailments and
that the original ἡπατική was reinterpreted as requiring an actual liver as an
ingredient.
In Natāʔiǧ this drugs is nowhere mentioned outside this catalogue.

arisṭūn

Its evident origin as a transliteration of Greek ἄριστον ‘best, most efficient’ has
long been recognised (cf. Fellmann 1986: 230, 271; Kahl 1994: 213) but a con-
crete precedent for this ἀντίδοτον ἄριστον still remains to be identified in the
medical corpus.
Ⓡ Sābūr b. Sahl, Ṣaġīr [5] (K 432‒18)
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tiryāq ‘theriac’
Its origin is so well-known as to make any remarks superfluous (cf. Greek θηρι-
ακή, also Syriacܐ ܬܪܝ / ܝ .(ܬܪܝ
The catalogue of theriacs mentioned in the different sections of Natāʔiǧ in-

cludes: unqualified theriac (referring probably to the ‘great theriac’), the four-
drug theriac (tiryāqu lʔarbaʕ / attiryāqu lmurabbaʕ in Nat II.2), and the fārūq
theriac and Esdra’s theriac (tiryāq ʕuzayr), both in Nat II.1.
As for the latter name (which is attested inNatPhil 4.1.4), the recipe for an an-

tidote attributed to Ezra, scribe and prophet of the Abrahamic tradition, is doc-
umented by Aetius of Amida in Iatrica XIII.101 Antidotus Esdrae aut prophetae
doctoris (B II 40537‒40726), and explicit mention is made there of its benefit
for the spleen («ad splenicos ex aceto aut aceto mulso» 4078‒9). The formula in-
cludes a number of lately-documented ingredients such as lacquer and cloves.
A homonymous drug «ἡ Ἔσδρα ἀντίδοτος» is recommended against suppura-
tive abscesses (ἐμπύη / ἐμπύημα) and consumption by Paul of Aegina, in Prag-
mateia III.31.2 (H I 21732); then a full recipe for «ἡ Ἔσδρα πολύχρηστος» is pro-
vided in Pragm. VII.11.26 (H II 3035‒21), which is slightly different from the one
handed down by Aetius, especially in its lack of cloves and lacquer and its in-
clusion of jasper stone. Both recipes require the entrails of a shearwater (αἴθυια)
as an ingredient.
This drug appears to have been unknown to Aṭṭabarī and also to Sābūr, but

عزرة» «ترياق was prescribed for scorpion stings by both Ǧurǧis and Šimʕūn ac-
cording to Arrāzī, Alḥāwī XIX.4* (H XIX 268‒269* | B 283516|27). A theriac by
the same name was apparently mentioned by Ibn Sarābiyūn too in the treat-
ment of miscarriage as quoted in Alḥāwī IX 1252‒3, but the Latin translation of
that treatise has rather «tyriace de uiperis», cf. Breviarium V.34 (L 72vb 45‒46 |
M 43ra 59 | V 49rb 37‒38).
In any case, it is far from certain that Alɂilbīrī was aware of its original name

(hemay well have read it as العزيز ترياق or even as ameaningless unpointed book-
ish item as transmitted in P). As a matter of fact the word was mostly misread
in the later tradition and a reinterpretation as tiryāqu lʕazīz (and also attiryāqu
lʕazīz) seems to have gained wide circulation. The original form is however oc-
casionally well preserved, cf. the prescription of عزر» «ترياق against scorpion
stings in Ibn Alǧazzār,Maknūn VIII (R 36r 18).
Amore complete form of the name of the four-ingredient theriac is transmit-

ted by Ibn Alǧazzār,Maknūn VIII أدویة» الأربعة «ترياق (R 36r 18).

šaǧaznāyā [*saǧǧiznāyā] (also often in Nat II.1‒2)

The identification of this drug with the ܙܢܝܐ ܓܝ of Syriac lexicographers was
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first proposed by Kahl 1994: 214 and the name would appear to correspond to
the qualification πολύχρηστος in the Greek tradition.
No etymology or explanation is provided by Ibn Hindū, Miftāḥu ṭṭibb VIII

s.v. السجرینا (Q 8216‒17), but the traditional gloss المنافع» الكثيرة «وتفسيره: is handed
down by Ibn Ǧumayʕ, Iršād IV.ii.17 الشكزنايا (L 142r 2‒8) and it was also known at
a late date in the west, cf. Ibn Alḥaššāɂ,Mufīd [1162] شخزنايا ویقال» مركّب، دواء هو
الخاء مكان «بالكاف (C‒R 12517).
Ⓡ Sābūr b. Sahl, Ṣaġīr [6] (K 4320‒447), whose header seems to echo themean-
ing of this pharmaconym: كثيرة» أشـیاء من البدن لصحّة السبب .«وهو
As so often with etymological /g/, the word circulated in two early alifatic

transcriptions سجزنايا and سكزنايا that were further transformed in written trans-
mission, ـجـ- being sometimes reflected as ـجـ (/-ḫ-/) and ـز as ـر (/-r/).
Both forms are widely attested in the Andalusī tradition and it is probably a

hopeless task to try to define their distribution, which appears to be large and
by free and at the same time source-dependent. Moreover, in the case of mod-
ern edition without a proper critical apparatus there can be no certainty that
the spelling has not been silently homogenised by the editor. In any case, cf. a
regular use of «الشخزنايا» by Alhāšimī in Maǧālis 631‒2, 6516, 763, 763, 803, 1524.
It appears to be the form favoured by Ibn Alǧazzār too, cf.Maknūn VIII (R 36r
18); although the critical edition of the first two books of hisZād actually reflects
some variation amongst the manuscript witnesses.

safūfu lmaqliyāṯā (or some other possible realisation of the ductus (مقلیاثا
The origin of this name had been discussed since Siggel 1950: 69a s.v.; then
Schmucker 1969: 163, 484; and Fellmann 1986: 263; until Kahl 1994: 221‒222
proposedmaqilyāṯā on account of its Syriac etymonܐ ܠܝ 1.ܡ
The original reference to its most characteristic ‘roasted’ ingredient seems to

have been extended to the drug itself, but at any rate the name was certainly
opaque to all but a few Syriac-speaking physicians in the east.

1 PaceKahl and his apparent dislike of interpretive transliterations, Fellmann’smuqliyāṯā (and
even Siggel’s muqlyāṯā) need not be historically wrong, as the analogical pressure of Arabic
participles in mu‒ may have suggested such a realisation for a written artefact of unknown
pronunciation.
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šīlṯā (attested also in Nat II.2)
Schmucker 1969: 275 contributes a variant šīlšā that might be relevant to the
prehistoryofNat I.4, as it is not far, at least typologically, fromthe reading«سلبلسا»
transmitted by the two manuscripts of Natāʔiǧ.
After a first attempt at explaining this pharmaconym as related to relates it to

the name of theܐ ܝܠ in Kahl 1994: 218, a muchmore satisfactory explanation
is found in ܐ ܠ ‘request, demand’ in Kahl 2018: 108‒109 n. 123 (with further
reference to the Syriac Book of medicines).
Regardless of its etymology, there is no doubt that the meaning of this name

was unknown to most (if not all) physicians after the Syro-Arabic phase. They
simply inherited awritten form that certainly circulated in anumber of different
spellings and in the absence of additional evidence there is no justification to
impose the historically correct one against the testimony of the manuscript.1

filūniyā Fārsiyyah (also filūniyā Rūmiyyah in Nat II.2)
Philo of Tarsus’ remedy (Φιλώνειον [φάρμακον] ≡ فيلن (معجون was available in
Galen’s output. Its most frequent name (filūniyā / iflūniyā) entered Arabic in
an obviously Syriacising form (cf.ܠܘܢܝܐ ). For the identification, cf. Schmucker
1969: 324; Fellmann 1986: 63; Kahl 1994: 214.2 The Persian variant appears to
be an Islamicate (or perhaps already pre-Islamicate?) Iranian innovation and
its formula includes musk and camphor.
The origin of the name was available to Islamicate physicians:

Ibn Hindū,Miftāḥu ṭṭibb VIII s.v. (Q 831)

الطرسوسيّ. فيلون إلى ینُسب معجون فلونیا:

The name is occasionally treated as grammatically masculine, cf. الروميّ الفلونیا
and الفارسيّ الفلونیا in Ibn Attilmīḏ, Aqrābāḏīn IV [119‒120] (K 839‒13, 8315‒20).
Ⓡ for both the Roman and the Persian variants in Sābūr b. Sahl, Ṣaġīr [7‒8] (K
449‒20 and 4422‒4512, respectively).

1 Once again, the “correction” of Fellmann 1986: 277 šalīṯā as šīlṯā as propounded by Kahl ap-
plies exclusively to themodernphilological discussionof the termandas far aswe canascertain
Alqalānisī may well have inherited and realised this word as šalīṯā.

2 On a petty note, if Fellmann’s falūniyā is to be “read” as filūniyā (but this does not necessarily
apply to the actual texts), then “Ifilūniyā fārisī” would also need to be read as iflūniyā, since that
is how prosthetic vowels usually work in Arabic.
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Nat II.1 Natural philosophy

5.1 Introduction

The presence of an explicit and well-developed proem following the basmalah
and the ṣalʕamah as well as an incipit mentioning the name of the author sug-
gest quite forcibly that, whatever the original place of Nat I Apotheconomy
in the compilation of Natāʔiǧ, the “book” must have begun here at least in its
author’s design. According to Alɂilbīrī, this first constitutive subsection of the
book should provide the keys to the health of its recipient and it does, indeed,
contain a remarkable exposition that covers the natural philosophical princi-
ples of medicine from cosmology to human physiology.
The text opens on a cosmogonical level with the divinely instituted order

of creation: causality, a material realm characterised by opposition and an im-
material side in which harmony prevails, the upper and the nether worlds, de-
cree and predetermination, evidence for the unicity of the creator, three ways
of epistemic perception. Then it goes on with a discussion of temporal mat-
ters from an essentially astronomical perspective: the path of the Sun and the
Moon, the signs of the zodiac and the planets, astro-geographical and meloth-
esic correspondences, the seasons, months, and days of the week. It also in-
cludes an abridged account of the four human natures (ie the four humours):
blood, phlegm, and black and yellow biles.
The latter point is then developed in a separate epigraph under the title On

the four time seasons and the four human natures, most of which is actually de-
voted to an extensive description of the humours, for which the author col-
lects data on physiognomy, nosology, regimen, and compound drugs. A min-
imally motivated digression breaks the continuity of the discourse on phlegm
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and turns to the characterisation of spring, summer, and autumn (winter is only
tangentially dealt with), but the text focuses back on phlegm-related informa-
tion before closing the sectionwith a series of passages allegedly borrowed from
Galen and from the collective authority of the excellent philosophers. The sub-
section closes with an epilogue in which the author addresses again his reader
with an exhortation to the study of the methods and principles that he has es-
tablished in this book.
All in all, despite some occasional redundancy and a slight tendency towards

digression, Nat II.1 is fairly well-organised and provides a quite thorough, albeit
admittedly unsophisticated, introduction to the principles of natural philoso-
phy to the extent that these are of some interest to human health andmedicine.
In view of the contents of the segment the title Natural philosophy should be

understood in its usual meaning as an “umbrella term to designate the study
of nature” by which the much-feared anachronistic use of natural science can
be conveniently avoided.1 In an Islamicate context, early natural philosophy
can be described as that “Popularphilosophie [...] die in der Folge nicht nur
höfische Kreise, sondern auch eine ganze Masse von Gebildeten und Halbge-
bildeten ergriff” and which was largely based on Aristotelian (and also pseudo-
Aristotelian)materials filtered throughPythagoreanandNeoplatonicdoctrines.2
It is evident that an unfair comparison to the great Islamicate commenta-

tors and interpreters of Aristotle or even to lower-rank representatives of the
falsafah can make our text look rather unphilosophical,3 yet philosophers are
the acknowledged authority that underpins the whole exposition, which is ex-
pressly stated to have been written according to “philosophical canons”, “ratio-
nal proofs”, and “apodictic principles” (see NatPhil 1). There is, moreover, a no-
ticeable insistence on the use of philosophical jargon and phraseology and, af-
1 Cf. Blair 2006: 363‒406, whose considerations regarding this discipline focus, nevertheless, on
the early modern period. As far as I am aware, the use of natural philosophy either as a blanket
term or a working category is unproblematic and still in currency in the history of Islamicate
science, cf. for instance “physics or natural philosophy” as a subject distinguished from logic
and epistemology on the one hand, and from metaphysics and philosophical theology on the
other, in Sabra 1994: 17.

2 De Boer 1901: 69. His brief survey of Islamicate Naturphilosophie, albeit certainly outdated,
contains some insightful remarks on the major trends of the ninth-century study of nature in
the central lands of Islam, cf. De Boer 1901: 69‒76 (English translation by Jones 1967: 72‒80).

3 A fair impression of the untechnical and unconventional nature of the philosophical exposi-
tion found in Nat II.1 can be gained from the fact that neither matter (hayūlā ≡ ὕλη) or form
(ṣūrah ≡ εἶδος), nor movement (ḥarakah ≡ κίνησις) or alteration (istiḥālah ≡ ἀλλοίωσις), are
anywhere explicitly mentioned by these names by the author. Philosophical terminology is
not however entirely missing, and such standard phrases as “bringing into actuality from po-
tentiality”, “generation and corruption”, “increase and decrease” show quite clearly the author’s
indebtedness (either direct or indirect) to the corpus of Graeco-Arabic translations.
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ter all, the title of the book itself contains an unambiguous coordination of the
“philosophical methods” and the “medical canons” that is as telling of the gen-
eral epistemic frame of the work as of its indisputable adherence (not only on a
purely rhetorical level) to the philosophical tradition.
In any case, the author, who seems not to be a stranger to philosophical ex-

position, stays away from controversial matters (the definition of god as cause
or the divine attributes, for instance) and his explanations apparently conform
with what can be called Islamic (and even particularly Mālikī) orthodoxy. This
Islamicness is further enhanced by the conspicuous incorporation of Qurʔānic
passages and exegetical and traditionistic materials into the discussion.
Being neither a new Arabic paraphrase of Aristotle’s natural philosophical

subcorpus1 nor a genuinely theological (and assuredly not an anti-falsafah) cos-
mology, Nat II.1 is best classed as a representative of the medical-philosophical
prolegomena that introduce, precisely as premises, at least one of the earlymed-
ical kanānīš andwhichwouldafterwardsbecomeparticularly associated to trea-
tises on hygiene.2
The underlying justification for bringing to the fore such matters as would

be better suited for philosophical debate is made explicit, indeed, by Aṭṭabarī,
who recalls his readers of the logical thread that leads from the physician’smain
concern (ie preservation of health), to the ultimate constitutional elements of
the human body and of the universe (namely matter and form):3

Firdaws Proem (Ṣ 614‒20)

للأبدان، كانت لما الصحّة أنّ غير الصحّة؛ حفظ هو إنماّ الطبّ في المتفكِّر فكرة أوّل وإنّ
تكون والمركبّة المركبّة، الطبائع من تتولّد المزاجات وهذه الأربع، المزاجات من مركبّة والأبدان
أبدأ أن لذلك رأیت — والصورة الهیولى من قالوا فيما ذلك جمیع وتكون المفرودة، من
ثمّ الأشـیاء، أصول في القول أُقدّم وأن الطبّ في المفكِّر فكرة اخٓر ینتهـي إلیه الّذي بالشيء

. فروعها. في

As far as our knowledge of the early medical tradition goes Aṭṭabarī’s is,
however, almost an isolate example of inclusiveness with regard to philosoph-
ical matters,4 and in Andalus the emulation of that model as reflected (quite
1 By “paraphrase” I do not mean only the abridgements, commentaries, and comprehensive ac-
counts by such distinguished philosophers as Almasīḥī and Ibn Sīnā or, in Andalus, Ibn Rušd
and Ibn Bāǧǧah, but also rather (and mainly) more modest summaries and propaedeutic re-
capitulations as those of the Iḫwān or, in the Syriac tradition, Job of Edessa’sBook of treasures.

2 Cf. most particularly Ibn Alḫaṭīb, Ḥifḍ̱ I.i.1‒ii.3 (V 111‒2925), which is itself an exception in the
genre at least in Andalus.

3 He is nonetheless aware that such matters are not directly related to medicine and even apol-
ogises for including them, for the sake of completeness, in his book, cf. Firdaws I.i.1 (Ṣ 91‒4).
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probably in an indirect way) by Natāʔiǧ is likewise unparalleled, with the only
exception of the fourteenth-century treatise on hygiene by Ibn Alḫaṭīb. While
this exceptionality may be somewhat inflated by the gappy nature of the extant
corpus, there is no denying that to tackle or to pass over the fundamental work-
ings of the universe as a prerequisite for the study of medicine is an authorial
choice and a reflection, therefore, of a particular approach to this discipline—
or, to be more precise, to medical didactic writing.1 That Alɂilbīrī decided to
include this exposition as the opening section of Natāʔiǧ should thus be reck-
oned amongst the many original features of this book.
No less original is, on the other hand, the successful blend of disparate doc-

trines on which consists Natural philosophy. This shall become self-evident
from the partial paraphrase of the text provided below, and even more so from
the strikingly diverse origin of the precedents and parallels that are mentioned
in this survey. A few provisional remarks on the possible sources of Alɂilbīrī’s
information are to be found at the end of this overview and also in Chapter 9,
but a preliminary word ought to be said here about the choice of texts against
which Nat II.1 has been compared for this study.
I have already said that the author draws significantly from theGraeco-Arabic

philosophical tradition, yet not one single source is evermentioned in thewhole
segment (other than Galen for a few dietetic passages) and such ideas as the
theory of causation or the universality of opposition, or even the characteris-
tic formula “bringing into actuality from potentiality”, are likely borrowed from
intermediary texts rather than directly from the Arabic Aristotelian corpus. For
an Andalusī author writing quite probably before the blossoming of philosoph-
ical studies in the post-califal period, the main ascertainable ways of access to
such doctrines would be Alkindī’s treatises, most particularly Ūlā / Tawḥīd (ie
First philosophy), which was not only known but even refuted in Andalus prob-
ably in the early 10th c. by no less an authority than IbnMasarrah (d. 931);2 the

4 Another major representative of this particular kind of pandect must have been Ibn Masīḥ’s
Kunnāš and the core of its natural philosophical contents may be preserved in theHārūniyyah
and perhaps also in the Tuḥfatu lʔaṭibbāʔ ascribed to Ḥunayn b. Isḥāq (see Part III Chapter 1
for a provisional analysis of the Hārūniyyah and further references to the Tuḥfah).

1 Cosmogony, in the widest sense, is absolutely ignored by Ibn Sarābiyūn, Arrāzī, Almaǧūsī,
Alkaškarī, and in Andalus by Azzahrāwī, in their respective kunnāšāt. The underlying ques-
tion is not, to be sure, the legitimacy or the interest of natural philosophy itself but the extent
of its pertinence for the study of medicine.

2 The primary evidence (including Ibn Ǧulǧul’s testimony in Ṭabaqāt) for the identification of
the two titles as referring to the same work is conveniently gathered in Rashed and Jolivet
1998: 129 n. 2. The earliest witness for Ūlā / Tawḥīd in Andalus is an excerpt from its no longer
extant “ninth fann” in Ibn ʕabdirabbih, ʕiqd II 19515‒1964, which is reproduced, translated into
French, andannotated inRashedand Jolivet 1998: 129‒130. It shall bequotedbelowas a strong
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epistles of the Iḫwān, which were also introduced in Andalus by the same time
and provided a convenient and ready-for-use compilation of already digested
materials;1 or still some local text or texts in which echoes of either of the afore-
mentioned corpora and other philosophical materials were transmitted with
no explicit ascription, as for instance the Rutba and the Ġāyah by Maslamah
Alqurṭubī, both of which incorporate a great deal of cosmogony and philoso-
phy in support of their alchemical and talismanic doctrines.2
Several other texts that could havemediated the same informationmay have

existed, of course,3 and the customary reference to the riḥlah (and particularly

candidate to be the source of NatPhil 2.3. As for Ibn Masarrah, who was charged with zan-
daqah apparently because of his doctrines, cf. Fierro 1987: 113‒118; Ramón 2006; Stroumsa
2006, 2016; Bellver 2020: 325‒329; Garrido 2022. The refutation (= Radd) of Alkindī’s Ūlā
was edited by Iḥsān ʕabbās amongst Ibn Ḥazm’s epistles but its ascription to Ibn Masarrah
has been compellingly argued by Bellver 2020: 334‒357 on the basis of new evidence pro-
vided by Ibn Alɂuqlīšī’s Inbāʔ, according to which a refutation of Alkindī’s treatise had been
penned by IbnMasarrah. The coincidence between the doctrines ascribed to the latter by Ibn
Alɂuqlīšī and the text of the Radd is, as shown in detail by Bellver, almost definite proof of
the actual authorship of the text. Incidentally, caution is suggested in the same paper about
the ascription to Ibn Masarrah of Ḥurūf and Iʕtibār, which “should not be taken for granted”
(cf. Bellver 2020: 343).

1 The reascription by Fierro 1996 of the Rutbah and the Ġāyah to Maslamah Alqurṭubī
(d. 964) rather than to Maslamah Almaǧrīṭī (d. ca 1007) translated immediately in a revi-
sion of the chronology of the compilation of the Rasāʔil, which is now thought to have begun
perhaps as early as themid-9th c. As far as theAndalusī circulation of the encyclopaedia is con-
cerned, the text is thought to have been introduced in the peninsula byMaslamahAlqurṭubī
after his return from the east (cf. Fierro 1996: 106‒108; de Callataÿ 2015: 231‒232, with further
reference to previous analyses of the question). Examination of the two treatises Ḥurūf and
Iʕtibār traditionally attributed to Ibn Masarrah (but cf. the aforementioned remark in Bel-
lver 2020: 343) leads de Callataÿ to conclude that the “parallels are too close, in the form
as well as in the substance, to be explained otherwise than by a direct dependence from the
Rasā’il” (de Callataÿ 2015: 233; also 234‒244).

2 Cf. de Callataÿ 2015: 245‒249, where it is affirmed that Ġāyah is “lavishly indebted” to the
Iḫwān although they are never explicitly mentioned, whereas in Rutbah this debt is duly ac-
knowledged.

3 According to Ṣāʕid Alɂandalusī’s Ṭabaqāt 823|7‒13, at the turn of the 11th c. Ibn Alkat-
tānī, being himself well acquainted with logic, astronomy, and many branches of philosophy
(«wakaṯīrinmin ʕulūmi lfalsafah») and also the teacher of IbnḤazm,wouldhavenoteddown in
some text of his a list of ten scholars fromwhom he had learnt («aḫaḏtu») the science of logic.
He mentions Ibn ʕabdūn Alǧabalī, Ibn Yūnus Alḥarrānī, Ibn Ḥafṣūn “the philosopher”,
Ibn Fatḥūn Assaraqusṭī (the association of all four of them with philosophy is well known),
and even the bishop Abulḥāriṯ, a disciple of Rabīʕ b. Zayd “the philosopher bishop”. The
first Andalusī treatise on philosophy known by title appears to be Šaǧaratu lḥikmah, authored
by Ibn Fatḥūn Alḥammār Assaraqusṭī, who after having been imprisoned left Andalus and
found a new home in Sicily. His text is described as «risālatun ḥasanatun fī lmadḫali ilā ʕulūmi
lfalsafah» by Ṣāʕid Alɂandalusī in Ṭabaqāt 6819‒692, and Ibn Ḥazm affirms to have seen a
collection of essays («rasāʔila maǧmūʕatan waʕuyūnan muʔallafah») on philosophy written
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to Qayrawān as the natural stop for Andalusī travellers to the east) as an oppor-
tunity for learning is as much of a possibility for Alɂilbīrī as it is impossible to
explore at the present.1
On the other hand, there is quite a bit of information that Alɂilbīrī must

have borrowed from traditional, and also traditionistic, Arabic sources. Much
astronomy-related data and a few dietetic recommendations were transmitted
in the calendrical orAnwāʔ-cum-Azminah genre, a precedent forwhich entered
Andalus by the beginning of the 10th c. with the arrival of Ibn Qutaybah’s trea-
tise. By the end of the century this tradition had already produced its first full-
blown local offspring through ʕarīb b. Saʕīd’s qalam.2 Despite the originally
glotto- and ethnocentric focus of their precedents,3 Andalusī calendars came
to incorporate a diversity of materials some of which are of direct interest not
only for Nat II.1 but also for other sections of the collection.
Then there is that cosmogony and astronomy that has been often depicted

in a depreciative light as a byproduct of religious orthodoxy but which is better
describedas the cumulative lore garnered fromtheearly Islamic inquiry into the
origin and structure of the universe. In Andalus a restrictive selection (allegedly
by IbnMālik) of cosmology-related traditions is transmitted already in the 9th
c. by Ibn Ḥabīb in Nuǧūm, which on account of the ascendancy of its author
in religious matters has been considered “the Mālikī astronomical paradigm”

by him in Faḍl [15] (A I 1857‒8); cf. also Fierro 1987: 162‒163, 2012: 417‒418.
1 It was during his riḥlah in the year 307/920 that the Ǧayyānī merchant Muḥammad b. Mu-
flit would have met Arrāzī and then introduced medicine and philosophy into Andalus
(cf. Fierro 1987: 162 n. 5). As for Qayrawān (where a figure like Ibn SulaymānAlɂisrāɂīlī is an
excellent example of a philosopher-and-physician), it was perhaps there that Ibn Masarrah
became acquainted with the work of the Iḫwān according to de Callataÿ 2014: 263.

2 For ease of reference I follow the prevalent hypothesis that relates the Qurṭubah Calendar di-
rectly with ʕarīb b. Saʕīd’s book on Anwāʔ. In its weak version, it is mostly the non-Christian
contents of the text that are ascribed to the Andalusī scholar (Dozy 1873: iv‒viii; Samsó 1991: 7;
both of which assume the combination of at least two different texts by two authors), but a
stronger version of the hypothesis (namely that the whole text is by one single hand) has been
propounded by Alkuwaifi 2022: 25 on the basis of the most complete extant copy of the text,
which had already been tentatively ascribed to Ibn Saʕīd in Forcada 2000: 114‒115. That copy,
preserved in Tehran, Millī Malik ms 2049, mentions the author as Alkātib Alɂandalusī and
has been recently edited in Alkuwaifi 2022 alongside an abridgement (or perhaps rather a
briefer version) transmitted inAlexandria, Baladiyyahms 2918 (=Tafṣīl). Throughout this study
I shall refer to this constellation of texts (particularly Qurṭubah Calendar [= QC] and Anwāʔ)
as genetically related to ʕarīb b. Saʕīd, but the matter is far from settled.

3 Which is sometimes purposely exaggerated, aswhen IbnQutaybahboasts to report all his data
exclusively from the Arabs, being as they are the most knowledgeable nation in astrometeoro-
logical matters, cf. Anwāʔ [2] (H 114‒22). Despite his self-imposed restrictions with regard to in-
formation derived from philosophers and computists, he does include data from non-Arabian
sources (as, for instance, the division of the year in four seasons, for which see below).
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for the region.1 A much more comprehensive compilation that is mentioned
and quoted several times in the overview below is the tenth-century ʕaḍ̱amah
by Abuššayḫ, who is an early systematiser of the exegetical efforts of the first
generations of Muslims and also the main source for the later genre of strictly
Islamic hayʔah fostered by such figures as Assuyūṭī or Alqaramānī.2
Needless to say, many of the parallel loci mentioned hereunder are brought

to the readers’ attention by the way of illustration and do not necessarily imply
a direct borrowing,3 although they do often point towards a possible common
source or constellation of sources that ought to be further explored. Moreover,
any bias derived from the size of the sample of texts chosen for comparison
should be also corrected in the future by a more exhaustive analysis against a
larger and more variegated corpus. In this regard, a conscious effort has been
made (within the limitations of space imposed by the circumstances) to glean
information from as wide a spectrum of texts as possible regardless of the com-
munal or denominational ascription of their authors—in the hope of finding
some light for the obscure prehistory of this particular section of Natāʔiǧ.
With regard to the distribution of the contents proposed here, the division

in subsections and paragraphs reflects as closely as possible the explicit struc-
ture of Nat II.1 (only in a few instances have two or three paragraphs been sub-
sumed into a single epigraph), but its main function is, after all, to serve as an
easy reference for the survey of the text. Besides, in order no to incur in un-
necessary redundancies, the overview of this section follows a general pattern
1 Cf. Forcada 2000: 113. Further cosmogonical data are transmitted in a likewise traditionistic
context in his Taʔrīḫ, and an influence of Ibn Ḥabīb on our author (here through those two
texts, and also in Nat IV through Ṭibb) would be all the more plausible given that both were
fellow townsmen from Ilbīrah; however positive evidence is wanting.

2 Our knowledge of the literary output of Abuššayḫ (d. 979) has greatly improved sinceHeinen’s
first description of Kitābu lʕaḍ̱amah based on one single Turkish manuscript (cf. Heinen 1982:
37‒52) and that bulky text can now be consulted in a critical edition. For Assuyūṭī’s trea-
tise, cf. Heinen 1982, whose insightful reappraisal of Islamic cosmology is cited several times
throughout this dissertation. As for sixteenth-century Alqaramānī of Āmidah/Diyarbakır, he
is the author a bookbearing the unambiguous title ofKitābu ʕilmi lhayʔah ʕalā ʕtiqādi ahli ssun-
nati walǧamāʕah dūna lfalāsifah (cf. Heinen 1982: 7) that to the best of my knowledge remains
unedited. The relation of Alɂilbīrī’s cosmogony to Islamic hayʔah is commented upon below
in the closing remarks to this chapter.

3 This is rather obvious in the case of eastern texts that never reached Andalus (eg Abuššayḫ’s
ʕaḍ̱amah) and even more so in the case of those that are later than the latest possible date of
compilation ofNatāʔiǧ. In a similar vein, any references to later philosophers such as Ibn Rušd
or IbnBāǧǧahare onlymeant to offer a counterpoint for the reader to perceive howdirectly (or
for themost part rather indirectly) our author reflects standard Aristotelian philosophy. By the
same tokenand like throughout this dissertation, allwords and loci quoted in theoriginalGreek
(or, for that matter, in Syriac or in Hebrew) are intended to provide diachronical or contextual
information and do not presume the use of non-Arabic sources by the author.
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of paraphrase-cum-commentary instead of disaggregating the information in
two separate epigraphs. While the latter system may be admittedly clearer, the
flexibility of the former is better suited to the nature of the text, which, unlike
the remaining sections, does not show any clearly defined hierarchy of the sev-
eral text units of which it is composed and does not lend itself to an easy linear
microanalysis. Some additional observations and provisional conclusions are
included in the Remarks at the end of the survey. All full-page tables and synop-
tic excerpts have been appended at the end of the chapter so that they do not
disrupt the flow of reading.
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5.2 NatPhil 1— Proem

The treatise opens with Alɂilbīrī’s address in a somewhat flowery saǧʕ-like
style to an anonymous destinatary to which the author refers as his lord («yā
sayyidī») and who deserves the traditional courtesy formula “may I be thy ran-
som” («ǧuʕiltu fidāka»).1While it may nevermake it into an anthology of Arabic
literary prefaces, there is an evident aim at rhyme in both the initial and final
segments, which conform to the most typical pattern of proem in the Arabo-
Islamicate tradition.2 The presence of a preamble (and also an epilogue) distin-
guishes, in fact, Natural philosophy from the rest of the sections of Natāʔiǧ,
and from the point of view of the structure of the text the exceptional interven-
tion of the first person singular (so different here from the insistingly assertive
and yet maybe borrowed I of the preceding chapter on the shelf-life of drugs)
acts as a sort of textual boundary at the beginning and at the end of the unit.3
As for the author’s account about having received a letter (kitāb)4 in which

the addressee expressed his wish for the composition of “this noble book”, far
from being amere literary convention it may provide some invaluable informa-
tion about the prehistory and the original context ofNatāʔiǧ. First, the compila-
1 I know of no study of the terms of address for Andalusī Arabic and itmay be impossible to infer
the rank of the addressee or his relationship with the author from the use of sayyidī or from
the diverse duʕā formulas (the concept is translated as “initial commendations” in Freimark
1993: 495) used by Alɂilbīrī throughout Nat II.1 and which include, in addition to the afore-
mentioned, also «ayyada llāhu lǧamīlaminka», «aṭāla llāhumartabaka fī nniʕmah», and «aṭāla
llāhu baqāʔaka fī lġināʔi wannuzhati walǧawdi wanniʕmah». The expression ǧuʕiltu fidāka is
quite conservative (it is almost exclusively found in ḥadīṯ quotes), which might point towards
a traditionistic background for the author, while «aṭāla llāhu baqāʔaka» is fairly common and
is used, for instance, by Alkindī in the preamble to one of his philosophical letters addressed to
Almuʕtaṣim (cf.Ūlā 95). There is no trace, in any case, of the Iḫwān’s idiosyncratic shibboleth
and the addressee is never styled “brother” (cf. de Callataÿ 2015: 228‒230).

2 Cf. Freimark 1993: 495). The wording of the exordial segment bears a striking resemblance to
the prologue in Alǧāḥiḍ̱, Ḥayawān I 33‒6 (see the critical apparatus ad loc).

3 Let it be noted that while in the proem Alɂilbīrī addresses his recipient invariably in the first
person singular («qawāyya waḍamīrī», «nataǧa fiyya», «aʕqaba lī», «fahimtu», «waqad ṣirtu»,
and «kuntu»), in the body of the text the first person plural is prevalent («ṯumma narǧiʕu...
ibtadaʔnāhu... naqūlu», «qulnāhu», «qaddamnā... falnaṣif... walnaṣif... natbaʕu»), and in the
closing paragraph the singular and the plural intermingle («waqad badaʔtu» and «rasamtu»,
but also «ġaraḍunā», «ḏakarnāhu» and «lam naḏkurhu» (twice each), «waṣafnāhu», and «al-
lafnāhu»). It does not seem, however, that this alternation might be interpreted as a hint to a
borrowing from Rasāʔil (or any other text written in the first person plural) as suggested by de
Callataÿ 2015: 236 for Ibn Masarrah’s Iʕtibār.

4 This use of kitāb (particularly in the opening formula waṣala kitābuka) is abundantly attested
east and west since the earliest Arabic written tradition and it is documented in Andalus even
in late Ġarnāṭī Arabic, cf. «letra, carta mensagera quitǐb cutúb» in Pedro de Alcalá, Vocabu-
lista arávigo 292a 37 (cf. also Corriente, DAA 454 *{ktb}).
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tion of the text (including at least Nat II.1‒2 and probably also some additional
section) seems to answer to an explicit request (perhaps even a commission)
for a book that might serve as a means (madḫal)1 to attain the well-being of the
addressee’s body and to preserve his health.2 The nature of the contents of the
text (which includes a whole therapeutic treatise) and above all its bulk make
it an unlikely product of casual scholarly correspondence but tally well with a
requested work as mentioned by the author.3
Then, the book was expected to conform to the epistemological framework

of “medical methods, philosophical canons, rational proofs, intellectual con-
clusions,4 meteorological phenomena,5 truthful reports,6 and apodictic prin-
1 I borrow from Lane the translation of madḫal as ‘means to’ (cf. AEL 861a « خَيرٍْ ل («مَدخَْ but the
Arabic noun retains all the force of its literalmeaning ‘entrance’ in combinationwith theprepo-
sition ilā and might equally be rendered as “the door to the well-being”. Besides, on a literary
and didactic levelmadḫal is also an ‘introduction’ and as such it features in the standard title
kitābu lmadḫal (sometimes read as mudḫal) so characteristic of introductory manuals in all
sort of sciences. In the same propaedeutic context it also translates εἰσαγωγή (cf. also Syriac
ܐ ܠ ,(ܡ cf. Alḫwarizmī, Mafātīḥ II.ii.1 (V 1417); and Ibn Ḥazm, Taqrīb (A IV 1049‒10). In fact,
the Iḫwān composed some of their epistles “as an introduction” («šibha lmadḫal») or alterna-
tively “as an introduction and premises” («šibha lmadḫali walmuqaddamāt») for learners and
beginners, cf. Rasāʔil III.1|29 (R‒M 81‒2, 1113‒4), XV.1 (B 510‒12).

2 The ‘preservation of health’ (ḥifḍ̱u ṣṣiḥḥah≡ ὑγιεινόν) is one of the canonical parts into which
medicine was usually divided and at the same time also the title of several treatises within
the Islamicate tradition, particularly of the Arabic translations of Hippocrates’ and also of
Rufus’ lostὙγιεινά (cf. Ullmann 1970: 32, 74), aswell as of Aṭṭabarī’s and Ibn ʕimrān’s original
compilations. For Aṭṭabarī it is indeed «awwalu fikrati lmutafakkiri fī ṭṭibb», cf. Firdaws Proem
(Ṣ 614‒15), which has been quoted above.

3 Someobservations on the toposof the commissionedwork and fewexamples of letter exchange
between scholars in Andalus are to be found in the Remarks at the end of this chapter.

4 It is worth noting that while all the nouns and adjectives in this first series (with the sole ex-
ception of fikriyyah) feature also in the general title of the book, none of their combinations
coincide in both loci; nor are any of these phrases (except for annatāʔiǧu lfikriyyah) identical
to the ones found at the end of NatPhil 3 (for which see below). The expression «fahimtu», on
the other hand, seems to betoken an intellectual dialogue and is used by Alkindī in at least
three of his philosophical letters in an identical context (cf.Waḥdāniyyah 1378,Māʔiyyah 1517,
and Ibānah 1778–10), which in view of several other possible echoes in Nat II.1 may not be en-
tirely coincidental.

5 This alʔāṯāru lʕulwiyyah is actually the title of the early Arabic translation of Aristotle’sMete-
orologicaprobablyby IbnAlbiṭrīq (forwhicha critical edition is available inPetraitis 1963, as
is Ibn Ṭibbōn’s Hebrew translation in Fontaine 1995), as well as of one of the epistles (namely
the fourth onewithin the second section on natural philosophy) of the Iḫwān, cf. Rasāʔil XVIII
(B 1851‒2456).

6 What I translate here as “truthful reports” («alʔanbāʔu lḥaqīqiyyah») seems not to derive from
philosophical terminology but rather from the Islamic tradition, cf. the extensive use of √nbʔ
in the Qurʔān, particularly complemented by the prepositional phrase bilḥaqq in Q 5:27, 18:13,
28:3. It features also in a non-religious but still tradition-related context in Ibn Qutaybah, An-
wāʔ [2] (H 114), which is quoted below. For similar, but definitely non-coincident, phrases, cf. for
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ciples”, with which the author confidently affirms to have complied. This im-
pressionistic accumulation of phrases loaded with unconcealed philosophical
denotations confirms (if there was any need for further confirmation) the au-
thor’s leaning towards that branch of knowledge, which was indeed quite obvi-
ous from the title of the book itself. Towhich extent this overt affinity to falsafah
maybe interpreted as an indicator of a certain chronological context is explored
elsewhere (see Chapter 9).
Let it be remarked, nevertheless, that there is no consistency in the use of

these phrases within Nat II.1, which suggests that this phraseology ought be in-
terpretedperhaps as a tokenof natural philosophical discourse or as a rhetorical
(and a little bit bombastic) device. In other words, at times the author appears
to be more concerned about the outlook of his text (thence his insistence on
sounding philosophical enough) than in the accuracy and even the pertinence
of its contents. While he was certainly one of those few Andalusīs whose wide
range of interests included Graeco-Arabic philosophy as well as medicine, he
was by no means a logician.

5.3 NatPhil 2— Cosmogony

If a second saǧʕ-like segment and the Qurʔānic epithet “Lord of the worlds”
mark unambiguously the end of the proemial address, the rhetorical impera-
tive “Know” (iʕlam) is not any less clear in signalling the beginning of a new
text unit despite the lack of any specific rubric. As a matter of fact, “Know” acts
as a strong discourse marker throughout the section (in nine instances),1 while
lesser segments are introduced by ṯumma and kaḏālika and are usually further
indicated by the use of stop-marks on the two manuscripts. The subdivision of
the cosmogonical segment that I propose follows closely these indications with
only one exception: the one marked here as NatPhil 2.3, which despite being
introduced by ṯumma (therefore it could also be subsumed into the preceding
paragraph) shows a shift in the focus fromuniversal opposition to three subjects
that are concatenated through the connector ṯumma (god’s decree and prede-
termination, the doctrine of the macrocosm and the microcosm, and evidence
for the unicity of the creator). Transitions between these subsegments are for
the most part smooth, however, and there is a distinctive thread that leads all

example «barāhīnu manṭiqiyyatun wadalāʔilu ʕaqliyyah» in Iḫwān, Rasāʔil XIX.1 (B 2483‒4).
1 As a discursive and also rhetorical device iʕlam is so ubiquitous in the Arabographic tradition
as to become insignificant as an indicator of any intertextual relations beyond a vague stylistic
influence forwhichnoparticular source canbepinpointed.Note, however, that «iʕlam,waffaqa
llāh» at the opening of NatPhil 4 finds an exact correlate in «waʕlam, waffaqa llāh» twice in
ʕarīb b. Saʕīd, Anwāʔ 1244|10.



136 NatPhil 2 Cosmogony

the way from the opening axiom of causality to the appeal to rational specula-
tion as a means for intellectual and spiritual enlightenment at the very end of
the section.

2.1— The intention of the author not to engage in polemics or delve into nu-
anced complexities is clearly expressed from the very beginning when he in-
formshis addressee that “the sagesof thepast and themost outstandingphiloso-
phers did not differ in their writings [«fīmā allafū»]” and that they all agreed,
“without dissent or opposition”, uponwhat he is about to expound.1No survey of
conflicting theories, no epistemological debate or diversity of opinions should
therefore be expected fromwhat follows. In this regard, and also in a noticeable
tendency towards undeveloped apodictic and sporadically even axiomatic ex-
position, the author stands apart from thedialectic and argumentative tradition
represented by Aristotle and his Islamicate heirs—this is not a book on phi-
losophy. His unapologetic and actually programmatic resorting to the uncon-
tested authority not only of the sages (ḥukamāʔ) but also of the philosophers
(falāsifah), nevertheless, would not have been free of risk in a period of suspi-
cion and persecution of “heterodox” thinking, but it was perfectly standard in
the 9th and 10th centuries. The formulaic collocation “sages and philosophers”
(or alternatively “philosophers and sages”) is, indeed, a recurring device of epis-
temic validation in the encyclopaedia of the Iḫwān (which, while imbued with
Islamic piety, makes free use of foreign non-Islamic sources) and both groups
are also often mentioned in medical treatises as a collective authority for gen-
eral statements,2 but for such an authority is for themost part alien to tradition-
istic literature.
1 This rhetorical device to the collective agreement of sages is already Platonic, cf. Philebus
28c: «πάντες γὰρ συμφωνοῦσιν οἱ σοφοί, ἑαυτοὺς ὄντως σεμνύνοντες, ὡς νοῦς ἐστὶ βασιλεὺς ἡμῖν οὐ-
ρανοῦ τε καὶ γῆς» (B 516‒8). Cumulative authority is referred to by Aṭṭabarī through the formula
“I have seen that the Indian, Roman, and Babylonian scholars [ʕulamāʔ] agree [ittafaqa] on” in
FirdawsVII.iii.1 (Ṣ 5415) and again inVII.iii.4 (Ṣ 54722). The same applies to astrology, cf. «fakullu
lʔawāʔili mina lfalāsifati mimman takallama ʕalā lʔašyāʔi lʕulwiyyati muttafiqūna ʕalā anna...»
in Abū Maʕšar, Madḫal I.3 (B‒Y 809). Cf. still «aǧmaʕati lʕulamāʔu walfalāsifatu lḥukamāʔu
ʕalā anna» in Pseudo-Aristotle, Sirr II (B 8617). For the shared use of this principle of au-
thority in an Islamic context (with exclusion, therefore, of the philosophers), cf. for instance
«faʔinna lḥukamāʔa qad aǧmaʕū anna...» in Ibn Ḥabīb, Taʔrīḫ 142‒3.

2 Cf. Iḫwān, Rasāʔil III.29 (R‒M 1167), XVII.14 (B 1811‒3), XXXIIb.2 (W 188‒9), XXXIII.4 (W 415); and
particularly XVIII.2 (B 1877‒1881), where the sages and philosophers appear to be opposed to
some (Islamic?) scholars (ʕulamāʔ) with regard to their different understanding of nature. In
Firdaws andḤifḍ̱, in turn, Aṭṭabarī cites always separately (and at times interchangeably) the
philosophers (cf. Firdaws 78, 88, 96|12, 1914, 538, 948, 5038, 54218, 5456, 55311; including Ptolemy in
54711) and the sages (cf. Firdaws 29, 812, 974, 55314; some Egyptian ḥakīm in 9514); Hippocrates
the ḥakīm and Aristotle the faylasūf are quite invariable phrases, butmark that Theophras-
tus and Alexander (of Aphrodisias) are both styled ḥakīm in Firdaws II.ii.2|3 (Ṣ 637 and 666,
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The need to provide philosophical support for one’s own discipline seems to
have been a conspicuous trend in the early history of several epistemic genres in
the Islamicate tradition. Concerning astrology, for example, Abū Maʕšar’s em-
phasis in this regard can be considered quite paradigmatic. His attitude is all the
more relevant to our case since he appears to echo a clash between physicians
and astrologers that, while certainly springing froma conflict of chrematistic in-
terests, translates into a philosophical discussion on the priority of one science
over the other.1
The universal agreement reported by our author is, then, “that all creatures

[maḫlūqāt] and originated beings [mabdūʕāt]2 that God created [ḫalaqa] were
made to bear a relationship of causality between them:3 a cause [ʕillah] pro-
duces on its caused being [maʕlūl] the effects [āṯār] of which it is a cause. How-
ever, simple causes [«alʕilalu lbasīṭah»], which are the causes of whatever lies
beneath them, do not effect upon that which is their cause, because after them
[baʕdahā, that is “behind”, or rather “above them”] there is only the Originator
[almubdiʕ] and Realiser [almuḫtariʕ], which is unaffected by accidents, unas-
sailed by diseases... unchanged by time, unperceived by the eyes, and uncom-
prehendedbyminds—whichencompasses everything andwhichhasoriginated
all of it without an assistant, governed it without aminister, subdued it through
constraint, and arranged it with incomparable power, the Lord of the worlds”.
This initial paragraph sets the tone, from the very outset, for the syncretic

amalgam of dogmas that makes up Alɂilbīrī’s cosmogony and rudimentary

respectively). Since the mentions of sages and philosophers in Nat II.1 do not overlap in any
significant way with passages arguably borrowed from or inspired by any identifiable sources,
such references may well be labelled (at least provisionally) as “not-binding allusions” (cf. de
Callataÿ 2015: 262) rather than as quotation markers; cf. also the pertinent remark that such
“group references” and “[s]weeping references to sages” are “hard to substantiate” inKahl 2020:
25‒26 n. 166. An early parallel to this practice in the proto-Islamicate Pahlavi corpus can be
found in the Dēnkard, in which for historical/etymological reasons “philosophers” (pīlāsōfā,
cf. also fīlāsōfā in MacKenzie, CPD 32) refers to Greek figures whereas Iranian and Indian au-
thorities are styled “sages” (dānāg), cf.DkM 429.13: «Padharōmpīlāsōfā udpadhindūgāndānāg
ud pad abārīg dānāg» “Among the philosophers of Rome, the sages of India and the sages of
other (countries)” (cited from Jafari-Dehaghi 2014: 2).

1 As it could be expected, the Balkḫī scholar argues quite vehemently in favour of the priority
of star-lore over medicine, the former being a foundation or prerequisite (awwaliyyah) for the
latter. He even resorts to a classical argument when he states that the supremacy of astrology
over medicine lies in the fact that its object is the upper bodies, which makes of it an “upper
art” (ṣināʕatun ʕulwiyyah), as againstmedicine, which is a “terrestrial art” (ṣināʕatun arḍiyyah);
cf.Madḫal I.5 (B‒Y 13818) andMadḫal I.2 (B‒Y 6616‒7216), respectively.

2 The use of the non-agentive participle of the basic form of the verb badaʕa is quite exceptional
in this context against the universalmubdaʕa and it may have been induced by the preceding
participlemaḫlūqāt.

3 Cf. «Iʕlam anna lmawǧūdāti kullahā ʕilalun wamaʕlūlāt» in Iḫwān, Rasāʔil XXXV.6 (W 1142).
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natural philosophy. A sketchy but still recognisable theory of causation bor-
rowed from the Greek philosophical tradition is blended with the basic tenets
of Islamic theology into a simple and harmonious synthesis. Whether the text
was written from scratch by the author (which does not seem unlikely) or in-
herited from some previous source, it certainly has some historical interest as a
probably quite early Andalusī echo of a trendwell documented in the east since
the efforts of Alkindī’s circle andwhichmay have reached one of its peakswith
the epistles of the Iḫwān. In any case, the seamless integration of polygenetic
elements shows that our text cannot be the casual product of improvised juxta-
position.1
Only a few indications for future study can be included here. First, the au-

thor’s terminologymight provide some clues regarding his possible sources, but
often it is much easier to establish which texts ought not to be considered than
to pinpoint a particular sourcewith any degree of certainty. Thus, the consistent
use of ʕillah (and accordingly its non-agentive correlate maʕlūl) to expresses
the ontological concept of cause reflects the majority reading of the Islamicate
philosophical tradition, since at least Alkindī’s and the Iḫwān’s corpora, which
differs from Ḥunayn’s translation of Aristotle’s Physica, where αἰτία is ren-
dered quite systematically by sabab.2 Arabic aṯar (plural aṯār) for ‘effect’ is also
quite standard terminology, as is the verb aṯṯara and all its related forms, par-
ticularly taʔṯīr ‘influence’.3

1 In this paragraph one single discursive thread brings together the authority of non-Muslim
sages and philosophers of the past, the Abrahamic narrative of creation enriched with the his-
torically foreign theory of causation, and an Islamic exegetical-philosophical characterisation
of the originator and realiser that consists almost exclusively of scriptural lexemes (only √rtb
is non-Qurʔānic Arabic) and closes with the purely Qurʔānic epithet “the Lord of the worlds”.

2 In the paraphrases of Aristotle’s model of causation αἰτία is rendered as ʕillah, as seen for
instance in the doctrine of the four causes (material, formal, efficient, and final) transmitted
in Alkindī, Ūlā 113‒12, also apud Ibn Masarrah, Radd [2] (A IV 36310‒16); as well as in Iḫwān,
Rasāʔil XVIII.13 (B 2294‒2303), XIX.2 (B 2525‒2535),Rasāʔil XXXV.6 (W 1144‒11). The Iḫwān, how-
ever, resort sporadically to sabab too, particularly in a fragment inwhich the two terms are used
in purely stylistic alternation, cf. Iḫwān, Rasāʔil XX.5 (B 3708, 3718‒9, 3728‒3751). It is also ʕillah
that features in the Arabic translation of the Corpus Dionysiacum by Ibn Saḥqūq dating from
1009 (cf. Treiger 2007: 368‒369, 392), and its prevalence is further enhanced by the parallel
of Syriac ܐ ܠ in the same contexts. On the other hand, a clearcut philosophical distinction
between ʕillah (as an intrinsic cause and a total explanation) and sabab is suggested for the
Kalām by Frank 1967: 250‒251, but it is highly improbable that our text should reflect such an
elaborate level of speculation.

3 Theword aṯar is also translated as ‘sign’ in a similar context (cf. for instance Baffioni 2013: 260)
but I provisionally consider that in Alɂilbīrī’s simplified exposition the postulated relation is
best conveyed by the terms (efficient) cause : caused (= recipient of the effect) : effect. This may
be a rather original reformulation induced, probably, by such statements as «inna listiḥālata
aṯarunmin fāʕilin fī mafʕūl» in Aṭṭabarī, Firdaws I.i.6 (Ṣ 1518) or «aṯaru lmuʔaṯṯiri fī lmuʔaṯṯari
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In the absence of an explicit elucidation of the concepts referred to through-
out the section, thediversity ofwords for ‘creator’ (and also ‘creation’)maybe in-
terpreted as a sort of variatio synonymica1 since their distribution, while not ab-
solutely free and perhaps conditioned by previous models, does not seem to re-
flect a well-defined philosophical distinction. Thus, the use of albāriʔ (themost
frequently used epithet in our text) and alḫāliq adheres to standard Qurʔānic
parlance (although in inverse proportion), aṣṣāniʕ is implied by ṣunʕ inQ 27:88,
and almuḫtariʕ is also traditional even if it appears only rather late in the ex-
egetical tradition.2 Even almubdiʕ (with the non-agentive participle almubdaʕ
and the action noun ibdāʕ), which is incorporated elsewhere in the philosoph-
ical discourse as non-identical to alḫāliq,3 can hardly be assigned any specific
nuance here (see below NatPhil 2.2, however, for an interesting mention of “the

fīh» in Alkindī, Fāʕil 1699. A little further, however, a conventional relationship cause : effect
is stated in the case of the movement of the planets being the cause (ʕillah ) for the existence
of time (see NatPhil 3.9).

1 For which a precedent can be found in the Qurʔān, cf. رُ» الـۡمُصَوِّ البَۡارِئُ الخَۡـلِقُ ُ ا «هُوَ in Q 59:24.
Cf. also an accumulation of epithets for theworld, which is «muḥdaṯunmubdaʕunmuḫtaraʕun
kāʔin» and for itsmubdiʕ,muḫtariʕ, ḫāliq,muṣawwir, which is the bāriʔ in Iḫwān, Rasāʔil XIX.1
(B 2477‒8); also a tetrad ḫāliq, bāriʔ,munšiʔ, andmuṣawwir in Rasāʔil III.30 (R‒M 1223‒4).

2 The lexematic root √ḫrʕ is not attested in the Qurʔān, but abdaʕa waḫtaraʕa (and accordingly
almubdiʕu lmuḫtariʕ) is a fairly usual collocation in traditionistic and also philosophical texts,
cf. Iḫwān,Rasāʔil XVI.26 (B 1383‒7), XXXIIb.2 (W 1717‒18); also the triad «baraʔawaʔawǧadawaḫ-
taraʕa» in Ras XXXIIb.2 (W 187); cf. likewise Ras XXXIII.1|8 (W 356‒8, 492). The verb iḫtaraʕa
is considered “apparently synonymous with abda‘a although much less frequently used” by
Walker 1974: 82 n. 4, and Frank 1966: 37 renders it as “the realisation out of non-being” (thence
“realiser” in my own paraphrase of the text). An interesting instance of this lexeme is found in
a quote ascribed to Plato in which alfiʕlu liḫtirāʕī is said particularly in reference to the cre-
ator’s act, which is described as taʔyīs (to be read so, edited as («تاسٔيس» aysin min lays (which
actually sounds quite like Alkindī), cf. Ibn Masarrah, Radd [72] (A IV 39014‒15).

3 Despite its early specialisation as a philosophical term, almubdiʕ is unproblematic from a tra-
ditionistic perspective as it is modelled after the phrase وَلاَۡٔرۡضِ» تِ مَـوَ السَّۡ «بدَِیعُ in Q 2:117≡ 6:101.
On Alkindī’s use of ibdāʕ as “a temporal creation from nothing”, opposed to ḫalq as “the cre-
ative activity of God” in the Qurʔān and also to “eternal creation from nothing” in Neoplatonic
philosophers, cf. Walzer 1962: 187‒190. An extremely interesting analysis of ibdāʕ as “origi-
nation” and “emanative origination”, conceived as an emanation from higher to lower, is con-
ducted by Taylor 2012: 129‒133 for the Islamicate tradition reflected first in the Arabic trans-
lations of Proclus and Plotinus, then in the original syntheses by Alfārābī and Ibn Sīnā.
He further interprets this origination as a creation2 that unlike Abrahamic creation1 does not
involve any volition, a question that shall be addressed belowwith regard to Alɂilbīrī’s unam-
biguous and repeated reference to god’swill. Still ibdāʕ is translated as “Erschaffenheit” and the
concept of god asmubdiʕ is interpreted as a genuine “Islamisierung neuplatonischenDenkens”
by Daiber 1986a: 288. In an Ismāʕīlī context ibdāʕ is interpreted as “the radical coming-to-be
of being from what is not-being” by Walker 197: 82, who further refers to Corbin’s use of “ex-
istenciation”, which is in fact the usual rendering of ibdāʕ amongst French-writing scholars
(cf. Rashed’s and Jolivet’s translation of Alkindī’s philosophical epistles).
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world of origination”).
On the basis of the laconic testimony of NatPhil 2 it is hard to judge whether

the vagueness of Alɂilbīrī’s exposition is a reflection of an amateurish pen-
chant for philosophyor rather a deliberate attempt to avoid taking a clear stance
on some consequential issues. The danger of reading toomuch—or too little—
into his words is all too present and only a more detailed analysis of the text
shall help to outline the actual intellectual profile of the author. The following
remark is, therefore, provisional and it is included here as food for thought for
more insightful readers.
First of all, one should bear in mind that already in early-tenth-century An-

dalus Alkindī’s identification of the creator with the philosophers’ first cause
prompted a vigorous refutation by Ibn Masarrah:1

Radd [19] (A IV 36917‒20)

مطلبنا في العلّة علّة ولا المعلولات، علّة ولا المعلولات، أفعال علّة إنهّ نحن نقول ليس فلذلك
المبدِع الصمد الأوّل الأحد هو نقول: بلَْ ثناؤه. جلّ مَد الصَّ الواحد قصَْدَ به نرُید الّذي هذا

منه. سـبقت التيّ العلل تلك لأجل المعلولات جمیع ابتدع الّذي وهو العلل،

On the other hand, identifying the creator (alḫāliq) of all created beings with
the cause (ʕillah) of all that is caused (maʕlūl) à la Alkindī was unproblematic
not only for Aṭṭabarī, but also for the Iḫwān within an overall emanationistic
framework.2 Now, if there was a natural locus for the explicit affirmation of the
creator being the (ultimate/first) cause of all creatures, this initial passage was
certainly the place to do it, yet Alɂilbīrī does not say so—or does he? A lit-
eral reading of “the simple causes [...] do not effect [laysat tuʔaṯṯiru] upon that
1 From the text of Radd one can infer that its author “understands creation as a composition,
whereas simple realities are originated but not created. These simple, uncreated but neverthe-
less originated realities include the four elements” (Bellver 2020: 346). Even if the assumed
authorship of Raddwere to be challenged, this opinion is externally ascribed to IbnMasarrah
by Ibn Alɂuqlīšī, who reports that the Qurṭubī scholar affirmed that god’s attributes were not
created (maḫlūqah) but rather originated (mabdūʕah) and made (maǧʕūlah) by god (cf. Bel-
lver 2020: 337, 344).

2 Cf. Aṭṭabarī, Firdaws I.i.2 (Ṣ 99‒10), which is paralleled by the creator (albāriʔ) as cause (ʕil-
lah) of existing beings and creator (ḫāliq) of creatures in Iḫwān, Rasāʔil XXXIIa.1 (W 64‒5). In
the latter treatise the creator (albāriʔ) is described as “the cause of existing beings and their
maintainer [mubqīhā], completer [mutimmuhā], and perfecter [mukammiluhā]”, cf. Rasāʔil
XXXIIa.2 (W 1018‒19) and again as “the cause of all existing beings, their sustainer [mutqinuhū],
completer [mutammimuhā], and perfecter [mukammiluhā]” in RasXXXIIa.2 (W 131‒3)—the al-
ternation مبقيها / متقنه (and even متمهّا / (متممّه may have originally sprung as variant readings (or at
least it was facilitated by their graphical resemblance), cf. also «mūǧiduhā wamuḥdiṯuhā wa-
muḫtariʕuhāwamubdiʕuhāwamuqibuhā [sic, «wamutammimuhāwamukammiluhā[مُقِبها inRas
XXXV.2 (W 10716‒1081).
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which is their cause, for after them there is only the Originator” would make
of the originator quite clearly the cause of simple causes (itself being ἀναίτιον),
which would then contrast with Radd («walā ʕillatu lʕillah»). Then, the use of
the epithet almubdiʕ in this precise context may not be entirely random, but it
canbe linked to either of the twophilosophical positions depending onwhether
it is read as a mere synonym of alḫāliq or rather as reflecting a genuine concep-
tual distinction.
Moreover, the identification of Alɂilbīrī’s simple causes is not as straight-

forward as it would perhaps be expected, for he does not seem to refer to the In-
tellect and the Soul,1 nor does he seem to share the opinion of the author of the
Radd in this respect. According to the latter, the “primordial simple causes” (the
only ones that ought to be called “causes”) are the four elements (usṭuquṣṣāt ≡
στοιχεία), namely earth, water, fire, and air, which were not created but rather
brought forth from non-existence (ʕadam) and placed (mawḍūʕah) for all exis-
tent beings to become actualised by them:

Radd [20] (A IV 3701‒5)

قيل منها؟ الكائن الإبداع وغير بِذَواتها غيره هي هل الأُوَل: العلل تلك عن سائل سالٔ فإن
أنفسها في المركّبة الهويّات كانت الانهمال البسـیطة الأُول العلل تلك أجل ومن نعم. له:
معلولاتها لتكون وُضعت لأنهّا عللاً، بالحقيقة تسُمّى التيّ هي الأُول والعلل — حقائق
عدم، من لها المخرج واضعها لأجل كانت العلل إنّ نقول ولا  فاعلها بفعال منها المتهوّیة

. عنه والمتعالي ذلك عن الغنيّ لأنهّ

Radd [23] (A IV 37114‒19)

له: قيل المهوّيات، لتهویة السابقة البسـیطة الموصوفة العلل تلك عن سائل سالٔ فإن
كائنة لا هي إذ بعد منفعلة. موضوعة للخلق هي التيّ عنده من الخارجة الأربع الأسطقصات
الطبائع وهي لها، الجامع المكان في المتائسّة المتهوّیة الأربع الأسطقصات فهـي موجودة، ولا
العلل هي والهواء، والنار والماء الأرض وجلّ: عزّ ربهّا من للخلق السابقة المتائسّة الأربع

الجامع. المكان في المهويّات جمیع لتوهیة الموضوعات

ForAlɂilbīrī, in turn, simple causes are located aboveothers but beneath the
ultimate cause, which is remarkably reminiscent of the “simple spiritual sub-
stances” (such as the spheres and the angels) that shall bementioned below and
which are above time and close to the world of origination. Thus, in NatPhil 3
the twelve signs of the zodiac are stated to be the cause (ʕillah) and essential el-
ement (ʕunṣur) of time; the great sphere, the cause and element of the days; and
1 Quite significantly, neither ʕaql nor nafs are mentioned in a Neoplatonic sense (marked above
by the initial capitals) anywhere in this section.
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the signs, mansions, and planets (including the Sun and the Moon), the cause
of hours days, months, and seasons; the Moon was likewise made the cause of
night, and the sun the cause of day. The vertical hierarchisation of the causes
(which is even more explicit in NatPhil 2.2 with the mention of the “vicinity”
[qurb] of spiritual beings to the creator) suggests, for sure, some Neoplatonic
(or Neoplatonicising) influence; yet in a number of passages the author refers
to a non-mediated creation (ḫālaqa, most particularly in NatPhil 3.9 in relation
to the Sun, theMoon, and the signs of the zodiac; also in 2.2 about death) that is
perhaps more traditionistic than philosophical.
All in all, as shall be discussed in the closing remarks, the whole exposition

is essentially a philosophical(ish) paraphrase of the Qurʔānic/Abrahamic nar-
rative for which Alɂilbīrī must have brought together whatever pieces were
available to him and suited his purpose, without caring toomuch (probably be-
cause he did not find it necessary) to harmonise them explicitly. In the partic-
ular case of his “simple causes”, he may even have picked the phrase from some
account in which a different meaning was intended.

2.2— In accordance to the aforementioned syncretic tendency, the volitional
creation (ḫalq) of theworld by the creator (albāriʔ) is coordinatedwith theAris-
totelian “bringing forth what is in potentiality to actuality”, which is glossed
by the author («aʕnī») as bringing “what precedes in Its knowledge and an-
tecedes in Its hidden unseen [fī maknūni ġaybihī] to existence and presence
[mušāhadah]”.1
Besides the unsurprising adherence to the basic, albeit not universal, Islamic

tenet of god’swill being involved in the act of creation (forwhich seebelow), one
of themost interesting passages of this epigraph is the intriguing “Islamic trans-
lation” of Aristotle’s formula ἐκ δυνάμεως εἰς ἐνέργειαν,2whichmight even con-
1 The reconcilability of the Greek and the Islamic formulations was all the easier given the
Qurʔānic use of aḫraǧa ‘to bring forth’ with a non-positional and cosmogonically loadedmean-
ing, cf. “[He] brings forth [yuḫriǧu] the living from the dead; He brings forth [muḫriǧ] the dead
too from the living” (Q 6:95∼= Q 3:27) or “then He shall return you into it, and bring you forth
[wayuḫriǧukum]” (Q 71:18). Incidentally, a purely philosophical paraphrase «taʔyīsu lʔaysāti
ʕan lays» intended to describe origination was coined apparently by Alkindī (or his circle), as
found twice in Fāʕil 1696|7 (cf. also Adamson 2002: 307).

2 Which the authormust have borrowed indirectly, cf. for instance «falkawnuhuwaḫurūǧu ššayʔi
mina lʕadami ilā lwuǧūdi aw mina lquwwati ilā lfiʕl» in Iḫwān, Rasāʔil XV.12 (B 318‒9); also
Alkindī, Suǧūd 1859, 1876|11. For amore direct reflection of this phrase in Andalus, cf. Ibn Rušd,
Mā baʕda ṭṭabīʕah VIII.r (B 11024‒7), which comments on Aristotle’s «ὥστε αἴτιον οὐθὲν ἄλλο
πλὴν εἴ τι ὡς κινῆσαν ἐκ δυνάμεως εἰς ἐνέργειαν» inMetaphysicaΗ 1045b20 (= VIII.6). The whole
of Metaphysica Θ (= 1045b27‒1052a11 in Bekker’s edition) is mainly devoted to the question
of actuality and potentiality, cf. an extensively commented translation into English by Makin
2006, and also Ibn Rušd,Mā baʕda ṭṭabīʕah IX (B 1103‒1233).
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vey Bāṭinī overtones with its reference to divine foreknowledge and especially
to god’s hidden unseen.1
The creator’s will translated, according to our text, into a division of theworld

in two parts (qism): one spiritual or immaterial (rūḥānī ≡ ἀσώματος) and an-
other one corporeal ormaterial (ǧismānī ≡σωματικός),2 cause andcaused, sense
(ḥiss≡ αἴσθησις) and sensed (maḥsūs≡ αἰσθητόν), able to speak or rational (nāṭiq
≡ λόγον ἔχον) and speechless or irrational (ṣāmit ≡ ἄλογος), moving and resting,
inert and growing, simple and compound, sinking and descending and arising
and ascending, agent (fāʕil ≡ποιητικός) and patient (munfaʕil ≡παθητικός). The
corporeity of the world god built (banā) on the basis of opposition (taḍādd ≡
ἐναντίωσις) and difference (iḫtilāf ≡ διαφορά); its spirituality, on homogeneity
(taǧānus ≡ συγγένεια / ὁμογένεια) and harmony (iʔtilāf ).3
The verb qasama features only once with god as its agent and a meaning ‘to

distribute’ in Q 43:32, but in the exegetical tradition it also denotes a cosmogo-
nic operation (not unlike «וַיַּבְדֵּ֣ל» in the Tanakhic narrative in Gen 1).4 Thus, in
a report from Rabīʕ b. Anas god’s division of primeval water into two parts is
mentioned and the verb qasama is coordinated with ǧaʕala just like in our text:

Assuyūṭī, Hayʔah I [17] (H 317‒20)

وجعل قسمين، عرشه علیه كان الّذي الماء ذلك قسم والأرض، السماوات الله خلق لماّ
السفلى. الأرض تحت الاخٓر النصف وجعل ،[...] العرش تحت نصفه

A remarkable parallel from theological discourse and the other extreme of
1 The phrase «mā kāna fī sābiqi ʕilmihī» is documented already in the early exegetical tradition,
cf. Abuššayḫ, ʕaḍ̱amah XXI.31 [643] (M 11649|10); also «allaḏī faṭara lḫalqa biqudratihī waṣar-
rafahum biḥikmatihī ʕalā sābiqi ʕilmihī wamašīʔatihī» in Almāturīdī, Tawḥīd III (T‒A 3016) .
As for maknūn ġaybihī, which reappears later in NatPhil 2.3, it does not seem entirely identi-
cal with the concept of “le côté caché” left by god in its creation as referred to by Abū Maʕšar
and which Lemay interprets as “[c]ette portion de l’Univers qui reste cachée (ġayb), et donc
à découvrir, constitue l’objet concret de la recherche scientifique pour chaque génération et
chaque individu qui se consacre au progrès de la science” (cf. Lemay 1992: 27‒29, 32). In this
regard, the knowledge of the hidden (ʕilmu lġayb) alluded to by the Iḫwān in an astrological
context may not be so concrete and material as the translation “something hidden” in Ragep
andMimura 2015: 83might induce to think, since after all such knowledge is explicitly affirmed
to be reserved to god alone, cf. Iḫwān, Rasāʔil III.32 (R‒M 1432‒7) and especially the essential
cosmic dichotomy between things that are šāhid and ġāʔib, both of which are comprised by
the knowledge of the creator, in Rasāʔil XXXIIa.1 (W 97‒8).

2 The latter word is actually missing from both manuscripts but can be safely restored.
3 All the Greek equivalences provided here are well documented in the Glossarium Græco-
Arabicum (accessible online at https://glossga.bbaw.de/) and show quite clearly the overall
framework of the exposition.

4 For a quite different, non-cosmogonical, use of qasama (also inqasam) in an essentially astro-
nomical and astrological context, see below NatPhil 3.

https://glossga.bbaw.de/
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the Islamicateworld is provided by the SamarqandīḤanafi scholar Almāturīdī
(d. 944), who resorts essentially to the same formula in his description of the
foundation of the world on the basis of heterogeneous and opposite natures:

Tawḥīd Prologue (T‒A 677)

متضادّة. ووجوهٍ مختلفةٍ طبَائعَ على مبنیًّا باصٔله العالم كان ثمّ

The division of beings into corporeal and spiritual has, on the other hand,
nothing original in itself, but the abstract nouns ǧismāniyyah and rūḥāniyyah
seem to imply a collective conceptualisation (“the corporeity of the universe”
as a sum of all corporeal beings?) not unlike the distinction between the world
of spirits (ʕālamu lʔarwāḥ) and the world of bodies (ʕālamu alʔaǧsād) ascribed
to the philosophers and sages by the Iḫwān.1 An essential dichotomy between
immaterial (rūḥānī) and material (ǧismānī) is applied in a similar way by Ibn
Masarrah to the four Aristotelian causes and also to substance and accident:2

Radd [71] (A IV 3903‒4)

جلّ البارئ إرادة فمثلّ الروحانيّ، فامّٔا وجسمانيّ. روحانيّ ضربين: تنقسم العنصریـّة العلّة
الأربع. الأُسطُقُصّات مثل والجسمانيّ: ثناؤه؛

Evencloser toour text, a division intomaterial/corporeal and immaterial/spir-
itual is propounded by the Iḫwān for all existing beings:3

1 Cf. Rasāʔil XVII.14 (B 1811‒3); also Rasāʔil XXXIIa.1 (W 108‒9) in a Pythagorean context in which
the former (translated by Walker as “the realm of immaterial beings”) is associated with odd
numbers, the latter (“the realm of bodies”) with even numbers. In the Islamicate (and also in
the Islamic) philosophical tradition ǧismānī is well attested as an adjective but the abstract
noun ǧismāniyyah is much rarer, whereas rūḥāniyyah is widely documented with a variety of
meanings (especially in the so-called esoteric and magic-related sciences).

2 According to the author of Radd formal cause is divided in immaterial (spirits and angels) and
material (human bodies, beasts, plants); the efficient cause likewise in immaterial (the word
[kalimah] of the creator) and material (moving nature); and so is the final cause either imma-
terial (godly sciences) or material (the movement of all bodies), cf. Radd [71] (A IV 3905‒13).
As for substance, immaterial substance is represented by the intellect and the soul; material
substance by “long, wide, and deep” (ie the dimensions) in Radd [73] (A IV 39020‒21). Finally,
accident is also either immaterial (such as knowledge, which is a predicate of the soul) or ma-
terial (such as blackness and whiteness, which are predicates of the body), cf. Radd [73] (A IV
39022‒3912).

3 A vaguely similar but more markedly hierarchical duality material (ǧismānī) / immaterial
(rūḥānī) within the unicity of the universe is described in Pseudo-Aristotle, Sirr X (B 1564‒15).
Cf. also «falḫalqu yanqasimu qismayn: minhu ǧawharun ǧirmiyyun (ay ǧismī) waminhu ġayru
lǧirmī» in Hārūniyyah I.i (G 457), then a similar formulation in Hārūniyyah I.ii (G 512‒4), going
back quite probably to Masīḥ’s original Kunnāš.
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Rasāʔil XXXV.5 (W 1138‒14)

بالحواسّ، یدُْرَك ما والجسماني وروحانيّ. جسمانيّ نوعان: كلهّا الموجودات أنّ أخي، يا اعلم،
ومنها الفلكيةّ، الأجرام منها أنواع: ثلاثة والجسمانيّ بالفكر. ر ویتُصوَّ یدُْرَك ما والروحانيّ
الأولى الهیوى منها أنواع: ثلاثة أیضًا والروحانيّ الكائنة. ات المولدَّ ومنها الطبیعیّة، الأركان
علاّمة، فعّالة بسـیطة جوهرة هي التيّ النفس والثاني معقول، منفعل بسـیط جوهر هو الّذي

الأشـیاء. حقائق مُدْرِك بسـیط جوهر هو الّذي العقل والثالث

It is preciselywith regard to a passage transmitted in the Iḫwān’s encyclopae-
dia that a more concrete possibility of an echo from that collection can be de-
tected. When explaining the Pythagorean tradition of arithmetic analogies, a
catalogue of things that come in pairs is provided and put in harmonic relation,
in a characteristically Iḫwānī manner, with Q 51:49 “And of everything created
We two kinds [zawǧayn]”:1

Iḫwān, Rasāʔil XXXIIa.1 (W 614‒71)

والبسـیط والمعلول، والعلّة والعرض، والجوهر والصورة، الهیولى مثل الثُّنائیّة الأشـیاء فامّٔا
كن، والسا والمتحرّك والمنير، والمظلم المشفّ، وغير والمشفّ والكثیف، واللطیف والمركبّ،
والنافع، والضارّ والثقيل، والخفيف والیابس، والرطب والبارد، والحارّ والسافل، والعالي
كلّ من وبالجملة — والأنثى والذكر والباطل، والحقّ والخطإ، والصواب والشرّ، والخير

اثنين. زوجين

In the alternative version of Epistle 32 a theological reason is provided for
this feature of the creation and a different list of opposite pairs is included that
shows an even more significant overlap with the one noted down by our au-
thor:2

Iḫwān, Rasāʔil XXXIIb.2 (W 184‒197)

يكون أن زْ يجَُ لم ثمّ والمعاني، الوجوه جمیع من بالحقيقة واحدًا كان لماّ ، الله أنّ وذلك
البارئ أنّ وذلك مزدوجًا. مثنوياًّ ا متكثرًّ يكون أن وجب بل بالحقيقة، واحدًا المخترعَ المخلوق
وأصول الموجودات قوانين وجعلها مزدوجة، مثنویةّ أشـیاء واخترع وأوجد برأ ما أوّل 
الجوهر قال: مَن ومنهم والصورة؛ الهیولى والفلاسفة: الحكماء قالت ما ذلك فمن الكائنات.
ومنهم .[...] والقلم اللوح قال: من ومنهم والجسمانيّ. الروحانيّ قال: من ومنهم .[...] والعرض

[...] والمعلول العلّة قال: من
1 Only identical parallels are colour-marked, but let it be noted that “high and low” are also
shared by the two texts although they are represented by different words. Even within Natāʔiǧ
itself this pair features in the two lists in a lexematically different form.

2 If Alɂilbīrī’s second list of contraries is taken into consideration, the parallelism extends also
to the pairs “hot and cold” and “increasing and decreasing”.
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كن، والسا كالمتحرّك متضادّة أو مزدوجة مثنویةّ طبیعیّة أشـیاء توجد القياس هذا وعلى
والبارد، والحارّ والكثیف، واللطیف والداخل، والخارج والسافل، والعالي والباطن، والظاهر
— والأنثى والذكر والصامت، والناطق والنامي، والجماد والناقص، والزائد والیابس، والرطب

اثنين. زوجين كلّ ومن
والنوم والممات، كالحیاة والنبات، الحیوان من الموجودات أحوال تصاریف توجد وهكذا

[...] والنعمة والبؤس واللّذة، والألم والصحّة، والمرض والیقظة،

Now, it can be argued that, after all, any two given lists of contraries produced
in a more or less homogeneous cultural background are bound to share a num-
ber of items. In this regard, the differences between the two double catalogues
could be accorded more probative weight than their partial coincidence and it
cannot be denied that, if Alɂilbīrī is actually echoing the Rasāʔil, he does not
simply borrow from them the whole list (or a part of it) but rather integrates
bits of it into his own discourse. This appears to be, in fact, his overall strategy
throughout Nat II.1, where no indisputable word-by-word borrowings could be
identified so far. In any case, if the passage quoted above is not the direct source
of inspiration (and also of partial information) for our text, it certainly points to-
wards the existence of either a mediating source (not the Ġāyah, for it does not
include any such catalogue) or otherwise an earlier common source.1
As to the dogmatic side of the subject, in Natāʔiǧ as well as in the Rasāʔil

the pivotal rôle assigned to opposites not only by the Pythagoreans but also in
the Aristotelian Physica is perfectly integrated in a divinely instituted universal
dualism, and philosophical terminology (increase and diminution, causes, ac-
cidents) is likewise combinedwith Islamic dogma and scriptural references. An
additional Andalusī reflection of this coalescence is provided by the refuter of
Alkindī, whose text does not only include a new list of contraries but also an
instance of the divine test (miḥnah, cf. Q 49:2) in the exact same context as in
Alɂilbīrī’s exposition (see the next paragraph):

Radd [79] (A IV 39610‒15)

1 These lists represent a development of the Pythagorean συστοιχία, the table of ten paired
opposites, but quite certainly not through Aristotle’s account thereof, cf. Metaphysica Α
986a22‒986b2 (= P 484), where he also affirms that AlcmaeonofCrotonwould have claimed
that most things exhibit duality and contrariety. The only coincidence between Pythagoras’
list and our text is the pair «ἠρεμοῦν κινούμενον», and the overlapping with Rasāʔil XXXIIa/b is
likewise minimal. Moreover, with the exception of the first catalogue in Natāʔiǧ (which might
be interpreted as comprising ten pairs of contraries if the double reference to “descending and
ascending” is disaggregated), noneof theArabic lists under considerationhere include tenpairs
(but Rasāʔil XXXIIb comes close with eleven). For a commentary on this locus inMetaphysica,
cf. Schofield 2012: 155‒158 and particularly Goldin 2015, who provides an exhaustive survey
of Aristotle’s criticism of the Pythagorean table of opposites.
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وتتمّ المحنة لتقع وأزواجًا أضدادًا خلقها وبلوى، محنةٍ دار الدنیا خلق لماّ ، الله وإنّ
یعُرف فبالظلمة ضدّه، قِبَل من إلى بتحقيقه الشيء یعُرف لا لأنهّ بذلك، الدلالة وتمام الدلالة.
یعُرف وبالتحت الحرّ، یعُرف وبالبرد الخير، یعُرف وبالشرّ المحبوب، یعُرف وبالمكروه النور،
بزوجه إلیه ويهُتدى بصاحبه یعُرف منها واحد كلّ — الباطن یعُرف وبالظاهر الفوق،

لها. الخالق وحدانیّة إلى كلهّا بالأضداد ويهُتدى وضدّه،

Back to NatPhil 2.2, the discourse elaborates at some length on opposition,
which is stated to be the common trait of all things that can be perceived by
the senses: the different elements, animals, plants, world regions, signs of the
zodiac, planets, winds, seasons are all opposites (mutaḍāddah) and heteroge-
neous (or different from one another, muḫtalifah). “For all things over which
time rolls [dār] are built on opposition; whereas what is above time is simple
spiritual substances that are congruous and not opposites”. Examples (ka‒) of
the latter are the shining spiritual spheres and the bodies of the angels, which
are lights (anwār) and spirits impossible to perceive and represent. A remark-
ably impressionistic contrast is depicted by the author between those bright
substances that are close to the world of origination (ʕālamu lʔibdāʕ) and in
the vicinity (qurb) of the originator on the one hand, and the gloomy, earthy,
dense individual beings (ašḫāṣ) that exist beneath time and are subjected to
opposition, pains, maladies, and calamities on the other. A theological justifica-
tion (namely god’s will to test humanity’s worship) is provided for the fact that
human individuals have been built from opposite and different things, a long
catalogue of which is given before ending the argument with a slightly adapted
Qurʔānic quotation (Q 2:76 with a simple change of pronouns) and the author’s
choice Qurʔānic phrase throughout Nat II.1: “That is the ordaining of the All-
mighty, the All-knowing”.1
The two examples provided by Alɂilbīrī for simple spiritual (ie immaterial)

substances are far from trivial.2 Regarding the spheres (aflāk), this is the only
instance of the plural in the whole section, whereas all other references are to
the “great sphere” or “the sphere of the signs of the zodiac”. This plural must be,
of course, an allusion to the classical division of the universe into nine spheres,3
but the fact that they are described here as “luminous” suggests that the author
1 It may be no coincidence that it happens to be also a frequent corollary in the Iḫwān’s dis-
course, cf. Rasāʔil III.16|23 (R‒M 622, 805‒6), XVIII.17 (B 23810‒11), XIX.7|11 (B 2856, 31213). It is
used at least once in the same sense by AbūMaʕšar inMadḫal I.4 (B‒Y 10418).

2 As is his omission of first form (alhayūlā lʔūlā), which is considered the only simple substance
imperceptible to the senses in Iḫwān, Rasāʔil XV.3 (B 97‒8). Incidentally, the Iḫwān’s emana-
tionistic theory allows for a gradation of simpleness, the Intellect being “simpler” (absaṭ) than
the Soul, cf. Rasāʔil XXXIII.8 (W 5013).

3 For a syncretic cosmological structure consisting in nine spheres, seven of which are the skies
(ie the orbs of the planets), plus the sphere of the fixed stars and finally the ninth sphere,



148 NatPhil 2 Cosmogony

may have transposed some of the qualities of the planets (or, more generally,
the stars) to their respective spheres1—or otherwise he conceives the spheres
as immaterial but yet possessing a light of their own, which still seems to con-
tradict their classification as imperceptible by the senses. As for the definition
of the angels as lights and spirits, unlike in the case of human beings and the
ǧinn (whose material origin is explicitly mentioned in Q 55:14‒15), the Qurʔān
doesnot specify fromwhich substance theywere created.Amongst the first gen-
eration of Muslims there circulated two different accounts according to which
angels would have been created from light (nūr) or from god’s spirit (rūḥ), and
our text could actually be read as an uncompromising coordination of both tra-
ditions.2
A description of the spheres, the planets, and the four elements (arkān)—

but not the angels—as the simple universal bodies (aǧsām) can be found in the
Iḫwān, where they are opposed to the particular begotten (muwalladāt≡ γιγνό-
μενα) bodies such as animals,minerals, and plants.3 A closer parallelismobtains
between the two texts with the affirmation that celestial bodies (alʔaǧrāmu
lfalakiyyah in the Rasāʔil but also below in NatPhil 3.2)4 are not affected by

cf. Aṭṭabarī, Firdaws VII.iii.2 (Ṣ 54317‒5443); also Iḫwān, Rasāʔil XVI.3 (B 735‒766), where the
ninth sphere is identified as the sphere of thedivine throne.Only the singular falak is attested in
theQurʔān (cf. Q 21:33 and 36:40) and the equationof the scriptural plurality of skies (samawāt)
with the astronomers’ orbs was the product of exegesis. In On astronomy the Iḫwān identify
the upper enclosing sphere with the one mentioned in Q 21:33, cf. Rasāʔil III.1 (R‒M 104‒112).

1 The stars (kawākib) are “spherical, round, and luminous bodies” whereas the spheres are
“spherical, transparent, and hollowed-out bodies” in Iḫwān, Rasāʔil III.1 (R‒M 85‒92).

2 As reported by ʕāɂišah, the gap left by the revelation of Q 55:14‒15 would have been supple-
mented by Muḥammad with «ḫuliqati lmalāʔikatu min nūr», cf. Abuššayḫ, ʕaḍ̱amah XI.1‒2
[306‒307] (M 7252‒7264); and an even more specific reference to “the light of the chest and
arms” was transmitted by ʕabdullāh b. ʕamr, cf. ʕaḍ̱amah XI.10 [315] (M 7333‒6); cf. also
«faḫalaqa lmalāʔikata waššamsa walqamara walǧannata wakulla mā fī ssamāwāti min nūr»
Ibn Ḥabīb, Taʔrīḫ 1514‒15. On the other hand, Yazīd b. Rūmān would have heard («balaġanā»)
that angels had been created from god’s spirit, cf. Abuššayḫ, ʕaḍ̱amah XI.5 [311] (M 7268‒7273).

3 Cf. Iḫwān,Rasāʔil XVI.1 (B 671‒683); the spheres or orbs are described as bodies also froman as-
tronomical perspective in Rasāʔil III.1 (R‒M 92‒3). The subject of angels is quite more complex
in that encyclopaedia, for ‘angels’ is more than once stated to be the religious/legal denomina-
tionofwhatphilosophers call ‘natural faculties’ (quwan ṭabīʕiyyah) or simple ‘nature’, cf.Rasāʔil
XVIII.2 (B 1884‒9), where legal/philosophical terminology (billafḍ̱i ššarʕī / billafḍ̱i lfalsafī) are
contrasted, and Rasāʔil XIX.11 (B 3353‒5), where the Law (Annāmūs) is opposed to physicians
and philosophers, respectively. Elsewhere in the epistles angels are referred to, alongside the
tribes of the ǧinn and the parties of the demons, as spiritual beings (rūḥāniyyūn) and souls
(nufūs) present in the world whose workings are manifest but whose essence is concealed,
cf. Rasāʔil III.28 (R‒M 1061‒3).

4 The phrase alʔaǧrāmu lfalakiyyah is seemingly an inherited one and must be compared with
alʔaǧrāmu ssamāwiyyah in an Aristotelian passage paraphrased by Aṭṭabarī, Firdaws VII.iii.1
(Ṣ 54213); also alʔaǧrāmu lʕulwiyyah in Abū Maʕšar, Madḫal I.2|3 (B‒Y 528, 5413, 825|9|17) and
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generation and corruption, change, and increase and decrease, as those bod-
ies (aǧsām) under the lunar sphere are.1 Let it be remarked, in any case, that
in our text it is the bodies (aǧsām) of angels that are mentioned and that, on
the other hand, nowhere are any souls associated with either the spheres or the
angels—an unconcealed doctrine in the Iḫwān that did not go unnoticed by
the guardians of Islamic orthodoxy in Andalus:2

Ibn Ḥazm, Taqrīb [7] (A IV 12316‒1241)

في أنهّا  الصادق أخبرنا التيّ الخلدیةّ الأشخاص وأنفس الملائكة هي الناطقة فالنُّفوس
الأشخاص مكان یعتقد وغيرنا الجنّ. وأنفس الإنس وأنفس والولدان، الحور من النعيم، دار

ناطقة. حيةٍّ أنفسٍ ذات والفلك الكواكب من العلویةّ الأجرام أنّ ذكرنا التيّ الخلدیةّ

The explicit mention of the “vicinity” (qurb) to “the world of origination”
(ʕālamu lʔibdāʕ) seems to be a new bit of unelaborated (perhaps indigested)
Neoplatonism. If on the one hand it must be combined with the previous hint
to a vertical hierarchy of causes in NatPhil 3.1 and compared with the standard
accounts of the scale of emanation,3 on the other hand (and with all due cau-
tion) itmay not be insignificant that the phrase “theworld of origination” seems
to be particularly documented amongst Ismāʕīlī missionaries.4

alʔaǧrāmu ssamāwiyyah inMadḫal I.3 (B‒Y 8215, 863). There appears to be a general tendency
in the Arabic tradition to refer to any celestial body as ǧirm, cf. also aǧrāmu lkawākib in Firdaws
VII.iii.5 (Ṣ 55020). Such bodies are usually defined as aǧsām, cf. the definitions of the planets
and the spheres as bodies in Iḫwān, Rasāʔil III.1 (R‒M 85 and 92, respectively; also the planets
in Albīrūnī, Tanǧīm [120] (W 437); but they are apparently never styled aǧsād.

1 Cf. Iḫwān, Rasāʔil XVI.25 (B 1356‒9). The standard identification of the sphere of the Moon as
the world of generation and corruption is found in Rasāʔil XXXVI (C 1314‒5).

2 The beliefs to which Ibn Ḥazm alludes here are quite probably doctrines similar to those ex-
pounded by the Iḫwān and according to which the planets in the sphere are god’s angels and
deputies (ḫulafāʔu llāh), kings of Its skies, cf. Rasāʔil III.29 (R‒M 1146‒1151). But they may also
include the attribution of individual rūḥāniyyāt to the planets as reflected, for example, in tal-
ismanics.

3 As a passing-by allusion, our locus can be compared to the mention of the vicinity (also qurb)
of the highest sphere from the “place of perfection” (maḥallu ttamām) in Aṭṭabarī, Firdaws
VII.iii.1 (Ṣ 54311‒14). The full scale, from the lowest level (namely the earth, which is the thickest
and darkest body) to the all-embracing, enveloping, sphere, which is the subtlest body and the
most spiritual/immaterial of them all, is found in Iḫwān, Rasāʔil XXXIII.8 (W 504‒14). Accord-
ing to the latter simplifying paraphrase of the emanationistic doctrine, the intellect received
the direct emanation from the creator “in one fell swoop, outside of time, without motion or
exertion, only because its close proximity to the Creator and the intensity of its spirituality”,
cf. Iḫwān, Rasāʔil XXXIIa.2 (W 148‒10; Walker’s translation).

4 Cf. especially ḤamīduddīnAlkirmānī (d. 1021),Rasāʔil II (Ġ 311‒16). The concept as expounded
by Alkirmānī in several of his works appears to be central to the Ismāʕīlī discussion of cos-
mogony in thirteenth-century Yemen for Alḥusayn b. ʕalī b. Alwalīd,Mabdaʔ 295|10|20, 309|11,
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A word should be said, before moving forward, on the explicit mention of
the involvement of divine will (irādah) in the act of creation, reflected here in
the formula «lammā arāda ḫalqa lʕālam» and repeatedly as irādah in NatPhil
2.3.1 There is no doubt that both in doctrine and in phraseology Alɂilbīrī draws
from Islamic traditionistic sources2 and that he does not share in the philosoph-
ical rejection of a volitional act of creation as seen, for instance, in the Arabic
Plotinus.3

3110; and still in the 15th. c. for Idrīs ʕimaddudīn, who devotes most of chapters 4‒8 of his
Zahru lmaʕānī to this question (Ġ 334‒6315). I have been unable to locate this exact phrase in
earlier sources (it seems to be unknown to the Iḫwān) and while its use in Natāʔiǧ may be
merely coincidental it might also be of some significance regarding the sectarian affinities of
its author.

1 For the sake of exhaustiveness let it be noted that god’s will is also mentioned in relation to
the testing of humanity («lammā arāda mina stiʕbādinā») in NatPhil 2.2 and to the appari-
tion of hours, days, months, and seasons («lammā arāda iḍ̱hāra ssāʕāti walʔayyāmi waššuhūri
walʔazmān») in NatPhil 3.9.

2 Cf. already «falammā arāda an yaḫluqa ssamawāti walʔarḍ» ascribed to Wahb b. Munabbih
(d. ca 728) in Abuššayḫ, ʕaḍ̱amah IX.41 [230] (M 60011); also Ibn Masʕūd (d. 653): «falammā
arāda an yaḫluqa lḫalq, aḫraja mina lmāʔi duḫānā» in Assuyūṭī, Hayʔah III [8] (H 926‒101);
and ʕumar «anna llāha lammā arāda an yaḫluqamin ḫalqihī mā ḫalaqa» in Ibn Ḥabīb, Taʔrīḫ
1417; or «lammā arāda llāhu taʕālā an yaḫluqa lʔašyāʔ» in Hayʔah III [29] (H 1210‒11). Even the
extension of this divine will to acts other than creation (as seen in the preceding footnote) has
exegetic precedents, cf. «lammā arāda llāhu an yuhlika qawma ʕād» in Assuyūṭī, Hayʔah VI
[8‒9] (H 2320‒241). On a side note, ʕarīb b. Saʕīd’s use of aḥabba in this context (cf. «inna llāha
[...] aḥabba an yaḫluqa» in Anwāʔ 1233) looks strangely like an interference of Romance querer
‘to wish, to want’ and also ‘to love’ (Corriente includes ‘to want’ amongst themeanings of this
verb in DAA 112a *{ḥbb} exclusively from Pedro de Alcalá’s dictionary).

3 According to that strand of Neoplatonism, creation/origination is an emanation from the ul-
timate cause by its very being (αὐτῷ τῷ εἴναι ≡ biʔinniyatihī), “the First Agent does not wish
(lam yaridu) the origination of intellect such that it comes about after an act of will (al-irādah)
because there was no willing (al-irādah) preceding its act. Rather, it would be a sign of de-
ficiency for there to be will (al-irādah) between it and its product” (Taylor 2012: 128). In the
encyclopaedia of the Iḫwān, accordingly, a volitional mode of creation is never explicitly men-
tioned, yet the order of the spheres is affirmed to ultimately reflect such a divine will: «kamā
arāda bāriʔuhā», cf. Rasāʔil XXXIII.1 (W 371‒2).
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For a literary echo of first-generation exegetical sources, see for instance Al-
masʕūdī’s transmission of a ḥadīṯ put in ʕalī’s mouth that contains this explicit
allusion to god’s will and also a diachronically interesting instance of the verb
abdaʕa in the context of cosmogonical origination:

Murūǧ I.3 (A I 323‒7 | M‒C I 557‒562)

الخلیقة تقدير شاء حين الله «إنّ قال: أنهّ  طالب أبي بن علي المؤمنين أمير عن ورُوي
السماء، ورفع الأرض دَحْو قبل كالهباء صُوَرٍ في الخلق نصب المبدعات، وإبداع البریةّ وذَرْء
ضیائه من قبسًا و[نزع] فلمع، نوره من نورًا فاتٔاح جبروته، وتوحُّد ملكوته انفراد في وهو

.« محمدّ نبينّا صورة ذلك فوافق الخفيةّ، الصور تلك وسط في النور اجتمع ثمّ فسطع.

.m-c فاساح فاتٔاح] | m-c وجه الله كرّم [ | m-c وذكر ي] ورُو

Once again, a close parallel for our text, both in context and in contents, is
found in Ibn Masarrah’s refutation, where the idea of divine will and divine
choice (iḫtiyār) are in fact central to his argumentation. Mark, moreover, the
prominence of the creational imperative kun, which is elsewhere a typical trait
of Ismāʕīlī cosmogony:1

Radd [52] (A IV 3827‒10)

فقوله الملك، وله الحقّ قوله فيكون. «كُنْ»، له: قال شيئاً، أراد إن أبدًا، وعزّ جلّ وهو،
كائناً؛ فيكون «كُنْ» بقوله كان شيئاً، أراد فإن وتقدّس. ربنّا جلاّ الفاصل الحكم وإرادته الحقّ
منه سـبقت التيّ الإرادة لأجل بالقول فاعل  الله إنّ فنقول يكون. لم شيئاً، يرُدِ لم وإن

الفعل». قبل

1 On Ibn Masarrah’s opinion about divine will, cf. further Radd [45‒46] (A IV 37814‒37911). Ac-
cording to Daiber 1986a: 289‒291, a key concept in the argument of the author of Radd is god’s
autarchy (αὐτάρκεια). When set against this traditionistic background, the coincidence with
the Ismāʕīlī concept of the creation process as “voluntaristic” (cf. Walker 1974: 8) becomes
certainly less significant even if it extends to the inclusion of the two key elements irādah and
kun (for which see below NatPhil 2.3).
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2.3— “Then”, the text follows, “God ruled [sās] it all through decree [alqaḍāʔ]
and predestination [alqadar], and it made predestination subservient [tābiʕ]
to power [alqudrah] and power submissive [munqād] to knowledge [alʕilm],1
knowledge being a foundation [uss] for the two of them, for predestination
and power emerge [ḫāriǧāni] from God’s knowledge and follow what comes
forth from Its hidden unseen [«limā ǧarā min maknūni ġaybihī»]. Will is what
perfects [mutimmah, perhaps originallymutammimah?] active generation [tak-
wīn], as no generated thing can ever be except by Its will and Its permission. It
is will that brings forth what is in knowledge and predestination”—as seen in Q
36:82‒83: “His command, when He desires a thing, is to say to it ‘Be’, and it is. So
glory be to Him, in whose hand is the dominion of everything, and unto whom
you shall be returned”.
In the hope that a further exploration into theological literature may shed

some light on this densely packed paragraph, let me point out a few items here.
First, theopeningof theparagraphmustbe a rewordingof apassage fromAlkindī’s
Tawḥīd (=Ūlā) that is not found in the unique extant copy of that treatise but is
preserved in Ibn ʕabdirabbih’s excerpt from it:

ʕiqd II 19515‒1964

أعني والقدر. بالقضاء مَسُوسٌ كلَُّه العالم أنّ «اعلم التوحید: من التاسع الفنّ في الكندي قال
خلق ثناؤه جلّ لأنهّ الكلّ. بِنية في وأتقن وأحكم أَصْلحَُ هو ممّا معلول لكلّ قُسم ما بالقضاء:
لمبدع الحكمة تمام (لأنّ الحكمة تامّ غير المختار كان فلمّا القدرة؛ بتمام ومختارًا مضترًّا وأبدع
الكلّّ بنيةَ ثناؤه جلّ ر فقَدَّ الكلّ. فساد فيه ممّا كثيرا لاختار واختیاره، أُطلق لو كان الكلّ)،
أصلح هو ما مقهور، غير ومشـیئته، بـإرادته يختار لبعض، سوانح بعضه فصيرّ محكماً، تقديرًا
جمیع ثناؤه جلّ ساس والقدر فبالقضاء القدر. هو السوانیح هذه فتقدير الكلّ. بنية في وأحكم
معلول كلّ أنّ فاتضّح نقص. ولا زللٌ یدخلها لا التيّ المتقنة المحكمة السـیاسة فهذه أبدع؛ ما
وأنّ باختیار. وبعضه باضطرار، ذلك بعض وأنّ عنها؛ خارج لا الأحوال من ُّه رَب له قسم فيما

فعل». منه، بالكُرْه لا وبـإرادته، اختار؛ قدََرِه سوانح عن المختار

معلول] | a مما هو] ما | ar-j لكّلّ بنیة الكلّ] بنیة | r-j تمام عن ⟨عاجزًا⟩ تامّ] غیر | r-j مفعول معلول]
.r-j – منه] | r-j – اختار] | r-j مفعول

1 The two manuscripts share a reading «العالم» here that makes no sense whether it represents
“theworld” or,much less likely, “the knowing one”. On the other hand, on strictly palaeographic
ground the word might be also read as qalam, but the passage bears no doctrinal resemblance
to such exegetical traditions as mention the Qalam in collocation with the Tablet (allawḥ) in a
similar creational context.
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The borrowing (or more precisely, the echo) is limited to the initial sentence
and our text does not provide enough grounds (at least I cannot find them) to
infer the author’s stance in the theological debate on qadar and determinism—
which can, therefore, be presumed to have been either in accordance to the
prevalent orthodoxy of his time or otherwise concealed in his laconicity. De-
pending on how the couple alqaḍāʔu walqadar is read one can presume a dis-
tinction between divine decree and predetermination as apparently implied in
the original source,1 or rather interpret them as a simple parasynonymical co-
ordination. The former option appears to be inferable from the fact that only
qadar is mentioned after the opening sentence, but this is an argument from
silence—and it must be emphasised that Alɂilbīrī deliberately omits the orig-
inal gloss that clarifiesAlkindī’s understanding ofqaḍāʔ. He further passes over
the true core of the discussion in his source, namely the question of choice and
compulsion (neither iḫtāra / iḫtiyār nor iḍṭarra / iḍṭirār are anywhere men-
tioned in Nat II.1). If my interpretation of this opening as a genuine echo of Ūlā
/ Tawḥīd is correct, it would confirm two of the main assumptions pointed out
so far: that the author is indeed exploiting philosophical materials (even if he
had accessed the fragment through the ʕiqd hemust have been aware of its ulti-
mate origin) and that he eschews, not without some skill, all theological debate
linked to the concepts with which he weaves his text.
Unlike in the original passage, on the other hand, a rather evident paral-

lelism with the Neoplatonic concept of emanation can be perceived in Natāʔiǧ
by which predetermination and power appear to have somehow substituted
for the Intellect and the Soul. The definition of god’s will as “the perfecter of
generation” (mutimmatu ttakwīn) and as “the bringer-into-being of what is in
Its knowledge and predetermination” confirms the suspicion of a theological-
philosophical blend.2 God’s will (irādah) and power (qudrah) are collocated by
Ibn Masarrah in Radd, but he does not provide any additional clues for our
text, as his argument focuses rather on causality and aims to establish that the
only true causes of creation are the will, the word (alqawl), and the power, not
1 A differential definition of qaḍāʔ and qadar is propounded also by the Iranian Ṣūfī scholar
ʕabdurrazzāqAlqašānī (d. ca 1230) inQaḍāʔ Proem (G 12‒22). On the complex subject of this
pair of concepts in the Islamic theological debate, cf. for instance a whole series of quaestiones
and a criticism of both the Muʕtazilah and the Qadariyyah in Almāturīdī, Tawḥīd III (T‒A
2951‒41424).

2 The significance of the explicit mention of god’s will has been duly emphasised above, as well
as the wide extension of the topos of referring to Q 36:82 in this context. On a tangential note,
according to a tradition put into circulation by Ibn ʕumar, there would be four exceptions
to the creation through the imperative kun: Adam, the Throne, the Qalam, and the Garden
of ʕadn, all of which god created with its own hands, cf. Abuššayḫ, ʕaḍ̱amah IX.24 [212] (M
5789‒5794); thence Assuyūṭī, Hayʔah I [6] (H 26‒7).
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their agent:
Radd [54] (A IV 38315‒16)

. علّةً فليس ذلك، محدث فامّٔا والقدرة؛ والقول الإرادة إلاّ الخلق علّة ليس لأنهّ

The scrutiny of these hints cannot be pursued further now, but I hope that
the sample provided here may spark the curiosity of the reader, particularly of
historians of Andalusī philosophy.
“Then He made all created beings subjected to sensation, perception, and

definition, homogenous and opposite. He made for them natures, elements,
worlds [ʕawālim], a beginning and an end, an ascent and a descent, and He
separated His attributes [ṣifāt] from His creatures”. A new pious expression is
complemented by Q 2:102‒103.
The reference to the separation of god’s attributes from the creatures is as

explicit as enigmatic to me, and it should be explored, of course, in light of
the theological debate on the divine attributes. In any case, it does not seem
to be related to the concept of simple, unqualified or attribute-less, being (in-
niyyatun faqaṭ) as expounded by Alkindī,1 and the formula is so ambiguous as
to make any comparison to parallel discussions extremely difficult.2 Needless
to say, what now may appear (especially to the uninitiated) as ambiguous or
cryptic need not have been so in the original time and space of the author.
The doctrine of themacrocosm (alʕālamu lkabīr ≡ μακρόκοσμος) and themi-

crocosm (alʕālamu ṣṣaġīr ≡ μικρόκοσμος) is then introduced in a direct remark
addressed to the reader: “If thou thinkst on this with thy brightest intellect and
thy purest thought, thou shalt find that theworld is divided in two: a greatworld
and a littleworld, a single one and a compoundone”. The singleworld is equated
with the great one, which is the closer world (dunyā) surrounding the human
being; whereas the little compound world is the human being contained in this
dunyā. Even if some melothesic information is introduced a little later (see be-
low NatPhil 3.2|5), this is as far as the explanation of the microcosmic idea goes
in our text. There is no need, therefore, to delve here into this concept, which
has been moreover extensively studied both regarding its earliest written man-
ifestations in ancient Mesopotamia and its Islamicate echoes.3 This analogy, at
1 A splendid analysis of this question is to be found in Adamson 2002: 300‒306.
2 Thus, does separation from the created beings imply that these attributes are not created or
rather that they are created then separated from creation? In the former scenario, a possible
parallel might be found in Andalus in Ibn Massarrah’s affirmation that the attributes of god
are not created (maḫlūqah) but rather originated (mubdaʕah) and made (maǧʕūlah) by god.
This point is echoed by Ibn Alɂuqlīšī in his Inbāʔ in a passage that Bellver translates into
English and which he shows as coincident with Radd [22] (A IV 3711‒13), cf. Bellver 2020: 337,
344.
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any rate, was accessible not only through philosophical texts (most particularly
in several epistles of the Iḫwān)1 but also in such fundamental medical com-
pendia as Aṭṭabarī’s Firdaws.2
After that allusion to the microcosm the text turns to the previously men-

tioned subject of divine predestination: “If thou thinkst on it all, thou shalt find
it ruled by decree and predestination, lead by knowledge and power...That is the
ordainingof theAll-mighty, theAll-knowing”. It certainly looks like our author did
like Alkindī’s phrase (it is the second time that he uses it in a few lines) but that
is all that he may have liked in that source, for the reiterated mention of knowl-
edge and power has nothing to do with the original context of that reference.
The exhortation to ponder on this matter goes further and involves all three

characteristic lexemes √fkr, √nḍ̱r, and √ʕbr, the application of which to the
object of sense-perception must lead to the recognition of the manifest indi-
cations of wisdom, production, composition, subjection, etc, all of which are
evidence, in turn, of the existence of a wise one, a producer, a creator.3 These

3 A monographic study of this concept in Plato’s Timaeus is conducted by Olerud 1951 from
the perspective of comparative mythology. The different versions of the microcosmic analogy
in the Iḫwān and in several related texts have been extensively studied in a wide context by
Nokso-Koivisto 2014 (cf. particularly a table containing all explicit instances of the concept in
that collection on page 54), and also with amore limited scope inMaukola 2009, and Nokso-
Koivisto and Svärd 2013. A reflection of the same primeval idea (apparently inherited from
Hellenistic sources) can be found in the Bundahišn, where the small world (gēhān ī kōdak)
and the great world (gēhān ī wuzurg) are dealt with in chapter 28 (cf. an English translation in
Agostini and Thrope 2020: 148‒153).

1 Cf. for instance Rasāʔil XXXIV.2 (P 582). Mark, however, that Natāʔiǧ shows no echo of the
related analogy of the macroanthropos, to which the Iḫwān devote a whole separate epistle,
cf.RasāʔilXXXIV (P 511‒1044); alsoRasXXXIII.1 (W3813‒15),where the idea is linked to the “Know
thyself” (Γνῶθι σαυτόν) maxim. The concept was integrated even into theological discussions,
cf. Almāturīdī, Tawḥīd Prologue (T‒A 678‒9), to the point that speculation on the macro- and
microcosm actually “grew into a special genre of literature” (Heinen 1982: 48).

2 The idea of the microcosm is hinted at by name in Aṭṭabarī, Firdaws Proem (Ṣ 313‒14) and the
universe is referred to as “the great world” (alʕālamu lkabīr) with no further elaboration in
Firdaws II.i.8 (Ṣ 434). The comparison of the human body to the universe, which is the reason
why humanswere called “the lesser world” (alʕālamu lʔaṣġar) is then developed in some detail
in Firdaws II.i.13 (Ṣ 491‒15). In view of the sources exploited by Aṭṭabarī, one should consider
a possible influence of either the original Hippocratic Περὶ ἑβδομάδων or its pseudo-Galenic
commentary, cf. the human being as «addunya ṣṣaġīrah» inAsabīʕ Proem (B 43‒4) and the pair
alʕalamu ṣṣaġīr / alʕalamu lʔakbar in Asabīʕ [1] (B 612‒13); cf. an analysis of the cosmology of
De hebdomadibus inWest 1971; and Craik 2015: 126‒128. An allusion (without further explana-
tion) to “this great world” and “this little world” is found also in Hārūniyyah I.ii.3 (G 5313‒14),
and Hārūniyyah I.ii.9 «waqad yušbihu raʔsuhu ssamāʔ, wariǧlāhu lʔarḍ, waʕaynāhu ššamsa
walqamar, wayamīnuhu lyaman [...] wyušbihu waǧhuhū wamustaqbaluhu lmašriq, waḫalfuhu
lmaġrib» (G 613‒5).

3 This evidential argument is a classical one anda closepartial parallel canbe found, for example,
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are, according to the author, the clearest probative evidence for (god’s) unicity
(waḥdāniyyah). The argument is expanded afterwards inNatPhil 2.4with regard
to the existence of the proof, where an effect or sign, a wall, and a fruit are taken
to be inferential indicators of the existence of their respective agents. A strik-
ingly similar passage is transmitted by Abuššayḫ, whichmust be interpreted as
proof of a lively and fruitful interface between a falsafah-influenced search for
knowledge and exegetical speculation:1

ʕaḍ̱amah II (M 2715‒2721)

متركبّةً مصوّرةً منضّدةً مجزّأةً مؤلفّةً مجموعةً مكنونةً مكوّنةً وجدها نفسه، إلى نظر إذا وذلك
تدبير وتجد — ن بمكوِّ إلاّ ن مكوَّ ولا بمدبِّر، إلاّ مدبَّر یوجد لا أنهّ فيعلم بعض، في بعضها
فوقه المسقفّ السقف وإلى وتقديرها، البناء حيطان إلى تنظر كما دالاًّ شاهدًا فيه المدبِّر
نظرت إذا الجسم، هذا فكذلك له. ويشهد بانیه على یدلّ ذلك فكلّ .[...] وعوارضه بجذوعه

علیه. دالّةً للمدبِّر، شاهدةً قائمةً فيه التدبير اثٓار وجدت فيه، وتفكرّت إلیه

Once again, the presence of some common key words (saḫḫara, ḏalla, ḏab-
bara) reveals a theological-philosophical approach to the argument, as shown
by the following passage by Almāturīdī:

Tawḥīd I (T‒A 12515‒1262)

علیه أهون ذلك لولا بما مذللاًّ به رًا مُسخَّ إلاّ وصفاته العالم أعیان من شيء یوجد لا ما مع
وقيامه، الغير غنى به يكون حتىّ التدبير يملك َّل المذل ر المسخَّ يكون أن يجوز ولا .[...] وألّذ
حاجاتهم وجوه علم عليماً ِّرًا مدب ذلك لكلّ أنّ ثبت خرَ. والسُّ نفسه عن الذلّة إزالة يملك ولا

أمرهم. جرى تدبيره على ِّرًا مدب كلهّ لذلك أنّ ثبت .[...] ذلك على فخلقهم وغناهم،

in Iḫwān, Rasāʔil XIX.11: «an taʕlama biʔanna ṣṣanʕata lmutqanata lā takūnu illā min ṣāniʕin
ḥakīm» (B 3168‒9); and again as «waʕlamanna lmaṣnūʕa lmuḥkama yadullu ʕalā ṣṣāniʕi lḥakīmi
waʔin kāna ṣṣāniʕu muḥtaǧiban ʕan idrāki lʔabṣār» in Rasāʔil XXI.1 (B 4138‒9).

1 In a similar vein, although drawing from different arguments, Abū Maʕšar states that the
knowledge of the workings of the stars leads to the confirmation of the existence of a unique
creator andhe validates his point through an explicit quote of “the Philosopher” (ie Aristotle)
on the ultimate mover, cf.Madḫal I.3 (B‒Y 901‒7).
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2.4—After having shown the evidence for the unicity of the creator, a new sub-
ject is introduced by “Know”: there are three different ways to ascertain the ex-
istence of beings. The word inherited by the author (for he does certainly not
innovate here) is wuǧūd, which is rather unfortunately ambiguous as to its va-
lency but here, as elsewhere, the context makes it sufficiently clear that a tran-
sitive meaning is implied. It is not “the existence of the five senses” (ie the fact
that the five senses exist) that is intended here, but rather “the (way of) find-
ing (out that something exists) through the five senses” (ie perception through
the senses or sense-perception). By the same token, the being of things can be
“found” through the intellect (ʕaql) and through demonstration or apodictic
reasoning (burhān). The two interpretations (ie the transitive and the intran-
sitive ones) or wuǧūd are, in fact, combined in this passage, as the senses, the
intellect, and apodictic reasoning find (ascertain or apprehend) the existence
(wuǧūd) of their respective objects. The latter are: (1) such things as can be rep-
resented, sensed, and perceived, in sum all sorts of generated things, in the case
of the five senses; (2) spiritual/immaterial substances, high sciences, and lofty
meanings or concepts, which are not embodied nor are they perceived by the
senses either through touch or colour but rather by the intellect; and (3) the
effect (aṯar) from which the existence of an effecter (muʔaṯṯir) is inferred, and
the wall that points towards (the existence of) a builder,1 and the fruit towards
a tree. The third and last way of perception corresponds to the existence of the
creator.
This short and dense paragraph, which is moreover quite clearly delimitated

in form and contents within NatPhil 2.3 contains what is probably the second
most arguable borrowing fromAlkindī’s treatise on the First philosophy. There
the philosopher of theArabs expounds, in a discontinuousmanner, howhuman
perception (alwuǧūdu lʔinsāniyyah) is in fact twofold, namely the perception
of the senses (wuǧūdu lḥawāss, later referred to as wuǧūdun ḥissī) and the per-
ception of intellect (wuǧūdu ʕaql, then wuǧūdun ʕaqlī), only to then mention
some pages later a third way of perception, that of demonstration (alwuǧūdu
lburhānī»).2 This essential identicality in doctrine and particularly in terminol-
1 The example of the wall is a recurrent one in the Helleno-Islamicate philosophical tradition.
It is one of the examples of evidentiality (alongside thunder and lightning, and smoke) for
Abū Maʕšar, Madḫal III.2 (B‒Y 23213); cf. also Ibn Rušd’s short commentary on Aristotle’s
Rhetoric, which I quote here from its English translation: “Then, too, certainty about the essen-
tial existence of sense-perceived thingsmay result through the syllogism; an example of that is:
“This wall is built; thus, it has a builder.” However, the essential form of the particular builder
does not result through it” (Butterworth 1977: 75). For essentially the same idea of inferen-
tiality conveyed by different examples, cf. for instance Almāturīdī, Tawḥīd I (T‒A 9318‒23).

2 Cf. Ūlā 194‒2112 and 2511‒19. I adhere here to Rashed’s and Jolivet’s translation of wuǧūd as
‘perception’, which has the disadvantage of being the usual rendering of idrāk. If on an episte-
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ogy can hardly be due to coincidence. We now, moreover, that this particular
point in Ūlā / Tawḥīd drew the attention of his Andalusī refuter, who repro-
duced it extensively and even provided a convenient recapitulation of the in-
tended meaning of some of the passages in form of authorial glosses:

Radd [5‒6|11] (A IV 36412‒16, 3651‒2, 3666‒9)

الطبیعة من أقرب الثاني والوجود .[...] الحواسّ وجود أحدهما وجودان: الإنسانيّ «الوجود
وأنّ الأشخاص، تجد الحواسّ أنّ هذا: اختصار — «[...] العقل. وجود وهو عناّ، وأبعد

المعاني. يجد العقل
لكلّ ليس لأنهّ بالبرهان، موجودًا عقليّ مطلوب كلّ ليس لأنهّ [...] البرهانيّ «الوجود [...]

برهان». شيء

Given that this theory is not, after all, an original contribution by Alkindī
but, asmost of his philosophical ideas, an elaboration of Graeco-Arabic sources,
one might suspect that this might a new instance of parallel transmission from
a common source rather than dependence of one author from the other. Now,
the Iḫwān’s paraphrase of the same idea suggests that the particular wording
shared by Natāʔiǧ and Ūlā but not by Rasāʔil must be considered compelling
evidence for a closer genetic link between the former two texts. The Iḫwān, in
fact, feature a semantically unambiguous action noun wiǧdān and appear to
represent a genuinely parallel reworking of the some materials ultimately re-
lated to those used by Alkindī:1

mological level this may be unproblematic (see below a quote from Ibn Rušd in which idrāk is
used in this exact same context), I have avoided this correspondence in my own paraphrase in
order tomirror the author’s differential use of adraka andwaǧada. When translating this locus
in Alkindī’s text Ivry renders the original Arabic also as “perception”, the three modes being
“sensory perception”, “perception of the soul”, and “apodictical perception” (the latter glossed
as “a demonstrative ‘finding’ or apprehension”), cf. Ivry 1974: 133, 137, 141. It is also “percep-
tion”, alongside “finding”, that translates wuǧūd in the commentary on this passage in Adam-
son 2007: 88‒90. It is not a simple problem of translation: the ambiguity of Arabic wuǧūd was
so problematic for Arabic-speakers themselves that some of them avoided it at all costs and
coined huwiyyah in its stead according to Alfārābī, Ḥurūf I.15 (M 11413‒11512).

1 Cf.Walker’s translation (onpage 118) “Know that eachhumanbeing is a thing, and thus finding
it to exist is not free from one of three processes: either it is by a faculty of sense perception
[...]; or it is by an intellectual faculty, which involves pondering, deliberation, understanding,
discrimination, true conjecture, and pure reason; or it is bymeans of necessary demonstration
[...] There is no other way for humans to know what is known other than these three”.
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Rasāʔil XXXV.2 (W 1074‒10)

إمّا الثلاث: رُق الطُّ إحدى من يخلو لا وجدانه فإنّ شيئاً، البشر من واحد كلّ أنّ واعلم
هي التيّ العقلیّة القوّة بـإحدى وإمّا الحواسّ؛ رسالة في بينّاّ كما الحسّاسة، القوى بـإحدى
الضروريّ، البرهان بطریق وإمّا الصافي؛ والذهن الصادق والوهم والتمیيز والفهم والرؤیة الفكر
المعلومات إلى طریق للإنسان وليس الاسـتدلال. بطریق هي التيّ البراهين رسالة في بينّاّ كما

الثلاثة. الطرق هذه غير

In order to reach more solid conclusions with regard to the exact nature of
the relationship that obtains amongst the aforementioned texts (and others
that may probably emerge from further exploration), the ultimate Aristotelian
sourceof this doctrine shall have tobeexamined,whichmeans checkingAlkindi’s
account against the background of the Posteriora analytica and De sensu et sen-
sili (probably also De anima).1 For the time being, however, one can admit that
it is virtually impossible to arrive to the concise and clear definitions of the
three ways of finding out the existence of beings expounded in Natāʔiǧ from
Alkindī’s convoluted philosophical discourse without a hermeneutical effort
on the part of the borrower. If Ūlā is, as it seems to be, directly or indirectly
the source for Alɂilbīrī, then the Andalusī physician ought to be credited with
having provided a clarification that improves considerably the readability of the
original—and in this he may be compared with the didactic conciseness of the
author of Radd.

2.5—Theexpositionof the fundamentals of natural philosophyendsona some-
what initiatic tone with an encouragement for those that wish to devote them-
selves to this precious wisdom and to the interpretation of this lofty creation
to apply themselves to thinking and contemplating. The reward of such a task
could not be described inmore encomiastic terms by the author and overall the
passage is by no means a text filler but provides additional proof that he knows
his prose and that he has some intellectual aspirations and metaphysical lean-
ings. As far as the contents of this exhortation are concerned, there are some
expectable coincidences with such propaedeutic texts as the Iḫwān’s Rasāʔil,
1 In the commentary on Alkindi’s Ūlā Ivry points to Post. anal. 72a1‒5 (= I.2) for the idea of the
two human ways of perception; Post. anal. 71b20 for the perception of the soul; and Post. anal.
72b18 (= I.3) for apodictic perception, cf. Ivry 1974: 133, 137, 141; the Arabic translation is avail-
able in Aristotle, Burhān I.1‒2 (B 3292‒3383). The question of sense-perception (αἴσθησις ≡
mostly idrāk but seemingly alsowuǧūd in some loci) is dealt with at some length in Sens. et sen-
sil. as reflected particularly in Ibn Rušd, Ḥiss I (G 286‒316, 4710‒481). A summary of a doctoral
dissertation on the only known copy of the original translation of the latter text is provided
by Hansberger 2010: 143‒162, but precisely in the acephalous fragment transmitting the first
book there is “nothing that would amount to a translation or paraphrase of any passage in De
sensu”.
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yet the characteristicmotif of the ascent ismissing (unless one is willing to read
a great deal into the adjective rafīʕah and the verb yasmū), nor is there any al-
lusion to a ladder or steps as in Ibn Masarrah.1

2.6—Adouble epilogue closes the segment. First, the author asserts how, were
it not for his addressee’s dislike of prolixity and verboseness, he would have
caused him to be grateful and fully satisfied by writing extensively on the com-
position, classification, division, and order of the worlds, as well as on the spe-
cific properties, natures, benefits, anddangers of animals. Then, a standard tran-
sitional sentence («wahāḏā ḥīna naṣīru ilā raġbatika min waṣfi lʔazmāni alʔar-
baʕah...») describes with remarkable detail the contents of the following seg-
ment NatPhil 3.

1 For the ladder of ascension in Ibn Masarrah as a possible echo of Iḫwān, cf. de Callataÿ
2014: 270‒276.
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5.4 NatPhil 3— The four seasons: cosmic and physiological correspondences

3.1 — The explanation of cosmic time is introduced with a new reference to
the agreeing authority of past sages and outstanding philosophers: “the year
[sanah] consists of twelve months that are divided [maqsūmah]1 according to
the twelve signs of the zodiac [burūǧu lfalak], which are prior to the year and
time itself, for the days, the weeks, and the seasons are a consequence [natīǧah]
of the course [ǧary] of the Sun, theMoon, and all the other planets through the
twelve signs that are arranged [murattabah] in the lofty regions of the sky and
the quarters of the sphere”.
Describing time itself as a consequence (mark the insistence on philosophi-

cal terminology) of the movement of celestial bodies (in NatPhil 3.9 the author
actually identifies the latter as the causes of time) is once again positively re-
lated to philosophical matters (it can be linked to the classical discussion on
movement and time, which is otherwise absent from this section) but the sub-
ject was at the same time also an object of inquiry for Islamic cosmology. The
coordination of the characteristically lexicographic/ḥadīṯic phrase “the lofty re-
gions of the sky”2 and the astronomical term “quarters of the sphere”3 is quite
telling of this interface and the passage, like most of Nat II.1, can be qualified as
Islamic knowledge in falsafī garb.Moreover, inwhat concerns the seasons of the
year (azmān / azminah, singular zaman / zamān, which like Syriac ܙܒܢܐ is the

1 Although qasama (and also inqasama) has elsewhere in this subsection a more astrological
meaning ‘to assign’, ‘to allot’ (for which see below NatPhil 3.2) and it has previously appeared
with a cosmogonical sense, it is clear from the context that a simple temporal division or seg-
mentation of the year is intended here. Cf. for instance «waḏālīka anna manāzila lqamari [...]
qusimat ʕalā lburūǧ» in Ibn Ḥabīb, Nuǧūm 17418.

2 Both ʕanānu ssamāʔ (meaning either ‘whatever appears to the sight of the sky’ or ‘clouds’) and
aʕnānu ssamāʔ its ‘regions’ or ‘cardinal points’ («nawāḥīhā») are recorded by Alḫalīl b. Aḥ-
mad in ʕayn I 9013‒17 s.r. ;عن√ cf. also AbūḤanīfah apud Ibn Sīdah,Muḫaṣṣaṣ IX 91‒2 (also apud
Ibn ʕāṣim, cf. Forcada 1993: 51). The two appear as transmissional variants in ḥadīṯ, cf. Abū
ʕubayd Alharawī, Ġarīb [769] (Š V 983‒8). The latter (which is the one used by Alɂilbīrī)
is documented in Andalus since Ibn Ḥabīb, Taʔrīḫ [75] (A 395); also Ibn Baškuwāl, Qurbah
[48] (P 437). Incidentally, although the semantic shift (rather extension) is quite self-evident,
the meaning ‘clouds’ (saḥāb) seems to be borne out by its cognates in Syriac ܢܢܐ (cf. Payne
Smith,Thesaurus 2923; Brockelmann‒Sokoloff, Lexicon 1118a) and also in TanakhicHebrew
עָנָן (eg in Ez 30:18, Hos 6:4).

3 Four quarters of the orb/sphere (eastern, southern, western, and northern) of 90° each are de-
scribed in Iḫwān, Rasāʔil III.11 (R‒M 536‒544) and a fourfold division of the sphere related to
the four quarters of the earth is reiterated in Rasāʔil XX.5 (B 3712‒3). A mention and then a full
description of these quarters is transmitted also by Abū Maʕšar, Madḫal II.6|7 (B‒Y 2103‒4,
2161‒7) and Muḫtaṣar 1 (B‒Y‒Y 281‒8); also Alqābiṣī, Madḫal 140‒44 (B‒Y‒Y 22). For the Hel-
lenistic precedents of this doctrine, cf. the τεταρτημόρια in Paul of Alexandria, Isagogica [7]
(B 201‒213) and even earlier in Ptolemy, Apotelesmatica I.13 (B‒B 355‒10).
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exact same word meaning also ‘time’, cf. also the wide semantic spectrum cov-
ered inGreek by both χρόνος andὥρα) an additional ingredient for this amalgam
is provided by the Hippocratic explicit link between astronomical phenomena
and seasonal changes, the latter being in turn responsible for changes in human
physiology:1

Aer. aqu. et loc. 2 (D 2613‒21 | L II 1410‒20)

εἰδὼς γὰρ τῶν ὡρέων τὰς μεταβολὰς
καὶ τῶν ἄστρων τὰς ἐπιτολάς τε καὶ
δύσιας κατότι ἕκαστον τούτων γίνε-
ται προειδείη ἂν τὸ ἔτος ὁκοῖόν τι μέλ-
λει γίγνεσθαι. οὕτως ἄν τις ἐννοεύ-
μενος καὶ προγινώσκων τοὺς καιροὺς
μάλιστ᾽ ἂν εἰδείη περὶ ἑκάστου καὶ
τὰ πλεῖστα τυγχάνοι τῆς ὑγιείης καὶ
κατ᾽ ὀρθὸν φέροιτο οὐκ ἐλάχιστα ἐν
τῇ τέχνῃ. εἰ δὲ δοκέοι τις ταῦτα μετε-
ωρολόγα εἶναι, εἰ ⟨μὴ⟩ μετασταίη τῆς
γνώμης, μάθοι ἄν, ὅτι οὐκ ἐλάχιστον
μέρος συμβάλλεται ἀστρονομίη ἐς ἰη-
τρικήν, ἀλλὰ πάνυ πλεῖστον· ἅμα γὰρ
τῇσιν ὥρῃσι καὶ αἱ κοιλίαι μεταβάλ-
λουσι τοῖσιν ἀνθρώποισιν.

Aṭṭabarī, Firdaws VII.iii.1 (Ṣ 5417‒10)

علّة هي وغروبها الكواكب طلوع إنّ أیضًا قال
تغيرُّ ⟨علّة⟩ هو الأزمان وتغيرُّ الأزمان، تغيرُّ

الأبدان.

.ṣ هى ⟨علةّ⟩] هو

Bilādiyyah 137‒151

من هي ذكرنا التيّ الأشـیاء نّ اْْ أحدٌ ظنّ فإن
سـیعلم فإنهّ وصدّقه، به فاقٔرّ العلويّ العلم
علم من صغير بجزء ليس النجوم علم أم
بعض في تتغيرّ الناس بطون أن وذلك الطبّ.

الأزمنة.

More straightforward definitions of the seasons (and, overall, of the different
units of time) were also available which did not include explicitly the words
‘consequence’ or ‘cause’:2

1 The first segment of the Arabic translation of this fragment in Bilādiyyah 132‒6 deviates widely
from the original Greek. The same locus is quoted,with slight variations, no less than four times
by AbūMaʕšar in his philosophical defence of star-lore, cf.Madḫal I.2 (B‒Y 5418‒562), I.5 (B‒Y
1261‒4), III.3 (B‒Y 25612‒2583), and especially the only instance in which the whole passage is
explicitly quoted from Hippocrates’ Ahwiyah inMadḫal I.5 (B‒Y 1406‒7).

2 Cf. also time being “the path [masīr] of the Sun within its sphere” in Aṭṭabarī, Firdaws I.i.9 (Ṣ
207‒8); or even a “number ofmovements”, cf. «ʕadadu ḥarakāti lʔaflāki wannayyirāt» in Firdaws
I.i.9 (Ṣ 2118‒19), and an abridged version of the same formula «ʕadaduḥarakāti lfalak» in Firdaws
II.ii.5 (Ṣ 7020‒21), for which cf. Aristotle’s definition of time as «ʕadadu ḥarakati lfalak» in
Aetius Arabus 2014.
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Aṭṭabarī, Firdaws II.i.18 (Ṣ 587‒10)

كما هو إنماّ حال، إلى حال من الزمان وتغيرُّ والمواقيت والساعات والدهور والشهور فالأزمنة
فتبارك — فلكها في ونقبلها الشمس وتحريكه دونه ما وتحريكه الأعظم الفلك بحركات ترى

الخالقين. أحسن الله

A description of the sphere as muntiǧ of winter and summer in the pseudo-
Galenic commentary on Hippocrates,De septimanis offers an interesting term
of comparison for our author’s use of natīǧah:

Pseudo-Galen, Asabīʕ [4] (B 102‒6)

إلاّ الفصول؛ وبقيةّ والصیف الشـتاء علّة هو والنجوم البروج فيه الّذي الفلك إنّ الانٓ ونقول
والصیف، الشـتاء مسلك إنهّ أبقراط قال فلـلك الأقصى. العالم ذلك في يسلك الفلك هذا أنّ

والصیف للشـتاء المنتج البروج لفلك حامل لكنهّ والصیف؛ للشـتاء علّة أنهّ ليس

Then, the enumeration of the zodiacal signs (burūǧ ≡ ζῴδια) in our text re-
veals a peculiar nomenclature that must probably be interpreted as a geolectal
marker, as the same synonyms are well attested in Andalus in the 9th and 10th
centuries. Thus, Aries is referred to as Alkabš rather than as Alḥamal, the for-
mer being actually closer to Greek Κριός ‘ram’; Gemini as Attawʔamān, not as
Alǧawzāʔ, yet bothmirror Δίδυμοι ‘twins’; and Virgo asAlʕaḏrāʔ, a literal render-
ing of Παρθένος ‘maiden’, unlike standard Assunbulah, which corresponds ety-
mologically to Spica (α Virginis). This feature is analysed in some detail along-
side other Andalusī features in Chapter 9.
3.2—“The first sign is Aries [Alkabš], which is assigned [or allotted,munqasim]1
to the head of the sphere and also to the head of humans. It was in Aries that
the Sun started its course at the beginning of creation and whenever it arrives
[ḥallat] in Aries it is spring. The last sign is Pisces [Alḥūt], which is assigned to
the end, rear, and extreme of the sphere, and it is likewise assigned to the feet of
humans. When the Sun arrives in Pisces in the month of March [Mārs] it is the
end of the year and of winter. When it has passed through it and arrives in the
head of Aries, it is spring, which is the first season, the most splendorous to the
1 Asmentioned above, qasama and inqasama (particularly as a non-agentive participlemaqsūm
/ munqasim) conveys throughout NatPhil 3, especially when combined with preposition li‒,
an unmistakably astrological meaning that mirrors (or perhaps rather translates) Greek ἀπο-
μερίζω, cf. ἀπομεμερισμένον (followed by a dative) in reference to the winds in Paul of Alexan-
dria, Isagogica [2] (B 32‒3). In the same text ἀποκληρόω is also sporadically used with the same
meaning. This is, in fact, a specialisation of the basic meaning ‘to divide’, ‘to distribute’, also ‘to
allot’, but so far I have found no parallel for this exact phraseology in the Islamicate astrological
corpus.
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soul and the most pleasing to nature. The twelve months are assigned to these
twelve signs, which are their origin and element [ormatter, ʕunṣur], for they are
prior to them, since the element/matter of a thing is prior to that thing and its
cause exists before that caused thing”.
This passage is quite representative of the confluence of traditions reflected

in the second main segment of Natural Philosophy. There is that peculiar
polygenetic blend of undifferentiated astronomy and astrology so characteris-
tic of early Islamicate star-lore, the strictly astrological ingredient being actu-
ally limited in our text to a few bits of cosmological and human physiological
matters (prediction is nowhere to be found here, not even in the form of medi-
cal prognostication). Then there is the philosophical approach, which is notice-
able in the above paragraph in the statement about the chronological priority
of simple elements and causes over compound bodies and caused things. It can
be compared with the Aristotelian maxim about the overall (and particularly
epistemological) priority of causes over effects:

AbūMaʕšar,Madḫal I.4 (B‒Y 9211‒12)

بالمرتبة. منه أقدمُ علتُّه معلول، كلُّ إنّ قال حيث الفيلسوف قول نذكر فإنّا

Just like before in NatPhil 2, the exposition is punctuated by Islamic (usu-
ally Qurʔānic) references, and terminology is overall standard but not entirely
devoid of interest, especially with regard to some localisms and some possible
flashes of the author’s own idiolect. As for the contents, a more complete ac-
count of melothesia is provided below in NatPhil 3.5 and the motif of the begin-
ning of creation is also developed in some detail in 3.9‒10.
According to Alɂilbīrī, then, “these twelve signs of the zodiac, which are the

cause and the element/matter of time, are arranged [murattabah] in the great
sphere1 and they are assigned [maqsūmah] to the four regions [aqṭār] and car-
dinal directions [nawāḥin] of the earth, its winds, the elements, and seasons,
as well as the human natures. Because the four natures of the human being
(namely the two biles [almirratān], phlegm, and blood) were created from the
four elements [ʕanāṣir] and these four elements, as well as the twelve signs of
the zodiac, the mansions, the seven planets, and all other bodies in the sphere
[alʔaǧrāmu lfalakiyyah] and the two shiny luminaries [annayyirān] that are in
the sphere,2 they were all created from the simple [basīṭah] natures. The four
1 All references in NatPhil 3‒4 are to a singular sphere (falak), which is explicitly identified with
the “great sphere” or the “sphere of the zodiacal signs” (ie the eighth or englobing one in the
classical description of the structure of the universe), in striking contrast to the plural previ-
ously seen in NatPhil 2.2. The author may have found unnecessary to mention the individual
spheres of the planets as this information did not contribute substantially to his discourse.
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directions [ǧihāt] and the four winds that descend from them, and the twelve
signs of the zodiac, in turn, were created to strengthen those four elements
(namely earth, water, air, and fire) that are the origin [aṣl] and the element/mat-
ter of created beings, for these four are the elements of animals, the “mothers”
[ummahāt] of the human being,1 and the origins [uṣūl] of the four bodily na-
tures [ṭabāʔiʕ]. Thus, black bile was created from the element of earth; phlegm,
from the element of water, which is its origin [aṣl] and kind [ǧins]; blood, from
the element of air; yellow bile, from the element of fire”.
This second segment of the epigraph deserves some remarks. If the general

framework is for the most part essentially identical to what can be found in
any other account of thesematters in the early Islamicate tradition (which shall
become clearer a little later when parallels for virtually of these doctrines are
quoted below), there are nonetheless a few features that are either less common
or plainly idiosyncratic.
Thus, ʕunṣur for ‘element’ (στοιχεῖον) in reference to earth, water, air, and fire,

is common usage, and so is its synonym ummahāt ‘mothers’,2 but Alɂilbīrī ap-
pears todiffer from the standard terminological tradition that calls the twobiles,
phlegm, and blood “humours” (aḫlāṭ ≡ χυμοί).3 As amatter of fact, he rather op-
2 The two manuscripts agree on transmitting a dual «النيرّان» (ie the Sun and the Moon) and the
context seems to confirm their reading. The qualifiers that follow could be interpreted syntacti-
cally as related to the whole series but on semantical grounds they aremore likely linked to the
last-mentioned luminaries, in which case the plural instead of a dual would be non-normative
but yet relatively well documented, cf. the remark on «samakatāni mukawkabah» in Daiber
1980: 285. The Sun and the Moon are frequently distinguished from other planets precisely
as annayyirān, cf. for instance Iḫwān, Rasāʔil III.6|28 (R‒M 432, 996‒7). Let it be noted, how-
ever, that Aṭṭabarī uses quite consistently a plural nayyirāt throughout Firdaws (cf. 195|18, 2018,
2119|22‒25, 5413|24; and particularly «aššamsa wannayyirāt» in 499) and it cannot be totally ruled
out that the dual in Natāʔiǧmight have its origin in a misreading.

1 The “four mothers” are mentioned also by Aṭṭabarī, Firdaws VII.iii.1 (Ṣ 54214|15|16). The same
four elements are also styled “mothers” in Rasāʔil XVI.2 (B 692), XIX.13 (B 3428‒9), and specifi-
cally “universal mothers” (alʔummahātu lkulliyyāt) in Rasāʔil XVII.2 (B 1568‒1576). The expres-
sion (which is notwithout parallels, cf.ܐܡܐor μήτηρ) is idiomatic inArabicwith anon-genetic
but still similar sense, cf. for instance the four cardinal winds being alluded to as “the mothers
of winds” by IbnQutaybah inAnwāʔ [188] (H 1584‒8), whence ʕarīb b. Saʕīd,Anwāʔ 12913‒1301.

2 Curiously enough, however, the word arkān that features in the rubric of this segment along-
side (and therefore apparently as a non-synonym of) ʕanāṣir is never used again. Each of the
four elements is usually referred to also as ʕunṣur by Aṭṭabarī, cf. for instance Firdaws I.i.9 (Ṣ
219‒10), but he occasionally alludes to them as “compound natures” too, as in Firdaws I.i.3 (Ṣ
1118‒122). For the Iḫwān, in turn, arkān is the most usual denomination of the four elements,
as for example, with a variable order in the enumeration, in Rasāʔil III.1 (R‒M 141), XVII.14 (B
1821‒2), XVIII.1 (B 1856‒7), XIX.2 (B 2512‒3, 2532‒3), XXXIIa.1 (W 78‒9), XXXIII.5 (W 423‒4). It is also
arkānu lǧasad that ʕarīb b. Saʕīd uses in Anwāʔ 1557.

3 For the four aḫlāṭ, cf. Iḫwān, Rasāʔil III.1 (R‒M 142‒3) and XXXIIa.1 (W 79‒10); for the ṭabāʔiʕ,
cf. Rasāʔil III.1 (R‒M 141‒2) and XXXIIa.1 (W 77‒9).
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poses “simple natures” (which, onemust infer, are hotness, coldness, moistness,
and dryness)1 to the four “human bodily [ǧismāniyyah] natures” (ie the four hu-
mours). Besides, there is a possibility that in some instances the singular ʕunṣur
might actually refer to ‘matter’ (ὕλη), which would certainly make better sense
of some apparently redundant loci in which the elements or one single element
are affirmed to be “the element” of something else.2 In order to preserve the am-
biguity of the original, however, and since ‘matter’ is never mentioned as such
in the whole book (except perhaps in these few loci), I have avoided imposing
this interpretation ontomy paraphrase of the text. Be it as it may, given that this
terminology is probably source-dependent and that there is some fluctuation in
this regard in the early tradition,3 the assessment of the extent of the author’s
peculiarity shall have to be conducted when a wider corpus is examined in the
future.
On theotherhand, cosmological analogies basedon thenumber four as those

consistently expounded in our text were particularly cherished by physicists
(ṭabīʕiyyūn≡φυσικοί)4 and this is not the only place inNatāʔiǧ inwhich an echo
of such doctrines is incorporated into the author’s discourse. Some concrete ex-
amples are to be found below, and inNat II.2 Therapeutics themacrostructure
of the section is indeed explicitly arranged according to a quadripartite division
of the human body.

1 Cf. the same concept of “simple natures” in Aṭṭabarī, Firdaws I.i.3 (Ṣ 1118‒122), where they are
explicitly opposed to “compound natures”, which are the four elements. For Abū Maʕšar the
“natures” (unqualified) are fire, air, earth, and water, cf. Madḫal I.2|3 (B‒Y 542‒7, 8010‒11), then
a little later he refers to these for elements more conventionally as arkān, cf.Madḫal I.5 (B‒Y
1082|5), but alʔarkānu lmufradah are hotness, coldness, moistness, and dryness inMadḫal II.5
(B‒Y 2042‒3). The four elements (water, earth, air, and fire) are labelled aṭbiʕah in the prole-
gomena to Hārūniyyah I.i (G 459‒10), but then as ustuqussāt a few lines later (G 477); whereas
the four ṭabāʔiʕ are the four bodily humours inHārūniyyah I.iii.1|2|3 (G 655, 714|14 drawing from
Hippocrates, 736, 751).

2 According to the Glossarium Græco-Arabicum, ʕunṣur renders indeed ὕλη particularly in the
Arabic translations of Aristotle’sDe caelo and of Pseudo-Plutarch’s Placita philosophorum
(= Aetius Arabus).

3 The four humours are calledmizāǧāt by Aṭṭabarī, cf. Firdaws Proem (Ṣ 46) and also in Firdaws
II.i.8 (Ṣ 4211‒23), which is quoted below.

4 Cf. Iḫwān, Rasāʔil XXXIIa.1 (W 87‒8), where the arithmetical preferences of several epistemic
schools are echoed.
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3.3— The principle of analogy is stated according to which “the four human
natures [now aṭṭabāʔiʕu lʔinsāniyyah] resemble the nature of the element from
which they were created. Black bile [mirratun sawdāʔ ≡ μέλαινα χολή] is cold,
dry, thick, heavy, dreggy or dusty [ʕakirah], earthy, for it was created from the
element of earth, which is cold and dry too, thick and dusty—it is the thick-
est and heaviest element, indeed, and for that reason it became the bottom of
the world and was placed thus by the creator so that it might be “a fixed place”
[qarār, a reference to Q 27:61 and 40:64]”. A much shorter explanation is pro-
vided for phlegm (balġam≡ φλέγμα), whereas in the case of blood (dam≡ αἷμα)
a new cosmological comparison is made with air, “which is the life of animals
through breathing just like blood is the life of humans”. The comparison goes
further with a simile drawn between humans dying when air is lacking and a
lamp becoming extinguished in the absence of oil, “for blood is to the spirit as
clean oil to the lamp; and air is to the spirit as the wind that gives life to fire”.
The association of yellow bile (mirratun ṣafrāʔ ≡ ξάνθη χολή) to fire also calls

for a macrocosm-microcosm comparison: “just like the sun makes the atmo-
sphere [alǧaww] subtle, hot, and lively, so does yellow bile heat the body inwin-
ter, and subtilises thick superfluities, and prevents phlegmatic chymes [kīmūsāt
≡ χυμοί] from full development and exacerbation, which they would reach be-
cause of the winter cold that strengthens them”. Monotheistic dogma surfaces
again when the creator is credited with putting the hot and dry yellow bile in
winter as a counterpart (munāḍ̱irah) and antagonist (munāziʕah) to phlegm,
while It put the cold and moist phlegm in summer as a counterpart to the heat
of the yellow bile and of the season—all for the benefit of humankind. Then It
put thehot andmoist blood in autumnas a counterpart of theblackbile, and the
cold and dry black bile in spring as a counterpart to blood (the twomanuscripts
read “phlegm” here). For black bile opposes (muqāwimah) blood in spring just
like blood opposes it in autumn;while yellowbile opposes and acts as a counter-
part of phlegm inwinter with its heat and dryness just like phlegm opposes it in
summer with its cold and moistness. Such is the established order (ḥukm) with
regard to the four elements, cardinal points, and winds, “that is the ordaining of
the All-mighty, the All-knowing”.
The most remarkable feature of this passage, other than the obvious theistic

teleology that underpins it, is probably its syntactically convoluted form, which
resulted in severe mistransmission, both misreading and lipography being rep-
resented in a few lines. What Alɂilbīrī expounds in a somewhat verbose man-
ner is, after all, what in more didactic and user-friendly text would probably be
conveyed in tabularised form.
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3.4—The next two paragraphs are introduced by the discourse marker ṯumma.
“Then the creator put the four elements, the four cardinal points, and the four
winds in analogical correspondence [munāsabah ≡ ἀναλογία] to the natures of
the human being so that theymight strengthen them. For every nature, cardinal
point, and wind of the world strengthens its genus [ǧins, here and elsewhere
probably in the sense of ὁμογενής] and its correlate [naḍ̱īr] amongst the four
natures of the human being”.
“The four natures were also assigned [qusimat] to the twelve signs of the zo-

diac and to the four seasons that follow them”. These correspondences are speci-
fied: windy (rīḥiyyah) signs of the zodiac, the eastern direction, the easternwind
(ṣabā), air, and spring are all assigned or allotted (munqasimah) to blood and
they are its counterparts (naḍ̱īrah). Fiery signs, the qiblah (ie the south), the
southernwind, elementary fire, and summer, are assigned to yellowbile.Watery
signs, the southern direction, the †northern [thus in both manuscripts] wind,
elementary water, and winter, to phlegm. Finally, earthy (turābiyyah) signs, the
western side, thewesternwind (dabūr), elementary earth, and autumn, to black
bile.
Such cosmological correspondences are well documented in the early Islam-

icate tradition and there is a number of sources fromwhich the authormayhave
drawn this knowledge, although I have been as yet unable to locate any text that
collects in one single paragraph the same data as Natāʔiǧ. Let it be noted that
even if our author’s classification is humour-centred (ie it specifies all the ele-
ments of the universe that correspond to each one of the four humours), it is by
the mention of groups of zodiacal signs that each enumeration begins, which
might point towards some astrological treatise as the ultimate source of this in-
formation. Now, the most complete extant account of the natures (ṭabāʔiʕ) of
the signs of the zodiac is the one compiled by Abū Maʕšar (d. 886) and which
is widely reported (directly or indirectly, and some cases perhaps even inde-
pendently from parallel sources) by later authors of all sorts of genres. The ana-
logical association of the signs to elements, humours, winds, etc are recorded
separately in his greatMadḫal but this information is conveniently collected in
a single compact epigraph inhis ownabridgement,which shall be quotedbelow
when commenting on themelothesia1 andwhich does definitely not contain all
the data found here in NatPhil 3.4.
An attempt to explain this catalogue of associations in our text is to be found

below in the commentary to 4.1‒4, where essentially the same lists are noted
down for the description of each human humour, but there is one particular
1 Cf. AbūMaʕšar,Muḫtaṣar 1 (B‒Y‒Y 1414‒245); Alqābiṣī,Madḫal 1.162‒194 (B‒Y‒Y 34‒36); and see
below NatPhil 4.1.1 too.
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aspect that can be dealt with here. In Helleno-Islamicate astrology each one of
the twelve signs of the zodiac is associated to one of the four elements: Aries,
Leo, and Sagittarius to fire; Taurus, Virgo, and Capricorn to earth; Gemini, Libra,
and Aquarius to air; Cancer, Scorpio, and Pisces to water. The signs that share
an association to a common element are thus grouped into triplicities (muṯal-
laṯāt), which are in fact the ones alluded to in our text as fiery, earthy, windy, and
watery.1 Now, the qualifications rīḥiyyah and turābiyyah here in NatPhil 3.4 and
again below in 4.1.1|4.3.1 are unusual andmay prove to be a compellingmarker of
cognacy or of dependence.
In standard terminology those triads are qualified everywhere as hawāʔiyyāt

and arḍiyyāt, respectively (as expectable from their link to hawāʔ ‘air’ and arḍ
‘earth’)2 but in Andalus Ibn Fāris’ account of the traditional characterisation of
the zodiacal signs includes riyāḥī forGemini, Libra, andAquarius, and turābiyyah
for Taurus, Virgo, and Capricorn.3 The text of this epigraph in Ibn Fāris’ treatise
is essentially identical to the corresponding chapter in Abū Maʕšar’s Madḫal
and Muḫtaṣar (for which see below NatPhil 3.2) but he is the only one appar-
ently adding this extra item to the description. In his text, however, riyāḥī is
collocated with hawāʔī in the case of Gemini but not in Virgo or in Aquarius,
which ought to be interpreted as a reflection of authorial adaptation of the ter-
minology. This is corroborated by similar duplicity is in the pair turābī arḍī for
Taurus, Virgo, and Capricorn, whereas one single adjective is provided for nārī
andmāʔī, suggesting in sum that it is a case of synonymy (riyāḥī = hawāʔī and
turābī = arḍī) and not an extra feature attributed to the signs.
Anadditional partialwitness to this terminological tradition is ʕarībb. Saʕīd’s

Anwāʔ, inwhich thedescription that introduces eachmonth includes an extract
of the same characterisation for the planet that is associated to it. In this brief
account (which is only fragmentarily reproduced in in Tafṣīl and not at all in
theQurṭubah Calendar) the qualification turābī is found for January/Capricorn
(missing from May/Taurus and September/Virgo), but for February/Aquarius
1 A full explanation of this classification is provided by Abū Maʕšar in Madḫal II.3 (B‒Y
1924‒19616), to be complemented with II.7 (B‒Y 2168‒17); an abridged account, in turn, in Abū
Maʕšar, Muḫtaṣar 1 (B‒Y‒Y 2410‒263); and in Alqābiṣī, Madḫal 1.69‒80 (B‒Y‒Y 24‒26). An ex-
panded version of this basic characterisation of the zodiacal triplicities is transmitted also in
Iḫwān, Rasāʔil III.1 (R‒M 1810‒197); and in Albīrūnī, Tanǧīm [347] (W 21012‒15). Themuṯallaṯāt
are a reflection of the Hellenistic τριζῳδία, cf. Paul of Alexandria, Isagogica [2] (B 414‒83)
and especially the anonymous Περὶ ἐνεργείας τῶν ιβʹ ζῳδίων, which, if pre-Islamicate, would
represent an early witness for the exact qualifications πυρῶδη (♈♌♐), γεώδη (♉♍♑), ἀερώδη
(♊♎♒), and ὑδατώδη (♋♏♓), cf. Περὶ ἐνεργείας τῶν ιβʹ ζῳδίων 10524‒1062.

2 It is already so in AbūMaʕšar,Madḫal II.3 (B‒Y 19218‒19).
3 Cf. Ibn Fāris, Anwāʔ [19] (F 19713‒2005). For the identification of the author with Aḥmad b.
Fāris, the chief astrologer of caliph Alḥakam II (r. 961‒976), cf. Forcada 2000: 109‒112.
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and October/Libra hawāʔī (not riyāḥī) is used.1
This linguistic feature (which seems to goback to a seemingly primitive trans-

lation of ‘earth’ as turāb and ‘air’ as rīḥ) is, thus, quite characteristic of Andalusī
andMaġribī astrological texts,2 but its originmust be sought not in a local trans-
lation frompre-Islamic Latin astrology but in the east, for the same terminology
is known, at least partially, to the Iḫwān too. Quite significantly, the qualifica-
tion turābiyyah is not to be found in their epistle on astronomy but it features
in the one that they devote to human characters, within a brief epigraph on
the influence of the planets.3 Likewise, turābiyyah features in AbūMaʕšar’s de-
scription of Capricorn alongside arḍī, but it is not to be found in Taurus (just
arḍī) or Virgo (no qualification in this regard). Libra and Aquarius, in turn, are
just hawāʔī (and so is Gemini at least in one of the Latin translations).4 The
status of turābiyyah is, therefore, dubious as far as the early eastern tradition
is concerned: it features as a hapax in the most comprehensive extant astro-
logical summa and in the Iḫwān’s Rasāʔil it is used apparently also only once
as a qualification of one of the triplicities. Moreover, this partial eastern prece-
dent notwithstanding, so far I have foundonly a few late non-Andalusī texts that
share the double terminology turābiyyah and rīḥiyyah. One of them is a north-
western African version of the story of the slave-girl Tawaddud from the cycle
of Thousand and one nights.5

1 Cf. Anwāʔ 1424, 1576, 2435. Mark the inconsistence of the description, which seems to be origi-
nal (nowhere does Tafṣīl transmit a more complete passage in the pertinent loci). As a matter
of fact, there is a noticeable reduction of this astrological information in Anwāʔ that can be
perceived already in the months of April and May, and by the time December is introduced
not even the taste (maḏāqah) of its planet is mentioned.

2 As late as the beginning of the 15th c. Albaqqār still refers to turābiyyah and rīḥiyyah zodiacal
signs in his Amṭār.

3 Cf. Iḫwān, Rasāʔil IX.4 (M I 4325 | D 40215), where it is nonetheless hawāʔiyyāh (not rīḥiyyah)
that expresses ‘airy’ (M I 4327 | D 40217). It is also only turābiyyah (but, again, not rīḥiyyah) that
is used by Albūnī (d. 1225?) in his explanation of triplicities in Afāq II.1 (Q 6211|14).

4 Cf. Abū Maʕšar,Madḫal VI.1 (B‒Y 54810‒5981), specifically Capricorn 5904, Taurus 5541, Virgo
5725; and Gemini 5588, Libra 5769, Aquarius 5941. Let it be noted that the only locus in which
turābiyyah can be found inMadḫal is actually within a sequence of three adjectives «arḍiyyun
turābiyyun ḥarrāṯī» that the Latin translators either simplified or found diversely transmitted
in their respectiveVorlagen (forḥarrāṯī, cf. Capricornbeing qualified as γεωργικόν in the anony-
mous Περὶ ἐνεργείας τῶν ιβʹ ζῳδίων 10815).

5 Cf. Sanagustin 2012: 4 for the reference to the Timbuktu manuscript from which this story
is edited (mark, however, that the fact that the months are named “d’après le calendrier gré-
gorien” does not mean that the manuscript must be dated to the 19th c. as suggested by the
editor). For the signs classed as turābiyyah and rīḥiyyah, cf. Tawaddud 17223‒1735. This text,
which also shows the western names of the signs (Alkabš, Attawʔamān, Alʕaḏrāʔ), refers in-
deed to the elements of earth and air as turāb and rīḥ respectively, cf. Tawaddud 1734|5. In the
text printed in Kolkata, in turn, Tawaddud alludes to earthy signs as turābiyyah and to airy
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With regard to the nomenclature of winds, the classification echoed by our
text is the simplest one in the Helleno-Islamicate tradition, which happens to
be also the best suited to the tetradic doctrine that underpins the whole exposi-
tion. It was available in Aṭṭabarī’s Firdaws (where it is explicitly borrowed from
Hippocrates)1 as well as in the Iḫwān’s encyclopaedia, both of which retain
a partially archaicising (and probably Syriacising) nomenclature.2 It must be
stressed, however, that thismedical and philosophical tradition overlaps largely
with some exegetical and philological accounts that draw frompre-Islamic Ara-
bic terminology. The same names for the four main winds are transmitted al-
most universally across epistemic disciplines (Sunnah, lexicography,Anwāʔ, as-
trology) and the standard quaternary classification of winds can be arrived at,
indeed, by simply omitting the intermediary wind (nakbāʔ) that does not blow
from any fixed region:3

Ḍamrah b. Ḥabīb⊂ Abuššayḫ, ʕaḍ̱amah XXVII.39 [835] (M 13327‒9)

signs as hawāʔiyyāh, cf. Alf laylah [night 457] (K II 5272‒5).
1 Cf. Firdaws VII.i.8 (Ṣ 51318‒22), where the four “popular [ʕāmmiyyah] winds” are the one that de-
scends from the east (= qabūl), the one that descends from thewest (= dabūr), the one blowing
from attayman (= ǧanūb), and a fourth one from alǧirbiyāʔ (= ǧanūb). Mark that attayman and
alǧirbiyāʔ (reflecting ܬܝܡܢܐ and ܒܝܐ ܓ respectively, cf. Bar Bahlūl, Lexicon 5135‒6 and es-
pecially 205912‒13, where the two are collocated) are used here as cardinal directions, as also
when Aṭṭabarī refers to the ‘right’ (yamīn) of the world as attayman and to its ‘left’ (yasār) as
alǧirbiyāʔ in Firdaws II.i.8 (Ṣ 433) and VII.i.10 (Ṣ 51822‒23, 51919); but šamāl and ǧanūb are also
sporadically used in a non-quotational context. The Iḫwān, on the contrary, hand them down
as names of the corresponding winds (see the next footnote); cf. also Albīrūnī, Tanǧīm [130]
(W 497‒9).

2 The names of the four winds are ṣabā, dabūr, ǧirbiyāʔ, and tayman in Iḫwān, Rasāʔil III.1 (R‒M
143‒4); but these are affirmed to be just the ones (out of a total of fourteen different winds)
known to most people in Rasāʔil XVIII.7 (B 2102‒9), where the names of the latter two winds
are transmitted as ǧirbī (vocalised «جِرِبي» in the main witness, but three of the manuscripts
read («غربي» and taymī, respectively. The description of ǧirbī as wind blowing from north to
south and of taymī as blowing from south to north makes their identification unproblematic
and despite the remark in Baffioni 2013: 200 n. 41 about the lack of lexicographic support for
these two words, Ragep and Mimura 2015: 29 n. 13 point towards a Syriac origin (for which
see the previous note); cf. also ǧirbiyāʔ defined as “the wind that descends between the south-
ern [alǧanūb] and the eastern [aṣṣabā] winds” or alternatively equated to the northern wind
(aššamāl) according toAbū ʕubaydandAbūḤanīfah, respectively,apud Ibn Sīdah,Muḫaṣṣaṣ
IX 8423‒24; cf. also Ibn Manḍ̱ūr, Lisān I 262b 26 ‒ 263a 3 s.r. .جرب√

3 The editor of ʕaḍ̱amah reads «الجنوبیة» against «الحرفية» in S and «الحوفية» in K, both of which point
towards *الجوفية (which is in fact the name for the northern wind mentioned below in NatPhil
3.5). This classification seems to have been prevalent in the proto-Islamic period and it is the
one alluded to also by Albīrūnī in the aforementioned epigraph Tanǧīm [358]. Needless to say,
the more standard terminology is transmitted quite universally by lexicographers, cf. dabūr /
qabūl (= ṣabā) / šamāl / ǧanūb all defined with regard to the Kaʕbah and the Stone by Abū
ʕubayd apud Ibn Sīdah,Muḫaṣṣaṣ IX 845‒7.
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القـبلیّة؛ الريح واليمان: الجوفـیّة؛ الريح والشمال: الشرقـیّة؛ الريح والقَبُول: الغربـیّة؛ الريح بوُر: الدَّ
الأربع. الجوانب من تاتئ التيّ والنكباء:

As far as the whole of NatPhil 3.4 is concerned, it is worth noting (1) the am-
biguousness of the qualificationmunāḍ̱ir (alsonaḍ̱īr), which can convey affinity
(and it is, thus, collocated with munāsib and munqasim) when describing uni-
versal correspondences, but it denotes also opposition (mark the collocation
withmuqāwim) between contraries in the discussion of the antagonistic effects
of the four humours.1 Also (2) that the south (nāḥiyatu lǧanūb) has unexplain-
ably usurped the place of the north in the description of the correspondences
assigned to watery signs. This is confirmed not only by all the other elements
in the passage and by parallel loci in other texts but also by NatPhil 3.4 below,
where the north (šamāl) is correctly associated to the northern wind. Once this
mistake has been emended,2 the fragment aligns entirely with an epistemic tra-
dition placed north of Mecca, alqiblah representing naturally the south.

3.5— “The sphere was then divided [qusima] with regard to the human being
just like it had been divided with respect to the four cardinal directions and
world regions. For they [ie the sages and philosophers] divided the sphere of
the signs of the zodiac according to the four directions and winds. They put the
head of the sphere (comprising Aries, Taurus, and Gemini) on the eastern side
and connected [√qrn] it to the humanhead. Then they put the southern section
as the breast of the sphere and compared it to the human breast. The norther
section they put as the belly [ǧawf ] of the sphere and compared it to the human
belly. Finally, they put the western [dabūrī] section as the rear [dubur] and end
of the sphere and assigned and compared it to the human feet.”
This is, evidently, an amalgamof cosmic analogy, the idea of the humanbeing

as amicrocosm, and a simplified (or rather redistributed) quaternary version of
the traditional melothesia inherited from both Mesopotamia and the Hellenis-
tic world.3 As can be seen in Tables 5.1‒2, there is no significant divergence from
1 This is, of course to be attributed to the semantics of the lexematic root √nḍ̱r and I have opted
for an equally ambiguous translation as ‘counterpart’ which can also express some antagonistic
nuances due to its first element counter‒.

2 Unlike “phlegm” for “blood” above, “south” for “north” is a rather unlikely misreading (the two
words are quite different from each other in Arabic) and it looksmore like the result of eyeskip
or even a slip that in both cases might go back to the author himself—which is why I have not
corrected it but marked it as a corrupt locus.

3 Cf. particularly Firmicus,Mathesis II.24 (K‒S 732‒8) and Paul of Alexandria, Isagogica [2] (B
33‒1016), both of which transmit a description virtually identical to the one commented below.
Incidentally, Paul ofAlexandria expresses the relationship between the signs and the organs
in terms of dominion (κυριεύει ‘to be lord of’), which etymologically corresponds to sulṭānuhū
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the standard melothesia transmitted by astrological texts, and the version re-
flected twice in Nat II.1 is in fact essentially a minimal expression (by reduction
to one single organ of the body) of the same account. Now, it must be noted that
astrological sources describe quite universally the anatomical correspondences
for each sign of the zodiac,1 whereas in Natāʔiǧ the focus is not on the twelve in-
dividual signs but on the correspondences established between the four major
regions of the sphere and human anatomy.2
Moreover, very much like above in NatPhil 3.4, where the element-related

qualification of the signs is alluded to without explicitly mentioning them by
name (the author speaks of fiery, airy, earthy, and watery signs but does not
specifywhich signs are tobe classed in eachoneof those categories), hereAlɂil-
bīrī only clarifies that the three zodiacal signs comprised in the head of the
sphere are Aries, Taurus, and Gemini. They are, thus, not the focus of the expo-
sition but rather a sort of gloss to the concept of ‘head of the sphere’ (as when
in NatPhil 3.2 he mentions Aries and Pisces only as representatives of the head
and the rear of the sphere). After that, reference is made exclusively to the re-
maining three parts of the sphere and to the cardinal points to which they were
associated.3 In sum, our text is doctrinally closer to macrocosmic-microcosmic
accounts than to the genuinely sign-centred astrological tradition. The author
reports onmelothesia only insofar as it is reflective of a quaternary analogy but
he shows no interest in elaborating further thereon, nor shall he ever allude to
it again.
If the essential coincidence of Alɂilbīrī’s cosmicmelothesia with the zodia-

— as related to the humours in the Islamicate tradition. Besides the overall dependence from
the Graeco-Hellenistic tradition, especially (but not exclusively) when dealing with eastern
sources a possible Indian contribution should not be disregarded. Thus, Albīrūnī echoes a
Hindu tradition that imagines the sphere as if it were a human being, cf. Tanǧīm [359] (W
2161‒8).

1 All the following witnesses transmit essentially (and in some cases materially) the same sign-
centredmelothesia: AbūMaʕšar,Madḫal VI.12 (B‒Y 6461‒6487) andMuḫtaṣar 1 (B‒Y‒Y 1414‒15,
161|8|14‒15, 183‒4|10‒11|18‒19, 204|12 226‒7|12, 244‒5); Alqābiṣī,Madḫal 1162‒194 (B‒Y‒Y 34‒36); Albīrūnī,
Tanǧīm [359] (W 2161‒8) and also the table in Tanǧīm [423‒426] (W 248). For Andalus, cf. Ibn
Fāris, Anwāʔ [19] (F 19713‒2005). The same report is found in the astrological section of the
Syriac Book of medicines Astrology [83] (B 5177‒12), where to the zodiacal melothesia an as-
sociation of the planets to particular human organs is appended (eg the Sun is allotted to the
brain, the Moon to the skin, etc).

2 In this regard a much closer term of comparison is Hārūniyyah I.ii.9 «waqad yušbihu raʔsuhu
ssamāʔ, wariǧlāhu lʔarḍ, waʕaynāhu ššamsa walqamar, wayamīnuhu lyaman [...] wyušbihu
waǧhuhū wamustaqbaluhu lmašriq, waḫalfuhu lmaġrib» (G 613‒5).

3 It should be understood that the signs comprised in each one of the quarters of the sphere
share the same cardinal characterisation (ie that they also are eastern, southern, western, and
northern), but this is never stated in the text.
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cal one is not particularly significant (a simple fourfold division does not allow
for much variability), the linguistic form of the passage might be, once again,
of some help for the task of source criticism. The use of qarana ‘to connect, to
conjoin’, which adds to the rich lexicon for cosmological analogies used by the
author, apparently has no parallel in the astrological corpus and, therefore, until
some new witness should emerge it may be provisionally considered a possible
indicator of the author’s own rewording of the material.1 This plausibility of an
authorial intervention may find additional evidence in the apparent duplica-
tion of adjectives for ‘eastern’, ‘southern’, ‘western’, and ‘northern’, which is, of
course, closely related to the association to the four main winds and might be
interpreted as a gloss, either by the author or by his source.
Regardless of the ultimate origin of the information gathered here, the insis-

tence on etymological connections shows quite clearly that it has been com-
piled and paraphrased in a linguistically Arabic context. The fragment is also
perfectly integrated, both in contents and in linguistic form, in the exposition,
which means that is not a borrowed piece simply patched onto it.

3.6—“The demonstration [burhān] and verification [taḥqīq] of it all is the fact
that when someone faces the east, their face is opposing the head of the sphere,
their right side stands towards the south [qiblah], their left towards the north
[ǧawf ], and their back and rear towards the end and rear of the sphere, which
is the west. Such is the philosophical [falsafiyyah], real [ḥaqīqiyyah], apodictic
[burhāniyyah] division that leads to firm realities and true proofs”.
Quite tellingly, all this philosophical jargon and the author’s insistent invo-

cation of apodixis is applied to the most basic system of orientation known to
humankind. Mark, nevertheless, that it is the qiblah (ie the south for any lati-
tude over Mecca) that is mentioned rather than the Kaʕbah, which is a sensi-
ble choice against the practice of some Arabo-Islamic sources that transmitted
the primitive instructions as if their readers were all living within sight of the
Stone.2 To be fair, Ibn Qutaybah provides additional astronomical instructions
1 It has nothing to do, to be sure, with the conjunctions (qirānāt). It may be a classification in-
herited from the astrological tradition, for inHellenistic times the signswere classed into triads
according to their association to one of the four main winds, cf. βόρεια / νότια / ἀπηλιωτικά /
λιβυκά in Περὶ ἐνεργείας τῶν ιβʹ ζῳδίων 10621‒24.

2 Thus, Kaʕbah-centred descriptions of the cardinal points are transmitted in Andalus by Ibn
ʕāṣim (indirectly) from Alɂaṣmaʕī (cf. Forcada 1993: 115‒116). The face and the rear of the
Kaʕbah are also taken as reference points in the description of the four cardinal directions
by Albīrūnī in Tanǧīm [130] (W 494‒10). I am aware that at some figurative level the Kaʕbah
and the qiblah are one and he same thing (facing the latter is facing the former), but I find
nonetheless worth noting that Alɂilbīrī choses not to reproduce verbatim a tradition that
makes little sense for a readership that cannot materially look at the sides of the Kaʕbah in
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for those living far from Mecca and in Andalus ʕarīb b. Saʕīd omits altogether
the mention of the Kaʕbah just like our author:

Alḥasan⊂ Abuššayḫ, ʕaḍ̱amah XXVII.28 [824] (M 13265‒9)

فإنّ الكعبة: باب إلى ظهرك فاسـند ذلك، تعلم أن أردت فإذا الكعبة. على الرياح جُعلت
الأيسر؛ الحجر یلي ممّا وهي يمیك، عن والجنوب الحجر؛ یلي ممّا وهي شمالك، عن الشمل

الكعبة. دبر من والدبور الكعبة؛ باب مستـقبل وهو مُقابلك، والصبا

Alɂaṣmaʕī⊂ Ibn Qutaybah, Anwāʔ [188] (H 15811‒1592)

تستـقبلها أنهّا (يرُید الكعبة تلقاء ن تاتئ با و الصَّ تقُابلها، والجنوب الحجر، قبل من تاتئ الشمالٔ
الكعبة. دبر من تاتئ بوُر والدَّ «القَبول»؛ أیضًا لها ویقُال هبّت)، إذا

Ibn Qutaybah, Anwāʔ [216] (H 19010‒12)

تست�قبل والصبا يسَارك. عن تاتئ والجنوب القبلة؛ اسـتقبلت إذا يمینك عن تاتئ فالشمال
تسـتدبرها. والدبور الكعبة،

ʕarīb b. Saʕīd, Anwāʔ 12913‒1305

مقابلتك من تهبّ التيّ فالريح الشمس، مشرق اسـتقبلتْ فإذا أربعة: الرياح أُمّهات فجعلوا
تُ «نصرُِْ : النبيّ قال — القبول لها ویقُال المشرقين، وسط من تاتئ وهي الصبا، هي
الجنوب، فهـي الأسفل، القطب ناحية من يمینك عن جاء وما بالدبور». عاد وأُهلكتْ بالصبا
ناحية من شمالك عن جاء وماء واديًا». بها الله أسال إلاّ الجنوب هبّت «ما الحدیث: وفي
المغربين. وسط من وهي الدبور، فهو خلفك، من جاء وما الشمالٔ. فهـي الأعلى، القطب

3.7 — After this brief show of philosophy-clad common knowledge, a return
to the initial course of the discussion of days and seasons is explicitly marked
by the typical connector narǧiʕu. “Days”, explains the author, “are divided ac-
cording to the degrees of the great sphere (which is their element and cause)
as the sun occupies them”. In like manner, months are divided according to the
twelve signs of the zodiac. The week (ie the days of the week), in turn, is di-
vided according to the sevenplanets, which are the Sun, theMoon,Mars (Alʔaḥ-
mar), Mercury (Alkātib), Jupiter (Almuštarī), Venus (Azzuharah), and Saturn
(Almuqātil).1 These planets are described by the author as “the instruments of
nature that serve it with regard to what lies beneath and above it”. The Islamic-
ness of this doctrine is ensured by a new reference to the creator having deputed
and “adorned” (zayyanahā, cf. Q 15:16, 37:6, 41:12, 67:5) them thus in the sphere
for their benefits and profit to knowledgeable humans.2

order to find any given direction.
1 For the correspondences that obtain between the days of the week and the planets, see below
NatPhil 3.10.
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As in the case of some of the zodiacal signs above, the synonyms Alʔaḥmar,
Alkātib and Almuqātil are characteristically western and they are well attested
in Andalus since at least tenth-century IbnMuṭarrif’sHayʔah. Given that they
are a geolectal marker (a stronger one, in fact, than the names of the zodiacal
signs) they shall be dealt with separately in Chapter 9. Incidentally, there is no
evident criterion for the order in which the planets are mentioned by Alɂil-
bīrī, other than he seems to accord preeminence to the two luminaries. If he
is just enumerating from memory, he is certainly did not learn his list from an
astronomical or astrological source, since in both genres planets are universally
listed according to their distance from the Earth, in either ascending (= A) or
descending (= D) order:1

Nat Sun Moon Mars Mercury Jupiter Venus Saturn

A Moon Mercury Venus Sun Mars Jupiter Saturn
D Saturn Jupiter Mars Sun Venus Mercury Moon

2 Godly deputation (ḫallafa) is also Qurʔānic, but in the scriptural text it has exclusively hu-
mankind (or otherwise some particular group or individual) as an object, humans (or some
of them) being placed on earth as successors, deputies, or vicegerents (cf. particularly Q 2:30,
35:39, 38:26).

1 The ascending order ☾☿♀☉♂♃♄ is followed by Aṭṭabarī, Firdaws VII.iii.2 (Ṣ 54317‒5443);
Iḫwān, Rasāʔil XVI.3 (B 738‒747); Albīrūnī, Tanǧīm [121] (W 4311‒441). The descending order
♄♃♂☉♀☿☾, in turn, seems to be characteristic of astronomical (including Anwāʔ) and astrolog-
ical texts, cf. AbūMaʕšar,Madḫal II.1 (B‒Y 1785‒6) and alsoMuḫtaṣar 1 (B‒Y‒Y 146‒7); Alqābiṣī,
Madḫal 1.45‒48 (B‒Y‒Y 22); Ibn Qutaybah, Anwāʔ [141] (H 12610‒12).
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“Thenights of themonth tooaredividedaccording to themansions (manāzil)
of the signs of the zodiac, which are twenty-eight, so that to each sign corre-
spond two and one-third mansions.1 The degrees of the sphere are three hun-
dred and sixty, which are the mansions of the sun, so that to each sign of the
zodiac correspond thirty degrees,2 and the month has likewise thirty days”.3
Despite some interesting hints that certainly need further exploration (as,

for instance, the reference to the vernal equinox below in NatPhil 3.8), Alɂil-
bīrī’s astronomical doctrine reflects extremely simplified Graeco-Arabic mod-
els and is thus several degrees removed from the archaic andmostly undigested
accounts collected by the early exegetes, which do nevertheless include a refer-
ence to three hundred and sixty subdivisions:4

1 Cf. twenty-eight mansions for the motion of the Moon through the zodiacal sphere in Iḫwān,
Rasāʔil XXXVI (C 1574‒5); also AbūḤanīfah apud Ibn Sīdah,Muḫaṣṣaṣ IX 96‒9 (all their names
are reported from him a little later in that text); ʕarīb b. Saʕīd, Anwāʔ 1361 ≡ Tafṣīl. The full
explanation is found in the Iḫwān’s epistle on astronomy, where each sign of the zodiac is
assigned two and one-third lunar mansions and the Moon is affirmed to stay at each sign for
two and one-third days, in each mansion for a day and a night, cf. Rasāʔil III.22 (R‒M 741‒2,
753‒6). This data, aswell as thenamesof all themansions, are recordedby IbnQutaybah,Anwāʔ
[6|8|133] (H 415‒16, 610‒11, 1213‒4); inAndalus, by ʕarīb b. Saʕīd,Anwāʔ 1271‒2≡QurṭubahCalendar
51, where the Moon is likewise stated to remain in each sign two and one-third nights, and in
each mansion one night, cf. Qurṭubah Calendar 118‒9; also one two and one-third mansions for
each sign in Ibn Fāris, Anwāʔ [17] (F 1969), who further notes down the names for all twenty-
eightmansions inAnwāʔ [14] (F 1747‒1753). The complete list of nameswas transmitted already
by Mālik b. Anas (d. 795) according to Ibn Ḥabīb, Nuǧūm 1739‒15, then again in Nuǧūm 17411‒20;
cf. also there “each sign has two and one-third mansions” in Nuǧūm 1748. On the other hand,
a difference in reckoning between the Indians (who considered them to be twenty-seven in
number) and the Arabs (twenty-eight) is reported by Albīrūnī, Tanǧīm [164] (W 816‒9). For a
dense and still valid overviewof Islamicate (including Jewish) reflections of theHindunakṣatra
(नऽ) system, cf. Steinschneider 1864, which must be complemented with the remarks in
Varisco 1991.

2 Cf. Iḫwān, Rasāʔil III.1 (R‒M 117‒8), where the total sum is further divided into minutes, sec-
onds, thirds, etc. Probably before them, cf. Abū Maʕšar, who affirms that the division can
be conducted ad infinitum in Madḫal II.2 (B‒Y 1885‒10) and Muḫtaṣar 1 (B‒Y‒Y 141‒5); thence
Alqābiṣī,Madḫal 1.18‒23 (B‒Y‒Y 20).

3 Whichwould amount a total of 360 days for the year. The Sun stays also thirty days in each sign
according toAṭṭabarī,Firdaws II.i.18 (Ṣ 582) andVII.iii.2 (Ṣ 5448‒9); but onemonth, for a total of
365 days, in Firdaws VII.iii.3|4 (Ṣ 5472‒3, 5481‒2). This is, of course, a silent rounding down of the
figure: the whole rotation is said to take three hundred and sixty-five days and one quarter of a
day, with the sun remaining in each sign for thirty days and a fraction, in Iḫwān, Rasāʔil III.12
(R‒M 551‒5); Albīrūnī, Tanǧīm [270] (W 1625‒13). The fraction is affirmed to be one fourth of a
day in the calendrical tradition, cf. ʕarīb b. Saʕīd, Anwāʔ 1363 ≡ Tafṣīl ≡ Qurṭubah Calendar
1110‒121; Ibn Fāris, Anwāʔ [10] (F 17211). A more accurate figure was usually handed down by
astronomical sources, cf. the solar year being three hundred and sixty-five days, five hours, and
forty-seven minutes in Albīrūnī, Tanǧīm [175] (W 911‒2). Mark that even Mālik b. Anas knew
each sign to correspond to “thirty days and one third”, cf, Ibn Ḥabīb, Nuǧūm 1749‒10.
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① ʕalī b. Abī Ṭālib⊂ Abuššayḫ, ʕaḍ̱amah XXI.26 [638] (M 11583‒7)
∼= Assuyūṭī, Hayʔah IV [28] (H 188‒11)

برج كلّ في للشمس العرب. جزيرة من أعظم منها برج كلّ برج، وثلاثمائة سـتوّن السماء وفي
بلسان، لها یقُال مدینةٍ في بالمشرق مَلَكٌ قام قطبها، في وقعت إذا حتىّ، تنزله منزلٌ منها
وقال خَلفًَا»؛ مُنفِْقًا أعط «اللهّمّ، المشرقيّ: فقال سـبان. لها یقُال مدینةٍ في بالمغرب ملك وقام

تلَفًَا». ممسكاً أعط «اللهّمّ، المغربيّ:

② Ibn ʕabbās⊂ ʕaḍ̱amah XXI.34 [646] (M 11836‒9)∼= Hayʔah IV [30] (H 1817‒20)

الكوّة تلك إلى ترجع فلا كوّة في يمو كلّ تطلع كوّةً، وسـتينّ ثلاثمائة في سـنة كلّ الشمس إنّ
على تطُلعني لا «ربّ، تقول: كارهة، وهي إلاّ تطلع ولا المقبل؛ العام من الیوم ذلك إلى

بمعاصیك». یعملون یعصونك، أراهم فإنيّ عبادك،

③ Saʕīd b. ʕabdirraḥmān b. Anbarī⊂ ʕaḍ̱amah XXI.32 [644] (M 11814‒11823)
∼= Hayʔah IV [31] (H 1821‒23)

یوم وثلاثمائة سـتينّ الشمس فيهما تجري مغربان. الشـتاء ومغارب مشرقان، الصیف مشارق
المغرب وفي واحد؛ مكانٍ من یومين تطلع لا مطلع، برج لكلّ برج، وثلاثمائة سـتينّ في

واحد. برجٍ في یومين تغیب ولا برج، وثلاثمائة سـتوّن

④ Yaḥyā b. Ādam⊂ ʕaḍ̱amah XXI.57 [669] (M 11996‒9)
∼= Hayʔah IV [32] (H 1824‒26)

في تزید شعيرة، مطلعين كلّ بين مطلعًا ثلاثون والبرج شهرًا، برج كلّ في تمكث الشمس
إلى البرج ذلك من تتحوّل ثمّ یومًا، ثلاثين في الساعة تسـتكمل حتىّ وتنقص شعيرةً یوم كلّ

الاخٓر. البرج

The explanation of days andnights includes a description of the phases of the
moon in a twenty-eight-day cycle,1 from the first crescent (hilāl) to the fullmoon
(badr, which is said to happen at the fourteenth mansion). As most astronom-
ical information provided by Alɂilbīrī, his summary of this matter represents
a simplification (apparently an original one) of information that was already
conveniently compiled in secondary sources:
4 For tradition② a closeMidrashic parallel and an interpretation that suggests anEgyptian origin
are provided by Heinen 1982: 216‒217. As for the explanation④ transmitted by Yaḥyā b. Ādam,
it is the only one, as pointedout byHeinen 1982: 217, reconcilablewith the standarddescription
of the signs of the zodiac.

1 The figure is again an approximate one, cf. twenty-seven days, thirteen hours, and eighteen
minutes in Albīrūnī, Tanǧīm [190] (W 1008‒9). Albīrūnī’s manual includes not only an exten-
sive analysis of the lunar phases but also some verywell-knowndiagrams, cf. Albīrūnī,Tanǧīm
[154‒155] (W 646‒6511) .
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Iḫwān, Rasāʔil III.22 (R‒M 739‒752)

برج كلّ في یقُيم مرّةً؛ شهر كلّ في مرّة، عشرة اثنتي عربیّة سـنة كلّ في البرو في یدور والقمر
الشمس ویقُابل بالتقریب. ساعتين درجة كلّ وفي ولیلًة، یومًا منزل كلّ في وثلث، یومين
يرُى فلا مرّةً، شهر كلّ في ویقُارنها يسرةً. ومرّةً يمنةً مرّةً مرّتين، ويرُبعّها مرّةً، شهر كلّ في
بع سـُ نصف لیلة كلّ نوره في يزید ثمّ ويهلّ. الشمس مغیب بعد المغرب في یظهر ثمّ یومين،
النقصان في یاخٔذ ثمّ شهر. كلّ من عشر الرابع البدر لیلة النور ويمتليئء يسـتكمل أن إلى

الشهر. اخٓر في يتمحّق أن إلى بع سـُ نصف لیلة كلّ فينقض

3.8—“Thenights of themonthare completedwhen theMoonhaspassed through
[all] the mansions of the sphere; the days of the month, in turn, when the Sun
has passed through [all] the degrees of the sign in which it stays. A full year is
completed when the sun has passed through all the signs of the zodiac.1 For,
when the Sun occupies the head of Aries at the beginning of Nīsān (which is
April), it is spring, which lasts the three months of April, May, and June, and
to which correspond the signs of Aries, Taurus, and Gemini. Then, when it oc-
cupies the head of Cancer, it is summer (July, August, and September); when
it has passed through Cancer, Leo, and Virgo and reaches the head of Virgo at
the beginning of October, it is autumn (October, November, and December).
Finally, when it occupies the head of Capricornus at the beginning of January,
it is winter, which lasts January, February, and March. When the sun reaches
the twenty-fourth degree of Pisces the season of winter is completed and spring
begins (that is on the twenty-fourth day of March), then the sun hangs from the
head of Aries, the cold and languor of winter recede, and spring blossoms with
its light and flowers—all of which is accomplished by God’s grace and beautiful
creation”.
The mention of the beginning of Nīsān as the moment in which the Sun en-

ters the head of Aries is the only instance of a non-Roman name for a month
in the whole book and clearly implies an ultimate eastern source. Yet, the so-
called Syriac names of the months were regularly transmitted also in Andalusī
calendars, and, in at any rate, all other months are referred to exclusively by
their Roman names. The date 24 March for the vernal equinox may be of some
significance and it is the object of a digression in the Appendix to this chapter.

1 The sentence (including qaṭʕ) is virtually identical to Aṭṭabarī, Firdaws II.i.18 (Ṣ 582‒3).



180 NatPhil 3 The four seasons

3.9—Within a redundant recapitulation on the seasons, months, days of the
week, nights of themonth, anetymological explanation is provided for thename
of Sunday (alʔaḥad ‘[day] one, the first’), which is said to have been the first
day of the world (dunyā) just like spring was the first season of the world, and
that is the reason why it was called so.1 “For when the creator”, quoth Alɂilbīrī,
“wished to cause the hours, days, months, and seasons to appear, he created
these signs of the zodiac, and the mansions, and the planets, and the Sun, and
the Moon, and he placed them as intermediaries [wasāʔiṭ] in the atmosphere
[alǧaww], as tools for the sphere, and as causes for the hours, days, months, sea-
sons, etc that lie beneath them. The Moon he put as a cause for night, and the
Sun as a cause for day”. Further details are noted down regarding the creation
of the Sun (which “was made of fire and light and created in the beginning of
the head of the sphere, that is Aries”) and the Moon (for which no material is
mentioned but it is said to have been created in Taurus).
This explanation may shed some light on the author’s stance regarding the

philosophical debate on the modes of creation mentioned above. God’s cre-
ation, according to this passage, is volitional and immediate (that is unmedi-
ated), in perfect accordance to theQurʔānic andmore generallyAbrahamicnar-
rative. It is god that created (ḫalaqa) the signs, the mansions, the planets—and
it created them so that they might become the causes of hours, days, etc. The
latter point provides some clear examples of the sketch of a theory of causation
discussed above for NatPhil 2.1 but differs a bit from a literal interpretation of Q
21:33, for instance,where thenight and theday are affirmed tohavebeen created
just like the Sun and the Moon rather than indirectly caused to exist.2

3.10—“The first day andnight of theworld came into beingwhen the Sunbegun
its course through Aries and the Moon through Taurus. The first season of the
world was spring, just like the first of the human ages is childhood [ṣibā] and
the first nature blood, which are both assigned to the first season of the world”.
Cosmological correspondences between the seasons, the signs of the zodiac, the
1 This qualification of Sunday as the first day of the world may be inherited from exegetical
sources, cf. «ibtadaʔa llāhu lḫalqa yawma lʔaḥad» reported by Ibn ʕabbās apud Ibn Ḥabīb,
Taʔrīḫ 1413. That Sunday was “the first day of the world [addunyā] in which God begun the cre-
ation of things” is inherited from authors of Sīrah texts by Alqazwīnī, ʕaǧāʔib I.xiii (W 6514‒16).
There was nonetheless also a Persian belief that the first Nawrūz was the first day of time in
which the sphere started to revolve, cf. Albīrūnī, Tanǧīm [302] (W 1809‒10).

2 Cf. further Q 17:12 “We have appointed [ǧaʕalnā] the night and the day as two signs”; and Q
73:20 too, where “God determines [yuqaddiru] the night and the day”. Any apparent contradic-
tion between these two explanations could be easily explained away, however, especially by
reference to Q 6:96 “and has made [ǧaʕala] the night for a repose, and the sun and moon for a
reckoning”.



Chapter 5 Nat II.1 Natural philosophy 181

ages of humans, and their natures (ie humours) are once again reiterated before
introducing a description of the days of the week that may have some interest.
“Sunday was the first (and also the last) day of the world1 and the night of

Monday (which comes second) was assigned to the Moon. The first night of
the world was marked by the Moon passing through one of the mansions of
Taurus, namely the Pleiades [Aṯṯurayyā].2 Monday, thus, was associated to the
Moon; Tuesday, as the third day of the world, to Mars [Alʔaḥmar], which is the
third planet”. This correlation is applied successively to Wednesday and Mer-
cury (Alkātib), and to Thursday and Jupiter (Almuštarī).
According to AbūMaʕšar “all nations, regardless of their different languages

and religions” shared an arithmetical nomenclature of the days of the week:

AbūMaʕšar,Madḫal VI.33 (B‒Y 71212‒15)

هو الّذي الواحد، باسم الأحد یوم سمّوا مللها، ومباینة ألسنتها اختلاف على كلهّا، الأُمم أنّ
الأيّام، سائر وكذلك الاثنين. یوم وهو الثاني، العدّ باسم سمّوه بعده، والّذي الأعداد. ابدتاء
والخميس. والأربعاء، والثلثاء، والاثنين، الأحد، هي التيّ الطبیعیّة الأعداد تالٔیف على سمّوها

However, in an Arabo-Islamic context as the one reflected by our text, the
name of Friday (alǧumuʕah) necessitates a non-ordinal etymology,3 which is
found in a proto-Islamic tradition according to which all creatures would have
gathered on Friday.4 Finally, for Saturday (assabt ≡ שַׁבָּת ܐ/ ܒ ) it is the Jewish
1 For Sunday,which is labelledhere the “dayof the sun” (yawmuššams) as the first dayof creation,
see above. The statement (twice) that Sunday is (= shall be?) also the last day of the world,
on the other hand, may echo, perhaps even inadvertently, some non-Islamic eschatological
doctrine.

2 According to the author the Moon was created in Taurus (see above NatPhil 3.9 and also the
preceding paragraph in 3.10), to which the mansion known as Aṯṯurayyā (≡Πλειάδες) belongs.
In the Islamicate tradition Aṯṯurayyā is the name of the third mansion of the Moon, cf. Iḫwān,
Rasāʔil III.22 (R‒M 757); actually the best known of them all, cf. Ibn Qutaybah, Anwāʔ [29‒45]
(H 235‒372). It comprises six stars (“although the populace and particularly the poets hold the
wrong opinion that they are seven in number”) resembling a bunch of grapes according to
Albīrūnī, Tanǧīm [164] (W 8114‒822). The etymology of the name is reported (no doubt from
lexicographical sources) by Ibn ʕāṣim, Šuhūr 282‒6.

3 The deviation at this point is not induced by any religious prejudice (planetary associations
have been reported for all preceding days of the week) but is a logical consequence of the et-
ymological criterion according to which the days are described. In the astrological tradition
Friday is associated to Venus and Saturday to Saturn; cf. Ibn Fāris, Anwāʔ [20] (F 2006‒2039)
and the referencesmentioned next. Amore complex distribution of the hours of day and night
amongst the planets is recorded in astrological sources, in which the first hour of the first day
(ie Sunday) is assigned to the planet that is the closest cause of day and night, namely the Sun
(which is styled its “lord”); the second hour to Venus, and so on, cf. AbūMaʕšar,Madḫal VI.33
(B‒Y 7101‒71216) and Muḫtaṣar 5 (B‒Y‒Y 6613‒682); Albīrūnī, Tanǧīm [390] (W 2377‒14). Ac-
cording to Albīrūnī, it was a simplified version of that system that established the planetary
correspondences of each day with regard to their first hour.



182 NatPhil 3 The four seasons

tradition that is alluded to: on the seventh day all aspects of creation were com-
pleted and Jewish authorities (aḥbāru lyahūd) instituted this day as a holiday
onwhich they rest. On a tangential note the author explains also that Christians
(annaṣārā) established Sunday as they holiday because it was the first day of the
world, whereas Muslim authorities (aḥbār) indicate the necessity to celebrate
Friday as the day in which creation was perfected. Like most of the informa-
tion garnered in this epigraph, this community-defined disagreement as to the
weekly holiday was available in early traditionistic accounts:1

Ibn ʕabbās⊂ Abuššayḫ, ʕaḍ̱amah XXVIII.3 [877] (M 13623‒5)

ابتدأ لأنهّ الأحد یوم النصارى وعظمت شيء؛ كلّ فيه سبت لأنهّ السبت یوم اليهود فعظمة
الجنةّ في وخلق خلقه، من اللهفرغ لأنّ الجمعة یوم المسلمون وعظم شيء؛ كلّ خلق فيه
أعظمها. وهو توبته، قبلت وفيه الأرض، إلى الجنةّ من هبط وفيه ادٓم، فيه وجمع رحمته،

3.11— An explicit ending is put then to these prolegomena, which are said to
comprise as much of intellectual conclusions, rational premises, apodictic ev-
idence, and medical canons as may suffice to whoever ponders over them and
considers their meanings. Now the four natures are to be described with their
ailments and their treatment, as well as the most suitable regimen, briefly and
succinctly. The best and most methodical treatment is affirmed to follow that
description, which must probably be understood as a reference to the next sec-
tion of the book, namely Nat II.2 Therapeutics.

4 Cf. «faliḏālika summiya “yawma lǧumuʕah”, liʔanna llāha ʕazza waǧalla ǧamaʕa fīhi ḫalqa
ssamāwāti walʔarḍ» Ibn Ḥabīb, Taʔrīḫ 1514‒15; also Ibn Kaṯīr‒Alʕaskalānī, Nubalāʔ 619 (cited
in the critical apparatus ad loc.); also Assuyūṭī, Hayʔah III [8] (H 109‒10).

1 Cf. «ibtadaʔa llāhu lḫalqa yawma lʔaḥadi wafariġa minhu kullihī yawma lǧumuʕah» according
to Ibn ʕabbās apud Ibn Ḥabīb, Taʔrīḫ 1413‒14. Also Wahb b. Munabbih would have transmitted
that god rested on the seventh day: «tumma fariġa ʕani lḫalqi lyawma ssābiʕ» in Abuššayḫ,
ʕaḍ̱amah IX.41 [230] (M 6012). Essentially the same report, with an explicit mention of Moses,
is transmitted from Alkalbī by Alqazwīnī, ʕaǧāʔib I.xiii (W 658‒10). An alternative etymol-
ogy related to the Greek language is transmitted in Hārūniyyah I.i «walǧumuʕatu tusammā
bilyūnāniyyati “almusbiʕata” bitamāmi sabʕati ayyām» (G 491‒2).
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5.5 NatPhil 4‒5— Natural philosophical principles of medicine

The focus of the discourse turns to human physiology and to the correspon-
dence between its four natures (blood, phlegm, yellow bile, and black bile) and
the regions, cardinal points, elements, winds, and seasons of the earth—all of
which correspond in turn to the constellations anddivisionsof the greater sphere.
This textual unit is clearly distinguished by a rubricated and quite exhaustive
title Chapter on the four seasons, on the four human natures and their ailments
and remedies, and on the regimen, diet, and medicinal treatment that is suitable
in each of those seasons, which is followed by a recapitulation of the preceding
paragraphs. Despite the remarkable similarity of the chapter title to the rubric
for the preceding subsection, the segment is thematically well-defined, human
physiology and hygiene (both understood in the widest and most rudimentary
sense) taking the place of cosmogony in NatPhil 2 and of astronomy in NatPhil
3. Moreover, the overall layout of the chapter is clear and the distribution of its
contents systematic except towards the end, where a tendency towards digres-
sion interrupts the logical sequence of the epigraphs.
Given that the four textual units devoted to the four humours are fairly ho-

mogeneous both in pattern and in contents, and since the aim here is not to
provide an exhaustive and line-by-line commentary to the text, a paraphrase
of NatPhil 4.1‒4 (excluding the digression NatPhil 4.4.2‒4 on the seasons) shall
be provided first with only minimal annotations and then some general obser-
vations shall be appended before proceeding further with the paraphrase and
abridged commentary of the remaining epigraphs.

4.1 Blood—According to the doctrine expounded by the author “blood is hot,
moist, and airy [hawāʔī]. It was created fromair, which is its foundation and ele-
ment. Its abode [bayt] is in the liver and the veins [ʕurūq]; its dominion [sulṭān],
over the forehead and the surface of the body. Its taste is sweet. It is the relative
[nasīb] of the spirit, the inseparable companion [ḥalīf ] of nature, the counter-
part [or brother, šaqīq] of the soul. The philosophers said, indeed, that good
pure blood is to the spirit like clean oil to the lamp”.
The characterisation of blood goes on by stating its resemblance to the east

wind (ṣabā, glossedasqabūl), to the east, towindy (rīḥiyyah) signsof the zodiac,1
to the elemental air, to childhood (ṣibā), and finally to spring.
A detailed catalogue follows containing the foodstuff that makes blood grow

and increase: everything sweet in taste and hot andmoist in nature (which are,
let it be recalled, the primary qualities of blood as described above). Ultimate
1 For rīḥiyyah ‘airy’ (literally ‘windy’) as a qualification of three of the signs of the zodiac, see
above NatPhil 3.4. Mark that the airy nature of blood is qualified, on the contrary, as hawāʔī.
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dependence from an eastern source may be inferred from the unglossed use of
iǧǧāṣ and kummaṯrā.1

4.1.2‒3 — A rubric signals a new epigraph that includes the description of the
physiology (tarkīb ‘composition, structure’ ≡ σύνθεσις / σύστασις) and character
of those in whom blood is dominant (ṣāḥibu ddam). Physiognomical features
precede the mention of their most typical ailments, which are noted down in a
separate paragraph on the symptoms and diseases of blood. Significantly, many
of the sicknesses registeredhere arenowhere tobe found in the specifically ther-
apeutic section Nat II.2, for the compilation of which the author used a differ-
ent source. Such afflictions include whitlow (dāḥis), pleurisy on the right side
(aššawṣatu lyumnā),2 and the lion’s disease (dāʔu lʔasad ≡ λεοντίασις).3
A reference is made to uroscopy (annaḍ̱aru fī albawl) and also to sphygmol-

ogy (maǧassatu lʕurūq) that contrasts with the absence of these two diagnos-
tic instruments in Nat II.2. Then a new text unit is introduced by faṣl in which
further physiognomical information is collected before providing a remarkably
extensive exposition on regimen. It is worth noting that this first segment on
blood-related matters is much lengthier than the following ones and shows a
somewhat less organised structure.

4.2 Yellow bile — A new epigraph marker faṣl is combined with the connec-
tor ṯumma to signal the transition to the second nature, namely yellow bile
(aṣṣafrāʔ). The exact same schedule-like pattern is applied as previously for
blood: yellow bile is hot, dry, and fiery (nāriyyah); its abode is in the gallblad-
der (marārah); its taste, bitter; its dominion, on thebregma (yāfūḫ) and the right
side of thebody; its cardinal point is theqiblah (ie the south); itswind, the south-
ern wind; its zodiac signs, the fiery ones; of human ages, youth; of seasons, sum-
mer (qayḍ̱).4 General dietetic advice follows on food and drinks; then, after a
1 Incidentally, acid or sour pears (kummaṯrā muzzah) are rarely mentioned in the Islamicate
tradition. InAndalus a particular variety of pearswas known in Saraqusṭah asaǧiṭyāl (ieačeṭyél,
cf. Corriente 2001: 103) on account of its sourness (mazāzah) according to ʕumdah [2556]
(B‒C‒T 2787‒8).

2 In Ther 2.1.1, in turn, pleurisy is referred to as ḏātu lǧanb.
3 In our text this disease is glossed as “corrugating red leprosy” (alǧuḏāmu lʔaḥmaru lmu-
taǧaʕʕid) and its symptoms are described as a feverish seizure (the rare termwaʕk is used here,
for which see the note in the critical apparatus), hair loss, and a generally wrinkled appearance
(taǧaʕʕudu ssaḥnah). This is in fact the first of four different skin conditions mentioned in the
text, one for each humour, which are all four of them named after an animal: dāʔu lkalb (so
in both manuscripts, but it may be an apomorphic reading for *dāʔu ṯṯaʕlab ≡ ἀλωπεκία, see
below) for yellow bile, dāʔu lfīl ≡ ἐλεφαντίασις for black bile, and dāʔu lḥayyah ≡ ὀφίασις for
phlegm.

4 Being rather archaic, the word for summer is glossed in the text by the common synonym ṣayf.
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faṣl boundary, in NatPhil 4.2.2 the most suitable pastilles (aqrāṣ) and purgatives
are listed.1
An aphoristic saying attributed collectively to the sages (alḥukamāʔ) closes

the epigraph stating that everything that avails against blood avails against yel-
low bile, and everything that avails against yellow bile avails against blood; and
everything that avails against phlegm avails against black bile; and everything
that avails against black bile avails against phlegm—by reason of the correspon-
dence (munāsabah) existing between these pairs in nature and temperament.
The exact same maxim is ascribed to Galen by Ibn Alǧazzār when dealing
with the treatment of headaches:

Zād I.10 (B‒K 1065‒6 | T 851‒3)

فهو البلغم، من نفع وما الصفراء؛ المرّة من نافع فهو الدم، من نفع ما أنهّ، جالینوس ذكر وقد
بعینه. الشيء به قُصد إذا كما جامع تامٍّ بنفعٍ وليس — السوداء المرّة من نافع

.cdr – كما] | i نفع ،cdr ینفع نافع] | cdr ینفع نفع]

In 4.2.3 a catalogue of sicknesses associated to yellowbile includes againmany
ailments that are not even mentioned in Nat II.2. Some of themmay have been
included in the now-missing chapters on disorders of the brain and of the eyes,
as for instance hot phrenitis (albirsāmu lḥārr), headache on the bregma and on
the right side of the head, or dry ophthalmia. Others are either possibly referred
to by different names or simply omitted in the respective chapters. The rarer
nosonym “grey bahaq” (albahaqu lʔaġbar) is glossed here as ḥikkah.
The presence of the dog’s malady (dāʔu lkalb), if it is to be identified with

what was traditionally known as hydrophobia or rabies, is most suspect here.
As pointed out above, four different kinds of skin diseases named after an an-
imal are distributed amongst the four humours and hydrophobia (referred to
most often simply as kalab) does not certainly qualify as a dermatitis. More-
over, the aetiology of kalab is related to black bile. It is quite probable that the
two manuscripts of Natāʔiǧ (and perhaps even the original text itself) transmit
a misreading of الثعلب ,*داء ie alopecia, which is an ailment of the skin and is
furthermore caused by yellow bile according to its traditional description.2

1 Amongst the latter, the lesser and middle buḫtaǧ and the lesser pill of gold are mentioned, for
which see Chapter 8.

2 For hydrophobia caused by black bile and alopecia by yellow bile, cf. Zād I.1 ( B‒K 56 13 | T
681‒2) and VII.13 (T 6383‒5), respectively. It is not impossible that the author may have either
inherited this apomorphy ormisread the original word, cf. a similar palaeographical confusion
غـراب > كـرّاث in Nat III that goes back to the original compilation and which is passed on to a
number of descendants.
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Just like in the preceding discourse on blood, two separate and slightly dif-
ferent physiognomical descriptions of patients suffering from yellow bile are
provided, first as an appendage to 4.2.3, then as a separate rubric 4.2.4.

4.3 Black bile—Some consistency is shown by the author in the use, once again,
of a combination of faṣl and the connector ṯumma to mark the transition to a
third major text unit in which black bile is defined as “cold, dry, heavy, earthy
[arḍiyyah], turbid [kadirah], and dark. Its abode is in the spleen; its taste, sour.
To it belong the earthy [turābiyyah] signs of the zodiac, the west, the western
wind (dabūr, which is ġarbiyyah), adulthood, and autumn”.
Its ailments are, unsurprisingly, mostly related to blackness and to the left

side: “blackwater” (almaʔu lʔaswad), dimness (ḍ̱ulmah) of sight, pains in the oc-
ciput and the left side of the head as well as on the left flank, melancholy (mal-
iḫūliyā, which is glossed in psychological terms «ṯibatu lʕaqli waḏahābuhū»),
epilepsy during a waning moon, “melancholy” (malankūniyah) in the legs, can-
cer (saraṭān ≡ καρκίνος), elephantiasis (dāʔul fīl ≡ ἐλεφαντίασις), varicose veins
(dawālin≡ κιρσοί), black bahaq, etc. All these diseases are said to be exacerbated
at night, especially in autumn.
Abrief characterisationofmelancholic patients follows in that includes small

bits of physiognomy (they are taciturn and anxious, their colour leans towards
green and gloomy)1 and ethology: they find some sourness in their mouth and
take pleasure in sweet, hot, greasy things; they suffer from cold and enjoy being
next to a fire. Dietetic recommendations include everything that is cold and
dry, and the best drugs from them are the hiera logadion, the hiera theodoretus,
Rufus’ hiera, and Galen’s hiera when five drams of any one of them are taken
with half a dram of scammony diluted in six ounces of a decoction of dodder
(ἐπίθυμον, Cuscuta epithymum L.).
The epigraph endswith a quite exhaustive physiognomical description of the

persons in which black bile is dominant in 4.3.2.

1 The Arabic lexematic root √kmd conveys the basic meaning of a change in colour, particularly
with a loss of clearness, but kamad has also a psychological connotation ‘sadness’ (especially
deep, concealed, sorrow), which may be pertinent here.



Chapter 5 Nat II.1 Natural philosophy 187

4.4 Phlegm — The four and last nature of the human being is phlegm, which
is “cold, moist, and watery. It has its abode in the lung and its dominion in the
chest and the joints. Its dregs [aṯfāl] (that is raw phlegm [ḫām]) collect in the
backbone.1 Its taste is sweet; it essential element, water; its cardinal point, the
north [alǧawf ];2 its wind, the northern wind; its age, senescence; its season,
winter, which is the last and most severe of seasons just like phlegm is the last
of natures”.
Then, instead of going on with either physiognomic or dietetic material re-

lated to phlegm, the humoral exposition gives way to a lengthy demonstration
(burhān) that has been invoked by the mere mention of winter as the last sea-
son. After that digression, however, NatPhil 4.4.5 represents a most natural con-
tinuation of the epigraph on phlegm and follows the exact same pattern seen
for the previous humours. It offers a detailed catalogue of phlegmatic ailments,
including a noteworthy mention of the archaic nosonym ibridah (which is sig-
nificantly collocated with urinary incontinence)3 and of “the leprosy [ǧuḏām]
knownas the snake’smalady [dāʔu lḥayyah]”,4 aswell as an accurate description
of “sudden death” (mawtu lfaǧʔah).
Physiognomical data are noted down also in two separate blocks, the second

of which (= NatPhil 4.4.6) is marked by a specific rubric, and dietetic advice is
limited to a scarce two lines of text.

1 In the text as transmitted by both manuscripts this is a curious case of a dislocated gloss:
«wahuwa lḫām» is written after the word «aṣṣulb» but there can be no doubt that it refers to
the aṯfāl of phlegm.

2 Mark this use of ǧawf as ‘north’, which has already been found above in NatPhil 3.5. The
word is rather archaicising in this meaning and it is further particularly well documented in
the west. Its presence may indicate a common source exploited by the author for more than
one subsection in Nat II.2. Cf. «walǧawfu huwa albaḥru lǧawfiyyah, wahiya nāḥiyatu ššām» in
Hārūniyyah I.i (G 479‒12), also in reference to the winds: «waššamālu (wahiya rīḥu lǧawfiyyah)»
in Hārūniyyah I.i (G 4712‒13).

3 Cf. Aṭṭabarī, Firdaws VII.iv.38 (Ṣ 59418).
4 The pseudo-Galenic origin of much of the material garnered for the compilation of this sub-
section is confirmed by this ὀφίασις that reflects, according to the description provided by the
text, the variety of leprosy described in Pseudo-Galen, Introductio (K XIV 75712‒13), rather than
the homonymous skin condition related to the scalp mentioned by Galen,Meth. med. XIV.16
(K X 10048‒9) and Sec. loc. I.2 (K XII 38111‒3849). It must be noted that in the pseudo-Galenic
passage of the Introductio the four aforementioned skin ailments (namely ἐλεφαντίασις, λεον-
τία, ὀφίασις, and ἀλωπεκία) are all mentioned, and defined, alongside leprosy (K XIV 7575‒14),
which may provide a further clue about the origin of these materials.
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Observations on NatPhil 4
As pointed out above, the sequence of epigraphs devoted to the characterisa-
tion of the four humours is remarkably consistent as a textual unit, which be-
tokens either the use of one single main source of data for most of it or oth-
erwise an intense and effective authorial compilation from diverse materials.
Alɂilbīrī’s occasional intervention in the text can hardly be denied, especially
(but perhaps not exclusively) in the lessmedical andmore ethical passages that
punctuate the humoral exposition, and it is also possible that at least some of
the glosses scattered throughout the text might be his own additions. However,
the existence already by the mid-9th c. of a full-blown hygienico-dietetic lit-
erature in Arabic (in the form of Graeco-Arabic translations and also original
compositions) and, most importantly, the strong resemblance of the contents
ofNatPhil 4.1‒4 to someof the representatives of that literature, added to the fact
that Galen is explicitly quoted three consecutive times at the end of the section
(see below NatPhil 5.2‒4)—all of this leads to the suspicion that the author may
be drawing extensively (and quite probably also literally) from some unknown
source. That he may be doing so is in agreement with his compilatory strategy
for Nat II.2, III, IV, and V (and even the “originality” of Nat I might be an illu-
sion); that he does not simply reproduce his copy-text but rather enriches it and
glosses someof its obscurewords, in turn, appears to be equally characteristic of
Nat II.1‒2 and possibly IV too, but not so much of Nat III and V. This differential
strategy and the problematic identification of the possible sources of the text is
dealt with elsewhere in this dissertation; hereunder a choice of precedents and
parallels is to be found that may open an avenue for future research.
Description of the humours—A basic characterisation of the four humours in
the lines of the one transmitted by our author is, of course, entirely unoriginal.
All the elements of humoral description are already present in ninth-century
medical texts and they certainly derive from Greek sources. An early and less
developed reflection of this feature is found in Aṭṭabarī’s pandect:1

Firdaws II.i.8 (Ṣ 4211‒23)

فالصفراء ومسكن. وحركة وقوّة وطعم لون من خاصّیّة الأربعة المزاجات من مزاج ولكلّ
الكبد، أسفل في لاصقة اليمين ذات في المرارة ومسكنها وحركتها، قوّتها في بالنار شبيهة مُرّة،
الأغذیة. نضج على وتقوّيهما والمعدة الكبد تسُخّن وهي والخفةّ، والنزق الحدّة تكون ومنها

في موجود (وهو الكبد ومسكنه معتدلة، وحركته قوّته، في بالهواء شبيه فحلو، الدم، فامّٔا
.[...] البدن)، من موضع كلّ

1 A further reason why each humour was placed in its respective abode is provided afterwards
in Firdaws II.i.8 (Ṣ 431‒7).
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في بالأرض شبيهة والسوداء .[...] الصدر ومسكنه وحركته، قوّته في بالماء شبيه والبلغم
.[...] الطحال) (یعني اليسار ذات مسكنها حامضة، وحركتها، قوّتها

Here as everywhere else, Firdaws is not however a plausible source for our
text. It is rather an early cognate (an older sibling so to speak) in the sense that it
transmits a primitive paraphrase of the same Graeco-Hellenistic materials that
emerge, in a more developed and undoubtedly mediated form, also in Natāʔiǧ.
A survey of the medical corpus shows, moreover, that the strictly physiological
characterisation of the humours transmitted by Aṭṭabarī seems to be as far as
medical authors in the Islamicate tradition would arrive in their reports of this
doctrine. No winds, no cardinal points, and particularly no astrological corre-
spondences arementioned in Firdaws in this description, even if such analogies
are reportedelsewhere in the text. As for later physicians, theyusually record the
basic characterisation of the humours regarding their basic qualities (hot and
dry, cold and moist, etc; also their taste) and some of themmay even retain the
reference to their see or abode. In any case, cosmological and astrological data
are absent from the standard medical description of the humours, which con-
trasts strongly with the conspicuous presence of such information in Natāʔiǧ.
Not only did Alɂilbīrī gain access to a more complete source for his physiol-
ogy (this is borne out by additional evidence found in this subsection), he also
reproduced it with a less restrictive criterion.
An illustrative termof comparison canbe found, nonetheless, innon-medical

literature, and the fact that this particular segment of each epigraph in NatPhil
41‒4 is far closer to AbūMaʕšar’s (ie an astrologer’s) account than to any known
medical text must be taken into consideration for a correct assessment of our
author’s possible sources and also of his approach to this matter:1

Madḫal VI.31 (B‒Y 7041‒16)

للأشیاء الأربع الطبائع فيقسمة
أربعة على مقسومة والبروج أربعة، والأزمنة أربع، والرياح أربع، والجهات أربع، الطبائع إنّ
سـنان وْْ أرباع، منهما واحد كلّ واللیل والنهار اْْقسام، أربعة على مقسوم والفلك اْْقسام،

اْْحوال. أربعة الإنسان
(وهي الصبا الرياح: ومن المشرق؛ الجهات: من وله رطب. حارّ وهو الدم، الطبائعه: فاؤّل
من الفلك: أرباع ومن والجوزاء؛ والثور الحمل البروج: ومن الربیع؛ الأزمنة: ومن القبول)؛

الحداثة. الإنسان: أسـنان ومن الأوّل؛ الربع واللیل: النهار ومن السماء؛ وسط إلى الطالع
ومن التيمن؛ الجهات: من ولها يابسة. حارّة وهي الصفرا؛ المرّة وهي الثانیة: طبیعة ثمّ

1 An alternative characterisation is registered also by Abū Maʕšar that comprises the colour,
taste, nature, specific property, and action for each humour inMadḫal IV.2 (B‒Y 36011‒18).
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ومن والسنبلة؛ والأسد السرطان البروج: ومن الصیف؛ الأزمنة: ومن الجنوب؛ الرياح:
ومن الثاني؛ الربع واللیل: النهار ومن الغارب؛ درجة إلى السماء وسط من الفلك: أرباع

الشـباب. الإنسان: أسـنان
ومن المغرب؛ الجهات: من ولها يابسة. باردة وهي السوداء، المرّة وهي الثالثة: طبیعة ثمّ
أرباع ومن والقوس؛ والعقرب الميزان البروج: ومن الخریف؛ الأزمنة: ومن الدبور؛ الرياح:
أسـنان ومن الثالث؛ الربع واللیل: النهار ومن الأرض؛ وتد درجة إلى الغالب من الفلك:

الكهولة. الإنسان:
الشمال؛ الرياح: ومن الشمال؛ الجهات: من وله رطب. بارد وهو البلغم، الرابعة: طبیعة ثمّ
وتد من الفلك: أرباع ومن والحوت؛ والدلو الجدي البروج: ومن الشـتاء؛ الأزمنة: ومن

الشـیخوخة. الإنسان: أسـنان ومن الرابع؛ الربع واللیل: النهار ومن الطالع؛ إلى الأرض

With regard to this iatromathematical interface it is also worth noting that
some of these data were also transmitted within the descriptions of the seasons
and themonths in the calendrical genre. Thus, in his initial account on the four
seasons of the year Ibn Māsawayh, himself a physician, includes a reference
to the essential traits of blood, yellow bile, black bile, and phlegm that is quite
close to the passage in Firdaws quoted above but remarkably simpler than both
Natāʔiǧ and AbūMaʕšar’s astrological isagoge:

Azminah 2393‒5, 2401‒3|8‒10, 2411‒3

والدم وأمرأه. وأهناهٔ رائحةً الأزمنة أطْیب وهو — الدم فيه يهیج [...] — الربیع
الكبد؛ وبيته منتنة؛ ورايحته: اللين؛ ته: ومجسـّ الحمرة؛ ولونه: الحلاة؛ وطعمه: رطب؛ حارّ

رطب. حارّ لأنهّ للهواء، مشاكل وهو الدماغ. وسلطانه:
الدم لون ولها المرارة؛ وطعمها: يابسة؛ حارّة وهي الصفراء، المرّة فيه تهیج [...] — الصیف
مشاكلة وهي المعدة. وسلطانها: المرارة؛ وبيتها: حدیدة؛ وريحها الخشونة؛ تها: ومجسـّ والنار؛

يابسة. حارّة لأنهّا للنار،
الخضرة؛ ولونها: الحموضة؛ وطعمها: يابسة؛ باردة وهي السوداء؛ المرّة فيه تهیج [...] — الخریف
للأرض، مشاكلة وهي الكلیتان. وسلطانها: الطحال؛ وبيتها: طیّبة؛ وريحها الخشونة؛ تها: ومجسـّ
البیاض؛ ولونه: الملوحة؛ وطعمه: البلغم؛ فيه يهیج [...] — الشتاء يابسة. باردة لأنهّا
للماء، مشاكل وهو الوركين. بين وسلطانه: الرئة؛ وبيته: سهكة؛ وريحه اللوزجة؛ ته: ومجسـّ

رطب. بارد لأنهّ

.s وریحه ،ms ورایحته]

Incidentally, in the Andalusī Anwāʔ tradition the humoral dominion (sulṭān
≡ δεσποτεία) is not recorded for the seasons but for every single month by both
ʕarīb b. Saʕīd and Ibn Fāris. There may be some reason to presume that this
item might have been extracted from its original context and relocated in the
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monthly calendar (IbnMāsawayh does not include it in his descriptions of the
months).1

Humoral nosology — Another ingredient of the humoral characterisation ex-
pounded by Alɂilbīrī are the diseases associated each humour. If one com-
pares, again, our text with Aṭṭabarī’s account of the same subject, the same
conclusion as above is reached: either the Andalusī physician had in his hands
a far more exhaustive source or his Iranian predecessor was abridging his ma-
terials quite drastically. The coincidences between the two texts, on the other
side, are far belowwhatmight be expected from two texts echoing someGalenic
(or pseudo-Galenic) catalogue of ailments caused specifically by each one of
the four humours. As shall be discussed in Chapter 9, the genetic link between
Natāʔiǧ and Firdaws exists, for sure, but its is a rather distant one:2

Firdaws IV.i.4 (Ṣ 12423‒1255)

وهاجت فسدت إذا الأربعة الأخلاط من یهیج فيما
أمراض. منها حدثت هاجت، أو فسدت إذا هذه، من وطبیعة مِرّة فكلّ

النقرس. من ونوع الألوان، محمرّة حادّة وأورام الدم، وحمّى والحصبة، الجذريّ الدم: علل فمن
والاكلٓة. الغبّ، وحمّى اليرقان، الصفراء: علل ومن

قبیحة، رطبة وقروح الأعضاء، وبرد الاستسقاء، وأنواع یوم، كلّ حمّى البلغم: علل ومن
رهلة. لیّنة ألوانها في بیض وأورا<م>

الاكلٓة، من ونوع الربع، وحمّى والسرطان، الأسود، واليرقان الجنون، السوداء: علل ومن
الفيل. وداء

Symptoms—The same observation applies to humoral physiognomy, which is
also significantly included by both authors in their respective expositions. Our
1 The clearest piece of evidence in support of this assumption is Ibn Fāris, Anwāʔ [9], where
the correspondences signalled by the author (namely Jan‒phlegm;Mar|Apr‒blood; Jun‒yellow
bile; Sept‒black bile) actually follow a seasonal pattern (F 1626, 16511, 1665, 1672, 1685‒6, 1703‒4).
The picture is far more complex regarding the different versions of ʕarīb b. Saʕīd’s treatise: if a
fairly consistent pattern can be noticed in the Qurṭubah Calendar (Nov|Dec|Jan|Feb‒phlegm;
Ap‒blood; Jun|Jul|Aug‒yellow bile; Sept|Oct‒black bile), Anwāʔ stops mentioning any domin-
ion after March (the humoral adjectives found afterwards qualify the zodiacal sign of the
month); cf. Qurṭubah Calendar 173‒4, 263, 425, 511, 598, 685, 767, 854, 933, 1022, 1105 and Anwāʔ
1427, 1578, 1698, 1805, 1924, respectively. Mark, moreover, that these two texts do not share the
same phraseology: Ibn Fāris expresses humoral dominion by the phrase «wasulṭānuhū —»,
whereas Ibn Saʕīd has rather «wafīhi sulṭānu—».

2 An analogous correspondence between the humours and someparticular ailments is transmit-
ted from Indian sources by Aṭṭabarī, Firdaws VII.iv.7 (Ṣ 56320‒5644). Despite several similari-
ties (some of whichmay be a result of the homogenising paraphrase of the author), the system
is quite different, as Ayurvedic medicine recognises three (rather than four) humours, namely
bile, phlegm, and wind, cf. Firdaws VII.iv.5 (Ṣ 5617‒17).
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Andalusī author goes into much greater detail in his (borrowed) description of
the character and the nature of patients whose temperament is unbalanced to-
wards a givenhumour.His inclusion of twonoticeably different and yet partially
overlapping accounts for each humour may betray a work of compilation from
at least two different sources somewhere in the transmission of thesematerials.
As for Aṭṭabarī, he collects only a few bits of information related to this mat-
ter and actually shows (or echoes) a particular interest in the consequences of
humoral unbalance on sexual behaviour and reproduction:

Firdaws IV.i.5 (Ṣ 12611‒24)

هیجانها على الدالة فيالعلمات
وغثیان. وعطش، الفم، ومرارة الوجه، صفرة الصفراء: اهتیاج على الدلائل ومن [...]

الفم، وحلاوة العروق، وامتلاء البدن، وسخونة اللون، حمرة الدم: هیجان على الدلائل ومن
[...] النوم. وكثرة

الرأس دوار ویعتري النبض، ویصغر اللون، يسودّ أن السوداء: غلبة على الدلائل ومن
الهواء. حرّ إلى ف والتشوُّ التوحُّش وكثرة السـباع، غضب مثل وغضب

وفتور الفم، في الریق وتجلُّب النوم، وكثرة البدن، استرخاء البلغم: غلبة على الدلائل ومن
الحامض. والجشاء الرأس، وثقل العطش، وقلّة النبض،

Physiognomy— A minimal physiognomy for the humours is included also by
Aṭṭabarī in his description of physiology, drawing perhaps fromGalen, who is
cited at the beginning of the chapter. This information in Firdaws is limited to a
few lines, whereas in Natāʔiǧ it is developed in remarkable detail, and a vague
similarity in contents (without any exact lexical coincidences) suggests that the
link between the materials transmitted in these two texts is not a close one:

Firdaws II.iii.1 (Ṣ 853‒8)

جمیل الضحك، كثير كان دمه، وصفي الدم علیه غلب مَن أنّ أیضًا: المزاج على الدلائل ومن
كان <الصفراء>، المرّة علیه غلبت ومَن واللهو. والجماع على حرّیصًا اللون، حسن الوجه،
حزیناً، جبانًا كان السوداء، علیه غلبت ومَن الزرع. قلیل الانتشار، كثير خفيفًا، جرّياًّ نزقاً
بارًا، تقيلاً، كان البلغم، علیه غلب ومَن الانتشار. وقلیل الزرع قلیل والأسقام، الفكر كثير

الزرع. كثير الانتشار، قلیل الأمور، في بطیئاً

In view of all the above parallels, the next logical step (which cannot not be
taken here) is to try to pinpoint the most probable origin of all this information
in the Galenic corpus and then to attempt an exploration of the possible paths
through which it may have reached Andalus.
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4.4.2‒4 Spring, summer, autumn, winter — This allegedly apodictic excursus is
prompted, as shown above, by the comparison of phlegm, the last of the four
humours, to winter, the last of the four seasons. The three epigraphs are fairly
consistent in the data that the record, yet winter is not dealt with separately but
rather as a seamless prolongation of the description of autumn. Towards the
end of the segment the tone changes from natural philosophical to sapiential,
then closes in a purely Qurʔānic note—a tendency that is, once again, quite
characteristic of the whole ofNat II.1 andwhich should, therefore, be presumed
to reflect the author’s own style even if the pieces brought together are certainly
drawn from pre-existing sources.
Spring lasts, according to our text, three months, from April to June. Its signs

of the zodiac are Aries (Alkabš), Taurus, and Gemini (Attawʔamān). It begins
with the Sun entering the head of Aries and ends when it arrives in the end
of Gemini. Spring is hot, moist, and airy. It is the first, most splendid, and most
pleasing to the soul and to nature of all seasons. The changes that it brings in na-
ture are depicted in a fashion that is well attested in parallel literature (more on
this below). In accordance to an implicit cosmic analogy, its corresponding na-
ture is the best and most pleasing one, namely blood. Its age, childhood, which
is the first, most splendorous, and most pleasing to the soul.
There follows summer (ṣayf ), which is hot, dry, and fiery. Its three months

are July, August, and September; its signs of the zodiac, Cancer, Leo, and Virgo
(Alʕaḏrāʔ). It beginswith the Sunentering theheadofCancer and finisheswhen
it arrives in the end of Virgo and “hangs” (tataʕallaqu) from the head of Libra.
Its nature is the second one, namely yellow bile. Its age, youth, the qualities of
which are compared to those of summer and its effect on the world to that of
fire. The dominion of yellow bile on the bodies is analogous to the dominion of
summer on the universe.
Then summer (alqayḍ̱) is followed by autumn (ḫarīf ), which is the third sea-

son of the year and is cold, dry, and earthy. Its nature is the third and middle
one, namely black bile; its age, likewise, the third and middle one: adulthood
(iktihāl). It lasts threemonths (which are not named) and its signs of the zodiac
are Libra, Scorpio, and Sagittarius. It begins with the Sun entering ⟨the head of
Libra and ends when it arrives in⟩ the end of Sagittarius (the text is defective
in both copies). Autumn is then depicted in quite praising terms that translate,
by explicit comparison, in a positive assessment of adulthood (defined now as
the age between forty and fifty years) as the collecting stage regarding reason,
education (adab), knowledge (ʕilm), and experience (taǧribah). After that, hu-
man beings just recede and their strength wanes until the worst (arḏal) of ages
is reached. “For after autumn there is nothing butwinter, the last of seasons. The
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year is completed and passes away, then a new year begins. In likemanner, after
seniority (which is the fourth age and the bloomof phlegm) there is nothing but
passing away and evanescence. At this point the author addresses the recipient
of the book and reminds him that there is no fifth age for humans, just like there
is no fifth nature or fifth season—“Therefore do not hope, oh human, in unag-
ing life, especially once thou hast entered this age and once this phlegmatic na-
ture has taken full power over thee. Then turn to thy creator before thy days are
over, for after completion there is nothing but decrease, nothing after rising but
descent—in likemanner after adulthood, which is the equator and completion
of the human being, there is nothing but old age, recession, decrease, accidents,
ailments, and perishing. Afterwards He shall produce you as another creature.
So blessed be God, the fairest of creators [= Q 23:14]”. The epigraph closes, still in
the form of a direct address, with a rather pessimistic depiction of elderly age
and a catalogue of its sicknesses, which leads to a renewed non-medical and
non-sapiential but purely Islamic exhortation to a spiritual return to the cre-
ator “before thy time is over, lest thou should say: Alas for me, in that I neglected
my duty to God, and was a scoffer [Q 39:56]”.

Observations
There is a number of tenth-century texts that share a more or less standard de-
scription of the four seasons of the year and which may thus be taken into con-
sideration as possible sources for Alɂilbīrī. The comparison involves several
different genres (astronomical, calendrical, propaedeutic) and may have heavy
implications regarding intertextuality and chronology for a number of those
texts. This is neither the place nor the time for such an examination, of course,
and I shall limitmyself to a few remarksmainly from the perspective ofNatāʔiǧ.
As far as my current exploration of the corpus goes, the provisional conclusion
is that (1) all the informational data contained in this segment (to the exclusion
of ethical and religious advice) was available to the author in a variety of texts;
(2) this information was already compiled and arranged in such a manner that
required very little authorial intervention (or none at all) on the part of the bor-
rower; (3) notwithstanding the striking resemblance to some of those accounts
(which certainly points towards some ultimate common source for this tradi-
tion), none of the texts consulted so far transmits a wording of these data that
canbe considered identical to theone found inNatāʔiǧ. A sample of theongoing
source criticism is provided hereunder with special attention to both verbatim
coincidences and contentual differences.
On the one hand there is the description of the four seasons transmitted

in the pseudo-Aristotelian Sirr (= Secretum secretorum) and also in a partially
abridged but otherwise word-by-word identical form by the Iḫwān (see Tables
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5.4‒7). This characterisation of each season includes [1] the astronomical indi-
cation of its beginning, stating the first degree of which sign is entered by the
Sun and the duration (in days, hours, and fractions of an hour) of the season
according to the physicians, as well as the calendrical limits (first and last days)
expressed in the common eastern Syriac months. Then [2] equinoxes and sol-
stices are mentioned and [3] the consequences of these astronomical changes
are specified with regard to the atmosphere and unanimated nature (snow, wa-
ters), then plants, animals, and finally human life. Each unit closes with [4] a
simile drawn between the changing world and the life cycle of a woman (child,
bride, mature, elderly). The original context in Sirr being amedical one, all four
descriptions are immediately followed in that text by [5] dietetic advice in a
form that is strongly reminiscent and yet contentually different from what has
been commented above for NatPhil 41‒4.
If Sirr and theRasāʔil are compared, the latter showa simplification of the in-

troductory calendrical data [1] (which, after all, is reported from the physicians
and is superfluous to the expositionof the Iḫwān)but in all other respects (most
especially [3‒4]) it can be described as an indirect witness for the manuscript
transmission of the pseudo-Aristotelian treatise.1 A digression on the genesis
and development of the several extant versions of Sirr would be totally unwar-
ranted here;2 suffice it to note that the circulation in Andalus of a version in
eight books (maqālāt) appears to be attested for the late 10th c., as this treatise
is not only ascribed to Aristotle but actually quoted from by Ibn Ǧulǧul in
his history of physicians.3

1 It is quite unlikely that the borrowing should have happened the other way round, and explor-
ing the third possibility (namely that the two texts may draw from a common source) would
require an examination of ninth-century Arabic literature on natural philosophy, which for ob-
vious reasons cannot be done here. A brief comparison of a few Neoplatonic elements shared
by these two texts is conductedbyGuerrero2016: 64‒68 and amore systematic analysismight
yield interesting results.

2 I have myself devoted some time and energy to that text and a critical edition of its Catalan
translations awaitsmore favourable circumstances to see the light. For a thorough introduction
to the fascinating history of Sirr, cf. the masterly analyses by Manzalaoui 1974; Grignaschi
1976; and most recently Steele 2003: 7‒30. While there is a long and solid scholarly tradition
that focuses on the fortunes of its Latin translations (cf. particularly the monographic Steele
2003) and also on their prolific vernacular offspring, the specifically Andalusī transmission of
the text remains to be sketched.

3 Cf. Ibn Ǧulǧul, Ṭabaqāt [9] (S 269‒22). It may be of some consequence for the protohistory of
this pseudo-Aristotelian book that the excerpt reproduced by Ibn Ǧulǧul beforementioning
the Sirr corresponds in fact to a passage included in its standard long version, cf. Sirr II (B
6810‒693).
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Then, there is the Anwāʔ tradition represented in tenth-century Andalus by
ʕarīb b. Saʕīd’s treatise and which provides some interesting pieces of infor-
mation but no conclusive evidence for textual dependence regarding Natāʔiǧ.
In its standard form (which is reproducedwithout noticeable alteration by later
authors in the genre) the data related to the equal seasons of the solar year in
Andalusī calendars record: that each season comprises threemonths (butmark
that none of the known versions names them); howmany days and fractions of
a day (expressed in eights) each one of the seasons lasts; also how many hours
they last (only in Anwāʔ as transmitted by the Tehran manuscript, but not in
the Qurṭubah Calendar); and finally their astronomical definition with regard
to the signs of the zodiac and also the lunar mansions. Despite the promising
incipit أشهر» ثلٰثة «وله for each season, only the last segment (ie their astronom-
ical limits) can be connected to our text—and even that as a similar but not
identical parallel. Moreover, it is precisely in this last segment that the several
presumable descendants of ʕarīb b. Saʕīd’s book differmost noticeably in their
wording (see Tables 5.8‒9).1 As in the case of the date for the spring equinox (see
Appendix 1), the Andalusī Anwāʔ corpus probably represents a parallel witness
to the data accessed by Alɂilbīrī (thence the pertinence of taking it into con-
sideration in this survey) but none of its extant representatives appears to have
been a direct source for that information.
Third and last in this limited overview, there is the dietetic genre, which in

Andalus is represented rather late in the form of the “expanded Aġḏiyah”2 and
could, at first sight, provide auseful parallel toour text given the general regimen-
related context in which the description of the seasons is framed here and also
there. Three excerpts fromAndalusī dieteticsmay help the reader to gain an im-
pression of thewide variability (more reflective of authorial design thanof avail-
ability of data) shown by these materials and may also suggest to what limited
extent theymay (or rathermaynot) contribute to the clarification of Alɂilbīrī’s
sources.3

1 In the synoptic tables appended to this chapter I abstain from quoting the Latin translation in
parallel to the Arabic text as it does not add any valuable information (cf. Liber anoe 71‒103).
Mark in any case, that qayḍ̱ is translated by Gerard of Cremona as cauma, just like every-
where else in this text.

2 For this label and amore extensive exploitation of those materials, see below the survey ofNat
IV in Chapter 7.

3 If Ibn Zuhr (d. 1162) hardly needs introduction, both IbnḪalṣūn andMuḥammad b. Ibrāhīm
Arrundī are to be added to the long list of authors for which we have nothing more than a
name and a text. For the former, cf. Gigandet 1996: 16‒18, where no solid conclusion could
be drawn from conflictive data that may not even be related to the author (the editor, how-
ever, favours a thirteenth-century date); for the latter, cf. Al-Khattabi 1990: 31, who suggests a
fifteenth-century chronology for the text based on onomastic data. This section of Arrundī’s
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Ibn Zuhr, Aġḏiyah I (G 101‒9)

كما فيه. وتتثوّر تتحرّك الأخلاط أنّ غير الفصول، أفضل وهو معلوم، فاعتداله الربیع، وأمّا
— الحیوان أجسام في الحال كذلك الربیع، زمن في تتحرّك الأشجار في التيّ الرطوبات أنّ

[...] فيها. الأخلاط لجري الأبدان من اسـتفراغه يجب ما فيه يسُـتفرغ كذلك
ولذلك مهمود، غير فيه والاسـتفراغ ضعیف، فيه والهضم يابس؛ حارّ فهو الصیف، وأمّا

الضرورة. عند إلاّ يجُتنب
فيه، الأبدان اسـتفراغ الأطبّاء بعض رأى وقد اختلاف، ذو المزاجت فمشتت الخریف، وأما

الأبدان. قوّة یضُعّف المزاج اختلاف فإنّ كذلك: الأمر وليس

Ibn Ḫalṣūn, Aġḏiyah IV.1 (G 673‒12)

دقيقة باؤّل الشمس حلتّ إذا بـإجماع الفصل هذا وأوّل — الربیع فصل وهو الأول، الفصل
.[...] ذلك يكون متى واختلفـو الكبش)، (وهو الحمل برج من

فيه وأفضلها. الفصول أعدل وهو الهواء، طبع وعلى الدم طبع على رطب حارّ الفصل وهذا
وتوُرّق والأزهار، العشب وتنبت الزمان. ویعتدل الربیعيّ، الاسـتواء والنهار اللیل يسـتوي
القوّة وتقوى الأخلاط، وتتحرّك الدم ويكثر الأنهار. وتمتدّ الحیوانات، وتتكوّن الأشجار،

بالطبع. الكون فصل وهو — الحیوانیّة القوى وسائر والمنمیة الغاذیة

Arrundī, Aġḏiyah V.14 (W 119v 9‒20)

أیضًا صالح كلة، بالمشا الاعتدال من وأقربهُا الأماكن سائر في الفصول أعدلُ الفصل وهذا
یعرض ولذلك أمراضه؛ وجمیع ووهجُه الدم سلطان وفيه بالمضادّة. الیابسة الباردة بالأمزجة
كما الفعل بحرارة البدن سائر في فيه یتحرّك الدم لأنّ والحكةّ، الجرب الناس لسائر فيه
فتُورّق القشر في فتاخٔذ الشجر سائر في فتسير فيه الأشجار في التيّ الرطوبات تتحرّك

وتتمُر. وتزهر

Although theuseof amedical text (or at the very least one containingmedical
material) by our author is the most reasonable assumption, it must be noted
that genuinely alternative descriptions of the seasons were also in circulation,
which may be particularly relevant with regard to source criticism:

Alġazālī, Ḥikmah II (Q 2013‒216)

موادّ فيه فتتولّد والنبات، الشجر في الحرارة تعود الشـتاء ففي المصلحة: من ذلك في ما وأمّا
أفعال وتوقى الحیوان، أبدان وتشـتدّ والمطر، السحاب منه فينشأ الهواء ويسـتكشف الثمار،
الله، بـإذن النبات فيطلع الشـتاء، في المتولّدة الموادّ في الطبائع تتحرّك الربیع وفي الطبیعة.
الثمار، فيُنضج الهواء يخمر الصیف وفي للتناسُل. الحیوانات كثر أ وتهیج الشجر، وینُوّر
الخریف وفي الأعمال. من لذلك یصلح لما فتتهیّأ الأرض، وجه ويجفّ الأبدان، فضول وتنحلّ

book is not included in Al-Khattabi’s partial edition and it is reproduced here from the Lon-
don manuscript.
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الزراعة فيه وتحسن الأعمال، بعض فيه فيعمل اللیل ويمتدّ الأمراض، فترتفع الهواء، یصفو
واحدةً. دفعةً الانتقال يكون لا حتىّ وبقدر، تدريج على یاتئ ذلك وكلّ —

Whether one interprets Alġazālī’s version of this motif as evidently inher-
ited froma sourceother thanSirr‒Iḫwān(after all,meteorological-physiological
depictions of the seasons like these must have entered the written tradition by
more than one single way) or as an original and quite intensive rewording of
that text, either scenario would be equally applicable to NatPhil 4.4.2‒4.

5.1‒6— The discourse turns rather abruptly, with a simple rhetorical impera-
tive “Know”, to yellow bile and blood, then to spring and summer and to the
regimen to be kept during these two seasons. Dietary and therapeutic advice
goes onwith autumn, where the aphoristic style of this new segment becomes a
distinguishing featurewhen compared to the preceding epigraphs. Instructions
for the regimen to be kept are overall simple and generic rather than specific.
Thus, since phlegm has grown thick in spring after the cold of winter, an intelli-
gent person should try to bring it out in that season by purging, dissolving, and
cutting drugs, as well as by gargarising, and inducing sweat in the bath through
hot ointments. One should also take the theriac assiduously during bath, and
the sagzenea and oxymel too.
Judging from the wording and from the medical contents, the passage could

be simply considered another one amongst so many paraphrases of some Hip-
pocratic or Galenic treatise on δίαιτα and this intuition would appear to be con-
firmed by the explicit mention of Galen no less than three times introducing
the dietetic exposition in NatPhil 5.2‒4—yet the presence of sagzenea «شجزنايا»)
P, «شكزنايا» D) betrays the pseudepigraphic nature of the whole segment. This
pseudepigraphy is corroboratedby thepresenceof additional post-Galenicdrugs
suchas the greatbuḫtaǧ and thehiera logadion, thepills of turpeth andof pearls,
the purple pill, the blessed remedy, all of which are intermingled with less con-
spicuously suspect preparations (eg themiddlepill of anise, the stomachicmade
of ten ingredients) andwith actuallyGalenic ones (thebitter hiera, for instance).
Without the help of external parallels it is impossible to define the limits of each
quotation and one cannot rule out the possibility that thewhole text comprised
inNatPhil 5.1‒4might be a long continuous excerpt from some pseudepigraphic
treatise on hygiene.
Now, the excerpts ascribed to Galen include a definition of the beginning

of spring, which is said to last from the twenty-fourth day of March (the same
date given for the vernal equinox above in NatPhil 3.8) until the twenty-fifth
of April. It also provides an archaicising (or perhaps geolectal) gloss ʕaṣīr for
ḫarīf ‘autumn’,1 which is quite intriguing. It is hard to imagine in which context
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ḫarīf (a word that has by now appeared no less than thirteen times without
ever being glossed) would need a synonym in a text written in standard Classi-
cal Arabic—unless, that is, the referential context were the pre-Islamic Arabian
one, in which the six seasons did not overlap, either in name or in length, with
the four ones inherited from the Graeco-Roman tradition, but this is a rather
unlikely scenario. It would be easier to postulate that an original gloss “in ʕaṣīr
(that is ḫarīf )” may have been inverted at some point in the transmission of the
book, and that would furthermore tally with the fact that in the remainder of
the text its is only ḫarīf that is mentioned. Be it as it may, these pseudo-Galenic
quotes (particularly NatPhil 5.2‒3) feature a few additional lexical peculiarities
such as rand ‘laurel’, fayǧan ‘rue’, andmost significantly theAmazighic synonym
tāġandast for ‘pyrethrum’,2 which would prima facie suggest a localism that
seems incompatible with their being included in a pseudo-Galenic work that
should have been translated in the east. As shall be seen below when com-
menting on Therapeutics 1.4, the inclusion of a few characteristically western
words (to be interpreted perhaps as glosses) appears to be a major feature of
the pseudo-Galenic quotations collected by Alɂilbīrī at the beginning of that
section. There is a possibility, indeed, that the source might be the same one in
both cases and given the implications of the matter, the combined analysis of
this material shall be conducted in Chapter 9.
Regardless of the exact origin of the elements of this exposition, which evi-

dently requires further scrutiny,NatPhil 5belongs entirely to theHelleno-Islamicate
traditionof preservationofhealth and regimen (as opposed, basically, to restora-
tion of health or healing, either through drugs or surgical operation). As in the
caseof philosophy, thephraseology itself is anunmistakable featureof the genre:

Aṭṭabarī, Firdaws II.iv.3 (Ṣ 1002‒6)

كل ویأ قلیلاً، یتعب حتىّ كل یأ فلا الصحّة، حفظ أراد مَن إنّ أبقراط اڶحيم قال وقد
يستريح. ثمّ يشـبع؛ لا بحیث

ثمّ بالحارّ؛ الشـتاء وفي بارد، بماء الصیف في وجهه بغسل یبدأ أن ینبغي جالینوس: وقال
الزمان. یوُافق بدهنٍ ويتمرّخ ويتمشّط ان، نِعِمَّ ورأسه رقبته ویغمز قلیلاً، يمشي

In Aṭṭabarī’s genuinelyHippocratic-Galenic dietetics, however, instructions
are overall generic, except for a particular chapter on the regimen according to
theorgans, inwhicha fewspecific compounddrugs (thebitter hiera,diyāsqūlīṭūs
≡ διοσπολίτης) and some food (figs and nuts) are mentioned.3 Moreover, the
1 On this word, see Chapter 9.
2 For the latter, which substitutes here for the common name ʕāqirqarḥā, see also Chapter 9.
3 The initial two chapters on thepreservation of health, fromwhich the above quote is excerpted,
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longest segment in that compilation is devoted to seasonal regimen, whereas
a humour-centred exposition is nowhere to be found. Now, it is precisely the
four chapters on spring, summer, autumn, and winter that are most similar
in tone and contents to our text.1 Dietetic terminology and even phraseology
were so standard already by the mid-9th c., nonetheless, that even an originally
Ayurvedic text might have been mistaken for a Graeco-Arabic one after being
paraphrased by Aṭṭabarī:

Aṭṭabarī, Firdaws VII.iv.8 (Ṣ 5653‒10)

اللیل من الأخير السـبع في فراشه عن یقوم أن الصحّة دوام في للراغب ینبغي ما أوّل إنّ
حارّ. بماء الشـتاء وأيّام بارد، بماء الصیف أيّام في الفم یغسل ثمّ [...]

5.6—After the three passages ascribed to Galen it is the turn for the collective
sages (alḥukamāʔ) to be quoted on the stomach, then the words of themost ex-
cellent philosophers are reported on the analogy of the human composition to
the universe: “the structure [tarkīb] of the human being follows the structure
of the world [dunyā]”. This version of the microcosmic analogy describes the
world as divided into three parts: the inhabited land (ʕumrān ≡ οἰκουμένη), the
desert, and the seas. Intelligent people should therefore divide their stomachs
accordingly:2 one third for food, one third for drink, one third void so that di-
gestion can be completed and “nature” (aṭṭabīʕah, meaning here ‘the stomach’
or ‘the digestive tract’ in general) can breath and be fanned.3 “For therein lies
the well-being of the body [ǧism], the perfection of the intellect and the under-
standing, the balance of the soma [badan], the soundness of structure, and the
safety from the dangers of surfeit [tuḫam] and the calamities of sickness”.
This new tripartite description of theworld contrasts stronglywith the preva-

lenceof tetradic analogies throughoutNat II.1‒2 andparticularlywith the anatom-
ical one attested in the early Islamicate tradition and also reflected in the basic
plan of Nat II.2. And yet there is an undeniable similarity to the quadripartite

yield almost no elements for comparison, cf. Firdaws II.iv.3‒4 الصحّة حفظ في (Ṣ 9914‒10218). For
the organ-centred regimen, cf. Firdaws II.iv.5 الأعضاء تدبير في (Ṣ 10221‒10325).

1 Cf. Aṭṭabarī, Firdaws II.v.1‒4 (Ṣ 10521‒10918).
2 Mark the repetition of the exact same phrase «fayanbaġī lilʕāqili an» here and previously in
NatPhil 5.1, which is, no doubt, an indicator or consistency and homogeneity. If there were no
any other hints, it would be impossible to ascertain whether this ought to be interpreted as an
authorial trait or rather as evidence thewhole segment being borrowed fromone single source.
Evidence for the former hypothesis (namely, that it is Alɂilbīrī writing here) shall be analysed
below in the Remarks that close this chapter.

3 The process of digestion is alluded to by three different synonyms in just two lines of text. First
as ṭabḫ, then as naḍǧ, finally as haḍm, all of which are well-attested renderings of Greek πέψις.
This may be interpreted as an additional token of the author’s own rhetorical voice.
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division of the world described by the Iḫwān that is based on the nature of the
places that each quarter comprises: deserts and the like of them, seas and other
masses of water, mountains, and finally inhabited and cultivated land.1 On the
other hand, some exegetical reports were in circulation that transmitted a divi-
sion of the world into three parts:

Muġīṯ (ie Alɂawzaʕī)⊂ Abuššayḫ, ʕaḍ̱amah XXXII.6 [943] (M 14311‒5)

ليس صفصف قاع وثلُث البحور؛ وثلُث َّسـيم؛ والن الشجر فيها ثلُث نواع: اْْ ثلاثة الأرض
ثلُث. الخلق وسائر ثلُث، والنمل ثلُث، السمك ثلاثة: والخلق نسـيم. ولا نبتٌ فيها

Ibn ʕaṭiyyah (through Alɂawzaʕī)⊂ ʕaḍ̱amah XXX.17 [932] (M 14123‒6)

سـنة؛ مائتي أو سـنة مائة ثلاث مسيرة منها بحورها سـنة: خمسمائة الأرض مسيرة أنّ بلغني
سـنة. مائة مسيرة والعمران مائتين؛ أو سـنة مائة مسيرة منها والخراب

There is, therefore, a distinct possibility that our passage might represent an
authorial blending (yet another one) in which elements stemming from differ-
ent epistemic genres coalesced into a simile that suited his ultimate purpose.2

1 Cf. Rasāʔil XIX.3 (B 2574‒8). The inhabited world (alʕāmir) is said to be contained within
the norther quarter, which includes all seven climates (aqālīm ≡ κλίματα), in Rasāʔil XVIII.4
(B 1963‒8) and this point is developed separately in the description of the inhabited quar-
ter (arrubʕu lmaskūn) in the epistle on geography, cf. especially Rasāʔil IV.3 (D 628‒6412 | M
12915‒13217).

2 Once again, if the segment were proved to be a borrowing rather than an original composition,
this consideration would still apply to Alɂilbīrī’s source.
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5.6 NatPhil 6— Epilogue

The author recapitulates the whole of Nat II.1 and affirms that, having begun
his book with the indispensable praise to god and the contemplation of the
wonders of Its creation and the subtlety of Its wiseness, in the proem (ṣadr)1
he has sketched the principles and methods to be taken as guidelines and pa-
rameters, so that those endowed by enough interest and understandingmay ex-
trapolate this knowledge to suchmatters as are not mentioned or comprised in
the book. He has intentionally avoided lengthy and verbose exposition in favour
of briefness and conciseness, mentioning only themedical methods (manāhiǧ)
that lead to the knowledge of the temperaments (amzāǧ),2 specific properties
(ḫawāṣṣ), and diseases (amrāḍ) of human organs, aiming at the shortest and
easiest possible treatment. “For this book is for the likes of thee [...] and for those
that are trained in the medical art”. The recipient of the text is exhorted to ap-
ply himself to the principles laid in that art, to follow its methods, and to get
acquainted with its ways, so that he can come to know what the author leaves
unmentioned through what he does mention (= extrapolation and inference)
and eventually confirm and prove what is said therein by that which is not said
(= supplementation with external sources). Apparently Alɂilbīrī shows (not
without a dose of flattery) great confidence in the addressee’s training,3 which
makes writing longer than he has simply unnecessary.
It may be worth pointing out, more as parallel than as an actual direct influ-

ence, that a similar didactic (and in part also self-justificatory) strategy is im-
plemented by the Iḫwān, whomore than once express their wish “tomention a
portion” of a givenmatter for it to spur analogical thought (√qys, which features
twice in the epilogue of our text):4

1 This is explicit proof thatNat II was conceived by Alɂilbīrī as a textual unit of which thewhole
Nat II.1 is a proemial introduction.

2 The same rarer plural as in the title is used here, rather than the much more usual amziǧah.
3 The coordination «limiṯlika [...] waliman yarūḍu...» should probably be interpreted as not-
inclusive (ie not “for thee and for those [like thee] that train...” but actually “for thee and for
those that train...”), whichwouldmean that the readermaynot havebeen aphysician.However,
the series of imperatives that follow are a clear exhortation to the study of medicine—to a lay-
man, perhaps even a student? Incidentally, √rwḍ in the basic form complemented by a prepo-
sitional phrase introduced by fī is quite exceptional andmay be a secondary development from
rāḍa (nafsahū) fī (unless, of course, one reads a perfective form tarawwaḍa). Cf. «wayanbaġī
liṭṭabībi an yarūḍa nafsahū bilmabāḍiʕi walkayy...» in Aṭṭabarī, Firdaws VII.iv.4 (Ṣ 56011).

4 This propaedeutic device was certainly not particular to the Iḫwān, cf. for instance «faqisi
stiḥālāti lʔašyāʔi kullihā ʕalā mā bayyantu» in Aṭṭabarī, Firdaws I.i.6 (Ṣ 1614).
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Rasāʔil XIX.9 (B 28910‒11)

عليها. وقياسًا الباقية على دلالًة لیكون طَرَفاً نذكر أن ونرُید

Rasāʔil XIX.11 (B 33011‒12)

منها. نذكره لم الّذي الباقي على دلیلاً لیكون طَرَفاً بعضها خواصّ من نذكر ولكن

This rhetorical device was indeed an instrument shared across genres and a
quite elegant apology for non-exhaustiveness.
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5.7 Complementary remarks on Natural Philosophy

The limited selection of precedents and parallels that have been pointed out
throughout the above survey that has hopefully showcased the most evident
affinities (and even possible affiliations) that obtain between Nat II.1 and sev-
eral different epistemic traditions. Multiplying the references would only add
redundancy to this preview. In this concluding section I would like to draw spe-
cial attention to some salient features of the text and I shall also provide some
hints for future inquiry.

A request?

There appears to be a tendency to interpret proemial addresses to an unnamed
second person singular as a mere literary topos even in the case of epistemic
genres. This interpretation is obviously precluded whenever the addressee is
mentioned by name, which shows that in the end it is not anything in the text
but rather our own ignorance of its circumstances that may induce us to sur-
mise that the author’s words are a mere rhetorical contrivance. Needless to say,
the explicit mention of the recipient’s name was hardly required in the original
context.1 This is not the place nor the time to discuss the either the prevalence of
such suspicious hermeneutics or the actual frequency of this topos in Islamicate
medical literature (why may be lower than supposed). As far as Natāʔiǧ is con-
cerned, the proem and the epilogue of Nat II.1 are too specific and the mention
of the request too explicit to justify a non-literal interpretation of the author’s
express motivation. The book was probably intended to be a medical pandect
(which does not necessarily equate, of course, with a practical vademecum) for
some member of the Andalusī elite, either intellectual or more probably politi-
cal, in a context in which such items may not have abounded.
This assumption can be substantiated, moreover, by a number of unambigu-

ous examples of actual written exchange between scholars (or at least between
one scholar and an educated recipient) that resulted in the compilation of a
whole treatise. To limit the scope of the comparison to Islamicate north-western
Africa and Europe, in Qayrawān Ṭuwāniš/Dūnaš b. Tamīm (fl. 955) compiles a
treatise on cosmology (probably the earliest Maġribī representative of this dis-
cipline) in response to a consultation שאולות») 2(«בתשובות and in tenth-century
1 In this regard it would be important to distinguish categorically between texts that are ded-
icated to someone (usually a patron) and those that are actually fwritten or someone, either
motu proprio or more often as the result of a previous request. Our text might belong in the
latter category.

2 One of his two books on hayʔah is “envoyé [ושגרנוהו] à [Abū Yūsuf Ḥasdāy b. Isḥāq] en réponse
aux questions qui nous étaient parvenues de Constantinople” (Vajda 1946: 140, Hebrew text
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Andalus Ibn Muṭarrif’s book on the same matter is likewise addressed to an
unnamed requester.1 A formula most similar to the one used by our author is
found in Ibn Ḫalṣūn’s prologue to his Aġḏiyah, which opens with the words:
“You have asked me... to compose for you...”.2 The list could be easily enlarged.
On the other hand, correspondencebetween scholarswas an epistemic genre

of which most examples must have disappeared with the private belongings
of their protagonists. Leaving aside well-known examples from the Islamicate
east, in Andalus some echoes have been preserved of the early epistolary ex-
change between Alḥarrānī and Ibn Ǧulǧul,3 and a happy chance has saved
from oblivion an epistle that Manṣūr wrote to a certain physician named Ibn
Ṭayfūr who had recently arrived in Baṭalyaws from Almariyyah. In that letter
Manṣūr took upon himself a thorough examination of the depth of the new-
comer’s knowledge in order to known whether his forte was philosophy (fal-
safah) or rather natural science (ʕilmu ṭṭabīʕah). No less than twenty different
questions were addressed to Ibn Ṭayfūr, whose reply is also preserved in an
acephalous excerpt from his letter:4

Alhāšimī,Maǧālis III (K 1557‒22)

ابن له یقُال ببطلیوس الأطبّاء من إخوانه بعض إلى منصور بها كتب رسالٌة ذلك فمن
بسم فكتب: عظيم، بعلمٍ علیه وأثنى منصور ذلك فبلغ المریة، من قدم قد وكان طیفور،
الله، أبقاك بلغني، إنهّ الكامل: والفيلسوف الفاضل الحكيم عزّ الله أدام الرحيم، الرحمٰن الله
وحوائج الطبّ صناعة أنّ علمت ولقد منيّ: بقربتك فسررتُ أشـیاخك، لقاء من قدومك
همّتك مع النفيسة نفسك من أوصلتَه ما إليّ وصل إنهّ ذلك، ومع تدُرك؛ لا غایةٌ الناس
نفسي دَعَتْني وقد باسٔـناها، إلاّ الخطط وإلى باعٔلاها، إلاّ المراتب من یقُتدا لا أنهّ الرئيسة،

on page 145, text no. 7, segments 36‒37); the passage is translated into English from Vajda’s
account in Mimura 2015b: 93. The other treatise he dedicated to the Fāṭimī caliph Almanṣūr
(r. 946‒953). Instead of קסטנטינה Fenton 2022: 8 proposes reading “Qurṭubah” (which may be
a sensible emendation), and on the other hand modern scholars appear to be rather vague in
their reference to these titles as being dedicated to orwritten for the figures involved in the nar-
rative. On Ṭuwāniš/Dūnaš’ astronomical output, cf. Mimura 2015a and 2015b; and especially
Samsó 2020: 353‒368, 499‒502). Previous reports on this disciple of Ibn Sulaymān must be
complemented with data from Fenton 2002: 6‒10 (where further references to earlier litera-
ture can be found on page 6 n. 10), and Bos, Käs, Lübke, and Mensching 2020: 127‒129.

1 Cf. Casulleras 1994: 76, Samsó 2020: 502.
2 This proemial formula is enough grounds for Gigandet 1996: 18 to class Ibn Ḫalṣūn’s Aġḏiyah
in the ‘genre épistolaire’.

3 A brief fragment is transmitted in the Escurial copy of Alhāšimī’s medical treatise, cf.Maǧālis
1634‒12.

4 Mark that the name of the addressee is nowhere to be found in the letters and that Ibn Ṭayfūr’s
response provides an interesting typological parallel for Alɂilbīrī’s proem. An entire multi-
sectionmedical pandect is not, of course, the same as a series of quaestiones, but this evidence
may be of some help to understand the possible prehistory of Natāʔiǧ.
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أفي نعرف ولم وقطبها. عمادها أنت التيّ العلوم هذه من الله منحك ما اسـتطلاع إلى الشائقة
لمسائلتك إلى نفسي دعتني وقد نفسك، أشغلت الطبیعة علم في أم همّتك جعلت الفلسفة

ماسٔلة. عشرين مع كتابي وجهت وقد [...]

Alhāšimī,Maǧālis III (K 15717‒1582)

أبي، ومحلّ كبيري يا — بعد أمّا قال: ثمّ صدرها]، یعرف [لا رسالة إلیه طیفور ابن فكتب
لأنكّ خاطبتني، ما مودّتك، وخلوص محبّتك لا لا [أنهّ] أعلم وأنا بعثت، به ما رأیت فإنيّ
عرفت فيما جاوبت وقد منه، وغيري أنا یعرف الّذي البحر أنت إذ — غوره یقاس لا ممّن

وزماني. باعي قدر على هو إنماّ لكن جوابتك، ما غایة بلوغ عن تقصر معرفتي أنّ على

Instances of asymmetric intellectual correspondence (which might actually
be the case reflected in the proem to Nat II.1) are found, for example, in the
Fāṭimīminister Alɂafḍal Šāhanšāh’s questions on philosophy and physics ad-
dressed to Abuṣṣalt Addānī at the beginning of the 12th c, which caused the
Andalusī polymath to write his Aǧwibah.1
I should insist that written intellectual exchange (philosophical and other-

wise) is an epistemic genre on its own and our text belongs rather to the kunnāš
ormedical pandect. However, with regard to themotivation for the compilation
ofNatāʔiǧ, while theremay never emerge new evidence to answer the question
of its exact origin (and the identity of its alleged recipient is probably the least
of the mysteries that surround this text), there is no compelling reason not to
admit a literal interpretation of its proem.

Heterogeneous and composite: Andalusī Islamic natural philosophy

There is no need to lay further emphasis on the multithematic and quite prob-
ably also polygenetic nature of Nat II.1. In this summary conclusions, however,
I would like to touch, even if it is only cursorily, upon one particular aspect of
the author’s synthesis: its Islamic and at the same time philosophical nature.
The preceding survey has shown that two historically very different epistemic
layers or strands converge in our text. Traditionistic materials are coordinated
with “foreign” ones, Islamic and non-Islamic dogmas are juxtaposed, and spo-
radically even blended, without any perceptible hierarchisation and according
to all appearances with the same noetic attitude. Revelation andGreek philoso-
phy are brought together, in fact, in a remarkably axiomatic way. Their compat-
ibility is taken for granted by the author (and probably also by his reader) and
no explicit effort is made to justify this collocation. The origin, structure, and
1 Cf. Millás 1931: 80‒81; Comes 2000: 836–837; Samsó 2020: 498‒499.
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mechanics of the universe can be described—and are indeed described—in Is-
lamic and overtly falsafī terms. His explanation of cosmogony and cosmology is
presented by the author as a universal consensus reflecting the combined iǧmāʕ
of sages and philosophers—and also, implicitly by his resort to the Qurʔān and
ḥadīṯic material, of religious authorities. There is no room in his exposition for
alternative arguments or for different views, let alone for any debate.
None of these features is, of course, by any means exclusive to Alɂilbīrī and

I am simply not qualified to assess the originality or unoriginality of this ap-
proach in the Andalusī context. I would argue, nevertheless, that in this and
other respectsNat II.1 is much easier to characterise negatively (ie to say what it
is not) than to link it to any particular tradition or to class it into any epistemic
genre. From the point of view of its contents, its cosmology is neither strictly
astronomical (ie Ptolemaic) nor traditionistic (inspired exclusively by the ques-
tions opened by the Qurʔānic text and limited to the reports handed down in
the Sunnah). By the same token, its philosophy is far more rudimentary than
even the simplest representatives of Helleno-Islamicate falsafah, but its uncon-
cealed adhesion to the forms and the content of that tradition distinguishes it
radically from anti-falsafī traditionalism. The focus and, above all, the ultimate
aim of the exposition separates the text also from religious philosophy as repre-
sented by the Kalām.1
While it was certainly deeply felt and also bitterly voiced in some circles, the

“threat” of falsafah to the basic tenets of the Islamic faith was probably large
and by an interested construct.2 In caliphal Andalus, some members of the in-
tellectual elites appear to have understood this “foreign” tradition (which in fact
arrivesmostly in Arabo-Islamic garb)more as an instrument and even as a chal-
lenge. In any case the large list of tenth-century Andalusī philosophers does not
seem to betoken a generalised perception of incompatibility between faith and
falsafah—despite the contemporary stress laid on the alleged heretic nature
of such individuals. Moreover, even in later times inimicality may have been
1 This definition of Kalām I borrow from Sabra 1994: 23 n. 24, who claims, not without com-
pelling arguments, a less biased interpretation of Kalām as “an argumentative approach to re-
ligionwhich sought, through discussion and discursive thought, to interpret and transform the
content of the Islamic revelation into a rationally-based doctrine” (Sabra 1994: 11).

2 This perception was obviously not shared by Alkindī, who typifies one of the earliest projects
of Islamicisation of Greek philosophy, even if in the end he may have failed to “make the First
Principle of Greek philosophy into the Creator described in revealed texts” (Adamson 2002:
312). His philosophy has been described also as “an ontology compatiblewith the creed of those
who, like him, agreed with the tawḥīd or the Koranic religion” (Martini 2013: 48). Nor was any
incompatibility feared by the Iḫwān, whose central aim was no other than “to demonstrate
that philosophy is fundamentally in accordance with the prophetic revelation” (de Callataÿ
2015: 221).
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largely unidirectional and often only selective:1

Ibn Rušd,Maqāl 2713‒18

الفلسفة في النظر جل الشرعيّ، الن.عر جهة على نفحص، أن القول هذا من الغرض فإنّ
الوجوب؟ جهة على وإمّا الندب جهة علا إمّا به، محظور أم بالشرع مباح المنطق وعلوم

جهة من واعتبارها الموجودات في النظر من كثر أ شيئاً ليس الفلسفة فعل كان إن فنقول:
الصانع على تدلّ إنماّ الموجودات فإنّ مصنوعات)، هي ما جهة من (أعني الصانع على دلالتها
قد الشرع وكان أتمّ؛ بالصانع المعرفة كانت أتمّ، بصنعتها المعرفة كانت كلماّ وإنهّ صنعتها. لمعرفة

ذلك. على وحثّ الموجودات، اعتبار إلى ندب

In what concerns our author and his text, despite some shared elements in-
herited from the exegetical corpus, NatPhil 2 bears little resemblance to the
genreof Islamic cosmology represented in anembryonic shapebyninth-century
IbnḤabīb’sNuǧūm and in full-blown form by tenth-century Abuššayḫ’sKitābu
lʕaḍ̱amah. Even in the latter no foreign source (and particularly not one sin-
gle philosopher) is ever invoked as a source of information, and all reports are
limited exclusively to pre-Islamic and proto-Islamic traditions collected and fil-
tered by early exegetes.2
On a side note, “Islamic cosmology” is a useful label that permits to differen-

tiate quickly Ibn Ḥabīb’s, Abuššayḫ’s, or Assuyūṭī’s treatises from the strictly
parallel tradition of standard Ptolemaic cosmology. Now, there are several other
traditions that break that perfect geometry andmanifest themselves in the form
of intersections, and Nat II.1 is to be located at some point of that interface.
Moreover, the difference between the two main traditions with regard to the
admitted sources of authority should not be interpreted in the sense that Alɂil-
bīrī’s (or, for that matter, any other Muslim author’s) cosmology was any less
Islamic than the one transmitted by traditionalists. Islamicate knowledge with
aMuslim agent is still Islamic, although it may not be (and often it is not) based
exclusively in the traditions selected, fixed, andhandeddownby religious sources.
It is important to bear in mind that, despite all the protestations of the self-

appointed guardians of religious orthodoxy, the multiple traditions related to
the falsafah ought to be considered, from a non-partisan perspective, “als eine
Symbiose vonaristotelisch-neuplatonischerPhilosophieund Islam‒als islamis-
che Philosophie”,3 and the same consideration applies to most other epistemic
traditions.
1 It was Sabra 1994: 18 n. 19 that called my attention to this “definition whose purpose was to
smooth the way towards the reconciliation of falsafa and religion”.

2 This is already pointed out by Heinen 1982: 43.
3 Daiber 1986a: 298.



Chapter 5 Nat II.1 Natural philosophy 209

All in all, the uniqueness of Nat II.1 lies not so much in its philosophical-
theologicalmixture as in theparticular ingredients that enter it and in the amounts
in which each of them are combined in order to compound a coherent expla-
nation of natural phenomena. In this regard and mutatis mutandis (especially
with regard to the format), Heinen’s judgement on Abuššayḫ’s ʕaḍ̱amahmight
be applied to the natural philosophy transmitted inNatāʔiǧ: “the peculiar amal-
gam of the natural phenomena as subject matter, the strictly traditional form,
and the pious spirit give [it] a remarkable originality”.1

A new western reflection of the primitive kunnāš tradition?

I have signalled a limited number of parallel loci from theHārūniyyah as edited
by Gigandet. The resemblance and occasionally even striking coincidence in
contents and terminologybetweenNatāʔiǧand the text ascribed toMasīḥb.Ḥakam
go far beyond what those annotations suggest. They are not limited, moreover,
to Nat II.1 but extend to other sections of the book, most particularly to Nat III
on the specific properties of things. Only a global comparisonwill allow to draw
any clear conclusions as to the exact nature of their relationship. That compar-
ison shall have to take into consideration not only other extant versions of the
Hārūniyyah excluded from the aforementioned edition, but also the pseudepi-
graphic Tuḥfatu lʔaṭibbāʔ and even a late-eighteenth-century text as Ḏahābu
ḍ̱ḍ̱ulmah. The examination of this fascinating constellation of texts ought to be
the object of a dissertation (or amonographic volume) in its own and I amquite
persuaded that the study of this tradition (which is particularly linked to the
Maġrib regarding its transmission and to the eastern context of Aṭṭabarī’s Fir-
dawswith respect to its contents)may be instrumental for the reconstruction of
the diffusion of learned medicine in the early Islamicate west. In order to spare
the reader a most unwelcome excursus at this point let me reproduce Brun-
ing’s conclusions as to the place of the Tuḥfah in the history of Islamicate med-
ical literature. With some slight changes or nuances, the reader may substitute
Natāʔiǧ for the original titles and the description would still hold true:

The Tuḥfa is a composite and complex medical text of which the first
two parts seem to be the most original. [...] the Tuḥfa cannot be com-
posed by Ḥunayn b. Isḥ āq and it even appears—despite the presence
of some chapters of which the sources go back to the ninth century at
least—that its composer has to be sought in approximately post-ninth-
century Andalusia or North Africa.
Similarities between the Tuḥfa and the ar-Risāla al-Hārūniyya do not

1 Cf. Heinen 1982: 39.
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point at adependencebetween the texts. Thevarious sourcesused, some-
times literally, in the Tuḥfa [...], the false ascription of the ar-Risāla al-
Hārūniyya to Masīḥ b. al-Ḥakam [...], and the very fact that the texts do
not entirely overlap but only do so about fifty percent of the time, indi-
cate that neither text were a model for the other. Rather, both texts have
been based upon an original text that probably consisted of the over-
lapping parts of the Tuḥfa and the ar-Risāla al-Hārūniyya. [...] Thus we
can speak of a textual tradition ofmedical knowledge taken from various
sources after the ninth century in al-Andalus or North Africa[.]

In the next chapter a new text will be added to this complex transmission of
medical lore: Ibn Māsawayh’s Nuǧḥ/Munǧiḥ, which appears to have provided
the copy-text for Alɂilbīrī’s therapeutic section Nat II.2. On the other hand, in
Part III of this dissertation the analysis of Nat III, which deals with the medical
applications of the specific properties of things (ḫawāṣṣ) shall reveal yet another
textual tradition that intertwines with the primitive kunnāš-core. The big pic-
ture, however, forwhich there is no shortage ofmaterials of all sorts and colours,
remains to be drawn.
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Appendix 1: date of the vernal equinox

Let me close the overview of the contents of Nat II.1 with some remarks regard-
ing one of the non-linguistic cruces that it includes, namely the date of 24March
for the beginning of spring (see NatPhil 3.8 and 5.2). While all other astronomi-
cal and astrological data in the section has almost exclusively philological value
(ie it can be of some help in establishing intertextual relations of dependence
and it can also contribute to some extent to the study of the Andalusī lexicon),
this date is probably the only datum, as far as astronomy is concerned, thatmay
have some informational value.1
The clarification of this subject involves two questions that are related but

yet need to be considered separately. On the one hand, (1) the division of the
year and the definition (either meteorological or astronomical) of the seasons.
On the other hand, (2) the exact date in which spring begins and day and night
become equal in duration (although the latter bit of information is actually
nowhere included in Natāʔiǧ).

1 — Several divisions of the year in seasons (azminah / fuṣūl) coalesced in the
Islamicate tradition that differ as much in their criteria as in their geographi-
cal origin. There is, of course, the one related to the astrometeorological lore
prevalent in a large part of pre-Islamic Arabia and which is widely transmitted
in lexicographical sources and also in the Anwāʔ genre. Then there is the reck-
oning of the seasons that Islamicate sources report quite consistently as the one
propounded by physicians and also by computists.
SomeArabs (mostlyBedouinones, probably to the exclusionofmuchof south-

ern and northern Arabia) appear to have followed, according to traditional re-
ports, a meteorological division of the year based on such features as the arrival
and departure of cold and heat, seasonal rains, or the growth of graze. The first
season they called ḫarīf, but also rabīʕ as this is the time of the first rains (rabīʕ).
Then there followed šitāʔ and the blooming season of ṣayf (which people styled
also rabīʕ or ‘the second rabīʕ ’). Last there came qayḍ̱ (the one that people later
called ṣayf ). An alternative division (or rather terminology) distinguished two
main seasons, which were further subdivided into two halves: šitāʔ (compris-
ing šitāʔ and rabīʕ) and ṣayf (consisting of ṣayf and qayḍ̱). Such is the standard
account established in Anwāʔ texts.2 A third-hand passage from a no longer ex-
1 For the sake of briefness the analysis below focuses mainly on the vernal equinox, but a com-
plete survey should include, of course, the autumnequinox and the solstices aswell. I also leave
untackled the question of the author’s reference to Pisces 24°. Moreover, discussion is deliber-
ately biased in that it is centred on Andalusī sources, as they are, for obvious reasons, the most
pertinent ones in this context.

2 Cf. the full explanation in Ibn Qutaybah, Anwāʔ [117‒112] (H 10317‒1098). An exhaustive anal-
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tant treatise on Anwāʔ by Muḥammad b. Kunāsah (d. 823/824) can be quoted
here as an illustration of the diffusion of four-season divisions in the region. He
testimony is extremely interesting,moreover, regarding the inclusion of dietetic
recommendations in the genre:1

Ibn Manḍ̱ūr, Lisān VIII 103a 24 ‒ 103b 8 s.r. ربع√

بها، علاّمةً وكان وفصولها، السـنة أزمنة صفة في بنكناسة یحیى أبي عن الأعزهري حكى
(وهو الصیف ثمّ الشـتاء، ثمّ الخریف)، العامّة عند (وهو الأوّل الربیع أزمنة: أربعة سـنة أنّ
هو (الّذي الأوّل «والربیع قال: البادة. في العرب قول كلهّ وهذا القيظ. ثمّ الاخٓر)، الربیع
من أيّام لثلاثة الشـتاء «ویدخل قال: أیلول». من أيّام لثلاثة یدخل الفرس) عند الخریف
اذٓار؛ من يخلو أيّام لخمسة الفرس) عند الربیع هو (الّذي الصیف ویدخل الأوّل؛ كانون
أبو قال حزيران». من تخلو أيّام لأربعة الفرس) عند الصیف هو (الّذي القيظ ویدخل
زمان وهو الشـتاء، بعد يكون الّذي وهو الفرس، لربیع موافق العراق أهل «وربیع یحیى:

الدواء». ويشرُب العروق تقُطع وفيه الأزمنة، أعدل وهو الورد،

An early Andalusī witness to these ancient Arabian usage is Ibn Ḥabīb, who
does not drawhis knowledge fromeither lexicography orAnwāʔ but rather from
traditionistic sources (purportedly from Mālik b. Anas himself), and who fur-
ther reflects a purely astronomical definition of the seasons:2

Nuǧūm 1762‒9

ثمّ وقيظًا. صیفًا فصار الشـتاء تصرّف ثمّ وصیف، شـتاء مجملة الشـتاء الملكبنحبیب: عبد قال
٢٨ وهي السـنة، تدور عليها التيّ بالنجوم أزمنة سـتةَّ الأربعة الأزمنة هذه العرب صرّفت
وحسابها السـنة أزمنة دوران یعُرف وبها الشمس، وبروج القمر منازل هي التيّ نجمًا
شـتاء منها ثلاثة سـتةّ: بالنجوم جعلوها الأربعة الأزمنة هذه فجعلوا كلهّ. الدهر وحساب
ثمّ الشـتاء ثمّ وأوّله)، الشـتاء فصل (وهو الوسميّ الثلاثة: الشـتاء أزمنة فاؤّل صیف. وثلاثة
وأوّله)، الصیف فصل (وهو الصیف الثلاث: الصیف أزمنة وأوّل شـتاء. وكلهّا — الربیع

صیف. وكلهّ — قيظ) (وهما الخریف ثمّ الحميم ثمّ

ysis of the different reckonings of the seasons from a philological perspective can be found in
Forcada 1993: 121‒132 (summarised in Forcada 2005: 54‒55).

1 A problematic interpretation of the calendar dates that feature in this passage shall be men-
tioned below. Cf. also Abū Ḥanīfah apud Ibn Sīdah, Muḫaṣṣaṣ IX 825‒7, where a different
fragment from the same locus is registered, and further excerpt from this lost Anwāʔ in Ibn
Manḍ̱ūr, Lisān IX 202a 19‒24 s.r. صیف√ (a meticulous searchmight yield some additional frag-
ments). For abiobibliographical references to IbnKunāsahanda sampleof his lesswell-known
poetic output, cf. McDonald 1994: 107‒115.

2 According to Abū IsḥāqAzzaǧǧāǧī, the Arabs also knew a quaternary division of the year into
four seasons comprising each one of them seven anwāʔ (each nawʔ lasting thirteen days) with
an addition of a supplementary day in order tomake a total of 365 days, cf. Alqazwīnī, ʕaǧāʔib
I.ix (W 5128‒30).
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A different quaternary division of the year was known, however, as early as
the 8th c. (and quite plausibly even earlier) that related the beginning of each
season to the path of the Sun through the zodiac—reflecting thus a solar year.
Thebeginning of spring (rabīʕ, but also ṣayf according to local terminology)was
defined in this reckoning by the arrival of the Sun in the head of Aries marking
the vernal equinox at which the duration of day and night becomes equal. This
system is ascribed to computists (aṣḥābu lḥisāb) already by Ibn Qutaybah in a
form that also includes a date according to the so-called Syriac months:1

Anwāʔ [113] (H 1014‒7)

عشرة اثنتي منهما واحد كلّ فصار والنهار، اللیل اعتدل الحمل، برأس الشمس حلتّ وإذا
اثنتان حزيران من يمضي أن إلى اللیل وینقص النهار يزید ثمّ واحدةً، ولیلًة واحدًا یومًا ساعة

یلیلًة. وعشرون

The same division Ibn Māsawayh affirms to have been agreed upon by peo-
ple of science, philosophers, and physicians from Persia, India, and Rome:2

Azminah 2383‒6

ربیع، أجزاء: أربع إلى مقسومة السـنة أنّ والروم والهند فارس وأطبّاء والفلسفة العلم أهل ذكروا
ثمّ سـبعة. الأنواء ومن ثلاثة، البروج من الأجزاء لكلّ وجعلوا وشـتاء. وخریف، وصیف،

. منها جزء كلّ في یعُمل ⟨أن⟩ یصلح ما بينّوا

A similar system of four equal seasons comprising three months and three
stars (nuǧūm) each and being delimitated by the equinoxes and the solstices is
the one that Aṭṭabarī ascribes toGalen, although in his account the beginning
of summer and of winter is signalled by the rising and the setting of the Pleiades
(Aṯṯurayyā) respectively.3

1 Cf. Ibn Qutaybah, Anwāʔ [112] (H 1009‒1021) for the description of the astronomical seasons.
By the same principle, summer (ṣayf ) begins with the arrival of the Sun in the head of Cancer,
autumn (ḫarīf ) when it arrives in Libra, andwinter (šitāʔ) is marked by its arrival in Capricorn.
For a hemistich by an eight-century poet alluding to “the Sun’s arrival in the quarters”, cf. Ibn
Qutaybah, Anwāʔ [116] (H 10315‒16).

2 I silently revert some of the editor emendation’s as either unnecessary or unwarranted (the
edition is based on one singlemanuscript) and further provide editorialmarks for his addition.

3 Cf. Aṭṭabarī, Firdaws II.i.18 (Ṣ 5611‒14). Elsewhere he ascribes to Hippocrates a division of the
year into seven seasons, in accordance to a general heptadic division (bissawābiʕ / qasama [...]
ʕalā sabʕatin sabʕah) of the foundations of theworld, the planets, the climates, the days, ages of
humans, seasons of the year, parts of the body; whereas the four-season system he attributes to
the populace (ʕāmmah), cf. Firdaws II.i.2 (Ṣ 344‒8). The latter doctrine is an obvious borrowing,
most probably through Galen’s commentary, from the Hippocratic Περὶ Ἑβδομάδων; particu-
larly for the seasons, cf. «⟨ὧ⟩ραι δ᾽ ἐνιαύσιοι ἑπτά· εἰσὶ δὲ αὗται· σπορητός, χειμών, φυταλιά[ι], ἔαρ,
θέρος, ὀπώρ⟨η⟩, μετόπωρον» (quoted from Jouanna 2021: 29).
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In the foremost Andalusī representative of theAnwāʔ genre, in turn, the divi-
sion of the solar year (assanatu ššamsiyyah) into four equal seasons is attributed
to the Arabs and the computists (see Tables 5.8‒9), whereas the system of for
unequal seasons is affirmed to be particular to physicians and philosophers:

ʕarīb b. Saʕīd, Anwāʔ 1358‒12 ≡ Qurṭubah Calendar 1010‒115

ویقضون معتدلة، غير أزمنة أربعة على السـنة یقسمون والفلاسفة الطبّ علماء من والأوائل
أشهر، أربعة القيظ ويحدّون والخریف. الربیع من مُدّةً وأزید زمانًا أطول والشـتاء القيظ بانّٔ
والبرد، الحرّ بين واسطين كانا إذ — شهرين والخریف شهرين، والربیع أشهر؛ أربعة والشـتاء
لهما. وسببان والشـتاء القيظ إلى وصلتان وهما اتسّاع، زمانهما في ولا طولٌ مدّتهما في وليس

וסיטין واسطین] | q ללקיט القیظ] | q אוקאת أزمنة] | (Dozy (والفلسفة q ואלפאלספה سفة] والف

.q – لهما] ... وهما | q

It is important to note here that the conflict between an astronomical and a
medical definition of the seasons is echoed still in the 13th c. by Ibn Ḫalṣūn in
his treatise on regimen, where he advises strongly against following, in medi-
cal matters, the division established by astronomers and expressed in “days” (in
clear reference to fixed calendar dates):

Aġḏiyah IV.5 (G 7712‒16)

الأطبّاء مذهب على بلَْ بالأيّام، معتبرةً المنجّمين مذهب على الفصول تاخٔذ لا أن وینبغي
وكثرت البرد، اشـتدّ إذا والشـتاء: الوهج؛ وظهر الحرّ، اشـتدّ إذا الصیف: أنّ وهو —
سورة وانكسرت الأنهار، وامتدّت النبات، وارتفع الأزهار، ظهرت إذا والربیع: الأمطار؛
ولم الثمار، وخرفت والیبس، البرد اشـتدّ إذا والخریف: والبرد؛ والحرّ الزمان واعتدل البرد،

الأمطار. تتمكنّ

Thisunevendistributionof the seasons is, indeed, inherited fromtheHippocratic-
Galenic tradition. Its origin is found in Hippocrates’ Περὶ διαίτης, where the
author sets to write a regimen for the great public, those that must toil, those
who travel and sail for a living, those in sum that are exposed to the sun and the
cold. He establishes, following general knowledge, a division the year (ἐνιαυτός)
into four periods the temporal limits of which are defined by astronomical phe-
nomena, namely the rising (ἐπιτολή) and setting (δύσις) of the Pleiades and of
Arcturus, as well as the spring equinox (ἰσημερία):1

1 Cf. a superb and extensively documented analysis of Hippocrates’ division of the seasons (in-
cluding the divergent septenary system De septimanis) against the background of the ancient
Greek tradition is conducted by Jouanna 2021, who further alerts about the ambiguity of the
reference to the rising and setting of Arcturus and the Pleiades, since both the heliacal and the
acronycal rising of Arcturus are mentioned in the same text signalling two different seasons
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Dieta III [68] (J‒B 19422‒1962 | L VI 5949‒15)

τὸν μὲν οὖν ἐνιαυτὸν ἐς τέσσερα μέρεα διαιρέω, ἅπερ μάλιστα γινώσκουσιν
οἱ πολλοί, χειμῶνα, ἦρ, θέρος, φθινόπωρον· χειμῶνα μὲν ἀπὸ πληιάδων δύσιος
ἄχρι ἰσημερίης ἠαρινῆς, ἦρ δὲ ἀπὸ ἰσημερίης μέχρι πληιάδων ἐπιτολῆς, θέρος
δὲ ἀπὸ πληιάδων μέχρι ἀρκτούρου ἐπιτολῆς, φθινόπωρον δὲ ἀπὸ ἀρκτούρου
μέχρι πληιάδων δύσιος.

Here, as usually in the ancient Greek tradition, dates are provided according
to an astronomical calendar, which unlike the multiplicity of civil calendars,
“provided a precise, long-term chronological framework that was at once stable
and commonly known”.1 This and other similar passages in the Hippocratic col-
lection are, in fact, the first attestation (at least in the medical tradition) of the
use of the equinoxes as season-markers. However, regarding to the point that
concerns us here, it is important to note that no calendar date (ie month and
day) is provided there,which left the question open as to onwhichday the vernal
equinox (and therefore the beginning of spring) was to be determined.
2 — Now, the original purpose of the Hippocratic astronomical dates seems to
have been defeated by the accumulation the heterogenetic and blatantly con-
tradictory data shownbyAndalusī calendars. A look at the constellation of texts
associated to ʕarīb b. Saʕīd’sAnwāʔ showsquite clearly thatwhile the “medical”
definition of the seasonsmayhave beenquite accurately (but yet not invariably)
fixed at an early date, the phrases “the beginning of spring”, “the spring equinox”,
and “the arrival of the Sun inAries”maynot have conveyed anunivocalmeaning
for a local audience or readership.2
Leaving aside the divergences within the several “versions” of this calendar,

the testimony of Andalusī Anwāʔ is unquestionable in two relevant respects.
First, the data that are ascribed toHippocrates andGalen are indeed a faithful
reflection of the astronomical definitions of the seasons in the Hippocratic col-
lection and in the Galenic commentaries thereon.3 Then, Alɂilbīrī, who must
of the year. On a tangential note, a whole epigraph is devoted by Jouanna to the examination
of the names for ‘autumn’ in the Hippocratic collection as a possible indicator of a plurality of
authors—which, in on an muchmore limited level might be applicable to the possible signifi-
cance of the alternation ḫarīf / qayḍ̱ (coincidentally also for ‘autumn’) in our text.

1 Stern 2012: 54, who further quotes Galen’s justification for this practice.
2 Cf. ʕarīb b. Saʕīd, [A] Anwāʔ 1738‒11+1752, 1978‒9+1984‒5, 23612‒13+2393, 2576‒9+2585 (≡ Tafṣīl [T])
≡ [Q]QurṭubahCalendar 381‒4|9‒10, 551, 886‒892+903‒4, 1053‒4|8‒9+1065; also [F] IbnFāris,Anwāʔ
[9] (F 1651‒6, 1675‒7, 16915‒17, 1714|10‒11); [B] Ibn Albannāɂ, Anwāʔ 610|13, 918, 1415, 1716.

3 The exact correspondence between the dates recorded in theQurṭubahCalendar for the risings
and settings of the Pleiades and Arcturus (Assimāku rrāmiḥ) and the limits of the seasons as
registered in the same text were clearly shown almost half a century ago by Samsó 1976: 472
(then 1978: 180‒181, which actually preceded chronologically the aforementioned paper).
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have drawnmost of his dietetic materials from a (pseudo-)Galenic source, gives
a date for the beginning of spring that is one week later than the vernal equinox
according to local tenth-century calendars—and does so twice in two separate
epigraphs within Nat II.1.

Physicians Almumtaḥan Sindhind
vernal equinox March 16abt | 17fq March 16t | 17q | 15f March 20 | 21f

summer solstice May 16 May 16 May 19 | 22f

autumnal equinox Sept 16 Sept 18 Sept 23
winter solstice Nov 16abt | 14fq Nov 17a | 16f Nov 21a | 17t | 19q

Table 5.1: Equinoxes and solstices according to early Andalusī calendars.

If not calendars, what texts do, then, transmit an identical date (ie March 24)
or at least an approximate one for the vernal equinox? There is the early calen-
drical tradition reflected by Ibn Māsawayh in his Azminah, where he provides
the calendar dates for the beginning of the seasons first in the description of the
divisions of the year, then in the monthly calendar proper.1 His dates are much
closer to the tradition echoed by our author (23 Āḏār / 24 March) than any of
the ones provided by Andalusī Anwāʔ:

vernal equinox 23 Āḏār
summer solstice 22 Ḥazīrān
autumnal equinox 22 Aylūl
winter solstice 23 Kānūn1

1 Cf. Azminah 2392 23913‒2401|7‒8|12‒13; then 2451‒2, 24814‒15, 25213‒14, 2568‒9.
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Yet a precedent was available in Andalus since the mid-9th c., when in an
orthodoxy-concerned context IbnḤabīb transmits 24March and 24 September
as the dates of the equinoxes.1 In the next century in a more conventional as-
tronomical treatise Ibn Muṭarrif records the same dates in his Hayʔah.2 Still
in Andalus and writing in the first half of the 13th c. Ibn Alʕawwām includes
a mention of the vernal equinox (aliʕtidālu rrabīʕī) occurring on 24 Āḏār (=
March) in his great geoponic compendium. In this case, his debt is duly ac-
knowledgedas this datum is containedwithin anexplicit quotation fromṢaġrīt
in Nabaṭiyyah.3
There certainly existed parallel traditions in which the same date 24 March

was transmitted as the beginning of spring. Thus, the astrological section of the
Syriac Book of medicines includes an epigraph on how to find out when the day
and the night are equal, which is affirmed to happen first on 24Āḏār (=March):4

1 Cf. 24 Aylūl as the date of the autumn equinox, 24 Kanūn1 for the winter solstice, 24 Āḏār for
the vernal equinox, in Ibn Ḥabīb, Nuǧūm 17615|20 an 1775, respectively. The date for the spring
equinox is repeated in Nuǧūm 17717‒18, that of the summer solstice is given as in 24 Ḥazīrān
in Nuǧūm 17723‒24, the autumn equinox again 24 Aylūl in Nuǧūm 1788|14. In Forcada 2005: 54
(but not in Forcada 1993: 125) Ibn Kunāsah is affirmed to be the only author of Anwāʔ to
mention 24 March and 24 September as the dates of the equinoxes. His reconstruction of Ibn
Kunāsah’s locus is based on the passage transmitted by Alɂazharī and reproduced in Lane,
AEL 1018c‒1019a s.v. ربیع and a quoted by Abū Ḥanīfah registered in Ibn Sīdah, Muḫaṣṣaṣ IX
825‒7. Now, as can be seen in the excerpt provided above, the only calendar dates mentioned
there by Ibn Kunāsah are 3 Aylūl, 3 Kānūn1, 5 Āḏār, and 4 Ḥazīrān.

2 Cf. Casulleras 1994: 92. The origin of this information might be, at least in what concerns
the astronomers, Ptolemy’s report on Hipparchus’ observations, according to which the date
for the spring equinox of the year 145 bce was 23/22 March, cf. Ptolemy, Almagest III.1 (H I
1965‒21). The interpretation of these data can be conveniently consulted in a table in Pedersen
and Jones 2010: 130 containing all the solar observations recorded by Ptolemy and which de-
termines the vernal equinox on 23/22 March for the years 134/127 bce (= Hipparchus) and 140
ce (= Ptolemy’ own observation). I could not check this locus against the Arabic translation of
theAlmagest, as it remains unedited and the onlymanuscript available tome does not contain
the first books.

3 Cf. Ibn Alʕawwām, Filāḥah II.19 (B II 435). The same calendar date is mentioned (without any
reference to the equinox) when explaining the best season for millet, a summer crop that ac-
cording to the same source is best sown “from 24 Āḏār to 24 Nīsān”, cf. Filāḥah II.20 (B II 803‒5).

4 Cf. Budge’s translation of the passage: “On the twenty-fourth day of the First Kânôn at the sixth
hour of the night, the day beginneth to take [time] from the night. On the twenty-fourth day of
Âdhâr, at the sixth hour [of the night], the durations of day and night are equal. On the twenty-
fourth day of Khazîrân, at the sixth hour of the night, the night beginneth to take time the day.
On the twenty-fourth day of Îlûl, at the sixth hour of the night, the durations of the day and
night are equal” (Budge 1913: I 607).
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Book of medicines Astrol. [76] (B 50614‒19)

ܠ ܐܐܝܡܡܐܘ ܡ ܕܠܝ ܝܢ ܕܡܒ ܢܘܢ ܒ ܝܢ ܐܘ ܬܘܒܒܐܪܒ
܀ ܘܠܠܝܐ ܐܝܡܡܐ ܘܐ ܝܢ ܒ ܒܐܕܪ ܝܢ ܘ ܐ ܒܐܪܒ ܀ ܠܠܝܐ ܡܢ
ܘܠܡܢܐܡܡܐ ܐܠܠܝܐܕܢ ܡ ܒܠܠܝܐ. ܝܢ ܐܒܚܙܝܢܒ ܘܐܪܒ ܝܢ ܘܒ
܀ ܘܠܠܝܐ ܐܝܡܡܐ ܘܐ ܕܠܠܝܐ ܝܢ ܒ ܒܐܝܠܘܠ ܐ ܘܐܪܒ ܝܢ ܘܒ ܀

After all, 24 March is almost coincident with the traditional Julian date of
March 25 for the spring equinox, which in turn is a prolongation of a much ear-
lier Roman tradition to date all equinoxes and solstices eight days before the
calendae.1
At any rate and even if the above sketchy surveymust be corrected and prop-

erly elaboratedon,Alɂilbīrīmust nowbeadded to the exiguous list ofAndalusī
sources that record 24 March as the date for the spring equinox.2

1 Cf. Stern 2012: 292 n. 162. Incidentally, the same author refers how the Christian historian So-
zomen (d. ca 450) registered the use amongst Montanists of a calendar of thirty-day months
that started from the spring equinox onMarch 24 (cf. Stern 2012: 419), which is quite a curious
coincidence with the calendar data echoed by our author.

2 As of 2005, the only other authors transmitting this date were Ibn Ḥabīb and Ibn Muṭarrif,
cf. Forcada 2005: 54.
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Appendix 2: tables and synoptical excerpts

Table 5.2: Cosmic melothesia according to Natāʔiǧ.

Sphere Signs Cardinal point Gloss Wind Anatomy
head ♈♉♊ šarqī qabūlī qabūl head
chest ǧanūbī qiblī ǧanūb chest
belly šamālī ǧawfī šamāl belly
rear dabūrī ġarbī dabūr feet

Table 5.3: Zodiacal melothesia according to astrological texts.

Sign Anatomy
Aries ♈ head, face
Taurus ♉ head, epiglottis
Gemini ♊ shoulders, forearms, hands
Cancer ♋ chest, breasts, heart, stomach, ribs,

spleen, lung
Leo ♌ upper stomach, heart, sinews, side,

both sides of the back, back
Virgo ♍ belly, intestines (amʕāʔ andmaṣārīn),

diaphragm (ḥiǧāb)
Libra ♎ backbone, lower belly, navel,

pudenda (ʕawrah),
hips, buttocks, flank (ḫāṣirah)

Scorpio ♏ penises, testicles, bladder, rump,
perineum (ʕaǧānah)

Sagittarius ♐ thighs
Capricorn ♑ knees
Aquarius ♒ shanks below the knees
Pisces ♓ feet

Ibn Fāris ♈ head | ♉ neck | ♋ ‒ heart | ♌ ‒ sinews, side
♍ “belly and what it contains” | ♎ flanks and hips | ♏ penises
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Sirr II (B 928‒19)
زمان أوّل فهو الحمل، برج من دقيقة أوّل الشمس حلتّ إذا 1 — الربیع فصل الزمان، أرباع فاؤّل
وذلك — ساعة ورُبع ساعةً وعشرون وثلاث یومًا وتسعون ثلاثة الأطبّاء رأي على ومدّته الربیع.

حزيران. من تخلو یومًا وعشرين ثلاث إلى اذٓار من تبقى عشر من
الأقاليم. في والنهار اللیل اسـتوى هذا، كان فإذا — الربیعيّ الاسـتواء وهو 2

الأنهار، ومدّت الأودیة، وسالت الثلوج، وذابت النسـيم. وهبّ الهواء وطاب الزمان، واعتدل 3

ونشأ الزرع، وطاب العشب، ونبت الأشجار، فروغ إلى الرطوبات وارتفعت العیون، ونبعت
الأرض. وجه واخضرّ النوّار، وتفتح الشجر، وأورق الزهر، وتلألأ الحشيش،

وطاب أوطانها. عن البلاد في الحیوان وانتشر الضروع، ودرّت البهائم، ونتجت الحیوانات، وتكوّنت
وأزینت. زخرفها الأرض وأخذت الوبر. أهل عيش

للناظرين. وتجلتّ تزینّت قد شابةّ جاریة كٔانهّا الدنیا وصارت 4

[...] معتدل شيء كلّ فيه وینفع والدم، الهواء نسـبة معتدل رطب حارّ الفصل وهذا 5

Iḫwān, Rasāʔil III.13 (R‒M 573‒582)
الحمل، برج من دقيقة أوّل الشمس نزلت إذا 1

والنهار. اللیل اسـتوى 2
ودخل الشـتاء وانصرف الزمان، واعتدل 3

وذابت النسـيم. وهبّ الهواء، وطاب الربیع.
ونبعت الأنهار، ومدّت الأودیة، وسالت الثلوج،

العیون.
الحشيش، ونما الزرع، وطال العشب، ونبت
النور، وتفتحّ الشجر، وأورق الزهر، وتلألأ

الأرض. وجه واخضرّ
وتكوّنت الضروع، ودرّت البهائم، ونتجت

الأرض. وجه على وانتشرت الحیوانات،
الناس وفرح وازّینّت، زخرفها الأرض وأخرجت

واسـتبشروا.

وتجلتّ تزینّت شابةّ صبیّة كٔانهّا الدنیا وصار 4

للناظرين.

Rasāʔil XXXVI (C 1721‒1735)
اسـتوى 2 الحمل، برج من دقيقة أوّل نزلت إذا 1

الأقاليم. في والنهار اللیل
وهبّ الهواء وطاب الزمان، واعتدل 3

ومدّت الأودیة، وسالت الثلوج، وذابت النسـيم.
العیون. ونبعت الأنهار،

الأشجار، فروع أعلى إلى الرطوبات وارتفعت
الحشيش، ونما الزرع وطال العشب ونبت
النور، وهاج/وتفتحّ الشجر، وأورق الزهر وتلألأ

الأرض. وجه واخضرّ
البهائم، ونتجت والدبيب، الحیوانات وتكوّن
عن البلاد في الحیوان وانتشر الضروع، ودرّت

أوطانها.
أعلى المدن أهل وطلب الوبر، أهل عيش وطاب
الناس وفرح زخرفها، الأرض وأخذت السطوح.
الأرض. وازّینّت الهوا، نسـيم بطیب أجمع والحیوان
تزینّت قد شابةّ جاریة كٔانهّا الدنیا وصارت 4

الدنیا حال تلك تزال ولا — للناظرين وتجلتّ
الشمس تبلغ أن إلى والنبات الحیوان من وأهلها

الجوزاء. اخٓر وهو أَوْجها، رأس

Table 5.4: Description of spring according to the Sirr and the Rasāʔil.
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Sirr II (B 935‒12)
اثنان ومدّته الصیف. زمن أوّل فهو السرطان، من دقيقة أوّل الشمس حلتّ إذا 1 — الصیف فصل
من تمضي یومًا وعشرين ثلاث من وذلك – ساعة وثلُث ساعة وعشرون وثلاث یومًا وتسعون

أیلول. من تمضي یومًا وعشرين أربعة إلى حيزران
في واللیل النقص في النهار وأخذ كلهّا، الأقاليم في اللیل وقصرُ النهار طول تناهى هذا، كان فإذا 2

الزياد.
المیاه. ونقصت السمائم، وهبّت الهواء، وحمى الحرّ، واشـتدّ 3

الأبدان. قوّة واشـتدّت البهائم وسمنت الثمار ونضجت الحصاد وأدرك الحبّ، واسـتحكم العشب، ویبس
العشّاق. كثيرة تامّة بالغة منعّمة عروس كٔانهّا الدنیا وصارت 4

[...] أن فينبغي – الصفراء المرّة سلطانه يابس، حارّ الفصل وهذا 5

Iḫwān, Rasāʔil III.14 (R‒M 583‒592)

الشمس بلغت إذا 1 — الصیف دخول ذكر
النهار طول تناهى 2 السرطان وأوّل الجوزاء اخٓر
وانصرف النقصان، في النهار وأخذ اللیل، وقصر

الصیف. ودخل الربیع
السموم، وهبّت الهواء، وحمي الحرّ، واشـتدّ 2

المیاه. ونقصت
وأدرك الحبّ، واسـتحكم العشب، ویبس

الثمار. ونضجت الحصاد،
وأخصبت الأبدان، قوّة واشـتدّت البهائم، وسمنت
وبطر النعم، أخلاف ودرّت الریف، وكثر الأرض

الإنسان.

منعّمة. غنیّة عروس كٔانهّا الدنیا وصار 4

Rasāʔil XXXVI (C 1736‒1754)
تناهى 2 السرطان، أوّل الشمس بلغت فإذا 1
وأخذ كلهّا، الأقاليم في اللیل وقِصرَ النهار طول
وانصرف الزيادة، في واللیل النقصان في النهار

الصیف. ودخل الربیع
السمائم، وهبّت الجوّ، وحمي الحرّ، واشـتدّ 3

المیاه. ونقصت
الحصاد وأدرك الحبّ، واسـتحكم العشب، ویبس

الثمار.
أخلاف ودرّت الریف، وكثر الأرض وأخصبت

البهائم. وسمنت النعم،
الحبّ من وللطير الثمار من القوت للناس واتسّع

علف. من وللبهائم
بالغة منعّمة عروس كٔانهّا كلهّا الدنیا وصارت 4

دأبها ذلك تزال فلا — العشّاق كثيرة كاملة تامّة
السنبلة اخٓر الشمس تبلغ أن إلى أهلها ودأب

الميزان. وأوّل

Table 5.5: Description of summer according to the Sirr and the Rasāʔil.
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Sirr II (B 943‒12)
الخریف فصل

وسـبع یومًا وثلاثیون ثمانیة ومدّته الخریف. زمن أوّل فهو الميزان، من دقيقة أوّل الشمس حلتّ إذا 1

اثنين إلى أیلول من تمضي یومًا وعشرين أربعة من وذلك — ساعة سدس ونصف ساعة عشرة
الأوّل. كانون من یومًا وعشرين

وانصرف النهار، على الزيادة في اللیل ابتدأ ثمّ أخرى، مرّة والنهار اللیل اسـتوى هذا، كان فإذا 2
الخریف. ودخل الصیف

العیون. وغارت الأنهار، وجفّت المیاه، ونقصت الزمان، وتغيرّ الشمال، وهبّت الهواء، وبرُد 3

زینته. من الأرض وجه وعُرّي والثمر، الحبّ الناس وخزن الثمار، وفنیت النبت، وجفّ
الدفئة. البلدان یطلب والوحش الطيرّ، وانصرف الحشرات، وانجحرت الهوامّ، وماتت

الهواء.. وتغير للشـتاء القوت وخزن
الشـباب. أيّام عنها تولتّ قد مُدْبِرة كهلٌة كٔانهّا الدنیا وصارت 4

[...] أن فينبغي – السوداء المرّة سلطانه يابس، بارد الفصل وهذا 5

Iḫwān, Rasāʔil III.15 (R‒M 593‒604)
الشمس بلغت وإذا 1 — الخریف ذكردخول
اللیل اسـتوى 2 الميزان، وأوّل السنبلة اخٓر
الزيادة، في اللیل وأخذ أخرى، مرّة والنهار

الخریف. ودخل الصیف وانصرف
الزمان، وتغيرّ الشمال، ريح وهبّت الهواء، وبرد 3

العیون. وغارت الأنهار، وجفّت
وديست الثمار، وصرمت الأشجار، ورق واصفرّ
واغبرّ العشب، وفني الحبّ، وأحرز البیادر،

الأرض. وجه
وانجحرت، الهوامّ، ومات البهائم، وهزلت
تطلب والوحش الطير، وانصرف الحشرات،

الدفئة. البلدان
للشـتاء. القوت يحرزون الناس وأخذ

عنها تولتّ قد مُدْبِرة كهلٌة كٔانهّا الدنیا وصارت 4

الشابّ. أيّام

Rasāʔil XXXVI (C 1755‒1772)
اللیل اسـتوى الميزان، أوّل الشمس نزلت فإذا 1
على بالزيادة اللیل ابتدأ ثمّ أخرى، مرّة والنهار

الخریف. ودخل الصیف وانصرف النهار،
الزمان، وتغيرّ الشمال، ريح وهبّت الهواء، وبرد
العیون. وغارت الأنهار، وجفّت المیاه، ونقصت
البیادر. وديست الثمار، وفنیت النبت، وجفّ

الأرض وجه وگري والثمر، الحبّ الناس وأحرز
زینتها. من

وانصرفت الحشرات، وانجحرت الهوامّ، وماتت
الدافئة. البلدان تطلب والوحش الطير،

البیوت، ودخلوا للشـتاء، القوت الناس وأحرز
البرد من قرارًا الثیاب من والغلیظ الجلود ولبسوا

الهواء. وتغيرُّ
عنها تولتّ قد مُدْبِرة كهلٌة كٔانهّا الدنیا وصارت 4

الشـباب. أيّام

Table 5.6: Description of autumn according to the Sirr and the Rasāʔil.
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Sirr II (B 951‒8)
وأربع یومًا وثمانون تسعة ومدّته الشـتاء. زمن أوّل فهو الجدي، من دقيقة أوّل الشمس حلتّ إذا 1

اذٓار. من تخلو یومًا وعشرين إحدى إلى الأوّل كانون من تبقى تسع من — ساعة عشرة
ودخل الخریف وانصرف الزيادة، في النهار أخذ ثمّ النهار، وقِصرَ اللیل طول تناهى هذا، كان فإذا 2

الشـتاء.
النبات. كثر أ ومات الشجر، ورق وتساقط الهواء، وخشُن البرد، واشـتدّ 3

الأنواء. وكثرة البرد شدّة من الجبال وكهوف الأرض باطن في الحیوانات كثر أ وانجحر
الزمان. وجه وكلح الجوّ، وأظلم الغیوم، وتواترت

الأبدان. قوى وضعفت البهائم، وهزلت
الموت. منها ودنا هرمت قد عجوزٌ كٔانهّا الدنیا وصارت 4

[...] أن فينبغي – البلغم سلطانه رطب، بارد الفصل وهذا 5

Iḫwān, Rasāʔil III.16 (R‒M 605‒622)
اخٓر الشمس بلغت وإذا 1 الشتاء دخول ذكر
وقِصرَ اللیل طول تناهى 2 الجدي، وأوّل القوس
الخریف وانصرف الزيادة، في النهار وأخذ النهار،

الشـتاء. ودخل
الهواء. وخشُن البرد، واشـتدّ 3

النبات. أكثر ومات الشجر، ورق وتساقط
وضعفت الأرض، باطن في الحیوانات وانجحرت

الأبدان. قوى
الغیوم، ونشاتٔ زینته، من الأرض وجه وعري
الأرض، وجه وكلح الهواء، وأظلم الأنداء، وكثرت

الزمان. وهرم
التصرُّف. عن الناس ومُنع

لها دنا قد هرمة عجوزٌ كٔانهّا الدنیا وصارت 4

الموت.
الحمل، وأوّل الحوت اخٓر الشمس بلغت فإذا
دأبه وهذا — الأوّل العام في كان كما الزمان عاد

العليم. العزيز تقدير وذلك —

Rasāʔil XXXVI (C 1773‒1783)
الجدي، وأوّل القوس اخٓر الشمس بلغت فإذا 1
النهار أخذ ثمّ النهار، وقِصرَ اللیل طول تناهى 2
ودخل الخریف وانصرف اللیل، على الزيادة في

الشـتاء.
الهواء. وخشُن البرد، واشـتدّ 3

النبات. أكثر ومات الشجر، ورق وتساقط
وكهوف الأرض باطن في الحیوانات أكثر وانحجز!

الأنداء. وكثرة البرد شدّة من الجبال
الزمان. وجه وكلح الجوّ، وأظلم الغیوم، ونشاتٔ

الأبدان. قوى وضعفت البهائم، وهزلت
عيش كثير وتمرمر تصرُّف عن البرد الناس ومنع

الناس. وضعفاء الحیوان
مّها دنا قد هرمة عجوزٌ كٔانهّا الدنیا وصارت 4

الموت.

Table 5.7: Description of winter according to the Sirr and the Rasāʔil.
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Qurṭubah Calendar 77‒102
وأهل العرب عند تنقسم الشمسـیّة السـنة
الحدود، معتدلة أزمان أربعة على الحساب

الأقسام. مسـتویة
ثلثة وذلك رُبعها، السـنة: من وله الربیع، فاؤّلها:

أشهر.
ونصف. وثمُنان یومًا وتسعون أحد الأيّام: ومن

وقت من وحدّه:
برج من خروجها إلى الحمل باؤّل الشمس طلوع

الجوزاء.
وهي سـبعة، القمر: منازل من وله

[...] والدبران والثريّا والبطين النطح

Anwāʔ 13212 ‒1354
وأهل العرب عند تنقسم الشمسـیّة السـنة
الحدود، معتدلة أزمنة أربعة على الحساب

الأقسام. متساویة
ثلاثة وذلك رُبعها، السـنة: من وله الربیع، فاؤّلها:

أشهر.
ونصف وثمُنان یومًا وتسعون أحد الأيّام: ومن

ثمُن.
وتسعون وأحد ومئة ساعة ألف الساعات: ومن

للیّل. وشطرها للنهار شطرها ساعةً،
حلول من وذلك بروج، ثلاثة البروج: ومن

الجوزاء. اخٓر إلى الحمل أوّل في الشمس
النطح أوّل من وذلك سـبعة، القمر: منازل ومن

[...] الذراع اخٓر إلا

— القيظ ثمّ
أشهر. ثلثة وذلك ربعها، السـنة: من وله

ونصف وثمنان یومًا وتسعون أحد الأيّام: ومن
ثمُن.

وقت من وحدّه:
السرطان باؤّل الشمس حلول

[...] العذراء برج من خروجها إلى

الصیف، وهو — القيظ ثمّ
أشهر. ثلاثة وذلك ربعها، السـنة: من وله

ونصف وثمنان یومًا وتسعون أحد الأيّام: من لها
ثمُن.

وتسعون وأحد ومئة ساعة ألف الساعات: ومن
من وذلك بروج، ثلاثة البروج: ومن ساعةً.

السرطان أوّل في الشمس حلول
[...] العذراء اخٓر إلى

Table 5.8: Division of the seasons according to ʕarīb b. Saʕīd and the QC.
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Qurṭubah Calendar 77‒102
ثلثة وذلك ربعها، السـنة: من وله — الخریف ثمّ

أشهر.
ونصف وثمنان یومًا وتسعون أحد الأيّام: ومن

ثمُن.

أوّل من وحدّه:
الجدي برج الشمس حلول

[...] الحوت برج من خروجها إلى

Anwāʔ 13212 ‒1354
ثلاثة وذلك ربعها، السـنة: من وله — الخریف ثمّ

أشهر.
ونصف وثمنان یومًا وتسعون أحد الأيّام: من لها

ثمُن.
وتسعون وأحد ومئة ساعة ألف : الساعات ومن

ساعةً.
من وذلك بروج، ثلاثة البروج: ومن

الميزان أوّل في الشمس حلول
[...] القوس اخٓر إلى

ثلثة وذلك ربعها، السـنة: من وله — الشـتاء ثمّ
أشهر.

ونصف وثمنان یومًا وتسعون أحد الأيّام: ومن
ثمُن.

وقت من وحدّه:
الجدي برج الشمس حلول

[...] الحوت برج من خروجها إلى

ثلاثة وذلك ربعها، السـنة: من وله — الشـتاء ثمّ
أشهر.

ونصف وثمنان یومًا وتسعون أحد الأيّام: من لها
ثمُن.

وتسعون وأحد ومئة ساعة ألف الساعات: ومن
ساعةً.

حلول من وذلك بروج، ثلاثة البروج: ومن
الجدي ⟨ ⟨اْْوّل في الشمس

[...] الحوت اخٓر إلى

Table 5.9: Division of the seasons according to ʕarīb b. Saʕīd and the QC.





6
Nat II.2 Therapeutics

The (sub)section on the medical treatment of the individual organs represents,
togetherwith thenatural philosophical introduction inNat II.1, the coreofNatāʔiǧ
as a medical treatise. The overview that follows is intended to provide a pre-
liminary description of the contents of each chapter, as well as some cursory
remarks on the medical doctrines reflected by the text. Items of special inter-
est are highlighted and some precedents and parallels are pointed out, but no
exhaustive analysis should be expected.
Theauthorborrowed theoverall architecture (fromthe level of chapters down

to the lowest epigraphs) and much of the building materials for Nat II.2 from
Ibn Māsawayh’s Kitābu nnuǧḥ (also known as Kitābu lmunǧiḥ). Unfortunately,
the confirmation of this massive indebtedness arrived too late, as it was only
very recently (in summer 2023) that I gained access to digital reproductions of
twomanuscripts containing Zuhr’s reworked version of that treatise.2 The first
chapter of the Išbīlī physician’s Kitābu nnuǧḥi nnuǧḥ is a sort of annotated edi-
tion of Ibn Māsawayh’s book in the form of literal excerpts punctuated by au-
thorial approval and enriched with several additions of uncertain origin. That
Zuhr’s text cannot possibly be an intermediary source for Alɂilbīrī and that,
therefore, it hasnobearingon the chronologyofNatāʔiǧ is provedbeyonddoubt
by comparison of the two texts. Nat II.2 is both a more complete and more ac-
curate reflection of the original treatise (see a comparison at the end of this

2 The blame is entirely mine, for a description of this text had been available since Álvarez
Millán 1995. I seize the occasion to express once again my gratitude to Dr Álvarez Millán
for her kindness. Were it not for her quick and generous reply to my consultation, I would
not have been able to correct my wrong assessment of the originality of Nat II.2 and many an
obscure locus would have remained in the dark.
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chapter).
Although I have done my best to incorporate the data garnered from this

“new” witness into the critical apparatus and also into this chapter, in the ab-
sence of a critical edition of Zuhr’s Nuǧḥ and of a systematic analysis of Ibn
Māsawayh’s original passages all my remarks must be considered provisional.1
In any case, the reader should bear inmind thatmuch ofwhat is described here-
under regarding Nat II.2 applies large and by to Ibn Māsawayh’s text unless ex-
plicitly stated otherwise.

6.1 Macro- andmicrostructure

Macrostructure

I have already said that there is nothing in manuscript P (not even a new bas-
malah) that marks a strong boundary between the sections that have been la-
belled here, for ease of analysis, Nat II.1 and Nat II.2. A simple period (۵) sepa-
rates the ending of the natural philosophical preamble and the succinct intro-
duction to the chapters on the treatment of the diseases and conditions of the
human body:

P 48v 1‒6

حين وهذا ۵ الاتكاّل وعلیه المسـتعان وبا الله، شاء إن المصالح من يرغبه ما إلى به ویصل
والأمراض، الافٓات من منها واحد لكلّ یعرض وما وأمزاجها الجسمانـیّة الأعضاء إلى نصير

الرأس جلدة ذلك فمن Ẏ الله شاء إن وأقربه، يكون ما بائسر ومداواته ذلك وعلاج

In view of this continuity, and especially given that the title of the book in-
cludes quite an explicit and accurate mention of the contents of Therapeu-
tics,2 there can be no doubt that Nat II.2 formed part of the original plan of
Natāʔiǧ. In this regard manuscript D provides further confirmation: at fol. 55v
20 the string of words السوداویـّة» الأغذیة من والتحفُّظ اللحمیّة الأعضاء «في represents an

1 In this stage of my research the references that I provide relate to the whole epigraphs inNuǧḥ,
even if some of the passages included there are unmistakably by Zuhr. A more accurate style
of reference shall be possible only after a full reconstruction of the original is achieved through
careful screening. On the other hand, whenever I provide only the reading of manuscript A the
reader ought to understand that the corresponding locus in B is unreadable. The relevance of
IbnMāsawayh’s treatise to the development of thewestern (Qayrawānī andAndalusī)medical
tradition shall be dealt with briefly in Chapter 9, where amuch bolder hypothesis involving an
even earlier source (namely Ahrun’s pandects) shall also be introduced.

2 Let it be recalled that inmanuscript PNat II.2 is in fact the only part of the compilation actually
mentioned in the general title.
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almost perfectly seamless transition from the regimen recommended for phleg-
matic individuals in Nat II.1 to the treatment of quartan fevers, which actually
corresponds to P 74v 11, at the very end of Nat II.2.1

Nat II.2 contains a complete, albeit overall sketchy and rudimentary, medi-
cal summa in which the different organs, their specific ailments, and the cor-
respondingmedical treatment are concisely discussed following the traditional
head-to-toe order.2 The only extant witness for the whole section, however, is
incomplete and shows a large lacuna near the beginning at P 49r 11. There the
prescriptions for the treatment of ulcers of the scalp break abruptly and what
follows relates actually to pathologies of the ears. Just like in the case of the even
larger lacuna in manuscript D, nothing in the text suggests that the scribe may
have been aware that he was copying a faulty text and it is therefore probable
that the lacuna was already present in his Vorlage. At what must be interpreted
as the breaking point the syntax is admittedly awkward and the text verges on
absurd, but is only after a few lines that the gap becomes evident. It is also pos-
sible, on the other hand, that some of the missing ailments might have been
omitted by the author rather than lost (disagreement between the list of dis-
eases and the actual epigraphs of the chapter is to be found more than once in
this section), but this would bear only on the magnitude of the loss, not on the
hardly disputable existence of a lacuna.

1 If one assumes for the Vorlage fromwhich the copyist of Dwas working a folio : text ratio and a
quire structure similar to the ones exhibited by P, themissing textmight roughly amount to two
whole quinternions. At any rate, this remarkable blending (which must have gone unnoticed
by the readers of the manuscript) confirms that the two sections belong together.

2 This a capite ad calcem disposition had already become standard by the 1st c. ce with, for in-
stance, Scribonius Largus’ Compositiones and Apollonius Mys’ Euporista (cf. Prioreschi
1998: 181, 571). Its canonical statusbecameonly enhancedbyGalen’smodel-settingmonograph
on the composition of drugs κατὰ τόπους (ie according to the place or organ of the human body
for which the remedies are prescribed): «ἀπὸ τῆς κεφαλῆς ἀρξαμένοις, ὡς καὶ τοῖς πρὸ ἡμῶν ἅπα-
σιν ἔδοξεν», cf. Sec. loc. I.1 (K XII 3794‒5). This arrangement of thematerials is as prevalent in the
ninth-century Syro-Arabic medical corpus (cf. Ibn Māsawayh’s Nuǧḥ itself, Ibn Sarābiyūn’s
Kunnāš, Aṭṭabarī’s Firdaws IV.ii‒xi, and Īšōʕ bar ʕalī’s Kunnāšā II‒V as described in Kessel
2017: 231‒232) as it is in the later Islamicate tradition, and the plan of the text can be sometimes
made explicit through several formulae, as for instance in the subtitle for Arrāzī,Manṣūrī IX
«fī lʔamrāḍi lḥādiṯati mina lqarni ilā lqadam» (B 3772). As a matter of fact, the precedents of
this format go far beyond the Greek tradition: an analogous ištu muhhi adi ṣupri criterion un-
derpins the Nineveh Medical Encyclopaedia and also Part 1 of the Assur Medical Catalogue
(cf. Stol 1991: 49, Panayotov 2018: 94‒110, Steinert 2018: 172‒178; also Couto-Ferreira 2017
for an analysis of the Sumero-Akkadian Ugu-mu vocabulary and the fortunes of head-to-toe
narratives in different non-lexicographical genres).
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How much text is lost can be only speculated. A good half of Ther 1.1 On the
scalp is missing for sure, including particularly the treatment of alopecia and
also of excessive sweating andwounds.1 Judging from the source text, theremust
have followed Ther 1.2* On the brain and 1.3* On the eyes.2 Then the beginning
of Ther 1.4 On the ears is also wanting, which included the rubric, the introduc-
tory segment, and some epigraphs beforewhat inNatāʔiǧ looks like a combined
treatment for ringing and deafness.3
Considering the overall disparate lengths of the chapters throughout the sec-

tion and that in the particular case of the chapter on the ears Alɂilbīrī adds
much material from alternative sources to the basic account of his copy-text,
there is little sense in venturing any estimation as to howmany folios may have
been lost. Suffice it to note that once again the hazards of manuscript transmis-
sion seem not to have spared one single part of Natāʔiǧ and that we have been
thus deprived of a non-negligible fragment of the original compilation.
Back to themacrostructure of Therapeutics, a fourfold division is superim-

1 Cf. Ibn Māsawayh, Nuǧḥ I.1 (A 10322‒10422 | B 18114‒1823). The “fox’s malady” needs no intro-
duction as virtually no medical text in the corpus fails to discuss it. Arabic dāʔu ṯṯaʕlab is a
loan-translation of ἀλωπεκία parallel to Syriac ܬ ,ܟܐܒ which in turn is a synonym for the
better attested ܠܘܬܐ ܬ (cf. Bar Bahlūl, Lexicon 72313‒15 and 20785‒8, respectively). The orig-
inal epigraph on hyperhidrosis in Nuǧḥ contains a most interesting reference to Book III of
Ahrun’s pandect, in which he discussed head-related pathologies and provided the recipe for
themastic pill (cf. A 10416 | B 18129); for this condition, cf. also Azzahrāwī, Taṣrīf II.i.8الكثير العرق
(S I 6024‒26). Arabic «ʕalā ššiǧāǧi lḥādiṯati fī rraʔs» translates Galen’s «τοῖς ἐν κεφαλῇ τραύμα-
σιν» inMufradah VIII.110 المرّ ذكر (E 133v 9)≡ Simpl. med. VIII.xviii.30 Περὶ σμύρνης (K XII 1275);
cf. also «cicatriç señal de herida çégge çigég» and «señal de herida cégg cijégg | señal de golpe o
açote çégge cigégg» in Pedro de Alcalá, Vocabulista arávigo 167b 17 and 395a 35, respectively.

2 See Table 6.1 in the appendices to this chapter for a concordance of epigraphs within these
two chapters. The treatment of brain pathologies appears to have been surprisingly brief in
Nuǧḥ and one singlemental disorder ismentioned in it, namely some sort of dementia (fasādu
ḏḏihn). For a similarly arranged but far more detailed discussion of conditions of the scalp and
the brains, cf. Aṭṭabarī, Firdaws IV.ii.1 الرأس في (Ṣ 1347‒1382), which deals with alopecia, ophi-
asis, hair dyes, and wounds, separated from the much wider array of brain diseases («amrāḍu
ddimāġ», which the author affirms to be thirteen in number) covered in Firdaws IV.ii.3‒14 (Ṣ
1383‒15820). An even closer parallel can be found in Azzahrāwī, Taṣrīf II.i تختصّ التيّ الأمراض
الرأس بجلدة (S 5424‒6029) opposed to the much more comprehensive Taṣrīf II.ii الرأس أمراض (S
6029‒8517). Different distributions were, of course, possible, as in Ibn Alǧazzār’s Zād, in which
the whole of Book I is devoted to ailments of the head without any clearcut division between
outer and inner conditions (B‒K 561‒2368 | T 671‒13917), with a precedent in Ibn Sarābiyūn,
Kunnāš I≡ Breviarium I (M 1ra 1 ‒ 9vb 26 | V 2ra 1 ‒ 10va 55). As for the eyes, I know of no gen-
eral medical treatise in the Islamicate corpus, either in the kunnāš tradition or otherwise, that
does not include an ophthalmological chapter, and it is hardly assumable that Natāʔiǧ should
be the only exception to this rule, especially given that its source text covered the subject at
some length, cf. Ibn Māsawayh, Nuǧḥ I.3 (A 10526‒10721 | B 1832‒18423).

3 In IbnMāsawayh’s text bleeding and suppurating ears are mentioned before ringing, obstruc-
tion, deafness, worms, and earaches, cf. Nuǧḥ I.4 (A 10722‒31 | B 18424‒1851).
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posed on the general overlay of the individual chapters. This does not become
visible until P 59r 1, where a basmalah and a sectionmark faṣl give way to a brief
explanation that informs the reader that the discourse on the first quarter of the
human body (that is the head and the neck) is finished and that there follows
the second quarter (namely the chest). This arrangement is justified, according
to the author, by the ancients having divided the human body into four parts
(aǧzāʔ): the head, the chest, the belly, and the legs—which they associatedwith
the four cardinal directions and the four seasons of the year. Then they wrote
down whatever diseases and remedies corresponded to these four parts. This
fourfold division, which is not introduced at the beginning of the treatise but
rather a posteriori once the discourse on the first quarter is finished, is then ex-
plicitly applied to the whole of Nat II.2. Thus, the ending of the second part of
the body is marked at P 61v 1 الإنسان») أجزاء من الثاني الجزو («تمّ and a new basmalah
precedes the chapter on the liver. Finally at P 68r 7‒8 the third part ends and
there follows, nowwithout any basmalah, the fourth and last part of the human
body الإنسان») أجزاء من الرابع الجزء ابتدأ الثالث، الجزو .(«تمّ
There is however nothing in Zuhr’s excerpts from IbnMāsawayh’sNuǧḥ that

suggests that such a quaternary division featured in the original text.1 On the
other hand, this anatomical and at the same time cosmological division of the
human body agrees entirely with the philosophical doctrine expounded in Nat
II.1, which suggests that itmight have been introducedby the author. As an addi-
tion to the standard head-to-toe arrangement of the Vorlage this supplementary
division is entirely non-disruptive and it did not require any extra effort on the
part of the compiler to harmonise the resulting text.2
In any case, the concept is certainly not unprecedented inmedical literature.

The most evident example of a similar division of the body is Aṭṭabarī, who
ascribes it to the “Babylonian physicians” and further provides an interesting
account of the sign («āyah») that betokens the accumulation of superfluities
(fuḍūl) in each of these parts.3 Now, the exact same text is transmitted in the
1 External evidence from the indirect transmission of Nuǧḥ is most unhelpful in this regard.
2 To be sure, several other explanations are also possible but not equally plausible. The superim-
position of the fourfold division of the human body might be ascribed to some intermediary
source (but this would not solve the problem but only remove it one degree farther) or Alɂil-
bīrī might be reproducing not Nuǧḥ but Ibn Māsawayh’s own source-text, which he would
have copied so literally as to make any distinction virtually impossible except for this particu-
lar feature. Neither hypothesis can be backed with the evidence currently available.

3 In Ḥifḍ̱ the segment bears the rubric «fī ʕalāmāti(n) waʕilāǧāti aṭibbāʔi Bābila waġayrihim»
(with an apparent substandard iḍafah). Pace Kahl, who interprets that for the author Bābil
may have referred to “the whole of southern Iraq” and wonders “[w]hich (group of) ‘scholars
and physicians’ from that quarter Ṭabarī actually had in mind” (Kahl 2020: 26), Aṭṭabarī’s
ascription is historically correct and the roots of this idea can be traced back to actual Baby-
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medical section of the pseudo-Aristotelian Sirr, which is certainly of some con-
sequence with regard to the chronology of the so-called Long Version of that
treatise:1

Firdaws II.iv.5 الأعضاء تدبير في (Ṣ 1041‒23)
≡ Ḥifḍ̱ §41‒44 (K 726‒744)

أجزاء. أربعة ذكروا فيما الإنسان بدن أنّ واعلمْ
اجتمعت فإذا یلیه. وما الرأس الأوّل: فالجزء
وثقل العين ظلمة ذلك ایٓة كانت فضول، فيه
الأذنين ودويّ الصدغين وضربان الحاجبين
.[...] بذلك، أحسّ فمن المنخرين. وانسداد
اجتمعت فإن یلیه. وما الصدر الثاني: والجزء

.[...] فضول، فيه
اجتمعت فإن یلیه. وما البطن الثالث: والجزء

.[...] فضول، فيه
اجتمعت فإذا یليها. وما المثانة الرابع: والجزء

.[...] الفضول، فيها

منها ؤّل ا اجٔزاء. ارٔبعة البدن انّٕ قالوا اؤّل] ... واعلمْ

.f حسّ أحسّ] | f – ذٔنین] ا ودویّ | ḥ

Pseudo-Aristotle, Sirr II
B 961‒9710 | K 42v 7 ‒ 44r 5

أجزاء. أربعة البدن أنّ اعلمْ
فضول، فيه اجتمعت فإذا الرأس. منها: الأوّل
الحاجبين، وثقل العینين، ظلمة ذلك افٓة كان
وانسداد الأذنين، ودويّ الصدغين، وضربان

.[...] بذلك، أحسّ فمن المنخرين.
فيه اجتمعت فإذا الصدر. الثاني: الجزء

.[...] فضول،
فيه اجتمعت فإذا البطن. الثالث: الجزء

.[...] فضول،
الفضول، فيها اجتمعت فإذا المثانة. الرابع: الجزء

.[...]

.k اجتمع اجتمعت] | kṣ ایٓة آفة] | k – اعلم]

However, as far as I am aware this doctrine never became fully incorporated
into the Islamicate medical tradition and its presence as a constitutive element
of the architecture ofNatāʔiǧmay be interpreted as an additional archaic (or at
least archaicising) trait.2 Now, a most interesting (and also quite unexpected)

lonian medical lore. An analogous (albeit admittedly different) division can be found in the
Seleucid text SpbTU I 43, which lists several diseases according to their location in four parts
of the body: “libbu (belly?), karshu (stomach?), lungs, and kidneys” (cf. Stol 1991: 49, question
marks originally in the article, where further reference is made to Köcher 1978: 22 [n.v.]). The
transmission was not a direct one, of course, but it may be ancient lore that surfaces here.

1 According to Badawī’s critical apparatus one of themanuscripts of Sirr (= Ṣ) even transmits the
same word āyah rather than āfah, and so does ms K; cf. also signa in the corresponding locus
in the Latin translation Secretum II.15‒18 (B 8323‒8710). Let it be noted that in the Latin version
the four parts are rather the head (caput), the chest (pectus), the eyes (oculi), and the testicles
(testiculi).

2 For the diffusion of this doctrine in the early Islamicate period, cf. also Pseudo-Galen,Dinam.
ad Moec. I «Quatuor corporis partibus origo infirmitatis uel sanitatis ostenditur: capite, thorace,
uentre, et uesica» (B 7218‒20), which coincides entirely with the above witnesses. It is worth not-
ing that neither the edited version of the Hārūniyyah nor the Tuḥfah described by Bruning
show a similar arrangement. For the pre-Islamicate precedents in he Graeco-Byzantine tradi-
tion, cf. Pseudo-Soranus, Isagoge V «Sicut corpus hominis in quatuor partes diuidimus, ita et
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testimony in this regard is contributed by Ibn Ḥabīb’s ninth-century compila-
tion of archaicmedical traditions. He reports a division of the human body into
four quarters from someMadanī expert in the medicine of the Arabs:

Ṭibb 9123‒9217 ≡Muḫtaṣar 7313‒749

یقول: والدواء بالداء والمعرفة العرب بطبّ العلم أهل من المدنیّين بعض سمعتُ
أرباع. أربعة »الجسد

.[...] الجسد رباط وهو الدماغ، وملاكه الأوّل، الربع فالرأس
.[...] الرئتين بين وهو القلب، وملاكه الثاني، الربع والصدر

.[...] الكبد وملاكه المثانة، إلى الثالث الربع والبطب
ذلك وكلّ — »[...] الكلیتان الربع ذلك وملاك الرابع، الربع أسفل: إلى تحتها وما والمرارة

العليم. العزيز تقدير

.m بتقدیر تقدیر] | m انٔواع ارٔباع]

In Natāʔiǧ the section on therapeutics closes with an explicit epilogue in
which the book if referred to as madḫal (like in the Proem to Nat II.1) to the
truths, the demonstration, and the cause conducive to the well-being of souls
and bodies:1

P 75r 16 ‒ 75v 2 | D 56r 21 ‒ 56v 1

في والسبب والبرهان الحقائق إلى المدخل هو الّذي الله بحمد الكتاب، كثر أ على أتينا وقد
عونه، وحسن ده ّـُ تایٔ على الشكر إيزاع الله واسـلٔ والأجسام، الأنفس إصلاح

مُنعم◌؞ جمیلٌ ◌فإنهّ

The phrase “most of the book” clearly implies that the text is not over yet and
that more material must come after Therapeutics. The assumption that the
section labelled here asNat III Ḫawāṣṣ,which followsNat II.2 immediately (and
actually in medias res in both manuscripts), was indeed originally conceived as
Nat III has been already introduced above and shall be discussed at length in
Part III of this dissertation.
anni circuli erit nobis quadripartita diuisio», those parts being the head, the chest, the belly,
and the bladder (B 2v 18‒21); cf. further Fischer 2000: 28 for an identical division in Pseudo-
Hippocrates’ Epistula adAntiochum regem β 2‒9 «Corpus igitur hominis diuisus est in quattuor
partes: caput, pectus, uenter atque uessica».

1 Mark that in the proem it was rather ṣalāḥ (not iṣlāḥ) that wasmentioned and that no allusion
was made there to the souls. The accumulation of truths, demonstration, and cause, on the
other hand, reflects the same philosophising parlance that is so characteristic of inNat II.1 and
which is mostly absent from the practice-oriented text of Nat II.2.
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Microstructure
A noteworthy feature of Natāʔiǧ is how accurately the general title reflects not
only the structure of segments Nat II.1‒2 but also the actual contents of the in-
dividual chapters of Therapeutics.1 Thus, the book is said to contain the “ra-
tional conclusions to arrive at the philosophical methods and medical canons”
(corresponding toNat II.1) and “the knowledge of the temperaments and utility
of the organs of the human body” as well as “the mention and treatment of the
diseases that afflict each organ”—which is indeed, with only rare exceptions,
the pattern followed throughout Nat II.2.
For each one of the main organs (or combinations of organs) their utility

(manfaʕah, or its plural manāfiʕ), ailments (amrāḍ), and treatment (ʕilāǧ) are
mentioned in a quite systematic way.2 This information is typically distributed
as follows:

chapter title — Typically in the form «— ذكر «باب followed by the or-
gan(s) in question, with highlighting rubrication.3

summary — A schematic survey of the contents of the chapter in which
the temperament (mizāǧ≡ κρᾶσις), functions, and diseases of the organ are
mentioned almost invariably following the pattern فـ—» ،... .«أمّا
treatment — Comprising several epigraphs that are most often rubri-
cated and which correspond to the diseases and conditions mentioned
in the summary. The level of correspondence between the ailments men-
tioned and those that are individually developed is remarkably high but far
from perfect: some diseases are listed but never actually dealt with, while
others are discussed without having been previously announced.4

Following the common practice of Helleno-Islamicate medical literature, a
number of fully formatted recipes are appended, quite pertinently, to the in-
dividual epigraphs. None of the formulas included in Therapeutics bears any
1 This is all the more remarkable given that the structure reflected in this segment of the title is
entirely borrowed from the source text.

2 In this context the wordmanfaʕah corresponds to Greek χρεία (and could be therefore equally
translated as ‘purpose’ or even ‘function’) as seen in Ḥunayn’s translation of the Galenic trea-
tise Περὶ χρείας μορίων (=De usu partium) asKitābun fīmanāfiʕi lʔaʕḍāʔ (cf. Ullmann 1970: 41).
As for the ailments, a few alternative phrases can be found: Ther 3.5 «dāʔuhā» and 4.3 «waʔad-
wāʔuhā»on the onehand, and the synonymical couples 1.5 «ʕilaluhumāwaʔamrāḍuhumā» and
3.1 «dāʔuhā waʔamrāḍuhā» on the other.

3 With the exception of Ther 1.1 الرأس جلدة (merely rubricated) and the use of — وأمّا in Ther 2.1‒3
(all three chapters within that subsection), then in 3.2|5 and 4.3.

4 See particularly Ther 3.4, 4.1. It does not seem that the copyist should be blamed for some of
these discordances. A similar picture obtains in Zuhr’s Nuǧḥ, but its excerpts are even less
systematic (and also less trustworthy) than Alɂilbīrī’s.
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signs of being an interpolation, but the fact that most of them are not included
in Zuhr’s Nuǧḥ leaves the question of their origin open to interpretation. The
indirect transmission of Ibn Māsawayh’s treatise shows beyond doubt that it
did contain a great many recipes, and on typological grounds it can be assumed
that most (if not all) of the formulas transmitted in Natāʔiǧmay actually stem
from the original compilation.1
As far as can be ascertained from Zuhr’s excerpts, most of the text is copied,

with a fewgeolectal glosses and someoccasional synonymical substitution, from
IbnMāsawayh’s Nuǧḥ. At some points Zuhr’s text is defective (whole chapters
are missing that do not coincide, to be sure, with the lacuna in P) and its testi-
mony is sometimes silent when it would be most needed. As a consequence of
this fragmentary andoften inconclusive evidence, the extent towhichAlɂilbīrī
manipulated his text (by abridging it but also by supplementing it with addi-
tionalmaterials) cannot be fully assessed yet, but a preliminary examination re-
veals that authorial intervention ranges from virtually inexistent to remarkably
drastic. For some chapters the text of Zuhr’s Nuǧḥ and Nat II.2 are essentially
identical, for others (eg Ther 1.3On the ears or Ther 1.8On the throat) differences
are remarkable. The long pseudo-Galenic quotation in Ther 1.3 suggests that the
author may have resorted to at least a second source to complement his text.

1 Cf. the full title of theworkKitābu lmunǧiḥ fī ṣṣifātwalʕilāǧāt as recorded in IbnAbīUṣaybiʕah,
Tabaqāt 25511 (for further references to this treatise, see the Concluding remarks at the end of
this chapter).
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6.2 Contents

A list of chapters is provided in Table 6.1, in which a provisional concordance
with the two manuscripts of Zuhr’s Nuǧḥ is also included. The reader will also
find some general remarks and a global assessment at the end of this chapter.
In what follows a cursory review of the contents of Nat II.2 is offered that fo-
cuses primarily on the description (not so much on the analysis) of the struc-
ture, nosonomy, and botanical nomenclature of each chapter.1 For the sake of
clarity and in order to avoid absurd strings of numbers, the epigraphs of this
section are unnumbered and only the numeration referring to the original text
is provided.
I should stress once again thatmany of the observations below apply actually

to Alɂilbīrī’s source text and that many essential features are not reflective of
local particularism but are rather inherited, through Nuǧḥ, from the common
Arabo-Islamicate stock. A selected list of items of particular interest with regard
to locality and chronology is included in Chapter 9, where the dependence or
independence of these words from Nuǧḥ is duly signalled.
On the other hand, given the bad condition of the manuscripts of Nuǧḥ con-

sulted for this research and the ambiguousness of the ascription of each passage
to either IbnMāsawayhorZuhr, I couldnot always arrive at a definitive conclu-
sion regarding some of the data transmitted inNat II.2.Whenever the reading of
Nuǧḥwas sufficiently clear I have indicated the high probability of a borrowing
(usually through the use of the combined reference “Nuǧḥ/Ther”), but an edi-
tion of at least Chapter I of Zuhr’s treatise would greatly improve the quality of
my remarks.

1 No attempt is made to identify in modern terms the ailments and conditions mentioned in
the text. In accordance to the prevailing criterion throughout this dissertation I adhere to un-
compromising traditional terminologywhenever possible. On the other hand, the partial para-
phrase of the text offered hereunder cannot substitute for the proper translation that must be
included in a future version of this draft.
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Ther 1.1 —On the scalp
Some of the most salient features of Nuǧḥ/Ther with regard to its medical con-
tents become evident from the very beginning of the section. Thus in Ther 1.1.1
the ailments referred to asmange anddandruff (ǧarab and ibriyah, respectively)
are never defined or explained and they are moreover dealt with in combina-
tion: no differential treatment is prescribed for each one of them.1 This appears
to have been one of the distinguishing traits of IbnMāsawayh’s treatise, which,
unlike his own Alkamāl wattamām, may have focused almost exclusively on
therapeutics, with only secondary attention given to diagnostics.
Another remarkable characteristic of the text is pre-standard terminology.2

Thus, dandruff is referred to here by the less common name ibriyah rather than
nuḫālah (Iṣṭifan’s and Ḥunayn’s shared loan-translation of πίτυρα, which had
indeedbeen specialised in themedical jargon as thenameof ‘dandruff ’ or ‘scurf ’
from its original meaning ‘bran, husks of corn’) or ḥazāz (which actually corre-
sponds to Greek ἄχωρ but was sometimes conflated with dandruff). In Natāʔiǧ
the word is a paradigmatic example of source-bound item but nevertheless ib-
riyah seems to have been the main denomination of dandruff in Qayrawān and
it is well documented in Andalus, where its use is not restricted to an early
chronology, as Taysīr and the Latin-Arabic glossary of Leiden use it in the 12th
c.3 It is, moreover, an illustrative case of an unequivocally archaic feature (its
use predates standard Iṣṭifanī‒Ḥunaynī terminology) that cannot however be
assumed as a positive chronological marker, for any later work likeNatāʔiǧmay
transmit earlier material normally without linguistic updating and, inversely,
adaptation of source materials to the linguistic context of the author can alter
the original terminology—which renders any attempt to dating through lexical
analysis complicated and most often inconclusive.
Still under the same epigraph, a formula for “Galen’s pill” is provided after

having recommended taking it for seven nights against mange and dandruff.
The origin of the recipe can be identified as Galen’s purging κοκκία (ie ‘small
1 Medical definitions (in the sense of nosological description) and to a lesser extent aetiology are
missing for most of the sicknesses mentioned in the text (with very rare exceptions as leprosy
in Ther 4.4.8) and it is not unusual here for two diseases to be collocated under one single rubric
and to be ascribed a undifferentiated medical treatment. This outstanding lack of nosological
discussion (which appears to be a feature inherited fromNuǧḥ) is quite exceptional in the kun-
nāš genre and it is obvious that the author relied largely on the previousmedical knowledge of
his addressee or his potential readership.

2 Needless to say, the exceptionality of some instances of non-standard nosonymy becamemuch
less enigmatic once their origin in an early-ninth-century treatise was confirmed. Given the
particular prevalence of some elements of this terminology in the western (and especially An-
dalusī) medical tradition, however, some of my original remarks on Natāʔiǧ are still pertinent.

3 On ibriyah, see the Complementary notes on nosonymy appended to this chapter.
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pills’) made of aloe, colocynth, scammony, and some wormwood juice, which
was widely transmitted in the Islamicate corpus oftenwith a double denomina-
tion qūqāyā = ḥabbu Ǧālīnūs and a formula that is quite stable since its earliest
attestations. This prevalent synonymy is somewhat misleading, however, as it
does not truly reflect the complex picture of the Islamicate tradition of “Galen’s
pill”, in which the same formula is sometimes handed down under different
names and at the same time a common label can conceal significant variations
of the basic recipe.1
Despite the ambiguity of the layout in Zuhr’s Nuǧḥ, from the reference to

Ahrun’s Book III it may be inferred (1) that the mention of this pill belongs
actually to Ibn Māsawayh (who may have instructed rather to take seven pills
every night) and (2) that either no recipewas included at this point in the source
text or Zuhr decided to omit it from his excerpt.2 In any case, Alɂilbīrī does
provide a recipe for Galen’s pill and the inclusion of the “powder of bitter hiera”
(«ġubāru iyāraǧ fīqrā»)3 amongst its ingredients links it to a subtradition that is
already attested by Aṭṭabarī and which recommends this addition specifically
for the treatment of alopecia,4 but an exact match still remains to be found.
Another quite pervasive element inNuǧḥ/Ther is the frequent prescription of

drastic non-medicamentous remedies,most often bloodletting (usually alluded
to as faṣd, sometimes also as fatḥu ʕirq) and cupping (ḥiǧāmah), but occasion-
ally also scarification (šarṭ) as here in Ther 1.1.3, where therapeutic incision is
recommended for the treatment of ulcers on the head (a prescription that is
not found in the corresponding locus in Nuǧḥ).
1 For some remarks on Galen’s pill, see the Complementary notes on polypharmacy at the end of
this chapter.

2 Cf.Nuǧḥ I.1 (A 10231‒1031 | B 18023‒24). As I shall argue in the Concluding remarks, it ismy current
understanding that such accurate allusions to Ahrun’s individual books within hisKunnāš are
to be ascribed to Ibn Māsawayh rather than to his Andalusī epigone—but I could be entirely
wrong in this interpretation.

3 The phrase itself is far fromusual and, in fact, I have come across one single parallel in Andalus:
the same ingredient is prescribed for a headache in Alhāšimī,Maǧālis I.i.6 (K 2315‒16). This one
must be added to the long list of specific coincidences between these two Andalusī texts that
probably point towards some common source(s) available in early Andalus and that emerge at
different times and in different places. These hints would deserve to be further explored.

4 Cf. «ḥabbu qūqāyā Ǧālīnūs», which “avails against alopecia if some bitter picra is added to it”,
in Aṭṭabarī, Firdaws VI.vi.2 (Ṣ 4683‒8). This formula by Aṭṭabarī is silently borrowed with
no remarkable modification as «ḥabbu Ǧālīnūs» by Ibn Alǧazzār, Zād I.10 (B‒K 11811‒1204 |
T 915‒13)—incidentally, Bos and Käs affirm that they could not find this recipe in the Galenic
pharmacopoeia (cf. B‒K 119 n. 217), yet they had identified the origin of the κοκκία in their
recent edition and commentary of Ibn Ǧanāḥ, Talḫīṣ [880]. In Andalus, two different recipes
for qūqāyā pills that include bitter hiera are recorded by Azzahrāwī: one that only requires
bitter hiera, mastic, and anise in Taṣrīf VI.73 (S I 41430‒32); a more complex one with additional
ingredients from Arrāzī in Taṣrīf VI.66 (S I 4149‒12).
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A couple of lexical items in this chapter are worth commenting and shall be
analysed in some detail in Chapter 9. First, the name šaǧaru ṯṯaʕlab, which is
attested west and east as an alternative form (condemned by some as a vul-
garism) of ʕinabu ṯṯaʕlab and corresponds therefore to the black nightshade (≡
στρύχνον, Solanumnigrum L., also known as ‘blackberry nightshade’ or ‘hound’s
berry’). Here it is found within the recipe for Galen’s pill and ought to be con-
sidered an inherited term. Then ʕalqam in Ther 1.1.2 should refer to the squirt-
ing cucumber (≡ σίκυς ἄγριος, Ecballium elaterium (L.) A.Rich) given that it is
immediately preceded by ḥanḍ̱al ‘colocynth’ (≡ κολόκυνθα ἀγρία, Citrullus colo-
cynthis (L.) Schrad.). However, the text of Nuǧḥmay have abridged the original
passage (a simple decoction of colocynth is prescribed there) and it is impos-
sible to know whether this phytonym and also natron were already mentioned
by IbnMāsawayh or not. If these items were added by Alɂilbīrī, ʕalqammight
even be a gloss to ḥanḍ̱al.1

Ther 1.4 —On the ears
As previously mentioned, a lacuna affects the second half of the chapter on
the scalp and the entire two chapters (on the brain and on the eyes) that fol-
lowed, as well as the beginning of the chapter on the ears. The segment that
must be reconstructed as Ther 1.4 begins in its extant form with a lengthy pas-
sage that stands out, both in contents and in style, from the overall soberness of
Nuǧḥ/Ther. Twoof themost salient traits of this segment are verbosity andapar-
ticular stress on authority and the provenpractice of ancient sages or physicians
(ḥukamāʔ). The former feature is quite dissimilar to the straightforward imper-
atives and non-agentive prescriptions that pervade the rest of the treatise even
within this chapter itself, but it is strongly reminiscent of the style and phrase-
ology of the dietetic epigraphs withinNat II.1. There is, moreover, a certain sapi-
ential ring to the saying that the effect and benefit of even the noblest of drugs
is cancelled when they are takenwith bad foodstuff, just like whoever takes fine
ben oil and excellent musk and mixes them with foul-smelling things—I could
find no parallel for this passage and the whole locus looks quite uncharacteris-
tic of Nuǧḥ. It is quite plausible that a different source has been exploited here,
and the materials that follow suggest that it may have been a pseudepigraphic
text on Hippocratic-Galenic medicine.
After this acephalous segment, there follows an explicit and essentially au-

thentic but noticeably reworded quotation from Hippocrates that conflates
the gist of Aphor. II.39, in which the author describes the particular incidence
1 It is worth noting that this is the only instance of the word ʕalqam in the whole text of Natāʔiǧ
and that is by no means a usual name in the corpus (see the Complementary notes).
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and unhealability of chronic diseases in the case of elderly people:1

Aphorisms II.39
L IV 48019‒4822

Οἱ πρεσβῦται τῶν νέων τὰ μὲν πολλὰ
νοσέουσιν ἧσσον· ὅσα δ’ ἂν αὐτέοισι
χρόνια νοσήματα γένηται, τὰ πολλὰ
ξυναπθνήσκει.

ὅσα] ὁκόσα G | ξυναπθνήσκει] ξυναπο-
θνήσκουσιν G.

Fuṣūl II.39
T 167‒9 | B 5v 13‒15
L 7v 2‒4 | Y 5v 13‒15

يمرض ممّا أقلّ يمرضون الأمر كثر أ في الكهول
الأمراض من لهم یعرض ما أنّ إلاّ الشـبّان،

بهم. وهي يموتون الأمر كثر أ على المزمنة

ممّا | y اكثر أقلّ] | y كثر ا مر ا في مٔر] ا أكثر في

على | y ما اكثر ما] | lt الشبان من الشبّان] یمرض

.y الغالب على ،lt كثر ا في مٔر] ا اكٔثر

with the detailed catalogue that in Aphor. III.31 lists such sicknesses:

Aphorisms III.31
L IV 50015‒5022

Τοῖσι δὲ πρεσβύτῃσι δύσπνοιαι, κα-
τάῤῥοι βηχώδεες, στραγγουρίαι, δυσ-
ουρίαι, ἄρθρων πόνοι, νεφρίτιδες,
ἴλιγγοι, ἀποπληξίαι, ξυσμοὶ τοῦ σώ-
ματος ὅλου, ἀγρυπνίαι, κοιλίης καὶ
ὀφθαλμῶν καὶ ῥινῶν ὑγρότητες, ἀμ-
βλυωπίαι, γλαυκώσιες, βαρυηκοΐαι.

κατάῤῥοι] καὶ κ. G | ξυσμοὶ] ξυσμὸς G.

Fuṣūl III.31
T 2712‒283 | B 9r 4‒8
L 11v 7‒11 | Y 7v 13‒15

التنفُّس رداءة لهم فيعرض المشايخ، وأمّا
وتقطير السعال، معها یعرض التيّ والنزلات
وأوجاع المفاصل وأوجاع وعسره، البول
الردیةّ والقروح كات والسُّ وار والدُّ الكلى،
ورطوبة البطن، ولين والسهر، البدن، وحكةّ
والزرقة، البصر وظلمة والمنخرين، العینين

السمع. وثقل

ت] والنز | ly النفس التنفس] | by رداة رداءة]

والكلى الكلى] واؤجاع | b – ،t والنزلة ،l والنزل

.y وزرقته والزرقة] | y كله + البدن] | | b

1 Cf. also Galen, In Hipp. Aphor. comm. (K XVIIb 5382‒13 and 6482‒6519) [= G in the apparatus],
but there is no trace of Galen’s commentary in the passage under examination. Although it is
unlikely that the blending of the two aphorisms into one single quotation should be ascribed
to Alɂilbīrī, I have been unable to locate any parallel or even similar passage in the corpus.
One should perhaps look rather into Islamicate pseudo-Galenic literature, but that is mostly
uncharted territory.
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Then, and probably drawing still from the same source, a recipe is provided
for a wondrous oil allegedly prepared by Galen in his sleep and for which our
text does not only transmit a myriad of ingredients and quite complex instruc-
tions but also an extensive and detailed list of benefits.1 Nothing of this was bor-
rowed from Nuǧḥ and, as pointed out above, it is quite likely that the author
may have found this recipe in the same pseudo-Galenic source that provided so
much material for the dietetic segments of Nat II.1.
A definite return to sober style and therapeutic pragmatism seems to be per-

ceptible after the introduction of a standard epigraphonhow tobring out some-
thing that has fallen into the ear. Making the patient sneeze is recommended
and an incidental remark is made on the same strategy being implemented for
treatingwomenwhose child has died in thewomb orwhenever the afterbirth is
retained. If it could be proved that this was not already available inNuǧḥ,2 such
an appended observation (which is not, of course, an original one)3 might re-
flect a genuine interest in thematter—beyondmechanical copying, that is—on
the side of the author, as do the passages that he draws from the ancient corpus
(basically Hippocrates and Galen) and which he intersperses here and there
throughout the first chapters of the section. In this regard Natāʔiǧ aligns with
some of the early representatives of the kunnāš genre (particularly with Firdaws
and Hārūniyyah) despite its much more modest approach to medicine.
A second quote on chronic deafness (ṣamam) allegedly from Galen seems

1 According to the passage Galen would have kept his panacea in secret (hence the name
(«المكتتم» until he decided to reveal it to the Roman emperor (“Caesar”), after which it became
famous. This pseudo-Galenic excerpt spans over two full pages in the edition and in the typi-
cal inclusion of a plethora of ingredients and in the boastful mention of an imperial context it
brings tomind suchdrugs as the antidote of onehundred ingredients (ἀντίδοτος ἑκατονταμίγμα-
τος) in Galen, Antid. II.9 (K XIV 15510‒1583). In overall style and in the punctilious instructions
for the use of this oil against each ailment, on the other hand, it is very close to some of the
recipes collected in Naṣāʔiḥu rruhbān. However this one is not found in the Secreta ad Mon-
teum, nor in the extant texts of eitherMaktūmah orMaḍmūmah (in none of these texts does
the author mention any recipe revealed to him in dreams).

2 The text transmitted by the twomanuscripts of Zuhr’s treatise shows abridgement, omission,
and dislocation, as the chapter on the ears includes only the treatment of swelling or boils
(waram) and gives way to an epigraph on deciduous eyebrows followed by the chapter on the
throat. It cannot therefore be considered a faithful reflection of IbnMāsawayh’s original chap-
ter, which according to its initial summary included epigraphs on bleeding and suppuration,
ringing, obstructions, deafness, worms, and earache. This catalogue does not allude, however,
to water or other things that fall into the ear, which combined with the use of the Amazighic
term tābūdā inNatāʔiǧ (for which see below)might be interpreted as evidence for an authorial
addition to the main source.

3 Cf. an identical double effect attributed to ptarmics or sneeze-inducers by Antyllus in Ex-
tern. sympt. rem. I «Πταρμικοῖς χρώμεθα [...] ἢ ἔμβρυον ἤ δεύτερα ἐκβαλεῖν θέλοντες [...] ἢ ἐμπε-
πτωκότα τινὰ ἐν τοῖς ὠσὶν ἐκβαλεῖν», quoted in Oribasius, Collectiones X.30.1 (H II 7131‒722).
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oddly dislocated and comes closer, at least formally, to a passage by Paul of
Aegina in Pragmateia than to the original one:1

Galen, Sec. loc. III.i
Πρὸς δυσηκοΐας
K XII 6509‒10

ὑποπτευτέον τὸ σύμπτωμα, κατὰ
βραχὺ γὰρ αὐξανόμενον ἐν τῷ χρόνῳ
κωφότητα τελείαν ἀπεργάζεται.

Pragmateia III.xxiii.11
Περὶ δυσηκοΐας καὶ κωφώσεως
H I 19118‒21

Αἱ μὲν ἐκ γενετῆς ἢ καὶ μετὰ τὸ τε-
χθῆναι μέν, χρονιώταται δὲ καὶ παν-
τελεῖς συνιστάμεναι κωφώσεις τῶν
ἀνιάτων εἰσίν, αἱ δὲ μὴ παντελεῖς μέν,
χρόνιαι δέ, καὶ αὐταὶ τῶν ἀνιάτων ἢ
δεινῶς εἰσι δυσιάτων.

Although only further scrutiny will allow for a sounder assessment, the ap-
parently idiosyncraticnatureof the therapeuticshandeddown inNatāʔiǧ seems
to stem from a combination of the archaism of Ibn Māsawayh’s text and the
incorporation of “less conventional” medical sources as, in this case, pseudo-
Galenic materials. Deviations from standard terminology may actually be quite
evenly distributed between these twomain textual traditions. For example, the
couple «addawiyyuwaṣṣarīr» (four times in the sequenceof quotes fromGalen,
against the more usual collocation addawiyyu waṭṭanīn even before the first
Graeco-Arabic translations) is probably pseudo-Galenic in origin, whereas the
use of the Syro-Arabic name fayǧan for rue (Ruta graveolens L.) might be as-
cribed to either Ibn Māsawayh or to the pseudepigraphic source.
Uncertainty is evengreaterwith regard to authorial intervention.At thepresent

time, unless Zuhr’s parallel testimony is positive and unambiguous, it is im-
possible to decide whether any given particular elements are to be ascribed
to the “originality” of the author or are simply inherited. Thus, is the shocking
gloss/definition of buḥrān (a borrowing from Syriac ܢܐ ܒܘܚ that in turn trans-
lates Greek κρίσις as a technical term of the medical jargon) as “seven days” to
be interpreted as an oversimplification of a much more complex concept by
Alɂilbīrī himself?2 Is the synonymy šaǧaru uḏuni lfaʔr =mardaqūš a gloss by
1 The implication being that much Galenic material is represented here (as everywhere else) in
mediated and reworked form rather than through direct borrowing. Several different versions
of this passage are known in the Islamicate tradition but they are universally unascribed (and
deafness is mostly referred to as ṭaraš), cf. for instance Ibn Sarābiyūn, Breviarium II.xiii De
surditate (V 12va 2‒5); Arrāzī, Taqāsīm XXXIX (Ḥ 1483‒8)≡Ḥillūq 19v 14‒15≡ Divisionum 62va
14‒20, and also Alḥāwī II.2 (H II 2022); Almasīḥī,Miʔah LXVIII (S II 5928).

2 Although the seventh is one of the critical days (ayyāmu lbuḥrān or baḥārīn) in the Helleno-
Islamicate tradition, none of the sources consulted supports such a (mis)definition of the con-
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the author and therefore a true reflection of Andalusī pharmacognostic lore or
was is already included in his pseudo-Galenic source?1
Even if much of the divergence from standard use must be attributed to the

author’s sources, a certain local flavour is impossible to deny. The fact, more-
over, that some of themost conspicuous geolectal markers of the text are found
either within (or at least next to) pseudo-Galenic passages or in prescriptions
demonstrably inherited from the Graeco-Byzantine corpus ought to be inter-
preted as an indicator of a local reworking of thematerials. An illustrative exam-
ple is the ichthyonym silbāḥ ‘eel’ (a generic name for fishes in the order Anguil-
liformes, from river eels to congers andmorays), which is apparently unknown,
at least in this exact form, outside the Arabic-speaking west and is certainly un-
paralleled in the eastern medical corpus.2 The therapeutic use of animal gall
and fat for the treatment of earaches and hearing disorders is well documented
in Galen’s Sec. loc., but an allegedly Galenic quote like the preceding one that
mentions the gall of elephants and buffaloes must be pseudepigraphic, and the
fat of eels is likewise nowhere to be found in the genuine Galenic corpus (in
which the flesh of ἔγχελυς, in turn, features several times).3
Then, in the instructions to suck out water that has fallen into the ear a west-

ern Amazighic name tābūdā substitutes for what in parallel loci, both in the

cept of crisis. Galen’s fanciful etymology of the medical term κρίσις in De crisibus III.2 (K
IX 70417‒7055) was known to Ibn Ǧanāḥ (cf. Talḫīṣ [800] (بحران but no definition is provided
there (cf. Bos, Käs, Lübke, andMensching 2020: 369 for the original Arabic translation of the
Galenic passage) and Azzahrāwī’s explanation involves no numbers at all in Taṣrīf XXIX.ii
s.v. بحران (S II 43311‒13). On the subject of critical days in the Galenic tradition, cf. particularly the
introduction to the edition and translation of the Arabic version of Galen’s De diebus decre-
toriis in Cooper 2012: 3‒76, to be complemented with the critical remarks made in Langer-
mann 2012.

1 For this equation, see the analysis of possible geolectal markers in Chapter 9.
2 See also Chapter 9.
3 In Sec. loc. III.1 Galen reports that the fat of geese and hens was one of Apollonius’ choice
remedies for earaches, as well as amixture of gall and juice of leek (K XII 6151‒6166; see an echo
of these prescriptions in Nat III Ḫawāṣṣ III.ii.6‒7|10). He also informs that Archigenes would
recommend an instillation of squirrel fat (σκιούρου στέαρ) to the same effect (K XII 62316‒17).
He makes repeated mention of the drug of fats (τὸ διὰ τῶν στεάτων [φάρμακον]) too (K XII
6021‒2, 61013) and there are, for sure, several additional references to these two animal sub-
stances there, but the only fish mentioned in the whole chapter is the enigmatic καλλιώνυμος
(also known as οὐρανοσκόπος elsewhere and positively different from ἔγχελυς): «τῷ δ’ αὐτῷ καὶ
μετὰ χολῆς βοείας ἢ αἰγείας ἢ χελώνης θαλασσίας ἢ τοῦ καλλιωνύμου διειμένου χρῶ» (K XII 6527‒8).
This, however, was only one of several fishes involved in otalgic remedies at the time, cf. Pliny,
NH XXXII.7.[25] «Auribus utilissimum batiae piscis fel recens, sed et inveteratum nitro, item bac-
chi, quem quidam mizyenem vocant, item callionymi cum rosaceo infusum» (J‒M V 756‒8). In
any case, the presence of the hiera logadion, Rāziqī jasmine oil, and galangal confirms the late
(quite probably post-Byzantine) origin of the materials from which the author is drawing.
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east and in the west, is quite invariably called bardī. The exceptional presence
of this word in this particular locus may be reflective of a context that is hard to
reconstruct.1

Ther 1.5 —On themouth

Awide range of ailments of themouth and the tongue is covered in this chapter
inwhichdiseases of the teeth (decay, caries, toothache) and the gums (bleeding)
are discussed alongside specific conditions of the tongue (roughness, pustules,
swelling), as well as general paralysis of the uvula, the epiglottis (ġalṣamah),
and the tongue. The text of Zuhr’s Nuǧḥ is of no avail for this chapter or for the
following ones, since it jumps from the nose to the throat (see Ther 1.8 below).
I shall therefore be extremely cautious in my assessment of any “original” traits
in this segment of Natāʔiǧ.
In Ther 1.5.4‒5 two instances of minimal diagnosis are found. In the case of

loose teeth, inspection of the teeth is required («fayanḍ̱uruhā»): if the com-
plaint is an old one and the roots of the teeth are dead, there is no hope for
healing and the only possible remedy is to brace them with gold («tašbīkuhā
biḏḏahab»).2 Rudimentary aetiology is then reflected in the treatment of foul-
smelling breath, and according to the author the several possible origins of this
condition necessitate differential therapy. Thus halitosis can be caused by some
decayed tooth, which calls for either dental extraction (if it is the roots that are
corroded) or a series of preparations to be chewed (√mḍġ) as well as dentifrices
(sanūnāt).3 It can also have its origin in the stomach (which is easily known by
1 For the same instructions involving bardī, cf. especially Ibn Alǧazzār, Zād II.12 (B‒K 35‒6 | T
16716‒18); Azzahrāwī, Taṣrīf II.iii.8 (S I 9731‒33); and also twice in Alhāšimī, Maǧālis I.i.22 (K
5212‒18). According to Arrāzī a “tube of reed” («anbūbatu qaṣab») is required for this opera-
tion in Taqāsīm XXXVII (Ḥ 14014‒1412), which in the Hebrew and Latin translations is rendered
unanimously as a “tube of dill” אַנְט») «קנה inḤillūq 18v 11 and «cannula de aneto» in Divisionum
62rb 27). It may not be a translational mistake, however, since Pseudo-Ṯabit b. Qurrāh does
likewise mention a tube of dill («anbūbatu šibiṯṯ») inḎaḫīrah IX (S 454‒5). A pierced reed («κα-
λαμίδα διαμπὰξ τετρημένην») is recommended to this effect already in Pseudo-Dioscorides,
Euporista I.62 (W 17518‒19) and the exsuction («ὁ ἐκμυξησμός») can be implemented either
through the mouth or «διὰ καλαμίδος» according to Archigenes apud Galen, Sec. loc. III.i (K
XII 65613‒14). For the Amazighic word tābūdā, see Chapter 9.

2 Cf. Ibn Sarābiyūn’s recommendation, when all other remedies have failed, «Si autem non fir-
mantur cum hoc, tunc oportet ut cauteriçentur eorum radices et stringantur cum catenulis auri
et argenti» in Breviarium II.xvi (V 15ra 61‒63). According to Islamic medicine, golden brackets
would have been prescribed byMuḥammad specially for the canine teeth (ṯanāyā) , cf. Ibn As-
sanī, Nabawī 1133‒11; also Attirmiḏī, Ǧāmiʕ XXIV.30 ḥadīṯ no. 1882, in which a pre-Islamicate
practice of bracing the teeth with gold («annahum šaddū asnānahum biḏḏahab» is reported
(Q III 7811‒12).

3 With regard to this latter category of drugs, the “dentifrice of Indian spices” is perhaps too vague
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the stench becomingmore intense whenever the patients raise their voice) and
for such cases stomachics and other purging drugs are prescribed. If the cause
of the fetor lies in the head, it should be known from the breath being nasal
(ḫayāšīmī). Still the ailment can be chronic, since childhood, in which case it
is incurable; or it can be recent, and then its treatment involves an even longer
series of cathartics than before.
No less than four different recipes are appended to this epigraph: an aloe-

based stomach pill («ḥabbu lmaʕidah»), the middle στομαχικόν pill, an errhine
borrowed fromGalenwithin an explicit quote,1 and finally a wick that must be
soaked in a preparation before being introduced into the nostrils.
The aforementioned ubiquitousness of high-sounding (and in all likelihood

hardly available) remedies is perfectly reflected in Ther 1.5.3 by the recommen-
dation of plastering sagzenea, philonium, the Indianmuġīṯ, or the great theriac
all over aching teeth. This costly prescription goes back to Byzantine medicine
and despite its apparently limited practicality it is passed on, almost universally,
as a handy remedy and seems to have been equally fashionable amongst some
physicians in Andalus—which certainly begs the question about the degree of
bookishness of someallegedmedical practices.2 A little later inTher 1.5.5 another

a reference to be easily identified, but the very specific denomination “Alḥaǧǧāǧ b. Yūsuf’s den-
tifrice” should prove easier to check against the corpus. So far I could find only one parallel in
Taṣrīf XXI.i.68 «ṣifatu sanūni lḥaǧǧāǧ», which shares a basic composition (burnt pomegranate
peels, burnt date stones, burnt goat hooves, oak galls, pepper, pyrethrum, Andarānī salt, and
saffron) and is to be used every day (S II 1047‒10).

1 The nature of the drugs known as saʕūṭ and the meaning of its corresponding verbs are per-
fectly described from native lexicographic sources by Lane in AEL 1364b s.r. سعط√ (mark that
in Andalus saʕūṭ was also the metonymical name of a herb, cf. Corriente, DAA 252b *{s‘ṭ}).
Such drugs require pouring the medicine into the patient’s nose and therefore ‘errhine’ (from
Greek ἔρρινον, of transparent etymology), which I borrow from Lane, is best suited to translate
the Arabic term, thus avoiding the unfortunate connotations of ‘sniffer’ or ‘snuffer’. Let it be
noted, however, that a saʕūṭ does not necessarily induce sneezing (in the case at hand it cer-
tainly does not) and thus the traditional equivalent ‘sternutatory’ (or ‘sneezer’) may be slightly
misleading in some cases.

2 Cf. «καὶ τῆς θηριακῆς δέ καὶ τῆς Ἕσδρα ἀντιδότου λαβὼν καὶ διαλύσας ἑψήματι δίδου διακατέχειν
ἐν τῷ στόματι. καλῶ δὲ ποιεῖ καὶ ἡ Φίλωνος ἀντίδοτος διαχριομένη καὶ ἡ σώτειρα» in Aetius of
Amida, Iatrica VIII.30 Θεραπεία τῶν διὰ ψῦξιν ὀδυνωμένων τοὺς ὀδόντας (O II 44110‒12); also «καὶ ἡ
Φίλωνος ἀντίδοτος περιπλασσομένη τῷ ὀδόντι ἀνωδυνίαν ἐμποιεῖ» in Paul of Aegina, Pragmateia
III.xxvi.2 Πρὸς φλεγμονὴν ὀδόντων (H I 19825‒26). This practice is continued by Ibn Sarābiyūn,
who prescribes filling a caries with sagzenea or theriac in Breviarium II.xvi (V 14vb 62‒65). Ap-
plying just the four-drug theriac over aching tooth roots is recommended, in turn, by Arrāzī
in Taqāsīm XLV (Ḥ 16210)≡ Divisionum XLV (V 63ra 10‒11)≡ Ḥillūq XLVII (P 22v 19‒20); philo-
nium, sagzenea, and theriac by Ibn Alǧazzār in Zād II.18 (B‒K 3602 | T 18314‒16). For Andalus,
there is the invaluable testimony of Alhāšimī on an analogous use of sagzenea, philonium,
and the four-drug theriac by his master Attaymī, which points once again to some common
written source, cf.Maǧālis I.i.24 (K 631‒2).
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pill bearing a Persian name (ḥabbu ššabyār) is prescribed twice.
This chapter is quite rich in items deserving lexical commentary. These in-

clude an attestation of the verb šallala in its meaning ‘to rinse’ («wayušallalu
lfam» “let themouthbe rinsed”)1 aswell as several geolectallymarkedphytonyms.
Thus, the marginal form kabbār (instead of kabar) for ‘caperbush’ (≡ κάππαρις,
Capparis spinosa L.) is quite probably representative of local use, as it seems
to have been unknown outside the westernmost region of the Arabic-speaking
world. A fortiori the Amazighic gloss tākawt/tākūt for furbiyūn ‘resin spurge’ (≡
εὐφόρβιον, Euphorbia resiniferaO.Berg.) reflects a specifically western tradition.
On the other hand, the gloss ḥabbu rraʔs formaywīzaǧ ‘stavesacre, lice-bane’

(Staphisagria macrosperma Spach, formerly Delphinium staphisagria L.) may
not be particularly significant as a geolectal marker since this name is also doc-
umented in Qayrawān and apparently even further east in the early corpus of
Syro-Arabic and Graeco-Arabic translations, but the much rarer (and perhaps
exclusivelyAndalusī) synonym“Syrian fennel” («albisbāsu ššāmī») glossing anise
(anīsūn ≡ ἄνησσον, Pimpinella anisum L.) has some undeniable historical inter-
est.2
Amongst non-botanical terms there is ġalṣamah, a well-knownClassical Ara-

bic name for the glottal region that Alɂilbīrī quite probably inherits from his
source, and also a double philological crux: the names of the two veins in the
lips (which appear to be called «الشارفان» here) and those of the two veins under
the tongue (transmitted in P as .(?«الطالعان»

1 If the lexeme √šll is common standard Arabic with a variety of meanings (cf. Ibn Manḍ̱ūr,
LisānXI 360b 19 ‒ 366b 2), this particular use of the intensive d-stem seems to be characteristic
of western dialects. It is marked as Maġribī (“au Maghrib”) by Dozy in SDA I 780b, but it is also
documented for Andalusī Arabic by Corriente,DAA 289b *{šll} (with no specific references).

2 On all these lexical items, see Chapter 9/GLOSS.
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Ther 1.6 —On the nostrils

The brief chapter devoted to the nostrils1 is perhaps more characteristic of the
remainder of the section of Therapeutics (and actually ofNuǧḥ) with its short
straightforward prescriptions that are most often bluntly juxtaposed and only
rarely articulated into a coherent discourse. Although a certain logical course of
action can be sometimes intuited (oftenwith the help of parallel loci), the exact
order of the different steps to be taken is almost never explicitly stated and the
inconsistent useof the conjunctionswa‒andawdoesnot allow for any certainty
as to when the different operations are complementary to each other andwhen
they represent alternative treatments. In this respect it can be argued that a
raw, quasi-diplomatic, edition of the text would have offered the contemporary
reader amore realistic taste of its peculiar style, but I have nonetheless favoured
an extensive use of punctuation—the abruptness of the original syntax being
to some extent reflected in a deliberate (ab)use of the point à la ligne.
The ailments discussed in this chapter include: anosmia (inqiṭāʕu ššamm)

and discharge from the nostrils2 in a new collocation of two quite different con-
ditions (not all cases of anosmia derive from catarrh, nor does a running at the
nose necessarily translate into a loss of smell) that are assigned a common treat-
ment. Moreover, the underlying and mostly silent aetiology so characteristic of
Nuǧḥ/Ther can be seen here in the prescription of such drugs as purge black bile
and phlegm from below (maššā).
Then another combined epigraph is devoted to swellings and heat in the

nose,3 which includes also intranasal warts or polyps (bawāsīr)4 but not ulcers
1 While being part of the basic lexicon of Classical Arabic almanḫarān is quite uncommon as an
element of a chapter title, where it is rather alʔanf ‘the nose’ that features most often. Accord-
ing to Corrientemanḫar is indeed “más and[alusí]” than anf (cf. LAPA 8 *’nf ), which seems
to be confirmed by late Ġarnāṭī Arabic «nariz del onbremánḳar manáḳir» and «hedor de nar-
izes nutúnat almanáḳir» in Vocabulista arávigo 320b 11 and 273a 10‒11, respectively (= LAPA
199b‒200a *nxr and 199a *ntn). Unfortunately Zuhr’s omission of the corresponding chapter
in Nuǧḥ does not allow to draw a conclusion as to the originality of this rubric.

2 Nasal rheum or drip here (sayalānu lʔanf ) is apparently lexically (and also conceptually?) dis-
tinguished from catarrh (zukām) affecting the lungs in Ther 2.2, which might somehow mir-
ror the difference established by Galen between κατάρροος (running from the head into the
mouth) and κόρυζα (running into the nose), cf. Caus. Symp. III.11 (K VII 2635‒7). In two instances
in Nat II.1, in turn, zukmahwould seem to reflect rather undifferentiated κόρυζα.

3 The presence of “heat” («حرارة») as a nosological category is rather shocking here, yet it does
not seem that it should represent a mistransmission of «حزازة» as elsewhere, nor do the three
instances of the same spelling support the possibility of a misreading for خراج ‘abscess’. After
all, the φλεγμονή of the Greek nosological tradition was conceived as a hot inflammation (≡
alwaramu lḥārr in Ḥunaynī terminology).

4 The gloss “warts” («aṯṯaʔālīl») confirms that the author had indeed «بواسير» (and not its quasi-
homograph نواصير / نواسير ‘fistulae’) in mind, for this synonymy is implied also in Ther 4.3.5 with
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(qurūḥ) as listed in the initial catalogue. The chapter ends with a relatively long
series of remedies for nosebleed, and the “stench” («natn») mentioned last in
the summary is nowhere to be found in the body of the text.1
Although the remedies prescribed for these conditions are overall quite stan-

dard, both the terminology for the diseases and a few ingredients will certainly
benefit from further scrutiny. On an incidental note, a solution for a crux “and
seven leaves of fresh—” involving a meaningless misreading in P and for which
no help could be gained from Zuhr is provided by a recipe noted down by Ibn
Wāfid inWisād. The unidentified herb ismardaqūš, and the conspicuous pres-
ence of musk and ambergris amongst the ingredients of the recipe confirms its
non-Galenic origin.2

regard to anal haemorrhoids. Incidentally, in view of the collocations «min nāsūrin walaḥmin
nābit» and then «fī nnawābiti wannawāsīr», and also of the treatment prescribed (namely exci-
sion and cautery), the parallel loci in Aṭṭabarī, Firdaws IV.iii.8 (Ṣ 18219, 1831) probably ought to
be emended as «باسور» and «بواسير» respectively (this meaning is further confirmed by «tilka
zzawāʔid» in 1831). In a parallel locus in Ibn Alǧazzār, Zād II.13 manuscript witnesses are
quite evenly distributed between ونوائب» «بواسير (= T 1713 = manuscripts SORD in Bos‒Käs’ edi-
tion) and ونوائب» «نواسير (= B‒K 3185, following manuscripts ITC), which the editors translate
as “polyps or excrescences”; then الأنف» في الكائنة والعقد «البواسير (= T 1717 = mss RDCSTO) is also
edited as «النواسير...» (= B‒K 3188, based on the sole testimony of manuscript I!) and rendered
accordingly as “polyps and tumors”. The basic assumption of my remark is, of course, that de-
spite some occasional hesitation (especially as to the exact spelling and pronunciation of s/ṣ) a
quite clear distinction between wart-like excrescences (باسور) and fistulae (ناصور) obtains over-
all in the medical corpus. For the particular case of nasal excrescences (some of which were of
the polyp and ὄζαινα kind), mark Alǧawharī’s definition of basūr as “an ailment that occurs
in the seat and also in the inside of the nose” (cf. Ibn Manḍ̱ūr, Lisān IV 59b 21‒22 s.r. .(بسر√

1 Besides a literally stinking nose, some sort of cacosmia may be intended here, by which the
patient perceives a foul odour without any apparent external cause, cf. Ibn Alǧazzār, Zād
II.13 for a general discussion of dysosmia (B‒K 3121‒3205 | T 1692‒17116), with a reference to
«arrāʔiḥatu lmunkaratu fī lmanḫarayn» (B‒K 3183 | T 1711). Bos and Käs translate the rubric as
“foul-smellingnose” and identify itwith ὄζαινα, but such apolyp is actually just oneof the causes
for this complaint according to Ibn Alǧazzār himself. In Andalus Azzahrāwī notes down the
treatment for nose stench («natn») causedbyhot vapours, cf.Taṣrīf II.iii (S I 8932‒904). See also
«natnu alʔanf » in Aṭṭabarī, Firdaws IV.iii.8 (Ṣ 1834); Arrāzī, Taqāsīm XLIV الأنف في النتن في (Ḥ
160)≡ Divisionum XLIV De fetore in naso (V 64rb 43‒52)≡ Ḥillūq XLVI בחוטם בסרחון (P 22r 19 ‒
22v 7), to be added to the references providedby Bos andKäs in their edition of IbnAlǧazzār’s
Zād (= B‒K 313 n. 460). An additional Byzantine precedent can be found in Pseudo-Galen,
Rem. parab. II.v.2 Πρὸς δυσωδίαν μυκτήρων (K XIV 4163‒6) and also in Rem. parab. III 51712‒5182.

2 Cf. IbnWāfid inWisād V.10 (A 8011‒15).
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Ther 1.7 —On the face
A further example of quasi-telegrammatic style is provided in this chapter, from
which the usual preview of the ailments is missing, perhaps through clerical
eyeskip.1 In its extant form, the text of On the face comprises the treatment of
erysipelas (ḥumrah ≡ ἐρυσίπελας), pimples and pustules (baraš and baṯr ≡ ἐξ-
άνθημα), freckles (kalaf ≡ ἔφηλις), and ulcers on the face, as well as facial palsy
(laqwah ≡ παράλυσις) and scanty or deciduous eyebrows (corresponding to μα-
δάρωσις and μίλφωσις in the Graeco-Byzantine tradition).2
In the therapy forhemiplegia inTher 1.7.4 thepresenceofḫiyāršanbar («خيارشـنبر»)

‘purging cassia’ (Cassia fistula L., also known as ‘Indian laburnum’) seems to be
the result of imperfect transmission. First and foremost, an “oil of purging cas-
sia” الخیارشـنبر») («دهن is quite unprecedented in themedical corpus; then, parallel
loci suggest that it is rather ǧundabādistar ,«جندبادستر») ie castoreum) that ought
to be dissolved in jasmine oil for the preparation of an errhine.3 The reading of
P is unambiguous in both loci and since it is impossible to ascertain whether
this mistransmission goes back to the author himself (who may have found it
thus in his source) I have retained it in the edited text.
A parablepsis can be noticed in Ther 1.7.5 in محڒوقه» حڒبا | وراسٝ حافڒ علیه ,«وىطلا

where the unlikeliness of such a basilectal syntactic construction and, above all,
the fact that chameleons canhardly be said to have hooves seem to indicate that
some word has been inadvertently skipped by the copyist, who in fact had just
1 While there are a few instances of rubric-less transition from the summary to the body of the
chapter, this one would be the only chapter in Therapeutics lacking an initial catalogue of
diseases. If some text is actually missing, it is impossible to know whether Erysipelas was the
first epigraph or was originally preceded by some other skin condition.

2 The above equivalences to theGraeco-Byzantine terminology are a simplification of the results
of an ongoing survey of the corpus (the matter is particularly complex with regard to the exact
identification of baraš, which often features in collocation with namaš).

3 Castoreum as an ingredient of errhines is prescribed for paralysis (and also epilepsy and hemi-
plegia) very much everywhere in the corpus, as for instance in Aṭṭabarī, Firdaws IV.ii.5 (Ṣ
1438, 1465); but cf. particularly Pseudo-Ṯābit b. Qurrah, Ḏaḫīrah VI.2 (S 258‒9|21‒22) for the use
of both castoreum oil الجندبادستر») («دهن and beaten up castoreum in a virtually identical con-
text. These two elements are repeatedly mentioned also in the treatment of hemiplegia in Ibn
Alǧazzār, Zād I.23 (B‒K 13610‒1401 | T 1253‒13119); only castoreum (but not its oil) features, in
turn, in Azzahrāwī, Taṣrīf II.ii.17 (S I 7531‒32). The use of castoreum against spasms and paraly-
sis goes back to Greek sources; purging cassia, on the contrary, was unknown to Dioscorides
and Galen, and in the Islamicate tradition it is an eastern import, as reflected in its name
ḫiyāršanbar (from Persian ḫiyār-čanbar, cf. Vullers, LPLE 767b) and in the synonyms ‘Indian
cucumber’ (qiṯṯāʔun hindī) and ‘Indian carob’ (ḫarrūbun hindī) by which it was also known,
cf. Ibn Ǧanāḥ, Talḫīṣ [875|1031], the former from Arrāzī (cf. Alḥāwī XXII 293a 3), the latter
from Ibn Isḥāq. The same eastern connection is reflected in the alleged Greek name «qārāṭiyā
hindī» (where κεράτια = ḫarnūb) recorded in ʕumdah [1805] شـنْبرْ خيار (B‒C‒T 18926), as well as
in the “modern” name algarrova de Egypto in de Laguna 1570: 2149.
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missed a whole line and then partially corrected his mistake on the margin.1
There is, indeed, a remarkable accumulation of medically assimilated specific
properties in this chapter (pigeon droppings, urine of dogs and camels, hooves
and head), which is actually rather exceptional in Therapeutics.
A trivial instance of self-referentiality is found in Ther 1.7.3 On ulcers on the

face, where a cross-reference to thepreceding chapter 1.6Onthenostrils is provided—
which, in view of other similar instances probably goes back to IbnMāsawayh’s
original text.

Ther 1.8 —On the throat
Chapter 1.8 comprises the treatment of quinsy (ḏubaḥah≡ κυνάγχη / συνάγχη),2
coarseness and roughness of the throat (including aphonia), inflammations of
both the throat and the uvula, leeches, and scrofulas. At this point Zuhr’sNuǧḥ
becomes again relevant as it does transmit Ibn Māsawayh’s original chapter
of the throat (or at least a substantial excerpt from it). With some minimal
differences (for instance, Nuǧḥ reads consistently dubāḥ for ‘quinsy’, but this
may be an authorial update of the terminology) Alɂilbīrī follows quite closely
his model and his own reproduction of the source text shows that either the
copyists or Zuhr himself erred in the ascription of some passages.3 Moreover,
1 Although not impossible, this kind of substandard iḍāfahwould be rather suspect in a text that
is remarkably correctwith regard to the received rules ofClassicalArabic. Aplausible candidate
to be themissing animal would be the goat, whose hooves are recommended against alopecia,
bald patches, etc, cf. for instance Ibn ʕalī,Ḥayawān B [22.43] (R 232); Aṭṭabarī, Firdaws IV.ii.1
(Ṣ 13422‒23). This property was borrowed into the Islamicate tradition from Galen: «Ὄνυχας
αἰγῶν [≡ المعز» [«أظلاف ἔνιοι καυθέντας, εἶτα τὴν τέφραν ὄξει δεύοντες ἀλωπεκίας καταχρίουσιν,
ὥστ’ εἴη ἂν καὶ ἡ τοιαύτη τέφρα λεπτυντικῆς δυνάμιως» in Simpl. med. XI.i.17 Περὶ ὀνύχων αἰγείων
καὶ ὀνείων (K XII 34112‒15)≡Mufradah XI.12 والحوافر الأظلاف ذكر (E 174r 5‒7).

2 In the Arabographic tradition ḫunāq and ḏubaḥah are mostly synonymous, cf. the unambigu-
ous gloss الخناق)» (وهي «الذبحة in Ibn Alǧazzār, Zād III.1 (T 2086‒21415). The two terms are often
used concurrently in any given text, cf. Aṭṭabarī, Firdaws IV.v.1‒3 (Ṣ 19916 and 20011|13 for ذبحة
and then 20123 and 2023|7 for ;(خناق also Azzahrāwī, Taṣrīf II.ix.3 (S I 12510‒12720). In Natāʔiǧ,
the terms ḏubaḥah and ḫunāq (especially in the plural ḫawānīq) are represented in all sections.
For a survey of the different realisations of the word (acrolectal ḏu‒ and ḏi‒, basilectal ḏa‒, all
three of them with or without a quiescent ‒b‒), cf. Ibn Manḍ̱ūr, Lisān II 438a 1‒18. The form
ḏabḥah explicitly ascribed to the populace is the one documented in Andalus, cf. Corriente,
DAA 191a *{ðbḥ}. This term appears to reflect, on the other hand, an autochthonous Arabic
tradition of pre-Islamic nosology, as no parallel nosonym was developed in Aramaic from the
cognate root √dbḥ.

3 Cf. Zuhr,Nuǧḥ I.5 (A 1086‒11025 | B 1858‒18710), but most of that chapter is a lengthy digression
by the Išbīlī physician on the treatment of quinsy. As for the confusion of quotes and authorial
remarks, there is perhaps some ground to suspect that Zuhr may not have been completely
honest in his indications and that he may have usurped some of the lines of his source, as
shown most compellingly by “his” references to Ahrun’s book or by some passages marked as
“Zuhr” that have an exact parallel in Natāʔiǧ.
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Zuhr’s version includes a new misunderstanding of his source: his “bleeding
gums” اللثاث») «ودم on bothmanuscripts) has no place in a chapter on the throat,
and the treatment prescribed for this ailment shows beyond doubt that it corre-
sponds to Alɂilbīrī’s “swollen uvula” اللهاة») ,«ورم which in a less careful spelling
would have been copied asاللهات ورم then grossly misinterpreted by an even less
careful reader).
When dealing with quinsy in Ther 1.8.1 an exceptional instance of prognosis

is found: if the boil is hot and deeply seated («ġāʔir»), the patient shall perish
within four days, or seven at the most. It is possible that this datumwas already
in the source text, for Zuhr includes a similar (but not identical) reference to
the fourth or fifth day for which he explicitly cites Galen’s Buḥrān and Ayyāmu
lbuḥrān. In any case, this kind of medical prediction goes back to the Hippo-
cratic collection and particularly to the catalogues of signs gathered there in
Progn. and Prorrhet. (of which the former was translated into Arabic as Kitābu
taqdimati lmaʕrifah),1 but it is also well represented in Aphor. An important ad-
dition to this corpus is the pseudepigraphic Ἱπποκράτους νοήματα / Prognostica
Ypocratis and what appears to be its Arabic offspring the Capsula eburnea, both
of which represent a full-blown subgenre of “aphoristische Todesprognostik”.2
The prognostic interpretation of the sign appended here in Natāʔiǧ seems to
echo the genuine Hippocratic tradition and it can be said to be essentially a
somewhat divergent rewording of a passage on the prognosis of quinsy that is
fairly well documented in the Islamicate corpus.3 Now, the exact wording of our
1 Unlike the receivedGreek text the Arabic translation is divided into three discourses, cf. Klam-
roth 1866: 201‒202; Ullmann 1970: 29. An Arabic translation alternative to that of Ḥu-
nayn and already available to Alyaʕqūbī is edited from three manuscripts by Klamroth
1866: 204‒233.

2 Cf. Sudhoff 1915b: 111. Despite being more than a century old, Sudhoff’s compact study re-
mains unsurpassed as far as the Greek and the Latin transmission of this series of texts is con-
cerned. In his hypothesis (followed by Ullmann 1970: 33‒34) the text Ἱπποκράτους νοήματά
τε καὶ σημειώσεις περὶ ζωῆς καὶ θανάτου (which is transmitted in at least eleven manuscripts
from the 15th‒16th centuries and of which he presents a first edition) would reflect the prim-
itive form of a brief canon of prognostics compiled in fourth/fifth-century Alexandria. This
text would then have entered the Latinate tradition through southern Italy at some point be-
tween the 6th and the 8th centuries, whence the oldest witnesses to the Prognostica Ypocratis
/ Prognostica Democritis dating from the 9th c. and for which a critical edition is also included
by Sudhoff. On the other hand the pseudo-Hippocratic treatise would have known a wide
circulation in the Islamicate world and one of its Arabic versions (for which see below) pro-
vided in Andalus the Vorlage for Gerard of Cremona’s translation Liber veritatis Ypocratis,
which in turn would eventually circulate under the title Secreta Ypocratis and was translated
into a number of European vernaculars (both Germanic and Romance) as well as into Hebrew
(cf. Muschel 1932). There is, moreover, an equally brief text of the same subgenre that bears
the parallel title Prognostica Galieni andwhich can be ascribed “at the latest to a ninth-century
compiler” (cf. Nutton 1970: 99).
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prognostication (and particularly the qualification ġāʔir for the swelling) is ap-
parently unparalleled and like somuchof theHippocratic andGalenic (and also
pseudo-Galenic) material used by Alɂilbīrī the origin and transmission of this
passage requires further examination.1
Across-reference “theRoman salve [almarhamurrūmī]mentioned at the be-

ginning of the book” in Ther 1.8.6 On scrofulas does not correspond to anything
in the extant text ofNatāʔiǧ butmay refer to an item actually present in the lost
ending of Ther 1.1 On the scalp, where the treatment of both ulcers and wounds
on the surface of the head must have been discussed and it is therefore plausi-
ble that this Roman salve may have been mentioned (and even a recipe for it
provided) there. In the parallel locus in Nuǧḥ Zuhr seems to have taken over,
once again, IbnMāsawayh’s place but he only alludes to the diyāḫīlūn (≡ διὰ χυ-
λῶν). Now, according to Zuhr’s excerpts the epigraph on wounds on the scalp
in Nuǧḥ I.1 mentioned at least three different salves borrowed from Galen: the
one known as aškā? (thus in A, the beginning of the word is unreadable in B),
the βασιλικόν, and the τετραφάρμακον (here marhamu lʔarbaʕ). Given that so
far I have found no external evidence for the existence of a “Roman salve” in the
corpus, I am inclined to interpret it as a reference to either the first enigmatic
salve in the above triad or to some other preparation that was perhaps included

3 Apassage fromHippocrates on the σημείωσις of quinsy (ذبحة) is quoted by Aṭṭabarī in Firdaws
IV.v.2: “If it does not appear on the neck, it shall prove lethal on the first or fourth day; if it does
appear on the neck, it is a more positive sign; if a boil [ورم] appears on the throat, that is a good
sign [...]” (Ṣ 20013‒16). Also Azzahrāwī, Taṣrīf II.viii.2 specifies that the worst of all kinds of
quinsy is the one in which the swelling does not manifest itself either inwards or outwards—
“this one sometimes kills in the first, the second, or the third day” (S I 1253‒6). According to Ibn
Sīnā it is dog quinsy (the one known as kalbī = κυνάγχη) that is said to kill between the first and
the fourth days, cf.Qānūn III.ix.6 (B II 19928‒29). For the origin of this doctrine, cf. Hippocrates,
Progn. 23 «αἱ δὲ κυνάγχαι δεινόταται μέν εἰσι καὶ τάχιστα ἀναιρέουσιν, ὁκόσαι μήτε ἐν τῇ φάρυγγι
μηδὲν ἔκδηλον ποιέουσι μήτε ἐν τῷ αὐχένι, [...] αὗται γὰρ καὶ αὐθημερὸν ἀποπνίγουσι καὶ δευτεραῖαι
καὶ τριταῖαι καὶ τεταρταῖαι» (L II 1762‒7 | K I 1034‒9)≡ Taqdimah III «waʔammā ḏḏubaḥatu, [...]
faqad yaḫtaniqu fīhi ṣāḥibuhū fī lyawmi lʔawwali aw fī ṯṯānī aw fī ṯṯāliṯi aw fī rrābiʕ» (K 2283‒7
| E 41r 1‒5 | M 2619‒272), cf. also Hippocrates, Aphor. VI.37 and VII.49 (L IV 5723‒4, 59012‒13) ≡
Fuṣūl V.10 and VII.49 (T 573‒4; B 20v 7‒9, the latter aphorism is missing from Tytler’s edition).
The seventh day is mentioned, on the other hand, as the limit of the life expectancy of patients
that, having escaped from quinsy, see how their ailment moves into the lungs in Hippocrates,
Aphor. V.10 (L IV 53413‒5362)≡ Fuṣūl V.10 (T 4111‒13).

1 Despite its main focus on pustules and boils as signs for prognosis, none of the texts published
by Kuhne offers a parallel for our locus. In addition to her preliminary studies (cf. Kuhne 1985,
1988), the edition ofKitābu ddurǧ is found in Kuhne 1989a, 1989b, 1990a; and Fī lmawti ssarīʕ in
Kuhne 1990b; to which a Judaeo-Arabic text edited in Aguirre de Cárcer 1986: 30‒39 should
be added; for Ibn Sīnā’s metrical composition on the subject, cf. Kuhne 1987. Her research
on the Aljamiate version (cf. Kuhne 1986) has been recently expanded to include the Iberian
transmission of related texts (cf. Pensado 2014: 48‒52).
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in the original Nuǧḥ. In fact, several other salves or liniments (marāhim ≡ ἔμ-
πλαστροι) are prescribed in this epigraph in order to cleanse the scrofulas: the
basilicon, the four-drug salve, and the Egyptian salve.1
Still amongst the prescriptions against scrofulas, a compound cathartic drug

labelled as كسـتج is mentioned here for the first time. It is inherited from Nuǧḥ,
where it is prescribed at least four times for different ailments. It is twice re-
ferred to as “Galen’s kustaǧ” (cf. A 1056|9 | B 18214|17) with an explicit reference to
Ahrun’ s book; it is also twice explicitly equated to “Galen’s pill [ḥabb]” (cf. A
1076, 10818); and there is still an additional unqualified reference to kustaǧ (cf. A
1265). The twomanuscripts are quite consistent in their spelling k-s-t-ǧ (in B ac-
tuallyتج كـسـْ ). This is, nodoubt, the same termusedbyAṭṭabarī first as a specific
type of preparation (like pill, pastille, lohoc, etc), then as the first element of the
drug name السكبینج» .«كشـتج None of the texts helps, of course, with the vocalisa-
tion of the word and at least as far as the Andalusī tradition is concerned /-s-/
seems to be better supported, which is indeed the original Persian form of the
word.2
It isworthnoting that even if the ashesof vipers enter the initial recipe against

scrofulas, such classical remedies as the drugs made of the ashes of swallows or
white dog excrements are not mentioned here, which suggests again an overall
quite clear-cut distinction in the author’s (ie Ibn Māsawayh’s) mind between
conventional therapeutics and Ḫawāṣṣ—which does not however negate their
complementariness.

Ther 2.1 —On the chest
An explanation of the fourfold structure of the human body introduces a new
textual unity that comprises three separate chapters on the chest, the lungs,
and the heart. The chest (ṣadr) is here explicitly compared to the bellows (kīr)
as to its function in that it takes “a gentle breeze of air” («annasīma llaṭīfa mina
lhawāʔ») into the heart and brings forth the smoky vapours that cloud it. Com-
parison to the excerpt transmitted by Zuhr shows that either his Vorlage was
remarkably defective or hewas as tasteless in his abridgement as hewas usually
careless in his reading of the source:
1 The non-identification of the basilicon as the four-drug salve is reflected also by Azzahrāwī,
who notes down the formulas for both the greater and the lesser basilica, neither of which in-
cludes any fat in its recipe, in Taṣrīf XXIV.37‒38 (S II 19418‒21), whereas he registers «almarhamu
lʔaswadu rrubāʕī» (ie a black τετραφάρμακον) that does require animal fat in Taṣrīf XXIV.46
(S II 1958‒11). The Egyptian salve («almarhamu lmiṣrī»), in turn, is mentioned several times in
Taṣrīf and also in Alhāšimī,Maǧālis I.i.22|42|52 (K 533, 1016, 1136). It is worth noting that nei-
ther of these salves is included amongst the recipes gathered by Ibn ʕabdirabbih in Dukkān
XVII المراهم عمل في (L 64v 21 ‒ 67r 12).

2 See the Complementary notes on polypharmacy.
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Nuǧḥ I.6 (A 11026‒28 | B 18712‒13)

الرياح إدخال في الكبد كدا منفعته: وأمّا
القلب حجاب وهو عنه. وإخراجها البدن على
ويسُمّونه النفس. يكون داخله وفي والرئة،

البدن. وینور «الكِير»،

.ab وینور] | a الكبد — ،b الكبد] كدا

Ther II.2.1

َّسـيم الن إدخال في كالكِير فإنهّ منافعه: فامٔا
الأبخرة وإخراج القلب إلى الهواء من اللطیف
القلب حجاب وهو القلب. تغَُمّ التيّ خانـيـّة الدُّ
ويسُمّونه الأنفاسُ. تكون داخله وفي والرئة،

البدن». «تنوّر

On the other hand, Ibn Māsawayh’s formal distinction between complaints
of the chest (which include cough, difficult breathing, and haemoptysis) and
diseases of the lungs (asthma, catarrh, and cough) shows some originality.
Within Ther 2.1.1 pleurisy (ḏātu lǧanb≡ πλευρῖτις) is mentioned as one of the

possible causes of chest-ache, to which the following prescriptions are related.
The catalogue of compound drugs is enriched precisely with those mentioned
for the treatment of pleurisy. There the first therapeutic mention of the hepatic
of turmeric (dabīd kurkumā) and the Roman philonium are found in Ther 2.1.1,
then hepatics (dabīdāt) in general are recommended in 2.1.3. All of thesewere al-
ready in the source text, of which Alɂilbīrī transmits amore complete account
than Zuhr.1
A recipe copied on the right margin of P 60r by the same hand seems to have

been skipped by the scribe while copying Ther 2.1.3 and then added by himself,
but the text is unfortunately mutilated by the trimming of the margin.2
A few additional lexical items worth noting are the probably geolectal form

ḫubbāz in Ther 2.1.1, for which no parallel can be found in Nuǧḥ. Then in Ther
2.1.4 an ingredient is referred to by two different names in two adjacent recipes:
first as šayyān, then as damu lʔaḫawayn, both of which are well attested and di-
alectally unmarked, but the latter is the one actually found in Nuǧḥ (cf. A 11419).
The presence of Armenian earth (ṭīn armanī) in the first recipe against blood
spitting and of mummy is anecdotically interesting too, as mineral substances
are remarkably rare throughout Therapeutics.

Ther 2.2 —On the lungs
The explanation of the utility of the lungs includes a new reference to the collec-
tive knowledge of the sages as to the metaphor “the two fans” (almirwaḥatān)
that they bestowed upon them. This passage is not to be found in Nuǧḥ and
1 On the category of hepatics (dabīdāt), see the overview of Pharm 4 in Chapter 8.
2 The composition of the remedy can be only partially reconstructed: its ingredients were one
fourth of arsenic and alum, and Iraqi sulphur (perhaps also one fourth); the preparation ought
to be taken every day in a soft-boiled egg انبرشت») .(«بیضة
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might by an addition by the author.1 Then the transition (or, to be precise, the
lack thereof) between the preliminary catalogue of the diseases of the lungs and
the body of the chapter is unusual in that this brief list is immediately followed,
with no rubric or any other textual marker, by the differential diagnosis of con-
sumption (sill ≡ φθίσις), which is detected by the foul smell of expectorations
and deciduousness of the hair—in that case there is no possible cure. If neither
of these symptoms is shown by the patient, any of the lesser ailments, namely
asthma (nasamah), catarrh (zukām), or cough (suʕlah), is to be assumed.2 These
respiratory disorders are then assigned a common treatment with no further
differentiation.
Somedifferences can be perceivedwith regard to Zuhr’s excerpts fromNuǧḥ.

On the one hand, the chapter on the lungs is quite regular there and consump-
tion and all the other ailments have their own rubricated epigraphs. Then there
is somevariation (whichmaynotbeoriginal) in the reference to zukmah / zukām,
and the originalNuǧḥ appears to have included also the treatment of ulcers and
pustules of the lungs as well as blood spitting, none of which seems to be even
echoed in our text.
A gloss lūbān is provided here for kundur ‘frankincense’ (= λίβανος, the resin

of several species of Boswellia, particularly of Boswellia sacra Flueck.)3 even if it
is not the first time that this ingredient is mentioned by this name in the text.
Just within Therapeutics frankincense is referred to simply as kundur no less
than five times (see Ther 1.4, 1.5.5, 1.6.1, 2.1.4, and 4.2.2), while lūbān is mentioned
once in this form in Ther 4.4.2, with a short vowel (ie lubān) within the recipe of
a remedy against blood vomiting in Ther 3.4.8, specified as “white frankincense”
(«lubānun abyaḍ») in Ther 4.2.2, and as an element of a nominal annexation
“frankincense stones” («ḥaṣā lubān») in the recipe for a medicinal powder in
Ther 3.4.2. Although analogous cases can be found for this only apparently free
variation, there is probably no better example of the extent to which terminol-
ogy reflects source-dependence rather than actual authorial choice—which, of
course, is not a feature particular to Alɂilbīrī but rather quite a widespread
one in medical texts. In Nuǧḥ only kundur seems to be used throughout, with
1 As indicated in the critical apparatus ad loc. a comparison of the lungs to a fan («šibhu lmir-
waḥah», in the singular) is documented in Aṭṭabarī, Firdaws IV.viii.1 (Ṣ 2253‒4).

2 I have already suggested above that the author may be adhering here to a lexical and nosolog-
ical distinction between a running at the nose (sayalānu lʔanf ) and a discharge from the head
into the lungs (zukām). For the alternation, with no apparent semantic difference, between
suʕāl and suʕlah, cf. for instance these two forms used in two consecutive lines by Alhāšimī
inMaǧālis I.i.26 (K 697‒8), then رطبة» «سعلة and also two instances of «سعلة» inMaǧālis I.i.27 (K
725, K 731|8). The form suʕlahmust have been, indeed, popular in Andalusī dialects, as shown
by Ġarnāṭī Arabic «tosse çoôla» in Pedro de Alcalá’s Vocabulista arávigo 416b 24.

3 For a note on this equation, see Chapter 9.
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no gloss.

Ther 2.3 —On the heart

In his echo of the initial segment of this chapter in Nuǧḥ Zuhr does not in-
clude any metaphorical allusion to the heart being the “spring [yanbūʕ] and
mine [maʕdin] of the spirit”. In cases like this (as in the preceding chapter on
the lungs) it is impossible to ascertain whether it is Alɂilbīrī that introduced
these traditional comparisons from parallel sources, although for some of them
there is evidence that they were already available in Ibn Māsawayh’s original
compilation.
The parallel text of Nuǧḥ, on the other hand, confirms a long-held suspicion

and offers a better reading for what inmanuscript P ofNatāʔiǧ is transmitted as
«العشاوه» and .«غشا» This ailment cannot be other than fainting or cardiac syn-
cope (ie ġašy), and the two manuscripts of Nuǧḥ read indeed «الغشى» here.1 The
chapter also covers heart palpitations and pounding, and pericardial swelling
and rupture.
An additional illustration of the kind of diagnosis implemented in Nuǧḥ is

found here in Ther 2.3.3, where the extreme afflictions of heart swellings and
solutions of continuity (of the pericardium) are treated. Both are affirmed to be
lethal in themselves, unless the swelling be a cold one, which is known from the
patient’s temperament, pulse («ḍarabānu ʕurūqihī»), age, nourishment, time
(most likely in which season of the year the sickness is detected), and custom.
If the swelling is found to be cold, a series of prescriptions follow for the correct
treatment of the disease. As usually,Natāʔiǧ transmits amore complete account
of the original text than Zuhr.
Just the rubric for the recipe of a clyster or enema (ḥuqnah) for a dry belly

and colic is preserved at the end of the chapter, after having prescribed the use
of such remedies. It is not to be found inNuǧḥ and itmay have been an authorial
addition lost in the transmission of the text.
With regard to lexical itemsof interest, sīsanbar seems tobementioned twice,

against syncope and palpitations,2 which would match the presence of nam-
mām in an identical context in at least one parallel text,3 Natāʔiǧ showing once
1 Some remarks on this word are to be found in the Complementary notes on nosonymy.
2 Manuscript P transmits a corrupt reading inboth loci: first ,«شيشـنير» then«سيشـير». Even if a gen-
uine variant *شيشـنبر seems to be unattested, I retain ‒š‒, not without hesitation, as somewhat
of a difficilior (but there are some instances of a confusion betweenش and سٝ by the copyist of
P). In this regard it isworth noting that according to Ibn Ṣāliḥ 8525 IbnǦulǧulwould have dis-
tinguished between thisشيشـنبر (= nammāmun barrī ‘mint’) and a secondسيسـنبر (= ǧirǧīru lmāʔ
‘watercress’) precisely by the spelling, although none of this is reflected in the extant witnesses
of his Tafsīr, cf. 3:40 سيسـنبریون (G 4914 | D 8519 | P 63r) and 2:109 سسـنبریون (G 381 | D 548).
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again the less common (and more archaicising) synonym.1 The text of Nuǧḥ is
barely readable in these two loci and in the epigraph on heart palpitations it
seems that the text mentions rather ḫiyāršanbar (cf. B 19028), which might be a
trivialisation of the less known phytonym.
In Ther 2.3.3 I have interpreted the reading الرارى» «الدهن as الرازقيّ الدهن “Rāziqī

oil”, synonymous to zanbaq as the name of jasmine oil, but it must be noted that
Nuǧḥ B 19110 reads rather “oil of roses” الورد») 2.(«دهن

Ther 3.1 —On the liver
The text corresponding to the third quarter of the human body is substantially
richer than the preceding ones and comprises six chapters focusing on the liver,
the spleen, the stomach, the bowels, and finally the kidneys and the bladder.
One of themain features inherited fromNuǧḥ is the recurrence of diagnostic

observation throughout in Ther 3.1. A change of colour in the patient serves as
an indicator of a weak altered liver in Ther 3.1.1, which calls for the use of the
reputed hepatic drugs of turmeric and lacquer. In Ther 3.1.2 an hepatic bruise
(waṯy) can be detected if the patient has fallen, or received a blow, or carried a
heavy burden.3 Then in Ther 3.1.4 the presence of liver oppilations (ie obstruc-
tions in the hepatic duct) may be felt by the patient when something sweet is
eaten. A finer diagnosticmethod is followed inTher 3.1.5 for themore severe case
of hepatic ulcers: if they are accompanied by vein rupture, this is known from
the patient profusely vomiting clean blood, which is a certain sign of imminent
death; if no vein is broken, the patient vomits blood mixed with pus and is at
3 Anexact parallel is providedby IbnAlǧazzār,Zād III.13 on the treatment of heart palpitations,
where one miṯqāl of Yemeni alum must be diluted in half a raṭl of «māʔi nnaʕnāʕ», to which
the author appends an alternative «faʔin lamyūǧadi nnaʕnāʕ, ǧuʕilamakānahunnammām» (T
27916‒18).

1 For the synonymy of sīsanbar and nammām as the name of some hybrid mint, see Chapter 9.
2 Cf. the parallel sequence الیاسمين» دهن أو النرجس دهن أو الخيري دهن «مثل for heart palpitations in
Ibn Alǧazzār, Zād III.13 (T 2767). In Therapeutics there are two instances of rāziqī as a qual-
ification of zanbaq (ie azzanbaqu rrāziqī), first within the pseudo-Galenic excerpt in Ther 1.3*
On the ears (where the word in question is spelled «ڒازى» like here), then in 3.1.1 (« ,(«بالرار and
one single instance of rāziqī as a substantive in 3.1.2 (« ;(«بالرار as opposed to fourteen loci in
which jasmine oil is referred to simply as zanbaq. On the other hand, inNat V Pharm 8.8 duhnu
lyāsamīn is glossed as zanbaq (see below the remarks thereon). As a substantive rāziqī was al-
ready identified as zanbaq by Ibn ʕimrān (cf. Ibn Ǧanāḥ, Talḫīṣ [917]) and the equation rāziqī
= duhnu lyāsamīn is transmitted also by Azzahrāwī in Taṣrīf XXIX.i (S II 42525); as well as by
other Andalusī authors (cf. further references in Bos, Käs, Lübke, andMensching 2020: 1044).

3 Despite all the protestations of the purists, it is waṯy rather than waṯʔ the more widely attested
form of this word in themedical tradition. As commented before, I interpretwaṯy here as refer-
ring to some sort of bruise in the liver, whereas in the case of joints the same word is rendered
as “subluxation” (see below Ther 44.2). Incidentally, neither *{wþy} or *{wþ‘} is recorded in
Corriente, DAA 556‒557.
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the same time afflicted by dropsy. Amongst the main drugs recommended for
the treatment in the latter case the full range of hepatics are mentioned again.1
It is worth noting that both in the summary and in Ther 3.1.5 dropsy is referred

to as “yellow water” (almāʔu lʔaṣfār), following the terminology found in the
source.2 The originally separate epigraph for this ailment appears to have been
omitted and in our text the transition from ulcers in the liver to dropsy involves
a probably corrupt passage forwhichNuǧḥ does not provide any evidence other
than the absence of any corresponding phrase there. Several possible emenda-
tions come to mind for the reading ويكون» ذلك الحبن بماء المدور «وهو of P, but none
is entirely satisfactory.3
The chapter includes a standard recipe for pastilles of roses (apparently not

included in Nuǧḥ), as well as a new reference to the type of compound drug
labelled as kustaǧ (now kustaǧu ssakbīnaǧ, which confirms the equation kus-
taǧ = ḥabb) and to the “fourfold theriac”, which is alternatively referred to as
«attiryāqu lʔarbaʕ» (sic, either a mistransmission or a widespread substandard
form for tiryāqu lʔarbaʕ) and attiryāqu lmurabbaʕ in a few lines.4 Both pharma-
conyms are inherited from Nuǧḥ (cf. kustaǧu ssakbīnaǧ in B 19124 and 1924, and
1 In this second passage, in addition to the hepatics of lacquer and turmeric, the hepatics of
costus and rhubarb are alsomentioned by name. For these hepatic drugs generically known as
dabīd / ḏabīd in the Islamicate tradition, see below the remarks to Pharm 4. Mark the spelling
«ذبیذ» in both instances in Ther 3.1.1, which contrasts with the systematically unpointed spelling
«دىىد» in Ther 3.1.5 and with the consistent use of the form «دبید» in Nat V.

2 On this denomination of dropsy, see the Complementary notes on nosonomy.
3 Until the last moment I have favoured the hypothesis of an authorial gloss that some copyist
would have misunderstood, namely بالحبن» المسمّى .«وهو In that scenario the word ḏālika might
have beenmisplaced and it may be actually related to the following sentence (as inNuǧḥ). The
restoration, albeit plausible, is far from convincing. On the other hand, an ad sensum inter-
pretation “the yellow water (which resembles whey)” would make sense, but I doubt that the
received text allows for such a reconstruction: the ductus «المدور» is only forcefully reconcilable
with the meaning ‘to resemble’ and such a comparison would be, to my knowledge, unparal-
leled in the corpus (yet the fact that giving the patient to drink whey features quite frequently
amongst the remedies for dropsy might have somehow interfered in the process of copy). On
strictly palaeographic and semantical grounds الجبن» بماء المد⟨ا⟩ور «وهو would be even a better op-
tion, but the phrase would still be misplaced and I can find no parallel in the medical corpus
for this particular use of √dwr (for which see Kazimirski, DAF 747b s.r. دور√ iii ‘Avoic soin de
quelque chose’).

4 The same variation is shown by Alhāšimī, who notes down the name of this drug as tiryāqu
lʔarbaʕ inMaǧālis I.i.24 (K 631‒2), but as attiryāqu lmurabbaʕ inMaǧālis I.i.25|28 (K 6516, 768).
Manuscript witnesses for Ibn Alǧazzār’s Zād I.22 (B‒K 1909) disagree as to the exact name
of this drug, which they transmit likewise either as «attiryāqu lʔarbaʕ» (manuscripts RDC)
or as «attiryāqu lmurabbaʕ» (manuscripts IST), cf. the critical apparatus in Bos‒Käs’ edition.
The full periphrasis أدویة» بارٔبعة یعُمل الّذي «الترياق is used in the header of the recipe recorded by
Aṭṭabarī in Firdaws VI.vi.1 (Ṣ 45119‒23); also in Sābūr b. Sahl Ṣaġīr V [1] الأدویة الأربعة ترياق (K
4111‒18).
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tiryāqu lʔarbaʕ in B 19124).
Even if in this particular case the use in Ther 3.1.5 of zayt as an alternative to

duhnwhen referring to oils extracted from fruits (and also blossoms) other than
olives (here zaytu lawz ‘almond oil’) is an imitation of the source text, this usage
is particularly well documented in Andalus.1
Finally, a variant spelling «مومية» for موميا ‘mummy’ is analogous to «سقمونیة»

once in Ther 3.2.1 (and twice in Nat II.1) as a variant of the regular سقمونیا ‘scam-
mony’. Such variation, however, is probably to be ascribed to the copyist rather
than to the author.

Ther 3.2 —On the gallbladder
In this separate chapter the gallbladder is attributed the function of heating the
stomach, the liver, and the rest of the body organs, especially duringwinter—for
gall is, indeed, “the body’s fire” (this simile is missing, once again, from Nuǧḥ).
It also helps digestion and concoction of food in the stomach, stirs evacuation
and micturition, cleanses the blood from the chyme (kīmūs ≡ χυμός) of thick
blood by attracting it through subtle veins.
The problematic transmission of Ibn Māsawayh’s original chapter by Zuhr

is analysed in some detail in the complementary notes on nosonomy appended
to this chapter s.v. ṣufār / ṣuffār. Suffice it to mention here that the somewhat
obscure conceptualisation of jaundice, which is referred to both as ṣufār and as
yaraqān and is moreover covered in two separate epigraphs (here actually Ther
3.2.1|3|4) deserves further examination.
A cross-reference “let the patient drink the hepatics drugs that we have told”

in Ther 3.2.2 can be safely connected to the drugs mentioned in the preceding
chapter On the liver, but “let it be treated it with the remedy that we have men-
tioned in the chapterOn the gallbladder” in Ther 3.2.3 seems tomake little sense
as an actual reference, since this is the chapter on the gallbladder. No such ref-
erence is found in Nuǧḥ.

Ther 3.3 —On the spleen
On the spleen is evenmore telling than previous chapters with regard to IbnMā-
sawayh’s design and organisation of the contents. First, a medical observation
substitutes for the standard list of diseases in the introduction to the chapter:
“the ailments of the spleen are those of the liver, and their remedies are also the
1 It is attested since IbnḤabīb down to the 16th c. (cf. «azeite de— zéit al—» forwalnuts, nettles,
lily, clove, almonds, roses, bulrush, marjoram, in Pedro de Alcalá’s Vocabulista arávigo 108v
37 ‒ 109a 8 (= Corriente, LAPA 91a *zyt). For the Andalusī medical corpus, cf. also zaytu rrand
‘laurel oil’ in Alhāšimī,Maǧālis 10913 and 1543.
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same”. Then,with no rubricwhatsoever the treatment for swollen andhardened
spleens is described. The exact same display is found in Nuǧḥ.
A new cross-reference (a cataphoric one) refers the reader to a certain salve

that “is mentioned afterwards in the chapterOn the stomach”, only to then copy
the recipe for what would appear to be that salve, but it is not, since the prepa-
ration of the remedy is actually provided in Ther 3.4.1 against pains and swellings
of the stomach. The reference was originally in the source text (even if in Nuǧḥ
it is ascribed to Zuhr), as was the actual recipe, in which caper is referred to as
aṣaf.1
The chapter includes also the formulas for two different pastilles that have

caper and poppy as their respective main ingredients and which are not paral-
leled by Zuhr’s Nuǧḥ. The first recipe refers now to the caper bush by its most
common name kabar. Therefore, if kabbār in Ther 1.5.5 is added to this pair, all
three major Arabic synonyms for κάππαρις are represented in Therapeutics,
the conclusion being unavoidable that the choice of the name in each instance
is mostly determined by the source rather than by authorial intention—or to
put it in other words, there is no wish for normalisation on the author’s side.
On the other hand, the recipe for poppy pastilles is said to have been bor-

rowed from Šimʕūn’s book. It would not be unreasonable to presume that these
two recipes may have been already available in the source text, but Nuǧḥ does
not include them and they might as well have been borrowed from somewhere
else (let it be recalled that Nat V contains a full-blown pharmacopoeia that
proves that the author had access to at least one fairly good compilation of
recipes).
Two of the compound remedies prescribed for splenetic ailments are cer-

tainly written artefacts with no real currency in Andalusī drugstores. The daḥ-
murtā belongs to the Syro-Arabic stock of early semi-legendary drugs, as shown
by an invaluable explicit reference to Ahrun’s BookOn the liver inNuǧḥ;2 while
Ezra’s theriac (of any deturpation of this name that the author may have in-
herited from his source; Zuhr reads tiryāqu lʕazīz) dates back to the Byzantine
tradition.3

Ther 3.4 —On the stomach
This is one of the longest chapters in the whole of Nuǧḥ/Ther, with as many
1 Classical authorities recorded aṣaf as a dialectal variant for laṣaf and identified it as kabar,
cf. Abū Ḥanīfah, Nabāt [23] (L 3413); Ibn Ǧanāḥ, Talḫīṣ [20]; ʕumdah [112|2655] (B‒C‒T 1627,
30125). At least in this instance themeaning ‘caper berry’ can be ruled out since the roots of the
plant are explicitly mentioned in both recipes.

2 Cf. Zuhr, Nuǧḥ I.9 (A 11729‒30 | B 19315‒16).
3 On these two drugs, see the Complementary notes on polypharmacy.
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as nine different epigraphs in which the author describes the treatment of a
wide range of ailments: stomachache and swellings, weakness and loss of ap-
petite, ravenous hunger (aššahwatu lkalbiyyah ≡ βουλιμία), hiccup and vomit,
diarrhoea, belching and an upset stomach or surfeit (tuḫamah), indigestion and
incontinence, coughing blood, and finally thirst.1 There is overall agreement
between the catalogue of diseases in the summary and the epigraphs actually
included in the chapter, but three deviations of different importance must be
noted.
First, the initial listmentions acidity (ḥumūḍah), which is afterwards perhaps

silently subsumed in the epigraphonbelching. Then the epigraphon loose bow-
els or diarrhoea (suhūlatu lbaṭn) is not referred to in the catalogue under any
name. Finally, the summary mentions a suspect الطعام» «نفث (perhaps by con-
taminationwith the immediately precedingword whereas(«قيء» the actual epi-
graphdiscusses الدم» ,«نفث that is blood spitting or vomiting (the samephrase has
been used to refer haemoptysis in Ther 2.1.4). The series of traditional haemo-
static ingredients that enter the formula prescribed for this condition shows
quite clearly that “blood” was originally intended here and that the locus in the
summary must be emended accordingly. This obvious emendation is further
confirmed externally by the original locus in Nuǧḥ (A 11816 | B 1942, where only
«دم» can be read now).
Diagnosis by inspection of the patient’s colour is mentioned again in Ther

3.4.1 and a new sign of death («ʕalāmatu ttalaf ») is interpreted from inveterate
diarrhoea in 3.4.5.
As far as themedical treatment is concerned, immersion in a bathtub (ḥawḍ)

is prescribed for belching and indigestion, and three separate recipes are pro-
vided (all three signalled by the catchword ṣifah) in the chapter: two in Ther 3.4.2
(one of which is a medicinal powder or catapasm),2 a third one in 3.4.8 against
haemoptysis containing suchcharacteristic ingredients as clay fromSamos (kawk-
abu lʔarḍ ≡ γῆς ἀστήρ),3 blossoms of pomegranate (ǧullanār), and dragon’s-
1 There is not much worth mentioning with regard to the terminology of these disorders as it
is for the most part quite standard. The Arabic words for ‘hiccup’ and ‘surfeit’ I vocalise fuwāq
and tuḫamah, respectively, in accordance with the acrolectal norm, but fawāq and tuḫmah
are actually better documented in Andalusī Arabic. For the former, cf. Ġarnāṭī «hipo del estó-
mago faguáq» inPedrodeAlcalá’sVocabulistaarávigo 275a 18 (=Corriente,LAPA 158b‒159a
*fwq); also Corriente,DAA 388a *{f’q} (incidentally, this lexematic root has been traditionally
considered to be rather √fwq, cf. Dozy, SDA II 290b s.r. .(فوق√ For the bisyllabic variant tuḫmah,
in turn, cf. Corriente, DAA 76a *{txm}.

2 See Pharm 1 for some observations on the category of compound drugs labelled as safūf in the
Islamicate corpus.

3 On this clay, which was known in the Greek tradition also as Σαμία γῆ and Σάμιος ἀστήρ, cf. Käs
2010: 942‒944.
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blood (damu lʔaḫawayn). Equally interesting are the instructions for the prepa-
ration of a salve to be applied on an aching stomach in Ther 3.4.1.
Unlike nosonomy, the botanical lexicon of On the stomach includes several

remarkable items. First, Latinate جنتوریة (realised in Arabic either as ǧintawriyah
or ǧantūriyah) refers probably to the common centaury (Centaurium erythraea
Rafn) and provides additional evidence of the western origin of the text since
it is attested exclusively in Qayrawān and in Andalus.1 The original text appar-
ently had rather qanṭūriyūn here (cf. Nuǧḥ A 11822 | B 1948), which proves that
Alɂilbīrī cared enough to adapt at least partially the eastern nomenclature of
his source.
Then the digestive powder appended to the same epigraphTher 3.4.5 includes

amongst its ingredients qaraḍ̱, a synonym for Graeco-Arabic aqāqiyā (≡ ἀκα-
κία), referring to the gum (or the juice, or perhaps even the fruit, as nothing is
specified in our text) of some of themany species of the genus Acacia.2 The col-
location there of “black and white cumin, fennel [šamār], and anise [anīsūn]”
should be compared (or rather contrasted) to the synonymy discussed above
in Ther 1.5, and the fact that fennel is referred to as rāziyānaǧ in the preced-
ing line when its extract or water is mentioned might reflect a finer distinction
between wild fennel (rāziyānaǧ) and the garden variety (šamār).3 This recipe
further contains an interestingmention of the peels of nāranǧ ‘bitter orange’, as
well as a semantically ambiguous form ḥaṣā lūbān that may represent here ei-
ther actual frankincense or perhaps rather storax (= στύραξ, the resin of Styrax
officinalis L.).4 It is uncertain how much of these materials derive from Nuǧḥ
1 See Chapter 9.
2 The spelling transmitted by the copyist is «قرظ» indeed, thence it can be presumed that the
author did not inherit the alternative, and less prestigious, form qurṭ, for which cf. Ibn Ǧanāḥ,
Talḫīṣ [849]. Neither Iṣṭifan nor Ḥunayn use qaraḍ̱ in their respective translations, cf.Ḥašāʔiš
1:104 أقاقيا (P 23v 10 ‒ 24r 5 | T 9614‒983) ≡ Materia medica 1:101 ἀκακία (W I 9228‒938); and
Mufradah VI.13 الأقاقيا ذكر (E 96v 1‒7) ≡ Simpl. med. VI.i.12 Περὶ ἀκακίας (K XI 81617‒81712). In
Andalus the acacia tree is first identified as šaǧaratu lqaraḍ̱ by Ibn Ǧulǧul on the authority of
Abū Ḥanīfah, cf. Tafsīr 1:68 (G 198‒9 | D 3117‒18, edited .(«القرط» For the identification of the gum
and of the tree that produces it, cf. Dietrich 1988: II 160‒161.

3 The identification of šamār as specifically ‘cultivated fennel’ (rāziyānaǧun bustānī) was sup-
ported by Ṭuwāniš (ie Dūnaš b. Tamīm) according to Ibn Ǧanāḥ, Talḫīṣ [662], whence Az-
zahrāwī, Taṣrīf XXIX.i (S II 43823). Let it be noted, however, that the unicum of Talḫīṣ trans-
mits a form in s‒ and that the facsimiled manuscript of Taṣrīf spells it with a š‒ but enters
it under letter sīn. In any case, šamār is abundantly documented in Arabic (and thence even
in Persian), and it is certainly related to Syriacܐ ܡ and post-Tanakhic Hebrew שׁוּמָּר (cf. Jas-
trow, DTTML 1537a), cf. Bos, Käs, Lübke, and Mensching 2020: 823 for further references. In
the case ofNatāʔiǧ, both the clear spelling š‒ of P and the context (all the items in the series are
explicitly affirmed to be garden herbs) advice against reading alternatively samār, which was
identified as Dioscorides’ σχοῖνος ἐλεία by Ibn Ǧulǧul in Tafsīr 4:45 (D 13222 | G 741‒2); cf. also
Dietrich 1988: II 558 n. 2.
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and, therefore, to what extent this terminology is reflective of the author’s own
usage.
In the treatment of belching and surfeit in Ther 3.4.6 the first recommenda-

tion is to give the patient to drink ,«العبراقون» which is obviously corrupt. This
meaningless word could be simply emended to read الغاریقون ‘agaric’ (≡ ἀγαρι-
κόν), but given that the name of the agaric is far from uncommon and that it
is, moreover, correctly read and written without any problem elsewhere by the
copyist of P (see ġārīqūn in Ther 1.5.5 in the recipe for themiddle stomachic, and
the same form in 3.2.1), I favour a difficilior interpretation as fandādīqūn, which
matches perfectly this precise pathological context.1 The exact same word is
found in Nuǧḥ and despite the uncertainty as to the exact form in which it was
receivedby Zuhr, «العيرادفوں» inA 1191 andB 19417 is virtually identical to the read-
ing transmitted by Natāʔiǧ and confirms that it is not agaric that was originally
mentioned here.

4 On these two items, see Chapter 9.
1 A compound drug named fandādīqūn is attested by Aṭṭabarī precisely for the treatment of
stomach acidity and surfeit («waʔin waǧada fīhā ḥumūḍatan watuḫamā»), then also for other
ailments of the stomach and the liver, cf. Firdaws IV.vi.3 (Ṣ 21217|24) and IV.ix.10 (Ṣ 26021). A full
recipe is registered afterwards in Firdaws VI.vi.4 (Ṣ 47711‒18), where its benefit is stated against
stomachaches caused by phlegm and thick flatulence. A prescription of الفندادیقون جوارشن for
stomach-related disorders is found in Ibn Alǧazzār, Maʕidah 11927. The same formula as in
Firdaws is transmitted also by Ibn Sīnā, Qānūn V.i.3.11 (B III 24928‒333).
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Ther 3.5 —On the bowels
Ther A specific chapter on the intestines follows in 3.5, where the by now fa-
miliar diagnostic formula «wayuʕrafu ḏālika biʔan...» is used to detect intesti-
nal tapeworms when the stomach and the liver are sound and healthy, which
in turn is known by the redness of the lips and by the fairness of the colour of
the patient. Then a new instance of unrubricated epigraph is found in Ther 3.5.1,
the symptoms of excoriated intestines following without any interruption the
aforementioned diagnosis.1 The chapter also includes remedies for colics and
flatulence (which are dealt with in combination and apparently share the same
regimen) and also for tapeworms. The exact same arrangement of the informa-
tion was found already in Nuǧḥ.
Three items of some lexicographical relevance are found in the epigraph on

tapeworms in Ther 3.5.3. First, the name ṣuffār by which stomach worms are re-
ferred to and which should not be confused with ṣufār ‘jaundice’. Then a drug
is mentioned that might be interpreted as the “winter pill” الشـتويّ) 2,(الحبّ yet a
clear reference to “the Indian pill” (alḥabbu lhindī) in Ther 4.2.2 and the testi-
mony of Zuhr, who reads here “the Indian pill” (cf. Nuǧḥ A 1202 | B 19516) seem
to suggest that this is rather amistransmission ofالهىدى. An emendation is, there-
fore, probably necessary. Finally, the chapter includes a non-lexicographical at-
testation of das(s)ās.3 Let it be noted that Zuhr did not understand the word
and reinterpreted it as «ṣafāʔiḥ, wahuwa rraṣāṣu lmaḥkūk» (cf. Nuǧḥ A 1203 | B
19516), whichmakes less sense when combined with cattle gall, natron, and gall.
The mention in Ther 3.5.2 of a “fattened cockerel” المسمّن») («الدیك may be re-

tained as genuine apomorphy (either authorial or clerical) since it is ameaning-
ful reinterpretation of the original prescription involving an “old cockerel” دیك)
.(مسنّ

Ther 3.6 —On the kidneys and the bladder
1 This pathology (which is referred to here as tasḥīǧ in the summary, then as suḥāǧ in the body
of the text) is better attested as saḥǧ. It is characterised elsewhere as an abrasion and peeling
of the intestinal wall that becomes manifest in the faeces, cf. Ibn Māsawayh, Ishāl 209r 11‒12;
Arrāzī, Taqāsīm LXIX (Ḥ 3066‒7); Ibn Alǧazzār, Zād IV.15 (T 34615‒17).

2 Manuscript P reads «السـىوى» here but quite clearly «الشـتوى» below in Ther 4.4.9.
3 Cf. Ibn Ǧanāḥ, Talḫīṣ [1001], where šiyāfāt (here ‘suppositories’) are simply glossed as
das(s)āsāt, which is expandedbyAzzahrāwī,Taṣrīf XXIX.ii «aššiyāfātu: hiyaddas(s)āsātu llatī
tustaʕmalu fī lʔasfali liʕtiqāli ṭṭabīʕah» (S II 44925‒26). A singular das(s)āsa is recorded in the Vo-
cabulista in Arabico, which was the only reference available to Dozy, SDA I 440b s.r. دسّ√ and
also to Corriente, DAA 179a *{dss} i, until Bos, Käs, Lübke, and Mensching 2020: 1118. Al-
though the derivation from the basic meaning of √dss is quite obvious (cf. «addassu: idḫālu
ššayʔi min taḥtihī» in Ibn Manḍ̱ūr, Lisān VI 82b 3) and unlike the apparently homonymous
name of some species of earthworms and “snakes” (cf. dassāsah and dassās in Lisān VI 83b
8‒22), it seems that this particular technical term was unknown outside Andalus.
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The third quarter of the human body closes with this chapter in which, as one
might have expected, priority is given to the treatment of kidney stones, with an
additional discussion of urinary incontinence and ulcers (the latter two condi-
tions are actually discussed in inverted order with respect to the initial list).
Remedies for calculi include Māsarǧawayh’s drug made of seeds,1 which in

Nuǧḥ is actually ascribed to Ahrun in his BookOn colic (cf. الزراریع» من المتخّذ «الدواء
in A 12027 | B 1967). Separate formulas for two additional preparations are also
provided: for some pastilles for calculi and bladder-aches, and for a drug to the
same effect but especially suited for children. None of the recipes included by
Zuhr in his version of Nuǧḥ coincides with the ones here.
InNatāʔiǧ (but not inNuǧḥ) an explicit quotation is ascribed to an enigmatic

sage whose name has been distorted beyond recognition («ىلطىان») and accord-
ing to whom a patient suffering from calculi should eat one or two ounces of
bitter almonds.2
Several of the ingredients mentioned in this chapter are of lexical interest.

Within the recipe for pastilles appended to Ther 3.6.1 mention is made of such
herbs as ṯayil / ṯīl ‘dog’s-tooth grass’ or ‘couch grass’ (Cynodondactylon (L.) Pers.)
or perhaps ‘common couch’ (Elymus repens (L.) Gould), baršiyāwušān ‘maiden-
hair fern’ (Adiantum capillus-veneris L.), and qaṭaf ‘garden orach’ (Atriplex hort-
ensis L.), all of which are widely reported as drastic litholytics.3
The problems posed by qulb in the same recipe may well serve as an exam-

ple of the precariousness of botanical identification when based strictly on tex-
tual documentation. This plant can be identified either as common gromwell
(Lithospermum officinale L.) or as Ibn Māsawayh’s “greyish Indian seed” that

1 This remedy is called «dawāʔuzzarāriʕ»here and then«addawāʔu llaḏy yuʕmalubizzarāriʕ» in
Ther 4.2.2, where it is not ascribed to any authority. The recipe for a polyvalent drug is reported
fromMāsarǧawayh by Aṭṭabarī, who attributes to it a litholytic power («wayuḏību lḥaṣāh»).
It includes amongst its ingredients seeds of celery (and probably also of anise, fennel, caraway,
and a few other herbs, but bizr is only specified for the first item in the list) and must be made
into small pepper-like pills, cf. Firdaws VI.vi.1 (Ṣ 4656‒20). Incidentally, the form zarāriʕ (for
which cf. Corriente,DAA 228b *{zr‘}) shows both basilectal and geolectal features: as a plural
of substandard zarrīʕah it deviates from the Classical form zarāʔiʕ (plural of zarīʕah); in the
shortening of the last vowel (zarāriʕ rather than zarārīʕ) it follows a phonological tendency
particular to Maġribī dialects and possibly provides a new example of Andalusī plural.

2 A litholytic property is attributed to bitter almondswhen taken in drinkwith some grape-syrup
(γλυκύς) alreadybyDioscorides inMateriamedica 1:123 ἀμυγδάληςπικρᾶς (WI 11313)≡Ḥašāʔiš
1:130 المرّ اللوز شجرة (P 28v 6 | T 1177‒8), however I could find no parallel for this particular passage,
nor any mention of an authority whose name might correspond to the form transmitted in P.
In Ḥaṣāh II (M 56v 4‒5) Ibn Alǧazzār ascribes to Ibn ʕimrān the recipe for a remedy against
calculi that includes an ingredient referred to as ابلىطاں» ,«حبّ which comes formally close to
our word but must however refer to a herb (probably plantain).

3 On this three phytonyms, see Chapter 9.
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Ṯābit b. Qurrah considered synonymous to māš hindī (Vigna radiata (L.) R.
Wilczek).1 Finally, a gloss in Ther 3.6.2 identifiesmarmāḫūz as a species ofmarw
‘cat thyme’ (Teucriummarum L.).2
Once again, an edition of Nuǧḥ is badly needed if the extent of Alɂilbīrī’s

intervention in his text is to be ascertained.

Ther 4.1 —On the legs, the hips, and the back
The fourth and last part of the human body (the beginning of which is explic-
itly marked on the text) comprises six chapters. According to the explanation
that precedes Ther 2.1 this fourth anatomical part should be represented by the
legs, but the actual catalogue of organs is much more comprehensive. The legs
feature indeed, twice, in the chapter, first in Ther 4.1 alongside the hips and the
back, then in Ther 4.4 alongside the thighs and the knees; but to these the tes-
ticles and the penis are added in Ther 4.2, which may still be understandable if
the meaning of “legs” is taken to cover in a broad sense the whole of the lower
body from the waist downwards. Then the inclusion of the bottom in Ther 4.3
becomes only logical, and the combined chapter Ther 4.5 On the hands and the
feet is necessitated by the fact that the upper extremities have not been dealt
with in any of the previous sections. An analogous reason may lie beyond the
treatment of skin conditions under Ther 4.4: some of them had been cursorily
addressed above in 1.7 On the face, but others (particularly leprosy) have not. By
the same token fevers in Ther 4.6 are representative of ailments that affect the
whole body.
In Ther 4.1 On the hips and the back an epigraph for the treatment of sciat-

ica (ʕirqu nnasā ≡ ἰσχίας)3 is missing (the ailment is mentioned in the initial
catalogue and a separate rubric was available in Nuǧḥ).
A new example of minimal aetiology is found in Ther 4.1.2, where the origin

of hip dislocation is identified in thickened or clotted raw phlegm («alḫāmu
lmunʕaqid»), which with the passage of time turns into something like a stone
(ḥaṣāh). Drastic cauterisation of the joints is prescribedwhen all remedies have
failed.
1 For the double possible identification of this seed, see Chapter 9
2 Manuscript P reads « «المزِّ but it is hardly possible that this should reflect anything else than a
clericalmisreading (maybe a haplography, since theword is followedwith the conjunction .(و‒

3 Incidentally, Pedro de Alcalá’s «ciática enfermedad êerquéci | ciática assí erquenǐça» in Vo-
cabulista arávigo 167b 12‒13 is interpreted by Corriente as a genuine reflection of an Andalusī
form /ʕirqassí/ and he further points towards Syriac ܝܐ ܓܶܢܶ (cf. abundant documentation for
this word in Payne Smith, Thesaurus 756) as the etymon of the second element of the Arabic
annexation in LAPA 135a *‘rq and also in DAA 351a *{‘rq} i. The origin of the Syriac word, in
turn, is found in Aramaic reflections of Tanakhic Hebrew הַנָּשֶׁה גִּיד ‘sciatic nerve’ according to
Brockelmann‒Sokoloff, Lexicon 250a s.v.ܝܐ .ܓܢ
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Acomplete formula for thePersianpill is provided inTher 4.1.1 and in the same
epigraph a remedy ismentioned that P transmits as الصغير» «المىسوا andwhich has
so far defied all attempts to identification. In Zuhr’s excerpt fromNuǧḥ it is read
twice as الرقيق» «المسري (cf. A 12228, 123 2), which does not shed much light on the
question.1

Ther 4.2 —On the testicles and the penis
Themost obvious consideration aboutNuǧḥ/Ther 4.2 is the absence of an analo-
gous chapter devoted to the vulva (and probably also the uterus). This omission
is quite anomalous within the Islamicate tradition of general comprehensive
medicine and I know of no other text of the kunnāš type in which gynaecologi-
cal matters are completely ignored—but then,Nuǧḥ does not exactly qualify as
a comprehensive kunnāš.
In any case, with regard to the contents of the chapter, there is somedisagree-

ment between the catalogue of ailmentsmentioned in the summary and the ac-
tual epigraphs comprised in it, the latter being actuallymore than announced.
In addition to scrotal hernias,2 impotence and lack of libido, and pains in the
1 On purely formal grounds, the word might be presumed to be a mutilation of maysūsan
‘lily-wine’, which Ibn Ǧanāḥ describes as “a well-known compound drug” («dawāʔun mu-
rakkabunmaʕrūf ») inTalḫīṣ [554], having found itmentioned by Ahrun,Masīḥ, and others—
incidentally, the fact that the Andalusī physician cannot even provide a simple gloss (some-
thing like šarābu ssūsan) for the name may indicate that “well-known” means here actually
“well attested” or “widely mentioned”. A Persian etymology may sūsan ‘wine of lily’ is admit-
ted for this name, which is indeed recorded as a ‘lotion which women use in washing their
heads’ by Steingass, CPED 1362 s.v. (but it is not registered in Vullers, LPLE). Mentions of
maysūsan compatible with a wine or a syrup are found very much everywhere in the early cor-
pus (cf. for instance Aṭṭabarī, Firdaws 27824 and 30913) and recipes are noted down by Ibn
Attilmīḏ, Aqrābāḏīn VII [207] (K 1099‒22), also by Ibn Ǧazlah as located by Bos, Käs, Lübke,
and Mensching 2020: 726. A use as a liniment to be bandaged with a cloth on the hands, the
feet, and the neck, or to be put over the stomach and the joints is explicitly mentioned in the
header of Ibn Attilmīḏ’s recipe. The drug is mentioned everywhere in unqualified form, how-
ever, and there does not seem to be any parallel for a “lesser lily-wine”, although Zuhr’s raqīq
is quite an apt qualification for a wine-like substance.

2 As the text does not provide any clues as to how the author understood the terms with which
he mentions most sicknesses further examination will be required to ascertain whether the
elements of the couple udrah / fat(a)q stand here in synonymical variation or rather represent
different pathologies. The choice of either term (mostly as a hyperonym but occasionally also
as the sole denomination of all inguinal hernias) may respond to local (or even individual)
preference, but anosological difference is certainly present inAṭṭabarī, Firdaws IV.ix.15,where
udrah (S 27019|20) and fat(a)q (S 27019|20 and 2718) are mentioned separately; and an explicit
difference in severity and healability is made between the two by Ibn Alǧazzār in Zād VI.8
(T 5302‒5334). In Andalus Ibn Ǧanāḥ explains qīlah (= κήλη, probably through Syriac ܐ ܠ )
by udrah in Talḫīṣ [897] but does not mention fat(a)q anywhere (cf. also Bos, Käs, Lübke, and
Mensching2020: 1029),whileAzzahrāwī,Taṣrīf II.xxii.10 focuses on«(القيلة (وهي but«الأدرة also



Chapter 6 Nat II.2 Therapeutics 269

penis,1 in Ther 4.2.4mange or itching is collocated with ulcers, and then a whole
epigraph Ther 4.2.5 is appended on excessive erections and abnormal sperm re-
lease.2
The treatment of the some ailments is overall standard but there are a few

interesting items, such as the involvement of an assistant (ġulām) in the prepa-
ration of one of the remedies described in Ther 4.2.2 (for which no parallel is to
be found in Nuǧḥ), or the recurring use of verbal forms of √sʕṭwith the penis as
an object of the verb, which implies urethral administration of the remedy .3
On the lexical level, a gloss buṭm = alḥabbatu lḫaḍrāʔ for ‘terebinth’ (Pistacia

terebinthus L.) is toowidely documented to be of any significance,4 but arrafġān
as an anatomical name for the inguinal or pubic region shows oncemore a non-
negligible command of Classical Arabic—either by Alɂilbīrī himself or, more
probably, by his source.5 Quite unsurprisingly, Zuhr appears to skip the word
and substitutes «alʔudratu walfat(a)q» for it (cf. Nuǧḥ A 12313 | B 1985).
An unambiguous instance of “the Indian pill” (alḥabbu lhindī) in Ther 4.2.2

includes the treatment of futūq (S I 23622‒23720). On the other hand, mending «النفخ» «والىڡح»)
P) in the summary only tomatch «الفتق» in the rubric seems unwarranted, especially given that
an inflation of the testicles is frequently mentioned and that Azzahrāwī even has a specific
epigraph thereon in Taṣrīf II.xxii.7 النفخ (S I 2366‒15).

1 Here and elsewhere Alɂilbīrī follows common usage and refers to the penis alternatively as
ḏakar or iḥlīl with no difference in meaning.

2 The former corresponds in essence, but not in name, to πριαπισμός as described, for example, in
Galen, Loc. affect.VI.6 (K VIII 4394‒9)≡Mawāḍiʕ VI (E 188r 18‒22 |M 83v 1‒6). NoArabic name
is to be found there, whereas Aṭṭabarī already has «kaṯratu lintišār» and «in kaṯura lʔinʕāḍ̱» in
Firdaws IV.ix.14 (S 2667 and 2703); cf. also Ibn Alǧazzār «alʔinʕāḍ̱u ddāʔim» alongside a tran-
scription of the Greek nosonym in Zād VI.2 (T 5152‒6). Arabic anʕaḍ̱a (with inʕāḍ̱ as itmaṣdar)
is also the regular term for ‘to have an erection’ throughout Natāʔiǧ. Then, both “abundance
of sperm” (kaṯratu lmāʔ, where māʔ for ‘sperm’ is much better documented in traditionistic
literature than inmedical texts) and “nocturnal emission” (iḥtilām) are to be subsumed within
the general pathology of γονόῤῥοια as found in Galen, Loc. affect. VIII 43818‒4394) ≡ «taqṭīru
lmanī» inMawāḍiʕ VIII (E 188r 16‒18 |M 83r 16 ‒ 83v 1), but «sayalānu lmanī» inǦaw.Mawāḍiʕ
123r 16‒17; cf. also the phrases «ḫurūǧu lmanī fī ġayr waqtih» and «kaṯratu ḫurūǧi lmanī» in Fir-
daws 2668 and 26925 respectively; likewise iḥtilām in Ibn Alǧazzār, Zād VI.4 (T 5202‒5222).

3 Needless to say, ‘to cause to sneeze’ and ‘sternutatory’ are quite out of question in this case.
4 Cf. Ibn Ǧanāḥ, Talḫīṣ [143] «albuṭmu šaǧaratu lḥabbati lḫaḍrāʔ, wayuqālu liṯṯamri ayḍan
”buṭm“», which he borrows fromAbūḤanīfah,Nabāt III [74] (L 4713); cf. also Bos, Käs, Lübke,
and Mensching 2020: 335 for further references.

5 Manuscript P reads ,«الرقعتان» but I can find no support for a morphological feminine (se-
mantically singulative) form in lexicographic sources; cf. «arrafġu warrufġu: uṣūlu lfaḫiḏayni
min bāṭin» in Ibn Manḍ̱ūr, Lisān VIII 429a 14 s.r. .رفغ√ This anatomical name is much better
documented in the Sunnah (cf. particularly the legal discussion around the ḥadīṯ «iḏā ltaqā
rrafġān») than in themedical corpus, yet precisely inAndalusAzzahrāwīmentions «alʔibṭayn
warrafġayn walʔurbiyyatayn» in Taṣrīf XIX.ii.8 (S II 798). The word is not recorded in Corri-
ente, DAA 213.
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supported by a simple alhindī in Nuǧḥ (cf. A 12330 | B 19818) suggests that the
“winter pill” is probably a ghost-drug and justifies (at least provisionally) the
emendation proposed above.

Ther 4.3 —On the bottom
Three different words are used in this chapter to refer to the anus: two of them
are commoneuphemisms (asfal ‘bottom’ andmaḫraǧ ‘exit’), while the third one
is a rarer synonym ṣurm that takes here a substandard form (it is transmitted
with the same spelling in Nuǧḥ) and may actually function as a hyponym with
a narrower meaning ‘rectum’.1
The relative length of detail shown in the discussion of anal diseases (pain,

fissures, prolapse, warts, fistulae)2 may be interpreted as a reflection of a gen-
uine preoccupation—which was otherwise widely shared by most physicians
(and patients, to be sure). In this regard and even if the source text already con-
tained this epigraph, the attention given in Ther 4.3.7 to the “concealed malady”
(addāʔu lḫafī) contrasts strongly with the prudish omission of it by Azzahrāwī
in his all-encompassing kunnāš:3

Taṣrīf II.xv.8 الخفيّ الداء (S I 19315‒16)

الصحف ويسـتوبد نوعاً عشر سـبعة إلى ینقسم وهو منه، المتعالجين وقلّة لقُبحه ذكره تركنا
اخٓرة. ولا دنیا لا بمنفعة یعود ولا بذكره

Several compound drugs are prescribed for these ailments, such as the lesser
golden pill, the pill of gums, and the fetid pill for anal pains; the great buḫtaǧ,
hiera logadion, and the great theriac for anal “warts”; the kustaǧ, the buḫtaǧ, and
the triphala are commended for the treatment of fistulae (or haemorrhoids if
the textwere to be emended as bāsūr); finally the šīlṯā for the concealedmalady.
1 On this form with ṣ‒, see the notes on nosonomy and anatomy at the end of this chapter.
2 Since ṯaʔālīl seem to correspond here to haemorrhoids (bawāsīr ≡ κονδυλώματα in
Dioscorides but αἱμοῤῥοΐδες [τυφλαί] in Galen), the reading «ناسور» of P ought perhaps to be
retained as correct and interpreted as reflecting standard nāṣūr ‘fistula’ (from Syriac ܘܪܐ ,(ܢܳ
but let it be noted that Nuǧḥ has «البواسير» here. As a singular nāṣūr is certainly much more
common than bāsūr, and the variant in ‒s‒ (rather than ‒ṣ‒) is well attested in general
(cf. Aṭṭabarī, Firdaws 27114|17|19, 27214|17|20|23, 2732|4) and particularly in Andalusī Arabic (cf. Cor-
riente, DAA 527 *{nsr} ii). In any case, a certain degree of confusion (both palaeographical
and, at least occasionally, medical) between bawāsīr and nawāṣīr / nawāsīr seems to be quite
widespread everywhere in the manuscript tradition and Azzahrāwī not only considers the
two ailments (that is nawāṣīr and bawāsīr to share both aetiology and therapeutics but he also
recalls that they both receive the homonymous denomination alʔarwāḥ, cf. Taṣrīf II.xv.3 (S I
1914‒5).

3 An annotated English translation of Arrāzī’s monograph on this illness is available in Rosen-
thal 1978.
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Minimal header-less recipes (or rather instructions) are provided for: a lini-
ment made of litharge and burnt lead mixed with some jasmine oil in Ther 4.3.2
and a very similar linimentmade of litharge andwhite-lead (isfīdāǧ) with some
oil in Ther 4.3.3; an oil (the text reads actually “oils”) made of yolk, oil of roses,
and some pure boiled wine (nabīḏ).
The recipe for the pill of pepperwort (šīṭaraǧ ≡ λεπίδιον, Lepidium latifolium

L.) that is appended to Ther 4.3.2 includes amongst its ingredients, if I do not
err inmy interpretation of the locus, an extremely rare instance of the synonym
isfindār for ‘white mustard’ (Sinapis alba L.) which clearly shows the originally
Iranian context of the formula inherited by the author. The fact that no gloss
has been appended to the name suggests that Alɂilbīrī may not have been in a
position to identify it and simply copied it as transmitted in his source. Unfor-
tunately Zuhr’s Nuǧḥ does not include this recipe.1
Another interesting item is the typically Andalusī form qasṭal ‘chestnut’ that

is used exceptionally in Ther 4.3.2 at variance with šāh bullūṭ in a different locus
in the text, and in Nuǧḥ in fact aššāh ballūṭ is found (cf. A 12628).2
In a preparation described in Ther 4.3.4 for the treatment of anal proptosis

equal parts of burnt shells and aloe must be mixed and kneaded with yolk and
some vinegar, then smeared over the anus. The word for ‘shells’ here is maḥār,
which is, if not dialectal, admittedly exceptional in the medical corpus.3

Ther 4.4 —On the thighs, the shanks, and the knees

Two thematic subunits are to be distinguished within this chapter: first epi-
graphs Ther 4.4.1‒3, which focus on ailments that actually relate to the legs; then
Ther 4.4.4‒10 dealing exclusivelywith skin conditions.4 The original arrangement
of the materials seems to have been reasonably clear in Ibn Māsawayh’s Nuǧḥ,
1 On this Iranian phytonym, see Chapter 9.
2 Cf. for example the exact parallel «waššāh ballūṭu lmašwiyyu biqišrihi ddāḫilī» in Ther 3.5.1
that further confirms the emendation implemented here (on a side note, the non-connected
spelling بلوّط» «الشاه is consistent in P and features twice in Ther 3.5.1 and a third time in 3.6.2).
For Andalusī qasṭal, see the discussion of geolectal markers in Chapter 9.

3 Attestations for this word are analysed in Chapter 9.
4 No such distinction is made in the text (which is a continuous one) and since all the epigraphs
(except for mange) are mentioned in the summary it can be safely assumed that this is not
a case of clerical conflation of two different chapters. The same arrangement is transmitted
in Nuǧḥ. A quite similar sequence is found, in fact, in Aṭṭabarī, Firdaws IV.xi.1‒5, where the
nosology and treatment of hips (Ṣ 3178‒31815, focusingmainly on sciatica and gout) are immedi-
ately followedby a series of skin diseases such as albaras,mange, dry scab or heat-spots (ḥaṣaf ),
and scrofulas (Ṣ 31816‒3252). In the standard head-to-toe arrangement it is quite frequent, in-
deed, for skin diseases (and in general such ailments as affect the whole body rather than any
particular organ) to come after the discussion of bone-setting.
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but its reflection in Zuhr’s and particularly in Alɂilbīrī’s treatises is rather
messy.
Diseases that affect the legs are explicitly stated to be of the same genus than

the ones mentioned for the hips, including inflation of the legs,1 subluxation
(waṯy), and fractures (kasr).2 The treatment of fractures is made extensive to
any broken bones in the body and reports not only what little bone-setting is
contained in the whole of Natāʔiǧ3 but also a remarkable quote from the an-
cients («fīmā ḏakarati lʔawāʔil») on plastering dog brains all over the broken
bone, for which a virtually identical passage can be located in the extant frag-
ments of Julius Africanus and also in Pliny.4 As so often throughout the re-
edition if Ibn Māsawayh’s Nuǧḥ, the reference to this quote («fīmā ḏakarahū
baʕḍu lʔawāʔil») is ascribed to Zuhr in the manuscripts (cf. A 12814‒15). It is log-
ical to assume that it must have been already present in the source text.
The second subunit is made up of seven different epigraphs, all of which deal

exclusively with conditions of the skin:mange, scales freckles and lichen, small-
pox andmeasles, albaras and vitiligo, and leprosy.1 This catalogue does not quite

1 Literally “winds in the legs” («arriyāḥu fī ssāqayn»), for which amore technical namewould be
‘’empneumatosis’. In the Helleno-Islamicate tradition πνεῦμα≡ rīḥmay afflict (just like blood,
bile, and phlegm) virtually any organ and references to “gout winds” («rīyāḥu nniqris»), for
instance, are not rare in the corpus, cf. Aṭṭabarī, Firdaws IV.xi.3 (Ṣ 3204); also sciatic winds are
mentioned by Alhāšimī «walwaǧaʕu lʔawwalu attahimuhūmin rīḥin liʕirqi nnasā» inMaǧālis
I.i.44 (K 10413). A thorough discussion of the concept and therapeutical treatment of πνεῦμα
φυσῶδές ≡ rīḥun nāfiḫah is provided in Galen, Ad Glauc. II.8 (K XI 1111‒11516) ≡ Aġlawqun II
(P 329v 14 ‒ 331v 13). See also the description of the bone-corroding rīḥu ššawkah in Ibn Sīnā,
Qānūn IV.vi.4.8 (B III 1859‒12).

2 The typology of solutions of continuity and dislocations was remarkably developed since An-
tiquity and there seems to be,moreover, some fluidity in the early Arabic terminology for these
ailments, particularly with regard to waṯʔ / waṯy (which is well attested already in Aṭṭabarī).
For a relatively late systematic classification of these pathologies and an unambiguous defi-
nition of waṯy as ‘subluxation, partial dislocation’, cf. Ibn Sīnā, Qānūn IV.iv.2.1 (B III 15514‒19)
and also IV.v.1.1 (B III 18631‒1871). On a side note, I have preferred to translate the same word
as ‘bruise’ above when related to the liver, although ‘dislocation of the liver’ would be equally
possible.

3 The operation described in the text requires such typical items as bandages or dressings
(ʕaṣāʔib, the singular of which is ʕiṣābah and also ʕiṣāb), ligatures or straps (both the singu-
lar ribāṭ and the plural rabāʔiṭ feature here), and splints (ǧabāʔir, plural of either ǧibārah or
ǧabīrah). The whole passage is inherited from Nuǧḥ. For a detailed account of the use of all
these elements in bone-setting, cf. Ibn Sīnā, Qānūn IV.v.2.7‒9 (B III 20130‒20311).

4 Cf. Africanus, Cesti D41 «Κυνὸς ἐγκέφαλος κάταγμα πωροῖ ἡμέρας ιδʹ εἰς ὀθόνιον ἐγχριόμενος καὶ
ἐπιτιθέμενος, ἄνοθεν ἐρέας ἐπειλουμένης» (W‒S‒M‒G 134); and Pliny, NH XXX.13.[40] «ossibus
fractis caninum cerebrum linteolo inlito, superpositis lanis, quae subinde ⟨oleo⟩ subfundantur,
fere xiii diebus solidat» (J‒M IV 4641‒3 | J VIII 35416‒18). The same passage is included also in
the pseudo-Galenic Dinam. ad Moec. [273] «Ad os fractum. Cerebrum canis cum aceto calido
distempera et superpone in panno lineo, per tres dies dimitte» (B 12133‒35).
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coincide with the one transmitted in Nuǧḥ and a more systematic comparison
of the two texts remains to be done.
In Natāʔiǧ the rubric of the first epigraphmarks clearly this shift in the focus

of the chapter: “As to themange on the whole rest of the body”. Mange is not listed
however amongst the diseases announced in the summary of the chapter (but
it is in Nuǧḥ), whereas the preceding and the subsequent epigraphs are.
This one is not the only structural anomaly in the sequence: smallpox (ǧu-

darī) is dealt with in Ther 4.4.5 in standard collocation with measles (ḥaṣabah),
but apparently also again in Ther 4.4.9, where it is discussed separately and given
a different treatment. Besides, there are compelling reasons to suspect that the
text as transmitted inmanuscript P is defective: an eyeskip is self-evident at the
beginning of Ther 4.4.9 (this is marked as a lacuna in the edited text) and hemi-
plegia, which closes the catalogue of diseases in the summary, is nowhere to be
found in the body of the chapter. Fortunately Nuǧḥ contributes invaluable help
to solve this crux: the second instance of smallpox is nothing but a misreading
of الخدر ‘numbness’ (cf. the epigraph والفالج» «الخدر inNuǧḥA 13123) and the reading
«الجدر» in P towards the end of the chapter should be accordingly emended as
«الخدر» rather than as 2.«الجدر⟨يّ⟩»
The chapter provides a thorough description and prognosis of leprosy inTher

4.4.8, againstwhich the author recommends cauterisationand the classical reme-
dies based on the flesh of vipers. All this information was already available in
Alɂilbīrī’s source, which further included an extremely interesting reference
to the four species of leprosy, namely the lion’s malady, the fox’s malady, the
snake’s malady, and what manuscript A reads as القرض» «داء but might actually
be the elephant’s malady (cf. Nuǧḥ A 1309‒10). This classification is essentially
identical to the four different varieties of leprosy mentioned separately in Nat
II.1 in the discussion of humoral physiology, which confirms the antiquity of the
materials exploited there. On the other hand, that the reader of the text was ex-
pected to have some previous knowledge of medicine can be inferred, again,
from the protasis “if you see the signs” (of smallpox and measles) without these
symptoms being ever actually described.
The treatment of skin conditions calls, as usually, for a wide array of com-

pound drugs. In addition to the ubiquitous theodoretus and hiera logodion, the
1 Mange (ǧarab) and freckles (kalaf ) have already been introduced above in Ther 4.1.1 and
1.7.2; qawbāʔ/quwabāʔ/qūbāʔ corresponds to λειχήν. In the Graeco-Arabic tradition baraṣ
(which enteredMiddle English as albaras throughmediaeval technical Latin, cf. Norri,DMVE
35b‒36a s.v.) refers to λευκή, while bahaq (cognate to Syriacܐ ܒܗ and Hebrew (בהק translates
ἀλφός.

2 As seen in the parallel locus inNuǧḥ, hemiplegia (fāliǧ from Syriacܠܓܐ ) ought to be included
in this epigraph.
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author recommends the Indian buḫtaǧ and also the great buḫtaǧ, as well as the
Māhiyānī and theHāšimī drugs. The latter two are found inNuǧḥA 12929, where
an explicit reference is made to Ziyād Alyāqūtī’s book. In Natāʔiǧ the list in-
cludes also the Indian muġīṯ drug,1 a new instance of the “Indian/winter pill”
(in Natāʔiǧ once again clearly الشـتويّ» ,«الحبّ with no parallel in Nuǧḥ), the pill
of pepperwort, the kustaǧ of sagapenum, and the fetid pill.
In Ther 4.4.9 «الكيلالج» probably represents, in a corrupt form, كلانج oil***? ‘co-

conutoil’, butno confirmation canobtained fromNuǧḥhere.2 Castoreum(which
has already been mentioned several times throughout Therapeutics) is re-
ferred to quite exceptionally as «ʕaqīdun yusammā “ǧundabādistar”» in Ther
4.4.6.

Ther 4.5 —On the hands and the feet
Thatbriefness doesnotnecessarily equate to lackof interest is eloquentlyproved
by the this short chapter. Chaps and redness may not be remarkable by any
standards, but the malignant excrescence called “grape” (ʕinabah) in Ther 4.5.1
(= Nuǧḥ A 13225) does deserve further attention. The chapter includes, further-
more, an exceptional attestation of the enigmatic nosonym diqrārah (‘gout’?)
in Ther 4.5.1 (= Nuǧḥ A 13214).3

1 This one is a variation of the name of the same drug that has been previously mentioned as
almuġīṯu lhindī». The same collocation of the Māhiyānī drug (read actually الیىلیاني» «الدوا / الدوا»
,(«المیاهیاني the Hāšimī drug, and the Indian muġīṯ is prescribed against leprosy by IbnWāfid in
his Taḏkirah (cf. G 9v 7 and 28v 26‒27; already recorded by Dozy, SDA II 758b s.r. .(هشم√ The
same reference to Yāqūtī’s book is given by Ibn Wāfid for all these drugs. On the other side,
the actual formula for “a drug called the Hāšimī” («dawāʔun tudʕā “lhāšimī”») is noted down in
Azzahrāwī, Taṣrīf VI.45 (S I 41116‒19).

2 Cf. Ibn Ǧanāḥ, Talḫīṣ [230] الهنديّ» الجوز ⟨دهن⟩ هو الكلانج ;«دهن the word diversely transmitted
as الهند» جوز دهن هو الكلكلانج «دهن in Azzahrāwī, Taṣrīf XXIX.i (S II 42413), which may be the
historically more correct form (see the critical apparatus ad loc.).

3 For both ʕinabah and diqrārah, see the Complementary notes on nosonymy appended to this
survey.
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Ther 4.6 —On fevers

Therapeutics, and therewith the combinedmedical treatise thatmakes up the
core of Natāʔiǧ, comes to an end with a brief survey of the typology and treat-
ment of fevers. The original chapter in Ibn Māsawayh’s is practically omitted
by Zuhr in Nuǧḥ and no comparison can be made between the two texts.
InNatāʔiǧ fevers are said to be “different in genus and species”, but only some

of the simple ones are discussed in the text: quartan, intermittent, tertian, burn-
ing and continuous, and finally mixed fevers. The author’s simplification of the
matter is remarkable but far from unprecedented and it is worth noting that
here, as in the remainder of the text, no trace of Greek terminology is found.1
Quite exceptionally, a concise aetiological remark introduces each epigraph:

quartan fever is born fromblack bile, intermittent fever from rotten phlegm, ter-
tian fever from yellow bile, the symptoms of burning and continuous fevers are
evident in their heat,mixed fevers are caused by differences in nature. This rudi-
mentary aetiology is no pedantic ornament at all but a direct and easy-to-grasp
justification of the regimen prescribed for each kind of fever. Thus, the cure for
melancholic quartan fevers consists in abstaining frommelancholic food; since
the cause of quotidian fevers is phlegm, it is only logical that their treatment
should include such biting foodstuff as can cut thick phlegm, and so on and so
forth.
Despite the author’s overall unsophisticated approach, an elementary diag-

nosis is regularlymentioned for each variety of fever (faʔiḏā raʔayta three times,
dalāʔil once) and the technical term inhiḍām (corresponding, apparently, to
naḍǧ ≡ πέψις in standard terminology) is used no less than three times as an
indicator of the need for a change in the diet first prescribed.
The treatment of fevers is for themost part dietetic (including diverse syrups,

oxymel, and hydromel, as well as several different kinds of food), but the author
recommends also inducing vomit with hot water in the case of daily fevers and
letting blood from the median cubital vein in the case of a continuous fever.
A few compound drugs are also prescribed: the electuary of asafoetida, the hi-
1 In Qayrawān Ibn Alǧazzār still provides the original Greek names for at least four differ-
ent fevers in Zād VII, mostly as synonyms or, at least in some cases, as specifying hyponyms:
«قوسوس» for καῦσος (B 190, 342 | T II 5981, 60410); «اطریطاوس» for τριταῖος (B 336 | T II 6046);
«سونوخوس» for σύνοχος (B 467 | T II 60911‒12); and «امفيامرینوس» for ἀμφημερινός (B 732 | T II 6207‒8).
In Andalus, in turn, no Greek name is mentioned in the whole chapter devoted to fevers by
Azzahrāwī in Taṣrīf II.30 (S II.1 3335‒36515), except for a transliteration of ἑκτικός at Taṣrīf II
3371. The trend towards systematic terminological Arabicisation had, in fact, begun in the east:
while the early Syro-Arabic kanānīš rarely fail to include Greek pyretological nomenclature,
non-Arabic names of fevers are conspicuously absent already from Arrāzī’s Almanṣūrī X (B
4591‒52222).
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era logadion, the theodoretus, the decoction of epithymum, the bitter hiera, the
hepatic of roses (dabīdward), the pills of tabasheer and the pills of camphor, the
great theriac (twice), and the “yellow drugs” such as “Salīm’s yellow”.1

1 Some references to this ategory of drugs are provided in the Complementary notes on polyphar-
macy.
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6.3 Concluding remarks

Likemost sections of the bookNat II.2 is large and by derivative, but in this case
its main source can be identified. From beginning to end (except perhaps for
a few loci) a pre-existing treatise on therapeutics is reproduced with minimal
authorial intervention. The task of the author-compiler is limited to very spo-
radical linguistic adaptation and occasional complementation with additional
sources. As stated at the beginning of this chapter, the treatise that provided the
copy-text for Nat II.2 is Ibn Māsawayh’s Kitābu nnuǧḥ (also Kitābu lmunǧiḥ),
upon which the reputed Andalusī physician Abulʕalāɂ Zuhr (d. 1131) affirms
to have built his own Kitābu nuǧḥi nnuǧḥ and fromwhich he draws most of the
materials that make up Chapter 1 of that book. To his apparently literal excerpts
from the original text (which are usually introduced by “Yuḥannā said”)1 Zuhr
appends quite regularly his own remarks (often a simple approval) and a few
alleged improvements too, which are intended to enhance the usefulness of his
predecessor’s book (thence the title The success of the success) with particular
regard to his western coaevals.2
A simple comparison of the two texts reveals a level of identicality that leaves

no doubt about their genetic affiliation. Correspondences have been regularly
indicated in the above survey for most epigraphs in Nat II.2, but reproducing
here two parallel (or rather stemmatically cognate) passages side by side may
convey a clearer idea of the extent of this identicality. I have chosen one of the
most apparently idiosyncratic chapters inNat II.2 as an illustration of how dras-
tically the emergence of a new witness can alter the previous interpretation of
1 In several places in the above survey I have shown that this usage is not entirely consistent and
that many a passage ascribed to Zuhr in the manuscripts is demonstrably a quote from Ibn
Māsawayh. Internal evidence confirms,more importantly, that the introductory description of
the organs as to their temperament, uses, and ailments is borrowed from the source text even
if in most chapters this is not explicitly indicated (an exception being the passage reproduced
below). A systematic examination would be required, in any case, to screen what is original
(even if apparently appropriated by Zuhr) from what is an addition by the compiler.

2 For the description of Zuhr’s text and an edition of some fragments (whichmade possible the
identificationofNuǧḥ as the source forNat II.2), cf. Álvarez 1995b,where further references are
provided with regard to the history of the rediscovery of this title; also Álvarez 2009: 34. The
two manuscripts on which that description is based are Rabat, Alḫizānah Alḥasaniyyah mss
Maǧmūʕ 253 (= A) and 1538 (= B), photographic reproductions of which were kindly scanned
and made available to me by Dr Álvarez. For an possible additional Tunisian manuscript (re-
ferred to as ʕabdaliyyah 2867, item no. 2) that appears to have been lost, cf. Almunaǧǧid
1959: 259 no. 82. Not much attention has been given to this treatise since then, cf. a passing-
by mention in Alʕāmirī 2014: 32‒33 no. 13, 182. On a side note, the chapters devoted to di-
verse kinds of compound drugs shall be of some help for the future analysis of Nat V Pharma-
copoeia. According to Álvarez 1995b: 85 the year 1091 might be a terminus post quem for the
compilation of the text.



278 Concluding remarks

any text. My own reading of the chapter (and, by extension, of much of the
section) relied mostly on the exclusively western documentation of the word
diqrārah but the probable attestation of the word in Ibn Māsawayh’s text (and
perhaps also in Masīḥ’s) necessitates a totally different explanation:1

Nuǧḥ I.19 (A 13213‒18 | B 20515‒19)

والرجلین فيالیدین القول

یوحنا: قال
والیبس. فالبرد مزاجها: أمّا

والـمَشيْ. والبسَْط فالقَـبْض منافعها: وأمّا
قْـرارة. والّدِ فالنِّـقْرسِ أمراضها: وأمّا

یوحنا: قال
والخریف، الربیع في كحل الأ عرق فيُفتح

الصافن). (وهو القدم عرق وفتح
البیض ومُحّ الكُرُنبْ مرهم ويحُمل

الورد. وزیت الخلّ وثفل
اللوغاديا وشرب الفيقرا حبّ شرب ویدُيم

الخریف. في
مرّتين. الشهر في كبر الأ الترياق من ويشرب

Nat II.2 Therapeutics 4.5

والرجلین الیدین بابذكر
وأدویتهما ومزاجهما

والیبس. فالبرد مزاجهما: أمّا
والقَـبْض. والبسَْط فالـمَشيْ منافعهما: وأمّا

قْـرارة، والّدِ فالنِّـقْرسِ أمراضهما: وأمّا
والعِنبَة. والحمرة، والشقاق،

والدقرارة النقرس علاج
والخریف، الربیع في كحل الأ العرق فتحُ

القدم. عرق وفتحُ
البیض ومُحّ كْـرُنبْ الأَ مرهم ويحُمل

الورد. وزیت الخلّ وثفل
اللوغاديا ويشرب الفيقرا، حبّ شرب ویدُيم

والخریف. الربیع في مرّتين السـنة في
مرّتين. الشهر في كبر الأ الترياق من ويشرب

This representative example shows, moreover, that Nat II.2 transmits overall
a less abridged (and often far less misunderstood) reproduction of the source
text, and that it cannot therefore be derived fromZuhr’sNuǧḥ. That Zuhr does
not depend on Nat II.2, in turn, is proved by the explicit mention of Ibn Mās-
awayh throughout and also by a number of instances in which he retains the
original eastern phytonyms whereas Alɂilbīrī either glosses them or substi-
tutes a local name for them.
In the absence of positive evidence to the contrary and given that this is, let it

be recalledonce again, a preliminary survey (not adefinitive analysis) ofNat II.2,
my working hypothesis here is that the two Andalusī physicians gained access
to a copy of Ibn Māsawayh’s treatise and exploited it for their own purposes.
Alɂilbīrī incorporated it virtually in toto as a complement for his own compre-
1 See below the Complementary notes on nosonymy.
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hensive kunnāš, while Zuhr added a new title to his literary output with far less
effort than what compiling from scratch would have required.
A few words need to be said about Alɂilbīrī’s intervention in his text. That

he may not have limited himself to copying his source is a possibility strongly
suggested by the pseudo-Galenicmaterials found inTher 1.4On the ears andper-
haps also by the superimposition of a quaternary division of the human body
over the head-to-toe arrangement (but this might have already featured in the
source and might have been omitted by Zuhr). A more active rôle may be also
reflected by the inclusion of some recipes throughout the text, butmost of them
(or even all of them) must have been already available in IbnMāsawayh’s trea-
tise (on which see the paragraph below). In any case, the conspicuous presence
of some exclusive geolectalisms and a number of glosses unparalleled in Zuhr’s
excerpts prove that he certainly was not an inane transmitter. That he often
understood his source far better than his distinguished colleague, on the other
hand, says something about his medical knowledge. In this regard, and espe-
cially when compared to Zuhr’s version,Nat II.2 ought to be considered quite a
careful and intelligent reproduction of the original text (and he further associ-
ated his ownname of that of one of themost reputed figures of the foundational
period).

A text to edit and a text to reconstruct

Despitemyprovisional (butperhapsnot entirelyunjustified) criticismof Zuhr’s
authorial strategy in his Nuǧḥu nnuǧḥ, that text certainly deserves to be edited
and analysed. The fact that a copy of IbnMāsawayh’s old treatise was still avail-
able in the 12th c. in the Islamicate west and that such a high-rank physician
should have chosen it to be his copy-text is in itself worth noting. In this regard,
Zuhr’s “re-edition” ofNuǧḥ seems to reflect the protracted influence of that ap-
parently modest book in the western tradition (more on this below).
Besides, Zuhr’s treatise is quite informative about a number of aspects re-

lated to compilational technique. There is, for instance, an evident problem
with the frequency of misascribed passages in the two manuscripts. This mis-
attribution is moreover unidirectional: while many an original passage stem-
ming from Ibn Māsawayh’s text is introduced by the name of the Išbīlī physi-
cian, the contrary never happens. It is unlikely that any copyists should have
tampered thus with their Vorlage and the phenomenonmay therefore be inter-
preted rather as a partial appropriation on the side of Zuhr.
Still with regard to compilation, Nuǧḥu nnuǧḥ appears to be a perfect exam-

ple of failed implementation of an initial plan. The twenty-chapter structure
announced in the index of contents at the beginning of the text is nowhere to
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be found in the actual text. An underlying two-part design can be intuited, but
the transition from Chapter I (= the abridged version of Ibn Māsawayh’s ther-
apeutics) to the second part is only implicit. The minimal eight-line discussion
on fevers is followed by a lengthy digression on dog bites, then by an epigraph
on how to drive away noxious insects (and even on how to hunt cranes). There
follow an intriguing series of epigraphs on medical matters in which Galen is
repeatedly cited, and a great many recipes that would require further examina-
tion, as some of them might preserve additional fragments of Ibn Māsawayh’s
Nuǧḥ.1
As for IbnMāsawayh’s original treatise (of which this survey turned out to be

an indirect analysis), a reconstruction of its contents is nowa littlemore feasible
on the basis of Nat II.2, Zuhr’s Nuǧḥ, and a few excerpts in indirect transmis-
sion. The textmay be identified as theKitābu lmunǧiḥmentioned IbnAbī Uṣay-
biʕah and for which Arrāzī transmits at least eleven quotes in Alḥāwī.2 A pre-
liminary survey of Arrāzī’s quotations from Almunǧiḥ shows some noticeable
differences with regard to Zuhr’s excerpts and also to Alɂilbīrī’s text. How-
ever, the evidence contributed by the whole title of the treatise and by those
passages tallies quite well with what can be inferred from its Andalusī echoes.
Unlike the great compilations of the kunnāš type, Nuǧḥ focuses on recipes and
treatments (ie remedies) with only minimal attention given to nosology or to
medical theory in general, and that is quite an accurate description of Nat II.2
indeed.
Furthermore, IbnAbīUṣaybiʕah’s title provides a clue to aproblem forwhich

I could not provide a satisfactory solution, namelywhether themany recipes in-
cluded inNat II.2 but not in Zuhr’sNuǧḥunnuǧḥwere already available in their
source or not. Thepresence of ṣifāt in the title seems to answer this question and
Alɂilbīrī’s rôle is therefore perhaps best described as a careful copyist and his
text as amuchmore faithful reproduction ofNuǧḥ than the re-edition prepared
1 As pointed out by Álvarez Millán 1995: 87‒88, this “second part” does not correspond to the
pharmacopoeical chapters listed in the prologue. On a side note, that prologue (which must
have has some factual basis in the author’s original plan) is explicit enough to rule it out as
a possible cognate or close parallel to Nat V Pharmacopoeia. There are nonetheless several
elements of remarkable interest in that planned dispensatory, such as the compound drugs
styled as baḫātiǧ in Chapter III, the ḏabīdāt in Chapter IV, or the aṣāfirah (a plural of aṣfar?) in
Chapter VIII.

2 This identification is already suggested by Álvarez 1995b: 85 n. 5. For Ibn Abī Uṣaybiʕah,
cf. Tabaqāt 25511, where the full title of the work is registered as Kitābu lmunǧiḥ fī ṣṣifāt
walʕilāǧāt; cf. also Sezgin 1970: 234 no. 14. It is Ullmann 1970: 113 who, as usually, provides
a complete list of quotations in Alḥāwī. On a side note, let it be noted that Ibn Ǧulǧul does
not seem to know of the existence of this title (cf. Ṭabaqāt 651‒664), but it was an important
source of recipes for Ibn Alǧazzār, who draws from it quite extensively in Zād, and indirectly
also for Azzahrāwī (see Chapter 9).
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by the Išbīlī physician.3
On the other hand and as a final remark, I should stress that, even if it is lit-

tle more than a sparingly glossed copy of a pre-existing text, Nat II.2 ought to
be analysed within the general context of Natāʔiǧ. From that perspective, it is
just what would be expected from the same author who, as shall be seen be-
low, extracted his own anthology of quotes related to the specific properties of
things from a previous compilation and built an average pharmacopoeia prob-
ably also drawing from some collection of recipes available to him at that time.
It is, thus, with regard to Alɂilbīrī’s compilational strategy that Therapeutics
should be considered, while its value as a medical text should be measured by
the availability and quality of such literature in his own context, the chronolog-
ical element of which is unfortunately unknown to us. That it happens to be a
major testimony to the no longer extant text of one of the main protagonists of
the earliest period of Islamicatemedicine—that is amostwelcome added value
of Nat II.2.

3 Unfortunately I could not conduct a systematic comparison of the recipes transmitted in Nat
II.2 with the chaotic pharmacopoeical materials collected in Zuhr’s text, nor with the indirect
transmission of the formulas from the original Nuǧ in Alḥāwī and Zād. As far as the latter text
is concerned, the superb ongoing critical edition of the Arabic original and the Hebrew and
Latin translations by Bos, Käs, and McVaugh shall make the task much easier and its results
far more compelling.
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6.4 Appendices

Nat II.2 Nuǧḥ A B
1.1 الرأس جلدة الرأس جلدة في القول 10222‒10422 18017‒1823

1.2 الدماغ باب 10422‒10525 1824‒1831

1.3 العینين في باب 10526‒10721 1832‒18423

1.4 —§§ الأذنين في باب 10722‒31 18424‒1851

1.5 واللسان الفم ذكر باب
1.6 المنخرين ذكر باب
1.7 الوجه ذكر باب —§ 10731‒1085 1852‒7

1.8 الحلق ذكر باب الحلق في القول 1086‒11025 1858‒18710

2.1 الصدر أمّا الصدر في القول 11025‒1124 18711‒18813

2.2 الرئة وأمّا الرئة في القول 1124‒11426 18814‒19021

2.3 القلب وأمّا القلب في القول 11426‒11516 19022‒19110

3.1 الكبد ذكر باب الكبد في القول 11516‒1174 19111‒19223

3.2 المرارة وأمّا المرارة في القول 1174‒22 19223‒1938

3.3 الطحال ذكر باب الطحال في القول 11722‒11813 1939‒28

3.4 المعدة ذكر باب المعدة في القول 11813‒11921 19329‒1954

3.5 الأمعاء وأمّا الأمعاء في القول 11921‒12022 1955‒1961

3.6 والمثانة الكلیتين ذكر باب والمثانة الكلیتين في القول 12022‒12222 1962‒19818

4.1 والظهر الوركين ذكر باب الوركين في القول 12222‒1238 19818‒19?

4.2 والذكر الأنثيين ذكر باب والذكر الأنثيين في القول 1238‒12525 19?‒2004

4.3 الأسفل وأمّا الأسفل في القول 12525‒12725 2004‒20122

4.4 والركبتين والساقين الفخذين ذكر باب والركبتين والساقين الفخذين في القول 12725‒13213 20123‒20514

4.5 والرجلين الیدين ذكر باب والرجلين الیدين في القول 13213‒1331 20515‒30

4.6 الحمّیات ذكر باب الحمّیات في باب 1331‒9 2061‒8

Table 6.1: Concordance of chapters between Nat II.2 and Zuhr’s Nuǧḥ.
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Complementary notes on nosonymy and anatomy

A systematic comparison of Nat II.2 with the reconstructed text of Ibn Mās-
awayh’sNuǧḥ remains to be conducted and the remarks included in the follow-
ing list are not only abridged but also subject to future revision. For Zuhr’sNuǧḥ
the reference is to manuscript A unless indicated otherwise. Once again, this
list is not a proper medical glossary. Nosological identification is secondary to
my main concern here, which is simply to offer a limited and provisional con-
cordance of available documentation for a few of the lexical items present in
Nat II.2, to which some item from Nat II.1 has also been added. Brief remarks
from a medico-philological perspective are to be found as footnotes to particu-
lar words in the corresponding loci and the critical apparatus ought to be con-
sulted too for further information. On the other hand, without being actually
Andalusocentric, for obvious reasons Andalusī materials have been overall pri-
oritised. The catalogue is not exhaustive (only the most significant nosonyms
have been selected) and it is arranged according to a strict alifatic order.
The above remarks apply also to the list of polypharmacy that follows these

notes.

ibriyah ‘dandruff, scurf ’ Ther 1.1

In Nat II.2 ibriyah is a source-dependent nosonym, since it is the one used al-
ready by IbnMāsawayh according to Nuǧḥ 10222|24. It appears to have been the
main Arabic word for dandruff throughout the 9th c., at least prior to Iṣṭifan’s
and Ḥunayn’s shared loan-translation of πίτυρα as nuḫālah, which would be-
come the standard name of this ailment.1
It may be relevant for the prehistory of Nuǧḥ that the influential pseudo-

Galenic treatise Naṣāʔiḥu rruhbān appears to have featured this word for dan-
druff judging from a recipe against alopecia «wassaʕfati walʔibriyati walḥikkah»
drawn from that text and copied on the right margin of IbnWāfid, Taḏkirah G
14r, which is supported by Pseudo-Galen, Secr. ad Mont. [7] (B 3691–22), where
the word is translated as impetigo.
The same pre-standard terminology may have been introduced by Ibn ʕim-

rān into Qayrawān, as reflected in Ibn Alǧazzār’s use of ibriyah as his main
(but not exclusive) name for dandruff.2

1 Cf. three instances of theword inAṭṭabarī,Firdaws IV.ii.1 (Ṣ 1361|4) and IV.xi.5 (Ṣ 32324);whereas
ḥazāz in Firdaws 13510 does not seem to allude to the same condition and it ought to be put in
relation to ḥazāz(ah) ≡ ἄχωρ, for which see below. For this early period, cf. also Masīḥ apud
Ibn Samaǧūn, Ǧāmiʕ 23–ش شبّ (S IV 2611).

2 Cf. especially the chapter title in Ibn Alǧazzār, Zād I.5الرأس جلدة في المتولّدة الإبریة في (B‒K 821‒862 |
T 764‒7714). Yet nuḫālah is also used at least once in a literal, non-adapted, quote fromḤašāʔiš
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In Andalus, ibriyah is recorded by Ibn Ǧanāḥ, Talḫīṣ [400], where it explains
ḥazāz on the authority of Arabic lexicography and quite strikingly also on the
testimony of Arrāzī’sManṣūrī, which as pointed out by Bos, Käs, Lübke, and
Mensching 2020: 569 does not seem to include anymention of this word.1 The
same denomination for dandruff features often in Azzahrāwī,2 and through
Nuǧḥ the word is transmitted also by Zuhr, then by his son Ibn Zuhr in Taysīr
I (Ḫ 234‒2410).
Regardless of its ultimately bookish origin, this nosonym seems to have been

naturalised also in spoken Andalusī Arabic.3 As to the etymology of the word,
alternative forms inh‒ and even t‒ are recordedbynative lexicographers, point-
ing perhaps towards a non-Arabic origin.4

birsāmunḥārr ‘hot inflammation of the brain, phrenitis’ (etymologically ‘pleu-
ritis’) NatPhil 4.2.3
Documentation for this borrowing from Persian that actually involves a confu-
sion between barsām (‘swelling [and pain] of the chest’, ‘pleurisy’ < bar ‘chest’)
and sarsām (‘swelling of the head’ < sar ‘head’) is available in virtually every
text on Islamicate medicine.5 The most interesting thing here is the different
nomenclature echoed in Nat II.1 and then in Nat III, where λήθαργος (which
(B‒K 842 | T 772). On a side note regarding the possibility that in Qayrawān a non-Iṣṭifanī trans-
lation ofMateriamedicamight have been used, it is uncertain whether «naqqati lʔibriyata llatī
fī rraʔs» in Ibn Alǧazzār Zād I.5 (B‒K 8212‒13 | T 7616‒17) represents a local rewording or rather
an originally alternative translation of «σμήχει δὲ καὶ πίτυρα» inMat.med. 1:112 μυρσίνη ἡ ἥμερος
(W I 10521), which Iṣṭifan had rendered as «wayaǧlū nuḫālata rraʔs» in Ḥašāʔiš 1:116 بسـتانيّ اسٓ
(P 26v 22 | T 10917). The fact that afterwards he retains the original nuḫālahwhen quoting from
the same source (cf. B‒K 842 | T 772) seems to suggest that this may be a case of spontaneous
synonymical substitution on the part of the author.

1 Cf. a separate epigraph devoted to this condition inManṣūrī V.1 بالحزاز یذهب ما في (B 2373‒13).Mark
that a gloss for ibriyah is included also by IbnAlḥaššāɂ inMufīd [316] (C‒R 3410‒12), whichmust
mean that the word is (or at least was) somewhere to be found in that text.

2 Cf. Taṣrīf II.i.5 الإبریة في القول (S I 5932‒609), which may betray his Ifrīqī sources, but then again
in the gloss الإبریة» هي «حزازة in Taṣrīf XIX.ii (S II 44410), and quite regularly in Taṣrīf XIII.i (S II
13422|29, 1357|8|33, 1361|15|17, 1376, etc).

3 From a Romance reflection aprea (cf. Vázquez de Benito and Herrera 1989: 94‒95) Corri-
ente infers an Andalusī low-register pronunciation abríyya DAA 1b *{’br} ii, which would be
an indicator of some currency of the word beyond the written language.

4 Cf. Alḫalīl, ʕayn IV 477 s.r. ;هبر√ Ibn Assikkīt, Ḫalq 1754‒5; Ibn Manḍ̱ūr, Lisān V 248a 14‒21
s.r. هبر√ and V 335a 23 s.r. ;(حزز√ the same variants are listed by Alḫwarizmī too in Mafātīḥ
II.iii.2: «alḥazāzu walʔibriyatu walhibriyatu fī rraʔsi šayʔun kannuḫālati fīhi» (V 15610‒11). A pos-
sible South Arabic etymon *mabriyyah is suggested by Corriente in a footnote to DAA 1b
*{’br} ii, then again in Corriente‒Pereira‒Vicente, DFDAA 3 n. 12.

5 Cf. Vullers, LPLE I 219b s.v. برسام and II 193a s.v. ;سام and most particularly the most recent
remarks (and references to previous literature on the subject) by Bos, Käs, Lübke, and Men-
sching 2020: 1030‒1032 in their commentary to IbnǦanāḥ, Talḫīṣ قرانیطس[899] (which is itself
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was often glossed indeed as birsāmun ḥārr) is referred to as nisyān, in a typical
case of non-normalised source-dependant terminology. For a detailed analysis
of the different interpretations of λήθαργος in the Islamicate tradition (includ-
ing albirsāmu lḥārr and also nisyān), see Part III Chapter 4 Nat II.iv On oblivion.

bahaqun aġbar ‘grey bahaq’ NatPhil 4.2.3

This ailment is glossed (maybe by the author himself) as ḥikkah ‘itch, itchiness’,
which from amedical perspective is a rather poor explanation.While black and
white bahaq (the latter corresponding canonically, and also etymologically, to
ἀλφός) are universally distinguished, a threefold distinction seems to be less ex-
tended.
Grey bahaq is described as the mildest variety (and also the fastest to heal)

by Ibn Alǧazzār, from whom it appears to be borrowed by Azzahrāwī.1
Its presence in Natāʔiǧ in a segment of presumable pseudo-Galenic inspira-

tion (if not directly borrowed from that source, which seems to have been re-
markably rich inmentions of different species of leprosy) and also in Qayrawān
may prove to be of some significance.2

ḥazāzah ‘scales, scurf ’ Ther 4.4.5

As indicated in the overview of Nat II.2 ad loc., interpreting ḥazāzah from the
ductus «حراره» transmitted by P is palaeographically unproblematic and seman-
tically satisfactory. This interpretation finds external support in theparallel chap-
ter in Ibn Alǧazzār’s Zād that is rubricated «fī lḥazāzi walquwabāʔ».3

an early and fairlywidespread apomorphic reading ofفرانیطس≡φρένιτις / φρενῖτις). As expected,
the Syriac tradition was quite immune to such a misreading, cf. ܢܝܛܝ in Payne Smith, The-
saurus 3269.

1 Cf. Ibn Alǧazzār, Zād VII.18 (T 65516‒18, 6569‒11 | B 108‒110 [n.v.]); Azzahrāwī, Taṣrīf II.xxix.2
(S I 31531‒32). Let it be noted that despite that explicit mention of grey bahaq the aetiology and
therapeutics in that chapters focus exclusively on the white and black varieties.

2 As far as my notes go, the Graeco-Byzantine tradition only distinguishes two kinds of ἀλ-
φοί: white (λευκός) and black (μέλας), which are caused by phlegm and by black bile respec-
tively; cf. for instance Galen, Sympt. Caus. III.3 (K VII 2274‒9); In Hipp. Alim. comm. III.21 (K XV
34814‒16); Pseudo-Galen, Introductio XIII (K XIV 75814‒17); Paul of Aegina, Pragmateia IV.vi.1
(H I 3276‒11).

3 Cf. Ibn Alǧazzār, Zād VII.19 (T 6599‒66019). There the second type of lichen (the one called
alwaḥišah) is characterised by abundant scales or flakes («nuḫālatun kaṯīrah») and the author
prescribes peeling the exfoliated spot («yuqaššaru lḥazāz») and treating it until the condition
ceases. That locus is echoed, without however mentioning the nosonym ḥazāz, by Azzahrāwī
in Taṣrīf II.xxix.6 (S I 32021). In the only preview of the book available to me at this time, Bos
2015: 17, 113 translates Ibn Alǧazzār’s ḥazāz as ‘scurf ’.
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In a passage thatmight derive from the primitive core of Masīḥ’sKunnāš the
edited text of the Hārūniyyah prescribes smearing a mixture of rue and henna
over the face against ḥazāzah and smallpox scars.1
In Andalus, a dry lichen (quwabāʔ/qūbāʔ) that «taṣīru miṯla lḥazāz» is men-

tioned by Alhāšimī.2 Thewordwas indeedwell established in the local lexicon,
as seen in late Ġarnāṭī «enpeyne hazǐze hazéiç | enpeyne en la barba hazǐze fal
láhya | enpeynoso lleno dellosmuházzeç | enpeynoso assíméli min hazéiç».3
Arabic ḥazāz(ah) is often transmitted in a defective spelling and may have

been even occasionally reinterpreted as actual heat (ḥarārah), perhaps in the
form of an inflammation.4
The word is used by Iṣṭifan to translate ἄχωρ and, as pointed out in the re-

marks to Ther 1.1.1, it is nosologically related but not identical to nuḫālah (= ib-
riyah) ‘dandruff ’.5
In Natāʔiǧ it might represent the author’s own terminology, since the origi-

nal chapter in Ibn Māsawayh’s Nuǧḥ seems to deal with quwabāʔ and kalaf in
separate epigraphs with no mention of ḥazāz(ah).6

1 Cf. Hārūniyyah I.xiii.10 (G 24912‒13). The remedy features immediately before the sequence on
specific properties, with which it does not share a common origin. If it were not an original
element of the primitive pandect, it would still attest to the western use of the word with this
particular meaning.

2 Cf. Alhāšimī,Maǧālis I.i.48 (K 1098‒9; the passage is transmitted only in ms E, dated 1227).
3 Cf. Pedro de Alcalá, Vocabulista arávigo 230b 33‒39 (= Corriente, LAPA 44a *ḥzz), where
Castilian empeine is a descendant of Latin impetīgo (= Greek λειχήν), cf. Antonio de Lebrixa,
Vocabulario f4v 19‒20.

4 Cf. «walkalafi walqawābī (wahiya lḥazāzah)» in Hārūniyyah I.9 (G 1895), for which manuscript
T reads ;«والحرارة» also «wayaqlaʕu lḥarārata walʔibriyata mina rraʔs» in the facsimiled Istanbul
copy of Azzahrāwī, Taṣrīf II 34828. Probably also Ibn Wāfid, Wisād XXI.7 «ṣifatun liraǧulin
ʕaraḍat lahū ḥarāratun fī ḍ̱ahrihī» (A 22620‒21), which he treated by laying it open («amartuhū
bišarḥihā») and applying a cup on it.

5 Cf.Ḥašāʔiš 1:28 اللوز دهن (P 10r 4‒5 | T 404‒6)≡Materiamedica 1:33 ἀμυγδάλινον ἔλαιον (W I 387).
To the above references, add still Pseudo-Ṯābit b. Qurrah,Ḏaḫīrah 129‒10. Also Syriacܚܙܙܐ and
ܐ ܚܙܙܝ in Payne Smith, Thesaurus 1239 and Brockelmann‒Sokoloff, Lexicon 438a.

6 Cf. Nuǧḥ 12728 (initial catalogue of ailments), 12829‒1304 (individual epigraphs). In view of his
overall strategy in the reproduction and commentary of his source, it is unlikely (but not im-
possible) that Zuhr should have altered the original arrangement of the epigraphs.
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diqrārah ‘?’ Ther 4.5.1
InNatāʔiǧ this nosonym is inherited from IbnMāsawayh’sNuǧḥ, but Alɂilbīrī
appears to transmit a less abridged excerpt of the original text than Zuhr.1
This eastern attestation of the word is exceptionally interesting, as diqrārah

had for a long time been a hapax attested only in the Leiden Glossary and was
thought to be a mere synonym of niqris. Now, in the natural philosophical sec-
tion of the edited version of the Hārūniyyah, within an epigraph introduced by
anexplicitmentionof Masīḥb.Ḥakamandallegedly drawn from the combined
authority of Galen and the enigmatic Indian sage Falaṭīs, diqrārah features in
a context essentially identical to the one implied in Nuǧḥ:2

Hārūniyyah I.iii.8 (G 8710‒12)

[...] الكبد في وسلطانه المعدة، في أصلها الصفراء المرّة إنّ وفلطیسالهندي جالینوس ذكر
الدقرارة. ومنه والركب، المفاصل وجع یصيب ومه وتشقيقهما؛ والرجلين الیدين وفساد

For Andalus, the publication of eleventh-century Alhāšimī’s Maǧālis, how-
ever, provided not only a non-lexicography instance of the nosonym but also,
and more importantly, evidence for a different meaning. Thus, the Ṭulayṭulī
physician mentions several conditions of the skin of the feet in a report from
himmasterAttaymī: «waminhāṣinfunāḫaruyuqālu lahū “alquwabāʔa lyābisah”,
wahiya taṣīrumiṯla lḥazāz,watusammāayḍani “ddiqrārah”». Then fromManṣūr,
about the claws of hawk: «faḫaraǧa bayna aṣābiʕihī šayʔun yuqālu lahū “ad-
diqrārah”».3 From this succinct descriptions of the ailments as a sort of dry
lichenonemayperhaps venture an identificationwith a variant of lichenplanus.
As for the word diqrārah itself, Corriente’s etymological proposal is as in-

genuous as impossible to verify, but the Syriac connectionmay be supported by
the two eastern authors that use the term with a meaning close to ‘gout’.4
1 Cf. Zuhr, Nuǧḥ 13214, which preserves only the initial mention of the ailment but not the epi-
graph in which it must have been dealt with. Manuscript P of Natāʔiǧ (the only extant witness
for this passage) reads twice «دفراڒه» on fol. 74r 9|10, which suggests that the scribe may have
found this unfamiliar word unpointed in his Vorlage.

2 For a limited discussion and a provisional hypothesis on the origin of the “core” of the
Hārūniyyah, see Part III Chapter 1. On a side note, the the editor’s translation “la nausée” is
not even justified by a footnote and one wonders which may be the dictionary that provided
so many interpretations of obscure terminology in that text.

3 Cf. Alhāšimī, Maǧālis I.i.48 (K 1098‒9, only in ms E; this locus has been mentioned above for
ḥazāzah) andMaǧālis I.ii.22 (K 12913), respectively.

4 Cf. Corriente, DAA 188 *{dqr}, who suggests a “folk-etymological derivation” of the Syriac
form ܪܐ ܘܕܓ (≡ ποδαγρικός in the translation of Galen’s Simpl. med. according to Payne
Smith, Thesaurus 3038 s.v.; cf. also Brockelmann‒Sokoloff, Lexicon 1156a s.v.ܪܐ ܕܓ ) with
the Persian adjectival suffix ‒ār that would have resulted in Arabic دقرارة *أبو ‘the one with short
trousers’.
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It is, however, highly uncertain whether this particular meaning can be as-
signed to Ibn Māsawayh’s (and also Masīḥ’s) diqrārah. There is no doubt that
a semantic distinctionmust obtain between niqris and diqrārah, as they are co-
ordinated twice in the chapter. This differentiation might have mirrored the
couple χειράγρα ‘gout in the hand’ and ποδάγρα ‘gout in the feet’ of the Graeco-
Byzantine tradition, but this seems unheard of in the Arabic corpus and it is
unclear which of the terms would correspond to chiragra. The evident etymo-
logical association implicit in Greek ποδάγρα was, in fact, lost in Arabic niqris
and no need seems to have been felt to assign a new name to the analogous
ailment of the hands, which was indeed very rarely mentioned (if ever).1

ṣurm ‘anus’ Ther 4.3
The same form in ṣ‒ (normative Classical Arabic has rather s‒) was probably
found already in the source text, Ibn Māsawayh’s Nuǧḥ,2 but it is nevertheless
also attested in Andalusī Arabic by Alhāšimī.3
However surm is much better documented in general, east and west, inmed-

ical texts.4 Theword apparently featured in a ḥadīṯ recorded from ʕalī’s mouth,
but some lexicographers did not consider it chaste Arabic.5

1 Cf. Pedro de Alcalá’s «gota de pies néqreç a regléin» / «gota de manos néqreç al ydéy» in Vo-
cabulista arávigo 262b 38 and 263a 1, respectively (= Corriente, LAPA 205b *nqrs); also Cor-
riente, DAA 537b *{nqrz/s}, where the origin of this Arabic word is sought in Greek νέκρωσις,
but perhaps one might rather look towards √qrs (= Syriac ܫ√ and Mishnaic Hebrew ,(קרש√
which is semantically less problematic.

2 Cf. Zuhr, Nuǧḥ 12527, 1263|7.
3 Cf. precisely the phrases «yaḫruǧu ṣurmuhū» and «ḫurūǧu ṣṣurm» in Alhāšimī, Maǧālis I.33
(K 882|9). Two non-medical references to ṣurm can be found in Corriente, DAA 250a *{srm}.

4 The standard form is used by Aṭṭabarī, Firdaws IV.ix.16 «ilā lmaqʕadati wassurm» (Ṣ 27117;
also 2725); in Qayrawān by Ibn Alǧazzār, Zād IV.20 (T 3859; exceptionally, against his usual
maqʕadah); and in Andalus by Azzahrāwī, Taṣrīf II.xv (S I 18831). The apparent Syriac cog-
nate ܘܪܡܐ (for which cf. Bar Bahlūl, Lexicon 19588‒9; and Payne Smith, Thesaurus 4334) is
considered a borrowing from Arabic in Brockelmann‒Sokoloff, Lexicon 1536a.

5 Cf. Ibn Manḍ̱ūr, Lisān XII 286a 6‒8 s.r. √srm. According to him, Ibn Alɂaʕrābī had made it
synonymous to ummu suwayd (cf. LisānXII 286a 3‒4), andAlǧawharī had it for amuwalladah
word designating “the exit of the faeces” («maḫraǧu ṯṯufl») at the end of the rectum (cf. Lisān
XII 286a 5‒6). On a tangential note, the anatomicalmeaning of ṭawq ‘anus’ (maybe ‘sphincter’?)
quite systematically reflected in Alhāšimī (cf. Maǧālis 823|8|10|12|17, 8315, 849|17, 856|1820|21, 863) is
not recorded in contemporary lexicographical sources. As ametaphor it might be compared to
Greek δακτύλιος ‘ring’ but also ‘anus’ (cf. Liddell‒Scott, Lexicon 323b‒324a).
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ṣufār ‘jaundice’ Ther 3.2.1 | ṣuffār ‘tapeworms’ Ther 3.5.3

Although it is evident that no definitive conclusion should be drawn from one
single fragmentwithout taking into consideration the entire texts involved, here-
under I shall argue that the comparison of the contents of the chapter on the
gallbladder in Natāʔiǧ to its source and to Zuhr’s interpretation thereof con-
tributes extremely compelling evidence for the independence of our author
from the Išbīlī physician.
Let me reproduce here the pertinent locus in Zuhr’s “extended edition” of

Ibn Māsawayh’s Nuǧḥ:

Zuhr, Nuǧḥ I.10
A 1177‒14 | B 19223‒1931

واليرقان. والدود فالصفار أمراضها: وأمّا
اصفرار (وهو أوّلاً الصفار من دواهما وأمّا
تخلق التيّ الصفار هي ليس فجُاةًٔ، كلهّ البدن
مثاقيل بعشرة طبیعته يسُهل بانٔ البطن) في

.[...] هلیلج
وعندي كلهّ. هذا جيدّ نعم — زهر
والدود، یوحنا ذكر التيّ للصفار منه أبرع
الصفار مع الجوف في تكون التيّ الدود وليس
تحدث سوء دود لاكنهّا الخلاء، عند فتخرج

حركة. لها ليس المرارة، في

.a فجا فجُاةًٔ] | a كلها كلهّ]

Ther 3.2.1

دد. والسُّ فار فالصُّ أمراضها: وأمّا
اليرقان) (وهو الصفار من علاجها وأمّا

مثاقيل عشرة تؤخذ أن ذلك: فمن —
. .[...] هلیلج

The twoAndalusī authors could not differmore in their understanding of the
original passage. Now, Zuhr’s interpretation can be proved to be wrong and the
exact origin of his mistake can be pinpointed. Probably because he accessed a
copy that transmitted not the original سدد ‘oppilation, obstruction’ but an apo-
morphic reading الدود (or perhaps because he misread the word himself) Zuhr
felt somehow compelled to interpret ṣufār in a way that is actually negated by
his source. According to his own excerpt (which, by the way, is drastically and
also quite sensibly simplified in this point by Alɂilbīrī), IbnMāsawayhdefines
ṣufār as “thewhole body turning suddenly yellow” and states quite emphatically
that it does notmean the ṣuffār that grow in the belly (ie tapeworms). This un-
ambiguous statement notwithstanding, Zuhr prefers to construe an unprece-
dented reference to some “malignantmovelessworms in the gallbladder” rather
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than to doubt the reading of the word aldūd—which, all in all, does not speak
much in favour of hismedical instinct, butaliquandobonusdormitatHomerus...1
On the other hand, ṣuffār does refer to intestinal worms in Ther 3.5.3, which

also follows closely Ibn Māsawayh’s original chapter on the bowels.2 This syn-
onym for tapeworms is also well documented in Andalus in a medical context.
Thus ṣuffār is used regularly by Alhāšimī, and the collocation «addūduwaṣṣuf-
fār» surfaces in a veterinary recipe against tapeworms in IbnAlʕawwām.3 Itwas
not limited to thewritten language, as shown byĠarnāṭī «lombriz del estómago
= lombriz qualquiera çuffára çuffár».4

ʕinabah ‘excrescence (on the hands or feet)’ Ther 4.5.1.
Oneof themanyexceptional nosonyms (in this case virtually ahapax legomenon)
inherited by Alɂilbīrī from his source is this name for which the context sug-
gests some kind of wart-like growth or protuberance.5 The word is not docu-
mented (to the best ofmy knowledge)with this specificmeaning in themedical
corpus.
There is an intriguing mention in the Hārūniyyah in a passage on quinsy in

which ʕinabah appears to gloss ‘Persian fire’ (annāru lfārisiyyah):

Hārūniyyah I.xiii.5 (G 2416‒7)

تموت حتىّ الصدف رؤوس على تكون التيّ الحرير بخیوط الأفاعي خُنقت إذا وكذلك
تسُمّى التيّ الحبّة (وهي الفارسـیّة والنار الخناق من أبرأت الرقبة: في ورُبطت الأفاعي،

بالعنبة).

Let it be noted that this passage stems, according to the working hypothesis
propounded in Part III of this dissertation, from the tradition of αḪawāṣṣ but
this gloss cannot be found either in that compilation or in the original locus in
Galen. Judging from the context, this ʕinabahmay well be the usual term for a
swollen uvula, in which case it is perhaps rather themention of Persian fire that
ought to be explained. If the link, in the sense of a synonymy, between the lat-
ter and ʕinabah could be proved to exist in ninth-century eastern terminology,
Ibn Māsawayh’s nosonym would become much easier to identify as a kind of
cutaneous disease or lesion.
1 The apparent redundancy of Ibn Māsawayh’s separate mention of ṣufār and yaraqān (en-
hanced by Alɂilbīrī when he introduces the latter as a gloss to the former) remains to be
explained, but fortunately there is no need to tackle that question here.

2 Cf. Zuhr, Nuǧḥ I.13 (A 11923, 12013‒15).
3 Cf. Alhāšimī,Maǧālis I.i.28 (K 7610|16|18|19); Ibn Alʕawwām, Filāḥah XXXIII.5 (B II 66624‒26).
4 Cf. PedrodeAlcalá, ,Vocabulista arávigo 295a 22‒23 (=Corriente, LAPA 118b *ṣfr); also Cor-
riente, DAA 307b *{ṣfr} i.

5 Cf. Zuhr, Nuǧḥ I.19 (A 13225).
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In standard Arabic nosological terminology ʕinabah (like Syriacܐ ܢܰܒ ܶ )mir-
rors Greek σταφυλή as the name for a swollen, grape-like, uvula,1 but in the Syr-
iac tradition ܐ ܢܒ expands this semantic range to include a kind of haem-
orrhoidal excrescence (bawāsīr) and Bar ʕalī considers it to be a synonym of
ܬܘܬܐ / tūṯah, while on theotherhand עֵנַבְתָּא is evenbetter documented in Judaeo-
Aramaic as ‘a berrylike excrescence’.2 An attestation for a likewise wider mean-
ing is provided, indeed, in Arabic lexicography: «walʕinabatu: baṯratun taḫruǧu
bilʔinsāni tuʕdī» in Ibn Manḍ̱ūr.3

ġašy 2.3
The two words by which this pathology (corresponding to καρδιακαὶ συγκοπαί)
is referred to in our text are actually problematic. In the summary of the chap-
ter P reads ,«العشاوه» which even if interpreted as ġišāwah is nowhere recorded in
the sense required here, as it designates either the membrane that encloses the
heart (ie the pericardium, ὁ περικάρδιος ὑμήν or simply τὸ περικάρδιον) or a quite
unrelated condition of the eyes (namely dim-sightedness, ἀμβλυωπία). More-
over, the ailment is mentioned twice as «غشا» (representing either ġašā or ġišā,
but certainly not ġašy) in the body of the chapter (first in the rubric of Ther 2.3.1,
then in 2.3.3).
Now, ġišāʔ / ġašāʔ does not actually feature amongst the several derivates

from √ġšw attested with this meaning, cf. IbnManḍ̱ūr, Lisān XV 126a 9 ‒ 128a 8
s.r. √ غشا (not even in dialect, cf. Dozy, SDA II 214 s.r. ;غشو√ Corriente,DAA 379b
*{ḡšw}). In fact, the standard term for ‘syncope’, ‘fainting’ in the Arabic corpus
is ġašy, cf. Aṭṭabarī, Firdaws IV.viii.2 (Ṣ 2272|11) and IV.x.22 (Ṣ 3082|3, 3099, 3106);
Azzahrāwī, Taṣrīf II.xii.5 (S I 14531‒14720); Ibn Ǧanāḥ, Talḫīṣ [175] (depending
onGalen,AdGlauc.); Galen, Loc. affect.V.ii (K VIII 30211) «καρδιακαὶ συγκοπαί»
≡ «ġašyunmin qibali lqalb»Mawāḍiʕ V (E 54v 5). No other form is found in the
whole section devoted to this ailment in Arrāzī, Alḥāwī VII.ii.
However, no less than five instances of the spelling «غشا» are found in the

aforementioned epigraph on syncope in Taṣrīf II.xii.5 (S I 14631, 14711|13|17|23),
which leadsme to suspect that ġašāmayhave existed (perhaps only inAndalusī
Arabic?) as a genuine word for ‘fainting’ to be added to ġašy, ġašyah, ġašayān,
ġāšiyah, ġišwah. If only the form «غشىَ» edited in Ibn Alǧazzār, Zād III.14 (T
2801‒28614) could be trusted to reflect the actual reading of the manuscripts,
then the form ġašā would be even better supported, but it might be a case of
1 Cf. for instance Ibn Ǧanāḥ, Talḫīṣ [743] (with a reference to Galen’s Sympt. Caus.) and also
Azzahrāwī, Taṣrīf XXIX.ii (S II 44730).

2 Cf. Payne Smith, Thesaurus 2932 s.v.ܐ ܢܒ and also Brockelmann‒Sokoloff, Lexicon 1114b.
For ,ענבתא cf. Jastrow, DTTML 1091b.

3 Cf. Ibn Manḍ̱ūr, Lisān I 630b 11≡ Azzabīdī, Tāǧ III 441a 1‒5.
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editorial interpretation (no variant reading is registered in the apparatus), as is
the unfortunate القلبى» بالغثى المعروف «الغثى in Pseudo-Ṯābit b. Qurrah, Ḏaḫīrah
XII (S 659), which was echoed as “disturbance of the heart” by Meyerhof 1930:
65.

māʔun aṣfar ‘dropsy’ Ther 3.1.5
This denomination is prevalent throughoutNatāʔiǧ, fromNat II.1 toNatV Phar-
macopoeia, and it is theonly oneattested inTherapeutics, yet istisqāʔ is found
once inNat IV Regimen, and once precisely in the text of the recipe for the hep-
atic of lacquer in Pharm 4.32.
Foralmāʔu lʔaṣfār as thenameofdropsy inAndalus, cf. particularlyAlhāšimī,

Maǧālis I.36|38 (K 918, 9419). It was definitely not the most common name for
this ailment and Ibn Ǧanāḥ does not even mention it in any of the entries that
he devotes to it, cf. Talḫīṣ [108], where he registers أدربس (= ὕδρωψ) as meaning
istisqāʔ according to Ibn ʕimrān; then in Talḫīṣ [176] he reports a synonymous
expression “white phlegm” from Hippocrates’ Aphorisms; and still three con-
secutive lemmata on as many different kinds of ḥaban in Talḫīṣ [402‒404].

maliḫūliyā ‘melancholy’ NatPhil 4.3
The form (which cannot even be ascribed to the author as it may have been al-
tered by the copyists) is one of themany variants inwhich μελαγχολίαwas trans-
mitted inArabic texts. There is some interest, however, in the gloss «ṯibatu lʕaqli
waḏahābuhū», which does not coincide with the usual association of melan-
choly to sadness but has a close parallel in «Stulticia «مَلخَُونِیَّة in the Vocabulista
in Arabico 59318 (from which even a verb اتملخن wasيتملخن derived, cf. Vocabulista
in Arabico 5943). Yet this is by no means a particular local development: a very
similar definition ofܡܠܢܟܘܠܝܐ is registered by Syriac lexicographers.1 Thematter
must be further examined, as there is quite a wealth ofmaterials onmelancholy
in the Islamicate corpus.

1 Cf. particularly «fasādu alfikri walʕaql» in Payne Smith, Thesaurus 2147 s.v.
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malankūniyah ‘an ailment (probably ulcerous sores) of the legs’ NatPhil 4.3
A form transmitted diversely as mālankūniyā and mālakūniyā was found in a
quote from Alɂidrisī in by Dozy, who proposed an etymon μελικηρίς contam-
inated with an Arabic reflection of μελαγχολία.1 The same etymology is sup-
ported by Corriente in DAA 510b *{mlkl/ny}, where he further adduces a
“corrupted” Syriac ܝܕܣ ܝ ܡܗܠܝ (for which cf. Payne Smith, Thesaurus 2025) as
further evidence. Now, neither the Syriac word is a corruption (it reflects, as
usually, a non-nominative form, probably the genitive μελικηρίδος), nor does a
honeycomb-like ‘cyst’ or ‘wen’ mostly associated to the scalp seem a reasonable
etymon for ‘ulcers on the legs’ (an explanation that, incidentally, is confirmed
by our passage).2Onboth etymological and semantic grounds a derivation from
a Romance form seems preferable (cf. Mediaeval and dialectal Castilianmalin-
conía or Catalanmalenconia).
The word is attested also as «ملكونیة» in eleventh-century Ṭulayṭulah by Al-

hāšimī.3 However, it must be noted here that «ملكونیة» appears to have featured
amongst the ailments of the legs and kneels in IbnMāsawayh’sNuǧḥ but it was
not retained by Alɂilbīrī in his reworked version of that chapter (seeTher 4.4).4
If this mention is original, it would evidently necessitate a different etymology
than the one suggested here but therewould still be noneed to look to μελικηρίς.

1 Cf. Dozy, SDA II 565b. For Alɂidrisī’s passage, cf. Ibn Albayṭār, Ǧāmiʕ 95‒خ خنفساء (B II 7913).
2 For Greek μελικηρίς, cf. ‘meliceris or tinea favosa, a virulent eruption on the head, from its resem-
bling a honeycomb’ in Liddell‒Scott, Lexicon 936a. This is the meaning recorded also in the
Arabic glosses «alwaramu ššuhdī» and «ǧinsunmina ssaʕfati rraṭbah» in Bar Bahlūl, Lexicon
102220‒22).

3 Cf. Alhāšimī,Maǧālis I.i.40 (K 985).
4 For Ibn Māsawayh, cf. Zuhr, Nuǧḥ 12728. There is no epigraph for malkūniyah in the text re-
produced by Zuhr, however, and the word is actually mentioned only in the initial catalogue
of ailments.
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Complementary notes on polypharmacy

The following catalogue corresponds exclusively to Nat II.2 (compound drugs
from other sections are not included in it unless they feature also here) and is
not exhaustive. As stated at the beginning of this chapter, relocating the length-
iest footnotes to this appendix is a mere device of expediency and this list is
not intended as an actual glossary. Even when added to the analogous notes
appended to Chapter 4 their sum does not cover the whole catalogue of drugs
mentioned in the text.
Items are arranged according to the order of the alifat (not the traditional

abjad).

aṣfar Ther 4.6.1

Recipes for a drug known as aṣfaru Salīm are already documented in Aṭṭabarī,
Firdaws VI.vi.1 (Ṣ 45220‒4533), where two different formulas are collected, the
second one being considered by the author the genuine one used by Salīm
Annakrāwī; cf. also Sābūr, Ṣaġīr V [50] (K 6815‒693), whence Ibn Attilmīḏ,
Aqrābāḏīn IV [105] (K 7811‒17). A third recipe called “the yellow” is recorded by
Aṭṭabarī that is actually amusk drug (dawāʔumisk) andmay not belong in this
category (cf. Firdaws 4554‒4563).
On the other hand, the formula for a black drug by Salīm «الىكراٮ» is regis-

tered by Alkindī in Iḫtiyārāt [205] (L 133v 1 ‒ 134r 3).
According to Ibn Hindū, this Salīm (for which he provides no nisbah) was

a trustee (wakīl) of ʕabdullāh b. Abī Bakr, who actually had three trustees
that bore the same name; the denomination “yellow”, in turn, would make ref-
erence to the saffron that enters its formula, cf.Miftāḥu ṭṭibb VIII s.v. (Q 8213‒15),
thence Alqalānisī, Aqrabāḏīn XX s.v. (B 4910‒12). A fairly exhaustive compari-
son of the recipes for yellow drugs in Aṭṭabarī, Sābūr, and Alkindī is made by
Tibi 2006: 76‒79; and Kahl 2007: 210 n. 73 suggests an origin of the name based
on the contraria contrariis principle (yellow against black bile), apparently un-
aware of the native tradition on its etymology.

bāsilīqūn Ther 1.8.6

As the name of a salve bāsilīqūn is not to be confused with the homonymous
collyrium (which has been mentioned in Nat I.4 On the shelf-life of drugs and
for which see Pharm 7.8).
In the Islamicate tradition this item is a continuation of the “royal salve” (βα-

σιλικόν) of the Greek pharmacopoeia. In Andalus the “salve of the four [drugs]”
الأربع») («مرهم is described as universally known الكتب») جمیع في («معلوم by Alhāšimī,
Maǧālis I.i.42 (K 1018‒9). This alternative name mirrors Greek τετραφάρμακος



Chapter 6 Nat II.2 Therapeutics 295

(also τετραφάρμακον as a neuter noun), which according to Galen was a syn-
onym for the βασιλικόν, cf. Sec. loc. III.1 (K XII 60117‒6021); the same identifica-
tion is evident in ܡܡܢ̈ܐ» ܝܕܝܕ ܘܢ ܠܝ » in the Syriac Book of medicines XIII (B
2527).
Those four ingredients of the τετραφάρμακον were wax, resin, tar, and animal

fat as described in Simpl. med. XI.1.2 Περὶ πιμελῆς καὶ στέατος (K XII 3288‒10) ≡
Mufradah XI.2 والشحم السمن ذكر (E 172r 20‒21), where Ḥunayn’s translation fea-
tures in fact الباسلیقون» وهو أدویة، أربعة فيه تقع الّذي «المرهم (the name βασιλικόν is not
mentioned in Kühn’s edition) and the order of the ingredients is also different
(fat comes first).
A recipe for the “lesser basilicon” الأصغر») الباسلیقون («مرجم is recorded in Sābūr,

XVII [386] (K 20411‒13).
For thenon-identificationof the basilicon and the four-drug salve as reflected

in our text, let it be noted that Azzahrāwī registers the formulas for both the
greater and the lesser basilica, neither of which includes any fat in its recipe,
in Taṣrīf XXIV.37‒38 (S II 19418‒21), whereas he registers الرباعيّ» الأسود «المرهم (ie a
black τετραφάρμακον) that does require animal fat inTaṣrīf XXIV.46 (S II 1958‒11).

ḥabbu Ǧālīnūs Ther 1.1.1
For the non-Greek transmission of the formula of “Galen’s pill” (= qūqāyā <
κοκκία), cf. ܕܓܠܝܢܘܣ» ܝܗܘܢ ܕܐܝ ܝܐ ܘ ܝܢ ܕܡ ܐ ܝ̈ » (edited as ܘ̇ܒܝ̈ܐ» » by
Budge, but then there is ܝܐ» ܘ » in 4519) in the Syriac Book of medicines (B
5121‒523), where the instructions to take seven or ten pills with the juice of black
nightshade are already present (which confirms that the reading in Natāʔiǧ is
apomorphic). Cf. also قوقاي» المسمّى لجالینوس «حبّ in Ibn Sarābiyūn, Kunnāš 82v
3‒6 ≡ Breviarium 65vb.
Essentially the same mixture (including wormwood) but remarkably differ-

ent instructions for use are noted down for جالینوس» حبّ وهو ...] القوقايا «حبّ in
Sābūr, Ṣaġīr VIII [125] (K 10321‒1045), which is matched by جالینوس» ,«حبّ also
called الحبيب» ,«حبّ in Azzahrāwī, Taṣrīf VI.65 (S I 4145‒8). The formula for حبّ»
«القوقايا from Almasīḥī’s book included in the Tunis edition of Ibn Alǧazzār’s
Zād I.10 (T 9315‒944) is shown by Bos and Käs to be a later addition (cf. B‒K 125
n. 225). There is yet a slight variationunder the same«جالینوس «حبّ inHārūniyyah
I.ii.2 (G33718‒15). Several developments of theoriginal recipe are attested, amongst
which there is one introduced by Ibn ʕimrān that does not even contain any
aloes or colocynth, cf. عمران» بن لإسحق القوقيا «حبّ in Ibn ʕabdirabbih,Dukkān V.15
(D 45v 6‒11 | L 36r 20‒26).
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Further attestations of the synonymy ḥabbu Ǧālīnūs = qūqāyā include حبّ»
بالقوقايا المعروف «جالینوس in Arrāzī,Mawǧūdah 5r 1; بالقوقايا)» المعروف (وهو جالینوس «(حبّ
inAbulḥasanAṭṭabarī,Buqrāṭiyyah III.7 (B 75v8); also IbnAttilmīḏ,Aqrābāḏīn
II [65] قوقايا حبّ ascribed to Galen through Arrāzī (K 672‒10). Let it be noted
that in Andalus Alǧabalī seems to have interpreted «القوقاي» as الرأس» «حبّ in
is monograph on purging (cf. Ibn Ǧanāḥ, Talḫīṣ [880]). For Qayrawān, Bos and
Käs register no less than six instances of the name القوقايا» «حبّ in the index to
their edition of Books I‒II of Ibn Alǧazzār’s Zād (cf. B‒K 765) and inMaʕidah
1286 he mentions بالقوقايا» المعروف جالینوس .«حبّ On an anecdotical note, a fanci-
ful etymology for قوقايا is transmitted by Alʕaṭṭār Alhārūnī inMinhāǧ X.5 حبّ
القوقايا (A 1148‒17) according to which Galen would have prepared these pills for
some potter (فاخوريّ) after whom they were named, قوقايا being Greek for فاخوريّ
according to an explanation that he affirms to transmit from the qāḍī Ḍiyāɂud-
dīn b. Alqaffāʕī. Inmodern times the origin of Arabic قوقايا in Greek κοκκία (the
plural of κοκκίον, a diminutive of κόκκος ‘pill’) was already identified by Dozy,
SDA II 420a; cf. also Kahl 2007: 197 n. 46, who suggests the same etymology and
considers the Arabic compound name “a curious tautology”.
The purging aloe pills («τὰ διὰ τῆς ἀλόης δὲ καταπότια τὰ καὶ τῆς σκαμμω-

νίας καὶ τῆς κολοκυνθίδος ἔχοντα») are prescribed by Galen against alopecia in
Sec. loc. I.2 (K XII 3833‒3857) and they are referred to as «τοῖς δι’ ἀλόης κοκκίοις
καὶ κολοκυνθίδος καὶ σκαμμωνίας» a little later in Sec. loc. I.9 when dealing on the
treatment of several conditions of the scalp (K XII 4969‒10). It is also recorded as
τὰ διὰ τῆς ἀλόης καταπότια and described in Galen, Euporista I.2 (K XIV 3277‒11).
Their formula is afterwards echoed in abridged form by Oribasius, Ad Eunap.
IV.138 τὰ διὰ τῆς ἀλόης Γαληνοῦ καταπότια καθαρτικά (R 49625‒27); and with the
full original instructions by Paul of Aegina, Pragmateia VII.5.1 καταπότια διὰ
τῆς ἀλόης (H II 28017‒20). A wider range of aloe pills (ἀλοηδάρια) is documented
by Aetius of Amida, Iatrica III.101|105‒107, where a formula virtually identical
to Galen’s is reported from Philagrius (O I 29913‒17).

ḥabbu ššabyār Ther 1.5.5 / aššabyār «الشـیار») P) 1.6.2

Having become unintelligible outside of its original Iranian context, the second
element of this name circulated mostly in corrupt form (often as ,(شيبار as for
instance in a quite parallel passage in Azzahrāwī, Taṣrīf II.vii.4.3 in which it is
likewise prescribed against halitosis, where the Istanbul manuscript reads او»
السّـار «حب (S I 12319; cf. also the same unpointed spelling in Taṣrīf I 8911). It was
also occasionally subject to clerical reinterpretation, as in Alhāšimī, Maǧālis
I.i.3, where manuscripts SBḤ read «والشونيز» against «والشيبار» (sic) in the edited
text (K 207).
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The name can nonetheless be safely restored to its primitive Persian form
šab-yār ‘night friend’ = Arabic اللیل رفيق (cf. Kahl 2007: 197 n. 45; also Bos, Käs,
Lübke, andMensching 2020: 527; ‘(noctis amicus) nom. electuarii vel potionis
somniferae’ and also ‘aloe’ in Vullers, LPLE II 409b s.v. يار ;شَب ‘[a] soporific
electuary, a night-potion’ in Steingass, CPED 732), which Ullmann 1970: 298
surprisingly interprets as a reflection of Greek προσθετόν and describes as a sup-
pository (“Zäpfchen”) even if the reference he gives to Pseudo-Ṯābit’s Ḏaḫīrah
III (S 1113) states quite clearly that the pill must be given to drink (which is, in-
deed, the universal way of administration of this drug).
Asusually, an explanationof the term isprovidedbyAlqalānisī inAqrabāḏīn

XX (B 5116‒17), where the synonym الصبر» «حبّ is justified because شبيار“ is Persian
forصبر”. This passage is explicitly borrowed fromIbnHindū, cf.Miftāḥu ṭṭibbVIII
s.v. (Q 8218‒19).
A minimal formula (two parts of aloes and one part of mastic) was transmit-

tedbyArrāzī inAlkāfī according to IbnǦanāḥ,Talḫīṣ [348];which canbe com-
pared toArrāzī,Qūlanǧ IX (Ḥ841‒3).Widely different recipes are handeddown,
in turn, by Sābūr b. Sahl, Ṣaġīr VIII [107] (K 972‒6); Ibn Attilmīḏ, Aqrābāḏīn
II [64] (K 6614‒16); Alqalānisī, Aqrabāḏīn XXXI.1 (B 11112‒14).
From Ahrun’s book Ibn Ǧanāḥ borrowed a synonym والصبر» المصطكى «حبّ

(cf. Talḫīṣ [971]), which is also echoed by Azzahrāwīwith عندنا» المعروف الكيةّ «حبّ
in Taṣrīf XXIX (S II 42220‒21; where the proportion of aloes to mastic is said to
be 3:1)—to be read thus rather than as “‘globular pill’ (ḫabb al-kubba)” in Bos,
Käs, Lübke, and Mensching 2020: 527.
In view of this synonymy this šabyār pill should correspond to themastic pill

described, twice, in Pharm 4.26 and Pharm 6.9.
On a side note, Ibn Sīnā appears to use šabyār as a subcategory of pills (ie

those to be taken at night) judging from his use of the plural «شبيارات» in Qānūn
III.i.1 (B II 214‒5; also الشبيار» «حبوب in B II 229) and of the phrase الشبيار» سبيل «على
in Qānūn III.iii.4 (B II 14319).

daḥmurtā Ther 1.5.9
A drug named دحمرتا (perhaps originally /-ṯ-/) is mentioned twice by Aṭṭabarī:
first in the treatment of ailments of the stomach, where it is described as “an
electuary that does good to women”, then in the discussion of womb patholo-
gies, where it it glossed as bāḏmuhraǧ, cf. Firdaws IV.vi.3 and IV.ix.19 (Ṣ 21424,
27724). Aṭṭabarī himself provides a recipe for this remedy (edited now «دخمرتا»
by Ṣiddīqī) in Firdaws VI.vi.1 (Ṣ 45211‒19), where ailments of the liver and spleen
are mentioned first amongst the benefits attributed to this remedy.
Two recipes are noteddown, in turn, by Sābūrb. Sahl: the first one, inscribed

simply as daḥmurtā, corresponds essentially to the formula transmitted in Fir-
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daws; the secondone is styled«اللؤلؤ anddoes«دحمرتا indeed include twomithqals
of pearls, cf. Ṣaġīr V [31|32] (K 5619‒5719). In Andalus an echo of Sābūr’s first
recipe if found in Ibn ʕabdirabbih, Dukkān IV.9 الدحمرتا معجون (D 35r | L 26v 22 ‒
27r 1; the header is missing from L); cf. also IbnWāfid, Taḏkirah G 26v.
As for the etymology of the Syriac name, no explanation is provided by Bar

Bahlūl, who simply states rather tautologically that ܕܚܡܘܪܬܐ is an electuary
known by this name (cf. Lexicon 55120). Corriente (who documents the word
exclusively through Dozy, SDA I 862b) suggests Aramaic d-ḥmartā “of the she-
ass” or d-ḥammartā “of the female tavern keeper”, cf. DAA 174b *{dḥmrt} n. 3;
whereas Sokoloff sees in the Syriacword a calque fromArabic لؤلؤيّ on account
of themeanings ‘bead’ and ‘gem’ ofܚܡܘܪܬܐ, cf. Brockelmann‒Sokoloff, Lex-
icon 462 (see also the equation ofܚܡܘܪܬܐwith Arabic خرز in Bar Bahlūl, Lex-
icon 7593‒4 and further documentation for the meaning ‘bead’ in Payne Smith,
Thesaurus 1310‒1311). Now, Aṭṭabarī’s Persian gloss bāḏmuhraǧ seems to con-
firm Sokoloff’s Iranian etymology for Syriacܚܡܘܪܬܐ (cf. Vullers, LPLE I 165a
s.v. مُهرَه ,(بَادْ no mineral beads enter the recipe for the daḥmurtā, and Sābūr’s
recipe for the “pearl daḥmurtā” appears to further support his identification
with Arabic لؤلؤيّ (although the direction of the calque may not be so clear).
In any case, a totally different interpretation of the name is transmitted by

Arabic sources: IbnHindū explains daḥmurtā (edited thus following the vocali-
sation shownby themanuscript) as وتحُطّها» والطمث الرياح يحُدر كٔانهّا ,«الحادرة، cf.Miftāḥu
ṭṭibbVIII s.v. (Q 829‒10); but I amunable to find such ameaning for the lexematic
root √ḥmr.

kustaǧ 1.8.6, 4.3.6 | also the “kustaǧ of sagapenum” in Ther 3.1.4 and 4.4.9
Manuscript P reads invariably -s- in all four instances of the word (once even
with a disambiguating character .(سٝ
The references to Aṭṭabarī are taken from Firdaws IV.vii.5 on the treatment

of dropsy: the ingredients of the “hospital pill” («alḥabbu lbīmāristānī») must
be beaten up and made into a kuštaǧ («wayuttaḫaḏu kuštaǧā» 22321‒23), then
drinking السكبینج» «كشـتج is prescribed against all kinds of dropsy unaccompa-
nied by heat in Firdaws 22415‒16 (in view of the overwhelming prevalence of the
form kustaǧ in the Islamicate tradition and given that Aṭṭabarī was himself an
Iranian, this reading ought to be checked against the manuscript transmission
of Firdaws).
The lemma kustaǧ is explained by Ibn Hindū as a well-known Persian word

meaning ‘ground, beaten up’ (madqūq), since it is a drug that is “first beaten
up, then used”, cf.Miftāḥu ṭṭibb VIII s.v. (Q 87‒8), thence Alqalānisī, Aqrabāḏīn
XX s.v. كشـتجات (B 5114‒15, with /-š-/). For the original Persian kusta ‘pounded’,
cf. Vullers, LPLE II 834a; and Steingass, CPED 1029.
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marhamu lʔarbaʕ see above bāsilīqūn

muġīṯ Ther 4.4.7 / almuġīṯu lhindī Ther 1.5.3 (probably also Ther 1.5.5) [see also
Pharm 3.6]
Amention of the drug known as الهنديّ wasالمغیث located by Dozy in IbnWāfid’s
Taḏkirah and he defined it as “électuaire qui passait pour une panacée” in SDA
II 230b s.r. غوث√ (inherited without further references by Corriente,DAA 385a
*{ḡwþ}). Two consecutive recipes are, indeed, recorded in Taḏkirah G 21v 5‒10
المغیث») معجون ,«صفة which is affirmed in the header to be a panacea agreed upon
by Persian, Roman, and Indian physicians) and G 21v 11‒14 المغیث») .(«صفة
As ametonymical nameمُغیث ‘aider’, ‘succourer’ (synonymous toغِیاث in Lane,

AEL 2306 s.r. (غوث√ is reminiscent of such Greek names as σωτήριον ‘saving, de-
livering’ (whence Syriacܐ ܘܛܝ and Arabic ,سوطيرا doubled inܐ ܘ andفاروق).
In the east themuġīṯ drugwasknownalso as “AbūMuslim’s electuary” معجون»)

مسلم («أبي because it was first prepared in his age (which is somewhat fantas-
tically affirmed to predate Galen) according to Alqalānisī, Aqrabāḏīn XX (B
513‒4), who does not however record any formula for it.
InQayrawānmuġīṯ is apparently used as a qualification النجح») سریع مغیث («وهو

for a golden electuary الذهبيّ») يسُمّى («معجون by IbnAlǧazzār inZād T42713‒4288,
but the word in question reads rather «عجیب» in the quote transmitted in Az-
zahrāwī, Taṣrīf I 37027‒3711. Then Azzahrāwī himself notes down the formula
for a بالمغیث» یعُرف «معجون in Taṣrīf I 3711‒13 that is not even similar to the one in
Ther 4.4.
Significantly, a similar recommendation for the treatment of the teeth in-

cludes a mention of Manṣūr’s and Ibn Alǧabalī’s own recipes for this drug
ینفعه») الجبليّ لابن أو لمنصور المغیث («أو in Alhāšimī,Maǧālis I.i.25 (K 6517).
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As described in Chapter 2, in the Paris manuscript the dispensatory is abruptly
interrupted on fol. 116v 16 after the recipe for the pastilles of wormwood. From
a formal or codicological point of view, therefore, the dietetic materials intro-
duced by an explicit mention of Galen’s Aġḏiyah are physically interpolated
between two chapters of the pharmacopoeical section Nat V. However, despite
the lack of any cross-references to or from other sections of the book and even
if the title of the book does notmention it as an integral part ofNatāʔiǧ, the fact
that the twomanuscriptwitnesses transmit a substantial part of this section and
the presence of the characteristic locution «iʕlam, waffaqaka llāh» that features
twice in its text can be interpreted as positive (albeit certainly not conclusive)
evidence against the suspicion of Nat IV being an extraneous interpolation. I
hope that future consultation of the additional items contained in the Damas-
cus manuscript may shed some light on this particular question.
Severalmajor text subunits canbe distinguished inNat IV that are simply jux-

taposed with no hierarchical arrangement (they are all marked as qawl). Only
the trophognostic treatise shows some internal organisation. The author’s orig-
inal intention may be intuited as far his aim at thematic comprehensiveness is
concerned,2 but there is no explicit theoretical framework, nor is any general
introduction provided (not even a simple transitional sentence).
On the semantic level, the section is made up of two quite different parts:

on the one hand there is a descriptive epigraph on the primary qualities and
medical properties of a relatively comprehensive catalogue of items of both an-
imal and plant origin; this is labelled here as the Trophognostic treatise (= Reg
2 However, despite thewide range of topics covered by this section and paceCarabaza andGar-
cía 2009: 385, there are no genuine allusions to the sex non naturales in this section.
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1) and represents an abridged but otherwise quite standard Aġḏiyah tract of the
basic type. On the other hand a series of loosely connected epigraphs that are
all paraenetic in nature conveys straightforward instructions on what must be
done and what should be avoided in order to preserve the health of the reader.
These epigraphs are dealt with separately in this overview (= Reg 2‒5) but they
could be gathered under a common rubric Dietary advice in a future version of
this study.
Given that the structure of this section is much less homogeneous than the

others (the patchwork here is even more evident than in Nat I Apothecon-
omy), the analysis of the different epigraphs shall be on an individual basis.
Once again, the limited (and at times admittedly digressive) survey of the con-
tents offered hereunder is by no means exhaustive and the remarks appended
at the end of the chapter are necessarily provisional.
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7.1 Reg 1— Trophognostic treatise

The word ‘trophognosy’ is coined here by analogy to ‘pharmacognosy’ and is
based in the traditional dichotomybetween food (ġiḏāʔ≡ τροφή) anddrug (dawāʔ
≡ φάρμακον).1 Whenever specific reference is made to the Islamicate written
tradition, in turn, Aġḏiyah shall be used as a convenient label for the epistemic
genre that deals with trophognosy, be it as a chapter of a medical compendium
(eg in Aṭṭabarī’s Firdaws or in Azzahrāwī’s Taṣrīf ) or in the form of an inde-
pendent treatise.2
A further distinction is introduced here between the basic Aġḏiyah (which

discusses exclusively foodstuff, with some variability as to the comprehensive-
ness of this category) and the “extendedAġḏiyah” that through incorporation of
muchdieteticmaterial becamealmost coterminouswith regimen (Ḥifḍ̱u ṣṣiḥḥa)
as an epistemic genre. This evolution by accretion is quite perceptible in Ibn
Zuhr’s largely extended Aġḏiyah, but in the case of Ibn Ḫalṣūn it is only on
account of its title that the book can be classed within the trophognostic genre,
whereas its overall plan and its contents make of it a typical representative of
regimen literature.3

1 In the earliest extant Greek tradition the boundary between ‘food’ (τροφή, also βρῶμα, σιτίον,
ἔδεσμα, ἐσθιόμενον) and ‘drug’ (φάρμακον), and therewith a clear-cut separation between dietet-
ics and pharmacognosy, “was left deliberately blurred” (Totelin 2015: 31, 34‒35), but Galen
advocates for a positive functional distinction (cf. van der Eijk 1997: 51) between the two cate-
gories inAlim. fac. I «ἀλλὰ κἀνταῦθα διορισμός τίς ἐστι χρησιμώτατος» (H 21014 | K 4695‒6). Despite
a differential and usually non-overlapping approach to the trophognostic and pharmacognos-
tic characterisation of each substance, most edible items actually show a dual nature as both
food anddrug thatwas often emphasised by the recurring phrases ὡς τροφή / ὡς φάρμακον, cf. in
reference to milk «yaǧrī maǧrā lġiḏāʔi waddawāʔ» and «ʕalā ṭarīqi lġiḏāʔ [...] ʕalā maḏhabi
ddawāʔ» in Galen,Mufradah X.2اللبن ذكر (E 160v 5‒6)≡ Simpl. med. X.ii.7 (K XII 26313‒16), while
Ibn Sulaymān is terminologically consistent with the formula ʕalā sabīli lġiḏāʔ / ʕalā sabīli
ddawāʔ throughout hisAġḏiyah. The prevalence of either of this two natures in an item (that is
its “foodness” or its “drugness”) is likewise reflected in such denominations as ġiḏāʔun dawāʔī
and dawāʔun ġiḏāʔī (no doubt inspired by the adjectives φαρμακώδης and τροφώδης in Galen)
as used, for instance, by Ibn Sulaymān himself in Aġḏiyah.

2 See the remarks at the end of this chapter for a list of the sources consulted in this survey.
3 The author’s prologue confirms this assumption, cf. Ibn Ḫalṣūn, Aġḏiyah Proem (G 115‒123).
Regarding Ibn Zuhr’s Aġḏiyah, its comprehensiveness far beyond the traditional exposition of
the qualities and properties of foodstuff was already pointed out by Colin 1911: 152: “il peut être
considéré, tout à la fois, comme un Traité de matière médicale et comme un code d’hygiène,
en particulier d’hygiène alimentaire” (echoed by Azar 2008: 35). A proper discussion of the
diachrony of these two genres could not be included in this preview. For the pre-Galenic δίαιτα,
cf. particularly Thivel 2000, Steger 2004, Jouanna 2008; for Islamicate literature on hygiene
and allied traditions, see the references in the concluding remarks at the end of this survey.
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Troph 1

The segment opens with an explicit but blatantly wrong reference to Galen’s
“fourth” bookofAġḏiyah (ieDealimentorumfacultatibus),1where thebasic tenet
of the relativity of the primary qualities would have been explained: things are
hot, subtle, or balanced in temperature, only in relation to other things, most
especially with regard to the temperament or complexion (mizāǧ ≡ κρᾶσις) of
the human body. This concept or relativity (expressed in Arabic through the
word iḍāfah) regarding the human complexion underpins indeed the whole
tropho-pharmacognostic (andmore generallymedical) doctrine in theHelleno-
Islamicate tradition and sets the framework, in fact, for Galen’s own conceptu-
alisation of qualities and krases as established in De temperamentis.2
After this small bit of theory and with no further explanation of the general

plan of the chapter meats are introduced. In accordance to the aforementioned

1 There is, of course, no such fourth book, since the original Περὶ τῶν ἐν ταῖς τροφαῖς δυνάμεων
has only three books and so does Ḥunayn’s translation Aġḏiyah (cf. Ullmann 1970: 47; let it
be noticed that Paris, BnF ms 2857 transmits only a part of Galen’s Aġḏiyah, alongside an
equally fragmentary copy of his Mufradah, and that Escurial, RBME ms Árabe 802 preserves
Ibn Maymūn’s abridgement rather than the original translation). With regard to the text of
Natāʔiǧ, unlike other ordinals (especially ثانیة / (ثالثة رابعة both in P and D is not especially liable
to be misread. Incidentally, there is a somewhat ambiguous reference in Galen, Quod anim.
mores corp. temp. sequ. X «ὅστις δὲ βούλεται καὶ χωρὶς ἐμοῦ [τούτου M] γνῶναί τι περὶ πάσης τῆς
ἐν ταῖς τροφαῖς δυνάμεως, ἔνεστιν ἀναγιγνώσκειν αὐτῷ τοὺς τρεῖς περὶ τοῦδε τῶν ἡμετέρων ὑπομνή-
σεις, καὶ τὸ τέταρτον ἐπ’ αὐταῖς, περὶ εὐχυμίας τε καὶ κακοχυμίας» (K IV 8141‒5 | the locus is edited
rather as «αὐτῷ τρία ⟨περὶ τοῦδε βιβλία τὰ ἡμέτερα κακοχυμίας⟩» inM 7218‒22)≡QuwānnafsX «fī
ṯṯalāṯi lmaqālāti llatī waḍaʕtuhā fī lʔaṭʕimati wafī lmaqālati rrābiʕati llatī waḍaʕtu fīhā ǧawdata
lkīmūsi waradāʔatahū» (B 38); as registered by Mueller in his apparatus, Niccolò da Reg-
gio has also «tres de hoc libros nostros et quartumultra eos eumqui de euchimia». Now, Galen’s
Περὶ εὐχυμίας καὶ κακοχυμίας τροφῶν (Debonismalisque sucis)was translated intoArabic at least
twice (= Kitābun fī lkīmūsi lǧayyidi warradīʔ / Kitābu lkīmūsayn, cf. Ullmann 1970: 47 no. 46;
Sezgin 1970: 118), but there is nothing there even remotely reminiscent of the passage ascribed
to Galen in the incipit of Troph 1.

2 Cf. especially Temp. I.v (H 1722‒199 | K I 5369‒53810). There the relativeness of the basic qualities
is expressed through the comparative form of the pertinent adjectives (eg θερημότερα, ξηρότε-
ρον) and diverse forms of the verb παραβάλλω ‘to compare’. I have been unable to get access to
Ḥunayn’s Arabic translation, but the passage is certainly being quoted from by Ibn Sulaymān
when he explains the two different meanings of ‘balanced’, the second specific (ḫāṣṣī) mean-
ing being «mā kānamuʕtadilan bilʔiḍāfati ilā kulli mizāǧin ḥāʔidin ʕani liʕtidāl», cf. Aġḏiyah I.i
(S I 98‒10 | Ṣ 132‒3). Very much the same idea is repeated by Galen, in a different wording, in
his monograph on simple drugs, cf. Simpl. med. I.ii.1 (K XI 3821‒7 | P 15841‒46) ≡ Mufradah I (E
19r 7‒10); cf. further Simpl. med. I.21 (K XI 416‒419) and III.9|13 (K 557‒560, 570‒573), as well as
similar use of the ἐν τῷ πρός τι formula in Per gen. I.17 (L XIII 44611‒14). This prepositional phrase
became part of the phraseological stock of Islamicate pharmaco- and trophognostic literature,
cf. for instance the description of jerky or dried meat (qadīd) as «wahiya bilǧumlati qalīlatu
lġiḏāʔi bilʔiḍāfati ilā llaḥmi ṭṭarī» in Arrāzī, Aġḏiyah I.vii (Q 2436).
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principle, items are regularly described in comparison to other members of the
same set. Thus beef is better than goat meat for those who live a dynamic and
toilsome life, deermeat is the slowestmeat to digest and theworst for the stom-
ach and the liver, kid meat is most nourishing, the meat of cranes and geese is
thicker and less hot than the meat of any other fowl. These qualifications are
sometimes further justified: ostrich meat is close to the meat of cranes but it
leans more towards coldness on account of the scanty and moist nourishment
of this bird, which feeds on sand, the worst dates,1 dyer’s bugloss,2 acacia,3 and
devil’s thorn.4
The list of meats comprises quadrupeds («addawābbu llatī tadibbu ʕalā ar-

baʕ»)5 and also birds, but no animal organs (brains, liver, testicles) are ever
mentioned, nor is fish included in this catalogue. Despite generous rubrication
it is not always easy to decide where an epigraph ends and a new one begins,
and the edition proposed here is not the only possible interpretation of the text.
The species mentioned (but not always separately developed) in the text are

the following:

1 The dates mentioned here as ḥašaf are universally considered to be of the worst kind and they
are usually described as stoneless, rotten, and dried up, cf. Ibn Manḍ̱ūr, Lisān IX 47b 3‒10
s.r. ;حشف√ see also Corriente, DAA 128a *{ḥšf}, where they are defined as ‘fruits of the doom
palm’, apparently with no negative connotation and with no Andalusī source cited, yet the two
alternative descriptions recorded in ʕumdah حشف[1551] point towards stoneless dates (B‒C‒T
14328). For an attestation of the word already in a verse of Imruɂulqays, cf. Bos, Käs, Lübke,
and Mensching 2020: 879.

2 According to IbnAlbayṭār,Tafsīr 4:23 (B 2782‒6) Perso-Arabic šinǧār (forwhich he also records
the spellings شـنكار / شـنقار شـنكال/ / (شـنقال corresponds to Greek ἄγχουσα, which is indeed Ḥu-
nayn’s translation of Galen, Simpl. med. VI.i.4 Περὶ ἀγχούσης καὶ τεττάρων ἀγχουσῶν (K XI
81110‒81310)≡Mufradah VI.4 الشـنجار ذكر (E 95v 4‒20). The plant intended here, therefore, seems
to be dyer’s bugloss or alkanet (Alkanna tinctoria (L.) Tausch), cf. Dietrich 1988: II 536 n. 6;
and Corriente, DAA 292a *{šnj/kr}. For the Persian origin of the word, cf. Vullers, LPLE II
471a s.v. نݣار شـَ and also Steingass, CPED 763 s.v. شـنگار šingār.

3 Arabic umm ġaylānmay be here a generic name for some species of acacia tree (which would
match the usual biome of the bird), but for Ibn Ǧulǧul it translates Dioscorides’ λευκάκανθα
(which Iṣṭifan had left untranslated), whereas IbnǦanāḥ equates ummġaylānwith the Egyp-
tian thistle; cf. Ibn Ǧulǧul, Tafsīr 3:19 (G 476 | D 792 | P 59r); Dioscorides, Ḥašāʔiš 3:19 لوقاقنثا
(P 59r 8‒11 | T 24712‒15) ≡ Materia medica 3:19 λευκάκανθα (W II 264‒9) with Dietrich 1988: II
365‒366; also Ibn Ǧanāḥ, Talḫīṣ [965] and the commentary that accompanies that entry in
Bos, Käs, Lübke, and Mensching 2020: 1085.

4 I translate thus ḥasak, which refers to Tribulus terrestris L., and features already in
Dioscorides,Ḥašāʔiš حسك4:15 (P 82v 21 ‒ 83r 7 | T 31522‒31610)≡Materiamedica 4:15 τρίβολος
(W II 18012‒1823).

5 The phrase is apparently not Ḥunaynī: Galen’s «περὶ τῆς ἀπὸ τῶν πεζῶν τροφῆς» is rendered by
him as «mimmā yuġtaḏā bihīmina lḥayawānāti lmawāšī», cf.Alim. fac. III.1 (H 3328 | K VI 6606)
≡ Aġḏiyah III.1 (E 11v 24 | P 45r 16). An analogous periphrasis is used in Natāʔiǧ at the end of
the discourse on meats to refer to bipeds: «addawābbu llatī tadibbu ʕalā riǧlayn».
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—young lambs, cattle, goats, gazelles andwild cows and deer, suckling kids;
— chicken, partridges, cranesand geese, pigeons, turtle-doves,1 small spar-
rows, and ostriches.2

There follows a relatively dense epigraph on milk and its derivatives, intro-
duced by a new instance of direct address of the author to his reader with the
same formula used in the proem to Nat II.1 («iʕlam, waffaqaka llāh, anna...»).
Galen’s opinion is quoted again, now on all kinds of milk being hot and moist
(towhich somephysicianswould have added that it is so in the first degree), and
a little further Galen’s comparison of milk to water as to its taste is also men-
tioned. The threefold composition of milk is probably also Galenic in inspira-
tion, although the text does not explicitly acknowledge so and the terminology
is certainly not the one transmitted in Ḥunayn’s translation.3 Then cheese and
1 This would seem to be the meaning of fawāḫit (singular fāḫitah) in Classical Arabic, cf. Lane
“a species of collared turtle-dove, of a dull white colour, marked with a black neck-ring” in AEL
2348c s.r. .فخت√ Although Arabic ornithonymy is a thorny field, onemay assume that at least for
Alɂilbīrī’s source fawāḫitwere not ḥaǧal (which has been previouslymentioned in a separate
epigraph and is translated here as ‘partridge’) unlike for some unnamed authority reflected in
Ibn Biklāriš’Mustaʕīnī, cf. Dozy, SDA II 244b s.r. فخت√ (which is the only reference provided in
Corriente,DAA 391b *{fxt}, where the plural is interrogatively translated as ‘partridges’). Nor
was it for Azzahrāwī, who also includes these two birds in two different epigraphs, cf. Taṣrīf
XXVII.i.8,1‒2 (S II 32518‒28); nor for Arrundī, who describes fawāḫit as one of the species of true
wild pigeons in Aġḏiyah IV.19 (W 84v 1‒2), whereas partridges are classed by him amongst wild
birds in Aġḏiyah IV.21 (W 85v 15 ‒ 86r 10). A noticeable degree of fluctuation and uncertainty
with regard to the names of some bird species seems to have obtained quite early in the tradi-
tion, as reflected for example in Ibn Ǧanāḥ’s entry on طيهوج in Talḫīṣ [421] (cf. Bos, Käs, Lübke,
and Mensching 2020: 588).

2 The copyist of P strove tomake some sense of a passage that he clearly was not understanding,
as shown not only by a number of misreadings «وباظلافه») instead of (!*وبالإضافة but also by the
unmotivated rubrication of some items الأیلّ») «لحم and («الزرزور» as if they were new epigraphs.
The text as extant jumps from ostriches to deers (which would then indeed be related both to
birds and bipeds), only to go back to flying creatures. On the other hand, even if themention of
sterlings were actually to represent a separate epigraph, their flesh could hardly be compared
to that of goats ,(معز) but the word should be read as نغر (either generic nuġar or plural naġar),
probably some species of the genusCorvus (cf. Dozy, SDA II 692b s.r. ;نغر√ Corriente,DAA 534a
*{nḡr}) rather than sparrows as in the sources gatheredby Lane,AEL 2817bc s.r. .نغر√ Now, there
is the possibility that Alɂilbīrī himself may have mingled materials that did not originally
belong together. Let the passage be compared to Ibn Zuhr’s words on sterlings: «fakaʔannahā
šayʔunbayna lʕaṣāfīriwabaynannaġgar» inAġḏiyah III (G 179). Theword,which is recorded for
lateĠarnāṭī Arabic as «grajo o grajanágranagár» inVocabulista arávigo 263b 20 (=Corriente,
LAPA 204a *ngr) is assigned a Latin origin nigra ‘black’ by Corriente in the aforementioned
entry in DAA. If this etymology is correct (descendants of Latin niger are indeed attested as
names of different birds both in Oc and Oil languages, cf. Mistral, Tresor II 402a s.v. negre,
and vonWartburg, FEW VII 131 s.v. niger) نغر ought to be added to the list of Andalusī features
shown by Natāʔiǧ. For Ibn Ǧulǧul’s equation of nuġayr to Dioscorides αἴθυια ‘shearwater’,
see the discussion ofMateria medica 2:55 in Part III Chapter 1 of this dissertation.



Chapter 7 Nat IV Regimen 307

fresh and salted butter are cursorily surveyed before noting down the standard
catalogue of milks with their respective qualities and medical benefits.1

Troph 2
A textual boundary faṣl signals the beginning of a new subchapterOnvegetables
(«fī lbuqūlāt»). It comprises seventeen separate lemmata discussing the prop-
erties and medical benefits of the following garden herbs and edibles:

1 fresh coriander (kuzburatun raṭbah) 10 beetroot (silq)
2 purslane (baqlatun ḥamqāʔ) 11 cabbage (kurunb)
3 blite (baqlatun yamāniyyah) 12 artichoke (qinnāriyah)
4 radish (fuǧl) 13 asparagus (hilyawn)
5 onion (baṣal) 14 pumpkin (yaqṭīn)
6 garlic (ṯūm) 15 aubergine (bādanǧān)
7 leek (kurrāṯ ) 16 truffles (kamʔah)
8 turnip (salǧam) 17 mushrooms (šaḥmatu lʔarḍ)
9 carrot (ǧazar)

3 The explicit description of the three basic elements (οὐσίαι ≡ ǧawāhir) of milk is found in
Galen, Simpl. med. X.ii.7 (K XII 2662‒3) ≡ Mufradah X.2 اللبن ذكر (E 161r 1‒2), where the frac-
tions distinguished are cheese-ish (τυρώδης≡ ǧubniyyah), whey-ish (ὀρρώδης≡māʔiyyah), and
butter-ish (λιπαρά≡ zubdiyyah); cf. also Galen, Bon. mal. suc. IV (H 39821‒23). Virtually all texts
in the Islamicate corpus that discuss the nature of milk transmit the same explanation, but
cf. especially the phraseology in Aṭṭabarī, Firdaws VI.i.5 (Ṣ 38614‒16)≡ Ḥifḍ̱ §54 (K 8210‒11).

1 Themilksmentioned here are: cowmilk, camelmilk, ewes’milk, and goatmilk; no humanmilk
is mentioned. Incidentally, by “fresh and salted butter” I translate, not without hesitation, zubd
and saman, which were not synonyms in chaste Bedouin Arabic as recorded by Arabic lexicog-
raphers and which the Aġḏiyah tradition never fails to mention as different items. Confronted
with the semantic asymmetry of the concepts of “butter” in Greek and in Arabic, Ḥunayn re-
sorts to a combination of both words to translate Galen’s βούτυρον, cf.Mufradah X.4 والسمن الزبد
(E 67r 17 | P 124v 10)≡ Simpl. med. X.ii.10 Περὶ βουτύρου (K XII 2729)—unlike Iṣṭifan, who ren-
ders Dioscorides’ βούτυρον simply as zubd inḤašāʔiš 2:63 (P 35v 11 | T 15212)≡Materiamedica
2:72 (W I 14613). As for the plethora ofmilk derivatives regularly produced in the Islamicate east,
even as tireless an author as Azzahrāwī leaves some of them unmentioned «liqillati taṣarru-
fihā ʕindanā», cf. Taṣrīf XXVII.i.7,8 (S II 32317‒19).
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The catalogue of vegetables is entirely standard, as is the nature of the in-
formation provided for each item and even the phraseology used throughout.
There is no doubt that the author is drawing from a pre-existing compilation of
the Aġḏiyah type, but the exact data transmitted in Natāʔiǧ does not coincide
in a significant way with any text known to me.
All the entries show a common basic pattern inherited from the tradition,

although the order of the segments may vary from lemma to lemma:1

name — rubricated on the manuscript, in six of the seventeen entries it is
further complemented by a synonym (usually, but not always, awestern/An-
dalusī one).
primary qualities— either hot or cold, dry or moist. For ten of the entries
a precise degree is provided according to the standard Ḥunaynī terminology
(that is by the word daraǧah ≡ τάξις / ἀπόστασις).2 The degrees registered
here are not all Galenic in origin, nor do they always agree with what is gen-
erally found in other sources.3

digestibility — expressed basically in the form of a dichotomy fast / slow
to digest and only for some of the items. A logical justification is only excep-
tionally added: the digestion of purslane is slow on account of its viscous-
ness.

1 The interpretive framework that I propose here is evidently Galenic and itmust be emphasised
that nowhere in Natāʔiǧ (not even in Nat II.1 Natural philosophy) does Alɂilbīrī show any
interest in the discussion of the nature and classification of the qualities and properties of food
or drugs. The word quwwah that in the Islamicate traditionmirrors Dioscorides’ and Galen’s
δύναμις since the earliest translations is never used in Nat IV for the description of these “pow-
ers ” or “properties”. On the other hand,modern (and therefore anachronistic) terminology has
been preferred in this particular case given that here the text is not translated but rather inter-
preted, and also in order to avoid cumbersome periphrases where a single word may suffice.

2 An archaic alternative terminology involving ǧuzʔ is typical of some ninth-century texts, cf.
Ibn Māsawayh «aššaʕīru bāridun raṭbun fī lǧuzʔi lʔawwal» in Šaʕīr 203; Aṭṭabarī only once
for chickpeas «wahuwa fī lǧuzʔi lʔawwali mina lḥarr [...] wahiya qarībatun mina ǧuzʔi ṯṯānī
fī rruṭūbah» in Firdaws 37417‒19 (everywhere else he resorts to a sui generis hybrid daraǧah-
system). In Andalus the ǧuzʔ-scale is exclusive of Ibn Ḥabīb’s pioneering book on medicine,
cf. citron peels characterised as «ḥārrun yābisun fī lǧuzʔi ṯṯāliṯ» in Ṭibb 8010‒11, and garden orach
as «bāridun raṭbun fī lǧuzʔi ṯṯānīmina lburūdati warruṭūbah» in Ṭibb 854 (further examples are
found in Ṭibb 857|8|10‒11, 861|7|13, 874, 8813, 907|10|18).

3 Occasional disagreement was already noticeably in the Byzantine period: in some instances
Paul of Aegina differs fromGalen in the exact characterisation of a given item—and it is the
former’s opinion that is normally followed by Simeon Seth whenever his two predecessors
diverge (cf. Harig 1967: 250‒251). As shall be shown in Chapter 3 of Part III of this dissertation,
supplying themissing degrees appears to have been one of themain tasks of learned physicians
working during the earliest phase of Islamicate (then mostly Graeco-Syriac) medicine.
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secondary and tertiary qualities or powers — indications are for the
most part organ- or ailment-related. The items can be diuretic, litholytic, an-
tihelminthic, aphrodisiac, emmenagogues, alexipharmic, etc.Only rarely is a
more general propertymentioned, as in the case of fresh coriander, which is
not only sleep-inducing but also haemostatic (and it can therefore staunch
nosebleeds if instilled into the nose), or radish, which “cuts” phlegm. The
mention of medical benefits is often complemented with instructions for
use: radish purges raw phlegm if it is ground and two ounces of its juice aren
takenwith another twoounces of honey; if onion juice is applied on the eyes,
it cleanses the sight; etc.
specific properties— some properties are introduced as the ḫāṣṣah (per-
haps originally ḫāṣṣiyyah) of the herb. No justification or explanation is pro-
vided for this particular consideration, which certainly does not reflect the
author’s own opinion on the subject but rather reproduces an inherited tra-
dition that is well represented in the early corpus. Vegetables for which such
specific properties are mentioned are: garlic, leek, and beetroot.
contraindications — negative effects (mostly related to excessive inges-
tion) arementionedmore than once, as in the case of coriander, garlic, leek,
turnip, beetroot, and cabbage. The most remarkable example in this regard
is aubergine, as the almost apocalyptic list of ailments that it is affirmed to
cause is longer thanmost entries in the subchapter. The harm it brings with
itself can be avoided, however, if this vegetable is cookedwithmeat, vinegar,
and spices.1

There are, moreover, a number of remarks that do not lend themselves to be
classified in any of the above categories. For instance, fresh coriander takes away
any unpleasant odour of meat; and carrots are more nourishing if boiled, but
then they become harder to digest. A solitary echo of the Abdāl genre (ie drug
substitutives) is found in the entry on asparagus: in the absence of rhubarb, it
can be substituted for by twice its weight of the bark of asparagus roots.
Identification of the species referred to in Troph 2 is overall unproblematic,

with the only remarkable exception the vegetable alluded to in 2.12 under the
rubric “the †cabbage known as qinnāriyah”. In view of the intended meaning
of entry and with the support of external evidence I tentatively suggest recon-
structing «كنكر» (the well-known and often-mentioned Persian name for the ar-
tichoke) from«كرنب» as transmitted in P.2 In any case, that the several vegetables
1 That entry is all the more interesting because it includes an intriguing and necessarily pseude-
pigraphic quotation from Galen, according to whom “Whoever eats aubergine regularly for
sixty days shall fall victim of unhealable leprosy”.
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referred to here are thistles of the artichoke kind (Cynara cardunculus var. scoly-
mus andother variants) is confirmedbeyonddoubt by the synonymsqinnāriyah
and laṣīf.1 This entry is, indeed, a telling example of the interest that Natāʔiǧ
certainly has regardless of its uncertain chronology and quasi-anonymous au-
thorship.
The synonyms assigned to the lemmata are all well attested in Andalus but

most of them are by no means specifically Andalusī.2 A caveat must be added
herewith regard to these synonyms: reflecting as they do a source (or, less likely,
a plurality of sources) different from theone exploited for the compilationof the
sections Nat II.2 Therapeutics and Nat V Pharmacopoeia, there is no reason
why one should assume that the same synonymy (and thence the same botan-
ical identification) obtains consistently throughout the whole text of Natāʔiǧ.
Put in other words, some names may refer to different species in different loci
within the text. An incontrovertible and somewhat obvious proof in this respect
is šaḥmatu alʔarḍ ‘earth’s fat’, which here designates some “plant” species (ac-
tually some fungi) but in Nat III Ḫawāṣṣ is one of the names for earthworms.
As for the explicit sources of the tract, Galen is the only medical authority

mentioned (twice),3while aḥadīṯ fromMuḥammadquoted in the entry for truf-
fles (“Truffles are a gift and their juice is a cure for the eyes”) shows quite clearly
the interconnectedness of epistemic traditions in an Islamicatemilieu—and at
the same time confirms the noticeable similarity of some segments of Nat IV to
compilations of Islamic medicine such as Ibn Ḥabīb’s Ṭibb.4

2 For كنكر / كنجر (both of them reflections of Persian kangar, cf. Vullers, LPLE II 901a) in the
Arabic corpus, see the references provided by Dietrich 1988: II 363‒364 n. 4; and also Bos,
Käs, Lübke, and Mensching 2020: 634. As it seems highly unlikely that the artichoke (or any
other thistle for that matter) should have been known by the hyperonym ‘cabbage’, the form
«كرنب» in P must be the result of a misreading (the spelling may have been ambiguous and the
word actually unknown to the copyist), perhaps further contaminated by the preceding lemma
on the actual cabbage.

1 For the geolectal distribution and the etymology of qinnāriyah, see Chapter 9.
2 Even if undeniably interesting in themselves, especially with regard to the Andalusī tradition,
none of this synonyms is exceptional enough to be dealt with in this summary and their anal-
ysis shall be conducted elsewhere. In the meantime, the reader can consult the remarks and
references included in the critical apparatus.

3 The metaphorical name τῶν ἀγροίκῶν θηριακή is indeed bestowed upon garlic by Galen in
Meth. med. XII.8 (K X 8665‒6). As stated above, the quote on aubergine, on the contrary, cannot
possibly be a genuinely Galenic one.

4 Cf. Ibn Ḥabīb, Ṭibb 425‒8 ≅ Muḫtaṣar 21 5. In his entry on kamʔah Ibn Qiyyam Alǧawziyyah
includes a lengthy exposition of the diversemeanings implied in that ḥadīṯ, both on theological
and medical grounds, cf. Nabawī 27912‒28412 (where he even cites Alġāfiqī).
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Troph 3

The next chapter (bāb) On fruits and their natures and benefits follows essen-
tially the same scheme than the preceding one and includes sixteen different
species of fruits:

1 dates (tamr) 9 mulberries (firṣād)
2 figs (tīn) 10 peaches (firsik)
3 grapes (ʕinab) 11 apricots (mišmiš)
4 apples (tuffāḥ) 12 citrons (utruǧǧ)
5 quinces (safarǧal) 13 medlar (zuʕrūr)
6 pears (kummaṯrā) 14 jujube? (nabiqān)
7 pomegranates (rummān) 15 palm heart (ǧummāru nnaḫl)
8 plums (iǧǧāṣ) 16 nuts (ǧawz)

Dependence from an eastern source ismost noticeable in the use of the stan-
dard names of all the fruits as the main lemmata, whereas Andalusī synonyms
are only added as glosses.1 Synonyms are indeed provided for plums (but not
for pears), mulberries, peaches, and apricots. All of them are well documented
in the western tradition but, again, since some of them are attested also in the
east it is only probable, but not beyond dispute, that they might reflect the au-
thor’s geographical context—as opposed to having been simply inherited from
the source text that provided the actual materials for the epigraphs.
Botanical identification is unproblematic with one sole exception: in 3.14 the

reading «النبقين» seems to point to النبقان “the two nabiq fruits” and the dual sug-
gests that it is not the “Arabian nabiq” (ie the fruit of Ziziphus spina-christi (L.)
Desf.) that ismeant here, but rather the two species (namely domestic andwild)
of λωτός.2

1 This feature is only implicitly recognisedbyGarcía 1995: 201‒202,whonevertheless comments
quite consistently on the geographical distribution of the names recorded by Alɂilbīrī here.

2 García Sánchez 1995: 202 n. 46 identifies these as the fruits of Ziziphus lotus (L.) Lam. and of
the true jujube or red date (Ziziphus jujuba Mill.) without further discussion. Now, the story
behind this phytonym may be a complex and interesting one and can be sketched as follows.
There is a tree called λωτός in Greek (probably the nettle tree, Celtis australis L.) that Iṣṭifan
leaves untranslated in Ḥašāʔiš 1:124 (P 28r 2‒5 | T 11412‒17) ≡ Mat. med. 1:117 (W I 1101‒5) and
whichḤunayn identifies as nabiq / nibq inMufradahVII.91النبق ذكر (E 122v 18‒23)≡ Simpl.med.
VII.x.24 Περὶ λωτοῦ τοῦ δένδρου (K XII 6512‒664). The latter identification is received and estab-
lished also for Dioscorides’ λωτός by IbnǦulǧul inTafsir 1:91 (G 221). On the other hand there
is a totally different plant (actually several different herbs) also called λωτός in Greek that is
found in two varieties: garden lotus (λωτὸς ἥμερος) and wild lotus (λωτὸς ἄγριος). This second
plant is translated unanimously as ḥandaqūqā (and ḥandaqūqā barrī) by Iṣṭifan in Ḥašāʔiš
4:108‒109 (P 94v 22 ‒ 95r 7 | T 3507‒20)≡Mat. med. 4:110‒111 (W II 2635‒2645) and by Ḥunayn
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Another ḥadīṯ from Muḥammad is mentioned for figs: “Let those who want
their hearts to be subtile add some figs to their nourishment”.

7.2 Reg 2—Dietetic apophthegms

On account the briefness that characterises these sentences and in order to
avoid any pretentious association with the well-established genre of aphoris-
tic literature,1 the denomination apophthegm is chosen here for the five suc-
cinct epigraphs that follow, without any separation, the trophognostic treatise.
They are all five individually emphasised by rubrication of their first words on
manuscript P and they all convey axiomatic instructions that warn against the
following dangers:
1—The coincidence of different foods in the stomach. One single combina-
tion is mentioned: if fish and milk coincide in the belly, this shall result in
itch, mange, and colic winds.2
2—Abusive ingestion of eggs causes dizziness (duwār) and freckles (kalaf ).
If roasted, eggs are lighter on the stomach than when fried; boiled eggs are
the heaviest.
3 — Eating salty things after bloodletting and cupping causes excrescences
and ulcers.
4—On bathing: whoever enters the bath on a full stomach shall be assailed
by colic and hypochondrial winds.
5— Eating citrons at night induces a swoon (ġāšiyah) and causes abscesses
(dubaylah), therefore doing so must be always avoided.
in Mufradah VII.90 الحندقوقا ذكر (E 122v 15‒18) ≡ Simpl. med. VII.x.23 Περὶ λωτοῦ ἡμέρου (K XII
655‒11). Thematter is further complicatedby the fact that IbnǦulǧulestablishesnafal (nafalun
bustānī = λωτὸς ἥμερος, and nafalun barrī = λωτὸς ἄγριος) as the equivalence for Dioscorides’
second λωτός in Tafsir 4:97‒98 (G 824‒7 | D 14816)—whichmeans that might«النبقين» even derive
fromالنفلين*. The force of genre conventions (the author is reproducing Aġḏiyahmaterials with
little or no regard to the pharmacognostic tradition) suggests that the easiest explanation (ie
García’s identification) is quite probably the correct one, but in any case the matter deserves
further examination.

1 Despite the quasi-synonymy that obtains between ‘aphorism’ and ‘apophthegm’ in contem-
porary use, what is under scrutiny here bears no resemblance to Hippocrates’ Aphorisms, let
alone to Arrāzī’s and IbnMaymūn’s homonymous elaborate expositions, so ‘aphorisms’ (ἀφο-
ρισμοί≡ fuṣūl) would certainly be amisleading label in here. By the same token nawādir, which
might in a different context be a suitable qualification, is too closely associated to Ibn Mās-
awayh’s own emulation of the Hippocratic treatise to be used in this case.

2 Cf. Arrāzī, Aġḏiyah II.xix الأطعمة من بينها يجمع لا أن يجب فيما (Q 5918‒608), where the combination of
fish with any sort of milk (eithermāst, rāʔib, or labaʔ) is equally interdicted. A similar warning
is found also in Arrāzī, Aḫlāq 408‒411, which is quoted below. In neither of these two passages
is any mention made, however, of the consequences of this combination.
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No single text appears to transmit these five recommendations with the ex-
act same wording but individual parallels can be gleaned from several sources,
which points to an early dietetic tradition that has been so far underexplored
and some of the major representatives of which are actually no longer extant.
Thus Arrāzī, who had himself penned a treatise on the benefits and harms of
food, affirms that physicians should refrain from commenting on such dietetic
matters except for the particular case of some harmful combinations. The first
one mentioned by him corresponds precisely to apophthegm no. 1 in our text:

Arrāzī, Aḫlāq 408‒411

يجوز لا ممّا هذا أشـباه أو والبیض، الجبن أو والرائب، السمك مائدته على يجتمع أن مثل
البتةّ. واحد وقتٍ في بينهما يجُمع أن

Apophthegmno. 4, in turn, echoes anHippocratic piece of advice on the time
of bathing that was selected by Aṭṭabarī for his chapter on the preservation
of health, in which he draws extensively from Hippocrates. After having dis-
cussed eating, walking, sleep, rest, and drinking, bathing is mentioned:1

Firdaws III.iv.3 الصحّة حفظ في (Ṣ 1011‒2)

یذُیب فإنهّ الطعام، قبل الاسـتحمام وأمّا
الطعام، بعد والاسـتحمام ويخُرجها؛ الفضول

الكبد. في سددًا یوُرث

Ḥifḍ̱ §16 (K 509‒10)

لأنهّ نافع، الطعام قبل الاسـتحمام إنّ وقال
بعد وأمّا بالعرق؛ ويخُرجها الفضول یذُیب

الكبد. سدد یوُرث لأنهّ فرديء الطعام،

The same recommendation is repeated for centuries in slightly different vari-
ants:

Ṭayfūr ∈ Alhāšimī,Maǧālis III (K 1596‒7)

1 The origin for this paraphrase is identified by Kahl 2020: 50 n. 23 in Hippocrates, Acut. [65]
«καὶ μήτε νεορρύφητον μήτε νεόποτον λούεσθαι μηδὲ ῥυφεῖν μηδὲ πίνειν ταχὺ μετὰ τὸ λουτρόν» (K I
14312‒14 | L II 3681‒3), but there only taking some barley gruel or porridge (πτισάνη) and drinking
are mentioned and, moreover, the actual contents of the prescription are far from similar to
the passage transmitted by Aṭṭabarī. Nor do Galen’s recommendations for bathing include
this particular doctrine in San. tu. III.4 (K VI 18216‒18911 | Ko 801635‒8335). As far as the second
segment of Aṭṭabarī’s passage is concerned, it seems to derive from some locus reflected also
in the pseudo-Galenic Ren. affect. VII «ἄριστος δὲ καιρὸς βαλανείων ἡνίκα ἡ μὲν χθεσινὴ τροφὴ
τελέως ᾖ κατειργασμένη [...]. οὐ δεῖ οὖν οὐδὲ μετὰ τὴν τροφὴν λούεσθαί σε, ἵνα μὴ ἔμφραξις κατὰ
νεφροὺς καὶ ἧπαρ γένηται» (KXIX69212‒6932). On the other hand, that a bathmust only be taken
once the digestion is completed is positively stated in Galen,Demarcore [= Περὶ μαρασμοῦ] IX
«παραλαμβάνειν δὲ αὐτὸ [sc. βαλανεῖον], πεπεμμένης ἤδη τῆς τροφῆς, οὐκ ἐπ’ ἐνδείᾳ μακροτέρᾳ. τῷ
μὴν γὰρ ἀρτίως ἐδηδοκότι προσεισφερόμενον λουτρὸν ὠμῶν καὶ ἀπέπτων χυμῶν ἐμπίπλησι τὸ σῶμα»
(K VII 70215‒7031).
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أوسطها. الأمور وخير — جائع] [ولا شابع الحمّام تدخل لا أن الحكماء تامٔر فلذلك

Ibn Zuhr, Aġḏiyah XV.4 الحمّام دخول مراتب (G 1136‒7)

دخوله. يجتنب أن] [يجب بل معدته، في امتلاء على وهو الداخل یدخله أن يجب ولا

Ibn Ḫalṣūn, Aġḏiyah III.5 (G 5618‒19)

العفونـيـّة. والحمّى السدد یوُلّد فإنهّ — المعدة امتلاء عند یدخله ولا

So far the most interesting parallel for this segment is the dietetic treatise
ascribed to Imām Arriḍā (d. 818):1

Ḏahabiyyah 13412‒13, 1337‒9|11‒12|15‒17

من یعرض أن يخُاف فإنهّ ساعات، بثلاث الحجامة] =] ذلك بع مالحاً طعامًا كل تأ ولا 3

.[...] الجرب. ذلك
الوجه. في الكفل منه یعرض البیض كل أ ومداومة 2

یعرض والحجامة الفصد بعد المملوح السمك كل وأ المملوحة، واللحمان المملوحة كل وأ 3

.[...] والجرب. البهق منه
القولنج. یوُلّد البطنة على الحمّام ودخول 4

الفالج. یوُرث السمك كل أ بعد البارد بالماء والاغتسال
.[...] الحول. ویوجب العين یقلب باللیل الأترجّ كل وأ 5

البیض من والامتلاء المعدة؛ رأس في ورياحًا الطحال یوُلّد وإدامته البیض كل أ وكثرة 2

والانبهار. الربو یوُرث المسلوق

It is only here in Nat IV (and more precisely in the bits of dietetics that com-
plement the trophognostic treatise) that any significant overlap between our
text and Islamic medicine can be perceived. On chronological grounds, how-
ever, it seems that Alɂilbīrī collects pieces of Helleno-Islamicate (inclusive of
Syriac and Iranian) regiminal lore that would eventually become incorporated
into the genre of Islamic medicine.

1 In the quote I signal with a superindexed number the corresponding apophthegm in Natāʔiǧ.
There seems no to be an exact match for apophthegm no. 1 in Ḏahabiyyah, but a typological
parallel is transmitted there inwhich the caliph is warned againstmixing eggs and fish because
such a combination can cause gout, colic, haemorrhoids, and toothache, cf.Ḏahabiyyah 1334‒6.
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7.3 Reg 3—Monthly dietetic calendar

Still with the same axiomatic and almost compulsory tone, some concise indi-
cations are provided for each month of the year about what should and should
not be done in order to preserve one’s health. The text is very much of a di-
etetic dodecalogue in style—inNatāʔiǧ actually a decalogue, since January and
November are missing from the text transmitted in P:

⟨ January— ⟩
During the month of February take two draughts of hot water every morning, for
this shall prevent any evil affection from happening during this month.
During themonth of March do not eat fish and take two licks of honey every morn-
ing, for this shall avail against any evil affection thatmay happen during thismonth.
In April do not eat radish, nor any vegetable stems.1 Drink honeyed syrup of roses
every morning, for this shall prevent any evil affection from happening during this
month.
In May do not eat the head of any animal.
In June drink some cold water after boiling it and letting it cool.
In July avoid intercourse.
In August do not drink either cow or goat milk, whether sweet or sour.
In September do not eat leek or onion.
In October do not enter the bath.
⟨ November— ⟩
In December do not eat cabbage.

There is more than meets the eye in this calendar (or more precisely behind
it) and even if the matter must be exhausted elsewhere,2 an admittedly dispro-
portionate excursus at this point may be justified, as the subject is not without
interest and deserves to be dealt with at some length. The following remarks
1 As in cabbage stems or artichoke stems. Arabic ʕusluǧ (also ʕuslūǧ and ʕislāǧ) refers to ten-
der twigs as well as to slender green shoots and stalks; but it can also be the name of several
edibles (such a lion’s turnip, broccoli, and mountain spignel or meu), cf. Ibn Manḍ̱ūr, Lisān
II 324b 15 ‒ 325a 10 s.r. ;عسلج√ also Dozy, SDA II 128b s.r. ;عسلج√ and Corriente, DAA 353a
*{‘slj}. In Andalus ʕuslūǧ (plural ʕasāliǧ or acrolectal ʕasālīǧ) is well documented until the
terminal phase of local dialects, cf. Pedro de Alcalá’s testimony for Ġarnāṭī Arabic in Vocab-
ulista arávigo: «bretón yerva âazlúch âacǐlich» 119a 18, «cogollo aâzlúch aâcǐlich» 148a 12, «tallo
de yerva azlúch acǐlich» 409b 10 (all of them also recorded in Corriente, LAPA 136a *‘slj). As
shall be shown below, a genericmeaning is probably the original one. Mark also البسـباس» «عسالج
in theQurṭubah Calendar 334 (≡ «turiones fenuculi» in Liber anoe 334‒5), which is missing from
ʕarīb b. Saʕīd, Anwāʔ 1656‒7 and from Tafṣīl.

2 The preparation of a paper that bears the provisional title of Western Witnesses to the Arabic
Iathromenological Tradition has been awaiting publication for a long time now and it is only
fair to include here the most relevant data collected during these years in order to make it
available for further research.
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focus deliberately only on those texts that are closest toNatāʔiǧ andmost espe-
cially on the ones less extensively covered by modern scholarship.
Within the Islamicate tradition, the calendar included inNatāʔiǧhas nothing

to do, as far as its contents are concerned, with the subgenre of seasonal dietetic
calendars1 and very little in common with the diverse “extended monthly cal-
endar” types as represented by IbnMāsawayh’s Azminah in the east and by the
Qurṭubah Calendar in Andalus. The lack of any significant resemblance to the
later text is all the more striking given the geographical and chronological con-
text of the two calendars, but the origin and exact nature of the constellation of
text related to ʕarīb b. Saʕīd’s Anwāʔ remains, as seen in the survey of Nat II.1,
shrouded in mystery despite all efforts.
With regard to the eastern Azminah tradition, differences are as obvious as

they are significant. Besides the minor (albeit not entirely trivial) fact that Ibn
Māsawayh’s calendar follows the Syrianmonths, beginning with the first Tišrīn
and ending with Aylūl, the epigraphs on each month in a “extended monthly
dietetic calendar” are not limited to one straightforward counsel conveyed in a
short sentence but they are, on the contrary, well-structured units, about twenty
lines long and regularly divided into two thematically different paragraphs. The
information gathered for each month is by no means exclusively medical but
comprises very disparate data.
The contents of the first paragraphof eachmonthare astronomical-astrological

(the zodiac sign assigned to each month, references to lunar mansions), hu-
moral (the humour that prevails in each month is indicated, the phraseology
being actually the same as previously seen inNat II.1), socio-religious (Christian
festivities), meteorological, and agricultural (the diverse tasks associated with
eachmonth). The second paragraph, in turn, is devotedmostly to medical mat-
ters: first and foremost which foods and drinks are recommended and which
are to be avoided, but also other health-related subjects as sexual intercourse
and bathing.
There can be no doubt, therefore, that IbnMāsawayh’sAzminah and the tra-

dition to which it is one of the oldest extant witnesses cannot be regarded as a
close cognate, let alone a source, for the calendar inNatāʔiǧ. There are, nonethe-
less, a few passages that are so close in their meaning and even in the exact
wording that it is hard to admit that there is absolutely no genetic affiliation
between the materials transmitted in the two texts:

1 Dietetic calendars arranged according to the seasons of the year are most pertinent, however,
for the analysis of the materials contained in Nat II.1.
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Azminah Natāʔiǧ
Tišrīn-1 الریق على الحارّ الماء من جرعة النهار أوائل في يشرب أن ويسُـتحبّ Feb
Nīsān ومالح حلو وكلّ الفجل كل أ ویتُجنبّ Apr
Ayyār والمقادم والرؤوس ... كل أ فيه ویتُجنبّ May
Ḥazīrān الجماع ویتُجنبّ Jul

The recommendation to take a draught of hot water on an empty stomach is,
as a matter of fact, repeated for a number of months in Azminah and Ḥazīrān is
certainly not the only month in which sexual activity is disapproved of in that
text, but not to eat radish or to abstain from ingesting heads and trotters are
extremely specific recommendations and they feature in the same month in
both texts. In this light the label “extendedmonthly dietetic calendar” becomes
self-explanatory: as far as the Islamicate tradition is concerned, there is a basic
monthly dietetic calendar type (Natāʔiǧ) and an extended monthly calendar
type that is abundantly documented in several subtypes and which is, in fact,
the only kind of calendar to have received any scholarly attention so far.
Now, in the course of the research summarised in this dissertation a sec-

ond witness surfaced that transmits a text virtually identical to Natāʔiǧ and
which must share a close common source with it. In his literary encyclopae-
dia the belletrist Ibn ʕabdirabbih (d. 940) reproduces a letter (kitāb) that Ibn
ʕimrān, the renowned Baġdādī-Qayrawānī physician, would have addressed to
some “brother” (ie a colleague or a companion) of his. In this letter a dietetic cal-
endar is found.1 This second calendar is notmutilated (it includes themonths of
January andNovember) and in its second half, beginningwith June, it coincides
mostly word by word with the text of Natāʔiǧ, whereas for the first five months
the overlap is less literal and for some of them it is actually non-existent. Some
of the differences clearly reflect apomorphic transmission (egالحوت / الكرنبorالحلو
(الأرانب/ and they would be hopelessly inconclusive in the absence of additional
witnesses (for which see below).
Moreover, although comparison of the two versions reveals that more than

one severe eyeskips have altered the text of Natāʔiǧ (or perhaps already that of
its source), the text quoted in ʕiqd is not free from clerical mistakes either. The
1 Cf. Ibn ʕabdirabbih, ʕiqd VIII 4118‒4322, where the calendar is found in the middle of the text
(ʕiqd VIII 426‒17) and is followed by seasonal dietetic instructions. The fact that the quotation
is signalled as «Kitābu Isḥāqa bni ʕimrān» rather than «min kitāb» seems to support an inter-
pretation of the word kitāb in the sense of ‘letter’ or ‘epistle’ (as in the proem to Natāʔiǧ II.1).
Now, traditional epistles can be remarkably long and we simply do not know howmuch of the
original text is preserved in this excerpt. At the very least, the paragraphs on the regimen to
be followed during winter and spring are missing. On the other hand, according to Alʕaryān’s
index (cf. ʕiqd IX 21) this is the only mention of Ibn ʕimrān in the whole text.
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only solid basis on which to draw a conclusion as to the genetic affinity that
links these two texts can be found in the entry for the month of April:

Alɂilbīrī العسالیج
Ibn ʕimrān الأرض في تنبت التيّ الأصول

which bear all the signs of being two synonymic expressions for the same con-
cept, and Natāʔiǧ transmits in fact the difficilior. However, since it is impossi-
ble to assess the level of literality of Ibn ʕabdirabbih’s quotation (he could be
paraphrasing or glossing his source) and given that Ibn ʕimrān’s calendar may
have circulated in more or less diverging forms, the matter cannot be settled in
a conclusive manner.
Were these two texts to be interpreted exclusively in the light of the Islam-

icate tradition, the most likely outcome would be a hopeless crux. However,
invaluable external evidence can be garnered from the much richer and much
better studied tradition of dietetic calendars in Christianate Europe. Of these
only the subgenre of monthly dietetic calendars are of interest here, those that
were generally known in the Latinate tradition as Regimina duodecimmensium
and as Zwölfmonatsregeln by contemporary German-writing scholars.
The earliest Latin witnesses to that tradition are typically pseudepigraphic

and take the form of calendars that are either appended to medical compendia
or circulate independently withinmedical and computisticmiscellanies.While
Pseudo-Pliny’s De obseruatione totius anni, ut sanus custodiatur and the frag-
ment added at the end of the Diaeta Theodori are both mostly irrelevant here,
the monthly regimen included in Pseudo-Soranus’ Isagoge in artem medendi
as chapter XIXQuamnam singuli menses dietamutiliter exigant transmits some
materials that appear to be genetically connected to the tradition represented
by Natāʔiǧ:1

Isagoge
1 Pseudo-Pliny’s calendar was printed in Basel in 1528 within a collection of texts entitled De
remedica on fols. 98r‒98v. The one appended to the Diaeta Theodori is found on lines 555‒569
of Sudhoff’s edition and even if instructions are provided only for the months of March and
April, the text appears to have intended to include all twelve months: «Exponimus atque or-
dinamus qualiter per unum quemque mensem et tempus potionari debebis» (cf. Sudhoff 1915).
Neither of these two texts bears any resemblance to the calendar contained in Natāʔiǧ. As to
Pseudo-Soranus’ Isagoge, it is cited after the aforementioned collection printed in Basel in
1528 on fols. 8r‒8v (a passing-by reference to the two calendars contained there is made in
Fischer 2000: 10‒11). A text quite similar in its contents but with a remarkably different dis-
tribution of the instructions across the months circulated as Medicina Ypogratis, quid usitare
debeatur, per singulosmenses (cf. London, British Library ms Harley 3271, fols. 122v‒123v, edited
in Chardonnens 2007: 473‒475).



Chapter 7 Nat IV Regimen 319

MenseAprili sanguinemexpeditminuere, potionem solutionis accipere,
carnes recentes comedere, a radicibus abstinere, calidum usurpare [...].
Mense Iunii singuli diebusmane aquam frigidambibat, uinumquantum
uolueris [...].
Mense Iulii uenere abstinere oportet, neque sanguinemminuere, saluia
et ruta usitari, potionem ad soluendum non accipere.
MenseAugustomaluis et caulis abstine, acria comedito, ceruisiametme-
dum recens noli bibere.
Mense Octobri racemis uti confert, [...] porris item plurimis utentdum
est. Mense Nouembri cinamomum bibere est utile, et balneis nullis la-
uare, caputque nullum comedere [...]. Mense Ianuario tres gluppos de
uino ieiunus cotidie bibe, aliis uero potionibus quæ uentrem laxant non
utere.

In the Isagoge instructions are longer and more complex than in Natāʔiǧ
(but nowhere as developed as inAzminah) and they typically involvemore than
one single piece of advice. Literal coincidences, however, are striking (they are
colour-marked in the quote above) and non-correspondence with regard to the
months (ie what prescriptions are ascribed to which month) is not higher be-
tween the Isagoge and the two Arabic texts than it is between any two texts
within the small corpus under analysis here.
Since the Latin and vernacular (mostly Germanic) corpus of monthly regi-

mens has been quite thoroughly covered over the last century, it will suffice to
note here that the oldestmanuscript containing a fragment of such a text is the
eight-century Codex Bambergensis Medicinalis 1 (well known to Mediaevalists
as the transmitter of the Lorscher Arzneibuch) and that analogous dietetic in-
structions for each month can be found scattered throughout the Carolingian
Reichskalender dated to the 9th c. Although many more witnesses may proba-
bly lie unedited in manuscripts all over Europe, excellent critical editions and
meticulous studies are available for themain texts, and even a detailed typolog-
ical classification of the multiple versions has been proposed.1

1 Without, again, any aim at exhaustiveness in the references, cf. Stoll 1992 for an edition and
analysis of the Lorscher Arzneibuch; while the section Qualem potionem per singulos menses
usare debemus (Stoll 1992: 76) is not related to the materials dealt with here, the fragmentary
calendar (it only covers the months of March, April, May and June) edited on pages 236‒239 is
essentially identical to the one attested to by theMedicina Ypogratis. For the complex tradition
of the text of the Carolingian calendar, cf. Borst 2001. A commendable effort to clarify the
intricate—often plainly chaotic—tradition of monthly dietetic calendars and to establish a
taxonomic classification ismade byGroenke 1986 [n.v.], while an analogous, yetmoremodest,
analysis of the Mediaeval German corpus is provided by Hirth 1983. A historical survey-cum-
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Now, if the specific subgenre of monthly calendars is generally associated to
“cloister medicine” (Klostermedizin, médecine claustrale) and if they are some-
times considered “unproduit de lamédecinemonastique occidentale”,1 the very
existence of the calendar transmitted by Alɂilbīrī and Ibn ʕimrān requires an
explanation. To put it in simplifying dichotomies: either texts of this kind were
available for translation in the Islamicate east or they were not. If they were,
it would be only by accident that no eastern texts have been preserved and
that the only two identified witnesses are from the west. If they were not, and
given that an Islamicate origin should be disregarded on chronological grounds,
the question would arise as to a possible western translation from Latin into
Arabic—which bears, of course, on the old question of the Roman legacy both
in norther Africa and the Iberian peninsula.
Enticing as may be the possibility of having unearthed new evidence in sup-

port of the substratist hypothesis, the evidence provided by the Byzantine tra-
ditionmay not warrant such a hasty conclusion. Regimens arranged bymonths
are not attested in the Greek corpus until Byzantine times,2 and they are gen-
erally considered not only late but also derivative from Latin given the chronol-
ogy of the manuscripts that transmit them. Unlike the majority of Latin texts,
however, Byzantine calendars provide extensive instructions for each month
very much like those found in Ibn Māsawayh’s Azminah. Furthermore, literal
coincidence of some passages of Hierophilus’ treatise with Natāʔiǧ is never
lower, and most often higher, than in the case of the Isagoge and the Medic-
ina Ypogratis, to the point that its text can be quite safely consulted in order to
choose between Alɂilbīrī’s and Ibn ʕimrān’s readings when they differ, espe-
cially when this evidence is additionally backed by Latin parallels.3

bibliography of secondary literature on the subject is conveniently offered by Pucci 2004. On
a side note, a hitherto mostly unexplored Ashkenazi Hebrew tradition for the same genre has
been only recently overviewed by Isserles 2014.

1 Cf. Barbaud 1988: 339. Even if he shows to be aware of the profound differences between these
two calendrical genres, Barbaud makes this observation apparently extensive to “les calen-
driers diététiques” in general. The evolutionary line proposed there is likewise unsatisfying:
a Hippocratic origin is given as granted and an ignorance of drug prescriptions (“prescrip-
tions médicamenteuses”) is attributed to the Greek dietetic tradition, which would make the
shift in focus allegedly introduced by monk medicine all the more original. As far as the latter
point is concerned, the Islamicate dietetic corpus, which draws largely—as most branches of
medicine—from Graeco-Byzantine sources, is an eloquent witness against such an assump-
tion. It can be no coincidence that Barbaud should consider any analogous calendars in the
Arabo-Islamicate tradition inexistent or very rare (“il est possible qu’il n’y en ait pas – ou fort
peu”, which once again is by no means the same thing) as a consequence of the fact that the
Graeco-Latin texts that transmit them would have not reached the east.

2 Cf. Baader 1984: 257a.
3 Three different versions of the text ascribed to Hierophilus have been considered in this re-
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Thus, the šarāb in January is confirmed to be ‘wine’ («οἴνου καλοῦ εὐωδεστά-
του» BC, «οἶνον γλυκύν, καὶ κόνδυτον» A), which might perhaps have ben expur-
gated by Alɂilbīrī.1 For March, Ibn ʕimrān’s passage is, albeit conspicuously
contradictory, closer to the primitive version in its mention of sweetness («Ἁρ-
μόζει πᾶσι τοῖς γλυκέσι χρᾶσθαι ἐν τροφαῖς καὶ ἐν πότοις» BC, «Ἁρμόζει γλυκοποτεῖν
καὶ γλυκοτροφεῖν» A) rather than fish, but then fish is interdicted for the preced-
ingmonth of February in the Byzantine versions andAlɂilbīrīmentions honey
quite explicitly unlike any of the other extant texts. InApril, if fuǧl is unproblem-
atic (cf. «ῥάφανον» ABC), the two Arabic periphrases correspond to a relatively
long series of vegetables (generically qualified as δριμέα ‘pungent, acrid’) in the
Greek versions.
Where the two Arabic texts agree on the interdiction of eating “the head of

any animal” during the month of May, the Greek versions include also the feet
(«ποδοκέφαλα» ABC).2 All versions coincide in the basic advice for the months
of June (drinking cold water, «ὕδωρ ψυχρόν») and July (abstaining from sex-
ual intercourse, «ἀφροδισίων ἀπέχειν»). After that, discordance is prevalent. On
the one hand, for August, September, and October Natāʔiǧ seems to copy the
instructions for the month that follows, which must be somehow related to
the absence of November in that text. For August, however, Ibn ʕimrān’s “Do
not eat fish” bears no resemblance to the Byzantine versions AC (B lacks this
month), which mention exclusively vegetables either as recommended or as
warned against.3 The prescription not to drink either cow or goat milk is not
only misplaced in Natāʔiǧ but it is also opposed to the recommendation to do
so in the rest of the witnesses.4 Moreover, Ibn ʕimrān mentions just cow milk
and the Greek texts simply milk («γαλακτοτροφεῖν καὶ γαλακτοποτεῖν» AB, but

search. TheAversionwas first editedby Boissonade 1827: 178‒273on thebasis of Paris, BnFmss
Grec 396 and 985, then included in Ideler 1841: 409‒417. The publication of version B after BnF
ms Grec 3035 followed a few years later in Boissonade 1831: 409‒421 and was equally selected
for inclusion in Ideler 1841: 423‒429; a few gaps could be filled by Daremberg 1854: 19‒40
with the help of Berlin ms Phillippicus 1527, fols. 62v‒66v (where the text is attributed to Hip-
pocrates). Still a third version C (bearing the title Ἱεροφίλου φιλοσόφου πῶς ὀφείλει διατᾶσθαι
ἄνθρωπος ἐφ᾽ ἑκαστῳ μηνί) was identified in Berlinms Phillippicus 1568, fols. 22r‒33r and edited
by Delatte 1939: 455‒466. Instructions in version A are consistently longer than in B and C,
which are actually closer to each other than they are to A, and also closer to the Arabic texts
examined here.

1 As a matter of fact, the two draughts of hot water may have originally substituted for the wine,
since that instruction does not seem to belong in February, which in the rest of the witnesses
includes a warning against eating beetroots («silq» in Ibn ʕimrān, «σεῦτλον» ABC).

2 For this and other examples of dvandva in Late Greek, cf. Sophocles, GLRBP 37.
3 Might «الحیتان» be a misreading of الخبّاز الحىاں) in unpointed script, cf. «μολόχης» in AC)?
4 The negative nature of the advice is, in fact, much more emphatic in Natāʔiǧ («lā... walā...»)
and can hardly be imputed to mere misreading on the side of the copyist.
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not in C).

The asymmetry between the Arabic and the Byzantine versions is evenmore
noticeable for the month of October: the two Arabic texts (in Natāʔiǧ in the
passage for September) agree in the negative (lā taʔkul) against the unanimous
testimony of theGreek texts. Themention ofNovember ismissing fromNatāʔiǧ,
but the instructions not to enter the bath belong here («εἰς λουτρὰ μὴ λούεσθαι,
μηδὲ χρίεσθαι» B, «λουτρῶν ἀπέχεσθαι μηδὲ χρίεσθαι» C). Finally, in December
Natāʔiǧ preserves the primitive reading «الكرنب») = «κράμβην» AC) against the
hares («الأرانب») that were certainly introduced by a clerical misreading in the
transmission of Ibn ʕimrān’s text. A relatively satisfactory reconstruction can
be proposed, therefore, for the Arabic Ur-Text; however, where the two tradi-
tions differ in the polarity of the counsel (whether one should o should not do
such and such thing) the decision cannot be based on internal evidence alone.1

As a matter of fact, it is also in the Byzantine tradition that the closest prece-
dent for theprototype reflected inNatāʔiǧand in Ibn ʕimrān’s text canbe found.
A brief fragment on the Roman months (Μῆνες κατὰ Ῥωμαίους) is ascribed by
a great number of manuscript witnesses to John of Damascus (d. 749) and it
was included in Migne’s Patrologia. While there is a possibility that the text
might be spurious, the oldestmanuscriptwitnesses that transmit it canbedated
to the 10th c.,2 which largely predates the date of the earliest witnesses of Hi-
erophilus’ treatise. The fragment begins with March and instructions for each
month are simple and take the form of an imperative:

1 Let it be recalled at this point that this is a summary exposition of matters that shall be dealt
elsewhere with much more attention to detail. The collation conducted here is biased (and
therefore any provisional conclusions are intrinsically flawed) insofar as it prioritises these
Greek texts over the Latin ones. This preference, nevertheless, is not entirely unmotivated: on
the one hand, the translation-cum-assimilation movements in the Islamicate tradition do not
seem to have included Latin texts until a remarkably late date; on the other, none of the Latin
texts consulted shows the same level of literal agreement as the three Greek texts analysed
here.

2 The fragment is marked with a question mark about its authenticity in Hoeck 1951: 51 no. 142,
who in a footnote adds that itmight be an excerpt from the author’s Expositio, either by himself
or by some compiler. Exhaustive information on the manuscript tradition of the text can be
found in https://pinakes.irht.cnrs.fr/notices/oeuvre/3146/ [last accessed 25 Sept 2023], where
no less than seven tenth-century witnesses are registered.

https://pinakes.irht.cnrs.fr/notices/oeuvre/3146/
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March Γλυκοφάγει, γλυκοπότει
April Ῥαφάνης μὴ φάγῃς
May Ποδοκέφαλα μὴ φάγῃς
June Πίνε ὕδωρ ὀλίγον
July Ἀπέχου ἀφροδισίων
August Ὠμὰ λάχανα μὴ φάγῃς
September Γάλα μὴ φάγῃς
October Ἀπέχου ὀξυφαγίας
November Ἀπέχου πολυλουσίας
December Κράμβην μὴ φάγῃς
January Ὥρα ιβʹ πίνε ἄκρατον ὀλίγον
February Σεῦτλου μὴ φάγῃς

Lexical affinity shows an unmistakable link to the material transmitted un-
der the name of Hierophilus (mark especially γλυκοφάγει, γλυκοπότει and πο-
δοκέφαλα), of which John ofDamascus’ would seem to either excerpt themost
simple indications or to provide an earlier testimony of the basic elements on
which more complex calendars may have been built. While that question, like
somany others posed in this digression, can only be answered by scholars com-
petent in the field, I hope to have shown at least that a Byzantine Greek model
of minimal monthly dietetic calendar was available for translation into Arabic
probably by the first half of the 8th c. and at any rate certainly prior to its first
documentation in the Islamicate tradition.
As to its transmission, although a local translation in the west (the Maġrib

and Andalus) cannot be entirely ruled out, it is more likely that the text was
translated in the east and thence imported, just like the whole medical corpus,
into the west. In fact, it may have been brought to Qayrawān by Ibn ʕimrān
himself, who, even if he is mostly regarded as a western author, had arrived to
Ifrīqiyah already as a physician and whose medicine (sources and terminology
alike) is essentially a representative of the eastern medical tradition. Whether
Alɂilbīrī borrowed his calendar from him just like Ibn ʕabdirabbih did for
ʕiqd or rather found it in some other source cannot be known until additional
evidence is produced.
It may not be unfitting to close this digression by drawing the reader’s atten-

tion to the striking resemblance of a few of the recommendations included in
these calendars to someprescriptions found inancientMesopotamianhemerol-
ogy. Here are a few examples excerpted from a Neo-Assyrian hemerological
compilation:1
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1|2|3 Nisannu nūna u karāša lā ikkal “Let him not east fish or leeks”
2 Tašrītu nūna lā ikkal “Let him not east fish”
28 Tašrītu šēr šaḫī lā ikkal “Let him not east pork”

It is not impossible that some of these warnings were incorporated into the
wholly different context of ancientGreekmedicine,where theymighthavebeen
reinterpreted and justified according to the prevalent humoral theory at least
in themore elaborate versions of the calendars. Since there is no pre-Byzantine
documentation to support the hypothesis of a continuity in the transmission,
however, this similarity might not be significant but merely accidental.

7.4 Reg 4—On clothing

The exact five lines that are devoted to the subject of clothing on manuscript
P include an unexpected—andmost needed—piece of evidence that confirms
that this epigraph, and by inference probably the whole section of Regimen,
did originally belong to Alɂilbīrī’s Natāʔiǧ. The epigraph opens, indeed, with
the characteristic “Know, may God grant you success” with which the author
addresses the recipient of the book both in the proem and throughout the text
of Natāʔiǧ II.1. The rhetorical imperative iʕlam is then repeated before the first
of the brief recommendations that close the section.1
The instructions about clothing stuff are terse but a logical basis is provided

to justify them: silk is thehottest fabric that one canwear, therefore (consequen-
tiality being only implicitlymarked by the conjunctionwa‒) it is convenient for
patients suffering from cold and most suitable for their bodies,2 whereas linen
1 The text is catalogued as KAR 178 and the fragments quoted correspond to KAR 178 face 18|18|23,
KAR 178 reverse 420|25, and KAR 178 reverse 315, respectively, as edited in Labat 1939: 50‒52, 112,
120. For a general overview of the extant versions of this hemerology and the edition of the
fullest known text for the month of Tašrītu (which included the explicit mention of the nega-
tive consequences of transgressing these interdictions), see Hulin 1959. A non-hygienical in-
terpretation of the text is proposed by Casaburi, who suggests that the interdiction to eat some
products, andmore particularly fish and leeks, “può essere intesa sia come un atto penitenziale
sia come atto preliminare al raggiungimento della purezza rituale dell’officiante” (Casaburi
2003: 9). Two late reflections of this tradition, dating fromAchaemenid and Seleucid times, are
edited and analysed in Jiménez 2016. Incidentally, according to the traditional Mesopotamian
calendar Nisannu (from Sumerian nisag) and Tašrītu (from Akkadian šurrû ‘to begin’) are the
names of the first and the seventh months, respectively, which signal the beginning of the two
halves of the year (cf. CAD XI 265‒266 and XVIII 297‒298).

1 It may be argued, however, that such discourse markers are (as shown in the overview of Nat
II.1) ubiquitous in the Islamicate tradition and that their presence in different sections of the
book may be purely coincidental.

2 The particular use of the lexeme √ḫṣb in a medical context does not seem to be properly
recorded in Arabic lexicography. The basic meaning of ‘abundance of herbage’ and ‘fertility’, as
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is the coldest stuff and is most convenient for heated bodies. On the other hand
all new garments, so the author says, are extremely hot, old linen clothes being
in turn the best ones to beworn and themost convenient for all kinds of bodies.
The inclusion of clothing amongst the things to be considered within the

frame of a correct regimen is quite a traditional feature in the Islamicate tradi-
tion. The earliest extant example of such an epigraph may be found in Firdaws,
where Aṭṭabarī devotes a brief chapter (bāb) to clothes and furs after having
dealt with aromatics and before his discourse on simple drugs.1 There he men-
tions some fabrics: linen, cotton, silk, wool, and camel fleece; as well as the pelts
of several animals: weasels (or stoats or even beavers, since all of these are re-
ferred to as sammūr),2 kids, lambs, foxes, and hares. Although the description
focuses mostly in the basic quality of each item (whether it is hot or cold), it
also includes a few indications on specific medical benefits. Linen, for instance,
makes flesh grow (the usual rendering of Greek σαρκόω) and lamb skins (the
text is to be read («الحملان» are hottest and most beneficial for the kidneys.3

well as a tropical extension that includes ‘generosity’ when referred to humans, are recorded
everywhere, but only Dozy registers a more specific sense for ḫaṣīb ‘qui a de l’embonpoint,
corpulent’ (cf. SDA I 376a). This particular meaning he draws from the glossary to Arrāzī’s
Manṣūrī, where Ibn Alḥaššāɂ defines both the abstract substantive and the corresponding
adjective: «ḫiṣbun: huwa rifāqatu lʕayš. walḫaṣību lbadani: annāʕimuhū min ḏālika», cf.Mufīd
[402] (C‒R 438). InNatāʔiǧ√ḫṣb is used exclusively in the dietetic section, both in the intensive
or causative d-formof the verb («wyuḫaṣṣibu lǧism» predicated of grapes) and in the elative (as
here on silk and also previouslywhendescribing themeat of young lambs,which is said tobe, of
allmeats «waʔaḫṣabuhā fī lǧism»); in all three instances it is complemented by theword ‘body’.
This lexical root is extremely well documented in the early corpus of Graeco-Arabica, cf. «mā
kānamina lḥayawāni muḫṣiban ḥasana lḥāl» in Aristotle,Ḥayawān XII 828‒9 and a very sim-
ilar phrase in XIV 1831‒2 (≡ εὐτροφία in Part. anim. 651a 22, 680b 7), and the verb ḫaṣṣaba is also
attested there;Hippocrates ἐπανατρέφειν inAphor. II.7 (L IV 47019‒29) is rendered as «iʕādatuhā
bittaġḏiyati ilā lḫiṣb» in Fuṣūl II.7 (T 111 | B 4r 8‒9); the title of Galen’s briefmonographΠερὶ εὐ-
εξίας (K IV 750‒756) was translated as Fī ḫiṣbi lbadan (cf. Madrid, BNMms 5011, fols. 144r‒147r;
alsoUllmann 1970: 40 no. 9). The lexeme is actually far from rare in theArabicmedical corpus,
cf. also Aṭṭabarī, Firdaws II.iv.3 (Ṣ 9915).

1 Analogous excerpts showing an essentially identical phraseology are preserved in indirect
transmission from even earlier sources. Thus, two quotes from from Māsarǧawayh and Ibn
Māssah on linen clothes are noted down by Ibn Albayṭār, Ǧāmiʕ 18‒ك كتاّن (B III 5120‒23); the
passage from Ibn Māssah was actually first recorded in Arrāzī, Alḥāwī XXI [696] كتاّن (H XXI
329? | B 326329‒30), where an additional quotation from the same authority on the huge حوصل
bird is copied in Alḥāwī XXI [253] (H XX 332? | B 303210‒11). As an ornithonym حوصل appears
to have referred to a big aquatic bird, probably the pelican or the cormorant, but as signalled
by Dozy, SDA I 296b s.v. Ibn Alḥaššāɂ glosses it as “the downy skins of the breast and belly
of vultures from which light, warming, well-scented pelts are prepared”, cf. Mufīd [331] (C‒R
3517‒363). From Ibn Māsawayh a passage mentioning fox fur is excerpted in Alḥāwī XX [196]
ثعلب (H XX 214? | B 298823‒29891).

2 Cf. particularly Dozy, SDA I 683a s.r. سمر√ and also Corriente, DAA 261b *{smr} v (where an
Arabic hypocoristic derivation from Syriacܐ ܡ is proposed).
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In the Hārūniyyah clothing advice is provided in a heterogeneous chapter
that may belong to the primitive core of Masīḥ’s Kunnāš and which includes
also recommendations on the best rooms to be inhabitedwithin a house in each
seasonof the year.While the latter information is borrowed fromHippocrates,1
it is Aristotle that the author quotes on clothing:2

Hārūniyyah I.v.8 (G 13318‒20)

البالیة؛ الكتاّن والربیع الصیف أيّام في اللباس من «يسُـتحبّ الفيلسوف: أرسطاطالیس قال
به یتُقوّى كلهّ وهذا — اللينّ والفراء والقطن والخزّ الجدیدة، الكتاّن والخیف الشـتاء وفي

تعالى. الله بـإذن الجسم، صحّة على

The inclusion of this chapter in Firdaws and in the Hārūniyyah is signifi-
cant inasmuch as it reveals a similar wish for comprehensiveness on the side
of their compilers.3 The information transmitted in those two texts, in turn, is
quite different, both typologically and contentually, fromwhat Alɂilbīrī trans-
mits in Natāʔiǧ. Moreover, as far as the edited vesion of the Hārūniyyah is con-
cerned, even when it coincides with Natāʔiǧ in the mention of the same item,
the two texts stand in remarkable disagreement: in the Hārūniyyah both linen
3 Cf. Aṭṭabarī, Firdaws VI.i.16 والفراء الثیّاب في (Ṣ 3991‒10). Incidentally, allibāsu lʔabrīšamī refers
unequivocally to silk (it is in fact closer to its Persian etymon than the usual Arabicised form
ibrīsam, cf. Lane, AEL 188a; and abrīšam / abrīšum in Steingass, CPED 8; as well as ܘܡ ܝ ܐܒ
in Payne Smith, Thesaurus 21; also Brockelmann‒Sokoloff, Lexicon 5b), but it is unclear
whether the ḫazzmentioned after the furs represents ‘raw silk’ or rather the skin of some ani-
mal (cf. Lane, AEL 731b s.r. .(خز√ Judging from the context and from Almaǧūsī’s parallel locus
(for which see below), the latter interpretation should be preferred.

1 The passage seems ultimately inspired by Hippocrates, Aer. aqu. et loc. [5‒6] (D 326‒3415 | K II
2215‒268)≡ Bilādiyyah I.4‒5 (M‒L 351‒4510), where a health-focused correlation is established
between the orientation of cities and the nature of their inhabitants, with explicit mention of
the winds and the different seasons of the year.

2 Cf. Hārūniyyah I.v.8 (G 13316‒13519); the segment 1351‒4 on linen is quoted literally by Ibn Al-
bayṭār,Ǧāmiʕ 18‒ك كتاّن (B III 5124‒28). The passage is certainly pseudepigraphic and typological
resemblance to and even several literal coincidenceswith the parallel text of Firdaws show that
they both draw ultimately from a common source of which theHārūniyyah transmits a notice-
ably less abridged excerpt. The ascription to Aristotle and the seasonal arrangement of the
material in the first paragraphs in theHārūniyyahwould seem to point towards the dietetic sec-
tions of the pseudo-Aristotelian Sirr but none of the versions consulted contains anything even
remotely similar. Clothing is not evenmentioned in theḎahabiyyah, but Sunnah compilations
ought to be examined for possible echoes of these materials.

3 The presence of a chapter (or at least a separate epigraph) devoted to clothing is characteristic,
indeed, of kunnāš-typemedical encyclopaedias that include a section on regimen. The subject
is not dealt with, for obvious reasons, in texts of the therapeutic genre, except for a few sporadic
remarks, as for instance a passing-by reference to clothes made of hare and lamb skin in Ibn
Zuhr, Taysīr I (Ḫ 1413‒14).
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and silk (ibrīsam) are described as the most balanced in temperature, whereas
in Natāʔiǧ they represent the two extremes of the spectrum.
Further precedents and parallels with which to compare On clothing can be

easily found in later representatives of kunnāš literature and in some treatises of
the “extendedAġḏiyah” genre—but the survey conducted so far has not yielded
any cognate worth noting.1

1 For medical encyclopaedias, cf. particularly Arrāzī, Almanṣūrī III.22 الملابس في (B 16020‒1624),
where the materials surveyed are: linen, cotton, and silk (ibrīsam); wool and fleece, soft goat
wool (mirʕizzā, cf. Ibn Manḍ̱ūr, Lisān V 354b 22 ‒ 355a 10 s.r. ,رعز√ where this form is quoted
from Sībawayh and several variants are also recorded; Dozy suggests an Aramaic origin in SDA
I 536b, for which cf. also Syriac ܙܶܐ ܷ̈ ܡܰ in Payne Smith, Thesaurus 2923 s.v. ܡܰ ); ḫazz as
a generic term for pelts; and the skins of squirrels (sinǧāb), foxes, weasels (sammūr), fennecs
(fanak, ie Vulpes zerda Zimmermann, cf. Dozy, SDA II 285a) and ermines (qāqum, which is
described by Addamīrī as a small snow-white squirrel-like animal whose fur resembles that
of the fennec and is more expensive than squirrel fur, cf. Ḥayawān [793] القاقُمُ [Ṣ III 46111‒12]),
and finally pelicans/cormorants (the ḥawāṣil commented upon above). Contrariwise to what
might be expected, Almaǧūsī,Kāmil I.v.34 البدن في یفعله وما اللباس طبائع في (B I 21018‒2114 | S I 2417‒25)
is quite different from both Firdaws and Almanṣūrī and it is therefore of great interest for the
reconstruction of the early medical tradition on clothing. The stuff discussed by Almaǧūsī
includes linen, cotton, wool, soft goat fleece (mirʕizzā), silk, the ḫazz fur that varies according
to the animal from which it is obtained, the skins of weasels (sammūr), foxes, fennecs and
ermines («alfanaku walqāqum», the same collocation found in Almanṣūrī but with different
contents in the epigraph), and finally kids and lambs. In Andalus, the earliest extant text on the
subject is Azzahrāwī, Taṣrīf XXVII.i.11 والألوان الثیاب قوى في (S II 3316‒23), with an epigraph that
comprises a brief introduction on the general qualities of clothes, then amention of individual
fabrics: cotton, silk (ibrīsam),wool, goat fleece (mirʕizz, which is anaccepted formof thisword);
weasel or beaver (sammūr), foxes, hares, rabbits «الڡىلىاٮ») in S II 33119, to be read as qunilyāt),
which are said to be similar to the skin of hares but colder; «الحروب» (?), pelicans or cormorants
and vultures (alḥawāṣil wannisr), cats (alqiṭṭ), and even elephants. As for Aġḏiyah literature,
cf. Ibn Zuhr’s rubric اللباس» في ,«القول which follows the discussion of bathing and perfumes
in Aġḏiyah XV الأغذیة مراتب في القول (G 12113‒1224, 1244‒8). The text is rather brief and mentions
linen, cotton, and silk; then animal furs in a very superficial way (small kids and lambs, small
mountain deers, hares, and fennecs).
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7.5 Reg 5—Dietetic recommendations

Unlike theprevious cautionary apophthegms, the equally telegrammatic instruc-
tions that follow the epigraph on clothing are all of a positive nature. They in-
form the reader about which items and actions have a beneficial effect against a
numberof complaints anddiseases. They are all introducedby rubrics inmanuscript
P and, as has been said before, the segment openswith the allocutionary imper-
ative “Know”. The contents of the epigraphs discuss:

1—Things that strengthen theheart and the eyesight: thebest of thembeing
green plants (?),1 for that strengthens the heart and the sight. The eyesight
is strengthened also by looking to running water and beautiful faces, and
taking pleasure in foliage and fine wood (?)—which has also the virtue to
take worries away.2

1 There is one short word (perhaps even two) that is almost completely erased from the
manuscript. Ad sensum reconstruction of the damaged locus might suggest something in the
line of «inna aḥsana mā ⟨yunḍ̱aru ilayhī mina⟩ nnabāt: alʔaḫḍar», but there is not enough
space, nor do the first two letters of the now-unreadable word match such an emendation. As
a matter of fact the word «النبات» may well be a later addition since it is written in a noticeable
thinner script than theneighbouring text. If it were so, amuchmore satisfactory reconstruction
of the sentencewould be «innaaḥsanamā ⟨yakūnumina⟩ lʔalwān: alʔaḫḍar». In the Islamicate
tradition, green was indeed often considered the most agreeable and beneficial colour for the
eyesight, cf., for instance, Alġazālī,Ḥikmah I «faʔinna nnaḍ̱ara ilā lḫuḍrati wazzurqati muwā-
fiqun lilʔabṣār, wataǧidu nnufūsu ʕinda ruʔyati ssamāʔi fy saʕatihā naʕīman warāḥah» (Q 161‒2)
(see also the following footnote and the passages fromMāsarǧawayh, Azzahrāwī, and others
quoted below).

2 The sentence والنضار» الورق في «النزاهة admits two quite different interpretations: if √nzh is under-
stood in the sense ‘to stroll’, ‘to go on a promenade’, then ورق should probably be read as waraq
‘foliage’ and نضار might accordingly refer to ‘fine wood’ (cf. Dozy, SDA II 682a s.r. .(نضر√ Other-
wise, if the last word is taken to be nuḍār in its most common sense of ‘gold’, then ورق might
be understood as wariq ‘silver’ and wouldنزاهة convey a less physical sense of ‘enjoyment, plea-
sure’ (cf. Dozy, SDA II 663 s.r. .(نزه√ There is still the possibility that gold might not be coordi-
nated to the preceding phrase; then one should omit the conjunctionwa‒ after it and interpret
the last segment as “And the virtue of gold too is taking worries away”. The interpretation that
I suggest here is based on the absolute exceptionality of gold and silver being referred to by
these synonyms in non-literary texts and on the aforementioned consideration of green as the
best of colours especially for the eyes since at least Māsarǧawayh (for whom see the fragment
quoted below), and on the aphorism ascribed to the ancient sages’ according to which “Three
things improve the eyesight and take sadness away: looking to running water, to greenery, and
to beautiful faces”, cf. Ibn Ḫalṣūn, Aġḏiyah II.2 (G 319‒10).
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2 — Things that strengthen the heart and avail against oblivion: having in-
tercourse with plump buxom slave girls,1 smelling perfumes and anointing
oneself with oil of violets, as well as wearing raw silk and light garments.

3 — Things that avail against black bile, heart conditions, catarrh, and di-
verse ailments: partaking in conversation, listening to others’ talk, diversion
(lahw), and smelling perfumes.

4—Things that strengthen thebrain: suffumigationwith frankincense (lūbān)
and costus.

5 — Things that avail against catarrh, excessive sneezing, and ulcers in the
nose, especially in elderly people: suffumigation with the little ambergris
(that is labdanum).2

6— Things that avail against head- and earaches: washing one’s head with
hot water and lupine meal.

7—Things that avail against itch andmange:washing one’s bodywithwater
inwhich some fresh coriander has beenboiled after perspiration in the bath.

8—Things that avail against excessive sweating: cleansing oneself with wa-
ter in which some myrtle (rayḥān) has been boiled.

Parallel documentation for [1] is as abundant as it is formally diverse, but the
tradition overall agrees in considering green the best (occasionally the second
best) colour for the eyes. One of the earliest references to this doctrine is an
anecdote related to Māsarǧawayh:3

1 The same adjective محتملة has been previously predicated of chicken (farārīǧ) in the trophog-
nostic treatise. None of the lexicographical sources consulted records any satisfying meaning
s.rr. √ḥml, √ǧml, or √ḫml. In this case, if metathesis were presumed, it would provide an un-
problematic reading mutaǧammilah ‘beautified, embellished, adorned’ that would make per-
fect sense here but hardly so when speaking of chicken. All in all, given the collocation with
‘buxom’ and the parallel qualification for fowl, I provisionally propose understanding the word
as a reference to plumpness and embonpoint, and even if I edit it as ,محتملة very much the same
meaning might be conveyed by *مجتملة (which nevertheless appears to be unattested) and even
by مُخْمَلة / مُخَمَّلة (cf. Dozy, SDA I 406b s.r. .(خمل√

2 Labdanum or ladanum (λάδανον ≡ lāḏan, the Arabic form with /ḏ/ may reflect Syriac media-
tion, cf. ܠܕܢܐ and related forms in Payne Smith, Thesaurus 1894) refers to the resin obtained
from different species of the genus Cistus (cf. Dietrich 1988: II 151‒152). Although the moti-
vation for the metaphorical denomination ‘little ambergris’ (alʕanbaru ṣṣaġīr) is quite clear, I
have been unable to find any parallel for this synonym.

3 What little is known of the life of this Persian physician has been summarised above in a note
to the remedy called “Māsarǧawayh’s drug of seeds” (see Ther 3.6). He seems to have compiled a
hygienic treatise inwhichhe recorded suchdietary instructions aswere agreeduponbyPersian
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Ibn Qutaybah, ʕuyūn IV (B II 4904‒7 | Q II 1083‒5)

الماء وشربهم والتمر الكرّاث كلهم أ مع البساتين وسكاّن كَرة الأَ بال «ما لماسرجویه: قيل
أجد فلم ذلك في «فكرّت قال: وعمشانًا؟». وعورانًا عمیانًا أقلّ المالح السمك على الحارّ

الخضرة». على أبصارهم وقوع طول إلاّ علّةً

.b عیانا عمیاناً] | b كٔرة ا كَرة] ا

In an epigraph in which Galen is repeatedly quoted on different exercises
(ḍumūr) Aṭṭabarī lists the worst and the best colours to look at, and almost
two centuries later in Andalus Azzahrāwī echoes a slightly different version of
the same tradition that holds purple to be the best colour for the eyesight of
both ill and healthy people, followed closely by green and black:

Firdaws III.v.7 (Ṣ 1144‒6)

الصفرة إلى النظر وینفعها الثلج؛ مثل الیَقَق الأبیض الشيء أو النار إلى النظر بالعين ویضرّ
النور. ويجمع الحدقة یقُوّي ذلك جمیع فإنّ — خاصّةً والسواد السماء ولون والخضرة

Taṣrīf XXVII.i.11 والألوان الثیاب قوى في (S II 33123‒25)

اللون وأمّا الأسود. ثمّ الأخضر، ثمّ الأُرْجُوانيّ، اللون للبصر: الألوان أفضل — الألوان
والأصحّاء؛ للمرضى جيدّ لأنهّ الأرجوانيّ، اللون وأعدلها: الأحمر. ثمّ للبصر، فرديء الأبیض،

والأسود. الأخضر اللون فعلـ⟨ـه⟩ من ویقرب

As for most recommendations inNat IV, the sapiential tenor of these materi-
als made them perfectly suited to be transmitted as aphorisms ascribed to non-
medical authorities. In an Islamicate context, moreover, the description of the
blessed gardens that await the believers and doers of righteous deeds according
toQurʔān 18:31, stimulated a task of exegesis that ismost relevant to the analysis
of [1]. In that verse flowing rivers, golden bracelets, and green garments of silk
arementioned as part of the reward and early Islamic authorities further elabo-
rated on someof these features. A particular love for the green colour is ascribed
in the Sunnah to both Muḥammad and ʕalī, and the combination of looking
to green things and running waters is actually transmitted amongst these tradi-
tions:

Aḏḏahabī, Ṭibb nabawī II.iii.3 (B 2541‒7)

and Roman physicians. That description is strikingly coincident with the title of a Risālatun fī
ḥifḍ̱i ṣṣiḥḥati mimmā ttafaqa ʕalayhi aṭibbāʔu Fārisa warrūm authored by Ibn Māsawayh (see
the concluding remarks at the end of this chapter).
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الخضرة».  الله رسول إلى الألوان أحبّ «كان أنس: وعن
خُضرًۡا﴾. ثِیَابًا ﴿وَیلَبۡسَُونَ تعالى قال

الأخضر». الجنةّ: في الجنةّ أهل لباسَ «إنّا رُوي:
الجاري». والماء الخضرة إلى النظر یعُجبه  النبيّ «كان عباس: ابن وعن

الماء إلى النظر وكذلك البصر، في يزید الخضرة إلى «النظر مرفوعاً: بریدة عن ورُوي
. الجوزي ابن رواه — الجاري»

Azzamaḫšarī, Abrār LXV [60] (M IV 2092‒3)

نشرة». الخضرة إلى والنظر نشرة، والركوب نشرة، والغسل نشرُة، «الطیب : علي

The context in which this segment of Natāʔiǧ (and, in fact, the whole of Nat
IV) ought to be analysed is a wide and heterogeneous one, indeed. The five
apophthegms above and these eight brief recommendations are a minimal ex-
pression of dietetic doctrines that have old roots that spread from the Indian
subcontinent to theMediterranean.Whether this lorewas encapsulated in apho-
ristic form as here or it rather reworked into a more elaborated discourse, that
seems to depend mostly on the individual character of the author and on the
nature of each text. Suffice it to compare [1‒3] with a full-blown epigraph writ-
ten by Aṭṭabarī on the specific subject of cheering up and stirring the libido in
which he appears to blend different traditions, including Indian medical lore:1

Ḥifḍ̱ §22 (K 561‒9)

الشهوة ووجدان الحارّة، بالمیاه والاسـتحمام بالطهارة البدن تعهُّد الباه: ويهُیّج القلب یفُرّح وما
المصبّغة، والملابس ولزومها؛ والطیب والرياحين والأشربة الأطعمة من المعتادة للمالٔوفة
الأحبةّ، مع والشرب والعجب؛ الابتهاج لها ویدخلها النفَْسُ بها وتعجب تفرح التيّ والأشـیاء
موافقة بادٔهان والادّهان كتحال والا الاستياك وتعهُّد المعشوقة، الرائقة الوجوه إلى والنظر
والكتب عر الشِّ في والنظر الجماع، أنواع في والفكر سافدت، إذا الحیوانات إلى والنظر للبدن،
والأحباب، الحلائل إلى تشُوّق التيّ والملاهي الأغاني واسـتماع وتحكيه، ذلك تصف التيّ
ومحادثتهنّ الخنثات ومفاكهة منهنّ، الغنجات ومغازلة الغضّة الناعمة الأبدان بملامسة والتلهّـي
وذلك — یمُذیه أو التوهمُّ فينّعظه يحُبّه لمن الشـبق الشابّ ذكر فربماّ لمحاسـنهنّ. والتوهمُّ

الوهم. في الهند أقوال بعض يحُققّ ممّا عنديّ

1 References to pertinent Ayurvedic sources and a long and informative excerpt from the Aṣṭāṅ-
gahṛdayasaṃhitā are provided by Kahl 2020: 56‒57 n. 27. The parallel locus in Firdaws III.v.6
(Ṣ 11212‒11310) is remarkably different in its contents and does not contribute significantly to
this survey, although it contains a reference to a Kitābu lʔiḍāḥ in which these matters would
have been discussed (on this title, cf. Kahl 2020: 11).
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7.6 Concluding remarks

The contents of Nat IV cannot be properly contextualised without a previous
discussion of the evolution of several thematic genres in the Islamicate writ-
ten tradition, and a limited preview like this is not the place to attempt such a
discussion.1 A few indications for future research shall be provided below, but
this much can be said now: precedents and parallels can be located for most
pieces of information recorded by Alɂilbīrī, but some bits resist source criti-
cism and no single text shows the exact same combination of subjects. More-
over, identicality in wording between those parallels and our text obtains only
rarely, despite the fact that terminology and phraseology are entirely typical. In
this regard, the section on regimen is no different fromNat I on apotheconomy:
most specific treatises offer much more information on every single thematic
segment of these two sections, but there are very few that bring together all
these data from such a wide range of genres and subgenres.
Themost evident affinities shownbyeach subsectionhavebeenalreadyhigh-

lighted in the above survey, but I should emphasise that dietetic materials are
particularly transgeneric and that the exact relationship (in genetic terms) be-
tween theHelleno-Islamicate tradition (basicallyḤifḍ̱u ṣṣiḥah andAġḏiyah texts
in all their variety of forms) and Islamicmedicine is yet to be established. Much
Graeco-Arabic trophognosy was already integrated into religiously approved
medicine as reflected by ninth-century Ibn Ḥabīb, and the earliest manifesta-
tions of this epistemic strandmust be included (even if it is as parallelwitnesses)
in any systematic study of Islamicate dietetic and regiminal literature.2

1 The following remarks are extracted from the ongoing commentary on this section and I intro-
duce them here as food for thought, with no aim at comprehensiveness.

2 Much has been written about Islamic medicine (otherwise the Prophet’s medicine or Nabawī
medicine) and I cannot give in to the temptation of entering the arena here. I shall simply say
that, on the one hand, the same medicine that would come to be known as Islāmī or Nabawī
was conceived as “the medicine of the Arabs” (ṭibbu lʕarab) by Ibn Ḥabīb and probably also
by his sources, and that the assimilation of foreign (more precisely Greek) materials was al-
ready complete by themid-9th c. This process should probably be compared to the synthesis of
pre-Islamic Arabian and non-Arabian astronomical traditions attested likewise by Ibn Ḥabīb’s
Nuǧūmbut alsoby the earlyAnwāʔ (seeChapter 4).On theother hand, regardless of its chronol-
ogy, its underpinning criteria of authority, and its apparent lack of dynamism, defining Islamic
medicine as “an exponent of theology rather than medicine” (Kahl 2020: 2) is somewhat of a
gross misconstruction.
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Peculiarities of Nat IV

Before trying to showcase some of the most characteristic traits of this section
I must be quite emphatic in the assertion that Nat IV, like most other sections
of the book, is essentially a piece of literature. It transmits bits of information
that were already centuries-old when the author selected them for inclusion
and it is not in the least reflective of the knowledge or the everyday practice of
the Andalusī society of his time. There can be no mistake here: the description
of the qualities of gazelle and ostrich meat or the recommendation to look at
green things or to have intercourse with a particular type of slave girls must be
interpreted, when handed down by an Andalusī physician, as written artefacts
with no relation whatsoever to actual medical experience. The only substan-
tial difference between such passages and the quotes collected in Nat III is that
the latter are ascribed (per the conventions of thatḪawāṣṣ genre) to an author-
ity, whereas dietetic lore (like overall therapeutics) is transmitted most often in
anonymous form.1
Then, in addition to its idiosyncraticmixture of thematic comprehensiveness

and formal compactness, Nat IV shows a number of features that distinguish it
frommost texts that were written in accordancewith the same basic genre con-
ventions and which drew from very much the same ultimate sources.2 There is
no doubt that the trophognostic micro-treatise must be inscribed in a tradition
that stems, from an Islamicate perspective, from Galen’s Alim. fac. (although
not necessarily through Ḥunayn’s translation) and which gave rise to the stan-
dard Aġḏiyah genre.3 Even the lack of an elaborate prologue is a trait found al-
ready in theHippocratic Περὶ διαίτης (=Vict.), inwhich the alleged impossibility
to encompass all substances in a general discourse is adduced as a justification
for dealing with their properties individually in separate epigraphs.4

1 Needless to say, this self-evident observation is addressed mostly to beginners, who should al-
ways bear inmind the specific nature of each genre and the context of the object of their study.
A simple look at other representatives of the Islamicate Aġḏiyahwould have precluded the de-
scription of Ibn Zuhr’s book as “a pragmatic text” that “offers an informative tabulation of
foods and dishes available during Ibn Zuhr’s time” and which “shows the merit of composing
a book based on personal knowledge and experience, and not one merely summarizing and
conveying the work of others” (Azar 2008: 35‒36).

2 Most of what I could say here and now about the brief segments Reg 2‒5 has already been said
above. The remarks in this epigraph refer therefore to the brief trophognostic treatise Reg 1.

3 On Galen’s original text, which may have been written ca 175‒177 and draws extensively
from previous works by Diocles, Mnesitheus, Phylotimus, and the Hippocratic Περὶ διαί-
της, cf. particularly Smith 2002: 116.

4 Cf. Hippocrates, Vict. II.39: «περὶ μὲν οὖν ἁπάντων οὐχ οἷόν τε δηλωθῆναι, ὁποῖά τινά ἐστι· καθ’
ἕκαστα δέ, ἥντινα δύναμιν ἔχει, διδάξω» (J‒B 162 | L VI 53418‒5364). On the Hippocratic Vict.,
cf. particularly Bartoš 2015 and Craik 2015: 266‒276. Not even Galen’s unbridled verbosity
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The adherence of our author to this tradition is, moreover, quite explicit. He
invokes, somewhat insistently indeed,Galen’s unappealable authority through-
out this segment (but the name of the physician from Pergamon vanishes from
the rest of the section) and he does so from the very beginning (the title of the
section is almost an advertisement).1 The architecture of the text also follows
a scheme that Galen himself had borrowed from his predecessors and that he
simply canonised for posterity.2 A comparison of Reg 1 to any Islamicate text on
foodstuff shows no essential deviation from the standard pattern.
Within this overall standardness there is room, however, for differences. At

themacro-level, the trophognostic segment represents a drastic abridgement of
the inherited catalogue, for the author skips the mention of cereals and, most
noticeably, legumes. Nor are fish, eggs, or any animal organs included in the
exposition and, unlike in most Aġḏiyah texts, the exposition excludes also wa-
ter, vinegar, wine, honey, and all elaborate dishes. On the other hand, the order
of the categories of food discussed in it (first meats and milk, then vegetables,
finally fruits) corresponds to the Hippocratic Vict., in which the epigraphs on
cereals and seeds are followed by those on edible animals (Περὶ δὲ τῶν ζῴων τῶν
ἐσθιομένων) in Vict. II.46, then cheese (τυρός) in Vict. II.51, and finally vegetables
(λάχανα, both garden and wild species) and fruits (ὀπῶραι) in Vict. II.54‒55. Cu-
riously enough, Galen (the apparent source of our text) favoured a different
arrangement (meats are discussed after all food of plant origin) that was imi-
tated by most later authors from Oribasius (also Aetius of Amida and Paul
of Aegina) to Ibn Sulaymān and Azzahrāwī (cf. Taṣrīf XXVII.i). The “Hippo-
cratic” order is followed, in turn, by Arrāzī in his Aġḏiyah, and in Andalus by
Ibn Zuhr and Ibn Ḫalṣūn in their homonymous books.
Divergences extend to the micro-level too. A general one is that the degrees

altered this format and only a relatively brief polemico-theoretical introduction is added to
essentially the same catalogue of items in his Alim. fac. (although the order of the categories
is admittedly different). Authors in the Islamicate tradition, in turn, at the most glossed and
commented upon that Galenic introduction, as for instance Ibn Sulaymān, who devotes the
whole first part of his bulky and detailed Aġḏiyah to trophognostic theory (this part was trans-
lated into Latin as Dietae uniuersales as opposed to the Dietae particulares that comprise the
discourse on the individual foods).

1 As shown above, this ostensible ascription is belied not only by the non-existence of a Book
IV of Galen’s Alim. fac. but also by the overall non-coincidence of the alleged source and the
actual text transmitted by Alɂilbīrī. Nevertheless, there is no reason to assume fraudulent
intention. The author may have thought that he was reproducing genuine Galenic materials
here, and some of the data are certainly Galenic in origin (although at times it is rather Simpl.
med. that appears as the most likely source).

2 Thematter cannot be pursued here but the categorisation and arrangement of foodstuff shows
a remarkable stability, even in its minor details, from the Περὶ διαίτης included in the Hippo-
cratic collection down to the latest authors of Islamicate Aġḏiyah treatises.
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assigned to each item are not in every case the standard ones. One of the very
specific divergences is that no distinction at all is made between different va-
rieties of pomegranates and that their three traditional flavours are apparently
merged into one single characterisation.
Synonyms (both inherited ones and those thatmay reflect an actual geolectal

context) ought to be considered here amongst the particular features of the text.
The complete picture remains to be drawn but there are unmistakable hints to
linguistic adaptation, even if it was not implemented in a systematical way.1
Before turning the attention from the trophognostical treatise, let me add

that on a semantic level it fills, at least in part, a conspicuous void in Natāʔiǧ:
pharmacognosy. And it does so in a way that is actually medicine-focused, un-
like the chapters on simple drugs and minerals in Nat I.

Work done and work to do: Helleno-Islamicate sources
The time shall come to sketch a history of Islamicate dietetics and hygienic lit-
erature. At the present time, the best available synthesis is still the survey of au-
thors and works on Diätetik in Ullmann’s groundbreaking survey of Islamicate
medicine, which ought to be complemented withmore recent data provided in
the introductions to the individual texts mentioned hereunder and especially
with Kahl’s introduction to his edition of Aṭṭabarī’s Ḥifḍ̱, which is itself an
invaluable addition to our knowledge of this early tradition.2
As far as Graeco-Arabic sources are concerned, the corpus against whichNat

IV has been compared so far comprises mainly (but not exclusively, since in-
formation from other genres, especially pharmacognosy, has been also inte-
grated in the comparison) the following texts in roughly chronological order:
Hippocrates, Vict. (no Arabic translation is known to exist); Galen, Aġḏiyah
(≡ Alim. fac.); Ibn Ḥabīb, Ṭibb/Muḫtaṣar; Aṭṭabarī, Firdaws and Ḥifḍ̱; Arrāzī,
Aġḏiyah and Taqdīm; Ibn Sulaymān, Aġḏiyah; Azzahrāwī, Taṣrīf XXVII.i.1‒10
(S II 27418‒3316); IbnZuhr,Aġḏiyah (forwhich theHebrew translationהמזונות ספר

1 Thus, plums are glossed (iǧǧāṣ= ʕaynu lbaqar) but pears are not (kummaṯrā).Most lemmata do
show, however, a local synonymwhenever there was one available. I could not include the lin-
guistic data contributed byNat IV in the analysis of geolectal markers in Chapter 9, nor are any
“Complementary notes on fruit names” to be found as an appendix to this preview. The sub-
ject is fortunately extensively covered by secondary literature and the same synonyms feature
in virtually all Andalusī treatises on trophognosy, pharmacognosy, and agriculture for which
excellent annotated editions are available.

2 Cf. Ullmann 1970: 199‒203, and Kahl 2020: 15‒17, respectively. The reader is referred also to
the compact analysis in Brisville 2020 (available at https://doi.org/10.4000/hms.3689 [last
accessed 25 Sept 2023]), whose doctoral thesis remains unavailable to me (cf. L’alimentation
carnée dans l’Occident islamique. Productions, consommations et représentations, Université
Lumière-Lyon 2, 2018).

https://doi.org/10.4000/hms.3689
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and theCatalanabridgedversionViandeshavealsobeenconsulted); IbnḪalṣūn,
Aġḏiyah; Arrundī, Aġḏiyah (both in al-Khattabi’s expurgated edition and in
the Welcome manuscript); Alɂawriyūlī/Alɂarbūlī Aġḏiyah.
The critical apparatus appended to the current edition of the Arabic text is

a positive one: it only includes literal or remarkably and significantly close par-
allels, whereas divergences and omissions are only exceptionally indicated. For
practical reasons it was impossible to record all significant similia for each da-
tum and layer B of the apparatus ought perhaps to be improved in a future ver-
sion of the edition. The extent towhichAlɂilbīrī’s seemingly unspecial treatise
agrees and disagrees with other texts in the written tradition shall be dealt with
elsewhere, hopefully with not limitations of space.
On the other hand, having learnt my lesson from the analysis of Nat II.2 and

Nat III, the obviousmove is to look to ninth- and tenth-century texts in order to
identify a possible source (or sources) for Alɂilbīrī’s materials. There are some
texts that ought to be included, if circumstances allow, and a few that may be
no longer possible to consider.
For the trophognostic treatise, I must continue with the reconstruction of

Ibn Māsawayh’s food-related output as preserved in indirect transmission and
also in somemanuscripts to which I could not gain access so far.1 Then, there is
Ḥunayn’s own Aġḏiyah, which has proved so far impossible to access.2
As far as non-trophognostic materials are concerned, a prima facie promis-

ing text is IbnMāsawayh’s treatise on hygiene (Risālatun fī ḥifḍ̱i ṣṣiḥah) that he
compiled according to the principles agreed upon by Persian and Roman physi-
cians (mimmā ttafaqa ʕalayhi aṭṭibbāʔu Fāris warrūm). It had long been referred
to in secondary literature as a treatise on phlegm (Risālatun fī lbalġam) due to a
mistake in its identification by the owner of the only known manuscript of the
book (which is currently held at the Vatican Library). According to Troupeau’s
description, in the second segment the author discusses briefly clothing, sleep
and wake, and exercise and rest; then there follows a fragment on entering the
bath. As seen inChapter 4, this textmight also be of some interest for the prehis-
tory ofNat II.1 since the opening segment on phlegm shows aGalenic ascription
and deals with the four humours, their abodes, and the ailments caused by each

1 For his Kitābu lʔaġḏiyah, cf. Sezgin 1970: 235 no. 20, who refers to Sbath’s index. A copy of his
Kitābu dafʕimaḍārri lʔaġḏiyah is identified as Berlin 6408 by Ullmann 1970: 199 (= Ahlwardt
1893: 620, no. 6408). The status of the brief Ḫawāṣṣ lʔaġḏiyah edited by Díaz 1978 is dubious
and the comparison to the passages quoted from Ibn Māsawayh on the exact same items has
yielded very meagre results so far.

2 Needless to say, this is just an indicative reference and the reader shall find several additional
titles by these two authors related to the trophognostic genre in Sezgin 1970: 235 and 253‒255,
respectively.
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one of them.1
For theparaenetic section (with exclusionof the calendar)Ǧibrīlb. Buḫtīšūʕ’s

letter to the caliph Almaʔmūn ought to be explored in further detail.2

Islamicised (and enriched) pre-Islamic Arabian medicine
A cursory survey of the earliest representatives of so-called Islamic medicine
has been extremely helpful. With regard to non-trophognostic materials, the
Ḏahabiyyah reveals itself (despite is probable pseudepigraphic nature) as a wit-
ness to early eastern dietetic lore that is worth exploring in as much detail as
possible. In the western tradition, Ibn Ḥabīb’s Ṭibb has confirmed and further
expanded the invaluable information contributed by theMuḫtaṣar. Were it not
for the prevalence of some deep-rooted prejudices amongst historians of Islam-
icate (and particularly Andalusī) medicine, this instrumental text would be a
priority in the list of titles deserving a systematic study.3 I have myself given
some attention to Ibn Ḥabīb’s oeuvre and shall continue to do so in the near
future as it has proved to be a true mine for all kind of data, including much
information that is relevant also to the analysis of Nat II.1 and even Nat II.2.
For chronological reasons the later thematic genre of self-proclaimed Islamic

medicine is of secondary importance to my research, but the intriguing details
of its genesis and development are far from uninteresting and its texts often
transmit echoesof pre-standardpractices centuries after theyhadvanished from
canonical Helleno-Islamicate medicine.

1 Cf. Troupeau 2003: 245‒247, who corrects Ullmann 1970: 113 and Sezgin 1970: 235, both of
which depended on Sbath 1928: 62‒63 no. 110. The text opens indeed with كتاب» في جالینوس قال
,«البلغم which, as pointed out by Troupeau, appears to be pseudo-Galenic.

2 I have consulted it through Baghdad, msMatḥaf 649, 246r 14 ‒ 249r 1. The letter has been edited
from a Turkish manuscript (namely Istanbul, Süleymaniye Kütüphanesi ms Halet Efendi 401,
fols. 91r‒94r) in Karimi Zanjani Asl 2008: 907‒911. For similar letters ascribed to Ǧibrīl’s fa-
ther, cf. Sezgin 1970: 243).

3 To be clear, the Islamocentric bias that focuses exclusively on Ibn Ḥabīb’s Sunnah-based re-
ports conspires with the Islamo-allergic approach (which tends to consider all non-Galenic
elements in the book as superstitious pre-rational medicine) against a balanced assessment
of Ṭibb. As with so many emblematic texts, it status as “the first Andalusī book on medicine”
appears not to have inspired a proportionate interest in its enigmatic origin.





8
Nat V Pharmacopoeia

The reconstruction of what may have been the primitive form of the dispen-
satory apparently included in Natāʔiǧ involves two fragments that differ both
in length and, most importantly, in their contents. On the one hand there is
the bulky section transmitted in P, which comprises over one hundred recipes
for all kinds of compound drugs from pills and electuaries to collyria and oils
(this is the actual dispensatory referred to as Nat V here). On the other hand,
manuscript D transmits two brief series of recipes the origin of which is rather
dubious and its inclusion in the original compilation is arguable.
Given that there is no overlap whatsoever between the two witnesses their

contents are surveyed separately in this chapter. On account of its briefness the
fragments included in D are surveyed first, but for the sake of coherence, and
in order to avoid redundancy, the analysis of micro-structure at the recipe level
is collocated with the description of the macro-structure of the dispensatory as
transmitted in P. The observations on the formal pattern of the recipes, however,
apply equally to the two segments.
The Concluding remarks at the end of the chapter focus particularly on mat-

ters of intertextuality and genetic affiliation, while the appended Complemen-
tary notes are essentially philological in nature and relocate a few overlong foot-
notes that would have been a distraction in the body of the text.
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8.1 The Damascus supplements

The formal aspects related to this fragment transmittedexclusively inmanuscript
D have already been discussed in some detail in Chapter 2. Here the focus shall
be laid on the text itself. For ease of reference, the two segments that are sepa-
rated in D by the title of the collection are labelled here (but not in the edited
text) as Supplementa and Supplementb.

Supplementa

With regard to Supplementa codicological data is inconclusive and the analysis
of the actual recipes contained in it yields ambiguous results.1 On the one hand,
the strictly medical sequence of compound drugs at the beginning of the seg-
ment does not include any element thatmightmake its origin inNatāʔiǧ impos-
sible or even suspect. The series comprises two formulas for opiates (murqid)
that are separated by several instructions for the application of analogous reme-
dies to induce sleep in a patient, then a recipe for Hermes’ drug, and finally a
panacea for ailments of the eyes. The second narcotic drug is explicitly ascribed
to Ibn ʕimrān,2 while the recipe for Hermes’ drug is allegedly borrowed from
Ahrun’s book «هارون») in D, but this is certainly a misreading), both authorities
being explicitly mentioned as sources in the dispensatory transmitted in P.3
Now, the collocation of such disparate drugs does not quite correspond to

what would be expected from a pharmacopoeical fragment, as these recipes
would normally be placed in separate chapters. The intervening addition of two
أیضًا» ذلك «ولمثل epigraphs (which are not simple recipes but more complex pas-
sages involving more than one remedy) between the two opiates provides far
1 As explained in the description of the contents of manuscript D in Chapter 2, there is no so-
lution of continuity whatsoever (not even a blank or a line-filler) between the text of On the
shelf-age of drugs and the first recipe of this series, and the same unbroken textual unity is
maintained until the title of the collection is reiterated on D fol. 40r 2. This is nevertheless es-
sentially an ex silentio argument with admittedly little (if any) probative force. The presence of
an instance of wuqiyyah in the formula for Hermes’ drug is certainly suspect, but the regular
ūqiyyah is used everywhere else even within this supplement and it may be a simple clerical
innovation.

2 This attribution is externally confirmed by an identical recipe noted down by Ibn Alǧazzār
also from Isḥāq b. ʕimrān in Zād I.17 (B‒K 1542‒9 | T 1063‒12). The same text and ascription
are transmitted also in Azzahrāwī, Taṣrīf II.ii.8 (S I 7020‒27), where it is labelled rather as an oil
عمران») بن لإسحق ;(«دهن and also, as shown below, byHārūniyyah II.2.2 (G 3411‒8), where it is styled
الأعلى» «المرقد without any mention of its author. Let it be noted that the nasab of the Qayrawānī
physician is misspelled by the copyist of D as عيران» .«بن

3 For Ibn ʕimrān, cf.Pharm 1.3 and 4.32. A reference toAhrun’s book is given for a hypoglottic pill
in Pharm 3.9, and one of the manuscripts of Ibn ʕabdirabbih’s Dukkān reads actually «هرون»
at the parallel locus (cf. Dukkānl 33v 8).
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more compelling evidence in this regard. Such an arrangement andphraseology
are uncharacteristic (although not entirely unprecedented) of standard dispen-
satories but they are typical, in turn, of therapeutic texts.1 As a matter of fact, a
remarkably similar sequence is found in Hārūniyyah II.2.2 that shows not only
anoverall typological (and topological) resemblancebut also several contentual
coincidences with Supplementa .
Within a variegate (and at times apparently chaotic) section that follows a

roughly head-to-toe order the edited version of theHārūniyyah includes several
remedies for a patient that cannot sleep:

Hārūniyyah II.2.2 (G 3394‒34115)

والصدغين. الجبين على به ویطُلى الرطبة الكزبرة بماء يحُلّ أفيون، ینام: لا لمن 1

الجبين. على به ویطُلى ورد بدهن وتعُجن تسُحق الخسّ، زریعة أیضًا: وله 2

ویقُرّص بالطلاء، ویعُجن وینُخل یدُقّ وأفيون: يابس، أو رطب وورد زعفران، یؤخذ أو 3

الصدغين. على به ویطُلى بالخلّ قرصة منه أُذیب إلیه، احتیج فإذا الظلّ. في ويجُففّ أقراصًا
.[...] وقاقلّة فربیون أخلاطه: — بالوحي وضعه  إدريس مغیث 4

.[...] وزعفران وجندبادستر أفيون — الأعلى المرقد عمل 5

به ویطُلُ الرطبة الكزبرة بماء يحُلّ أفيون، السهر]: [وأضربه ینام لا لمن الكبير المرقد عمل 1b

والصدغين. الجبين على
الجبين. على به ویطُلى ورد بزیت وتعُجن تسُحق الخسّ، زریعة أیضًا: وله 2b

ويجُففّ أقراصًا ویقُرّص بالطلاء، ویعُجن وینُخل یدُقّ وأفيون: وورد زعفران أیضًا: وله 3b

الصدغين. على به ویطُلى بخلّ قرصة منه أُذیب إلیه، احتیج فإذا الظلّ. في
للشمس ویترُك بالماء، ویعُجن وینُخل یدُقّ جزء. واحد كلّ من بنج: وبزر أفيون أیضًا: وله 6

قيراط. منه: الشربة أيّام. خمسة

Leaving aside the strange quasi-duplication of passages 1‒3,2 remedy [2b]
(with «zaytu ward» rather than «duhnu ward» in [2]) corresponds quite liter-
ally to the first prescription after the strong opiate in Supplementa , then [1|1b]
here is strongly reminiscent (except for the presence of opium in the mixture)
1 Cf. inNat II.2 itself an epigraph introduced by the samemarker inOn themouth and the tongue
(= Ther 1.5.5), where the instructions for the preparation of a nameless drug are appended to
the recipes for the stomach pill and the middle stomachicum.

2 None of the three remedies is reproduced in both instances in the exact samewording and [1b]
even provides a name for the drug (“the great narcotic”) that was not included in its previous
mention in [1]. A possible explanation for this duplicity would be to assume that the compiler
of the Hārūniyyah was drawing his materials from at least two sources that at this point may
have transmitted a virtually identical sequence, but even in that scenario it is rather unusual
for an author (but perhaps not so for a copyist) not to notice such a blatant redundancy in
so few lines. Some remarks on the compilatory strategy of the Hārūniyyah are to be found in
Chapter 1 of Part III of this dissertation.
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of the use of fresh coriander there, and the recipe for the “superior narcotic”
(almurqidu lʔaʕlā) is essentially the same as the drug reported in D from Ibn
ʕimrān. Even invoking the authority of Idrīs can be contextually interpreted
as parallel (or even synonymous) to the mention of Hermes as the inventor
of the wondrous drug copied in the Damascus manuscript. This locus in the
Hārūniyyah is, therefore, a significant match for Supplementa and the implica-
tions of this relatedness ought to be explored in the future.1
Moreover and regardless of the exact affiliation of these two texts, it must be

borne in mind that the extant fragment of Therapeutics lacks precisely the
entire chapters on brain diseases (of which insomnia is a major representative)
and on the ailments of the eyes. These two chapters were certainly included
in the primitive plan of the treatise, however, and one cannot help wondering
whether the brief excerpts transmitted in manuscript Dmight be the only rem-
nants of the lost text.2
After this medical sequence there follows the recipe for a wondrous red ink

(midād) made of white lead and red vitriol (qalqant),3 and then an alchemical
excerpt introduced by a quotation from the Sage («qāla lḥakīm») on the treat-
ment (tadbīr) or arsenic and sulphur. The alchemical fragment includes also an
epigraph on the treatment of white or blue marcasite and another one on how
to moisten dry bodies («tarṭību lʔaǧsāmi lyābisah»).
Although the preparation of the ongoing commentary on Nat I has necessi-

tated perusing a considerable amount of technical literature both on the prepa-
ration of inks and on practical alchemy, I have been so far unable to locate any
close parallel to these three epigraphs. Besides, unlike in the case of themedical
recipes transmitted in the two segments of the Damascus supplement, I cannot
even imagine where in the original plan of Natāʔiǧ these passages might have
belonged. In the epigraph On vitriol in Apotheconomy 3.2 reference is made
to the fact that green vitriol blackens inks («wayusawwidu lmidād») and to the
1 Further evidence for the origin of these passages in a therapeutic text (or in a section of a text)
is provided by the inclusion of a partial parallel (same ingredients, different instructions) to
the plaster of mandrake, henbane, and opium in Ibn Alǧazzār, Zād I.17 السهر في (B‒K 1581‒2 | T
10712‒15), where it follows a recipe for narcotic pills borrowed from Ibn ʕimrān.

2 Comparison to Zuhr’s excerpt for I.2 On the brain suggests, however, that Ibn Māsawayh may
have not included this condition in his therapeutic treatise, but the contents of that chapter as
reflected by the Išbīlī physician are strikingly poor.

3 As a continuation of ancient Mediterranean traditions (for which cf. Christiansen 2017: 171–
175), inks in an Islamicate context can be made of carbon (midād), a combination of iron and
galls, or a mixture of these basic ingredients. Cf. further Fani 2021: 115, and particularly 116
n. 37, for a possibly different semantic distribution of the terms ḥibr and midād in Andalus.
An overview of inks in the Islamicate manuscript tradition is provided by Gacek 2009: 76‒77,
132‒135; and a fairly thorough survey of Arabic literature on ink making can be found in Fani
2021: 105‒112.
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generic use of vitriol in the preparation of inks («fī lmidād»). The technical con-
cept of “treatment” (tadbīr) is also mentioned twice in the same section, first in
an authorial remark on artificial stones and counterfeits (where Nature’s tadbīr
is opposed to human art), then in the brief entry on eggshells (in which their
treatment is mentioned rather in a therapeutic context). The author’s exten-
sive information about (perhaps even interest on) alchemical matters has been
highlighted in the survey of that section in Chapter 4. However, nowhere in Nat
I (or, for that matter, in the whole compilation) are practical instructions given
for these kind of operations.
In sum, the first segment of Supplementa must be provisionally considered

of dubious origin. It certainly stems from the early western tradition and is thus
somehow related to Natāʔiǧ, but there is not enough evidence to link it to our
text. The second segment, on the other hand, I would qualify as highly suspect.

Supplementb

The formulas for three clysters or enemas (ḥuqnah) are copied immediately un-
der the general title of the collection as included for the second time inD before
the incipit of Nat II.1. This placement of the fragment renders the possibility of
its inclusion in the original compilation much higher, and the homogeneity of
the brief sequence is quite compatible with their possible origin in a pharma-
copoeical section.1

Clyster‒1 describes a purging remedy for aches in the back, the joints, and the
lower bowels (including colic pains).2

Clyster‒2 is a libido-stirring drug that is also beneficial for weak kidneys. It
must be applied on an empty stomach and held inside as long as possible for
three consecutive days. The presence of the kidney fat, backbone marrow, kid-
neys, and testicles of a he-goat amongst the ingredients of this preparation is a
good indicator of the extent to which the doctrines of sympathy had penetrated
all quarters of the medical art.
1 In this respect it should be recalled here that Nat V does not include a chapter on clysters, but
this, again, proves nothing, as even remedies universally included in dispensatories, such as
plasters and liniments, are equally missing from that section. In fact, judging from the indexes
of the three extant copies of Ibn ʕabdirabbih’sDukkān, clysters were never included amongst
the drugs described in that book either. Nor are clysters granted a separate chapter (not even
an epigraph) in Azzahrāwī’s comprehensive pharmacopoeical books in Taṣrīf. Incidentally,
in manuscript P of Natāʔiǧ the rubric for a clyster is found on the margin to Ther 2.3.3 On the
heart in a locus in which mild clysters are prescribed in the body of the text for the treatment
of swellings of the heart.

2 Contrary to what popular opinion might induce to imagine, not all clysters in the Helleno-
Islamicate tradition had a purging function and recipe no. 2 below is an excellent illustration
in this regard.



344 The Damascus supplements

Clyster‒2 is affirmed by its header to give some relief from thick flatulence.
The recipe is a minimal one, as it only requires half a ladleful of cow ghee and
the same amount of extract of leek.
All three recipes are found in an identical (Clyster‒1|3) or almost identical

(Clyster‒2) form in Azzahrāwī’s Taṣrīf and all three have close precedents in
Sābūr b. Sahl’s small dispensatory too.1 The first two, in fact, can be traced back
to Book VII of Ibn Sarābiyūn’s Kunnāš. Nothing in the wording of these formu-
las would contradict the origin implied by their presence under the explicit title
ofNatāʔiǧ,2 but once again the exact place of this sequence in the primitive col-
lection cannot be inferred from available evidence.

1 They do not seem to be included, in turn, in IbnAlǧazzār’sZād in any of the relevant chapters.
A passing-by recommendation to apply heating clysters («wayuḥtaqanubilḥuqani lmusḫinah»)
is made there when discussing aphrodisiacs in Zād VI.1 (B 909‒911 | T 5112), but no recipes are
provided.

2 On a side note, some sort of (accidental?) complementarity could be intuited between this
three recipes and the omission of aphrodisiacs in Ther 4.2 On the testicles and the penis and
also of any enemas in Ther 3.5 On the intestines (where only a das(s)ās is mentioned, for which
see above the corresponding remark in the survey of the contents of that section). And yet Ibn
Māsawayh’s Nuǧḥ/Munǧiḥmust have transmitted a number of recipes in all its chapters.
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8.2 Pharmacopoeiap: macro- andmicro-structure

As stated in the codicological description of P, the boundary with the preced-
ing excerpts from Filāḥah appended to Nat III is clearly marked by a basmalah
and an explicit introductory passage that identifiesNat V twice as amaqālah (a
taxon that does not feature anywhere else in the whole compilation):1

Natāʔiǧ P 93r 9‒12

المركبّة والأدویة والأشربة المعاجین من المقالة فيهذه ذاكرون الرحیمنحن الرحمن بسما
یفل إطر صفة المقالة ابتداء ۵ سؤله عن به ويسُـتغنى الطبّ صناعة من كفایة فيه ما وغيرها

.[...] جالینوس رأي على

Once again the text aims expressly at sufficiency rather that at exhaustive-
ness. The collection of recipes included in Natāʔiǧ is rather limited, indeed, if
compared with most texts in the Aqrābāḏīn genre—which is quite an unfair
comparison given that Nat V was never intended to be an independent dispen-
satory but rather one of several sections within a comprehensivemultithematic
pandect.2
The conventions of the genre are evident in the organisation of the materi-

als: all recipes are clustered in chapters (systematically labelled as faṣl here) and,
while their exact selection, grouping, and classification are likely to reflect au-
thorial design, the contents of the section are quite standard in what concerns
the categories of drugs and, more importantly, the text of the formulas chosen
for inclusion.

1 It might be tempting to relate this feature to a possible influence of the analogous pharma-
copoeical chapters in Aṭṭabarī’s Firdaws, which are likewise gathered within amaqālah com-
prising all kinds of theriacs and great electuaries, purgatives, pastilles, digestives, robs and
syrups, oils, and unguents, cf. Firdaws VI.vi.1‒6|8 (Ṣ 4496‒50020). However, the totally differ-
ent division in chapters and above all the absence of any significant borrowings from Firdaws
do not speak in favour of a direct influence in this case.

2 The ambiguous reference to the medical profession in the incipit of this section (is the phrase
«min ṣināʕati ṭṭibb» here a partitive or rather a prepositional complement of kifāyah?) needs
perhaps to be interpreted from the perspective of the relationship between the apothecary
and the physician as reflected in Nat I, but the question begs further consideration. In any
case, the fact that most dispensatories (and this one is no exception) did not include virtually
any theoretical material does not seem to warrant the conclusion that they were not intended
for the use of physicians “sondern ausschließlich für den des Apothekers” (Fellmann 1986: 2).
Physicianswould find themissing theoretical instructions in any of themedical books that they
certainly possessed (and, onemust presume, assiduously consulted) in addition to their recipe
collections.
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Macrostructure

Recipes are distributed in eight subsections according to a canonical κατὰ γένη
arrangement.1 The exact collocation of the categories of drugs is at some points
idiosyncratic but falls within the limits of individual variability in the genre, as
does the sequential ordering of the chapters.2 All subsections are introduced by
the taxon marker faṣlun fī — except for the first one on triphalas and medic-
inal powders, which has no rubric. Subsections vary in length between a min-
imum of two recipes for the hieras in Pharm 2 and a maximum of thirty-one
and thirty-six in the case of syrups-and-robs in Pharm 5 and electuaries-and-
lohocs in Pharm 4, respectively. It is here, at the higher level of the architecture
of the text, that authorial “originality” (in the sense of the author having played
an active part in the compilation beyond choose-copy-and-paste) can be best
discussed.

Microstructure

At the lower level, in turn, there is not a drachm of originality either in the
format or in the text of the formulas collected and noted down by the author-
compiler.3 Morphologically they all conform to the stereotyped pattern inher-
ited from the Greek tradition which in Natāʔiǧ consists, with only marginal de-
viations, of the following elements:4

1 This is by far the best-represented dispensatory type in the Islamicate tradition, but the alter-
native κατὰ τόπους arrangement was not altogether unknown in Andalus. The pharmacopoe-
ical books of Azzahrāwī’s Taṣrīf show a peculiar mixture of both criteria, as does IbnWāfid’s
Wisād, whereas the latter’s Taḏkirah is arranged from head to toe both in the therapeutic part
and in the pharmacopoeia that complements it.

2 The lack of correspondence amongst early Andalusī pharmacopoeias in their chapter struc-
ture is all the more remarkable considering the extent to which they share individual recipes
(and even recipe clusters in the case of Natāʔiǧ and Dukkān). The availability of broad cate-
gories (such as the hyperonymmaʕāǧīn in Dukkān) and their multiple possible combinations
certainly allowed for a great deal of compositional freedom.

3 On an incidental note, given the strictly bookish nature of Alɂilbīrī’s dispensatory I refer to
these written artefacts throughout this dissertation as “recipes” and as “formulas” for the sake
of synonymic variation but I am persuaded that in a different context Pomata’s distinction
between the formula (as standardised instructions for the preparation of amedication) and the
recipe (understood as a prescription for an individual patient that was based on the author’s
practically or empirically tested knowledge) ought to be preferred (cf. Pomata 2013).

4 This is the same format, with minimal variations (as for instance the use of ṣifah here rather
than ṣanʕah there) that Kahl describes in his analysis of two of the extant recensions of Sābūr
b. Sahl’s dispensatory (cf. Kahl 1994: 6‒7 and 2009: 9‒10) and which Chipman applies also to
Alʕaṭṭār Alhārūnī’sMinhāǧ (cf. Chipman 2010: 13). In fact, there is a remarkable continuity
in the formal structure of medical recipes since Akkadian times as demonstrated by Scotti,
who proposes a two-level interpretation of the basic structure of the standard recipe. On the
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header— introduced here almost invariably by the word ṣifah followed
by the name of the drug and optionally (in Natāʔiǧ only exceptionally)
by the mention of its alleged author.
indications— in the form of an appended segment stating the range of
ailments against which the drug is affirmed to avail. It is characteristi-
cally marked by the use of “beneficial” (nāfiʕ or any other form of the
lexematic root √nfʕ) and can be either included as a part of the header
or located at the end of the recipe. It varies greatly in length from one
single disease to a full page-long catalogue.
core — which is made up of (1) the list of ingredients and the specific
amount to be taken of each one, (2) the instructions for the combina-
tion of the ingredients and for the preparation of the drug, and (3) the
dose and any complementary information regarding the conditions or
circumstances in which the remedy ought to be taken or administered
(eg “on an empty stomach”, “at night”).

With regard to the actual text of the recipesNat V belongs to what may be la-
belled as strictly derivative dispensatories—those in which authors-compilers
have limited their task to simply culling a number of recipes from one or more
sources.1 Within this type, Alɂilbīrī’s rôle can be characterised as a true “pas-
sive transmitter”, lowest in the scale of authorial intervention, given that most
of the recipes gathered here can be proved to reproduce word by word, virtually
without any intentional alteration at all, a text that is attested also elsewhere
in the tenth-century works of Ibn Alǧazzār and Ibn ʕabdirabbih. Even in the
one hand there is a rhetorical scheme, according to which the text of the recipe must include
a header (“testata”, a term that I borrow from him in my analysis), the contents proper, and a
sort of conclusion with additional technical instructions (cf. Scotti 2003: 337‒339). The sec-
ond level of analysis, what Scotti calls the semantical scheme, concerns the characteristics of
the ingredients themselves and cannot be dealt with in this summary. The structural analysis
of medical recipes has been given growing attention in recent scholarship (as in the case of
theMédicinaire liégeois in Xhayet 2010: 76‒78) and historians of Islamicate medicine should
certainly profit from new developments in the research of these cognate traditions.

1 Tobe sure, thewhole of theHelleno-Islamicatepharmacopoeical tradition canbe said tomatch
this description, asmost (if not all) dispensatories fromGalen’s predecessors tomodern times
are largely based on pre-existing collections. Now, the extent to which the author’s “voice” is
present in the text (use of the first person and self-referenciality, claim of personal inventions
or adaptations, appraisal and criticism of others) may help to distinguish between several lev-
els of intensitywithin a scale of authorial activeness. Thus, Galen’sComp.med. (= Sec. loc. + Per
gen.) comes across as a remarkably personal (ie authorial) text on thewhole despite itsmassive
and usually acknowledged indebtedness to the works of previous authors and so do, in the Is-
lamicate tradition, Alǧazzār’s pharmacopoeical sequences within Zād or IbnWāfid’sWisād.
I hope to elaborate on these provisional (and still largely intuitive) remarks in a forthcoming
commentary to Pharmacopoeia.
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case of those few recipes forwhich no close precedent or cognate could be iden-
tified, the chances are rather low that any of themmight be an elaboration (let
alone an invention) of the author.1
Now, the same consideration applies large and by to Ibn ʕabdirabbih, whose

Dukkān has probably no more claim to originality than Natāʔiǧ as far as the
bulk of its recipes is concerned. Even the original contribution of Azzahrāwī
to his own dispensatory is little more than a drop in the ocean of formulas that
he brings together from the widest range of sources. At the other end of the
spectrum, a remarkably more personal approach is revealed by the pervasive
presence of the first person singular in the pharmacopoeical contents of Zād,
whose author, Ibn Alǧazzār, never shies from adding his own experience and
preparations to the recipes that he transmits from his predecessors (including
his uncle)—although some of his alleged improvements and inventions ought
to be taken with a pinch of salt.2

1 See below the remarks on Pharm 6.9 المؤلفّ» ,«حبّ which may not be what it seems.
2 The reader ought to recall here that Ibn Alǧazzār is the author of an epistle on the specific
properties of things (=Ḫawāṣṣ) in which he does not evenmention the name of the source for
almost its entire contents (ie Arrāzī) and that in his Iʕtimād he reproduces extensively and
likewise silently the pharmacognostic treatise of Ibn ʕimrān, the founder of his own school of
medicine in Qayrawān.
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8.3 The contents of Nat V (= Pharmacopoeiap)

In the overview that follows priority has been given to diachrony and intertextu-
ality, with only a limited discussion of terminology. Additional details on textual
transmission and further references to sources and parallels can be found in the
critical apparatus that complements the edition of the Arabic text and shall be
generally abridged here. A limited discussion of themost evident genetic affini-
ties and the sources of the materials collected by the author for this section is
included in the General remarks that close this chapter.

Pharm 1—On triphalas andmedicinal powders

The opening chapter of the section bears no title and contains two different
sets of recipes: a series of four triphalas (Pharm 1.1–4) and five medicinal pow-
ders (Pharm 1.5–9). These two categories of drugs differ greatly in their compo-
sition and are actually dealt with in separate epigraphs inmost, if not all, Islam-
icate pharmacopoeias.1 The chapter, on the other hand, is quantitatively rather
modest: it compares favourably with the small recension of Sābūr b. Sahl’s dis-
pensatory (three triphalas and apparently no powders), but only partially so
with Almaǧūsī’s epigraph (two triphalas and twenty-one powders), and it does
definitely not fare well when placed side by side with Dukkān (eleven triphalas
and eight powders), let alone with the massive collection of Taṣrīf (which con-
tains no less than thirty-three recipes for drugs named triphala and about one
hundred different medicinal powders further subclassified according to their
effect).2 This comparative observation applies in general to the whole of Phar-
macopoeia.
1 In the immediate Andalusī context of our text, in Ibn ʕabdirabbih’s Dukkān triphalas are
classed amongst electuaries in Chapter IV المعاجن في (A 100v 12 ‒ 105r 7 | D 33r 1 ‒ 43v 9 | L 24r 24 ‒
34v 28), whereas medicinal powders have their own epigraph as Chapter VIIIالسفوفات في (D 49v
11 ‒ 50v 10). The same picture obtains in Azzahrāwī’s Taṣrīf, where triphalas are accorded a
more prominent rank in Book X والبنادق الإطریفلات في (S I 46117‒47329) and powders are also regis-
tered in a separate Book XVIالسفوفات في (S I 56731‒5842). The collocation of these two categories
of drugs would therefore appear to be an original feature of Alɂilbīrī’s (or his source’s) com-
pilation. Incidentally, for the sake of variation safūf ‘medicinal powder’ (for which a Latinate
form sufuf would be available) is also translated here as ‘catapasm’ (from Greek κατάπασμα)
following Kahl 1994: 233 and Chipman 2010: 14.

2 For triphalas, cf. Sābūr b. Sahl, Ṣaġīr IV [223‒224|226] (K 14014‒1417, 14119‒1428); the appar-
ent absence of remedies labelled as safūf there must be checked against the ʕaḍudī recension,
which devotes a whole chapter to them, cf. ʕaḍudī VIIالسفوفات في [119‒125|126‒129] (K 601‒628).
For the similarly limited collection of Almaǧūsī, cf. Kāmil II.v.16,14‒15 الجوارشـنات صفة في (S II2
3698‒17) and II.v.17السفوفات صفة في (S II.2 37317‒37620). Even Ibn Sīnā records nomore than three
triphalas in Qānūn V.i.3 (B III 3519‒18, 35830‒3592), whereas catapasms are much better repre-
sented with twelve recipes in V.i.4 (B III 3598‒36023).



350 Pharm 1 On triphalas and medicinal powders

With regard to onomastics, all powders in Pharm 1 are described rather than
named.1 Triphalas, on the contrary, have either specific names (the “middle triphala”
and the “great triphala”) or are explicitly related to an authority (“the triphala
according to Galen” and “Ibn ʕimrān’s triphala”).
As for the genetic affiliation of the formulas, all four triphalas are attested in

identical form in Dukkān and Taṣrīf, while the recipes for all five powders are
found even in the exact same order already in Ibn Alǧazzār’s Zād. The latter
coincidencemay be all themore significant because none of the recipes for that
category is recorded in Ibn ʕabdirabbih’s corresponding chapter.
یفل إطر — Despite the explicit attribution to Galen of Pharm 1.1,2 triphalas or
triferas are not of Graeco-Hellenistic stock but have an indisputable Indian ori-
gin, which is unmistakably shown by the etymology of their name.3 The origi-
nal Sanskrit form िऽफला triphalā (literally ‘the three fruits’) reflects the mixture
of all three kinds of myrobalans that contributes the basic formula for all stan-
dard triphalas: हरीतकी harītakī (borrowed by Persian then Arabicised as halīlaǧ)
‘mirabolan’, अमलक āmalakī (amlaǧ) ‘emblic’, and िवभीतक vibhītakī (balīlaǧ) ‘bel-
leric’.4 The proliferation of formulas for different triphalas, in turn, is an Islam-
icate phenomenon and there is some evidence that this great diversity of com-
positions was not a purely bookish fashion.5

1 By this I mean that the drugs are alluded to by their medical effect: “a purgative powder”, “a
powder beneficial for a cold liver”, “an easy-to-make powder that purges dropsy”, or “a digestive
powder”. This is indeed the most usual way of naming catapasms in the Islamicate corpus, but
there are alternative modes of denomination that are based on a characteristic ingredient (as,
for instance, safūfu ḥabbi rrummān ‘the powder of pomegranate seed’, safūfu ṭṭīn ‘the powder of
earth/clay’, or safūfu lʔisqīl ‘the powder of squill’) or on authorial ascription (‘Aristotle’s powder’,
‘Albarmakī’s powder’), or that are inherited from the Syriac tradition (as safūfu *mqlyāṯā or
simply *mqlyāṯā, fromܐ ܠܝ .(ܡ

2 This ascription is shared by Ibn Alǧazzār apud Azzahrāwī, Taṣrīf X.9 (S I 46327‒4643), by
Ibn ʕabdirabbih, Dukkān IV.25 (D 39r 22 – 39v 12), and also by Hārūniyyah II.2, where it is
styled “the triphala of iron” (G 33116‒3333). In his section on triphalas Azzahrāwī gathers three
additional recipes ascribed to Galen, cf. Taṣrīf X.15|19|21 (S I 46511‒20, 46615‒26, 4671‒10), which
are all mediated by Yaḥyā (ie Ibn Māsawayh) in his Baṣīrah. A specific origin is mentioned
in the case of Taṣrīf X.21, namely the pseudo-Galenic Naṣāʔiḥu rruhbān, and the formula for
this trifera is found indeed in Pseudo-Galen, Secr. adMont. 38441‒58. For an illustration of how
this kind of pseudo-Galenic material entered the European Christianate tradition, cf. also the
trifera Galieni in Mesue, Grabadin I.ib.4 (V 51ra 32‒51).

3 See the Complementary notes appended to this chapter.
4 According to Suśruta as quoted in the sixteenth-century ToḍāranandaXXX.24: “Fruits of three
drugs viz., harītakī, āmalakī and vibhītakī taken together are called triphalā or phala trika. For
this purpose, one part of harītakī, two parts of vibhītaka and four parts of āmalakī should be
taken” (cf. Bahgwan and Lalitesh 1980: 421‒422).

5 The use of a triphala الاصغر») ,«اطریفل to be precise) in an actual prescription appears to be doc-
umented in the fragment T-S Ar. 41,81 of the Cairo Genizah (cf. Chipman and Lev 2011: 83‒87).
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The recipe in Pharm 1.2may be of some interest for establishing intertextual
affinities as it is apparently shared only byDukkān.1 The triphala ascribed to Ibn
ʕimrān in 1.3, in turn, is much better documented, and so is the great triphala
in 1.4.2

With—سفوف regard to medicinal powders3 I have already said that Ibn Alǧaz-
zār’s Zād provides identicalmatches for all five recipes inNatāʔiǧ and that they
are found there in the same exact order. All five are likewise recorded in Az-
zahrāwī’s Taṣrīf, whereas there is a striking unrelatedness with the analogous
section in Ibn ʕabdirabbih’s Dukkān: none of the eight recipes collected there
bears any resemblance to the ones in Natāʔiǧ other than the obvious fact that
they are classed within the same category.
The a priori straightforward derivation of all the recipes from the Qayrawānī

physicianmightnotbeunproblematic, becauseAzzahrāwī (whohasnoqualms
withmentioning his Ifrīqī predecessor) does not ascribe any of them to him, not
even the one that Ibn Alǧazzār claims as his own adducing a particular case
The vitality and reputation of triphalas is further confirmed by Alʕaṭṭār Alhārūnī, who in
Minhāǧ V.42 transmits a recipe by the hand of Ibn Maymūn (A 7611‒24) and in the next entry
records a personal version that he prepared for his own ailments of the stomach.

1 Cf. Dukkān IV.29 (D 40r 6–10 | L 31v 7‒12). The problematic phrase الحلب» صنعة «على is omitted
by manuscript D, whereas L reads الجلب» صنعة .«على If the word is to be read as ,«الحلب» several
interpretations are possible from√ḥlb, some of thembeingmore plausible than others. A refer-
ence to ḥalab ‘wine’ (cf. Dozy, SDA I 314a) would certainlymake better sense than ‘milking’ (an
odd concept to collocate with ṣanʕah), but the allusion would still be enigmatic. Some form
derived from the lexemes √ǧlb or even √ḫlb is likewise possible.

2 Ibn ʕabdirabbih ascribes two different triphalas to Ibn ʕimrān: a great royal triphala that he
prepared for the BanūAġlab, cf.Dukkān IV.20 (D 36v 14 ‒ 37v 4 | L 28r 31 ‒ 29r 16)≡Azzahrāwī,
Taṣrīf X.7 (S I 4637‒22); and a simpler one that actually corresponds to ours in Dukkān IV.28 (D
40r 1‒6 | L 31r 30 ‒ 31v 6). For Pharm 1.4, cf. Ibn ʕabdirabbih, Dukkān IV.22 (D 37v 13‒19 | L
29r 29 ‒ 29v 7). The aforementioned triphala of iron that is ascribed to Galen in Hārūniyyah
33116‒3333 is actually closer to this one in its composition.

3 Arabo-Latin sufuf does not seem to have entered the technical lexicon of Middle English, in
which the prevalent denomination is powder (cf. Norri, DMVE 871b‒878a). There is there-
fore no good reason not to stick to the common translation ‘medicinal powder’ here—let it be
noted, nevertheless, that ‘powder’ is also the generic name for an ‘ophthalmological powder’
(Arabic ḏarūr). InArabic a lexicographic definition of safūf is registered by IbnHindū,Miftāḥu
ṭṭibbVIII s.v.: «māyustaffa, kassawīqi wanaḥwihī, wahuwa lqamīḥah» (Q 842‒3), which is echoed
afterwards by Alqalānisī, Aqrabāḏīn XXI s.v. (B 56‒7). A much more instructive description is
provided by Azzahrāwī in Taṣrīf XVI, where safūfāt are described as short-lived drugs that are
unprotected from the corrupting power of air (unlike electuaries, that are preserved by honey,
and pastilles, which are preserved by gums), so that theymust be stored in hermetically closed
tight-mouthed vessels (S I 56732‒5682). In any case, three of the “powders” described inNatāʔiǧ
involvemoistening or stirring about (cf. Lane,AEL 2649 s.r. (لتّ√ the pounded herbs with some
oil and even adding sugar to the mixture. With this in mind, perhaps ‘digestive powder’ would
be a more accurate translation.
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history. In the absence of any external evidence and without a thorough analy-
sis of the quoting strategies deployed in Taṣrīf, one can only note the certainty
of a Qayrawānī origin for this particular sequence and leave the door open to
the possibility of a direct borrowing from some no longer extant text by Ibn
ʕimrān.1

Pharm 2—On hieras
Despite themajor rôleplayedby the “sacred remedies” in theHelleno-Islamicate
medical tradition,2 Onhieras contains one single duplicated recipe for the bitter
hiera (iyāraǧ fīqrā ≡ ἱερὰ πικρά).3
This extrememeagreness matches, perhaps in a significant way, the absolute

prevalence of the bitter hiera in Natāʔiǧ II.1‒2, but it is nevertheless surpris-
ing that no recipe should be recorded for any of the other hieras that are actu-
ally mentioned elsewhere in the book, especially in the case of Logadius’ hiera
(or logodion/hieralogodion), which is relatively often prescribed for a diversity
of complaints.4 In any case, this manifest discrepancy between the compound
drugs recommended in the therapeutical section and the recipes actually col-
lected in the pharmacopoeia is not limited to hieras.

1 The corresponding loci are: Nat 1.5 ≡ Zād V.8,7 (T 43812‒19) ≡ Taṣrīf XVI.iii.1 (S I 57330‒5741);
Nat 1.6 ≡ Zād V.8,8 (T 43820‒4396, which he claims to have prepared for a patient whose di-
agnostic is described)≡ Taṣrīf XVI.iii.13 (S I 57518‒22, unascribed and with a description of the
same ailments unrelated to any particular patient); Nat 1.7≡ Zād V.8,9 (T 4397‒12, allegedly by
Isḥāq)≡ Taṣrīf XVI.iii.2 (S I 5741‒4, with the same ascription); Nat 1.8≡ Zād V.8,10 (T 43913‒18)
≡ Taṣrīf XVI.iii.3 (S I 5745‒8, where the same statement in the first person about having tested
and found it commendable is transmitted);Nat 1.9≡ Zād V.8,11 (T 43918‒4406, prepared also by
Ibn ʕimrān)≡ Taṣrīf XVI.iii.15 (S I 57524‒30, with the same attribution).

2 Some invaluable information about the ancient catalogue of aloe-based ἱεραί can be gathered
from the formulas copied by Galen in Sec. loc. VII.ii, which include stomachic preparations by
Andromachus, Antipater, and Themison (K XIII 12616‒1278, 13611‒14, 15814‒16215). Regarding
the ἱερὰ πικρά, Galen deals with the details of its preparation and reports the synonymous
names of «τὸ δι’ ἀλόης φάρμακον» and «ἡ διὰ τῆς ἀλόης ἱερά», as well as simply «πικρά», in
Sec. loc. II.i (K XII 5398‒54015), but it eventually came to be identified as “Galen’s hiera” (ἱερὰ
Γαληνοῦ) already in Byzantine times (see Apoth 1.4).

3 A remark on the Islamicate fortunes of this name is to be found in the appendix.
4 Itmay be contended that at least for Alɂilbīrī (but probably also formany other authors) such
drugs as “Archigenes’ hiera” and “Rufus’ hiera” must have been a sort of inherited Namen ohne
Sache that were copied rather mechanically and merely because he found them in his source
text, as they feature exclusively in the non-original epigraph On the shelf-life of drugs. In the
case of the (iyāraǧ) lūġādiyā its presence in Nat II.1‒2 must be also interpreted as a reflection
of the source texts used to compile those sections.



Chapter 8 Nat V Pharmacopoeia 353

It is quite telling, on the other hand. that the closely related text of Ibn ʕab-
dirabbih’s Dukkān shows a similar paucity of materials and transmits only one
additional recipe for the bitter hiera in addition to the same single duplicated
recipe recorded in Pharm 2.1‒2.1

Pharm 3—On pills and compound drugs
This combined epigraph comprises eight different recipes, of which only five
are explicitly classified as pills (ḥubūb).
The Persian pill in Pharm 3.1 is a good example of how necessary close in-

spection is if any hypotheses on genetic affiliation are to be proposed for the
materials collected inNatāʔiǧ. Alɂilbīrī’s recipe is literally identical to Ibn ʕab-
dirabbih’s Persian pill but only contentually similar to Azzahrāwī’s homony-
mous drug. While an ultimate common origin must be supposed for all three
formulas, only two of themare immediately related to each other either by close
cognacy or by dependence.2
Theanacardium(balāḏurī) is namedafter itsmain ingredient (that isbalāḏur

‘marking nut’, the fruit of Semecarpus anacardium L.f.)3 but it is not explicitly
assigned to any particular drug category in Natāʔiǧ, whereas elsewhere in the
1 Cf.Dukkān IV.18|43 (D 36v 3‒10, 42r 15‒21 | L 28r 16‒25, 33v 24 ‒ 34r 2) for the duplicate formula,
while the additional recipe in Dukkān IV.42 is said to have been improved and successfully
tried by Ibn Māsawayh (D 42r 6‒14 | L 33v 12‒23). It must be noted that Dukkān does transmit
a recipe for the lūġādiyā under the name اللوغاديا» «معجون in IV.37 (D 41r 12 ‒ 41v 12 | L 32v 18 ‒
33r 16), which is allegedly borrowed from Ibn ʕimrān’s Book onmelancholy. The latter recipe is
recorded by Azzahrāwī in Taṣrīf V.1 with an extremely interesting quote from Ibn ʕimrān ac-
cording to which this was the old recipe (annusḫatu lqadīmah) handed down by the ancients,
the one fixed in Galen’s book and transmitted by the authors of medical compendia (aṣḥābu
lkunnāšāt) from Paul down to Ahrun. The long excerpt from the Qayrawānī physician ends
with a criticism of copyists and manuscript handlers (S I 39326‒3955). The recipe for this hiera
is not to be found in the extant fragments of the Ibn ʕimrān,Mālīḫūliyā, in which nonetheless
two formulas for hieras are preserved, cf. recipes XVII‒XVIII (G 1721‒17316), the latter being pre-
cisely a ἱερὰ πικρά considered by the author to be actually better than the lūġādiyā, Archigenes’
hiera, and the tiyādrīṭūs.

2 Cf. Dukkān V.3 (D 43v 23 ‒ 44r 8) on the one hand and Azzahrāwī, Taṣrīf VI.47 (S I 41121‒26)
on the other. Despite the overall coincidence of the two versions, differences are substantial
and involve all the segments of the recipe: the ingredients, the preparation, and the ailments
against which it is recommended.

3 In the edition of the Arabic text I have retained the spelling balādur and balādurī of the
manuscript (although it need not be authorial). The canonical form balāḏur was, however,
prevalent also in Andalus, cf. Corriente, DAA 62a *{blðr} and particularly «بلاذر» in the two
copies of Dukkān. The name balāḏur is, as the fruit that it designates, of Indian origin and
derives from some cognate of Sanskrit भातक bhallātaka (also bhallāta, cf. Monier-Williams,
SED 748c),most probably throughPersian, cf. Vullers,DPLE I 256 s.v. بلادر (whence Syriac ܒܠܕܘܪ
and ܕܘܪ ,ܒܠ cf. Payne Smith, Thesaurus 541; and Brockelmann‒Sokoloff, Lexicon 154a, 161a;
Arabic /-ḏ-/ might in fact reflect a Syriac mediation).
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corpus it is usually labelled as an electuary (maʕǧūn) or a digestive (ǧuwārišn as
below in Pharm 4.23) but apparently never as a pill (ḥabb).1 In Pharmacopoeia
this remedy receives especial attention: twodifferent versions are recordedhere
(to which the digestive of anacardium in Pharm 4.23 should still be added). First
in 3.2Arrāzī’s abridged recipe is noted down,2 then in 3.3 the “little anacardium”
reflects a further simplified version of the drug.3 The two recipes are comple-
mented by the inclusion of the instructions for extracting the nut meg “honey”
(ʕasalu lbalāḏur») required for their preparation.4
The name “golden pill”, of which Natāʔiǧ transmits the “great” one in Pharm

3.4 is probably based on the outer appearance of the drug,whichmust havebeen
yellow judging from such ingredients as Socotrine aloe, yellowmyrobalans, and
the resins of the mastic tree and the giant fennel, as well as opoponax—but no
gold at all.5
The all-healingmuġīṯ in 3.5 is related, at least nominally, to the ancient tradi-

tion of the πανάκεια, and the lengthy and meticulous catalogue of different ail-
ments, each of which requires a specific way of administration, would seem to
justify this boastful name that contrasts strongly with the simplicity of the com-
position.6 A lexical item deserving of note in this recipe is tākawt, of Amazighic
1 See the Complementary notes.
2 Cf. Dukkān III.32 (D 30v 10‒14 | L 22r 24‒29). A very similar recipe is transmitted under the
name «ǧuwārišnu lbalādur» in Almaǧūsī, Kāmil II.v.16,20 (S II.2 37017‒22).

3 Cf. Dukkān III.34 (D 30v 14‒17 | L 22v 5‒8). The recipe is indeed a basic triphala to which some
marking nut oil has been added.

4 Cf. Dukkān III.23 (D 30v 7‒10 | L 21r 15‒27), with a further specification in the rubric that
the honey is to be used for the preparation of the digestive («ṣifatu stiḫrāǧi ʕasali lbalāḏuri
lilǧuwāriš»). It is worth noting that the same procedure is recorded in Hārūniyyah II.i.1 (G
2911‒2), where one should read «ʕasaluhū»with themajority ofmanuscripts (rather than «duh-
nuhū» as edited after T) and where «aqmāʕuhū» is glossed as «qišruhū». Cf. also the synonymy
registered by Ibn Ǧanāḥ in Talḫīṣ [716] «ʕasalu lʔanqardiyā huwa ʕasalu lbalāḏur», based on
Sābūr’s Aqrābāḏīn (< Ṣaġīr 5224). Cf. also Bos, Käs, Lübke, and Mensching 2020: 865, where
alternative instructions to extract this honey are cited from Ibn Alǧazzār’s Samāʔim. An oil
extracted from the marking nut is already mentioned in the Ayurvedic tradition, cf. bhallā-
takataila in Monier-Williams, SED 748c.

5 The formula is identical to the homonymous pill in Dukkān IV.35 (D 40v 16 ‒ 41r 4 | L 32r 26
‒ 32v 7), but it is not the same great golden pill that Azzahrāwī affirms to have “corrected”
(«ʕalā mā aṣlaḥtuhū») in Taṣrīf VI.17 (S I 40728‒4081). A “golden electuary” that did include
gold (and also silver and several other minerals) as an ingredient is the maʕǧūnun ḏahabī =
šīlṯā, cf. Azzahrāwī, Taṣrīf IX.39 (S I 45717‒29).

6 It is identical to Dukkān IV.3 (A 102r 18 ‒ 102v 22 | D 34r 7 ‒ 34v 22 | L 25v 4‒27) but has nothing
in common with the homonymous electuary («maʕǧūnun yuʕrafu bilmuġīṯ») in Azzahrāwī,
Taṣrīf III (S I 3711‒13). An early example of πανάκεια is the one prepared by Heras, that some
called ὑγεία and which just like Alɂilbīrī’s muġīṯ was advertised to avail «πρὸς πᾶσαν νομὴν
καὶ κακοήθειαν», cf. Galen, Sec. loc. V.ii (K XIII 76614‒67816). The resemblance, however, is only
superficial, for neither the ingredients nor the ailments coincide in the two recipes. For the



Chapter 8 Nat V Pharmacopoeia 355

origin, which in the Andalusī tradition translates Dioscorides’ εὐφόρβιον (ie
spurge, Euphorbia sp.) and which appears also in Ther 1.4.9 in a more indepen-
dent context.1
Contrary towhatmightbe supposed (andverymuch like thepreceding golden

pill) the “coral pill” in 3.6does not contain any coral—andonewonderswhether
the two drachms of red roses that enter the recipe are enough to prevail over the
rest of the ingredients (which are mostly yellow) and to confer a coral-red hue
to the preparation that might have justified such an appellation.2
The self-explanatory denomination “fetid pill” in 3.7, in turn, may be easier

to account for given the combination of strong-smelling resins on which it is
based.3 The formula seems to be ultimately related to Sābūr b. Sahl.4
Finally, no specific name is provided for the hypoglottic pills with which the

epigraph closes at 3.8. They are simply described by their effect, namely avail-
ing against coarseness of the voice and cleansing the throat by dissolving the
phlegm.The recipe is of diachronic interest for it is allegedlydrawn fromAhrun’s
book.5

tradition of drugs calledmuġīṯ, see the notes appended at the end of this chapter.
1 On this geolectal marker, see Chapter 9.
2 An identical recipe in Dukkān V.10 (D 44v 16 ‒ 45r 2 | L 35v 7‒15) corroborates the absence
of coral in this version of the recipe, which is fairly similar to the recipe for a homonymous
and likewise coral-less pill in Azzahrāwī, Taṣrīf VI.42 (S I 4116‒10). The recipe that precedes
the coral pill in Taṣrīf may actually confirm the suspicion that the name is metaphorical: the
“pill of pearls” (ḥabbu ddurr) allegedly by Galen does not require any pearls, cf. Taṣrīf VI.41
(S I 4114‒6). For a genuine “pastille of coral” that actually contains this marine invertebrate and
is attributed a totally different (mainly haemostatic) effect, cf. the formula in Sābūr b. Sahl,
ʕaḍudī [18] البسّذ قرص صفة (K 2917‒21).

3 The same recipe is transmitted in Dukkān V.14 (D 45r 22 ‒ 45v 6 | L 36r 12‒19), but not by Az-
zahrāwī, who yet records three different fetid pills in Taṣrīf VI. (S I 41710‒25), of which the first
one is very similar to Pharm 3.7.

4 Cf. Sābūr b. Sahl, Ṣaġīr VIII [114] (K 997‒18). From there it was borrowed by Ibn Alǧazzār, Zād
I.23 (B‒K 2023‒9 | T 12516‒1264); also Ibn Ǧazlah, Minhāǧ 51‒ح المنتن حبّ (L 67r 3‒7); Aššīrāzī,
Alḥāwī V.viii.9 (G 4711‒17).

5 Cf.Dukkān IV.41 (D 42r 2‒6 | L 33v 7‒12), with the same ascription. The nameof theAlexandrian
physician is slightly distorted in all three manuscripts «اهون») in P; ,«اهرون» perhaps a plene
spelling, inDukkānD; «هرون» in L), whichmay betray a certain unfamiliaritywith this authority
at least on the part of the copyists (see above a similar reinterpretation of the same name as
هارون in Supplementa in the Damascus manuscript of Natāʔiǧ).
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Pharm 4—On electuaries, lohocs, digestives, and preserves

A much more disparate collocation of drug categories obtains in what is, with
thirty-six different formulas, the richest chapter of the whole dispensatory. The
arrangement of the recipes does not actually correspond to the order estab-
lished in the rubric (in fact it runs mostly counter to it) and the preparations
are furthermore written down in a rather intermingled fashion, with occasional
clusters of three or four co-categorical remedies and amaximal series of six con-
secutive lohocs at 4.16‒21.
A preliminary word on terminology. Since lohoc (= Arabic laʕūq) has gained

some currency at least as far as Islamicate studies are concerned, its use here
maynotneed further justification.1 ForPerso-Arabicǧuwārišnon theotherhand
I cannot adhere to the common practice of translating it as ‘stomachic’ because
this term is reserved in this research for Graeco-Arabic uṣṭumāḫīqūn (≡ στομα-
χικόν), and I have therefore opted for the univocal denomination ‘digestive’.2 I
do agree, however, in rendering the preparations styled asmurabbā (at variance
withmurabbab) by ‘preserves’, eg “preserve of ginger”.3
In the following remarks the original order of the items has not been retained

but they are clustered according to a typological criterion.

ى ب مر / ب ب This—مر subsection opens with a continuous series of five formulas
for preserves, all of which are typically named after their main ingredient and
share some basic instructions for preparation.4 With the sole exception of the
1 For the attestation of the word already in Middle English, cf. Norri, DMVE 608b‒609a s.v. loc;
for its use by contemporary Arabists cf. already Levey 1966: 10‒11, and more recently Kahl
2009: 19 (but not yet in Kahl 1994: 234, where rather confection and medicinal bonbon are
used). Alternative denominations are also in circulation, however, and it is worth recalling
Colborne’s observation that the terms linctus, lambative, lohoc, and eclegmawere “used pretty
much alike” in modern medical literature (Colborne 1753: 211‒212).

2 With no claim to originality, of course, cf. Lane’s translation of ǧawāriš as ‘A digestive stom-
achic; a thing that causes food to digest’ in AEL 410a, as well as Steingass’ definition ‘Any elec-
tuary for assisting digestion’ in CPE 1100 s.vv.گوارش guwārish andگوارشت guwārisht. A remark on
the etymology and Arabic reinterpretation of this word is to be found in the Appendix to this
chapter.

3 For the widespread spelling مربّا that is retained in the edition of the Arabic text, see the edi-
torial criteria in Part II of this dissertation. Given that the preparation of a murabbā involves
chopping, rather than crushing, the fruits, ‘preserve’ is perhaps a better translation than ‘jam’
(by which it has sometimes been rendered into English, cf. Chipman 2010: 13‒14, 281).

4 For the seemingly free alternation ofmurabbā andmurabbab (which are nonetheless categor-
ically distinguished from the robs that are dealt with below in Pharm 5 alongside syrups), see
the partially parallel chapter of Ibn ʕabdirabbih, Dukkān IIمربیّات (A 96r 15 ‒ 99v 22 | D 18v 22
‒ 27r 15 | L 12r 1 ‒ 18v 26), in which the fifty-three different recipes are diversely registered as
murabbab (the most frequent denomination), tarbīb, andmurabbā. As far as its five formulas
are concerned Natāʔiǧmirrors only in part the nomenclature transmitted in Dukkān: the two
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preserve of pumpkin, the selection made by Alɂilbīrī includes only those pre-
serves that in Azzahrāwī's classification are described as “hot”.1
The close relationship that links Natāʔiǧ and Dukkān is best reflected in tab-

ular form:2

Natāʔiǧ Dukkān
4.1 garden garlic ≡ II.50 البسـتانيّ» الثوم «مرببّ
4.2marjoram ≡ II.51 الصعتر» «مرببّ
4.3 pumpkin ≡ II.29 القرع» «مرببّ
4.4 radish ≡ II.44 الفجل» «مرببّ
4.5 ginger ≡ II.35 الزنجبیل» «مرببّ

The two sets of recipes are literally identical except for the preserve of radish
in 4.4. The parallel text in Dukkān shows that the version copied in Natāʔiǧ is
the result of either a remarkable eyeskip or of deliberate authorial conflation.
In Dukkān two alternative procedures are recorded, whereas Natāʔiǧ seems to
combine a slightly modified version of the opening of the first segment with
a word-by-word reproduction of the second segment (and the order of these
segments is also different in the two texts). On the other hand Natāʔiǧ is much
less closely related toTaṣrīf XVOnpreserves, as only two of the five recipes show
a literal correspondence, one of them being precisely the preserve of radish, for
which Azzahrāwī registers the more complete version found in Dukkān.3

texts sharemurabbab for 4.1‒2 andmurabbā for 4.3, whereas they differ as to the exact name of
4.4‒5. On the other hand, the importance of honey in the preparation of preserves is clearly re-
flected in the rubric «fī ṣifati lʔanbaǧāti walmurabbayāti bilʕasal» in Almaǧūsī,Kāmil II.v.21 (S
II.2 3963‒39913); cf. also the definition provided by Alḫwarizmī inMafātīḥ II.iii.6: «wahiya llatī
rubbibat bilʕasalimina lʔutruǧǧiwalʔihlīlaǧiwanaḥwiḏālika» (V 1772‒6). A synonymousdenom-
ination for some of these drugs involves the syntactic pattern substantive+adjective, which
is actually the one consistently used by Aṭṭabarī in his section on preserves in Firdaws VI.i.10,
for example «alhalīlaǧu lmurabbā» and «alḫawḫu lmurabbā» (Ṣ 3932‒13). An alternative name
for preserves in Arabic is anbaǧ (also transmitted as anbiǧ and even inbiǧ), which is recorded
already in Alḫalīl b. Aḥmad, ʕayn VI 1532‒4 (thence Ibn Ǧanāḥ, Talḫīṣ [88]). That word is a
borrowing from Persian, cf. Vullers, LPLE I 125b s.v. اَنبَه ‘fructus mangiferae indicae’, where he
points towards Sanskrit अॆ /आॆ amra / āmra (cf. Monier-Williams, SED 147c s.v.), although
the word must have entered Persian through some Prakritic form (cf. for instance Marathiआबंा
āmbā).

1 Cf. Taṣrīf XVالمربیّات عمل في (S I 5587‒10). Incidentally, Azzahrāwī makes an interesting observa-
tion on the technique of preserve-making, which according to him is rarely learnt from books
but rather necessitates witnessing the procedure (cf. S I 5585‒7). The detailed instructions pro-
vided by Ibn Ǧumayʕ in Iršād IV.v (L 161v 10‒15) are likewise worth consulting in order to gain
better insight into this operation.

2 The full references for these loci in Dukkān are: II.29 = A 99v 18 ‒ 100r 3 | D 23r 22 ‒ 23v 7 | L 15v
11‒20; II.35 = D 24v 8‒15 | L 16v 10‒17; II.44 = D 25v 21 ‒ 26r 14 | L 17v 10‒29; II.51 = D 26v 20 ‒ 27r
4 | L 18v 1‒10; II.52 = D 27r 4‒8 | L 18v 11‒16.
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جوارشن — Digestives are a remarkably polygenetic category and by the 9th c.
ǧuwārišn had already become verymuch of a high-sounding designation under
which traditions from the far east and the near west converged.1
A total of nine different formulas for digestives are gathered by Alɂilbīrī,

which makes for a figure quite in accordance with other categories in Pharm
4 and in the section in general. If the majority of names of these remedies re-
flect the ingredient considered most characteristic of their composition, there
is nevertheless one case of ascriptional denomination (“Galen’s digestive” in
4.4) and another one of epithetic appellation (Alǧāmiʕ “the Comprehensive” in
4.27). With regard to the ingredients required for the preparation of these di-
gestives, formulas range from relatively simple (for instance 4.6|7 and 4.24) to
extravagantly complex in the case of “the Comprehensive”, which well deserves
its name as its preparation involves no less than thirty-seven different simple
drugs.
The three elements of the first sequence 4.6‒8 are quite representative of the

great diversity of digestives both as to their composition and as to their origin.
Thus the digestive of sumach in 4.6 is a simple one requiring sumach,2 myr-

3 As to the other preserves, an identical recipe for the preserve of garlic is found, with a different
name, in Taṣrīf XV.ii.18 الثوم تربیة صفة (S I 56511‒16); the fuller version of the preserve of radish, in
Taṣrīf XV.ii.17 الفجل تربیة صفة (S I 5655‒10). For the preserve of pumpkin, a very similar formula
is recorded in Taṣrīf XV.i.20 القرع تربیة صفة (S I 56224‒28), whereas Taṣrīf XV.ii.29 القرع مربّا صفة (S I
5678‒10) is quite abridged and reflects a different tradition.

1 Some references to Roman (ie Graeco-Byzantine) ǧuwārišn recipes are provided below. For far
eastern digestives in the Islamicate corpus, cf. a ǧuwārišn prescribed by the Indian Šarak (ie
Caraka) in Arrāzī, Alḥāwī III.9 (H III 2114‒7), as well as a category of digestives explicitly clas-
sified as hindiyyah by Almaǧūsī in Kāmil II.v.16, where he tries to introduce some order and
distinguishes between Roman, Persian, and Indian digestives (S II.2 3665‒37317). The name of
the drug itself makes the Persian connection clear enough, but cf. particularly a drug styled
“Ḫosrow’s digestive” (ǧuwārišnu Kisrā), which was also known as “the digestive of ambergris”
(ǧuwārišnu lʕanbar,) inAlkindī,BāhV (C2318‒244),whose formula is identical to that of thedi-
gestive of ambergris “used by kings and nobles” in Aṭṭabarī, Firdaws VI.vi.4 (Ṣ 4807‒22), where
it is further affirmed that Ḫosrow used to drink it in his old age. In a passage excerpted by
Arrāzī, however, Ǧurǧis seems to mention Ḫosrow’s digestive alongside the digestive of am-
bergris (“and” ⩻ *wahuwa) and other compound drugs of Persian origin, cf. Alḥāwī VII.2 (H VII
4110) ≡ Continens VII.3 (P51va 36‒38, where the locus has been actually emended and a con-
junction «⁊» added between the two names | V 176rb 46‒48). In Andalus, cf. Azzahrāwī, Taṣrīf
XI.i.5 «ǧuwārišnunmalakiyyun yusammā “alkisrāwī”» (S I 4752‒10).

2 Arabic summāq usually refers to either tanner’s sumach (Rhus coriaria L.) or to the smoke tree
(Cotinus coggygria Scop.), aswell as to their respective fruits (cf. Dietrich 1988: II 168‒169). The
specific denomination summāq ddibāġah for the fruit mirrors Greek ῥοῦς βυρσοδεψική (βυρσο-
δεψέω = dabaġa) already in Dioscorides, Ḥašāʔiš 1:111 سمّاق (P 25v 11‒13 | T 10418‒21) ≡ Mate-
ria medica 1:108 ῥοῦς ὁ ἐπὶ τὰ ὄψα (W I 1015‒8), and Arabic summāq itself corresponds, through
Syriac ܐ ܘܡ , to the alternative Greek name for the fruit: ἐρυθρός ‘red’. In Andalus the ʕum-
dah distinguishes between Syrian and Andalusī sumach and equates the latter with tanner’s



Chapter 8 Nat V Pharmacopoeia 359

tle seeds, fried seeds of sour pomegranate, Nabataean carob,1 Arabic gum, and
pomegranate blossoms. No instructions for the preparation are provided in the
text beyond the need to sift the ingredients.2
Then in the digestive of cumin in 4.7 either a copyist, the author, or even the

author’s source text, has substituted saltwort for the original pepper ڡاڡلى) and
ڡلڡل respectively in unpointed script), a mistake all the more evident given that
saltwort is never mentioned as an ingredient in the whole Pharmacopoeia.3
Even if not as easily identifiable as “Galen’s digestive” or the diaciminum as-
cribed to Hippocrates below, the Roman origin of the recipe is occasionally
acknowledged in the Islamicate tradition.4
The name of the drug registered in 4.8 is extremely illustrative of the prob-

lems specific to the transmission of some words in alifatic script and deserves
some comment. The multiple witnesses to this recipe transmit the nisbah ei-
ther as خوزيّ ‘Ḫūzī’ or as جوزيّ ‘related to the nut’—when they do not simply re-
sumach (summāqu ddibāġah), cf. ʕumdah سمُّاق[4521] (B‒C‒T 51030‒51115). The “Syrian sumach”
(summāqun Šāmī) is attested already in first-century Latin sources such as Pliny, Columella,
and Celsus, cf. for instance «rhus, quem Syriacum uocant» in the latter’s De medicina VI.11.5
(M 28625); whereas the original Greek form ῥοῦς Συριακός is attested remarkably later, cf. Paul,
Pragmateia III.27.2 (H I 19828) and also Geoponica XVI.8.2 (B 4603). Forms for both “tanner’s
sumach” and “Syrian sumach” are recorded also in the Syriac tradition, cf. ܝܐ» ܕܒܘ ܐ ̈ ܘܡ »
(a Graeco-Syriac hybrid) and ܝܝܐ» ܘ ܐ ̈ ܘ݂ܡ », respectively, in Bar Bahlūl, Lexicon 13135‒7;
also Payne Smith, Thesaurus 2665‒2666; Brockelmann‒Sokoloff, Lexicon 981‒982.

1 This was identified as “a round carob known as yanbūt” by Ibn Ǧulǧul according to Ibn
Samaǧūn, Ǧāmiʕ 4‒ي ینبوت (S II 1112‒13) and Ibn Ǧanāḥ, Talḫīṣ [1038]; cf. also a probable silent
quote in ʕumdah [1808] نبََطِيّ وب خَرُّ (B‒C‒T 19012‒16). For Abū Ḥanīfah, in turn, the Nabataean
carob was rather one of the two varieties of yanbūt, cf. Ibn Samaǧūn, Ǧāmiʕ II 1012‒115 and Ibn
Ǧanāḥ, Talḫīṣ [427].

2 There is no mention of the sumach digestive in Dukkān, nor does it seem to be recorded in
Azzahrāwī’s Taṣrīf. However, the recipe handed down by Alɂilbīrī’s is found in an identical
form in Sābūr b. Sahl, Ṣaġīr XI [246] (K 15016‒20); and also in Ibn Ǧazlah,Minhāǧ 88‒ج (L 60r
20‒22) except for the very last sentence.

3 For the identification of qāqullā (a ʕirāqī non-Arabic, probably Aramaic, word occasionally
qualified as “Nabataean” in the corpus) as Dioscorides’ ἀνδρόσακες apparently already in Ibn
Ǧulǧul, cf. Dietrich 1988: II 488 n. 5, where a likely Akkadian origin is suggested for this
phytonym (cf. CAD XIII 125 s.v. qaqqullu). The word is likewise documented in Syriac, cf. ܘ
in Bar Bahlūl, Lexicon 18304.

4 See Dukkān III.9 اخٓر» كموّن «جوارشن (D 28v 3‒7 | L 20r 19‒25), after a recipe for a version of the
digestive of Kirmānī cumin; and Azzahrāwī, Taṣrīf XVI.i.36 (S I 4828‒11). It is also essentially
identical, with minor rewording, to «ǧuwārišnu lkammūnī» in Aṭṭabarī Firdaws VI.vi.4,1 (Ṣ
4743‒11) and to formulas handed downby Ibn Sarābiyūn, Sābūr b. Sahl, andArrāzī (forwhich
see the references in the critical apparatus ad loc.). That this remedy stemmed from the Greek
tradition is stated by Ibn Ǧazlah, who considers it «mina lmaʕjūnāti rrūmiyyah» in Minhāǧ
74‒ج (L 58r 15‒22). The received text is indeed essentially an echo of the Διοσπολιτικὸν φάρμακον
as fixed for the written tradition by Galen in San. tu. IV.5 (K VI 26511‒2671 | Ko 1176‒11933). See
also below the remarks on Pharm 4.22 for a Hippocratic connection.
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produce an uncompromising spelling حوزى (or even (حورى that transfers to the
readers the responsibility of interpreting the word, relying, one may surmise,
on their previous knowledge on the subject. Now, from a synchronical perspec-
tive both interpretations are possible, although perhaps not equally plausible. A
Ḫūzī origin would be hardly surprising, perhaps rather even expected, for such
a sophisticated preparation containing so many aromatic ingredients, and this
hypothesis might found some support in the reading سابورى» حيد الاس «وحب of
manuscript P if it is indeed to be read as “Sābūrī”.1 The presence of nutmeg in the
recipe, on the other hand, might equally justify reading الجوزيّ الجوارشن ‘the elec-
tuary of nut’.2 As external evidence in favour of the latter interpretationGalen’s
διὰ καρύων stomatic might be adduced, but neither the composition nor the
medical indication (it is not a stomachic) match the details of this recipe.3 In
any case, as far as the actual knowledge of the professionals involved in the Is-
lamicate tradition (apothecaries andphysicians alike) is concerned, it is far from
warranted that all of them were in a position to correctly identify the name of
a given drug, especially in the case of the more exotic ones like this—which, all
in all, condemns any edition to be necessarily speculative.
Contrariwise to what is advertised by its name, “Galen’s digestive” in 4.14 can-

not possibly be an invention of the physician from Pergamon, but then if the
“triphala according to Galen” based on the three myrobalans was a fashionable
name, the conspicuous presence of galangal (Alpinia galanga (L.) Willd.) and
1 Ibn Ǧazlah, who unambiguously affirms the Persian origin of the drug («wahuwa Fārisī»)
transmits a certainly cognate reading النيسابوريّ» الجیّد الاسٓ «حبّ in Minhāǧ 75‒ج الخوزيّ جوارشن
(L 58v 1‒10 | I 88v 6 ‒ 89r 2), but the name in Minhāǧ P reads الجوزي» «جوارشن (cf. P 78r on
the right margin, since it had been skipped by the copyist). Further examples of the reading
«الخوزيّ» include a very different recipe for that does not contain any nuts (nor nutmeg) in Ar-
rāzī, Taǧārib XVI.iv.4 الخوزي جوارشن (R 46r 9‒12), or a variant reading in one of the manuscripts
transmitting Ibn Alǧazzār’s Zād (for which see the footnote below).

2 With all due caution regarding edited texts that I havenot checked against anymanuscripts, the
main witnesses for this second denomination are Aṭṭabarī, Firdaws VI.vi.4,3 الجوزيّ» «جوارشن
(Ṣ 47424‒47515), where, incidentally, no qualification is provided for the myrtle seed; Arrāzī,
Ṭibb 83r 22 ‒ 83v 4, where the word is partially vocalised as الـجَوزيّ» «الجوارشن but no nutmeg is
mentioned amongst the ingredients; Almaǧūsī, Kāmil II.v.16,5 الجوزيّ» «جوارشن (S II.2 36711‒13).
In Ibn Alǧazzār, Zād I.14 both editions favour a reading “walnut”: الجوزيّ» «الجوارش in B‒K 1389
(which they accordingly translate as “the walnut stomachic”) and الجوز» «جوارش in T 10013; the
manuscript readings, in turn, show some variation and الخوريّ» «الجوارش is transmitted by at least
one witness (cf. manuscript I in the critical apparatus in the Bos‒Käs edition). That the inter-
pretation of the Qayrawānī physician was indeed ‘the electuary of nut’ seems confirmed by the
recipe reported fromhis uncle as كبر» الأ الجوزيّ «الجوارشن andwhich includes nutmeg, inMaʕidah
12219‒12314, thence Azzahrāwī, Taṣrīf XI.i.6|22 (S I 47510‒23, 47918‒30).

3 Cf. Galen, Sec. loc. VI.2 Περὶ τοῦ διὰ καρύων στοματικοῦ (K XII 9057‒9103), and also Paul of
Aegina VII.xiv.5‒6, who transmits from him the recipes for both the simple («τὸ διὰ καρύων
ἁπλοῦν») and the compound («διὰ καρύων σύνθετον») versions of the remedy (H II 32913‒20).
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clove in the formula should not have been a deterrent for a similar attribution
here. To be fair, such exotic simple drugs were indeed documented in pseudo-
Galenic texts of Byzantine age and it is quite probable that the Islamicate tradi-
tion simply inherited the recipes and their ascriptions from that corpus.1
The remedy noted down as kammūniyyah in 4.22 does not actually bear the

nameofǧuwārišnbut itmay classed in these categoryby analogy to thedigestive
of cumin in 4.7. Suspicion of pseudepigraphy may have been higher here than
in the preceding recipe (this seems to be made explicit in the inscription of the
remedy itself: “a cumindrug that is ascribed toHippocrates”) andmayhave been
raised by the presence not only of clove but also, and perhaps principally, of
tabarzed or crystalline sugar (sukkarun ṭabarzad).2
The mention in 4.23 of the digestive of anacardium (ǧuwārišnu lbalāḏur), on

the other hand, is quite telling of the inconsistency of nominal categories with
regarding some of the most exotic (although not necessarily uncommon) com-
pound drugs. The preparation based on the marking nut has been previously
registered twice as simply “the dianacardium” (albalāḏurī) in Pharm 3.2|3 and
nothing in the composition of this new recipe justifies a new denomination. If
anything, such apparent discrepancy reflects a diversity of ultimate sources for
the different formulas and the lack of active editing on the part of the compiler,
who for themost part (with very rare exceptions) has limited himself to picking
and noting down the recipes as he found them. Yet again 4.23 is not completely
devoid of interest, as it transmits awell-known observation by Ḥunayn b. Isḥāq
on the correct use of this remedy (when, howmuch, and in which dietetic con-
text). 3

1 The recipe is found in identical form in Dukkān III.1 (D 27r 17 ‒ 27v 2 | L 18v 28 ‒ 19r 8).
2 Cf. Dukkān III.29 (D 29r 8‒23 | L 21v 18 ‒ 22r 6), which records also two additional recipes
with the same name: «alkammūniyyatu ṣṣuġrā» and «kammūniyyatunmuḫtaṣarah» inDukkān
III.30‒31 (D 29r 23 ‒ 29v 11 | L 22r 7‒23). The lesser cumin drug is borrowed from Ahrun’s book
by Azzahrāwī in Taṣrīf XVI.i.33 (S I 48128‒31) but not origin is mentioned for the formula of the
abridged one in Taṣrīf XVI.i.34 (S I 48131‒4821). The diyāsqūlīṭūs (*diyāsfūlīṭūs ≡ Διοσπολίτης)
features twice in a long quotation from Hippocrates in Aṭṭabarī, Firdaws II.iv.3 (Ṣ 10117), for
which the parallel locus in Ḥifḍ̱ §15 has rather «alǧuwārišnu lkammūnī» (K 505); and a recipe
including a mention of this synonymy is provided by the author in Firdaws VI.vi.4 (Ṣ 4743‒11).
As seen above, the formula of the Διοσπολιτικὸν φάρμακον goes back to Galen, San. tu. Tangen-
tially, for Arabic ṭabarzad applied to other substances such as salt, cf. Käs 2010: 1040‒1041; also
Steingass, CPED 279 s.v. تبرزد tabar-zad. The oldest extant mention of tabarzed sugar in Arabic
seems to be a passage from Ibn Māsawayh’s no longer extant Aṭʕimah (cf. Ibn Ǧanāḥ, Talḫīṣ
[634]). A Persian etymology from tabar ‘hatchet, axe’ is traditionally repeated and goes back
to native lexicographers, but in view of Persian tabarza Vullers prefers a derivation from an
Indian word akin to Sanskrit तवराज tavarāja, cf. LPLE I 420b; for the Sanskrit word interpreted
as a ‘sort of sugar prepared from a species of Hedysarum’, cf. Wilson, DSE 370a.

3 Ḥunayn’s remark is likewise included in the identical recipe in Dukkān III.23 (D 30r 21 ‒ 30v 7
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The digestive of asafoetida in 4.24 shows that a ǧuwārišnmust not necessarily
be a complex and extravagant preparation. In addition to fine asafoetida only
black pepper, mustard, and garden cress1 are required for this remedy, the de-
tailed instructions for use being in fact more than twice as long as the recipe
itself.2 At the other extreme of the spectrum, “the digestive known as the Com-
prehensive” in 4.27 represents polypharmacy in his highest expression and in-
volves an interesting problem of authorship.3
Finally, the recipe in 4.30 for the digestive of aloeswood (ǧuwārišnu lʕūd),

which is made exclusively of aromatics (including nutmeg, clove, mace, and
sandal) and is not so well documented in the Andalusī corpus, may be of some
relevance as an indicator of a still unidentified source or of amore active task of
compilation on the side of the author than what might have been suspected.4

—معجون The Arabic name to which corresponds the traditional denomination
of ‘electuary’ is quite unspecific and at the same time somewhat misleading
(kneading is by no means exclusive to these preparations), yet it dates back
to the earliest Graeco-Arabic translations and Syro-Arabic kanānīš.5 Moreover,
in the Islamicate corpus this category usually includes such drugs as theriacs
in general and many of the remedies bearing a Graeco-Arabic or Syro-Arabic
name.6

| L 21r 15‒27) and in Azzahrāwī, Taṣrīf XVI.i.65 (S I 48727‒33).
1 Arabic unqualified ḥurf translates Dioscorides’ κάρδαμον (traditionally identified as garden
cress, Lepidium sativum L.) inḤašāʔiš 2:144 (P 49v 7‒12 | T 21211‒23)≡Materiamedica 2:155 (W I
22112‒22211) but, as pointed out by Dietrich 1988: II 301, watercress or yellowcress (Nasturtium
officinaleW.T.Aiton) was also occasionally referred to by this name.

2 Cf. Dukkān III.11 (D 28v 11‒18 | L 20r 31 ‒ 20v 9). In view of the resemblance of this recipe to the
formula for dawāʔu lḥiltīt in Aṭṭabarī, Firdaws (4604–6), this electuary may be the same drug
referred to asmaʕǧūnu lḥiltīt in Ther 4.6.1—yet even the pastilles of asafoetida (qurṣu lḥiltīṯ) in
Almaǧūsī, Kāmil II.v.15,37 (S II.2 36520‒22) are also very similar in their preparation.

3 Cf. the same anonymous formula in Dukkān III.38 (D 31v 22 ‒ 32r 2 | L 23r 27 ‒ 23v 21). In Az-
zahrāwī,Taṣrīf VIII.2 (S I 43114‒33) the exact same recipe is reported from IbnAlǧazzār’sMaʕi-
dah 1299‒13015, where the author claims for himself the composition and the name of the drug.

4 The recipe is not included in the extant copies of Dukkān, nor apparently in Taṣrīf, but it is
found in an identical form in Ibn Wāfid’s Taḏkirah (G 20r 21‒25). A far more complex for-
mula (requiring, nevertheless, mostly aromatic ingredients) is recorded as «ǧuwārišnu lʕūdī»
by Aṭṭabarī in Firdaws VI.vi.4 (Ṣ 47919‒4806). Nor does the recipe match the equally convo-
luted preparation registered with the same name and under Ibn Alǧazzār’s authority in Az-
zahrāwī, Taṣrīf XI.i.15 «ǧuwārišnu lʕūd» (S I 47727‒4781).

5 The picture is actuallymore complex thanwhat could be summarised here. For the time being,
cf. Iṣṭifan’s use of «alʔadwiyatumaʕǧūnah» and «almaʕǧūnāt» in order to render «ἀντίδοτοι»,
and of «fī aḫlāṭi ṣṣināʕāt» as a translation of «ἔν τε ἐκλεικτοῖς» in Ḥašāʔiš 2:153 فلفل (P 50r 9‒10,
50r 17 | T 21418‒20, 21511)≡Mat. med. 2:159 πέπερι (W I 22418‒20, 22512). A few electuaries are also
attested in the partially collateral tradition of the Prophet’s medicine as well as in the Sunnah.

6 Cf. for instance Azzahrāwī, Taṣrīf II (S I 5423‒24).
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The drugs classified as electuaries in Pharmacopoeia are six in number and
are all named after their most distinctive ingredient, except for the first item of
this category. The electuary introducedat 4.9 is describedby itsmedical benefits,
which relate to a diversity of complaints (especially those caused by cold and
moistness).1

In 4.15 the electuary of clove is made exclusively of aromatic ingredients of
plant origin (except for the honey with which the mixture must be kneaded, of
course).2 Then, the nameof the remedy in 4.25 is amusingly deceptive: the plural
ḫarārīb does not refer here to the carob (ḫarrūb) or to its fruit (ḫarrūbah),3 but
rather to the homonymous (actually derivative) measure ḫarrūb that is, at least
etymologically, the equivalent of the carat.4 This is self-evident when the text of
the recipe is considered, since carob beans dot not feature here as an ingredient
and the word ḫarārīb indicates twice the amount of scammony required for the
preparation.5 The distinctive use of ḫarrūbah as a measure and the presence of
the phytonym tākawt may suggest a local origin for the recipe at least in this
version.6

1 I have not found any parallel recipe yet in the corpus under survey. Although the task of source
criticism becomes particularly complex (and often also frustrating) in the case of “nameless”
drugs, the quite peculiar description of the claimed benefits should be of great help to identify
possible cognates and precedents.

2 Cf.Dukkān IV.51 (D 3r 4‒10 | L 34v 19‒28). Exceptionally, a late Andalusī echo of the same recipe
can be located in Ibn Wāfid, Wisād X.67 القرنفل معجون (A 1418‒12), which shows only minimal
simplification with regard to the tenth-century text.

3 For Arabic ḫarrūb / ḫarnūb, see above the remarks on the Nabataean carob.
4 Already in Greek κεράτια was the name of the fruit of the carob tree in, for instance, Materia
medica 1:114 (W I 1071‒4), and at the same time the name of a measure of weight for solids (ap-
proximately 0.189 g). This polysemywas thenmirroredby theArabicised Islamicate tradition in
two parallel ways: through borrowing (κεράτιον > qirāṭ) and through loan-translation (κεράτιον
≡ ḫarrūbah). Incidentally, the plural ḫarārīb is not recorded in Corriente either s.r. *{xrb}
or s.r. *{xrnb} (cf. DAA 152, 155), but it is documented in its numismatic meaning in Dozy, SPA
I 357 s.r. خرب√ (with further references and specific values for the coin). In the Syriac corpus
ܛܐ was habilitated for bothmeanings, butܘܒܐ ܚ is well documented as the name of the tree
and the fruit (cf. Payne Smith, Thesaurus 3741 and 1365, respectively).

5 Scammony is here referred to by the synonym maḥmūdah, which in Pharmacopoeia is only
found here, in 4.27 (where all parallel witnesses have rather saqmūniyā), and in 6.13. Even if it is
well documented inAndalus down to the last phase of the local dialects (cf. PedrodeAlcalá’s
«escamoneamedicina ixcamonǐamahmúda» in Vocabulista arávigo 239b 14‒15), this synonym
is by no means Andalusī or even western: Antiochian scammony is repeatedly referred to as
maḥmūdatun Anṭākī by Ibn Attilmīḏ, cf. Aqrābāḏīn I [33], II [61|62] (K 5817, 6519‒20, 665). For
the Amazighic synonym tākawt, see Chapter 9.

6 Cf. the same formula in Dukkān IV.44 (D 42r 21 ‒ 42v 1 | L 34r 3‒8), both being different from
dawāʔu lḫarārīb in Azzahrāwī, Taṣrīf VI.43 (S I 41110‒12), for which nonetheless the measures
are also expressed in carobs; and also from the maʕǧūnu lḫarārīb that Azzahrāwī transmits
from Ibn ʕarīb Alɂandalusī’s book, cf. Taṣrīf VIII.91 (S I 44530‒33). A homonymous pill (ie
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The remaining three recipes are put together in a brief series 4.34‒36 that
closes the section. First in 4.34 the electuary of the two sandalwoods (red andyel-
low), which is unparalleled in Dukkān.1 Then the electuary of seeds (maʕǧūnu
lbuzūr) in 4.35, which is actually made of a variety of seeds with the addition of
a few aromatic ingredients.2 Finally 4.36, which transmits the recipe for the re-
puted electuary of iron dross, also not included inDukkān but abundantly docu-
mented since the earliest Syro-Arabic tradition, occasionally under the Persian
name of فنجنوش (probably panǧ-nūš), that seems to have originally reflected its
mixture of five elements (namely the threemyrobalans, tamarisk galls, and iron
dross).3

ḥabbu lḫarārīb) was prepared by Attaymī for a man affected by malkūniyah (that is μελαγχο-
λία, interpreted here as iḥtirāq and manifesting itself as huge ulcers on the bottom and thighs
accompanied by white blisters, see the notes on nosonymy appended to Chapter 6) according
to Alhāšimī, to which the Escurial copy of his treatise adds a full recipe that shows only partial
overlap with ours but shares most significantly the absence of carob beans as an ingredient
and the exclusive use of ḫarrūbah as a measure, cf. Maǧālis I.i.40 (K 986|10‒15). Let it be noted
that there are several compound drugs in the corpus that do include carob beans as their main
ingredient, cf. amedicinal catapasm (safūfu lḫarnūb) ascribed to Sābūr b. Sahl in Azzahrāwī,
Taṣrīf XVI.iv.5 (A 36 | S I 57723‒26), which is not included however in any of the published ver-
sions of his Aqrābāḏīn. This powder circulated also by the name of “digestive of carob”, cf. the
same recipe in Ibn Ǧazlah,Minhāǧ الخرّوب101‒ج جوارشن (L 62r 8).

1 Incidentally, despite the fact that there were three universally accepted chromatic varieties of
sandal, only two of them formed part of the medical stock.

2 Cf. Dukkān IV.53 (D 43r 14‒18).
3 Cf. Vullers, LPLE I 376 s.v. نوش پنَچ and LPLE II 693 s.v. ;فنَجنوش Fellmann 1986: 163; Kahl
2007: 222 n. 108. A recipe essentially identical to Pharm 4.36 is transmitted by Arrāzī, Ṭibb 79v
9‒14 under the same name (ie «ǧuwārišnu ḫabṯi lḥadīd», the iron dross being required there
to be of Baṣrī origin) and later by Ibn Ǧazlah, Minhāǧ 80‒ج الخبث جوارشن (L 59r 8‒14). Arabic
reflections of Persian fanǧnūš in the corpus include «dawāʔu lḫabṯi lmusammā fanǧūš» (sic),
transmitted fromRaǧāɂ Alɂaṣfahānī by Ibn Attilmīḏ inAqrābāḏīn V [138] (K 902‒20). Yet an-
other synonym for this drug is recorded by Ibn Hindū in Miftāḥu ṭṭibb VIII s.v.: «alfanǧanūš:
ismun Fārisiyyun liḫabṯi lḥadīd, wahuwamaʕǧūnun summiya “ʕaṭiyyata llāh”» (Q 8219‒20).
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لعوق — Nine recipes for lohocs cluster in two series 4.10‒12 and 4.16‒21 that are
broken by only three intervening recipes. These remedies are almost invariably
named after their main ingredient: tragacanth, linseed (twice), penide or candy
sugar (fānīd),1 squill, poppy, pine-nuts, and fenugreek. The only exception is 4.18,
which is registered simply as “a lohoc for children”. For the formulas of most
items within this epigraph there is no shortage of parallels and precedents and
in this introductory survey I signal only the closest (mostly identical) precedents
and possible cognates.2
The lohoc of tragacanth in 4.10 is quite representative of the category in three

regards: its basic ingredients include tragacanth, of course, but also Arabic gum,
pine-nuts, penide or candy sugar, and liquorice juice, which are mostly shared
by other recipes of lohocs. Then, the mixture must be kneaded with honey, and
finally its medical benefits are mostly related to the respiratory system (cough,
a coarse voice). As for most lohocs in the corpus, similar preparations can be
identified in the Graeco-Byzantine tradition.3
The two different recipes for the lohoc of linseed in 4.11 and 4.16 differ es-

sentially in the presence or absence of pepper, and a basic form of the remedy
was already known toDioscorides.4 The combinationof liquorice juice, Arabic
gum, and candy sugar does not really justify the denomination “lohoc of penide”
1 In the Islamicate tradition, andparticularly in theAqrābāḏīn genre, two varieties of candy sugar
are often distinguished by their nisbah: Siǧzī or Siǧistānī candy and ḫazāʔinī candy, cf. Ibn
Ǧanāḥ, Talḫīṣ [674|768] (and further references in the commentary to those two entries). In
Natāʔiǧ, however, all instances of this ingredient are unqualified and once it is even explicitly
specified as “simple” (sāḏiǧ) in Pharm 5.10, which suggests that candy or clarified sugar is ac-
tually intended rather than any sweetmeat, which is another of the possible meanings of fānīd
in Arabic. The word was borrowedwith its different interpretations from Persian pānīd / pānīḏ
(cf. Vullers, LPLE I 324b) and enteredMediaeval Latin, in turn, in the form penidium, whence
Middle French pénide (and Middle English penide, cf. Norri, DMVE 808b s.v.) and High Ger-
man Benet[zucker]), cf. vonWartburg, FEW XIX 142a s.v. pānīd.

2 In fact, lambatives, which have been wrongly considered an Islamicate innovation (cf. De Vos
2013: 695‒696) have Graeco-Byzantine roots and are well represented from the earliest Syro-
Arabic pharmacopoeias. Asmany as fifteen different recipes are recorded by Ibn Sarābiyūn in
Kunnāš VII.xxiاللعوقات في (L 146v 1 ‒ 149v 4)≡ Breviarium VII.xxiDe allohocath (V 73ra 16 ‒ 73va
59); and no less than twelve by Sābūr b. Sahl in Ṣaġīr IX (K 1159‒11914).

3 An identical recipe is found in Dukkān IV.45 (D 42v 2‒6 | L 34r 9‒16). This formula is proba-
bly related to an ἀρτηριακή likewise based on tragacanth and with a very similar medical ef-
fect handed down by Apollonius and Alcmaeon, transmitted by Andromachus, and finally
copied by Galen in Sec. loc. VII.ii.15 (K XIII 318‒322).

4 For the first recipe, cf. Dukkān IV.46 الكتاّن لعوق (D 42v 6‒8 | L 34r 17‒20); also Azzahrāwī, Taṣrīf
XXII.ii.5 (S II 12213‒14). For the second one, which is not included in Dukkān, cf. Sābūr b. Sahl,
Ṣaġīr IX [170] البزرتّان لعوق (K 11912‒14); also Ibn Sarābiyūn, Kunnāš VII.xxi.13 الكتاّن بزر لعوق (L 149r
10‒11)≡ Breviarium VII.xxi.13 (V 73va 49‒50). The basic skeleton of the remedy was described
as «σὺν μέλιτι ἀντὶ ἐκλεικτοῦ»≡ «iḏā ḫuliṭa bilʕasali waluʕiqa» in Dioscorides,Mat.med. 2:103
λινόσπερμον (W I 17711‒11)≡ Ḥašāʔiš 2:97 الكتاّن بزر (P 42v 17‒18 | T 1828‒10).



366 Pharm 4 On electuaries, lohocs, digestives, and preserves

of 4.12, since it is shared by several other lambatives in the series.1
Like the second recipe for the lohoc of linseed, the lohoc of squill in 4.17 comes

close to being theminimal possible expression of a medical formula: take some
juice of squill and clarified honey, knead them together, and let it be taken into
themouth before and after eachmeal.2 The paediatric lohoc in 4.18, in turn, can
be considered a variation of the lohoc of candy sugar with the addition of a few
ingredients.3
The lohoc of poppy in 4.19 shows the characteristic transference of the prop-

erties usually attributed to the main ingredient to the whole preparation.4 The
lohoc of pine-nuts in 4.20, in turn, has some interest from the point of view of
diachrony and intertextuality: on the one hand it includes an ingredient the
name of which has oftentimes been subjected to distortion or reinterpretation,
namely هيرون تمر ميدون») «تمر in P); on the other hand, the core of the recipe can
be dated back to the Hippocratic collection.5

1 Cf. Dukkān IV.48 الصبیان لسعال الفانیذ لعوق (D 42v 15‒18 | L 34r 30 ‒ 34v 4, which reads .(«الفانید»
Judging from its ingredients, it must certainly be related to the lohoc for children below.

2 Not selected for Dukkān, cf. Azzahrāwī, Taṣrīf XXII.ii.6 (S II 12214‒16). Its eastern precedents
include Sābūr b. Sahl, Ṣaġīr IX [162] العنصلان لعوق (K 11612‒16); and Ibn Sarābiyūn, Kunnāš
VII.xxi.14 العنصل بصل لعوق (L 149r 12‒14)≡ Breviarium VII.xxi.14 (V 73va 51‒54). It is also attested
in germinal form by Dioscorides: «σὺν μέλιτι ἐκλειχθεῖσα»≡ «maḫlūṭun biʕasalin yulʕaq») in
Mat. med. 2:171 σκίλλα (W I 2391‒4)≡ Ḥašāʔiš 2:165 إشقيل (P 52v 1‒3 | T 22420‒2253).

3 It is not recorded in Dukkān, but cf. Azzahrāwī, Taṣrīf XXII.i.14 (S II 11427‒31). Earlier docu-
mentation goes back to Sābūr b. Sahl, Ṣaġīr IX [164] (K 1172‒10); and Ibn Sarābiyūn, Kunnāš
VII.xxi.4 الصبیان للسعال لعوق) (وهو مطحثا (L 147r 1‒4) ≡ Breviarium VII.xxi.4 «methamen (est est
lohoc) ad tussim infantium» (V 73ra 38‒42). Ibn Sarābiyūn’s مطحثا is, of course, a raw transcrip-
tion of Syriac ܐ ܡܛܚ ≡ ἔκλειγμα (cf. Kahl 2007: 228; Payne Smith, Thesaurus 2076). This
Syriac word is quite well transmitted in a number of sources, amongst which: Ibn Attilmīḏ,
Aqrābāḏīn VI [154] اللوز مطحثا (K 9512‒16); Ibn Hindū,Miftāḥu ṭṭibb VIII s.v.: «almaṭaḥṯā: allaʕūq»
(Q 834); and even Ibn Ǧazlah,Minhāǧ 60‒ل اللوز) لعوق (هو المطحثا لعوق (L 198r 14‒17) and 121‒م لعوق
المطحثا (L 216r 9).

4 This recipe is different from the homonymous one in Dukkān IV.47 (D 42v 8‒15 | L 34r 20‒29),
but identical to Azzahrāwī, Taṣrīf XXII.i.12 شریف اخٓر خشخاش لعوق صفة (S II 11419‒23). Cf. also
Sābūr b. Sahl, Ṣaġīr IX [167] (K 1185‒12).

5 The formula is not to be found in Dukkān, but Azzahrāwī transmits it in Taṣrīf XXII.iii.3 (S
II 12831‒1291), where the problematic ingredient is trivialised as هنديّ» .«تمر The same recipe
is found already in Sābūr b. Sahl, Ṣaġīr IX [159] (K 11518‒12) and in Ibn Sarābiyūn, Kunnāš
VII.xxi.1 (L 146v 2‒5)≡ Breviarium (V 73ra 17‒23), both of which transmit a correct reading of
the ingredient in question (and this tamarun hayrūn is translated by Gerard of Cremona as
«dactilorum keiron» in Breviarium). The same kind of date enters the formula of a digestive of
dates (alǧuwārišnu ttamarī) in Ibn Attilmīḏ, Aqrābāḏīn V [145] (K 9222). Like most of the vo-
cabulary related to palms anddateshayrūn /hīrūnmust have beenwell-known toBedouins but
the fact that later pharmacognostic sources are unable to provide any information on it must
be interpreted as a sign that it had become very much of a bookish item with no material real-
ity. Thus, Ibn Ǧanāḥ, Talḫīṣ [285] simply reports from Abū Ḥanīfah that it is «ḍarbunmaʕrū-
fun mina ttamar», whereas Ibn Alḥaššāɂ glossing on Almanṣūrī admits quite honestly that it
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Finally the lohoc of fenugreek in 4.21 can illustrate the way in which the ag-
gregation of elements from disparate origins works, as it is one of the only two
recipes in the whole of Pharmacopoeia to feature themeasure istār (the other
one being Pharm 4.8), which can evidently be traced back to the source text.1

Aspecial—دبید category of electuary-like drugs not reflected in the rubric of the
section is dabīd, with five recipes presented in an almost unbroken sequence
4.28‒29|31‒33. All five show a typically ingredient-based denomination and noth-
ing in their composition or in the way in which theymust be prepared seems to
account for their name, which deserves indeed some explanation.2
The recipe in Pharm 4.28 describes a “wondrous” hepatic of roses that is af-

firmed to benefit also the stomach and to avail against yellowbile, fevers, and in-
digestion. Its ingredients are quite representative of the category: Indian spike-
nard, saffron, asarabacca or hazelwort (Asarum europaeum L.), bark of cassia
(Cinnamomumcassia (L.) J.Presl), sweet costus, blossomsof camel’s hayor squinanth,
cinnamon, white tabasheer, andmastic, one part of each one. To this a quantity
of leaves of red roses equal to the total sum of the other ingredients must be
added. The mixture is to be beaten up and then kneaded with clarified honey.
An inherited remark stemming from an alternative recipe informs the reader
that a number of aromatics may be also incorporated into the mixture.3 A lit-
tle further 4.33 is a word-by-word duplicate of the same recipe, with the quali-
fication “perfected” (muḥkam) added to the header in this second instance (or,
otherwise, omitted from the first). This is not the only case in Pharmacopoeia
of a textual duplicate and such a feature is quite telling about the compilation
strategies implemented by some authors especially in this genre.
Then a hepatic δεκαφάρμακον made of rhubarb (dabīdu rrāwandi lʕušārī) is

is unknown in the west, cf. Mufīd [1194] هيرون (C‒R 12912). According to Kahl 2007: 225‒226
n. 115 “[p]honetically it seems obvious” that “Hairūn dates” should refer to Heron of Alexan-
dria, although an association with Heras of Cappadocia seems “much more tempting” to
him. However, a Syriac connection may also be plausible, cf. ܘܢ» ܕܗܝ ܐ «ܬܡ and ܐ.» ܬܡ
ܘܢ «ܗܝ (translated by Budge as “dates of Hîron” and “Hîron”, respectively) in the context of
lohocs and remedies for the chest in the Syriac Book of medicines XIII (B 23618, 24719), which
in Margoliouth, Supplement 100a s.v.ܘܢ ܗܝ is related to a place-name tentatively identified
with Ḥirrān.

1 No parallel recipe is recorded in Dukkān, but cf. Azzahrāwī, Taṣrīf XXII.ii.4 (S II 12210‒12). The
same formula, with the same measure (istārayn) mentioned only for the amount of linseed, is
transmitted by Sābūr b. Sahl, Ṣaġīr IX [160] (K 11520‒1164).

2 I have retained the spelling dabīd used throughout in manuscript P despite the apparently
overwhelming prevalence of ḏabīd (only sporadically ḏabīḏ) in the Andalusī corpus. See the
Appendix to this chapter for an etymological proposal related to this word.

3 An identical recipe is transmitted inDukkān IV.13محكم ورد ذبید (D 35v 18 ‒ 36r 4 | L 27v 2‒13); also
Ibn Alǧazzār, Zād V.6.4 (T 4255‒13); and Hārūniyyah I.vii.3 (G 1656‒10).
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given in4.29, inwhich thedistinctive ingredient is indeedChinese rhubarb (Rheum
palmatum L.).1 Finally, two very different recipes for the hepatic of lacquer are
selected as 4.31|32. The first one is certainly truncated, since it breaks after the
third set of ingredients without providing any instructions for its preparation,
nor does it mention any benefits for the drug.2 Then 4.32 transmits a recipe for
the same drug according to Isḥāq b. ʕimrān and it involves the richest list of
ingredients of the set (twenty-five in our text, excluding honey) and also claims
to heal thewidest spectrum of ailments, being unequalled by any othermedical
remedy.3

1 That the adjective relates to the drug rather than to the rhubarb is evident from the parallel
appellation ḏabīdu alwardi lʕušārī attested elsewhere, cf. an extraneous recipe for this remedy
copied in Dukkān A 108v 4‒11; also IbnWāfid,Wisād XI.19 (A 1525‒8). Following a practice that
goes back to pre-Galenic times, in the Islamicate corpus compound drugs may include in their
name a reference (in the form of a qualifier of the pattern fuʕālī) to the quantity of ingredients
that enter their preparation. In the case of the ʕušārī hepatics of roses and of rhubarb, that
number is ten. For the recipe, cf. an identical text inDukkān IV.10 (D 35r 20 ‒ 35v 2 | L 27r 2‒10);
also Azzahrāwī, Taṣrīf III.7 (S I 36630‒3672), where the header specifies that the drug contains
Chinese rhubarb. For Qayrawān, cf. Ibn Alǧazzār, Zād V.6.1 (T 42315‒4242).

2 It has no parallel in Dukkān. Only the mention of fuwwah ‘dyers’ madder’ (Rubia tinctorum L.)
might prove to be useful in the search of a likely source. Let it be remarked that the two recipes
appear to have been copied in an inverted order in P, as indicated by two notes «مؤخّر» / «مقدّم»
added by the copyist on the margin.

3 The text is identical toDukkān IV.12 (A 104r 4‒19 | D 35v 6‒17 | L 27r 17 ‒ 27v 1), for the header of
which the manuscripts show some variation: اللك» «ذبید D / لكا» «ذبید L / لكا» «دبید A. The same
formula is copied also by Azzahrāwī in Taṣrīf III.3 (S I 3662‒3|24‒30). In Qayrawān the recipe
for the hepatic of lacquer is reported from Ibn ʕimrān’s own autograph (it makes better sense
to follow here the reading كتابه» «في of manuscript Ġ than «كتبه» as edited) by Ibn Alǧazzār in
Zād V.6.3 بخطّه» كتابه في إسحاق وصفه ما على لّك ذبید «صفة (T 42310‒4254). A remarkably simpler version
is recorded as “the lesser [more probable than “the yellow”] hepatic of lacquer” in Aṭṭabarī,
Firdaws VI.vi.1 (Ṣ 45924‒4603).
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There are two additional drugs that do not fit in the above classification.
First, the abridged formula for a drug of mint of unspecified typology («ṣifatu
fūdanǧ»)1 in 4.13, which requires themixture of herbs to be kneadedwith honey
and is ascribed to Arrāzī.2 Then the pill of mastic (ḥabbu lkiyyah) in 4.26, which
should belong with the other pills in Pharm 3 and which is actually different
from the homonymous recipe recorded below in Pharm 6.9.3

Pharm 5—On syrups and robs

With thirty-one different recipes this chapter is only marginally less rich than
the preceding one and it is much more homogeneous too. In fact, in the Islam-
icate tradition syrups (šarāb, plural ašribah) and robs (rubb, plural rubūb)4 are
1 Unqualified fūḏanǧ (elsewhere also fūtanǧ) translates Dioscorides’ καλαμίνθη inḤašāʔiš 3:33
(P 62r 17 ‒ 62v 7 | T 25523‒25616)≡Mat.med. 3:35 (W II 4613‒4810), and IbnǦulǧuldistinguishes
three different species: river mint (fūḏanǧun nahrī), mountain mint (fūḏanǧun ǧabalī), and
wild mint (fūḏanǧun barrī), cf. Tafsīr 3:34 (G 493‒5 | D 834‒5). For a brief overview and further
references on the identification of Arabic fūḏanǧ, cf. Dietrich 1988: II 382‒383; for the Persian
etymology of the word, cf. also Vullers, LPLE I 380a s.v. پودَنهَ ‘mentha’.

2 The sameunspecific denomination is transmitted inDukkān III.33 (D29v 11‒15 | L 22r 30‒ 22v 4)
and also in Azzahrāwī, Taṣrīf XI.38 (S I 48217‒20). The source for the formulamaywell be *alfū-
tanǧī in Arrāzī,Manṣūrī IX.74 الخلفة في (B 43417‒19)—the text edited by Al-Bakry actually reads
الفوتنجيّ» الخبث ,«معجون which makes no sense at all (the drug does not contain any iron dross)
and betrays a misreading (< والفوتنجيّ الخبث ,(*ومعجون cf. «id quod fit de scoria, et diaolibanum, et
trocisci calefacientes epar quos nominauimus, et electuariumdiacalamentum», immediately fol-
lowed by the recipe, in Almansorem IX.72 (V 48va 8‒12). The recipe for the mint drug is indeed
an abridgement of Galen’s τὸ διὰ τῆς καλαμίνθης φάρμακον as described in San. tu. IV.7 (K VI
28118‒2831 | Ko 12421‒1254).

3 ForPharm 4.26, cf. a parallel recipe inDukkānV.2 (D43v 18‒22) that is indeed classified amongst
pills. A formula by the samenameḥabbu lkiyyah is handeddownby IbnWāfid inWisād XXIII.5
(A 29711‒13), but while being essentially the same (a combination of aloe and mastic made into
pills) it shows a quite different wording. For the synonymy kiyyah (< ܟܝܐ < Χία) = maṣṭikā (=
ܛܝܟܝ ܡ < μαστίχη), see below the note to Pharm 6.9.

4 Both syrup and rob are traditional terminology (cf. Norri, DMVE 1068‒1076 and 929‒930, res-
pectively) and in this case I cannot agreewith the use of beverage for Arabic šarāb, which,while
being correct in general,may be to vague in a specifically pharmacopoeical context (paceKahl
2009: 18, 124, 135‒145). As far as the šarāb category is concerned, there is an undeniable “seman-
tic inflation” of theword as a result of the incorporationof a plethora of herbalwines (invariably
translated as šarāb) into the Islamicate tradition, not only through the strictly medical corpus
but also via Filāḥah literature, and due also to the quick proliferation of sugar-based beverages
most of which became subsumed into one single nominal category. The details of this poly-
semy and the interaction with the Islamic legislation and moral codes across time and space
cannot be analysed here, but let it be noted that the Christian Syriac tradition, in which the
consumption of wine under any denomination was unproblematic, makes use of ܚܡ (cognate
to Arabic ḫamr) in the same context:ܐ ܕܕܒܘܪܝ ܚܡ andܐ ܕܒ ܚܡ ‘wine of honey’ being usually
glossed as šarābu lʕasal and corresponding to οἰνόμελι, ܘܪܕܐ ܚܡ ‘wine of roses’ being šarābu
lward and reflecting ῥοδίτης (cf. Payne Smith, Thesaurus 1308‒1309, and also several examples
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often dealt with together since they share the use of sugar (alternatively, and
primitively, of honey) for their preparation and differ basically in their consis-
tence.1 Incidentally, ḥisbahmanuals usually devote a separate epigraph to adul-
terations introduced by the šarābī (that is the syrup-maker), which shows that
the supervision of their activity was a great concern to themuḥtasib.2
The recipes collected in Pharm 5 do not show any systematic arrangement,

yet more or less consistent sequences can be distinguished for syrups (with an
almost uninterrupted series in 5.1‒5|7‒8|10 and also 17‒22|24‒31), whereas robs are
not only less numerousbut also less clustered (first 5.6 and59, thena single series
in 5.11‒16, and finally 5.23). The total number of thirty-one recipes is quite low,
again,whencompared toDukkān, inwhichat least eighty-sevendifferent syrups
and fifteen robs are recorded, in addition to eleven versions of oxymel, seven of
julep, and four infusions.3
All syrups and robs in Pharm 5 are named after the main ingredient of the

preparation (which can itself be a compound preparation, as in the case of the
sugar oxymel in 5.4), with the sole exception of the syrup in 5.25, which is rather
described by its medical benefit. In three instances an explicit—but evidently
not immediate—source ismentioned: Galen for the syrup of fruit in 5.3 and for
the rob of mulberries in 5.6, then Dioscorides for the myrtle syrup in 5.20.

Two—شراب recipes are provided for the syrup of fruit first in 5.1 then in 5.3, the
latter with an explicit Galenic ascription. The name reflects quitewell the diver-
sity of fruits (actually their juice, even if not explicitly stated) that is required for
the preparation of the two syrups. According to the first anonymous recipe, one
must take quince, apple, citron, pear, pomegranate, and unripe grapes if avail-
able; then sumach, medlar (zuʕrūr/zaʕrūr), jujube (nabiq), myrtle seeds, and
service tree (ġubayrāʔ, Sorbus domestica L.) must be thrown into it and left to
macerate for one or two days. After squeezing and sifting, the mixture must be
of this nomenclature in the notes to the syrups and robs below).

1 A detailed and clarifying explanation of the different procedures involved in the preparation
of syrups and robs is provided by Ibn Ǧumayʕ in Iršād IV.v (L 156v 1‒14). On robs, which can be
more or less thick, cf. the definition provided by IbnHindū,Miftāḥu ṭṭibbVIII s.v. «arrubbu:mā
yuǧlabu mina ššayʔi wayuʕṣar, ṯumma yuṭbaḫu ḥattā yaġluḍ̱» (Q 846); also Azzahrāwī, Taṣrīf
XIII.iv (S I 53731‒5371). Incidentally, this use of √ǧlb (or is it √ḥlb?) might be relevant for the
interpretation of the header of the triphala recorded in Pharm 1.2.

2 Cf. Ibn Alɂuḫuwwah, Maʕālim XXIV الشرابیّين على الحسـبة في (L 1155‒16), and further remarks also
in the next chapter on apothecaries and wax-makers inMaʕālim XXV (L 12114‒1228); essentially
the same text is reproduced by Aššayzarī too in Nihāyah XIX (A 561‒5714).

3 The exact figure in the primitive text of Dukkān is hard to assess, since the original order of
the folios has been altered by the rebinding of manuscript D and the ending of the chapter is
missing fromL. As always Azzahrāwī’s Taṣrīf stands on a different level of comprehensiveness
with some one-hundred and thirty syrups and thirty robs, cf. Taṣrīf XIII (S I 50912‒54227).
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patiently boileduntil it acquires someconsistence—let it benoted thatno sugar
or honey is added to the preparation.1 As for 5.3, the original formula copied by
Galen is more complete and also more clearly structured, with indication of
specific amounts of each set of ingredients (which otherwise are for the most
part the same, although actually less in number) andmore detailed instructions
for each step of the preparation. In this second recipe a good three raṭls of honey
are explicitly prescribed in order to give to the mixture the desired thickness.2
The recipe for the syrup of mint in 5.2 is likewise of Greek descendance.3
The recipe for a sugar oxymel in 5.4 would appear to be an Islamicate adap-

tation, by addition of some sugar, of a Byzantine development of the classical
basic ὀξύμελι.4

1 The text of this recipe matches exactly the one in Dukkān I.59 (D 10r 20 ‒ 10v 7 | L 9v 18‒22),
but it is very different from the two syrups of fruit selected by Azzahrāwī for Taṣrīf XIII.ii.7
(S I 51917‒26) and XIII.iii.8 (S I 53411‒18). A very similar yet abridged version of the same drug is
recorded in some copies of Ibn Alǧazzār’ Zād I.25 (T 1381‒3), where specific mention is made
of Kūfī pomegranates and Ṣamġānī apples. That series of recipes is considered, however, a later
addition by the Bos and Käs given that some Arabic witnesses as well as the Hebrew and Latin
translations do not include them (cf. B‒K 229 n. 382). Our recipe can be compared in its sim-
plicity to Ibn Ǧazlah,Minhāǧ47‒ش الفاكهة شراب (L 134v 17‒21) and still to IbnWāfid,Wisād X.54
(A 1389‒13), and to Ibn Ǧumayʕ, Iršād IV.v.18 (L 159v 16 ‒ 160r 2). In all these parallel recipes the
water, extract, or juice (māʔ) of the fruits is explicitly mentioned.

2 The same recipe is found in Dukkān I.58 too, where it is rubricated as لجالینوس» الفاكهة «ربّ (D
10v 8‒15 | L 9v 11‒18), and Azzahrāwī agrees with its classification as a rob in Taṣrīf XIII.iv.28
(S I 54032‒5414). The preparation of «ἡ διὰ τῶν ὀπωρῶν» had been borrowed by Galen from
Asclepiades,Morb. intern. I, cf. Sec. loc. VIII.iii.3 (K XIII 14214–1434).

3 Identical toDukkān I.52 (A 88r 4–10 | D 9v 12–17 | L 9r 4‒8), the recipe is essentially an unaltered
echo of Galen, Sec. loc. VIII.iii.1 (K XIII 1424‒9), who copies it word by word fromAsclepiades’
book. A parallel transmission is documented for the remedy via Ḥunayn’sMaʕidah 54r 16‒20,
where the drug does not however receive anyparticular name («ṣifatudawāʔin yaṣluḥu lilġaṯy»,
which mirrors the Greek «Πρὸς στομάχου ἀνατροπάς»), cf. also Arrāzī, Taǧārib XVI.i.6 (R 47v
23‒26). On the other hand, the form naʕnāʕ that features in the header (but not in the body)
of the recipe in Natāʔiǧ and Dukkān is found also in other parallel witnesses, as for instance
in Ibn Ǧumayʕ, Iršād IV.v.6 (L 158r 1‒4); but not in all of them, cf. Ibn Ǧazlah,Minhāǧ 48‒ش
النعنع شراب (L 135r 1‒3). The formula for this syrup is remarkably similar to that of the rob of mint
(rubbu nnaʕnaʕ) in Sābūr b. Sahl, Ṣaġīr IV [332] (K 18311‒17).

4 The recipe does not coincide with Dukkān I.13 سكرّيّ سكنجبين شراب (D 1r | L 2v 7‒15), but it is
very similar to Dukkān I.18 عسليّ أو سكرّيّ سكنجبين (D 3r 13 ‒ 3v 2 | L 3r 13‒25), also to Dukkān I.19
عسليّ سكنجبين (D 3v 2‒13 | L 3r 26 ‒ 3v 7), and even toDukkān I.22 سكرّيّ سكنجبين (D 4r 6‒16 | L 3v 28
‒ 4r 12). Essential identicality obtains, in turn, with Ibn Alǧazzār, Zād V.9.5 سكرّيّ سكنجبين صفة
(T 44313‒44414). Amongst the Graeco-Byzantine precedents of the recipe, it can be compared,
especially with regard to the herbs involved, to the «ὀξύμελι πικρόν» in Aetius, Iatrica lxxx (O
I 2925‒12), which is admittedly bitter but it only required some sugar to be turned into a sweet
beverage. For the Persian origin of the Arabic word (namely sikanǧabīn/sikanǧubīn ≡ ὀξύμελι
‘vinegar honey’), cf. Vullers, LPLE II 312b s.v. ;سكنݣبين Steingass, CPED 689. Syriac ܟܢܓܒܝܢ
seems to be documented rather late (cf. Payne Smith, Thesaurus 2634) and probably derives
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The syrupmade of iron dross described in 5.5 is labelled in other texts an elec-
tuary, a digestive, a decoction, etc. In fact, a similar recipe has been previously
recorded in Natāʔiǧ itself as an electuary in 4.36.1
Two alternative recipes for the syrup of unripe grapes are given in 5.7‒8, the

second of which is qualified as “simple” (saḏiǧ), the difference being explicitly
described as absence of honey from the simple version of the drug.2 The hon-
eyed preparation goes back ultimately to Dioscorides’ ὀμφακόμελι.3
The protean cluster formed by syrups and robs of poppy in the Islamicate tra-

dition is representedhere by one syrup in 5.10 andone robof in 5.16. Both kinds of
preparations are documented in a great variety of more or less similar versions
most of which are, however, only distantly related to our text. This seems some-
how tomirror a diversity already present in theGreek tradition, since already by
the 2nd century ce a number of preparations were available for the drug known
as διὰ κωδυῶν. Most if not all of them became superseded, of course, by Galen’s
own version of the remedy.4
The second series of syrups begins at 5.17with a syrup of šāhtaraǧ,5 for which

from Arabic rather than directly from Persian. On a tangential note, the same name was re-
tained for this category of preparations even after sugar had substituted for honey, and the rob
of quince or the likes of it for vinegar, cf. Alḫwarizmī,Mafātīḥ II.iii.6 (V 1769‒1771).

1 For an identical recipe, cf. Dukkān I.110 الحدید بخبث معمول شراب (D 18r 10‒19). Nominal fluidity is
shown in the fact that Almaǧūsī transmits an identical formula under the nameof ṭabīḫu lḫabṯ
in Kāmil II.v.16.13 (S II.2 36818‒23), certainly inspired by (if not borrowed from) Sābūr b. Sahl,
Ṣaġīr IV [241] المطبوخ الحدید خبث صنعة (K 14717‒14810). An essentially identical recipe is recorded
without any specific name in Arrāzī, Ṭibb 79v 14‒19, where it is immediately followed by an
alternative version in which clarified milk (rāʔib) is used instead of wine, cf. Ṭibb 79v 20 ‒
80r 3. In the Hārūniyyah it is even styled a triphala («iṭrīfalu lḥadīd») and ascribed to Galen,
cf. Hārūniyyah II.ii.1 (G 33116‒3333).

2 The same minimal sequence is transmitted also in Dukkān I.87‒88 (A 90r 13 ‒ 90v 4 | D 14v
1‒10). The formula for the simple version of the syrup is also identical to Taṣrīf XIII.iv.3 (S I
53723‒26), which is however registered there as a rob («ṣifatu rubbi lḥiṣrim»), which aligns in
fact with Sābūr b. Sahl, Ṣaġīr IV [326] الساذج الحصرم ربّ صنعة (K 18110‒16). The version transmitted
by Aṭṭabarī for the rob of unripe grapes is also basically the same but for the addition there of
some saffron and some cardamom to the decoction, cf. Firdaws VI.vi.5.6 (Ṣ 48310‒14).

3 Cf.Materiamedica 5:23 (W III 2017‒21)≡Ḥašāʔiš 5:20 الحصرم شراب (P 112v 4‒6 | T 38620‒25). Cf. also
ܘܡܠܝ ܐܡ translated as ܐ ܝ ܕܒ ܐ ܚܡ by Bar Sarošway and identified as «rubbu lḥiṣrim» in
Bar Bahlūl, Lexicon 1911‒2.

4 The only identical formula identified so far is found in Dukkān I.53 (A 88r 10‒17 | D 9v 17‒23 |
L 9r 9‒14). None of the multiple recipes transmitted by Ibn Alǧazzār in his different treatises
coincides with this one, cf. for instance Zād III.6 (T 23610‒2372); Suʕāl IV (M 47r 10‒19). As for
the pre-Galenic tradition, each author seems to have held his ownopinion on the exact propor-
tions of poppies andwater to bemixed, andGalen tries to overcome this prevalent διαφωνία by
establishingwhat he thinks to be themost correct version of the recipe, cf. Sec. loc.VII.ii (K XIII
379‒459), where the versions of Andromachus, Crito, Heras, Damocrates (who mentions
Themison as the first inventor of this drug), and Soranus are noted down.
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a second different recipe is provided later in 5.26.1
The syrup of myrtle is recorded in two different versions and it is referred to

by the synonym rayḥān in both instances: first a minimal formula is given in
5.18 which requires simply boiling down the myrtle after beating it up;2 then a
version that follows Dioscorides’ practice (maḏhab) is copied in 5.20.3
The case of the syrup of citron in 5.19 is illustrative of the occasional inco-

herence of pharmacopoeical compilations in general and of the dispensatory
included in Natāʔiǧ in particular. There is virtually no difference between what
here in 5.19 is labelled as “the syrup of citrons” and what a few recipes before in
5.15 has been inscribed as “the rob of citrons”. The ingredients, the way of prepa-
ration, the medical indications for their use—the two formulas are identical
in all regards but for a few minimal differences in the exact wording (the in-
structions for use come after the header in 5.15, at the end of the recipe in 5.19).
The relatively high frequency with which such duplicities and even redundant
recipes are included in Pharmacopoeia may well be reflective of the way in

5 Arabic šāhtaraǧ is traditionally identified as fumitory (≡ καπνός, Fumaria officinalis L.), but
this identification may need further scrutiny. In Andalus Ibn Ǧulǧul equates šāhtaraǧ with
Dioscorides’ γιγγίδιον in Tafsīr 2:119 (G 392 | D 5621), whereas Ibn Albayṭār in his own Tafsīr
2:121 (B 1895‒8) reproaches Iṣṭifan for this identification. Now, if Dubler’s and Terés’ edition
of Ḥašāʔiš 2:138 (T 2041) reads indeed «شاهترج» in the rubric, manuscript P 53r 3 has rather
«الشـیطرج» and enters the plant as «لبیذیون» (ie λεπίδιον), which confirms the long-held suspicion
of a misidentification and further mistransmission of the original lemma in Materia medica
2:137 γιγγίδιον (W I 20817‒2093), cf. Dietrich 1988: II 285‒286 (with references to earlier pro-
posals in this direction, particularly Löw 1881: 37‒38). For Vullers, on the other hand, Persian
šāh tarra (also šāhtarah / šāhtaraǧ) is the etymon of Arabic šīṭaraǧ and refers to a bitter herb,
and he further registers a native identification with Arabicالملك بقلة (cf. LPLE II 394a s.vv. شاهترََج
and ه ترََّ .(شاه A similar interpretation as “master of the vegetables” (raʔīsu lbuqūl) was known
to Ibn Ǧanāḥ, Talḫīṣ [986], where the Persian phytonym is actually spelled ترج» «شاه probably
following data provided to him by his informant Abulfutūḥ Alǧurǧānī as suggested in Bos,
Käs, Lübke, andMensching2020: 1103. In any case, unless anorigin is identified for the recipes
of the šāhtaraǧ syrup there can be no certainty as to the quiddity of the plant involved—and
even then the original drug must have been reinterpreted through time and space according
to each author’s understanding.

1 The first recipe is identical to Dukkān I.113 (A 93v 20 ‒ 94r 5 | D 18v 5‒10) and the same formula
was transmitted still in the 11th c. by IbnWāfid inWisād XXI.61 and XXIII.31 (A 2421‒7, 3083‒9).
The second version in Pharm 5.26, in turn, overlaps largely with Azzahrāwī, Taṣrīf XIV.iv.3 (S
I 55122‒30) and with Ibn Alǧazzār, Zād V.9.8 (T 4474‒16).

2 Cf. Dukkān I.97 ثاني ريحان شراب (D 15v 3‒5), actually preceded by another recipe for a syrup of
myrtle seeds in Dukkān I.96 (A 91r | D 15r ‒ 15v).

3 Cf. Dukkān I.100 (A 91v 7‒15 | D 15v 13‒19), for which manuscript D reads الريحان» «ربّ against
الريحان» «شراب in A. The same recipe bears the rubric دياسقوریدس» مذهب على اخٓر الاسٓ «ربّ in Az-
zahrāwī, Taṣrīf XIII.iv.19 (S I 53925‒30). The origin of the formula (except for the medical in-
dications, which are certainly a later addition) is found indeed in Dioscorides, Ḥašāʔiš 5:25
الاسٓ شراب (P 113r 4‒7 | T 3886‒9)≡Mat. med. 5:29 μυρσινίτης (W III 2218‒232).
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which it was compiled.1
On the other hand, the syrup of the two pomegranates in 5.21 is very different

from the simple pomegranate rob in 5.12. Not only does it require, as it name
clearly indicates, both sweet and sour pomegranates but its preparation is also
somewhat more complex and is explicitly compared to the procedure to make
myrtle syrup. Nomedical indications are provided, nor any benefitsmentioned,
for this syrup.2
As practically all the remedies that include roses as an ingredient, the syrup

of dry roses in 5.22has a greatmanyparallels in the Islamicate corpus—identical
cognates are far fewer, however. The recipehas its originnot in thewine flavoured
with roses of the Greek tradition (ῥοδίτης) but rather in the analogous ῥοδόμελι,
that involvedhoney insteadofwineandwhichwas available throughDioscorides
and also the Geoponica.3
Two different recipes are provided also for apple syrup: a simple and straight-

forward one in 5.24, according to which the preparation must be left to the sun
for forty days prior to storage; a more complex one in 5.27 which, despite the
manifest difference in its wording, represents very much the same process of
preparation. Neither recipe includes any indications for use, nor do they men-
tion any ailments against which it should be beneficial.4
The only instance of a name not based on ingredients is the syrup in 5.25, the

benefits of which include cooling the complexion, keeping in check yellow bile,
quenching the thirst, stopping biliary vomit, and availing against heart palpita-
tions. As with other similar “nameless” remedies, I have been unable to find any
1 The same formula for the syrup of citron is transmitted under the same name inDukkān I.91 (A
90v 17‒20 | D 14v 19‒22) and also in Hārūniyyah II.i.5 الأترجّ شراب (G 3078‒9), but in Azzahrāwī,
Taṣrīf XIII.iv.13 it is classified as الأترجّ» «ربّ (S I 5391‒4).

2 Nor are they included in the identical recipe in Dukkān I.83 (A 89r 22 ‒ 89v 10 | D 13v 16‒23 | L
11v 20‒27).

3 Cf. Azzahrāwī, Taṣrīf XIII.i.9 (S I 5112‒4). The text in Dukkān I.107 (D 71r 17‒20) is highly du-
bious, as it is copied at the end of the manuscript and has no parallel in the other two wit-
nesses. The specification “dry” for the roses becomesmeaningful when compared, for instance,
toAlʕaṭṭārAlhārūnī,Minhāǧ II.4 الطريّ الورد شراب عمل صنعة (A 1812‒15). In Iṣṭifan’s translationof
Dioscorides’ text «ὃ καλεῖται ῥοδόμελι» is rendered as «wayuqālu lihāḏā ššarābi “rūḏūmālī”»,
cf.Ḥašāʔiš 5:23 الورد شراب (P 112v 20‒21 | T 38721‒23)≡Materiamedica 5:27 ῥοδίτης (W III 226‒8). In
the anthology of the Geoponica the recipe is found in VIII.29 Ῥοδομέλιτος σκευασία (B 2256‒11),
which was translated as «šarābun yusammā birrūmiyyati ”روذاهله“ wabilfārisiyyati «”جلانجبين“ in
Rūmiyyah IV.103 (M 17314‒1744). Bar Bahlūl, in turn, seems to distinguish clearly between
ܐܘܢܘܣ ܪܘܕܝܛܘܣ ܕܘܪܕܐ= ܐ ܚܡ / šarābu lward and ܪܘܕܐܡܠܝ = ǧullāb in Lexicon 18819‒10|3.

4 Pharm 5.24 is identical to Dukkān I.80 (A 89r 13‒17 | D 13v 7‒10 | L 11v 11‒14), yet Ibn ʕabdirab-
bih’s version does mention the benefits of the syrup, which happen to be included word by
word in Pharm 5.14within the recipe for the apple rob! No parallel is transmitted in Dukkān for
Pharm 5.27, since it does not match Dukkān I.81 اخٓر تفّاح شراب (D 13v | L 11v 14‒18).
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close cognates for this recipe.1
The recipe for quince syrup of in 5.28 is relatively complex and involves a

number of items not devoid of interest for the study of drug-making. Most re-
lated versions of the quince syrup, which is also often referred to by its Perso-
Arabic nameofmaybah especially in the east, developed from the core tradition
inherited from the Greek κυδωνίτης.2
The syrup of plums in 5.29may be a paradigmatic example of linguistic adap-

tation, which reflects the fact that at some point in the process of transmission
and reworking of the recipes a compiler (whether hewas an apothecary, a physi-
cian, or both) must have taken some active part beyond mere copying and col-
lecting. In this case the local synonym ʕayn baqar substituted for the original
name of the fruit, namely iǧǧāṣ (also inǧāṣ).3
The last syrup of the collection is the one made of jujube (ʕunnāb, the stone

fruit of Ziziphus jujuba Mill.) and sebesten plum (muḫīṭā, the drupe of Cordia
myxa L.) in 5.31. The recipe is quite likely of Qayrawānī origin but its actual au-
thorship implies, once again, a problem of interpretation.4

رب—The recipes for robs share verymuch the features described for the syrups
as far as genetic affiliation is concerned and some of them have actually been
incidentally dealt with in the preceding paragraphs.
No trap lies beneath Galen’s rob of mulberries in 5.6, for it does have its ori-

1 It is reasonably similar, however, to Ibn Alǧazzār,Maʕidah 19410‒17.
2 For the specific recipe inNatāʔiǧ, cf. the identical version inDukkān I.75 (A 88v 5‒18 | D 12v 22 ‒
13r 6 | L 11r 15‒22). A syrup of quince according to Dioscorides is transmitted inDukkān I.79 (D
13r 22 ‒ 13v | L 11v 5‒11) and the origin of some of the recipes can be located indeed inMateria
medica 5:20 κυδωνίτης (W III 1922‒205)≡ Ḥašāʔiš 5:17 السفرجليّ الشراب (P 112r 18‒21 | T 3864‒11).

3 An identical recipe with the same rubric is found in Dukkān I.38 بقر العیون شراب (L 6v 8‒10),
which further includes four different recipes for šarābu iǧǧāṣ in Dukkān I.69‒72 (D 12r‒12v | L
10v 13 ‒ 11r 6), and a šarābu lkummaṯrā in Dukkān I.73 (D 12v | L 11r 6‒9); to which Dukkān II.37
should also be added as further corroboration: «murabbabu iǧǧāṣ (wahuwa ʕuyūnu lbaqar) (D
24v ‒ 25r | L 16v 25 ‒ 17r 6), where the local synonym has been added as a gloss to, rather than
as a substitute for, the original name. Amongst eastern sources, Arrāzī’s recipe for the syrup
of plums (iǧǧāṣ) in Qūlanǧ IX (H 863‒16) probably reflects the same tradition of Alɂilbīrī’s
abridged version. The geolectal rearrangement of the names for the ‘pear’ and the ‘plum’ is not,
however, an exclusively Andalusī phenomenon.

4 Identical toDukkān I.39 (A 81r 18 ‒ 81v 12 | D 7r 2‒14 | L 6v 10‒22) and also to Azzahrāwī, Taṣrīf
XXII.i.47 (S II 11928‒1201), neither of which ascribes the recipe to any authority. In Qayrawān
Ibn Alǧazzār claims the exact same recipe as his own invention («allaftuhū waʔaṣlaḥtuhū...
waqad ǧarrabtuhū») in Zād III.6 والسبسـتان العناّب شراب صفة (T 22811‒2296), and this formula is
also transmitted by Azzahrāwī for a nameless syrup («ṣifatu šarābin allafahū bnu lǧazzār») in
Taṣrīf XIII.i36 (S I 51532‒5166) and again, duplicated, in Taṣrīf XXII.i.41 (S II 11830‒1195). Despite
all appearances, however, the transmission of the recipe may be more complex than a simple
borrowing-with-cancellation.
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gin, although certainly through a number ofmediating sources, in the διὰ μόρων
recorded by the Pergamene physician.1
The rob of figs in 5.9 combines the simplest composition (just figs are re-

quired) with extremely detailed instructions for the selection of the ingredient
(which must be as white, ripe, thick, and sweet as possible) and for its decoc-
tion.2 Likewise, the “simple quince rob” in 5.11 is quite simple indeed and it re-
quires much less industry that the analogous syrup of quince in 5.28, while the
core recipe is essentially the same.3
The same parallelism between a simple rob and an unqualified syrup can be

seen in the case of pomegranates: in 5.12 a simple robof pomegranate is recorded
and little further a syrup of the same fruit in 5.21. The recipe for the rob is inher-
ited from the Graeco-Byzantine tradition with virtually no alteration, which ex-
plains why it can be found with an identical wording also in eastern Islamicate
sources.4

1 An identical recipe equally ascribed to Galen is included in Dukkān I.104 (A 92r 3‒10 | D 15v
10‒13), in Azzahrāwī, Taṣrīf XIII.iv.29 (S I 5414‒6), and also inHārūniyyah II.i.5 (G 30518‒3071).
In Ibn ʕabdirabbih’s dispensatory this recipe is precededbyanother three syrupsofmulberries
andDukkān I.106 transmits an additional recipe for the same robby Sābūr (≡Taṣrīf XIII.iv.27),
ultimately from Sābūr b. Sahl, Ṣaġīr IV [330] (K 18216‒1832). Amongst the earliest attestations
of the mulberry rob in the Arabic tradition, cf. Aṭṭabarī, Firdaws VI.vi.5.1 (Ṣ 4821‒8), where
التوت ربّ is equated with diyāmurūn (cf.ܕܝܐܡܘܪܘܢ in Payne Smith, Thesaurus 870). A glimpse
into the realia associated with drug-making can be gained from the anecdotal details provided
by Alkaškarī about his having prepared a large quantity of rob of Syrian mulberries at his
master’s house, cf. Kunnāš XIX (S 1837‒15). The preparation and uses of the διὰ μόρων φάρμακον
(also referred to as «τὸ διὰ τοῦ χυλοῦ τῶν συκαμίνων φάρμακον») is discussed by Galen at some
length in Sec. loc. VI.1 (K XII 8997‒9056), and he further reports earlier recipes from Heras
and Andromachus in Sec. loc. VI.5 (K XII 9293‒9318). On a side note, Natāʔiǧ P reads clearly
«توث» in this locus, at variance with the formتوت that is prevalent throughout the compilation,
which is a good indicator of the degree of source-dependence that obtains in the transmission
of pharmacopoeical formulas.

2 Cf. the same formula in Dukkān I.110 (D 16v 15‒22)≡ Taṣrīf XIII.iv.2 (S I 53715‒23).
3 There is no rob of quince in the extant text of Dukkān, nor does Pharm 5.11 match any of the
several recipes for quince syrup that are registered there. An identical recipe with the same
header is found, however, already in Sābūr b. Sahl, Ṣaġīr IV [323] الساذج السفرجل ربّ صنعة (K
1807‒15). This rob is an expansion of Dioscorides’ μηλόμελι/κυδωνόμελι inMateria medica 5:21
(W III 207‒10) ≡ Ḥašāʔiš 5:18 ميلومالي له یقُال الّذي الشراب صنعة (P 112r 23 ‒ 112v 1 | T 38612‒15); cf. also
the explanation والعسل» السفرجل من یتُخّذ شراب «ܡܝܠܘܡܗܠܝ in Bar Bahlūl, Lexicon 10737‒8.

4 This version of the rob of pomegranates is certainly a cognate of the one transmitted under the
same name by Ibn ʕabdirabbih, but half way through the recipe both texts diverge: Natāʔiǧ
stops after boiling the juice down to a forth, whereas in Dukkān the recipe goes on for a little
while only to endwith the samemedical benefits, cf.Dukkān I.84 (A 89v 10‒16 | D 89r 22‒ 89v 10
| L 11v 27‒32). An identical recipe is provided by Almaǧūsī, Kāmil II.v.20.24 (S II.2 3942‒5), and
also by Ibn Ǧazlah,Minhāǧ 49‒ش الرمّان شراب (L 135r 4‒6), this not being the only case in which
an author’s syrup corresponds to another one’s rob or vice versa. Amongst the earliest attesta-
tions of the pomegranate rob in the Islamicate corpus there is Sābūr b. Sahl, Ṣaġīr IV [324]
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The parallelism syrup/rob extends to the remainder of the recipes for robs:
the myrtle rob in 5.13 is practically identical to the myrtle syrup that is recorded
in 5.18—and both are different from Dioscorides’ myrtle syrup in Pharm 5.20
in that they do not include any grape juice.1
The first recipe for an apple rob in 5.14 apparently includes a double ending:

after the usually closing indication “and let it be used” the instructions to re-
duce it to a fourth then letting it cool prior to use are evidently redundant and
must be the result of some conflation. Either the author or a copyist inadver-
tently merged two different recipes. Identification of the “missing recipe” has
been impossible so far.2
As for the rob of citron in 5.15, let it be recalled that it is actually a duplicate

of the syrup of citron in 5.19 (or the latter is a duplicate of the former).3
As it has been explained above, the recipe for a poppy rob in 5.16must be stud-

iedwithin the context of the rich Islamicate tradition that developed around the
inherited διὰ τῶν κωδειῶν. The research for parallels has been rather frustrating
so far,4 as there seem to be almost as many variations as instances of this drug
in the corpus, most of them being just slightly different from each other and
none identical to Alɂilbīrī’s. The task is further complicated by the apparently

الساذج الرمّان ربّ صنعة (K 18022‒1812). The explicit reference to the rob being “simple” is justified
by the circulation of more elaborate recipes, as for example the one to which mint was added,
cf. Ibn Alǧazzār, Zād IV.10 بالنعنع المتخّذ الرمّان ربّ (T 3235‒10). Several formulas for the διὰ τῶν ῥοιῶν
στοματικόν (also στοματικὴ ἡ διὰ ῥοιῶν) are recorded by Galen: his own choice preparation is
found in Sec. loc. VI.4|6 (K XII 9196‒9207, 9499‒9517), and Andromachus’ and Crito’s recipes
in Sec. loc. VI.6 (K XII 9319‒93213, 93313‒93415 respectively).

1 The formula copied in Pharm 5.13 does not correspond to any of the recipes for the rob/syrup
of myrtle inDukkān, but it is identical to Sābūr b. Sahl, Ṣaġīr IV [325] الاسٓ ربّ صنعة (K 1814‒7). A
somewhat expanded version showing partial overlapping is transmitted in Azzahrāwī, Taṣrīf
XIII.iv.18 (S I 53920‒24). The preparation is essentially the same as Dioscorides’ μυρτίτης in
Materiamedica 5:28 (W IIII 229‒17)≡Ḥašāʔiš 5:24 الاسٓ حبّ شراب (P 112v 21 ‒ 113r 3 | T 38724‒3885);
cf. Syriac ܡܘܪܛܝܛܝ (for Iṣṭifan rather («مرطیطس» rendered asܐ ܐ ܐܕܒ̈ܢ ܚܡ in BarBahlūl,
Lexicon 104116‒17.

2 The medical benefits attributed here to the apple rob are identical, in fact, to the ones trans-
mitted for the apple syrup inDukkān I.80 (see the remarks to Pharm 5.24). The formula, in turn,
is found in Sābūr b. Sahl, Ṣaġīr IV [327] التفّاح ربّ صنعة (K 18118‒23).

3 It is however significant that Azzahrāwī does include an identical recipe under the exact same
header in Taṣrīf XIII.iv.13 (S I 5391‒4). The text of the recipe goes back, without any noticeable
modification, to Sābūr b. Sahl, Ṣaġīr IV [331] الأترجّ ربّ صنعة (K 1834‒9). An alternative formula
for a citron rob was available in Dukkān I.92 (A 90v 21 ‒ 91r 5 | D 14v 22 ‒ 15r), which transmits
a preparation ascribed to Ibn Māsawayh (≡ Taṣrīf XIII.iv.14 (S I 5394‒8).

4 Not so the identification of the origin of the formula, since the same text is recorded by Sābūr
b. Sahl, Ṣaġīr IV [337] الساذج خشخاش ربّ صنعة (K 1864‒11). This recipe for the “simple rob of pop-
pies” is there followed by amore complex formula that requires not only sugar but also saffron,
pomegranate blossoms, and juice of hypocist, cf. Ṣaġīr IV [338] (K 18613‒1873), which is an echo
of Galen’s favourite version of this drug.
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random alternation of rob and syrup for what often are actually just two attes-
tations of the exact same recipe—and even the lohoc of poppies ought to be
added to this equation.1
Finally the rob of sour apples in 5.23 is identical to the recipes registered by

both Ibn ʕabdirabbih and Azzahrāwī and includes a reference to the prepa-
ration of a similar rob of sweet apples.2

جلاب — A solitary recipe for a sugar julep is also included almost at the end
of the section at 5.30, with the combined denomination šarābu ǧullāb sukkarī.
Comparison to the cognate recipe in Dukkān reveals a parablepsis in Natāʔiǧ.3

Pharm 6—On pastilles and confitures
These twocategories of compounddrugs represent twoverydifferent challenges
from the point of view of source criticism. While the main difficulty in dealing
with formulas for pastilles is having to navigate through the wealth of recipes
accumulated generation after generation in the Islamicate tradition, the prepa-
rations that are here labelled as “confitures” require elucidating first the nature
itself of the drug and the origin of its name. In the text of Natāʔiǧ once again
the order of the elements in the title is not reflected in the arrangement of the
recipes, since the subsection opens indeed with a buḫtaǧ and there are even
a few drugs that are neither pastilles nor a buḫtaǧ but rather pills. In the sur-
vey that follows, however, the formulas are distributed in three sets for ease of
presentation.

Only—بختج two confitures are included as 6.1|6, both of which are simply quali-
fied as subtle (laṭīf ) and complemented by a description of their medical effect.
As indicated above, the quiddity of the drug is uncertain. The label buḫtaǧ if

far from standard in the Islamicate corpus and the word is not even registered
1 All these three categories of drugs are represented, indeed, in the glosses of Syro-Arabic lex-
icographers as equivalents to the ܘܕܐ ܕܝܐ (> diyāqūḏā), cf. Payne Smith, Thesaurus 872. For
Galen’s extensive coverage of the diversity of recipes for the drug of poppies, cf. the references
to Sec. loc. provided above for Pharm 5.10.

2 Cf. Dukkān I.82الحامض التفّاح ربّ (D 13v | L 11v 18‒20)≡ Taṣrīf XIII.iv.6 (S I 5381‒4).
3 Ibn ʕabdirabbih collects four different recipes for sugar juleps in Dukkān I.10‒13 (D 4r 21 ‒
5r 1 | L 4r 21‒ 4v 23), of which this is the last one: Dukkān I.13 سكرّيّ جلاّب شراب صفة (D 4v 18 ‒
5r 1 | L 4v 15‒23). An also identical text is transmitted in Hārūniyyah II.i.7 الجلاّب شراب صناعة (G
31513‒16), whereas a noticeablymore complex but at the same time largely overlapping recipe is
registered by Azzahrāwī as العامّيّ» الجلاّب شراب «صفة in Taṣrīf XIII.i.1 (S I 50919‒31). Earlier prece-
dents include Aṭṭabarī, Firdaws VI.vi.5الجلاب عمل (Ṣ 4863‒7), which does not require sugar but
rather honey. For the Persian etymon of Arabic ǧullāb, cf. Vullers, LPLE II 1017b s.v.ݣولاب ‘aqua
rosacea’. The equivalence toArabicmāʔu lwardwaswell known even to non-Iranian physicians
and apothecaries, cf. Ibn Abilbayān, Dustūr V.i.1الجلاّب شراب صفة (S 451‒5).
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in the usual non-native dictionaries.1 On the purely lexicological side, the most
evident suggestion is to link it tomaybuḫtaǧ ‘boiled grape juice’, which is abun-
dantly documented, east andwest, since the early Syro-Arabic phase andwhich
has a transparent Persian etymology.2 This is in fact the meaning with which
the word buḫtuǧ (this is the vocalisation apparently recorded by Ibn Manḍ̱ūr)
is known in the Islamic tradition through ḥadīṯ, as shown in the following anec-
dote from Annaḫʕī (d. ca 717 ce):3

Ibn Manḍ̱ūr, Lisān II 211a 21‒24 s.r. بختج√

العصير (البُخْتُجُ: العَكَر مع يشربه فكان تُجٌ، بخُْ إلیه «أُهْدِيَ :النخعي حدیث في — بخـتج
خيفةَ العكر مع شربه وإنماّ مطبوخ»)، «عصير أيْ «مِيبُخْتَه» بالفارسـیّة وأصله المطبوخ،

ويسُكر». فيشـتدّ یصفيه أن

Now, neither of the recipes in Natāʔiǧ contains any grapes (raisins enter, ad-
mittedly, the preparation of 6.6 but they are dry, literally juiceless, grapes), let
alone any wine. But then, in the aforementioned entry in SDA Dozy provides
a helpful reference to a passage from the sixteenth-century traveller Leonhard
Rauwolf in which two different ways of preparing Pachmatz in Syria are de-
scribed. The final product obtained from the second one was used as a preserve
since it is “wie Honig so dick”.1Whether Rauwolf’s Pachmatz reflectsmībaḫtaǧ
as Dozy affirms or perhaps rather a form akin to buḫtaǧ remains unclear, but
1 It is significantly missing from both Dozy, SDA I 54 and Corriente, DAA 38; nor is it found in
Lane, AEL 158.

2 The origin of theword in Persianmay puḫtah ‘cookedwine’ (cf. MacKenzie, CPD 55may ‘wine’,
and CPD 69 poxtan, pax- ‘to cook’, ‘to bake’) is already signalled by Dozy, SDA II 626b s.v. مِيبَخْتَج
andmore recently Corriente suggests reading the Arabic word rather asmaybuḫtaǧ precisely
on account of its origin (cf. DAA 5161b *{mybxtj}, where the word is attested exclusively from
Dozy’s dictionary); cf. also Ullmann 1971: 288. By a curious coincidencemaybuḫtaǧ is actually
absent from the extant text of Natāʔiǧ, but attestations of this word in Andalus are almost as
abundant as in the east (from where they were in fact inherited), cf.maybuḫtaǧ in Alhāšimī,
Maǧālis II (K 1481). Physicians used to call rubbu lʕinab “rob of grapes”maybuḫtaǧ according to
Arrundī, Aġḏiyah V.4 (W 102v 16).

3 The questions raised about its lawfulness since the very beginnings of the Islamic tradition
attest to its prevalence in the region, especially in pre-Islamic Syria. The abundance of docu-
mentation on a variety of fruit juices, both fermented and unfermented, provided by Islamic
legal literature does not seem to have been fully exploited by historians of Islamicatemedicine
and the conceptual distinctions transmitted in Sunnah compilations and punctiliously glossed
by jurists are often overlookedwhen dealingwith the presence or absence of “wine” in the texts
of Muslim physicians. The matter cannot be pursued here but suffice it to note that while not
one single mention of ḫamr can be found in the whole collection of Natāʔiǧ (except for ḫallu
ḫamr ‘wine vinegar’), such derivates of the grape as šarāb, ṭilāʔ, and nabīḏ are pervasive and
were presumably unproblematic for its Muslim readership.

1 Cf. Rauwolf 1582: 10519‒21.
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the interesting fact here is there is some external (that is non-strictly medico-
pharmacognostic) support for the interpretation of Arabic بختج as a kind of pre-
serve or confiture, the latter word being preferred here so that a distinction can
be made withmurabbā ‘preserve’.
If the buḫtaǧ attested in the medical tradition is then assumed to be some

kind of fruit confiture, Alɂilbīrī’s two recipes match perfectly the definition,
especially the second one, which is specifically recommended for patients who
are not used to taking medicines—which seems to imply a particularly palat-
able preparation.
With regard to the possible origin of these two formulas, the search for par-

allels and precedents has not yielded yet any positive results beyond the rather
unsurprising fact that they are both shared with Ibn ʕabdirabbih.2 This cat-
egory of drugs is relatively well documented in the Islamicate west, however:
confitures are mentioned by this name in Qayrawān by Ibn Alǧazzār and also
in Andalus by Azzahrāwī. In the 11th c. Ibn Wāfid notes down a few different
recipes and still in the next century Zuhr apparently intended to devote a sep-
arate chapter to them in his Nuǧḥ.3

2 Cf. Dukkān VI.8 (D 47r 10‒22 | L 37v 26 ‒ 38r 8) for Pharm 6.1 and Dukkān VI.5 (D 46v 9‒13 | L
37r 26‒31) for Pharm 6.6.

3 From Ibn Alǧazzār’s testimony we know that an internal (otherwise broken) plural baḫātiǧ
was also available, cf. Zād VII.19 (T 6602). For Azzahrāwī, see for instance a buḫtaǧ beingmen-
tioned alongside the stomachic pill against headache in Taṣrīf II (S I 6327). The recipe trans-
mitted by Ibn Wāfid in Wisād XXI.63 (A 2431‒7) must actually belong to the same tradition
of Pharm 6.1 (the ingredients are characteristically similar), whereas there is no resemblance
with eitherWisād XXIII.8 للمحرورين بختج (A 2987‒14) or XXIII.30 مامٔون بختج صفة (A 30711‒3082). Two
additional recipes for baḫātiǧ are included by Ibn Wāfid in the second part of his Taḏkirah,
cf. G 13v 5‒13 and particularly G 15v 24 ‒ 16r 1. As for Zuhr, the index of contents announces
a Chapter III البخاتج في (cf. A 10211‒12) but the projected structure of the book was perhaps never
implemented. The extant text transmits, nonetheless, a recipe for a بختج that avails against itch,
mange, and ulcers (A 14418‒23).
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,Pastilles—قرص on the other hand, are far less enigmatic but lend themselves
to a muchmore complex task of source research.1 The thirteen recipes selected
by Alɂilbīrī are distributed in two series: 6.2‒5 and 6.10‒15, the continuity of the
sequence being broken by three recipes for pills (ḥabb) that would taxonomi-
cally belong above in Pharm 3.2 The general nomenclature convention applies
also here and in all cases the names of the drugs reflect theirmore characteristic
ingredient.
Two different tabasheer3 pastilles are recorded as 6.2|10 (despite the different

header الطباشير» ,«قرص 6.10 is actually a duplicate) and 6.3. The first of them has
a parallel in Dukkān, both have a possible precedent in the Qayrawānī corpus,
and only the second one, which is to be taken with some Persian manna,4 can

1 In translating qurṣ (plural aqrāṣ and rarely also aqriṣah) as ‘pastille’ I follow previous practice
(cf. once again Kahl 2009: 18, 120‒129) since none of the other possible synonyms (lozenge,
tablet, pellet, troche) brings any significant improvement. The historically corresponding term
in the English tradition would be trocis / trochisk, from Latin trochiscus and this in turn from
Greek τρόχισκος, but the word is obsolete (which would not be however a deterrent according
to the criteria observed in this dissertation) and the samemeaning is conveyed by pastillewith
no perceptible semantic loss.

2 The total figure (from which one itemmust be subtracted since it is a mere duplicate) is quite
low. In the earliest Syro-Arabic tradition Ibn Sarābiyūn records no less that seventy-one differ-
ent recipes for pastilles, cf. Kunnāš VII.xviii علّة لكلّ النافعة الأقراص في (L 108r 4 ‒ 123v 7)≡ Breviar-
ium VII.xviii De trocisci conferentibus ad omnem egritudinem (V 68va 32 ‒ 70va 15), and Sābūr
b. Sahl gathers as many as forty-four in Ṣaġīr X [171‒214] (K 11915‒13620), plus an additional
twomentioned in the chapter on electuaries, although this number is remarkably lower in the
ʕaḍudī recension, which contains twenty-seven recipes, cf. ʕaḍudī I.1‒27 (K 241‒3124). In the
Andalusī context, Ibn ʕabdirabbih’s selection is only marginally richer than Natāʔiǧwith sev-
enteen recipes inDukkān VIIالأقراص في (D 47r 22 ‒ 49v 10 | L 38r 9 ‒ 40r 11), whereas Azzahrāwī
sets a record at least for thewestern Islamicate traditionwith over one hundredpastilles, which
are further subclassified as purgative, non-purgative, and neutral, in the homonymous chapter
of Taṣrīf XVII (S II 21‒168).

3 The ultimate origin of Arabic ṭabāšīr can be safely affirmed to be some Indian form akin to San-
skritीरा tvakkṣīrā ‘bark-milk’, ‘bamboomanna’ (cf.Monier-Williams, SED 463c), whichwas
most probably mediated by Persian (echoed perhaps by ܝ ܛܒܟ in Bar Bahlūl, Lexicon 786).
The identification of the element referred to by this word, however, is far less straightforward.
A meaning not dissimilar to the original one of bamboo milk seems to be warranted for most
if not all recipes stemming from the Irano-Arabic tradition, but already by the early 10th c.
the word had become a sort of blanket term for a variety of whitish ash-like substances. Thus
in Andalus Ibn Isḥāq equated it with “snake ashes” (ramādu lḥayyah) according Ibn Ǧanāḥ,
Talḫīṣ [904], while in the explanatory appendix of the Hārūniyyah snake ashes are defined as
ṭabāšīr and also as ivory (ʕaḍ̱mu lfīl»), cf.Hārūniyyah II.iv [223] (G 40110), which may echo the
Qayrawānī tradition attested in Ibn Alǧazzār, Iʕtimād III.22 (S 10319‒20). For a comprehensive
concordance on ṭabāšīr in the Islamicate tradition and some invaluable remarks on the history
of the word, cf. Käs 2010: 765‒769, and also Bos, Käs, Lübke, andMensching 2020: 1035‒1036.

4 For ṭaranǧabīn/ṭaranǧubīn as a borrowing from Persian tarangubīn (occasionally also talan-
gubīn) ‘fresh [or ‘moist’] honey’, cf. Vullers, LPLE I 440b. In the pharmacognostic tradition
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be positively linked to eastern sources.1
Two slightly different formulas are likewise copied for the pastilles of cam-

phor. If 6.4 were really unparalleled in the western tradition as it seems to be,
it might provide some insight into the sources of Alɂilbīrī’s collection.2 The
camphor pastilles according to Sābūr’s recipe in 6.12, in turn, are somewhat of
a commonplace in the genre.3
The fact that barberry pastilles in 6.5 are unascribed whereas in Dukkān the

authority of Ibn ʕimrān is invoked may serve as a cautionary example of how
any conclusions on the sources of Pharmacopoeia cannot be hastily drawn
from a shallow overview of the collection but must, on the contrary, await for
the careful and exhaustive analysis of each recipe and also of the compiling and
quoting strategies deployed by the different authors involved in theQayrawānī‒
Andalusī tradition. Until then, there is as much (or as little) justification for re-
proaching Alɂilbīrī for deliberately cancelling his sources as there would be
for making him an Oribasius who skipped all intermediaries and cited only
the original texts.4

tarangabeen is often identified as the “manna” (actually the product of an insect) found on
alhagi or camelthorn (AlhagimaurorumMedik. =Hedysarumalhagi L.). Although it has some-
times been translated as “alhagi” (cf. Kahl 2007: 178, 179, and passim), it seems preferable to
preserve the distinction between the plant and the manna itself.

1 ForPharm6.2|10, cf.DukkānVII.5 (D47v 18‒21 | L 38v 4‒9)≡ IbnAlǧazzār,ZādV.7.7 (T 43210‒16).
For Pharm 6.3, in turn, cf. Azzahrāwī, Taṣrīf XVII.i.4 (S II 226‒30) ≡ Ibn Alǧazzār, Zād V.7.8
(T 43217‒4332). Both affirm that these pastilles were invented by Ibn Māsawayh but only Ibn
Alǧazzār specifies that he did so in Kitābu nnuǧḥ (the same treatise that was reproduced in
Nat II.2, which may be of some significance). A very similar formula is noted down in Sābūr
b. Sahl, Ṣaġīr X بالترنجبين[177] الطباشير أقراص صفة (K 1229‒16)≡ ʕaḍudī I.1 (K 245‒10).

2 Unlike the recipe for camphor pastilles according to Sābūr in Pharm 6.12, this one is not in-
cluded in Dukkān, nor in Taṣrīf, which is all the more striking because Azzahrāwī records as
many as four different recipes for camphor pills in addition to the ones by Sābūr, cf. Taṣrīf
XVII.iii.3|5‒7 (A 4019‒4212 | S II 81‒24). A recipe literally identical to Pharm 6.4 is found, how-
ever, in Ibn Sarābiyūn, Kunnāš VII.xviii.29 (L 114r 12 ‒ 114v 7) ≡ Breviarium VII.xviii.29 (V
69rb 50‒58), which certainly opens the question of a possible direct access to eastern sources
without the mediation of Qayrawānī compilations—Ibn Māsawayh’s Nuǧḥ being a possible
candidate for such a mediation.

3 Cf.DukkānVII.6 (D 47v 21 ‒ 48r 4 | L 38v 9‒16)≡Taṣrīf XVII.iii.4 (A 413‒9 | S II 81‒5)≡ IbnAlǧaz-
zār, Zād V.7.9 (T 4333‒9); to which one should add also the interesting testimony ofHārūniyyah
I.vii.3 جوازاد بن سابور نسخة على الكافور أقراص عمل باب (G 16317‒1655). It is worth noting that Ibn Alǧaz-
zār ascribes the composition (taʔlīf ») of these pastilles (with the exact same name «aqrāṣu
lkāfūr ʕalā nusḫati Sābūr») to Ibn ʕimrān. The universal attribution of the recipe to Sābūr
b. Sahl is verified by Ṣaġīr X [214] (K 13613‒20).

4 The identical recipe for barberry pastilles ascribed to Ibn ʕimrān is found in Dukkān VII.7 (D
48r 5‒11 | L 38v 17‒24) ≡ Ibn Alǧazzār, Zād V.7.11 (T 43317‒4343). The parallelism (and most
probably dependence) goes beyond that, since the two texts record also another recipe for
barberry pills (now named «aqrāṣu lʔamīrbārīs») according to Sābūr, which is related (but
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The most remarkable thing to note about the recipe for the pastilles of roses
in 6.11 is that while they are shared with Dukkān and with the Qayrawānī tradi-
tion, they do not appear to have been included by Azzahrāwī in his compre-
hensive collection.1
No match could be found for the pastilles of violets in 6.13,2 but the pastilles

of rhubarb in 6.14 are quite well documented,3 and so are the pastilles of worm-
wood registered in 6.15.4

حب—The intervening sequence 6.7‒9 transmits the recipes for three pills. For
the first one, the apparently straightforward interpretation of its name as “Al-
maʔmūn’s pill” المامٔون») «حبّ in both Natāʔiǧ and Dukkān) is negated by the un-
ambiguous testimony of Azzahrāwī as to the pill being called “the trustwor-
thy”.5 The same observation applies to 6.8: if interpreted in a literal way its name
is as promising (a drug by the author himself) as problematic (the same name
features also inDukkān). If, on the other hand, it is taken to reflect the aforemen-
tioned syntactic feature, it should be understood accordingly as “the compound
(?) pill”.6

not identical) to Sābūr b. Sahl, Ṣaġīr X [204] الأمبرباريس أقراص صنعة (K 13220‒1335) ≡ ʕaḍudī I.4
الكبير الأميرباريس قرص (K 252‒9).

1 Cf. Dukkān VII.4 (D 47v 14‒18 | L 38r 30 ‒ 38v 3) ≡ Ibn Alǧazzār, Zād V.7.6 (T 4324‒9). The
recipe is found alsoHārūniyyah I.vii.3 الورد أقراص عمل باب (G 16511‒15). At least six different recipes
for pastilles of roses (and an additional one for pastilles of roses and tabasheer) are collected
amongst neutral pills in Taṣrīf XVII.iii.1|11|21‒24 (A 402‒473 | S II 723‒1025) and, while some of
them bear a significant resemblance to Pharm 6.11, none of them can be considered a strict
cognate; nor can the purgative pastilles of roses in Taṣrīf XVII.ii.2 (A 326‒11 | S II 413‒17).

2 Their recipe is not the same that Ibn ʕabdirabbih records in Dukkān VII.10 البنفسج أقراص (D 48v
1‒8 | L 39r 12‒20), nor the one in Taṣrīf XVII.i.5 (A 293‒11 | S II 430‒54).

3 Both Dukkān VII.3 (D 47v 9‒14 | L 38r 22‒29) and Ibn Alǧazzār, Zād V.7.2 (T 43010‒17) attribute
the same recipe to Ibn ʕimrān, but it is transmitted in unascribed form by Ibn Alǧazzār him-
self in Ṭuḥāl 75r 4‒11. The recipe was already fixed by the time of Sābūr b. Sahl’s Ṣaġīr X [181]
(K 1246‒13) ≡ ʕaḍudī I.20 (K 302‒6), and even earlier in Ibn Sarābiyūn, Kunnāš VII.xviii.20 (L
112v 6‒11)≡ Breviarium VII.xviii.20 (V 69ra 57‒63).

4 Cf.DukkānVII.1 (D 47v 1‒3 | L 38r 30 ‒ 38v 3). In the east, the recipewas available to IbnǦazlah,
Minhāǧ (L 173v 10‒13). A probable Greek precedent can be found in Asclepiades’ recipe in
Morb. intern. III as reported by Galen, Sec. loc. VIII.viii.4 under the name «Τροχίσκος ἡπατικὸς
ὁ πικρός» (K XIII 20915‒2103).

5 It is, therefore, yet another example of the common non-normative noun phrase pattern in
which only the adjective bears the definite article. The recipe is found with the exact same
wording in Dukkān V.13 (D 45r 16‒22 | L 36r 3‒11), whereas the version recorded by Azzahrāwī
must reflect a different parallel tradition, cf. Taṣrīf VI.72 ”المامٔون“ يسُمّى حبّ صفة (S I 41428‒30).

6 The same المؤلفّ» «حبّ is found in Dukkān V.5 (D 44r 12‒16 | L 35r 6‒10). It bears some resem-
blance in its composition to Aṭṭabarī’s ḥabbu lbīmāristānī in Firdaws VI.vi.2 (Ṣ 46721‒4683).
Of course, “the compound pill” would need some justification as a valid name given that all
pills are compound, and it is indeed probable that some other meaning of allaf (perhaps even



384 Pharm 7 On alcofols, siefs, and drugs for the eyes

Finally ḥabbu lkiyyah in 6.9 is a more standard designation after the most
characteristic ingredient of the recipe (namely mastic, ie the resin of Pistacia
lentiscus L.) but it is also an inherited synonym for the šabyār pill—although
the author may have been unaware of this synonymy.1

Pharm 7—On alcofols, siefs, and drugs for the eyes
After the interpolated text of Nat IV Dietetics there follows, with no solution
of continuity in manuscript P, a chapter on collyria. With just eight recipes the
subsection is admittedly poor when compared to the impressive fund of reme-
dies that was already available in Andalus by the end of the 10th c.
From a typological perspective the brief catalogue of compound drugs regis-

tered in Pharm 7 comprises five alcofols, two siefs, and a basilicon, apparently to
the exclusion of other well-established categories.2 A simple look at the actual
instructions for the use of each item shows nevertheless that there is no uni-
vocal relationship between nomenclature and mode of application. Thus, with
regard to the drugs that are here specifically named alcofols (that is kuḥl), only

of ālafa) is intended here; cf., in fact, the recipe for «alʔišyāfu lmaʕrūfu balmuʔallafi ssāḏiǧ
liǦālīnūs» in Alʕaṭṭār Alhārūnī, Minhāǧ XIII.16 (A 1465‒10), where assāḏiǧ ‘simple’ neces-
sitates an alternative interpretation formuʔallaf.

1 The formula is identical to Dukkān V.2 (D 43v 18‒22), where an alternative recipe is recorded
also a little further in Dukkān V.7 الأوّل خلاف على الكيةّ حبّ (D 44v 4‒7 | L 35r 22 ‒ 35v 1). Neither of
the two recipes collected by Azzahrāwī coincideswith Pharm 6.9, cf.Taṣrīf VI.70‒71 الكيةّ حبّ (S
I 41424‒28), but a noteworthy synonymy is transmitted there according to which ḥabbu lkiyyah
is another name for ḥabbu ššabyār (see the complementary notes appended to this chapter).
For kiyyah (also kiyyā) as a synonym for maṣṭikā, see «kiyyah (wahuwa lmaṣṭikā rrrūmī)» in
Arrāzī, Ṭibb 80v 17‒18 (the manuscript reads ;(«كبه» and also Ibn Ǧanāḥ, Talḫīṣ [476] «kiyyā
huwa lmaṣṭikā» and the commentary thereon in Bos, Käs, Lübke, and Mensching 2020: 650,
where its Syriac etymology is found in ܟܝܐ (itself from Greek Χία, cf. Payne Smith, Thesaurus
1721‒1722). The substantivisation of the feminine ἡ Χία as a synonymous denomination for μα-
στίχη (through [μαστίχη] Χία) was goes back to later Greek sources.

2 Themost usual translation of kuḥl as a compoundmedicine is, of course, ‘collyrium’, and there
may be little semantic conflict (or none at all) when rendering generic akḥāl by an unspecific
plural ‘collyria’, since it often serves as a hyperonym for eye remedies in the Islamicate tradi-
tion, cf. for instance Sābūr b. Sahl, Ṣaġīr XVI (K 19512‒20320). Now, in the context of a finer
distinction between several different kinds of “collyria” it may not be overtly pedantic to try to
reflect this original diversity, even in its blurriness, by resorting to categories inherited from the
Arabo-Latin tradition whenever this is possible (eg alcofol, sief, or burud). In the case of Latin
alcofol (for which cf. Catalan alcofoll and older Castilian alcofol), the word had some marginal
circulation inMiddle English referring precisely to a fine powder (cf. Norri,DMVE 37 s.v.). For
my choice of ‘sief ’ and its Arabic etymon, see the Appendix to this chapter. Those eye remedies
traditionally labelled as ḏarūr and barūd are mentioned elsewhere in Nat I (see On stones and
On the shelf-life of drugs) and it is probable that the lost chapter on the ailments of the eyes
inNat II.2 may have contained not only further references to the diverse kinds of compound
ophthalmological remedies but also actual recipes for at least some of them.
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once does an etymological correspondence kuḥl—yuktaḥal obtain (in 7.4), and
while the use of a probe twice (in 7.1|6) may be understood as practically syn-
onymous to collyrising,1 it is worth noting that three of the five recipes for an
alcofol involve rather the verb ḏarra ‘to sprinkle’ (in 7.1|4|6) and in fact in one
case (namely in 7.6, which is inscribed as «kuḥlun lilbayāḍ») the preparation is
explicitly required to be made into a ḏarūr or ophthalmological powder prior
to use.2 Amongst those labelled as siefs, in turn, one must be applied as a col-
lyrium («yuktaḥalu bihī» in 7.2) and the other one is to be poured into the eye
(«wayuṣabbu fī lʕayn ṣabbā» in 7.3), while the “royal” remedy that closes the se-
ries must also be applied as a collyrium («yuktaḥalu bihī» in 7.8).
On the other hand, the usual practice of naming the remedy after its main

or more distinctive ingredient is only marginally represented by the alcofol of
the two pomegranates in 7.1,3 while Natāʔiǧ inherits a nomenclature that char-
acterises especially ophthalmological remedies since Hellenistic times and is
based either on their colour (as in the case of the yellow sief in 7.3)4 or on the

1 The Greek etymon (namely μήλη) of Arabicmīl ‘probe’ was recognised already by Meyerhof
1933: 162, 175; and some interesting observations on this word (and also on the object that it
refers to) as documented in the Andalusī ʕumdah are to be found in Bustamante 2007. In the
Islamicate corpus it is mostly (but not exclusively) mentioned as an ophthalmologic instru-
ment and as a synonymofmirwad, cf. IbnǦanāḥ,Talḫīṣ [592] «almīluhuwa lmirwad»—where,
incidentally, Abū ʕalī’s disagreement is also recorded: a probe would bemalmūl in Arabic, not
mīl, which means rather ‘an extension of earth’ («qiṭʕatun mina lʔarḍ»). In this latter sense,
however, mīlu (like Syriac (ܡܝ reflects Greek μίλια (= Latin milia) as pointed out by Payne
Smith, Thesaurus 2088‒2089 s.v. .ܡܝ The benefit of using a probe made of gold is reported,
in the context of inherited quotes on the specific properties of things, in Nat IV Ḫawāṣṣ III.i.8.

2 Noway of application ismentioned for the alcofol made of spikenard and burnt dates. Tangen-
tially, ḏarra admits in these recipes (and, of course, also elsewhere in the corpus) two different
syntactical constructions: «wayuḏarru fī lʕayn» in 7.4 and «watuḏarru bihi lʕayn» in 7.6.

3 This is also the case in the Graeco-Byzantine tradition, in which ingredient-based names are
a clear minority, cf. «dia libanu» and «dia tu ceratos» in Celsus, De medicina VI.6.13|16 (M
26620‒23, 2682‒5), as well as several διάῤῥοδα inGalen, Sec. loc. IV.8 (K XII 765‒768), whenceAra-
bic šiyāfunwardī, as in IbnAlǧazzār,Zād II.1 (B‒K 25010‒2526 | T 14819‒1492). Typical examples
from the Islamicate corpus are the alcofol of saffron (kuḥlu zzaʕfarān) in Sābūr b. Sahl, Ṣaġīr
XVI [364] (K 19713‒18) or the often-copied sief of lead (šiyāfu alʔabār»), for which cf. Aṭṭabarī,
Firdaws IV.iii.4 (Ṣ 17423‒1754, where «الأبرار» must be accordingly emended).

4 The colour gamut represented by Galen’s sources in Sec. loc. IV.8 includes white (κολλύριον
ὀ λευκόν in K XII 7576‒10); saffron-yellow (κροκῶδες in K XII 77015‒7711, 7738‒15, 7855‒14); and
greenish-yellow (χλωρόν in K XII 76310‒7643, 76418‒7654); as well as darker collyria such as a
κολλύριον κιῤῥόν (K XII 78316‒7844) and a φαιόν (K XII 74810‒17, XII 7533‒12). Cf. also Euelpides’
pyxinum (= πύξινον) ‘of the colour of box-wood’ (ie yellowish) in Celsus, De medicina VI.6.25
(M 2703‒7). Chromatic association occasionally inspired metaphorical denominations, like in
the case of “swans” (κύκνοι) for white collyria, as explained by Galen in Sec. loc. IV.1 (K XII
70717‒7084); also «id, quod quidam cycnon, quidam a cinereo colore tephron appellant» in Cel-
sus, De medicina VI.6.7 (M 2631‒5). The Islamicate tradition mirrors this practice even with re-
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benefits attributed to them. The latter is actually the prevalent one in Pharm
7: a sief for cataracts (7.2), an alcofol for ophthalmia (7.4) and another two for
leucoma (7.5‒6), and finally a sight-sharpening alcofol (7.7).
The onlywitnesses for the alcofol of the twopomegranates in 7.1 that are close

enough to be stemmatically significant are both Andalusī.1 In this regard, it is
worth noting that the tenth-century calendrical tradition transmits a remark-
able echo of a practice related to this drug. According to theQurṭubahCalendar,
during the month of August the juice of the two pomegranates was prepared
with an extract of fennel so that it could be used for a sief against white of the
eye and other ailments.2 Amuch simpler recipe was quite frequently borrowed
from Ḥunayn’s book, and the several formulas that circulated under this and
similar labels appear to be somehow related also to the sight-sharpening rem-
edy knownas “the engravers’ burud” (barūdunnaqqāšīn) in Ibn ʕīsā’sTaḏkirah.3
A plausible precedent may be a collyrium described by Aetius of Amida, who
transmits the recipe for an oxydercic liquid collyrium based on just the juice
of pomegranates and honey that he recommends for painters, ring-engravers,
goldsmiths, and elderly people.4

gard to the possibility, given a sufficiently unambiguous context, of naming the drugs by the
sole epithet, which is especially true of the yellow sief oftentimes referred to simply as alʔaṣ-
far (cf. Arrāzī, Ṭibb 72r 1‒3); cf. also ramādī (= τεφρόν). Incidentally, Aššayzarī provides pre-
cious insight into every-day realia when he condemns the practice of untrustworthy highway
oculists (kaḥḥālū ṭṭuruqāt) who used to dye a basic colourless sief made of starch and gum so
that they could boast to offer their unwary clients a red, green, black, or yellow remedy, cf. Ni-
hāyah XXXVII (A 1009‒1014).

1 Aword-by-word identical formula is recorded inDukkānXVI.70 (L 64r 24‒30) and quite a close
parallel is further provided in the late and fragmentary Andalusī treatise known asAlcoatí after
the Latin transcription of its author’s nisbah (probably Alqūṭī) and completed in Išbīliyah in
1260. The ingredients are basically the same in the two recipes, cf. Alcoatí, Ḫāmisah III [109]
الرمّانين كحل (V 9612‒984), which corresponds to [98] collyriumdemalis granatis acerbis et dulcibus
in the Latin translation. For a brief summary of the ecdotic history of the Latin text and a first at-
tempt to correctly identify the author and the context of thework, cf. Millás Vallicrosa 1960:
214‒217. The extant Arabic text of Book V (which for ease of reference is named hereḪāmisah)
is edited alongside a reproduction of the Latin text by Vázquez de Benito 1973: 161‒42 on the
basis of the unicum at the Escurial Library (RBME ms Árabe 894, fols. 44r‒76r).

2 Cf. Qurṭubah Calendar 835‒6, also Ibn ʕāṣim, Šuhūr 538‒9 (but this passage is not to be found
ʕarīb b. Saʕīd, Anwāʔ 2305‒6, nor in Tafṣīl).

3 A kuḥlun rummānī is mentioned twice in Alhāšimī, Maǧālis I.i.15 (K 3116, 3215), and two dif-
ferent recipes (the second one in reference to a honey-like collyrium that used to be sold)
are further provided in Maǧālis I.i.18 (K 4120‒4213). A minimal version of kuḥlu rrummānayn
is recorded as two virtually identical recipes in IbnWāfid,Wisād III.33|80 (A 431‒4, 589‒13). The
formula transmitted “fromḤunayn’s book” is represented in Andalus by Alcoatí,Ḫāmisah III
[110] (V 985‒8); and also Ibn Ḫalṣūn, Aġḏiyah II.2 (G 3211‒16). Finally, the similar recipe of the
engravers’ burud is found in Ibn ʕīsā, Taḏkirah III.23 (Š 3236‒3244).

4 Cf. Iatrica VII.ci (O II 35022‒3512). With regard to the hapax δακτυλόγλυφος (the usual form is
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The documentation for the polyvalent sief in 7.2 is rather meagre, although
the inclusion of copper flakes (tūbālu nnuḥās), gum ammoniac (spelledwuššaq
here), and opium should provide sufficient basis for future identification.1 Like-
wise the yellow sief in 7.3 does not match any of the homonymous formulas for
yellow siefs.2
Themention of a specific benefit for children in 7.4, on the contrary, has deep

roots in the Graeco-Byzantine corpus,3 and the epithet annuǧḥ (which might
perhaps be a misreading of *almunǧiḥ) is also reminiscent of Greek νίκη, but
the presence of camphor as an ingredient speaks strongly against a Byzantine
(let alone earlier) origin.4
Then 7.5 is probably the most interesting item in the series with regard to

diachrony, since its origin, which is explicitly stated, involves a tradition that
stems from the pseudo-Galenic Naṣāʔiḥu rruhbān via Paul theMonk. This se-
cretive remedy, which is attributed the power to heal unhealable ailments in
thirty days, requires some highly characteristic ingredients like sea-foam, lizard
droppings, andmasḥaqūniyā,5 and it is moreover the only one in the whole se-

rather δακτυλιογλύφος), cf. Adrados, DGE V 870.
1 The formula is transmitted in identical form inDukkān XVI.34 (L 61r 1‒8). There is only a vague
resemblance to Aṭṭabarī’s green sief (šiyāfun aḫḍar) in Firdaws IV.iii.4 (Ṣ 17510‒18).

2 With the only exception ofDukkānXVI.32 أصفر شـیاف (L 60v 24‒29). Quite different formulas are
handed down by Almaǧūsī, Kāmil II.v.23,8 (S II.2 4044‒7) and Ibn Ǧazlah,Minhāǧ 71‒ا اشـیاف»
اْطِیقَاْن which,«اَطْرَخمَْ is equatedwith الأصفر» «الاشـیاف (L 20v 4‒7). No yellow sief at all is recordedby
Ibn Sarābiyūn in Kunnāš VII.xxxiii.6شـیافات (L 231v 11 ‒ 235v 5), where nonetheless red, green,
black, and white siefs are mentioned. At least five different recipes for ḏarūrun aṣfar (also أصفر
قراماطیقون ) are collected there inKunnāš VII.xxxiii.1ذرورات (L 220r 5 ‒ 222v 14), which shows how
comparative research cannot rely exclusively on onomastic identicality and perhaps explains
why there seems no to be any Andalusī documentation for yellow siefs, as they may have all
been classed rather as ḏarūrāt.

3 Cf. for instance a κροκῶδες παιδικόν in Galen, Sec. loc. IV.8 (K XII 77015‒7711) and also, with
an even closer phraseology, a καλλιβλέφαρον that is said to be «μάλιστα νηπίοις χρήσιμον» in
Sec. loc. IV.7 (K XII 73412‒7351). In the 5th c. Aetius of Amida gathers these remedies under
a common denomination παιδικὰ κολλύρια and adds further details drawing, perhaps directly,
from Severus’On the therapy of children, cf. Iatrica VII.xliv (O II 29616‒29712) and also VII.cxiv
for the recipe of Theophilus’ wondrous παιδικόν (O II 3829‒12).

4 The same header and formula are copied in Dukkān XVI.22 (L 59v 25 ‒ 60r 1).
5 This word of Syriac origin (cf. ܘܢܝܐ ܚ ܡ in Bar Bahlūl, Lexicon 11677‒9; Payne Smith, The-
saurus 2240) is explained very diversely in the east and in the west. While Ahrun (ie his trans-
lator into Arabic) and Arrāzī define it either as a vitreous glaze («māʔu zzuǧāǧ») or as the
glaze of green jugs («māʔu lǧirāri lḫuḍr», which corresponds quite well to how the Syriac lexi-
cographers gloss it in Arabic), in Andalus IbnǦulǧul equates it with one of the varieties of vit-
riol, namely šaḥīrah. Such is the synthesis made by Ibn Ǧanāḥ in the corresponding lemma in
his Talḫīṣ [532]. For further references, cf. particularly Käs 2010: 1003‒1006, and also Bos, Käs,
Lübke, and Mensching 2020: 705‒706; to which one may add Alḫwarizmī, Mafātīḥ II.ix.2
s.v.: «šayʔun yasīlu mina zzuǧāǧ, wahuwa milḥun abyaḍu ṣulbun ḏāʔibun qawwī» (V 2624‒6).
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ries for which an exact ultimate origin can be identified.1
With regard to the second alcofol for white of the eye in 7.6, the combination

of sea-foam, sarcocolla, and sugar is distinctive enough to allow for a straight-
forward affiliation, and a word-by-word identical recipe is transmitted indeed
by Arrāzī.2
The eye-sharpening alcofol recommended in 7.7 also for dropping eyelids re-

flects a tradition closer to the original basic version of the remedy than to later
elaborations that typically included tutty and lazuli.3
The basilicon recorded in 7.8 is an excellent example of the extent to which

the Graeco-Byzantine medical legacy was reworked and expanded in the early
Islamicate period and never actually ceased to be in later centuries. If the name
of the drug and its basic composition go back at least to Roman imperial times,
thepresenceof such ingredients as yellowmyrobalans, lesser cardamom,4, clove,

Two different proposals have been made to explain the origin of this Syriac word. A Graeco-
Syriac hybrid etymon ܚܐ ܡ + κυάνεος is quite assertively postulated by Kahl 2007: 259‒260
n. 191, with further mention of Persian ابٓگينه كف as registered by Vullers, LPLE II 825. The same
etymology is suggested independently by Käs 2010: 1006 (he appears to have been unaware of
Kahl’s edition as he accesses Ibn Attilmīḏ’s dispensatory in manuscript form) and an alter-
native possibility is further explored there following a clue provided by Littmann: a different
Greco-Syriac compound nameܚܐ ܡ ܘܢܝܐ+ (= κονία ‘ash’), for which a lexicographic passage
الغضار» به یدهن الّذي الدهن ܘܢܝܐ ܕ ܚܐ ܘܡ ܘܢܝܐ » in Payne Smith, Thesaurus 3547 s.v. ܘܢܝܐ is
certainly a more compelling testimony than Käs’ reference to Brockelmann’s entry.

1 The same recipe is transmitted in Dukkān XVI.26 (L 60r 16‒24) and in a very similar wording
also by Azzahrāwī, Taṣrīf XX.i.21 (S II 8331‒843), where it is immediately followed by a second
preparation for an alcofol borrowed from the same pseudo-Galenic text, cf. Taṣrīf XX.i.22 (S
II 843‒7). The text of Pharm 7.5 echoes verbatim the Arabic Vorlage of Pseudo-Galen, Secr. ad
Mont.: «Ad albuginem oculi. Alchohol autem quo usus est Ebinus monachus ad albuginem quæ
erat in oculis suis, et omnesmedici conuenerunt quodnon sanaretur et posui ipsumei, et conualuit
usque ad triginta dies» (B 36437‒3651).

2 The formula, which is identical to Dukkān XVI.27 العين في للبیاض اخٓر (L 60r 24‒28), is found in
Arrāzī, Ṭibb 73r 4‒6, where it is labelled as «ḏarūrun lilbayāḍ», which adds to the preceding
observation on the terminological fluidity of the diverse categories of eye remedies in the Is-
lamicate tradition. Given that Arrāzī’s Ṭibb seems to have had a very limited circulation, some
alternative path of transmissionmust be identified for this recipe. More sophisticated versions
were also developed, as for instance Ibn Wāfid’s tested «kuḥlun lilbayāḍi fī lʕayn» (which in-
cludes also mouse and sparrow droppings, tutty, and verdigris) inWisād III.105 (A 6613‒17).

3 Identical to Dukkān XVI.64 (L 63v 22‒24). The same combination of burnt date stones and
spikenard is prescribed against μαδάρωσις in Pseudo-Galen, Rem. parab. II.iv.9 (K XIV 4135‒8),
and also in Paul of Aegina, Pragmateia III.xxii.16, where it is reckoned amongst καλλιβλέ-
φαρα (H I 17716‒17). In the Islamicate corpus it is widely documented for the treatment of ptilo-
sis, cf. Aṭṭabarī, Firdaws IV.iii.4 (Ṣ 1701‒2). The characteristic ingredient ‘date stones’ facilitates
the identification of the cluster of recipes that evolved from the primitive core, as for instance
the recipe for a burud against deciduous eyelashes by Zakariyyāɂ in Ibn Sarābiyūn, Kunnāš
227r 2‒4. For an example of later developments of the same recipe, cf. Arrāzī, Ṭibb 75r 9‒12.

4 The identification ofhīl bū as qāqullatun ṣaġīra (‘lesser cardamom’) and qāqullatunḏakar ‘male
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and ambergris betray a later elaboration. A recipe for a remedy for the eyes in-
scribed as a basilicon (= βασιλικόν ‘royal’) is attested already by Celsus, and a
homonymous collyrium is further qualified as Indian (Ἰνδικόν) by Galen.1 In
the Islamicate corpus 7.8 appears to correspond to one of several versions of
the “greater basilicon”,2 but since the earliest Syro-Arabic tradition several ex-
panded versions of the drug are recorded under the common name bāsilīqūn,
often alongside a synonym rūšanāʔī of Persian origin.3
All in all, Pharm 7 would appear to be, once again, a subset of Ibn ʕabdirab-

bih’s dispensatory. In the particular case of 7.8, in fact, if the chronological pri-
ority of Dukkān could be proved, the difference between the rubrics in the two
texts would betray authorial intervention on the part of Alɂilbīrī.

Pharm 8—On the usual oils and their beneficial treatments

The last chapter in the dispensatory contains the recipes for eight different oils
extracted frommustard, agrimony, rue, radish, henbane, rose, bricks, and sesame.4

cardamom’ is recorded fromArrāzī’sAlḥāwī by IbnǦanāḥ in Talḫīṣ [280]. Just like in the case
of nutmeg (ǧawz bū), the realisation hīl bū may certainly be the etymological one as pointed
out by Bos, Käs, Lübke, andMensching 2020: 468, but it is not impossible (not even unlikely)
that this non-Arabic name may have been read also as hayl buw(w)ā by some Andalusīs, as
suggested by the form heil in Arabo-Latin translations. A Sanskrit origin in एला elā ‘cardamom’
(cf. Monier-Williams, SED 232b) is indicated for Persian hāl / hīl in Bos, Käs, Lübke, and
Mensching 2020: 468. Cf. further the rich documentation gathered by A‘lam 1990: 803‒806 in
the entry on cardamom in the Encyclopaedia Iranica.

1 Abasic formulaby the reputedophthalmologist Euelpides (forwhomcf.Wellmann 1907: 951)
is reported in Celsus, De medicina VI.6.31 (M 2722‒11). A much closer recipe is noted down by
Galen, Sec. loc. IV.8, where in addition to the basic ingredients documented also in the Islam-
icate tradition (cadmia, white lead, pepper) such exotic items as the whole gallbladder of a
hyena and four partridge gallbladders are required (K XII 7826‒14). In Galen the Indian con-
nection may be an indirect one on account of the Indian black pigment (μελανός Ἰνδικός) that
enters the preparation. This βασιλικόν should not be confused with a plaster that went by the
same name and which was also known as τετραφάρμακον in the Greek tradition.

2 Cf. the same formula in Dukkān XVI.55, where the rubric reads «albāsilīqūnu lkabīru ʕalā ḫilāfi
lmutaqaddimi ḏikruhū» (L 62v 21‒29), the specification being justified, indeed, by the previous
mention of the “great basilicon” («albāsilīqūnu lʔakbar») in Dukkān XVI.54 (L 62v 13‒21). Al-
though a mediating source is certainly to be assumed to account for some minor differences,
our recipe corresponds essentially to Sābūr’s and Masīḥ’s great basilicon (which are virtu-
ally identical to each other) and it is only marginally less similar to the first basilicon in Ibn
Sarābiyūn’s series, cf. Sābūr b. Sahl, Ṣaġīr XVI [261] كبر الأ باسلیقون صنعة (K 19515‒24); Masīḥ,
Hārūniyyah II.i.6 كبر الأ الباسلیقون (G 3155‒11); Ibn Sarābiyūn, Kunnāš VII.33.1 (L 228r 1)≡ Breviar-
ium VII.33.1 (V 83vb 56‒62).

3 See the complementary notes at the end of this chapter.
4 Arabic duhn corresponds not only to Greek ἔλαιον but also, especially when aromatic ingredi-
ents are involved, to μύρον, in which case it may be translated as ‘unguent’. Quite often zayt is
likewise used for oils other than olive oil (see above the note to Ther 3.1.5). In the Syriac tradi-
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All of them are named after their main ingredient, which, with the only excep-
tion of bricks,1 is of plant origin and can be represented by the seeds, the fresh
leaves, the juice, or the entirety of the herb.2
The stockof ingredients required for thepreparationof these oils is extremely

limited. In most cases just two or three items are enough: the essential element
from which the oil is to be extracted and either hot water or, more often, some
oil (only occasionally a combination of both).3 Only once is an additional in-
gredient optionally incorporated into the recipe in order to improve its scent,
namely camel’s hay for the oil of roses.4
The catalogueofmedical uses for eachoil, on theother hand, ranges fromone

single ailment to true panaceas in the case of the oil of roses and the oil of bricks.
tion, in turn, all kinds of oils other than olive oil (which ismostlyܐ (ܙܝ are referred to asܚܐ ܡܶ
(cf. Payne Smith, Thesaurus 2238‒2239, where a great many specific oils are listed) rather than
by the cognateܕܘܗܳܢܐ (which normally means rather ‘fat’, as does in general Aramaic √dhn).

1 The oil of bricks is exceptional in the medical tradition in its being derived from an inorganic
source and it is no coincidence that it should feature also in the parallel alchemical corpus,
as for example amongst distillations in the anonymous Ṯamrah 76v 4‒14. Cf. in this respect
Mesue’s piece of advice in Grabadin I.xii on oils: «Et constat quod plurigena sunt in concreto
occultata, et hocmaximealchimistarumest. Et nos de his experiemur que possumus; tu autemag-
gredere alchimistas et agitare cum illis» (V 82vb 10‒12). In his own recipe for this oil inGrabadin
I.xii.67 the author calls it oleum philosophorum, indeed, and reports several other designa-
tions: «Alii illud “oleum sapientie” dixerunt, et alii “oleum benedictum”, et alii “diuinum”, et alii
uero “sanctum”. Et a pluribus “oleum perfecti magisterii” uocatum est» (V 89va 32 ‒ 89vb 4). The
oil of bricks seems to have gained some currency in thirteenth-century military treatises too
(cf. al-Hassan 2009: 112).

2 There are a few oils in the Helleno-Islamicate tradition that are obtained rather from animals,
such as the oil of vipers (duhnu lḥayyāt) and the oil of scorpions (duhnu lʕaqārib), both ofwhich
are actually mentioned elsewhere inNatāʔiǧ (see particularly zaytu lʕaqārib above in Ther 1.4),
or still the oil of ants نمّل) (دهن in Arrāzī, Antidotariumb III.37 Oleum formicarum uolantium (V
101ra 13‒14), whence Ibn ʕabdirabbih, Dukkān XIV.46 (D 65r | L 54r 1‒3); and the oil of eggs
البیض) (دهن in Ibn Sarābiyūn, Kunnāš VII.xxv.25 (L 188v 14), also Arrāzī, Antidotariumb III.30
Oleum ouorum (V 100vb 51‒54), and thence Dukkān XIV.35 (D 63v | L 52r 10‒13).

3 This basic oil can be olive oil, in which case it may be unqualified, or washed (the one known
as rikābī oil, for the etymology of which cf. Ibn Ǧanāḥ, Talḫīṣ [322] and Bos, Käs, Lübke,
and Mensching 2020: 503‒504, as well as the explanation-cum-recipe in Azzahrāwī, Taṣrīf
II 20131‒2029), or made of unripe olives (zaytun unfāq < ὀμφάκινον ἔλαιον). It can also be oil of
roses, or even sesame oil. The latter is referred to in our text as šīraǧ oil (duhnu ššīraǧ) and
elsewhere also simply as šīraǧ, cf. Ibn Ǧanāḥ, Talḫīṣ [997] «aššīraǧ, wahuwa duhnu ssimsim»;
also Azzahrāwī, Taṣrīf XXIX.i (S II 44022). This particular meaning ‘oil of sesame’ was already
conveyed by Persian šīra, cf. Vullers, LPLE II 498b s.v. شيرَه (= كنجد ;(روغن also Steingass, CPED
774 s.v. In the case of jasmine oil, jasmine itself is prescribed instead of olive oil. The use of
hot water or oil depends on the exact method of extraction for each aromatic oil (distillation,
expression, solvent extraction), which cannot be further explored here.

4 Camel’s hay or squinanth (iḏḫir = σχοῖνος, Cymbopogon schoenanthus Spreng.) was indeed an
essential ingredient of Dioscorides’ recipe for the oil of roses, cf.Materia medica 1:43 ῥοδίνον
(W I 427‒8)≡ Ḥašāʔiš 1:33 الورد دهن (P 10v 22‒23 | T 4320‒21).
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The most frequently mentioned way of use is, unsurprisingly, anointing the oil
over some particular region of the body, but oils can also be poured into the ear
andmade into a cerate or wax-salve (qīrūṭī < κηρωτή) to be poulticed over boils
as in the case of rue oil, instilled into the nose (henbane oil), and even taken as
a drink by itself or in combination with other substances (oil of roses).1
Unlike in some of the precedent epigraphs, the provisional results of source

criticism concerning Pharm 8 are too complex to be tabularised and deserve
some commentary. First all of, Ibn ʕabdirabbih’s Dukkān is, once again, the
closest text to Natāʔiǧ as all eight recipes are found there in a literally identical
form. The fact that the relative order of the recipes inNatāʔiǧ does not coincide
with the one in Dukkān (it rather inverts it) might perhaps suggest a relation
of cognacy (the two texts sharing a common source) rather than immediate
dependence.2 A similar level of textual affinity (sometimes slightly lower and
sporadically even higher) is shown by the recipes collected by Azzahrāwī in
Taṣrīf XXV.i on non-compound oils, the relative order of the sequence being
again quite different, let alone the total number of items registered, which adds
there to some seventy nine.3 A fourth text must still be added to the compar-
ison, namely the series of oils scattered mostly throughout the second part of
Hārūniyyah. There the recipes of the oil of mustard, rue, henbane, and sesame
are found and the latter (which actually features in the first part of the treatise)

1 The different ways of administration of the oil of roses are, in fact, almost as plural as the ail-
ments against which it is affirmed to avail. They include, in addition to anointing and rubbing,
pouring it over the head, poulticing, rinsing, instillation into the urethra, as well as making it
into a salve or a cerate, or still entering the preparation of haemostatic pastilles. Jasmine oil
is the only item in Pharm 8 for which no medical benefits are mentioned, although they were
available in the original recipe.

2 To Alɂilbīrī’s mustard oil corresponds Dukkān XIV.28 (D 63r 12‒17 | L 52v 6‒13), to agrimony
oil XIV.45 (D 64v 19‒22 | L 53v 27‒31), to rue oil XIV.50 (D 65r 11‒19 | L 54r 16‒26), to oleander
oil XIV.57 (D 66r 7‒10 | L 55r 4‒8), to henbane oil XIV.34 (D 63v 10‒17 | L 53r 2‒10), the three
Galenic recipes for the oil of roses are found in XIV.2 (D 57r 19 ‒ 58r 21 | L 47v 16 ‒ 48v 3), the
“blessed” oil of bricks in XIV.70 (D 67r 18 ‒ 68r 6 | L 56r 12 ‒ 56v 25), and finally jasmine oil in
XIV.1 (D 56v 21 ‒ 57r 19 | L 47r 22 ‒ 47v 1). Any degree of dependence ofDukkān fromNatāʔiǧ can
be safely ruled out in view of the vast difference in comprehensiveness between the two texts:
Ibn ʕabdirabbih’s dispensatory includes recipes for no less than sixty-eight different oils.

3 The concordances are: mustard oil ≡ Taṣrīf XXV.i.13 (S II 20324‒31), rue oil ≡ XXV.i.52 (S II
2126‒13), oleander oil≡ XXV.i.77 (S II 2164‒8), henbane oil≡ XXV.i.25 (S II 2056‒12, which reveals
a substantial parablepsis in Natāʔiǧ and, more significantly, is the only witness to share with it
the reading «alḫām»), the three recipes for the oil of roses ≡ XXV.i.35 (S II 20728–2092), oil of
bricks ≡ XXV.i.32 (S II 20631‒20720); and finally jasmine oil ≡ XXV.i.38 (S II 20931‒2104). As for
the oil of agrimony, the medical benefits mentioned under the same rubric in Taṣrīf XXV.i.79
(S II 21611‒12) are identical to those in Natāʔiǧ‒Dukkān, but Azzahrāwī does not copy the in-
structions for its preparation but simply refers to the previous recipe for the oil of usnea or tree
moss (duhni lʔušnah).
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includes even the appended remark on how to prepare other oils in the same
way.1

There is, therefore, once again a cluster of recipes that are shared by the three
Andalusī texts (to which now a fourth partial witness is joined) with virtually
no alteration of their wording and pointing to (1) dependence of Natāʔiǧ either
from Dukkān or from Taṣrīf (which might, in turn, have silently drawn from
Dukkān), or otherwise (2) independent use of a common source. Unlike in all
preceding chapters, however, in this case a highly plausible origin can be found
for almost all these recipes: Arrāzī’s lesser dispensatory (= Antidotariumb ). As
amatter of fact, Ibn ʕabdirabbih’s chapter on oils inDukkān reproducesmostly
word by word and following the exact same order, with only minimal changes,
the recipes contained in the third chapter of Antidotariumb .2 The catalogue of
oils recorded by Ibn ʕabdirabbih is remarkably larger and the Andalusī author
(or his source) appears to have worked by intelligent intercalation, introducing
additional recipes at pertinent points, rather than bymerely expanding the col-
lection at its end.3 With regard to this textual affiliation, on the other hand, it
must be noted that jasmine/sesame oil occupies the first place amongst oils in
both Arrāzī’s and Ibn ʕabdirabbih’s dispensatories, and that the closing posi-
tion 8.8 in Natāʔiǧ cannot be the original one given that in the recipe for the oil
of roses in 8.6 an explicit mention is made to the preceding instructions for the
preparation of jasmine oil.

1 Cf. Hārūniyyah II.ix (G 4538‒13) for mustard oil, II.ii.1 (G 32716‒20) for rue oil, II.9 (G 45110‒16, but
only in manuscripts TM) for henbane oil, and finally I.vii.2 (G 15911–1617) for jasmine oil.

2 The wording of the recipe for jasmine oil in Dukkān (which is identical to the one in Natāʔiǧ
except for the omission in the latter of itsmedical benefits) is exceptionally divergent from (but
yet essentially identical to) Arrāzī’s sesame oil (oleum iuriulen, featuring the western Arabic
synonym ǧulǧulān for sesame). Then the texts run parallel in both books except for a different
order of the oils corresponding to Dukkān XIV.16‒20 and a new unclear divergence at Dukkān
XIV.31‒32.

3 There are over twenty recipes that are transmitted in Dukkān but cannot be found in Anti-
dotariumb (cf. Dukkān XIV.6|24|27|38‒39|44‒45|47‒49|52‒56|59‒61|63|67‒68). The motivation
for inserting some of them is fairly evident, as in the case of the oils of chickpeas and of darnel
(šaylam) at Dukkān XIV.38‒39, which apparently expand on the recipe of wheat oil. Of these
additions, only agrimony oil is shared by Natāʔiǧ. Let it be noted, in any case, that this com-
parison is a provisional one and that it is based on only two manuscripts for the Arabic text of
Dukkān and one single copy of Natāʔiǧ and of the Latin Antidotariumb .
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Nat Taṣ Duk Antb

mustard oil 1 13 28 25 oleum sinapis (V 100vb 17‒23)
agrimony oil 2 79 44 —
rue oil 3 52 49 40 oleum rute (V 101ra 15‒21)
oleander oil 4 77 56 42 oleum oleandri (V 101ra 26‒28)
henbane oil 5 25 34 31 oleum iusquiami (V 100vb 43‒50)
oil of roses 6 35 2 2 oleum rosarum (V 100ra 10‒23|100ra 24‒47)
oil of bricks 7 32 68 48 oleum benedictum (V 101ra 66 ‒ 101rb 24)
jasmine oil 8 38 1 1 oleum iuriulen (V 99vb 53 ‒ 100ra 9)

Beyond thehighlyplausibledependenceofDukkān fromAntidotariumb spec-
ulation on the exact relationship between the members of the constellation
of texts including Dukkān, Taṣrīf, Hārūniyyah, and Natāʔiǧ cannot be possibly
basedon thepartial scrutiny of one single chapter butmust necessarily take into
account the data garnered from a methodical analysis of the entire contents of
Pharmacopoeia. Some brief and provisional observations in this regard shall
be included in the general conclusions to this section.
As to the possible pre-Islamicate sources for the chapter on oils, besides the

oil of roses for which the authority of Galen is explicitly invoked, the recipe of
mustard oil reproduces without alteration Dioscorides’ σινάπινον (sc. ἔλαιον),
and so does the recipe for henbane oil.1 On the other hand, the recipes for the
oils of agrimony, rue, and oleander do not seem to have a direct origin in the
extant Graeco-Byzantine medical corpus, but they may have been inspired by
the references of the ancient authors to them2 and by themedical properties at-
tributed to theirmain ingredient. Itwas thena logical—butnonetheless remarkable—
step to try and fill this gapwith the actual instructions for the preparation of the
oil.
On a tangential note, a Persian origin may be suspected for jasmine oil. In

the Greek tradition since at least Herodotus it is associated with eastern tra-
ditions,3 but while a recipe for the preparation of σησαμέλαιον had reportedly
been written by Crito in book II of his On cosmetics, no formula is available in
1 For the former, cf.Ḥašāʔiš 1:30 الخردل دهن وهو سينابينون، صنعة (P 10r 17–18 | T 416‒8)≡Mat. med. 1:38
σινάπινον (W I 3915‒18); for henbane oil, cf.Ḥašāʔiš 1:29 البنج دهن وهو اياسقيامينن، صنعة (P 10r 10‒16 | T
4015‒20)≡Mat.med. 1:35 ὑοσκυάμινον (W I 3816‒393). In the Syriacmedical tradition thenamesof
both oils had been transliterated (σινάπινον ܝܢܘܢ= ܝܢܐ and ὑοσκυάμινον ܘܐܡܝܢܘܢ= (ܐܘܐܘ
and translated by Ḥunayn b. Isḥāq. The former as ܕ ܕܚ ܝܚܐ ,ܡ the latter as ܘܢܐ ܟ ܕ ܚܐ ܡ
(cf. Bar Bahlūl, Lexicon 13444‒5 and 4724‒25, respectively).

2 Passing-by mentions to πηγάνινον, for instance, are made by Galen in Meth. med. XII.7 (K X
8575, 85818) and Simpl. med. II.12 (K XI 48915), but a recipe is never provided, perhaps because
he considered it to be too well-known.

3 According to him Assyrians «χρέωνται δὲ οὐδὲν ἐλαίῳ ἀλλ᾽ ἢ ἐκ τῶν σησάμων ποιεῦντες», cf. His-
toriae I.193 (G I 2441‒2). An Iranian connection is made by Strabo, Geographia XVI.i.20, who
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the Galenic collection.1. One has to wait until Aetius of Amida for the earliest
extant recipe for sesameoil, whichhe affirms thatwas called ἰασμή amongst Per-
sians. Afterwards a recipe quite close to the one documented in the Islamicate
tradition is provided by Paul of Aegina for σησάμινον ἔλαιον.2

reports the custom of Adiabenians to anoint themselves with sesame: «ἀλείφονται δ᾽ ἐκ τοῦ
σησάμου» (J VII 22626). In Dioscorides’ experience, in turn, the use of the oil extracted from
sesame (σήσαμον ≡ simsim) was common among Egyptians, cf. Materia medica 2:99 σήσαμον
(W I 17415‒16)≡ Ḥašāʔiš 2:93 (P 42r 20 | T 1808).

1 For the reference to Crito, cf. Galen, Sec. loc. I.3 (K XII 4482). Sesame oil (σησάμινον) is men-
tioned, indeed, in the entry for sesame in Simpl. med. VII.xviii.10 (K XII 12011‒12) and also in
Simpl. med. VI.v.4 (K XI 8704), as well as in a therapeutic context in Sec. loc. V.5 «ἢ εἰς τὸ
κατὰ τὸν ὰλγοῦντα οὖς σησαμέλαιον ἐναφεψημένων αὐτῷ γῆς ἐντέρων ἔγχει» (K XII 8615‒7), cf. also
Sec. loc. I.2 (K XII 42418) and Per gen. VII.11 (K XIII 100710). Yet another reference to sesame oil is
reported from Cleopatra’s Cosmetica in Sec. loc. I.2 «ἄλλο γεγραμμένον οὐ μετὰ πολλὰ τοῦ πρό-
σθεν ὧδέ πως κατὰ λέξιν πρὸς τριχοφυΐαν. λινόσπερμα ξηρὸν κατάκαυσον, σὺν τῇ λινοκαλάμῃ καὶ
τρίψας σὺν ἐλαίῳ σησαμίνῳ κατάχριε» (K XII 4333‒5), which would confirm Dioscorides’ refer-
ence to Egypt.

2 Cf. Aetius of Amida, Iatrica I.120 (O I 6121‒27). According to Olivieri’s critical apparatus ad
loc. a significant part of themanuscript tradition reads «Ἔλαιον ἰασμέλαιον» instead of «ἰασμή».
For Paul of Aegina, cf. Pragmateia VII.xx.11 (H II 3847‒11).
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8.4 Concluding remarks on Pharmacopoeia

The above survey was primarily intended to offer a preview of the contents of
the dispensatory included in Natāʔiǧ (probably as its closing section) and to
draw attention to the interest that this brief text certainly has for the history
of the transmission of medical and medicine-related knowledge in the Islami-
cate west. A preliminary exploration has evinced a close affiliation of the ma-
terials collected by Alɂilbīrī to the tenth-century tradition represented by Ibn
Alǧazzār in Qayrawān and particularly by Ibn ʕabdirabbih in Andalus. In this
concluding remarks I shall try to highlight the main features of this affiliation
and to offer a provisional sketch of the context towhichNat Vprobably belongs.
My aim here is not, to be clear, to summarise the history of Islamicate dispen-
satories, but simply to provide some hints for further research. Any provisional
conclusions reached here should help, moreover, to build a hypothesis about
the chronology of the text, and the evidence gathered hereunder shall be re-
ferred to later in Chapter 9 when that particularly complex question is tackled.
Due to limitations of time and space the discussion is overall abridged and the
fact that some key texts could not be accessed makes it more speculative than
could be wished for.

On the sources of Andalusī early recipe collections

As seen above, a few recipes in Nat V include in their header the explicit men-
tion of the author to whom the invention (or the initial transmission) of the
formula was credited. Needless to say, this feature can be invaluably helpful in
the case of achronous texts such asNatāʔiǧ as long as two essential traits of this
ascriptional system are taken into due consideration. First, just like in any other
quotational context, explicit ascription in the header of recipes can provide a
terminus post quem but tells nothing about how far removed the text actually is
from that date. On the other hand and also like all quotes in general, this ele-
ment can be (andmost often is) inherited and a direct access to the mentioned
source should not be inferred automatically.
With this caveat in mind, the corpus reflected explicitly in Nat V is quite

informative. Its chronology spans well over a millennium from Hippocrates,
Dioscorides, and Galen down to Sābūr b. Sahl (d. 869), Ḥunayn b. Isḥāq
(d. 873), Ibn ʕimrān (d. between 903 and 909), and Arrāzī (d. 925). It includes
also a late Byzantine physician from the Alexandrian school, namely Ahrun,
who probably lived in the 7th century.
As far as the date of Natāʔiǧ is concerned this evidence adds nothing to the

terminus post quem that was already available from Nat III, in which Arrāzī is
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likewise the latest author mentioned. In both cases, moreover, Alɂilbīrī’s ac-
cess to this eastern source has been mediated by a pre-existing compilation. If
for Nat III Ibn Alhayṯam’s Iktifāʔ proves that their common Vorlage was avail-
able at the latest towards the last third of the 10th c.; for Nat V, in turn, Saʕīd
b. ʕabdirabbih (d. either 943 or 966) attests to the Andalusī incorporation of
materials from Arrāzī’s pharmacopoeia one generation earlier.

Mašriqī pharmacopoeia in tenth-century Andalus
It is certainly unfortunate (and also hard to explain) that such a fundamental
text as Ibn ʕabdirabbih’s dispensatory should remain so far not only unedited
but also virtually unexplored. Unlike poetic allusions to his ownGalenic studies
and some vague references scattered in hisUrǧūzah, that text is a direct witness
to the reception and diffusion of Helleno-Islamicate medicine in mid-tenth-
century Andalus—and there are not so many available and probably none is
so loquacious. For obvious reasons I cannot do justice to this text here and now,
but a few clarifications may help, perhaps, anyone interested in filling this con-
sequential gap in our knowledge.
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There is not shortage ofmanuscript evidence for the text itself and the recon-
struction of its primitive contentsmay be challenging but it is not by anymeans
impossible.1 Despite a remarkable disagreement amongst primary sources with
regard to its title (manuscriptsAandD transmit is asKitābuddukkān,manuscript
L asKitābuṣināʕati alyad, and IbnAbīUṣaybiʕah refers to it asKitābu lʔaqrābāḏīn),
the current scholarly consensus is to consider Dukkān and Aqrābāḏīn as two ti-
tles for the same treatise, and there is no reasonnot to adhere to this consensus.2
The presence in Dukkān of the same corpus of authorities as in Nat V proves

that not only Ifrīqī sources but also easternmaterials as late as Arrāzī’s recipes
were available in Andalus towards the mid-10th c.3 It also confirms that the ex-
otic names of compound drugs that surface in the Urǧūzah did not reach its
author through dubious oral sources but rather in written form, which is in fact
the way of transmission that ought to be regularly expected with regard to such
knowledge.4

1 I have accessed the text of Dukkān through three copies, none of which appears to preserve
the original text in its entirety. The Damascus copy (= D) corresponds to Ḍ̱āhiriyyah Library
ms 3159 Ṭibb 34, which is written inMaġribī script perhaps as late as 1394 (cf. Hamarneh 1969:
236). A much smaller fragment is transmitted in the Algiers copy (= A), National Library ms
Maǧmūʕ 1746no. 3 (cf. Hamarneh 1969: 240‒241). I could consult these two copies at the Frank-
furt Institut für Geschichte der arabisch-islamischenWissenschaften. Quite recently a hitherto
unidentified copy emerged frommy research: London, British Library msOr 5927, fols. 1r 1 ‒ 67r
15 (= L). This third copy is acephalous (it lacks the introduction and the index of contents) and
its colophon on fol. 67r 13‒15 alludes to the title of the treatise as Kitābu ṣināʕati alyad mina
lʔašribati waġayri ḏālika and ascribes it unambiguously to Ibn ʕabdirabbih. The manuscript
is also of Maġribī (quite probably Andalusī) origin and the dispensatory is cotransmitted there
alongside Ibn Zuhr’s Aġḏiyah and Attuǧībī’s treatise on gastronomy (cf. Ellis and Edwards
1912: 47, who catalogue it as an “anonymous pharmacopœia”). It was also listed by Hamarneh
1975: 249‒250 [n.v.], but it may not have been identified as Ibn ʕabdirabbih’s dispensatory
as no later source mentions this third copy. References to a further additional copy and to an
early-modern abridgement are provided by Sezgin 1970: 301.

2 Cf. Ibn Abī Uṣaybiʕah, Ṭabaqāt 49022; also Hamarneh 1969: 237, Sezgin 1970: 301. The latest
update on the biography and the written output of Ibn ʕabdirabbih is Kuhne 2012, where the
reader shall find further indications of earlier literature. For ease of reference I stick throughout
to Dukkān as the title for all three witnesses.

3 Three different dates for the death of Ibn ʕabdirabbih are transmitted, the latest being 966.
The composition of the Urǧūzah is dated ca 930 by Kuhne 1980: 299, but there is no way to
ascertain whether the dispensatory predates or postdates the medical poem.

4 The two main assumptions in Kuhne’s analysis of the Urǧūzah must be therefore revised.
Names such as saǧaznāyā and ḏabīd (or any other realisation of their basic ductus) did not
enter Andalus “de viva voz con los médicos orientales que se establecieron en al-Andalus y los
españoles que hicieron viajes de estudios a Oriente” (Kuhne 1980: 308), nor is it “muy difícil
que se dispusiera tan rápidamente de obras como el K. al-Manṣūrī de al-Rāzī” (Kuhne 1980:
308 n. 83). On a side note, it would be tempting to assume that the mention of these drugs in
the Urǧūzah implies the chronological priority of Dukkān, but no item from the category of
kuštaǧāt (cf. Urǧūzah 94) is included in the dispensatory, which means that one ought to look
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From a strictly chronological point of view, the inclusion of Arrāzī’s two
abridged formulas (= Pharm 3.2 and 4.13) inDukkānmight be combinedwith the
narrative of the arrival in Andalus of some texts written by the polymath from
Rayy as early as ca 920 through Muḥammad b. Muflit.1 If in his return from
the riḥlah this Ǧayyānī merchant brought not only philosophical but also some
medical texts by Arrāzī, that might explain the massive presence of materials
from his dispensatory in Dukkān. Incidentally, this datum is of some import for
the questionof the chronology of theparent compilation fromwhichNat III and
Ibn Alhayṯam’s Iktifāʔ derive. It is possible that a copy of Ḫawāṣṣ might have
travelled together with Arrāzī’s other texts and, in any case, the remarkable
celerity with which these materials were transmitted across the Mediterranean
can no longer be doubted.2
One final remark on the relationship between Dukkān and Arrāzī’s output.

If the chapter Dukkān XIV on the oils actually elaborates on the homonymous
chapter in Arrāzī’s Aqrābāḏīnb, then the compilation of that section (and per-
haps also of others in the book) reflects intelligent complementation and also
a non-negligible effort to expand the inherited material. This can also be com-
pared to the strenuous task involved in the compilation of αḪawāṣṣ (or of Ibn
Alhayṯam’s Iktifāʔ if my hypothesis is not admitted) and suggests a context
of intense intellectual activity far beyond mere copy of eastern texts in tenth-
century Andalus. A few observations on this shall be introduced in Chapter 9
and also in the conclusions to the whole dissertation.

Dukkān and Natāʔiǧ: dependence or cognacy?
Any dependence of Ibn ʕabdirabbih’s comprehensive collection of formulas
from themuchmodest selection transmitted inNat III must be ruled out. There
is not one single chapter in which Dukkān could be proved to be a subset of
Natāʔiǧ. The contrary assumption, in turn, would bemuch easier to prove given
that for many chapters Dukkān could have been the pre-existing compilation
from which Alɂilbīrī borrowed his recipes. A systematic analysis of this prob-
lemcannot be attemptedhere, but Iwould like topoint out two simple consider-
ations that might suggest a relationship other than direct dependence between
these two texts.
The first one relates to structure. IfNat II.2,Nat III, and evenNat IV are reflec-

tive, as I think they are, of the author’s compilatory strategy, Alɂilbīrī does cer-
elsewhere for their origin, probably to the materials transmitted from Ahrun in such texts as
Ibn Isḥāq’s Kunnāš or Ibn Māsawayh’s Nuǧḥ.

1 Cf. Fierro 1987: 162 n. 5. This anecdote has already been referred to above in Chapter 5.
2 On the chronology of Natāʔiǧ, see Chapter 9 below; on the possible date of the source text for
Nat III (namely αḪawāṣṣ), see Part III, Chapter 1.
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tainly not make an impression as a highly creative borrower. The whole archi-
tecture of those three sections (from themicro-level of epigraphs to the macro-
level of chapters) is a straightforward imitation (ie a material copy) of the ar-
rangement that he found in his source texts.1 Had he exploited Dukkān as the
copy-text for his pharmacopoeia, our author ought to be credited with a dras-
tic reworking of the original materials that would have required designing an
entirely new macrostructure (there is no significant overlap between the two
divisions into chapters) and accordingly a redistribution of the recipes.
Moreover, in order to produce the extant text of Nat V Alɂilbīrī would have

had to change, with no apparent motivation and to no gain whatsoever, the rel-
ative order of the formulas within the new clusters.2 And he would have done
so with virtually every single chapter in the section. Elaboration on the source
text would have also involved changes in the nomenclature of some drugs and
even linguistic adaptation of a text that was already “sufficiently Andalusī”. All
that is quite a lot of effort for the section of an average pandect addressed to an
anonymous recipient by a physician from Ilbīrah. Furthermore, such a practice
does not seem to agree with the usual modus operandi of compilers.
Second, even if the above argument were disregarded, there is still a remnant

of recipes in Nat III that are not to be found in any of the extant witnesses of
Dukkān. The clearest example is the series of five medicinal powders in Pharm
1. If a relationship of dependence is assumed, their inclusion in Natāʔiǧ would
reflect authorial intervention in the form of complementation of the copy-text
with an additional source (which in this case might be Ibn Alǧazzār’s Zād).
Now, hadAlɂilbīrī been simply copying fromDukkān, it would be the strangest
thing to ignore the eight recipes available in his source only to borrow some
others from elsewhere. One could argue that it might be a case of suppletion
(ie this particular chaptermay have beenmissing from his copy ofDukkān), but
then a number of different ad hoc explanations would be required for each one
of the divergences only to justify a premise that may well be unwarranted.
Arguments and counterarguments could be adduced and even when a sys-

tematic (ie statistic) analysis shall be made available the question may remain
open to interpretation. I hope to have shown, nevertheless, that there is some
reason not to presume a direct dependence of Nat V from Dukkān. The recent
1 In the particular case ofNat IV this imitationmay have been limited to the trophognostic trea-
tise, but the argument is still valid.

2 As seen in Pharm 7 the order of the recipes for the oils recorded in Nat V is certainly not the
historically original one, but the samedisagreement is shownby thebrief sequenceof preserves
in Pharm 4 and extends, in fact, to the whole compilation. In this regard, the only way to admit
that Nat V might be the offspring (through borrowing) of Dukkān would be to assume that
Alɂilbīrī was playing dice.
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revision of the tenth-century Andalusī medical tradition has revealed, in fact, a
fascinatingly complexpicture inwhich Ibn Isḥāq’s five-volumeKunnāš emerges
as a key text and which further includes several now-anonymous compilations
that were in circulation in tenth-century Andalus (more on this in Chapter 9).
In order for these concluding remarks not to become a disguised history of

Andalusī pharmacopoeical literature I shall address one last question before
putting an end to this series of previews of the sections of Natāʔiǧ. Because of
the clear chronological implications of the matter a word must be said about
the possible dependence of Nat V from Ibn Alǧazzār’s Zād and a quick look at
the Qayrawānī tradition may reveal the existence of some hitherto unnoticed
source of medical knowledge.

The route between Qayrawān and Andalus and a problem with Ibn Alǧazzār

The survey of Nat V has shown that as far as the recipes qua written artefacts
are concerned a third text must be added to Dukkān and Natāʔiǧ: the recipes
collected in the pharmacopoeical books within Azzahrāwī’s Taṣrīf. I have al-
ready stated that the level of word-by-word identicality that obtains between
the formulas transmitted by these three texts is mostly unparalleled, both in ex-
tent and in degree, in the later Andalusī tradition. At all effects these three texts
must be considered typical representatives of a tradition of pre-Ṭayfī pharma-
copoeia that would be quite radically discontinued by historical events.
Now, while Dukkān and Natāʔiǧ share not only much genetic material but

also an overall layout and skeleton (above all they draw from the same limited
corpus of recipes), Azzahrāwī’s behemoth of a dispensatory stands on a whole
different level.1 The range of sources from which Azzahrāwī culls his formu-
las is impressive and a few otherwise unattested titles of some consequence are
reflected there,2 but it is his large dependence from Ibn Alǧazzār that con-
cerns me here. Not a few recipes that in Natāʔiǧ‒Dukkān are unascribed ap-
pear indeed in Taṣrīf with an explicit mention of that Qayrawānī physician. At
least as far as Ibn ʕabdirabbih is concerned one may assume, on chronolog-
ical grounds, that he must have accessed these materials from a source other
than Ibn Alǧazzār. Accordingly, Alɂilbīrī’s dispensatory ought perhaps to be
1 Froma strict genre perspective one should speak of ‘non-autonomous pharmacopoeical books’
withinTaṣrīf, but to all effects the summation of those sections amounts to an actualAqrābāḏīn
and it is in this sense that I refer to them as a dispensatory.

2 Cf. most particularly the recipes transmitted from Ibn Ǧulǧul’s Kitābu lʔadwiyati lmaḫzūnah,
some of which are located by Bos, Käs, Lübke, and Mensching 2020: 170 n. 1267. Mark also
a recipe for الخاصّة» شراب وهو العامّة، تعرفه لا المطفئات «شراب in Alhāšimī, Maǧālis II (K 14611‒1472),
which transmits it, through Manṣūr, from Ibn Ǧulǧul’s Kitābu ṭibbi lmulūkī that he would
have composed for caliph Alḥakam.
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considered an additional witness to that particular tradition, for the glaring dis-
agreement between the explicit ascriptions in Taṣrīf and the absence of Ibn
Alǧazzār’s name from Nat V can hardly respond to a sort of strange cancella-
tion strategy.1
On the other hand, given that something of the quoting technique of Ibn

Alǧazzār canbe inferred fromhis extantworks (especially from Iʕtimād, where
it can be proved beyond doubt that he draws extensively from Ibn ʕimrānwith-
out virtually ever mentioning him as his source) and taking likewise into ac-
count that on occasion he apparently arrogates to himself some formulas doc-
umented in an identical form elsewhere—the suspicion seems warranted that
the actual source for the recipes collected inNatāʔiǧ‒Dukkānmay be, either di-
rectly or through somemediating compilation, the output of the founder of the
Qayrawānī school of medicine, Ibn ʕimrān.
No monograph on compound drugs has ever been ascribed to this Baġdād-

born physician, however. Recent research has suggested that he did author a
pharmacopoeia, but the evidence produced is far from conclusive.2 It is likely,

1 The fact that an author deliberately skips the closest link in the chain of transmission need not
always have an ideological o emotional motivation and in this respect the use here of the con-
cept of cancellation may carry unwanted (and anachronistic) overtones. As a matter of fact,
with very rare exceptions (as for instance Azzahrāwī himself, who includes not a few inter-
mediary links in Taṣrīf, authors in their capacity as recipe-compilers probably never felt com-
pelled to mention the name of those who, just like them, had been for the most part recipient-
distributors of a common legacy. Authors may have felt, regardless of their rank, entitled to
mention thenames of the first inventors establishing thereby anostensible link of continuity—
and of almost tangible immediacy—with the received authorities. Why should Ibn Alǧazzār
be cited if the recipe was explicitly ascribed to Ibn Māsawayh? Why Ibn Māsawayh if the au-
thor was Galen? Accumulation of authorities was certainly a luxury in a genre so eminently
practical and economical as pharmacopoeia, and verymuch unlike in ḥadīṯ science it certainly
would not have contributed in any significant way to the legitimation of the physician as a
member of the medical tradition. At any rate, this phenomenon is by nomeans peculiar to the
Islamicate corpus: most of the impressive list of auctoritates that Galen somewhat boastfully
cites in his two pharmacopoeical monographs (Sec. loc and Per gen.) he actually had accessed
through the previous compilations of Andromachus, Asclepiades, and Crito (cf. Scarbor-
ough 1984: 219, n. 102).

2 Cf. Bos, Käs, Lübke, and Mensching 2020: 103, where they suspect that a “fragment of it is
apparently” preserved in Escurial, RBME ms Árabe 887, fols. 25‒40. Now, even from the cata-
logue description of the contents of the fragment (cf. Derenbourg 1903: II 99‒100) it is rather
obvious that it cannot possible be attributed to Ibn ʕimrān since some of the recipes are as-
cribed to the author, which would make no sense if they were penned by him. What is even
more compelling, the author’s uncle Muḥammad b. Aḥmad is mentioned twice, which points
unambiguously towards Ibn Alǧazzār, who included in his works many a recipe from his un-
cle Muḥammad b. Aḥmad, cf. for instance a recipe for the lohoc of poppies in Suʕāl IV (M
48r 1‒14). A similar conclusion may be inferred with regard to the Kitābun fī lʕaqāqīr in Bursa
(Haraççıoğlu ms 1126, fols. 125r‒192v), since the fact that its compiler “regularly stated that” Ibn
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on the other hand, that at least some of the recipes ascribed to him were ex-
cerpted from his book on melancholy and perhaps also from his treatise on hy-
giene Risalātun fī ḥifḍ̱i ṣṣiḥḥah.1

An alternative Qayrawānī source?

Nat V andDukkān share a recipe for a complex non-inebriating buḫtaǧ that they
both ascribe to an enigmatic Ibn Annadā, who is nowhere to be found in bio-
bibliographical sources (either mediaeval or modern) as a medical author.
An apparent namesake of this mysterious figure is mentioned no less than

thirty-eight times in the twelfth-century Andalusī ʕumdah.2 A limited overview
of a sample from thesementions allows for a provisional observation: either the
Ibn Annadā cited in the ʕumdah combined two quite disparate professional
profiles or two different authors are being referred to by this name.
On the one hand there is a set of passages in which he is collocatedwith east-

ern (botano-)lexicographical sources (most often alongside Abū Ḥanīfah and
Abū Ḥaršan), which would seem to make him an unsuitable candidate to be a
pharmacopoeical authority (but mark, nonetheless, the text of entry no. 1382).
On the other hand, there are a few instances in which the allusion to Ibn An-
nadā appears in a quite different context and he is explicitly associated with
physicians. Furthermore, at least in two cases (nos. 943 and 5010) he is men-
tioned alongside Ibn ʕimrān (once actually betweenhimandḎūnaš b. Tamīm),
which may be a strong indicator of some kind of link with the Qayrawānī tradi-
tion.3 This possible association to the Ifrīqī school and the nature of the recipe

ʕimrān “had prescribed the following remedy to sufferers from the respective diseases” does
not bear out the assumption that such recipes were necessarily taken “from a book on com-
pound drugs”.

1 Recipes are concentrated in the second book ofMālīḫūliyā and are most conveniently marked
and numbered by Garbers in his edition, cf.Mālīḫūliyā II (G 16018‒18314). They amount to at
least twenty-nine different drugs (under no. 8 several abridged preparations are mentioned)
and include seven different hazelnut-formed pills ,(بنادق) two digestives ,(جوارشن) three medic-
inal powders ,(سفوف) one syrup, two versions of the drug of musk, two hieras, and two oils, be-
sides other categories not reflected in Pharmacopoeia. Any relevant coincidences have been
duly indicated in the critical apparatus and in the survey above. As for Ibn ʕimrān’s dietetic
monograph, nothing can be said about its contents (cf. Ullmann 1970: 190).

2 Cf. the corresponding entry in the comprehensive index to that work in Bustamante, Corri-
ente, and Tilmatine 2010: II 971. Mark that in the ʕumdah the name is consistently spelled as
الندى» «ابن (except, for example, in B‒C‒T 16816), whereas both Nat V and Dukkān read rather
الندا» ,«ابن which might admittedly be interpreted also as reflecting Ibn Annidāɂ.

3 Fifteen different entries have been selected for this sample (only the number of the lemma is
given as a reference and if not expressly indicated otherwise the name is simply coordinated,
with no particular quote, to the neighbouring authorities): [203] after Sulaymān b. Ḥassān (ie
Ibn Ǧulǧul) and Abū Ḥātim; [572] preceding Abū Ḥanīfah; [582] quoted after two citations
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transmitted from him (a buḫtaǧ, for which see above Pharm 6.1) make of Ibn
Annadā an extremely interesting character in a narrative that remains to be
written.

from Abū Ziyād and Abū ʕamr; [943] explicitly collocated with other physicians (Azzahrāwī,
Ibn ʕimrān, Ibn Annadā, Ḏūnaš b. Tamīm); [985] quoted after a citation from Abū Ziyād,
[1343] between Abū Ḥaršan and Abū Ḥanīfah; [1382] Abū Naṣr and he affirm that one the
varieties of lousewort (ǧaʕdah) enters the recipes of the theriac and electuaries (B‒C‒T 1315‒6);
[1627] again his opinion is shared with Abū Naṣr; [1661] twice: first with Abū Ḥanīfah and
Abū Ḥaršan; then again associated with lexicographers ,(الرواة) his condition of “transmitter”
being made even more explicit as it is stated معجمة» بالخاء يرويها أنهّ ;«إلاّ [1701] preceding Abū
Ḥaršan; [1775] following a reference to the Baṣrī tradition البصر») أهل مذهب ;(«وهذا [4256] af-
ter Dioscorides and before Ibn Ǧanāḥ, his identification of qayṣūm with afsintīn is rebutted;
[4713] alongside AbūḤanīfah, AbūḤaršan, and Alɂasmaʕī; [5010] against physicians, along-
side Ibn ʕimrān; [5013] explicitly amongst lexicographers, mentioned between Abū Ḥaršan
and Alɂasmaʕī, with data related to Iraq. For the abbreviation سع representing Ibn ʕimrān,
cf. Bustamante, Corriente, and Tilmatine 2010: II 973.
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8.5 Complementary notes to Nat V

Pharm 1 iṭrīfal

Given the preference of theArabic language for harmonic prosthetic vowels, the
word is probably to be read as iṭrīfal (cf. Fellmann 1986: 161, 213‒214 n. 66), but
otherpronunciations (particularlya‒)were certainlypossible and IbnAlḥaššāɂ
was quite persuaded that -fu- was the correct vocalisation, cf.Mufīd [56] (C‒R
81‒2). Mediaeval Latin borrowed the Arabic term as trifera (also spelled triph-
era and tryphera), whence Middle English trifera and trifer (cf. Norri, DMVE
1118‒1119).
AGreek etymology from τρυφερόν ‘delicate, dainty’ as proposed by Dozy SDA

I 28a is untenable, as is vonWartburg’s identical suggestion forMiddle French
trifere and Late Latin trifera in FEW XIII.2 343‒344 s.v. trypheron. None of the
drugs known by this epithet in the Graeco-Hellenistic tradition bears any re-
semblance to Islamicate triphalas, cf. Galen, Sec. loc. IV.8 (K XII 75815‒7593)
and Sec. loc. VII.4 (K XIII 8513‒862).
The correct Sanskritic origin signalled by Schmucker 1969: 75‒76 no. 48 had

long been established in the Arabo-Islamicate tradition. Already in the 10th
c. Alḫwarizmī records Indian ابهل» «ترى as meaning “the three ingredients”
(«aṯṯalāṯatu aḫlāṭ») in Mafātīḥ II.iii.6 (V 1763‒4) and this definition is echoed
through the centuries by IbnHindū,Miftāḥu ṭṭibbVIII s.v. (Q8215‒16) andAlqalānisī,
Aqrabāḏīn XX s.v. (B 4913‒14).
The circulation of some recipes for triphalas ascribed to Galen, however,

may have mislead the Cairene pharmacist Alʕaṭṭār Alhārūnī into thinking
that the name, themeaning of which he actually knew, was of Roman (ie Greek)
origin: «wahāḏihī luġatun Rūmiyyatun ,«یتريافيلیا cf. Minhāǧ V.22 صغير إطریفل (A
7026‒27).
The name triphala has been preferred here to trifer(a) both to avoid any con-

fusion with the actual descendants of τρυφερόν and to make the etymology of
the word more immediately noticeable.

Pharm 2 iyāraǧ fīqrā

Thecorrect interpretationofGreek ἱερὰπικράwasoverallwell transmitted through
time and space in the Arabo-Islamicate corpus. The double equation ἱερά = ilāhī
and πικρά =murrwas received by Ibn Attilmīḏ,Aqrābāḏīn II [56] (K 6419), and
aššarīf (instead of alʔilāhī) may well be an euphemism in Ibn Hindū,Miftāḥu
ṭṭibb VIII s.v. (Q 834).
Apartial translationof theGreeknamewasalso available in the form«alʔiyāraǧu

lmurr» in Ibn Sarābiyūn, Kunnāš VII.ix.2 (L 52v 12 ‒ 53r 4) and also in Ab-
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ulḥasan Aṭṭabarī, Buqrāṭiyyah III.21 and VI.36 (B 89r 5, 187r 6); cf. likewise the
gloss المرّ» الدواء ܘܬܐ ܝ «ܡ in Bar Bahlūl, Lexicon 1474 within the lemmaܐ ܐܝ
ܐ ܝ .
In Andalus, Ibn Ǧanāḥ extracts from Sec. loc. an identification of iyāraǧ as

“a drug made of colocynth pulp” in Talḫīṣ [87], and from Loc. affect. he draws a
translation of fīqrā as “bitter” for Talḫīṣ [755]. Azzahrāwī, in turn, affirms that
Greek iyāraǧ means “bitter drug”, although he also echoes Galen’s remark on
‘hiera’ being properly the name of a drugmade of colocynth pulp, cf. Taṣrīf V (S
I 39327‒28). Later on IbnAlḥaššāɂ affirms that iyāraǧmeans «dawāʔunmushil»,
whereas fīqrā he correctly identifies as «murr», cf.Mufīd [81] (C‒R 1011).
A simplified appellation fīqrā that mirrored Greek πικρά was also in circula-

tion in Arabic, as for example in the aforementioned locus in Ibn Sarābiyūn’s
Kunnāš («allaḏī yudʕā “fīqrā”)»), aswell as in Syriac (cf. Payne Smith,Thesaurus
3121 s.v.ܐ ܝ and also the Syriac Book of medicines 809 and 9818).

Pharm 3 balādurī
Cf. «maʕǧūnu lʔanqardiyā (wahuwa lbalādurī)» in Almaǧūsī, Kāmil II.v.7,22 (S
II.2 32111‒24); «dawāʔu lʔanqardiyā:huwamaʕǧūnu lbalāḏurī» in IbnHindū,Miftāḥu
ṭṭibb VIII s.v. (Q 833‒4); also Ibn Ǧazlah,Minhāǧ 125‒م (L 218v 8‒19).
On the other hand, a transliteration of Syriacܕܝܐ ܐܢ (cf. Payne Smith, The-

saurus 282) circulated widely in Arabic as أنقرذيا / أنقرديا and some years ago the al-
leged Byzantine etymon ἀνακαρδία was argued to be a ghost by Dietrich, who
with the friendly collaboration of Serikov proposed rather ἐγκαρδία (cf. Diet-
rich 1996: 600).
In Andalus, the equation of anqarḏiyā with balāḏur is already recorded by

Ibn Isḥāq, who had found it in Ahrun’s book (cf. Ibn Ǧanāḥ, Talḫīṣ [2] .(أنقرذيا A
full description of the fruit is provided by Ibn Ǧulǧul in Ṯāminah [28], where
balāḏur is compared in form to a heart («wahuwaqasṭalun fī šakli lqulūb»), then
it is stated to be a Roman word meaning ‘heart’ (G 154‒9)—which is indeed the
same analogical basis for the denomination encardia attested in Pliny as the
name, there, of three different stones, cf. NH XXXVIII.10[58] (I‒M V 45316‒4543).
For a quite exhaustive analysis of the anacardium remedy in the Islamicate tra-
dition cf. Bos 1996, which must be complemented with the linguistic data pro-
vided in Bos, Käs, Lübke, and Mensching 2020: 202.
On a side note, I provisionally adopt a transliteration anq‒ (rather than the

prevalent anaq‒) precisely in view of the revised etymology of the word.
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Pharm 4 ǧuwārišn
For the etymology of the word, cf. Persian guwārīdan ‘to digest’ and ‘to be di-
gested’ (already Pahlavi gugār(ī)dan, cf. MacKenzie, CPD 38).
The form best attested in Arabic in the 9th and 10th centuries is ǧuwārišn

(with an‒n), cf. Aṭṭabarī,FirdawsVI.ivالجوارشـنات في (Ṣ 4741‒48121); also «alǧuwārišnu:
alhāḍūm» in Ibn Hindū, Miftāḥu ṭṭibb VIII s.v. (Q 87). However a pseudoety-
mological association with the native Arabic verb ǧaraša ‘to bruise, to bray, to
pound’ seems to have obtained relatively early and this induced some lexicog-
raphers to include it sub radice √ǧrš, while the further analogical pressure of
the triradical pattern may have helped to spread the form ǧawāriš that came to
substitute for the older one.
This evolution seems to have been intuited by the compiler of the glossary to

Arrāzī’sManṣūrī, who defines ǧuwārišn (so inmanuscript K) as «alhāḍim» and
adds that a pronunciation «ǧawāriš»was used by someArabs, cf. IbnAlḥaššāɂ,
Mufīd [283] (C‒R 315).
Incidentally, the earlier form in ‒n that manuscript P of Natāʔiǧ uses quite

consistently is not recorded in Corriente,DAA 94b *{jrš} ii despite being well
attested in Andalus: it is the only form used by Azzahrāwī throughout Taṣrīf
and also the one known to Ibn Ǧanāḥ from Ahrun’s book (cf. Talḫīṣ [254]).
In the 11th c. Alhāšimī has an n-less form, cf. «ǧawārišu lkammūni waǧawārišu
lʔanīsūn» inMaǧālis I.i.28 (K 768).
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Pharm 4 dabīd
This word is registered already by Dozy in his additions and corrections to the
first volume of his Supplément (cf. SDA I 863) having found it in the then only
known copy of IbnWāfid’s Taḏkirah. More recently Corriente adds the testi-
mony of Ibn Quzmān’s ḏibīd (cf. DAA 191a *{ðbd}).
Thewordḏabīd/dabīd is in fact extensively documented inAndalus as a tech-

nical term for a hepatic electuary and the first attestation of the word on An-
dalusī soil can be dated back to the tenth century, since it features already in Ibn
ʕabdirabbih’sDukkān, andonly somedecades later it is present inAzzahrāwī’s
Taṣrīf too (see the parallels registered in the survey of Pharm 4). Further An-
dalusī documentation includes, in roughly chronological order: IbnWāfid ذبید»
«لكاّ and عشاريّ» ورد «ذبید in Wisād XI.12|19 (A 1498‒14, 1525‒8); Attaymī ورد» ذبید
«عشاريّ against stomachaches, apud Alhāšimī, Maǧālis I.i.28 (K 7519‒20); then
الكركما» وذبید الورد وذبید الراوند «ذبید in Maǧālis I.i.28 (K 802), and two instances of
عشاريّ» ورد «ذبید inMaǧālis I.i.28 (K 7714, 7818); Zuhr,Muǧarrabāt [136] ذبید» صفة
اللون وتسخين الكبد تقویة في بالفسـتق «صنعه (A 5512‒563), [138] الفاسد» الكبد یصُلح ذبید «صفة
(A 568‒11), [167] والكبد» المعدة لإصلاح ذبید «نسخة (A 6612‒19), [191|197] عشاريّ» ورد «ذبید
(A 7515, 795‒15); Ibn Rušd, Kulliyāt الورد» «ذبید (F‒A 46214‒15), and also Talḫiṣāt
2702‒3 كبدك» بتقویة يختصّ ممّا العشاريّ: .«الذبید
Cf. an observation on this name by Zuhr’s in Aġḏiyah s.l. الورد» ذبید «ذكر (G

904‒5), where he asserts that ḏabid is

أدویته. من والورد الكبد، یقُوّي معجون كلّ على الأطبّاء أوقعه اسمٌ

For the earlier Qayrawānī tradition, besides the parallel loci for each individ-
ual recipe that have been pointed out above, cf. Ibn Sulaymān:1

Istisqāʔ 133v 20‒21

ודביד הריברברי ודביד כרכום ודביד אללך כדביד המורכבות: הרפואות ומן

הקושט ודביד הברבריש

Istisqāʔ 134r 8‒9

הלך ודביד הכרכום ודביד הריברברי דביד

1 I quote the text of his monograph on dropsy from the Hebrew translation transmitted in Paris,
BnF ms Hébreu 1173, for which cf. Munk 1866: 216.
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After him, cf. Ibn Alǧazzār for the treatment of the liver (Zād V.2) and also
against dropsy (Zād V.3):1

Zād V.2 (T 4046‒7)

القسط دواء أو كركم ذبید أو لكاّ ذبید أو العصارات وذبید الراوند ذبید مثل الذبیدات ومن
ذلك. أشـبه وما كبریتا ذبید أو

.t كبرینا كبریتا]

Zād V.3 (T 40916‒17)

الكركم. ذبید أو اللّك ذبید أو الراوند ذبید مثل المعجونات من
Zād V.3 (T 4111‒2)

كركم. ذبید أو قسط وذبید لّك ذبید من
Zād V.3 (T 4212)

القسط. ودواء ورد وذبید لّك وذبید كركم وذبید راوند ذبید

Beyond that, early mentions of this special category of hepatic drugs can be
located in Aṭṭabarī, who in Firdaws prescribes the use of several dabīd drugs
(of turmeric, of musk, of lacquer) for diverse ailments of the heart, stomach,
womb, and bladder, and he actually provides recipes for the hepatic of anac-
ardium أنقرديا») ,(!«دبید the hepatic of turmeric كركم») ,(«دبید the “yellow” (perhaps
rather “lesser”) hepatic of lacquer الأصفر») لكاّ «دبید [⩻ ,([الأصغر and the hepatic of
sulphur كبریتا») («دبید in Firdaws VI.vi.1 (Ṣ 4564‒19, 45918‒23, 45924‒4603, 46015‒23,
respectively.
A Persian origin as been assumed since Dozy, SDA I 863 (then Corriente

DAA 191) and indeed Steingass does record دبید dabīd “An electuary, medicine”
without marking it as an Arabic word (cf. CPE 503). However, Vullers finds no
clue at all amongst native lexicographers about the nature of this drug or the
origin of the word and wonders whether دبید may be a cognate of دَبيب or even
a transmissional variant thereof; the latter word being registered by him asدَبيب
‘quaevis res pulsando emollita كوفته) ’(نرم in LPLE I 810b s.vv. (cf. also Steingass,
CPED دبيب503 dabīb ‘Anything made soft by beating’).
Given that the Iranian connection does not appear to be a promising one, it

is maybe worth exploring a different possibility. In view that all دبید drugs are
consistently named after their most characteristic ingredient and that some of
them showanunmistakably Syriac form (cf. لكاّ دبید andmost especially كبریتا ,(دبید
mayدبید well be a fossilised reflection of Syriac—ܕܒܝܕ ܡܐ) ) corresponding to
1 Add a mention of ورد» أو لكاّ «ذبید in Zād 40211.
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τὸ διὰ τοῦ/τῆς — (φάρμακον), which itself was largely fossilised as a true prefix
διά- already in Galen’s time. In Syriac a substantivisation of such noun phrases
is documented in the names for several dishes, as for instanceܐ ܚܡ ܒܝܕ (= (رمّانیّة
andܐ ܒ ܒܝܕ (= ,(حصرميةّ which Elias bar Sinaeus enters in his dictionary pre-
cisely under the lemma ܕܰܒܝܰܕ daḇyaḏ (cf. Payne Smith, Thesaurus 1548 s.v.ܒܐܝܕܐ
.(ܕ An example of this construction is probably found in the translation of τετρα-
φάρμακον and ἑπταφάρμακον salves as ܝܕ» ܕܒܝܕ ܬܐ ܐܚ ܘܗܝ ܡܡܢ̈ܐ ܘܢܝܕܝܕ ܠܝ
ܡܡܢ̈ܐ » in the Syriac Book of medicines XIII (B 2527‒8). The same syntactical
construction has been previously shown for the athanasia antidote in that text,
which is in fact full of instances of this particular nomenclature. Confirmation
of this hypothesis is provided by Aṭṭabarī’s reference to a دبیدمرا» يسُمّى ,«شـیاف
for which a recipe is provided in Firdaws IV.iii.4 (Ṣ 1744‒10) and which must be
compared to διάσμυρνον in Galen, Sec. loc. IV.viii (K XII 77416‒7755). Cf. further
themusk-based drug being referred to twice as المسك» «دبید in Firdaws 22616 and
27724) but then all three recipes for that remedy are entered as المسك» «دواء in
Firdaws 4548‒4563, which corroborates that dabīd bears no meaning in itself.
This variation is in no way peculiar to Aṭṭabarī, and Alʕaṭṭār Alhārūnī jus-
tifies his entering the lacquer drug under the rubric اللّك» «دواء because “there is
no difference whether one says “ḏabīd”, “dawā’” or “ma‘jūn” since they refer to
one and the same thing” (cf. Chipman 2010: 21‒22).
As far as the formulas are concerned, the early Andalusī stock of formulas for

ḏabid was most probably borrowed from Qayrawān: three of the five recipes in
Pharm 4 have identical parallels in Ibn Alǧazzār and 4.32 is explicitly ascribed
to Ibn ʕimrān.

Pharm 7 siefs
Theword sief is attested in English since the 15th c. (cf. Norri,DMVE 16‒18) and
it inherits a defective representation of etymological /ʃ/. In the earlymanuscript
tradition it was often spelled as scief in Latin (cf. Catalan xief, borrowed directly
from Arabic) but it was afterwards simplified, as sc‒ was no longer understood
to represent a palatal sound.
Arabic šiyāf (alsoاشـیافwith some uncertainty as to the quality of the initial

prosthetic vowel) does not only refer to a certain category of mostly dry collyria
but also to suppositories, cf. Ibn Hindū, Miftāḥu ṭṭibb VIII s.v.: «waššiyāfu kul-
luhā ašyāʔun mutamāsikatun tuḥmalu fī dduburi wafī qubuli lmarʔah; wamina
ššiyāfi mā yaḫtaṣṣu bilʕayn» (Q 8314‒15) and also the note to das(s)ās in Ther
3.5 above. This semantic duality was actually inherited from Greek medicine,
cf. Iṣṭifan’s translation of κολλύρια for the eyes as šiyāfu ʕayn (more often sim-
ply šiyāf ) in Ḥašāʔiš أقاقاليس1:91 (P 21v 4 | T 8716) ≡ Materia medica 1:89 ἀκακαλ-
λίς (W I 833) and of anal and vaginal κολλύρια likewise as šiyāfāt in Ḥaš 2:160
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دراقونطیون (P 51v 1 | T 20017‒18) ≡MM 2:166 δρακόντιον (W I 236‒7). Cf. also Antyl-
lus’ explanation of the diversity of κολλύρια in Oribasius, Collectiones X.xxiii
Περὶ κολλύριων (R II 6418‒655).
Besides, although the Arabic lexicographic tradition agreed upon a deriva-

tion of theword from the autochthonous root √šwf, a Syriac origin has long been
suspected (cf. Richter-Bernburg 1983: 64 n. 33a) and ܐ ܝ (from a cognate
root √šwp) is indeed well documented since Sergios’ translation of Galen’s
Simpl. med. (cf. Payne Smith, Thesaurus 4101‒4102), yet this etymology is not
mentioned in the collective commentary on Ibn Ǧanāḥ, Talḫīṣ [1001], where
rather a possible link to Persian šāf is suggested (cf. Bos, Käs, Lübke, andMen-
sching 2020: 1117‒1118).

Pharm 7 bāsilīqūn / rūšanāʔī

GreekβασιλικόνwasquiteprobablymediatedbySyriac, cf. two recipes forܿܘܢ ܝܼܠܝܼ ܒܵ
/ ܘܢܿ ܠܝܼ ܒܵ recorded in the Syriac Book of medicines V (B 8910‒21) that share the
basic composition of Islamicate basilica. Incidentally, Margoliouth, Supple-
ment 58 s.v. subsumes the two different pharmacopoeic meanings ofܘܢ ܝܠܝ ܒ
under the same translation ‘Royal ointment’, but this should refer only to Book
of medicines XIII (B 2527), where the τετραφάρμακον salve is mentioned by this
name.
A double interpretation of bāsilīqūn as malakī ‘royal’ (but also ‘angelical’!)

ormulūkī ‘royal’ has been preserved through the centuries, cf. «albāsilīqūn, wa-
maʕnāhu “lmulūkiyyu” awi “lmalakī”» in Ibn Attilmīḏ, Aqrābāḏīn X [250] (K
1259‒14) and also «almalkāyā (ayi lmalakī) lirramadi lḥadīṯ» (reflecting Syriac
(ܡܠܟܝܐ inAqrābāḏīnX[258] (K 12711‒14); likewise «kuḥlu lbāsilīqūn (wamaʕnāhu:
almulūkī)» in Ibn Abilbayān, Dustūr VII.i.3 (S 5117). The apomorphic reinter-
pretation as ‘angelical’ is evident in «wahuwamansūbun ilā lmalāʔikati lisurʕati
aṯarihī waḍ̱uhūri nuǧḥihī» in Dustūr VII.i.9 الملكايا كحل (S 5511‒15) ≡ Alʕaṭṭār Al-
hārūnī,Minhāǧ XII.10 الملكايا كحل (A 13627‒1373).
For the Persian synonym rūšanāʔī, cf. Ibn Sarābiyūn, Kunnāš VII.33.5 (L 228r

1 ‒ 231v 11) ≡ Breviarium VII.33 (V 83vb 56 ‒ 84rb 54); and also Aṭṭabarī, Fir-
daws IV.iii.5 الباسلیقون دواء (Ṣ 17712‒19), where «روشـنائي» is explicitly said to be the
name by which the Persians know this drug. Cf. likewise Ibn Hindū, Miftāḥu
ṭṭibb VIII s.v.: «albāsilīqūn min adwiyati lʕayn: maʕnāhu rrūšanāʔī, kaʔannahū
yanfaʕumin ḍ̱ulmati lʕayn» (Q836). InArabic, the denomination rūšanāʔī (with
diverse spellings) became canonical especially amongst authorswith an Iranian
background, cf. Almaǧūsī, Kāmil II.v.22,14 (S II.2 40118‒21); but oddly enough
Sābūr b. Sahl, who gathers at least three recipes for basilica, does not transmit
this synonym, although his third formula bears the name of “Persian basilicon”
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(bāsilīqūn Fārisī), cf. Ṣaġīr XVI [261‒263] (K 19615‒19711). It is equally strangely
that IbnAttilmīḏ seemsnot to identify thebāsilīqūnwith the rūšanāʔī inAqrābāḏīn
X [251] arrūšanāʔī, wamaʕnāhu: annūr (K 12516‒21).





9
In search of a context

Hopefully the reader has by now gained a clear enough picture of the structure
and the contents of Natāʔiǧ, as well as of the main intertextual affinities and
also the some of the genetic relationships that it shows. It is time to tackle, from
this knowledge, the thorny question of the origin of the text. In Section 1 a sur-
vey of old and new proposals for the identification of its author is provided. As a
complement (or rather a supplement) to the scarce and inconclusive data avail-
able on Alɂilbīrī, an attempt is made in Section 2 to draw an intellectual and
professional profile of the author on the basis of what little information can be
gleaned from the text itself.
Given that the inquiry into Alɂilbīrī’s identity leads to a dead end, the re-

construction of the likely context of Natāʔiǧ must focus rather on locality and
chronology. In Section 3 a selection of the most significant indicators of an An-
dalusī context is analysed. An annotated glossary lists the main lexical items
that can be interpreted as geolectal markers but not, as I shall argue, as un-
equivocal chronological markers. Finally in Section 4 I try to summarise all the
data garnered from the different sections of Natāʔiǧ that may be of some inter-
est to the question about the date of the compilation. The discussion focuses
mainly on the sources, both explicit and implicit, of the compilation. A plau-
sible chronology for the text is proposed on the basis of this evidence but any
definitive conclusions are postponed until amore exhaustive examination of all
available data can be conducted.
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9.1 Authorship

The different versions in which the author’s name features in several loci in the
twomanuscript witnesses have already beenmentioned and commented upon
in Chapter 2. It should be noted that this variation is found in both cases exclu-
sively on the title page (which is often not original but rather a later addition
to the codicological unit),1 whereas there is absolute agreement in all four ono-
mastic elements in thementions of the name in the body of the text. Therefore,
unless new external evidence should be found that might suggest otherwise,
there ought to be no hesitation to follow the majority reading that transmits
the name of the author of Natāʔiǧ as Abū Muḥammad ʕabdullāh b. Aḥmad
and his nisbah as Alɂilbīrī.
The gentilic of the author is indeedunanimously transmitted asAlʔilbīrī in all

loci in both manuscripts2 and in the absence of any plausible alternative it can
be quite safely taken as a nisbah derived from thewell-knownAndalusī city and
kūrah of Ilbīrah.3 There is no way of ascertaining, however, whether the gen-
tilic implies in this case that the author was actually born in Ilbīrah. Although
an implication of nativeness is often assumed without further consideration,
the range of meanings of the nisbah also includes adventitiousness of the per-
son that acquires it, since it testifies in a broader sense to their “path through
life, geographical as well as intellectual”.4 In Section 2 I shall argue that our au-
thor must have been active as a professional physician in Ilbīrah or otherwise
he was particularly identified as a coming from that city or kūrah (thence his
being known as “the Ilbīrī physician”). In either case the connection (genetic,
professional, or both genetic and professional) to Ilbīrahmay be of some conse-
quence for the chronological context of the author, as themadīnah was sacked
in 1010 and its inhabitants emigratedmassively toĠarnāṭah,5 afterwhich Ilbīrah
1 Cf. Gacek 2009: 277‒278. In P the title page has certainly been slightly retouched and perhaps
even wilfully designed to match the script and style of the initial folios of the manuscript (let
it be recalled, however, that this is assessed from inspection of the digital reproduction). The
script of the title page of D, on the other hand, is perhaps not dissimilar to the subsequent text,
but then the copyist’s hand is not a particularly hard one to imitate. This unequal value of the
different instances of the author’s name seems to have gone unnoticed so far.

2 The apparent disagreement on the title page of P reflects, as has been shown above, more a
misreading than an actual variant. That it was taken at face value by Ascari (no doubt as a
consequence of the circumstances of a hasty survey) became inconsequential thanks to the
correction of de Slane.

3 This identification was already intuited by De Slane 1895: 529. As usually in the Andalusī tra-
dition the nisbahmay refer either to the province or to Madīnat Ilbīrah proper.

4 Sublet 1995: 54. This is particularlymanifest in the case of complex nisbah chains of two, three,
or even more elements, such as the frequent Alġarnāṭī Alʔilbīrī (some concrete examples of
which are to be found below).
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pretty much vanishes from the Andalusī scene. This datum is considered in the
discussion of chronology in Section 4. Of the Andalusī origin of the author, on
the other hand, there can be no doubt, and the text is certainly written in an
Andalusī context and with a local readership in mind.
One candidate to be identified as ʕabdullāh b. Aḥmad Alɂilbīrī has been

proposed so far, which is certainly a considerable step forwards from the initial
vagueness of bibliographic and catalogue references. The first modern allusion
toNatāʔiǧ is a brief note by Brockelmann in the addenda to hisGeschichte der
arabischen Litteratur in which he simply records the two alternative names of
the author and states that he wrote before 1215.1 Even afterwards the only ef-
fort made to go beyond the catalogue reference by Hamarneh was a negative
identification with a twelfth-century namesake and it was not until quite re-
cently that a positive identificationwas first proposed in a cosigned entry in the
Biblioteca de al-Andalus.2 There both versions of the author’s name are still ac-
cepted as equally valid and the two scholars suggest identifying him with a cer-
tain traditionist named ʕabdullāh b. Aḥmadwhowas born in Qalʕat Alʔašʕab
(in the kūrah of Ilbīrah) somewhen during the second half of the 9th c. He was
considered a descendent of Saʕd b. Muʕāḏ and studied under such masters as
Ibn ʕabdilmalik b. Ayman (d. 942) and Aḥmad b. Ziyād (d. 937). Nowhere is it
mentioned, however, that he might have had any connection to medicine, but
he seems rather to have been occupiedwith legal counselling and contractmak-
ing.3 Although in somecontexts thiswouldnot havebeennecessarily incompat-
ible with other activities, the lack of any allusion to his being also a physician is
important here given that the medical profession of the author appears to have
been, as shall be seen below, a distinctive trait of his profile.
All things considered, Carabaza’s and García’s proposal is laudable but still

inconclusive, as it is based exclusively on onomastic coincidence and neither
5 Cf. Hopkins 1986: 1110.. The history and archaeology of Ilbīrah have attracted the attention of
scholars since the end of the 19th c. (cf. Gómez 1888; Espinar 2006; García-Contreras, Ríos,
and Alonso-Valladares 2022).

1 Cf. Brockelmann 1942: 1243 (additions to his Supplementband III 895). Even if he mentions
the two known manuscripts of Natāʔiǧ he certainly had no information on the colophon of
manuscript D (thence his dating of the text).

2 Cf. Carabaza andGarcía 2009: 384. All biographical data on ʕabdullāhb. Aḥmad is gathered
from IbnAlfaraḍī,Tārīḫ I 4136‒11 no. 714 and ʕiyāḍ,TartībVI 15415‒18 no. 163. Aphysicianbearing
the same name had been previously discarded by García Sánchez 1995: 191 n. 2, and up to that
date the author had been simply affirmed to have lived during the 12th c. in Peña et al. 1981: 95,
which is an echo of Hamarneh’s assumption.

3 His approximate birthdate is inferred from Ibn Alfaraḍī’s affirmation in Tārīḫ I 41311 that he
was mentioned by Ḫālid (b. Saʕd), whose biographies span from 635 to 941/942, therefore he
must have died towards the middle of the 10th c. On his profession Ibn Alfaraḍī simply notes
that وفتیاهم» شروطهم عقد في علیه موضعه أهل معوّل «وكان (Taʔrīḫ I 41310 ∼= ʕiyāḍ, Tartīb VI 15417‒18).
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ʕabdullāh nor Aḥmad are by any means rare names in an Islamicate context.
There is very little against (and much in favour of) a mid/late-tenth- or early-
eleventh-century chronology for the composition of Natāʔiǧ, but this ʕabdul-
lāh b. Aḥmad may have lived a bit too early if his demise must be assumed
to predate 942 (see below the discussion on chronology). In order to avoid the
temptation of circular reasoning and lest this research should be contaminated
withnon-factual premises, the texthasbeen treatedas anonymousandachronous
to all effects.1
On the other hand, internal evidence brings no light at all regarding several

relevant questions related to the biography of the author. Did he at some point
of his life move from Ilbīrah (if he had been born there) and settle somewhere
else? Or did he rather move to the city to practice medicine there? Did he ever
travel abroad (probably in the context of his riḥlah) and get access to some texts
that may have been unavailable in his homeland? Can it be inferred from the
fact that the only two extant copies of Natāʔiǧ are of eastern origin that Alɂil-
bīrī stayed (or even died) somewhere in theMašriq after the composition of his
kunnāš? These are just some of the many questions that could not be answered
despite all hermeneutic efforts.
On a side note, this situation—namely knowing precious little about the au-

thor of a text of some length and of some import for the history of Islamicate
science—is far from exceptional, especially for those who are forced to give
some attention to works that are either less central or less well-covered by bio-
bibliographic sources. Tomention just two examples (for this is not a point that
needs to be developed here), all biographical data on the eleventh-century Ṭu-
layṭulī physicianAlhāšimī, the author of such an importantwitness toAndalusī
non-courtly medicine as his Kitābu lmaǧālisi fī ṭṭibb, has to be extracted from
internal evidence.2 In the case of Abulmunā Alkūhīn Alʕaṭṭār and hisMin-
hāǧu ddukkān, it is basically thanks to the colophon of the Gotha manuscript
that the text can be located in 1260 Cairo, whereas its author, for whom we
have a full name and an obvious communal affiliation, remains “otherwise un-
known”.3

1 Here the lack of a proper term is deeply felt to designate a work the author of which is only
known by name.

2 Cf. Kaddouri 2005: 10‒13. In the text the year 1057 is mentioned with regard to a session with
his master Attaymī; then two visits related to the samemedical case are recorded for the years
1071 and 1077. The partial reconstruction of Alhāšimī’s biography on this scanty basis is (legit-
imate) speculation.

3 Cf. Chipman 2010: 1.
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9.2 Profiling the author

The physician from Ilbīrah

Not even the most sceptical may doubt that Alɂilbīrī must have been a prac-
titioner, in some capacity, of medicine, although the precedent of his most il-
lustrious townsman Ibn Ḥabīb, who authored a medical compendium without
being himself a physician, may inspire some caution. Now, Ibn Ḥabīb’s moti-
vation to compile a book on “the medicine of the Arabs” (and also one on Is-
lamic star lore, and another one on history) was quite specific and cannot by
any means be interpreted as a genuine trend by which non-physicians would
have devoted their time and energy to the production of medical texts. Further-
more, throughout Nat II.1 and most especially in its proem and in its epilogue
(which ought to be considered the most original segments and therefore also
the most reflective of the author’s attitude) Alɂilbīrī reveals himself as a com-
mitted adept to themedical art. His engagement can be also inferred, of course,
from the painstaking compilation of the book, which required not only some
patience and resources but also a confident command of the principles of med-
ical theory and practice.
Even if he is not to be considered the author, in strictly creative terms, ofmost

of the materials collected in Nat II.2, understanding and reproducing with re-
markable accuracy and occasional linguistic adaptation IbnMāsawayh’s text is
nominor feat, especially for anAndalusī physician.His interpretation ofNuǧḥ is
far superior than that of Zuhr (whose blatantmisreadings are not all caused by
a defective Vorlage) and that is something worth of note. Then, his regimen and
his dispensatory are quantitativelymodest when compared tomost representa-
tives of the Aġḏiyah and the Aqrābāḏīn genres respectively,1 but the important
fact here is that Alɂilbīrī’s Natāʔiǧ remains to date one (and perhaps the ear-
lier) of the two only known representatives of the comprehensive kunnāš in An-
dalus. The other one was, of course, Azzahrāwī, a court physician with access
to one of the best collections of sources ever exploited in the country.
Amore accurate examinationofNuǧḥmay reveal further details about the ex-

tent and thequality of the author’s intervention in the text, but there is very little
hope that new evidence should emerge concerning his actual medical practice.
In this regard and before moving forwards, I would like to highlight one curious
datum that had long escaped my attention and which may not be entirely ir-
relevant. In all three instances in which the author’s name is mentioned in the
text he is referred to as AbūMuḥammad ʕabdullāh/Abū ʕabdillāh Muḥammad
1 As I have already said, this is a spurious comparison in that in general terms sections of larger
books should not be compared to autonomous treatises even if co-generic.
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“b. Aḥmad the Ilbīrī physician” (ie “the physician from Ilbīrah”) rather than as
“Abū Muḥammad ʕabdullāh b. Aḥmad Alʔilbīrī the physician”. The inversion of
the normal order of the elements makes of “physician” a laqab, which certainly
emphasises the author’s professional status. On the other hand, it is quite ev-
ident that such a way of reference as “the Ilbīrī physician” would make most
sense outside Ilbīrah.1

Also an apothecary?
There is no radical incompatibility, in principle, between the professions of the
physician and the apothecary that might make a parallel activity unthinkable
of,2 but so far I have not come across any evidence for the exact combination
physician-and-apothecary in Andalus.3 As a matter of fact, the overall picture
drawnbycontemporary sources is oneof remarkable antagonismbetweenphysi-
cians and apothecaries, but that may well be more a partial (both one-sided
and interested) representation than a genuine reflection of everyday life. In any
case, the answer to the question whether Alɂilbīrī was a physician and an
apothecary depends in good measure on the ascription and the originality (or
lack thereof) of some of the texts contained in Nat I Apotheconomy, neither
of which can be established beyond doubt.
One can say thusmuch:Nat I is quite evidently addressed to apothecaries and

reflects a great familiarity (one that could hardly be gained from mere perusal
of books) with the elements of that profession. To be sure, the first segment of
the subsection on simple drugsNat I.3.1 could have beenwritten even by amuḥ-
tasib with the help of an informant, and a physician like Ibn Māsawayh could
1 The most evident parallel case of such an intercalation of the profession between the nasab
and the nisbah is Alkātib Alqurṭubī (otherwise Alkātib Alɂandalusī), which was indeed
the laqab of ʕarīb b. Saʕīd.

2 One should bear in mind here that “[i]t was not regarded as incompatible with the dignity of
the profession for a physician to engage in business as a sideline” (Goitein 1971: 258, where
several Jewish physicians are mentioned who gained their livelihood as merchants) and drug-
handling would be, of all trades, most allied to medicine. The analysis of the social standing of
apothecaries in mid-thirteenth-century Cairo shows that they “belonged to the class of traders
and shop-keepers” (Chipman 2010: 60).

3 The link between the medical profession and the drugstore must have been much closer than
what elite-centred sources suggest. To the references provided in Chapter 4 add «boticario
haquǐm huquemé» and «botica hanút haquǐm» in Vocabulista arávigo 118b 2 and 118a 37, re-
spectively (where ḥakīm is a usual synonym for ṭabīb ‘physician’ but not for ‘apothecary’). The
testimony of fifteenth-century Ġarnāṭī Arabic cannot be retrojected, of course, to tenth- and
eleventh-century Ilbīrah, Qurṭubah, etc, but it is nevertheless reflective of an association that
can only be intuited in some biased depictions ofmarket- and street-physicians. Unfortunately
I am not so confident in the narrative constructed from biobibliographical sources as to affirm
that “many physicians owned pharmacies or had special sections at their ‘clinics’ for this pur-
pose” (Harmarneh 1962: 62).
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have signed not only that segment but also a good half of Nat I.3.2 On stones.1
Now, even the limited preview offered above in Chapter 4 has hopefully shown
that the author’s knowledge is deeply rooted in the reality of the market. The
pervasiveness of the first person in chapter I.4On the shelf-life of drugsmight be
interpreted as additional evidence forAlɂilbīrī’s involvement indrug-handling
if only it could be demonstrated to be a genuine reflection of his own experience
and not a derivative piece (see below Section 4 for a discussion of this point).
But even if it were original, one might still argue that also physicians must have
kept their own stores and checked the quality of their drugs.
On the other hand, there are some hints that suggest that Nat I may have

beenwrittenby aphysicianwishing to “instruct” themembers of the apothecary
profession, especially with regard to the limits of their activity lest they should
encroach someone else’s trade—a subject on which the author is particularly
emphatic. This apparent distancing himself from apothecaries might also be a
clue.
In sum,whoeverwroteNat IApotheconomywas either aprofessional apothe-

cary and physician, or a physician exceptionally well informed about this craft.
These twoprofessionswere certainly never coterminous and a clear-cut distinc-
tion emerges from the documentation betweendrug-handlers and drug-makers
on the one side and physicians on the other. As seen in Chapter 4, the picture of
the exact relationship between them in caliphal Andalus remains to be drawn.
The professional distinction may have been further blurred outside capital

cities (which for obvious reasons are overrepresented both by primary literature
and by modern research)2 and it is far from impossible to imagine that in some
contexts a learned apothecarymayhavedoubled as physician and the otherway
1 On a frivolous note, Ibn Māsawayh could have actually signed the entire text of Natāʔiǧ, as
he authored independent treatises on aromatics and on gems (Ṭīb and Ǧawāhir, respectively,
which amounts to a substantial part of Nat I), on therapeutics (most especially Nuǧḥ, which
provided the blueprint for Nat II.2), on the specific properties (precisely a head-to-toe Ḫawāṣṣ
thatmay have been the first of its kind in the Islamicate tradition and a precedent to αḪawāṣṣ),
and on trophognostics and dietetics (cf. Ullmann 1970: 199, and also Azminah). Given that
Nuǧḥ (and quite certainly also his larger pandect on therapeutics) contained a great many
recipes and that a remarkable amount of formulas are also borrowed from him by Ibn Alǧaz-
zār in Zād, very little is left in our text that may have been alien to the impressive output of
this Syro-Iranian physician. To be clear, only Nat II.2 bears a demonstrable direct genetic rela-
tionship to his oeuvre.

2 With the only major exception of Alʕaṭṭār Alhārūnī it is only through the physicians’ eyes
that we can catch a glimpse of the activity of the drug-handler, who is only an accidental char-
acter (often as a qualified informant) in the author’s own narrative. As usually, negative depic-
tions aremostly anonymised and even collectivised (“drug-handlers”, “syrup-makers”), whereas
valuable information is referred to an identifiable and contextually reputed individual (“So-
and-so has informed me”).
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round. The essentially synchronical nature of most individual texts, moreover,
often prevents us from taking into consideration the temporal dimension. The
author of Natāʔiǧ was certainly a physician when he compiled the book, but
he may also have started his career as an apothecary before reaching a higher
social status. Once again Nat I.4 might shed precious light on this question. If
the first-hand information on the shelf-life of simple drugs were original, then
one might safely admit that Alɂilbīrī must have kept his own store1 and that
his experience as an apothecary (qua keeper of drugs) must have extended for
over fifteen (and perhaps even twenty) years.
Perhaps any progress in the reconstruction of the Andalusī drug-market as

proposed in Chapter 4 shall help to bring some light to this question. In the
meantime I would like to point out that there was at least one physician ac-
tive in caliphal Qurṭubah for whom no professional link to drug-handling is
documented and yet shows an unparalleled familiarity with real market com-
modities andwith the origin and even theAndalusī distribution ofmany simple
drugs. That physician is, of course, IbnǦulǧul, and it is only recently that some
well-deserved justice has been done to his pivotal rôle in the western medico-
pharmacognostic tradition.2

A philosopher?
Trying to outline an author’s intellectual profile is admittedly complex and at
the same time extremely hazardous. The risk of misconstruction and the temp-
tation of overinterpretation are both too present, and the consequences of such
mistakes are too embarrassing. Even in the case of a reasonablywell-studied fig-
ure with a larger and far more explicit output an expert in the matter can still
allude to “Ibn Masarra’s complex and elusive intellectual profile”.3 There is no
chance, therefore, that a satisfactory picture could be sketched here.
Themost evident sources, bothmaterial and inspirational, for the philosoph-

ical prolegomena of Nat II.1 have been summarily analysed in Chapter 5 and
1 Here, as in Chapter 4, I avoid the word ‘shop’ as it if far more specific than the original Ara-
bic expression ʕindī, which can convey even simple possession. This admittedly euphemistic
strategy notwithstanding, the sheer quantity of different drugs with which the author appears
to have some experience, the separate chapter on the instruments of the craft, the explicit ref-
erence to selling drugs in the deontological segment, and the arguable allusions to a diversified
clientele throughout On stones—all of this seems to brings to mind an actual shop. A direct
link between the author and this shop, however, remains to be provided.

2 Cf. the impressive amount of data collected and insightfully analysed by Bos, Käs, Lübke, and
Mensching 2020: 139‒153. Any future study of Ibn Ǧulǧul’s output ought to follow that lead
and it should also incorporate the revised reading of his Ṭabaqāt and of official histories of
medicine in general propounded by Álvarez Millán 2004.

3 De Callataÿ 2014: 266.
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there is very little to addhere.Only amore detailed examinationof the text, con-
ducted preferably by a historian of philosophy in Andalus, shall show whether
Alɂilbīrī’s rudimentary philosophy has any genuine interest or not. A recapit-
ulation of the available evidence may be useful, however, in the context of this
inquiry into the author’s figure.
The overall impression caused by Nat II.2.2 (for what little philosophy is to

be found in the book clusters all there) is certainly one of unsophisticated dis-
course with regard to proper philosophical theory. Eastern parallels but also
some fragmentary witnesses of the local production confirm that specific ter-
minology was long integrated into the philosophical and even theological dis-
course by the 10th c. While Alɂilbīrī is heir to this tradition and shows some
familiarity with at least a few of the Fachtermini of the discipline, the absence
of any reference to form and matter, for instance, or of any overt allusion to
the question about the first Bringer-into-existence, confers a distinct character
to the text. This need not be interpreted, of course, as reflective of amateurism
(which may nevertheless be a plausible explanation) but it might be rather a
result of the author and his addressee sharing a common ground thatmade any
explicit discussion of somematters superfluous. After all, despite its bombastic
title, Natāʔiǧ is first and foremost a book on medicine, not on philosophy, the
latter being a complement or an instrument (both on the intellectual and on
the rhetorical levels) but certainly not a subject.
As far as quantity is concerned, maybe the paucity of the materials ought to

be measured by their relevance to the topic in the eyes of the author. It is not,
perhaps, that he did not know any more but that he may not have felt neces-
sary to delve into matters tangential to his point. Besides, it may not be entirely
unjustified to bring to the fore a further possible factor for inexplicitness. In the
likely temporal context of thework (a hypothesis onwhich is to be foundbelow)
those that devoted themselves to philosophy

Ṣāʕid Alɂandalusī, Ṭabaqāt 671‒2

اشـبه وما والطبّ والفرائض لحساب من فيه لهم تجوّز ما ویظُهرون منها، یعرفون ما يكتمون
ذلك.

On the other hand, there is no reason to doubt the sincerity of the author’s
commitment to the path of philosophy, in a general noetic and also in a specific
falsafī way. It is quite possible that he devoted part of his time to the study of
this branch of knowledge. Even if hemay have been littlemore than a dilettante,
this interest should be added to his profile. His selection of sources and, above
all, the quite successful synthesis of different epistemic strands that he imple-
ments in Nat II.1 testify in favour of this hypothesis. As highlighted in Chapter
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5, the piece of Andalusī Islamic philosophy represented by this brief text is a
worthy representative of a trend that ultimately goes back to the first Muslim
generation and it is at the same time unique in its own context. There is no
shortage of parallels in the local tradition, to be sure, but Alɂilbīrī’s particular
blend is, as far as I am aware, quite idiosyncratic.
Whether all of this qualified or not as being a philosopher in the author’s

context, that is a whole different story that cannot be told by me here. As to the
vexing question of the author’s possible ideological affiliation, I cannot but pay
heed to de Callataÿ’s qualified piece of advice and avoid laying “a dispropor-
tionate emphasis on formulating the identification of the authors as representa-
tives of such or such ideological group”.1 I simply cannot fathomwhat his stance
may have been regarding the debate on Alkindī’s philosophical proposal, but
the fact must be noted that he admits several of the elements of that tradition
into his text. Those appear to be, not insignificantly, the less controversial ones,
and the author carefully avoids touching upon the exact modality of creation,
emanation, and other related theories that are discussed in far more detail and
in quite unambiguous terms by the Iḫwān or in Andalus by Ibn Masarrah.
In sum, there is enough positive evidence to admit that the author may have

considered himself a philosopher and judging from his text he certainly de-
serves to be conceded at least the status of a philosophising physician. He cer-
tainly was no Ibn Rušd, but there is no reason to suspect that he might have
been a philosophaster. After all

the term falsafa did not refer to speculation about God andman and the
world in some general, vague way, but always explicitly or implicitly sig-
nified a body of doctrine and a style of thought that was dominated by
a Neoplatonized Aristotelianism carried over from Aristotle's late Greek
commentators. And the name falāsifa, or philosophers of Islam, referred
specifically to those individuals who attached themselves to that body
of doctrine and mode of thought, and who took it upon themselves to
spread and develop them in their own Islamic environment, often in the
face of suspicion and opposition from certain quarters in Islamic soci-
ety.2

1 De Callataÿ 2014: 267. The warning relates, evidently, to the Iḫwān, but it applies with the
same force to any other individual, group, or community.

2 Sabra 1994: 3.
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9.3 Inferring locality from the text

Themost conclusive proof of an Andalusī origin for the author is his use of such
exclusivelywesternandcharacteristicallyAndalusī lexical itemsasbanānīs, laḫšiyah,
silbāḥ, qinnāriyah, etc, and even Amazighic tākūt/tākawt, tābūḏā, and tāġan-
dast.1 It is not a mere coincidence that Andalusī features should appear pre-
cisely in the sections in which authorial intervention appears to be highest, and
the conclusion seems fairly obvious that Natāʔiǧwas originally written with an
Andalusī readership inmind.With almost no exception, glosses and synonymi-
cal substitution adapt eastern/standard terminology to local use, not the other
way round. These glosses (let alone original geolectalisms) cannot have been in-
troduced by eastern copyists and, moreover, such an authorial practice would
have no sense at all if the text had been written for Mašriqī readers.
For obvious reasons the presence of geolectal markers is most interesting

(and also most significant) in the context of passages of non-Andalusī origin.
The case of western words appearing in probably pseudo-Galenic excerpts has
been pointed out in the survey of Nat II.2, and in the same section some of Ibn
Māsawayh’s phytonyms have been either glossed or directly substituted for by
local synonyms (cf. particularly ǧantūriyah/ǧintawriyah instead of qanṭūriyūn
as echoed by Zuhr, or the explanation of šaǧaratu uḏuni lfaʔr asmardaqūš and
of furbiyūn as tākūt/tākawt). It is less sure, but still quite probable, that some of
the synonyms for the names of vegetables and fruits in Nat IV may also reflect
authorial intervention, although others (most evidently those that gloss an east-
ern word by an eastern synonym) are certainly inherited from the unidentified
source of that segment.
The information provided by terminology as an indicator of locality (ie of

geographical context) does not correlate, however, with its significance as a
chronological marker. For several different reasons old nomenclature can be re-
tained for centuries without linguistic updating. This is especially true of some
epistemic genres, medicine and pharmacognosy being two of the most conser-
vative ones. Except for some remarkably assertive authors, the names for ail-
ments, remedies, and drugs were large and by inherited and passed on gener-
1 It should be noted that since research on the Mediaeval Maġribī lexicon is virtually inexistent,
this significant lacuna in our knowledge bears negatively on the assessment of the premodern
geolectal distribution of some of these words. It can be affirmed without reservation that all
the items considered here are positively attested in Andalusī Arabic, yet virtually all of them
have been in use in the Maġrib too. On the other hand, perhaps some morphosyntactical evi-
dence could also also be added to this list, such as for instance the plural form الجوار for Classical
(and in general non-Andalusī) Arabic الجواري and other analogous forms, but there can be no
certainty that such forms are original and have not been altered by the process of manuscript
transmission.
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ation after generation. When present, contextual adaptation in this tradition
takes most often the form of glosses to the received reading—which makes in-
stances of substitution all the more interesting. This tralatitiousness of knowl-
edge (for it affects not only the form but also the contents of what is transmit-
ted) results in the impossibility to assign a date to an achronous text on the sole
basis of the terminology used in it.1 In the case of archaisms, their mere pres-
ence in a text is entirely uninformative with regard to chronology and it is only
through combination with additional elements of judgement that they can be-
come significant. Our text transmits a great many lexical items of remarkable
antiquity, but this feature is mostly derived from the fact that it reproduces ver-
batim sources that go back to the 9th c. Thus, sporadical instances of ṭilāʔ (ex-
clusively in Nat III) rather than šarāb or ḫamr for ‘wine’ tell us nothing of the
author’s own linguistic use, and the same can be said of so many words that
he simply copies (without perhaps even understanding some of them) from
Pseudo-Galen, IbnMāsawayh, and the anonymous compiler of αḪawāṣṣ (who
in turn depended on mediated echoes of even older sources).
In the following epigraphs some of the most conspicuous geolectal features

of Natāʔiǧ are analysed. These traits are grouped according to a thematic cri-
terion: Andalusī place names; nomenclature of the signs of the zodiac, planets,
and months; phytonyms (both in an independent context and as glosses); and
finally a residual category of realia (used here as a blanket label) that includes
names for vessels and every-day products. The aim of this analysis is manyfold.
While the main focus is laid on locality,2 tangential remarks on chronological
implications and intertextuality are also to be found here. On the other hand,
the discussion of the names of plants (and at least one fish) may be of some
additional interest as it touches also upon the question of identification.
Some readersmight have preferred a strictly alifatic arrangement of the items

(a sort of glossary), which would have certainly made consultation of any par-
1 An exception to this rule are borrowings and neologisms the first appearance of which can
be dated at least approximatively. To put some extreme (and therefore clearest) examples:
Amazighic and Proto-Romance borrowings could hardly predate the Arabo-Islamic invasions
of north-western Africa and the Iberian peninsula, and a French word in a Maġribī text would
most certainly rule out a tenth-century chronology. Such level of certainty, however, is rarely
met in historical studies. Experience shows that Greek words (and ideas) had entered Ara-
bic well before the period of the earliest translations, and Amazighic and Andalusī phytonyms
reached Persian (at least canonical lexicography) without any actual contact (other than book-
ish transmission) between these two regions.

2 To be clear, there has never been any doubt about the origin of the text (and of its author) at
least as far as recent scholarship is concerned. My point here is not to (over)prove this origin
but to show the degree of Andalusīness of the text. A study of the diverse degrees of linguistic
adaptation through time and space, and also across epistemic genre boundaries, might reveal
significant differences between authors, regions, periods, and scientific traditions.
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ticular wordmuch easier. However, semantic and thematic clusters are also sig-
nificant and they moreover allow for general conclusions. There is not point, I
think, in disaggregating the names of the planets and the zodiacal signs and in-
troducing them individually as separate lemmata. By the same token, collecting
all botanical glosses under one single epigraphmay help to gain an idea of their
possible stratigraphy and typology,whichwould be impossible in a general glos-
sary or otherwise would necessitate much redundancy in the explanation.1
Finally, one non-negligible benefit of this dislocation of the philological com-

mentary is that it unburdens greatly the survey of the individual sections and
prevents to some extent the always onerous presence of full-page-long foot-
notes.

1 I am aware that all these data ought perhaps to be reworked in the future into a proper glos-
sary, either a general one or preferably several particular ones to be appended to the pertinent
sections of Natāʔiǧ. That may well be the most natural course of action in a standard publica-
tion, but in the case of this dissertation (which is, after all, a draft) and until a more exhaustive
scrutiny is conducted, I cannot consider the following notes a true glossary. Let it be noted, on
the other hand, that I deliberately exclude from this analysis a few additional phytonyms in
Nat I for which the reading is not established beyond doubt.
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Local toponymy
Hitherto the main argument in favour of the Andalusī origin of the author (be-
sides his nisbah, of course) has been a solitary mention of a minor toponym,
namely Šulayr, which appears within the entry on spikenard (sunbul) in Nat
I.3.1 (P 5v 2).1 Despite the misspelling transmitted by the unique witness to this
locus,2 the identification ofmount Šulayr is quite unproblematic.3 However, the
compellingness of such an isolate mention would be far from conclusive by it-
self (the author might be reproducing here a passage found in his sources, as
so many easterners did) and there actually are other elements that provide, es-
pecially when combined, better grounds for geographical contextualisation. In
fact, the allusion to a minor and far less known toponym can be adduced as
additional evidence.

1 The significance of the mention of this toponym in Natāʔiǧ was already noted by García
Sánchez 1995: 194. On a side note, some of the conclusions arrived at in that paper are some-
what jumpy. That Alɂilbīrī may have collected the spikenard-resembling aromatic spike that
grew on Šulayr is very probable; to infer from this single mention of such a common herb that
hehad aprofoundbotanical knowledge “tanto anivel teórico comopráctico” (García Sánchez
1995: 194‒195) is somewhat of an overstretched interpretation of the text. While it may not be
necessarily false in this case, such a hermeneutic strategy can often lead to wrong conclusions
insofar as it does not take into account the possibility of an indirect (either oral or more fre-
quently written) transmission of this knowledge.

2 It has been previously shown that P reads شُكَيرْ» حَبَلِ «في as a result of a trivial misreading of
ـكـ /-k-/ instead of ـلـ /-l-/. The same misreading must have gained some currency beyond the
borders of Andalus, for it is apparently received by Alqalqašandī, Ṣubḥ V 2151|4|8|10 (which in-
cludes the fragment of a poemby Ibn Ṣadrah), althoughhis explicit source, namely Alʕumarī,
Masālik IV 1173|7, has rather «شلير» (as pointed out by its editor). This misreading seems to sur-
face also in Ibn Alwardī, Ḫarīdah III (Q 1921 | Z 683‒4), where the toponym is edited as ,«سمكير»
but the Riyadh manuscript (which is actually of western origin) reads clearly «شكمير» on the
corresponding locus on fol. 13r 13.

3 In the Islamicate tradition the fame of the ever-snowclad mount Šulayr had reached already
by the beginning of the 10th c. eastern geographers such as Alhamaḏānī, who locates it at
four days’ distance from Qurṭubah in Buldān 885‒6. On this topos, cf. also Azzuhrī, Ǧaʕrāfiyah
21415‒21310; Alḥamawī, Buldān III 260b 7‒19. Its reputation as a home to Indian and Syrian
plants is echoed by Alqazwīnī, Aṯār 33915‒24; and Šamsuddīn Addimašqī, Nuḫbah 24220‒21.
A wealth of pre-Islamicate documentation on this mountain is provided by Gozalbes 2008:
56‒59, where the reader will find references to Pliny’s Soloriusmons inNH III.6; Julius Hono-
rius,Cosmographia 20b.1: «Singilius fluvius qui oritur de radicemontis Saluri» (R 36 10‒11); Rufus
FestusAvienius,Oramaritima432‒433: «Silurusaltomons tumet cacumine»; down to Isidore,
EtymologiaeXIV.8.16: «Solurius a singularitate dicitur, quod omnibusmontibus solus altior videa-
tur (sive quod oriente sole ante radius, eius quam ipse cernatur)».
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InNat I.3.2a.17On tutty (P 10r 14) aBaṭarniyyah variety is included amongst the
species of tutty and it is glossed as “theAndalusī one”. Thismention is highly sig-
nificant, for Baṭarnah was a small hamlet (qaryah) near Ilbīrah from which the
finest tutty is known from tenth- and eleventh-century sources to have been ex-
tracted.1 In theAndalusīmedical corpusBaṭarnī tutty is only exceptionallymen-
tioned, but it was certainlywell-known to IbnǦulǧul,whoprovides invaluable
corroboration for the metallurgical operation described by Alɂilbīrī:2

Ibn Ǧulǧul⊂ Ibn Samaǧūn, Ǧāmiʕ 12‒ت توتیا (S IV 16919‒23)

حجاریةّ قِطَعٌ وهي إلبيرة، عمل من ”بـَطَرْنـَة“ تدُعى بقریةٍ عندنا يكون ضربٌ التوتیا ومن
وقصرُت أُحرقة إذا نافعة التجربة، على جيدّة وهي أصفر. بها النحاس یصُبغ بیض برّاقة صلبة

فحمّدناه. جرّبناها وقد وغيره، الرمد في كبيرة منفعةٌ العين في ولها مرارًا. بالماء بالغسل

.in marg ح صبلةٌ حجارة وهى حجاریةّ] قِطَعٌ

This Baṭarnah has been identified with a place name Pago de Paterna docu-
mented in Castilian at the beginning of the 16th c. and still in use, and it seems
to correspond to what is nowadays the archaeological site of El Maraute (Salo-
breña, Granada), which in the Islamicate period was inhabited from the mid-
10th to the 12th c.3 The name derives ultimately from Latin Paterna (the femi-
1 The earliest documentation for the tuttymines in Baṭarnah is found inAḥmadArrāzī’sChron-
icle, theArabic original ofwhich (Aḫbār) is lost but the pertinent locus can be accessed through
the Castilian translation, in which «el venero del attutía» called «Paten e viua» is mentioned,
cf. Crónica 24. Then in the 11th c. Albakrī expands this information inMasālik II 38616‒17: «wa-
maʕdinu ttūtiyā ṭṭayyibati bisāḥili Ilbīrah, biqaryatin tusammā “Baṭarna”. wahiya azkā tūtiyā
waʔaqwā fī ṣanʕi nnuḥās. wabiǧibāli Qurṭubata tūtiyā, walaysat kalbaṭarniyyah». A reference to
tutty amongst theminerals extracted from unspecifiedmines in Ilbīrah ismade also in Alḥim-
yarī, Rawḍ 46a 8‒9 s.v. .أغرناطة Let it be noted that there were other places named Baṭarnah
in Andalus (as for instance in Balansiyā, cf. Almaqqarī, Nafḥ IV 44819; Ibn ʕiḏārī, Bayān II
47819‒47921) but none of them was ever associated to any mining activity.

2 Ibn Samaǧūn’s lengthy excerpt in Ǧāmiʕ IV 16910‒1709 (perhaps from Tabyīn?) is all the more
significant in that IbnǦulǧul’s text could not possibly be the source (at least not the only one)
of Alɂilbīrī’s entry, yet it contains some parallel evidence for the varieties of tutty available in
the tenth-century Andalusī market. An extremely abridged version of Ibn Ǧulǧul’s account is
recorded by Azzahrāwī in Taṣrīf XXVIII.i.25: «wattūtiyā hiya ḥiǧāratun tuḫraǧuminmaʕdinin
fī nāḥiyati Ilbīrah, biqaryatin tusammā “Baṭrāna” «[«بطرانه»] (S II 3801‒2). The only latermention
of this nisbah in the Andalusī medical corpus known to me is the mention of «kuḥlu ttūtiyā
lbaṭarniyyah» in a recipe by IbnWāfid inWisād 701‒4.

3 Cf. Malpica Cuello 1983: 185‒188; Gómez Becerra, Malpica Cuello, andMarín Díaz 1986:
142. A survey of the results of an archaeological intervention in 1995 is provided by Gómez
Becerra 2000. El Cerro del Toro has been proposed as the exact location of the mine, which
might actually represent “la primera atestación del uso del zinc en forma metálica en Europa
en una época tan temprana como los ss. IX y X” (Martín Civantos 2005: 342).
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nine form of the cognomen Paternus) in such phrases as uilla Paterna (analo-
gous to pagus paternus).1
Even if it is not an Andalusī place name (and it is not my aim here to analyse

all the geographical references contained inNatāʔiǧ), it is worth noting the allu-
sion to Sūsī copper inNat I.3.2a.3Oncopper (P 6v 2). As in the case of the contigu-
ous “Roman [Rūmī] copper”, which could be a learned echo of the Corinthian
copper or rather a reference to copper imported from Christian lands, there is
no certainty as to the identification of this variety. It might even refer to the
ancient royal city of Susa in Iran but, in view of Alɂilbīrī’s tendency to men-
tion realmarket commodities rather than—or,more exactly, alongside—exotic
items inherited from bookish lore, I am inclined to interpret it as a reference to
the copper imported from the far-western Sūs (AssūsAlʔaqṣā). Died Sūsī copper
(annuḥāsu lmaṣbūġu ssūsī) is listed indeed by Azzuhrī amongst the main ex-
ports from this region to Ifrīqiyah, the Maġrib, Andalus, and also the Christian
territories (the lands of the Rūm and the Ifranǧ).2
Other toponymic references have been dealt with in the survey of the sec-

tion in which they are found, with the exception of the apparent mention of
“Genovese saffron”, which shall be examined separately below on account of its
significance as a probable chronological marker.

The signs of the zodiac
A conspicuous feature that may shock many an unwary reader of any Andalusī
text including some star lore (be it astronomy or astrology) is the idiosyncratic
use of non-standard names for some of the planets and the zodiacal signs.3 As
far as the latter are concerned, local nomenclature refers to Aries as Alkabš,
to Gemini as Attawʔamān,4 and to Virgo as Alʕaḏrāʔ—rather than as Alḥamal,
Alǧawzāʔ, and Assunbulah, respectively.

1 For an interpretation of the possible origin of place names of the type Villapadierna (and also
simply Padierna, Padiernos) in the province of Salamanca that might apply in general to Ro-
man Paterna, cf. Llorente 2003: 121‒122 (originally published in 1974); cf. further Pockling-
ton 2010: 127.

2 Cf. Azzuhrī, Ǧaʕrāfiyah 19018‒19, where Sūsī sugar, Darʕī indigo, and alum are also mentioned.
3 Some eastern reader of Natāʔiǧ was certainly surprised by this names and felt compelled to
add their standard equivalents under the corresponding words on manuscript D.

4 A more dialectal realisation tawwam (also late Ġarnāṭī *tewém) is also attested for Andalusī
Arabic, cf. Corriente,DAA 75a *{t’m},where the zodiacalmeaningof thedual is not registered.
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For Andalus, the oldest extant witness to this synonymy is Ibn Ḥabīb, who
claims to draw his astronomical lore fromMālik b. Anas himself (d. 795):1

Nuǧūm 1741‒6

سـتةّ برُجًا، عشر اثنا الشمس «بروج قال: مالك عن أویس أبي ابن حدّثني — الملك عبد قال
السرطان، ثمّ التوءم، ثمّ الثور، ثمّ الكبش)، (وهو الحمل الشاميةّ: فاؤّل يمانـیّة. وسـتةّ شاميةّ
ثمّ الميزان، اليمانـیّة: وأوّل الشاميةّ. البروج فهذه — العذراء) (وهي السنبلة ثمّ الأسد، ثمّ
اليمانـیّة». البروج فهذه — الحوت ثمّ الدلو، ثمّ الجدي، ثمّ الرامي)، (وهو القوس ثمّ العقرب،

This excerpt poses two very different problems of interpretation only one
of which can be tackled in some detail here. On the one hand, Mālik’s no-
tions about the zodiac predate by more than a century the period of Graeco-
Arabic (and also Perso-Arabic) translations of works on astronomy and astrol-
ogy, which affects severely the overall picture of the Arabo-Islamic assimilation
of foreign knowledge.2 On the other hand, the hypothesis of a “Greek back-
ground” rests primarily on the assumption that it is Mālik that would have
added the alternative names for Virgo and Sagittarius, both of which “were de-
rived by the translators from the corresponding Greek Παρθένος and Τοξότης,
respectively”.3
However, judging from Ibn Ḥabīb’s practice elsewhere (particularly in his

Ṭibb and in Taʔrīḫ) and even in the same text, such glosses may well have been
introduced by the Andalusī traditionist himself.4 In this regard it may be sig-
nificant that the gloss appended to the name of Aries would find no support in
Graeco-Arabic translations. In any case, Mālik’s account appears to include a
name Attawʔam for Gemini that would eventually become obsolete in the east
(where it was mostly substituted for by Alǧawzāʔ) but found its way into west-
ern dialects. In order to better understand the origin of this synonymy and its
possible significance as an indicator of a geographical or chronological context,
a brief excursus becomes necessary here.
1 Cf. an additional gloss a little further «ṣāra lilḥamali minhā (wahuwa lkabš)» in Nuǧūm 17411,
but then «waṣāra lissunbulah» in Nuǧūm 17414‒15 and «waṣāra lilqaws» in Nuǧūm 17417.

2 This is construed as “a serious problem of interpretation” by Kunitzsch 1994: 165‒166, but he
had already pointed out the plausibility of the penetration of such knowledge (in the form of
Vorauskenntnisse according to his own interpretation) before any formal translations were in
circulation (cf. Kunitzsch 1975).

3 Cf. Kunitzsch 1974: 191‒192, 1994: 166.
4 Cf. most especially «min Aylūl (wahuwa Šutanbar)» in a report from someone who had stud-
ied from ʕabdurraḥmān b. Alqāsim in Nuǧūm 18010, and «fī sabʕi layālin min Nīsān (wahuwa
Abrīl)» in Nuǧūm 1815. However, the Syriac names of the months are never glossed in the text
in the accounts transmitted fromMālik b. Anas.
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Mentions of the zodiac in traditionistic sources seem to be extremely rare,
which makes Mālik’s account all the more exceptional. I could find only one
single allusion to Gemini as Alǧawzāʔ in a report transmitted from Muǧāhid
b. Ǧābir (d. ca 720).1
Ontheotherhand, theArabic translation, perhapsbyQusṭāb. Lūqā (d. 912),2

of Aetius’ Placita philosophorum contributes an invaluable testimony to the
pre-standard nomenclature of the signs of the zodiac. The verses quoted as an
illustration of the beauty of the starred sphere preserve a terminology that is a
literal translation of the Greek original and at the same time overlaps largely
with the one that would be favoured in Andalus:3

Plac. philos. I.6,6 (D 2942‒14)

ὁ μὲν γὰρ λοξὸς κύκλος ἐν οὐρανῷ
διαφόροις εἰδώλοις πεποίκιλται.

τῷ δ’ ἔνι καρκίνος ἐστί,
λέων δ’ ἐπὶ τῷ, μετὰ δ’ αὐτόν
παρθένος ἠδ’ ἐπί οἱ χηλαὶ

καὶ σκορπίοις αὐτός
τοξευτής τε καὶ αἰγόκερως,

ἐπὶ δ’ αἰγοκερῆι
ὑδροχόος δύο δ’ αὐτὸν

ἐπ’ ἰχθύες ἀστερόεντες.
τοὺς δὲ μέτα κριός,

ταῦρος δ’ ἐπὶ τῷ δίδυμοί τε.

Aetius Arabus I.6,6 (D 11020‒26)

البينّ فمن السماء، في الّذي مائل الفلك وأمّا
مختلفة. بصُوَرٍ زُيِّن قد أنهّ
الشاعر: قال ما فيه فإنّ

السرطان، سورة
وبعده الأسد ویتلوه

البكر الجاریة
العقرب ثمّ

الجدي وبعده بالقوس، والرامي
الجدي وبعد

وتتلوه الماء، مُسكب
مكوكبة سمكتان
كبش، وبعدهما

توأمان. الثور وبعد ثور، وبعده

By the mid 9th c. Aṭṭabarī refers to Pisces quite consistently as Assamakah
but the nomenclature for the remaining signs is the standard one.4 Very much
the same applies to Abū Maʕšar’s terminology, although for him the name As-
samakah is more of an alternative (a less frequent one, in fact) for Alḥūt.5 All
1 Cf. Abuššayḫ, ʕaḍ̱amah XXII.12 [691] (M 12177). My search has been, needless to say, strictly
superficial and there may be more instances of this synonymy in that genre.

2 Cf. Daiber 1980: 3‒15, where an exhaustive analysis is conducted in order to confirm the as-
cription of this translation.

3 The literal equivalents Alǧāriyatu lbikr for Παρθένος ‘Virgo’ (literally ‘the [virgin] maiden’) and
Muskibu lmāʔ for Ὑδροχόος ‘Aquarius’ (literally ‘the water-pourer’) appear not to have had any
fortunes in the Arabic tradition.

4 For Pisces, cf. Aṭṭabarī, Firdaws II.i.18 (Ṣ 5616|18), VII.iii.3 (Ṣ 54618), VII.iv.17 (Ṣ 57412, 5758). For
the remaining signs, cf. Firdaws II.i.18 (Ṣ 5619‒5716) also VII.iv.17 (Ṣ 57413‒17). For Assamakah as
themain name of the sign of Pisces, cf. alsoRūmiyyah I.8|11 (M 568, 5818, 6313), against one single
instance of Alḥūt in Rūmiyyah I.6 (M 5217).
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twelve standard names are used by the Iḫwān in their specific epistle on as-
tronomy.1
Philological sources, however, provide some additional evidence for the an-

tiquity of the double nomenclature:

Abū Ḥanīfah⊂ Ibn Sīdah,Muḫaṣṣaṣ IX 1215‒18

السرطان، ثمّ الصورة)، (وهو الجوزاء ثمّ الثور، ثمّ الكبش)، (وهو الحمل برجًا: عشر اثنى هي
والرامي)، الصورة (وهي والقوس والعقرب، والميزان، العذراء)، (وهي السنبلة ثمّ الأسد، ثمّ

السمكة). (وهي والحوت والدلو، والجدي،

Also Ibn Qutaybah, after reporting on the standard names, adds that:2

Anwāʔ [135] (H 12012‒1212)

والعقرب «العذراء»، والسنبلة «التوأمين»، والجوزاء «الكبش»، الحمل قومٌ يسُمّي وقد
«الرّشِاء»). أیضًا (وتسُمّى «السمكة» والحوت «الرامي»، والقوس «الصورة»،

Still before the end of the 10th c. Alḫwarizmī records a dual nomenclature
not only for the signsofAries (Alḥamal/Alkabš),Gemini (Alǧawzāʔ/Attawʔamān),
and Virgo (Assunbulah/Alʕaḏrāʔ), but also for Leo (Alʔasad/Allayṯ), Capricorn
(Alǧady/Attays), and Pisces (Alḥūt/Assamak).3
It is however somewhat later that a clear explanation of this phenomenon

will be provided by Albīrūnī. In a show of assertiveness the Iranian polymath
expresses his own opinion on which ought to be the correct standard Arabic
name of the signs of the zodiac:

Tanǧīm [159] (W 6912‒7015)

البروج منطقة على التي الصور ما
وهي الحمل، الربیعيّ: الاعتدال عند من الأولى الصورة واسم البروج، بها وُسمت التيّ هي

ظهره. على خرطومه صار حتىّ ورائه إلى التفت قد كبش صورة
| قُطع فكانٔهّ للنطح، رأسه نكسّ قد ثور من المقدّم النصف صورة على الثور، الثانیة:

سرّة. على بنصفين
الاخٓر. منكب على یده أحدهما واضعه قائمين صبیّين صورة على التوءمان، والثالثة:

.[...] السرطان، والرابعة:
5 AbūMaʕšar uses Assamakah only inMadḫal VI.9 (B‒Y 6408) and VI.12|19|24 (B‒Y 6487), 6644,
6763). No traces of this alternative nomenclature are found, in turn, in hisMuḫtaṣar 1 (B‒Y‒Y
141‒3); nor in Alqābiṣī,Madḫal 119‒20 (B‒Y‒Y 20).

1 Cf. Iḫwān, Rasāʔil III.1 (R‒M 114‒6).
2 The whole relevant locus is comprised in Ibn Qutaybah, Anwāʔ [131‒135] (H 1204‒1225).
3 Cf. Alḫwarizmī,Mafātīḥ II.vi.1 (V 21014‒2112). Although the etymological connection is fairly
evident, I cannot find a parallel for this use of Allayṯ for Leo.
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ذیلها. أرسلت قد جناحين ذات جاریة صورة على العذراء، والسادسة:
[...]

قلبه قد كوز بهما یاخٔذ الیدين مادّ قائم رَجلٌ صورة على الماء، كب سا عشر: والحادیة
تحتها. وجرى رجلیه مقام إلى الماء فانصبّ

يسُمّى بخیطٍ الأخرى إحدهما ذنب وصل قد سمكتين صورة على سمكة، عشر: والثانیة
الكتاّن. خيط

يسُمّى أن يجب كان قياسه وعلى قرون. ذو لأنهّ أصوب، فذلك كبشًا، الحمل يسُمّى وقد
بالجوزاء، بينهم التوءمين برج عندهم اشـتهر فقد العوامّ، وأمّا .[...] قرنیه لمكان تيسًا الجدي
والأوّل — بالحوت والسمكة بالدلو، الماء كب وسا بالقوس، والرامي بالسنبلة، العذراء وبرج

الصواب. هو

In sum, from a diachronical perspective the “characteristically western” ter-
minology happens to be another instance of a differential choice bywhich some
older synonymsavailable in theprimitive traditionwere retained in themarginal
and quite typically conservative western geolects.
This diachronical digressionaside, the fact remains that inAndalus ano longer

standard nomenclature for Aries, Gemini, and Virgo features quite consistently
in local scientific texts from the 10th c. onwards. Thus, the earliest extant An-
dalusī text on cosmology, Ibn Muṭarrif’s Hayʔah, which appears to have been
composed towards the third quarter of the 10th c., shows a dual eastern/western
terminology for Aries (Alḥamal/Alkabš) and Gemini (Alǧawzāʔ/Attawʔamān),
but not for Virgo (which is alluded to exclusively by its standard name Assun-
bulah). Quite exceptionally, Ibn Muṭarrif reports even the Rūmī names of the
signs of the zodiac.1
Glosses of the type wayuqālu containing the western names of the signs are

added also by Ibn Fāris (which, let it be recalled, is probably to be identified as
caliph Alḥakam’s reputed astrologer) in his Anwāʔ.2
In authors largely dependant from eastern philological sources the same fea-

ture may perhaps be regarded rather (or also) as a bookish borrowing—even if
it partially coincided with their own geolectal practice. Both Ibn ʕāṣim and Ibn
Sīdah record not only the by now familiar triad but also Assamakah for Pisces,
which does no seem to have been ever naturalised in Andalus.3 The same ex-
planation should be invoked, perhaps, for the almost entirely standard nomen-
1 Cf. Ibn Muṭarrif, Hayʔah 315r‒317r, and also Casulleras 1994: 91‒92.
2 Cf. «alḥamal (wayuqālu lkabš)», «alǧawzāʔ (wayuqālu attawʔamān)», and «assunbulah
(wayuqālu lʕaḏrāʔ)» in Ibn Fāris, Anwāʔ [17] (F 1969‒1971). Previously also «alǧawzāʔ
(wayuqālu attawʔamān)» and «assunbulah (wayuqālu lʕaḏrāʔ)» in Anwāʔ [9] (F 1676, 16912).

3 For Ibn ʕāṣim, who also echoes Abū Ḥanīfa’s opinion on the origin of zodiacal nomenclature
(namely that it does not stem from the images associated to the signs), cf. Forcada 1993: 51,
53‒55; for Ibn Sīdah, cf.Muḫaṣṣaṣ IX 1215‒18.
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clature for the zodiacal signs in ʕarīb b. Saʕīd’sAnwāʔ, in which the only “local”
name is Alʕaḏrāʔ.1
All in all, even if the nomenclature used by Alɂilbīrī must probably be un-

derstood as synchronically geolectal (he chose the names for the planets and
signs of the zodiac that were best known to his readership), the crystallisation
of these different subtraditions would deserve further study.

Names of the planets
The case of the local western names of some (but not all) of the planets is sim-
ilar but not entirely identical to that of zodiacal nomenclature. A major early
astrological text such as Abū Maʕšar’s Madḫal uses exclusively the standard
Arabic names of all seven planets,2 whereas the traditional account of philolog-
ical sources includes also the Persian names for most of them.3 Persian names
for three of the planets were also available in traditionistic reports related to
the very first generation ofMuslims.4 No synonyms are used by the Iḫwān, who
curiously abstain frommentioning the Persian names of the planets.5
In Andalus, Ibn Muṭarrif is probably the best informed amongst early au-

thors, as he reports a threefold nomenclature standard Arabic/Maġribī/Persian
for Saturn (Zuḥal/Almuqātil/Kaywān) and Mars (Almirrīḫ/Alʔaḥmar/Bahrām),
as well as a double Persian synonymy for Jupiter (Almuštarī/Hurmuz, Albirǧīs),
whereas only two names are registered for Venus (Azzuharah/Nāhīd) and Mer-
cury (ʕuṭārid/Alkātib).6 In his own echo of eastern sources, Ibn ʕāṣim records
1 Cf.Anwāʔ 13310, 2256, 2261, 2324, 2393; the samename is used in the parallel loci (when available)
in Tafṣīl; cf. also Qurṭubah Calendar 851.

2 Cf. Abū Maʕšar ,Madḫal II.1 (B‒Y 1809‒12).
3 Thus, Ibn Qutaybah records first the standard Arabic names of all seven planets, then adds
Persian Bahrām for Mars, Albirǧis for Jupiter, and Anāhīd for Venus, cf. Anwāʔ [141] (H 1267‒15).

4 Thus,Albirǧīs for Jupiter and Bahrām forMars feature in oral traditions on the five planets that
allegedly go back to Ibn ʕabbās and ʕalī b. Abī Ṭālib, and an Iranian (ʕaǧam) nameAnāhīd for
Venuswas put in ʕalī’smouth according toAbuššayḫ, ʕaḍ̱amahXXII.19 [698] (M 12234), cf. also
Heinen 1982: 219‒220.While the Iranian origin of the name Bahrām is undisputed,Birǧīs/Pirčīs
in turn is considered “Arabo-Persian” by Vullers, LPLE I 214b and Arabic by Steingass, CPED
171. Given that no echoes of Persian terminology are transmitted in Nat II.1, this subject shall
not be explored here.

5 Cf. Iḫwān, Rasāʔil III.1 (R‒M 87‒8), XVI.3 (B 738‒747). Just two Persian names surface, however,
out of necessity, when the siglae for a picture are introduced: for Zuḥal K (= Kaywān) is chosen
since Z stands for Azzuharah; for Almirrīḫ B (= Bahrām) given that M represents Almuštarī,
cf. Rasāʔil III.5 (R‒M 411‒3).

6 Cf. Ibn Muṭarrif, Hayʔah 315r‒ 317r; also Casulleras 1994: 91‒92; Samsó 2020: 505. The use
of Hurmuz here is doubly exceptional in that it appears to fill the gap left by the absence of a
local Arabic synonym and also in that this name (ultimately an evolution of Old Persian Ahu-
ramazda, cf. Boyce 1984: 684‒687) is not widely echoed in the Arabo-Islamicate tradition—
certainly not in Andalus.
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likewise Almuqātil for Saturn and Alʔaḥmar for Mars, in addition to Persian Al-
birǧīs for Jupiter and Bahrām for Mars.1 As late as the 13th c. Ibn Alʕarabī al-
ludes in ʕanqā to Mercury as Alkātib and to Saturn as Almuqātil, yet Mars he
calls by its standard name Almirrīḫ.2

Saturn Jupiter Mars Venus Mercury

Standard Zuḥal Almuštarī Almirrīḫ Azzuharah ʕuṭārid
Alt/Andalusī Almuqātil Alʔaḥmar Alkātib
Persian Kaywān Albirǧīs Bahrām Anāhīd

Once again, Alɂilbīrī’s terminology ismost probably geolectal and also con-
sistent, as he uses all three Andalusī synonyms.

Names of themonths and seasons
With the only exception ofNīsān (glossed as Abrīl) inNatPhil 3.8, our text refers
consistently to the months by their Roman names not only throughout Nat II.1
but also in the dietetic calendar included in Nat III. This usage is, of course, by
nomeans particular toAndalusī Arabic (the samenames feature in the calendar
ascribed to Ibn ʕimrān, an easterner whowrites inQayrawān), but in the Islam-
icate Iberian peninsula these names where explicitly considered either ʕaǧamī
(also “of the ʕaǧam”, referring in this context to the Romance-speaking popu-
lation) or Rūmī in calendrical texts.3 Their actual form (both in spelling and
pronunciation), moreover, may have been different from that of other regions.
Let it be noted that this nomenclature is absent from Ibn Māsawayh’s Azmi-
nah, and also, incidentally, that in the table for the Roman months drawn by
Albīrūnī all the names of the months end in ‒ūs.4
A complementary note must be added here on the names of two of the sea-

sons of the year. First, in NatPhil 4.4.4 and 5.1 the word qayḍ̱ is used to refer to a
1 Cf. Forcada 1993: 67.
2 Cf. Elmore 1999: 443. Belletristic and Ṣūfī texts obey, however, to different criteria (rhyme,
evocative power) and their testimony has been excluded from consideration here with this
sole exception.

3 The original terminology used by ʕarīb b. Saʕīd is perhaps hard to reconstruct, as in Anwāʔ
both ʕaǧamiyyah (cf. Anwāʔ 1409) and «birrūmiyyah» (cf. Anwāʔ 1571, 1691, and all the remain-
ing months) are found. In the Qurṭubah Calendar, in turn, the reference to the ʕaǧam features
exclusively for yannayir ‘January’ (cf. QC 144). Only half of the months are provided with syn-
onyms «ʕinda lʕaǧam» by Ibn ʕāṣim in Šuhūr 73, 231, 281, 371, 411, 541; whereas all twelve of them
are reported as ʕaǧamiyyah in Ibn Fāris, Anwāʔ [9] (F 1619‒10).

4 Cf. Tanǧīm [273] (W 167). As a matter of fact, with the only exception of August (Awġusṭūs), all
the names end in ‒iyūs.
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specific time of summer (the text glosses it as ṣamīmu ṣṣayf ) but also to sum-
mer itself. This usage is inherited from pre-Islamic Arabic and inNatāʔiǧ it may
even be source-dependent,1 although qayḍ̱ is actually very well documented in
tenth-centuryAndalusī calendars in the context of the non-Arabian four-season
system.2 The second name is ʕaṣīr ‘autumn’, which features only once in the
text, in NatPhil 5.2, in a apparently inverted gloss to ḫarīf. Unlike qayḍ̱, this syn-
onym seems to be peculiar to the Andalusī dialect bundle—at least it is not to
be found elsewhere in the non-literary corpus, nor do standard lexicographic
sources record it.3

Phytonyms (plus one ichthyonym) and botanical glosses
Several different categories are subsumed into this segment that would belong
in separate glossaries in amore definitive version of this study. Indication of the
section of the book in which each item is found should help to contextualise
the use of the word. Thus, geolectal markers in Nat II.2 (the majority of items in
this catalogue) are almost certainly introduced by the author in order to adapt
IbnMāsawayh’s terminology to a local readership. As seen above, in other cases
(eg Nat II.1 and Nat IV) a similar strategy can be suspected but not proved until
a plausible source is identified that may confirm whether the synonyms were
actually added by Alɂilbīrī or not.
Given that they are the best-covered and also probably the less significant

synonyms, local names of vegetables and fruits in Nat IV other than qinnāriyah
have been excluded from this provisional list. As an exception, non-western
phytonyms of some interest are dealt with here rather than in a footnote to the
corresponding survey in Chapters 4‒6.4

1 Some instances of this terminology have been already reproduced in the discussion on the
seasonal division of the year in Chapter 5. Let it be recalled that qayḍ̱ is considered to be the
chaster word for what “people call ṣayf ” by Ibn Qutaybah, Anwāʔ [117] (H 1048‒9), and that in
Andalus in amostly philological context it is the name of a season connected to autumn for Ibn
ʕāṣim, Šuhūr 203. By analogy, Aṭṭabarī’s paraphrase of an Indian source dividing the year into
six seasons features the old Arabic names rabīʕ, ṣayf, qayḍ̱, ḫarīf, wasamī, and šitāʔ, cf. Firdaws
VII.iv.17 (Ṣ 57413).

2 Cf. especially ʕarīb b. Saʕīd,Anwāʔ 1359|11, 2021, 2193, 2311 ≡QurṭubahCalendar (whichGerard
of Cremona translates consistently as cauma)≡ Tafṣīl.

3 Cf. late Ġarnāṭī Arabic «otañada ḳarǐf | otañanada assí aâcǐr» in Vocabulista arávigo 260a 10.
This particularmeaningwas first recorded and explained by Dozy, SDA II 134a s.r. ;عصر√ cf. also
Corriente, DAA 355b *{‘ṣr}, where only ‘(season and feat of) vintage’ is registered, but not
specifically ‘autumn’. This meaning of ʕaṣīr appears to be unknown to modern and contempo-
raryMoroccan Arabic, cf. Lerchundi, VEADM 569a s.v. otoñada; Harrell,DMA 253b s.v. aṣiṛع
and Sobleman‒Harrell, DEM 16b s.v. autumn (only xrif ).

4 Cross-references to this list have been provided for such items ad loc.
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isfindār ‘white mustard’ (Sinapis alba L.) Ther 4.3.2 Ⓡ

In Natāʔiǧ this is certainly an inherited item and it is probable that the author
could not even identify it, but even so its mere presence in the text is quite re-
markable.
Manuscript P reads «اسـىدار» here (which is not so far removed from what may

have been the original form), whereas the early transmission of this formula has
(as shown in the critical apparatus) quite unanimously «خردل» (so Ibn Sarābiyūn,
Aṭṭabarī, and Sābūr b. Sahl).
In Andalus, the facsimiled manuscript of Azzahrāwī’s Taṣrīf has a divergent

أبیض» ,«سورنجان which on the one hand might represent a misreading سورنجان) is
nowhere attributed a possible meaning ‘mustard’) and on the other hand would
seem to preserve a peculiar qualification ‘white’ (stemming perhaps from a textu-
alised gloss?). A recipe for a homonymous pill does include, however, سورنجان (but
not mustard) as an ingredient in Almaǧūsī, Kāmil II.viii.33 (S II.2 19811‒18), while
our recipe corresponds there to a اخٓر» «حبّ that requires ḫardal but no sūranǧān
(S II.2 19818‒21).
Back toAndalus, the etymologically correct form إسفندار is recordedby IbnǦanāḥ,

Talḫīṣ [4] as a synonym of الأبیض» «الخردل from Ibn Isḥāq’s Kunnāš.1 This synonymy
was inheritedbyAzzahrāwī,whoadded to it analternative identificationas «الحرمل»
(that is ‘wild rue’) in Taṣrīf XXIX.i (S II 4163‒4). The equation of إسفندار to wild rue
is dismissed as a corrupt reading by Alġāfiqī inMufradah ii‒ا s.v. إسفند (V 88 no.
603), but it is the one preferred by the author of ʕumdah [10] واسْينذار اسْفِنْدَار (B‒C‒T
1214), who nevertheless in ʕumdah [1810] affirms that the white variety of mustard
(خردل) is called «اسفنذار» in Persian (B‒C‒T 1911).
As pointed out by Meyerhof 1940: 201, Arabic إسفندار appears to have sprung

from a “mauvaise lecture” of Persian اسپندان / اسفندان ‘mustard’ (cf. Vullers, LPLE
I 91a s.v. اسپندان and 672‒673 s.v. ,(خردل cf. also Bos, Käs, Lübke, and Mensching
2020: 204‒205 for further references.
The Persian namewas borrowed into Syriac too aswitnessed by Bar ʕalī’s gloss

أبیض» خردل ܚܘܪܐ ܝܕ «ܐ (cf. Payne Smith, Thesaurus 313 s.v. ܝܕ ;ܐ Brockel-
mann‒Sokoloff, Lexicon 75b), with such secondary forms as ܕܐ and ܝܕܐ
(cf. Thesaurus 2697; Lexicon 1029a).

anīsūn = bisbāsun šāmī ‘anise’ (Pimpinella anisum L.) Ther 1.5.5 Ⓡ

The motivation for this gloss is unclear, as anīsūn is used regularly, and with no
explanation, in three different sections of the book.
So far I could locate the phytonym bisbās/basbās šāmī only in a rather late

source, namely Ibn Alʕawwām, Filāḥah XXVI.5 (B II 2594‒7), where it is recorded
1 Thepharmacognostic section (perhaps amultilingual glossary) in Ibn Isḥāq’s five-volumepan-
dects contained a remarkable number ofwords of Persian origin, cf. Bos, Käs, Lübke, andMen-
sching 2020: 126, where a possible link to Ahrun’s own Kunnāš is suggested that might be rel-
evant here. Let it be recalled that in Māsawayh’s Nuǧḥ (which is the underlying source of Nat
II.2) different books from Ahrun’s pandects are referred to for several recipes.
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asoneof the supported identificationsofanīsūn togetherwith “white cumin” (alka-
mmūnu lʔabyaḍ) and the seed of “Roman fennel” (arrāziyānaǧu rrūmī). The lat-
ter two synonyms had already been registered in Ibn Ǧanāḥ, Talḫīṣ [919] «rāziyā-
naǧun rrūmiyyun huwa lʔanīsūn» and [442] «alkammūnu lʔabyaḍu lḥulwu huwa
lʔanīsūn»; cf. both also in Ibn Albayṭār, Tafsīr 3:53 (B 2318‒2321).
On the other hand, the equation bisbās bustānī = rāziyānaǧ (≡ μάραθον ‘fennel’,

Foeniculum vulgareMill.) is attested in Andalus by Ibn Ǧulǧul, Tafsīr 3:65 (G 5210
| D 938); and the anonymous author of the ʕumdah further affirms that the three
varieties of anīsūn belong to the taxon bisbās (which includes Roman, Nabataean,
and Abyssinian varieties) in ʕumdah [976] باس بسـْ (B‒C‒T 897), while in ʕumdah
[977] روميّ باس بسـْ is entered as a synonym of anīsūn (B‒C‒T 898)—which all in all
leaves us with only a missing link between “Roman” and “Syrian” to complete this
sort of philological triangulation.
In any case, the preferential use of bisbās/basbās for ‘fennel’ appears to be a

particularity of Andalusī Arabic that distinguishes it from the eastern tradition, in
which thename basbāsah (fromPersian bazbāz, cf. Vullers, LPLE I 233b) referred
rather to ‘mace’ (cf. Corriente, DAA 51a *{bsbs}.
Graeco-Arabic anīsūn (≡ ἄνησσον, cf. also Syriacܘܢ (ܐܢܝ remained, neverthe-

less, the most usual name of this herb (actually of its seeds) in Andalus since the
beginnings of its pharmacognostic tradition, competing only occasionally with
alḥabbatu lḥulwah ‘the sweet seed’—which must, however, have been prevalent
in real non-bookish practice, cf. Ibn Albayṭār, Tafsīr 3:53 (B 2321); and evenmore
so outside the written corpus, as confirmed not only by the testimony of Ġarnāṭī
Arabic (cf. «anís hábet hulúe hab hulú» and «matala vuva o anís hábet hulúa» in
Pedro de Alcalá, Vocabulista arávigo 102a 11 and 308b 13, respectively; both in
Corriente, LAPA 39b *ḥbb) but also by its Romance descendants, such as Cata-
lan batafalua/matafaluga and Portuguese batafaluga (cf. Corriente, DAAL 258b
s.v. batafalúa; Corriente‒Pereira‒Vicente, DEIR 245 s.v.).
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baršiyāwušān ‘maidenhair fern’ (Adiantum capillus-veneris L.) Ther 3.6.1 Ⓡ

The manuscript reads actually وشان» ,«وبرشا but additional evidence would be re-
quired to accept it as a genuine alternative for this phytonym. It is quite evidently
an inherited item (it is included within a recipe) and this species is not referred to
elsewhere in the text by this or any other denomination.
This Iranian name was well known in Andalus since the 10th c. amongst the

several synonyms for the maidenhair fern as it had been chosen by Iṣṭifan to
translate Materia medica 4:134 ἀδίαντον (W II 2786‒2812) ≡ Ḥašāʔiš 4:129 اديانطن،
برسـیاوشان وهو (P 96v 23 ‒ 97r 10, which reads «برسـیاوشان» twice | T 35312‒29 edits
;(«برشـیاوشان» and also by Ḥunayn for Galen’s Simpl. med. VI.i.7 Περὶ ἀδιάντου (K
XI 81414‒8155) ≡ Mufradah VI.8 البرْشـیاوَشان ذكر (E 96r 6‒10). It is registered accord-
ingly in Ibn Ǧulǧul, Tafsīr 4:122 (G 863‒4 | D 15612); and it was also known to Ibn
Isḥāq, who provided a Romance equivalent for it according to Ibn Ǧanāḥ, Talḫīṣ
[113] (for the complex interpretation of the Romance word, cf. Bos, Käs, Lübke,
and Mensching 2020: 307‒308).
For an overview of the rich synonymy for themaidenhair fern in the Islamicate

tradition, cf. Dietrich 1988: II 639‒640, where an explanation of its Persian ety-
mology (namely par-i Siyāwušān ‘wing/feather of a descendant of Siyāwuš’) is pro-
vided by MacKenzie; and also Bos, Käs, Lübke, and Mensching 2020: 306‒307,
649, 1064‒1065, 1073‒1074. An alternative origin is suggested by Vullers, who re-
lates the phytonyms parsiyāwuš and parsiyāwušān to the constellation name Par-
siyāwuš/Paršāwuš (= Περσεύς, ie Perseus), cf. LPLE I 344a.

baqṣ ‘box; boxwood’ (Buxus sempervirens L.) Apoth 2

This phytonym is included here not only on account of its possible interest as a
geolectally marked form but also in order to avoid and overlong footnote in the
corresponding locus in Chapter 4.
In Andalus the form baqṣ is only marginally attested (its is not even recorded

in Corriente, DAA 59a *{bq/ks}), cf. Ibn Alʕawwām, Filāḥah I.viii|xiii (B I 4291,
4319, 57526; the reading of the word in the former two passages was corrected by
Dozy, SDA I 103a); and also Ibn Ṣāliḥ 7020 commenting on χελιδόνιον τὸ μέγα.
The forms in ‒s are, in turn, almost universal, cf. بكس already in Ibn Ǧulǧul,

Tafsīr 1:67 (G 195 | D 2916), where λύκιον ≡ الحضض شجرة is said to be a species of
البكس» ;«شجرة then baqs in Ibn Ǧanāḥ, Talḫīṣ [990] شمشار (from Ibn Ǧulǧul him-
self) and also Uṣūl s.r. √gpr بالسين» «البقس (N 14314‒15); ʕumdah [923] بقَْس (B‒C‒T
7410‒20), where baqs is explicitly stated to be the Andalusī name of the tree. Cf. also
Dietrich 1988: I 158 n. 3, and Bos, Käs, Lübke, and Mensching 2020: 1109‒1110
with further references. After all, baqṣmight well be a non-geolectal spontaneous
phonological development (an assimilation not unlike ḫaṣṣ for ḫass).
Let it benoted, since it seems tohave goneunnoticeduntil now, that in addition

toبكسيس in the prologue ofḤašāʔiš quoted above, also «بقسين» (probably (*بقسيس>
is used by Iṣṭifan to translate πύξος in البقسين» بورق شبيه «وهو ≡ «περὶ ἃς τὰ φύλλα
πύξῳ ὅμοια» in Ḥašāʔiš 1:103 حضض (P 23r 15) ≡ Materia medica 1:100 λύκιον (W I
9112‒13), to which a gloss on the left margin of P 23r adds الشمشار» ذكر فيما «البقسين
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(cf. also a half-readable gloss on the rightmargin of P 2vwith the same synonymy).
The word is further corrupted as «البقنیلیون» T 9424, «التفسير» E (according to Terés’
Appendix 93), «الىڢن» M 23v 2, « «الىڡس (corrected over the line as («البقسس» B 47v
12, etc.
Then Arrāzī in his synoptical tables in Alḥāwī qualifies «ىىڡسىس» as Greek for

«السمساروس» (H XXII 411b 1‒2), which is tentatively identified with شمشار by the ed-
itors of the text and confirmed by an explicit quotation in Alġāfiqī, Mufradah
ii‒ب s.v.بقسيس (M 105r 13). A description of baqs by IbnǦulǧul in some no longer
extant treatise of his included the Syrian synonym شمشار (≡ ܳ ܡ ܶ ) andGreekبقسيس
too, cf. Alġāfiqī,Mufradah 6‒ب بقَْس (M 69v 12‒15).
Incidentally, boxwood may be referred to in a pertinent context by Alġāfiqī

inMufradah ii‒ب s.v.بكسيس (≡ πυξίς?): به» بالشام تعُرف صنادیق منه یعُمل كثیف «خشبٌ (M
105r 13‒14), which is most probably taken from Dioscorides’ prologue.
No Syriac parallel seems to have existed for this word as a tree name, but there

is perhaps ܐ ܒܟ as a name of several different types of small vessels, for which
Brockelmann suspected an origin in πυξίς (cf. Brockelmann‒Sokoloff, Lexi-
con 152b).

bahaǧ Apoth 4
The cooccurrence of this name and bahman in the same line in the chapter on
the shelf-life of drugs had resulted in an unbearable one-line text. By relocating
that footnote here I can also draw attention to the interest thatmay sometimes lie
concealed in inconspicuous items.
The oldest extant reference to bahaǧ seems to be its identification with a va-

riety of būzīdān by Ibn Riḍwān (d. ca 1061), according to Alġāfiqī, who further
reports amore generic equation of būzīḏān and bahaǧ, cf.Mufradahب‒ii s.v. بوزدان
(M 106r 13‒15). Some folios before he has noted down as his own opinion a combi-
nation of these twopossible identifications inMufradah24‒ب بوزیدان (M76v 17‒19).
It is still Alġāfiqī that provides a most interesting description of bahaǧ as “hard
viscous white roots” that are counterfeited with other similar roots. Herb dealers
(aššaǧǧārūn), in fact, would collect a totally different plant and peel its bark in
order to sell it as bahaǧ, cf.Mufradah 25‒ب بهج (M 77r 4‒12). This is an invaluable
piece of realia for the reconstruction of the Andalusī drug market.
In the ʕumdah the name bahaǧ is likewise registered as a synonymofmustaʕǧi-

lah and būzīdān, cf. ʕumdah [720] (B‒C‒T 6414), and it is signalled as specifically
Andalusī in [935] (B‒C‒T 7831); then in [4262] ه قذَْقوُجَّ it is specifically the būzīdān
imported from Egypt that is said to be known as bahaǧ (which may be connected
to Ibn Riḍwān’s mention of it), while the middle qaḏqūǧǧah is assigned the syn-
onym “Andalusī bahaǧ”, in addition to būzīdān andmustaʕǧilah (B‒C‒T 49420‒26);
cf. also Corriente, DAA 69a *{bhj}, where the only reference for this phytonym
is ʕumdah.
On the other hand, the roots of a variety of ἄκανθα λευκή known in Andalus as

bawl alḥimár ‘donkey’s-urine’ are affirmed by Ibn Ṣāliḥ 777‒10 to be called bahaǧ
in his time (ie towards the end of the 12th c.), and this plant is identified with Or-
chismascula L. (that is the early-purple orchid or early spring orchis) by Dietrich
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1988: II 358 n. 9, but he points out the possibility that for Ibn Ṣāliḥ bahǧ (this is
how he reads the word) might actually be a surrogate or replacement for some
species of hawkweed (Hieracium sp.).
A detailed description of the plant known as bawlu lḥimār (also called ?«عوذبوله»

in Latin) is provided in Alġāfiqī, Mufradah ii‒ب s.v., where its roots are said to
be black; according to the author some people identified one of its varieties with
šukāʕā (≡ ἄκανθα λευκή), while the roots of the second variety were affirmed by
some others to be būzīḏān (M 106v 2‒9).
To round up this information, Persian būzīdān (cf. alsoܒܘܙܝܕܢ andܒܘܙܝܕܘܢ)

was usually identified with the orchid known as ‘fox’s-testicles’ (ḫuṣā ṯṯaʕlab), but
IbnǦanāḥ,who takes somepride inhavingpersonally confirmed the correct form
of the word as būzīḏān from his Iranian informant Abulfutūḥ (only būzīdān is
recorded, however, by Vullers, LPLE I 276b and by Steingass,CPED 206), echoes
Masīḥ’s vague identification of būzīdān as “an Indian drug” and further reports
having seen it in Saraqusṭah, to where it had been imported from the east, and he
describes it as a “smooth blackish wood”, cf. Talḫīṣ [153].
For ḫuṣā ṯṯaʕlab (≡ σατύριον) as the nameof amedicinal product obtained from

some species of orchid, cf. Bos, Käs, Lübke, andMensching 2020: 1146. The defi-
nition provided by IbnǦanāḥ for ḫuṣā ṯṯaʕlab in Talḫīṣ [1035] is particularly perti-
nent to our text, as he describes it simply as “awell-known root” («aṣlunmaʕrūf »).
Let it be remarked that in his entry on būzīḏān in Ṯāminah [17] (G 1112‒121) Ibn
Ǧulǧuldoes not provide any synonymbut describes it as “twisted hard extremely
white roots”.

tābūdā ‘reed’ Ther 1.3
The presence of this western Amazighic name inNat II.2 is a perfect illustration of
the author’s idiosyncratic and quite exceptional approach. Evenwhen he is repro-
ducing themost traditional of passages inmedical literature (as shown in the sur-
vey inChapter 6, these instructions goback topre-Galenic times and are echoed in
virtually every epigraph on the treatment of the ears) he is still “original” enough
to substitute a local (actually not even Arabic) name for an item that even in the
Andalusī corpus is universally referred to by its standard name bardī. The latter
normally refers to the papyrus (≡ πάπυρος, Cyperus papyrus L.), but in this parti-
cular context it certainly conveys a wider meaning ‘reed’ (≡ κάλαμος/καλαμίς) as
does its western synonym.
As for the Amazighic lexical item itself, abuda / tabuda (√bd) has long been

supposed to be the origin of colloquial andLate Latin buda, and inAndalus tābūdā
/ būdā (and their respective variants) are widely attested as as synonym for bardī
andas thenameof the reed-maceorbulrush (Typha latifoliaL.), cf. ʕumdah [768|1147|3894]
(B‒C‒T6614, 10616, 4628); alsoĠarnāṭī «espadañayervabúda | espadañaassíberdǐ»
in Vocabulista arávigo 242b 33‒34 (= Corriente, LAPA 23a *bwd); Corriente,
DAA 70b *{bwd/đ/ḍ}; and especially Bustamante Costa and Tilmatine 1999:
51 and also Tilmatine and Bustamante Costa 2001: 417 no. 6 and 437 no. 176.

tākawt/tākūt ‘resin spurge’ (Euphorbia resinifera O.Berg.) = furbiyūn Ther 1.5.9 |



Chapter 9 In search of a context 441

tākawt/tākūt Pharm 3.6
This Amazighic word features twice in different sections of the book. First in the
therapeutic section as a gloss (not doubt by the author himself) to furbiyūn (≡
εὐφόρβιον). Then within a recipe for a muġīṯ panacea that is paralleled only by
ʕabdirabbih’s Dukkān.
It is through this Amazighic phytonym and its Arabic synonym zaqqūm that

Ibn Ǧulǧul explains Dioscorides’ εὐφόρβιον in Tafsīr 3:76 (G 542 | D 9714 | P 70v);
cf. also الفربیون» هو كوت «تا in Ibn Ǧanāḥ, Talḫīṣ [1009]. Neither of them alludes to
the linguistic origin of the name,whichmay be indicative of its being totally incor-
porated into the lexicon of local Arabic (the fact that the name admits the Arabic
article points in the same direction). It is explicitly marked as Barbarī, however,
by Azzahrāwī, Taṣrīf XXIX.i ⟨الفربیون⟩» وهو بالبربریةّ، اسم هو كوت: «تا (S II 4207, the
entry is truncated in the manuscript); then by Ibn Albayṭār both in Tafsīr 3:78
(B 2404) and in Ǧāmiʕ 26‒ف فربیون (B III 1581). Later Ibn Biklāriš specifies that
Amazighic كوت» «التا is actually a yellow gum imported from Arabia, Siǧilmāsah,
and Fās, cf.Mustaʕīnī 19‒ف فربیون (L 108v 11‒12).
A formتیكوت was elicited from a Maṣmūdī informant by the author of ʕumdah

[1076] تاكوت (B‒C‒T 1036‒9), [3813] فربیون (B‒C‒T 44013), and [2359] طَرْفاَء (B‒C‒T
2519).1 Cf. also Corriente, DAA 79b *{tkt}; Tilmatine and Bustamante Costa
2001: 440 no. 203; and especially the references provided in Dietrich 1988: II
433‒434 n. 2, where Bynon registers Moroccan Amazighic tikiwt as the only ex-
tant form of the word. It surfaces also as takawt ‘gall (from which a black dye and
tannic acid are derived)’ in contemporary Moroccan Arabic (cf. Harrell, DMA
161a) and it is one of the few Amazighic Fachtermini to have entered the Persian
language, cf. Vullers, LPLE I 415b s.v.تاكوب and also Steingass, CPED 276 s.v.تاكوب
tākūb (Iranian lexicographers appear to have inherited a misreading that betrays
its bookish transmission).2

ṯayyil / ṯīl ‘dog’s-tooth grass’ or ‘couch grass’ (Cynodondactylon (L.) Pers.), perhaps
‘common couch’ (Elymus repens (L.) Gould) Ther 3.6.1 Ⓡ
The name ṯayyil (also ṯīl) was given as a synonymof naǧm by AbūḤanīfah,Nabāt
III [149], and this synonymy was echoed in Andalus by Ibn Samaǧūn, Ǧāmiʕ 3‒ث
ثیل (S IV 1788) and Ibn Ǧanāḥ, Talḫīṣ [1026].
On the other hand, the couple ṯīl = naǧm was established as the equivalent of

ἄγρωστις by Ḥunayn in his translation of Galen, Simpl. VI.i.3 Περὶ ἀγρώστεως (K
XI 8108‒8119) ≡ Mufradah VI.4 النجم) وهو اغرسطس، (وهو الثِیل ذكر (E 99r 21 ‒ 99v 4),
whereas Iṣṭifan had left it untranslated inMat. med. 4:29 ἄγρωστις (W II 1921‒7)≡
Ḥašāʔiš اغرسطس4:28 (P 84r 22 ‒ 84v 3 | T 32015‒21).

1 The author notes that two different botanical items were known by this name in his day: the
tamarisk seed and the spurge, the latter being the more common in use. From his informant
he reports a distinction between tīkūt ‘tamarisk seed’ and tīkawt ‘spurge’.

2 There is at least one additional Amazighic word that reached Iranian dictionaries (perhaps
through Ibn Albayṭār’s Ǧāmiʕ), namely تاغندشت (< tāġandast) ‘pyrethrum’, cf. Ibn Ǧanāḥ,
Talḫīṣ [1008].
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In the Andalusī pharmacognostic tradition it is only naǧm that Ibn Ǧulǧul
registers in Tafsīr 4:26 (G 708‒9 | D 1275), but a gloss on the left margin of Ḥašāʔiš
P 84r reads النجم» وهو الثیل «هو and also Ibn Ṣāliḥ 1276 adds «الثیل» to Ibn Ǧulǧul’s
identification. The double synonymy is echoed also by ʕumdah [1163] ثیَِّل (B‒C‒T
1121‒10); and IbnAlbayṭār,Tafsīr 4:27 (G 2797). For further references, cf. Dietrich
1988: II 539‒540; and Bos, Käs, Lübke, and Mensching 2020: 1140.
On the alternative realisations ṯīl and ṯayyil and the disparate identifications

proposed by lexicographers, cf. Ibn Manḍ̱ūr, Lisān XI 95b 26 ‒ 96a 11.

ǧintawriyah/ǧantūriyah ‘common centaury’ (Centaurium erythraea Rafn) Ther
3.4.2
The substitution of this western phytonym for the original qanṭūriyūn in Ibn Mā-
sawayh’s text (as reflected by Zuhr) obeys certainly to a strategy of adaptation to
local terminology. In any case, Latinate جنتوریة (realised in Arabic as ǧintawriyah,
ǧantūriyah, and perhaps also otherwise) provides additional evidence of thewest-
ern origin of the text since it is attested exclusively in Qayrawān and in Andalus.
As indicated in Bos, Käs, Lübke, and Mensching 2020: 993, this phytonym is

not necessarily a bookish borrowing from Latin centaurēa but may have rather
entered Arabic through later (and possibly oral) reflections thereof (cf. centau-
ria in Pseudo-Apuleius, Herbal). In fact, it was by no means exclusive to An-
dalusī Romance-speakers, for «جنتوْریه» was also known in Ifrīqiyah to Ibn ʕimrān
as the Roman name of the centaury, cf. Ibn Samaǧūn, Ǧāmiʕ 11‒ق كبير قنطوریون (S
IV 2124‒25).1 An identical passage is transmitted by Ibn Alǧazzār in Iʕtimād 2:59
القنطوریون في القول in which the name in question reads indeed as «גׂנתוריה» in M 92r
6 (where it is not ascribed to any particular language) but as سسورىه» دىه «ىالا in S
731 (also apparently «سـندروریه» in the Florence copy), fromwhich Bos, Käs, Lübke,
and Mensching 2020: 994 n. 385 infer the existence of a parallel form in s‒ (that
is *sintawriyah) and interpret that the first word must reflect “the language of a
town or tribe [...] which we could unfortunately not decipher”. The Latin trans-
lation does not provide any help here with «Centaurea uel centaurion uel cosat
alaia» (M 108rb 39‒40 | V 213vb 21‒22), where the last synonym («cosa cala|ia»
V, «cosacolaia» M) reflects Maġribī quṣṣat alḥayya as documented in Ibn Ṣāliḥ
7516‒17, also Ibn Albayṭār, Tafsīr 3:7 (G 2122), and Amazighic الحیّة» «كست in ʕum-
dah [4231] (B‒C‒T 48215).
In Andalus Ibn Ǧulǧul gives «جنتوریه» as the “Latin” name of الكبير القنطوریون in

Tafsīr 3:6 (G4511‒12 | D 7411‒12), corresponding toDioscorides,Mat.med. 3:6 κενταύ-
ρειον τὸ μέγα (W I 105‒122)≡Ḥašāʔiš الكبير3:6 القنطوریون (P 57r 5‒17 | T 2417‒28); but he
used exclusively the Graeco-Arabic transliteration in Tiryāq 1210 and 332. For Ibn
Ǧanāḥ, in turn, «خنتوریه» (sic in the unicum) is the Romance name of the lesser
centaury صغير) (قنطوریون inTalḫīṣ [857], whereas Ibn Isḥāq would have previously

1 Incidentally, the Bos, Käs, Lübke, and Mensching 2020: 994 n. 384 interpret this fragment as
stating that the synonym جنتوریه corresponds specifically to the lesser variety (a reading induced
perhaps by IbnǦanāḥ’s entry), but this is arguable. The syntactical context suggests otherwise
and the Roman name may refer to qanṭūriyūn itself.
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used this name in order to explain šibriq in his Kunnāš according to Talḫīṣ [946]
(again .(«خنتوریه» Cf. also Azzahrāwī, Taṣrīf XXIX.i (S II 4376); ʕumdah [1199|4231]
(B‒C‒T 1153, 48213‒14).
For the analysis of the Romance forms related to centaurea, cf. Corriente,

DAA 104a *{čntry}; and most especially Bos, Käs, Lübke, and Mensching 2020:
993‒994, to which Occitanic senturia and centauri and Oilitanic centorie should
be added (cf. vonWartburg, FEW II 583b s.v. centaurea).

ḥaṣā lūbān ‘frankincense pebbles’ / ‘storax’? Ther 3.4.2 Ⓡ
This form, which may have been inherited from Ibn Māsawayh, is semantically
ambiguous. It may represent either actual frankincense (referring therefore to ac-
tual ‘stones’ of this substance) or perhaps rather storax (≡ στύραξ, the resin of
Styrax officinalis L.).
A literal meaning “frankincense stones” would not be strange at all given that

this product comes indeed in the form of small pebbles as those shown to the
author of ʕumdah by a trustworthy informant who had collected some frankin-
cense gum in the province of Ṭulayṭulah that had the appearance of “small peb-
bles [«ḥaṣayātun ṣigār»] like the pebbles of mastic”, cf. ʕumdah [4754] اللبان شجرة
(B‒C‒T 54130‒31).
On the other hand, ḥaṣā lubān is frowned upon as a basilectal name of ʕasalu

llubnā (ie storax honey) by Alfīrūzābādī inQāmūs 1032a 9‒10, and the synonymy
ʕasalu llubnā = almayʕatu ssāʔilah was known to Ibn Ǧanāḥ, Talḫīṣ [710], who
does not however mention his source. Moreover, Lane, AEL 587c s.v. حصى notes
that in his day the name ḥiṣā libānwas applied to frankincense and also to official
rosemary (Salvia rosmarinus Spenn., formerly Rosmarinus officinalis L.).

silbāḥ ‘eel’ Ther 1.3
Dozy records thiswordboth inAndalus and theMaġrib and suspects anAmazighic
etymology in SDA I 671 s.v.سِلبْاح (forMoroccanArabic cf. also selbáh in Lerchundi,
VEA 82b s.v. anguila and 214b s.v. congrio; for the Algerian dialect, cf. Paulmier,
DFA 34a s.v. anguille). A derivation from √sbḥ ‘to swim’ is suggested, in turn, by
Corriente, DAA 257b *{slbḥ}.
Additional attestations in Andalusī medical texts are provided by Azzahrāwī,

whomentions the fat of river eels («šaḥmu ssalābiḥi nnahriyyah») precisely in the
context of the treatment of ear ailments andalongside the fat of hens andEgyptian
vultures (raḫm) and the warm blood of a slaughtered donkey, cf. Taṣrīf II.iii.7 (S I
9619‒20); alsoAlhāšimī,MaǧālisXLI (K9913), andXVIII السلباح» «دم (K409). Awhole
epigraph is devoted to river and see eels (assalābīḥ) in Alɂarbūlī/Alɂuriyūlī,
Aġḏiyah [115] (D 15211‒1531). By the same name eels enter a culinary recipe in At-
tuǧībī, Faḍālah V.i.25 (B 2078), where they are further assigned the synonyms an-
qilah (= anguilla) and sillūr (= silurus). For late Ġarnāṭī Arabic Pedro deAlcalá’s
Vocabulista arávigo registers «anguilla cilbáha cilbáh» 101b 21, «congrio pescado
cilbáha cilbáh» 152b 24, «çafio specie de anguilla çilbáha cilbáhal guǐd» 164b 19‒20
(all in Corriente, LAPA 99a *slbḥ).
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Arare form ṣilinbāḥ (with amarginal variant ṣilbāḥ) is registeredby late lexicog-
raphers as the name of a “long thin fish” («samakun ṭawīlun daqīq») that matches
the description of eels, cf. Azzabīdī, TāǧVI 551a 13‒15 s.v. لِنْبَاحُ ,الصِّ which is identical
to Addamīrī, Ḥayawān [541] لِنْبَاحُ الصِّ (Ṣ II 67812‒13).
In fact Fraenkel 1886: 122 rejects an Amazighic origin in favour of a borrow-

ing from Aramaic in view of Judaeo-Aramaic צלבחא / פְחָא צְל (cf. Jastrow, DTTML
1282a and 1283a). Let it be recalled, on the other hand, that Syriacܠܘܪܐ (< σίλου-
ρος) is thought to have evolved spontaneously intoܝܐ ܙܠܒ (with a -b-), which Bar
ʕalī glosses as انكليس» أو المرماهي «السمك (cf. Payne Smith, Thesaurus 1125; Brockel-
mann‒Sokoloff, Lexicon 381a; also Bar Bahlūl, Lexicon 68911) andwhich shares
the initial segment with the eastern forms in צלב‒ / .صلبـ‒

sīsanbar ‘whorled mint’? Ther 2.3.1|2
In view of parallel loci to the one in which this name appears inNat II.2 it is prob-
ably a synonym used by Ibn Māsawayh for nammām.
For the synonymy of sīsanbar and nammām as the name of some hybrid mint

(perhaps specifically the whorledmint’, Mentha × verticillata, as proposed in Bos,
Käs, Lübke, and Mensching 2020: 806), cf. Arrāzī, Alḥāwī XXII 224a 5 (thence
Ibn Ǧanāḥ, Talḫīṣ [645]); also Ibn Alǧazzār, Iʕtimād 2:32 النماّم في القول (S 5717); and
النمام» نْبرَ: «سِيسـَ in ʕumdah [4423] (B‒C‒T 5068); In Tafsīr 3:39 Ibn Albayṭār adds
the Latin name «مانته» (B 2273‒4).
Arabic sīsinbar is quite unanimously considered to be a borrowing from Greek

σισύμβριον, which for Dioscorides was the name not only of the watercress (Nas-
turtium officinale W.T.Aiton, cf. Materia medica 2:128) but also a variety of mint
(probably some cross between water mint and wild mint, cf. Dietrich 1988: II
391) as inMat. med. 3:41 (W II 541‒8)≡Ḥašāʔiš 3:39 برّيّ نماّم وهو سيسـنبریون، (P 63r 23 ‒
63v 3 | T 25823‒29). The formسيسـنبرmayhave become canonicised in the Islamicate
medical corpus through Ḥunayn’s translation of Galen, Simpl. med. VIII.xviii.20
Περὶ σισυμβρίου (K XII 1247‒11) ≡ Mufradah VIII.100 السسـنبر ذكر (E 133r 10‒12); but
the word was apparently already attested in pre-Islamic poetry (cf. Abū Ḥanifah
quoted in Ibn Ǧanāḥ, Talḫīṣ [645]).

šaǧaru uḏuni lfaʔr =mardaqūš Ther 1.3
It remains unclear to me whether the synonymy šaǧaru uḏuni lfaʔr = mardaqūš
is a genuine a gloss by the author (and therefore a true reflection of Andalusī
pharmacognostic lore) or rather was already included in his Vorlage. The variant
mardaqūš for marzanǧūš is not exclusive to the Andalusī dialect (in which mar-
daddūš is, at least at a later date, more characteristic, cf. Corriente, DAA 497b
*{mrddš});1 but cf. one instance of mardaqūš (against several of marzanǧūš) in
Alhāšimī,Maǧālis II (K 15212). It must be noted thatmarzanǧūš is regularly used
without any local gloss in Qayrawān.
In any case, if āḏānu lfaʔr (mostly in the plural) is the received loan-translation

of Persian marzān ǧoš ‘marjoram’ (Origanum majorana L.), it also is at the same
1 Alsoالمرددوش in the Qurṭubah Calendar 419 ≡maiorana in the Liber anoe 4112.
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time the equivalent of Greek μυὸς ὦτα in Ibn Ǧulǧul, Tafsīr 2:162 (G 442‒3 | D 719
| P 54v), which corresponds, however, to a phytonym left untranslated by Iṣṭifan
in Ḥašāʔiš 2:177 اوطا ميوس (P 54v 21 ‒ 55r 3 | T 23412‒21) ≡ Mat. med. 2:183 μυὸς ὦτα
(W I 2533‒12). This translation was nonetheless retrievable from في» اوطا ميوس ومعنى
الفارٔ“ ”اذٓان «الیونانيّ in Ḥaš 4:85 السيني (P 92r 16 | T 34211‒12) ≡ Mat. med. 4:86 ἀλσίνη
(W II 24610) and, moreover, Ḥunayn did translate Galen’s μυὸς ὦτα inMufradah
VII.118 الفارٔ اذٓان ذكر (E 125v 3‒4)≡ Simpl. med. VII.xii.27 Περὶ μυὸς ὠτός (K XII 807‒9).
This synonymy seems to be unknown to Ibn Ǧanāḥ, who deals separately with

āḏānu lfaʔr andmarza(n)ǧūš inTalḫīṣ: the former he identifieswithDioscorides’
μυὸς ὦτα and he affirms to have personally seen it several times (cf. Talḫīṣ [48] اذٓان
الفارٔ and [395] الزجاج ,(حشيشة the latter he equates to marjoram (cf. Talḫīṣ [55] ,انجرك
[386] الفيل ,حبق [536] ,مرزنجوش and [694] .(عنقز The identification of Dioscorides’
2:183 μυὸς ὦταwithmarjoram is criticised on a note at the bottom ofḤašāʔiš P 54v
به») وليس المرزنجوش، («ويجعلونه as based on their mere resemblance to each other.

šaǧaru ṯṯaʕlab ‘black nightshade’ (Solanum nigrum L.) Ther 11

There are four additional instances of the same phrase الثعلب» شجر(ة) «بماء in Ther
1.5.5, 1.7.1, 3.1.2, and 4.3.2 (for the most part within received recipes and with a fairly
equal distribution of the forms شجر / ,(شجرة whereas the allegedly non-basilectal
variantالثعلب عنب (paralleled by Syriac ܬ ܢܒ as in « ܬ ܢ̈ܒܝ ܕ «ܒ̈ܡܝܐ in the
parallel recipe in the Syriac Book of medicines 521) is completely absent from the
whole collection of Natāʔiǧ.
In the east الثعلب شجر is documented as early as Alḫalīl b. Aḥmad, ʕayn VIII

3771‒2 s.r. فني√ : كَالعِْنبَ» حَبٌّ لَهُ الثَّعْلبَ، شجََرَةُ ,«اَلفَْناَ: to which he adds that some scholars
would correct this expression: الثعلب“» ”عنب ولكنْ الثعلب“، ”شجرة یـُقال «لا (the syn-
onymy fanā = ʕinabu ṯṯaʕlabwas known in Andalus to Ibn Isḥāq according to Ibn
Ǧanāḥ, Talḫīṣ [749] الفنا ).
Cf. also الثعلب» شجر «ماء twice in Aṭṭabarī, Firdaws IV.vi.3|13 (Ṣ 2135, 2641), but

الثعلب» «عنب for the fruit in Firdaws IV.vi.4 (Ṣ 2249). Let it be noted that the same
ingredient الثعلب» شجرة «ماء enters a preparation against dandruff in Ibn Alǧazzār,
Zād I.5 (B‒K845|6),whereoneof themanuscripts transmits rather الثعلب» ;«عنب the
editors consider that this term “is not otherwise attested” but infer, correctly, from
the Latin and Hebrew translations (solatrum/שולטרי) that it may be a synonym of
الثعلب عنب (cf. B‒K85n. 121). The same extract orwater ismentioned in the formula
for Galen’s pill in Zād I.10 (B‒K 1201 | T 919‒10).
In Andalus this name appears to be onlymarginally attested (unlike the almost

universalالثعلب ,(عنب but cf. significantly an identical الثعلب» شجرة «ماء in Alhāšimī,
Maǧālis I.i.6 (K 233).
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ʕalqam ‘squirting cucumber’ (Ecballium elaterium (L.) A.Rich) Ther 1.1.2

This word is not to be found in the parallel excerpt transmitted by Zuhr, which
may reflect either simplification on the side of the Išbīlī physician or perhaps a
gloss ḥanḍ̱al = ʕalqam that a copyist of Natāʔiǧmay have misunderstood. This is
the only instance of the word علقم in Natāʔiǧ.
For the Andalusī identification with the squirting cucumber, cf. Ibn Ǧanāḥ,

Talḫīṣ [826] العلقم» هو الحمار «قثاّء and the additional synonymصاب in Talḫīṣ [802] that
he borrows from Abū Ḥanīfah (on which cf. Bos, Käs, Lübke, and Mensching
2020: 938‒939); also Azzahrāwī, Taṣrīf XXIX.i, where it is equated to جبليّ» «قثاّء (S
II 43710‒11).
On the other hand Ibn Ǧulǧul did not apparently include this synonym in his

explanation of Dioscorides’ σίκυς ἄγριος in Tafsīr 4:138 (G 887‒8 | D 16210), but Ibn
Ṣāliḥ 16211 did and at the bottom of the right margin of Ḥašāʔiš P 98v an early
gloss reads الحمار» بقثاّء المعروف وهو العلقم .«هو The word was also in use in the region
of Ṭulayṭulah as reflected repeatedly by Alhāšimī (cf.Maǧālis 7615, 828, 8917, 1043,
1515, 1091).
For the alternative and lesswidespread identificationofعقلم as colocynth, cf. علقم»

حنیفة أبي عن الحنظل، «هو in Azzahrāwī, Taṣrīf XXIX.i (S II 4341); also ʕumdah [3469]
علقم (B‒C‒T 40730‒4086); more references in Dietrich 1988: II 656 n. 2. Cf. also a
use of ʕalqam against tapeworms in Alhāšimī,Maǧālis I.i.28 (K 7615).

fayǧan ‘rue’ (Ruta graveolens L.) Ther 1.4

Inherited, perhaps, from the underlying Pseudo-Galenic source and also from Ibn
Māsawayh’s text.
Cf. السذاب» according«الفيجن: toAbūḤanīfahasquotedby IbnSamaǧūn,Ǧāmiʕ

سذاب20‒س (S IV 1219‒10). Perhaps more specifically wild rue برّي=) سذاب / البرّ (سذاب
if one is to believe the assertive observation by the anonymous compiler of the
Andalusī ʕumdah [3816] فيَْجَن that this plant name للبسـتانيّ» یقُال ولا برّيّ، سذاب هو
العرب عن سمُع هكذا — سذاب لكن «فيجن، (B‒C‒T 4508‒9); but in the east Albaṣrī had
identifiedفيجنwithdomestic rue الأهليّ») ,(«السذاب cf. Ibn Samaǧūn,Ǧāmiʕ IV 12315.
The name (diversely vocalised as fīǧan or fayǧan) is a borrowing from Syriac

ܝܓܢܐ (cf. Bar Bahlūl, Lexicon 154018‒20; Payne Smith, Thesaurus 3100; Brock-
elmann‒Sokoloff, Lexicon 1154a s.v. ܓܢܐ ), which in turn derives from Greek
πήγανον ‘rue’ (cf. also Persian پیغن in Vullers, LPLE I 400b). Some considered it
actually chaster Arabic than its more usual synonym saḏāb, which was seen as
an Arabicised Persian word (cf. Vullers, LPLE II 239b s.v.سُداب; for Pahlavi sudāb
‘rue’, cf. MacKenzie, CPD 78) with a more restricted meaning ‘garden rue’, as in
the aforementioned passage in ʕumdah and also in سذاب[4561] (B‒C‒T 52423‒24).
Nevertheless saḏāb (and substandard and dialectal sadāb) is the better docu-

mented equivalent of πήγανον, whether ἥμερον or ἄγριον, cf. Dioscorides,Ḥašāʔiš
3:43 السذاب وهو فيغانن، (P 63v 18 ‒ 64v 5 | T 2601‒26116) ≡ Mat. med. 3:45‒46 πήγα-
νον (W II 571‒6010); Galen,Mufradah VIII.47السذاب ذكر (E 129r 4‒9) ≡ Simpl. med.
VIII.xiv.18 Περὶ πηγάνου (K XII 10016‒1018).
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It was so in Andalus too, cf. IbnǦulǧul, Tafsīr 3:44 (G 508 | D 8613). Further ref-
erences to both names can be found in Dietrich 1988: II 395. Let it be noted that
فيجن is not registered by IbnǦanāḥ inTalḫīṣ despite devoting several entries to the
nomenclature of the varieties of rue (cf. [407] ,طفسـیا [640] جبليّ ,سذاب andmost par-
ticularly [1006] ;(تافسـیا and it further seems to have been unknown in Qayrawān.
In Natāʔiǧ a second instance of the same name is found in the recipe for a

stomachic likewise ascribed to Galen in Ther 1.5.5. That in our text it may refer
specifically to ‘wild rue’ can be inferred from the fact that the presence in the first
excerpt of المعصور» السذاب «ماء seems to imply a lexical distinction between the two
varieties. This phytonym فيجن is particularly well documented in the use of the
eleventh-century Ṭulayṭulī physicians Attaymī and Manṣūr as recorded by their
disciple Alhāšimī (cf.Maǧālis 469, 545|6, 644, 1204, 1542).

qasṭal ‘chestnut’ Ther 4.3.7.

The word features at variance with šāh bullūṭ in the exact same phrase in Ther
3.5. The parallel locus in Zuhr’s excerpt has šāh bullūṭ, which confirms that the
presence of this synonym reflects indeed authorial intervention.
It reappears in Pharm 4.22, not as ingredient but as a term of comparison for a

measure, in a recipe for the cumin-drug ascribed to Hippocrates.
For Andalusī qasṭal, cf. Pedro de Alcalá «castaño arbol caztálla castál» and

«castaña fruta caztálla caçtál» in Vocabulista arávigo 143b 18‒19 (= Corriente,
LAPA 166b *qsṭl), and also Corriente, DAA 427b *{qsṭl/n}.
To the references provided ad loc. in the critical apparatus add especially ʕum-

dah بلوّط[919] (B‒C‒T 738), and Bos, Käs, Lübke, and Mensching 2020: 814‒815.
It is worth noting that the use of the synonyms qasṭal / šāh bullūṭ is incon-

sistent across the putative reflections of ʕarīb b. Saʕīd’s Anwāʔ. For the month
of September, the text reads والبلوّط» «والقسطل in Anwāʔ 2408 (≡ Tafṣīl) and also
والقسطل» «والبلوّط («et glandes et castanee») in the Qurṭubah Calendar 919). But for
November one finds بلوّط» والشاه «والبلوّط in Anwāʔ 25914 against simply «البلوّط» in
Tafṣīl and the local synonym in والقسطل» «والبلوّط («et glandes et castanee») in the
Qurṭubah Calendar 1092‒3. On the other hand, Ibn ʕāṣim has qasṭal in both loci,
cf. Šuhūr 572, 6212.
The alternation -n / -l is an intra-Arabic phenomenon (further restricted to An-

dalus) and has no parallel in the Syriac tradition, in which only ܛܢܝܐ (from
Greek κάστανα or rather καστάνεια) is known (cf. Payne Smith, Thesaurus 3676;
Brockelmann‒Sokoloff, Lexicon 1387b).

qaṭaf ‘garden orach’ (Atriplex hortensis L.) Ther 3.6.1 Ⓡ

Itwas rather theArabicisedname sarmaq (fromPersian sarmaǧ / sarmak, cf. Vullers,
LPLE II 286a) that featured in the received translation of Dioscorides, Materia
medica 2:119 ἀνδράφαξυς (W I 19214‒18) ≡ Ḥašāʔiš 2:113 السرمق وهو اندرافقسس، (P 45r
16‒18 | T 1936‒10), whereas the synonym qaṭaf was introduced by Ḥunayn in Simpl.
med.VI.i.73Περὶ ἀτραφάξιος (KXI 8431‒15)≡MufradahVI.72القَطف ذكر (E 101r 12‒20).
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Our word is not recorded, however, by Ibn Ǧulǧul in Tafsīr 2:101 (G 3611‒12 | D
534), where rather albaqlu rrūmī is given as the local name for the plant; but Ibn
Ǧanāḥ uses it in the explanation of several synonyms in Talḫīṣ [124] «albaqlatu
ḏḏahabiyyatuhiyabaqlu rrūm,wahiya lqaṭaf »and [636] «assarmaquhuwa lqaṭaf »
fromAlɂisrāɂīlī and AbūḤanīfah (references provided in Bos, Käs, Lübke, and
Mensching 2020: 793).

qulb ‘Indian mug bean’ / ‘common gromwell’? Ther 3.6.1 Ⓡ
Were plant names to be considered prima facie an authentic reflection of the
author’s botanical knowledge or of autochthonous jargon, qulb could be identi-
fied quite straightforwardly with common gromwell (Lithospermum officinale L.,
also known as ‘stoneseed’), whichwas attributed a powerful litholytic and diuretic
virtue since Antiquity. This was indeed the identification established in Andalus
by Ibn Ǧulǧul, who notes down qulb as the equivalent of Dioscorides’ λιθό-
σπερμον in Tafsīr 3:132 (G 638‒10 | D 1162‒3 | P 78r), while Iṣṭifan had left the latter
untranslated in Ḥašāʔiš 3:138 لیثسفرمن (P 78r 11‒16 | T 30123‒3024) ≡Mat. med. 3:141
λιθόσπερμον (W II 15015‒15110).
Ibn Ǧulǧul knew also a Latin name for this plant: saxifraga, which he inter-

preted correctly as مُشطّیه» أو الحجر .«كاسر Further references for this synonym in
Dietrich 1988: II 497. The equivalence of λιθόσπερμον and Arabic qulb was not,
however, an Andalusī innovation, for this name features already in the passages
that Arrāzī quotes from Dioscorides الحصى») یفتّ القلب ,(«حبّ Paul of Aegina
الحصى») یفتّ ,(«القلب and Rufus الحصى») یفتّ ,(«القلب cf. Alḥāwī X.4 (H X 13519, 12820,
14912‒13).
Now, considering that the recipe has an unmistakable eastern origin and that

qulb is explicitly qualified in the text as “Indian”, it ismuchmore likely that it refers
here towhat precisely IbnMāsawayh (the author of theunderlying text) describes
as “a greyish Indian seed that resembles linseed, only that it is larger than it” and
which Ṯābit b. Qurrah equated to māš hindī ‘Indian mug bean’ (Vigna radiata
(L.) R.Wilczek). Both identifications arenoteddown ina combinedpassagebyAr-
rāzī, Alḥāwī XXII 542‒4, which is echoed in Andalus by Ibn Samaǧūn, Ǧāmiʕ 3‒ق
قلب (S IV 1715|18‒19), where the first passage is actually ascribed to Ibn Māssah Al-
baṣrī; also Ibn Ǧanāḥ, Talḫīṣ ;قلب[824] and ʕumdah قلب[4239] (B‒C‒T 48426‒27),
where Ibn Māsawayh’s passage reads “smaller” rather than “larger”. Probably a
similar identification may be assumed for Ibn Sarābiyūn too in view of his ex-
plicit reference to بالقلب» المعروف الهنديّ «الدواء in Arrāzī, Alḥāwī X.4 (H X 1518).
Incidentally, we have an invaluable piece of information on the actual avail-

ability of this eastern item in Andalus: in the 11th c. seeds of mung bean (māš)
were imported from the east by Ibn Ḥasday and planted with success in one of
Ibn Šuhayd’s private gardens, but they were not to be found anywhere else in
Qurṭubah according to Ibn Ǧanāḥ, Talḫīṣ [545]. This begs the question, of course,
of how practicable (or rather impracticable)many of the received recipes actually
were. For the identification of the species involved in this synonymy and further
references on this transmission, cf. Bos, Käs, Lübke, and Mensching 2020: 718,
962.
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qinnāriyah ‘thistle; artichoke’ Nat IV Troph 2.12

For qinnāriyah, cf. the following sources in chronological order, Ibn Alǧazzār
in Buġyah القناّریة» ,«الكنكر: apud Ibn Samaǧūn, Ǧāmiʕ 45‒ك كنكر (S II 15814‒15). Ibn
Ǧulǧul registers قناّریةّ as the popular name of ἄκανθος in Tafsīr 3:17 (G 471‒3 | D
7810‒11) and he gives the same identification and a detailed description in some
other text echoed in Ibn Samaǧūn, Ǧāmiʕ II 1575‒11).
Ibn Samaǧūn himself affirms و”أقنثس“» باللطینيةّ ”القناّریة“ يسُمّى الحرشف من صنف الكنكر

,«بالیونانیّة with no ascription, in Ǧāmiʕ II 15712; Ibn Ǧanāḥ reports the same equa-
tion from both Ibn Ǧulǧul and Ibn Alǧazzār’s Buġyah in Talḫīṣ [461], while he
remarks الحرشف» يجُانس وهو ”القناّریة“، بلدنا في له یقُال الّذي هو الكنجر «أنّ in Uṣūl s.r. √ʕrʕr
(N 5583‒4) and again الحرشف» من ضرب وهو عندنا، ”القناّریة“ یقُال الّذي هو «والكنجر in Uṣūl
s.r. √drdr (N 16813‒14), the latter locus is not identified in Bos, Käs, Lübke, and
Mensching 2020: 635.
Ibn Zuhr glosses قناّریةّ as “garden artichoke” بسـتانيّ») («خرشف in Aġḏiyah VIII.20

(G 634‒6); the same name is given as the synonym “amongst the people” of the
garden artichoke that known by physicians as كنكر in ʕumdah حرشف[1631] (B‒C‒T
15631‒32).
For laṣīf (also laṣaf ), cf. especially ʕumdah [1631], where this variety of arti-

choke (حرشف) is described in all detail and is identified as the wild qinnāriyah, yet
a smaller species of laṣīf is mentioned that matches perfectly the chromatic de-
scription provided in Natāʔiǧ and which was called šibiyā ‘cuttlefish’ because of
the whiteness of its leaves (B‒C‒T 15719‒29); cf. also Andalusī laṣaf as a synonym
for the wild artichoke برّي) (حرشف corresponding to Dioscorides’ σκόλυμος in Ibn
Albayṭār, Tafsīr 3:14 (B 2152‒3), which aligns with identification of المعروف» الحرشف
«باللصیف as σκόλυμος supported by Ibn Ṣāliḥ 7719‒20.
As to the etymology of qinnāriyah, the eastern (and ultimately Greek) connec-

tion proposed by Corriente (going back to κινάρα / κυνάρα)1 can be supported
by Syriac sources2 and also by several loci in Arrāzī’s synoptical tables in Alḥāwī
that transmit an equation قنارى = whichكنكر seems to have been ignored so far.3

1 Cf. Corriente 2001: 178‒179; a derivation fromLatin cinara is dismissed andCorriente’s pro-
posal is approvingly mentioned, yet without further discussion, in Bos, Käs, Lübke, and Men-
sching 2020: 634. On a side note, despite the conventional vocalisation qannāriyah prevalent
in secondary literature, there is little (if any) grounds to decide between etymological qin- and
qan-. In fact, Corriente’s hypothesis of an early pseudoetymological derivation from canna
‘reed’ (which seems to be the reason for choosing qan- over qin-) does not seem to find much
support either in the extant documentation.

2 Cf.ܢܐܪܘܣ glossed asحرشف by Bar Sarošway in Bar Bahlūl, Lexicon 18039‒10, and alsoܝܢܐܪܐ
as a thistle that Persians called «كناروس» and theGreek in turn «قينارا» (whichAlmarwazīwould
have further glossed as («كنجر» in Lexicon 17753‒6.

3 Cf. particularly كنكر» :! «قرادا in Alḥāwī XXII 317b 8, which is better transmitted in an explicit
quote القناّریة» «الكنكر: in Ibn Samaǧūn, Ǧāmiʕ 45‒ك كنكر (S II 15813‒14). Further evidence for this
synonymy can be found in وأغلظه» كبره أ الحرشف، من نوع وهو كولة، مأ شوكة «كناروس؟: in Alḥāwī XXII
147a 9‒12, for which the manuscripts read «كناروس» / س» («كناره and quite certainly also in the
equation ”كىاروس“» الفرس تسُمّيها التيّ الشوكة :! «قسارا in Alḥāwī XXII 317b 2‒3, which must share



450 Locality

kabbār ‘caper [tree/fruit]’ (Capparis spinosa L.)
As shown in Chapter 6, all three main names of the caper are present in the book.
Cf. Corriente, DAA 453b *{kpr}, where some contamination with Latin cap-

paris is postulated in order to explain such Andalusī forms with -p- as capár and
mucappár. TheArabic form كَبّار is explicitlymarked as vulgar by IbnǦanāḥ, Talḫīṣ
أصف[20] and it is absent, indeed, frommostAndalusī texts in themedico-pharmacognostic
tradition, which makes its appearance here all the more significant. It is simply
listed alongside كلَنَْكاَر / كلنبكار and قباّر as a synonym of كبر in ʕumdah [2419] (B‒C‒T
25719).
The same form kabbār is documented also for Maġribī Arabic in Lerchundi,

VEADM 46a s.v. alcaparra, but it appears to have been unknown in Qayrawān.
On a side note, for κάππαρις the Syriac tradition favoured a form ܳ ܰ with q-

(cf. Bar Bahlūl, Lexicon 182422‒18252; Payne Smith, Thesaurus 3698; Brockel-
mann‒Sokoloff, Lexicon 1395b).

kundur = lūbān ‘frankincense’ Ther 2.2
Both words were apparently used by Ibn Māsawayh judging from Zuhr’s paral-
lel excerpts: kundur features five times in Ther (once specified as ‘white frankin-
cense’), and lubān / lubān is also found five times (plus one instance of ḥ ḫaṣā
llūbān, for which see the corresponding entry above). Both synonyms are also
mentioned in other sections of the book. It is uncertain, therefore, whether the
gloss was introduced by Alɂilbīrī or not.
For the same gloss in theAndalusī tradition, cf. اللبان» هو «كُنْدُر: in ʕumdah [2417]

(B‒C‒T 25717). The two names are collocated already by Ibn Ǧulǧul as the equiv-
alents of Dioscorides’ λίβανος in Tafsīr 1:29 الكندر» وهو اللوبان، «وهو (G 1410 | D 1914),
cf.Materia medica 1:68 (W I 6115)≡ Ḥašāʔiš 1:59 الكندر وهو لیبانس، (P 16r 13 | T 6413).
With regard to lubān, a Semitic etymology is generally accepted for λίβανος, as

suggestedbySyriacܐ ܠܒܘܢ (cf. PayneSmith,Thesaurus 1885; Brockelmann‒Sokoloff,
Lexicon 667b) and Hebrew נָה ,לְב perhaps on account of its whiteness.
For kundur, in turn, a Persian or alternatively an Indian origin have been pro-

posed (the latter would be related to Sanskrit कु kunduru), cf. Dietrich 1988:
II 113; Bos, Käs, Lübke, and Mensching 2020: 441. Yet Vullers suggests Greek
χόνδρος in LPLE II 895b.
On a side note, a pronunciation with a diphthong (ie lawbán) seems to be at-

tested for Andalusī Arabic, cf. late Ġarnāṭī «encienso macho laubǐn dacár» in Vo-
cabulista arávigo 233a 37 (= Corriente, LAPA 187a *lwbn) and further documen-
tation in Corriente, DAA 476a *{lbn} i.

an origin (perhaps Ḥunayn’s multilingual glossary) with the previously quoted entry in Bar
Bahlūl’s Lexicon 17753‒6.
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maḥār ‘shells’ Ther 4.3.4.
As a derivative from the lexematic root √ḥwr maḥārah (pluralmaḥāwir ormaḥār)
refers, apparently because of its whiteness, to a shell or a shell-like bony item
(«aṣṣadafatuawnaḥwuhāmina lʕuḍ̱m»), cf. IbnManḍ̱ūr,Lisān IV 222a 18‒19 s.r. .حور√
Already Alɂaṣmaʕī had equatedmaḥārah to ṣadafah; and Allayṯ would have re-
lated this word to an actually non-existing root √mḥr while giving a similar defi-
nition «dābbatun fī ṣṣadafayn» (cf. Lisān V 160a 25 ‒ 160b 6).
Theword is fairlywell documented in thewest (cf.Dozy,SDA I 334b s.r. ;حور√ for

Andalus, Corriente,DAA 143a *{ḥwr}) but it is virtually absent from themedical
corpus, where ṣadaf is the regular name of shells. I have noted one single men-
tion of maḥār as an ingredient of a medical preparation in Andalus, in the con-
text of the treatment of a wound on a patient’s penis: «ṯumma tuḥmalu baʕdahu
lʔaqāqiyā awi lwardu lmasḥūqu awi lmaḥāru lmuḥraq» in Alhāšimī,Maǧālis I.i.37
(K 9220‒21). As a term of comparison for the appearance of whitened camphor it
features also in ʕumdah [2508] «fatuṣnaʕu minhu šibhu ṣafāʔiḥa wašibhu lfulūsi
wašibhu lmaḥār» (B‒C‒T 26326‒29).
Incidentally, there is aphilological crux thatmay involve thisword in IbnǦanāḥ,

Talḫīṣ [596], where the editors interpret the lemma as «محارّ» (which they admit
that is not recordedanywhere s.r. √.hrr) and translate it interrogatively as ‘inflam-
mation/burn’, giving priority to the reading transmitted by Azzahrāwī in Taṣrīf
XXIX.ii (S II 44627). It would be possible, however, to retain the original reading
الختم» هو «محار of the manuscript and to understand ḫatam in its meaning ‘orna-
ments’ (= ,(الحلي which would certainly suit the interpretation ofmaḥār as ‘shells’
(cf. this synonymy in Ibn Manḍ̱ūr, Lisān XII 163a 23 ‒ 164a 22 s.r. ختم√ with a
lengthy digression on pre- and proto-Islamic ornaments).

maywīzaǧ=ḥabburraʔs ‘stavesacre, lice-bane’ (StaphisagriamacrospermaSpach,
formerly Delphinium staphisagria L.) Ther 1.5.3
This glossmay not be particularly significant as a geolectalmarker since this name
is also documented inQayrawān and apparently even further east in the early cor-
pus of Syro-Arabic and Graeco-Arabic translations.
Arabicالرأس حبّ forGreekσταφὶς ἀγρία ismarkedas local («عندنا») in IbnǦulǧul,

Tafsīr 4:139 (G 889‒11 | D 16215), where it is added to الجبل زبيب and ميويزج with which
Iṣṭifan had translated the corresponding entry inḤašāʔiš 4:146 (P 99v 12 | T 3582)
≡ Mat. med. 4:152 (W II 29616). However, according to Ibn Samaǧūn, Ǧāmiʕ 59‒ح
الرأس حبّ (S I 24118) and Ibn Ǧanāḥ, Talḫīṣ [332|537] the equation maywīzaǧ =
ḥabbu rraʔs had already been established by (the Arabic translation of) Galen
(Ibn Ǧanāḥ even locates the locus in Per gen., whichmust correspond to the only
mention of σταφὶς ἀγρία there, cf. K XIII 8095) and also by Ahrun. A triple syn-
onymy involving all these nameswas noted down inQayrawān by Ibn ʕimrān and
it was known also inAndalus to IbnAlhayṯamand Ibn ʕabdūn (cf. Ibn Samaǧūn,
Ǧāmiʕ I 2421‒3).
In any case, this synonym must be considered the main Andalusī denomina-

tion of stavesacre judging from the Iberian Romance reflections of ḥabb arrás (eg
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Catalan fabarràs or Castilian and Portuguese abarraz, for which cf. Corriente,
DAAL 73a s.v. abarraz; also Corriente‒Pereira‒Vicente, DEIR 5 s.v.).
For theMiddlePersian etymologyofmaywīzaǧ (< *mēwīzag), cf. Dietrich 1988:

II 657 n. 4; Corriente, DAA 518 *{mywzj}; also Vullers, LPLE II 1234 مَويز ‘uvae
passae’ and مَويزَك ‘bacca quaedam nigra’.

nāranǧ ‘bitter orange’ (Citrus × aurantium L.) Ther 3.4.2 Ⓡ
Like several other members of the citrus gropu, the fruit of this cultivated cross
is one of the many items that the Islamicate tradition did not inherit from Greek
sources (neither Dioscorides nor Galenmention it). In Andalus it is accordingly
described by Ibn Ǧulǧul in his supplement to Materia medica, cf. Ṯāminah [26]
(G 149‒11), where it shares an entry with the lemon ,(ليمون) both being considered
Indian species of citrus (utruǧǧ) .
The sowing of seeds of citrus (utruǧǧ) and of bitter orange (nāranǧ) is placed in

themonthofApril by ʕarībb. Saʕīd inAnwāʔ 1898, but only citrus ismentioned (in
a quite different context) in theQurṭubah Calendar 496. The latter text is identical
to Ibn Fāris, Anwāʔ [9] (F 1661), whereas Tafṣīl omits both trees altogether.
It is also classified as one of the several varieties of citrus (utruǧǧ) in ʕumdah

[545] أتْرُج (B‒C‒T 3732‒384), and a synonym ‘the adulterers’ apple’ الزواني) (تفاّح is
provided in ʕumdah [1068] (B‒C‒T 10228). Besides, bitter orange peels are listed
amongst themedicinal items (حشائش) that avail against pleurisy in ʕumdah [5080]
بنُتْهَ يرَْبهَ (B‒C‒T 58117).
For the identification of the species, cf. Dietrich 1988: II 548 n. 10 and the ref-

erences provided there. As for the Persian etymology (or rather mediation) of the
word, cf. Vullers, LPLE II 1274b s.v.نارَنݣ ‘pomum s. malum aurantium’, where he
further points towards Sanskrit नार nāraṅga ‘orange tree’ (for which cf. Monier-
Williams, SED 537b).

Realia

banānīs (P 3v 5, plural) ‘a kind of vessel’ (according to the text, it must be glassed
(muzaǧǧaǧ) in order to store robs).
The first modern mentions of the word are made quite contemporaneously by
Dozy, SDD I 118a s.v. (with a single reference to the Vocabulista in Arabigo), and by
Simonet 1888: 433, who finds it in the manuscript materials on Moroccan Arabic
by Lerchundi: “pennís ‘cantarito de barro de esta figura’ [followed by a stylised
drawing of its form]”, which would be published as Lerchundi, VEADM 168 s.v.
cantarito redondo de barro.
For theAndalusī dialect bundle, cf. Corriente,DAA67 *{bns} ‘a kindof pitcher

or basket’, for which he documents two different vocalisations of the singular as
binnīs andbannīs, aswell as twoplurals:banānīs andbanānis. Theproverb recorded
by the thirteenth-century paroemiographer Azzaǧǧālī in Amṯāl [6] يح،» الرِّ هَبَتِ إذا
تدَْخُل «فالبَنانِيس (B II 3) is complemented by an extremely informative footnote by
the editor of the collection, Bencherifa, who finds two attestations of the word



Chapter 9 In search of a context 453

dating from the 10th c. and further documents several different meanings (partic-
ularly ‘inkwell’ amongst later Maġribī authors).
This is certainly the sameword that the copyist of the anonymous Ṯamrah con-

sistently spells as .«تنيّس» It is often unqualified (P 24v 1|7|17, 25r 7|9|11|18), but it is
also said to have a neck and a mouth. There is a specific epigraph on the use of
this vessel for distillation التصعید») «تنيّس P 78r 6 ‒ 78v 18) in which it is compared to
a ‘bottle’ (qārūrah), and even a most pertinent reference to المزجّج» «التنيّس is found
in P 78r 7.
Simonet suggests an etymological connection to the same word that surfaces

as Late Latin benna. This is recorded by Du Cange, GMIL s.v. benna2 from Himc-
mar of Rheims’ Vita Remigii episcopi Remensis (written in 877‒878): «et accepit
cervisam in vasculis, prout potuit; quae omnia in vase quod vulgo benna dicitur col-
locavit» (Krusch 1896: 32212‒14). From a document dated 1493 a further attestation
is provided by DuCange: «Dedecembiscornutis seu Bennis debent unambiscornu-
tam seu Bennam pro decima», to which he appends that “Hic Benna sumitur pro
vase quo vindemiæ colliguntur et feruntur racemi”.
The Latin word has been sometimes identified as the same Gaulish borrowing

benna ‘a two-wheeled cart with a body of basket work’ and which is ultimately
related to the word that evolved into English bin ‘chest, basket’ (cf. Klein, CEDEL
173b s.v.).

laḫšiyah (P *17v 12) ‘lye’
It is recorded in the form laġšiyah by Dozy, SDA II 538a s.v.; and also by Simonet
1888: 355‒356. The two forms are registered in turn by Corriente,DAA 478 *{lxš}
and 482 *{lḡš}. Cf. further «colar paños naâmél lexǐa», «colada de paños leḳxǐa»,
and «lexía leḳxǐa laḳáxi» (with anArabic plural!) inVocabulista arávigo 123 17, 148b
12, and 292b 16, respectively (= LAPA 184a‒184b *lxš).
To the references to the preparation of raisinswith lye in agronomical literature

indicatedbyDozy (namely IbnLuyūnand IbnAlʕawwām Filāḥah II 66711‒12), add
الصابون» «أغشـیة in Alhāšimī,Maǧālis I.i.50 (K 1122) and an additional reference to
«أغشـیة» inMaǧālis I.ii.52 (K 11310), with reanalysis of /l-/ as the Arabic article.
The term is attested also in Moroccan Arabic by Lerchundi, VEADM 468 s.v.

lejíabut I cannot any findotherdocumentation for its contemporaryuse inMaġribī
Arabic.
It is a borrowing from some descendant of Late Latin *lixiva (*/lakšia/), ulti-

mately from lĭx. For a summary overview of the evolution (through an adjective
lixīvus, then lixīvĭus) from Latin to Romance forms, cf. vonWartenburg, FEW V
384‒386 s.v. lixīvĭus.
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9.4 The question of chronology and the sources of Natāʔiǧ

Letme begin by establishing the positive chronological limits of the discussion.
On the one hand, there is an absolute terminus ante quem provided by the date
of the copy of the core text of Natāʔiǧ in the year 1174 according to the Dam-
ascus manuscript. If the date recorded in that colophon corresponded to the
actual compilation of the book, its author would be a rough contemporary of
Ibn Zuhr. An approximative terminus post quem is to be assumed, on the other
hand, from the presence of Arrāzī (d. 925)1 amongst the explicit (albeit indi-
rect) sources both in Nat III and in Nat V. To be clear, there is no definitive evi-
dence to pull the limit date of the composition much earlier that 1174,2 whereas
the actual terminus post quemwould bemarked rather by the date of the arrival
of texts by Arrāzī (more precisely his dispensatory and his monograph on the
specific properties) in Andalus. As shown above, there is a possibility that some
of those texts were available in the region as early as the 920s and it is a fact that
at least his Aqrābāḏīn was consulted by Saʕīd b. ʕabdirabbih somewhen dur-
ing the second third of the 10th c. and hisḪawāṣṣwas likewise elaborated upon
at the latest by Ibn Alhayṯam in the last third of the same century. Everything
beyond that is interpretive and relies on inferential evidence, but accumulation
of evidence confers greater plausibility to some hypotheses (in this case, to an
earlier chronology) over others.
What might be called a ‘typological argument’ is, no doubt, the weakest in

terms of absolute probative value but also, I would argue, one of the strongest
at a non-factual level. The strong impression of archaism made by the text (by
all its sections indeed) is hard to deny, as is its overall resemblance to Firdaws
and to theHārūniyyah or the Tuḥfatu lʔaṭṭibāʔ, which is strengthened by its dis-
similarity from any other text, Andalusī or otherwise, known to me. Now, this
has traditionally been enough grounds onwhich to build full-blown hypotheses
about far more consequential texts than Natāʔiǧ, and generation upon genera-
tion of academic work on the Graeco-Roman tradition shows that even such an
etherial concept as ‘style’ can be a legitimate instrument to hermeneutics and
text criticism.

1 Cf. Kahl 2015: 2, with reference to alternative and less probable dates for Arrāzī’s demise.
2 Let it be recalled here that neither P nor D are autographs and that they both certainly derive
from different Vorlages that were not authorial copies either. If the title of D, which like P in-
cludes a raḥmalah, is contemporary to the copy, then the author had already passed away some
time before 1174. Since the raḥmalahwas probably inherited from the Vorlage, this lapse of time
might be elongated, but there is no evidence whatsoever on which to speculate in this regard.
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In the preceding chapters (and also immediately above when discussing the
locale of the text) I have once and again alluded to some apparently primitive
features: a combination of vaguely natural philosophical (but remarkably not
formal philosophical) discourse with rudimentary medical theory, a strong de-
pendence from pseudepigraphic works, pre-standard terminology. I have also
been quite emphatic thatmany of these traitsmust be attributed to the author’s
sources and need not be reflective of the actual temporal context of the book.
The essentially tralatitious nature of learned medicine (particularly in its liter-
ary manifestations) precludes any certainty in this regard. What looks archaic
maywell be only secondarily so (by inheritance) and itmight even be purposely
archaicising (by conscious imitation). The analysis of ‘style’ (as a blanket term
for terminology, phraseology, and even noetic approach) is no doubt enticing—
and I, for one, have devoted to it much time and energy, with no regrets—but
its conclusions are hard to substantiate and especially to translate into concrete
data. In the particular case of Natāʔiǧ, I have already expressed my reluctance
to accept the utility of style by itself as chronological indicator.
The same applies large and by to typology, which has great descriptive power

but the possible conclusions drawn from it can be easily rebutted, like those
derived from style, by the conservativeness of the written tradition. Fossilisa-
tion and a widespread tendency to fossil collection are formidable enemies to
chronological research. Let me put one illustrative example of the uncertainty
of the conclusions drawn automatically from typological and stylistic analysis.
Only a few lines before I have alluded to the strong and highly suggestive resem-
blance in contents and in overall ‘look’ shown by Firdaws, the Hārūniyyah, and
Natāʔiǧ. I could insist further in the apparently archaic nature of the terminol-
ogy found even in Nat II.1, for which no particular source could be pinpointed.
And yet an absolutelymarginal work compiled at the very end of the 18th c. by a
Maġribīmystic sharesmost of the typological and a great deal of the phraseolog-
ical and terminological archaic features of those three texts (it even inherits the
old turāb and turābī for the earthy element). As a matter of fact, Leclerc’s de-
scription of thisḎahābu lkusūf wanafyu ḍ̱ḍ̱ulumāt by Ibn ʕazzūz Almarrākušī
(d. 1789) might as well have been a catalogue entry for Natāʔiǧ:1

1 Leclerc 1876: II 307. A copy of the text, made apparently by Leclerc himself, is held in Paris,
BnF ms Arabe 6469 and is available online. For Ibn ʕazzūz, “a cobbler of Marrakesh to whom
thaumaturgic gifts were attributed and who died in odour of sanctity”, cf. further the unsigned
entry “Sīdī Ballā” in the Encyclopaedia of Islam XII 124b, which must be corrected (I have no
access to the newer edition and thesemistakesmayhave been already amended): the reference
to Leclerc’s La chirurgie d’Abulcasis and the ascription to Ibn ʕazzūz ofKašfu rrumūz are both
wrong. The text of Ḏahāb is extremely interesting (not least because of the local notes added
by its author) and would deserve an edition and a study.
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C’est un résumé qui donne cependant une large place aux question théo-
riques. Il présenteunedispositionbizarre.Après les généralités, de l’histoire
naturelle, l’hygièneet la pathologie, nous trouvonsun traitédespropriétés
des animaux puis la monographie des affections oculaires très détaillée.

The striking parallelism could be pushed even a little further, because Ibn
ʕazzūz’s ophthalmological section appears to reproduce extensively Ibn ʕalī’s
Taḏkirah, just like Nat II.2 is essentially an extensive excerpt from Ibn Mās-
awayh’s Nuǧḥ. The existence of such late texts (which, by the way, would make
for an enjoyable object of study) challenges the absolute validity of style-based
textochronology.
There is one fundamental difference, however, between Ḏahābu lkusūf and

other similar texts on the one hand and Firdaws and also Natāʔiǧ on the other:
the sources. All these texts share a heavy and unconcealed (actually rather ex-
hibited) dependence from Aristotle and Galen, to which Aṭṭabarī and Ar-
rāzī are added in the case ofNatāʔiǧ andḎahāb; but only the latter (and latest)
text mentions also Ibn Sīnā and Alɂanṭākī. This is, needless to say, a necessary
consequence of the chronology of the texts involved, and that its precisely my
point here: dependence on old sources is not by itself probative enough, but
when combined with independence from (or unrelatedness t0) later sources it
can be quite compelling.

The contribution of source criticism: positive sources
As seen in Chapters 4‒8, cognates and parallels for the contents ofNatāʔiǧ clus-
ter all in Andalus around the second half of the 10th c. The journey from the
preview of Nat I to this chapter has been long and a recapitulation may be in
order.
Traditionistic reports aside (by their very definition their testimony cannot

be adduced here), two of the most arguable sources for Nat II.1 are Alkindī’s
Tawḥīd (= Ūlā) and the Iḫwān’s Rasāʔil. In the case of the former, the author
had access, either directly or indirectly, to themore complete text reflected also
by Ibn ʕabdirabbih in his ʕiqd. The use of such philosophical sources in an An-
dalusī context, as well as the overall unsophisticatedness of the discourse, I am
presently inclined to describe as remarkably early and quite probably pre-Ṭayfī.1
Then, IbnMāsawayh’sNuǧḥ is a curiousmanual to choose for one’s own ther-

apeutic section. Its apparent availability in late-tenth-century Qayrawān and
the appreciation shown to it by Ibn Alǧazzārmay not be entirely insignificant
here. It can be argued, of course, that Zuhr made the same choice in the first
1 As I have stated inChapter 5, I can claimno competence in the history of philosophy inAndalus
and the above observation is liable to correction.
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third of the 12th c. (which, incidentally, is not far removed from the terminus
ante quem of our compilation), but the case of the Išbīlī physician is quite dif-
ferent. He basically prepares a sort of “abridged edition with commentary” in
which acknowledging his source is instrumental to his purpose, although with
an ambiguous attitude between enthusiastic (and certainly interested) agree-
ment and silent appropriation.
To Nat III a whole part of this dissertation is devoted and the reader shall

find there much digression and hopefully also some useful information. Suf-
fice it to mention here that the section is a subset (by selection) of a no-longer
extant medicine-centred top-to-toe Ḫawāṣṣ treatise (= αḪawāṣṣ) that was also
exploited in the exact same way by Ibn Alhayṯam for his Iktifāʔ. The parent
compilationmust be dated some years after the divulgation of Arrāzī’sḪawāṣṣ
(which is one of its main sources) and necessarily before the demise of Ibn
Alhayṯam, who passed away during Ibn Ǧulǧul’s floruit towards the end of
the 10th c. It must be considered, thus, roughly contemporary to Ibn Alǧaz-
zār’s own “extended edition” of Ḫawāṣṣ. According to an alternative hypothe-
sis, it is Iktifāʔ that provided the architecture and the building blocks forNat III,
and in that scenario the terminus post quem for would be 978‒1002 (Ibn Al-
hayṯam dedicates the book to Almanṣūr and refers to him as ḥāǧib). Once
again, Natāʔiǧ could still be two centuries younger and passages from Iktifāʔ
were still available to Ibn Albayṭār in the 13th c.
Many of the pieces brought together in Nat IV are apparently old and some

may be genuinely so, but dietetic literature is a remarkably conservative genre
and ultimate dependence from ninth-century sources (Māsarǧawayh and Ibn
Māsawayh, for instance) is probably greater than anywhere else. That some
fragments are transmitted in essentially the same form by late Andalusī authors
such as Ibn Ḫalṣūn and Arrundī should however inspire caution. However,
one segment stands out from that section: themonthly calendar for which I can
find one single parallel (in this case certainly a precedent) in the Islamicate tra-
dition. Once again this apparent borrowing is paralleled by Ibn ʕabdirabbih’s
ʕiqd, which at first glance might suggest a mediation (and that in itself would
be noteworthy, for a belletristic anthology is a most unlikely source of medi-
cal knowledge for a physician to exploit) but in both cases such a mediation is
rather implausible (not to say impossible). From Alkindī our author borrows
(perhaps at second hand) passages that are not included in the ʕiqd, while the
differences in wording between the two extant calendars point clearly to a dif-
ferent path of transmission. In any case, there is a new link to tenth-century
Qayrawān to be noted here.
Finally, there can be no doubt that the closest and most significant relation-
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ship obtains between Alɂilbīrī’s collection of recipes and Ibn ʕabdirabbih’s
Dukkān. In extent and in quality (ie formal identicality) this resemblance can
only be compared to the one that obtains between Nat III and Ibn Alhayṯam’s
Iktifāʔ. Affinity is noticeably lower with regard to Azzahrāwī’s Taṣrīf, and this is
all the more relevant given that on strictly statistical grounds the probability of
a coincidencewith themassive pharmacopoeia of the caliph’s physician should
be expected to be higher thanwith themuchmore limited (but still impressive)
dispensatory compiled by the poet’s nephew.
I should insist, for the last time, that the significance of this affinities is en-

hanced by a radical dissimilarity from all other co-generic texts in the Andalusī
tradition. In the case of Nat V no such level of cognacy is shown by any of the
recipe collections (either independent Aqrābāḏīn or chapters within a larger
treatise) in the later local production. A likely ridge or watershed emerges (for
which historical political causes could be easily pinpointed) that seems to sep-
arate these three pharmacopoeias from all subsequent representatives of the
genre, and once again anunmistakable (but as yet undefined) thread links these
three Andalusī text to the Qayrawānī school represented by Ibn ʕimrān (whose
name is explicitly mentioned by all three authors) and by Ibn Alǧazzār. The
absence of any reference to the latter in Ibn ʕabdirabbih’s Dukkān can be ex-
plained by their respective chronologies, while in the case ofNatāʔiǧ itmight be
indicative of an Andalusī mediation (perhaps through Dukkān itself) that con-
trasts with Azzahrāwī’s direct and intensive use of Zād (and alsoMaʕidah and
Buġyah) as a source for recipes. Even in that case, not all the Qayrawānī mate-
rials collected by Alɂilbīrī for Nat V were available in Dukkān, which certainly
poses a problem with no easy solution.

The hazardous hermeneutics of silence

The five recipes for medicinal powders that Alɂilbīrī copies in Pharm 1 cannot
possible stem fromDukkān but have an exactmatch, both in text and in sequen-
tial order, in Ibn Alǧazzār’s Zād. There is not doubt that the most straightfor-
ward explanation for this coincidence is to assume a borrowing, which in this
case can only have obtained in one direction. And yet I have already voiced my
doubts about the correctness of this assumption. My reluctance does not obey
either to sheer stubbornness or to some invested interest (I am not trying to
prove that “my author” is older than anyone else) but to the fact that the impli-
cations of such a borrowing are not easy to reconcile with other evidence pro-
vided byNatāʔiǧ.1 That evidence is the absence of any arguably borrowing from
1 In the particular case of Zād the unreliability of the only available edition of the corresponding
part of the book adds tomy hesitation. Themultilingual critical edition painstakingly prepared
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Zād in the remaining sections of the book and the discussion touches precisely
upon the complex matter of the interpretation of the absence of evidence.
To simplify the matter: although we cannot hope to know why compilers se-

lected such and such recipe or such prescription instead of the one next to it,
we can nevertheless make some educated guesses on compilatory techniques
on the basis of common sense and plausibility. Now, even if it contains an aw-
ful lot of recipes, Ibn Alǧazzār’s Zād is no dispensatory and it never was trans-
mitted as such. Had the compiler of Nat V gained access to a copy (even a frag-
mentary one) of that comprehensive therapeutic pandect, that should probably
showelsewhere, particularly inNat II.2. InAndalusAzzahrāwī borrowsmany a
recipe from Zād but the influence of that book is not limited to pharmacopoeia
and can be noticed virtually on every page of the therapeutic section. As a mat-
ter of fact, if Zād had been available to Alɂilbīrī, thenNuǧḥwould be a surpris-
ing choice as a source text.
Those recipes must have been mediated, then. That would certainly explain

both the overall independence of Natāʔiǧ from Zād and the omission of Ibn
Alǧazzār’s name from Nat V. But then (1) a likely mediating text ought to be
found and (2) I have already shown that Azzahrāwī transmits the same recipes
with no ascription, which would be quite irregular if he had borrowed them
from Zād.
I shall not push the argument farther because it is not difficult to imagine all

kinds of counterarguments (for instance, that even if Zād had been available to
our authorNuǧḥ ismuch shorter and therefore easier to copy).What I am trying
to defend here is that some absences (of sources but also of bits of knowledge)
can be highly significant in some contexts and that their existencemust be duly
noted and combined with positive evidence garnered from other quarters. In
this regard evidence from silence inNatāʔiǧ is not limited to the sources that are
nowhere explicitlymentionedbut extends to the information that those sources
transmitted and that was widely (even generally) received but which does not
seem to be reflected anywhere in our text. It is not only that positive (explicit
and arguable) sources appear to point towards a tenth-century context but also
that there is not one single bit of data that may betray a later date for the text.
Or is there?

Possible indicators of a later chronology
The late attestationof someof the itemsmentioned inNat I.3.2Onstones (burkānī
by Bos, Käs, and KcVaugh has shown that whole strings of recipes are transmitted in some
manuscripts that were certainly not included in the original Zād. Unfortunately I cannot wait
for the completion of that superb edition to confirmmy doubts andmy current understanding
must be based on the only evidence available to me at this time.
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sulphur, for instance) has been duly noted and cursorily commented upon in
Chapter 4. An explanation was also sketched there according to which the late
date of the documentation for certain realia need not be interpreted in all cases
as proof of a late chronology for the existence itself of such items. There is no
doubt that the fabrication and use of the banānīs (or of any other vessel or in-
strument, for that matter) predates the first attestation of the word in the writ-
ten tradition, and evenmore obvious illustrations of this principle could be pro-
vided for any cultural and linguistic context.1 Great cautionmust be exercised in
order not to hypostatise the written manifestations of words while at the same
time one must be aware of the chronological plausibility or implausibility of a
given attestation.
Those who must venture into the jungle of medical and especially pharma-

cognostic terminology shall find themost reassuring guide inUllmann’sWörter-
buch zu den griechisch-arabischen Übersetzungen des 9. Jahrhunderts (very un-
fortunately non vidi), but we are left prettymuch in the dark inmost other areas
of knowledge. This shortcoming is perhaps most deeply felt in the non-elitist
epistemic traditions usually referred to as practical arts and crafts. That is the
reason why I can presently only note this conspicuous gap in the written docu-
mentation of these words in the hope that future research may shed some light
on the question.
There is, on the other hand, one item—ormore precisely aword—that needs

special attention. As pointed out in Chapter 4, the author appears to mention
a variety of saffron that might be read as “Genovese” ( جنويّ realised perhaps
as ǧinuwī). With one single exception, all mentions of “Genovese saffron” in
Islamicate sources known to me stem from the 13th c. or later and are mostly
found in a practical alchemical context. The earliest testimony amongst these
appears to be Albūnī’s (d. 1225) Šamsu lmaʕārif.2 Now, there is at least one pos-
sible earlier attestation. The same ingredient enters a recipe for an ink in the
ʕumdatu lkuttāb ascribed to Almuʕizz bin Bādīs Attamīmī Aṣṣanhāǧī, who
passed away ca 1025. Although the ascription is debatable, the eleventh-century
1 On a side note, what is self-evident in the case of some every-day objects appears to be some-
times ignoredwith regard to immaterial (particularly intellectual)manifestations. All too often
is the first written documentation of an idea, a belief, or an observation interpreted as the very
first time in the history of a given community (or even of the whole humankind) that such an
idea or belief was held or such an observation made.

2 Cf. الجنوى» «والزعفران in Šams XXVI (Q III 11631). The date of Albūnī’s demise is provided by Ull-
mann 1972: 390 n. 4. Further attestations include, with no chronological order, جنويّ» «زعفران
mentioned amongst ingredients (ḥawāʔiǧ) for ink in Ibn Albaṣīṣ’ commentary to Ibn Al-
bawwāb’s qaṣīdah verses nos. 12‒13, cf. Ibn Albaṣīṣ, Šarḥ 541; الجناويّ» «الزعفران is added to white
lead in order to obtain a yellow dye in the absence of arsenic according to Alɂarmiyūnī,
Ṣanāʔiʕ Ṣanāʔiʕ IV.5 (B 258); Addīrbī,Muǧarrabāt 2912.
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date of the text may be less dubious1 and in Kuttāb 1203 this variety is glossed
as the “Frank” (Ifranǧī) saffron. This interpretation (which coming from a west-
ern author ought to be consideredwell-informed) is indirectly confirmedby Ibn
Alɂuḫuwwah (d. 1328) in his manual on ḥisbah when he mentions Genovese
and Catalan saffron together:

Maʕālim XXV (L 1244‒5)

بجنويّ. ویبيعه بالكيتلانيّ والمعسّل بجنويّ، ویبيعه الكيتلانيّ مع الجنويّ يخلط مَن ومنهم

It seems, after all, that Genovese saffron, an especially appreciated variety,
may have been known in Islamicate markets already in the early 11th c., which
would bridge the gap betweenmyproposed date forNatāʔiǧ and the thirteenth-
century attestations of the word.
On amore personal note, this particular word and the item to which it refers

have haunted my for the last years, like a dreadful philological nightmare, from
my initial inclination to emend the reading as ǧanūbī (in reference perhaps to
southern Yemen) to my more recent speculation about the possibility that it
might refer to some variety imported from Andalus to Guinea (following a hint
provided by Azzuhrī). The problem (for those, of course, so privileged as to
have such problems) is that the earliest attestation of the nisbah itself is rather
late and that any references to Genovese saffron are even far later.2 Incidentally,
I am not the only one to have lost some time with this word.3
In sum, even if all the evidence in favour of a high dating is left aside for a

moment, there is probably nothing inOn stones that speaks definitely against it
or that is demonstrably incompatible with an early, even tenth-century, date.
1 Cf. Iskandar 1984: 22, n. 99‒100, where further references are provided and an alternative au-
thorship by Ibn Albawwāb (d. 1032) is reported. Mark that this Ibn Albawwāb is the author of
the verses mentioned in the preceding note and in the commentary of which the same nisbah
is found.

2 Arabic جنويّ (= ianuensis) features in a Sicilian document dated 1182 (cf. Cusa 1868: 21015|16|17
+ 21114, Latin text in 18432|33|35 + 1859). It is attested also in Syriac as ܓܢܘܝܐ (cf. Payne-Smith,
Thesaurus 750 s.v., with one single reference to thirteenth-century Bar ʕeḇrāyā/Ibn Alʕibrī’s
Chronicle. For Andalus, cf. «genouesa cosa de ally genuǐ | genovisco assí genuǐ» in the Vocabu-
lista arávigo 266a 20‒21 (= LAPA 37b *jnw). The only significant mention of a Genovese variety
of saffron is the entry written by Antoni Brucalassi for the Dizionario delle scienze naturali
909a, where gruogo genovese is glossed as crocus medius; the context, however, is strictly con-
temporary and it is listed alonsgide gruogo ambrosino, calabrese, and napoletano, also gruogo
di Corsica, di Sicilia, and d’Istria.

3 When discussing the word in Alʕirāqī’s Ḥaqāʔiq and considering the reading “Genovese”
Raggetti finds that “[t]his lexicographical direction is not particularly productive or reliable”
and suggests an otherwise unattested (and grammatically rather implausible) derivation from
“the participial form (ǧannā) of the verb ǧanā” and translates it accordingly as ‘freshly plucked
saffron’ (Raggetti 2021: 168‒169).



462 Chronology and sources

It all depends on the “I”

It can only be seen as an irony of fate that the one piece of evidence in thewhole
text of Natāʔiǧ that might provide a more accurate chronological reference and
even make of this marginal treatise a piece of some import for the Andalusī
medico-pharmacognostic tradition—that bit of possible evidencemust remain
shrouded in darkness for now.
As seen in Chapter 4 the whole subsection Nat I.4 On the shelf-life of drugs

is found in the exact same form in Azzahrāwī’s Taṣrīf XXIX.4. Identicality in
this case extends to the use of the first person singular (“I did not see”, “I say”, “I
have no doubt”, and above all the insistent “it has lasted at my store/in my pos-
session”), which makes of this something quite different from the phenomena
of quoting, excerpting, paraphrasing, etc. I shall not give in to the temptation
of a new excursus regarding the concept of plagiarism, but the conclusion is
unavoidable that one of the two authors has usurped the authorial voice—or
perhaps both of them have.
The contribution of textual criticism to the question is virtually null. The dif-

ferences between the two texts as transmitted in themanuscripts consulted are
smaller than theones that obtain, for instance, between the Istanbulmanuscript
of Taṣrīf and that of Šem Ṭōḇ’s Hebrew translation. Distortion of the Greek and
Syriac names of themore exotic drugs and eyeskips are quite evenly distributed
amongst the copies. The transmission of Natāʔiǧ is quite stable here as else-
where and although the examination of additional copies of Taṣrīf shall help
to establish a better reconstruction of the original locus, I doubt that the over-
all picture should change in any significant way. Differences cluster precisely in
the segment on compound drugs and even if Taṣrīf could be proved to preserve
a more complete text at this point, there is no certainty that D and P have not
inherited a defective text.
All other considerations are interpretive. Given Azzahrāwī’s preeminence

as a medical figure, most readers would perhaps be inclined to see him as the
borrowee and the obscure town-physician as the borrower. I should thenprotest
that, had Alɂilbīrī gained access to the colossal Taṣrīf, it would be not partic-
ularly sensible for him to borrow exclusively this particular chapter and to ig-
nore the rest of the materials from therapeutics to pharmacopoeia. Once again
a possible counterargument would point out the possibility of an independent
circulation of just this segment of Taṣrīf probably in anonymous form, which
would have greatly facilitated its incorporation in any treatise without more ef-
fort than copying it. Such a separate circulation is indeed attested for BookXXIX
of Taṣrīf and there is a third author that echoes the same text on the shelf-life
of drugs at a later date:Muḥammad b. IbrāhīmArrundī, for whomwe have no
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exact chronology.
In a manuscript held in Tehran a brief tract (risālah) on “the ages of simple

and compound medicines” is transmitted under the authority of a certain “Ar-
rundī Alʔandalusī”. It does not seem to be an extract from Arrundī’s Aġḏiyah
andwhether it derives from Taṣrīf (which is themost likely hypothesis) or from
Natāʔiǧ (quite unlikely), it reflects an entirely different authorial strategy as it
omits all passages in the first person throughout the text.1
If somehow Alɂilbīrī could be proved to have borrowed the segment, the

terminus post quem would not be much affected (one generation at the most);
if the opposite were true, in turn, such a finding would contribute definitive
evidence in support of the above thesis. The most likely scenario, however, is
that the question shall remain unresolved.

An inconclusive conclusion
I sum, while I willingly leave the question of the date of compilation of Natāʔiǧ
open to further scrutiny and consider it achronous to all effects, at the same
time I am quite persuaded (but this may be mere wishful thinking) that its au-
thor was a coaeval of (if not somewhat older than) Ibn Alhayṯam and that the
most natural context of the work is to be found in the bloom of medicine, phi-
losophy, and natural sciences in Andalus somewhen before the disintegration
of the Qurṭubī Umawī caliphate.

1 Themanuscript is in Tehran, Maǧlis-e Šūrā-yeMillī, but at the presentmoment I have no exact
reference to its catalogue identification. The tract on the shelf-life of drugs is transmitted on
pages 2211–22211 and is available online in digital reproduction. The HATA database provides a
reference to an article published in theRevuede lʾInstitut desManuscritsArabes in 1975 inwhich
it was listed (on p. 162, no. 33). As for Arrundī, cf. Al-Khattabi 1990: 31, where he suggests a
possible date in the 15th c. for the author, and 183–209 for a partial edition of hisAġḏiyah, which
does not contain a chapter on the shelf-life of drugs; a second copy is held in London,WMSms
Arabic 254 (available online).
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Part II

Critical edition of the Arabic text





1
Prolegomena to the edition

1.1 The fixation of/on a text

There is a profound contradiction between the dynamic and ever-evolving in-
terpretation of a text and the obvious necessity to fix its form. I consider the
edition submitted here to evaluation incomplete and provisional. By the time
anyone is reading these lines several new versions shall have been produced,
each one reflecting a new understanding of a certain locus, a better reading of
an obscure word, a more sensible emendation based on additional evidence, a
colon instead of a comma... A stop must be put however, at least for now, to the
never-ending revision of the text and the apparatus. Hopefully, if this work is
ever to see the light in some form or shape, a more satisfactory product will be
delivered in the future.

This edition is also too conservative to my own taste in a number of ways.
Having been trained (like so many Arabists) in a tradition of strict “normalisa-
tion” of any linguistic peculiarity that might appear to diverge from the norms
of a reified Classical Arabic, the tendency to “correct”, even when the text needs
no correction, is still too strong in me. As a historian of science, moreover, I have
been made to belief also in the absolute priority of contents over form, and of
the imagined prototext (the author’s ipsissima verba) over its historical manifes-
tations (the manuscripts in which those words are actually transmitted). This
translates all too often in a task of reconstruction for which the written wit-
nesses are a simple starting point that is quickly left behind. Neither of these
two features is intrinsically negative but, as I have repeatedly stated in Part I of
this dissertation, a problem (and not a minor one) arises when one substitutes
one’s own knowledge for the author’s. There is nothing wrong with supplying a
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hamzah or regularising gender agreement, but one ought to be extremely cau-
tious with matters of more consequence. As I shall confess below, I am not sure
that I have not succumbed myself to the temptation of overediting.

1.2 Editorial criteria

The reasons for the choice of P as the copy-text have already been explained in
Part I. It is the more complete of the two manuscripts and, as a matter of fact, for
most of the text there was actually no choice: P is the only transmitter available.
The fragmentary section labelled Damascus Supplements is edited separately
and placed, for no other reason than convenience, at the end of the text. This
was certainly not its primitive position (if these fragments were originally part
ofNatāʔiǧ) but any other placement would have greatly distorted the continuity
of the remaining sections.

For a similar reason but to a quite different effect, the regimen in Nat IV
has been edited in its extant position in P (that is intercalated). Its presence
there has no greater inconvenience than forcing the reader to jump a few pages,
whereas changing its placement may have resulted in a falsification of the struc-
ture of the book. Depending on the evidence garnered from consultation of the
pertinent items included in manuscript D, however, a different arrangement
may be necessary in a future version of the edition.

Spelling

Alterations of the text in the form of normalisation have been overall context-
sensitive and a difficult equilibrium has been sought between the necessity to
meet the expectations of a readership used to an overall normative linguistic
form and the express wish no to impose a preconceived grammar onto the text.
I have no doubt that Alɂilbīrī wrote his text in Fuṣḥā Arabic; assuming other-
wise would be unwarranted. Now, on the one hand Fuṣḥā is a fluid register and
there are no clear-cut boundaries within the linguistic continuum (no need to
elaborate here on Hary’s concept of continuglossia). On the other hand,Natāʔiǧ
may have been at some point written from beginning to end by Alɂilbīrī, but
for a large part of the book he actually copied texts (or fragments of texts) that
had been written in a different time and in a quite different linguistic context.
In my survey of the contents of Natāʔiǧ in Part I a number of apparent incoher-
ences have been noted that reflect the diverse origin of the materials collected in
the book. If major terminology differs from one section to another, one should
expect some variation to obtain as well regarding such an accidental feature as
spelling or some minor grammatical phenomena.
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In that regard, I have not felt the urge to implement a search-and-replace
strategy and the reader should not be shocked to find dabīd, dabīḏ, and ḏabīd
and a few similar alternations in the edition and in the apparatus. There are,
nevertheless, a number of particular cases in which the dilemma to intervene
or not to intervene has been a tough one and, as stated above, my final decision
may not have been the best possible one. In any case, the reader shall always
find the original reading of the manuscript(s) in the critical apparatus and can
thus revert any overediting from my side. Let me illustrate some of these doubts
as food for thought.

As an editor, one is almost bound by tradition to mention the hamzah and
to make explicit its usual absence from the manuscripts. In the case of Natāʔiǧ
there are not a few traces of an overt representation of the glottal stop in both
manuscripts, and most especially P contains an initial sequence of folios that
show full taškīl, including evidently the hamzah. This tallies with the above as-
sumption that the text was conceived, as should be expected, as an elitist prod-
uct the only possible linguistic vehicle of which was the acrolectal norm. I have
therefore normalised regularly the spelling of the hamzah throughout the text
unless the ductus did not admit such an intervention. A form like ,«ابرت» for
instance, should not be mechanically altered into «أبرأت» unless there is some
external evidence to support this intervention. The prevalence of the former
(and analogous forms) in the written corpus is such that in fact I am afraid
that editing «أبرأ» from «ابرا» and «یبرُئ» from «یبرى» as I have here may invisi-
bilise the existence of a genuine non-hamzated variant abrā‒yubrī that is by
no means limited to so-called Middle Arabic. Whenever the morphology of the
verb was sufficiently unambiguous I have preserved the original reading. A sim-
ilar approach was necessitated by the forms transmitted by the manuscripts for
جزء ‘part’ and خرء ‘excrement’. I have retained the original variation between جزء
(usually spelled (جز and ,جزو then خرء and خرو as found in the witnesses.

There is also the thorny question of the interpretation of some cases of final
alif. The easiest solution (and the one often applied silently without further dis-
cussion) is to normalise all spellings according to the dictionary. However, not
even native grammarians agreed universally on the quality of some alifs as ei-
ther maqṣūrah or mamdūdah. The etymological criterion is not always helpful,
as analogy has always been an active force. In most cases the difference is es-
sentially aesthetic and no harm is done if one decides to follow the manuscripts
and edit حصا ‘stone; calculus’ or rather to spell it asحصى following the norm (the
same goes for كلى كلا/ ‘kidney’ etc).
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Classicisation is more conspicuous (and maybe not entirely unproblematic)
when طِلى ‘boiled wine’ is changed into طِلاء or, inversely, when مصطكا ‘mastic’ is
edited asمصطكى (both are real cases in our text). Not without some hesitation,
I have retained the original spellings and admitted all forms as authentic rep-
resentations of the words involved. Doing the same with the frequent spelling
هوي (for (هوى ‘air’ would have only hindered the readability of the text with no
gain and the word has been regularly (but never silently) normalised.

In view of the variability of the manuscript tradition I have been as yet un-
able to draw a clear picture of the distribution and possible significance of the
alternative spellingsحمّى and حمّا (even (حمّاء ‘fever’. After compiling exhaustive lists
of the spellings transmitted in the Berlin manuscript of Abulḥasan Aṭṭabarī’s
Buqrāṭiyyah and in the facsimile of Azzahrāwī’s Taṣrīf, a distinct possibility
emerged that حمّاء /ḥummāʔ/ ‘fever’ might be a genuine variant with some real-
ity at least as a written artefact. The question is further complicated, however,
by the existence of ḥummāʔ as an abstract noun with a meaning quite similar
but not identical to ‘fever’. In the end, conservativeness prevailed and I have nor-
malised the spelling of this word while recording the original form in the appa-
ratus. One isolated case of the pluralحمايات (which is actually relatively frequent
in the manuscript tradition) has been retained in Nat V.

Dubiousmorphosyntactical features

Grammatical traits that can be interpreted as geolectal markers have been dealt
with in Part I Chapter 9. Here those that are rather reflective of a substandard
or even basilectal register shall be briefly commented upon.

As a general principle, whenever the two manuscripts coincide in a reading
that may have been inherited (rather than spontaneously introduced by both
the copyists) the form has been retained as transmitted by the witnesses. This
includes all cases of irregular agreement of the numerals and the non-normative
substitution of the accusative and the genitive for the nominative particularly
in the text of recipes درهمين) and ,(جزئن where a Neo-Arabic trend coalesces with
the accidental result of omitting (mentally or materially) the word wazn.

The syntactical ambiguity of some impersonal constructions cannot be re-
solved satisfactorily in one single way. What may appear to be an incorrect use
of an accusative object with a non-agentive verb might rather happen to reflect
an impersonal use of the third person singular or simply a change to the second
person singular. With even more reason the generalisation of the masculine in
non-agentive constructions when the patient (ie the syntactical subject) is a
feminine should be recognised as a regular phenomenon even in higher reg-
isters. As my own understanding of this features evolved I have become more
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and more parsimonious with my interventions in the text, but some traces of an
earlier practice may have escaped the current revision of the edition.

There are a couple of paradigmatic examples of casus pendens in our text
that are shared by the two manuscripts and which I have left uncorrected. The
phenomenon is not by any means rare even in the acrolectal norm and it cannot
be ruled out that the original text already showed such features.

In sum, the current edition offers a far less normativist reading of the text
than the initial versions, but it is still overall conservative. To avoid any doubts
about the possibility that an irregular or abnormal reading might be an editorial
mistake I have registered all dubious cases in the critical apparatus even when
the edited text simply preserves the exact form transmitted by the manuscript.

Editorial additions to the text
A conspicuous trait of the present edition is the extensive use of punctuation
and of diacritical marks (particularly vowels), as well as of typographical diver-
sity and even colour. I am aware that this practice may not be to the liking of ev-
eryone, but it is reflective of my understanding of the editor’s task and I deploy
this devices as an instrument for the reader, not just as an aesthetic capriccio.

One of the major advantages of uncompromising editing is, without doubt,
that one shall never lose two seconds deciding between a basic form and a
factitive-causative, or between an agentive and a non-agentive. When the text
offers enough evidence, I have assumed some regularity in the use of verbal
forms. Thus, saqaytahū suggests that it is the basic form that is regularly used
even with a double accusative, and the imperative and the imperfective forms
have been spelled and vocalised accordingly. The use of tasḫīn rather than isḫān
(both are equally represented in the corpus) makes yusaḫḫinu and musaḫḫin
more probable than yusḫinu and musḫin, respectively.

Vocalisation is provided as a hermeneutic tool. When possible, I have ad-
hered to the interpretation of the best sources available to me, whether con-
temporary scholarship or mediaeval lexicography. In cases in which more than
one form is possible, a choice has been made on the basis of plausibility, but
that choice is not necessarily correct and may not reflect faithfully the original
form intended by the author. When no clear clue could be found, I have left
the word as transmitted in the manuscripts and reserved all speculation for the
apparatus or the commentary.

As discussed in the description of the manuscripts in Part I, both D and P
make liberal use of textual boundary marks, but my division of the text into
paragraphs is not (with the exception of Nat II.1) a straightforward reflection of
the original format. A numeration has been added on the margins for ease of
reference.
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1.3 A remark on cruces and the hazards of overediting

Despite all efforts, a number of words and a few phrases have resisted all at-
tempts to elucidation. In other loci the edited text may give an overoptimistic
impression of certainty that does not quite reflect the editor’s doubts about their
correctness.

In adherence to the most basic principles of textual criticism, I have resorted
to external evidence provided by parallel (and most especially cognate) loci in
order to emend some manifest misreadings. Doing so is considered, and rightly
so, a fundamental part of editing and would need no comment. There may be a
problem, nonetheless, with the underlying presumption that the authors (whose
knowledge we can access only through the nth copy of their texts) must have
been always right—by our own standards of correctness. Unlike the founding
pioneers of this discipline, most of us are not trying to restore the transcendental
utterances of an inerrant deity but rather the humble manifestations of the lim-
ited knowledge of a human, and humans err. They misread and misunderstand,
they parse wrongly their sources and abridge them in unwarranted ways. As a
result, new readings and new understandings emerge, words are resignified, and
a whole new remedy or even an unprecedented ailment (such as Zuhr’s blad-
der worms) enter into circulation and gain a life of their own. Some remarks are
to be found in Part III on the concept of apomorphy by which I refer to such
new meaningful readings and reinterpretations.

All the above verbosity is just a restatement of the editor’s old reality: we can-
not possibly be sure that our reading and emendation of an ambiguous ductus
is correct. I, for one, am not. When P transmits ,«رىاحى» I can collect heaps of
parallels in the apparatus to support my reading «رباحّي» (versus («رياحّي» as the
more plausible one, but no statistics can assure that Alɂilbīrī did not learn this
word (for it is an exotic item) in a different form. Nor can it be disregarded, in
view of the wide circulation of the alternative form رياحّي (for which even an ety-
mology could be provided by some authors), that some physicians and apothe-
caries must have referred to this variety of camphor by a different epithet than
the one assumed to be historically correct. The same consideration applies to
phytonyms, pharmaconyms, and nosonyms in general. This is not mathemat-
ics or astronomy and one cannot presume that the authors, however great their
reputation, knew as much as we do.

The matter is only rendered more complex because of the unreliability, in
philological terms, of some pre-modern and modern editions, most particularly
those that apply silently anachronistic criteria of standardisation and pseudoe-
mendation on the basis of a dictionary. Because of this widespread practice the
vicious circle is closed and unwary editors may emend their texts on the evi-
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dence of an external majority reading that may happen to be nothing more than
a modern artefact.

There is, in sum, here perhaps at a higher degree than in other fields, an ever-
present risk of projecting the editor’s knowledge into the text. On an epistemic
level the question is probably unsolvable (except in the case of an autograph
copy or of an explicit spelling being provided by the author); on a practical level
it needs to be solved somehow. Utter honesty would result, for instance, in a
long series of unpointed and meaningless words in one of the segments within
Nat I.4 (the one listing the shelf-life of theriacs, electuaries, and other great com-
pound drugs) and that might be interpreted as dereliction of the editor’s self-
imposed task to offer the reader an accessible interpretation of the manuscript
transmission of the text. Otherwise one might well stick to facsimile reproduc-
tion. Now, that particular chapter is a verbatim echo (a mere copy-and-paste)
of a pre-existing text, perhaps through some mediating source. That means that
the author simply copied the names of the drugs as he found them and there is
not positive evidence to assume that he could have actually identify all of those
names if they were already distorted in his Vorlage. Actually, some evidence to
the contrary can be found in the fact that in a few cases the same drug is referred
to in different forms here and elsewhere in the text: what is transmitted here
as «سلبلسا» in both manuscripts (a shared reading that must be considered sig-
nificant) is reasonably well preserved as «الشلثا» when drawing from a different
source (namely Ibn Māsawayh) in Ther 4.3.7 and in other loci. The reflections
of such source-dependence have been frequently mentioned in the survey of
the different sections in Part I and a longish catalogue could be drawn listing
analogous cases as well as apparent apomorphies.

One may add to that list a number of conjectural readings (the case of ‘ex-
crescences’/‘fistulae’, for example) for which the edited text reflects my current
understanding but not necessarily the author’s knowledge. Incidentally, and to
break the monotony of my monologue, let me reproduce here the testimony of
a direct witness on this particular point:

Abulḥasan Aṭṭabarī, Buqrāṭiyyah V.1 (B 159v 10‒11)

«ناصور يسُمّونه واخٓرون الأرنبة»، في «البواسير الأطبّاء حذّاق تسُمّیه الّذي الورم وهذا
الأنف».

.(60v 8 رنبة» «ا =) b زنیه ا رٔنبة] ا

It is actual medical knowledge that is at stake here, not mere variant readings
introduced by copyists. Whether this variation sprung first in a written medium
or not, it was already quite widespread by the 10th c. (and probably earlier). Such
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a confusion is, moreover, of some consequence to theoretical nosology (not so
much for practical treatment), as a wart-like excrescence (or haemorrhoids in
the particular cases of the anus) are not the same as fistulae. Let it be noted that
my interpretation of the pertinent loci in Natāʔiǧ is not based on my own med-
ical knowledge (I claim none at all) but on the explicit equation of the word to
ṯaʔālīl. And yet there is no absolute certainty that Alɂilbīrī did not findnawāsīr
in his source, but only a more or less high probability that he did not.

The aforementioned catalogue would also include some editorial hints to the
possible realisation of a word that may be more reflective of etymological con-
siderations than of the linguistic reality of the text. A typical example of the
latter is بوا ,جوز which has been recently and quite compellingly interpreted as
representing ǧawzbū,1 but the widespread presence of explicit spellings of the
type بوُّا جوز suggests that ǧawz buwwā may have been a genuine variant for a
no-longer transparent word.

Here and now I would like to stress that this is a problem for which I have not
found a satisfactory solution yet. At the time of the submission of this text I have
favoured readability, but there is a high probability that by doing so I have made
the author more knowledgeable that he may have actually been. On the other
hand, I have exercised a healthy dose of editorial humility and I have left open to
interpretation (resorting to an unpointed ductus) those cruces for which I could
not offer even an educated guess. I avoid thus projecting my current ignorance
onto the text and I can only hope that this shall not detract from the text’s over-
all readability. I have also resorted to the obelus (†), but mostly as a device to
call the reader’s attention and to point out that the locus can be proved to be a
distortion or a significant alteration of the original reading as transmitted in the
source or in parallel passages. While all detectable divergences from the origi-
nal texts are recorded in the apparatus (in layer B), not all of them are marked
on the text, in order to keep it as clear and readable as possible.

1.4 The critical apparatus: layers and symbols

The critical edition of the Arabic text is complemented with a multilayered ap-
paratus in which a diversity of information is recorded, both about the text itself
as extant in the two manuscript and about its contents from a diachronical and
intertextual perspective. Four different layers are distinguished that correspond
to different kinds of data. The number of layers available for each page depends,
obviously, on the nature of the data pertinent to the loci involved, and even in
1 Cf. Bos, Käs, Lübke, and Mensching 2020: 637‒638, where it is also suggested that it may

represent a partial loan-translation of Persian gūz-būy (cf. Vullers, LPLE I 538b).
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the absence of any explicit marks the layers can be easily identified by their rel-
ative position and by their contents.

The essential layer (= C) contains the proper critical apparatus in which the
original spelling and all significant variant readings in the manuscripts ofNatāʔiǧ
are registered. Except for a few exceptional cases mentioned in the preceding
section, it is a negative apparatus: only those original readings that differ from
the ones established in the edition are included in it. For the sake of clarity all
manuscript readings have been put within square quotation marks or guillemets
(«») and are invariably followed by the abbreviation of the witness. Editorial
conjectures based either on internal or external evidence and which are not
considered cogent enough as to be admitted into the text are noted down here.

The only information to be found underneath C are lexical explanations of
some of the most obscure, less known, or simply linguistically remarkable words
or phrases. All those are included in layer D, which further provides clues on the
equivalences of some of the nosonyms and phytonyms in the Graeco-Arabic
translations, as well as sporadical etymological indications. In order to keep
the apparatus as simple as possible, abbreviations for the languages have ben
avoided in favour of distinctive typography. Greek, Syriac, and Sanskritic words
are immediately distinguishable by the writing system, Persian is typed in a dif-
ferent font style, and Amazighic is transcribed in Roman characters. If no ex-
plicit reference is provided for a given word, it is to be understood that it is in-
cluded in any dictionary for the language in question.

Then, the uppermost layer (= A) aims to provide a concise Similienapparatus
where the reader shall find the sources for explicit quotations, plausible sources
for otherwise unascribed materials, and a selection of relevant parallels. Most
often a mere reference is provided, but in the case of briefer passages (particu-
larly those that are not in Arabic) a full reproduction of the pertinent locus may
be offered. No exhaustiveness should be expected from these notes. Priority has
been conceded to the most closely related texts within the Islamicate tradition
(with an especial focus on the Qayrawānī and the Andalusī corpora), and to
Dioscorides and Galen (including pseudepigraphic works) as representatives
of the Greek tradition. Plausible precedents in later Byzantine authors have only
been referred to when no earlier documentation could be found. In any case,
these references should not be taken as an indication of necessary direct trans-
mission. Loci from the Greek corpus are cited in Arabic translation whenever
this has been accessible, then the reference to the original passage is provided.
Otherwise they are quoted only in Greek, or exceptionally in Latin in the case of
some pseudepigraphic texts. Texts that were never translated into Arabic have
been excluded from comparison.
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Layer A is complemented by B, which is reserved for textual variants trans-
mitted by the parallels registered in the uppermost layer. The sources men-
tioned in A are referred to in B by their initial. A superscript indicates a par-
ticular manuscript of the text in question.

While the apparatus described above is admittedly extensive, it is by no means
exhaustive. In its current form it represents, in fact, an abridgement of my own
authorial version. Many data that I still consider helpful and pertinent have
been excluded from the apparatus lest it should become a hinderance instead
of an instrument. The criterion of pertinence is, needless to say, subjective and
some may find the apparatus excessive and others insufficient. Strictly techni-
cal and typographical considerations had also a direct repercussion in the final
layout of the apparatus and of the edited text in general.
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Symbols used in the edited text
[ — ] apparently superfluous, to be deleted.
◌—◌ from D, not in P.
⟨ — ⟩ conjectural addition.
⟨ — ⟩ lacuna (a higher number of dashes represents a larger lacuna).
† — † probably synchronic corruption resulting in loss of sense.

Symbols used in the apparatus
پ Paris, BnF ms Arabe 2961.
د Damascus, Maktabah Ḍ̱āhiriyyah ms ***.
په marginal addition on the manuscript.
پصح emendation on the manuscript.
پ2 later hand.
⨂ damaged or unreadable locus.
‒ word(s) not included in.
+ additional text in.
≡ literally identical to (close cognacy).
≅ identical, with minimal divergences, to.
≈ essentially the same as (distant cognacy).
~ bears a basic resemblance to.
≠ different from.
→ deriving from with virtually no authorial changes.
⥅ deriving from with some added material (expansion/interpolation).
⥵ paraphrased source.
⇝ ultimately deriving from X but through Y(Z).
⩼ doubtful source.
≟ dubious identification.
← borrowed by.
⊂ explicitly and literally quoted by.
⫉ paraphrased quote.
Σ when absolute: “all witnesses”; otherwise: “all other witnesses”.
Ⓡ recipe.
⨀ Andalusī feature.
⨁ apomorphy, meaningful innovation.
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Abbreviations in the critical apparatus: Arabic sources

أبرار Azzamaḫšarī, Abrār
اثٓار Alqazwīnī, Aṯār

أحجارβ|ت|پ Pseudo-Aristotle, Aḥǧārp|t|β

أزهار Attīfāšī, Azhār
أسرارت Attīfāšī, Asrār
أسرارر Arrāzī, Asrār
أسراري Alyabrūdī, Asrār
أسطانس Ostanes (= Ullmann 1974: 199)
اعتماد Ibn Alǧazzār, Iʕtimād [s]

Γأغذیة Galen, Aġḏiyah
أغذیةز Zuhr, Aġḏiyah
أغذیةس Ibn Sulaymān, Aġḏiyah

أقراباذينس Sābūr b. Sahl, Aqrābāḏīn ṣaġīr
الحاوي Arrāzī, Alḥāwī

الأولى الفلسفة Alkindī, Ulā
الورقيّ الماء Ibn Umayl, Almāʔu lwaraqī
المتنبيّ Almutannabī, Dīwān
بدایة Ibn Kaṯīr, Bidāyah
عليّ بر Bar ʕalī, Glosses II
بقراطیّة Abulḥasan Aṭṭabarī, Buqrāṭiyyah [b].
بلدانح Alḥamawī, Buldān
بلدانه Alhamaḏānī, Buldān
تبصرّ Alǧāḥiḍ̱, Tabaṣṣur
تحف Alqalalūsī, Tuḥaf
تجارة Abulfaḍl Addimašqī, Tiǧārah [r]
ترياق Pseudo-Galen, Tiryāq
ترياقج Ibn Ǧulǧul, Tiryāq

(تس) تصریف Azzahrāwī, Taṣrīf [s]
(تو) تصریف Azzahrāwī, Taṣrīf [w]

تفسيرج Ibn Ǧulǧul, Tafsīr
تهذیب Alʔazharī, Tahḏīb
ثامنة Ibn Ǧulǧul, Ṯāminah
ثمرة Anonymous, Ṯamrah

جامعب Ibn Albayṭār, Ǧāmiʕ [b]
جامعس Ibn Samaǧūn, Ǧāmiʕ
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جعرافية Azzuhrī, Ǧaʕrāfiyah
جواهرب Albīrūnī, Ǧawāhir
جواهرم Ibn Māsawayh, Ǧawāhir
حسـبةخ Ibn Alʔuḫuwwah, Ḥisbah
حسـبةس Assaqaṭī, Ḥisbah
حسـبةش Aššayzarī, Ḥisbah
حشائش Dioscorides, Ḥašāʔiš [p]
حقائق Alʕirāqī, Ḥaqāʔiq
حيوانج Alǧāḥiḍ̱, Ḥayawān
حيوانع Ibn ʕalī, Ḥayawān
خواصّح Ǧābir b. Ḥayyān, Ḫawāṣṣ [r]
خواصّر Arrāzī, Ḫawāṣṣ [i]
خواصّم Almadāɂinī, Ḫawāṣṣ

الأحجار خواصّ Hermes, Aḥǧār
دكاّنج|د|ل Ibn ʕabdirabbih, Dukkān [a|d|l]

زاد Ibn Alǧazzār, Zād [t]
btزاد Ibn Alǧazzār, Zād [b‒k]
سوق Ibn ʕumar, Sūq
شرح Maimonides, Šarḥ
صبح Alqalqašandī, Ṣubḥ
صنائع Alʔarmiyūnī, Ṣanāʔiʕ
صیدنة Albīrūnī, Ṣaydanah

العرب طبّ Ibn Ḥabīb, Ṭibb
طحال Ibn Alǧazzār, Ṭiḥāl
طیبت Attamīmī, Ṭīb
طیبخ Alḫāzin, Muḫtaṣar [p]
طیبم Ibn Māsawayh, Ṭīb
عجائب Alqazwīnī, ʕaǧāʔib [w]
عمدة Anonymous, ʕumdah
عطر Alkindī, ʕiṭr
عقد Ibn ʕabdirabbih, ʕiqd
غریب Ibn Qutaybah, Ġarīb
فردوس Aṭṭabarī, Firdaws

Ἱππفصول Hippocrates, Fuṣūl [t]
فلاحةع Ibn Alʕawwām, Filāḥah
فلاحةي Qusṭūs, Yūnāniyyah
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قاموس Alfīrūzābādī, Qāmūs
قانون Ibn Sīnā, Qānūn [b]
كتاّب Aṣṣanhāǧī, Kuttāb

كناّشك Alkaškarī, Kunnāš
كنز Baylak Alqibǧāqī, Kanz
لاليٓ Aṣṣāliḥī, Laʔālī
لحن Azzubaydī, Laḥn
لسان Ibn Manḍ̱ūr, Lisān
مجالس Alhāšimī, Maǧālis
محاسن Ibn Bassām, Ḏaḫīrah
محبّ Arraffāʔ, Muḥibb III
محیط Albustānī, Muḥīṭ
مخترع Almalik Almuḍ̱affar, Muḫtaraʕ
مرشد Attamīmī, Muršid

مسالكب Ibn Ḥawqal, Masālik
مسالكح Ibn Ḥawqal, Masālik
مفتاح Ibn Hindū, Miftāḥu ṭṭibb
مفردةج Galen, Mufradah [e]
مفردةو Ibn Wāfid, Mufradah
مفيد Ibn Alḥaššāʔ, Mufīd
مكارم Aṭṭabarānī, Makārim
مكنون Ibn Alǧazzār, Maknūn
منهاج Alʕaṭṭār Alhārūnī, Minhāǧ [a]

منصوريّ Arrāzī Almanṣūrī [a]
Γمواضع Galen, Mawāḍiʕ (= Loc. affect.)
نبات Abū Ḥanīfah, Nabāt III
نبلاء Ibn Kaṯīr‒Alʕaskalānī, Nubalāʔ
نجح Zuhr, Nuǧḥ [a]
نجوم Ibn Abilḫayr Addimašqī, Nuǧūm
نخبة Šamsuddīn Addimašqī, Nuḫbah
نفح Almaqqarī, Nafḥ

نهایةث Ibn Alaṯīr, Nihāyah
نهایةج Alǧildakī, Nihāyah [b]
نهایةن Annuwayrī, Nihāyah
هارونیّة Masīḥ, Hārūniyyah
هیئة Assuyūṭī, Hayʔah
وساد Ibn Wāfid, Wisād
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Abbreviations in the critical apparatus: non-Arabic sources

Collect Oribasius, Collectiones
Δ Dioscorides, Materia medica
DAA Corriente, DAA
Γ Galen (K = ed. Kühn)
Geop Cassianus, Geoponica
HistAn Aristotle, Historia animalium
Iatrica Aetius of Amida, Iatrica
Inv Geber, Liber investigationis
Ἱππ Hippocrates ed. Littré
LAPA Corriente, LAPA
Lib.sac Johanes, Liber sacerdotum
LX Pseudo-Arrāzī, Sexaginta
נ Pseudo-Abenezra, Nisyōnōṯ
Nat.hist Pliny, Naturalis historia
Pragm Paul of Aegina, Pragmateia
ס Ibn Alhayṯam Alqurṭubī, Sǝḡullōṯ
ש Azzahrāwī, Šimūš
San.tu Galen, San. tuenda [ko]
SDA Dozy, SDA
Serap Ibn Wāfid, Liber Serapionis [a]
Synt Simeon Seth, Syntagma
Therap Alexander of Tralles, Therapeutica
TherPamph Pseudo-Galen, Ther. ad Pamph. [k]
TherPis Pseudo-Galen, Ther. ad Pis. [k]
ThesSyr Payne Smith, Thesaurus
ψΓ SecMont Pseudo-Galen, Secreta ad Monteum

Any other abbreviations used are self-explanatory and immediately identifiable.
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Arabic text



العقلـیّة النتائج كتاب پ١و

د٣٤و

یّة الطـبـ والقوانین الفلسفـیّة المناهج إلى الوصول في
ومنافعها یةّ البشر الأعضاء ج أمزا ومعرفة

ذلك وعلاج عضو بكلّ اللاحقة الأمراض ٥وذكر

وأعمارها◌ والعقاقیر الأحجار ◌وذكر

الإلبيريّ الطبيب أحمد بن محمدّ الله عبد أبي الشـیخ تالٔیف

علیه﴾ الله ﴿رحمة

ىْ» ْ كْى الأَ الطىىٮ احمْد بن محمد الله عبد ابي «الشـیخْ الإلبيريّ] . . . ٧الشـیخ ‖ د «الاحقة» پ، «الاحقه» ٥اللاحقة]
د. الالبيريّ» الطبيب احمد الدين علام محمد «ا پ،
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سَهِّلْ رَبِّ الرحيم الرحمٰن الله بسم پ١ظ|

العطّارد٣٤ظ فيكیفیّة القول 1

العقّار یبیع أن یجب الذّي
للمرضى احتیاطه كثرة من الحسـنة أفعاله في بالطبيب شبيهاً العَقاّر◌ یبيع ◌الّذي العطّار يكون أن يجب
بسببٍ ولا الوجوه من بوجهٍ داخله یدخل ولا لهم، العقاقير أَطْیَب واختیار لهم الاجتهاد وبذَْلِ ٥وبصحّتهم

الأسـباب. من
أوانیه وینُظّف شيء؛ فيها يسقط لئلاّ التحفُّظ من غایة في والمعاجين والأشربة الأدویة تركیب في ويكون
الأشربة عَقْدَ يسُلمّ ولا النظافة. من غایة في فةً منظَّ مغسولًة مَصُونةً وتكون الصناعة، فيها یتـصرّف التيّ
یتكلّ ولا سِواه، لأحدٍ والعُصارات والمیاه الأدهان واسـتخراج المربیّات وتربيب نات والجوارِشـْ والمعاجين

معه. عملها على يجلس أو یثقه أن إلاّ أحدٍ على ذلك ١٠في

النَّصیحة أنّ ويجب عمله؛ في ینصح لم الصفة، هذه على كان إن فإنهّ، — للمال جمّاعاً رغیبًا يكون ولا پ٢و

علیه. وتعَْویلهم إلیه الناس لمیل وسبب الأرزاق مفتاح والتصحیح
وإن المسهلات. في سـیّما لا هنيئاً، كان إن عيشَه فيُكدّر الطبّ، صناعة في شيئاً عقله مِن يجعل لا وأن

الأدویة». بیع مِن كثر أ أعلم «لا ویقول: ذلك عن فليهْرُبْ استُـفتي،
حسن الیدين، لطیف أَلوُف، م مكـرَّ مشارِك مبارك ناصح الخلق، حَسَن القلب، رحيم يكون أن ١٥ويجب

مع متواطئ غير والنساء، بْیان للصِّ مخالط غير ناءات، الدَّ عن ع مترفِّ والقريحة، الذهن حسن الطبع،
◌غنَيمةً◌. ه وَجْهِ غير من الناس أموال كل أ في الجهّال الأطبّاء

إن لأنهّ، عنده. وهي ¦¦ العقاقير ثمن من علیه يشُقّ لا ممّا ويهُيـّئهم المرضى كن مسا يجُیب أن ويجب د٣٥و

المعاني. على يسـتظهر ذلك◌ ◌فإنّ ذلك، فعل

«تتصرف پ، فِيْهِ» «یتََصرَڡْ فيها] ٨یتـصرّف ‖ د «لا» ٧لئلاّ] ‖ د «على» ٢في] ‖ د ارحم» «رب سَهِّلْ] ١رَبِّ
«⨂ج» د، «واخراج» ٩واسـتخراج] ‖ د «وترتيب» ٩وتربيب] ‖ پ «والجوارشات» نات] ٩والجوارِشـْ ‖ د فيه» معه

*ويجب ⩼ أنّ] ١١ويجب ‖ په ١١كان] ‖ پ ⨂ أحدٍ] ١٠على ‖ پ «⨂دٍ» ٩لأحدٍ] ‖ د «والمیاة» ٩والمیاه] ‖ پ
١٥ناصح] ‖ پ تڡىيَ» «اسـْ ١٤استُـفتي] ‖ پظ «هنیا» [ ١٣هنيئاً ‖ پ «النصَحَه» ١١النَّصیحة] ‖ *لأنّ | تكون أن

«مشارك پ، الوفٌ» مُكَرَمٌ «مُشَارِكٌ أَلوُف] . . . ١٥مشارِك ‖ د – پ، «مُبَارَكٌ» ١٥مبارك] ‖ د «ناصح» پ، «ناصحٌِ»

هِ» «وَجْهِ ه] ١٧وَجْهِ ‖ د «الدناءات» پ، «الدنأَاتِ» ناءات] ١٦الدَّ ‖ د «مترفع» پ، «مرتفعٌ» ع] ١٦مترفِّ ‖ د الوف» مكرم

په. ١٩ذلك] ‖ د «يهيهم» پ، «يهُيهَمْ» ١٨ويهُيـّئهم] ‖ پ

ܐ‖ ܳ ܶ الهیثم)؛ أبو ⇝) ٢–٣
٢٢١ب I تهذیب به» تَمْشى يسُـْ شِفاءٌ فيه ممّا ینبت نـَبَتٍ كلُُّ والعَقاقِيرُ: «العَقاّرُ ٤العَقاّر]

ت. وار > ٧٨؛ مفتاح الهاضوم» «الجوارشن: نات] ٩والجوارِشـْ
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المریض. منفعة منع ذلك، فعل إن لأنهّ، عنده؛ وهي للعقاقير جاحدًا يكون لا أن پ٢ظويجب

البتةّ. النُّحاس أواني في كولات والمأ المشروبات من شيئاً یطبخ ولا
على الطبيب فيه یعُا ولا فيُضیعه بامٔرٍ الطبيب یاخٔذ ما كثير فإنّ الطبيب: سِيرة المرضى في ویمُسك

أموره. مصالح في يجتهد بلَْ عصیانه،
النظافة. غایة نظیفةً مختصرةً ملابسه وتكون ٥

أمّا وأُخراه: لُدنیاه نجز المریض، على سَهّل إن لأنهّ، — البتةّ الأدویة أخبار من شيء في یعُسرّ ولا
تعالى الله إلى یـُقـرّب شيئاً أعلم فلست والأُخرى، وسماحه؛ ومُرُوّته قُربه أجل من فيُـقصد لدنیاه، النَّجْز
ولست سُننهَا. على وجَرَتْ وجهها على كانت إذا إليها، انطَْوى ومَن الطبّ) (أعني الصناعة هذه مثل
سننها غير على مشى إذا الطبّ)، صناعة (أعني ⟨مثلها⟩ النار في ‖ ویوجب الله من یبُعد شيئاً پ٣وأعلم

طریقها. غير بها وسلك ١٠

الفاضل الحیوانَ هذا أَتلْفََ فمن — النبات من أفضل والحیوان الإنسان، من الله عند أفضل حيوان ولا
الطبّ. صناعة في جهلاً أَتلْفََه مَن وكذلك اخِٓرةً؟ له يرجو فكيف دًا، وتمـرُّ وظُلمًْا عَـبَـثاً

لدیه؞ بارئنا ترُضي التيّ الأعمال أفضل إلى بنا الله قاد

‖ پ لأِنهُ» عندَهُ وَهىَ للعَْقَاقير حَاجدًا لاَ أَنّ بْ وَ المعََانيْ عليََ تَطْهَرْ يسَـْ «دَلِكَ + ذلك] فعل ١إن ‖ د – [. . ١ويجب.
پ. «يرَجُوْا» ١٢يرجو] ‖ پ ابعْدْ» «شي یبُعد] ٩شيئاً ‖ پ أَنصَوَيَ» » ٨انطَْوى] ‖ پ «شي» [ ٧شيئاً
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لات الآ ذكر 2

الحجر؞ بِرام أو ترُاب أو حجر من بْخ الطَّ قِدَرُ تكون
رْفاء؞ والطَّ الأَرْز خشب من التصفية: مغارف

بدْيّ؞ والزُّ زُجاج جات: كُـرُّ السُّ
فضّة؞ أو زجاج من الشراب: سَقْي وكُوس والقِدَر ٥الأزيار

البَـقْص؞ عود المِخْوَض:
والطرفاء؞ والأرز البقص عود أو ض، مفضَّ وحدید فضّة الملاعق:

حلوة؞ عذبة الـخَلطْ: مياه
رَب؞ الظَّ خرق وكذلك نقيّ؛ ‖ صوفٌ أو كتاّن التصفية: خِرَق پ٣ظ

تتزنجر؞ لئلاّ تترُك لا مجفَّفة، عينٍ، طرفةِ كلّ في مغسولة ١٠المهارس:

دُهْن. فيه شيءٌ فيها ینُخل لا والحرير، عْر الشَّ مناخل
ح؞ مُلوَّ زبديٌّ أو الغسل، يحتمل بدهنٍ مدهون خَلنَْج الأَطبَاق:

جة؞ مزجَّ بوب: الرُّ بنَانِس زبدیـّة؞ الشراب: جرّات زبدیـّة؞ الجِفان:
العسل: أوان الرقيق؛ الفخّار الخلول: أوان الزجاج؛ كحال: الأ أوان والرصاص؛ النحاس المراهم: أوان

١٥مزجّجة؞

الزجاج؞ في الحارّة: والأدهان والحجارة؛ الغلیظة الفخّار في الباردة: ⟨الأدهان⟩

‖ پ «وَالرُْبدِْيْ» بدْيّ] ٤والزُّ ‖ پ كُرجَاتِ» «السُّ جات] كُـرُّ ٤السُّ ‖ پ «الأُرز» ٣الأَرْز] ‖ پ «قِدْرُ» ٢قِدَرُ]
«تنَْخلْ» ١١ینُخل] ‖ په ١٠مجفَّفة] ‖ پ «وَالأُرْزِ» ٧والأرز] ‖ پ عُوْدْ» | «عُوْدْ ٦عود] ‖ پ «وَالقِْدْر» ٥والقِدَر]

پ. «نتانس» ١٣بنَانِس] ‖ پ «مُلوَحْ» ح] ١٢مُلوَّ ‖ پ «فيه» ١١فيها] ‖ پ

بالحجاز المعْروف الحجر من المتخّذة الأصل في وهي [...] وَبرُْمٌ وَبِرامٌ برَُمٌ والجمع: حجارة؛ من قِدْرٌ مَةُ: «والبرُْ ٢بِرام]
كثر وأ فارسـیّة، وهي الأُدْم، من القلیل الشيء فيه یؤكل صغير ناءٌ

ِٕ
«ا جات] كُـرُّ ٤السُّ ‖ ٤–١٢

٤٥ا XII لسان واليمن»
٦البَـقْص] ‖ زبد√ ٥٧٨ I SDA بدْيّ] ٤والزُّ ‖ ه س / س > ٢٠–٢٢؛

٢٩٩ا II لسان ونحوها» الكوامخ فيها یوضع ما

«ظَربَِ رَب] ٩الظَّ ‖ («buxus»/«πύξος» > بقَْسِيس / بقَْس / بكَْس ≡) ١٤٢٩|٩٤٣١|٢٦٥٧٥ I فلاحةع ⨀؟

كخشب الموشىّ والخشب العود من العُقدة الخلنج إنماّ «و «ἐρείκη»؛ ≡ ١٢خَلنَْج] ‖ ٨–٩
١١١ا قاموس لصَِق» بِهِ:

عمدة خلنجًا» سمُّي ذلك، فيه العود من اتفّق ما فكلّ طرائق. ذات فتاتئ الانٓیة منه فتخرط وشـبهه، والصنوبر الدردار

٣–٤
٥٨٥ب II لسان حَتْهُ» لوََّ فقدْ النار، تهُْ َ غيرََّ ما وكلُُّ [...] بالناّر ٌ مُغَيرَّ حٌ: مُلوََّ «وقِدْحٌ ح] ١٢مُلوَّ ‖ خنگ > ١٢١٨٠–١٤؛

.*{’ny} ٣١ DAA ⨀ ١٤أوان] ‖ *{bns} ٦٧ DAA ⨀ ١٣بنَانِس] ‖
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المسك على 3.1.1القول

نفَْجته. وقيل: الغزال، دَم المِسْك
وهنديّ. وصینيّ، تيّ، تـُبّـَ أصناف: ثلاثة وهو

يرُعف. فإنهّ محرورٌ، وشمّها النافجة فتُحت متى أنهّ، منه: الخالص وعلامة
النِّیل. رائحةُ منه وتعبق ٥

الدهن. مع ویذُوّب
الورد؞ ورُبّ الـحَوَر، وصمغ ِّسرْ، الن دم ويشُـبه

العنبر على پ٤والقول

وأشهب. وأسود، وأخضر، وبسُْتُـقيّ، أجلُّها)، (وهو أبیض أصناف: خمسة 3.1.2العَنْبرَ

. عِطْریـّةً ورائحتُه السماء لون دُخانه كان النار، في أُلقي إذا أنهّ، منه: الطیّب وعلامة ١٠

وینشرها. المسك رائحته ویثُير الأدهان، مع ویذُوّب
والعِلْك؞ واللاّذَن، القِير، ويشُـبه

«وأصل ،٨٤٨–٩ VIII عقد طیّبًا» حلالاً فيصير رائحةً، ويجُدّد يجفّ ثمّ حرام، عبیط دمٌ هو الّذي «المسك، الغزال] ٢دَم
نفَْجته] ٢وقيل: ‖ ١٠٢٦٨ المتنبيّ الغَْزَالِ» دَمِ بعَْضُ المِْسْكَ نَّ

ِٕ
«فاَ ،١

١و طیبخ الغزال» ة سرُّ في مجتمع دمٌ هو مسك كلّ
حيوانٍ رُ سرَُ أنهّا أیدینا في صحّ «والّذي ٩١٧–١٠؛ ثامنة الظباء» قدَّ في دوابّ أفخاذ من تسقط المسك من ملأى نوافج «وهو
شيءٌ هو «المسك ،٢١٢٧٦–١٢٧٧ II جامعس ⊃ عمران ابن جسمه)» في دونه أنهّ إلاّ ) ولونه خلقه في بالغزال يشُـبَّه

المسك يكون ما كثر «وأ وهنديّ] . . . ٣ثلاثة ‖ ١٠٤٠–١١ اعتماد كبر» وأ الأرنب نحو دوابٍّ بطون أسافل نوافج في يجتمع

المسك هذا یفتق عطّارٍ من «وما يرُعف] ٤فإنهّ ‖ ١٠٢٧٥–١١ II جامعس ⊃ عمران ابن والهند» والصين والصغد بتنبُْت

والنسر الحمام فرّاخ بدم المسك «ویغشّون ِّسرْ] الن ٧دم ‖ ٣–٥
٣و طیبخ رائحته» لحدّة حضره، مَن وكذلك ويرُعف، إلاّ

١٢ويشُـبه ‖ ١١١٨ ثامنة رائحته» یؤدّي وحينئذ بالنار، «واختباره عِطْریـّةً] . . . ١٠وعلامة ‖ ٩٦٢ حسـبةس دُبرّ» إذا
[اللاذن] سمُّي «وقد ١٢واللاّذَن] ‖ ٦١٨–٧ ثامنة الماء» على یطفو كالقير «وهو ،٦١٢–٧ طیبم بالقير» «شبيه القِير]

.١٩٣٩٨–٢٠ I قانون واللاذن» والشمع الجصّ من «ویغُشّ ،٧
١٣و مرشد الروميّ“» ”العنبر

پ «الجْوْرِ» ٧الـحَوَر] ‖ پ « «النِسرِْ ِّسرْ] ٧الن ‖ پ «النمَلْ» ٥النِّیل] ‖ پ «وَسمَهَا» ٤وشمّها] ‖ پ « «تبُتيِْْ تيّ] ٣تـُبّـَ
پ. «وَالأَدِنْ» ١٢واللاّذَن] ‖ پ «وَیىُسرْهَا» ١١وینشرها] ‖ پ تَقي» «وَبسَـْ ٩وبسُْتُـقيّ] ‖

II جامعس ⊃ عمران ابن ”نافجةً“» سمُّیت منه، أفرغت فإذا بالمسك؛ ملى كانت إذا ”فارةً“ تسُمّى «والفارة ٢نفَْجته]
لها قيل مسكها، وأدرجوا شقوّها فإذا المسك“؛ ”فارٔة لها یقُال بمسكها، ملا دامت ما الغزال، ة سرُّ «فإذا ،١٩٢٧٦–٢١
١٥–١٦

٢٠ظ حشائش «كهربا» ≡ الـحَوَر] ٧وصمغ ‖ > ١٢٢٤١–١٤؛ مفردةو ⊃ الهیثم ابن ⊃ الطبيّ خلف ”نافجةً“»

١٧١٣١؛ IV محاسن ،٢٣١٩ وساد فسـتقيّ» «عنبر ≟ ٩وبسُْتُـقيّ] ‖ (٦٨٠–٨ I Δ «χρυσοφόρον/ἤλεκτρον» ≡)
.*{fstq} ٣٩٨ DAA «فسـتقيّ»
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الكافور على القول 3.1.3

والفَـنـْسُوريّ. باحّي، والرَّ بـُزيّ، ْ السرَّ أصناف: ثلٰثة الكافور
عاف. الرُّ ویقطع باردًا، حذوًا اللسان ويحذو النار، في ینفد أنهّ منه: الخالص وعلامة

المبیَّض؞ القِلى وملح والبارُود، والتنكار، المصعّد، الأبیض فْت والزَّ المصعَّدة، المصطكى ويشُـبه

البان على القول 3.1.4٥

البان. حبّ وبان الأفاویه، وبان بـَرْمَكيّ، أنواع: ثلٰثة البان
الزیت، | رائحةُ النار في منه فاحت ومتى النار؛ غير وفي النار في رائحته حُسْنُ منه: الطیّب وعلامة پ٤ظ

فرديّ.
بالأفاویه الأدهان هذه دُبرّت إذا الجوز، ودهن القُطن، حبّ ودهن العُصْفور، حبّ دهن ويشُـبه

وغيرها؞ لِیخة السَّ وقشور والقَـرَنـْفُل الأصفر كالصندل ١٠العطریـّة

‖ القلى حجر على القول ⬇ ٤القِلى] ‖ البارود ملح على القول ⬇ ٤والبارُود] ‖ التنكار على القول ⬇ ٤والتنكار]
القرنفل. على القول ⬇ ١٠والقَـرَنـْفُل] ‖ الصندل على القول ⬇ الأصفر] ١٠كالصندل

‖ ٩–١١
٨و طیبخ « غِشٌّ فهو یذَُبْ، ولم النار علي منه شيء بقى وإن خالص؛ فهو دُخانًا، وصار ذاب «فإذا النار] . . . ٣أنهّ

٤ويشُـبه] ‖ ١٩١٠٣ اعتماد ≅ ١٨١٥٠ II جامعس ⊃ عمران ابن المفرط» الدم وحبس الرعاف «قطع عاف] الرُّ ٣ویقطع
.٢٨٢٦٣–٢٩ عمدة أبیض» كافور منها فياتئ تصُعّد ثمّ وتجُففّ، تغُسل كلهّا الكوافير «وهذه

«ینفُد» ٣ینفد] ‖ پ «وَالفىسُوْريْ» ٢والفَـنْـسُوريّ] ‖ پ « ىاحِىْ «وَالرَّ باحّي] ٢والرَّ ‖ پ «الشربذي» بـُزيّ] ْ ٢السرَّ
‖ پ «وَالریتْْ» فْت] ٤والزَّ ‖ پ «المصَعَدَهِ» ٤المصعَّدة] ‖ پ «جَدوًا» ٣حذوًا] ‖ پ دُوْا» َ «وَ ٣ويحذو] ‖ پ

پ. « «القِلىْْ ٤القِلى] ‖ پ «وَالىُىكارِ» ٤والتنكار]

٢–٣
٢٠٦ب III بلدانح الكافور» منها يجُلب الاسـتواء، خطّ العمارة من موقعها الهند أرض في جزيرة بـُزَه: «سرَْ بـُزيّ] ْ ٢السرَّ

،١٨١٤٨ II جامعس ⊃ عمران ابن ،٩٥٠|١٧٥٤|٧٥٥ عطر ،٥
٨و طیبخ ،١١١٤ طیبم ≡ «رباحّي» باحّي] ٢والرَّ ‖

،١٩١٤٨ II جامعس ⊃ عمران ابن ≡ «فنصوريّ» ٢والفَـنـْسُوريّ] ‖ †«زباجّي» / †«رياحّي» / ١٠١٠٣–١١؛ اعتماد

،٦١٦ وساد برمكيّ» «بان ،٢٩
٤٣و دكاّنل برمكيًّا...» أردته وإن [...] طیّب بان «صنعة ٦بـَرْمَكيّ] ‖ ٥

٨و طیبخ
«صنعة ماسویه)، ابن →) ١٢٨٢ طیبت برمكيّ» «دهن Ⓡ ≟ ٤٢٣؛ وساد برمكيّ» بان «دهن ،١٧١٣١ IV محاسن
٦وبان ‖ ١٥٢٦٢–١٩ طیبت بالأفاویه» البان طبخ «ترتيب Ⓡ الأفاویه] ٦وبان ‖ ٣

٢٧–٤٤ظ
٤٤و دكاّنل برمكيةّ»

٢٠٥٤٠–٢١؛ عمدة ویطیب» یعفص ثمّ ونهو، والجوز اللوز من یعُتصر كما بالبان المعروف الدهن منه «یعُتصر البان] حبّ
≡ برّيّ» «قرطم حنیفة)؛ أبو →) [٨٧٦] تلخیص العصفر» حبّ هو «القرطم العُصْفور] ٩حبّ ‖ «βαλάνινον» ≡

.«ἀτρακτυλίς»
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العود على 3.1.5القول

وصینيّ. وهنديّ، قماَريّ، أصناف: ثلٰثة العود
ورزانتُه. والصمغ، فيه الدهن وكثرة صلابته، منه: الطیّب وعلامة

يشُـبه — الغلیظ الیابس تمَ والرَّ الإشتبّ، وعود شواطيها، في تؤخذ الأودیة في تهبط شظیّاتٍ ويشُـبه
والرائحة؞ الجسم في ٥

القرنفل على 3.1.6القول

واحد. صنفٌ القَرَنـْفُل
ا. حارًّ لذعاً اللسان عُ لَذْ منه: الطیّب وعلامة

الأَسارُون؞ وعود الريحان، نـُوّار كمام أ ويشُـبه

الغلیظ» الصُلبْ الرزين الماء، الكثير والأسود، الأزرق «وأجوده: ،٦١٦ تبصرّ أجود» فهو أصلب، كان «وكلماّ ٣وعلامة]
ظاهر رزیناً صُلبًْا، كان ما العود: «وأجود ،١٧٤١٢ عمدة الصمغ» الكثير الرزين «خيره: ،٣٢٥٥–٤ مفردةو ⊃ حنیفة أبو

في يكون بالهنديّ المعروف العود «أنّ شواطيها] . . . ٤شظیّاتٍ ‖ ٩١٢٠–١٠ II صبح هنیّة» والدُّ المائیّة كثير الرطوبة،
السـیول، وجرت الأمطار كثرت فإذا [...] الأيّام طول على الشجر ذلك بعض فيتكسرّ [...] شواهق جبالٍ بين أودیة
XII نهایةن ⊃ العبّاس بن محمدّ ویلتقطونه» الناس فيجمعه الساحل، إلى الأمواج فتقذفه البحر إلى الأودیة تلك من أخرجته

في «ویتكوّن ،٢٢١٨ عمدة المجمر» عود يشُـبه زبيبيّ لون خشـبه نفس في تولّد عتق، «وإذا تمَ] ٤والرَّ ‖ ١٤١٤–٥١٥
وغيرها بالنورة دُبرّ إذا الشارف الرتم باصٔول الرطب العود «ویغشّون ١٤٢١٨؛ عمدة المجمر» كعود زبيبيّ لون خشـبه داخل
شيء أشـبهُ الأنثى] [ثمرة «وهو الريحان] . . . كمام ٩أ ‖ ١٤١٦ طیبم ≡ واحد] ٧صنفٌ ‖ ١١٦٢–١٢ حسـبةس وطُیّب»
التيّ الريحان كعقد عُقَدٌ النبات ولهذا [...] عندنا الاسٓ نبات بمنزلة هو النبات «هذا ،١٥٣٠٢–١٦ صیدنة الاسٓ» بحبّ

.٣٢٤٨٣–٣٤٨٤ عمدة الاسٓ» زهر فيها يكون التيّ الأقماع بمنزلة هو

‖ پ «یوخَدْفي» في] ٤تؤخذ ‖ پ «الأدْوِیهَ» ٤الأودیة] ‖ پ «يهُْبط» ٤تهبط] ‖ پ «شَطَبَاتِ» ٤شظیّاتٍ]
پ. بِه» «يسُـْ ٤يشُـبه] ‖ پ «وَالرثم» تمَ] ٤والرَّ ‖ پ «الأَشبْ» ٤الإشتبّ] ‖ پ «شوَاضيهْاَ» ٤شواطيها]

موضع بالكسر): ويرُوى (بالفتح، مَار «قَِ ٥٢٣؛ عطر ،١٣ طیبم ،٨١٢٧ III جامعس ⊃ اللحیانيّ الحسن أبو ≡ ٢قماَريّ]
النهایة العود منه یعُرف الهند بلاد في موضعٌ قامِرُون المعرفة: أهل ذكره والّذي العامّة؛ تقوله هكذا العود. إلیه ینُسب بالهند

«أغالوخن: ١٣؛ طیبم ،٨١٢٧ III جامعس ⊃ اللحیانيّ الحسن أبو ≡ ٢وهنديّ] ‖ ١٤–١٧
٣٩٦ا IV بلدانح الجودة» في

«العود ،١٣ طیبم ”القَشْوَر“» يسُمّى الّذي «والصینيّ ٢وصینيّ] ‖ («ἀγάλοχον» ≡) ٤١٣ تفسيرج الهنديّ» العود هو
‖ «صنفيّ» >⨁ ١١٢٩–٩؛ III جامعس ⊃ الطیبيّ خلف ≡ ١١١٢٥ III جامعس ⊃ عمران ابن المندليّ» وهو الصینيّ،
«اشت» ≟ / (stipa ⩼) ٢١٤٠–٣١٤١ عمدة سْتِب»

ِٕ
«ا ،[٧٦٣] تلخیص شتبّ»

ِٕ
الا حتب هو «الفَتْح ≟ ٤الإشتبّ]

تفسيرج ”یناشـته“» باللطینيّ ويسُمّى الرتم، وهو «شبرطون: تمَ] ٤والرَّ ‖ ٤٣١٦–٨ عمدة («ἑλξίνη» ≡ «لبلاب» ≡)
.(«σπαρτίον» ≡ «سبرطیون» ≡) ١٨٩



Nat I Apotheconomy 491

بـوا جوز على القول 3.1.7

دقيق. صینيّ وصنفٌ جلیل؛ هنديّ یب، الطِّ جوز هو بـُوا جوز
كالفلفل. اللسان لذع منه: الطیّب وعلامة

الفَوْفـَل؞ ويشُـبه

الكبابة على القول 3.1.8٥

واحد. صنفٌ وهو العَروس»، «حَبُّ الكَبابة پ٥و

مرارة. من وشيءٌ حرارة مذاقته في الرائحة، عطريّ مُسوَّس، غير كان ما منه: والطیّب
البلسان؞ حبّ ويشُـبه

الصندل على القول 3.1.9

وأصفر. وأحمر أبیض أصناف: ثلٰثة نْدَل ١٠الصَّ

البان. رائحة منه فاحت ما منه: الطیّب وعلامة
الفتيّ؞ الخلنج عود منه الأبیضُ ويشُـبه التُّوت، عود منه الأصفرُ ويشُـبه البَقَّم، عود منه الأحمرُ ويشُـبه

٣لذع ‖ ٤١١٣|١٦١٥١ هارونـیّة ،٦٤٤ اعتماد ،([١٩٢] تلخیص <) ١
٨٦ا XXII الحاوي ≡ یب] الطِّ جوز ٢هو

ولونه» قدره في بوا جوز صغير تشُـبه ثمرة «وهو الفَوْفـَل] ٤ويشُـبه ‖ ٧١٢٣ عمدة الطعم» «حارّ كالفلفل] اللسان
جامعس ⊃ عمران ابن ≡ العَروس] ٦حَبُّ ‖ عمران) ابن →) ٤٢٢٩–٥ مفردةو] =] Serap ≡ ٩١٤٢–١٠ اعتماد
طیبت البغیة)؛ كتاب الجزّار، ابن →) [٤٩٠] تلخیص ،١٢١٠ ثامنة ،١٦١٩ اعتماد ،٧١١٠–٨ II=٩٢٤٢ I
ثامنة ≡ الرائحة] ٧عطريّ ‖ ٢٢٢٦٤ عمدة منها» الحدیث «خيرها: مُسوَّس] . . . ٧والطیّب ‖ ٨١٤١–٩|٣١٧٩|٦١٨٠
ثلاثة «وهو وأصفر] . . . ١٠ثلٰثة ‖ ١٨٢٦٤–١٩ عمدة قلیلاً» المرارة إلى مائل عفص «وطعمه مرارة] . . . ٧في ‖ ١٢١٠
ثامنة أبیض» ومنه أصفر ومنه [...] كالدم أحمر منه أصناف: ثلاثة «وهو ،٧١٠٠ اعتماد وأحمر» وأصفر أبیض أصناف:

.٩١٩–١٠

پ. «البَقمْ» ١٢البَقَّم] ‖ پ «الْكَبَابه» ٦الكَبابة] ‖ پ « «هُوَّ ٢هو] ‖ پ «بوَُا» ٢بـُوا]

الهنديّ» البندق هو «الفوفل ٤الفَوْفـَل] ‖ ܘܡܶܐ) ܕܗܶ ܓܰܘܙܳܐ / ܡܶܐ ̈ ܕܒܶ ܓܰܘܙܳܐ ≡) ویا وز / وا وز > بـُوا] ٢جوز
XII Γ «καρπήσιον» ≡) ١٥–٢٠

١١٣و مفردةج «كبابة» ≟ ٦الكَبابة] ‖ (पगूफल ⇢) پـل و > [٧٧٦]؛ تلخیص
دل. > نْدَل] ١٠الصَّ ‖ (٩١٥–٢١٦
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الدارصیني على 3.1.10القول

منه. أغلظ وصنفٌ اللسان؛ یلذع الطعم، حارّ رقيق، هنديّ صنف صنفان: الدارصینيّ
عطریةّ. ورائحته حلاوة؛ مع شدیدًا لذعاً اللسان لذع ما منه: الطیّب وعلامة

القَصَبیّة؞ القِـرْفة ويشُـبه

السنبل على 3.1.11القول ٥

أطیب. والهنديّ — وروميّ هنديّ صنفين: نبُْل السُّ
اللسان. وحَذْوُه رائحته، وذكاء لونه، خضرة | منه: الطیّب پ٥ظوعلامة

شُليرَ؞ جبل في الموجود السنبل ويشُـبهه

الخولان على 3.1.12القول

أطیب. والهنديّ — وبصريّ هنديّ صنفين: الـخُولان ١٠

لون مَحكهّ كان حُكّ، فإذا خُضرة. وتعلوه وقبضه، رائحته، وطِیبُ لونه، في برَیقٌ له منه: والطیّب
الزعفران.

وعصارة المسقوط، الصغير مّان والرُّ الثعلب، وعنب والقَنطُْوریون، المرارات من ینعقد ما ويشُـبه
مّاق؞ السُّ

≡) ١٥
٥ظ حشائش ≟ القَصَبیّة] القِـرْفة ٤ويشُـبه ‖ ١٦٢٠٠ عمدة ا» جدًّ الطعم حلو الرائحة، «طیّب عطریةّ] . . . ٣مع

وروميّ» هنديّ ضربان: «السنبل وروميّ] . . . نبُْل ٦السُّ ‖ ٧٩–٨ IV جامعس ⊃ ψΓقيصر ترياق ،(٢٢١٩–١٢٠ Δ

جبل «وفي الموجود] ٨السنبل ‖ ١٧١٦–١٨ اعتماد أعطر» لأنهّ وأشرف الروميّ من «أفضل ٦أطیب] ‖ ١٦١٦ اعتماد
‖ (١١٦٤ XII Γ ≡) ١٠

١٢٢ظ مفردةج أطیب] ١٠والهنديّ ‖ ١٩٣٨٤ II مسالكب الطیب» الفائق السنبل بٕالبيرة
الزعفران لون مثل لونه وكان مرارة، مع قبض فيه وكان زَهمًِا يكن لم وما [...] الحضض من «والجیّد ≈ ١١والطیّب]
المحروق» بالرمّان الخولان «ویغُشّ ≟ ١٣المسقوط] ‖ (٥٩٢–٨ I Δ ≡) ٢١–٢٣

٢٣و حشائش «[χρώματι κροκῶδες]
.٩٦٣ حبسةس

١٠الـخُولان] ‖ پ «شُكَيرْ» ٨شُليرَ] ‖ پ ِهِ» ْ «وَشـَ ٨ويشُـبهه] ‖ پ «وَجَذوِه» ٧وحَذْوُه] ‖ پ «اَلقِْرفهَ» ٤القِـرْفة]
١٣والقَنطُْوریون] ‖ پ هْ» خُضرَْ «وَیعَْلوُه خُضرة] ١١وتعلوه ‖ پ /الطْیبْ» / / / «وَالتيبْ ١١والطیّب] ‖ پ «الخَْولان»

پ. مانْ» «وَالرَّ مّان] ١٣والرُّ ‖ پ «وَالقَْىطِيریوُْن»

٦هنديّ] ‖ ی دار > ٦٢٠٠؛ عمدة والهند» بالصين نباته لكثرة الصين“ ”شجر «فمعناه: «κινάμωμον»؛ ≡ ٢الدارصینيّ]
،٥٨٨–٦ بلدانه ٨شُليرَ] ‖ «Κελτικὴ νάρδος» ≡ إقلیطيّ» ناردين / «سنبل ≡ ٦وروميّ] ‖ «νάρδος Ἰνδική» ≡
١٨٦٢؛ مفردةو الفالزهرج» خولان، كحل هو «حضض: ١٠الـخُولان] ‖ Soloriusmons > ٧–١٩؛

٢٦٠ب III بلدانح

.«κενταύρειον» ≡ ١٣والقَنطُْوریون] ‖ «τὸ Ἰνδικόν» ≡ ١٠هنديّ] ‖ «λύκιον» ≡ الحضض»؛ «عصارة
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الصبر على القول 3.1.13

أسود. ثالث وصنف ميّ، وحَـضرَْ سُقُطريّ صنفان: برْ الصَّ
المرارة. شدید الانفراك، سریع اللون، أحمر الرائحة، حسن برّاقاً، يكون أنهّ منه: الفاضل وعلامة

السقطريّ. بالصبر لحَِقَ العطریةّ، الطیّبة بالأفاویه الأسود الحضرميّ غُسل ومتى
العربيّ؞ الصمغ الصبر ٥ويشُـبه

الحلـتیت على القول 17rپ

مُنتن. أسود وصنف أحمر، صنفٌ صنفان: الـحَلتْيت 3.1.14

الماء. بیّض الماء، في منه حُكّ إذا أنهّ، منه: الطیّب وعلامة
والجاوشير؞ كْبینج، والسَّ ق، الوُشَّ ويشُـبه

الـتنـكار على القول 3.1.15١٠

انتفختْ حبةّ، زِنة منه النار في أُلقي إذا ⟨أنهّ⟩، منه: الطیّب وعلامة ومصنوع. معدنيّ صنفان: التُّنْـكار
كالزیت وجَرَتْ القير یذوب كما ذابت عليها، النار زاد⟨ت⟩ فإذا القطن؛ شكل في تكون حتىّ ورَبتَْ

الفول. رماد ومن القِلى ملح من المعقود الـْمَهـى ذلك في ويشُـبه —
من المعقود المهـى أیضًا التنكار ويشُـبه للشمس. المجفَّف الصابون التنكار على التيّ هْنیّةُ الدُّ وتشُـبه
(أيّ الأَرْمِدة من المعقود والمهـى اللَّخْشـیّة، من المعقود والمهـى اليمانيّ، بّ الشَّ من المعقود والمهـى ١٥البورق،

البارود؞ ومن كان) رماد

جهة من أیضًا ومثله [...] «والحضريّ ،١٩٣٧٧ عمدة كثيرة» وسقطرا وبحضرموت بعمان الصبر «ومعاصر ميّ] ٢وحَـضرَْ
«فاخترْ المرارة] . . . ٣وعلامة ‖ ٣٨٢ نخبة ملمّع» أسود عمان جهة من «والفارسيّ ٢أسود] ‖ ١٨٢–٢ نخبة حضرموت»
II Δ ≡) ٩–١٠

٥٩ظ حشائش المرارة» شدید الرطب، سریع الانفراك، سهل كبديّ، هو ما الحمرة إلى بریق وله [...] ما

/ أبیض ≠ ٧أحمر] ‖ (٢٢٩ II Δ ≡) ١١
٥٩ظ حشائش بالصمغ» یغُشّ «وقد العربيّ] . . . ٥ويشُـبه ‖ (١٣٢٨–٢٢٩

(١٣٩٤–١٤ II Δ ≡) ٢١
٦٩ظ حشائش بالمرّ» شبيه صافي، هو، ما الحمرة إلى كان ما منه: يكون ما «وأجوده Σ؛ أسود

إلى لونه كان دیف، «وإذا الماء] . . . ٨إذا ‖ ٦١١٥–٧ اعتماد الأسود» الأنجذان من «والمنتن مُنتن] أسود ٧وصنف ‖
تجفّ أن قبل تغُشّ الحلتيث أصناف «وكلّ كْبینج] ٩والسَّ ‖ (١٣٩٤–١٥ II Δ ≡) ٢١–٢٢

٦٩ظ حشائش البیاض»

I قانون مصنوع» ومنه معدنيّ، «منه ومصنوع] ١١معدنيّ ‖ (٤٩٥–٥ II Δ ≡) ٢–٣
٧٠و حشائش بها» يخُلط بسكبینج

.٦٤٤٤

پ. « وَمِنَّ | «وَمنْ ١٦ومن] ‖ پ ىَهِ» «واللَّحْشـِ ١٥اللَّخْشـیّة] ‖ پ «التُىكاَرِ» ١١التُّنْـكار]

١٣الـْمَهـى] ‖ «σίλφιον» ≡ ١١٤٢؛ عمدة الأنجذان» صمغ الأفصح): (وهو وحِلتِْيت «حَلتِْيت ٧الـحَلتْيت]
.*{lxš} ٤٧٨ DAA ⨀ ١٥اللَّخْشـیّة] ‖ ١٣

٢٩٩ا XV لسان البِلَّوْر» وهي قُ، تبرَُْ التيّ الـبُیَضُ الحجارة «والمهَاةُ:
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الراوند على 3.1.16القول

وسُقل؞ وطُرّي سُقي إذا الصینيّ عن ینوب والشاميّ صنفان. وهما والشاميّ، | الصینيّ پ17vالرّاوَندْ:

الغالیة أجساد على 3.1.17القول

المثلثّة. الغالیة: وأطْیب الغالیة أجساد
الشعر في الرائحة بقيت الشعر، وغُسل واللحیة الشعر على بها مُسح إذا أنهّا، منها: الطیّب وعلامة ٥

كانت. ممّا أعطر
وربّ العود، وربّ القرنفل، وربّ ياخيلون، والّدِ الیابس، الورد ورق رُبّ الغالیة جسد ويشُـبه
السنبل وربّ العنب، وربّ لیخة، السَّ ،وربّ الجوز وربّ بـوّا، جوز وربّ القرفة، وربّ الدارصینيّ،

الجاوشير؞ وربّ الخربق، وربّ وأعطر)، ادُوران السَّ من الغوالي في أشرف (وهي

الزعفران على 3.1.18القول ١٠

وجَنوَيّ. عراقيّ صنفان: عْفَران الزَّ
متناثر. بلَْ متعلّكِ لا أصفر، الشعر رقيق اللون، حسن أحمر، كان ما منه: والجیّد

والوَرْس؞ شالّة، والرُّ العُصْفور، يشُـبه منه والطیّب

٢٤٢١٦–٢٩؛ عمدة ،١٤٢٠٥ وساد ،٩
٧٢ظ١|٧٢ظ طحال شاميّ» «راوند ٢والشاميّ] ‖ «ῥῆον/ῥᾶ» ≡ ٢الصینيّ]

→) ٢٢١٣١–٢٣ II جامعب الشام» أرض من عمّان نواحي من إلینا يجُلب الصنف هذا فإنّ بالشاميّ، المعروف الراوند «وأمّا

في تنبت الدوابّ» «راوند لها یقُال بنبتةٍ الصینيّ الراوند یغُشّ «وقد وسُقل] . . . ٢والشاميّ ‖ الراوند) في مقالة جمیع، ابن

III نهایةث اللهبِالغْالِیة“» رَسُولِ لِحْیةَ ِّفُ أُغلَ ”كُنْتُ عائشة: حدیث «وفي ٥واللحیة] ‖ ١٤٤٢–١٦ حسـبةش الشام»
«منه ١١وجَنوَيّ] ‖ ٧٤٠٠–٨ II أبرار بّ» الرُّ كٔانهّا صَلعْته على والغالیة أحرم حين عبّاس ابن «رأیت ٧رُبّ] ‖ ٥٣٧٩
ویبيعه بالكيتلانيّ والمعسّل بجنويّ، ویبيعه الكيتلانيّ مع الجنويّ يخلط مَن «ومنهم ،٣١٢٠ كتاّب الإفرنجيّ)» (وهو جنويّ

١٢أحمر] ‖ ٨٢٥ صنائع الجناويّ» «الزعفران ،٥
٩٥و٩|٩٥ظ حقائق الجنويّ» «الزعفران ،٤١٢٤–٥ حسـبةخ بجنويّ»

.(١٠٢٩ I Δ ≡) ١١
٨و حشائش ≡ اللون] ١٢حسن ‖ ٤١٢٤ حسـبةخ الحمرة» «الشدید

ادُوران] ٩السَّ ‖ په وأعطر] . . . السنبل ٨-٩وربّ ‖ پ «وَالديَاحِىْلوُن» ياخيلون] ٧والّدِ ‖ پ «سُڡِىْ» ٢سُقي]
‖ پ «العُصْفورِ» ١٣العُصْفور] ‖ پ «أصڡَر» ١٢أصفر] ‖ پ «وَجَىوََيْ» ١١وجَنوَيّ] ‖ پ «السادوران»

پ. «وَالرقياله» شالّة] ١٣والرُّ

بالبان» یعُجنان وعنبر مسك «وهي ٤الغالیة] ‖ *{sql} ٢٥٥ DAA ⨀ ٢وسُقل] ‖ د رو > ریوند» / «راوند ٢الرّاوَندْ]
ياخيلون] ٧والّدِ ‖ ١٧–١٨

١٣٤ب XV لسان وَدُهْنٍ» وعود وعنبر مِسْكٍ من مُرَكَّبٌ یبِ الطِّ من نوعٌ «هو ،١٤١٤٦ محبّ
Γ Ⓡ (ܕܝܐܟܠܘܢ) «ἡ διὰ χυλῶν (ἔμπλαστρος)» > ٢٢–٢٧؛

٦٤ظ دكاّنل الدياخيلون» «مرهم / «دياخيلون» Ⓡ

DAA «سَادِرْوان» ≡ ١٢١٣٢|٣)|١٣١٣٣؛ كناّشك «سادوران» ادُوران] ٩السَّ ‖ ٢٩٩٥–٤١٠٠٥ XIII Per gen
.٧٢١٠ عمدة ≟ شالّة] ١٣والرُّ ‖ دواران) یاه >) *{sdrwn} ٢٤٧
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الورس على القول 3.1.19

وروميّ. حبشيّ صنفان: الوَرْس
الزعفران. لون يشُـبه نـَبَتٌ وهو

⟩؞ — — ⟩ ما منه: الطیّب وعلامة

⟨— — — ⟩٥

البلسان دهن⟩ على ⟨القول پ٦و

الحدید. يشُعل البَلسَان دُهن من الطیّب 3.1.20

خرج وغُسل، الثوب على قُطّر وإذا معه؛ اختلط الماء، في قُطّر وإذا ابیضّ؛ الخلّ، على قُطّر وإذا
صابون. بغير

القِنةّ؞ ودهن ر، المقطَّ القِطْران ١٠وشبيههُ:

النـفط على القول 3.1.21

والكِبرْیت. نْدَرُوس والسـَّ الكُـنْدُر من مصنوع دهنٌ النَّفْط
بالأنبيق؞ ر المقطَّ الأبیض فْت الزَّ ويشُـبه

يسقط ما وهو [...] الحبشيّ الورس هو الطیب ورس أنّ الناس عامّة عند «المشهور ،١٦١٦٥–١٧ نبات ≡ ٢حبشيّ]
فيه، لسواد الحبشيّ يسُمّى صنف «ومنه ،٦

١٥–١٦ظ
١٦و مرشد مكةّ» إلى الحبشة بلد من ويجُلب الحبشة ببلد منه

الأصمعيّ تكتلّ» إذا المسحوق الزعفران يشُـبه «وهو الزعفران] . . . ٣وهو ‖ ٨١٩١–٩ IV جامعب ⊃ الأصمعيّ أحرّه» وهو

«والخالص معه] . . . ٨وإذا ‖ ١٦٢٨–١٢٩ ثامنة بالزعفران» یصُبغ كما به یصُبغ أصفر شيء «وهو ،٢٥٧٤ عمدة ⊃

بسرعة» [γαλακτοῦται] اللبن قوام إلى یصير ثمّ انحلّ ،[γάλακτι ἢ ὕδατι] الماء على منه قُطّر إذا ،[ὁ ἀκέραιος]
بعد، من وغُسل صوفة على منه قُطّر إذا الخالص، «أنّ صابون] . . . ٨-٩وإذا ‖ (٢٢٥–٣ I Δ ≡) ٧–٨

٧و حشائش
.(١٩٢٤–١٢٥ I Δ ≡) ٦

٧و حشائش «[κηλίδα οὐ ποιεῖ οὐδὲ σπίλον] فيه باثٔر فليس

پ. نْدروس» «والسـَّ نْدَرُوس] ١٢والسـَّ ‖ پ «النَّفْط» ١٢النَّفْط] ‖ پ «الوَرَسِ» ٢الوَرْس]

(والكسر دُهْنٌ : وَالنَّفْطُ «النِّفْطُ «νάφθα»؛ ≡ «نفط» ≠ دهنٌ] ١٢النَّفْط ‖ «ὀποβάλασμον» ≡ البَلسَان] ٧دُهن
.(κάγκαμον ≡) ٧١٣ تفسيرج السـندروس» وهو «قنقموا: نْدَرُوس] ١٢والسـَّ ‖ ٨

٤١٦ب VII لسان أفصح)»
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الأحجار على 3.2القول

ذلك: فمن مختلفة، الأحجار

الذهب على 3.2a.1القول

أحمر. وخرج أحمر النار دخل ما منه: الطیّب هَب، الذَّ
المدبَّر. بَه الشـَّ ويشُـبه ٥

به. واختلط طحنه علیه، وأُلقي وسحُق رقيقًا ضرُب وإذا — یبق الزَّ طحنه: وما
الأرض؞ في یبلى ولا

الفضّة في 3.2a.2القول

أبیض. وخرج أبیض النار دخل ما الفِضّة: أطْیب
الزیبق. وطحنه: ١٠

المبیَّض؞ والنحاس المبیَّض، الحدید | پ٦ظوشـبهها:

اسودّ الفضّة، أو النحاس من اخٓر جسمٌ فيه كان فمتى النار: في الحمْي ذلك فمن المغشوش، الذهب «فامّٔا أحمر] . . . ٤ما
كَماَ بِالبَْالاَءِ أَحَدَكمُْ لیَُجَرّبُِ َ ا نَّ ِٕ

”ا قال: أنهّ  النبيّ عن أمامة أبو «وروى ٢–٦؛
٤ظ تجارة سحنته» وتغيرّت اخضرّ أو

ܘܙܘܢ) (ܐܒ «χρυσίον ὄβρυζον» ≡ ٩–١١؛
٣١١ا V لسان بْريِزِ“»

ِٕ
الاْ هَبِ كَالذَّ رُجُ يخَْ مَا فمَِنْهُ بِالنَّارِ؛ ذَهَبَهُ أَحَدُكمُْ رّبُِ يجَُ

خالص هو «الشـبه ،٧٥٤ III جامعب ⊃ جلجل ابن بالذهب» المشـبه الأصفر النحاس هو «[شـبهان] بَه] ٥الشـَّ ‖

Frangitur facillime cum» یبق] الزَّ طحنه: ٦وما ‖ إسحق) ابن →) [٩٤٨] تلخیص الذهب» يشُـبه الّذي الصفر
فيرُقّ [...] الطیّب الخالص الذهب ویؤخذ للطلاء: الذهب قتل «صفة به] . . . ٦وإذا ‖ ٩–١٠

١٥د Inv «mercurio
يحُرّك ثمّ البودقة؛ في النار على وهو زئبق، مثاقيل خمسة المدقوق الذهب من مثقال كلّ على یصُبّ ثمّ [...] رقاقاً صفائح

«إذا ،١٥٢٠٥ عجائب التراب» في یبلى «ولا الأرض] . . . ٧ولا ‖ ١٢١٢–١٣ مخترع ويخلط» يماع حتىّ شدیدًا تحريكاً
«تدخل أبیض] . . . ٩ما ‖ ١٥١٥٦–١٦ أحجارت التراب» یضرّه ⟨و⟩لم غيره، جسم يخُالطه لم صحیح، وهو الأرض في دُفن
اسودّ» ردیئاً، كان فإن النار: في «الحمي ،١٩٩ أسطانس صدى» ولا سواد لها ليس دخلت، ما مثل منها وتخرج النار
أحجارت التطریق» عند تكسرّت الزئبق، ريح أو الرصاص ريحُ الفضّة أصاب «وإن الزیبق] ١٠وطحنه: ‖ ١–٢

٥ظ تجارة

زائدة، ومئين باب زوج ألف عشر «خمسة المبیَّض] ١١الحدید ‖ ١٢٨٣–٣ III جامعس ⊃ عمران ابن ≅ ١١١٥٧–١٢

حياّن). ابن →) ١٠٣٠١–١١ فرحة بالقزدير» المبیّض بالحدید المصفّح منها

پ. «الرىىٯ» ١٠الزیبق] ‖ پ «الدق» یبق] ٦الزَّ ‖ پ «الشبّ» بَه] ٥الشـَّ
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النـحاس على القول 3.2a.3

وروميّ. وفارسيّ، سُوسيّ، أصناف: ثلٰثة النُّحاس
الامتداد. سریع اللون، أحمر كان ما النحاس: وأطیب

وعند التلويح، وفي المراهم، وفي الشعر، صباغ وفي كحال، الأ في ویتـصرّف «الـحَرْقوُس»، منه یصُنع
الحدید. حرقوس ويشُـبه الكيمیاء. ٥أهل

تزنجرت. ما متى وتجُرّد الخلّ على الصفائح تعُلقّ بانٔ «الزّنجِار» النحاس من ویصُنع
الكيمیاء. أهل وعند والتلويح، كحال، الأ وفي الأصبغة، وفي المراهم، في یتـصرّف والزنجار

بالانٓـُك. یفعل وكذلك — نحاسـیًّا ثوبًا كساه المصقول، الحدید به وطُلي والخلّ الزاج مع خُلط وإذا
الأخضر؞ الزاج ويشُـبه

٩الزاج الرصاص‖ على القول ⬇ ٨بالانٓـُك] ‖ الزنجار على القول ⬇ ٦الزّنجِار] ‖ الروسختج على القول ⬇ ٤الـحَرْقوُس]
الزاج. على القول ⬇ الأخضر]

حسـبةخ ،٢٠
٢١و أسرارت سوسيّ» «نحاس ٢سُوسيّ] ‖ (٧٤٦ نخبة وسوسيّ» + قبرسيّ + «روميّ أصناف] ٢ثلٰثة

⨁«نحاس > ٣٢٩٧ حبالى فارسيّ» «نحاس ≟ ٢وفارسيّ] ‖ ١٨١٩٠–١٩ جعرافية الأقصى»، وس «السُّ > ١١٤٨–٢؛
ܐ «ܢܚ ≟ ٢وروميّ] ‖ («χαλκὸς Κύπριος» ≡) ٦

١٠٧ظ خواصّرط قبرسيّ» «نحاس >†
١٨

٨٤و خواصّرا فارسيّ»
١٥١٧٥٤ بهلول بر وفضّة» ذهب فيه روميّ نحاس ܝܢܐ ܘܪܝܢ » ،١٤٤٦ عليّ بر روميّ» أو قورینثانيّ نحاس ܝܐ ܘܪܝܢ

٦ویصُنع ‖ «χαλκὸς ἐρυθρός» ≡ ٥١٥٨؛ أحجارت أجودها» «والأحمر اللون] ٣أحمر ‖ (ὁ Κορινθιακὸς χαλκός ≡)
الخلّ، تماُسّ ولا الخلّ، فيه الّذي الإناء في [ἐγκρέμασον] وتعُلقّ نحاس من [λεπίδα] صفيحة تؤخذ «أو تزنجرت] . . .
.(٩٤٩–١١ III Δ ≡) ١٩–٢١

١١٩ظ حشائش الزنجار» من عليها اجتمع ما [ἀποξύε] وتجُرد تخُرج أیضًا أيّام عشرة كلّ وفي

پ. «حرقوس» ٥حرقوس] ‖ پ «الحرڡوس» ٤الـحَرْقوُس]

،٨٢٥٠–٩ I جامعس ⊃ عمران ابن المحرق» النحاس هو بالروميةّ «الحلقوص ٤الـحَرْقوُس] ‖ «χαλκός» ≡ ٢النُّحاس]
٧

٣٥٥ب XXII الحاوي روسختج» «خالقوس ،١٣١٦٣–١٤ اعتماد الحلقوص)» (وهو بالراسختج المعروف المحرق «النحاس
النحاس هو «خالقوس ،[١٠٣٤] تلخیص روسختج» «خالقوس ،٣

٣٥٧ا XXII الحاوي محرق» نحاس ي «خالقوس +
II تصریف البربر» عند الحرقوص وهو محرق، نحاس هو «روسختج ،٢٣٤٢٣–٢٤ II تصریف الروسختج» وهو المحرق،
(وهو «الروسختج ،١٢٣٨ شرح الحرقوص“» ”حدید المغرب عامّة تسُمّیه الّذي المحرق النحاس وهو «روسختج ،١٠٤٢٥

ܘܣ). (ܟܐܠ «(κεκαυμένος) χαλκός» > ٧٣٦٥١٢٦١؛ هارونیّة الحرقوص)» الحدید
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الحدید على 3.2a.4القول

ومذكَّر. أُنثى صنفان: الحدید
والتْئامًا. بیاضًا ه أشدُّ وأطیبه:

عجیبة. صناعة وهي — یصفرّ حتىّ والمغنيسـیا والزجاج بالزرنیخ ‖ یذُاب بانٔ «الهِنْدِيّ» پ٧وویصُنع

افٓات في الإدمال، البطیّة الرطوبة، الكثيرة القروح إدمال في یتـصرّف «زَعْفَران» الحدید من ویصُنع ٥

الأسرار. من والتلويح الكيمیاء أهل عند وهو الأجفان. شعر
البواسير. وفي الأعضاء تقویة في ⟨یتـصرّف⟩ «الـخَبَث»، الحدید من أیضًا ویصُنع

والعود. الشعر صباغ في یتـصرّف «توُبال» منه ویصُنع
الأدویة. في تتـصرّف «برُادة» منه وتصُنع

«الأرض». الحدید ذلك ويسُمّى الماء، في ویغُمس الحدید ويحُمى ١٠

والزجاج؞ بالزرنیخ بك سـُ ما منه الهنديُّ ويشُـبه

الحدید. توبال على القول ⬇ ٨توُبال] ‖ الحدید خبث على القول ⬇ ٧الـخَبَث] ‖ الحدید زعفران على القول ⬇ ٥زَعْفَران]

صلبٌ والاخٓر بالأنوثة؛ ویلُقبّ ”النرماهن“، يسُمّى لينٌّ أحدهما صنفين: إلى ینقسم معدنه «والحدید، ومذكَّر] ٢أُنثى
ذُرّ إذا وحده يسُـتعمل «وقد الإدمال] . . . ٥في ‖ ٤٢٤٨–٥ جواهرب لصرامته» بالذكورة ویلُقبّ ”الشابرقان“، يسُمّى
الحدید عُولج «إذا البواسير] . . . ٧ویصُنع ‖ ٢٣٤٠٦–٢٤ II تصریف بقوّة» جففّها اندمالها: یعسر التيّ الرطبة القروح على
البواسير» كل وأ النواصير، وأبرى الجرائح، ألحم مرهم، منه وعمُل سحُق إذا الحدید“: ”خبث يسُمّى حجرٌ منه يحدث بالنار،
المقعدة، یقُوّي «خبثه ،(١١٦٧ أحجارت البواسير» باؤجاع وذهب وصلبها، المعدة أعصاب («وشدّ ١٠١٢٥–١١ أحجارپ
في ٩تتـصرّف ‖ ٢٤٤٠٦–٢٩ II تصریف الحدید» برادة «صفة Ⓡ ٩برُادة] ‖ ٢١٣٤٣–٢٢ II تصریف البواسير» دم ویقطع

σίδηρος δὲ»≡) ١١–١٢
١٢٠و حشائش بالماء» أُطفئ فإنهّ المحمّى، «الحدید الماء] . . . ١٠ويحُمى ‖ ١٤–١٥

أحجارر الأدویة]
١٣١٢٣–١٤؛ أحجارپ صلب» الماء، وسُقي فأُحمي روخًا كان «وإن ١٥٣–٢)؛ III Δ «πεπυρωμένος ἐνσβεσθεὶς ὕδατι
كتاب الرازيّ، →) [٢٤١] تلخیص ويسودّ» یغلظ حتىّ المحمّى الحدید فيه یطُفأ الّذي الماء هو «والدوص «الدوص»: ⩼†

المعادن).

پ. «الحبيثُ» ٧الـخَبَث] ‖ پ «البطیّه» ٥البطیّة] ‖ پ «وهو» ٤وهي] ‖ پ «والمعنيسـیا» ٤والمغنيسـیا]

.«σίδηρος Ἰνδικός» ≡ ٤الهِنْدِيّ]
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الرصاص على القول 3.2a.5

القَزْدِير). (وهو «الآنكُ» له یقُال الّذي الثاني والنوع ب»، «الأُسرُْ له یقُال الّذي النوع نوعان: صاص الـرَّ
وتجُرّد. الخلّ على الصفائح تعُلقّ بانٔ «إسْفيذاج» الرصاص من ویصُنع

التلويح، وأهل الكيمیاء أهل وعند الأصباغ، وفي الأشـیاف، وفي | المراهم، في الإسفيذاج هذا ویتـصرّف پ٧ظ

النساء. ٥وعند

أحمر. زرقونًا خرج الزجاج، أفران في وأدخلته قُدُور منه وأُملئت وسحُق الإسفيذاج من أُخذ وإذا
ويشُـبه والتلويح. الكيمیاء أهل وعند الأصباغ، في «الزرقون» ویتـصرّف ُّشاذر. الن الإسفيذاج ويشُـبه

بالإسفيذاج. فعله مثل بالمرتك یفُعل بانٔ المرَْتكَ من المصنوع الزرقون الشـبه غایة

القزدیر وأما
العطر؞ بصناعة یلیق ممّا والإفراغ بديّ، الزُّ وفي والنحاس، الحدید تبيُّض في تصرُّفه: كثر ١٠فأ

المرتك. على القول ⬇ ٨المرَْتكَ] النشاذر. على القول ⬇ ُّشاذر] ٧الن

أحجارپ أنواعه» أجود فهو الأسرب، «فامّٔا ٢الأُسرُْب] ‖ ١٠٢٠٣|٨٤٧ هارونیّة ،٢٤٦ أسرارر «الرصاصان» ٢نوعان]
«ومن ٢الآنكُ] ‖ (١١١٦٠ أحجارت الرصاص» أجناس أشرّ وهو الأسرب، جنس الرصاص «ومن ≡) ٣١٢٣–٤
جامعس ⊃ عمران ابن قلَعَيّ“» ”الرصاص وهو بالعربیّة، ”القزدير“ وهو بالفارسـیّة، ”الانٓك“ وهو الأسرب، الرصاص:

«من وتجُرّد] . . . ٣بانٔ ‖ ١٥٤١٧ II تصریف القزدير» وهو الرصاص، هو «انٓك: ،٢١٦١–٢٢ اعتماد ≡ ٢٧٩–٣ IV
ثفل في ولفَِّها الخلّ في صفائح بتعلیق الإسفيذاج یعُمل «ومنه ،٤١٢٥–٥ أحجارپ بالخلّ» فيه يسُـتخرج الأسرب، الرصاص
Ⓡ ≈ ٢٢٦٠–٣؛ جواهرب عنها» وینحت النحاس، على الزنجار علوّ یعلوه الإسفيذاج فإنّ — العصر بعد وحجمه العنب

حرق من وینفع اللحم ینُبت نافع، «ومرهمه المراهم] ٤في ‖ ١٦٣٧٧–٣٢ II تصریف عندنا» یصُنع الّذي الإسفيذاج «عمل

تبيُّض ١٠في ‖ ١٠–١٣
٦٥و دكاّنل ،١٣٦٦٥–١٧ زاد ⊃ ماسویه ابن الإسفيذاج» «مرهم Ⓡ ٥١٢٥–٦؛ أحجارپ النار»

حياّن). ابن →) ١١٣٠١ فرحة بالقزدير» المبیّض «بالحدید الحدید]

پ. «ىصافته» ١٠تصرُّفه] ‖ پ «اَسٝفيْذاج» ٣إسْفيذاج] ‖ پ «انوَْا|عات» ٢نوعان]

« «אֲנָ | ܐܢܟܐ ≡ ٢الآنكُ] ‖ ف») «أُسرُْ ≡) ܘܦ ܐ > ٢الأُسرُْب] ‖ «μόλυβδος/κασσίτερος» ≡ ٢الـرَّصاص]
٦زرقونًا] ‖ «ψιμύθιον» ≡ ܕܐ)؛ ) دا / داک > ٧٣١٥–٨؛ هارونیّة البیاض)» (وهو «إسفيداج ٣إسْفيذاج] ‖

ܕܪܝܢ/ ) قزَْدِير» «قصَْدِير/ ٩القزدیر] ‖ ون زر ⩼ البغیة)؛ كتاب الجزّار، (ابن [٤٠] تلخیص الزرقون» هو «أسرنج

«تبييض». ≡ ⨀ ١٠تبيُّض] ‖ «κασσίτερος» ≡ ١٤٢٦؛ II تصریف القصدير» هو قلعيّ: «رصاص ܝܢ): ܛ
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یبق الز على 3.2a.6القول

المراهم. بعض في ویتـصرّف والحلاّئين، الصاغـة وعند الكيمیاء، أهل عند تصرُّفه: كثر أ
ویصُعَّد الزاج، في یماُت أن بعد رطل الأحمر الكبریت ومن رطلان منه يجُعل بانٔ فُور» نجُْ «الزُّ منه ویصُنع

الصناعات؞ من صناعة وهي — الأُثال في

النشاذر على 3.2a.7القول ٥

‖ ويجُمع الزبل، فيها أُحرق إذا خان الدُّ من الحمّام أَزِقـّة رماد یؤخذ أن وصناعته: مصنوع، شيءٌ ُّشاذر پ٨والن

الأثال على ویطُينّ المسحوق. الملح على الأُثال نصف إلى الرماد ويجُعل فـُرْن له ويهُیّأ الأُثال، في ويجُعل
الماء في خرقةً یبلّ الأمر لهذا ِّر المدب يزال ولا النار، تحته توقد ثمّ صغير. ثقبٌ القُـبـّة في ویترُك فيُـبِـتْه،

النشاذر. ویؤخذ یترُك ثمّ یصعد، حتىّ صحیفةً) القبةّ (وتكون یفترُ ولا الأثال قبةّ بها ويمسح
كفّ. الأ ويسُوّد الدخان في بأَسرْهِ خرج النار، في منه أُلقي إذا منه: الطیّب وعلامة ١٠

— الكيمیاء أهل عند تصرُّفه: كثر وأ الصاغة. عند ویتـصرّف الحادّة، كحال والأ الأدویة في ویتـصرّف
غریـبة. وأمور عجیبة أسرار وفيه الأرواح، من وهو

الطعام؞ ملح شـبهاً: به الأشـیاء كثر وأ

الطعام. ملح على القول ⬇ الطعام] ١٣ملح ‖ الزنجفور على القول ⬇ فُور] نجُْ ٣الزُّ

وصار حمرة إلى اسـتحال یطير، لیالأّ رأسه من واسـتوثق الكبریت مع الزجاج في طُبخ إذا الزئبق، «إنّ يجُعل] ٣بانٔ
الأحمر» الكبریت وهو والكبریت، الزواق من ویتركبّ الزنجفور، وهو «والأندرموس، ،١٧١٢٤–١٨ أحجارپ زنجفرًا»
‖ ٧٥٩–٢٠ تحف الزنجفور» «صنعة ،٢٩٣٨٢–٣٠|١٥٤٠٥–١٨ II تصریف الزنجفر» عمل «صفة Ⓡ ٧٢٥٩–٨؛ هارونیّة
II تصریف النشادر» عمل «صفة Ⓡ ٤٢٥٣–٥؛ هارونیّة والزبول» الحمّامات دخان من المصنوع «ومنه ٦وصناعته] ‖

.٢١٤١٤–٣٠

‖ پ «فيبىه» ٨فيُـبِـتْه] ‖ پ «الاىال» ٤الأُثال] ‖ پ «وینصرف» ٢ویتـصرّف] ‖ پ «والحلابين» ٢والحلاّئين]
‖ پ «وىصرف» ١١ویتـصرّف] ‖ «صحیحة» / «سحیفة» ⩼ پ؛ «صحفة» ٩صحیفةً] ‖ پ «ويكون» ٩وتكون]

پ. «بملح» ١٣ملح] ‖ پ «شبيهاً» [ ١٣شـبهاً

لذلك «فاجتمع ٢والحلاّئين] ‖ «ὑδράργυρος» ≡ ܙܝܘܩ)؛ ܙܝܘܓ/ | وه ژ <) وگ *ز > «زَیـْبَق» ⨀ / «زِئبَْق» یبق] ١الز
‖ ١٣٦١١–١٤ I نفح والنقاّشين...» والحلاّئين والنظّامين والصوّاغين المهندسين من طائفة كلّ ومهرة صناعة كلّ حُذّاق

.«ἅλες ἀμμωνιακοί» ≡ נשדור)؛ | ܐܕܪ ܢܘ ܐܕܘܪ/ (ܐܢܘ *anōšāδur > ُّشاذر] ٦الن
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الزرنیخ على القول 3.2a.8

وأصفر. أحمر نوعان: رْنِیخ الزِّ
الأصباغ. وفي النُّورة، وفي المراهم، في یتـصرّف

والكيمیاء. التلويح أهل عند تصرُّفه: كثر وأ الأرواح، من وهو
في بان ویذُوَّ جزو؛ البركانيّ الأحمر الكبریت ومن أجزاء، ثلٰثة منه یؤخذ بانٔ الرمّان» «حبّ منه ٥ویصُنع

الخـَرَز. یصُنع كما الرمّان | حبّ منه ویصُنع قِدْر. پ٨ظ

بیّضه. علیه، وأُلقي الأحمر النحاس بك سـُ وإذا ذهبیًّا. قمیصًا علیه، طُلي إذا النحاس، ويكسي
أسرار؞ وفيه

الكبریت على القول 3.2a.9

ومعدنيّ. بـُرْكانيّ نوعان: ١٠الكِبرِْیت

كثر وأ والشعر. الحدید تبيُّض وفي القَرابِيس، صناعة وفي المراهم، بعض في یتـصرّف والكبریت
فُوط. والنّـُ والتلويح الكيمیاء أهل عند تصرُّفه:

الخالص. الذهب إلاّ الأجساد، جمیع ويحُرق أسرار. وفيه الأرواح من وهو
وجه. من ویصُفرّ وجه، من ویبُيضّ وجهٍ، من ويسُوّد

والنيران؞ وج ُ السرُّ بوُقود ١٥ويسرُع

٣١٦٢ عشر «الزرنیخان» ٩١٥١؛ اعتماد وأصفر» أحمر «ضربان: ،١٨٤٠٩ فردوس «ضربان» وأصفر] أحمر ٢نوعان:
النار على خُلط إدى الرأس يحلق «والزرنیخ ،٧١١٣ أحجارپ الشعر» حلق الكلس، إلى أُضیف «وإذا النُّورة] ٣وفي ‖

شيئاً مع وألقى النحاس سـبك ثمّ یبيضّ، حتىّ أحدهما كلسّ «ومَن بیّضه] . . . ٧وإذا ‖ ١٠٣٥٠ II تصریف والماء» الخبز مع

«وإذا الأجساد] جمیع ١٣ويحُرق ‖ ٨١١٣–١٠ أحجارپ نه» وحسـّ بیّضه المكلسّ: الزرنیخ من فيه وطرح البورق، من

من الأبیض «فامّٔا وجهٍ] من ١٤ويسُوّد ‖ ٤١١٣–٥ أحجارپ أحرقه» النار، من وأُدني كان حجرٍ أيّ إلى الكبریت أُضیف
«الّذين وج] ُ ١٥السرُّ ‖ ٣١٢٢ أحجارپ يسُوّدها» والكبریت «[الفضّة] ،١٧١١٢ أحجارپ البیاض» يسُوّد فإنهّ الكبریت،

.١٤
٧٦ب II لسان بها» الـْمُوقدَِ الحجارة من «الكبریت: ،٩–١٠

٢٦ظ مرشد للمصابیح» الكبریت عیدان یتخّذون

پ. «وا|لنقوط» فُوط] ١٢والنّـُ ‖ پ «العراىنسٝ» ١١القَرابِيس] ‖ پ «ىركاني» ١٠بـُرْكانيّ]

وهو ”الأُنثى“، وتاؤیله «سـندراخس: «σανδαράκη»؛ ≡ ٢أحمر] ‖ זרניך) | (ܙܪܢܝܟܐ ق زر / ی زر ⇝ رْنِیخ] ٢الزِّ
وهو كَر“، ”الذَّ ومعناه «أرسانیقون: ἀρσενικόν»؛ / ἀρρενικόν» ≡ ٢أصفر] ‖ ٨١٠١ تفسيرج الأحمر« الزرنیخ

١٠الكِبرِْیت] ‖ («τίτανος / ἄσβεστος» ≡ «نورة» ≠) «ψίλωθρον» ≡ ٣النُّورة] ‖ ٧١٠١ تفسيرج الأصفر« الزرنیخ

≟ ١١القَرابِيس] ‖ البُـرْكان» جزيرة «جَبَل/ ⩼ ٩٦٢؛ تحف البركانيّ» «الكبریت ١٠بـُرْكانيّ] ‖ «θεῖον» ≡ ܐ؛ ܝ ܟܒ

.٧٠٣–٧٠٤ II SDA فُوط] ١٢والنّـُ ‖ «عرانس» ≟ / ٣٢٤ II SDA ،*{qrbs/ṣ} ٤٢٠ DAA «قرابيس»
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الطلق على 3.2a.10القول

العَـرُوس». «عَرَق وهو الشمس»، «لعُاب هو لقَ الطَّ
لؤلؤ منه ویعُقد ويحُلّ بالذهب. يكُتب كما به ويكُتب والزعفران. بالعنزروت ویصُبغ الفول، بطبیخ يحُلّ

د؞ التمدُّ ولایقبل النار، في يحترق ولا عجیب.

الزجاج على 3.2a.11القول ٥

مصنوع. وصنفٌ معدنيّ ‖ صنفٌ صنفان: وهو الشریفة، الجواهر من پ٩والزُّجاج

حتىّ الأصباغ ویقبل كثيرة. وجوه على المصنوع ویتـصرّف المزجّجة؛ والأواني الخرز في المعدنيّ ویتـصرّف
الفائق. البحريّ د مُرُّ الزُّ ويحكي والأحمر، والأصفر الأزرق الیاقوت يحكي

واللحیة. الرأس من الإبریة ويزُیل الحصى، ویفُتتّ
أسرار. وفيه ثـُرَيّا. منه وتصُنع ویصُفيّه. الحدید ویذُوّب ١٠

ویدُخل يجفّ. حتىّ ویترُك قرْصًا، ویقُرّص ویدُقاّن، القلى، ملح ومن الأبیض، الجنَْدَل من یؤخذ أن وتركیبه:
أصفى الزجاج كان عليها، الوقود زاد وكلَّما — یذوب حتىّ عليها ویوقد القدر، في لهما المدبَّر الفرن في

بیاضًا؞ وأشدّ

غير أیضًا، متصفحّ «والأندلسيّ ٦٢٧٧؛ هارونیّة عبدون)، ابن محمدّ →) ١٠٢٦١–١١ I جامعس ≡ العَـرُوس] ٢عَرَق
super» الفول] بطبیخ ٣يحُلّ ‖ محمدّ) ابن عليّ →) ١٦٢٦١–١٧ I جامعس العـروس» بعرق ویعُرف متجبسّ، غلیظ أنهّ

الحرير على يكُتب «دواء Ⓡ بالذهب] . . . ٣ويكُتب ‖ ١١٢٠٤–١٢ Lib.sac «fabarum sive alorom solvitur
يحترق» «لا النار] . . . ٤ولا ‖ ١٣٢٣٨–٣٢٣٩ طیبت ینُكر» لا الذهب لون فياتئ الثیاب سائر وعلى الرقوق وعلى
βأحجار بالنار» یتكلسّ ولم يحترق «لم ≡ ١٣١١٩ أحجارپ النار» به «وقُهرت ،(١١٩٩–١٢ III Δ ≡) ٢٠

١٢٩ظ حشائش
دُقّ لو یطُیع لا عاصي حجرٌ «وهو د] التمدُّ ٤ولایقبل ‖ ١٤٣٥–٢ VI حيوانج أبدًا» جمرًا یصير لا «والطلق ،١٩

٤٦ظ

یصُبغ صَبْغٍ كلّ إلى يمیل «لأنهّ ،٢٣٥٠ أنفس ≡ الأصباغ] ٧ویقبل ‖ ١٠١١٩–١١ أحجارپ اندقّ» ما والأعمدة، بمطارق

II تصریف المثانة» حصا فتتّ اللطیفة، الطیّبة الخمرة مع وشرُب سحُق إذا «و الحصى] ٩ویفُتتّ ‖ ١٦١٤٦ أحجارت به»

.٢٨٣٤٨ II تصریف واللحیة» الرأس شعر ویبطّ الرأس، من والإبریةّ الحزازة «ویقلع واللحیة] . . . ٩ويزُیل ‖ ٢٨٣٤٨–٢٩

١١الجنَْدَل] ‖ پ «ترابا» ١٠ثـُرَيّا] ‖ پ «الحصا» ٩الحصى] ‖ پ «صنف» ٦صنفان] ‖ پ «لولوا» ٣لؤلؤ]
پ. قرضًا» «وىقرض قرْصًا] ١١ویقُرّص ‖ پ «القلى» ١١القلى] ‖ په «אלגנדל»

X لسان النار» في یدخلون الّذين به فيتطلىّ عصارته جُ تَخَْ تسُـْ نبَتٌَ هو وقيل: الأدویة؛ من بٌ ضرَْ لقَُ: «والطَّ لقَ] ٢الطَّ
≡ ١٠١٥١؛ أحجارت طبقة» فوق طبقة بعض على بعضه یتحجّر ثمّ الندى، مثل الهواء من یقع حجرٌ «وهو ١٦–١٧؛

٢٣١ا

ابِ، السرَّ أو العنكبوت نسَْجِ مِثلَْ قُ یبرَُْ الحرّ ةِ شِدَّ في تراه الّذي مْسِ: الشَّ «لعُابُ الشمس] ٢لعُاب ‖ «λίθος ἀμίαντος»

مِنَ ياَّ َ «وَالثرُّ ١٠ثـُرَيّا] ‖ «ὕαλος / ὕελος» ≡ ٦الزُّجاج] ‖ ١٠٢٢–١١ VII مخصّص ⊃ حنیفة أبو السماء» من فيحَْدِرُ

.١٥–١٦
١١٢ب لسان النُّجُومِ» مِنَ ياَّ َ بِالثرُّ َّشْبِيهِ الت علىََ ج: ُ السرُّ
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المغنیسیا على القول 3.2a.12

وأسود. أحمر صنفان: والمغنيسـیا الحدیدیـّة. الأحجار من وهي
والأحجار. الزجاج صباغ وفي والكيمیاء، والتلويح، الفخّار، صناعة في تصرُّفها: كثر وأ

عجیبة. وأمور غریبة أسرار وفيها
وتلیينه. الحدید بْك سـَ وعلى وتبيُّضه، الزجاج بْك سـَ ‖ على تعُين ٥پ٩ظ

كحال. الأ في وتـتصرّف
الرّیِباس؞ بماء وتبُيَّض

المرقشیثا على القول 3.2a.13

ونحُاسـیّة، اللون؛ صافي أخضر زنجارًا وتتزنجر وفضّیّة، تتزنجر؛ لا وهي ذهبیّة، أصناف: خمسة المرقشيثا
أحمر. زنجارًا وتتزنجر ⟨...⟩ أسمر زنجارًا ١٠وتتزنجر

أسرار؞ وفيها — كحال الأ وفي الكيمیاء، صناعة وفي التلويح، في المرقشيثا: تصرُّف كثر وأ

٩١١٢ أحجارپ كثيرة» منافع فيه الصنعة، في «یدخل ٣والكيمیاء] ‖ ٢٠١٠٦ أسرارر حدیديّ» «مغنيسـیا ٢الحدیدیـّة]
أحجارپ به» إلاّ الزجاج عمل یتمّ «ولا وتبيُّضه] . . . ٥تعُين ‖ ١٤–١٧

٣و لاليٓ الصبغ» في «تدخل والأحجار] . . . ٣وفي ‖

أصناف] ٩خمسة ‖ ١٨٨٠–٢٠ نخبة الصبغ» یقبل أن إلى الزجاج وصبغ وتصفيته، الرمل سـبك على «یعُين ،٧١١٢
ذهبيّ، أصفر نحاسيّ، ، فضيّّ «أبیض ٣١١٢–٤؛ أحجارپ والنحاسـیّة» والفضّیّة الذهبیّة منها كثيرة، ألوان «المرقشيثا
في دخل الدقيق، مثل یصير حتىّ وحُرّق كلُسّ «فإذا الكيمیاء] صناعة ١١وفي ‖ ١٩٣–٢٠ أسرارر هدیديّ» وأسود
τῶν ἐπισκοτούντων ταῖς] البصر غشاوة «تجلو كحال] الأ ١١وفي ‖ ١٤–١٥

٩ظ خواصّح ≈ ٤١١٢ أحجارپ الصنعة»
للمنفعة النور») «حجر (أيْ الروشـنا» «حجر يسُمّونه «والفرس ،(١٤٩٣–١٥ III Δ ≡) ١٨

١٢٨ظ حشائش «[κόραις
.٢٦٣٦٦–٢٨ I قانون للبصر»

‖ پ «ونحاصّه» ٩ونحُاسـیّة] ‖ پ ر» «وتنز ٩وتتزنجر] ‖ پ «ىنرىجر» ٩تتزنجر] ‖ پ «الرىاسٝ» ٧الرّیِباس]
«زنحار أحمر] ١٠زنجارًا ‖ پ «وتنرنجر» ١٠وتتزنجر] ‖ پ اسمر» «زنجار أسمر] ١٠زنجارًا ‖ پ ر» «وتنز ١٠وتتزنجر]

پ. «فيه» ١١وفيها] ‖ پ احمر»

πυρίτης» ≡ ܐ؛ ܝ ܡ > مارقشيثا» / «مقرشيثا ٩المرقشيثا] ‖ ܝܐ) (ܡܓܢܝ «μαγνησία» > ٢والمغنيسـیا]
.١٩–٢١

٨ظ خواصّح المرقشيثا» هو «والفوریطش λίθος»؛
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الشاذنة على 3.2a.14القول

وريّ». الطُّ «حجر وهو الدم»، «حجر هو الشّاذَنة
أسرار؞ وفيه الكيمیاء. وفي التلويح، وفي الذهب، یدُلك وبه كحال، الأ في ویـتـصرّف

اللازورد على 3.2a.15القول

والكيمیاء. التلويح وفي كحال، الأ وفي السوداء، إسهال في یتـصرّف عجیب حجرٌ زُوَرْد اللاَّ ٥

باب. الذُّ لدفع طلاسم منه وتصُنع
الذهب. ويحُسّن الأبیض، ويحُمّر
سواء؞ ‖ ورِیةّ والطُّ النِّیل پ١٠وويشُـبه

الشادنج (وهو الدم «حجر ،(٤١٩٥ XII Γ «αἱματίτης» ≡) ١
١٤٧ظ مفردةج الشاذنة)» (وهو الدم «حجر الدم] ٢حجر

،١٣٧٩ هارونیّة الشاذنة» هو الطور «حجر وريّ] الطُّ ٢حجر ‖ ܕܕܡܐ) ܐ (ܟܐ ١
١٢١ظ بقراطیّة بعدسيّ)» ليس الّذي

اعتماد ≡ ١٢٥٦–٢ I جامعس ⊃ عمران ابن بالأردنّ» [†ياىون] تابور طور جبل في مخلوق حجرٌ وهو ،[...] ور الطُّ «وحجر
،٥

١٠٥ظ مرشد طبریةّ» عمل ن تابور بطور معدنه أنّ وذلك الطور“، ”حجر له یقُال ،[...] «الأماطیطس ،٤٥٢–٥
أربعة بينهما الأردنّ، طبریةّ على مُطِلٌّ بعینه جبلٌ ور: «والطُّ ٣٠٣٧٢|٢٧٤٢٢|٢٤٤٤٠؛ II تصریف الطور» حجر «وهو
والمسانّ شـیافات منه یعمل «وقد كحال] الأ ٣في ‖ תבור) הר ܕܬܐܒܘܪ، ܛܘܪ ≡) ٦–٧

٤٧ا IV بلدانح فراسخ»

«وبه الذهب] یدُلك ٣وبه ‖ (٩٩٤–١٠ III Δ ≡) ١
١٢٩و حشائش العين» لأمراض صالحة [κολλούρια καὶ ἀκόνια]

«وینفع السوداء] إسهال ٥في ‖ ٨١٤٢–٩ I نفح التذاهیب» دلك في «ويسُـتعمل ،١٢٢٧٥ هارونیّة الذهب» یصقل

في جُعل إذا العیون ینفع الحجر هذا «وطبع كحال] الأ ٥وفي ‖ ٨–٩
٤٤و βأحجار السوداء» المرّة ويسُهل المالیخولیا من

أحجارپ یبُصره» من عين في حسـناً منهما كلّ ازداد الذهب، إلى جمع «إذا الذهب] ٧ويحُسّن ‖ ١٣١٢٣ أحجارت كحال» الأ

النیل» لون إلى یضرب فإنهّ صحیحًا، دام «وما النِّیل] ٨ويشُـبه ‖ (١٦٢٧٥–١٩ هارونیّة ≡ ١٩
٩و خواصّح ≡) ٥١٠٧

.١١٢٧–٣ حسـبةخ الرخاميّ» والجير الهنديّ والنیل المغربيّ بالزجاج غشّه «ومعرفة ،١٢١٩٥ جواهرب

ورِیةّ] ٨والطُّ ‖ پ «طلاسـيم» ٦طلاسم] ‖ پ «ویصنع» ٦وتصُنع] ‖ پ «وفىا» ٣وفيه] ‖ پ «للطوزى» وريّ] ٢الطُّ
پ. «وللطورىه»

؛ لاژورد > زُوَرْد] ٥اللاَّ ‖ («αἱματίτης» ≡) مفردةج «شادنة» / حشائش «شاذنج» ؛ شاد > شاذنج» / «شاذنة ٢الشّاذَنة]
ἀρμενιακόν» ≡ ٣١٠٠–٤؛ تفسيرج نحاسيّ» لازورد وهو كیانص: اللازورد. وهو أرمينیة“، من ”الّذي تاؤیله «ارمينون:

.«κύανος» / «Ἀρμενιὸς λίθος /
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الدهنج على القول 3.2a.16

كاللازورد. نحاسيّ حجرٌ هْنجَ الدَّ
الكيمیاء. وفي التلويح، وفي كحال، الأ في ویتـصرّف

البیضاء. ویصبغ
أسرار. ٥وفيه

الزنجار. ويشُـبه
الجوّ؞ ن تلوُّ مع ویتلوّن

التوتیا على القول 3.2a.17

وأندلسيّ. ومرازبيّ، وبحريّ، هنديّ، أصناف: أربعة التُّوتیا
قشور تشُـبه أبیض وهي البیضاء، وتصبغ كحال؛ الأ في تـتـصرّف غامضة. أسرار الهندیةّ التوتیا ١٠وفي

مرّات. ثلاث صُعّدت إذا الأندلسـیّة) (وهي البَطَرْنِـیّة التوتیا وتشُـبهها البیض.
هْنجَ. الدَّ يشُـبه أخضر ونوع

٢٨٣ نخبة النحاس» حجار «من ،١١١١٦ أحجارت النحاس» معادن في إلاّ الحجر هذا یصُاب «وكيس نحاسيّ] ٢حجرٌ
الجوّ] . . . ٧ویتلوّن ‖ النخب) كتاب جابر، →) جواهرب زنجاریةّ» منه تلوح الخضرة، شدید «هو الزنجار] ٦ويشُـبه ‖

≡ ١٧١٧٠ IV جامعس ⊃ عمرا ابن ≡ ٩هنديّ] ‖ ٩١٠٤–١٠ أحجارپ كدره» مع ويكدر الجوّ صفاء مع یصفو حجر «وهو

IV جامعس ⊃ عمرا ابن الصين» بحر من به «یؤتى ٩وبحريّ] ‖ ١٤
٦٣و دكاّنل هنديّ» أخضر «توتیا ،١٦١٧٦–١٨ اعتماد

«والتوتیاء ٩ومرازبيّ] ‖ ١٤١٠٢|٩|٥١٠٣|٨١٠٤ كناّشك بحريّ» أخضر «توتیا ،١٨١٧٦–١٩ اعتماد ≡ ١٩١٧٠–٢٠
العين» لعلاج صالحة وهي بذلك)، سمّیت لم أدري (ولا ”المرازبیّة“ لها یقال [...] بقبرس النحاس معادن في تؤخذ المخلوقة
«الموازینى» / ٢

٢٥|١٩٧ظ
١٩٧و †«المراریتى» ≡) بقراطیّة المرازیبيّ» «التوتیا ١٧١٦٩–١٩؛ IV جامعس ⊃ جلجل ابن

،٨١٠٤ كناّشك مرارىىي» اخضر بحريّ «توتیا ،(١٥
٢٢|١٢٨و

٢١–٢٢|١٢٦و
١٢٤و «ومرارینى» / ١٦

٢٢٥ظ٩|٢٤٣ظ
١٦١٤٤–١٧ منهاج الشرق)» أهل بلغة الشحريّ، (وهي ومرازبيّ معدنیّة خضراء «توتیا ،١٨

٥٩ظ دكاّنل المزاري» «التوتیا

كحال] الأ ١٠في ‖ ٣٦٢ وساد مراريّ» «توتیا ،(١٢١٣٥|٢١٣٦|٢٥١٣٧|١١٣٨|٢٢١٣٩|١١١٤٠ مرازبيّ» «توتیا +)
التوتیا «ومن ١١البَطَرْنِـیّة] ‖ ١–١٤

٦٤و دكاّنل التوتیا» «كحل Ⓡ ٥١٢٠–٦؛ أحجارپ الطبقة» الجلیلة كحال الأ من «وهو
ابن فحمّدناه» جرّبناها وقد [...] بیض برّاقة صلبة حجاریةّ قِطَعٌ وهي إلبيرة، عمل من ببَطَرْنةََ تدُعى بقریةٍ عندنا يكون ضربٌ
تصریف ”بطرانة“» تسُمّى بقریة إلبيرة ناحية في معدن من تخُرج حجارة هي «والتوتیا ،١٩١٦٩–٢٣ IV جامعس ⊃ جلجل

أنهّ زعموا لأنهّم ”توتیا“، بالهندیةّ «[الدهنج] هْنجَ] الدَّ . . . ١٢ونوع ‖ ١٧٠–٤ وساد البطرنیّة» التوتیا «كحل ،١٣٨٠–٢ II

.٣١٩٦ جواهرب التوتیا» أنواع من

پ. «الىطرىه» ١١البَطَرْنِـیّة] ‖ پ « «مرازبىٌّ ٩ومرازبيّ]

> ٩التُّوتیا] ‖ «μολοχίτης» ≟ (ܕܗܢܓ)؛ ه د > ٨١١٦؛ IV عين الفُصُوصُ» منها يحَُكُّ أَخْضرَُ «حَصىَ هْنجَ] ٢الدَّ
.«πομφόλυξ» ≡ (तु ⇢) ܛܘܛܝܐ
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يحُرق كما التوتیا تحُرق ثمّ صفائح، النحاس یطُرق بانٔ النحاس وتصبغ البیضاء؛ تصبغ الأندلسـیّة والتوتیا
وینُفخ الفرن، یمُتلأ حتىّ طاقة ‖ النحاس ومن طاقة منها وتجُعل فيسُحقان. فحََمٌ إليها یضُاف ثمّ پ١٠ظالجير،

بابٌ وهو — أضعافه ثلٰثة ثمََنه في وزاد الثلُثْ، فيه وزاد اصفرّ. قد وهو النحاس يجري حتىّ عليها
الكيمیاء. أبواب من كبير

ترُابًا. وغيرها والفضّة الذهب من الأجساد جمیع تصُيرّ التوتیا وهذه ٥

والكيمیاء؞ التلويح في وتصرّف

الإثمد على 3.2a.18القول

وأندلسيّ. أَصْبهَانيّ نوعان: الإثمِْد
الرصاص. الإثمد من ويسُـتخرج

كحال. الأ في ویتـصرّف ١٠

وغرائب. صناعات وفيه
الثمن. في أرفعُ والأصبهانيّ

والثمن؞ اللون في بالأصبهانيّ لحق رصاصه، يخرج حتىّ النار في الإثمد هذا دُبرّ وإذا

يكون ضربٌ التوتیا «ومن ،٢١١٧٠ IV جامعس ⊃ عمران ابن أصفر» الأحمر النحاس به یصُبغ «وبالأندلس ١وتصبغ]
‖ ١٩١٦٩–٢٢ IV جامعس ⊃ جلجل ابن أصفر» بها النحاس یصُبغ [...] إلبيرة عمل من ببَطَرْنةََ تدُعى بقریةٍ عندنا

السلوذيّ» «الكحل ≟ ٨وأندلسيّ] ‖ ٢٠١٧٧ اعتماد ≡ ٩١٨٥ II جامعس ⊃ عمران ابن ،٢١٧٥ فردوس ≡ ٨أَصْبهَانيّ]
وذال مفتوحة، وواو ثانیه، وسكون أوّله، (بفتح «شَلوَْذ ١٣؛

٢٠٧٢و
٢٤|٩|١٣٩ظ١|١٤٩ظ

١٣٥ظ٢١|١٣٧و بقراطیّة
البلاد» سائر إلى ويحُمل الرصاص من المدینة هذه أهل یصنعه الشلوذيّ، الكحل إليها ینُسب بالأندلس بلدة معجمة):
الرصاص حدّ في صار المقدار، هذا من كثر أ أُحرق إن «لأنهّ، الرصاص] . . . ٩ويسُـتخرج ‖ ٢١–٢٤

٣٦٠ا III بلدانح
١٤١١٩–١٥ پ أحجار الرصاص» جسمه ويخُالط حجرٌ «وهو ،(١٤٥٦–١٥ III Δ ≡) ٢

١٢١و حشائش «[μολυβδοῦται]
النافعة الیابسة الأُخر الأدویة وفي [τὰ καλούμενα κολλύρια] الشـیافات في يخُلط صار «ولذلك كحال] الأ ١٠في ‖
كحال» الأ من كثيرٍ في «ویقع ،(٨٢٣٦–١٢ XII Γ ≡) ١٥–١٦

١٥٥و مفردةج «[τοῖς ξηροῖς] البرودات) (وهي للعين

‖ ٢٢١٥٦ اعلاك الافٓاق» إلى يجُلب الّذي الفائق الإثمد معادن وبها «[أصفهان] الثمن] . . . ١٢والأصبهانيّ ‖ ١١٧٨–٢ اعتماد
بالأصفهانيّ» المشـبّه الكحل طرطوشة] «[في (→العذريّ)؛ ١١٣٣٨ اثٓار بالأصفهانيّ» المشـبّه «والكحل والثمن] . . . ١٣وإذا

.١٤٢٤٥–١٥ نخبة بالأصفهانيّ» الشبيه الكحل معدن طرطوشة] «[في ،٨١٤٣–٩ I نفح

پ. «ویصرف» ٦وتصرّف]

اعتماد ≡ ٨١٨٥ II جامعس ⊃ عمران ابن الأسود» الكحل «وهو ،٩٢٠ VIII عين الـْكُحْلِ» حَجَرُ ثمِْدُ:
ِٕ
«وَالاْ ٨الإثمِْد]

.(*{þmd} ٨٥ DAA «اَثمَْد» ⨀) «στίβι / στίμμι» ≡ ٢١١٧٧؛
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الأحجار على القول 3.2b

الجامدة یـّة الجوهر

الیاقوت على القول 3.2b.1

الزّیِنة في النوع: هذا ‖ تصرُّف كثر وأ — وأبیض وأزرق، وأصفر، أحمر، أصناف: أربعة الیاقوُت پ١١و

النار. في وأثبتهُم أشرفهُم والأحمر ٥والحلى.

تنسب حتىّ النكتة تلك انبسطت النار، في عليها ونفُخ الیاقوت حجر في حمراء نكُْـتـةٌ فيه كانت ومتى
شریفة. صناعة وهي العمل، هذا من عاش الناس وبعض — الحجر ثمنُ وارتفع باسرٔه، الحجر

للصبیان. الفزع ومن والطاعون، والوباء موم السُّ من تمنع الیاقوت أصناف وجمیع
كحال. الأ وفي المفـرّحِة المعاجين في ویـتـصرّف

الأحمر اللون یقبل حجرٌ البلوّر وهذا — البِلَّور وبعده البَلخَْش؛ الأحمر: بالیاقوت شـبهاً الأشـیاء ١٠وأشدُّ

عجیبة؞ صناعة وهي والأخضر، والأزرق والأصفر

إلى ألوان: أربعة إلى ینفصل «حجر ،٤٤٣ جواهرم ≅ ٥٦١–٦؛ نخبة ،٣١٠–٥ II جامعس ⊃ البصريّ ≡ أصناف] ٤أربعة
٢١٠٥ أحجارت ≡ ٤وأزرق] ‖ ٧٦٧–٨٦٨ أزهار ،٢٠٣٢–٢١ جواهرب ،٢٢٢–٣ ثامنة وشقوريّ» وأصفر وأحمر أبیض
٢١٣٢|١٥١–٣؛ جواهرب كهب» «أ ٤٤٣؛ جواهرم «أسمانجونيّ» ،١١

٤و أحجاره كحل» «أ ،(٧٩٩ أحجارپ («كحليّ»
ته مسـّ كلماّ الّذي الأحمر «وأفضله: ،٩٩٩ أحجارپ وأنفسها» أشرفها «والأحمر النار] . . . ٥والأحمر ‖ ٣٢٢ ثامنة «شقوريّ»
النار، في علیه ونفُخ الحمرة شدیدة نكتةٌ فيه كانت «وإذا الحجر] . . . ٦-٧ومتى ١١٢٦٧ هارونیّة حسـناً» ازداد النار

‖ ٥١٠٥–٦ أحجارت ≡ ١٠٩٩–١٢ أحجارپ وحسّنته» الحمرة تلك من ت] [«شفته» فسقتْه الحجر في النكتة انبسطت
تختمّ أو منها بحجر تقلّد «ومَن والطاعون] ٨والوباء ‖ ٦

٥٤و الأحجار خواصّ القتاّلة» السموم من «وینفع موم] السُّ ٨من
تلك أهل أصاب ما یصُیبه أن منه منع الطاعون، بها وقع قد بلدة في وكان وصفنا، التيّ الثلاثة الیواقيت أجناس مِن به

المعاجين ٩في ‖ ٣
٥٤و الأحجار خواصّ به» تختمّ عمّن والوباء الهواء فساد عند الطاعون «يمنع ،٢١٠٦–٤ أحجارت البلدة»

من والبیجاذيّ والبنفش «البلخش ١٠البَلخَْش] ‖ الكنديّ) →) ٧٦٩–٢٠ منهاج ياقوتيّ» مفرّح «معجون Ⓡ المفـرّحِة]

لولا الیاقوت أشـبه انصبغ، وإذا البلوّر] «[حجر البِلَّور] ١٠وبعده البلخش‖ على القول ⬇ ٥–٦؛
٤٢ظ كنز الیاقوت» أشـباه

أحجارپ الصبغ» فيقبل ویصُبغ [...] كالزجاج، حجر هذا البلوّر «حجر اللون] . . . ١٠وهذا ‖ ١٠١١٧–١١ أحجارپ خفتّه»
كتابه في «ثاوفرسطس →) ٧–٨

٨٠ظ خواصّر الألوان» كقبوله الصبغ ویقبل كالزجاج، یذوب إنهّ «[بلوّر] ،٨١١٧–١٠

الحجارة»). في

‖ پ «النكثه» ٦النكتة] ‖ پ «نكثه» ٦نكُْـتـةٌ] ‖ پ «اشرقهم» ٥أشرفهُم] ‖ پ والخل» یة الزَّ «فى والحلى] ٤-٥الزّیِنة
پ. «الفرع» ٨الفزع] ‖ پ نع» » ٨تمنع] ‖ (؟) پ «ىنسٮ» ٦تنسب]

.«ὑάκινθος» ≡ ܘܢܕܐ)؛ ܝܰ / ܐ ܘܢ (ܝܰ د یا > ٤الیاقُوت]
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د الزمر على 3.2b.2القول

أشرفهُما. والبحريّ — وبحريّ معدنيّ صنفان: د مُرُّ الزُّ
القتاّل. السمّ شرب ومن الوباء، ومن الصبیان، وأُمّ الصرع من ینفع شریف حجرٌ وهو

الزّیِنة. في ویتـصرّف
المقام. على عینهُا سالت علیه، الأفعى عينُ وقعت وإذا ٥

— ثمنه في ويزید يخضرّ حتىّ ویدُبَّر الصناعة إلى فينـصرف فيه، الخضرة تسـتحكم لم ما الزمرّد پ١١ظومن

عجیبة؞ صناعة وهي

اللؤلؤ على 3.2b.3القول

الروميّ. في خيرَ ولا — وروميّ †مدىرىيّ صنفان: اللؤلؤ
المفرّحة. المعاجين وفي السموم، معانات وفي كحال، الأ وفي الزینة، في یـتـصرّف واللؤلؤ ١٠

ثمنُه. ويرتفع كبارًا، ویعُقد فيُحلّ اللؤلؤ صغار یؤخذ وقد
يشُـبهه؞ أیضًا لقَ والطَّ جوفه؛ من يخرج الّذي دف الصَّ الشـبه غایة اللؤلؤ ويشُـبه

«ومَن الصرع] من ٣ینفع ‖ ٦١٦١–١٠|٣١٦٣–٦ جواهرب ≡ ٢وبحريّ] ‖ .٣١٦٣–٦ جواهرب «مغربيّ» †≟ ٢معدنيّ]
حدوث قبل عليهم علُقّ إذا الصبیان أمّ من «وینفع الصبیان] ٣وأُمّ ‖ ٤١٠٤ أحجارت الصرع» عنه ذهب ⟨به⟩، تختمّ أو تقلّد
نخبة الصبیان» عن الصبیان أمّ وعين والفزع والتوابع العين دفع الزمرّد: خصائص «ومن ،١

٥٤و الأحجار خواصّ الصرع»

٤في ‖ ٨١٠٢–٩ أحجارت المشروبة» القاتلة السموم أنواع جمیع من النفع الزمرّد: «وخاصّیّة القتاّل] . . . ٣ومن ‖ ٧٦٨
ابن →) ١٨–٢٠

٢٤١ا VI لسان النساء» زِینةِ من والنـّقارس قال: وَالحَْليْ. برَْجَدِ الزَّ نقَارِسُ وعلیه الحْدیث: «وفي الزّیِنة]
الزمرّد، إلى نظرت إذا الأفاعي، أنّ الخواصّ في كتابًا ألفّ مَن جمیع «وذكر المقام] . . . ٥وإذا ‖ موسى) أبو → الأثير

الكثير الخضرة القلیل وهو كدارة، فيه «وبعضه ثمنه] . . . ٦ومن ‖ ١٤
٨١ظ خواصّر ≅ ،٤١٠٣–٥ أحجارت أَعْیُنها» سالت

٤٥٥–٦ جواهرم والماس» العقيقيّ بالجلي العشر خشب على يجُلى ثمّ الأُسرب، على بالسنباذج أوّلاً ویعُالج .[...] الماء،

بقريّ، بسمن وشرُب سحُق «وإذا السموم] . . . ١٠وفي ‖ ٦٩٨ أحجارپ كحالهم» أ في «ويخلطونه كحال] الأ ١٠وفي ‖
الّذي والخوف الفزع ومن القلب، خفقان من النفع «وخاصّیّته: المفرّحة] . . . ١٠وفي ‖ ٥–٦

٣٤ظ βأحجار السموم» من نفع

خلّ هو الّذي الحادّ بالماء حُللّت إذا اللاليٓ، صغار «لأنّ ثمنُه] . . . ١١وقد ‖ ٣٩٨–٤ أحجارپ السوداء» المرّة من يكون
‖ ٩–١٢

١٤ظ نهایةج لها» قيمة لا التيّ الثمینة الجواهر تصير فإنهّا — كبارًا وعقدت الإلٰهـيّ الماء من أُسقيت ثمّ الحكماء،
١٨٩٦ أحجارپ الدرّ» فيه یتكوّن الّذي الصدف وهو ،[ὄστρεον > ܘܣ ܛ ܐ ≡] «أسطورس جوفه] . . . دف ١٢الصَّ

.١١١٢٦–١٢ ب جواهر الحلب» بتكرير المتهيّئ الطلق من یصُنع ما اللالٓئ «من يشُـبهه] أیضًا لقَ ١٢والطَّ ‖

پ. «ىوخذ» ١١یؤخذ] ‖ پ «مد|ىرىي» ٩مدىرىيّ] ‖ پ «يسـتحكم» ٦تسـتحكم]

.(«σμάραγδος / ζμάραγδος» | ܓܕܐ ܐܙܡ / ܓܕܐ (ܙܡ uzumburd ⩼ د] مُرُّ ٢الزُّ
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البلخش على القول 3.2b.4

وأجمل. حمرةً أفتحُ والرزانة اللون في الأحمر الیاقوت يشُـبه حجرٌ هذا البَلخَْش

الأزرق» ليمَنيّْ «السُّ مثل الحكماء. صناعة من مصنوعة حجارةٌ كذا، وكذا الأدرك» و«حجر الحجر وهذا
الّذي الأخضر» «المیناء وكذلك الزجاج. من مصنوع وهو اللون، في الیاقوت وبين بينه فرق لا الّذي

الزجاج. من مصنوع أیضًا وهو الشـبه، غایة الزمرّد ٥يشُـبه

والأصل الشيء. قوّةَ یقوى لا ‖ بالشيء الشبيه أنّ غير والتدبير، بالصناعة حُكمت قد الأجحار أصناف وجمیع پ١٢و

وصنفٌ منه. والنُّقصان الشيء في بالزيادة إلاّ ناّع الصُّ مثله على یقدر لا الطبیعة، تدُّبره ما كلّ أنّ ذلك في
ذلك؞ مثل الجاموص» و«حجر مصنوع. حجر وهو «الحكمان»، له یقُال الأحجار من

العقیق على القول 3.2b.5

اللحم. كغُسالة لونه وثالثٌ وأصفر، بالحمرة، اللون مشـبَّع أحمر أصناف: ثلٰثة ١٠العَقِيق

الخصومة في المطلوب على الطالب یغلب اللحم غسالة لون على والّذي عاف؛ الرُّ لابسه عن یدفع والأحمر
فيه. خواصّ هذه —

والزینة. ـنُونات السَّ في العقيق ویـتـصرّف
الزینة. في ویتـصرّف كالثلج، أبیض الكتاب فيكون العقيق، على به ويكُـتب الحدید يحُمى وقد

جواهرب ≅) ١٤٧٥٥–١٥ نخب الصلابة» في عنه ویتخلفّ والرونق، اللون في الیاقوت فائق «یضُاهي [. . . ٢يشُـبه
شاهدت «وقد الزجاج] . . . ٤-٥المیناء ‖ ٥–٦

٤٢ظ كنز الیاقوت» أشـباه من والبیجاذيّ والبنفش «البلخش ،١٢٨١–١٣

١٠لونه ٤٨٦–٦ جواهرب شـبعًا» كثر أ بالزجاج كان بلَْ الأخضر، المینا شـبع أخضره خضرة يشـبع لم شيئاً الألوان هذه من
أحجارت الملح» علیه أُلقي إذا اللحم من ینحلّ الّذي الماء لون «لونه ≡) ٣١٠٣ أحجارپ اللحم» ماء كلون «لونه اللحم] . . .

الخصومة] . . . ١١والّذي ‖ ١١١٥–٢ أحجارت الدم» نزف عنه قطع حجرًا، لبس «ومن عاف] الرُّ . . . ١١یدفع ‖ (١٣١١٤

كالثلج] . . . ١٤وقد ‖ ١٣١١٤–١٤ أحجارت الخصام» عن حدته سكنت به، تختمّ أو به تقلّد أو حجرًا أشرفها من لبس «فمَن
من ویقُرّب والنوشاذر، القلي بماء يرُاد ما فصوصه على يكُتب ولهذا المحرق؛ العظم وشابه فسد النار، إلى أُعید «وإذا
«صفة ،٩–١٧

١٣و أسراري أبیض» یعود الأحمر القيق على الكتابة «صفة Ⓡ ٥١٧٣–٧؛ جواهرب المكتوب» فيبیضّ النار
.١٢٣١–٢٣٢ صنائع العقيق» خواتم على بالأبیض الكتابة

پ. «يرفع» ١١یدفع] ‖ پ «كلما» ما] ٧كلّ ‖ په والرزانة] . . . ٢الأحمر

البلخش معدن فيه الّذي الموضع وهو (باللام)، بلَخَْشَان يسُمّونها والعامّة [...] «بذََخْشان: ش؛ د ل) ) > ٢البَلخَْش]
منها واهض كلّ من أُخرج وما المعادن ونسُبت بالحفر «فاسـتنبطوه ليمَنيّْ] ٣السُّ ‖ ١–٣

٣٢٠ب I بلدانح للیاقوت» المقاوم

مِنهُْ وَیتَُّخَذُ ینُْظَمُ رُ أَحمَْ خَرَزٌ «وَالعَْقِيقُ: ١٠العَقِيق] ‖ ٩٨٣–١٠ جواهرب والرحمانيّ» والسليمانيّ كالبلعبّاسيّ إلیه: نسُب
.٥٦٤ I عين الفُْصُوصُ»
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حوائجُه. تيسرّت فائقًا، حجرًا منها لبس مَن أنهّ أرسطاطالیس وزعم
لونه؞ في ـبّات الشَّ في المصنوع الزجاج ويشُـبه

المرجان على 3.2b.6القول

في ويخرج | الـخيزْران، ینبت كما البحر في ینبت حجرٌ أنهّ فيه والقول د»)، «البسَُّ (وهو پ١٢ظالـمَرْجان

ـباك. الشِّ ٥

والزینة. للـحَليْ خَرَزًا منه ویصنع
عجیبة. فيه بخاصّةٍ عليها، علُقّ إذا الفاسدة، المعدة وینفع

نونات. والسـَّ كحال الأ في ویـتـصرّف
طوابع؞ منه ویصُنع

البجادي حجر على 3.2b.7القول ١٠

فائدة؞ كبيرُ فيه وليس به، یتُختمّ حجرٌ البِجادي حجر

والشمس ذلك ويكون ط۹۱۱۹لا، الأسد رجل وتحت رجل فوقه أسد روميّ أحمر عقيقٍ فصِّ على نقشت «إذا ⩼ ١وزعم]
.٩–١١

١٣٣ظ حقائق ≅ ٩–١٢
٣٥ظ أحجارپ ⊃ نافعة أبواب حوائجه]» قضيت جمعة، یوم الحمل في

(وهو «المرجان ،٢١٥٣–٣ أحجارت فرع» والبسذ أصل، المرجان أنّ غير واحد، حجرٌ والبسذ «والمرجان د] «البسَُّ ٤وهو
«κοράλλιον» ≡) ١١٠٣–٢ تفسيرج المرجان» وهو البسّد، وهو القرال، وهو «قورالیون: ٧٥٧؛ جواهرم د)» البسَُّ
شاخات ویفرع الأغصان ینبت كما «ینبت الـخيزْران] . . . ٤ینبت ‖ ٤٢٧٣ هارونیّة البسّد)» حجر (وهو «المرجان Δ)؛
المعدة» وجع من نفع المرجان، علُقّ «إذا عجیبة] . . . ٧وینفع ‖ ٦٥١ مسالكح كالشجر» «ینبت ،٧١٢٠ أحجارپ وعصونًا»

‖ ٤١٥٣ أحجارت حال» الأ في «تدخلان كحال] الأ ٨في «يشب» > †«بسّد» ١١٨٤–٢؛ أزهار ≅ ٤٢٧٣ هارونیّة
≟ طوابع] منه ٩ویصُنع ‖ ٥١٥٣ أحجارت اللثة» وقوّيا الأسـنان من الحفر قلعا بهما، واستيك سحُقا «فإذا نونات] ٨والسـَّ
ير لم منه، شعيرة عشرين بوزن تختمّ «من به] ١١یتُختمّ ‖ ٤١٨٢–٩ أزهار خواتم...» فصوص منه یتخّذ مَن الناس «ومن

الكرمانيّ). →) ٦٨٩–٨ جواهرب بفارس» الشـیعة به «یتختمّ ،١٦١٠٢–١٧ أحجارپ السوء» أحلام منامه في

پ. «البجادى» ١١البِجادي] پ. «الشـیات» ـبّات] ٢الشَّ ‖ پ «المصىوع» ٢المصنوع]

≡ ١١البِجادي] ‖ «κουράλιον» ≡ د؛ > د] ٤البسَُّ . ١٢
٤٨١ب I لسان تِعَالهَُا» اِشـْ النَّارِ: بَّةُ «وَشـَ ـبّات] ٢الشَّ

«وبها ٤١١٥؛ عجائب «بیجاذق» ١٤٥٢؛ جواهرب «بیجاذي» ٥١٥؛ تبصرّ ،٢٦٣ جواهرم ،١٣١٠٢ أحجارپ «بجاذي»
بجاذي» / «بجادي ⨀ ٦٢٨١–٧؛ VII عقد البزادي» العامّة تسمّیه الفصوص من جنس وهو العتیق، البجادي معادن

ژاده. > {bjd/ð}*؛ ٣٧ DAA
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الزهري حجر على القول 3.2b.8

وأجمل. منه أشرفُ وهو البجادي، من «الصافي» له یقُال حجرٌ هو الزّهريّ حجر
المذاب؞ الأحمر والزرنیخ المحكم، الطیّب الخمريّ الزجاج الشـبه غایة ويشُـبه

السنباذج حجر على القول 3.2b.9

النار. تفُسده ولا درهمين، من حجرٌ فيه یوجد لا ـنْباذَج السُّ ٥حجر

الهباء؞ نفسه إلى ويجذب

الأبسط حجر على القول 3.2b.10

كثيرةً؞ صُورًا فيه وینقشون النصارى به یتزينّ مصنوع حجرٌ الأبسط حجر

الجزع حجر على القول 3.2b.11

الصلابة. غایة صُلبْ حجرٌ هو الـجَزَع ١٠حجر

لعبهم. وأسال والصرع، والفزع، الصبیان، أُمّ أَورثهم الصبیان، على علُقّ إذا
الصرع؞ من عليهم حَذَرًا بنيها على تعُلقّها لا الهند ملوك وكانت ‖ الروم، تسـتعمله ما كثر وأ پ١٣و

الهباء الأرض من التقط الأرض، على وُضع ثمّ اللحیة، أو الرأس بشعر مُسح وإذا «[البجاذي] →⨁ الهباء] . . . ٦ويجذب
القصب وورق التبن عود من أُدني «وإذا + ٦١١٤–٧ أحجارت ذلك» أشـبه وما التبن عیدان مثل وجهها على يكون الّذي
حجر «وهو الصلابة] غایة ١٠صُلبْ ‖ ٩١٠٩–١٠ أحجارت البجادي» حجر وهو — الأرض من لقطهم الأرض، وهباء
أحجارپ لعابه» سال طفل، على منه حجرًا علقّ «ومن لعبهم] ١١وأسال ‖ ٢١١٦–٣ أحجارت منه» أصلب الحجارة في ليس

‖ .١٠١٠٣

«والفرع» ١١والفزع] ‖ پ «صور» ٨صُورًا] ‖ پ «الابسٝط» ٨الأبسط] ‖ پ كثيره» صور فيه «وىنقشون + ٦الهباء]
پ.

‖ alabaster/«ἀλάβαστ(ρ)ος» ≟ ٨الأبسط] ‖ پاره / باده > ـنْباذَج] ٥السُّ
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السبج حجر على 3.2b.12القول

بخصوصيـّته. إلیه، النظر أُدمن إذا الضعیف، البصر یـُقوّي حَلـْكُوك أسود حجرٌ ـبَج السَّ حجر
بينّاً؞ نفعًا به فيُنتفع العين في ر یـُقطَّ الّذي الشـیاف وفيه

المعنیطس حجر على 3.2b.13القول

وسُقي. سحُق إذا الحدید بها يجذب وروحانـیّة قوّةٌ فيه المعنیطس حجر ٥

حوالیه. ما أحرق نارٌ منه خرج الماء، علیه وأُلقي الجير أُحرق كما الحجر هذا أُحرق وإذا
وتسُـتعمل. فتنعقد الماء، عليها یلُقى صورةٌ ⟨منه⟩ تسُـتخرج

في أُلقي وإذا خاصّتُه؛ عنه زالت الثوم، ماء في أُلقي وإذا عملُه. بطل النار، تْه مسـّ إن الحجر، وهذا
إلیه. رجعت تيسٍ، دم

وخَذْعِهم. الناس على التخیُّل في الـمُشَعْوِذون ویـتـصرّفه ١٠

الأجساد؞ من وغيرها والنحاس والفدضة الذهب برادة جمیع من الحدید برُادة | پ١٣ظويخُرج

البصر» أحدّ إلیه، النظر أُدمن «إذا ،١٥١٠٧–١٦ أحجارپ فيه» نظُر إذا الضعیف البصر «ويحُدّ بخصوصيـّته] . . . ٢یـُقوّي
في محتجبة وهي ونفاذها، بقوّتها الحدید تجتذب التيّ المغناطيس حجر «روحانیّة الحدید] . . . ٥فيه ‖ ١٣٢٢٨–١٤ عجائب
وسحُق مسموم، بحدید جُرح أو حدید برادة الإنسان سُقي إن «و وسُقي] . . . ٥إذا ‖ ٢٠١٠٣–٢١ الورقيّ الماء المغناطيس»
وساد المغنیطس» حجر برادة درهم نصف يسُقى إبرة: ابتلع «لمن ،١١٠٩–٢ أحجارپ ینفعه» منه، وسُقي الحجر هذا

تخرج فيزید، زرّاقة من الماء علیه رُشّش ثمّ ،[...] وكلُسّ [...] الحجر هذا صُيرّ «فإذا حوالیه] . . . ٦وإذا ‖ ٤١٣٩–٥

الحجر هذا أُنقع «وإذا إلیه] . . . ٨-٩وإذا ‖ ٩١٠٨–١٦ أحجارپ أحرقته» إلاّ بشيء تمرّ لا أذرع عشرة نحو تطلع ملتهبة نار
تيسٍ دم في فلینقعه وحدّته، قوّته إلى يردّه أن مُریدٌ أراد «وإن ،١٦١٠٨ أحجارپ عمله» بطل والبصل، الثوم ماء في
‖ ٤١٢٧–٦ أحجارت الجذب» قوّة من علیه كان ما وإلى حالته إلى یعود فإنهّ ، طرياًّ دمًا یوم كلّ له يجُدّد أيّامَن، طريّ

.٤١٠٩–٥١١٠ أحجارپ والمسّ» الصفر «مغناطيس / الفضّة» «مغناطيس / الذهب» «مغناطيس ≡ ١١ويخُرج]

ر الماس حجر علي «القول ٧تسُـتخرج] ‖ پ «نارا» ٦نارٌ] ‖ پ «المعنیطس» ٥المعنیطس] ‖ پ را» » ٢حجرٌ]
«وىضرىه» ١٠ویـتـصرّفه] ‖ پ «مسه» تْه] ٨مسـّ ‖ په المعنیطس» حجر في القول تتمةّ «أظنهّ پ، ىسـتخرح» الماس

پ.

حَلـْكُوك] ٢أسود ‖ ه > ٣–٤؛
٢٩٤ب II لسان بَه“» ”سـَ وَأَصْلُهُ بٌ، مُعرَّ دَخِيلٌ — أَسْوَدُ خَرَزٌ بَجُ: «وَالسـَّ ـبَج] ٢السَّ

٩–١٣؛
٤١٥ا X لسان السواد» الشدید (بالتحریك): والـحَلكَُوكُ [...] بمعنى وحُلْكُوكٌ ومُحْلوَْلِكٌ وحَانِكٌ حَالِكٌ «وأَسْوَدُ

٥المعنیطس] ‖ ١٢١٩٩ جواهرب صقيل» حالك أسود حجر «وهو ،١٠١٠٧ أحجارپ السواد» شدید أسود «وهو ≡
.( (ܡܓܢܝܛܝ «μαγνήτης λίθος» > المغناطيس» «المغنیطيس/
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الماس حجر على القول 3.2b.14

من الصلبة الأحجار ثـَقْب على أحدٌ يسـتطع لم هو، لولا الخطر؛ عظيمُ القدر، جلیل حجرٌ الماس حجر
وغيره. والجزع الدم و⟨حجر⟩ الیاقوت

ویثُقب نحاس من مثقَّبٍ طرفٍ في یمُسك الفلس وهذا جَدّه. عن الحفيد يرَثِه حتىّ الفَلسُْ منه ویبقى
الأحجار. جمیع ٥به

كما المطرقة في أو الزبرة في غاص بالمطرقة، وضرُب الحدید زُبـْرة على وجُعل الحجر هذا أُخذ فإذا
البطّیخ. في أو الطريّ الجبن في یغوص

الرمل. یتفتتّ كما تفتتّ بالید، علیه وغمُز رصاصٍ طبقتيَ بين جُعل وإذا
أسفله؞ من وخرج المقام على شاربه مات فلس، منه وشرُب تفتتّ ومتى

١٠

علم فيه یتُقصىّ أن يجب الكتاب هذا وليس وظهر؛ الناس عند شُهر ما الأحجار هذه من ذكرتُ وقد
في ⟨إليها⟩ يحُتاج الأحجار هذه كثر أ لأنّ العطر، صناعة طریق من ذكرتُ ما منها ‖ ذكرتُ وإنماّ الأحجار، پ١٤و

العطّار؞ من یاخٔذها والطبيب الطبّ، صناعة

الّذي «وهو ،١٧١٠٥–١٨ أحجارپ ذلك» وغير والزبرجد والیاقوت الدرّ من الأحجار جمیع یثقب «فإنهّ وغيره] . . . ٢-٣لم
قدَر على حدید أطراف على للثقب یوضع «وإنماّ الأحجار] . . . ٤-٥ویثُقب ٨٤٨ م جواهر الحجارة» وجمیع القوارير یثقب

تجارة فيها» فيغوص بالمطرقة السـندان على «ویضرُب البطّیخ] . . . ٦-٧فإذا .٥٤٩ جواهرم والدقةّ» الغلظ في المثاقب

أمعاءه خرقت يكون)، ما أصغر كانت (ولو قطعةً منه ابتلع إذا الإنسان، أنّ خواصّه: «ومن أسفله] . . . ٩ومتى ‖ ٢٠
٩ظ

أحمد). →) ١٠١٠٨–١١ أزهار الفور» على فتقتله

پ. «حدّه» ٤جَدّه] ‖ پ «الحعید» ٤الحفيد] ‖ پ «ىرىه» ٤يرَثِه] ‖ پ «وىنقي» ٤ویبقى] ‖ پ «احدا» ٢أحدٌ]
په. «للعطرِ» پ، «الطب» ١٢العطر] ‖ پ «ىتفصى» ١١یتُقصىّ] ‖ پ رصاص» «طبقىين رصاصٍ] ٨طبقتيَ

جواهرب دالماس» «كیفا ≡) ܕܐܠܡܐܣ ܐ ܟܝ / ܐܕܐܡܐܣ / ܐܕܡܐܣ > الماس»، / الأَلماْس «(حجر) الماس] ٢حجر
.«ἀδάμας» > (١٠٩٢



514 Minerals

بوب الش على 3.2cالقول

والأملاح

الزاج على 3.2c.1القول

كفة، الأسا وزاج والقَلقَْديس، والقَلقَْطار، حِيرة، والشَّ وري، والسُّ الـخَلقَْطار، أصناف: ثمانیة الزّاج
بعضها يسـتحیل الأصناف وهذه — التالٔیه؟) وشبّ الأبیض، الزاج (هو اليمانيّ ـبّ والشَّ والقَلـقَـنْت، ٥

بالصناعة. بعض إلى
الفضّة يشُبِّب اليمانيّ) الزاج هو (الّذي الأبیض والزاج المداد؛ ويسُوّد الذهب يشُبِّب الأخضر فالزاج

والثیاب.
كلّة. المتأ واللثـة الفم، في كلة الأ من سـیّما لا الخبيثة، القروح من تنفع كلُّها الأصناف وهذه

والتلويح، الكيمیاء أهل وعند والفضّة، الذهب بِ ضرَْ دُورِ وفي الصاغـ⟨ـة⟩، عند الزاج: تصرُّف كثر وأ ١٠

المداد؞ وفي

يسُمَّى الّذي الحبر «وزاج حِيرة] ٤والشَّ ‖ «σῶρι» ≡ ١٠١٥٠|٩)؛ أحجارت («سورين» «سوري/صوري» وري] ٤والسُّ
٤وزاج ‖ ٩١٥٠ أحجارت ٤والقَلقَْديس] ‖ «χαλκῖτις» ≡ ٤والقَلقَْطار] ‖ϣⲁϩⲏⲣⲉ ٨٣٠٤؛ I قانون ”شحيرة“»
XII Γ «ἢ τῇ μελαντηρίᾳ, ᾗ οἱ σκυτεῖς χρῶνται» ≡) ٨

١٦٩و مركبّةج كفة» الأسا تسـتعمله الّذي «بالزاج كفة] الأسا
،١٦٦٠–١٧ I جامعس ⊃ جلجل ابن كفة“» الأسا ”زاج المسمّى وهو ،[...] الترابيّ الزاج هو بالیونانیّة «مالیطيريا ٣٩٨٤)؛
تیاذوق قلقديس» وهو [...] كفة الأسا «وشبّ ≡ إسحق)؛ ابن →) [٣١٤] تلخیص كفة» الأسا زاج هو الأصفر «الزاج

«χαλκανθές»≡١٣١٦٩؛ جواهرب ،٣٤٣٠٣ I قانون ،٢٤٦١ أسرارر «قلقند» ≡ ٥والقَلـقَـنْت] ‖ ٨١٧٤–٩ اعتماد ⊃
صنعتهم كثر أ في الصبّاغون یدُخله «وهو ٨والثیاب] ‖ ١٥ أسرارر أخضر)» زاج (وهو «والقلقند الأخضر] ٧فالزاج ‖

ذلك» وغير والأخضر الأحمر صبغ على به يسـتعینون «والصبّاغون الصاغـ⟨ـة⟩] ١٠عند ‖ ٥١٥١–٦ أحجارت للثیاب»

.٥١١٩–٦ أحجارپ

«الصاغـ⨂». ١٠الصاغـ⟨ـة⟩] ‖ پ «للىالیه» ٥التالٔیه]

.«μίσυ» ≡ ܙܐܓ)؛ / (ܙܓ زاگ > ٤الزّاج]
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القلي حجر على القول 3.2c.2

«الغاسُول». ⟨له⟩ ویقُال نان، الأُشـْ من مصنوع حجرٌ القِليْ حجر
برواقٍ ق ويرُوَّ الماء، في يحُلّ بانٔ التنكار | منه یصُنع بِلَّور منه ويسُـتخرج الزجاج؛ به يسُـبك مِلحٌْ وهو پ١٤ظ

الأشـیاء. كثر أ ويحلّ والأجساد، الأحجار یذُیب ملحٌ وهذا بلوّرًا. ینعقد حتىّ الماء ویترُك لبََدٍ، من
العصفور. ٥ويشُـبه

«الغاسول»؞ سمُّي ولذلك — صابوُن منه ویصُنع الكيمیاء. صناعة في فيُصرَّف أفعاله. في عجیبٌ وهو

البورق ملح على القول 3.2c.3

انعقد الهواء، إلى خرج فإذا الماء. يشُـبه قـ⟨—⟩ وهو الفرن، الرحا⟨—⟩ على يجُمع ملحٌ البَوْرَق ملح
حجرًا.

واحدة. والصناعة القلى، ملح من یصُنع كما تنكار منه ویصُنع الفضّة. سَـبْك على یعُين ١٠وهو

منه. عِوضًا اسـتُعمل الملح، عدم وإن السـنونات. في ویـتـصرّف
الحدید؞ ویذُیب الفضّة، ویغسل النحاس، ویبُيضّ

الأشـنانيّ» «القلي ١٦٢٣٣–١٧؛ عجائب رمادًا» یصير حتىّ يحُرق بانٔ الأُشـنان من یتُخّذ «حجرٌ نان] الأُشـْ من ٢مصنوع
النبات الغاسول يكون أن يجب إنهّ المؤلفّ: قال العصفر. شبّ وهو القلي، هو «الغاسول ٢الغاسُول] ‖ ٢

٥٣و بقراطیّة
إسحق)، ابن →) [١٠٨٤] تلخیص الأشـنان» هو النبات وذلك والثیاب، الرؤوس به یغُسل الّذي القلي منه یتُخّذ الّذي
الزجاج] به ٣يسُـبك ‖ ١١٤٢ تحف الغاسول)» شبّ (وهو «قلي ،١١١٢ نجوم الغاسول)» (وهو العصافيريّ «الأشـنان

العصفور] ٥ويشُـبه ‖ [١٠٣٤] مفيد زجاجًا» فيصير الحجر يسُـیَّل وبه [...] الصبّاغين“ و”ملح الزجّاجين“ ”ملح «ويسُمّى
«أشـنان ،[٩٧٩] تلخیص القلي» وهو العصفر، شبّ وهو الأساكفة، «شبّ ،[٨٢٩] تلخیص العصفر» شبّ هو «القلي
٦ویصُنع ‖ ٧

١٩٩ا XV لسان العُْصْفُرُ» بِهِ يشَُبَّبُ «حَبٌّ إسحق)، ابن →) [٧] تلخیص العصفر» شبّ هو القصّارين
أبو →) [٨٠٣] تلخیص Ⓡ ٦–٧؛

٥ظ تقریب والنورة)» القلي من المعمول الحادّ الماء (أعني الصابون «بماء صابوُن] منه
فران في يكون ما ومنه «[ملح] ≡ ١١١١٨–١٢ أحجارپ یتحجّر» جاريًا ماءً يكون ما «ومنه حجرًا] . . . ٨-٩فإذا ‖ الفتوح)
تحجّر الهواء، أصابه فإذا الماء. وبقي منه النفط خلص وانلفط، الماء خرج فإذا الأرض؛ بطون في عیون من يخرج نفط،

على ویعُين انحلالها ويسرُع جمیعها الأجسام یذُیب «وخاصّیّته: الفضّة] . . . ١٠وهو ‖ ١١١٤٨–١٣ أحجارت ملحًا» وصار
اعتماد ⊃ بدیغورس الملح» من ونصف وزنه عدم، إذا البورق، «بدل منه] . . . ١١وإن ‖ ١٢١١٨–١٣ أحجارپ سـبكها»

.٥١٧٣–٦

‖ په ⨂ قـ⟨—⟩] . . . ٨يجُمع ‖ پ «بلورا» ٣بِلَّور] ‖ پ به» يسـبك | «به به] ٣يسُـبك ‖ پ «القلى» ١القلي]
په. ١١عِوضًا] ‖ پ «الهوي» ٨الهواء]

فينعقد بالماء وَيرَُشُّ رَطْبًا رَق يحُْ والرّمِْثِ الغَضى رماد وهو ،“ ”قِليٌْ الثیاب به یغُْسَلُ الّذي لهذا «یقُال قِلىَ»: «قِليْ/ ٢القِليْ]
≡ ٦صابوُن] ‖ (वडूैय  ⇢) «βηρύλλος» ≡ ܒܠܘܪ ≡ ٣بِلَّور] ‖ ܠܝܐ ≡ اللیث)؛ →) ٧–١٣

١٩٩ا XV لسان قِلیًْا»
.«sapo»/«σάπων»
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النـطرون على 3.2c.4القول

اللون؞ أحمر وهو أرمينیة) (ومعدنه معدنيّ النطرون أنّ غير سواء، البورق وفعل فعلُه طْرُون النّـَ

الطعام ملح على 3.2c.5القول

النشاذر. یفعل كما الكفّ ويسُوّد ويشُببّ الفضّة، ويحُمّر النحاس، یـُبیّض عام الطَّ ملح
الجلود. ویصُلبّ ٥

والفساد. التغیير من الأسـنان ويمنع
رانيّ؞ والدَّ الهنديّ الملح یفعل وكذلك — الغلیظة الأخلاط ‖ ويسُهل كول. المأ پ١٥وویطُیّب

البارود ملح على 3.2c.6القول

المیاه. تقُارب التيّ والخشـبة خور الصُّ على يجُمع ملح هو البارُود ملح
اللسان. ويسُوّد النار، في ويشـتعل كحال، الأ في یـتـصرّف ١٠

المشعوذين؞ عند تصرُّفه: كثر وأ

«ملح وكذلك — الكيمیاء أهل به ینتفع وإنماّ منفعة، للطبّ فيه ليس البول» و«ملح عْر» الشَّ و«ملح
الأَرْمِدة»؞

وأطعمة الأجسام تصُلح «وبه كول] المأ ٧ویطُیّب ‖ ٣١٧٣–٤ اعتماد البورق» فعل مثل فعلٌ «وللنطرون سواء] . . . ٢فعلُه
البول من المسـتخرج «كالملح البول] ١٢ملح ‖ ١٠

٣ظ لاليٓ شعر» «ملح عْر] الشَّ ١٢ملح ‖ ١٤١٤٧ أحجارت الناس»

.١٦–١٧
١٢ظ ثمرة الصناعة“)» ”نشادر يسُمّى الّذي (وهو

٩البارُود] ‖ پ «النارود» ٨البارود] ‖ پ لداراني» | «وا رانيّ] ٧والدَّ ‖ په ٢اللون] ‖ پ «ارمنینه» ٢أرمينیة]
پ. «النارود»

ابن →) [١٢٧] تلخیص النطرون» هو الخبز «بورق ،١٩٦٩ فلاحةي المصريّ» البورق هو «والنطرون طْرُون] ٢النّـَ
‖ أرمنيّ» «بورق ≡ اللون] . . . ٢النطرون ‖ «ἀφρόνιτρον»≡ إفریقيّ» «نطرون ܘܢ)؛ (ܢܝܛ «νίτρον» > جلجل)؛
«وزعم / [٥٦٨] تلخیص الدرانيّ» مدخل یدخل الفارسيّ «الملح ،١٦١٦٩ اعتماد ،٢٤٨٧ فردوس ≡ رانيّ] ٧والدَّ
الأندرانيّ» الملح «من ١٤٧٩)؛ III Δ «τὸ ὀρυκτόν» ≡) ١٣

|١٢٥ظ حشائش الأندرانيّ» هو المعدنيّ أنّ الناس بعض
≡) ١٣–١٤

١١٩ظ حشائش الصافي» الأندرانيّ الملح «من ١٣٥٩|٧)؛ «ἁλῶν ὀρυκτῶν» ≡) ١١|٨
١٢١ظ حشائش

البیاض، شدید أبیض ولونه أندرا، لها یقُال بالشام قریة إلى نسُب الأندرانيّ الملح «ومنه ٣٥١)؛ «καὶ ἁλὸς διαφανοῦς»
ܓܐ؛ ܕܢ ܡܠܚܐ ١٢٣٢٤–١٥؛ II جامعس ⊃ عمران ابن الأندرانيّ» هو المعادن من يخُرج الّذي والملح [...] بریق وله

بقراطیّة «بارود» البارُود] ٩ملح ‖ ١١
٢٢–٢٦١ب

٢٦٠ب I بلدانح حلب» جنوبيّ في قریة اسم [...] «أندْرين: ⩼

ويسُمّیه أسـیوس، حجر وهو «بارود: ،٥١٠٣–٦ تفسيرج الابردة» حجر هو اسـیوس: «لیثو ،١١٢٥٩ هارونیّة ،٦
٢٦٢ظ

٨–٩؛
٢١١ظ + ١٩

٩٦و مفردةغ أیضًا» البارود هو یُوس: أَسـِ حجر البارود. هو الابردة: «حجر + الصين» ثلج مصر أهل

.«Ἄσσιος λίθος» ≡
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المتكونة الأحجار على القول 3.2d

بالصناعة الأجساد من

الإقلیمیا 3.2d.1

الفضّة. وإقليمیا الذهب إقليمیا نوعان: الإقليمیا
كحال. الأ في ویـتصرّف تصفيته، عن الذهب خبث هو الذهب ٥وإقليمیا

كحال؞ الأ في أیضًا ویتـصرّف التصفية، عند خبثهُا هو الفضّة وإقليمیا

الزنجار على القول 3.2d.2

والخلّ. النحاس من یصُنع الزّنجِْار
المراهم. في ویـتصـرّف

أخضر. بديّ الزُّ ویصبغ صفراء، الفضّة ١٠ویصبغ

بعضها. ذكرتُ قد عجیبة أسرار وفيه
الحادّة؞ كحال الأ في ویصلح

علاه ثمّ جسمه، خلص الخلاص، إلى أُدخل ثمّ الأحجار من بغيره خُلط إذا الذهب: «إقليمیا تصفيته] . . . الذهب ٥وإقليمیا
بك سـُ إذا الذهب خبث هو الذهب إقليمیا أنّ غيره «وزعم ،٧١٦٣–٨ أحجارت الزاج» لون على وبعضه بسواد مشرّب حجرٌ

إلى أیضًا دخلت إذا الفضّة، «إنّ التصفية] . . . الفضّة ٦وإقليمیا ‖ ٦١٥–١٠ اعتماد المعدن» من أُخرج إذا یعُمل ما أوّل في
،١٣١٦٣–١١٦٤ أحجارت متحجّر» حجرٌ وهو فوقه، من قمیص عليها لمس خالطها، قد التيّ الأجساد من لتخلص الخلاص
خبثها وهو حجرٌ، هو الفضّة «قليمیا ،٦٢٥٧–٧ هارونیّة الفضّة“» ”إقليمیة يسُمّى خبثٌ منه تولّد الفضّة، خلصت «إذا
ἐκ τῶν] الفضّة من أیضًا یتكوّن «وقد ١٣٢١٤–١٤؛ IV جامعس ⊃ عمران ابن المعدن» من أُخرجت إذا یعُمل ما أوّل

في يسُـتعملا لأن یصلحان «فإنهّما كحال] الأ ٦في ‖ (٢٢٣٩–١٤٠ III Δ ≡) ١٩
١١٧و حشائش قليمیا» [ἀργυρείων

الّذي الزنجار «ومن النحاس؛ على القول ⬆ والخلّ] . . . ٨یصُنع ‖ (٧٣٨–٨ III Δ ≡) ١–٢
١١٧و حشائش العين» أدویة

II تصریف والمراهم» العلل في التـصرُّف كثير «وهو المراهم] ٩في ‖ ١٥
١٤٥و بقراطیّة النحاس» على الخلّ برشّ یعُمل

.١٦٣١٧–١٩ هارونیّة ،٨–١٠
٦٥و دكاّنل الزنجار» «مرهم Ⓡ ١٨٣٥٠؛

ابن >) [٣٠] تلخیص ذائب» جسدٍ كلّ خبث هو إقليمیا إنّ «یقُال «καδμεία»؛ > ܕܡܝܐ / ܠܝܡܝܐ ≡ ٤الإقليمیا]
.«ἰός» ≡ ܐ)؛ (ܙܢܓ گار زن > ٨الزّنجِْار] ‖ أرسطاطاليس) → جلجل
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الروسختج على 3.2d.3القول

الزجّاجين. أفران في المحرق النحاس هو الحجر وهذا «الحرقوص»، وهو تـَج وسخَْ پ١٥ظالرُّ

الشعر. يسُوّد
بديّ. الزُّ الزجاج ویصبغ الفضّة؛ صبغ دُبرّ، وإذا

الأصفر؞ الماء ويسُهل ٥

النحاس توبال على 3.2d.4القول

النحاسالمحمّى. فيه طُفئ إذا الماء في الّذي هو النحاس توُبال
الشـیاف. وفي الشعر، صباغ وفي التلويح، في یـتـصرّف

الكيمیاء؞ أهل عند تـتصرف النحاس» و«برادة

الحدید زعفران على 3.2d.5القول ١٠

حدیدٍ، مهراس في محمیّة، وهي وتترُك، وتحُمى حدیدٍ مغرفة في وتجُعل البرادة تاخٔد أن هو الحدید زعفران
الزعفران. لون تخرج حتىّ النار إلى وتعُاد وتسُحق

الشعر. به یلُصق
عجیب؞ شيءٌ وفيه

٧توُبال ‖ ٢٥٣٤٨–٢٦ II تصریف ≡ الأصفر] الماء ٥ويسُهل ‖ ٢٥٣٤٨ II تصریف الشعر» «یصبغ الشعر] ٣يسُوّد
«لابيس: ،١١–١٢

١٢ظ مكنون يحمي» وهو بالمطرقة ضرُب إذا منه يسقط الّذي الورق (وهو النحاس «توبال .المحمّى] . .
الحدید» زعفران عمل «صفة Ⓡ ≅ الزعفران] . . . ١١-١٢هو ‖ (Δ «λεπίς» ≡) ٥٩٩ تفسيرج النحاس» توبال وهو
الحدید هذا من علیه لصق ثمّ العين، شَفْر في الزائد الشعر نتف «إذا الشعر] به ١٣یلُصق ‖ ١٨٤٠٦–٢١ II تصریف

.٢٢٤٠٦–٢٣ I تصریف فيه» ینبت أن الشعر منع مرّات، المدبرّ

پ. «ینصرف» ٩تـتصرف] ‖ پ «المحمى» ٧المحمّى] ‖ پ «طفي» ٧طُفئ] ‖ پ «الروسحیح» ١الروسختج]

المعادن) علل (كتاب الرازيّ الحدید» زعفران هو الحدید «زنجار الحدید] ١١زعفران ‖ ه روی > «روسختج» تـَج] وسخَْ ٢الرُّ
٨

١٢٠و حشائش الحدید» «زنجار ≡) ٧٩٩ تفسيرج الحدید» زعفران وهو سـیذيروا: «ایوس ،١٤١٣–١٥ II جامعب ⊃

.٩٢٢٥–١٠ جواهرب صدأه)» (وهو الحدید «زعفران ،(١٧٥٢ III Δ «ἰὸς σιδήρου» ≡
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الحدید خبث على القول 3.2d.6

«الأُشْكُوریة». هو الحدید خبث
المعدة. في البواسير ومن الكبد، ضعف من ینفع

منفعة؞ الكيمیاء لأهل وفيه

الحدید صدأ على القول 3.2d.7٥

تحمرّ. حتىّ نديّ مكان في وتترُك كتاّنٍ، ة صرُّ في وتصرَُّ بالخلّ، فتُبلّ البرادة تاخٔذ أن هو الحدید صَدَأ
والأطبّاء؞ الكيمیاء لأهل منافع ففيها پ١٦و

الحدید توبال على القول 3.2d.8

التوبال). (وهو والتطریق الضرب عن تطير التيّ القُشور هو الحدید توبال
ولازورد. زنجار منه ١٠یصُنع

معجزات؞ ايٓات وفيه

المرتك على القول 3.2d.9

المرتك ومن الفضّة)، تصفية ومن الذهب تصفية من تبقى التيّ الكُومة (وهي ذهبيّ صنفان: الـمَرْتكَ
الأظفار. به د تسُوَّ «المسارب» له یقُال معدنيّ صنفٌ

خرج بك، وسـُ الزجاج مع سحُق وإن حلوًا؛ الخلّ صُيرّ الخلّ، في أُلقي إذا إنهّ، عجیبة: خواصّ ١٥وللمرتك

الأصفر؞ الیاقوت لون أصفر الزجاج

أُفرَغِۡ ءَاتوُنىِٓ قاَلَ نَارًا ۥ جَعَلَهُ ذَا
ِٕ
ا ٓ ٰ حَتىَّ ۖ انفُخُواْ قاَلَ دَفينَِۡ الصَّ بينََۡ سَاوَىٰ ذَا

ِٕ
ا ٓ ٰ حَتىَّ الحَۡدِیدِۖ زُبرََ ءَاتوُنىِ ﴿ ≟ معجزات] ١١ايٓات

.٢٢:٤ تكوين קַיִן» «תּוּבַל ≟ ٩٦؛ :١٨ القرانٓ ﴾ قِطَرًا علَیََهِ

أحجارت الحدید» خبث وهو پ]، [«بردسون» فردیبون حجر منه خرج النار، أُدخل إذا الحدید، «وأنّ الحدید] ٢خبث
منه ترتمي التيّ قشوره «وهي والتطریق] . . . ٩هو ‖ «ἡ σκωρία τοῦ σιδήρου» ≡ ١١١٠٠–١٢؛ أحجارپ ≡ ١١٠٨–٢

.١٩٢٥١ جواهرب بالطرق»

پ. اصفر» «للیاقوت الأصفر] ١٦الیاقوت ‖ پ «يسود» د] ١٤تسُوَّ ‖ پ «زنجارا» ١٠زنجار]

«سارب» ≟ ١٤المسارب] ‖ ܕܟܐ) (ܡ «λιθάργυρος» ≡ ١٣الـمَرْتكَ] ‖ «scoria»/«σκωρία» > ٢الأُشْكُوریة]
.(Käs 2010:975) بكلارش ابن
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الزنجفور على د٣٥والقول

والكبریت. الزیبق من یصُنع كیف قُلتُْ قد فُور نجُْ 3.2d.10الزُّ

حسـنة؞ ووجوهٍ كريمة أسرار وفيه التلويح، وفي الأصباغ، في یتـصرّف وهو

الجیر على 3.2d.11القول

والعظام. عور والشُّ المعدنـیّة الأجساد تحُلّ مياهٌ منه تسُـتخرج حجرٌ هو الجِير ٥

كثيرًا. الكيمیاء صناعة في ویتـصرّف
حجرًا. وصار العسل جمُد بالعسل، وعجُن سحُق وإذا

أبدًا؞ تنحلّ ولم التصقتْ الأواني، به وأُلصقت البیض ببياض وعجُن سحُق وإذا

الجبس على 3.2d.12القول

شاربـُه. يسكر لم الخمر، بها وشرُب انٓیة منه صُنع إذا ، پ١٦ظالـجَـبسْ ١٠

كان إن للشرب ویعُجّله سواء، طعمهما ويجعل والمحدث، المكدّر الغلیظ الخمر يرُققّ الجبس: وخاصّة
مُصْطارًا؞

الرخام على 3.2d.13القول

الحكماء»؞ «جير وهو حدّتهُ، تطُاق لا جيرٌ منه یصُنع خام، الرُّ

البیض قشور على 3.2d.14القول ١٥

ولیانةً. وبیاضًا حُسْـناً زادت أُحرقت، كلماّ البیض: قشُور
الحكماء». «أرض وهو الجير، من ضربٌ وهو

التدبير؞ بعد العين من البیاض ویقلع

٥الجِير د. «ىىصرف» ٣یتـصرّف] ‖ پ قد» «قد ٢قد] ‖ د الزنحفور» یصنع كیف ڡلت «قد یصُنع] . . . فُور نجُْ ٢الزُّ
‖ د «الكيما» ٦الكيمیاء] ‖ د «مياة» [ ٥مياهٌ ‖ د «يسـتخرج» پ، «ىسـتحرج» ٥تسُـتخرج] ‖ د حجر» «هدا حجرٌ] هو

«تطاف» ١٤تطُاق] ‖ پ «جيرا» ١٤جيرٌ] ‖ د عله» «و ١١ویعُجّله] ‖ د الجبس» من صنع «ادا منه] . . . ١٠الـجَـبسْ
د. – البیض] ١٦قشُور ‖ د

*{msṭr} ٥٠٢ DAA ١٢مُصْطارًا] ‖ («κιννάβαρι» ≡) ٧١٠٠ تفسيرج الزنجفور» وهو «قيناباري: فُور] نجُْ ٢الزُّ
.(mustarium >)
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الـتنـكار على القول 3.2d.15

المعدنـیّة الأجساد جمیع ويسـبك — والفضّة الذهب بْك سـَ على یقُدر لم لولاه یصُنع، شيءٌ التِّنْكار
الأجساد. إلصاق في ويجري تحُرقها، لا حتىّ عنها النار ويحمل

یدخن ولا الأجساد في ویغوص يجري لأنهّ المطلوب، الشيء هو لكان حمراءَ، الأجساد یصبغ أنهّ ولولا
الله؞ شاء إن زعمهم، على الكيمیاء حجر یبلغ الدرجة هذه وإلى —٥

والجیّد ‖ [الحرارة]، من العقاقير ¦ من والرديّ للجیّد ا مميزًّ يكون أن العقاّر یبيع الّذي للعطّار بدَُّ ولا د٣٥ظ
پ١٧و

والرطوبة. الحرارة من العقاقير بدرجات عارفاً ويكون القديم؛ من والحدیث
الأدویة في المرسومة الكتب من ذلك فيكون والیبوسة، والرطوبة الحرارة من العقاقير درجات معرفة فامّٔا

العطّار؞ إلیه يحتاج وما به یلیق ما حسب على الكتاب هذا في منها أذكر وأنا — المفردة

التنكار. على القول ⬆ الـتنـكار] على ١القول
كان إذا الذهب جمس على النار يحمل ولا رفق؛ في ويسـبكه ویلُیّنه الذهب بْك سـَ على یعُين «وهو تحُرقها] . . . ٢-٣لولاه

.١٢١٦٢–١٤ أحجارت شيئاً» الذهب من كل تأ أن النار حدّة يمنع التنكار ولأنّ التنكار، معه

‖ پ «الي» ٥وإلى] ‖ پد «حمرا» [ ٤حمراءَ ‖ ده »ولولا» د، «ولا» ٤ولولا] ‖ د «يحرقها» پ، رقها» » ٣تحُرقها]
للردى» «مميزا پ، وللردى» الجیّد «مميز والرديّ] للجیّد ا ٦مميزًّ ‖ پ «ان» ٦الّذي] ‖ د – ٦ولا] ‖ د «الكيما» ٥الكيمیاء]

پد. «الكتاب» ٨الكتب] ‖ د «والیابس» ٨والیبوسة] ‖ د «واما» ٨فامّٔا] ‖ د
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المفردة العقاقیر أعمار ذكر 4باب

المركّبة والأدویة
ذلك أشبه وما

فصل

ونباتـیّة؞ وحيوانـیّة، معدنـيـّة، أجناس: ثلٰثة المفردة الأدویة ٥

4.1فالمعدنـیّة

المئين في تفسد ولا تبقى فهذه والزمرّد. الماس وحجر والذهب كالیاقوت فِها، شرََ بحسب أعمارُها تختلف
والأُلوف. السـنين من

مسّ ما سـیّما لا الزمان، من اليسيرة المدّة في ویفسدان فيسـتحیلان والحدید، والنحاس الفضّة وأمّا
أنّ إلاّ الكثيرة، السـنين یبقى فإنهّ ماء، ولا ترابٌ يمسّه لا مصانًا منهما كان وما والماء. | التراب پ١٧ظمنهما ١٠

بكثير؞ والیاقوت الذهب من أقلُّ بقاءها

الأملاح وأما

الأرض. تحت المعادن في المحتفرات من بقاءً أقلُّ فإنهّا البُحيرات. في المالح الماء من منعقدةٌ فإنهّا
البتةّ؞ رًا تغيّـُ فيه ارَٓ ولم سـنة، عشرة الخمس نحو الكثيرة، السـنين معدنيّ ملحٌ عندي بقي وقد

.٢١
١–٢٠١وا

٢٠٠وا שמוש ≡ ١٧
١٣–٦٩ظ

٦٥ظ تو ≡ ١٩٤٥٤–٢٩٤٥٦ II تس ≡ ١باب]

«مصاڹا» ١٠مصانًا] ‖ ت «منها» ١٠منهما] ‖ ت «منها» ١٠منهما] ‖ ت ویفسد» «فيسـتحیل ویفسدان] ٩فيسـتحیلان
تو. التي» المعادن فى «المنحبس تس، المعادن» من «المحتفرة المعادن] في ١٣المحتفرات ‖ ت «كثيرًا» ١١بكثير] ‖ تس

١٠مصانًا] ‖ د «منها» ١٠منهما] ‖ پ فيها» «شى فِها] ٧شرََ ‖ د – ٤فصل] ‖ د «الادویه» ٢والأدویة] ‖ د – ١باب]
١١بقاءها] ‖ د «یبقا» ١٠یبقى] ‖ د ماءٍ» ولا «ترابا پ، ماءً» ولا «ترابا ماء] ولا ١٠ترابٌ ‖ د «مصافا» پ، «مضافا»

د. «تغير» رًا] ١٤تغيّـُ ‖ د «ارا» [ ١٤ارَٓ ‖ پد «ىقاها»
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الشبوب فأما

العشرين یبقى فقد الأبیض: ف المصوَّ بُّ الشَّ بقاءً: كثر⟨ها⟩ وأ أجناسها. في لاختلافها أعمارها فتختلف
یفسد؞ ولا والثلاثين، سـنةً

الكباریت وأما

ولم كثر، والأ سـنةً العشرين الكبریت عنده بقي مَن رأینا ولقد والأملاح. الشـبوب من بقاءً كثر ٥فأ

یتغيرّ؞

الزرنیخ وأما

العددَ هذا مَخزنه في بقي مَن رأینا وقد یفسد. ولا یتغيرّ لا كثر، والأ سـنةً الخمسين فوق عندي فبقي
یتغيرّ؞ ولم

الزنجار ١٠وأما

جرّبتُه؞ وقد عام، من أقلّ في قوّتهُ فتنقص
ابـیّة؞ الترُّ إلى يسـتحیل ثمّ أعوام، ¦¦ سـتةّ یبقى الإسفیذاج ‖ وأیضًا پ١٨و

ولستد٣٦و حادث؛ فيه يحدث ولم سـنةً، عشرين من كثر أ عندي بقي وقد الكثيرة. السـنين یبقى المرتـك
كثر؞ أ یبقى أنهّ أشكّ

הלבנה «המגביא تو، للصوق» ابیض «فشب تس، المصون» «السبب ٢المصوَّف] ‖ ت كثرها» «وأ كثر⟨ها⟩] ٢وأ
یتغيرّ] ٥-٦ولم ‖ ש «ראיתי» تو، «رایت» ٥رأینا] ‖ ש «הרבה» تو، «كثيرا» + ٥والأملاح] ‖ ש המצרית»

‖ ت العدة» «هذه العددَ] ٨هذا ‖ ت – ٨عندي] ‖ ت «الزرانیخ» ٧الزرنیخ] ‖ ت البتة» تغیير فيه يحدث «فلم

ت. وخمسة» [...] «ثلاثة ١٢سـتةّ] ‖ تس – توש، «واما» ١٢وأیضًا]

‖ د «والثلاثون» ٣والثلاثين] ‖ د «العشرون» ٢العشرين] ‖ په اظنه» «المصري پد، «المصرف» ٢المصوَّف]
‖ د «یبقا» ١٢یبقى] ‖ د – ١٢وأیضًا] ‖ ده اقل» «فى د، «اقل» أقلّ] ١١في ‖ د «فينقص» ١١فتنقص]

د. «یبقا» ١٤یبقى] ‖ د «یبقا» ١٣یبقى] ‖ د «المرتٯ» ١٣المرتـك]
ابن →) ٦٤٣٩ II تصریف المقصّب» وهو سجلماسة، من أیضًا به یؤتى شبّ هو مصوّف: «شبّ المصوَّف] بُّ ٢الشَّ
شيء بينها فيما برّاقة شظايا إلى تشظّى كسرته، إذا بیض؛ أنابيب شـبه وهو ”المصوَّف“، له یقُال اخٓر نوعٌ «ومنه جلجل)؛

.Δ «τριχῖτις» ≡ «الشعريّ» ≟ جلجل)؛ ابن →) ٥٢٦٢–٦ IV جامعس كالصوف»
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الذهب»؞ بقاءَ «یبقى قالوا: أنهّم حتىّ الكثيرة، السـنين یبقى الرصاص
†حتىّ الكثيرة، السـنين عندي بقيت فقد الأحجار، من هذا ونحو والتوتیا والشاذنة والمرقشیثا الإقلیمیا

الذهب»†؞ بقاءَ «تبقى قالوا: أنهّم

النباتـیّة الأدویة 4.2وأما

وأدهان؞ وألبان، وعُصارات، أصماغ، فمنها ٥

الأصماغ فأما

اللوز وصمغ العربيّ الصمغ مثل أصماغٌ عندي بقيت وقد بكثير. والأصول البزور جمیع من كثر أ فبقاؤها
أو ماء◌ ◌أو ندوّةٌ منها مسّ ما إلاّ حالها عن تغيرّت رأيتها فما سـنةً، الثلاثين نحو وشـبهها والكثيراء

ترُاب؞

العصارات وأما ١٠

وقد وس. السُّ فيها یقع ثمّ سـنين؛ عشر عصارة: | بقيت ما كثر وأ بكثير. الأصماغ بقاء من أقلُّ پ١٨ظفبقاؤها

قد أنهّا على بقوّتها فوجدتهُا یوم ذات فذُقْـتهُا أعوام، عشرة من نحو البرباريس عصارة من عندي بقي
تسوّست؞

لي تبينّ «فما الذهب] . . . ٢-٣حتىّ ‖ تو الدم» وحجر والمغطینس «والداهنج + الأحجار] ٢من ‖ ت «كبقاء» [ ١بقاءَ
השנוי מן מאומה בהם לי נתבאר «ולא تو، البته» التغير من شي فيها لي یتبين «ولم تس، البتةّ» التغیير من فيها
‖ تو – تس، «كثيرا» ٧بكثير] ‖ ت وأزهار» وفقاح وقشور تو] –] وأصول «وبزور + ٥وأدهان] ‖ ש כלל»

ت «كثيرًا» ١١بكثير] ‖ ت ماء] ٨أو ‖ تس «والكمثرى» ٨والكثيراء] ‖ ت العربي» والصمغ «الكهربا العربيّ] ٧الصمغ
عشرة عصارة تس] –] عندي بقيت ما كثر وأ تو] [«السوس» التسويس إليها يسرع كثرها أ «لانّ [. . كثر. ١١وأ ‖
جلبها الّذي من اشرتاها منذ زمانا عنده كانت أنهّا تو] اشتراها» [«الذي منه اشتريتها الذي وذكر السوس دخلها وقد اعوام
ت. تسوّست» قد أنهّا على قوّتها كثر أ فيها ووجدت تو] اياما» انا تطعمتها [«ولقد یومًا وقطعتها تو] اشتريتها» [«منذ

پ، «فبقاوها» ٧فبقاؤها] ‖ د «یبقا» ٣تبقى] ‖ پد «والشادنه» ٢والشاذنة] ‖ د «یبقا» ١یبقى] ‖ پد «یبقا» ١یبقى]
د. «وقع» ١١یقع] ‖ د «فبقاءوها»
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وشبههما والفربیون كالسقمونیا الألبان وأما
لأنّ والأفيون، الفربیون من بقاءً كثر أ السقمونیا أنّ إلاّ سـنةً؛ عشرين من كثر أ تسـتحیل لا فتبقى
من ینقص ولم سـنةً عشرين من نحو بقيت سقمونیا رأیت وقد أعوام، ثلاثة في قوّتهُ تضعف الأفيون

البتةّ؞ شيئاً قوّتها

الأدهان ٥وأما

فيه، خيرَ فلا ثلاثة، أو عامين بعد منها اسـتُعمل وما منها. القلیل إلاّ عامين، من أقلّ في وتفسد فتروح
وتجفّ؞ تتعفنّ فإنهّا الباردة: والأدهان البنفسج، ودهن الورد، دهن مثل سـیّما لا

البزور وأما د٣٦ظ

القِثاّءوالقرع، وبزر والجوز واللوز مْسِم السِّ دهن (مثل الدهن كثير منها كان ما لأنّ البقاء، في فمختلفةٌ
الحلباء مثل البزور وأمّا تسُـتعمل. أن ینبغي لا ثمّ العام، نحو بقائها: كثر وأ الفساد. تسرع فإنهّا ١٠ونحوها)،

حسب على كثر، والأ والثلاثة السـنتين فتبقى ونحوها: والكرويا، والرازيانج والشونيز والخردل والحرف
تغيرّ فما كثيرةً سـنين عندي فبقيت كثيرًا، ‖ البزور هذه من جرّبتُ وقد قواها. تنقص ولا منابتها، پ١٩و

؞ بالتغيرُّ بعضُها وهمّ بعضُها،

والـقشور الأصول وأما
سـنين العشرة تبقى فإنهّا — والبهمن والبهج والراوند كالقسط، جواهرها، حسب على بقائها في ١٥فمختلفةٌ

ولست — شيء قوّته من یذهب ولم سـنة، العشرين نحو وأحمر أبیض بهمنان عندي بقي وقد كثر. والأ
المدّة؞ هذه من كثر أ یبقيا أنهّما في أشكّ

٧تتعفنّ ‖ تو «فترتاح» تس، «فتريح» ٦فتروح] ‖ ت «لانّ» أنّ] ٢إلاّ ‖ تو الباطن» حالها «على + ٢فتبقى]
يسرع «فإنهّ الفساد] . . . ١٠فإنهّا ‖ ש ויתנגבו» «יתישנו تو، وتبلي» وتفسد «عفن تس، وتحفّ» «تعتق وتجفّ]
١٣وهمّ ‖ ש «צניעותם» ت، «صیانتها» ١٢منابتها] ‖ ت الدهنة» غير «الیابسة + ١٠البزور] ‖ ت الفساد» إليها
«والزراوند تس، والدراويج» والبهمنين والوجّ «والزراوند والبهمن] . . . ١٥والراوند ‖ تو هم» «لقد تس، «همّ» بعضُها]

١٦قوّته] ‖ ت «العشر» ١٦العشرين] ‖ ت «بهمن» ١٦بهمنان] ‖ تو والدراويج» والبهمن والسرغىت والبهىج والوهج

تو. «قواهما»

‖ په البزور] . . . ٩-١٠فمختلفةٌ ‖ د «بانها» ٧فإنهّا] ‖ د «ینقص» پ، «ىنقص» ٣ینقص] ‖ د «فتبقا» ٢فتبقى]
‖ پد ح» «وال ١٥والبهج] ‖ د – ١٤والـقشور] ‖ د تبقا» «قد ١١فتبقى] ‖ د «بقاءوها» پ، «بقاوها» ١٠بقائها]

پد. «یبقيا» ١٧یبقيا] ‖ پ «شـیا» ١٦شيء] ‖ د «بهما» پ، «بهمىًا» ١٦بهمنان] ‖ د «تبقا» ١٥تبقى]
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والزرنباد الزنجبیل وأما

أیضًا؞ عامين ومن عام من السوسُ یدخلها رطوبة، فيها التيّ فهذه

اللحاء وأما

نقصانًا مدّتها بعد من قوّتهُا تنقص فرأيتها وشـبههما، م برُْ والشُّ بد كالترُّ المسهلة فامّٔا مسهلة. وغير مُسْهِلٌة فمنها
بيـّناً. ٥

أنّ الأوائل بعض عن ذكر جالینوس فإنّ وشـبهها، والسلیخة والقِرْفة الدارصینيّ مثل المسهلة، غير وأمّا
قد كان رومة، ملك خزائن بعض في كان الدارصینيّ اسـتعملتُ «إننيّ وقال: أبدًا، یتغيرّ لا الدارصینيّ
يجد ولم الترياق في اتخّذه أنهّ إلاّ قوّتهُ، نقصت قد ¦¦ وجده أنهّ فذكر سـنةً». ثلاثين | من نحو علیه پ٢٠وأتى

د٣٧و القوّة؞ باقية فوجدتها وأطعمتهُا أعوام، عشرة من أزْیدَ قرنـفليـّة قرفةٌ عندي فبقيت أنا، وأمّا غيره.

والأزهار الإذخر فقّاح وأما ١٠

والحشيش. الأصول من بقاءً أقلّ فهـي
كذلك. الإذخر وفقُاّح كذلك، والورد بينّاً. نقصانًا قوّتهُ فنقصت العام، نحو بنفسج نوُّارُ عندي بقي وقد

العام؞ بعد قوّتهُا تنقص فإنهّا وشـبههما، ذاب والسَّ والأُسْطُوخُودُس

.١٧٦٣–٧٦٥ XIV Γ ≅ ٦جالینوس]

«زمانه» ٧رومة] ‖ ت «يرهم» ٧یتغيرّ] ‖ ت أعوام» «ثلاثة ٤مدّتها] ‖ ت السوس» إليها «فيسرُع السوسُ] ٢یدخلها
ש، «וטעמו» تس، «وطعّمتها» ٩وأطعمتهُا] ‖ ت يجد» لم «لما يجد] ٨ولم ‖ ש «בזמנו» تو، وعمره» «زمانه تس،
«والأفسـنتين + كذلك] ١٢الإذخر ‖ ت عام» بعد تو] تنقص» [«قوته قوّتها تنقص «فبدت قوّتهُ] . . . ١٢نحو ‖ تو –

ש. הסנטוניה» «ומיני تو، «والسحات» تس، والسعاتر» «والسـیحات ذاب] ١٣والسَّ ‖ ت كذلك»

‖ د «وشـبهها» ٤وشـبههما] ‖ د «والسبرم» م] برُْ ٤والشُّ ‖ د ىد» «كال پده، «كالتربد» بد] ٤كالترُّ ‖ د «ڡىهما» ٢فيها]
‖ د نحو» «من من] ٨نحو ‖ پد «اتا» ٨أتى] ‖ د «انى» ٧إننيّ] ‖ د «والقرفا» ٦والقِرْفة] ‖ د «ورايتها» ٤فرأيتها]
الإذخر] ١٠فقّاح ‖ تو) ≡) د فيها» «قوتها ٩القوّة] ‖ د غيره» ىجد لم ان الترياق ده انّا «الا غيره] . . . ٨-٩إلاّ

پد. الادخر» «الفقاح
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والأقراص المعاجین وسائر التریاق وأما 4.3

فعلُه. یبطل لم ⟨سـنةً⟩ سـتينّ إلى قصان النّـُ في یاخٔذ ثمّ سـنةً، ثلاثين إلى أشهر سـتةّ من یبقى ياق فالترّْ
خمسة إلى أشهر سـتةّ من تبقى كلُّها هذه والمثرودیطوس، جالینوس وإيارج أركاغانس وإيارج واللُّوغادِيا

أعوام.
سـنتين. إلى أشهر سـتةّ من یبقى ٥أثاناسـیا

سـنين. سـبع إلى سـتةّ من یبقى شـیلثا
أعوام. ثلٰثة إلى أشهر سـتةّ من یبقى سجزنايا

أعوام. ثلٰثة إلى أشهر سـتةّ من یبقى أر⟨س⟩ــطون معجون
فهو أربعة، أو ثلاثة أو سـنتين بعد أُخذ إن إنهّ، الفلونیا في یقول وجالینوس مثله. فا⟨ر⟩سـیّة فِلوُنِـیا (21r) ٢٠

و
فعلُه. ویضعف قوّتهُ تنقص ذلك وبعد سـنين، عشرة بعد إلى ذلك بعد فيما أیضًا وینفع ١٠أنفعُ.

فعلُه] . . . ياق ٢فالترّْ ‖ م] =] ٢٤٣١٣–١٣١٥ II.2 كامل ≅ ١٠؛ ١٤–٢٤١و ٢٤٠ظ كناّش سرابیون ابن ⥲ ١وأما]
لا فحنئذ سـنةً، سـتينّ إلى قوّته تضعف سـنةً ثلثين بعد ومن ،[ἕως ἔτῶν τριάκοντα] سـنةً ثلٰثين إلى المعجون هذا «وقوّة
XI Glauc Γ ≠ ٩وجالینوس] ‖ (١٢٧٠ TherPis ≡) ٨١٢٣–١٠ ترياق ذلك» قبل به ینُتفع كان ممّا شيء في به ینُتفع

.١٥١١٤–١٧

«اللوغاذيا» ٣واللُّوغادِيا] ‖ تس فعله» ینتقل ثمّ سـنة سـتينّ «الى تو، یبطل» ولم سـنه سـتين «الي یبطل] . . . ٢إلى
> ܬܐܘܕܘܪܝܛܘܣ ≡) ك التیاذریطوس» «نسختا ٣والمثرودیطوس] ‖ ك «والأركغانيس» أركاغانس] ٣وإيارج ‖ ك

٧سجزنايا] ‖ ש «השילתא» ت، «شـیلتا» كس، «شـیلثا» ٦شـیلثا] ‖ ك «أثاناسـیا» ٥أثاناسـیا] ‖ («θεοδώρητος»
‖ ك فيلون» «دواء ٩الفلونیا] ‖ ש «אראסתון» كتس، أرسطون» «معجون طون] أر⟨س⟩ــ ٨معجون ‖ ك «سكزنیا»

ك. تفَِهًا» ویصير «رائحته ١٠قوّتهُ]

أركاغانس] ٣وإيارج ‖ د «واللوعاديا» پ، «واللوغاديا» ٣واللُّوغادِيا] ‖ پد «سـنين» ٢سـتينّ] ‖ د «یبقا» ٢یبقى]
‖ د ودیطوس» «والم پ، «والمبرودبطوس» ٣والمثرودیطوس] ‖ پ «اركاعالس» ٣أركاغانس] ‖ ده لوغالس» «وايارج

پ، «ىبقى» ٦یبقى] ‖ پد «سلبلسا» ٦شـیلثا] ‖ د «یبقا» ٥یبقى] ‖ پد «اباباسما» ٥أثاناسـیا] ‖ د «تبقا» ٣تبقى]
«معحول طون] أر⟨س⟩ــ ٨معجون ‖ د «یبقا» پ، «تبڡا» ٧یبقى] ‖ د «سحرىاىا» پ، «سخرىاناىا» ٧سجزنايا] ‖ د «یبقا»

د. – ١٠بعد] ‖ په «منها» + ٩أُخذ] ‖ د «ڡاسـیه» پ، «ڡاسـىه» سـیّة] ٩فا⟨ر⟩ ‖ د ارطول»

٣وإيارج ‖ «ἱερὰ Ἀρχιγένου» ≡ أركاغانس] ٣وإيارج ‖ ܠܓܘܕܝܐ) ܐ (ܐܝ «[ἱερὰ] Λογαδίου» ≡ ٣واللُّوغادِيا]
ἀντίδοτος ἡ»/«ἡ Μιθριδάτειος» > ܪܘܕܝܛܘܣ ܡ > ٣والمثرودیطوس] ‖ «ἱερὰ Γαληνοῦ» ≡ جالینوس]
‖ ܙܢܝܐ ܓܝ > ٧سجزنايا] ܐ‖ ܐܠ > ٦شـیلثا] ‖ ܝܐ) (ܐܬܢ ἀθανασία ≡ ٥أثاناسـیا] ‖ «Μιθριδάτου
ἡ Φίλωνος»] ܠܘܢܝܐ) ) «φιλώνειον (φάρμακον)» ≡ ٩فِلوُنِـیا] ‖ «ἄριστον» ≡ طون] أر⟨س⟩ــ ٨معجون

.[«ἀντίδοτος
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سـنتين. إلى أشهر سـتةّ من ◌یبقى◌ دياروطين معجون
سـنتين. إلى أشهر سـتةّ من یبقى الكبریت معجون

سـنين. سـبع إلى شهرين ¦ من یبقى الكركم د٣٧ظدواء

سـنين. ثلٰث إلى سـنة من یبقى البلادر معجون سـنة. إلى أشهر سـتةّ من یبقى المسك معجون
سـنين؞ ثلٰث إلى أشهر سـتةّ من تبقى البول، تدُرّ التيّ المعاجين سائر ٥

سـنتين. إلى شهرين من تبقى الإشقيل وأقراص اللّك أقراص
ويكون سـنة إلى ذلك وبعد شهرين، إلى وقتها من تسُـتعمل والحارّ، البارد بالماء تؤخذ التيّ فُوفات السَّ

أشهر. سـتةّ إلى شهرين من تبقَى الحبوب سائر ضعیفًا. فعلهُا
تضعف. سـنة وإلى ، قوّياًّ | فعلاً شهرين إلى وقتها من ◌تفعل◌ الرمّان حبّ وسفوف المقلیاثا پ٢٠ظسَفوفُ

أشهر. سـتةّ إلى یومها من تفعل الحمّیات، من النافعة كلُّها والأقراص ١٠

سـنتين. إلى شهرين من تفعل السریدوس وأقراص الكوكب وأقراص
نات. والـجوارشـْ والسفيراریڡون والأصغر كبر الأ الإطریفل

الكركم] ٣دواء ‖ ك «دياروطیقي» تس؛ «درىاو» ש، מאריטא» הטירא «סם تو، یىقي» «دياروط ١دياروطين]
‖ م واللك» الكركم «دوا كت، الكركم» دواء سـنين. ثلاث إلى أشهر سـتةّ من ك] –] یبقى تو] [«اللك» الملك «دواء
من أصطمخیقون، سـنتين. إلى شهرين من أمبروسـیا، ونصف. سـنة كثره وأ شهرًا، عشر «تسعة >† سـنين] ٣سـبع
اصطماخيقون [...] أميروسـیا ونصف. «سـنة ك، سـنين» سـبع وإلى شهرين من قوقي، [...] سـنين ثلاث إلى أشهر ثلاثة

«سـتةّ ٤سـنة] ‖ ك البلاذر)» (وهو «الأنقرديا ت؛ «البلادريّ» ٤البلادر] ‖ تو سـنين» سـبع الي [...] قوقا [...]

[«اقراص «قنجوس اللّك] ٦أقراص ‖ ت سائر» سـنتين. إلى شهرين من یبقى المسك «دواء ٥سائر] ‖ كت اشهر»
«الإسقيل» ٦الإشقيل] ‖ ت تو]» اللك» [«اقراص الملك أقراص سـنين. ثلاث إلى شهرين من یبقى تو] بنخدس»
٨تبقَى] ‖ تو فعلها» یضعف «سـنة تس، اشهر» «سـتةّ ضعیفًا] . . ٧-٨سـنة. ‖ ك – ت، «تعمل» ٧تسُـتعمل] ‖ ك
تو، الفضلیانا» وقيل «المقلیاثا تس، «المعلیاثا» ٩المقلیاثا] ‖ ك ذلك» بعد «وبسهولة + ٨أشهر] ‖ ك الحقيقة» «على
قوتها» «فى وقتها] ٩من ‖ كت ≡ ٩تفعل] ‖ ك والكزمازك» رمّان «والحبّ الرمّان] حبّ ٩وسفوف ‖ ש «המקליאתא»
«شهر» ١١شهرين] ‖ ש – تو، «السونیدوس» تس، «السوىىدوس» ك، «السولیدوس» ١١السریدوس] ‖ تو
نات] ١٢والـجوارشـْ ‖ ש – تو، «والقندایقون» تس، «والصدادوقون» «وقندادیقون»، ١٢والسفيراریڡون] ‖ تو

ك. «كالجوارشـنات»

«ضعیف» ٨ضعیفًا] ‖ د «یبقى» ٦تبقى] ‖ د «الاشقل» پ، «الاسٚڡيل» ٦الإشقيل] ‖ د «دىاروطىن» ١دياروطين]
«السرىدوس» ١١السریدوس] ‖ د «یضعف» ٩تضعف] ‖ ده «المقلیاتا» د، «الملقياثا» پ، «الملقياثا» ٩المقلیاثا] ‖ پد

د. «والسڡيدارىفوں» پ، «والسفيدارىڡون» ١٢والسفيراریڡون] ‖ د «السریدوس» پ،

فسولوذوس» «أقراص ≡ ١١السریدوس] ܐ‖ ܠܝ ܡ > ٩المقلیاثا] ‖ «διουρητικόν» ≡ دياروطين] ١معجون
.(«φυσαλλίδος» > ܘܠܝܕܘܣ ) ٢١٢٦–١٣ أقراباذينس
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لشيء. تصَْلحُ فلا تزنخ، ابتدأتْ فإذا — تزَْنخَ حتىّ باقي فعلهُا كلُّها، والأدهان
فعلهُا، یبطل المراهم كلّ ليس إنهّ أقول وأنا سـنة. إلى وقتها من تفعل كلُّها والمراهم والكافور البلسان دهن
من كثر أ بقي وقد حاله؛ عن تغيرّ وما ونصف، عام من كثر أ حبسـتُه فقد — النَّخْليّ المرهم هذا إلاّ

اسـتحال؞ وما المدّة هذه من كثر أ عندي بقي فإنهّ الأسود، المرهم ⟨ذلك⟩

كلّها بة ٥الأشر

الهواء عن بها فّظ تحُُ إن سـیّما ولا المدّة، هذه من كثر أ تبقى إنهّا أقول وأنا سـنتين. إلى وقتها من تبقى
كثر؞ أ إلى خمس من — الكثيرة السـنين تبقى فإنهّا فيه: تكون الّذي الموضع والندوّة الحارّ

ـیات ب والمر

ضعُفت ولا سـنين، سـبع السفرجل رُبُّ عنده بقي أنهّ جالینوس ذكر ‖ وقد الأشربة. من كثر أ تبقى پ٢١و

طعمُه؞ ولا ١٠قوّتهُ

.٨٢٩٣–١١ Alim Γ ≡ جالینوس] ٩ذكر

الكافور «وماء سـنة] . . . ٢والكافور ‖ تو «اراحت» تس، «تريح» ١تزنخ] ‖ م روايحها» «تتغير ت، «تريح» ١تزَْنخَ]
«وماء ك)، →) ت سـنة» إلى وقتها من تفعل كلهّا والمراهم والضمادات الإذخر دهن وكذلك أقوى؛ فعله كان یعتق، كلماّ
٣إلاّ] ‖ كم – [. . ٢وأنا. ‖ م أشهر» سـتةّ إلى یومها من تعمل فإنهّا والمراهم الضمادات وأمّا أجود. كانت عتقت وكلماّ الكافور
یومها «من سـنتين] . . . ٦من ‖ ت ذلك» «من ⟨ذلك⟩] ٣-٤من ‖ ש כי» זה על «והראיה تس، «لانّ» تو، «الا»
٧والندوّة ‖ تو – ש، «בגניזתם» تس، وهفظت» «بادخارها ٦بها] ‖ كم – [. . ٦وأنا. ‖ م اربع» والى سـنتين الى

ت «وربوبات» ـیات] ب ٨والمر ‖ تو الندیة» «والمواضع ש، המקומות» «ומלחות تس، المواضع» «ونداواة فيه] . . .
«فلم تس، طعمه» ولا قوته من ینقص ان غير «من طعمُه] . . . ٩-١٠ولا ‖ م السفرجل» «ماء السفرجل] ٩رُبُّ ‖

تو. قوته» ولا طعمه ىنقص

د. «تبقا» ٧تبقى] ‖ پ «تبطل» ٢یبطل] ‖ د «ان» ٢إنهّ] ‖ پد «باقى» ١باقي]
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والأشیافات كحال والأ

تغيرّت وما الكثيرة السـنين عندي بقيت وقد الأصماغ. توُاقعها ¦¦ لم ما سـیّما ولا رُورات، الذَّ من د٣٨وأبقى

قوّتهُا؞ ضعُفت ولا

الذرورات وأما

بينّاً. ضعفًا عام بعد تضعف فإنهّا النباتـیّة، العقاقير توُاقعها التيّ وشـبهه، الباسلیقون كحل مثل ٥

تفسد؞ ولا السـنتين تبقى فإنهّا وشـبههما، والإقليمیا والإثمد التوتیا مثل المعدنـیّة الأحجار توُاقعها التيّ وأمّا

τοῖς μὲν οὖν διὰ χυλῶν εὐθὺς δεῖ χρῆσθαι, τὰ δὲ διὰ τῶν μεταλλικῶν παλαιούμενα κρείσσω» [. . ٥التيّ.
.٤٣٣٥–٥ II Pragm ≈ (Ἄντυλλος →) ٣٠٦٥–٣٣ II Collect «γίνεται

+ ٦والإقليمیا] ‖ ك – [. . ٤وأما. ‖ تو تواقعها» «التي تس، یواقعها» «التي لم] ٢ما ‖ ك – [. . كحال. ١والأ
تو. «والمرقشيثا»

پ «الثابته» د، «النباتیه» ٥النباتـیّة] ‖ د «توافقه» پ، «ب.وافقه» ٥توُاقعها] ‖ پ «توافقها» د، «یواقعها» ٢توُاقعها]
پ. «ىواففها» ٦توُاقعها] ‖
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الحیوانیة الأدویة وأما 4.4

والإنفحة والمرارات كالشحوم
والدماء والأظلاف والحوافر والزبول

الشحوم أما
العلاج. في بها ویـُنـتفع كثر، والأ السـنة فتبقى ومُلحّت، ینبغي ما على اختزنت ٥فإنّ

المرارات وأما
جرّبتها. وقد — الكثيرة السـنين تبقى فإنهّا الهواءُ، يمسّها لا واختزنت جُففّت إذا الشحوم من كثر أ فتبقى

والبعور الزبول وأما
قوّتهُا. تنقص ثمّ الماعز) وبعر الحمام، وزبل الكلب، وخرو الذئب (خرو العام نحو ١٠فتبقى

الدماء وأما
العام. نحو بها: فظّ وتحُُ | اختزنت إذا فتبقى، پ٢١ظ

والأظلاف والحوافر القرون وأما
تسـتحِلْ. لم فوجدتها مُدّةً، عندي بقيت وقد الكثيرة. السـنين فتبقى

الجندبادستر ١٥وأما

العدد هذا من كثر أ یبقى أنهّ أشكّ ولست اسـتحالة. منه تبَْدُ ولم سـنة، عشرة الخمس نحو عندي فبقي
والعون؞ التوفيق وبا —

وخرؤ الذیب «كخرؤ الكلب] وخرو الذئب ١٠خرو ‖ ت «بظرف» + ٧واختزنت] ‖ ت والزبول» «والبعر ٣والزبول]
العدد] . . ١٦یبقى. ‖ ت نحو» الكثيرة «السـنين ١٦نحو] ‖ ت «وجربتها» [ ١٤مُدّةً ‖ ت ≡ ١٣والحوافر] ‖ ت الكلب»

تو. اعلم» والله ذلك من كثر ا «بقاوه تس، كثر» ا «بقاءه

الدیٮ «خرو الكلب] وخرو الذئب ١٠خرو ‖ د «فيبقا» ١٠فتبقى] ‖ د «الهوى» [ ٧الهواءُ ‖ پ «احترت» ٥اختزنت]
‖ پ «تسـتحیل» ١٤تسـتحِلْ] ‖ پد «والحافر» ١٣والحوافر] ‖ د الكلب» وحرو الدیب «خرو پ، الكلب» وخرو

د. الله» شا «ان والعون] . . . ١٧وبا ‖ د «بهذه» ١٦هذا] ‖ پ «یبد» ١٦تبَْدُ]
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وسلمّ وآله نبيـّه محمدّ على الله وصلىّ الرحيم الرحمٰن الله پ٢١ظبسم

د٤٠ظ

الإلبیري الطبیب أحمد بن ا عبد محمد أبو قال

﴾ الله رحمه ﴿

َّشرْ، الن وطیّب كْر الّذِ بجمیل وخصّك الوسائل، عِزَّ ومَنحََك الفضائل برفيع سـیّدي، يا الله، 1نفعك ٥

وأودع الحقّ، عِزَّ قلَبَْك وأشعر العفاف، بهَْجةَ وكساك الإنصاف إلیك وحَبَّبَ التثبيت، عینيك في وزَيَّنَ
وإلى بًا نسَـَ الحكمة وبين بـَيْـنكَ وجعل الأقسام، محمود وسربلك العِلمْ نور وكساك الیقين، برَْدَ صدرَك

سببًا؞ المعرفة
الّذي الشریف ‖ الكتاب هذا تالٔیف من إلیه وذَهَبْتَ رَغِـبْـتَه بالّذي فِداك، جُعِلتُْ كتابكُ، پ٢٢ووصل

وإیضاحًا وفِطْنةً ذكاءً فيَّ ونـتـج وضميري، قوايَّ فانٔبه صحّتك. وحِفْظِ جسمك صلاح إلى المدخل هو ١٠

ما وفهمتُ نباهة، ِّـقَل وبالث حدّة، وبالكسل حركة، وبالسكون قوّة، بالعجز لي وأعقب وإنصاحًا. وبـیانًا
الفكریـّة والنتائج العـقلیّة والبراهين الفلسفـيـّة والقوانين الطبـّیّة المناهج إلى الشریفة نفسك تطلُّع من ذكرته
وكُنْتُ رغبته الّذي في إرادتك إلى تُ صرِْ وقد البراهيـنـيـّة. والأصول الحقيقـيـّة والأنباء العُلوْیـّة والاثٓار

للصواب◌؞ الموفقّ وهو ◌وعوني، والتایٔـید التوفيق با ظَنـَنـْتَه، الّذي ظنكّ عند
على اتفّقوا وقد ألفّوا، فيما يختلفوا لم المبرزين والفلاسفة الماضين الحكماء جمیع أنّ فداك، جُعلت ، 2.1اِعْلمَْ ١٥

المخلوقات من وتعالى، تبٰـرك الله، خلق ما جمیع أنّ وذلك معاندة. ولا مخالفة غير عن لك دْتُ حَدَّ ما
تؤثرّ وليست علـّةٌ، له هي ما اثٓارَ معلولها في ¦¦ تؤثرّ | والعلّة — عِلـَلاً لبعضٍ بعضُه صُيرّ پ٢٢ظوالمبدوعات،

د٤١و سـبحانه، المخترعِ المبدِع إلاّ بعَْدَها ليس أن وذلك لها. علـّةٌ هو فيما تحتها لما عللٌ هي التيّ البسـیطة العللُ
تغُيرّه ولا الجدیدان یعُارضه ولا الحدثان یقُاومه ولا الأمراض، تصُارعه ولا الأعراض فيه تؤثرّ لا الّذي

إلیك وحببّ سببًا، الصدق وبين نسـبًا المعرفة وبين بينك وجعل [...] الشـبهة الله «جنبّك ≈ سببًا] . . . ٦-٨وزَيَّنَ
.٣٣–٦ I حيوانج الیقين» برد صدرك وأودع الحقّ، عزّ قلبك وأشعر [...] الإنصاف عینك في وزينّ التثبُّت،

«دكٔاً» [ ١٠ذكاءً ‖ پ «عن» [ ٦عِزَّ ‖ پ «الرسایل» ٥الوسائل] ‖ د «متعك» ٥نفعك] ‖ د – وسلمّ] . . . ٢وصلىّ
«وىالىڡل» پ، «وبالىقل» ِّـقَل] ١١وبالث ‖ د وایضاحا» وبیانا «واىصاحا وإنصاحًا] . . . ١٠-١١وإیضاحًا ‖ د «دكا» پ،
‖ د وتایدّي» «توفيقي والتایٔـید] ١٤التوفيق ‖ د «البراهاینيه» ١٣البراهيـنـيـّة] ‖ د «الشرىف» ١٢الشریفة] ‖ د

د. «وتعلى» ١٦وتعالى] ‖ پد «تبرك» ١٦تبٰـرك] ‖ د «الماضیين» پ، «الماضیىن» ١٥الماضين]
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والمدبِّر مُعين، بلا للكلّ والمبدع بالجمیع المحیط هو بلَْ — الأفكارُ تحویه ولا الأبصار تجده ولا الأزمان،
العالمين؞ ربّ ذلك، تمُثلّ قُدْرة بلا له والمرتِّب بالتسخير، له ِّل والمذل وزير، بلا له

أعني ) الفعل إلى القوّة في ما وإخراج العالم خَلقَْ أراد لماّ ذكره، عزّ البارئ، أنّ فداك، جُعلت واعلمْ، 2.2

روحانـیًّا منه فجعل قسمين. قسمه والمشاهدة)، الوجود إلى غـَیْبه مكنون في وسلف عِلمْه في سـبق ما
ونامياً، وجَمادًا وساكناً، ومتحرّكاً وصامتاً، وناطقًا ومحسوسًا، ا وحسًّ ومعلولاً، وعلـّةً ٥⟨وجسمانـیًّا⟩،

التضادّ على العالم جسمانـیّة وبنى ‖ ومنفعلاً. وفاعلاً مرتفعًا، وسامياً منسفلاً وراسـبًا بًا، ومركّـَ وبسـیطًا پ٢٣و

والائتلاف؞ التجانسُ على وروحانـيـّتَه والاختلاف،
والأزمان والرياح كب والكوا والبروج والأقطار والنبات والحیوان العناصر من بحواسّك تدُركه شيء وكلّ
كان وما التضادّ؛ على مبنيٌّ فهو الزمانُ، علیه دار ما كلّ أنّ وذلك مختلفة. متضادّةٌ هي فإنماّ المختلفة،
وأجسام الروحانـیّة، المضیّة كالأفلاك — متضادّة غير متـّفقة روحانـیّة بسـیطةٌ جواهرُ فهو الزمان، ١٠فوق

الإبداع عالم من وقـرُب الزمان فوق كان ما وكلّ متمثلّة. ولا مُدْرَكة غير وأرواح أنوار هي التيّ الملائكة
الأشخاص يشوب ما من شيءٌ يشَُوبها ولا التضادُّ یدخلها لا مُضیّة هي فإنماّ المبدع، جوار في وكان

والافٓات؞ ¦ والأوصاب والالآم التضادّ من الزمان تحت الواقعة المحسوسة الغلیظة الأرضیّة الكَدِرة د٤١ظ

بنى مناّ، الجمیع ومحنة اسـتعبادنا من أراد لماّ قُدْرتهُ، وجلتّ مُنـّتُه وعظمت ذكره عزّ | البارئ، أنّ وذلك پ٢٣ظ

ثمّ وأسفلُه. العالم ثفُْلُ هي التيّ الأرض في الأجسام هذه قرار وجعل مختلفة، متضادّة أشـیاءٍ من ١٥أشخاصنا

والذلّ، والعزّ والانخفاض، والعُلوّ قْصان، والنّـُ بالزيادة وعندنا فينا وموجودةً بنا محیطةً الأضداد جعل
المحیطة العلل وجعل الأعراض. من ذلك بْه وشـِ والاكتـهال، والحداثة والبرد، والحرّ والسقم، والصحّة
لِكَ ﴿ذَ — عملاً أحسن ُّنا أی لیَبْلوَُنا والحیاة الموت وخلق الترتيب، من الصفة هذه على فينا والمؤثرّة بنا

العَۡلِيمِ﴾؞ العۡزيز تقَۡدِيرُ

القرانٓ حِیطًا﴾ مُّ ءٍ شىَۡ بِكلُِّ ُ ا ﴿وَكاَنَ ≅ بالجمیع] ١المحیط ‖ ١٠٣:٦ القرانٓ ـرُ﴾ ٰـ الاَۡٔبصۡ تدُۡرِكُهُ ﴿لاَّ ≅ الأبصار] تجده ١ولا
إلى العدم من الشيء خروج هو «فالكون الفعل] . . . ٣وإخراج ‖ ٥٤:٤١ حِیطُۢ﴾ مُّ ءٍ شىَۡ بِـكلُِّ هُۥ ّـَ إن ﴿أَلآَ ،١٢٦:٤

أَحۡسَنُ أَيُّكمُۡ لِیَبۡلوَُكمُۡ وَالحَۡیَوٰةَ المَۡوۡتَ خَلقََ ى ِ الذَّ ﴿ ⥵ [. . ١٨وخلق. ‖ ٨٣١–٩ XV رسائل الفعل» إلى القوّة من أو الوجود،
.١٢:٤١ ≡ ٣٨:٣٦ ≡ ٩٦:٦ القرانٓ → العَۡلِيمِ] . . . لِكَ ١٨-١٩ذَ ‖ ٢:٦٧ القرانٓ عمََلاً﴾

‖ پد «بنا» ٦وبنى] ‖ پ «منفسلا» ٦منسفلاً] ‖ د «علة» ٥وعلـّةً] ‖ پد «العقل» ٣الفعل] ‖ د «تمتیل» ٢تمُثلّ]
د «كافلاك» ١٠كالأفلاك] ‖ د «فهـى» ١٠فهو] ‖ پد «والایتلاف» ٧والائتلاف] ‖ پد «وروحانیة» ٧وروحانـيـّتَه]
١٢مُضیّة] ‖ د «جوار» جوار] ١٢في ‖ د – عالم] ١١من ‖ پد «وكلما» ما] ١١وكلّ ‖ پد «المضیه» ١٠المضیّة] ‖
١٤بنى] ‖ پ «المتضاد» ١٣التضادّ] ‖ د تشوب» «من يشوب] ما ١٢من ‖ د «التضادد» [ ١٢التضادُّ ‖ پد «مضیه»
١٧الأعراض] ‖ د «الدل» ١٦والذلّ] ‖ د «كالزياده» ١٦بالزيادة] ‖ د «ىقل» پ، «تقل» ١٥ثفُْلُ] ‖ پد «بنا»

د. العزيز» الحكيم «العزيز ١٩العۡزيز] ‖ د «عمل» ١٨عملاً] ‖ د «التریب» ١٨الترتيب] ‖ پ «الاغراض»
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منقادةً والقدرة للقدرة، تابعًا القدر فجعل للكلّ. صلاح من ذلك في لما والقَدَر بالقضاء الجمیع ساس 2.3ثمّ

والإرادة غیبه. مكنون من جرى لما تابعان علمه، من خارجان والقدرة فالقدر لهما. ا أُسًّ والعلم للعلم،
والقَدَر؛ العِلمْ في لما مخرجةٌ ‖ والإرادة وإذنه. بـإرادته إلاّ نات المكوَّ من شيءٌ يكون لا إذ التكوين: پ٢٤ومُتِـمّةُ

بِیَدِهِۦ ى ِ الذَّ ٰـنَ بۡحَ فسَـُ  فيَكَُونُ كُن ۥ لَهُ یقَوُلَ أَن شيـًٔا أَرَادَ ٓ ا ذَ
ِٕ
ا ۤۥ أَمۡرُهُ ٓ مَا ّـَ ن

ِٕ
﴿ا ذكره: عزّ قوله، وذلك

تـُرۡجَـعُونَ﴾. لیَۡهِ
ِٕ
وَا ءٍ شىَۡ كلُِّ مَلـَكُوتُ ٥

وجعل ومتضادّات. ومتجانسات ومحدودات ومُدْرَكات محسوساتٍ باسرٔها كلَّها المخلوقات ذكره، عزّ جعل، ثمّ
القدير، المبدع فسـبحان مخلوقاته. عن صفاته وفصل وهبوطًا. وانتهاءً وابتداءً وعوالم وعناصر طبائع لها

الخَۡبِيرُ﴾؞ اللَّطِیفُ ¦¦ وَهُوَ ۖ الاَۡٔبصرَٰۡ یدُۡرِكُ وَهُوَ الاَۡٔبـۡصرُٰ تدُۡرِكُهُ ﴿لاَ ه، جدُّ وتعالى ذكره د٤٢وعزّ

وعالم كبير عالم قسمين: ینقسم العالم وجدتَ فِكْركِ، ولبُاب عَقْـلِك بضِیاء فكرّتَ ما متى أنكّ، وذلك
العالم وأمّا بالإنسان؛ المحیطة نیا الدُّ وهي الكبير، العالم فهو البسـیط، العالم فامّٔا ومركبّ. وبسـیط صغير، ١٠

الدنیا؞ هذه في المحصور الإنسان هو المركبّ، الصغير
قبضة في محصورًا والقدرة، بالعلم مزمومًا والقَدَر، بالقضاء مسوسًا وجدْته الجمیع، في فكرّت إذا ثمّ،

العَۡلِيمِ﴾. العَۡزيِزِ تقَۡدِيرُ لِكَ ﴿ذَ — | والإحكام بالتدبير منقادًا ذكره، عزّ پ٢٤ظالبارئ،

نظرت ثمّ وَر، والصُّ والألوان المختلفة المحسوسات ضرُوب على وانطباعها حواسّك في فكرّت إذا ثمّ،
دلائلُ فيه ظاهرة بًا، ّـَ مرت مُحْكمَاً رًا ّـَ مدب رًا مسخَّ تحته وما فيه بما الكبير العالم وجدْت واعتبار، بفكرٍ نظرًا ١٥

حكيمٍ على دالـّةٌ فالحكمة والتسخير. والتالٔیف، والتركیب والاتفّاق والتكوين، نْعة والصَّ والتدبير، الحكمة

بحواسّك، المركَّب وجدْت فمتى خلقهم. خالقٍ على دالٌّ والخلق صنعها، صانعٍ على دالـّةٌ والصنعة حَكمَهَا،
ِّـرٌ؛ مدب فلها التدبير، علامة وجدت ومتى غيره؛ ـرٌ مسخِّ فله ر، المسخَّ وجدت ومتى غيره؛ مركِّبٌ فله
على الدالّة البرهانـیّة الدلائل أبينَْ من وهذه — اضطرارًا غيره صانعٍ على دلّ المصنوع، وجدت ومتى

الوحدانـیّة؞ ٢٠

وأحكم أصلح هو ممّا معلول لكلّ قُسم ما بالقضاء أعني — والقدر بالقضاء مَسوسٌ كلَّه العالم أنّ «اعلم للكلّ] . . . ١ثمّ
‖ ٨٢:٣٦–٨٣ القرانٓ تـُرۡجَـعُونَ] . . . ٓ مَا ّـَ ن

ِٕ
٤-٥ا ‖ التوحيد) الكنديّ، →) ١٥١٩٥–١٦ II عقد الكلّ» بنية في وأتقن

.١٠٢:٦–١٠٣ القرانٓ ≡ [. . . تدُۡرِكُهُ ٨لاَ

٢تابعان] ‖ پد «خارجه» ٢خارجان] ‖ پ «والعاملم» ٢والعلم] ‖ پد «للعالم» ٢للعلم] ‖ پ «منقاذه» [ ١منقادةً
‖ پ «لهما» ٧لها] ‖ *«المتكوّنات») ⩼) پد «المكنونات» نات] ٣المكوَّ ‖ پد التكوين] ٣مُتِـمّةُ ‖ پد «تابعه»
‖ د «وتبات» ٩ولبُاب] ‖ د «حده» ه] ٨جدُّ ‖ د «تعلي» ٨وتعالى] ‖ پ «وفضل» ٧وفصل] ‖ په [ ٧وابتداءً
١٤-١٥نظرت ‖ په «منقادًا» د، «متفقا» پ، «مىفقا» ١٣منقادًا] ‖ پ «محْصُورا» ١٢محصورًا] ‖ د «و» ١٠وأمّا]

د. «وهذا» ١٩وهذه] ‖ پ نْعة» «والصَّ ١٧والصنعة] ‖ پ را» ّـَ «مدب رًا] ّـَ ١٥مدب ‖ د نطر» «نطرت نظرًا]
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والذوق والشمّ والبصر كالسمع الخمس، الحواسّ وجود أحدها وجودات: ثلاث الوجود أنّ واعلمْ 2.4

شيء. كلّ من ‖ نات والمتكوِّ والمدرَكات والمحسوسات الممثَّلات وجود وهذا واللمس. پ٢٥و

التيّ المرتفعة، والمعاني العالیة، والعلوم الروحانـیّة، الجواهر وجود وهو العقل، وجود هو الثاني والوجود
وشَكلُْها. جِنسُْها هو الّذي بالعقل ندُركها إنّا بلَْ ¦ بلون، ولا بلمسٍ لا الحواسُّ تدُركها ولا تتجسّم لا د٤٢ظ

على تدلّ وكالثمرة بانٍ، على یدلّ وكالحایط مؤثِّره، على یدلّ كالأَثرَ البرهان، وجود هو الثالث ٥والوجود

ساطعًا ونورًا واضحًا عِلمًْا یـُفِدْك ذلك: فافهمْ الخلقة. ببدائع والخالق بالصنعة الصانع وجود وهذا شجرة.
الله◌؞ شاء ◌إن نافعًا وأَدَبًا

الرفيعة الصنعة هذه عن والتعبيرَ النفيسة الحكمة هذه من شيءٍ تالٔیف أراد مَن أنهّ فداك، جُعلت واعلمْ، 2.5

قوى له اجتمعتْ ذلك، فعل فإذا والاعتبار. الفكرة لزوم من له بدَُّ فلا النفيس، المرتفع البارع والعِلمْ
الكلام، له | وینتظم المعاني، إلیه فتبتدر الأعلى، بعنصره العقل يسـتمدّ ذلك فعند — فهمِه ونورُ فكرِه ١٠پ٢٥ظ

وارتباطه فيه ورياضتهِ ذلك في تصرُّفهِ بمقدارِ البرهانـیّة والنتائج العقلـیّة الشواهد وتزُاحمه الألفاظ، وتجُیبه
تاتٔلف؞ أن والمجانسات المتـّفقات شانٔ مِنْ ◌إذ◌ — علیه به وتدرُّ

إشاراتٌ یدیه بين تقدم حتىّ قریـبًا مختصرًا بابًا مذهبه في يرسم أن يسـتطع لم الصفة، بهذه كان ومن
وعنصرًا ومنهجًا فـَرْشًا لكلامه ويجعل بـيـّنة؛ واضحة رفيعة ومقدّمات نفيسة، وحِكمَ غریـبة، ومعانٍ عالیة،
وینتشر ویصفو ذلك عند فيرقّ الفكر فيه ويسـتضيء الوهم، فيه ویصُفىّ العقل، ویقبله النَّفْسُ، إلیه نُّ ١٥تحَِ

المعاني من علیه یـَردُِ لما قابلاً صقيلاً، نـيرًّا مُضیًّا فيكون الصدى، ویـُفارقه العمى، عنه وینجلي ويسمو،
الرفيعة.

البرهانيّ» «الوجود | العقليّ» الوجود / العقل «وجود | « الحسيّّ الوجود / الحواسّ «وجود ≅ وجودات] ثلاث ١الوجود
.١١٢٥–٦٢٦ + ٤١٩–١٢٢١ الأولى الفلسفة

‖ د یدركها» «انما ندُركها] ٤إنّا ‖ پ «یدركها» ٤تدُركها] ‖ پد «المتلونات» نات] ٢والمتكوِّ ‖ د «وهاذا» ٢وهذا]
«والتغیير» ٨والتعبيرَ] ‖ د «واصحًا» ٦واضحًا] ‖ پ «یفُدْك» ٦یـُفِدْك] ‖ پ «الشجرة» ٦شجرة] ‖ پ «تدل» ٥یدلّ]
دلك «في ١١فيه] ‖ د الأَلفْاط» ١١الألفاظ] ‖ د «وىجیبه» پ، «وثحیبه» ١١وتجُیبه] ‖ د «يسـتمید» ١٠يسـتمدّ] ‖ د
‖ پ «یقدم» ١٣تقدم] ‖ د «يرسمه» ١٣يرسم] ‖ د «يسـتطیع» ١٣يسـتطع] ‖ د «تدربه» به] ١٢وتدرُّ ‖ د فيه»

‖ د «وتجعل» پ، «ويجعل» ١٤ويجعل] ‖ د «بیفهٍ» ١٤بـيـّنة] ‖ پ «غریبهٍ» ١٤غریـبة] ‖ د «اشاراتٍ» ١٣إشاراتٌ]
١٥ویصفو] ‖ د «وجعل» پ، «ویصفى» ١٥ویصُفىّ] ‖ د القلب» «ویقبله العقل] ١٥ویقبله ‖ د «منهجًا» ١٤ومنهجًا]
‖ پد «مضیا» ١٦مُضیًّا] ‖ د «الصدا» پ، دي» «الصَّ ١٦الصدى] ‖ پد «ويسموا» ١٦ويسمو] ‖ پد «ویصفوا»

پ. «نيرّا» ا] ١٦نـيرًّ
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والاختصار، الإیضاح واختیارُ كثارِ والإ التطویل تـَرْكُ ومَذْهَبك إرادتك على والمسـتوليَ رَغْبَتَك أنّ 2.6ولولا

وطبائعها الحیوان ¦¦ وخواصّ وتدبيرها وعللها وترتيبها وقِسْمتها وتصنیفها العالمين تركیب من لك د٤٣ولرسمتُ

قانعًا؞ مكتفياً وبه ‖ كـرًا شا علیه كُنْتَ ما ومضارّها ومنافعها پ٢٦وولوَاحِقها

التدبير من فيها يجوز وما وتدبيرها، وطبائعها الأربعة الأزمان وصف مِن رغبتك إلى نصير حين وهذا
البشریـّة الأربع والطبائع الزمانـیّة، والرياح الأرضیّة، النواحي على قِسْمتها ونذكر والرياضة. والمداواة ٥

تعلى◌؞ الله شاء ◌إن فصل وكلِّ منها طبیعةٍ لكلّ یصلح وما الجسمانـیّة،

د. «ولكل» [ ٦وكلِّ ‖ د «والرياظة» ٥والرياضة] ‖ پ «تصير» د، «ىصير» ٤نصير] ‖ د «ولولا» ١ولولا]
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الأربعة الفصول صفة 3

— الأزمان وهي —

والأركان ح یا والر والعناصر عشر الاثني البروج على وقسمتها
والمداواة یاضة والر بة والأشر الأغذیة من فیها یجوز لا وما الإنسان لطبائع ومشاكلتها

شهرًا عشر اثنا نة السـَّ أنّ على أجمعوا المبرزين والفلاسفة الماضين الحكماء جمیع أنّ فداك، جُعلت اعلمْ، 3.1٥

والـجُمعات الأيّام أنّ وذلك والزمان. السـنة من أَقْدَمُ هي التيّ عشر الاثني الفلك بروج على مقسومةً
أَعنان في | َّبة المرت عشر الاثني البروج في كب الكوا وسائر والقمر الشمس بجَِرْي تابعةٌ نـتیجةٌ والأزمان پ٢٦ظ

والمِيزان، والعَذْراء، والأَسَد، طان، والسرَّ والتَّوءمان، والثَّور، الكَبْش، منها: الفلك. وأرباع السماء
والـحُوت. لوْ، والدَّ والـجَدْي، والقَوس، والعَقْرَب،

بالجري الشمس ابتدأت ومنه الإنسان. ورأس الفلك لرأس منقسمٌ وهو الكَبْش، البروج: هذه فاؤّل 3.2١٠

وهو الحوت، البروج: هذه واخٓر الأزمان. أوّل وهو الربیع، كان به، الشمس حَلَّت وإذا الخلقة. أوّل في
به ¦ الشمس حلتّ وإذا الإنسان. لرجِْليَ أیضًا منقسمٌ هو وكذلك وطرفِه؛ ودُبرهِ الفلك لاخٓر منقسمٌ د٤٣ظ

ورأس البروج أوّل (وهو الكبش برأس وحلتّ قطعتْه فإذا والشـتاء. السـنة اخٓر كان مارس، شهر في
الشهور أنّ وذلك الطبیعة. عند ها وألذُّ النفس عند وأبهجُها الأزمان أوّل وهو الربیع، زمان كان الفلك)،
لأنّ منها، أقدمُ هي إذ — وعنصرُها أصلهُا وهي عشر، الاثني البروج هذه على منقسمةٌ عشر ١٥الاثني

المعلول. الشيء ذلك قبل موجودةٌ وعِلتّه الشيء، ذلك من أقدمُ الشيء عنصر
على مقسومةٌ وهي الكبير، الفلك في َّبةٌ مرت وعنصرُه الزمان علّة هي التيّ عشر الاثنا البروج ‖ وهذه پ٢٧و

الأربع الإنسان طبائع لأنّ الإنسان. وطبائع والأزمان وعناصرها ورياحها الأربعة ونواحيها الأرض أقطار
الأربع، العناصر هذه وخُلقت أصلهُا. وهي الأربع، العناصر من خُلقت والدم) والبلغم المرّتان هي (التيّ
الكائنة المضیّة الـمُشرْقِة ان والنَّيرِّ الفلكيةّ الأجرام وسائر السـبعة كب والكوا والمنازل عشر الاثنا ٢٠والبروج

الاثنا والبروجُ منها الهابةّ الأربعة والرياح الأربع الجهات هذه وخُلقت البسـیطة. الطبائع من الفلك، في
والهواء والماء الأرض وهي — وعنصرُها المخلوقات أصلُ هي التيّ الأربع العناصر لهذه مقوّیةً عشر

الجسمانـیّة. الأربع الطبائع وأُصول الإنسان وأُمّهاتُ الحیوان عناصر هي الأربع العناصر وهذه والنار.

٨الكَبْش] ‖ د عشر» «اتنى پ، عشر» «اثنى عشر] ٥اثنا ‖ پ نةَ» السـٝ نة] ٥السـَّ ‖ پد «الماضیىن» ٥الماضين]
١٧الاثنا] ‖ ده منقسمٌ] . . . ١٢لاخٓر ‖ د2 «السنبله» + ٨والعَذْراء] ‖ د2 «الجوزا» + ٨والتَّوءمان] ‖ د2 «الحمل» +
«الاثنى» ٢١الاثنا] ‖ پد «المضیه» ٢٠المضیّة] ‖ د « «الاى پ، «الاىنى» ٢٠الاثنا] ‖ د «الاتنى» پ، «الاثنى»

د. «الاتنى» پ،
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وجنسُه؛ أصلُه وهو | الماء، عنصر من خُلق والبلغم الأرض؛ عنصر من خُلقت السوداء المرّة أنّ پ٢٧ظوذلك

أصلهُا والنار النار، عنصر من خُلقت والصفراء ⟨و⟩جنسُه؛ أصلُه و⟨هو⟩ الهواء عنصر من خُلق والدم
وجنسُها؞

أنّ وذلك خُلقت. منه الّذي عنصرها بطبیعة شبيهةٌ ¦¦ الإنسانـیّة الطبائع هذه من طبیعة كلّ أنّ 3.3واعلمْ
د٤٤و أیضًا، يابسة باردة هي التيّ الأرض عنصر من خُلقت أرضیّة، عكرة ثقيلة غلیظة يابسة باردة السوداء ٥

ذكره، عزّ البارئ، وجعلها العالم ثفُْلَ صارت ولذلك وأثقلهُا، كثفُها وأ العناصر أغلظُ وهي — عكرة ثقيلة
للحیوان؞ قرَارًا لتكون كذلك

وأصلُه؞ عنصرُه وهو رطب، بارد هو الّذي الماء من خُلق سـیّال، ماويّ رطب بارد والبلغم
حارّ هو (الّذي الهواء أنّ وذلك لطیف. معتدل رطب حارّ هو الّذي الهواء من خُلق رطب، حارّ والدم
لمات الهواء، عدم لو الإنسان، أنّ وكما الإنسان. حياة هو الدم أنّ كما بالتنفُّس، الحیوان حياةُ رطب)، ١٠

لأنّ لمات. الدم، عدم لو ‖ الإنسان، أنّ كما لاَنطفأ، بالـكلُیّّة، هْن الدُّ عدم لو السراج، أیضًا وكذلك پ٢٨و—

وتنبسط؞ تشـتعل وهي النار تحُيي التيّ كالريح للروح والهواء للسراج، الصافي كالدهن للروح الدم
أنّ وكما وعنصرُها. أصلهُا وهي ناریـّة، يابسة حارّة هي التيّ النار من خُلقت ناریـّة، يابسة حارّة والصفراء
الفضول وتلُطّف البدن، تسُخّن الشـتاء زمن في الصفراء كذلك وتنُوّره، وتسُخّنه الجوّ تلُطّف الشمس
البلغمیّة الكيموسات لاَسـتحكمت ذلك، ولولا والهیج. الاسـتحكام من البلغمیّة الكَيموُسات وتمنع الغلیظة، ١٥

مُنازِعةً للبلغم، مُناظِرةً الشـتاء في الصفراء جعل ذكره، عزّ البارئ، لكنّ یقُوّيها. الّذي البرد مع الشـتاء في
لحرّه مطفئاً الزمان، وحرارة ویبسها الصفراء لحرارة مُناظرًا أیضًا الصیف في البلغم وجعل ویبسها. بحرّها له
السوداء) زمن (وهو ¦ الخریف في الدم جعل ثمّ الإنسان. منافع من ذلك في لما ورطوبته ببرده د٤٤ظوالوهج

ببردها له | ومقاومةً للدم مناظرةً الربیع في السوداء وجعل ورطوبته. بحرّه لها ومُقاوِمًا للسوداء پ٢٨ظ⟨مناظرًا⟩

.٦١:٢٧ قرََارًا﴾» الاَۡٔرۡضَ جَعَلَ ن «﴿أَمَّ ،٥٤:٤٠ القرانٓ قرََارًا﴾» الاَۡٔرۡضَ لـَكمُُ جَعَلَ ى ِ الذَّ ُ «﴿ا ≈ [. . ٦وجعلها.

٥أیضًا] ‖ په ٢والنار] ‖ پد جنسه» «واصله ⟨و⟩جنسُه] أصلُه ٢و⟨هو⟩ ‖ د «الهوي» پ، «الهوى» ٢الهواء]
«الهوي» ٩الهواء] ‖ پد «الهوي» ٩الهواء] ‖ ده وهو] . . . ٨ماويّ ‖ پ «ىقل» د، «ىفل» ٦ثفُْلَ] ‖ د «ایضى»
«لأَنّ» ١١لأنّ] ‖ پ «اذا» ١١لو] ‖ د ل» لي «كما أنّ] ١١كما ‖ پ «اذا» ١١لو] ‖ د «ایضى» ١١أیضًا] ‖ پد
د الاسـتحكام» من مع الشـتا «فى الاسـتحكام] ١٥من ‖ پد «وهو» ١٣وهي] ‖ پد «والهوى» ١٢والهواء] ‖ پ

‖ د «مناطرة» پ، «مناظر» ١٧مُناظرًا] ‖ د «ایضي» ١٧أیضًا] ‖ پ ا» «ىقوّ ١٦یقُوّيها] ‖ د «لولاَ» ١٥ولولا] ‖
١للدم] ‖ پد السودا» زمن «وهو للسوداء] . . . ١٨-٥٣٩.١وهو ‖ پد «مطفي» [ ١٧مطفئاً ‖ د – ١٧ویبسها]

پد. «للبغلم»

لسان دَمًا» ویصير عنها ینصرف أن قبل المعدة في انهضم إذا الطّعام هو الأطبّاء: عبارة في «والكَيْمُوسُ ١٥الكَيموُسات]
(ܟܝܡܘܣ). «χυμός» > ١٦–١٨؛

١٩٧ب VI
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للبلغم مناظرةٌ مقاومةٌ والصفراء الخریف، في لها مُقاومٌ هو كما الربیع في للدم مُقاومةٌ فالسوداء ویبسها.
الأربع العناصر في الحكم وكذلك ورطوبته. ببرده الصیف في لها مقاومٌ هو كما ویبسها بحرّها الشـتاء في

العَۡلِيمِ﴾؞ العَۡزيِزِ تقَۡدِيرُ لِكَ ﴿ذَ — والرياح والجهات
لطبائع مُناسـبةً مُناظرةً الأربع والرياح الأربع والجهات الأربع العناصر هذه سـبحانه، البارئ، جعل ثمّ 3.4٥

الإنسان طبائع من ونظيرها جِنسَْها تقُوّي ورياحه وجهاته العالم طبائع من طبیعة فكلُّ لها. مُقوّیةً الإنسان،
التابعة الأربعة والأزمنة المذكورة عشر الاثني البروج على الأربعة الإنسان طبائع أیضًا وقُسمت الأربعة.
والبروج له. ونظيرةٌ للدم منقسمةٌ الربیع وزمن والهواء با الصَّ وريح ق ْ الشرَّ وناحية الريحیّة فالبروج لها.
مُناسـبة مُناظرةٌ يابس، حارّ هو الّذي الصیف، وزمان النار وعنصر الجنوب وريح القِـبْلة وناحية الناریـّة
الماء وعنصر مال الشَّ وريح ‖ †الجنوب وناحية الماویـّة والبروج يابسة. حارّة هي التيّ للصفراء، منقسمة ١٠پ٢٩و

الترابـيـّة والبروج سـیّال. لزَِجٌ ماويّ رطب بارد هو الّذي للبلغم، منقسمة مناظرة مناسـبةٌ الشـتاء وزمن
كذلك، هو الّذي الخریف، وزمان يابس، بارد هو الّذي الأرض، وعنصر بور الدَّ وريح الغَـرْب وجانب

يابسة؞ باردة هي التيّ للسوداء، منقسمة مناظرة مناسـبةٌ
فلك جزّوا أنهّم وذلك الأربع. والنواحي الأربع الجهات على قِسْمته نظير الإنسان على أیضًا الفلك قُسم ثمّ 3.5

شرقيًّا والتوءمان) ◌والثور◌ الكبش (وهو الفلك رأس ¦¦ فجعلوا والرياح، الأربع الجهات على البروج ١٥د٤٥و

تهبّ ومنه القِبْليّ، (وهو الجنوبيّ القسم جعلوا ثمّ الإنسان. برأس وقرنوه القبول)، تهبّ (ومنه قبَولیًّا
ريح تهبّ ومنه الجوفيّ، (وهو الشماليّ القسم جعلوا ثمّ الإنسان. بصدر وقرنوه الفلك، صَدْرَ الجنوب)
(وهو بوريّ الدَّ القسم جعلوا ثمّ الإنسان. بجوف وقرنوه «جوفاً»)، سمُّي (ومنه الفلك جوفَ الشمال)
سمّوا ولذلك — بهما وقرنوه الإنسان، لرجِْليَ واخٓره) ‖ الفلك دُبر وهو الدبور، ريح تهبّ ومنه الغربيّ، پ٢٩ظ

الإنسان. واخٓر واخٓره الفلك لدبر انقسمت لأنهّا «دبورًا»، الفلك اخٓر من تهبّ التيّ الريح ٢٠هذه

ومنه الفلك، رأس قُبالَ وجُهه كان بوجهه، الشرق استـقبل إذا الإنسان، أنّ وتحقيقُه ذلك وبرهان 3.6

ويكون «جنوبًا»). سمُّیت (ولذلك الجنوب تهبّ ومنها القِبْلة، بـإزاء الأيمن جانبه ويكون القبول. تهبّ
(المسمّى واخٓره وعجزه مؤخّره ويكون «شمالاً»). سمُّیت (ولذلك الشمال تهبّ ومنه الجوف، بـإزاء شماله
الفلسفـیّة القسمة فهذه الغرب. وهو الدبور، ريح تهبّ منه الّذي ودبرهِ وعجزهِ الفلك لاخٓر «دبره»)

.١٢:٤١ ،٣٨:٣٦ ،٩٦:٦ القرانٓ .العَۡلِيمِ] . . لِكَ ٤ذَ

«الحوٮ» ١٠الجنوب] ‖ پ «الذي» ١٠التيّ] ‖ ده ٩مُناسـبة] ‖ د «المتابعة» ٧التابعة] ‖ ده الخریف] . . . ٢فالسوداء
«الغم» ١٦القسم] ‖ پ «ذلك» د، «ڡلك» ١٤فلك] ‖ د «جزوا» پ، «جزؤ» ١٤جزّوا] ‖ د «ایضي» ١٤أیضًا] ‖ د
‖ پد «بها» ١٩بهما] ‖ د «الدبور» پ، «الدىور» بوريّ] ١٨الدَّ ‖ د «الفمّ» ١٨القسم] ‖ د «الفم» ١٧القسم] ‖ د
د «بار» ٢٢بـإزاء] ‖ د «قبالي» ٢١قُبالَ] ‖ پ «دبور» ٢٠دبورًا] ‖ د «هدا» ٢٠هذه] ‖ د «وكدلك» ١٩ولذلك]

ده. [ ودبرهِ . . . ١-٢واخٓره ‖



540 Cosmology

التوفيق؞ وبا الصادقة، والبراهين الثابتة الحقائق إلى تؤدّي التيّ البرهانـیّة الحقيقـیّة
على مقسومةٌ الأيّام إنّ فنقول والأزمان. الأيّام وصف مِن ابتدأناه الّذي الأوّل بْق السـَّ إلى نرجع 3.7ثمّ

على مقسومة السـنة ‖ شهور أنّ كما فيها، الشمس بنزول وعلتهّا) عنصرُها (وهو الكبير الفلك پ٣٠ودرجات ٥

عشر. الاثني البروج
¦ والمشتري، والكاتب، والأحمر، والقمر، الشمس، هي التيّ السـبعة كب الكوا على مقسومة د٤٥ظوالجمعة

⟨لِـما⟩ لها الخادمةُ الطبیعة الآت وهي السـبعة، الأيّام عليها مقسومةٌ كب الكوا وهذه والمقاتِل. هَرة، والزُّ
الإنسان. ومنافع العالم الإنسان مصالح من فيها لما الفلك في وزیـّنها بارئهُا خلفّها وكذلك فوقها. ولما تحتها
التيّ البروج درجات على مقسومة الشهر أيّام أنّ كما البروج، منازل على مقسومة أیضًا الشهر ولیالي ١٠

لكلّ منها فيقع الفلك، بروج على مقسومةً منزلًة وعشرون ثمانیة المنازل أنّ وذلك الشمسُ. بها تحلّ
برُج لكلّ منها فيقع الشمس. منازل وهي درجة، وسـتوّن ثلاثمائة الفلك ودرجات وثلُثْ. منزلتان برجٍ
كان درجةً، منه وقطعت الشهر بـُرْجَ الشمسُ حلتّ فإذا یومًا◌. ثلاثون الشهر أنّ كما ◌ درجة، ثلاثون
ثلاثون الشهر أنّ كما درجةً ثلاثون البرج أنّ وذلك — الشهر كمل البرج، درجات كملت فإذا یومًا؛
لیلًة اللیلة وتكون للشهر، المنقسم البرج ذلك لدرجات الشمس بقطع ⟨شهرًا⟩ الشهر يكون فإنماّ | پ٣٠ظیومًا. ١٥

ثمّ لیلًة، وعشرين ثمانیة في منزلة وعشرين الثمانیة یقطع فالقمر — الفلك منازل من لمنزلٍة القمر بقطع
إلى بالإضافة نورُه ويكسِف جسمُه، ویضمحلّ قُـرْصُه، فيذهب لیلًة، وقبَْضتهِ الشمس قُـرْب في يكون
الثلاثين تمام في صالـحٌ بـَوْنٌ بينهما وكان الشمس عن زال فإن وأبسط. أقوى هو الّذي الشمس نور
نورُه فيقوى لیلة، بعد لیلًة المذكورة بالمنازل ويحلّ فلَـَكه في يجري يزال لا ثمّ رقيقاً؛ الهلالُ أطلع لیلة،
ینحطّ ثمّ عشرة، الرابعة المنزلة في كان إذا كاملاً بدَْرًا يكون حتىّ اضمحلاله بمقدار جسمُه ويكمل ٢٠

العَۡلِيمِ﴾؞ العَۡزيِزِ تقَۡدِيرُ ¦¦ لِكَ ﴿ذَ — كمل ما د٤٦وبمقدار

تحلّ الّذي البرج لَدرَج الشمس بقطع الشهر أيّام وتكمل الفلك؛ لمنازل بقطعه الشهر لیالي 3.8فتكمل

الكبش برأس حلتّ إذا الشمس، أنّ وذلك الفلك. بروج لجمیع الشمس بقطع السـنة وتكمل به؛
من وله ویوُنیه. ومایهُ أبریل شهور: ثلٰث وهو الربیع، زمان كان أبریل)، (وهو نيسان أوّل في پ٣١و‖

.٦:٣٧ القرانٓ الـۡكَوَاكِبِ﴾ بِزیِنةٍَ نیَۡا الدُّ مَاءَٓ السَّ َّنَّا زَی ناَّ
ِٕ
﴿ا ≈ الفلك] . . . ٩وكذلك

«ىىزول» ٥بنزول] ‖ پد «وعليها» ٥وعلتهّا] ‖ ده «نرجع» د، /ـل» «ىرجع/ـ ٤نرجع] ‖ د الله» شا «ان التوفيق] ٣وبا
١١وعشرون] ‖ پد «به» ١١بها] ‖ د2 «العطارد» + ٧والكاتب] ‖ د2 «المريخ» + ٧والأحمر] ‖ پ «نزول» د،

‖ پ «فىها» ١٢منها] ‖ پ «وسـتىن» ١٢وسـتوّن] ‖ د مایه» «تلات پ، «ىلـيمایه» ١٢ثلاثمائة] ‖ پ «وعشرىن»
‖ د «فادا» ١٨فإن] ‖ د «ويكشف» ١٧ويكسِف] ‖ پ «ڡرضه» ، د «قرضه» ١٧قُـرْصُه] ‖ پ «المنزله» ١٦لمنزلٍة]

د. «تلت» پ، «ثلث» ٢ثلٰث] ‖ د «هو» ٢وهو] ‖ د ⨂ ىنحط»، ثم وعشره «الرابع [ ینحطّ . . . ٢٠الرابعة
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یوُلیُه شهور: ثلاث وهو صیفًا، كان السرطان، برأس حلتّ وإذا والتوءمان. والثور الكبش البروج:
أوّل في (وذلك الميزان رأس في وكانت والعذراء والأسد السرطان قطعت فإذا وشـتنبرْ. وأغُشْت
في (وذلك الجدي برأس حلتّ فإذا ودجنبر. ونونبر كتوبر أ شهور: ثلاث وهو خریفًا، كان كتوبر)، ٥أ

ومارس. وفبرير ینيرّ شهور: ثلاث وذلك الشـتاء، فصل كان ینيرّ)، أوّل
وعشرين أربعة في وذلك — الربیع وبدأ الشـتاء فصل كمل الحوت، من درجةً وعشرين أربع في كانت فإذا
الربیع ویبتهج الزمان، ویطیب وكَسَلِه، ببرده الشـتاء فينقرض الكبش برأس تتعلقّ ثمّ مارس. من یومًا
هَ ٰـ َ ل ِٕ

ا لآَ ﴿ خلقه، على ورأْفته صُنْعه وجمیل سـبحانه، الله، بفضل وذلك ونوُّاره. وروضه وأزهاره بنوره
الحَۡكِيمُ﴾؞ العَۡزيِزُ هُوَ لاَّ

ِٕ
١٠ا

بجري تابعة نتيجةٌ والشـتاء) والخریف | والصیف الربیع (من الأربعة الأزمان أنّ قُلنْاه ممّا استبان وقد پ٣١ظ

سـبعة الجمعة وأنّ عشر، الاثني البروج على مقسومةٌ عشر الاثني الشهور وأنّ البروج، في الشمس 3.9

دَرَج على ¦ مقسومةٌ وأيّامَه المنازل على مقسومةٌ الشهر لیالي وأنّ السـبعة، كب الكوا على مقسومة أيّام د٤٦ظ

وأنّ الأربع. والأزمان الأربع، والرياح الأربع، والعناصر الأربع، الطبائع وأنّ الشمس. به تحلّ الّذي البرج
أوّل كان الأحد أنّ وذلك الأيّام؛ أوّل الأحد أنّ كما الكبش، أوّل في الشمس بحلول الأزمان أوّل ١٥الربیع

وأوّلها. الدنیا أيّام اخٓر لأنهّ «أحدًا»: سمُّي ولذلك الدنیا؛ أزمان أوّل الربیع أنّ كما الدنیا، أيّام
هذه خلق والأزمان، والشهور والأيّام الساعات إظهار أراد لماّ ه، جدُّ وتعالى ذكره عزّ البارئ، أنّ وذلك
من تحتها لما وعلّةً للفلك والًٓة الجوّ في وسائط وجعلها والقمر، والشمس كب والكوا والمنازل البروج
وركبّ للنهار؛ علّةً والشمس للیّل، علّةً القمر فجعل ذلك. وغير والأزمان والشهور والأيّام الساعات
والبهاء، والبهجة والضیاء ونق بالرَّ وخصّها نورًا، یاء والضِّ نارًا القُـرْص فجعل ونور، نارٍ من الشمس ‖ ٢٠پ٣٢و

رأس في وخلقها الأرضیّة. والعفونات للغلظ دافعةً الهواء، لجانبيَ مُرقِةًّ للغيم، جالیةً للجوّ، فةً ملطِّ وجعلها
الربیع. وهو الزمان، أوّل ذلك فصار الكبش، من جَرْيها مبتدإ أوّل فكان الكبش)، (وهو الفلك

فيه الله یبتدئ الدنیا أيّام أوّل وهو الأحد؛ الأيّام: «أوّل [. . أوّل. ١٥كان ‖ ٦:٣|١٨ القرانٓ ≡ الحَۡكِيمُ] . . . ٓ ٩-١٠لاَ
عبّاس). ابن →) ١٣١٤ تارٔيخ الأحد» یوم الخلق الله «ابتدأ ١٤٦٥–١٦؛ عجائب الأشـیاء» خلق

ینيرّ] . . . ٦كان ‖ د «تلت» پ، «ثلث» ٥ثلاث] ‖ د «تلت» پ، «ثلث» ٣ثلاث] ‖ پ «والثومان» ٣والتوءمان]
١١ممّا] ‖ د – پ، «سـبحنه» ٩سـبحانه] ‖ د «یتعلق» ٨تتعلقّ] ‖ د «اربعه» ٧أربع] ‖ په «ىلاىه» ٦ثلاث] ‖ په

«ازمان» أزمان] . . . ١٦أيّام ‖ په الأحد] . . . ١٥أوّل ‖ پد وج» «ال ١٤البرج] ‖ پ «مثل» ١١من] ‖ پ «ما»

«علة للیّل] ١٩علّةً ‖ د «حده» ه] ١٧جدُّ ‖ د «وتعالا» ١٧وتعالى] ‖ د «الدنيى» ١٦الدنیا] ‖ د «احد» ١٦اخٓر] ‖ پ
٢٠نارًا] ‖ د «العرض» ٢٠القُـرْص] ‖ د – ٢٠الشمس] ‖ د النهار» «علة للنهار] ١٩علّةً ‖ د اللیل» «علة پ، لللیل»

پ. «وكان» ٢فكان] ‖ د /يا» «الهو ١الهواء] ‖ د «نار»
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شعاعه ووقوع الجوّ في القمر بظهور يكون اللیل أنّ وذلك للیّل. علّةً وجعله الثور، في القمر خلق ثمّ
الأرض. على شعاعها ووقوع الجوّ في الشمس بظهور يكون النهار أنّ كما الأرض، وجه على

الّذي النهار ذلك وكان ولیاليها. الدنیا أيّام أوّل ذلك كان الثور، في والقمر الكبش في الشمس جَرَت 3.10فلمّا

أزمان أوّل وكان الكبش. ¦¦ برج فيه جرت الّذي البرج أوّل الأحد یوم وجرت الشمس، فيه د٤٧وظهرت

مجانسان مناسـبان منقسمان وهما الدم، طبائعه وأوّل با، الصِّ سِنّ الإنسان أسـنان أوّل كما الربیع، ٥الدنیا

ودبر البروج لاخٓر منقسمٌ وهو السـنة، أزمان اخٓر الشـتاء أنّ وكما الربیع. | وهو الدنیا، أزمان پ٣٢ظلأوّل

الأسـنان. اخٓر هو الّذي الشـیخ، سِنُّ الأسـنان ومن البلغمُ، الطبائع من له انقسم فكذلك الفلك؛
الاثنين لیلة كانت واخٓرها)، الدنیا یوم أوّل وهو الشمس، یوم (وهو الأحد الدنیا أيّام أوّل كان فلمّا
الأرض وجه على الشمس بظهور الدنیا أيّام واحد وهو نهارًا، النهار فصار للقمر. العدد) ثاني هو (الّذي
القمر بقطع الدنیا لیالي أوّل كانت التيّ الاثنين، وهو لیلاً، اللیل وصار الكبش؛ برج من درجةً ١٠وقطَْعِها

يّا. َ الثرُّ وهي الثور، من لمنزلٍة
للقمر، منقسمٌ وهو «اثنين»). سمُّي (ولذلك الدنیا من الثاني الیوم لأنهّ العدد، ثاني وهو الاثنين، كان ثمّ

كب. الكوا ثاني هو الّذي
كب. الكوا ثالث هو الّذي للأحمر، منقسم وهو الدنیا؛ من الثالث الیوم وهو الثلثاء، ثمّ

للكاتب. منقسم وهو الدنیا؛ من الرابع الیوم وهو الأربعاء، ١٥ثمّ

كب. الكوا خامس هو الّذي للمشتري، منقسم وهو الدنیا؛ من الخامس وهو الخميس، ثمّ
هَرة. الزُّ یوم وهو فيها؛ والمخلوقات ‖ نات المكوَّ لاجتماع بجمعةٍ سمُّیت وإنماّ الجمعة، پ٣٣وثمّ

واعتدل مسـتویةً، كاملًة نات والمكوَّ المخلوقات أصبحت وفيه الدنیا؛ من السابع الیوم وهو بْت، السَّ ثمّ
— فيه يسكنون عیدًا اليهود أحبارُ اتخّذتهْ ¦ ولذلك ونظامُها؛ وترتيبهُا الدنیا خلقةُ وكملت د٤٧ظالزمان،

الجمعة تعظيم إلى المسلمين من الأحبار وأشار الدنیا؛ أيّام أوّل لأنهّ عیدًا الأحد یوم النصارى ٢٠واتخّذت

أجمعين؞ عليهم الله صلوات الأنبياء، عن الفضل من فيها أتى ما سـیّما فيها، وتكامُلها المخلوقات لاجتماع

نبلاء ≅ ١٤١٥–١٥ تارٔيخ والأرض» السموات خلق فيه جمع  الله لأنّ الجمعة“ ”یوم سمُّي «فلذلك فيها] . . . ١٧وإنماّ
الصحابة»). من وناس مسعود ابن «عن →) ٩١٠–١٠ هیئة ≡ الصحابة») من وناس عبّاس ابن «عن →) ٩٦١

٥سِنّ] ‖ د «ڡكان» ٣وكان] ‖ د الشمس» «شعاعـه د، الشمس» «شعاع ١شعاعه] ‖ د اللیل» «علة للیّل] ١علّةً
‖ د «التخذوه» ١٩اتخّذتهْ] ‖ پد «واعتدال» ١٨واعتدل] ‖ د «حمعه» ١٧بجمعةٍ] ‖ پد «وهو» ٥وهما] ‖ پد «من»
٢١الفضل] ‖ پد «فيه» ٢١فيها] ‖ پد «فيه» ٢١فيها] ‖ پ الي» «واسار ٢٠وأشار] ‖ د «النصارا» ٢٠النصارى]

د. – ٢١أجمعين] ‖ د «التفضیل»
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ما بعض الطبـّیّة والقوانين البرهانـیّة والشواهد العقلیّة والمقدّمات الفكریـّة النتائج من قدّمنا إذ والانٓ 3.11

وعلاج منها، یؤثرّ وما وأمراضها، الأربعة، الطبائع الانٓ فلَنْصَِف — معانيها وتدبرّ فيها فكّر لمن به يكفي
وسائر والمداواة الأغذیة من فيها يجوز وما الأربع السـنة أزمان الله، شاء إن ولنْصف، الأمراض. تلك
وجوهه أحسن على الموجز النافع | بالعلاج ذلك نتبع ثمّ وإيجاز. باختصارٍ بالإنسان، يحُیط الّذي التدبير پ٣٣ظ

للصواب◌؞ الموفقّ وهو وجلّ، عزّ الله شاء ◌إن مناهجه، وأفضل ٥

د، «منهاجه» ٥مناهجه] ‖ د «الموجد» ٤الموجز] ‖ د «كفا» ٢يكفي] ‖ پ قدّمنا» ما «ولان قدّمنا] إذ ١والانٓ
ده. «مناهجه»
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الزمانـیّة الأربعة الفصول ذكر 4باب

ومداواتها وأمراضها یةّ البشر الأربعة والطبائع
والأدویة والأغذیة التدبیر من منها زمان كلّ یوافق وما

أقطار على مقسومة طبائع أربعُ بدنه، وعماد جسمه قِوامُ هي التيّ الإنسان، طبائع أنّ الله، وفقّك اعلمْ،
ثمّ وأجزائه. الكبير الفلك بروج على مقسومٌ ذلك وكلّ — وأزمانها وأرياحها وعناصرها ونواحيها ٥الأرض

والشـیخ؞ كـتهال والا والحداثة الصبا من الأربعة الإنسان أسـنان على أیضًا ¦¦ د٤٨ووجدْناها

الطبائع هذه 4.1فأول

الدم
مقدّم في وسلطانه: والعروق. الكبد وبيتُه: وعنصره. أصله وهو الهواء، من خُلق هوائيّ، رطب حارّ 4.1.1وهو

وقالت فْس. النّـَ وشَقِيـقُ الطبیعة، وحلیفُ الروح، نسَيبُ وهو حلو. ومذاقه البدن. وسطیح ١٠الرأس

اج. للسرِّ الصافي هن الدُّ مثل للروح النقيّ الجیّد الدم إنّ الفلاسفة
(وهي القبول تهبّ منه الّذي الشرق، النواحي: ومن القبول)؛ ‖ (وهي الصبا الرياح: من يشُـبه پ٣٤ووهو

الصبا؛ سِنُّ الأسـنان: من وله الهواء. الأربعة: العناصر ومن الريحیّة؛ البروج: ومن الشرقـیّة)؛ الريح
الربیع. الأزمان: ومن

بيب والزَّ والعِنبَ كالتِّين فيه: ويزید ينمُیه فهو رطب، حارّ طبعه في وهو حلوًا طعمُه كان ما ١٥وكلُّ

والجوز. والـخَصّ البیض، ومُحّ القوام، الغلیظ الأحمر الحلو والشراب والوَزّ، الكَبْش ولحم والحِمِّص،
الدم لصاحب نافع فهو حامضًا، أو ا مُزًّ مذاقه في كان ما وكلُّ يابسًا؛ باردًا كان ما كلُّ هیجته من وینفع
السفرجل، ماء ومَصُّ والعُناّب، الـمُزّة والكمَُّثرى والإجّاص والتفّاحين كالرمّانين الربیع: زمان في وموافق
والفراريج، الجداء ولحم واليمانـیّة، الحمقاء والبقلة التُّوت، وثمر وحَسْوه، عِير الشَّ وخبز والنَّبق، عْرُور والزُّ
الزبيب ¦ ونـَقيع الرقيق، المزّ والشراب المخلَّلة، والأطعمة الخلّ، وحَسْو الخلّ، في المنقوع و الكَبرَ ٢٠د٤٨ظوالباقِلىّ،

◌المحترق◌. الدم لأصحاب وموافق الربیع، في صالـح — الأحمر

‖ د «شفيق» ١٠وشَقِيـقُ] ‖ پ «نسٝب» ١٠نسَيبُ] ‖ د «سلطانه» ٩وسلطانه] ‖ پد «وزمانها» ٥وأزمانها]
‖ پ «وهي» ١٥وهو] ‖ د «حلوٌ» پ، «حلو» ١٥حلوًا] ‖ پد «وكلما» ما] ١٥وكلُّ ‖ پد «شـبه» ١٢يشُـبه]
پ «مخ» ١٦ومُحّ] ‖ پ والوز» «واللوز د، «والور» ١٦والوَزّ] ‖ د «الكبد» ١٦الكَبْش] ‖ پد «طعمه» ١٥طبعه]
١٩الحمقاء] ‖ د «والكمتره» ١٨والكمَُّثرى] ‖ د «مر» ا] ١٧مُزًّ ‖ پد «وكلما» ما] ١٧وكلُّ ‖ پد «كلما» ما] ١٧كلُّ ‖
د. «المر» ٢٠المزّ] ‖ د «والباقلا» ٢٠والباقِلىّ] ‖ د «الجدي» پ، «الجِذَى» ١٩الجداء] ‖ د «الحمقا» پ، «الحمقى»

اللیث). →) ١٦–١٧
٤٠٩ا V لسان والحامض» الـْحُلوِْ بينْ مُزٌّ «وشرَابٌ المزّ] ٢٠والشراب
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الربیع، زمان في للأحداث وصالـح مزاجه، واحترق الدمُ علیه هاج لمن والتفاّحيناّفع ‖ الرمّانين وشراب پ٣٤ظ

التعب من كبدُه اسـتحرّ ولمن الدم. إخراج على يسـتطع ولم قوّته ضعُفت ولمن الأمراض، من وللناقهين
بالإذْخِر المعمول الأُصُوليّ كَنْجَبِين السَّ الصفراویـّة: الكيفيةّ قِبَل من طبائعُه وغلَتَْ بدنه في الحرُّ وانتشر

الله◌؞ شاء ◌إن لذلك، الأشـیاء أحسن من والورد

لك نصف حین وهذا 4.1.2٥

وخلقته الدم صاحب تركیب

الأعضاء، رطب البدن، لحَِم اللون، أحمر باطة؛ والسـَّ الحمرة إلى مائلاً السواد، في عر الشَّ معتدل يكون
والجماع، النساء في الشهوة شدید والضحك، رَب الطَّ كثير الخلق، حسن عر، الشَّ كثير التركیب، قوّيّ
من ويشـتهـي معتدلاً)، كلُه أ كان (وربماّ كل الأ في زَهُود النوم، حسن جَر، الضَّ قلیل الإنشاط، كثير

والمزّ. والحلو الحامضَ ١٠الأطعمة

الدم یعُفن الخریف لأنّ الخریف، في أیضًا يمرض وقد — الربیع) (أعني وقِسْمه زمانه في أمراضه وتكون
شيئاً، منها وجد فمن الموصوفة. الدلائل هذه وهي لك، أرسم ما صاحبه أمراض وتكون ‖ ویفُسده. پ٣٥و

◌إن المسـتانٔف في لك واصفُه أنا بما فلیُتداوَ تسُاعد، لم فإن والعادة؛ والزمان القوّةُ ساعدته إن فلیفصد
الله◌؞ شاء

«بالادخر» ٣بالإذْخِر] ‖ پ «ىالسكنجبين» كَنْجَبِين] ٣السَّ ‖ پ «اسـتخن» ٢اسـتحرّ] ‖ د «يسـتطیع» ٢يسـتطع]
‖ د «لحيم» ٧لحَِم] ‖ د «وسلمسابطة» باطة] ٧والسـَّ ‖ پ «مایل» د، «مایلى» ٧مائلاً] ‖ پ «في» ٤من] ‖ پد
«فلیفتصد» ١٣فلیفصد] ‖ د «والمرّ» پ، «والمرڒ» ١٠والمزّ] ‖ پد «معتدل» ٩معتدلاً] ‖ د «الانساط» ٩الإنشاط]

پ. «فلیتداوا» ١٣فلیُتداوَ] ‖ د

. ٢٢٨٤ I تثلیث هْدِ» الزُّ اَلْكَثِيرُ هُودُ: «وَالزَّ ٩زَهُود]
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نصف حین 4.1.3وهذا

الدمویةّ والأمراض الدلائـل
وقذى بحرقةٍ الحارّ مَد والرَّ والتنفُّط، والبَثرْ الوجه، في والحمرة دغين، الصُّ بانُ وضرََ الجبهة، ثِقَل ذلك من
والاغتمام الأعضاء، في ¦¦ والثقل المطبقة، والحمّى البدن، على الحارّة والغِشاوات وضربان، ونفخ د٤٩ووثِقَل

والوَعْك، بالحرّ الاخٓذة المتعفنّة والأنبات المنتفخ، والجوف الفم، وزَعْق كل، الأ وقلّة القلب، على ٥

اليمنى، وصة والشَّ والداحس، الحمراء، كلة والإ والقَوابيّ، البشر، وقرحة العنق، في والخنازير الدم، وزَحير
حْنة)، السَّ وتجعُّد الشعر ونـَتْـف بالوَعْك الاخٓذ د، المتجعِّ الأحمر الجذام (وهو الأَسَد وداء عاف، والرُّ
ضربان وقوّة وغلظه، البول وحمرة الحمر، والألوان والقُتلاء والدماء النوم في التفجير ورؤیة النوم وكثرة

وامتلائه. وثقله العِرْق
بالنظر المغلوب: من الغالب ومعرفة — مغلوبًا أو غالبًا الدم من والأعراض الأمرض هذه تهیج پ٣٥ظوقد ١٠

العروق؞ ته ومجسـّ البول من

فصل
ويجد مرضه. في الهَذَيان كثير جَر، الضَّ قلیل الصدر، واسع النفس، طیّب الدم أمراض صاحب 4.1.4ويكون

وتدمع الحلاوة. طعم فمه في ويجد عَرَقه؛ ويكثر فوه، ویندا عطشه، ویقلّ لسانه. في ولیناً فؤاده على غمًّا
الدم. أمراض ⟨صاحب⟩ صفة فهذه — والملوحة والبرودة والعذوبة الحموضة ويشـتهـي لونه. ويحمرّ عیناه ١٥

البرد، إلى المائل المعتدل اللطیف الغذاء على واعتمدْ القوّة، قدر على الدم من فأَخرجْ ذلك، رأیت فإذا
التعفين. إلى المائلة المحرقة الحارّة والأشربة المحرقة الأغذیة وجَنِّب

كثير المزاج حارّ وكان ممتلئاً، غلیظًا جسمه وكان ، قوّياًّ حدثًا كان (لمن الدم ¦ لصاحب يجب د٤٩ظوكذلك

ويشرب البرد، إلى المائلة الأغذیة على ویعتمد ذكرناه، الّذي مثل الربیع زمن في یفعل أن الاحتراقات)

پ، «وزعڡ» ٥وزَعْق] ‖ پ «والعشاواه» ٤والغِشاوات] ‖ د «وقدي» پ، «وقدى» ٣وقذى] ‖ د – ١نصف]
‖ (؟) د «الىسر» پ، «السر» ٦البشر] ‖ پ «الاىیاٮ» ٥والأنبات] ‖ د «والجرب» ٥والجوف] ‖ د «وعٯ»
د، «ڡوته» ١٤فوه] ‖ د «التعجير» پ، « «الىڡج ٨التفجير] ‖ پ نا» «ال ٦اليمنى] ‖ د «والداحسه» ٦والداحس]

پ. «فىه»

٥٥٩٦–٦ تقاسـيم النار» حرق من يحدث ما شبيه رقيق ماء فيها نفاخات البدن في يخرج فإنهّ التنفُّط، «فامّٔا ٣والتنفُّط]
شدّة من الإنسان يجده الألم [...] الـبدن في ووجْعها الحمّى أذى وقيل: [...] أَلمَُها وقيل: الحمّى، «وهو ٥والوَعْك] ‖
IV لسان دَمًا» یمَُشيِّ البطن في تقَْطِیعٌ حِيرُ: «الزَّ ٦وزَحير] ‖ [٣٤٥٩ ،٢٣٠٦] الموطّأ ١٥–٢٠؛

٥١٤ا X لسان التَّعْب»

.٢٣
٣٢٠ا
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قبل شربهُ ويكون الدلائل)، سائر مع القوّةُ ساعدته (إن ویفُجّر والرمّانين؛ كالسكنجبين الأشربة من
المسهل، نْتِين الأَفْسـِ شراب أو هْتـَرَج، الشَّ شراب أو المسهل، الإجّاص ‖ شراب أيّام: بخمسة التفجير پ٣٦و

حبّ أو المرجان، حبّ أو البنفسج، حبّ أو الصغير، البُخْتـَج أو المسهل، السكنجبين شراب أو
الأوسط. الأنيسون

درهم وزن ويشرب الحمّام. في یتعرّق حتىّ یفُجّر فلا سوداويّ، أو بلغمانيّ غلیظ كيموس الدم مع كان ٥فإن

السكنجبين أو الأفسـنتين بشراب ممزوجًا الفِلوُنِیا أو كَزْنايا، الشَّ أو العزير ترياق أو الفارُوق ترياق من
الطیّب؞ الشراب أو الأصول شراب أو

عين للمتودِّ ولا للمبرودين ولا للبلغمیّين ولا للمكـتهلين ولا وداویينّ للسَّ ولا للمشايخ، ینبغي لا وكذلك
من ويشربوا الحمّام في یتعرّقوا حتىّ یفتصدوا أن والرياح، والبَـهَـر دد السُّ وأصحاب الطحال لأصحاب ولا

الله◌؞ شاء ◌إن حدّدناه ما على المحكم التدبير هذا ویلزموا وصفناه، ما على ١٠الترياق

وفضُول بلغمیّة | وعفونات سوداویـّة كيموسات جسمه في كانت مَن وكلّ ¦¦ والمشايخ للمكتهلين وینبغي د٥٠و
سـتةّپ٣٦ظ أو أيّام بسـبعة ذلك قبل الردیةّ والكيموسات العفونات من جسمه ینُقيّ حتىّ الدم يخُرج ألاّ غلیظة

الأفثيمون مطبوخ أو الغاریقون معجون أو الأصطماخيقونات أو الجوهريّ حبّ أو بديّ ْ الترُّ حبّ بمثل
الله◌؞ شاء ◌إن باللوغا⟨د⟩یة

البرهانـیّة. والدلائل الأحوال وسائر والماء بالعروق تمیيزٍ ذي كلّ على تخفى لا والسوداء البلغم ١٥ودلائل

كلّ من والأَمْلجَ: والبَلِیلجَ الهنديّ الهلَِیلجَ یؤخذ أن ذلك فمن إخراجه، یمُكن لم إذا الدم یصُلح ما وأمّا
كلّ من الثَّور: ولسان والهِنْدِباء الشاهترج ونـُوّار الورد وورق الهنديّ التمر ومن أوقـیّة. نصف واحد
المنزوع الأحمر الزبيب ومن حبةًّ. عشرون واحد كلّ من والـعُناّب: الإجّاص ومن أوقـیّة. ثلُثْ واحد
جزانٓ منه ويشرُب ویصُفىّ بعْ، الرُّ یذهب حتىّ الماء من یغمره ما في الجمیع یطُبخ أواقي. ثلٰث الحبّ:

الله؞ شاء إن رمّانين، أو جُلاّب أو كَّريّ السُّ السكنجبين شراب من بجزء

٥كيموس ‖ پ «الرمجان» ٣المرجان] ‖ پ «الشهريج» هْتـَرَج] ٢الشَّ ‖ د «التعجير» ٢التفجير] ‖ د «یعجر» ١ویفُجّر]
«یعجر» ٥یفُجّر] ‖ د سوداويا» او ىلغمانیًا علىطا «كيموسا پ، « سوْداوىاًّ او بلغمانیا غلیظا وسا «ك سوداويّ] . . .

‖ پ «الشكرنايا» كَزْنايا] ٦الشَّ ‖ ده العرىر» ترياق او «الفاروق د، العرڡٮ» «ترياق العزير] . . . ٦ترياق ‖ د
‖ د «للمبلغمىن» ٨للبلغمیّين] ‖ د «المتكهلين» ٨للمكـتهلين] ‖ د «للسوداوي» پ، «السوداویىن» وداویينّ] ٨للسَّ
لا» «ان ١٢ألاّ] ‖ د ⨂ ١١وعفونات] ‖ د «للمتكهلين» ١١للمكتهلين] ‖ د «حررناه» پ، «جردناه» ١٠حدّدناه]
١٣الأفثيمون] ‖ د «التربدى» پ، «الترىدي» بديّ] ْ ١٣الترُّ ‖ په «العفونات» پ، «العفونه» ١٢العفونات] ‖ پ
١٥تمیيزٍ] ‖ پ «الا» ١٥لا] ‖ د «باللوعایة» پ، «باللوغایه» ١٤باللوغا⟨د⟩یة] ‖ د «الافيتون» پ، «الافثيمون»
«من أواقي] ١٩ثلٰث ‖ د – ١٧كلّ] ‖ د «الشهترج» ١٧الشاهترج] ‖ پ هىدي» ر «لل الهنديّ] ١٧التمر ‖ د «تميز»

«جزإان» پ، «جزاان» ١٩جزانٓ] ‖ په ماءٓ» «ڡي پ، «فيما» ما] ١٩في ‖ د اواقى» «ىلت پ، اواقي» ىلث واحد كل
د. «بجز» پ، «بجزو» ١بجزء] ‖ د
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فصل
على فلیْاخٔذ صفراء، وحدّة ماءٍ وحَرّ احتراقات بدنه في وجد إذا الدواء، بهذا يستشفي أن أراد 4.1.5ومَن

من یؤخذ أن وذلك المحترقة. الصفراء ويخُرج الهائج، ويسُكنّ الفاسد، الدم یصُلح ‖ فإنهّ الصفة: پ٣٧وهذه

وزن فيه يحُلّ رمّانين. أو سكرّيّ بنفسج شراب من أوقـیّة إليها ویضُاف ¦ أواقي سـتةّ المطبوخ د٥٠ظهذا

الله؞ شاء إن استيحاش، على ويشربه سقمونیة، درهم ٥نصف

د. – الله] شاء ٥إن ‖ پد «اواقى» ٤أواقي] ‖ د «وحرماء» پ، «وحرمإٍ» [ ماءٍ ٢وحَرّ
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فصل
الدم تلي التيّ الطبیعة ثم 4.2

الصفراء وهي
وهو النار، من خُلقت ناریـّة، يابسة حارّة هي الإنسان: طبائع من الثانیة الطبیعة هي الصفراء والمرّة 4.2.1

من ولها البدن. من الأيمن والجانب الیافوخ في وسلطانها: مُرّ. ومذاقها المرارة. في ومَسْكَنها: عنصرُها. ٥

زمان وزمانها: الحداثة. الإنسان: أسـنان ومن الناریـّة؛ البروج: ومن الجنوب؛ الرياح: ومن القبلة؛ النواحي:
هیجُها. وفيه الصیف)، (وهو القَـیْظ

حامض أو عذب أو بارد كلُّ وینفعها يهُیّجها. فهو مالح، أو محرق أو حادّ أو يابس حارّ شيء وكلّ
واليمانـيـّة، الحمقاء والبقلة وخبزه، الشعير وكَشْك والرمّانين، والقَرَع، والإجّاص، المزّ، كالتـفّاح مُزّ، أو
الحوت من هْريّ النّـَ في باسٔ ولا الجدي؛ ولحم الرّیِباس، وبقلة والـخُبَّيزْ، | المزّ، والعنب والإجّاص، ١٠پ٣٧ظ

مل. والرَّ ضرْاض الرَّ على الثابت
الطبیعة في كان إن والبنفسج، السكرّيّ، والسكنجبين والإجّاص، القرع شراب الأشربة: من وینفعها
ذلك، عند أحسنُ التـفاّحين فشراب والمعدة، والكبد القوّة ضعف مع انطلاقٌ فيها كان وإن یبُسْ.
قبضٌ التبرید مع فيها التيّ الأشربة من ذلك وشـبه والرمّانين، ورُبـّه، السفرجل وشراب والجلاّب،

للمعدة؞ ودَبـْغٌ وعفوصة ١٥

فصل 4.2.2

وأقراص البنفسج وأقراص الورد وأقراص والطّباشير الكافور أقراص مثل الأقراص: من یوُافقها والّذي د٥١و

الذهب وحبّ الأوسط، والأنيسون والأوسط، الأصغر البُخْتُـج المسهلة: الأدویة ومن الصندل.
وغيرها، المسهلة من للصفراء تنفع التيّ الأدویة فإنّ وبالجملة: البنفسج. وحبّ المرجان، وحبّ الأصغر،

والمزّة. الیابسة الباردة الأشـیاء تنفعه أیضًا الدم وكذلك — رطبًا باردًا كان ما فكلُّ ٢٠

من نفع الصفراء، المرّة من ‖ نفع ما وكلّ الصفراء؛ المرّة من نفع الدم، من نفع ما كلّ إنّ الحكماء وقالت پ٣٨و

جالینوس). →) ٥١٠٦–٦ bkزاد ≅ البلغم] . . . ٢١-٥٥٣.١وقالت

١٠الرّیِباس] ‖ د «الحمقا» پ، «الحمقى» ٩الحمقاء] ‖ په «او» پ، «محرق» محرق] ٨أو ‖ پ «ومن» ٦زمان]
١٨البُخْتُـج] ‖ د – ١٦فصل] ‖ د «المعدة» ١٥للمعدة] ‖ پ «الجذى» ١٠الجدي] ‖ د «الرىاس» پ، «الرىىاس»

«ىنفعه» ٢٠تنفعه] ‖ د «ایضي» ٢٠أیضًا] ‖ پد «ڡكلما» ما] ٢٠فكلُّ ‖ پ «الاصفر» ١٩الأصغر] ‖ د «كالبختج»

د. «والمرة» ٢٠والمزّة] ‖ د «ینفعه» پ،

.*{xbz} ١٤٩ DAA خُبَّيزة / خُبَّيز ⨀ ١٠والـخُبَّيزْ]
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— البلغم من نفع السوداء، المرّة من نفع ما وكلّ السوداء؛ المرّة من نفع البلغم، من نفع ما وكلّ الدم؛
والمزاج؞ الطبیعة في بينهما الكائنة المناسـبة لأجل

الصفراء ة المر أمراضصاحب صفة 4.2.3وهذه

منها یهیج وما

الأيمن الجانب في الیافوخ في داع والصُّ الرأس، في والتحیير والقَلقَ الحارّ، سام والبرِْ الغِبّ، حمّى ذلك ٥من

وحرقة والوجع، الضربان حدّة مع الیابس والرمد الیابس، كال والأُ بالحمرة، المعروفة والعلّة الرأس، من
الحارّ، والبرسام قاق، والشُّ والغَـثیَان القوّيّ والعطش الفم، ومرارة ش، المعطِّ والقولنج وعسرته، البول
عال والسُّ الكلب، وداء والحرّ، الأصفر والماء ریع، الذَّ والبطن الحكةّ)، ¦¦ (یعني الأغبر والبهَقَ عْفة، د٥١ظوالسَّ

السوداء، كلة والأ اليمنى، الخاصرة ووجع لاق، والسُّ والطحال، الغبرة، إلى لونهُ بلغمًا منه یطرح الیابس
واليرقان. كل، الأ وقِلّة المعدة، ١٠وفساد

والأشربة الأغذیة من له نافع | كلُّه والبارد بالبرد: وینتـفع بالحرّ یتاذّٔى الأمراض هذه صاحب پ٣٨ظويكون

الله◌؞ شاء ◌إن التدبير، وسائر
ویاخٔذه والقلق. والبكاء والضجر الغضب سریع مرضه، في الضحك كثير الأمراض هذه صاحب ويكون
طعمَ ويجد وخياشمه. بطنه ویـیبس وحلقه، لسانه في وخشونةٌ فيه، في ویبسٌ وعطشٌ وحرٌّ شدید غمٌّ
مِرّةً ویتقيأّ والبرودة. والعذوبة والحموضة الملوحة ويشـتهـي للأغذیة، شهوته وتقلّ احتراقاً؛ ويجد ا، مُـرًّ ١٥فيه

لونه؞ ويحمرّ صفراء،

‖ پ «ینادي» ١١یتاذّٔى] ‖ د «والطیحال» ٩والطحال] ‖ پد «الدریع» ریع] ٨الذَّ ‖ د «والحانب» الجانب] ٥في
پ. «ىقل» ١٥وتقلّ] ‖ پ «وىبس» ١٤ویـیبس] ‖ پ «والدكا» ١٣والبكاء]

.*{xšm} ١٥٧ DAA ⨀ ١٤وخياشمه]
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صفه هذه 4.2.4

الصفراء صاحب تركیب

كثير العروق، بـَينِّ الشعر، أصهب كل، الأ قلیل اللون، كاسف نحَیفًا، ضَئیلاً البدن، حارّ يكون
ذكـيّ الماء، قلیل النساء، في الشهوة شدید الكلام، كثير طَیّاش، والرجعة؛ الغضب سریع الضجر،

هَر. السَّ طویل النوم قلیل یقظان محافِظ، لطیف حادّ ٥

للصفراء؞ مجانسٌ يابس حارّ هو الّذي الصیف، في أمراضه وتكون

فصل
الإنسان طبائع من الثالثة الطبیعة ثم 4.3

السوداء ة المر وهي

وهو الأرض، من خُلقت مظلمة؛ ‖ كدرة أرضیّة ثقيلة يابسة باردة مزاجها في ¦¦ السوداء والمرّة د٥٢و
پ٣٩و
١٠

الغرب؛ النواحي: ومن الترابـیّة؛ البروج: من ولها حامض. ومذاقها الطحال. في ومَسْكَنها: عنصرُها.
والخریف — الخریف الأزمان: ومن الاكـتهال؛ الأسـنان: من ولها الغربـیّة). (وهي الدبور الرياح: ومن 4.3.1

رطب. حارّ والربیع يابس حارّ الصیف أنّ كما شَكلْها، من يابس بارد
ووجع العینين، وظُلمْة الأسود، الماء وأمراضها: الخریف. فصل وفي المكـتهلين على وقوّتها: وهیجانها
ثِبَةُ (وهو والملخولیا والبلغم، السوداء ريح من اليسرى الخاصرة ووجع الرأس، من الأيسر والجانب القفا ١٥

والي، والدَّ الفيل، وداء والسرطان، الساقين، في والملنكونیة الأَهِلّة، نقُصان في ْع والصرَّ وذهابهُ)، العقل
والحزن الكأبة، وتوقُّع بهْة، شـُ بغير والفزع والوَحْشة، النَّفَس، وحَدِیث والوسواس، الأسود، والبهق
والتقطیع البواسير، وأرواح البول، | وحَبسْ العطش، عدم مع الیابس والقولنج الربع، وحمّى والبكاء، پ٣٩ظ

هذه صاحبُ ويكون مغلوبةً؛ أو غالبةً الأوجاع هذه تهیج وقد مْث. الطَّ وارتفاع والزحير، الأمعاء، في
الخریف؞ في سـیّما ولا باللیل، علیه تهیج العلل ٢٠

پ، محافط» لطیف حاد «ذكي محافِظ] . . . ٤-٥ذكـيّ ‖ پد «طیاش» ٤طَیّاش] ‖ د «ضییلا» پ، «ضییلاً» ٣ضَئیلاً]
«الطیحال» ١١الطحال] ‖ د «والمردة» ١٠والمرّة] ‖ د «یقطان» پ، «یقضان» ٥یقظان] ‖ د محافط» لطیفٌ حادٌ «دكىٌ
«والملكونیه» ١٦والملنكونیة] ‖ د «هو» ١٥وهو] ‖ د «والملخوىیاه» ١٥والملخولیا] ‖ د «المتكهلين» ١٤المكـتهلين] ‖ د
٢٠تهیج] ‖ د شهة» «ىعين پ، سـبههِ» «ىعير بهْة] شـُ ١٧بغير ‖ د «وحدیت» ١٧وحَدِیث] ‖ د «والملنخونیة؟» پ،

د. «يهیج» پ، ىج» »
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صدره في وخشونةً یـُبْسًا ويجد الهمّ. كثير كوت، السُّ كثيرَ السوداویـّة الأمراض هذه صاحب ويكون
إلى لونه ويكون حامض. السوداء مذاق لأنّ فيه، في الحموضة طعم ويجد حرارة. غير من ولسانه وحلقه
النار. ويسـتحلي وأَبـْردِةً، قِـرّةً ويجد سمَ. والدَّ والحرافة والحرارة الحلاوة ويشـتهـي ¦ الكمودة. وإلى د٥٢ظالخضرة

والجوارشـنات والترياقات والمعجونات والتدابر والأدویة والأشربة الأغذیة من يابس حارّ كلُّ وینفعه
روفش، وإيارج التیادریطوش، وإيارج اللوغاديا، إيارج الأشـیاء: وأحسنُ والمطبوخات. ٥والإيارجات

أواقي سـتةّ في محلول سقمونیة درهم نصف بوزن دراهم خمسة أحدها من شرُب إذا جالینوس: وإيارج
الله. شاء إن الأفثيمون، طبیخ

مع وعاقرقرحا الفيقرا بـإيارج ویـُتغرغر والسكنجبين. ع المقطَّ بالفُجْل الامتلاء بعد القيء پ٤٠وويسُـتعمل

مطبوخ بماءٍ مسحوق سكرّ من بشيء ويخُلط صبر، مثقال بقدر أیضًا ویـُتغرغر عسليّ؛ سكنجبين
السوسن؞ ١٠باصٔول

السوداء صاحب 4.3.2صفة

غلیظ والعصب، العروق ظاهر التركیب، ن ملوَّ الوجه، ظليم اللون، ادَٓم السوداء صاحب يكون
عظيم الرجلين كبير أسوده، الشعر أسـبط الجبهة، واسع الأعضاء، مكتنز البدن، صلب الطبیعة،
قلیل والصمت، والفكر الإطراق طویل العطش، قلیل كل الأ كثير التعب، على صَبور المنكبين،
الانقباض، حسن الضحك، قلیل العواقب، في ناظرًا يش، للطَّ تاركاً للفُضول، ابِٓضًا النساء، في ١٥الشهوة

الحفظ. قلیل العلوم، إلى تائق الحكم، في محبّ
بذلك؞ وینـتفع سمَ، والدَّ والحرافة والحرارة الحلاوة ويشـتهـي الباردة، بالأشـیاء ویتاذّٔى

‖ د «والىدابر» پ، «والتداىر» ٤والتدابر] ‖ پ «الكمود» ٣الكمودة] ‖ د «حامصة» پ، «حامضه» ٢حامض]
پ «احدهم» ٦أحدها] ‖ پ ايارج» «او ٦وإيارج] ‖ پد «روفش» ٥روفش] ‖ د «والجوارشات» ٤والجوارشـنات]
د، «السوسن» ١٠السوسن] ‖ پ «اواق» ٦أواقي] ‖ د «ىصم» درهم] ٦نصف ‖ د حلم» «وزن دراهم] ٦خمسة ‖

د، للفضول» «افضا للفُضول] ١٥ابِٓضًا ‖ پ «الاطراف» ١٤الإطراق] ‖ پد «صبور» ١٤صَبور] ‖ پ «السٝوسٝ»
«ویتاذَّي» ١٧ویتاذّٔى] پ. «ىاىق» د، «تابق» ١٦تائق] ‖ د محبٌ» پ، «محب» ١٦محبّ] ‖ پ وللفضول» | «اَىضًا

د. «ویتادى» پ،

كثير فتى سفيان إلى يجلس «وكان الإطراق] ١٤طویل ‖ ١٥
١١ا XII لسان رُ» الأَسمَْ الناّس: من «والادَٓمُ ١٢ادَٓم]

وَيسَْكُتَ صَدْرِهِ لىَ
ِٕ
ا هُ بصرَََ یقُْبِلَ أَنْ طْرَاقُ:

ِٕ
اَلاْ [...] ةً عامَّ كُوتُ السُّ طْراقُ:

ِٕ
«والـا ،٢١١١ II عقد الإطراق» طویل الفكرة،

فيَُثنْد قائم، وهو یدَِهِ ِ رُسْغ في ینُشَْبُ عِقَالٌ وهو بالإباض، البعير شَدُّ «والأَبضُْ: ١٥ابِٓضًا] ‖ ١–٦
٢١٩ا X لسان سَاكِناً»

إلیه» نزاعها وهو الشيء، إلى النَّفْسِ تؤُُوقُ «التَّوْقُ: ١٦تائق] ‖ ١٠–١٢
٨٩ب XII تهذیب « وَيشَُدُّ عَضُدِهِ إلى بالعقال

.١٥–١٦
٣٣ا X لسان
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البشر | طبائع من الرابعة الطبیعة وأما پ٤٠ظ

البلغم4.4 وهي

الرئة. ومَسْكَنهُ: وينمُیه. یغُذیه وهو عنصرُه، والماء الماء ¦¦ من خُلق مائيّ، رطب بارد طبعه في والبلغم د٥٣و

عذب. ومذاقه الخام). (وهو لبْ الصُّ في أثفاله: ومجتمع والمفاصل. الصدر في وسلطانه: 4.4.1

(وهي الشمال الرياح: ومن الجوف؛ الجهات: ومن رطب؛ بارد هو الّذي الماء، الأربعة: العناصر من وله ٥

الشـتاء، السـنة: أزمان ومن ويهیج؛ يسـتحكم وفيه الشـیخ، الإنسان: أسـنان من وله الشمالیّة). الريح
من وله الطبائع. اخٓر البلغم أنّ كما وأحدّها، السـنة أزمان اخٓر وهو — ماويّ رطب بارد هو الّذي

الأسـنان؞ اخٓر هو الّذي الشـیخ، الأسـنان:

«زمان» ٧أزمان] ‖ د «وهواء» ٧وهو] ‖ د «ماوئيٌ» ٧ماويّ] ‖ د «اتقاله» پ، «أَثقاله» ٤أثفاله] ‖ د «فهـي» ٢وهي]
پد. «واخرها» ٧وأحدّها] ‖ پ
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السـنة: أزمان أنّ وذلك البرهان، نذكر حين وهذا

4.4.2الربـیع

الشمس بنزول فاؤّلُه والتوءمان؛ والثور الكبش البروج: من وله ویوُنـیُه. ُّه ومای أبریل شهور: ثلٰث وهو
التوءمان. باخٓر الشمس حلول عند واخٓرُه الكبش، برأس

تظهر وفيه والطبیعة. النفس عند ها وألذُّ وأصفاها وأبهجُها الأزمان أوّل وهو هوائيّ. رطب ‖ حارّ ٥پ٤٢ووالربیع

الأنهار، في الماءُ ويسترسل البحار، وترتفع الأطیار، وتغُرّد الثمار، وتبُدئ الأشجار، وتوُرّق الأزهار،
العروق. في والدمُ العود في الماء ويجري الحیوان، ويتمیّح الهوامّ، وتدبّ الأرض، وتهتـزّ

الّذي با، الصِّ الإنسان: أسـنان ومن الدم. وهو الطبیعة، عند ها وألذُّ وأجلُّها أحسـنهُا الطبائع: من وله
وأفرجُها؞ النفس عند ها وألذُّ وأبهجُها الأسـنان أوّل هو

یلیه الذّي 4.4.3١٠ثم

الصیف

السرطان البروج: من وله وأشـتنبر. وأغشت یولیه شهور: ثلٰث وجملتُه ناريّ. ¦ يابس حارّ د٥٣ظوهو

العذراء باخٓر الشمس بنزول وتمامُه السرطان، برأس الشمس بنزول يكون وأوّله والعذراء؛ والأسد
الميزان. برأس ُّقِها وتعل

النَّباهة سنُّ هو الّذي الحداثة، ◌ ◌سِنُّ الأسـنان: ومن الصفراء. وهي الثانیة، الطبیعة الطبائع: من ١٥وله

سَطْوةٌ والأبدان، العالم على دخل إذا للصیف، وكذلك والقوّة. جاعة والشَّ | والكفایة امة والصرَّ پ٤٢ظوالحِدّة

وفي یـُیبسّها؛ الخضر: وفي ینُضجها؛ الثمار: في یفعل وكذلك وإبهال. وتاثٔير وتحلیل وسلطان وقوّة
الأبدان في الصفراء سلطان وكذلك — وطبعه قِسْمُه هي التيّ النار لفعل نظيرٌ وفِعْلُه يجُففّها. المیاه:

العالم؞ في الصیف السلطان نظيرُ

«وتعرّد» ٦وتغُرّد] ‖ د «وتبدي» پ، «وتبدى» ٦وتبُدئ] ‖ پ «نزول» ٣بنزول] ‖ د «ثلثـه» پ، «ثلث» ٣ثلٰث]
١٦للصیف] ‖ پ «هي» ١٥هو] ‖ پد «نزول» ١٣بنزول] ‖ د «تلت» پ، «ثلث» ١٢ثلٰث] ‖ د «وتغرد» پ،
پد. «الصعیف» ١٩الصیف] ‖ پد «هو» ١٨هي] ‖ پ «الذى» ١٨التيّ] ‖ د «ىبسها» ١٧یـُیبسّها] ‖ د «الصیف»
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الخریف ثم 4.4.4

أرضيّ. يابس بارد وهو السـنة. أزمان من الثالث الزمان وهو القَيظ، یلي وهو
الاكـتهال. سنُّ وهو الوسطى، الثالث والسنُّ السوداء؛ وهي الوسطى، الثالثة الطبائع: من وله

⟨— —⟩ الشمس بنزول يكون فاؤّله والقوس؛ والعقرب الميزان البروج: من وله أشهر. ثلاثة وجملتُه
القوس. باخٓر ٥

أنّ كما السـنة، فوائدُ وتتناهى تجتمع وفيه السـنة، أزمان من الأوسط الفصل هو الخریف أنّ وذلك
هذا بعد من — ¦¦ والتجربة والعِلمْ والأدب العَقْلُ يجتمع فيه الخمسين) إلى الأربعين سنُّ (وهو الاكـتهال د٥٤و

فافهمْ. العمر، أرذل إلى يردّ حتىّ قواه وتضمحلّ الإنسانُ یدُبر السنّ
وتنقرض، السـنةُ وتكمل الأزمان. اخٓر هو الّذي الشـتاء، إلاّ الخریف) (وهو الزمان ‖ هذا بعد فليس پ٤٣و

ر تنُوِّ وفيه الإنسان، أسـنان من الرابع السنّ هو (الّذي الشـیخ بعد ليس وكذلك جدیدة. سـنة تبدأ ثمّ ١٠

من منقسم وهو عليهم، الغالب وهو للمشايخ منقسمٌ البلغم لأنّ والذهاب؛ الانقراض إلاّ البلغم) طبیعةُ
ولا للإنسان خامسًا نًّا سـِ تجد لا أن وكما وانقضاؤها. السـنة اخٓر هو الّذي للشـتاء، الأربعة الأزمان
لا والعيش، بالخلود الإنسان، أيهّا نفسك، في ترتجِ لا كذلك العام، في خامسًا زمانًا ولا خامسةً طبیعةً
من بارئك إلى فارجعْ المذكورة. البلغمیّة الطبیعة هذه علیك واسـتحكمتْ السنّ هذا في دخلتَ إذا سـیّما
إلاّ الارتفاع وبعد قْصان، النّـُ إلاّ الكمال بعد فليس أجلك. وحُلول عددك وانصرام أيّامك انقضاء قـَبْلِ ١٥

والنقصان والإدبار الشـیخ إلاّ وكمالُه) الإنسان اسـتواء هو (الّذي الاكـتهال بعد ليس وكذلك الانخفاض؛
و﴿أَحۡكمَُ الخَۡالِقِينَ﴾ أَحۡسَنُ ُ ا فتَـَبَارَكَ — اخَٓرَ ﴿خَلقًۡا | ینُشـئكم ثمّ والانقراض. والأمراض والأعراض پ٤٣ظ

الحَۡاكمِِينَ﴾؞ ظ ٤٣

الخَۡالِقِينَ] . . . ١٧ثمّ ‖ الخطّاب) بن عمر →) ١٢٢٩٨ V بدایة النقصان» إلاّ الكمال بعد ليس «إنهّ قْصان] النّـُ . . ١٥فليس.
هود). (سورة ٤٥:١١ القرانٓ → الحَۡاكمِِينَ] ١٧-١٨أَحۡكمَُ ‖ المؤمنون) (سورة ١٤:٢٣ القرانٓ ﴾[...] هُ ٰـ َ أنشَانٔۡ ثمَُّ ﴿ →

٣الوسطى] ‖ پ «للثالثه» ٣الثالث] ‖ د «الوسطا» ٣الوسطى] ‖ د يابسٌ» «رطبٌ ٢يابس] ‖ د «وهي» ٢وهو]
٨وتضمحلّ] ‖ د «تتناها» پ، «یتىاهَا» ٦وتتناهى] ‖ د – ٤والعقرب] ‖ د «تلاث» ٤ثلاثة] ‖ د – پ، «للوسطا»
‖ پد «وانقضاها» ١٢وانقضاؤها] ‖ پ «الشـتا» ١٢للشـتاء] ‖ پ «الي» ١١إلاّ] ‖ د «ویضمحل» پ، «وىضمحل»
‖ ده كدلك» العام خامس زمان ولا خامسه طبیعة ولا «للانسان + العام] ١٣في ‖ د «سـیا» پ، «شـیا» نًّا] ١٢سـِ

د. – الاكـتهال] . . . ١٥-١٦وبعد ‖ پ «انقصى» ١٥انقضاء] ‖ د «ترتجا» پ، «ترىجي» ١٣ترتجِ]

لسان يّا)» َ الثرُّ بالنَّجْمِ (أعني سُهَیل طُلوُعِ إلى النَّجْمِ طُلوُعِ من وهو الصیف؛ حَاقُّ وهو الصیف، يمُ صمَِ : «القَيْظُ ٢القَيظ]
.١٦–١٧

٤٥٦ا VII
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كذلك والأمطار، یول والسـُّ والجمود الأنداءُ منه جَرَتْ دخل، إذا الشـتاء، أنّ كما الإنسان: أيهّا واعلمْ،
وسلاسـتك ولعُابك وبصُاقك وسُعالك بـَهَـرُك يكثر السنّ، هذا في دخلتَ إذا الإنسان، أيهّا أنت،
قواك، وتنقلّ وأمراضك. وافٓاتك وعجزك وتثاؤبك وكسلك وتمطّیك ¦ یانك ونِسـْ وظنكّ ك وتوهمُّ د٥٤ظوتقطيرك

الفضائل إلى وانزعْ وانزجر جْعة، الرَّ إلى وبادرْ واتعّظْ ذلك في ففَكِّـرْ أعضاؤك. وتبرد جسمُك، ويخدر
وواهب فيك الإلهام وجاعل ومُحییك مُمِیتك إلى وارجعْ ومُنشـئك، بارئك إلى واسـتغفرْ ٥والمحاسن،

يَا ﴿ فتقول: مُدّتك. وانقطاع عددك انصرام قبل إلیك، والإحسان علیك الفضل وباسط لك العقل
اخِريِنَ﴾؞ السَّ لمَِنَ كُنتُ ن

ِٕ
وَا ِ ا جَنۡبِ فيِ طتُ فرََّ مَا علىََٰ تَا حَسرَْ

البلغم أمراض صفة 4.4.5وهذه

منه یثور وما

في وسلطانه ‖ الرئة، في مَسْكَنه أنّ وذلك والضیق؛ َّسَمة والن والبهَرَ، الرطبة، عْلة السُّ البلغم: علل ١٠پ٤٤وفمن

بعینه. الخام وهو الصلب، في أثفاله ومجتمع المفاصل، في وضرُوبه والدماغ، الصدر
والاِقْشِعْرار، والخنازير، والغَدَد خْو الرَّ والورم الوِرْد، وحمّى الصوت، وانقطاع والخشونة كمْة الزُّ أمراضه: ومن
ْع والصرَّ العين، ودمع والنوازل الكثير، بات والسـُّ كات، والسُّ والنسـیان، والتقطير، والسلاسة بْردِة

ِٕ
والا

والارتعاش، البارد، والنقرس واللَّقْوة، والفالج اللَّهاة، واسترخاء بَل، السـَّ وريح وتمامه، الـمُهِلّ زيادة في
المعروف والجذام ریع، الذَّ والبطن والحصاة، الأبیض، والبهق خْوة، الرَّ والأورام كام، والزُّ َّسا، الن ١٥وعِرْق

من ¦¦ الهواء ويمنع النفس فيقطع النفس، مجاري في البلغم یتعقدّ أن (وهو الفجاةٔ وموت الحیّة، د٥٥وبداء

)؞ فجاةًٔ مكانهَ فيموت والقلب، الرئة إلى الوصول

الزمّر). (سورة ٥٦:٣٩ القرانٓ → اخِريِنَ] السَّ . . . تَا حَسرَْ يَا ٦-٧

«برد» ٤وتبرد] ‖ د «فوالك» ٣قواك] ‖ پ «وتناوىك» د، «وتثاوبك» ٣وتثاؤبك] ‖ پ «وسلاسك» ٢وسلاسـتك]
«الرطىه» ١٠والبهَرَ] ‖ د «وهدا» ٨وهذه] ‖ د والمحاسن» الفضایل والفضایل «المحاسن والمحاسن] ٤-٥الفضائل ‖ پ
١٢والغَدَد] ‖ د «اتقاله» پ، «اثڡَالِه» ١١أثفاله] ‖ د «وصروبه» ١١وضرُوبه] ‖ پد «والنسـیة» َّسَمة] ١٠والن ‖ د
١٦فيقطع ‖ پد «الدریع» ریع] ١٥الذَّ ‖ د البارد» والنقرس «والارتعاش والارتعاش] . . . ١٤والنقرس ‖ د «والعدد»

په. [ ١٧فجاةًٔ ‖ ده النفس]

والرطوبة البرد غلَبََةِ مِنْ معروفة ةٌ عِلّـَ والراء): الهمزة (بكسرْ بْردِةُ
ِٕ
الا — بْردِةَ

ِٕ
الا یقْطع یخُ البِْطِّ إنّ الحدیث: «وفي بْردِة]

ِٕ
١٣والا

.١–٤
٨٣ب III لسان النساء» إلى ینبسط ولا البول، تقَْطِيرُ وهو بْردِةٌ:

ِٕ
ا به ورَجُلٌ زائدة). (وهمزتها الجماع عن تفَُترِّ
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كثيرًا، عرقاً ویعرق یدفأ، يكاد ولا القِـرّةُ وتاخٔذه والهذيان، النسـیان كثير الأعراض هذه صاحب ويكون
لسانه ویثقل زُكمْةٌ، وتاخٔذه ومفاصله، | معدتهَ ويشـتكي وصدره، حلقه في غُصّةٌ وتاخٔذه بصاقُه، ويكثر پ٤٤ظ

الحلاوة ويشـتهـي العطش، عديم ويكون والبیاض. الصفرة بين لونه ويكون ومالحـاً. زاعقًا فيه طعمًا ويجد
الضربان بطيء والثقل، الغلظ إلى مائلاً وعَرَقُه البیاض، إلى مائلاً بوله ويكون سمَ. والدَّ والحرافة والحراراة

والحركة؞ ٥

البلغم صاحب أخلاق صفة وهذه 4.4.6

وتركیبه

والدم، الحمرة قلیل حم، الشَّ كثير الملمس، لينّ الشعر، قلیل رطبًا، أبیض جَسِمًا يكون أن ذلك من
قلیل والسكون، البُصاق كثير أقرب؛ هولة الشُّ إلى ويكون أشقره، لیّنه الشعر أسـبط العروق، رقيق
بطيء والبَلادة، النسـیان كثير والحفظ، الكلام قلیل جبان، النفس ضعیف والحركة، والضجر يش الطَّ ١٠

الجماع)، على قوّياًّ يكون ذلك فعند الدم: طبیعةُ معه تمتزج أن (إلاّ النساء في الشهوة قلیل الجواب؛
عاً. متودِّ أدیـبًا، حكيماً لیّناً، فاترًا

الحرّ، وعند الصیف في جسمُه ویصلح والعطش؛ والجوع التعبَ ویصبر الحرّ، ويسـتلّذ بالبرد یتاذّٔى
البرد. وعند الشـتاء في ويسـتقم

مثل ِّلاً، محل عًا مقطِّ ناً مسخِّ يابسًا ا حارًّ كان ما كلُّ والشراب: والتدبير والدواء الغذاء من یلاُومه والّذي ١٥پ٤٥و

الحارّ من ¦ ذلك أشـبه وما والتیادریطوس، واللوغادیة، فوفات، والسَّ والترياقات، الحارّة، الجوارشـنات د٥٥ظ

فافهمْ؞ — الیابس

‖ پ «واشـتهـى» ٣ويشـتهـي] ‖ د «وتاخد» ١وتاخٔذه] ‖ د والهديان» و النسـیان «الهذيان والهذيان] ١النسـیان
‖ پ «جسٝمه» د، «جسما» ٨جَسِمًا] ‖ پد «مایل» ٤مائلاً] ‖ پد «مایل» ٤مائلاً] ‖ پد «لونه» ٤بوله]
«كلما» ما] ١٥كلُّ ‖ د «ويسقم» ١٤ويسـتقم] ‖ پ «ویصير» ١٣ویصبر] ‖ د «جبان» پ، «حبان» ١٠جبان]
١٦والتیادریطوس] ‖ د «واللعادیه» پ، «واللوغادیهّ» ١٦واللوغادیة] ‖ د «الجوارشات» ١٦الجوارشـنات] ‖ پد

د. «والتنادریطوس» پ، «والتىادریطوس»
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والتدبير والغذاء الدواء من ویلاُئمهما متناسـبتين، متفّقتين متجانسـتين طبیعتين والدم الصفراء أنّ 5.1واعلمْ

حارّين فصلين والصیف الربیع وكذلك مذاقه. في حامضًا أو ا ومُزًّ وقوّتِه طبعه في باردًا كان ما كلُّ
والصفراء. الدم من لها المنقسمةُ طباعُهما تجانست كما مزاجهما، في متجانسين متناسـبين

فيه تتغلظّ خاصّةً الربیع ولكنّ واللطافة؛ البرد إلى مائلاً كان ما والغذاء: التدبير من فيهما يجوز والّذي
ويجُمّده ِّفه يكُث الّذي الجوّ برد مع ویغلظ الشـتاء في يجتمع البلغم لأنّ وعفوناته، ورطوباتهُ البلغم ٥فضولُ

وتحرّك وذاب انـتشر ورطوبته، بحرارته الربیع دخل فإذا وغيره. بالعَرَق والتحلیل التذویب من ويمنعه
للعاقل فينبغي — جدول إلى جَدْوَل ومن مفصل، إلى مفصل ومن | عضو، إلى عضو من پ٤٥ظوجرى

بالأدهان الحمّام في ق والتعرُّ والغراغر، عة، المقطِّ المحلِّلة المسهلة بالأدویة الربیع في إخراجه يسـتعمل أن
السكنجبين. وشراب والشجزنايا الحمّام، في الترياق شرب ویدُاوم الحارّة،

السوداویـّة الفضول من الخریف في جسمه ینُقيّ أن صحّتُه، تدوم أن أراد مَن على يجب ١٠وكذلك

ويسـتعمل وسمُومه. تِه وحَمارَّ القيظ فصل في والمجاري اللحمیّة الأعضاء في تنشبث التيّ المحرقة والصفراویةّ
بعقب الاعتدال في ویفتصد الكيموس. الجیّدة الانهضام السریعة فة الملطِّ والأغذیة الكبير، والترياق الحمّام،
التدبير هذا اسـتعمل فمن اللوز. ودهن البابونج ودهن نـْبَق بالزَّ ق والتعرُّ الترياق، وشرب الحمّام، دخول
⟨غير⟩ وجسمه له وعمل التدبير هذا على توالى ومَن بدنه؛ واعتدل صحّته في زاد صحیح، وجسمُه

تركیبه. واسـتقامة بدنه باعتدال وفاز صحّته، إلى ورجع ألمه، من وبرئ سَقْمه، من صحََّ ١٥صحیح،

پ، «ومُڒا» ا] ٢ومُزًّ ‖ پد «كلما» ما] ٢كلُّ ‖ پد متناسـبتين» متفقتين متجانسـتين «طبیعتين متناسـبتين] . . ١طبیعتين.
د «ىىلعط» پ، «تىلفظ» ٤تتغلظّ] پد. متجانسين» متناسـبين حارين «فصلين متجانسين] . . . ٢-٣فصلين ‖ «ومرا»د
«والشجزنايا» ٩والشجزنايا] ‖ د «المتحلله» ٨المحلِّلة] ‖ د «حرا» ٧وجرى] ‖ د «⨂» پ، «ىك٠٦٧اه» ِّفه] ٥يكُث ‖
١٥وبرئ] ‖ پ «خمادته» تِه] ١١وحَمارَّ ‖ د – [. . ١١والمجاري. ‖ د «تتشبت» ١١تنشبث] ‖ د «والشكزنايا» پ،

پ. «برا»

”كثير معناه معجون، «اسم ܙܢܝ̈ܐ ܓܝ > ٧–٨؛
١٤٢و إرشاد المنافع“)» ”الكثيرة (وتفسيره «الشكزنايا ٩والشجزنايا]

‖ ٢٠٤٣–٧٤٤ أقراباذينس السجّزنايا» «صفة Ⓡ «πολύχρηστος»)؛ ≟) ٢٥١٩ ThesSyr المنافع“» وكثير النجاح
حَرّه» شِدّة وحَمارته: الراء) (بتشدید القَيْظِ ة «وحَمارَّ ،١٣١٦٥ أزمنةق شِدّته» أي وحَمارته، القَيْظِ ة «وحَمارَّ تِه] ١١وحَمارَّ

.١٧–١٨
٢١١ب IV لسان
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والرمد، العینين وأوجاع والأورام والخنازير ‖ الربـیعيـّة الحمّیاتُ اعتادتهْ «مَن الحكيم: جالینوس وقال 5.2
فليشربپ٤٦و علیه، يسـتطع لم فإن فيقرا؛ وإيارج اللوغاديا، وإيارج بالسقمونیا، الكبير البختج فليْشرب

الفِـرْفير، حبّ أو العُشاريّ، الأصطماخيقون أو الأوسط، الأنيسون أو الجوهريّ، ⟨أو⟩ بديّ، الترُْ حبّ
الربیع. أوّل في ذلك ولیْكنْ — المبارك دواء أو

الردیـّة، والكيموسات والملائل العفونات من جسمه واستنقى مرّتين الأدویة هذه أحد من شرب فإذا ٥

خمسة إلى مارس من یومًا وعشرين أربعة من (وذلك الله شاء إن الربیع، أوّل في ذلك بعد فلیْفتصد
أمراض سائر ومن الموصوفة الأمراض هذه من سلمِ الربیع، في ذلك فعل فمن أبریل). من یومًا وعشرين
التدبير من الطریق هذا على واعتمد العَصِير) (وهو الخریف في ذلك فعل ومن الله؛ بـإذن الصیف،
كان وإن نقصان؛ ولا زيادة ولا حوالة ولا علـّةٌ بدنه في علیه تدَُرْ ولم عمره، طول في بدنهُ صحّ المحكم،

الله»؞ بـإذن منها سلمِ وطواعين، الجوّ في فسادٌ السـنة تلك في ١٠

في | والفصد بالدواء بدنه فلیُْنقِّ جسمه، ويسـتقيم صحّته تدوم أن أراد «مَن الحكيم: جالینوس وقال 5.3
أتمُّپ٤٦ظ فهو ثانیةً، بالدواء أتبعتَه وإن — الدواء بعقب الفصد ولیْعجل والدواء: بالفصد وبالخریف الربیع؛

الجسم». تعدیل في
من الكيموس حسن الانهضام سریع لطیفًا معتدلاً كان ما الأغذیة من والخریف الربیع في ويسـتعمل

المذمومة. والاسـتحالة العفن ١٥

وَلیَْغِب العذبة. الحمّامات في والخریف الصیف وفي الماء، والزاعقة الحارّة الحمّامات في الربیع في ویتعرّق
بالربیع. الشبيه والهواء الجوّ الطیّب الیوم ففي ضرورة، كانت فإن الضرورة؛ عند إلاّ الشـتاء، في الحمّام
بدهن والخریف، والربیع الشـتاء وفي الورد؛ دهن أو البنفسج بدهن العرق بعد الصیف في ولیْدّهن

التَّاغنَْدَسْت. دهن أو الفَـيْـجَن، دهن أو ندْ، الرَّ ودهن الزنبق
أو العُنْصُليّ، السكنجبين أو الرقيق، الأصفر الشراب الحمّام، بعد والخریف، والشـتاء الربیع في وليْشرب ٢٠

والكَرَفسْ، والكَروِيا، باس، البسَـْ مثل والعسل: بالماء المطبوخة والبزور والعسل، بالماء المطبوخة الأفاویه
والنَّعْنعَ.

٣أو ‖ پ «التربدي» بديّ] ٣الترُْ ‖ پ «اللوعاديا» ٢اللوغاديا] ‖ پ «فلشرب» ٢فليْشرب] ‖ پ «للربعیه» ١الربـیعيـّة]
پ «خواله» ٩حوالة] ‖ پ «واستنقا» ٥واستنقى] پ. « «الفرڡ ٣الفِـرْفير] ‖ پ «والاسطماخىقون» الأصطماخيقون]

پ. «الناغندست» ١٩التَّاغنَْدَسْت] ‖ پ «والخریف» ١٢وبالخریف] ‖ پ «فلینقى» [ ١١فلیُْنقِّ ‖

التيّ الحمّى هي وقيل: هُا. وتوهجُّ الحمّى حرارة الملیلة: بِالعَْبدِ“. دَاعُ وَالصُّ الـْمَلِیلَةُ تزََالُ ”لاَ الـحدیث: «وفي ٥والملائل]
١٩الفَـيْـجَن] ‖ *{‘ṣr} ١٣٧ LAPA «aâcĭr otoñada» ⨀ ٨العَصِير] ‖ ٨–١١

٦٣٠ب XI لسان العِْظَام» في تكون
هو «تاغندست ⨀ ١٩التَّاغنَْدَسْت] ‖ ٨٤٥٠ عمدة سذاب» لكن فيجن للبسـتانيّ یقُال ولا البرّ، سذاب «فيجن:

.[١٠٠٨] تلخیص العاقرقرحا»
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الربیع في والفصد والإسهال الصیف. في والتبرید وتدبيره، أدویته جمیع في الشـتاء في التسخين ويسـتعمل
الصیف، في موافق القيء وكذلك الدواء. شرب امتنع إذا ا جدًّ نافعة الشـتاء في ‖ والـحُقَن پ٤٧ووالخریف،

المعدة؞ فم إلى الصفراء المرّة لارتفاع خاصّةً

السوداء. المرّة من ینفع البلغم من ینفع وما الصفراء؛ من ینفع الدم، من ینفع «ما الحكيم: جالینوس 5.4وقال

وقلّة والیقظة، والنوم والسكون، الحركات في والاعتدال ط التوسُّ مِن أفضلَ الإنسان لجسم أجد ولم ٥

على وأَخْذه والمشرب، المطعم من َف السرَّ وتـَرْك فيه)، الرطوبة كثرة لأجل خاصّةً الربیع في إلاّ ) الجماع
وخرج الحدّ جاوز فما — الطبیعة ویـُقوّي القوّة ویمُسك البدن ویـُقيم الجوع يسدّ وما القصد، سبيل
أجمع ذلك یقدر أن الإنسان على فيجب والنفس. الجسم على وجَوْرٌ ظُلمْ فهو الاعتدال، سبيل عن

رْبة»؞ والدُّ والعادة والطبیعة المعدة تحتمله ما قدر على
واسـتحال ذلك، عن وفسد هضمه، عن ضعُفت المحمود، بالطعام أثقلتْه متى المعدة، إنّ الحكماء قالت 5.5فقد ١٠

الطابخة القوّة على ويسهل | المعدة وتحتمله الطبیعة تسـتلّذه ما قدر على الضارّ من كلْت أ وإذا ا. پ٤٧ظضرًّ

لضمّه. الطبیعیّة القوى واسـتطلاع نضجه تمام عند سليماً وكان ضرُّه انقطع هضمُه،
يسـتعمل أن له فينبغي الدنیا»، تركیب على الإنسان «تركیب الفلاسفة: من الأفاضل قالت 5.6ومنه

ومضارّه منافعه على ويشُاهد يرى بما يسـتدلّ وأن صنعتها، وإحكام وقِسْمتها ترتيبها في وعقله فكره
(وهو وبحار الخلاء)، (وهو وفراغ عمُران، أقسام: ثلٰثة تنقسم الدنیا أنّ وذلك به. المخصوصة ولواحقه ١٥

وأغذیته) طعامه وخادمة بدنه، وعماد جسمه، حَوْضُ هي (التيّ معدته یقسم أن للعاقل فينبغي المیاه).
وتتنفسّ بْخُ، الطَّ فيها لیتسّع وفراغاً بـَیابـاً وثلثها للشراب، وثلثها للطعام، ثلُثـها فيجعل القسمة: هذه على
الطعام وينهضم وتنبسط، القوى فيه تتسّع الّذي الهواء لسبب النَّضْج عليها ويخفّ وتتروّح، الطبیعة
العقل وتمام الجسم، صلاح ذلك وفي — المحمود الدم جوهر إلى ويسـتحیل حسـناً هضمًا ذلك عند
إنهّ الله، شاء إن السقم، وافٓات التُّخَم لواحق من والسلامة التركیب، وصحّة البدن، واعتدال والفهم، ٢٠

القدير؞ الصانع ،﴾ الخَۡبِيرُ اللَّطِیفُ ﴿ هُوَ﴾، لاَّ
ِٕ
ا هَ ٰـ ل ِٕ

ا لآَ ﴿ الحسـنات، وقابلُ ‖ الخيرات پ٤٨ووليُّ

نفع وما الصفراء، المرّة من نافع فهو الدم، من نفع ما إنهّ س] «الحكيم» +] جالینوس ذكر «وقد ≅ السوداء] . . . ٤وقال
وليّ بتایٔید الفنّ هذا الانٓ «ولنُكمل ≡ الحسـنات] . . . ٢١وليُّ ‖ ٥١٠٦–٦ bkزاد السوداء» المرّة من نافع فهو البلغم، من

.٨١٧ الأولى الفلسفة الحسـنات» وقابل الخيرات

٦فيه] ‖ پ «ݔفع» ٤ینفع] ‖ پ «ݔفع» ٤ینفع] ‖ پ «ݔفع» ٤ینفع] ‖ پ «ݔفع» ٤ینفع] ‖ پ «والتدبير» ١والتبرید]
| «الى ١٩إلى] ‖ پ «القوا» ١٨القوى] ‖ پ «ویتروح» ١٨وتتروّح] پ. «القوا» ١٢القوى] ‖ په ١٠عن] ‖ په

پ. الى»

بوب√. ١٢٥ I SDA ‘désert’ [ ١٧بـَیابـاً
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على والثَّناء التحمید من الكتاب هذا منه يخلو أن يجب لا بما منك، الجمیل الله أیدّ بدأتُ، وقد 6

ویـُقاس بها یقُتدى ومناهج أُصولاً صدره في رسمتُ ثمّ حكمته. ولطائف خلقته بدائع في والاعتبار رُبوبـيـّته
غرضُنا كان إذ — الكتاب هذا بجمعه ط يحُِ ولم نذكره لم ما على والفِطْنة الهمّة ذَوُو بها ويسـتدلّ عليها،
معرفة إلى تؤُدّي التيّ الطبیّة المناهج وذِكْر والاختصار، الإيجاز وقصَْد كثارِ، والإ التطویل تـَرْك فيه

كلُْفة. وأقلّ مُؤْنةٍ بائسر الموجز العلاج إلى والقصد وأمراضها، وخواصّها الإنسان أعضاء ٥أمزاج

أصولها، ـزْ فـمَيِّ — الطبّ صناعة في يروض ولمن النعمة، في مرتبك الله أطال لمثلك، التالٔیف هذا وإنماّ
ویبرُهنه ذكرناه ما ویصُدّق ذكرناه، بما نذكره لم ما فيدري طریقها. واعلمْ مناهجها، واسلْك فروعها، وأحكمْ
كثر أ عن يسـتغني فقد والنعمة، والـجُود هة ْ والنزُّ الغِناء في بقاءك الله أطال مثلك، كان ومن نذكره. لم بما
إلى به ویصل العوارض، من یلحقه ما ویمُيزّ الموارد، من علیه یـَردُِ | ما ألفّناه بالّذي ویقيس وصفناه، ممّا پ٤٨ظ

الاتـّكال؞ وعلیه المسـتعان وبا الله، شاء إن المصالح، من يرغبه ١٠ما

پ «مترىك» ٦مرتبك] ‖ پ «دوا» ٣ذَوُو] ‖ پ «یقتدا» ٢یقُتدى] ‖ پ «ومناهجًا» ٢ومناهج] ‖ پ «يخلوا» ١يخلو]
پ. ما» | «ما ٩ما] ‖ پ «اللفناه» ٩ألفّناه] ‖ پ «العنا» ٨الغِناء] ‖ پ «فيدر»؟ ٧فيدري] ‖
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والأمراض، الافٓات من منها واحد لكلّ یعرض وما وأمزاجها الجسمانـیّة الأعضاء إلى نصير حين وهذا پ٤٨ظ

الله. شاء إن وأقربه، يكون ما بائسر ومُداواته ذلك وعلاج
ذلك: فمن

الرأس جلدة 1.1

والیبس. فالبرد مزاجها: ٥أمّا

الرأس. عَظْم فتحصينُ منفعتها: وأمّا
جاج؞ والشِّ الكثير، والعَـرَق الثعلب، وداء والقُـرُوح، والقَمْل، والإبـْریِـة، فالـجَرَب أمراضها: وأمّا

یة والإبر الجرب من دواؤها وأما 1.1.1

ممزوجين. البابونج ودهن نـْبَق بالزَّ إثره على والادّهان المشط، فإدامةُ
السلق. بماء معجونًا الحمّص وبدقيق والخلّ، لقْ السِّ بماء ویغُسل بالخلّ. معجونًا ص الـحِمِّ بدقيق ١٠والغسل

الأُصْطُماخيقون. حبّ أو لیالٍ، سـبع جالینوس حبّ ويسُقى
فيقرا. وإيارج

عير؞ الشَّ دقيق أو السلق بماء ویغُسل

.٢٢١٠٢–٢٢١٠٤ نجح الرأس» جلدة ڢـي «الفول ≡ ٤جلدة]

نجح. حباّت» سـبع لیلة «كلّ لیالٍ] ١١سـبع ‖ نجح الشعر» وتشفيڧ «والمرّة + ٧والقُـرُوح]

پ. «والصماحيقون» ١١الأُصْطُماخيقون] ‖ پ «والعسل» ١٠والغسل]

≡ ٧٤٧؛ IV عين أْس» الرَّ نخَُالُة بْریِةَُ
ِٕ
والا «والهِبرِْیةَُ ٧والإبـْریِـة] ‖ «ψωρίασις/ψώρα» ≡ ٧فالـجَرَب]

≡ جاج] ٧والشِّ ‖ «ἱδρώς» ≡ الكثير] ٧والعَـرَق ‖ «φθειρίασις/φθείρ» ≡ ٧والقَمْل] ‖ «πιτυρίασις/πίτυρα»

١٢وإيارج ‖ Therap 1.5.5 ⬇ Ⓡ ܘܢ)؛ ܛܘܡܟܝ (ܐ «στομαχικόν» ≡ ١١الأُصْطُماخيقون] ‖ «τραύματα»

.Pharm 2.1|2 ⬇ Ⓡ ܐ)؛ ܝ ܐ (ܐܝ «ἱερὰ πικρά» ≡ فيقرا]
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جالينوس حب صفة
السمع، مجاري وانسداد والبطن، الرأس علل من الله، بـإذن النافع،

والطحال الكبد ‖ في الكائنة دَد والسُّ ود، والدُّ فاّر والصُّ قيقة، الشَّ ورياح داع، والصُّ پ٤٩ووالغشاوات،

إيارج وغُبارُ قْمُونیة، والسَّ والأفسـنتين، والمصطكى الحنظل، وشحم سُقُطْريّ، صبر یؤخذ — أخلاطه
جزو. واحد كلّ من فيقرا: ٥

الثعلب. شجر بماء ویعُجن وینُخل یدُقّ
الله؞ شاء إن نافع — كثر وأ مثقالاً التوحُّش، وعند بالموالاة؛ درهم منه ويشرُب

وعلاجه 1.1.2القمل

لیال. سـبع جالینوس حبّ صاحبه يشرب أن فدواؤه القمل، أمّا
نطَْـرُون. من شيءٌ فيه ويخُلط والعَلقَْم، الحنظل فيه طُبخ قد بماءٍ رأسه ویغسل ١٠

بالمرارات. أو الصبر، بماء أو بالنطرون، المرّ رْمُس التّـُ بماء یغُسل أو
البدن؞ في كان إذا یفُعل وكذلك

وعلاجها الرأس في 1.1.3القروح

أيّام. خمسة إلى يحُتجم ثمّ القِيـفال، عِرْق فتُحّ سليمةً، والقوّةُ موافقًا الزمان كان فإن القروح، أمّا
يحكهّ. أن بعد الیافوخ يشرُط أو ١٥

⟨ — — — ⟩

Γ «διὰ τῆς ἀλόης καταποτία» Ⓡ ⥲ «κοκκία» > ܐܝܐ) ܘ ܝܐ/ ܘ ) قوقايا» «حبّ ⥅ نجح؛ ⊅ ١صفة]
.٩٤٩٦–١٠ XII «τοῖς δι’ ἀλόης κοκκίοις» ≡ ٣٣٨٥–٧ XII Sec.loc

نجح. – ١٠والعَلقَْم]

پ. «بالموالات» ٧بالموالاة] پ. من» | «من ٥من] ‖ پ «والسقمونیه» قْمُونیة] ٤والسَّ

٢٤–٢٥ ٣٦٩ا VI لسان عُروقه» من الفضول لخروج أسهل لیكون معدتهَ أَخلى إذا للدواء فلانٌ شَ «وتوََحَّ ٧التوحُّش]
σίκυς ≡) ١٠٤٣٧ II تصریف العلقم» هو جبليّ «قثاّء ،[٩٦٤] تلخیص العلقم» هو الحمار «قثاّء ⨀ ١٠والعَلقَْم] ‖
(وهو الكَتفيّ «العرق ،٢٩

٥٦٢ب XI لسان ب» مُعَرَّ وهو یفُْصَد، الید في عِرْقٌ «والقِيفَلُ: القِيـفال] ١٤عِرْق ‖ (ἄγριος
.«(φλὲψ) κεφαλική» > ٥٥٨؛ Γتشريح القيفال)»
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⟨ الأذنین ذكر باب ⟩ 1.4

منه یقطع أو یوُقعه أو والعلاج الدواء فيه یفعله ما كثر فأ والشـیخ، الاكـتهال سنّ في ⟨ — — — ⟩ 1.4.1

والبلغم السوداء لقوّة بالكُـلیّّة الشـیخ سنّ في كانا إذا والسوداويّ البلغميّ الداء ینقطع وليس بعضه،
المشايخ. على وغلبتها وكَـثرْتها

دَد، والسُّ بالمشايخ، الكائن والارتعاش واللسان، السمع وثِقَل والتحیير، ِير والصرَّ وِيّ الدَّ علاج ٥ورأس

بماءٍ اللیلة ذا ومن اللیلة هذه من بالـمُلایلَة يشرُب واللُّوغاديا، فالتِّیادریطُوس يْـب: الشَّ وكثرة والإبریة | پ٤٩ظ

والخولنجان. والنَّعْنعَ والكرفس باس البسَـْ فيه طُبخ قد
والسوداویةّ. والبلغمیّة المتعفنّة الأغذیة وتجُتنب أَهْرُن. وشمّام الیاقوتيّ شمَّام ويشُـتمّ

الدويّ من والسمع الرأس في الكائنة الموصوفة العلل لهذه ووصفتْه الحكماء امتحنتْه ما أفضلُ فهذا
فعلُه انقطع الردیةّ، الأغذیة علیه أخذْنا إذا َف، الشرَّ غایة في كان وإن الدواء، إنّ قالوا ١٠والتحیير.

والرجيع كالخبيث المنتنة، بالروائح فيمزجه النفيس والمسك الرفيع البان یاخٔذ مَن ذلك: ومَثلَ ونجحُه.
ونحوه.

والنقرس والارتعاش والفالج َّقْوة والل والشيب الرأس في والدويّ الصوت في الخشونة إنّ أبقراط وقال
معها»؞ ويموتون معهم تموت كثرها أ — بالكلیّّة منها یبرون ما قلََّ للمشايخ، عرضت إذا البارد،

بهم وهي يموتون كثر الأ في المزمنة الأمراض من لهم یعرض ما ... [«οἱ πρεσβῦται»] «الكهول ⥅ معها] . . . كثرها ١٤أ
.١٩٤٨٠–٢٤٨٢ IV L ≡ ٧١٦–٩ Ιππفصول «[«ξυναπθνήσκει»]

٦واللُّوغاديا] ‖ پ «فالتىادرىطوس» ٦فالتِّیادریطُوس] ‖ په «والشحیح» پ، («والشجايج»؟) «والشجیج» ٢والشـیخ]
پ. «والىلغمه» ٨والبلغمیّة] ‖ پ «والوعاديا»

هبة معجون «صڢة Ⓡ (ܬܐܘܕܘܪܝܛܘܣ)؛ θεοδώρητος > ٦فالتِّیادریطُوس] ‖ «βαρυηκοΐα» ≡ السمع] ٥وثِقَل
II Pragm ،٢٤٧١٥–٢٥٧١٦ XIII Iatrica «Θεοδώρητος» ⥲ ٣؛

٤–ظ
٢٥و دكاّنل تیادریطوس« له ویفُال الله،

.٢٠–٢١
٥٢ا XXI تاج اللیّل» من والـمُلایلَُة الیوم، مِنَ «والـمُیاوَمةُ ٦بالـمُلایلَة] ‖ ٤٣٠٧–٨
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دهن صفة

السوداء، والمرّة والبلغم الرياح من الأذن في الكائنة والأوجاع والسدد والصرير الدويّ من به الله ینفع
شاء إن وأنجحُ، أتمُّ المزمنة ‖ الأمراض في وهو والخریف. الشـتاء فصل وفي والمكـتهلين المشايخ سـیّما پ٥٠ولا

الله.
أُوقـيـّتين. واحد كلّ من البان: دهن ومن اللوز، دهن ومن ندْ، الرَّ دهن من یؤخذ — أخلاطه ٥

أواقي. سـتةّ وزنُ العقارب: زیت ومن
النار. يحتمل ممّا نظیف إناءٍ في وتجُعل الأدهان هذه وتجُمع

من والعاقِـرْقـَرْحا: الأرمنيّ والبورق الجِنْطِیانا ومن وميّ، الرُّ نْتِين الأَفْسـِ ومن الهنديّ، القُسْط من ویؤخذ
أوقـیّة. نصف واحد كلّ

والكُنْدُر والجاوشير كْبِینجَ والسَّ والجندبادستر الفَـيْـجَن ونوى أحمر ومُرّ أُسقطريّ وصبر صینيّ راوند ١٠

أوقـیّة. رُبع واحد كلّ من والأُفيون: والقِـنـّة السائلة والمیعة
اثني الحارّة الشمس عند وتجُعل رقيق، أصفر طِلى من رطل في وتنُقع وتنُخل الیابسة الأدویة تدُقّ
معتدلاً طبخًا نة مُدخِّ ولا مُلهِبة غير جمرٍ بنار ⟨وتطُبخ⟩ الموصوفة الأدهان عليها تصُبّ ثمّ ساعةً. عشر
نظیف إناءٍ في ويجُعل الدهن ویؤخذ الثفل، عن الأدهان تصُفىّ ثمّ الأدهان. وتبقى الطبیخُ یذهب حتىّ
مملوءة بـُرْمةٍ في ویطُبخ والسكبینج)، والجاوشير والأفيون والقنةّ المیعة (وهي َّیّنة الل العقاقير فيه وترُمى ١٥

أربع لیّنة بنار ثانیةً یطُبخ ثمّ انٓیة. جوف في موضوعةً الدهن | انٓیة تكون أن وذلك — حارّ ماء پ٥٠ظمن

به. یتُحفظّ حسـناً، طَبْعًا علیه ویطُبع اخٓر إناءٍ في ويرُفع یصُفىّ ثمّ ساعات،
صبیًّا، ترُبيّ سوداءَ لبن أو فضَِیخ أصفر شرابٍ من بمثله درهم نصف مقدار منه يحُمل إلیه، احتیج فإذا

نقط. ثلاث فاتر، وهو الأذن، في وینُقطّ
في قُطّر إذا الأذنين، وأوجاع والصرير والدويّ مَم والصَّ والأورام والقيح للسدد الله، شاء إن نافع، فإنهّ ٢٠

الوجع. جهة من الأذن

پ عشڒ» «اىنى عشر] ١٢-١٣اثني ‖ پ «رفىق» ١٢رقيق] ‖ پ «الحنطانا» ٨الجِنْطِیانا] ‖ پ «نضیف» ٧نظیف]
پ. «ڡصیع» ١٨فضَِیخ] ‖ پ «حاڒ» ١٧اخٓر] ‖ پ «مملوه» ١٥مملوءة] ‖ پ «مدحيه» نة] ١٣مُدخِّ ‖

> ٨الجِنْطِیانا] ‖ ٢٤٤٨٦ عمدة الأسود» وهو الهنديّ، وهو المرّ، «ومنه الهنديّ] ٨القُسْط ‖ غار) ≡) د ر > ندْ] ٥الرَّ
حتىّ العنب عصير من طُبخ ما لاء: «والطِّ ١٢طِلى] ‖ ܚܐ > ٨والعاقِـرْقـَرْحا] ‖ (ܓܢܛܝܐܢܐ) «γεντιανή»

. . . ١٨شرابٍ ‖ ٩–١٢ ١١ا XV لسان ”الطلاء“» الخمر يسُمّي العرب وبعض ”المیبختج“، العجم وتسُمّیه ثلُثاه؛ ذهب
أَیضًْا وَهُوَ العِْنبَ، عَصِيرُ «وَالفَْضِیخُ: ،١٠٢٢٧–١١ موطّأ وتمر» فضیخ من شرَابًا [...] عبیدة أنا أسقي «كُنْتُ فضَِیخ]

.١٢–١٣
٤٥ب III لسان النَّارُ» هُ تمَُسَّ أَنْ غيرَِْ مِنْ وَحدَهُ الـْمَفضُوخ البْسرُِْ مِنَ یتَُّخَذُ شرَابٌ
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وجعها. أذهب المعالجين، أعْیَت قد التيّ الوجعة س ْ الضرِّ على حمُل وإن
الوجع یاخٔذ فإنهّ — حكينا ما على الأذنين في منه نقطّ كلهّا، والأضراس الوجه وجع الإنسان وَجد وإن

الله. شاء إن بيـّناً، نعفًا فينفعه والمرعوش، المفلوج به ويسعط كلهّا. الأوجاع ویقطع
المنقبض. المتشـنِّج العصب ویلُينّ فـيُـذيبها، والغُدَد، والسرطانات بحة والذُّ البلغمیّة الأورام على به ویدُهن
والانـقباض والتواتـُر والأوجاع للورم والإحلیل والأُنـثـیان ـرّة السُّ به ‖ وتدُهن الذبحة، به وتـُدهن ٥پ٥١و

والاعوجاج؞
به، ویصرّ يكتمه وكان النفع. سریع فوجده الیقظة، في وجرّبه النوم في علمه أنهّ الحكيم جالینوس وحكى

أمره؞ واشـتهر خيرُه فعُرف الملك لقيصر علمّه حتىّ «المكتتم» يسُمّیه وكان
البدن، ومجاري الباطنة والأعضاء الرأس فـَنقَيّ عجبًا، منه ترى أن أردت «إن الحكيم: جالینوس وقال
ويكون أيّام)، سـبعة (والبُـحْران رانًا بحُْ العلیلَ تسقيه أن وذلك — اللوغاديا بـإيارج العلّة مادّة ١٠وأنـقصْ

الحسن الكيموس، الجیّد منه، المعتدل على والاعتماد الغذاء إصلاح مع دراهم، ثلٰثة وزن الشربة قدَْرُ
من تقوم أن قبل فِعْلِه وبركة ونجحه برهانه ترى لك: حكيتُه ما على الدهن هذا تسـتعمل ثمّ الجوهر.

الله»؞ بـإذن العلیل، عند
من رطلين قدر علیه فاطرحْ العقاقير، هذه ثفل من الدهن هذا لك صفّيت «إذا الحكيم: جالینوس وقال
المطبوخُ یذهب حتىّ ساعات أربع وتطبخه | الأصفر، الطلاء من رطل ومقدار الرقيق، الزیتون زیت ١٥پ٥١ظ

لبْ الصُّ وأوجاع والإبریة والاقشعرار للنافض به ویدُهن به. ویتُحفظّ زجاج، إناءٍ في ويرُفع الدهن. ویبقى
الغلیظة»؞ الباردة والرياح والخام البلغم من الكائنة والمفاصل والوركين

والصمم للسدّة عجیبًا النفع، سریع فوجده الیقظة في وجرّبه النوم في علمه ممّا الحكيم جالینوس وحكى
تجُمعان بّ: الدُّ ومرارة الذئب مرارةُ ذلك، من — الأذنين مجاري في الكائنة والرياح والصرير والدويّ
وینُقطّ ويرُفع. ویدُقّ، الـمَـرْدَقوُش)، (وهو الفارٔ أُذُن شجرة وماء المعصور ذاب السَّ ماء من بمثلهما ٢٠جمیعًا

الدواء یفسد أن خِفْتَ وإن محتلم. غلامٍ بول أو الرقيق المرّ الشراب من بشيء محلولاً الأذن في منه
مثانة أو كبشٍ مثانة في تجعله أو صحیح، عسلٍ في وتدفنه علیه وتطبع نظیفة زجاجةٍ في فتجعله وینُتن،

العسل»؞ في وتدفنه وتقبره طایفيّ، جلد من معمولة

پ «فنقى» ٩فـَنقَيّ] ‖ پ «ویصربه» به] ٧ویصرّ ‖ *عمله) ⩼) پ «علَّمه» ٧علمه] ‖ پ «والىوا|تر» ٥والتواتـُر]
‖ پ «السداب» ذاب] ٢٠السَّ ‖ پ «عجیب» ١٨عجیبًا] ‖ *عمله ⩼ ١٨علمه] ‖ پ «اللوعاديا» ١٠اللوغاديا] ‖

پ. «طایفى» ١طایفيّ] ‖ پ «وىجعله» تجعله] ٢٢أو ‖ پ «محلوله» ٢١محلولاً] ‖ پ «العاڒ» ٢٠الفارٔ]

الـمَـرْدَقوُش] . . ٢٠أُذُن. ‖ (ܟܝܡܘܣ) «χυμός» > ١١الكيموس] ‖ «κρίσις» ܢܐ≡ ܒܘܚ > أيّام] سـبعة ١٠والبُـحْران
≡ الفارٔ» «اذٓان ≠ («σάμψουχον» ≡) وش زان > ١٦٣٣٢؛ عمدة ومردقوش» ومرددوش ومرزجوش «مرزجنوش

.«μυὸς ὦτα»
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وصفنا التيّ الصفة هذه ‖ على العلّة هذه من تنفعان الجاموس ومرارة الفيل مرارة أنّ جالینوس پ٥٢ووحكى

دبـّرنا. الّذي والتدبير
ويخُلط لبْاح السِّ شحم من مثله ويجُمع شحمه ویؤخذ الفجل، بماء وخُلطت الحجل كَر ذَ مرارة أُخذت وإذا
تمامه بعد من ذلك ويرُفع اللوز، زیت أو الفجل زیت أو رازِقيّ زنبقٍ باؤقـیّة لیّنة نارٍ على ذلك جمیع
وحبّ باللوغاديا الرأس تنقية بعد خاصّةً والصمم، السمع وثقل للسدّة منه وتنُقطّ نظیفة. زجاجةٍ ٥في

البزور بماء ونصف درهمين وزن اللوغاديا: من يشرُب ما قدر ويكون لیلًة. ثلاثين الأصطماخيقون
اللیلة؞ وذا اللیلة ذا يشرُب درهم: وزنُ الأصطماخيقون ماء من ويشرُب والخولنجان. والزنجبیل

شيء الأذن في وقع ما إذا 1.4.2وأما

واسعة محجمةٌ الأذن على فتوضع تره، لم فإن الحدید؛ الآت بعض أو ⟨ — ⟩ اسـتخرجتهَ رأیته، فإن
المجاري اتسّعت عطس، فإذا — مناخره وتمُسك بالكندس، ذلك خلال في س ویعُطَّ . قوّياًّ ا مصًّ ١٠وتمصّ

الأذن. من الحبّة واندفعت
الخطميّ ماء تسُقى فإنهّا الوالدة: في المشـيمة بقيت أو بطنها في الولد مات إذا المرأة على يحُتال پ٥٢ظوبذلك

بطنها؞ في ما تطرح ذلك فعند وتعُطّس، تـُقـیّأ ثمّ المزلِقة، الأشـیاء من ذلك شـبه أو

إخراجه وأردت ماء الأذن في وقع إذا 1.4.3فأما

الثاني الطرف وتدهن بسكينّ، تحدّه أن بعد الأذن في الواحد طرفها وتدُخل تابوُدا قصبة لذلك ١٥فتاخٔذ

تْه ونـَقّـَ وجذبته الأذن في الّذي الماء شربت بالنار، سخنت إذا القصبة، فإنّ النار. تحته وتوقد بالزنبق،
الله؞ شاء إن وجففّته،

برئه»؞ في تطمع لم مزمناً، الصمم كان «إن جالینوس: وقال

الأذن في الدود 1.4.4علاج

بالخلّ، الكَبرَ ورق ماء أو بالخلّ، الخوخ ورق ماء فيه ویصُبّ المشويّ. البقر لحم ماء الأذن في ٢٠یصُبّ

الأخضر؞ الحـُرْف ماء أو

‖ پ «ىقيه» ١٢بقيت] ‖ پ حيقون» «الاص ٧الأصطماخيقون] ‖ «ڒازى» ٤رازِقيّ] ‖ پ «ىنفع» ١تنفعان]
پ. برْءِهِ» ١٨برئه] ‖ پ «ىابودا» ١٥تابوُدا] ‖ پ «المزلفة» ١٣المزلِقة]

هو «بابرس ⨀ ١٥تابوُدا] ‖ *{slbḥ} ٢٥٧ DAA ⨀ ١٩٩٦–٢٠؛ I تصریف النهریةّ» السلابح «شحم لبْاح] ٣السِّ
.١٦١٠٦ عمدة دِيّ» البرَْ «تَابوُذَا: ،(«πάπυρος» ≡) ٨١٧–٩ تفسيرج تابودا» وبالبربریةّ [...] البرديّ
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واللسان الفم ذكر باب 1.5

بهما المخصوصة وعللهما ومزاجهما
والیبس. فالبرد والأسـنان: الفم مزاج وأمّا والرطوبة؛ فالحرارة اللسان: مزاج أمّا

فَس. والنّـَ كلْ والأَ طْق النّـُ ففي ‖ منافعهما: وأمّا پ٥٣و

وسواد اللثة، من الدم یلُ وسـَ والبَخَر، الأسـنان، ووجع والـحَفر، كلَة، فالأَ وأمراضهما: عللهما وأمّا ٥

واللسان؞ والغَلصَْمة اللَّهاة في یعرض والاسترخاء والورم، و البَثرْ، والحروشة، الأسـنان،

الأكلة علاج 1.5.1

والقيح. العفن یذهب حتىّ عليها ویلُزق به تحُكّ المصريّ: المرهم
كّ والسُّ الأَثل وحبّ الكَباّر وأصول الأصفر والهلیلج مثقوب الغير العفص من فيؤخذ ذهب، فإذا
— كلة الأ على ذلك ویذُرّ العَوْسجَ، بماء ویعُجن وینُخل یدُقّ جزو. واحد كلّ من والأُشـنان: ⟨و ⟩المرّ ١٠

ساعات. ثلاث وتحبسه ذررْته، فإذا فالعسل. العوسج، ماء يكن لم فإن
بالخلّ؞ المطبوخ بالهلیلج الفم ويشُللّ

الحفر علاج وأما 1.5.2

سواء؞ كلة الأ به تعُالج بما فيُعالج

پ. «وىدهن» ١٠ویعُجن] ‖ پ «المز» ١٠⟨و ⟩المرّ] ‖ پ «القلصمت» ٦والغَلصَْمة] ‖ پ «للبطن» طْق] ٤النّـُ

٨–٩؛ ٢٣ا XI لسان كلّت» وتأ أسـنانه ائتكلت وقد مؤتكلة، أنهّا أي (بالتحریك): كلٌَ أَ أسـنانه «وفي كلَة] ٥فالأَ
هي وقيل: الأسـنان؛ أصول في سُلاقٌ والـحَفَرُ: «والـحَفـرُ ٥والـحَفر] ‖ /ܐܟܠܢܐ) (ܐܟ «βρῶσις/βρῶμα» ≡
Γتشريح الحنجرة» فم في المعلَّق الجسم بالغلصمة «أعني ٦والغَلصَْمة] ‖ ٢٦–٢٧ ٢٠٤ب IV لسان الأسـنان» تعلو صُفْرةٌ

الطتِيب من ضربٌ كّ: «والسُّ كّ] ٩والسُّ ‖ *{kpr} ٤٥٣ DAA ⨀ ٩الكَباّر] ‖ «ἐπιγλωττίς» ≡ ١٥٩٤–١٦؛
٦٥٣ ذخيرة الفم“» ”أُشـنان له یقُال «أُشـنان ١٠والأُشـنان] ‖ ١١–١٢ ٤٤٢ا X لسان ورامك» مِسكٍ من يرُكَّب

شمعون). →) ١٧١٠٤–١٩ III الحاوي بالخلّ» الهلیلج «طبیخ بالخلّ] . . . ١٢بالهلیلج ‖
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والأسنان الضرس وجع 1.5.3وأما

الكبير. الترياق أو الهنديّ المغیث أو والفلونیا بالشجزنايا فيُضمّدها
عْترَ والصَّ الغُـبَيراء | فيه فيُطبخ الصحیح الخلّ لذلك ویؤخذ البلغم: تخُرج التيّ الحارّة بالغراغر پ٥٣ظویـُتغرغر

سخناً. به ويتمُضمض وخردل، وفلفل وعاقرقرحا صحیحة وحنظلة
في الكائن والبلغم والنسـیان الوجه ولبرد لذلك نافع فإنهّ فْت، الزَّ مع الرأس) حبّ (وهو المیويزج ٥ویمُضغ

اللعاب؞ وسـیلان الفم

الأسنان ك تحر 1.5.4وأما

بالذهب. بتشبيكها إلاّ لها دواءَ ولا خيرها، فلَیْائس عروقها، ماتت فقد قديماً كان فإن فينظرها:
مسحوقين. والسُكّ یّان الشـَّ أصولها على فاحملْ محدثًا، ذلك كان وإن

الأسـنان. باصٔول ویلُصق وینُخل فيُدقّ درهم، وزن الشعير من یؤخذ ١٠أو

أصولها؞ على ويحُمل وبخلّ، بعسل فيُعجن اليمانيّ بّ الشَّ ویؤخذ

وعلاجه 1.5.5البخر

فابردْها الأعلى، كلّة متأ كانت وإن فاقلعْها؛ الأصول، كلّة متأ سنٍّ من كان فانٔ والأسـنان: الفم في البخر
بالمـبرْد.

یدُقّ والإذخر: والقرفة الكُزبرة وبزر عْدى والسُّ ونِيز والشُّ الكرفس مضغُ ويسُـتعمل العُنْصُل. بخلّ ١٥ويتمُضمض

حين. بعد حيناً ویمُضع ذلك

الحاوي ⊃ ماسویه ابن بالعسل» أو بالخلّ خُلط إذا الأسـنان ویمُسك اللثة يشُدّ «الشبّ أصولها] . . . بّ ١١الشَّ
‖ .٢٣١٨٧–١١٨٨ فردوس أطرافها» لتسـتوي بالمبردة كلّة المتأ «ویبرد بالمـبرْد] ١٣-١٤فابردْها ‖ ٨١٤٢–٩ III
τὰς περὶ] الفم نتن وأذهب [...] العنصل بخلّ [διακλυζόμενον] تمُُضمض «وإذا → العُنْصُل] بخلّ ١٥ويتمُضمض

.(«σκιλλητικὸν ὄξος» ١٢١٧–١٤ III Δ ≡) ١٥–١٦
١١١ظ حشائش «[στόμα δυσωδίας

‖ پ «الشـبان» یّان] ٩الشـَّ ‖ پ «البورح» ٥المیويزج] ‖ پ «وللعنب» ٢المغیث] ‖ پ «بالسجزىايا» ٢بالشجزنايا]
پ. «وىضع» ١٦ویمُضع] ‖ پ «والادخر» ١٥والإذخر] ‖ پ «والسعدا» عْدى] ١٥والسُّ

بالفارسـیّة ويسُمّى» الرأس، بحبّ عندنا المعروف وهو البرّيّ“، ”الزبيب «تاؤیله الرأس] . . ٥المیويزج. ‖ οὖα≡ ٣الغُـبَيراء]
الرأس» حبّ وهو الجبل“، ”زبيب تفسيره بالفارسـیّة «ميويزج ،(«σταφὶς ἀγρία» ≡) ٩٨٨–١٠ تفسيرج ”ميويزج“»

.١١٩ ثامنة الأخوين» دم وهو الأیدع، وهو «الشـیّان: یّان] ٩الشـَّ ‖ ک و > أهرن)؛ →) [٥٣٧] تلخیص
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به. الحكّ ویديم یوسف، بن الحجّاج وسـنون الهندیـّة الأفاویه نون سـَ ويسُـتعمل
الفم. من البلغم تخُرج التيّ ‖ والمماضغ الحارّة الغراغر ویوُاظب پ٥٤و

وحبّ المعدة حبّ فيشرُب الصوت. رفع عند بزيادته ذلك فيُـعرف المعدة، قِبَل من البخر كان فإن
الله. شاء إن یبرأ، حتىّ ذلك یوُالى الفيقرا: وإيارج الهنديّ المغیث وحبّ بيار الشَّ

الخیاشـيم. قِبَل من خياشـيمیًّا يكون وأن بالتنفُّس، ذلك ویـُعرف الرأس، قِبَل من البخر كان وإن ٥

صاحبه یوُاظب أن وذلك لك. أصفه بما فيُعالج حدیثاً، كان وإن یبرأ؛ لن فولیّة، الطُّ من مزمناً كان فإن
جالینوس وحبّ بيار الشَّ حبّ مثل البلغمیّة، العفونات من والمعدة للرأس المنقيّة الأدویة شرب
دون كان لمن للأحداث صالحة الأدویة وهذه المعدة. وحبّ فيقرا وإيارج الأوسط والأصطماخيقون
أتمُّ ذلك فإنّ جالینوس: وإيارج اللوغاديا أو التیادریطوس على فلیعتمدْ الحدّ، هذا جاوز فمن الأربعين.

غالبةً؞ حسـنةً ودلائلُه البلغم وعلامات ناریةًّ الرطوبةُ كانت إن سـیّما لا والمشايخ، للمكـتهلين ١٠

المعدة حب صفة
والمعدة، الرأس في المجتمعة والأوساخ البلغمیّة، العفونات من الله، بـإذن النافع،

الشهوة. وضعف | والسدد، الاسـتمراء وسوء والكَظّة والتُّخَمة والنفخة، الغلیظة والرياح پ٥٤ظ

والحفظ. العقل في ويزید الرأس، وینُقيّ الباه، في ويزید القولنج، ورياح البخر من أیضًا وینفع
الله؞ بـإذن صحّته، وحفظ جسمه عدّل الصحیح، شربه وإن ١٥

أوقـیّة. مصطكى: أوقـیّة. أسقطريّ: صبر یؤخذ — أخلاطه
كلّ من الشاميّ): البسـباس (وهو الأَنِيـسُون وحبّ وأسارون لیخة السَّ وقشرُ وقرفة هنديّ سنبل
والإذخر والزعفران والغاریقون القصبيّ بِد ْ والترُّ والنَّانخَة الإقریطيّ الأَفِثيمون بزر ومن أوقـیّة. ثلُثْ واحد

دراهم. ثلٰثة واحد كلّ من والبلیلج:

‖ پ «موالي» ٤یوُالى] ‖ پ «المسٝك» ٤المغیث] ‖ پ «السـبان» بيار] ٤الشَّ ‖ پ «ویواضب» ٢ویوُاظب]
فيقرا] . . . ٨والأصطماخيقون ‖ پ «الشيىان» بيار] ٧الشَّ ‖ پ «الراس» ٧للرأس] ‖ پ «یواضب» ٦یوُاظب]
پ «اللوعاديا» ٩اللوغاديا] ‖ پ «التیادرىطوس» ٩التیادریطوس] پ فيقرا» ايارج | والاوشطوا «والاصطماحىڡون

‖ پ «والنانجه» ١٨والنَّانخَة] ‖ پ «الاڡڒىطى» ١٨الإقریطيّ] ‖ پ «وسوا» ١٣وسوء] ‖ پ «غالیه» ١٠غالبةً] ‖
پ. «وا|لحاڒیقون» ١٨والغاریقون]

المصطكى حبّ هو «الشبيار بيار] الشَّ ٣-٤وحبّ ‖ ٧١٠٤–١٠ تصریف الحجّاج» «سـنون Ⓡ یوسف] . . . ١وسـنون
أقراباذينس Ⓡ جالینوس] ٩وإيارج ‖ یار ب > ٢٩٧–٦؛ أقرباذينسـص Ⓡ أهرن)؛ →) [٩٧١] تلخیص والصبر»

II فلاحةع الشاميّ» البسـباس هو «وقيل: الشاميّ] . . . ١٧الأَنِيـسُون ‖ «ἄσαρον»≡ ١٧وأسارون] ‖ ١٩٨٢–٨٨٣
.ἄμμι ≡ واه؛ > ١٨والنَّانخَة] ‖ «ἐπίθυμον»≡ ١٨الأَفِثيمون] «ἄνησον» ≡ ٧٢٥٩؛
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ونصف. درهمين وزن واحد كلّ من والسقمونیا: الصینيّ والراوند البَلسْم حبّ ومن
ويحُبَّب. النعنع، وماء المعصور البسـباس بماء ویعُجن الجمیع یدُقّ

درهمين. وزن بالموالاة منه ويشرُب
عند دراهم ثلٰثة وزن ذلك عند منه ويسُقى — له فجائز معجونًا، ویصُيرّه بالعسل یعجنه أن أراد ومَن

الله؞ شاء إن نافع، — ٥النوم

الأوسط الأصطماخيقون حب صفة
ونفخها، المعدة اتسّاخ ومن الشقيقة، وريح والصرير والدويّ والتحیير الصداع من الله، بـإذن ینفع،

والخام. والبلغم السوداء المرّة ويخُرج َّسا. الن وعِرْق والوركين ‖ المفاصل وجع پ٥٥وومن

الله؞ شاء إن المعدة، حبُّ منه ینفع ما لكلّ وینفع

درهمًا. عشر خمسة واحد كلّ من الحنظل: وشحم الإقریطيّ الأفثيمون من یؤخذ — ١٠أخلاطه

درهمًا. ثلاثون الجیّد: الصبر ومن دراهم. سـبعة وزن الغاریقون: ومن
واحد كلّ من والزعفران: والسقمونیة الإدخر وفقُاّح والمصطكى البلسان وحبّ والقسط السنبل ومن

دراهم. أربعة
كالفلفل. وتحُبَّب الثعلب، شجرة بماء وتعُجن وتنُخل الأدویة تدُقّ

ونصفًا درهمًا بالملایلة منه ويشرب الله. شاء إن ونصفًا، مثقالاً والضعیف مثقالين، القوّيُّ منه ١٥ويشرَب

فاتر؞ بماء

اخٓر» أصطمخیقون «صنعة ≅ ٣١٤٠٥–٣٤٠٦؛ I تصریف عقيرّ» عشر أحد من اخٓر «أصطماخيقون Ⓡ ≅ ٦صفة]
.١٧٩٦–٢٤ أقراباذينس

الله] . . ٨-٩والخام. ‖ ت والنقرس» المعدة واوجاع الرأس اوجاع جمیع «من ونفخها] . . . الصداع ٧من ‖ ق – [. . ٧ینفع.
وعشرون ثمانیة وزن أسقوطريّ «صبر درهمًا] . . . ١١ومن ‖ قت «عشرة» ١١سـبعة] ‖ ت – ١٠الإقریطيّ] ‖ ت –
قت – ١٢والمصطكى] ‖ ق الطیب» «سنبل ١٢السنبل] ‖ ت درهما» سقطرى صبر دراهم اربعة «سقمونیا ق، درهمًا»
الأدویة] ١٤تدُقّ ‖ ت «ثلاثة» ق، ونصف» [...] «ثلاثة ١٣أربعة] ‖ قت – ١٢والسقمونیة] ‖ ق – ١٢وفقُاّح] ‖

١٤شجرة] ‖ ت الجمیع» یدق دراهم خمسة «سلیخه ق، مسحوقة» الأدویة هذه تجمع ونصف الدراهم سـتةّ وزن «سلیخة

في ويجفّف صِغارًا «حبًّا ت، الفلفل» مثل حبا «ویصنع كالفلفل] ١٤وتحُبَّب ‖ ت شجر» «ورق ق، النبطيّ» «الكرنب

«بما فاتر] . . ١٥-١٦ونصفًا. ‖ ق الله» شاء إن حارّ بماء ونصف درهمين وزن منه «الشربة [. . . ١٥ويشرَب ‖ ق الظلّ»
ت. فاتر»

‖ پ «ونصف» ١٥ونصفًا] ‖ پ ون» «الافى ١٠الأفثيمون] پ. «معمولا» ٤معجونًا] ‖ پ «بالموالات» ٣بالموالاة]
پ. «ونصف» ١٥ونصفًا]
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بهذا ذلك صاحب يسُعط أن خياشمیًّا، محدثًا كان إذا البخر، به یعُالج ممّا إنّ الحكيم جالینوس وقال
عُوط. السَّ

الأخضر الفيجن ورق درهم ووزن مسك، درهم ثمُن ووزن أحمر، مرّ درهم وزن یؤخذ — وصفته
. طرياًّ زُبـْدًا دراهم عشرة ووزن مَرْدَقوُش، ومثلُه

مرارًا؞ البخر | صاحب به ويسعط ذلك بعد ویصُفىّ یغلي، حتىّ فضّةٍ طَنْجَهارة في الجمیع یغُلى ٥پ٥٥ظ

ذلك ولمثل

درهم. واحد كلّ من اليمانيّ: والشبّ والجندبادستر والكندر المرّ من یؤخذ
المنخرين. في وتدُخل فتیلة فيه وتدُخل المعصور، الكرفس بماء ويخُلط ویغُربل ذلك یدُقّ

الله؞ شاء إن نافع،

پ. المنخران» «ڡے المنخرين] ٨في
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الدم وسیلان اللثات استرخاء 1.5.6وأما

الطالعان یفُصد أو الشفتين)، في اللّذان العرقان (وهما الشارفين وافصد الجبين، تحت الحجامة فاسـتعمل
اللسان)؞ تحت اللّذان العرقان (وهما

الأسنان ويصفّي اللثة يشد ا ومم

والعاقرقرحا والخولنجان والزنجبیل الأَنـْدَرانيّ والملح النـطرون من یؤخذ أن وصفته: نون، السـَّ هذا ٥وهو

والهلیلج الأثل وحبّ امِك والرَّ الروميّ والعفص العراقـيـّة عد والسُّ المحكوك والصندل یب الطِّ وجوز
وكبابة وقاقُلّة الورد وورق خام الـرُّ وكلس الصسَدَف وكلِْس القرنفل ودقاق والقرفة والأملج والبلیلج

هنديّ. وشـیطرج
نظیف. إناءٍ في ويرُفع وینُخل، ذلك جمیع یدُقّ

وسوادها. الأسـنان ووجع لاق، والسُّ اللثة، ‖ واسترخاء والبخر، للحفر به ١٠پ٥٦وويسُـتاك

الله؞ شاء إن نافع،

اللسان في والبثر الحروشة 1.5.7وأما

المخیطا. ماء أو بالـحُلبْاء ممزوج البنفسج بدهن أو الخیار، مع المغلى بدْ بالزُّ ذلك صاحبُ فيتـغرغر
الجبين. تحت ويحُتجم
التُّوث. بربّ ١٥ویـُتغرغر

الله؞ شاء إن اللسان، تحت اللّذين العرقين ویفتح

٨وشـیطرج] ‖ پ «وكىس» ٧وكلِْس] ‖ پ «اللذين» ٣اللّذان] ‖ پ «الطلیقان» ٢الطالعان] ‖ پ «اللدىن» ٢اللّذان]
پ. «الىوٮ» ١٥التُّوث] ‖ پ «یدهن» ١٣بدهن] ‖ پ «وسـیطرج»

١٥١١٧–١٦+٦١١٩–٧؛ I تصریف «الهاركان» ١٦٦٤؛ مجالس اللثة)» في عرقان (وهو الشفرين «وفتح ≟ ٢الشارفين]
فيتقشرّ اللسان على یثوُر حَبٌّ لاق: «والسُّ لاق] ١٠والسُّ ‖ ١٥١٨٩ هارونـیّة اللسان)» تحت عرقان (وهما «السارقان !

.١٦–١٧ ١٦٢ب X لسان الأسـنان» أصول في ٌ تقشرُّ ویقُال: اللسان؛ أصل على أو منه،
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واللسان اللثات في الورم وأما 1.5.8

مرّةً. عشر أحد یوم كلّ ماعز لبن أو أَتان بلبن فيُـتـغرغر
به. ویـُتـغرغر الرازيانج ماء ويسُقى

الاسٓ)؞ (وهو الرائحانيّ ⟩المطبوخ ⟨و الاسٓ، وماء التوث بربّ ویـُتـغرغر

وسقوطه اللسان استرخاء وأما 1.5.9٥

اللؤلؤيّ. الدواء ذلك صاحب يشرَب
جندبادستر. خُصیة من قطعةٌ تحته وتوضع البلسم، بدهن اللسان ویطُلى

الرأس. وحبّ بالخردل ویـُتـغرغر
كوت)؞ التَّا (وهو الفَـرْبـیُون بدهن والأخدعين الهامة ویدُهن

پ. «البا|كوت» كوت)] ٩التَّا

وهو ⨀«اوفربیون: كوت)] التَّا (وهو ٩الفَـرْبـیُون ‖ ١٢٥٧–١٩ أقراباذينس اللؤلؤ» دحمرتا «صنعة Ⓡ ≟ اللؤلؤيّ] ٦الدواء
.(«εὐφόρβιον» ≡) ٢٥٤ تفسيرج الزقوّم» وهو كوت، التا
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المنخرین ذكر 1.6باب

وأدویتهما وأمراضهما ومزاجهما
والیبس. فالبرد المنخرين: مزاج أمّا

والتنفُّس. مّ فالشَّ منافعهما: وأمّا
عاف، والرُّ والبواسير، والقروح | والورم، والحرارة الأنف، یَلان وسـَ الشمّ فانقطاع أمراضهما: ٥پ٥٦ظوأمّا

تنْ؞ والنّـَ

والسیلان الشم انقطاع من دواؤهما 1.6.1وأما

دانق ونصف أبیض، كندر من دانق وزن فيهما ويجُعل يخُلطان زُبد، من ومثلُه سمن من شيءٌ فيؤخذ
جمرٍ نار على الجمیع ویغُلى رطب. مردقوش ورقات وسـبع عنبر، وحبةّ مسك، حبةّ ووزن أحمر، مُرٍّ

أيّام. ثلٰثة ويسُعط وتصُفيّه مساعط. ثلٰث قدَر ويكون قوّته، تخرج ١٠حتىّ

الله؞ شاء إن الكبار، الإيارجات وبعض جالینوس حبّ نحو البلغم، أو السوداء المرّة یه یمُشـّ بما واسقه

فيالأنف والحرارة الورم 1.6.2وأما

الّذي العرق (وهو المنخر عرق له فافصدْ الثالٓیل)، (وهي والبواسير الأنف في والحرارة الورم من فامّٔا
المنخرين). بين

بالكندس. رأسه ونقَِّ والشبيار، الفيقرا ١٥واسقه

مرارًا. علیه واحملْه الحاذق، بالخلّ واعجنْه واسحقْه، البُطْم وأحرق
الله؞ شاء إن الباسور، یذهب حتىّ بها وداوِمْه وعالجهْ المصريّ، الدواء في مغموسة بفتائل وعالجهْ

.١١٨٠–١٥ وساد الشمّ» «لانقطاع ∼= ٨فيؤخذ]

و. مردقوش» ورقات «وسـبع [. . . ٩وسـبع

«والشـیار» ١٥والشبيار] ‖ پ دحسن» «من ٩مردقوش] ‖ پ «دواهما» ٧دواؤهما] ‖ پ «المنخران» ین] ١المنخر
پ. «الناسور» ١٧الباسور] ‖ پ «واعجن» ١٦واعجنْه] ‖ پ

.«αἱμορραγία» ≡ عاف] ٥والرُّ ‖ «πολύπους/ὄζαινα» ≡ ٥والبواسير] ‖ «κόρυζα» ≡ الأنف] یَلان ٥وسـَ
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الرعاف وأما 1.6.3

أنفه. في فيُنفخ محرق قرطاس له فيؤخذ
البارد. الماء رأسه على ویصُبّ

أنفه. في وتدُخل الماء، في وتغُمس الورد، دهن في فتُبلّ فتیلة وتؤخذ
أعضاؤه. ويشُدّ ٥

المرهم. حكایة في الخطميّ وماء الشعير ودقيق والخلّ الفلفل صدغیه على ویوضع پ٥٧و

شرط. بلا الكبد على ويحُتجم
الله؞ شاء إن یقطعه، ذلك فإنّ المنخرين: في منه ویدُهن بالخلّ، الزاج ويخُلط

پ. «ويشد» ٥ويشُدّ] ‖ پ «ویغمس» ٤وتغُمس] ‖ پ محرقا» «قرطاسا محرق] ٢قرطاس
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الوجه ذكر 1.7باب

ومداواته وأمراضه ومزاجه
والیبس. البرد فمزاجه الوجه، أمّا

الحواسّ. مكان وهو فالزّیِنة. منفعته: وأمّا
.⟨— — أمراضهما، ٥⟨وأمّا

الحمرة من 1.7.1علاجه

الجبهة. في المنتصب والعرق القيفال فصدُ
یومًا. عشرين الفيقرا واسقه

الثعلب؞ شجر بماء والزعفران الأفيون علیه واطل بالخلّ؛ الأفيون وجهه على واطْلِ

والكلف والبثر البرش 1.7.2١٠وأما

يجلوه. ما ذلك بـإثر يحُمل ثمّ الحاذق، بالخلّ الحمام خرو علیه فاحملْ
ویطُلى بیضةٍ، بمحُّ ويخُلطان يسُحقان جزو. الأحمر: المرّ ومن جزو؛ الكركم: من یؤخذ أن — وصفته
بلبن أو بالماء وتعُجن فتُدقّ الصنوبر، ولباب واللوز والحمّص الفول دقيق یؤخذ ثمّ به. ویبيت الوجه به

صالـحًا. غسلاً بالغد الوجه به ویغُسل نافع، فهو — حمارة
النهار؞ أو باللیل جالینوس وحبّ الكبير بالبُخْتَج والید الوجه ١٥وینُقىّ

الوجه في القروح 1.7.3وأما

بالنار؞ وتكُوى فتُقطع العدسـیّة: تكون أن إلاّ ذكره، قدّمنا ما على المنخرين به | یدُاوى بما پ٥٧ظفيُداوى

پ. «ويكوى» ١٧وتكُوى] ‖ پ «یداوا» ١٧یدُاوى] ‖ پ «فيداوا» ١٧فيُداوى]

١٠البرش ‖ ٧١٥٢–٨ XIV K Γ «ἡ ἐν μετώπῳ ὀρθίας φλέψ» ≡ الجبهة] . . ٧والعرق. ‖ ἐρυσίπελας ≡ ٦الحمرة]
العصير «البُخْتُجُ: ١٥بالبُخْتَج] ‖ «ἔφηλις» ١٠والكلف] ‖ «φακός» ≡ لبنيّ» «بثر «ἐξάνθημα»؛ ≡ والبثر]
البهق» من ینفع «بختج Ⓡ ≟ ٢٢–٢٣؛ ٢١١ا II لسان مطبوخ“» ”عصير أيْ ”مِيبُخْتَه“ بالفارسـیّة وأصله المطبوخ،

.Pharm 6.1|6 ⬇ ١٤–٢٥؛ ٣٦ظ دكاّنل
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اللقوة وأما 1.7.4

الأدهان. بهذه الوجه دَهْن ویدُاوم الفربیون، دهن أو الجندبادستر بدهن صاحبها فيسعط
الحارّ. بالشراب أو حمارة بلبن أو بالزنبق محلولاً الجندبادستر من حمّصة بمثل ويسعط

الله؞ شاء إن والإبل، الكلاب بابٔوال ويسعط

الحاجبین شعر انـتـثار وأما 1.7.5٥

علیه. ویطُلى بالخلّ، رماده ويخُلط ونيز، الشُّ يحُرق
ورد. بدهن فيُدهن المحرق، الرصاص رماد یؤخذ أو

ورد. بدهن محروقة حِرْباء ورأس ⟨ — ⟩ حافر علیه ویطُلى
تنبت؞ فإنهّا عليها: ويحُمل الاسٓ، ودهن بالطلى فيُذاف اللاذن یاخٔذ أو

دهن في الجندبیدستر سحُق «إن ٣ويسعط] ‖ الفربیون») أو الجندبادستر («بدهن ٣١٧٥–٣٢ I تصریف ≅ ٢فيسعط]
نجح؛ ⊅ ٩أو] ‖ ٣١١٠٧–٥١٠٨ نجح وسفوطها» الشعر انتثار «وأمّا ≡ ٥وأما] ‖ ٢١٢٥–٢٢ ذخيرة واسـتُعمل» زنبق

.(«λάδανον» ٢٣٨٨–٢٤ I Δ ≡) ٥–٦ ٢٢ظ حشائش →

‖ په ورد] . . . ٧أو ‖ پ «الجار» ٣الحارّ] ‖ پ «الحىاڒشـنبڒ» ٣الجندبادستر] ‖ پ «الخىار|شـنىڒ» ٢الجندبادستر]
پ. «بالطلي» ٩بالطلى] ‖ پ «وىطلا» ٨ویطُلى]

.«πτίλωσις/μαδάρωσις/μίλφωσις» ≡ الحاجبین] شعر ٥انـتـثار



580 Throat

الحلق ذكر 1.8باب

ومداواته وأمراضه ومزاجه
والرطوبة. الحرارة فمزاجه الحلق، أمّا

وْت. والصَّ فَس النّـَ فخروج منفعته: وأمّا
والخنازير؞ اللهاة، وورم والعَلقَ، والورم، والخشونة، والبُحّة بحة، فالذُّ أمراضه: ٥وأمّا

وعلاجها 1.8.1الذبحة

. قوّياًّ حَدَثًا كان إن ابتدائها، في افصدْه
والحلباء. الكتاّن وزریعة الشعير دقيق من لصَُوقاً عليها واحملْ

والحلباء. الزبيب فيه المطبوخ الماء واسقه
الكَشْك. ‖ وبماء والفانید بد بالزُّ ١٠پ٥٨وویغُذّى

التوث. بربّ ویغُرغر
الله؞ شاء إن أيّام، سـبعة ذلك كثر وأ — أيّام أربعة في يهلك صاحبه فإنّ غائرًا، ا حارًّ ورمًا كان فإن

والخشونة البحوحة 1.8.2وأما

به. ویـُتغرغر ویدُفأ الورد، بدهن ويخُلط بد الزُّ فيؤخذ
به. ویـُتغرغر الحلیب، باللبن الخیارشـنبر ١٥ویغُلى

به؞ ویـُتغرغر الخلّ، في الكتاّن وزریعة الحلباء وتغُلى

.٦١٠٨–٢٥١١٠ نجح الحلڧ» ڢـي «الفول ≡ ١باب]

١٢فإن] ‖ نجح الڢرصاد» «بما التوث] ١١بربّ ‖ نجح «والحبسة» + ٥والخشونة] ‖ نجح الطعام» «وممرّ وْت] ٤والصَّ
نجح. «والحبسة» + ١٣والخشونة] ‖ نجح الخامس» أو الرابع ڢـي مخوّڢ داخل، ڢهو یتبينّ، لم «وما

پ. «غاىرا» ١٢غائرًا] ‖ پ «الثوٮ» ١١التوث]

«βράγχος» ≡ ٥والبُحّة] ‖ «κυνάγχης/συνάγχης» ≡ ١–١٨؛
٤٣٨ا II لسان بحَْة/ذَبحَْة» بحََة/ذُِ «ذُِ بحة] ٥فالذُّ

σταφυλῆς» ≡ اللهاة] ٥وورم ‖ ܐ) ܠ ) «βδέλλαι» ≡ ٥والعَلقَ] ‖ «τραχύτης» ≡ ٥والخشونة] ‖
١٠الكَشْك] ‖ ذ د/ > ١٠والفانید] ‖ ܬܐ) (ܚܙܝ «χοιράδες» ≡ ٥والخنازير] ‖ «φλεγμοναί/κιονίδες

.«πτισάνη» ١؛ ٤٨١ب X لسان الشعير» ماء «الكَشْكُ:
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الصوت لانقطاع صفة

ویلُعق؞ عسل، مع ویطُبخ الكُـرُنبْ، عصارة من یؤخذ

الصوت لانقطاع أخرى صفة

كلّ من وبـُنْدُق: مقلوّ، الكبار الصنوبر وحبّ العجم، منزوع وزبيب منخولاً، مدقوقاً كتاّن بزر یؤخذ
بالسویةّ. واحد ٥

واحدة؞ ملعقة منها ویعُطى مطبوخ، بعسل وتعُجن جمیعًا تسُحق

الحلق في الورم وأما 1.8.3

الذبحة. صاحب على يحُمل ما علیه فيُحمل
واحد كلّ من والصبر: والزعفران القاقيا فيه ویوضع الماء یصُفىّ ثمّ حارّ، ماء في فيُنقع الخیارشـنبر ویؤخذ

به. فيُـتغرغر درهم. نصف وماميثا: درهم؛ وزن ١٠

التوث؞ بربّ ویـُتغرغر

اللهاة ورم وأما 1.8.4
پ٥٨ظ

مسحوق. عفص من وشيء والملح بالنشُاذر فيرُفع
العنصل؞ بخلّ أو والملح، بالخلّ ویـُتغرغر

٣صفة] ‖ (Ἀντώνιος Μούσας → Ἀσκληπιάδης →) ١٢٤٨–٤ XIII Γ «πρὸς φονῆς ἀποκοπήν» → ١صفة]
.(٢٥٨–٣٥٩ XIII Γ ⩼) ١٢٤٩٢–١٦ II Iatrica «ἀρτηριακή» →

١١بربّ ‖ Iat «εἰς ὕπνον» + واحدة] . . . ٦ویعُطى ‖ Iat «καρύων ποντικῶν κεκαθαρμένων» ٤وبـُنْدُق]
نجح. الڢرصاد» «بربّ التوث]

پ. «للثوتِ» ١١التوث] ‖ پ سـنبر» | «الخىار ٩الخیارشـنبر]
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العلق 1.8.5وأما

رْفاء. بالطَّ صاحبها فيُدخَّن
والنشاذر. كالثوم ومملوح، حارّ كلّ كل ویأ

والزنجار. والخلّ بالنوشاذر أو والخلّ، بالزاج ویتغرغر
الأدویة. حرّ من تجد لما الماء في تسقط فإنهّا حلقه: ویفتح ماء، فيه طَسْت إلیه ٥ویقُرّب

الله؞ شاء إن يحترق، أن فيوشك بالبَقّ: سـیّما لا ر، التبخُّ أُدمن امتنعت، فإن

الخنازیر 1.8.6وأما

به ویطُبخ هْد الشُّ بعسل ویعُجن الحیّات، ورماد الرطب الجبن من المصنوع المعجون بالدواء فتُداوى
الخنازير. على ويحُمل یتعلّك، حتىّ

مرّات. ثلاث یوم كلّ في بالقطن الحمل لسان ماء عليها ١٠ويحُمل

كالباسلیقون المنقيّة، والمراهم بالعسل، العدس دقيق مثل الفاسد، للحّم كلة الآ الأدویة عليها وتحُمل
المصريّ. ومرهم الأربعة مرهم أو الكتاب، صدر في المذكور الروميّ والمرهم

الحارّة. بالغراغر ویغُرغر
الكندس؞ ودواء تَج بالكُسـْ رأسه ‖ پ٥٩ووینُقىّ

فردوس فتسقط» حينئذ تعطش العلق فإنّ — فمه ویفتح الماء فيه طَشْت یدیه بين یوضع «ثمّ الماء] . . . ٥ویقُرّب
.٣٢٣٧–٤

١٣الحارّة] ‖ په «ولمراهم» پ، «والمراهم» ١١والمراهم] ‖ پ «وبالڡطن» ١٠بالقطن] ‖ پ «فتداوا» ٨فتُداوى]
پ. «ىالكسـىح» تَج] ١٤بالكُسـْ ‖ پ «الحاده»

τὸ» ≡ الكندس] ١٤ودواء ‖ ه > تَج] ١٤بالكُسـْ ‖ «τετραφάρμακον/τετραφάρμακος» ≡ الأربعة] ١٢مرهم
.«διὰ τοῦ στρουθίου
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الرحيم الرحمٰن الله بسم

فصل
أنّ وذلك الصدر. وهو الثاني، بالربع فلنبدأ والعنق؛ الرأس وهو ⟨الأوّل⟩، الإنسان رُبع تقضىّ قد وإذْ
فجلعت الأربع، السـنة وأزمان الأربع بالنواحي وقرنـتْه أجزاء أربعة على الإنسان جسم قسمت الأوائل
الأجزاء هذه من جزو لكلّ ووضعت جزوًا. والساقين جزوًا، والجوف جزوًا، والصدر جزوًا، الرأس ٥

الدواء. من یوُافقه وما الأمراض من فيه يحدث ما

وأدویتـه؞ وأمراضه ومنافعه ومزاجه الصدر نذكر حين وهذا

الصدر أما 2.1

والیبوسة. الحرارة فمزاجه:
التيّ خانـيـّة الدُّ الأبخرة وإخراج القلب إلى الهواء من اللطیف َّسـيم الن إدخال في كالكِير فإنهّ منافعه: فامٔا ١٠

البدن». «تنوّر ويسُمّونه الأنفاسُ. تكون داخله وفي والرئة، القلب حجاب وهو القلب. تغَُمّ
الدم؞ ونفَْث والوَثيْ، النَّفَس، وضیق عال، والسُّ فالوجع، أمراضه: فامّٔا

الصدر وجع علاج 2.1.1

ممزوجين. والبنفسج بالزنبق الصدر یدُهن
فاتر. ماء من جة أُسكُـرُّ بقدر الكبير الترياق من درهم وزن ويسُقى ١٥

نجح. الصدر» ڢـي «الفول ≡ ٨أما] ‖ ١١٠٤–٢٣ فردوس ≈ جزوًا] . . . ٣-٥وذلك

نجح. والسعال» الجنب «وذات عال] ١٢والسُّ

١٢والوَثيْ] ‖ پ «تعم» ١١تغَُمّ] ‖ پ «الهوي» ١٠الهواء] ‖ پ « «كالك ١٠كالكِير] ‖ په جزوًا] ٥والصدر
پ. « «والو

.«αἵματος πτύσις» ≡ الدم] ١٢ونفَْث ‖ «ἄσθμα» ≡ النَّفَس] ١٢وضیق ‖ ( ܘ ) «βήξ» ≡ عال] ١٢والسُّ
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الجنب. لذات الطیّب بالبنفسج ممزوجة السائلة بالمیعة صدره ویمُرّخ
الورد. ودهن والعُنـّاب المخیطا من مرهم له عمُل الجنب، ذات من الوجع كان پ٥٩ظفإن

الروميةّ. الفِلوُنِـیة ومن كركرما الدبید من ويسُقى بالمصطكى. المطبوخ والماء والعسل الماء ويسُقى
العلّة. مبتدإ في ویفُصد

سكنجبين. من شيء مع والزبيب الحلباء ماء ٥ويسُقى

بْلاب. واللّـَ الـخُبّاز ويحُسىّ
الطبیعة؞ وتلُينّ

السعال 2.1.2وأما

الحلباء. ولزوجة والفانید الكثيراء من یتُخّذ لعوقٍ بمثل ويرُطّب، یلُينّ ما بكلّ فيُداوى
والعسل. بالسمن السكّر ١٠ويحُسىّ

عْد. والسُّ الهنديّ بالعود والسعتر بالقسط ویبُخّر الحمّام، ویدخل
الله؞ شاء إن یبرأ، حتىّ ونهارًا لیلاً والبنفسج بالزنبق صدرهِ دَهْن ویدُاوم

النفس ضیق 2.1.3وأما

وباللعوقات عسل، من شيء مع الكرفس فيه المطبوخ وبالماء والعسل، بالماء الطباشير أقْرصِة فيسُقى
مسحوقاً. الطعام في له یطُرح وبالعاقرقرحا: السعال؛ من ذكرنا ١٥التيّ

الله؞ شاء إن لذلك، نافعةٌ والمطبوخات والذبیذات الترياقات من للسدد المفتحّة الأشـیاء فإنّ وبالجملة،

من المادّة ليسـتجلب للوجع المخالڢ الجانب «من + العلّة] . . . ٤ویفُصد ‖ نجح الورد» ودهن «والاسٓ الورد] ٢ودهن
نجح والحلبا» السڢرجل «حبّ ٩الحلباء] ‖ نجح واللبلاب» الخیار «وجنبّه بْلاب] واللّـَ . . . ٦ويحُسىّ ‖ نجح الثاني» الجانب

نجح. «اللزوجات» ١٤وباللعوقات] ‖ نجح – ١١والسعتر] ‖

١١والسعتر] ‖ پ «بكلما» ما] ٩بكلّ ‖ پ «وىليں» ٧وتلُينّ] ‖ پ «الدىىد» ٣الدبید] ‖ پ زج» «و ١ویمُرّخ]
پ. «نافع» ١٦نافعةٌ] ‖ پ «المنفتحه» ١٦المفتحّة] ‖ پ «وباللوغات» ١٤وباللعوقات] ‖ پ « «والسع

الخبّاز)» (هي «والملوخيا ٦الـخُبّاز] ‖ ٩٤٤–٢٠ أقراباذينس Ⓡ الروميةّ] ٣الفِلوُنِـیة ‖ «πλευρῖτις» ≡ الجنب] ١لذات
یصرُع). صبيّ في جالینوس، →) [٥٢٦] تلخیص البسـتانيّ» الخبّاز وهو «[ملوكـیّة] ،٢٣٨٥ العرب طبّ
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النفس لضيق صفة

.⟨...⟩ عراقيّ: كبریت ربع. ر⟨بع...⟩: شبّ: ربع. زرنیخ: یؤخذ
⟨...⟩؞ انبرشت بیضة في ⟨...⟩ یوم كلّ منه ویؤخذ

الدم نفث وأما 2.1.4

صافياً. قلیلاً يكون بانٔ فيُعرف ٥

بالسمن. الأرمنيّ ‖ والطين والشـیّان والكندر العربيّ الصمغ من یصُنع الّذي اللعوق له فيُعمل پ٦٠و

والعسل. بالماء كان، ذلك أيّ َّنار، والجلُ واللُّوبان الأخوين دم أو الحمل لسان ويسُقى
ويسُـتعمل والمسخّنة؛ والحرّیفة والحادّة الحارّة والأشـیاء المسكرّة، والأشربة سمّ، والدَّ اللُّحمان وتجُتنب

والكمَُّثراء؞ فَرْجُل السَّ مثل قابض، كلّ سـیّما ولا البارد،

الصدر في الوثي وأما 2.1.5١٠

أیضًا. منه ويشرُب والموميا، بالزنبق الصدر فيُدهن
والعسل؞ البیض ببياض معجونًا بقشره المسحوق العدس من ضمادٌ علیه ويحُمل

نجح. «المطبوخ» ١٢المسحوق] ‖ نجح «مرهما» ١٢ضمادٌ]

پ. «العرق» ٦اللعوق] ‖ په [. . ١صفة.

ت. م > ٣انبرشت]
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الرئة 2.2وأما

والرطوبة. البرد فمزاجها:
والتنفُّس فالصوت منفعتها: وأمّا

«الـمِرْوَحتين». الحكماء سمّتهْا ولذلك والروح، القلب عن والترويح
عْلة. والسُّ كام، والزُّ َّسَمة، فالن أمراضها: ٥فامّٔا

فلا ذلك، رأیت فإذا — الشعر وانتتاف النفث بنتن یعُرف والسلّ لّ: السِّ من ویمُيزّ ذلك 2.1.1فيُعرف

النفث؞ ینُتن ولم الشعر ینتتف لم إذا السلّ من وتمُيزّ فتُعرف والسعلة، والزكام النسمة وأمّا له. دواءَ

ذلك 2.1.2علاج

ذلك. أشـبه وما والكثيراء اللُّزوجات كلعوق الملیّنة، المنقيّة باللعوقات
الراحة | يملأ ما قدر مُخّه من ویؤخذ وینُخل. حسـناً دقًّا فيُدقّ رطل، رُبع قدر القُطْن حبّ من ١٠پ٦٠ظویؤخذ

صاحب ويحسوه وَدَك. ولا ملحٍ بلا ویطُبخ عذب، ماء من رطل نصف قدَْر علیه ویلُقى قِدْرٍ في ويجُعل
أيّام. ثلٰثة ذلك یفعل — الریق على العلّة

جمیعه ویدُقّ نانخاة. ذلك ومثل نصفه، مثل الشونيز ومن مثلاً، اللُّوبان) (وهو الكندر من یؤخذ أو
البندقة؞ مثل الریق على منه كل ویأ الرغوة. منزوع بعسل ویعُجن ويخُلط

‖ ٦٢٢٨ فردوس القلب» عن «والترويح نجح؛ – [. . ٤والترويح. ‖ ٤١١٢–٢٦١١٤ نجح الرئة» ڢـي «الفول ≡ ١وأما]
VII Morb Ἱππ ⥵ له] . . . ٦-٧والسلّ ‖ ٣٢٢٥–٤ فردوس المروحة» شـبه «والرئة «الـمِرْوَحتين»] . . . ٤ولذلك

.١٤٧٢–٢١

ڢإنهّ یوحناّ: فال — السلّ «وأمّا ٦فيُعرف] ‖ نجح ل» التهطُّ من والفروح «والسلّ عْلة] ٥والسُّ ‖ نجح «والزكمة» كام] ٥والزُّ
‖ نجح والزكام» النسمة من «وأمّا ذلك] ٨علاج ‖ نجح «انتثار» ٦وانتتاف] ‖ نجح «الڢم» ٦النفث] ‖ نجح یعرڢ»

نجح. «الكندس» ١٣الكندر] ‖ نجح «لبّ» ١٠حبّ]

٩باللعوقات] ‖ پ «الىشمه» ٧النسمة] ‖ پ «وانتناف» ٦وانتتاف] ‖ په ٦ذلك] ‖ پ «فالبشمه» َّسَمة] ٥فالن
پ. «نانخاه» ١٣نانخاة] ‖ پ «قدره» ١١قِدْرٍ] پ. «الروحات» ٩اللُّزوجات] ‖ پ «باللوعات»

≡ كام] ٥والزُّ ‖ (٢٣٢٠٤–٢٤ فردوس النسمة» «صاحب ١٤–٢٢؛
٥٧٤ا XII لسان بوْ» وَالرَّ النَّفَسُ «وَهُوَ َّسَمة] ٥فالن

تفسيرج الكندر» وهو اللبان، وهو «لیبانوس: اللُّوبان)] (وهو ١٣الكندر ‖ «φθίσις» ≡ لّ] ٦السِّ ‖ «κατάῤῥους»
.(«λίβανος» ≡) ١٠١٤
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القلب وأما 2.3

ه ومضار ومنافعه ومزاجه
اَلدمَاغ. إلىَ بَالإضَافة والیبس فالحرّ القلب: مزاج أمّا

ومَعْدِنهُ. الروح ینبوعُ لأنهّ البدن، في الحیاة ريح وانبساط بْض فالنّـَ منفعته: وأمّا
القلب؞ لغشاء والانقطاع والـخَفَقان، والورم، فالغَشي، أمراضه: وأمّا ٥

الغشي علاج فأما 2.3.1

والفيقرا. بالأصطماخيقون معدتهَ ونقَِّ بالقيء، فافٔرغْه
الغلیظة. الأطعمة من وأحمْهِ شرابهما، واسقه والحاَمض، الحلو الرمّانين وأطعمْه

الله؞ شاء إن المسك، دواء من واسقه بالسيسـنبر، الشاهترج ماء واسقه

وضربانه القلب ‖ خفقان وأما 2.3.2
پ٦١و
١٠

غدوات. ثلاثَ السيسـنبر بماء ويسُقى فيسُحق يمانـیًّا، شـبًّا مثقال نصف وزن له فتاخٔذ
أواقي. أربع یوم كلّ في أيّام ثلاثة بالحلتيت الأصول ماء ويسُقى

أیضًا؞ المسك دواء ويسُقى

٤ینبوعُ ‖ ١٢٢٢٥ فردوس الحیاة» ريح الاخٓر «وفي الحیاة] ٤ريح ‖ ***٢٦١١٤–١١٥ نجح الفلب» ڢـي «الفول ١وأما]
‖ (٨٢٩٨–٩ VIII Γ ≡) ١٢–١٣

٥٢و Γمواضع الغريزیةّ» للحرارة [πηγή] والینبوع كالمعدن القلب «أنّ → ومَعْدِنهُ] . . .

.١٦٢٢٦–١٧ فردوس ا» جدًّ للقلب نافع فإنهّ المسك، دبید شرب «ویتعاهد المسك] ١٣دواء

‖ نجح «الغشى» ٦الغشي] ‖ نجح «ڢالغشى» ٥فالغَشي] ‖ نجح – [. . ٤لأنهّ. ‖ نجح – اَلدمَاغ] إلىَ ٣بَالإضَافة
نجح. الامرسـته؟» «بماء ٩بالسيسـنبر] ‖ نجح «والمرّ» ٨والحاَمض]

‖ پ «بالشيشـنير» ٩بالسيسـنبر] ‖ پ «العغسا» ٦الغشي] ‖ پ «لعشا» ٥لغشاء] ‖ پ «فالعشاوه» ٥فالغَشي]
پ. فى» | «في ١٢في] ‖ پ «السيشـىير» ١١السيسـنبر]

«نسخة ،١٠٥٤–١٩ أقراباذينس المسك» دواء «صنعة Ⓡ المسك] ٩دواء ‖ «καρδιωγμός/παλμός» ≡ ٥والـخَفَقان]
ماء «صنعة Ⓡ الأصول] ١٢ماء ‖ ٢٤١٨–٩ منصوريّ والهمّ» والوحشة للخفقان والجیّد للغشي النافع المرّ المسك دواء

.٩٨٧–١٥ أقراباذينس الأصول»
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والانقطاع القلب ورم 2.3.3وأما

نهّ وسـِ عروقه وضربان مزاجه من ذلك ویعُرف باردًا، الورم يكون أن إلاّ جهتهما، من قاتلان فإنهّما
وعادته. وزمانه وغذائه

الغلیظة. الأطعمة واجتنب اَلغشَاء، لصاحب يسُـتعمل ما له اسـتعمل باردًا، كان فإن
موافقين. والزمان الیوم كان إن كْحَل، الأَ له ٥وافتتح

واللهوات. الرأس من للبلغم المخرجة الغراغر واسـتعمل
القسط دهن أو الرازقيّ دهن أو النرجس دهن أو الناردين بدهن القلب جانب ویدُهن الحمّام، ویدُيم

السوسن. دهن أو
كارع؞ والأ الرؤس ودك مع والحلباء والشبثّ بالشيرج تتُخّذ التيّ اللیّنة بالحقن ويحُقن

والقولنج البطن ليبس| النافعة الحقنة صفة ١٠پ٦١ظوهذه

⟩؞ — ⟩

الإنسان أجزاء من الثاني الجزو تمّ

كارع] والأ . . . ٩ويحُقن ‖ ١٥٢٢٦ فردوس والزمان» والقوّة السنّ أعان إن الأكحل فصد «فينفعه موافقين] . . . ٥وافتتح
.٥٢٢٦–٦ فردوس والحلبة» والشبثّ البابونج فيه یطُبخ وماء خلّ بدهن لیّنة حقنة «واسـتعمل

‖ پ «الرارى» ٧الرازقيّ] ‖ پ «واللوهاه» ٦واللهوات] ‖ پ «والرمانىن» ٥والزمان] ‖ پ «الغشا» ٤اَلغشَاء]
په. ١٠وهذه]

.٣٥٨ Γتشريح كْحل» الأ وهو المابٔض، في التيّ العروق من الأوسط «العرق كْحَل] ٥الأَ
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الرحيم الرحمٰن الله بسم

الكبد ذكر باب 3.1

وأدویتها وأمراضها ومزاجها
القلب. إلى بالإضافة والرطوبة الحرارة فمزاجها: الكبد، فامّٔا

البدن. إلى وتغذیته الدم إلى وإحالته الغذاء فبتغیير منفعتها: وأمّا ٥

الأصفر. والماء والقرح، والانسداد، والورم، والوثي، عْف، فالضُّ وأمراضها: داؤها وأمّا

والاستحالة الكبد لضعف 3.1.1

ویدُهن والشكزنايا، لكاّ والذبیذ كركما الذبیذ يسقى أن ذلك من فحاجتُه — اللون بتغيرُّ ذلك ویعُرف
الرازقيّ. بالزنبق

الرياح. یوُلّد ما كلّ وجَنِّـبْه الفتـیّة. والدجاج رّاج والدُّ كالحجل اللطیفة، الأطعمة ویطُعم ١٠

الورد، وورق بالطلاء، المطبوخ والأفسـنتين كالسفرجل، القابضة، والضمادات المرهم علیه واحملْ
وشـبهه؞ والصندلين،

الكبد في الوثي وأما 3.1.2

ثقيل. شيءٍ حمَْل أو ضربةٍ أو سقطةٍ من له عرض بما ذلك فيُعرف
ذلك. من ويسُقى ‖ بالرازقيّ، المومية علیه تحُمل أن وذلك ١٥پ٦٢و

مضروبًا بقشره، المطحون والعدس الثعلب، شجر مع مطبوخ كْـرُنبْ والأُ الورد، قرصة علیه وتحُمل
الاسٓ؞ بدهن ذلك

.١٦١١٥–٤١١٧ نجح الكبد» ڢـي «الفول ٢باب]

.١٢٠١ تصریف ≡ ٨والشكزنايا] ‖ ١٠٢٢١–١٢ فردوس لكاّ» دبید أو كركم دبید بسقي «فعاجل لكاّ] . . . ٨أن

‖ پ «كلما» ما] ١٠كلّ ‖ پ «والشكرنايا» ٨والشكزنايا] ‖ پ «دواها» ٦داؤها] ‖ پ «ڡبتغيـر» ٥فبتغیير]
پ. « «بالرار ١٥بالرازقيّ] ‖ پ «المومبه» ١٥المومية]

.«ὕδερος» ≡ الأصفر] ٦والماء ‖ «ἔμφραξις» ≡ ٦والانسداد]
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الورد أقراص صفة
وحرارتها الكبد لالتهاب

دراهم. أربعة البرباريس: حبّ دراهم. سـتةّ ورد:
دراهم. ثلٰثة واحد كلّ من الحنطة: ونشاسـتج أبیض، طباشير

درهمين. واحد كلّ من وزعفران: وكثيراء، عربيّ، وصمغ مقشرّ، القناّء ٥حبّ

الظلّ. في وتجُففّ وتـُقرّص دوانیق. أربعة كافور: فيها ویصُيرَّ منخولًة تجُمع
مثقال؞ وزن منها ویؤخذ

الكبد في الورم 3.1.3وأما

كحل. الأ فاقطع موافقاً، السنّ كان فإن
الأربع. الترياق ١٠واسقه

الشعير. ودقيق والصندل والورد السفرجل من متخّذًا مرهمًا علیه واحملْ
والبزور. الأصول ماء في يسُقاه أن وینبغي — المجاري وینُقيّ البول ینزُل فإنهّ كبر: الأ الترياق واسقه

المنشّفة؞ المفتحّة الأشـیاء من وشـبهه لكاّ دبید ويسُقى

الكبد في السدد 3.1.4وأما

حلوًا. كل أ إذا ذلك حسّ | يجد بانٔ ١٥پ٦٢ظویعُرف

السكزنايا. واسقه الفيقرا. إيارج مع الخروع دهن أو المربعّ، والترياق السكبینج تَج كُسـْ فاسقه
وشـبهه؞ والكمثرّاء، كالسفرجل قابض، كلّ وأطعمْه الحلاوة، وجَنِّبْه

١٦السكزنايا] ‖ پ «كسـتح» تَج] ١٦كُسـْ ‖ پ «المنفسه» ١٣المنشّفة] ‖ پ «دبید» ١٣دبید] ‖ پ «القىا» ٥القناّء]
پ. ا» «والكم ١٧والكمثرّاء] ‖ پ «السكزباىا»

.Pharm 4.31|32 ⬇ Ⓡ لكاّ] ١٣دبید ‖ ١١٤١–١٨ أقراباذينس الأدویة» الأربعة «ترياق Ⓡ الأربع] ١٠الترياق
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الكبد في القروح وأما 3.1.5

هلاك على یدلّ ممّا ذلك فإنّ — الصافي الكثير الدم بتقيُّؤ ذلك ویعُرف عرقٍ، انقطاعُ ذلك مع كان فإن
منه. جاء الرَّ وانقطاع صاحبه

الدم تقيُّؤُ منه ويكون ذلك)† الحبن بماء المدور †(وهو الأصفر الماء منه كان عرقٍ، انقطاع يكن لم وإذا
مَرّةً إلاّ كل یأ ولا مُرّةً. فةً منشِّ أشربةً له واعملْ أبوالها، مع الإبل ألبان ذلك من فاسقه بالقيح. المختلط ٥

والأُتن. الغنم بالٔبان الصینيّ الراوند من درهم وزن ويسُقى الیوم. في
وقد ويشربه، یصُفىّ ثمّ ینتصف. حتىّ ویطُبخ ماء، من رطلان علیه ویطُرح كَـرْوِيا من حَفْنٌ ویؤخذ

أيّامًا. یفعله — لوز زیت من شيءٌ علیه صُبّ
الراوند، ودبید قسط، ودبید والشكزنايا، ‖ كركما، ودبید لـكاّ، ودبید وسكبینج، الكرفس، بزر ویؤخذ پ٦٣و

الكبد؞ أدویة من وشـبهه ١٠

المداور *«وهو ⩼ الحبن»؛ المسمّى *«وهو ⩼ پ ذلك» الحبن المدور|بما «وهو ذلك] . . . ٤وهو ‖ پ « «ىتق ٢بتقيُّؤ]
‖ پ «والشكرنايا» ٩والشكزنايا] ‖ پ «ودبید» ٩ودبید] ‖ پ «ودىید» ٩ودبید] ‖ پ « «تق ٤تقيُّؤُ] ‖ الجبن» بماء

پ. «ودبید» ٩ودبید] ‖ پ «ودبید» ٩ودبید]
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المرارة 3.2وأما

الصفراء. المرّة بيت وهي والیبوسة. الحرارة فمزاجها:
البدن، نارُ المرارة لأنّ الشـتاء. في سـیّما لا الجسمانـیّة، الأعضاء وسائر والكبد المعدة تسخين في ومنفعتها:
الجسد دم وتصفية والبول، الخلاء وتحریك والكبد، المعدة في وطبخهِ الطعام هضم على المعینة وهي

العروق. بلطیف نفسها إلى تجذبه الغلیظ: الدم كيموس ٥من

دد؞ والسُّ فالصُفار أمراضها: وأمّا

( الیرقان وهو ) الصفار من علاجها 3.2.1وأما

ويشربه. لبََـنها بالغدّ ويخُرج سقمونیة، دانقين ووزن هلیلج، مثاقيل عشرة تؤخذ أن ذلك: فمن
الله؞ شاء إن حارّ، بماء بالعسل معجونًا غاریقون مثقال وزن يسقيه أو

المرار⟨ة⟩ في ة السد 3.2.2١٠وأما

حكينا. التيّ الدبیدات ذلك صاحب فيسقي
الله؞ شاء إن السدد، من الكبد به تعُالج بما ویعُالج

( العینین في تكون التيّ فرة الص (وهي الیرقان 3.2.3وأما

المرارة؞ باب في ذكرنا الّذي بالدواء فتُداوى الحمّى، | بـإثر تكون ما كثر پ٦٣ظأ

الصفار 3.2.4١٥وأما

منه واقطعْ غلامًا. ترضع امرأةٍ بلبن شونيز بحبّ ويسعط السقمونیا. مع بالقُـرْطُم المعقود الجبن ماء يسقيه
اللسان؞ تحت اللّذين العرقين

وتصفية فيها، ما وهضم والكبد المعدة تسخين «وفعلهُا العروق] . . ٣-٥في. ‖ ٤١١٧–٢٢ نجح المرارة» ڢـي «الفول ١وأما]
فردوس ،٤١٦٧–٥ VII الحاوي ⊃ أهرن ≅ [. . ٨أن. ‖ ١١٢٣٨–١٣ فردوس الجسد» مجاري وفتح وتلطیفه، العروق دم

.١٤٢٣٩–١٦

نجح. واليرفان» والدود! «ڢالصڢار دد] والسُّ ٦فالصُفار ‖ نجح – الصفراء] . . . ٢وهي

پ. اللدان» «للعرڡان اللّذين] ١٧العرقين ‖ پ «ىكون» ١٤تكون] ‖ پ «الدبیدات» ١١الدبیدات]

ܢܐ). (ܝ «ἴκτερος» ≡ ٧الیرقان]
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الطحال ذكر باب
وعلاجه وأمراضه ومزاجه 3.3

السوداء. المرّة بيت وهو والیبس. فالبرد مزاجه: أمّا
من الدم رديّ ويردّ المعدة، ودَبغْ الطعام، وتشهیةُ ونحوه، المعدة تنسدّ لئلاّ القلب فتبرید منفعته: وأمّا

سوداء. مرّةً لیُحیله نفسه إلى ويجذبه الكبد ٥

مجاري واسعةُ لأنهّا قبولاً، الأعضاء أسرعُ الكبد لكنّ واحدة، وأدويتهما الكبد؛ أمراض فعدّة أمراضه: وأمّا
الحیاة. وعماد الروح خلیف والدم دمها، وكثرة العروق

الله. شاء إن لك، أذكره أنا بما الطحال في تكون والصلابة الورم فعالج 3.3.1

العزير. وترياق الدحمرتا اسقه ثمّ والباسِلِیق، كحل الأ بفتح ذلك في ابدأْ
الخلّ. من واسقه تين، من حباّت ثلٰث یوم كلّ في وأطعمْه الخلّ، في التين له وانقعْ ١٠

المعدة؞ باب في هذا بعد المذكور المرهم به: یعُالج ما أجود ومِن پ٦٤و

دهرمًا. عشر اثني وزن الأَصَف: عروق قشور من ویؤخذ
دراهم. سـبعة المرّ: ومن درهمين. الخردل: ومن دراهم. سـتةّ واحد كلّ من والإيرسا: الشبثّ حبّ ومن

وعسل. بخلّ ویعُجن وینُخل ذلك یدُقّ
أمراضه؞ جمیع من نافع فإنهّ — الطحال على منه ویطُلى درهمين. وزن منه: الشربة ١٥

ورجله؞ یده من والبنصر الخنصر بين عرقاً له وافتحْ

بيت «الطحال نجح، – السوداء] . . . ٣وهو ‖ ٢٢١١٧–١٣١١٨ نجح الطحال» ڢـي «الفول ١باب]
Γ «ὄντος γὰρ τοῦ σπληνὸς ὡς ταμιείου τινὸς τοῦ μελαγχολικοῦ χυμοῦ» ٣٢٤١؛ فردوس السوداء»
ثمّ أيّام، سـبعة الخلّ في وینُقع التين من یؤخذ أن «وینفعه الخلّ] . . . ١٠وانقعْ ‖ ٤٤٣٣–٥ XVIIa Hipp.Epid.comm

.٤٢٤٢–٥ فردوس ملاعق» ثلاثة یوم كلّ في منه یؤكل

نجح. «تڢسد» ٤تنسدّ]

٥لیُحیله] ‖ پ «وجذبه» ٥ويجذبه] ‖ پ «وتردردى» رديّ] ٤ويردّ ‖ پ «ودىع» [ ٤ودَبغْ ‖ پ «ىىسد» ٤تنسدّ]
پ. «العرىر» ٩العزير] ‖ پ «الرحموتا» ٩الدحمرتا] ‖ پ «لاكن» ٦لكنّ] ‖ پ وأَدْويتها» ٦وأدويتهما] ‖ پ «لتحیله»

(φλὲψ)» > ٤٥٨؛ Γتشريح الباسلیق)» (وهو الداخل الكبير العرق المابٔض] في التيّ العروق «[من ٩والباسِلِیق]
أقراباذينس الدحمرتا» «صنعة ،١١٤٥٢–١٩ فردوس دخمرتا» «صفة Ⓡ ܕܚܡܘܪܬܐ؛ > ٩الدحمرتا] ‖ «βασιλική

.٥٣٠٣–٢١ II Pragm Ⓡ ἡ»؛ Ἔσδρα (ἀντίδοτος)» > العزير] ٩وترياق ‖ ١٩٥٦–١٠٥٧



594 Spleen

الكبر أقراص صفة
الطحال لجساء النافعة

طویل، وزراوند مدحرج وزراوند وجعدة، وسنبل، منقىّ، ولّك هنديّ، وقسط الكبر، أصل قشر
مثقالين. واحد كلّ من فيقرا: وإيارج الإذخر، وفقاّح سلیخة، وقشر

مثقال. قرص: كلّ وزن — أقراص ویعُمل خمرٍ، بخلّ أو الرطب الكرفس بماء ویعُجن وینُخل ٥یدُقّ

الظلّ. في ويجُففّ
قرص؞ الشربة:

أقراصالخشخاش صفة
والمثانة الكلى في والقورح الشدیدة والحرارة الالتهاب من النافعة

شمعون كتاب ١٠من

بالسویةّ. جزو واحد كلّ من حنطة: ولبُاب قثاّء، وبزر كتاّن، وبزر خشخاش، بزر یؤخذ
الخطميّ؞ وبزر المخیطا بماء وتسُـتعمل أقراص، منه وتعُمل ویعُجن، وینُخل | پ٦٤ظیدُقّ

.٦٤٧٦–١١ زاد ≡ ٨صفة] ‖ ٦٤٦٢–١٢ زاد ≡ ،١٠١٤–١٤ II تصریف ≡ ١صفة]

‖ ت «الطیب» + ٣وسنبل] ‖ زت عیدانه» من «المنقا ٣منقىّ] ‖ ز «الكباّر» ٣الكبر] ‖ ز «الكباّر» ١الكبر]
٤مثقالين] ‖ ت الطّویل» والرّاوند الشامى «والرّاوند ز، الطویل» والزراوند الشاميّ «والراوند طویل] . . . ٣وزراوند
الإذخر وأصل والقيصوم الشـیح ماء في مذاب مسحوق «قرص ٧قرص] ‖ ت – الظلّ] في ٦ويجُفّف ‖ ز «مثقالان»
السّكنجبين مع الكبرّ اصل وقشر الاذخر واصل والقيصوم الشـیح بماء «قرص ز، السكنجبين» مع الكباّر أصل وقشر

«وكثيراء ١١ولبُاب] ‖ ز جرّبناها» وقد — الراهب شمعون كتاب «من شمعون] كتاب ١٠من ‖ ت ونهایة» غایة فانهّا
ز. وبزر» معها «ويخُلط ١٢وبزر] ‖ ز ولباب» بیضاء
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المعدة ذكر باب 3.4

وأدویتها وأمراضها ومنافعها ومزاجها
والیبس. البرد فمزاجها: المعدة، أمّا
وإزلاقُه. الطعام إنضاجُ ومنفعتها:

والتُّخَمة والـجُشاء والفُواق، الكلبیّة، والشهوة الشهوة، وانقطاع والضعف والوجع، فالورم أمراضها: وأمّا ٥

والعطش؞ الدم، ونفث والقيء، الحبس، وضعف الهضم وسوء والحموضة،

والورم الوجع من علاجها 3.4.1

لونه بصفرة ذلك وتعرف باردةً، معدته تكون أن إلاّ العرق، له فافتحْ موافقين، والزمان السِنُّ كان إن
والأصطماخيقون. بالفيقرا المعدة فنقَِّ ذلك، رأیت فإذا طعامه. وتخلُّل

ویمُدّ والعسل: والزیت والماء والتمر والنبيذ الكتاّن وزریعة الحلباء دقيق من یعُمل مرهمًا عليها واسـتعملْ ١٠

الله؞ شاء إن عليها، ويحُمل وأفسـنتين، مصطكى من شيءٌ علیه ويحُمل خرقةٍ في

الشهوة وانقطاع المعدة ضعف وأما 3.4.2

السدد یفُتحّ ما وأطعمْه ممزوجين. والحامض الحلو الرمّانين فاطٔعمْه الشهوة، ‖ وانقطاع المعدة ضعف وأمّا پ٦٥و

والإطریفل؞ الكموّن جوارشن من وأطعمْه العنصل. وخلّ كالجنتوریة الطعام، ويشُهّـي

.١٣١١٨–٢١١١٩ نجح المعدة» ڢـي «الفول ١باب]

١٤كالجنتوریة] ‖ نجح والسك» «والتمر والتمر] ١٠والنبيذ ‖ نجح «الدم» ٦الدم] ‖ نجح والفيء» «والڢواڧ ٦والقيء]
نجح. «الفنطوریون»

پ. «كالحنتورىه» ١٤كالجنتوریة] ‖ پ «والنبىد» ١٠والنبيذ] ‖ پ «للطعام» ٦الدم] ‖ پ «والحوع» ٥والوجع]

بالروميةّ [القنطوریون] «ويسُمّى ١٤كالجنتوریة] ‖ «ἐρευγμός/ἐρυγή» ≡ ٥والـجُشاء] ‖ «λύγξ» ≡ ٥والفُواق]
.([٨٥٧] تلخیص ،١٣٨–٢ ترياقج ≡) ٢٤٢١–٢٥ IV جامعس ⊃ عمران ابن ”الجنتوریة“»
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سفوف صفة

والنعناع والهندباء والكرفس الرازيانج بماء فطَِير بدقيق ویعُجن ویطُحن الفرن، في يحُمَّص القَـرَظ یؤخذ
البقولات. وسائر

وكُزْبرُة، وأنيسون، وشَمار، وأبیض، أسود كموّن إلیه ویضُاف ویطُحن الظلّ. في ويجُففّ ويخُبز ویقُـرّص
أحببْت؞ وما والقرفة، والسكرّ، والمصطكى، الناّرَنجْ، وقشر لبُان، ٥وحصى

المعدة لتنقية صفة

یصُفيّه، ثمّ جيدًّا. عركاً ویعركه الماء، في ویطرحه حسـناً، ویدقهّ حبُّه، طاب إذا الريحان حبّ یاخٔذ
نافع؞ — الریق على منه ويشرُب

الكلبیّة الشهوة 3.4.3وأما

والأصطماخيقون. بالفيقرا الفضول من معدته وتنُقىّ الدسمة، الحلوة الأشـیاء ١٠فيُطعم

الغلیظ؞ المالح البلغم يخُرج ما بكلّ القيء وليْسُـتعمل

والقيء الفواق 3.4.4وأما

س. فيُعطَّ
أبیض | سكرّ ومثله يمانيّ شبّ من درهم وزن فيه وتجعل السذاب، ماء من جةٍ سُكُـرُّ قدَْر پ٦٥ظوتاخٔذ

ويشربه. ١٥مسحوق،

كركم؞ دبید درهم وزن ويسُقى

. . . ١٠وتنُقىّ ‖ ١٦٢١٤–١٧ فردوس لیّنةً» دسمةً أطعمةً يسـتعمل أن الكلبیّة الشهوة من «وینفع الدسمة] . . . ١٠الأشـیاء
س] ١٣فيُعطَّ ‖ ١٨٢١٢–١٩ فردوس فيقرا» وبـإيارج باصٔطمخیقون أخرجْها غلیظةً، الفضلة كانت «وإن والأصطماخيقون]

.٢٦١٦٩ I تصریف الفواق» يسُكنّ العطّاس فإنّ بالكندس، «ویعُطّس

‖ پ «حسن» [ ٧حسـناً پ. «الىارنج» ٥الناّرَنجْ] ‖ پ «وحصالبان» لبُان] ٥وحصى ‖ په اطنه» «وكثيرا ٤وكُزْبرُة]
پ. «دىید» ١٦دبید] ‖ پ «فيعطش» س] ١٣فيُعطَّ ‖ پ «وىنقى» ١٠وتنُقىّ]

.नार ⇢ رنگ > ٥الناّرَنجْ]
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البطن سهولة وأما 3.4.5

التَّلفَ. علامة من فهو مزمناً، كان فإن
وبالماء الورد بشراب درهم، واحد كلّ من والمصطكى: الصبر ويسُقى الاسٓ. بشراب الشكزنايا فيسُقى

الله؞ شاء إن الكبير، الإطریفل كل ویأ السخن.

والتخمة الجشاء وأما 3.4.6٥

العنصل. خلّ من وحسوًا الفندادیقون، فاسقه
الحوض. في وأَغمِسْه بالحقن. الطبیعة وأَلِن

حارّ. بماء النانخاة من درهم وزن واسقه الخروع. دهن من فيه واسقه
والخیار يِس كالسرَّ الخفيفة، الأطعمة وأطعمْه الكبير. والإطریفل والشكزنايا الكافور جوارشن وأطعمْه

الحارّ؞ الماء شرب ویدُيم البرّيّ. الطير ولحم ١٠

الحبس وقلّة الهضم سوء وأما 3.4.7

ويخرج منهضم، غير نِـیًّا دخل كما الطعامُ يخرج بانٔ ذلك ویعُرف والإسهالُ، المعاء لـَزْقُ ذلك من فيعرض
ساعات. ثماني قبل

الرمّان حبّ وسویق بَق النّـَ جوارشن ویطُعم والفلونیا. والشكزنايا كبر الأ الترياق ذلك يسُقى أن فينبغي
والبَلُّوط. ١٥

السفرجل. وربّ الغضّ، العنب وربّ الاسٓ، ربّ واسقه
باللَّطوخ. خارج من واطْله پ٦٦و

المطبوخين؞ والأرزّ الكشك ماء واسقه الطباش⟨ـير⟩، قرص من واسقه

منهضم] . . . ١٢بانٔ ‖ ١٢٣١٩ زاد اللیّنة» الحقن «فيسُـتعمل بالحقن] الطبیعة ٧وأَلِن ‖ نجح «العيرادفوں» ٦الفندادیقون]
الأرزّ وماء الكشك ماء «ويشرُب المطبوخين] . . . ١ماء ‖ ٢٤١٦١–٢٥ I تصریف منهضمة» غير الأغذیة خروج «سرعة

.١٢١٢ فردوس المطبوخ»

«وحسو» ٦وحسوًا] ‖ پ «العبراقون» ٦الفندادیقون] ‖ پ «للشكرنايا» ٣الشكزنايا] ‖ پ «مزمن» [ ٢مزمناً
١٤والشكزنايا] ‖ پ «كالسرٝىسٝ» يِس] ٩كالسرَّ ‖ پ «والشكرنايا» ٩والشكزنايا] ‖ پ «النانجاه» ٨النانخاة] ‖ پ

پ. «بالنطوح» ١٧باللَّطوخ] ‖ پ «والشكرنايا»

وبرد النفخ من النافع الفنداذیقون جوارشن «صنعة Ⓡ ٢٧١١٩؛ معدةج ،١٧٢١٢ فردوس «الفندادیقون» ٦الفندادیقون]
.٣٥٤–٨ أقراباذينس المعدة»
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الدم نفث 3.4.8وأما

یتقياّهٔ. ولا ینفثه ⟨بـ⟩ـانٔ ویعُرف
واللوز. والكمثرّاء كالسفرجل قابض، بكلّ الطعام من فـمُرْه

سكنجبين. من بملعقة الكـرّاث ماء من أُسكرّجة قدَر ٥واسقه

الدواء: هذا له ویصُنع
كلّ من الأخوين: ودم والجلنّار، العربيّ، والصمغ القمح، ولباب الأرض، وكوكب لبُان، — وصفته

جزو. واحد
الفلفل. مثل حبًّا واجعلْه بارد، بماء واعجنْه ودقهّ

؞ الله شاء إن جيدّ، فهو — فاتر بماء درهمين وزن منه ١٠واسقه

العطش 3.4.9وأما

الإطریفل. أو والسكنجبين، المزّ الرمّان ماء فاسقه
الحارّ. الماء واسقه

الله. شاء إن والعسل، بالخلّ المالح البلغم ـئْه وقـَيِّ
البقر؞ ومَخِیض الهلیلج فاسقه الصفراء، المرّة من العطش كان ١٥فإن

.١٣٢٣٧–١٦ فردوس Ⓡ ≈ ٧وصفته]

.١٠٢٣٧ فردوس بالسكنجبين» الكـرّاث ماء من سكرّجة نصف قدر «واسقه سكنجبين] من . . . ٥واسقه

پ. «وقيه» ـئْه] ١٤وقـَيِّ ‖ پ ا» «والكم۬ ٤والكمثرّاء]
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الأمعاء وأما 3.5

والرطوبة. البرد مزاجها: فالأمعاء،
والريح. الغذاء مَسْلَكُ فإنهّا منافعها: وأمّا

فاّر. والصُّ یدان والّدِ والرياح، والقولنج فالتسحیج، أدوَاؤهَا: وأمّا
اللون. وصفاء الشفة | باحمرار صحّتهما وتعُلم صحیحتين، والكبد المعدة تكون بانٔ ذلك ویعُرف ⟨ — ⟩ 3.5.1

پ٦٦ظ

٥

الخلاء. في والقشور الدم بخروج السحاج ویعُلم
ونوَاهِض نات المطجَّ كل وأ الداخليّ، بقشره المشويّ بلوّط والشَاه البُـنْدُق كل بأ ذلك صاحب فيؤمر

الأُتـْرُجّ. وقشور الفراخ
یصير حتىّ ویطُبخ فلفل، حباّت فيه وتجُعل مثله. الماء ومن ونصف، رطل الحلیب الغنم لبن من ویؤخذ

المریض. شراب ذلك فيكون سكرّ، من ملعقةٌ فيه وتوضع النصف. إلى ١٠

غداة؞ كلَّ الاسٓ بربّ مثقالين منهما ويشرب فيُدقاّن، بلوّط، وشاه وب خَـرُّ یؤخذ أو

والریح القولنج وأما 3.5.2

الحارّ. الماء في ويسُتنقع الخروع. دهن فيشرُب والريح، القولنج وأمّا
والملح. الكرّاث بماء مسمّن دیك مرق ویطُعم

العسل. في والنطرون البقر بمرارة دَسّاسٌ له ویعُمل الهنديّ. الحبّ ويسُقى ١٥

ذلك؞ وشـبه والباقلىّ، كالفجل الرياح، یولد ما ویتُجنبّ والحرف. النانخاة ويسُقى

ماء ابٓزن في فيستنقع یبدأ أن «وینفعه الحارّ] . . . ١٣ويسُتنقع ‖ ٢١١١٩–٢٢١٢٠ نجح الأمعاء» ڢـي «الفول ≡ ١وأما]
من وتعُمل بالفتل، «فعالجه ≅ العسل] . . . دَسّاسٌ له ١٥ویعُمل ‖ «مُسِنّ» >⨁ ١٤مسمّن] ‖ ١٩٢٥٥ فردوس حارّ»
الحاوي ⊃ بولس أصابع» ستّ طولها طوال شـیاف منه یتُخّذ وعسل: ونطرون البقر ومرارة الحنظل وشحم الحمار قثاّء

. ٩١٦٠ VIII الحاوي ⊃ ماسویه ابن الرياح» تحلّ «النانخة ١النانخاة] ‖ ٤١٢١–٦ VIII

٥اللون] ‖ نجح ذلك» ویعرڢ یوحناّ: فال — السحج من دواؤها «أمّا ذلك] ٥ویعُرف ‖ نجح «ڢالسحج» ٤فالتسحیج]
«الهندى» ١٥الهنديّ] ‖ نجح «المطبوخات» نات] ٧المطجَّ ‖ نجح «البلوّط» بلوّط] والشَاه ٧البُـنْدُق ‖ نجح «الوجه»

نجح.

‖ په ٧صاحب] ‖ پ «صحىحىن» ٥صحیحتين] ‖ پ «فالىسحیح» ٤فالتسحیج] ‖ پ اوها» «د ٤أدوَاؤهَا]
پ. «السـىوى» ١٥الهنديّ] ‖ پ «الكرات» ١٤الكرّاث] ‖ پ «حروب» وب] ١١خَـرُّ

تلخیص الدسّاسات» هي «الشـیافات ١٥دَسّاسٌ] ‖ «κωλικός» ≡ ٤والقولنج] ‖ «λειεντερία» ≡ ٤فالتسحیج]
.*{dss} ١٧٩ DAA «دسّاسة» ٢٥٤٤٩–٢٦)؛ II تصریف ≡) [١٠٠١]
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والصفار الدیدان 3.5.3وأما

غداة. كلّ في الأرمنيّ یح والشـِّ الدقيق يسـتفّ أن فيؤمر
النفس. ریق على نبيذ أو بماء أبیض حرف من درهمًا عشر اثني وزن ويسُقى

الدواء: هذا يسُقى أو

دراهم. ثلٰثة وزن السقمونیا: ومن دراهم. سـتةّ وزن التربد: من یؤخذ — وصفته ٥

صغيرها والحیّات، ود للدُّ مُخرجٌ فإنهّ — حلیب بلبنٍ درهمين وزن ‖ منه ويشرُب وینُخل، ذلك پ٦٧ویدُقّ

الله؞ شاء إن وكبيرها،

پ. بد» «ال ٥التربد] ‖ پ «نىيد» ٣نبيذ]

.«ἕλμινθες στρογγύλαι» ≡ ٦والحیّات] ‖ «ἀσκαρίδες» ≡ ود] ٦للدُّ
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والمثانة الكلیتین ذكر باب 3.6

وأدویتهما ومزاجیهما
والیبس. فالبرد مزاجهما: وأمّا

إلى وتحديرُه المنيّ ودفعُ المثانة، إلى وإخراجُه بولاً وتصیيرُه الكبد من الدم فضلة فأَخْذُ منفعتهما: وأمّا
كَر. والذَّ ٥الأُنـثیين

البول؞ وسَلسَُ والقروح، فالحصاة، أمراضهما: وأمّا

الحصاة علاج 3.6.1

الزرارع. من المتخّذ ماسرجویه دواء اسقه
طیّبة. بادٔهنةٍ وادهنْه الحمّام، وأدخلْه
الكيموس. الردیةّ الأغذیة من فهْ ١٠وخَوِّ

والشكزنايا. كبر الأ الترياق واسقه
ومثل سكرّجة. نصف واحد كلّ من اللوز: ودهن السمسم ودهن الجوز ودهن البقر بسمن واحقنهْ

الله؞ شاء إن سخناً، به ويحُقن ذلك يجُمع مطبوخين. والشبثّ الحلباء ماء من جمیعها

علیه ويشرب مُرّ، لوزٍ من أوقيـّتين أو أوقـیّةً كل یأ أن الحصاة لصاحب «ینبغي الحكيم: †ىلطىَان قال
إن مطبوخ، والدوقو الكرفس أو البسـباس ماء من أواقٍ وستّ عسليّ سكنجبين شراب من ١٥أوقـیّة

الله»؞ شاء

كتاب ڢـي أهرن ذكره «الّذي + الزرارع] . . . ٨دواء ‖ ٢٢١٢٠–٢٢١٢٢ نجح والمثانة» الكلیتين ڢـي «الفول ≡ ١باب]
.٦٤٦٥–٢٠ فردوس الحصاة» ویذُیب [...] ماسرجویه دواء «صفة Ⓡ نجح؛ الفولنج»

نجح. – ٨ماسرجویه] ‖ نجح وتفطيره» البول «وحصر + البول] ٦وسَلسَُ ‖ نجح «والسحج» + ٦والقروح]

«السمسم» ١٢السمسم] ‖ پ «والشكرنايا» ١١والشكزنايا] ‖ پ «الاىینبن» ٥الأُنـثیين] ‖ پ «ویصيرّه» ٤وتصیيرُه]
پ. «والدوقوا» ١٥والدوقو] ‖ پ «وسـته» ١٥وستّ] ‖ پ «ىلطىان» ١٤ىلطىَان] ‖ پ

البَْولِ: سَلِسُ وَفلاَُنٌ یمُْسِكَه. أنْ له يتهیّاْؤ لمْ إذا الرّجل: بولُ «وَسَلسََ البول] ٦وسَلسَُ ‖ «λιθίασις» ≡ ٦فالحصاة]
.«στραγγουρία» ≡ ٤–٦؛

١٠٨ا VI لسان تَمْسِكُه» يسَـْ لا كان إذا
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لـتـنقيتها — المثانة ووجع للحصى أقراص | پ٦٧ظصفة

دراهم. خمسة واحد كلّ من هنديّ: وقُلبْ مقشرّ، البطّیخ حبّ
كلّ من وسقو⟨لو⟩فندریون: وبرَْشَاوُشان، الـحَسَك، وحبّ حَشيش، وثیل هلیون، وأصل هلیون بزر

درهمين. دوقو: دراهم. ثلٰثة واحد
وتقُـرّص. بماء، وتعُجن منخولًة مسحوقةً تجُمع ٥

درهمين؞ منه: والشربة

المثانة وأوجاع للحصى دواء صفة
خاص للصبيان

تخرج حتىّ أغْلِه ثمّ بقر. سمن جوزة قدَْر مائهنّ مع واجعلْ واعصرْهنّ، بورقهنّ تدُقّ فجلات: أربع یؤخذ
النهار؞ یتعالى حينَ أيّام ثلٰثة للصبيّ منه ویؤخذ لیّنة. بنارٍ غلیتين أو غلَیَْةً تغُلیه رغوتهُ: ١٠

والقرح البول سلس 3.6.2وأما

ودَاوِمْه. الإطریفل فاسقه
المشويّ. بلوّط والشاه والبلوّط مشویةًّ، جملٍ مثانةَ وأطعمْه

الاسٓ. بدهن ويخُلط ویصُفىّ بالطلاء، فيُطبخ واللوبَان، والمرّ البلوّط ویؤخذ
بالماء. السذاب عصارة وتسُقى ١٥

واسقه بطلى، فاطبخْه والسذاب، الـمَـر⟨و⟩) من ضربٌ (وهو الـمَرْماخُوز وبزر القَطَف، بزر ویؤخذ
أيّام. ثلٰثة

الله؞ شاء إن الدیوك، خُصى وأطعمْه

πρὸς τοὺς ἐνουροῦντας. κύστιν αἰγείαν ἢ προβατείαν κεκαυμένην» → «حمل» ⨁ [ مشویةًّ . . . ١٣وأطعمْه
كلّ من وكندر، ومرّ بلوّط یؤخذ «أو الاسٓ] . . . ١٤ویؤخذ ‖ ٣٣١٩–٤ XIΙI Sec.loc Γ «πότιζε δι’ ὀξυκράτου

.١٥٤٩٢–١٦ زاد درهمين» وزن الاسٓ دهن من یصُفىّ أن بعد الشراب على له ویصُبّ بشراب، فيُطبخ جزء؛ واحد

نجح. – الـمَرْماخُوز] ١وبزر ‖ نجح «والكندر» ١٤واللوبَان] ‖ نجح «جمل» ١٣جملٍ]

٣وبرَْشَاوُشان] ‖ پ حسىس» «وىىل حَشيش] ٣وثیل ‖ پ «وڡلب» ٢وقُلبْ] ‖ پ «للحصا» ١للحصى]
پ «درهم ين» ٤درهمين] ‖ پ «دوقوا» ٤دوقو] ‖ پ «وسڡوقندریون» ٣وسقو⟨لو⟩فندریون] ‖ پ وشان» «وبرشا
‖ پ «المرماخوذ» ١الـمَرْماخُوز] ‖ پ «وىسقى» ١٥وتسُقى] ‖ پ «ىتعالا» ١٠یتعالى] ‖ پ «للحصا» ٧للحصى] ‖

پ. «خصي» ٣خُصى] ‖ پ «بطلي» ١بطلى] ‖ پ « «المزِّ ١الـمَـر⟨و⟩]
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المثانة في القرح وأما 3.6.3

الحصاة. باب في ذكرناها التيّ ‖ الحقنة بهذه فاحقنْه پ٦٨و

درهمين. وزن واحد كلّ من والكثيراء: والبطّیخ، القثاّء بزر ولباب كتاّن، بزر له فخَُذْ
أربعة. أو دراهم ثلٰثة وزن القمح: لباب ومن

قرصة كلُّ — أقرصةً ويجُعل الماورد، أو الحلباء لعاب أو السفرجل بلعاب ویعُجن وینُخل الجمیع یدُقّ ٥

درهم. وزنهُا
بارد. بماء قرصة منه: والشربة

الله؞ شاء إن والبنفسج، بالزنبق هْن والدَّ بالحمّام وامرْه

الثالث الجزو تمّ

.(Ἀνδρόμαχος →) ١٥٣٢٢–١٨ XIII Γ ⇝ [. . . ٣فخَُذْ

نجح. والفروح» «السحج المثانة] في ١القرح
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الإنسان أجزاء من الرابع الجزء ابتداء

والظهر الوركین ذكر 4.1باب

ومزاجهما والفخذین
يابسان. باردان فهما والفخذين، الوركين أمّا

وللقعود. للقيام الانثناء يكون بهما أنّ ٥ومنافعهما:

َّسا؞ الن وعِرْق الورك، عَظْم وزَوالُ الوجع، ذلك: من فيكون إليهما، المنجلبة الفضول فمن أمراضهما، وأمّا

الورك وجع 4.1.1علاج

(وذلك رِجْله من العرق اقطعْ ثمّ الخام، هِ مَشِّ ثمّ كحل، الأ منه فاقطعْ موافقاً، والسِنُّ ممكناً الزمانُ كان إن
والبنصر). الخنصر بين ١٠ما

الصغير. †والمىسوا الفارسيّ والحبّ یطَرَج الشـِّ دواء واسقه
الحارّة؞ والأدهان الحارّة بالمراهم ِّدْه پ٦٨ظوكمَ

الّذي أو كحل الأ بفصد «عولج والبنصر] . . . ٩-١٠فاقطعْ ‖ ٢٢١٢٢–٨١٢٣ نجح الوركين» ڢـي «الفول ≡ ٢باب]
.٣٣١٨–٤ فردوس الرجل» خنصر أصل عند

نجح. الأصماغ» حبّ نحو الرفيڧ «والمسرى الصغير] ١١والمىسوا

والميسوسن*). ⩼) پ «والمىسوا» ١١والمىسوا]

الفارسيّ] ١١والحبّ ‖ Therap 4.3.2 Ⓡ ⬇ الشـیطرج؛ حبّ ≟ یطَرَج] الشـِّ ١١دواء ‖ «ἰσχίας» ≡ َّسا] الن ٦وعِرْق
.Ⓡ ⬇
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الفارسي الحب صفة وهذه
والخام والإبردة والتقطير، والسلاسة والوركين، لبْ الصُّ وجع من الله، بـإذن النافع،

الله شاء إن الماء، في ويزید الكلى ويسُخّن

والتربد الأبیض، الحنظل وشحم الأصفر، الهلیلج وقشر الجیّد، الأحمر السقطريّ الصبر من یؤخذ
واحد كلّ من صینيّ: وزنجبیل فارسيّ، وصعتر والشونيز، الرشاد، وحبّ الأندرانيّ، والملح القصبيّ، ٥

أوقـیّة. نصف
والفجل. الكـرّاث ورق بماء ویعُجن وینُخل الجمیع یدُقّ

الله؞ شاء إن درهم، وزن وباللیل توحُّش، على مثقال منه ویؤخذ

الورك زوال وأما 4.1.2

أزمن. إذا الحصاة مثل فيصير المنعقد، الخام من فيكون ١٠

أو الفارسيّ الحبّ بمثل الغلیظة والفضول العفونات من البدن وتنقية المشي، باسـتعمال أوّله في فابدأْ
الأصماغ. حبّ أو الشـیطرج حبّ

وشـبهه. الفربـیون دهن مثل الخام، ذلك یذُیب ما الحارّة الأدهان من علیه واحملْ
الله؞ شاء إن بلیغاً، كـیًّا العظمين ملتقى في كْوِهِ فا ینفعه، لم فإن

الفارسيّ] ١١الحبّ په2. الفطور» قبل «اي توحُّش] ٨على ‖ پ «الاىدراني» ٥الأندرانيّ] ‖ پ «والكلا» ٣الكلى]
پ. «الڡرىىون» ١٣الفربـیون] ‖ پ «اللحم» ١٣الخام] ‖ پ للفارسى» «حب

وكلّ الأصماغ، «وحبّ الأصماغ] ١٢حبّ ‖ Therap 4.3.2 ⬇Ⓡ الشـیطرج] ١٢حبّ ‖ Pharm 3.1 ⬇Ⓡ ≠ ١صفة]
.١٢٤٠٨–١٧ I تصریف Ⓡ ١٠١٥١؛ مجالس البلغم» تنقية به يرُاد حبّ
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والذكر ‖ الأنثیین ذكر 4.2باب
پ٦٩و ومداواتهما ومنافعهما

والیبوسة. فالحرارة مزاجهما: أمّا
َّسْل. الن وإقامة البول فإبرازُ منافعهما: وأمّا

والقرح؞ والوجع، الشهوة، وقلّة والاسترخاء والنَّفْخ، فالأُدْرة أمراضهما: ٥وأمّا

والفتق الأدرة 4.2.1علاج

جزو. المصطكى، ومن جزو؛ الأنزروت، من جزو؛ الغراء، من جزو؛ اللوبان، من یؤخذ المرهم: بهذا
الرّفْغان. بها وتطُلى الأدویة، به وتخُلط الخلّ، في الغراء وینُقع وینُخل، الجمیع یدُقّ

یومًا. ثلٰثين قفاه على وینام
والكـرّاث. والفجل الیابس والتين الباقلاّء نحو الرياح، یوُلّد ما كلّ ١٠ويجتنب

الماء ومن جزو، الفول دقيق من جزو، الورد دهن من وأُخذ الظهر. في حُجم أُدرة، بلا ورمًا كان فإن
الورم؞ على وتوضع خرقة على ویطُلى الفول، بدقيق ويخُلط بالماء، الدهن يسُخن جزو.

الذكر استرخاء وأما
الجماع شهوة 4.2.2وضعف

يجُمع جزو. السوسن: دهن ومن جزو. الكندر: ومن الأنباط عِلْك ومن جزو. البلسان: دهن من ١٥فيؤخذ

الذكر. به ویمُرّخ ویعتدل، يمتزج حتىّ فاترة نارٍ على الجمیع
الخام. يخُرج وما | الهنديّ الحبّ ويسُـتعمل السخن. بالماء وینُضجهِ بالزنبق، دهنه پ٦٩ظويسُـتعمل

من الكائنة الأدرة من ضماد «صفة Ⓡ ≈ المرهم] ٧بهذا ‖ ٨١٢٣–٢٥١٢٥ نجح والذكر» الأنثيين ڢـي «الفول ≡ ١باب]
.١٧٢٣٢–٢٠ I تصریف ريح»

٨الرّفْغان] ‖ ت یذوب» حتىّ الشراب «في الخلّ] ٨في ‖ نجح «والڢتڧ» + ٥والقرح] ‖ نجح «وكثرتها» + ٥الشهوة]
أو یومًا ثلاثين رأسه على ملقا الصبيّ أو العلیل «ويكون یومًا] . . . ٩وینام ‖ ت الموضع» «على نجح، والڢتڧ» «الأدرة

.١٤٢٣٢–١٥ I تصریف یومًا» أربعين

٨الرّفْغان] ‖ پ «ویطلى» ٨وتطُلى] ‖ پ «والىڡح» ٥والنَّفْخ] ‖ پ ابراز» » ٤فإبرازُ] ‖ پ «الانتيىان» ١الأنثیین]
پ. «وىسهق» ١٢يسُخن] ‖ پ «الباڡلا» ١٠الباقلاّء] ‖ پ «كلما» ما] ١٠كلّ ‖ پ «للرقعتان»

.١٤
٤٢٩ا VIII لسان باطن» من الفخذين أصول فْغُ: والرُّ فْغُ «الرَّ ٨الرّفْغان] ‖ «κήλη» ≡ ٥فالأُدْرة]
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الرقيق. الطلى ويشرُب الفتیّة. الضانٔ بلحم ویغُتذى والسمك، اللبن ويجُتنب
ويشرُب كارع. والأ الرؤس باؤداك والحقن لذلك. يكون ما أحسن من فإنهّ الفارسيّ، الحبّ ویتُخّذ

بادر. شریفٌ فهو بالزرارع، یعُمل الّذي الدواء
الله؞ شاء إن السذاب، عصارة من شيئاً فليشرب الشهوةُ، علیه أفطرتْ فإن

لُبانه صفة ٥

قشره ویؤخذ إصبعُه. ینسلخ لئلاّ خرقةً إصبعه على ویلفّ یدیك، بين غلامٌ ه ویقُشرِّ بلادر حبّ یؤخذ
ویصُبّ برامٍ طنجير في ويجُعل أوقـیّة منه ویؤخذ بمقراض، الخارج القشر ویقُرّض بالداخل ويرُمى الخارج

یغمره. ما قدَْر اللوز، من يخُرج الخضراء) الحبّة (وهو البُطْم دهن علیه
ینعقد. ما قدر لیّنة بنارٍ تحته ویوقد الطنجير، في ویترُك يسُحق درهمًا. عشرين كَر: ذَ لبانٌ ویؤخذ

اللوبان. مثل ینعقد الجمیع فإنّ — حبةّ نصفُ الدواء من درهم كلّ على منه ویترُك بیضاء سقمونیا ویؤخذ ١٠

المنفعة؞ تنال — أمضغْها قطعةً: الحاجة عند منه واسـتعملْ

حلّه
درهمًا. ثلٰثين زیت: پ٧٠و

درهمًا. ثلٰثين سكرّ:
درهمًا. عشرين أبیض: لبُان فيه ویطُرح ١٥

لیّنة. بنارٍ الجمیع واعقد كافور، حبةّ درهم لكلّ وتطُرح
الأوّل؞ مثل قطعة منه ويسُـتعمل

الإحلیل في الوجع وأما 4.2.3

فيه وُضع وقد یومًا، عشر خمسة الشمس في فيوضع العذب الزیت من فيؤخذ خُراج، بلا كان فإن
والزنبق. السخن بالماء وینُضج به فيُدهن حيةّ. عقربٌ ٢٠

ظهره. على ويحُتجم
بالزنبق؞ كَره ذَ ويسعط

‖ پ «وىوخذ» ٧ویؤخذ] ‖ پ٢ «ـمى» پ، «وير|ما» ٧ويرُمى] ‖ پ «شـیا» [ ٤شيئاً ‖ پ «للطلي» ١الطلى]
پ. «درهم» ٩درهمًا]

«البطم ،(«τέρμινθος» ≡) ٤١٥ تفسيرج البطم» وهو الخضراء، الحبّة شجرة وهو «طرمنثس: الخضراء] . . . ٨البُطْم
حنیفة). أبو →) [١٤٣] تلخیص ”بطم“» أیضًا للثمر ویقُال الخضراء، الحبّة شجرة
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الإحلیل في والحكّة القروح 4.2.4وأما

العصافير. خرو من مثاقيل وثلٰثة سكّر، مثاقيل وثلٰثة الرمّان، تنوير من كفٌّ فيؤخذ
السخن. بالماء وینُضج مفتوحًا. كان إن القرح، به ويحُشى ویذُرّ ذلك، یدُقّ

الورد. بزیت المذَاف بالعسل ويسعط والكتاّن، الحلبة من المعجونات تحُمل الباطن: تطیيب في ویعُالج
الزعفران أُخذ ظاهرًا: كان وإن الذكر؛ به فيسعط ورد، ودهن وخلاًّ بورقاً أَخذ باطناً: كال الأُ كان ٥فإن

به. فيسعط بالماء، ويخُلطا ويسُحقا والكافور،
معجونين والحرمل الحناّء | ويحُمل الورد. بزیت معجونين مدقوقين كرنب وأُ رُطْبةٌ بحريرةٍ ظهره على پ٧٠ظويحُمل

الله؞ شاء إن بالخلّ،

والاحتلام الماء وكثرة الإنعاظ إفراط 4.2.5وأما

دهرمين. وزن السذاب: حبّ من ١٠فيؤخذ

مثله. القِنَّب: زریعة ومن
ذلك. مثل الخسّ: بزر ومن

الله؞ شاء إن الریق، على البارد بالماء ويسقيه

نجح. «الفسط» ١١القِنَّب] ‖ نجح «والحرمل» ٧والحرمل] ‖ نجح «سویڧ» ٢تنوير]

پ. «والرمل» ٧والحرمل] ‖ په «بزیت» پ، «بربّ» ٧بزیت] ‖ پ «المذاف» ٤المذَاف]
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الأسفل وأما 4.3

والرطوبة. الحرارة فمزاجه:
فْل. ّـُ الث فإخراج منافعه: وأمّا

الخفيّ؞ والداء والناسور، والثالٓیل، م، ْ الصرُّ وخروج والبَثرْ، والورم والحكةّ، والشقَاق، الوجع، وأدواؤه:
٥

ج المخر وجع علاج 4.3.1

الأدویة من شـبهه أو المنتن، حبّ أو الأصماغ، حبّ أو الصغير، الذهب وحبّ الشـیطرج حبّ يشرُب
والرياح. الغلیظة الفضول تخُرج التيّ

الله؞ شاء إن البیض، دهن أو والخوخ الجوز بدهن المخرج ویدُهن

ج المخر في الشقاق وأما 4.3.2١٠

الشـیطرج. شربُ ويسُـتعمل الجوز، كل أ فيُدمن
بدهن ويخُلط ذلك یدُقّ مثاقيل. أربعة المحرق: الرصاص ومن مثاقيل. ثمانیة وزن المرتك: من ویؤخذ

أیضًا. به ويتمُسّح الزنبق،
الاسٓ؞ بدهن أیضًا ويتمُسّح

.٢٥١٢٥–٢٥١٢٧ نجح الأسڢل» ڢـي «الفول ≡ ١وأما]

نجح. «المرداسـنج» ١٢المرتك] ‖ نجح «والبواسير» ٤والناسور]

پ. «وللتالیل» لٓیل] ٤والثا ‖ پ «وللىتر» ٤والبَثرْ] ‖ پ «التفل» فْل] ّـُ ٣الث

Therap ⬇Ⓡ الشـیطرج] ٧حبّ ‖ *{srm} ٢٥٠ DAA م] ْ ٤الصرُّ ‖ «ῥαγάδες αἱ ἐν δακτυλίῳ» ≡ ٤والشقَاق]
.Pharm 3.8 ⬇ Ⓡ المنتن] ٧حبّ ‖ ١٤٠٨–٤ I تصریف Ⓡ الصغير] الذهب ٧وحبّ ‖ 4.3.2
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الشيطرج حب صنعة
المفاصل ووجع والأسفل، الظهر ووجع والفالج الجسد، استرخاء من الله، بـإذن ‖ پ٧١والنافع،

الغلیظة والفضول الرياح من يهیج وجع وكلّ الركبتين، ووجع والنقرس والقولنج، النسا، وعرق

أخلاطه
درهمًا. عشرين وزن الأصفر: الهلیلج من ٥یؤخذ

مثله. السقطريّ: الصبر ومن

درهمين. وزن الزنجبیل: ومن
دراهم. ثلٰثة واحد كلّ من والدارفلفل: الفلفل ومن

درهمين. واحد كلّ من الحنظل: وشحم والشـیطرج، والوجّ، والنفطيّ الهنديّ والملح الإسفندار، ومن
دراهم. أربعة وزن الفانید: ١٠ومن

كالفلفل. فيُحبَّب الثعلب، شجرة بماء أو الكـرّاث بماء ویعُجن ويسُحق حدة، على واحد كلّ یدُقّ
درهمين؞ وزن منه: الشربة

والبثر ج المخر في الورم 4.3.3وأما

الأسفل. جمیع من نافع ذلك فإنّ الساقين: من أو الظهر من بالمحاجم الدم بـإخراج ذلك فدواء
إن به، ح التمسُّ ویدُيم بدهنٍ ويخُلط ذلك ویدُقّ جزو. الإسفيداج: ومن جزو. المرتك: من یؤخذ ١٥ثمّ

الله؞ شاء

تصریف ≈ ٢–٩؛
٩٠و كناّش الأصغر» الشـیطرج «حبّ ≈ ٩٤٧٠–١٦؛ فردوس الأصغر» الشـیطرج «حبّ ≈ ١صنعة]

.٦١٠٠–١٤ أقراباذينس ١٢٤٠٩–١٦؛ I

والنفطيّ] الهنديّ ٩والملح ‖ ت ابیض» «سورنجان كف(ق)، «خردل» ٩الإسفندار] ‖ ق «وخردل» + ٧الزنجبیل]
١١بماء ‖ ق – الحنظل] ٩وشحم ‖ ك – ٩والوجّ] ‖ ت نفطي» «ملح قك، هنديّ» «ملح ف، نفطيّ» هنديّ «ملح

«یعُمل كالفلفل] ١١فيُحبَّب ‖ قكت – ف، الثعلب» عنب «بماء الثعلب] . . . ١١أو ‖ ك الكرنب» «بماء الكـرّاث]
قك. حارّ» «بماء + ق، وصنف» «درهمين ١٢درهمين] ‖ ق الحاجة» عند ويسُـتعمل الظلّ في «ويجُففّ ك، حبًّا»

پ. «الاسـىدار» ٩الإسفندار]

دان. ا / دان > كناّش)؛ إسحق، ابن →) [٤] تلخیص الأبیض» الخردل هو «إسفندار ٩الإسفندار]
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رم الص خروج وأما 4.3.4

و. ْ والضرِّ الاسٓ دهن نحو القابضة، بالأدهان الظهر فيُدهن
شرط. بلا المحاجم علیه وتحُمل پ٧١ظ

السكبینج. ويسُقى
ويخُلط البیض، بمحّ ویعُجنان ویدُقان جزو. واحد كلّ من الصبر: ومن المحرق، الـمَحار من ویؤخذ ٥

الصرم؞ على به ویطلى خلّ من بشيء

ج المخر في الـثآلیل وأما 4.3.5

الساقين. فتح فاسـتعملْ قطعها، أحببْتَ فإن
موافقًا. الزمان كان إذا الكبير، البختج وأدمن الشـیطرج؛ شرب وأدمنْ

كحل. الأ فاقطع ١٠

مرّتين. شهر كلّ في الكبير الترياق وشرب والخریف، الربیع في اللوغاديا واسـتعمل
ويكون رضّاضة في ذلك ویوضع خالص، نبيذ من وشيء الورد وزیت البیض محّ من أدهانًا لها وتتخّذ

مرارًا. ویدُهن يسودّ، حتىّ ويحُكّ منها یدُهن
فرقهما؞ أُحبّ وإن جمعهما أُحبّ إن السوداء، والحبّة والاسٓ والقسط، الحلفاء باصٔل ذلك بـإثر ویتُبخّر

١٥

الناسور وأما 4.3.6

الثالٓیل. به تدُاوى ما فيُتخّذ
المیّت اللحم وصلتَ فإذا المصريّ. بالدواء وتطليها قدرها على فتائل لها فاتخّذْ واتسّعتْ، قدُمتْ وإن
كلّ وذلك — للجراحات ما نحو على اللحم ینُبت ما فاسـتعملْ الإحراق)، وشدّة بالدم ذلك (ویعُرف

ونحوه. واللوبان كالشـیّان قابضًا، كان ما ٢٠

والإطریفل؞ والبختج والشـیطرج تَج الكُسـْ من ذكره قدّمنا ما ویدُمن

نجح. «البواسير» ١٦الناسور]
١٢رضّاضة] ‖ پ «ىىيد» ١٢نبيذ] ‖ پ «مخ» ١٢محّ] ‖ پ «وتعجنان» ٥ویعُجنان] ‖ پ «المجار» ٥الـمَحار]
١٩-٢٠كلّ ‖ پ «للحراجات» ١٩للجراحات] ‖ پ «التالیل» ١٧الثالٓیل] ‖ پ یدُاوا» ١٧تدُاوى] ‖ پ «رضاصه»

پ. «وللبحتح» ٢١والبختج] ‖ پ «الكسـنح» تَج] ٢١الكُسـْ ‖ پ «كلما» ما]
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الخفي الداء 4.3.7وأما

صاحبه. يجد بما العادة طریق من عرضيّ غير جوهريٌّ ‖ أنهّ پ٧٢وویعُرف

ظهره. على وترُبط رصاص من صفيحة له فتُتخّذ
اليمانيّ. والشبّ البورق یدخلها التيّ الحرّیفة الحقن له وتسُـتعمل

بها. ح والتمسُّ الشلثا شرب ٥ویدُيم

الداخلـ⟨ـيّ⟩. بقشره المشويّ والقَسْطَل النبق كل أ ويسُـتعمل
ومخیضه. البقر رائب ويحُسى

الله؞ شاء إن أيّام، تسعة كل المأ في مُداف مدقوق الخسّ بزر من درهمين وشرب

وحكةًّ؞ كالاً أُ ذلك من داء فيه المعاء في يكون فسادٍ مِن الأوائل ذكرت فيما ذلك يكون وإنماّ

پ. «وللڡسطل» ٦والقَسْطَل] ‖ پ «الشلثا» ٥الشلثا] ‖ پ «الخرىفه» ٤الحرّیفة] ‖ پ «غرضي» ٢عرضيّ]

،٧١٠٦ العرب طبّ والبلوّط» القسطل كل «أ ⨀ ٦والقَسْطَل] .٥٧٣–١١٧٥ أقراباذينس Ⓡ ܐ؛ ܝܠ > ٥الشلثا]
DAA) ٣٥٤٨ عمدة القسطل» بلوّط: «شاه ،١٨٤٣٧ II تصریف عندنا» القسطل وهو بلوّط، الشاه هو «قشطانیا

.(*{qsṭl/n} ٤٢٧
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الفخذین ذكر باب 4.4

والركبتین والساقین
والرطوبة. فالحرارة مزاجهما: أمّا

والمشي. الظهر عامُ فادِّ منافعهما: وأمّا
والكلََف، والحزازة والوَثيْ، والكَسرْ، الرياح، وهي: الوركين، من ذكرنا ما جنس فمن أمراضهما: وأمّا ٥

والفالج؞ والـجُذام، والبهَقَ، والبرََص والـحَصْبة، والـجُدَريّ

الساقین في یاح الر أما 4.4.1

ذلك. وشـبه بنَ، باللّـَ الكتاّن وزریعة الحلبة ماء أو كارع، الأ دهن مثل لیّنة، بحقنةٍ فيُحقن
والمیعة. بالزنبق ویمُرّخ
الساقين. عرق ویـُفتح ١٠

الحمّام. في بالزیت معجونين مدقوقين والـحَرْمَل الحناّء عليهما ويحُمل
الله؞ شاء إن و، ْ والضرِّ ندْ الرَّ كدهن الحارّة، والأدهان | كارع بالأ ویدُهنا پ٧٢ظ

الوثي وأما 4.4.2

والموميا. بالزنبق ویدُهن فيُمدّ
ذلك؞ وشـبه البیض، ببياض معجونًا واللُّوبان كالعدس یقبض، ما علیه ويحُمل ١٥

للوثي «صفة Ⓡ البیض] . . . ١٥كالعدس ‖ ٢٥١٢٧–١٣١٣٢ نجح والركبتين» والسافين الڢخذين ڢـي «الفول ≡ ١باب]
.٦٢٣٩–٨ وساد الوثي» على ويحُمل البیدضة، ببياض ویعُجن ويسُحق العدس دقيق من یؤخذ أیضًا:

‖ نجح والكلڢ» والملكونیا والدوالي والفوباء والمسامير «والجرب والكلََف] ٥والحزازة ‖ نجح «والیبس» ٣والرطوبة]
نجح. «الخیار» ١١الحناّء] ‖ نجح – ٦والفالج] ‖ نجح – ٦والبهَقَ]

پ. «عليها» ١١عليهما] ‖ پ «والحرارة» ٥والحزازة]
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العظام وفيسائر فیهما الكسر 4.4.3وأما

عَرْض بقَدْرِ خرقةٍ على یطُلى ثمّ فتُخلط. والزیت، والبیض والأَبـْهَل الشعير دقيق ویؤخذ ذلك، فيُجبر
الموضعُ، وَرِم فإن — فوق من الجبائر وتوضع يكفيه، ما والربائط العصائب من فوقه ویلُفّ الكسر،

قلیلاً. باط الرِّ من حَلَّلتَْ
یبرأ»؞ الكسر: على الكلاب أدمغة «احملْ الأوائل: ذكرت فيما العظم جَبرْ يسرُع ٥وممّا

أجمع سائره البدن في الجرب 4.4.4وأما

بالمسهلات. بدنه تنُقصّ ثمّ أصطماخيقون، من شربةً تسقيه ثمّ الهنديّ، البختج باسـتعمال فتامٔره
كحل. الأ عرق فيه قطعت دمٍ، فضل فيه رأیت فإن

بزیت بالمرتك أو بالزیت، البقر باخٔثاء أو البَورق، مع بالمیعة لْك والدَّ فيه، ق والتعرُّ الحمّام بلزوم وتامٔره
الله شاء إن یبرأ، به: وتطلیه بالزیت، ویذُاف فيسُحق دراهم، خمسة زنة الكبریت من تؤخذ أو ١٠الورد.

؞

والقوباء والكلف الحزازة 4.4.5وأما

كتاّن؞ بزر دهن أو الحنطة بدهن وادّهانها ‖ العرق، وفـَتْح الجرب، أدویة من ذكرنا ما بمثل پ٧٣وفتُداوى

فردوس أصطمخیقون» يشرُب «أن أصطماخيقون] . . . ٧تسقيه ‖ ١٤٦٤–٢ IV Nat.hist ≡ D41 Κεστοί ≡ [. . ٥فيما.
.٢٠٣٢٣|٧ فردوس الحمّام» دخول «ويكُثر + الحمّام» «ویتعاهد الحمّام] ٩بلزوم ‖ ١٨٣٢٣

نجح. «وبالمرداسـنج» ٩بالمرتك]

١٢والقوباء] ‖ پ «الحراره» ١٢الحزازة] ‖ پ «و.ُذاب» ١٠ویذُاف] ‖ پ «الىختح» ٧البختج] پ. «فيها» ١فیهما]
پ. دهنها» «وادهان ١٣وادّهانها] ‖ پ «فيداوي» ١٣فتُداوى] ‖ پ « «والفو

.«λειχήν» ≡ ١٢والقوباء] ‖ ٢٢٤٣–٨ وساد بختج» «صفة Ⓡ ≟ الهنديّ] ٧البختج
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والحصبة الجدري وأما 4.4.6

يسُمّى عقيدٍ من مثقال نصف مع طِلى دراهم عشرة وزن یوم كلّ فاسقه ذلك، أعلام رأیت فإذا
«جندبادستر».

الدواء: هذا سقيتَه أيّام، ثلٰثةُ له مَضَتْ فإذا

ذلك. مثل المقشرّ: البلسان حبّ ومن دراهم. أربعة الورد: من یؤخذ — أخلاطه ٥

درهمين. وزن : ّ اللكَّ ومن
ویـُصفىّ النصف، إلى يرجع حتىّ ویطُبخ جتين. سُكُـرُّ ماء، علیه ویطُرح نظیفة، قِدْرٍ في ذلك يجُمع

الریق؞ على ويشربه سكرّ، ⟨—⟩ نصف فيه ویوضع
الشمس. في ویقوم به ومُسح الملح، من شيءٌ فيه ووُضع السمسم دهن من شيءٌ أُخذ لتفقان†: †فاما

الأبیض بالقسط تطلیه ثمّ یومين. تدََعهُ ثمّ الطرفاء، وشجر بالاسٓ طُبخ قد بماءٍ یمُسح نشفت، فإذا ١٠

علیه. ويحُمل وماء، ملح من وشيء السمسم بدهن مسحوقاً
الشعير. دقيق أو الأرزّ بدقيق حُشيت قد مرفقةٍ على اضطجاعهُ ويكون

بماء الناس بعضُ یغسله وقد — الأصبهانيّ الإثمد مع الكزبرة بزر بعصير كثيرًا ذلك بدء في ويكُتحل
والجلاّب؞ الكرفس

.١١٦٢٦ زاد بج]» [«الأعلام» العلامات هذه رأیت «فإذا ذلك] . . . ٢فإذا

‖ نجح انتفعت» «ڢإذا لتفقان] ٩فاما ‖ نجح جندبادستر» «من «جندبادستر»] . . . ٢-٣من ‖ نجح «علامات» ٢أعلام]
الأصبهانيّ] . . . ١٣ويكُتحل ‖ ١١٦٢٨ زاد الأرزّ» بدقيق مملوء فراش العلیل یفرش أن «فينبغي الشعير] . . . ١٢ويكون
الكزبرة بماء المربىّ الأصفهانيّ «الكحل ،٨٣٠٧–٩ فردوس الكزبرة» وماء المطر بماء معمول كحلٌ العين في یلُقى أن «فينبغي

.١٠٢٧٩ II.1 كامل الرطب»

«السمسم» ٩السمسم] ‖ پ لتقفان» «ڡاما لتفقان] ٩فاما ‖ پ حسن» «سكر جتين] ٧سُكُـرُّ ‖ پ «طلى» ٢طِلى]
پ. «بدئ» ١٣بدء] ‖ پ «السمسم» ١١السمسم] ‖ پ
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والبهق البرص 4.4.7وأما

المالح. البلغم من يكون فإنهّ
المغیث. الهنديّ الدواء ثمّ الهاشمِيّ، الدواء ثمّ الماهیانيّ، الدواء | صاحبه پ٧٣ظفيسُقى

الله؞ شاء إن والزنبق، بالبَلسَْم الموضع ویدُهن الحمّام. ویلُزم

للبهق ٥صفة

یبرأ؞ البهق: على ويجُعل یؤخذ فيها. الّذي بدَ والزَّ الدم منها يخرج حتىّ النار على تجُعل رئة: تؤخذ

الجذام 4.4.8وأما

الأسد. وجه يشُـبه متفقـّع صاحبه وجه وأنّ أیضًا الأسد؛ وقُهْرته قوّته في يشُـبه لأنهّ الأَسَد»، «داء وهو
كـثـرُهم. أ يموت وبه الخناق، له ویعرض ا. مُرًّ عيشُه ويكون قبیحةً، سَهِكةً صاحبه رائحة وتكون

وأقربهُ. علاجه من يكون ما أخصرُ وهذا طویل، وعلاجه كثيرةٌ الداء هذا ١٠وأصناف

حراویـّة الصَّ الحیّات وبلحوم بلحومها ویغُذّى الأفاعي أقراص ويسُقى مفاصله، تكُوى أن ذلك: من
بالحمرة. الموشّاة

مرّتين والخریف الربیع في واللوغاذيا التیادریطوس ويسُقى مرّتين، شهر كلّ في كبر الأ الترياق ويسُقى
الأفيثمون. مطبوخ أو الكبير البختج في محلولًة

الله؞ شاء إن والبهق، البرص من ینفع أنهّ ذكرنا ما جمیعُ الداء هذا من ینفع ١٥وقد

١٣-١٤ويسُقى ‖ ٢٢٣١٨–٢٣ فردوس الوجه» صورة ویفُسد الصوت یغُيرّ لأنهّ الأسد“ ”داء «ويسُمّى الأسد] . . . ٨وهو
.٥٣١٩–٦ فردوس الأفتيمون» بماء الكبار والإيارجات والشـیلثا كبر الأ الترياق «ويشرب الأفيثمون] . . .

نجح. الماهیانيّ» «الدواء الماهیانيّ] ٣الدواء

١١تكُوى] ‖ پ يكون» «اخصرما|ما يكون] ما ١٠أخصرُ ‖ پ «الماهیا» ٣الماهیانيّ] ‖ پ «فيسقي» ٣فيسُقى]
ون» «الاڡي ١٤الأفيثمون] ‖ پ «واللوعاديا» ١٣واللوغاذيا] ‖ پ «التبادرىطوس» ١٣التیادریطوس] ‖ پ «ىكوي»

پ.

الهاشمِيّ] ٣الدواء ‖ ٢٦–٢٧ ٢٨ظ ،٧ ٩ظ تذكرة «الماهیانيّ» الماهیانيّ] ٣الدواء ‖ ܐ) (ܒܗ «ἀλφός» ≡ ١والبهق]
Ⓡ الأفاعي] ١١أقراص ‖ «λεοντίασις» ≡ الأَسَد] ٨داء ‖ ١٦٤١١–١٩ I تصریف ”الهاشميّ“» تدُعى دواء «صفة Ⓡ

.٤٣٠٧–١٦ XIV TherPamph ψΓ «ἀρτίσκοι θηριακοί»
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فيالجسم الخدر وأما 4.4.9

الكيلالج. ودهن الفربیون بدهن والادّهان الهنديّ، ‖ الحبّ ویدُيمه صَاحبه، فيسـتعمل پ٧٤و

المنتن. وحبّ السكبینج تَج وكُسـْ الشـیطرج حبّ ويشرب
الحمّام. ویلتزم

الخردل. كل أ ویدُيم المبرِّد، الغذاء ويجتنب ٥

فافهم؞ — مداواته إلى ولا إلیه سبيلَ فلا منه، عظُم ⟨ ⟨ما فامّٔا اليسير؛ الخدر من ذكرنا ما مع یبرأ فقد

الحبوب من ذلك ونحو الأصماغ وحبّ الڢربیون وحبّ الكبير الذهب «حبّ ٢الهنديّ] ‖ نجح والڢالج» «الخدر ١الخدر]
نجح. ونحوه» البابونج ودهن الخروع «ودهن الكيلالج] ٢ودهن ‖ نجح والخام» للبلغم المسهلة

پ «الكىِلالج» ٢الكيلالج] ‖ پ «الشـتوى» ٢الهنديّ] ‖ پ صاحبه» «صاحبه ٢صَاحبه] ‖ پ «الجدري» ١الخدر]
پ. «الجدر» ٦الخدر] پ «الكسج» ٣السكبینج] ‖ پ تح» «وكسـٝ تَج] ٣وكُسـْ ‖

الهند» جوز دهن هو الكلكلانج «دهن ،[٢٣٠] تلخیص الهنديّ» ⟨الجوز⟩ دهن هو الكلانج «دهن الكيلالج] ٢ودهن
أقراباذينس واللقوة» الفالج من نافع الكلكلانج «دهن ١٩٤٨٨–٧٤٩٩؛ فردوس الكلانج» «دهن Ⓡ ١٣٤٢٤؛ II تصریف

.١٩١٧٤–١٠١٧٥
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والرجلین الیدین ذكر 4.5باب

وأدویتهما ومزاجهما
والیبس. فالبرد مزاجهما: أمّا

والقَـبْض. والبسَْط فالـمَشيْ منافعهما: وأمّا
و العِنبَة؞ والحمرة، والشقاق، قْـرارة، والّدِ فالنِّـقْرسِ أمراضهما: ٥وأمّا

والدقرارة النقرس 4.5.1علاج

القدم. عرق وفتحُ والخریف، الربیع في كحل الأ العرق فتحُ
الورد. وزیت الخلّ وثفل البیض ومُحّ كْـرُنبْ الأَ مرهم ويحُمل

الترياق من ويشرب والخریف. الربیع في مرّتين السـنة في اللوغاديا ويشرب الفيقرا، حبّ شرب ویدُيم
مرّتين؞ الشهر في كبر ١٠الأ

والرجلین الیدین في الشقاق 4.5.2وأما

یصُنع بمرهمٍ ویعُرك المراهم: من الأسفل في الشقاق به یدُاوى وبما السوداء، المرّة تخُرج التيّ فبالأدویة
والزنبق. الشمع من

والحرمل. الخلّ علیه ويحُمل
الله؞ شاء إن افِن، الصَّ عرق لهما | ویـُقطع والذراعين، الساقين في الحجامة ١٥پ٧٤ظوتسُـتعمل

.١٣١٣٢–١١٣٣ نجح والرجلين» الیدين ڢـي «الفول ≡ ١باب]

‖ ٣٣١٨–٤ فردوس الرجل» خنصر أصل عند الّذي أو كحل الأ بفصد «عولج القدم] . . . ٧فتحُ ‖ نجح – [. . ٥والشقاق.
الحاوي ⊃ سرابیون ابن الخمر» ودرديّ النيّ البیض صفرة مع المدقوق المسلوق الكرنب ورق تاخٔذ «أن الورد] . . . ٨مرهم

.(١٣٠٧–٣ I Pragm | ٢٨٥٤٩–٥٥٥١ II Therap ≡) ٢٢١٧٩٣–٢٣

پ «المرهم» ١٢المراهم] ‖ پ «ڡالادویة» ١٢فبالأدویة] ‖ پ «والدفراره» ٦والدقرارة] ‖ پ «والدفراره» قْـرارة] ٥والّدِ
پ. «والرىىٯ» ١٣والزنبق] ‖

≡ ٥فالنِّـقْرسِ] ‖ «ἀντίληψις» ≡ ٤والقَـبْض] ‖ «ἔκτασις» ≡ ٤والبسَْط] ‖ «βάδισις» ≡ ٤فالـمَشيْ]
٥العِنبَة] ‖ (ποδάγρα < ܪܐ ܘܕܓ < دقرارة أبو ⩼) *{dqr} ١٨١ DAA ⨀ قْـرارة] ٥والّدِ ‖ «ποδάγρα»

.(«σταφύλωμα/σταφύλη» ≟) ܐ ܢܒ ≟ ١١؛ ٦٣٠ب I لسان تعُْدِي» نسْان بالإْ تخْرج ةٌ بثرََْ «وَالعِْنبََةُ:
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الحمرة وأما 4.5.3

اَلذئب. وعنب الورد زیت مع المذیبة الـمَغَرة عليها فتُحمل
حُبارى. بدماغ ویطُلى

والذراع. الساق في ويحُتجم
الموضع؞ على ويحُمل بالخلّ، ويحُلّ فيُدقّ الحرمل، للحمرة ویؤخذ ٥

العنبة وأما 4.5.4

من أشبهها وما الخبیثة الأنبات

والنُّورة المرتك مرهم أو كذلك، رْجُون الزَّ رماد أو الورد، بزیت مدقوقاً الیابس الورد عليها فاحملْ
المغسولة.

أیضًا. فوقها واحجمْه ١٠

كحل؞ الأ عرق له وافتحْ

.٢١١٧٧ II تصریف والحمرة» الشراء بها ویطُلى بالخلّ، وتسُحق المغرة من یؤخذ «أو ≅ اَلذئب] . . . ٢فتُحمل

«المرداسـنج» ٨المرتك] ‖ نجح الغلیظة» العڢنة اللحوم عن المتولّدة «النوابت الخبیثة] ٧الأنبات ‖ نجح «الثعلب» ٢اَلذئب]
نجح.

‖ پ «للزرحون» رْجُون] ٨الزَّ ‖ پ «مدقوق» [ ٨مدقوقاً ‖ پ «حباري» ٣حُبارى] ‖ پ «وىطلي» ٣ویطُلى]
پ. فوقها» «فوقها ١٠فوقها]



620 Fevers

الحمیات ذكر 4.6باب

وعلاجها
منها: والنَّوع، الجنس مختلفةُ الحمّیات

4.6.1الربع

ق، والتعرُّ الحمّام واسـتعمال السوداویـّة، الأغذیة من بالتحفُّظ ودواؤها السوداء، المرّة من ٥د٥٥ظوتكون

الكبير الترياق وشرب بالماء، ممزوج السكنجبين شراب أو الأفسـنتين شراب وشرب اللحم، وترك
الحلتيت. معجون وشراب وشـبهه، سَلِيم أصفر مثل ¦¦ د٥٦ووالأَصْفرات

الله؞ شاء إن الأفثيمون، بمطبوخ والتیادریطوس اللوغادیة سقيتَه وخفتّ، الانهضام في أخذتْ فإذا

الورد الحمى 4.6.2وأما

لغلظ عة المقطِّ الحِرّیفة الأطعمة كل بأ وأْمُرْه كثيرًا، القيء باسـتعمال صاحبها فأْمُرْ العفن، البلغم من ١٠فتكون

وشـبهه. والثوم كالخردل ‖ پ٧٥والبلغم،

لبْ. الصُّ الشراب واسقه
الحارّ. بالماء وقيئّْه

الفيقرا. إيارج فاسقه الانهضام، أثر رأیت فإذا
الله؞ شاء إن الورد، حمّى من نفع الربع، حمّى من نفع ما كلّ أنّ ١٥واعلمْ

.١١٣٣–٩ نجح الحمّیات» ڢـي «باب ≠ ١باب]

٨والتیادریطوس] ‖ د «اللوعادیة» پ، «اللوعادىه» ٨اللوغادیة] ‖ پ « «سَل ٧سَلِيم] ‖ پ «واسـتعمل» ٥واسـتعمال]
‖ د «فمر» ١٠فأْمُرْ] ‖ د «وتكون» ١٠فتكون] ‖ د الورد» الحمى «ومنها الورد] الحمى ٩وأما ‖ پ «والىبادریطوس»

د. «كلما» ما] ١٥كلّ ‖ د «الـفيقرا» ١٤الفيقرا] ‖ د «وقيه» پ، «وقىه» ١٣وقيئّْه] ‖ د مره» «او ١٠وأْمُرْه]

«صفة Ⓡ سَلِيم] ٧أصفر ‖ «τεταρταῖος πυρετός» ≡ ١٠٠ا١٣؛ VIII لسان الرابع» الیوم في إتیانها الهمّى: في «والرّبِعُْ ٤الربع]
النكراويّ» سليم اسـتعمله الصحیحة النسخة أنهّ بلغنا اخٓر سليم أصفر «صفة + ٢٠٤٥٢–٣٤٥٣ فردوس سليم» أصفر
Pharm ⬇ Ⓡ ≟ الحلتيت] ٧معجون ‖ ١٥٦٨–٣٦٩ أقراباذينس سليم» أصفر «صنعة ،٣٤٥٣–٧٤٥٤ فردوس
III لسان لِوَقْت» صَاحِبهَاَ أَخَذَتْ ذَا

ِٕ
ا ى الـْحُمَّ یوَْمُ «اَلوِْرْدُ الورد] ٩الحمى ‖ «πέψις» ≡ «نضج» ≟ ٨الانهضام] .4.24

.«ἀμφημερινός» ≡ الأصمعيّ)؛ →) ٢–٣
٤٥٦ب
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الغب حمّى وأما 4.6.3

والحارّة. والحلوة والعفنة الغلیظة الأطعمة من صاحبها فاحْمِ الصفراء، المرّة من فتكون
والعسل. الماء ینفعه وقد بالماء. ممزوجًا كَّريّ السُّ السكنجبين واسقه

الكافور. وأقراص الطباشير وأقراص ورد دبید بشرب وأْمُرْه الرمّانين، كل أ بـإدمان وأْمُرْه
تبریده. في تفُرط ولا ٥

الله◌؞ شاء ◌إن البیض مُحّ فاطٔعمْه الانهضام، رأیت فإذا

والمطبقة المحرقة الحمى وأما 4.6.4

والترطیب. التبرید على علاجها في فاعتمدْ حَرّها، لإفراط دلائلها فبیّنة والمطبقة، المحرقة أمّا

فاسقه والقوّة، الزمانُ وساعد ذلك رأیت فإذا رَعْدة. بلا وصداع وغمّ بحرٍّ تاخٔد وهي المطبقة، وأمّا
الله؞ شاء إن كحل، الأ في وافصدْه الكبير، بالترياق السكنجبين ١٠

المختلطة الحمى وأما 4.6.5

الغبّ؞ به تدُاوي بما فداوِها الطبائع، اختلاف من تكون وهي

إصلاح | في والسبب والبرهان الحقائق إلى المدخل هو الّذي الله بحمد الكتاب، كثر أ على أتينا وقد پ٧٥ظ

¦ الشكر إيزاع الله واسـلٔ والأجسام، الأنفس د٥٦ظ

مُنعم◌؞ جمیلٌ ◌فإنهّ عونه، وحسن ُّده تایٔ على ١٥

«ومره» ٤وأْمُرْه] ‖ د «ومره» ٤وأْمُرْه] ‖ د «ىڡعه» ٣ینفعه] ‖ د «ىكون» ٢فتكون] ‖ د الغب» «لحمى [ الغب حمّى ١وأما
. . . ٧وأما ‖ پ «مخ» ٦مُحّ] ‖ د مله» » ٦فاطٔعمْه] ‖ ده البیض] . . . ٥-٦ولا ‖ د «دبید» پ، «دىید» ٤دبید] ‖ د

١١وأما] ‖ پ «بخر» [ ٩بحرٍّ ‖ *«اْْخذة») ⩼) پ «اشد» د، «اخدٌ» ٩تاخٔد] ‖ د والمطبقه» المحرقة «للحمى والمطبقة]
‖ پد « «اك كثر] ١٣أ ‖ پ «ىداوى» ١٢تدُاوي] ‖ د «ڡداوياها» پ، واها» | «فد ١٢فداوِها] ‖ د «ومنها»

پد. «واسل» ١٤واسـلٔ]

≡ ٢٦–٢٩؛
٦٣٥ا I لسان للحمّى» فةِ الصِّ على غِبٌّ حمّى وهي [...] اخٓر وتدع یوَْمًا تاخٔذ أن الحمّى: من «الغِبُّ [ الغب ١حمّى

πλάνητες» ≡ المختلطة] ١١الحمى ‖ «συνεχής πυρετός» ≡ ٨والمطبقة] ‖ «καῦσος» ≡ ٨المحرقة] ‖ «τριταῖος»
.«πυρετοί
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⟨ الثاني النوع ⟩

⟨ — — — ⟩

الرابع الـفصل پ٧٥ظ|

النسیاند٥٦ظ في ٥

الحفظ». كثر وأ النسـیان أذهب بطلاء، وشرُب وجُفّف الهدهد لسان أُخذ «إن : الطبري قال
نسي»؞ قد ما كر اذّ الكثير، النسـیان یعتریه مَن على ولسانه الهدهد عين علُقّت «إن وقال:

نفعه». إنسان، بشعر النسـیان صاحب تدُخّن «إذا :الرازي وقال
حفظه»؞ وجاد نسـیانه وقلّ حافظًا عاد الخفّاش، كل أ النسـیانُ به مَن أُدمن «إذا وقال:

ס ≡ ٧وقال] ‖ ١١١٦٨–٢١٦٩ حيوانب ،[49.17] حيوانع ⇢ فردوس؛ ∌ ١٥٣٢٠–١٦؛ خواصّم ≡ ٦إن]
٢٠–٢١؛

٧٠و LX ≡ الطبريّ) →) ١٨–١٩
٨١و خواصّر ≅ ١٥٣٢٠–١٦؛ خواصّم טברי)، אל →) ٢٤٣٠١–٢٣٠٢

‖ اطرومينس) →) ٤٤٢٠–٦ فردوس ⇢ خواصّر؛ ∌ אלטברי)؛ →) ٣٣٠٢–٤ ס ≡ ٨إذا] ‖ ٢١٤٣٦–٢٢ فردوس ⥲
.٦١٨٣–٧ حيوانب ،[53.27] حيوانع ⇢ خواصّر؛ ∌ ١٧٣٢٠–١٨؛ خواصّم الرازيّ)، →) ١٢–١٣

١٥و المغني ٩وقال]

نسي] . . . كر ٧اذّ ‖ فخ النسـیان» «صاحب الكثير] . . . ٧مَن ‖ LX «lingua» خ، «عینه» ولسانه] الهدهد ٧عين
ס. ששכח» ממה יותר «יזכור فخ، نسـیه» قد ما «ذكر

د. «واحد» كثر] ٦وأ ‖ پ «بطلى» ٦بطلاء] ‖ د «ادا» ٦إن]



624 2 On the ailments of the head

الخامس الـفصل
والسهر النوم في

يزال لا فإنهّ نائم، إنسان رأس تحت هدهدٍ جناح عظم أو إنسان سنّ جُعلت «إذا الحیوان: كتب في
رأسه». تحت من ذلك ینزُع حتىّ ینام

ونام». هدأ أُمّه، بلبن نسفه أذن من أو حمار أذن وسخَ البكاء كثيرُ سُقي «إذا ٥وقال:

یغطّ»◌؞ لم النوم، في یغُطّ مَن على الحدید علُقّ «إذا ◌وقال:

السادس الـفصل
الصداع في

الدماغ»؞ حجاب من الدم نزف انقطع بشراب، الدجاج أدمغة شرُبت «إذا دیسقوریدس: قال
أن دون الشجر نفس من الغار بشجر المعروف الشجر ورق من ورقةٌ وُجدت إن إنهّ، بلیناس ١٠وقال

يسكر؞ ولم یصدع لم إنسان، أذن خلف ووُضعت الأرض على تسقط
سكنّه». المصدوع، الجانب یلي ممّا صداعٌ به مَن على سذاب طاقات علُقّت ‖ «إن :الطبري پ٧٦ووقال

الصداع». من نفع بالماء، وسُعط بماء ودِیف وسحُق الهدهد جلد جُفڡّ «إذا وقال:
؞ وجعه» سكنّ رأسه، شقَّ يشـتكي مَن على إنسان شعر علُقّ «إن وقال:

مجرّب؞ — الله» بـإذن رأسه سكّن صداع، به مَن على الهدهد جلد وُضع «إن :الرازي وقال
حيوانع ،٢٥–٢٧

٧٠ا LX ⇢ الحیوان)؛ كتاب خواصّ →) ٧–٩
١٨و المغني ב״ח)، בספר →) ١٣٣٠٢–١٥ ס ≡ ٣إذا]

≡ ٨٣٢٥؛ هارونیة ≡ ٦إذا] ‖ [19.3] حيوانع ⇢ ٢٧٣٥–٢٨؛ II١٥ جامعب ≡١٣–١٤
١٥ظ المغني ≡ ٥وقال] ‖ [1.6]

«الدجاج» → ٤٣٠٣–٦؛ ס ≡ ٩إذا] ‖ ٣٥٢٦–٤ فردوس → الطبريّ)؛ →) ١١٥٨–١٢ خواصّج ١–٢؛
٨٣و خواصّر

«بلیناس، →) ٢
١٩–٨٩و

٨٨ظ خواصّر → ١٠إن] ‖ ١٤١٣٥–١١٣٦ I Δ «ἀλεκτορίδες» ≡) ٥–٦
٣٣ظ حشائش

فردوس ⥵ ראזי)؛ →) ١٤٣٠٣–١٦ ס ≈ ١٣إذا] ‖ ٩٥٢٨–١١ فردوس → ٦٣٠٣–٧؛ ס ≡ ١٢إن] ‖ الطبیعیّات»)
≡ ١إن] ‖ [1.7] حيوانع ⇢ فردوس؛ ∌ الطبريّ)؛ →) ١

٢٢–٨ظ
٨و المغني ،١٢٣٠٣–١٤ ס ≡ ١٤وقال] ‖ ٩٤٣٧–١٠

.[49.8] حيوانع ⇢ فردوس؛ ∌ الطبريّ)؛ →) ٢
٨١ظ خواصّر ⥵ ١٤٣٠٣–١٦؛ ס

١١لم ‖ Σ الحدید» «برادة ٦الحدید] ‖ ס שרוף» אדם עצם «או ،LX «ala upupe dextra» هدهدٍ] . . . ٣عظم
ف من» «أذن ס، «בעל» ١٢مَن] ‖ ס עלי» «מין ١٢طاقات] ‖ خ الشراب» من یصدع ولم يسكر «لم يسكر] . . .

ف. المتصدّع» «الشقّ المصدوع] ١٢الجانب ‖

١٠بلیناس] ‖ د «ديسقوریدوس» ٩دیسقوریدس] ‖ د «الادن» ٥أذن] ‖ د «البطاءِ» پ، «البطا» ٥البكاء]
من نفع والرجلين، الجدين » إنسان] أذن ١١خلف ‖ د «يسقط» پ، «ىسقط» ١١تسقط] ‖ پد «ملساس»

په. اطىه» «يسكر پ، «يسكں٘» ١١يسكر] ‖ د ایضا» الكزار ومن دلك
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فصل
وجلدته الرأس فيشعر

المتمرّط». الشعر أنبت المعصور، الفجل بماء واللحیة الرأس دُلك «إذا : الطبري قال
ثلاث علیه ویصُبّ مقيرٍّ جدیدٍ إناءٍ في هو كما ویطُرح كـرّاثٌ یؤخذ أن الشعر: يسُوّد ممّا إنّ وقال
به ویطُلى أُسرب، من صلایة على ويسُحق يخُرج ثمّ یتعّتق. حتىّ أیـّامًا ویترُك خلّ، من ٥سكرّجات

يسودّ. فإنهّ — الشعر
الشعر. فيه أنبت شدیدًا، دلـكاً الذباب برؤس الثعلب داء موضع دُلك إن إنهّ، وقال

أبرأه». الثعلب، داء على وطُلي ⟨بزیت⟩ الضفادع رماد خُلط «إذا وقال:
الشعر»؞ فيه أنبت الثعلب، داء به وطُلي بعسل وخُلط وجُففّ القنفذ أُخذ «إذا وقال:

ס ≡ ٤وقال] ‖ (١٦٣٧١–١٨ Geop ≡) ١٤٢٧٩–١٧ روميةّ → ٨٥٢٨؛ فردوس → ٢٣٣٠٣–٢٥؛ ס ≡ ٣إذا]
٨وقال] ‖ ١٨٤٣٧–١٩ فردوس → ٧وقال] ‖ ٢١٤٣٤–٢٣ فردوس «غراب» →⨁ ١٥–١٨؛

٢٩٥و المغني ،١٣٠٤–٣
.١٩٤٣١–٢٠ فردوس → ٧٣٠٤–٩؛ ס ≅ ٩وقال] ‖ ٧٤٤٠–٨ فردوس → ٦٣٠٤–٧؛ ס ≡

٨بزیت] ‖ ס השיש» «אבן أُسرب] من ٥صلایة ‖ ס «ברזל» [ مقيرٍّ ٤جدیدٍ ‖ ס והזקן» «והלחיים ٣واللحیة]
الشعر] فيه ٩أنبت ‖ ف بعسل» ويسحق القنفذ جلد «من بعسل] . . . ٩القنفذ ‖ ف «بالزیت» ס، זית» «בשמן

ס. השער» בו ויצמיח «יבריאהו

پ. «ىروس» ٧برؤس] ‖ پ «جدید» ٤جدیدٍ]
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⟨ الثالث النوع ⟩
الوجه أعضاء أمراض في القول

فصول سـتةّ وهو

الأول الـفصل
العین پ٧٦ظفي ٥

المنفجرة». الريشة أبرأ به، وتضُمّد دُقّ إذا وسر، الدَّ «نبات دیسقوریدس: قال
القروح†». اندمال †أبرأ به، كتُحل وا بعسل رمادها وخُلط كلُّها الخطاطیف أُحرقت «إذا وقال:

القروح». اندمال أبرأ به، كتُحل وا بعسل وخُلطت الأسود الدیك مرارة أُخذت «متى وقال:

ا». جدًّ العين في الماء نزول بدو مِن نفع خارج، من العين به لطُخ إذا البلسان، «دهن وقال:
رمد». السـنةَ تلك له یعرض لم أصغرها، من جلنّارات ثلاث ابتلع «مَن وقال: ١٠

الأشفار»؞ في المتناثر الشعر أنبت به، كتُحل وا سحُق إذا «السنبل، وقال:

على كُبّ وإذا العشا. من نفع العين، في ماؤها وقُطّر بالخمر الماعز كبد شرُبت «إذا جالینوس: وقال
مشویةًّ». كلت أُ إذا تفعل وكذلك ذلك. مثل فعل العين، بخارها

⥵ ١٨٣٠٤–١٩؛ ס ≡ ٧وقال] ‖ (٣٢٨٣–٤ II Δ «αἰγίλωψ» ≡) ٢١–٢٢
٩٧ظ حشائش «الدوسر» → ٦نبات]

«مرارات» ؟⥵ ١٩٣٠٤–٢٠؛ ס ≡ ٨وقال] ‖ (١٠١٣٨–١٥ I Δ «χελιδόνος» ≡) ٨–٩
٣٤و حشائش «خطّاف»

«بلسان» → ٢٠٣٠٤–٢١؛ ס ≡ ٩وقال] ‖ (١٦١٥٩–٢١ I Δ «χολὴ πᾶσα» ≡) ١
٢١–٣٩و

٣٨ظ حشائش
«ῥόα» ≡) ٨–٩

٢٦ظ حشائش «رمّان» → ١٠وقال] ‖ (١٧٢٥–١٨ I Δ «βάλσαμον» ≡) ١٤–١٥
٧و حشائش

‖ (١٧١٢–١٩ I Δ «νάρδος» ≡) ٩
٤و حشائش «سنبل» ⥵ ٢١٣٠٤–٢٢؛ ס ≡ ١١وقال] ‖ (١٧١٠٤–١٩ I Δ

XII Γ «Π. ἥπατος αἰγὸς καὶ τράγου» ≡) ٢٢–٢٥
١٧٣ظ Γمفردة الكبد» «ذكر ⥵ ٢٢٣٠٤–٢٥؛ ס ≡ ١٢إذا]

.(١٣٣٦–٦

الأُمّ «أُحرقت ס، כלו» «הסנונית كلُّها] . . . ٧أُحرقت ‖ Δ [«αἰγυλώπια» ≡] المنفجر» «الغرب المنفجرة] ٦الريشة
«ὀξυδερκίαν ποιεῖ» →) Σ ס) הראות» («יחדד البصر» «أحدّ القروح] . . . ٧أبرأ ‖ حشائش قدر» في الفرّاخ مع

‖ Δ البصر» ظلمة «ويجلو ס، בעין» המים מהתחלת «יועיל العين] . . . ٩نفع ‖ ס – القروح] . . . كتُحل ٨وا ‖ (Δ

{תתלה} «אם بالخمر] . . . ١٢شرُبت ‖ (Δ إيّاها» وإنباته لقبضه الأشفار لسقوط صالح «وهو الأشفار] . . ١١السنبل.
ס. העז» כבד ⟦תצלה⟧

پ. «المنفجره» ٦المنفجرة] ‖ پ «للروسن» وسر] ٦الدَّ
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وهو — نظرها» وحسّن وقوّاها جلاها العين، في إدخاله وأُدمن ذهب من ميلٌ ذ اتخُّ «إذا وقال:
مجرّب. صحیحٌ

بسكنجبين، شرُبت إذا ومرارته، البصر. غشاوة من نفع ، بخلٍّ مثقالاً جمل دماغ من شرب «مَن وقال:
البصر». ظلمة من نفعت

من نفع خارج، من العين بها ولطُخت سواءً أجزاءً وزیت بعسل خُلطت إذا الحجل، «مرارة ٥وقال:

الماء». نزول بدو
البصر». ظلمة من نفع ‖ اَلعیناَن، به وطُلیت بعسل وعجُن الغار ورق دُقّ «إذا وقال: پ٧٧و

وعظّمها». وجلاها العين حسّن به، كتُحل وا بسنبل خُلط إذا المحرقة، الخطاطیف «رماد وقال:
نباته». منع نتَْفه، بعد العين في الزائد الشعر به وطُلي بالخلّ عجُن إذا أیضًا، العلق «رماد وقال:

أنبتها». الأشفار، على وُضع إذا الضفادع، «دم ١٠وقال:

الزرق». وسوّد ا جدًّ نفع به، كتُحل وا نحاسٍ إناء في الحیّة سلخ سحُق «إذا وقال:
الدمعة». وجففّ والأجفان البصر قوّى به، كتُحل وا بشراب الرماد وسحُق الحیّة سلخ أُخذ «إذا وقال:
والجرب»؞ الحكةّ من ونفعت البصر ظلمة جلتْ به، كتُحل وا بعسل النسر مرارة أُدیفت «إذا وقال:

٥وقال] ‖ ٣٤٢٧–٤ فردوس ⥅ ٣مَن] ‖ ٦٢٠٦–٨ عجائب ⊃ أحجار ؟→ «قيل»)؛ →) ١٧–١٨
٨٨و خواصّر → ١وقال]

ذرقه دُقّ وإذا «[البازي] ⨁ ١٣٠٥–٢؛ ס ≡ ٧وقال] ‖ ٤٤٣٥–٥ فردوس ⥵ אלטברי)؛ →) ٢٧٣٠٤–١٣٠٥ ס ≡

فردوس ⥵ ٣٣٠٥–٤؛ ס ≡ ٨وقال] ‖ ١٦٤٣٥–١٧ فردوس البصر» ظلمة من نفع العين، به وطُلي عسل بعسل وُعجُن

‖ ١٧٤٤١–١٨ فردوس ⥵ ١١وقال] ‖ ١٤٤٤٠ فردوس ⥵ ١٠وقال] ‖ ٨٤٤٠–١٠ فردوس ⥵ ٩وقال] ‖ ١٠٤٣٦–١٢
.٦١٤٣–٩ حيوانب ،[46.2|4] حيوانع ⇢ ראזי)؛ →) ٨٣٠٥–١٠ ס ≅ ١٣وقال] ‖ ١٦٤٤١–١٧ فردوس ⥅ ١٢وقال]

[ ٣بخلٍّ ‖ خ – مجرّب] . . . ١-٢وهو ‖ خ وقوّاه» ا جدًّ الناظر «حسّن نظرها] . . . ١جلاها ‖ خ «وأُديم» ١وأُدمن]
«בשומן [ سواءً . . ٥بعسل. ‖ ف ینفع» «وكذلك البصر] . . ٤نفعت. ‖ ف «الغشي» ٣غشاوة] ‖ ف والعسل» «بالخلّ

١٠الضفادع] ‖ ס ויאמצהו» «ויחזקהו وعظّمها] ٨وجلاها ‖ ס «ותחבוש» اَلعیناَن] به ٧وطُلیت ‖ ס זית»
. . . ١٢قوّى ‖ ف العين» من الأوجاع «جمیع ا] ١١جدًّ ‖ ف المتناثرة» «الأشفار ١٠الأشفار] ‖ ف الصفر» «الضفادع

ס. תיש» «מררת ١٣النسر] ‖ ס המררה» «זאת النسر] ١٣مرارة ‖ ف البصر» «أحدّ الدمعة]

پ. «خلطت» ٨خُلط] ‖ پ «لطح» ٥ولطُخت]
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الثاني الـفصل
الأذن مداواة في

وجعها». سكنّ الأذن، في وقُطّر الثعلب شحم أُدیف «إذا دیسقوریدس: وقال
وجعها». من نفع الأذن، في وقُطّر بشراب الحیّة سلخ طُبخ «إذا وقال:

الوجعة، الأذن في وقُطّر بزیت وسحُقت بالزیت طُبخت إذا وردان، ببنات ⟨المعروف⟩ «الحیوان وقال: ٥

نفعها».
قشر في وصُيرّ سحُق إذا «القرنبا»: له یقُال اسـتدار، مُسّ إذا الّذي الجرار تحت الّذي «الحیوان وقال:

وجعها»؞ سكنّ | الأذن، في وقُطّر وسخُّن ورد دهن مع پ٧٧ظرمّانةٍ

سكنّ الأذن، في الزیت وقُطّر بزیت طُبخ إذا اسـتدار، مُسّ إذا الّذي الجرار «دود جالینوس: وقال
وجعها»؞ ١٠

وكذلك والطنين. الدويّ من نفعت الأذن، في وقُطّرت الكرّاث مع الثور مرارة خُلطت «إذا : الطبري وقال
الأذن. في وحدها قُطّرت إذا تفعل

الصمم». من نفعت الأذن، في وقُطّرت سواءً أجزاءً الغار ودهن الإوزّ شحم مع الثور مرارة خُلطت وإذا
منها»؞ الماء أخرج الأذن، في وقُطّر وشحمٍ البصل عصارة مع الإوزّ دم خُلط «إذا وقال:

الصمم». من نفع كثيرةً، أیـّامًا الیوم في مرارًا وقيرٍ بشحمٍ مدهونةٌ فتیلٌة أُدخلت «إذا :الرازي وقال ١٥

نفع أذنه، في وطنينٌ دويٌّ به مَن أذن في قطرات ثلاث أو قطرتان البقر مرارة من قُطّر «إذا وقال:
منه»؞

τὸ δὲ» ≡) ٨
٣٨ظ حشائش الثعلب» «شحم ⥅ ١٦٢٤٥؛ هارونیة אריסטו׳)، →) ١١٣٠٥–١٢ ס ≡ ٣إذا]

≡) ٢٢–٢٣
٣١ظ حشائش الحیّة» «سلخ → ١٠١٧٨–١١؛ נ ≡ ٤إذا] ‖ (٦١٥٨–٧ I Δ «τῆς ἀλώπεκος στέαρ

١١–١٢
٣٣و حشائش وردان» «ابنة → ١٦٢٤٥–١٧؛ هارونیة ≡ ٥الحیوان] ‖ (١١١٢٧–١٣ I Δ «γῆρας ὄφεως»

ὄνοι» ≡) ١١
٣٣و حشائش والحباب» الجرار تحت توجد «دویبّة → ٧الحیوان] ‖ (١١١٣٣–١٢ I Δ «σίλφης» ≡)

(١٦٣٦٦–٨٣٦٧ XII Γ «ὀνίσκοι» ≡) ٢٢–٢٥
١٧٩ظ Γمفردة ⥵ ٩دود] ‖ (٨١٣٣–١٠ I Δ «οἱ ὑπὸ τὰς ὑδρίας

ס ≡ ١٣وإذا] ‖ ٥٤٢٢–٧ فردوس → ٣٢٤٧–٤؛ هارونیة ،٢٣٢١–٣ خواصّم ،١٢١٧٨–١١٨٠ נ ≡ ١١إذا] ‖
→ ٦٢٤٧–٧؛ هارونیة ،١٥٣٠٥–١٦ ס ≡ ١٤وقال] ‖ ١٠٤٢٢–١٢ فردوس → ٥٢٤٧–٦؛ هارونیة ،١٤٣٠٥–١٦
حيوانع ⇢ خواصّر؛ ∌ ٧٢٤٧–٨؛ هارونیة ،٤٣٢١–٥ خواصّم ،١٦٣٠٥–١٨ ס ≡ ١٥إذا] ‖ ١١٤٣٣–١٢ فردوس

.[15.14] حيوانع ،٦٦–٦٨
٦٦ا LX ⇢ ٥٣٢١–٦؛ خواصّم ،١٩٣٠٥–٢٠ ס ≡ ١وقال] ‖ [46.3]

‖ ס מררה» «ומעט مرارًا] ١٥وقيرٍ ‖ ف «وسخن» ס، האווז» «ושומן ١٤وشحمٍ] ‖ ف «ماء» + ١١الكرّاث]
.LX «tauri» ١البقر] ‖ ס השמע» «וכובד + الصمم] ١٥من

پ. «وڡطر» ١١وقُطّرت] ‖ پ «سحق» ٨وسخُّن]
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الثالث الـفصل
الأنف مداواة في

قطع جُرح، أو رعف إذا الأنف به د ضمُّ أو علُقّ إذا العاج)، يشُـبه (وهو العربيّ «الحجر جالینوس: قال
الدم». نزف عنه

الدماغ»؞ حجاب من الدم نزف قطع بشراب، شرُب إذا الدجاجة، «دماغ وقال: ٥

الرابع الـفصل
ومداواته نفسه الوجه ‖ في پ٧٨و

الوجه»؞ من اللیّنة والبثور الكلف نقىّ الأرنب، بدم تلُطّخ «إذا دیسقوریدس: قال
یقلعها». فإنهّ وَد، السُّ والاثٓار الكلف على ووُضعت الجمل رئة شُقتّ «إذا : الطبري وقال

المرتك† من صفحة †مع مثاقيل أربعة زنة منه وأُخذ وسحُق وأُخرج بالماء، السمك غراء طُبخ «إذا وقال: ١٠

وصقله الوجه صفىّ غُسل: ثمّ ساعات، أربع وترُك الوجه على وطُلي الجمیع وسحُق الخطميّ، من ونصفه
الاثٓار»؞ من ونقاّه

من نفع زنبق، من أسـتارٍ مع الأسود السـنوّر مرارة من درهم نصف بوزن سُعط «إذا الرازي وقال
للوجه»؞ الشاملة اللقوة

ὁ» ≡) ١٥
١٤٩و Γمفردة بالأعرابيّ» المعروف «الحجر ≠ ١٢٨٨–١٣؛ I تصریف ،٢١٣٠٥–٢٣ ס ≡ العربيّ] ٣الحجر

III Δ «Ἀραβικὸς λίθος» ≡) ٢–٣
١٢٩ظ حشائش العربيّ» «الحجر ⥅ ١٣٢٠٤–١٥)؛ XII Γ «Ἀράβιος λίθος

هارونیة ،٢٥٣٠٥–٢٦ ס ≡ ٨إذا] ‖ (II.vi.1 ⬆) Γمفردة ∌ ١٢٨٨؛ I تصریف ،٢٣٣٠٥–٢٤ ס ≡ ٥وقال] ‖ (٤٩٧–٦
I Δ «τὸ δὲ τῶν λαγωῶν [αἷμα]» ≡) ١٥

٣٩و حشائش الأرنب» «دم → الحشائشيّ)؛ دياسقردوس →) ١٣٢٤٩–١٤
،٢٦٣٠٥–٤٣٠٦ ס ≡ ١٠وقال] ‖ ٢٣٤٢٤–٢٤ فردوس الحمل» «رئة →⨁ ١٤٢٤٩–١٥؛ هارونیة ٩إذا] ‖ (٥١٦١–٦

.[30.8] حيوانع ،٥٥–٥٧
٦٩ج LX ⇢ ٤٣٠٦–٦؛ ס ≡ ١٣إذا] ‖ ١٧٤٣٩–٢٢ فردوس ⥵ ١٥٢٤٩–١٧؛ هارونیة

«מן المرتك] . . . ١٠مع ‖ Δ «[«φακοὺς»] اللبنيّ «والبثر ٨اللیّنة] ‖ ס הבפנים» «עדשי الوجه] . . . ٨الكلف
.LX «oris tortura» للوجه] . . . ١٤اللقوة ‖ ف ضعفه» المرتك ومن مثله الكبریت «ومن ס، הליטרגיר»

«السـىوّْر» ١٣السـنوّر] ‖ ف) «ويشقّ» →) پ «سقت» ٩شُقتّ] ‖ پ «اللینه» ٨اللیّنة] ‖ پ «ىلطخ» ٨تلُطّخ]
پ. «زىبق» ١٣زنبق] ‖ پ «اسار» ١٣أسـتارٍ] ‖ پ
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الخامس الـفصل
الأسنان في

الأسـنان». وجع سكنّ به، وتمُضمض بخلٍّ الحیّة سلخ طُبخ «إذا دیسقوریدس: قال
سكنّه». أسـنانه، وجعَ يشـتكي من عنق على الشـیطرج أصل علُقّ «إذا وقال:

بها»؞ ويرمي الوجعة السنّ یفُتتّ لأنهّ الأسـنان، وجع يسُكنّ البحر «شفنين ٥وقال:

ضربانها وتسُكنّ دودها، كلُّ وتأ الأسـنان كلُّ تأ من تنفع التنكاریةّ، «خاصّة أرسطاطالیس: وقال
فيها». بخاصّةٍ وتجلوها

خروج ومنع الحفر عنها وأذهب الأسـنان بیّض سـنونٌ، | منه ذ واتخُّ سحُق متى العقيق، «حجر پ٧٨ظوقال:

أصولها». من الدم

وجع». بلا قلعه الوجع، الضرس على الیابس الهلیون أصل علُقّ «إن ١٠وقال:

وجعها»؞ سكنّ ضرسَه، يشكو مَن على ميتٍّ إنسانٍ ضرس علُقّ «إن وقال:

وجعها»؞ سكنّ ضرسه، يشكو من على ميتّ إنسان عظم علُقّ «إن : الرازي وقال

«γῆρας ὄφεως» ≡) ٢٣
٣١ظ حشائش الحیّة» «سلخ → ٢٠٢٤١–٢٢٤٣؛ هارونیة ،٨٣٠٦–٩ ס ≅ ٣إذا]

≡) ٥–٦
٥٣و حشائش «الشـیطرج» → ٢٠٢٤١–١٢٤٣؛ هارونیة ،٩٣٠٦–١٠ ס ≡ ٤إذا] ‖ (١١١٢٧–١٣ I Δ

≡) ٧–٨
٣٢و حشائش الشفنين» باسم يسُمّى بحريّ «حيوان → البحر] ٥شفنين ‖ (٤٢٤٢–٥ I Δ «λεπίδιον»

١٤١٦٢–١٦ أحجارت ⥅ ١٠٣٠٦–١٣؛ ס ≡ ٦خاصّة] ‖ (٨١٢٨–١٠ I Δ «τρυγόνος θαλασσίας τὸ κέντρον»
אלטברי)، →) ١٥٣٠٦–١٦ ס ≡ ١٠إن] ‖ ٢١١٥–٤ أحجارت ⥵ ٩٣٢١–١٠؛ خواصّم ،١٣٣٠٦–١٥ ס ≡ ٨وقال] ‖
خواصّم ،١٨٣٠٦–١٩ ס ≡ ١١وقال] ‖ ٣٥٢٨–٤ فردوس → الطبريّ) →) ٢–٣

٨١ظ خواصّر ≡ ٤٢٤٣–٥؛ هارونیة
الروميّ). طبیعیّات →) ١١–١٢

٧٨ظ خواصّر → ١٢إن] ‖ ١٨١٨٩–١٩ فردوس → ١٥٣٢١–١٦؛

كلُّ ٦وتأ ‖ ס והמלתעות» «השנים ٦الأسـنان] ‖ ס «אלתנכאר» ٦التنكاریةّ] ‖ ס «ותערער» ٣وتمُضمض]
«وتخُرج الدم] خروج ٨-٩ومنع ‖ أحجار «تجلو» ٨بیّض] ‖ ס ̸≡ الأسـنان] ٨بیّض ‖ ס תלעתם» «וימית دودها]

خ. «برأ» وجعها] ١٢سكنّ ‖ خر ̸≡ ١٠الیابس] ‖ أحجار الفاسد» الدم

٧وتجلوها] ‖ پ «وىسكن» ٦وتسُكنّ] ‖ پ «ىىفع» ٦تنفع] ‖ پ ریه» | «التنكا ٦التنكاریةّ] ‖ پ «ىسـتىيں» ٥شفنين]
پ. «ىشكوا» ١٢يشكو] ‖ پ «ىشكوا» ١١يشكو] ‖ پ «فيه» ٧فيها] ‖ پ «وىجلوها»
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السادس الـفصل
ومداواته اللسان في

فيه»؞ بخاصّة ورمه من نفع اللهاة، ورمُ به مَن عنق على الحلتيت علُقّ «إذا جالینوس: وقال

سـیلانه»؞ وسكن لعابه قلّ اللعاب، كثيرِ طفلٍ على الجزع حجر علُقّ «إن أرسطاطالیس: وقال

الفاونیا» «ذكر ⥅ مفردة)؛ جالینوس، →) ١
١٩–٨٣و

٨٢ظ خواصّر ١٧٣٢١–١٩؛→ خواصّم ،١١٨٨–٢ נ ٣إذا]
גאלי)، →) ٢٠٣٠٦–٢١ ס ≡ ٤إن] ‖ (١٠٨٥٩–٨٨٦٠ XI Γ «Περὶ γλυκυσίδης» ≡) ١١–٢١

١٠٤و Γمفردة
.١٣١١٥–١١١٦ أحجارت → ١٧٣٢١–١٨؛ خواصّم ،١–٢

٦٥ظ المغني
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⟨ الرابع النوع ⟩
الأول الـفصل
السعال في

الرئة». داء من نفعت وشرُبت، الثعلب رئة جُففّت «إذا دیسقوریدس: قال
المزمن». السعال من نفع وجندبادستر، بخمرٍ النفط شرُب «إذا ٥وقال:

عجیبًا». نفعًا نفعه سعال، به صبيّ على خرقة في مصورٌ غراب رجل علُقّ «إذا وقال:
الدم». نفث من نفع نواة، قدر منه وسُقي الرحا بغبار الدجاج دم عجُن «إن وقال:

مثاقيل أربعة یوم كلَّ أيّام أربعة منه وشرُب برماد وعجُنت وسحُقت الثعلب رئة جُففّت «إن وقال:
بينّاً». نفعًا البهر من نفع فٍ، صرِْ شرابٍ أو بعسل

العتیق». السعال من نفع وشرُب، ثومٌ ‖ معه طُبخ إذا والماعز، الأتان «لبن ١٠پ٧٩ووقال:

الرئة»؞ وقرحة السعال نفع وشرُب، باللبن طُبخ إذا «الحمّص، وقال:

I Δ «ὁ τῆς ἀλώπεκος δὲ πνεύμων» ≡) ١٥
٣٣و حشائش الثعلب» «ورئة → ٢٤٣٠٦–٢٦؛ ס ≡ ٤إذا]

I Δ «ἄσφαλτος» ≡) ١٩–٢٠
١٩و حشائش «النفط» → ٢٦٣٠٦–١٣٠٧؛ ס ≡ ٥وقال] ‖ (١٨١٣٣–١١٣٤

«زبل →⨁ ١–٢؛
٧١ا LX ≠ الطبريّ) →) ١٨–١٩

٨٨ظ خواصّر ≅ Δ؛ ∌ ١٦٢٣٩؛ هارونیة ٦وقال] ‖ (١٢٧٣–١٤
٨وقال] ‖ ٧٤٣٢–٨ فردوس → Δ؛ ∌ ١٦٢٣٩–١٧؛ هارونیة ،٧٣٠٧–٨ ס ≡ ٧وقال] ‖ ٢٠٢٣٤–٢١ فردوس غراب»
،١٣–١٥

٩٠و المغني ،٨٣٠٧–١٠ ס ≡ ١٠وقال] ‖ ٣٤٣٠–٥ فردوس → Δ؛ ∌ ١٤٢٣٩؛ هارونیة ،٤٣٠٧–٧ ס ≡

→ Δ؛ ∌ ١٧٢٣٩–١٨؛ هارونیة ،١٠٣٠٧–١١ ס ≡ ١١وقال] ‖ ٢١٤٤٣–٢٢ فردوس → Δ؛ ∌ ١٧٢٣٩؛ هارونیة
.١٩٣٧٥–٢٢ فردوس

٥السعال ‖ ס גנדבידסתר» «או وجندبادستر] ٥بخمرٍ ‖ Δ «الربو» ס، אלרבו)» (הוא הגניחה «מן الرئة] ٤داء
‖ خ «صرّة» ٦خرقة] ‖ خف «زبل» ،LX «pes» ٦رجل] ‖ ס הצד» וכאיבי הנשימה וקוצר «והגניחה + المزمن]
«וקוצר + ٩البهر] ‖ ס «ו» ٩أو] ‖ ס «שיעור» نواة] ٧قدر ‖ ف العنق» «في خ، الصبيّ» عنق «في صبيّ] ٦على

ס. הנשימה»
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الـثاني الـفصل
الخوانیق في

نفعه». والخوانیق، اللهاة وجعُ به مَن عنق على الحلتيت علُقّ «إذا جالینوس: قال
(أعني وطبیخهما اللهاة. وورم الخناق من نفع برماده، وتحُنكّ فخّارٍ قِدْر في الخطّاف أُحرق «⟨إذا⟩ وقال:

ذلك». یفعل مرقهما) ٥

ذلك». فعلت بماء، مثقالٌ منها وشرُب وجُففّت الخطّاف مُلحّت «إذا وقال:
حُنكّ أو بريشةٍ وطُلي عسلٍ، مع اسـتدار، مُسّ إذا الّذي الجرار تحت الّذي الدود سحُق «إذا وقال:

الحلق»؞ ورم من نفع به،

جرّبتُه. وقد — نفعه» خوانیق، به مَن حلق في شيءٌ منه ذُرّ إذا الخطّاف، «رماد : الرازي وقال
اللوزتين ووجع الخوانیق من أبرأه به، وتغُرغر ماء من سكرّجةٍ بقدر النهريّ السرطان سحُق «إذا وقال: ١٠

ساعته». من
ووجع الكلُیّّة الخوانیق من نفعت مرقها، وتحُسيّ كلت وأُ والاجٓاميةّ النهریةّ الضفادع طُبخت «إذا وقال:

اللوزتين»؞

الحلق في الّذي للعلق

الله؞ شاء إن ینفع، — به ویتُغرغر ويسُحق يحُرق ود: السُّ الغنم بعرُ ١٥

‖ (III.vi.1 ⬆) ١٤٣٥٦ فردوس → جالینوس)؛ | الطبريّ →) ١
١٨–٨٣و

٨٢ظ خواصّر → ٢٢٤١؛ هارونیة ٣إذا]
Περὶ χελιδόνων» ≡) ٧–١٠

١٧٨ظ Γمفردة الحیوان» من بدنه بخمكة ینتفع ما «ذكر → ٢٢٤١؛ هارونیة ٤وقال]
≡) ٨–٩

٣٤و حشائش «خطّاف» → ١٧–١٨؛
٧٨و المغني ٦وقال] ‖ (١٤٣٥٩–٢٣٦٠ XII Γ «κεκαυμένων

ὄνοι» ≡) ١٠
٣٣و حشائش ایدرااس» طاس ایفو اي «اوني → ٧وقال] ‖ (١٣١٣٨–١٦ I Δ «χελιδόνος νεοσσοί»

∼ ١٠وقال] ‖ ٣٤٣٦–٨ فردوس → خواصّر؛ ∌ ٢١٣٠٧–٢٣؛ ס ≡ ٩رماد] ‖ (٧١٣٣–٨ I Δ «οἱ ὑπὸ τὰς ὑδρίας
.٣٤٤٠–٥ فردوس → ٢٥٣٠٧–٢٧؛ ס ≡ ١٢وقال] ‖ ٢٢٤٣٨–٢٤ فردوس → ٥٢٤١–٦؛ هارونیة ،٢٣٣٠٧–٢٥ ס

ס. «הכלליים» ١٢الكلُیّّة] ‖ ס – ساعته] . . . ١٠-١١ووجع ‖ ס נסיתיו» «והנה جرّبتُه] ٩وقد

پ. «حوانق» ٩خوانیق]
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الثالث الـفصل
الخنازیر في

نفعه». خنازير، به مَن رقبة في الحمّاض أصل علُقّ «إن دیسقوریدس: قال
الخنازير»؞ حللّ به، وتضُمّد بزیت رماده وعجُن حمار حافر | أُحرق «إذا پ٧٩ظوقال:

نفعه»؞ خنازير، به مَن على السوس أصل علُقّ «إن هرمس: ٥وقال

وبرّدها»؞ جففّها الخنازير، به وطُلیت الماء مع وسحُق الحمار ذكر أُحرق «إن أرسطاطالیس: وقال

نفعها». الأرنب†، بدم الخنازير †على الثعلب كلاء إحدى علُقّت «إن :الطبري وقال
وضمُّدت والعسل بالخلّ وطُبخ حسـناً ضربًا بالماء وضرُب شعير بدقيق الحمام زبل أُخلط «إذا وقال:

وأبرأها». حلهّا الصلبة، والأورام والخنازير بیَلة الدُّ به
حللّها». الخنازير، على به وطُلي بزیت رمادها وسحُق البیوت، إلى تاؤي التيّ الحیّة أُحرقت «إذا ١٠وقال:

أبرأها»؞ خنازير، به مَن عنق في أفعى رأس علُقّ «إن وقال:

(١٧١٩٠–١٨ I Δ «ἱππολάπαθον» ≡) ٢
٤٥و حشائش «الحمّاض» → ١٠٢٤١؛ هارونیة ،١٣٠٨–٢ ס ≡ ٣إن]

I Δ «ὄνυχες ὄνων» ≡) ١٧–١٨
٣٣و حشائش الحمر» «حوافر → ١٠٢٤١–١٢؛ هارونیة ،٢٣٠٨–٤ ס ≡ ٤إذا] ‖

«حافر →⨁ ٦إن] ‖ ١٥٣٢٣–١٦ فردوس → אלטברי) →) ٥٣٠٨–٦ ס ≡ ٥إن] ‖ ([ἱστοριοῦνται →] ٧١٣٤–٩
٤–٥

٨٧و خواصّر ≡ ١٣٤٣١–١٤؛ فردوس ⥵ ١٢٢٤١؛ هارونیة ،٦٣٠٨–٨ ס ≡ ٧إن] ‖ ١٤٢٤–٢ فردوس حمار»
‖ ٢٢٤٣٣–١٤٣٤ فردوس → ١٣٢٤١–١٤؛ هارونیة ،٨٣٠٨–١٠ ס ≡ ٨وقال] ‖ هرمس) إلى ینُسب كتاب في →)
هارونیة ،١٢٣٠٨–١٣ ס ≡ ١١وقال] ‖ ٩٤٤١–١١ فردوس → ١٢٢٤١–١٣؛ هارونیة ،١١٣٠٨–١٢ ס ≡ ١٠وقال]

.١٦٣٢٣–١٧ فردوس → الطبريّ)؛ →) ١١
٧٩و خواصّر ≡ ١٤٢٤١–١٥؛

٥السوس] ‖ ס צואתו)» (או «אפרו ٤رماده] ‖ Δ [الخنازير]» على ووُضعت بزیت خُلطت «وإذا به] . . . ٤وعجُن
הארנבת בדם החזירים תרטה אם ואמ׳ יבריאם. בצואר אשר החזירים «על الأرنب] . . ٧على. ‖ ס «סקאליציא»
١٠الحیّة] ‖ ف كالحسو» یصير «حتىّ ס، «היטב» [ حسـناً ٨ضربًا ‖ خ برا» العنق، في التيّ الخنازير «على ס، יועילם»

ס. – ١٠بزیت] ‖ ف البیوت» في «تكون ס»، הבתים בחורי «העומד البیوت] إلى ١٠تاؤي ‖ ס נחש «עור

پ. «الدبىله» بیَلة] ٩الدُّ ‖ پ «وطلى» ٦وطُلیت]
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الخامس النوع

الأحشاء أمراض في
فصول ثمانیة على وینقسم

الأول الـفصل
الـقلب في ٥

رائحته. الطیّب شمُّ أو شرُب إن الضعیفة والأعضاء القلب یقُوّي أن المسك «خاصّة :الرازي قال
جْف». والرَّ بالفزع ویذهب المشروبة. الأدویة في لهم خُلط أو شربوه إذا السوداء المرّة أصحاب ويشُّجع

السوداء». ‖ المرّة من الكائن القلب في الخفقان من نافعٌ «المرمَاحود وقال: پ٨٠و

؞ لالتعویذ» صالـحٌ فهو العضد، في أو الرقبة في الأصفر الشبّ حجر علُقّ «إن وقال:

الـثاني الـفصل ١٠

المعدة مداواة في
وسحُق وجُفّف الطبخ) عند یطُرح الّذي (وهو الدیك حَوصلة باطن في الّذي الحجاب أُخذ «إذا قال:

وجعةً»؞ معدته كانت مَن وافق بشراب، وشرُب

الرقبة». في علُقّ إذا المعدة وفم المريء وجع من النفعُ خاصّته الأصفر، الشبّ «حجر جالینوس: وقال

١٣٣٥–١٦ VII الحاوي «المرماحور» → ٨وقال] ‖ ١٣٣٥–١٦ VII الحاوي ⇢ ראזי)؛ →) ١٧٣٠٨–٢٠ ס ≡ ٦خاصّة]
‖ (١٦١٠٠–١٧ III Δ «λίθος ἴασπις» ≡) ٧

١٣٠و حشائش إياسبس» «لیثس →⨁ ٢٣٣٠٨–٢٥؛ ס ≡ ٩وقال] ‖
١٤حجر] ‖ .(٢١٣٦–٤ I Δ «ἀλεκτορίδες» ≡) ٥–٧

٣٣ظ حشائش «الدجاج» → ٢٧٣٠٨–٢٣٠٩؛ ס ≡ ١٢إذا]
.(٣٢٠٧–٥ XII Γ «ὁ χλωρὸς ἴασπις» ≡) ٩–١٠

١٤٩ظ Γمفردة الأصفر» الشى «الحجر →

בכתף או בירך «נ״א + العضد] . . . ٩في ‖ ס כרכומי» «אבן الأصفر] الشبّ ٩حجر ‖ ס «והרעדה» جْف] ٧والرَّ
ס. להשתוממות» הפכי והו דעות קיום «להתישבות ٩لالتعویذ] ‖ ס»

پ. «كان» ١٣كانت] ‖ پ «المرماحود» ٨المرمَاحود] ‖ پ «والرحف» جْف] ٧والرَّ



636 5 On the ailments of the internal organs

المزاج». یعُدّل فهو إسفدباجًا، طُبخ إذا الدجاج، «مرقُ وقال:
الشدید»؞ والمغص المعدة فساد من نفع البطن، على الماس حجر علُقّ «إن وقال:

؞ نفعه» ضعیفة، معدته ⟨من⟩ على بحدیدة یقُلع أن بعد الخطميّ أصل علُقّ «إذا :الطبري وقال

البطن». ويحبس المعدة ینفع الدجاج «لحم :الرازي وقال
المرّاويّ الفضل من المعاء ويجلو ويجلوها یقُوّيها أنهّ وذلك المعدة؛ من النفعُ الأفسـنتين، «خاصّة ٥وقال:

البول»؞ في ويخُرجه المرار من العروق وینُقيّ الكبد سدد ویفُتحّ

الثالث الـفصل
الأمعاء مداواة في

الحنظل شحم یفعل وكذلك ويخُرجها. شرُب، إذا البطن حياّت | یقتل «الأفسـنتين جالینوس: پ٨٠ظقال

وتقتلها»؞ القرع» «حبّ المسمّى الدود تخُرج كلَّها هذه فإنّ المرّ: والترمس النرجس ١٠ونبات

بشراب قراریط أربع منه شرُب إذا السوداء المرّة إسهالُ خاصّته اللازورد، «حجر أرسطاطالیس: قال
الورد».

نفعه». إسهال، به مَن على الفائق الزمرّد علُقّ «إذا وقال:
الشدید»؞ المغص من نفع البطن، على الماس حجر علُقّ «إذا وقال:

نفعه»؞ المبطون، على بحدیدة یقُلع أن بعد الخطميّ أصل علُقّ «إن :الطبري وقال

(١٥٣٦١–١٨ XII Γ «Περὶ ἀλεκτορίδων» ≡) ٢٣
١٧٨ظ Γمفردة والدیك» الدجاج «ذكر → ٣٣٠٩–٥؛ ס ≡ ١وقال]

←) ٢٤٢٥٠–٢٥ فردوس → ٣إذا] ‖ الحجارة) في ثاوفرسطس كتاب →) ١٠–١٢
٨٤و خواصّر → Γ؛ ∌ ٢وقال] ‖

٦٣٠٩–٩؛ ס ≡ ٥وقال] ‖ ٨٤٣٤–٩ ؟→فردوس (→ראזי)؛ ٥٣٠٩–٦ ס ≡ ٤لحم] ‖ (→الطبريّ﴾ ٧–٩
٨٤و خواصّر

βأحجار ؟→ ١٦٣٠٩–١٨؛ ס ≡ ١١حجر] ‖ ٦١٠٢١–٧ XMeth.med Γ ؟→ ١٣٣٠٩–١٦؛ ס ≡ ٩الأفسـنتين] ‖ ؟ →
→) ١٤–١٥

٨٠ظ خواصّر ؟→ ١٨٣٠٩–١٩؛ ס ≡ ١٣وقال] ‖ ١٦١١–٢٠ I Therap ١٢٧٠–١٥؛ اعتماد ٧–١١؛
٤٤و

خواصّر ≡ أرصتاطاليس)؛ →) ٧١١٠–٨ أزهار ≡ ٥٢٠٢–٦؛ נ ≡ ٢٠٣٠٩–٢١ ס ≡ ١٤وقال] ‖ ماسویه) ابن
.V.ii.5 ⬆ טברי)؛ אל →) ٦٢٠٢–٨ נ ≡ ٢١٣٠٩–٢٣ ס ≡ ١إن] ‖ الحجارة) في ثاوفرسطس كتاب →) ١٠–١٢

٨٤و

للمزاج» مصلحة قوّة «فقوّته المزاج] . . . ١فهو ‖ Γ («ἁπλοῦς ζωμός») إسفيدباجًا» «المطبوخة إسفدباجًا] طُبخ ١إذا
‖ ס «ופנגדשת» النرجس] ١٠ونبات ‖ فخ «الملوخيةّ» ٣الخطميّ] ‖ Γ («ἐπικεραστικῆς ἐστι δυνάμεως»)
«בחוט ١بحدیدة] ‖ فخ «الملوخيةّ» ١الخطميّ] ‖ ס «אלזחיר» נ، החזקים» הבטן «משברי الشدید] ١٤المغص

נ. «במשי» ס، משי»

پ. «ڡرارىط» ١١قراریط] ‖ پ «اربع» ١١أربع] ‖ پ «ىجلوا» ٥ويجلو] ‖ پ «اسفيداج» ١إسفدباجًا]
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الرابع الـفصل
القولنج في

سـبع أو خمس أو حيوانات ثلاث وشرُب وجُفّف بالصرّار المسمّى الحیوان أُخذ «إذا جالینوس: قال
القولنج». أوجاع جمیع من نفع الفلفل، من عددها مع

جوفه يخُرج أن طبخَه أراد لمن وینبغي – البطن یعقل ولحمه البطن، يسُهل العتیق الدیك «مرق ٥وقال:

ويشرُب». م وینُجَّ قوطلیات، ثلاث یبقى حتىّ ماء من قوطلیا [من] بعشرين ویطبخه ملحًا ويحشوه
القراطيّ». بماء مثقال نصف منه شرُب إذا البلغم ويسُهل الحدید، يجذب الّذي المغنیطس «حجر وقال:
وجع أبرأت ماء، من ويسيرٍ بخمر وشرُبت وسحُقت بجثتهّا الصغار الحلزون دُقتّ «إذا : ‖ وقال پ٨١و

القولنج».
نفعه»؞ القولنج، صاحب على الأيسر الأرنب عرقوب علُقّ «إن ١٠وقال:

بشراب قراریط أربعة وزن منه شرُب وإذا السوداء؛ المرّة يسُـیّل اللازورد «حجر أرسطاطالیس: وقال
ورد.

القولنج». من ونفع البطن أسهل شرُب، إذا العتیق: الدیك ومرق
البطن». حبس شرُب، إذا العتیق، الدجاج «مرق وقال:

القولنج». وجع من نفع طبیخه، وشرُب وطُبخ الجبن أُخذ «إذا ١٥وقال:

(٣٣٦٠–٦ XII Γ «Περὶ τεττίγων» ≡) ٩–١٢
١٧٨ظ Γمفردة طاطیجس» بالیونانیّة المسمّى «الحیوان ⥵ ٣إذا]

+ (١٥٣٦١–١٨ XII Γ «Περὶ ἀλεκτορίδων» ≡) ٢٣–٢٥
١٧٨ظ Γمفردة والدیك» الدجاج «ذكر ⥅ ٥وقال] ‖

∌ ٧وقال] ‖ Γ ̸≡ البطن] یعقل ٥ولحمه ‖ (٦١٣٦–١٠ I Δ «ἀλεκτορίδες» ≡) ٨–١١
٣٣ظ حشائش «الدجاج»

ψΓ ≈ Γ؛ ∌ ٨وقال] ‖ (١٩٧–٢ III Δ «μαγνίτος λίθος» ≡) ١
٢٣–١٢٩ظ

١٢٩و حشائش «مغنیطس» ؟→ Γ؛
١٠وقال] ‖ (١٦١٢٤–١١١٢٥ I Δ «κοχλίας» ≡) ١

١٥–٣١ظ
٣١و حشائش «قوخلیاس» ⇝ ٨٤٦٩–١٠؛ XIV

؟ → ١٤وقال] ‖ ؟ → ١٣ومرق] ‖ V.iii.2 ⬆ ١١حجر] ‖ المزمنة) الأدواء أركاغانيس، →) ٤–٦
٧٩و خواصّر ≡ Γ؛ ∌

.٦٤٤٤ فردوس → ١٥وقال] ‖

[«πᾶν ἐξαιθριασθέν» ≡] م» «وینُجَّ م] ٦وینُجَّ ‖ Γم «فيُطلق» ٥يسُهل] ‖ Γ («κόκκων») «حىواىاٮ» ٣حيوانات]
δι᾿ ὕδατος θερμοῦ» ماء] . . . ٨بخمر ‖ ψΓ «Ὀστρέων ὄστρακα καύσας καὶ λεάνας» وسحُقت] . . . ٨إذا ‖ Δ

.Δ مرّ» من يسير وشيء «بخمر ،ψΓ «κυάθων γʹ

‖ پ «ىخرح» ٧يجذب] ‖ پ «المعنیطس» ٧المغنیطس] ‖ پ «وىىح» م] ٦وینُجَّ ‖ پ» «حبواىات ٣حيوانات]
پ. «اسهل» [صحّ]، په ١٤حبس] ‖ پ «ابرت» ٨أبرأت]
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من نفعت المطبوخ، الشبثّ بماء وشرُبت وجُففّت الطير) حياّت (وهي الخراطين أُخذت «إذا وقال:
القولنج». وجع

یفُعل أن وینبغي — والرياح القولنج من نفع ا، حارًّ البطن على وطُلي البقر أخثاء طُبخت «إن وقال:
مرارًا». ذلك

أسهل»؞ عسل، مع وشرُب رغوته نزُعت إذا والمعز، البقر «لبن وقال: ٥

للقولنج صفة

⟩؞ ... و⟨ سواء دم قرصين یطُرح حارّ: بماء يشرُب ملح، كفّ یؤخذ

الخامس الـفصل
المقعدة في

البواسير، به ودُهنت بزیتٍ | رمادها وسحُق البیوت إلى تاؤي التيّ الحیّة أُحرقت «إذا : الطبري پ٨١ظوقال ١٠

وأذهبها». قلعها
دقيق من درهمين بوزن وعجُن درهم نصف منه وسحُق كالأظفار صغارًا الحیّة سلخ قُطع «إن وقال:

عنه»؞ ذهبت البواسير، صاحب كله وأ كانون في وطُبخ قرصٌ منه وعمُل شعير

البواسير». عنه ذهبت أرنب، جلد على جلس «مَن :الرازي وقال
ضربانها»؞ سكن البقر، بلبن معجونٍ شعير بدقيق البواسير ضمُّدت «إن وقال: ١٥

ס ≡ ٥وقال] ‖ ٨٤٢٣–١١ فردوس ⥲ אלטברי)؛ →) ١٦٣١٠–١٨ ס ≡ ٣وقال] ‖ ١١٢٥٦–١٢ فردوس → ١وقال]
(IV.iii.6 ⬆) ٩٤٤١–١١ فردوس «البواسير» →⨁ ٢١٣١٠–٢٢؛ ס ≡ ١٠إذا] ‖ ٢٠٤٤٣–٢١ فردوس → ١٨٣١٠–١٩؛
هارونیة ،٢٥٣١٠–٢٦ ס ≡ ١٤مَن] ‖ ١٠٢١٩–١١ هارونیة [79.7]؛ حيوانع ؟→ ٢٣٣١٠–٣٥؛ ס ≡ ١٢وقال] ‖
٢٦٣١٠–٢٨؛ ס ≡ ١٥وقال] ‖ الطبیعیّات) →) ٣–٤

٧٩و خواصّر / ٨٥٢٥–٩ فردوس أسد» «جلد →⨁ ٨٢٣٩؛
.[15.3] حيوانع ؟→

‖ ס העז» חלב «או ٥والمعز] ‖ ס רבות» «פעמים ٤مرارًا] ‖ ס – ا] ٣حارًّ ‖ ס זית» «בשמן + ٣طُبخت]
ס. וכאבם» «דפיקתם ١٥ضربانها] ‖ ס הבטן» «ישלשל ٥أسهل]

پ. «صغار» ١٢صغارًا] ‖ پ «دهن» ١٠ودُهنت] ‖ پ «المعدة» ٩المقعدة] ‖ په [. . للقولنج. ٦صفة
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السادس الـفصل
الكبد في

مدقوقةً الصغار والأشجار بالشوك اللاصق الصغار بالحلزون الحبن من العارض الانتفاخ ضمُّد «إذا وقال:
ورمه». وتحُللّ رطوبته تنُقيّ حتىّ الانتفاخ ذلك تفُارق لم نیّةً،

اليرقان. من نفع بشراب، شرُب إذا اسـتدار: مُسّ إذا الّذي الجرار تحت الّذي «الحیوان ٥وقال:

ا». جدًّ نفعه اليرقان، صاحب على الكهربا علُقّ وإن
ظنتّ الأمّهات إلیه نظرت فإذا أعشاشها: في بزعفران وعُصفرت الخطاطیف فراخ أُخذت «متى وقال:
أخذه فمَن تحتها. فتُلقيه اليرقان بحجر فتاتئ فتطير فيه، هي الّذي البيت حرّ من يرقانٌ أصابها قد أن

برئ؞ يرقان، به مَن ‖ على فعلقّه پ٨٢و

ومجاريها». وكَوّاها الكبد وجع من نفعا شرُبا، إذا وعصيره: الغافت «نبات : الرازي ١٠وقال

الكبد»؞ وجع من نفع الحمار، بول شرُب «إذا وقال:

السابع الـفصل
الطحال في

یفعل وكذلك الطحال. ورم حللّ ثمره، أو زهره أو الطرفاء ورق من شرُب «إذا دیسقوریدس: وقال
قشره»؞ وطبیخ ١٥طبیخُه

به ضمّد أو وعسل بخلّ طبیخه شرب أو وعسل بخلّ وشربه الكبرّ أصل قشرّ «مَن جالینوس: وقال
الطحال»؞ ورم أبرأ سكنجبين، مع

«وهي → ٥وقال] ‖ (١١٢٥–٣ I Δ «κοχλίας» ≡) ١٩–٢٠
٣١و حشائش «قوخلیاس» → ٢٣١١–٤؛ ס ≡ ٣إذا]

≡ ٦وإن] ‖ (٥١٣٣–٧ I Δ «ὄνοι οἱ ὑπὸ τὰς ὑδρίας» ≡) ٩–١٠
٣٣و حشائش والحباب» الجرار تحت توجد دویبّة

→) ٦٣١١–٩ ס ≡ ٧وقال] ‖ الأحجار) كتاب ثاوفرسطس، →) ١٣–١٤
٨٣ظ خواصّر → טפריוס)؛ →) ٤٣١١–٦ ס

١١٢١٢–٢٢١٤ נ ≡ ١٤٣١١–١٥ ס ≡ ١٠نبات] ‖ القديم) الحیوان كتاب →) ١
١٧–٨٧ظ

٨٧و خواصّر ≅ טפריוס)؛
≡) ٢٠–٢١

٢١و حشائش «الطرفاء» ⥵ ٢١٣١١–٢٢؛ ס ≡ ١٤إذا] ‖ «الجمال» → ؟⨁ ١٢٢٣٩؛ هارونیة ١١وقال] ‖
Γ «Περὶ καππάρεως» ≡) ١٤–١٩

١١٢و Γمفردة الكبر» «ذكر ⥵ ١مَن] ‖ (١٤٨٢–٢٠ I Δ «μυρίκη δένδρον»
.(٧٩–٦١٠ XII

«ויחזקו ومجاريها] ١٠وكَوّاها ‖ ס – ٤نیّةً] ‖ Δ («τὰ ὑδρωπικὰ οἰδήματα») «الحبن» ס، «השקוי» ٣الحبن]
ציצו» או פריו או עליו או תמריץ «קלפת ثمره] . . . ١٤ورق ‖ נ סתימתו» ויפתח «ויחזקהו ס، סתומו» ויפתח

ס. שרשו» «קלפת ١٥قشره] ‖ ס

پ. «ومجاددها» ١٠ومجاريها] ‖ پ «بري» ٩برئ] ‖ پ «اخد» ٧أُخذت] ‖ پ «ىىقى» ٤تنُقيّ]
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فصل
ومداواته الكلاء في

بشراب، منه شرُب إن اسـتدار: مُسّ إذا الّذي الجرار تحت يكون الّذي «الدود دیسقوریدس: قال
البول». عسر من نفع

المثانة». حصا فتتّ وعسل، بماء منها وشرُب وجُففّت مُلحّت إذا الماء، بطَّ «كبد ٥وقال:

المثانة». وجع أبرأ يسير†، †وماء بخمر وشرُب بجثتّه الصغار الحلزون سحُق «إذا وقال:
البول». عسر من أبرأ الإحلیل، ثقب في وأُدخلت فتیلٌة به ولطُخ البقّ سحُق «إذا وقال:
المثانة»؞ وجع من نفع كل، وأُ وشُوي بالصرّار المعروف الطائر الحیوان أُخذ «إذا وقال:

الكلاء». وجع من نفع حلیب، معز بلبن مخلوط الورد بدهن احتُقن «إذا :| الرازي پ٨٢ظوقال

الكلى حصى فتتّ بعسل، معجون الكبر من مثلها مع قيراطان المحرقة العقارب من شرُب «إذا ١٠وقال:

فيه». بخاصّة والمثانة
نفعه البول، أُسرُْ به من أو المثانة حرقةُ به من على وشعره تيسٍ وأظلاف الفارٔ خُصى علُقّ «إذا وقال:

الله». بـإذن

≡) ٩–١١
٣٣و حشائش والحباب» الجرار تحت توجد دویبّة «وهي → ٨٢١٦–١٠؛ נ ≡ ١٣١٢–٣† ס ≡ ٣الدود]

«اـوتا» → ٣٢٣٧–٤؛ هارونیة ،٢٠–٢١
١٨٦و المغني ≡ ٥وقال] ‖ (٥١٣٣–١٠ I Δ «ὄνοι οἱ ὑπὸ τὰς ὑδρίας»

٥٢٣٧؛ هارونیة ،١١٢١٦–٢٢١٨ נ ≡ ٤٣١٢–٥ ס ≡ ٦وقال] ‖ (٣١٣٨–٤ I Δ «αἴθυια» ≡) ٣–٤
٣٤و حشائش

حشائش الفسفاس» = «قورس ⥵ ٧وقال] ‖ (١٠١٢٥–١١ I Δ «κοχλίας» ≡) ١
٣١ظ حشائش «قوخلیاس» →

≡) ١٩–٢٠
٣٣ظ حشائش الزيز» = «ططیغش → ٨وقال] ‖ (٣١٣٣–٤ I Δ «κόρεις οἱ ἀπὸ κλίνης» ≡) ٨

٣٣و
→ ١٣٢٣٧–١٤؛ هارونیة ،٨–٩

١٩٠و المغني אלטברי)، →) ٦٣١٢–٧ ס ≡ ٩إذا] ‖ (٩١٣٧–١٠ I Δ «τέττιγες»
،٧٣١٢–٩ ס ≡ ١٢وقال] ‖ ٢٤٤٤١–٢٤٤٢ فردوس → ١٣٢٣٧–١٤؛ هارونیة ≅ ١٠وقال] ‖ ٢٤٤٤–٣ فردوس

.٢٣٢٦٤–٢٥ فردوس ⥲ ١٤٢٣٧–١٥؛ هارونیة

‖ נ «הקלנגברא» الصغار] ٦الحلزون ‖ ס – البول] . . . ٣-٤إذا ‖ ס האבנים» תחת נ״א «הלבנים ٣الجرار]
מירא» «ומעט ס، ממירא» «ומעט يسير] ٦وماء ‖ Δ باغٔطیتها» هي «كما נ، «במגינה» ס، «בקלפתם» ٦بجثتّه]
‖ Δ «[«τῷ οὐρητικῷ πόρῳ»] الإحلیل ثقب في «ووُضعت الإحلیل] . . . ٧ولطُخ ‖ Δ مرّ» من يسير «وشيء נ،

فحلٍ» «تيسٍ وشعره] ١٢تيسٍ ‖ ف «الجرذان» ١٢الفارٔ] ‖ ه – فيه] ١١بخاصّة ‖ ه الكباّر» أصول «قشور ١٠الكبر]
«أسر ס، השתן» עיצור או במקוה «שתן البول] . . . ١٢حرقةُ ‖ ف علیه» علقّته ثمّ القلقديس اشـتممته «أو + ه،

ه. یبرأ» «فإنهّ ١٢نفعه] ‖ ف «قرح» ه، «قرحة» ١٢حرقةُ] ‖ ه المثانة» وقرحة البول

‖ پ «حصا» ١٢خُصى] ‖ پ «حصا» ١٠حصى] ‖ پ اطين» «ڡ ١٠قيراطان] ‖ پ «وادخل» ٧وأُدخلت]
پ. «واضلاڡ» ١٢وأظلاف]
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المعنیطس». حجر التيس دمُ یفُتتّ كما المثانة حصى فتتّ الأیلّ، دم من شرُب «إذا وقال:
المثانة». حصى أخرج العسل، ونبيذ كندر مع الفارٔ زبل من شرُب «إذا وقال:

ساعتها». من البول أسر حلتّ وشرُبت، بالماء ودیفت الخطّافة عين أُخذت «إذا وقال:
حصى وفتتّ البول أسر من نفع أبیض، بشراب يسُحق أن بعد النهريّ السرطان شرُب «إذا وقال:

وأخرجها». المثانة ٥

طُبخ ماءٍ مع وشرُبتا اثنتان منها أُخذت إذا اسـتدار: مُسّ إذا الّذي الجرار تحت الّذي «الدود وقال:
عظيمةً». منفعةً البول أسر من نفعتا أسارون، فيه

من نفع خالص، زنبقٍ وقطرات طبرزد سكرّ مع الخروع بدهن مدافٌ خروفٍ مُخّ شرُب «إذا وقال:
المثانة». وحرقة الدم بول

عنه». ذلك أذهب الفراش، في یبول مَن ‖ وشربه الدیك عُرْفُ أُحرق «إذا وقال: ١٠پ٨٣و

فراشه». في یبول مَن نفع بماء، وشرُب بعسل وعجُن تيسٍ ظلف أُحرق «إذا وقال:
فراشه»؞ في یبول مَن نفع بشراب، شرُبمسحوقاً إذا الأرنب، «زبل وقال:

الحصا من نفعت مرّ، من شيء مع وسحُقت وجُففّت وبطونها الدجاج أعناق أُخذت «إذا : الرازي وقال
عظيمةً». منفعةً المثانة ووجع

الكلاء»؞ وجع من نفعت التيس، مرارة من شرب «مَن وقال: ١٥

ס ≡ ٣وقال] ‖ ١٣٤٣٠–١٥ فردوس → ١٥٢٣٧–١٦؛ هارونیة ≅ ٢وقال] ‖ ١٩٤٢٧–٢٠ فردوس → ١وقال]
[جد ٢٣٩ هارونیة ≈ ٤وقال] ‖ ١٢٤٣٦–١٣ فردوس الخطّاف» عشّ «طين →⨁ ١٢٣٩–٢؛ هارونیة ،٩٣١٢–١٠

هارونیة ،٢٠–٢١
١٩١و المغني ،١٢٣١٢–١٣ ס ≡ ٨وقال] ‖ ٣٤٤٣–٤ فردو → ٦وقال] ‖ ١٣٢٦٥–١٥ فردوس ⥲ ت]؛

LX ⇢ ٢٢–٢٣؛
١٩٦و المغني ،١٤٣١٢–١٥ ס ≡ ١٠وقال] ‖ [21.2‒3] حيوانع / ٥٦–٦٢

٦٦ب LX ⇢ ٤٢٣٩؛
[22.2] حيوانع ⇢ ٥٢٣٩؛ هارونیة ،٢١–٢٢

١٩٦و المغني ،١٥٣١٢–١٦ ס ≡ ١١وقال] ‖ [61.2] حيوانع ،٤٧–٥٠
٧٠ا

المغني ،١٨٣١٢–٢٠ ס ≡ ١٣إذا] ‖ ٤٤٣١–٥ فردوس → ٤٢٣٩–٥؛ هارونیة ،١–٢
١٩٦ظ المغني ≡ ١٢وقال] ‖

→ ٧٢٣٩–٨؛ هارونیة ،٢٢٣١٢–٢٣ ס ≡ ١٥وقال] ‖ ١٠٤٣٢–١٢ فردوس → ٦٢٣٩–٧؛ هارونیة ،٩–١١
١٩٠و

.٥٤٢٥–٦ فردوس

«بطلاء» + ١٣مرّ] ‖ ه – ١٣وبطونها] ‖ ه – [ ١٢مسحوقاً ‖ ס טפות» «וב׳ ٨وقطرات] ‖ ס «האגוז» ٨الخروع]
ه.

«محروقا [ ١٢مسحوقاً ‖ پ «ىفعت» ٧نفعتا] ‖ پ «اخذ» ٦أُخذت] ‖ پ «حصا» ٤حصى] ‖ پ حصَا» ٢حصى]
پ. مسحوقا»
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التناسل آلات في فصول
فصلاً عشر ثلاثة على وینقسم

الأول الـفصل
الرحم فيوجع

الرحم». وجع من نفعها إنسان، بشعر المرأة بخُّرت «إذا أطراطیس: ٥قال

الرحم». وجع سكنّ المرأة، واحتملته ورد بدهن وخُلط النعجة إبط وسخ من أُخذ «إذا وقال:
الرحم»؞ اختناق من نفعها المعز، بشعر المرأة تدخّنت «إذا وقال:

الـثاني الـفصل
الحمل على یـعین فیما

الحمل». أسرعت زوجُها، ووطئها المرأة منه وشربت وسحُق الفارٔ خصا جُفّف «إن دیسقوریدس: ١٠وقال

أنثى، أرنبٍ | إنفحة شرَبت وإن ذكرًا؛ ولدت خُصیته، أو ذكرٍ أرنبٍ إنفحة المرأة شرَبت «إن پ٨٣ظوقال:

أنثى»؞ ولدت

الله». بـإذن حملت تحمل، لا وكانت المرأة احتملته إذا الأذریون: «خاصّة :الرازي وقال
الله. بـإذن حملت واحتملتها، أرنبٍ إنفحة من تحمل لا التيّ المرأة شرَبت «إذا وقال:

تحمل»؞ فإنهّا زوجُها، وطئها ثمّ الفرس لبنَ تعلم، لا وهي المرأة، سُقيت ١٥وإن

→) ٤٤٢٠–٦ فردوس ؟→ ٨٢٣٤؛ هارونیة ،١٢–١٣
٢٠٩ظ المغني אסטרס‒ס)، →) ٢٥٣١٢–٢٦ ס ≡ ٥إذا]

١٠٢٣٤–١١؛ هارونیة ،٥–٦
٢١٠و المغني ٦وقال] ‖ [1.15] حيوانع / أطهورسفس) →) ٣٣ XX الحاوي / أطرومينس)

→ ١٠إن] ‖ ١٦٤٢٥–١٧ فردوس → ١٠٢٣٤–١١؛ هارونیة ،٣٠٣١٢–٣١ ס ≡ ٧وقال] ‖ ١٦٤٢٤–١٨ فردوس →
٧٤٠٢–١٠ فردوس ≅ ١٣خاصّة] ‖ ٨٤٣١–١٠ فردوس → ١٠٢٣٣–١١؛ هارونیة ≅ ١١وقال] ‖ ١٢٤٣٠–١٣ فردوس
I Δ «πιτύα λαγωοῦ» ≡) ٩–١٠

٣٦ظ حشائش الأرنب» «إنفحة ؟⨁→ ١١٢٣٣–١٢؛ هارونیة ≅ ١٤وقال] ‖
ر). →) ٧–٨

٧٠ظ خواصّز ،٣٨–٤٠
٦٦ج LX ⇢ ١٤٢٣٣؛ هارونیة ≈ ١٥وإن] ‖ (١٢١٥٠–١٤

ه. ذكر» إنفحة وتكون خصیته، أو «أرنب خُصیته] . . . ١١أرنبٍ ‖ ס «העז» ٧المعز]

‖ پ «الادرىون» ١٣الأذریون] ‖ پ «ووطيها» ١٠ووطئها] ‖ پ «خصا» ١٠خصا] ‖ پ المعز» «الحنزىر ٧المعز]
پ. ا» «وط ١٥وطئها]
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الثالث الـفصل
الحمل یمنع فیما

الحمل». منع الجماع، وقت قبل المرأة احتملته إذا البسـتانيّ، النعنع «ورق دیسقوریدس: قال
الحمل». منع المرأة، على علُقّ إذا مريم، بخور «أصل وقال:

تحمل»؞ لا فإنهّا فترُدردها: ذكرٍ قرنفلٍ حبةّ شهر كلَّ تاخٔذ تحمل، لا أن⟩ ⟩ المرأة أرادت «إذا وقال: ٥

عليها»؞ معلقّاً دام ما تحمل لم المرأة، على الأرنب قلب علُقّ «إن : الطبري وقال

فضّةٍ أنبوبة في وجُعلت الأرض على تقع أن قبل وعلُقّت صبيّ أسـنان أُخذت «إذا : الرازي وقال
الحمل». منعها المرأة، على وعلُقّت

عليها». معلقًّا دام ما تحمل لم المرأة، على الأرنب زبل علُقّ «إن وقال:
عليها»؞ معلقّاً دام ما تحمل لم الأيسر، المرأة عضد في وعلُقّ الحمّاض بزر صرُّ «إذا وقال: ١٠

٤وقال] ‖ (٥٤٦–٧ II Δ «ἡδύοσμον» ≡) ١٣–١٤
٦٢و حشائش «نعنع» → ٢١٧ظ؛ المغني ،٨٣١٣–٩ ס ≡ ٣ورق]

→) ١٧٢٣٣–١٨ هارونیة ≅ ٥وقال] ‖ (١٤٢٢٨–١٢٢٩ I Δ «κυκλάμινος» ≡) ١٩
٥٠ظ حشائش «ققلامينوس» ⥵

،١٢٣١٣–١٣ ס ≡ ٦إن] ‖ ایلاوبطرة) →) ٢٤٩–٣ اعتماد ،٢٠١٠–٢١ IV جامعس ⊃ عمران ابن Δ؛ ∌ الحكيمة)؛ ایلوبطرة
⥵خواصّر ١٢٣٥–٢؛ هارونیة ،١٥٣١٣–١٧ ס ≡ ٧إذا] ‖ [9.31] حيوانع أرنب» ⨁⇢«رحم ١٨٢٣٣–١٢٣٥؛ هارونیة
⇢ القديم)؛ الحیوان كتاب →) ٧–٩

٧٩و خواصّر → ٢٠–٢١؛
٢١٧ظ المغني ،١٧٣١٣–١٨ ס ≡ ٩وقال] ‖ ١٤–١٥

٧٨ظ
⥲ الفلاحة)؛ قسطس، →) ٢–٣

٨٣و خواصّر → ٢٢٣٥–٤؛ هارونیة ،١٨٣١٣–١٩ ס ≡ ١٠وقال] ‖ [9.18] حيوانع
.(٦٣٨٢–٨ Geop ≡) ٨٢٩٠–٩ روميةّ

«الحبل» ٤الحمل] ‖ Δ («περιαπτομένη») العضد» في أو الرقبة في شُدّ «إذا المرأة] . . . ٤إذا ‖ Δ «الحبل» ٣الحمل]
تؤخذ» تسقط ما «أوّل ٧أُخذت] ‖ ه أبدًا» تلد لم ذكر، قرنفل حبةّ شهر كلّ المرأة ازدردت «إذا تحمل] . . . ٥إذا ‖ Δ
[ ١٠صرُّ ‖ סخ – ٩معلقًّا] ‖ خ ویلدن» يحبلن أن يمنع النساء، «على الحمل] . . . ٨على ‖ خ «صحیفة» ٧أنبوبة] ‖ خ

סخ. ̸≡ ١٠معلقًّا] ‖ ס «הימנית» ١٠الأيسر] ‖ خ خرقة» في [...] «صيرّ ס، בבגד» [...] «תצרור
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الرابع الـفصل
الجنین یحفظ فیما

الله»؞ بـإذن الجنين حفظ حامل، على القهربا علُقّ «إن ثاوفرسطس: وقال
الله». بـإذن الجنين يحفظ المرأة: على ویعُلقّ عظمٌ ‖ †الإبل من «یؤخذ :الطبري پ٨٤ووقال

لم ،( أولادها تسُقط التيّ الحامل المرأة (أعني الجنين على وعلُقّت خرقةٍ في عقربٌ صرُّت «إذا ٥وقال:

وحفظته»؞ تسُقط

الخامس الـفصل
الجنین یسُقط فیما

سقطت»؞ حاملٌ، وهي المرأةُ تخطّتْه إذا مريم، بخور «أصل دیسقوریدس: قال

المرأة تدخّنت وإذا المحتبسة. والمشـيمة الجنين أخرج رمكةٍ، بحافر المرأة تبخّرت «إذا أطراطیس: ١٠وقال

والحيّ». المیّت الجنين أخرج الخیل، بِرَوْث الحامل
المشـيمة». أخرج بالماء، المطبوخ العسل مع الدجاج أدمغة المرأة شرَبت «إذا وقال

الجنين»؞ أخرج أسود، سـنوّرٍ بخرو المرأة تبخّرت «إذا وقال:

≡ ٤یؤخذ] ‖ الأحجار) كتاب في ثاوفرسطس →) ١٢–١٣
٨٣ظ خواصّر → ١٥٢٣١؛ هارونیة ، ،٢٠٣١٣–٢١ ס ≡ ٣إن]

ראזי)؛ →) ٢٤٣١٣–٢٦ ס ≡ ٢٠–٢١
٢١٨و المغني ⊃ اكتفاء ≡ ٥وقال] ‖ ٢٠٤٢٧–٢١ فردوس → ١٨–١٩؛

٢١٨و المغني
Δ «κυκλάμινος» ≡) ١٨–١٩

٥٠ظ حشائش «ققلامينوس» → ٩أصل] ‖ ٦٢٥٢–٧ حيوانب ،[80.11‒12] حيوانع ⇢
١٠وإذا] ‖ ٥٤٢١–٩ فردوس → ארסטו׳)؛ →) ٥٣١٤–٧ ס ≟ ،١٨٢٣١–١٩ هارونیة ≡ ١٠إذا] ‖ (١٣٢٢٨–١٤ I
فردوس → ١٩٢٣١–١٢٣٣؛ هارونیة דיאשקורודיס)، →) ٤٢٣٢–٥ נ ≡ ،٨٣١٤–٩ ס ≡ ١٢وقال] ‖ ٥٢٣٢–٦ נ

١٠٣٠٦–٨٣٠٧؛ حيوانب ،٢٥–٢٩
٦٩ج LX / ٣٢٨٤–٥ فردوس ⇢ ١٢٣٣–٢؛ هارونیة ≅ ١٣وقال] ‖ ٨٤٣٢–٩

.[30.2] حيوانع الأسود» السـنوّر «جوف ⨁

عظم» الأیلّ قلب «في ٤عظمٌ] ‖ ف «الأیلّ» ٤الإبل] ‖ ס «טפרסטאס» جس، «ىىادڡرسطص» ٣ثاوفرسطس]
«העורב + ٦تسُقط] ס ילידיה» תלפיל אשר ההרה «על أولادها] . . . ٥على ‖ ف «حبلى» + ٤المرأة] ‖ ف
«السـنوّر» ،LX «gatti nigri coloris» أسود] ١٣سـنوّرٍ ‖ ס רחמה*» «בל*מת رمكةٍ] ١٠بحافر ‖ ס ממנה»

.LX «fetummortuum amatrice» ١٣الجنين] ‖ ف

پ. «تخطاته» ٩تخطّتْه] ‖ پ «القهرىا» ٣القهربا] ‖ پ «ىاوقوسطس» ٣ثاوفرسطس]
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الولادة، بعد المرأة على وعلُقّ العُظم في الجوزة مثل منه ذ واتخُّ وعجُن الزعفران سحُق «إن : الطبري وقال
المشـيمة». أسقطت

الله». بـإذن المیّت الجنين أخرج الرحم، على الإوزّ دم من قُطّر «إذا وقال:
المشـيمة». أسقطت البقر، باخٔثاء المرأة تبخّرت «إذا وقال:

المیّت»؞ الجنين وأخرجت المشـيمة أسقطت | الحمام، بزبل المرأة تدخّنت «إذا وقال: ٥پ٨٤ظ

السادس الـفصل
الحیض یدُر فیما

عظيماً»؞ إدرارًا الطمث أدرّ المرأة، واحتملته بجثتّه نیًّا سحُق إذا الصغير، «الحلزون دیسقوریدس: قال

الطمث»؞ أدرّ وجندبادستر، بخمرٍ النفط شرُب «إذا جالینوس: وقال

الطمث». أدرّ المرأةُ، واحتملته الإوزّ بشحم مدقوقاً الشونيز خُلط «إذا الرازي وقال ١٠

الطمث»؞ أدرّ بقطران، الجماع عند الذكر طرف مُسح «إذا وقال:

فردوس ⥵ الطبريّ)؛ →) ١٧–١٩
٨١ظ خواصّر ≡ ٣٢٣٣–٤؛ هارونیة ،٣–٥

٢٢٠ظ المغني ،١١٣١٤–١٢ ס ≡ ١إن]
נ ≡ ١٤٣١٤–١٥ ס ≡ ٤وقال] ‖ ٨٤٣٣–٩ فردوس → ١٥؛

٢٢٠و المغني ،١٢٣١٤–١٣ ס ≡ ٣وقال] ‖ ٩٢٨٠–١٠
حيوانع / ١–٢

٧٠و LX ؟→ ٣٢٣٣–٤؛ هارونیة ،١٣٣١٤–١٤ ס ≡ ٥وقال] ‖ ٧٤٢٣–٨ فردوس ⥵ ٩٢٣٢–١٠؛
I Δ «κοχλίας» ≡) ١٩–٢٠

٣١و حشائش «قوخلیاس» ⥅ ٦٢٣٣؛ هارونیة ،١٦٣١٤–١٧ ס ≡ ٨الحلزون] ‖ [55.5]

حشائش «نفط» → Γ؛ ∌ ٢٠٣١٤–٢١؛ ס ≡ ٩إذا] ‖ (١٥٣٢٢–١٦ XII Γ ≡) ١٨–١٩
١٧١و Γمفردة + (٤١٢٥–٥

فردوس ؟→ ١٥–١٦؛
٢٢٥ظ المغني ראזי)، →) ٤٢٣٤–٥ נ ≡ ١٠إذا] ‖ (١٢٧٣–١٣ I Δ «νάφθα» ≡) ١٨–١٩

١٩و
«κέδρος δένδρον» ≡) ١٢

٢٣–٢٠و
١٩ظ حشائش «شربين» → ؟⨁ ٦٢٣٣؛ هارونیة ≡ ١١وقال] ‖ ١٢٤٣٣–١٣

.(١٨٧٦–٢٧٨ I Δ

ויושם בגודל אגוז כמו ממנו וילקח «ויולש المرأة] . . . ١وعجُن ‖ ف «دققت» خ، «سحُق» ס، «ישחק» ١سحُق]
‖ ف والدابةّ» المرأة على وعلقّتها بندقة منه «واتخّذت خ، المرأة» على وعلِّق عظم خرزة منه واتخّذ «وعجُن ס، בעצם»
«ותוציא + ٤المشـيمة] ‖ ف حارّ» «وهو + الرحم] ٣على ‖ ف تطرح» «فانها خ، «أخرج» ס، «תפיל» ٢أسقطت]

נ. הניאילא» «זרע ١٠الشونيز] ‖ Δ – ٨نیًّا] ‖ סנ המת» העורב
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الدم الحيضوينزل تُدر صفة

درهم. جاوشير:
مثله. سكبینج:

درهم. واحد كلّ من أسود: وخربق وأبهل مرّ
النوم؞ عند به وتتُحمّل بقر، مرارة في الأدویة به وتعُجن السذاب ماء في والسكبینج الجاوشير ٥يحُلّ

شونيز. وقلیل حلبة وكفّ كسـیلة، دراهم وثلاثة صبغ، فوّة وكفّ شمار وكفّ كامل، حلو نقوعٌ قرطاس،
ويشرُب؞ ویبرُّد یغُلى

وینُخل. یدُقّ دراهم. عشرة غاسول: حبّ
الریق. على منه ویلُعق نحلٍ: عسل ووقيتّان حلبة دراهم وعشرة

فتائل ویعُمل السذاب بماء یعُجن درهم: فِتلَ حناّء ومن درهم، وزن مدقوق غاسول حبّ من تاخٔذ ١٠ثمّ

بها؞ ویتُحمّل

‖ پ «فوه» ٦فوّة] ‖ پ «السداب» ٥السذاب] ‖ پ «الحا|«وسير» ٥الجاوشير] ‖ پ «حاوسير» ٢جاوشير]
پ. «ویعمل» ١٠ویعُمل] ‖ پ «السداب» ١٠السذاب] ‖ پ «ىاحد» ١٠تاخٔذ] ‖ پ «ووقىىىن» ٩ووقيتّان]
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السابع الـفصل
الدم نزف ‖ یحبس فیما پ٨٥و

تقلّده، أو الطريّ) اللحم ماء غسالة يشُـبه لونه (الّذي العقيق بحجر تختمّ «مَن أرسطاطالیس: قال
الطمث»؞ لنزف وخاصّته — كان عضوٍ أيّ من الدم نزف عنه قطع

المفرط». الدم نزف عنها قطع المرأة، واحتملته الإوزّ بشحم وخُلط الحمّاض بزر سحُق «إذا :الرازي وقال ٥

بماء وشرُب جندبادستر من ومثله كثيراء من ومثله عفص من ومثله أفيون من جزو أُخذ «إذا وقال:
المزمن»؞ والإسهال والرعاف البدن من كان حيث الدم نزف قطع الحمل، لسان

الثامن الـفصل
الولادة یمنع فیما

نَ. یلَِدْ أن منعهنّ النساء، على علُقّ إن الحجر: مثل الأفعى دماغ «إنّ : الطبري وقال ١٠

الولادة»؞ من منعها حامل، امرأة على فضّةٍ أنبوب في البغل أذن وسخُ علُقّ وإن

∌ ראזי)؛ →) ١٢٣٦–٢ נ ≡ ١٣١٥–٣ ס ≡ ٥إذا] ‖ ١٤١١٤–٢١١٥ أحجارت ⥵ ٢٢٣١٤–٢٥؛ ס ≡ ٣مَن]
١٠إنّ] ‖ ؟ → ראזי)؛ →) ٢٢٣٦–٦ נ ≡ ארסט׳) →) ٤٣١٥–٧ ס ≡ ٦وقال] ‖ ١٤٤٣٣–١٥ فردوس → خواصّر؛
≟ أطهورسفس)؛ →) ١١–١٢

٧٩و خواصّر ≡ דיאשקורודיש)؛ →) ١٢٢٣٦–١٤ נ ≡ אלטברי) →) ٩٣١٥ ١٠ ס ≡

.١٧٤٢١–١٨ فردوس → ١١٣١٥–١٢؛ ס ≡ ١١وإن] ‖ أرسطوطاليس) →) حيوانب١١٢٣٨–٣٢٣٩

«صلب الحجر] ١٠مثل ‖ נ – عفص] من ٦ومثله ‖ נ הנדות» «דם المفرط] الدم ٥نزف ‖ ס «בחלב» ٥بشحم]
‖ ف – ١١حامل] ‖ ف «صفيحة» ס، «באבוב» ١١أنبوب] ‖ ס לבנה» «מפרדה ١١البغل] ‖ خ كالحجر»

ס. תלד» «לא الولادة] من ١١منعها

پ. «الدم» په، ٤الطمث]
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التاسع الـفصل
الولادة یسُهل فیما

الولادة». أسرعت المرأة، فخذ على الأصفر الشبّ حجر علُقّ «إن دیسقوریدس: قال
أسرعت». الولادة، عند المرأة ورك على الحیّة سلخ شُدّ «إذا وقال:

فيها: فتكتب ثوبٍ حاشـیة تاخٔذ أن نفعًا، الولادة تعسرُّ ینفع ممّا «إنّ ٥وقال:

نارٍ من قضبان بایٔديهم الملائكة من سـبعةٌ منه فخرج السماء من بابٌ انفتح ﴿
كان حيًّا بطنها في ما تخُرجوا حتىّ فلانة بنت فلانة إلى | ذهبتم ما ألاّ ، با پ٨٥ظیقولون:

الخلاص﴾ الله وعلى أرقي أنا الدائم، وبا الحيّ با ميتًّا؟ أو

رأس على الخرقة تضع ثمّ الماء. ذلك وتسقيها وتعصرها الخرقة وتغسل جامٍ في فتجعله عذبًا ماءً تاخٔذ ثمّ
عندي. مجرّبٌ هذا فإنّ — الخرقة» ذلك رفعتَ ولدت، فإذا — تلد حتىّ ١٠المرأة

ولدت الولادة، عند اليسرى بیدها المرأة أمسكته إذا الحدید: يجذب الّذي المعنیطس «حجر وقال:
مسرعةً».

لم وأنت ولدتُ قد ىكِْـرٌ جاریة أنا فلانة، ”يا باسمها: تلد لا التيّ بالمرأة ىكِْـرٌ جاریةٌ صاحت «إذا وقال:
الوقت». في تلد فإنهّا — تلدي“

ولادتها»؞ سهلت البقر، باخٔثاء المرأة بخُّرت «إذا وقال:

٧
١٣٠و حشائش إياسبس» «لیثس →⨁ ٣٢٣١؛ هارونیة גלינוס)، →) ٤٢٣٨–٥ נ ≡ ١٦٣١٥–١٧ ס ≡ ٣إن]
‖ أطهورسفس) →) ٨–٩

٨٢و خواصّر → ٤٢٣١–٥؛ هارونیة ≡ ٤إذا] ‖ (١٦١٠٠–١٧ III Δ «λίθος ἴασπις» ≡)
فردوس للمرأة» «رقية → ٦٢٣١–١٠؛ هارونیة אחד)، חכם →) ٤٢٤٢–١١ נ ≡ אלטברי) →) ٣٣١٦–١١ ס ≡ ٥وقال]
/ ١١٤١٠–١٤ فردوس → טברי)؛ אל →) ٢٢٤٠–٤ נ ≡ אלטברי) →) ١٤٣١٥–١٦ ס ≡ ١١وقال] ‖ ٧٢٨٤–١٣
ס ≡ ١وقال] ‖ ١١–١٣

٩٠و خواصّر ١٠٢٣١–١٢؛→ هارونیة ≈ ١٣وقال] ‖ سليمان) →) ١
١٩–٨٤و

٨٣ظ خواصّر
.٦٤٣٦–٨ فردوس ١٢٢٣١–١٣؛ هارونیة ،١٥–١٦

٢٢١ظ المغني טברי)، אל →) ٨٢٤٠ נ ≡ ראזי) →) ٢٧٣١٦–٢٨

السماء] من ٦بابٌ ‖ נ «תפתח» ٦انفتح] ‖ ف جدید» «ثوب סנ، «בגד» ه، ٥ثوبٍ] ‖ נ «האלום» ٣الشبّ]
ما] ٧ألاّ ‖ ف – ٧یقولون] ‖ ه «نور» ٦نارٍ] ‖ ס «לפידי» ٦قضبان] ‖ فه السماء» «باب ס، שמים» «שערי
. . . ٨الحيّ ‖ ف «بيت» ٧بنت] ‖ סנ – فلانة] ٧بنت ‖ נ «שתסירו» ס، תאיצו» לא «מבטחם ف، «الا» ه،
‖ ه الخرقة» تغسل «ثمّ الخرقة] . . . ٩ثمّ ‖ هנ – الخلاص] . . . ٨أنا ‖ נ «העזר» ه، الواحد» وبا القيوم «الحيّ الدائم]
ف «دفنت» ١٠رفعتَ] ‖ ه عنها» الخرقة رفعت الجنين، سقط «فإذا الخرقة] . . . ١٠حتىّ ‖ ف «وتغمس» ٩وتغسل]
«صغيرة خ، «عذراء» ١٣ىكِْـرٌ] ‖ ס מנוסה» «טוב ١٠مجرّبٌ] ‖ ه – נ، ומנוסה» טוב «וזה عندي] . . . ١٠فإنّ ‖
إنيّ» لها: فتقول لها تسـتجیب «حتىّ ١٣أنا] ‖ ه النفاس» بها «ضاق باسمها] تلد ١٣لا ‖ ه بكرة» وهي الحلم تبلغ لم التيّ

ه. سریعًا» منها يسقط الولد «فإنّ الوقت] . . . ١٤فإنهّا ‖ خ «عذراء» ١٣ىكِْـرٌ] ‖ ه
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العاشر الـفصل
الباه على یعین فیما

الشهوة». هیّج الجماع، وقتَ الرجل على الحبارى قلب علُقّ «إن : الطبري قال
الجماع». على قوّي الخفاّش، بدماغ قدميه أحدٌ مَسح «إن وقال:

یضرُّه». ولا شاء ما جامع الأيمن، فخذه على الدبّ مرارة ربط «مَن ٥وقال:

‖ الحسك عصير من مثله مع العصافير أدمغة من درهم وزن شرب انعاظه، یدوم أن أراد «مَن وقال: پ٨٦و

الجماع»؞ قبل بنبيذٍ مذافاً الرطب
الجزر بزرُ یفعل وكذلك الجماع. شهوة حرّك كله، أ من كثر أُ إذا البسـتانيّ، «الجرجير : الطبري وقال

والبرّيّ. البسـتانيّ
الثعلب بخصى المسمّى النبات یفعل وكذلك الجماع. حرّك المعز، بلبن الثعلب خصى أصل شرُب ١٠وإذا

بلبن». شرُب إذا
رُبيّ إذا یفعل وكذلك الجماع. شهوة هیّج طبیخه، شرُب أو مطبوخًا كل أُ إذا «الأشقاقل، وقال:

بالعسل».
الباه». على وأعان المنى في وزاد البدن سمّن شرُب، إذا بالعسل): َّب يرُب (وهو جندم «الجوز وقال:

على والمعوّنة والباه المنى في الزيادة فخاصّته شرُب، إذا شجرة): بزرُ (وهو العصافير «لسان ١٥وقال:

الجماع».
الإنعاظ». ویدُيم الباه، على ویقُوّي والمنيّ، الجماع يكُثرّ لمَ الزَّ «حبّ وقال:

،١٤١٦٩–١٥ هارونیة ≡ ٤وقال] ‖ ١٤٣٦–٢ فردوس «خفاّش» →⨁ ١٤١٦٩؛ هارونیة ≅ ،٤–٥
٢٠٣ظ المغني ≡ ٣إن]

[5.12] حيوانع ،١٤–١٦
٦٧ب LX ⇢ ١٤١٦٩–١٥؛ هارونیة ≡ ٥وقال] ‖ [53.22] حيوانع ⇢ ٨–٩؛

٢٠٣ظ المغني ≟
٨الجرجير ‖ [52.10] حيوانع / ٩٤٣٥–١١+٥٢٦٨–٨ فردوس ⇢ ١٥١٦٩–١٦؛ هارونیة ،١٣١٧–٣ ס ≡ ٦وقال] ‖
حشائش «جرجير» → ١٦١٦٩–١٧؛ هارونیة ،(≡ →) ٦٢٤٤–٨ נ ≡ דיאסקורי׳) →) ٣٣١٧–٥ ס ≡ البسـتانيّ]
الثعلب» «خصى → ١٧١٦٩؛ هارونیة ،٥٣١٧–٧ ס ≡ ١٠وإذا] ‖ (٥٢١٠–٦ I Δ «εὔζωμον» ≡) ٢١–٢٢

٤٧ظ
→) ١١٣١٧–١٣ ס ≡ ١٢وقال] ‖ ٨٢٤٤–٩ נ ≡ ١٠وكذلك] ‖ (٣١٣٩–٨ II Δ «σατύριον» ≡) ٢٢

٧٦و حشائش
‖ ٢٠٤٠٤–٢١ فردوس ⥵ ١٤وقال] ‖ ٨٣١٨–٩ X الحاوي ⊃ ماسویه ابن ⇢ ١٧١٦٩–١٨؛ هارونیة מאסויה)، אבן

.١٧١٢٧–١٨ I جامعس ⊃ عمران ابن ⇢ ١٧وقال] ‖ ٦٤٠٤ فردوس → ١٣٣١٧–١٥؛ ס ≡ ١٥وقال]

‖ ס «זרע» شجرة] ١٥بزرُ ‖ ف – بالعسل] . . . ١٤وهو ‖ ס «הכלב» ١٠الثعلب] ‖ נ – والبرّيّ] . . . ٨-٩وكذلك

پ. «الحورحندم» جندم] ١٤الجوز ‖ پ «الاسقاڡل» ١٢الأشقاقل] ‖ پ «ىخصا» ١٠بخصى]
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الجماع». قوّى الریق، على الحلیب باللبن مسحوقاً درهم نصف وزنُ القرنفل من شرُب «إذا وقال:
حرّكت النفس، ریق على لبنٍ مع بعضها أو مسحوقةً شرُبت إذا والخولنجان: والدارفلفل «الزنجبیل وقال:

المنيّ». وكثرّت الجماع، شهوة
شدیدًا». إنعاظًا أنعظ الفم، في ومُسّك عودٌ الخولنجان عود من أُخذ «إذا وقال:

الباه». هیّجت بیضها، وتحسىّ أدمغتها مع مطبوخةً العصافير جلُ الرَّ كل أ «إذا : پ٨٦ظوقال ٥

حتىّ جماعه في زاد الرجلُ، وتحسّاه بیضةٍ في يسيرٌ منه وأُلقي وسحُق الثور قضيب جُففّ «إذا وقال:
العجب». منه يرى

فإنهّ أيّام، ثلاتة الرجلُ وشربه البقر بسمن ولتُّ أبیض سكـّرٌ به وخُلط الكرفس بزر سحُق «إن وقال:
شاء⟩». ⟩ ما يجُامع

أبلغُ فإنهّا وأدمغتها: الخصى سـیّما ولا — الماء في ويزید الشهوة، حرّك الدیوك، لحم كل أُ «إذا وقال: ١٠

ذلك». في
الجماع». وهیّج أنعظ وشرُب، ویبُسّ أُخصي ما خصیة من أُخذ «إذا وقال:

أنعظ». الرجل، على وعلُقّت أتانٍ على نزل إذا الحمار ذنب شعر من شعرةٌ أُخذت «إذا وقال:
وكذلك الشهوة. وهیّج الإنعاظ، يسكن ولم أنعظ منها، ونحُت وجُففّت الأیلّ خصیة أُخذت «إذا وقال:

بخمر»؞ مجففٌّ شرُب إذا قضیبه نحُاتةُ تفعل ١٥

٢وقال] ‖ ٢١١٠–٢٣ IV جامعس ⊃ عمران ابن ⇢ ١١٧١؛ هارونیة ،١٢٤٦–٢ נ ≡ ١٥٣١٧–١٧ ס ≡ ١وقال]
ס ≡ ٥وقال] ‖ ٤١١١–٧ اعتماد ،٢٣١٩١–٢١٩٢ IV جامعس ⊃ عمران ابن ⇢ ١٧٣١٧–١٨؛ ס ≡ ٤وقال] ‖ →؟
حيوانع ⇢ ٢١٦٩–٣؛ هارونیة המנבסה)، →) ٨٢٤٨–١٠ נ ≈ ٢٠٣١٧–٢٢ ס ≡ ٦وقال] ‖ ؟ → ١٨٣١٧–٢٠؛
‖ [15.49] حيوانع ⇢ ٨١٦٩–٩؛ هارونیة ،٩–١٠

١٩٩و المغني ،٢٢٣١٧–٢٤ ס ≡ ٨وقال] ‖ ٢٥٠–٤ حيوانب ،[15.38]
١٣وقال] ‖ [15.16] حيوانع / ٢٠٤٢٢–٢١ فردوس → ١٢وقال] ‖ [61.15] حيوانع ⇢ ٢٤٣١٧–٢٧؛ ס ≡ ١٠وقال]

.٢١٤٣٧–٢٣ فردوس → ١٤وقال] ‖ ٣٤٢٤–٥ فردوس → ١٠١٧١؛ هارونیة המנבסה)، →) ٤٢٤٨–٧ נ ∼

«وشرُب الشهوة] . . . ١٤أنعظ ‖ ס «שירצה» ٩شاء] ‖ ס «יאכל» كل] ٥أ ‖ סנ הזרע» «וירבה + الجماع] ١قوّى
ف. – ١٥مجففٌّ] ‖ ف يسكن» فلم وأنعظت الشهوة هیّجت نحاتتها، من

پ. «اخذ» كل] ٥أ ‖ پ «وكترة» ٣وكثرّت]
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عشر الحادي الـفصل
النساء عن المربوط ینفع فیما

شاء. ما وجامع انطلق النساء، عن المربوط ويسقيه أىواب أغلاق من غلَقٌَ نحُت «إن : الرازي قال
والمسحورُ النساء عن المعقودُ بذلك انتفع به: ‖ وبخُّر وجُففّ وشراب بخردل الرخم لحم خُلطّ إذا وكذلك پ٨٧و

الله»؞ شاء إن جيدّ، مجرّبٌ —٥

عشر الـثاني الـفصل
الباه یمنع فیما

الجماع». شهوة أضعفت كلها، أ أُدمن إذا الحمقاء: «البقلة دیسقوریدس: قال
المنيّ». قطع شربه، أُدمن إذا «الشِبِثّ: وقال:

البرّيّ الخسّ بزرُ یفعل وكذلك الجماع. شهوة سكنّ بزره، شرُب أو البسـتانيّ الخسّ كل أُ «إذا ١٠وقال:

شرُب». إذا
وجففّه»؞ المنيّ قطع كل، أُ أو السذاب شرُب «إذا وقال:

الجماع»؞ شهوة قطع شرُب، أو الكافور شمُّ «إذا ماسویه: ابن وقال

عنها قطع صلبٍ، بشراب مثقالاً المرأةُ منه وشرَبت وسحُق الثور قضيب جُففّ «إذا : الرازي وقال
الجماع»؞ ١٥شهوة

حيوانب ،[56.4] حيوانع ⇢ خواصّر؛ ∌ ٢٧٣١٧–٢٣١٨؛ ס ≡ ٤وكذلك] ‖ ٧–٨
١١٢و [ط] خواصّر → ٣إن]

٩وقال] ‖ (٩١٩٦ I Δ «ἀνδράχνη» ≡) ٢١
٤٥ظ حشائش الحمقاء» «بقلة ⥵ ٧٣١٨–٨؛ ס ≡ ٨قال] ‖ ٨١٥٤–١٠

ס ≡ ١٠وقال] ‖ (٢٧١–٣ II Δ «ἄνηθον» ≡) ٢٢
٦٦و حشائش «الشبت» → ٣٢٥٢–٤؛ נ ≡ ٨٣١٨–٩ ס ≡

‖ (١٣٢٠٧–١٤|١٢٢٠٨–١٤ I Δ «θρίδαξ ἥμερος» ≡) ١٣|٦–٧
٤٧ظ حشائش البسـتانيّ» «الخسّ ⥵ ٩٣١٨–١٠؛

ס ≡ ١٣إذا] ‖ (٩٥٧–١٠ II Δ «πήγανον» ≡) ٢٣
٦٣ظ حشائش «السذاب» ⥅ ١٠٣١٨–١١ ؛ ס ≡ ١٢وقال]

ס ≡ ١٤إذا] ‖ ١٢١٥٠–١٢ II جامعس ⊃ عمران ابن ≈ ٩٢٦٨؛ X الحاوي ⊃ ماسرجویه ابن ؟→ ١٣٣١٨–١٤؛

.[15.40] حيوانع ،٢٦–٢٨
٦٦و LX ؟→ یوحناّ)؛ ابن →) ٧١٧٣–٨ هارونیة ،١٦٣١٨–١٧

cum» صلبٍ] ١٤بشراب ‖ LX «virga tauri rubei» الثور] ١٤قضيب ‖ נ «האניטו» ס، «האניט» ٩الشِبِثّ]
ס. – ،LX «uino optimo

پ. «الشبّ» ٩الشِبِثّ]
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عشر الـثالث الـفصل
للمحبة یستعمل فیما

شدیدًا». حبًّا تحُبّه فإنهّا تعلم، لا وهي إنسانٍ رجل وسخ من المرأة سُقيت «إذا :الطبري وقال
شدیدًا». حبًّا زوجها أحبتّ تعلم، لا وهي الرماد المرأة وسُقيت إنسانٍ أظفار قلامة أُحرقت «إذا وقال:
عند الإحلیل به ولطُح بعسل ذلك ويخُلط ودارصینيّ فلفل من بيسيرٍ وخُلط القرنفل سحُق «إذا وقال: ٥

سواه»؞ المرأة تحُبّ لم الجماع،
أبدًا»؞ سواه المرأة تحُبّ لم الجماع، عند دجاج بمرارة إحلیله أحدٌ طلى «إذا :| الرازي پ٨٧ظوقال

عشر الرابع الـفصل
ومدواتها الفروج قروح في

سواه»؞ إلى معه يحُتاج وما والمذاكر، الفروج قروح یدُمل «الصبر جالینوس: قال ١٠

ס ≡ ٤وقال] ‖ [1.25] حيوانع ،٢٧–٢٩
٧١و LX ؟→ فردوس؛ ∌ ١٨–٢١؛

٣٦٧ظ المغني ،٢١٣١٨–٢٣ ס ≡ ٣إذا]
؟ → ٢٨٣١٨–٣٣١٩؛ ס ≡ ٥وقال] ‖ [1.26] حيوانع ،٢٩–٣١

٧١و LX ؟→ ١٨–٢٠؛
٣٦٧ظ المغني ،٢٣٣١٨–٢٤

‖ ٦٣٤١–٧ حيوانب ،٤٠–٤٣
٧٠و LX ؟→ ١٣١٧٣–١٤؛ هارونیة ،٧–٨

٣٦٧ظ المغني ،٣٣١٩–٤ ס ≡ ٧إذا] ‖
.(١١٨٢٢–١٤ XI Γ «Περὶ ἀλόης» ≡) ١–٣

٩٧ظ Γمفردة الصبر» «ذكر ⥵ ٧٣١٩–٨؛ ס ≡ ١٠الصبر]

ס. – شدیدًا] ٣حبًّا
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السابع النوع
المفاصل أمراض في
فصول ثلاثة على وینقسم

الأول
النسا ٥عرق

عرق من نفع بشراب، مثقال وزنُ مسحوق الكبر أصل قشور من شرُب «إذا دیسقوریدس: قال
بينّةً»؞ منفعةً النسا

النسا»؞ عرق من نفع وجندبادستر، بخمرٍ الأقط شرُب «إذا أرسطاطالیس: قال

الثاني الـفصل
المفاصل ١٠فيوجع

– منها نفع وأوجاعها، المفاصل أورام على وضمُّد بماء بجثتّه سحُق إذا «الحلزون: دیسقوریدس: قال
نفسها»؞ تلقاء من يسقط حتىّ یترُك أن وینبغي

المفاصل»؞ وجع من بها يشُفي وكان المحرقة، الناس عظام الناس يسقي كان طبيباً «أعرف جالینوس: قال

هارونیة ≡ ٨إذا] ‖ (٥٢٤١ I Δ «κάππαρις» ≡) ١٨–١٩
٥٢ظ حشائش «كبر» ⥅ ١٢٣١٩–١٤؛ ס ≡ ٦إذا]

‖ (١٢٧٣–١٤ I Δ «ἄσφαλτος» ≡) ١٩–٢٠
١٩و حشائش «نفط» →⨁ الحشائشيّ)؛ دياسقوریدوس >) ٢٢٢٩–٤

(١١٢٥–٤ I Δ «κοχλίας» ≡) ١٨
٣١و حشائش «قوخلیاس» ⥅ ٨٢٢٩–٩؛ هارونیة ،١٩٣١٩–٢١ ס ≡ ١١الحلزون]

٢٢٣١٩–٢٣؛ ס ≡ ١٣أعرف] ‖ (١٧٣٥٥–٤٣٥٦ XII Γ «Περὶ κοχλιῶν» ≡) ١٩–٢١
١٧٧ظ Γمفردة «قوخلیاس» +

.(٥٣٤٢–٨ XII Γ «Περὶ ὀστῶν κεκαυμένων» ≡) ١١–١٣
١٧٤و Γمفردة ⥵

.Γ هذا» دهرنا في ممّن «إنسانًا ١٣طبيبًا] ‖ ס – نفسها] تلقاء ١٢من ‖ ס – ١١بجثتّه] ‖ ס – ٦بشراب]
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الثالث الـفصل
النقرس في

من نفع والرجلين، الیدين في أُمسك إذا الحدید: يجذب الّذي المعنیطس «حجر الإسكندر: قال
أیضًا». الكزاز ومن ذلك

ورمه». وسكنّ النقرس من نفع به، تضُمّد سحُق إذا البحر): زبد (وهو «والرجراج :‖ پ٨٨ووقال ٥

الله بـإذن برئ المرأة، حيضة أوّل من حيضةٍ خرقةُ النقرس صاحب رِجْلِ على رُبطت «إذا وقال:
تعالى»؞

Therap → الأمديّ)؛ أياطيس | سلمویه →) ١٦–١٨
٨٣ظ خواصّر → ١٥–١٦؛

٣٢ظ المغني ⊂ اكتفاء ≡ ٣حجر]
» ≡) ١٣–١٤

٣٣و حشائش ثلاسـیوس» «فلومن → ⨁ ٥وقال] ‖ ٣٠١٦٤–٣١٦٥ I Iatrica / ٢٦٥٨١–٢٧ II
⩼) ١

١٩–٧٩و
٧٨ظ خواصّر → ראזי)؛ →) ١٤٣٢٠–١٦ ס ≡ ٦وقال] ‖ (١٣١٣٣–١٤ I Δ «πνεύμων θαλάσσιος

.١١٥٨١–١٣ II Therap → الإسكندر)؛

خ. الكزاز» من ینفع الید في أُمسك وإذا [...] النقرس من «ینفع أیضًا] . . . ذلك من ٣-٤نفع

‖ د «برا» ٦برئ] ‖ پد «ربط» ٦رُبطت] ‖ پ «هو» ٥وهو] ‖ پ «قال» ٥وقال] ‖ پ – ذلك] من ٣-٤نفع
د. – ٧تعالى]
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الثامن النوع د٥٧و

الجسد ظاهر أمراض في
فصلاً عشر أربعة على وینقسم

الأول الـفصل
الأعضاء وجع یدفع ٥فیما

ما یصُیبه أن منعه وباءٌ، فيه وقع بلٍد في وكان به تختمّ أو الیاقوت حجر تقلّد «مَن أرسطاطالیس: قال
البلد». ذلك أهلَ أصاب

المزاج»؞ إصلاح فخاصّته إسفيدباجًا، طُبخ إذا الدجاج: «مرق جالینوس: قال

الـثاني الـفصل
والارتعاش الفالج ١٠في

الكزاز». من نفع الید، في أُمسك إذا الحدید: يجذب الّذي المغنیطس «حجر الإسكندر: قال
في الكائن التشـنُّج من نفعت مرقها، وتحُسىّ كلت وأُ والاجٓاميةّ النهریةّ الضفادع طُبخت «إن وقال:

عظيمةً». منفعةً الظهر
نفعه. المفلوج: به ودُهن يتهرّأ، حتىّ مرارًا الزیت من یغمره ما بقَدْرِ الخفاّش رأس طُبخ «إذا وقال:

أیضًا». الارتعاش من ینفع ١٥وكذلك

مرض»؞ عن الكائن | الارتعاش من نفع الأرنب، دماغ كل أُ «إذا وقال: پ٨٨ظ

Γمفردة والدیك» الدجاج «ذكر → ٢١٣٢٠–٢٢؛ ס ≡ ٨مرق] ‖ ٢١٠٦–٤ أحجارت → ١٨٣٢٠–٢١؛ ס ≡ ٦مَن]
١٢وقال] ‖ VII.iii.1 ⬆ ٢٤٣٢٠–٢٦؛ ס ≡ ١١حجر] ‖ (١٥٣٦١–١٨ XII Γ «Περὶ ἀλεκτορίδων» ≡) ٢٣

١٧٨ظ
ס ≡ ١٤وقال] ‖ (١٦١٣٠–١٨ I Δ «βάτραχοι» ≡) ٦–٧

٣٢ظ حشائش «ضفادع» ⥲ ٣٤٤٠–٥؛ فردوس →
≡ ١٦وقال] ‖ [53.15] حيوانع ؟⇝ ٢٢٢٧–٣؛ هارونیة אלכסנדר)، →) ١١٢٦٦–١٤ נ ≡ ראזי) →) ٢٦٣٢٠–٢٨

.(١٧١٢٧–١٨ I Δ «χερσαίος λαγωός» ≡) ١٠–١١
٦٣و حشائش البرّ» «أرنب → ٥٢٢٧–٦؛ هارونیة

נ. הראש» שימוח «עד [ يتهرّأ ١٤حتىّ ‖ ס פעמים» «ב׳ ١٤مرارًا] ‖ أحجار «الطاعون» ס، «הטאעון» [ ٦وباءٌ

‖ د «اسكندر» ١١الإسكندر] ‖ د الارتعاش» » ده، والارتعاش] الفالج ١٠في ‖ د «اسڡيدىاج» ٨إسفيدباجًا]
پ. «الشـنج» ١٢التشـنُّج] ‖ پ «المعنیطس» ١١المغنیطس]
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إذا حيةٍّ كلّ قلبُ یفعل وكذلك نفعه. الفالج، به من على الأفعى ⟨قلب⟩ علقّت «إذا : الطبري وقال
علُقّ».

الثالث الـفصل
الجسد م وتور السحج في

وبرئ منه الوجع أذهب نافذه، سحجُ به مَن على لحمه من یعُرّى أن بعد النسر فخذ عظم علُقّ «إذا قال: ٥

وجلّ»؞ عزّ الله بـإذن

مِن نفع به: ودُهن يتهرّأ، حتىّ مرارًا الزیت من یغمره ما بقدر الخفّاش رأس طُبخ «إذا :الرازي وقال
الجسد»؞ ورم

الرابع د٥٧ظالـفصل

الدم ونفث والسقطة والهتك الرض في ١٠

ألمةً، يجد لم ألمةً، يجد ممّن الضرب موضع على ووُضع سلخهِ ساعةَ كبشٍ جلد أُخذ «إذا جالینوس: قال
ولیلة». یوم في الضرب موضع یبرُئ أنهّ حتىّ

بنبيذٍ منه شرُب وإذا والباطنة. الظاهرة الأعضاء في العارض الهتك من نفع شرُب، إذا «الموميا: وقال:
الدم»؞ نفث ومن الشدیدة السقطة من نفع قابض،

טארפראטס)؛ →) ٣٣٢١–٥ ס ≡ ٥إذا] ‖ ٧٤٤١–٩ فردوس →⨁ ٦٢٢٧–٧؛ هارونیة ،٢٨٣٢٠–٢٣٢١ ס ≡ ١إذا]
ס ≡ ١١إذا] ‖ VIII.ii.3 ⬆ ٢٢٢٧–٣؛ هارونیة ،٥٣٢١–٧ ס ≡ ٧إذا] ‖ أطهورسفس) →) ١٣–١٤

٨٤و خواصّر ≡

‖ (١١٣٤٢–١٥ XII Γ «Περὶ δέρματος προβάτου» ≡) ١٤–١٦
١٧٤و Γمفردة الشاة» جلد «ذكر → ٨٣٢١–١١؛

.Γ ∌ ١١٣٢١–١٣؛ ס ≡ ١٣وقال]

خ. فخذه» «في ٥نافذه] ‖ ف «الربع» ١الفالج] ‖ ف «قلبه» ס، האפעה» «לב الأفعى] ١⟨قلب⟩

١١ووُضع] ‖ د «يسلخ» ١١سلخهِ] ‖ پ – وجلّ] ٦عزّ ‖ د «وبرا» ٥وبرئ] ‖ د «یعرَا» پ،» یعُرّى» ٥یعُرّى]
«نڡعت» ١٣نفع] ‖ پ «شربت» ١٣شرُب] ‖ د «یبرا» پ،» «ىبرى» ١٢یبرُئ] ‖ د – ألمةً] يجد ١١لم ‖ پ «وىوضع»

پ. «سربت» ١٣شرُب] ‖ پ
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الخامس الـفصل
والعظم واللحم العصب جراحات یلزق فیما

الورم من ویمنعها
الكثيراء». أصل وكذلك ‖ العصبیّة. الجراحات ألزق به، تضُمّد إذا النرجس: «بصل وقال: پ٨٩و

العصب». جراحات ألزق به، وتضُمّد وكندر مرّ مع سحُق إذا الصغير: «الحلزون ٥وقال:

— ألزقها العصب، قطع على ووُضع نعمًا دقًّا ودُقّ الأرض» «شحمة المسمّى الحیوان أُخذ «إذا وقال:
أيّام»؞ ثلاثة بعد يحُلّ أن وینبغي

ترَمِ». أن منعها والقروح، الجراحات على الطريّ الجبن وُضع «إذا : الطبري وقال
الجراحات»؞ ورم يمنع العتیق «السمن وقال:

السادس ١٠الـفصل

وغیرها الجراح من الدم نزف یمنع فیما
تضمّد أو الدم، تنزف جرحةٍ على ذُرّ أو علُقّ إذا النقيّ: العاج يشُـبه العربيّ «الحجر دیسقوریدس: قال

الدم»؞ قطع به،
قطع تقلّده، أو اللحم) غسالة ماء لون لونهُ يشُـبه (الّذي العقيق بحجر تختمّ «مَن أرسطاطالیس: وقال

الطمث»؞ دم وبخاصّةٍ — البدن من كان عضوٍ أيّ من الدم نزف ١٥عنه

١٩٣٢١–٢٠؛ ס ≡ ٥وقال] ‖ (٧٣٠٣–٨ II Δ «νάρκισσος» ≡) ١٧
١٠٠ظ حشائش «نرجس» → النرجس] ٤بصل

גאלי׳)؛ →) ١٥٣٢١–١٧ ס ≡ ٦إذا] ‖ (٥١٢٥–٧ I Δ «κοχλίας» ≡) ١٩–٢٠
٣١و حشائش «قوخلیاس» ⥵

ס ≡ ٨إذا] ‖ (١٢١٤٢–١٣ I Δ «γῆς ἔντερα» ≡) ١٩–٢٠
٣٤ظ [tΔ الأرض» [«شحمة حشائش «خراطين» →

١٢الحجر] ‖ ١٥٤٤٤–١٦ فردوس → דיאסקו׳)؛ →) ٢٠٣٢١–٢١ ס ≡ ٩وقال] ‖ ٣٤٤٤–٤ فردوس → ١٧٣٢١–١٩؛
≡ ١٤مَن] ‖ (٤٩٧–٦ III Δ «Ἀραβικὸς λίθος» ≡) ٢–٣

١٢٩ظ حشائش العربيّ» «الحجر ⥅ ٢٢٣٢١–٢٤؛ ס ≡

.(VI.vii.1 ⬆) ١٤١١٤–٢١١٥ tأحجار ⥵ ٢٤٣٢١–٢٧؛ ס

٩السمن] ‖ Δ المنقطعة» «الأعصاب العصب] ٦قطع ‖ Δ للأعصاب» العارضة «الجراحات العصبیّة] ٤الجراحات
وذُرّ» «سحُق ذُرّ] أو ١٢علُقّ ‖ ف من» «ینفع ס، צמחי» «תמנע ورم] ٩يمنع ‖ ف البقر» «وسمن ס، «החמאה»

ס. – به] . . . ١٢-١٣أو ‖ Δ

٤وكذلك] ‖ د العصب» «خراجات پ، العصبیه» «الحراحات العصبیّة] ٤الجراحات ‖ د «خراجات» ٢جراحات]
«الخراجات» ٨الجراحات] ‖ د «خراجات» پ، «حراحات» ٥جراحات] ‖ په اظنه» «الكبر ٤الكثيراء] ‖ د «وكدا»

د. «ديسقوریدوس» ١٢دیسقوریدس] ‖ د «الخراجات» ٩الجراحات] ‖ د
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السابـع الـفصل
بالعرق البدن من وغیرها العصب فضول یخرج فیما

ورُفع | يجفّ، حتىّ ذلك وترُك البدن على ا حارًّ ووُضع بالزیت البقر أخثاء †علُقّت «إذا :الطبري د٥٨وقال
پ٨٩ظ بالعرق»؞ والعصب البدن فضول أخرج مرارًا: ذلك ففُعل غيره، ووُضع ذلك

الـثامن الـفصل ٥

والأورام الطواعین في
والداحس والدمامیل

أشـبهها»؞ وما †والأرنبة كالإبط الرخو، اللحم في تعرض أورامٌ هي «الطواعين جالینوس: قال

منها؞ نفع الطواعين، على وصُبّ البقر سمن غليُّ إن أنهّ، الحیوان كتب وفي

سكّنها خنصره، في †الأرنبة† ورم صاحبُ به وتختمّ خاتمٌ منه وعمُل طريّ اسٓ قضيب أُخذ «إذا وقال: ١٠

الله»؞ بـإذن

الدماميل»؞ خروج من ذلك نفع †ركبة، في عفصةً أحدٌ شُدّ «إذا الإسكندر: وقال

فردوس ؟→ ב״ח)؛ בספר →) ٨٣٢٢–٩ ס ≡ ٩أنهّ] ‖ ١٤٢٣–٣ فردوس →⨁ ٥٢٧٤–٧؛ נ ≡ ١٣٢٢–٤ ס ≡ ٣إذا]
١٢٨٩–٣ فردوس ⥲ الطبريّ)؛ →) ١٥–١٦

٧٩ظ خواصّر ≡ אלטברי)؛ →) ١١٣٢٢–١٣ ס ≡ ١٠وقال] ‖ ١٥٤٤٤
.Therap ∌ الإسكندر)؛ →) ١

١٩–٨٥و
٨٤ظ خواصّر ≅ ١٢إذا] ‖

«طُبخ» נ، «יבשל» ס، «יבושל» ٣علُقّت] ‖ ס בזיעה» הגוף מן והזלתו העצבים «מותרי بالعرق] . . . ٢فضول
جس، والقصب» «النصل נ، בזיעה» הגוף «מותרי ס، בזיעה» והעצבים הגוף «מותרי بالعرق] . . . ٤فضول ‖ ف
يكثر من «على ١٢أحدٌ] ‖ ס «האורביים» ١٠الأرنبة] ‖ ס «יתלה» ٩غليُّ] ‖ ف البدن» من والقصب «النصل

خ. «تكتّه» ١٢ركبة] ‖ خ به» الدماميل خروج

«هو» ٨هي] ‖ پ «فيفعل» ٤ففُعل] ‖ ف) «يرُفع» جس، «رفع» נ، ≡ יוסר» «ואז ס، («ויוסר» د «ورجع» ٣ورُفع]
د. «ىهّ» ١٢ركبة] ‖ پ «احدا» ١٢أحدٌ] ‖ «والأُرْبِیّة») >) پ «والارنبه» د، «والارنبة» ٨والأرنبة] ‖ د
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الـتاسع الـفصل
والثالیل والبرص الجذام في

أصابع، أربع قدَر على وذنبها رأسها قطع بعد مشویةًّ أو مطبوخةً الأفعاء كلت أُ «إذا دیسقوریدس: قال
الصحّة». وحفظت الجذام من نفعت

حمّصةٌ ثؤلیل لكلّ الأسود الحمّص من تؤخذ أن النملیّة: والثالٓیل المسماریةّ الثالٓیل یقلع ممّا «إنّ ٥وقال:

خرقةٍ في فتصرّها الثالٔیل على وُضعت التيّ الحمّصة تؤخذ ثمّ الشهر. ابتداء في واحد ثالٔول على توضع
خلف»؞ إلى بها ويرُمى

جذامٌ». یصُِبْهُ لم الهدهد، عينُ الجذام على يشرُف الّذي على ‖ علُقّ «إذا : الطبري وقال پ٩٠و

تقلعّت». البقر، باخٔثاء الثالٓیل طُلیت «إذا وقال:
ووُضع كالمرهم یصير حتىّ قطران من يسيرٍ مع بالماء وضرُب الشعير بدقيق الحمام زبل خُلط «إذا ١٠وقال:

أبرأه». أبدًا، غيرُه وجُدّد أيّام ثلاثة البرص على
قلعه. البرص، به وطُلي بلبن وخُلط حمار حافر أُحرق «إذا وقال: د٥٨ظ

قلعها». الثالٓیل، على به وطُلي إنسانٍ بِریق ودیف العصافير زبل أُخذ وإذا

١٦٣٢٢–١٩ ס ≡ ٥وقال] ‖ (١٢١٢٦–٣١٢٧ I Δ «ἐχίδνης σάρξ» ≡) ١٥–١٨
٣١ظ حشائش «أفعى» ⥅ ٣إذا]

٨إذا] ‖ (٩١٧٨–١٣ I Δ «ἐρέβινθος ὁ ἥμερος» ≡) ٢–٣
٤٣و حشائش البسـتانيّ» «الحمّص ⥵ )؛ דיאסקו׳ →)

→) ١١٢٧٦ נ ≡ ٩وقال] ‖ ١٢٤٣٧–١٣ فردوس ⥵ الطبريّ)؛ →) ١–٢
٨١ظ خواصّر ≡ ٢٠٣٢٢–٢١؛ ס ≡

هارونیة ≡ ١٢إذا] ‖ ١٤٣٤–٤ فردوس → ٢١٣٢٢–٢٣؛ ס ≡ ١٠وقال] ‖ ٤٥٩٤–٦ فردوس ؟→ דיאשקורידיש)؛
.٨٤٣٥–٩ فردوس → ١٠٢٢٥–١١؛ هارونیة ،٢٦٣٢٢–٢٧ ס ≡ ١٣وإذا] ‖ ٢٣٤٢٣–٢٤ فردوس → ٢٢٥؛

أقروخرذونس لها یقُال التيّ «الثوالیل ס، הנמליות» והיבלות המסמריות «היבלות النملیّة] . . . ٥الثالٓیل
הצרעת» מן «המספחת الجذام] . . . ٨الّذي ‖ Δ «[«μυρμηκίας»] مرميكيا لها یقُال والتيّ [«ἀκροχορδόνας»]
١٠يسيرٍ] ‖ ف «†عنق» خ، «عين» ס، «עין» ٨عينُ] ‖ ف الجذام» یتُخوّف «ولمن خ، الجذام» على «للمشرف ס،
‖ فجس ویترُك» كتاّن خرقة في البرص على «ویوضع البرص] على ١٠-١١ووُضع ‖ فجس «شيء» ס، «מעט»

والبرص» «البیاض ١٢البرص] ‖ ف یبرُئه» حتىّ ذلك به «یفُعل جس، یبرأ» حتىّ ذلك به ویفعل منه «نفع أبرأه] ١١أبدًا،
ف. «بلعاب» ١٣بِریق] ‖ ف

پ،» «ىوحد» ٥تؤخذ] ‖ د «المسـتماریه» ٥المسماریةّ] ‖ د «ديسقورىدوس» ٣دیسقوریدس] ‖ پ – ٢والثالیل]
«علیه» د، «عيره» فجس، ١١غيرُه] ‖ د «يشرڡ» ٨يشرُف] ‖ د «وترمى» پ،» «وىرمى» ٧ويرُمى] ‖ د «یوخد»

ف). قلعها» («الثالٓیل، پ قلعه» الثلول «على قلعها] . . . ١٣على ‖ /اَلحمَار» » ١٢حمار] ‖ پ
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وذهبت»؞ سقطت التالٓیل، به مَن ذلك كل وأ تمرات بثلاث وعجُن الحیّة سلخ دُقّ «إذا وقال:

البتةّ»؞ ذهبت الثالٓیل، على بیده ومسح الكوكب ینقض حينَ إنسانٌ نظر «إن :الرازي وقال

العاشر الـفصل
الجسد من الذفرة بالرائحة یذهب فیما

بشراب سُلق إذا خاصّته، الخرشف): (وهو « سقلوس† †» المسمّى «النبات دیسقوریدس: قال ٥

الدرجة في حارٌّ وهو — منتناً كثيرًا بولاً يحُدر لأنهّ كلهّ. الجسد ورائحة الإبطين برائحة أذهب وشرُب،
الثانیة»؞

عشر الحادي الـفصل
كیّه أو قطعه | عند العضو ر تخد پ٩٠ظفي

حسّه»؞ وأبطلت كـیّه أو قطعه يرُاد الّذي العضو أخدرت شرُبت، إذا الیبروح: أصل «عصارة قال: ١٠

ولم الموضع یتنفّط لم بالذهب: كُوي ثمّ الكيّ، إلى تحتاج علـّةٌ فيه كانت «مَن أرسطاطالیس: وقال
يمدّ»؞

٦–٧؛
٨٣ظ خواصّر → ٢٣٣٢٢–٢٥؛ ס ≅ ٢إن] ‖ [79.3] حيوانع ⇢ فردوس؛ ∌ ١١٢٢٥–١٢؛ هارونیة ≡ ١وقال]

٧–٨
٥٨ظ حشائش «سقولومس» ⥅ ١٥٢٢٥–١٦؛ هارونیة ،١٣٢٣–٥ ס ≡ ٥النبات] ‖ ٢٤٥٢٥–٢٥٢٦ فردوس ⥵

XII Γ «Περὶ σκολύμου ῥίζης» ≡) ٢١–٢٤
١٣٣و Γمفردة الحرشف» «ذكر + (٥٢١–٧ II Δ «σκόλυμος» ≡)

→) ٦٣٢٣–٨ ס ≡ ١٠قال] ‖ Δ – נ، השלישית» במעלה ויבש חם «והו الثانیة] . . . ٦-٧وهو ‖ (٩١٢٥–١٦
II Δ «μανδραγόρας» ≡) ٤

٩١و + ٧–٩
٩٠ظ حشائش «یبروح» ⥅ גלינוס)؛ →) ٨٢٧٨–٩ נ ≡ דיאסקו׳)

.١١٥٧–٢ أحجارت ⥵ ארסט׳)؛ →)  ٣٢٣ ס ≡ ١١مَن] ‖ ( ٨٢٣٧–٩ + ٦٢٣٥–٩

ס «חרשף» ٥الخرشف] ‖ נ «קרדוץ» ס، «סוקולורי» ٥سقلوس] ‖ ف «الكواكب» ס، «הכוכבים» ٢الكوكب]
ס. – يمدّ] ١١-١٢ولم ‖ סנ «ביין» + ١٠شرُبت] ‖ נ – الإبطين] ٦برائحة ‖

‖ پ «التالول» ١التالٓیل] ‖ د «واكله» ذلك] كل ١وأ ‖ د «بثلات» ١بثلاث] ‖ ده «ادا» د، «ادٯ» دُقّ] ١إذا
د «ديسقورىدوس» ٥دیسقوریدس] ‖ پ «الزفره» ٤الذفرة] ‖ پ «ادهبت» ٢ذهبت] ‖ د «سقطعت» ١سقطت]
«قطعیه» ١٠قطعه] ‖ د «شرب» ١٠شرُبت] ‖ پد «تحدر» ر] ٩تخد ‖ پ – ٦كلهّ] ‖ پ «ادهبت» ٦أذهب] ‖

د. – يمدّ] ١١-١٢ولم ‖ پ
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عشر الـثاني الـفصل
الجسد من السهام ونصول الشوكة یخرج فیما

البدن داخل من ◌ النبل جذب به، وتضُمّد نیًّا سحُق إذا الصغير: «الحلزون دیسقوریدس: قال
◌واللحم◌»؞

البدن»؞ من والشوك النصول أخرجت وزیتٍ، بخطميّ خُلطت إذا الأرنب: «إنفحة : الطبري ٥وقال

عشر الـثالث الـفصل د٥٩و

البدن◌ ◌من السود والآثار والقوابي والبرش الكلف یقلع فیما
منها». نفع الوحشة، القوابي على ولطُخ بالخلّ الخردل خُلط «إذا دیسقوریدس: قال

البدن»؞ من النبل أخرج به، وتضُمّد ودُقّ قُرد إذا الجرّيّ: «لحم وقال:

قلعها»؞ الوجه، في السود والاثٓار الكلف على ووُضعت الجمل رئة شُقتّ «إذا : الطبري ١٠وقال

لونه»؞ غيرّ البرش، على وطُلي بزیت رمادها وعجُن كوزٍ في الحیّة سلخ أُحرق «إذا :الرازي وقال

٥وقال] ‖ (٤١٢٥ I Δ «κοχλίας» ≡) ٢٠–٢١
٣١و حشائش «القوخلیاس» ⥲ ١٣٣٢٣–١٥؛ ס ≡ ٣الحلزون]

≡) ٣–٤
٤٩ظ حشائش «الخردل» → ١٨٣٢٣–١٩؛ ס ≡ ٨إذا] ‖ ١٢٤٣١–١٣ فردوس → ١٥٣٢٣–١٦؛ ס ≡

«σίλουρος» ≡) ١٠–١١
٣٢ظ حشائش «الجرّيّ» ⥅ ٤٢٨٠–٥؛ נ ≡ ٩وقال] ‖ (٤٢٢١–٥ I Δ «σίνηπι ἢ νᾶπυ»

נ ≡ ١٩٣٢٣–٢٠ ס ≡ ١١إذا] ‖ ٢٤٤٢٤–٢٥ فردوس → ٢٦٣٢٣–٢٧؛ ס ≡ ١٠إذا] ‖ ⬆ ! ٥١٣١–٦)؛ I Δ
خواصّر. ∌ ١٣٢٨٠–١٢٨٢؛

٥والشوك] ‖ ס «הקוץ» البدن] . . . ٥النصول ‖ ס «כבד» ٥إنفحة] ‖ ס הבשר» «מפנימי ◌واللحم◌] . . . ٣-٤من
סנ. – كوزٍ] ١١في ‖ ס הכתמים» ועל «הבוהק الوحشة] ٨القوابي ‖ ف «والقصب»

د «الڡصول» ٥النصول] ‖ د «ديسقوریدوس» ٣دیسقوریدس] ‖ د «وڡصول» ٢ونصول] ‖ د «الشوك» ٢الشوكة]
٩قرُد ‖ پد «الجدي» ٩الجرّيّ] ‖ د بالخل» /مع /» ٨بالخلّ] ‖ پ « «القو [ ٧والقوابي ‖ پ «والبرص» ٧والبرش] ‖

پ. ودققته» «قردته ودُقّ]
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عشر الرابع الـفصل
الجسد من الشعر نبات یبطل پ٩١وفیما

فيه ینبت لم الجسد: موضع بالزیت ودُهن يتهرّأ، حتىّ بزیت حيةٌّ أفعى طُبخت «إن : الطبري قال
شعر».

؞ الشعر» نبات أبطل البدن، به وطُلي بالماء وسحُق النمل بیض أُخذ «إذا وقال: ٥

شعر»؞ فيه ینبت لم الشعر، موضع به ودُهن بزیت وسحُق وجُفّف الخفاّش ذُبح «إذا :الرازي وقال

٧–٨؛
٣٠٠و المغني ٦إذا] ‖ ١٤٤٤٢ →فردوس ٤٣٢٤–٥؛ ס ≡ ٥وقال] ‖ ٥٤٤١–٧ →فردوس ٢٣٢٤–٤؛ ס ≡ ٣إن]

.[53.31] حيوانع الخفاّش» «زبل ؟⨁⇢ خواصّر؛ ∌

الزیت» من أو الجسد بعض على ألحمها من «ویطُلى الجسد] موضع . . . ٣ودُهن ‖ ف زیت» من رطلين «بقدر ٣بزیت]
ف. ینبت» «فلا نبات] ٥أبطل ‖ ف

د. – الجسد] ٣موضع ده «نبات» د، الجسد» «شعر الجسد] من الشعر ٢نبات
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الحمیات أصناف في التاسع النوع
فصول أربعة على وینقسم

الأول الفصل
الغب فيحمّى

ممزوج شراب من قواثوسات بثلٰث أصول ثلٰثة الحمل لسان أصول من شرُب «إذا دیسقوریدس: ٥قال

الغبّ». حمّاء من نفع ماء، من ¦ بثلٰثة د٥٩ظ

وعلُقّت خرقة في وصُيرّت اسـتدارت، مُسّت إذا التيّ كثيرة أرجلٌ لها التيّ الدویـبّة أُخذت «إذا وقال:
أصلاً»؞ قلعها حمّى: به مَن على

بالید وأُمسك كـتاّن خرقة على به وطُلي ورُضّ الذباب یصید الّذي الفهد أُخذ «إذا :الطبري وقال
مجرّب»؞ — والربع الغبّ حمّى أذهب القفا، نقرة على أُلصق أو ١٠اليسرى

منفعةً واليرقان الغبّ حمّى مِن نفع بشراب، | مسحوق الأیلّ قرن برادة من شرُب «إن : الرازي وقال پ٩١ظ

عظيمةً».

حمّى به مَن على وعلُقّ البساتين، في ويكون یطير لا الّذي الأرجل الطویل الجراد أُخذ «إن وقال:
نفعه»؞ الغبّ:

١٢٢٠٠–١٣ I Δ «ἀρνόγλωσσον» ≡) ٢–٣
٤٦ظ حشائش الحمل» «لسان → ٢٢٨٤–٤؛ נ ≡ ٧٣٢٤–٩ ס ≡ ٥إذا]

(«وذكر ١٨٤٤٢–٢٠ فردوس → ٩إذا] ‖ أطهورسفس) →) ٥–٧
٨١ظ خواصّر → Δ؛ ∌ ٧وقال] ‖ ([«φασί» →]

٧–٩
٣٤ظ حشائش «عنكبوت» ⥲ برطیوس)؛ → أطهورسفس →) ٧–١١

٨٥و خواصّر ≡ الأطبّاء»)؛ بعض علمّ أنهّ
‖ ١٠

١٠٩اظ LX ∼ ١٣–١٤؛
٣٢٤و المغني ،١٣٣٢٤–١٤ ס ≡ ١١إن] ‖ (٤١٤١–٧ I Δ «ἀράχνη τὸ ζῷον» ≡)

أطهورسفس). →) ١
١٩–٧٩ظ

٧٩و خواصّر أبرص» «سمّ ؟⥵ ١٤–١٥؛
٣٢٤و المغني ،١٤٣٢٤–١٦ ס ≡ ١٣وقال]

ونصف أواق «بارٔبع נ، מיין» אוק׳ «בד׳ ס، ביין» קואתר[סאת] «בג׳ شراب] . . . ٥بثلٰث ‖ ס «ב׳» ٥ثلٰثة]
خر – أُخذت] ٧إذا ‖ حشائش «بمثله» נ، «בכמהו» ס، בכמהו» «כמות ٦بثلٰثة] ‖ Δ شراب» [«κυάθων τριῶν»]
«العنكبوت» ٩الفهد] ‖ خر أصلاً» لها یترك «ولم ٨أصلاً] ‖ خر مثلثّة» «حمّى ٨حمّى] ‖ خر لفُتّ» «إن ٧وصُيرّت] ‖
«ويشُدخ» خر، ويشُدخ» «ورُضّ ٩ورُضّ] ‖ Δ خرقة» على ولطُخ المراهم ببعض خُلط «إذا كـتاّن] . . . ٩ورُضّ ‖ ف

الجبهة «على القفا] . . . ١٠على ‖ ف «ویلُصق» خ، «فيُلصق» أُلصق] ١٠أو ‖ Δ – اليسرى] . . . ٩-١٠وأُمسك ‖ ف
خ. الطبيب» برطیوس من تعلمّته مجرّب أیضًا «وهذا ١٠مجرّب] ‖ Δ – ١٠والربع] ‖ Δ الصدغين» على أو

٦بثلٰثة] ‖ د «فواىومات» پ، «قوانومات» ٥قواثوسات] ‖ د «ديسقوریدوس» ٥دیسقوریدس] ‖ د «حمیات» ٤حمّى]
د. «وسرت» ٧وصُيرّت] ‖ د «امست» ٧مُسّت] ‖ پظ «حما» ٦حمّاء] ‖ *«بمثله») >) پ «ىثلثه»
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الثاني الـفصل
الربع فيحمّى

الربع». حمّى من نفع قوانومات، بارٔبع أصول أربعة الحمل لسان أصول شرب «مَن دیسقوریدس: قال
حمّى أبرأ العضد، في أو الرقبة في وعلُقّ جلٍد في وصرُّ الحر⟨شف⟩ شوك في المتولّد الدود أُخذ «إذا وقال

٥الربع».

الربع». حمّى من نفع العضد، على وعلُقّ جلد في شُدّ إذا كثیفٌ: نسـیجه الّذي «العنكبوت وقال:
أبرأه؞ الربع، حمّى به مَن على الأيسر علُقّ إن مثقوبين: عظمين الدیك جناحَي في إنّ وقال

یبرأ». فإنهّ ¦¦ التيس، لحیة من شعرةٌ الربع حمّى به مَن عنق في علُقّ «إن الإسكندر: د٦٠ووقال

نفعه. الربع، حمّى به من عنق في التيس لحم من علُقّ إن أنهّ، الناس جرّبه ممّا إنّ وقال
منها». البتةَّ أبرأته الربع، به من على وعلُقّت حمراء خرقة في الذراريح جُعلت «إذا ١٠وقال:

‖ تغُسل: أن غير من ذلك بعد من الرجلُ لبسها ثمّ المحموم، ثیاب نفساءُ امرأةٌ لبست «إن پ٩٢ووقال:

الربع»؞ حمّى عنه ذهبت
على وُضع إن كبر، الأ عظمه فإنّ عظامه: وأُخذت يجفّ حتىّ وترُك ضفدعٌ أُخذ «إن :الرازي وقال

قلعها»؞ الربع، حمّى به من على علُقّ وإن غلیانها. سكنّ تغلي، قِدْرٍ رأس

Δ «ἀρνόγλωσσον» ≡) ٢–٣
٤٦ظ حشائش الحمل» «لسان ⥵ ١٦–١٧؛

٣٢٠ظ المغني ،١٧٣٢٤–١٩ ס ≡ ٣مَن]
ס ≡ ٦وقال] ‖ (١٠١٩–١٢ I Δ «δίψακος» ≡) ١٨–١٩

٥٨و حشائش «دبساقوس» ⥵ ٤وقال] ‖ (١٢٢٠٠–١٤ I
هارونیة ≡ ٧وقال] ‖ (٩١٤١–١١ I Δ «ἀράχνη τὸ ζῷον» ≡) ٩–١٠

٣٤ظ حشائش «العنكبوت» → ٢٠٣٢٤–٢٢؛
٨إن] ‖ الحكيم) هرمس إلى ینُسب كتاب في →) ٢–٥

٨١و خواصّر → Δ؛ ∌ ١٦–١٩؛
٣٢١و المغني ،٢٠٢٢١–٢٢٢٣

‖ ١٣٤٣٧–١٥ I Therap → الإسكندر) →) ١
١٩–٨٧و

٨٦ظ خواصّر ≅ ١٩–٢٠؛
٣٢١و المغني ،٢٢٣٢٤–٢٣ ס ≡

كتاب ماسویه، ابن →) ١٧–١٩
٨٦ظ خواصّر ≡ ١؛

٢٢–٣٢١ظ
٣٢١و المغني מאסויה)، בן →) ١٣٢٥–٢ ס ≡ ٩وقال]

الإسكندر)؛ →) ١٩
٨٨و خواصّر ≅ אלסכ׳)؛ →) ٢٣٣٢٤–٢٥ ס ≡ ١٠وقال] ‖ ١٠–١٢

٧٧ظ حمّیات → الحمّیات)؛
كتاب ماسویه، ابن →) ٦٣٨ ٨ خواصّج ≡ אלטברי)؛ →) ٤٣٢٥–٥ ס ≅ ١١وقال] ‖ ٥٤٣٧–٨ I Therap →

١١–١٣
٨٨ظ خواصّر → ٣–٥؛

٣٢١ظ المغني ≡ ١إن] ‖ ١٩٤٣٧–٢٤ I Therap → ١٠–١٢؛
٧٧ظ حمّیات → الحیوان)؛

أطهورسفس). →)

‖ خ الربع» حمّى به الّذي الصبيّ عنق «في الربع] . . . ١٠على ‖ ס נאחזת» «לבנה ٦كثیفٌ] ‖ ס «השור» ٣الحمل]
خ. البرّيّ» «الضفدع ١ضفدعٌ] ‖ خ فيه» «بخاصّیّة ס، בו» שיש «בסגלה + ١٠منها]

>) د «قواىومات» ٣قوانومات] ‖ ده ٣لسان] ‖ د من» «ان ٣مَن] ‖ د «ديسقوریدوس» ٣دیسقوریدس]
«نسجىه» ٦نسـیجه] ‖ پ «ابري» [ ٤أبرأ ‖ پ «شوكالحز» الحر⟨شف⟩] ٤شوك ‖ («κύαθος» ≡) *«قواثوسات»
٢تغلي] ‖ ده ١١من] ‖ د «قال» ٨وقال] ‖ د حىے» «احد ٧جناحَي] ‖ د «شدت» ٦شُدّ] ‖ د «نسجه» پ،»

د. «یغلي» پ،» «تغلى»
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الثالث الـفصل
الورد فيحمّى

منها»؞ نفع وردها، قبل الورد صاحبُ الحمل بلسان القثاّء بزر من شرَب «إن دیسقوریدس: قال

وفي البلغمیّة». الحمّى من نفع العضد، على وعلُقّ قصبةٍ أنبوبة في حيًّا العنكبوت جُعل «إن سقطور: وقال
البلغمیّة». الحمّى من نفع العضد، على وعلُقّ سوداء خرقةٍ في العنكبوت جُعل «إن أخرى: ٥نسخة

وهو — البتةَّ بها ذهب بساعة، البلغمیّة الورد حمّى دور قبل شرابٍ مع العنكبوت شرُب «إن وقال:
هرمس»؞ من تعلمّتُه مجرّبٌ

من الأيسر الصدغ على وعلُقّ خرقة في شُدّ إذا الذباب: یصید الّذي العنكبوت «إنّ :الطبري وقال
مجرّب»؞ وهو – أبرأه الورد، حمّى المحموم

→ أطهورسفس)؛ →) ١٣–١٤
٣١٩ظ المغني אסטו)، →) ١٢٣٢٥–١٤ ס ≡ ٤إن] ‖ Δ ∌ ١١٣٢٥–١٢؛ ס ≡ ٣إن]

→ ١٣؛
٣١٩ظ المغني ≡ ٦وقال] ‖ ١٥٤٤٢–١٦ فردوس ≅ ٦–٨؛

٧٠ا LX ≡ أطهورسفس) →) ٣–٥
٨٥و خواصّر

→) ١٦٣٢٥–١٨ ס ≡ ٨إنّ] ‖ ١٦٤٤٢–١٨ فردوس جرّبه» الّذي أنّ «وذكر ≈ أطهورسفس)؛ →) ٦–٧
٨٥و خواصّر

Δ ≡) ٧–٩
٣٤ظ حشائش ≅ ١٢–١٥؛

٧٧ظ حمّیات ١٨٤٤٢–٢٠؛ فردوس ⥵ الطبريّ)؛ →) ١٣
٣١٩ظ المغني טברי)،

.(٤١٤١–٧ I

«حمّى البلغمیّة] ٤الحمّى ‖ ס «הגוף» ٤العضد] ‖ LX «canna» ס، כסף» «בכלי قصبةٍ] ٤أنبوبة ‖ ف – ٤حيًّا]
«شراب ٦شرابٍ] ‖ ف – [. . أخرى. نسخة ٤-٥وفي ‖ ‖ ف البلغم)» حمّى (وهي الیوم «حمّى خ، البلغمیّة» مقياروس

خ. الطبيب» «هرمس ٧هرمس] ‖ ف – [. . ٦وهو. ‖ خ مقياروس» «حمّى البلغمیّة] . . . ٦دور ‖ خف صرف»

‖ د «انبوب» ٤أنبوبة] ‖ د «سڡطور» ٤سقطور] ‖ د «القتات» ٣القثاّء] ‖ د «دىسڡورىدوس» ٣دیسقوریدس]
د. «هرمير» پ،» «هرمىن» ٧هرمس] ‖ پ الورد» «الحمى الورد] ٦حمّى ‖ پ «ڡصب» د، «قصبه» ٤قصبةٍ]
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الرابع د٦٠ظالـفصل

الحمیات أصناف في
بدوار»؞ الكائنة الحمّى من نفع وشرُب، الخردل رُضّ «إذا دیسقوریدس: قال

الحمّیات جمیع من نفع المحموم، عل وعلُقّ | اليسرى الكلب أذن من القُراد أُخذ «إن أطهورسفس: پ٩٢ظوقال

الدائرة»؞ ٥

دائمة، حمّى به من على الأيمن علُقّ إن مثقوبين: عظمين الدیك جناحَي طرفيَ في «إنّ هرمس: وقال
أبرأه»؞

أبرأه»؞◌ باللیل يحمّ مَن عنق في العنكبوت رجل علُقّ «إن :الطبري ◌وقال

الكامل الكتاب تمّ
وعونه الله بحمد ١٠

I Δ «σίνηπι ἢ νᾶπυ» ≡) ٤
٤٩ظ حشائش «الخردل» → ٢٣٣٢٥–٢٤؛ ס ≡ ٣

٣٢٤ظ المغني ⊃ اكتفاء ≡ ٣إذا]
المغني ،٢٤٣٢٥–٢٦ ס ≡ ٦إنّ] ‖ أطهورسفس) →) ١٣–١٤

٨٣و خواصّر → ٤؛
٣٢٤ظ المغني ≡ ٤إن] ‖ (٥٢٢١–٦

خواصّر ≅ ١١–١٤؛
٣٢٤ظ المغني ٨إن] ‖ الحكيم)؛ هرمس إلى ینُسب كتاب في →) ٢–٤

٨١و خواصّر → ٧–٨؛
٣٢٤ظ

.١٩٢٨٦–٢٠ فردوس ⥲ الطبريّ)؛ →) ١١–١٢
٨٥و

‖ خ «الدائمة» ס، «ארוכה» ٦دائمة] ‖ خ مقوّسين» أخرى نسخة «وفي + ٦مثقوبين] ‖ خ الحمّى» «صاحب ٤المحموم]
فخ. «اليسرى» + العنكبوت] ٨رجل

٤اليسرى] ‖ پد «سهطورسڡس» ٤أطهورسفس] ‖ د «ارض» ٣رُضّ] ‖ د «ديسقوریدوس» ٣دیسقوریدس]
العشر الىسحه ىار وتایده ونصره وعونه الله مد ّ » وعونه] . . . ٩-١٠تمّ ‖ پ «دايرة» ٦دائمة] ‖ د «اليسرا»
من الاخره حمدى سهر من الوسط العشر ڡي المىارك الكتاب وهدا ماىه وخمس سـىعىں عام من الاخر رىىع من الوسط

د. —؟» و —؟ عام
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أبدًا». نباته یعَُدْ لم الأرض: وَغْل من شيءٌ به ویـُقطع نحاس من فاسٌٔ «یؤخذ الفلاحة: فيكتب پ٩٢ظ

أعناق في وعلُقّت سوداء خرقةٍ في بخیط فرُبطت نقيةًّ، تكون (الناب) العاج من قطعةٌ أُخذ «إن وقال:
الوباء»؞ من يمنعها فإنهّ — العاج من فيها ویطُرح البقر قرون تثُقب أن والأجود الوباء. منع البقر،

وطاب»؞ عذب البحر: ماء ودخله البحر، ماء في ودُليّ ع شمَْ من إناء «یـُتخّذ وقيل:

التَّعْب. علّة عنه دُفعت المسافرُ، تقلّدهما إذا مثقوبين: عظمين الدیك جناحَي طرفيَ في إنّ الطبري ٥وقال

التعب. عنهم لیُدفع مناطقهم في الناسُ فارس بارٔض عندنا يجعله العظم وهذا
یقع لم البَـرَد: فيه الّذي حاب السَّ إلى ووجُهها مكشوفة، ظهرها على حائض امرأةٌ استـقبلت «إذا وقال:

صحیح. وهذا — فيه» هي الّذي الموضع ذلك في البَـرَدُ
ثمّ كَرم، حولَ بها ویطُاف الید، على مقلوبةً قفاها على ووُضعت اجٓاميةّ ‖ سُلحَْفة أُخذت «إن وقال: پ٩٣و

یداها تدُرك لا ما تنقلب أن تقدر لا حتىّ حولها وحُفر حيةّ، وهي الأرض على ظهرها على ١٠وُضعت

البتةّ». الموضع ذلك في البَـرَدُ یقع لم شيئاً: الأرض من ورجلاها

أرسطاطاليس)؛ →) ٣٣١٨–٤ خواصّم ≅ ٢وقال] ‖ ٢٠٢٠–٢١ ق خواصّر → ٢٠٣١٧–٢١؛ خواصّم ≡ ١یؤخذ]
فردوس ≈ ١٦–١٧؛

٨٦ظ خواصّر → ٤وقيل] ‖ ١٢٤٢٨ ١١ فردوس ≈ أطهورسفس)؛ →) ١١–١٣
٨٥ظ خواصّر →

∌ الطبريّ)؛ →) ٥٣١٨–٧ خم ٥وقال] ‖ 590a24‒28 Hist.an أرسطاطاليس → الفيلسوف)؛ →) ١٨٥٠٦–٢٠
صاحب →) ٢١٥٢٦–٢٢ فردوس → ٧وقال] ‖ الحكيم) هرمس إلى ینُسب كتاب في →) ٥–٦

٨١و خواصّر → الطبريّ؛
→) ١٣–١٧

٨٠و خواصّر ≈ ٩وقال] ‖ لبولونیوس) الیونانیّين فلاحة →) ١٦–١٧
٧٨ظ خواصّر ≅ الفلاحة)؛ كتاب

.٢٢٥٢٦–٢٤ فردوس ∼ ٦–٨
٨٤ظ خواصّر ∼ الفلاحة) في بولونیوس

«ناب (الناب] ٢العاج ‖ خم – ٢أُخذ] ‖ خم «على» خر، «دغل» ١وَغْل] ‖ خر اتخّذ» «إن خم، أخذ» «إن ١یؤخذ]
الوباء] من يمنعها ٣فإنهّ ‖ خم «تشقّ» ٣تثُقب] ‖ خر «البقر» البقر] ٢-٣أعناق ‖ خرخم – [ نقيةًّ ٢تكون ‖ خم الفيل»
‖ ف «عريانة» ٧مكشوفة] ‖ ف «اسـتلقت» ٧استـقبلت] ‖ خر عذب» الماء «دخله وطاب] . . . ٤ودخله ‖ خم –

.Σ «سلحفاة» ٩سُلحَْفة] ‖ ف البرد» تخف «لم فيه] . . . ٧-٨لم ‖ ف «بحذاء» إلى] ٧ووجُهها

پ. «اسٝتـڡبلت» ٧استـقبلت] ‖ پ «وعل» ١وَغْل]

.*{slḥf} ٢٥٨ DAA ⨀ ٩سُلحَْفة]
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صنعتْ». ما بكلّ نومها في أخبرتْ نائمة، وهي امرأة على هدهدٍ قلب جعلتَ «إن وقال:
فيه». المسحور عن حْر السِّ أُبطل هدهد، بلحم البيت بخُّر «إن وقال:

تلك عن البَـرَد صرفت عالٍ، موضعٍ على وعلُقّت فشُدّت كثيرةٍ أبوابٍ مفاتیح أُخذت «وإن قال:
القریة»؞

→ ١٣١٩؛ خواصّم ≅ ٢وقال] ‖ ١٨٤٤٠–١٩ فردوس الضفدع» «لسان ؟⨁→ ٢٤٣١٨–٤٣١٩؛ خواصّم ≅ ١وقال]
صاحب →) ١–٢

١٧و خواصّر الفلاحة؟)؛ في بولونیوس →) ٥ ٦
٨٠ظ خواصّر → ٣قال] ‖ ٢٥٤٣٦–١٤٣٧ فردوس

الروميةّ). الفلاحة

ف. السحر» من فيها كان ما «بطل فيه] . . . ٢أُبطل ‖ ف «تدخن» ٢بخُّر]

پ. «بكلما» ما] ١بكلّ



الرحيم الرحمٰن الله بسم پ٩٣و

المقالة فيهذه ذاكرون نحن
وغیرها المركّبة والأدویة والأشربة المعاجین من

سؤله عن به ویستغنى الطب صناعة من كفایة فیه ما
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المقالة ابتداء

جالینوس رأي على یفل إطر صفة 1.1

النفع العظیمة الأدویة من وهو للملوك تصلح
ذلك یدُقّ دراهم. عشرة واحد كلّ من منقيّان: وأملج وبلیلج الثلاث، الإهلیلجات لحاء من یؤخذ

حلو. لوز بدهن ویلُتّ ٥وینُخل

دراهم. سـتةّ واحد كلّ من وقرنفل: وسُعْد ودارصینيّ ومصطكى زنجبیل یؤخذ ثمّ
من وزعفران: وأسارون هنديّ وسنبل ونانخة كرفس وبزر وأنيسون عریض رازيانج | وبزر خولنجان پ٩٣ظ

دراهم. أربعة واحد كلّ
دراهم. ثلٰثة واحد كلّ من سلیخة: وقشور هنديّ وشـیطرج وفلفل حلو قسط

درهمين. واحد كلّ من وكبابة: ريرة الذَّ وقصب هنديّ وعود صغيرة وقاقلّة وبسـباسة بوا ١٠جوز

ويرُفع. الرغوة، منزوع بعسل الجمیع ویعُجن فانید، أوقـیّة معها وتخُلط وتنُخل الأدویة تدُقّ
النفس. ریق على سخن بماءٍ مثقال منه: الشربة

والقَلسْ، والتخلیل الحامض الجشاء ویقطع ویقُوّيها، الباردة المعدة یصُلح العظيمة: الأدویة من عجیب، فهو
ومن وبردِها المعدة فساد قِبَل من الحائل اللون ویصُفيّ الطعام، ويشُهّـي الهضم، على المعدة ویعُين

؞ نافع مجرّب وهو — الباطنة البواسير

رأي على الجزّار ابن «ألفّه →) ٢٧٤٦٣–٣٤٦٤ I تصریف ≅ ١٢؛
٢٢–٣٩ظ

٣٩و دد = ١–١٦
٣١و دكاّنل ≡ ٢صفة]

٣٨٤ الرهبان] نصائح =] SecMont ψΓ ⥲ جالینوس»)؛ رأي على («ألفّتُه ٢٠١٢٥–١٠١٢٦ معدةج → جالینوس»)

.[ िऽफला ⇢] ٢٤–٣٩؛

من] ٤یؤخذ ‖ مت النفع» العظيمة الأدویة من لأنهّ للأشراف یصلح ممّا «وهو النفع] . . . ٣وهو ‖ د «یصلح» ٣تصلح]
والكابلى» والهندى «الاصفر م، والكابليّ» والهنديّ الأصفر «الثلاثة دل، «الثلاثة» دد، ≡ ٤الثلاث] ‖ د «اخلاطه»
٩وفلفل] ‖ دد «أربعة» م، سـتةّ» «وزن ٦سـتةّ] ‖ د «وسعدا» ٦وسُعْد] ‖ د – ٥حلو] ‖ م «منقىّ» ٤منقيّان] ‖ ت
برنیة» «ڢـي + ١١ويرُفع] ‖ Σ درهمين» «وزن ١٠درهمين] ‖ مت «وقشر» ٩وقشور] ‖ Σ ودارفلفل» «وفلفل دل، ≡

‖ د یصلح» «مناڢعه ١٣یصُلح] ‖ ت «مثقالان» ١٢مثقال] ‖ ت الداخل» املس اناء «فى م، ملساء» انٓیة «في د،

‖ م والأرياح» «والغصص دت، «والرياح» + ١٣والقَلسْ] ‖ ت – م، «والتحلل» د، «والتخلیل» ١٣والتخلیل]
د. – ٢نافع] ‖ م جرّبناه» «وقد نافع] . . . ٢وهو ‖ م «ینُقيّ» ١ویصُفيّ]

پ. «والىحلیل» ١٣والتخلیل] ‖ پ «وترفع» ١١ويرُفع] ‖ پ «مىقىان» ٤منقيّان]

هو وقيل: القيء؛ هو وقيل: الجوف؛ إلى يرجع ثمّ دونه، أو الحلق ملء الحلق إلى الطعام یبلغ أن «القَلسُْ: ١٣والقَلسْ]
.٢٠–٢٣ ١٧٩ب VI لسان والشراب» الطعام من الفم إلى يخرج ما هو وقيل: وغيره؛ بالطعام القذف
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الأوسط یفل الإطر 1.2صفة

الحلب صنعة على

أوقـیّة. واحد كلّ من وأنيسون: أزرق ومُقْل وأملج وبلیلج وأسود، كابليّ إهلیلج لحاء یؤخذ
دراهم. أربعة واحد كلّ من مسـتعمل: غير بنفسج ونـوّار بیضاء مصطكى

منزوع عسل من بمثله یعُجن ثمّ طريّ، حلو ‖ لوز بدهن ویلُتّ وینُخل حِدته على واحد كلُّ ٥پ٩٤ویدُقّ

ويرُفع. الرغوة،
الجوزة؞ قدَْرُ منه: الشربة

عمران بن إسحق یفل إطر 1.3صفة

دراهم. ثمانیة واحد كلّ من وزنجبیل: ودارفلفل وأملج وبلیلج وأسود، كابليّ إهلیلج
درهمًا. وعشرين أربعة السمسم: ١٠ومن

درهمًا. عشرين هنديّ: شـیطرج
وترُفع. الرغوة، منزوع بعسل تعُجن ثمّ الطعم، حسن بقريّ بسمن وتلُتّ وتنُخل الأدویة تدُقّ

الجوزة. مثل منه: الشربة
الحمّى، من ويمنع القوّة، في ويزید الشعر، بسواد مسـتعمله ویمُتعّ السرور، ویوُلّد النفس یطُیب — نافع

المفاصل؞ أوجاع من ويمنع والخام، السوداء بالمرّة ویذهب الجماع، ١٥ويهُیّج

بن إسحق →) ١–٦
٤٠و دد = ٦

٣٠–٣١ظ
٣١و دكاّنل ≡ ٨صفة] ‖ ٦–١٠

٤٠و دد = ٧–١٢
٣١ظ دكاّنل ≡ ١صفة]

.١٩٤٦٢–٢٣ I تصریف ≈ عمران)؛

‖ د «عشرون» ١١عشرين] ‖ دد «وعشرون» ١٠وعشرين] ‖ د – ٣یؤخذ] ‖ دد – دل، «الجلب» ٢الحلب]
«ويمنع» [ ١٤ویمُتعّ ‖ د «مناڢعه» ١٤نافع] ‖ د «مفدار» ١٣مثل] ‖ دد «المطعم» ١٢الطعم] ‖ د «بفر» ١٢بقريّ]

دد. «وینڢع» ١٥ويمنع] ‖ دد «ويمتع» دل،

پ. نع» «و [ ١٤ویمُتعّ ‖ پ «الحلب» ٢الحلب]
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كبیر یفل إطر صفة 1.4

ونانخة وشـیطرج وأملج وبلیلج أفضل) فهو الكابليّ، مكانه كان (وإن النوى منزوع أسود إهلیلج یؤخذ
دراهم. ثلٰثة واحد كلّ من فارسيّ: وصعتر كرفس وبزر

أوقـیّة. واحد كلّ من هنديّ: وملح وفلفل البحر) خُصْیة (وهي وفاحشة دارصینيّ
دراهم. ثلٰثة وجّ: ٥

أواق. ثلٰثة الحدید: خبث
الرغوة. منزوع نحلٍ وعسل بقرٍ بسمن ویعُجن ذلك یدُقّ

ممزوج. بشرابٍ الجوزة مثل منه: الشربة پ٩٤ظ

الله؞ شاء إن نافع حسنٌ وهو ا، جدًّ كثيرة ومنافعه البدن. ويحُسّن والبواسير، المعدة برد من وینفع

مسهل سفوف صفة 1.5١٠

الكبد ویقوي بالورم ویذهب الأصفر الماء یخرج
دراهم. أربعة واحد كلّ من وسكبینج: أبیض وتربد روميّ أفسـنتين

درهمين. واحد كلّ من وإيرسا: وأنيسون عریض، رازيانج وبزر وجبليّ، بسـتانيّ كرفس بزر
درهم. واحد كلّ من ودارصینيّ: الإذخر وأصل ومصطكى م شُبرُْ وعیدان سقمونیا

صغارًا. السكبینج ویـُقْرَض وینُخل یدُقّ ١٥

وأنيسون. رازيانج وبزر الإذخر أصول فيه طُبخ قد بماء مثقالين منه: الشربة
سریع؞ نافع فإنهّ

I تصریف كبير» «إطریفل ≈ ١٣–١٩؛
٣٧ظ دد = ٧

٢٩ –٢٩ظ
٢٩و دكاّنل اخٓر» كبير إطریڢل «صڢة ≡ ١صفة]

.١٢٤٣٨–١٩ زاد ≡ ٣٠٥٧٣–١٥٧٤ I ت ≡ ١٠صفة] ‖ ٣١٤٦٧–٢٤٦٨

والبدن» «اللون ٩البدن] ‖ دد «مناڢعه» دل، ≡ ٩وینفع] دد. «بفري» ٧بقرٍ] ‖ دل «وزج» ٥وجّ] ‖ دد – ٢یؤخذ]
١٢أربعة] ‖ ز «القصبيّ» + ١٢أبیض] ‖ زت الأفسـنتين» من «یؤخذ ١٢أفسـنتين] ‖ د – نافع] حسنٌ ٩وهو ‖ دل

١٤درهم] ‖ ر درهم» «وزن ز، درهمين» «وزن ١٣درهمين] ‖ زت جبليّ» كرفس «وبزر ١٣وجبليّ] ‖ زت «خمسة»
«والسفة» ز، «السفةّ» ١الشربة] ‖ ز – ١٥السكبینج] ‖ ز «ویقرّص» ت، «ویقرض» ١٥ویـُقْرَض] ‖ ز درهم» «وزن

الموفقّ والله جرّبته «وقد + زت؛ النجح» «سریع ٢سریع] ‖ زت «اصل» ١أصول] ‖ زت «مثقالان» ١مثقالين] ‖ ت

ز. للصواب»

پ. «صعار» ١٥صغارًا] ‖ پ «وىڡرص» ١٥ویـُقْرَض] ‖ پ من» | «وايرسامن من] ١٣وإيرسا:

.([٧٦٥] تلخیص ←) ١٥
٢٥و سمائمج البحر» خصیة هي «الفاحشة البحر] . . . ٤وفاحشة
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سفوف 1.6صفة

وللأرواح واهیة خلفة ومعدته باردة كانتكبده لمن
اللون ن ویحس الشهوة وییقّظ

مثقالين. واحد كلّ من أحمر: وورد وأسارون سلیخة وقشر وقرنفل مصطكى
درهمين. واحد كلّ من روميّ: وأفسـنتين وأنيسون رازيانج وبزر كرمانيّ كموّن ٥

واحد كلّ من الريحان: وحبق مجففّ نماّم وورق الإذخر وفقاّح يابس وزنجبیل ودارصینيّ صغار قاقلّة
مثقال.

ويسُـتفّ؞ سكرّ، بمثله ‖ ويخُلط لوز بدهن ویلُتّ وینُخل پ٩٥ویدُقّ

المؤنة خفیف سفوف 1.7صفة

المرطوبین وینفع الأصفر الماء یسهل ١٠

الغلیظة ح یا والر البلغم من العارض القولنج وأصحاب
وینُخل. یدُقّ جزو. واحد كلّ من كرفس: وبزر شبرم وعیدان سكبینج یؤخذ

حارّ. بماء مثقالين إلى درهمين الشربة:
وألطف؞ ألينْ فيكون الأسمانجونيّ، السوسن أصلُ الشبرم عیدان بدل يجُعل وقد

١٥٧٤–٤ I ت مسهل» اخٓر «سفوف ≡ ٩صفة] («ألفّته»). ٢٠٤٣٨–٦٤٣٩ زاد → ١٨٥٧٥–٢٢ I ت ≅ ١صفة]
عمران). بن إسحق →) ٧٤٣٩–١٢ زاد ≡ عمران) بن إسحق →)

كبده مزاج وأصلح الله بـإذن به فانتفع واهیة، خلقة معدته وكانت أرواح وبه باردة كبد صاحب لرجل «ألفّته [. . . ٢لمن
معدته ومن ارواح به ولمن الباردة للكبد نافع مسهل «غير ز، الغائلة» مامٔون وهو اللون، وحسّن الشهوة وأیقظ المعدة وقوّى

«مثقالان» ٤مثقالين] ‖ ز مصطكى» «یؤخذ ٤مصطكى] ‖ ت مامون» وهو اللوّن ويحسن الشهوة ساقط واهیة خلقة
الحبق «وورق ت، الرّيحانى» الحبق «وورق الريحان] ٦وحبق ‖ ز «صغيرة» ٦صغار] ‖ ز «درهمان» ٥درهمين] ‖ ز
«السفةّ ٨ويسُـتفّ] ‖ ت طبرزد» سكرّ وزنها «بمثل ز، طبرزد» سكّر الأدویة وزن «مثله سكرّ] ٨بمثله ‖ ز الترنجانيّ»
البلغم من «العارض الغلیظة] . . ١١العارض. ‖ ت حارّ» بماءٓ الرّیق على مثقالين منه «والشربة ز، الحارّ» بالماء مثقالان منه،
«والشبرم» شبرم] ١٢وعیدان ‖ زت السكبینج» «من ١٢سكبینج] ‖ ت والرياح» اللزج البلغم «من ز، والرياح» اللزج

ت منه» «والسفة ز، منه» «السفةّ ١٣الشربة] ‖ ت ويخلط» الجمیع «ویدق ز، ويخُلط» «ویدُقّ وینُخل] ١٢یدُقّ ‖ ت

«بدلاً وألطف] . . . ١بدل ‖ ز يجُعل» وقد جرّبته «وقد يجُعل] ١وقد ‖ ز درهمين» «من ت، «درهمان» ١٣درهمين] ‖
السّوس الشبرم من بدلا «فيه ز، مذهبه» ویذهب وألطف له ألينْ فيكون الأسمانجونيّ، السوسن أصل الشبرم عیدان من

ت. ویذهب» والطف الين ويكون الاسمانجونى

پ. «وىىقص» ٣وییقّظ]
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سفوف صفة 1.8

قبله الذّي مثل نافع
من ووجّ: وإيرسا الطیب وسنبل روميّ† وأفسـنتين †وسكبینج قصبيٌّ أبیض وتربد شبرم عیدان یؤخذ

مثقال. واحد ٥كلّ

لوز. بدهن ویلُتّ وینُخل یدُقّ
حارّ؞ بماء مثقالين الشربة:

الطعام یهضم سفوف صفة 1.9

والنفخ الحامض والجشاء التخمة وینفع
والطحال الكبد من السدد ١٠ویفتّح

الجوف أسافل في ح الأریا من وینفع
المشایخ یستعمله مما وهو

مثاقيل. أربعة يابس: زنجبیل یؤخذ
مثقالين. واحد كلّ من وفلفل: أبیض وكموّن وكراويا ذَكَر ولبُان ومصطكى برّيّ صعتر

مثقال. واحد كلّ من ونانخاه: جزر وبزر كرفس وبزر وأنيسون رازيانج بزر
سكرّ. الجمیع بمثل ويخُلط | شيرج من بشيء ویلُتّ وینُخل یدُقّ پ٩٥ظ

حمّص؞ فيه سُلق قد بماء أو حارّ بماء دراهم أربعة یوم كلَّ الشربة: ٥

زاد ≡ عمران) بن إسحق →) ٢٤٥٧٥–٣٠ I ت ≡ ٨صفة] ‖ ١٣٤٣٩–١٨ زاد ≡ ٥٥٧٤–٨ I ت ≡ ٢صفة]
عمران»). بن إسحق تالٔیف («من ١٨٤٣٩–٦٤٤٠

من ت]، «اصبهانى» +] وسكبینج روميّ «وأفسـنتين + روميّ] . . . ٤وسكبینج ‖ ت فحمدته» جرّبته «وقد + ٣قبله]
وتنُخل الأدویة «تدُقّ لوز] . . . ٦یدُقّ ‖ زت الإذخر» وفقاّح رازيانج وبزر بسـتانيّ كرفس وبزر مثقلين. وزن واحد كل

٧حارّ] ‖ زاد منه» «السفةّ ٧الشربة] ‖ ت الحلو» اللوّز بدهن ولیتّ وتنخل الادویة «تدق ز، حلو» لوز بدهن وتلُتّ
بـإذن «نافع الطعام] ٨یهضم ‖ ت نافع» جيدّ عسلى بسكنجبين ممزوج «حار ز، نافع» عسليّ بسكنجبين ممزوج «حارّ

‖ ز الكبد» «سدد الكبد] من ١٠السدد ‖ ز البطن» نواحي «في + ٩والنفخ] ‖ ز الطعام» ويهضم الباردة للمعدة الله

«من ١زنجبیل] ‖ ز المزاج» بارد كان «ومن + ١٢المشایخ] ‖ ز لـ» «يسـتعمل ١٢یستعمله] ‖ ز «وینُقيّ» من] ١١وینفع
‖ ز مثقالين» «وزن ٢مثقالين] ‖ ت – ٢أبیض] ‖ ت مثاقيل» او دراهم اربعة «وزن مثاقيل] ١أربعة ‖ ز الزنجبیل»
‖ زت منه» «السفةّ ٥الشربة] ‖ زت «مسحوق» + ٤سكرّ] ‖ ت مثقال» «نصف ٣مثقال] ‖ ز «ونانوه» ٣ونانخاه]

ت. «یطبخ» ز، «سُلق» سُلق] ٥قد ‖ ز ماء» أو العسل ماء «أو بماء] ٥أو

پ. «واىرشا» ٤وإيرسا]
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فصل
الإیارجات 2في

فیقرا إیارج 2.1صفة

الإذخر وفقاّح وقرنفل بوا وجوز وحبُّه بلسان وعودُ ومصطكاء وسلیخة وأسارون وسنبل دارصینيّ
جزو. واحد كلّ من ريرة: الذَّ وقصبُ غافت وعصارةُ صینيّ ٥وراوند

كلهّا. الأدویة وزن مثل جيدّ: سُقُوطريّ صبر جزو. نصف جيدّ: زعفران
ويسُـتعمل. زجاج إناء في ويرُفع وینُخل یدُقّ

درهم الغِبّ وعلى مُلایلًة ويشرُب الرغوة. منزوع بعسل عجنه بعد منه ويسُـتعمل الله، شاء إن نافع،
مثقالاً. منه يشرب معجونًا، شربه ومَن معجون؛ غير يشربه لمن

كثيرة؞ ومنافعه — الأذنين ودويّ السوداء والمرّة البلغم من وینفع البصر، ویصُفيّ الرأس، ینُقيّ ١٠منافعه:

آخر فیقرا 2.2صفة

الإذخر وفقاّح وقرنفل بوبواوا وجوز وحبهّ بلسان وعود ومصطكى وسلیخة وأسارون وسنبل دارصینيّ
جزو. واحد كلّ من ريرة: الذَّ وقصب غافت وعصارة صینيّ وراوند

كلهّا. الأدویة مثل سقطوريّ: وصبر جزو. نصف زعفران:
الغبّ على مرّات ثلٰث ويشرُب الرغوة. منزوع بعسل عجنه بعد ‖ زجاج إناء في ويرُفع وینُخل ١٥پ٩٦ویدُقّ

معجون. غير درهم
كثيرة؞ ومنافعه — الأذنين ودويّ السوداء والمرّة البلغم من وینفع البصر، ویصُفيّ الرأس، ینُقيّ

أقراباذينس ≈ ٩١٥٥–٤١٥٧؛ هارونـيـّة ≅ ٢٣٤٠٣–٣٢؛ I ت ≅ ٣–١٠؛
٣٦ظ دد = ١٦–٢٥

٢٨و دكاّنل ≡ ٣صفة]
‖ ١١٢٩–١٠١٣٥ XIII ،٨٥٣٩–٢٥٤١ XII Γ «ἱερὰ πικρά» ⥅ ١٩٤٥٨–٢٢؛ فردوس ≈ ١٧٨٤–٣٨٥؛

.١٥–٢١
٤٢و دد = ٢

٢٤–٣٤و
٣٣ظ دكاّنل اخٓر» ڢيفرا «ايارج ≡ ١١صفة]

د – كثيرة] ١٠ومنافعه ‖ دد «الغت» ٨الغِبّ] ‖ د – منه] . . ٨نافع. ‖ د – ٦وزن] ‖ دف «مغسول» + ٦جيدّ]
‖ دد معجون» «ومثفالان + معجون] ١٦غير ‖ دد بعد» «وتسـتعمل ١٥بعد] ‖ د مغسول» «جيد + ١٤زعفران] ‖

د. – كثيرة] ١٧ومنافعه ‖ دد ینفي» «مناڢعه ١٧ینُقيّ]

پ. «معحون» ٩معجونًا] ‖ پ «العت» ٨الغِبّ] ‖ پ «ملابله» ٨مُلایلًة] ‖ پ «ومصطكا» ٤ومصطكاء]
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فصل
الحبوب في 3

المركّبة والأدویة

الفارسي الحب 3.1

والخاصرة والظهر المفاصل أوجاع من ینفع وهو ٥

المني في ید ویز
للبدن المسخنة یاح الر ج ویخر

فارسيّ وصعتر رشاد وحبّ وإهلیلج وقِنةّ أبیض وتربذ حنظل وشحم ومصطكى سقطريّ صبر یؤخذ
جزو. واحد كلّ من وشونيز:

الكرفس، بماء جمیعًا وتعُجن وتغُربل الأدویة سائر وتدُقّ ویغُربلا؛ واحدٍ في والمصطكى الصبر يسُحق ١٠

وتحُبَّب.
كان لمن رطلان الطیّب العسل من علیه ويشرُب النوم†، †عند العشاء بعد مثقال وزن منه ويشرُب

مثقال. نصف منه يشرُب الطبیعة، رقيق كان ولمن الطبیعة؛ قوّيَّ
الله؞ شاء إن نافع، فإنهّ

.٨
٢٣–٤٤و

٤٣ظ دكاّند ≡ [ الفارسي ٤الحب

جزءة» «نصف ٩جزو] ‖ د الصبر» «من ٨صبر] ‖ د البدن» ڢـي «المتسخنة للبدن] ٧المسخنة ‖ د «والجماع» + [ ٦المني
«وزن ١٢رطلان] ‖ د – ١٢الطیّب] ‖ د النوم» عند مثقال وزن منه ويشرب اخذه يرید «من النوم] ١٢عند ‖ د

د. الله» «بـإذن الله] شاء ١٤إن ‖ د رطلان»

پ. «وقبه» ٨وقِنةّ]
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للرازي مخـتصر البلادري 3.2صفة

جزء. واحد كلّ من وأملج: أسود وإهلیلج سواء. أجزاء وسنبل: وسُعْد ووجّ وزنجبیل فلفل
ونصف. جزو المقشرّ: الجوز ومن جزو. البلادر: | عسل پ٩٦ظومن

الرغوة. منزوع بعسل وتعُجن وتنُخل الأدویة تدُقّ
البندقة. مثل یوم كلّ منه ٥ویؤخذ

كْر؞ الّذِ وبطُلان النسـیان من ینفع

الصغیر البلادري 3.3صفة

درهمًا. عشر خمسة واحد كلّ من وأملج: وبلیلج أسود إهلیلج
ويسُـتعمل. ويرُفع به، یعُجن ما بمقدار العسل ومن

عجیب؞ وهو — النسـیان من وینفع الشيب، ویوُقف والبرص، البهق من ١٠ینفع

البلادر عسل استخراج 3.4صفة

قوام في یصير حتىّ ویغُلى ماءٌ علیه ویلُقى نظیفة، قِدْرٍ في وتجُعل أقماعه فتُنزع البلادر من یؤخذ
الحاجة؞ لوقت ويرُفع شيءٌ، فيه یبقى لا حتىّ فتنزعه العسل.

دد = ٥–٨
٢٢ظ دكاّنل ≡ ٧صفة] ‖ ١٨٤٨٨–٢١ I تصریف ≡ ١٠–١٤؛

٣٠ظ دد = ٢٤–٢٩
٢٢و دكاّنل ≡ ١صفة]

دد = ١
٢٨–٢١ظ

٢١و دكاّنل ≡ ١١صفة] ‖ ١١–١٤
١٣٦ظ أقراباذينر ≅ ١٥٤٨٨–١٨؛ I تصریف ≡ ١٤–١٧؛

٣٠ظ
.١٢٩١–٢ هارونـيـّة ت] [«دهنه» عسله» «اسـتخراج ≈ ٢٢؛

١٨–١٠٢ظ
١٠٢و دج = ٧–١٠

٣٠ظ

‖ دل «وسعدى» دد، «وسعدا» ٢وسُعْد] ‖ دل ڢلڢل» «وخذ ددت، فلفل» «یؤخذ ٢فلفل] ‖ د «البلاذر» [ ١البلادري
منخولاً» الجمیع «يجمع د، منخولا» الكل «يجمع وتنُخل] الأدویة ٤تدُقّ ‖ د «البلاذري» ٣البلادر] ‖ ت «جزانٓ» ٢جزء]
من «یوخذ ٨إهلیلج] ‖ دد «البلاذر» [ ٧البلادري ‖ ت «نافع» دد، «مناڢعه» ٦ینفع] ‖ ت «النبقه» ٥البندقة] ‖ ت

وفلفل وزنجبیل ودوقوا كندر درهما؛ ثلاثون واحد كل «من درهمًا] . . ٨من. ‖ ت الهلیلج» من یوخذ «اخلاطه د، اهلیلج»
البلاذر وعسل وفلفل وزنجبیل وزوفا كندر درهما، ثلٰثين «بالسویة ت، درهما» عشر خمسة واحد كل من البلادر وعسل
‖ ق والنسـیان» «والسبت النسـیان] . . . ١٠ویوُقف ‖ ق النحل» «عسل ٩العسل] ‖ ق دراهم» خمسة واحد كل من
«البلاذر» ١٢البلادر] ‖ د «للجوارش» + ١١البلادر] ‖ ت مجرّب» النجح سریع المنفعة عجیب «فانهّ عجیب] ١٠وهو
د. «الیه» + ١٣الحاجة] ‖ د ترڢعه» «ثمّ ١٣ويرُفع] ‖ دد «ڢترغه» ١٣فتنزعه] ‖ دد مثل» انما «ڢوڧ قوام] ١٢في ‖ دد

پ. عه» «ڡى ١٣فتنزعه] ‖ پ «نضیفه» ١٢نظیفة]
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الكبیر الذهب حب صفة 3.5

أواق. ثلٰثة أحمر: سقطريّ صبر
أوقـیّتين. أصفر: هلیلج

أوقـیّة. واحد كلّ من وقِنةّ: مصطكى
ونصف. أوقـیّة واحد كلّ من وتربذ: بنفسج ٥

أوقـیّة. نصف واحد كلّ من وقسط: مُقل
دراهم. أربعة جاوشير:

أوقـیّة. بقر: سمن
أوقـیّتان. الرغوة: منزوع عسل

والمصطكى. الصبر ويسُحق يابسًا، كان ما ویدُقّ الكرّاث، ماء في ‖ الأصماغ تنُقع ١٠پ٩٧و

الحمّص، أمثال ويحُبَّب ویعُجن ا، نِعِمًّ الأصماغ تدُقّ أن بعد الجمیع ويجُمع والعسل، بالسمن ذلك ویذُاف
الظلّ. في ويجُففّ

حبةّ†. إلى حبوب تسع †من منه: الشربة
ويسُخّن الجسد، أوجاع جمیع ومن الجوف ووجع الخاصرة ووجع والفالج والأمعاء المفاصل وجع من ینفع

الشـتاء؞ صُلبْ في ويشرُب والبلغم، الخدر ومن الكلیتين، ١٥

I تصریف أصلحته» ما على الكبير الذهب «حبّ ≈ ٤؛
١٦–٤١و

٤٠ظ دد ≡ ٧
٢٦–٣٢ظ

٣٢و دكاّنل ≡ ١صفة]
.٢٨٤٠٧–١٤٠٨

٦مُقل ‖ د وَالترْبذ» البنڢسج «ومن وتربذ] ٥بنفسج ‖ د المصْطكىَ» «ومن ٤مصطكى] ‖ د اَوَافيِ» «ثلاث أواق] ٢ثلٰثة
«ومن ٩عسل] ‖ د البَفر» سمْن «ومن بقر] ٨سمن ‖ د الجاوشير» «ومن ٧جاوشير] ‖ د وَالفصْت» المفل «ومن وقسط]
د، حبةّ» الى حباّت «تسْع حبةّ] . . . ١٣من ‖ د ناعمًا» «دفا ا] ١١نِعِمًّ ‖ د ىجمع» ثمّ النار «على ١١ويجُمع] ‖ د عسَل»

+ ١٤والفالج] ‖ د «مناڢعه» ١٤ینفع] ‖ (4.26 ⬇) حبةّ» عشر إحدى *«إلى ⩼ ت؛ حباّت» عشر الى حباّت «خمس

د. «طیب» ١٥صُلبْ] ‖ د من» «وینڢع ١٥ومن] ‖ د «والرهي؟»

پ. «وقيه» ٤وقِنةّ]
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كلّها للعلل الجامع المغیث 3.6صفة

دراهم. أربعة مُرقد: یؤخذ
درهمان. واحد كلّ من وزعفران: وقاقلّة أبیض وفلفل هنديّ وسنبل وعاقرقرحا أبیض وخربق كوت تا

الرغوة. منزوع بعسل ویعُجن الجمیع ويخُلط وینُخل المرقد يسُحق
الریق. وعلى النوم عند فاتر بماء صة الحِمِّ قدَْرُ منه شرُب إذا السلّ من ٥ینفع

المرزنجوش. بماء یذُاف عدسة مثلُ للصداع منه ويسُعّط
الكموّن؛ بماء الحمّصة مثل الفالج صاحب منه ويسُقى ماؤه ویبُتلع الحمّصة. مثلُ الأسـنان لوجع منه ویطُلى
الكموّن. بماء أو الكرفس بماء | الفؤاد، ولوجع الثلب. عنب بماء والحدیث، القديم السعال پ٩٧ظولصاحب

البسـباس. بماء أو مريم شجرة بماء عدسة مثل الصبیان وأُمّ للقّوة منه ويسُقى
بارد. وماء وعسلٍ بخلٍّ الطحال ١٠ولصاحب

وعسل. بماء الأيمن الجنب ولوجع الكرفس، بماء الأيسر الجنب ولوجع
فاترًا. الشبثّ بماء یدُاف أن بعد به اللدغ موضعُ ویطُلى

من الخاصرة ولصاحب الكموّن؛ بماء ینام، لا ولمن الريحان؛ فيه طُبخ قد ماء من حُسْوةٍ بِقَدْرِ وللمبطون
فاتر. بماء الجانبين،

للحامل. يسُقى ولا — الحلبة بماء بطنها، في مقطّعةً أوجاعاً دُ وتجَِ الدمُ فيها أثرّ قد التيّ النفساء ١٥وللمرأة

مثله. الزبيب ومن بزرقطوناء دراهم ثلٰثة فيه ويجُعل سخن، بماء الكزاز ولصاحب
ماء من حُسْوةٍ بقدر البلغم ولصاحب أيّامًا. یوُالى الكرّاث ماء من حُسْوةٍ بقدر البواسير، ولصاحب

السذاب. بماء النقرس، ولصاحب الحمّص؛ ماء من رطل بقدر الجماع ولصاحب الكموّن.
الله؞ شاء إن نافع، — ماؤه ویبُتلع حمّصة، مثل الحلق ولوجع

علیه اجتمع المغیث... «معجون ≈ ٢٢؛
١٨–١٠٢ظ

١٠٢و دج = ٢٢
٧–٣٤ظ

٣٤و دد = ٤–٢٧
٢٥ظ دكاّنل ≡ ١صفة]

.١٣٣٥–١١ هارونـيـّة الهارونيّ» «المغیث ≠ ٥–١٠؛
٢١ظ تذكرة والهند» والروم فارس أطبّاء

«تداب» ٦یذُاف] ‖ د «مثل» ٥قدَْرُ] ‖ د «مناڢعه» ٥ینفع] ‖ دد «ویعجنه» ٤ویعُجن] ‖ د التاكوت» «ومن كوت] ٣تا
دل «الدماغ» دد، «اللذع» دج، «اللدغ» ١٢اللدغ] ‖ دد ما» «او ١٠وماء] ‖ دد «حمّصة» ٩عدسة] ‖ دج – دل،
١٦ولصاحب] ‖ دلد الحامل» «تسفاه للحامل] ١٥يسُقى ‖ دد «منفطعة» ١٥مقطّعةً] ‖ د «یذاب» ١٢یدُاف] ‖
اياما» به «یوالي أيّامًا] ١٧یوُالى ‖ دج للمحموم...» «ويسفا دلد، ولصاحب» ڢاتر ماء من حسوة بفدر المحموم «ويسفاه
١٧من ‖ دج البلغم» ولصاحب السمّاڧ. ڢيه طبخ فد بماء لسانه ڢـي البلغم «ولصاحب البلغم] ١٧ولصاحب دلد – دج،

دج. – ١٨ماء] ‖ دج «بماء» ماء]

١٥يسُقى] ‖ پ «حسوه» [ ١٣حُسْوةٍ ‖ پ «یقدر» ١٣بِقَدْرِ] ‖ پ «للشبث» ١٢الشبثّ] ‖ پ «اللدع» ١٢اللدغ]
پ. «يسقا»
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المرجان حب صفة 3.7

درهم. أسود: إهلیلج دراهم. خمسة أصفر: إهلیلج
دراهم. عشرة سقطريّ: صبر دراهم. ثلٰثة الأفسـنتين: نـوّار

درهمان. أحمر: ورد ورق ‖ درهمان. زعفران: پ٩٨و

الفلفل. أمثال ويحُبَّب بالماء، ویعُجن وینُخل حدةٍ على واحد كلّ ٥یدُقّ

لغيره. ودرهمان للقوّيّ، دراهم ثلٰثة منه: الشربة
الجماع، ويكُثرّ الصداع، ويسُكنّ والبخار، الرأس في والحرّ والوجع الكبد وحرارة البرسام من ینفع
البواسير، ویصُفيّ والخام، السوداء المرّة وینزُل البطن، في تكون التيّ والريح والتخم بالحمى ویذهب

بالشيب. ویبُطئ الرياح، ویطرد الحرارة، ویقطع
الله؞ شاء إن الصیف، في أوفقُ وهو وزمان، وقت كلّ في يشرُب ١٠وهو

المنتن حب صفة 3.8

الرئة أنابیب إلى المنحلب البلغم بسبب النفس ضیق من ا بـإذن ینفع
أخرى ویغب لیلتین النوم عند منه یؤخذ

ب مجر وهو

درهم. واحد كلّ من حنظل: وشحم وحرمل وصبر ومقل وجاوشير ووشّق جيدّ سكبینج ١٥یؤخذ

صغارًا. حبًّا ويحُبَّب ویعُجن ويجُمع الباقي ویدُقّ النبطيّ الكرّاث ماء في ینُقع
الثالثة. ویغبّ لیلتين النوم عند درهم منه ویؤخذ

وسقمونیا. قصبيّ أبیض تربذ فيه يزُاد أخرى نسخة وفي
مثقال؞ وللضعیف، للقوّيّ؛ درهمان منه: | الشربة پ٩٨ظ

= ١٢–١٩
٣٦و دكاّنل بالمنتن» المعروڢ «الحبّ ≡ ١١صفة] ‖ ٢

١٦–٤٥و
٤٤ظ دد = ٧–١٥

٣٥ظ دكاّنل ≡ ١صفة]
.١٠٤١٧–١٥ I تصریف ≈ ٧٩٩–١٨؛ أقراباذينس ≅ ٦؛

٢٢–٤٥ظ
٤٥و دد

‖ د «أخلاطه» ١٥یؤخذ] ‖ ق ≠ [. . . ١٢ینفع ‖ د «الحمّى» ٨بالحمى] ‖ دد «مناڢعه» ٧ینفع] ‖ د «يابس» ٤أحمر]
– الثالثة] . . . ١٧ویؤخذ ‖ ق «الكرنب» ١٦الكرّاث] ‖ د انفع» ما «ینفع ١٦ینُقع] ‖ قت أزرق» «ومقل ١٥ومقل]

د. «كیلا» ١٩درهمان] ‖ ق – أخرى] . . . ١٨وفي ‖ د «لیلة» ١٧الثالثة] ‖ ق

پ. «صغار» ١٦صغارًا] ‖ پ «ىالحما» ٨بالحمى]
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الصوت ة لبح حبوب 3.9صفة

الحلق وینقي البلغم ویذیب
أهرن كتاب من مأخوذ

دراهم. ثلٰثة مقلوّ: خردل یؤخذ
درهم. فلفل: ٥

حتىّ اللسان تحت †منه† ویوضع كالحـمّص، حبًّا ویصُنع الرغوة، منزوع بعسل ویعُجن ويسُحق یدُقّ
یذوب.

للبلغم؞ جيدّ فإنهّ

.٢–٦
٤٢و دد = ٧–١٢

٣٣ظ دكاّنل الصوت» بحّة من ینڢع «دواء ≡ ١صفة]

‖ دد «وتوضع» ٦ویوضع] ‖ دل «اخلاطه» دد، یوخذ» «اخلاطه ٤یؤخذ] ‖ دل «هرون» دد، «اهرون» ٣أهرن]
دد. «تذوب» ٧یذوب] ‖ دد «حبا» دل، «حبةّ» ٦منه]

پ. «اهون» ٣أهرن]
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فصل
واللعوقات المعجونات في 4

بات ب والمر والجوارشنات

البستاني الـثوم ب ب مر صفة 4.1

الجیّد البقريّ السمن من علیه واجعلْ نظیفة، قِدْرٍ في واجعلْه مَكُوكاً، قشره: من المنقىّ الثوم من ٥تاخٔذ

رائحته. وتزول ویعظم ويربو السمنَ الثومُ يشرب حتىّ لیّنة بنار فيه واطبخْه رطلين.
ويخلط یغلي حتىّ لیّنة بنار تحته وأوقد یغمره، ما قدَْرَ المعقود الرغوة المنزوع العسل من علیه تصبّ ثمّ

الحاجة. وقت إلى وارفعْه یبرد، ودعْه النار عن أنزلْه ثمّ ببعض. بعضُه
دواءٌ†؞ ذلك في یعُادله وما العقرب †ومن كلهّا الهوامّ سموم من نافع فهو

الصعتر ب ب مر صفة 4.2١٠

‖ الرطب بالعسل تغمره ثمّ زُبـْرًا. منه فتملأ نـوّاره) إكمال (وهو أغشت شهر في الصعتر رؤوس تاخٔذ پ٩٩و

فإن أيّام: خمسة كلّ في وتتفقدّه یومًا أربعين للشمس تعُلقّه ثمّ جيدًّا. عقدًا والمعقود الرغوة المنزوع الطیّب
تسـتعمله. ثمّ َّب، ب یترَََ حتىّ علیه وأعدتهَ ثانیةً وعقدته منه صفَّيْتَه رقّ، قد العسل رأیت

الله؞ شاء إن البلغم، ويهضم المعدة، ويسُخّن الرياح، وینُقيّ المزاج، من ینفع

دكاّنل ≡ ١٠صفة] ‖ ١٣٠٩–١٠ هارونـيـّة الثوم» «جوارشن ≈ ٤؛
٢٠–٢٧و

٢٦ظ دد = ١–١٠
١٨ظ دكاّنل ≡ ٤صفة]

.٢٦١٨٠–٣١٨١ معدةج ≈ ٤–٨؛
٢٧و دد = ١١–١٦

١٨ظ

خنتما» «واودعه الحاجة] . . . ٨وارفعْه ‖ د ويربوا» منه «ويروى ٦ويربو] ‖ ه «رطل» ٥مَكُوكاً] ‖ ه «الشقريّ» + ٥الثوم]
البول وكثرة الأرحام وأوجاع والحصا البرد من وینڢع «العفرب یعُادله] وما ٩العقرب ‖ د – ٩فهو] ‖ دد ختيما» دعه «او دل،

نـوّاره] . . . ١١وهو ‖ ‖ د یعْدله» ڢلم العفرب دل] لذغ» [«من لدغ ڢـي جرّبناه وفد والرطوبة البرد من تتولّد علّة ولكلّ
دد. «السو» + ١٤المزاج] ‖ دد «حسـنا» ١٢جيدًّا] ‖ د – ١١الرطب] ‖ دد نواره» يكمل «وفد دل، نواره» كمل «وفد

پ. «ويرىوا» ٦ويربو]
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القرع ا ب مر 4.3صفة

الملح في وتجعله الدراهم. مثل وتقطعه شحمه وتخُرج الأعلى، وقشره حبهّ فتنزع الأخضر القرع من تاخٔذ
في غربال على تجعله ثمّ یطیب، حتىّ الماء له وتبدل تغسله ثمّ ويشربه. الملحُ یدُاخله حتىّ أيّام ثلٰثة

ینشف. حتىّ الظلّ
زعفران قلیل فيه وتطرح رغوته وتنزع النار على وتجعله يكفيه، ما مقدار الصافي العسل من وتاخٔذ ٥

ویدُاخله ینعقد حتىّ لیّنة بنار تحته وتوقد المقطوع القرع ذلك فيه واطرحْ مسحوقاً. ومصطكى وقرنفل
العسلُ.

إلیه. الحاجة عند وتسـتعمله مطلیًّا، قِدْرًا وتودعه
الله؞ شاء إن المحرورين، وینفع البلغم، كل ویأ والحرّ، الصفراء لهیب من ینفع

الفجل ا ب مر 4.4صفة ١٠

المائیّة من تصُفيّه ثمّ ملح. غير من خفيفةً سلقةً وتسلقه داخل، ومن خارج من فتُقشرّه الفجل تاخٔذ
وقرفة وخولنجان زنجبیل وهي — بالأفاویه وتطُیبه الرغوة المنزوع المعقود العسل من علیه وتلُقي | پ٩٩ظقلیلاً

العاقرقرحا. من ويكُثر منخولاً، مدقوقاً ذلك كلّ وعاقرقرحا: وقرنفل ودارفلفل حارّة
ساذجًا. وتركتَه بالزعفران صبغتَه شئتَ، وإن

والبلغم المعدة لأوجاع وینفع المصارين، وینُقيّ الجوف، في والأمغاص الخاصرة ولوجع كلهّا للإبْردِة ینفع ١٥

ويخُرج المعدة، من السوء والرياح التخمة ویذُهب للطعام، ويشُهّـي اللون، ویصُفيّ المعدة، یفُسد الّذي
الله؞ شاء إن نافع، — قطعتان أو قطعةٌ یوم كلّ منه یؤخذ كثيرة: أدواء من نافع وهو البلغم.

الڢجل» «مرببّ (ـ) ≡ ١٠صفة] ‖ ٣
١٨–١٠٠و

٩٩ظ دج = ٧
٢٢–٢٣ظ

٢٣و دد = ١١–٢٠
١٥ظ دكاّنل ≡ ١صفة]

.١٤
٢١–٢٦و

٢٥ظ دد = ١٠–٢٩
١٧ظ دكاّنل

تاخٔذ» «ثمّ ٥وتاخٔذ] ‖ دلج «للظل» الظلّ] ٣-٤في ‖ دلج «یتداخله» ٣یدُاخله] ‖ دلج «الرخص» + ٢الأخضر]
. . . ٩ینفع ‖ د ینشّ» «حتىّ + دل، النار» على وتجعله فدر «ڢـي النار] ٥على ‖ د الصاڢـي» «الأحمر ٥الصافي] ‖ د

«الاخضر» + ١١الفجل] ‖ دل ویفمعها» الصڢرا ویطڢـي مبرد «نڢعه دد، ویغمها» الصڢرا ویطڢـي یبرد «مناڢعه والحرّ]
١١من ‖ د وتنفيه» الاصابع فدر ومسـتطیلا مدورا وتفطعه الاعلى فشره من «ڢتنفيه ١١فتُقشرّه] ‖ دل «الرخص» دد،

– الرغوة] ١٢المنزوع ‖ د تسلفه» ایضا ویصنع [...] كان «ان ١١وتسلقه] ‖ د وخارج» داخ «من داخل] ومن خارج

د. «فطعتين» ١٧قطعتان] ‖ د «مناڢعه» ١٥ینفع] ‖ د. «لونته» ١٤صبغتَه] ‖ د – العاقرقرحا] . . . ١٢-١٣وهي ‖ د

پ. مطلبا» «قدرا مطلیًّا] ٨قِدْرًا ‖ پ «ویىزع» ٥وتنزع]
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الزنجبیل ا ب مر صفة 4.5

ثلٰثة واتركْه الماء، من یغمره ما علیه وتصبّ الرمل في فتدفنه أحببتَ، ما الیابس الزنجبیل من یؤخذ
محدودًا. الصغير الريحان ورق قدَْرِ على صغارًا وقطّعْه ه وقشرّْ واغسلْه ینبلّ. حتىّ مدفونًا ولیاليها أيّام

یـنِشّ. حتىّ نحاسٍ قِدْرِ في النار على واحملْه يكفيه، ما مقدار الصافي الأحمر العسل من وتاخٔذ
الزنجبیل فيه واطرحْ ومصطكى، وفلفل وسنبل وقرفة وقرنفل زعفران قلیل علیه واطرحْ رغوته ٥وتنزع

المقطّع.
مطلیّة. انٓیةٍ في وارفعْه ینعقد، حتىّ لیّنة بنار تحته وتوقد

الشـتاء؞ في ج⟨یّد⟩ وهو المعدة خمََل في الّذي البلغم كل ویأ یغُزّره، للباه نافع فهو پ١٠٠و

السماق جوارشن صفة 4.6

الاستطلاق من ١٠النافع

جزوين. سمّاق: یؤخذ
جزو. الاسٓ: وحبّ

جزو. مقلوّ: حامض رمّان وحبّ
أجزاء. ثلٰثة نبطيّ: وخرنوب

جزء. نصف واحد كلّ من وجلنّار: عربيّ ١٥وصمغ

الحاجة؞ عند منها ويسُـتعمل منخولًة، تجُمع

.١٦١٥٠–٢٠ أقراباذينس ≡ ٩صفة] ‖ ٨–١٥
٢٤ظ دد = ١٠–١٧

١٦ظ دكاّنل الزنجبیل» «مرببّ ≡ ١صفة]

د «مناڢعه» نافع] ٨فهو ‖ د «مجرودا» ٣محدودًا] ‖ دل «یبتْلَ» ٣ینبلّ] ‖ د «وادڢنه» ٢فتدفنه] ‖ د «تاخٔذ» ٢یؤخذ]
ونصف» درهمين واحد كلّ من عربيّ وصمغ وجلنّار نبطيّ «وخرنوب جزء] نصف . . ١٣-١٥مقلوّ. ‖ د «حمل» ٨خمََل] ‖

ق. «وتسـتفّ» منها] ١٦ويسُـتعمل ‖ ق

‖ پ «مطلىه» ٧مطلیّة] ‖ پ «صغار» ٣صغارًا] ‖ پ «ىنبل» ٣ینبلّ]

ملاسـتها عن حدث تملسّت. فإذا ينهضم؛ أن إلى بخشونتها الطعام تمُسك باطنها في خشكريشةٌ المعدة: «وخمََلُ ٨خمََل]
.١٠–١٣ ٢٥٦ب محیط « المعدة، ڤزلق المعروف المرض
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الكمون جوارشن 4.7صفة

المعدة برد ة شد من النافع
الكلبیّة والشهوة الحامض والجشاء

الحمى وبرد والسوداویةّ البلغمیّة ایات والحم

مقلوّ. مجفـّف ولیلًة یومًا خمرٍ خلّ في منقوع كرمانيّ كموّن یؤخذ ٥

أساتير. خمسة واحد كلّ من وزنجبیل: †وقاَقلىّ† الظلّ، في المجففّ السذاب وورقُ
دراهم. خمسة أرمنيّ: بورق

وتسُـتعمل؞ وترُفع الرغوة، منزوع بعسل وتعُجن النخل بعد تجُمع

منصوريّ «الكموّنيّ» ≈ ٨٤٨٢–١١؛ I تصریف ≅ ٣–٧؛
٢٨و دد = ١٩–٢٥

٢٠و دكاّنل اخٓر» كموّن «جوارش ≡ ١صفة]
كناّشس المعروفة» النسخة على الكموّنيّ «الجوارشن ≈ ٢٢١٣٧–٦١٣٨؛ أقراباذينس كموّنيّ» «جوارشن ≈ ٥٤٢٠–٦؛

.١١٢٦٥–١٢٦٧ VI Γ «τὸ Διοσπολιτικὸν φάρμακον» ⥅ ٣؛
٩–١٣٤و

١٣٣ظ

الحمى] ٤وبرد ‖ د – ة] ٢شد ‖ ك المعدة» في الكثيرة «البرودات المعدة] برد ة ٢شد ‖ دل «ینڢع» دد، «مناڢعه» ٢النافع]
ἐμβρέχεσθαι» د، خلّ» ڢـي «ڢينفع ت، خلّ» في «منقع خمرٍ] . . . ٥منقوع ‖ Γ «Αἰθιοπικόν» ٥كرمانيّ] ‖ Σ –

τὰ τοῦ πηγάνου φύλλα» الظلّ] . . . ٦وورقُ ‖ د ویفلى» «ويجڢّڢ مقلوّ] ٥مجفـّف ‖ Γ «δὲ ... ὄξει δριμυτἀτῳ
أرمنيّ] ٧بورق ‖ دت «أواقي» ٦أساتير] ‖ Γ «πεπέρεως» ،Σ «وفلفل» ٦وقاَقلىّ] ‖ Γ «προανεξηραμμένα
«تدڧ النخل] بعد ٨تجُمع ‖ د «عشرة» ٧خمسة] ‖ ت نفطى» او اندرانى «ملح Γ؛ «νίτρον» م، الخبز» «وبورق

الیه» الحاجة «عند + ٨وتسُـتعمل] ‖ د اناء» «ڢـي + ٨وترُفع] ‖ ق منخولة» مسحوقة الأدویة هذه «تجمع د، وتنخل»

دل.

پ. «یوم» ٥یومًا] ‖ پ الحمي» «وىرد الحمى] ٤وبرد ‖ پ «والحمايات» ٤والحمایات] ‖ پ «الكلىه» ٣الكلبیّة]
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الجوزي الجوارشن صفة 4.8

البطن استطلاق من النافع
الاستمراء وسوء

وبردها المعدة وضعف

دراهم. عشرة واحد كلّ من وسلیخة: بلسان وحبّ الطیب وسنبل وقرفة قسط ٥یؤخذ

عدََدًا. خمسة بوا: جوز
دراهم. أربعة واحد كلّ من هنديّ: وشـیطرج الملك كلیل وإ وأنيسون وقرنفل وقاقلّة

دراهم. ثلٰتة بسـباسة:
دراهم. أربعة وناغِـيشْت: دراهم. | ثمنٰیة وبِـرَنجْ، پ١٠٠ظ

درهمين. واحد كلّ من وأُشـنة: وراوند ١٠وزراوند

أساتير. عشرة واحد كلّ من وزنجبیل: وسعد
دراهم. خمسة واحد كلّ من ودارفلفل: وفلفل ريرة الذَّ وقصب

أسـتاران. النوى: منزوع أسود هلیلج
النوى. منزوع عددًا، عشرة وبلیلج:

سابوريّ. جندي الاسٓ ١٥وحبّ

ويسُـتعمل؞ الرغوة، منزوع نحلٍ بعسل وتعُجن النخل بعد تجُمع

I تصریف مختصر» معروف ... اللطیف الجوزى «جوارشن ≅ ٨١٣٨–١٩؛ أقراباذينس الخوزيّ» «جوارشن ≡ ١صفة]
.١–١٤

١٣٧ظ كناّشس خوزيّ» «جوارشن ≈ ٢٤٤٧٤–١٦٤٧٥؛ فردوس ≈ ٣–١٠؛ ٤٨٤

الطیب] ٥وسنبل ‖ ت الزلقة» الباردة للمعدة نافع الباه في زاید البواسير رياح «ومن ق، – وبردها] . . . ٤وضعف
٩وناغِـيشْت] ‖ تم – ك، «اىرىج» ٩وبِـرَنجْ] ‖ ق عدد» «جوزات ك، «اعداد» فت، «عددًا» ٦عدََدًا] ‖ ك «سنبل»

جندي الاسٓ ١٥وحبّ ‖ ق – النوى] ١٤منزوع ‖ ق – ١٠وراوند] ‖ تم – كف، «نارمشك» ق، «وناغيشت»
بمد مد مجفّف اس «حب ف، مكول» الاسٓ حبّ «ومن ق، جنديسابوريّ» قفيز نصف الاسٓ «وحبّ سابوريّ]
‖ ق السكّر» قصب «بعسل الرغوة] . . . ١٦بعسل ‖ ق منخولة» مسحوقة الأدویة «هذه النخل] ١٦بعد ‖ ت النبيّ»

ق. شهرين» بعد ويسـتعمل إناء في «ويرفع ١٦ويسُـتعمل]

‖ پ «وىاعيست» ٩وناغِـيشْت] ‖ پ « «وىر ٩وبِـرَنجْ] ‖ پ «عدد» ٦عدََدًا] ‖ پ «الحورى» [ ١الجوزي
پ سابورى» «حيد سابوريّ] ١٥جندي ‖ پ «النوا» ١٤النوى] ‖ پ «عدد» ١٤عددًا] ‖ پ النَّوا» ١٣النوى]

په. ١٦نحلٍ] ‖
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للطحال نافع معجون 4.9صفة

والترهل الباطنة للبواسیر نافع یاح، للر منق غلیظ، فضل وكلّ
البرد من فيالأسفار ویدحر المفاصل، في یح والر الأحشاء وبرد

وأنيسون: المجرود السوس وأصل ودرونج وبسـبايج وعاقرقرحا وشـیطرج الكبر أصل وقشر يابس زنجبیل
مثاقيل. أربعة واحد كلّ من ٥

وقسط الإذخر وفقاّح هنديّ وسنبل ووجّ ودارصینيّ ومصطكى وأسارون وخولنجان صینيّ راوند
مثقالين. واحد كلّ من كرمانيّ: وكموّن

به. ويحُتفظ ملساء بـَرْنـیّةٍ في ویصُيرّ مصفىّ، بعسل ویعُجن وینُخل یدُقّ
مثقالين. منه: الشربة

جرّبناه فقد — والرطوبة البرد من تتولّد علّة ولكلّ البول، وكثرة الأرحام وأوجاع والحصى البرد من وینفع ١٠

فحمّدناه؞

الكثیراء لعوق 4.10صفة

الصوت وبحة الصدر وخشونة الشدید للسعال پ101rالنافع

جزو. واحد كلّ من منقىّ: وتمر وفانید منقىّ الصنوبر وحبّ عربيّ وصمغ كثيراء ⟨من⟩ تاخٔذ
جزو. واحد كلّ من رُبهّ: ومن المقشرّ السوس عرق ومن ١٥

أجزاء) ثلٰثة والعسل جزوًا السمن (ويكون والعسل بالسمن الجمیع ویعُجن وینُخل يابسًا، كان ما یدُقّ
الخاثر. العسل بمنزلة یصير حتىّ

والعشيّ. بالغداة الجوزة مثل منه: الشربة
الصوت؞ وبحّة الصدر وخشونة الشدید السعال من ینفع

١٦–١٧
٥٩و حشائش بالعسل]» [معجون «كثيراء ⥲ [. . ١٩ینفع. ‖ ٢–٦

٤٢ظ دد = ٩–١٦
٣٤و دكاّنل ≡ ١٢صفة]

.(١٢٦–٥ II Δ «τραγάκανθα [ἐν ἐκλεικτῷ σὺν μέλιτι]» ≡)

للسعال «و ≳ الصوت] . . . ١٩من ‖ د «الجلوّزة» ١٨الجوزة] ‖ د ما» «كلّ ١٦ما] ‖ د – الصوت] . . . ١٣للسعال
دل. والصدر» «الحلڧ ١٩الصدر] ‖ Δ الصوت» وانقطاع الرئة قصبة ولخشونة

پ. «منقى» [ ٢منق
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الكتّان بزر لعوق صفة 4.11

الرغوة. منزوع بعسل ویعُجن وینُخل یدُقّ ترُید. ما قدر على وفلفل: مقلوّ الكتاّن بزر یؤخذ
والعشيّ. بالغداة الریق على منه ویؤخذ
البرد؞ من المتولّد السعال من نافع فإنهّ

الفانید لعوق صفة 4.12٥

الصبیان لسعال
دراهم. أربعة واحد كلّ من وفانید: عربيّ وصمغ سوس ربّ یؤخذ

درهم. واحد كلّ من بطّیخ: وبزر قثاّء بزر ولبّ السفرجل حبّ لباب ومن
الرغوة. منزوع عسل ⟨من⟩ أمثاله بثلٰتة وتعُجن طريّ، حلو لوز دهن أوقـیّة برُبع وتلُتّ مسحوقةً تجُمع

الله؞ بـإذن ١٠نافع

للرازي مخـتصر فودنج صفة 4.13

أجزاء ودارفلفل: وزنجبیل وكاشمِ وكراويا | ونانخاة وفلفل يابس وفودنج السذاب ورق ⟨من⟩ تاخٔذ 101vپ

سواء.
ويسُـتعمل. البندقة مثل منه ویؤخذ الرغوة، منزوع بعسل والنخل الدقّ بعد تعُجن

الله؞ شاء إن الرطوبات، من فيها لما مجفّف للرياح، محللّ للمعدة، مسخّن ١٥نَافع

١١صفة] ‖ ١٥–١٨
٤٢ظ دد = ٤

٣٠–٣٤ظ
٣٤و دكاّنل ≡ ٥صفة] ‖ ٦–٨

٤٢ظ دد = ١٧–٢٠
٣٤و دكاّنل ≡ ١صفة]

الخبث «معجون → ١٧٤٨٢–٢٠؛ I تصریف للرازيّ» مختصر «فوذنجيّ ≡ ١١–١٥؛
٢٩ظ دد = ٤

٣٠–٢٢ظ
٢٢و دكاّنل ≡

.٢١١٢٤–٤١٢٥ San.tu Γ «τὸ διὰ τῆς καλαμίνθης φάρμακον» ⥲ ١٧٤٣٤–١٩؛ منصوريّ الفوتنجيّ»

«ناڢع» دد، «مناڢعه» نافع] ٤فإنهّ ‖ د – ٣منه] ‖ د «تریده» ٢ترُید] ‖ د مفلوّة» الكتاّن «زریعة مقلوّ] . . . ٢یؤخذ
‖ ت «یوخذ» ١٢تاخٔذ] ‖ د – الله] . . . ١٠نافع ‖ د ٩من] ‖ د «وتلثّ» ٩وتلُتّ] ‖ د بزر» «ولبّ ٨وبزر] ‖ دل

١٢وكاشمِ] ‖ د «وكرويّا» ١٢وكراويا] ‖ م «ونانخواه» ١٢ونانخاة] ‖ د وڢلڢلا» يابسا «وڢوْذنجا وفلفل] يابس ١٢وفودنج
«ودارصینيّ ١٢ودارفلفل] ‖ د «وزنجبیلا» ١٢وزنجبیل] ‖ Γ [«وسيسالیوس»] «καὶ σεσέλεως» د، «وكاشما»
١٤ویؤخذ] ‖ م بعسل» «تعُجن ويسُـتعمل] . . . ١٤تعُجن ‖ م «متساویة» د، «بالسویة» ١٣سواء] ‖ م ودارفلفل»
. . . ١٥نَافع ‖ ت الحاجة» قدر وعلى عجیب «فانهّ د، منهْ» «ويسْفى ١٤ويسُـتعمل] ‖ دت ویؤخذ» زجاجة في يجعل «ثمّ

د. «باذْن» شاء] ١٥إن ‖ د «مَناڢعهُ» ١٥نَافع] ‖ م – الله]

پ. «المعده» ١٥للمعدة] ‖ پ «وڡودنح» ١٢وفودنج]
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جالینوس جوارشن 4.14صفة

والكلى المعدة برد من ینفع
الشهوة ویفتق الطعام ويهضم المعدة من الغلیظة الرياح وینفع

المعدة في البلغم من غلظُ ما ويحُللّ
بالشيب ویبُطئ بالنسـیان ویذهب هْن الذُّ ویذُكيّ ٥

البلغميّ السعال من وینفع
الله شاء إن المزاج بارد لكلّ نافع وهو

وزعفران وقرنفل وسُعْد وسلیخة ودارصینيّ وخولنجان وزنجبیل ودارفلفل وأسود، أبیض فلفل یؤخذ
أوقـیّتان. واحد كلّ من وأنيسون:

نصف واحد كلّ من حلو: وقسط يابس اسٓ وحبّ بلسان †وعود وأسارون وقاقلّة †وهندباء سنبل ١٠

أوقـیّة.
أوقـیّة. رُبع واحد كلّ من بوا: وجوز وبسـباسة الطیب وعود ريرة الذَّ قصب ومن

ويرُفع. الرغوة، منزوع بعسل ویعُجن وینُخل ذلك یدُقّ
الطعام. وعند النوم وعند بالغداة مثقال منه: الشربة

مجرّب؞ جيدّ ١٥

→) ١٥٤٨٤–٢٢ I تصریف ≡ ٢؛
١٧–٢٧ظ

٢٧و دد = ٨
٢٨–١٩و

١٨ظ دكاّنل جالینوس» «جوارش ≡ ١صفة]
«τὸ διὰ τριῶν πεπέρεων» ⥅ ٥٢٣٧٦–٤٣٧٧؛ SecMont ψΓ ≅ جالینوس)؛ →) ٧١٢٠–١٩ معدةج ≡ جالینوس)

.٢٩١١٧–٣٣١١٩ San.tu Γ

٤في ‖ دل «الطعام» ٤البلغم] ‖ م «ویقبل» ٣ویفتق] ‖ م – المعدة] ٣من ‖ Σ «وینُقيّ» ٣وینفع] ‖ دد «مناڢعه» ٢ینفع]
«أخلاطه ٨یؤخذ] ‖ ددت «الشيب» ٥بالشيب] ‖ م «وینُقيّ» ٥ویبُطئ] ‖ م «الفساد» ٥بالنسـیان] ‖ م – المعدة]
٨وسُعْد] ‖ مت «يابس» + ٨وزنجبیل] ‖ م أبیض» وفلفل أسود «فلفل وأسود] أبیض ٨فلفل ‖ د «تاخٔذ» م، یؤخذ»
واحد كلّ «من م، أوقيتّين» واحد كلّ من وفاونیة، ومصطكى أوقيةّ. واحد كلّ «من أوقـیّتان] . . . ٩من ‖ د «وسَعْدا»
«سنبل» د، هنديا» «وسنبلا م، هنديّ» «وسنبل †وهندباء] ١٠سنبل ‖ ت اوقيتان» واحد كلّ من وفانیذ مصتكى اوقية
«وحبّ د، الیابس» الاسٓ وحبّ بلسان وحبّ بلسان «وعود يابس] . . . ١٠وعود ‖ مت «صغيرة» + ١٠وقاقلّة] ‖ ت
ملساء» بسـتوقة في «وتحطّ ١٣ويرُفع] ‖ م الیابس» الاسٓ وحبّ بلسان «وحبّ ت، الیابس» الاس وحبّ وعوده بلسان

م. نافع» «فإنهّ ١٥جيدّ] ‖ مت «وبعد» ١٤وعند] ‖ ت ملسا» بسـتوقة فى «ويجعل م،

پ. «وىىفع» ٣وینفع]
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القرنفل معجون صفة 4.15

والدماغ القلب ویقوي والمثانة والكبد المعدة لضعف النافع
البول سلس‖ ویقطع الذهن ویذكّي الباه في ویزید الهضم على ویعین پ١٠١و

أوقـیّة. ثلُثْ قرنفلیّة: ⟨قرفة⟩ أوقـیّة. نصف خولنجان: ونصف. أوقـیّة ملقوط: قرنفل یؤخذ
دراهم. ثلٰثة دارفلفل: أوقـیّة. ربع مُسـتاس: غير نقيّ ٥وزنجبیل

مثقال. شعر: زعفران درهم. واحد كلّ من حلو: وقسط وعاقرقرحا وبسـباسة بوا وجوز هنديّ سنبل
ويرُفع. الرغوة، منزوع عسل من أمثاله بثلٰثة ویعُجن وینُخل ويسُحق حِدةً واحد كلُّ یدُقّ

مثقال. منه: الشربة
الله؞ شاء إن نافع

البزركتّان لعوق صفة 4.16١٠

الیابس السعال من النافع

ويسُـتعمل؞ ويرُفع نحلٍ. بعسل ویعُجن يسُحق ا، مقلوًّ بزركتاّن یؤخذ

العنصلان لعوق صفة 4.17

والصدر الجنبین ووجع واللهث النفس عسر من النافع

؞ وبعده الطعام قبل منه ویلُعق جمیعًا. ویعُقدان الرغوة، منزوع وعسل العُنْصُلان عصارة من ١٥یؤخذ

دكاّنل الكتاّن» «لعوڧ ≈ ١٢١١٩–١٤؛ أقراباذينس ≡ ١٠صفة] ‖ ٤–١٠
٤٣و دد = ١٩–٢٨

٣٤ظ دكاّنل ≡ ١صفة]
«λινόσπερμον» ≡) ١٧–١٨

٤٢و حشائش الكتاّن» «بزر ⇝ ١٤٩و١٠–١١؛ كناّشس ≅ ٦–٨؛
٤٢ظ دد = ١٧–٢٠

٣٤و
⇝ ١٤٩و١٢–١٤؛ كناّشس العنصلان» بصل «لعوق ≅ ١٢١١٦–١٦؛ أقراباذينس ≡ ١٣صفة] ‖ (١١١٧٧–١٢ I Δ

.(١٢٣٩–٤ I Δ «σκίλλα» ≡) ١–٣
٥٢ظ حشائش «إسقيل»

د الحاجة» «عند + ٨منه] ‖ د حدة» «على [ ٧حِدةً ‖ د ٤قرفة] ‖ د – ٤یؤخذ] ‖ دل «ینڢع» دد، «مناڢعه» ٢النافع]
بعسل» «ویعجن نحلٍ] . . . ١٢يسُحق ‖ ك شيئاً» ینفث ولا يسعل «لمن الیابس] . . . ١١النافع ‖ د – الله] . . . ٩نافع ‖

والصدر] . . . ١٤النافع ‖ ك «ويسُـتعمل» ق، إناء» في «ويرفع ويسُـتعمل] ١٢ويرُفع ‖ ك بعسل» ویعُجن «یدُقّ ق،

«یطُبخ ق، جمیعًا» «ویعُصران جمیعًا] ١٥ویعُقدان ‖ ك – الرغوة] ١٥منزوع ‖ ك النفس» وانتصاب الربو من «النافع

ق. الشـبع» بعد الریق «على وبعده] . . . ١٥قبل ‖ ك قوام» له یصير حتىّ بالنار
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للصبیان لعوق 4.18صفة

الأتن وألبان النساء ألبان مع یسقى
والخشونة للحرارة الصدر في

دراهم. أربعة واحد كلّ من وفانید: وكثيراء وصمغ السوس ربّ یؤخذ
درهم. يابس: سفرجل ولعاب ٥

ويسُـتعمل؞ ويرُفع وسمن، حلو لوز ودُهْن الرغوة منزوع بعسل وتعُجن منخولًة تجُمع

الخشخاش لعوق 4.19صفة

الدم نزف | من پ١٠١ظالنافع

والشوصة الصدر ووجع والسعال ة الحاد والحمى

دراهم. أربعة واحد كلّ من وصمغ: الأقماع، منزوع أحمر ورد یؤخذ ١٠

درهمين. واحد كلّ من الخشخاش: وحبّ وكثيراء الحنطة ونشاسـتج
درهم. نصف واحد كلّ من وزعفران: طباشير

درهمين. السوس: ربّ
وترُفع. معقود، بمثلثّ النخل بعد تجُمع

الزوفا؞ طبیخ أو الترنجبين ماء مع وتشرُب ١٥

‖ ١٤٧و١–٤ كناّشس للصبیان» السعال لعوق وهو ܐ] ܡܛܚ ≡] «مطحثا ≡ ٢١١٧–١٠؛ أقراباذينس ≡ ١صفة]
.١٠٩–١٣ II تصریف الخشخاش» «أقراص ≈ ٥١١٨–١٢؛ أقراباذينس ≡ ٧صفة]

٥ولعاب ‖ ق «منتقى» ٢یسقى] ‖ ك امرأة» بلبن مداف حمّصة مقدار منه «ویعُطى الصدر] في . . . ٢-٣یسقى
٦منخولًة] ‖ ك – منخولًة] ٦تجُمع ‖ ك ا» «مقشرًّ ٥يابس] ‖ ق السفرجل» حبّ «لعاب ك، السفرجل» «حبّ سفرجل]

٨نزف] ‖ ك – ويسُـتعمل] ٦ويرُفع ‖ ك – حلو] لوز ٦ودُهْن ‖ ك – الرغوة] ٦منزوع ‖ ق بحريرة» منخولة «مسحوقة

منها انتخل ما بحريرة منخولة مسحوقة الأدویة «هذه وترُفع] . . . ١٤بعد ‖ ق – ٩والشوصة] ‖ ت «بول» ق، «قذف»

ق. معقود» بمثلثّ وتعجن

پ. «الحادثه» ة] ٩الحاد ‖ پ «والحما» ٩والحمى]
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الصنوبر لعوق صفة 4.20

واللهث والسعال الرئة قروح من النافع
اللزجة الفضول من الصدر في لما المخرج

جزو. واحد كلّ من وصمغ: الأسمانجونيّ السوسن وأصول وكثيراء مقشرّ نوَبرَ الصَّ لوز یؤخذ
جزو. نصف واحد كلّ من مقشرّ: †ميدون وتمر مَقْليّ كتاّن ٥بزر

ويسُـتعمل؞ ويرُفع لیّناً، عجیناً الرغوة منزوع عسل في الجمیع ویعُجن منها وینُخل

الحلبة لعوق صفة 4.21

البحوحة من النافع

أسـتارين. بزركتاّن: یؤخذ
دراهم. أربعة واحد كلّ من قشرَیه: من مقشرّ حلو ولوز ١٠وحلبة

من وصمغ: الحنطة ونشاسـتج قشریه من مقشرّ ولوز مقشرّ الكبار الصنوبر ولوز السوس وأصول كثيراء
درهمنين. واحد كلّ

الله؞ شاء إن ويسُـتعمل، ويرُفع معقود، ‖ بمثلثّ وتعُجن النخل بعد تجُمع پ١٠٢و

أقراباذينس ≡ ٧صفة] ‖ ٢–٥
١٤٦ظ كناّشس الصنوبر» حبّ «لعوق ≈ ١٢١١٥–١٨؛ أقراباذينس ≡ ١صفة]

.٢١١١٥–٤١١٦

‖ ك – اللزجة] . . . ٣المخرج ‖ ك النفث» عليهم یغلظ «والّذين ق، «اللهث» ٢واللهث] ‖ ك «للربو» الرئة] ٢قروح
ق، «الكبار» ٤مقشرّ] ‖ [στρόβιλοι > ܘܒܘܠܝܐ ܛ ≡] ك الصنوبر)» حبّ (وهو «اسطروڡولىا نوَبرَ] الصَّ ٤لوز
٥مقشرّ] ‖ (١٢٠٤ فردوس +) Σ «هيرون» †ميدون] ٥ ‖ كق «مقلوّ» ٥مَقْليّ] ‖ ك «وبندق» + ٤وكثيراء] ‖ ك –
٦ويرُفع ‖ ق وعسل» بسمن وتعجن بحريرة منخولة مسحوقة الأدویة هذه «تجمع عسل] . . . ٦وینُخل ‖ ك «منقىّ»

«مرّ ١١مقشرّ] ‖ ق «السوس» ١١السوس] ‖ ق حارّ» بماء أو الأتن بلبن منه ویلعق زجاج إناء في «ویصير ويسُـتعمل]

ق. – ويسُـتعمل] ١٣ويرُفع ‖ ق بحريرة» «منخولة النخل] ١٣بعد ‖ ق مقشرّ»

«السوسن» ١١السوس] ‖ پ «قسرىں» ١٠قشرَیه] ‖ پ رميدون» «و †ميدون] ٥وتمر ‖ پ «واللهب» ٢واللهث]
ولوز.» «وىرفع ١١ولوز] ‖ پ

ܘܢ. ܕܗܝ ܐ ܬܡ حنیفة)؛ أبو →) [٢٨٥] تلخیص مَعْرُوف» التَّمَرِ مِنَ بٌ ضرَْ «هيرون: ٥ميدون]
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ونـیّة كم 4.22صفة

أبقراط إلى تنسب

وتفُتحّ الطعام، وتهضم الماء، شرب كثرة من یعرض الّذي المالح اللزج والبلغم والتخم البرد من تنفع
الحمّیات من وتنفع اللون، وتحُسّن والمثانة، والمعدة الكلى وتسُخّن والطحال، الكبد في الّذي السدد

الكلى وتدُفئ البول، عسر من وتنفع النكهة، وتطُیّب الحامض، والجشاء الباردة ٥

غربال على تبسطه الخلّ، من تخُرجه ثمّ ولیلًة. یومًا خمرٍ خلّ رطل في وینُقع أبیض محبَّب كموّن یؤخذ
. بشَقِيق ویغُربل یدُقّ ثمّ يحترق. ولا ويحمرّ يحمى حتىّ فخّارٍ مقلا في †تلُقيه† ثمّ الظلّ. في وتنُشّفه

أواقي. أربع واحد كلّ من الفلفل: ومن مسوّس، الغير الیابس الزنجبیل من یؤخذ ثمّ
مثقالان. واحد كلّ من †وبورق†: القرنفل ودقاق والنانخاة البسـتانيّ الفيجن وزریعة الدارصینيّ ومن

أواق. ثمانیة الطبرزد: السكرّ ومن ١٠

وتنُخل. العقاقير هذه جمیع تدُقّ
إلاّ العقاقير، فيه فاطرحْ فاترًا، صار فإذا الكفایة؛ قدَْر رغوتهِ، نزع بعد هْد الشُّ عسل من یؤخذ ثمّ

ويرُفع. ناعمًا | ویعُجن لعوقاً، یصير حتىّ يحُرّك ثمّ اخٓر. فيه یطُرحان فإنهّما — والزعفران پ١٠٢ظالبورق

الرقيق. والطلاء الفاتر الماء علیه ويشرُب الجوزة. مثل الریق، وعلى الصغيرة؛ القَسْطَلة مقدار منه ویؤخذ
نافع؞ القدر، جلیل فإنهّ ١٥

I تصریف أبقراط» إلى تنُسب التيّ الكبرى «الكموّنیّة ≡ ٨–٢٣؛
٢٩و دد = ٦

١٨–٢٢و
٢١ظ دكاّنل ≡ ١صفة]

فردوس دياسقولیطوس» = الكموّنيّ «جوارشن ≈ ١٣٢٧–٨؛ هارونـيـّة الحكيمة) الأباخرة >) «كموّنیّة» ≈ ١٨٤٨١–٢٧؛
.[Διοσπολίτης >] ܘܠܝܛܘܣ ܕܝܘ ٦١١٧–٢٨؛ San.tu Γ «τὸ Διοσπολιτικὸν φάρμακον» ⥅ ٣٤٧٤–١١؛

أبیض] . . . ٦كموّن ‖ د «النهكة» ٥النكهة] ‖ د – ٤الّذي] ‖ دت «الأبردة» ٣البرد] ‖ دد «مناڢعه» دل، «ینڢع» ٣تنفع]
«ثمّ د، «تفلیه» ت، «یلقى» ٧تلُقيه] ‖ ت رطل» المحبب الابیض الكمون «من د، رطل» الأبیض المحبّب الكموّن «من
«بشفيڧ» [ ٧بشَقِيق ‖ دت «يحمر» ويحمرّ] ٧يحمى ‖ ت «مقلأ» دد، «مفلا» ٧مقلا] ‖ Γ «φρυγέσθω» هف، یقلى»
ومن اوقية نصف واحد كلّ من «وبورق دد، [وزعڢران]» «وبورڧ دل، – ٩وبورق] ‖ د «والنانخة» ٩والنانخاة] ‖ د
رغوتهِ] . . . ١٢عسل ‖ د «مثفالين» ٩مثقالان] ‖ ت مثقالان» واحد كلّ من العروس وحبّ وقاقله †بوز وجوز الزعفران
١٥القدر] ‖ ف ممزوج» شراب «أو الرقيق] ١٤والطلاء ‖ ت «القصطلة» ١٤القَسْطَلة] ‖ ت الرغوة» المنزوع «العسل

ت. «المنفعة»

پ. «الطلى» ١٤والطلاء] ‖ پ «ىسڡىق» ٧بشَقِيق] ‖ پ «وتنسفه» ٧وتنُشّفه] ‖ پ «ىنفع» ٣تنفع]
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البلادر جوارشن صفة 4.23

واحد كلّ من وجندبادستر: النوى، منزوع أملج وقشرُ وبلیلج، كابليّ وهلیلج ودارفلفل فلفل یؤخذ
دراهم. أربعة

درهمًا. عشر اثنا واحد كلّ من غار: وحبّ طبرزد وسكّر وقسط ودَرُونجَ البلادر عسل ومن
أشهر. سـتةّ بعد ويسُـتعمل بقريّ. وسمنٍ الرغوة منزوع بعسل ویعُجن وینُخل الجمیع ٥یدُقّ

الكرفس. بماء درهمين وزنُ منه: الشربة
يسـتوي. حتىّ عجنها قبل الأدویة به وتلُتّ بقر، سمن من وشيءٌ نحلٍ عسلُ ویدُاف

به؞ ویلُتّ لوز، دهن من شيءٌ البلادر على یدُاف — أخرى نسخة وفي
الرازيانج بماء دهرمٍ وزنُ أشهر: سـتةّ تـَرْكها بعد البلادر، جوارشن من الشربة أنّ إسحق ابن حنین وذكر

الكرفس. ١٠وماء

فرَّوج. مِن طعامه ولیْكنْ والجماع، الشراب وشرب والتعب الكدّ من شاربه ويحذر
الله؞ شاء إن نافع،

.٢٧٤٨٧–٣٣ I تصریف ≅ ٧؛
٢١–٣٠و

٣٠و دد = ١٥–٢٧
٢١و دكاّنل البلاذر» «جوارش ≡ ١صفة]

٢وقشرُ] ‖ ت املج» «وشير النوى] . . ٢وقشرُ. ‖ ت الاهلیلج» «ولحا د، «واهلیلج» ٢وهلیلج] ‖ د «تاخٔذ» ٢یؤخذ]
٥یدُقّ ‖ ت «واسـتارين» درهمًا] عشر ٤اثنا ‖ ت وسعد» الغار «وحبّ غار] ٤وحبّ ‖ ت «واترج» ٤ودَرُونجَ] ‖ د –

ت «ولیداف» دد، «ولیذاڢ» ٧ویدُاف] ‖ ت حلو» لوز ودهن البقر «وسمن بقريّ] ٥وسمنٍ ‖ ت وتدق» «تجمع الجمیع]

«بفري» ٧بقر] ‖ ت يسـتوى» حتى الادویة به وتلتّ اللوّز دهن من بشئ البلادر «عسل [. . . ٧عسلُ ‖ دل «ولیداب»
دد، «ولیذاڢ» ٨یدُاف] ‖ دل توْڢـى» «تسـْ ت، «يسـتوى» دد، «تسـتوي» ٧يسـتوي] ‖ د «وتلثّ» ٧وتلُتّ] ‖ دد
. . . ١١من ‖ د «تركه» ٩تـَرْكها] ‖ د البلاذر» «جوارش البلادر] ٩جوارشن ‖ د «وتلثّ» ٨ویلُتّ] ‖ دل «والیذاب»

د. – ١٢نافع] ‖ دت والتعب» الشراب وشرب والغضب ت] [«الحرد» الكدر «من الشراب]

‖ پ «يسـتوفى» په، ٧يسـتوي] ‖ پ «ویلت» ٧وتلُتّ] ‖ پ «عاز» ٤غار] ‖ پ «وذرونح» ٤ودَرُونجَ]
پ. «والىغب» ١١والتعب]
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الحلتیت جوارشن 4.24صفة

جزو. واحد كلّ من وحُرف: وخردل أسود وفلفل طیّب، حلتيت یؤخذ
الرغوة. منزوع ‖ بعسل ويجُن وینُخل پ١٠٣ویدُقّ

البندقة. مثل منه: الشربة
القرع. حبّ ويخُرج البرد، من المتولّد والسعال المتطاول والنافض المعدة برد من نافع ٥

اللسان. تحت الحبّة بـإمساك وأمرتَ حبًّا منه حَبَّبْتَ سعال، به مَن به عالجتَ وإذا
والترمس والشونيز الأرمنيّ الشـیح طبیخ بماء منه فاسْقِ والدیدان، القرع حبّ قتل به أردت وإن

مجرّب. فإنهّ — والقسط
مجرّب؞ فإنهّ — ممزوج غير بشراب منه فاسق المعدة، تسخين به أردت وإن

الخراریب معجون 4.25صفة ١٠

خراریب. أربع محمودة:
جزو. الأفيثمون: وحبّ

خراریب. ثلٰث يمانيّ: صبر
جزو. كوت: تا

وتعُجن. وتنُخل العقاقير تدُقّ ١٥

واحتراس. حمیة على وتشرُب
الأصفر؞ الماءُ منها يخرج التيّ الغلیظة والقروح والحزازات البدن على الظاهرة الحمراء من ینفع

«دواء ≅ ٢٨٤٨٢–٣٣؛ I تصریف ≡ ١١–١٨؛
٢٨ظ دد = ٩

٣١–٢٠ظ
٢٠و دكاّنل الحلتيت» «جوارش ≡ ١صفة]

.١
٢١–٤٢ظ

٤٢و دد = ٣–٨
٣٤و دكاّنل ≡ ١٠صفة] ‖ ٤٤٦٠–٦ فردوس الحلتيت»

«ینڢع» دد، «مناڢعه» ٥نافع] ‖ ف «الجلوّزة» ٤البندقة] ‖ ف وفلفل» «وشونيز ت، وشونيز» «وفلفل أسود] ٢وفلفل
في تكون ⟨التيّ⟩ الحیّات «ومن القرع] حبّ ٥ويخُرج ‖ ف العتیقة» النافض الحمّى «ومن المتطاول] ٥والنافض ‖ دل

‖ دد لتسخين» «اردته تسخين] به ٩أردت ‖ دت الحبّة» بعد منه «الحبّة ٦الحبّة] ‖ ف – [. . . ٦وإذا ‖ ‖ ف البطن»
«سقمونیا كوت] ١٤تا ‖ دل دراهم» سـتة واحد كل «من دل، جزء» واحد كل «من ١٢جزو] ‖ دل «سفمونیا» ١١محمودة]
دد، «والحزازات» ١٧والحزازات] ‖ دد الحمرا» «كثرة دل، الحمرا» «المرة ١٧الحمراء] ‖ دد «مناڢعه» ١٧ینفع] ‖ د تاكوت»

دل. «والحراراة»

پ. «والحرارات» ١٧والحزازات] ‖ پ «ىاكوت» كوت] ١٤تا
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الكیّة حب صفة 4.26

الفضول من فیه ما ویجلب والرأس، المعدة لـتنقیة النافع
القدیم الحب وهو

قویاّ إسهالا ویسهل وقت كلّ فی یؤخذ
دراهم. ثلٰثة أحمر: سقطريّ صبر ٥یؤخذ

درهم. مصطكى:
الفلفل. أمثال ويحُبَّب ماء، من بشيء ویعُجن ویغُربل يسُحق

ولیلًة؞ لیلًة العَبّ على درهم) وزنُ (وذلك حبةّ عشر إحدى إلى حبوب تسع من النوم عند ویؤخذ پ١٠٣ظ

بالجامع المعروف الجوارشن صفة 4.27

مسهل ١٠وهو

درهمًا. ثلٰثون مثقبّ: قصبيّ أبیض تربد
دراهم. عشرة واحد كلّ من أحمر: ورد وورق بنفسج نـوّار كابليّ، إهلیلج لحاء

دراهم. سـتةّ واحد كلّ من روميّ: وأفسـنتين الأعلى، المجرود السوس أصل
من ومصطكى: وقرنفل وأسارون هنديّ وسنبل وأنيسون عریض رازيانج وبزر ودارصینيّ يابس زنجبیل

دراهم. أربعة واحد ١٥كلّ

دراهم. ثلٰتة واحد كلّ من أبیض: وطباشير أصفر وصندل وخولنجان مقشرّ وسُعْد الإذخر وفقاّح
واحد كلّ من حلو: وقسط وزعفران وعوده بلسان وحبّ ودارفلفل سلیخة وقشر ونانخة كرفس بزر

درهمان.

‖ ١١٢٩٧–١٣ وساد ≈ ٢٤٤١٤–٢٦؛ I تصریف الكيةّ» حبّ = الشبيار «حبّ ≈ ١٨–٢٢؛
٤٣ظ دكاّند ≡ ١صفة]

١٤٤٣١–٣٣ I تصریف ≡ ٢٠؛
٢٢–٣٢و

٣١ظ دد = ٢١
٢٧–٢٣ظ

٢٣و دكاّنل بالجامع» المعروڢ «الجوارش ≡ ٩صفة]
”الجامع“»). سمّیتُه ألفّتُه يسُهل جوارشن («صفة ٩١٢٩–١٥١٣٠ معدةج → المعدة) كتاب الجزّار: ابن →)

٧الفلفل] ‖ د المصطكى» «ومن ٦مصطكى] ‖ د الصبر» «من ٥صبر] ‖ د «ویوخذ» ٤یؤخذ] ‖ د «مناڢعه» ٢النافع]
ت]، [ـ أیضًا الغوائل مامٔون «وهو مسهل] ١٠وهو ‖ د «العب» ٨العَبّ] ‖ د «حبات» ٨حبوب] ‖ د الحمص» «الڢلڢل
مت ولطافة» أمن في أبدانهم من الفضول فيُنقيّ ت]، «القادة» +] والأشراف السّادة به ت] [«یعالج» یتعالج أن ینبغي ممّا

١٦وسُعْد ‖ د «أصول» ١٣أصل] ‖ دد وكابلي» «اصڢر ١٢كابليّ] ‖ مت الحلو» اللوّز بدهن «الملتوت ١١مثقبّ] ‖
م. «ونانخواه» ١٧ونانخة] ‖ د مفشرة» «وسعدا/وسعدى مقشرّ]

پ. «العب» ٨العَبّ] ‖ پ «الكىه» ١الكیّة]
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واحد كلّ من ريرة: الذَّ وقصب هنديّ وعود وحماما هنديّ وسادج ووجّ وبسـباسة وكبيرة صغيرة قاقلّة
درهم.

الرغوة، منزوع بعسل الجمیع ویعُجن سكرّ، طبرزد درهمًا أربعين وزنُ معها ويخُلط وتنُخل، الأدویة تدُقّ
ويرُفع.

حارّ. بماء دراهم وأربعة ‖ درهمين، وزنُ الحاجة عند منه پ١٠٤وویؤخذ ٥

فيها. المتولّدة والفضول البلغمیّة والفضول الغلیظة العفونات ويخُرج المعدة، أوجاع من نافع فهو
ووجع والقولنج والتخلیل والقَلسْ الباطنة والأرواح والتخم والقراقر الزائدة والرياح الباردة للكلى نافع

وغيرها. البلغمیّة الفضول من الحادث والفواق الحامض والجشاء الخاصرة
فاسد. طبعٍ كلَّ الجسد من ويخُرج اللون، ویصُفيّ الطبیعة، ویعُدّل

على دراهم ثمانیة وزن والخریف الربیع في منه ویؤخذ وبعده، الطعام قبل الجوارشـنات مثل> ويسُـتعمل ١٠

على دراهم) ثلٰثة (وهو دانیقين إلى محمودة درهم ربع وزنُ منه الشربة في يجُعل أن بعد واحتراسٍ حمیةٍ
له. للمسـتعمل القوّة قدر

ألطف قطُّ دواءً رأیتُ فما المزاج†: به †وعالجتُ عسل من مَرّتين فاضٔفتهُا أدویته، وزن إلى عمدتُ وقد
الله؞ شاء إن ذكرنا، التيّ الأدواء علاج في كمل أ ولا تنقيته† †من أسرع ولا منه

‖ مت مطّرى» «غير + هنديّ] ١وعود ‖ د «وحمامة» ١وحماما] ‖ مت بوا» «وجوز + ١ووجّ] ‖ Σ «وكبابة» ١وكبيرة]
‖ مت م]» ‒] الداخل ملساء برنیّة «في + ٤ويرُفع] ‖ مت مسحوق» طبرزد «سكرّ د، طبرزد» «سكرّ سكرّ] ٣طبرزد
دراهم] ٥وأربعة ‖ مت الخاصرة» ووجع والقولنج والتخمة للنفخة فاتر بماء مثقالين إلى مثقال من منه «یؤخذ [. . . ٥ویؤخذ
٦والفضول ‖ مت «مخرج» ٦ويخُرج] ‖ مت «الباردة» + ٦المعدة] ‖ دل «ینڢع» دد، «مناڢعه» نافع] ٦فهو ‖ د أربعة» «أو

الباردة» الكلى اوجاع «من الباردة] ٧للكلى ‖ دد «وینڢع» ٧نافع] ‖ مت المعدة» في المتولّدة البلغمانیة «والفضول فيها] . . .

الرّطبة» «والرّياح م، البطنة» «والروائح الباطنة] ٧والأرواح ‖ م «والبخار» ٧والقراقر] ‖ مت «الدائرة» ٧الزائدة] ‖ ت

+ الطبیعة] ٩ویعُدّل ‖ مت الفضول» امتلاء من «الكائن الفضول] من ٨الحادث ‖ دم «والتحلیل» ٧والتخلیل] ‖ ت
١٠وزن ‖ ت منه» «ویوخذ م، الجوارشن» مثل «ویؤذ [. . . ١٠ويسُـتعمل ‖ ت – ٩طبعٍ] ‖ مت حسـناً» «تعدیلاً

– دراهم] ثلٰثة ١١وهو ‖ Σ «سقمونیا» ١١محمودة] ‖ م دراهم» «أربعة درهم] ١١ربع ‖ مت مثاقيل» «أربعة دراهم] ثمانیة

ت] الجزار» ابن «اعني +] الأزمنة بعض في عملتُه «وقد [. . . ١٣وقد ‖ Σ المسـتعمل» «فوّة للمسـتعمل] ١٢القوّة ‖ مت
إلى «وأعدته المزاج] به ١٣وعالجتُ ‖ مت عسلاً» مرّتين الأدویة جمیع وزن «مثل عسل] . . . ١٣وزن ‖ ت وعمدت»
...» د، المزاج» به وعالجت العسل، فوام إلى يرجع حتىّ لت.یڢة بنار وطبخته السڢرجل، ما من رطل نصڢ مع النار
وطبخته ... السفرجل ماء من رطل ونصف الرمّانين ماء من رطل ونصف الكرفس وماء الرازيانج وماء الهندباء ماء من

١الأدواء] ‖ ت «انجح» كمل] ١أ ‖ ت منه» «منفعة دم، «منفعة» تنقيته] ١من ‖ مت المراح» به وعجنت ... لیّنة بنار

د. «الأدویة»

پ. «درهم» ٣درهمًا]
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ورد دبید صفة 4.28

والمعدة الكبد وجع من نافع
الهضم وسوء والحمیات الصفراء أنواع ومن

عجیب وهو
ودارصینيّ الإذخر وفقاّح حلو | وقسط سلیخة وقشر وأسارون وزعفران هنديّ سنبل — أخلاطه ٥پ١٠٤ظ

جزو. واحد كلّ من ومصطكى: أبیض وطباشير
أحمر. ورد ورق من الأدویة وزن ومثل
الرغوة. منزوع بعسل ویعُجن الجمیع یدُقّ

مثقال. إلى درهم من منه: الشربة

جزو. واحد كلّ من وأفسـنتين: وراوند وقاقلّة وقرنفل بلسان عود فيه يزُاد — أخرى نسخة وفي ١٠

الرفيع، بالجلاّب ویعجنه جزو. واحد كلّ من طبرزد: وسكّـر أصفر صندلاً فيه يزید مَن الأطبّاء ومن
فيكون — الهضم وسوء والحمّیات والحدّة الحرّ لأصحاب التفاّحين ماء من أو الرمّانين ماء من ويسُقى

فحمّدتهُ؞ جرّبتُه وقد نافعًا،

العشاري الراوند دبید صفة 4.29

أوقـیّة. واحد كلّ من هنديّ: وسنبل ودارصینيّ وزعفران هنديّ قسط یؤخذ ١٥

أواق. ثلٰثة صینيّ، راوند
أوقـیّة. نصف واحد كلّ من مُدَحْرَج: وزراوند الإذخر وفقاّح أحمر ومرّ وأسارون سلیخة قشرُ

ويرُفع. الرغوة، المنزوع العسل من ونصف مَرّةً العقاقير وزن بمثل ویعُجن فيُنخل ذلك یدُقّ
الأصول. بمطبوخ أو الأنيسون بماء مثقال نصف منه ويسُقى

الله؞ شاء إن الهضم، وسوء الأحشاء وريح والسدد الكبد ضعف من نافع ٢٠

‖ ٦١٦٥–١٠ هارونـيـّة ≡ ٥٤٢٥–١٣؛ زاد ≡ ٤؛
١٨–٣٦و

٣٥ظ دد = ٢–١٣
٢٧ظ دكاّنل محكم» ورد «ذبید ≡ ١صفة]

.١٥٤٢٣–٢٤٢٤ زاد ≡ ٣٠٣٦٦–٢٣٦٧؛ I تصریف ≡ ٢؛
٢٠–٣٥ظ

٣٥و دد = ٢–١٠
٢٧و دكاّنل ≡ ١٤صفة]

‖ ه – [. . أخرى. نسخة ١٠وفي ‖ د ویعجن» «وینخل ٨ویعُجن] ‖ ز «لذع» ٣أنواع] ‖ د ناڢع» «وهو ٢نافع]
«الدواء» ١٨العقاقير] ‖ ددتز «أربعة» دل، «ثلث» ١٦ثلٰثة] ‖ ز «والسنبل» هنديّ] ١٥وسنبل ‖ د – ١٥یؤخذ]

دل. منڢعته» «مجرب + ٢٠نافع] ‖ ز مثقال» إلى درهم «إلى + مثقال] ١٩نصف ‖ تز

دل). =) پ «صندل» ١١صندلاً]
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العود جوارشن 4.30صفة

أوقـیّة. واحد كلّ من وصندل: وبسـباسة ‖ ك ممسَّ وسكّ ملقوط وقرنفل بوا وجوز طیبٍ عودُ پ١٠٥ویؤخذ

الرغوة؞ منزوع بعسل ویعُجن وینُخل یدُقّ

لك دبید 4.31صفة

دراهم. سـتةّ لّك: ٥پ١٠٥ظیؤخذ

درهمان. واحد كلّ من وسلیخة: وأسارون وسنبل وزعفران فوُّة
درهم؞ واحد كلّ من إذخر: وفقاّح وقسط ومرّ دارصینيّ

⟨ — — ⟩

فردوس العوديّ» «جوارشن ≠ ٢١–٢٥؛
٢٠و تذكرةو المعدة» ڢـي الرطب الورم من الناڢع العود «جوارش ≡ ١صفة]

.٢٩٤٧٩–٦٤٨٠

‖ ت ك» المسَّّ «والسّك ك] ٢ممسَّ ‖ ت الطیب» «والفرنڢل ملقوط] ٢وقرنفل ‖ ت الطیب» «العود طیبٍ] ٢عودُ
ت. الله» شاء ان درهام اربعة منه «ویوخذ + ٣الرغوة]

پ. «فوه» ٦فوُّة] ‖ پ «مسك» ك] ٢ممسَّ
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لك دبید صفة
عمران بن إسحق نسخة على 4.32

یتُخوّف ما ولكلّ الطحال ووجع الباردة والمعدة الكبد سدد یفُتحّ بمثله: المعالجون یعُالج لم دبید وهو
رأیتُ وما فحمّدته، مرارًا جرّبتُه وقد — غلیظ فضل ولكلّ اسِفيةّ الشرَّ والرياح الاستسقاء حدوث

نجحًا؞ منه أسرع دواءً ٥

مثاقيل. عشرة وزن عیدانه: من المنقىّ ّ اللكَّ من یؤخذ
إذخر وفقاّح وزعفران ودارصینيّ وأسارون سلیخة وقشر وعودُه بلسان وحبّ هنديّ حلو وقسط

مثاقيل. سـتةّ واحد كلّ من مدحرج: وزراوند ومصطكى صینيّ وراوند
روميّ وأفسـنتين كرمانيّ وكموّن وقرنفل وجعدة كرفس وبزر وأنيسون رازيانج وبزر وجنطیانا أحمر ومرّ

مثقالان. واحد كلّ من وكبابة: وقاقلّة بوا وجوز غافت وحشيش ١٠

إناء. في ويرُفع الرغوة، منزوع بعسل وتعُجن وتنُخل الأدویة تدُقّ
الأصول. بمطبوخ أو البقول بماء مثقال، إلى درهم من منه: الشربة

الله؞ شاء إن نافع،

زاد ≡ ٢٤٣٦٦–٣٠|٢–٣؛ I تصریف ≡ ٤–١٩؛
١٠٤و دج = ٦–١٧

٣٥ظ دد = ١
١٧–٢٧ظ

٢٧و دكاّنل ≡ ١صفة]
.٢٤٤٥٩–٣٤٦٠ فردوس الأصفر» لكاّ «دبید ⥅ ١١٦٣–١٠؛ هارونـيـّة ≡ ١٠٤٢٤–٤٤٢٥؛

«على ت، عمران» بن إسحق كتاب «من عمران] . . ٢على. ‖ دد «اللك» دلجت، «لكاّ» [ ١لك ‖ دلدزه «ذبید» ١دبید]
المتعالجون» «یتعالج المعالجون] ٣یعُالج ‖ دزلد «ذبید» ٣دبید] ‖ ز صحیح» مجرّب بخطّه، كتبه في عمران بن إسحق وصفه ما

والمزاج» [«الباردة ا جدًّ المزاج الباردة «الكبد الباردة] . . . ٣الكبد ‖ تز لتفتیح» ٣یفُتحّ] ‖ زدج المتعالجون» «یعُالج ددلت،

«الشراسـیف» اسِفيةّ] ٤الشرَّ ‖ ت «معه» دز، «منه» + ٣یتُخوّف] ‖ تز الباردة» والمعدة الكبد في والأورام والصلابة ز]
یؤخذ» «أخلاطه ٦یؤخذ] ‖ ه منه» أفضل أر فلم مرارًا جرّبته وقد الحكم بن مسـیح «قال نجحًا] . . . ٤-٥وقد ‖ ز – ت،

«وقسط هنديّ] حلو ٧وقسط ‖ ت «دراهم» ٦مثاقيل] ‖ ز – مثاقيل] . . . ٦وزن ‖ ه وقشره» «عیدانه ٦عیدانه] ‖ د
وزراوند «مدحرج ه، وطویل» «مدحرج ت، «طویل» ٨مدحرج] ‖ تز هنديّ» وسنبل حلو «وقسط ه، هنديّ»

«انا ١١إناء] ‖ ه «مطبوخ» الرغوة] ١١منزوع ‖ ه – ٩وأنيسون] ‖ زك) («سـتةّ» ز «ثمانیة» ٨سـتةّ] ‖ دز طویل»

١٢مثقال] ‖ دج «درهمين» ١٢درهم] ‖ ت – ز، الداخل» أملس «إناء دل، خنتم» «إناء دده، حنتم» «إناء دج، جنتم»
د. «بـإذن» شاء] ١٣إن ‖ تز «بمیاه» ١٢بماء] ‖ ده «مثقالين»

پ. «السرٝاسٝفيه» اسِفيةّ] ٤الشرَّ
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محكم ورد دبید 4.33صفة

الصفراء أنواع ومن والمعدة الكبد وجع من نافع
الهضم وسوء والحمیات

عجیب وهو

أبیض وطباشير ودارصینيّ الإذخر وفقاّح حلو وقسط سلیخة وقشر وأسارون وزعفران هنديّ ٥سنبل

جزو. واحد كلّ من ومصطكى:
أحمر. ورد ورق من الأدویة وزنِ ومثل

الرغوة. منزوع بعسل ویعُجن وینُخل الجمیع یدُقّ
مثقال. إلى درهم من منه: الشربة

جزو. واحد كلّ من وأفسـنتين: وراوند وقاقلّة وقرنفل بلسان عود فيه يزُاد — أخرى نسخة ١٠وفي

الرفيع بالجلاّب ویعجنه جزو. واحد كلّ من طبرزد: وسكّر أصفر صندلاً فيه يزید مَن الأطبّاء ومن
فيكون — الهضم وسوء والحمیات والحدّة الحرّ لأصحاب التفاّحين ماء من أو الرمّانين ماء من ويسُقى

فحمّدتهُ؞ جرّبتُه وقد نافعًا

الصندلین معجون 4.34صفة

أوقـیّة. نصف واحد كلّ من وسعد: وورد وأصفر أحمر ١٥صندل

دراهم. ثلٰثة واحد كلّ من ومصطكى: سنبل
أوقـیّة. ربع ‖ واحد كلّ من رجلة: وبزر حمُّاض پ١٠٦وبزر

درهم. زراوند:
بعسل. یعُجن

الله؞ شاء إن ٢٠نافع،

.4.28 ⬆ ≡ ١صفة]

پ. «صندل» ١١صندلاً]
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البزور معجون صفة 4.35

الباردة المعدة یدفئ وهو
الجوف من یاح الر وینقّي

وفلفل وعاقرقرحا وقرفة وزنجبیل ونانخاة وأنيسون شبثّ وبزر بسـتانيّ كرفس وبزر عریض رازيانج بزر
أوقـیّة. واحد كلّ من وكراويا: وكموّن وشونيز ٥

دافئاً. الرغوة منزوع عسل أمثاله بثلاث الجمیع ویعُجن وینُخل، حدةٍ على واحد كلّ یدُقّ
مجرّب؞ نافعٌ فهو

الحدید خبث معجون صفة 4.36

دراهم. خمسة واحد كلّ من وأملج: وبلیلج أسود هلیلج یؤخذ
درهمان. واحد كلّ من وكندر: ونانخاة وفلفل وزنجبیل وُسعْد وإذخر طیب سنبل ١٠

درهمًا. عشر خمسة أسـبوعاً: خمرٍ خلّ في منقوع الحدید خبث
أملج. فيه طُبخ قد بعسل الجمیع یعُجن

الله؞ شاء إن نافع، فإنهّ

.٢٤٤٥–٧ منصوريّ المعجون» الخبث «دواء ≡ ٨صفة] ‖ ١٤–١٨
٤٣و دكاّند ≡ ١صفة]

«خمسة ٩خمسة] ‖ د «ويرڢع» مجرّب؞] . . . ٧فهو ‖ د «دڢـي» [ ٦دافئاً ‖ د «ونانخة» ٤ونانخاة] ‖ د بزر» «یوخذ ٤بزر]
١١في ‖ م درهمًا» عشر «خمسة ١٠درهمان] ‖ م «ونانخواه» ١٠ونانخاة] ‖ م «سنبل» طیب] ١٠سنبل ‖ م عشر»
‖ م الأملج» «ماء ١٢أملج] ‖ م ذلك» «كلّ ١٢الجمیع] ‖ م ذلك» بعد «والمغليّ + [ ١١أسـبوعاً ‖ م «بالخلّ» خمرٍ] خلّ

م. – الله] . . . ١٣فإنهّ

پ. «اسـبوع» [ ١١أسـبوعاً ‖ پ «یدفے» ٢یدفئ]
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فصل

الأشربة 5في

والربوبات

الفاكهة شراب 5.1صفة

السمّاق من شيءٌ فيها وینُقع وُجد) (إن وحصرم ورمّان وكمثرّى الأُترجّ وحمّاض وتفاّح سفرجل ٥یؤخذ

ولیلتين. یومين أو ولیلًة یومًا وغبيراء اسٓ وحبّ ونبق وزعرور
إلیه. الحاجة عند ويسُـتعمل ویصُفىّ قوامٌ، له یصير حتىّ لیّنة بنار ویطُبخ عنها، الماء ویصُفىّ یعُصر ثمّ

الله؞ بـإذن المعدة، ویقُوّي للطعام، المحرورين ويشُهّـي المرّيّ، والإسهال الصفراء المرّة پ١٠٦ظینفع

النعناع شراب 5.2صفة

وزنين. قشرهما: مع المدقوقين والحامض الحلو الرمّانين عصارة من ١٠یؤخذ

أخذتَ ما وزنِ نصفُ واحد كلّ من سكرّ: أو الرغوة منزوع نحلٍ وعسل الرطب النعنع عصارة ومن
الرمّانين. ماء من

معتدل. قوامٌ له ویصير الثُّلثُْ منه یبقى حتىّ الجمیع یطُبخ
الشعير. بماء أو بارد بماء ملعقة ذلك من ويسُقى

الله؞ شاء إن البطن، ویعقل شدیدة، حرقة فيها وتحُسّ العثیانُ فيها التيّ المعدة ١٥وینفع

أقراباذينس النعنع» «ربّ ≈ ٤–١٠؛
٨٨و دج = ١٢–١٧

٩ظ دد = ٤–٨
٩ر دكاّنل ≡ ٩صفة] ‖ ١٨–٢٢

٩ظ دكاّنل ≡ ٤صفة]
.١١١٨٣–١٧

١٥المعدة ‖ دل شاء» «ان ٨بـإذن] ‖ دل «الطعام» ٨للطعام] ‖ دل المعدة» «لفي الصفراء] ٨المرّة ‖ دل «ناڢع» ٨ینفع]
التي «العیان دلد، دد]» [«خرفة» حرفة ڢيها ويحسّ دد] [«العشـیان» العثیان ڢيها یعرض التي المعدة «من حرقة] . . .

دج. خرفة» ويحبس المعدة ڢـي تكون
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الفاكهة شراب
لجالینوس 5.3

درهمًا. عشرين واحد كلّ من والسفرجل: القدر المتوسّط الحلو الرمّان من یؤخذ
عددًا. مائة واحد كلّ من والعناّب: الكمثرّاء ومن

مثقالاً. سـتوّن السمّاق: ومن ٥

مثقال. مائتا الغضّ: الاسٓ حبّ ومن
جيدًّا طبخًا واطبخْه الماء، من قسطًا عشرون ذلك على ویصُبّ برامٍ، قِدْر في ويجُعل الجمیع يرُضّ

حسـناً.
بنار تحته وأوقدْ ذلك مع ـرْه وصَيِّ عسل أرطال ثلٰثة وخُذ النار. على وضَعْهُ الصفو، وخُذ الثفل، واعصر

الخاثر. العسل قوام في یصير حتىّ لیّنة ١٠

وارفعْه. وصَفِّه
بارد. ‖ بماء ملعقةً منه واسْقِ پ١٠٧و

المعدة؞ في تكون التيّ والحرقة البطن واسـتطلاق والبلغم والقيء المعدة ضعف من ینفع

I تصریف لجالینوس» الفاكهة «ربّ ≡ ٨–١٥؛
١٠ظ دد = ١١–١٨

٩ظ دكاّنل لجالینوس» الڢاكهة «ربّ ≡ ١شراب]
.٥٦٣٦٧–١٢٣٦٨ SecMont ψΓ «rob de fructibus» ⥱ ٣٢٥٤٠–٤٥٤١؛

‖ دلت عددًا» «عشرون دد، درهما» «عشرون درهمًا] ٣عشرين ‖ ψΓت الحامض» الرمان «ماء الحلو] ٣الرمّان
«وفد» ٩وأوقدْ] ‖ ت الماء» ذلك فى «واجعله ذلك] مع ـرْه ٩وصَيِّ ‖ ψΓت – الصفو] ٩وخُذ ‖ ت «مائة» ٦مائتا]

.ψΓت – ١٣والبلغم] ‖ دد «منافعه» ١٣ینفع] ‖ دل «بمنزلة» قوام] ١٠في ‖ ت – لیّنة] ٩-١٠بنار ‖ د
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سكّري سكنجبین شراب 5.4صفة

والصفراویةّ الدمویةّ ة الحاد والحمیات ة الحار الأبدان ینفع
السبب ة الحار والطحال الكبد وعلل

السدد ویفتّح

بعد درهمًا، عشرين واحد كلّ من الهندباء: أصل ولحاء الكرفس أصل ولحاء الرازيانج أصل لحاء ٥یؤخذ

ترابه. من یغُسل أن
دراهم. عشرة واحد كلّ من العریض: ⟨ال⟩رازيانج وبزر أحمر ورد ورق
دراهم. خمسة واحد كلّ من كرفس: وبزر الإذخر وفقاّح هنديّ سنبل

تعتدل حتىّ مفترٍّ صافٍ ماء أرطال بارٔبعة ممزوجٍ ثقيفٍ خمرٍ خلّ أرطال سـتةّ في فيُنقع ذلك يجُمع
ذلك ويرُوّق ویصُفىّ یمُرس ثمّ النصف، على یصير حتىّ لیّنة بنار یطُبخ ثمّ یومين. فيه ویترُك ١٠حموضتُه،

ولیلًة. یومًا الصفو
الأشربة. قوامُ له یصير حتىّ لیّنة بنار ویطُبخ سليمانيّ، أو طبرزد سكّر مثلُه علیه ویلُقى النار إلى یعُاد ثمّ

یبرد. حتىّ ویترُك رغوته وتنزُع
ماء. أواق بارٔبعة أوقـیّة منه: الشربة

زعفران. درهم نصف بوزن صبغتَه لونه، تحسين أردتَ ١٥فإن

المشويّ القرع ماء أو المعصور البطّیخ ماء أمرنا الّذي الماء مكان فاجعلْ تبریده، في الزيادة أردتَ وإن
كافور. درهم بوزن ویفُتق تقدّم، ما حسب | على ویطُبخ الرمّانين، ماء پ١٠٧ظأو

سقمونیا؞ فيه زِدْتَ مسهلاً، أردتهَ وإن

.١٢٤٨٥–١٨ فردوس ≈ ١٣٤٤٣–١٤٤٤٤؛ زاد ≡ ١صفة]

+ ١٣رغوته] ‖ ز «منقوعاً» + ١٠یومين] ‖ ز وتعتدل» «یعذب ٩تعتدل] ‖ ز «معين» [ ٩مفترٍّ ‖ ز «الحارّة» ة] ٢الحاد
«الرمّان ١٧الرمّانين] ‖ ز الخلّ» به یمُزج «أن + ١٦أمرنا] ‖ ز النيم» في «وجُعل + یبرد] ١٣حتىّ ‖ ز فالأوّل» «الأوّل

یبرد، أن وأراد طبخه تمّ فإذا — مسهلاً السكنجبين هذا یصُيرّ أن مُریدٌ أراد «وإن سقمونیا] . . . ١٨وإن ‖ ز الحامض»
یغلى النار على وهو الشراب في یلُقى ثمّ خفيفة، خرقة في ویصُيرّ فيسُحق مثقالين، إلى درهمين من السقمونیا من فلیاخٔذ

ز. «[...] مسهلاً فيكون —

‖ پ «تحسن» ١٥تحسين] ‖ پ «وىصفا» ١٠ویصُفىّ] ‖ پ «صافي» ٩صافٍ] ‖ پ «والحمايات» ٢والحمیات]
پ. «مسهل» ١٨مسهلاً] ‖ پ «اراده» ١٨أردتهَ]



Nat V Pharmacopoeia 707

شراب صفة 5.5

الحدید خبث من متّخذ

وبزر وكراويا كرمانيّ وكموّن الجزر وبزر سذاب وبزر وأَبهْلَ وأنيسون رازيانج وبزر كرفس بزر یؤخذ
أربعة واحد كلّ من ولبُان: ومصطكى بصل وبزر أسود وأنجدان خشخاش وبزر الكـرّاث وبزر اللِّفت

مثاقيل. ٥

وقاقلّة وهال وفرنجمشك الملك كلیل وإ الطیب وسنبل وكزبرة فارسيّ †وسُعْد سلیخة وعیدانُ قُسْط
وشـیطرج وفودنج أبیض وبهمن أحمر وبـَهْمَن الأنجرة وبزر الرطبة وبزر وقرفة وأشـنة †وسودا جُنْدُم وجوز

مثقال. واحد كلّ من النوى: منزوع وبلیلج وأملج وأصفر أسود وهلیلج هنديّ
مثقال. مائة الحدید: خبث ومن

ویصُفىّ. النار عن وینزُل الربعُ یبقى حتىّ نبيذ رطلاً عشر بخمسة الأدویة هذه تطُبخ ١٠

أواق. ثلاثة یوم كلَّ منه ويشرُب
الشهوة؞ وقلّة الاسـتمراء وسوء والبواسير المعدة استرخاء من مجرّب نافع فإنهّ

أقراباذينس المطبوخ» الحدید «خبث ≡ ١٠–١٩؛
١٨و دكاّند د الحدید» بخبث معمول «شراب ≡ ١صفة]

جالینوس). →) ١٦٣٣١–٣٣٣٣ هارونـيـّة الحدید» «إطریفل ≈ ١٧١٤٧–١٠١٤٨؛

وبزر الجزر «وبزر د، الكراث» الجرجير وبزر الجزر «وبزر الكـرّاث] . . . الجزر ٣-٤وبزر ‖ ق «ورشاد» + ٣وأَبهْلَ]
٦وعیدانُ ‖ د الفسط» «ومن ٦قُسْط] ‖ ق الكرّاث» وبزر السلجم وبزر وكرويا كرمانيّ وكموّن الشبثّ وبزر الجرجير
«وسعتر» ق، ونبطيّ» فارسيّ «وسعتر د، الڢارسي» «والصعتر فارسيّ] ٦وسُعْد ‖ ق وسلیخة» بلسان «وعیدان سلیخة]
وأبیض» أحمر «وتودرج ٧وفودنج] ‖ د «وسوْدا» ٧وسودا] ‖ د «شـندم» ٧جُنْدُم] ‖ د «وامحشمك» ٦وفرنجمشك] ‖ ه

ق وأصفر» وكابليّ هنديّ أسود «وهلیلج د، اصڢر» وهلیلج اسود واهلیلج كابلي «واهلیلج وأصفر] أسود ٨وهلیلج ‖ ق

أو بشراب فتطبخ الأدویة هذه «تجمع نبيذ] . . . ١٠تطُبخ ‖ ق النوى» منزوع أملج وشير «وبلیلج النوى] . . . ٨وأملج ‖

«المقعدة» والبواسير] ١٢المعدة ‖ د «غایة» الشهوة] . . . ١٢نافع ‖ ق رطلاً» عشر خمسة وعسل زبيب بنبيذ أو بجمهوريّ

ق. «الهضم» ١٢الاسـتمراء] ‖ ق

پ. «رطل» ١٠رطلاً] ‖ پ «وسوْدا» ٧وسودا]
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لجالینوس الـتوث رب 5.6صفة

جزو. العسل: ومن أجزاء. ⟨خمسة⟩ التوث: عصارة من یؤخذ
مثقال واحد كلّ من رطل ‖ لكلّ ⟨والمرّ⟩ الزعفران من فيه أُلقي الانعقاد، قارب إذا حتىّ، الجمیع پ١٠٨وویطُبخ

جالینوس؞ رأي على التوث ربّ في الصناعات أفضلُ وهي — ويسُـتعمل ويرُفع، وینزُل ونصف.

الحصرم شراب 5.7صفة ٥

برُد، فإذا یبرد. تضعه ثمّ النصف، على یصير حتىّ تحته فتوقد شئتَ ما الحامض العنب عصير من تاخٔذ
النار على أعِدْه ثمّ رطلاً. الرغوة المنزوع العسل ومن أرطال، خمسة منه خُذْ ثمّ ثانیةً. صَفهِّ ثمّ اغْلِه،

ارفعْه. ثمّ یومًا، أربعين الشمس في زجاج إناء في وضَعْه الرقيق، العسل بمنزلة یصير حتىّ
بارد؞ بماء ملعقة منه: الشربة

وصفته: عسل، بغير اخٓر ضربٌ فيه ١٠ويسُـتعمل

الساذج من الحصرم 5.8شراب

ویطُبخ النار على يحُمل ثمّ جدیدة. قِدْرٍ في ویلُقى الحلاوة، ویقُارب یتناهى أن قبل الحصرم ماء من یؤخذ
ويسُـتعمل. ويرُفع الخمس، یبقى حتىّ

حموضته من ترُید ما قدَْرِ على كذلك به فعلتَ عسلیًّا، أردته وإن بالسكرّ؛ عقدته ، سكرّياًّ أردتهَ فإن
١٥وحلاوته.

الصفراء؞ المرّة من يكون الّذي والعطش البطن واسـتطلاق الحادّة الحمّى ⟨من⟩ ینفع وهو

جالینوس →) ١٨٣٠٥–٢٣٠٧ هارونـيـّة ≡ ٤٥٤١–٦؛ I تصریف ≡ ٣–١٠؛
٩٢و دج = ١٠–١٣

١٥ظ دكاّند ≡ ١صفة]
Ἥρας ὁ ≳) ١٣٩١٢–١٧ XII Γ «τὸ διὰ μόρων» → ٨٤٨٢ ١؛ فردوس ديامرون» – التوت «ربّ ≈ هتدج)؛
حشائش ⥅ ١٣–١٩؛

٩٠و دكاّنج ≡ ١–٥
١٤ظ دكاّند ≡ ٥صفة] ‖ (٣٩٢٩–١٤ ،٧٩١٢–١٠٩١٤ :Καππάδοξ

≡ ٤؛
١٩–٩٠ظ

٩٠و دج = ٥–١٠
١٤ظ دكاّند ≡ ١١شراب] ‖ (١٧٢٠–٢١ III Δ «ὀμφακόμελι» ≡) ٤–٦

١١٢ظ
.١٠١٨١–١٦ أقراباذينس الساذج» الحصرم «ربّ ≈ ٢٣٥٣٧–٢٦؛ I تصریف الحصرم» «ربّ

٤وهي ‖ ت ويرفع» «ویبرد ويرُفع] ٤وینزُل ‖ Γ «καὶ σμύρνης» ،Σ ٣والمرّ] ‖ ه «الانقطاع» ٣الانعقاد] ‖ د ٢خمسة]
دج، «ضعه» یبرد] ٦تضعه ‖ دج «الصناعات» في] ٤الصناعات ‖ ١٣٩١٢ XII Γ «ἐμοὶ δὲ ἀρέσκει» جالینوس] . . .

‖ ت قلنا» كما «مقصرة + ١٢جدیدة] ‖ د – ١٠وصفته] ‖ دد «منه» ١٠فيه] ‖ دج – الشمس] ٨في ‖ دد «صڢه»
د. ≡ ١٦⟨من⟩] ‖ دج «ینفع» دد، «مناڢه» ینفع] ١٦وهو ‖ د ترید» ما فدر «على + ١٤بالسكرّ]

پ. «ىتىاهي» ١٢یتناهى] ‖ پ ىبرد» «یصعه یبرد] ٦تضعه
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التین رب صفة 5.9

قِدْرٍ في ویلُقى فيشُّق وس، والسُّ العفن من والبعید وأحلاه وأغلظهِ وأنضجهِ التين أبیض من یؤخذ
یصُفىّ ثمّ | يتهرّأ، حتىّ ویطُبخ صافياً، عذبًا ماءً أرطال خمسة رطل كلّ على ویلُقى بالماء. ة مقصرَّ جدیدة پ١٠٨ظ

حتىّ الأشربة طَبْخ حسب على الماء ذلك على یطُبخ ثمّ الأوّل. التين نصف الماء ذلك على ⟨ویلُقى⟩
ويرُفع. ویصُفىّ الفساد، من علیه ویؤمن الأشربة، قوام في یصير ٥

في ويزید والمثانة، والكلى الرئة علل من وینفع باعتدال، ویلُينّ الطبیعة، ر تعذُّ عند یوم كلّ منه یؤخذ
الله؞ شاء إن البول، ویدُرّ والجماع، الإنعاظ

الخشخاش شراب صفة 5.10

درهمًا. ثلاثين الأبیض: الخشخاش زریعة تاخٔذ
درهمًا. عشرين النُّعْمان): شقائق بزر (وهو الأسود ومن ١٠

دراهم. عشرة الأقماع: المنزوع الورد ومن
دراهم. ثلٰثة واحد كلّ من وقاقيا: جلنّار

مثل ینعقد حتىّ ساذج فانید رطل علیه ویطُرح یصُفىّ ثمّ النصفُ، یبقى حتىّ ماء أرطال بارٔبعة یطُبخ
زجاج. إناء في ويجُعل الجلاّب،

الصدر؞ من الموادّ ویقطع المریض، وینُوّم السهر لقطع نافع جيدّ فهو ١٥

.١٠–١٧
٨٨و دج = ١٧–٢٣

٩ظ دد = ٩–١٤
٩و دكاّنل ≡ ٨صفة] ‖ ١٥–٢٢

١٦ظ دكاّند ≡ ١صفة]

٦الطبیعة] ‖ د «معه» ٥علیه] ‖ د ٤⟨ویلُقى⟩] ‖ د «صاڢـي» [ ٣صافياً ‖ د «منه» + ٣رطل] ‖ د «اطیب» ٢أبیض]
الخشخاش «بزر ١٠الأسود] ‖ د زریعة» «من ٩زریعة] ‖ د الطبیعة» جڢوڢ من مناڢعه ثلث الى رطل ربع من «منه

مناڢعه» «رڢيع ١٥نافع] ‖ د «ڢإنه» ١٥فهو] ‖ دل «ظرڢ» ١٤إناء] ‖ دج الاسود» الخشخاش «زریعة دل، الاسود»

د. «یفطع» ١٥لقطع] ‖ د

پ. «والكلا» ٦والكلى]



710 Syrups and robs

الساذج السفرجل رب 5.11صفة

والحرارة والقيء البطن استطلاق من النافع
ثمّ الربع. منه یبقى حتىّ لیّنة بنار ویطُبخ ویعُصر. ویدُقّ جوفهُ وینُقىّ ویقُشرّ عذب مُزّ سفرجل یؤخذ
ویصُفىّ الربع، منه یبقى حتىّ ویطُبخ القدر إلى ويرُدّ أیضًا. ویصُفىّ يسكن، حتىّ ویترُك ویصُفىّ يحُرّك

٥يسُـتعمل؞

الساذج الرمان رب 5.12صفة

ة الحاد ‖ والحمایات الشدید والعطش والتلهب الغم من پ١٠٩والنافع

ويسُـتعمل؞ الربع، منه یبقى حتىّ ویطُبخ ویصُفىّ، ویعُصر حبهّ ینُثر مُزّ، رمّان یؤخذ

الآس رب 5.13صفة

المعدة وضعف والاستطلاق القيء من ١٠النافع

منه یبقى حتىّ نظیفة قِدْرٍ في ویطُبخ ویصُفىّ ماؤه. ویعُصر فيُدقّ ، طرياًّ نضیجًا الاسٓ حبّ یؤخذ
ويسُـتعمل؞ ویصُفىّ النار عن ینزُل ثمّ الربع.

≡) ١
٢٣–١١٢ظ

١١٢و حشائش ميلومالي» له یقُال الّذي الشراب «صنعة ⥅ ٧١٨٠–١٥؛ أقراباذينس ≡ ١صفة]
٢٧–٣٢

١١ظ دكاّنل ≅ ٢٢١٨٠–٢١٨١؛ أقراباذينس ≡ ٦صفة] ‖ (٨٢٠–١٠ III Δ «μηλόμελι = κυδωνόμελι»
Δ «ῥοίτης οἶνος» ≡) ١٣–١٤

١١٢ظ حشائش الرمّان» «شراب ⥲ ١٠–١٦؛
٨٩ظ دج = ٤

٢٣–١٤و
١٣ظ دد =

حشائش الاسٓ» حبّ «شراب ⥱ ٢٠٥٣٩–٢٤؛ I تصریف ≈ ٥١٨١–٨؛ أقراباذينس ≡ ٩صفة] ‖ (١٣٢١–١٥ III
.(٩٢٢–١٧ III Δ «μυρτίτης» ≡) ٣

٢١–١١٣و
١١٢ظ

ἐξαιρεθέντων τὰ» ≡) Δ جوفه» «فيُنقّى جوفهُ] ٣وینُقىّ ‖ Δ – ق، عذب] ٣مُزّ ‖ ق – والحرارة] ٢والقيء
ددج، «مناڢعه» ٧النافع] ‖ ق يسكن» حتىّ ویترك ویصفىّ النار عن «وینزل ویصُفىّ] . . . ٣-٤ثمّ ‖ («σπέρματα

«الرمان مُزّ] ٨رمّان د الحادّة» والحمّا «والالتهاب ة] الحاد . . . ٧والتلهب ‖ د «البلغم» ق، ≡ [ ٧الغم ‖ دل «ینڢع»

‖ («ῥόας ἀπυρήνους [...] ὡρίμους» ≡) Δ نضیج» وهو عجم له ليس الّذي «الرمّان ددج؛ المر» «الرمان دل، المز»
τῶν κόκκων» ≡) Δ حبهّ» «فيُخرج دد؛ – ق، حبهّ» «ویفرك دل، حبه» وَبیين دج، حبه» «وینشر حبهّ] ٨ینُثر
μέλανα» [ طرياًّ ١١نضیجًا ‖ Δ – د؛ «[...] النار عن ینزل «ثمّ ٨ويسُـتعمل] ‖ د «ماوه» + ٨ویعُصر] ‖ («ἀπόθου
١١-١٢ویطُبخ ‖ («δι’ ὀργάνου» ≡) Δ «بلولبٍ» + ١١ویعُصر] ‖ Δ نضیجًا» أسود كان «ما : «παρακμάζοντα
οἰ δὲ καὶ ἀφέψουσιν εἰς» ≡) Δ الثلث» ویبقى الثلثان یذهب حتىّ فيطبخها العصارة یاخٔذ مَن الناس «فمن الربع] . . .

.(«τὸ τρίτον

پ. «مر» ٨مُزّ] ‖ پ «مر» ٣مُزّ]
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التفّاح رب صفة 5.14

والغم والقيء والاستطلاق الدم وغلیان الصفراء ة المر من النافع
نظیفة. قِدْرٍ في ویصُيرّ ماؤه، ویعُصر ویدُقّ جوفه، من وینُقىّ الجوهر، نقيّ مزٌّ تفّاح یؤخذ

ويسُـتعمل. ویصُفىّ النار عن †وینزُل الربع. منه یبقى حتىّ لیّنة بنار ویطُبخ
ويسُـتعمل؞ ویصُفىّ یبرد†، حتىّ ویترُك النار عن فلیُْنزل الربعُ، منه ذهب ما ومتى ٥

الأترج رب صفة 5.15

شرب إذا والعطش السموم من النافع
علیها طلي إذا والقوابي

به اكتحل إذا العین وبیاض
ویصُفىّ ویترُك الربع، منه یبقى حتىّ ویطُبخ ماؤه. ویصُفىّ ویعُصر الحامض الأُتْرُجّ حمُّاض یؤخذ ١٠

ويسُـتعمل؞

الخشخاش رب صفة 5.16

الصدر في الرأس| من والنزلات السعال من النافع پ١٠٩ظ

یومًا نقيّ عذب ماء أقساط بارٔبعة وینُقع حبهّا ويخُرج جياد، كبار سِمان بـُیَض خشخاشة مائتا تؤخذ
یمُرس ثمّ يمكن، حتىّ ویترُك النار عن وینزُل بالماء. ا نِعِمًّ ویطُبخ نظیفة قِدْرٍ في یصُيرّ ذلك وبعد ولیلة. ١٥

یصير حتىّ لیّنة بنار ویطُبخ قسط، العسل ومن قسطين، الصافي العذب الماء من علیه ویلُقى ویصُفىّ.
غُضار؞ أو زجاج إناء في ويرُفع النار عن وینزُل كاللعوق،

≡ ١٥٣٩–٤؛ I تصریف ≡ ٦صفة] ‖ ٦١٥٣–١٠ هارونـيـّة التفّاح» «شراب ≈ ١٨١٨١–٢٣؛ أقراباذينس ≡ ١صفة]
5.19 ⬇ ١٧–٢٠

٩٠ظ دج = ١٩–٢٢
١٤ظ دكاّند المرتڢع» الأترجّ «شراب ≅ ٨٣٠٧–٩؛ هارونـيـّة ≅ ٤١٨٣–٩؛ أقراباذينس

.٤١٨٦–١١ أقراباذينس الساذج» الخشخاش «ربّ ≡ ١٢صفة] ‖

الاترج» «من الأُتْرُجّ] ١٠حمُّاض ‖ ت – ٧والعطش] ‖ ق یبرد» حتىّ ویترك النار عن «وینزل یبرد] . . . ٤-٥وینزُل
اناء فے ویصير ویصفےّ النار عن وینزل یفسد ولا یبقے ما قدر على الخمس او «الرّبع ويسُـتعمل] . . ١٠-١١الربع. ‖ ت

‖ ق «یوم» ١٤یومًا] ‖ ق ویقشرّها» حبهّا يخرج «ولا حبهّا] ١٤ويخُرج ‖ ق – سِمان] ١٤بـُیَض ‖ ت ويسـتعمل...»

ق. زجاج» «ظرف غُضار] . . . ١٧إناء ‖ ق ويمرس» مرسه يمكن «حتىّ یمُرس] ثمّ ١٥يمكن،

پ. «ىصفا» ١٦ویصُفىّ] ‖ پ «تترك» ١٥ویترُك] ‖ پ «ىوم» ١٤یومًا] ‖ پ «ماتى» ١٤مائتا]
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شاهترج شراب 5.17صفة

أوقـیّة. نصف واحد كلّ من بنفسج: ونـوّار الهنديّ والأسود الأصفر الهلیلج یؤخذ
ونصف رطل مع قِدْرٍ إلى ويرُدّ ویترُك یصُفىّ ثمّ رطل، إلى یعود حتىّ عذب ماء رطلين في جمیعًا یطُبخ

جيدّ. أملس عنب ربّ أو سكّر من ونصف ورطلٍ مصفىّ مغلى شاهترج عصارة من
ويرُفع. یصُفىّ ثمّ الأشربة، قوام في یصير حتىّ جمیعه یطُبخ ٥ثمّ

أفضل. كان ومخیطا، عُناّب فيه طُبخ قد الماء كان وإن — فاتر ماء من بمثله ونصف أوقـیّة منه: الشربة
والحكةّ؞ للجرب نافع وهو

ریحان شراب 5.18صفة

الربع. منه یبقى حتىّ وتطبخه ‖ نظیفة، قِدْرٍ في وتصُفيّه فتدقهّ ريحان من پ١١٠وتاخٔذ

ا. جدًّ بالصدر یضرُّ أنهّ إلاّ ويسُـتعمل، ١٠ویصُفىّ

المعدة؞ وضعْف البطن اسـتطلاق من نافع وهو

المرتفع الأترج شراب 5.19صفة

ويسُـتعمل. ویصُفىّ الربع، منه یبقى حتىّ وتطبخه وتصُفيّه، فتعصره الأترجّ حمّاض من تاخٔذ⟩ ⟩
به؞ كتُحل ا إذا العين وبیاض عليها، طُلي إذا والقوابيّ السموم من نافع

١٢صفة] ‖ ٣–٥
١٥ظ دكاّند ثاني» ريحان «شراب ≡ ٨صفة] ‖ ٥

٢٠–٩٤و
٩٣ظ دج = ٥–١٠

١٨ظ دكاّند ≡ ١صفة]
.5.15 ⬆ ≡ ١٧–٢٠؛

٩٠ظ دج = ١٩–٢٢
١٤ظ دكاّند ≡

ريحان] ٩من ‖ دد «مناڢعه» نافع] ٧وهو ‖ د ویصڢـى» «یترك ویترُك] ٣یصُفىّ ‖ دج «رطل» دد، «رطلين» ٣رطلين]
دج. «ینڢع» دد، «مناڢعه» ١٤نافع] ‖ د ≡ [⟨ تاخٔذ ⟩١٣ ‖ د «مناڢعه» نافع] ١١وهو ‖ د «الريحان»

پ. مثله» «من په، ٦بمثله] ‖ پ «رطل» ٣رطلين]
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یحان الر شراب صفة
دیسقوریدس مذهب على 5.20

غیره من أقوى
بالصدر یضر أنهّ إلا

مثلُه علیه ویلُقى عصيرُه ویصُفّى وتعُصر. وتدُرّس وحبهّ، ورقه مع الغضّة الأسود الريحان أطراف تؤخذ ٥

وعلى الشراب قوّة من ترُید ما قدَْرِ على وأقلّ كثر أ یلُقى وقد — الحلاوة الشدید العنب عصير من
ويسُـتعمل. ويرُفع الأشربة، قوام له یصير حتىّ تطبخه ثمّ والسعال. الصدر نفع من ترُید ما قدر

بدَُّ ولا — ا جدًّ بالصدر یضرُّ أنهّ إلاّ البطن؛ حبس على أقوى وحده، الغضّ الورق من یعُمل والّذي
السكرّ؞ أو العنب ربّ من

الرمانین شراب صفة 5.21١٠

ويرُوّح النارُ. تاخٔذه لئلاّ ولطافةٍ برفقٍ لیّنة | بنار تطبخه ثمّ ماءه، وتخُرج فتعصره والمزّ الحلو الرمّان تاخٔذ پ١١٠ظ

العسل. قوام في یصير حتىّ الريحان شراب في یفُعل كما
من شيئاً فيه طرح طویلًة، مدّةً اذّخاره أراد ومن ⟨ساذجًا⟩؛ فلیْجعله سریعًا، وشرْبه اسـتعماله أراد فمن

إلیه†؞ الحاجة †عند ويسُـتعمل الأشربة، قوام في یصير حتىّ بالنار ویطُالبه سكرّ

دياسفوریدس» مذهب على ريحان «شراب = ١٣–١٩
١٥ظ دكاّند دياسفوریدوس» مذهب على الريحان «رب ≡ ١صفة]

«μυρσινίτης» ≡) ٤–٧
١١٣و حشائش الاسٓ» «شراب ⥱ ٢٥٥٣٩–٣٠؛ I تصریف الاسٓ» «ربّ ≡ ٧–١٥؛

٩١ظ دج
هارونـيـّة ≈ ١٠؛

٢٢–٨٩ظ
٨٩و دج = ١٦–٢٣

١٣ظ دد = ٢٠–٢٧
١١ظ دكاّنل ≡ ١٠صفة] ‖ (١٨٢٢–٤٢٣ III Δ

.١٧١٥٣–٢١٥٥

الاذـاءٓ» بعض الصّدر «یوذى د، الإذایة» بعض الصدر «یؤذي بالصدر] ٤یضر ‖ دج «الاول» دد، «الاولى» ٣غیره]
‖ ت ارطال» عشرة منه ویوخذ «فيدقّ عصيرُه] . . . ٥وتدُرّس ‖ Δ – دج، – ٥الغضّة] ‖ Δع «الاسٓ» ٥الريحان] ‖ ت
‖ Δ – ت؛ العنب» رب یصنع «وقد دج، «یصنع» دد، «یعمل» یعُمل] ٨والّذي ‖ Δ – والسعال] . . . ٦-٧الشدید
او طبخه «عند د، السكرّ» او طبخه «عند السكرّ] ٩أو ‖ ت الناعم» «الاخضر دد، الاخضر» «الغض ٨الغضّ] ‖
«ویطالبه» ١٤ویطُالبه] ‖ دج «ساجرا» دد، «سادجا» ١٣ساذجًا] ‖ ه «الحامض» د، «والمر» ١١والمزّ] ‖ ت سكرّ»
العطش، ویفطع الحرارة، ویطڢـي الصڢرا، یذهب — مناڢعه إلیه. الحاجة «عند + إلیه] . . . ١٤عند ‖ دج «وبطالیه» دد،
وحدّته الدم ووهج الصڢراء فبل من الحمّیات من وینڢع مائه. ڢـي دج] المكبودیة» [«الافراص المكبودين أفراص ويحلّ

ه). ≅) د إلیه» الحاجة عند ويشرب بالماء يحلّ دج]، [«وحده»

پ. «وىطالبه» ١٤ویطُالبه] ‖ پ «شى» [ ١٣شيئاً ‖ دج) =) پ «ماوه» ١١ماءه] ‖ پ «يسـتعمل» ٨یعُمل]
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الیابس الورد من ورد شراب 5.22صفة

أرطال. عشرة العذب: الماء علیه فيُلقى رطل، يابس: ورد یؤخذ
سكرًّا مثلُه الماء على ویلُقى ويرُوّق، ینزُل ثمّ الأشربة†، قوام في یعود †حتىّ ویغُلى النار على يجُعل ثمّ

الأشربة؞ قوام في یعود حتىّ ویطُبخ وعسلاً،

الحامض التفّاح رب 5.23٥صفة

أو الخمس یبقى حتىّ برفقٍ یطُبخ ثمّ حبهّ. ونزع تقشيره بعد شئتَ ما الحامض التفّاح مائیّة من یؤخذ
ويرُفع. الربع،

تقدّم؞ ما على فاصنعْه بسكرّ، أردتهَ فإن كذلك؛ الحلو وصناعة

الـتفّاح شراب 5.24صفة

جزو. النحل: عسل ومن مائه. من أجزاء خمسة تاخٔذ عمله: في السفرجل كشراب ١٠هو

وترفعه؞ یومًا، أربعين الشمس في وتضعه ینعقد، حتىّ فتطبخه

‖ ١٥٣٨–٤ I تصریف ≡ ١٨–٢٠؛
١١ظ دكاّنل ≡ ٥صفة] ‖ ٢٥١١–٤ I تصریف ≡ ١٧–٢٠؛

٧١و دكاّند ≡ ١صفة]
.١٣–١٧

٨٩و دج = ٧–١٠
١٣ظ دد = ١١–١٤

١١ظ دكاّنل ≡ ٩صفة]

قوة يخرج «حتى د، الورد» فوة تخرج «حتى .الأشربة] . . ٣حتىّ ‖ ت «يحمل» ٣يجُعل] ‖ د رطلا» «رطلا ٢رطل]
٦-٧أو ‖ ت – ٦الحامض] ‖ د «تاخٔذ» ٦یؤخذ] ‖ ت عسل» او «سكرّ وعسلاً] سكرًّا ٣-٤مثلُه ت الماء» فى الورد
«بعسل ٨بسكرّ] ‖ د صنعته» السكرّ، ڢيه اسـتعمل «ڢإن فاصنعْه] . . . ٨أردتهَ ‖ د «سواء» + ٨كذلك] ‖ ت – الربع]

من دلج] [«ینڢع» «مناڢعه + ١١وترفعه] ‖ د «جزآ» ١٠جزو] ‖ د بحرڢ» «حرڢًا + عمله] ١٠في ‖ ت سكّر» او

.(5.14 ⬆ ≡) د البطن» واسـتطلاڧ الدم وغلیان الصڢراء

په. ٣الأشربة]
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نافع شراب صفة 5.25

الخفقان من وینفع ي المر القيء ویقطع العطش ویسكّن الصفراء ‖ ویقمع المزاج یـبرد پ١١١و

رطل. نصف الحلو: الرمّان ماء ومن رطل. الحامض: الرمّان ماء یؤخذ
رطل. هنديّ: التمر ماء ومن رطل. الحامض: الإجّاص ماء ومن

قوام. له یصير حتىّ ویطُبخ جمیعًا يخُلط ٥

الله؞ شاء إن بارد، بماء أوقـیّتين منه: الشربة

شاهترج شراب صفة 5.26

والقروح والجرب الصفراء ة المر احتراق من النافع
مختصر مسهل —وهو البدن ویصفي الیرقان وینفع الكبد من السدد ویفتح

يهُشّم أوقـیّتين. واحد كلّ من كشوث: وبزر روميّ وأفسـنتين بنفسج ونـوّار أصفر إهلیلج لحاء یؤخذ ١٠

الثلثان، یذهب حتىّ لیّنة بنار یطُبخ ثمّ ولیلًة. یومًا فيه ویترُك الحرارة، قوّيّ حارّ ماء أرطال ثمانیة في
أن بعد المعصور الرطب الشاهترج من بالسواء كیله مثل أو الماء وزن مثلُ یؤخذ ثمّ ویصُفىّ. یمُرس ثمّ
حتىّ ویطُبخ سكرّ، الجمیع أوزان مثلُ علیه ویلُقى نظیفة. قِدْرٍ في النار إلى ویعُاد معه ويخُلط یصُفىّ،

إناء. في ويرُفع یبرد حتىّ ویترُك قوامٌ، له یصير
ویؤخذ لوز، دهن وقطرات سقمونیا درهم ورُبع حارّ | ماء مثله مع رطل ثلُث الفصول: في منه الشربة ١٥پ١١١ظ

يسُهل؞ فإنهّ — السقمونیا من الحاجة وبقدر أوقـیّتين منه یؤخذ الفصول: غير وفي واحتراس. حمیة على

.٤٤٤٧–١٦ زاد ≡ ٢٢٥٥١–٣٠؛ I تصریف ≡ ٧صفة] .١٠١٩٤–١٧ معدةج ≅ ١صفة]

الغثي ويزُیل ويسُكنّه، المرّيّ القيء ویقطع والحمّى، العطش ويسُكنّ الصفراء، ویقمع المزاج، «یقُوّي الخفقان] . . . ٢یـبرد
لیّنة» بنار جمیعًا ذلك «یطُبخ ویطُبخ] . . . ٥يخُلط ‖ م التمر» ماء ومن رطل. نصف الأترجّ «حمّاض ٤التمر] م والخفقان»

قد التىّ للصفراءٓ «المسهل الصفراء] . . . ٨النافع ‖ م أوقيةّ» أو النفس ریق «على ٦بارد] ‖ م «ويرُفع» + ٥قوام] ‖ م

ثمّ «يهشّم ت، الجمیع» «يهشم ١٠يهُشّم] ‖ ت «مامون» ز، الغائلة» مامٔون «مختصر ٩مختصر] ‖ ت سودا» اسـتحالت

‖ زت الشاهترج» «ماء ١٢الشاهترج] ‖ ز «كلهّ» ١٢كیله] ‖ ت الثلث» «ویبقے + الثلثان] یذهب ١١حتىّ ‖ ز ینقع»

ز «النيم» ١٤إناء] ‖ ز الأشربة» قوام «في قوامٌ] ١٤له ‖ زت سليمانيّ» «سكّر ١٣سكرّ] ‖ ت «جدیدة» ١٣نظیفة]
«لوز ١٥لوز] ‖ ت الطّبع» قدر على السقمونیا «ومن سقمونیا] درهم ١٥ورُبع ‖ ت ارطال» «ثلاثة رطل] ١٥ثلُث ‖

١٦السقمونیا] ‖ ت الحاجة» حسب علے اسود الاصفر الهلیلج بدل جعل «وربما يسُهل] . . . ١٥-١٦ویؤخذ ‖ ت حلو»

ز. اللوز» «ودهن +

پ. «مهسم» ١٠يهُشّم]
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آخر تفّاح 5.27شراب

علیه ویلُقى ناعمًا یدُقّ أرطال. خمسة حبهّ: من منقىّ والخارج، الداخل القشر مقشورَ نقيًّا تفاّحًا تاخٔذ
جيدًّا ویـُضرب أرطال، ثمانیة صاف، ماء علیه ویلُقى ا. جدًّ يختلط حتىّ ویـُضرب خلّ، ويسيرُ عسل
إلیه؞ الحاجة عند وتسـتملعه شهر ونصف شهرًا الشمس في ویترُك رأسه ويشُدّ زجاج، إناء في ویلُقى

السفرجل شراب 5.28٥صفة

قشره تنزع ولا الداخليّ، الغلیظ قشره عنه وتنزع حبهّ وتخُرج وأرباعاً، أثلاثًا تقطعه السفرجل، تاخٔذ
كالعجين. یصير حتىّ والمرس قّ الدَّ علیه واحملْ عودٍ أو حجارةٍ مهراس في اجعلْه ثمّ الأعلى.

على يحُمل ثمّ مائيتّه. جمیع يخرج حتىّ بلطُْفٍ یعُصر ثمّ الجبن، فيه یعُصر كالّذي حلفاء مِفراز في يجُعل ثمّ
جدیدة. فـخّار قدر أو برامٍ قِدْر في ویطُبخ النار

في يزید† أن †أردته وإن زجاج؛ إناء في ويرُفع الأشربة، قوام في یصير حتىّ طبختَه ساذجًا، أردتهَ ١٠فإن

زعفران. من وشيئاً وقرنفلاً وطباشير مصطكى فيه طرحتَ للمعدة، وتقویته قبضه
ماء. من بثلٰثة ‖ أوقـیّة منه: پ١١٢والشربة

المربّا؞ السفرجل فعل وكذلك — والإسهال القيء ویقطع المعدة، لضعف ینفع

= ١٥–٢٢
١١و دكاّنل ≡ ٥صفة] ‖ ٤١٧٨–١٠ أقراباذينس ≅ ١٣١٥٣–١٦؛ هارونـيـّة ≡ ١٤١١–١٨؛ دكاّنل ≡ ١شراب]

«κυδωνίτης = μηλίτης» ≡) ١٨–٢١
١١٢و حشائش السفرجليّ» «الشراب ⥲ ٥–١٨؛

٨٨ظ دج = ٦
٢٢–١٣و

١٢ظ دد
.(٢٢١٩–٥٢٠ III Δ

‖ د – ٣ویـُضرب] ‖ ه «مطبوخ» + ٣عسل] ‖ ق – علیه] . . . ٢-٣ویلُقى ‖ د «نعما» ٢ناعمًا] ‖ د – ٢القشر]
زجاج» أو غضار «ظرف زجاج] ٤إناء ‖ ه «ویصُفىّ» د، «ویصڢيه» ٤ویلُقى] ‖ ق صافي» المطر «ماء صاف] ٣ماء
السفرجل] ٦تاخٔذ ‖ ق ویصفىّ» واحدًا «شهرًا د، ویصَڢّـى» «شهْرًا ه، یومًا» وأربعين «خمسة شهر] . . . ٤شهرًا ‖ ق
ἐξελῶν τὸ σπέρμα καὶ» ≡) الشلجم» یقُطع ما بمنزلة ویقطع حبهّ ر «فيُقوَّ ⩼ الأعلى] . . . ٦-٧تقطعه ‖ د «تاخٔذه»

‖ ٣٠١٣٥ I Collect «περιαιρεθέντα χρὴ τοῦ τε φλοιοῦ καὶ τῆς ἐντεριώνης» ،(Δ «τεμὼν ὡς γογγυλίδα
وهو وبقَ الشَّ أعني بالمرقاق ویبسط شيرج بدهن أو ورد بدهن ممسوحة مائدة أو رخام صفيحة على «ویترح مائيتّه] . . . ٨ثمّ
یذهب حتى ڢيطبخ ، سكرّياًّ أردته «وإن يزید] أن ١٠أردته ‖ د «مفدار» ٨مِفراز] ‖ ق یصلب» حتىّ [...] المرزاق
ڢـي یصير حتىّ ویطبخ دج] [«اردت» أمكنك جنس أيّ السكّر من علیه دج] [«ڢتلفي» ڢيلفى الثلث، ویبفى الثلثان

من «ینڢع لضعف] ١٣ینفع ‖ دد «ىثلاث» ١٢بثلٰثة] ‖ دددج تزید» أن أردت وإن الزجاج؛ نيم ڢـي ويرڢع الأشربة، فوام

دل. لضعڢ» «منڢعته دد، لضعڢ» «مناڢعه دج، ضعڢ»

«شى» [ ١١وشيئاً ‖ پ «مڡراز» ٨مِفراز] پ. «شهر» ٤شهرًا] ‖ پ «ویغلى» ٢ویلُقى] ‖ پ «مقشورا» ٢مقشورَ]
پ.



Nat V Pharmacopoeia 717

بقر العین شراب
الطبیعة لإمساك 5.29

له ویؤخذ الطبخ إلى ویعُاد السكرّ. أو العسل إلیه ویضُاف ویصُفىّ ویمُرس ینضج، حتىّ بالماء یطُبخ
الأشربة؞ قوام

سكّري جلاب شراب صفة 5.30٥

بمنزلة ویصير يخثر حتىّ ویطُبخ رطل. ربع الماورد† †من علیه فتصبّ رطلاً، الجیّد السكرّ من تاخٔذ
ا. نِعِمًّ یبرد حتىّ القدر في ویترُك النار عن ینزُل ثمّ المتخاثر، العسل

أجود. وهو — الثُّلث الماورد ومن ماء، من رطلٌ سكرّ رطل لكلّ أیضًا يجُعل وقد
لبن من الماورد) علیه یصُبّ أن وقبل رغوته تنزُع أن (بعد علیه یصُبّ أن أبیض: لونه ويردّ یبُيضّه وممّا

أوقـیّة. نصف الحلیب، والضانٔ الماعز ١٠

والحرارات؞ للحمّى نافع فهو

فردوس ≈ ١٥–٢٣؛
٤ظ دل = ١

١٨–٥و
٤ظ دد = ١٥–٢٣

٤ظ دكاّنل ≡ ٥صفة] ‖ .٨–١٠
٦ظ دكاّنل ≡ ١شراب]

.١٣٣١٥–١٦ هارونـيـّة ≈ ٣٤٨٦–٧؛

ثمّ رطلين، العذب الماء «من الماورد] ٦من ‖ د ناڢع» «ویعفد الأشربة] . . . ٣-٤ویعُاد ‖ د بفر» «العیون بقر] ١العین
حتى» «ویغطى ٧حتىّ] ‖ د «الخاثر» ٧المتخاثر] ‖ د الماورد» من علیه تصبّ ثمّ ڢاؤّلاً، أوّلاً رغوته وتنزع لیّنة بنار یطبخ

والحرارات] . . . ١١فهو ‖ د الضانٔ» «أو ١٠والضانٔ] ‖ ف شدیدًا» ا شدًّ الإناء رأس «ويشُدّ دل، حتى» «وَیترك دد،
دد. الله» شا ان والحاما الحرارة من «مناڢعه دل، تعَلى» الله باذْن وَالحمي الحرَارَات من «ینڢع
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والمخیطا العناب شراب 5.31صفة

عددًا. مائة واحد كلّ من الأقماع: المنزوعة والمخیطا العناّب من یؤخذ
درهمًا. عشرون الأعلى: المجرود السوس وعود

دراهم. عشرة واحد كلّ من الخطميّ: وبزر مسـتعمل غير بنفسج ونـوّار البئر وكزبرة
كلّ من مقشور: وشعير بیضاء وكثيراء خسّ وبزر | أبیض خشخاش وبزر بطّیخ وبزر السفرجل ٥پ١١٢ظحبّ

دراهم. سـتةّ ⟨واحد⟩
الماء في أيّام ثلٰثة ینُقع أن بعد لیّنة بنار ماء أرطال عشرة في ویطُبخ كلُّه ذلك ويجُمع الأدویة ترُضّ
سـتةّ مع النار إلى الثفل ویعُاد بمنخل. ویصُفىّ ویمُرس الثلث، ویبقى الثلثان یذهب حتىّ ویطُبخ الحارّ.

الثلث. یبقى حتىّ ویطُبخ ماء، أرطال
عنب، ربّ أو سكرّ أو فانید أرطال أربعة علیه یلُقى أن بعد النار إلى ویعُاد الثاني مع الأوّل الماء ١٠ويجُمع

يرُفع. ثمّ یبرد، حتىّ ویترُك الأشربة. قوام في یصير حتىّ لیّنة بنار ویطُبخ
بارد. ماء بمثله محلولاً أوقـیّة منه: الشربة

مجرّب؞ — لّ السِّ ولبدو والالتهاب، الحرّ قِبل من الصدر ویلُطّف السعال، لأصحاب وینفع

وأصلحته»). («ألفّتُه ١١٢٢٨–٦٢٢٩ زاد ≡ ١٢؛
١٨–٨١ظ

٨١و دج = ٢–١٤
٧و دد = ١٠–٢٢

٦ظ دكاّنل ≡ ١صفة]

الأدویة] ٧ترُضّ ‖ د «خصّ» ٥خسّ] ‖ ز – مسـتعمل] ٤غير ‖ زا) +) ز – ٣الأعلى] ‖ ز «والسبسـتان» ٢والمخیطا]
. . . سكرّ ١٠أو ‖ د «رطلان» ٩الثلث] ‖ دلد حار» «وهو ٨الحارّ] ‖ ز ولیلًة» «یومًا الحارّ] . . . ٧-٨ثلٰثة ‖ ز –
١٢أوقـیّة] ‖ زد النيم» «في + ١١يرُفع] ‖ ز عناّب» وربّ فانید] [أو «سكرّ د، العنب» وربّ سلومانيّ «وسكّر عنب]

د. «ویبس» ١٣ویلُطّف] ‖ دد «مناڢعه» دلج، «ینڢع» ١٣وینفع] ‖ دج «اوفيتين» دلد، «افویتان»

پ. «والمخىط» ١والمخیطا]
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فصل
والبختجات الأقراص في 6

ذلك: من

لطیف بختج صفة 6.1

والسوداء المحترقة الصفراء یحدر ٥

مستكره غیر مأمون وهو
الندا لابن

أوقـیّة. رُبع واحد كلّ من بنفسج: ونـوّار وكابليّ هنديّ هلیلج یؤخذ
عددًا. عشر خمسة واحد كلّ من بقر: وعیون ومخیطا عُناّب

أوقـیّة. ربع واحد كلّ من هنديّ: وتمر أبیض خراسانيّ ترنجبين ١٠

دراهم. ثلاثة بسـبايج: أوقـیّة. قصبه: في ‖ خيارشـنبر پ١١٣و

قبضة. واحد كلّ من وسريس: وشهترج الثور لسان ورق
البقر. وعين والمخیطا والعناّب البنفسج نـوّار فيها ويرُمى جدیدة، قِدْرٍ في ویطُرحان الهلیلجان يرُضّ

ویطُرح الثور. ولسان والسريس الشهترج مع أیضًا القدر في ⟨ویطُرح⟩ ویقُشرّ ویغُسل البسـبايج وینُقىّ
النصف. إلى يرجع حتىّ ویطُبخ حارّ، ماء رطل القدر في العقاقير على ١٥

ویصُفىّ. الغد من یمُرس ثمّ لیلًة، القِدْرُ كذلك وتبَيت
التمرهنديّ. وكذلك المصفّى، البختج على ویلُقى ویصُفّى حارّ ماء من شيء في الترنجبين ويحُلّ

ریق على بالغداة شربه عند ورد دهن مثقال إلیه ویضُاف ویصُفىّ. ويحُلّ الخیارشـنبر لباب ويسُـتخرج
النفس.

فحمّدتهُ؞ جرّبتُه وقد المرّتين، إحدار في غایةٌ فإنهّ

.٢٤٤٤٨–٢٩ I تصریف السوداء» يسُهل «بختج ≈ ١٠–٢٢؛
٤٧و دد = ٨

٢٦–٣٨و
٣٧ظ دكاّنل ≡ ٤صفة]

خمسة واحد كل «من + ٩ومخیطا] ‖ د اهلیلج» «أخلاطه هلیلج] ٨یؤخذ ‖ د «مسكرة» ٦مستكره] ‖ د – ٦وهو]
‖ د «وشهترج» ١٢وشهترج] ‖ دل «خمسة» دل، عرجبة» خمسة واحد كل «من عددًا] . . . ٩من ‖ دل حبة» عشر

«ویبيت» ١٦وتبَيت] ‖ د «الشهترج» ١٤الشهترج] ‖ د ≡ ١٤⟨ویطُرح⟩] ‖ د ویغسل» «ویفشر ویقُشرّ] ١٤ویغُسل
دل. غایة» «عجیب ١غایةٌ] ‖ دل «المڢيختج» دد، البختج» «ڢـي + ١٨ويحُلّ] ‖ د الهنديّ» «التمر ١٧التمرهنديّ] ‖ د

پ. «وىىىٮ» ١٦وتبَيت] ‖ پ «الهلیلحات» ١٣الهلیلجان] ‖ پ «وسهترج» ١٢وشهترج] ‖ پ «ومخیط» ٩ومخیطا]
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الطباشیر أقراص 6.2صفة

المطبقة ة الحاد الحمى من النافعة
العطش دوام مع الكبد استحرار مع

مثاقيل. أربعة الأحمر: الورد ورق من یؤخذ
مثقالين. واحد كلّ من السوس: وربُّ رجلة وبزر أبیض طباشير ٥

درهم. وحد كلّ من ونشا: بیضاء كثيراء
مثقَالين. طبرزد: سكرّ

درهم. وزن من أقراص | ویعمل البزرقطونا، بلعاب وتعُجن وتنُخل پ١١٣ظتدُقّ

الرمّانين؞ بماء قُرْصٌ الشربة:

طباشیر قرص 6.3صفة ١٠

الصفراء ة المر حمّى من وینفع الطبیعة یلُیّن
العطش ویقطع

مثقالين. واحد كلّ من وزعفران: أحمر وورد أبیض طباشير
من رجلة: وبزر حلو قرع وحبّ قثاّء وبزر المقشرّ الخیار وبزر هندباء وبزر عربيّ وصمغ بیضاء وكثيراء نشا

مثقال. واحد كلّ ١٥

أقراصًا. ویقُرّص الخیار، بماء وتعُجن وتنُخل تدُقّ
بنفسج؞ شراب أو الترنجبين بماء منه ويسُقى

٢٦٢–٣٠ II تصریف ≡ ١٠صفة] ‖ 6.10 ⬇ ≡ ١٠٤٣٢–١٦؛ زاد ≡ ١٨–٢١؛
٤٧ظ دد = ٤–٩

٣٨ظ دكاّنل ≡ ١صفة]
بالترنجبين» الطباشير «أقراص ≈ النجح)؛ كتاب ماسویه، ابن یوحناّ →) ١٧٤٣٢–٢٤٣٣ زاد ≡ ماسویه) ابن یوحناّ →)

.٩١٢٢–١٦ أقراباذينس

٣استحرار] ‖ د «اللطیڢة» ٢المطبقة] ‖ ز «الحادثة» ة] ٢الحاد ‖ د «الحمّیات» ٢الحمى] ‖ د ناڢعة» «وهي ٢النافعة]
«دراهم» ٤مثاقيل] ‖ د – من] ٤یؤخذ ‖ د لذالك» مجربة «وهي + ٣العطش] ‖ د «ودوام» دوام] ٣مع ‖ ز «حرارة»

مثقالين «وزن د، «مثفالان» ٧مثقَالين] ‖ د «أبیض» + ٧طبرزد] ‖ د – وحد] . . . ٦كثيراء ‖ د – ٥مثقالين] ‖ دت
زنة قرص «كلّ د، درهم» من فرص «كلّ درهم] . . . ٨من ‖ ز «ویتخّذ» د، ذلك» من «ویعمل ٨ویعمل] ‖ ز ونصف»
‖ ت – ١٣وزعفران] ‖ ز والمعدة» الكبد حرّ «وتبرُّد + العطش] ١٢ویقطع ‖ ز «الخالصة» + ١١الصفراء] ‖ ز درهم»

‖ ت الجمیع» یدقّ درهم السّقمونیا «ومن ١٦تدُقّ] ‖ ز المقشرّ» البطّیخ وبزر المقشرّ القثاّء «وبزر ت، – قثاّء] ١٤وبزر
ت. القثاء» بماء «او + الخیار] ١٦بماء ‖ ت «ویعجن» وتعُجن] ١٦وتنُخل
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الكافور أقراص صفة 6.4

الكبد وحرارة والسعال للالتهاب المبردة
ة الحاد والحمایات

دراهم. سـتةّ أحمر: ورد یؤخذ
دراهم. أربعة واحد كلّ من بیضاء: وكثيراء عربيّ وصمغ ٥طباشير

دراهم. ثمانیة واحد كلّ من السوس: وأصول الحمقاء البقلة وبزر الخیار ولبّ القثاّء بزر لبّ
درهم. نصف كافور: دراهم. أربعة نشا: درهمين. زعفران:

ويسُـتعمل؞ ویقُرّص البزرقطونا، بلعاب ویعُجن وینُخل الجمیع یدُقّ

باریس بر أقراص صفة 6.5

والطحال الكبد ١٠لسدد

دراهم. سـبعة وزن أميرباريس: یؤخذ
دراهم. خمسة واحد كلّ من وزعفران: عیدانه من منقىّ ولّك وطباشير أحمر ورد

دراهم. أربعة واحد كلّ من الإذخر: وزهر ‖ ومرّ حلو وقسط وقرنفل وسنبل فوفل پ١١٤و

دراهم. أربعة واحد كلّ من رازيانج: وبزر وصندل صینيّ راوند
دراهم. خمسة كشوث: ١٥بزر

درهم. وزن من أقراصًا ویقُرّص بماء، ویعُجن وینُخل یدُقّ
والسكنجبين؞ الفجل وقلوب الهندباء وماء بالرازيانج ويسُقى

١٧٤٣٣–٣٤٣٤ زاد ≡ عمران)؛ ابن إسحق →) ٥–١١
٤٨و دد = ١٧–٢٤

٣٨ظ دكاّنل ≡ ٩صفة] ‖ 6.12 ⬇ ≡ ١صفة]
عمران). بن إسحاق →)

دل، لسدد» تنڢع «وهي ١٠لسدد] ‖ د عمران» ابن إسحڧ «تالٔیڢ + باریس] ٩بر ‖ Σ «والاشـتعال» >⨁ ٢والسعال]
د «أخلاطه» ١١یؤخذ] ‖ ‖ دز الحرارة» دلائل وظهور الحبن على «والإشراف + ١٠والطحال] ‖ دد لسدد» ینڢع «وهو

«وقرنفل» د، وڢوڢل» وسنبل «فرنڢل وقرنفل] وسنبل ١٣فوفل ‖ د – ١١وزن] ‖ دز «برباريس» ١١أميرباريس] ‖
١٥كشوث] ‖ دل – ز، «ثلاثة» دد، ىلاثه» «خمسة ١٣أربعة] ‖ ددز «ودهن» ١٣وزهر] ‖ دز – ١٣ومرّ] ‖ ز
د، درهم» من فرص «كلّ درهم] . . . ١٦أقراصًا ‖ د ذلك» «كلّ + ١٦یدُقّ] ‖ دّد «اربعة» ١٥خمسة] ‖ دز «كشوتا»

دز. الرازيانج» «بماء ١٧بالرازيانج] ‖ ز درهم» قرص كلّ «وزن

‖ پ ىارىس» «ام ١١أميرباريس] ‖ پ «ىسا» ٧نشا] ‖ پ «ىلثه» په، ٦ثمانیة] ‖ پ «والحمايات» ٣والحمایات]
پ. «ڡوڡل» ١٣فوفل]
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لطیف بختج 6.6صفة

الدواء شرب یتعود لم لمن

دراهم. عشرة أصفر: إهلیلج
أوقـیّة. خيارشـنبر:

حباّت. عشر واحد كلّ من وعُناّب: بقر عیون ٥

أوقـیّة. العجم: المنزوع الزبيب ومن
أوقـیّة. ربع نقيّ: جيدّ سُليمانيّ أو طبرزد سكّر

درهم. ربع أو سقمونیا درهم سُدْس وزن فيه ويحُلّ ویصُفىّ، یطُبخ
نافع؞

المأمون حب 6.7صفة ١٠

جزو. واحد كلّ من وتربد: وحُرف يمانيّ وصبر أسود إهلیلج
كالدماغ. یصير حتىّ ناعمًا دقًّا یدُقّ ثمّ یلين، حتىّ الكرّاث ماء في منقوع سكبینج

كالحمّص. ويحُبَّب تحبيبه، یمُكن حتىّ ویعُجن وینُخل یدُقّ أن بعد العقاقير سائر علیه ویلُقى
الموالات. وعلى وحمیةٍ توحّشٍ على مثقالان منه: الشربة

إطلاقاً ویطُلق القولنج، ورياح الخام ومن الغلیظ البلغم ويحُللّ والصدر المعدة في | الرياح من پ١١٤ظینفع ١٥

والصیف؞ الشـتاء في حين كلّ في مَشَقةٍّ ولا إذاء غير من لطیفًا

يسُمّى «حبّ ≈ ١٦–٢٢؛
٤٥و دد = ٣–١١

٣٦و دكاّنل ≡ ١٠صفة] ‖ ٩–١٣
٤٦ظ دد = ٢٦–٣١

٣٧و دكاّنل ≡ ١صفة]
.٢٨٤١٤–٣٠ I تصریف اَلمامٔون»

+ ٩نافع] ‖ ([٧٣٦] تلخیص ≡ ١٠١٤٥ III جامعس ⊃ عمران ابن الزفيزف» هو («العناّب د «وزڢيزڢ» ٥وعُناّب]
السكبینج» «وینفع منقوع] ١٢سكبینج ‖ د وحرڢ» «وسكبینج ١١وحُرف] ‖ ت «الأصفر» ١١أسود] ‖ دل «مجرب»

دد. «مناڢعه» ١٥ینفع] ‖ د

په. لطیفًا] . . . ١٥-١٦ويحُللّ ‖ پ٢ «ـه» + پ، ٥عشر]
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المؤلفّ حب صفة 6.8

والصفراء الخام من ینفع
دراهم. أربعة واحد كلّ من ومصطكى: ومُقل سقطريّ وصبر إهلیلج

درهمان. واحد كلّ من والتمرهنديّ: الحنظل وشحم والعنزروت والسقمونیا التربد ومن
ويحُبَّب. بارد، بماء ویعُجن وینُخل ٥یدُقّ

الله؞ شاء إن نافع — توحُّش على ونصف درهمان منه: الشربة

الكیّة حب صفة 6.9

درهمين. أزرق: مقل دراهم. ثلٰثة مصطكى: أوقـیّة. ربع أصفر: هلیلج أوقـیّة. نصف سقطريّ: صبر یؤخذ
كالحمّص. ويحُبَّب يِس، السرَّ بماء ویعُجن وینُخل الجمیع يسُحق

واحتراس؞ حمیة على أوقـیّة ربع منه: ١٠الشربة

طباشیر قرص صفة 6.10

العطش ودوام الكبد استحرار مع واللطیفة ة الحاد الحمیات من النافعة
بة مجر وهي

درهم. واحد ‖ كلّ من سوس: وربُّ رجلة وبزر أبیض طباشير دراهم. أربعة أحمر: ورد ورق یؤخذ پ١١٥و

مثقالان. طبرزد: ١٥سكّر

مثقال. إلى درهم من قرصة كلّ أقراصٌ ذلك من وتعُمل البزرقطونا، بلعاب ویعُجن وینُخل یدُقّ
الرمّانين؞ بماء قرصة الشربة:

دل الرأس» لتنفية الأوّل خلاڢ على الكيةّ «حبّ ≡ ٧صفة] ‖ ١٢–١٦
٤٤و دد = ٦–١٠

٣٥و دكاّنل ≡ ١صفة]
.6.2 ⬆ ≡ ١١صفة] ‖ ٤–٧

٤٤ظ دد = ١
٢٢–٣٥ظ

٣٥و

والتمر «والزعڢران ٤والتمرهنديّ] ‖ د أصڢر» إهلیلج یؤخذ «أخلاطه ٣إهلیلج] ‖ دل والخام» «الصڢرا والصفراء] ٢الخام
«ومن أصفر] ٨هلیلج ‖ د الطیّب» الصبر «من سقطريّ] ٨صبر ‖ د – ٦نافع] ‖ دد ورد» «بما بارد] ٥بماء ‖ د الهنديّ»

٩كالحمّص] ‖ د الأزرڧ» الطیّب المفل «ومن أزرق] ٨مقل ‖ د المصطكى» «ومن ٨مصطكى] ‖ د الأصڢر» الإهلیلج

‖ د «اللطیڢة» ١٢واللطیفة] ‖ د ناڢعة» «وهي ١٢النافعة] ‖ دل «الحمیة» واحتراس] ١٠حمیة ‖ د الحمّص» «أمثال
١٦إلى ‖ د «فرص» ١٦قرصة] ‖ د «ببزرفطونا» البزرقطونا] ١٦بلعاب ‖ د – ١٤یؤخذ] ‖ د «لذلك» + بة] ١٣مجر

د. «فرص» ١٧قرصة] ‖ د – مثقال]

پ. «للىكىه» ٧الكیّة]
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ورد أقراص 6.11صفة

والكبد للمعدة مقویة وهي
دراهم. سـتةّ منخول: الأعلى مجرود السوس أصل دراهم. عشرة أحمر: ورد

مثقالان. واحد كلّ من بیضاء: وكثيراء وطباشير بسـتانيّ رازيانج وبزر هنديّ وسنبل حرميّ إذخر فقاّح
درهم. قرصة كلّ — ویقُرّص يِس†، السرَّ بماء ویعُجن وینُخل یدُقّ ٥

الرمّانين؞ بماء واحدةٌ وتشرُب

سابور نسخة على أقراصكافور 6.12صفة

ة الحاد والحمیات الكبد وحر †والسعال† للالتهاب نافعة وهي
محذقة جیّدة وهي

دراهم. أربعة واحد كلّ من بیضاء: وكثيراء عربيّ وصمغ طبَاشير دراهم. سـتةّ أحمر: ورد ورق یؤخذ ١٠

دراهم. ثمانیة واحد كلّ من المجرود: السوس وأصل رجلة وبزر الخیار بزر ⟨ولبّ⟩ القثاّء بزر لبّ
درهم. نصف كافور: دراهم. ثلٰثة الحنطة: نشاسـتج درهمان. زعفران:

ویقُرّص. البزرقطونا، بلعاب ویعُجن وینُخل یدُقّ
الله؞ شاء إن واحدة، قرصةٌ منه، الشربة

≡ ٧صفة] ‖ ١١١٦٥–١٥ هارونـيـّة ≡ ٤٤٣٢–٩؛ زاد ≡ ١٤–١٨؛
٤٧ظ دد = ٣

٣٠–٣٨ظ
٣٨و دكاّنل ≡ ١صفة]

٣٤٣٣–٩؛ زاد ≡ ١٨–٥؛ II تصریف ≡ ٤؛
٢١–٤٨و

٤٧ظ دد = ٩–١٦
٣٨ظ دكاّنل سابور» نسخة على الكاڢور «أفراص

.6.4 ⬆ ≡ ١٣١٣٦–٢٠؛ أقراباذينس → ١٧١٦٣–٥١٦٥؛ هارونـيـّة ≡

«المنخول دل، مرارا» «منخولا ٣منخول] ‖ ز – دراهم] . . ٣أصل. ‖ ه «خمسون» ٣عشرة] ‖ زه الورد» «ورق ٣ورد]
‖ ز «الهندباء» ده، «السريس» يِس] ٥السرَّ ‖ ز درهمين» «وزن ٤مثقالان] ‖ ه – د، «حَرمي» ٤حرميّ] ‖ دد مرار»
‖ ه) جوازاد» بن («سابور Σ ٧سابور] ‖ ز البقول» مياه «أو + الرمّانين] ٦بماء ‖ د درهم» من «فرص درهم] ٥قرصة
دزه «مجرّبة» ٩محذقة] ‖ ز «الحارّة» ة] ٨الحاد ‖ ق د» «والتقوُّ الكبد] ٨وحر ‖ Σ «والاشـتعال» ق، ≡ ٨والسعال]
بیضاء] . . . ١٠وصمغ ‖ ه – ١٠طبَاشير] ‖ ق الأقماع» منزوع أحمر «ورد أحمر] ورد ١٠ورق ‖ د – ١٠یؤخذ] ‖

١١ولبّ] ‖ ق مقشرّ» الخیار «وحبّ الخیار] بزر ١١⟨ولبّ⟩ ‖ ق مقشرّ» «القثاّء القثاّء] ١١بزر ‖ ق وكثيراء» «وصمغ

الأعلى» «مجرود د، الاعلى» «المجرود ١١المجرود] ‖ د «واصول» ١١وأصل] ‖ قتز الحمقا» «البقلة ١١رجلة] ‖ ه د
‖ ز – واحدة] . . . ١٤الشربة ‖ ق وتجفّف» وتقرّص منخولة الأدویة هذه «تجمع الله] . . . ١٣-١٤یدُقّ ‖ زق – ه،

د. «فرص» ١٤قرصةٌ]

پ. «كافور» ٧سابور] ‖ پ وس»
ٝ
«ال يِس] ٥السرَّ
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بنـفسج أقراص صفة پ١١٥ظ

درهمًا. عشرون بنفسج: یؤخذ 6.13

دراهم. أربعة سوس: ربّ درهمان. محمودة: درهمان. واحد كلّ من ونشا: كثيراء
الظلّ؞ في وتجُففّ قرصة أربعين الجمیع من وتصُنع البزرقطونا، بلعاب ویعُجن وینُخل یدُقّ

راوند أقراص صفة 6.14٥

تقویها والمعدة والطحال الكبد سدد من النافعة
وحمّدتها بتها جر —وقد إسحق تألیف
مثقال. واحد كلّ من صینيّ: وراوند روميّ وأفسـنتين أحمر ورد ورق

واحد كلّ من غافت: وعصارةُ عیدانه من منقىّ ولّك الإذخر وفقاّح هنديّ وسنبل أبیض طباشير
مثقال. واحد كلّ من ومصطكى: بیضاء وكثيراء سلیخة وقشور وزعفران أصفر صندل ١٠درهم.

درهم. قرصة كلّ أقراصًا وتعمل الرازيانج، بماء وتعُجن وتنُخل الأدویة تدُقّ
سكنجبين؞ أو البقول بماء وتشرُب

أفسنتین أقراص صفة 6.15

وتسُـتعمل†. وتجُفّف †وأنيسون، وأسارون روميّ أفسـنتين یؤخذ

الله؞ شاء إن نافع، — البول ویدُرّ العتیقة، والحمّى والطحال والمعدة الكبد سدد من ١٥نافع

‖ ٦١٢٤–١٣ أقراباذينس ≡ عمران)؛ بن إسحق →) ١٠٤٣٠–١٧ زاد ≡ ٩–١٤؛
٤٧ظ دد = ٢٢–٢٩

٣٨و دكاّنل ≡ ٥صفة]
.٤–٧

١١٣و كناّش ≡ ١٩١٢٥–٢٣ أقراباذينس ≡ ١١٦٧–٤ هارونـيـّة ≡ ١–٣؛
٤٧ظ دد ≡ ٩–١٣

٣٨و دكاّنل ≅ ١٣صفة]

٧جر ‖ ز للمعدة» «المقوّیة د، المعدة» «ویفوّي تقویها] ٦والمعدة ‖ د «ینڢع» ٦النافعة] ‖ دد الصیني» «الراوند ٥راوند]
«وزن ٨مثقال] ‖ دد رومي» واڢسـنتين احمر ورد وورڧ «راوند صینيّ] . . . ٨ورق ‖ ز أیضًا» «جرّبناها وحمّدتها] بتها
«وزن د، مثفال» «نصڢ ١٠مثقال] ‖ د «وفشر» ١٠وقشور] ‖ د – وزعفران] . . . ٩-١٠وعصارةُ ‖ ز مثقالين»
‖ د – ١٤یؤخذ] ‖ ز «وسكنجبين» سكنجبين] ١٢أو ‖ د درهم» من «فرص درهم] ١١قرصة ‖ ز مثقال» نصف
یدُڧّ دل]؛ [«متسَاویةَ» سواء أجزاء فشریه، من مفشر ولوز كرڢس وبزر «وأنيسون ١٤وأنيسون] ‖ ه – ١٤روميّ]
مطبوخ، بعسل ویعُجن الجمیع یدُقّ والأسفل، الأعلى القشرة من مقشرّ ولوز الكرفس وبزر «وأنيسون د، ویفُرّص» ویعُجن
مسحوقة الأدویة هذه تجُمع سواء؛ أجزاء القشرين من مقشرّ مرّ ولوز كرفس وبزر «وأنيسون ه، ويسُـتعمل» ص ویقُرَّ

وسدّة [...] المعدة «برد والطحال] . . . ١٥سدد ‖ دل «ینڢع» دد، «مناڢعه» ١٥نافع] ‖ ق ویقُرّص» وتعُجن منخولة

د. – [. . ١٥نافع. ‖ ق والطحال» الكبد
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الأغذیة لجلینوسفي پ١١٥ظقول 1

منها يكون وما بعض، إلى بعضُه الأشـیاء أضافة إنّ الأغذیة كتاب من الرابعة المقالة في جالینوس قال
الإنسان. بدن مزاج [و]إلى اللطیف منه الحارّ بـإضافتها والرطوبة الحرارة بين ما ‖ ومعتدلاً ولطیفًا ا پ١١٦وحرًّ

ورطوبته؞ وحرارته ولطُْفه اختلافه قدر على تختلف أربع على تدَِبّ التيّ الدوابّ من الحیوان 1.1ولحوم

الـفتیّة الحمل 1.1.1لحم ٥

للمرعى. أقرب مُه، مُقدَّ منه: والمسـتعمل الجسم. في وأخصبهُا الأجسام لجمیع أقْومُ
وكذلك — والمشي الحركة عليها التيّ المفاصل لحوم المعدة: من وانحدرًا انهضمًا وأسرعُ فيه ما وأخفُّ

والمعزيّ؞ البقريّ في

البقر 1.1.2لحم

الجسم. في أخلاطًا وأقلُّ والتَّعب، الحركة لأهل المعزيّ من أقوى ١٠

لحم لأنهّ فيه، الّذي التبرید اسـتحقّ وإنماّ حركته. وقلّة عظمه وخشونة خَلقْه لعِظَم الحرّ قلیل وهو
الّذي الشعر مسامّ لأنّ اللحوم، وسائر الحملان لحوم من حرارةً أقلُّ كلهّا الشعر لحوم وجمیع عر، الشَّ
من عليها وقع ما اسـتحقتّ فلذلك — الغريزیـّة الحرارةُ معه وتخرج العَرَقُ منها يسـیل مفتوحةٌ الجلد في

القياس؞ بجمیع إليها المنسوب البرد

المعز 1.1.3لحم ١٥

الأخلاق؞ ويشرُّد الردیةّ، المنامات إلى ویؤُدّي والأرواح، السوداء ویورث الدم، ویـُفسد الهمّ، یوُلّد

والأیلّ الوحش وبقر الغزال 1.1.4لحم

بالجملة. الدم ویـُفسد والكبد، للمعدة وأردى هضمًا أبطأُها والأیلّ المضارّ. في المعز من یقرب
مضرّةً؞ كثرها أ الجافّ والقدید | البایت؛ من أحسنُ اللحوم جمیع من پ١١٦ظوالطريّ

الرضیع؞ الجدي لحم الجسم: في 1.1.5وأغذى ٢٠

.IV Γأغذیة ∌ الرابعة] . . . ٢في

پ. ها» ك «ا كثرها] ١٩أ ‖ پ ومعتدل» ولطیف «حار ومعتدلاً] . . . ا ٣حرًّ ‖ پ «اصاڡط» ٢أضافة]
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المحتملة یـج والفرار 1.1.6

سـیّما ولا المرضى، توُافق الطبیعة. ملیّنة معتدلة لأنهّا الطائرة، وغير الطائرة اللحوم سائر من ألطفُ
؞ والشوصة البرسام أصحاب

الحجل لحم 1.1.7

؞ بالمبرودين یضرُّ وهو الإسهال. من مانعٌ للبطن، عاقلٌ مُنشّفٌ يابس، ٥حارّ

والوز الغرنوق لحم 1.1.8

الطير وأحرُّ كثر. أ ه حرُّ كان طَيرَانهُ، وخفّ الطئرُ دقّ وكلماّ حرارةً. وأقلُّ كلهّا، الطير لحوم من أغلظُ
الكلاء؞ تسخين وفي المفلوجين أغذیة في اسـتُعمل ولذلك والفواخيت؛ والحمام، قةّ، الّدِ العصافير كلهّا:

الحمام فراخ 1.1.9

حرارةً؞ ها كلِّ ١٠أقواها

الدقّة العصافیر 1.1.10

الجماع. قوّت كلت: وأُ والزنجبیل، والكموّن، واللحم، والبیض، النخل، في الّذي لعْ بالطَّ طُبخت إذا
الكلى»؞ برد من أیضًا «وینفع جالینوس: قال

النعام لحم 1.1.11

لأنّ الأغذیة، في والرطوبة الأغذیة لقلّة الغرنوق لحم من البرد إلى أمْيلُ وهو الغرنوق؛ لحم من ١٥قریبٌ

الحرّ، قلّة اسـتوجب ولذلك — والـحَسَك غیَلان وأُمّ نْجار الشـِّ ونبات والـحَشَف الرمل من معيشـته
الرياح. وأصحاب المفلوجين ینفع أنهّ خاصیّةً: شحمها في أنّ إلاّ

وأسرعُ حركةً منها أخفُّ لأنهّا منها، ا حرًّ أخفُّ الوحش، ودوابّ الأیلّ ⟨و⟩لحم المعزيّ إلى بـإضافتها
رجلين. على تدبّ التيّ الدوابّ وإلى الطير إلى ‖ لانـتسابها اضطرابًا پ١١٧و

⟨و⟩الزرزور، الدقةّ والعصافير الحمام أفراخ إلى بالإضافة فهـي بالجملة: بـیّناً ها حرُّ لكان الهواء، في علَتَْ ٢٠ولو

حارّة؞ النَّغَر، لحم إلى وبالإضافة بارد⟨ة⟩؛

[ ٢٠بـیّناً ‖ پ «الهوي» ٢٠الهواء] ‖ پ «لان» أنّ] ١٧إلاّ ‖ پ «المرضا» ٢المرضى] ‖ پ « «والفرا یـج] ١والفرار
پ. «حراره» ٢١حارّة] ‖ پ «المعز» ٢١النَّغَر] ‖ پ «وىاظلافه» ٢١وبالإضافة] ‖ پ «بين»

.«ἄγχκουσα» ≡ نْجار] ١٦الشـِّ
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الألبان في 1.2القول

جمیع إنّ یقول وجالینوس الحیوان. واختلاف المراعي باختلاف تختلف الألبان أنّ الله، وفقّك 1.2.1اعلمْ،

لينٌّ وهو رطب، حارٌّ اللبن أنّ وكذلك درجة. في والرطوبة الحرّ دون أنهّا إلاّ رطبة، حارّةٌ كلهّا الألبان
الحرارة اسـتحقّ ولذلك — دمًا وصار الكبد بطبخ تغيرّ الكبد، إلى المعدة من أُوصل فإن أوّله؛ في

الأولى. الدرجة في رطبًا ا حارًّ يجعله مَن الأطبّاء ومن والرطوبة. ٥

الغالب الطبع مع مياّلٌ مسـتحیل أنهّ إلاّ وأحسـنهُا؛ الأغذیة أوفقُ وهو حسـناً، غذاءً الجسم یغُذّي وهو
وهو والجرب. الاحتراق یتولّد ومنه معها. مال علّةً، أصاب وإن معها؛ مال صحّةً، أصاب إن الجسم: على

أجسامهم. ويرُطّب قوّتهم في يزید بلَْ به، والمغتذين له والمعتادين علیه للناشـیئن مضرّ غير
الماء. بمطعم طعمَه يشُـبّه وجالینوس

والجزء والسمن. بدْ الزُّ يكون ومنه مُودَّك، دَسمٌِ حارٌّ منه الأوّل فالجزء أجزاء: ثلٰثة على ینقسم وهو ١٠

وغلبت دسمه أُخرج ما وهو ،⟨ منه الثالث والجزء ⟩ منه: الخارج سمَ الدَّ حرّ من | شيءٌ وفيه بارد، پ١١٧ظالثاني

حرارة؞ فيه ليس ا جدًّ باردٌ وهو الحموضةُ، علیه

1.2.2والجبن

للطبیعة؞ عاقلٌ

الطري 1.2.3والزبد ١٥

كثير وهو الصوت، وبحوحة الرئة وخشونة السعال من وینفع كلَّه. الأجسام یوُافق الحرارة، لطیف
الرطوبة؞

«اللبن ،(٨٣٤٥–٢٠٣٥٣ XII Γ «Π. γάλακτος» ≡) ١٣
١٢–٣١ظ

٢٩ظ Γ أغذیة «اللبن» ⫊ الألبان] في ١القول
≡) ٧–٨

٣٥ظ حشائش الرطب» «الجبن ⫊ ١٣والجبن] ‖ (٥١٤٣ I Δ «γάλα κοινῶς» ≡) ١
٣٥و حشائش كلهّ»

.(٤١٤٦–٥ I Δ «τυρὸς νεαρός»

«جيدّ [ حسـناً . . . ٦وهو ‖ Γ «διαφέρον μὲν ... ἔτι δὲ μείζω τὴν κατ’ αὐτὰ τὰ ζῴωα» الحیوان] . . . ٢الألبان
.Δ البطن» عقل وشُوي، وعُصر طُبخ «وإذا للطبیعة] ١٤عاقلٌ ‖ Δ «[τρόφιμον] مغذّي الكيموس

ا ٥حارًّ ‖ پ «الدم» ٣اللبن] ‖ پ «ولذلك» ٣وكذلك] ‖ پ2 «الحرره» پ، «الحر» ٣الحرّ] ‖ پ «لانها» أنهّا] ٣إلاّ
پ. «والمغتدىىن» ٨والمغتذين] ‖ په ٨علیه] ‖ پ « «مض ٨مضرّ] ‖ پ رڒطب» «حارڒ رطبًا]
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والسمن 1.2.4

الزبد. من رطوبةً أقلُّ حارّ،
الذبول لأصحاب موافق وهو البقر، لبنُ الألبان: وأغلظُ وسمنُه. البقر زُبدُْ والأزباد: الأسمان وأفضلُ
والمنفوخين؞ الاستسقاء وأصحاب للمكبودين موافقٌ وهو النُوق، لبنُ وأقواها: الألبان وأخفُّ والنَّحافة.
موافق وهو المعز، لبنُ الألبان: وألطفُ فيه. عُبَّ إذا للأصحّاء موافق وهو الضانٔ، لبنُ الألبان: ٥وأعدلُ

؞ وسودوياًّ بلغمیًّا خلطًا ويسُهل والمعدة، الجنب وذات الشوصة لأصحاب

.Γ وأدسمها» كلهّا الألبان أغلظ البقر «ولبن البقر] . . . ٣وأغلظُ

په. ٥لبنُ]
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فصل
البقولات 1.3في

الرطبة برة 1.3.1الكُز

يابسة. باردة
اللُّحوم. بزهومة تذهب ٥

مة. منوِّ وهي
القاتلة. النبات من كانت طبخ، غير مِن مائها من شرُب أو كلها أ مِن كثر أُ وإن

الأنف؞ في ‖ قُطّرت إذا الرعاف من تنفع ولذلك العروق، في الدم تجُمّد پ١١٨ووهي

الحمقاء 1.3.2البقلة

الرّجِْلة) (وهي ١٠

لزوجتها. لكثرة الانهضام بطیّة رطبة، ⟨ با⟨ردة وهي
العين؞ على وحمُلت دُقتّ إذا الرمد من وتنفع الجبين؛ على وحمُلت دُقتّ إذا الصداع من وتنفع

الحمقاء» «بقلة ،(١١٨٣٠–١٢ XI Γ «Π. ἀνδράχνης» ≡) ٢
٩٩و Γمفردة الحمقاء» البقلة «ذكر ⫊ الحمقاء] ٩البقلة
.(٣١٩٦–٥ I Δ «ἀνδράχνη» ≡) ١٩

٤٥ظ حشائش

«و العين] . . . ١٢وتنفع ‖ Γ المزاج» [ὑδατώδης] مائیّة «باردة رطبة] . . . ١١وهي ‖ ٧٣٨٧ فردوس ≡ يابسة] ٤باردة
«[ὀφθαλμῶν φλεγμοναῖς] الحارّة العين وأورام الرأس صداع من نفعت ،[μετ᾿ ἀλφίτου] السویق مع بها تضُمّد إذا

العرب). طبّ →) ٢٠٢١٥–٢١ عمدة الصداع“» أدناها داء، تسعين من شفاء ”الرجلة قال: الله رسول «أنّ Δ؛

«با⨂» [⟨ ردة ١١با⟨ ‖ القاتِله» الانبات من «امن القاتلة] . . . ٧كانت ‖ پ «البقول» په، «البقولاتصح» ٢البقولات]
پ. «وینفع» ١٢وتنفع] ‖ پ

في الحمقاء البقلة (وهي «الرجلة ،[٧٥١] تلخیص ⊃ حنیفة أبو الرجلة» وهي الحمقاء، البقلة هو «الفرفخ الرّجِْلة] ١٠وهي
يسُمّیه «وبعضهم ،٤٣٧ تفسيرج الحمقاء» البقلة وهي واحدة“، ”رجل أي «اندرخني: ،١٠٨٥ العرب طبّ الكتب)» بعض

.١٣٢١٥–١٤ عمدة الأندلس» في يسُمّى وهكذا ”الرجلة“،
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الیمانـیّـة البقلة 1.3.3

بوُز) اليرَْ (وهي

الهضم. سریع لطیف، معتدل رطب، بارد وهو
المعدة، ویصُلح السدد، ویـُفتحّ الطبیعة، ویلُينّ البول، ویدُرّ العطش، ویقطع والبرسام. الحمّى من ینفع

الشراسـیف؞ ورياح القولنج من ٥وینفع

ل الفُج 1.3.4

والمثانة، الكلى وینُقيّ الحصى ویـُفتتّ البول ویدُرّ الهضم، على یعُين ولكنهّ والاسـتحالة؛ التغیير سریع
الجشاء. ويهُیّج الرياح ویطرد البلغم، ویقطع

الخام؞ أسهل عسل، باؤقـيـّتين أوقيتّان مائه من وشرُب دُقّ وإذا

البصل 1.3.5١٠

الثانیة. في رطب الرابعة، الدرجة في حارّ
العطش. من وینفع الطعام، ويشُهّـي الجوف، في البرد من وینفع المنيّ، يكُثرّ

البصر؞ جلا بمائه، كتُحل ا وإذا

يمانیّة» «بقلة ⫊ ،(٨٨٥١–١٠ XI Γ «Π. βλίτου» ≡) ١٥–١٦
١٠٢ظ Γمفردة اليمانیّة» البقلة «ذكر ⫊ الیمانـیّـة] ١البقلة

حشائش «الفجل» ⫊ ل] ٦الفُج ‖ ١٨١٤–١٩ II جامعس ⊃ البصريّ ٣١٩١–٤)؛ I Δ «βλίτον» ≡) ٦–٧
٤٥و حشائش

Π.» ≡) ٩–١٠
١١٩ظ Γمفردة البصل» «ذكر ⫊ ١٠البصل] ‖ (١٠١٨٦–١٨١٨٧ I Δ «ῥαφανίς» ≡) ١–١١

٤٤ظ
.(٩٢١٦–١١ I Δ «κρόμυον» ≡) ٢٠–٢١

٤٨ظ حشائش «بصل» ،(١٢٤٨–١٣ XII Γ «κρομμύου

الصفراء» المرّة من الكائن العطش قطع «خاصّتها: العطش] ٤ویقطع ‖ Γ الثانیة» في رطب بارد «ومزاجها رطب] بارد ٣وهو
المعدة» في التغيرُّ «سریع التغیير] ٧سریع ‖ Δ للبطن» ملیّنة «وهي البصريّ، الطبیعة» «ویلُينّ الطبیعة] ٤ویلُينّ ‖ البصريّ

الجشاء] ٨ويهُیّج ‖ Δ للبول» «مدرّ البول] ٧ویدُرّ ‖ Δ الغذاء» نفوذ في «ویعُين الهضم] على ٧یعُين ‖ ٤٨٧ العرب طبّ

التسخين» من الرابعة الدرجة في «هذا الرابعة] . . . ١١حارّ ‖ Δ «مجشّئ» ،٤٨٧–٥ العرب طبّ المنتنة» الجشاء «ويهُیّج

فيجلو منه، الأبیض ماء من «ويكُتحل البصر] . . . ١٣وإذا ‖ ١٨٣٧٨ فردوس الطعام» «يشُهّـي الطعام] ١٢ويشُهّـي ‖ Γ
في العارض القرح ومن البصر، ضعف من نفع العسل، مع به اكتُحل إذا البصل، «وماء ،٢١٣٧٨–٢٢ فردوس البصر»

.Δ الماء» وابتداء ،[νεφελίοις] ”نافالیون“ لها یـُقال والتيّ ،[ἀργέμοις] ”أرغامن“ له یـُقال الّذي العين

پ. «ىاوڡيتان» ٩باؤقـيـّتين] ‖ پ «الجشى» ٨الجشاء] ‖ پ «الحصا» ٧الحصى] ‖ پ «الزبوز» بوُز] ٢اليرَْ

٢٧٨٢؛ عمدة اليربوز» هي يمانیّة: «بقلة ،١٣١٣ II جامعس اليمانیّة» البقلة هو الشام أهل بكلام «واليربوز بوُز] اليرَْ ٢وهي
(ܙܪܒܘܙܐ). وز یار >
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1.3.6الثوم

الرابعة. الدرجة في يابس حارّ
المالح. البلغم من الكائن العطش قطعُ وخاصّته:

الدیدان ویقتل والهیضة، الفواق من وینفع التخمة، ويزُیل والمبرودين، | المفلوجين وینفع الرياح، پ١١٨ظویطرد

من وینفع البول، ویدُرّ والخاصرة، والكلیتين الجوف أوجاع من وینفع القرع، وحبّ البطن في التيّ ٥

القولنج. ورياح البواسير
بالبصر. یضرُّ أنهّ إلاّ الصحّة، ويحفظ

الفقراء»؞ «ترياق سمّاه وجالینوس

اث 1.3.7الكُر

الثانیة. الدرجة في يابس حارّ ١٠

الردیةّ. الأحلامُ وخاصّته:
لك⟨لب⟩. الكلب وعضّة الهومّ ولسع القولنج ینفع أنهّ إلاّ الأسـنان؛ ویعُفنّ بالبصر یضرُّ وهو

والشقاق؞ والقروح والأرواح كالبواسير للمعدة، التيّ العلل جمیع من وینفع

والثوم «البصل ،(١٧١٢٥–٨١٢٦ XII Γ «Π. σκορδίου» ≡) ٣–٤
١٣٣ظ Γمفردة البسـتانيّ» الثوم «ذكر ⫊ ١الثوم]

حشائش «ثوم» ،(٦٣٣٠–٨ Γ «Π. κρομύων καὶ σκορόδων καὶ πράσων...» ≡) ١٧
١١ظ Γأغذیة والكرّاث»

⫊ اث] ٩الكُر ‖ ٥٨٦٦–٦ X Meth.med Γ → ٨وجالینوس] ‖ (٤٢١٨–٥٢١٩ I Δ «σκόρδον» ≡) ٦–٧
٤٩و

.(١٠٢١٤–٢٠٢١٥ I Δ «πράσον κεφαλωτόν» ≡) ٦–١٥
٤٨ظ حشائش النبطيّ» الشاميّ «الكرّاث

في ويجُففّ يسُخّنه «هذا ،٧٨٦ العرب طبّ والیبس» الحرارة من الرابع الجزء في يابس «حارّ الرابعة] . . . ٢حارّ
. . . ٧ويحفظ ‖ Δ البول» وأدرّ القرع“، ”حبّ له یـُقال الّذي الدود «أخرج البول] . . . ٤-٥ویقتل ‖ Γ الثالثة» الدرجة
للصحّة» حافظ دواء مذهب على یؤكل «قد ،Ἱππ «ἀγαθὸν τοῖσι σώμασι, τοῖσι δ’ ὀφθαλμοῖσι φλαῦρον» بالبصر]
”ترياق «ويسُمّى ،Γ «ὥστ’ ἔγωγε τῶν ἀγροίκων θηριακὴν ὀνομάζω τὸ βρῶμα» الفقراء»] ٨«ترياق ‖ Γ أغذیة
الجزء في يابس «حارّ الثانیة] . . . ١٠حارّ ‖ ١٢٨٦ العرب طبّ البادیة» أهل ترياق «والثوم ،٤٣٧٩ فردوس القرویينّ“»
،Δ «[δυσόνειρον] ردیةّ أحلام منه «تعرض الردیةّ] . . ١١وخاصّته. ‖ ١٣٨٦ العرب طبّ والیبس» الحرارة من الثانت
من «نفع الهومّ] ١٢ولسع ‖ Δ العين» في غشاوة «ويحُدث بالبصر] ١٢یضرُّ ‖ ١٤٣٧٨ فردوس ردیةًّ» أحلامًا «ويرُي

.١٤٣٧٨ فردوس البواسير» من «وینفع ١٣كالبواسير] ‖ Δ الهوامّ» نهش

پ. «الدى» ١٣التيّ] ‖ پ «الذى» ٥التيّ]
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م لْج الس 1.3.8

اللَّفْت) (وهو

الثانیة. في رطب الأولى، الدرجة في حارّ وهو
الخام؞ يكُثرّ أنهّ إلاّ البطن، في نفخٌ وفيه المنيّ. في ويزید الجماع يهُیّج

الجزر 1.3.9٥

الأولى. في رطب الثانیة، الدرجة في حارّ
الطمث. ویدُرّ الكلاء ویدُفّئ المنيّ؛ ويكُثرّ الجمَاع يهُیّج

المعدة؞ عن الانحدر بطيّ الانهضام عسرُ أنهّ إلاّ غذؤُه؛ جاد طُبخ، وإذا

لْق الس 1.3.10

مفتحّ للطحال، جيدّ وهو الرأس. من الرطوبة يحُللّ أنهّ وخاصّته: الأولى. الدرجة في يابس حارّ ١٠وهو

للسوداء؞ الاسـتحالة سریع أنهّ إلاّ ‖ السدد؛ پ١١٩و

Γمفردة السلجم» «ذكر ،(٢٥٣٢٣–٦٣٢٤ Γ «Π. γογγυλίδος» ≡) ١٧–٢٠
١١و Γأغذیة «السلجم» ⫊ م] لْج ١الس

‖ (١١٨٥–١١ I Δ «γογγύλη» ≡) ١٣–٢٢
٤٤و حشائش البسـتانيّ» «السلجم ،(٨٨٦١–١١ XI Γ ≡) ٦–٧

١٠٤ظ
حشائش البرّيّ» «الجزر ،(٨١٢٩–١٤ XII Γ «Π. σταφυλίνου» ≡) ١٠–١٤

١٠٤ظ Γمفردة الجزر» «ذكر ⫊ ٥الجزر]
Π.» ≡) ١٣–١٥

١٠ظ Γأغذیة «السلق» ⫊ لْق] ٩الس ‖ (٢٠٦٥–١٣٦٦ II Δ «σταφυλῖνος ἄγριος» ≡) ٢–١٠
٦٥ظ

«سلق» ،(٥١٣٨–١١ XII Γ «Π. τεύτλου» ≡) ٨–١٢
١٣٥ظ Γمفردة السلق» «ذكر ،(١٣٣١١–١٥ Γ «τεύτλου

.(١٠١٩٥–١٢ I Δ «σεῦτλον» ≡) ١٥
٤٥ظ حشائش

رياحًا «یوُلّد البطن] . . . ٤وفيه ‖ Γ مفردة ≡ المنيّ] في ٤ويزید ‖ (Δ ـ» «محرّك ≡) Γ الجماع» شهوة «يهُیّج الجماع] ٤يهُیّج
τὸν καλούμενον] الخام باسم المخصوص الخلط وهو غلیظ، خلطٌ البدن في منه «اجتمع الخام] ٤يكُثرّ ‖ Γ مفردة نافخةً»

الطمث] ٧ویدُرّ ‖ (Γ ≅) Δ الجماع» قوّة «ويحُرّك ،٢١٣٨٠ فردوس ≡ الجمَاع] ٧يهُیّج ‖ Γ أغذیة «[ὠμὸν χυμόν

الانهضام» بطيّ غلیظ أنهّ إلاّ ومطبوخًا، نیًّا كل یؤ «وقد المعدة] . . . ٨وإذا ‖ Γ والطمث» البول «یدُرّ ،Δ الطمث» «أدرّ
[ῥινὶ ἐγχεόμενος] بها اسـتُعط إذا عصارتهما، ولذلك فيهما، التيّ «للنطرونيـّة الرأس] . . . ١٠يحُللّ ‖ ٤١٠٨–٥ III أغذیةس
١٠-١١وهو ‖ Γمفردة الأنف» من الدماغ فضل وینفض؟ وتحُللّ تجلو بورقيةّ قوّة هذا «في ،Δ الرأس» تنُقيّ بالعسل،
علیلاً طحاله كان لمن المنفة بلیغ دواء أیضًا وهو ... الكبد سدد تفتیح في الملوكیة من وأجود أنفع السلق أنّ «إلاّ السدد] . . .

.Γأغذیة «[τοῖς ὑποσπλήνοις] العلّة بهذه

پ. «للسدد» ١١للسوداء] ‖ پ «الانهضام» ٨الانحدر] ‖ پ «غداه» ٨غذؤُه] ‖ پ «ویدفے» ٧ویدُفّئ]

هو «شلجم + ٦٦١ تلخیص اللفت» هو «سلجم ،١٨٨٥ العرب طبّ اللفت)» (وهو مثله «والسلجم اللَّفْت] ٢وهو
ܐ. ܠ > «لفت» | م ش > «سلجم/شلجم» ٩٥٦؛ تلخیص اللفت»
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نبْ 1.3.11الكُر

الثانیة. الدرجة في يابس حارّ
الطبیعة. یعقل

الولد. قطع علیه، أُدمن وإذا
للسوداء؞ مُولّد المعدة، على ثقيلٌ الهضم، بطيّ وهو ٥

یة بالقنار المعروف 1.3.12†الكرنب†

يابس. حارّ وهو
من یقرب أیضًا، رطب حارّ وهو باللَّصِیف؛ المعروف وهو ساق، على یقوم الّذي الرقيق الأبیض ومنه

فعله. في القناّریة
الجوف. في الدیدان یقتل أنهّ إلاّ السوداء، إلى وأمْيلَهُا ضررًا كثرُها أ وهو البرّيّ، ومنه ١٠

الكلیتين. وجع مِن ونفع الجماع وقوَّى ضررُه ذهب باللحم، وطُبخ سُلق وإذا
البول. وأدرّت الباه وكثرّت الجماع قوّت باللحم، وطُبخت سُلقت إذا والقناّریة،

باللحم. طُبخ إذا البارد السعال من ینفع أنهّ إلاّ المنفعة، في القناّریة من یقرب الثالث والصنف
فيه؞ كر ذُ وما البسـتانيّ منه أصناف: ثلٰثة وهو

.(٢٣١٢–٤ Γ «Π. κράμβης» ≡) ١٥–١٧
١٠ظ Γأغذیة «الكرنب» ⫊ نبْ] ١الكُر

أحرا التجفيف قوّة من فيه ما بسببِ فهو ،[σῶμα] جرمه «فامّٔا الطبیعة] ٣یعقل ‖ ١٦٨٤ العرب طبّ ≡ يابس] ٢حارّ
.١١٩٤ I Iatrica «καὶ μελαγχολικὸν γεννᾷ χυμόν» للسوداء] ٥مُولّد ‖ Γ البطن» یعقل أن

پ. «وقوّا» ١١وقوَّى] ‖ پ «ىاللضىف» ٨باللَّصِیف] ‖ پ «بالقنارڒیه» یة] ٦بالقنار ‖ «الكنكر» ⩼ ٦الكرنب]
تلخیص القناّریة» وهو «كنجر: ،١٤٧–٣ تفسيرج ”القناّریة“» العامّة وتسُمّیه [ἄκανθος ≡ «[اقنثوس یة] ٦بالقنار
بالقناّریة» الناس وعند بالكنكر، الأطبّاء عند المعروف هو فالبسـتانيّ «[حرشف] الجزّار)، ابن + جلجل ابن >) [٤٦١]
تفسيرب ”القناّریة“» تسُمّیه المغرب أهل وعامّة الكنكر، وهو البسـتانيّ، الحرشف هو «ااقنثس: ،٣١١٥٦–٣٢ عمدة
الحرشف نبات يشُـبه اللصیف، الحرشف: نوع «ومن ٨باللَّصِیف] ‖ ܢܐܪܘܣ) / ܝܢܐܪܐ ) «κινάρα» > ٤٢١٦–٥؛

.١٩١٥٧–٢٠ عمدة منه» أعظم أنهّ إلاّ
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الهلیون 1.3.13

الاسْفَراج) (هو

الأولى. الدرجة في رطب حارّ وهو
المنيّ. ويكُثر الجماع ويهُیّج البول، ویدُرّ الطبیعة یلُينّ

الكلاء. وینُقيّ الكبد، ویـُقوّي السدد، ٥ویـُفتحّ

الحصا. ویـُفتتّ السموم، ⟨ذوات⟩ ونهش الهوامّ لسع من وینفع
أصله؞ لحاء من مرّتان | فبدلُه الراوند، عدم وإذا پ١١٩ظ

الیقطین 1.3.14

بّاء) الدُّ وهو القرع، (وهو

الثانیة. الدرجة في رطب حارّ ١٠وهو

الجسم. یبرُّد
السعال؞ من وینفع

القرع» «ذكر ⫊ ٨الیقطین] ‖ (٧١٩٧–٢١٩٨ I Δ «ἀσπάραγος» ≡) ٣–٧
٤٦ظ حشائش «الهلیون» ⫊ ١الهلیون]

.(١٧٣٣–١٨ XII Γ «Π. κολοκύνθης» ≡) ١٦
١١٦ظ Γمفردة

يزید «وهو المنيّ] ٤ويكُثر ‖ Δ البول» وأدرّ البطن «لينّ البول] . . . ٤یلُينّ ‖ ٧١٠٦ III أغذیةس ≡ الأولى] . . . ٣وهو
٩وهو ‖ Δ «[φαλαγγιοδήκτοις] الرتیلاء نهش من طبیخها «نفع السموم] . . ٦ونهش. ‖ ١٧٨٥ العرب طبّ المنيّ» في
يسُمّي مَن «وخطئ ،(Δ «κολοκυνθίς» ≡) ٩٣٨ تفسيرج ”الدبّاء“» وبالعربیّة القرع، وهو «قلوقينیذس: بّاء] الدُّ . . .
وهو الیقطين، وهو القرع، هو «قلوقنثي: ،[٤٣٠] تلخیص ⊃ جلجل ابن ”الدبّاء“» العرب تسُمّیه القرع لأنّ یقطیناً، القرع

.Γ الثانیة» الدرجة في جمیعًا منهما وهو رطب، بارد مزاج «مزاجه الثانیة] . . . ١٠وهو ‖ ٧١٨٨ تفسيرب الدبّاء»

پ. الهوام» لسع وىىفعمن لسع من «وىىفع الهوامّ] . . . ٦وینفع ‖ پ «الاسفراخ» ٢الاسْفَراج]

الأندلس، أهل بلسان الهلیون هو «اسفراج: ،١٧٨٥ العرب طبّ الاسفراج)» (وهو «والهلیون الاسْفَراج] ٢هو
> ٧١٠٦؛ III أغذیةس ”الاسفراج“)» بالغرب (ويسُمّى الهلیون «في ،١٧–١٨

٦٢و مفردةغ اسفاراغش» الروميةّ وأصله

ܐܓܘܣ). ܐ / ܓܐ (ܐ ἀσπάραγος
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1.3.15البادنجان

ویبس. حرٌّ فيه وصار ضدّه، إلى بالعكس والیبس البرد في أفرط لأنهّ الرابعة، الدرجة في يابس بارد
والجرب. والاحتراق الأنبات ویوُلّد الدم ویغُيرّ القلب، وأمراض للسوداء مولّد وهو

له. برو لا إجذامًا أجذمه یومًا، سـتينّ كله أ على أدمن مَن أنهّ، جالینوس وذكر
مرّتين والملح الماء في سُلق إذا أنهّ، إلاّ الصلبة؛ والأورام السرطان داء ویورث الوجه، يكلُفّ وهو ٥

مضرّتهُ؞ ذهبت والأفویه، والخلّ باللحم وطُبخ

1.3.16الكمأة

أنّ إلاّ الحصا؛ وتوُلّد الطبیعة، وتعقل البول وتحبس والذبحة، الخوانیق تولّد لكنهّا رطبة، ⟨باردة⟩ وهي
لاق. والسُّ العين في والقروح والرمد العين وجع من ینفع ماءه

العَۡينۡ﴾؞ شِفَاءُ وَمَاؤُهَا المَۡنّ، مِنَ اَلـۡكمَۡأَةُ ﴿ الكماةٔ في قال أنهّ  النبيّ عن حدیثٌ وفيه ١٠

الأرض 1.3.17شحمة

الفُقاّع) (وهي

خير. كله أ في ليس یقتل، بعینه: ‖ السمّ وهو البراريّ، في ینبت اخٓر صنفٌ پ١٢٠وومنها

فعله. في الكماةٔ من یقرب وهو والزیتون، الشجر أصول في ینبت أحمر اخٓر نوعٌ ومنه
الكموّن؞ فيها ويكُثر الماء في السلق بعد اللحم في فليسـتعملهما ضررهما، دفع مزید أراد فإن ١٥

نفيل). بن عمرو بن زید بن سعید →) ٧٤٢–٨ العرب طبّ ≡ ١٠قال] ‖ ΔΓ ∌ ١البادنجان]

للبشرة، مسوّدًا لللون، مفسدًا «صار الصلبة] . . . ٥وهو ‖ ٢٥٨٥ العرب طبّ السوداء» «یوُلّد للسوداء] مولّد ٣وهو
III أغذیةس وللسدد» الصلبة الجاسـیة والأورام الفيل بداء المعروف والداء بالسرطان المعروف للداء ومورثًا للكلف ا مولّدً
وهو الأرض، تين الفقعّ: نوع «ومن البراريّ] . . . ١٣ومنها ‖ ٩١٤٧–١٥ III أغذیةس ≅ مضرّتهُ] . . . ٥-٦إذا ‖ ٧١٤٧–٩

‖ ١٩٢٩٢–٢٠ عمدة الرمل» نابته الأرض؛ وجه على الخریف زمن في یظهر شكله، وعلى التين قدر في رخو أبیض فقعّ
١٠–١١

٢٨و حشائش كله» آ یضرّ لم الفطر، مع البرّيّ الكمثرّى طُبخ إذا إنهّ، قومٌ قال «وقد *«الكمثرّى»: ⩼⨁ ١٥الكموّن]
.(٢١١٠٩–٢٢ I Δ ≡)

«علیه + [١٠ ‖ پ «ماوها» ٩ماءه] ‖ پ «لاكنها» ٨لكنهّا] ‖ پ «والاڡاوي» ٦والأفویه] ‖ پ «سـتون» ٤سـتينّ]
پ. فى» | «في ١٥في] ‖ په السلام» افضل

الكماةٔ من لضرب «یقولون ⨀ الفُقاّع] ١٢وهي ‖ «ὕδνον» ≡ ٧الكمأة] ‖ (भटाकी ⇢) گان / گان با > ١البادنجان]
.*{fq‘} ٤٠٣ DAA ،٤١٦٢ لحن ”الفقاع“»
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الفواكه ذكر باب 1.4

ومنافعها وطباعها
ذلك: فمن

التمر 1.4.1

يابس. ٥حارّ

ويهُیّج المبرودين، وینفع البلغم، أصحاب یوُافق أنهّ إلاّ المرار؛ ويكُثرّ العینين، ویعُمّش بالأسـنان، یضرُّ
الجماع؞

التین 1.4.2

رطب. حارّ
القلب. ويرُقّ الطبیعة ويكُرّم الصدر ويرُطّب المشايخ، وینفع السعال، ١٠ینفع

التِّين﴾؞ كلِۡ أَ فلَیُۡدۡمِنۡ قلَبُۡهُ، يرَِقَّ أَنۡ أَرَادَ مَنۡ ﴿ قال:  النبيّ عن الحدیث في وجاء

العنب 1.4.3

مزاجًا. وأعدلهُا الفواكه أفضل وهو
المذبولين. وینفع الأعضاء، ویـُقوّي الجسم، يخُصّب
الحرارة. في التين دون لطیف، رطب حارّ ١٥وهو

الدم. في ويزید
للعطش. ومسكّن للصفراء، مبرّد أنهّ إلاّ ⟨—⟩؛ الدرجة في لطیف يابس بارد منه: و الحصرم

الحارّة؞ الحمّايات في وأنفع والتبرید، التقطیع في التمرهنديّ من أحسن كان بالسكرّ، ماؤه طُبخ وإذا

عمر يرویه حدیث «ومنه التِّين] . . . ١١وجاء ‖ (١٩١١٧ I Δ «σῦκα» ≡) ٧–٨
٢٩ظ حشائش «التين» ⫊ ٨التین]

II غریب البَۡلسَ» كلِۡ أَ مِنۡ فلَیُۡدۡمِنۡ قلَبُۡه، يرَِقَّ أَنۡ أَحَبَّ مَنۡ قال:  النبيّ إنّ عبّاس، ابن عن عطاء عن قيس بن
١٢٣٧٦–١٣ I مكارم التين)» (وهو البَۡلسَ كلِۡ أَ مِنۡ فلَیُۡدۡمِنۡ قلَبُۡه، يرَِقَّ أَنۡ أَرَادَ مَنۡ الحدیث: «وفي ،٣٦٦٦–٥

Δ المزمن» السعال یوُافق «وقد السعال] ١٠ینفع ‖ ١٤٢٢٠ II أغذیةس واللثة» بالأسـنان «ویضرُّ بالأسـنان] ٦یضرُّ
أغذیةز البدن» «يخُصّب الجسم] ١٤يخُصّب ‖ ١٦٣٨١ فردوس والبطن» الصدر «ویلُينّ الطبیعة] . . . ١٠ويرُطّب ‖

.١٢٤٣

پ. صب» » ١٤يخُصّب] ‖ پ «فليزدمن» ١١فلَیُۡدۡمِنۡ]
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1.4.4التفّاح

وحامض. حلوٌ صنفان: وهو
الأولى. الدرجة في يابس بارد منه: پ١٢٠ظفالحامض

ویلُطّفه؞ الدم يرُوّق لأنهّ والكبد، والدماغ للقلب نافع رطب، حارّ منه: والحلو

ل ج َفر 1.4.5الس ٥

يابس. بارد وهو
الإسهال؞ من وینفع وطَبْخِه، المعدة ضعف مِن ینفع

1.4.6الكُمثرى

يابس. بارد وهو
العطش؞ ویقطع المعدة یـُقوّي أنهّ إلاّ القولنج؛ ویوُلّد الطبیعة، یعقل ١٠

1.4.7الرمان

والمعدة. الصفراء من والمنافع بْع الطَّ في التفّاح في كالقول فيه القول أنّ ذكروا
؞ جوهرياًّ دمًا ویوُلّد الحمّايات، وینفع العطش، ویقطع الطبیعة، ویلُينّ

«السفرجل» ⫊ ل] ج َفر ٥الس ‖ (٣–٦ XII٧٥ Γ «Π. μηλέας» ≡) ٤ ٣
١٢٤ظ Γمفردة التفّاح» «ذكر ⫊ ١التفّاح]

حشائش «الكمثرّى» ⫊ ٨الكُمثرى] ‖ (١٠١٠٧–١٤١٠٨ I Δ «κυδώνια» ≡) ٨
٢٠–٢٧ظ

٢٧و حشائش
.(٩٨٤٣–١٤ XI Γ «Π. ἀπίου» ≡) ١٣–١٤

٩٩ظ Γمفردة الكمثرّى» «ذكر ،(١٣١٠٩–١٧ I Δ «ἄπιον» ≡) ٢٠–٢٢
٢٧ظ

للمعدة جيدّ «هو الإسهال] . . . ٧ینفع ‖ Γ الحامض» ومنه القابض، ومنه الحلو، منه «لأنهّ وحامض] . . . ٢وهو
١٠یعقل ‖ ١٦٨١ العرب طبّ ≡ يابس] ٩بارد ‖ Δ «[κοιλιακοῖς] مزمن إسهال بهم للّذين جيدّ ... [εὐστόμαχα]
مفردةو ⊃ ماسویه ابن القولنج» یورث أن خاصّته المقدّد، «والكمثرّى القولنج] ١٠ویوُلّد ‖ Δ البطن» «عقل الطبیعة]

التفّاح] . . . ١٢ذكروا ‖ Γ العطش» وسكن المعة به قویت الكمثرّى، كل أُ «متى العطش] . . . ١٠یـُقوّي ‖ ١٠١٧٤

⊃ البصريّ للطبیعة» «ملينّ الطبیعة] ١٣ویلُينّ ‖ ١٣٦٢ IV جامعس ⊃ البصريّ التفّاح» في القول مثل الرمّان في «القول

«صار الحمّايات] ١٣وینفع ‖ ٢١٦٣ IV جامعس ⊃ عمران ابن للعطش» «قاطع العطش] ١٣ویقطع ‖ ١٥٦٢ IV جامعس

.٥٢٠٤–٦ II أغذیةس الأخلاط» عفونة عن المتولّدة المتطاولة الحمّیات من نافعًا
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اص الإج 1.4.8

البقر) عين (وهو

رطب. بارد وهو
والجراحات؞ والالتهاب والبرسام الحارّة الحمّايات من وینفع الطبیعة، ویلُينّ یبرُّد

الفرصاد 1.4.9٥

التُّوث) (وهو

يابس. بارد ینضج: لم والّذي — الثانیة الدرجة في رطب حارّ وهو
والذ⟨بحة⟩)؞ الحلق وجع من وینفع البلغم، من الدم یصُفيّ

الفرشك 1.4.10

الـخَوْخ) ١٠(وهو

رطب. بارد وهو
بالمعاء. مُضرِّ لها؛ مبرّد المعدة، على ثقيل

والعفونة. الأنبات ویوُلّد الدم، ویعُفن
البطن؞ ‖ في القرع وحبّ الدیدان یقتل أنهّ إلاّ للحمّى، مولّد پ١٢١و

Γمفردة الخوخ» «ذكر ⫊ ٩الفرشك] ‖ ١١١١٥–١٢ I Δ «μορέα» ≡ ٦–٧
٢٩و حشائش «توث» ⫊ ٥الفرصاد]

.(٧٧٦–١٥ XII Γ «Π. μηλέας Περσικῆς» ≡) ١٧–٢١
١٢٤ظ

الحارّ وللورم ... صالحةً «كانت والذ⟨بحة⟩)] . . . ٨وینفع ‖ ١٠٢٠ عمدة البقر» عیون الإجّاص «وإنماّ البقر] عين ٢وهو
على ١٢ثقيل ‖ ١٤٨٠ العرب طبّ ≡ رطب] ١١بارد ‖ Δ اللسان» وجنبتي الحنك جانبي عن الّذي العضل في العارض
ورقها صار «ولذلك البطن] . . . ١٤یقتل ‖ Γ مبرّد» رطب «فمزاها لها] ١٢مبرّد ‖ ١٤٨٠ العرب طبّ «ثقيل» المعدة]

.Γ « الدیدان یقتل

پ. ⨂ ٨والذ⟨بحة⟩)]

.«περσικόν» > «فرسك» ٣٤٣٢؛ عمدة الخوخ» هو «فرسك: ٣١١٠؛ سوق «فرسك» الـخَوْخ] ١٠وهو
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1.4.11المشمش

قُوق) (البرَْ

الخوخ. من أردى رطب، بارد وهو
الربع؞ حمّى وتوُلّد الكبد تضُعّف أخلاط وفيه

نج ْ1.4.12الأُتر ٥

طبائع: أربع فيه
الانهضام. بطيّ صُلبٌْ وهو المعدة؛ يسُخّن يابس، حارّ فقشرُه

الطبیعة. ویعقل الصفراء یقمع رطب، بارد لحمُه
المعدة. ویـُقوّي البطن یعقل يابس، حارّ وحبُّه

والبلغم؞ الصفراء یقطع يابس، بارد فهو حامضًا، كان إنّ السـیّال: ولبُُّه ١٠

1.4.13الزعرور

والدوار؞ الغشاء من وینفع الطبیعة، ویعقل المعدة یـُقوّي يابس، بارد إنهّ فيه جالینوس قال

‖ (١٦٧٦–١٧٧ XII Γ «Π. μηλέας Ἀρμενικῆς» ≡) ٢١–٢٣
١٢٤ظ Γمفردة المشمش» «ذكر ⫊ ١المشمش]

«الزعرور ⫊ ١١الزعرور] ‖ (١٨٣٠٣–٢٣٠٤ Γ «Π. κιτρίου» ≡) ١
٢٦–١٠و

٩ظ Γأغذیة «الأترجّ» ⫊ نج] ْ٥الأُتر
≡) ٥–٧

٢٨و حشائش «الزعرور» ،(٢٠٢٩٥ Γ «Π. μεσπίλων καὶ οὔων» ≡) ٢٤–٢٥
٨ظ Γأغذیة والغبيراء»

.(٦١١٠–١١ I Δ «μέσπιλον»

Synt «καὶ τῶν ῥοδακίνων κακοχυμώτερα» الخوخ] من ٣أردى ‖ Γ رطبة» باردة ثمرة «وهي رطب] بارد ٣وهو
ثلاثة الأترجّ «أجزاء طبائع] أربع ٦فيه ‖ ٩١٧٨ II أغذیةس متطاولًة» حمّیاتٍ «ويحُدثان الربع] حمّى ٤وتوُلّد ‖ ٢٢٨–٣

الانهضام عسر نفسه في وهو [(τὸ σκέπασμα) خارج من لها الحاوي «[القشر الانهضام] . . . ٧وهو ‖ Γأغذیة أجزاء»

للبطن وأوفق أصلح هو «ولذلك الطبیعة] . . . ١٢یـُقوّي ‖ Γ صلبًا» فحلاً كان إذ ذلك، له وحقّ [δύσπεπτόν]؛

.Δ للبطن» [στεγνωτικός] ممسكاً للمعدة، جيدًّا كان كل، أُ «إذا ،Γ المسـتطلق»

ثمرة «يسُمّون ٢٣٢٢؛ عمدة البرقوق» هو «مِشْمِش: ،٩٢١ تفسيرج البرقوق» وهو المشمش وهو «ارميناقن: قُوق] ٢البرَْ
.Γ «[πρεκόκκιον] ”برقوقيا“ الشجرة هذه



Nat IV Regimen 741

النبقان 1.4.14

إلى يمیل البرّيّ، من یبسًا أقلُّ البسـتانيّ أنّ إلاّ يابسان، باردان وهما وبسـتانيّ؛ برّيٌّ صنفان: وهو
الرطوبة.

والإسهال؞ الصفراء من نافعان وهما

النخل مار ج 1.4.15٥

يابس. بارد
الصفراء. ویقمع الطبیعة یعقل

البطن؞ أسهل الامتلاء، على كل أُ وإذا

الجوز 1.4.16

رطب. حارّ ١٠وهو

ویعُدّله؞ الدم ويرُوّق الفاسدة، الفضول وینشِف السعال، ویذُهب والرئة، الصدر ینفع

.١٩١٩١ VI الحاوي ⊃ ماسویه ابن النبق» الصفراويّ الإسهال من «ینفع والإسهال] . . . ٤وهما

پ. «النبقيں» ١النبقان]
XII Γ «ὅ τε τοῦ φοίνικος ἐγκέφαλος» ≡ ٢٢–٢٣

٦٥ظ Γمفردة قلبها)» (وهو النخل «جمّار النخل] مار ٥ج
كناّش). إسحق، ابن →) [١٨٥] تلخیص الجمّار» هو النخل «جبن ،٩٦٧٢–١٠
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الأغذیة اجتماع في 2القول

البطن اجتمعتفي إذا
القولنج؞ ورياح والجرب الحكةّ منه تتولّد واحد، | حالٍ في الجوف في اجتمع إذا واللبن، پ١٢١ظالسمك

البیض أكل من الإكثار

والكلف. الدوار یوُلّد علیه والإدمان ٥

أثقلهُا؞ الماء، في والمسلوق المقليّ؛ من أخفُّ مشوياًّ كلُه وأ

المالح أكل

والقروح؞ الأنبات معه تحدث والحجامة، الفصد ثْر
ِٕ
ا على

الحمام في

الشراسـیف؞ ورياح القولنج له یولد الطعام، من الامتلاء على الحمّام دخل مَن ١٠

باللیل الأترنج أكل

جملًة؞ باللیل فلیُجتنب والدبیلة، الغاشـیة یوُرث
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الإنسان یعهد فیما القول 3

شهر فيكلّ علیه ویعتمد
یجتنبه وما

في تحدث افٓة كلّ من يمنع ذلك فإنّ حارّ: ماء من جُرعتين غداة كلَّ فبریر شهر في يشرب أن وذلك
الشهر؞ ٥ذلك

تحدث افٓة كلّ من ینفع ذلك فإنّ عسل: من لعقتين یوم كلّ والعقْ الحوت، كل تأ لا مارس شهر وفي
الشهر؞ ذلك في

ذلك فإنّ عسلیًّا: ورد شراب یوم كلّ واشربْ العسالیج؛ من شيئاً ولا الفجل، كل تأ لا یل أبر وفي
الشهر؞ ذلك في تحدث افٓة ‖ كلّ من ینفع پ١٢٢و

الحیوان؞ من شيء رأس كل تأ لا ه میُّ ١٠وفي

وتبریده؞ طبْخه بعد البارد الماء يشرب یوُنیُه وفي

الوطي؞ اجتنب یوُلیُه وفي

حامض؞ أو حلو المعزيّ، ولا البقريّ اللبن تشرب لا أغَُشت وفي

البصل؞ ولا الكرّاث، كل تأ لا اشتنبر وفي

الحمّام؞ تدخل لا أكتوبر ١٥وفي

الكرنب؞ كل تأ لا نبر ج د وفي

=] الدمشقيّ يحنىّ «Μῆνες κατὰ Ῥωμαίους» ،٦٤٢–١٧ VIII عقد ⊃ عمران بن إسحاق ≅ یجتنبه] . . . ١-٣القول
.٢٣٦ [ΙΔ

لا فبرير: شهر «وفي الشهر] . . . ٤-٥أن ‖ عقد غداةً» شدیدًا شرابًا واشرب السلق، كل تأ لا ینيرّ: شهر «في + ٤وذلك]
الأفسـنتين وتشرب كلهّا، الحلوا كل تأ «لا الشهر] . . . كل تأ ٦-٧لا ‖ ΙΔ «Σεῦτλου μὴ φάγῃς» عقد، السلق» كل تأ
في تنبت التيّ الأصول من شيئا كل تأ «لا الشهر] . . . ٨-٩لا ‖ ΙΔ «Γλυκοφάγει, γλυκοπότει» عقد، الحلاوة» في
«بعد وتبریده] . . . ١١بعد ‖ ΙΔ «Ποδοκέφαλα μὴ φάγῃς» عقد، ≡ الحیوان] . . ١٠وفي. ‖ عقد الفجل» ولا الأرض،
١٤لا ‖ عقد الحیتان» كل تأ «لا حامض] . . . ١٣لا ‖ عقد «تجُنبّ» ١٢اجتنب] ‖ عقد الریق» على وتبرُّده تطبخه ما
تدخل لا نبنبر: وفي مطبوخًا. ولا نيئاً، الكرّاث كل تأ «لا الحمّام] تدخل ١٥لا ‖ عقد البقريّ» اللبن «تشرب البصل] . . .

.ΙΔ «κράμβην» عقد، «الأرانب» ١٦الكرنب] ‖ (ΙΔ ≡) عقد الحمّام»

پ. «عسلي» ٨عسلیًّا] ‖ پ «سى» [ ٨شيئاً ‖ ابریل» «ميهّ یل] ٨أبر
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الملابس في 4القول

لأجسامهم. وأخصبُ للمبرودين موفاقٌ وهو یلُبس، شيء أحرُّ الحرير أنّ الله، وفقّك اعلمْ،
المحرورة. للأجسام وأوفقُها أبردُها، والكتاّن

للأجسام؞ وأوفق اللباس في أحسن كان الكتاّن، من تقادم ثوب وكلّ ا؛ جدًّ حارّ جدید ثوب وكلّ

والبصر القلب یـقوي 5.1ومما ٥

والبصر. القلب یـُقوّي لأنهّ الأخضر: النبات، ⟨ — یل⟨ ما أحسن أنّ اعلمْ
والنضار. الورق في اهةُ والنزَّ الجمیل والوجه الجاریة المیاه في النظرُ البصر: یـُقوّي وممّا

الهموم؞ تسلیةُ أیضًا | پ١٢٢ظوخاصّته

النسیان من وینفع القلب یـقوي 5.2ومما

الثیاب؞ وخفةُّ الخزّ ولباسُ البنفسج بدهن والتمريخُ الطیب وشمُّ ود، النهُّ ذوات المحتملة الجوار مُراقدة ١٠

السوداء ینفع 5.3ومما

شتّى وعلل والنزلات القلب وأمراض

الطیب؞ وشمُّ واللهَْوُ، الحدیث، وسماع بالحدیث ُّس التانٔ والسوداء: القلب أمراض من ینفع فالّذي

الدماغ یـقوي 5.4ومما

والقسط؞ باللُّوبان التدخين ١٥

پ. «النانس» ُّس] ١٣التانٔ ‖ پ «الحز» ١٠الخزّ]

(الجواري). ⨀ ١٠الجوار]



Nat IV Regimen 745

الأنف وقروح العطاس وكثرة النزلات ینفع ومما 5.5

بالمشایخ سیّما لا

اللادن)؞ (وهو الصغير بالعنبر التدخين

الأذنین ووجع الرأس وجع من ینفع ومما 5.6

الترمس؞ ودقيق السخن بالماء الرأس ٥غسلُ

والجرب الحكّة ینفع ومما 5.7

أخضر؞ كُزْبرُ فيه طُبخ قد بماء الحمّام في ق التعرُّ بعد الجسم غسلُ

الكثیر العرق من ینفع ومما 5.8

الريحان؞ فيه طُبخ قد بماء هورُ الطُّ

پ. «كرتر» ٧كُزْبرُ]
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فصل

العین وأدویة والشیافات الأكحال 7في

الرمانین كحل 7.1صفة

العین علل وجمیع والجرب الضبابة ‖ من پ١٢٣والنافع

ب مجر ٥

نصف العسل ومن رطل نصف واحد كلّ من ویؤخذ كذلك، والحلو بقشره الحامض الرمّان یعُصر
العسل. قوام إلى يرجع حتىّ أحمر نحاس إناء في ویطُبخ رطل.

درهم. واحد كلّ من وزعفران: وماميران خولان وكحل السقطريّ الصبر من ویؤخذ
ناعمًا. ويخُلط المطبوخ على ویذُرّ بصفيق، ویعُجن وینُخل الجمیع یدُقّ

مجرّب؞ — والعشيّ بالغداة بالمیل ويسُـتعمل ١٠

العین في النازل للماء شیاف 7.2صفة

والظلمة وللضبابة والحدیث القدیم وللبیاض العنكبوت، كنسج هو الذّي السبل وریح
الكتاب قراءة یلبثفي لا والذّي العین النابتفيجفون والشعر

درهمان. واحد كلّ من النحاس: وتوبال وزنجار وإسفيذاج عربيّ وصمغ فضّةٍ إقليمیا یؤخذ
درهم. نصف أفيون: درهم. ق: وُشَّ ١٥

مثل وتحُبَّب الأدویة به وتعُجن المعصور، السذاب ماء في الوشّق وینُقع بحريرة. وینُخل الجمیع یدُقّ
العدس.

وعشـیّةً؞ غدوةً به ويكُتحل

.١–٨
٦١و دكاّنل ≡ ١١صفة] ‖ ٢٤–٣٠

٦٤و دكاّنل ≡ ٣صفة]

الماء» «من ١١للماء] ‖ د «نعما» ٩ناعمًا] ‖ د «بشفيڧ» ٩بصفيق] ‖ د والزعڢران» الماميران «ومن وزعفران] ٨وماميران
‖ د – ١٢وللضبابة] ‖ د نسْج» مثل العينْ على تشتبك «التي كنسج] هو ١٢الذّي ‖ د «ورياح» ١٢وریح] ‖ د

. د – ١٤یؤخذ] ‖ د «الكتب» ١٣الكتاب] ‖ د «یثبت» ١٣یلبثفي]
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أصفر شیاف صفة 7.3

ا شاء إن كان نوع أي من ة مد أقلّ في الشدید الرمد یـل یزُ

دراهم. سـتةّ | أبیض: ملقوط عربيّ صمغ پ١٢٣ظ

دراهم. أربعة واحد كلّ من وقاقيا: الفضّة وإقليمیا محرق نحاس
درهمان. واحد كلّ من وأفيون: ٥زعفران

الظلّ. في وتجُفَّف المطر بماء وتعُجن مسحوقة، مجموعة
صبًّا؞ العين في ویصُبّ البیض ببياض ویدُاف

ة خاص والأطفال للرمد ا بـإذن نافع كحل صفة 7.4

بالنجح معروف عجیب وهو

ویضُاف يجُفَّف ثمّ رطل. َّشَا الن من فيه ینُقع ثمّ كافور. درهم فيه فيُجعل ونصف، رطل ماورد: ١٠یؤخذ

النساء، لبن أو الأتن لبن في وینُقع والنخل. السحق بعد رطل، نصف الجلال: العَنْـزَرُوت من إلیه
الظلّ. في وتجُففّه به وتدُیفه

مسحوق. مجففّ مغسول إسفيذاج وأوقـیّة كافور درهم نصف فيه وتزید تسحقه ثمّ
مجرّب؞ وهو — الأطفال عیون وخاصّةً مِدة، الرَّ العين في ویذُرّ به ويكُتحل قوارير، في يرُفع ثمّ

.١
٦٠و – ٢٥

٥٩ظ دكاّنل ≡ ٨صفة] ‖ ٢٤–٢٩
٦٠ظ دكاّنل ≡ ١صفة]

«يجمع» ٦مجموعة] ‖ د «وَافافيا» ٤وقاقيا] ‖ د ڢضة» «افليمیا الفضّة] ٤وإقليمیا ‖ د «باذْن» شاء] ٢إن ‖ د «اوَل» ٢أقلّ]
١١أو] ‖ د ورْد» «ماء ١٠ماورد] ‖ د وللاطڢال» الرّمدة «للعْينْ والأطفال] ٨للرمد ‖ د «وتذاب» ٧ویدُاف] ‖ د

د. لعیون» «خاصّته عیون] ١٤وخاصّةً ‖ د يجڢّ» «حتى + ١٣تسحقه] ‖ د «وتدڢيه» ١٢وتدُیفه] ‖ د «وـ»

پ. «ویدر» ١٤ویذُرّ]
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للبیاض كحل 7.5صفة

یومًا ثلاثين إلى وأبرأ فصنعه یبرَى، لا أنهّ الأطبّاء وأجمع الأطبّاء؛ وجمیع الراهب بولش اسـتعمله
هْبان» الرُّ «نصائح في جالینوس ذكره

سواءً أجزاءً وبورق: ومَسْحَقُونیا وسكرّ، بّ، الضَّ وبعر الماء، على یطفو الّذي البحر زَبدَ یؤخذ
وتنُخل. تدُقّ معتدلًة. ٥

‖ به ويسُقى النصف، یذهب حتىّ ماء برطل وتطُبخ وتنُخل تدُقّ أوقـیّة. نصف الماميران: من پ١٢٤وویؤخذ

وهو — ذَرُورًا یصير ثمّ الماء، ینفذ حتىّ أيّامًا الشمس في بالسحق علیه ویدُام صلایةٍ، في تقدّم ما
كبير؞ ه وسرُّ غایةٌ

للبیاض آخر كحل 7.6صفة

جزو. واحد كلّ من طبرزد: أو حجازيّ وسكّر وأَنْزَرُوت البحر زبد ١٠

الخروج بعد باللسان البیاض موضعُ ویدُلك المیل، فيه ویغُمس العين، به تذُرّ ثمّ وینُخل. الجمیع یدُقّ
الحارّ؞ الماء على والانكباب الحمام من

١٣٩٤–٧؛ منصوريّ ≅ ٣١٨٣–٣٨٤؛ II تصریف ≅ ١٦–٢٤؛
٦٠و دكاّنل العين» ڢـي للبیاض يكون «اخر ≡ ١صفة]

ڢـي للبیاض «اخر ≡ ٩صفة] ‖ (٣٦٦٤٧٣٦٤ ٢ SecMont ≡) ١٦ظ تذكرةه ⊃ الرهبان نصائح ψΓ للبیاض» «كحل

.٢٤–٢٨
٦٠و دكاّنل العين»

يحذر «وكان یبرَى] . . . ٢وأجمع ‖ د – الأطبّاء] ٢وجمیع ‖ م أجود» ولا القلع في مثله أر «ولم هْبان] الرُّ . . . ٢-٣اسـتعمله
الماء] . . . ٤الّذي ‖ د زبد» «من ٤زَبدَ] ‖ د «وبرَي» [ ٢وأبرأ ‖ د «یبریه» ٢یبرَى] ‖ ت یبراء» لا أنه على الاطبّا جمیع

+ ،Σ «وبورق» ٤وبورق] ‖ د ومسحفونیَا» «مسحوفا ٤ومَسْحَقُونیا] ‖ مت – ،S «quae natat super aquam»
ψΓ «الماميران» م، وجّ» دراهم وعشرة «الماميران د، مفدار» «الوج ٦الماميران] ‖ د – [ ٤سواءً ‖ م حجازيّ» «وسكّر

. . . ٧-٨ما ‖ م ویصُفىّ» رطل ربع یصير «حتىّ النصف] یذهب ٦حتىّ ‖ د ویطبخ» «یدَڧ وتطُبخ] وتنُخل ٦تدُقّ ‖
ویذُرّ ويرُفع ويسُحق يجُففّ ثمّ مرّات، أربع أیضًا به ویعُجن يسُحق ثمّ الظلّ، في ويجُففّ به. تنعجن بما الأدویة «منه كبير]

«وسرّ» ه] ٨وسرُّ ‖ [ψΓ ∌] م الدوابّ» أعين من الغلیظ یقلع أنهّ حتىّ البیاض إذهاب في له عدیل لا فإنهّ — العين به

د. ڢـي» «الدخول من] ١١-١٢الخروج ‖ د ڢـي» «یدر به] ١١تذُرّ ‖ د جزْء» ربع «وبورڧ + «جزء» ١٠جزو] ‖ د

«الما ٦الماميران] ‖ پ «ویدق» ٤وبورق] ‖ پ «للصب» بّ] ٤الضَّ ‖ پ «ىطفوا» ٤یطفو] ‖ پ «وابرى» [ ٢وأبرأ
په. اظنه» ان «م پ، مقدار»
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البصر یحُد كحل صفة 7.7

ویرفعها الرخوة اللیّنة الأشفار ویقوي

بالسویةّ. المحرق: التمر ونوى سنبل یؤخذ
جيدًّا؞ يسُحقان ثمّ وینُخلان، ناعمًا یدُقاّن

كبیر باسلیقون صفة 7.8٥

والدمعة والظلمة والجرب السبل وریح والكُمنة البصر لهدوء ینفع

ونصف. مثقال واحد كلّ من ووشّق: ذهبیّة إقليمیا — أخلاطه
ونصف. مثقال محرق: نحاس

مثقال. واحد كلّ من أصفر: وهلیلج إسفيذاج
مثقال. درانيّ: ١٠ملح

ونصف. دوانیق أربعة وزنُ واحد كلّ من ومرّ: ودارفلفل فلفل
مثقال. نصف واحد كلّ من وإثمد: وجندبادستر بوا وهیل وسنبل نة وأُشـْ ساذج

دانق. نصف واحد | كلّ من وماميران: قرنفل عروق پ١٢٤ظ

قيراط. عنبر:
مثقال. الطعام: ١٥ملح

ونصف. دانق هنديّ: ملح
مجرّب؞ فإنهّ — به ويكُتحل سحْقه، في ویبُالغ بحريرةٍ وینُخل یدُقّ

على الكبير «باسلیفون ≡ ٥صفة] ‖ الكحّال) ابن <) ١
١٣–٢٢٤ظ

٢٢٤و كناّشس ≅ ٢٢–٢٤؛
٦٣ظ دكاّنل ≡ ١صفة]

١٥١٩٦–٢٤ أقراباذينس ≡ ٥٣١٥–١١؛ هارونـيـّة كبر» الأ «الباسلیقون ≈ ٢١–٢٩؛
٦٢ظ دكاّنل ذكره» المتفدم خلاڢ

.٦٧٨٢–١٤ XII Γ «Ἰνδικὸν βασιλικόν» ⥲ ؛ ١٢١٧٧–١٩ فردوس روشـنائي» = الباسلیقون «دواء ≈

جيدًّا] . . ٤یدُقاّن. ‖ كس «جيدّ» + ٣سنبل] ‖ د – ٣یؤخذ] ‖ ك الفوق» «إلى + ٢ویرفعها] ‖ ك «ويخشن» ٢ویقوي]
د «وَالكمیة» ٦والكُمنة] ‖ د «لحدة» ٦لهدوء] ‖ د ناعما» «دفا ٤ناعمًا] ك مجرّب» صحیح ويسـتعمل وینخل «یدقّ

وَنصاڢ» «ودانڧ ٩مثقال] ‖ د «وَاهلیلج» ٩وهلیلج] ‖ Σ البحر» «زبد د، «ووَسج» ٧ووشّق] ‖ د – ٧ذهبیّة] ‖

د – فه، «قرنفل» قص، وعروق» [...] «قرنفل قرنفل] ١٣عروق ‖ د «دانڧ» ١٢مثقال] ‖ د – ١١ومرّ] ‖ د
‖ هق العجين» «ملح الطعام] ١٥ملح ‖ Σ – د، ≡ قيراط] ١٤عنبر: ‖ د دانفان» «نشاذر دانق] . . ١٣وماميران. ‖

د. هندي» ملح ونصڢ «ودانڧ ونصف] . . . ١٦ملح ‖ د – ١٥مثقال]
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فصل
النافعة ومعاناتها المستعملة الأدهان 8في

ذلك: فمن

الخردل دهن 8.1صفة

مندیلٍ في ویعُصر أنفاق، زیت من بشيء ويخُلط حارّ ماء في ینُقع ثمّ ناعمًا، دقًّا یدُقّ الخردل، یؤخذ ٥

ويرُفع. صفيق
ومن الثعلب داء من وینفع وینُقيهّا. الرطوبة ويجُففّ المزمنة، الباردة للأوجاع یصلح لطیف، حارّ وهو
حاشا الهوامّ، جمیع ومن العقرب لسع مِن وینفع والنافض. والاختلاج والرعشة والفالج المفاصل أوجاع
وحللّ الحفظ وقوّى النسـیان من نفع بالـمُوسى، حَلقْه بعد الرأس مؤخّر به دُهن وإذا الأفعى. لدغة

الله؞ شاء إن العصب، ويسُخّن ذلك، في السبب هو الّذي البلغم ١٠

الغافت دهن 8.2صفة

شئت، وإن — قوّته الدهنُ یاخٔذ حتىّ الشمس في ویعُلقّ الرّكاِبيّ الدهن في ویلُقى الغافت یؤخذ
يجفّ. حتىّ النار على جعلتْه

المتقادمة الحـمّیات من نافع لسُدَدها، ومفتحٌّ لجسائها ومحللٌّ الكبد أوجاع من نافع مُنقيّ، لطیف حارّ وهو
الصبیان؞ وحمّیات الربع وحمّى ١٥

II تصریف ≅ ١٧–٢٣؛
١٠٠د rAnt «oleum sinapis» ≅ ١٢–١٧؛

٦٣و دد = ٦–١٣
٥٢ظ دكاّنل ≡ ٤صفة]

حشائش الخردل» دهن وهو سينابينون، «صنعة ⥅ ويرُفع] . . . ٥-٦یؤخذ ‖ ٨٤٥٣–١٣ هارونـيـّة ≅ ٢٤٢٠٣–٣١

(١٧٣٩–١٨ I Δ ≡) ١٨
١٠و حشائش ⥅ المزمنة] . . . ٧یصلح ‖ (١٥٣٩–١٧ I Δ «τὸ δὲ σινάπινον» ≡) ١٧–١٨

١٠و

≅ الصبیان] . . . ١٤-١٥وهو ‖ ٨٢١٦–١٢ II تصریف ≅ ١٩–٢٢؛
٦٤ظ دد = ٢٧–٣١

٥٣ظ دكاّنل ≡ ١١صفة] ‖
.٢٣٢٢٠–١١٢٢١ IV جامعس ⊃ عمران ابن «غافت»

‖ Δ – ده، – ٦ويرُفع] ‖ Δ – صفيق] مندیلٍ في ٥-٦ویعُصر ‖ (Δ «ἐλαίου») Σ «زیت» د، ≡ أنفاق] ٥زیت
ه، والناقص» «واللقوة ت، والنافض» «واللقوة د، «والنافض» ٨والنافض] ‖ Aه – دل، «بارد» ددت، ≡ ٧حارّ]
‖ Σ – ١٢الغافت] ‖ A – بالـمُوسى] . . . ٩بعد ‖ ه «الیفاع» دد، «الاڢعا» ٩الأفعى] ‖ د «لسعة» ٨لسع] ‖ A –

دد. بلیغة» لطاڢة «له دد، وتنفية» لطاڢة «له مُنقيّ] ١٤لطیف ‖ دلت «حملته» ١٣جعلتْه]

پ. «منقى» ١٤مُنقيّ] ‖ پ «الافعا» ٩الأفعى] ‖ پ «والناقص» ٨والنافض] ‖ پ «حاد» ٧حارّ]
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السذاب دهن صفة 8.3

واللَّقوة والفالج والا⟨ختلاج⟩ والرعشة العصب واسترخاء والظهر، والمثانة الكـلى برد ‖ من النافع پ١٢٥و

والوركان. والمائدة ة ّ السرُّ به دُهنت إذا البول، وسلاسة
أفرط. إذا الكثير الاحتلام من نفع الظهر، به دُهن إذا
قوّیةًّ. منفعةً فيها الريح من نفع الأذن، في منه قُطّر ٥وإذا

منها. يسـیل وما المادّة من نشّفها الأورام، على وحمُل قيروطي منه عمُل وإذا

يرَج. الشِّ دهن من أو الركابيّ الدهن من أقساط ثلٰثة یؤخذ
بالبغداديّ. ونصف رطل الطريّ: السذاب ورق ومن

واحدًا. قسطًا العذب: الماء ومن
ويرُفع. ویصُّفى وینزُل الدهن، ویبقى الماء یذهب حتىّ نظیفة قِدْرٍ في لیّنة بنار ویطُبخ الكلّ ١٠يجُمع

وأسرع؞ وأحسن أرفعُ الصناعة هذه أنّ إلاّ الأدهان، كسائر صنعْته شئت، وإن

الدفلى دهن صفة 8.4

الرطب الجرب من النافع
أصلا به یذهب

أنفاق. زیت أو وردٍ زیت رطل نصف علیه ویلُقى رطل، قدَْر فْلى الّدِ عصارة من ١٥یؤخذ

ويسُـتعمل؞ ویصُفىّ الدهن، ویبقى العصارة تذهب حتىّ ویطُبخ

كناّشس ≅ ٢١٧٢–٨؛ أقراباذينس ≅ ٦٢١٢–١٣؛ II تصریف ≡ ١٩ ١١؛
٦٥و دد = ١٦–٢٦

٥٤و دكاّنل ≡ ١صفة]
دد = ٤–٨

٥٥و دكاّنل ≡ ١٢صفة] ‖ ١٧–٢١
١٠١ا rAnt «oleum rute» ≅ [. . . ٢النافع ‖ ٢

١٨٦و –٩
١٨٥ظ

.٢٦–٢٨
١٠١ا rAnt «oleum oleandri» ≡ ٤٢١٦–٦؛ II تصریف ≡ ٧–١٠؛

٦٦و

‖ قك الجنبين» «ووجع والوركان] . . . ٢-٣واسترخاء ‖ ق «والأرحام» + ٢والظهر] ‖ د «ناڢع» ٢النافع]
٥الأذن] ‖ قك – منها] . . . ٤-٦إذا ‖ د سلاسة» من «وینڢع ٣وسلاسة] ‖ دت «والاختلاج» ٢والا⟨ختلاج⟩]
«دهن يرَج] الشِّ . . . ٧الدهن ‖ د تاخٔذ» أن «وهو ٧یؤخذ] ‖ دد «عظيمة» [ ٥قوّیةًّ ‖ A «in naso» دد، «الانڢ»

+ ١٤أصلا] ‖ د «ناڢع» ١٣النافع] ‖ د «أسرع» وأسرع] . . . ١١أرفعُ ‖ قك – [. . . ١١وإن ‖ ك «الدهن» ق، حلّ»

دل. «وینڢع» ،A «reserva» ددت، «ويرفع» ١٦ويسُـتعمل] ‖ دت «مجرّب»

پ. ج» «الس يرَج] ٧الشِّ
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البنج دهن 8.5صفة

يشُمَّس. ثمّ حارّ، بماء ویعُجن الحدیث، الیابس الأبیض البَنْج بزر من یؤخذ
ویلين. يسودّ حتىّ كذلك به یفعل يزال ولا بالباقي، خُلط منه، جفّ فما

ويرُفع. برفقٍ الدهن يجُمع ثمّ صفيقٍ، صوفٍ بمندیل یعُصر ثمّ

للخام. مخدّرٌ | بارد پ١٢٥ظفإنهّ ٥

الأنف. في منه قُطّر إذا هَر السَّ من ینفع
الأرحام. أوجاع ويسُكنّ †القروحات†، من وینفع الصفراويّ، الصداع ويسُكنّ

فيقتلها. الید، في الصئبان مواضع به یدُهن وقد
معتدلاً. نومًا فيجلب دْغان، الصُّ به ویدهن

فيها؞ قُطّر إذا الأذن وجع من ینفع وقد ١٠

«ol. iusquiami» ≡ ١٠٤٥١–١٦؛ ه ≡ ٦٢٠٥–١٢؛ II تصریف ≡ ١٠–١٧؛
٦٣و دد = ٢–١٠

٥٣و دكاّنل ≡ ١صفة]
.١٦٣٨–٣٩)٢ I Δ «τὸ ὑοσκυάμινον» ≡) ١٠–١٢

١٠و حشائش البنج» «دهن ⥅ ٤٣–٥٠؛
١٠٠د rAnt

«ویدڧّ A؛ «malaxa» ٢ویعُجن] ‖ A «eius» د، «ـه» ٢البَنْج] ‖ Δ («καρπόν» ≡) «ثمرة» ≠ Σ؛ ≡ ٢بزر]
١٨٤٠؛ tΔ + (A «et mollescat») Σ ≡ ٣ویلين] ‖ Δ («καὶ κόψας [...] φύρα» ≡) واعجنه» «ودقهّ د؛ ویعجن»
(Δ «διὰ φορμοῦ» ≡) الحوض» خلال «في صفيقٍ] . . . ٤بمندیل ‖ Δ («καὶ δυσῶδες γένηται» ≡) «وینتن» >†

«مخدر للخام] ٥مخدّرٌ ‖ دت – ٥فإنهّ] ‖ Δه – [. . بارد. ٥فإنهّ ‖ Δ («ἀποτίθεσο» ≡) «واخزنه» ويرُفع] . . . ٤ثمّ ‖

من كان إذا الرأس «فروح ٧القروحات] ‖ A «calidam» ٧الصفراويّ] ‖ Aه – ت، للحواس» «مخدر د، للخام»
والجرب الحكةّ ومن الصفراء المرّة من كانت اذا الرأس «قروح د، الفروحات» من وینڢع والجرب، الحكةّ ومن الصڢراء، المرّة
καὶ» ≡) الفرزجات» بعض أخلاط في «ویقع A؛ – ه، والجرب» الحكةّ ومن الرأس «قروح ت، الفرزجات» في ویقع

في الصبیان مواضع یدهن «وقد ه، الید» من الصئبان «ویقتل د، ≡ فيقتلها] . . . ٨وقد ‖ Δ («πεσσοῖς μείγνυται

١٠وقد ‖ A – ٩معتدلاً] ‖ ه أجلب» به، دهنتَ «وإن فيجلب] . . . ٩ویدهن ‖ ΔA – ت، فيقلهّا» البدن، أوجاع
.Δ («ποιεῖ δὲ καὶ πρὸς ὠταλγίας» ≡) الأذن» لوجع یصلح الدهن «وهذا فيها] . . .

پ. «الفروحات» ٧القروحات]
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الورد دهن صفة 8.6

أَضرُْب: ثلٰتة على جالینوس رأي على المغسول ویصُنع الیاسمين، في تقدّم ما على یصُنع

ظرفٍ في فتضعه رطلاً، بالرّكاِبيّ: المعروف المغسول الزیت أو الزیتون زیت من تاخٔذ أن — أحدها 8.6a

یصُفىّ ثمّ یومًا. أربعين الشمس في ویعُلقّ الظرف رأس ويشُدّ الغضّ، الورد من رُبعه فيه وتلُقي مزجّج
الأجسام؞ في وأغْوصُ جوهرًا وألطفُ عمله في الصناعة أفضلُ الصناعة وهذه — زجاجة في ٥ويرُفع

ثانیة وصناعة 8.6b

تخُرجه ثمّ شهرين. وتتركه الماء، يمسّه لا حيث البئر في تعُلقّه ثمّ والورد، الزیت من بعینه المقدار تاخٔذ
وترفعه؞ وتصُفيّه،

ثالثة وصناعة 8.6c

داخل من تطلیه فيه تضعه الّذي⟩ ⟨الإناء أنّ إلاّ والورد، ‖ الدهن من بعینه المقدار تاخٔذ أن وهو ١٠پ١٢٦و

وتطرح ا نِعِمًّ الأرض قعر في وترفعه ا نِعِمًّ الإناء رأس تشدّ ثمّ والورد. الزیت فيه تضع وكذلك بالعسل،
شهرين. فيه فتتركه وندُوةٌ، الماءُ يمسّه مكان في يكون أن وإيّاك — التراب علیه

جسمُه. ویلطف رائحتُه به فتذكى الإذخر، من شيءٌ فيه یـُزاد وقد
الأوّل. من كثر أ الورد رائحة من معها أیضًا الصناعة وهذه

جالینوس. ذكرها التيّ صناعات الثلٰث ١٥فهذه

≡ ٢٨٢٠٧–٢٢٠٩؛ II تصریف ≅ ٢١؛
١٩–٥٨و

٥٧و دد = ٣
١٦–٤٨ظ

٤٧ظ دكاّنل الورد» دهن «عمل ≡ ١صفة]
.١٥٨–٩٥٩ I Iatrica ،٩٣٨٢–١٥ II Pragm «ῥόδινον» ⥅ ١٠–٤٧؛

١٠٠ا Antr

المغسول» الزیت او الانفاق بزیت «المعروف المغسول] الزیت ٣أو ‖ A – جالینوس] رأي ٢على ‖ Σ – ٢المغسول]
«μʹ ἡμέρας» ،A «per tres dies» یومًا] ٤أربعين ‖ د «للشمس» الشمس] ٤في ‖ IP «ἐλαίου ὀμφακίνου» ت،
ἀρίστη δὲ ἐστιν ἡ διὰ τῶν ῥόδων» [. . ٥وهذه. ‖ د وترڢعه» «تصڢّيه ويرُفع] ٤-٥یصُفىّ ‖ I «ἡμέρας κʹ» ،P

– الأجسام] في ٥وأغْوصُ ‖ دل «صناعاته» دد، «صناعته» عمله] في ٥الصناعة ‖ I «μόνων καὶ ἐλαίου σκευασία
٧شهرين] ‖ P – ،I «εἰς φρέαρ ὕδατος ψυχροῦ» ،A «ita quod tangatur ab aqua» الماء] . . . ٧حيث ‖ A
A؛ «in vase vitreo intusmelle illinito» بالعسل] . . . ١٠-١١إلاّ ‖ Ατ – ثالثة] ٩وصناعة ‖ IP «ἡμέρας μʹ»
١٠الإناء ‖ (١٤٤٢ I Δ «εἰς κρατῆρα μέλιτι κατακεχρισμένον» ≡) ٣

١١و حشائش بعسل» خة ملطَّ إجّانة «في
ἄλλοι δὲ κατορύττουσιν αὐτὸν ἐπὶ» A؛ «et submitte» ت، «وتدفنه» ١١وترفعه] ‖ د «الّذي» ت، ≡ الّذي]
(٧٤٢ I Δ ≡) ٢٢–٢٣

١٠ظ حشائش → A؛ – الإذخر] . . . ١٣وقد ‖ A – التراب] . . . ا ١١-١٢نِعِمًّ ‖ P «τῆς γῆς
.A – [. . . ١٥فهذه ‖

پ. معها» | «معها ١٤معها] ‖ پ «فتذكا» ١٣فتذكى] ‖ پ «حوهر» ٥جوهرًا]
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ظاهرًا، بردُه ليس باعتدال، قابض بارد وهو جلیلة. كثيرةٌ ومنافعُه العجیبة، المقدّمة الأدهان من وهو
. قوّياًّ أیضًا كُه إمسا ولا مفرطًا، للطبیعة إطلاقُه ولا بيـّناً، قبضُه ولا

ببعض شرُب وإن† الطبیعة؛ إطلاق أراد لمن الملیّنة الأشـیاء من أزْید شرُب، †إذا للطبیعة، مُطْلِقٌ
الطبیعة. أمسك الماسكة، الأشـیاء

دُهن وإن والتهابها؛ المعدة حرارات من نفع شرُب، وإن الحرّ. من تكون التيّ الأوجاع لجمیع مسكنٌّ وهو ٥

‖ والمعدة الملتهبة للكبد النافعة منه الأشربة بعض في قُطّر إن وكذلك ذلك. مثل فعل خارج، من به
نفعها. پ١٢٦ظوالأحشاء،

سببها يكون التيّ الطبیعة إطلاق من نفع النار، على المحمَّصة المغسولة البزرقطونا مع منه شرُب وإن
الأمعاء. سحج من ونفع مسهلة. حارّة أدویة

الكلیتين قروح من ونفع وجعها. وسكنّ المثانة، وحرقة البول حرقة من نفع لبن، مع شرُب إن وكذلك، ١٠

— سریعًا) وینزُله الماء شرْب من صاحبهُا يكُثر التيّ العلّة (وهي ديابیطيسا علّة ومن والتهابهما، وحرّهما
خارج. من به دُهن إذا یفعل وكذلك

ومن مُوم، والسُّ الشمس وَهجْ من العارض الصداع من نفع الرأس، على وسُكب خلٍّ مع به مُزج وإذا
والبرسام. الحـمّى حرارة

إلاّ ذلك یفُعل أن ینبغي ولا — والجرب والحكّة ا الشرَّ من نفع البدن، على وحمُل بالخلّ ضرُب وإن ١٥

ضربة. أو صدمةٍ قِبَل من الوجع فيه الّذي الرأس على سُكب إذا یفعل وكذلك البدن. تنقية بعد
كان مُدفأً، الورد دهن من علیه وصُبّ الدماغ صِفاقُ وظهر العظم وشقتّ ضربةٌ الرأسَ أصابت وإن

الوجع. ويسكّن ذلك من ونفع والحمام، الصفاق دم من عِوَضًا

I Δ «δύναμιν δὲ ἔχει στυπτικήν, ψύχουσαν» ≡) ١٣
١١و حشائش مبرّدة» قابضة قوّة «وله باعتدال] . . . ١وهو

«λύει δὲ καὶ κοιλίαν ποτιζόμενον» ≡) ١٣
١١و حشائش شرُب» إذا الطبیعة «ويسُهل للطبیعة] ٣مُطْلِقٌ ‖ (١١٤٣

ولا معتدل، مفدار منه شرب إذا الطبیعة ویفبض المفدار، من أزید منه شرب «إذا وإن] . . . ٣إذا ‖ (١٢٤٣–١٣ I Δ
Et si aliquis» ت، ان» سـیّما ولا معتدلاً مقدارا منه شرب اذا الطبیعة ویقبض زایدا مقدارا شرب «اذا د، إذا» سـیّما
ت الطبیعة» اطلاق ارید ان «الملیّنة ٤الماسكة] ‖ A «sumpserit ex eo in maiori quantitate quam debeat
(١٣٤٣ I Δ «καὶ καῦσον σβέννυσι στομάχου» ≡) ١٤

١١و حشائش المعدة» التهاب «ویطُفئ والتهابها] . . . ٥نفع ‖

دل، ≡ ١٠لبن] ‖ دت «حادّة» ٩حارّة] ‖ دت ≡ ٨التيّ] ‖ A – نفعها] . . . ٦-٧وكذلك ‖ ت «حرارة» ٥حرارات] ‖
«ذيابيتاويس» ١١ديابیطيسا] ‖ ت «وشدّة» ١٠وسكنّ] ‖ A «lacte caprino» ت، النفاج» «لبن دد، اللڢاح» «لبن

‖ A – خارج] . . . ١٢وكذلك ‖ ت «ویبوله» ١١وینزُله] ‖ (διαβήτης >) ت «دنانیطا» دد، «ديابیطاوهي» دد،

.A «columbe vel turturis» ت، «الشفانين» د، ≡ ١٨الصفاق] ‖ A – ا] ١٥الشرَّ ‖ ت – ١٣به]

پ. «دياىنطيسا» ١١ديابیطيسا]



Nat IV Regimen 755

في يكون الّذي والتشـنُّج الحكةّ من نفع النساء، لبن أو ‖ الشـیافات ببعض الإحلیل في منه قُطّر وإذا پ١٢٧و

العصب†.
المفرط. العرق من نفع خارج، من البدن به مُرّخ وإذا

فيها. اللحم أنبت العَفِنة، الجراحات به عُني وإن
سكّنها. والحرّ، الوجع الشدیدة العين على وحمُل المسلوقة البیضة فصّ مع مرهم منه صُنع ٥وإذا

الشفتين شقاق ومن سدّهما، والرجلين، الیدين شقاق على وحمُل أبیض ٍ بشمع قيروطي منه صُنع وإذا
والمنخرين.

الوجع. سكّن یوجع، الّذي السنّ على قطنة في حمُل وإذا
والقُلاع. المرّة قروح من نفع الحمل، لسان مع به تمُضمض وإذا

إذا النار، وحرق والحمرة النملة مثل الحارّ، والدم الصفراء المرّة من تكون التيّ القروح وجع من ١٠وینفع

الأبیض. الشمع مع أو وحده علیه حمُل
والمراهم. الدم نزف من تنفع التيّ الأقراص من كثير في الورد دهنُ یدخل وقد

ا؞ جدًّ كثيرةٌ ومنافعه — المشروبة الحدّة القوّیةّ الأدویة به تلُتّ وقد

.١٦٥٨–٢٥ I Iatrica «κηρωτή» Ⓡ ٦قيروطي]

‖ دل «مزجَ» ٣مُرّخ] ‖ ت القضيب» في يكون الذي والسلح «الحرقة العصب] . . . ١-٢الحكةّ ‖ A – [. . . قُطّر ١وإذا
I Δ «ἔστι δὲ καὶ ἑλῶν θρεπτικόν κοίλων» ≡) ١٤

١١و حشائش العمیقة» القروح في اللحم «ویبُني فيها] . . . ٤وإن
٨الّذي ‖ د «فيروط» ٦قيروطي] ‖ ت «العتیقة» ٤العَفِنة] ‖ ت «غمر» دد، «عونيت» دل، ≡ ٤عُني] ‖ (١٣٤٣–١٤

ت. «جمیع» ١٠وجع] ‖ ت «الفم» د، ≡ ٩المرّة] ‖ ت قلع» «الذي د، تفُلع» «التيّ یوجع]

پ. «مرج» ٣مُرّخ]
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المبارك الآجر دهن 8.7صفة

الباردة الأمراض فيجمیع المستعمل
وألطفُ أحرُّ أنهّ إلاّ النفط، دهن كمنافع ومنافعه تقلیدًا. إلاّ اخٓذه لم المكتوم، الطبّ سرّ | من پ١٢٧ظوهذا

والبلغمانـیّة. الباردة للأمراض نفعًا كثرُ وأ نفوذًا وأسرعُ جوهرًا
واسعًا. مكانًا ویاخٔذ وغيرها†، المثانة †في وینبسط بسرعة، ظاهرها إلى الید باطن من وینفذ ٥

البول. ویدُرّ والمثانة، الحصا علل من وینفع
فيها. قُطّر إذا الدود، ومن الباردة الأذن علل ومن الباردة، الأوجاع وجمیع الأمراض من وینفع

والظهر. المفاصل ووجع النسا عرق من وینفع شرُب. أو به دُهن إذا عجیبًا، نفعًا واللقوة الفالج من وینفع
جمیع وكذلك مدّة. أقرب في وَرَمَه أذهب الطحال، على وحمُل ضماد منه وعمُل ق الوُشَّ فيه حُلّ وإن

البرد. سببهُا التيّ الصلبة الأورام ١٠

الدماغ. ويسُخّن الخیاشـيم، انسداد من وینفع نفعه؛ المصروع، أنف في قطرات منه قُطّر وإن
النسـیان. من نفع الرأس، مؤخّر به دُهن وإذا

وجعها. وأذهب نفعها الوجعة، الأسـنان على منه قُطّر وإن
والمیّت. الحيّ الجنين وأخرج بسرعةٍ الطمث أدرّ واحتُمل، الفرج في اسـتُعمل وإن

†المعدة†. في التيّ الصغار الدود قتل صوفة، في احتُمل وإن ١٥

الجامد. والدم ‖ الأورام ويحُللّ العروق، أفواه یفُتحّ پ١٢٨ووقد

النفس. ضیق من ونفع الغلیظة، الفضول من الرئة نقىّ⟩ و⟨شرُب، الورد شراب مع منه قُطّر وإن
الهواء. برد من نفع البدن، ظاهر به دُهن وإن

برّده. وربماّ العين، في النازل الماء من نفع به، كتُحل ا وإن
ذلك. أشـبه وما والبنج الأفيون شرْب ومِن العقارب، لسع ومن الباردة، السموم جمیع من وینفع ٢٠

٣١٢٠٦–٢٠٢٠٧؛ II تصریف ≅ ٦؛
١٨–٦٨و

٦٧و دد = ٢٥
١٢–٥٦ظ

٥٦و دكاّنل المبارك» الدهن «صنعة ≡ ١صفة]
.٢٤

٥٣–١٠١ب
١٠١ا rAnt «oleum benedictum» ≅

‖ A – ٤والبلغمانـیّة] ‖ ‖ A – نفوذًا] ٤وأسرعُ ‖ A «oleum balsami» النفط] ٣دهن A – تقلیدًا] . . . ٣لم
النقطة» تلك انبسطت غيرها او الثیاب من الاجسام بعض في قطعة منه سقطت «وان د، ≡ وغيرها] . . . ٥وینبسط
ت «فرزجة» ١٤الفرج] ‖ د «الخیاشم» ١١الخیاشـيم] ‖ د المثانة» «وعلل ٦والمثانة] ‖ A «et expanditur» ت،

١٧الورد] ‖ د «الورم» ١٦الأورام] ‖ دلت «المقعدة» دد، ≡ ١٥المعدة] ‖ A – [. . صوفة. في احتُمل ١٥وإن ‖
به» «برا دل، «ابرده» دد، «برده» ١٩برّده] ‖ A – الهواء] . . . ١٨وإن ‖ دت ≡ نقىّ⟩] ١٧⟨شرُب، ‖ ت «الزّوفا»

ت.

پ. «تڡلید» ٣تقلیدًا]
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السمك. إليها اجتمع للحوت، الشـباك الصیّادون به دَهن وإذا — وصفنا ممّا كثر أ ومنافعه
من وأُدني حدیدٍ طرف في منه جُعل وإذا الجسم. اللطیفُ الحمرة، الشدیدُ الرائحة، القوّيُّ منه: والجیّد
قد رأیته الثاني، الطرف في منه وجُعل الماء في وغمُس لبََدٍ طرفُ أُخذ وإذا بسرعة. اشـتعل النار،

صحیح. فهو نفذ:

قطعةً فتُكسرّه ⟨الماءُ⟩ يمسّه لم الّذي الأحمر الاجٓرّ من وتاخٔذ ترُید. الّذي المقدار العتیق الزیت من ٥یؤخذ

فتطفئها واحدةً واحدةً تاخٔذها ثمّ يحمى، حتىّ النار عليها وتوقد أوقـیّتين. أو أوقـیّة مثل قطعة كلُّ قطعةً،
الجمیع. یفرغ حتىّ الزیت في

وتعُلقّها الحكمة. طين عليها يحُمل أن بعد للنار المصابرة المزجّجة التقطير بطون منها وتملأ جريشًا دقًّا تدقهّا ثمّ
رؤوسها البطون على انصبّ ثمّ حجاب. النار وبين بينها يكون ولا الماورد، طریق هیئة على الفرن | في پ١٢٨ظ

ذلك. جمیع يجفّ حتىّ ذلك واتركْ الحكمة، بطين أوصالها ١٠وطَينّْ

الماء ترى حتىّ تشدّه تزال فلا النار، شددتَ البطون، سخنت كلماّ برفق. البطون تحت النار أدخل ثمّ
تطفئه. أن تسـتطیع فلا به یتعلقّ فإنهّ القاطر، الدهن إلى النار تدَِبَّ ألاّ وتحفّظْ الحمرة. شدید أحمر یقطُر
البطون، من الأثفال تخرج حتىّ یبرد الفرن ویترُك الدهن. من شيءٌ یقطر لا حتىّ النار شدّ كلهِّ ذلك وفي
طینها وأحكمتَ اخٓر المكسور من ضتَ عَوَّ وإلاّ، الكسر؛ من البطونُ سلمَت إن فيها غيرها وتجعل
منها يخرج لئلاّ عليها وتشدّ قارورة في وترفعه منها، حاجتك تاخٔذ حتىّ فيها وقطّرتَ رؤوسها ١٥وشددتَ

شيء.
الله؞ شاء إن نافع، — الباردة الأمراض جمیع في وتسـتعمله

‖ دل شـبَاكهم» «للحُوت دد، للحوت» «شـباكهم للحوت] ١الشـباك ‖ د ذلك» «من ت، احصینا» ان «من وصفنا] ١ممّا
دل، مغشوش» ولا مغسول «غير + صحیح] ٤فهو ‖ A – [. . أُخذ. ٣وإذا ‖ دد «جدیدة» دلت، «حدیدة» ٢حدیدٍ]
ت، «یقطين» ٨التقطير] ‖ د «من» ٦مثل] ‖ Σ ≡ [⟨ ٥⟨الماءُ ‖ د «تاخٔذ» ٥یؤخذ] ‖ ت محنته» فهذه غش فيه «ليس
«sicut suspenditur vas olei rosati» دد، «تفطير» ٩طریق] ‖ دد «وتغلفها» ٨وتعُلقّها] ‖ A «vasa vitreata»
donec aqua fluat ab illis vasis;» یقطُر] . . . ١١-١٢حتىّ ‖ ه) دل الذي» («الیقطين دل – ت، «یقطين» ،A
‖ دد – دل، «راسه» ١٥رؤوسها] ‖ A «tunc incipias vigorare ignem quousque videas fluere oleum
الله] . . ١٧نافع. ‖ دد الذكر» «والمتفدمة دل، الذكر» «المتفدمة ١٧الباردة] ‖ A «et claudas cera» عليها] ١٥وتشدّ

د. –

پ. «طرىق» ٩طریق] ‖ پ واحده» | واحدة «واحده [ واحدةً ٦واحدةً ‖ پ «الصیادين» ١الصیّادون]
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الیاسمین ‖ دهن پ١٢٩وصفة

السمسم من وأصله الزنبق 8.8وهو

شئتَ إن طیبَه: ترُید ما على بالیاسمين فترُبیّه مقشور) غير یعُمل (وقد المقشور مْسِم السِّ من تاخٔذ
له. أذكى كان الیاسمين، من زِدْتَ وكلماّ — كثيرًا شئت وإن قلیلاً،

من غيره وبدّلْ منه غربلْ بالغد، كان فإذا الیوم. في كثيرةً مرارًا حينٍ بعد حيناً وتحُرّك فيه تطرحه ٥

دهنه. منه وتخُرج السمسم تطحن ثمّ یومًا، عشرين إلى أيّام عشرة ذلك به تفعل الیاسمين.
یصفو. فإنهّ — فيه وألقَيته الملح من شيءٍ إلى عمدتَ صافياً، أردتهَ فإن

دهن وكلّ والحناّء والنينوفر والبابونج والنرجس والخيريّ والبنفسج الورد دهن یعُمل الصفة هذه وعلى
فاعلمْه. —

سواء؞ اللوز دهن اسـتخراج حسب على فليسـتخرجه منه، اليسير الشيء اسـتخراج أراد ومَن ١٠

هارونـيـّة الیاسمين» دهن «عمل ≡ ٦؛
٢١–٥٧و

٥٦ظ دد = ١
٢٢–٤٧ظ

٤٧و دكاّند الیاسمين» دهن «عمل ≡ ١صفة]
«ἰασμή» ⥲? ٥٤–٦٠؛

٩٩د rAnt «oleum iuriulen» ≈ ٣١٢٠٩–٤٢١٠؛ II تصریف ≡ ١١١٥٩–٧١٦١؛
.(«παρὰ Πέρσαις») ٢١٦١–٢٧ I Iatrica

عمدة ”زنبق“» الدهن ذلك فيسُمّى بالدهن َّب يرُب وزهره الأطبّاء، مذهب على الیاسمين هو — «زَنبَْق الزنبق] ٢وهو
«ڢإذا» ٧فإن] ‖ د «عنه» ٥منه] ‖ ه «تربيته» ٣طیبَه] ‖ د – ٣من] ‖ دل «الجلجلان» + ٢السمسم] ‖ ٤٢٣١–٥
دد يسترخج» «ان ١٠اسـتخراج] ‖ ده «والنیلوفر» ٨والنينوفر] ‖ ده الورد» ودهن السوسن «دهن الورد] ٨دهن ‖ د

د. يابس...» حارّ — «مناڢعه + ١٠سواء] ‖

په. «زهر» ٨دهن] ‖ پ «ىصفوا» ٧یصفو]
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وعونه توفيقهِ وحسن ومنهِّ الله بحمد الكتاب نجز
القعدة ذي من والعشرين الرابع الثلاثاء یوم فراغه ووافق

وسـتماّئة عشرة اثنتي بسـنةّ
وسلمّ؞ الٓه و محمد على الله وصلىّ العٰلمين، ربّ لا والحمد

الطبیة والقوانین الفلسفیة المناهج إلى الوصول فی العقلیة النتائج كتاب نجز ٥پ١٢٩ظ

عضو بكلّ اللاحقة الأمراض وذكر ومنافعها البشریة الأعضاء أمزاج ومعرفة
ذلك وعلاج

الإلبيريّ الطبيب أحمد بن الله عبد محمد أبي الشـیخ تالٔیف
الله) (رحمه

مبرهن الطبّ في ١٠غایة

لا الحمد

الأصابع فروج خاتبه الماء قانصعلى مثل ا يأمن ومن

القعدة ذي من والعشرين الثامن الأربعاء یوم نسخه من الفراغ وكان
وسـتماّئة عشرة اثنتي سـنةّ

په. وسلمّ] . . . ٤وصلىّ
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ا جد يقو مرقد د٣٨وصفة

ومن أبیض خشخاش وبزر أبیض وخربق حناّء وبزر حرمل وبزر الیبروح وثمر ماثل وجوز أفيون
بالسویةّ. واحد كلّ من قشره:

الرمّان. بماء أو البیض ببياض ویعُجن وینُخل، ذلك جمیع یدُقّ
فاتر؞ بماء أو بشراب دانق نصف وللضعیف: للقوّيّ؛ دانق وزن منه: الشربة ٥

أیضًا ذلك ولمثل

جبهته؞ به ویطُلى وماء ورد بزیت ویعُجن یدُقّ خسّ، بزر

كفاّه؞ منه ویطُلى جبهته، على أخضر كزبر من عصابةٌ ینام لا لعلیلٍ یصُنع وقد
ینام؞ فإنهّ — صُدغیه وعلى ویدیه ¦ رجلیه باطن على تجُعل ثمّ الرطبة، الكزبرة تدُقّ ینام: لا د٣٨ظولعلیل

أیضًا ذلك ولمثل ١٠

مثقال. واحد كلّ من وأفيون: أخضر وبنج الیبروح بزر
الصدغان به ویضُمّد قرطاس، أو خرقة على ویطُلى فاتر، بماء ویعُجن حدته، على واحد كلّ وینُخل یدُقّ

والجبهة.
أو نقطتان، أو نقطة أنفه في منه ویعُصر الخلّ في وتغُمس صوفةٌ فتؤخذ نومه، من یفُيق أن أراد فإذا

بكندس؞ ١٥

.٦٣٣٩|١١٣٤١ هارونیّة ≡ جبهته] . . . ٧بزر

ه. «زریعة» ٧بزر]

ه «بدهن» ٧بزیت] ‖ ه «تسُحق» ٧یدُقّ] ‖ ده «شراسو» + أبیض] ٢خشخاش ‖ ده «ماتل» د، «ماتل» ٢ماثل]
د. «ویضمد» ١٢ویضُمّد] ‖ د «یدق» ٩تدُقّ] ‖ د «یصنع» ٨یصُنع] ‖ د «ویطلي» ٧ویطُلى] ‖

.(मातलु ⇢ ل ما >) [١٩٩]؛ تلخیص مرقد“» جوز ”هو لعریب: الأدویة عیون «وفي ٢ماثل]



Damascus Supplements 761

مرقد صفة
عمران بن إسحق تألیف

بالشم یرقد

واحد كلّ من ویبروح: خشخاش وبزر بوا وجوز أسود وخربق وبنج وزعفران وجندبادستر أفيون
٥جزء.

أيّام، عشرة الشمس في یترُك ثمّ الزنبق. دهن علیه ویصُبّ الیبروح، بعصير ویعُجن وینُخل ذلك یدُقّ
ويجُعل فيُدقّ الحاجة، قدر الأفيون من ویؤخذ یصُفىّ، ثمّ جيدًّا. ضربًا زجاج قارورة في یوم كلّ ویضرُب
إلى یوم كلَّ ویضرُب أفيون، علیه ويجُعل الثفل إلى الدهن يرُدّ ثمّ أيّام. عشرة یضرُب ثمّ الدهن، على

ثفله. في ویترُك یومًا، ثلاثين تمام
ویؤضع صدفة في يجُعل جزءٌ. القرنفل: ومن جزء؛ الرفيع: البان ومن جزانٓ؛ منه یؤخذ إلیه، احتیج ١٠فإذا

ینام؞ فإنهّ — والمنخرين الصدغين به یطلي ثمّ سخنٍ، رمادٍ على

هارونیّة الأعلى» المرقد «عمل ≅ ،٣١٠٦–١٢ زادج ≡ ،٢٠٧٠–٢٨ I تصریف عمران» بن لإسحق دهن «صفة ≡ ١صفة]
.١٣٤١–٨

«وجوز بوا] ٤وجوز ‖ ز «أبیض» ٤أسود] ‖ ز «وشوكران» ته، «وسـیكران» ٤وبنج] ‖ ت افيون» «یوخذ ٤أفيون]
خالص» «زنبق ه، زیبق» / «زنبق ٦الزنبق] ‖ ز «ووجّه» ٤ویبروح] ‖ ز ماتل» «وجوز ه، المرقد» «وجوز ت، مرقد»

علیه «ويزُاد ثفله] . . . ٨-٩إلى ‖ ه «یعلقّ» ٨یضرُب] ‖ ه – ٧زجاج] ‖ ه «یعلقّ» ٦یترُك] ‖ ت فایق» «زنبق ز،

دانق التين في منه «یطُعم ینام] . . . ١١ثمّ ‖ ز «اللبن» ١٠البان] ‖ ه یومًا» ثلاثين إلى كذلك به یفُعل أیضًا، اخٓر أفيون
ت. «ینوّم» ١١ینام] ‖ ت «ويسُـتنشق» + ١١والمنخرين] ‖ ه تعالى» الله شاء إن

د. «جزء» [ ١٠جزءٌ ‖ د «جزان» ١٠جزانٓ] ‖ د «الزیبق» ٦الزنبق] ‖ د جزءٌ» ٥جزء] ‖ د «عيران» ٢عمران]
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هرمس أیارج صفة
هارون كتاب من

أخلاطه
أوقـيـّتان. واحد كلّ من ومدوّر: طویل زراوند أوقـیّة. أُنثى: أغاریقون

أوقـيـّة. نصف قردمانا: أواق. أربعة جنطیانا: أوقـيـّة. واحد كلّ من وأسارون: ووجّ نانخة ٥

أوقـیّة. نصف «عرطنيثا»): بالسريانـيـّة (وهو اذَٓرْیوُن
أوقـيـّتان. واحد كلّ من وأفيثمون: وجعیدة جبليّ كرفس وبزر جبليّ وفودنج وسنبل مرّ

أسـتاران. واحد كلّ من وفوُّا: يابس وزوفا وهوفاریقون سذاب بزر
وقـیّة. ساذج: أواق. أربعة وكمادریوس:

سـتةَّ ترفعه ثمّ الرغوة. منزوع بعسل وتعجنه جيدًّا سحقاً ويسُحق يجُمع ثمّ حدته، على واحد كلّ یدُقّ ١٠

تسـتعمله. ثمّ أشهر،
الحصى، ویذُیب یمُشي. وليس البول، في ¦¦ ويجري الداء ویذُیب العروق في یدخل لطیف دواءٌ د٣٩ووهو

الأصفر، الماء من وینفع والبلغم. السوداء المرّة ويخُرج العروق. من الغلیظة الأخلاط أوساخ ويخُرج
ویصعط فاتر. بماء حمّصة قدر سقيتهم إذا منه، وتسقيهم ویصدعون والمختنقون والطحال، الكبد ووجع

عدسة. قدر ذلك صاحب منه ١٥

الغلیظة. الفضول من فيها كان ما ویذُیب العروق، في ويمضي السدد یفُتحّ دواءٌ وهو
وللضعیف للقوّيّ، فاتر بماء مثقال ویصدعون: يختنقون الّذين خذ⟨—⟩ ما الأوجاع لسائر منه الشربة

الله؞ شاء إن ذلك، من أقلّ

المالیخولیا). كتاب عمران، بن إسحق →) ٢٣٩٧–٢٣ I تصریف ≈ ١صفة]

نصف ادرمون بالروميةّ ویقال الطثيثا «ومن أوقـیّة] . . . ٦اذَٓرْیوُن ‖ ت البرّى» الكراويا وهى القرطمانا «ومن ٥قردمانا]
ت. «وفو» ٨وفوُّا] ‖ ت اوقية»

‖ د «ادریون» ٦اذَٓرْیوُن] ‖ ده الكراویه» «یعني ٥قردمانا] ‖ «أهرن») →) ده «هاروں» د، «هاـروں» ٢هارون]
‖ د «وهوڡازیقون» ٨وهوفاریقون] ‖ د «سداب» ٨سذاب] ‖ د «وافيتموں» ٧وأفيثمون] ‖ د «عرطیتـا» ٦عرطنيثا]
د «ونسقهم» ١٤وتسقيهم] ‖ د «دواءٌ» [ ١٢دواءٌ ‖ د «سادج» ٩ساذج] ‖ د «وىوا» ٨وفوُّا] ‖ د «وروف» ٨وزوفا]
«خد۴» ١٧خذ⟨—⟩] ‖ د ويمضي» +الاوجاع +لساير «+منه ١٦ويمضي] ‖ د «دواء» [ ١٦دواءٌ ‖ د «بماَءِ» ١٤بماء] ‖

د.

>) [٧١١] تلخیص بالذهبيّ» عندنا العامّة تعرفه الّذي النبات هذا المؤلفّ: قال الاذٓریون؛ هو «عرطنيثا ٦اذَٓرْیوُن]
ܐ). ܛܢܝ
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العین في یكون داء لكلّ دواء

نحاس من إناء أحضرت وقد هد، الشُّ من بیدك تخُرجه العسل: من وأوقـيـّة الأخضر، البسـباس یؤخذ
الماء. یذهب حتىّ وتحُرّكه لـیّنة، نار على الإناء في العسل مع الماء ذلك وتجعل قطُّ، ض یـُبيّـَ لم

وتخُرج نـَتْـفٍ دون بطونها وتشقّ البسـباس، ماء في الوقت في فتذبحهما ذكور، حجلٍ زوج أحضرت وقد
وترفعه یبرد، حتىّ وتتركه وتحُرّكه. الإناء، في الّذي العسل ذلك على وتطرحها یمُكنك، ما أعجل ٥مرارها

زجاج. من إناء في
بـإذن داء لكلّ نافع فإنهّ — الریق على به ويكُتحل غُبار. فيها یدخل لئلاّ بِرَقٍّ الزجاجة فم على ويرُبط

تعالى؞ الله

٧ويرُبط] ‖ د «ما» ٤ماء] ‖ د «الما» ٣الماء] ‖ د عل» «و ٣وتجعل] ‖ د «انا» ٢إناء] ‖ د رجه» » ٢تخُرجه]
د. «وبكتحل» ٧ويكُتحل] ‖ د «وتربط»



764 Damascus Supplements

أحمر مداد صفة

الله. شاء إن وجرّب، عنها فتشّ أو عمل لمن فوائد وفيه حسن، غریب بابٌ هذا
الطين، محكمة مطیّنة، قارورة في تجعلهما قلقنت. مثاقيل وأربعة الرصاص، إسفيداج مثاقيل ثمانیة تاخٔذ
ثمّ واحدةً. لیلًة على الأعلى الزجّاجين أتوّن في طینها، جفاف بعد تضعها، ثمّ رأسها. ومن منها مسـتوثق
— شئت ما به ويكتب الصمغ بماء وتذُیبه ا، نِعِمًّ وتسحقه فيها ما وتخُرج وتكُسرّها، غدوة، من تخُرجها ٥

عجیب؞ فإنهّ

أدخل إنماّ ¦ الجسد لأنّ ل، المعُوَّ وعليهما الصابغان، إنهّما والكبریت الزرنیخ تدبير في الحكیم د٣٩ظقال

أفعالهما. تمام على ویعُینهما انبساطهما في ويجري لیُجريهما، الروح أدخل وإنماّ ویبرُّدهما، ویـُقوّيهما لیُمسكهما
منهما، الإحتراق إخراج هو وإنماّ هْشة، والدَّ الصنعة أهل تطویل عنك فدَعْ — واحد تدبيرٌ وتدبيرهما
مِن ذلك أخرج فمن للدهن. النار حرق شـبه المعدن احتراق وهو جسمهما، في العرضيّ السواد وهو ١٠

الحقّ. التدبير أصاب فقد أجسادهما، من یبقى لِما فسادٍ غير
لطف في إحراقٌ ومنها والدفن، والسقي السحق ومنها التصعید، منها وجوهٌ: الكباریت هذه ولإخراج

الشمس. مقام یقوم ما أو والشمس والغسل النار، إحجاف غير من ولين
یعذب؞ حتىّ منه تغسله ثمّ والخلّ، الملح غيرُ یبُـیّضـها وليس

الزرقاء أو البیضاء المرقشیثا تدبیر ١٥

تجعلها ثمّ كالطين، تاتئ حتىّ بالعسل تعجنها ثمّ واحدًا. شيئاً یصير حتىّ ونشادر بخلّ ناعمًا سحقًا تسحقها
العبیط. كالزیبق تنحلّ فإنهّا — لیلًة رَصَفٍ على

یقُيمه فإنهّ المدبَّر، المائل على منه فتُلقي جسومةً. فيه أنّ اْلاّ حجرًا، تصبغه فإنهّا النحاس، على منها فتُلقي
الله؞ بـإذن

«منهما» ١٢منها] ‖ د «یبقي» ١١یبقى] ‖ د «حڔفاف» ٤جفاف] ‖ د «واربع» ٣وأربعة] ‖ د «اسفيداج» ٣إسفيداج]
د «والعسل» ١٣والغسل] ‖ د اححاب»؟ «اححاف/ ١٣إحجاف] ‖ د «ومنهما» ١٢ومنها] ‖ د «ومنهما» ١٢ومنها] ‖ د

د. «یعجنها» ١٦تعجنها] ‖ د «شـیا» [ ١٦شيئاً ‖ د «ونشادر» ١٦ونشادر] ‖
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الیابسة الأجسام ترطیب

جزء. الصافي: الأبیض المدبرّ القلي من یؤخذ
جزء. النطرون: ومن

تاخٔذ ثمّ بلبد. حسـناً ترویقاً ترُوّقهما ثمّ ینحلّ، حتىّ الحلم یبلغ لم صبيٍّ بول في وتلُقيهما ا نِعِمًّ وتسحقهما
مرارًا منهما واطعمْه شئت جسدٍ أيّ تذُیب ثمّ ینعقد، حتىّ فاترة بنارٍ أو حارّة لشمسٍ إمّا وتعقده ٥مصفّى

يرطب. حتىّ
المحرق الانٓك به ع ويشُمَّ یتشققّ. جسد ولكلّ الیابس، الصینيّ ولترطیب الاسـتنزالات، غایة وهو

به. تذُاب أو بالزرنیخ، المحرقة والفضّة بالزرنیخ،
وبیاضه؞ تصفيته †وملاىه الغايات غایة فإنهّ

فلتهّ رماده فخذ احترق، فإذا الزاج). أو الكبریت إمّا (وأجودها: شئت شيء بائّ فاحٔرقْه الانٓك ١٠خذ

مقلاَ، على ¦¦ أَذِبهْ أو فاحٔرقْه نقيًّا. ینزل فإنهّ — مرّات ثلاث الاسـتنزال سبيل على واسـبكْه بزیت د٤٠و

الله؞ شاء إن عجیبًا، أبیضَ یتكلسّ حتىّ واقْله

٥أيّ] ‖ د «تدیب» ٥تذُیب] ‖ د « «تم ٥ثمّ] ‖ د «جزءٌ» ٣جزء] ‖ د «جزءٌ» ٢جزء] ‖ د «الڡلى» ٢القلي]
٩وملاىه] ‖ د «تداب» ٨تذُاب] ‖ د «ترطب» ٦يرطب] ‖ ده «وطاعمه» د، «وطعامه» ٥واطعمْه] ‖ د /الى» / «اى

د. «ابیضا» ١٢أبیضَ] ‖ د «مقلا» ١١مقلاَ] ‖ د «ادبه» ١١أَذِبهْ] ‖ د «وملاىه»
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العقلیّة النتائج كتاب
الطبیّة والقوانین الفلسفیّة المناهج إلى الوصول في
ومنافعها یةّ البشر الأعضاء مزاج ومعرفة

منها عضو بكلّ اللاحقة الأمراض وذكر
ومداواته ذلك وعلاج ٥

تعالى ا شاء إن

والقولنج السفلیّة والأمعاء والمفاصل الظهر وجع من تنفع مسهلة حقنة
وحسك: وشبثّ وبابونج روميّ وخطميّ وسبسـتان وعناّب يابس وتين الكتاّن وبزر شاميةّ حلبة یؤخذ

رازيانج. بزر الأدویة مع یصُيرّ الأطبّاء وبعض — كفٌّ واحد كلّ من
النار، عن ینزُل ثمّ الماء. یغلظ حتىّ نعمًا طبخًا ویطُبخ ماء، قسطان عليها ویصُبّ الأدویة هذه تجُمع ١٠

ثلاثة العجين: وملح أوقـيـّةين. واحد كلّ من شيرج: ودهن عسل مع ویضرُب رطلٌ منه ویصُفىّ ویمُرس
درهمين. وبورق: دراهم.

فاتـرًا؞ به ويحُقن المحقنة في ویصُيرّ

.٦–١٠
١٩١و كناّش ⥅ ١٧١٩٠–٦١٩١؛ أقراباذينس ≡ ،١٦٤٢١–٢١ I تصریف ≡ ٧حقنة]

روميّ] ٨وخطميّ ‖ ت «ومخیطا» ٨وسبسـتان] ‖ ك «حلبة» شاميةّ] ٨حلبة ك الصلب» «وجع السفلیّة] . . . ٧وجع
. . . ٩وبعض ‖ ك «حفنة» [ ٩كفٌّ ‖ ك الملك» كلیل «إ + ٨وحسك] ‖ ق – وحسك] . . . ٨وبابونج ‖ ك «خطميّ»

بعد «ویصُفىّ ویصُفىّ] ١١ویمُرس ‖ ق – ١٠الماء] ‖ ق «فيه» الأدویة] ٩مع ‖ ت «يزید» ٩یصُيرّ] ‖ ك – رازيانج]

ق. نعمًا» سحقًا «مسحوقين + ١٢درهمين] ‖ ك «ملح» العجين] ١١وملح ‖ ق ویؤخذ» جيدًّا مرسًا الأدویة تمُرس أن

د. «تلىلم» دراهم] ١١-١٢ثلاثة ‖ د «سيرح» ١١شيرج] ‖ د «وىصفا» ١١ویصُفىّ] ‖ د «وشبت» ٨وشبثّ]
ق). ≡) د «فاتر» ١٣فاتـرًا]
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الكلی ضعف من تنفع للباه حقنة

كفّ. قبضة حزمة كلّ حُزَمٍ، خمس حسك: یؤخذ
السلق. أصول خمسة

كفّ. وحلبة:
جمیعًا. مرضوضتين وخصیتيه وكلیتيه صُلبْه ومخّ تيس كلى ٥وشحم

ویطُبخ قسطان†. عذب، وماء †قسطان؛ الحلیب، الحارّ المعز لبن من عليها ویلُقى الأدویة، هذه تجُمع
ویعُزل. الماء ویصُفىّ نعّمًا، طبخًا لیّنة بنار

متوالیة؞ أيّام ثلاثة كه إمسا أمكن ما ویمُسك الریق. على به ويحُتقن فيُفترّ به، تحقن ما قدرُ منه ویؤخذ

الغلیظ یـح للر ١٠حقنة

به. ويحُقن ویفُترّ سكرّجة. نصف واحد كلّ من الكرّاث: وماء بقر سمن یؤخذ
الله؞ شاء إن نافع،

≡ ١٠حقنة] ‖ ١
٩–١٩٢و

١٩١ظ كناّش ≅ ،١٩١٩١–٥١٩٢ أقراباذينس ≅ ،٨٤٢٩–١٣ I تصریف ≅ ١حقنة]
.٢١٩٣–٤ أقراباذينس → ٧٤٢١–٨؛ I تصریف

. . . ٢خمس ‖ ك المنيّ» ونقصان الكلى ضعف من «تنفع ق، الباه» في وزائدة الكلى ضعف من «تنفع الكلی] . . . ١للباه
‖ ق طريّ» «سلق ت، الطرىّ» «السلق ٣السلق] ‖ ك باقات» «خمسة ٣خمسة] ‖ ك «أساتير» ق، «باقات» كفّ]
يُ.خْصَ» لم تيس «شحم ت، تيس» «وشحم ق، تيس» كلى من طريّ «وشحم تيس] كلى ٥وشحم ‖ ك «قبضة» ٤كفّ]
جمیعًا] . . . ٥وخصیتيه ‖ ك التيس» رأس «دهن ت، ساقه» «ومخ ق، صلبه» «ومخّ وكلیتيه] صُلبْه ٥ومخّ ‖ ك

. . ٦قسطان. ‖ ك – ٦الحارّ] ‖ ت جمیعا» «وخصیته ك، مرضوضتين» «وخصیاته ق، مرضوضتين» جمیعًا «وخصیتيه
الرطب الحسك ومن قسطين، عذب «وماء ت، رطلان» عذب ماء ومن رطلان الرّطب الحسك ماءٓ «ومن قسطان]
سكرّجة» «مقدار ق، رطل» قدر یوم كلّ «في به] . . . ٨قدرُ ‖ ك أرطال» ثلثة الحسك وماء ونصف، «رطل ق، قسطين»
الله] . . ١٢نافع. ‖ ق الغلیظة» الريح من «نافعة الغلیظ] یـح ١٠للر ‖ ق – الریق] ٨على ‖ قك «ویصُفىّ» ٨فيُفترّ] ‖ ك

ق. –

د. «وىصفا» ٧ویصُفىّ] ‖ د «ویلقا» ٦ویلُقى] ‖ د «مرصوصىـن» ٥مرضوضتين]
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Introduction

As I have explained in the Prolegomena to this dissertation, what is now Part III
had been intended until quite recently to be the core and actual raison d’être of
this whole study. The subscription to the general title would have been, accord-
ingly,Materials for the Early Transmission of the Ḫawāṣṣ Genre in Andalus, and
an integral commentary on the contents of Nat III should have been comple-
mented not only with a particular introduction of its own but also with a more
detailed survey of the diachrony of the genre than the one that the reader shall
find here. The final decision to submit an abridged (and actually fragmentary)
version of the introductory study and just a small sample of the commentary
has had some negative repercussions on the overall exposition. Not everything
could be expounded and justified in asmuch detail as necessary and the extract
from the commentary fails to illustrate all the nuances alluded to in the chap-
ters that precede it—but it is hoped that the readability of the text has improved
after reducing its size to a tolerable limit.
Part III comprises, then, five separate chapters. Chapter 1 offers a description

of the structure and contents of Nat III Ḫawāṣṣ,1 as well as a discussion of its
genetic affiliation, including a comparison to Ibn Alhayṯam’s half sibling text
Iktifāʔ andaprovisional attempt to a characterisationof their hypothetical com-
mon source αḪawāṣṣ.
Chapter 2 contains a cursory overview of the origin, semantic spectrum, and

evolution of the concept of specific properties (δυνάμεις≡ (خواصّ in theHelleno-
Islamicate tradition across a diversity of genres. Some attention is given also to
typology and several different classifications areproposed thatmight beof some
use for further research.
Chapter 3 provides some materials for a corpus of Ḫawāṣṣ literature. Due to

the particular circumstances under which this version of the dissertation has
been compiled this limited survey does not cover, as it should, all the sources
mentioned in Nat III but represents a selection of data that I feel sufficiently
confident sharing here and now.
Chapter 4 reproduces also a simplified sample from the integral commen-

tary on each individual passage of Nat III. In this case, however, the selection

1 As a reminder for the reader: the section on the specific properties within Natāʔiǧ is consis-
tently referred to as “Nat III” throughout the text, while reference to particular chapters or pas-
sages within that section take the form “Ḫawāṣṣ III.ii.3”, for instance. There is no possible ambi-
guity, as no other homonymous text is alluded to in these pages simply as “Ḫawāṣṣ” without an
explicit mention of its author (cf. “Arrāzī, Ḫawāṣṣ” or “Almadāɂinī, Ḫawāṣṣ”) and, moreover,
Alɂilbīrī’s is the only one to show such a structure (for Arrāzī’s Ḫawāṣṣ the reference is to
letter and entry, which makes it immediately identifiable).



772 Introduction

(which some will assuredly find too small and others exceedingly large) has a
practical motivation. It was simply impossible to include the integral commen-
tary, unless the whole Part I was sacrificed—and even then it was not advisable
to abuse the patience of the reader in the context of a dissertation submitted for
evaluation. The whole text shall be made available, I hope, in more favourable
circumstances.
Finally, a recapitulation and some brief remarks are brought together in

Chapter 5 as a conclusion to Part III and to the whole dissertation.
The methodology is the same as everywhere else in this study and the same

instructions and indications apply with regard to transliteration, references to
primary and secondary literature, etc. Given the philological focus of much of
the discussion, a larger number of manuscripts have been regularly consulted
in order to establish thematerial formof unedited texts (thence a noticeable ac-
cumulation of references for each title especially in Chapter 4), but availability
of sources has been a major limitation in this regard.
To a greater extent perhaps than in the case of Part I, the analysis below pre-

supposes some familiarity with the materials under scrutiny. Readers are en-
couraged to go at least through the Arabic text of Nat III (and, if possible, some
other Ḫawāṣṣ text such as Ibn Alǧazzār’s) before turning their attention to
these chapters.
A fair warning to the reader: my selection of the materials is deliberately bi-

ased and serves large and by a corrective purpose. There seems to be no need
to justify the association of the specific properties of things to so-called magic
and irrationality (as matter of fact this appears to be somewhat of a petitio prin-
cipii in modern scholarship) but a non-positivistic and emotionally unloaded
analysis of this particular epistemic tradition is still wanting. Here I could only
contribute some materials for further consideration but the time shall come
when a more complete and unbiased study should be possible.



1
Nat III: text, genre, and family

A proemial introduction in Section 1 is intended to clarify my approach to the
matter and to set the general frame for the whole of Part III. Then a descrip-
tion of Nat III is provided in Section 2. The focus is put there mainly on the
structural analysis of its contents and on the intrinsically quotational nature of
the materials transmitted in this and other Ḫawāṣṣ texts. A preview of the cor-
pus of authors mentioned in Nat III is included here, but the conceptual char-
acterisation of the contents is reserved for Chapter 2. The correct interpreta-
tion of transmissional accidents is instrumental to the discussion of intertextu-
ality and such accidents are discussed in Section 3 as a necessary premise for
all subsequent analysis. It is in this section that the concept of apomorphy as
applicable to text and source criticism is introduced. The usefulness of such a
label shall become evident when in Section 4 the close cognacy of a constel-
lation of texts is postulated on the basis, precisely, of textual identicality and
the presence of some highly characteristic synapomorphies. The textual fam-
ily that emerges from this comparison includes Ibn Alhayṯam’s entire Iktifāʔ
and a remarkable number of passages transmitted in Ibn Albayṭār’s Almuġnī,
as well as discontinuous sequences in the edited version of theHārūniyyah and
also in Almadāɂinī’sḪawāṣṣ. Given that the relationship that obtains between
any twomembers of this constellation of texts is not one of direct dependence,
the conclusion seems unavoidable that a parent compilation (provisionally la-
belled as αḪawāṣṣ) must have existed. This hypothesis and an proposal for an
outline of its main features and likely context close the chapter in Section 5.
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1.1 Prolegomena to the study of yet another wretched subject

Dioscorides said: «If three roots of plantain are drunk with three ladlefuls of wine
mixed with another three ladlefuls of water, this shall avail against tertian fever.»
Arrāzī said: «If a hoopoe’s skin is put on someone with a headache, it shall relieve
the pain with God’s permission»—proven by experience.
Aristotle said: «The lazuli stone has the property of purging back bile when four
carats thereof are drunk with rose syrup.»
He said: «Let a youngmaiden shout thus at a woman that cannot deliver her child,
and let her do it by her name: “Oh, So-and-so, I ama youngmaidenwho has already
given birth and thou hast not!”—she shall immediately deliver her child.»

Such are the passages of which the third major section of Alɂilbīrī’s Natāʔiǧ
is made up. The power to heal an ailment—or, in more general terms, to solve
a health-related or medicalised problem—is attributed to something (a plant,
a mineral, an animal or some part thereof; only exceptionally to words, either
uttered or written) when it is used following specific instructions. This infor-
mation is encapsulated in the form of quotes that are, with very few excep-
tions, duly ascribed to well-known authorities, amongst which Dioscorides
and Galen feature as major contributors.1 Moreover, the vast majority of the
passages transmitted from these two Roman physicians are indeed to be found
in their extant output essentially with the same wording, which means that no
substantial alteration of the original information has been introduced in the
process of transmission and that a substantial part of this knowledge derives
from pre-Islamicate standard “rational” sources.2
In sum, with regard to its characterisation as an ἐπιστήμη built on the foun-

dations of Graeco-Hellenistic so-called rational science, the lore of the specific
properties appears to be no different from medicine (of which it is in fact of-
ten an allied discipline, as shown by Natāʔiǧ) or from any other of the “foreign

1 Some of the Galenic passages (but not all of them and not even a quantitatively significant part
of them) are admittedly pseudo-Galenic, but this is hardly relevant with regard to the author-
itativeness conferred to them by ninth- and tenth-century scholars that in most cases were in
no position to discriminate between genuine and pseudepigraphic texts. Even the ascription
of the Book of stones (= Aḥǧār) to Aristotle was only marginally suspected (for Albīrūnī’s
doubts on this point, cf. hisǦawāhir 417 and also Käs 2010: 7) and the pseudo-AristotelianNaʕt
(or some indirect echo from it) is quoted here, and also in zootherapeutic and zoographical
texts, as confidently as the Stagyrite’s genuine works on zoology.

2 As shall become clear below, faulty transmission, misinterpretation, and even resignification
are widely attested in the history of these materials, yet that does not alter the overall picture
of remarkable conceptual continuity across centuries, languages, and entirely different cultural
contexts.
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sciences”. Nor is the limited incorporation of non-Greekmaterials (ranging from
enigmatic authorities to echoes of local folklore) by anymeans particular to this
discipline, of course, for there is probably not one single Islamicate epistemic
tradition (not even the allegedly autogenetic and uncontaminated “sciences of
the Arabs”) in which such an admixture cannot be detected.
The knowledge of the specific properties of things materialised as an

autonomous epistemic genre quite early in the Islamicate tradition and already
by the beginning of the 10th c. a treatise was compiled by no less an intellectual
authority than Arrāzī. His Kitābu lḫawāṣṣ (henceforth simply Ḫawāṣṣ) would
become the standard reference and the source of inspiration (when not the
actual copy-text) for virtually all Islamicate writers with an interest in this mat-
ter.1 The aforementioned essential features of the genre are already perfectly
defined in Arrāzī’s Ḫawāṣṣ and the indebtedness to the Graeco-Byzantine
medical tradition is as conspicuous there as it is inNatāʔiǧ. He quotes verbatim,
with no manipulation of the passages, not only the usual suspect Balīnās
(and the lithognomia of Theophrastus and an as-yet unidentified Antiochian
author), but also the reputed physicians Archigenes, Galen, and Alexander
of Tralles. He further provides a justification for his having collected all this
information, and his tone in the prologue to the treatise is far from apologetic.2
From that moment onwards, the names of Ibn Māsawayh, Aṭṭabarī, and

Arrāzī become the main (in some cases the only) Islamicate figures of a cor-
pus of ḫawāṣṣic authorities that is widely cited well beyond the limits of this
specific genre. Their influence can be felt from conventional therapeutics and
pharmacognostics to lithognomy and alchemy. If ḫawāṣṣic materials were cer-
tainly incorporated into themedical traditionwell before Arrāzī’s compilation
ofḪawāṣṣ (which is, as amatter of fact, a reflection of that previous trend rather
than its initiator), the new treatise of the Iranian polymath provided a practi-
cal and user-friendly collection of otherwise hard-to-find references to an an-
cient lore on a subject (that of the specific properties) that was as familiar to
physicians through Galen’s repeated allusion to drugs that produce their ef-

1 There is evidence for even earlier treatises bearing the title ofḪawāṣṣ (IbnMāsawayh appears
to have authored one) and it is possible (but quite hard to argue) that Arrāzī might have been
drawing from some pre-existing compilation and that he did not collect all his quotes from
scratch—but that he was quite capable (and perhaps even fond) of doing so is sufficiently
proved by his monumental Alḥāwī.

2 Leaving Arrāzī out of the fragmentary survey of the corpus in Chapter 3 has been as painful as
detrimental tomyexposition. The analysis ofNat III has necessitated thepreparationof awork-
ing edition of his Ḫawāṣṣ based on four manuscripts and some valuable data have emerged
from its analysis that I should find a way to make available in the near future. An excerpt from
the prologue to Ḫawāṣṣ is reproduced in Chapter 2.
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fect “through their whole substance” as it was to astrologers or talisman-makers,
who were equally used to studying and to activating the specific properties as-
cribed to the planets and zodiacal signs or to minerals and invocations.
On the other side, in Andalus the compilation of aḪawāṣṣ treatise in parallel

to a more conventional medical output is associated from the early caliphal
period down to the 13th c. to such highly reputed physicians as Ibn Alhayṯam
Alqurṭubī, Zuhr, and Ibn Albayṭār, spanning thus almost three hundred
years. The contribution of Andalusī authors to the genre is in fact remarkable
for, unlike most of their eastern homologues, they did not merely imitate the
prevalent model but either elaborated on alternative formats different from
Arrāzī’s Ḫawāṣṣ or expanded considerably the corpus while retaining the
standard item-centred alifatic structure. The former trend is represented by Ibn
Alhayṯam and by Alɂilbīrī, who both transmit a post-Arrāzī rearrangement
of the materials and are the only extant fully-developed examples of the
head-to-toe Ḫawāṣṣ formal subgenre. The expansion of the received text, in
turn, was implemented to a stunning extent by Zuhr, who authored the richest
compilation of ḫawāṣṣic passages ever produced in the Islamicate tradition.
All the above considerations notwithstanding, the knowledge of the specific

properties of things has an extremely bad reputation amongst historians of sci-
ence and, more strikingly, even amongst those that have applied themselves to
the edition, translation, and commentary of some major works in this genre.1
As shall be shown below in Chapter 2 when attempting to describe in non-
anachronistic terms the Islamicate tradition of the knowledge of the specific
properties of things, any reflections of this doctrine in medical texts have been
at best overlooked or downplayed, at worst (andmost frequently)misconstrued
and even contemptuously dismissed as “magic” and “superstition”.2 During the
last years a few major texts from Ḫawāṣṣ and other allied genres have been
brought to the fore thanks to some excellent annotated critical editions,3 but

1 A telling example is Bos, Käs, Lübke, and Mensching 2020: 114, where the phrases “obscure
sympathetic virtues” and “this medico-magical genre” are related to Arrāzī’s and Ibn Alǧaz-
zār’s Ḫawāṣṣ, despite the fact that one of the members of the team is the author of a superb
edition of the latter text.

2 Concrete examples of this widespread tendency are to be mentioned throughout Part III but
I have no wish to draw a complete catalogue that would serve no other purpose than ster-
ile polemics. The prevalence of an unnecessarily judgemental attitude regarding the Ḫawāṣṣ
tradition is highest, quite unfortunately, in the Iberian peninsula, which has translated into a
generalised neglect of themajor contribution of Andalusī authors to this branch of knowledge.

3 Most particularly the aforementioned edition of Ibn Alǧazzār’s Ḫawāṣṣ by Käs 2012, and the
equally praiseworthy edition of Ibn ʕalī’sḤayawānby Raggetti 2018, both ofwhichhave been
extremely helpful not only as a source of materials for comparison (especially those references
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this overall (mis)conception remains largely unchallenged. This is all the more
surprising in viewof the turn thathas taken in recent times the studyof so-called
Islamicate magic.1 It seems quite obvious that here we face “some deep-seated
positivist preconceptions colouring or even determining commonly accepted
interpretations”.2
In this last version of the text that I submit to evaluationmy original vindica-

tion of the study of this particular subject has been transformed into a far less
belligerent and more nuanced discussion. However, I remain persuaded that
the need is felt for a renewed look at the matter and that, while there is much
to learn from parallel developments in the field of magic (both Islamicate and
otherwise), Ḫawāṣṣ is best studied as an epistemic genre of its own, based in
its own premisses (which may or may not be partially shared by other genres)
and ruled by its own conventions. Its corpus of authorities does indeed overlap
largely with the corpora of some parallel sciences (or, to be more precise, in its
maximal extension it encompasses all other corpora), but itsmain focus and the
prevalent criterion for the selection of itsmaterials obey both, for themost part,
to well-defined criteria that are neither simply medical, nor magical. Further-
more, “superstition” (whatever semantic content one is willing to attribute to
such a vague term) plays actually a minimal rôle in standard Ḫawāṣṣ—unless,
of course, the definition of this pseudocategory is so large that it may also in-
clude much of Hippocratic-Galenic medicine.
All in all, the following pages are an open invitation to an unprejudiced re-

assessment of the rôle of the knowledge of the specific properties of things in
the context of Islamicate medicine.

indicated by Käs’ meticulous Quellenforschung) but also as an inspiration for this research.
1 Given that I could not offer a proper discussion of the interfaces between Ḫawāṣṣ and magic
and Ḫawāṣṣ and religion I should draw the readers’ attention to the superb collection of pa-
pers published under the titleDie Geheimnisse der oberen und der unterenWelt. Magie im Islam
zwischen Glaube und Wissenschaft (Günther and Pielow 2018). Besides providing a wealth
of information, the innovative approach of the contributors to that volume prompted me to
devote a whole chapter to the particular intersection between the knowledge of the specific
properties of things and so-called magic, and also to include the interface with religion (Abra-
hamic and otherwise). The presence of at least one charm in Nat III was, at least in my eyes,
enough justification for a full-fledged inquiry into that complex matter. The text is not ready
to see the light, however, and only a few elements from that analysis are to be found in these
chapters.

2 Cf. Lloyd 1991: xi.



778 Description and analysis of Nat III Ḫawāṣṣ

1.2 Description and analysis of Nat III Ḫawāṣṣ

As explained in Part I, the description of Nat III has been extracted from the
series of partial surveys of the different sections of the book only to place it in a
more suitable context alongside the general remarks on the Ḫawāṣṣ genre and
the discussion of intertextuality, which in this particular case opens unexpected
venues for research. On the other hand, even if it is more exhaustive than the
previews offered in Part I (particularly with regard to source criticism), it is still
far from complete—let alone definitive—as a study of this text and its family.
The examination below focuses on two key aspects of the text: its structure

and the corpus of sources that are mentioned in it. A correct understanding of
these two elements is instrumental to all subsequent discussion.

1.2.1 Structure of Nat III

The extant text of Nat III is acephalous and begins in medias res with Ḫawāṣṣ
II.iv On oblivion in bothwitnesses. That the sectionwas originally complete (in-
cluding, that is, chapters I‒II.iii) is not only a reasonable assumption but it is
also strongly suggested by the actual numbering of the preserved chapters.1 An
impression of the rubrics and contents of the missing segment can be gained
from comparison with the twin text of Iktifāʔ, but it is only too unfortunate that
the hazards of manuscript transmission have caused the incipit of the section
to be lost.2
In essence Nat III is, as stated above and just like any other treatise in the

Ḫawāṣṣ genre, a collection of passages (almost three hundred in number)3 that
are quite systematically sourced and which describe the particular (andmostly

1 Whatever one may think of Alɂilbīrī’s unsophisticated copy-and-paste compositional strat-
egy, it is hard to assume that the author should have skipped one and a half chapters from his
source text only to begin his excerpt at some random epigraph. Even if he had found his source
already lacking these initial chapters, it would still be rather irregular for him to keep the orig-
inal chapter numeration. Let it be recalled, moreover, that also the received text of Nat I and
Nat II.2 (and perhaps even that of Nat V) suffers frommore or less severe lacunae.

2 On the undeniable cognacy between Nat III and Ibn Alhayṯam’s treatise, see below Section 3.
Given the laconic nature of textual markers at section boundaries throughout Natāʔiǧ it is far
from certain that Alɂilbīrī’s version of the ḫawāṣṣic treatise should have included a full-blown
prologue as Iktifāʔ does. In fact, one cannot rule out the possibility that the section openedwith
a simple “And now/in this section we deal with the specific properties of things” very much in
the line of bothNat II.2 andNat V. However, even such a brief transitional sentencewould have
helped immensely to clarify whether Nat III was or not included in the original compilation.

3 Some 290 to be precise, but the exact figure is open to interpretation since it is not always
possible to distinguish between originally complex passages involving more than one element
and those that may have become juxtaposed by later compilers.
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medical) property or virtue of a plant, an animal, or a mineral when used in
a certain way. These quotations are clustered in thematic epigraphs (this lower
taxon is invariablymarked as faṣl in our text) that are in turn arranged according
to a noso-topological criterion, which at the macro-level results in a text of the
head-to-toe type that mirrors quite closely, in fact, the sequence of chapters of
Nat II.2 Therapeutics.1
Lower level rubrics conform to one of the following patterns:2

1 On + ailment(s) II.iv On oblivion
VIII.ix On leprosy, albaras, and warts

2 On the + organ III.i On the eye
V.vi On the liver

3a On the treatment of + organ III.ii On the treatment of the ear
V.ii On the treatment of the stomach

3b On the + organ + and its treatment III.vi On the tongue and its treatment
V.viii On the kidneys and their treatment

4 On + category of remedies VI.ii On what promotes conception
regarding their effect VI.vi On what draws the menses

These different rubrical formulas are not evenly distributed and although in
somecases a rationalemaybe intuited for the titles beyondmere stylistic prefer-
ence,3 one must bear in mind that the wording of the epigraphs (like the over-
all architecture of the treatise) is by no means to be ascribed to the author of

1 A few remarks on the dichotomic classification of Ḫawāṣṣ texts are provided below. For the
time being, suffice it to note thatNat III belongs to the less widely documented type ofmedical
organ/ailment-centred Ḫawāṣṣ, as opposed to non-medical item-based treatises such as the
model set by Arrāzī with his apparently groundbreaking Ḫawāṣṣ.

2 Whatmust be considered tobe the reflectionof theoriginalnawʕ IV (comprising three separate
epigraphs on cough, quinsy, and scrofulas) is exceptional in that it lacks not only a number but
also any rubric at all.

3 Pattern 1 is predominant throughout the text and includes the mention of a minimum of one
and a maximum of four different conditions. The choice between formulas 1 and 2 may have
obeyed to a combined criterion of saliency and practicality, and the epigraph titles heremirror
quite closely what was also common in therapeutic literature (cf. for instance the traditional
categories of βηχικά on the one hand and ὀφθαλμικά or στομαχικά on the other). The two vari-
ants of pattern 3, in turn, are best considered stylistic variations of 2 and they seem to cluster
particularly in Ḫawāṣṣ III.ii‒iv|vi and V.ii‒iii|viii. As for pattern 4, it is characteristic of the
whole sequenceḪawāṣṣ VI.ii‒xiii and also of VIII.i|v‒vii|x|xii‒xiv and it is reminiscent of the
received classifications of simple drugs according to their tertiary qualities within the frame of
Galenic pharmacognostics (ie diuretics, emmenagogues, haemostatics, etc).
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Natāʔiǧ but rather to his source, as proved by the parallel testimony of Ibn Al-
hayṯam’s Iktifāʔ (an exhaustive comparison of the segment titles in these two
texts is provided in Tables ***REF). Authorial intervention in this regard was
minimal.
Epigraphs are also remarkably diverse as to the number of passages that they

comprise, ranging from just one (egḪawāṣṣ VI.xiv on the treatment of wounds
in the vulva, VIII.vii onpromoting exudationof superfluities, andVIII.x on elim-
inating odour from the body) to as many as twenty (as in the case of aphrodisi-
acs in Ḫawāṣṣ VI.x). Availability of quotations in the source text was, of course,
the major limiting factor for the compiler (one-passage segments certainly left
no freedom for authorial elaboration), however lengthier epigraphs may occa-
sionally allow a glimpse into the author’s interest in a given subject or into his
leanings towards certain kinds of remedies rather than others.1
As far as the organisation of the epigraphs is concerned, explicit indication

of the higher taxon nawʕ is far from consistent: segments V and VII‒IX feature
the word in the rubric, whereas III‒IV and VI (as well as, needless to say, the
acephalous segment II) do not.2 In both cases the segment titles follow a uni-
form pattern:3

On the diseases of + organ/part of the body
divided into— epigraphs

Within chapters epigraphs are regularly numbered, with only two excep-
tions (namely Ḫawāṣṣ II.vii and V.viii), and in one instance (Ḫawāṣṣ VI.xi on
remedies against sexual binding) the disagreement between the introductory
subdivision (which announces thirteen epigraphs) and the actual number
of segments (fourteen) seems to betray some unrevised authorial reworking
that is further confirmed by external evidence.4 On the other hand, just like

1 These clues are followedwithdue cautionbelowbothonan individual basis in the introductory
remarks to each section of the sample in Chapter 4 and in a summarised manner in the final
conclusions in Chapter 5.

2 Actually Ḫawāṣṣ III is marked as qawl («alqawlu fī amrāḍi aʕḍāʔi lwaǧh») and VI as fuṣūl
(«fuṣūlun fī ālāti ttanāsul»), while the epigraphs contained in Ḫawāṣṣ IV are, as seen above,
introduced by no general rubric. As for the not so common hierarchical marker nawʕ, it is used
as the higher taxon in the structure of Aṭṭabarī’s Firdaws, which appears to have been one
of the sources perused by the now-anonymous author of the parent compilation. In any case,
the assumption of its presence in αḪawāṣṣ is supported by the parallel testimony of Ibn Al-
hayṯam’s Iktifāʔ (cf. figure 2 in Hasani 1999: 22).

3 With regard to the titles, the sole exception to this formula is Ḫawāṣṣ IX On the types of fevers.
When specified, the subdivision into epigraphs is expressed as «wayanqasimu ʕalā — fuṣūl»
except for III («wahuwa sittatu fuṣūl») and IV (in which this information is not provided).
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epigraphs vary greatly in length chapters also differ widely regarding the
number of epigraphs into which they are divided. Thus Ḫawāṣṣ IV *On the
throat (no title is provided in the text) and VII On the ailments of the joints
contain only three segments, whereas both VI On the organs of reproduction
and VIII On the ailments of the body surface include a much more detailed
coverage with no less than fourteen different epigraphs each.
To sum up, one of the fewwell-organised sections inNatāʔiǧ shows nonethe-

less some structural inconsistencies despite the fact that its author was essen-
tially reproducing the blueprint of a pre-existing and, according to all evidence,
quite systematic treatise.

1.2.2 Corpus of authorities and quoting strategies

Except for a number of accidents in the transmission (for which see below Sec-
tion 3) passages are regularly sourced. The authors mentioned in Nat III are the
following, in roughly chronological order:1

Graeco-Byzantine authors

Theophrastus | Dioscorides | Galen | Aristotle | Hermes | Alexander | Balīnās

?

Aṭhūrusfus *اطراطيس≟) | ≟ (*سقطور | Books of animals

Islamicate authors

Aṭṭabarī | Ibn Māsawayh | Arrāzī

4 The arrangement of the correspondingmaterials in the Hebrew translation of Ibn Alhayṯam’s
treatise (ie Sǝḡullōṯ) bears likewise the marks of alteration but the only extant Arabic copy of
the original text announces thirteen chapters in its index of contents and it may reflect more
closely the original form of the common source.

1 For the sake of exposition pseudepigraphic texts are assigned here the date of their alleged
author—rather than anachronistically correcting it in light ofmodern research. Thus the “Aris-
totle” that features in the Ḫawāṣṣ tradition is classed here amongst Graeco-Byzantine authors
alongside Dioscorides and Galen even if the passages ascribed to him draw actually from
Aḥǧār and Naʕt, both of which must be dated to the early Islamicate period (although a pre-
Islamic Syriac precedent should perhaps not be disregarded as a possibility in the case ofNaʕt).
An asterisk preceding a name indicates that it is corrupt in our text and that its original form
can only be retrieved with the help of parallel witnesses.
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That amounts to a total of twelve authorities (eleven authors and one anony-
mous text of theḤayawān genre), the youngest author being Arrāzī. The refer-
ence corpus reflected here is exclusively Graeco-Byzantine and eastern Islam-
icate. If in quantitative terms it represents a noticeable reduction of the list of
sources quoted from in Arrāzī’s Ḫawāṣṣ, this particular corpus features never-
theless a major addition to the previous catalogue: Dioscorides, whoseMate-
ria medica is intriguingly ignored by Arrāzī.1
The chronological implications of this corpus and a hypothesis on the imme-

diate origin of the passages shall be analysed in Sections 4‒5, but it should be
borne in mind that the remarks that follow are by nomeans exclusive to Nat III
but apply equally to the parent compilation and, in fact, to theḪawāṣṣ genre in
general.

Sourcing the passages

The explicit and regular indication of the author from whom a given passage is
quoted is one of the most characteristic traits of mainstreamḪawāṣṣ texts.2 On
a formal level it is, in fact, its main defining feature; one that it shares, perhaps
unsurprisingly, with Arrāzī’s colossal and unparalleledmedical book of quotes
Alḥāwī and also with the pharmacognostic Ǧāmiʕ that has in Andalus its cra-
dle (and perhaps even its actual birthplace) and in Ibn Samaǧūn its foremost
pioneer.3 While the strong contrast in this regard with most epistemic genres

1 Although Arrāzī’s Ḫawāṣṣ is certainly not exclusively medicine-focused, properties with a
medical application are widely represented in it—statistically they are even a majority. The
absence of Dioscorides there contrasts strongly with the conspicuous presence of Galen,
Aetius of Amida, and Alexander of Tralles. That an Arabic translation (maybe even two)
ofMateria medicawas available to Arrāzī is proved by quite an exhaustive use of that text for
Alḥāwī, andNat III itself shows that there was something to borrow fromDioscorides regard-
ing the specific properties of plants, animals, and even minerals. It does not seem likely (but it
nor is it impossible) that Arrāzī should have come into possession of a copy of the text only af-
ter the compilation ofḪawāṣṣ, whichmay have been an early work in his career. At the present
time I can find no other plausible explanation for this absence.

2 The qualifications ‘mainstream’ here and ‘standard’ below are not intended as genuine cate-
gories and I resort to them as an uncompromising label only to avoid a chronological or dias-
tratic classification for which there may not be enough evidential support.

3 For biobibliographical data on Ibn Samaǧūn, cf. Benfeghoul 2007. The “epochale Rolle bei
der Ausbildung der wissenschaftlichen Methode der Heilmittelkunde des islamischen West-
ens” of his Ǧāmiʕ (which remains unedited) is insightfully emphasised by Käs 2010: 58‒59.
Incidentally, the hypothesis of the existence of a common source for Ibn Samaǧūn and Ibn
Ǧanāḥ (who appear not to have known each other’s work) was first suggested in Käs 2010: 60
and has been recently and quite compellingly developed in Bos, Käs, Lübke, andMensching
2020: 161‒165. Their assumption of the existence of a tenth-century anonymous western (prob-
ably Qayrawānī) compilation has been referred to before when examining Alɂilbīrī’s possible



Chapter 1 Nat III Ḫawāṣṣ: text, genre, and family 783

is self-evident, it must be noted that the practice of sourcing each quote distin-
guishes standard Ḫawāṣṣ treatises also from the genetically related, and for the
most part later, collections of unsourced benefits (fawāʔid) on the one hand,1
and from the parallel genre of zootherapeutics as represented, for example, by
Ibn ʕalī’s and Ibn Buḫtīšūʕ’s Ḥayawān on the other.2
It is not perhaps totally ungrounded to credit Arrāzī with the introduction

of this quoting methodology in the genre, as his punctiliousness both in Alḥāwī
andḪawāṣṣ sets him apart from all earlier authors in the non-Islamic sciences.3
While the existence of some Hellenistic or Byzantine text compiled according
to the same criterion (ie some sort of ḥawāṣṣic doxography or collection of say-
ings related to the specific properties of things) cannot be entirely ruled out, the
prevalent practice in the pre-Islamic tradition appears to have been anonymi-
sation rather than explicit ascription—except in the case of overt refutation or
condemnation: then the opponent is often identified by name.
Thus, despite the impressive catalogue of books that he claims to have ex-

ploited, Pliny is far from consistent in the indication of the exact sources for
the colossal mass of passages that he collects in his Naturalis historia. His in-
debtedness to Greek texts is self-evident from terminology, and the Iranian ori-

sources (see Part I, Chapter 9).
1 The development of the spin-off subgenre of Fawāʔid could not be explored in this disserta-
tion. It must suffice to point out that there is a clear tendency to omit the explicit ascriptions of
the passages in later texts (cf. especially Alɂanṭākī’s Taḏkirah) and that this subgenre actually
outlives the classical format ofḪawāṣṣwell into themodern period. The chronology of this de-
velopment, however, is perhaps not so well established as to allow for a clear-cut periodisation
classical/post-classical, and compilations of both “authorial” and “anonymous” passages may
have cocirculated since a relatively early date. The justification for labelling these alternative
texts as ‘popular’ or ‘popularising’ as a working category, on the other hand, would necessitate
a research on its own and such a categorisation may, furthermore, convey unwanted classist
overtones. After all, much of the material transmitted anonymously even in the most modern
and most marginally produced texts of Fawāʔid stems ultimately, through a more or less long
chain of transmission, from Arrāzī’s or Zuhr’s Ḫawāṣṣ.

2 Tomydeep regret, a projected chapter on theḤayawān genre and a systematic study of its links
to theḪawāṣṣ could not be included in the final draft of this dissertation. Some sparse remarks
shall be salvaged from those materials and introduced in the discussion. Regarding the non-
ascription of the properties attributed to each animal of animal organ (which inḤayawān texts
are in factmostly referred to asmanāfiʕ rather than as ḥawāṣṣ), this differential trait ofḪawāṣṣ
with regard to Ḥayawān has not always been sufficiently remarked by modern scholarship.

3 But he has an evident, and as far as I am aware rarely mentioned, precedent in the so-called
traditional sciences. The chain of transmission (isnād) is of paramount importance in Sunnah
compilations as well as in lexicography, and Arrāzī systematic indication of his sources could
be interpreted as a sort of minimal isnād adduced in support of a dubious matn the veracity
and soundness of which lies essentially in the credibility of its ultimate source. In his Ḫawāṣṣ
(as in Alḥāwī) there are, in fact, a few instances of genuine two- and even three-link chains.
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gin of much of these materials (which are of great interest for the commentary
in Chapter 4) can be ascertained mainly thanks to his open abhorrence of the
Magi; yet only an exacting task of source criticism can revealmore concrete bor-
rowings from any particular source.
An even more radical example of anonymising strategy is shown by

Dioscorides, who makes thus an impression as an author both highly original
and rationally sceptical, but he can be shown to be largely indebted to Sextius
Niger, for instance. The same applies to Galen too, with the remarkable
exception of his books on the composition of drugs (but the transmission
of recipes obeys to different principles and cannot be compared to that of
pharmacognostic data). Many passages from his predecessor’sMateria medica
are slightly reworded and silently incorporated into his monograph on simple
drugs. In the same book he also records a great many specific properties in
reported speech (“it is said”, “its is affirmed”, just like in Dioscorides’ treatise)
but he only mentions Xenocrates by name so that his invective can be more
effective.1
In any case, the complex question of source ascription in the Roman tradi-

tion cannot be tackled here, but it must be stressed that in pre-Islamicate times
no epistemic genre related tomedicine and natural philosophy appears to have
been characterised by a systematic indication of the sources for each and ev-
ery piece of information collected. This seems to be a trait peculiar to literary
anthologies, doxographies and, of course, lexicography. As mentioned above,
in an Islamicate context even after Arrāzī this feature does not extend beyond
Ḫawāṣṣ and a particular subgenre of pharmacognostics.
On the other hand and regardless of diachronical considerations, there may

be someutility in describing some of themain characteristics of the quotational
context in relation to this genre.2

1 Some remarks on the problematic interpretation of anonymous references inDioscorides are
to be found in the epigraph devoted to this author in Chapter 3.

2 It should be clear that the phrase ‘quotational context’ (just like the words ‘quote’ and ‘quota-
tion’ themselves) is used here in its more intuitive and non-technical meaning, and the same
applies, in general, to ‘verbatim quotes’ and ‘non-verbatim quotes’ or to ‘paraphrase’. There
is a whole linguistic theory of quotation that may or may not be of some interest to textual
criticism, but no attempt has been made here to reconcile my remarks with that theoretical
framework.
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Quotes and authorial voice

The first andmost evident implication of a quotational context is that the voice
speaking throughout the text is not the author’s but rather the sources’. Each in-
dividual passage (whether it preserves the original ascription or not) is awritten
artefact and it is therefore nomore reflective of the compiler’s knowledge,medi-
cal practice, or noetic attitude than the recipes collected in a dispensatory are of
the collector’s actual know-how and experience as a drug-maker. Such an obvi-
ous tautology (after all, the very definition of ‘quote’ implies non-authorialness)
would not need to be stated were it not that all too often quoters are credited
or discredited (according to highly subjective criteria) for ideas and practices of
which they are mere transmitters. While there may be something to learn from
the author-compilers’ leanings, preferences, or interests by carefully examining
their particular selection of passages, it is on the quotees that all responsibility
ought to be laid ultimately—by those who are keen on passing judgement on
such matters, of course.
When considered globally, a text such as Nat III reflects a heterogenetic

polyphony, a plurality of authorial voices coming from very different contexts,
reflecting disparate doctrines, and using unrelated terminologies. To a far
greater extent than in the case of Nat II.2, no single word or phrase can be
automatically interpreted as an indicator of locality or chronology without
previously examining the source of the passage in which it is found. In this
regard, as far as the Ḫawāṣṣ genre is concerned, authorial harmonisation of
the materials collected is minimal or null. Intervention, if present at all, is
limited to glosses or to sporadical synonymic substitution. From a diachronical
point of view, moreover, evidence regarding the exact origin of such authorial
interventions is often inconclusive. The addition of a gloss can be ascertained
by comparison to the source, but in the absence of external witnesses it is
impossible to know at which point the extraneous element was introduced
into the text.
On the semantic level, some of the analogies and sympathies involved in the

remedies selected and noted down by the authors were certainly opaque to
them and represent faint echoes of beliefs long vanished from history, some of
which cannot be reconstructed even nowadays despite all hermeneutic efforts.
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Stratigraphy

In absolute terms, the chronology reflectedbyNat III is quite straightforward.As
seen above, the latest author mentioned is Arrāzī, which provides a terminus
post quem that does not necessarily coincidewith his demise in 925 (hisḪawāṣṣ
appears to have been an early production) and which shall be dealt with at the
end of this chapter.
There is, on the other hand, a salient feature that Nat III inherits from

the parent compilation but which is absent, for obvious reasons, from the
subgenre of item-centred alifatic Ḫawāṣṣ. With some alterations introduced
mostly by accidents of authorial selection and clerical transmission, the text
shows remarkable consistency in the chronological sequence of the authorities
mentioned in each epigraph. Their relative order reflects quite closely their
actual chronology—or at least the one believed to be true in the author’s
context. Thus, Dioscorides regularly precedes Galen, and Aṭṭabarī comes
almost invariably before Arrāzī. As a matter of fact, this chronological order is
so regular that it can be occasionally used as complementary evidence for the
reconstruction of some severely altered series of passages.
This feature is all the more interesting because it cannot be explained as the

natural outcome of simple accretion. It is not as if there had been a primitive
anthology of Dioscoridean ḫawāṣṣic passages, then a later expanded version
including Galenic quotes, then new layers were successively added at differ-
ent stages until a text was produced that contained all extant quotes ranging
from Dioscorides to Arrāzī. Judging from available evidence, the chronolog-
ical arrangement of the passages appears to be the result of intelligent design.
If the anonymous compiler of αḪawāṣṣ was working on a previous medicine-
centred head-to-toe treatise (let us say, for the sake of the argument, Ibn Mā-
sawayh’s) and enriching it with materials from Arrāzī, the quotes extracted
from the latter’s Ḫawāṣṣ (which include passages from Galen, Alexander of
Tralles, Aṭhūrusfus, etc) were redistributed according to a criterion of tem-
poral priority. If he took Arrāzī’s compilation as a basis, a much more dras-
tic rearrangement of the building units was required that affected not only the
chronological order but also the overall architecture of the text.
The relative plausibility of these hypotheses shall be considered belowwhen

attempting to sketch the basic outlines of the parent treatise, but regardless of
its original mode of implementation this trait is quite significant, as it also links
the head-to-toeḪawāṣṣ subgenre to the Ǧāmiʕ. In its standard format, pharma-
cognostic texts of the Ǧāmiʕ type show the same chronological arrangement
of their materials already in Ibn Samaǧūn’s treatise. This ordering in his Ǧāmiʕ
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may not have been unprecedented1 but it certainly did not derive from (norwas
it inspiredby) IbnAlǧazzār’s Iʕtimād, which is characterised (probably like Ibn
ʕimrān’s previous treatise) by overall anonymisation of the passages. This is a
conspicuous feature of Andalusī pharmacognosy that contrasts stronglywith its
Qayrawānī precedent and the origin of which remains to be explained.
At any rate, none of the sources that arementioned inNat III was directly ac-

ceded by Alɂilbīrī. Despite the ubiquitous presence of Dioscorides through-
out the section, he may have never perused a copy of Ḥašāʔiš,2 and he cer-
tainly was not better informed about the correct pronunciation of the name of
أطهورسفس thanwe are now. He did not lay eyes on aHermetic treatise containing
specific properties, and most probably he did not ever see a copy of Aṭṭabarī’s
Firdaws. In this he is no different from many other authors working in most
epistemic genres after the foundational period. Failing to see the tralatitious
essence of theḪawāṣṣ genre may mislead one into describing Alɂilbīrī as “the
introducer of Firdaws in Andalus”. Not understanding the bookish nature of the
properties reported in these texts may result in a mischaracterisation of their
authors as permissive with regard to so-called folkloric medicine, genuine en-
dorsers of superstitions, or even enthusiastic practitioners of the magical arts.

1 Let the reader recall the hypothesis of a common source for Ibn Samaǧūn and Ibn Ǧanāḥ
proposed by Bos, Käs, Lübke, and Mensching 2020: 161‒165.

2 There is a very slight possibility that some passage in either Natāʔiǧ or Iktifāʔ might represent
an authorial addition to the inherited text and in principle the plausibility of such an interven-
tion would be higher in the case of Ibn Alhayṯam, who was well acquainted with the Arabic
translation ofMateria medica, but no certainty could be gained so far in this regard.
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1.3 Transmission: misreadings, ghosts, and apomorphies

Misreadings

Let me honour in the first place the old tradition of branding the copyists as
the likeliest culprits for all apparent “corruptions” that have altered the oth-
erwise supposedly smooth and untroubled transmission of the written word
through the centuries—nay, the millennia. Being often assumed not to have
had the slightest notion about the subject dealt with in the texts that they me-
nially copied, it is most often the scribes (only rarely the authors) that are held
responsible for all apparent divergences between the original source and its re-
flections.
There is, of course, some truth to this idea as far as original production is con-

cerned. The verdict is quite straightforward indeed whenever there is external
evidence (usually in the form of indirect transmission) to prove that the origi-
nal locus must have been sound. Legitimate speculation yields positive results
too when the author’s knowledge can be assumed to be such as it would make
a particular mistake impossible. In the case of Natāʔiǧ, for instance, any distor-
tions of Andalusī words are certainly to be attributed to the eastern copyists of
the text, as it is simply unreasonable to assume that the author should have ig-
nored the correct form of words belonging to his own geolect and which he had
further chosen to use with no constraints imposed by his sources. In all such
cases an emendation is in order—if possible.
On the other hand, when the “original” text (in our case, Nat III) happens to

be essentially a selective copy and its “author”, therefore, somewhat more than
a mere copyist but less than a creator, the question becomes far more compli-
cated. This, in fact, applies not only to whole sections but also to small bits of
information or to individualwords. As shown in Part I, eastern phytonyms or ex-
otic names of drugs (mainly those ofGreek andPersian origin)were transmitted
essentially in written form and they were often found by the authors distorted
beyond recognition. That such names must have been originally recorded in a
more or less correct form is a sensible assumption, but their metamorphoses
had begun long before they reached Andalusī soil.
A similar phenomenon can be suspected, in the case of Nat III, for the name

of Aṭhūrusfus,which is itself the form foundandhandeddownbyArrāzī (but
not by Aṭṭabarī!). Intertextual comparison shows that this name was probably
disfigured at every single transmissional stage between Arrāzī’sḪawāṣṣ (some
manuscripts of which transmit already a corrupt form) and the extant copies of
Natāʔiǧ or those of the Hebrew translation of Ibn Alhayṯam’s Iktifāʔ. In such
cases the blame must be shared between copyists and authors-compilers, and



Chapter 1 Nat III Ḫawāṣṣ: text, genre, and family 789

the modern editor cannot be so naive or so reckless as to “restore” without fur-
ther consideration the name of this enigmatic author only to introduce into the
text a consistency that was never there. Here, more perhaps than elsewhere,
emendation must be context-sensitive and it must also be supported by exter-
nal evidence. If none is available, the locus is perhaps better left as transmitted
and a conjecture may be added to the apparatus suggesting its most probable
original form.
There is noneed, however, to enter any further into the discussionof the intri-

cacies of textual criticism. A few remarks on my personal views on current edi-
torial practices have been introduced in Part II when explainingmy own criteria
for the critical edition ofNatāʔiǧ. Here and now Iwould like to draw attention to
two particular phenomena related to the transmission of ḫawāṣṣic passages: the
vexing challenge of ghost-quotes and a specific category of innovative readings
that can be extremely helpful to establish stemmatic relationships.

Ghosts-quotes
As if the most grotesque deturpations introduced in the names of some of the
authors cited in theḪawāṣṣ genrewere not enough trouble,1 a quite characteris-
tic feature of the quoting strategy deployed in these texts conspires with clerical
mistransmission against the reader. Within each epigraph, authors are usually
mentioned just once, preceding the first passage that is ascribed to them. All
subsequent quotes from the same source are typically introduced by a coordi-
nated verb with no overt agent: “And he said” (waqāla). Economical and com-
mendable as this practicemay be from a stylistic point of view, it often results in
defective transmission, especially near the boundaries of each block of quotes,
as any eyeskip on the part of a copyist may translate into a passage being mis-
attributed to the preceding author.
The major agent of distortion, however, appear to have been the authors

themselves, at least as far as derivative treatises such as Nat III and its siblings
are concerned. Since their compiling technique basically involves picking a
number of passages out of a pre-existing set, skipping (either intentionally or

1 The difficulty is not particularly great regarding Arrāzī’sḪawāṣṣ, in which the Antiochian au-
thor of aBookof stones is probably the only source forwhichnot even anamecanbe established
(cf. Ullmann 1972: 100). Nor does the family of Nat III represent a challenge in this respect,
since the aforementioned transformations of the name of Aṭhūrusfus can be safely traced
back to the source of the corresponding passages. A simple look to Zuhr’s list of abbreviations
in hisḪawāṣṣ, on the contrary, shall give reason for dismay even to themore optimistic reader,
and the fact that the manuscript transmission of the text appears to have obliterated most of
the actual abbreviations from the body of the treatise makes the reconstruction of the prehis-
tory of that compilation a hopeless task.
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inadvertently) the first passage of a sequence results in the omission of the
name of the author to whom the whole block should be ascribed. This can only
be avoided if the compilers are careful enough to correct this by stitching the
pertinent name to the new first quote—but then they may not even be in a
position to do so if their copy-text is already defective. A thorough examination
of the corpusmay reveal some individual tendencies, some authors beingmore
prone to mechanical reproduction and, therefore, to anonymisation of the
materials;1 others taking more pains to provide an authority for the orphaned
passages. If the former attitude produced a mass of unattributed passages, the
latter sometimes translated into misattribution—making in either case the
analysis of such loci time-consuming and often also frustrating.
Throughout Part III of this dissertation and especially in the commentary on

the individual passages contained in Nat III the phrases ‘ghost-quote’ and ‘im-
plicitly ascribed to’ are repeatedly used to refer to the concrete consequences of
the above accidents in the transmission. By ‘ghost-quote’ I mean such passages
as are explicitly ascribed in the text to a certain author but which source criti-
cism can prove positively to have a different origin.2 Then, ‘implicitly ascribed
to’ must be understood as a reference to those passages that, not being the first
explicitly ascribed one in a sequence, can be interpreted by the reader as deriv-
ing from the last mentioned authority. The farther removed a passage is from
the last available name of an author, themore likely it is that the implicit ascrip-
tion might be wrong, although there are remarkably long strings of quotes that
have resisted the accidents of selection and copy.
It should be noted that ghost-quotes, which are unequivocally defined by the

presence of an authority (however historically wrong this ascription may be),
are a reflection of what may have been the authors’ knowledge—if they ever
cared enough to worry about such things.3 Implicitly ascribed passages, in turn,

1 Although a deliberate simplification of the onerous authorial apparatus of standard Ḫawāṣṣ
texts ought probably to be assumed as one of the main factors involved in the genesis of the
Fawāʔid subgenre, the fact that largeblocks of passageswere already transmitted in anonymous
form even in texts produced in a more elitist context must have certainly contributed to the
eventual disappearance of authorial ascriptions in that parallel tradition.

2 This label is not even entirely original, or course, as “ghost-title” has been used by Kahl in refer-
ence to theworkAlǧawharah traditionally ascribed toAṭṭabarī (cf. Kahl 2021: 10 n. 76). At first
Iwas tempted to call suchpseudo-quotations “Quellenforscheralbträume”, but amore practical
alternative had to be found, which nonetheless still contains the anxiety-evoking word ghost.

3 By this somewhat uncouth expression I mean that it is perhaps not warranted to presume
that all compilers were concerned about the historical correctness of the passages that they
included in their anthologies. It is also only fair to point out that a certain familiarity with
pseudepigraphic literature must have contributed greatly to the credibility of some unlikely
combinations of ancient authors and relatively late species.
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do not actually constitute a genuine working category and cannot provide any
useful information in this regard. It is possible (but only possible) that the sec-
ond or the third passage in a sequence may have been related to the last men-
tioned source in the authors’ mind, but in many cases nothing can be inferred
about the extent of their knowledge about the actual origin of the passages that
theywere copying. In otherwords: not every unascribedwaqāla should be auto-
matically assumed to be co-referential with the preceding authority according
to the compiler’s intention.
A very different and entirely legitimate task is to try to establish the histori-

cally “correct” ascriptions of each passage. The results of that task belong in the
apparatus of sources and parallels and in the commentary, but not in the edited
text. Here, as elsewhere, an effort must be made not to impose the researchers’
knowledge onto the authors’, who were for the most part content with repro-
ducing with more or less success their source text.

Apomorphies

With some diversity in the exact formulation of the idea, a distinction has long
been made in textual criticism between major and minor variants, between
substantive and accidental readings.1 Differences between the manuscript wit-
nesses with regard to the spelling of the words حصى ‘stone, calculus’ or هواء ‘air’,
for instance, can be regarded as inconsequential from a semantic point of view.
No new meaning is born from any such formal variation. They are moreover of
no use (unless the absolute regularity of their distribution might suggest other-
wise) for the identification of intertextual links.2
Still within the category of minor or accidental innovations, I have shown

elsewhere in this dissertation (see the Editorial criteria in Part II) that there can
be no doubt that amisreadingmust have occurred somewhere between the first

1 The latter concepts were developed by Greg 1950: 21, where ‘substantive readings’ are defined
as “those readings that affect the author’s meaning or the essence of his expression”, whereas
‘accidentals’ would relate rather to such phenomena as spellings, punctuation, etc. In tradi-
tional terminology major or significative variants are basically Maas’ ‘indicative’ or ‘significa-
tive errors’ (Leitfehler, cf. Maas 1957: 27, the first instance of the concept dating back to 1937).

2 Even if minor or accidental, some of these variants are not altogether insignificant, as they
may reflect an ambiguous and hard to interpret picture of retention of original authorial use,
normalisation, or linguistic adaptation to the copyist’s context. Thus, the spelling ḫaṣṣ ‘lettuce’
in an eastern copy of an Andalusī or Maġribī text may preserve an original geolectal feature,
whereas the same spelling in a western copy of a Mašriqī text could be interpreted as a clerical
innovation. There may be some utility in distinguishing several different categories of minor
or accidental variants.
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Arabic transliteration of the Greek drug name διοσπολίτης and its Arabic reflec-
tion diyāsqūlīṭūs as found in several medical texts. This new form of the name
ought tobe recordedas a genuinehistorical variant of the etymologically correct
diyāsfūlīṭūs, and anyhistorical dictionary ofArabicmedical andpharmacognos-
tic terminology should be quite liberal in admitting similar variants as long as
their existence is supported by enough manuscript evidence. Now, diyāsqūlīṭūs
does not represent any new drug different from the cumin-based preparation
inherited from Greek sources, nor have the spelling variants dabīḏ / dabīd ever
generated two different categories of hepatic medicines. Furthermore, in these
cases the nature of the variants is such as they could spring spontaneouslywith
every act of reproduction or copy and it is an almost impossible task to try to
establish intertextual affinities on the basis of this kind of readings.
On the other hand, there is a different category of innovative readings that

produce a whole new meaning. The difference with regard to the original lo-
cus can be as slight as changing ‘second’ ثانیة) / (ىاىىه into ‘third’ ثالثة) / (ىالىه or vice
versa, but it can also result in the metamorphosis of a ‘catfish’ or ‘silurus’ (سلوّر)
into a ‘cat’ ,(سـنوّر) of ‘arrowheads’ (نصول) into ‘superfluities’ ,(فضول) or of ‘obstruc-
tions’ (سدد) into ‘worms’ .(دود) Needless to say, this kind of reinterpretation is en-
tirely language- and script-dependent and thepeculiarities of the Islamo-Arabic
script (ie the alifat) make it especially fertile for such developments.
These variant readings are usually instrumental to traditional stemmatics for

the grouping of the different witnesses into branches or families. If on a mate-
rial and diachronical level they are traditionally conceptualised as a ‘corruption’
(corruptela, Verderbnis) of the original reading, on an epistemic level they must
be consideredhistorical reinterpretations. Their impact in themedical tradition
is only rarely taken into consideration bymodern scholars but the agents of that
tradition were fully aware of the existence of parallel reports born from differ-
ential manuscript transmission. The clearest case is the frequent reference to
variant readings in the source or sources consulted by the author:

Arrāzī, Alḥāwī V.9 (H V 3910‒12)

أخرى نسخة (وفي سود» بثورٌ عینيه على فظهر طعامه، هضم وأبطأ تخم به كانت قال:«مَن
عشر». السابع في مات وارمةً: تكن ولم «كالحمّص، «خضر») أخرى وفي «حمر»،
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But in other cases the autonomisationof variant readingswas so absolute and
their evolution into self-independent traditions so complete that their primitive
unity in origin could not longer be intuited:1

Alġāfiqī,Mufradah II‒ح s.v.النسر حجر (M 211v 13‒15 | Ṭ 3821‒2)

لأنهّ اكثمكث) (وهو العقاب“ و”حجر ِّسر“ الن ”حجر يسُمّیه مَن الناس من — النسر حجر
الولادة. یيُسرّ لأنهّ اليسرُْ“، ”حجر یقول مَن ومنهم والنسور. العقبان أوكار في یوجد

.ṭ قال یقول] | m اكوار اؤكار]

There is yet another category (or rather subcategory) within the spectrum of
productive or meaningful misreadings that includes cases ranging from rare to
unique. As suggested by my use of ‘spectrum’ here, there is not any clear-cut
boundary or any indisputable criterion (other than the extent of the editor’s fa-
miliarity with the manuscript tradition) to distinguish between relatively com-
mon and rare innovative readings. There is no dictionary of frequency of mis-
readings available by which to measure this quality. An extensive examination
of the corpus, however, can contribute compelling evidence for the existence of
a kind of exceptional or uniquemisreadings. As I shall showbelow, the presence
of a ‘leek’ as the main ingredient of a recipe for a hair-blackener in Nat II.vii.2
goes back to an original ‘raven’ in Firdaws. The origin of the transformation is
relatively easy to pinpoint and it can be described as a simplemisreading of two
words (namelyغراب andكـراث ) that arewritten in a similar way in unpointed old
style. The fact, however, that thismisreading is not attested absolutely anywhere
except in the textual family of Nat III makes it unique. The added fact that the
misreading necessitated a noticeable reformulation of the passage (a leek, un-
like a raven, cannot be put ‘alive’ into a vessel) recommends defining a special
category for this particular kind of innovations.
It is here that I borrow from cladistics or evolutionary biology the concept of

apomorphy. Although in strict application of the concept all significative mis-
readings (Leitfehler) that were passed on from one copy to another are apomor-
phic by definition, in my analysis I reserve this term for the specific category of
exceptional or unique innovative readings that result in a meaningful reinter-
pretation of the original passage. If the carrier of these apomorphies happens

1 The basic unpointed ductusىسرwas certainly prolific and gave rise also to parallel subtraditions
involving vultures (نسر) and he-goats (تيس) for the exact same passages on blood, fat, gall, etc.
A similar case is that of ىسڡ and its diverging interpretation as jasper يشف/يسب) etc), coral
,(بسّد/بسّذ) and even alum .(شبّ) The latter word was often read as dill (شبثّ) and vice versa; an
eye (عين) could become a neck ,(عنق) and a nest (عشّ) an eye.
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to be reproduced and borrowed from by other texts, these reinterpretations do
not die with the text in which they were first introduced but rather gain a circu-
lation of their own. Unlike in the case of more frequent misreadings, the shared
presence of such apomorphies (andmost especially their accumulation) in any
two texts is highly indicative of close cognacy between those two texts. This par-
ticular kind of conjunctive misreadings (Bindefehler) is accordingly referred to
as ‘synapomorphies’ in the present analysis. Finally and for the sake of exhaus-
tiveness, the traditional category of separative misreadings (Trennfehler) may
be sporadically alluded to as ‘autapomorphies’.1

1.4 A text with a family

A quite radical hyperbaton may be justified (and even required) here so that
the pertinence of the following epigraphs can be better understood. Even if the
matter shall be dealt with specifically at the end of this chapter, a few headlines
shall no doubt help the reader to navigate the compact discussion that follows.
First,Nat III Ḫawāṣṣ is an essentially literary (ie bookish) and entirely deriva-

tive text that as such does not reflect in the least the author’s medical practice,
let alone that of Andalus (not even of Ilbīrah) at the time of its compilation. Its
inclusion inNatāʔiǧ, as well as the specific selection of passagesmade by Alɂil-
bīrī certainly can—and perhaps also must—be interpreted as significant with
regard to the author’s overall attitude towards medicine, but in incorporating
these materials to his kunnāš he is simply emulating (no doubt indirectly) pre-
vious representatives of the genre such as Aṭṭabarī in Firdaws.
Moreover, not only is Ḫawāṣṣ derivative in the sense that no original (that is,

previously unattested)material is included in it but also in themore strict sense
of being entirely dependent on one single source. One of the main conclusions
drawn from the examination of this section is that all the passages comprised
in it must stem from an unidentified, probably no longer extant, compilation of
ḫawāṣṣic material that provided both the whole plan and the source materials
forNat III. From the individual passages to the entire hierarchy of epigraphs and

1 The application of cladistic terminology as a subspecification of traditional stemmatic termi-
nology was inspired by my own background and by the analogous prevalence of taxonomic
labels in literary studies (eg genre and even species). I cannot claim absolute originality in this
respect, however, as the equivalence that obtains between the basic concepts of stemmatics
and those of cladistics was already pointed out some fifty years ago in Platnick and Cameron
1977: 381‒382. Given the extraordinary development of stemmatology in recent years it is pos-
sible, in fact, that I am inventing the wheel here, and in any case I can only hope to amend any
errors in my current approach in a future version of this study.
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chapters (including its exact rubrics), everythingwas already available to the au-
thor in virtually the same form as shown by the extant text ofNatāʔiǧ. As amat-
ter of fact, Alɂilbīrī was not the only author to accede and exploit that compi-
lation (which I shall henceforth label as “αḪawāṣṣ” and sporadically also as “Ur-
Ḫawāṣṣ” when the context is sufficiently specific). Ibn Alhayṯam Alqurṭubī’s
Iktifāʔ appears to show the same relation of absolute dependence from it, and
there is good reason to postulate that a substantial part of the ḫawāṣṣic mate-
rials transmitted in some versions of the pseudepigraphic Hārūniyyah and also
in Almadāɂinī’s Ḫawāṣṣmay have the same origin.
The genetic cluster proposed for Nat III would then mirror with striking de-

tail the hypothesis advanced above with regard to Nat V Pharmacopoeia. In
both cases a couple of Andalusī partially identical texts seem to presuppose the
existence of a previous compilation that is further reflected, with a lower degree
of strict dependence, by at least one otherwestern text. Unlike in the case ofNat
V, however, the evidence for the existence of αḪawāṣṣ is overwhelming and the
genetic affinity shown by Nat III and Iktifāʔ makes the assumption of cognacy
almost a certainty. It is then from these premisses (which represent rather the
conclusions drawn after protracted examination of the subject) that the analy-
sis of the Helleno-Islamicate ḫawāṣṣic traditions is conducted in the following
chapters.
I would like to stress, however, that the postulation of the existence of

αḪawāṣṣ is just a working hypothesis. I currently consider it the most useful
hermeneutic instrument to explain the interrelatedness shown by this constel-
lation of texts. It is mainly on account of its explanatory power that I favour
it over the assumption of Iktifāʔ as the first origin of this subtradition and, of
course, over any stochastic interpretation. And yet the analysis that I propose
here is not dependent on this hypothesis. If a much more complete text of any
of the members of this family ever emerged which happened to be a genuine
superset of all the others, one should just substitute its name for αḪawāṣṣ and
much of the reconstruction below would still be valid.
As I shall insist throughout this part of the dissertation, I take no pleasure in

idle speculation and I would have gladly accepted the genetic priority of any of
these texts with regard to Nat III. That would have made the task far easier and
would have spared me much trouble and time. The fact is that on the basis of
the evidence available to me and despite Ibn Alhayṯam’s assertive proem the
“western Ur-Ḫawāṣṣ hypothesis” appears to be the most satisfactory explana-
tion at the moment.
Let me, then, introduce this family, which consists of Nat III, a half sibling, a

nephew, and at least two putative relatives.



796 A text with a family: Ibn Alhayṯam’s Iktifāʔ

1.4.1 Ibn Alhayṯam’s Iktifāʔ

As far as my undivulged study of Nat III is concerned, the contents of a mono-
graphic treatise on the specific properties of thingswrittenby theQurṭubī physi-
cian ʕabdurraḥmān b. Isḥāq b. Alhayṯam (fl. second half of the 10th c.) were
the first piece of evidence that proved beyond doubt the non-original nature
of the ḫawāṣṣic section included in Natāʔiǧ. Despite the emergence of a few
newwitnesses its testimony remains essential both for the analysis ofNat III (as
these two texts are much closer to each other than to any other relative in this
small family) and for the reconstruction of αḪawāṣṣ (because Ibn Alhayṯam’s
selection of quotes is not identical to Alɂilbīrī’s). However, in this chapter Ik-
tifāʔ is, somewhat paradoxically, the text to which I shall allot less space relative
to its importance.
There are a number of reasons for my doing so. First and foremost, virtually

every single passage of the Hebrew translation of Iktifāʔ (namely Sǝḡullōṯ), as
well as some additional ones preserved only in indirect transmission, are repro-
duced and analysed in asmuch detail as possible in the integral commentary to
Nat III and a sample of this methodology is to be found in Chapter 4. Second,
a substantial part of Sǝḡullōṯ is paralleled by the pseudepigraphic Nisyōnōṯ, for
which an annotated English translation is available. Notwithstanding its short-
comings, the introduction by Leibowitz and Marcus to their edition of these
two texts offers a convenient preview of their context and contents. Last but not
least, I am reluctant to press too far the combined evidence provided by these
two Hebrew texts.
As I shall briefly show, Sǝḡullōṯ (or, more precisely, the only two copies of

it identified and edited so far) does not transmit Ibn Alhayṯam’s whole orig-
inal compilation, often as a result of eyeskip either by the translator himself
or by some copyist.1 A few of the most evidently affected loci can be emended
by conjecture with the support of Nisyōnōṯ and of several explicit quotes from
the Arabic Iktifāʔ collected in Ibn Albayṭār’s Almuġnī. There are some other
cases in which an accident (usually homoeoarchton or homoeoteleuton) ap-
pears as strongly plausible but the reconstruction of the original locus must re-
main speculative in the absence of external help. I have not shied from propos-
ing such emendations in my commentary with a variable degree of plausibility.

1 There are also manifest signs of intentional omission: the dedicatory to Almanṣūr was an ob-
vious candidate for non-consideration but the whole Section X appears to have been excluded
from the original translation. This selective strategy suggests that some of themissing passages
that I have provisionally described as the result of eyeskip may have rather belonged to the
category of deliberate omissions by the Hebrew translator.
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Now, emending a corrupt locus and reconstructing, even partially, an unknown
prototext such as αḪawāṣṣ are two very different things. Even my hypothesis
of cognacy rather than dependence between Nat III and Iktifāʔ would be en-
tirely disproved if Ibn Alhayṯam’s treatise should be shown to have originally
included all the passages transmitted in Alɂilbīrī’s section. And there exists a
text that can shed definite light on all these doubts and which I could not man-
age to access: the Arabic copy of Iktifāʔ currently held at the Al-Beruni Institute
of Oriental Studies in Tashkent. I have already explained the story of my failure
and how heavily this deficiency weighs uponme andmy research. All lamenta-
tions aside, let me summarise now the most pertinent data on Ibn Alhayṯam’s
book and its likely place within the family of descendants from αḪawāṣṣ.

The first documented Andalusī treatise on the specific properties of things
Unlike in the case of the virtually unknown compiler of Natāʔiǧ, one treads on
firmer ground when approaching Ibn Alhayṯam’s profile and output. He fea-
tures amongst the protagonists of the so-called “Qurṭubī revision” of the Arabic
translation of Dioscorides’ Materia medica (for which see Chapter 2.***sec-
t/ref) and he also receives some attention from Islamicate biobibliographical
sources.1 For himwe have a chronology and also a fairly indisputable testimony
about his being the author of a treatise that bears the explicit title of Kitābu
liktifāʔ biddawāʔ min ḫawāṣṣi lʔašyāʔ (henceforward Iktifāʔ, or Ikt in abbrevia-
tion), which he compiled for the ḥāǧib Almanṣūr (r. 978‒1002).2
Until the year 1999, however, Iktifāʔ was known only through a Hebrew ver-

sion הסגולות ספר (fromnowon Sǝḡullōṯ/Sǝḡ)3 and a pseudepigraphic treatise ספר
הנסיונות (Nisyōnōṯ/Nisy) ascribed partially to Abenezra and which contains an
extensive reproduction of either the original Iktifāʔ or of its Hebrew translation
with some later additions ascribed to “the Experimenter” .(המנסה) For the un-
clear nature of the dependance of Nisyōnōṯ from Sǝḡullōṯ the reader is referred
to the preliminary (and to date sole) study of the matter by the modern editors

1 For all secondary information the reader is referred to the most recent update on Ibn Al-
hayṯam in the corresponding entry in the Biblioteca de al-Andalus (cf. Cabo-González 2004),
which ignores, however, the discovery of the Arabic unicum in Tashkent. Let it be noted that
while Ibn Ǧulǧul places Ibn Hayṯam (this is how he alludes to him in two different works) in
the select group of Qurṭubī pharmacognostics working on the identification of simple drugs by
the mid 10th c. he does not devote to him a separate entry in his history of medicine, nor does
Saʕīd Alɂandalusī include him in his own Ṭabaqāt.

2 Cf. Ibn Alhayṯam, Iktifāʔ Proem 41v 3‒11 (= Hasani 1999: 21); also Ibn Abī Uṣaybiʕah, Ṭabaqāt
4929‒10. The rank attributed to Almanṣūr by the author indicates that the final composition of
Iktifāʔ cannot predate 978.

3 Cf. Leibowitz and Marcus 1984: 292‒326.
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of these two texts.1 As far as the Hebrew reflections of Iktifāʔ are concerned, in
this chapter I shall focus almost exclusively on Sǝḡullōṯ.
Our knowledge of Ibn Alhayṯam’s treatise changed quite radically with

the publication in 1999 of a brief notice about the aforementioned Tashkent
manuscript.2 According to the description provided by Hasani, the fourth
item (beginning on fol. 41v) in ms 9777 held at the Al-Beruni Institute is a
twenty-seven-folio Arabic copy of a work that bears the exact same title as
noted down by Ibn Abī Uṣaybiʕah (ie Kitābu liktifāʔ biddawāʔ min ḫawāṣṣi
lʔašyāʔ) and is ascribed to “Abulmuṭrib [⩻ *Abulmuṭarrif] ʕabdurraḥmān
b. Isḥāq b. Alhašīm?”.3 Thanks to the pictures supplied in that notice the proem
and the whole index of the treatise can be accessed and these data can now
be combined with the testimony of Sǝḡullōṯ to draw a clearer (albeit still
incomplete) picture of Ibn Alhayṯam’s original.

The proem of Iktifāʔ and a new problem of self-attribution

Unlike Nat III, Ibn Alhayṯam’s treatise contains a full-blown proem in which
he dedicates the work to the ḥāǧibAlmanṣūr, justifies his choice of the subject
with a convenient reference to his own books on poisons and on purging drugs,
and criticises those ignorants who denywithout arguments the existence of the
specific properties. The latter segment is a close echo of Arrāzī’s prologue to
Ḫawāṣṣ, from which the Andalusī physician borrows the phraseology and per-
haps even the conventional example of the magnet.4 The Tashkent manuscript
supplements the dedicatory that was not included in the Hebrew translation

1 Cf. particularly Leibowitz andMarcus 1984: 103‒105, where some considerations are included
about the different branches of the tradition and a hypothesis is proposed about the hyperar-
chetype fromwhich the twomain groups of manuscripts appear to derive. A more critical edi-
tion ofNisyōnōṯ, distinguishing perhaps the twomain branches A andN (the former is often far
more coincidentwith Sǝḡullōṯ) and, above all, taking into account the parallel Arabic tradition,
could be wished for.

2 Cf. Hasani 1999, who deserves the merit not only for having made this new finding public
but also for providing three reasonably readable pictures from the manuscript and an English
translationof the epigraphs on the teeth, onheadaches, andonoblivion.Ashedoesnot addany
concrete reference to the catalogue of manuscripts of the Al-Beruni Institute and since I could
not get access to a copy of it, all my information on the item derives directly from Hasani’s
publication. The news of this Arabic copy is echoed in Pormann and Savage-Smith 2007, but
it does not seem to have reached all the quarters of the historians of Andalusī medicine.

3 Hasani 1999 (and apparently also the cataloguer of the Institute) reads “al-Shayām”, but in the
photographic reproduction of fol. 41v one can clearly see that there is no alif and that there is
an apparent correction before the šīn. In any case, this element of the name is probably corrupt
but it is still reasonable close to the original.

4 This part of the proem of Iktifāʔ is reproduced below in Chapter 2.
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and which contributes decisively to the establishment of the chronology of the
text.
It is however the ending of the proem that concerns me here. There Ibn Al-

hayṯam resorts to one of the most frequent topoi in medical literature in or-
der to explain the origin of his compilation.1 Having found no book at all by
any of his predecessors that was either satisfactory enough or well-organised,
he attempted to bring together what was scattered in different books and ar-
ranged thematerials in sections according to the organs and the ailments, from
head to toe. To this effect he collected the sayings (on the specific properties) “of
Dioscorides, Galen, Alexander, Theophrastus, Balīnās, Aṭhūrusfus, Hermes, Iṣṭi-
fan, Ḥunayn b. Isḥāq, Aṭṭabarī, Arrāzī, and others”. Each passage was ascribed
to its author, and the whole was divided into ten sections:

Iktifāʔ Proem 42r 16‒23

مرضیًا كتابًا ذلك في الأوائل من لأحدٍ ارَٓ ولم
ذلك رأیت بلَْ عندي؟؛ كافياً ولا مرتـّبًا،
فيه المتفـرّقة جمع فحاولتُ متـفرّقةٍ، كتبٍ في
المالٔوفة الأعضاء على وتصنیفه وتنویعه وترتيبه
قدمه، إلى الإنسان رأس من المعروفة والعلل
قبُح ما ذلك من وتركتُ وجدانه، هاء ما
دیسقوریدس، قال ممّا ذكره وتبع اسـتعماله.
وثاوفرسطس، و الإسكندر، وجالینوس،
و  وهرمس، و أسطوهورسقین، وبلیناس،
و ابن ، الطبري وعلي إسحق بن و حنین إصطفن
قول كلّ وینُسب وغيرهم. الرازي زكریاّء
عشرة على الكتاب وقسمتُ قائله، إلى منها

أنواع.

.t ي راز ي] الراز | t ٮاوبرسطس ثاوفرسطس]

Sǝḡullōṯ Proem (L‒M 2943‒12)

באלו שקדמני לאדם ראיתי לא ואני

שום ולא מחובר ספר שום הסגולות

הענין מזה ראיתי אבל הסתפקות.

נפרדים נפרדים פרטים הספרים בקצת

ופרטם כללם ואספתי מבקצת. בקצתם

המתרפאים האיברים על יאם] ---] וענינם

ועד רגל מכף בהם הידועה והחכמה

והנחתי מציאותם. שיתכן מה כפי ראש

נעלם או בהם מלרפות שנמאס מה

וגאלי דיאוסקורידוש שאמר כמו זכרו

אלטברי ועלי יצחק בן וחנן ואליסכנ'

לאלו שחובר מה וכל אלרזי זבח ואבן

זולתם דבור בכל וחברתי זולתם.

עשרה הספר זה וחלקתי דבורם. אל

שעררים.

As a description of the book this passage is quite accurate and informative
(and certainly more synthetic than my own summary of Nat III) but it is also
problematic. According to his own words, Ibn Alhayṯam ought to be credited

1 Such a formulaic self-justification (that can sometimes take the form of a quite aggressivemar-
keting strategy as in the case of Almaǧūsī) may be prevalent also in other epistemic genres
but I am not familiar enough with non-medical literature and I can provide no parallels here.
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not only with the collection of quotes but also with the actual head-to-toe
organ/ailment-centred design of the treatise.
There are a fewminor elements thatmay not bear significantly on the assess-

ment of this originality, such as the fact thatmost of his corpus of authorities Ibn
Alhayṯam purposely bypasses his actual intermediary source, namely Arrāzī.1
In doing so he adopts the same strategy as Ibn Alǧazzār some years earlier
in his Ḫawāṣṣ.2 As for the originality of the design, I have already stated that I
would happily accept Ibn Alhayṯam’s priority and Alɂilbīrī’s absolute depen-
dence fromhim, but not even the summation of theArabic unicum, theHebrew
translation, and the fragments that can be salvaged from indirect transmission
account for the entire text ofNat III. In principle, the original Iktifāʔ could have
been much larger than what any of the extant copies reflect and in that case
(only in that case) it might be the actual αḪawāṣṣ and much of the mystery
would thus be solved. As amatter of fact, Ibn Alhayṯam’s profile matches quite
well that of the hypothetic author of αḪawāṣṣ and his active rôle in the identifi-
cation of the obscure items in Dioscorides’Materia medicawould explain the
presence of some characteristically western equivalences that differ both from
Ibn Ǧulǧul’s and from the later Andalusī pharmacognostic tradition.

1 This must be assumed for Alexander, Theophrastus, Balīnās, Aṭhūrusfus, and Hermes,
as shown by the examination of the passages ascribed to these authors in Sǝḡullōṯ, all of which
have aprecedent inArrāzī’sḪawāṣṣ. Noquote is ascribed to either IṣṭifanorḤunaynb. Isḥāq
in any of the extant members of this textual family, but it is highly plausible that any passages
mentioning those two names were also borrowed from the same source, cf. two mentions of
Ḥunayn’s Iḫtiyārāt in Arrāzī, Ḫawāṣṣ 3‒ح حمار (I 81r 15‒17) and 2‒ف فوّة (I 85v 4‒6). In the lat-
ter quote Alkindī is mentioned alongside Ḥunayn in at least two manuscripts, but fuwwah
is nowhere to be found in his Iḫtiyārāt. As for Iṣṭifan, cf. Arrāzī, Ḫawāṣṣ 10‒ا أیلّ (I 79v 11‒12),
which is in turn borrowed fromAṭṭabarī, Firdaws IV.ii.5 (Ṣ 14412‒1452), where Alexander “the
philosopher” and Alɂisṭifan (sic) are both labelled as Alexandrian («alʔiskandarāniyyān»),
which rules out Iṣṭifan b. Basīl as the empiricist source referred to by Aṭṭabarī for his
ḫawāṣṣic materials. Mark, however, that the passage on the bone from a stag’s heart against
epilepsy is not transmitted in Sǝḡullōṯ (nor in Nisyōnōṯ).

2 One of the many threads that I could not follow so far is the complex relationship between
tenth-century Andalusī physicians and their Qayrawānī colleagues. Some remarks in this re-
gard have been introduced in the survey ofNat V Pharmacopoeia but it is worth recalling here
that Ibn Alhayṯam is the author of a monograph on Ibn Alǧazzār’s mistakes in his Iʕtimād.
It might not be entirely coincidental that he favoured a format of Ḫawāṣṣ that was at variance
with the one chosen by the Ifrīqī physician. If Ibn Alhayṯamwas, as he claimed to be, the cre-
ator of this head-to-toe treatise (and therefore the author of αḪawāṣṣ), then this contrast would
be still stronger and might even be interpreted in a context of competition. The Qayrawānī
Ḫawāṣṣ (like its main source) was most unsuited for medical use, whereas its Andalusī homo-
logue could easily be integrated, as a block or in small doses, in any text onmedicine (as shown
by all members of the textual family described here except for Iktifāʔ itself).
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If, on the other hand, Nat III is not a subset of Iktifāʔ but has nevertheless
the exact same architecture and nomenclature of taxa and also a remarkable
amount of shared passages, the only possible explanations are that either (1)
Alɂilbīrī copied this design, borrowed an arbitrarily limited number of quotes,
and then added a great many other passages from the exact same set of sources
as used by his copy-text, or (2) they both drew from a common source that
showed already the features that Ibn Alhayṯam claims as his own work. The
unlikelihood of scenario 1 is, I think, self-evident and in the remainder of this
chapter much evidence will be produce that supports the hypothesis of cog-
nacy.1

The contents of Iktifāʔ

The treatise is arranged in ten major sections نوع) | (שער arranged according to a
clear head-to-toe criterion, with the obvious exception of Section I, which con-
tains a general introduction to the concept of specific property,2 and the non-
medical Section X. A full concordance of the sections and chapters of the trea-
tise as transmitted in the index of the original Arabic and its Hebrew translation
is provided in Tables ***REFS, where the corresponding divisions in Natāʔiǧ
are also registered for ease of consultation.3 I guess that the level of coinci-
dence between the two treatises not only in the exact arrangement of the ma-
terials but even in the linguistic form of the rubrics may convince most readers
of their relatedness. However, identicality in structure (even to such extent) is
not necessarily indicative of cognacy, since theoretically the two authors might
have picked this specific arrangement for their respective treatises from a pre-
existing source whereas the actual contents of the epigraphs might have a dif-
ferent origin. Now, that is extremely unlikely, but let us consider this possibility

1 To be clear, I do not disregard the likelihood of a few sporadical additions by Alɂilbīrī to the
inherited stock (although I consider this probability extremely low), but compilingNat III from
Iktifāʔ would have required actually replicating Ibn Alhayṯam’s work. From the perspective of
a compiler like the Ilbīrī physician that would have entailed an awful lot of effort to very little
gain—not to mention that the availability of that corpus of sources must have been rather
limited.

2 The full rubric of the Section (which had to be abridged in the concordance in Table
1.1) reads thus in the Arabic copy: «Alkalāmu lkulliyyu wamaʕnā lḫāṣṣiyyati wamāhiyyatuhā
←[wataqāsīmuhā]» (the segment marked with an arrow is obviously dislocated after alkullī
on themanuscript and I have restored it to its most probable primitive position, but mark that
Sǝḡ, or at least one of the two copies, places the corresponding word in a similarly awkward
position: ומהותם» ⟨וחלוקם⟩ בכלל .(«בסגולות

3 In the synoptical tables the original rubric for Nawʕ X is abridged (the full title is commented
on below). All glosses have been omitted from the Hebrew rubrics in the tables.
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for the sake of the argument if only to arguemore forcibly for the relatedness of
these two texts.
As can be seen in the sample included as Chapter 4 of this dissertation, the

overlap betweenNat III and Iktifāʔ is by nomeans limited to the entire structure
and to the exact nomenclature of the epigraphs but it extends to their basic con-
stitutive elements: the quotes. It is not a random coincidence in the selection
of the authorities and of the quotes that they draw from them (which by itself
would be quite compelling evidence for relatedness) but genuine formal iden-
ticality. With such variations as could be expected from any two independent
copies of one single text (all the more so in the case of Sǝḡullōṯ, in which the
change of linguistic vehicle was liable to introduce a whole new range of inno-
vative readings), these two texts transmit the exact same quotes. Their shared
wording, more importantly, is noticeably different from the ultimate sources
that they allegedly quote and also from any possible intermediary.
The conclusion is ineluctable: neither Alɂilbīrī nor Ibn Alhayṯam are

directly excerpting their quotes (which would have been an unrealistic expec-
tation), nor are they personally enriching, à la Ibn Alǧazzār, Arrāzī’s Ḫawāṣṣ
with additional passages. The latter is, of course, the ultimate source for all
quotes ascribed to Alexander (sc. of Tralles), Aṭhūrusfus, Hermes, and
Balīnās, to cite only some of the most evident cases of mediation. However,
Arrāzī does not include one single passage from Dioscorides in his compila-
tion, whereas Nat III contains some fifty-odd quotes explicitly ascribed to the
author of Materia medica, and Sǝḡullōṯ is at least as rich in passages from the
same source. And in all these shared Dioscoridean passages the two Andalusī
treatises show, once again, the exact same wording—which is quite often at
variance with the one in the standard Arabic translation ofMateria medica.
In order not to abuse of the readers’ patience, here I shall compare only two

different epigraphs from Nat III with the corresponding ones in Sǝḡullōṯ and
with Hasani’s English translation of the Tashkent unicum (see Tables ***REF).
If the small sample from theArabic original contributes definite proof of the tex-
tual identicality of the two treatises, it also shows how unfortunately fragmen-
tary the text of Sǝḡullōṯ is and how provisional (and occasionally also incorrect)
my own work of comparison and reconstruction has to be considered.
On the other hand, at the highest level of probativeness, there is a number of

synapomorphies that couldhardly be interpreted as spontaneousparallel devel-
opments in the two texts under scrutiny here. Thus, in Nat II.vii.2 ≡ Sǝḡ II.vii.6
the “leek” كـرّاث) ≡ (חציר that enters the recipe for a hair blackener stems from a
misreading of the original word “raven” (ġurāb) in Firdaws عراٮ) andكراٮ being
actually quite close in old-stylewriting). Let it be noted that it is not amere vari-
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ant reading but a true reinterpretation of the passage: the original qualification
“alive” in Firdaws has been dropped since it did notmake sense any longer once
the active element was read as “leek”. Moreover, this apomorphy is not shared
by any other text in the corpus, except for Ibn Albayṭār’s Almuġnī, which, as
shall be seen in the next epigraph, depends for this and other similar passages
from the same Andalusī tradition.
Then, both Nat III.vi.2 and Sǝḡ III.vi.1 attribute to the onyx stone a benefit

against dribbling or ptyalism, yet the original passage in the pseudo-Aristotelian
Aḥǧār states the exact opposite effect for this stone: it induces dribbling accord-
ing to the latter account. As in the preceding case, this highly idiosyncratic mis-
reading necessitated a syntactical rearrangement of the elements of the apo-
dosis for the new passage to make any sense, and as an apomorphy it is fur-
ther unparalleled (with, once again, the exception of Almuġnī) in the whole
corpus—which in this case is a large one, for it includes a plethora of lithog-
nomic texts, all of which transmit the primitive version of the passage.1
InNat V.viii.11≡ SǝḡV.viii.6 instructions are given to dilute the “eye” عين) ≡ (עין

of a swallow in water and to drink this potion against dysuria. Both Aṭṭabarī
and Arrāzī, however, read “mud from the swallow’s nest” الخطّاف) عشّ .(طين On
palaeographic grounds it was probably عس that was misread as عىں but in any
case this apomorphy is not recorded either in the direct or in the indirect tradi-
tion of Firdaws or Ḫawāṣṣ, nor by any other text with the exception of Almuġnī
and also of Masīḥ’sHārūniyyah, which shall be shownbelow tobe an additional
witness to the same textual tradition.2
In Nat|Sǝḡ VIII.vii.1 Aṭṭabarī is quoted on a plaster made of cattle dung that

is censed to “bring out superfluities فضول] ≡ [מותרים from the body and sinews
through sweat”. This is, in fact, the only passage in that epigraph, which bears
precisely the title On what brings forth the superfluities of the nerves and the re-

1 As shown in the survey of Nat I in Chapter 5 of Part I, in the epigraph on the onyx in On stones
Alɂilbīrī himself records the historically correct form of this passage, which proves beyond
doubt the parallel use of different sources for these two sections of Natāʔiǧ.

2 Given that this chapter is not included in Chapter 4, I provide here the main references: Sǝḡ
V.viii.6 (L‒M 3129‒10)≡ Nisy V.viii.5 (L‒M 2183‒4)≡ Hārūniyyah I.xiii.1 (G 2391‒2). For the origi-
nal passage, cf. Aṭṭabarī, FirdawsVI.iv.31 (Ṣ 43612‒13); andArrāzī,Ḫawāṣṣ خطّاف5‒خ (I 87v 6‒7).
Although in Firdaws and also in Ḫawāṣṣ the remedy is transmitted anonymously, it probably
stems from Aṭhūrusfus, to whom it seems to be ascribed in Arrāzī, Alḥāwī X.v (H X 1855‒7);
thence, with an explicit reference to both the intermediary and the ultimate sources, Ibn Al-
bayṭār, Almuġnī XI.9 (M 194r 16‒18). The correct reading “nest mud” is transmitted in parallel
Ḥayawān texts, cf. Ibn Buḫtīšūʕ,Ḥayawān VI.10 الخطّاف) (وهي نُونيـّة سـُ (G 1762‒4 | Q 90r 9‒11 | P 48v
4‒6)≡ Naʕtl 55r 4‒7. In Andalus, the apomorphy “eye” is inherited also by Alɂidrīsī, Ǧāmiʕṭ
خطّاف26‒خ (S III 5071‒2), which needs to be further scanned for echoes of αḪawāṣṣ.
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maining body through sweat. Now, according to Firdaws this remedy extracts
“arrow heads and shafts” والقصب») .(«النصل While the misreadings فضول for نصول
(written ڡصول and ىصول respectively in unpointed script) and also عصب for قصب
(which would be عصب and ڡصب respectively) are two plausible spontaneous
variants, the radical adaptation of the whole apodosis shared by the two An-
dalusī texts can only be understood as an active (ie non-mechanical) authorial
reinterpretation—to the point that the compiler created a new chapter only to
contain this quote. Needless to say, it is most unlikely that two authors working
independently from each other should coincide in such an innovation.1
There are severalmorepeculiar innovative readings like these in the two texts

under consideration and the more exhaustive comparison conducted in Chap-
ter 4 should dispel the doubts of even themost sceptical readers. However, there
still remains the question on how to interpret this relatedness and whether one
of the two treatises is a subset (and therefore a probable descendant) of the
other.

Siblings, almost twins
That neither of the extant texts of Natāʔiǧ and Sǝḡullōṯ can be derived from the
other becomes obvious from a quick comparison of the contents of any of the
epigraphs: their overlap is large but the authors’ selection of quotes is certainly
not identical. This is true for most of the chapters, with only a few exceptions
for which the total overlap of the two treatises is undoubtedly a consequence of
the scarcity of material in the parent text: there can be no divergence when the
source text offers a one-passage epigraph (unless, of course, one of the compil-
ers decides to skip the chapter altogether,which they apparently never did). The
variability in two- and three-passage chapters might be expected to be likewise
non-existing, yet even in that caseAlɂilbīrī and IbnAlhayṯammanaged to ap-
ply different (and not easy to understand) criteria for inclusion. In longer chap-
ters, the range of overlap is accordingly (but not always proportionally) wider.
It must be noted that there are a very few exceptional chapters in which the
selection of the two authors is entirely different.2
Frustrating as these divergences may sometimes be with regard to the eluci-

dation of some obscure loci in Nat III, the differential selections made by the

1 Cf. Aṭṭabarī, Firdaws VI.iv.4 (Ṣ 4231‒3), which is transmitted in unaltered form by Ibn
Samaǧūn,Ǧāmiʕ زبل14–ز (S I 3515‒17), and probably throughhimbyAlġāfiqī,Mufradah زبل28‒ز
(M 176r 18‒20 | Ṭ 3144‒6); and Ibn Albayṭār, Ǧāmiʕ 116‒ب بقر (B I 1079‒11) and also Almuġnī XV.8
والسلا للشوك الجاذبة في (M 267r 18‒20). A non-mediated use of Firdawsmay be suspected, perhaps,
for the paraphrase in Alɂidrīsī, Ǧāmiʕṭ 7‒ث ثور (S III 4903‒5).

2 See Nat|Sǝḡ II.v On sleep and wake (which is included in Chapter 4).
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two authors are extremely useful for the reconstruction of the anonymous par-
ent compilation given that, after all, αḪawāṣṣ≥Natāʔiǧ+ Iktifāʔ (thismathemat-
ical expression shall briefly become a little more complex). Further remarks on
this matter are to be found in Chapter 4; for the time being suffice it to express
the relationship of these two Andalusī texts in a minimal stemmatic form:

IktifāʔNatāʔiǧ

αḪawāṣṣ

For the sake of exhaustiveness, let it be noted that any horizontal contamina-
tion (ie Alɂilbīrī having extracted additional passages from Iktifāʔ or Ibn Al-
hayṯam from Natāʔiǧ) is most unlikely. If a complete copy of the parent source
was available to both authors, there would be not point in excerpting a subset
of it. On the other side, mark that the above diagram should not be interpreted
as implying that these two texts are contemporary—although, as I have argued
in Part I, there actually is some compelling evidence to consider them roughly
coaeval.

The indirect transmission of Iktifāʔ
In addition to a few quotes that appear to derive from a pharmacognostic trea-
tise,1 IbnAlhayṯam is also occasionally cited for Iktifāʔ by someAndalusīǦāmiʕ
authors. Someof thosequotes corroborate the soundness of the text transmitted
by the Hebrew translation; others show clearly that the original Arabic treatise
contained more passages than those preserved in Sǝḡullōṯ.2

1 Quite probably the one in which he addressed Ibn Alǧazzār’s mistakes in his Iʕtimād,
cf.Kitābu liqtiṣārwalʔīǧād fī ḫaṭaʔi bni lǧazzār fī liʕtimād in IbnAbīUṣaybiʕah,Ṭabaqāt 4928‒9.
Cf. for instance Alġāfiqī,Mufradah21‒ب مريم بخور (M 75v 18 ‒ 76r 2 | R 1546‒9 | Ṭ 11616‒1172)≡ Ibn
Albayṭār, Ǧāmiʕ 29‒ب اخٓر مريم بخور (B I 854‒6); Alɂidrīsī, Ǧāmiʕṭ s.v. بصل (S II 881‒2). It is less
probable that these items should have beenmentioned either in his monograph on purgatives
and emetics or on the treatise on poisons.

2 On a side note, the emergence of every such “new” passage results in the need to introduce
small modifications in the description of the relationship between Nat III and Iktifāʔ for the
corresponding chapter. Not a few “unparalleled by” had to be changed into “has a matching
parallel in” and many more corrections shall have to be introduced in my analysis once the
Tashkentmanuscript has been consulted. That is themain reasonwhy I abstain fromextracting
any deceivingly accurate statistic data from the texts under examination.
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Thus, in his entry on oak galls Alɂidrīsī quotes Ibn Alhayṯamwithoutmen-
tioning the title of his book:

Ǧāmiʕṭ عفص5‒ع (S III 36323)

خروج من ذلك منع ركبة، في وشدّها عفصةً إنسان أخذ متى أنّ، الهیثم ابن كتاب ومن
كذلك. فكان جُرّب، — الدماميل

.ṭ مع منع]

This obviously ḫawāṣṣic passage is nowhere to be found either in Sǝḡullōṯ or
inNisyōnōṯ. It correspondshowever to aquote fromAlexander inNatVIII.viii.4
that actually derives fromArrāzī’sḪawāṣṣ but introduces an apomorphic read-
ing ركبة ‘knee’ instead of the original تكةّ ‘underclothing band’. As the reading is
shared by the two texts it probably represents a synapomorphy and ought to be
ascribed to the parent compilation.1
In his ownǦāmiʕ IbnAlbayṭār includes at least two explicit quotes from Ibn

Alhayṯam. The first one, specifically borrowed from Iktifāʔ, involves some big
lizard (ḥirḏawn); the other is actually a double passage on two differentmedical
uses of scorpions. To these, at least three passages recorded in hisAlmuġnī must
be added. As expected, there is some overlap between the two sets, but there
are also some significant differences. In the entry on scorpions in the Ǧāmiʕ
he records under the name of ʕabdurraḥmān b. Alhayṯam a recipe for an oil
made of one single scorpion which can be used against aching backs and thighs
and which also gets rid of haemorrhoids when smeared over them.2 Nothing
like this is recorded in either Sǝḡullōṯ or Nat III.3

1 Cf. Arrāzī, Ḫawāṣṣ 2‒ع عفص (I 84v 19 – 85r 1 | Q 2213‒14 | Ṭ 108r 8‒9 | V 22v 14‒15). There is a
slight possibility that might«ركبته» have already featured as a variant in the direct transmission
of Ḫawāṣṣ (cf. منكبه» «فى V, مثقوبة» «غير Ṭ). For the meaning of tikkah, cf. Dozy 1845: 95‒99. An
apparently parallel transmission of this passage is likewise ascribed to Alexander with a re-
markably different wording by Zuhr, Ḫawāṣṣ 11‒ع عفص (B 100r 3–5 | H 1567‒8 | P 66r 13–15 | Ṭ
3245‒6); thence Ibn Albayṭār, Almuġnī XVI.2 الدماميل في (M 272v 12‒13). The passage cannot be
located in the extant text of Alexander of Tralles’ Therapeutica, where boils and swellings
are not dealt with in any form, and none of the eleven instances of the word κηκίς indexed by
Puschmann 1879: 608 can be its origin.

2 Cf. Ibn Albayṭār, Ǧāmiʕ عقرب60‒ع (B III 12819‒22).
3 At least the second segment of the quote (clearly signalled by «waqīla inna») might stem from
Ikt V.v On the seat, where a similar oil made of viper ashes burnt and beaten up with oil is
described. Themention of the back and the thighs, however, points towards a different chapter
for the initial segment.
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Within the same entry in Ǧāmiʕ and also in Almuġnī XIII.14 a benefit for
women prone to miscarriage is attributed to a dead scorpion when amuletised
on them. This confirms a passage already known from Sǝḡullōṯ.1
The case of the passage on the lizard is quite interesting. On the one hand it

improves notably the text transmitted in Sǝḡ, on the other hand it shows that
Ibn Albayṭār may have occasionally paraphrased his source. From the com-
bined testimony of Sǝḡ and Almuġnī it can be ascertained that Ibn Alhayṯam
must have transmitted the name waral that he found in his source; the identifi-
cation with ḥirḏawn implied in exact same quote in the Ǧāmiʕ must therefore
be ascribed to the compiler, as well as the radical abridgement of the passage:2

Almuġnī XX.1 (M 356v 11‒12)

وأُحرق التمساح) ذكر (وهو الورل جلد سُلخ ”إن :الطبري «قال الاكتفاء: كتاب ومن
القطع“». يحسّ لا حتىّ أخدره قطعه، إلى يحتاج الّذي العضو به وطُلي بزیت وخُلط

Sǝḡ VIII.xi.2 (L‒M 3238‒10)

זית שמן בשמנו ויעורב התמסח) (והוא אלורל עור יופשט »אם אלטברי: ואמר

החתוך«. ירגש שלא עד ירדימהו לכוותו, או לחתכו תרצה אשר האבר ותחבוש

Ibn Albayṭār, Ǧāmiʕ 113‒ح حرذون (B II 1824‒25)

من یناله ما يخََفْ لم إنسان، وطُلي وأُحرق إذا «جلده، الاكتفاء: كتاب في الهیثم ابن
والقطع». الضرب

A third explicit quote from Iktifāʔ on the benefit of the magnet stone against
tetanus or spasms (kuzāz) is included only inAlmuġnī I.31 and has nomatching
parallel in Sǝḡullōṯ, yet it corresponds exactly to Nat VII.iii.1 and shares with it
the ascription of the remedy to Alexander.3 It provides further confirmation
that the edited Hebrew translation is defective:

1 Cf. Ibn Albayṭār, Ǧāmiʕ 60‒ع عقرب (B III 12822‒23) and Almuġnī XIII.14 (M 218r 20‒21) ≡ Sǝḡ
VI.iv.3 (L‒M 31324‒26).

2 The edited Hebrew text actually reads ,«נדל» which I silently emend to ורל (cf. a different mis-
reading «הזרל» in SǝḡVI.iii.8, where the gloss must«תמסאס» also be emended). As for the origin
of thepassage, it doesnot derive fromAṭṭabarī as affirmedby Iktifāʔ but rather fromAṭhūrus-
fus as excerpted by Arrāzī in Ḫawāṣṣ 3‒و ورل (I 80v 10‒11). It is possible, of course, that the
quote in Ǧāmiʕ might stem from a different chapter, Ikt VIII.iv being a logical candidate, but
this presumption would have even less evidential support than my comparison.

3 Cf. Almuġnī I.31 (M 31v 15‒16).
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Almuġnī I.31 الكزاز في (L 54r 14 ‒ 54v 1 | M 31v 15‒16 | P1 28r 21 ‒ 28v 1 | P2 50r 3‒5)

يجذب الّذي المغنیطس حجر الإسكندر: «قال الهیثم: لابن الاكتفاء كتاب ومن
منه». ونفع الكزاز من منع الید، في مُسك متى الحدید،

.p1 امسك مُسك] | m المغناطیس المغنیطس]

There are, furthermore, several unascribed remedies (and even whole
sequences of up to eleven consecutive passages) that may be considered reflec-
tions of the same subtradition (namely αḪawāṣṣ) but cannot be located in the
extant text of Sǝḡullōṯ. The testimony of the Arabic Iktifāʔ may be conclusive
in this regard but for the time being I have limited myself to pointing out the
possibility that such passages may have been borrowed from Ibn Alhayṯam’s
treatise because, as shall be seen in the next subsections, there were at least
two other texts transmitting materials from the same origin and one of them is
actually quoted explicitly by Ibn Albayṭār in Almuġnī.

Addendum: Iktifāʔ X and the boundaries of Nat III
The last section of Iktifāʔmay provide clarification for two enigmas involved in
the transmission ofNatāʔiǧ. Section X in IbnAlhayṯam’s treatise reportsOn the
specific properties of the things that have specific, extraordinary, and woundrous
effects on each other without any medical use. Now, on the one hand such a sec-
tion is a very likely origin for the sequence of non-medical quotes labelled asNat
III.2 in this dissertation (ie the geoponic excerpts). This interpretation would
find someadditional support in a similar sequence transmitted inAlmadāɂinī’s
Ḫawāṣṣ (forwhich see below). Then, the contents of the final part of this Section
X (forwhich seeHasani 1999: 23, figure 3) seem to coincidewith one of the units
copied in the composite Damascus manuscript. As pointed out in the descrip-
tion of the contents of D, in addition to the text clearly identifiable as Natāʔiǧ,
that manuscript includes also an item that parallels (at least partially) Nat IV
Regimen and according the catalogue description of thatmansucript unit no. 3
is a collection of instructions on how to get rid of stains, which is exactly what
is found on the last folio of the Tashkent copy of Iktifāʔ.
Regardless of its significance for the particular history ofNatāʔiǧ, this Section

X is clearly inspired in a miscellaneous chapter that Aṭṭabarī includes, with a
remarkably similar title, in his Firdaws.1 This confirms, I think, that the anony-
mous compiler of αḪawāṣṣ had direct access to Firdaws, from which he drew
not only a high number of passages not included previously by Arrāzī in his
Ḫawāṣṣ but also further inspiration for his own treatise.

1 Cf. Aṭṭabarī, Firdaws VII.ii.2‒4 (Ṣ 5241‒53623).
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Nawʕ Faṣl Iktifāʔ Sǝḡullōṯ Natāʔiǧ
I وماهيـّتها الخاصّیّة ومعنى +وتقاسـيمها+ كليّّ كلام בכלל בסגולות —
II الدماغ أمراض في המוח בחליי

II i الصرع في בכפיה

ii [†القرع] الفزع في בהתפחדות

iii الحيران في בשטות

iv النيسان في בשכחה النيسان في
v والسهر النوم في ותעורה בשינה والسهر النوم في
vi الصداع في הראש בכאב الصداع في
vii وجلدته الرأس شعر في ועורו הראש בשער وجلدته الرأس شعر في

III الوجه أعضاء أمراض في הפנים אברי בחליי الوجه أعضاء أمراض في
i العين في בעין العين في
ii الأذن في באוזן الأذن مداواة في
iii الأنف في באף الأنف مداواة في
iv نفسه الوجه في עצמם בבפנים ومداواته نفسه الوجه في
v الأسـنان في בשניים الأسـنان في
vi اللسان في בלשון ومداواته اللسان في

Table 1.1: Sections and chapters in Iktifāʔ, Sǝḡullōṯ, and Natāʔiǧ.
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Nawʕ Faṣl Iktifāʔ Sǝḡullōṯ Natāʔiǧ
IV التنفُّس أمراض في הנשימה כלי בחליי

i السعال في בשעול السعال في
ii الخوانیق في במחנק الخوانیق في
iii الخنازير في בחזירים الخنازير في

V الأحشاء أمراض في הפנימיים האברים בחליי الأحشاء أمراض في
i القلب في בלב القلب في
ii المعدة في בבאסטו׳ المعدة مداواة في
iii الأمعاء في במעים الأمعاء مداواة في
iv القولنج في בקולונג القولنج في
v المقعدة في בטבעת المقعدة في
vi الكبد في בכבד الكبد في
vii الطحال في בטחול الطحال في
viii الكلى] [في ובמקוה בכליות ومداواته الكلاء في

Table 1.2: Sections and chapters in Iktifāʔ, Sǝḡullōṯ, and Natāʔiǧ.
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Nawʕ Faṣl Iktifāʔ Sǝḡullōṯ Natāʔiǧ
VI التناسُل في התולדה כלי בחליי التناسُل الآت في

i وخنقه الرحم وجع في ומחנקו הרחם בכאבי الرحم وجع في
ii الحبل على یعُين فيما الحبل على یعُين فيما
iii الحبل يمنع فيما ii ההריון שימנע במה الحبل يمنع فيما
iv الجنين يحفظ فيما iii העובר שישמור במה الجنين يحفظ فيما
v الجنين يسُقط فيما iv העובר שישפיל במה الجنين يسُقط فيما
vi الحیض یدُرّ فيما v הנדות שיגיר במה الحیض یدُرّ فيما
vii الحیض يحبس فيما vi הנדות שיעצור במה الحیض يحبس فيما
viii الولادة يمنع فيما vii הלידה שימנע במה الولادة يمنع فيما
ix الولادة يسُهّل فيما viii הלידה שיקל במה الولادة يسُهّل فيما
x الباه على یعُين فيما ix בזרע שיוסיף במה الباه على یعُين فيما

xi النساء عن المربوط ینفع فيما
xi الجماع يمنع فيما x התאוה שימנע במה xii الجماع يمنع فيما
xii یتحبّ فيما האחבה אל שיעזור במה xiii للمحبّة يسُـتعمل فيما
xiii وأورامه الفروج قروح في והמורסות ההולדה בכלי בשחינים xiv ومداواتها الفروج قروح في

Table 1.3: Sections and chapters in Iktifāʔ, Sǝḡullōṯ, and Natāʔiǧ.
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Nawʕ Faṣl Iktifāʔ Sǝḡullōṯ Natāʔiǧ
VII المفاصل أمراض في הפרקים בחליי المفاصل أمراض في

i النسا عرق في הנשא בגיד النسا عرق في
ii المفاصل وجع في הפרקים בכאב المفاصل وجع في
iii النقرس مرض في בהנאנקרס النقرس في

VIII الجسد ظاهر أمراض في בגוף הנראים בהחליים الجسد ظاهر أمراض في
i الأعضاء وجع یدفع فيما האברים כאב שישקיט במה الأعضاء وجع یدفع في

البدن يسقم؟ وفيما مزاجها، ویصلح הגוף ויבריא מזגם ויתקן

ii والتشـنُّج والارتعاش الفالج في והכיוץ וברעש בפלג والارتعاش الفالج في
iii الجسد م وتورُّ السحج في העור במורסות الجسد م وتورُّ السحج في
iv مكانه في مبنیًّا الجسد م وتورُّ والرضّ الهتك في הדם ורקיקת והנפילה ברצוץ الدم ونفث والسقطة والهتك الرضّ في
v الورم من ويمنعها العصب جراحات یلات! فيما ממורסא וימנע העצם חבורות שידביק במה الورم من ويمنعها والعظم واللحم العصب جراحات یلزق فيما
vi بالعرق البدن من وغيره العصب فضول يخُرج فيما בזיעה הגידים מן הגוף מן וזולתה העצם מותרות שיוציא במה vii بالعرق البدن من وغيرها العصب فضول يخُرج فيما
vii الجراح من الدم نزف يمنع فيما וזולתם החבורות מן הדם רעיפת שימנע במה vi وغيرها الجراح من الدم نزف يمنع فيما
viii والرياحين! والدماميل الأربیّة وورم الطواعين في והראחם... והדמאמיל ומורסא בטענאן والداحس والدماميل والأورام الطواعين في

Table 1.4: Sections and chapters in Iktifāʔ, Sǝḡullōṯ, and Natāʔiǧ.
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Nawʕ Faṣl Iktifāʔ Sǝḡullōṯ Natāʔiǧ
VIII ix والثالٓیل والبرص الجذام في והיבלת והבוהק הגדמית בצרעת والثالٓیل والبرص الجذام في

x البدن من الروّة! برائحة یذهب فيما הגוף מן רע ריח שיסיר במה الجسد من الذفرة برائحة یذهب فيما
xi كیّه أو قطعه عند العضو يخُدّر <فيما> חתיכתו או בויתו אצל האבר שירדים במה كیّه أو قطعه عند العضو تخدّر فيما
xii بالعلاج الجسد من السهام ونبل الشوك يخُرج فيما הגוף מן החץ שיוציא במה الجسد من السهام ونصول الشوكة يخُرج فيما
xiii والقوابي والبرش الكلف یقطع فيما והקובה ואלברץ הגוף שיסיר במה والقوابي والبرش الكلف یقلع فيما

الجسد من السود والاثار העור מן ואתם שיפיל ומה השחור והבוהק الجسد من السود والاثار
xiv الجسد من الشعر نبات یبُطل فيما והגוף הראש שער צמיחת שיבטל במה الجسد من الشعر نبات یبُطل فيما

IX الحمّیات جمیع أصناف في הקדחות במיני الحمّیات أصناف في
i وعلاجها الغبّ حمّى في אלגב בקדחות الغبّ حمّى في
ii وعلاجها الربع حمّى في ברביעית الربع حمّى في
iii وعلاجها الورد حمّى في בשלישית الورد حمّى في
iv وعلاجها الحمّیات أصناف سائر في הקדחות מיני בשאר الحمّیات فياصٔناف

X بعض في بعضها تفعل التيّ الأشـیاء خواصّ في בקצתם קצתם יפעלו אשר הדברים בסגולות الفلاحة] ?[ومن

بها العلاج من خلوا عجیبة بدیعة خاصّة أفاعیل בהם הרפועה מן נמנע אשר החזקות המיוסדות והפעולות

Table 1.5: Sections and chapters in Iktifāʔ, Sǝḡullōṯ, and Natāʔiǧ.
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Natāʔiǧ II.iv

وجُففّ الهدهد لسان أُخذ «إن :الطبري قال 1

الحفظ». كثر وأ النسـیان أذهب بطلاء، وشرُب
مَن على ولسانه الهدهد عين علُقّت «إن وقال: 2

نسي». قد ما ذّكر ا الكثير، النسـیان یعتریه
بشعر النسـیان صاحب تدُخّن «إذا :الرازي وقال 3

نفعه». إنسان،
الخفاّش، كل أ النسـیانُ به مَن أُدمن «إذا وقال: 4

حفظه». وجاد نسـیانه وقلّ حافظًا عاد

Iktifāʔ II.iv (=Hasani 1999: 24)

2 Al-Ṭabarī said: “If those who suffer from
forgetfulness will carry on their person
the [dried] eye and tongue of a hoopoe,
they will remember everything they have
forgotten”.
1 He also said that forgetfulness with
vanish and memory will improve if one
takes the dried and crushed tongue of a
hoopoe.
5 Al-Rāzī said that rubbing lion fat on the
head prevents forgetfulness.

Sǝḡullōṯ II.iv (L‒M 30124‒3023)

(לפיש היהודים «אבן דיושקורידיס: אמר 7

קוים ג בה אשר ממנה יקח נחש, נ״א גודאיקוס)

השכחה». מן יועיל (חוטין):

עין (נ״א [—] יתלה «אם טברי: אל ואמר 2

מי על ולשונו הוד ההוד ולשונו) הבר התרנגול

ששכח». ממה יותר יזכר השכחה, שיעטרהו

האדם, בשיער השכחה בעל כשיקוטר ואמר 3

בקשטור. כשיקוטר וכן יועילהו.6

Table 1.6: Comparison between Iktifāʔ, Sǝḡullōṯ, and Natāʔiǧ (II.iv On oblivion)
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Natāʔiǧ III.v

بخلٍّ الحیّة سلخ طُبخ «إذا دیسقوریدس: قال 1

الأسـنان». وجع سكنّ به، وتمُضمض

من تنفع التنكاریةّ «خاصّة أرسطاطالیس: وقال 4

ضربانها وتسُكّن دودها، كلُّ وتأ الأسـنان كلُّ تأ
فيها». بخاصّةٍ وتجلوها

Iktifāʔ III.v (Hasani 1999: 20)

1 Dioscorides says that if one boils the
skin of a snake and washes the ailing
tooth [with this decoction], the pain will
ease.
2 Aristotle said: “A special quality of bo-
rax is that it is useful in preventing the
breakup of teeth, tooth decay, [that it]
halts pain and aids shine [of the teeth]”.
3 Al-Ṭabarī said: “If one hangs on a child
[as an amulet] a shell which has been left
by a snail, the child’s teeth will appear
without pain”.

Sǝḡullōṯ III.v (L‒M 3069‒13)

ותערער בחומץ הנחש עור תבשל «אם ואמר: 2

כאבם». ישקיט בו,

שיועיל אלתנכאר, «סגולת אריסטו': ואמר 3

תולעותם, וימית והמלתעות השנים מאכול

שבו». בסגולה וימרקם, דפיקתם וישקיט

Table 1.7: Comparison between Iktifāʔ, Sǝḡullōṯ, and Natāʔiǧ (III.v On the teeth).
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1.4.2 Ibn Albayṭār’s Almuġnī

AbūMuḥammadʕabdullāhb.AḥmadḌiyāɂuddīnAlmalaqī (d. 1248), a tow-
ering figure of Andalusī pharmacognostics, hardly needs to be introduced to the
reader. Information on his life and travels as well as on his scientific output is
easily available in modern sources.1 His Ǧāmiʕ is probably the most often-cited
Andalusī text as far as pharmacognosy and even medicine in general are con-
cerned. However, the apparent high esteem in which the author is held in some
quarters has not translated, unfortunately, in a critical edition or even in a sys-
tematic study of this colossal and quite consequential compilation. The Ǧāmiʕ,
like all its predecessors with the sole exception of Ibn Wāfid’s Mufradah, still
awaits a modern integral edition and scholars must still resort to the deficient
Būlāq print, which has to be painstakingly checked against any manuscripts of
the work that may be available.2
Now, as an exhaustive compilation of compilations Ibn Albayṭār’s Ǧāmiʕ is

instrumental to any exercise of source criticism in the field of pharmacognosy,
and in the commentary on Nat III it has been extensively cited as an additional
witness for the indirect transmission of several eastern and western treatises. I
cannot tackle here its place in the Andalusī tradition (and the extent towhich it
depends on but also supersedes Alġāfiqī’sMufradah) or its rôle as the Arabo-
Islamicate pharmacognostic reference from the 13th c. onwards.3 In what con-
cerns the limited research conducted in this dissertation, theǦāmiʕ contributes
two valuable explicit quotes from the original Iktifāʔ that shall be reproduced
and commented on below.
It is on a different work by the Malaqī pharmacognostic that I must focus

here: on Almuġnī. While certainly not so consequential for the history of
medicine as theǦāmiʕ, this text is a rich quarry that yields many a parallel quo-
tation and also some preciously rare passages. This interest notwithstanding, it

1 Cf. particularly the corresponding entry by Cabo-González 2009 in the Biblioteca de al-
Andalus, which must be complemented with a wealth of specific data in Käs 2010: 149‒160.

2 It would be unkind, and even dishonest, not to acknowledge the effort done by Navarro
1997 (letter bāʔ, which remains unpublished), Cabo-González 2002 (letters ṣād and ḍād)
and 2005 (letter šīn), and Salem 2022 (letter wāw). However, not only do the sum of these
small steps cover “einfach zuwenig Text” (Käs 2010: 149 n. 1), but it is also based on too scarce
manuscript evidence. According to the data base HATA, an edition and translation (into Span-
ish) is currently being prepared by M. P. Torres Palomo, C. Álvarez de Morales, and F.
Girón Irueste, but their selection of manuscripts is again to limited. I am liable to the same
criticism, of course, butmy aimhere is not even tangentially to produce a critical text ofǦāmiʕ.

3 In spite of a proliferationof papers devoted to thiswork (someofwhich are certainly interesting
with regard to particular aspects related to it), the single best survey of its historical significance
and of its sources is the brief but dense analysis in Käs 2010: 149‒153.
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had been virtually ignored by all modern scholars until the excellent analysis
of its sources conducted by Käs, whose lead has not been followed yet.1 If I may
borrow that scholar’s words to describe the status of Almuġnī in Islamicate
studies,

DieWissenschaft hat dieses Buch trotz seines qualitativ und quantitativ
gewichtigen Inhalts bisher stiefmütterlich behandelt, obschon es in
einer größeren Zahl von Handschriften auf uns gekommen ist. Grob
geschätzt dürfte der Muġnī von seinem Umfang her etwa dem Ǧāmiʿ
gleichkommen.2

It is not the least of Käs’ merits to have clearly stated the main difference
between Almuġnī and the Ǧāmiʕ : if the latter is a pharmacognostic treatise,
the former can only be described as a therapeutic text. The therapeutic means
recorded inAlmuġnī are further restricted to simple drugs and they are arranged
according to a head-to-toe criterion,3 which shows beyond doubt the medical
(rather thanpharmacognostic ormedico-botanical) focus of thework. It is, from
a genre perspective, an Euporista in which the sources of the remedies are of-
ten (but not systematically) mentioned. With regard to the quoted sources, an
exhaustive comparison would be needed to substantiate my claim, but I can-
not subscribe the view that Almuġnī contains only a few quotes or authorities
not collected in the Ǧāmiʕ.4 That is certainly not the case for much ḫawāṣṣic
material that shall be discussed below.
On the other hand, a remarkable difference in the wording of the passages

in the Ǧāmiʕ and in Almuġnī is already noticed by Käs, who interprets it as a
tendency to strong paraphrase on the side of the compiler.5 While this might

1 Cf. Käs 2010: 154‒159, which is limited both thematically (only mineral substances are con-
sidered there) and with regard to manuscript evidence (the only manuscript available to the
author was London, British Museum ms Or. 2408, which corresponds to my L). The briefness
of that account belies its thoroughness and each and every footnote on those pages represents
a mine of data that shall prove invaluable for further research.

2 Käs 2010: 154.
3 Cf. Käs 2010: 154, where the previous allusion in Ullmann 1970: 281 to an alifatic order is duly
corrected.

4 Cf. “Eher selten finden sich imMuġnī zusätzliche Zitate, die dort [sc. im Ǧāmiʿ] keine Parallele
haben” in Käs 2010: 154. In fact, the extensive list of authors and passages selected exclusively
for Almuġnī and noted down in Käs 2010: 157‒158 would seem to negate that affirmation.

5 Cf. Käs 2010: 155. There this feature is explained as a natural consequence of the need to dis-
tribute the original item-centred quotes according to a different, ailment-centred, criterion.
The segmentation of originally complex passages into smaller pieces would also obey, in Käs’
opinion, to the same compilational strategy. This task, however, had already been accom-
plished two centuries earlier by the author of αḪawāṣṣ for a number of simple drugs.



818 A text with a family: Ibn Albayṭār’s Almuġnī

be true in some cases, after intensive perusal of the text I am inclined to inter-
pret some of those differences rather as reflective of differential transmission.
In other words, Ibn Albayṭār does not specifically reword his passages for Al-
muġnī (which would be a rather unexpected strategy) but simply inherits them
from a source that already transmitted a reworded version of the original pas-
sage. Let me put some examples directly related to our subject.

Coalescence of parallel traditions
That in the case of a late compiler any given quote may have been borrowed
indirectly through a number of intermediaries rather than extracted directly
from the original source is a platitude. That any link of this transmission may
introduce some minimal changes in the primitive text is the very reason for
the existence of textual criticism and also the basis on which stemmatology
and cladistics are built. Now, when one of the transmitters of the passages is
the anonymous author of αḪawāṣṣ the task of source criticism becomes far less
strenuous—and occasionally even too easy.
The entry in Dioscorides’Materia medica on the αἴθυια (traditionally iden-

tified as the shearwater),1 shall be analysed in more detail in Chapter 3, but the
two versions of it recorded by Ibn Albayṭār in the very same epigraph in Al-
muġnī are probably themost compelling example of the feature that I am trying
to highlight here:

Almuġnī X.5 والمثانة الكلى حصاة في (M 144v 20‒21 | P1 264v 15‒17 | P2 286v 12‒14)
≡ Ǧāmiʕ 18‒ا اثوا (B I 139‒11 | P1 8r 24‒25)

مُلحت إذا كبده، إنّ یقُال أسود، الطير من صنفٌ «هو الثانیة: في دیسقوریدوس — اثوا
المثانة». في التيّ الحصاة فتتّ أدرومالي، المسمّى بالشراب قخلیارين منها وشرُب

.mفٮنجارین ،p2 فحلٮارین قخلیارین] | p2 د دیسقوریدوس] | m اسیوا اثوا]

1 Cf. Liddell‒Scott, Lexicon 37b ‘diving-bird, prob. shearwater’. In Adrados, DGE *** the
species Puffinus puffinus Brünnich (ie the Manx shearwater) and Puffinus assimilis (the little
shearwater) are suggested as probable identifications, yet the distribution of the former is es-
sentially northern Atlantic, and that of the latter is Oceanic! Given that in the Greek tradition
this bird is never described as a foreign species (the word is already attested in the Odyssey),
the Yelkouan shearwater (Puffinus yelkouan Acerbi) may be a more plausible candidate. In a
specifically western Islamicate context the Balearic shearwater (Puffinus mauretanicus Lowe)
would have been the natural re-identification of the bird but, as I shall show later, this never
happened.
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Almuġnī X.5 والمثانة الكلى حصاة في (M 186r 20‒21 | P1 166r 9 | P2 289r 9‒10)

في تكون التيّ الحصاة فتتّ وعسل، بماء منها وشرُب وجُفّفت مُلحت إذا — الماء بطّ كبد
المثانة.

.p1 عــل ٮما وعسل] بماء | p2 طبخت مُلحت]

The explicit quote fromDioscorides reproduces indeed the text of Iṣṭifan’s
Arabic translation of Materia medica,1 whereas the second version of the pas-
sage is identical to Nat V.viii.2 in its wording and, much more importantly, in
the unparalleled identification of the bird as a “water duck”. Even if the passage
is unascribed in Almuġnī (and this is a problem that shall be tackled below), its
descendance from αḪawāṣṣ can hardly be doubted.
At times differences are less conspicuous and someof this pairs could evenbe

interpreted as two genuinely different passages, which they certainly were for
the compiler. However, the parallel testimony of Nat III and/or Sǝḡullōṯ com-
bined with external evidence makes the hypothesis of a double transmission
much more plausible than any alternative explanation. Thus, in the following
example one might simple assume that two different active elements (namely
raven droppings and a raven’s foot) are attributed the exact same effect:

Almuġnī VI.7 السعال في (L 150r 12‒15 | M 89v 5‒7 | P1 81r 12‒13 | P2 136v 5‒7)

السعال من نفعه یبلغ، لم الّذي الصبيّ على وعلُقّ خرقة في صرُّ إن — اليهوديّ الغراب زبل
بالخاصّیّة. وقطعه المزمن

سكنّه. سعال، به صبيٍّ على خرقة في علُقّ إن الغراب، رجل إنّ قيل وقد

The pattern is far from rare in the Helleno-Islamicate corpus. It often seems
as if the animal itself, and therefore any part of it, were associated with a cer-
tainmedicalised subject (mules with barrenness or sparrows with libido, for in-
stance). Now, in this particular case the two passages are not only contentually
identical but also suspiciously similar to each other in their form. A survey of
the corpus shows that the first passage is quite probably borrowed from Zuhr
(the qualification Yahūdī and the specification of an adolescent child being dis-
tinctive traits)2 whereas the second one ought to be compared toNat IV.i.3. The
primitive reading was “droppings” (زبل) in Aṭṭabarī’s Firdaws,3 for which an

1 Cf. Ḥašāʔiš 2:46 اثوا (B 69r 13 ‒ 69v 1 | P 34r 3‒4 | T 14415‒16)≡Mat. med. 2:55 αἴθυια (W I 1383‒4).
2 Cf. Zuhr, Ḫawāṣṣ غراب1‒غ (B 104r 2 – 104v 1 | H 1599‒11 | P 67v 14 – 68r 2 | Ṭ 3258‒10).
3 Cf. Firdaws IV.viii.6السعال علاج في (Ṣ 23420‒22). The correctness of Aṭṭabarī’s reading is ultimately
confirmed by Pliny, NH XXX.14.[137] «Fimum corvi lana adalligatum infantium tussi medetur»
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apomorphic reading “foot” (رجل) emerged already in some manuscripts of Ar-
rāzī’s Ḫawāṣṣ.1 The majority reading of the Islamicate tradition preserved the
original version of the remedy,2 whereas the compiler of αḪawāṣṣ either inher-
ited the marginal apomorphy or misread himself the word. In either case it is
only its descendance that transmits “a raven’s foot”, which makes of the anony-
mous quote in Almuġnī an additional witness to the text of αḪawāṣṣ.3

Ghost-quotes, ghost-sources, and other synapomorphies

I cannot reproduce here all the results of the analysis ofAlmuġnī, which ismore-
over incomplete (as it is based on a limited number of manuscripts) and provi-
sional (because the Arabic text of Iktifāʔ could not be included in the compari-
son). I shall nonetheless add yet another piece of evidence for the origin of some
of the ḫawāṣṣic materials transmitted in Ibn Albayṭār’s treatise and a final re-
mark on an unsolved question related to this transmission.
In viewof the compilatory strategy assumed forAlmuġnī andgiven themetic-

ulosity of its author in sourcing his passages,4 the presence of some very char-
acteristic ghost-quotes provides a clue for the intermediary source from which
they were borrowed. In Ibn Albayṭār’s idiosyncratic wording some of these
ghost-quotes actually become ghost-sources—or at least that is how any reader
would interpret the author’s ambiguous reference.

(J‒M IV 4705‒6); Sextus Placitus, Lib. med. ex anim. XXVII.2 «Corui stercus lana conlectum si
infanti tussienti collum tetigeris, remediabis eum» (H‒S 28110‒11). A further witness to the primi-
tive reading is Rūmiyyah XI.7 السعال أمر (M 3568‒10).

1 Cf. Arrāzī,Ḫawāṣṣ غراب1‒غ (I 88v 18‒19 | Q 3217‒18 | Ṭ 112r 2‒3), for whichmanuscript V 26v 10–11
reads «رجل» (with a consistent feminine concordance). This minority reading surfaces also in
the Arrāzī-ascribed zootherapeutic Sexaginta LDe corvo (A 71ra 1‒2 | V 109rb 6‒8), but it is not
received either by Albaladī,Ḥabālā III.37 (M 28912‒13) or Alqalānisī,AqrabāḏīnXLIX s.v.غراب
(B 31012‒13).

2 Especially Ḥayawān texts, in which the use of the synonym ذرق for ‘droppings’ prevented the
word from being misread, cf. Ibn ʕalī, Ḥayawān الغراب[59.16] (R 380); Ibn Buḫtīšūʕ, Ḥayawān
VI.8 وعَقْعَق وغدُاف غراب (G 1664‒6)≡ Naʕtl 47r 6‒8; also Alqazwīnī, ʕaǧāʔib II kāɂināt II.iii.6,38
غراب (W 4218‒9).

3 No parallel can be found in Sǝḡullōṯ, but the wording of Sǝḡ IV.i.4 (L‒M 3072‒4) on the sponge
stone is highly suspect and may conceal a conflation of two consecutive passages, cf. in fact
the sequence sponge stone ‒ raven foot in Hārūniyyah I.xiii.4 (G 23915‒16); these two periapts
feature already in collocation in Firdaws. In view of the limited circulation of the foot-version
perhaps the same origin (ie αḪawāṣṣ) ought to be assumed for a slightly reworded paraphrase
of this passage in Alɂidrīsī, Ǧāmiʕṭ غراب15‒غ (S III 51815‒16).

4 As pointed out by Käs 2010: 155 there is a remarkable difference in this regard between the
systematic mention of the sources for virtually each quote in the Ǧāmiʕ and the abundance of
anonymous (ie unsourced) passages in Almuġnī.
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No one should doubt that the phrase زهر» ابن خواصّ «من does refer to Zuhr’s
Ḫawāṣṣ and, with a few exceptions, passages introduced by this reference in
Almuġnī can be indeed located in that source. The same should apply, in prin-
ciple, to الرازيّ» خواصّ ,«من for there is a compilation by Arrāzī that bears this ti-
tle. However, the analogous reference الطبريّ» خواصّ might«من induce the reader
to assume that Ibn Albayṭār had somehow access to an otherwise unattested
monographic treatise by Aṭṭabarī—and this would affect drastically the in-
terpretation of some ghost-quotes ascribed to this Iranian physician in Nat III
that cannot be located in his Firdaws. A wiser reader might be inclined to un-
derstand it rather as a sort of abbreviation for “from Aṭṭabarī’s [chapter(s)]
on ḫawāṣṣ” (which, coincidentally, may indeed have had an independent circu-
lation). However, definitive clarification is provided by the use of an identical
phrase for Aṭhūrusfus أطهورسفس») خواصّ ,(«من which cannot be interpreted as
a reference to a particular title (or even to a chapter) but rather as a generic
allusion.1 In sum, one should not read these references prima facie as meaning
unequivocally “fromSo-and-so’sḪawāṣṣ [book]” but rather as “from the specific
properties [mentioned] by So-and-so” (which in a few cases does coincide with
the title of a treatise).
This alternative interpretation can be corroborated in the case of some

quotes from Aṭṭabarī’s and Arrāzī’s “Ḫawāṣṣ/ḫawāṣṣ” that are nowhere to
be found in those sources. For example, an explicit quote on bats apparently
from Arrāzī’s Ḫawāṣṣ is not borrowed from that treatise (for it is not included
there)2 but rather from the same source as Nat II.iv.4, with which it further
shares an identical wording:

Almuġnī I.11 النسـیان من النافعة للذهن، المحدّة والعقل، الدماغ في المزیدّة
L 25v 9‒10 | M 15r 12‒13 | P2 24r 4‒5

حفظه». وجاد نسـیانه وقلّ حافظًا كان كله، أ أدمن «إن :الرازي خواصّ من — الخفّاش

1 As shall be seen in Chapter 3, with the sole exception of Aṭṭabarī (and, of course, any texts
depending on him) all explicit Aṭhūrusfus-materials enter the Islamicate tradition through
Arrāzī’s Ḫawāṣṣ.

2 Cf. Arrāzī,Ḫawāṣṣ خفاّش4‒خ (I 87r 13‒17). This passage is analysed in the commentary in Chap-
ter 4.
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As for other synapomorphies not related to sources but rather to the reinter-
pretation of lexical items, Ibn Albayṭār inherits the most idiosyncratic trans-
formationof the raven into a leek in apassage cognate to the one analysed above
for Nat II.vii.2 ≡ Sǝḡ II.vii.6:

Almuġnī XVII.7 للشعر المسوّدة (M 295r 15‒18 | P1 243v 9‒11)

من سكرّجات ثلٰثة علیه ویصُبّ مقيرّ حدید إناء في هو كما نيـّة وطُرح أُخذ إذا — الكرّاث
ویطُلى رصاص من صلایة على ويسُحق منه يخُرج ثمّ یعفن، حتىّ فيه ویترُك الثقيف الخلّ

يسُوّده. فإنهّ الشعر: به

.p1 ٮعٮٯ یعفن] | p1 مفتر مقیّر] | p1 جدید حدید] | p1 – نیّـة]

All passages in Almuġnī related either directly or indirectly to the history of
the corresponding quotes in Nat III have been included in the commentary to
that section, aswell as those thatmatchquotes transmitted exclusively by Sǝḡul-
lōṯ. An exhaustive analysis of all thematerials probably inherited from αḪawāṣṣ,
in turn, remains to be conducted if the chance arises to check my provisional
data against the testimony of the Arabic Iktifāʔ. Given the sketchy transmission
of several of the texts involved,my following remarks should be takenwithmore
than a pinch of salt.

Unascribed passages stemming ultimately from αḪawāṣṣ
In Almuġnī there is a non-negligible number of passages that, while certainly
belonging to the family of αḪawāṣṣ, cannot be assigned a particular origin with
any degree of certainty. Judging from Ibn Albayṭār’s own explicit mentions of
his sources, themost plausible transmitters for suchanonymouspassageswould
be Ibn Alhayṯam’s Iktifāʔ and Ibn Šuʕayb’s Ḫawāṣṣ (for the latter, see a sepa-
rate section below); only in some rare occasions Alɂidrīsī’s Ǧāmiʕ too ought
to be considered. Now, the access to the integral original text of the two former
treatises is problematic. In the case of Iktifāʔ for the reasons stated above; in
the case of Ibn Šuʕayb’s book on the specific properties of things, because the
only extant copy of it bears all the signs of being an abridgement—and not a
particularly careful one, indeed.
It is impossible, therefore, to draw any definite conclusions about these un-

sourced passages. In principle they might derive from a (perhaps anonymous)
copy of Natāʔiǧ or even from the parent text itself, but that is highly implausi-
ble. Even if we do not know the exact criteria and copy-and-paste mechanisms
involved in the compilation of Almuġnī, it may be safer to assume that most of
the materials that stem demonstrably from αḪawāṣṣwere accessed through ei-
ther of the two aforementioned texts rather than to postulate a proliferation of
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intermediary sources for which there is no evidential support.1 But even that
is speculation. Here and now I can only bring to the fore some of the most in-
disputable cases in the hope that future research may shed some light on their
origin.
I have already analysed the anonymous passage involving the identification

of Dioscorides αἴθυια as a “water duck” and I have mentioned that it is virtu-
ally identical in its wording to Nat V.viii.2. There is no parallel in Sǝḡullōṯ and
the cognate passage in the edited text of the Hārūniyyah is slightly different—
enough, perhaps, to discard it as a possible source. For the passage on the raven
foot there is some ground to suspect that it may have been included in the
original text of Iktifāʔ and this should be checked. The Hārūniyyah contains an
abridged version of it, but as seen above Alɂidrīsī is also involved in the trans-
mission of this apomorphy andmust not be ruled out as a source for this passage
inAlmuġnī. The remarkable case of whole sequences in which the direct source
has been bypassed and only the ultimate authors arementioned is dealt with in
the commentary onNat IXOn fevers in Chapter 4. A probable origin in Iktifāʔ is
suggested there, which should also be confirmed.
As an illustration of the complexity of the analysis of this transmission on the

basis of fragmentary and dubious evidence, I reproduce here a passage on the
aphrodisiac property ascribed to the heart of the bustard (ḥubārā):2

Almuġnī XII.1 الباهیّة الأدویة في (M 203v 4‒5 | P1 170r 8)

الشهوة. هیّج الجماع، وقتَ الرجل على علُقّ إن — قلبالحبارى

This is identical toNatVI.x.1 andonly slightly different fromHārūniyyah 16914,
whereas no match is found in either Sǝḡullōṯ or Nisyōnōṯ. The passage appears
to be an additional apomorphy either inherited or introduced by the compiler
of αḪawāṣṣ, since there is no external support for this remedy in the whole cor-
pus. The bustard (ḥubārā) is dealt with by Aṭṭabarī in Firdaws alongside the
bat, the swallow, and the hoopoe, and there only the hair-blackening virtue of

1 The case of the Hārūniyyah, which is analysed immediately after this text, suggests however
that the family may have been larger than suspected.

2 The name ‘bustard’ is used here in its widest sense possible. While in an Arabic-speaking
African context ḥubārā refers to Chlamydotis undulata Jacquin (known in English precisely
as the ‘houbara bustard’ or the ‘African houbara’), in Andalus it must have been applied to the
localOtis tarda L., ie the ‘great bustard’ mentioned already by Pliny as being called aues tardas
in Hispania and ὠτίδας (singular ὠτίς) in Greece, cf. Pliny , NH X.22.[29] (I‒M 17217‒18). I have
been unable to locate any reference to a libido-stirring power being attributed to this bird in
Greek sources (in fact, Pliny does not record any medical or para-medical use at all for it).



824 A text with a family: Ibn Albayṭār’s Almuġnī

its eggs is mentioned.1 Now, this epigraph in Firdaws includes a passage suspi-
ciously identical in its wording to the one with which we are concerned here.
After dealing with the bat’s two brains and their psilothric virtue and immedi-
ately following the description of an antihypnotic amulet made of a bat’s heart,
Aṭṭabarī’s text runs like this before moving on to the properties of swallows:

Firdaws VI.iv.31 (Ṣ 4361‒2)

علیه. هیّج الجماع، وقتَ قلبه علُقّ وإن

Whether he worked on a Vorlage that transmitted a different arrangement
of the passages or he simply misrelated this property of bats to the preceding
mention of bustards, the fact is that the author of αḪawāṣṣ put into circulation
a reinterpreted version of the passage that was then transmitted marginally in
parallel to the original one, which is preserved, for instance, by Zuhr.2
The influence of the tradition represented by αḪawāṣṣ (probably through Ibn

Alhayṯam’s Iktifāʔ) manifests itself not only in a remarkably high number of
passages drawn from it but also in the inspiration that Ibn Albayṭār took for
the architecture of Almuġnī. Showing the striking parallelism of many rubrics
in the latter treatise and the original ones in αḪawāṣṣwould only fill a fewmore
pages with tables and it would not be, in the end, particularly probative, as in-
scriptions of the typeOn the kidneys orOn things that prevent bleedings are stan-
dard since pre-Galenic times. There is, however, one particular chapter title that
betrays its source. As the closing section of his monumental Euporista Ibn Al-
bayṭār compiles a miscellaneous chapter the second faṣl of which bears virtu-
ally the same rubric as Section X of Ibn Alhayṯam’s Iktifāʔ and is essentially
non-medical in its contents:

Almuġnī XX.2 العلاج من خلوًا بدیعةً عجیبةً أفعالاً بعض في بعضها تفعل التيّ الأشـیاء خواصّ في

Iktifāʔ X بها العلاج من خلوا عجیبة بدیعة خاصّة أفاعیل بعض في بعضها تفعل التيّ الأشـیاء خواصّ في

1 Cf. Firdaws VI.iv.31 (Ṣ 43614‒16). For this property, cf. also Ibn Buḫtīšūʕ, Ḥayawān V.9 حُبارى (G
6510‒662 | P 37r 1‒4).

2 Cf. Zuhr,Ḫawāṣṣ خفاّش5‒خ (P 31r 9‒10), where it is explicitly ascribed to «ط» (which in this and
many other casesmust be interpreted as Aṭṭabarī against the index of abbreviations provided
by the author at the beginning of the treatise).
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Let me close this subsection with one last piece for the puzzle. It is not ex-
tracted from Ibn Albayṭār’sAlmuġnī but from hisǦāmiʕ, because the data gar-
nered from either of these two texts should always be combined with the par-
allel testimony (or the lack thereof) of the other. In the entry on swallows an
anonymous quote describes a preparation the main ingredient of which is the
bird’s eye, whichmust be beaten upwith sesame oil and smeared over a woman
in labour:

Ǧāmiʕ خطّاف89‒خ (B II 652‒3)

نفعتها». النفاس، المرأة سرّة بها ومُسحت زنبق بدهن سحُقت إذا الخطّاف، «عين غیره:
There is nothing to be suspected from the eyes of an animal entering a

ḫawāṣṣic recipe and some readers may immediately recall the second witch’s
“Eye of newt and toe of frog |Wool of bat and tongue of dog” inMacbeth.1 The same
readers may also remember that this ingredient happened to be an innovative
reinterpretation of “[the mud from] a swallow’s nest” attested exclusively by
the descendants of αḪawāṣṣ.2 This appears to be the case here too, because it is
again the mud from a swallow’s nest that is mentioned by Arrāzī as the main
ingredient of an identical remedy (mark the presence of Rāziqī oil = zanbaq)
for difficult child-delivery:3

Ḫawāṣṣ خطّاف5‒خ (I 87v 6‒7 | Q 297‒9 | Ṭ 110v 6‒7 | V 25r 17 ‒ 25v 1)

وحقويها، المرأة عانة به ویمُرّخ الرازقيّ بدهن فيسُحق الخطّاف عشّ طين من یؤخذ إن
ولادتها. فيسُهّل

دتها] و | ṭ یسهل فانه فیُسهّل] | ṭ – وحقویها] | i وحرح ویُمرّخ] | qṭ الخطاطیف الخطاّف] | ṭ – انٕ]

.ṭ مجرب وهو +

This particular remedy, however, is not selected by any of the descendants of
αḪawāṣṣ known to me and the question of its exact origin, as so many others
raised in this chapter, must remain open to further research.

1 That thosemay have actually beenDecknamen for drugs of plant origin does not alter the pop-
ular interpretation of such ingredients from Shakespeare’s days to the present.

2 Cf. Nat V.viii.11≡ Sǝḡ V.viii.6≡ Hārūniyyah I.xiii.1 (G 2391‒2).
3 The primitive reading of Ḫawāṣṣ is apparently received by Albaladī, Ḥabālā I.52 (M 1711‒2,
الخطاطیف» عشّ may«طیب be a latermisreading or amisprint but it can hardly be original), where
it is ascribed to Alexander; and also by Alqalānisī, Aqrabāḏīn XLIX s.v. خطّاف (B 30812‒13),
where the Filāḥah is mentioned as the source. This is the same remedy transmitted also in
Ibn Buḫtīšūʕ, Ḥayawān VI.10 (G 1762‒4 | Q 90r 9‒11 | P 48v 4‒6) ≡ Naʕtl 55r 4‒7. With a very
different wording the passage is also reflected by Alqazwīnī, ʕaǧāʔib II kāɂināt II.iii.6,15خطّاف
(W 41120‒21, الخطّاف» .(«عشّ
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1.4.3 TheHārūniyyah

«Aus den genannten Gründen allein der gesamten Risāla die Authentizität
abzusprechen, wäre kurzsichtig. Dennoch ist davon abzuraten, aus den
Belegen der hier untersuchten beiden Abschnitte allzu weit reichende
Schlussfolgerungen auf die älteste Schicht der arabischen Drogenkunde ziehen
zu wollen.»1

and yet I shall try (not out of recalcitrance but rather of necessity) to argue that
this enigmatic text contributes a fundamental piece to the reconstruction of the
parent text fromwhich Alɂilbīrī’s Nat III and Ibn Alhayṯam’s Iktifāʔ descend.
Letme emphasise from the outset thatmymain concern here and now is not

with the authorship of the book or with the exact history of its compilation but
rather with the plausible origin of some of its contents. In the course of my re-
search I have nevertheless garnered pieces of evidence that can shed some light
on certain aspects that are only tangential to my study but may interest other
scholars. Given that one of the main aims of this dissertation is to make avail-
able as much information as possible in the hope that it may spur, or at least
facilitate, further investigations, I shall try to summarise hereunder much con-
crete data and some provisional conclusions. Readers in a hurry are encouraged
to skip the discussion below and to jump directly to the conclusion.
Little was known about a book bearing the title of Arrisālatu lkāfiyah and a

complementary inscriptionHārūniyyah before Gigandet’s edition in 2001, and
despite its publication the text remains largely unexploredwith the remarkable
exception of its mineral-related contents, which have been exhaustively anal-
ysed in Käs’ momentous concordance, and a most enlightening comparison
conducted by Bruning with another no less enigmatic and even less studied
text, namely the Tuḥfatu lʔaṭibbāʔ ascribed to Ḥunayn b. Isḥāq.2 Unsurpris-
ingly, most allusions to the Hārūniyyah have to do with its supposed pseudepi-
graphic nature, the authenticity of its attribution to early-ninth-century Masīḥ

1 Käs 2010: 25. The abridgement of my current analysis of the Hārūniyyah below does not do
justice to the interest of this treatise for the history ofmedical traditions in the Islamicate west.
I hope to amend this in the near future with a more systematic study that shall include the
examination of additionalmanuscript evidence for the circulation of this and other allied texts.

2 Cf. Bruning 2011: 203‒212. The description of the Tuḥfah provided there shows that this text
ought to be included in a future analysis not only of the Hārūniyyah but also of Natāʔiǧ itself
(particularly of Nat II.1‒2). On the nature of the link between the Tuḥfah and the Hārūniyyah,
cf. “[t]here seems to be an internal relationship between the texts that cannot be understood
except by acknowledging that there must have been one original text upon which both [...]
were based” (Bruning 2011: 206).
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b. ḤakamAddimašqī being generally suspected—but not actually ruled out—
bymodern scholars.1 Highly consequential evidence in this regard was brought
to light by Langermann,whose industrious research into little-known and gen-
erally overlooked texts has added a newpiece to the puzzle. An important piece
indeed, for it may not only support the authenticity of the authorship of the
Hārūniyyah (or rather of its core) but also provides a wider intellectual con-
text for Masīḥ, who might have belonged to the so-called “Judaeo-Christian”
ʕīsāwiyyah.2
Themain argument for suspicion so far has been the fact that the edited text

is apparently not identical (in fact not even close) to the Kunnāš that is often
cited inArrāzī’sAlḥāwī and later byAndalusī pharmacognostics, and that there
is not one single significant coincidence to be found between these two terms of
comparison.3 That this could be adduced as evidence for the pseudepigraphic
origin of the text is arguable, and with regard to theHārūniyyah that assert may
not even be entirely true.
A quick look into the passages explicitly ascribed to Masīḥ in Alḫāwī and

in Ibn Albayṭār’s Ǧāmiʕ will certainly persuade any reader that the author al-
luded to there and the compiler of the edited Hārūniyyah are not one and the
same person. The quoted Masīḥ is the author of a quite comprehensive medi-
cal pandect comprising therapeutics and also some diagnostic information, as
well as a knowledgeable pharmacognostic who meticulously notes down the
secondary and tertiary qualities of his simple drugs and even an exact degree of
their intensity,whereas in the only epigraphdevoted to a few simple drugs in the

1 It is worth noting the caution exercised in this regard since Ullmann 1970: 112 “[i]hre Echtheit
is nicht verbürgt” down to Käs’ aforementioned assessment. The alleged authorship is ruled
out on chronological grounds by Bruning 2011: 208, but its description as “a forgery written
hundreds of years after Masīḥ, probably in the Islamic West” in Bos, Käs, Lübke, and Men-
sching 2020: 86 is quite a strident exception. The explicit assumption of its authenticity by
Kahl 2020: 17‒18 n. 129, 98 n. 68 is equally surprising. The question is aptly summarised by the
editor of the text: “Il me paraît très délicat de formuler un jugement sur cette question de la pa-
ternité de laHārūniyya [...] Je crois donc qu’il faut se contenter d’hypothèses et de probabilités”
(Gigandet 2001: 11).

2 Cf. Langermann 2004. For obvious reasons this lead cannot be followed here and a sketch of
the intellectual profile of the author of the Hārūniyyah remains a desideratum.

3 Cf. Ullmann 1970: 112 for a painstaking register of quotes from this Kunnāš in Arrāzī’s Alḫāwī
and in Ibn Albayṭār’s Ǧāmiʕ (some of the latter might actually be mediated by the former).
Additional references to the indirect transmission of Masīḥ’s Kunnāš in Andalus are provided
by Käs 2010: 23 n. 1. On a side note, I shall not take into account the observation that “Alles
in Allem würde man sich aber von einemMasīḥ etwas anderes erwarten” (Käs 2010: 25). Even
if it may find some justification in the nature of the fragments under scrutiny there, such an
assessment is as subjective as my own repeated allusion to “style” throughout this dissertation.



828 A text with a family: theHārūniyyah

editedHārūniyyah no degree is evermentioned,1 and in the rare cases for which
we can compare both traditions the two descriptions are remarkably different
from each other. At the present I have no explanation for this divergence but,
with regard to theminimal pharmacognostic fragment found in the edited text,
it must be noted that (1) it is perfectly integrated within a section introduced
explicitly by «qālaMasīḥu bnu Ḥakam» and dealing successively with trophog-
nosy and this abridged pharmacognosy, (2) it includes two cross-references to
later loci in the treatise,2 and (3) the description of the drugs features a gen-
uinely archaic qualification layyin insteadof the standard raṭib. Besides, the lack
of correspondence regarding pharmacognostic data cannot be made extensive
to the whole text. Without conducting an exhaustive research and limiting my
survey to Ibn Albayṭār’s Ǧāmiʕ, I could find at least two explicit quotations
fromMasīḥ that have literalmatches in the editedHārūniyyah. One of themhas
already been mentioned in Part I in the overview of Nat IV Regimen regarding
the epigraph on clothing; the other is the medical benefit against hemiplegia
and facial paralysis attributed to the oil of nigella.3 Let it be noted that the two
parts of the edited text are represented by these two quotes.
The truth is, in fact, that apart from themost evident Amazighic andWestern

Arabic glosses and perhaps also a few interpolations of dubious origin, the ma-
terials of which the edited text ofHārūniyyah is made are for themost part ven-
erably old. There cannot be any doubt about this: the overall style and terminol-
ogy are all too characteristic, and so are the sources from which the text draws.
The presence of amysterious Indian physician called *Flṭīsmayperhaps not be
sufficiently significant in itself,4 but theway inwhichAristotle, Hippocrates,
Galen, Paul (of Aegina but also a homonymous monk), and even Ptolemy,
are regularly invoked is most uncharacteristic of later medical texts. The actual
source for many of these passages is pseudepigraphic. This is certain for Aris-

1 Cf. Hārūniyyah I.v.2ب (G 1114‒11320).
2 Cf. Hārūniyyah 11113‒14 on mustard, which announces the recipe for mustard oil in 4538‒13; and
Hār 1136, where the explanation of the qualities and the rectification of nigella are announced.
The recipe for theoil of nigella is found inHār 4531‒7 but it doesnot seemtobe the locus referred
to.

3 Cf. Ibn Albayṭār, Ǧāmiʕ 18‒ك كتاّن (B III 5124‒28)← Hārūniyyah I.v.8 (G 1351‒4); and Ǧāmiʕ 91‒ش
شونيز (B III 737‒8)← Hār II.ix (G 4532), respectively.

4 A purely conventional reading of this name «فلطيس») in the edited text) as Falaṭīs is proposed
by Gigandet. There seems not to be any additional evidence for the existence of this author in
the Islamicate tradition and I had previously adhered to the same transliteration until I came
across a rather harsh criticismof the use of Falaṭīs andAmqat voiced by Kahl 2020: 17‒18 n. 129.
To be honest, given that no alternative reading is proposed that might be backed by Indian
sources, the reproval may be unwarranted and while Falaṭīs is an educated guess, “Flṭys” (with-
out an asterisk) was assuredly not the name of that Indian sage.
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totle, and in addition to the obvious use of Aḥǧār1 a systematic examination
might reveal echoes from the dietetic and physiognomic sections of a version
of the pseudo-Aristotelian Sirr different from the one edited by Badawī.2 The
same applies to a Hippocrates who recommends camphor, musk, and algalia,3
and overall to the entire initial section of the book, which is in so many regards
extremely reminiscent of Nat II.1 with its doctrine of cosmological correspon-
dences and sympathies, its description of human physiology and of the seasons
of the year, and the absolute prevalence of regimen (Helleno-Islamicate δίαιτα
/ tadbīr) over therapeutics.
The latter branch of medicine is not excluded, however, for the text as trans-

mitted by the western manuscripts used for the edition contains a number of
epigraphs clearly therapeutic in nature. Pharmacopoeia is also present, in the
second part of the book, in the form of discontinuous sequences of recipes.
Some of the compound drugs handed down there are so characteristic as the
“Hārūnī muġīṯ” prepared for caliph Hārūn Arrašīd by an Indian physician
whose name is perhaps to be emended as Mankah. His arrival in the caliph’s
court in a medical mission involves also Ibn Māsawayh and apparently
resulted in Masīḥ’s three- (or much less likely thirty-)year stay in India and
in his becoming fully conversant with (Ayurvedic?) medicine—but that is

1 Cf. Käs 2010: 23. The qualified conclusion of that survey is that the version of Aḥǧār accessed
by the author of Hārūniyyah is not identical either to the one edited by Ruska or to the one
reflected in the Qayrawānī tradition. The testimony of Hārūniyyah is of some consequence,
therefore, for the study of this pseudo-Aristotelian treatise, especially regarding its alchemical
contents, to which Masīḥ makes repeated allusions that could not be covered in Käs’ concor-
dance.

2 Explicit quotes from Aristotle on waters and on bathing do not find an exact equivalent in
the corresponding loci in the edited Sirr, but the resemblance is too strong to be insignificant.
For the quote on waters in Hārūniyyah I.v.4 (G 12114‒20), cf. Sirr II (B 1004‒1014); for the excerpt
on bathing inHār I.v.5 (G 1233‒1255), cf. Sirr II (B 1054‒1075). A remarkable coincidence obtains
between «faʔiḏā raʔayta rraǧula yanḍ̱uru ilayka walā yastaṭīʕu an yuṯbita fīka naḍ̱arahū...» in
Hār II.vii (G 43114‒17) and «iḏā raʔayta raǧulan yukṯiru nnaḍ̱ara ilayka...» in Sirr II (B 1185‒6), but
physiognomical descriptions are only vaguely similar to the ones transmitted in that version
of Sirr, which also suggests either a parallel use of elements from a common stock or access
to a different version of the pseudo-Aristotelian physiognomy. In Hār II.i.6 (G 31118), within a
segment on remedies for several ailments of the eyes, Aristotle’s report is quoted on aged
eagles (ʕuqāb) eating wild lettuce in order to restore their eyesight. As I shall show below, the
compiler exploits aḤayawān treatise thatmaywell have included this and other passages with
an explicit ascription to Aristotle and a direct use of Naʕt cannot therefore be confirmed
(mark, however, that this passage is not included amongstḤayawān-materials but rather inte-
grated within therapeutics). A more exhaustive look into the pseudo-Aristotelian materials in
Hārūniyyahmay yield interesting results.

3 Cf. Hārūniyyah I.v.9 (G 1373‒5). To be compared with Pseudo-Galen in Nat II.1 prescribing
Byzantine and even post-Byzantine drugs.
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another story and shall be told another time.1
The author of the core of the edited Hārūniyyah (like that of the Tuḥfah,

who might happen to be the same person) aims expressly at comprehensive-
ness2 and to this effect he brings together a number of blocks of information
extracted not only from some (pseudepigraphic) texts ascribed to universally
reputed Greek authors but also from Indian sources. The motivation of this
compilation,moreover, would have been a request coming from the caliph him-
self.3 This core—I insist: this core, not the whole text edited by Gigandet—
represents a genuine kunnāš that is essentially not so different fromAṭṭabarī’s
Firdaws, with which it actually overlaps to a large extent and with which it fur-
ther shares a consistently primitive pre-standard terminology.4
Letme call just onewitness to backmy intuition before proceeding to amore

pressingmatter. As a justification (and also, no doubt, as a merchandising strat-
egy) Almaǧūsī (d. 994) includes in the prologue to his own medical summa,
which bears the self-confident title of Alkāmil, a critical survey of his predeces-
sors in the field (and competitors in the market). Amongst the authors singu-
larised by him there is Masīḥ with his Kunnāš. Even if we allow for a dose of
exaggeration in the Iranian physicians’s invective against his Damascene col-
league, the overall depiction of a badly planned and chaotic compilation could
be equally applied to the edited Hārūniyyah:5

1 Cf. Hārūniyyah II.ii (G 3337‒33511). Gigandet’s manuscripts transmit the name of the Indian
physician as «أمغة» (BGD) or أدمعة» «الحكيم (T). For Mankah (< Māṇikya / Maṅkha), who fea-
tures amongst the Indian physicians summoned to Baghdad by Hārūn Arrašīd, cf. Ullmann
1970: 106; Kahl 2015: 14‒16. The drug mentioned here is quite probably the same one alluded
to as the “Indianmuġīṯ” in Nat II.2.

2 Cf. «waʔinnamā naḏkuru hunā mina lʔaḥǧāri šayʔan muḫtaṣaran litakūna hāḏīhi rrisālatu kā-
fiyah» in Hārūniyyah I.xiv (G 25914.

3 Cf. «waʔilā hāḏā lmaʕnā qaṣada lʔawāʔilu ilā ḏikri lʔadwiyah, waqad aǧabtuka, yā amīra
lmuʔminīn, fīmā saʔaltanī ʕanhu» in Hārūniyyah II.v (G 4074‒5).

4 Mark, for example, the use of rīḥ (glossed as hawāʔ) and turāb (with no gloss) for the elements
‘air’ and ‘earth’, respectively, in a passage drawn from Hippocrates in Hārūniyyah 717‒8, then
again in Hār 7516 and 957. The corresponding adjectives rīḥī and turābī and are derived from
*Flṭīs inHār 9718‒19, 991‒2. The text also includes exceptionalmentions of nosonymsmentioned
in IbnMāsawayh’sNuǧḥ, as for instancediqrārah inHār 8712 and ʕinabah inHār 2417. As shown
in Part I, the prevalence of fossilisation in the written tradition precludes any chronological
certainty regarding such features, but once again the old date of some of these elements cannot
be negated by the late chronology of the compilations in which they are transmitted.

5 In view of the complex transmission of the text and given that there are no traces of an orig-
inal numeration for its chapters, one should be cautious about identifying Almaǧūsī’s refer-
ence to a pharmacopoeical Chapter 9 of Masīḥ’s Kunnāš with the edited Hārūniyyah II.ix (G
4391‒46117).
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Kāmil I.1 (S 511‒15)

الطبیعیّة، للأمور شرحه قلّة في أهرن نحاه الّذي النحو فيه نحا كتابًا وضع فإنهّ مسیح، فامّٔا
ذكر أنهّ حتىّ — الكتب بتصنیف معرفته وقلّة العلم، من كتابه في وضعه لما ترتيبه سوء مع
شيء بذكر وأتبعه كتابه، من التاسع الباب في الأدویة تركیب في عليها یعُمل التيّ القوانين
یلیه، وما للرأس تعرض التيّ والأمراض العلل أمر ذلك بعد ذكر ثمّ الطبیعیّة؛ الأمور من

م. یقُدَّ أن ینبغي ما وتاخٔيره ر یؤُخَّ أن ینبغي ما تقديمه من ذلك وغير

There is, perhaps, some grounds for the identification of at least some parts
of the edited text with the old Kunnāš.1 However, as already discussed with re-
gard to Natāʔiǧ, neither style (which is, after all, a vague and highly subjective
concept) nor the use of early sources are indisputable proof of the old date of
any text, and the question of the origin of the edited version of the Hārūniyyah
and its exact relationship (or lack thereof) toMasīḥ’sKunnāš cannot be tackled
here. In the following analysis I shall deal with the text as achronous, with no
preconception imposed by the date of its presumed author.

Genre, textual topography, and ḫawāṣṣic materials
I cannot delve into the details of the compilatory strategy that underpins the
Hārūniyyah.2 Suffice it to insist here that comprehensiveness does not corre-
late with scrupulous organisation. At themacro-level, there is some overlap be-
tween the twomajor sections of the treatise, especially with regard to therapeu-
tics. Segments of a head-to-toe nature are included in both parts in a non-linear
and actually mostly inverted order. Part I contains a discontinuous sequence
of chapters (sporadically marked as bāb) on warts, reproduction-related issues,
ailments of the kidneys, micturition, and jaundice; then there follow, with no
transition, epigraphs on cough, quinsy, scrofulas, the teeth, etc. Epigraphs on
migraine, headache, conditions of the face, the throat, etc, in turn, are found in
Part II. It is worth noting that even if there is an explicit mention of Masīḥ at
the incipit of Part II stating that this is “the second part” of the book, later on, at

1 The comparison between the Tuḥfah and the Hārūniyyah leads a modern scholar to “won-
der[s] whether the first two parts of the Tuḥfa and the corresponding parts in the ar-Risāla
al-Hārūniyya have been taken from the same source, whose author is Masīḥ b. al-Ḥakam”
(Bruning 2011: 207‒208). This assessment only strengthens my aforementioned intuition on
the authenticity of the core text.

2 Interesting clues in this regard might be provided by alternative versions of the Hārūniyyah,
some of which are easily available in digital form. This comparison should include Ibn ʕaz-
zūz Almarrākušī’s Ḏahābu lkusūf, which has been mentioned and commented upon in Part
I Chapter 9 and which I suspect that might be, at least in part, an additional Maġribī witness
to the western circulation and exploitation of Masīḥ’s old Kunnāš.
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the end of the epigraph on physiognomy, the author refers his reader to the ex-
planation of the “four climates” that “follows this at the end of the book”. Yet, as
pointed out by Gigandet, such matters are nowhere discussed in the remain-
ing chapters of the book but they feature conspicuously at the beginning in the
opening chapters of Part I,1 and Almaǧūsī’s negative review also states that the
discussion of natural matters (ie res naturales) followed, rather than preceded
as it should, the explanation of the preparation of compound drugs. This might
be of some significance for the reconstruction of the primitive text.
Part I comprises a whole section of the specific properties of stones that is in-

troducedby themention of the alleged author (ieMasīḥ) andwhich is large and
by derivative, as seen above, from the pseudo-AristotelianAḥǧār. It is, therefore,
an example of deautonomised genre demoted to the rank of a section within a
larger pandect. This same Part I includes also a series of well-defined and clearly
rubricated epigraphs from a Ḥawayān text, which shows the same genre deau-
tonomisation and has a well-known precedent in the zootherapeutic section
within Aṭṭabarī’s Firdaws. There is probably nothing in either of these two sec-
tions that could be interpreted as incompatible with their ascription to Masīḥ
(early representatives of both epistemic genres were in circulation, both in Syr-
iac and in Arabic, in the early 9th c.) and theymay have formed part of the orig-
inal Kunnāš, but that hypothesis cannot be explored here.2
On the other hand, there is absolutely no transition between the ending

of the sequence of zootherapeutic chapters (ending with the camel) and the
beginning of the aforementioned series of head-to-toe epigraphs that opens,
quite irregularly, with warts. Furthermore, in what concerns medical treatment
there is an unmistakable difference between these epigraphs contained in Part
I and the therapeutic contents of Part II. The former are either entire sequences
of purely ḫawāṣṣic passages or, less frequently, hybrid paragraphs in which
ḫawāṣṣic remedies and a few medical recipes are aggregated; the latter contain
almost exclusively conventional instructions and remedies. An impression of
the hybrid nature of some epigraphs in Part I can be gained from inspection of
the paragraph on tooth- and molar-ache:

1 Cf. Hārūniyyah II.vii (G 4339); and Gigandet 2011: 432 n. 86.
2 For theseḤawayānmaterials, cf.Hārūniyyah I.xi.1‒2 (G 2031‒2257). A provisional examination
of these chapters allows to dismiss Ibn ʕalī’s and also Ibn Buḫtīšūʕ’sḤayawān treatises as the
direct contributors. I am inclined to favour thehypothesis of anoriginal compilation fromsome
early Ḥayawān text on the basis of some very peculiar passages (cf. especially the selenology
implied in Hārūniyyah 2234‒6) and of the inclusion in the chapter on the specific properties of
the mole of an anecdote introduced by Masīḥ himself about Mūsā b. Nuṣayr’s incursion in
Siǧilmāsah (cf. Hārūniyyah 2117‒8).
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Hārūniyyah I.xiii.7 (G 24117‒2419)

والأضراس الأسنان بوجع یذهب خواص باب

أو كلّ. المتأ الموضع به يحُشى البسـتانيّ): النعمان أبو (وهو خشخاش وعصير يمانيّ شبّ
ویطُرح ینعقد، حتىّ والعسل الخلّ یغُلى زنجار، وأوقـیّة خلّ وأوقـیّة عسل أوقـیّة یؤخذ

الضرس. على ويحُمل الزنجار، علیه
الرقبة، في الكاكنج أصل علُقّ وإذا اللعاب. عنه ذهب للصبيّ، وأطعم الفارٔ شُوي وإذا

.[...] العصّاب) (وهو الشـیطرج أصل وكذلك الأسـنان؛ وجع عنه أذهب
مسحوقاً عُشره مثل العاقرقرحا مع وجعله قارورة، في وجعله المدقوق المنقىّ الثوم أخذ ومَن

.[...] منخولاً

This combination of different approaches to medical treatment is by no
means exclusive to the Hārūniyyah and a similar feature can be perceived in
Aṭṭabarī’s Firdaws, in which brief strings of specific properties are occasionally
appended (usually towards the end) to strictly therapeutic epigraphs. Now, the
overwhelming presence in the Hārūniyyah of entirely and exclusively ḫawāṣṣic
epigraphs (often introduced by a specific mention of ḫawāṣṣ in the rubric) and,
above all, the identicality of these passages with the tradition reflected by Nat
III call for a different explanation. It is as if throughout the Hārūniyyah, and
even within Part I, two different texts were being quoted from and, indeed, it
is my current persuasion that this is the most likely origin for such a radical
difference. With the exception of some segments, epigraphs in Part I stem from
a Ḫawāṣṣ text (one the features of which I shall try to define below), whereas
the therapeutics in Part II is exclusively medical and might stem, judging from
a terminology that is characteristically close to that of Ibn Māsawayh’s Nuǧḥ,
from the original Kunnāš.1
It is here that the analysis of genre conventions and of the exact placement

of thematerials within the text becomes instrumental to the correct interpreta-
tionof intertextual relationships.With regard to the quotes comprised inNat III,
several coincident (and even almost literally identical) passages can be found
in the Ḥawayān and Aḥǧār epigraphs included in the Hārūniyyah, but these
are reflective of a different transmission and they are only remotely related to
them in genetic terms. As reflections of an ultimately common source, those
passages can no doubt contribute external evidence for a reading if necessary,

1 Other hypotheses are equally plausible, of course, but I suspect that a systematic comparison of
theHārūniyyah to what can be retrieved from IbnMāsawayh’s treatise would be worth trying.
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and they may also provide typological parallels, but they cannot be considered
close cognates. The ḫawāṣṣic sequences integrated into the therapeutic layer
of the Hārūniyyah, on the contrary, stem from a compilation of the Ḫawāṣṣ
genre, one that was medicine-centred and arranged according to a head-to-toe
criterion. This should be obvious even from internal evidence, but comparison
Alɂilbīrī’s Natāʔiǧ and Ibn Alhayṯam’s Iktifāʔ leaves no possible doubt in this
regard.

Intertextual comparison:Hārūniyyah vs Natāʔiǧ/Iktifāʔ
Exhaustive comparison of all ḫawāṣṣic passages transmitted in the edited text
of Hārūniyyah with Nat III and Sǝḡullōṯ reveals that the formal identicality of
the contents of all three texts can only be described in genetical terms as cog-
nacy. It is not a case of vague resemblance or of a few random coincidences in
the selection of passages from a stock that is, after all, rather limited. It is true
descendance from a common parent text.1
Shared quotations involve some characteristic wordings not to be found else-

where in the corpus (ḫawāṣṣic, pharmacognostic, or otherwise):2

1 Neither the complete catalogue of the parallel loci nor the extended analysis of each passage
can be reproduced here. A provisional concordance is provided in Table 1.8, while the circum-
stances and the significance of all these passages are to be examined in the commentary on
Nat III (see below Chapter 4 for a few illustrations). On a side note that applies not only to
this but also to other texts compared to Nat III in this dissertation, my protracted familiarity
with these materials may have convinced myself of the compellingness of the arguments ex-
pounded here. At this point only external evaluation can assess whether these coincidences
are truly significative of cognacy or not and whether the existence itself of αḪawāṣṣ is a mere
figment of my imagination.

2 The property of the golden thistle (σκόλυμος, Scolymus hispanicus L.) is almost universally
echoed across all epistemic genres, but not in this particular form. As shall be shown inChapter
3, the passage shared byNat III and theHārūniyyah appears to blendDioscoridean andGalenic
materials in a new formulation. It is also selected by Ibn Alhayṯam for Sǝḡullōṯ VIII.x.1 (L‒M
3231‒5) and the true extent of the parallelism cannot be reflected in the quote above, as it is
the one single passage of the chapter in all three texts, which further share a virtually identical
rubric. Tangentially, in his report on scolymos Pliny describes it as a strong diuretic and also
as a drastic aphrodisiac according to Hesiodus and Alcaeus, then adds a curious reference to
a property attributed to it by Xenocrates: «Mirum est, quod Xenocrates promittit experimento,
vitium id ex alis per urinam effluere» NH XXII.22.[43] (J‒M III 4677‒11).
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Nat VIII.x.1

دیسقوریدس: قال
”سقلوس“ المسمّى «النبات

بشراب سُلق إذا خاصّته، الخرشف): (وهو
ورائحة الإبطين برائحة أذهب وشرُب،

منتناً كثيرًا بولاً يحُدر لأنهّ كلهّ. الجسد
الثانیة». الدرجة في حارٌّ وهو —

Hārūniyyah I.xi.3 (G 22515‒16)

إنّ الحشائشيّ دیاسقریدوس قال
”سقولوس“ المسمّى النبات

بنبيذ، سُلق إذا خاصّيـّته، الخرشف): (وهي
الإبطين رائحة إذهاب

الثانیة. الدرجة اخٓر في يابس حارّ وهو —

Identicality extends likewise to a number of idiosyncratic reinterpretations
(originallymisreadings) thatmust be classed as synapomorphies as they are not
such as could have been introduced independently by the different authors and
they overall distinguish αḪawāṣṣ and its descendants from the rest of the texts
in this genre. Examples of significant innovations shared with Nat|Ikt are the
transformation of raven droppings into a raven’s foot in Hārūniyyah 23916,1 the
metamorphosis of lions into hares in Hār 2398, or a probable mistransmission
of camels as donkeys in Hār 2254‒5, to mention just three conspicuous cases.
Highly significant shared identifications of items accessible only in translit-

eration in the original Graeco-Arabic translations include: Dioscorides’ αἴθυια
being rendered as baṭṭ ‘duck’; his σκόλυμος, as seen in the quote above, by ḫaršuf
(perhaps originally ḥuršuf ); and τέττιξ as ṣarrār. The systematic use of ḥalazūn
rather than ṣadaf ought to be added to this category too.
Furthermore, the relative order of the passages in any given sequence is es-

sentially identical to that of the series that can be reconstructed by comparison
of Natāʔiǧ and Iktifāʔ. This phenomenon in itself is usually understood as an
indicator of genetic affinity in cladistic analysis.
In any case and as it might be expected, a complex set of concordances ob-

tainswithin this triadof texts anda separateHārūniyyah-centredanalysiswould
be required to examine all available evidence and to establish definitely the af-
filiation of the materials that it transmits. However, the combination of the fre-
quencyof the above featureswith concrete statistics (which canbe seen inTable
1.8) gives the hypothesis of cognacy even greater strength as the the most plau-
sible explanation for such a degree of coincidence between these three texts.

1 The same apomorphy is documented elsewhere through a misreading transmitted in some of
the copies of Arrāzī’s Ḫawāṣṣ and it emerges in Sexaginta too.
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Could the Hārūniyyah be the parent text?

With regard to the place of thesematerials within the textual family of αḪawāṣṣ,
it is important to stress that coincidences can be found not only withNat III but
also with passages transmitted exclusively by Sǝḡullōṯ. The sum of the ḫawāṣṣic
epigraphs transmitted in theHārūniyyah is not a subset of either Andalusī text,
as it includes not a fewquotes thatwere apparently not selected by eitherAlɂil-
bīrī or Ibn Alhayṯam for their respective treatises. But nor is it a superset, for
it lacks many a passage included in its two siblings. Since it does not depend on
either of them but borrows, necessarily, from a different compilationwithin the
same clade, it can contribute newmaterials for the reconstruction of the parent
text.
In some instances it is the name of a source left unmentioned by the other

two texts that is provided, as in the case of the contraceptive property of clove,
which is here explicitly ascribed to Cleopatra in Hārūniyyah 23318.1 Greater
additions to the stock are represented by a few quotes as remarkable as a pas-
sage involving the use of a fox’s teeth against earaches inHārūniyyah 2471‒2 that
themodern editor decides to ascribe toGalen against three of themanuscripts,
which read rather Balīnās. Also the detailed instructions for the fabrication of a
signet or ring censed to avail against calculi and ascribed by the text to Alexan-
der in Hārūniyyah 23710‒13.
In any case, at least in the version edited by Gigandet Hārūniyyah cannot

possibly be the origin of the materials transmitted in αḪawāṣṣ. The most obvi-
ous reason is quantitative: it simply does not containall the passages that canbe
tracedback to theparent compilation. A very different and in a sensemore com-
pelling argument is the lack of a consistent mention of the sources for the pas-
sages. With only a few significant exceptions, the compiler has quite systemati-
cally anonymised hismaterials—or otherwise he accessed a copy that included
this information only partially.2 Given that the ascriptions in αḪawāṣṣ are over-
all correct (ie they were not improvised and projected onto an unsourced com-
pilation), there is no doubt about the direction of the dependence between
these two texts.

1 The importance of this explicit ascription could not be overrated and its link to the Qayrawānī
tradition shall be commented on below.

2 Selective anonymisation of the passages may have obeyed to an identifiable purpose here. The
sporadical mention of Dioscorides “the Herbalist”, Cleopatra, Balīnās, or Alexander en-
hances noticeably the appeal of the treatise and tallies perfectly with other Greek figuresmen-
tioned in it, and “Ibn Yūḥannā” is unproblematic if identified as the same physician alluded
to as Ibn Māsawayh elsewhere in the text. Now, the presence of Aṭṭabarī and Arrāzī would
have raised suspicion even in the less attentive reader.
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There is, nonetheless, an alternative hypothesis that I currently consider far
less plausible but which must be outlined here. The Hārūniyyah (particularly
an earlier, perhaps more complete, form of the edited text) could have been
a precedent to αḪawāṣṣ. In principle it would be possible that the anonymous
compiler had extracted the ḫawāṣṣic materials from this text (the latest
mentioned author being Ibn Māsawayh) and supplemented it with additional
quotes culled from other sources and especially from later ones (namely
Aṭṭabarī and Arrāzī). That the explicit and correct ascriptions transmitted
in αḪawāṣṣ are a forcible argument against such an assumption has just been
mentioned. A further argument of no less probative force is the fact that the
Hārūniyyah contains passages demonstrably borrowed from Aṭṭabarī and
from Arrāzī’s Ḫawāṣṣ and therefore at least these materials in the Hārūniyyah
could only be contemporary to or later than αḪawāṣṣ. Now, some of the
passages for which a parallel can be found in Arrāzī’s Ḫawāṣṣ show either
an entirely different ascription (the periapt of fox teeth is quoted from Ibn
Māsawayh in Ḫawāṣṣ) or might have been borrowed directly from the original
source (in the case of the copper ring, from Alexander of Tralles). There
is, perhaps, some room for legitimate doubt if one is to rely exclusively in the
evidence presented here, but a global and careful look at the texts involved
should make any doubts disappear.
At this point I would like to draw the reader’s attention to the most likely

locale for the compilation of the treatise that circulated in the Islamicate west
as Masīḥ’s Hārūniyyah. From an examination of all the information related to
minerals contained in this text Käs finds the likeliest context of these data “in
demwestlichen Traditionsstrang der Pharmacognosie”, and when commenting
upon themanifest anonymisation of sources in theHārūniyyah he further notes
that “der Verfasser der Hārūnīya sein Werk unter Benutzung eines Zeugen der
Ibn ʿImrān-Tradition geschrieben hat”.1 Let it be noted that this conclusion is to-
tally independent from the ḫawāṣṣic materials that I have analysed here, which
lends even more strength to the scenario drawn in the preceding paragraphs.
It seems that at some uncertain date a western compiler had access to Masīḥ’s
Kunnāš and supplemented it with a number of additions fromdifferent sources.
One of these sources was either the no longer extant αḪawāṣṣ itself or some
unidentified descendant from it.

1 Both affirmations in Käs 2010: 24. Incidentally, Käs also points out that some of the names
that feature in the manuscripts edited by Gigandet are attested only 900 years later, which
is strongly reminiscent of the chronological problems posed by some lexical items in Nat I
Apotheconomy but may have an entirely different explanation as themanuscripts ofNatāʔiǧ
fix a terminus ante quem in the 12th c.
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Conclusion

Let me recapitulate my working hypothesis with regard to theHārūniyyah. The
text that has circulated for some centuries in the Islamicate west under the title
ofHārūniyyah cannot possibly be in its entirety, at least in the version edited by
Gigandet, the product of its putative author Masīḥ b. Ḥakam. It nonetheless
appears to preserve long excerpts (including entire chapters) from what may
well have been his original Kunnāš. On the other hand, this particular version
also transmits a substantial fraction of αḪawāṣṣ and reveals itself, therefore, as
a cognate to both Natāʔiǧ and Iktifāʔ. But there are still more members in this
family.
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Hārūniyyah Nat Shared

للثالٓیل خواصّ باب 2259‒13 [3] VIII.ix [3/9]
الإبطين نتن إذهاب باب 22514‒16 [1] VIII.x [1/1]
الأمراض من وغيرها للأورام باب 2271‒7 [6] VIII.iii [1/2]
[erotica]? 22712‒14, 2291 [4] VI.xiii [1/4]
النسا لعرق 2292‒6 [3] VII.i [1/2]
المفاصل لأوجاع 2297‒9 [2] VII.ii [1/2]
الولادة تسهّل التيّ الخواصّ باب 2312‒13 [8] VI.ix [5/6]
الجنين سقوط من يمنع ما باب 23114‒16 [2] VI.iv [1/2]
الجنين يسقط ما باب 23117‒2334 [9] VI.v [5/8]
الطمث یدرّ ما في القول 2335‒8 [4] VI.vi [2/4]
الحمل على یعين ما باب 2339‒14 [7] VI.ii [3/5]
الحمل يمنع ما باب 23315‒2356 [10] VI.iii [5/7]
الرحم لوجع باب 2357‒11 [6] VI.i [3/3]
الكلیتين لمرض خواصّ باب 2372‒2392 [17]

V.viii [14/19]
الدم بول من ینفع ما باب 2393‒8 [7]
كبد] / [يرقان 23910‒12 [4] V.vi [4/6]
السعال باب 23913‒18 [7] IV.i [5/7]
للخناق باب 2411‒8 [6] IV.ii [3/7]
كيّ ولا قطع غير من الخنازير تبرأ خواصّ باب 2419‒15 [9] IV.iii [6/8]
والأضراس الأسـنان بوجع تذهب خواصس باب 24120‒2439 [8*] III.v [2/8]
الأذن من الأوجاع تبرأ خواصّ باب 24515‒2478 [8] III.ii [7/10]
والجدريّ الاثٓار (⊂ الوجه علاج في (باب 24913‒17 [4] III.iv [3/4]
البخير) (وهو وللغطیط 3257‒10 [3] II.v [1/3]

Table 1.8: Concordance of ḫawāṣṣic passages in the Hārūniyyah.
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1.4.4 Almadāɂinī’sḪawāṣṣ

When compared to the baffling complexity of the transmission of the Hārū-
niyyah, the analysis of a relatively short treatise on the knowledge of the spe-
cific properties ascribed to Ibn Šuʕayb Almadāɂinī might give a deceiving im-
pression of simplicity.1 This twenty-odd-page text was published, with a brief
introduction and some two-hundred useful annotations on parallel loci, from a
unique manuscript in 1982 in the Journal of the Institute of Arabic manuscripts
and I only came to know of its existence thanks to Käs’ use of it in his mono-
graphic on minerals, which proved to be once again instrumental to this re-
search.2
According to the colophon, the copywas finished on 23 Šaʕbān 598 h (ie 1202

ce), which is the only ante quem currently available.3 A few quotes by Ibn Al-
bayṭār and Ibn Alʕawwām are of little help in this regard but they nonetheless
attest to the circulation of the work during the first half of the 13th c. as far as
Andalus, where the latter’s agronomical treatise was compiled.
These two indirect witnesses are extremely informative, in turn, about the

the fact that the Ankaramanuscript quite probably does not preserve thewhole
original text. In IbnAlbayṭār’sAlmuġnī a passage is quoted explicitly from ʕalī
b. Šuʕayb’s Ḫawāṣṣ that cannot be located in the modern edition:4

1 The full name of this author as transmitted in the only manuscript of its work (ie Abulḥasan
ʕalī b. Muḥammad b. Šuʕayb Almadāɂinī) bears a striking resemblance to that of ʕalī b.
Muḥammad b. ʕabdillāh Almadāɂinī, who would have authored an early zootherapeutic
treatise (Kitābu manāfiʕi aṣnāfi lḥayawān) that Alǧāḥiḍ̱ would have extensively exploited
for his own Ḥayawān (cf. Sezgin 1970: 366‒367). For obvious chronological reasons (in Ibn
Šuʕayb’s text Arrāzī is mentioned) they must be considered two different authors.

2 The Arabic text, for which the editor provides an introduction, can be found in Makkī Alʕānī
1982: 297‒320. Even if it does not deal with the author separately, Käs 2010 cites Almadāɂinī’s
Ḫawāṣṣno less than thirty-three different times for almost asmanydifferentmineral items, and
references to this text in Käs 2012 are less in number, but not in importance, only on account
of the briefness of the treatise under study there (ie Ibn Alǧazzār’s Ḫawāṣṣ).

3 For the date of themanuscript (namely Ankara, Saib ms 1682), cf. Makkī Alʕānī 1982: 290‒291.
No source or reference is provided by Sezgin 1970: 379 for the decision to date the author to
the 10th c., nor is any date assigned to him by Ullmann 1972: 129, 410.

4 This quote is already signalled by Käs 2010: 158 n. 1. Let it be noted that in this particular case
Zuhr’sḪawāṣṣ cannot be the source for this passage, since Almadāɂinī does not feature in the
catalogue of authorities for that compilation.
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Almuġnī IV.1 (L 103r 13‒15 | M 61r 11‒13 | P1 56r 6‒8)

مسحوقةً منها يسُقى الأيمن الثور قرن «برادة قال: ، المدائني شعیب بن علي خواصّ ومن
لمن الأيسر القرن برادة ومن فيبرأ؛ الأيمن، المنخر من يرُعف لمن بارد وماء بخلّ مثقال وزن

الأيسر». المنخر من يرُعف

.m – ،l یسیرًا فیبرأ] | lm – بارد] وماء | lm – مثقال] وزن | l – قال] | l شعب ،p1 سعٮٮ شعیب]

As for the roughly contemporary quote by Ibn Alʕawwām, an excerpt from
“Almadāʔinī’s Book of the specific properties” is included his Filāḥah in which
instructions are provided to obtain black-and-white or two-coloured (ablaq)
gillyflowers (ḫīrī); then a second one on how to make honey out of grape juice.
Both passages derive quite obviously from some geoponic section but they are
not to be found in the Filāḥah varieties extant in the modern edition.1
To these two further quotes in a treatise on the specific properties of stones

compiled by Assuwaydī (d. 1292) must be added.2 The first passage mentions a
benefit of the Roman carnelian stone (ʕāqīqun Rūmī) against white of the eye
or leukoma; the second one, with a specific reference to the author’s Kitābu
lḫawāṣṣ, that of the jet or sabaǧ stone against ulcers on the penis and the groins,
as well as a property against insomnia:

Assuwaydī, Aḥǧār 1505‒7, 1607‒9)

العين: في العتیق البیاض من ینفع الجیّد الروميّ «العقيق : المدائني وقال [...] — العقیق
به فيكتحل علّة، بغير بصره جلا اختار ومَن مثلها. وعشـیّةً أميال خمسة بكرةً به يكُتحل

یضرّها؟». يزید ولا مرّتين، الشهر في
المذاكير في العارضة القروح من «ینفع : الخواص كتاب في المدائني وقال [...] — السبج
جيدّةً، معوّنةً السهر على أعانه علیه، إنسان علقّه وإذا ورد. بدهن عليها لطُخ إذا والحالبين

السهر». یضرّه ولم

1 For the first quote, cf. Ibn Alʕawwām, Filāḥah I.15 (B I 6556‒22), which is reported (without
an exact reference) by Sezgin 1970: 379 echoing a previous study by Millás 1954 [n.v.]. The
geoponic materials in Ḫawāṣṣ 3179‒31913 shall be commented upon below. The second quote
is already located by Ullmann 1972: 410 n. 2 and corresponds to Filāḥah II.30 (B II 4199‒22). A
third passage in Filāḥah II.32 (B II 4931‒3) is included by Ullmann amongst the testimonies to
Almadāɂinī’s text but the unascribedKitābu lḫawāṣṣ cited theremight be Arrāzī’s, cf. Arrāzī,
Ḫawāṣṣ 10‒ك كهربا (I 83v 12‒13).

2 Cf. Ullmann 1972: 129, 410 n. 2, where a reference is given t0 Berlin, SBBms or. 1182 [= Ahlwardt
6215]) fols. 79v 5 and 80v 7, which is fortunately available online (the reference in the excerpt
below is to the original pagination of the manuscript).
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Neither stone ismentioned in the extant text of Almadāɂinī’sḪawāṣṣ, which
confirms that the Ankara manuscript is a remarkably abridged version of the
original treatise. This external evidence is extremely relevant to the discussion
below and ought to be combined with the express testimony given by the copy-
ist of the unicum:

Ḫawāṣṣ 32514‒16

لنفسه كتبه . المدائني شعیب ابن علي الحسن أبي الشـیخ تالٔیف الخواصّ، علم في الكتاب نجُز
والعمل. النافع العلم ورزقه الله نفعه جعفر، بن عمر بن اب الوه عبد ربهّ رحمة إلى الفقير

The extant text was, thus, a copy for personal use. This may explain both its
briefness and the apparent disarray of the materials especially in the second
part of the treatise.

Regardless of its relevance for the prehistory of Nat III, this concise treatise
has an indisputable interest of its own as a witness to the complex interface be-
tween the genres of Ḫawāṣṣ, Ḥayawān, and Aḥǧār, as all three are represented
in it. Besides, it appears to transmit somematerials for which a clear precedent
cannot be pinpointed in the standard corpus. None of these aspects can be dealt
with here but, just like in the case of the Hārūniyyah, the discussion of the con-
tents of this Ḫawāṣṣ requires a preliminary analysis of its structure and a few
observations on typology and chronology. Given that the published text may
not be easily available to all readers, the prologue is reproduced here in its en-
tirety:

Ḫawāṣṣ Proem (M 2978‒2981)

ومن الحیوان من كثيرٍ في جعل الآؤه، وتقدّست أسماؤه جلتّ الله، فإنّ — بعد مّا اْْ
لهذا ومضارّ منافع والحجر، والشجر، والنبات العشب وفي والهوامّ، والطير والأنعام الناس
علمها، في ودوّنتْه كتبها، في ذلك من علیه وقفتْ ما الحكماء من الأوائل وجعمت العالم.
في بالدأب أعمارها أفنتْ كانت إذا مخبره. وحسن أثره جمیل لعینا لیبقى لها إرثًا وجعلتْه

عناّ. لتُصرّفا والمضارّ إلینا، لتسوقها المنافع عن والبحث لنا العلوم طلب
َّفًا مؤل وجعلناه وعلیه؛ له فيه بما جنس كلّ وأفردنا كتابنا، في أقاویلهم من أدركنا ما فجمعْنا

منه. العلاج طلب يرُید ومَن مُتفهِّمه على لتخفّ جزئن في الاختصار سبيل على
من كثيرًا لجهلهم قومٌ وغيرها الحیوان أعضاء طبائع في ذكرنها ما بعض سـیدفع أنهّ نعلم ونحن
ِّف مؤل نجا ما وقلّ — بعض عیوب بعدّهم طلب من الناس من خلقٌ به وُكل وبما العلوم،
بجهله، الجاهل یدفعه ما ترك إلى ذهبنا ولو خطاةٔ. عن ناقب أو بمكيدة مُرصدٍ من كتاب
فيه التجربة إمكان على وعوّلنا جمعه، أمكناّ ما جمعنا لكناّ بعقله؛ العاقل يحُصّله ما لضیّعنا
كان وإن فيه؛ الورق من مضى ما یضرّنا لم باطلاً، قالوه ما كان فإن علیه. یاتئ والامتحان

التوفيق. وبلله — إيّانا وتكذيبهم باقٔاویلهم معرفته إلى يحُتاج علمًا ضیّعنا نكن لم حقًّا،
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The intellectual framework of the text is made manifest from the outset and
Almadāɂinī’s proemial note sounds very much like a restatement of Arrāzī’s
prologue to his own Ḫawāṣṣ, with a remarkably less self-apologetical ring to
it. As for the arrangement of the materials, the author clearly states that the
book has two parts and that this organisation obeys to his wish for the text to
be easy to consult by those who may approach it to find some knowledge and
by those, let me emphasise this, who seek for remedies in it. The explicit twofold
arrangement and the allusion to these two different categories of readers refer,
in my opinion, to the book having originally comprised both item-centred and
an organ/ailment-centred sections. The reasons underlying these two different
strategies have been analysed above, but let it be recalled here that an item-
centred layout (such as is found in Ḥayawān texts and also in alifatic Ḫawāṣṣ)
can hardly meet the needs of a physician who is looking for a remedy for any
given disease or condition.
The text transmitted in theAnkaramanuscript does indeed reflect a two-part

division. The ending (but not the beginning) of Part I is signalled by an explicit
at Ḫawāṣṣ 31519‒20 and then a basmalah and a ḥawqalah mark the beginning
of Part II. The end of the book is also made explicit by a remark «wahāḏā mā
ntahā mina lḫawāṣṣ» that precedes the copyist’s colophon. With regard to the
contents of these two parts, Part I is a brief Ḥayawān segment that is perfectly
standard in its form, extremely rich in its contents, andmost unlikely poor in the
sequence of chapters that it comprises. The unicum transmits just three chap-
ters: on human beings, on lions, and on hares—the first three entries of the first
letter in a Ḥayawān arranged according to the alifat. It is hard to believe that
the assertive promise made by the author in his proem should have been bro-
ken so blatantly. Moreover, the impressive display of resources seen in Chapter
1 (whichmakes upmore than one half of the whole extant text!)1 does certainly
not correlate with this minimal expression of a treatise on the properties (ben-
efits and harms) of animals.2

1 It extends for over thirteen full pages of the edited text and it appears to reflect an original ac-
cess to somemajor texts of the Graeco-Arabic corpus. Tomention only themost interesting ex-
plicit quotes, there one finds: Galen, five passages from his Kitābu lʕaqāqīri lmawǧūdah (= Εὐ-
πόριστα) in Ḫawāṣṣ 30210‒3032, and seven passages from his Kitābu mudāwāti lʔasqām 3033‒21;
Dīmuqrāṭ in 30415‒3055; Timotheus (sc. of Gaza) in 3056‒3065; Suṭuwālīs («سطواليس») in
30612‒30711; Mihriyārīs Arrūmī in 3089‒17 (for the author, cf. Mihrārīs in Zuhr’sḪawāṣṣ; the
same passage is diversely ascribed in the corpus). None of these quotes can have been medi-
ated by Aṭṭabarī or Arrāzī. Chapters I.2‒3 include additional quotes from Aristotle, Tim-
otheus, Africanus (cf. Ḫawāṣṣ 31310‒12), Mihriyārīs, Ibn Māsawayh (cf. especially Ḫawāṣṣ
31413‒14), and Salmawayh (his regimen of health is cited in Ḫawāṣṣ 31420‒3156).

2 Further evidence of an originally larger compilation can be retrieved, perhaps, from an ap-
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As for Part I, it opens with an introductory quote from Aristotle and
includes only five epigraphs (on ruby [yāqūt], diamond, tincar, malachite
[dahnaǧ], and the magnet stone) entirely borrowed from the the pseudo-
Aristotelian Aḥǧār.1 Once again, not only is this selection far from exhaustive
(or even representative of the Helleno-Islamicate stock of mineral specific
properties) but there are also evident traces of either careless borrowing or,
more probably, clerical abridgement.2 If the author had set to record the
stone-related lore of the ancients, this a poor record indeed, but once again the
extension of the entry on ruby seems to conflict with the abrupt interruption
of the account on stones.
Unlike Part II, this secondmajor unit of the book is a composite, for after the

short sequence on stones there follows, with absolutely no transition, a series of
quotes the first of which is introduced by a reference to the Filāḥah. Although
this opening passage and several others in the series are probably mediated by
Arrāzī’s compilation,3 there are a few that appear to have been drawn from an
alternative source. On the other side, this abrupt incipit invoking the Filāḥah
and opening a segment typologically and thematically unrelated to both the
preceding epigraphs and all subsequent paragraphs is strongly reminiscent of
the geoponic fragmentNat III.2 that is found between the ḫawāṣṣic section and
the pharmacopoeia. As amatter of fact, this resemblance involves also a handful
of passages shared by the two texts. To bemore precise, five out of the nine pas-
sages collected in Nat III.2 have a virtually identical correlate in Almadāɂinī’s

parently dislocated epigraph on the hoopoe (cf. Ḫawāṣṣ 32410‒14) and from an additional two
clusters of passages quite randomly subsumed in the last chapter andwhich are related to dogs
and bats (cf.Ḫawāṣṣ 3251‒4 and 3255‒12, respectively). Despite an explicit rubric Ḫawāṣṣ,«الذئب»
3239‒11 may well belong to the same medical series discussed below. On a tangential note, the
Ḥayawān reflected in Almadāɂinī’s treatise is far removed in its comprehensiveness from Ibn
ʕalī’s and Ibn Buḫtīšūʕ’s books on the subject and may be considered rather a Ṭabāʔiʕ-cum-
Manāfiʕ, not unlike Almarwazī’s Ḥayawān.

1 Cf.Ḫawāṣṣ II.1‒5 (M 3163‒3178). Almadāɂinī’s excerpts are overall closest (often word by word
identical) to Aḥǧārt, the exact correspondences being: Ḫawāṣṣ 3166‒11 ≡ Aḥǧārt 1052‒9, Ḫ
31617‒20 ≡ At 1204‒8 (remarkably abridged), Ḫ 3171‒3 ≡ At 16212‒14, Ḫ 3174‒5 ≡ At 1178‒1181. The
general remark on “magnets” (ie stones possessing the power to draw gold, silver, etc to them-
selves) in Ḫawāṣṣ 3176‒8 has the same origin.

2 Apparently within the extant epigraph on ruby inḪawāṣṣ 31611‒15 the text actually reproduces a
passage from the entry on the carnelian stone in Aḥǧārt 11414‒1154. Then the following passage
derives from the entry on the jet or sabaǧ stone, cf. Aḥǧārt 1249‒10. Both are remnants of the
entries from which Assuwaydī must have extracted his two quotations.

3 For the first quote from the Filāḥah, cf. an exactly identical wording in Arrāzī,Ḫawāṣṣ10‒ب برد
(I 80r 12‒13). The “Aristotle” quotedon ivory inḪawāṣṣ 3173‒4 happens tobe ratherAṭhūrusfus,
cf. Arrāzī, Ḫawāṣṣ5‒ف فيل (I 85v 11‒14). Even Aṭṭabarī-ascribed passages are likely borrowed
indirectly from the same source.
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text. The latter is a much more comprehensive selection of geoponic quotes,
however, and such a level of coincidence is interesting but far from probative—
statistics is a hard science and the evidence is too weak.
This sequence of Filāḥah-related passages ends as abruptly as it started only

to give way to a new series of unrubricated paragraphs that focus almost exclu-
sively on medical matters. The series is far from coherent but thematic affin-
ity within minimal clusters reveals a sketchy head-to-toe arrangement, partic-
ularly beginning with oblivion, then epilepsy and oblivion again, the eyes, the
ears, the teeth, themouth, the neck (five consecutive passages on scrofulas), the
heart, womb-ache, intercourse- and reproduction-related matters, and finally
gout. For the same reasons adduced above, I suspect that this is the wreckage
of a more systematic and probably also more complete organ/ailment-centred
section in Almadāɂinī’s original Ḫawāṣṣ. It is hardly conceivable that the au-
thor should have not at least provided some rubrics for his materials, as such a
practice would defeat the purpose of a treatise that was conceived, in the au-
thor’s own words, as user-friendly.
Regardless of this possibility, it is the contents of this segment that concern us

here. The first passage in the series describes a collyriummade of a viper slough
that avails against all ailments of the eyes and also blackens the pupil—that is
almost word by word Nat III Ḫawāṣṣ III.i.15, but the wording is actually already
the same in Aṭṭabarī, Firdaws 44117‒18. The next passage is not found in Nat III
but it has a close match in Sǝḡullōṯ VI.iv.4.. As can be seen in Tables ******,1
these sixty-odd passages comprised in Part II of Ḫawāṣṣ overlap large and by
with the sum of quotes transmitted by Natāʔiǧ, Iktifāʔ, and the Hārūniyyah. It
is not a vague resemblance but lexical identicality to a much higher level than
what obtains with any other representatives of the genre, and this is especially
noticeable when the quotes are comparedwith the original sources fromwhich
they derive.
The cluster of remedies against oblivion in Ḫawāṣṣ [17‒20] may contribute a

more concrete piece of evidence. There are a few conspicuous differences in the

1 The second column records the authors explicitlymentioned inḪawāṣṣ (to the self-evident ab-
breviations, add IMw = IbnMāsawayh). ForNat III the reference is to subsection, chapter, and
passage; for the chapters preserved in Sǝḡullōṯ but not inNatāʔiǧ (ie on epilepsy and on fright),
to page in line in Leibowitz’s and Marcus’ edition. Only the beginning of each passage is in-
dicated. The information recorded in the last column of each table is incomplete; themeaning
of the abbreviations used there is: Fird = Aṭṭabarī, Firdaws; Ḫaw = Arrāzī, Ḫawāṣṣ (folio and
line in the Istanbul manuscript); Ḥay = Ibn ʕalī, Ḥayawān (number of passage in Raggetti’s
edition). In addition to usual symbols, ⨁ indicates a noticeable reinterpretation of the original
passage. Hereunder I shall refer to individual passages inḪawāṣṣ by their numeration in these
tables.
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exact wording of the passages, for sure, but the reader is encouraged to consider
the odds of twoauthors selecting independently fromeachother the exact same
sequence of four passages out of themass of remedies against oblivion available
in the corpus:

Ḫawāṣṣ 32015‒18

على علُقّا إذ ولسانه، الهدهد «عين وقال:
النسـیان». من نفعا الإنسان،

بطلاء، محرقاً الهدهد لسان شرُب «وإذا
الحفظ». وأجاد النسـیان أذهب

النسـیان، یعتریه ممّن بشعر تدخّن «ومَن قال:
أذهبه».

وقلّ حافظًا عاد خفّاشًا، كل أ «ومَن قال:
حفظه». وجاد نسـیانه

Natāʔiǧ II.iv

وجُففّ الهدهد لسان أُخذ «إن : الطبري قال
كثر وأ النسـیان أذهب بطلاء، وشرُب

الحفظ».
على ولسانه الهدهد عين علُقّت «إن وقال:
قد ما ذّكر ا الكثير، النسـیان یعتریه مَن

نسي».
النسـیان صاحب تدُخّن «إذا : الرازي وقال

نفعه». إنسان، بشعر
كل أ النسـیانُ به مَن أُدمن «إذا وقال:
وجاد نسـیانه وقلّ حافظًا عاد الخفاّش،

حفظه».

This four-passage sequence includes,moreover, two rather rare remedies and
it is not a subset of any known treatise in which Almadāɂinī and Alɂilbīrī
could have found it. The missing node connecting these texts must have been
a head-to-toe ḫawāṣṣic compilation later than Arrāzī (who is explicitly men-
tioned by Almadāɂinī) but earlier than Ibn Alhayṯam (who already inherits
this material), and we do not know that there were so many of them in circu-
lation in the 10th c. That common source had some peculiarities too, such as a
number of apomorphic readings by which the originally intended meaning of
the passages had been quite radically transformed. Thus, the remedy for ptyal-
ism that Ḫawāṣṣ [32] ascribes (incorrectly, like Sǝḡullōṯ) to Galen is actually
a very idiosyncratic misreading of a locus in the pseudo-Aristotelian Aḥǧār in
which the opposite effect is attributed to onyx. So far I could find one single
subtradition in the whole corpus (and in this case it is a large one, for it in-
cludes lithognomic texts) that inherits and transmits this apomorphy, and it
is no other than the descendance of αḪawāṣṣ. More compellingly, that com-
mon source had incorporated a number of Dioscoridean passages, as proved by
Ḫawāṣṣ [44], which even features the exact same transliteration of the Greek
phytonym κραταιόγονον than Sǝḡullōṯ, each text showing its own distortion of
the original spelling. That, again, was one of the major innovations, alongside
the organ/ailment-centred arrangement, of the compiler of αḪawāṣṣ with re-
gard to Arrāzī’s modelic treatise.
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The contribution of Almadāɂinī’s sequence to the reconstruction of the par-
ent text is substantial. It can occasionally help to decide the best reading when
Natāʔiǧ, Sǝḡullōṯ, and Hārūniyyah disagree, as for instance Ḫawāṣṣ [25], which
confirms that the key ingredient for the mixture in which the wick must be
soaked is neither fat and wax (as in Nat), fat and gall (as in Sǝḡ), lion fat (as in
Nisyōnōṯ), or vulture gall (as inHār), but vulture fat. The correctness of this read-
ing is corroborated by parallel passages in Ḥayawān literature and the deriva-
tion of all the variants in its sibling texts can be explained on palaeographic
grounds.1 Some of its misinterpretations of received passages are certainly sim-
ilar to the ones shown by the author of the postulated parent text. Thus, in
Ḫawāṣṣ [7] the teeth and hair of a hyena are described as an apotropaic de-
vice for children, but in the original passage in Arrāzī’sḪawāṣṣ these items are
affirmed rather to prevent miscarriage. However, given that the edited version
of Almadāɂinī’s text contains its own exclusive apomorphies and in the ab-
sence of further evidence, there cannot be any certainty that those reinterpre-
tations were already present in the parent compilation. With all due caution, it
is quite probable that also the passages not shared with either of the Andalusī
texts ought to be assumed to have belonged to αḪawāṣṣ. This seems to be the
case forḪawāṣṣ [23], which is included in the parallel (according tomy hypoth-
esis, cognate) locus inHārūniyyah explicitly ascribed to Balīnās. Mark that the
obviously corrupted reading «الحاوري» in Ḫawāṣṣ [29] can be safely emended
as حلزون ‘snail’, which is the characteristic synonym used by the compiler of
αḪawāṣṣ for the animal to whichmost other texts (from the Arabic translations
of Dioscorides to Firdaws and Arrāzī’s Ḫawāṣṣ) refer unanimously as ṣadaf
(a blanket term for all kinds of shelledmolluscs). The ascription to Aṭṭabarī, in
turn, is correct, for the origin of the quote can be located in Firdaws, where the
animal involved appears to have been originally a frog ,(ضفدع) but as indicated
by the editor of Almadāɂinī’s treatise Albaladī transmits an explicit quote
from the same locus that reads indeed ṣadaf صدف) / ضفدع being, in either di-
rection, a quite plausible misreading).
All the above considerations beg the questionwhether Almadāɂinī’sḪawāṣṣ

could actually be αḪawāṣṣ. At themoment there is not one simple answer to this
question. It can be safely established that the treatise transmitted in the Ankara
manuscript is definitely not the parent of the twin Andalusī texts on the spe-
cific properties of things. ThisḪawāṣṣ does not ever show amore complete text

1 In the case ofḪawāṣṣ [53], in turn, it is impossible to decide whether its reading (namely “dill”)
is better than “alum” in Sǝḡ, for the direct transmission of the source passage is divided between
the two readings and, furthermore, the transformation of شبّ into شبثّ سٮ) سىٮ/ in unpointed
script) and vice versa can have happened spontaneously in every act of copy.
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than what can be reconstructed from the combined testimony of Natāʔiǧ and
Iktifāʔ—in fact, it often abridges the passages.1 It further contains its own set of
particular apomorphies and in all cases its reading is diachronically incorrect.2
The most compelling argument, however, is the overall omission of the author-
ities to which the quotes should be ascribed. For the fifty passages included in
Almadāɂinī’s text only four explicit sources areprovided—yetḪawāṣṣ I.1 shows
clearly that the author was quite punctilious in the ascription of his passages
and this might be a clerical omission.
Nor is thisḪawāṣṣ a descendant of either Andalusī text. As shown in the con-

cordance in the appended tables, there are several passages for which no paral-
lel is transmitted inNat III or in Sǝḡullōṯ. At least one of these (Ḫawāṣṣ [23]) has
a match in the Hārūniyyah, where it is explicitly ascribed to Balīnās. Several
others must stem from αḪawāṣṣ too and one can even guess from which exact
chapter they were taken.3
In sum, regarding the head-to-toe sequence of passages transmitted by

Almadāɂinī, statistics is clearly on the side of relatedness: the extent of the
overlap between it and the family of texts represented by Natāʔiǧ, Iktifāʔ,
and Hārūniyyah cannot be satisfactorily accounted for by mere stochastic
coincidence. Lexical identicality and a number of synapomorphies define
more precisely this relatedness as close cognacy: all these texts are siblings.
A few of these synapomorphies are highly characteristic and distinguish the
parent text from all other members of the genre. The chronological span for
the parent text is also limited to approximately half a century, between the
diffusion of Arrāzī’s Ḫawāṣṣ and the compilation of Ibn Alhayṯam’s Iktifāʔ.
That is essentially the definition of αḪawāṣṣ, of which the edited (and probably
abridged) treatise of Almadāɂinī transmits a new fraction to be added to the
three already dealt with in the preceding epigraphs.

1 The only apparent exception to this rule is Ḫawāṣṣ [1], but ǧiddan in the parallel locus in
Natāʔiǧ is quite irregular and ought to be suspected.

2 Cf. especially حدقة instead of زرقة inḪawāṣṣ [1] (the correctness of the latter reading is confirmed
by the source locus in Firdaws). In Ḫawāṣṣ [2] the green signet with the image of a scorpion
engraved in it is described as an abortifacient, which is a reinterpretation born from a wrong
parsing of the original text, where a protective power is attributed to this item, cf. Sǝḡ VI.iv.4
for the correct reading. Whether this misreadings and reinterpretations are to be ascribed to
Almadāɂinī or to the copyist cannot be inferred from available evidence.

3 Thus, Ḫawāṣṣ [8‒9] are probably related to the erotica in Nat/Sǝḡ VI.xiii; parallels for Ḫawāṣṣ
[13] are found inNat/Sǝḡ II.vii. The gall of a hyena for the eyes inḪawāṣṣ [21] and the tooth of a
hyena for the teeth in Ḫawāṣṣ [30] reflect an evident (and therefore non-significant) principle
of analogy, but the position in the sequence strongly suggests that they may share a common
origin with their respective neighbouring passages.
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An additional datum that may be indicative of a connection to the western
side of the Islamicate world is a reference in the probably dislocated cluster of
passages onbats. There an intriguing synonymfor ‘bat’ is said tohavebeenheard
by the author («samiʕnā») “from some people in [bi‒] the Maġrib”.1
Finally, a hypothesis that may prove impossible to confirm must be men-

tioned here, namely that Almadāɂinī’s Ḫawāṣṣ might be the as yet unidenti-
fied source for a great number of passages in Ibn Albayṭār’sAlmuġnī thatmust
derive from some reflection (by descendance or by borrowing) of αḪawāṣṣ but
cannot be located in Sǝḡullōṯ. As in so many instances throughout this study,
the Arabic copy of Iktifāʔ may shed definitive light on this particular question
and it would be certainly interesting if Ibn Alhayṯam’s treatise could be shown
not to be the source.

1 Cf. Ḫawāṣṣ 32510‒11. This western name of the bat reads «البقطریصة» in the edited text and the
footnote no. 199 to which the reader is referred is nowhere to be found. The name as trans-
mitted in the Ankara manuscript is quite probably corrupt and even if it appears to contain a
first element bu‒ so typical of animal names inMoroccan Arabic (cf. for instance, amongst the
formally closest ones, bufeṛṭitu ‘butterfly’), all lexicographic sources available to me register
exclusively ṭiṛ llil (literally ‘night bird’), cf. Lerchundi, VEADM 533b s.v. murciélago; Soble-
man‒Harrell, DEM 19a s.v. bat. But then, Almadāɂinī’s Maġrib does not necessarily mean
the far west. One might consider the possibility of a non-attested *bufarṭasah ‘the mangy one’,
‘the bald one’, cf. Corriente, DAA *{frṭs} and, of course, the Late Latin type calva sorice. An
entirely different explanation might involve a transcription of νυκτερίς (namely *niqṭarīṣah),
whichwouldnot be impossible (not even implausible) in palaeographic grounds but is perhaps
rather unwarranted from a linguistic perspective.
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Source Organ/ailment Element Almadāɂinī Nat Sǝḡ Hār
1 eyes viper slough 31914‒15 ≅ III.i.15 Firdaws 44117
2 abortifacient scorpion signet 31915‒16 ⨁ VI.iv.4 ⨁ Ḥay 80.12|13
3 afterbirth camel “fang” 31916‒17 prob. apom.
4 afterbirth+foetus pigeon droppings 31917‒18 ≅ V.v.8 + +
5 gout tortoise feet 31919‒20 Ḫaw 84v 8
6 frog feet 31921‒22 ≅ Ḫaw 88v 15
7 child apotropaic hyena teeth and hair 31923‒24 ⨁ Ḫaw 88v 2
8 social acceptance hyena vagina 31924‒25 Ḫaw 88v 3
9 erotica hyena testicles 3201‒2
10 flies narcissus etc 3203‒4
11 colic dog (transference) 3205‒6
12 dog bite dog fang 3207 Ḫaw 82r 10
13 curly hair ram lung 3208
14 oblivion hoopoe eyes, mole heart 3209‒10
15 apotropaic cockerel stone 32011‒13
16 epilepsy cockerel comb 32014
17 oblivion hoopoe eye+tongue 32015 II.iv.2 +
18 hoopoe tongue 32015‒16 II.iv.1
19 human hair 32017 II.iv.3 +
20 bat 32018 II.iv.4 (+Muġ)

Table 1.9: Correspondence of αḪawāṣṣ-related passages in Almadāɂinī’s Ḫawāṣṣ.
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Source Organ/ailment Element Almadāɂinī Nat Sǝḡ Hār
21 eyes hyena gall 32019‒21
22 partridge gall 32022‒23 III.i.10 +
23 ears fox tooth 32024‒3212 Balīnās Ḫaw 87r 6 (IMw)
24 bull gall 3212‒3 III.ii.6‒7 + +
25 Rāz vulture fat 3214‒5 III.ii.9 + + Ḫaw; Ḥay [46.3]
26 cattle gall 3215‒6 III.ii.10 +
27 Gal bleeding hen blood 3216‒7 III.iii.2 +
28 teeth carnelian 3218‒9 III.v.5 + +
29 Ṭab †< حلزون* 32110‒11 Fird 28122 (صدف/ضفدع)
30 hyena tooth 32112‒13
31 human tooth 32114‒15 III.v.7 +
32 Gal ptyalism onyx/jaza3 32116‒17 III.vi.2 + ⨁ Aḥǧārt 11513
33 uvulitis 32118‒19 III.vi.1 + +
34 dumbness monkey blood 32120 III.vi.2
35 scrofulas sorrel 3221 IV.iii.1 + +
36 donkey hoof 3221‒3 IV.iii.2 + +
37 weasel blood 3224 IV.iii.3 +
38 liquorice 3225 IV.iii.3 +
39 fox kidney 3225‒6 IV.iii.5 + +
40 Rāz heart musk 3227‒9 V.i.1 +

Table 1.10: Correspondence of αḪawāṣṣ-related passages in Almadāɂinī’s Ḫawāṣṣ.
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Source Organ/ailment Element Almadāɂinī Nat Sǝḡ Hār
41 womb-ache human/goat hair 32210‒11 VI.i.1 + +
42 ewe dirt 32211‒12 VI.i.2 +
43 gender selection bear gall 32212‒13 VI.ii.2
44 κραταιόγονον 32213‒16 VI.ii.1
45 proconceptives mouse testicles 32217‒18 VI.ii.1 +
46 [aphrodisiac] wild carrot 32219 ≈ VI.x.5 + +
47 hare rennet 32219 ≅ VI.ii.4
48 āḏaryawūn 32220 ≅ VI.ii.3
49 gout beaver skin سمّور) (جلد 32221 ⨁ Ḥay 30.19 سـنوّر) (زبل
50 menstrual blood 3231‒2 VII.iii.3 +
51 child fright wolf eye 32310‒11 3014‒5
52 wolf teeth 32311
53 fright+snoring dill (شبثّ) 32312‒13 3012‒3 אלום) < (شبّ Ḫaw 86v 6 (شبّ/شبثّ)
54 epilepsy donkey liver 32314‒15
55 donkey hoof 32316
56 stag horn filings 32316‒17 29927‒3002
57 horse sweat 3241‒2 ?3002‒3
58 Alex coral stone 3243 30021‒22 Ḫaw 80v 6
59 hedgehog gall 3244

Table 1.11: Correspondence of αḪawāṣṣ-related passages in Almadāɂinī’s Ḫawāṣṣ.
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1.5 Reconstructing the parent compilation: αḪawāṣṣ

There remains little to be added (other than rhetorical recapitulation) to the
above discussion. Most of what I currently know and is worth telling about the
ḫawāṣṣic materials transmitted in this constellation of texts has already been
said. The complete story could not possible be told here and some of the char-
acters in that narrative are still too imperfectly known. If the argumentation has
been so far highly interpretive, any further remarks must be perforce specula-
tive.
Besides, the reconstruction of the parent text is not themain goal (not even a

secondary one) of this dissertation but rather a byproduct of the analysis of the
contents ofNat III. This could not be conducted without a survey of the corpus,
and that inquiry has led to unexpected conclusions. I cannot foresee whether
by the time I defend my thesis I shall still stand by my current assumption that
there was an αḪawāṣṣ fromwhich Ibn Alhayṯam and Alɂilbīrī borrowed their
materials. The task is not over yet and any new piece of evidence can alter dras-
tically the picture drawn so far.
Letme put an end, by now, to thismatter with a recapitulation of some of the

essential features of this hypothetic parent text.

Head-to-toe arrangement
The absolute prevalence of the anatomical top-to-toe criterion in the arrange-
ment of the information in most medical genres has been already noted in the
survey of Nat II.2 in Part I of this dissertation. The application of the same cri-
terion to medicine-centred Ḫawāṣṣ is just what might be expected in this con-
text and from Ibn Alhayṯam’s prologue (and perhaps also from Almadāɂinī’s)
we can see that the advantage of this layout was certainly acknowledged. Now,
the emergence itself of amedicine-centred subgenre of Ḫawāṣṣ needs to be ex-
plained. Neither Arrāzī nor Ibn Alǧazzār in his wake favoured that format
despite their being physicians. A particular trendwithin theḤayawān thematic
genre seems to have focused especially (but never exclusively) on uses and ben-
efits with a medical application, yet that did never translate into a reform (in a
structural sense) of the inherited animal-centred arrangement. The same holds
trueofAḥǧār: no genuine iatrolithognomics appears tohavedeveloped in the Is-
lamicate tradition and the pseudo-Aristotelian order of the items (whichmight
respond to some scale of nobility) was kept large and by unaltered by later rep-
resentatives of that genre.
The epistemic tradition of Ḫawāṣṣ contrasts with those two allied thematic

genres in its comprehensiveness (its materials are not limited to one single
realm) and in this regard it comes close to pharmacognostics, and only
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slightly less so to trophognostics.1 Within Ḫawāṣṣ, organ/ailment-centred
medical Ḫawāṣṣ is distinguished both by its almost exclusive focus and by
its arrangement of the materials from item-centred Ḫawāṣṣ and also from
Ḥayawān and Aḥǧār, and only by its layout fromMufradah. On a structural and
thematic level it overlaps largely, in turn, with therapeutics, of which it could
even be considered a subgenre defined by its absolute reliance on simple drugs
attributed with a specific property. From this perspective, head-to-toe Ḫawāṣṣ
could even be seen as an Islamicate update of the Graeco-Byzantine Euporista.
Differences between the traditional Euporista and head-to-toe Ḫawāṣṣ are

nevertheless substantial and no continuity can be presumed to have obtain
between these two genres. The systematic sourcing of the quotes described
in Chapter 1 shows clearly that at least in its standard formulation Ḫawāṣṣ,
whether item- or organ/ailment-centred, is a cohesive continuum distinct
from other genres from which it actually derives its materials. It is therefore
within Ḫawāṣṣ that one should look for the precedent of Ibn Alhayṯam’s
Iktifāʔ, for he was certainly not the first to apply this structural criterion to his
materials—nor was the compiler of αḪawāṣṣ if my hypothesis is accepted.
There is at least one ninth-century precedent that might have provided the

blueprint and perhaps even the basic materials for this Andalusī compilation,
namely Ibn Māsawayh’s Ḏikru ḫawāṣṣa muḫtabarah ʕalā tartībi lʕilal. The text,
however, is exceedingly brief and judging from his own Ḫawāṣṣu lʔaġḏiyah or
from the ḫawāṣṣicmaterials incorporated into hisḤummayāt, it is possible that
no sources arementioned in it,whichwould rule it out as theVorlageof αḪawāṣṣ
or Iktifāʔ.2 On typological grounds, however, IbnMāsawayhwould certainly be
a perfect candidate to be the contributor of pre-Iṣṭifanī Dioscoridean passages
combined with Galenic materials and showing archaic terminology and his ex-
plicit association (albeit not necessarily as an author) with a Ḥayawān text in
Arrāzī’s Ḫawāṣṣmight even explain the obscure origin of the quotes ascribed
to an anonymous Book of animals in αḪawāṣṣ. Given the early presence of his
Nuǧḥ in Andalus, moreover, the co-circulation of these two text would not be
altogether impossible. And yet this whole paragraph shall probably be nullified
by a quick look at the Ayasofya manuscript that transmits this text.3

1 For no other reason than the obvious fact that minerals (with the exception of salts and some
kinds of earth) could have hardly entered the standard catalogue of edibles in the Helleno-
Islamicate tradition.

2 With the only exception of the passage on a fox’s teeth in Arrāzī, Ḫawāṣṣثعلب1‒ث (I 87r 6‒8),
all the ḫawāṣṣic passages related to Ibn Māsawayh mediated by Arrāzī stem ultimately from
Ḥummayāt, which is explicitly mentioned as the source. The only exception are the properties
of the emerald and the ruby, which, by the way, do not derive from his Ǧawāhir, cf. Arrāzī,
Ḫawāṣṣ 2‒ز زمرّد (I 80v 14‒15) and ياقوت3‒ي (I 82r 7).
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I know of no other head-to-toe Ḫawāṣṣ text prior to Iktifāʔ, which makes it
the earliest extant dated representative of this genre in the western tradition.

A particularly exacting use of the sources

Whether it was an earlier now-anonymous compiler or Ibn Alhayṯam himself,
someone gained access to a copy of Arrāzī’s Ḫawāṣṣ and extracted from it
a remarkable amount of quotes. So far there is nothing special with such a
task and pretty much the same was done by Ibn Alǧazzār, by Albaladī, by
Alqalānisī. The differential trait of αḪawāṣṣ, however, is that those passages
were not simply used as a blueprint into which additional materials could be
intercalated, nor were they appended as semi-autonomous blocks within a
larger text. The incorporation of passages from an item-centred list into an
organ/ailment-centred treatise necessitated a redistribution of thematerials on
an individual basis. One by one quotes related to stags, vipers, spiders, etc were
relocated in the chapters on epilepsy, quinsy, fevers, etc. After having spent so
many hours basically reverting that work, I know only too well the implications
of such a task. Moreover, the anonymous compiler (or, again, Ibn Alhayṯam)
combined the topological distribution of the passages with a chronological
criterion that is evident even in the prologue of Iktifāʔ. Specific properties
reported by Galen, Alexander, Aṭhūrusfus, Balīnās, Ibn Māsawayh were
noted down in that precise order and not help in this regard could be expected
from the source text.1
The compiler’s task was not much easier in the case of Aṭṭabarī’s Firdaws.

Some specific properties are extracted, to be sure, from the therapeutical sec-
tion and their relocation was relatively straightforward. Most passages, how-
ever, stem from the animal-centred zootherapeutic chapters and the required
the same painstaking redistribution. That essentially the same operation was
conducted on Dioscorides’sMateriamedica and on Galen’s Simpl. med. is ad-
mittedly puzzling. Even if the likelihood of the use of a pre-existing compilation
of Dioscoridean-Galenic materials cannot be discarded, the authorial work at
the origin of αḪawāṣṣ is impressive and can only be compared to that of An-
dalusī Ǧāmiʕ authors, whose task was greatly facilitated by the fact that most
of them worked on sources that were already arranged according to the same
criterion.2

3 Its is Istanbul, Ayasofya ms 3761/5, fols. 332v‒336r according to Sezgin 1970: 234 no. 12.
1 To give just one example, in the entry on the oak-snake (alʔafʕā lballūṭiyyah ≡ δρυΐνας) in Ar-
rāzī, Ḫawāṣṣ 4‒ا (I 79r 9‒18) the order of the passages is (Pseudo-)Galen (Ther. ad. Caes.),
Aṭṭabarī, Aṭhūrusfus, Galen (Simpl. med.).

2 At an even earlier phase a similar redistribution of the originalmaterials according to an alifatic



856 Reconstructing the parent compilation

An expert in Dioscorides

From the analysis of Nat III and allied texts a number of identifications have
emerged some of which improve on Iṣṭifan’s translation ofMateriamedica and
most of which differ from other known equivalences both in Andalus and else-
where. A systematic comparison of all available witnesses must be conducted,
however, in order to reach any definite conclusions. Such a survey must in-
clude the Vetus translation and also all echoes of even earlier paraphrases of
Dioscorides’s text, either quoted directly from the Greek or mediated by Syr-
iac versions. Perhaps then some certainty could be gained as to which linguistic
features of this Dioscoridean material are to be ascribed to the compiler and
which stem rather from his unidentified Vorlage.
As stated above when dealing with Iktifāʔ and as shall be shown below in

Chapter 3 in the epigraphdevoted toDioscorides as a source forNat III, IbnAl-
hayṯamwas one of the few physicians that inmid/late-tenth-centuryQurṭubah
were especially devoted to the identification of the items that Iṣṭifan had left
untranslated and simply transcribed inḤašāʔiš. That there never was any com-
mission shall become clear there, but that an intense pharmacognostic activity
took place in Qurṭubah during that period cannot be doubted. Far more than
the prologue of Iktifāʔ (which, like most proems, is full of topoi and borrowed
elements) and than any chronological considerations, it is this status as a qual-
ified expert in Dioscorides’ texts and an adept to pharmacognostic identifi-
cation that lends some force to the possibility that Ibn Alhayṯam may have
been at the epicentre of the tradition that I have labelled here as αḪawāṣṣ. I still
think that there is too much evidence against this assumption, but I admit that
manymayprefer awell-knownname and a tangible treatise over an anonymous
untitled compilation the existence of which is probably condemned to remain
inferential.

Chronology

The plausible chronology of the arrival of some of Arrāzī’s texts in Andalus
has been given some attention in Part I, where the inaccuracy of the date of his
demise in 925 as a terminus post quem has been also discussed. The question of

order must have been conducted, but later compilers elaborated mostly on pre-existing alifat-
ically ordered catalogues of simple drugs. Amongst those that apparently did not but rather
accessedḤašāʔiš andMufradah directly, it is worth noting that IbnWāfid deviates from com-
mon practice and follows rather the Qayrawānī tradition of arranging the simple drugs accord-
ing to their degree of intensity—yet he combines this criterion with the Galenic (and partially
already Dioscoridean) division into drugs of plant, animal, and mineral origin.
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the earliest date at which Arrāzī’sḪawāṣṣmight have been available for an An-
dalusī physician to draw complementary quotes from it is closely connected to
that discussion. However, there are too many ifs involved. If Ibn ʕabdirabbih’s
Dukkān was compiled roughly at the same time as his Urǧūzah and if Arrāzī’s
Ḫawāṣṣ had travelled alongside hisAqrābāḏīn,1 then the terminus post quem for
might be as early as the 930s. That would leave plenty of time for the production
of a αḪawāṣṣ prior to Iktifāʔ.
Turning the attentionnow to theDioscorideanmaterials inNat III and its tex-

tual family, onemight easily surmise that the innovative identifications found in
that traditionmust be somehow linked to the Andalusī transmission ofMateria
medica, which would again point towards Ibn Alhayṯam as the possible author
of those identifications. In this regard Ibn Ǧulǧul’s probable prologue to Tafsīr
as preserved by Ibn Abī Usaybiʕah (for which see Chapter 3.***sect/ref) pro-
vides an interesting piece of information that is usually overlooked and which
suggests that the local interpretationofḤašāʔišmayhavemucholder roots than
often acknowledged. Much attention is devoted to the alleged Qurṭubī com-
mission (which is actually nowhere mentioned in that text) but Ibn Ǧulǧul
informs us that Iṣṭifan’s Arabic translation was already available in Andalus
prior to the arrival of the Byzantine embassy. That there was not a soul in An-
dalus able to understand the text must be interpreted, no doubt, as a rhetorical
exaggeration by an interested party. Moreover, Qurṭubah was already the lo-
cale of a particularly active pharmacognostic community when the Byzantine
monk Niqūlā arrived in the city. His knowledge of Greek must have greatly fa-
cilitated the task of those Andalusī scholars but he did certainly not originate
that tradition. As seen above, Ibn Alhayṯam was one of those Qurṭubī physi-
ciansmentioned by IbnǦulǧul and hewas thus in a perfect position to supply
the equivalences of those items that remained unidentified in Ḥašāʔiš. The ev-
idence provided by the actual texts clashes, however, with the narrative of the
Qurṭubī revision of which Ibn Ǧulǧulmight reflect the official results and also
with the straightforward identification of Ibn Alhayṯam as the pharmacognos-
tic lying behind the Dioscoridean materials transmitted in Nat III. The exam-
ple of Materia medica 2:55 αἴθυια is quite telling of the contradictions implied
by that narrative. If Ibn Alhayṯam is to be credited with the identification of
Iṣṭifan’s اثوا (⩻ ایثويا* ≡ αἴθυια) as a water duck (baṭṭu lmāʔ), then his informant
cannot have been the same that inspired Ibn Ǧulǧul’s نغرة/نغير (on which see
Chapter 3.1.2).

1 As shown in Part I, Ḫawāṣṣ certainly predates Aqrābāḏīn and an early cotransmission of the
two texts is by no means implausible.
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An idiosyncratic reader and a committed physician

I would like to close this chapter on an empathetic note. When discussing here
(and also in Chapters 3‒4) the peculiar apomorphies shown by the text handed
down by αḪawāṣṣ I have been a little too hard on its compiler. While it is true
that the relative frequency and above all the quality of the innovative readings
of that text are quite exceptional, most authors in the Islamicate tradition (and,
to be sure, also in other linguistic and cultural contexts) have their fair share of
misreadings and reinterpretations. That much has become obvious to me after
devoting some years to the survey of the written corpus.
Some of the apomorphic reinterpretations signalled for this textual family

may not even be datable to the original compilation and might have been in-
troduced later in the transmission (cf. particularly the ambiguous evidence on
jasper/alum/dill or vulture/he-goat). Others are to be partially justified by the
nature of thematerial sources. It is hard to imagine whatmay have looked like a
tenth-century copy of Ḥašāʔiš or of Arrāzī’s Ḫawāṣṣ, but it may not have been
the easiest text to decipher. Misreadings such as غراب > ,كراث زبل > ,رجل or عشّ >
عين (probably alsoخفاّش > (حبارى show that the manuscript (or manuscripts) was
largely unpointed and not precisely a high-end product.
Whether the now-anonymous compiler was a somewhat distracted reader

or rather had the worst of lucks with his Vorlages we may never know. That he
cared enough to try to make some sense of his misreadings, in turn, cannot be
doubted. The latter trait tallies quitewell indeedwithhis strenuous effort topro-
duce a remarkably comprehensive and physician-friendly treatise apparently
unprecedented in the Helleno-Islamicate tradition. Its fortunes not only in the
west but also in the east (if I do not err in my analysis of Almadāɂinī’sḪawāṣṣ)
are a testament to its perceived usefulness amongst its intended readership (ie
physicians). Only the author of the ultimateǦāmiʕ, IbnAlbayṭār, would follow
that lead and put together, three centuries later, the disproportionately larger
(and therefore unwieldy and far less readable) Almuġnī.



2
On the specific properties of things

على عندهم ليس ما إنكار إلى یبُادروا لا أن وتوقُّفٍ، وتثبُّتٍ رأيٍ أهل كانوا لو عليهم، الواجب كان «وقد
يكن لم أنهّ إخبارنا على منه باؤجب وكذا كذا كان قد أنهّ إخبارنها على البرهان ليس فإنهّ — برهانٌ بطلانه
على یوجد لا ما دفع عن والتثبُّت التوقُّف منه لوجب الواحدة، هذه إلاّ الأمر هذا في يكن لم فلو وكذا. كذا

ببرهان». یبُطل أو یصُحّ أن إلى موقوفاً وترَْكه برهانٌ دفعه

«Our modern choice of terms shapes the very questions that we bring to these
late antique objects. Thanks to contemporary scholars, the term ‘magic’ is no
longer used to mean ‘incorrect science’ or ‘incorrect religion.’ Magic overlaps
(rather than competes) with religion and medicine. Magical thinking – regard-
less of venue – is an act of faith in which individual belief itself, embedded in
language, is the seat of power.»2

An exploration into rationality

As shown already in the previous chapter, themischaracterisation of the knowl-
edge of the specific properties of things as either irrational medicine or magic
has longstanding roots and nowhere is it more prevalent than in the historiog-
raphy of the Islamicate science. A look at the diachronicalmanifestations of the
concept, however, may give quite a different impression about how “irrational”
this doctrinemay have been in its origin. In this chapter, whichmade it into the

2 Arrāzī, Ḫawāṣṣ Proem (I 77v 5‒9 | V 1r 6‒10) and Tuerk-Stonberg 2021: 3, respectively.
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final draft in the very last minute, some notes are collected for a future system-
atisation of the subject. For obvious limitations of time and space, some funda-
mental subjects as, for instance, the capital rôle of experience (πεῖρα≡ taǧribah)
in the validationof this particular knowledge, or the fascinating interfaces of the
lore of the specific properties with so-called magic and with religion, had to be
excluded from this survey.

By leaving undiscussed the links between the science of the ḫawāṣṣ and the
multiple manifestations of what is traditionally labelled as magic a bias is cer-
tainly introduced. This bias is only enhanced by the decision to prioritise the in-
tersection of this knowledge with pharmacognosy and medicine. But then that
it precisely the express intention ofmuch of this chapter. The link of the science
of the specific properties to the so-calledmagical arts has never beendoubted—
if anything, it is in fact universally overrated—and therefore it is its prevalence
also in sciences and professions of unblemished reputation as to their rational-
ity that needs to be emphasised.My insistence in this regard is only proportion-
ately reactive. Moreover, Nat III is a typical representative of medicine-centred
Ḫawāṣṣ (as opposed, for instance, to Arrāzī’s treatise) and all other applica-
tions of the specific properties of things are almost entirely excluded from the
anthology. There is no reason to misinterpret the medical nature of the text by
imposing onto it a conceptual frame that was quite probably alien to its author.
He was definitely not compiling a collection of magical recipes, nor did he con-
sider that the remedies that he transmits from Dioscorides, Galen, Alexan-
der of Tralles, or Aṭṭabarī were in any meaningful way related to “magic” as
reflected, for instance, in the Ġāyah.

A few friendly reminders to the reader: the recurrent coinage ‘ḫawāṣṣic’ is
a provisional solution to the lack of an adjective relative to specific properties
and it refers also to the involvement of a specific property (a ḫāṣṣiyyah) in
any given procedure (eg ‘ḫawāṣṣic remedy’ or ‘ḫawāṣṣic therapeutics’). When
not preceded with the name of an author, Ḫawāṣṣ is a label for an epistemic
genre, whereas ‘the ḫawāṣṣic corpus’ refers here to the summation of all
writtenmanifestations of this concept across genre boundaries, be it as isolated
items, epigraphs, chapters, or monographic treatises. Then, ‘medicine-centred
Ḫawāṣṣ’ is, as explained in the previous chapter, a subgenre within the written
tradition of the knowledge of the specific properties, Nat III and its textual
family being the major (but not the sole) representatives thereof. Accordingly,
‘medico-ḫawāṣṣic’ is used on occasion as a specification of a medical (or
medicalised) utilisation of a property, as distinguished from non-medical
uses—although in some limit cases the difference between medical and
non-medical approaches to an issue becomes rather blurry.
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Last but not least, the fact that in the final version of this dissertation only
a sample of the commentary to Nat III could been included has prompted me
to offer here as wide a preview as possible of the contents of that section. This
has resulted in a number of digressions and side-notes that were perhaps better
justified in their original context than in this chapter, but here, as elsewhere in
this study, I have adhered to the guiding principle of inclusiveness—with the
hope that in the future a more aesthetic and better organised arrangement of
the materials may be implemented.
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2.1 On concepts and names

The basic idea that underlies the concept of ‘specific property’ is that some be-
ings (mostly, but not exclusively, animals, plants, and minerals) have an intrin-
sic capability to produce a certain effect the cause of which has hitherto eluded
all attempts to provide an analytical or logical explanation. By analytical or log-
ical explanation I mean the epistemic framework within which an active or ef-
ficient cause other than mere chance or divine intervention is sought in order
to account for a perceptible effect.1 There is, moreover, an unequivocal sense of
contingency associated to this lack of rationale (hence the inclusion of ‘hitherto’
in the above definition) at least as far as the early Islamicate scientific tradition
is concerned: what the present generation is unable to reduce to a conventional
cause-and-effect relationship might be elucidated by future, hopefully wiser,
generations.
In this regard the knowledge (otherwise science) of the specific properties of

things would not be different in its theoretical approach from any other epis-
temic tradition focusing on natural phenomena, and its programmatic cumu-
lative nature could have translated into actual progress in the sense that Ar-
rāzī, writing at the turn of the 10th c., might have been better informed about
the quiddity and mechanics of the properties that he collects than the authors
(some of them as ancient as Theophrastus) from whom he borrows them. By
the same token, had any genuine inquiry been conducted in the “science of the
specific properties” (thephrase ʕilmu lḫawāṣṣ is actuallywell documented in the
corpus), Zuhr, and evenmore so IbnAlbayṭār, should have knownmore about
the specific properties than their predecessors. All evidence shows, however,
that even if later authors usually knew (or at least garnered) more—but not
new—specific properties and despite the apparent reiteration of experiments
on the efficacy of a fewof them,2 nonoticeable changewas introduced in the ac-

1 Both “scientific explanation” and “philosophical explanation” may have elitist implications and
do not reflect properly the noetic approach to the subject of all the agents involved in the
tradition—suchqualificationsmaybeunproblematicwhendiscussing thedoctrines of Arrāzī
or Democritus, for instance. A fortiori I deliberately avoid resorting to the adjective ‘rational’
throughout this research (except, of course, when translating from the original texts) because
of its positivistic and potentially demeaning overtones. Insofar as it is opposed to ‘irrational’,
it is not only overtly anachronistic but also takes for granted a dichotomy that, as has been
shown once and again, is most unhelpful to the study of this matter. The wish to explain the
universe has never been a prerogative of “philosophers” and “scientists” and there have always
been many more ways to attempt this explanation than what would be currently qualified as
“rational”.

2 I shall not delve into this polemicmatter here (it would takeme too far frommymain subject),
but the readermay infer that I have no qualms about using theword ‘experiment’ (and alterna-
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tual concept of specific property. In other words, the knowledge of the specific
properties is a paradigmatic example of tralatitious ἐπιστήμη and its materials
(ie the quotes and passages throughwhich it is transmitted) are essentially writ-
ten artefacts, to the point that a typical Ḫawāṣṣ text can be aptly described as
an anthology in which the authorial voice may only sporadically been read in
the form of glosses, scholia, or remarks of approval. Overall it is, in one simple
word, an essentially bookish knowledge.1
The above consideration ought to be substantiated, of course, with concrete

examples and elaborated on within the much wider context of epistemic liter-
ature (alternatively known as texts on science and technology) in an Islamicate
context. That might be the preamble to a history of the Ḫawāṣṣ genre that re-
mains tobewritten. Inwhat concerns the actual object of analysis here, suffice it
to highlight that there is nothing either in the concept itself of specific property
or in the intellectual approach to its study and transmission that might point
towards a context of non-rationality. This branch of science is not essentially
different from the knowledge of other natural phenomena, although it is ad-
mittedly less dynamic and less open to development at least with regard to the
theory that underpins it.
This concept of specific property is expressed in Arabic (and through bor-

rowing also in Persian, Urdu, etc) by three derivatives of the lexeme √ḫṣṣ, which
conveys a general meaning ‘to distinguish particularly or specifically’, ‘to char-

tively also ‘trial’) as the most natural and straightforward equivalent of the Helleno-Islamicate
πεῖρα / taǧribah (experimentum in the Latinate tradition) when used in a concrete sense (ie as
an action noun), nor accordingly about ‘experimented’ (occasionally also ‘tried’) for πεπειρα-
μένον /muǧarrab. It is obvious that no experimentation in pre-modern times can be equated,
in absolute terms, to modern scientific testing (and therefore I do avoid the word ‘test’), but re-
sorting to the euphemistic ‘experience’ does not bring, in my opinion, any improvement over
the taboo word, since being rather an abstract noun it is either unnecessarily ambiguous or
necessitates cumbersome periphrases to convey quite a simple thing. The opposition to this
terminology, moreover, is far from universal, and such a qualified scholar as Lloyd 1964: 68‒70
could allude without any problem to the “practical tests” in the Hippocratic collection.

1 This affirmationwould need to be nuanced, however.Whole categories of drugs that were con-
sidered to be efficient through a specific property were certainly used in therapeutics (purga-
tives and emetics, for instance) and there is some evidence for the integration of ḫawāṣṣic lore
into actual medical practice beyond dubious references to experimentation. In Chapter 3 a
passage from Ibn Albayṭār’s Almuġnī shall be quoted according to which the Zuhr dynasty
of physicians resorted to emerald power for the treatment of internal blood discharge, which
is exactly the ailment against which the specific property attributed to that gem was affirmed
to avail. It is quite evident that to the different classifications of the active elements that shall
be discussed below an additional spectrum ought to be added ranging from those that are doc-
umented in real practice to those that are pure pure bookish artefacts (but assessing the level
of “reality” may prove to be an exceedingly difficult task).
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acterise’ someone of something by some peculiar trait.1 These three words are
ḫāṣṣah,ḫāṣṣiyyah, andḫaṣūṣiyyah/ḫuṣūṣiyyah,2whichare strict synonyms.3 The
first two, in fact, are often hardly distinguishable in manuscript transmission
(being written حاصه and حاصىه respectively in unpointed script). In the plural, in
turn, all three words converge in the form ḫawāṣṣ (with only a marginal attes-
tation of ḫuṣūṣiyyāt in a particular, rather than generic, sense).
In the context of the transference and assimilation of Graeco-Byzantine

knowledge into the Islamicate tradition ḫawāṣṣ is, of course, the translation of
a foreign concept, but unlike hayūlā or falsafah, it is one that could be (and
actually was) immediately grasped even by a lay person and could also be quite
easily added to the semantics of a pre-existing Arabic word. That is the reason
why instead of tackling directly the equation δύναμις ≡ ḫāṣṣiyyah I shall try
hereunder to show how this semantic integration was virtually seamless and
that there is just a matter of gradual specification that leads from ḫawāṣṣ as
general characteristics to ḫawāṣṣ as specific properties that can produce an
unexplained effect.4

1 Cf. Lane, AEL 746 s.r. .خص√ In most senses √ḫṣṣ is opposed to √ʕmm but this is of no con-
sequence here, since “generic properties” is not a working category in the Helleno-Islamicate
tradition.

2 According to normativist lexicographers, ḫaṣūṣiyyah (with an /a/) should be considered the
chaster form, whereas ḫuṣūṣiyyah (with a /u/) is usually disregarded as exclusive to the popu-
lace, cf. Ibn Hišām, Taqwīm I 644‒5. Since virtually none of the texts in the corpus under study
is vocalised, there can be no certainty as to the exact realisation of the word in each particu-
lar case. In view of the not exceedingly high level of compliance with the Fuṣḥā norms shown
by some texts in the corpus (especially by the pseudo-Aristotelian Aḥǧār, which is one of the
main sources for the use of this particular word) I provisionally lean towards themore popular
form and I shall simply use ḫuṣūṣiyyah throughout instead of doubling the word every time as
“ḫaṣūṣiyyah/ḫuṣūṣiyyah” or introducing a rather unpleasant hybrid form “ḫa/uṣūṣiyyah”.

3 In what follows it is the concept of specific property that shall be analysed and therefore all
threewordswill be dealt with in undifferentiatedmanner. Froma diachronical (and also philo-
logical) point of view, however, a survey of their distribution would be most interesting, and
particularly the presence of theword ḫuṣūṣiyyah in a later text is often indicative of intertextual
dependence. On the other hand, the duality of words ḫāṣṣ(iyy)ah and ḫuṣūṣiyyah appears to go
back to the early Graeco-Arabic translations, as can be seen in the passages quoted throughout
this chapter.

4 These preliminary remarks are perhaps unessential to the study of Islamicate Ḫawāṣṣ as a
genre, but they may nevertheless be of some interest to demonstrate (1) that despite being
ultimately an imported concept the specific properties were never seen by Islamicate authors
as entirely alien either in form or in contents, and (2) that there is no breach of rationality
whatsoever at any point in the path that connects the particular features of an elephant, the
almost universal belief in national characters, and the inexplicable power of the magnet stone
todraw the iron towards itself. There is therefore little justification todescribe the former twoas
representative of rudimentary zoology and ethnography, whereas most instances of the latter
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Characteristics
The originalmeaning of ‘characteristic feature’ or ‘trait’, whichmust predate the
period of Graeco-Arabic translations, is abundantly documented in the written
corpus. It is as ḫawāṣṣ that the still anonymous translator of Aristotle’s zoo-
logical works renders παθήματα in a descriptive context:1

Hist. anim. 486a 25 ‒ 486b 8

Διαφέρει δὲ σχεδὸν τὰ πλεῖστα τῶν
μορίων ἐν αὑτοῖς παρὰ τὰς τῶν πα-
θημάτων ἐναντιώσεις, οἷον χρώματος
καὶ σχήματος, τῷ τὰ μὲν μᾶλλον αὐτὰ
πεπονθέναι τὰ δὲ ἧττον, ἔτι δὲ πλήθει
καὶ ὀλιγότητι καὶ μεγέθει καὶ σμικρό-
τητι καὶ ὅλως ὑπεροχῇ καὶ ἐλλείψει.

Ḥayawān I (B 710‒13)

ت دضِدِياَّ قِبَل من تختلف أضائها وكثرة
یعرد ذلك فإنّ والشكل. اللون مثل خواصّها،
أیضًا وتختلف أقلّ، ولبعضها كثر أ لبعضها
وبقولٍ — والصغر والعظم والقلّة، بالكثرة

والنقص. بالزيادة كليّ:

Such particular traits can be predicated of humans aswell, even towhole eth-
nic groups, as when Ṣāʕid Alɂandalusī attributes to the Persians a particularly
outstanding commitment to medicine:

الطبّ. بصناعة بالغة عنایةٌ الفرس: خواصّ ومن

The geometrical properties of some forms are referred to by the same word
by Asiǧzī (d. ca 1020) in a book inscribed in fact «fī ḫawāṣṣi lqubbati zzāʔidati
walmukāfiʔah»,2 and the same use is shared across genres from belletristic texts
to manuals of astrology.3

category are classed as magic. On the other hand, although some of the considerations below
are supported by Greek materials and might even be applicable to some extent to the Graeco-
Byzantine tradition, my main focus here lies on the Islamicate corpus.

1 The ascription of the translation of all nineteen books to Ibn Albiṭrīq goes back to Ibn An-
nadīm, Fihrist 25121‒22 (where an old Syriac version is alsomentioned) but it was challenged on
linguistic grounds by Endress 1966: 113‒115 [n.v.], who proposed rather Usṭāṯ (= Eustathius)
as the actual translator. However, evidence is as yet inconclusive and while it seems highly
plausible that the text was translated either in the same “school” or by Usṭāṯ himself at an ear-
lier stage in his career, “[a]t present we lack the means to solve this problem” (Brugman and
Drossaart 1971: 10).

2 Cf. particularly the opening of the treatise as edited in Rushdī 2004: 191.
3 Thus, the qualities of the essential natures are referred to as their ḫawāṣṣ by Abū Maʕšar in
Madḫal I.4 (B‒Y 9613‒9819). In the Iḫwān’s paraphrase, Pythagorean philosophers attribute as
ḫāṣṣiyyah to each number, cf. Rasāʔil III.27 (R‒M 965‒994).
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These ḫawāṣṣ can also be diagnostic traits, as when IbnMāsawayh describes
the signs of quotidian fevers:1

Ḥummayāt 4v 4‒5

ليس حادثٌ یوم حمّى سبب أنّ الأولى: فالخاصّة سـتةّ. یوم حمّى على الدالّة المبينّة الخواصّ
مزمن. ولا بمتقادم

Or they can be the particular colour, taste, power, movement, and abode of
the four physiological humours, which shows that the concept is not exclusively
predicative but can also be associative:

Aṭṭabarī, Firdaws II.i.8 (Ṣ 428‒12)

من مزاج ولكلّ .[...] مركبّة، وأربعة مفردة أربعة تسعة: المزاجات إنّ جالینوس وقال .

. ومسكن. وحركة وقوّة وطعم لونٍ من خاصّیّة الأربعة المزاجات

In general, in native production as well as in translation, ḫawāṣṣ are simply
characteristics that are both natural and perceptible by the senses and which
differentiate individuals, species, or even higher taxa from other members of
the same category.

Some quite particular characteristics
Amore concrete nuance of ‘characteristic’ or ‘property’ obtains when a feature
possessedby a certain being is singledout not only as distinctive andevenexclu-
sivebut also as remarkable—evenwondrous. Just like in themore general sense,
this being particular or characteristic is regularly conveyed in Greek by the ad-
jective ἴδιος (also in the superlative ἰδιαίτατος) and finds a reflection in Arabic
√ḫṣṣ too.2 According to another book within the same collection by Aristotle:

Part. anim. 658b 33‒35

ὁ δ’ ἐλέφας ἰδιαίτατον ἔχει τοῦτο τὸ
μόριον τῶν ἄλλων ζῴων· τό τε γὰρ μέ-
γεθος καὶ τὴν δύναμιν ἔχει περιττήν.

Ḥayawān XII 1098‒9

فله الحیوان، سائر بين من الفيل، وأمّا
لسائر هي ليست خصوصیّة الجزء هذا في
شدیدةً قوّةً مشمّته الٓة في لأنّ الحیوان؛

فاضلاً. وعظمًا

1 Probably paraphrasing Galen’s Diff. febr., cf. the same phraseology in Arrāzī, Alḥāwī XIV (H
XIV 195 | B 220913‒17). For a slightly different meaning of ḫawāṣṣ also within a medical context,
cf. also Galen, Aġlawqun II (P 313v 16 ‒ 314r 5).

2 There is, of course, no imaginary line separating these two nuances, which are distinguished
here expressly to draw a sort of semantic gradient that need not have any actual linguistic va-
lidity but may still be used as an expository device.
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Such ἴδια need not be physical and in zoographic literature indeed they focus
largely on behavioural traits.1 This use shall be inherited by Islamicate polythe-
matic Ḥayawān texts either as naʕt or as ḫāṣṣiyyah, although a less ambiguous
reference to the ‘nature’ (ṭabīʕah ≡ φύσις) of the animals is favoured by some
authors. But all these are still ineffective properties, mere morphological and
ethological features of purely descriptive interest. A closer link to the specific
properties of the Ḫawāṣṣ genre is provided, in turn, by the conceptual associa-
tion of the particular characteristics of the winds to their effect on nature:

Ibn Qutaybah, Anwāʔ [190] (H 1616‒7)

في كامن ندا كلّ وتظُهر تسُوّده، حتىّ البحر تثُير أنهّا الجنوب خواصّ «من مؤرّخ: قال
الأرض». تلين حتىّ الأرض بطن

This use is not derived from Graeco-Arabic translations but it appears to re-
flect a native development. On the other hand, it is quite obvious that such
ḫawāṣṣ can hardly be utilised by humans, yet one would only need to substitute
a stone or a herb for the southern wind and the human body for the sea and the
earth in the above quote to obtain a perfectly canonical ḫawāṣṣic passage.

The specific specific properties

The preceding preamble may have hopefully shown how unremarkable must
have been for an Arabic-speaking reader to come across references in a medi-
cal text to the specific property (ḫāṣṣiyyah / ḫuṣūṣiyyah) of any given drug, or
allusions to the same concept in a book on stones, to mention just two gen-
res of quite different epistemic status in the eyes of modern scholarship. Thus,
any medical author would allude at some point to the particular emetic power
of spurge or to the specific property of scammony to purge yellow bile and of
hellebore to do the same with black bile, and this power (quwwah ≡ δύναμις)
may well be referred to as the ḫāṣṣiyyah of that drug:2

1 Cf. particularly Aelian, Nat. anim. VII.19 (S II 12612‒18), and also «Ἴδιον δὲ τῶν ζῴων καὶ ἡ φιλαν-
θρωπία» in Nat. anim. XII.21 (S III 3815).

2 Scammony (saqmūniyā ≡ σκαμμωνία, Convolvulus scammonia L.) and hellebore (ḫarbaq ≡ ἐλ-
λέβορος,Helleborus sp.) are the emblematic examples of purgative (mushil ≡ καθαρτικός) drugs
already in the Hippocratic collection. The choice of Theophrastus (rather than the more ob-
vious reference to Hippocrates or Galen) obeys to my wish to offer a wider picture of the
reception of the idea under examination. As to the contemporary interpretation of the pas-
sage, Amigues renders the phrase as “des propriétés médicinales” and feels no urge to justify
this allusion, and Hort 1916: II 221 has an identical “have medicinal properties”—as expected,
there is no suspicion of superstitiousness or irrationality. For biobliographical references on
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Theophrastus, Hist. plant. IX.1.4 (A 410‒12)

Ἡ δὲ σκαμμωνία καὶ εἴ τι ἄλλο τοιοῦτον, ὥσπερ ἐλέχθη, φαρμακώδεις ἔχουσι
τὰς δυνάμεις.

Azzahrāwī, Taṣrīf I.64 والدواء الغذاء بين الفرق في (S I 202‒3)

— يشُاكله الّذي الخلط بها يجذب خاصّیّة قوّةٌ له المسهلة، الأدویة من واحد كلّ إنّ وأقول
اجتذاب خاصّیّته من الّذي وكالخربق الصفراء، المرّة اجتذاب خاصّیّتها من التيّ كالسقمونیا

.[...] السوداء المرّة

.s تحدث یجذب]

By the same token, any adept to lithognomy would regularly read not only
about the iron-attracting magnet but also about the specific property of dia-
monds through which they are capable of shuttering and piercing any other
mineral with which they come into contact. This information was in fact con-
sidered relevant in pharmacognosy:1

Ibn Alǧazzār, Iʕtimād IV.13الماس حجر (M 61v 4‒7 | S 15713‒16)

أحدهما خصوصیّتان: وفيه الرابعة، الدرجة في والیبس البرد طبعه أنّ أرسطاطاليس وذكر
من الجسم ذلك على به ألحّ وإن هشمه؛ إلاّ المجسّدة الأجسام من بجسمٍ یلصق لا أنهّ

طبیعیّة. وخصوصیّةٍ غريزیةّ بقوّةٍ ذلك یفعل — بنوره وذهب وفلقه كسره الأجسام،

وڡلڡله وفلقه] | p یلیق ،s یلتڡى ،mt یلصق] | ps خاصّیّتان ،m כצוציאן ،t خصوصیّة خصوصیّتان]

.p – ذلك...] یفعل | s

The context of the passage is strictly conventional (otherwise rational). An
exact degree of intensity (itself a Galenic feature typical of pharmacognos-
tic texts) is provided regarding the primary qualities of the stone and nothing
even remotelymagical, not even spiritual, is implied by this effect: the power by
which it obtains is described as simply inherent (ġarīzī ≡ ἔμφυτος) to the stone
and the specific property is a natural one (ṭabīʕiyyah ≡ φυσική). Mark, more-
over, that the reported property has no medical application and its inclusion in
a pharmacognostic text as Iʕtimād is not, therefore, automatically motivated.

Theophrastus and some remarks on his remarkably fluid concept of δυνάμεις, see the section
devoted to him in Chapter 3, where the analysis is centred in his book on stones (Περὶ λίθων).
Tangentially, mark that in Azzahrāwī’s text the word ḫāṣṣiyyah is used first as an adjective and
then twice as a substantive.

1 For the original locus, cf.Aḥǧārt [10] (I 1203‒5) [=T in the apparatus],which is remarkably closer
than Aḥǧārp [9] (R 10512‒10610) [= P]. Incidentally, an echo of this property is included in the
entry on the diamond stone in Nat I.3.2 On stones.
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One may argue, perhaps, that the combination of a pseudepigraphic lithog-
nomion and Ibn Alǧazzār (one of the first authors to follow Arrāzī’s lead and
to compile his own Ḫawāṣṣ) may not be a faithful representation of the overall
attitude of physicians towards this subject or towards this kind of literature. Fur-
thermore, regardless of its characterisation as a specific property, the hardness
of the diamond was as much of a “scientific fact” in the 10th c. as it is nowadays.
The simplest answer to the latter argument is thatmost specific properties were
indeed considered tobe “facts” (or at the very least “possible facts”) by the agents
involved, either on the basis of their own experience or relying on the credibil-
ity of the authority from which they were derived. As for Ibn Alǧazzār’s not-
so-particular leanings (the interest in the specific properties he shared with Ibn
Māsawayh, Aṭṭabarī, Arrāzī), the wide reception of the pseudo-Aristotelian
Aḥǧār first in Qayrawān and then in Andalus by virtually all themajor represen-
tatives of learnedmedicine, from Ibn ʕimrān to Ibn Albayṭār, suggests that its
contents were not seen as obscurely magical or even remotely irrational.1
In Andalus, some years after Ibn Alhayṯam had written his Iktifāʔ (in

which Aḥǧār is cited as often as in Nat III), Ibn Ǧulǧul draws extensively
from the same pseudo-Aristotelian treatise, and also from some other as yet
unidentified source of ḫawāṣṣic nature, in order to supplement the deficiencies
of Dioscorides’ De materia medica with regard to stones. It is worth noting
that greater evidentiary value is lent to the report on the vinegar-stone by
providing a real (as opposed to bookish) context further enhanced by the
reputation of the person alluded to, namely Ibn Alhayṯam:2

Ṯāminah [48‒49] (G 232‒13)

فإذا للجلجل. يسُمع كما طنيناً داخله سمعْت حرّكْته، إذا الحمرة؛ اْْلى حجرٌ هو — البهت حجر
ولادها، عسر إذا النفساء على الولادة يسُهّل النسر، حجر وهو شـیئنَ. داخله تجد لم كُسر،

الثابتة. خاصّیّته هو وهذا — فخذها ⟨على⟩ علُقّ إذا

1 For this reception, which is duly emphasised by Käs 2010: 7, see the section devoted to Aḥǧār
in Chapter 3.

2 For ḥaǧaru lbaht, cf. Käs 2010: 432‒434, where the exceptionality of Ibn Ǧulǧul’s identifica-
tion of this stone with the eagle-stone (ḥaǧaru nnisr ≡ ἀετίτης) is pointed out. Except for this
identification, the first passage is a rewording of Aḥǧārp [31] (R 1149‒12), remarkably longer and
with an elaboration on an Indian tradition in Aḥǧārt [30] (I 1388‒1392). As for for ḥaǧaru lḫall,
cf. Käs 2010: 459‒460, according to whom the source of this passage (which is not to be found
in Aḥǧār) must probably be the same quoted from inmuchmore detail by Alɂidrīsī. Inciden-
tally, mark that Ibn Ǧulǧul refers his elder Qurṭubī colleague as “Ibn Hayṯam” here and also
in the prologue to his Tafsīr preserved by Ibn Abī Uṣaybiʕah, Ṭabaqāt 49413‒27 (a substantial
excerpt therefrom is reproduced in Chapter 3 within the section on Dioscorides).
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بالحجر فاتىٔ الذكر ذهب البیض، إناثها ولاد عسر إذا النسور، إنّ أرسطاطالیس قال
یوجد. فحینئذ به، ويرمي الذكر ویاخٔذه الوقت؛ في الأنثى فتبیض العشّ، في ووضعه

مُسرعاً؛ منه خرج الخلّ، في طُرح إذا حجرٌ وهو دیاسقوریدوس، یذكره لم — الخلّ حجر
ابن عند وكان بالأندلس، عندنا وهو البتةّ. في يسـتقرّ لا عنه خرج الخلّ، في كُرّر ما وكلّ

الله). (رحمه هیثم

Back to medicine and pharmacognosy, identifying and meticulously record-
ing the specific properties of all the items in the stock appears to have been one
of themain tasks of some physicians of the earliest Islamicate period. This task,
aswell as that of providing a degree of intensity for all simple drugs, is extremely
interesting and ought to be further explored because (1) it was conducted before
Iṣṭifan’s and Ḥunayn’s Arabic translations, (2) it aimed at synthesising, clarify-
ing, and when necessary filling the numerous gaps left by Galen (who was not
particularly fond of applying his own system to the mass of materials that he
culled from preexisting sources for Simpl. med.),1 and (3) the attribution of de-
grees and specific properties was made extensive to new incorporations to the
Graeco-Byzantine repertoire of drugs.
The latter feature is of special importance here as it shows on the one hand

that there was no differential treatment from a theoretical perspective regard-
ing those two characteristic traits of drugs (if anything, the identification of the
specific properties seems to have been a priority, which is understandable from
a medical point of view), and on the other hand that the two concepts were
already in the 9th c. entirely naturalised and their application was no longer
dependent from ancient authorities. This subject deserves a proper study and
in the course of my examination of the corpus for the analysis of Nat III some
exploratory comparisons have been conducted particularly with regard to Ibn
Māsawayh that should hopefully take definitive form and see the light in the
near feature. In themeantime and as a simple illustration of the ubiquity of the
concept of medical ḫāṣṣiyyah, I reproduce a few characteristic passages from
early authors in the medical and pharmacognostic genres:

1 Partial attempts to supply themissing degrees had been previouslymade by Byzantine authors
and in this regard thework of early Syro-Arabic physicians represents the continuation of a pre-
Islamicate trend.
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Arrāzī, Alḥāwī IX.1 (H IX 2614‒19) [= Kahl 2015: 226 no. 54]1

الأرحام، من وخاصّةً الغلیظة، الرياح تحلیل خاصّته: «الدرونج، و القلهمان: وماسرجویه الخوز
ذلك». في له عدیل لا لأنهّ

الرياح يحُللّ «الزرنباد قاطبةً: و الخوز وماسرجویه وماسویه ماسویه و ابن ومسیح بدیغورس
ذلك». في له شبيه لا الرحم، في التيّ وخاصّةً الغلیظة،

شرُب». إذا الكثير الطمث إمساك السنبل: «خاصّة ماسویه: ابن
Badīġūrūs, Abdāl 1.1 بلادر (A 44v 5‒8)2

بندق، مرّات خمس بوزنه وبلده: الذهن. وتصفية النسـیان إذهاب وخاصّته البلادر، ذلك فمن
أبیض. نگط وزنه وسدس بلسان، دهن وزنه وربع

Aṭṭabarī, Firdaws IV.viii.2 (Ṣ 2278‒10)

له أقوى كان درهم، ثمانیة وزن أرمينیة من يحُمل الّذي اللازورد حجر من فيه جُعلت وإن
. السوداء. إخراج الحجر ذلك خاصّة في —

In neither branch of knowledge is this concept any less canonical than that
of ‘temperament’ (mizāǧ ≡ κράσις).3 Now, upon closer inspection these ḫawāṣṣ

1 For Alḫūz (= the Ḫūzīs / ,ܗܘܙܝܐ a collective name for the physicians of Gondēšāpūr), see the
most recent and exhaustive survey inKahl 2015: 36‒42, then 211‒276, where 228 explicit quotes
from this source in Alḥāwī are reproduced and translated into English (of those 217 are related
by the author to theirǦāmiʕ /Kunnāš, eight to their glossary ܡܗܐ=] ], and an additional
three to the Ṯabat). For Qahlamān (otherwiseQahramān), cf. likewise Kahl 2015: 52‒56, then
365‒375 (with thirty-six different passages edited and translated), where a compelling conclu-
sion is drawn about the Iranian origin of the author, whose medical text must have been origi-
nally written in Pahlavi.

2 OnBadīġūrūs (so in the Istanbulmanuscript) or Badīġūras, cf. the first examinations inUll-
mann 1970: 292‒293 and especially 1973; which ought to be updated with Kahl 2015: 49‒50,
where an identification is proposed for Pythagoras (for he accepts the core of Ullmann’s hy-
pothesis) as the Alexandrian author of a tract on uroscopy, who would have studied with Paul
ofAegina and left the city for Gondēšāpūr after theArab invasion in the year 641. According to
myown inspection of Istanbul, Ayasofyams 3572, fols. 43v 1 ‒57r 15, out of over onehundred and
fifty entries (in some of which more than one single species is mentioned) the overwhelming
majority include an explicit mention of the ḫāṣṣah (much less often ḫāṣṣiyyah) of the drug. On
the other hand, I could find no significant coincidences between thusAbdāl and the quotes as-
cribed to Badīġūras in Arrāzī’sAlḥāwī. While his presence is quite noticeable in the Andalusī
pharmacognostic genre as a source for both drug substitutives and specific properties, none of
his entries appears to have been incorporated into the proper ḫawāṣṣic tradition.

3 As stated in the introduction to this chapter, to be more representative of the whole tradition
the discussion ought to include anumber of other disciplines inwhich the concept ofḫāṣṣiyyah
is equally fundamental, but this might only result in a proliferation of examples for each one
of the epigraphs to the detriment of the overall readability of the chapter.
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happen to be similar to and at the same time very different from the ones men-
tioned so far. The difference does not lie so much in the concept itself (they
are still distinctive traits and peculiarities attributed to a certain species) as in
the consequences that derive from its admission. Unlike any other kind of spe-
cific properties, the existence of this particular category of ḫawāṣṣ involves a
problematic relation of causality between an unperceived cause and its alleged
effect which prompts an intellectual reaction that ranges from uncritical recep-
tion and devout transmission to utter incredulity and reject.

2.2 Towards a characterisation of the specific properties

«Da fundamentale Naturgesetze noch unbekannt sind, füllen zwangsläufig
falsche Verallgemeinerungen und falsche Analogien die Lücke aus. Die
Wirkung des Magneten beruht auf einer okkulten Virtus (ḫāṣṣa), aber auch
für hunderte anderer unerklärbarer Phänomene werden solche Virtutes
verantwortlich gemacht. Die Lehre von den okkulten Eigenschaften der Dinge
durchzieht die islamischen Naturwissenschaften wie ein roter Faden; sie rückt
die Wissenschaften zugleich in die Nähe der Magie.»1

2.2.1 Without a known reason but yet not irrational

The complex nature of the relationship that links a cause (even a well-known
one) to its effect is problematised (ie described as an ἀπόρημα) by Theophras-
tus in hismain botanical work. There he poses the question—towhich he finds
no answer—whether the same effect has its origin in one and the same cause
or may have more than one original cause:

Hist. plant. IX.19.4 (A 575‒11)

Αἱ δὲ τῶν ῥίζων καὶ δὶ τῶν καρπῶν καὶ τῶν ὀπῶνφύσεις ἐπεὶ πολλὰς ἔχουσι καὶ
παντοίας δυνάμεις, ὅσαι ταῦτὸ δύνανται καὶ τῶν αὐτῶν αἴτιαι καὶ πάλιν ὅσαι
τὰ ἐναντία, διαπορήσειεν ἄν τις κοινὸν ἴσως ἀπόρημα καὶ ἐφ’ ἑτέρων ἀπόρων
πότερον ὅσα τῶν αὐτῶν αἴτια κατὰ μίαν τινὰ δύναμιν ἐστιν ἢ καὶ ἀφ’ ἑτέρων
ἐνδέχεται ταῦτὸ γίνεσθαι.

1 Ullmann 1970: 4. Such expressions of inveterate positivism are not rare in the author, who
shows a sporadical tendency to pass judgment, but they do not detract in the least from the
superb monument of erudition that is his survey of Islamicate medical literature. To be fair, he
does admit that onemust bear inmind the historical context, “im Bewußtsein der historischen
Distanz die Andersartigkeit und Eigengesetzlichkeit” of a nonetheless somewhat essentialised
“mediaeval thinking” (Ullmann 1970: 3).
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The main features of what would become the classical concept of specific
properties are already outlined here. An effect can be distinctly perceived by
the senses but its cause is impossible to pinpoint. The Peripatetic teacher de-
scribes this question as a puzzle, an intellectual problem to be solved through
the samemechanisms as any other ἀπορία. Although some of these δυνάμεις are
occasionally qualified aswondrous (moreon this below), their examination falls
nevertheless entirely within the realm of rationality.
On the other hand a faculty (δύναμις) is defined by Galen as a relative con-

cept, for it is understood as the cause of a certain action or effect. He further
specifies that this name ‘faculty’ is bestowed upon phenomena the quiddity of
the efficient cause of which is unknown: “and so long as we are ignorant of the
true essence of the cause which is operating, we call it a faculty”.1 Examples of
such faculties are the blood-making faculty in the veins or the digestive faculty
in the stomach:

Nat. fac. I.4 (H 10714‒20 | K II 912‒101)

εὔδηλον, ὅτι καὶ ἡ δύναμις ἐν τῷ πρός τι. καὶ μέχρι γ’ ἂν ἀγνοῶμεν τὴν οὐσίαν
τῆς ἐνεργούσης αἰτίας, δύναμιν αὐτὴν ὀνομάζομεν, εἶναί τινα λέγοντες ἐν ταῖς
φλεψὶν αἵματοποιητικὴν, ὡσαύτως δὲ κἀν τῇ κοιλίᾳ πεπτικὴν, κἀν τῇ καρδίᾳ
σφυγμικὴ, καὶ καθ’ ἕκαστον τῶν ἄλλων ἰδίαν τινὰ τῆς κατὰ τὸ μόριον ἐνερ-
γείας.

A crystal-clear illustration of this characterisation of specific properties as
effects the cause of which is unknown but not by any means non-existent is
provided by Galen himself in his interpretation of the Hippocratic riddle-like
apophthegm «Αὐτόματοι καὶ οὐκ αὐτόματοι· ἡμῖν μὲν αὐτόματοι, αἰτίῃ δὲ οὐκ αὐτό-
ματοι». There he cites the example of a phlegm purging drug:

In Hipp. alim. III.12 (K XV 2999‒3001)

Τὰ αὐτόματα λέγεταί ποτε οὐ τὰ χωρὶς αἰτίας, ἀλλὰ χωρὶς τῆς ἐξ ἡμῶν αἰτίας.
ὅταν γὰρ δόντων ἡμῶν χολαγωγὸν φάρμακον τῆς χολῆς γένηται κένωσις, οὐκ
ἔτι αὐτὴν ὀνομάζειν αὐτόματον χρή· ἐνίοτε δὲ καὶ τὰ χωρὶς τῆς αἰτίας τῆς ἔξω,
ἐνίοτε δὲ καὶ τὰ οἷον ἐξαίφνης οὐδενὸς συμπτώματος προηγησαμένου.

His point is taken by Stephanus of Athens in his own commentary on the
same passage: spontaneous (αὐτόματον) is not what happens of its own accord
and without a cause (ἀναιτίως) but rather anything of which the natural cause
escapes (human) perception:

1 English translation cited from Brock 1952: 17 (corresponding to the quoted text).
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Hipp. Aphor. I.3 (W 583‒4)

Αὐτόματον δὲ δηλοῖ οὐ τὸ ὑφ᾿ ἑαυτοῦ καὶ ἀναιτίως γινόμενον, ἀλλὰ τὸ ἄδηλον
πρὸς τὴν αἴσθησιν ἔχον τὴν ποιήσασαν αἰτίαν, ὅπερ ἐστὶ τὴν φυσικήν.

Essentially the same idea is echoed by themidst 9th c. by Aṭṭabarī, who pro-
vides a lengthy list of specific properties to back his argument. In addition to the
conventional example of the magnet stone, several ḫawāṣṣ associated with the
Galenic tertiary properties are mentioned in this almost exclusively medicine-
centred fragment:

Firdaws V.i.1 الأشـیاء خواصّ في (Ṣ 3567‒11)≅ Ḥifḍ̱ §98 (K 116)

إلاّ غورها تدُرك ولا علتهّا یعُرف لا خاصّةٌ وله بمذاقتها، عليها يسُـتدلّ قوّةٌ شيء لكلّ إنّ
به يجذب الّذي المغناطيس حجر مثل الأشـیاء، في خفيةّ غامضة خواصّ لأنهّا — بالتجارب
الحصى فيُفتتّ المثانة یقصد أن خاصّته ما الأشـیاء ومن الحنطة. لقشور والكهربا الحدید،

الجبليّ. الكرفس وبزر المحرقة العقارب مثل منها،

.ḥ قوّته على بها یُستدلّ مذاقة مذاقتها] قوّةٌ...

Some years later Qusṭā b. Lūqā (d. 912) resorts to the same concept when
describing the particular (√ḫṣṣ) temperament and constitution of the stomach
of some people who happen to dislike certain kinds of food. The cause of this
feature is unaccounted for and only the creator of such temperaments can know
its reasons. This inexplicability is compared to theworkings of themagnet stone
and to the antipathy between snakes and deers. Furthermore, the lack of an
explanationhas nothing to dowith the properties themselves (which are simply
nature-bound) but lies entirely in the limitedness of human knowledge:

Aḫlāq 1313‒9

ذلك غير أو اللبن أو والزبيب اللوز (مثل الأغذیة من واحدًا نوعاً الناس بعض كراهیّة وأمّا
یعرف ولا باسـتقصاء، علیه یقف لا ما معدهم يخصّ وتركیبٌ مزاج فذلك الأغذیة)، من
المغناطيس الحجر جذب مجرى يجري ذلك في والأمر وتعالى. تبارك المزاج خالق إلاّ حقيقته
قرن رائحة من الحیّة وهرب الخلّ، من الخلّ» «مبغض المسمّى الحجر وهرب للحدید،
ممّا أنهّ بالجملة تعلم التيّ العالم، في الموجودة المعاني من المجرى هذا يجري ممّا ذلك وغير الأیلّ،
یوقف ولا مقدارها، نعرف ولا والیابس، والرطب والبارد الحارّ من والتركیب بالمزاج تكون

وأسـبابها. عللها نعلم ولا كمیّّتها، على

This is certainly something to be taken into consideration when approach-
ing other so-to-speak less conventional examples of specific properties than
purgatives. The strict application of the same epistemic principle and of the
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same definition allows for the integration into the same category of virtually
any experience-proved property. The problem with the approval of some prop-
erties and the rejection of some others lies, therefore, not in their rationality
(for even the cause for the effect of scammony and hellebore escaped any ex-
planation within the framework of the humoral theory) but must be sought for
elsewhere.

2.2.2 Neither unnatural nor supernatural: simply natural

A second major element of the classical conceptualisation of the specific prop-
erties reinforces this non-irrationality: such properties are all natural. As in-
scrutable and wondrous as theymay appear, they all obey to the same laws that
govern the universe, especially cosmic sympathy and ἡ ἁπάντων πρὸς ἄλληλα
συμπλοκή. It is not by mere chance, in fact, that one of the best-documented
names for the elements possessing these properties, and also for the operations
involving them, is φυσικόν (≡ ṭabīʕī).
Amassive amount of bothmedical andnon-medical φυσικά circulated in geo-

ponic texts, which are indeed one of the main sources for ḫawāṣṣic materials in
the Islamicate tradition:1

Yūniyūs b. Anāṭūliyūs, Filāḥah VIII.36

الإنسان یسكر لئلا طبیعیة صفة
يسكر. لم كمافيطس، من كلیلاً إ الشراب يشرب الّذي وُضع إن

شيء مع وسحقهما فاحٔرقهما أنثى، ورأس كَرٍ ذَ رأسَ الخطاطیف رؤس من اْنسان أخذ وإن
يشربه. الّذي يسكر لا الشراب: في وألقاه مرّ، من

A few such “natural remedies” are included already by Alkindī in his choice
of therapeutic recipes:2

Iḫtiyārāt 130v 5‒6, 130v 16 ‒ 131r 1

من یقطعه فإنهّ ویبُلغ، الحمقاء البقلة من شيء یمُضغ — الدم لنفث ذلك وغير طبیعیّة أدویة
[...] ساعته.

الله. بـإذن ولادها سهل ولادها، عليها عسر قد امرأة امرأة بشعر بخُّر إذا — طبیعيّ دواء

1 I cite Yūniyūs’ text from amicrofilm of Tehran, Millī ms 796, which shows no foliation or pagi-
nation (cf. Sezgin 1971: 427). For similar remedies against inebriation, see below the commen-
tary on Nat III Ḫawāṣṣ II.ii in Chapter 4.

2 Cf. further «liḥummā rribʕi ṭabīʕiyyun muǧarrab» in Iḫtiyārāt 132r 17 ‒ 132v 2.
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At least as far as the Muslim learned elites are concerned, this naturalness
is not incompatible with theistic doctrines but it is actually further enhanced
by the Islamic concept of god-given nature (√ṭbʕ). This can be learnt from an
author whose rational status is hardly disputable and who both as a physician
(or, to be exact, as a theoretician of medicine) and as a philosopher was called
to transform profoundly the Islamicate scientific tradition (at least the eastern
one) in these two fields. I mean, of course, Ibn Sīnā (d. 1037).1 His extensive use
of the category ḫāṣṣiyyah throughout the Qānūn (not only quite systematically
in the pharmacognostic section but also in the therapeutic books) is certainly
interesting in itself, but echoing it here would only add redundancy to the ex-
amples adduced from other sources in this chapter. It is rather an explicit and
remarkably elaborate theoretical elaboration on the concept that I find most
pertinent to cite here.
That explanation is found in Chapter 11 of his monographic on cordial (qal-

biyyah) drugs and the argumentation runs for over four full pages in the mod-
ern edition. I reproduce here, and also below, just a few passages but the reader
is encouraged to access the original text to gain a better impression of the ar-
guments deployed by the author. In what concerns most directly the natural
essence of the specific properties, Ibn Sīnā affirms that :

Qalbiyyah XI (B 2454‒6, 24813‒15)

هي ما لحركة مبدأٌ أنهّا هو الطبیعة وحَدُو الطبیعة، غير شيئاً الحقيقة في ليست الخاصّیّة
[...] الخاصّیّة. على مقولٌ بالذات أفاعیله وسائر بالذات وسكونه فيه؛

لما العلويّ الإلٰهـيّ الفيض من العناصر من المركبّة بالأجرام موجودة طبیعةٌ بالجملة والخاصّیّة
خاصّةً. للاسـتعدادات المفيدة الخاصّة الأمزجة من يحدث

It is from a very similar noetic frame that two centuries later ʕabdullaṭīf
Albaġdādī (d. 1231) adapts a passage fromAristotle’s zoology and transforms
it into an exhortation to the study of the wonders of nature, particularly the
natures of animals, for nothing there was made in vain or randomly:

1 On a side note, scholarly literature on Ibn Sīnā’smedical and particularly philosophical output
is as vast as it is overall excellent and very few Islamicate authors can boast such an exhaus-
tive coverage. However despite the apparent high esteem (verging on glorification) in which
he is held in some quarters and the frequent utilisation of his figure in the ideological battle-
field, historians of Islamicatemedicine are still forced to access such an instrumental text as his
Qānūn through the nineteenth-century Būlāq edition, which itself did not bring a noticeable
improvement over the text printed in Rome in 1593.
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Ifādah I.4 (Š 10415‒27)

وعمل التصاوير إحكام علم نسـتحبّ أن العجب «من قال: بـإصلاحـي، كلامه نصُّ وهذا
سـیّما ولا بالطبیعة، مة المقوَّ الأشـیاء معرفة نسـتحبّ ولا حكمته، ونـتبينّ وإفراغها، الأصنام
الحقيقيّ الحیوان طباع في النظر نكره أن لنا ینبغي لا ولذلك عِللَها. معرفة على قوینا إذا
الطباعیّة الأشـیاء جمیع ففي الصبیان. على یثقل كما علینا ذلك یثقل ولا بكريم، ليس الّذي
في أنّ ونعلم الحیوان، من واحد كلّ طباع معرفة نطلب أن لنا ینبغي ولذلك عجیب، شيءٌ
ولا واتفّق، جاء كما ولا الباطل، وجه على منها شيءٌ یطبع لم لأنهّ كريماً. طباعیًّا شيئاً جمیعه
ولذلك التمام)، لحال (أعني لشيء يكون قائماً الطباع قبیل من يكون ما كلّ بل — بالبخت

الخالقين». أحسن الله، فتبارك — صالحة وفضیلٌة ومرتبة مكانٌ له صار

2.2.3 Different attempts at rationalisation

The above quotes show quite distinctly that unexplained never equated to
rejectable and, moreover, that the phenomenon of the specific properties
of things was rarely (if ever) considered preternatural. It was, in fact, a pure
manifestation of the inner workings of nature that human knowledge fell
short at explaining. Now, that the exact cause of an effect cannot be identified
does not necessarily mean that an approximation to the problem cannot be
tried—the creation itself of the category of ḫawāṣṣ being in a certain way a
first step towards that goal. In what follows I shall bring to the fore several
different explanations coming from quite diverse contexts. While these notes
cannot substitute for a proper inquiry into the history of the concept of specific
property in an Islamicate context, I hope that they may be sufficient at least to
arouse the curiosity of the reader and to contribute to a more balanced picture
of this particular tradition of knowledge.
Some explanations might be objectively described as guesses on the part of

the author, but the important thing here is that such guesses are based on the
same theoretical premises and are formulated according to the same criteria
and phraseology as any other allegedly rational explanation of natural phenom-
ena. Inhis account on thepumice stone (κίσσηρις) Theophrastusdoesnot only
accept without protest its alleged property (δύναμις) to stop the liquid in a jar
from seething (ζέον, ζέσις) but he even appends a remarkably confident inter-
pretation of the process involved in this effect:1

1 Mark that this is the exact same property attributed by Arrāzī (quoting Aṭhūrusfus) to the
unfleshed thighboneof a frog (originally a toad) inNat IX.ii.9. Incidentally, Amigues appears to
avoid translating the key concept δύναμις (“elle arrête la fermentation”), whereas Hort 1916: II
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Hist. plant. IX.17.1 (A 4921‒505)

τὴν δὲ τῆς κισσήριδος οὕτως ἰσχυρὰν εἶναι δύναμιν ὥστε ἐάν τις εἰς πίθον ζέ-
οντα ἐμβάλῃ, παύειν τὴν ζέσιν οὐ παραχρῆμα μόνον, ἀλλὰ καὶ ὅλως, καταξη-
ραίνουσάν τε δηλονότι καὶ ἀναδεχομένην τὸ πνεῦμα καὶ τοῦτο διϊεῖσαν.

In viewof its fortunes over the centuries and across cultural frontiersGalen’s
conceptualisation of the specific properties and his ad hoc created category of
effects produced by drugs “through theirwhole substance” (καθ’ ὅλην τὴν οὐσίαν)
would be far more consequential than Theophrastus’ explanations.1 Within
the general explanation of the operations of drugs (also of nourishment) on hu-
man physiology and after having defined their primary and secondary qualities,
there still remains a non-negligible residue of phenomena that cannot be ac-
counted for by this theory. The drastic effect of some drugs (particularly, but
not exclusively, that of purgatives and poisons) cannot be explained simply as
a consequence of their being hot and dry, or subtilising, for instance.2
The response of the physician from Pergamon to this crux is not to conve-

niently reject such cases (this could not be done without denying much useful
knowledge) nor to place their cause beyond the reach of human understand-
ing. He simply extends his theory to include a sort of fourth quality or prop-
erty that is, precisely, acting through the whole substance in a way that cannot

307 renders the passage quite faithfully as “the virtue of the pumice-stone dust is so great that”.
This passage was reproduced by Pliny, cf. «[...] tantamque refrigerandi naturam esse, ut musta
fervere desinant pumice addito» in NH XXXVI.21.[42] (J‒M V 3636‒10).

1 As shown by Theophrastus’ passage, Galen was by no means the first author to approach
the analysis of specific properties from a would-be rational perspective, but he certainly was
the most successful one as far as the Helleno-Islamicate medical tradition is concerned. On
the other hand, the enviably vast coverage of Galen’s medical theory by modern scholarship
includes this particular concept and the reader is referred for a better-informed analysis to
Singer 2020 [n.v.], andWilkins 2021. Mark that Singer relates this concept, as I shall here, to
unaccountable phenomena, whereas Wilkins considers that “such cases are rare and that the
predominant use of the concept is applied to daily nourishment” (Wilkins 2021: 483). Regard-
less of its actual frequency in the Galenic collection the ḫawāṣṣic interpretation of καθ’ ὅλην
τὴν οὐσίαν was quite probably the more influential one in the later tradition.

2 For a somewhat dated but clarifying analysis of the system of qualities in Galen’s pharmacog-
nosy, cf. Harig 1974: 105‒115. Regarding this systemand especially the status of tertiary qualities
(which are not identical to but may occasionally overlap with specific properties), it has been
acknowledged that “[t]he explanations are complicated and unclear and the chapter on the
Galenic qualities ofmedicaments is a very intricate one inGalenic pharmacology” (Prioreschi
1998: 437) and still that “[t]he co-existence of primary, secondary, and tertiary qualitieswas not,
however, without difficulties, and the delimitations between secondary and tertiary qualities
not always clearly defined” (Ventura 2017: 103‒014). The systematisation of secondary and ter-
tiary qualities in the Islamicate tradition, in turn, is quite clear, but I shall not risk venturing
into this matter here.
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be explained otherwise. Whether this is a “rational” answer to the problem or
not (Galen for one must have thought that it was) is of secondary importance
here. What matters most is that this category of effects and the drugs that pro-
duce them do not include just some tradition-honoured purgatives but also a
virtually unlimited stock of remedies coming mainly from the quarters of the
Empiricists.
Thus, to the recipe for a hepatic drug copied fromAsclepiades’ Intern.morb.

III and involving the flesh of snails, he appends his own remark in which he
reflects his educated guess or inference (“it seems that it effects that through its
whole substance”) but by no means any scepticism of rebuttal:

Galen, Sec. loc. VIII.8 (K XIΙI 2123‒7)

ἔγραψε δὲ καὶ διὰ κοχλιῶν ὁ Ἀσκληπιάδης φάρμακον ἡπατικὸν τοιοῦτον. κο-
χλιῶν χερσαίων εὖ μάλα τὴν σάρκα λεάνας καὶ οἴνου μέλανος ἐπιβαλὼν κυά-
θους τρεῖς καὶ θερμήνας δίδου πίνειν. ἔοικε δὲ τὰ τοιαῦτα καθ’ ὅλην τὴν οὐσίαν
ἐνεργεῖν, οὐ κατὰ μίαν ἢ δευτέραν ποιότητα.

As a matter of fact, far from being restricted to the context of reported
speech, the concept of καθ’ ὅλην τὴν οὐσίαν is perfectly integrated in Galen’s
own pharmacognostic practice. The conceptual identity of this rationalising
label with the specific properties was recognised without any problem by
Islamicate physicians. An indisputable example of that identification is the
passage on the golden thistle (σκόλυμος, Scolymus hispanicus L.) in Nat VIII.x.1,
which even if explicitly ascribed to Dioscorides can be proved to derive
(either through misascription or through hybridisation) from Galen’s «τοῦτο
μὲν οὖν ὡς καθαρτικῷ τοιούτου χυμοῦ τῷ φαρμάκῳ καθ’ ὅλην ὑπάρχει τὴν οὐσίαν»
in Simpl. med..1 That is how Ibn Sulaymān understood it too:2

Aġḏiyah III.iii.19 الكنجر في (S III 1467‒13 | Ṣ 4444‒8)

كثيرًا بولاً وأحدر البطن عقل طبیخه، وشرُب بشراب طُبخ إذا أنهّ، جوهره خاصّةِ ومن
العرق مع يخُرج لأنهّ البدن؛ سائر رائحة ونتن الإبطين رائحة بنتن یذهب صار ولذلك منتناً.
جوهره بجملة یقع منه الفعل وهذا — الأخلاط من الجنس هذا من كان ما البدن من
ذلك. یفعل لا ما الیابس الحارّ من لأنّ ویبوسـته)، بحرارته لا (أعني بكيفياّته لا بخاصّته،

.ǧ وبخاصته بخاصّته] | s لجملة بجملة]

1 Cf. Galen, Simpl. med. VIII.xviii.24 Περὶ σκολύμου ῥίζης (K XII 1259‒16) ≡ Mufradah VII.103 ذكر
الحرشف (E 133r 21‒24). The passage is analysed in Chapter 3 as an example of possible hybridis-
ation of Dioscoridean and Galenic materials.

2 From Aġḏiyah it was literal excerpted by Ibn Samaǧūn in Ǧāmiʕ حرشف22‒ح (S I 17215‒1731) and
again in Ǧāmiʕ 45‒ك كنكر (S II 15915‒20) [= Ǧ in the apparatus below].
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And so did Azzahrāwī, and Ibn Ǧazlah, and Ibn Albayṭār, working at dif-
ferent times and places as well as in different genres:

Azzahrāwī, Taṣrīf XXVII.ii ك ii.5 كنجر (S II 35220‒22)

عقل وشرُب، بشراب طُبخ إذا خاصّته: ومن الثانیة. الدرجة في يابس حارّ — كنجر
البدن. سائر رائحة ونتن الإبطين برائحة یذهب صار ولذلك كثيرًا، بولاً وأحدر البطن

Minhāǧ حرشف99‒ح (L 70v 2)

كل. أُ إذا فيه بخاصّیّةٍ الإبط نتن ويزُیل

Ibn Albayṭār, Almuġnī XVII.23 والعرق البدل لرائحة المطیّبة (M 315r 16‒17 | P1 272r 13‒14)

الإبطين رائحة يحُسّن ولذلك بالبول، البدن من الفضول إخراج خاصّیّته: — الحرشف
ونیًّا. مطبوخًا كل أُ إن هذا یفعل — البدن وسائر

Galen’s explanatory device was, of course, inherited by Byzantine physi-
cians. Thus the benefit of a preparation made of a wolf ’s liver is affirmed by
Oribasius to work not by some quality (ποιότης) but some specific property
(ἰδιότης) of its substance:

Ad Eunapium IV.xcvi.15‒16 (R 4787‒10)≡ Synopsis IX.xviii.15‒16 (R 2893‒6)

ἧπαρ λύκου λειοῦται μετ᾿ ἀκριβείας καὶ δίδοται 𐅻 α μετ᾿ οἴνου γλυκέος. τοῦτο
πεῖραν ἱκανὴν δέδωκε καὶ πάσαις ἁρμόττει ταῖς δυσκρασίαις, ὡς ἰδιότητι τῆς
οὐσίας ἐνεργοῦν, καὶ οὐ κατά τινα ποιότητα.

It isworthnoting that this Byzantineuse of ἰδιότης (which goesback indeed to
Galenic terminology)may not be entirely unrelated to the early standardisation
of ḫāṣṣiyyah amongst pre-Ḥunaynī physicians (some examples of which have
been shown above).
Let me quote once again, before turning to less medicine-centred contexts,

Ibn Sīnā’s elaborate argumentation in favour of the existence of the specific
properties. In this instance it is his closing remark that I reproduce, which is
particularly subjective (and not without some pungency) and therefore more
reflective of the author’s stance than the previous purely philosophical elabora-
tion:

Qalbiyyah XI (B 2491‒11)

الجمهور یذهب هذا وإلى — بالذات أفاعیلها البسـیطة الأجسامُ بها تفعل قوّةٌ هي والطبیعة
لكان قاصیةٍ، بلادٍ من ويجُلب وجودُه یعزّ ممّا النار كانت ولو النظر. أهل من والضعفاء
أشدّ يكون خاصّیّتها سبب عن بحثهم ولكنّ الخاصّیّات؛ سائر على خاصّیّتها یقُدّمون الجمهور
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الخاصّیّا. سائر أسـباب عن بحثهم من
ائءلى القوّة من الإبصار تخُرج وهي لا؟ وكیف ا؛ جدًّ عجیبة النار عن الكائنة الأفعال فإنّ
من ویتولّد علیه، تقوى ما لكلّ ومصعّدةً فوق إلى متصعّدةً وترُى الجاسّ، عن وتمنع الفعل،
ینقصها ولا جوهرها، إلى وتحُیّله یلاُقيها ما وتفُسد عظيم، شيء واحدةٍ ساعةٍ دي قلیلها

منها؟. الاخٓذ
أنّ إلاّ الخواصس! سائر ومن للحدید المغناطيس جذب من كثيرًا لأعجب هذا أن ولعمري
المغناطيس فعل وندور سببها، عن والبحث عنها التعجُّب أسقطا المشاهدة وكثرة الشهرة

سببه. عن البحث إلى ودعا التعجُّب أوجب

Such are the prevalent explanations amongst physicians familiar with
Galenic doctrines (which pretty much equals to all major authors of medical
literature), but there circulated alternative interpretations too. Some of
those are to be found in epistemic traditions with a stronger leaning towards
metaphysics and spirituality.
Elaborating on a cosmic dichotomy remarkably reminiscent of the one anal-

ysed for Nat II.1, Ǧābir b. Ḥayyān provides some insight into a different, non-
Galenic, ḫawāṣṣic trend inherited by the early Islamicate tradition. According
to his doctrine, ḫāṣṣah is the name of a power (quwwah) that cannot be per-
ceived by the senses but only grasped by the intellect. The first example of such
a power is the traditional one of the magnet stone but the hermeneutics of the
phenomenon reflect an entirely different noetic context:

Raḥmah ١٤٤20‒١٤٥6

تدُرك وإنماّ بالحواسّ، تدُرك لا التيّ اللطیفة الروحانیّة الأشـیاء العالم: هذا في ما وأقوى
تنفذ وهي ترُى، ولا تحُسّ لا التيّ الروحانیّة بالقوّة الحدید يجذب الّذي كالحجر — بالعقول
«الخاصّة»، له یقُال القوّة وهذه نفسها. إلى الحدید، وبين بينها والصفر الصفر، من الكثیف في
اتفّاق وهو جسمانيتهّا، لاتفّاق بعض في بعضها وفعل الأشـیاء روحانیّة اتفّاق الخاصّة ومعنى

الباطنة. بالقوّة الباطنة القوّة وامتزاج والمركبّة البسـیطة الطبائع فرق ما

A curious (and worth exploring) application of this doctrine appears to un-
derpin the philosophical explanation propounded by Mesue for the working
mechanism of purgative drugs.1 They do not purge, according to the author, be-

1 On this shadowy figure who, following Ullmann’s advice, is perhaps best labelled as Pseudo-
IbnMāsawayh, cf. Ullmann 1970: 304‒306. While the conspicuous presence of cites from au-
thors that postdate the true Ibn Māsawayh has been long noted, there is a possibility that
not all three parts of the collection are equally pseudepigraphic, or at least not in the same
degree. Parallel transmission provides enough authentic material from Ibn Māsawayh’s Iṣlāḥ
andMushilah to conduct a systematic comparison that might throw some definite light on the
question.
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cause of anything in their constitution, nor through contrariety or similarity, but
because of a specific property (virtus propria) that is described as celestial (to
be compared to Ǧābir’s rūḥāniyyah). The mention of Plato as an authority for
the specific properties is remarkable in itself and it further places the research
on this matter beyond the physician’s competence:1

Canones universales I.i.1 De electione medicinarum (L 7r 12‒29)

Dicimus quodmedicina laxatiua non est a re complexionali sic, sed quia
talis. Neque ut contrarium in contrarium quia contrarium, sed quia ta-
lis. Et neque quia simile attractiuum huius uel eradicatiuum aut con-
trarium, sed quia tale. Et neque quia graue aut lene agitatiuum supe-
rius uel inferius, sed quia tale. Dotatur enim omne duplici —ut aiunt
philosophi— virtute, scilicet elementari et celesti. Huic quidem com-
muni huic uero propria. Etenim calefactiuum et frigiditatiuum calidum
et frigidumomne; solutiuumautemnonquia calidumnec quia frigidum,
sed quia celesti uirtute dotatum sit, ipsius mixtionem regulante. Et ob
hoc quidem solutiuum hoc, illud uero prouocatiuum, aliud uero aliter
— et aliter hoc quia celesti uirtute tale supra complexionem fertur.
Inquit Plato: «Dotauit res quidem natura proprietatibus. Omnino enim
quodlibet quod secundummeretur a specie sua agit quod proprium est.
Utique enim nullius rei est actio propria nisi quam species regulat. Hoc
autem certificare non estmedici, sed eius qui se altius agit».

Even if it may reflect a genuine Islamicate tradition, Mesue’s testimony is
of more import for the history of medicine in Christianate Europe, as the text
was the object of several commentaries that did not fail to notice the contrast
between this particular explanation and Galen’s analysis in Simpl. med.2
A third answer to the unaccounted phenomenon of the specific properties

of things is the theistic solution: such powers were placed by god for the good
of humankind. This might be perhaps expected to be an explanation given by
religious authorities but it is also the one appendedwith some regularity by Ibn
Zuhr (d. 1162) to his ḫawāṣṣic passages:3

1 There are a few echoes of a monograph on the specific properties (Kitābu ǧāmiʕi lḫawāṣṣ) as-
cribed to Plato in the Islamicate tradition, cf. Ullmann 1974b: 76 n. 9, with references to a
quote in Ibn Almubārak’sMunqiḏ, another one in a Hermetic text, and also a Persian book of
stones (ǧavāhir-nāme) ascribed to Plato in Tiblis.

2 Cf. for instance the remarks added to his own new edition of the Latin text by Dubois [=
Sylvius] 1561: 3r‒3v.

3 I could locate neither of these excerpts in Zuhr’sḪawāṣṣ (but perhaps newmanuscriptsmight
transmit them), which begs the question whether Ibn Zuhr himself may have compiled his
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Ibn Zuhr ⊂ Ibn Albayṭār, Ǧāmiʕ 163‒ح حمام (B II 349‒12)

تحتها، المخدور وسكن غرفة في كانت أو منها، بمقربة المخدور سكن «إذا زهر: ابن خواصّ
والخمود والسكتة الفالج ومن الخدر من أمنٌ ومجاورتها برأ. فوقها: سكن بيت في كانت أو

فيها». تعالى الله جعله بعدیة خاصّیّة وهذه — والسـبات

Ibn Zuhr ⊂ Ibn Albayṭār, Ǧāmiʕ 165‒ح وحشيّ حمار (B II 361‒3)

— الماء نزول من ويمنع البصر، صحّة یدُيم الوحش حمار عين إلى النظر ابنزهر: الملك عبد
فيها. بهة شـُ لا العين، صحّة لدوام فيه الله جعلها عجیبة خاصّیّة وهي

That such an explanation is not by any means peculiar to Muslim authors
is proved by the parallel testimony of Thomas of Cantimpré (d. 1272), for in-
stance, who documents an analogous Christianisation of the concept of virtus.
It is worth noting that this resort to (quite literally) a deus ex machina is ne-
cessitated in his case by the fact that no physiological (ie humoral) origin could
be suggested for the specific properties of stones, which are neither hot nor cold
and their effects cannot therefore be accounted for by any combination of these
primary qualities. The cause for their wondrous effects (miracula, mirabilia) is
god’s will:

De natura rerum XIIII.i.22‒36 (B 355‒356)

Sed et questio magna est, unde et quomodo virtus inest lapidibus,
quippe magna virtus eorum videtur et efficacia sanitatum. Unde
autem hoc habeant nisi a deo, homini incompertum est. Et qui-
dem hoc certum est, quod omnis virtus a deo est, sicut dicit Ari-
stotiles in libro Metheororum. Sed inest herbis aut fructibus me-
diante operatione nature, utpote res que naturaliter calide sunt
aut frigide et competunt medicine. Horum nullum in lapidibus
est, ut excessus caloris aut frigoris in ullo lapidum denotetur. Con-
stat ergo, quia sine ullo medio lapidibus indidit virtutem omnipo-
tens et in eis virtutis potentiam tribuit pro ratione nature. Excepta
autem gratia sanitatum miracula multa et magna experiuntur in
gemmis, sicut de magnete et adamante, qui in attractione ferri vi-
dentur inimicari, de adamante qui stellammaris demonstrat et de
ostolano qui hominem invisibilem reddit, de carbunculo qui sine

own collection following his father’s lead. The survey of the former’s book for the commentary
on Nat III has shown that most quotes from “Ibn Zuhr’s Ḫawāṣṣ” in the Ǧāmiʕ have a corre-
spondence to Zuhr’s book, but then Ibn Albayṭār was far closer than us in time and space to
his source and he mentions quite consistently the son rather than the father.
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ignis amminiculo tenebras noctis fugat; de multis quoque aliis, ut
presens testatur liber. Horum igitur miraculorum ratio est omni-
potentis dei voluntas, qui in rebus humanis mirabilis predicatur.

All in all, how satisfactory these approximations are to be considered de-
pends entirely from the context in which they were originally proposed. In the
eyes of thosewhodonot favour a theistic explanationof natural phenomena, in-
voking a deity as their ultimate causemight certainly be a tokenof irrationalism,
but neither (Ibn) Zuhr nor Thomas of Cantimpré are typical representatives
of the irrational mind. On the other hand, at first glance substituting “nature”
for “god” may not be thought of as a great improvement with regard to the va-
lidity of the argument, but a closer look reveals that the underlying idea can be
paraphrased in admittedly anachronistic terms as “this works thus according
to physical laws that we are not able to comprehend yet with the instruments
available to us”—an admission that is, by the way, very much the essence of
science.

2.2.4 The locus of the properties

The above excerpt from De natura rerum touches upon a question that had
at some point evidently vexed those who applied their mind to the study
of the specific properties: where do such properties actually lie. In the case
of plants and animals, while behavioural traits (ἴδια) as well as sympathies
and antipathies are predicated of the whole being, their concrete properties
(δυνάμεις) are regularly associated to a particular organ or secretion.1 This
applies to any properties whatsoever and the identification of the exact active
element is as fundamental to ḫawāṣṣic knowledge as it is to pharmacognosy in
general, which would eventually came to be differentiated only by their focus
and by their permeability to non-medical traditions.
In the end, most of the quotations transmitted by Ḫawāṣṣ transmit the re-

sults of the systematisation introduced by a few authors with regard to themass
of data garnered by so-called folk healers and now-anonymous ῥιζοτόμοι and
labourers:

1 In fact, when a property is attributed to a whole plant or animal one may suspect that origi-
nally a principle of sympathy and antipathy may have been involved, whereas in the case of
organs and secretions different principles such as analogy (either similia similibus or contraria
contrariis) are prevalent.
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Theophrastus, Hist. plant. IX.8.1 (A 203‒10)

Τῶν [δὲ] ῥιζῶν πλείους μέν εἰσιν αἱ δυνάμεις καὶ πρὸς πλείω. ζητοῦνται δὲ
μάλιστα αἱ φαρμακώδεις ὡς χρησιμώταται διαφέρουσαι τῷ τε μὴ πρὸς ταὐτὰ
καὶ τῷ μὴ ἐν τοῖς αὐτοῖς ἔχειν τὴν δύναμιν. ὡς δ’ οὖν ἐπίπαν αϊ πλεῖσται μὲν
ἐν αὐταῖς ἔχουσι καὶ τοῖς καρποῖς καὶ τοῖς ὀποῖς, ἔνιαι δὲ καὶ ἐπὶ τοὶς φύλλοις·
τὰς δὲ φυλλώδεις δυνάμεις τὰς πολλὰς σχεδὸν πόας καλοῦσιν οἱ ῥιζοτόμοι.

Whether the property attributed to such and such organ ought to be
explained as the outcome of its inscrutable temperament (ie a combination of
its primary qualities to a degree that cannot be quantified with any accuracy)
or by resorting to the “through its whole substance” principle or to any other
device is a question that relates directly to the intellectual approach of each
author. Some of themmay not have given much thought to this matter, as they
appear to have been interestedmostly (if not exclusively) in the actual contents
of this lore rather than in any theorising. Others may have assumed, without
further explicit elaboration, some variation of the concept of intrinsicality.
A specific property is simply naturally imprinted (sigillata ≡maṭbūʕah) in its

carrier, be it hellebore or electrum:

Canones universales I.i.2 (L 11r 36 ‒ 11v 3)

Et illud ideo quoniammedicina laxatiua perueniens ad stomachum non
adiit humorem quem euacuare debet penetrando ad ipsum, sed uirtute
attractionis sigillata in ipsa attrahit eligens quod exhumoribus estei pro-
prium attrahere. Et est comparatio operationis eius ad materias compa-
ratio magnetis ad ferrum, charabe ad fustem et ad alia.

Canones universales I.i.2 (L 14r 26‒27)

Verum quelibet medicinarum sigillatam habet proprietatem ut hoc
membrummagis quam illud respiciat.

Or the power by which the perceptible effects obtain is simply inherent
(ġarīzī≡ ἔμφυτος, just like the inner heat of the heart) to the element and the
specific property is a natural one (ṭabīʕiyyah ≡ φυσική). This is the explanation
that that Islamicate authors inherit from the pseudo-Aristotelian Aḥǧār for the
power of diamond to break any body with which it enters in contact (see the
quote from Ibn Alǧazzār, Iʕtimād IV.13 reproduced above).
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2.2.5 Modes of causation

The original compilers of ḫawāṣṣicmaterialsmay have deemed the principles at
work the in operation of the specific properties all too evident for their readers
(who were, as they would be for many centuries, most likely an initiated elite)
or perhaps they elaborated on them either in their prologues or in some theory-
centred texts. It must be stressed that even before becoming an autonomous
epistemic genre the knowledge of the specific properties was part and parcel
of natural philosophy and that the attractive power of the magnet stone was
as much as an illustration of the doctrine of cosmic sympathy as the purging
property of scammony was an example of the medical or drug-like (φαρμακώ-
δης) power of some plants. In any case, as far as later (and most especially Is-
lamicate) texts are concerned, an explicit elucidation of the principle through
which a specific property works is only exceptionally provided. As a matter of
fact, stating that producing such and such effect is the ḫāṣṣiyyah of the drug is
usually considered a sufficient explanation.
Furthermore, onemust bear inmind that with perhaps the only exception of

the groundbreaking pioneers of the protogenre, most authors are mere trans-
mitters (and only sporadically commenters) of fragments of this lore. The ulti-
mate connections and associations (which are certainly older then the extant
written corpus) were borrowed by one author from another and then trans-
ferred from one tradition into another with little or no change at all. The primi-
tiveGreek conceptualisation of epilepsy, the sacredmalady, could not be “trans-
lated” into the Islamicate tradition (actually, the pre-Hippocratic beliefs origi-
nally associated to it may have been likewise obscure to Roman and Byzantine
physicians) and yet the underlying motivation for some of the remedies trans-
mitted in Ḫawāṣṣ texts against this disease may go back to that context.
The clearest example of non-transparent motivation is certainly that of ety-

mological association,which is bydefinition language-bound (seebelow). Prob-
ably nowhere is the bookish nature of most ḫawāṣṣic remedies more evident
than in such cases.
There is ample room for speculation regarding the possible motivation for

some ḫawāṣṣic associations. Further research and more detailed analysis are
required in order to propose a valid typology of these materials. The following
compressed remarks do certainly not constitute a a taxonomy, as some of the
aspects dealt with below might be subsumed into others (for instance the spe-
cific like-cures-like principle within a more general taxon of sympathy).
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Sympathy and antipathy
As seen in the survey of Nat II.1, the belief in a duality of the universe or of
the creation was a basic tenet shared large and by across centuries and cul-
tural boundaries. The essential dichotomies expounded in that Weltanschau-
ung were spiritual and corporeal, agreement and sympathy, disagreement and
antipathy.1 Moreover, the doctrine of a universal relationship of sympathy and
antipathy between created beings was by no means a mysteric doctrine cher-
ished by learned philosophers. It was a pivotal conception possessing great ex-
planatory power that could be activated at any moment in order to provide
an interpretation of phenomena that did not lend themselves to be analysed
through other logical or would-be rational instruments.
Thus, when the unfaltering inquisitiveness of Abulḥasan Aṭṭabarī made

him question his teacher Abū ʕimrān about the cause (ʕillah) why mice are
sought for (as a remedy) for those who have been bitten by a tiger, the latter’s
educated guess (for he had found nothing on this in any book) involved a refer-
ence to the hostility and antipathy assumed to exist between those two animals.
In addition to a fewmore examples of such antipathies Abū ʕimrān includes in
his explanation a reference to the effect obtaining «biṭarīqi lḫawāṣṣ»:2

Buqrāṭiyyah VII.38 (B 231r 21‒25 | L 374v 22 ‒ 375r 3)

وما شيئاً فيه نسمع «لم لي: فقال النمر، عضّه لمن وطلبته الفارٔ علّة عمران أبا سالٔتُ وقد
بين كما المنافرة، وشدّة العداوة شدّة من الحیوٰنات بين ما ضربًا وأظنهّ كتاب؛ في قرأت
معاداة والنمر الفارٔ بين فيكون الحزين؛ ومالك والدلفين والسـنوّر، والفارٔ والثعالب، الثعبان

للاخٓر». سمٌُّ وأحدهما المزاجين في ومخالفة

Mark once again the conventionality of the scene, which depicts a disciple
wondering about the cause of a certain phenomenon for which he cannot find
any explanation (the first step in a rational inquiry) and a teacher who far from
dismissing the question as irrelevant improvises an elaborate answer in strictly
rational terms.

1 For the latter pair, cf. «almumāṯalatu walmuqābalah» in Ǧābir b. Ḥayyān, Iḫrāǧ 778.
2 This Abū ʕimrān must be the same one mentioned in Arrāzī’s Alḥāwī and which Richter-
Bernburg identifies with Abū Māhir b. Sayyār, teacher of Almaǧūsī and Abulḥasan
Aṭṭabarī and author of some annotations to Ibn Sarābiyūn’sKunnāš (cf. Richter-Bernburg
1983: 69‒70 n. 41a).
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Similia similibus
My concern here (as below with the analogous contraria contrariis) is not with
the pre-Socratic philosophical manifestations of the τὸ ὅμοιον ὡς (also πρὸς) τὸ
ὅμοιον idea, let alone with the modern appropriation and resignification of this
concept in homoeopathic (and accordingly allopathic) medicine. It is worth
noting, nevertheless, that the integration of this natural philosophical principle
into medicine is already attested in a number of different forms in the Hippo-
cratic collection, all of which can be subsumed into a general category of “like
cures like”.1 In Hippocratic texts this principle is implicitly but yet quite unmis-
takably applied to purgative drugs (καθαρτικά), which are affirmed to produce
their effect on a given humour on the basis of a similarity in constitution. A drug
with a phlegm-like (φλεγματώδης) nature, for instance, shall purge phlegm but
not either bile.
A slightly less conspicuous association inspired by sense-perceptible re-

semblance is chromatic correspondence (Farbenkorresponsion), as when black
hellebore is prescribed against diseases caused by black bile, red elements such
as flowers or fruits against those related to blood, or the yellow honey-based
μελίκρητον (Attic μελίκρατον) against jaundice.2 With regard to the later genre
of Ḫawāṣṣ the case of the χαραδριός bird is, without any doubt, the most
interesting, as already in Greek texts its flesh is commended as a remedy
for jaundice in an apparently strictly medico-dietetic context but a mythic
association of this bird with jaundice can be traced back to the 6th c. b. ce.3

1 Cf. the excellent monograph by Müller 1965, which despite its pervasive positivism remains
the best survey of the subject to date. The different reflections of the similia similibus idea in
theHippocratic collection are located and commented separately inMüller 1965: 112‒150. The
typology outlined there in a lengthy and most elaborate footnote that runs across three pages
has been quite helpful formyown sketch here and it ought to be further developed in the future
(cf. Müller 1965: 148‒150 n. 142).

2 Cf. Müller 1965: 146‒147, 148 n. 142, where a quite sensible (but rarely admitted) inference
is drawn from the prescription of the milk from a black cow against blood-related ailments,
which “läßt sichwohl nur dadurch erklären, daßdie Farbbeziehung zumBlute eineRolle spielt”
(Müller 1965: 148 n. 142). Such specific indications were transmitted for centuries even after
having been entirely decontextualised and it is possible that the enigmatic reference in Islami-
cate text to “themilk of a blackwoman that suckles a child”might have a similar origin, perhaps
even as a reinterpretations of the original passages.

3 Cf Hippocrates, Affect. int. [37] (L V VII 2604‒6); cf. also Müller 1965: 149 n. 142, who classes
the pre-Hippocratic account on looking at the χαραδριός as a means to get rid of jaundice as
an example of Type 3 Gleiches befreit von Gleichem. Cf. further Gaillard-Seux 2021, which of-
fers an exhaustive overview of the association between jaundice and yellow things (especially
birds) in the Graeco-Roman tradition.
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The best-documented manifestation of this principle, however, is the medi-
cal use of a certain animal organ to heal an ailment affecting the same organ in a
human.1 Although at an earlier phase a combination with some other principle
may be postulated as the origin of more specific indications (namely mention-
ing the organ of a particular animal, not of any animal whatsoever) analogical
pressure seems to have resulted in the extension of the organ-heals-organ to a
wider range of animals. Some examples of this type of analogy include the use
of an onager’s or a wild horse’s spleen against splenetic ailments:

Galen, Sec. loc. IΧ.2 (K XIΙI 2428‒9)

ὀνάγρου ἢ ἵππου ἀγρίου σπλῆνα ξηράνας κόψε ἀπόθου καὶ δίδου κοχλιάρια βʹ.
μετ᾽ οἴνου κεκραμένου κυάθων τριῶν.

The same principle emerges in connection to with the motif of “nature as a
teacher” in the zoographic report about eagles eating other animals’ liver when
afflicted by hepatic pains. This story must have entered the Islamicate written
tradition through some pseudepigraphic Ḥayawān, for Ibn Qutaybah ascribes
it to “the author of the Logic” (ie Aristotle):2

ʕuyūn IV (B II 47817‒19 | Q II 9311‒12)

الهواء في والأرانب الثعلب رفعها من كبدها اشـتكت إذا العقاب، المنطق:« صاحب قال
تبرأ». حتىّ كباد الأ كل بأ تعالجت وأشـباهه، لذلك وحطّها

An echo of this story is further found ascribed to Gugir (probably Ǧurǧīs)3
in the Liber de proprietatibus sexaginta animalium ascribed to Arrāzī.

1 These correspond to Type 1Gleiches hilf Gleichem in according to the classification propounded
in Müller 1965: 148 n. 142, which includes also resemblance in form or colour in the case of
plants or minerals.

2 I have not been more fortunate than Brockelmann in identifying the origin of the passage
(cf. his source apparatus ad loc.). Judging from the context in which the quotation appears
it would seem to stem from some pseudepigraphic text akin to Naʕt. The account may have
beenmediated by Alǧāḥiḍ̱’sḤayawān, in whichmuch zoographicmaterial is drawn from “the
author of the Logic”. A curious apomorphic misreading of the same passage is attested by Ibn
ʕabdirabbih, ʕiqdVII 2723‒4, where the snake (ḥayyah) has substituted for the eagle and truffles
(kamʔah) for livers.

3 Thismight be Ǧurǧīs b. Ǧibrīl b. Buḫtīšūʕ (d. ca 768), director of the hospital of Gondēšāpūr,
translator ofGreekmedical texts intoArabic and author of a kunnāš originallywritten in Syriac,
cf. Ullmann 1970: 108, who adds, as usually, an exhaustive list of quotations ascribed toǦurǧīs
in Arrāzī’s Alḥāwī.
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Arrāzī, Sexaginta XVIII De lupo (A 68ra 3‒10 | V 110r 56‒61)

Ga.: «Epar lupi tritum valde desiccatum, si ex eo bibatur coclear unum
cum vino dulci, valet dolori epatis antiqui cuiuscunque malicie comple-
xionis, quia in ipso est proprietas conueniens epati infirmo».
Et dixit Gugith quod confert omnibus animalibus dolentibus epar. Pro-
batio huius est quoniam vultur dolet in epate, si venetur aues magnas et
comederit ex epate earum, curabitur.

tritum valde desiccatum] desiccatum et tritum nimis V | antiqui] ‒ V | Gugith]
Gugir V |malicie] fueritmaleV | conueniens epati] complexionis epatii A | quod ...
epar] Epar confert omnibus animalibus dolentibus epar si comedatur V | huius]
eius V | venetur] in venit A | curabitur] curatur V.

One could hardly find a better illustration of this principle than the entry on
bears in theKyranides, which looks verymuch like a compact version of the type
of treatise represented by De vulture, focusing in this case on the medical uses
of virtually every single organ of this plantigrade:

Kyranides II.1 Περὶ ἄρκτου 6‒11, 13‒16
K 112‒113

ὠφελεῖ οὖν εἰς θεραπείαν.

Τῆς γὰρ κεφαλῆς τὰ ὀστᾶ περίαπτε
πρὸς κεφαλαλγίαν πᾶσαν. ὁ δὲ ἐγκέ-
φαλος αὐτοῦ βρωθεὶς ἐπιληψίαν ἰᾶ-
ται. οἱ ὀφθαλμοὶ δὲ φορούμενοι παν-
τοῖον πάθος ὀφθαλμῶν ἀποστρέφου-
σιν. τῶν δὲ ὠτῶν αὐτοῦ ὁ ῥύπος σὺν
ῥοδίνῳ πᾶσαν ὠταλγίαν ἰᾶται. οἱ δὲ
ὀδόνττες ὀδονταλγίαν καὶ περιαφθέν-
τες παιδίοις ἀνωδύνως ὀδοντοφυοῦ-
σιν. [...].
τὸ δὲ ἧπαρ ξηρόν, λεῖον ἐπιπλασθέν,
ἡπατικοὺς ἰᾶται. νεῦρα δὲ χειρῶν καὶ
ποδῶν φορύμενα ποδαγροὺς καὶ χειρ-
αγροὺς βοηθεῖ.

Cyranides II.40 De urso
D 1378‒1384

Ununquodque membrum huius
facit ad unumquodque membrum
ominis medicinam.
Ossa igitur capitis illius suspende
ad omnem cephalalgiam. Cere-
brum autem eius comestum epi-
lensiam sanat. Oculi quoque om-
nimodam optalmiam curant. Au-
rium vero eius cerumen cum oleo
roseo omnem dolorem aurium sa-
nat. Dentes autem dolorem den-
tium; suspensi etiam pueris sine
dolore dentes educunt. [...].
Epar autem siccum et solutum
ac superspersum epaticos sanat.
Nervi autem pedum et manuum
habiti podagricos et chiragricos
adiuvant.
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To conclude this brief survey on an anecdotical note, this like-cures-like prin-
ciple can be exceptionally inverted and some beasts were credited with the
innate knowledge on how to heal themselves by resorting to human organs.
Within the traditional catalogue of examples of self-healing as shown by non-
human animals, Attawḥīdī includes a remarkable reference to Egyptian vul-
tures (raḫamah, Neophron percnopterus L.) restoring their weakened sight by
slitting or laying open a human gallbladder:

Alʔimtāʕ 10‒12 (A‒Z I 1724)

إنسان. مرارة بقرت بصرُها، ضعف إذا الرخمة،

Immaterial analogy

Within this provisional category one can classify a series of analogical associa-
tions that are not based on identicality or external resemblance (either of shape
or colour) but rather on a particular physiological or behavioural characteristic
attributed to the animal (less often the plant or the mineral) from which the
active element is derived. Detecting this particular kind of analogy is relatively
easy through comparison to the ethological accounts transmitted in polythe-
matic (ie not strictly therapeutic) Ḥayawān texts, but in some cases the results
of this comparison may be admittedly less convincing than those in which an
obvious morphological analogy is implied.
Plausible examples of this principle are abundant in Nat III. Thus, the oph-

thalmological prescription of a preparationbased on a snake sloughmight seem
a totally unmotivated example of so-called irrational medicine, but an analogi-
cal motivation can be found in the traditional story according to which snakes,
when they wax old, their eyesight dims, and their skin becomes flaccid, get rid
of their slough and plunge into a spring, from which they emerge rejuvenated.1
Then, if the attribution of an aphrodisiac property to the plant known in

Greek as ὄρχις is evidently morphology-induced, the mention of bulls and spar-
rows must be interpreted as a reflection of the outstanding libido with which
they were universally credited.2 In the case of bulls the specification of their pe-
nis (organ-for-organ) resulted actually in a double analogy, whereas the impos-
sibility of this enhancement with regard to sparrows was somewhat compen-
sated by extending this power to virtually every organ of the bird (their brains,
flesh, and eggs).

1 Cf. Attawḥīdī, Alʔimtāʕ 10‒12 (A‒Z I 1198‒11).
2 For bulls, cf. Attawḥīdī, Alʔimtāʕ 10‒12 (A‒Z I 18510‒11).
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The same explanation may be adduced for the use of multiple organs of a
mule both as the main ingredient or as a necessary complement for contracep-
tive devices, mules being, in the Helleno-Islamicate tradition as well as else-
where, the barren animal κατ’ εξοχήν.1

Contraria contrariis
Enantiotherapeutics or healing through contraries is one of the fundamental
strategies prescribed by Hippocratic medicine and it was encapsulated in the
aphoristic maxim «ἀ ἐναντία τῶν ἐναντίων ἐστὶν ἱήματα».2 This practice must be
understood within the wider context of cosmic ἐναντιῶσις (actually the taḍā-
dud alluded to in Nat II.1) and it is probably no coincidence that one of the
most explicit explanations of this principle in the Islamicate tradition can be
found not in a medical treatise but in a mainly philosophical (and more pre-
cisely propaedeutic) text such as the Iḫwān’s encyclopaedia. Their combina-
tionof themedical treatment through contraries and thedoctrine of the specific
properties could not be more relevant to our discussion:

Rasāʔil XIX.10 (B 3073‒10)

وذلك العلیل. العضو في الدواء تاثٔير مثل يكون الأحجار هذه أفعال مثل بانّٔ أخي، يا وعلم،
فإذا به؛ التيّ العلّة لطبیعة المضادّة الدواء طبیعة إلى اشتياقه علیل عضوٍ كلّ خاصّیّة مِن أنّ
العضو، ذلك إلى الجاذبة القوّة جذبته به، وحسّ العلیل العضو نب بالقرب الدواء حصل
ودفعتها وغلبتها عليها وقوَِیتَ المؤلمة، العلّة طبیعة دفع على الدواء بطبیعة المدبِّرة القوّة وأمسكته

العلیل. العضو عن

Etymological association
Names (and all active elementsmust benecessarily named for them tobe recog-
nised)3 have the power to prompt connections that have nothing to do with
pharmacognostic theories or natural philosophical doctrines of universal anal-
ogy. When fixed and divulged, such associations become an additional source
for ḫawāṣṣic materials that in the endmay be contextually impossible to distin-
guish fromanyother remedies. It is onlywith thehelp of translinguistic compar-
ison and not without a dose of etymological speculation, that some onomastic

1 Cf. Attawḥīdī, Alʔimtāʕ 10‒12 (A‒Z I 1862).
2 Cf. Hippocrates, Flat. [1] (H 92 8 | L VI 9210‒11). After having risked a new coinagemyself I gladly
found it already in circulation, which certainly gives it more credibility: “the enantiotherapeu-
tic principle” is used, in reference to Hippocratic medicine, by Boulay 2015: 274.

3 The only exception would be, once again, some charms and writings, which are rather de-
scribed than named.
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links can be detected. The exact nature of the connection is not alway clear,
however, and associative etymology must have acted in more than one way.
Thus, plastering a mixture of meal and the plant known in Greek as αἰγίλωψ

(traditionally identified either as the ovate goatgrass, Aegilops geniculata Roth,
formerly Aegilops ovata L., or the wild oat or haver grass, Avena fatua L., both
within the Poaceae or Gramineae) was recommended for the homonymous eye
ailment αἰγίλωψ (also αἰγιλώπια, a lacrymal fistula, translated by Iṣṭifan and
by Ḥunayn as ġarab but reflected exceptionally in Natāʔiǧ as rīšah).1 Although
the two Greek homonyms may be etymologically as unrelated as their respec-
tive Arabic equivalents, the self-evident analogy implied in the prescription of
αἰγίλωψ for αἰγίλωψ was impossible to preserve in translation.2
Connections are not, however, always so manifest, and sometimes one can

only try to garner evidence to support an intuition. The powerful eyesight with
which gazelles were credited, for instance, may well have been inspired by an
association with the lexeme δορκ‒:

Attawḥīdī, Alʔimtāʕ 10‒12 (A‒Z I 1858‒9)

”النظّارة“ بالیونانیّة لها ویقُال الظباء؛ من أبصر الحیوان في ليس ویقال: — الغزال
و”المبصرة“.

On the other hand, a different tendency obtained quite early (certainly prior
to the first written documentation) to name some plants after the ailments
which they were thought to heal. Typical examples of this nomenclature in
the Greek tradition are βουβώνιον (after βουβών ‘groin’ and also ‘swollen gland,

1 Cf. Dioscorides,Materia medica 4:137 αἰγίλωψ (W II 2833‒4) ≡ Ḥašāʔiš 4:132 وسرَ الدَّ وهو ااغیلبص،
(B 225r 11–12 | L 153v 19–21 | O 143r 13–16 | P 97r 21–22) also Pliny,NH XXV.13.[93] (J‒M IV 1643‒7),
and Archigenes, Per gen. I ⊂ Galen, Sec. loc. V.2 (K XII 8218‒12) ≡ Qāṭāǧānas V.2 (E 55v 2‒6)
[→ Alkaškarī, Kunnāš LXIII (S 47211‒14)]; then Galen, Simpl. med. VI.i.9 Περὶ αἰγίλωπος (K XI
81514‒17)≡MufradahVI.9 وْسرَ الدَّ ذكـرُ (E 96r 14‒16); Aetius of Amida, Iatrica I.9 (O I 3312‒13); Paul
of Aegina, Pragmateia VII.3 Α‒13 (H II 18815‒16) ≡Arrāzī, Alḥāwī [335] دوسر (B 307111‒12). The
commentary on Chapter III.i On the eyes of Nat III Ḫawāṣṣ, which includes the analysis of the
Dioscoridean quote on αἰγίλωψ (= Nat III.i.1), has not been included in the sample selected for
this dissertation.

2 An entirely different strategywas implemented (probably for the lack of a better option) by the
Latin translator ofDioscl 4:132 egilops: «Cum farinamixtus, omnes tumores et egilopas curat» (S
6119). For several suggestions as to the obscure origin of the Greek phytonym αἰγίλωψ, cf. van
Veek, EDG 32; whereas the nosonym is thought to be related to ἀγχίλωψ, the origin of which is
itself disputed (cf. cf. vanVeek, EDG 17). Arabic dawsar, in turn, appears to be a borrowing from
Syriac ܐ ܕܘ (also ܢܐ ,(ܕܘ cf. Bar Bahlūl, Lexicon 5503‒6; Payne-Smith, Thesaurus 860‒861
s.vv.), ultimately going back to Akkadian dišarru (cf. Dietrich 1988: 641), which is documented
only as a lexicographic item and it refers to a wild-growing cereal for which an identification
as ‘wild oats’ has been suggested on etymological grounds (cf. CAD III 160).
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bubo’) as a synonym for ἀστὴρ Ἀττικός, or the transformation of ἄσπληνον into
σπλήνιον (after σπλήν ‘spleen’). Given the genetical unrelatedness of Greek
and Arabic (also Syriac) there was no chance for etymological connections to
survive the process of cultural transfer, but it is worth noting that an intelligent
translation allowed in some cases for the retention of the original association.
That would be the case of βουβώνιον, which was known in the Arabo-Islamicate
tradition as ḥālibī (from ḥālib ‘groin’).
On a tangential note, so far I have come across one single probable instance

of autochthonous (ie Arabic) etymological motivation for a specific property.
The dreadful effects attributed to the onyx stone (ǧazʕ) appear to derive from
a semantic association with one of the realisations of the lexeme √ǧzʕ, namely
ǧaziʕa ‘to be or become affected with grief ’ (and its verbal noun ǧazʕ, identical
to the nameof the stone). The native source of this tradition could be confirmed
by the fact that in the original account in Pseudo-Aristotle’s Aḥǧār the stone
is said to be found exclusively in two places in Yemen and then an explicit ref-
erence is made to the local kings in relation to the properties of the onyx stone.

Lost connections
All interpretative efforts notwithstanding, the motivation for most specific
properties remains obscure. Why should, for instance, the skin of a hedgehog,
of all animals, be attributed a property against alopecia? Was it because of its
being thick with spines and thus seemingly the opposite of hairless (contraria
contrariis)? Or was it perhaps a derivation from the power with which this
small mammal was credited to defeat the fox (ἀλώπηξ) in battle?1
In this respect contemporary readers are in no better position, despite all the

instruments at their disposal, to understand the nature and the causes of the
described phenomena than ancient and mediaeval transmitters. One can only
hope, with them, thatmore insightfulminds shall come that shed some light on
these obscurities of the tradition.

1 For the traditional anti-alopecic remedymade of burnt hedgehog skin and tar or honey (which
is attested already by Dioscorides), see Nat III Ḫawāṣṣ II.vii.5. For the observation that foxes
cannot overpower the hedgehog’s spines cf. Timotheus of Gaza, De animalibus 6 Περὶ ἐχίνου
χερσαίου: «ὅτι ὁ ἐχῖνος νικᾷ τὴν ἀλώπεκα τῇ μάχῃ, μὴ δυναμένην αὐτοῦ βιάσασθαι τὰς ἀκάνθας» (H
726‒27).



Chapter 2 On the specific properties of things 895

2.3 The ḫawāṣṣic continuum: some notes on typology

The critical reader must have noticed that no mention has been made so far
of charms, spells, and other “overtly magical” elements. Even a suspicion may
have arisen that I have been cherry-picking my quotes and references only to
support my own construct of the knowledge of the specific properties of things
as an essentially non-irrational epistemic tradition—in obstinate opposition to
the prevalent opinion on this matter. However, the fact is that neither I had
to make any conscious effort to invisiblise the contribution of so-called magic
to ḫawāṣṣic lore, nor is the widely accepted mischaracterisation of this knowl-
edge based mainly (or even largely) on such magical elements, but rather on
an anachronistic assessment, all too often in the form of a judgement, of the
rationality of the above analysed remedies.
It is not for his resort to a few charms (which must be left unexplored

here) that Aṭṭabarī is repeatedly reproached, very much like Alexander of
Tralles, but only for being a quite enthusiastic transmitter of a knowledge
that he considered not only medically useful (and he is above all a medical
author) but also worth recording and handing over to future generations. That
he devotes a chapter to the explicit refutation (a token of rational debate if
there ever was one) of those that deny the existence of any specific properties
ought to inspire some caution before jumping to hurried conclusions based on
some decontextualised instances of non-conventional remedies.
Moreover, it is not that Arrāzīwrote the earliest extant systematic anthology

of ḫawāṣṣic quotes despite his being a true representative of the “scientific
mind”, as a concession to irrationality or urged by his voracious curiosity,
but rather because he deemed this branch of knowledge worthy of being
approached from a rational perspective. Were he the only author to have ever
applied his mind to this lore I could be charged with projecting the scholar’s
reputation onto his work. Now, the fact that representatives of learned and
institutionalised medicine from Ibn Māsawayh to Ibn Albayṭār did not only
integrate ḫawāṣṣic elements into their own medical doctrines but actually
penned at least one monographic treatise on the subject may suggest that
it is the other way round. The preconception about the nature and the rôle
of the specific properties in the Islamicate tradition remains unassailed and
impervious to evidence, while unelaborate remarks ranging from positivist
criticism to redeeming excusation are improvised as a justification for the
presence of these elements in such and such text.
All the above considerations notwithstanding, there may be some profit in

attempting to outline a sort of “ḫawāṣṣic continuum”, to be imagined preferably
as an horizontal one, in order to grasp a better understanding of the diversity
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of forms in which the specific properties of things manifest themselves in the
corpus.
On the one hand, such a continuum is a much better reflection of the wide

range of phenomena covered by the passages transmitted by the authors of tra-
ditionalḪawāṣṣ compilations, who by nomeans limited themselves to medical
matters. On the other hand it does not introduce any artificial boundarieswhere
the original texts shownone. Just like in the case of linguistic continua, a notice-
able (and even striking) difference obtains onlywhen items at the two extremes
of the continuum are compared to each other, whereas a transectional observer
would perceive rather slight differences from item to item and probably also a
few transitional hybrids.
As with any taxonomy, several criteria can be applied to the corpus of prop-

erties that result in asmany non-mutually excluding classifications. In what fol-
lows and as a preparation for future work I shall implement two different crite-
ria and explore the resulting classifications with especial attention to the ques-
tion of rationality. Once again, references to Graeco-Byzantine precedents have
been often (but not systematically) introduced in order to highlight the con-
tinuity of the tradition across temporal and cultural boundaries. The analysis,
however, is evidently centred in the Islamicate corpus and more particularly in
the materials transmitted in Nat III (and by extension also in αḪawāṣṣ), a more
exhaustive examination being impracticable here and now.

2.3.1 Material classification

A first and almost trivial criterion for the classification of ḫawāṣṣic reports is the
nature of the item to which the specific property is attributed. These items or
active elements can be simple elements of plant, animal, and mineral origin,
complex elements, and human operations (mostly in the form of words, either
uttered or written, but speechless operations are also attested). There is a quan-
titativelymarginal remnant that is hard to classify in any of these categories and
which shall be dealt with at the end of this epigraph.
Simple elements from the three realms require little comment since they

are abundantly illustrated in the passages quoted so far and they make up also
the vast majority of passages analysed in Chapter 4. There are nevertheless
two considerations to be introduced here which may require further scrutiny
in the future. First, the representation of the three realms in the corpus is far
from proportionate. In the Ḫawāṣṣ genre minerals are remarkably underrep-
resented. Even if there is some statistical basis for such a disproportion (since
Dioscorides’ Materia medica there were far more reports available on plants
than onminerals and neither Galen nor later authors changed this in a signifi-
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cant way), ḫawāṣṣic remedies involving mineral substances are still noticeable
rarer than those prescribing elements of animal origin despite there being no
shortage of materials in the corpus. In this regard it is also worth noting that
while zootherapeutics became quite early (at any rate in pre-Galenic times)
an autonomous epistemic genre, a proper branch of iatrolithognomy does not
appear to have ever developed.1 To a certain extent this is a logical consequence
of the materiality of the elements involved. Just like neither plants nor animal
parts lend themselves to engraving, so are minerals far more difficult than
plants to use in everyday medicine.

Plants
There is no need to emphasise the centrality of plants in the Helleno-Islamicate
medical tradition—so much so that pharmacognosy itself is often identified
more or less explicitly as pharmacobotanics or botanics applied to medicine.
More than three quarters of the species described inMateria medica are plants
and the new additions to the Roman store introduced in the Islamicate period
came almost totally from the same realm.
An observation must be made here in this regard that is not without conse-

quence for the matter under discussion and which will serve, moreover, as an
illustration of a quite characteristic use of the specific properties attributed to a
plant (in this case to its seeds).2 An early modern identification of some species
as typical innovations of post-Byzantine age lingers on particularly in the quar-
ters of historians of Islamicate science but in some instances this chronology
can be proved to be wrong. Even the idea that the simple mention of clove (κα-
ρυόφυλλον) or myrobalans (μυροβάλανος), to put just two emblematic examples,
in an allegedly Roman text makes either the passage or the text itself automat-
ically suspect (as an interpolation or a pseudepigraph respectively) has been
challenged more recently with compelling arguments.
In the case of Nat III there is a passage that involves one of these species

(namely the clove-tree) and, at least originally, a Roman authority. In Nat VI.iii

1 The picture is actually more complex than this oversimplification would imply, for one should
also bear inmind that the development of astrolithognomy and talismanics has no counterpart
regarding either plants or animals. This may be due, at least partially, to the particular concep-
tualisation of the specific properties of stones as purely immaterial or spiritual (rūḥāniyyah),
which put them in a perfect position to be associatedwith the spiritual (also rūḥāniyyah) forces
attributed to the celestial bodies.

2 This observation is admittedly a digressive one but it is not entirely unwarranted given that
the commentary on the section on the ailments of the genitals in Nat III is not included in this
dissertation. Some of the conclusions reached there may be of some interest for the reader,
however, and it is in this hope that I offer here at least one extract from that commentary.
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On things that prevent conception anonymous instructions are provided for a
woman who does not wish to become pregnant: let her simply swallow a grain
of male clove every month. The original source of this quote in αḪawāṣṣ can be
retrieved with the help of the Hārūniyyah:

Nat VI.iii.3

تحمل، لا أن⟩ ⟩ المرأة أرادت «إذا وقال:
فإنهّا فترُدردها: ذكرٍ قرنفلٍ حبةّ شهر كلَّ تاخٔذ

تحمل». لا

Hārūniyyah I.xii.6 (G 23317‒18)

المرأة ازدردت «إذا الحكيمة: ایلاوبطرة وقالت
أبدًا». تلد لم ذكر، قرنفلٍ حبةّ شهرٍ كلَّ

Now, this quotation from Cleopatra (for thus is how the name of the sage
should be reconstructed) is extremely interesting on two accounts. First, it does
not derive fromArrāzī’sḪawāṣṣ (her name does not feature in that anthology)
but is one of the many additions made from alternative sources by the anony-
mous compiler. Second, the exact same passage can be located in late-ninth-
century Qayrawān and, more importantly, its does not stem from Galen’s ex-
cerpts from her Cosmetics.1
The earliest attestation is a quote from Ibn ʕimrān in which the remedy is

anonymously reported but the ascription was available to Ibn Alǧazzār, who
includes it in the same form andwith the same ascription in the entry on cloves
in the pharmacognostic Iʕtimād:2

1 All of which cluster in the first book on the composition of drugs according to the places,
cf. Sec. loc. I.2 (K XII 40315‒40517), I.2 (K XII 43212‒4342), and I.8 (K XII 4925‒49312). It is unclear
whether Galen quotes directly from the original text or rather at second-hand from Crito’s
own excerpts. Let it be noted that these cosmetic recipes were received in the Islamicatemedi-
cal tradition with an explicit ascription to “Cleopatra’s Book of cosmetics”, cf. Azzahrāwī, Taṣrīf
XIX.ii.2,3|7 (S II 6620‒23, 6631‒672), where the author is mentioned as ,«اىلایطره» which suggests
that this form ought to be considered a genuine apomorphy at least in western texts. A better
preserved formof the Egyptian queen’s name is transmitted by Almasʕūdī, who ascribes to her
books onmedicine and charms (ruqyah) that were well-known amongst physicians, cf.Murūǧ
XXVI (M‒C I 22915‒2317), where the text reads once «كلیوباترا» but no less than six times .«قلبطرة»

2 For Iʕtimād, cf. also the Latin translation Fiducia II.15 gariofili uel karomfal: «Dixit Eliobatra:
“Si uis quod mulier non concipiat, transglutiat quolibet mense granum unum gariofilis mas-
culinum”» (B 103vb 16‒18). In the Arabic Iʕtimād the name of Cleopatra is found as «اىلاویطر»
in this locus in the facsimiledmanuscript (= Ayasofyams 3564, fols. 1‒91, copied in 1144) but the
Judaeo-Arabic copy preserved a slightly better reading .«אילאובטרה» There it is transmitted as
«اڡلاىوطره» | ובטרה» «אילא in a previous entry on frankincense atM22v 18 | S 4820, then as «اىلاوىطره»
| ובטרה» «אילא at M 29r 11 | S 656 on tragacanth (both drawing from a different text on Abdāl or
drug substitutes). Such forms (which are rendered as ylobatra / ylobratra in themanuscripts of
the Latin translation) reflect an adaptation by addition of a prosthetic vowel (probably i-) and
a later mistransmission of -f - (unpointed (ـڡـ as -y- (unpointed .(ـىـ
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Ibn ʕimrān⊂ Ibn Samaǧūn
Ǧāmiʕ 3‒ق قرنفل (S IV 1020‒21)

كلّ في فتاخٔذ المرأة، تحبل ألاّ أردت وإن
فتزدردها. كَرٍ ذَ قرنفل حبةَّ شهر

Iʕtimād II.15 القرنفل في القول
M 22v 22‒23 " S 492‒3

تحبل ألاّ أردت «إذا إیلاوبطرة: وقالت
كَرٍ ذَ قرنفل حبةّ شهر كلّ في فتاخٔذ المرأة،

فتزدردها».

ان [ ّ أ | s ویطر اٮ ،m אילאובטרה وبطرة] ایٕ

.s – ،m דכר كر] ذ | s ٮاخد فتاخٔذ] | s

A typological parallel for this passage is found in Ibn Alǧazzār’s epistle on
the specific properties, in which four different excerpts from Cleopatra’s book
are one of the rare but highly significant additions by the author to his copy-text
(ie Arrāzī’s Ḫawāṣṣ). In view of the subjects upon which these quotes touch,
they might well stem from an early prototype of the later Secreta mulierum:1

Ḫawāṣṣ [10] (K 40)

فشربته، درهمًا ثلاثين وزن بغلِةن بول شهر كلّ المرأة أخذت «إذا اقلاوبطرة: كتاب وفي
تحبل». لا فإنهّا

.a ویطو ای وبطرة] اق

Ḫawāṣṣ [77] (K 54)

اليسرى الضبع رجل مخّ یؤخذ زوجها: ترضى لا التيّ للمرأة یعُمل «ممّا كتاباقلاوبطرة: وفي
غيره». تطلب ولا به ترضى فإنهّا منه، فيسعطها

.a وبطره ای وبطرة] اق

Ḫawāṣṣ [101] (K 58)

أسود، ثور ومرارة ذئب خصیة فخُذْ المرأة، تزني لا أن أردْت «إذا اقلاوبطرة: كتاب وفي
تشعر». لا وهي قُبُلها، امسح ثمّ بالمرارة، الذئب خصیة فادهن

.a وبطره ای وبطرة] اق

1 A look at this genre shows that the collocation of cosmetic, aphrodisiac, erotic, and
reproduction-related materials is far from unprecedented and that there may be no need to
postulate a plurality of books to account for this thematic diversity. This does not preclude,
of course, the probable circulation of more than one title under the name of Cleopatra as
reported by Almasʕūdī (some echoes in the alchemical tradition may also point in this direc-
tion), but it is perhaps more plausible to assume that at least Ibn Alǧazzār’s quotes derive all
(directly or indirectly) from one single polythematic compilation.
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Later western echoes of this quote include a reinterpretation of the author’s
name as Plato by Alɂidrīsī and an anonymous reproduction of the same
passage in the ʕumdah.1 Incidentally, the inclusion of this passage in αḪawāṣṣ
seems to provide additional evidence for the hypothesis of its particular
connection to the Qayrawānī-Andalusī tradition.2 As for the ultimate source of
these passages, a link has been signalled to a quote from a book by Cleopatra
«quem fecerat de feminarum informanda speciositate» in De physicis ligaturis,
the Latin translation of an original Arabic ascribed to Qusṭā b. Lūqā and the
origin and authorship of which are still disputed.3
Regardless of all diachronical and intertextual considerations, the above pas-

sage shows quite clearly that it is impossible to draw an imaginary line separat-
ing so-called rational and irrational uses of remedies of plant origin. One can-
not help wondering whether the same impression would be made were these
words ascribed to Dioscorides or to Galen and some sort of theoretical expla-
nation appended attributing this effect to the particular temperament of the
drug. There are, indeed, a number of ἀτόκια (as well as εὐτόκια and other related
drugs) attested since the earliest documentation and many of them have never
prompted any criticism frommodern scholarship.

1 Cf. Alɂidrīsī, Ǧāmiʕṭ 3‒ق قرنفل (S III 4301‒3); and ʕumdah [4234] قرنفل (B‒C‒T 4849‒10).
2 Mark that Ibn Alǧazzār, Ḫawāṣṣ [101] (K 58) is a perfect typological and even phraseological
match forNat VI.xii.6≡ Sǝḡullōṯ VI.xi.8 (L‒M31815‒16), both of which are ascribed toArrāzī but
were not included in hisḪawāṣṣ. The cognate quote inHārūniyyah I.vii.4 (G 1737‒8) is explicitly
ascribed to Ibn Yūḥannā (probably IbnMāsawayh). Precedents in theḤayawān genre can be
located in Ibn ʕalī, Ḥayawān [15.40] (R 152); Ibn Buḫtīšūʕ, Ḥayawān II.3 (G 504‒6 | Q 14r 2–3)
≡ Almawṣilī,Manāfiʕ E 10v 3‒5 ≡ Naʕt II.3 (L 126r 9 ‒ 127v 2); Almarwazī, Ḥayawān II.4 (C
86r 10‒11 | D 76r 13‒14 | L 23v 2‒3); also in the Arrāzī-ascribed Sexaginta III De tauro (A 66rb
26‒28 | V 108vb 1‒2)≡ Sǝḡullōṯ s.v. פר (P 32r 17‒19).

3 Cf.De phisicis ligaturis 60‒64 (C 106); for ease of reference I follow the prevalent spelling of the
title asphysicis (even if themanuscript tradition of the text seems to favour ratherphisicis). This
quote is interpreted by Ullmann 1970: 127‒128 as deriving from “das Buch der Kleopatra über
Aphrodisiaca” and an explicit connection between Ibn Alǧazzār’s quotes and that locus is
made byKäs 2012: 5 n. 13, who assumes that all passagesmust stem from the same source.With
regard to the authorship of the Latin translation (which is traditionally ascribed to Constan-
tine the African), an important update on the question is offered by Long 2022 [n.v.], who
points out that evidence is inconclusive. On the other hand, the possibility that the Iḫwān’s
Epistle 52b Onmagicmight be “if not the Arabic original itself, an early testimony in the tradi-
tion of theDe Physicis Ligaturis” has been recently suggested by de Callatay andMoureau in
an as yet unpublished contribution to the conference Power, Religion and Wisdom: Orthodoxy
andHeterodoxy in al-Andalus andBeyond held in Princeton from 29Mar 2022 to 1 Apr 2022 (the
abstract is available at http://hdl.handle.net/2078.1/259900 [last accessed 25 Sept 2023]).

http://hdl.handle.net/2078.1/259900
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In any case, the diversity of remedies of plant origin in the ḫawāṣṣic corpus
relates not only to their substance (specific properties are attributed to leaves,
blossoms, seeds, roots, barks, juices), but also to their modes of operation (for
which see below) and to the nature of their effects.

Animals

A large diversity of animals are present in the corpus as sources of ḫawāṣṣic
remedies: molluscs, arthropods, fishes, amphibians, reptiles, birds, and, of
course, mammals, including the human being. Humans occupy in fact a promi-
nent space in the Ḥayawān genre and they are also relatively well represented
in medicine-centred Ḫawāṣṣ. The relative proportion of animal remedies with
respect to those of plant origin does not correlate with the absolute number
of known species from each of these two realms, especially if Dioscorides’
Materiamedica or Galen’s Simpl.med. are taken as a reference. Except for a few
species unknown to (or at least unmentioned by) Graeco-Byzantine sources,
Islamicate additions to this animal stock are only marginal and certainly
insignificant when compared to the contribution made in the field of botanics.
The main cause for the inflation of this particular kind of remedies must be
probably sought in the plurality of organs and secretions available for most
species. With the only partial exception of some small arthropods (such as
woodlice, cockroaches, or locusts)1 the repertoire includes heads, legs, feet and
paws, wings, hearts, lungs, livers, brains, eyes, tongues, bones, teeth, claws,
sinews, skin, hair, as well as milk, blood, fat, gall, urine, excrements, sweat,
saliva, semen, and even a spider web.
Probably the most distinctive feature of animal-related specific properties is

that here the like-heals-like principle finds a full-blown application in the ana-
logical use of organs for the treatment of ailments of the corresponding hu-
man organ. Moreover, the fact that most non-human animals (even inverte-
brates) are perceived as entirely different from plants in a scale of animacy has,
of course, some repercussion on their use in a ḫawāṣṣic context. On the one
hand, their essential physiological resemblance tohumans facilitates (to amuch
greater extent than in the case of plants) the application of strategies of trans-
ference, animals being by far themost usual victims of such practices (although
transference to plants is also attested). On the other hand, there is a remarkable
number of instances of non-lethal and even non-harmful utilisation of animals
or animal organs that might perhaps be interpreted, at least in some cases, as a

1 But a remedy against fevers requires specifically the leg of a spider, and a mention is made in
the corpus of the heads of flies.
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reflection of an ethical attitude (ie avoiding an unnecessary loss of life). Amore
realistic reading, however, would probably imply that letting the animal go alive
after taking from it whatever organ was required was rather a necessary condi-
tion for the remedy to be efficient, even as a part of a less evident strategy of
transference.
Regardless of the interpretation of these instructions (which, as far as I know

is nevermade explicit), their presence in the corpus is documented in a remark-
ably stable form since at least Roman times. An amulet against ophthalmia de-
scribed by Aelian (d. ca 235) requires plucking off one of the eyes of a sea eel
(μῦρος) but the users must make sure that they let the fish go alive, otherwise
the eye shall be of no avail to them:

Nat. anim. XIV.15 (S III 15812‒17)

ὀφθαλμὸς δὲ ἄρα ὁ τούτου ὁπότερος οὖν ἐξαιρεθεὶς καὶ περίαπτον γενόμενος
ἀπαλλάττει ξηρᾶς ἄνθρωπον ὀφθαλμίας· τῷ δὲ ἄρα μύρῳ τῷδε ἀναφύεταί φα-
σιν ὀφθαλμὸς ἕτερος. δεῖ δὲ αὐτὸν ἀπολῦσαι τὸν ἰχθὺν ζῶντα, ἢ μάτην τὸν
ὀφθαλμὸν ἔχων φυλάττεις.

Minerals
Insentient stones may the elements most intimately connected to specific
properties as it is exclusively through their ḫawāṣṣ that they can work their
effects. Their specific properties are, moreover, most often conceived as
immaterial forces. Like Ǧābir b. Ḥayyān (or whoever is to be credited with the
composition of Raḥmah), the Andalusī author of the Rutbah describes the only
powers that can be attributed to minerals as spiritual (rūḥāniyyah), impossible
to perceive by the senses:

Maslamah b. Qāsim Alqurṭubī, Rutbah II (B 11r 8‒9)

التيّ الروحانیّة بالقوى إلاّ قوى لها ليست كلهّا المعادن أنّ على فسـتقف هذا، عرفت فإذا
بالحواسّ. تدُرك لا

This is not without consequences with regard to the contemporary interpre-
tation of such specific properties. The assimilation of therapeutic applications
of herbs and even some animal secretions to conventional (otherwise rational)
medicine is more or less automatic but such an automatism does not usually
extend to the medical use of stones precisely because of the unavailability of a
would-be rational physiological explanation.
The fact that most stones were used, in accordance to the immaterial nature

of their properties, as amulets or as talismans does not contribute to the overall
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impression made by such practices, but again it is not by the modern reader’s
dogmas and prejudices that the rationality of allochronic and allocultural phe-
nomena ought to be measured.

Complex elements
Within this category I provisionally classify two very different kinds of remedies.
On the one hand, genuine mixtures in which all the main ingredients can be
shown to be attributedwith a specific property that can be considered the cause
of the intended effect. The combination of two ormore such ingredients is to be
understoodas a logical strategyof enhancement.1 Thus, given that bothnaphtha
and castoreum are described as emmenagogues by pharmacognostic sources,
the alleged property of their mixture in Nat VI.vi.2 must have been thought to
be an even more drastic device to draw the menses.
On the other hand, the are some actually complex items for which it is hard

to identify one single active element. The most typical example in the textual
family of αḪawāṣṣ is probably the signet against kidney stones that the compiler
borrowed from Arrāzī but chose to ascribe to its Byzantine author:2

Hārūniyyah I.xiii.1
G 23710‒13

من خاتماً عمل «مَن :الإسكندري قال
عمله من فرغ حتىّ یتكلمّ ولم أحمر نحاس
ونقش هلال، وصورة أسد صورة ونقش
الخاتم ولوّن كوكب صورة الهلال جانب في
شاء إن حصى تمسّه لم – به وتختمّ بالذهب

الله.
إذا لبان من أقراص على بالخاتم خُتم وإن
قرصة، منه شرب فمَن – بالنثرة القمر بات

المكان». في الحصات عنه سقطت

Arrāzī, Ḫawāṣṣ نحاس2‒ن
I 84r 18 ‒ 84v 3 | Q 2021‒215 | Ṭ 107v 6‒10

نحاس من خاتم «یتُخّذ الإسكندر: قال
یفرغ حتىّ أحدًا الصائغ يكلُمّ ولا قبرصيّ
أسد علیه وینُقش فصّ له ويجُعل منه،
جانب في وینُقش وهلال اسمه فوقه ويكُتب
ويجُعل بذهب الخاتم ويكون كوكب، الهلال
لبسه مَن یصُيب لا فإنهّ — الخنصر في
والقولنج الخواصر وجع ولا الكلى في الحصا
كثيرةً. مرّاتٍ امتحنه أنهّ وزعم جرّبه وقد —

ویصور ویُنقش] | iḥ فارسي ،ṭ قـرسى قبرصيّ]

انه وزعم امتحنه] ... وقد | ṭ ویلبس ویُجعل] | q
.ṭ ذلك وامٮحن مجرب

1 From this subcategory one ought to exclude thosemixtures in which there is only one demon-
strably active ingredient, any other substances being simply a medium or a necessary imple-
ment. This is most evident when water, milk, or wine are prescribed for the preparation of
potions.

2 For obvious reasons I provide only a minimal apparatus for the major variant readings of
Ḫawāṣṣ. The passage is quoted from Arrāzī also by Albaladī, Ḥabālā III.41 (M 2973‒6), who,
as shown in the overview to Nat I.3.2, inherits the apomorphic reading .«فارسيّ»
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Mark that the Hārūniyyah appends an operation to be conducted with this
signet that is nowhere to be found either in Arrāzī’s text nor in the cited source.
The origin of this quote is an extremely interesting passage in Alexander of

Tralles’ book on the kidneys in which he makes an emphatic vindication of
the validity of the specific properties (δυνάμεις) in the context of medical ther-
apeutics:

Therapeutica XI.1 (P II 47518‒23)

πολλὰ μὲν οὖν εἰσὶ καὶ ἄλλα, οὐδὲν δὲ οὕτως ὁ ἐκ τοῦ Κυπρίου χαλκοῦ δακτύ-
λιος· ἔχει δὲ οὕτω·

Φυσικά
Λαβὼν χαλκὸν Νικαϊὸν ἢ Κύπρινον πυρὶ τὸ σύνολον μὴ συνομιλήσαντα τὸν
ἐν τῷ μετάλλῳ τοῦ χαλκοῦ εὑρισκόμενον ποίησον γενέσθαι ὡς ψηφίδα, ὥτε
φανῆται ἐν δακτυλίῳ, καὶ γλύψας ἐπ’ αὐτῆς λεόντα καὶ σελήνην καὶ ἀστέρα
κύκλῳ τούτο γράψον τὸ ὄνομα τοῦ θηρίου καὶ ἐγχλείσας χρυσῷ δακτυλιδίῳ
φόρει παρὰ τῷ μικρῷ ἢ ἰατρικῷ δακτύλῳ.

From a synchronical perspective it is impossible to analyse this item into
its essential components: neither copper (Cyprian or otherwise) nor the spe-
cific figures of a lion and a crescent moon can be associated with calculi; nor
does there seem to be any etymological connection between the name of the
lion (λέων) and this ailment. Even in its original formulation by Alexander
of Tralles one must surmise that the litholytic property was attributed to the
signet as a whole and that for its power to be efficient each and every one of the
instructions must be followed.

Utterances and writings
Probably following a preexisting trend, even the earliest Islamicate ḫawāṣṣic
corpus include already a number of passages in which the active element or,
in other words, the cause of the described effect, cannot be other than spoken
words or written characters. The specific property must have been attributed,
therefore, to the utterance (λόγος) or to the graphic signs (χαρακτῆρα) them-
selves. The typological diversity of these elementsmust be left untackled in this
dissertation, but the few examples included in Nat III and in its cognate texts
can be showcased here as a preview.
A remarkable quantity of pertinent charms (used here in its widest mean-

ing inclusive of spells, invocations, historiolae, etc) was available for incorpora-
tion into medicine-centred Ḫawāṣṣ texts, yet their presence in αḪawāṣṣ is only
marginal, and the same applies to writings (be they graphic spells or invoca-
tions, scriptural passages, or budūḥ). In fact, in contrast to the frequency with
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which such devices were resorted to in other contexts especially for the treat-
ment of fevers, in the subgenre under examination all the representatives of this
category cluster significantly in one single chapter: Nat VI.ix On easing child-
delivery. From a genetic perspective this is simply a reflection of the particular
selection applied previously by Aṭṭabarī (and then by Arrāzī) but it is still
worth noting that the work of elaboration and enrichment conducted by the
anonymous compiler did not extend to some sources that could have provided
a number of additional remedies of this kind.
In Nat VI.ix.3 an exceptional example of textualised charm is found that in-

volves a summoning of the angels. A typologically quite different example of
ḫawāṣṣic utterance is offered byNat VI.ix.5, according to which a youngmaiden
should shout a noticeably formulaic sentence at a woman that cannot deliver
her child. Finally, thanks to Sǝḡullōṯ VI.ix.8 we know that the parent text in-
cluded also a budūḥ or ḫawāṣṣic square borrowed from Arrāzī, who in turn
had inherited it from Aṭṭabarī.1

Celestial beings
As announced above, this general scheme does not quite cover the whole range
ofmanifestations of the specific properties. Amajor element not included in the
above classification are supralunar beings beyond the world of generation and
decay, such as the planets and the angels. In Nat III there is an isolate instance
of angel summoning (in the form of an ἐξορκισμός ≡ ruqyah).
The planets, or more generally the celestial bodies, however, play a crucial

rôle in talismanics and are also directly involved in the ḫawāṣṣic use of some
herbs and stones. In this capacity they would deserve an individual chapter
(and probably also their own category) in a systematic survey of the corpus,
and the interface between the science of the specific properties and that of tal-
ismans ought to be given particular attention too. Given that no true talismans
are contained in Nat III, however, no such scrutiny has been conducted for this
research, but there is one single passage there in which a star is mentioned.
In Nat VIII.ix.9 Arrāzī is quoted on a remedy to get rid of warts, the instruc-

tions being to look upon a dropping star and to rub the warts with one’s hand.2

1 Let it be noted that in order to avoid prejudice-ladden terminology I eschew the label “magic
squares” for the particular squares known in the Arabo-Islamicate tradition as budūḥ. Regard-
less of the hermeneutic utility of such a term in the field of so-calledmagic (otherwise occult or
esoteric sciences), its application to amedical context results in an absurdly circular reasoning.

2 ≡ Sǝḡullōṯ VIII.ix.5 (L‒M 32223‒26), which cites likewise Arrāzī (ראזי) ≡ Hārūniyyah I.xi.3 (G
22513), anonymous as usually. Mark that the text of Sǝḡullōṯ reads a plural «כוכבים» thatmust be
only accidentally identical to the original reading in Firdaws (the source for Arrāzī’s passage).
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This could easily be classed within the category of human operations, but Ar-
rāzī enters this passage under the lemma ‘star’ (kawkab), which also suggests
an astrological connection, as if it were the rūḥāniyyah of the star that produced
this effect. This impression is strengthenedby theoriginalwordingbyAṭṭabarī,
who instructs rather to direct the hand towards the stars (in the plural):1

Ḫawāṣṣ كوكب6‒ك (İ, 83v 6‒7 | Q 1817‒18 | Ṭ 107r 11‒12 | V 7r 7‒8)

البتةّ». تذهب الثالٓیل، على یده فيمسح إلیه الكوكب ینقضّ حين إنسان نظر «إن قال:

یمسح qṭ فمسح فیمسح] | v – الٕیه] | v ینقص ینقض] | ṭ ینقض حین كوكب الى الٕیه] ... حین

.qṭ ذهبت تذهب] | ṭ الثالول ،q التوالیل الثالٓیل] | ṭ – یده] | v

Firdaws VII.ii.2 (Ṣ 52524‒5262)

الساعة، تلك إليها یدَه وأمر تنقضّ التيّ الكواكب إلى الثالٓیل بیده أو برجله كان مَن نظر وإن
انقلعت.

The same vaguely astrological context is seen in the earliest extant attesta-
tion of this property by Pliny, who records it within an excerpt from the Magi
(«Magorum haec commenta sunt») and specifies the nature of the excrescences
as corns (clauus ‘nail’, mirroring Greek ἧλος ≡ ṯaʔālīlu mismāriyyah). Let it be
noted that the immediately preceding remedyagainstwarts (uerrucae) provides
an accurate astrological indication “when themoon is twenty days old at least”:2

Naturalis historia XXVIII.4.[12] (J‒M IV 29216‒20)

Verrucas abolent a vicensima luna in limitibus supini ipsam intuentes
ultra caput manibus porrectis et, quicquid adprehendere, eo fricantes.
Clavum corporis, cum cadit stella, si quis destringat, vel cito sanari aiunt.

1 The passage is borrowed from Ḫawāṣṣ also by Alqalānisī, Aqrabāḏīn XLIX s.v.كوكب (B 3041).
2 A version remarkably closer to the one inherited by the Islamicate tradition and apparently
independent from Pliny is noted down by Marcellus in De medicamentis XXXIV.100 «Ver-
rucas minores congestas, quas Graeci myrmicidas uocant, ut abstergeas, hoc facito: Nocte cum
uideris stellam quasi praecipitem se ad aliam partem transferentem, eodem momento locum, in
quo uerrucae erunt, quacumque re uolueris deterge; protinus omnes excident. Quod si manu tua
nuda id feceris, continuo ad eam transibunt» (N‒L 58424‒29); cf. further Pseudo-Theodorus,
Additamenta XLVIII (R 2996‒9).
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Except for this passage, Nat III, its Vorlage αḪawāṣṣ and probably all
medicine-centred ḫawāṣṣic texts in general are large and by un-astrological,
which certainly contrasts with parallel traditions such as the ones reflected by
theKyranides and by pseudepigraphic (particularly pseudo-Hermetic) treatises
on the astrological botanics and lithognomy.

2.3.2 Morphological classification

Another possible criterion to classify the mass of ḫawāṣṣic materials handed
down in the written tradition is to consider how the item is made to produce
its particular effect. Such a systematisation was in fact already introduced by
Ǧābir b. Ḥayyān (or by the author of Iḫrāǧ, which was ascribed to him), who
specified the exact ways (šurūṭ ‘conditions’ in his own terminology) in which
properties work. Their effect can obtain through ingestion, through hanging, or
through closeness (muǧāwarah, of will and operation). It is worth noting the
distinction made between the categories of periapts and talisman-like items,
since the latter do not necessarily require physical contact to be effective:

Iḫrāǧ 7411‒14

یعمل ما ومنها بالتعلُّق، یعمل ما ومنها بالشرب، یعمل ما منها شروط: الخواصّ وللأشـیاء
باب في سـیّما (ولا والعمل الإرادة مجاورة سبيل على ولكن التعلُّق سبيل على لا بالمجاورة

فيه). داخل الخواصّ من النوع هذا وإنّ الطلسمات،

In what follows I offer a cursory overview of the different morphological cat-
egories attested in the Islamicate tradition. The extent towhich each category is
examined depends primarily on whether it is present or not in Nat III but there
is not, however, a direct proportion between the frequency of this presence and
the attention given to it here. Specific properties effectualised by simple inges-
tion are overwhelmingly prevalent throughout Ḫawāṣṣ, yet their mostly self-
explaining nature makes any length of detail superfluous.
Finally, the temptation should be resisted to read into the typological clas-

sification that I propose here any valuational scale that would go from purely
“rational medicine” down to “magic”. While the readers are, of course, free to in-
terpret the data gathered here as they consider most fit, my expressed aim here
is not to establish a vertical scale of rationality but simply to sketch a taxonomy
that may be of some assistance in the study of ḫawāṣṣic traditions.
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Conventional administration
Ǧābir’s category of remedies to be taken in a potion can be extended to include
not only allmodes of ingestion (drinking and sipping, also chewing, swallowing,
eating) but actually all theways of administration that are usual in conventional
dietetics and therapeutics, especially liniments, plasters, and bandages.
Themain utility of such an otherwise trivial category is that it allows to com-

pare ḫawāṣṣic and non-ḫawāṣṣic remedies that differ exclusively in the explana-
tion provided for their efficiency. While there are very few hangings or amulets
for which a strictly humoral rationale was ever invoked, most drinkable reme-
dies andplasters are entirely unrelated (at least in an explicitway) to the specific
properties of their ingredients. That makes this kind of items particularly inter-
esting, as the suspicion associated to the way of use is removed and there only
remains the would-be rational justification for the alleged benefit.
Remarkable itemswithin this category are, for instance, Dioscorides’ report

on a hare’s rennet as a means to either help with conception when used as a
pessary or to prevent it when taken in a drink.1 Also the Galenic prescription
of animal (both human and non-human) faeces as a drinkable remedy against
quinsy.2 A poultice made of raw snails contrasts only on the aetiological level
with any other poultice made of herbs, fat, or powdered minerals.3
Two sets of simple drugs stand out within this category: cathartics and poi-

sons. Purgatives and emetics such as scammony and spurge were probably the
first items attributed with a specific property avant la lettre to be incorporated
intoGreek learnedmedicine. They are abundantly attested and extensively pre-
scribed in the Hippocratic collection, a reference to their δύναμις was already a
commonplace in Theophrastus’ time, and they are certainly the most often-
mentioned examples of ḫawāṣṣ in amedical context in the Islamicate tradition.
There is no need to address the iological tradition here but let it be noted that
it is essentially through a specific property (not through their primary or sec-
ondary qualities) that poisons are capable of altering the human body.

1 Cf. Materia medica 2:75 πιτύα λαγωοῦ (W I 15012‒14) ≡ Ḥašāʔiš 2:66 الأرنب إنفحة (P 36v 9‒10 | T
1569‒11). In our text, cf. Nat VI.ii.4 and Hārūniyyah I.xii.5 (G 23311‒12).

2 Cf. Simpl. med. X.ii.20 Περὶ ἀνθρωπείας κόπρου (K XII 2931‒2955) ≡ Mufradah X.11 الزبل ذكر (E
166v 2‒10) and Simpl. med. X.ii.19 Περὶ κυνείας κόπρου (K XII 29110‒2923) ≡ Mufradah X.11 (E
165v 21 ‒ 166r 11). Both remedies were collocated by Aṭṭabarī in Firdaws IV.v.3 واللهاة الحلق علاج في
(Ṣ 20123‒2026) and the are selected by Ibn Alhayṯam, Sǝḡ IV.ii2|3 (L‒M 30716‒21), where the
passage on dog excrements is ascribed to Dioscorides.

3 For the specific property of snails when used in this way, cf. Nat V.vi.1 ≡ Sǝḡ V.vi.2, allegedly
fromMateria medica 2:19 κοχλίας (W I 1251‒4) ≡ Ḥašāʔiš 2:10 قوخلیاس (P 31r 19‒20 | T 1315‒7) but
actually closer to Galen, Simpl. med. XI.i.33 Περὶ κοχλιῶν (K XII 35517‒3564) ≡Mufradah XI.25
(E 177v 19‒21).



Chapter 2 On the specific properties of things 909

Contact and othermodalities of adjacency

A limit case that somemight no bewilling to classify as conventional are crowns
(στεφάνη ≡ iklīl), some examples of which are nonetheless included quite unre-
luctantly by Galen amongst his choice remedies against a headache. No such
crown is to be found in our text but Balīnās’ instructions in Nat II.iv.2 to put a
leaf from a laurel tree behind one’s ear in order to prevent headaches and ine-
briation obeys essentially to the same principle. Judging from the explanation
appended to similar ways of administration, there is little doubt that Galen
(like his predecessors from whom he inherits these remedies) must have con-
sidered physical contact between the active element and the afflicted organ (in
this case the head) an unremarkable and entirely rational medical application,
no different, in this regard, from liniments, salves, poultices, etc. In the particu-
lar case of the laurel tree, moreover, an anticephalalgic property was attributed
to its leaves when taken in a drink, which makes Balīnās’ remedy all the less
unusual. This is just one additional illustration of the inadequacy of the cate-
gories of ‘rational’ and ‘irrational’ for much of the material transmitted in the
ḫawāṣṣic corpus.1
It is just a small step that separates plasters from crowns, and if producing an

effect through immediate physical contact is an admitted way of operation, the
step is not much larger that separates a crown made of twigs or leaves from a
remedy hung from the temples or over the mouth of the stomach. Very much
the same thing can be said of the difference (if there is any as far as the way of
application is concerned) between a poultice and putting a skin over an aching
spot. Then, if some drugs are attributed an attractive property through which
they can not only purge when ingested but also bring forth superfluities (and
even arrowheads and thorns, according toGalenhimself) when simply applied
over the skin, there would not be much reason to doubt that holding a magnet
stone (the true paragon of attractive power in nature) in the hand might help
with contractions and spasms and even bring a child out of the womb.
As I have repeatedly stated throughout this chapter, it is mostly the nature

of the items involved and, above all, the unavailability to the contemporary
reader of an immediate and self-evident rationale that may inspire a sense of
strangeness, irrationality, and even magicality. When looked at contextually
and without prejudice, however, no chasms are perceptible, but only a rather
seamless continuum in which virtually every passage, no matter how shocking

1 The analysis of Apollonius’ quote is to be found below in Chapter 4, and some additional
remarks on therapeutic crowns are also included in the introduction to the commentary of
that Nat II.iv there.
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and apparently absurd (for a similar impression of strangeness must have
obtained in all periods), is paralleled and supported by a number of quotes
from the undisputed ancient authorities in medical matters.
Let me illustrate this heterogeneous category with some examples form Nat

III and its textual family. A ringmadeof a fresh twig ofmyrtle is to beworn0n the
little finger against boils in the groin according toNatVIII.viii.3. A benefit for hot
boils on the testicles («διδύμων τε φλεγμοναῖς») had been already recorded by
Dioscorides, who alsomentions howmyrtle leaveswere put under the armpits
and on the thighs.1
The healing effect of holding amagnet stone in the hand in reported twice in

Nat VII.iii.1 and VIII.ii.1, where it is endorsed by Alexander.2 Its power to ease
child delivery when used in the same way is echoed in Nat VI.ix.4. The analogy
implied in the passage is evident but the exact origin of this tradition cannot be
easily pinpointed.3
The use of a ram skin to heal the consequences of flogging in Nat VIII.iv.1

echoes a Galenic recommendation and analogous remedies circulated in the
Islamicate tradition that required rather a the skin of a goat or a donkey.4

1 ≡ Sǝḡ VIII.viii.4 (L‒M 32211‒13). The passage might be either quoted directly from Aṭṭabarī,
Firdaws IV.x.3 (Ṣ 2891‒3) or mediated by Arrāzī, Ḫawāṣṣ 12‒ا (I 79v 15‒16), the latter being the
source for the same property for Ibn Alǧazzār, Alġāfiqī, Ibn Albayṭār, and Alqalānisī. For
Dioscorides, cf.Mat. med. 1:112 μυρσίνη ἡ ἥμερος (W I 1062‒7) ≡ Ḥašāʔiš 1:116 البسـتانيّ الاسٓ (P 27r
2‒4 | T 1101‒5).

2 ≡ Iktifāʔ ⊂ Ibn Albayṭār, Almuġnī I.31 الكزاز في (M 31v 15‒16); also Sǝḡ VIII.ii.1 (L‒M 32024‒26)≡
Nisyōnōṯ VIII.ii.1 (L‒M 26610‒11). For the origin of this remedy, cf. Alexander of Tralles, Ther-
apeutica XII (P II 58126‒27); and previously Aetius of Amida, Iatrica II.25 (O I 16430‒1653). The
two Byzantine physicians were quoted for this property by Salmawayh as recorded in Arrāzī,
Ḫawāṣṣ 1‒م مغناطيس (I 83v 16‒18). An exceptional quote from Ibn Alǧazzār’s now-lost Aḥǧār is
preserved by Baylak Alqibǧāqī, Kanz XVIII.v (P 68r 4‒7), according to which the Qayrawānī
physician would have transmitted the same quote from Salmawayh. This property is widely
reported in anonymous form in virtually all genres, from pharmacognosy to encyclopaedias.

3 ≡ Sǝḡ VI.ix.7 (L‒M 31614‒16) ≡ Nis VI.ix.4 (L‒M 2402‒4), who both ascribe the passage explicitly
to Aṭṭabarī. The text, however does not exactly coincide with Firdaws VI.ii.3 (Ṣ 41011‒14) but is
closer to Arrāzī, Ḫawāṣṣ مغناطيس1‒م (I 83v 19 ‒ 84r 1), whence also Ibn Alǧazzār, Ḫawāṣṣ [99]
(K 5615–581); Albaladī, Ḥabālā I.52 (M 17018‒19); Alqalānisī, Aqrabāḏīn XLIX s.u. مغناطيس (B
3048‒9); and Alqazwīnī, ʕaǧāʔib II kāɂināt I.2.136 مغناطيس (W 2403‒5). There is a parallel tradi-
tion that ascribes this remedy to Aristotle, cf. Aḥǧārβ [12] (W 42v 16‒17) and Attīfāšī, Azhār
1555‒6). The reference to the woman’s chest in Baylak Alqibǧāqī, Kanz XVIII.v (P 68r 7‒8)
seems to reflect an apomorphic reading ثديها for یدها that is also shared by some manuscripts of
Alqazwīnī, ʕaǧāʔib (it is in fact the reading chosen by its modern editor). The identity of the
source of Arrāzī’s quote remains to be examined, as the majority reading “Sulaymān” stands
at variance with “Išlīmun” in his own Alḥāwī and “Salmawayh” in indirect transmission.

4 ≡ Sǝḡ VIII.iv.1 (L‒M 3218‒11) ≡ Nisy VIII.iv.1 (L‒M 2709‒11). The passage can be traced back to
Galen, Simpl. med. XI.i.20 Περὶ δέρματος προβάτου (K XII 34211‒15); thence also Aetius, Iatrica
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Another instance of healing through contact is found in Nat VIII.ix.2,
according to which one can get rid of nail-like and ant-like warts by taking one
black chick-pea for each wart and placing it over the wart at the beginning of
the month. Then the chick-pea must be removed, put into a cloth, and thrown
away.1 The principle of analogy at work here is quite peculiar and remarkably
different from the ones implied in the remedies seen so far. For lack of a better
word I would describe this symbolical analogy asmetaphoric, as if by throwing
the chick-peas away one could somehow throw away also the warts. In any
case, this remedy is handed down by Dioscorides and it is under his authority
that it enters the Islamicate tradition.2
Almost encroaching on proper hangings, Alexander of Tralles prescribes

in Nat VIII.viii.4 fastening an oak gall to the band of one’s underclothing for the
treatment of growing boils.3

Hangings, periapts, amulets
From the perspective of the morphological continuum that I am trying to draw
hanging a medicalised item from the neck or from the arm is no different from
placing a crown of herbs on the head or a ring on the finger.Many remedies that
must be hung to be effective share, moreover, the temporary nature of poultices
and bandages: they are to remain in place only as long as the ailment lasts or as
long as its effect is wished to last.

II.172 (O I 21120‒23); but its origin is pre-Galenic, cf. Pliny, NH XXX.13.[39] (J‒M IV 46316‒18). It
was admitted intoboth zootherapeutic literature and conventionalmedicine, cf. IbnBuḫtīšūʕ,
Ḥayawān II.2 (G 254‒5 | P 5r 3‒4); Almarwazī,Ḥayawān II.6 (C 91r 11‒12 | D 80v 21 ‒ 81r 1 | L 28v
14‒15); Ibn Sīnā, Qānūn III.xxii.2,21 (B II 6242‒4) and Qānūn IV.iv.2,7 (B III 15921‒24). The parallel
circulation of the same property attributed alternatively to a goat skin needs further scrutiny in
order to ascertain whether it is a intra-Islamicate apomorphy; the two animals are mentioned
as equally valid in Kyranides II.38 Περὶ τράγου 11‒13 (K 172). For an identical use of the skin of a
bay donkey, cf. Alqazwīnī, ʕaǧāʔib II kāɂināt II.iii.3,3 (W 37725‒28).

1 ≡ Sǝḡ VIII.ix.2 (L‒M 32216‒19)
2 Cf.Mat.med. 2:104 ἐρέβινθος ὁ ἥμερος (W I 1789‒13)≡Ḥašāʔiš 2:98 بسـتانيّ حمّص (P 43r 2‒3 | T 1831‒5).
The fortunes of this passage are quite impressive, cf. Ibn Sulaymān, Aġḏiyah II.i.23 (S II 10911‒13
| Ṣ 2421‒3); Ibn Alǧazzār, Zād VII.16 (T 6527‒9); Ibn Samaǧūn, Ǧāmiʕ 20‒ح (S I 16711‒15); Ibn
Wāfid,Mufradah [78] (A 14123‒1423) ≡ Liber Serapionis [80] (A 768‒12 | P 47va 36 ‒ 47vb 4) ≡
Mup̄radāt 7r 19‒21; Alġāfiqī,Mufradah 8‒ح (M 185r 20‒23 | Ṭ 33119‒3321) ≡ Simplicia c‒23 (V
31ra 32‒36); Ibn Albayṭār, Ǧāmiʕ 150‒ح (B II 316‒10) and Almuġnī XVII.19 (M 312r 19‒22). An
early parallel attestation is provided by Pliny,NH XXII.25.[72] (I‒M III 4874‒8); also Pseudo-
Dioscorides, Simpl. med. (= Euporista) I.167 (W 2153‒6).

3 Missing from Sǝḡullōṯ or Nisyōnōṯ but exceptionally ascribed to Ibn Alhayṯam’s Iktifāʔ in
Alɂidrīsī,Ǧāmiʕṭ عفص5‒ع (S III 36323). The passage is borrowed fromArrāzī,Ḫawāṣṣ عفص2‒ع
(I 84v 19 – 85r 1) and, as previously shown, it does not stem from the genuine Θεραπευτικά, nor
from any other Greek text known to me.
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Now, the very word ‘amulet’ by which such hung remedies are usually known
is so loaded with preconceptions that its mere mention evokes quite automati-
cally an idea ofmagic and irrationality. In order to avoid these unwanted conno-
tations I have deliberately chosen a less transparent synonym ‘periapt’, in alter-
nation with ’hanging’, as the less marked (and linguistically also the most faith-
ful) equivalent of περίαπτον (something that is) ‘hung around’, ‘appended’, or
‘fastened’. On the other hand, a distinction between casual and permanent pe-
riapts may be of some utility here, as most hangings in the medico-ḫawāṣṣic
corpus are of the former kind. This has to do, of course, with the temporary na-
ture of most of the ailments for which such hangings are recommended.1
Examples of typically apotropaic periapts are Nat VIII.i.1 from Pseudo-

Aristotle on wearing a red ruby stone either on a necklet or on a ring against
pestilence.2 Then, an illustrative test could be implemented with regard to Nat
VIII.vi.1, a genuine (albeit manipulated) quote from Dioscorides in which
the Arabian stone, which is described as similar to ivory, is attributed a blood
staunching property. The text offers two alternative ways of use of this remedy:
the stone can be hung or it can be reduced to powder and poulticed over the
bleeding spot. Now, neither the original Greek text nor Iṣṭifan’s translation
mention the possibility to periapt the stone.3
The immediately following passage Nat VIII.vi.2, in turn, cites Aristotle as

having affirmed that the carnelian stonehas verymuch the samepropertywhen
worn on a ring or a necklet, see Natāʔiǧ VI.vii.1.4 Were it possible to identify
the stone referred to by Dioscorides, I could imagine a test (a new one) being
conducted to assess the “scientific validity” of this prescription, but I am quite
sure that the hanging would be excluded from the experiment.

1 It is only rarely that periapts are recommended for chronic diseases (an example of this cate-
gory might be hanging raven’s droppings/foot against inveterate cough) and the most typical
amulets to be borne all the time are therefore remarkably absent from the ḫawāṣṣic corpus.

2 ≡ Sǝḡ VIII.i.1 (L‒M 32018–21) ≡ Nisy VIII.i.1 (L‒M 2644–7) ≡ Hār I.xiv.11 (G 26712–13). The source
is Pseudo-Aristotle, Aḥǧārp [3] ياقوت (R 9917–1001) ≡ Aḥǧārt [4] (I 1062–4) ≡ De lapidibusl
35418–20 ≡ De lapidibusm [3] (R 38623–25). For the indirect transmission of the passage outside
the ḫawāṣṣic genre, cf. particularly the early attestations in pharmacognosy in Ibn Alǧazzār,
Iʕtimād I.55 (S 3123‒321 |M 15r 13‒15)≡Fiducia I.51 (B 100rb 28‒30 |V 201ra 41‒44); IbnSamaǧūn,
Ǧāmiʕ 3–ي (S II 105–7). As a matter of fact, there is hardly one single author in the Islamicate
written tradition who mentions the ruby stone but does not include this property.

3 ≡ Sǝḡ VIII.vi.1 (L‒M 32122‒24), where אלעדי» «אבן is an obvious misreading and «אורי» must re-
flect some Romance word of the ivori/vori type. For the original passage, cf. Dioscorides,Mat.
med. 5:131 Ἀραβικὸς λίθος (W III 974‒6) ≡ Ḥašāʔiš 5:55* لیثس ارابیقوس (P 129v 2‒3 | T 4351‒3). The
ascription to Galen of the exact same passage in Natāʔiǧ III.iii.1 has been analysed with the
instances of confusion and hybridisation of Dioscoridean and Galenic quotes in Chapter 1.

4 ≡ Sǝḡl VIII.vi.2 (L‒M 32124‒27)≡ Nisy VIII.vi.1 (L‒M 27211‒2742).
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☯

As stated in the introduction to this chapter, I had to exclude from the dis-
cussion charms, spells, historiolae, and a few similar representatives of a loose
category of specific properties attributed towords (ofwhichNat III includes just
two examples amongst almost three hundred passages). A further elaboration
on classifying criteria could not be included here either, but I should point out
that a functional classification (medical/non-medical and positive/negative, for
instance) results quite informative and may be worth exploring.
The several different interfaces at which the knowledge of the specific prop-

erties is involved are, once again, extremely interesting and it is only to my own
regret that I leave them aside for a while with the hope that I may have an op-
portunity to revisit them in the future.





3
A glimpse into the corpus

The history of early Islamicate Ḫawāṣṣ that I envisioned, so many years ago, at
the beginning of this research shall have to wait. In the meantime, an abridged
overview of a few of the sources explicitly mentioned in Nat III is offered here.
Whenone is tornbetween thenaivewish to say all about everything and the sen-
sible commonpractice of telling a bit aboutmost things, the risk is high that one
may eventually explain too little about too few things. Nowhere are the short-
comings of a samplemore evident than in this chapter and in the next one, and
while including only a selection of epigraphs may be frowned upon, I still hope
that making a portion of my ongoing research available may be of some use to
others.
On a more practical note, this chapter should also prepare the reader for the

kind of analysis that shall be conducted afterwards in Chapter 4. Even if the ex-
position is punctuated by allusions to the authors’ approach to the subject of
the specific properties, the focus here is mainly philological. The reception (ac-
tually translation) and transmission of the source texts is at the centre of the
discussion, and the particular accidents of this transmission as reflected in Nat
III and in its textual family are dealt with in more detail than the actual con-
tents. On the other hand, given that the knowledge involved here is one deeply
anchored in reality, textual criticism must be combined with other disciplines,
especially with regard to the identification of the beings (plants, animals, min-
erals) and concepts (most often diseases) towhich thewords under scrutiny are
related.
The sample finally selected for this dissertation includes three Greek authors

(Theophrastus, Dioscorides, and Galen), an enigmatic figure whose out-
put is known only through excerpts (*ʔṭhwrsfs/Aṭhūrusfus), and a highly in-
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fluential pseudepigraphic text ascribed to Aristotle (the pseudo-Aristotelian
Aḥǧār). Laying emphasis on the Greek roots of the knowledge of the specific
properties over the Islamicate representatives of the genre obeys to the princi-
ple introduced in Chapter 1. The intellectual continuity of this epistemic tradi-
tion is very much the leitmotif of Part III of this thesis and it is only natural that
that red thread should show also in the analysis of the corpus.
Besides, when compared to the overall stable transmission of Aṭṭabarī’s Fir-

daws or with the somewhat more fluid by still quite straightforward tradition
of Arrāzī’s Ḫawāṣṣ, the circulation of the passages ascribed to the authors se-
lected here poses amuch greater challenge and provides better grounds for tex-
tual criticism.
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3.1 Greek precedents

It may be attributed to the irony of cultural history that the Islamicate ḫawāṣṣic
tradition should be, both in concept and in materiality, an essentially Greek
legacy and that it drew not only its inspiration but also almost all its materi-
als from written Graeco-Byzantine sources.1 A few additions were made at an
early stage from alternative sources and also from local and apparently non-
written traditions,2 but the bulk of passages reporting on the specific properties
of things was overall, in the east as well as in the west, in the 9th c. and also in
the 14th c., mostly Greek in origin. This indebtedness is even greater in the case
of Nat III and its textual family as they further add to the inherited stock an ex-
tensive selection of quotes from the Arabic translation of Dioscorides and not
a few new ones from the Galenic (and pseudo-Galenic) corpus.
It must be emphasised, moreover, that while IslamicateḪawāṣṣ shows a lim-

ited permeability to other non-Arabic (mostly Iranian) influences, it appears
to have been particularly hermetic to Ǧāhilī Arabian traditions, whether they
were or not legitimised (that is Islamicised) by association toMuḥammad’s sun-
nah. This is worth noting on two accounts. First, because despite the relative
paucity of genuine pre-Islamic Arabian materials, even traditionistic literature
(let alone Adab works and lexicography) transmits a sizeable amount of infor-
mation some of which should have drawn, prima facie, the attention ofḪawāṣṣ
authors. This presumption would seem all the more reasonable in view of the
acceptance that some of those reported practices found in the genre of Nabawī
medicine. Second, Ḫawāṣṣ and Nabawī medicine are in fact often collocated
(and sometimes even carelessly conflated) by some modern scholars as repre-
sentatives of irrational andmostlymagicalmedicine. Now, the impact of Islami-

1 The irony can be read from both sides: for the Philhellene, all those adventitious superstitions
that had spoilt the pristine rationality of that nation of philosophers cameback to their original
eastern homeland clad in Greek garments; for the traditional Muslim theologian, the belief in
powers for the most part independent from the will of the one god was only one of the many
pernicious elements inherited from the previous masters of the Near East. A common trait
can be perceived in both attitudes in their branding the Other as the source and origin of all
negative influences.

2 Incorporation of folkloric materials is already noticeable in Aṭṭabarī’s Firdaws, in which
the author reports local knowledge about stones and trees, cf. particularly ***ref/from/-
NatIII.2***(***). Regardless of their ultimate origin (which is, of course, itself worth exploring)
if any of such non-authored passages enters the ḥawāṣṣic corpus, it does so invested with the
authority of Aṭṭabarī (ormore indirectly of Arrāzī). Incidentally, this epistemic validation of
originally anonymous and collective knowledge through its ascription to the author that first
reported it (one might call this process deanonymisation) is quite at variance with the parallel
tendency to omit the sources of the quotes (anonymisation).
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cised Ǧāhilī traditions on these two genres could not bemore different. Not one
single ḥadīṯic passage is included by Arrāzī in Ḫawāṣṣ, nor is any to be found
in Alɂilbīrī’sNatāʔiǧ III.1 This disregard is indeed remarkable and betokens an
epistemic approach that ought to be further explored.2 Suffice it to put here two
simple examples of the conspicuous un-Islamicness of standard Ḫawāṣṣ—and
also, incidentally, of the non-intersecting nature of these two genres in the Is-
lamicate tradition.
On the one hand, there are many items in Arrāzī’s treatise that are also

included as lemmata in the typical pharmacognostic/trophognostic section of
books onNabawī medicine. One of these shared lemmata are truffles (kamʔah)
and while Islamic medicine duly transmits a saying fromMuḥammad on their
benefit for the eyes (see above Part I, Chapter 7), Arrāzī only records that
truffles proliferate in thunderous years.3 Far more tellingly, Arrāzī appends
a chapter on “the wonders found in the countries and on the charms, siḥr,
etc [transmitted] by Galen” at the end of Ḫawāṣṣ. Several epigraphs are
devoted within that chapter to charms or spells (ruqā) and there he quotes two
passages from Alexander (who in turn refers in one of them to Galen) and
a third one is drawn from Alyahūdī (therefore a Jewish source) and “others”.
The charm or spell (ruqyah) is probably the main apotropaic device in the
pre-Islamic tradition and certainly one of the most universally transmitted
by Islamic sources, yet Arrāzī shows no interest at all in citing any of those
alternative charms available to him in the Sunnah, despite an evident thematic
overlapping in the case of scorpion stings.4
The above observation ought to be considered as additional evidence for an

as yet underexplored compartmentalisation of knowledge in an Islamicate con-
text. As for the question of the genesis and development of Ḫawāṣṣ, it further
shows how un-Arabic the genre is (except, of course, for its linguistic vehicle).
This picture does not change in any significant way when later authors elabo-

1 But at least two explicit traditions ascribed toMuḥammad are included, in turn, inNat IV (see
Part I, Chapter 7, on truffles and on figs), which shows quite clearly the importance of taking
into account the conventions of each particular genre when analysing a multi-genre text such
as ours. Needless to say, a chronological argument cannot be adduced as an explanation for
this lack of traditionistic materials, as such passages were already in circulation long before
the compilation of the first known Ḫawāṣṣ treatises.

2 In the case of derivative texts, of course, the absence of Islamic materials is not so much a
reflection of the author’s own attitude as an inherited feature.

3 Cf. Arrāzī, Ḫawāṣṣ 9‒ك كماةٔ (I 83v 12), apparently from Fārisiyyah.
4 For the charms and the budūḥ square recorded by Arrāzī, cf. Ḫawāṣṣ الرقى في (I 90r 6 ‒ 90v
5). Early reports of Islamicised ruqyah against evil eye, ulcers, scorpion stings, nosebleed,
toothache, and sciatica, are transmitted in Ibn Ḥabīb, Ṭibb 1177‒1281.



Chapter 3 A glimpse into the corpus 919

rate in the inherited model. In the complex intellectual context of 12th c. An-
dalus Zuhr opens the corpus, quite unprecedentedly, to incorporate a whole
new range of authorities, but he is as reluctant as Arrāzī to let any Islamic ma-
terials into his compilation and it does not certainly cross his mind to resort to
local “superstitions” or “magic” in order to enrich his collection. Any insinua-
tion to the contrary is based in a misunderstanding of the flow of information
in Andalus—it is terminal and decontextualised folkloric traditions that echo
earlier written knowledge and not the other way round.
Incidentally, a comparison with the indirectly related tradition of Anglo-

Saxon medicine may be illustrative here. Whatever traces of autochthonous
traditional remedies are found in the Anglo-Saxon corpus, they are “embedded
in a Graeco-Roman medical tradition” and the dependence on exogenous
sources is even greater with regard to “magical practices”, the literary man-
ifestations of which reveal “a sophisticated and learned interest fed from
foreign sources”.1 This parallelism is remarkable in that it does not only
involve medicine (for which the combination of cultural prestige and apparent
practical superiority of the Graeco-Roman written tradition is usually invoked
as an major factor of assimilation in both contexts) but is likewise extensive to
what is usually labelled as magic.
A word ought to be said on what we do not know (and perhaps shall never

know)before attempting todescribe a little ofwhat is known. That “great eraser”
that is Time2 has let survive only a fraction of what once was available. In what
concerns our subject, a few tracts preserved only indirectly in Latin or Arabic
translation and a considerable number of mentions and even quotations testify
to the existence of a fairly rich literature on the specific properties in Roman
times. Some of those texts dealt with the properties and benefits of one single
plant (eg Juba’s De euphorbia herba or the pseudo-Galenic De virtute centau-
reae) or of one animal (as for instance the Epistula de vulture or De taxone),3
but the existence of more complex compilations recording the uses of the or-

1 Cf. Crawford 1963: 101 and 109, respectively.
2 The phrase is borrowed fromNutton 2013a: 18, a paper that bears precisely the title “Byzantine
medicine, genres, and the ravages of time”.

3 For echoes of Juba’s text in Pliny and in Dioscorides, who may both depend from Sextius
Niger for this information, cf.Wellmann 1889: 534, 536‒537. Themonographon the centaurea
(for the an Andalusī reflection of this phytonym see Part I, Chapter 9) is edited in Nutton 2015;
the work is supposed to have been written ca 180 ce by a physician who arrived in Rome from
Asia Minor (cf. Nutton 2010, 2015). An analogous treatise on peony is edited and commented
by Ferraces-Rodríguez 2009 [n.v.]. The edition and a monographic study of the Epistula de
vulture is provided in Möhler 1990 [n.v.]; a synoptical edition of the brief De taxone can be
find in CML IV 229‒232 (ed. Howald and Sigerist).
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gans and bodily products of a series of animals is also confirmed for as early an
author as Xenocrates of Aphrodisias (fl. ca mid-1st c. ce).
Furthermore, several paths of transmission of Graeco-Hellenistic knowledge

were open as late as the 10th c. (and perhaps even later) that have received little
attention from modern scholarship. Although the focus is most often put, for
reasons easy to understand, on Ḥunayn b. Isḥāq’s circle and on those transla-
tors directly associated to some major text, there is still room for surprises in
the history of Graeco-Arabica. Thus Abulḥasan Aṭṭabarī (fl. ca mid-10th c.)
mentions a translation, apparently into Arabic, of one of Archigenes’ texts by
a certain Ṣafwān b. Alqays, and he appears to have accessed this information
in a Ḥarrānī context:

Buqrāṭiyyah VIII.13 فوق إلى الحجاب تقلصّ في (B 260v 3‒4)

بعض مقالة رأیت فإنيّ أرخیجانس. غير الأطبّاء من أحدٌ یذكرها لم غریبةٌ العلّة هذه
ترجمتها في یذُكر والصدر للأضلاع المستبطن الحجاب وأعلال التنفُّس الآت في الحرّانیّين

القیس. ابن صفوان نقلها لأرخيجانس أنهّا

Now, this may be of some import also for the history of early Ḫawāṣṣ given
that Archigenes features in the catalogue of authorities quoted by Arrāzī
and it remains to be examined whether his Kitābu lʔadwāʔi lmuzminah (≟ Περὶ
χρονίων παθῶν) is cited directly from an Arabic translation or rather indirectly
through Galen.1 At any rate, it is a friendly reminder of how cautious one
should be in one’s statements about the availability or unavailability of any
given text, or about the exact source through which a datummay have come to
an author’s knowledge.
In the following epigraphs some attention is given to three representatives

of the Greek medical tradition that are cited in Nat III as sources of ḫawāṣṣic
materials. First there is Theophrastus, whose contribution is quantitatively
marginal but the occasion is seized to complement the notes on rationality and
irrationality sketched in Chapter 2. Then, Dioscorides. The complex Arabic
transmission of hisMateriamedica and its special repercussion in the Andalusī
pharmacognostic tradition make him an extremely interesting object of study
fromaphilological perspective. As far as themedical applications of the specific
properties of drugs are concerned, he is certainly less explicit than Galen and

1 Cf. Arrāzī, Ḫawāṣṣ 3‒ا أرنب (I 79r 4‒6), which is actually transmitted, with no reference to
Archigenes, in Nat V.iv.5; also1‒ب بنج (I 79v 19 ‒ 80r 2). On the biography and literary out-
put of Archigenes of Apamea (fl. ca 100 ce), cf. the monograph by Mavroudis 2000 [n.v.];
also Lewis 2018. For the Islamicate fortunes of his oeuvre, cf. Ullmann 1970: 69‒70, with a full
list of quotes in Alḥāwī.
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the interpretation of his attitude is therefore more challenging. A rather tele-
grammatic subsection is devoted to Galen. The reader shall at least find there
some useful information on theGalenicmaterials transmitted inNat III, but the
discussion of his ambiguous stance with regard to the specific properties and to
non-conventional remedies had to be excluded from this draft.1
Needless to say, modern literature on these three authors is vast and covers

virtually all aspects of their intellectual output. I have limited my remarks to a
few observations from a very specific point of view and in a more favourable
context these notes ought to be elaborated in more detail and checked against
the specialised literature on the subject.

1 The notes for that discussion shall lie for awhile in the company of the sketches for the sections
on Alexander of Tralles, Balīnās, Aṭṭabarī, Arrāzī...
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3.1.1 Theophrastus
Nat VI.iv.1— Theophrastus said: «If qahrubā is hung from a pregnant woman, it
shall protect the foetus with God’s permission».

Of the severalworks inwhichTheophrastus (bornTyrtamus) of Eresus (ca 371
‒ ca 287) registeredhis observations on thenaturalworld only one is directly rel-
evant for the study of the Islamicate ḫawāṣṣic tradition: Περὶ λίθων (On stones,
henceforward De lapidibus).1 Other texts authored by him, especially those de-
voted to the study of plants (Historia plantarum and De causis plantarum) are
of some consequence regarding the pharmacognostic tradition,2 but as far as
Ḫawāṣṣ literature is concerned no plant-related quotation fromTheophrastus
seems to have ever been included in the corpus.
Only one passage is explicitly ascribed to Theophrastus in Nat III, namely

Ḫawāṣṣ VI.vi.1 on electrum (qahrubā). A previous passage on the property of
electrum (spelled now kahrubā) to avail against jaundice is transmitted with-
out attribution in Ḫawāṣṣ V.vi.3 but Theophrastus is mentioned by name in
the cognate locus in Sǝḡullōṯ. In both cases it is from Arrāzī’s Ḫawāṣṣ that the
passages were drawn.3
In his Ḫawāṣṣ Arrāzī had gathered four different quotes from Theophras-

tus’ De lapidibus (to which he refers as «fī kitābihī fī lḥiǧārah»). The minerals
mentioned in those passages are rock crystal (billawr), amethyst (ǧamast), elec-
trum (kahrubā), and diamond (almās). In all four cases thewhole lemma seems
to be derived from Theophrastus’ treatise. Moreover, these four passages ap-
pear to be the only lithognomical Theophrastean material in the whole Islam-
icate tradition, with a possible (but not even probable) exception that shall be
commented below.

1 As with any other Classical author, literature on Theophrastus is too vast to be covered here
and the reader is referred for further bibliographical details to the latest editions of his sci-
entific oeuvre (especially Amigues 2003‒2006 for the nine books of the Historia plantarum
and Amigues 2018 for De lapidibus), as well as to the impressive team work represented by
Fortenbaugh, Huby, Sharples, and Gutas 1993. With regard to the specifically Islamicate
Theophrastian tradition, cf. Ullmann 1972: 73‒74, 111‒112.

2 Indirect echoes of Theophrastus work entered the Islamicate tradition through Galen,
cf.Qāṭāǧānas V.15,1 «ىاوڡرسطس» (P 35v 12)≡ Per gen. V.14,1 (K XIII 8465), where the Arabic trans-
lation reveals a parablepsis in Kühn’s text; and also a remark from Ḥunayn on محرق» «فلوس (≡
φελλῶν κεκαυμένων) atQāṭāǧānas V.16,11 (P 40v 5)≡ Per gen. V.15,11 (K XIII 85813‒14), which reads
thus: البلوّط“» يشُـبه ثمرًا يثمُر سـنا طور في تكون شجرة قشرة «فلوس» أنّ ىافرسطس ”زعم حنين: «قال (P 40v 7‒8).

3 For the two parallel loci in the Hebrew translation of Ibn Alhayṯam’s Iktifāʔ, cf. the benefit
against jaundice in Sǝḡ V.vi.3 (L‒M 3114‒6)≡ Nisy V.vi.1 (L‒M 2133‒4), alsoHārūniyyah I.xiii.3 (G
23910). Then the apotropaic property in Sǝḡ VI.iv.1 (L‒M 31320‒21) ≡ Nisy VI.iv.1 (L‒M 2301‒2),
also Hārūniyyah I.xii.6 (G 23115). The mediating quotes in Arrāzī are reproduced below.
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When the two quotes included in αḪawāṣṣ are compared to Arrāzī’s original
lemma the main difference in focus between these two texts becomes evident.
The latter has clear aim at comprehensiveness, whereas the non-medical prop-
erties attributed to electrum are of no use to the anonymous compiler:1

Ḫawāṣṣ 10‒ك كهربا (I 83v 12‒16 | Q 194‒8 | Ṭ 107r 14‒16 | V 7r 13‒16)

الجنين. حفظ الحامل، على الكهربا علُقّ إن إنهّ، الأحجار كتاب في ثاوفرسطس قال
ا. جدًّ نفعه اليرقان، صاحب على علُقّ وإن
ا. جدًّ نفع النار، حرق به ولطُخ سحُق وإن

ممّا شيئاً تحُرق لا عظيمة نار منه اشـتعلت بمنافخ، السراج نحو ونفُخ سحقه أُنعم إن والكهربا،
. به؞ تمرّ

انٕهّ] | q فى كتابه كتاب] | v – احٔجار] ... فی** | v تاوقرسطن ،q ٮٮلوڡرسطس ،i اوفرسطس ثاوفرسطس]

فوان والكهربا] | ṭ – جدا] ... سُحق] وانٕ | v نفع نفعه] | ṭ – جدا] ... وانٕ | v – الكهرباء] | qv –

و [ | q نارا نار] | v اشتعل اشتعلت] | q بمنفاخ ونفخ السراج نحو وقرب بمنافخ] ... ونفُخ | i كاربا
.iv یحرق تحُرق] | q

The text of the other three lemmata is reproduced here for the sake of com-
parison:

Ḫawāṣṣ12‒ب بلوّر (I 80v 7‒9 | Q 106‒7 | Ṭ 105v 3‒4 | V 4v 3‒4 | K 122r 13)

الألوان. كقبوله الصبغ ویقُبل جاج كالزُّ یذوب إنهّ الحجارة في كتابه في ثاوفرسطس قال
یفزع. ولم سوءً منامه في ير لم رأسه، في علقّه ومن

ان رأسه] ... ومن | qv – لٔوان] ا | v كعبقله كقبوله] | q حٔجار ا الحجارة] | ṭ – لٔوان] ا ... قال

.iṭ – منامه] فی | ṭ انسان راس فی علق

1 The critical apparatus appended to each quote is a minimal one: only substantial variant read-
ings are recorded. The siglum K refers to the Cairene manuscript used by Käs 2010 (namely
Cairo, Dār alkutub almiṣriyyah ms Ṭibb 141, fols. 119v‒136v). Incidentally, the benefit against
burns could have also been of some interest, for sure, but fire burns are nowhere mentioned
either inNat III or in Sǝḡullōṯ/Nisyōnōṯ, and then it is not even sure that the passage in question
was included in the compiler’s Vorlage, since it is missing by homoeoteleuton from at least one
of the manuscripts consulted.
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Ḫawāṣṣ جمست4‒**ج (I 80v 18 ‒ 81r 2 | Q 112‒5 | V 4v 14‒16 | K 122v 1 | Ṭ—)

— يسكر لم منه، إناء في الخمر شرب مَن «إنّ الحجارة: في كتابه في ثاوفرسطس قال
كٔاس». في كثيرة قطع منه یطُرح بانٔ يجُرّب أن وینبغي

عجیبةً». حسـنةً رؤيا رأى الرأس، تحت وُضع وإن لبُس؛ إذا التفزُّع من «وینفع : وقال

.q عدة كثیرة قطاع ،i قطع عداد العدد] كثیرة قطع | q یجذب یُجرّب] | v – منه]

Ḫawāṣṣ الماس7‒م (I 84r 10‒12 | Q 209‒10 | V 8r 13‒14 | K 125v 16)

علُقّ إذا الشدید، المغص من ینفع الماس «حجر قال: الحجارة، في ثاوفرسطس كتاب من
المعدة». فساد ومن البطن، على

.q بطنه البطن] | v ان اذٕا] | v – حجر]

Although the question of the authenticity of these (and other) Theophras-
tus-ascribed passages cannot be tackled here, I shall add a double digressive
remark on positivistic prejudice as a hindrance to scholarly research.
That any of the passages allegedly quoted from Theophrastus in the

Islamicate tradition might actually stem from his Περὶ λίθων, the remains
of which would show such a “streng empirische Charakter”, is emphatically
denied by Ullmann. He rather postulates a late Hellenistic falsification which
would therefore be an early parallel to the pseudo-Aristotelian Aḥǧār. Of this
supposed Pseudo-Theophrastus nothing remains, however.1
Probably sharing Ullmann’s assumption but yet adducing some evidence

from the actual pharmacognostic tradition, Käs has also postulated the
existence of a Bolos-ascribed treatise that would have already contained
some pseudo-Theophrastean passages and which would then explain the
“mysterious” irregularities in the correspondence between Arrāzī’s lemma on
billawr and the apparently related entry on mahā in authors that depend on
him.2 Now, regardless of how plausible pseudepigraphy may be (and in this
case it is very plausible indeed, especially in Käs’ version of the hypothesis),
some of the basic elements of Ullmann’s argument are methodologically
flawed.

1 Cf. Ullmann 1972: 112.
2 Cf. Käs 2010: 36, 431, and 1059‒1060. Let it be noted, however, that in Attamīmī and Alġāfiqī
(which Käs considers to be totally independent from each other) the name of the authority is
nowhere near to the usual transcriptionثاوفرسطس and that it further includes a nisbah «الجوهريّ»
that is otherwise never attributed to Theophrastus.
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To put it in few words: it is not because the passages inherited by Arrāzī are
intrinsically incompatible with the “character” of De lapidibus that they “can
not” stem from it, but rather because there is not enough positive evidence to
suppose that theywere ever included in it and because there are typological and
contentual parallels thatmay suggest an alternative explanation for their origin.
As a matter of fact, it is not commendable practice to define the “character” of
a whole lost book by a few extant notes, dismissing without further comment
whatever pieceof evidencedoesnot fit in thepicture.1Moreover, suggesting that
the only explanation for the circulation of passages ascribed to Theophrastus
but not found in the extant text of De lapidibusmust be to accept the existence
of a falsified treatise may be pressing the evidence too far. In this regard Käs is
not only more cautious but he also backs his hypothesis with parallel evidence
drawn from Arrāzī’s Alḥāwī.
Furthermore and regardless of what the Pseudo-Theophrastus that lies at

the origin of the passages inherited by the Islamicate tradition might be, some-
thing can be said about the nature of the attitude of the authentic Theophras-
tus towards the subject of the specific properties. At the very opening of what
remains ofDe lapidibus the following summary exposition of the disparate char-
acteristics of stones is found:

De lapidibus I.4‒5 (A 36‒23)

Ἰδιότητς δὲ πλείους εἰσὶν ἐν τοῖς λίθοις [...]. Τοῖς δὲ λίθοις αὗταί τε καὶ πρὸς
ταύταις αἱ κατὰ τὰς δυνάμεις τοῦ τε ποιεῖν ἢ πάσχειν ἢ τοῦ μῆ πάσχειν. Οἱ
μὲν γὰρ τηκτοί, οἱ δ’ ἄτηκτοι· καὶ καυστοὶ, οἱ δ’ ἄκαυστοι, καὶ ἄλλα τούτοις
ὅμοια· καὶ ἐν αὐτῇ τῇ καύσει καὶ πυρώσει πλείους ἔχοντες διαφόρας. Ἔνιοι
δὲ τοῖς χρώμασιν ἐξομοιοῦν λέγονται δυνάμενοι τὸ ὕδωρ, ὥσπερ ἡ σμάραγδος,
οἱ δ’ ὅλως ἀπολιθοῦν τὰ τιθέμενα εἰς ἑαυτούς· ἕτεροι δὲ ὁλκήν τινα ποιεῖν, οἱ
δὲ βασανίζειν τὸν χρυσὸν καὶ τὸν ἄργυρον, ὥσπερ ἥ τε καλουμένη λίθος Ἡρα-
κλεία καὶ ἡ Λυδή. Θαυμασιωτάτη δὲ καὶ μέγιστη δύναμις, εἴπερ ἀληθές, ἡ τῶν
τικτόντων· γνωριμωτἐραδὲ τούτων καὶ ἐν πλείοσιν ἡ κατὰ τὰς ἐργασίας· γλυ-
πτοὶ γὰρ ἔνιοι καὶ τορνευτοὶ καὶ πριστοί· τῶν δὲ οὐδὲ ὅλως ἅπτεται σιδήριον·
ἐνίων δὲ κακῶς καὶ μόλις.

The excerpt (which has been quoted in some length in order to avoid any
legitimate suspicion of cherry picking from my side) illustrates quite clearly a
number of aspects that may be of some relevance to the question of the origins
of Helleno-Islamicate ḫawāṣṣic traditions.

1 Thus, inUllmann’s compressed argumentation the fact that Theophrastusdecides to include
a report on the attracting power of the “fabulous” λυγγούριον has absolutely no bearing on the
presumed strictly empirical nature of the treatise.
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First, the power or specific property (δύναμις)1 of some stones is discussed
in the general context of the description of their particular features (ἰδιότητες)
and no explicit qualitative distinction (in the sense of a categorisation) is made
between all these differences (διαφοραί). Some stones can be burnt, others can
not; some can be used as touchstones, others are capable of having an effect
on nearby things. Then, a scholarly rationalistic exposition is not incompati-
ble with the appreciation of the wondrousness of nature («Θαυμασιωτάτη δὲ καὶ
μέγιστη δύναμις») if the property in question can be verified.2 Of course a scepti-
cal attitude towards some reports («λέγονται», «εἴπερ ἀληθές») is to be expected
from a learnedmember of the Lyceum, especially when writing a would-be sci-
entific treatise. However, there is no criticism or scorn, let alone condemnation,
but just a genuinely empirical (as opposed to dogmatic) approach to his subject:
given that he has probably never seen the alleged virtue of the stone at work, he
can only note it down fromhearsay or fromwhat other authors before him have
written.3
As far as the ἤλεκτρον is concerned, the following passage ought to be added

to the one borrowed fromDiocles of Carystus and compared, perhaps, to the
last passage in Arrāzī’s entry:

De lapidibus II.16‒17 (A 618‒24)

Εἰσὶ δὲ περί τε τὴ Λιγυστικήν, ὅπου καὶ τὸ ἥλεκτρον, καὶ ἐν τῇ Ἠλείᾳ βαδι-
ζόντων Ὀλυμπίαζε τῆν δι’ ὄρους, οἷς καὶ οἱ χαλκεῖς χρῶνται. Εὑρέθη δέ ποτε
ἐν τοῖς ΣκαπτῆςὝλης μετάλλοις λίθος, ὃς τῇ μὲν ὄψει παρὀμοιος ὢν ξύλῳ σα-
πρῷ, ὅτε δ’ ἐπιχέοιτό τις ἔλαιον, καίεται· καὶ ὅτ’ ἐκκαυθείη, τότε παύεται καὶ
αὐτός, ὥσπερ ἀπαθὴς ὤν.

1 The concept of δύναμις in De lapidibus corresponds quite closely to the broad, etymological,
sense of ḫāṣṣiyyah as discussed in Chapter 2. At times it is best understood as ‘feature’ or ‘char-
acteristic’, but the specific meaning ‘power’ or ‘capability’ is unambiguous when dealing with
the emerald in De lap. IV.23 (A 817‒20) or with the λυγγούριον in De lap. V.28 (A 101‒6). This differ-
ential translation is, of course, more reflective of modern conceptions than of what may have
originally been a nuanced semantic continuum, cf. for instance the “moistness” (ὑγρότης) of
plants being attributed with a δύναμις that refers actually to the qualities of taste and colour
in Theophrastus, Hist. plant. IX.1.1 (A 21‒3), where the word is translated by Amigues as “pro-
priétés intrinsèques”.

2 The same adjective reappears, with no caveat, at De lap. VII.45 when describing the touch-
stone: «Θαυμαστὴ δὲ φύσις καὶ τῆς βασανιζούσης τὸν χρυσόν» (A 1413‒14).

3 The phrase does not warrant the presumption that Theophrastus “n’accordait guère de crédit
[...] à ces histoires dematrone” (Amigues 2018: 31 n. 11). The apriorism of the remark turns into
plain intellectual supremacism when “de telles croyances” are said to survive nowadays “dans
des sociétés traditionelles” with an explicit reference toMorocco—where the aetites النسر) (حجر
can hardly be seriously taken as a local tradition but represents rather a learned borrowing
from... the Graeco-Hellenistic written corpus.
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There was some factual basis, after all, for Theophrastus to enter the select
corpus of Greek authorities of the ḫawāṣṣic tradition. Nevertheless, although
nothing is preserved of his two-book Περὶ μετάλλων (beyond the fact, that is,
that gold, silver, copper, and otherminerals must have been dealt with in them)
and despite the fact that the extant Περὶ λίθων is fragmentary, Ullmann’s argu-
ment is still compelling with regard to the non-correspondence between the
Greek and the Islamicate Theophrastus. That medicine was completely ab-
sent from the original De lapidibusmay not be true, however, since the passage
De lapidibus I.5 quoted above does mention an alleged power related to child
delivery and this is then nowhere to be found in the extant text.1 In any case,
even if it was originally included there, medicine-related contents are nonethe-
less anecdotical in the text.
All in all, it is perhaps not so much the contents as the actual wording of the

Theophrastean quotations in Arrāzī’sḪawāṣṣ that seems to point to a pseude-
pigraphic origin. The passages are too similar to the pseudo-Aristotelian Aḥǧār
for this coincidence to be simply fortuitous.

1 I follow the interpretation of «ἡ τῶν τικτόντων» in De lap. I.5 as referring to human parturition
(cf. Amigues 2018: 30‒31 n. 11.) rather than to stones begetting stones (which, however, is what
Pliny understood the text to mean). It is uncertain, in turn, whether at De lap. IV.24 «πρὸς τὰ
ὄμματα ἀγαθή» (A 821) said of emeralds (or rather whatever stone or stones it is that the author
calls σμάραγδος) refers to a medical benefit. The emerald signets (σφραγίδια) that the author
affirms that were worn so that the stone could be looked at might indeed be the same that a
few lines before arementioned as beingmade “just for the eyes” (“pour le seul plaisir des yeux”).
Perhaps ἀγαθή here has nothing to do with ophthalmology and maybe a merely aesthetic use
is implied.
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3.1.2 Dioscorides
«[λάπαθον] καὶ ἐνδέσματι δέ τινες χρῶνται ταῖς ῥίζαις πρὸς χοιράδας, περιάπτοντες
τῷ τραχήλῳ.»
«[κοχλίας] καὶ σκόλοπας ἕλκουσιν ὁμοίως καταπλασθέντες.»
«[λίθος ἴασπις] δοκοῦσι δὲ πάντες εἶναι φυλακτήρια περίαπτα καὶ ὠκυτόκια μηρῷ πε-
ριαπτόμενα.»
«ἐχίδνης σάρξ ἑφθεῖσα καὶ ἐσθιομένη ὀξυδερκεῖς ποιεῖ τὰς ὄψεις καὶ πρὸς τὰ νευρικὰ
ἁρμόζει καὶ τὰς αὐξανομένας χοιράδας ἵστησι. [...] φασὶ δὲ τοὺς προσφερομένους φθεῖ-
ρας γεννᾶν, ὅπερ ἐστὶ ψεῦδος· προσιστορῦσι δὲ ἔνιοι μαὶ μακρογήρως γίνεσθαι τοὺς
ἐσθίοντας αὐτάς.»1

Born in the Cilician city of Anazarbus, Pedanius Dioscorides (d. ca 90 ce) is
the author of a comprehensive five-book treatise Περὶ ὕλης ἰατρικῆς (Demateria
medica, henceforward simplyMateriamedica/Mat. med.), in which he “conveys
medicinal, zoological, botanical, mineralogical and pharmaceutical informa-
tion in precise Greek with no traces of the philosophical prejudices which then
characterizedmedicine”.2 The profound impact of this book on the pharmacog-
nostic and alsomedical tradition from theAtlantic to the Indic and fromScandi-
navia to Ethiopia can hardly be overstated. The influence of his account on the
medical properties and uses of hundreds of elements from all three realms is
second to none and it is mainly through verbosity and rhetorical paraphernalia
that Galen overshadows him occasionally on matters related to simple drugs.
On compound drugs or in dietetics and therapeutics, in turn, he contributed
little; in physiology, aetiology, and medical theory, virtually nothing.
The original text ofMateria medica can be accessed in a reliable (albeit not

entirely unproblematic) critical edition and several translations into English are
likewise available, as well as excellent studies of both the man and the work.3

1 Materia medica 2:114 λάπαθον (W I 18918‒19) ⇝ Nat|Sǝḡ IV.iii.1, MM 2:9 κοχλίας (W I 1254) ⇝
Nat|Sǝḡ VIII.xii.1, MM 5:142 λίθος ἴασπις (W III 10016‒17) ⇝ Nat V.i.3 ≡ Sǝḡ V.i.6, and MM 2:16
ἐχίδνης σάρξ (W I 12612‒1273)⇝ Nat VIII.ix.1, respectively.

2 Riddle 1980: 4. As many as a dozen other works are ascribed to Dioscorides (cf. the list and
references in Riddle 1980: 116–142). The pseudepigraphic nature ofMat. med. 6–7 (which are
both usually transmitted alongside Books 1–5 also in the Arabic tradition but were generally
rejected as spurious even by copyists, cf. Ullmann 1970: 258 n. 3) is dealt with extensively in
Touwaide 1983 (his five-volume critical edition and French translation of the text remains, un-
fortunately, unpublished) and, in any case, Nat III does not include any toxigological contents.
On the other hand, despite Wellmann’s support for the authenticity of Περὶ ἁπλῶν φαρμάκων
/ Περὶ εὐποριστῶν (De simplicibus/Euporista), compelling evidence for the long-suspected mis-
ascription of that text has been recently put together by Fitch 2023.

3 In this dissertation the Greek text ofMat. med. is quoted fromWellmann’s edition, although
sporadically Sprengel’s earlier readings may be reproduced if additional or alternative evi-
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Mymain concern here are the Arabic translations (for there aremore than one)
ofMateriamedica on the one hand, andDioscorides’ stance with regard to the
specific properties of hismateriamedica—or rather the probable perception by
Islamicate authors of the Dioscurides Arabus’ stance in that regard—on the
other.

Dioscurides Arabus
«Allerdings haben die bibliographischen Nachrichten der Araber und die Edi-
tion von Dubler und Terés mehr Verwirrung gestiftet als Klarheit geschaffen.»1

The by now not-so-recent publication of Ullmann’s impressive monographic
on the Arabic transmission ofMateria medica certainly set a whole new frame
for Dioscoridean studies in an Islamicate context. Through painstaking colla-
tio and in a show of philological Akribie he has shed definite light where there
previously was much confusion and has also opened new avenues for further
research. What little can be added to his contribution from the testimony of
αḪawāṣṣ and its Andalusī offspring shall be noted here, and also in the sample
of the commentary in Chapter 4, in the form of remarks or footnotes.
Leaving aside the Syriac transmission of the work and its Arabic off-

spring,2 we are left with Iṣṭifan’s translation Fī hayūlā ʕilāǧi ṭṭibb (henceforth
Ḥašāʔiš/Ḥaš) and with the Vetus translatio (from now on simply the Vetus).3

dence is required. The best English translation to date is Beck 2005, which I cite throughout
with only minor modifications that are always duly noted; the German annotated translation
of Berendes 1907 is often consulted for the elucidation of obscure loci; the Arabic transla-
tions ofMat. med. are dealt with below. For a systematic analysis of the text, cf. most especially
Riddle 1985, some of whosemethodological flaws (including “some signs of residual positivist
inclinations”) are respectfully pointed out in Lloyd 1987: 205.

1 Ullmann 2009: 9.
2 On those, cf. Ullmann 2009: 18‒19. The Syriac translation of Mat. med. by Ḥunayn is incon-
sequential to our study: it is highly implausible (in this case an euphemism not to say simply
impossible) that the compiler of αḪawāṣṣ should have consulted it, and the two Arabic transla-
tions based on it (namely those by Almalaṭī and byMihrān) are chronologically too late (12th
c.) to be considered here. On a side note, asmany as fifty-two passages fromwhatmight be Ḥu-
nayn’s original translation are preserved inhis ownSyriac trophognostic compilation (ofwhich
an Arabic version by himself is also extant), cf. Hawley 2008: 97. A dossier focussed on these
passages was submitted by Hawley and Chronier to the X Symposium Syriacum (Granada,
2008), but the acts of that congress do not appear to have been ever published.

3 Authors in the Islamicate tradition allude to the text almost invariably as “Dioscorides’ book”
(which, for obvious reasons, cannot be a practical label here) and while the word hayūlā is
nevermentioned, ḥašāʔiš in turn is often associated to it (even if animals andminerals are also
included in Books 2 and 5, respectively). That is the reason why I have favoured Ḥašāʔiš as the
less ambiguous andmore straightforward reference to this title. As for the Vetus, a more suited
(preferably Arabic) namemay be chosen for future research, but by the time being I adhere to
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Being the one less likely to have been used by our anonymous compiler, the
Vetus shall be dealt with first.
By close examination of Istanbul, Ayasofya ms 3704 Ullmann has been able

to show, against all previous affirmations to the contrary, that while Books 4‒5
(and also the pseudepigraphic 6‒7) in that manuscript transmit Iṣṭifan’s text,
Books 1‒3 and a few loci within Book 4, in turn, represent an entirely differ-
ent translation. Evidence for the authorship of this older and rather primitive
version is as yet inconclusive (Albiṭrīq is a likely candidate but the question
remains open) and despite the presence of a few raw Syriacisms its Vorlage was
quite probably a Greek text rather than an intermediary Syriac version.1
Then there is the version authored by Iṣṭifan b. Basīl, whowas chargedwith

the direct translation of Greek texts into Arabic under caliph Almutawakkil
(r. 847‒861).2 It is worth mentioning that his translations are overall uninflu-
enced by Ḥunayn’s style and terminology, and some unaltered Dioscoridean
passages in our text reflect indeed this divergence with regard to botanical
nomenclature, nosonymy, and the names of measures. In this respect it must
be stressed that there is no support for the claim that Ḥunayn corrected or
even revised the text of Ḥašāʔiš, but there is on the contrary positive evidence
that he glossed it. The inclusion of the name of the prestigious Syriac translator
in the inscription of the book is best interpreted, with Ullmann, as a clever
marketing strategy—or at the very least as a validation device.3

Ullmann’s nomenclature as it is both clear and precise. In order not to overburden the discus-
sion with repeated references for each item, the reader is referred to Ullmann 2009: 21‒68 for
the essential analysis on Iṣṭifan’s Ḥašāʔiš, and to Ullmann 2009: 69‒78 for the Vetus.

1 Cf. particularly Ullmann 2009: 79‒118, where he provides no less than forty text samples ar-
ranged in synoptical columns reproducing the Greek original, the Vetus, Ḥašāʔiš, and also Al-
malaṭī’s and Mihrān’s translations. The authorship and Vorlage are discussed compactly in
Ullmann 2009: 149‒150.

2 One of the many new pieces of information brought to the fore by Ullmann is the fact that
Iṣṭifan was also the translator of Oribasius’ Euporista (the text of which does not appear to
coincidewithAdEunap.). This hadbeen in fact already registered by IbnAnnadīm, but definite
confirmation is found in Arrāzī’s Alḥāwī (cf. Ullmann 2009: 21‒22). A further reference to
Iṣṭifan as the translator of Oribasius’ Collectiones also in Arrāzī’s Alḥāwī is analysed in Bos,
Käs, Lübke, and Mensching 2020: 77‒78, 91‒92.

3 A full catalogue of Ḥunayn’s glosses toḤašāʔiš is provided in Ullmann 2009: 50‒58. There is a
quite informative survey of themarginal glosses transmitted by the Parismanuscript ofḤašāʔiš
by Ben Mrad2009, which much however be used with some caution. He is right in consid-
ering P a “texte original indispensable” but his overall interpretation is at times chronology-
insensitive and he eventually misconstrues the widely different layers of marginal notes as a
running commentary, as shown by his edition and by his claim that this copy ought to be reck-
oned “parmi les révisions « directes »” and even “l’un des « commentaires »” ofMateriamedica
(Ben Mrad 2009: 586 and 599, respectively).
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As for the text of Iṣṭifan’s translation, the edition prepared under extremely
difficult circumstances and published in Dubler’s five-volume study on the
transmission ofMateria medica is still, despite all well-deserved criticisms, the
version most often accessed by modern scholars. This paradox is not only strik-
ing (a digital reproduction of the far better text of Paris, ms Arabe 2849 has
been easily available online for some years now) but also most unfortunate, as
Dubler’s and Terés’ edition is rife with misreadings and misprints and it is,
moreover, based on amanuscript that shows noticeable lacunae aswell as some
organic or textualised glosses of dubious origin.1 Given that someDioscorides-
ascribed quotes in Natāʔiǧ reveal a few remarkable divergences from the stan-
dard text of Ḥašāʔiš (such as cannot possibly be due to mere paraphrase), it
soon became evident that as many witnesses as possible ought to be examined
in order to reach sounder conclusions. The list ofmanuscripts consulted for this
research can be found in the Bibliography and their contribution (at timesmea-
gre, other times substantial) to the analysis of the individual passages can be
partially assessed from the sample in Chapter 4. Needless to say, includingmore
witnesseswouldbehighly desirable, but I donot think that doing so should alter
substantially the provisional results of this inquiry.

The Qurṭubī revision
«a few of Ibn Janāḥ’s quotations from Dioscorides are concerned with expla-
nations of Greek terms which are missing from Iṣṭifān’s translation and which
may, in principle, have belonged to the Córdoba redaction.»2

There is no need to reproduce here for the one-thousand-and-oneth time Ibn
Ǧulǧul’s story (for he is, after all, the only source for this narrative) about the ar-
rival in Andalus by themid-10th c. of a beautifully illustrated Greek copy of Περὶ
ὕλης ἰατρικῆς. The anecdote is too well-known and it can be found in virtually
any account on Andalusī pharmacognosy and medicine in general. Something
can be said, in turn, about the alleged team that would have conducted, accord-
ing to the prevalent interpretation of that report, the revision of that fraction of
the nomenclature that Iṣṭifan had left untranslated.3

1 This edition was qualified as “wertlos” more than fifty years ago by Ullmann 1970: 258 n. 1.
2 Bos, Käs, Lübke, andMensching 2020: 68. They insist in the same formula a little later onpage
69: “The very rare explanationmay therefore have been borrowed fromanother translation of a
Greek text and especially from the ‘Córdoba redaction’ of theMateriamedica”, and they further
point to Ibn Ǧulǧul as a likely transmitter of this data. The extended version of this construct
is then found on pages 122‒123: “In 951, when the commission for the translation of the Greek
manuscript of Dioscorides’Materia medicawas formed”.

3 A non-exhaustive choice of interpretations of this fragment includes: that the Greek monk
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The truth is, in a nutshell, that there may have never been a team. Let the
witness speak:1

Ibn Abī Uṣaybiʕah, Ṭabaqāt 49413‒27 [≡ Tafsīr (G 816‒912)]

أربعين سـنة قرطبة إلى فوصل نقولا، يسُمّى كان براهبٍ الناصر إلى الملك أرمانیوس فبعث
اسـتخراج على وحرصٌ وتفتيش بحثٌ لهم قومٌ الأطبّاء من قرطبة في یومئذ وكان وثلثمائة.
ذلك على وأحرصُهم أبحثهُم وكان العربیّة، إلى دیسقوریدس كتاب عقاقير أسماء من جُهل ما
نقولا وكان الإسرائليّ، شبروط بن حسدای الناصر: الرحمن عبد الملك إلى ب التقرُّ جهة من
ما دیسقوریدس كتاب عقاقير أسماء من وفسرّ به. وأخصّهم الناس أحظى عنده الراهب

فيه. التيّ الشجاریةّ تصحیح على الفاروق ترياق بقرطبة عمل مَن أوّل وهو مجهولاً، كان
أشخاصه وتعیينِ الكتاب عقاقير أسماء تصحیح عن الباحثين الأطبّاء من الوقت ذلك في وكان
بالیابسة، الملقبّ ار الجز عثمان وأبو بالبسـباسيّ، یعُرف كان ورجلٌ بالشجّار، المعروف محمد
یتكلمّ (وكان الصقلّي ا عبد وأبو هیثم بن إسحق بن الرحمن وعبد الطبيب، سعید بن ومحمد

الأدویة). أشخاص ویعرف بالیونانیّة
وأدركتُ أدركتهُم — الراهب نقولا مع واحد زمان في كلهّم النفر هؤلاء وكان جلجل: ابن قال
سضر زمان في الحكم. المستنصر أيّام في وصحبتهم المستنصر، أيّام في الراهب نقولا
دیسقوریدس كتاب عقاقير أسماء عن الباحثين هؤلاء ببعث فصحّ الراهب، نقولا مات دولته
عن فيها الشكّ أزال ما الأندلس) بناحية خاصّةً قرطبة (بمدینة أشخاص على الوقوف تصحیح
تصحیف، بلا باسٔمائها النطق وتصحیح أشخاصها، على بالوقوف بها المعرفة وأوجب القلوب

أدویة. عشرة مثل في يكون وذلك — لاه خطر ولا له، بال لا الّذي منها القلیل إلا

.s je les ai encore vus ،b وادٔركته وادٔركتُهم] | b بشروط شبروط]

“zusammen mit Ḥasdāy ibn Šaprūṭ, ʿAbd ar-Raḥmān ibn Isḥāq ibn al-Haiṯam und einigen an-
deren Gelehrten an die Arbeit machte” (Ullmann 1970: 260), the same idea insinuates itself
still into his more recent paraphrase of the locus, for he renders qawm as ‘Kreis’ and collo-
cates therein, again, Ḥasdāy and the other scholars mentioned by Ibn Ǧulǧul (cf. Ullmann
2009: 61‒63). Also that Nicholaus would have set to the clarification of those unidentified
items “mit einem sechsköpfigen Ärztkollegium” under the auspices of Ḥasdāy or “in Zusam-
menarbeit mit einer Ärztekommission” (Dietrich 1988: 40, 440 n. 3). Even that the correction
was done by “a committee of scientists directed by Ḥasdāy ibn Šaprūṭ” with the help of the
monk (Bos, Käs, Lübke, and Mensching 2020: 67‒68); that “en esta labor se empleó también
un grupo de médicos” (Garijo 1992: 14). A far more cautious reading is made by Samsó 2011:
113‒116 (first published in 1992), who consistently alludes to a “revision” but presumes no com-
mittee and confers no official status to that collective task.

1 The text of the Beirut edition is signalled as B in the critical apparatus, while S stands for the
French translation in de Sacy 1810: 496‒497, which is based on Leiden, ms Or. 76.
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According to the words of the only extant witness to the events, therefore,
when Niqūlā arrived in Qurṭubah there were some physicians in the city that
had a keen interest in ascertaining the identification (or, more literally, the
Arabic equivalents) or such drugs as remained still unknown. Mark that while
qawmmay admittedly represent here a concrete company or a group (but quite
certainly not a committee), the phrase can also be read as an specification: there
were some physicians interested in this matter, whereas others may not have
shared this particular concern—after all, not every physician doubled as an
expert in pharmacognosy. Much more importantly, Ibn Šaprūṭ is singularised
not only as the one tho whom the Greek monk was closest and most intimate,
but also as the one that explained the unknown names in Dioscorides’ book.
That he (and not the monk) is intended as the agent of fassara is borne out
by the mention of his having been the first person in Qurṭubah to prepare the
fārūq theriac according to its genuine recipe—which does not seem a task that
a foreign monk in a diplomatic mission would undertake.
Still in Qurṭubah at that time (mark the break in the discourse) there were

other physicians, besides Ibn Šaprūṭ, who applied themselves to the verifica-
tion of the names contained in the book and to the identification of its refer-
ents. Of those the witness provides some names: Muḥammad “the Botanist”, a
certain Albisbāsī (which, like the preceding nickname, seems to reflect his de-
votedness to herbal lore), Alyābisah, Muḥammad b. Saʕīd, Ibn (Al)hayṯam,
and last but not least Aṣṣiqillī (ie ‘the Sicilian’), who was knowledgeable in
both Greek and botanics. Those individuals (again, nafarmay or may not refer
to a group and it its maybe better interpreted as an indefinite numeral) were
contemporary to monk Niqūlā, the phrase «fī zamānin wāḥid» being best un-
derstood thus rather than as an unlikely way of saying that they all usually (or
ever) met together for work.
Then Ibn Ǧulǧul affirms to have personally made the acquaintance of both

the monk and the other six men, and to have actually been with them (but not
necessarilywith all of themat a time). The fragment closeswith the praise of the
efforts of those thanks to whose research any doubts about the correct identifi-
cation and even pronunciation of the names of the drugs in Dioscorides’ book
(with an insignificant remnant of ten useless items) were dispelled particularly
from the city Qurṭubah in all Andalus.
If some details of the above interpretation can be disputable, the grounds for

the presumption of the constitution of a team (let alone a caliphal commission)
working conjointly under the direction of Ibn Šaprūṭ seem to be non-existent.
If IbnǦulǧul, the author of a comprehensive history ofmedicine from the ear-
liest mythological period down to his own days, had wanted to describe a com-
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mission he would have certainly found the words to do so. It is worth empha-
sising that there is not even an allusion to any meetings or sessions. All that he
describes is the coincidence in time and space of a number of physicians who
shared a common goal and who found in the providential arrival of Niqūlā an
instrumental means for their work.
Moreover, all available evidence confirms that there never was an actual task

team working on Materia medica (either in Qurṭubah or anywhere else in An-
dalus). As a matter of fact, the same scholars propounding the existence of a
coordinated project have also shown that all references in Ibn Ǧulǧul’s own
Tafsīr are to separate individuals, never to any group,1 and that there is not one
single vestige in the Andalusī corpus of the purported “dossier” that would have
been produced by the team of reviewers. All in all, it looks very much as if the
precedentmyth of theQurṭubī translation ofMateriamedica had been replaced
(or rather joined, for it never died entirely) by a newmisconstruction of the very
same passage. Yet consulting the earliest European account of Ibn Ǧulǧul’s
fragment would have certainly helped in this regard, because de Sacy renders
the words of the Andalusī physician so faithfully that no readermight have ever
mistaken the synchronous work of seven individuals for an organised project.2

1 Thus, in Tafsīr 2:3 (G 259‒11 | D 3913‒14 ≡Mat. med. 2:4 πορφύρα) an anecdote is reported about
Alyābisah. The identification of Mat. med. 4:33 σιδηρῖτις with Romance ġallukrištah in Tafsīr
2:3 (G 712‒3 | D 12712‒14) and MM 2:180 χελιδόνιον as šaǧaratu lḫaṭāṭīf in Tafsīr 2:160 (G 4314‒15
| D 6923) are the sole known contributions of Aṣṣiqillī (for the Romance word as the name,
however, of two quite different plants, cf. Ibn Ǧanāḥ, Talḫīṣ [458] and [821], and especially the
analysis in Bos, Käs, Lübke, andMensching 2020: 628‒629). The author personally consulted
Niqūlā on themeaning and identification of some lemmata, cf. Tafsīr 3:84 (G 551‒3 | D 9816‒17 ≡
Mat.med. 3:90 ἀπαρίνη), 3:85 (G 554‒5 | D 9820‒21 ≡Mat.med. 3:91 ἄλυσσον), 4:39 (G 732‒3 | D 13115
≡ Mat. med. 4:45 Ῥοδία ῥίζα), and 4:170 (G 939‒10 | D 1746 ≡ Mat. med. 4:184 πτέρις). On a side
note that cannot be pushed further here, mark that an additional interpretation from Niqūlā
is extant in Ibn Albayṭār, Ǧāmiʕ 140‒ا ألاسفقس (B I 541‒2), where the Greek name ἐλελίσφακον
(cf. Mat. med. 3:33) is glossed as lisānu lʔayyil, a translation that Ibn Ǧulǧul does record in
Tafsīr 3:32 (G 4810 | D 8221) but which in the extant manuscripts is unascribed. In fact, there are
good reasons to suspect that all interpretations (mostly taʔwīl but also ay) of a Greek phytonym
in Tafsīrmust actually stem from either Niqūlā or Aṣṣiqillī.

2 Cf. de Sacy 1810: 495‒498, the key loci being “un certain nom de médecins qui s’occupoient
[...] Tous ces personages [...] étoient contemporaines du moine Nicolas [...] Par les soins et les
recherches que toutes ces personnes firent [...] on parvint spécialement à Cordoue, ville de
l’Espagne, à reconnaître ces médicaments eux-mêmes”. According to de Sacy 1810: 500 n. 18,
he favoured an interpretation of the agent of fassara as Nicholas, which as stated above I find
difficult to believe.
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Dioscorides inNatāʔiǧ and the Vorlage of αḪawāṣṣ
Over fifty passages are included in Natāʔiǧ that are attributed to Dioscorides
either explicitly or implicitly,with a fewaccidents in the transmission, anumber
of ghost-quotes, and a few cruces that remain unsolved despite all efforts to find
an explanation for them.1 A full register and concordance of these quotes can be
found inTables 3.1‒2 but an abridged reference to the original lemmata involved
may serve here as an illustration:2

Mat. med. 1 8 | 17 | 19 | 73 | 76 | 79 | 87 | 110
2 95 | 172 | 202 | 27 | 34 | 353 | 36 | 392 | 42 | 492 | 51 | 56 | 63

67 | 79 | 104 | 115 | 124 | 126 | 136 | 1542 | 1642 | 173 | 174
3 11 | 14 | 34 | 45 | 58
4 75 | 137 | 158
5 131

The main factor for disproportion in the representation of the different sec-
tions ofMateria medica is certainly the inclusion of animals in Book 2 (entries
on animals make up almost half the total amount of Dioscoridean quotes in
Natāʔiǧ and some of them are also the most repeatedly cited ones) and a more
detailed scrutiny may reveal certain patterns in the selection of the passages.3
However, as far as the prehistory ofNatāʔiǧ is concerned, it is important to point
out that the ultimate author of the head-to-toe compilation seems to have had
access to a full copy of an Arabic translation ofMateria medica and the he was

1 To be clear, passages ultimately stemming fromMateriamedica but mediated by Aṭṭabarī are
excluded from this analysis. I am on the other hand reluctant to incorporate the testimony
of Sǝḡullōṯ into any statistical considerations. However useful it can be (and it is extremely
useful indeed) for the philological analysis of Nat III and for the reconstruction of αḪawāṣṣ,
the transmission of IbnAlhayṯam’s Iktifāʔ is a complex one and statistical data from these two
cognate texts are better kept apart at least until the Arabic copy of Iktifāʔ can be consulted.

2 A superindexed number represents howmany times different segments of the same entry have
been quoted.

3 Some hints to a differential authorial “attitude” with regard to the initial stock of quotes be-
come quite evident when Nat III and Sǝḡullōṯ are compared (this can be intuited even in Ta-
bles 3.1–2). Thus, Ibn Alhayṯam appears to have been more liberal (perhaps more confident)
regarding the inclusion of passages involving exotic and even unidentified plants (cf. for in-
stance transliterations of κραταιόγονον fromMat. med. 3:124 in Sǝḡ VI.ii.1 and of ὑπερικόν from
MM 3:154 in Sǝḡ IX.ii.2), which tallies with his reputation as an expert in pharmacognosy.With
regard to animals, in turn, he (or is it perhaps the Hebrew translator?) is far less inclusive than
Alɂilbīrī. The sample in Chapter 4 includes some examples of this differential approach and
some remarks on the subject are to be found in the analysis of the chapter on fevers.
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quite thorough in excerpting his source.1 In the alternative scenario in which
the author of αḪawāṣṣ would have been drawing from a pre-existing collection
of quotes, once again the above consideration would apply to the compiler of
that anthology.
In general terms the translation quoted from is Iṣṭifan’s and there is not

positive evidence that might point to a use of the Vetus as transmitted in the
Ayasofya manuscript. A number of passages reproduced from Ḥašāʔiš either
word by word or withminimal alteration leave little doubt in this regard. Signif-
icant divergences in wording or in terminology, moreover, never align with the
Vetus. The prehistory of the Dioscorides-ascribed passages in Natāʔiǧ, how-
ever, is far from straightforward and several different processes appear to have
been involved, most particularly glossing and rewording, perhaps also hybridi-
sation (traditionally labelled as contamination) with Galenic materials. A few
outstanding examples of this divergence from Iṣṭifan’s translation are provided
andbriefly annotatedhereunder. Note that the proposed epigraphs are not cate-
gories in a strict sense, for some of them actually overlapwith each other: “iden-
tification” can be partially coterminous with “different terminology”, and they
both can take the form of a “rewording or paraphrase”. The labels below ought
to be read rather as a provisional device of convenience.
On the other hand, only external evidence can help to ascertain the relative

chronology of these interventions in the text. If a feature is shared with Sǝḡul-
lōṯ, one can safely date it back at least to αḪawāṣṣ; if it is further attested in
Qayrawān or elsewhere, the possibility of a link presents itself as fairly plausi-
ble. Negative evidence (ie lack of parallels), on the contrary, is rarely probative
and caution should be exercised before jumping to the conclusion of an original
intervention by Alɂilbīrī, especially as long as the instrumental testimony of
Ibn Alhayṯam’s Iktifāʔ is consulted exclusively through its Hebrew translation
and a few quotes in Ibn Albayṭār’s Almuġnī.2

1 The apparent decrease in the number of quotes extracted from the later booksmight be reflec-
tive of declining focus and fatigue on the part of the compiler, as Books 3‒5 are neither shorter
nor less rich in passages of medical interest than the preceding ones. But it might also be a
mirage introduced by Alɂilbīrī’s selection. Judging from the testimony of Iktifāʔ, the original
compilation must have include a few more stones from Dioscorides’ Book 5, eg λίθος ὀφίτης
fromMat. med. 5:143 in Sǝḡ II.iv.1, κουράλιον fromMM 5:121 in Sǝḡ IV.i.3, or λίθος ἀλαβαστρίτης
fromMM 5:135 in Sǝḡ V.vii.1.

2 The survey here cannot possibly be exhaustive, as that would necessitate fully reproducing
all the relevant fragments of the commentary—which is precisely what had to be avoided in
this final version of the dissertation. A more detailed analysis of some Dioscoridean quotes is
included in the sample in Chapter 4. In the following discussion the primary reference for all
passages is toḤašāʔiš (the numeration of the entries follows that ofmanuscript P), for it is with
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Diverging terminology
In Nat III.i.1 the benefit of goatgrass (dawsar ≡ αἰγίλωψ)1 against lachrymal fis-
tulae (αἰγιλώπια) is quoted from Mat. med. 4:137 and the name of the ailment
is called rīšatun munfaǧirah in our text against the standard nosonym ġarabun
munfaǧir featuring in the corresponding locus in Iṣṭifan’s translation. This one
is probably themost striking cases of geolectal terminology in thewhole section,
as it differs not only from Iṣṭifan’s but also from Ḥunayn’s usage,2 and this al-
ternative name appears to be attested only in the western tradition.3 There is
no help to be gained from Sǝḡullōṯ or Nisyōnōṯ (they do not transmit this quote,
but the Arabic copy of Iktifāʔmight) and it is impossible to ascertain who ought
to be credited for this local synonymy.
A similar instance of terminological divergence that may nevertheless ne-

cessitate a different interpretation is provided by Nat IV.i.1, where drinking the
dried lung of a fox is affirmed by Dioscorides to avail from dāʔ rriʔah. The
quote is a genuine and quite literal (albeit abridged) one, yet Iṣṭifan translates

the Arabic text that all the quotes ought to be compared. Additional concordances with the
original Greek as well as with the indirect transmission ofḤašāʔiš are, of course, also provided.

1 Greek αἰγίλωψ is traditionally identified as the ovate goatgrass (Aegilops geniculata Roth, for-
merly Aegilops ovata L.) or thewild oat or haver grass (Avena fatua L.), bothwithin the Poaceae
or Gramineae.

2 Cf.Ḥaš 4:132 وسرَ الدَّ وهو ااغیلبص، (B 225r 11–12 | L 153v 19–21 | O 143r 13–16 | P 97r 21–22)≡Mat.med.
4:137 αἰγίλωψ (W II 2833‒4). Let it be noted that Iṣṭifan’s translation is far from consistent. He
renders the exact same word αἰγιλώπια by the periphrases «nawāṣīru lʕayn» inḤaš 2:119 لسان
الحمل (P 46r 17; and also in other loci), «annāṣūru llaḏī yakūnu biqurbi lʕayn» in Ḥaš 3:42 بقخارس
(P 63v 17), and most accurately «annawāṣīru lʕāriḍatu fī lmaʔāqī» in Ḥaš خندرس2:90 (P 42r 11).
He still resorts to a description-cum-transliteration «nawāṣīru lʕayni llatī الدى] P] yuqālu lahā
“aġīlubs”» in Ḥaš 1:133 جوز (P 28v 21). The passage is transmitted with no alteration already in
Arrāzī,Alḥāwī II.vi (H II 25117‒19) and XX دوسر[335] (H XX 452 | B 30719‒10); then by all Andalusī
pharmacognostics. As for Ḥunayn, suffice it to mention here «walġarabu (wahuwa nnāṣūru
lkāʔnu fī maʔāqī lʕayn)» inMufradah VII.12 الجوز ذكر (E 113r 8≡ Galen K XII 149) and the whole
chapter devoted to this ailment beginning at Qāṭāǧānas V Alkalāmu fī nnāṣūri llaḏī fī maʔqi
lʕayn (P 8v 20)≡GalenPer gen.V.2Περὶ αἰγίλωπος (KXII 8205). Nor does theArabic translation
of Oribasius (probably by Iṣṭifan himself) differ in this point, cf. Arrāzī, Alḥāwī II.vi (H II
2481, 25112‒13). The same term was apparently used also by Ibn Māsawayh, cf. Arrāzī, Alḥāwī
II.3 (H II 12815‒17); and it is the only one known to Aṭṭabarī too, cf. Firdaws IV.iii.2|4 (Ṣ 1632‒5,
1683, 16919).

3 Cf. the recipe of a salve for this ailment in Hārūniyyah II.i.8 (G 3191‒19), in a section that might
stem from Masīḥ’s original core. Once again Gigandet. A reference to Escurial, BRME ms
Árabe 828 (an ophthalmological fragment formerly ascribed to IbnWāfid) fol. 19r is provided
by Dozy, SDA I 575a s.r. ريش√ (the standard definition as annāṣūru fī ʔāmāq is found there)
and he also records Ibn Alḫaṭṭīb’s remark on the basilectal status of the word («alġarab [...]
tadʕūhu lʕāmmatu “rīšah”»). Cf. also Corriente, DAA 22a *{ryš} ii, where Simonet’s identifi-
cation of the word with Castilian rixa is admitted.
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«ἀσθματικοὺς ὀνίνησι» as «nafaʕatmina rrabw» inḤašāʔiš. In this case, however,
there is some evidence to suspect that the substitution might have to be as-
cribed to Alɂilbīrī rather than to his source, because Sǝḡullōṯ (and quite prob-
ably Ibn Alhayṯam’s original text) preserves, in the form of an inverted gloss,
the standard nosonym: אלרבו)» (הוא 1.«הגניחה The synonym featured in Natāʔiǧ
is actually rare in this context and cannot be located in any of the Islamicate
reflections of Mat. med. 2:39, nor in those mediated by Galen, whose Arabic
translation renders this ailment also as rabw.2
A fewmore examples of more or less idiosyncratic terminology can be found

in our text, as for instance the complex case of oblivion (nisyān) substituting
for līṯarġus (ie λήθαργος) in Iṣṭifan’s translation, which is in fact widely attested
east and west and is analysed in some detailed in Chapter 4. Besides, one of the
most compelling pieces of evidence for drastic authorial intervention could be
also classed within this category. In two Dioscoridean quotes craftily extracted
and reshaped out ofMateria medica 2:126 ἀρνόγλωσσον ‘plantain’ (Plantago sp.
L.), Iṣṭifan’s metrical equivalence “four and a half ounces” has apparently been
reverted to the original “three ladlefuls” (κύαθοι τρεῖς) with a clear purpose: to
preserve the arithmetic analogy. As shall be shown there, a careful reader of the
whole text ofḤašāʔiš could have retrieved the necessary information for such a
change from comparison to other loci in which the samemeasure is mentioned
and also from marginal notes that may have been included also in his Vorlage.
Otherwise a different direct translation from the Greekmust be assumed as the
ultimate origin for this double passage (see the analysis of the chapter on tertian
fevers in Chapter 4).

Identification
Providing an Arabic equivalent for a name left untranslated by Iṣṭifan could be
considered in a certain way a kind of difference in terminology, but distinguish-
ing these two categories of authorial intervention is justified by the fact that
substituting a new name for a pre-existing functional one is best classed as gen-
uine synonymy (reflecting either local usage or authorial preference), whereas
identification consists in supplying a practical equivalence (either correct or in-
correct) for an otherwise useless item. In simpler words, to identify an item is

1 Cf. Dioscorides,Ḥaš 2:39 والدبّ والخروف الخنزير ورئة (B 67v 2–3 | P 33r 15)≡Mat.med. 2:39 ἀλώπεκος
πνεύμων (W I 13318–1341); Sǝḡullōṯ IV.i.1 (L‒M 30624‒26).

2 Cf. Galen,Mufradah XI.7 الرئة ذكر (E 173v 18)≡ Simpl. med. XI.i.9 Περὶ πνεύμονος (K XII 33510‒11).
Unascribed and therefore stemming from either of the two, the same benefit against rabw and
bahar is echoed by IbnMāsawayh apud Arrāzī,Alḥāwī IV.i (H IV 247‒11); also by IbnBuḫtīšūʕ,
Ḥayawān IV.7ثعلب (P 21v 9‒10 | Q 47r 9‒13).



Chapter 3 A glimpse into the corpus 939

to associate a thing (a plant, an animal, an ailment) to a name that heretofore
conveyed no meaning at all for a given readership.
Any such innovation with regard to Ḥašāʔiš that could be found in our text

would be especially interesting in view of the intense and largely cumulative
task conducted in this regard in Andalus. Moreover, such identifications can be
extremely significant given the chronology of the witnesses involved: leaving
the achronous Natāʔiǧ aside, Ibn Alhayṯam was one of the main protagonists
of the Qurṭubī revision ofḤašāʔiš (in the sense described above for this phrase)
and the compiler of αḪawāṣṣwas necessarily either his coaeval or slightly older
than him (if, of course, Iktifāʔ is not considered to be the parent compilation).
If some of the identifications are furthermore not shared by other well-attested
traditions (particularly by Qayrawānī pharmacognosy), their presence in this
textual family becomes highly consequential. But, are there any identifications
in Natāʔiǧ for items left untranslated by Iṣṭifan? The straightforward answer
is: yes, there is a handful of them. Now, the diachronical interpretation of these
identifications is, once again, complex and in some cases the evidence (or the
lack thereof) contributedby theparallel transmissionof αḪawāṣṣdoesnot allow
for definitive conclusions.
If I must highlight one or two remarkable cases here, the mention of a “wa-

ter duck” (baṭṭu lmāʔ) in Nat V.viii.2 certainly qualifies as a noteworthy exam-
ple. According to the instructions provided in this quote explicitly ascribed to
Dioscorides, the liver of awater duck breaks bladder stones if it is salted, dried,
and drunk with water and honey.1 No parallel passage is included in Sǝḡullōṯ,
but an indisputable cognate is transmitted in Hārūniyyah, in which the animal
is alluded to as «albaṭṭu (wahuwa ddaǧāǧu lbarrī)»,2 and the transmission of
this particular passage in Ibn Albayṭār’s Almuġnī has already been discussed
in Chapter 1.

1 Mark that Iṣṭifan’s aššarābu lmusammā iḏrūmālī (ie ὑδρόμελι) is further substituted for by an
Arabic phrase «bimāʔin waʕasal» in this quote.

2 Cf. Hārūniyyah I.xiii.1 (G 2373‒4). The gloss “wild hen” is quite probably a latter addition (the
question of the glosses in Hārūniyyahwould require its own monographic study) and it is cer-
tainly surprising, as one might have expected a duck being described rather as a “water hen”,
cf. English waterhen as a synonym of moorhen, also Catalan polla d’aigua, both for Gallinula
chloropus L. (which is admittedly not even close in taxonomical terms to a duck). A “water
hen” (daǧāǧu lmāʔ) is indeed mentioned by Almaqrīzī together with ducks (albaṭṭ) and in
opposition to the Ethiopian hen (daǧāǧu alḥabaš) as being found in Hadayyah in the country
of Azzaylaʕ, cf.Durar [316] (Ǧ I 3884‒6). The wordsبرى andماى are, however, not so close to each
other, thence my reluctance to altere the received reading.
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The specific mention of the liver of the animal shows that the original entry
must beMateria medica 2:55 on the αἴθυια (probably the shearwater, as shown
before). Yet, not only does the corresponding translation in Ḥašāʔiš leave the
name of the bird untranslated (he identifies it as a bird, however) but it also
happens not tomention any litholytic benefit,mirroring the same absence from
the original Greek:

Materia medica 2:55 αἴθυια
W I 1383‒4

αἰθυίας ἧπαρ σκελετευθὲν καὶ ποθὲν
μεθ’ ὑδρομέλιτος κοχλιαρίων πλῆθος
δυεῖν ἐκβάλλει δεύτερα.

δεύτερα] ὕστερα E.

Ḥašāʔiš 2:46 اثوا
B 69r 13 ‒ 69v 1 | P 34r 3‒4 | T 14415‒16

إذا كبدها، الطير. من صنفٌ وهو — اثوا
بالشراب قخلیارين منه وشرُب وجُففّ مُلح

المشـيمة. أخرج «أذرمالي»، المسمّى

قخلیارین] | t كبدها ملح اذا مُلح] اذٕا كبدها

ڡحلٮارس ،t قوحلیارس ،p قخلیارتین

.pِدرومالى ،t ذرومالی** اذٔرمالی**] | b

The compiler of αḪawāṣṣ may not, however, have contaminated his source
with alien materials. On a “correction” (unambiguously marked as («صح» on the
now partially trimmed right margin of manuscript P of Ḥašāʔiš one can still
read: ⟨ا⟩لمثانه» | حصاة .«⟨..⟩ت This extended version of Dioscorides’ passage is,
moreover, the one inherited by Alġāfiqī and also by Ibn Albayṭār.1 Let it be
noted that this is external evidence for the inclusion of this particular benefit
in some early version/copy of Ḥašāʔiš, as the pharmacognostic transmission of
the passage is parallel to (ie independent from) the tradition reflected inNat III
and in the Hārūniyyah. This is most clearly seen in the fact that Ibn Albayṭār
records both accounts of the same original quote from two different sources
within the exact same chapter of the same treatise. In Almuġnī X.5, indeed, he
includes not only the aforementioned passage but also the one inherited ulti-
mately from αḪawāṣṣ.2
There is more yet for, despite all appearances to the contrary, this is not the

case of an Islamicate innovation. The sixth-century Latin translation ofMateria
medica labelled as C but more usually known as the Dioscorides Longobardus

1 Cf. «wafattata ḥaṣāta lmaṯānah» in Alġāfiqī, Mufradah 50‒ك كَبِد (M 270v 1‒3 | Ṭ 5154‒5); and
«wafattata ḥaṣāta llatī fī lmaṯānah» in IbnAlbayṭār,Ǧāmiʕ 18‒ا اثوا (B I 139‒11) and alsoAlmuġnī
X.5 والمثانة الكلى حصاة في (M 144v 20‒21 | P***2 286v 12‒14).

2 Cf. Almuġnī X.5 والمثانة الكلى حصاة في (M 186r 20‒21 | P2 289r 9‒10). The presence of this quote in
Almuġnī despite its absence from Sǝḡullōṯ begs the obvious question about the source of Ibn
Albayṭār (on this, see Chapter 1).
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features bladder stones («cauculos bessice») instead of the afterbirth (δεύτερα)
found in the manuscripts used by Wellmann for his critical edition.1 All this
evidence seems to point to a Greek subtradition in which the remedy was not
affirmed to extract the afterbirth (mark, moreover, Wellmann’s manuscript E
reads «ὕστερα» here) but rather to break bladder stones.2
Back to the question of the identification of the αἴθυια, the equation reflected

(or rather established?) by the author of αḪawāṣṣ is virtually unparalleled in the
pharmacognostic tradition. All borrowings from Ḥašāʔiš reproduce some vari-
ation of Iṣṭifan’s transliteration alongside his gloss «huwa ṣinfun mina ṭṭayr»,3
and in his Tafsīr Ibn Ǧulǧul laconically gives Arabic nuġarah as the equivalent
of αἴθυια.4 However, in an entry originally contained in the no longer extant sec-
tions of his Ǧāmiʕ Ibn Samaǧūn apparently affirmed that some people identi-
fied baṭṭu lmāʔ as iwazz, of which thereweremany species and genera. A further
reference was made there (if the quote has not ended before) to aquatic birds
from the land of the Nabataeans, “where they were called murġ-i ābī, which is
Persian for ‘water hen’ [daǧāǧatu lmāʔ]”.5 Still in Andalus this identification is
echoed on the marginal glosses on the left margin of manuscript P of Ḥašāʔiš.
The sourceof the last segmentmight be either IbnǦulǧulhimself in some trea-
tise other than Tafsīr or someone drawing from a close tradition, as the passage
features both the qualificative black (mentioned only once by Ibn Albayṭār)
and an identification with nuġarah (as in Ibn Ǧulǧul) Mark that it is precisely
this subtradition that includes a synonym baṭṭatu lmāʔ and that the accumu-

1 Cf.Dioscl 2:34Demergulo «Epar eius siccus in potione datus cum ydromelli coclearia duo caucu-
los bessice excludit» (S 19317‒18).

2 I cannot develop this argument here, but there is an intriguing parallelism with the transmis-
sion of the adjacent entry Mat. med. 2:53 φήνη (W I 13716‒17), where the standard Greek text
reports a diuretic property («ἐξουρεῖσθαι ποιεῖν ἱστορεῖται») for a similar potion made of the in-
sides (κοιλία) of this bird which Romans called ὀσσίφραγος (ie ossĭfrăgus). Its is rather a calculi-
breaking benefit that is mentioned both by the Latin translation, cf. Dioscl 2:**** De ossifrago
«Uenter eius bibitus cauculos uessice frangit» (S 19313‒14), andby Iṣṭifan’sArabic version, cf. «fat-
tata lḥaṣāh» in Ḥašāʔiš فيني2:54 (B 69r ***‒ | P 34r 1 | T 1448‒10).

3 Ibn Albayṭār actually adds “black” (aswad) in his aforementioned quote in Almuġnī X.5, but
not in the parallel quote in Ǧāmiʕ.

4 Cf. Tafsīr 2:43 اثو (G 307 | D 4415‒16). As this entry is missing from manuscript T 12716, the text
reproduced by Garijo is actually Dietrich’s. A further witness is Ibn Albayṭār, Ǧāmiʕ I 1311,
according to which Ibn Ǧulǧul would have marked nuġayr (the Būlāq edition has an evident
misreading («البعير» as specifically Andalusī. In his note to this entry Dietrich suggests some
species of the genus Anas (perhaps Netta rufina Pallas) and points that this identification with
nuġarahmight be credited to “das Konto der cordovesischen Ärztekommission” (cf. Dietrich
1988: II 224). Mark that the plural of this ornithonym (namely nuġar) is found in Nat IV Regi-
men, where it has been commented upon in a footnote.

5 Cf. Alʔidrīsī, Ǧāmiʕṭ إوّز (S II 651‒3).
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lation of partially shared traits (none of which is to be found in the alternative
gloss in the text below) is strongly suggestive of localism:

وهو نقَُط، ذنبه وعلى الشـتاء، في ویظهر دائماً، ذنبه ويحُرّك كثيرًا یصفر طائر هو — اثوا
مذهب. خفيّ البصابص، هي الغبرة. وإلى الصفرة إلى مائل

العقعق. هي بل لي: هذا
الماء. بطّة هي وقيل النغرة، وهي السمك، به یصُاد أسود طائر — اثوا

In sum, there is something to learn about early Andalusī pharmacognosy
from the textual family of Nat III but there is also much work to do to recon-
struct this epistemic tradition.

Rewording, paraphrase, hybridisation
Besides glossing their texts (in the form of identification of obscure items or of
lexical substitution), authors can also intervene in a much more drastic way by
substantially altering the original wording of the passages. There are a number
of different factors (pragmatism, personal style, genre conventions) involved
in the tendency towards paraphrasing, and rewording presents itself in a wide
spectrum ranging from slight changes (such as, for example, linguistic update)
to radical reformulation. In what concerns theḪawāṣṣ genre an additional ma-
jor factor must be considered, namely the necessity to adapt the original texts
to the highly formulaic format of ḫawāṣṣic passages. This point has been previ-
ously dealtwith inChapter 2, andmore concrete examples are to be found in the
sample of the commentary inChapter 4.Here Iwould like to sketch the question
of apparently unmotivated alterations and to showhowdifficult it is to draw any
clear lines between the various shapes of spontaneous authorial rewording on
the one hand and hybridisation or contamination with extraneous data on the
other. As the reader will soon notice, the provisional conclusions of the analysis
of these quotes leads to a new hypothesis about the remote precedents of our
text.
The abridged correspondences provided above and also Table 3.1 show that

Materia medica 2:35 on woodlice (ὄνοι) is quoted for different benefits in Nat
V.vi.2 and V.viii.1 (implicitly also in Nat IX.i.2, but that quote does not actually
stem fromDioscorides’ text). One of the passages involving this insect is anal-
ysed in some detail in the commentary on the chapter on tertian fevers Nat
IX.i and therefore only the most essential information shall be provided here.
The key segment of the impressionistic description of this little bug reads “that
curls itself when touched [allaḏī iḏā mussa stadāra]” in our text, which is lin-
guistically slightly different from Iṣṭifan’s translation «tastadīru ʕindamā tul-
masubilyad» (≡ «σφαιρούμενα κατὰ τὰς ἐπαφὰς τῶν χειρῶν»). As a rewording, it is
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rather unmotivated, for the passage conforms to the standard formulaic pattern
regardless of the wording in which this phrase may be formulated. The exact
same description features, moreover, in Nat IV.ii.4 in a quote from Galen. This
would immediately suggest a possible contamination, but thewording does not
coincide with Ḥunayn’s translation either. It is precisely in the origin of the
third, and spurious, Dioscoridean passage that a clue can be found to solve this
puzzle. The antipyretic property of woodlice echoed in Nat IX.i.2 stems actu-
ally from Arrāzī, in whose Ḫawāṣṣ it is reported from Aṭhūrusfus. Now, the
lemma inḪawāṣṣ refers to this bug as ḥimāru lbayt and adds a new variation of
its familiar description: «hiya dduwaybbatu llatī lahā arǧulun kaṯīrah, tastadīru
iḏā mussat».1 Although a different explanation is, of course, possible for this
feature, it looks very much as if this particular wording had spread from here
to the other passages mentioning the same insect. If this interpretation is not
wrong, it would be a forcible argument for assuming at least partial authorial
homogenisation of the materials.2
Amuch clearer example of hybridisation is provided byNat VIII.x.1, where an

Arabic transliteration of the Greek phytonym σκόλυμος is glossed as ḫaršuf, an
identification that was not available in Iṣṭifan’s translation (onlyسقولوموس is to
be found there).3 Now, this is to be considered a minor divergence with regard
toḤašāʔiš in comparison to the fact that in this allegedly Dioscoridean passage
the effect of the potion is described as the “specific property” (ḫāṣṣiyyah) of the
plant, with a terminology that is unknown to the Arabic Dioscorides. More-
over, it includes an indication of the plant being hot in the second degree that is
likewise an addition to the original passage inMateria medica 3:14 (the Galenic
system of degrees of intensity was alien to Dioscorides). All three elements (ie
the identification of the plant, the key word ḫāṣṣiyyah, and the indication of the

1 Cf. Ḫawāṣṣ البيت5‒ح حمار (I 81v 5‒7).
2 Tangentially, it must also be noted that, with the intriguing exception of qaranbā inNat III.ii.4,
none of these passages included any of the standard synonyms for woodlice attested in both in
the east and in Andalus since the 10th c. (namely ḥimār qubbān, ḥimāru lbayt, or had(a)bah).
For the early Andalusī identification of ὄνος as qaranbā, cf. Ibn Ǧulǧul, Tafsīr 2:33 (G 2916‒8 |
D 4319‒11); also the equation دياسقوریدوس» عن القرنبا هو الأرض «جمر in Ibn Ǧanāḥ, Talḫīṣ [304], with
a genuine apomorphic reading of the original همر as pointed out in Bos, Käs, Lübke, and Men-
sching 2020: 392. I cannot tackle this particular question here but the synonym qaranbā in the
Dubler‒Terés edition might be a textualised gloss, and it collocation with had(a)bah (which
is explicitly ascribed to the ʕāmmah) and ḥumuru lʔarḍ is rather suspicious. No synonym at
all is transmitted in the Paris copy of Ḥašāʔiš (cf. P 33r 9) and despite Ibn Ǧanāḥ’s reference,
Ibn Ǧulǧul’s wording seems to imply that no Arabic name was previously available (none is
mentioned in Qayrawān). For a different interpretation of the evidence, see Dietrich 1988: II
218; and also Bos, Käs, Lübke, and Mensching 2020: 392.

3 Cf. Ḥašāʔiš سقولومس3:14 (L 12v 7 ‒ 13r 2 | O 11v 4‒6 | P 58v 7‒8 | T 24521‒22).
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degree) were quite certainly already included in αḪawāṣṣ, for they are all trans-
mitted also in Sǝḡullōṯ and in the Hārūniyyah.1 The passage could be seen as a
quote fromGalen’s entry on the root of σκόλυμος in Simpl.med., were it not that
Ḥunayn does not include a transliteration of the Greek name of the plant in his
translation.2
Were I pressed (as I am here and now) to draw a provisional conclusion from

the ongoing analysis of Nat III with regard its Dioscoridean (and also Galenic)
contents, I might well say that while the use of the standard translations
available already in tenth-century Andalus seems to be borne out by overall
agreement with the received texts, authorial intervention is nonetheless clearly
noticeable. Some of the reflections of this task are minor modifications of the
source text and may be ascribed to Alɂilbīrī himself (but only if the positive
testimony of a cognate text does not contradict this assumption) or, more
often, to the compiler of αḪawāṣṣ, who may have been quite active in this
regard. There is, moreover, a fraction of the total Dioscoridean “subcorpus” (ie
the sum of all the passages ascribed to Dioscorides in our text) that differs
so widely and so significantly from Iṣṭifan’s translation that an alternative
mediation may be presumed. Even if the quote on σκόλυμος were the only
evidence available in Nat III (and it is not), such features as an identification in
the form of transliteration-cum-equivalent, the reformulation of the effect of
the remedy in terms of a ḫāṣṣiyyah, and the addition (drawing from Galen’s
parallel entry) of a degree of intensity—all of this reveals efficient reworking
and is strongly reminiscent of the Dioscoridean passages transmitted by such
early authors as Ibn Māsawayh, Ibn Māssah, or Masīḥ and it comes close also
to some conspicuous hybrid additions transmitted in the Vetus.

1 The Hebrew translation of Ibn Alhayṯam’s Iktifāʔ mentions this item as “the plant called
סוקולורי (that is חרשף החלב המעמיד ,”(קרדון cf. Sǝḡ VIII.x.1 (L‒M 3231‒5). In the Hārūniyyah the
quote is explicitly ascribed (which in that text is quite exceptional) to Dioscorides “the
Herbalist [Alḥašāʔišī]” and the same combination of a raw transliteration and the gloss ḫaršuf
is found, as well as the indication of the degree, cf. Hārūniyyah I.xi.3 (G 22515‒16).

2 For the Galenic elements incorporated into this passage, cf. Galen,MufradahVII.103الحرشف ذكر
(E 133r 21‒24)≡ Simpl. med. VIII.xviii.24 Περὶ σκολύμου ῥίζης (K XII 1259‒16), where the identi-
fication (which must have originally been Classical Arabic ḥuršuf but could easily be reinter-
preted as dialectal ḫaršuf ) features already in the rubric of the Arabic translation, the action
of the remedy is said to obtain «biǧumlati ǧawharihī» (≡ «καθ’ ὅλην [...] τὴν οὐσίαν»), and it is
described as hot in the second degree. It is worth mentioning that Ibn Sulaymān’s own para-
phrase of this entry goes a little step farther and states that «wahāḏā lfiʕluminhu yaqaʕu biǧum-
lati ǧawharihī biḫāṣṣatihī, lā bikayfiyyatihī», cf. Aġḏiyah III.iii.19 الكنجر في (S III 1467‒13 | Ṣ 4444‒8),
reproduced verbatim twice by Ibn Samaǧūn in Ǧāmiʕ 22‒ح حرشف (S I 17215‒1731) and also in
45‒ك كنكر (S II 15915‒20).
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TheDioscorides Arabus before Iṣṭifan

Let me conclude this preview of philological analysis of the Dioscoridean pas-
sages transmitted in Nat III with a few telegrammatic notes for future research.
First, a direct use of the Vetus as a source for non-Iṣṭifanī readings in Natāʔiǧ
can be safely discarded: none of the diverging quotes appears to be in the least
closer to it than to Ḥašāʔiš. A more systematic comparison might nevertheless
be of some utility.
Then, on chronological grounds Aṭṭabarī and Arrāzī ought to be taken into

consideration as possible transmitters of these passages.1 Yet, what little overlap
there is between explicit quotes fromMateriamedica in Aṭṭabarī’s Firdaws and
parallel quotes in Natāʔiǧ is merely coincidental and, most importantly, none
of themore drastically reworded passages is included in Firdaws. As for Arrāzī,
while there is conclusive evidence that the pharmacognostic section and the
synoptical tables of Alḥāwī were available to Ibn Ǧanāḥ by the first third of
the 11th c.,2 virtually nothing is known about the early circulation of the whole
collection. It was apparently unknown to Ibn Alǧazzār in Qayrawān (who ac-
cessed, however, a copy of his Ḫawāṣṣ) and it is rarely mentioned (if ever at all)
in the Andalusī pharmacognostic tradition prior to Alġāfiqī (d. 1165).3 A strik-
ing coincidence is found in the use of raḍḍa (against Iṣṭifan’s daqqa) both in
Nat IX.iv.1 and in the pharmacognostic section of Alḥāwī XX, both correspond-
ing toMateriamedica 2:154 σίνηπι. It is also raḍḍa that IbnMāsawayhuses in his
own paraphrase of the same locus. But the coincidence stops there. The quote
handed down by the compiler of αḪawāṣṣ is a true chimera: in featuring raḍḍa
it aligns with Ibn Māsawayh’s and with Arrāzī’s (own?) paraphrase of Mate-
ria medica;4 for the exact phrase with which periodic fevers are alluded to, in

1 Mark that Ullmann 2009: 163‒169 has collected some evidence for the use of the Vetus by
Aṭṭabarī, whichwould thus affect the previous assumption that he had paraphrased hismate-
rials from a Syriac translation ofMateria medica (cf. Ullmann 1970: 258‒259) or even directly
from the Greek. As for Arrāzī, while apparently obvious reflections of a non-Iṣṭifanī Arabic
translation are shown to exist in Alḥāwī according to Ullmann 1970: 261, no word is said on
the subject in more recent works.

2 Cf. Bos, Käs, Lübke, and Mensching 2020: 108‒112 (and also their commentary to all the en-
tries involved) for an excellent analysis of this use.

3 For an assessment of Alġāfiqī’s use of Alḥāwī (again, mostly its synoptical tables), cf. Käs
2010: 112. The same source is also consulted byAlɂidrīsī andquite extensively by IbnAlbayṭār
too both in his Ǧāmiʕ and in Almuġnī.

4 Comparison of this and other relevant loci in Vetus shows clearly that this cannot be the source
of Arrāzī’s passages. As a matter of fact, pace Ullmann, the text recorded in Alḥāwī has all
the appearance of a quite drastic rewording of Ḥašāʔiš. In view of all other witnesses to this
particular passage (including IbnMāsawayhand theQayrawānī physicians), it would be rather
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turn, each text appears to transmit a different version. The puzzle is waiting to
be solved.
To sum up before turning my attention for a moment to the original

Dioscorides, there is a possibility that some of the materials stemming
ultimately from Materia medica were not accessed directly by the compiler of
αḪawāṣṣ. The now-anonymous physician (or Ibn Alhayṯam in the alternative
hypothesis for the origin of this textual family) appears to have exploited
a pre-existing compilation that may have contained a sort of anthology in
which Dioscorides’ book had been not only excerpted but also, and more
importantly, partially interpreted and enriched or supplemented with data
drawn from Galen. Confirming or falsifying this intuition shall necessitate
some work in the near future but the prospect is certainly enticing.

A note on reading scepticism into anonymisation

Anyone who reads Dioscorides’ text will soon notice the recurrence of some
impersonal references φασὶ δέ (τινες ἔνιοι) ὅτι, ἱστορεῖται, ἔνιοι δὲ ἱστοροῦσι, etc. As
has been seen previously when commenting on Theophrastus’ De lapidibus,
there is a quite long tradition in the quarters of Hellenists to interpret such quo-
tation markers as a token of the author’s scepticism and even of overt distrust
regarding the information that he is about to reproduce. Such discourse mark-
ers would be, thus, Dioscorides’ “usual manner of giving a report that he has
heard but did not necessarily believe”.1
Once again, while this assumptionmay be true in some instances, it need not

be true in all cases. Translating all anonymous reported speech into authorial
scepticism is a psychological interpretation highly conditioned by the esteem
in which the author is held by the reader. This aprioristically imposed reading
conflicts,moreover, with objective evidence in a number of respects. First, there
is the rather obvious contradiction between the author’s presumed distrust and
his repeatedly reporting on such matters. Given that there is no polemical in-
tentionality involved in these loci and that Dioscorides (unlike Pliny) did not
apparently intend to record all availablemedical information on any given item,
some justificationmust be provided for his inclusion of all these reports. Hemay
have been less sceptical than assumed regarding the efficiency of those reme-
dies and, in any case, his distrust was not so strong as to deprive his readers of
an information that might eventually happen to be of some avail to them. As

unlikely that the very specific adjunct «walā yunʕamu daqquh» were not an echo of Iṣṭifan’s
«daqqan ġayra mustaqṣā», which is itself a peculiar interpretation of «ὡς ἄλφιτα».

1 Scarborough 2002: 184.
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I shall show below, whatever Dioscorides’ original intention may have been,
his heirs in the Islamicate tradition certainly interpretedhis reports as a positive
endorsement of those remedies
Besides, evidence can be found that suggests that some of these impersonal

reports have little to do with the author’s epistemic attitude but rather obey to
a strategy of anonymisation, since they oftenmask silent unacknowledged bor-
rowings from his sources. This was proved for several loci more than one cen-
tury ago by Wellmann, who confirmed an intuition that goes back, in fact, to
the end of the 17th c. Themerit goes to Claude Saumaise (= Salmasius) to have
first suggested that the striking parallelisms betweenNaturalis historia andMa-
teria medicawere the natural result of their respective authors having surrepti-
tiously exploited (or, in more modern terms, pirated) the work of some earlier
herbalist.1 Let it be noted that even the title of Dioscorides’ book was unorigi-
nal, as Sextius Niger’s own treatise on drugs bore the title περὶ ὕλης according
to Erotian.2

1 Cf. Saumaise 1689: 9‒10, where he points towards Sextius Niger, Diodotus, Julius Bassus,
“aut quicumque alius veterum recentiorumve”. Even if he provides just one (compelling) ex-
ample of this practice, his conclusion is categorical: “Ex uno crimine disce reliqua”. This early
precedent is duly acknowledged by Wellmann 1889: 530 in the opening lines of an excellent
monographic paper on Dioscorides’ use of Sextius Niger.

2 Cf.Wellmann 1889: 544. On an incidental note, the abrupt end of this subsection (whichmust
have certainly shocked the reader) is quite telling of the circumstances under which this fi-
nal draft has been compiled. There should have followed an overview of the fortunes of the
Dioscoridean text from the particular perspective of the knowledge of the specific properties,
but that discussion too shall have to wait.
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Nat Sǝḡ Mat. med.
II.vi 1 + 2:49 I 13514‒1361 ἀλεκτορίδες
III.i 1 4:137 II 2833‒4 αἰγίλωψ

2 + 2:56 I 13810‒15 χελιδόνος
3 + ?2:78 I 15919‒20 χολή δοκοῦσι
4 + 1:19 I 2517‒18 βάλσαμον
5 1:110 I 10417‒19 ῥόα ἱστοροῦσι δέ τινες
6 + 1:8 I 1217‒19 νάρδος

III.ii 1 + 1:76 I 1586‒7 ἀλώπεκος στέαρ
2 2:17 I 12711‒13 γῆρας ὄφεως
3 2:36 I 13311‒12 σίλφης
4 2:35 I 1338‒10 ὄνοι οἱ ὑπὸ τὰς ὑδρίας

III.iv 1 + 2:79 I 1615‒6 λαγωῶν αἷμα
III.v 1 + 2:17 I 12711‒13 γῆρας ὄφεως

2 + 2:174 I 2424‒5 λεπίδιον δοκεῖ
3 2:20 I 1288‒10 τρυγόνος θαλασσίας

IV.i 1 + 2:39 I 13318‒1341 ἀλώπεκος πνεύμων
2 + 1:73 I 7312‒14 ἄσφαλτος
3†‒7†

IV.iii 1 + 2:115 I 19017‒18 ἱππολάπαθον τινες χρῶνται
2 + 2:42 I 1347‒9 ὄνυχες ὄνων

V.i 1‒ + 2:49 I 1362‒4 ἀλεκτορίδες
V.vi 1‒ + 2:9 I 1251‒3 κοχλίας

2‒ 2:35 I 1335‒7 ὄνοι οἱ ὑπὸ τὰς ὑδρίας
V.vii 1 + 1:87 I 8214‒20 μυρίκη
V.viii 1 + 2:35 I 1335‒10 ὄνοι οἱ ὑπὸ τὰς ὑδρίας

2 I ***‒
3 + 2:9 I 12510‒11 κοχλίας
4 2:34 I 1333‒4 κόρεις
5 2:51 I 1379‒10 τέττιγες

VI.ii 1†

2†

‒ unascribed | * dubious | † ghost-quote

Table 3.1: Dioscorides’Materia medica in Nat III and Sǝḡullōṯ.
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Nat Sǝḡ Mat. med.
VI.iii 1 + 3:34 II 465‒7 ἡδύοσμον

2 2:164 I 22814‒2291 κυκλάμινος
3†

VI.v 1 2:164 I 28813‒14 κυκλάμινος φασὶ δὲ ὅτι
VI.vi 1 + 2:9 I 1254‒5 κοχλίας
VI.ix 1†‒6†

VI.xii 1 + 2:124 I 1969 ἀνδράχνη
2 + 3:58 II 712‒3 ἄνηθον
3 + 2:136 I 20713‒14 θρίδαξ
4 + 3:45 II 579‒10 πήγανον

VII.i 1 + 2:173 I 2415 κάππαρις
VII.ii 1 + 2:9 I 1251‒4 κοχλίας
VIII.v 1‒ 4:158 II 3o37‒8 νάρκισσος

2‒ + 2:9 I 1255‒7 κοχλίας
3? Gal 2:67 I 14212‒13 γῆς ἔντερα

VIII.vi 1 + 5:131 III 974‒6 Ἀραβικὸς λίθος
VIII.ix 1 2:16 I 12614‒1273 ἐχίδνης σάρξ μυθώδης

2 + 2:104 I 1789‒13 ἐρέβινθος
VIII.x 1 + 3:14 II 215‒7 σκόλυμος
VIII.xi 1‒? + 4:75 II 2356|2378 μανδραγόρας
VIII.xii 1 + 2:9 I 1254 κοχλίας
VIII.xiii 1 + 2:154 I 2214‒5 σίνηπι

2 2:27 I 1315‒6 σίλουρος
IX.i 1 + 2:126 I 20012‒13 ἀρνόγλωσσον φασὶ δέ

2†

IX.ii 1 + I 20012‒14 ἀρνόγλωσσον φασὶ δέ
2 3:11 II 1910‒12 δίψακος ἱστοροῦνται
3 + 2:63 I 1419‒11 ἀράχνη ἱστορεῖται
4†

IX.iii 1† +?

IX.iv 1 + 2:154 I 2215‒6 σίνηπι

Table 3.2: Dioscorides’Materia medica in Nat III and Sǝḡullōṯ.
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3.1.3 Galen

Commenting even in summary fashion upon the Islamicate reception of Galen
(let alone the original figure) is a daunting task that should not be taken lightly.
As the number of Arabic translations available in an annotated critical edition
increases,1 so does our knowledge of theGalenus Arabus, and the sheer amount
of secondary literature devoted to particular aspects of the profound and lasting
impact made by the oeuvre of the physician from Pergamon in Islamicate and
non-Islamicate traditions alike recommends utmost caution especially for the
non-initiated.
Fortunately forme (and also for the reader) theGalenicmaterials included in

Nat III are not particularly rich and they are limited, with one single exception,
to theArabic translationofSimpl.med. Unlike in the caseof Dioscorides’Mate-
riamedica,moreover, the history of the reception of thiswork is fairly (albeit not
entirely) straightforward and does not involve any revision. All of this certainly
makes the analysis of Galen-ascribed passages in our text reasonably simple,
especially if compared to thequotes from the same source included inNat II.1‒2,
which necessitate an exploration of unedited and little-known pseudo-Galenic
literature.
My remarks, therefore, shall be as concise as possible and they shall focus ex-

clusively on twowell-defined subjects. On the one hand, the presence of Galen
in Nat III and the relation of those quotes to the Arabic transmission of similar
Galenic ḫawāṣṣic passages. On the other hand I shall attempt to highlight those
loci in the original Galenic collection2 thatmay have been interpreted by Islam-
icate authors as an explicit endorsement of the medical use of specific proper-
ties.

1 To cite only the more important additions of the last fifteen years, an edition-cum-translation
of Galen, Dieb. decret. was published by Cooper 2011, and the two versions of the translation
of the Alexandrian summaries of that work were edited and translated by Bos and Langer-
mann 2017 [n.v.]. Then Vagelpohl 2014|2016|2022 has contributed three impressive volumes
(for a total of over 3700 pages!) with the critical edition and English translation of Galen’s
commentary on Hippocrates’ Epidemics.

2 Following the lead of French scholars who favour the use of ‘collection’ rather than ‘corpus’
for the literary output of Galen (and also of Hippocrates) I consistently refer to the ‘Galenic
collection’ (and accordingly to the ‘Hippocratic collection’). For a recent explicit justification of
this practice, cf. “in fact, the very term of ‘corpus’ could be deemed inappropriate, since Galen
himself did not control the publication and the diffusion of his works, and, in turn,manyworks
not by him were transmitted under his name [...] it seems more adequate to talk of an open
tradition, a basic collection to which elements were successively added, each with a specific
textual transmission and a chaotic fate” (Petit 2013: 58).
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Galen inNatāʔiǧ III

A number of implicitly and even explicitly misascribed passages aside, there
is a dozen genuine quotations from Galen in our text (see Table 3.3). There is
also a nosological definition of buboes (ṭawāʕīn) that can hardly be considered
ḫawāṣṣic material and might even be an addition by Alɂilbīrī himself, and in
any case its origin must be searched for in some Arabic gloss to a Galenic text.
Of those passages, eleven have their ultimate origin in an Arabic translation of
Simpl. med., whereas Nat V.iii.1 is a composite mentioning four different simple
drugs only two of which are attributed an antihelminthic property in that text.
Although in Table 3.3 a reference has been provided toMeth.med., in which the
same property is attributed to the main element of the passage (namely worm-
wood), it is rather unlikely that the quote should have been directly extracted
from there. Theremust have been somemediating text in which the same com-
bination of herbs may have been also present.
It is quite evident that Alɂilbīrī’s choice of quotes shows a noticeable bias

towards drugs of animal origin, although fromwhat can be inferred from Sǝḡul-
lōṯ thismay have already been a feature of the parent compilation. InNat III the
genuine Galen is quoted on goats, hens and cockerels, woodlice, cicadas, and
even human bones. Three passages involve an active element of plant origin
(the caper tree, aloe, and wormwood) and one single quote mentions a mineral
(yellow alum, which at least in origin is not what it appears to be).
The ophthalmic use of a goat liver against nyctalopy in Nat III.i.7 ≡ Sǝḡ III.i.5

may well be the single most-cited Galenic passage in the whole Islamicate cor-
pus, as it is reproduced in all sort of variations (from extensive literal quota-
tions to minimal abridgements) across most medical genres. Allusions to this
locus can be found in the epigraph on nyctalopy in general therapeutics and,
of course, in ophthalmologic treatises, but also in Ḥayawān texts (in which it is
usually anonymised) and in Ḫawāṣṣ compilations. There is no distinctive trait
in the text inherited by the author other than trivial simplification.
Woodlice in Nat III.ii.5 are described but not identified by a name. More-

over, this passage preserves Ḥunayn’s qualification of this bug as a ‘worm’ (dūd,
which did not quite correspond to the original ζῶα). Comparison to the imme-
diately preceding passage from Dioscorides on the same animal could not be
more illustrative of an only partially harmonised coalescence of parallel tradi-
tions.Whenquoted fromḤašāʔiš, thebug is “the animal [ḥayawān] that is found
under pitchers”; when from Mufradah, it is “the worm of the pitchers”, which
reflects faithfully the different translations of those two loci, yet both Materia
medica and Simpl. med. had ζῶα here. On the other hand, the self-defence tech-
nique of the woodlouse is described in different words by the two Greek physi-
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cians and also in their respective Arabic translations, but the exact same phrase
features in the two quotes transmitted inNatāʔiǧ. The synonym qaranbā inher-
ited fromḤašāʔiš, in turn, has not spread to the contiguous passage. TheGalenic
quote, in sum, is neither a mechanical reproduction of the locus in Mufradah
nor an entirely normalised adaptation of it.
The case of Nat V.iv.1 on cicadas, which are referred to as “the animal called

‘the chirper’ [ṣarrār]”, is evenmore interesting. This quotation is a slight reword-
ing of the original locus in Mufradah, yet Ḥunayn left the Greek name of the
insect untranslated («alḥayawānu lmusammā “ṭāṭīǧis”» E 178v 10). Moreover,
in his translation ofMateria medica Iṣṭifan provided a Syrian (but not Syriac)
name zīz for τέττιξ (which he transcribed differently as 1.(«ططیغس» Our text re-
flects, therefore, an identification that was not available in the original transla-
tions of either Dioscorides or Galen. In Andalus ṣarrār is indeed the Arabic
equivalent assigned to τέττιξ by IbnǦulǧul, who also adds “Latin” ǧiqāla (جقالة)
to this equation.2 This identificationdoesnot seemtohavebeenwidely received
(or accepted) even in the Andalusī tradition, whichmakes the testimony ofNat
III (and probably already of αḪawāṣṣ) all the more significant.3

1 Cf. Dioscorides, Ḥašāʔiš 2:42 ططیغش (B 69r 2–4 | P 33v 19–20 | T 14320‒22) ≡ Mat. med. 2:51
τέττιξ (W I 1379‒10). On an incidental note, Dozy, SDA I 618b–619a s.v. زِيز identifies this word
as Amazighic abzīz, which in view of Iṣṭifan’s testimony ought to be dismissed in favour of
an onomatopoeic etymology as echoed by himself from theMuḥīṭ, cf. perhaps also zī zī as an
imitation of “the sound of the ǧinn” in Azzabīdī, Tāǧ XV 172a 7–9 s.r. .زيز√

2 Cf. Ibn Ǧulǧul, Tafsīr ططیغس2:39 (G 303 | D 445‒6 | P 33v 19 rightmargin). The local non-Arabic
synonym word reflects either Late Latin cicala or some continuation of it, cf. the type repre-
sented by Catalan and Occitanic cigala (also Catilian cigalawith a radical change of meaning).

3 No mention of cicadas is made by Ibn Ǧanāḥ in Talḫīṣ under any name. Unfortunately it is
impossible to retrieve the original entry in Ibn Wāfid’s Mufradah (if there was any, because
Mufradah 2312 is of no help in this regard) and in his quote from this Galenic locus only the
Greek name of the insect is found: טאטיטוש» יון בלשון «הנקרא ≡ «animal quod dicitur in Greco
†carochas», cf. the fragment interpolated within the entry on swallows inMup̄radāt 383v 29–
33 סנונית–כטאף (K 21) ≡ Liber Serapionis [430] chattaph–hyrundo (A 2855‒10). Then Alġāfiqī
records only Iṣṭifan’s synonym zīr inMufradahط‒II s.v.طبطىغش (M 228v 7‒8 | Ṭ 4145) and also
a little before in Mufradah II‒ط s.v. طاطىحىس (M 226v 20‒21 | Ṭ 41116‒17), where he compares
it to the locust and adds «wayaṣīḥu billayl, waṣiyāḥuhū ṣarīr» without however mentioning
the word ṣarrār. Strikingly enough, Ibn Albayṭār appears to have inherited a misreading that
transformed ṣarrār into ṣarāṣir (western plural for ṣarāṣīr). In his own explanation of Ḥašāʔiš
he glosses it as “it is a little animal knownas ṣarāṣir” (which the editor pseudocorrects as ṣarṣar)
and adds Iṣṭifan’s Syrian zīz, cf. Tafsīr 2:40 جطیلس (B 1671‒2). In his Ǧāmiʕ, in turn, he echoes
rather Ibn Ǧulǧul’s text by equating ṣarṣar (sic) with ǧiqāla, to which he adds the Syrian syn-
onym and also a remark about ṣarāṣīr being amongst them (ie amongst Syrian people) cock-
roaches, cf. Ǧāmiʕ صرصر16‒ص (B III 831‒2).



Chapter 3 A glimpse into the corpus 953

The more conventional reading transmitted by the three quotes on chicken
and cockerel broth in Nat V.ii.3 ≡ Sǝḡ V.ii.4, Nat V.iv.2, and Nat|Sǝḡ VIII.i.2 con-
ceals a probable case of hybridisation with Dioscoridean materials, as the text
incorporates distinctive elements fromMateria medica (see below for an anal-
ysis of this mixture). ThenNat|Sǝḡ VII.ii.2 on amedical application of burnt hu-
man bones andNat|SǝḡVIII.iv.1 on a conspicuously like-heals-like use of a ram’s
skin are quite telling of the large space allotted to ḫawāṣṣicmedicine in Galen’s
oeuvre and of the reception of these accounts in the Islamicate tradition.
As formedicinal plants, inNat V.vii.2 thewell-know splenetic property of sev-

eral parts of the caper tree ismentioned, inNat|SǝḡVI.xiv.1 the colletic or agglu-
tinant power of aloe for wounds on the vulva and the penis, and in the compos-
ite Nat V.iii.1 ≡ Sǝḡ V.iii.3 wormwood is the lemma or main item but the pulp
of colocynth, “the narcissus plant [nabātu nnarǧis]”, and bitter lupines are also
included in this catalogue of herbs possessing the specific property of bringing
tapewormsout. If the former twopassages canbederived,with some rewording,
fromMufradah, the latter is quite problematic and shall be dealt with below.
Finally, themention of “yellow alum”Nat V.ii.2 springs from the same obvious

misreading of يشب/يسب ‘jasper’ (≡ ἴασπις) as attested before in a quote from
Dioscorides in Nat V.i.3 ≡ Sǝḡ V.i.6. The parallel transmission of the Galenic
locus in Andalusī pharmacognosy preserved far better what seems to have been
Ḥunayn’s original transliteration and so did overall the lithognomic tradition,
but reinterpretations of the unpointed ductusىسٮ as بسّذ ‘coral’ are documented
as early as Arrāzī. Even if there is at least one additional witness for the same
misreading outside the family of αḪawāṣṣ (namely Albaladī), this particular
apomorphy appears to be quite characteristic of that subtradition.
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Nat Sǝḡ Source
III.i 7 + SM XI.i.11 K XII 3361‒6 Περὶ ἥπατος αἰγὸς καὶ τράγου

8†‒17† [Ṭab|Rāz]
III.ii 5 SM XI.i.49 K XII 36616‒3678 ∈ Περὶ δράκοντος θαλαττίου καὶ τρίγλης
III.iii 1†‒2† + [Diosc]
III.vi 1 [Gal ∈ Ḫaw 82v 19]
IV.ii 1† [Ṭab ∈ Ḫaw 82v 18]

2†‒4† [Ṭab]
V.ii 2 SM IX.ii.19 K XII 2073‒5 ὁ χλωρὸς ἴασπις

3 SM X.i.38 K XII 36115‒18 Περὶ ἀλεκτορίδων
4† [Theophr ∈ Ḫaw 84r 10]

V.iii 1 + ⥆?Meth.med. K X 10216‒7
V.iv 1 SM X.i.36 XII 3603‒6 Περὶ τεττίγων

2 ∼= SM X.i.38 K XII 36115‒18 Περὶ ἀλεκτορίδων
3†‒4† [Diosc]
5† [Archig ∈ Ḫaw 79r 4]

V.vii 2 SM VII.x.7 K XII 910‒103 Περὶ καππάρεως
VI.vi 2† +IMw [Diosc]
VI.xiv 1 + SM VI.i.23 K XI 82211‒14 Περὶ ἀλόης
VII.ii 2 + SM X.i.18 K XII 3425‒7 Περὶ ὀστῶν κεκαυμένων
VIII.i 2 + SM X.i.38 K XII 36115‒18 Περὶ ἀλεκτορίδων
VIII.iv 1 + SM XI.i.20 K XII 34211‒15 Περὶ δέρματος προβάτου

2† + Ps-Gal?

Table 3.3: Galenic quotes in Nat III and Sǝḡullōṯ (SM = Simpl. med.).
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Ghost-quotes: accidental misascription and possible hybridisation
The clearest example of unintentional (and actually only apparent) misascrip-
tion is the long sequenceNat III.i.8‒17 following an authentic quote fromGalen.
The particular selection of passages made by Alɂilbīrī (and probably a dose of
careless compilation) resulted in the omission of the names of Aṭṭabarī and
Arrāzī to which these passages ought to be ascribed.
The mention of the diamond stone by Galen as apparently implied by Nat

V.ii.4would certainly be an apocryphal one, but the passage (which has perhaps
been dislocated) is in fact borrowed from Arrāzī’sḪawāṣṣ, where it is ascribed
to Theophrastus.1 The parallel sequence in Sǝḡullōṯ does not help to ascertain
whether this misascription may go back to the parent text or not.
Another example of such accidents is provided by Nat VI.vi.2 on a mixture

of naphtha, wine, and castoreum used as an emmenagogue. The passage is also
clearly non-Galenic in origin (naphthadoesnot feature amongst thedrugsmen-
tioned in Simpl. med.) and can be safely derived from Dioscorides (who is in
fact quoted for the preceding passage in that chapter). The cognate locus Sǝḡ
VI.vi.2 is unascribed and it is located between a passage from Ibn Māsawayh
and a genuineGalenic quote on castoreum,whichmayperhaps explain themis-
take in Natāʔiǧ.
For the shockingmisascriptionof twopassages fromDioscorides anda third

one from Archigenes (through Arrāzī) in Nat V.iv.3‒5 a combination of dras-
tic dislocation and omission of sources could be invoked. However the arrange-
ment of the chapter is irregular also in Sǝḡullōṯ, for it opens with Galen and
only mentions Dioscorides after him. Moreover, Sǝḡ V.iv.3would seem to pre-
serve an exceptional quote fromAhrun,2 and inNat V.iv.6Aristotle is quoted
on the lazuli stone. Any reconstruction of the original chapter in the parent text
on this evidence is highly speculative, but one may suggest that the anomalous
order was probably already there and that the omission of Dioscorides’ name
appears to have been introduced only in Natāʔiǧ. Whether αḪawāṣṣ retained
the ascription to Archigenes or rather mentioned only Arrāzī is impossible
to infer from available data.3

1 Cf. Arrāzī, Ḫawāṣṣ 7‒م الماس (I 84r 10‒12), and also the subsection on Theophrastus above for
further details on this passage.

2 The passage is virtually identical to Aṭṭabarī, Firdaws IV.ix.7 on grinding long red earthworms
and drinking them with warm water against colic (Ṣ 25611‒12), but Aṭṭabarī is explicitly (and
correctly) mentioned as the source of a five-passage sequence Sǝḡ V.iv.4‒8.

3 The twoquotes fromArchigenes recorded by Arrāzī inḪawāṣṣ (they have already beenmen-
tioned) transmit remedies for colic.
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There are on the other hand some explicit Galen-quotes that may require a
different explanation—one that for the time being I cannot provide. They seem
to reflect a non-accidental confusion with Dioscorides. ThusNat|Sǝḡ III.iiiOn
the treatment of the nose contains just two quotes in both texts and the only au-
thor mentioned there is Galen, whose name introduces the first passage. And
yet that quote on the Arabian stone does not echoGalen’sMufradah but rather
Dioscorides’ Ḥašāʔiš, and in a duplicate of the exact same passage in Nat|Sǝḡ
VIII.vi.1 the correct ascription is provided.
The same applies to Nat|Sǝḡ III.iii.2 on the haemostatic property of hen

brains, which is actually identical toNat II.iv.1≡ Sǝḡ II.iv.3, where Dioscorides
is cited as the source of the passage. In view of the minimal contents of the
chapter, it is quite probable that the parent text already transmitted this
misascription, but I cannot even guess the reasons for this divergence. It would
be tempting to relate this apparent confusion to the Galeno-Dioscoridean
hybridisation postulated previously for some passages in which elements from
both Materia medica and Simpl. med. appear in combination. In this case,
however, it is only the name of the source that appears to have been altered
(and even that only in one of the two instances of each quote), whereas the
contents of the passages are purely Dioscoridean.
A few true hybrids can be identified. The aforementioned triad Nat V.ii.3,

V.iv.2, and VIII.i.2 describes one particular medical use of chicken and old cock-
erels. The first and the third passages are essentially the same quote reporting
on the property of chicken broth and both include Ḥunayn’s characteristic is-
fiḏbāǧ, yet their wording is not exactly identical and in the second instance
the word ḫāṣṣiyyah is added to the description. Despite this divergence from
Mufradah, both passages can be derived from that translationwith some autho-
rial intervention. The second passage, on the contrary, transmits Dioscorides’
exact instructions to cook the cockerel, following quite literally Iṣṭifan’s trans-
lation even in the raw use of qūṭūliyāt = κοτύλαι as a measure. The mention of
the constipating power of the meat of old cockerels, in turn, cannot possible
stem fromMateria medica.
For the composite quote Nat V.iii.1 ≡ Sǝḡ V.iii.3 a much more convoluted

history must be presumed that cannot be outlined here. That history involves
a probable misreading النرجس» «نبات in Natāʔiǧ for what the cognate locus in
Sǝḡullōṯ transmits as ,«פנגדשת» which was then glossed as קאשטוש אקנוש (ie ag-
nus castus), pointing towardsفنجنكشت* as the herb originally mentioned here.1

1 It is worth noting that both manuscript families of Nisyōnōṯ (even Nisya , which is usually re-
markably close to Sǝḡullōṯ) omit altogether this plant from the list. Besides, Nisyn further di-
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But even then the quote is problematic, because the specific property of bring-
ing tapeworms out that its attributed to wormwood, the pulp of colocynth, the
chaste tree (if this was the original reading), and bitter lupines is not recorded
by Galen (or by Dioscorides) for all four herbs. The mistransmitted narcis-
sus/chaste tree might perhaps be emended to read فوذنج ‘mint’ (≡ καλαμίνθη),
which is indeed described as a helminthagogue; or it could be read, giving pri-
ority toNatāʔiǧ, asسرخس ‘worm fern’ (≡πτέρις)which is also attributed the same
property. But the detailed analysis of these possibilities is better left for the in-
tegral commentary.

Galen in αḪawāṣṣ and a comparison to Arrāzī’s compilation
As I have already stated in previous epigraphs, there is not point in trying to re-
construct here the exact contents of the parent text but a provisional outline
can nonetheless be provided. From Ibn Alhayṯam’s testimony it can be ascer-
tained that some of the ghost-quotes in our text do not go back to αḪawāṣṣ but
were introduced byAlɂilbīrī (or even by later copyists ofNatāʔiǧ) and also that
their common anonymous source contained a somewhat larger representation
of Galenic materials. The total amount of Galen-ascribed quotes must have
been, nevertheless, remarkably smaller than that of passages borrowed from
Dioscorides.
Some of the Galenic quotes not selected by Alɂilbīrī involve the following

items:1 a purple thread used to strangle a snake, the faeces of a child that has
been nourished with lupines, and the excrements of a dog fed solely on bones,
all three against quinsy in Sǝḡ IV.ii.1‒3. The excrements of dogs and wolfs are to
be periapted or taken in a potion against colic in a triple quote from Galen in
Sǝḡ V.iv.1. On a tangential note, it seems as if Alɂilbīrī (or, to be more precise,
whoever compiled Nat III) had been particularly restrictive in his admission of
Dreckapotheke into his selection. Excrements are present in Nat III, to be sure,
but only mouse or bird droppings are involved in drinkable remedies, and the
use of cattle dung is limited to poultices.
Comparison of this minimal reconstruction of the set of Galenic quotes in

αḪawāṣṣ to Arrāzī’s selection for his own treatise reveals something about
the strategy of the anonymous compiler. He exploited virtually of the Galenic
materials in Ḫawāṣṣ that had a medical application and could be incorporated
into his architecture of chapters—and then enriched this set with further

vides the passage into two separate quotes, cf. Nisy V.iii.3 (L‒M 2022‒2031).
1 Needless to say, I exclude from this comparison the chapters that arenot preserved in the extant
form of Nat III. In Sǝḡ I.i.3‒4, for instance, Galen is quoted on weasel blood and peony against
epilepsy.
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quotes culled either directly fromMufradah or from some previous collection.
The three passages excerpted explicitly from Mufradah in Arrāzī’s Ḫawāṣṣ
involve the purple thread, the amulet made of asafoetida, and the antiepileptic
use of peony. Apart from these, the use of wolf dung is reported also from
Galen without specifying any title. All four are reflected in the sum of Nat III
and Iktifāʔ. FromMayāmīr (ie Sec. loc.) Arrāzī had selected one single passage
on the Persian buttercap (kabīkaǧ ≡ βατράχιον, Ranunculus asiaticus L.), and
this is recorded in the Hārūniyyah in a locus that must be considered cognate
to the passages transmitted in Nat|Ikt III.v On the teeth.1
That leaves only two passages of medical interest that cannot be positively

postulated for αḪawāṣṣ (but which may have been also borrowed into it): the
anaphrodisiac property of a sheet of lead if fastened over the belly,2 and the
power attributed to the two-headed snake to induce miscarriage by simply be-
ing looked at.3 The former could have found a natural place in Nat|Ikt VI.x; the
latter, in Nat|Ikt VI.v alongside an analogous reference to ἄρον and κυκλάμινος
from Dioscorides.
On the other hand, the anonymous compiler had no use for the otherGalenic

(and pseudo-Galenic) materials available in his source, since they report either
properties unrelated to medicine (as the antipathy between the scorpion and
the gecko [wazaġah], or themyth about bears being born formless) or a specific
medical use not covered in his treatise (that would be the case of a quote from
De antidotis, as poisons and venoms were not dealt with in αḪawāṣṣ).
Despite this extensive borrowing, αḪawāṣṣ (and therefore Natāʔiǧ and Ik-

tifāʔ) does not depend exclusively on Arrāzī’s treatise for its Galenic materials.
That its author did not limit himself to reproducing that pre-existing selection
shows, like the massive incorporation of Dioscoridean passages, that his task of
compilation was an active and intensive one, and he deserves some credit for
that.

1 Cf. Hārūniyyah I.xiii.7 (G 24220‒2432), where kabīkaǧ has been mistransmitted as kākanǧ (≡
στρύχνον ὑπνωτικόν / ἁλικά(κ)καβον, the winter cherry, Physalis alkekengi L., to which no such
propertywas ever attributed). For the origin of this remedy, cf. Archigenes «Ἐὰν ὀδονταλγοῦντι
βατραχίου φύλλα ἐπὶ τοῦ κατὰ τὸν ἀλγοῦντα ἐπιθῇς, ἀπόνους μὲν ποιεῖ» amongst his περίαπτα ἀν-
τιπαθῆ ὀδοῦσιν according to Galen, Sec. loc. V.5 (K XII 8748‒9).

2 According to Arrāzī this would have beenmentioned by Galen “inmore than one place in his
books, especially in De sanitate tuenda”, cf. Arrāzī, Ḫawāṣṣ 9‒ا أسرب (I 79v 9‒10). See an echo
of this prescription in Nat II.2 Ther 4.3.7.

3 From Attiryāq ilā Qayṣar (ie the Arabic translation of De theriaca ad Pisonem, cf. Arrāzī,
Ḫawāṣṣ 1‒ح حيةّ (I 81r 4‒5).
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3.1.4 Aṭhūrusfus

One single passage is explicitly ascribed toAṭhūrusfus1 in our text, namelyNat
IX.iv.2 on the antipyretic property attributed to the ticks taken fromadog’s right
ear. The derivation of the text from Arrāzī’s Ḫawāṣṣ is unproblematic.2
On the basis of external evidence the same authority can be suspected to lie

behind the name Aṭrāṭīs («اطراطيس») in Nat VI.i.1. There a fumigation made
with human hair is affirmed to avail against womb aches.3 Now, this particu-
lar passage is not to be found in Arrāzī’s Ḫawāṣṣ, which leaves his Alḥāwī or
otherwise Aṭṭabarī as the only possible sources. The two pertinent loci are re-
produced and analysed (with an exhaustive concordance that permits to trace
back the remedy at least to Alexander of Tralles) in Chaper 4 for the com-
mentary on Nat II.iv.3 on an identical smoking against oblivion.
The particular use of this suffumigation against uterine ailments is well doc-

umented in pharmacognosy,Ḫawāṣṣ, andḤayawān texts, and nowhere is an al-
ternative sourcementioned: all those passages are either anonymous or demon-
strably borrowed fromAlḥāwī or from Firdaws.4 As in the case of its application
in the treatment of oblivion, an early attestation in Pliny is available, which
may be of some significance for the question on the identity of Aṭhūrusfus:5

1 To be clear, Aṭhūrusfus is a conventional transcription of the majority reading transmitted
in Arrāzī’s Ḫawāṣṣ and Alḥāwī. The name can also be read otherwise (and actually it was,
both in Arabic and in translation) and in this case I find an approximative (and quite probably
wrong) rendering farmore readable than an abstract (and in the end nomore correct) skeleton
*ʔṭhwrsfs.

2 Cf. Arrāzī, Ḫawāṣṣ كلب1‒ك (I 82r 13‒14).
3 ≡ SǝḡVI.i.1 (L‒M31225‒26), where the name of the source is partially preserved as ≡;«אסטרס[‒]ס»
Nisy VI.i.1 (L‒M 2208‒9), with no ascription;≡Hārūniyyah I.xii.7 (G 2348), likewise anonymous.

4 Parallel circulation in unascribed form is documented in Ibn ʕalī, Ḥayawānc [1.15] (R 12); and
Ibn Buḫtīšūʕ, Ḥayawān I (G 410‒11 | P 2v 3‒4 | Q 2v 2‒3) ≡ Manāfeʕ-e ḥayavān I (R 519‒10) ≡
Naʕtl 104r 4–5. InAndalusiǦāmiʕ texts, it is received in likewise anonymous formbyAlġāfiqī,
Simplicia c‒99 (V 52vb 26‒28); and Ibn Albayṭār, Almuġnī XIII.1 (M 209v 12‒13). The whole
sequence of benefits is noted down without any ascription but with an apparent addition by
Alɂidrīsī,Ǧāmiʕṭ 23‒ش شعر (S III 46813‒16). With an ambiguous abbreviation Ṭ that may in this
case represent Aṭṭabarī, this passage is included by Zuhr in Ḫawāṣṣ 1‒ا (P 6r 6–7).

5 The text of Arrāzī, Alḥāwī IX.2 (H IX 6918‒19) might suggest that both smoking with aromatic
nails (aḍ̱fāru ṭṭīb) and with human hair against womb suffocation are derived from Paul of
Aegina, yet comparison to the original text shows that it is only the first passage that repro-
duces Pragmateia VII.3 s.v. ὄνυχες (H II 24718‒19), whereas no such property is recorded for hu-
man hair in Pragm VII.3 s.v. τρίχης κεκαυμέναι (H II 26715‒16), where it is compared as to its
benefits to burnt wool (ἔριον), to which no benefit for the womb is attributed in Pragm VII.3
s.v. ἔρια (H II 21110‒14). Neither aromatic nails nor human hair are mentioned, in turn, in the
corresponding therapeutic chapter in Pragm III.71 Περὶ ὑστερικῆς πνιγός (H I 28828‒31). A re-
spectably ancient tradition is echoed also in Yūniyūs b. Anāṭūliyūs, Filāḥah VI.13.
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Pliny, NH XXVIII.7.[20] (J‒M IV 3005‒6)

capilli si crementur, odore serpentes fugari; eodem nidore vulvaemorbo
strangulatas respirare.

The same Aṭrāṭīs («اطراطيس») is quoted on another suffumigation in Nat
VI.i.2 and might be the implicit source of the following two passages too. The
fact that this remedy is not included in Arrāzī’s but can be found in Firdaws
(from which the next four passages are borrowed) favours the hypothesis that
also Nat VI.i.1may have its origin in the same text rather than in Alḥāwī (which
would be quite remarkable in the mid-tenth-century Islamicate west).
Then the distorted name *Sqṭūr in Nat IX.iii.2 is paralleled by אסטו in

Sǝḡullōṯ, but the identicality of the passage with a quite peculiar quote from
Aṭhūrusfus in Arrāzī’sḪawāṣṣ leaves no doubt about the source, fromwhich
also the following passage Nat IX.iii3was taken.1
From a strictly a synchronic point of view, at least Aṭrāṭīs (the reading is

shared by the twomanuscripts ofNatāʔiǧ)may have been understood by Alɂil-
bīrī to be an author different from Aṭhūrusfus, but his immediate source ap-
parently transmitted a more correct reading. In any case, all these quotations
are, like the overwhelming majority of Aṭhūrusfus-ascribed materials in the
Islamicate tradition, were no doubt acceded first through Arrāzī and then bor-
rowed at third and fourth hand by later compilers.

A digression on der rätselhafte Athoursofos
Quite unfortunately the intriguing figure of Aṭhūrusfus does not appear to be
a Persian author and therefore he is not covered in the superb analysis of the
Sanskritic, Syriac, and Persian sources of Alḥāwī conducted by Kahl. In his cur-
sory mention of this physician, in fact, Kahl accepts Ullmann’s old identifica-
tion of Aṭhūrusfus with first-century ce Xenocrates (Ξενοκράτης) of Aphro-
disias and he further points out that in Alḥāwī Arrāzī “quotes Xenocrates” by
both names, “which means he was using two Arabic translations—a direct one
from Greek and an indirect one from Pahlavi”. From his own survey of the tra-
dition Ullmann had already inferred that Aṭhūrusfus’s text must have been a
treatise on the uses and benefits of animal organs, and on the basis of the nature
of the medicines prescribed he was inclined to conclude “daß Xenocrates und
Aṭhūrusfus identisch sind”, which would require the name Ξενοκράτης to have
been mediated by Syriac or Pahlavi.2

1 Both passages are analysed in Chapter 4 within the commentary on On tertian fever.



Chapter 3 A glimpse into the corpus 961

Lemma Istanbul ms
1‒ا إنسان 78v 13‒14
4‒ا بلوّطیّة أفعى 79r 11‒12
6‒ا الأخضر أبرص السامّ 79r 19 ‒ 79v 1
7‒ا عرس ابن 79v 2‒4
9‒ب بلبل 80r 10‒11
2‒د دُبّ 80r 9‒10
3‒د دلفين 80r 13‒14
3‒و ورل 80v 9‒11
1‒ح حيةّ 81r 7‒8
3‒ح حمار 81v 3
5‒ح البيت حمار 81v 5‒7
1‒ك كلب 82r 13‒14
1‒ن نسر 84r 13‒14
3‒ع عنكبوت 5r 3‒7
5‒ع عظایة 85r 15‒17
5‒ف فيل 85v 11‒14
1‒ر رخام 86r 14‒16
2‒ر رتیلا 86r 17‒18
4‒خ خفاّش I 87r 14‒15
1‒ذ ذئب 87v 13‒14
3‒ض ضفدع 88v 11‒13

Table 3.4: Passages ascribed to Aṭhūrusfus
in Arrāzī’s Ḫawāṣṣ.

2 Cf. Kahl 2015: 51‒52 and Ullmann 1972: 11, respectively. The association of this obscure author
known only through quotes with Xenocrates actually goes back to Wellmann, whose hesi-
tant formulation I have paraphrased in the rubric to this epigraph: “der rätselhafte Athoursofos,
Athuriscus (Xenokrates?)” (Wellmann 1928: 17). Two centuries earlier Fabricius 1726: 92, 94
had tentatively identified the At(h)uristus that he found in the Latin translation of Alḥāwī (ie
the Liber continens) with the Ateuristus (= Ἀτευρίστος) mentioned by Galen in Sec. loc. X.1 (K
XII 2515‒8), but Wellmann 1928: 17 n. 1 suggests that it was probably the other way round and
that this particular reading in the Greek text may be based on a conjecture by some physician
acquainted with the Arabo-Latin tradition.
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It is quite symptomatic of how the ḫawāṣṣic tradition has been approached
by modern scholarship that Aṭhūrusfus should not be mentioned in Ull-
mann’s still unparalleled survey of the Islamicatemedical tradition but rather in
is likewise masterly account of the natural and occult sciences.1 That this figure
was somehow close associated to the lore of the specific properties is obvious,
and the twenty excerpts that Arrāzī selected for his Ḫawāṣṣ (some of which
represent indeed the whole lemma) are definitive proof of that connection
(see Table 3.4).2 Now, a closer examination of the materials transmitted from
the same source Alḥāwī offers a wider glimpse of the essentiallymedical nature
of Aṭhūrusfus’ text. In his ultimate anthology of quotes Arrāzī includes
fifty-odd additional passages that are (at least apparently) drawn from the
same book.3

Ḥ I.8 on tortoise blood clysterised with some castoreum against spasms (H I
18013‒14).
Ḥ II.4 on a preparation that includes the marrow of calf bones for the eyelids (H II
14310‒12).
Ḥ III.2 on woman milk for stinking ears, human urine against earaches, and
wormwood against suppurating ears (H III 514‒9); III.4 on the use of the sharp tail
bones (ed. ,«ذبل» to be read as («ذیل» of the wolf for dental scarification (H III
13910‒12); III.7 on the power of the excrements of the nims to extract swallowed
bones, thorns, etc (H III 2068‒9); III.11 on the fat of ducks and hens as a liniment
for a rough tongue (H III 21615‒16); III.11 on aged human urine for swellings of
the amygdalae, the throat, and the uvula (H III 2305‒6); III.11 on several remedies
against quinsy, amongst which burnt swallows, hot milk, and a viper previously
choked with a thread of linen (H III 2766‒13).
Ḥ IV.1 on a fox lung fo respiratory conditions (H IV 163‒5 and again on IV 2713‒15); IV.1
on human urine against asthma and orthopnea (H IV 184‒5).
Ḥ VI.7 on bull’s-hide glue (ġirāʔu lǧulūd ≡ ταυρόκολλα) and isinglass (ġirāʔu ssamak
≡ ἰχθυόκολλα) against diarrhoea (H VI 1852‒3); VI.7 on eatingwiršān for loose bowels

1 Cf. Ullmann 1972: 11 (+ 452), 364, 407.
2 An additional passage on henna (حناّء) is transmitted exclusively in Ḫawāṣṣ Q 152‒4, which is
identical to what in the same manuscript is found under the lemma on the gecko (cf. Q 224‒6)
and most likely represents a duplicate, born perhaps from a gloss (?) in which the synonym
mayحرباء have featured in substitution for the original denomination.

3 The exacting task of registering all the passages overviewed hereunder was carried out already
in Ullmann 1972: 11. No volume is indicated there for the quotes mentioned in the additions
(cf. Ullmann 1972: 452) and they have not been included in the present survey. Numeration of
chapters within each book is sometimes only approximative and in a few cases it is simply im-
possible. There are certainly a fewmore passages that have escaped my attention and some of
the collected ones might not be actually related to Aṭhūrusfus (the manuscript transmission
of Alḥāwī is especially challenging in this regard).
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(H VI 2097), a similar effect is attributed to the flesh of šūḏāniq, roasted sparrows,
and boiled or roasted partridge (H VI 20910‒13).
Ḥ VII.3 on womanmilk as a diuretic hepatic remedy (H VII 901‒2); VII.6 on dolphin
fat as a diuretic and on drinking seven cantharides against dropsy (H VII 2597‒11).
Ḥ VIII.1 on hare rennet against dysentery and on cheese against intestinal ulcers (H
VIII 8710‒14).
Ḥ IX.1 on womanmilk against womb ache (H IX 2813‒14); IX.1 on seal rennet and also
squill vinegar against womb suffocation (H IX 701‒2); IX.2 on duck droppings help-
ing conception if rubbed all over the penis and on male- and female-conception
induced by drinking the rennet of a hare or the gall of a bear (H IX 1213‒8); IX.4 on
human urine as a womb cleansing remedy (H IX 1733‒4); IX.5 on the same property
of human urine (H IX 19313‒14).
Ḥ X.4 on the litholytic power of burnt scorpions, via Aṭṭabarī (H X 1008‒9); X.4 on
deer blood (ed. ,«الابل» read («الأیلّ» as a litholytic and on goat blood breaking the
magnet stone (H X 12716‒18); X.4 on wild boar urine breaking kidney stones (H X
1345‒6); X.4 on earthworms as a litholytic and the comparison of deer blood, which
breaks kidney stones, to goat blood, that breaks calculi and the magnet stone (H X
1434‒5); X.5 on the diuretic property of bedbugs (the text is defective but the element
can be still be identified by the word ,(«أسرّة» the mud of swallow nests, and lice (H
X 1855‒8); X.10 on the aphrodisiac power of the eggs and bodies of sparrows, as well
as of a stag’s penis and testicles (H X 3317‒9).
Ḥ XII.1 instructions to burn a sea tortoise and poulticing it over ulcerous cancers;
also on a liniment made of hare rennet and another one make of burnt stag horn
to the same effect (H XII 613‒17), XII.4 on hydromel (māʔu lʕasal) against abscesses
(dubaylah); also a mixture of pigeon droppings, figs, and šaylammeal with oxymel
against abscesses and scrofulas (H XII 1075‒7); XII.5 burning house vipers and plas-
tering their ashes over scrofulas; also on fats in general and on burnt donkey hoofs
for the same benefits against scrofulas (H XII 1451‒4); XII.5 on the liver of a bustard
(ḥubārā) instilled into the ear against parotid tumours (H XII 1512‒4); XII.6 on grind-
ing earthworms to make a poultice for ruptured sinews (H XII 1991‒2).
Ḥ XIII on hide glue against burns caused by fire and hot water (H XIII 114); on the
flesh ofmolluscs (laḥmu ṣṣadaf ) and also on fish glue both plastered over fire burns
(H XIII 12412‒14); on several remedies against bruises and broken bones: on the one
hand molluscs, on the other hand bear fat (H XIII 25014‒2513).
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Ḥ XIV on dried human faeces given to drink against periodic fevers (H XIV 5510‒11;
perhaps also the immediately following statement on the antipyretic benefit of
purslane).
Ḥ XVI.13 on drinking three or four drops of blood taken fromandonkey’s ear against
phlegmatic fevers (HXVI 9112‒14); XVI.15 on ahumanboneperiapted against quartan
fevers (H XVI 12811).
Ḥ XVII.2 onpropolis («wasḫu lkuwārāt»)poulticed against smallpox (HXVII 3312‒13);
XVII.4 on human earwax against non-suppurating swellings of the roots of the nails
(H XVII 639‒10), a few lines before Xenocrates has been mentioned; XVII.5 on the
invigorating property of honey (H XVII 11910‒12).
Ḥ XIX.21* on isinglass rubbed and poultices over a dog bite (H XIX 2457); XIX.22*
on aged human urine against poisonous bites, and apparently also the following
one on burning human faeces and sprinkling them over the bite to the same effect
(H XIX 2465‒7); XIX.2* mentioned in coordination with Badīġūras on the specific
property of human faces against poisons and lethal drugs (H XIX 3003‒4).
Ḥ XX [35] إنسان on human hair soaked in vinegar against dog bites (H XX 3314‒15, and
probably also some of the following passages on the same element).

A few distinct features emerge from these excerpts.1 There may be some rea-
son to modify Ullmann’s initial classification of Aṭhūrusfus’ text as zoother-
apeutic (ie a Ḥayawān of the Manāfiʕ type, which would then be a precedent
to Ibn ʕalī’s book). While the prevalence of elements of animal origin in these
Aṭhūrusfus-ascribed passages is indisputable, there is some evidence suggest-
ing that the text may have been actually arranged according to a head-to-toe
plan, which is uncharacteristic of the Islamicate Ḥayawān genre but makes it a
typological parallel to medical Ḫawāṣṣ texts.
Moreover, if the posthumous compilation of Alḥāwī did not break entirely

the continuity of the sequences, in Alḥāwī III 518‒9 wormwood is mentioned
immediately after human urine, and in Alḥāwī IX 702 squill vinegar follows the

1 On a side note regarding Arrāzī’s compilatory strategy, it is worth noting the striking lack of
overlap between the passages selected forḪawāṣṣ and those included in Alḥāwī. Parallel attes-
tations are exceptional (cf. the amulet made of human bones against quartan fevers inḪawāṣṣ
I 78v 13‒14 ≡ Alḥāwī XVI 12811) and this disparity is all the more remarkable in such cases as
the element in question is the same in both texts (e.g. the dolphin, its teeth being mentioned
in Ḫawāṣṣ, its fat in Alḥāwī). This trait is by no means exclusive to Aṭhūrusfus-related ma-
terials. The same overall lack of coincidence can be notice for any author cited in those two
texts. Let it be recalled that Dioscorides is not even mentioned in Ḫawāṣṣ, whereas many a
ḫāṣṣiyyah-like passage is quoted fromhim inAlḥāwī. In the latter compilation there are, in fact,
hundreds of explicit ḫawāṣṣ related to simple drugs and foodstuff that did not find their way
into the specific monograph on that matter. The possible causes and the consequences of this
differential approach might be worth exploring.
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use of the rennet of a seal. Themedicinal stock of the text was not therefore lim-
ited to drugs of animal origin. In this particular regard the evidence provided by
Alḥāwī III 2766‒13 is even more compelling and the sequence transmitted there
seems to point towards an organ/ailment-centred medical text from which not
even surgery was excluded:1

Alḥāwī III.11 (H III 2766‒13)

في وینُفخ مرّاتٍ، الیوم في ویطُلى رمادًا تصير حتىّ الخطاطیف «تحُرق قال: أطهورسفس
یبرُئ». فإنهّ — منه الحلق

ما أنفع كذلك وهي كذلك، إلاّ تنفع لا فإنهّا رمادًا، تصير حتىّ مرّتين «وتحُرق قال:
ینُضج». لأنهّ الخوانیق، في جيدّ به، تغُُرغر إذا الحارّ، واللبن تكون.

فإنهّا — فاقطعها ذلك، فعند السير؛ شـبه ذابلًة مسترخيةً تراها حتىّ اللهاة تقطع «لا قال:
الردیئة». الأعراض من شيء ولا نزف، قطعها من یعرض لا

سكنّ خوانیق، به مَن عنق في الخیط ذلك ورُبط كتاّن بخیط أفعى خُنقت «وإن قال:
اللوزتين». ورم

Continens III.7 (P 136rb 22‒29 | V 75rb 50‒57 )

Acursisius dixit: «Comburantur yrundines donec conuertantur in cine-
rem, et sufflandum est de eis in gulam pluries in die, eo quod curabitur.
Et si gargarismus fiat cum lacte calido, ualet ad maturandam sinantiam.
Dixit quod si ligatur collum uipere cum filo lini et ex districtione ipsius
prefocatur vipera et ligatur in collo patientis squinantiam, mitigabit
passionem huius statim, uidelicet amigdalarum».

Acursisius] Accursius V | yrundines] yrudines P | conuertantur in] fiant et
conuertantur ad V | quod] + bene V | maturandam] maturandum V | sinantiam]
squinantiam V | ipsius] + fili V | districtione] distictione P | sinantiam]
squinantiam V.

The same inference seems to apply at least to Alḥāwī IX 1213‒8, X 1855‒8, XII
1451‒4, and XIII 25014‒2513.2

1 Given Arrāzī’s compilatory technique it is highly unlikely that hemight have put together into
a single passage different segments scattered throughout the original text.

2 There is a slight possibility, of course, that this juxtaposition of passages might conceal dif-
ferent sources (something resembling the ghost-quotes discussed in Chapter 1). In view of the
coherence of the sequences, however, I doubt very much that they should be the result of a
mere transmissional accident.
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Then, if the text of Alḥāwī III 5114‒18 is not corrupt, Aṭhūrusfus appears to
have quoted Galen on the benefits of human urine, juice of onions, and the
eaves of wild olive trees against ailments of the ears. As a matter of fact, many
of his prescriptions are remarkably similar (and occasionally even identical) to
those inherited directly from the Graeco-Byzantine tradition.1 That, needless to
say, would be only natural if Aṭhūrusfus happened to be indeed Xenocrates.
There we have another lost text to salvage from indirect transmission. The

remains of this treatise (or are they two different treatises?) are scattered across
genres and there are even a few pieces handed down by alternative sources
other than Aṭṭabarī and Arrāzī.2 There can be no doubt that an anthology-
cum-analysis of Aṭhūrusfus’ excerpts would greatly advance our understand-
ing of the early medico-ḫawāṣṣic tradition.

1 The overall standard nature of his terminology, on the other hand, might be due to the Arabic
translator of the text. As seen in Part I Chapter 5, Aṭṭabarī’s paraphrases of Ayurvedic texts are
hardly distinguishable from his own rewording of Hippocratic and Galenic materials.

2 Cf. especially the passage on the peacock (ṭāwūs) in Addamīrī’sḤayawān pointed out by Ull-
mann 1972: 11. In that locus Addamīrī refers to a certain treatise entitled ʕaynu lḫawāṣṣ in
whichAṭhūrus (sic) was apparently quoted alongside the collective “sages”, cf.Ḥayawān [566]
(Ṣ III 151‒2). All other references provided by Ullmann, in turn, are either false leads (eg the
original Arabic Pseudo-Plato, Nawāmis does not mention him) or derivative (eg [Pseudo-
]Ǧābir b. Ḥayyān,Mawāzīnص 11714 and 11919; Ibn Alʕawwām, Filāḥah XXXI (B II 46723‒26); and
any echoes in Ibn Albayṭār’s Ǧāmiʕ).
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3.1.5 Pseudo-Aristotle’s Aḥǧār

In an early Hellenised Islamicate context, the pseudo-Aristotelian Aḥǧār
is probably the non-medical text that had the deepest and longest-lasting
influence on the medical and pharmacognostic traditions—most particularly
in the west, where a great many excerpts were selected by Ibn ʕimrān as
worth integrating into the Mufradah genre. The text still awaits a proper
critical edition and it has not received much scholarly attention since Ruska’s
groundbreaking study. The most notable exception to this neglect is Käs,
whose compact description of Aḥǧār is reproduced here as it is both pertinent
to my discussion and incidentally illustrative of the magicalising tendency to
which I am constantly alluding throughout this dissertation:

Obschon es eigentlich eher der hermetisch-magischen Tradition zuge-
hörig ist, beinhaltet es doch auch medizinische Angaben. Dieser Um-
stand in Verbindungmit dem zugkräftigen Namen hat viele Pharmakog-
nosten dazu gebracht, dieses K. al-Aḥǧār in teils erheblichem Umfang
auszuschreiben. Man kann somit sageb, dass dieses Machwerk von der
arabischenDrogenkunde quasi adoptiert wurde und das obschon sie de-
rartigen Schriften sonst recht reserviert gegenübersteht. Was also die of-
fizinellen Mineralien betrifft, so genießt Arisṭū besonders bei den west-
lichen Fachschriftstellern eineWertschätzung, die nur noch von derjeni-
gen gegenüber Dioskurides und Galen überboten wird.1

As seen inChapter 2,Aḥǧār is oneof themainpaths of penetrationof thedoc-
trine of ḫawāṣṣ into the specifically medico-pharmacognostic tradition. Quite
significantly, it is cited once explicitly (andmore often silently) even in the epi-
graphOn stones inNat I Apotheconomy, but it is in the ḫawāṣṣic sectionwhere

1 Käs 2010: 5. For the particularly strong link to the western tradition, cf. further “so ist die Be-
nutzung des K. al-Aḥǧār schwerpunktmäßig im islamischen Westen lokalisierbar”, whereas
“[i]m islamischen Osten hat die Aristotelesrezeption nur einen sehr beschränkten Umfang”
(Käs 2010: 7). The brief but insightful epigraph devoted by the author to Aḥǧār is the best as-
sessment to date regarding the origin, contents, and ascendancy of this treatise in the Islami-
cate written tradition (cf. Käs 2010: 5‒8, and then virtually every lemma corresponding to the
minerals included in the original text). Inwhat concerns particularlymineralogicalmatters but
also intertextual comparisons (above all with the Hebrew and Latin translations of the work)
Ruska 1912: 1‒92 still ought to be consulted. As indicated in the Bibliography, I refer to Ruska’s
edition of the Paris manuscript as Aḥǧārp and to Ibrāhīm’s edition of the Taymūr manuscript
as Aḥǧārt, while Aḥǧārβ refers to the text transmitted in Baltimore, Walters Art Museum ms
W.589, fols. 33v 1 ‒ 47r 13 (an Ottoman copy dated 1581), which shows some readings relevant
to the analysis of the pseudo-Aristotelian passages inNat III but may be either heavily interpo-
lated or actually some acephalous treatise (perhaps by Attīfāšī?). Mark that the existence of
two additional manuscripts currently in Istanbul is indicated by Aksoy 2016.
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its presence becomes most evident. On the other hand, with regard to the par-
ticular link to the Qayrawānī school it ought to be stressed that the pseudo-
Aristotelian lithognomion is not to be found amongst the sources of Arrāzī’s
Ḫawāṣṣ (where other far more enigmatic books of stones are quoted from) and
that all the passages transmitted in Nat III and Iktifāʔ must have been gleaned,
either directly or indirectly, by the compiler of αḪawāṣṣ. In view of the virtually
non-existent eastern reception of the text, this addition should be considered a
new and quite compelling piece of evidence for the western origin of the pos-
tulated parent compilation.
In quantitative terms the contribution of Aḥǧār to the text of αḪawāṣṣ is

rather modest. As a matter of fact it is even marginal once all ghost-quotes
have been subtracted from the total figure. The problem, however, is that at the
present moment and without a critical edition of Iktifāʔ there is no certainty
as to whether the misascription of a number of stone-related passages to
Aristotle was already a feature of the parent text or not. An educated guess
can be made in some cases with the support of external evidence and since I
can imagine no reason why the anonymous compiler should havemanipulated
on purpose the attribution of the passages, I am inclined to interpret these
misascriptions as instances of ghost-quotes resulting from accidents, both
authorial and clerical, in the transmission of the texts involved.
In Nat V.iii.2 and then again in Nat V.iv.6 Aristotle is explicitly quoted on

the property of the lazuli stone to purge black bile when four carats of it are
taken in a drink with some syrup of roses. The ascription of the passage is ap-
parently corroborated by Iktifāʔ,1 but the passage cannot be located in the cor-
responding entry in any of the available versions of Aḥǧār except for Aḥǧārβ,
which as I have previously stated might not be a genuine member of the fam-
ily or otherwise may transmit some interpolations.2 Essentially the same text is
transmitted anonymously first by Ibn ʕimrān and then by IbnAlǧazzār,which
might lend some credibility to the ascription shown by the two Andalusī de-
scendants of αḪawāṣṣ.3 The question is further complicated by the fact that an
identical passage is ascribed to Alexander of Tralles by Ibn Samaǧūn and
also by Mesue, which happens to be historically correct.4

1 Cf. Sǝḡ V.iii.4 (L‒M 30916‒18)≡ Nisy V.iii.4 (L‒M 2023‒5).
2 Cf. Aḥǧārβ [15] (W 44r 7‒11). For the negative evidence of the remaining witnesses, cf. Aḥǧārp
[12] (R 1074‒8)≡Aḥǧārt [13] (I 1238‒1241)≡De lapidibusl 3663‒10≡De lapidibusm [12] (R 39122‒28).

3 For Ibn ʕimrān, cf. Ibn Samaǧūn,Ǧāmiʕ 4‒ل (S II 19916‒2001); then IbnAlǧazzār, Iʕtimād II.52
(S 7012‒15 | M 31r 16‒19)≡ Fiducia II.52 (B 108ra 1‒6 | V 213ra 38‒46).

4 Cf. Ibn Samaǧūn, Ǧāmiʕ s.v. (S II 1994‒12); Mesue, Canones universales II.b.13 (L 63v 31‒34,
64 5‒7). The original locus is found in the epigraph Περὶ τῆς δόσεως τοῦ Ἀρμενιακοῦ λίθου in
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The case is even slightly more dubious in the immediately following passage
Nat V.iii.3 on the emerald, since the ascription is only implicit here and also
in the cognate locus in Sǝḡullōṯ (ie the verb qāla lacks an overt agent and the
quote appears thus to be coordinated to the preceding one).1 Once again, a par-
allel can be found in Aḥǧārβ but not in any of the other extant versions of that
treatise,2 and once again alternative ascriptions are transmitted in the parallel
circulation of the quote. It is handed down as anonymous («zaʕamū») by Ibn
Alǧazzār, then probably through him by Azzahrāwī;3 but Arrāzī borrows it
explicitly from Ibn Māsawayh.4 All in all, while it is far from implausible that
the same report may have entered the written tradition by the hand of more
than one author, a misascription (perhaps already in αḪawāṣṣ) appears as the
most probable hypothesis. Mark, in any case, that in Natāʔiǧ/ Iktifāʔ the quote
is included in the chapter On the treatment of the bowels and that no mention
is made of blood, which means that the compiler may have misinterpreted the
word ishāl in the sense of bowel discharge rather than as blood discharge (orig-
inally «min nazfi ddami waʔishālihī»), which certainly looks very much like the
kindofmistake that the anonymous compilerwas particularly prone to commit.
Incidentally, Ibn Albayṭār provides an invaluable echo of realia that is a

most welcomed counterpoint to the strongly bookish impression made by the
ḫawāṣṣic tradition. According to the Malaqī physician, the Zuhr family would
have used emerald powder in a potion to the same effect as prescribed by
ḫawāṣṣic texts. This can be read as a sort of “normalisation” or conventionalisa-
tion, in which it is only themode of application that is changed (periapts being
rather low in the scale of perceived rationality of remedies) but both the active
element (ie the emerald) and its alleged effect remain unquestioned:

Alexander of Tralles, Therapeutica I.17 Περὶ μελαγχολίας (P I 6111‒20), followed by the for-
mula for some purgative pills (καταπότια) based on the Armenian stone.

1 Cf. Sǝḡ V.iii5 (L‒M 30918‒19).
2 Cf.Aḥǧārβ [3] (W 38v 6‒7);≠Aḥǧārp [2] (R 9810 ‒996),Aḥǧārt [2|3] (I 1021‒10411),De lapidibusm
[2] (R 38514‒29), the entry is missing from De lapidibusl.

3 Cf. Ibn Alǧazzār, Iʕtimād II.77 (S 8212 | M 36r 15) ≡ Fiducia II.77 (B 110v 6‒7 | V 217ra 4‒7);
Azzahrāwī, Taṣrīf XXVII.ii ز ii.3 (S II 34910); also unascribed in Ibn Albayṭār, Almuġnī XIII.10
(M 214v 12‒13).

4 Cf. Arrāzī, Ḫawāṣṣ 2‒ز (I 80v 14‒15 | Q 1316‒17 | V 5v 14). The locus is by no means ambiguous
regarding the ascription of the passage: the two only quotes in the entry are both from Ibn
Māsawayh. From Ḫawāṣṣ the text was received by Ibn Samaǧūn, Ǧāmiʕ 24‒ز (S I 732‒3), who
however ascribes is to Ibn Māssah (a confusion that is far from rare in the corpus); then by
Alġāfiqī, Mufradah 21‒ز (M 169v 9‒10 | Ṭ 30112), thence by Ibn Albayṭār, Ǧāmiʕ 44‒ز (B II
1677‒8); in the east, by Alqalānisī, Aqrabāḏīn XLIX s.v. زمرّد (B 30117‒18).
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Almuġnī VIII.10 والزحير وسحجها الأمعاء وقروح المزمن الإسهال في
L 267v 9‒11 | M 162r 3‒5 | P1 144v 15‒16 | P2 250r 14‒16

قراریط ثلاثة وزن مسحوقاً منه يسقون كانوا أنهّم بالأندلس بنيزهر عن حُكي — د الزمر
واحدة. مرّةٍ في الكبد، من أو كان المعاء من فيُمسكه، الدم، إسهال في

.p1 معا ا المعاء] | p1 – كانوا] | m ندلس ا نٔدلس] با

The probability of a mistake is even higher in the case of Nat V.iii4, which
prescribes hanging a diamond on the belly against abdominal pain (maġṣ ≡
τεινεσμός / τηνεσμός).1 Coming third in this apparent sequence from Pseudo-
Aristotle, the passage is further removed from the initial mention of the
source and, in fact, the same quote features in Nat V.ii.4with no ascription (it is
only apparently assigned to Galen). The actual origin is Theophrastus (or, to
be more precise, the treatise on stones attributed to him that is echoed in the
Islamicate tradition) and as I have shown in a preceding epigraph the passage
must be considered an indirect borrowing through Arrāzī.2 There is, however,
at least one late source that associates the exact same remedy to Aristotle,
namely Attīfāšī in Azhār 1107‒8.
Besides, there are three different genuine quotes from Aḥǧār in our text. The

blood staunching property of the carnelian stone is echoed twice, inNat VI.vii.1
and in Nat VIII.vi.2,3 and the text reproduces quite literally the words of the
source. This passage gained indeed a wide circulation not least because of the
medical interest of the effect attributed in it to the stone.4
The apotropaic virtue of a ruby stone against pestilence is without any doubt

the most quoted passage in Aḥǧār, and a medicine-centred Ḫawāṣṣ compila-
tion could not fail to include it even if it was in an unclearly defined chapter

1 The word maġṣ / maġs (also basilectal maġaṣ / maġas) is defined as «taqṭīʕun fī asfali lbaṭni
walmiʕā wawaǧaʕun fīhī» in Ibn Manḍ̱ūr, Lisān VII 93b 26 s.r. ,مغص√ and its Greek equivalent
as ‘a vain endeavour to evacuate’ in Liddell‒Scott, Lexicon 1533a s.v. τεινεσμός, which may
have ranged from temporal cramps to conditions akin to what is currently labelled as irritable
bowel syndrome.

2 See above the subsection on Theophrastus for the exact reference to Arrāzī’s Ḫawāṣṣ.
3 Corresponding to SǝḡVI.vii.1 (L‒M31422‒25) and SǝḡVIII.vi.2 (L‒M32124‒27),≡NisyVI.vii.1 (L‒M
2347‒9) and Nisy VIII.vi.1 (L‒M 27211‒2742), respectively.

4 Cf. Aḥǧārp [5] (R 1032‒5) ≡ Aḥǧārt [6] (I 11414‒1152) ≡ De lapidibusl [5] (R 38719‒24) ≡ De la-
pidibusl 36020‒25. For its fortunes, cf. Ibn Alǧazzār, Iʕtimād I.62 (S 352‒7 | M 16v 3‒9)≡ Fiducia
I.58 (B 100vb 29‒35 | V 202ra 7‒17) and also Fuqarāʔ LIX (Â 1626‒8 | J‒A 2156‒9); thenAzzahrāwī,
Taṣrīf XXVII.ii ع i.4 (S II 36117‒19); IbnWāfid, Liber Serapionis [390] (A 26315‒18 | P 168rb 18‒22)≡
LMP s.v. cornalina (F 16522‒24). It is not hard to find echoes of this property in Latinate literature,
cf. for instance Thomas of Cantimpré, De natura rerum XIIII.xxii.1‒4 (B 360).
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on pain-killers or ἀνώδυνα that may well have been created ad hoc to provide
a locus for this property. In any case, the quotation was selected by both Ibn
Alhayṯam and Alɂilbīrī, the latter for Nat VIII.i.1.1 The identification of the
origin is unproblematic and a full monographic could be compiled by merely
collecting the echoes of this passage in Islamicate (then Latinate and vernacu-
lar) literature across genre boundaries. Once again it is also cited in the chapter
on mineral substances in Nat I.2
Finally, the same source is cited for the benefit of cauterising with gold in

Nat VIII.xi.2.3 It is worth noting that this passage circulated unascribed in west-
ern pharmacognostic texts already in Ibn ʕimrān’s now-lost treatise, which sug-
gests that the compiler of αḪawāṣṣmay have actually accessed these materials
directly from a copy of Aḥǧār.4
Two final considerations before leaving this fascinating text. First, I should re-

call here that it ismainly onwhat I have called “topological” grounds that similar
(and even virtually identical) passages drawn equally and explicitly fromAḥǧār
by the author of the Hārūniyyah and by Almadāɂinī are not considered here
cognates in a strict sense but rather more distant relatives. The genetic affinity

1 ≡ Sǝḡ VIII.i.1 (L‒M 32018–21)≡ Nisy VIII.i.1 (L‒M 2644–7).
2 The locus quoted without noticeable alteration of its original wording corresponds to Aḥǧārr
[3] (R 9917–1001)≡ Aḥǧārt [4] (I 1062–4)≡ Aḥǧārβ [2] (W 37r 1‒2)≡ De lapidibusl 35418–20 ≡ De
lapidibusm [3] (R 38623–25). For its reflections in themost directly concerned texts, cf. especially
Hārūniyyah I.xiv.11 (G 26712–13), in its section on stones that is essentially an abridging selection
of Aḥǧār; Ibn Alǧazzār, Iʕtimād I.55 (S 3123‒321 | M 15r 13‒15) ≡ Fiducia I.51 (B 100rb 28‒30 |
V 201ra 41‒44); Ibn Samaǧūn, Ǧāmiʕ 3–ي (S II 105–7), with a further reference in Ǧāmiʕ II 107–8
to Ibn ʕimrān having also transmitted the same quotation; Ibn Wāfid, Liber Serapionis [388]
(A 26249–54 | P 168ra 28–37) ≡ LMP s.v. robiz (F 16514–15). Anonymous and remarkably simpli-
fied, in Alġāfiqī, Mufradah 8‒ي (M 239r 6‒7 | Ṭ 4354); with some rewording, Zuhr, Ḫawāṣṣ
4‒ي (H 20814–15 | P 105v 9‒10); anonymous in Ibn Albayṭār, Almuġnī XVIII.5 (M 325r 17) and
actually omitted from the excerpt from Aḥǧār in the corresponding entry in his Ǧāmiʕ 2‒ي (B
IV 2034‒8). Beyond pharmacognostics, cf. Alqazwīnī, ʕaǧāʔib II Kāʔināt i.2,144 (W 2422–4); or
still Ibn Alwardī, Ḫarīdah (Z 2966–7). Strikingly enough, the passage is not included by Ibn
Ǧulǧul in his entry on rubies in Ṯāminah [45] (G 222‒8) despite his evident use of Aḥǧār (even
in this very lemma) as a supplement to Dioscorides’ section on minerals inMateria medica.
For an exhaustive concordance and an analysis of the presence of rubies in Islamicate pharma-
cognostic literature, cf. Käs 2010: 1106‒1111; for late echoes of this specific property in treatises
of pestilence such as fourteenth-century Aššaqūrī’s Naṣīḥah, cf. Arié 1967: 197, 1986: 73; and
also Gigandet 2005: 261‒262.

3 ≡ SǝḡVIII.xi.3 (L‒M32310‒12)≡NisyVIII.xi.2 (L‒M27810‒11). The quotation is drawn fromAḥǧārp
[57] (R 12116)≡ Aḥǧārt [57] (I 1571‒2).

4 For Ibn ʕimrān, cf. Ibn Samaǧūn,Ǧāmiʕ ذهب1‒ذ (S IV 2159‒10). Likewise anonymous in IbnAlǧazzār,
Iʕtimād I.21 (S 152‒3 | M 8v 1‒2) ≡ Fiducia I.20 (B 97va 4‒5 | V 196va 19‒22); Azzahrāwī, Taṣrīf XXVII.ii ذ
i.2 (S II 34717‒18); Ibn Wāfid, Liber serapionis [415] (A 27950‒51 | P 178vb 37‒40) ≡ LMP s.v. or (F 16810‒11);
Alɂidrīsī, Ǧāmiʕṭ ذهب1‒ذ (S III 50910‒11).
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between the pseudo-Aristotelian quotations transmitted in Iktifāʔ and Nat III
on the one hand and the ones included in separate sections on stones in those
two texts goes back, to be sure, to an ultimate common node (namely Aḥǧār it-
self) but in taxonomical terms the textual family of αḪawāṣṣ and those sections
(but not other segments within the same treatises) represent different clades.
The exact same relationship obtains with the passages that stem from some
primitive Ḥayawān source and which are inherited, through different paths, by
the members of this constellation of texts. In both cases textual criticism may
provide (by detecting significant differences in the wording or exclusive apo-
morphies) tangible evidence for this assumption, but even when there is no
such evidence, or when it is far from conclusive, the location of a given pas-
sage within the text is a compelling indicator at least as far as those two texts
are concerned.
On the other hand, it would be extremely interesting—and it would also

shed some light on one of the most intriguing and less understood phases of
the Islamicate assimilation of foreign epistemic traditions—to explore the
different strands that intertwine in the pseudo-Aristotelian Aḥǧār. Fortunately,
there is enoughmaterial available for the narratives about Alexander’s eastern
invasions, explicit references to which are recurrent throughout the text. In
this regard, attention should perhaps be given to the epigraphs on stones that
are included in some versions of the Secretum secretorum.1 Moreover, traces
of genuinely ancient medical traditions emerge here and there, as insightfully
pointed out by Käs, and it is most certain that in this and in many other
similar cases pseudepigraphy does not equate to falsity.2 Some remarkable
terminological features (not least the idiosyncratic use of naʕt) seem to point
towards a proximity, either genetic or contextual, to the pseudo-Aristotelian
Kitābu naʕti lḥayawān (=Naʕtl andmost especiallyNaʕtt, which ismuch closer
to the Graeco-Syriac Vorlage and further includes several lemmata on stones
and plants).3 In view of several literal coincidences it might also be worth

1 The brief paragraphs mentioning stones in Sirr X (B 1679‒1686) are of little direct interest, but
the passages transmitted in the Hebrew and East Slavic versions show several remarkable co-
incidences, cf. Ryan 1990: 49‒50 for a preview and further references. The Slavic text has been
recently edited and translated by Ryan and Taube 2019 [n.v.].

2 Given that the edition of the Taymūr manuscript was not available to Käs and that the nature
of its contents may be unknown to most readers, let my draw attention to the fact that just in
the entry on emeralds in Aḥǧārt [2|3] (I 1021‒1031) Dīmūqrāṭīs is explicitly mentioned, then
all the authors of a Ḫawāṣṣ treatise are referred to collectively, and finally a ḥadīṯ is cited from
Muḥammad on wearing a signet or ring made of emerald, nothing of this being found in the
corresponding entry in Aḥǧārp 9810‒996.

3 Cf. the epigraph وأصنافها» الحجارة «ذكر inNaʕtt 146r 3 ‒ 147v 7, which contains five different entries
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examining the relationship between Aḥǧār and the lithognomion ascribed to
Hermes with the title Kitābu ḫawāṣṣi lʔaḥǧār wanuqūšihā.1
But the most urgent task is to make available an updated edition of the

texts—in the plural. That one ought to desist from any hope of reconstructing
an ideal prototext was made quite clear already by Ruska more than a century
ago. A more contemporary approach would consider offering a complex
edition, perhaps even a synoptical one following Raggetti’s courageous lead
with Ibn ʕalī’s Ḥayawān. Inspiration for such a project ought to be drawn also
from the model of comprehensive edition set by Bos, Käs, and McVaugh with
their work on Ibn Alǧazzār’s Zād, and the influence of the Hebrew transla-
tion (which remains to be edited) and the Latin versions in their respective
linguistic traditions makes such a multilingual focus all the more necessary.

on the diamond (adāmūs), the magnet (maġnāṭīs), the fire stones (ḥiǧāratu nnār), the stone
called “aḏāmānṭūs” in Greek, and finally the “Indian stone” (alḥaǧaru lhindī). As the remainder
of the text, the section overlaps large and by with the Syriac Buch der Naturgegenstände edited
by Ahrens, cf. BNG [121‒125] (A 661‒6715).

1 This brief tract is referred to as “Hermes, Aḥǧār” in the commentary on Nat III and I have
accessed its text through Berlin, SBB msWetzstein II 1208.





4
Commentary sample

As stated in the introduction to Part III, the criteria for selection of the elements
of this sample are subjective and they are further conditioned by practical lim-
itations. While the integral commentary on Nat III was initially conceived as a
project in its own, it soon outgrew reasonable dimensions. In the specific con-
text of this dissertation, these materials have been largely resignified as a com-
plement to and an illustration of the analysis conducted in Chapters 1‒3. The
discussion is in fact built on the premisses laid there andno explicit justification
shall be offered for every assumption of cognacy. Let it be recalled that thework-
ing hypothesis that underpins the whole commentary is that Nat III draws ex-
tensively (and very probably entirely) from a previous compilation of the med-
ical organ/ailment-centredḪawāṣṣ subgenre. That no longer extant parent text
shall be consistently referred to as αḪawāṣṣ and the evidence analysed in this
chapter should demonstrate sufficiently that the parent text cannot be Ibn Al-
hayṯam’s Iktifāʔ and that the Qurṭubī physician quite probably resorted to the
same strategy as Alɂilbīrī. The different criteria for inclusion applied by those
Andalusī authors resulted in the compilation of two half sibling texts, but the
genetic link is impossible to miss. This hypothesis, however, is not an axiom
and my own doubts shall occasionally be voiced about the soundness of this
assumption. I have already shown in Chapter 1 that the original Iktifāʔ appears
to have been larger than what the extant testimonies reflect and also that both
Ibn Alhayṯam’s professional profile and assertiveness of his prologue may cast
some doubts on the existence of any αḪawāṣṣ other than Iktifāʔ itself.
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As for the commentary, the main focus lies throughout on text and source
criticism, with particular emphasis on philological micro-analysis and intertex-
tuality. The primary task is to detect, or to infer, genetic affinities between pas-
sages, sections, or entire books, essentially with regard to Nat III. In order not
to divert the reader’s attention from this focus, the general introduction to Nat
IX On fevers (which included rather lengthy remarks on phytonymy and zoo-
logical identification) has been excluded from the sample. A general exception
has beenmade, of course, in the case of such elements as might be of particular
relevance to the discussion.
For the sake of clarity, all non-essential cross-references to other sections or

chapters of the commentary have been omitted. To the same effect data rela-
tive to secondary developments that are not directly pertinent to the analysis
of the individual passages have been left out. Such information (which shall be
hopefullymade available in the near future) is of great interest for the transmis-
sion of this knowledge in the so-called postclassical period but only rarely does
it shed any light on earlier phases. Whenever a later testimony can be useful or
simply illustrative enough, however, its mention has been retained here.
As for the layout and presentation of the information, the same system of

reference as elsewhere in this dissertation has been used, including abbrevia-
tions. Excerpts from unedited works are reproduced, when possible, in critical
form on the basis of all manuscript evidence available to me at the moment.
In the footnotes, in turn, references are limited to one main witness unless ad-
ditional evidence is required. The following particularities ought to be borne in
mind. Given the impracticality of the reconstruction of some segments ofNaʕtl,
some of its materials have been provisionally referred to by the entry or lemma
under which they are transmitted in the manuscript (= s.l.). Within the same
text family, since Almawṣilī’s Manāfiʕ is the author’s copy of Ibn Buḫtīšūʕ’s
Ḥayawān for private use, an explicit reference to chapter and entry has been
provided only when it differs from that of the original text; otherwise folio and
line of the Escurial manuscript are indicated. For a similar reason references to
the multi-volume edition of Alʕumarī’sMasālik are given in a sub voce format
(= s.v.).
A general exception has beenmade in this sample to the transcription of Ara-

bic words, phrases, and passages. Unless typographical considerations recom-
mend otherwise, Arabic materials are reproduced in alifatic script.
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4.1 Nat II.iv—On oblivion

Ibn Alhayṯam, Sǝḡullōṯ II.iv בשכחה (L‒M 30122‒3026) ‖ Pseudo-Abenezra, Nisyōnōṯ
II.iv בשכחה (L‒M 1626‒1645) ‖ Almadāɂinī, Ḫawāṣṣ II.6 (M 32015‒18).
Nat‒1 hoopoe tongue | Nat‒2 hoopoe tongue and eye | Nat‒3 human hair | Nat‒4 bats.

Cognates

The parallel epigraph in the Arabic copy of Ibn Alhayṯam’s Iktifāʔ contains
three different passages beginning with Aṭṭabarī on the eye and tongue of a
hoopoe, then on the tongue of the same bird taken in a drink (= Nat‒2|1 in in-
verted order), and ending with Arrāzī on lion fat.1
The text of both Sǝḡullōṯ and Nisyōnōṯ, on the other hand, contains four

passages and only two of them overlap with the Arabic copy. The two Hebrew
texts open with a quote from Dioscorides that apparently involves the Judaic
stone.2 In that form the passage can not, however, have its origin in Materia
medica since, even if the description of the item may be said to vaguely match
Dioscorides’ Judaic stone, the Anazarbean author does not mention any
benefit against forgetfulness for that mineral, but only its litholytic power.3 The

1 Cf. Hasani 1999: 24. The English translation of this epigraph as transmitted in the Tashkent
manuscript has been reproduced in Chapter 1. I can find no parallel for this property attributed
to lion fat. It certainly does not stem fromArrāzī’sḪawāṣṣ and none of the several uses of this
product in Ibn ʕalī, Ḥayawān [2] (R 28‒30) is even remotely related to oblivion. The same
passage is transmitted, in any case, by Ibn Albayṭār in Almuġnī (see below).

2 The reading is shared by both Sǝḡ with היהודים» «אבן and Nisy with יהודית» ,«אבן which seem
to echo an original Arabic يهوديّ ,حجر although the former might actually reflect rather اليهود ,حجر
a form which is admittedly less common yet was known in Andalus already to Ibn Ǧanāḥ,
Talḫīṣ [363] (but not in Talḫīṣ [563]) and is used by IbnWāfid in his introductory classification
of drugs according to their degrees inMufradah 236—nevertheless the actual lemma, which is
missing from the Judaeo-Arabic unicum, is preserved in Latin translation as hager alieudi‒lapis
Iudaicus in Liber Serapionis [380] (A 25853‒25915 | P 165va 14 ‒ 165vb 5) and in Catalan as juday-
cha / judaiga in LMP 16315‒23. In the Islamicate east اليهود wasحجر used byAlmasīḥī, Ibn Sīnā, and
Albīrūnī, amongst others (cf. Käs 2010: 524‒525 for further references). In the Syriac tradition,
in turn, only the nisbah, namely ܐ ܝܗܘܕܝ ܐ ,ܟܐ seems to have been in use (cf. Bar Bahlūl,
Lexicon 86421‒23 with a quote from Masīḥ), while a hybrid Graeco-Syriacܘܢ ܝܗܘܕܝ is attested
once in an alchemical text, where it is glossed asܐ ܝܘܕܝ ܐ ܟܐ (cf. Margoliouth, Supplement
152). In Syriac a raw transliterationܘܣ ܘܣܐܝܘܕܐܢ ܠܝ (sic, with /-n-/ instead of /-y-/) is also doc-
umented in Bar Bahlūl, Lexicon 97111‒12 and in a further altered formܘܢ ܘܐܝ ܐܢܝ in Lexicon
2109‒12 (from Ǧībrīl b. Buḫtīšūʕ, with a reference to Galen for which see below).

3 Cf. Mat. med. 5:137 ’Ιουδαϊκός λίθος (W III 991‒4) ≡ Ḥašāʔiš 5:61* الیونانيّ في ومعناه لیثوس، ایودایقوس
اليهوديّ» «الحجر (P 129v 16‒19 | T 4366‒12); also Galen, Simpl. med. IX.ii.5 Περὶ Ἰουδαϊκοῦ (K XII
1996‒15) ≡Mufradah IX.3 الحجارات ذكر s.v. اليهوديّ الحجر (E 148r 18‒22), who reports that in his own
experience the stone is of no avail against stones in the bladder but has a drastic power against
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text of Sǝḡullōṯ, however, adds here an alternative reading «נחש» introduced by
the abbreviation «נ״א» (ie “in another copy”), which should be understood as
being the second element of a nominal annexation, namely נחש אבן ‘snakestone’,
pressuposing Arabic الحیّة حجر in the source text. The stone in question would
therefore be Dioscorides’ ophite or serpentine in Materia medica 5:143 and
in fact the third variety of ophite, the one striped with white lines, is reported
there to be beneficial against λήθαργος and headaches.1
Then, after the passage on the hoopoe, Sǝḡ‒3 goes on still with Aṭṭabarī on

nephritic calculi. This property of the Judaean stone was widely known in the Islamicate tradi-
tion as seen, for example, in the fragments gathered from Dioscorides himself, Galen, Paul,
Addimašqī, and Aṭṭabarī by Ibn Samaǧūn in Ǧāmiʕ 47‒ح يهوديّ حجر (S I 23218‒23416). Even
the epithetical designation τηκόλιθος that Byzantine physicians bestowed upon the snakestone
and that shows up already as tecolithos in Pliny, NH XXXVII.10.[68] (J‒M V 4666‒8), was intro-
duced into the Arabic pharmacognostical tradition asالحصى مُذوِّب الحصى/ مُذیب through Paul of
Aegina, Pragmateia VII.iii Λ‒21 λίθοι (H II 23713‒15)≡ Ibn Samaǧūn, Ǧāmiʕ I 2348 and also Ibn
Ǧanāḥ, Talḫīṣ [563]: اليهوديّ» الحجر هو الحصى «مذوب (cf. also Käs 2010: 528‒529; in Talḫīṣ in fact the
glosswould seem to bewrongly ascribed toDioscorides, cf. Bos, Käs, Lübke, andMensching
2020: 734‒735). On a tangential note, an excerpt fromNechepsus on the τηκόλιθος is transmit-
ted by Aetius, Iatrica II.19 (O I 1636‒10), where it is identified as “the Syrian stone” and put in
connection with Arabian sea farers (for the link, probably already implicit in Galen, between
the Judaic stone and the Syrian stone, cf. Käs 2010: 527‒528).

1 Cf.Mat.med. 5:143 λίθος ὀφίτης (W III 1011‒6)≡Ḥaš افيطس*5:66 لیثس (P 130r 8‒12 | T 43715‒21); and
also Pliny, NH XXXVI.7.[11] on the ophites: «quidam phreniticis ac lethargicis adalligari iubent
candicantem» (J‒M V 32621‒3271). Pace Käs 2010: 452, it is not only from the Dubler‒Terés
edition that the Arabic equivalent الحیّة حجر is missing: judging from the combined testimony of
mss BPT Iṣṭifan seems to have left the lemma untranslated and it was only later that a gloss
was added. On the rightmargin ofḤašāʔiš P 130r one can read a note صح» الحیّة حجر «ومعناه and both
Albaladī in the east andAlġāfiqī inAndalus have incorporated a similar gloss in their respec-
tive quotations from Ḥaš 5:66* (cf. Käs 2010: 451‒452). Furthermore, Ḥunayn’s translation of
Galen, Simpl.med. IX.ii.18 Περὶ ὀφίτου (K XII 20614‒18)≡MufradahXI.3الحجارات ذكر s.v. الحیّة حجر (E
149v 6‒8) must have helped in the process of substitution of a chaste Arabic name for the orig-
inal transliteration. The stone is indeed already referred to by this name by Arrāzī, Alḥāwī XX
[275] الحیّة حجر (H XX 3698‒9) and by all Andalusī pharmacognostics since Ibn Samaǧūn, Ǧāmiʕ
44‒ح الحیّة حجر (S I 2304‒9),whononetheless depends exclusively fromGalenandmakes therefore
no reference to oblivion but merges the original passage on ὀφίτης λίθος with the one on ὀμφα-
τίτης λίθος originally included in the following lemma in Simpl. med. IX.ii.19 (K XII 20712‒15) and
which Ḥunayn translates (either through a misreading or from a defective Vorlage) as الحجر»
الحیّة بحجر «المعروف inMufradah (E 149v 14‒15). For an exhaustive concordance and survey of both
stones in the Islamicate tradition, see Käs 2010: 450‒454, 524‒529—but mark that the locus
Firdaws 52421 included there has nothing to do with the snake-stone الحیّة) (حَجَر but rather with
its lair الحیّة) ,(جُحر cf. the same passage on الحیّة جحر correctly edited in Attawḥīdī, Imtāʕ 10‒12
(A‒Z I 19114‒15). At any rate, the lexical substitution in the Dioscoridean passage was already
completed by the time αḪawāṣṣwas compiled. At a later date Mihrān provides the same Ara-
bic equivalence in his own translation ofMateria medica, cf. الحیّة» «حجر in Istanbul, Ahmet III
Kütüphanesi ms 2127 fol. 273v 11‒12, and also Käs 2010: 450.
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smoking the patient with burnt human hair and on doing so with castoreum
(«קשטור») to the same effect.1
At the end of the epigraph Sǝḡ‒4 quotes Arrāzī on taking the eyes and claws

of a hyena, as well as its left paw—or otherwise a wolf ’s teeth, claws, and right
paws—then bundling them in a linen cloth פשתן») («בבגד to be hung from the
neck. Here as elsewhere in theHebrew transmission of the text, some confusion
can be suspected in the interpretation of Arabic dub(b) and ḏiʔb/ḏīb (which are
graphically similar in alifatic script), and also of ḍabʕ (which seems to point
rather to a context of orality).2
This divergence between the Hebrew translation and what ought to be a

copy of its Arabic Vorlage is remarkable but nevertheless even the summation
of both testimonies cannot account for all the passages included in Natāʔiǧ.3
With regard to the reconstruction of the original series in Iktifāʔ, Ibn Albayṭār
may contribute some support for the inclusion of both lion fat (= Taskhent

1 The appended segment on castoreum is not included in Natāʔiǧ and it appears as a separate
quote in Nisy‒4 following Arrāzī on the wolf. An attribution to Aṭṭabarī might be correct on
the basis of Firdaws VI.iv.33 on castoreum: النسـیان» من نفع به، تدُُخّن أو شرُب «وإن (Ṣ 4386). How-
ever, Arrāzī would be an equally plausible candidate, since in Alḥāwī XX [219] s.v., in his own
synthesis of the entries of Dioscorides, Galen, and Paul of Aegina, he records the virtue of
castoreum particularly against النسـیان)» (وهو ”لیثرغس“ المسمّى ,«الداء and the same effect is said to
obtain when smelled or smoked with به») تبُُخّر أو به اسـتُنشق («إذى (H XX 265‒266* | B 30071‒3)—
yet it is far from certain that the author of αḪawāṣṣ exploited Arrāzī’s colossal collection of
quotes. In any case, the origin of this therapeutical use of castoreum can be traced back to
Mat. med. 2:24 ὁ τοῦ κάστορος ὄρχις (W I 12911‒14)≡ Ḥaš 2:25 قاسطر (P 32r 18‒19 | T 1362‒4): «τοῦς
ληθαργικοὺς καὶ τοὺς ὁπωσδήποτε καταφερομένους»≡ كان» سـبات أيّ أو لیثرغس به «مَن when mixed
with rose oil and anointed over the head and also if smokedwith it (see below the commentary
to Nat‒3 for further references).

2 A gloss «דורס'» to the text of Sǝḡmight reflect Romance d’ors (less probably d’orso) ‘of a bear’—
this being not the only instance of the uncertainty as to whether the animal involved is a wolf
or a bear (see also Sǝḡ V.iv.1, V.iv.4, V.viii.12, VI.ii.2, and VI.x.15). Some confusion, either book-
ish or induced by a dialectal pronunciation,may have obtained betweenدب/ذیبwhileworking
on an Arabic Vorlage, but hardly so in Hebrew, where זאב and דב stand in strong graphic and
phonetic opposition. In Nisy the corresponding passage comes third and it only mentions the
teeth, claws, and feet, with no specification whether left or right, of a wolf .(זאב) The source of
the quote involves actually a hyena ,(ضبع) cf. the anonymous («وقال») passage in Arrāzī,Ḫawāṣṣ
1‒ض العرجاء الضبعة (I 88v 5‒7 | Ṭ 111v 6‒7), borrowed also by Zuhr, Ḫawāṣṣ2‒ض العرجاء ضبعة (P 60r
11‒13). Not far from this, cf. Sexaginta XVII De zaboa: «Dens eius suspensus super brachium dex-
trum ab humero usque ad cubitum, ualet contra obliuionem. Pes sinister et ungues eius positi in
panno lini ligati brachio dextro alicuius, non tradet obliuioni [non tardet oblivionemV] quicquid
audiuerit aut sciuerit» (A 67vb 23‒27 | V 106va 42‒46).

3 The suspicionmay have arisen that, if such awide disagreement between thewitnesseswere to
hold true for the whole treatise, there would be a distinct possibility that Iktifāʔmight be, after
all, the postulated parent compilation αḪawāṣṣ. As far as the evidence garnered so far goes,
however, that hypothesis cannot be verified.
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manuscript) and hyena claws (= Hebrew translation) in it. It also offers a
cognate for Nat‒4 that shares the same characteristic ascription to Arrāzī
(for this, see below the analysis of that passage), and two additional passages
that on topographic and typological grounds might also derive from the same
textual tradition:

Almuġnī I.11 النسـیان من النافعة للذهب، المحدّة والعقل، الدماغ في المزیدّة
L 25r 12‒13, 26r 7‒11 | M 15r 1‒2|23 ‒ 15v 3 | P2 23v 8‒9, 24v 1‒5

[...] الرأس». على به طُلي إذا النسـیان من ینفع — شحمالأسد
ذكر النسـیان، صاحب منه وأُسعط زنبق بدهن خُلطا إذا — ودماغه الكركي مرارة

نسـیه. ما
بابٍ لكلّ الفهم حسن صاحبه كان الوجه، به ومُسح بزیت أُذیب إذا — الدب شحم

یتعلمّه.
نسي. قد بما وذكرّتهْ النسـیان من نفعته الإنسان، على علُقّت إذا إنهّا، قيل — مخالیبالضبعة

.m ان ،l ان انهّا اذٕا] انٕهّا، | l ذیف ،m دیف [ اذیب | lm خلطها خُلطا]

On the other hand, the exact same sequence of quotations transmitted in
Natāʔiǧ is recorded, quite exceptionally, by Almadāɂinī with only a minimal
difference in the relative order of the two initial passages. This segment does
not include any of the differential passages selected by Ibn Alhayṯam:

Ḫawāṣṣ II.6 (M 32015‒18)

لسان شرب وإذا النسـیان؛ من نفعا الإنسان، على علُقّا إذا ولسانه، الهدهد «عين وقال:
الحفظ». وأجاد النسـیان أذهب بطلاء، محرقاً الهدهد

أذهبه»». النسـیان، یعتریه ممّن بشعر تدخّن «ومَن قال:
حفظه». وجاد نسـیانه وقلّ حافظًا عاد خفّاشًا، كل أ «ومَن قال:

A parallel (but quite probably not cognate) tradition related to the hoopoe is
echoed in theHārūniyyah under the authority of Paul and shall be commented
upon below for Nat‒2.

Remarks on nosonomy

The contents of the epigraph are true to its title and all passages describe ex-
clusively remedies against oblivion or forgetfulness both in Natāʔiǧ and in its
siblings. Since the chapter devoted to mental illnesses is missing from Nat II.2
Therapeutics and given that the identification of Arabic withنسـیان the λήθαρ-
γος of the Graeco-Byzantine medical tradition is not one simply inherited from
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ninth-century translations, a few philological remarks on this equationmay not
be totally unwarranted here.
While Greek λήθη belongs to the common lexicon in its non-technical mean-

ing ‘forgetting, forgetfulness’, it is possible that it had already gained somemed-
icalised connotation by the time it appeared in the Hippocratic collection.1 In
the strictly medical tradition, nevertheless, it is a derivative λήθαργος (and the
corresponding adjective ληθαργικός) that refers to an acute sickness (actually
a fever) distinguished, amongst other symptoms, by obliviousness (λήθη).2 In
Hippocrates, Aphor. III.30 λήθαργοι is listed indeed alongside φρενίτιδες and
καῦσοι amongst diseases typical of those who have left youth behind, and it is
translated into Arabic as السهر» معها يكون التيّ ,«الحمّى which is quite an accurate
depiction of the ailment.3
When translating Dioscorides’Materia medica, on the other hand, Iṣṭifan

provides noArabic equivalent for λήθαργος / ληθαργικός and resorts quite signif-
icantly to a transliteration of the Greek word introduced by the word “disease”
(مرض) rather than “fever” :(حمّى) لیثرغس» له یقُال الّذي 4.«المرض Now at four of these

1 Cf. Berrettoni 1970: 94 no. 279.
2 It is worth noting that, despite the transparent derivation of the nosonym, no mention of for-
getfulness is made in the description of «νοῦσος ἡ καλουμένη λήθαργος» in Hippocrates,Morb.
II.65 (L VII 1001‒7). It features conspicuously, in turn, in the chapter devoted to the treatment
of patients suffering from λήθαργος in Aretaeus, Cur. acut. morb. I.ii Θεραπεία Ληθαργικῶν
(A 1431‒1486 | H 988‒10211). A clear picture of the conceptualisation of this disease in Graeco-
Roman times can be gained from the epigraphs garnered from a diversity of sources on lethar-
gus / lethargia by Caelius Aurelianus in Cel. pass. II.i‒ix (B 1301‒16414), where the etymol-
ogy of the name ismade explicit: «uocatur lethargus a consequenti passioni[s] obliuione, Graeci
enim lethen obliuionem uocauerunt, argiam uacationem, quam corpori atque animae ingerit uis
supradictae passionis» (B 1305‒8). Further reference to Byzantine authors shall be made below.

3 Cf.Aphor. III.30 (L IV 50013)≡ Fuṣūl III.30 (T 278‒9 | B 17r 1 | L 11v 5). Despite being often equated
with lethargy in modern times, this ailment is unambiguously identified as «ληθαργικοὶ πυρε-
τοί» (ie lethargic fevers) by Galen in his In Hippoc. Aphor. comm. III.30 (K XVIIb 64615) and
the contexts in which it appears in the corpus leave no doubt about its being a feverish condi-
tion. This was already noted by Littré 1840: 574, who devoted a few pages to the question and
defined λήθαργος as “une variété des fièvres rémittentes et continues des pays chauds”.

4 He does so for the substantive λήθαργος inḤašāʔiš بصل2:145 (P 49r 3 | T 20922)≡Mat.med. 2:151
κρόμυον (W I 2176), 3:36 نمام (P 63r 4‒5 | T 25721‒22)≡ 3:38 ἕρπυλλος (W II 519), and افيطس*5:66 لیثس
(P 130r 11 | T 43721)≡ 5:143 λίθος ὀφίτης (W III 1016); for also for the adjective inḤaš 2:148 خردل (P
49r 33 ‒ 49v 1 | T 21119‒20)≡MM 2:154 σίνηπι ἢ νᾶπυ (W I 22012) and فوقادانن3:76 (P 69r 29 | T 2758)≡
3:78 πευκέδανον (W II 9110). For the patients (ληθαργικοί) Iṣṭifan resorts also to the periphrasis
لیثرغس» له یقُال الّذي المرض به كان «من in Ḥaš ااغنس1:106 (P 24r 19 | T 999‒10)≡MM 1:103 ἄγνος ἢ λύγος
(W I 962) and once simply to the phrase لیثرغس» به «من in 2:25 قاسطر (P 32r 28 | T 1363)≡ 2:24 ὁ τοῦ
κάστορος ὄρχις (W I 12911‒12). An additional instance of ληθαργικοί inMM 5:107 θεῖον (W III 7814)
is missing from the Arabic translation due to homoeoteleuton at Ḥaš 5:33* كبریت (P 125v 6 | T
42330, where must«الضرس» be corrected as .(«الطرش» Let it be noted that the ductus of the word
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loci as many different marginal glosses have been added on ms P, three of them
providing exceedingly precise definitions of the sickness, the last one simply
equating it with oblivion:

P 24r left margin, to Ḥašāʔiš ااغنس1:106

وحمّى وسـبات ونسـیان للدماغ، عارض برد من العقل ذهاب فيه یعرض مرض هو لیثرغش
النسـیان من لیثرغش اشـتقّ وإنماّ بلغمیّة؛

صح البرد البرسام
P 49r left margin, to Ḥašāʔiš 2:145 بصل

فساد بهم دام وربماّ الحفظ، وفساد عقل واختلاط إسهال منها یعرض بلغمیّة حمّى لیثرغش
ینقهوا أن بعد الحفظ

P 63r right margin, to Ḥašāʔiš 3:36 نمام

وحمّى ذكر وفساد سـبات معه ویعرض الدماغ في یعرض والرطوبة البرد سببه وجع لیثرغش
بلغمیّة

P 130r right margin, to Ḥašāʔiš افيطس*5:66 لیثس

النسـیان وهو

In his monograph on the qualities and properties of simple drugs Galen
omits all specific mentions of λήθαργος in all but one entry, namely on the
lemma on castoreum, in which Ḥunayn identifies it twice with نسـیان rather
than providing a transliteration of the Greek nosonym:

Simpl. med. XI.i.15 Περὶ καστορίου
K XII 3403‒4, 3413‒4

πυρετόν, οἷος ἐν καταφοραῖς μάλιστα
καὶ ληθάργοις γίγνεται [...]
τά γε μὴν ληθαργικὰ καὶ καταφορικὰ
πάντα πάθη μετὰ πυρετῶν

Mufradah XI.10الأنثيين ذكر
E 174v 13‒14, 174v 24‒25

السـبات مع تكون التيّ الحمّى
[...] بالنسـیان المعروفة العلّة ومع

السـبات في أو النسـیان علل جمیع في وأمّا
الحمّى مع الكائن

is often mispointed in P (cf. especially «لتَبرْغُشُ» 32r 28 and the correction «لتبرغش» over the line
at 49v 1), but the original spelling لیثرغش (sic, with a (ش is nonetheless occasionally preserved
(as for instance at P 49r 3, 63r 5, and 69r 29, which are again all pseudocorrected as .(«لتبرغش»
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Yet he prefers a transliteration-cum-gloss elsewhere:

Meth. med. II.vii (K X 17712)

ὡσαύτως δὲ καὶ τὸν ληθαργικόν

Ḥīlah II (P 59r 9‒11)

لثرغش لها یقُال التيّ العلّة به مَن وكلّ
البلغم، من الدماغ في تكون التيّ العلّة (وهي

نسـیان) معها ویعرض

His nephew and collaborator Ḥubayš, in turn, has recourse to a periphrastic
transliteration of λήθαργος while reserving نسـیان as the equivalent of λήθης.1 On
the other hand, the translator of Alexander of Tralles’ Therapeutica appears
to have left لیثرغس unglossed,2 and the same seems to hold true of the Arabic
version of Paul of Aegina’s pandect.3
This seems to be indeed a true reflection of themedical doctrine prevalent in

the pre- and proto-Islamicate Syriac tradition (and, consequently, in the early
Syro-Arabic phase) and which was variously continued in later times. Judging
from extant fragments and quotations, Greek λήθαργος had been regularly pre-
served in transliteration4 and only partially simplified in nosonomical terms as
forgetfulness.5 An Iranian background emerges, furthermore, in the synonym
بارد withسرسام which the nosonym is usually collocated6 andwhich, in turn, was

1 Cf. «ληθάργων, ἐξ ὧν καὶ μνήμης καὶ συνέσεως βλάβαις ἁλισκόμεθα» in Galen, Quod anim. mor.
corp. temp. sequ. III (K IV 7773‒4 | M 3916‒17) ≡ العقل» وفساد الفكر وفساد لثرگس يسُمّى الّذي «المرض in
Quwā nnafs III (B 15); then «λήθης» in Quod an. mor. VI (K IV 78914 | M 502)≡ النسـیان» من «وأنواعاً
in Quwā nnafs VI (B 23).

2 Cf. Arrāzī, Alḥāwī I.ix وقرانیطس لیثرغس في (H I 1856, 1865|8|10|13, 1876|8, 18916), roughly abridging
Therapeutica I.xvi Περὶ ληθάργου (P I 52722‒5356). In fact, Arabic النسـیان» لهم عرض «وربماّ (Alḥāwī
I 1987 and again 20717) translates there «καὶ ἐπιλησμοσύναι τῶν λεγομένων» in Therapeutica I.xv
Περὶ ληθάργου (P I 5112).

3 Cf. one single instance of the word لیثرغس in the excerpt included in Arrāzī, Alḥāwī I.ix (H
I 1895), corresponding to Pragmateia III.ix Περὶ ληθάργου (H I 1475‒14833); Arrāzī’s fragment
includes also an abridgement of the following epigraph on κάτοχος (H I 1491‒15015). One ought
to consider as well the addition ܘ» ܒ النسـیان ܘܠ ܐܝܟ ܐܪܓܘܣ «ܠܝ from manuscripts FS to
Bar Bahlūl, Lexicon 96918‒20 s.v. ܐܪܓܘ ܠܝ n. 6.

4 Cf. for instanceܐܪܓܘܣ ܠܝ in the secondmēmrā of Īšōʕ bar ʕalī’sKunnāšā (Kessel 2017: 231),
as well as Payne Smith, Thesaurus 1945 s.v.

5 According to Pseudo-Ṯābit, Ḏaḫīrah XXVI.5, within the chapter on fevers, Ibn Māsawayh
would have interpreted لیثرغس as “sleep” النوم») ,(«هو whereas the ancients had called it “obliv-
ion” («نسـیان») because of the frequent cooccurrence of these two ailments (S 1564‒9). On a side
note, an apparently isolate identification ofلیثرغس as بارد سـبات is provided by Almaǧūsī inKāmil
II.v.14 البارد) السـبات (وهو بلیثرغس المعروفة العلّة مداواة في (S II,1 35610‒35818).

6 In the aforementioned passage in Ḏaḫīrah XXVI.5 (S 1564) the synonymy بارد سرسام = لیثرغس is
ascribed to Galen in Aphorisms (ie in his commentary on Hippocrates’ text), but I cannot



984 Nat II.iv On oblivion

equated by some authors with oblivion.1
On the other hand, amongst those physicians that make an unambiguous

identification of λήθαργος with نسـیان in the Islamicate tradition one can count
particularly Ibn Alǧazzār,2 whomay represent an intermediary stage previous
to the substitution completed already in Azzahrāwī.3
Needless to say, the matter deserves further analysis of a much broader spec-

trum of witnesses, but at least with regard to the text of αḪawāṣṣ as echoed by
Ibn Alhayṯam’s Iktifāʔ the inference is clear that the original passage fromMa-
teria medica had at some point in its transmission been “updated” by an author
who identified λήθαργος as oblivion andwho projected this knowledge onto his
text by substituting نسـیان for the original transliteration—a process that can be
compared to an identical substitution in a parallel quotation of the same pas-
sage by Almaǧūsī (for which see below)4 and which may have in such quota-

presently verify this point, although the same ascription is shared by Ibn Alǧazzār too in Zād
I.14 (B‒K 13410 | T 992‒3). Persian سرسام was oftentimes mistransmitted as برسام (which refers
rather to ‘pleurisy’), cf. the almost even distribution of the two forms amongst themanuscripts
in the critical apparatus to Zād B‒K 1481. On the hyperonym سرسام (of which the “hot” variety
corresponds toφρενῖτις and the “cold” one to λήθαργος), cf. IbnAlḥaššāɂ’s explanation inMufīd
[154], where he affirms that the original Persian bur‒was Arabicised as bar‒ and that the Arabs
extended this denomination كان» سبب أيّ من الذهن اختلاط «على (C‒R 188‒10).

1 Cf. البارد)» السرسام (وهو بالنسـیان المعروفة «العلّة inArrāzī,Mudḫal 831‒2; also Almaǧūsī,Kāmil I.ix.5 (S I
39014). The triangle of synonyms is complete in Ibn Sīnā,Qānūn III.i.2, where بارد سرسام is called
لیثرغس and glossed as نسـیان (B II 2623‒24). The case of Ibn Sīnā is quite telling of the inconsis-
tency that sometimes obtains from the compilation and synthesis of heterogenetic materials:
inQānūn III.i.3, where the same treble synonymyبلغميّ/لیثرغس نسـیان/سرسام is reiterated, forgetful-
ness (نسـیان) is considered a symptom of the disease and such physicians are criticised as took
it to be the sickness itself (B II 5027‒515); however, in Qānūn III.i.4 (B II 6213) نسـیان is affirmed
to be different from لیثرغس and it is further equated, as a symptom, to الذكر which—فساد has
been previously distinguished from نسـیان and granted a separate epigraph in Qānūn III.i.4 (B II
623‒638).

2 Cf. النسـیان)» (وهو لیثرغيس «في in Ibn Alǧazzār, Zād I.14 (B‒K 1344‒1407 | T 987‒1012). The same
synonymy was also known in the east, cf. النسـیان)» (أي «لیثارغوس in Alkaškarī, Kunnāš XXIV (S
2749‒10); and also النسـیان)» (وهو لیثرغس «في in Pseudo-Arrāzī, Fāḫir 6819‒701.

3 Cf. Taṣrīf II.ii.13 النسـیان في (S I 732‒744), where no mention at all is made of the Greek term.
4 It is possible that he may have drawn his quote from a text that read already «نسـیان» given that
elsewhere in the same book he apparently glossesلیثرغس otherwise, cf. Almaǧūsī, Kāmil II.v.14
البارد) السـبات (وهو بلیثرغس المعروفة العلّة مداواة في (S II.1 35610‒35818; but this gloss is missing from the
rubric in P2 261v 12). However, the existence of a specific chapter on oblivion (nisyān) in Kāmil
I.ix.5 وعلماته وأسـبابه النسـیان دلائل في (S I 39013‒39215) and the fact thatلیثرغس is nowhere mentioned
in the theoretical sections of the book suggest that Almaǧūsī may have actually equated these
twonosonomical concepts.Mark that bothConstantine and StephenofAntiochy translate
نسـیان here as lethargus / lethargia just as they do with لیثرغس in the Practica, cf. Pantegni I.ix.5
De lethargia (L 41va 70 ‒ 42ra 5) and Regalis dispositio I.ix.5 De lethargia et ei similibus (V 60ra
10 ‒ 60rb 40), respectively, as well as the loci indicated below with regard to the snakestone.
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tions as Alġāfiqī’s an intermediary precedent.1

Active elements

With the sole exception of the opening passage on the snakestone, all ingredi-
ents in the original section in αḪawāṣṣ appear to have been of animal origin and
in the selection implemented in Natāʔiǧ all four passages involve two different
flying creatures, namely the hoopoe and the bat. Such a use of birds—or rather
bird parts—against oblivion either amuletised or asmain ingredients of recipes
is documented since postclassical times. Thus, in one of the appended passages
to Theodorus Priscianus’ Euporiston an antiamnesic power is attributed to
kite eyes when worn as an amulet:2

Additamenta L to II.2 [15] (R 30823‒24)

Obliviosum emendabis, si oculos milvi ligatos in foenicio portet in collo.

The Islamicate tradition inheritedquite a rich stockof different birds credited
with the same beneficial virtue. The power to avail against obliviousness and to
improvememorywas reported to have its locus in the brains and gall in the case
of cranes,3 as attested already by Šimʕūn and going back, no doubt, to Graeco-
Byzantine sources:4

Arrāzī, Fāḫir النسـیان) (وهو لیثرغس في (M 6921)

زنبق». ودهن ومرارته الكركيّ دماغ يسُعّط أن كْر الّذِ من «ینفع شمعون: قال

1 Cf. الصُدَاعِ)» مَع یَان النسَـَ (وَهْوَ لىثرغس لَهُ یقَُالُ ىْ اَلّذِ المرَض «مِنَ in Alġāfiqī,Mufradah II‒ح s.v. الحیّة حجر (M
204v 20‒21, original vocalisation). As for previous Ǧāmiʕ compilers in Andalus, Ibn Samaǧūn
does not citeMateria medica but exclusively the text from Simpl. med., cf. Ǧāmiʕ 44‒ح الحیّة حجر
(S I 2304‒9).

2 For phoenicium in the Late Latin medical technolect see du Cange’s definition: «Pannus coc-
cinus, seu scarlatinus, in quo remedia quædam topica includebant, convolvebant, et conligabant
medici» (GMIL VI 306b s.v. phœnicium).

3 Outside the realm of medical and ḫawāṣṣic literature, a few hints to this connection between
birds andmemory can be retrieved fromArabian folklore. According to Alǧāḥiḍ̱, for instance,
a strong capacity to memorise and remember والذكر») الحفظ («وثبات was attributed to doves
(Ḥayawān III 21410‒11). Nevertheless, as in general for the bulk of ḫawāṣṣicmaterials, the origin of
the passages under scrutiny ought to be searched for in non-Arabian pre-Islamicate traditions.

4 Mark that this is the exact same recipe,withonly adifferentwording, as transmitted in the locus
excerpted above from Almuġnī. Its inclusion in αḪawāṣṣ is not assured, however. On the other
hand, Ibn ʕalī, Ḥayawān [65.2] (R 412) only knows a remarkably similar preparation based on
the gall (but not the brains) of a crane and used against palsy.
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The same tradition reappears in a much more formulaic wording in Zuhr’s
anthology of properties:

Ḫawāṣṣ 2‒ك كركيّ (H 18018‒1811 | P 86v 3‒5 | Ṭ 33724‒25)

نسـیه. قد ما ذكر نسـیان، به الّذي بهما وأُسعط بزنبق خُلطا إذا دماغه، ومرارته

.ṭ – قد] | h مں الذّي] | ṭ منها بهما] | pṭ زیبق بزنبق]

Hoopoe
Amongst all birds, the hoopoe holds a special place in the Helleno-Islamicate
medical tradition. If ἔποψ is all but a stranger in classical Graeco-Hellenistic
medical texts,1 this absence contrasts strongly with the plethora of ḫawāṣṣic
uses documented in the Islamicate period. Given the quite straightforward cor-
respondence between Greek ἔποψ / κούκουφα(ς) and Arabic هدهد a misidentifi-
cation or mistranslation seems rather unlikely and one must probably assume
that much (if not all) of this material is of non-Greek origin. An Egyptian con-
nection springs to mind given the relevance of this bird from Pharaonic down
to Coptic times (ⲕⲁⲕⲟⲩⲡⲁⲧ is in fact its name in Coptic texts) and in view of its
alleged presence in the primitive source that Cyranides calls “the Archaic book”.
In the latter text an engraving is mentioned and a recipe is provided for the
confection for a special kind of honey that is credited with a virtue to enhance
memory and to confer prognostic powers to whoever ingests it:

1 It is nowhere to be found in Hippocrates, Dioscorides, or Galen, nor is it granted entry into
the great Byzantine compilations. That the hoopoe was not unheard of in (para-)medical lit-
erature, however, is proved by such scarce passages as Pliny, NH XXX.6.[18]: «Upupae cor la-
teris doloribus laudatur» (J‒M IV 4396). In any case, it is rather late that it gains some promi-
nence (maybe through its inclusion in the different versions of the Physiologus) especially in
Cyranides; in addition to the passages quoted below, cf. Cyranides II.39 Περὶ ταύρου 14‒18 (K
174) ≡ Cyranides II.31 De tauro (D 12718‒1283). Besides Classical ἔποψ (which “probably can-
not be called Indo-European” according to Beekes‒van Beek, EDG 448), several synonyms for
‘hoopoe’ are recorded by Hesychius (6h c.), among which κούκουφα(ς) and ποῦπας/ποῦπος (to
be compared to Latin upupa), cf. Thompson 1895: 102; Arnott 2007: 71‒72 s.v. eopos. An ono-
matopoeic origin can be assumed for the Arabic reduplicative hudhud too.
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Kyranides I.vii Η 64‒70 (K 51)

ἔχε δὲ καὶ ἕτερον μαγνήτην εἰς ὃν τὸ
ὄρνεον γέγλυπται τοῦτο, ὃν δεῖ ἐν τῷ
τοῦ μέλιτος συνθέματι ἐμβρέχεσθαι.
[...]. ἑτέραν καρδίαν καὶ ἧπαρ ἔποπος
βάλλῃς ἐν τῷ συνθέματι, κρεῖττον
ἔσται καὶ ἔτι μνημονικότερον ποιεῖ.

Cyranides I.vii Η (D 484‒10)

Habeas et aliummagnetem in quo
sculptus sit cucufas (id est upupa),
quem oportet in mellis composi-
tione intingi. [...]. Si autem et aliud
cor et iecur cucufae mittes in con-
fectione, melius erit quoniam me-
morabiliorem te faciet.

It is worth noting that there is no separate epigraph on hoopoes in Book III
of the Cyranides, which is entirely devoted to birds. But the same specific prop-
erty against oblivion is echoed there in a tangential report within the entry on
moles. In this case it is the skin of a hoopoe (an element that is in fact attributed
an anticephalalgic property in Nat II.vi.6) and its eyes that possess this virtue,
which can be utilised when they are worn as a periapt in combination with a
mole’s heart:

Kyranides II.3 Περὶ ἀσφάλακος 9‒13
K 117

ἐν δέρματι δὲ ἔποπος τοῦ ὀρνέου σὺν
τοῖς δυσὶν τοῦ ὀρνέου ὀφθαλμοῖς πε-
ριαπτομένη προγνώσκειν ποιεῖ τὸν
φοροῦντα πάντα τὰ ἐπερχόμενα, ἐφ’
ὄσον χρόνον φορεῖ αὐτὸ ἀγνός. ἐὰν
δὲ καὶ τὴν καρδίαν φορῇ τοῦ τοιοῦ-
του ἀσπάλακος, μείζονα καὶ κρείτ-
τονα ποιεῖ τὸν φοροῦντα.

Cyranides II.42 De talpa
D 14117‒20

In pelle autem upupae avis cum
duobus oculis avis (scilicet upu-
pae), si quis suspenderit vel ligave-
rit cor asphalagi, omnia praesciet
quanto tempore gestaverit ea ca-
stus. Si autemcor avis gestaverit in-
terius, magnus et potens erit.

These instructions are essentially identical to the ones transmitted by
Almadāɂinī in the dislocated remnants of what must have been an originally
larger epigraph on the hoopoe:

Ḫawāṣṣ II.6 (M 3209‒10)

في يسرُع طاهرًا: الإنسان ويحملها نظیفة خرقة في يرُبطان الخلد وقلب الهدهد «عینا وقال:
النسـیان». ویذُهب العلم

Whatever the ultimate origin of the hoopoe-related traditions, it is in a Hel-
lenistic milieu that they take their characteristic shape and it must have been
through Byzantine channels that they entered the Islamicate corpus. Amongst
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the various traditions on the tongue and the eye of the hoopoe related toNat‒1|2
and which are surveyed below, the heart of the hoopoe is also attested in early
Islamicate texts, as for example in a passage that Addamīrī attributes to Ǧābir
b. Ḥayyān:

Ḥayawān [998] هدهد (Ṣ IV 14815‒1491, 15020‒22)

شُوي إذا قلبه یفعل وكذلك نسـیه. ما ذكر النسـیان، صاحب على علُقّت إذا وعینه،
الفهم حَبّ من أنفع وهو شيئاً، ینسى ولا والذكاء، للحفظ نافع وهو — سذاب مع كل وأُ

.[...] وأسلم.
للحفظ ینفع فإنهّ السذاب، مع كل وأُ شُوي إذا الهدهد، قلب إنّ الله) (رحمه جابر وقال

ا. جدًّ

Snakestone
With regard to the onlymineral included in the source text, the snakestone, spe-
cial mention must be made of Almaǧūsī’s entry thereon in Kāmil. The Iranian
physician follows closely Dioscorides’ description of the three varieties of حجر
,الحیّة the third of which ط») «المخطَّ ≡ «ὁ δὲ τὰς γραμμὰς ἔχων») he affirms to avail
against forgetfulness النسـیان») أصحاب 1.(«ینفع
Now, the interest of this passage goeswell beyond the identification of λήθαρ-

γος as نسـیان and may be not completely unrelated to the reading attested by Ik-
tifāʔ, for Almaǧūsī still adds thatwhen burnt and drunk, this stripped variety of
snakestone crumbles stones in the kidneys and calculi in the bladder. Thus, not
only does Almaǧūsī show النسـیان» «أصحاب where the versions ofMateriamedica
available to him offered a simple transliteration but he also includes a segment
that is absent from the original lemma on the ophite. Whether he does so by
contamination with precisely the Judaic stone or, more probably, with Galen’s
ὀφίτης+ὀμφατίτης,2 or still following some alternative version ofḤašāʔiš3—that
only a systematic analysis of his sources could reveal.

1 Cf. Kāmil II.ii.45,3 الحیّة حجر (S II.1 1854‒7 | P2 135v 2‒6 | P3 186v 11‒15)≡ Pantegni II.ii.48 Alchageral
chaya i. petra serpentina (L 74ra 44‒49, tobe read thus rather than«chapa»asprinted)≡Regalis
dispositio II.ii.45 [462] lapis serpentis (V 103va 65‒68). The two copies of Kāmil preserved in
Paris show an enigmatic rubric الحیة» دا بحجر المعروف «الحجر P3 / الحیة» دا «حجر P2. On the other hand,
as mentioned above, both Constantine’s and Stephen of Antioch’s Latin translations read
«ualet lethargicis» and «litargicis prodest» respectively.

2 Cf. Mufradah XI.3 الحجارات ذكر twice sub lemma الحیّة بحجر المعروف الحجر (E 149v 6‒8|14‒15) ≡
Simpl. med. IX.ii.18‒19 (K XII 20614‒17+20712‒15).

3 Cf.Mihrān’s aforementioned translation in Istanbul, Ahmet III Kütüphanesi ms 2127, inwhich
the lemma الحیّة حجر that corresponds toMat. med. 5:143 (and in which, incidentally, λήθαργος is
simply transliterated as «لیثرغس» on fol. 273v 12) is immediately followed on fol. 273v 13 by a



Chapter 4 Nat III: commentary sample 989

The snakestone was not, in any case, the only stone attributed with such a
virtue. Amongst the suffumigations (ὑποθυμιώμενα) against λήθαργος handed
down by Aetius ofAmida fromArchigenes and Posidonius there is the λίθος
γαγάτης, for which Dioscorides registers rather an antiepileptic benefit.1

second entry on a homonymous stone that is said to show four strips and which was censed to
crumble calculi when taken with some wine.

1 Cf. Aetius, Iatrica VI.3 Περὶ ληθάργου (O I 12920) and Dioscorides, Mat. med. 5:128 γαγάτης
(W III 963‒4)≡ Ḥaš غاغاطيس*5:52 (P 129v 17 | T 43413‒14, where ,«صدع» twice, is a misreading). A
note on the leftmargin ofḤašāʔiš P 129r identifies this γαγάτης as the ‘epilepsy stone’ الصرع) (حجر
and reports its presence in Andalus in the region of Saraqusṭah. A largely identical explanation
(with a further referenceprobably tomount Šulayr شـنير»] «جبل in theBūlāq edition]) is ascribed
to Ibn Ḥassān (ie Ibn Ǧulǧul) by Ibn Albayṭār in Ǧāmiʕ 64‒ح غاغاطيس حجر (B II 911‒14). This
fragment is all the more interesting because it quite probably stems from the no longer extant
end of his Tafsīr.
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Commentary

II.iv.1 Aṭṭabarī said: «If one takes the tongue of a hoopoe, dries it, and drinks
it with boiled grape-syrup, it shall remove one’s obliviousness and increase
one’s memory.»

Cognates
This quotation has no parallel in the Hebrew reflections of Iktifāʔ but it is trans-
mitted in the Tashkentmanuscript as the second passage of the chapter, follow-
ing the cognate to Nat‒2.1 Moreover, Almadāɂinī too transmits it precisely in
the same order as Ibn Alhayṯam:

Ḫawāṣṣ II.6 (M 32015‒16)

النسـیان. من نفعا الإنسان، على علُقّا إذا ولسانه، الهدهد «عين وقال:
الحفظ». وأجاد النسـیان أذهب بطلاء، محرقاً الهدهد لسان شرب وإذا

Given the sketchy transmission of Almadāɂinī’s treatise one should not read
toomuch into the implicit ascription of this passage to Aṭṭabarī there, since af-
ter all he is the only source mentioned for the whole sequence, including the
cognates to Nat‒3|4, which are ascribed to Arrāzī in our text. However, the
combined testimony of all three texts suggests strongly that this minimal se-
quence was already attributed to Aṭṭabarī in αḪawāṣṣ and that its original or-
der may have been altered only by Alɂilbīrī.

Source
No such passage can be found in the extant texts of Firdaws or Ḥifḍ̱,2 and sev-
eral hypothesis of unequal value can be proposedwith regard to the correctness
of this ascription. At the weaker end of the spectrum, a homoeoteleutic leap
might have obtained in themanuscripts of Firdaws at the word لسان (conflating,
that is, Nat‒1|2) at so early a stage in the transmission of the text as to affect all
the witnesses consulted for Ṣiddīqī’s critical edition but not the copy used by

1 Cf. Hasani 1999: 24. This is one paradigmatic example of the drastic reformulation of all pre-
vious hypotheses that has been necessitated by the availability of this additional witness. I
have no doubt that the Arabic copy of Iktifāʔ will prove me wrong in many of my assumptions
throughout this commentary.

2 Nor in their indirect transmission: most—if not all—of Aṭṭabarī’s ḫawāṣṣic passages on the
hoopoe are conveniently gathered by the latest Andalusī Ǧāmiʕ-compiler, yet there is no echo
of this one in particular, cf. Ibn Albayṭār, Ǧāmiʕ 6‒ه هدهد (B IV 19432‒1957); the sequence is
reproduced in its entirety by Alʕumarī,Masālik XX 10611‒20 s.v. .هدهد
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αḪawāṣṣ or by its source—a rather weak hypothesis given the fact that there is
absolutely no additional support for such an assumption. Otherwise, the quo-
tation might stem from a different text by Aṭṭabarī (or one ascribed to him)
other than Firdaws and Ḥifḍ̱ but, again, evidential support is lacking. Finally
there is the plausibility of a wrong ascription that obtained probably already in
the process of selection and compilation by the author of αḪawāṣṣ—for obvious
reasons this one is the simplest (but not necessarily true) scenario and the fact
that the first passage (= Nat‒2) is a genuine quotation from Firdaws provides
further evidence for the simplest hypothesis.
Despite this uncertainty regarding its original attribution, Nat‒1 has several

sound precedents and parallels in the eastern Islamicate tradition. Already in
the 9th century, when dealing with the virtues and benefits of the hoopoe Ibn
ʕalī includes a recipe positively related to our text but different enough in its
wording (especially in the lack of any boiled wine) as to discard it as a direct
source:

Ḥayawān [49.17] هدهد (R 324)
A

ناعمًا، ويسُحق يجُففّ الهدهد، لسان یؤخذ
كلّ یذكر فإنهّ — النسـیان یعتریه لمن ويسُقى

أعلم. والله الحفظ، على ویعُين نسـیه، ما

C

لانسان، وسقى سحق اذا الهدهد لسان
النسـیان. سرعة عنه اذهب

Then a passage almost identical to the one inNatāʔiǧ is found in the constel-
lation of Ibn Buḫtīšūʕ-related texts as the second of two properties attributed
to a hoopoe’s tongue:1

Ḥayawān VI.9 هدهد (G 16811‒1692 | Q 88r 6‒8)
≡ Naʕtl s.l. الهدهد منافع (L 49r 7‒9)≡ Almawṣilī,Manāfiʕ 105r 13 ‒ 105v 2

بطلاء، وشرُب وسحُق جُففّ وإن أحد. يخُاصمك لم عضدك، في علقّْته إذا — الهدهد لسان
بالنسـیان. أذهب

،l بطلى ء] بط | eq یخاصمه لم عضده على انسان علقه یُخاصمك] ... علقّته | q لسانه الهدهد] لسان

.l النسیان بالنسیان] | g –

1 This benefit is absent from the strict Naʕt tradition as represented by Naʕtt, in which the bird
is not even identified by an Arabic name, cf. Naʕtt II.29 ”افيقوس“ بالیونانـیّة يسُمّى طائر نعت (T 76r
5‒11). The transliteratedname reflects theGreek genitive ἔποποςwith Syriacmediation through
ܘܣ ܘ ,ܐ cf. Physiologus Syrus XXIIܘܣ ܘ ܐ ܠ ܡ (T 149‒1512); distorted in the Syriac BNG [45]
ܘ݁ܣ ܝ݂ ܝ݂ ܐܵ ܠ ܼܿ (A 297‒12)≡ Bar Bahlūl, Lexicon 26215‒22 s.v. ܘܣ ܝ .ܐ
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The passage is clearly different from both versions of Ibn ʕalī’s text (es-
pecially in the mention of طلاء that it shares with Natāʔiǧ) but at the same
time it features elements present in them separately: drying the tongue as in
ḤayawānA, removing oblivion as in ḤayawānC.1
An even slightly closer match is provided by twelfth-century Iranian author

Almarwazī, who, like ḤayawānA and Natāʔiǧ, mentions the double benefit of
such a beverage against memory loss and still adds an aphrodisiac virtue:2

Ḥayawān III.40 هدهد (C 191v 7‒9 | D 132r 1‒2 | L 171r 7‒8)

الحفظ، ویوُرث بالنسـیان یذهب فإنهّ بمیبختج، ويشرُب ويسُحق يجُففّ — الهدهد لسان
الباه. في ويزید

.d ٮمٮڡٮح بمیبختج]

The diversity of forms in which this property must have circulated is further
reflected in a passage penned by Alqazwīnī, who combines three of the best-
known virtues of the hoopoe’s tongue. Despite its much simpler protasis (there
is nomention of drying and grinding, nor of anywine to be takenwith it) and its
quite differently worded apodosis, there can be no doubt that the last segment
corresponds to the same tradition:3

ʕaǧāʔib II kāɂināt II.iii.6,54 هدهد (W 42613‒15 | P2 321r 17‒20 | P4 182v 11‒13)

على علُقّ ولو معه. اللسان دام ما البتةّ عدوّه به یظفر لا معه، الإنسان یاخٔذه — لسانه
كائه. وذ وفهمه علمه في زاد إنسانًا، سُقي وإذا النسـیان؛ غلبة عنه یدفع عینه، مع إنسان

.p2|4 انسان انٕسانا] | p4 عینیه عینه] | p4 عدو عدوّه] | w عدوه معه] ... عدو

1 Given that the analysis of theḤayawān genre could not be included in this dissertation, let me
point out here that the surveyof this tradition showsquite clearly that the relationshipbetween
Ibn ʕalī’s early compilation and Ibn Buḫtīšūʕ’s treatise is certainly not one of descendance,
nor even of heavy dependence. The former is one of the sources of the latter (this much is
explicitly acknowledged by the author), but judging from the wording of the passages he may
not have been even the main contributor to the text.

2 The synonymical substitution of ميبختج for mightطلاء be due to the Persianate origin and trans-
mission of the text.

3 This virtue of the hoopoe tongue against oblivion, either as a periapt or as a beverage, ismissing
from the Persian translation (cf. ʕaǧāyeb A 230v 7 | B 249r 4). Henceforth whenever an Arabic
fragment from ʕaǧāʔib is quotedwithout a parallel Persian text the implication is that the locus
is missing from it. On the other hand, Ibn Alwardī (or perhaps the version of ʕaǧāʔib that
he perused) appears to have merged both properties in Ḫarīdah XXII.iii.5 الهدهد أجزاء خواصّ (Z
36213‒15), see also below the commentary on Nat‒2.
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II.iv.2 He said: «If the eye and the tongue of a hoopoe are hung over a pa-
tient suffering from severe obliviousness, he shall remember what he has
forgotten.»

Cognates

Unlike theprecedingNat‒1 on the tongueof thehoopoe, this passage is available
in both in theArabic copy of Iktifāʔ and in its twoHebrew reflections. It is worth
noting that the two texts ascribe it explicitly to Aṭṭabarī:1

Sǝḡullōṯ II.iv.2 (L‒M 30124‒3022)

(נ״א [‒] יתלה «אם טברי: אל ואמ'

הוד ההוד ולשונו) הבר התרנגול עין

הנקרא הרבה גונים לו שיש עוף ⟦הוא
שיעטרהו מי על ולשונו דיאבירטא⟧ גאל

ששכח». ממה יותר יזכר השכחה,

Nisyōnōṯ II.iv.2 (L‒M 1629‒1641)

הדוכיפת עין יתלה «אם אלטברי: ואמ'

על עמו ולשונו

ששכח». ממה יותר יזכור צוארו,

The word cancelled by the copyist of Sǝḡullōṯ, which the editors interroga-
tively read in a footnote as ,«עיין» might well have been a dualعینين but it is per-
haps unlikely that this were the original reading transmitted in αḪawāṣṣ given
that Almadāɂinī has also a singular:

Ḫawāṣṣ II.6 (M 32015‒16)

النيسان». من نفعا الإنسان، على علُقّا إذا ولسانه، الهدهد «عين وقال:

1 The English translation of the passage in the Tashkent manuscript is to be found, again, in
Hasani 1999: 24. Regarding the Hebrew translations, Sǝḡ includes a plene-vocalised transcrip-
tion of the Arabic ornithonym הוד» «הוד (ie (هُدْهُد as well as a Hebrew correspondence התרנגול»
«הבר ‘wild cock’ already attested in Mishnaic Hebrew and also in Judaeo-Aramaic as תרנגולא

ברא (cf. Jastrow, DTTM 188 s.v. .(בר This denomination is paralleled by Syriac ܐ ܒ ܬܪܢܓܘܠ
(cf. Bar Bahlūl, Lexicon 20891‒3) and it features in the Physiologus alongside Graeco-Syriac
ܘܣ ܘ ܐ / ܘܣ ܝ ܐ in BNG [45] ܘ݁ܣ ܝ݂ ܝ݂ ܐܵ ܠ ܼܿ (A 297‒12). An identical name is attested also in
Greek, cf. ἀλεκτρύονα ἄγριον in Beekes‒van Beek, EDG 448. As for Pseudo-Abenezra’s ,דּוּכִיפַת
it is Tanakhic Hebrew and it is the name used also by the anonymous Hebrew translator of the
Arrāzī-ascribed Sexaginta in addition to the German borrowing וידהוף Wiedehopf. Last but
not least, the two texts share a most interesting Romance gloss דיאבירטא» «גאל that must be
somehow akin to Occitanic gallamberta in Castelnòu d’Arri (cf. von Wartburg, FEW XXI 223
s.v. huppe) and also poul de lamberto / Gascon pollambert, which seems to extend into northern
Catalan as gall (also pull) d’ala verta (cf. Fernández and Salmons 1993: 34). No vernacular syn-
onym is provided by Šem Ṭōḇ in his translation of Azzahrāwī’s Taṣrīf (cf. Bos, Hussein, Men-
sching, and Savelsberg 2011: 177‒178). The same ornithonym reappears below in Sǝḡ II.vi.9.
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On the other side, it is impossible to decide, on the basis of available evi-
dence, whether it is Natāʔiǧ or rather Iktifāʔ that preserves the better reflection
of the archetypal qualification (whether the text read “great oblivion” or “more
than he has forgotten”), which is itself an unparalleled innovation in the Arabo-
Islamicate tradition. If the reading transmitted by Almadāɂinī is the original
one, then the two Andalusī texts would share (even if in slightly different form)
a disjunctive feature that would confirm the overall impression that they are
closer to each other than to any other member of this textual family.

Source

In Aṭṭabarī’s kunnāš both organs (namely the tongue and the eyes) are men-
tioned in a heterogeneous chapter that brings together bats, swallows, bustards,
and hoopoes:

Firdaws VI.iv.31 الهدهد ومنافع والحبارى والخطّاف الخفاّش منافع في (Ṣ 43621‒22)

قد ما ذكر النسـیان، صاحب عنق في وعلُقّ وعینيه لسانه أُخذ إن الهدهد: منافع ومن
الله. شاء إن نسـیه،

Unlike its echo in Natāʔiǧ and in Almadāɂinī’s treatise, the original passage
mentions the two eyes of the bird (≟ proto-Sǝḡullōṯ) and it also prescribes hang-
ing the amulet from the neck of the oblivious patient (≟ Nisyōnōṯ צוארו» .(«על It
is possible that these two specifications might have been included by the com-
piler of αḪawāṣṣ and that they were later omitted or simplified in some repre-
sentatives of its indirect transmission. On the other hand, there is nothing in
Firdaws that may have inspired either كثير or كثر أ as attested in its Andalusī re-
flections, but their shared reading seems to preserve better the original apodosis
than Almadāɂinī’s.

Islamicate tradition

The passage from Firdaws was borrowed by Arrāzī with an explicit ascription
to its author, and his Ḫawāṣṣ acted as an intermediary link to a number of au-
thors of diverse genres. Now,with the proliferation of copies some apomorphies
emerged at an early stage of the transmission ofḪawāṣṣ. Theremust have circu-
lated at least three different versions of the quote: Ḫawāṣṣα, whichwas identical
to Aṭṭabarī’s original text in mentioning both the tongue and the eyes of the
hoopoe; Ḫawāṣṣβ, that omitted the tongue probably by a clerical substitution
of انسان for لسان with the consequent semantic and syntactic alteration of the
passage; and finally Ḫawāṣṣγ, in which only the tongue appeared.
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The first two versions are actually attested in the manuscripts of Arrāzī’s
work:1

Ḫawāṣṣ 2‒ه هدهد
Ḫawāṣṣα

Q 1215‒16

وعینيه الهدهد لسان أخذ «إن :الطبري قال
قد ما ذكرّه النسـیان، صاحب على وعلقّ

نسـیه.

Ḫawāṣṣβ

I 81r 18‒19 | Ṭ 105v 17 ‒ 106r 2 | V 5r 14‒15

وعلقّ الهدهد إنسان أخذ «إن :الطبري قال
ما ذكرّه النسـیان، صاحب عنق على عینيه

نسـیه. قد

.ṭ كان قد] | ṭv – عنق] | iv عینه عینیه]

All these versions were the source of as many parallel subtraditions: if
in the case of passages including both elements there may be some doubts
whether the immediate source is Firdaws itself or rather an unaltered copy of
Ḫawāṣṣα, the chances are high that those texts that mention only the eye draw
from Ḫawāṣṣβ, while those that refer only to the tongue are dependent from
Ḫawāṣṣγ.2

Tongue and eye

The passage by Alqazwīnī and its echo by Ibn Alwardī that have been men-
tioned above when commenting on Nat‒1 bear witness to the fact that primi-
tive readings can survive unaltered through the centuries no matter howmany
intermediary texts may have been involved in their transmission. In this partic-
ular case it may have been the specific wording that protected the passage from
deturpation:3

1 As can be inferred from the critical apparatus, variance as to the singular/dual of “eye” and the
specific mention/omission of the patient’s neck gave rise to all kinds of combinations resulting
in slight (but notmeaningless) variability from text to text. I have not included the reference to
Cairo, DKMms Ṭibb 141, fols. 122v as cited by Käs 2012: 98 because it is impossible to ascertain
from the data reported to which one of these versions it corresponds.

2 Needless to say, in some instances things may have been far less simple: an unascribed pas-
sage transmitting the original wordingmight derive, at least theoretically, from Aṭṭabarī’s un-
named source or from some parallel witness, while spontaneous and independent innovations
of this kind (that is essentially palaeographical) are also likely to happen at any point of the
manuscript transmission.

3 As indicated above, the passage is missing from Persian, where the periapt (perhaps through
homoeoarchton) is described as an aphrodisiac (A 230v 7‒8 | B 249r 4‒5).
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ʕaǧāʔib II kāɂināt II.iii.6,54 هدهد
W 42613‒15 | P2 321r 17‒20 | P4 182v 11‒13

یظفر لا معه، الإنسان یاخٔذه — لسانه
ولو معه. اللسان دام ما البتةّ عدوّه** به
غلبة عنه یدفع عینه، مع إنسان على علُقّ
علمه في زاد إنسانًا، سُقي وإذا النسـیان؛

كائه. وذ وفهمه

Ḫarīdah XXII.iii.5 الهدهد أجزاء خواصّ
Z 36213‒15

یدفع إنسان، على لسانه مع عینه علُقّت وإذا
فهمه في ويزید والنسـیان، هْو السَّ غلبة عنه

وحِذْقه. وذكائه

Itwould seemthatZuhr toohadaccess to a goodcopyof either text, although
it is hard to explain the interpolation of the heart between the two original or-
gans:

Ḫawāṣṣ 1‒ه هدهد (H 2046‒7)

نسـیه. ما ذكر النسـیان، صاحب على وعینه وقلبه لسانه علُقّ إن

Eye only
Still in Zuhr’s compilation an echo is found of Arrāzī’s Ḫawāṣṣβ mentioning
only the eye:

Ḫawāṣṣ 1‒ه هدهد (H 2045‒6 | Ṭ 3416)

نسـیه. ما ذكر النسـیان، صاحب على علُقّ إن وعینه:

.h نسیه قد نسیه]

and it is recorded also by Ibn Albayṭār, who transmits it without ascription
under the general epigraph of «خواصّه» (referring maybe to Zuhr?) along with
some other properties also deriving from Aṭṭabarī:1

Ǧāmiʕ 6‒ه هدهد (B IV 19432)

نسـیه. ما ذكر النسـیان، صاحب على عینه علُقّ إن خواصّه:

In amore purely ḫawāṣṣic context it is echoedbyAlmadāɂinī, who iswitness
to aduplicatedparallel transmission (the combinationof the eye and the tongue
that he inherits from the subtradition of αḪawāṣṣ has been reproduced above):

Ḫawāṣṣ II.11 الهدهد (M 32411

نسـیه. قد ما ذكر النسـیان، صاحب على الهدهد عين علُقّ إذا

1 Thence Alʕumarī,Masālik XX 10612 s.v. .هدهد
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This subtradition has a long and wide circulation and reaches Addamīrī,
who incidentally provides a clue for the presence of the hoopoe’s heart in
Zuhr’s text:

Ḥayawān [998] هدهد (Ṣ IV 14815‒1491)

كل وأُ شُوي إذا قلبُه یفعل وكذلك نسـیه. ما ذكر النسـیان، صاحب على علُقّت إذا وعینه،
وأسلم. الفهم حَبّ من أنفع وهو شيئاً، ینسى ولا والذكاء، للحفظ نافع وهو السذاب: مع

Even sixteenth-century Alɂanṭākī contributes an exceptional testimony. He
accesses a tradition that mentions the two eyes and a separate use of the heart :

Taḏkirah III 7‒ه هدهد (B I 33434‒3352)

الحافظة یقُوّي ذبحه ساعة قلبه وابتلاع [...] النسـیان. ویذُهب الحفظ یقُوّي عینيه وحمل
ا. جدًّ

In addition to the combination of tongue and eye, Alqazwīnī registers also a
passage that features only the eyeof thehoopoe, but thewording is substantially
divergent and may reflect the author’s idiosyncratic quoting style:1

ʕaǧāʔib II kāɂināt II.iii.6,54 هدهد
W 42612

نسي. ما جمیع یذكر أحد، على شدّدتها وإذا

ʕaǧāyeb s.v. هدهد
A 230v 6 | B 249r 2‒3

د. شآ بازخا د با ده وش ا د، وددار یبا وا
باز | a بود باشد] | b دآرد دارند] | a – كسى]

.a بخاطر خاطرش]

Tongue only
A tongue-only tradition is documented by (Pseudo-)Masīḥ, who ascribes it to
a certain Paul in an otherwise strictlymedical section on drugs for aidingmem-
ory and against amnesia:2

1 Alqazwīnī’s passage is borrowed literally by Ibn Alwardī, Ḫarīdah XXII.iii.5 (Z 36212).
2 The authentic Paul of Aegina is previously cited (under the name الحكيم (بولش in Hārūniyyah
II.i (G 28511‒12) regarding the diagnose of oblivion as caused by something acid and especially
by cold moist phlegm. This is indeed themost commonly accepted aetiology for obliviousness
and Ibn Alǧazzār resorts to the same reference to Paul on nisyān being caused specifically
by cold moist phlegm in Nisyān 61‒62. However nothing like the virtue of a hoopoe’s tongue
can be found in Pragmateia III.xi.2 Περὶ μνήμης ἀπωλείας καὶ λογισμοῦ καὶ κάρου καὶ μωρώσεως
(H I 1516‒21), nor is there any lemma for ἔποψ in the chapter on simple medicines (Pragmateia
VII.iii). In the search for other candidates to be this Paul it may be relevant to note that this
quotation is followed by a recipe apparently by John the Apostle.
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Hārūniyyah II.i.1 (G 28720)

النسـیان». عنه أذهب هدهد، لسان علیه علقّ «مَن بولس: وقال

Moreover, in Sexaginta Arrāzī himself (if the text is authentic) notes down
a version of the remedy involving only the tongue of the bird:

Sexaginta XXXVI De upupa
A 70ra 20‒21 | V 108rb 56‒57

Lingua uppupe suspensa super ob-
liuiosum reducit ad memoriam
quod oblitus est.

quod] ea que V.

Sǝḡullōṯ s.v. דוכיפת
P 26v 27‒28

צואר, על וידהוף לשון איש יתלה אם גם

לשכחה. יועילנו

Let it be recalled, however, that Arrāzī’s Ḫawāṣṣ must have been transmit-
ted also in a third version in which only the tongue of the bird was mentioned
(Ḫawāṣṣγ). This may be the one echoed in Sexaginta and it certainly is the ver-
sion followed by Ibn Alǧazzār, who additionally also omits the neck of the
patient as the locus for the amulet:1

Ḫawāṣṣ [76] (K 5212‒13)

وعلُقّ هدهد لسان أُخذ «إن :الطبري وقال
نسـیه». ما ذكر النسـیان، صاحب على

Epistola 105vb 23‒25

Et dixit Thabariensis: «Si lingua
upupe suspendatur super pacien-
tem multam obliuuionem, reddit
eummemorem».

In his monograph on oblivion Ibn Alǧazzār mentions only the tongue of
the hoopoe, indeed, and the Arabic unicum sheds some light on the way in
which reinterpretation of the passagemust have obtained either through quasi-
dittography as proposed by Käs or by a simple misreading لسان) > .(انسان In any
case the clerical apomorphy did not make its way into the Hebrew translation:

1 As do, in fact, three out of the fourmanuscripts of Arrāzī’sḪawāṣṣ consulted for this research.
Regarding Ibn Alǧazzār’s text, mark the presence of a quasi-duplicate at the end of the Latin
text, after the Arabic version has already broken off: «Et qui suspenderit linguam upupe ad col-
lum, confert ei obliuuionem et subtiliat intellectum eius» in Epistola 106rb 14‒16. This passage
is commented upon by Käs, who also adduces the testimony of Ibn Alǧazzār’s Nisyān (for
which see below) and its Hebrew translation. In view of the different versions in which the
passage is transmitted he proposes a reconstruction in the line of الهدهد» ⟨لسان⟩ إنسان أخذ «إذا
(cf. Käs 2012: 98, where further reference is made to Almadāɂinī’sḪawāṣṣ and Ibn Buḫtīšūʕ’s
Ḥayawān).
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Nisyān 129‒130 (B 25‒26)

نسـیه». قد ما ذكر النسـیان، صاحب على وعلقّه الهدهد إنسان أخذ «إذا :الطبري قال وقد

M 106‒107

לשון שלקיחת אנטקן החכם ואמר

השכחה בעל בצואר ויתלה הדפוכיפת

שכח. שכבר מה ויזכור

P 101‒102

דוכיפת לשון אדם יקח אם כי, ואמר

על אותו ויתלה בערבי הודהוד הנקרא

כבר. ששכח מה יזכור השכחה, בעל

The tongue-only subtradition is attested also by Azzahrāwī within an epi-
graphdealingwith oblivion caused by black bile. The remedy in question comes
last in a sequence of unascribed specific properties and is followed by an Indian
recipe explicitly borrowed from Aṭṭabarī. Let it be noted that here the organ
must be hung from the patient’s arm:

Taṣrīf II.ii.12 النسـیان في القول (S I 7330‒33)

فيخلطهما ومرارته، الكركيّ دماغ یؤخذ أن مثل بخواصّها، تنفع التيّ الأدویة هذه ويسـتعمل
یؤخذ أو العضد. على فترُبط ضبع أسـنان یؤخذ أو مجرّب. فإنهّ به، ويسُعّط خلاص بزنبق
فإنّ الأيمن، العضد على ويرُبط كتاّن خرقة في ويجُعل اليسرى ورجلها الضبع ید أظفا⟨ر⟩

نفعه. عضده، على وعلقّه الهدهد لسان أخذ وإن یعلم. وما يسمع ما ینسى لا صاحبه

There are still additional variations of the same passage, such as the afore-
mentioned passage in Zuhr, Ḫawāṣṣ H 20514 (tongue and heart) or the omis-
sion of any specific part of the bird's body (and therefore apparently applying
to the whole bird) as in Aḏḏahabī (d. 1348):1

Ṭibb nabawī II.i.2 1‒ه هدهد (B 2022‒3)

نسـیه». ما كرّه ذ نسـیان، به مَن على علُقّ إذا أنهّ، خواصّه «الهدهد : الخواص كتاب في

1 In view of the Arabic text of Ibn Alǧazzār’s Nisyān, one may assume a similar parablepsis for
this text rather than the existence of a fourth apomorphy Ḫawāṣṣδ.
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II.iv.3 Arrāzī said: «If an oblivious patient is smoked with human hair, this
shall benefit him.»

Cognates

The direct Hebrew translation of Ibn Alhayṯam’s text (but not the Tashkent
manuscript) transmits a parallel (andmore complete) passage on this property
of human hair, which it combines with a mention of an analogous use of cas-
toreum :(קשטור)

Sǝḡullōṯ II.iv.3 (L–M 3022‒3)

בקשטור. כשיקוטר וכן יועילהו. האדם, בשיער השכחה בעל כשיקוטר ואמר

The two texts disagree, nevertheless, as to the ascription of the quote: in the
Hebrew text the passage follows the quotation from Aṭṭabarī on the hoopoe’s
eye and tongue, Arrāzī’s authority being introduced only later at Sǝḡ‒4 on the
hyena.Moreover, IbnAlhayṯam’s treatise attributes an analogous benefit to ca-
storeum, which is indeed the only one selected by Pseudo-Abenezra, who yet
places it immediately after the passage on the hyena also explicitly ascribed to
Arrāzī.
A cognate passage is found also in Almadāɂinī’s treatise with no ascription:

Ḫawāṣṣ II.6 (M 32016)

أذهبه». النسـیان، یعتریه ممّن بشعر تدخّن «ومَن قال:

Source
As far as its contents are concerned, the passage can be derived from Aṭṭabarī
as long as one admits that the original text has been completely reworded to fit
the formulaic pattern of the genre:

Firdaws VI.iv.1 الإنسان في (Ṣ 4204‒6)

برأ الكلب، عضّة على ووُضع بالخلّ بلُّ إذا الإنسان، شعر إنّ الفيلسوف أطرومینس وقال
النسـیان. من به التدخين وینفع الرحم. وجع من نفع بالشعر، المرأة تبخّرت وإذا ساعته. من

.ṣ اذ و واذٕا]
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Probably themost obvious conjecture is to read Aṭṭabarī’s «أطرومينس» as one
of the multifarious corruptions of the name of the well-attested yet scarcely-
known Aṭhūrusfus (for whom see above Chapter 3).1 As a matter of fact, Ar-
rāzī’s colossal collection of quotes contains an Aṭhūrusfus-ascribed fragment
on human hair that is unmistakably cognate to the one in Firdaws:

Alḥāwī XX [35] إنسان شعر‒§
H XX 33* | B 29228‒12

إذا الإنسان، شعر إنّ أطهورسفس وقال
من أبرأه الكلب، عضّة على ووُضع بخلّ بلُّ

ساعته.
على ووُضع وزیت صرف بشرابٍ بلُّ وإذا
من منعها الرأس، في العارضة الجراحات

الورم.
خناق من نفع ريحه، واشـتمُّ به دُخّن ومتى

و النسـیان. الأرحام

Continens XXXVII.i [363] De homine
V 530ra 61‒66

Dixit Athuriscus: «Pili homines
madefacti in aceto et positi supra
morsum canis sanant ipsum.
Et madefacti in vino puro et oleo,
positi supra vulnera capitis, non
permittunt ipsa apostemari.
Et suffumigatio ex eis et odorare
eius fumum confert obliuionis et
suffocationi matricis».

The inclusion in Alḥāwī of a property against the swelling of wounds in the
headaswell as the radical divergence in thewordingof the final segment (womb
suffocation / womb ache) strongly suggest an independent access by the two au-
thors to a common tradition rather than another instance of Arrāzī paraphras-
ing Firdaws.2
At the moment there is little basis on which to decide whether the primitive

ascription in αḪawāṣṣ featured Aṭṭabarī as might be inferred from Sǝḡullōṯ or
rather Arrāzī as explicitly stated in Natāʔiǧ. In any case, whichever the source,
the original text hadbeenonce again reworded into amoreḫawāṣṣ-like formula.

1 The name of the sage reads actually «اطرومىىس» in ms Arundel Or. 41 fol. 195v 12, while Ṣiddīqī
adds in a footnote an alternative reading مينس» «ايكزو without further reference.

2 The additional sequence of uses of human hair that follows in Alḥāwī but not in Aṭṭabarī’s
text might also be interpreted as additional evidence in this sense. This common origin of the
excerpts included in the two texts does not necessarily point towards a single shared source
but may have rather involved different intermediary texts.
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Islamicate tradition
Most instances of this anti-amnesic virtue of burnt human hair in the written
corpus appear to echo either of these two versions of the passage. Thus, the
whole Aṭhūrusfus-excerpt is borrowed from Alḥāwī by Almarwazī with no
alteration of the original wording:

Ḥayawān I إنسان (C 76r 11‒15 | D 66r 11‒14 | L 13r 1‒4)

من أبرأه الكلب، عضّة على ووُضع بخلّ بلُّ إذا الإنسان، شعر «إنّ أطهورسقس: قال
أن منعها الرأس، في العارضة الجراحات على ووُضع وزیت صرفٍ بشرابٍ بلُّ وإن ساعته.

والنسـیان». الأرحام خنق من يمنع فإنهّ رائحته، واشـتمُّ به دُخّن وإن ترم.

.c فان وانٕ] | c یورّم تریم] | d اطهورسس ،c اظهورسقس أطهورسقس]

In Andalus Ibn Albayṭār, in turn, may have consulted a copy of Alḥāwī that
read “flux” (سـیلان) rather than “oblivion” ,(نسـیان) a change induced perhaps by
its collocation next to a condition of the womb:1

Ǧāmiʕ 62‒ش شعر (B III 6322‒30 | C 13214‒1339 | P8 34r 8‒11)

على ووُضع بخلّ بلُّ إذا الإنسان، شعر ”وإنّ أطهورسفس: «قال :الحاوي في الرازي قال
العارضة الجراحات على ووُضع وزیت صرفٍ بشرابٍ بلُّ وإن ساعته. من أبرأه الكلب، عضّة
والسـیلان الأرحام خنق من نفع رائحته، واشـتمُّ به دُخّن وإن ترم. أن منعها الرأس، في

.«“[...]

والنسیان ن] والسی | c أن وانّٕ] | mss اطهورسفس/طهورسڡس ،bc اطٔهورسقس أطهورسفس] | c – قال]

.p8

But in the case of authors with a penchant for paraphrase the possible lines
of borrowing become much blurrier. There can be little doubt that a passage
in Zuhr’s Ḫawāṣṣ on the uses of human hair must be somehow connected to
the same tradition independently transmitted by Aṭṭabarī and Arrāzī, and
the mention of womb pains suggests that the former may have been his source.
Now, transforming the suffumigation into an amulet iswell beyond simple para-
phrase and given thewide array of sources quoted by theAndalusī physician the

1 From a synchronical perspective this reading would seem to be a genuine apomorphy since it
is shared by a remarkable number of witnesses, cf. London, British Library msOr 5839 fol. 71v 11;
Paris, BnF ms Arabe 2976 fol. 242v 13, Arabe 2984 fol. 11v 15, and Arabe 2985 fol. 30r 9. However,
the reading «النيسان» is transmitted at least by Paris, BnF ms Arabe 2983 fol. 34r 11 (= P8), which
begs the question whether the ubiquitous «والسـیلان» might actually be the result of an early
misreading in the manuscript transmission of the text.
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circulation of parallel passages (ie other than the ones in Firdaws and inAlḥāwī)
cannot be excluded without further research.1

Ḫawāṣṣ 1‒ا إنسان (C 311‒14 | H 747‒9 | P 6r 6–7 | Ṭ 2808‒9)

به من على علُقّ وإن وأبرأه. وجعه سكنّ الوجع، الضرس على ميتٍّ إنسان عظم علُقّ وإن
نفعه. الربع، حمّى

إنسان، على علُقّ وإن الرحم. أوجاع جمیع من نفعها إنسان، بشعر امرأة بخُّرت «إن ط:
النسـیان». من نفعه

There is furthermore an explicit quotation of (Ibn) Zuhr by Ibn Albayṭār
that involves inhalation of the smoke produced by burning human hair:2

Almuġnī I.11 النسـیان من النافعة للذهب، المحدّة والعقل، الدماغ في المزیدّة
L 26r 5‒6 | M 15r 21‒22 | P2 24r 16‒17

النسـیان». من نافعًا كان اسـتنشاقه، أُديم «إذا ابنزهر: خواصّ من — دخانشعرالإنسان

One generation later dependence from Firdaws seems certain, in turn, for
Alɂidrīsī, who appears to quote silently from it. However even in this case the
quote apparently reflects some interpolation:

Ǧāmiʕṭ 23‒ش شعر (S III 46813‒16)

تبخّرت وإذا ساعته. من برأ الكلَِب، الكلب عضّة على ووُضع بخلّ بلَُّ إذا الإنسان، شعر
دید یدُار الصداع صاحب على الإنسان شعر علُقّ وإذا الرحم. وجع من نفعها المرأة، به

النسـیان. من نفع بالشعر، تبخّر وإذا الصداع. سكنّ الرأس، حول

1 According to the table of abbreviations at the beginning of the treatise, the sigla «ط» should
stand for Aristotle ,(«أرسطوطالس») but nothing like this is to be found in either version ofNaʕt.
On the other hand, as tempting as it might be to suspect that, at least in this instance, the
abbreviation may have been used to represent rather Aṭhūrusfus, the fact is that he is not
included in the list of authorities and he is actually nevermentioned in the text. Other possible
candidates might be Suqrāṭis (= («طس» or Rahmāṭūs (= («طو» and perhaps one should not
disregard too hastily the obvious Aṭṭabarī even if the sigla assigned to him there is .«ي»

2 The same effect is ascribed then to the gall of partridges, the gall and brains of cranes, bear fat,
and a hyena’s paws (the latter three have beenmentioned in the introduction to this section). I
could not locate the passage in Zuhr’s Ḫawāṣṣ and the wording does not suggest that it might
also derive from the tradition of αḪawāṣṣ.
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With regard to late encyclopaedic compilations, Alqazwīnī draws the same
property probably from Firdaws, with a slight reshaping of the passage:

ʕaǧāʔib II kāɂināt II.3.i.1,6 إنسان (W 36527)

النسـیان. من نفع به، تدُُخّن ولو [...] — إنسان شعر
.w یدخن تُدُخّن]

On a side note, the absence of this particular antiamnesic property of hu-
man hair from the twomain zootherapeutic treatises in the Islamicate tradition
(namely Ibn ʕalī’s and Ibn Buḫtīšūʕ’s) is all the more remarkable given that
both include cognate passages on its other properties.1 A thorough research of
the implications of such absences would be most desirable in order to clarify
the relations between Firdaws and the Ḥayawān tradition, which seem to re-
flect close cognacy (and therefore the pre-existence of an already quite elabo-
rate zootherapeutic tradition with at least one comprehensive text) rather than
actual dependence.

Canonical medicine
Interestingly enough, a parallel use of burnt human hair in an ointment against
oblivion is documented also in non-ḫawāṣṣic therapeutical literature. It is
found, precisely alongside castoreum, among several remedies commended
by Pseudo-Ṯābit for the treatment of sirsām bārid‒līṯarġus (which is not
explicitly identified as oblivion here):

Ḏaḫīrah XXVI.5 (S 15615‒17)

وتطُلى خلّ، من بشيء مدیفٍ محروق إنسان بشعر أو بجندبیدستر جباههم على ویطُلى
مسحوقٍ باسقال وسوقهم أفخاذهم یضُمّد أو الاسقال، بخلّ مدیف بعسلٍ واللسان الشفتين

بخلّ. معجون

A combination و‒) instead of (أو of castoreum and burnt human hair against
oblivion (nowwith an explicitly interpretation of līṯarġīs as nisyān in the title of
the chapter) is prescribed by Ibn Alǧazzār too:

Zād I.14 النسـیان) (وهو لیثرغيس في (B‒K 13612‒13 | T 1001‒2)

بخلّ. یعُجن أن بعد محرق إنسان وشعر بجندبادستر یطُلى أو

1 Cf. hanging human hair against migraine and soaking it in vinegar then placing it on the bite
of a rabid dog in Ibn ʕalī, Ḥayawān [1.7‒8] (R 8), as well smoking with it for a swollen womb
in Ḥayawān C [1.15] (R 12).
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Origin

It may be worth noting that Pliny transmits several medical benefits of human
hair that are remarkably parallel to the sequence documented in the Islamicate
tradition. However the passage does not include anymention of oblivion or any
other brain malady:

Naturalis historia XXVIII.4.[9] (J‒M IV 2901‒6)

Capillus puero qui primum decisus est, podagrae inpetus dicitur levare
circumligatus; et in totum inpubium inpositus, virorumquoque, capillus
canismorsibusmedetur ex aceto et capitum volneribus ex oleo aut vino;
si credimus, e revulso cruci quartanis, conbustus utique capillus carci-
nomati.

The closest thing to an actual precedent for our passage is provided by
Alexander of Tralles, who prescribes smearing on the patient suffering
from λήθαργος either some castoreum or burnt human hair beaten up with
vinegar. He further explains the healing power of these remedies to some
antipathy. The passage is preserved in Arabic in an abridging paraphrase
recorded by Arrāzī:

Therapeutica I.xiv Περὶ ληθάργοῦ
P I 52921‒5313

μάλιστα δὲ τοῦτο ποιεῖ τὸ ὀχυρρό-
δινον ἰσχυροποιοῦν τὴν κεφαλὴν καὶ
μάλιστ’ ἀρχομένου τοῦ πάθους [...]
ἐπεὶ οὖν ἡ περιεχομένη περὶ τὸν ἐγ-
κέφαλον ὕλη φλεγματική ἐστι καὶ
τὸ πλεονάζον αἴτιον ὑγρὸν ἀπεδείχθη
καὶ ψυχρὸν, μιγνύειν χρὴ καὶ συνέ-
ψειν τῷ ὀξυρροδίνῳ καὶ τῶ λεπτύνειν
ἅμα δυναμένων, οἷον ἢ πευκεδάνου
ἢ καστορίου ἢ γλήχωνος ἢ καλαμίν-
θης ἢ θύμου, καὶ ἐπιχρίειν τὸ μέτωπον
ἢ καστορίῳ ἢ τριξὶ κεκαυμέναις ἀν-
θρωπείαις καὶ λειωθείσαις μετ’ ὄξους·
πάνυ γὰρ ὀφελεῖ καὶ διεγείρει τὰ τοι-
αῦτα ἴσως δὲ καὶ ἀντιπαθείᾳ τινί.

Alḥāwī I.ixوقاطوخوس وقرانیطس لیثرغس في
H I 18916‒18

لیثرغس علاج «خيرُ قال: الإسكندر
ویوضع یـُضربان ورد، ودهن خمرٍ خلّ —

الرأس. على

باردًا، البلغم كان وإن

والجندبادستر، الفوتنج طبیخ معه فلیُجعل

إنسانٍ وبشعر بالجندبادستر جبهته ولتُنطل
محرق».
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Furthermore, this ingredient features already in the list of substances to be
burnt for the treatment of λήθαργος by Asclepiades of Bithynia in his first
book on the acute diseases:

Caelius Aurelianus, Cel. pass. II.ix (B 15220‒22)

iubet etiam ea adhiberi, quae epilepticis uel matrice praefocatis adhi-
buit odoranda, hoc est lanam uel capillos aut cerui cornu uel galbanum
carbonibus imposita, et omnia, quae caput grauare ualent uel iniucunda
sunt odoranti.

Incidentally, the use of castoreum against λήθαργος (as in Sǝḡ‒3/Nisy‒4) and
other conditions of the brain had been indeed already supported by the canon-
ising authority of Galen,1 who actually echoed a practice established by previ-
ous authors.2

1 Cf. the long and characteristically verbose passage in Meth. med. XIII.xxi (K X 9318‒9323), an
abridging paraphrase of which is found in Arrāzī,Alḥāwī I.ix (H I 1926‒17). The same treatment
is adhered to, with diverse expansions (none of which includes, however, the use of burnt hair)
by Paul of Aegina in Pragmateia III.ix Θεραπεία ληθάργου (H I 14725‒14833), whereas Aetius
of Amida draws his therapy rather from Archigenes and Posidonius, cf. Iatrica VI.3 Περὶ
ληθάργου (O I 12916‒13115).

2 Especially by Heraclides of Tarentum (fl. probably during the 3rd or 2nd c. bce), who al-
ready prescribed shaving the head and anointing it with castoreum and hogweed (σφονδύλιον /
σπονδύλιον, probablyHeracleumsphondylium L., also known as ‘cow-parsnip’)mixedwith vine-
gar and old oil, as well as perfuming the patient with the same ingredients, cf. Caelius Aure-
lianus, Cel. pass. II.ix (B 16218‒19|26‒27). A virtually identical recommendation is made, with a
few additions, by Asclepiades of Bithynia in Accut. pass. I as transmitted, not without some
harsh criticism, by Caelius himself a few paragraphs before in the same chapter (B 15216‒20).
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II.iv.4 He said: «If he who that suffers from oblivion eats bats regularly, he
shall go back to remembering, his forgetfulness shall diminish, and his
memory shall grow stronger.»

Cognates
There is no parallel quote in Sǝḡullōṯ‒Nisyōnōṯ, nor have I been able to link this
passage either directly or indirectly to Arrāzī’s output.1 The most evident con-
clusionwould be that the quotation ismerely an implicit ghost-quote (not even
a genuine ghost-quote, as the name of the source does not precede the utter-
ance). However, in his quasi-ḫawāṣṣic compendium Ibn Albayṭār transmits a
passage that he also ascribes to Arrāzī and which is virtually identical to the
one under consideration here:

Almuġnī I.11 النسـیان من النافعة للذهن، المحدّة والعقل، الدماغ في المزیدّة
L 25v 9‒10 | M 15r 12‒13 | P2 24r 4‒5

حفظه». وجاد نسـیانه وقلّ حافظًا كان كله، أ أدمن «إن : الرازي خواصّ من — الخفّاش

The most plausible inference to draw from these two peripheral and quite
likely related quotations is not, of course, that Arrāzī’s original Ḫawāṣṣ must
have included such an otherwise unattested passage in its entry for bats. It is
far more plausible to suppose rather that Ibn Albayṭār borrowed the passage,
together with its (mis)ascription, from the original Iktifāʔ or from some other
member of this family. In fact, Almadāɂinī also includes this passage and per-
haps the original unabridged version of his treatise transmitted an explicit as-
cription:

Ḫawāṣṣ II.6 (M 32017‒18)

حفظه». وجاد نسـیانه وقلّ حافظًا عاد خفّاشًا، كل أ «ومَن قال:

1 It certainly does not stem fromḪawāṣṣ as transmitted by any of themanuscripts consulted: the
three passages collected in Ḫawāṣṣ 4‒خ خفاّش (I 87r 13‒17) describe the bat as an antihypnotic
(from the Roman Physica), an antihypnotic and an aphrodisiac (from Athurusfus), and a lo-
cust repellent (fromQusṭus’ Filāḥah). On the other hand, nothing resembling an antiamnesic
effect is attributed to bats in the whole Alḥāwī, either in the pharmacognostical section XX
[290] خفاّش (H XX 377‒378* | B 30462‒8) or elsewhere. The Latin Sexaginta, in turn, does not
even contain a lemma *De vespertilione.
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Source

Regardless of the problematic attribution of the quote (which in this regard is
reminiscent of Nat‒1), the virtue of bat flesh against oblivion is actually well
documented in the zootherapeutic genre since at least the 9th c.:1

Ibn ʕalī,Ḥayawān خفاّش[53.27] (R 352)
A

كل فيأ نسـیانیه، ویقلّ يحفظ أن أراد مَن
ویقلّ الحفظ، یقُوّي فإنهّ — مطبوخًا الخفاّش

تعالى. الله بـإذن نسـیانه

ویذكرّ الحفظ ویُقوّي الذهن فی یزید تعالى] ... یُقوّي

.b النسیان ویطرد

C

فالیكل نسـیانه ویقل الحفظ يجود ان اراد من
مشویةّ. خفافيشا

Cc

لكلّ حفظه جاد مشويا خفاشا كل أ من
نسـیانه. ونقل شيء

Despite a quite different syntactic structure and some significant divergences in
their elements (Ḥayawān explicitly prescribes the bats to be cooked or roasted
while making no recommendation to eat them regularly), some level of genetic
affiliation between αḪawāṣṣ and Ibn ʕalī’s text is most evident in the shared
collocation نسـیانه» ویقلّ الحفظ يجود «أن (cf. حفظه» وجاد نسـیانه «وقلّ in Natāʔiǧ).
Essentially the same contents are transmitted in an abridged version also

in Ibn Buḫtīšūʕ with three minimal variations in the individual manuscripts
that illustrate quite well the protean nature of this kind of texts. On the one
hand, manuscript G of Ḥayawān aligns with the anonymous Naʕtl against
manuscript Q, whereas the passage copied by Almawṣilī shows elements
from both versions. All witnesses leave unmentioned whether the bat must
be boiled or roasted (and in this they coincide with αḪawāṣṣ) while they all
contain a one-verb apodosis (unlike both αḪawāṣṣ and Ibn ʕalī):2

1 Let it be recalled that the text of version C of Ḥayawān is given here exactly as edited by
Raggetti, with all its idiosyncratic features, both linguistic (eg the non-diptotic use of خفافيش
here) and clerical.

2 The Persian translation appears to have reinterpreted the apodosis by substituting “intelli-
gence” or “ingenuity” (as reflected in the choice of the adjective zīrak) for “memory”, unless
its Vorlage was closer to manuscript B of Ibn ʕalī, Ḥayawān A (which includes الذهن» في .(«يزید
On the other hand and with regard to Naʕtl, this virtue is not included amongst the several
medical benefits mentioned in Naʕtt II.51 الخفاّش نعت (T 91r 3‒10) and therefore it seems that it
should be considered “Ibn Buḫtīšūʕ material”.
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Ḥayawān VI.12 الخفاّش) (وهو الوطواط
G 1836‒7
≡ Naʕt s.l.الخفاّش منافع (L 59v 5‒6)

حِفْظُه. جاد ا، خفّاشًّ كل أ ومَن

Q 91v 8‒9

حفظه. زاد خفاّش، لحم كل أ وإن

Almawṣilī,Manāfiʕ VI.11 الخفاّش) (وهو الوطواط (E 110v 10‒11)

حفظه. جاد خفاّش، لحم كل أ ومن

Manāfeʕ-e ḥayavān II.74 منافعه و خواصّه و الخفاّش ذكر في القول (R 1576‒7)

د. د ک ز د، ور و د دا ه رکرا ی ما ا و
A closer parallel to our passage is however provided by Almarwazī, whose

text includes a two-verb apodosis and features the verb أدمن in the protasis:1

Ḥayawān III.52خفاّش (C 198r 13 | D 176v 21 | L 139r 2)

نسـیانه. وقلّ حفظه جاد الخفاّش، كل أ أدمن مَن

.cl حادّ ،d حاد جاد] | d الحشاڡ الخفّاش]

All in all, this Arrāzī-ascribed passage represents quite typically the kind of
complex interconnectedness that obtains between any two given texts within
the network of Ḥayawān and Ḥayawān-related treatises. Most—if not all—of
the elements of the quote can be found in several other texts, but only sepa-
rately, so that none of the witnesses offers an exactmatch forNatāʔiǧ‒αḪawāṣṣ.
By the principles of stemmatics and cladistics, these conjunctive and disjunc-
tive traits (synapomorphies and autapomorphies) are enough evidence to class
those texts into separate taxa.

1 The epigraph in manuscripts CL includes a Persian gloss شبرك» «وهو (that is شـبپرك šabparak
‘night-wing’, which still coexists in modern Persian with a younger form ,(شـبپره for which
see above شـبپرك in Manāfeʕ-e ḥayavān. It is to be found perhaps also in Almaǧūsī, Kāmil
II.ii.52a,7: رق)» الس (وهو الخشاف «بول (S II.1 19110, unpointed in the manuscript), where the gloss
refers probably to the animal rather than to the product. The word is of transparent etymology
(cf. Arabicاللیل ,(طير although the compound as such is not attested in Pahlavi; cf. Vullers, LPLE
403a (and an apomorphic reading or otherwise genuine alternative denomination in Vullers,
LPLE 402a s.v. بازه .(شب Curiously enough the copymade by the author’s anonymous pupil (that
is msD) lacks the Persian synonym and reads rather ,«الـخُشَاف» this fairly widespreadmetathet-
ical form being actually the dominant one there throughout the entry. Incidentally, Albīrūnī,
who also knows the Arabic methatetical form, does not mention any Persian name for this
animal in Ṣaydanah 46‒خ (S 1833‒5).
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Origin

It seems that no help can be gathered from the Hellenistic tradition. The report
on this virtue is assuredly not Dioscoridean (there is no lemma for bats in his
Materiamedica), nor does it come from Galen, who only mentions in a critical
vein Xenocrates’ praise of bat blood as a psilothric. Further non-medical uses
of bats are noted down in Cyranides II.28 (see below Nat II.v) but nowhere is
memory mentioned.

Remarks

Although inNatāʔiǧ (and quite plausibly already in αḪawāṣṣ) the bat is referred
to invariably as خفاّش ḫuffāš,1 this mammal was also widely known in Arabic as
,waṭwāṭوطواط which someheld to be its “literary name”.2 InAndalus both names
were known to physicians.3 The knowledge of its Persian name (šabparak / šab-
parah), on the other hand, was probably limited to the eastern region, while
some local synonyms are impressionistic and may reflect non-Arabic linguistic
influences.4
On a side note, a prohibition to kill bats (as well as frogs) is established in the

Islamic tradition, since bats were said to have been commissioned to takewater
from the sea with which to quench the fire in Jerusalem.5 This legal tradition

1 The name has its origin in the defect of vision designed as ḫafš by the Arabs and from which
this flying creature was said to suffer (cf. Ibn Manḍ̱ūr, Lisān VI 299a 6‒7 s.r. ;(خفش√ for the
pattern, compare it with خطّاف ḫuṭṭāf ‘swallow’. Incidentally, it is unclear whether the partial
confusion of ḫuffāš and ḫuṭṭāf in the written tradition goes back in all cases to amisidentifica-
tion of Syriacܐ ܢܘܢܝ (as suggested for the Arabic translation of Pseudo-Galen’s Ad Pis. IX.9
by Richter-Bernburg 1969: 15; cf. also Payne Smith, Thesaurus 2668 s.v. ܐ ܢܘܢܝ ). A quite
commonmetathetical variant ḫuššāf has been mentioned above.

2 Cf. Attawḥīdī, Imtāʕ 10 (A‒Z I 1609), but he also uses الخفاّش in Imtāʕ 10‒12 (A‒Z I 1778, 1911).
According to Albīrūnī, however, the waṭwāṭ is either a species of ḫuffāš or, as some claimed, a
black long-winged swallow living on the mountains, cf. Ṣaydanah خفاّش46–خ (S 1833–4).

3 For example Alhāšimī, when reproducing a dialogue with his master Attaymī, refers to bat
blood as الوطواط» «دم in Maǧālis I.i.18 (K 373) and Ibn Albayṭār enters the bat as خفاّش then
glosses it as الوطواط» «وهو in Ǧāmiʕ 79‒خ (B II 659). As for lexicography, both the Vocabulista in
Arabico and the Leiden Glossary recordوطواط as the name of the bat (cf. Corriente,DAA 567a
*{wṭwṭ}) but only the former includes a lemma for خفاّش (whereas Pedro of Alcalá omits
both names).

4 Names such as ‘night-mouse’ اللیل) (فارٔ and ‘air-mouse’ الجوّ) (فارٔ are recorded by Albīrūnī in
Ṣaydanah خفاّش46–خ (S 1835). A synonym ‘sparrowof Paradise’ الجنةّ) (عصفور is used to gloss ḫuffāš
by Almadāɂinī, who also affirms to have heard some people in the Maġrib call it ,«البقطریصة»
cf.Ḫawāṣṣ II.12 (M32510‒11). Apossible explanation for thiswestern synonymhasbeenproposed
above in Chapter 1.

5 Both Addastawānī and Ibn Salmah transmitted this story from the same isnād (namely from
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does not seem, however, to have had any actual effect on the inclusion of bats
in the inherited materia medica all over the Islamicate world.1

Qatādah fromZurārah b. Awfā from ʕabdullāh b. ʕumar) according to Alǧāḥiḍ̱,Ḥayawān
III 5378‒10 and again 5381‒4. I could not find any such report in ḥadīṯic sources but Addamīrī
also echoes a saying from Abulḥuwayriṯ according to which Muḥammad would have pro-
hibited killing bats, as well as an anonymous reference to bats during the destruction of the
Temple, cf. Ḥayawān [288] الـخُفَّاشُ (Ṣ II 2886‒9). The above mentioned confusion between bats
and swallows seems to show also here to some degree with parallel traditions featuring both
animals, cf. Addamīrī,Ḥayawān [286] افُ الـخُطَّ (Ṣ II 22412‒22511; and 2296‒7 for a quotation from
Albaṭalyawsī, who considered خطّاف one of the names of the .(خفاّش In the Islamic exegetical
tradition, furthermore, bats are identified as the flying creatures (طير) that Jesus would have
created from clay and animated according to Q 3:49 a sign echoed, for example, by Alqazwīnī
in ʕaǧāʔib II kāɂināt II.iii.6خفاّش (W 41129‒4122).

1 The therapeutic use of bats is indeed shared by many human communities all over the planet,
as shown by an ethnomedical survey in Riccucci 2012.
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4.2 Nat II.v—On sleep and wake

Ibn Alhayṯam, Sǝḡullōṯ II.v ובתעורה בשינה (L‒M 3027‒27) ‖ Pseudo-Abenezra, Nisyōnōṯ
II.v ובתעורה בשינה (L‒M 1646‒1682) ‖ Hārūniyyah II.ii.1 النخير) (وهو وللغطیط (G 3257‒10) ‖
Almadāɂinī, Ḫawāṣṣ II.6 (M 32011‒13, 32311‒13).
Nat‒1 human tooth or hoopoe wing bone | Nat‒2 dirt from a donkey’s ear | Nat‒3 iron
filings.

Cognates

The contents of this chapter are remarkably dissimilar in Iktifāʔ and Natāʔiǧ
both in quantity (Sǝḡullōṯ transmits a total of nine passages, three times asmany
as our text) and in quality, as there is no coincidence at all in the choice of pas-
sages. Despite this divergence, there is probably nothing in IbnAlhayṯam’s text
that suggests anything else than differential selection: the sources are the ones
regularly quoted throughout, and phraseology is essentially identical to that of
the remaining sections. The intriguing passage Sǝḡ‒8 is nevertheless verymuch
of a crux and requires further scrutiny.
The chapter opens in both Sǝḡullōṯ and Nisyōnōṯ with (Pseudo-)Aristotle

on the opposite properties of two different stones: Sǝḡ‒1 quotes him on the
apotropaic virtue of the bezoar stone בזהאר») («אבן when set in a ring,1 then

1 According to our text, “whoever wears a ring made of a bezoar stone weighting as much as
twenty grains of barley shall not see any frightening thing in his sleep”. The passage (which is
transmitted also by Nisyōnōṯa) does not match anything in Pseudo-Aristotle, Aḥǧārr [8] حجر
البازهر (R 10417‒10511) or Aḥǧārt [9] الباذهر حجر نعت (I 1186‒11914), nor in the two Latin translations
published hitherto. In all four texts only the stone’s alexipharmic agency is mentioned from
which it derives its name (ie Pahlavi pād-zahr, Arabicised alternatively as bāḏzahr or fāḏzahr
with their respective variations). However the text that I have labelled provisionally as Aḥǧārβ
[8] البازهر mentionsحجر a certain stone found in the bellies of cocks that, when hung on a mad-
man, canheal him;whenon a youth, it does not only augment his libido and sexual stamina but
also نوم» في للصبیان العارض الفزع ودفع الشـیطان، «وطرد (W 41r 12‒15). A different version of the same pas-
sage is transmitted anonymously by Alqazwīnī, whomentions epilepsy rather thanmadness,
commends its virtue as an aphrodisiac and as an apotropaic against evil eye when hung from
a grown person, and then adds: نومه» في یفزع لا الصبيّ: رأس تحت «ویترُك in ʕaǧāʔib II kāɂināt I.2,37 حجر
الدجاج (W 2185‒7). Nevertheless, despite this partial coincidence, it is quite likely that the stone
originally alluded to here may have actually been the garnet (bīǧāḏī) as found in Aḥǧārr [4]
البجاذي حجر = سوء» أحلام منامنه في ير لم منه، شعيرة عشرين بوزن تختمّ «من (R 10216‒17) and Aḥǧārt [5] حجر نعت
البجادي = خاصّیّته» وهذه — مفزعةً ردیئةً أحلامًا [...]» (I 1143‒4), the latter being closer both to our passage
and to the versions quoted by Alqazwīnī, ʕaǧāʔib II kāɂināt i.2,13 بیجاذق (W 2143) and anony-
mously by Alġāfiqī,Mufradahبرادى69‒ب (M 96r 15‒16 | Ṭ 1577‒8) and thence by Ibn Albayṭār,
Almuġnī I.15 الردیةّ للأحلام المانعة s.v.البجادي *حجر (L 31r 2‒3 «البنادى» | P1 15r 19‒20 ادى» «ال | P2 28v 8‒9
where—(«البناَذِيّ» one ought to read ‒ز‒ (ie (البزادي as shown by its Latin translation Simplicia
i‒4 iergoncius‒iacinctus‒bizedi (V 74rb 37‒41); cf. also البزادي» «حجر in the prologue of IbnWāfid,
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Sǝḡ‒2 describes the fearful consequences of wearing (without further specifica-
tion as to how or where) an onyx stone אלגזע») 1.(«אבן
There follows Sǝḡ‒3, which gives instructions for hanging the head of a bat

,«כפאש») glossed as («עטלף» from someone’s neck and is said to have been taken
form a certain Book of Animals ב״ח») 2.(«ספר No other authority is mentioned
down to Sǝḡ‒9, subsequent passages being introduced by iterative connectors
עוד...») ובו כן... גם Within.(«ובו this apparent series, according to Sǝḡ‒4 placing a
human tooth or a burnt human bone under a pillow prevents the sleeping per-
son from awaking for as long as it lies there.3 In a similar vein, in Sǝḡ‒5monkey
hair is placed under the head of sleeping persons with the result that they shall
not wake and that they shall see horrible and frightening things.4 Since a mere

Mufradah (A 238), the actual entry being preserved only in translation, cf. Liber Serapionis [389]
hager albuzedi‒lapis rubeus (A 2636‒7 | P 168rb 4‒8)≡Catalan LMP s.v. iergunça (F 16517‒18). For
the time being I dare not venture to suggest at which stage of the transmission this apomorphy
may have emerged and whether it was introduced by the compiler of αḪawāṣṣ or rather by the
translator of Iktifāʔ. As always, cf. Käs 2010: 299‒306 for a thorough concordance and a detailed
survey of the bezoar in Arabo-Islamicate pharmacognostics; as for garnet‒bīǧāḏī, cf. Käs 2010:
309‒313.

1 The bearers of such a stone shall feel anguished and see terrible things in their sleep, which
certainly echoesAḥǧārr [6] الجزع حجر = ردئةً» أحلامًا ويرى همومُه كثرت به، تختمّ «ومَن (R 1039‒10)—see below
the commentary toNat III.vi.2 for an extensive collation an analysis of this pseudo-Aristotelian
passage. The Arabo-Hebrew name of the stone is explained in Nisya as “the stone that clouds
drop down at the time of lightning”, at which point Hebrew «ברק» is glossed as «ראיו» in the
Sefaradi tongue (ie Castilian rayo), «סייטה» in Roman רומי») ,«בלשון which would appear to be
Italian saetta), and also plain Hebrew «חץ» ‘arrow’. The reader shall find the concordance and
analysis of the onyx stone in Käs 2010: 380‒383.

2 The two Hebrew texts differ slightly in their apodoses: while Sǝḡ affirms with Nisya that do-
ing so prevents from sleeping, Nisyn rather interprets that it heals from lethargy השינה») ,«חולי
glossed as ,«אליטארגיאה» ie letargia, in vernacular). This virtue is well documented, indeed, in
the zootherapeutic tradition, cf. Ibn ʕalī,Ḥayawān [53.1] (R 344); also Ibn Buḫtīšūʕ,Ḥayawān
VI.12 الخفاّش) (وهو الوطواط (G 1796‒8), which is quoted below in the typological remarks to this
section. Outside the Ḥayawān genre, a matching quasi-duplicate passage is transmitted also
in Arrāzī, Ḫawāṣṣ 4‒خ خفاّش on the antihypnotic virtue of hanging a bat head, separately from
both the Roman Physica and Aṭhūrusfus (Ṭ 110r 13‒15).

3 It is here that Nisy introduces the authority of the Book of animals, while Sǝḡ rather reinstates
it כן») גם .(«ובו For the possible origin and transmission of this passage, see below Nat‒1.

4 The edited text «קדר» ought to be emended as «קרד» (ie ,(قرد for which Sǝḡ gives a Hebrew
synonym that should also be read as «קוף» rather than as .«קוץ» The passage comes quite close
to Ibn ʕalī,Ḥayawān [35.2] in its fuller versionC: تحت» فاجعل يهوله، ممّا منامه في الرجل يسـتوحش أن أردت إذا
یوُحشه ما منامه في يرى فإنهّ القرد، شعر «رأسه (R 274). It is not included in IbnBuḫtīšūʕ,Ḥayawān IV.11 (G
3116‒3126), however, nor in the texts associated to it, but it reappears in Alqalānisī, Aqrabāḏīn
XLIX s.v. (B 3071‒2), which is almost identical to Ibn ʕalī, Ḥayawānb. Some mistransmission
seems to have obtained in its way to Sexaginta XXII De simia, where the exact same effect is
attributed to amonkey’s heart: «Et si cor simie supponatur [supperponaturA] capiti dormientis,
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mention is made in Sǝḡ‒6 of a burial shroud needle or pin בהם») שתופרין מחט

,(«המתים one must presume that the connector «וכן» implies that the same ef-
fect last mentioned should be attributed to it.1 Then Sǝḡ‒7 shows how the left
eye of a hedgehog can be fried in oil then instilled into the ear with a tube to
induce sleep at once.2
Onaccount of its contents Sǝḡ‒8,which is actually introduced by “Many have

said”, does not share the same source since it deals with a certain herb of which
Sǝḡullōṯ only preserves the determinative «עשב» (followed by a blank) and the
gloss במדריאוש» ,«עשב which should probably be read as כמדריאוש (ie كمادریوس <
χαμαίδρυς), the Graeco-Arabic name of wall germander (Teucrium chamaedrys
L.).3 That plant is affirmed here to chase away spirits וזולתם») והשידים רוחות («יגרש
when placed in the sleeping room. Now, this passage (which is not included in
Nisyōnōṯ) adds a newpiece to the puzzle of the identification of χαμαίδρυς in the
Islamicate west and even if the puzzle cannot be solved here, a few clues can be
given for further research.

uidebit in sompniis res metum inferentes siluestres» (A 68rb 24‒26 | V 107ra 45‒46).
1 I have been unable to find any match for this passage (which is not included in Nisy) in the
Islamicate corpus. The same item, referred to by a very similar phrase תכריכין») בו שתפרו מחט

מת ,(«של features twice in a late and heterogeneous collection of Sefaradi origin contained in
ms 340 of the First Firkovich Collection (cf. some samples in Blasco and Magdalena 2007
and Blasco 2009). There such a needle is recommended first at fol. 3v 17‒19 to stop a woman
from illicit intercourse תזנה») שלא ,(«לאשה then at fol. 15v 6‒9 to induce laughter. On typological
grounds, on the other hand, Sǝḡ‒6 can be compared to a passage recorded by Zuhr in which
sprinkling soil from the tomb of some man or woman over the face of a sleeping person causes
one not to wake “as long as it remains under his head”, whichmakes little sense andmay be the
result of a conflation, cf. Ḫawāṣṣ 1‒ا إنسان (P 6v 5‒6), which should probably be emended after
“as long as it remains over him” in an explicit quote in Ibn Albayṭār,Almuġnī I.12 (M 17r 16‒17).

2 Amuch longer passage is transmitted byHārūniyyah I.xi.2 amongst the virtues of the common
hedgehog: the right eye can be fried with sesame oil (šīraǧ) and put into a copper vessel from
which it may be taken to be used as a collyrium so that the user shall be able to see in the dark-
est night as if it were by daylight; the left one, in turn, when fried and put into a bottle or flask
(qārūrah) and its substance is instilled into the ear through a probe, makes the patient sleep
instantly (G 21518‒20). The recipes for both eyes are given separately (first the left eye, then the
right one) by Ibn ʕālī,ḤayawānAC [38.10|13] (R 284), and in versionC a bottle (qārūrah) is like-
wise mentioned, yet the preparation there requires rather olive oil (zayt). They are combined
into a double passage (featuring sesame oil but no bottle) by Ibn Buḫtīšūʕ, Ḥayawān IV.12
(G 3141‒4) and also by Zuhr, Ḫawāṣṣ 2‒ق قنفذ (P 79r 4‒8), the text of the latter being virtually
identical in all details to the one found in the Hārūniyyah.

3 This phytonym actually entered Arabic in two different forms: asكمادریوس (with a less frequent
but etymologically more correct variant ,كمادروس cf. also Syriac ܟܐܡܗܕܪܘܣ and ܟܡܕܪܐܘܣ in
Payne Smith, Thesaurus 1661 and 1752, respectively) and also as خمادریوس (which reflects more
closely Greek χ‒).
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First, Sǝḡ‒8 is a hapax in attributing such a property to the χαμαίδρυς in the
Graeco-Hellenistic (then Syro-Arabic)medical tradition,1 but Ibn Samaǧūnhas
preserved an invaluable fragment in which Ibn Alhayṯam himself notes down
that كمادریوس corresponds to خمادریوس in Greek, without any alternative identifi-
cation nor any local synonym being mentioned.2 Then, Ibn Ǧulǧul in Tafsīr
3:92, after giving a correct interpretation of خمادریوس as الأرض» «بلوّط (Greek δρῦς
was indeed usually understood to mean specifically ‘oak’) and a “Latin” syn-
onym «البلطّاله» (a typical hybrid Arabo-Romance diminutive), reports that the
people of Saraqusṭah called this plant 3.«برتونـقا» Essentially the same informa-
tion is found also in the entry onكمادریوس in Ibn Ǧulǧul’s Tiryāq, where a com-
mon name السرقسطیّة» «البرتونقه is added at the end.4 This identification ofكمادریوس
with the plant known locally as برتونقة / بنترقة is adhered to almost universally in
the Andalusī pharmacognostic tradition.5
Now, on the lexical level, the Romance form recorded by Andalusī physicians

has been understood to be the result of the mixing and intercontamination of
the words brettanica (= βρεττανική) and betonica (> bātūniqah > baltūniqah),6

1 Nothing even remotely similar to this is mentioned by Dioscorides, Mat. med. 3:98 χαμαί-
ρωψ‒χαμαίδρυς‒λινόδρυς (W II 1107‒1119)≡Ḥaš خامدريس3:95 (P 72v 17 ‒ 73r 1 | T 28427‒28512), nor
have I been able to find any other reference to this use of the plant in the corpus under survey.

2 Cf. Ibn Samaǧūn, Ǧāmiʕ 33‒ك كمادریوس (S II 1128‒11). The quote does not stem from Iktifāʔ but
plausibly from the same pharmacognostic treatise mentioned above in Chapter 1.

3 Cf. Ibn Ǧulǧul, Tafsīr 3:92 (G 568‒571 | D 1012‒3). This gloss was not copied on the margin of
Ḥašāʔiš P 72v, but there the marginal note for the preceding lemma on τεύκριον includes a
synonym ثغریةّ» «بنترقة that is missing from the text of both editions of Tafsīr and which locates
the phytonym in the same region.

4 Cf. Ibn Ǧulǧul, Tiryāq 332‒9, where the plant is described specifically as «حشيشة» (cf. Sǝḡ
(«עשב» rather than as صغيرة» «شجرة (≡ «θαμνίσκος») as in Dioscorides. Two different quota-
tions from Ibn Ǧulǧul are collected by Ibn Samaǧūn in Ǧāmiʕ II 11212‒21, the first of which
overlaps for the most part (but not entirely) with Tiryāq, whereas the second one seems to re-
produce some no longer extant text and actually criticises Andalusī physicians for having held
the opinion that كمادریوس was بنترقة ! It is quite possible that the limitations (and the accidents)
of the written transmission have introduced an apparent incoherence where originally maybe
there was none: the Arabic bookish descendant of Greek βρεττανική and the Romandalusī re-
flection(s) of Latin uettonica / betonicamay have been easier to distinguish in speech than they
proved to be in writing.

5 Cf. particularly Ibn Ǧanāḥ, Talḫīṣ [451], where the pertinent readings are very poorly trans-
mitted by the unicum. The same identification of كمادریوس with «بنترنقه» in the Saraqusṭī di-
alect is supported by Ibn Wāfid, Mufradah [176] كمادریوس (A 2354), which is mirrored in
its translations, both Catalan LMP s.v. camedarios‒vetrònica (F 9838) and Hebrew Mup̄radāt
s.v. ברטוניקה‒כמאדריוס (P 35r 19). Also Ibn Ṣāliḥ remarks that بنترقة refers sometimes toكمادریوس (D
1204). Further details on the diverse forms of this local phytonym قهَ) بنُْترُْ / نقَْه بنُْترُُ / (برُْتنُْقَه are pro-
vided in ʕumdah [980‒982] (B‒C‒T 8913‒9014), where the same identification with كماذریوس is
supported only to censor it as a mistake in ʕumdah [2586] (B‒C‒T 29722‒25).
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and this contamination may have had a wider and earlier distribution judging
from the form «برتونقة» with with Māsarǧawayh apparently explained Arabic
كمادریوس in the east.1
On the other hand, the origin of Sǝḡ‒8 must be somehow genetically related

to the tradition recordedby Pseudo-Musa inhismonographon theplant called
in Latin vettonica (the betony, traditionally identified as Betonica officinalis L.,
syn. Stachys officinalis) and even more closely to the version thereof echoed in
the interpolatedDioscorides in an additionprecisely toMateriamedica4:2 βρετ-
τανική, which in that version is actually entered as βεττονική and assigned a Ro-
man synonym βεττόνικα:2

De herba vettonica 181‒184 (H‒S 11)

Haec herba uettonica nascitur in
pratis et in montibus, locis mun-
dis et opacis circa frutices; animas
hominumet corpora custodit, noc-
turnas ambulationes et loca sancta
et busta, etiam uisus timendos et
omnes res sanctas.

MM 4:2 βρεττανική (W III 170, n. 2)

βεττονικὴ γιννᾶται εἰς χορτοκόπια
καὶ ὀρεινοὺς τόπους ⟨καὶ⟩ καθαροὺς
καὶ ἡμέρους περὶ τὰ γεννήματα· καὶ
ψύχας ἀνθρώπων καὶ σώματα φυλ-
λάττει, νυκτερινάς τε ὁδοιπορίας καὶ
τόπους ἐπιβλαβεῖς καὶ ὕπνους χαλε-
ποὺς ἀντενεργεῖ καὶ εἰς πᾶσαν ἴασίν
ἐστιν εὐλογημένη.

It seems, therefore, that at least in Andalus phonetical resemblance, contam-
ination, anddefective bookish transmission conspired to bring about a complex
homonymy by which Dioscorides’ χαμαίδρυς, κέστρον, and βρεττανική came to
share an Arabic appellation (namely (بنترقة and became partially or totally con-
flated in the mind of some authors.3 The question remains open, anyway, as to

6 Cf. Corriente 2001: 123‒124 s.v. *bontórqa/o and especially the rich documentation brought
together in Bos, Käs, Lübke, and Mensching 2020: 619‒621 when commenting upon Ibn
Ǧanāḥ, Talḫīṣ [451].

1 Cf. Ibn Samaǧūn Ǧāmiʕ II 11221‒1132, where the manuscript reads ىوىڡه» .«ال
2 This new synonymy would suggest that the contamination (or perhaps rather attraction) may
have already obtained in Roman times. For the passage itself, cf. also Pliny, NH XXV.8.[46] on
the plant called uettonica in Gallia, serratula in Italia, cestros and psychrotrophon in Greek,
which: «tantumque gloriae habet, ut domus, in qua sata sit, tuta existimetur a piaculis om-
nibus» (J‒M IV 14412‒13). A botanical description and several medical uses are recorded by
Dioscorides for κέστρον, also known indeed as ψυχρότροφον and which he states that Romans
called βεττονική (ie uettonica), in Mat. med. 4:1 (W II 1677‒16911) ≡ Ḥaš 4:1 قسطرن (P 80v 10 ‒
81r 13 | T 3098‒31020). This plant is glossed by Ibn Ǧulǧul in Tafsīr 34:1 as both «البلتورقة» and
«البطباط» (G 673, who edits «البلتونقه» | D 1203 has ,(«البنتورقة» while for 4:2 براطنیقى he gives a diminu-
tive حلوة» «برتونواله (G 674 | D 1207).
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(1) which may have been the intermediary source for the passage, given that
there seems not to be any additional Arabic witness to it; and (2) whether the
identification of vettonica (the plant originally attributed with the apotropaic
property) as كمادریوس (the form in which it is referred to in Iktifāʔ) is to be as-
cribed to Ibn Alhayṯam, to his source the compiler of αḪawāṣṣ, or rather to an
even earlier author.
Back to Sǝḡullōṯ, the chapter closes with Arrāzī in Sǝḡ‒9 on the opposite

virtues of the eyes of a goose :(«אווז») the one that remains open and the one
that is closed after being slaughtered.1
As for the Harūniyyah, the brief epigraph in which three different sleep-

related remedies are brought together is quite exceptional. It is not only
dislocated (as most ḫawāṣṣic materials in that text) but also placed in Part II of
the book. Only the mention of iron filings parallels the text of Nat‒3, but the
“stone of yellow alum” that must be periapted to the same effect (namely to
prevent snoring) might be one of the idiosyncratic apomorphies of αḪawāṣṣ.
In this particular case it is not a reflection of Galen’s χλωρὸς ἴασπις يشب) >
(شب but rather a misreading of شبثّ ‘dill’ in a quote from the Greek physician
in Arrāzī’s Ḫawāṣṣ.2 Then the diamond signet that causes its wearer to have

3 On this confusion, cf. particularly the informative remark of Ibn Ṣāliḥ on 3:92 كمادریوس (D
1014‒1024), where he explains that the name بنترقة (or is it rather (?كمادریوس refers to three dif-
ferent drugs. He mentions first τεύκριον, then a similar aromatic plant that is also known also
as صندليّ كمادریوس and for which a synonym بنتوجه but no Greek equivalent is provided, and finally
the remedy called بنتنقة in Romance and μυογάλη inGreek. Cf. also the notes on the rightmargin
of Ḥašāʔiš P 80v toMat. med. 4:1 :قسطرن a minimal one (marked with a (حـ in which a synonym
«برتونقه» is added, then a longer one in which Galen’s entry on قسطرن is followed by an expla-
nation according to which “it is known amongst us as المرّة» ,«البوطونقة which is قهَ» ,«البُنْترَْ that is
«العرار» according to some transmitters. As for «البنتریڡة» and ,«البنتونكه» they are all—«الكمادریوس»
these being quasi-homophones اللفظ») في متقاربة («أسماء that refer to different plants as we have
explained”.

1 By an evident analogy the open eye, when worn on, causes to be awake, whereas the closed
one brings sleep. Only by plunging the eyes into water can one ascertain which one is which
(the hypnotic one is the one that sinks). The passage does quote Arrāzī’s Ḫawāṣṣ, although
the animal originally involved is not the goose (there is no entry for إوزّ / وزّ there) but rather the
owl in Ḫawāṣṣ3‒ب بومة = خاتمين،» تحت تجُعلان مغمضة: والأخرى مفتوحةً عینيها إحدى بقيت البومة، ذُبحت «إن قال:
أسهرت» المفتوحة، لبُست وإن أنامت؛ المغمضة، تحته الّذي لبُس «فإنّ (Ṭ 105r 5‒7). In fact, the ghost word «בזמנו»
that immediately follows «האווז» in Sǝḡwould be quite hard to explain if not as a reflection of a
variant reading and—*«בומה» this is not the only time that the alternative reading in Sǝḡproves
to be the better one (as previously on the Judaic stone / snakestone). The cognate passage in
Sexaginta XLII De nocticula (A 70rb 39‒42 | V 108vb 4‒6) can be safely ruled out as a source
since there, unlike in Ḫawāṣṣ, the sinking test is not included.

2 Cf. Arrāzī,Ḫawāṣṣ2‒ش شبثّ (I 86v 6‒8). This quote (allegedly from Galen’s Euporista) makes
the benefit of this operation extensive to sleep anxiety or fright, which explains why Ibn Al-
hayṯam selected it rather for the corresponding chapter in Section I, cf. Sǝḡ I.ii.2 (L‒M 3012‒3),
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beautiful and clairvoyant dreams is a perfect typological parallel to Sǝḡ‒1.
It is possible that someof the apotropaic remedies transmitted in discontinu-

ous sequences by Almadāɂinī might actually stem from two different chapters
in the parent compilation, namely I.ii on fright and II.v on sleep and wake. In
any case and despite its meagreness, the testimony of his Ḫawāṣṣ can be con-
sidered instrumental given that it may confirm the identification of the stone in
Sǝḡ‒1 as the cockerel stone (cf.Ḫawāṣṣ 32011‒13), it may actually disprove “alum”
as an apomorphy of the parent compilation, for it seems to read rather the his-
torically correct “dill” ,شبثّ) cf.Ḫawāṣṣ 32312‒13),1 and it could add two additional
passages on analogous effects of a wolf ’s eye and also of wolf teeth (cf. Ḫawāṣṣ
32310‒11)—if and only if, of course, these passages are to be considered as reflec-
tions of αḪawāṣṣ and not as borrowings from some parallel tradition.
Finally, the testimony of Ibn Albayṭār’s Almuġnī is highly inconclusive.

There is some reason to suspect that at least some of the passages collected in
Almuġnī I.12‒16 may be genetically related to the textual family of αḪawāṣṣ but
evidence in this regard is much weaker than in other sections.

Remarks on typology

The compiler of Nat III appears no to have had much interest in this subject,
since he selects just two hypnotics and one anti-snoring device from the wider
array of passages available in his source. As seen above, in αḪawāṣṣ in addition
to things that can induce sleep and those thatmake sleepless a number of other
related matters were dealt with too, such as removing fear and nightmares, as
well as causing them. This thematic spectrum matches fairly well the diversity
of remedies available in the Helleno-Islamicate corpus, which is conveniently
systematised by Ibn Albayṭār in a series of specific epigraphs in Almuġnī :

I.12 والسـبات النوم جالبة في M 16r 1 ‒ 17r 23
I.13 للسهر الجالبة M 17r 23 ‒ 17v 21
I.14 الردیـّة للأحلام الجالبة M 17v 21 ‒ 18r 9
I.15 الردیـّة للأحلام المانعة M 18r 9‒17
I.16 النوم في الفزع في M 18r 17 ‒ 18v 17

where the reading may«אלום» represent a genuine synapomorphy, although this fairly frequent
misreading might well be spontaneous and independent, see below a possible piece of evi-
dence in this regard in Almadāɂinī. In any case, unlike in the case of Sǝḡ, the qualification
“yellow” in Hār confirms the authorial interpretation as the mineral (either jasper or alum).

1 On the complex transmission of the original passage, see below at the end of this introduction.
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There is, moreover, a non-negligible intersection with strictly medical litera-
ture, as sleep andwake are included amongst the sex res nonnaturales in canon-
ical Helleno-Islamicate dietetics.1 Hereunder follows a brief anthology of pas-
sages from both the Hellenistic and the Islamicate corpora intended to provide
some context for the quotations contained in this chapter.

Sleep

All the somniferous and antihypnotic elements described in Natāʔiǧ as well
as in Iktifāʔ are of animal origin, revealing a particular indebtedness to the
Ḥayawān genre.2 In this regard ḫawāṣṣic lore stands overall in strong contrast
with themedical tradition, inwhich substances of plant origin are predominant
as sleep aids.3 InḪawāṣṣ, in turn, a remarkable diversity of mammals and flying
creatures (birds and bats) is represented.4

1 A rich collection of quotes on this particular subject is gathered by Arrāzī for Alḥāwī XXIII.4
ومنفعتهما واسـتجلابهما ومضارّهما ومنافعهما والیقظة النوم في (H XXIII.1 1193‒1715), where the diversity of means to
induce sleep reflects a genuine medical interest.

2 The sole exception being the needle mentioned in Sǝḡ‒5, which is nevertheless an item that
can be somehow categorised as “human” (since it is used to sew shrouds and its material is not
specified) andas such it is found in the entryإنسان inZuhr’sḪawāṣṣ. It isworthnoting that there
was a conspicuous mineral candidate to be borrowed but appears to have been disregarded by
the anonymous compiler: Pseudo-Aristotle’s ‘hypnotic stone’ للنوم) الجالب ,(الحجر cf.Aḥǧārt [32]
(I 13914‒1406)≡ Aḥǧārp [33] (R 11416‒1152), which cannot be dissociated from the immediately
following entry on the ‘antihypnotic stone’ النوم) ینفي الّذي .(الحجر

3 Suffice it tomention here thewidely attested use of poppy (Papaver somniferum L., particularly
in the form of opium), coriander (see the corresponding entry in the trophognostic chapter in
Nat IV Regimen), mandrake, or lettuce, for example. All four feature in the recipes for opiates
transmitted inour text in theDamascusSupplements. Another typical itemof thenarcotic stock
is themetel nut (ǧawzmāṯal, probably of Indian origin), which enters as the first ingredient one
of those recipes and was actually known as the ‘narcotic nut’, cf. Ibn Ǧanāḥ, Talḫīṣ [199] and
the commentary thereon by its editors. A convenient catalogue of such sleep-inducing items
of plant origin is provided by Ibn Albayṭār in Almuġnī I.12 (M 16r 1 ‒ 17r 4).

4 Other kinds of animals are also attested since Antiquity. Binding the left eye of a crab to a
patient’s head features amongst the remedies commended ad somnum in the Additamenta to
Pseudo-Theodorus II.2 (R 30718), whereas an amulet made of stag leather and containing
a combination of a crab’s eye and nightingale flesh was affirmed by Kīmās (ك) to make one
sleepless according to Zuhr, Ḫawāṣṣ 4‒ب بلبل (P 15r 8‒10)—but the same quote is ascribed
to Aṭhūrusfus in Arrāzī, Ḫawāṣṣ 9‒ب بلبل (I 80r 10‒11), and it is registered by Pliny in NH
XXXII.10.[38] (J‒M V 8812‒14) and also by Aelian,NA I.43 (H 2414‒15 | S I 643‒4). Still another mol-
lusc is referred to in the same locus in the additions to Pseudo-Theodorus,where instructions
are provided to prepare a lampmade of anAfrican shell to the same effect: «CocleamAfricanam
inanem (id est testam eius vacuam) quaeres et mittes in ea oleum et lychnum, et sic lucernam in-
cendes, et nescienti aegroto sub lectum pones. Quamdiu arserit, ille dormiet» (R 3089‒13). Further
illustrations of an antihypnotic use of animal parts can be found collected by Ibn Albayṭār in
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The sympathies at work are in many cases obscure and they certainly imply
a syncretic background no longer retrievable from the extant corpus.1
Why is it, for instance, that the cuckoo’s whole body but only the egret’s beak

were amuletised?2 What explanation can be found for the persistent resort to
the use of bird eyes in order to prevent someone (occasionally oneself) from
sleeping? What stories circulated about the nightingale, beyond its universally
acknowledged melodiousness, that made its eyes especially requested, as
echoed, twice, in the Cyranides?

Kyranides I.5 Ε 21‒23 (K 97)

Τῆς δὲ ἀηδόνος οἱ ὀφθαλμοὶ καὶ ἡ
καρδία περιαπτόμενοι ἐν κραβάτῳ
ἀΰπνους ποιοῦσι τοὺς ἀνακειμένους.
ἐὰν δέ τις λειώσας δώῃ τινὶ πιεῖν λά-
θρα, ἄυπνος ἀποθανεῖται· λύσιν δὲ
οὐκ ἔχει.

Kyranides III.4 Περὶ ἀηδόνος 7‒9 (K 195)

ἐὰν δὲ τοὺς ὀφθαλμοὺς ζώσης ἀφελῇ
τις καὶ περιάψῃ, ὁ φορῶν οὐδ’ ὅλως
κοιμηθήσεται οὐδὲ ὕπνου εὔνοιαν
ἕξει, ἕως οὗ φορεῖ αὐτούς.

Cyranides I.v (D 4014‒411)

Philomenae autem oculi et cor in
lectulo circumaptata insomnes te-
nent iacentes. Ut quis moriatur
somno: si quis enim ea solverit et
latenter inpotu alicui dederit, nun-
quamdormiet sed itamorietur; so-
lutionem vero non habet.
Cyranides III.4 De luscinia (D 14916‒18)

Si quis oculos ei abstulerit eamque
vivam dimiserit eosque portaverit,
nullo modo dormiet neque dormi-
tabit usquequo portaverit eos.

If the bone from a hoopoe’s wing was reported to possess a somniferous
power (see Nat‒1), how come its eye was credited with the opposite effect
when used very much in the same way?3

Almuġnī I.13 (M 17v 2‒12|20‒221), including periaptsmade of or containing deer skin, wolf hair,
the eyes of hoopoes crabs (twice) and bats, a bat’s head, a bustard’s heart, and a raven’s gall.

1 An explicit connection to the Magi is made explicit in the aforementioned passage in NH
XXXII.10 and also in the report on the use of goat gall, either as a collyrium or placed under
the pillow, in Pliny, NH XXVIII.19.[79] (J‒M IV 3653‒5). On the other hand, an explicit anal-
ogy can be exceptionally pinpointed in the case of the seal (vitulus) in the same author. In a
paragraph introduced by its description as «nullum animal graviore somno premitur», a sleep-
inducing property is then attributed to its flippers: «praeterea dextrae pinnae vim soporiferam
inesse somnosque adlicere subditam capiti», cf. Pliny, NH IX.13.[42] (I‒M II 17117‒18).

2 A hypnotic property of these two birds («somnos adlicit») is reported by Pliny in NH
XXX.15.[48]: «avis cuculus leporina pelle adalligatus, ardiolae rostrum in pelle asinina fronti adal-
ligatum» (M IV 4717‒8).

3 This is apparently themajority reading in the Islamicate tradition, whereas Ibn ʕalī,Ḥayawāna
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Ibn ʕalī, Ḥayawān C [49.2] الهدهد (R 320)

عنه. ینزعا حتى ینام لا فانه طفل سرير على او انسان على علقتا اذا الهدهد عینان
Ibn Buḫtīšūʕ, Ḥayawān VI.9 هدهد (G 1684‒6 | Q 87v 11‒13)
≡ Almawṣilī,Manāfiʕ VI.9 هدهد (E 105r 7‒8)

سرير، على الخرقة ورُبطت كتاّن خرقة في وشُدّت اليمنى العين أُخذت إذا — الهدهد عین
النوم. ءْتِه يَاْ لم السرير ذلك على اسـتلقى فمن

.e ٮاتیه ،q یاتیهِ یَاءْْتهِ] | q – ذلك] | eq – الخرقة] | eq – كتاّن] | q عینه اخدت وان العین] ... اذٕا

ʕaǧāʔib II kāɂināt II.iii.6,54 هدهد
W 42611‒12

أن أردت مَن رأس تحت تجُعل — عینه
تحت دام ما ینام لا فإنهّ السهر، علیه یغلب

رأسه.

ʕaǧāyeb s.v. هدهد
A 230v 5‒6 | B 249r 1‒2

د، ی ن با ز درا د م ا د و ناس ب
د. با او آنز دام ما د

.a بود باشد] | a بنهند نهند] | a هدهد هدهدرا]

All these questions apply, of course, to much of the ḫawāṣṣic material that
has been transmitted for centuries across cultural borders and, as seen above
in Chapter 2, any attempt at finding an answer to them will necessitate a much
more thorough analysis of the plurality of traditions reflected in the corpus.
The analogical connection between sleep (actually the lack thereof) and bats

andowls, on the contrary, canbe easily guessed at and it is nowonder that differ-
ent organs of these two characteristically nocturnal creatures entered the most
varied strategies to keep people from falling asleep. This use of bats is particu-
larly well documented since Roman times in more or less standard reports that
must be ultimately related to the amulet described in Sǝḡ‒3:1

Pliny, NH XXX.15.[48] (J‒M IV 4719‒10)

e diverso somnum arcet vespertilionibus caput aridum adalligatum.

affirms it to avail against insomnia. Let it be noted, on the other hand, that the Persian transla-
tion ascribes this passage to Balīnās.

1 With regard to Kyranides, there is a quasi-duplicate of the first segment (ie on the head of the
batworn in a bracelet) that I cannot check against theGreek text butwhich in the Latin transla-
tion inCyranides I.xvii reads: «Similiter autemet caput nicteridis si abscideris viventis et ligaveris
in pelle nigra et apposueris laevo brachio alicuius, nunquam dormiet donec auferatur ab eo» (D
777‒9). For Greek σκυτίς as the denomination of a leather container for amulets, cf. Panayiotou
1990: 332.
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Kyranides II.28 Περὶ νυκτερίδος
K 1605‒8

ἐὰν δὲ τὴν κεφαλὴν αὐτὴς ἐνθήσῃ εἰς
σκυτίδα μέλαιναν καὶ περιάψῃ ἀρι-
στερῷ βραχίονι, οὐ νυστάξῃ οὐδὲ κοι-
μᾶται ἔως οὗ φορεῖ αὐτό.
Ἀλλὰ καὶ ἡ καρδία αὐτοῦ φορουμένη
μεγίστην ἀγρυπνίαν ποιεῖ.

Cyranides II.22 De vespertilione
D 1216‒9

Si quis autem caput eius cum
panno nigro ad brachium dex-
trum ligaverit, non dormitabit ne-
que dormiet usquequo portaverit
ipsum; et cor eius gestatum ma-
gnam vigilantiam praestat.

A different version of this passage (one in which the bat head must be tied
to the pillow) entered the Islamicate tradition from the Roman Physica through
Arrāzī’s quotation therefrom:1

Ḫawāṣṣ خفاّش4‒خ (I 87r 13‒14 | Q 2815‒16 | Ṭ 110r 13‒14)

سهر». النوم، يكُثر مَن مرفقةِ في الخفاّش رأس شُدّ «إن الرومیّة: الطبیعیّات في قال

.ṭ مرفق مرفقة] | ṭ على في] | i الرومي الرومیّة] | q قال الرومیة الطبیعیات فى الرومیّة] ... قال

Owls feature likewise in several passages of a certain complexity as far as the
exact instructions for their use are concerned. To the reference to Arrāzī ad-
duced above regarding Sǝḡ‒9 one can still add the following one as an illustra-
tion of the textual fluidity of the tradition:2

Zuhr, Ḫawāṣṣ5‒ب بومة (C 915‒17 | Ṭ 28711‒12)

إذا فالمفتوحة، مغمضةً. والأخرى مفتوحةً عینيه إحدى بقيت طُبخ، إذا والبوم، البومة إنّ
فصّ تحت جُعلت إذا والمغمضة، علیه؛ دام ما سهر لبسه، فمَن خاتم: فصّ تحت جُعلت

نام. لبسه، فمن خاتم:

.ṭ خٓر وا خٔرى] وا | c عینها عینیه] | ذبح >† طُبخ] | c – والبوم] البومة انّٕ

1 In view of Kyranides II.28 it is not impossible that the solitary reading «مرفق» ‘elbow’ (cf. Greek
βραχίων ‘arm’) transmitted by manuscript Ṭ be the original one, but references to a pillow in
this context are actually far from rare in the corpus. An apparently independent witness to this
φυσικόν found in ʕaǧāʔib, where Alqazwīnī has “If it [ie the bat’s head] is left under someone’s
head, he shall not sleep at all”, may actually be an idiosyncratic rewording ofḪawāṣṣ given that
the Persian translation بالش» زير «در reflects a text that must have read “pillow”, cf. ʕaǧāʔib II
kāɂināt II.iii.6,16خفاّش (W 4126‒7)≡ ʕaǧāyeb s.v.خفاّش (A 221v 15‒17 | B 239v 9‒11).

2 For ʕaǧāʔib, cf. the Persian translation in ʕaǧāyeb s.v. بومة (A 219v 6‒8 | B 236v 19 ‒ 237r 5).
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Alqazwīnī, ʕaǧāʔib II kāɂināt II.iii.6,8 بوم (W 40817‒21)

في یلُقيهما ذلك، یعرف أن أراد مَن مسهّرة: والأخرى منوّمة عینيه إحدى. أنّ أیضًا وذكروا
یغلبه لا به، تختمّ مَن خاتم: تحت تجُعل فالمسهّرة مسهّرة. والطافية منوّمة فالراسـبة الماء،
دامت ما ینتبه لا فإنهّ النوم، علیه یغلب أن أراد مَن وسادة تحت تجُعل والمنوّمة النوم؛

وسادته. تحت

Ways of use

As for themethods involved, themost frequentway of use of the active elements
is certainly as a periapt (usually a necklet, but bracelets are also attested)1 to
be worn by the patient. Even more logical (for there is, after all, a rationale be-
hind all this practices) is the alternative requirement to place the element in
the sleeping room,2 to tie it to the bed, or to put it directly under the pillow3 or
the sleeping person’s head.4 Even instructions to stuff the patient’s pillow are
attested in a medicalised context:

Arrāzī, Alḥāwī XXIII.4 والیقظة النوم في (H XXIII.1 1453)

أنامت. الرأس، تحت ووُضعت الأرنب بِوَبر مخدّة حُشيت وإن

The action can (and sometimes even must) be carried out unbeknownst to
the patient,5 and in most cases the effect is confidently affirmed to last as long
as the somniferous agent remains in place, which is also only logical given that
its specific property is an intrinsically non-temporal one.

1 Amulets to be hung from the neck are represented by Sǝḡ‒3. In most other cases no part of the
body is specified on which to hang the item.

2 See Sǝḡ‒8, the only plant mentioned in our subcorpus.
3 In addition to Sǝḡ‒4, cf. the head and the heart of bats in Zuhr, Ḫawāṣṣ 5‒خ خفاّش (P 31r 8‒9).
Also the hypnotic use of goat gall amongst the Magi according to the passage in Pliny, NH
XXVIII.19 cited above. Let it be noted that in the Arabo-Islamicate tradition some instances
of “pillow” (مرفقة) can actually result from amistransmission of “elbow” ,(مرفق) as in the passage
on the bat quoted above from Arrāzī’s Ḫawāṣṣ.

4 As in Nat‒1 and Sǝḡ‒5|6. Also the burnt horn of a goat put into a linen cloth and placed under
a sick person’s head, without their knowing, in Ibn ʕalī, Ḥayawān [22.21] الماعز (R 224) and Ibn
Buḫtīšūʕ, Ḥayawān II.2 ماعز (G 292‒4). Still in a medical context, Tiyāḏūq prescribes placing
some lichen or tree moss (أُشـنة) under an aching head, cf. Arrāzī, Alḥāwī XXIII.4 والیقظة النوم في
(H XXIII.1 1449‒10). Cf. likewise the addition of «Lactucam integrammox uti de horto versaveris,
non lotam ignoranti sub cervice pone» to Pseudo-Theodorus II.2 (R 30719‒20), and even earlier
the passage on the seal cited above from Pliny, NH IX.13.

5 As reflected in the adverbial expressions λάθρα / یعلم لا وهو / ignoranti in some of the passages
adduced here.
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Itmay not bewithout interest to reproduce here a passage from the geoponic
genre that illustrates several of the aspects touched upon in the preceding para-
graphs. On the one hand it reflects a purely medical(ised) context with an ex-
plicit reference to the patient (κάμνον ≡ ,(مریض on the other hand the instruc-
tions for the application of the remedy include certain elements that would
perhaps be frowned upon by highbrow would-be rational physicians:

Eclogai XII.13,6|15 Περὶ θρίδακος
B 35811‒15, 35912‒16

ὕπνον ἐπιφέρει τοῖς μὲν ὑγιαίνουσιν
ἐσθιομένη, τοῖς δὲ νοσοῦσιν, ὑποτιθε-
μένη ἀγνοοῦσι, καὶ μάλιστα, εἴ τις τὴν
θρίδακα τῇ ἀριστερᾷ χειρὶ αὐτόῤῥι-
ζον πρὸ ἀνατολῆς ἡλίου λαβὼν ἐκ τῆς
γῆς θείη λάθρα ὑπὸ τὰ στρώματα τοῦ
κάμνοντος. [...]
καὶ αὐτὰ δὲ τὰ φύλλα τῆς θρίδακος εʹ
ἢ γʹ ἢ ἕν, ὕπνον ἐπάξει τῷ κάμνοντι,
τιθέμενα κρύφα ὑπὸ τὴν τύλην, ὥστε
τὰ μὲν ἀπεσπασμένα ἀπὸ τοῦ καυλοῦ
πρὸς τοὺς πόδας ὁρᾶν, τὰ δὲ ἄνω βλέ-
ποντα πρὸς τὴν κεφαλήν.

Rūmiyyah VII.13 خسّ
M 2675‒6, 2682‒5

المریض وسادة تحت الخسّ وُضع وإن
.[...] ذلك. عن نام بمائه، وجهه وطُلي

من خمس أو ورقات ثلاث إلى عمدت وإذا
المریض وساد تحت فوُضعت الخسّ ورق
ا سرًّ مثله، رجلیه عند من فراشه تحت ووُضع
یوضع الّذي ويجُعل المریض، ذلك به يشعر لا
وورقه الخسّ أسفل مِن وسادة تحت منه
المریض ذلك نام — رجلیه عند وفروعه

طیّبًا⟩. نومًا الله ⟨بـإذن

Snoring
The inclusion in the corpus of a few remedies against snoring is quite telling of
the wide functional spectrum of ḫawāṣṣic lore and of its capability to offer not
only an alternative (and usually cheaper) remedy to diseases and conditions
already covered by conventional medicine but also a solution to everyday prob-
lems for which most physicians were of no help at all.1 According to the corpus
reflected by our texts, besides iron filings as prescribed in Nat‒3 also dill and
yellow alum (probably two branches going back to one original node) were re-
ported to avail against snoring. Now, whereas the origin of the former passage

1 Given that all passages explicitly mention sleep, I assume quite confidently that غطیط here
refers indeed to snoring rather than to difficult and stertorous breathing as in Hippocrates’
Fuṣūl VI.51 (T 5812 | B 18v 10), where it translates the verb ῥέγκω in Aphor. VI.51 (L IV 5767). On
a tangential note, the synonym نخير with which the word is glossed in Hārūniyyah is quite a
standard one, cf. رَ» نخََ غطَِیطًا: نوَْمِهِ فيِ «وَغطََّ in Ibn Manḍ̱ūr, Lisān VII 363a 14 s.r. ,غطط√ and also
Corriente, DAA 524a *{nxr(ṭ)} for Andalus.
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is uncertain,1 the latter on dill/alum derives from the Euporista. To the passages
from the Hārūniyyah and from Almadāɂinī’s Ḫawāṣṣ mentioned before, one
must add:

Albīrūnī, Ṣaydanah10–ش شبّ (S 3915–6)
≡ Ibn Albayṭār, Ǧāmiʕ 16‒ش شبّ (B III 542‒3)

والغطیط بالفزع ذهب الوسادة، تحت الشبّ وُضع إذا إنهّ، الموجودة كتابالأدویة في وقال
النوم. في الكائن

Ibn Albayṭār, Almuġnī I.16 النوم في الفزع في (L 31r 14 | P1 15v 8 | P2 29r 3‒4)

النوم. في الكائن والغطیط الفزع أذهب الوسادة، تحت جُعل إن — الیماني الشب
.l – والغطیط] | p2 السَبَت الشبّ]

andmost importantly the epicentre of the diffusion of this passage, namely Ar-
rāzī’s Ḫawāṣṣ:2

Ḫawāṣṣ2‒ش شبثّ 1‒ش/ شبّ (I 86v 6‒8 | Q 2619‒20 | Ṭ 109v 10‒11)

الوسادة، تحت الشبثّ وُضع إن إنهّ، مكان فيكلّ الموجودة الأدویة كتاب في قال
النوم. في الكائن والغطیط بالفزع أذهب

.ṭ الوساده او الراس الوسادة] | qṭ الشب الشبثّ] | qṭ اذا انٕ] | q – مكان] كلّ في | qṭ وقال قال]

Moreover, Ḥayawān texts also record an identical virtue for horse teeth:

Ibn ʕalī, Ḥayawān الفرس[16.15] (R 166)
B

یغطّ مَن رأس تحت یصُيرَّ الفرسالفحل أسنان
عنه. ذلك فيذهب منامه، في

C

ضع النائم عن الغطیط تزیل ان اردت اذا
رأسه. تحت الفرس اسـنان

1 See below the commentary toNat‒3,where thepseudo-AristotelianBookof stones is postulated
as a plausible source.

2 The two alternative readings are already present in the direct transmission of the text and mss
QṬ even omit the rubric for a new entry, which had becomemeaningless once the original item
was transformed into the one mentioned in the immediately preceding lemma.
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Ibn Buḫtīšūʕ, Ḥayawān II.7فرس (G 915‒6 | P 10r 9‒10)
≡ Almawṣilī,Manāfiʕ II.7 خيل (E 19r 11‒12)

. یغطّ لم نومه، في یغطّ مَن رأس تحت صُيرّت إذا — الفرس أسنان
.e الفحل الفرس ،p الفحل الفرس]

This one is the version known to Alqazwīnī too:

ʕaǧāʔib II kāɂināt II.iii.3,1فرس
W 37530‒3761

في یغطّ مَن رأس تحت ویترُك [سنه]
ذلك. عنه يزول نومه:

ʕaǧāyeb s.v.اسپ
A 199v 4 | B 215r 9‒11

ط واب د ی ز ا و پ] دانا [د
ود. ل د،آنازویزا

.b او اسپ]

But at quite an early date an apomorphy arose from the mistransmission
of أسـنان ‘teeth’ as لسان ‘tongue’. This new reading seems to have sprung spon-
taneously more than once:1

Naʕtl II.7 الخیل منافع (L 143r 4‒5)

. یغطَّ لمَْ النوَمِ، في یغَطّ من رَاس ْت َ ىرُك اِذا — الفحلِ لسَانُ

Almarwazī, Ḥayawān II.10 الخیل ذكر في (C 105r 1 | D 93v 7‒8 | L 43r 3‒4)

ذلك. عنه یذهب منامه: في یغطّ مَن رأس تحت يجُعل — الفحل الفرس لسان

1 Although the rubric is unreadable in the digital copy throughwhich I have checkedmanuscript
Q, the feminine concordance of the verb («وُضعت») suggests that it may align with GP in read-
ing أسـنان rather than لسان (masculine). That the copyist of Q appears to have misread the word
«یغطّ» and he ingenuously alters the apodosis trying to make some sense of the text, which in
this new version reads: ذلك» یفعل لم يخط، من راس «تحت (Q 21v 6‒7). With regard to Almarwazī’s
text, the unanimity of the manuscripts confirms that he must have already found this alterna-
tive reading in his source, which most probably was a representative of branch C of Ibn ʕalī’s
Ḥayawān, even if none of the extant witnesses shows it.
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Commentary

II.v.1 According to the books of animals: «If aman’s tooth or a hoopoe’s wing
bone is put under a sleeping man’s head, he shall not cease from his sleep
until such things be taken off from under his head.»

Cognates

Leaving aside the fact that the text of Nat‒1 should probably be emended to
read a singular (that is الحیوان كتاب ),1 this passage must be originally related to
the aforementioned sequence of quotations ascribed to a homonymous book
in Iktifāʔ even if no exactmatch is to be found there. In Ibn Alhayṯam’s text the
choice of elements is between a human tooth or a human bone:

Sǝḡullōṯ II.v.4 (L‒M 30213‒15)

אדם שן תקח «אם כן: גם ובו

מראשות תחת ותתנהו שרוף אדם עצם או

זה». ממנו שיוסר עד יקיף לא הישן, ראש

Nisyōnōṯn II.v.3 (L‒M 1649‒11)

מת אדם שן ישים שאם אמר ב״ח ובספר

משנתו יעור לא הישן, ראש תחת עצם או

שיוסר. עד

Nisyōnōṯa

או האדם שן יושם שאם אמר ב״ח ובספר

הישן, האיש ראש תחת שרוף איש עצם

ממנו. שיסור עד ישן שלא יסור לא

Let it be noted that onlyNisyn does specify that the toothmust be taken from
a dead person, yet it omits that the human bone must be burnt. Besides, there
may be a non-trivial difference in the apodoses between יקיף» «לא Sǝḡ∼= יעור» לא
Nisyn«משנתו and « ישן שלא יסור Nisya«לא . I shall try to demonstrate below that at
least some of these differences, as well as the missing link between these quasi-
parallel passages in Natāʔiǧ and Iktifāʔ, may go back to their common source,
which must have included two different and probably contiguous quotations
from the Book of animals involving both a human tooth. Thence a single pas-
sage was retained in each text either by authorial selection or by a not unlikely

1 The same plural appears in Nat VIII.viii.2 too and also there the parallel passage in Sǝḡullōṯ
shows a singular .(«ספר») Although the specific (albeit diachronically vague) reference to the
(rather than a) Book of animals is far better documented in the corpus, one should not disre-
gard the possibility of an intentionally generic allusion on the part of the author comparable,
perhaps, to الفلاحة» كتب «في in the series of passages that follows Ḫawāṣṣ in manuscript P of
Natāʔiǧ (= Nat III.2).
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homoeoarchton during their compilation or later in their manuscript transmis-
sion.
Moreover, Nat‒1 is identical in its protasis to a passage in Almuġnī that Ibn

Albayṭār ascribes likewise to the Book of animals:

Almuġnī I.14 الردیةّ للأحلام الجالبة (L 30v 14 ‒ 31r 1 | M 18r 7‒9 | P2 28v 5‒7)

إنسان، رأس تحت هدهد جناح عظم أو إنسان سنّ جُعل إن — الحیوان كتاب منخواص
مفزعةً. هائلًة أشـیاءً ورأى نومه في زاد

.p الحیوان خواصّ كتاب من الحیوان] ... من

Despite the totally different (in fact, quite opposite) apodosis, the coinci-
dences between the two text are highly suggestive of close cognacy, and the
specific phrase الحیوان» كتاب خواصّ «من is actually pretty much a shibboleth in
this context.1

Origin
The hypothesis of a parablepsis with diverging outcomes is compellingly
suggested by the circulation of two different traditions in Ḥayawān literature
in which the above elements are transmitted separately while being both
attributed the same hypnotic effect. On the one side there is the combination
of a dead person’s tooth and a hoopoe’s right wing (= Natāʔiǧ); on the other
side the collocation of a dead person’s tooth and left arm bone (= Iktifāʔ).

Tooth and wing
The conjoint use of a human tooth and a hoopoe’s wing bone is documented
since the earliest Islamicate representative of the zooḫawāṣṣic genre, Ibn ʕalī,
in the 9th c. His text shows, in all three branches of transmission, a form that is
essentially identical to the quote found in Natāʔiǧ:2

1 As shall be seen below, nowhere else is this remedy explicitly linked to any Book of animals
(except, of course, intrinsically inḤayawān texts themselves), the “tooth” (سنّ) ismostly rather a
“molar” ,(ضرس) and the two elements are universally put together or added to each other rather
than used separately (copulative و‒ rather than disjunctive .(أو With respect to the apodosis of
the quote in Almuġnī, it does not echo anything in Ibn ʕalī’s or in Ibn Buḫtīšūʕ’s treatises and
maybe it should be considered an additional apomorphy derived from a different conflation of
originally separate passages.

2 According to Raggetti’s critical apparatus to Ḥayawān [1.5], version C of Ḥayawān shows an
additional passage in which just a human tooth is censed to have a similar effect and which
seems to be echoed by Zuhr as shown below.
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Ḥayawān [1.6] إنسان (R 8)
A

وعظم ميتٍّ ضرس یؤخذ
تحت فجعل الهدهد جناح
نائماً يزال فلا النائم، رأس
رأسه. تحت من ینزعها حتىّ

B

وعظم الإنسان ضرس یؤخذ
فيجعل الأيمن الهدهد جناح
فل الإنسان، رأس تحت
من ذلك ینزع حتىّ نائماً يزال

رأسه. تحت

C

وعظم إنسان ضرس أخذ إذا
الهدهد من الأيمن الجناح
لم النائم، رأس تحت ووضع

تحته. دام ما ینتبه

Only one of the three versions features the qualification “dead” ,(«ميتّ»)
which parallel transmission shows nonetheless to be original. In fact, in Ibn
Buḫtīšūʕ’s treatise the passage is unambiguously transmitted under the rubric
المیّت» الإنسان .«ضرس It further includes a specific mention of the right wing of
the hoopoe:1

Ḥayawān I إنسان (G 55‒7 | P 2v 6‒8 | Q 2v 6–9)
≡ Naʕt I الإنسان منافع (L 104r 8 ‒ 104v 2)

يزََلْ لم نائم، إنسان رأس تحت وجُعلا الأيمن الهدهد جناح وعظم الإنسان ضرس أُخذ وإن
رأسه. تحت من یؤخذا حتىّ نومه في مسـتغرقاً

نایما نومه] في مستغرقًا | l النایم نائم] انٕسان | lq وجعل [ وجُع | pq – یٔمن] ا | l انسان نسان] ٕ ا

.lp یوخذ یؤخذا] | g النوم فی نومه] فی | l

Manāfeʕ-e ḥayavān I زن و مرد خاصيت (R 5113‒14)

د. با او ز مادام دد ن دار واب از د ه د ز د د ت وانبالرا ا دمبا دان د < >

1 The corresponding fragment is missing from the acephalous copy of Almawṣilī,Manāfiʕ, nor
does it appear in the passages rendered into Latin by David Colville from the missing folios
of the Escurial manuscript and reproduced in Ruiz 1980: xxx‒xxxi.
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None of this is to be found in Arrāzī’s Ḫawāṣṣ,1, but Sexaginta does include
the passage amongst the properties of the hoopoe:2

Sexaginta XXXVI De upupa
A 70ra 25‒27 | V 108rb 63‒65

Dixerunt: «Si suspendatur dens
hominis mortui et ala dextra up-
pupe, et suspendatur capiti homi-
nis dormientis: non excitabitur do-
nec auferatur».

suspendatur dens] sumat dexter ocu-
lus A | mortui] ‒ V | et ala] ala A | sus-
pendatur] superponatur A.

Sǝḡullōṯ s.v. דוכיפת
P 26v 29‒30

וכנף מת אדם שן יוקח «אם אמרו: גם

תחת יחדיו שניה וישימו הימני הוידהוף

היותם ימי כל לעולם ישן הישן, מראשות

לעולם».

Mark that the wording of Sexaginta is virtually identical to ḤayawānC with
its specific mention of the right wing and the apodosis “he shall not wake up”
(«non excitabitur» ≡ ینتبه» .(«لم This is also the passage that Zuhr found in his
source and which he apparently ascribes to Aṭṭabarī (or perhaps to Paul of
Aegina):3

Ḫawāṣṣ 1‒ا إنسان (C 35‒6 | H 754‒5 | P 6v 3–5 | Ṭ 28018‒19)

ینتبه لم نائم، رأس تحت وجُعل هدهد من الأيمن الجناح وعظم إنسان ضرس أُخذ «إن ي:
رأسه». تحت دام ما

.h دامت دام] | c– یٔمن] ا | h حناح الجناح] | p فو ی]

1 Which may account for its absence from Ibn Alǧazzār’s homonymous treatise too.
2 The divergent reading “If the right eye of a dead person is taken” transmitted in the Vatican
manuscript may derive from a copyist having wrongly interpreted an abbreviation and it was
apparently inconsequential for the transmission of the text (as shown by the correct «שן» in
the Hebrew version).

3 Given that I could find no direct or indirect confirmation for the presence of this passage in
either author, I provisionally follow the majority reading «ي» rather than the isolate (and yet
difficilior) «فو» in P. An additional witness for Zuhr’s passage is provided by an explicit quo-
tation زهر») ابن ,«خواصّ as usually) in Ibn Albayṭār, Ǧāmiʕ 54‒ع عظام (B III 12629‒1271). Let it
be recalled here that Ibn Albayṭār selected a different version of this remedy from a different
source for Almuġnī (see above).
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An echo of this remedy in ʕaǧāʔib serves as a perfect illustration of
Alqazwīnī’s stylish paraphrasing technique. 1 Here the somniferous effect is
attributed to the right wing of the hoopoe alone (the passage is entered under
the lemma on the bird, indeed), to which a tooth (one that has been plucked as
a cure for toothache) can be added in order to make the sleep last longer:2

ʕaǧāʔib II kāɂināt II.iii.6,54 هدهد
W 42618‒20

رأس تحت تجُعل — الیمنى جناحه
نائماً یبقى أن أردت وإن نومه؛ یثُقلّ النائم:
الالآم. بسبب قُلعت سـنًّا إلیه فضمّ زمانًا،

ʕaǧāyeb s.v. هدهد
A 230v 9‒10 | B 249r 9‒14

وی وم د، ی ن با ز تاورا را ناح ا و
د از ی دا د د، یار ی زما د وا ا و ود. غا

د. مّ د د باح** با د با ده
.a – كنند] ... و | b او اورا] | b اگر اگر] و

A second and substantially different version is included, in turn, in the entry
on the human being. There a tooth fallen off without any pain shall prevent a
sleeping person from waking up if it is put together with some hoopoe feathers
under their pillow:3

ʕaǧāʔib II kāɂināt II.3.i.1,6 إنسان (W 36611‒12)

حتىّ ینتبه لا النائم، وسادة تحت الهدهد ريش مع یوضع ألم: غير من سقط الّذي السنّ
وسادته. تحت من یؤخذ

1 To be sure, he might have excerpted the passage without alteration from a source that already
transmitted a reworded version of it. However, being as this is just one from amyriad of exam-
ples of textual (both lexical and syntactical) divergencewith regard to themore or less standard
readings of themajority of the corpus, the conclusion seems unavoidable that stylistic reword-
ing and particularly lexical substitution, often in the form of sophistication, are the trademark
of this Iranian encyclopaedist.

2 Only the initial segment of the passage is borrowed from there by Ibn Alwardī, Ḫarīdah
XXII.ii.9 الهدهد أجزاء خواصّ = نومه» في یثقل النائم، رأس تحت يجعل الأيمن «جناحه (Z 3634). The Persian
translation reflects an Arabic text that read rather “under someone’s pillow”.

3 In this case authorial rewording does not seem to account for all the dissimilarities between
the two passages and it is quite plausible that they stem from (or perhaps rather combine)
different sources.
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Tooth and bone

On theother hand, the circulationof thepassage selected from the sameauthor-
ity by IbnAlhayṯam finds external support in the zootherapeutical treatise that
the Latinate tradition ascribes toArrāzī, within the entry on the properties and
medical uses of human organs:

Sexaginta LV De homine
A 71ra 39‒41 | V 109rb 64‒65

Dens hominis mortui et os brachii
sinistri, si posueris subtus caput
dormientis, dormiet donec aufera-
tur.

subtus] super A | dormientis] hominis
dormientis V.

Sǝḡullōṯ s.v. אינסאן
P 52v 33‒33

אם שמאל: זרוע ועצם המת אדם שן

עד יקץ לא הישן, מראשות תחת תשים

שתסירהו.

There does not appear to exist any other witness to this combination and the
two remedies are so similar to each other as to arise the suspicion of an ultimate
common origin.1 Analogy, however, was always an active player in the genesis
and development of ḫawāṣṣic lore, and this would be not the only instance of
the use of human bones in a (para)medical context.2

Tooth

Incidentally, a third related tradition is documented in the corpus that shows a
simpler (maybe simplified?) remedy requiring exclusively a deadperson’s tooth.
The peripheral and apparently only western distribution of thewitnessesmight
suggest, oncemore, a secondary development. As far as Ibn Albayṭār’s passage

1 A bird’s wing bone being the smaller element, it would not be unreasonable to postulate “the
bone of the left arm” as an apomorphic derivation, through either misreading of dropping of
theword for “hoopoe” (clerical confusion of the adjectives “right” and “left” being not altogether
uncommon in Arabic, especially in their respective masculine forms). A human forearm bone
(let alone the humerus) is certainly a difficult thing to put under someone’s head without their
knowing.

2 See Nat III.v.8 (a bone from a corpse periapted against aching molars) or Arrāzī, Ḫawāṣṣ 1‒ا
إنسان (I 78v 13‒14), where Aṭhūrusfus recommends amuletising a dead person’s bone against
quartan fever; see also, albeit typologically different, Nat VII.ii.2 on an antiarthritic beverage
made of burnt human bones (from Galen). Let it be noted that the exact identity of these
bones is never made explicit, but one may assume that in the case of periapts small ones were
intended.
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is concerned, it can (but need not) be interpreted as either borrowed directly
from the tradition represented by Ḥayawānc or stemming from the sequence
reconstructed above for αḪawāṣṣ, having dropped in either case the second el-
ement of the combination. As for theHārūniyyah, a text akin toḤayawānab ap-
pears as the most likely source of the passage given that it is found not in the
from-top-to-toe series of epigraphs affiliated to αḪawāṣṣ but rather in the sec-
tion that follows the canonical arrangement of Ḥayawān texts—in which the
thematic focus lies on the individual animals, not on the human diseases.1 In
any case, the two texts are independent from each other:

Hārūniyyah I.xi.1 المنافع من فيه وما الإنسان خواصّ في القول (G 20516‒17)

دامت ما أبدًا الإنسان ذلك ینمََْ لم یطير، وتركه خفّاش على إنسان رأس من شعرةً علقّ ومَن
رأسه. تحت دام ما نائماً يزل لم إنسان، رأس تحت ميتّ إنسان سنّ وضع ومَن علیه.

Almuġnī I.12والسـبات النوم جالبة في (L 29r 14‒15 | M 17r 15‒16 | P2 27r 12‒13)

نومه من ینتبه لا فإنهّ یعلم، لا حيث من نائم رجلٍ رأس تحت وُضع إذا — المیّت ضرس
رأسه. تحت دام ما

.l جل رجلٍ]

The testimony of Zuhr, in turn, is perhaps less cogent, as not only is its
protasis abridged in the context of coordination with the preceding passage
(which actually corresponds to Nat III.v.8 below) but the wording of the
apodosis too differs from all other versions but matches remarkably a locus in
Ibn ʕalī’ s Ḥayawān that is transmitted only in version C and which is to be
found in Raggetti’s critical apparatus:

Ḫawāṣṣ 1‒ا إنسان (C 23‒4 | H 7211‒12 | P 4v 14–15 | Ṭ 27910‒11)

نومه. في زاد نائمٍ، برأس وُضع وإن وجعها. سكن وجعة، سنٍّ على المیّت سنّ علُقّ وإذا

Ḥayawān C [1.5/6] إنسان (R 8)

نائم، إنسانٍ رأس تحت وُضع وإن أسكنه. الوجع، السنّ على علُقّ إذا — الإنسان سنّ
نومه. زاد

1 Let it be recalled that the basic assumption in my analysis is that the differential distribution
of the passages in two well-characterised series in the edited Hārūniyyah is to be considered
reflective of the use of at least two different sources (one of thembeing either αḪawāṣṣ or a text
closely related to it) by its author.



1034 Nat II.v On sleep and wake

II.v.2 He said: «If a weepy ⟨child⟩ is given to drink some dirt from a donkey’s
ear or from his own ear in his mother’s milk, he shall calm down and fall
asleep.»

Source
The two extantmanuscripts ofNatāʔiǧ share amisreading «البطاء» that certainly
makes no sense at all and can be easily emended in view of the fairly common
palaeographical confusion between ـكـ and ـطـ in older andparticularlywestern
writing style. The syntactic and semantic contexts suggest, furthermore, that a
substantive may have been inadvertently dropped.
The emendation proposed here finds confirmation in an anonymous passage

that Ibn Albayṭār appends in Ǧāmiʕ to a quote from Aṭhūrusfus that he has
borrowed from Arrāzī bypassing the mention of the intermediate source. He
uses the same passage with a slightly different wording in Almuġnī too:1

Ǧāmiʕ 164‒ح أهليّ حمار (B II 3526‒28)

یفزعوا». أن منعهم الصبیان، على الحمار جبهة جلد علُقّ «إن خواصّه: في أطهورسفس
یبك. لم درهم، ثمُن وزن البكاّء الصبيّ منه سُقي إذا الحمار، أذن وسخ إنّ ویقُال

Almuġnī I.16 النوم في الفزع في (L 31v 5‒6 | M 18v 4 | P1 15v 13‒14 | P2 29r 10‒11)

یبك. لم البكاّء، للصبيّ درهم ثمُن منه سُقي إن أنهّ، قوم زعم — الحمار أذن وسخ
.p2 درهَم وزن البكا الصَبّی البكاّء] ... ثمُن | p1 اذان أذن]

The formal difference between the text transmitted in Nat‒2 and the one
handed down by Ibn Albayṭār is sufficient to class them as representatives of
two different taxa within the tradition. As a far relative, the latter is helpful to
back an emendation of the locus, but it is uninformative about the parent com-
pilation.
Now, Ibn ʕalī provides not only a better match for the exact phrase recon-

structed for Natāʔiǧ but also a convenient link with the zootherapeutic genre
from which the quote appears to have been borrowed. The passage is transmit-
ted only in version B of Ḥayawān, under the lemma on the onager الوحش) ,(حمار

1 From Ibn Albayṭār, with omission of the ultimate source, Alʕumarī,Masālik XX 297‒8 s.v. .حمار
For the quotation from Aṭhūrusfus, cf. Arrāzī, Ḫawāṣṣ 3‒ح حمار (I 81v 3). Incidentally, the
above locus in Ǧāmiʕ proves that there as well as in Almuġnī Ibn Albayṭār resorts to the ex-
pressions «— خواصّ «من and خواصّه» في —» as a generic reference and does not necessarily imply
the existence of a text with such a title (this feature has been discussed above in Chapter 1).
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in a more complete form but yet with significant lexical coincidences with our
text:1

Ḥayawān B [19.3] (R 188)

فيسقي حمار، أيّ شحم ومن اليسرى الحمار أذن من یؤخذ البكاء، كثير الصبيّ كان وإذا
تعالى. الله بـإذن ويهدي وینام فيبرأ أمّه، بلبن أيّامًا الصبيّ

Apparently ignored by later authors in the Ḥayawān genre, the passage sur-
faces again in the 13th c. in the encyclopaedic work of Alqazwīnī in a reshaped
but still recognisable form:

ʕaǧāʔib II kāɂināt II.iii.3,3 حمار (W 37723‒24)

عنه. ذلك يزول خلقه: ويسوء كثيرًا یبكى الّذي الصبيّ يسُقى لبنه

In view of all the above testimonies, the disjunctive “or from his own ear”
and the consequent change in the referentiality of “his mother’s milk” may be
described as a particular innovation introduced by the author of αḪawāṣṣ (or
much less likely by Alɂilbīrī himself).

Parallel traditions
On the other hand and oddly enough, Ibn ʕalī’s instructions seem to require
an actual piece of the donkey’s ear to be ingested (all three manuscripts share
the same reading at this point), but there is good reason to suspect that this
may not have been the ingredient originally intended. As a matter of fact, the
remedy under consideration looks very much like a paediatric adaptation of a
better documented prescription to drink a somniferous preparation in which
the dirt of a donkey’s ear (probably referring to earwax) has been mixed with
wine or some other beverage.2 This “adult” version is attested also by Ibn ʕalī,
in this case only in branchC of his treatise, within the entry on the donkey :(حمار)

Ḥayawān C [18.5] (R 180)

شيئاً. یفعل ولم نام وغيره، شراب في إنسانًا سقى أذنه وسخ من أخذ مَن

1 Even within the branch B not all the witnesses include the mention to weeping: according to
the Gotha manuscript, indeed, the remedy is addressed to a child that does not sleep.

2 Unlike the ear itself, the earwax of a several animals (particularly mules) is abundantly repre-
sented as a ḫawāṣṣic ingredient both in zootherapeutics and in Ḫawāṣṣ proper. Cf. just in Ibn
ʕalī’s Ḥayawān, especially [8.30] dirt from a dog’s ear as an antihypnotic and [17.3] dirt from
a mule’s ear preventing inebriation (R 88 and 174 respectively), as well [30.12] as the dirt from
the ear of a cat inducing oblivion of their art to sorcerers (R 258). A mule’s ear dirt has also as
a contraceptive virtue according Ḥayawān [17.1|5] (R 174‒176).
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Although this tradition seems to have had as little success in the genre as the
previous one, it also found its way into Andalus through its inclusion in Zuhr’s
collection, where it is perhaps ascribed to Hermes and shows a different—and
apparently apomorphic—reading “understand” rather than “do” 1:(«یفعل/یعقل)

Ḫawāṣṣ 1‒ح حمار
A 222‒4 | B 10r 2–5 | C 1414‒15 | H 1006‒7 | P 23r 12–13 | Ṭ 29316‒17

یعقل ولم ونام سبت غيره، أو شراب في إنسان وسُقي الحمار أذن وسخ من أخذ مَن : ه
أصلاً.

منه وسقى ،h انسانا وسقى انٕسان] وسُقی | ah اذنه ،b حِمَارٍ اذُن الحمار] أذن | abcpṭ – h؟، ه]

.h سكر سبت] | a انسانا

FromZuhr’s compilation it must have been borrowed, without explicit attri-
bution, by Ibn Albayṭār:

Almuġnī I.12والسـبات النوم جالبة في
L 28r 11‒12 | M 16v 11‒12 | P1 14r 4‒5 | P2 26r 16 ‒ 26v 1

یعقل ولم وأنامه، أسبته غيره، أو شراب في شيئاً منه إنسان سقى إذا — الحمار أذن وسخ
أصلاً.

.lp1 شىء شیئًا] | l اذان أذن]

Mark, once again, the parallel transmission of the same passage in different
forms that are reflective of the particular ways of transmission through which
they reached the author. As a colossal and multi-source compilation, Almuġnī
is probably one of the best available texts on which to conduct a study of het-
erogenetic cotransmission.

1 The evidence for a Hermetic attribution by Zuhr is slight at best: of all six witnesses consulted,
only the Hamburgmanuscript includes this abbreviation (a sort of  þ symbol), which cannot be
a period mark (usually also marked as ه /  þ), since this is the very first passage after the rubric.
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II.v.3 He said: «If iron filings are hung from him who snores in his sleep, he
shall snore nomore.»

Cognates

As shown in the introduction, amongst the texts most closely related toNatāʔiǧ
it appears that Iktifāʔ did not even mention snoring but both Almadāɂinī
and Pseudo-Masīḥ do, and the latter includes a parallel passage in typically
abridged form:

Hārūniyyah II.ii.1 النخير) (وهو وللغطیط (G 3258)

الحدید. برادة وكذلك الغطیط؛ عنه ذهب الأصفر، الشبّ حجر علیه علقّ مَن

Source
On a purely contentual basis is is hard to admit that this passage should have
been taken from any Book of animals, since it involves a mineral and such el-
ements are not regularly dealt with in that genre.1 One must surmise that the
name of some author featured originally after the Book of Animals but it was
dropped in theprocess of selectionof quotes. This allegedproperty of ironmight
have been borrowed from Aṭṭabarī, who records it in a generic all-ḫawāṣṣic
chapter on the virtues of things that vanquish fire and snow, as well as on things
that are effected upon by other things:

Firdaws VII.ii.2 (Ṣ 5263‒4)

. یغطّ لم النوم، في یغطّ مَن على الحدید برادة علُقّ وإن

1 Minerals (mostly stones) are present, indeed, and appear frequently combinedwith substances
and organs of animal origin, but they are never the primary, let alone the only, ingredient
involved—an obvious exception being, of course, zooliths.
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However, given that Sǝḡullōṯ‒9 cites Arrāzī by name and that the author
of Ḫawāṣṣ also included (anonymously, with no explicit authority) an identi-
cal passage in his own collection, he is perhaps a more plausible source for the
quote in αḪawāṣṣ:1

Arrāzī, Ḫawāṣṣ 13‒ح حدید
I 83r 1‒2 | Q 171 | V 7r 1‒2 | K 124r 12

في یغطّ من على الحدید برادة علُقّ إن
. یغطّ لم النوم،

.ǧ مجرّب وقال + یغطّ] | s برادةِ من شى برادة]

Abenquich, Lapidario IV 115r 40‒43
hadit (D‒W 142a | R 219)

Et dixo Mahomath Arraze en el
libro de las propriedades de las
cosas que quien colgar la limadura
del fierro sobre·l oio del qui de-
vaneare durmiendo, que non deva-
neará mientre la toviere.

A further explicit ascription to Arrāzī is provided by Zuhr too, but his text is
different enough to be reproduced in full form. Mark particularly the additions
“in a linen cloth” (a sensible one, given that metal filings are not an obvious
thing to be periapted) and “as long as it hangs from him” (quite conventional
and typical of many amulets):

Ḫawāṣṣ 16‒ح حدید (A 262 | C 161 | H 10312‒13 | P 26r 6–7 | Ṭ 29519)

دام ما یغطّ لم نومه، في یغطّ مَن على وعلُقّ كتاّن صرّة في جُعلت إذا الحدید، «برادة م:
علیه».

– یغطّ] لم نومه، فی | c – على] | ap وجعلت وُعلقّ] | acpṭ – كتاّن] | c عمل جُعلت] | ap – م]
.c یغلط نوم یغطّ] لم نومه، | a

1 Indirect transmission of the passage includes Ibn Samaǧūn,Ǧāmiʕ 39‒ح حدید (S I 22210‒11) [= S];
and Ibn Albayṭār, Ǧāmiʕ 100‒ح حدید (B II 1327‒28). Amongst silent ones, Ibn Alǧazzār,Ḫawāṣṣ
[104a] (K5811‒12, commentedbyKäs 2012: 107) [=Ǧ]; andAlqalānisī,whoomits theword«برادة»
in Aqrabāḏīn XLIX s.v. حدید (B 30219). The text of the Alphonsine stonebook is given here as an
exceptional non-Islamicate—yet explicit and verbatim—reflection of Arrāzī’s words. With
regard to this translation, the Castilian text does not only specify (against all other witnesses)
that the iron must be hung from the eye (no doubt as the result of misreading عين for ,(عنق but
it also happens to mistranslate Arabic غطّ ‘to snore’, since the meaning of devanear is rather ‘to
rave, to talk foolishly’.
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Origin

A word on the relationship between Aṭṭabarī’s passage and Arrāzī’s. The un-
referenced utterer in Ḫawāṣṣ (the agent of («قال» cannot possibly be the last
authoritymentioned in the preceding lemma, namely Galen on asafoetida; yet
in Ibn Alǧazzār’s reworked version the Galenic quotation is missing and the
passage on iron filings is thus coordinated to the preceding one by Aṭṭabarī
also on hanging asafoetida against quinsy. In the absence of a critical edition
and in-depth analysis of Arrāzī’s treatise it is currently impossible to ascertain
whether Ibn Alǧazzār’s Vorlagemay have reflected a version (an early one?) of
Ḫawāṣṣ in which the original sequence from Firdawswas not interrupted by the
quote from Simpl. med. As tempting as it may be, however, the stability of the
text (at least with regard to this locus) in all the witnesses consulted does not
seem to lend support to this hypothesis—yet the word-by-word identity of the
passages still arises the suspicion that Arrāzī is actually quoting from Firdaws
and that somehow, despite the intervening authority of Galen, the quotation
on iron filings shares anoriginwith the one in thepreceding entry on asafoetida.
On the other hand, in view of the nature of the thematic element (amineral)

it seems only logical to search for a possible further (or at least parallel) origin
in the pseudo-Aristotelian Book of Stones. Unfortunately neither the direct
nor the indirect transmission of the text in its various versions include this
porperty1—with at least two exceptions. If in the main Arabic version of
Alqazwīnī’s ʕaǧāʔib Aristotle is cited as having attributed to iron filings
a benefit against sleep fright (which may actually be related to Aḥǧārp), the
Vorlage used for the Persian translation seems to have mentioned also snoring
:(«غطیط»)

ʕaǧāʔib II kāɂināt i.1,4 حدید
W 20712‒13

أرسطاطالیس ذكره ما العجیبة: خواصّه ومن
یفزع إنسانٍ على علُقّت إذا الحدید، برادة أنّ

ذلك. عنه يزول نومه، في

ʕaǧāyeb s.v. حدید
A 94r 1‒2 | B 94r 7‒8

ی درا د ادۀ ا د و س طاطا —ار تاو خا
ود. د،آنازوی ط و د با ه دی

حدیدرا] برادۀ | a – اگر] | b خواصه او] خاصیت

.a حدید پارۀ

1 Iron filings («برادته») are mentioned, indeed, in the entry on iron in Aḥǧārp [62] الحدید حجر نعت
(R 12314‒15), but they are affirmed to crumble the liver الكبد») («تفُتتّ and to avail greatly against
fevers الصنخ») whenput(«حمّى under the patient. Nomedical use ismentioned, in turn, inAḥǧārt
[61] الحدید حجر نعت (I 1623‒9). Cf. further Käs 2010: 533‒534 for a concordance and analysis of this
element in the Islamicate tradition.
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The existence of an Arabic version of the passage is confirmed, one genera-
tion later, by Alʕumarī:

Masālik XXII 10417‒18 s.v. حدید

نومه، في یغطّ اْْنسان على علُقّت إذا الحدید، برادة إنّ أرسطو ذكر ما العجیبة خواصّه ومن
ذلك. عنه يزول فإنهّ
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4.3 Nat II.vi—On headache

Ibn Alhayṯam, Sǝḡullōṯ II.vi הראש בכאב (L‒M 3031‒16) ‖ Pseudo-Abenezra, Nisyōnōṯ
II.vi הראש בכאב (L‒M 1683‒1706) ‖ Ibn Albayṭār, Almuġnī I.1|2 (M 6v 4‒7, 8r 22 ‒ 8v 1).

Nat‒1 hen brains | Nat‒2 leaf of a laurel tree | Nat‒3 sprays of rue | Nat‒4 hoopoe skin |
Nat‒5 human hair | Nat‒6 hoopoe skin.

Cognates

Like the preceding one, this chapter is also noticeably longer in Iktifāʔ than in
Natāʔiǧ, and IbnAlhayṯam’s compilationmust have included at least four quo-
tations that were not selected by Alɂilbīrī. The reconstruction of the original
text of Iktifāʔ is, however, complex, as the Tashkentmanuscript and theHebrew
translation differ remarkably from each other. Thus, according to the English
translation provided by Hasani, the Arabic text includes cognate passages to
Nat‒4|6 (involving both a hoopoe’s skin) that are not transmitted in Sǝḡullōṯ.
An additional passage explicitly from Aṭṭabarī would prescribe rubbing “[the
head] with sodium chloride mixed with olive oil”, which may be interpreted as
an impressionistic rendering of bawraq.1 No such element is mentioned in ei-
ther Hebrew text but the fact that “caused by a cold” features twice in two ad-
jacent loci suggests that Sǝḡullōṯ (either its extant copies or the original trans-
lation) has skipped the corresponding passage by homoeoteleuton. Otherwise
it might correspond to Sǝḡ‒6|7 on castoreum, which is the only ingredient that
features in a mixture with oil for an embrocation to be applied on the head.
The Arabic and the Hebrew texts coincide in the initial two quotes from

Dioscorides on the anticephalalgic benefit of mummy موميا) ≡ .(מומיא In the
opening passage Ikt|Sǝḡ‒1 drinking mummy alone is prescribed against blows
or strikes from tremor or convulsions in the head אשר») ההזדעזעות מן ההכאה

«בראש Sǝḡ, which may translate تزعزُع in the original Arabic;2 והנגיפה» ההכאה

1 Cf. Hasani 1999: 24. Onemay guess the reasons behind such a bombastic use of modern chem-
ical andmedical terminology in the translation of a tenth-century text but, ideological debates
aside, such a practice may become a hinderance to a reader wishing to access the text itself
rather than an anachronistic interpretation of its contents. On the other hand, that the second
remedy borrowed fromAṭṭabarī “prevents epilepsy” may reflect an original misreading in the
manuscript صدع√) / صرع√ being quite frequently confused in the written tradition) or one in-
troduced by the modern scholar. In any case it can hardly be original given that the passage is
included in a chapter entirely devoted to headaches and far removed from the one on epilepsy.

2 As, for instance, in the passage inAlmuġnī I.4 that IbnAlbayṭār excerpts fromArrāzī’sAlḥāwī
and which is quoted below in the analysis of Nat‒1.



1042 Nat II.v On headache

«בראש Nisy);1 then in Ikt|Sǝḡ‒2 the remedy consists on an intranasal admin-
istration of mummy mixed with jasmine oil זנבק») «שמן in Niys, but Sǝḡ reads
(«חובה» against a headache caused by cold.2 The Tashkent manuscript does not
seem to preserve the passage on hen brains shared by Natāʔiǧ and Sǝḡullōṯ.
In the Hebrew text Sǝḡ‒4 to Sǝḡ‒8 are all five apparently borrowed from

Aṭṭabarī, and only the first one on rue and the last one on human hair are
shared with Natāʔiǧ. The remedy described in Sǝḡ‒5 against inebriation is a
mixture of vinegar, water, and the roots and twigs of a certain herb transmit-
ted as «כרבנא» by Sǝḡ and as נא» «כרב by Nisy (the editors translate the latter
as “cabbage” with no further comment) or otherwise bitter almonds. This pas-
sage is not included in the Arabic copy of Iktifāʔ.3 The following passages Sǝḡ‒6

1 There is no mention of such a use of πιττάσφαλτος in Mat. med. 1:73 ἄσφαλτος (W I 7221‒732)
≡ Ḥaš 1: 73 مومياي (P 19r 12‒15 | T 777‒11). A general anticephalalgic virtue of mummy quite sim-
ilar to the one referred to here is stated by Masīḥ: والصداع» والضربة الصدمة من «نافع according to
Ibn Samaǧūn, Ǧāmiʕ 6‒م موميا (S II 29516‒17), and then in pretty much the same words by Al-
baṣrī too: الرأس» في والاحتراق والضرب الصدم من «نافع (cf. Ibn Samaǧūn, Ǧāmiʕ II 2962‒4), who adds
that Galen had mentioned mummy in his Ten Books when dealing with headache. Galen’s
Mayāmir IV on headache is referred to also by Ibn Māsawayh as quoted by Ibn Wāfid, Liber
Serapionis [283] mumie‒mumia (A 19120‒24), but the fragment cited corresponds rather to «ἡ
τῶν διμέων ὀπῶν, οἷον τοῦ τε Κυρηναίου καὶ Μηδικοῦ καὶ σαγαπηνοῦ καὶ εὐφορβίου» amongst eye
medicines, cf. Sec. loc. IV.i (K XII 7011‒3). This is one of several passages explicitly ascribed
to Dioscorides in αḪawāṣṣ that seem to reflect a mediated access, probably through a pre-
existing compilation prior to Iṣṭifan’s translation.

2 The combinationwith jasmine oil (whichwas unknown toDioscorides) betrays a later source
and is widely attested in Islamicate canonical therapeutics as an apophlegmatism. One of the
earliest witnesses to it is Māsarǧawayh, to whom a literally identical passage was ascribed by
Arrāzī: البارد» الصداع من نفع الزنبق، مع بقلیل المومياي من سُعّط ,«إذا cf. Alḥāwī I.xiالرأس في والشقيقة الصداع في
(H I 2541‒2) and also Ibn Wāfid, Liber Serapionis [283] (A 19118‒20). The compiler of αḪawāṣṣ
may have found his passage also in Aṭṭabarī’s Firdaws as excerpted by Ibn Samaǧūn, Ǧāmiʕ
II 2964‒8, where a segment زنبق» دهن مع به سُعّط إذا البارد الصداع من أیضًا نافع «وهو is included that
is missing from the edited text, cf. Firdaws VI.ii.2 (Ṣ 40521‒4061). It is worth noting that the
same prescriptionwas commended also in Qayrawān by Ibn ʕimrān in an essentially identical
linguistic form: والرياح» البرد من العارض الصداع من نفع زنبق، بقلیل منه اَسـتُعط «وإذا (cf. Ibn Samaǧūn,Ǧāmiʕ
II 2972‒3), which is in turn almost identical to a passage transmitted from Arrāzī’s Ǧāmiʕ too:
والرياح» البرد من الكائن الصداع من أیضًا وینفع قلیل، بشيء منه اسـتُعط إذا الدماغ في التيّ والرياح البرد من «وینفع (cf. Ibn
Samaǧūn, Ǧāmiʕ II 2969‒12).

3 This must be related to an anonymous prescription in Firdaws VII.ii.3 that attributes the same
effect to the lung or the roasted fat of a goat, to stems of white cabbage, and to seven bitter
almonds if eaten before meals, all of which are said to cause the eater to النبيذ» شرب على «قوي
(Ṣ 5292‒4). Still from Aṭṭabarī but in Ǧawharah: الشراب» على قوّى الرطبة، قضبانه لبّ من كل أُ ,«وإذا
according to Ibn Samaǧūn,Ǧāmiʕ 3‒ك نبطيّ كرنب (S I 418‒10). This power against inebriation is ex-
plicitly connected to the antipathy (عداوة) reported to exist between the cabbage and the vine
in the geoponic tradition: شرب» ثمّ النفس ریق على ورقات منه كل أ مَن على السكر یبُطئ «ولذلك (cf Ibn



Chapter 4 Nat III: commentary sample 1043

and Sǝḡ‒7, both on castoreum to be beaten up with oil then bandaged on the
head against headache, must reflect two alternative versions of the same quo-
tation and, as suggested above, it might correspond to the first explicitly from
Aṭṭabarī in the Tashkent manuscript.1
Neither the Hārūniyyah nor Almadāɂinī’s Ḫawāṣṣ transmit any headache-

related passages thatmay stem from the textual tradition of αḪawāṣṣ. As for Ibn
Albayṭār’s Almuġnī, the plausibility that it contains at least a cognate toNat‒5
suggests that the immediately following passage on a hyena’s rib may have the
same origin. Moreover, the characteristic phrase الطبريّ» خواصّ «من marks two
previous passages on the anticephalalgic power of a fox’s penis and an Egyptian
vulture’s temple bone as plausible reflections of the same textual family. The
intuition seems to be confirmedby the fact that none of the latter three passages
can be located in Firdaws but at least the latter two have a matching precedent
in zootherapeutic texts.2 As amatter of fact, a distinct pattern appears to emerge
according to which one or more explicit quotes from Ibn Zuhr are followed by
passages related to αḪawāṣṣ and then by explicit quotation fromAlɂidrīsī. This
is perhaps a clue to be explored in the future.

General remarks

It is worth noting that in the Islamicate medical tradition even less canonical
texts such as the pseudepigraphicHārūniyyah and Ibn Alǧazzār’s Fuqarāʔ ap-
proach the treatment of headaches with explicit reference to the aetiology of
their several types and mostly through conventional means.3 In this respect

Samaǧūn, Ǧāmiʕ I 3814‒17), for which cf. Cassianus, Geoponica V.11.3 on cabbage: «ἀντιπάθειαν
ἔχουσαν φυσικὴν πρὸς τὴν ἄμπελον» (B 13623‒24). An early attestation of the benefit of both cab-
bage and bitter almonds against intoxication can be found in Dioscorides, Mat. med. 2:120
κράμβη ἥμερος: «καὶ τὰς ἐκ κραιπάλης δὲ καὶ οἴνων κακίας σβέννυσιν ἐπιλαμβανομένη» (W I 1935‒6)
≡Ḥaš 2:114 بسـتانيّ :كرنب خماره» سكّن المخمور، كله أ «وإذا (P 45r 21‒22 | T 19316‒17) and alsoMat. med. 1:23
ἀμυγδάλη πίκρα: «ἔστι δὲ καὶ ἀμέθυστα προλαμβανόμενα ὅσον πέντε» (W I 1138‒9) ≡ Ḥaš 1:130 لوز
مرّ = السكر» منع لوزات، خمس قدر منه الأخذ في تقُُدّم «وإذا (P 28v 7‒8 | T 11710‒11)—mark that there they are
censed to be five in number rather than seven, just like in Pliny, NH XXIII.8.[75]: «aiunt quinis
fere praesumptis ebrietatem non sentire potores» (J‒M IV 471‒2). For complementary evidence
from the geoponic tradition, see the passage from Qusṭūs, Rūmiyyah IV.75 quoted below.

1 In Sǝḡ in the first instance the name of the substance is ,«קשטור» then a corrupted form
†«גנדבידסתין» (ie .(جندبیدستر≡גנדבידסתיר InNisy, in turn, only one passage is found, with a word-
ing that resembles partially Sǝḡ‒6 in the use of «קשטור» andpartially Sǝḡ‒7 in featuring the verb
«חבש» rather than .«הלביש» For the source of the quote, see Firdaws VI.iv.33 on the benefits of
castoreum: الغلیظة» والريح البرد سببه الّذي الصداع من نفع الرأس، على ووُضع الزیت مع سحُق «وإذا (Ṣ 4389‒10).

2 For the fox and Egyptian vulture, cf. identical passages in Ibn ʕalī, Ḥayawān [13.13] and [56.6]
(R 128, 364), respectively. I have been unable to find any parallel for the use of a hyena’s right
rib against migraine as transmitted in Almuġnī.
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αḪawāṣṣ appears to have fit the traditional pattern since, in addition to unqual-
ified headache, it also included headaches caused by a shock or by cold, mi-
graine,1 and inebriation. Then there is the somewhat odd inclusion of a passage
on brain haemorrhage, which is in fact reiterated below in identical form in
Nat|Ikt III.iii.2 on the treatment of the nose.
Being as it is universal and ever-present, headache has certainly been amain

concern for the population—rich and poor alike—and has received due atten-
tionby scholarly physicians aswell as bymoremodest practitioners andmarket-
and road-healers, all of which have offered (and still do) to their clientele the
means by which to get rid of this vexing ailment. On the other hand and as far
as the Islamicate tradition is concerned, one should note particularly the ac-
tive selection and careful transmission of amethystic remedies by Muslim au-
thors in all times and in all longitudes—a fact that can only shock those that
still insist on misrepresenting the complex Islamicate polyhedron as a flat Is-
lamic plane. Our author decided to include one of those items in his collection
(see Nat‒2) and his country-man Ibn Alhayṯam did likewise (see the double
passage in Sǝḡ‒5). The medical treatment of headaches caused by wine con-
sumption was, indeed, a well-established subject by the time Galen compiled
his Sec. loc., where he reports what Apollonius had written on the matter,2 as
well as the remedies prescribed by Archigenes.3

Typology
Here, as elsewhere, it is perhaps the way of application of the remedies that dis-
tinguishes conventional medicine from ḫawāṣṣic lore—yet the boundary is not
as clear-cut as the traditional dichotomy rational/irrationalmedicinewould im-
ply. While most modern historians of science dismiss traditional anticephalal-
gic amulets as utter superstition and “magic”, Galen himself made a distinction

3 Cf.Hārūniyyah II.i.3 (G 30117‒3055) and Fuqarāʔ I‒III (Â 411‒4713 | J‒A 821‒869). As for canonical
therapeutics, no less than sixty-sevenpages in theHyderabadeditionaredevoted to this subject
by Arrāzī in Alḥāwī I.xiالرأس في والشقيقة الصداع في (H I 2231‒29010).

1 Migraine is implicit in Nat‒3 by the phrase “next to the aching side” and obviousNat‒6, where
it is referred to asالرأس شقّ instead of .شقيقة

2 Cf. «Τὰ ὑπὸ Ἀπολλωνίου γραφέντα πρὸς κεφαλαλγίαν τὴν διὰ μέθην καὶ ἀκρατοποσίαν» in Sec. loc.
II.1 (K XII 5144‒15), which is found abridged in Arrāzī, Alḥāwī I.xi (H I 22520‒22616); thence an
almost identical rubric inAetius, IatricaVI.43 (O II 18515‒30). The presence here of Apollonius
ismuch less promising than it would seem at first glance (none of the remedies ascribed to him
bear any significant resemblance to the Islamicate Balīnās tradition) and it sheds little light
on the origin of Nat‒2, yet his unreserved recommendation of rue, walnuts, and laurel bays,
all of them used invariably as liniments, points towards some older traditions that may have
become medicalised at an early date.

3 Cf. «Ἀρχιγένους περὶ τῶν διὰ μέθην κεφαλαλγούντων» in Sec. loc. II.2 (K XII 5729‒18).
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(a fairly subjective one for that matter) between those periapts that had no ba-
sis in his own conception of the medical logic (they acted, according to him,
“through some wondrous antipathy unknown to humans”) and those the effect
of which he thought that could be explained on logic terms. As a consequence
he decided to report only some of Archigenes’ hangings against headache:

Sec. loc. II.2 (K XII 5735‒13)

Τοῦ αὐτοῦ Ἀρχιγένους περίαπτα πρὸς κεφαλαλγίαν. Ἐπειδὴ δὲ καὶ περίαπτα
τοῖς κεφαλαλγοῦσιν ἔγραψεν ὁἈρχιγένης, ὅσα μὲν οὐδένα λόγον ἰατρικὸν ἔχει
τοῖς πείρᾳ κεκρικόσι, ταῦτα παραλείπω, κατά τινα θαυμαστὴν ἀντιπάθειαν
ἄγνωστον ἀνθρώπῳ φάσκουσιν ἐνεργεῖν, ὅσα δὲ λόγον ἰατρικὸν ἔχει τῶν ὑπ’
Ἀρχιγένους γεγραμμένων ἐκλέξας ἐρῶ μόνα, κατὰ τὴν ἐκείνου λέξιν αὐτοῦ,
καθάπερ ἄχρι δεῦρο περὶ τῶν φαρμάκων ἔπραξα.

If Galen’s self-righteous attitude has bereft us, in general, of an important
part of the ancient traditions, some is certainly more than none, and the fact
that he did not condemn amulets qua amulets but rather endorsed the use of
some of them quite emphatically ought to be borne in mind in order to under-
stand the rôle played by such devices in the Helleno-Islamicate medical tradi-
tion. Rather paradoxically, on the other hand, the allegedly strict medical cri-
terion of the physician from Pergamon and that of a curiosity collector such as
Pliny did not result in awidely different choice of items (mainly herbal crowns)
in both authors—but then Galen felt compelled to justify his selection by re-
ferring their action to his own pharmacognostic doctrines and to distinguish
himself from illogical empiricists (κρᾶσις against ἀντιπάθεια):1

Sec. loc. II.2 (K XII 57312‒57512)

πολυγόνου πλέξας δύο κλωνία στεφάνωσον. ὅτι τὸ πολύγονον ἁρμόττει ταῖς
θερμαῖς καὶ πνευματώδεσι κεφαλαλγίαις αὐτὸς ἔμπροσθεν εἶπεν. οὐδὲν οὖν
θαυμαστὸν ἐπὶ τοιούτων αὐτὸ πολλάκις ὠφεληκέναι. καὶ γὰρ συνεχῶς αὗται
συμβαίνουσι δι’ ἔγκαυσίν τε καὶ μέθην. τὸ δὲ δύο δεῖν εἶναι πάντως τὰ κλωνία

1 Amongst the plants mentioned in this series of crowns approved by Galen only three find
a parallel in Pliny’s Naturalis historia, namely polygonum = sanguinaria: «et in capitis dolore
coronam ex ea inponunt» XXVII.12.[91] (J‒M IV 26515‒16), black callitrichon = polytrichon: «capi-
tis dolores corona ex his sedat» XXII.21.[30] (J‒M III 4608), and philanthropon =maste: «ex hac
corona inposita capitis dolores sedat» XXIV.19.[116] (J‒M IV 11212‒13). I could find only three anti-
cephalalgic crowns in the whole of NH that are not included in Archigenes’ catalogue as fil-
tered by Galen. They aremilax = anthophoros: «coronam ex ea factam inpari foliorum numero
aiunt capitis doloribus mederi.» XXIV.10.[49] (J‒M IV 823‒4), spina alba: «corona ex ea inposita
capitis doloresminuit»XXIV.12.[66] (J‒M IV 8915), and the one on hypoglossa that he shareswith
Dioscorides and which is quoted below.



1046 Nat II.v On headache

προσέῤῥιπται τοῖς βουλομένοις τὴν ὠφέλειαν ἀπὸ τοῦ πολυγόνου κατὰ ἀντι-
πάθειαν ἄγνωστον, οὐ κατὰ τὴν κρᾶσιν αὐτοῦ γίνεσθαι.
ἢ κιχώριον, τὸῬωμαϊστὶ καλούμενον ἴντυβον λάχανον, ἐπιτίθει τῇ τοῦπάσχον-
τος κεφαλῇ, καὶ μάλιστα ἐὰν ἀπὸ ἐγκαύσεως ἀλγῇ— ἐγὼ δὲ καὶ προσθήσω,
κᾂν ἀπὸ μέθης.
οὕτω γὰρ ὠφελοῦσι καὶ οἱ ῥόδινοι στέφανοι καὶ τούτους οὖν ἔξεστι γράφειν
τῷ βουληθέντι καὶ προστιθέντι τὸν ἀριθμὸν οὗ ἂν βουληθῇ καὶ φάσκοντι τὸν
ἐκ τοσῶνδε ῥόδων πεπλεγμένον στέφανον ἰᾶσθαι τὴν κεφαλήν.
ἐφεξῆς καλλιτρίχῳ στέφειν ἀξιοῖ τὴν κεφαλὴν, ὅ τινες ὀνομάζουσι, φησί, τρι-
χομανές. [...].
εἶτα μετ’ ὀλίγον τῇ φιλανθρωπείῳ βοτάνῃ στέφεσθαι κελεύει καὶ φοίνικος ἄῤ-
ῥενος σεβενίῳ. [...].
παραπλήσια τούτοις ἐφεξῆς γράψας ἐπὶ χαμαίμηλον ἧκεν, οὗ πεῖραν ἔχομεν
ὠφελοῦντος κεφαλαλγίαν, ἐὰν αὐτῷ τις, ὡς ἔμπροσθεν ἐῤῥέθη, δύναιτο χρῆ-
σθαι. [...]
ἀπαλλάσσει κεφαλαλγίαν περιστερεὼν βοτάνη, ἥν τινες ἱερὰν καλοῦσι, καὶ
στεφομένη καὶ καταχριομένη μετ’ ὄξους καὶ ῥοδίνου.

The repertoire of crowns and hangings available in Roman times was, as a
matter of fact, quite impressive and not a few of them found their way, through
translation, into the Arabographic corpus. At least one of them entered it
through Dioscorides’ characteristically attenuated report:1

Materia medica 4:129 ὑπόγλωσσον
W II 2753

δοκεῖ δὲ ἡ κόμη περίαμμα εἷναι χρή-
σιμον κεφαλαλγοῦσι.

Ḥašāʔiš 4:124 اوبغلصُن
P 96v 4‒5

علُقّت إذا أنهّا، النبات هذا بجُمّة یظُنّ وقد
منه. نفعت صداع، به مَن رأس على

Almuġnī I.1 الصداع في (L 5r 12‒14 | M 3r 14‒15 | P1 3r 8‒9 | P2 6r 10‒12)

الله). (رحمه ان حس ابن زعم فيما الفرس» «لسان معناه — اوبغلصن
منه». نفعت صداع، به مَن رأس على علُقّت إذا أنهّا، النبات هذا بجمّة قوم یظنّ «قد د:

.m اوفقلص اوبغلصن]

1 For ὑπόγλωσσον, cf. also Pliny on hypoglossa in NH XXVII.11.[67]: «capitis dolores corona ex iis
inpositaminuit» (J‒M IV 2581‒2). The passage in IbnAlbayṭār’Almuġnī should be added to the
reconstructionof IbnǦulǧul,Tafsīr *ابوغلصن4:117 (G855 | D 15416 | P 96v); on the transformation
of ὑπόγλωσσον into ἱππόγλωσσον (whence the interpretation asالفرس ,(لسان cf. Dietrich 1988: II
634 n. 2. This one seems to be the only such crown recorded by Dioscorides.
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Others were passed on by Galen:

Simpl. med VI.i.45 Περὶ ἀνήθου
K XI 83217‒18

διὰ τοῦτό μοι δοκοῦσι καὶ οἱ παλαιοὶ
ἐξ αὐτοῦ στεφάνοις χρῆσθαι παρὰ τὰ
συμπόσια.

Mufradah VI.46 الشبثّ ذكر
E 99r 23‒24

یتخّذون كانوا القدماء أحسب السبب ولهذا
وقت رؤسهم على یضعونها كالیل أ منه

الشرب.

An informative reflection of this legacy is provided by a couple of remedies
against headache transmitted by Aṭṭabarī, the second of which (a crownmade
of endive or chicory) corresponds to Archigenes’ κιχώριον (= Roman ἴντυβος)
in the fragment quoted above:

Firdaws IV.ii.12 الصداع علاج في (Ṣ 15615‒16)

من كلیلاً إ الرأس على وَضعت أو الصداع؛ سكنّ الرأس، على الصبّاغين فوّة علقّت وإن
نفعه. هندباء،

Ona complementary note to Sǝḡ‒5 (and concerning also tangentiallyNat‒2),
geoponic literature proved to be a major doorway to the Islamicate tradition
for a few of these remedies, especially those against inebriation. In some cases
Filāḥah texts provide additional (and occasionally supplementary) evidence for
prescriptions already documented in the medical corpus, as for example Cas-
sianus Bassus’ recommendation regarding bitter almonds and cabbage:1

Geoponica VII.31.1 (B 21113‒15)

Πνεύμονα αἴγειον ὀπτήσας ἔσθιε. ἢ
ἀμύγδαλα πικρὰ νῆστις φάγε εʹ ἢ ζʹ
ἢ κράμβην ὠμὴν προέσθιε, καὶ οὐ με-
θυσθήσῃ.

Rūmiyyah IV.75 (M 16216‒18)

في الانهمال يرُید الّذي الرجل عمد إذا
قبل كلها فأ فاشـتواها عنز، رئة إلى الشراب
لوزاتٍ إلى عمد أو غيرها؛ طعامًا یطعم أن
عدّة إلى أو كلها؛ فأ سـبع، أو خمس مرّات
«الكرنب»، تسُمّى التيّ البقلة ورق من ذلك
من كثر أ وإن يسكر لم نيئات: كلهنّ فأ

الشراب.

1 Eating raw cabbage is commended against inebriation also elsewhere in the text, cf. «καὶ οἱ βου-
λόμενοι πολὺν οἶνον πίνειν, καὶ μὴ μεθύσκεσθαι, προεσθίουσιν ὠμὴν κράμβην» inGeoponica V.11.3 (B
1372‒4). With regard to the Arabic translation, I adopt the historically correct reading «الكرنب»
frommanuscripts EL against the editor’s choice of «الكرمر» following manuscripts BO. The pas-
sage excerpted by Aṭṭabarī, on the other hand, might ultimately stem from some Filāḥah (but
not from Rūmiyyah) or from some other text in which the original locus had already been re-
worked, as shown by the additions and alternative readings that it transmits: a goat’s lung or its
fat, stems of white cabbage, and seven bitter almonds.
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Aṭṭabarī, Firdaws VII.ii.3 (Ṣ 5292‒4)

أو ، مشوياًّ شحمها أو العنز رئة من الطعام قبل كل أ أو نیًّا بیضًا تحسىّ «مَن غيره: وقال
النبيذ». شرب على قوي مُرّة، لوزات سـبع أو الأبیض، الكرنب من قضبانًا

The text of Eclogae included, moreover, the mention of a crownmade of yel-
low bugle (χαμαίπιτυς, Ajuga chamaepitys (L.) Schreb., also known as ‘ground
pine’):1

Geoponica VII.31.1 (B 21115‒16)

οὐκ ἂν δὲ μεθυσθείη ὁ πίνων, εἰ χαμαι-
πίτυος κλάδοις ἐστεμμένος εἵη.

Rūmiyyah IV.75 (M 16220‒21)

إلى یعمد أن أیضًا: الشارب له يسكر لا وممّا
«كمافيطوس»، المسمّى الحشيش من نبتٍ
على يجلس حين كلیلاً إ الشارب منه فاتخّذ

رأسه. على كلیل الإ ذلك فيضع شاربه

Back to our text, elements of plant and animal origin are quite evenly
represented in Natāʔiǧ and probably also in its source. Besides, mummy in
Iktifāʔ shows that the original compilation included also at least one mineral
substance, but apparently no stone. While some of the passages require con-
ventional ways of use of the active elements (ingestion, nasal administration,
and also bandaging in Sǝḡ‒6), the majority of remedies selected by Alɂilbīrī
involve some kind of periapt (see Nat‒2|3|5|6)). As for the typology of the
forces at work behind these properties, analogy may be invoked for Nat‒1 and
perhaps also for Nat‒5|6,2 but the ultimate connections may be no longer
retrievable.3

1 Cf. a little further an echo of the “ancient stories” and traditional crowns within an epigraph
on how to drunk much wine without becoming inebriated in Geoponica VII.33 .2: «προσέτι δὲ
καὶ ἀρχαίων ἱστοριῶν ξητήματα καὶ διηγήσεις, καὶ στέφανοι ἀπὸ ποικίλων ἀνθῶν ἐπιτιθέμενοι τῇ κε-
φαλῇ» (B 21211‒13). I reconstruct the form of the phytonym from the reading وس» «كما    provided
by the editor in the critical apparatusad loc. As for the gloss addedbymsE,سورنجان is a namebor-
rowed from Persian that generally refers to wild saffron or autumn crocus (Colchicum autum-
nale L.) in the Islamicate pharmacognostic tradition (cf. particularly the references gathered
in Dietrich 1988: II 590‒591 n. 5), while the Syriac name «برحبا» (probably corrupt) seems hard
to assimilate to the glosses ܐ» ܟܐ ܪܬ «ܡ and ܐ» «ܕܪ with which Ǧibrāɂīl (sc. b. Buḫtīšūʕ)
and Sergios explained, respectively, ܝܛܘܣ ܟܡ according to Bar Bahlūl, Lexicon 90416‒18.

2 The link between human hair and a patient’s head is too obvious to need commenting. In the
case of the hoopoe skin the primitive analogymay have become further obscured by the omis-
sion of the specification that itmust be the skin from thebird’s head (or thehead itself according
to an alternative tradition) that is placed on the aching organ.

3 A remarkable exception being, as seen above, the antipathy between the cabbage and the vine,
which suggests that there was indeed a certain rationale (however “irrational” it may seem in
another time and place) for some (most?) specific properties in their original context.
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Commentary

II.vi.1 Dioscorides said: «If hen brains are given to drinkwithwine, they stop
bleeding from the brain membrane.»

Cognates

Both the direct Hebrew translation of Iktifāʔ and version A of Nisyōnōṯ (but not
the Tashkentmanuscript) include a parallel quote immediately preceded by the
two Dioscorides-ascribed passages on mummymentioned above:1

Sǝḡullōṯ II.vi.3 (L‒M 3034‒6)

התרנגולות מוחות תשתה «אם ואמר:

הנחירים) (דם הדם רעיפת יפסיק ביין,

המוח». מקרומות הבאה

NisyōnōṯA II.vi.3* (L‒M 1686)

ביין, התרנגולת המוח ישתה «אם ואמר:

הדם רעיפת ויפסיק יועיל

מהנחירים».

Sǝḡullōṯ shows a plural “membranes” (קרומות) that may not be entirely in-
significant for the reconstruction of the original locus in αḪawāṣṣ.

Source

The passage can be identified quite straightforwardly as an adapted excerpt
from Iṣṭifan’s translation of Materia medica 2:49 on hens and cockerels,
at the beginning of which it is is affirmed that taking hen brains in a drink
with wine avails against the bite of venomous beasts and against meningeal
haemorrhages. Despite the quite obvious sympathy implied by the ingestion of
brains for the brains (an analogy very much in the line of blood makes blood),
Dioscorides does not transmit this alleged virtue in reported speech or from
hearsay but rather as an unattenuated medical statement:2

1 The standard Hebrew term הדם רעיפת corresponds also to Arabic الدم نزف in Nat VI.vii.2, where
menstrual bleeding is intended. The Arabic phrase has a generic meaning ‘bleeding, haem-
orrhage’, indeed, and therefore the clarification “nosebleed” הנחירים) (דם is a sensible one. It
became integrated into Nisya , in which no mention at all is made of the cerebral membranes.

2 Echoes of this property in the Graeco-Byzantine tradition are extremely rare, cf. Paul of
Aegina, Pragmateia VII.3 Ε‒2 ἐγκέφαλος: «τὸν δὲ τοῦ ἀλεκτρυόνος σὺν οἴνῳ πινόμενον θηριοδή-
κτοις φησὶ Διοσκουρίδης βοηθεῖν καὶ τὰς ἐκ μηνίγγων ἐπέχειν αἱμορραγίας.» (H II 2083‒5).
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Materia medica 2:49 ἀλεκτορίδες
W I 13514–1361

καὶ ὁ ἐγκέφαλος δὲ αὐτῶν ἐν ποτή-
ματι θηριοδήκτοις σὺν οἴνῳ δίδοται
καὶ τὰς ἐκ μήνιγγος αἱμορραγίας ἐπέ-
χει.

Ḥašāʔiš 2:40 الدجاج وهو القطوریذس،
B 66r 13 ‒ 66v 2 | E 32r 3–5
P 33v 5–6 | T 14210‒12

من أیضًا نفع بشراب، شرُب إذا ودماغها،
من العارض الدم نزف ویقطع الهوامّ نهش

الدماغ. حجاب

وقطع ویقطع] | be – ایٔضًا] | e ودمَاغه ودماغها]

.be والدماغ العین الدماغ] | be

Testimonia
?Ibn Māsawayh ⊂ Arrāzī, Alḥāwī III.2 (H III 884‒5 | Y 63r 38)
‖ ⨂Azzahrāwī, Taṣrīf II.iii.3 الرعاف (S I 8812) ‖ Ibn Wāfid, Liber
Serapionis [418] digedi‒gallina (A 28046‒47 | P 179rb 35‒38) ‖ Almar-
wazī, Ḥayawān III.28 والدجاجة الدیك (C 179r 11‒13 | D 160v 12‒13 | L 119r
5‒7) ‖ Alġāfiqī, Mufradah 26‒د دماغ (M 134r 12‒14 | R 2861‒2 | Ṭ 23113‒14)
≡ Simplicia c‒21 cerebrum‒dimac (V 30rb 26‒30) ‖ Ibn Albayṭār, Ǧāmiʕ
14‒د دجاج (B II 8810‒12) | ⨂Almuġnī IV.1الرعاف في (L 102v 9‒10 | M 60v 16‒17 |
P1 55v 14 | P2 92v 9‒10).

Remarks
With regard to Iṣṭifan’s translation, شراب has here its more specific meaning
‘wine’ (οἶνος) and μῆνιγξ has been interpreted, like elsewhere in that text,1 as
‘brain membrane, meninx’, which seems to be indeed the membrane originally
intended.2 Now, the direct tradition of this locus reads quite unanimously a sin-
gular حجاب just like the text of Natāʔiǧ, but its indirect tradition shows almost
universally a pluralحُجُب that is, in fact, the form attested elsewhere in Ḥašāʔiš

1 Cf. «αἱμορραγίας τὰς ἐκ μηνίγγων» ≡ الدماغ» «حجاب»] t] حجب من الّذي «الرعاف in Mat. med. 2:79
αἷμα (W I 1612)≡ Ḥaš 2:70 دم (P 39r 13‒14 | T 16613‒14) on the healing property of pigeon blood,
as well as «τὰς ἐκ μήνιγγος αἱμορραγίας»—«الدماغ فوق «الدى»] p] التيّ الحجب من العارض «الرعاف in
5:84 στίβι (W III 567) ≡ 5:10* إثمد (P 120v 30‒31 | T 41017‒18). The Greek term μῆνιγξ was also oc-
casionally transliterated, as in بمننجس» المسمّى الدماغ «غشاء in the Arabic version of Alexander of
Tralles’ Therapeutica, cf. Arrāzī, Alḥāwī I.x قرانیطس في (H I 19720‒1981), which corresponds to
Therapeutica I.xiii Περὶ φρενίτιδος (P I 50913).

2 The Latin translation reflected in Dioscl 2:26 De caponibus, in turn, seems to have avoided the
word: «Cerebrum eius cum uino acceptum fluxum sanguinis abstinet» (S 1926‒7). Amongst mod-
ern translators, Berendes 1902: 167 interprets without reservation μῆνιγξ as referring to the
brain (“den Blutfluss aus der Hirnhaut”), whereas Beck 2005: 105 is perhaps overcautious in
translating “bleeding from a membrane”.
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itself and also the one reflected in Sǝḡullōṯ. Besides, it seems that an identical
quote circulated at least in Andalus under the authority of Galen, which seems
to be reflected also elsewhere in Natāʔiǧ.1
The oldest extant literal quote from this locus in the Arabic tradition may be

Ibn Māsawayh if the passage in the Hyderabad edition of Alḥāwī in which his
name is made to follow the abbreviation for Dioscorides (د) is authentic.2 Let
it be noted that the passage, regardless of its immediate source, shows a plural
حجب against the singular of Iṣṭifan’s translation:3

Arrāzī, Alḥāwī III.3 (H III 884‒5 | Y 63r 38)

حُجُب من العارض الدم نزف قطع بشراب، شرُب إن الدجاج، «دماغ ماسویه: ابن — د
الدماغ».

.y – بشراب] ... د
In addition to the aforementioned passage which he apparently quoted from

Materia medica, Ibn Māsawayh had included also an expansive paraphrase of
that locus in one of his books:

Arrāzī, Alḥāwī III.3
H III 894‒5 | Y 64v 5‒6

يخرج الّذي الدم من ینفع «ممّا قال: ماسویه ابن
أدمغة اسقه ضربة: أو سَقْطةٍ من الدماغ من

كثيرةً». مرّاتٍ منه كْثرِْ وأَ الدجاج،

y. ما ممّا]

Continens IV.3
P 103ra 26‒2 | V 62va 29‒31

Binmasuy: «Valet ad sanguinemef-
fluentem de cerebro ex casu aut
percussura si dederis in potu pa-
tienti de cerebro gallinarumquam-
pluries diuersis horis».

potu] potuʒ v, potum p | de... de] ex...
ex v.

According to Ibn Albayṭār, the author of Alḥāwī himself would have com-
mended drinking a great amount of hen brains against head convulsions (تزعزُع)

1 See Nat III.iii.2.
2 Theremay be some reason for suspicion, as it is unlikely that IbnMāsawayh should have cited
Materia medica through Iṣṭifan’s translation and, in fact, his own paraphrase of the locus is
admittedly different from this alleged quotation (see below).

3 The passage is apparently missing from the Latin translation (cf. Continens V 54va 55), which
might imply that Faraǧ b. Sālim’s Vorlage shared a homoeoteleutic leap similar to the one in
manuscript Y of Alḥāwī. In any case, the locus corresponding to Alḥāwī III.2 in Liber continens
is remarkably divergent and the sections on the nose (III.3) and the teeth (III.4) in the original
Arabic appear to have been elevated there to the rank of separate books (IV andV respectively).
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caused by a blow or a strike in a passage that is virtually identical to Sǝḡ‒1 on
mummy בראש») אשר ההזדעזעות מן («ההכאה except for the element to which the
benefit is attributed:

Ibn Albayṭār, Almuġnī I.4للرأس العارض الاتصّال ق تفرُّ سائر وفي الفلغموني في
(L 16v 3‒5 | M 9v 15‒17 | P1 8v 9‒11 | P2 15v 9‒11)

ضربةٍ من الرأس تزعزُع أصابه لمن ا جدًّ نافعة إنهّا الحاوي في الرازي قال — الدجاج أدمغة
كثيرًا. شيئاً منها يسقي أن فينبغي صدمة، أو

.l – شیئًا] | m منه منها] | p1|2 ویَنبغي فینبغي]

The locus is nowhere to be found in available witnesses (either Arabic or
Latin) to that text, but indirect transmission might actually be superior in this
case in view of a very similar prescription by Arrāzī in which eating hen, lamb,
and kid brains is affirmed to avail against a headache caused by a fall or a blow
to the head:

Taqāsīm III صداع في (Ḥ 582‒4)

الرأس. إلى یصعد حارّ غذاء كلّ ويجُتنب والجد، الحملان أدمغة أو الدجاج أدمغة من ویطُعم

Diuisionum III (V 61va 48‒50)

Et cibari post istud ex cerebris gal-
linarumet cerebris arietumet edu-
lorum, et euitet omnem cibum ca-
lidum cuius est facere uaporem
ascendentem ad capitem.

Ḥillūq III (P 5r 23 ‒ 5v 2)

הטלאים ומוחי התרנוגלות ממוחי ויאכל

לו ויהיה חם דבר מכל ויזהר והדגים,

הראש. אל יעלה עשן

The samekindof early integrationof Dioscorides’ passagewithin a trophog-
nostic or dietetic context is reflected by Arrāzī’s western Jewish contemporary
Ibn Sulaymān in Qayrawān. Hen blood and brains share this property, he says,
when used as medicines:

Aġḏiyah IV.ii.1 (S IV 11612‒15 | Ṣ 5766‒8)
والدیوك والدجاج الفراريج في القول

والأصداغ، والجبين الدماغ به ضمُّد إذا دمها، أنّ الدواء: سبيل على والدیوك الدجاج منافع ومن
مثل من نفعت شرُبت، إذا خاصّةً، الدجاج وأدمغة الدماغ. حُجُب من المنبعث الدم من نفع

الهوامّ. نهش ومن ذلك
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The form in which this last locus entered Andalus through Azzahrāwī is
highly illustrative about the accidents of transmission and the spontaneous
emergence of new readings destined to have their own independent circula-
tion (ie apomorphies). If in Aġḏiyah it is the medical benefits of both blood
and brains that are described, in Taṣrīf in turn (at least in the facsimiled
manuscript) only the brains feature in the two segments:1

Taṣrīf XXVII.ii د ii.5 والدجاج الدیوك (S II 34620‒21)

المنبعث الدم من نفع والأصداغ، والجبين الدماغ بهما ضمُّد إذا أدمغتهما، — والدجاج الدیوك
الهوامّ. نهش ومن ذلك من نفعت شرُبت، إذا خاصّته: الدجاج، وأدمغة الدماغ. حجب من

As usually, silent quotations allow for a more free use of paraphrase and syn-
onymic substitution. Thus, in Ibn Sīnā’s punctilious terminology the vague ref-
erence to bleeding الدم) (نزف has been substituted for by a more specific nose
bleeding رعافيّ) نزف or simplyرعاف), which was indeed what most physicians un-
derstood to be referred to by Dioscorides’ words (cf. הדם» «רעיפת above in
Nisy‒1), while an accurate nisbah “meningeal” (حجابيّ) is offered as an alternative
to the original prepositional phrase “from themeninges” الدماغ) حجب .(من This up-
dated reading of the passage is then either adopted or further modified by his
eastern successors:2

Qānūn II.2.ii.4,7ودیك دجاج
B I 29125‒26 | R I 15817‒18

العارض الرعافيّ النزف يمنع الدجاج دماغ
الدماغ. حجب ⟨من⟩

Qānūn II.2.ii.4,8 دماغ
B I 2923 | R I 15828

الحجابيّ. للرعاف نافع الدجاج دماغ

Ibn Ǧazlah,Minhāǧ 15‒د دجاج
L 89r 20

حُجُب من الكائن الرعاف تمنع ودماغها
الصوت. ویصُفيّ الدماغ،

Minhāǧ 35‒د دماغ
L 91r 18‒19

الحجابيّ. الرعاف من تنفع الطیور وأدمغة

1 An alleged property of hen blood against meningeal bleeding was critically commented upon
by Galen in Simpl. med. and it is thus quite likely the Qayrawānī physician that preserves the
better reading (and interpretation) of the original passage. However, since I have accessed to
the text of both Aġḏiyah and Taṣrīf through one single manuscript, caution is required with
regard to the authors’ understanding of this property. The consideration on the genesis and
circulation of apomorphies remains nonetheless valid in any case, as any reader of the passage
in the Istanbul manuscripts would have found either no mention of hen and cockerel blood
(Taṣrīf ) or a non-original mention thereof (Aġḏiyah).

2 For this typically Avicennan coinage (nisbah derivation was the trademark of the Iranian poly-
math, as shown even here by رعافيّ ,(نزف cf. also Qānūn II.2.ii.4,21 دم (B I 19516 | R I 1614).
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Strangely enough, this property is almost universally ignored inḤayawān lit-
erature, with the remarkable (and perhaps significant) exception of Sexaginta.
It is interesting to note that the text of this apparently pseudepigraphic text con-
firms the above reading in Ibn Sulaymān’s Aġḏiyah (ie blood and brains):

Sexaginta XLIII De gallina
A 70ra 37‒40 | V 108vb 62‒64

Sanguis galli uel galline, superpo-
natur super frontem tritus, ualet
contra sanguinem fluentem a tela.
Cerebrum galline bibitum proprie
ualet contra hoc.

superponatur] si ponatur V.

Sǝḡullōṯ s.v. תרנגול
P 48r 10‒11

התרנגולת אן התרנגול מדם תשים אם

מועיל גם יעצרה. הרעיפה, בעל מצח על

שתוי. התרנגול מוח לזה

Origin

Whereas a few precedents and parallels have long been identified for the prop-
erty of henbrains against poisonousbites inDioscorides’ text,1 their antihaem-
orrhagic benefit remains quite isolate in the corpus. On contextual grounds,
however, it seems possible that the two passages that both authors share in
the same combination and with a very similar wording derive from a common
source. It its noteworthy that Pliny (or his source) states that Parthians pre-
ferred to apply the bird’s brain, rather than their flesh, to wounds (no mention
of the meninx is made):

NH XXIX.4.[25] (J‒M IV 3964‒7)

Carnibus gallinaceorum ita, ut tepebunt avulsae, adpositis uenena ser-
pentium domantur, item cerebro in uino poto. Parthi gallinae malunt
cerebrum plagis inponere.

1 Cf. Wellmann’s apparatus ad loc., where Sextus Niger is signalled as the source for Pliny’s
similar report.
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II.vi.2 Balīnās said: «If one finds a leaf of the tree known as the laurel tree,
on the very same tree before falling onto the ground, and puts it behind
someone’s ear, this person shall suffer neitherheadache, nordrunkenness.»

Source
The most likely source of this passage is Arrāzī, who ascribes the report to
Balīnās’ book on φυσικά:

Ḫawāṣṣ 2‒غ غار (I 88v 19 ‒ 89r 2 | Q 3218‒21 | Ṭ 112r 4‒5 | V 26v 11–13)

يسقط لم التيّ الغار ورق من واحدة ورقة أخذ إن إنهّ، الطبیعیّات كتاب في بلیناس قال
الشراب من یصدع ولم يسكر لم الأذن: خلف ویضعها الشجرة من یؤخذ — الأرض على

واضعها.

یسقط لم التّي الغار ورق مں واحدة ورقه یسقط] ورقة... | i في كتابه كتاب] | ṭ ٮلٮٮاس ،i بلٮساس بلیناس]
تسقط لم منه واحدة ورقة ،ṭ ٮسقط ولم الغار ورق من ورق ،q تسقط لم واحدة ورقة الغار ورق من ،i
ٮسان ا ووصعها ،qv ووضعت ویضعها] | ṭ – ،q شجره من الشجرة] من یؤخذ | ṭ الي رٔض] ا على | v
واضعها] | iṭ یصرع یصدع] | i یسكں یسكر] | v یصرع ولم سكن واضعها] ... لم | ṭ اذنه ذٔن] ا | ṭ

.i –

As usually in passages mediated by Arrāzī, there is little (if any) intentional
alteration of the original wording in the quote transmitted by Natāʔiǧ.
From Ḫawāṣṣ the passage is borrowed, in its fullest form and with the usual

omission of the intermediary source, by Alqalānisī:1

Aqrabāḏīn XLIX s.v. غار (B 31016‒17)

تسقط لم الغار ورق من واحدة ورقة أُخذت «إن الطبیعیّات: في كتابه في بلیناس وقال
الشراب من یصدّع ولم يسكر لم الأذن: خلف وتوضع الشجر من تؤخذ — الأرض على

واضعها».

1 As usually, it is the context (the preceding/following passages) that supports the assumption
of silent borrowing.
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The same origin must be suspected for an almost identical quote from
Balīnās included by Zuhr in his own Ḫawāṣṣ, despite slight differences in its
wording:1

Ḫawāṣṣ 3‒غ غار (B 108r 4 – 108v 2 | H 1601‒3 | P 69r 6–9 | Ṭ 3265‒6)

خلف وجعلها شجرتها من الأرض إلى تسقط لم الغار من واحدةً ورقةً أخذ «مَن بلیناس:
الشراب». من ینصدع ولم يسكر لم أذنه،

تسقط] | b ورقة ،p واحد ،ṭ واخذ واحدةً] ورقةً | b وقال ،h بلسایس ،p ٮلسانس ،ṭ ٮلٮناس بلیناس]

.p ٮنصوع ،bhṭ ینصرع ینصدع] | hṭ یسقط

Origin
There is a parallel traditionon the sameamethystic property of laurel leaves that
goes back to that cabinet of archaic curiosities that is Ibn Waḥšiyyah’s treatise
on agriculture. There, in the chapter on the laurel (غار) tree, the following expe-
rience is reported:2

Nabaṭiyyah الغار شجرة ذكر باب (F 1506‒8)

قطفًا، بیده (یقطفها ورقةً ورقها من أخذ مَن وهي: ظتریفة، خاصّیّة الغار في نحن جرّبنا وقد
يشربه، أن یقدر ما الشراب من شرب ثمّ أذنه، خلف فجعلها الأرض) على يسقط ممّا ليس

ظریف. لسرٌَِّ وإنهّ — الشراب من كثار الإ من یصدع ولم البتةّ يسكر لم

Ibn Waḥšiyyah’s text is both contentually and formally identical to the pas-
sage selected byArrāzī—somuch so that the lattermight be actually described
as a mere simplification of the former.3 The wording of the two passages, how-
ever, is different enough as to make it possible to distinguish quite confidently
between their echoes even when no explicit source is mentioned. Thus, the

1 There is no feature in Zuhr’s passage that might support independent transmission from a
different source and divergences from Arrāzī’s text can be all reduced to synonymical substi-
tution and overall simplification, which is a development already shown by some of the copies
of his Ḫawāṣṣ. Moreover, the quote that follows in Zuhr’s compilation is the same one found
at the same locus in his model and source.

2 Judging from the preceding context, these words may be ascribed to Quṯāmā but it also possi-
ble that “we” might represent here the author himself.

3 Yet, there is no reason to suspect fraud on the part of Arrāzī, who, despite his apparent ten-
dency to paraphrasing, is extremely scrupulous with regard to the explicitation of his sources
(Alḥāwī being in this respect, evenmore thanḪawāṣṣ, a monument to his punctilious). In fact,
the origin of the materials transmitted under Balīnās’ name in the ḫawāṣṣ tradition (particu-
larly by Arrāzī and by Alqazwīnī) remains obscure, as do the exact nature of their undeniable
relatedness to Filāḥah texts.
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Nabaṭiyyah version includes a characteristic (and somewhat redundant) verb
قطف and the emphatic assertion that the effect will obtain nomatter howmuch
wine is drunk.
It isNabaṭiyyah that Ibn Albayṭār quotes (citing its title simply asAlfilāḥah)

as the source for his slightly abridged form of the passage in Ǧāmiʕ, and a lit-
erally identical quote in his Almuġnī not only confirms this ascription but also
illustrates how any given passage, written down perhaps on a notebook or on a
slip of paper, could be—and actually was—used more than once for different
purposes:1

Ǧāmiʕ 3‒غ غار (B III 14526‒27)

خلف ويجعلها الأرض، إلى يسقط أن غير من بیده واحدةً ورقه من قطف «مَن الفلاحة:
يسكر». ولم شاء ماء الشراب من شرب أذنه:

Almuġnī I.19 بالسكر المبطئة (L 33r 14 ‒33v 1 | M 19v 8‒10 | P1 16v 17‒18 | P2 30v 16 ‒ 31r)

يسقط أن غير من بیده واحدةً ورقه من قطف «مَن النبطـیّة: الفلاحة كتاب من — الغار
يسكر». ولم شاء ما الشراب من شرب أذنه: خلف وجعلها الأرض، إلى

.m وأخذه واحدةً] | p1|2 – النبطیّة]

This property featured already, in fact, amongst several anonymous passages
collected by Alġāfiqī in his own compendium, where it is immediately pre-
ceded by four properties that seem extracted from a Filāḥah text.2 The wording
of the passage would seem to reflect Arrāzī’s version, but this might be a false
impression caused by an abridgement in the translation:3

1 We know virtually nothing about the strategies involved in the compilation of comprehensive
anthologies of passages, which must have been similar, at least in the earliest stage of each
genre, for Ḫawāṣṣ, Ḥayawān, and Ǧāmiʕ texts. Even when the author was working on a pre-
existing model (and there seems not to have been any available for Almuġnī), the material
piecing together of the received text and the new additions and observations is a subject un-
fortunately understudied as far as the Islamicate written tradition is concerned.

2 It is rather unlikely that Ibn Albayṭār should have borrowed his passage from here given that
he actually cites Alġāfiqī at the end of his entry as the source for three other remedies that
are indeed taken from the same series inMufradah. On the other hand, Alġāfiqī’s unsourced
sequence does not derive from Zuhr’s Ḫawāṣṣ, let alone from Arrāzī’s.

3 I have no access to the only extant manuscript ofMufradah containing the whole text (except
for letterش), namely Tunis, Dār alkutub alwaṭaniyyah, Fonds Ḥasan Ḥusnī ʕabdulwahhāb ms
18177. For further reference to this manuscript and to its recent identification by Degen (it had
long been miscatalogued and therefore ignored by most scholars), cf. Käs 2010: 110 n. 2. All
quotes fromMufradah ل to ي are thus referenced here through its Latin translation as trans-
mitted in the Munich and Vatican manuscripts.
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Simplicia l‒42 laurus‒guar
M 50rb 29‒37 | V 92rb 35 ‒ 93va 2

Alivs:
«1 Si poterit granum pondus ii ar-
genti trito et sicco, mitigat dolo-
rem.
2 Et quando remollitur in aqua et
de illa aqua aspergitur uel rora-
tur domus, expellitmuscaliones de
domo.
3 Et de folio suo quando fit de-
coctio cum aceto, ualet dolori den-
cium.
4 Et dicunt quidam quod, si ac-
cipiatur aliquod lignum de arbore
lauri et suspendatur in domo et in
loco unde puer timidus dormit, ua-
let eiusmultumquia postea non ti-
mebit.
5 Et qui accipit unum folium lauri
et ponat retro uel post aurem, non
postea inebriabitur».

sicco] succo V.

Ibn Albayṭār, Ǧāmiʕ 3‒غ غار
B III 14526‒29|31‒32

الفلاحة:
.[...] قطف مَن 5»

شجر عود من عود أُخذ إن أنهّ، قوم وزعم 4

فيه الطفل ینام الّذي الموضع على وعلُقّ الغار
كبيرةً. منفعةً نفعه دائمنَ، یفعز الّذي

[...]
ملعقتين مقدار منه شرُب إن 1» :الغافقي
ساعته. من المغص سكّن مسحوقاً، يابسًا

عنه طرد البيت، في نقيعه رُشّ فإن 2

الذباب.
وجع من نفع بالخلّ، طُبخ إذا وورقه، 3

الأسـنان».

Remarks
A conventional non-ḫawāṣṣic medical benefit of laurel oil against generic
headache (κεφαλαλγία≡ (صداع is documented since at least Dioscorides,1 but
it seems that only at a much later date was this property made extensive to the
whole plant.2
On the linguistic level, غار is the Arabic name of the laurel or bay tree (Laurus

nobilis L.), also known in the Islamicate tradition by its Persian names رند and,

1 Cf.Mat. med. 1:40 δάφνινον (W I 416) ≡ Ḥaš 1:32 الغار دهن (P 10v 9 | T 4217); also the same thera-
peutical use of oleum laurinum in Pliny, NH XXIII.4.[43] (J‒M IV 2724).

2 Cf. Ibn Alǧazzār, Iʕtimād III.23 غار (S 10411‒13 | M 43v 16‒18) ≡ Fiducia III.23 laurus‒gar‒rant
(B 114rb 44 ‒ 114va 2 | V 222va 1‒6), where its alleviating effect is described against headaches
caused by phlegm and thick pneumata. The power of laurel to “dissolve” a headache is also
recorded by Ibn Sīnā, Qānūn II.2.ii.18,3 غار (B I 46819).
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less frequently, دهمست/دهمشت (both forms are attested in Arabic),1 correspond-
ing quite unequivocally to Greek δάφνη, andwith a fairly well documented local
name in Andalus.2 Now, according the compiler of the Burhān-i qāṭiʕ, namely
seventeenth-century Tabrīzī, the name داهمست would be compound of ده and
مست andwouldmean مست» نفر «ده (?)3 and, depending on the actual etymology
of the word, the ending ‒mast may either reflect or have inspired (by Volkset-
ymologie) a connection to drunkenness, which is otherwise unattested in the
Graeco-Hellenistic tradition.4

1 Cf. Vullers, LPLE I 943b s.vv. دَهمْ and مَست ;دَه Steingass, CPED 549 s.v. دهمست dahmast / da-
hamast. It is worth noting here that the Persian formدهمست (which is quite widely transmitted
with a ‒ش‒ and is not so “rare” as stated in Bos, Käs, Lübke, andMensching 2020: 440) is par-
ticularly linked in the Arabic corpus to Filāḥah texts, cf. both غار andدهمشت in IbnWaḥšiyyah,
Nabaṭiyyah 15111 (where the editor prefers «دهشت» over «دهمشت» on manuscripts FL) and ورق»
الدهمست «شجرة in Qusṭūs, Rūmiyyah IV.86 (M 16613‒1672), where it is the only form used through-
out. This Persian name it is not limited to geoponic texts and it may have entered the pharma-
cognostic tradition also through Ahrun’s authority, as in Ibn Ǧanāḥ, Talḫīṣ [251|347]; cf. also
الدهمست» «شجرة (« דהמסגׂ אל («שגׂר in IbnAlǧazzār, Iʕtimād III.23 (S 1047 |M43v 12) and«الدهمست حبّ
الغار) حبّ «(وهو (butmanuscript A reads («الدهمشت» in Zād IV.18 (T 37410); الرند)» (وهو الدهمست «حبّ
in Masīḥ, Hārūniyyah II.i.3 (G 30310); Alġāfiqī,Mufradah II‒د s.v.دهمسٚت (M 137v 23 | R 29613 |
Ṭ 23818); Ibn Albayṭār, Ǧāmiʕ دهمست126‒د (B II 11731‒32).

2 For a detailed analysis of the Romandalusī name of the laurel tree as reflected by local scholars
and going back to Late Latin lauribacca ‘laurel bay’, cf. Corriente 2001: 166 s.v. *orbáqa and
the most recent, and exhaustive, update in Bos, Käs, Lübke, and Mensching 2020: 1197‒1199.

3 Cf. Vullers, LPLE I 943b s.v.مَست .دَه
4 AlreadyPahlavimast ‘bemused, intoxicated’, cf.MacKenzie,CPD 54; also Steingass,CPED 1227
s.v.مستmast.
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II.vi.3 Aṭṭabarī said: «If sprays of rue arehung fromsomeonewithaheadache
next to the aching side, this shall alleviate it.»

Cognates
The Hebrew translation of Ibn Alhayṯam’s text includes a parallel quotation
ascribed to the same source:1

Sǝḡullōṯ II.vi.4 (L‒M 3036‒7)

עלי מין תלית «אם טברי: אל ואמ'

ב״ל⟧ ⟦רודא הסדאב

הראש כאב בעל על

בכואב, בצד הצואר בצד

ישקיטהו».

Nisyōnōṯ II.vi.3 (L‒M 1686‒7)

הרודא ענף יתלה «אם טברי: אל ואמר

הראש, חצי כאב לו שיש מי על

ישקיטהו».

Mark that Sǝḡullōṯ is quite explicit in mentioning that these sprays must be
hung “from the neck side next to the aching side” (essentially like in Natāʔiǧ),
whereas Nisyōnōṯ appears to have either interpreted the passage in a different
sense or dropped that specification altogether.

Source

The origin of the passage is found in Firdaws, where the compiler of αḪawāṣṣ
(or, once again, his source) found it already with the same standard formulaic
structure and did not need to introduce any other change than synonymical
substitution جانب) for (شقّ and perhaps also an omission or reinterpretation of
the original place for the hanging:

Firdaws VII.ii.3النبات من أشـیاء خواصّ في (Ṣ 5289‒11)

سكنّه المتصدّع، الشقّ یلي ممّا الصداع به من أذن على سذاب من طاقات علُقّت وإن
الله. بـإذن

.ṣ سذاب] | ṣ طافات طاقات]

1 A gloss in Sǝḡ gives the vernacular name for rue, namely ,«רודא» ie ruda (from Latin ruta), a
denomination shared by all Iberian and Occitanic Romance languages. As usually throughout
the text, the Romance name is the only one that appears (probably through substitution) in
Nisy, but Arabo-Hebrew סדאב was nevertheless not unheard of, as proved by two of the three
extant Hebrew translations of Ibn Maymūn’s On asthma, cf. Bos and McVaugh 2008: 549.
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Aṭṭabarī’s remedy does not seem to have found the favour of later authors,1
with the exceptionof an anonymous echo inAlqazwīnī’s encyclopaedia,where
the original passage is copied almost word by word:

ʕaǧāʔib II kāɂināt II.2.63سذاب
W 28527‒29

الشدید والصداع المصروع تنفع ورائحته
حتىّ — رطبًا كان إذا سـیّما الحال، في
على السذاب من طاقات وُضعت «إن قالوا:
المصدّع، الشقّ یلي ممّا الصداع به مَن أذن

وجعه». سكنّ

ʕaǧāyeb s.v.سداب
A 126v 14‒16 | B 135r 12‒15

وص د، شا درا و دارد، ود روعرا ذاب ۀ را و
د وشاو ذاب یاز شا ا ی —غا ود ون

د. حالصداع ود، د ازآنجا
حال در | a درد دردرا] | b را مصارٓوع مصروعرا]

.b حال در صداع صداع]

Origin
LikeNat‒2 above, this remedy is strongly reminiscent of Graeco-Byzantine pre-
scriptions against headache that often involved, as seen in the introduction,
such ἐπιθήματα as crowns and amulets. In this case, one of the possible sources
for Aṭṭabarī may be a Filāḥah that circulated under the name of Dīmuqrāṭīs.
There, within the chapter on rue ,(سذاب) the same remedy is commended in
quite similar words:2

Filāḥah, s.v.سذاب

تعالى. الله بـإذن عنه سكن صداع، به مَن أذن على رطبًا السذاب طرف علُقّ إذا

Let it be noted thatطرف heremay be either a Syriacism (cf.ܐ ≡ܛ ورق ‘leaf ’)
or a reference to a different part of the plant. As amatter of fact, in the Byzantine
summa compiled from Cassianus Bassus’ geoponic encyclopaedia the same
benefit is said to obtain when the ears are stopped or stuffed with the soft pith
of rue (ἐγκάρδια, which is reflected by فروع in the indirect Arabic translation of
the text):

1 In what concerns the Ḫawāṣṣ genre, its absence from Arrāzī’s compilation (in which there is
not even an entry on rue) may be partially responsible for this lack of fortunes.

2 Themanuscript onwhich I checked this text is Teheran,Maǧlis ms 0.Sign., which (like somany
others onwhich this survey is built) I consulted somewhat hastily some years ago at the Institut
für Geschichte der Arabisch-Islamischen Wissenschaften in Frankfurt. The reproduction had
not foliation at all, thence the less accurate reference to chapters whenever the text is cited.
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Geoponica XΙI.25.3 (B 37311‒13)
Περὶ πηγάνου καὶ
ἡμέρου καὶ ἀγρίου

τοῖς δὲ ἁπαλοῖς ἐγκαρδίοις τοῦ πηγά-
νου εἴ τις τὰ ὦτα βύσειεν, ἰαθήσεται
κεφαλῆς πόνος.

Rūmiyyah VII.24 (M 2824‒6)
بشذاب به يسُـتعان الّذي ما تعلم أن

الدواء من والصحاريّ البساتين

رأسه، تصُيب ريحٍ عن إنسان صدع وإن
فقطعها، الشذاب فروع من فروعٍ إلى فعمد
إلى أذنه من فعلقّها بعض إلى بعضها ضمّ ثمّ
إن أذنیه من أو المصدع، رأسه شقّ تلي ما
الله بـإذن لذلك برأ — جمیعًا رأسه صدع

تعالى.

Moreover, judging from the wording of the Arabic version (which, inciden-
tally, shows howmuch of the original Eclogaewas lost in the Byzantine abridge-
ment), Rūmiyyahmakes for amuch better candidate than Dīmuqrāṭīs’ Filāḥah
to be, if not the direct source, at least a close cognate to the source quoted from
by Aṭṭabarī.
The abridged passage included in the Geoponica finds an intriguing paral-

lel in the pseudo-Galenic Εὐπόριστα,1 while a conventional use of rue mixed
with rose oil and vinegar and anointed on the head was actually documented
in pre-Byzantine medical literature.2 It is however in the realm of ancient geo-
ponic literature that further evidence is found for theḫawāṣṣic use of rue against
headaches. In IbnWaḥšiyyah’s treatise on agriculture a number of benefits are
attributed to this plant. According to Yanbūšād, rue has an unequalled specific
property (خاصّیّة) against epilepsy, yet he tested a periapt of rue on a patient with
no success until the whole plant, having been plucked from its roots, was hung
from the patient’s neck so that he was able to smell it. There follows a report
from a mysterious sorcerer:

1 Cf. Rem. parab. III «πόνον δὲ κεφαλῆς ἰᾶται, εἴ τις τοῖς ἁπαλοῖς τῆς κεφαλῆς τὰ ὀστᾶ ἐμφράσσει» (K
XIV 5433‒4). However, while ἐμφράσσω may be considered a synonym of βύω, Pseudo-Galen
instructs to apply the remedy to the cranium rather than to the ears.

2 Cf. for instance Dioscorides,Mat. med. 3:45 πήγανον (W II 5811)≡ Ḥaš سذاب3:43 (P 64v 6‒7 |
T 26018‒19).
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Nabaṭiyyahالسذاب ذكر باب (F 79313‒17)

إلى عظيماً صداعاً المصدّع خرج «إذا قال: للصداع، الساحر ىاىا† †أطو وصف وقد قال:
فقطعه أصل إلى اليمنى بیده فضرب طالعًا، فيها المرّيخ كوكب يكون لیلٍة في السذاب منبت
لأُسكنّ قطعته قد السذاب هذا إلٰه، ”يا المرّيخ: إلى ینظر وهو قال ثمّ بورقها، أغصانًا
ودسّ أذنیه فسدّ انصرف ثمّ كذا“؛ صفته الّذي فلان صداع به ”لأُسكنّ أو به“ صداعي
الصداع ذلك مثل إلیه يرجع يكاد ولا عنه يسكن الصداع فإنّ — السذاب ذلك من فيهما

أبدًا».

.l راطوٮاما ،h اطوایابا ٮاٮا] اطٔو

The astrological context of the procedure is as obvious as unparalleled in the
corpus under survey, yet Nabaṭiyyah aligns closest to Geoponica in the specific
detail of stuffing the ears دسّ) ∼= βύω) rather than hanging the plant from them.
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II.vi.4 He also said: «When the skin of a hoopoe is dried and ground, then
diluted in water and administered nasally with this water, it avails against
headache.»

Cognates
As seen in the introduction to this chapter, the Arabic copy of Ibn Alhayṯam’s
Iktifāʔ includes a cognate to this passage that shares the same implicit ascrip-
tion, namely Aṭṭabarī. TheHebrew translation, on the contrary, does not trans-
mit it even fragmentarily and it is hard to guess where an eyeskip may have ob-
tained.

Source
The text of the quote is essentially identical in its contents to the second seg-
ment of a double passage in which Aṭṭabarī describes two different therapeu-
tical uses of the skin of a hoopoe:

Firdaws VI.iv.31 الهدهد منافع (Ṣ 43713‒15)

وتدقهّ فتُیبسّه جلده من تاخٔذ أو رأسه، على فتضعه الهدهد جلد تاخٔذ أن — وللصداع
ذلك. من ینفع فإنهّ — بالماء تدیفه أن بعد به وتسعّط

Lexical differences are remarkable, however, as two of the three verbs of the
protasis have been apparently substituted for by synonyms جففّ) for یبسّ andسحق
for (دقّ with no change at all in the overall meaning of the instructions.

Parallel traditions

An almost contemporary and slightly different parallel for the first segment of
the double passage in Firdaws can be found in Ibn ʕalī’s Ḥayawān and shall
be analysed below in the commentary to Nat‒6. The whole sequence, in turn,
is documented only at a later date in Ibn Buḫtīšūʕ, yet it is found there in a
form that suggests that, despite chronological considerations, there is no direct
dependence from Firdaws and that the two texts may actually be independent
reflections of an ultimate common source:1

1 Themention of aching teeth (rather than headache) in the corresponding, and otherwise iden-
tical, passage in Naʕtl must be the outcome of some misreading—and there are indeed a few
of these apomorphies in that text.
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Ḥayawān VI.9 هدهد (G 16710‒1681)
≡ Almawṣilī,Manāfiʕ 105r 2‒4

وعلُقّت جلدته أُخذت إن — الهدهد رأس
— عنه سكن رأسه، وجعَ يشـتكي من على

زُبد. بقلیل يسُعّط أن ويجب

.e – عنه] | e اذا انٕ]

≡ Naʕt s.l. الهدهد منافع (L 48v 2‒5)

وعلُقَّت حِلۡدته اُخذت اِذَا — الهدهد راس
سكنَ ناَنهِ أسـۡ وَجَع تَكي يشَـۡ مَنۡ عليَ

زىدًا. بقَلیۡل ىسَـتَعِطَ أن وىجَِبُ

There is a noticeable divergence between Firdaws and Ḥayawān: the former
describes two different remedies (placing an item on the patient’s head and an
errhine) based on the same main ingredient (namely hoopoe skin), whereas in
the latter there is one single prescription involving two operations (periapting
the skin and snuffing or administering intranasally some butter) that must be
combined for the effect to obtain.1
The picture becomes more entangled when an additional piece of evidence

is produced from a third witness, Almarwazī, who aligns with Ibn Buḫtīšūʕ
against Firdawswhile providing newdetails as to theway inwhich the skinmust
be placed. It must be wrapped first in a cloth before fastening it on the patient’s
body (no specific part ismentioned).2 The syntax of the passage ismuch less in-
compatible with Aṭṭabarī’s version as to the skin being complementarily (but
not alternatively) used as an errhine:

Ḥayawān III.40 هدهد (C 191v 13‒15 | D 171r 11‒12 | L 132r 6‒7)

من بشيء ويسُعّط رأسه، يشـتكي من على ويشُدّ خرقة في يجُعل — الهدهد رأس جلد
الوجع. فيسكن زبد،

1 This divergence cannot be solved, moreover, by postulating a simple different transmission
of the conjunction أو / و‒ because Firdaws is quite specific in providing the details for the
preparation of the errhine (the skin must be dried and diluted in water) and Ḥayawān, in
turn, prescribes “a little of butter” that can hardly be interpreted as a misreading of anything
in Aṭṭabarī’s locus. Even if the last segment inḤayawān, whichmay be considered somewhat
ambiguous, were to be interpreted asmeaning that it is the skin thatmust be snuffedwith some
butter (which is admittedly possible on syntactical grounds), assuming dependence from Fir-
dawswould imply both abridgement and unmotivated expansion on the part of Ibn Buḫtīšūʕ.
Furthermore, the first segment describes clearly a hanging علقّ) vs جعل in Firdaws), which links
Ḥayawān to the same tradition reflected by Ibn ʕalī and distinguishes both from Aṭṭabarī.

2 The same instructions to put the skin in a cloth are found also elsewhere, yet not in the same
combination with a nasal administration (see below Nat‒6).
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Origin

In the search of even earlier precedents for this tradition a paragraph from
Pliny’s encyclopaedia may be of some help. Amongst remedies for headache
he transmits a lengthy sequence that includes several elements remarkably
reminiscent of Aṭṭabarī’s passage, such as the skull and brains of several birds
that must be tied to the patient, or smeared on the head, or still applied as an
intranasal liniment, as well as their feathers or combs to be worn as a necklet:

NH XXIX.6.[36] (J‒M IV 4085‒19)

Capitis doloribus remedio sunt coclearum, quae nudae inveniuntur non-
dum peractae, ablata capita et his duritia lapidea exempta—est autem
calculi latitudine, eaque adalligantur, set minutae fronti inlinuntur tri-
tae, item oesypum—, ossa e capite vulturis adalligata aut cerebrum cum
oleo et cedria, peruncto capite et intus naribus inlitis, cornicis cerebrum
coctumincibo sumptumvel noctuae, gallinaceus, si inclusus abstineatur
die ac nocte, pari inedia eius, cuius doleat, evulsis collo plumis circumli-
gatisque vel cristis, mustelae cinis inlitus, surculus ex nidomilui pulvino
subiectus,murina pellis cremata ex aceto inlito cinere, limacis inter duas
orbitas inventae ossiculum per aurum, argentum, ebur traiectum in pel-
licula canina adalligatum, quod remedium pluribus semperque prodest.

This series is furthermore a faithful—albeit fragmentary—reflection of what
must have been the pre-Islamicate precedents of ailment-centredḪawāṣṣ texts,
as the medical benefits attributed to a great variety of animals are already con-
veniently gathered under a nosonomical rubric “Remedies for headaches”.1

1 The extent to which such Roman and especially later Byzantine texts may have served as in-
spiration for the first ḫawāṣṣ compilers of the Islamicate period remains to be studied. As far
as αḪawāṣṣ is concerned, given that his author chooses his passages exclusively from an Ara-
bic corpus and since the overall architecture of the treatise mirrors quite closely the standard
structure of therapeutic texts, this influence can only be an indirect one.
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II.vi.5 He also said: «A human hair, if hung from him who suffers from mi-
graine, relieves his pain.»

Cognates
The same implicit authority (ieAṭṭabarī)might be assumed for theparallel and
identical quotation in Iktifāʔ, which is not however preserved in the Tashkent
manuscript:1

Sǝḡullōṯ II.vi.8 (L‒M 30312‒14)

האיש הראש שיער תלית «אם ואמ':

ממקראנשיה המתרעם על

גולגולתו), שתבקע אליו שידמה (נ״א

כאבה». ישקיט

Nisyōnōṯ II.vi.7 (L‒M 1701‒2)

האדם שער שיתלה «מי ואמר:

הראש, חצי מכאב שיתרעם מי על

ישקיטה».

Given that the ascription apparently implied by αḪawāṣṣ is, as shall be shown
below, rather suspect (and therefore highly significative), a word-by-word iden-
tical quote reported by IbnAlbayṭār “fromAṭṭabarī’s specific properties” ought
to be considered an additional witness to this tradition, probably through Ik-
tifāʔ:

Almuġnī I.2 الشقيقة وجع في (L 14r 6‒8 | M 8r 22 ‒ 8v 1 | P1 7v 2‒3 | P2 13v 6‒9)

وجعه». سكّن رأسه، شقّ يشـتكي من على علُقّ «إن :الطبري خواصّ من — شعرالإنسان
زعموا. فيما نفعه الأيمن، الجانب في الشقيقة صاحب على علُقّ إذا — الأیمن الضبعة ضلع

1 If genuine, the form «ממקראנשיה» transmitted in Sǝḡmight reflect Romance *micransia, an ap-
parently unattested descendantGraeco-Latinhemicrania (< ἡμικρανία) thatmay showcontam-
inationwith parallel secondary developments such as epilensia (from epilepsia < ἐπιληψία). But
all this is pure speculation on a dubious reading and western Romance languages share for the
most part forms in (e)migr‒ (particularlyMediaeval Catalanmigranea /migranya and Old Oc-
citanic emigranea), for which cf. below «המיגרניאה» translatingMediaeval Latin «emigranea» in
the passage cited from Sexaginta. As for the second reading reported in the same text, it looks
like a gloss inspired by the etymology of Arabic شقيقة (from شقق√ ≅ ,(בקע√ while Nisy substi-
tutes the standard medical definition of migraine for the original nosonym. Incidentally, this
would not the only instance of a syntactically wrong annexation האיש») הראש («שיער in Sǝḡul-
lōṯ (cf. הבר» «התרנגול above in Sǝḡ II.iv.2), but it is not impossible that the two words actually
represent two originally alternative readings הראש») «שיער / האיש» .(«שיער
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Source and origin
Despite the apparent attribution to Aṭṭabarī shared by all the aforementioned
witnesses, such a property of human hair is not mentioned in the extant text of
Firdaws.1 There is, however, an isolate piece of evidence thatmaybear testimony
of a better text than the one accessed by the editor of Firdaws:

Alɂidrīsī, Ǧāmiʕṭ

23‒ش شعر
S III 46813‒16

بلَُّ إذا الإنسان، شعر
عضّة على ووُضع بخلّ

برأ الكلَِب، الكلب
ساعته. من

المرأة، به تبخّرت وإذا
الرحم. وجع من نفعها

الإنسان شعر علُقّ وإذا
الصداع صاحب على

الرأس، حول بحدید یدُار
الصداع. سكنّ

بالشعر، تبخّر وإذا
النسـیان. من نفع

Firdaws VI.iv.1
الإنسان في
Ṣ 4204‒6

الفيلسوف أطرومینس وقال
بلُّ إذا الإنسان، شعر إنّ

عضّة على ووُضع بالخلّ
برأ الكلب،
ساعته. من

بالشعر، المرأة تبخّرت وإذا
الرحم. وجع من نفع

به التدخين وینفع
النسـیان. من

Alḥāwī XX [35]
إنسان شعر‒§
H XX 33* | B 29228‒12

أطهورسفس وقال
بلُّ إذا الإنسان، شعر إنّ

عضّة على ووُضع بخلّ
أبرأه الكلب،
ساعته. من

صرف بشرابٍ بلُّ وإذا
الجراحات على ووُضع وزیت

الرأس، في العارضة
الورم. من منعها

ريحه، واشـتمُّ به دُخّن ومتى
الأرحام خناق من نفع

والنسـیان.

With regard to our text, in any case, even if Alɂidrīsī’s unsourced excerpt
could be used to infer the presence in the original text of Firdaws of this oth-
erwise unattested passage, the fact remains that its wording is remarkably dif-
ferent from the one unanimously transmitted by the descendants of αḪawāṣṣ,
especially concerning the ailment (headache against migraine) and the addi-
tional instructions provided in Ǧāmiʕ.
On the other hand, in contrast with the overall silence of the major Ḫawāṣṣ

texts about this property of human hair,2 the anticephalalgic use of a periapt

1 Neither in Firdaws IV.i.13 وعلاجها الشقيقة في (or in the preceding chapter on general headache), nor
in VI.iv.1 on the benefits of human bodily parts (where, nevertheless, human hair is actually
mentioned in a sequence borrowed from Aṭhūrusfus that has been previously quoted and
analysed in the commentary to Nat II.iv.3).

2 It is missing not only from Arrāzī’s Ḫawāṣṣ, but also from Zuhr’s much more comprehensive
compilation, in which no less than nine different uses of human hair are collected.
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made of human hair is abundantly documented in the zootherapeutic genre.
The earliest attestation is found in Ibn ʕalī’s treatise, one of the branches of
which (namelyḤayawānb) transmits indeed awording virtually identical to our
passage:

Ḥayawān [1.7] إنسان (R 8)

A

علُقّ إذا الإنسان، شعر
في الشقيقة يشـتكي مَن على
الله بـإذن فتسكن دماغه،

تعالى.

B

على علُقّ إذا الإنسان، شعر
رأسه، شقّ يشـتكي مَن

الوجع. سكنّ

C

على علُقّ إذا ادٓم، ابن شعر
برئ. الشقيقة، يشـتكي مَن

It is likewise selected by Ibn Buḫtīšūʕ, whose wording combines, as usu-
ally, elements from Ḥayawānb الوجع») («سكّن and Ḥayawānc .(«الشقيقة») Half of
the manuscripts consulted include a tooth (سنّ) or a molar (ضرس) alongside mi-
graine,which, if original,wouldbeunparalleled in the transmissionof this prop-
erty:1

Ḥayawān I إنسان (G 45‒6 | P 2r 3‒4 | Q 2r 10‒11)≡ Naʕtl I الإنسان منافع (L 103v 3‒4)

الوجع. سكنّ الشقيقة، يشـتكي من على علُقّ وإذا .[...] — إنسان شعر
.p – ،q المه الوجع] | q الشقیقة او سنه ،p الشقیقةَ اوَِ ضرسَه الشقیقة] | lp وان واذٕا]

Manāfeʕ-e ḥayavān I زن و مرد خاصيت (R 513‒4)

د. دا ن سا دارد، ه د د یآو ویرا و

1 The passage, in the “from his tooth or from migraine” version, was also contained in Al-
mawṣilī’s copy in the no longer extant opening folios, cf. «Capilli humani [...] Collo autem sus-
pensi dentium molestia aut hemicrania laborantibus dolorem mitigant» (Ruiz 1980: xxxi). The
evidence against the originality of this allusion to toothache is strong, as this element is absent
not only from manuscript G (by far the best of the copies of Ibn Buḫtīšūʕ’s text available to
me at the moment) but also from the Persian translation and from Naʕtl.
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There are three additional witnesses to this tradition, all three either anony-
mous or pseudepigraphy and therefore of uncertain chronology. Still within the
Ḥayawān genre, Sexaginta:1

Sexaginta LV De homine
A 71ra 41‒42 | V 109rb 66

Capilli hominis suspensi a patienti
emigraneam, alleuiant dolorem.

suspensi] ‒ A | patienti] paciente
A ‖ alleuiant] aufert V.

Sǝḡullōṯ s.v. אינסאן ראשו] [שיער
P 52r 20

מרפא החולי, לצואר «תלוי אלרזי: ואמר

המיגרניאה». חולי

Then, the archaicising (yet not necessarily archaic) treatise that circulated in
the Islamicate west under the authority of Masīḥ b. Ḥakam records this virtue
amongst the specific properties and uses of the human being. On account of
both the location of the passage within the text and the wording with which
it is transmitted, close cognacy with, or dependence from, αḪawāṣṣ should be
ruled out:

Hārūniyyah I.xi.1 المنافع من فيه وما الإنسان خواصّ في القول (G 2053‒4)

عنه زال المریضة، الناحية على رأسه نصفُ یوُجعه مَن علقّها إن إنسان، رأس من شعرة
الوجع.

The even more enigmatic anonymous treatise that bears the title Ḥikmatu
Ǧālīnūs, in turn, shows some interesting features that may reflect a different
tradition. It is unique in providing detailed instructions for the amulet: the hair
(which must be taken from a man) must be wrapped in a new cloth and hung
by a thread from the patient suffering frommigraine:2

Ḥikmatu Ǧālīnūs I.1 (P 3v 8‒9)

وجع يشـتكي مَن على بخیط وعلُقّ جدیدة خرقةٍ في انصرّ إذا الرجل، شعر — للشقیقة
الله. ذن بٔإ الألم سكنّ الشقيقة،

1 The inclusion of the passage in that treatise might, perhaps, justify an ascription to Arrāzī,
who is in fact cited immediately after Aṭṭabarī in this chapter.

2 This brief pseudepigraphic compilation is accessed through Paris, BnF ms Arabe 3047, which
is available online.
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The use of a cloth for the preparation of periapts is, of course, very much
of a commonplace in this sort of literature and further research is needed to
assess the quality of Ḥikmatu Ǧālīnūs as to its date and the sources from which
it draws. In any case, if these instructions were to be considered a spontaneous
innovation by the compiler of the text, it is still rather striking that no other
author seems to have felt the need to specify how the hair was to be hung from
the patient.1

1 The obvious answer would be that whenever hanging was mentioned in a remedy the reader
automatically understood that an amulet (requiring a container made of skin, cloth, etc) was
involved.
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II.vi.6 Arrāzī said: «If a hoopoe’s skin is put on someone with a headache, it
shall alleviate his head with God’s permission»—proven by experience.

Cognates
Unlike the previous quote from Aṭṭabarī in Nat‒4, the present one is included
in all extant witnesses to Ibn Alhayṯam’s Iktifāʔ and all of them share the same
ascription to Arrāzī (except for Nisyōnōṯ, which omits it):1

Sǝḡullōṯ II.vi.9 (L‒M 30314‒16)

ההודהוד עור תניח «אם ראזי: אמר

[דיאבירטא]⟧ גאל ⟦עוף
ישקיטהו». הרוש, כאב שבו מי על

Nisyōnōṯ II.vi.6 (L‒M 16811‒1701)

הבר תרנגול יונח «אם ואמר:

ישקיטהו». הרוש, כאב לו שיש מי על

Source
The passage is borrowed, indeed, from Arrāzī’s Ḫawāṣṣ, where it appears
within the sequence of quotes on the hoopoe explicitly borrowed from
Aṭṭabarī. The manuscripts consulted transmit two quite differently worded
versions that cannot be easily reduced to a single common archetypal form:

Ḫawāṣṣ 2‒ه هدهد
I 81v 2 | Q 1217‒18 | V 5r 16‒17

الرأس، على الهدهد جلد یوضع وللصداع:
الصداع. فيسكن

.i سكن الصداع] فیسكن | q – الهدهد] و...

Ṭ 106r 3‒4

صداع، به من رأس على الهدهد وُضع إن
صداعه. أزال

Like in other instances, indirect transmission suggest that there may have
circulated even more versions, since Alǧazzār, who includes the same three
quotes fromAṭṭabarī on the hoopoe in his own compilation, transmits a word-
ing that mixes elements from both versions:2

1 With regard to the different names by which the hoopoe is called in both Hebrew texts, see
above the note corresponding to Sǝḡullōṯ in the commentary to Nat II.iv.2.

2 Thepassage is commenteduponbyKäs 2012: 98,whoalso adds the testimonyof ʕubaydullāh,
Ḥayawān 53r 8 (forwhich seebelow).Mark that the Latin translator appears tohave substituted
motu proprio “feathers” (less probably “wings”) for the original “skin”.
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Ḫawāṣṣ [76b] (K 5214)

سكنّ الرأس، على الهدهد جلد وُضع وإذا
الصداع.

Epistola 105vb 27‒28

Et cum ponuntur penne upupe su-
per capud, sedat.

The same remedy is includedalso amongst theuses of ahoopoe in Sexaginta:1

Sexaginta XXXVI De upupa
A 70ra 24‒25 | V 108rb 61‒62

Corium uppupe positum super pa-
cientem dolorem capitis sedatur
dolor.

pacientem] eumqui patitur V | sedatur
dolor] sedat dolorem V.

Sǝḡullōṯ s.v. דוכיפת
P 47r 1

כאב לו שיש מי על הדוכיפת יונח אם וכן

הראש. חצי

Origin and transmission

As seen above in the analysis of Nat‒4, the source of the passage included in
Ḫawāṣṣ is Aṭṭabarī’s Firdaws, where it is found in almost the same form. There
is, however, an even earlierwitnesses to this remedy, namely Ibn ʕalī, whomust
have found it described rather as an amulet علقّ) against Aṭṭabarī’s (جعل bene-
ficial for pounding and heavy headaches:

Ḥayawān [49.8] هدهد (R 322)
A

من على یعُلقّ الهدهد، رأس جلد یؤخذ
فيبرأ الشدید، والصداع الضربان يشـتكي

تعالى. الله بـإذن

C

وجع يشـتكي من على علُقّ إذا الهدهد، رأس
أبرأه. الرأس،

This complementary testimony seems to lend support to the hypothesis that
Firdaws reflects better than Ibn Buḫtīšūʕ and Almarwazī the original circula-
tion of two separate remedies (an amulet and an errhine) based on the hoopoe
skin. Tangentially, let it be noted that the active element in Ibn Buḫtīšūʕ’s
text (but not in Almarwazī’s) is actually the hoopoe’s head, a reading already

1 Regarding the Hebrew text it must be by parablepsis that the word for “skin” is missing from
the manuscript (and perhaps from the translation itself).
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present in Ibn ʕalī’s Ḥayawānc and attested also in the anonymous Ḥikmatu
Ǧālīnūs, which provides the fullest account of the preparation of the amulet.
First all head feathers must be plucked off, then the head is to be wrapped in a
cloth and hang from a thread on a patient suffering from migraine rather than
from generic headache:

Ḥikmatu Ǧālīnūs I.8 (P 4r 1‒3)

وجع يشـتكي مَن على خيط في وعلُقّ خرقة في وشُدّ الريش من نظُف إذا الهدهد، رأس
ألمه. يسُكّن الشقيقة،

The same instructions to put the skin of a hoopoe’s head in a cloth are found
also in a passage that Ibn Albayṭār ascribes explicitly to Ibn Zuhr but which I
could not find anywhere in the compilation authored by Zuhr:1

Almuġnī I.1 الصداع في (L 6r 1‒3 | M 3v 10‒11 | P1 3r 21 ‒ 3v 1 | P2 6v 11‒13)

يشـتكي من على وعلُقّ خرقة في صُيرّ «إذا زهر: ابن خواصّ من — الهدهد رأس جلد
الوجع». عنه سكنّ رأسه،

Anapparently later reinterpretation is still recordedbyAlqazwīnī, forwhom
it is the bird’s comb or crest قنزعة) , confirmed by Persian (تاج that must be put to
use:2

ʕaǧāʔib II kāɂināt II.3.i.6,54 هدهد
W 42610‒11

الرأس: وجع به من على تعُلقّ — قنزعته
وجعه. يسُكنّ

ʕaǧāyeb s.v. هدهد
A 230v 5 | B 249r 1

د. ل زا د،صداعرا د ی جاورا ا و

1 As seen in Chapter 1, not all mentions of an author’s خواصّ in Almuġnī are to be interpreted
as allusions to a treatise of Ḫawāṣṣ. In the case of Ibn Zuhr, the high frequency with which
such references cannot be located in Zuhr’s Ḫawāṣṣ makes one wonder whether a different
source is being referred to (one perhaps actually by Ibn Zuhr). This possibility has been briefly
discussed in Chapter 1.

2 The passage is borrowed virtually verbatim by Ibn Alwardī,Ḫarīdah XXII.ii.9 الهدهد أجزاء خواصّ
(Z 3629).
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4.4 Nat IX.i—On tertian fever

Ibn Alhayṯam, Sǝḡullōṯ IX.i †קאנטיניא בקדחת (L‒M 3246‒16)1 ‖ Pseudo-Abenezra,
Nisyōnōṯ IX.i שלישית בקדחת (L‒M 2841‒2862) ‖ Almuġnī XVIII.3 الصفراویةّ الحمّى في (M 324r
13‒17).
Nat‒1 three roots of plantain |Nat‒2woodlice |Nat‒3 panther spider |Nat‒4 deer horn
filings | Nat‒5 locust.

Cognates
Out of the five quotations transmitted in theHebrew version of IbnAlhayṯam’s
book only Sǝḡ‒2 from Dioscorides on bruising a spider to make an ointment
against fevers is not included in Natāʔiǧ,2 but then Sǝḡullōṯ lacks the passage
from Aṭṭabarī on the spider known as lynx (fahd). Besides, as shall be sown
below, Sǝḡ‒3 reveals that Nat‒2 is one of two originally consecutive passages
that described two very similar periapts requiring woodlice on the one hand
and a gecko أبرص) (سامّ on the other.
The parallel testimony of Ibn Albayṭār’s Almuġnī is of exceptional impor-

tance in the case of the chapters on fevers, because it transmits several series of
passages that appear to be related to the text family of αḪawāṣṣ andwhichmight
have been mediated by Iktifāʔ. Here an anonymous four-passage sequence is
found thatmatches almost literally theminimal sequence formed byNat|Sǝḡ‒4
on stag horn andNat|Sǝḡ‒5 on locusts. A few significant differences in theword-
ing, however, leave room for doubt about the exact relationship between these
two traditions and further scrutiny might conclude that they are parallel rather
than cognate:3

1 This epigraph in Sǝḡullōṯ is most certainly corrupt: whether it actually contains a transcription
of continua as the editors suggest or a deturpation of *טירטיאנא (ie tertiana, which is the actual
subject of the chapter), a Latin gloss has usurped the place of the original word. The Hebrew
translator is quite consistent in his use of Arabo-Hebrew אלגב» «קדחת throughout the text, and
this is glossed only once in plain Hebrew (but never in Latin) as «שלישית» in Sǝḡ IX.i.1.

2 This remedy is borrowed fromḤašāʔiš 2:54 (P 34v 8‒9 | T 14710‒12)≡Mat. med. 2:63 (W I 1414‒7).
For further details, see below the analysis of Nat‒3.

3 The indication الأندلسيّ» لسفيان التجربتين كتاب «من that precedes the rubric for deer horn filings
must in fact belong to the previous passage on the syrup of sebesten (M 324r 11‒13), since the
latter follows another quote from Sufyān Alɂandalusī’s Taǧribatān on the benefit of purging-
cassia (خيارشـنبر) against fevers. On typological grounds such conspicuously ḫawāṣṣic remedies
canhardly beenadmitted into abookof that particularmedical genre and thepassages are tobe
found, indeed, in the fragments fromthat treatisepreserved in indirect transmission, cf. Sufyān
Alɂandalusī, Taǧribatān1‒س سبسـتان (C 91) andخيارشنب10‒***خ (C 62). Thewording of the third
passage in Ibn Albayṭār’s series is especially suspect, as such adverbial specifications (here
بخورًا but also شربًا or تعلیقًا elsewhere in the text) are totally uncharacteristic of the phraseology of
αḪawāṣṣ andmust reflect either the use of a different source or, less likely, authorial rewording.
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Almuġnī XVIII.3 الصفراویةّ الحمّى في (M 324r 13‒17 | P1 280r 21 ‒ 280v 3)

وینفع الغبّ، حمّى من نفعت بشراب، وشرُبت سحُقت إذا أنهّا، زعموا — الأیل قرن برادة
زعموا. فيما عظيمةً منفعةً اليرقان من أیضًا

الغبّ، حمّى به من على علُقّ إذا البساتين: في يكون الّذي الأرجل الطویل الجراد — آخر
نفعه.

بخورًا. الغبّ حمّى من ینفع الفأر جلد — آخر
نفعه. غبّ، حمّى به مَن على علُقّ إن ،النـهري السرطان — آخر

.m بخورا الربع بخورًا] الغبّ | p1 – برادة]

Quite unfortunately, neither the Hārūniyyah nor the only extant version of
Almadāɂinī’s Ḫawāṣṣ contain any fever-related passages

Remarks
With the only exception of plantain (which is also recommended later against
quartan fevers), all the antipyretic elements involved in this chapter are of an-
imal origin: a spider, deer horn, locusts, and woodlice in Natāʔiǧ, also a gecko
in Sǝḡullōṯ and probably originally in αḪawāṣṣ too. This is, in fact, the overall
pattern in the ḫawāṣṣic treatment of fevers, whereas conventional therapeutics
rely basically on products of plant origin.1
As for the way in which these elements must be used for their effect to ob-

tain, they can be taken in a drink with some wine (Nat‒1|4), held in the hand or
poulticed over the back of the neck Nat‒1 (at least one liniment in the original
compilation, reflected by Sǝḡ‒2), or hung from the patient as amulets (Nat‒2|5).
Numerological analogy is evident in the case of plantain in Nat‒1 (three

leaveswith three ladlefuls of wine and another three of water), but the rationale
for the attribution of a specific property against tertian fever to the several
animals mentioned here is no longer transparent.2

1 One cannot simply conclude, in any case, that all remedies against fevers that involve animals
or animal parts are necessarily ḫawāṣṣic, nor that there is any clear-cut dichotomy between a
conventional (otherwise rational) use of plants and a ḫawāṣṣic (otherwise irrational or super-
stitious) use of animals to the same effect. The case of plantain (which is in fact endorsed by
the authority of Dioscorides) is quite informative in this regard.

2 Here followed, in my original draft, an epigraph on arithmology or numerical analogy as re-
flected in a number of antipyretic remedies reported by both Dioscorides and Pliny and in-
volving mostly herbs but also a few insects. The prevalence of this phenomenon precisely in
the case of fevers is not hard to explain, as their manifestations show an evident link to arith-
metics, both in their periodicity (daily, tertian, quartan, etc) and in the doctrine of the critical
days that is most particularly related to them in the Hippocratic-Galenic tradition. Such a di-
gression, however, had no place in this limited preview.
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Commentary

IX.i.1 Dioscorides said: «If three roots of plantain are drunkwith three ladle-
fuls of wine mixed with another three of water, this shall avail against ter-
tian fevers.»

Cognates
This report from Materia medica on plantain is also the opening quotation in
the parallel epigraph in Ibn Alhayṯam’s Iktifāʔ:1

Sǝḡullōṯ IX.i.1 (L‒M 3247‒9)

משורש ישתה «אם דיאסקו': אמר

שרשים ב' ⟦פלאנטגי⟧ השה לשון

מזוג ביין †קואתר[סאת]† בג'

אלגב מקדחת יועיל מים, בכמוה כמות

⟦שלישית⟧».

Nisyōnōṯ IX.i.1 (L‒M 2842‒4)

משרש ישתה «אם דיאשקורודוש: אמר

שרשים ג' פלאנטאייני

מזוג מיין אוק' בד'

שלישית». מקדחת יועיל מים, בכמותו

The testimony of Sǝḡullōṯ concerning the measures involved in this passage
is of exceptional relevance in that it appears to preserve a word reflecting the
Arabic transliteration of the original Greek «κυάθων» inMateria medica.2 Such
a reading agrees with the one transmitted by Natāʔiǧ but differs from Nisyōnōṯ
(“four ounces”) and, above all, from the text ofḤašāʔiš as translated by Iṣṭifan.
This hypothesis and the analysis of its possible implications are developed in
some detail below.

1 Once again the translator of Sǝḡ uses an Arabo-Hebrew phytonym השה) לשון ≡ الحمل (لسان
whereas the compiler of Nisy prefers a Romance name. The gloss «פלאנטגי» incorporated into
the tradition of Sǝḡ is identical to the vernacular synonym provided by the Hebrew transla-
tor of Ibn Wāfid in Mup̄radāt חמל אל ,לסאן which he equates with Hebrew השה» ,«לשון Latin
«ארנגלושה» (iearnoglossa), andRomance«פלאנטגי» (P 53r 10‒11). Fromamongst thedescendants
of Latin plantago, it probably reflects Catalan plantatge (which is attested as «plantadge» in
Ibn Wāfid, LMP 11139) or Occitanic plantage (shared by Oilitanic too, cf. vonWartburg, FEW
IX 19‒20 s.v. plantago). The form «פלאנטאייני» in Nisy, in turn, could be a transcription of plan-
tagine (well documented in Italo-Romance alongside forms in piant-) similar to «פלנטייני» in
a medico-botanical Latin and Italo-Romance glossary in Hebrew characters (cf. Bos, Hajek,
Kogman-Appel and Mensching 2019: 185).

2 If I am not wrong in my interpretation, it has nothing to do with quatre as the editors of the
text suggest.
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Source

The source passage in Dioscorides is one of those not so rare occasions in
which the physician from Anazarbus introduces his report on an alleged medi-
cal benefit by the characteristic marker «φασὶ δέ». As seen in Chapters 2‒3, this
is usually interpreted as an expression of authorial distancing and disbelief but
it is also a powerful device for anonymisation of the author’s written sources of
information. In this particular case the expression may convey some degree of
scepticism inspired by the numerological principle implied by the use of three
roots against tertian fevers and four against quartan fevers:

Materia medica 2:126 ἀρνόγλωσσον
W I 20012‒14

φασὶ δὲ ῥίζας ἁδρὰς τρεῖς ποθείσας
μετ’ οἴνου κυάθων τριῶν καὶ ὕδατος
ἴσου τριταίῳ βοηθεῖν, τεταρταίῳ δὲ
τέσσαρας ῥίζας.

Ḥašāʔiš 2:119 الحمل لسان وهو ... ارنغلسن
P 46v 2‒3 | T 1987‒10

من أصول ثلاثة شرُبت إذا أنهّ، قومٌ زعم وقد
شراب ونصف أواق بارٔبع الحمل لسان أصول
وأنهّ، الغبّ؛ حمّى من نفع ماء، بمثله ممزوج
حمّى من نفعت أصول، أربعة منه شرُبت إذا

الربع.

.t – منه] | t شرب شُربت]

Testimonia
?Ibn Māsawayh ∈ Arrāzī, Alḥāwī XVI.14 (H XVI 117 | B 240714‒15) ‖ Ar-
rāzī, Alḥāwī XXI [745] الحمل لسان (H XXI 394 | B 329023‒24) ‖ Ibn
Samaǧūn, Ǧāmiʕ 15‒ل s.v. (S II 26817‒19) ‖ Ibn Ǧazlah, Minhāǧ 46‒ل
s.v. (L 197r 3‒4) ‖ Ibn Wāfid, Mufradah [218] s.v. (A 2861‒3) ≡ Liber
Serapionis [224] lisen alhamel‒plantago (A 15049‒51 | P 95ra 12‒17) ≡
LMP liçen †alhanal‒plantadge (F 11223‒24) ≡ Mup̄radāt חמל אל לשון‒לסאן
פלאנטגי‒ארנגלושה‒השה (P 53v 16‒18) ‖ Alġāfiqī, Simplicia p‒44 plan-
tago‒licen alhamal (V 133vb 30‒34) ‖ Ibn Albayṭār, Ǧāmiʕ 22‒ل s.v. (B
IV 1082‒3) | Almuġnī XVIII.3 الصفراویةّ الحمّى في (M 322r 21‒23 | P1 278v 19‒20).

This is the universally received reading of the locus and indirect transmission
shows only minor variations (such as, for instance, a different verb agreement).
Nowhere in the corpus is ameasure other than “four and a half ounces” attested.
Moreover, even the Vetus translates Greek κύαθος into ounces, or rather equates
the two measures showing no concern for accuracy.1

1 Cf. Ullmann 2009: 177‒178 s.r. أوق√ in the painstaking glossary to the fragments of this trans-
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This poses a problem that deserves some consideration inasmuch as it may
affect the history of the transmission of the text ofḤašāʔiš. The analysis cannot
be reproduced in full detail here, but I shall try to summarise the most relevant
data and to propose aworking hypothesis. An exhaustive concordance of the in-
stances of the word κύαθος and of its Arabic equivalents in Iṣṭifan’s translation
is offered in the table on the next page.1
First, inMateriamedica 2:126 themeasure of “three cyathi” (one κύαθος holds

two κόγχαι or four μύστρα according to the Attic system) is interpreted by Iṣṭi-
fan as “four and a half ounces” ونصف») أواق .(«أربع This equivalence 1 κύαθος : 1½
ūqiyyah is independently attested in other ninth-century sources.2
As can be seen in Table 4.1, the measure unit κύαθος is translated in two dif-

ferent ways throughout the text ofḤašāʔiš. From the beginning to 2:76 στέαρ an
equivalence in ounces is provided by Iṣṭifan, whereas from 2:81 οὖρον ἀνθρω-
́που to the end of the text he resorts to a borrowing of the Greek word 3.(قواثوس)
Our passage 2:126 on plantain is, in fact, anomalous in that it features a trans-
lation into ounces just after the translator’s apparent change of strategy.4 The
preservation of the original names of measure units is in fact one of the dis-
tinctive traits of Iṣṭifan’s translating strategy. In addition to the pre-standard
درخمى ≡ δραχμή, he also uses أوبولوس ≡ ὀβολός, كسوبافون أ ≡ ὀξύβαφον, or قوخلیاریون ≡
κοχλιάριον.

lation as transmitted in the Ayasofyamanuscript. That entry shows that the translator actually
rendered a whole range of measure units as ūqiyyah, which is a quite remarkable strategy in a
medical context.

1 The double numeration of the lemmata corresponds to the original Greek inWellmann’s edi-
tion (first number) and to the Arabic translation as numbered on the Parismanuscript (second
number). The references for Ḥašāʔiš are to manuscript P. Words and phrases are reproduced
verbatim regardless of the syntactic context (prepositions have been omitted from both the
Greek and the Arabic texts).

2 Already in Ibn Sarābiyūn, cf. Breuiarium 86va 35. The same conversion is quoted by Bar
Bahlūl when explaining ܘܐܬܘ as “two cyathi hold three ounces” and ܘܐܬܘܣ as “one and
a half ounces” ونصف») ,(«أوقـیّة both from Ibn Sarābiyūn; to this he still adds ܐܓܗܿ» ܘ ܝܐ ܐܘܢ
ܘܐܬܘ «ܬܘܒ from Bar Serošwē, cf. Bar Bahlūl, Lexicon 171921‒25. Elsewhere in his dictio-
nary, however, he glossesܘܐܬܘܣ simply as الأوزان» «أواقي (cf. Lexicon 17209). In the anonymous
Arabic translation of Pseudo-Galen, Ther. ad Pis. κύαθος is rendered quite literally as «ملعقة»
‘ladleful, spoonful’, cf. Richter-Bernburg 1969: 197‒198, who provides references to the afore-
mentioned loci in Ibn Sarābiyūn and Bar Bahlūl, as well as to Ibn Hubal,Muḫtārāt II 33522.
According to Richter-Bernburg theقواثوسwould hold 50.214 g in eastern measures.

3 It is not a fossil transliteration since theword can be inflected according to Arabicmorphology:
dual accusative and genitiveقواثوسين, pluralقواثوسات in all three cases.

4 This change ofmind seems to extend to othermeasures too, cf. مثاقيل» ≡«ثلاثة «κοχλιαρίων δυεῖν
πλῆθος» inMat.med. 2:10|11 on crabs (P 31v 3) but ≡«قوخلیاریون» «κοχλιαρίου πλῆθος» inMat.med.
5:107|33* on sulphur (P 125v 5).
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On the other hand, a quick look at Ḥunayn’s translation of Galen’s
Simpl. med. reveals a similar practice. Thus «κυάθων δυοῖν» in VII.x.60 Περὶ
κυκλαμίνου (K XII 5117) is rendered as أواقي» ثلث «مقدار (E 120r 17), and also
«κυάθων τριῶν» in IX.ii.5 Περὶ Ἰουδαϊκοῦ (K XII 19912) as أواقي» «أربع (E 148r 21,
sic); but «κύαθον» in VIII.xvi.19 Περὶ πίσσης (K XII 10114) is translated by a
transliteration-cum-gloss ونصف)» أوقيةّ (وهو واحد قواثوس «قدر (E 129r 11‒12).
In view of this phenomenon, it is worth noting that on the margins of

manuscript P of Ḥašāʔiš a number of glosses have been added by the same
main hand at the exact point at which theword in question appears (in a sort of
Masorah minima). FromMateria medica 1:56 to 1:77 the marginal note explains
that the word rendered as “one and a half ounces” corresponds to Greekقواثوس;
then from 2:81 to 4:75 the transliterationقواثوس of the body of the text is glossed
as “one and a half ounces”:

قىاىيس بالیونانـیّة هو ونصف أوقيةّ أُخرجه الّذي الاسم 1:56
قىاىيس بالیونانـیّة هو ونصف أوقيةّ اَُْءخرجه الّذي الاسم 1:69

قواثوسات ثلث الكتاب في أصلها ونصف أواقي الأربع هذه 1:77

ونصف أوقيةّ القواثوس 2:81|106, 3:19
ونصف أوقيةّ القواثوسين 2:165

ادرخمیات ثمان والأوقيةّ ونصف، أوقيةّ القواثوس 4:75

The reading in the first person singular is confirmed by an analogous note
on the left margin of P 59r that is explicitly ascribed to Iṣṭifan (= A) and by a
second explicit reference on the left margin of P 17r 17 (= B) to ὁλκὴ μία:1

درخمى. فهو مثقال، وزن تقدّم فيما أُخرج كلماّ إصطفن: قال a
ونصف. درهم وزن وهو درخمى، إصطفن ذكر فيما أُلقي b

That the Vetus cannot possibly be the origin of the passage in our text has
been already shown above and even if their translations ought to be disregarded
on purely chronological grounds, it must be noted here that Annātilī 85v 12‒13
has the exact samemeasure as Iṣṭifan, and thatMihrān 87r 17 omits altogether
the mention of the amount of wine with which the herb must be taken:

الربعیّة. للحمّى وأربعة المثلثّة؛ الحمّى نفع بالخمر، أصوله من شرُب إذا إنه، وقيل

1 Additional marginal notes of this category are found on P 9r left margin رڶتا») وسـبعين «خمسة is
retro-translated as أواق» تسع والقوطول قوطول، مائة الروميّ في ;(«هذا then 13v 8, 13v 13, and 90v, all three
on the right margin and all three related to measure units.
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Materia medica Ḥašāʔiš
1:30|25 ἔλαιον κυάθων ἓξ πλῆθος أواق تسع 9r 5
1:31|26 ἐλαιόμελι πλῆθος κυάθων δυεῖν أواق ثلث 9v 8
1:56|46 ἰρίνον κυάθου πλῆθος ونصف أوقيةّ مقدار 13v 21
1:69|65 στρόβιλοι κυάθων τὸ πλῆθος τριῶν ونصف أواق أربع 17v 3
1:72|68 πίσσα κυάθου πλῆθος ونصف أوقيةّ 18v 5
1:77 κέδρος κύαθος ونصف أوقيةّ مقدار 20r 6
1:126|135 μορέα κυάθου πλῆθος ونصف أوقية قدر 29r 12
1:128|137*** σῦκα κυάθῳ... κυάθου πλῆθος ونصف أوقيةّ ونصف... أوقيةّ 30r 11‒12
2:16|17 ἐχίδνης κυάθων ἕξ أواقي تسع 31v 20
2:70|61 γάλα κύαθος ونصف أوقية 35r 15
2:76|67 στέαρ κύαθον ἕνα أواق تسع 38r 7
2:81|72 οὖρον ἀνθρώπου κυάθων πλῆθος δύο قواثوسين مقدار 40r 15
2:106|100 ὁ Αἰγύπτιος κύαμος κυάθων τριῶν قواثوسات ثلث مقدار 43v 2
2:165|159 κυκλάμινος ἑτέρα κυάθων δυεῖν πλῆθος بقواثوسين 51r 11
3:19 λευκάκανθα κύαθοι τρεῖς قواثوسات ثلث 59r 10
3:23 ἀψίνθιον εἰς πλῆθος κυάθων τριῶν قواثوسات ثلث مقدار 60r 4‒5
3:124|121 κραταιόγονον κυάθων δύο بقواثوسين 75v 20
4:1 κέστρον κυάθου ἑνὸς بقواثوس 81r 8

κυάθων δέκα قواثوسات بعشر 81r 11
4:42|38 πεντέφυλλον τριῶν κυάθων πλῆθος قواثوسات ثلث مقدار 85v 20
4:63|58 μήκων ῥοιάς κυάθοις τρισίν... εἰς δύο قواثوسين إلى قواثوسات... ثلث 88v 20
4:75|70 μανδραγόρας κυάθῳ ἑνί قواثوس مقدار 90v 7

κυάθους τρεῖς قواثوسات 90v 18
4:85|79 ἑλξίνη κύαθος قواثوس مقدار 92r 14
4:125|120 χαμαίκισσος κυάθοις τρισί قواثوسات ثلث 96r 19
4:150|145 σίκυς ἄγριος κυάθους τρεῖς قواثوسات ثلث 99r 8

κύαθον ἕνα قواثوس مقدار 99v 4
4:154|148 σπαρτίον κύαθος قواثوس مقدار 100r 19
4:181 ἄμπελος ἀγρία κυάθων δύο بقواثوسين 105v 10
4:188 κνῆκος κυάθους τρεῖς قواثوسات ثلث 106v 19
5:7| μελιτίτης οἶνος κύαθον ἔνα قواثوس مقدار 110r 15
5:16|14 θυμοξάλμῃ κατὰ τρεῖς ἢ τέσσαρας κυάθους قواثوسات أربع أو ثلث 111v 6
5:17|15 σκιλλητικὸν ὄξος κυάθου... κυάθους δύο قواثوسين قواثوس... 111v 21
5:37|31 κεδρίτης κυάθῳ ἑνί قواثوس مقدار 114r 8
5:55|31* οἶνος πρὸς κατάρρους κύαθον ἕνα قواثوس مقدار 115v 1
5:57|31* διὰ Συριακῆς νάρδου... κύαθον ἕνα قواثوس مقدار 115v 6
5:67| φθόριος ἐμβρύων οἶνος κυάθου πλῆθος قواثوس مقدار 116r 8
5:71| μανδραγορίτης κύαθος εἷς قواثوس مقدار 116r 19
5:72|31* ἐλλεβορίτης κύαθον ἕνα... κυάθους τρεῖς ἢ δύο قواثوس مقدار 116v 1
5:78|5* λεπὶς κύαθον ἕνα قواثوس مقدار 119r 8

κυάθων ἓξ قواثوسات ستّ مقدار 119r 9
5:137|61* ὁ Ἰουδαικὸς λίθος κυάθοις τρισί قواثوسات بثلث 129v 18

Table 4.1: Concordance for κύαθος in Iṣṭifan’s translation ofMateria medica.
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In sum, the are two major perspectives from which to look at Nat|Ikt‒1. On
the one hand and regarding the actual contents of the passage, the subtradition
represented by αḪawāṣṣ is exceptional in that it preserves, unlike all other ex-
tant echoes of the original locus, the most complete version of the arithmology
on which the effectiveness of the remedy must have been based. Sensible and
practical as the translation of cyathi into ouncesmay have been in all other con-
texts, in this particular case itmissed the rationale of the original instructions—
although the fact that even in the new version three and four roots were still
prescribed for tertian and quartan fevers, respectively, preserved the ḫawāṣṣic
essence of the potion. Again, only in the text family of αḪawāṣṣwas the perfect
symmetry of the ingredients preserved.
Then, there is the crux of how to explain this remarkable feature. If the

problem is reduced to simple dichotomies, the anonymous compiler either ac-
cessed this information on a copy of Ḥašāʔiš or inherited it from a pre-existing
compilation that included this particular reading. Unfortunately we know
virtually nothing about the earliest copies of Ḥašāʔiš in Andalus,1 but the Paris
manuscript of Iṣṭifan’s translation bears witness to a tradition of marginal
glosses that must go back to the very first copy of the book, since they record
the translator’s (and also Ḥunayn’s) remarks to his own text. If the compiler of
αḪawāṣṣ accessed directly a copy of this translation (which is not absolutely
certain) and if and only if that copy included the original marginal glosses,
then he might be credited with the merit of restoring the original measure in
order to better reflect the nature of the remedy.
If, on the other hand, this feature is supposed to have been simply inherited

(as so many others) from a text that transmitted non-Iṣṭifanī Arabic reflections
ofMateriamedica, the hypothesis is perhapsmore credible but in the end it just
reassigns the responsibility of the divergent reading to an earlier and equally
anonymous author. At the moment I have no solution to offer for this crux. I
am quite sure that a thorough andmeticulous examination of the Dioscoridean
passages transmitted by the descendants of αḪawāṣṣ shall help to draw a much
clearer picture of their origin (probably origins, in the plural). As seen in Chap-
ter 3, there are some significant coincidences with the pre-standard terminol-
ogy used by the translator of the Vetus and by early-ninth-century physicians.
The relative frequency of blends or hybridised Dioscoridean-Galenic passages
seems to point towards the same early context. In this particular case there is

1 Despite the availability of muchmaterial either in critical edition or in facsimile reproduction,
the boastful claims about a local revision of the eastern translation have not resulted in any
attempt at reconstructing the early Andalusī circulation of the text or the specificities (if there
are any) of the Andalusī Dioscorides as reflected in local pharmacognostics.
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no evidence to link this reading to the Qayrawānī school (the passage is not
recorded even in its standard form in that pharmacognostic subtradition) and
one should perhaps scan the corpus searching for instances of Graeco-Arabic
قواثوس in order to pinpoint the most likely candidates to be the ultimate trans-
mitters of this passage. Here and now the mystery must remain unsolved.

Transmission
Besides of the particular hermeneutical problem of the measure involved in
the passage, the transmission of the remedy is actually quite unproblematic
because it is virtually non-existing. Dioscorides’ passage is not included by
Galen in his survey of the medical characterisation of plantain in Simpl. med,1
which may reflect, perhaps, a distaste for the conspicuous numerical analogy
implied in it. Nor did Byzantine compilers receive it into their own catalogues,
and this overall disregard extends to the Islamicate tradition, with the excep-
tions in the pharmacognostic genre recorded in the concordance above.
Even if all epistemic genres are considered, this property is only exceptionally

reported. One of those rare cases is Alqazwīnī:

ʕaǧāʔib II kāɂināt II.2.114 الحمل لسان (W 29625‒26)

⟨و⟩نصف أواقيّ أربع في أصوله من ثلاثة للغبّ يشرُب إنهّ وقيل الربع. حمّى من نافع إنهّ وقيل
منه. أصول أربعة: وللربع شرابًا؛

The same old remedy is still echoed much later in the pharmacognostical
but at the same time quite ḫawāṣṣ-like Taḏkirah of Alɂanṭākī (d. 1599). His
testimony is extremely interesting not only as an example of the survival of
older epistemic traditions centuries after the so-called Classical period but also
because it appears to reflect an innovative reading that substitutes the stems
(أضلاع) for the roots:

Taḏkirah I.iii 20‒ل الحمل لسان (B 27121‒22)

للربع. وأربع الغبّ لحمّى منه أضلاع ثلٰثة وشربُ الخنازير، ینفع تعلیقه أن خواصّه: ومن

1 Cf. Simpl.med.VI.i.60 Περὶ ἀρνογλώσσου (K XI 8381‒8398)≡MufradahVI.59الحمل لسان ذكر (E 100r
17 ‒ 100v 5).
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Origin

Within the Greek tradition of the Dioscoridean text an addition is found in the
so-called “interpolated Dioscorides” (= Di) that is edited by Wellmann in his
critical apparatus toMateriamedica 2:126 andwhich reports the use of plantain
(and also mint) by Syrians, precisely for the treatment of fevers. Although it is
the juice (ζωμός) that is mentioned in the passage, the empirical and secretive
context in which the remedy is transmitted makes it worth mentioning here:

οἱ δὲ Σύροι τὸν τούτου ζωμὸν καὶ τῆς καλαμίνθης σὺν μέλιτί φασι τοὺς πυρε-
τοὺς θεραπεύειν, διδόμενον δευτέρᾳ, τετράδι καὶ παρασκευῇ, τοῦτο ὡς μυστή-
ριόν τι δέχου. ἐστι γὰρ ἀληθέστατον καὶ διὰ πείρας.

A closer and also farmore informative testimony is contributed, on the other
hand, by Pliny, whose dependence from a Greek source is most evident in his
use of cyathi, which allows for the numerological connection to be preserved:

NH XXVI.11.[71] (J‒M IV 21314‒18)

Plantago ex aqua mulsa ii horis ante accessionem pota binis drachmis
vel sucus radicis madefactae vel tusae vel ipsa radix trita in aqua ferro
calfacta. Quidam ternas radices in iii cyathis aquae dedere. Eadem in
quartanis quaterna fecerunt.

It is possible that an echo of this tradition might have also been recorded by
the SyrianMethodistmaster ThemisonofLaodicea in ismonographic treatise
on the plantain.1

1 Cf. Pliny, NH XXV.8.[39] (J‒M IV 14210‒19). In that text a description of two different varieties
(genera) was provided thatmatches quite closely the one given byDioscorides (butmark that
according to Pliny’s excerpt heptapleuron is the name of the second, larger, variety, whereas
inMateria medica ἑπτάπλευρον is a synonym for ἀρνόγλωσσον) and the two texts further share
the mention of the herb’s drying property and its benefit against ῥευματικά / rheumatismos.
The same book on the plantain is cited by Pseudo-Galen in De virtutibus centaureae I: «sicut
Themison famosus magister de arnoglossa narrabat» (N 1613‒4). For the restoration and conse-
quential interpretation of this long-misread passage in the pseudo-Galenic treatise, cf. Nutton
2010: 217‒219 and 2015: 155‒157.OnThemisonofLaodicea, cf. an early survey inDeichgräber
1934: 1632‒1638; and an exhaustive collection and analysis of all extant fragments inMoog 2019
(particularly 2019: 250‒253 on the evidence for the existence of amonographicDe arnoglossa).
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IX.i.2 He said: «If one takes themany-legged little beast that curls itself upon
being touched and puts it into a cloth, then hangs it on someone affected
by fever, this shall cause the fever to cease entirely.»

Cognates

No matching quotation is found in the Hebrew translation of Iktifāʔ but Sǝḡ‒3
transmits extremely similar instructions for a periapt that requires a different
animal:

Sǝḡullōṯ IX.i.3 (L‒M 32411‒13)

על ויתלה בבגד ויושם אבריאץ⟧ סאם ⟦נ״א תנשמת תקח «אם סקורסיקאס: אל אמר

יסירנה». הקדחת, בעל

First, Ibn Alhayṯam’s text seems to have preserved, unlike Natāʔiǧ, the au-
thority to which the passage may have been attributed in their common source
and, as shall be seen below in the analysis of Nat‒3, the distorted reading אל»
may«סקורסיקאס actuallymask the name of Aṭhūrusfus. Then, there is a duplic-
ity of readings transmitted in Sǝḡullōṯ from two different copies and according
to which the beast that is to be amuletised would be either a תנשמת tinšemeṯ or a
gecko אבריאץ») «סאם ≡ أبرص 1.(سامّ Now, fromwhat can be inferred from previous
instances of this word in Sǝḡullōṯ, תנשמת appears to have been the first element
of at least two different Hebrew-Romance glosses2 with which the translator
tried—and utterly failed—tomake this animal identifiable to a new readership
unfamiliar with the Arabic tradition.
In any case, Nat‒2 does not mention any gecko but rather the quite ubiqui-

tous “many-legged little beast that curls itself up upon being touched”, which is
of course the woodlouse, yet no such property against fevers is recorded for this
insect by Dioscorides (the source of the preceding passage in Natāʔiǧ) or by
Galen in their corresponding entries. In the ensuing paragraphs I shall try to
demonstrate that αḪawāṣṣ probably contained, after at least two quotes from
Dioscorides (= Nat|Sǝḡ‒1 on plantain and Sǝḡ‒2 on a spider), two consecutive
passages ascribed toAṭhūrusfus on the gecko and thewoodlouse, respectively,
fromwhich Iktifāʔ (at least as preserved in Sǝḡullōṯ) keeps the first one together
with its ascription,whileNatāʔiǧ transmits the secondpassage andhas thus lost
the mention of the author.

1 The Hebrew text reads actually «סאס» just like in two other instances of this word in Sǝḡullōṯ
(cf. Sǝḡ VI.iv.2 and VI.viii.2), yet the originally correct spelling אבריאץ» «סאם is preserved IX.i.3.

2 Namely טלפה» «תנשמת and שוייטא» שקורין ,«התנשמת cf. Sǝḡ VI.iv.2 and VI.viii.2.
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Source

Two passages are included in Arrāzī’s collection of ḫawāṣṣic quotes that are
contentually identical to theonesdiscussedhere andwhich arebothunambigu-
ously ascribed to Aṭhūrusfus, a name that would not be impossible to accept
as the origin of the much-deformed סקורסיקאס» «אל in Sǝḡullōṯ:1

Ḫawāṣṣ البيت5‒ح حمار

I 81v 5‒7 | Q 162‒3 | V 6v 6‒7

كثيرة أرجل لها التيّ الدویبّة (هي البیت حمار
مُسّت) إذا تسـتدير

خرقة في لفُّت «إن أطهورسفس: قال
قلعتها مثلثة، حمّى به من على وعلُقّت

أصلاً».

اطٔهورسفس] | v وقال قال] | i مستدیرا تستدیر]
المثلثة الحمى مثلثة] حمّى | q على في] | v اطهور

.i اص لها یترك ولم [ ً اصٔ | i قلَعتْهُ قلعتها] | q

Ḫawāṣṣ الأخضر6‒ا أبرص السامّ
Ḫawāṣṣأبرص3‒س سامّ
I 79r 19 ‒ 79v 1 | Q 224‒6
Ṭ 104v 2‒3 | V 3r 6‒7

خرقة في حيًّا صرُّ «إن أطهورسفس: قال
قلعها». مثلثة، حمّى به من على وعلُقّ

خرقة] ... صُیّر | ṭ ٮلیناس ،v اطهور اطٔهورسفس]

+ ،iv صیر صُرّ] | v خرقة فى او صرة فى طرحناه

.v مثلثه مثلثة] حمّى | q خضر ا ابرص سام

Mark thatwhile it omits the specification for the fever (ie (مثلثة and apparently
substitutes صيرّ for لفّ ‘wrap’, Nat‒2 preserves the idiosyncratic apodosis of the
original passage. In fact, given that the two passages are identical except for
this particular verb (and, obviously, the initial mention of the animal) and that
αḪawāṣṣ may have omitted the adjunct “alive” حيًّا) is not reflected in Sǝḡullōṯ),
the probability of amerger is remarkably high. In this hypothesis, صيرّ inNatāʔiǧ
might not be an unmotivated synonymical substitution but rather an indicator
of conflation.

1 The entryالأخضر اْْبرص السامّ is placed under letter alif, between the skink (أسقنقور) and the weasel
عرس) ,(ابن in three of the four manuscripts consulted, but it is introduced in Q rather at 3‒س
as أبرص سامّ in agreement with what is most often found in Arabic texts. The apparently odd
position of the lemma under alif may have been induced by its actually being a compound
word. Incidentally, the entry on promisedعظایة twice inAlḥāwī XX todealwith أبرس[419] سامّ and
[887] وزغ seems no to have been fulfilled (at least not in the edited text). A parallel attestation
of these two passages in Aṭṭabarī’s Firdaws shall be analysed below at the end of the entry.
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Transmission

Themajority reading of the text ofḪawāṣṣ is confirmed by the evidence of indi-
rect transmission. An early Andalusī echo of the passage on woodlice is found
in Ibn Samaǧūn’s Ǧāmiʕ with the same ascription and virtually the exact same
wording and it is also included by Ibn Albayṭār in his homonymous treatise:1

Ibn Samaǧūn, Ǧāmiʕ 25‒ح قباّن حمار (S I 17717‒18)

قلعها مثلثة، حمّى به من على وعلُقّ خرقة في البيت حمار لفُّ «إن أطهورسفس: وقال
أصلاً».

.s اطهورسڡس أطهورسفس]

Ibn Albayṭār, Ǧāmiʕ 5‒ح هدبة
B IV 19430‒31 | L 538r 11‒12 | P1 195r 19‒20 | P2 203v 27‒28

أصلاً. قلعها مثلثة، حمّى به من على وعلُقّ خرقة في قباّن حمار لفُّ «وإن أطهورسفس:
.b – [ ً اصٔ | b وعلقت وعُلقّ] | p1 ان وانٕ] | b – قبّان] حمّار | b – ،p2 اطهورسٮس اطٔهورسفس]

If assuming Arrāzī’s text as the most likely source for the two passages in-
cluded in αḪawāṣṣ is quite unproblematic, assessing who may have been re-
sponsible for the rewording of the original text shall prove a much harder task.
Internal comparison within the Natāʔiǧ‒Iktifāʔ subtradition suggests that the
omission of the Arabic name of the woodlouse (here البيت (حمار may have been
one of the characteristic traits of the anonymous author of αḪawāṣṣ, as none of
the passages that involve this insect mentions it.2 If intentional, the omission
of the qualification of the fever in the two quotes may also be ascribed to him,
as this datum was rather superfluous given that the passages were comprised
in a chapter entirely devoted to tertian fevers. Moreover, only the Arabic copy

1 For Ibn Albayṭār’s Ǧāmiʕ an identical text is transmitted also in P11 296r 17‒19, P12 187v 12‒13,
and P13 208v 7‒8—a (not so) friendly reminder of how unreliable the Būlāq print is as far as
details of textual criticism are concerned. Through Ibn Albayṭār (as proved by the synonym
قباّن (حمار the passage surfaces in the same form but with an impersonal ascription بعضهم») («وقال
in Addamīrī, Ḥayawān [229] قبَاّن ارُ حمَِ (Ṣ II 1048‒9).

2 With the remarkable exception of the synonym qaranbā in a quote from Materia medica in
Nat III.ii.4, this insect is consistently referred to through the formulaic description “the beast
that curls itself up upon being touched” whether the quote is drawn fromDioscorides, Galen
or Aṭhūrusfus. On a side note, data like this lose very much of their informative value when
decontextualised for this sample and some assumptionsmay appear less compelling than they
actually are when the whole text is considered.
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of Iktifāʔ can help to confirm whether the specification “alive” referred to the
gecko in Sǝḡ‒3 was actually omitted or not, which would confirm or negate the
hypothesis of a conflation.
On the other hand, Alɂilbīrī’s rôle as a compiler appears to have been an

active one regardless of the exact reconstruction of the sequence for αḪawāṣṣ.
Even if the passage on the gecko preceded the one on the woodlouse and one
assumed an accidental eyeskip resulting in amerger, then hewould still have in-
tentionally omitted the nameof the authority—and a fortiori, of course, if it was
the passage on woodlice that came first.1 In any case, it is rather unlikely that
absolutely all divergences between Natāʔiǧ and Iktifāʔ (and of either of them
with regard to αḪawāṣṣ) should be reduced to mechanical accidents: the pro-
cess of selection of passages may have necessitated some additional modifica-
tions, such as relocating the mention of the authority or omitting it depending
on authorial criteria. In this respect, it might be of some significance that none
of the three documented uses of the gecko in αḪawāṣṣ were selected for inclu-
sionby the author ofNatāʔiǧ, perhaps because hemayhavebeenuncertain as to
the identification of the animal. The omission of Aṭhūrusfus’ name, in turn,
would be less justifiable (it is mentioned elsewhere in the text), but then the
original passagemay have transmitted it in such a corrupted form that made its
mention unreasonable. This is, needless to say, the most speculative and inter-
pretive level of reconstruction of the primitive texts and of their authors’ inten-
tions, and interpreters are bound to err and even to fail embarrassingly in their
presumptions.

Origin

The two antipyretic amulets quoted by Arrāzī fromAṭhūrusfus had beenpre-
viously introduced in the Islamicate tradition by Aṭṭabarī, who reproduces the
same text but does notmention his source. This anonymisation is themain rea-
sonwhy I have provisionally disregarded Firdaws as the source of the twoquotes
under scrutiny:2

1 In the latter hypothesis it may have been Ibn Alhayṯam that merged the two passages.
2 As I have commented in Chapter 1, the explicit mention of the sources of each passage or se-
quence of passages is one of the main features that distinguish Ḫawāṣṣ from Ḥayawān as epis-
temic genres. This case here is a perfect example of this genre convention. As for Aṭṭabarī’s
idiosyncratic phrase ویلُفّ» یؤخذ الّذي أبرص ,«سامّ cf. also ویقُطع...» یؤخذ الّذي «والضفدع in FirdawsVI.iv.36
(Ṣ 44010).
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Firdaws VI.iv.38أبرص وسامّ العقرب في (Ṣ 4426‒7)

الغبّ، حمّى به مَن على ویعُلقّ خرقة في حّي، وهو ویلُفّ، یؤخذ الّذي أبرص سامّ فامّٔا
الله. بـإذن یقلعها

Firdaws VI.iv.39والحتات الجرار تحت تكون الطوال والدیدان والنمل العنكبوت في (Ṣ 4431‒2)

قلعها. الغبّ، حمّى به من على وعلُقّ خرقة في لفُّ وإذا

Thewording of the passages points towards a common source (mark قلع in the
two apodoses) andwhile the variance in the use of لفّ / mightصيرّ be considered
stylistic, the differential use of الغبّ حمّى in Firdaws against مثلثة حمّى in Ḫawāṣṣ is
harder to explain if not as reflections of twodifferentways of transmission of the
samematerials or, much less probably, as two different renditions of an original
text that was not written in Arabic.

There is still a third excerpt from Aṭhūrusfus handed down by Arrāzī in
which some sort of lizard ,عظایة) which is in fact often identified as a gecko) is
used in a similar way against chronic fevers:

Ḫawāṣṣ 5‒ع عظایة
I 85r 15‒17 | Q 2313‒15 | Ṭ 108v 7‒8

وعلُقّت أسود بخیط سوداء خرقة في حيةّ، وهي العظایة، شُدّت «إن أطهورسفس: قال
. تلد». أن منعها امرأة، على قلبها علُقّ وإن أبرأته. مزمنة، حمّى به من على

وبخیط بخیط] | iسواد سوداء] | ṭ اسود وخیط أسود] ... سوداء | ṭ– حیّة] وهی | ṭ العضایه العظایة]

.q ابرأه ،ṭ ابرته ابٔرأته] | ṭ زمه مزمنة] | q وعلق وعُلقّت] | q

Judging from the combined testimony of Alqazwīnī and Addamīrī, it is
probable that Ḫawāṣṣ (or at least some copies thereof) would have specified
this benefit against chronic quartan fevers:

Addamīrī, Ḥayawān [648] العَظَاءَةُ (Ṣ III 11418)

أبرأته. المزمنة، الربع حمّى به مَن على سوداء خرقة في علُقّت وإن
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ʕaǧāʔib II kāɂināt II.iii.7,19أبرص سامّ
W 43627

حمّاه. تزول الربع: حمّى صاحب على ويشُدّ

ʕaǧāyeb s.v.ابرص سام (A 234v 17)

ود. ل زا د، د ع ر ب صا اورا ا و
Back to our two passages, neither amulet appears to have had any great for-

tunes in the zootherapeutic genre. On the one hand, Sǝḡ‒3 is not included by
either Ibn ʕalī or Ibn Buḫtīšūʕ in their respective chapters on the benefits of
geckoes,1 the insect required for Nat‒2 is not evenmentioned by name in those
two texts.2
In Andalus, nevertheless, Zuhr seems to have found an alternative source for

the remedy based on woodlice. In the version that he records the insect must
be hung from the neck of the shirt:3

Ḫawāṣṣ البيت8‒ح حمار (P 25v 3‒4)

أبرأه». مثلثة، حمّى به إنسانٍ قمیص قوَارةِ في علُقّ «إن ك: — البیت حمار

1 Cf. Ibn ʕalī, Ḥayawān [87] أبرص ,سامّ which in version A is glossed الوزغة» ,«وهو while in C the
actual rubric of the chapter reads «bAb mnAf‘ alwz.g» (R 482); and also Ḥayawān [84] الغضایة
(R 474‒476), that in Ḥayawāna is interpreted as الحرباء» «وهي and which Raggetti translates as
“chameleon”. As for IbnBuḫtīšūʕ, cf.ḤayawānX.5 ووزغ عظایة (G 2542‒25610), which corresponds
to X.4أبرص السامّ وهو والوزع، العضاة in Almawṣilī’s copy. Several coincidences with FirdawsVI.iv.38
seem to point towards an ultimately common source rather than to dependence.

2 The possibility that traditions featuring the woodlouse were somehow subsumed in the chap-
ter on beetles and cockroaches in Ibn Buḫtīšūʕ’s book is suggested by the evidence gathered
for Nat III.ii.4.

3 The quote is transmitted only in manuscript P but it must be from here that Ibn Albayṭār
got his own unsourced passage for Almuġnī XVIII.2 الربع حمّى في (M 320v 4‒5), where the original
denomination البيت» «حمار has been once again substituted for by the synonym قباّن» .«حمار
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IX.i.3 Aṭṭabarī said: «If the fly-hunting lynx spider is taken, beaten up, and
rubbed on a linen cloth to be held with one’s left hand, or otherwise stuck
over the occipital hollow, this shall break tertian and quartan fevers»—
proven by experience.

Source
An essentially identical passage in Aṭṭabarī’s medical encyclopaedia is intro-
duced by a verb «ذكر» that is coordinated to a preceding verb «ذكر» for which no
explicit agent has been mentioned:1

Firdaws VI.iv.39 ... والنمل العنكبوت في (Ṣ 44218‒20)

على ویطُلى ويشُدخ الذباب یصید الّذي العنكبوت من یاخٔذ أن الأطبّاء بعض علمّ أنهّ وذكر
جمیعًا. والربع الغبّ من فينفع القفا، نقرة على ویلُصق اليسرى بالید ویاخٔذ كتاّن، خرقة

There is a noticeable difference between the instructions provided by
Aṭṭabarī and the text transmitted in Nat‒3: the original remedy describes one
single way of use, whereas its Andalusī echo reports on two alternative (mark
(أو ways of utilising the spider’s property. In the absence of further witnesses
and given the high probability that the change in the conjunction might reflect
a simple clerical lipography, there is not enough evidence to postulate a new
apomorphy in the parent compilation.
The same instructions are recordedbyArrāzī inḪawāṣṣ at the endof a series

of three quotations on the antipyretic properties of spiders that are apparently
all three ascribed to Aṭhūrusfus:

Ḫawāṣṣ عنكبوت3‒ع (I 85r 7‒11 | Q 232‒5 | Ṭ 108r 16 ‒ 108v 1)

على وطُلي وشُدخ ورُضّ الذباب) یصید الّذي (وهو «فهدًا» يسُمّى الّذي منه أُخذ وإن
وهذا — والغبّ» الربع حمّى أذهب القفا، نقرة على فأُلصق اليسرى بالید وأُخذ كتاّن، خرقة

الطبيب. برطیوس من تعلمّته مجرّب أیضًا

والصق فالصق] | ṭ – وشُدخ] | ṭ الذبان الذباب] | q – منه] | ṭ الفهید اخد ان الفهید فهدًا] ... وانٕ

ابن ،ṭ برطیٮوس برطیوس] | ṭ – ،q مجرب صحیح مجرّب] ایٔضًا | ṭ الرٮع بالحمی الربع] حمّى | qṭ
.q طهرس

1 For the preceding passage in Firdaws, see belowNat IX.iii.3. On a tangential note, Arabic قفا cor-
responds toGreek ἰνίον ‘occipital bone, occiput’ in themedical tradition andwas borrowed into
Mediaeval technical Latin as alchafa; for further details and a lengthy and very informative ex-
cursus on the history ofmedical Latinnucha and its Romance descendants, cf. the commentary
on القفا نقرة by Peñuela 1940: 70‒77.
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The copyist of the Vatican manuscript must have had a hard time under-
standing his text and I reproduce his passage in its original, unedited, form as
an illustration of the reality of the manuscript transmission of this kind of ma-
terials:

Ḫawāṣṣ V 23r 4‒6

فالصفن اليسرى بالید واخذ كتاّن خرقة على وطلى روض الذباب يسمي الذى اخذ وان
الطبيب. من تعلمته مجرب ایضا وهذا والربع الغب حمى اذهب القفا نغرة على

The relationship between Nat‒3 and these two possible sources is remark-
ably complex to define. On the one hand, it is evident that the text quoted here
is much closer to Ḫawāṣṣ than to Firdaws. The synonym fahd is not available
in Aṭṭabarī’s text and the presence of the verb رضّ distinguishes also Arrāzī’s
passage from its predecessor’s.1 In fact, thewould should little hesitation to con-
siderNat‒3 a borrowing fromḪawāṣṣwere it not that the text mentions explic-
itly Aṭṭabarī as its source and this ascription could not have been inferred from
that locus. Now, Nat‒4 below (and also its cognate Sǝḡ‒4) is likewise explicit in
its attribution to Arrāzī of a quote that cannot be located in his literary output.
There is a distinct possibility, therefore, that either by mistake or by some un-
clear motivation the compiler of αḪawāṣṣ may have misascribed his passages.
Wrong attribution of passages to the couple Aṭṭabarī/Arrāzī is evenmore fre-
quent in our text than the analogous mixing of Dioscorides/Galen.
The link between the passage transmitted in Firdaws and the quote included

inḪawāṣṣ is far more enigmatic. At first glance, the first person in Arrāzī’s text
(تعلمّتُه) might be co-referential with the anonymous physician who was taught
this remedy by the unnamed author echoed by Aṭṭabarī. According to this
reading of the passages *Brṭiyūs would be the source anonymised in Firdaws,
and moreover the two Iranian authors would have accessed two different texts:
one by the teacher (reflected in Firdaws), the other by the disciple (echoed in
Ḫawāṣṣ). Both must have been written in Arabic, which would be the only ex-
planation for the striking coincidence in the exact linguistic form of the two
passages and at the same time for the slight but yet significant differences be-
tween them (such as the alternative name of the spider and the addition of the
verb .(رضّ
However, I suspect that there is a much simpler explanation that does not

imply the unnecessary proliferation of unattested medical texts. The parallel

1 The order in which tertian and quartan (or quartan and tertian) fevers are mentioned or the
appended note “proven by experience”, in turn, are far less conclusive, as they are rather acci-
dental than substantive.
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use of Aṭhūrusfus by both Aṭṭabarī and Arrāzī is confirmed by a number
of passages (see Chapter 3) and that source is rich in remedies involving sev-
eral taxa of insects in general and also specifically against fevers. It is, therefore,
more plausible to assume that الأطبّاء» بعض «علمّ in Firdaws corresponds actually,
by authorial or clerical mistake, to الطبيب» برطیوس من «تعلمتُه in Ḫawāṣṣ. The first
person echoed by both authors would then be Aṭhūrusfus and this particular
passage would contribute an additional small piece of evidence with which to
reconstruct the profile of this intriguing figure. This hypothesis is compatible,
in fact, with the probable mention of Aṭhūrusfus above in Sǝḡullōṯ IX.i.3.

Later transmission
The same remedy is included in Sexaginta too in a form that is virtually identical
to that of Firdaws:

Sexaginta LIIII De aranea
A 70ra 8‒11 | V 109rb 45‒47

Si sumpseris araneam capientem
muscas et triueris et in panno lineo
ligaueris, et acceperis cum manu
sinistra et posueris super collum
retro, curabit tertianam et quarta-
nam.

sumpseris] suspenderis A | araneam] ‒
V | lineo] ‒ A | ligaueris] posueris V.

Sǝḡullōṯ s.v. עכביש
P 55r 31‒33

ותקשור הזבובים האוכלת תכתוש אם

ותשים השמאל בזרוע ותקח פשתן בבגד

השלישית. ינקה העורף, על

It is echoed by Zuhr too. His version substitutes “the back” (or even “the
sight” in some manuscripts) for “the occipital hollow” of the original passage:

Ḫawāṣṣ عنكبوت6‒ع (H 1551‒3 | P 65r 12–14 | Ṭ 32311‒12)

وأُلزقت اليسرى بالید وأُخذت كتاّن خرقة به وطُلي وشُدخ الذباب یصید الّذي أُخذ إن
وأزاله. الربع حمّى أذهب الظهر، على

واتعب وازٔاله] | pṭ البصر الظهر] | pṭ واخذ ،h واحذن واخذت] | ṭ وطلیت وطُلی] | p ودم وشُدخ]

.p
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Parallel transmission and possible origin

In Ibn Alhayṯam’s Iktifāʔ as reflected by both Sǝḡullōṯ and Nisyōnōṯ as passage
has been previously selected that represents a typological parallel (actually al-
most a duplicate) for the remedy under examination. It is included within the
sequence drawn from Dioscorides:

Sǝḡullōṯ IX.i.2 (L‒M 3249‒11)

בקצת ותעורב העכביש כשתשחוק ואמר

בהם ויומשח הרטיות או המשיחות

מקדחת תבריאם והמצח, הצדעים על

אלגב».

Nisyōnōṯ IX.i.2 (L‒M 2844‒6)

וישחק העכביש קורי יקח «אם ואמר:

הצדעים, ותחבוש דיאלטיאה עם ויעורב

שלישית». מקדחת יבריא

It is, indeed, a genuine quote from Dioscorides and the original passage is
so similar to Nat‒3 that it is only natural to assume some genetic relationship
between them:

Materia medica 2:63 ἀράχνη τὸ ζῷον
W I 1414‒7

συμμαλαχθεῖσα σπληναρίῳ καὶ ἐμ-
πλασθεῖσα εἰς ὀθόνιον προστεθεῖσά
⟨τε⟩ τῷ μετώπῳ ἢ τοῖς κροτάφοις τρι-
ταικὰς περιόδους ὑγιάζει.

Ḥašāʔiš العكنبوت2:54 وهو أرخني،
B 68v 4‒5 | P 34v 8‒9 | T 14710‒12

خرقة على ولطُخ المراهم ببعض خُلط إذا
من أبرأ دْغين، الصُّ على أو الجبهة على وصُيرّ

الغبّ. الحمّى

.p الغب الحما الغبّ] الحمّى | b وـ اؤ]

The only major difference between the two remedies is the place on which
the cloth must be put and judging from the excerpts collected by Arrāzī in
Alḥāwī, it must be inferred that Aṭhūrusfus must have been well acquainted
with the Graeco-Roman medical tradition (especially with the branch of
zootherapeutics). It would not be unreasonable to speculate, therefore,
that Nat‒3 might be a faint echo, mediated by multiple sources, of either
Dioscorides’ passage or even of the tradition of which he himself is simply
a witness—one whose written work happens, unlike so many others, to have
been preserved for posterity.1

1 The subcorpus of remedies involving spiders is extremely complex and several different strands
become intertwined, conflated, and reinterpreted through the centuries in the Islamicate tra-
dition. As fewmore examples are to be found in the next chapters but my provisional remarks
here cannot substitute for a systematic analysis of this traditions.
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IX.i.4 Arrāzī said: «If deer horn filings are beaten up and drunk with wine,
this shall avail greatly against tertian fever and jaundice.»

Cognates
The same quotation is reproduced also in Iktifāʔ likewise under the explicit au-
thority of Arrāzī:1

Sǝḡullōṯ IX.i.4 (L‒M 32413‒14)

האיל דק מנסורת ישתה «אם ראזי: ואמר

אלגב מקדחת מן יועיל ביין, שחוק

גדולה». תועלת ולירקון

Nisyōnōṯ IX.i.3 (L‒M 2846‒7)

אייל קרן מגרידת ישתה «אם ואמר:

שלישית מקדחת יועיל ביין, שחוק

מבואר». תועלת והירקון

It is also the first passage in the aforementioned sequence in Ibn Albayṭār’s
Almuġnī, where it precedes immediately a parallel to Nat‒5. The passage, how-
ever, is anonymously transmitted here:

Almuġnī XVIII.3 الصفراویةّ الحمّى في (M 324r 13‒14)

وینفع الغبّ، حمّى من نفعت بشراب، وشرُبت سحُقت إذا أنهّا، زعموا — الأیلّ قرن برادة
زعموا. فيما عظيمةً منفعةً اليرقان من أیضًا

There is a noticeable difference in the wording too, which may be indicative
of paraphrase or of parallel (rather than cognate) transmission.

Source
The agreement of Sǝḡullōṯ and Natāʔiǧ in ascribing this passage to Arrāzī sug-
gests that this may have been the authority mentioned already in αḪawāṣṣ.2
However, no such property can be found in the entry on deers in his Ḫawāṣṣ3

1 Apparently the original קרן ‘horn’ was at some point in theHebrew transmission of Sǝḡmisread
as ,דק which is the form found in the edited text and which, as an adjective, could only be
understood to qualify either the chips (‘fine, minute’) or the animal (‘small, young’, especially
when speaking of cattle). On the lexical side, Sǝḡ נסורת nisōreṯ is Mishnaic Hebrew for ‘chips,
saw-dust’ (cf. Jastrow,DTTML 915b), a later reflection of the lexeme underlying Tanakhic ר מַשּׂ

maśśōr ‘saw’ (ie √nśr), whereas Nisy features the more common word ,גרידה which is used also
elsewhere in Sǝḡ itself but rather in reference to a metal (cf. הזהב» «גרידת ‘gold filings’ in Sǝḡ
V.i.4).

2 This ascription is not sharedbyNisyōnōṯ, however, inwhich theonly authornamed in thewhole
section is the opening one, namely Dioscorides.

3 Cf. Ḫawāṣṣ 10‒ا أیلّ (I 79v 11‒13). To be sure, a confusion with camels (إبل) shall not even be con-
sidered here for obvious anatomical reasons.
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and only a partialmatch is provided by Sexaginta, where stag horn (cornu cerui)
is said to benefit against haemorrhage, intestinal ulcers, bowel discharge or di-
arrhoea, bladder-ache, womb flow, and jaundice. No mention of fever, either
tertian or otherwise, is made here:

Sexaginta XI De ceruo (A 67ra 34‒39 | V 106ra 17‒22)

Si combustum abluatur et bibatur ad pondus iii aureorum et dimidium
[...], et contra dolorem uesice, et abscindit humiditates peruenientes ex
matricibus, et ualet contra uermes et yctericiam.

bibatur] + ex eo V | matricibus] matrice V | uermes et] ‒ V | yctericiam] yctiricia
A.

In fact, whether it was original or introduced by the Andalusī compilers, the
ascription to Arrāzī may be the result of a mistake, since the origin of this pas-
sage can be located inAṭṭabarī’s kunnāš. There the samepotion is commended
in similarly enthusiastic terms against unspecific fever and jaundice:

Firdaws VI.iv.11 الأیلّ في (Ṣ 42714‒15)

منفعةً واليرقان الحمّى من نفع الشراب، مع وشرُب سحُق ثمّ الأیلّ، قرن برادة من أُخذ وإذا
عظيمةً.

Parallel traditions

This combined effect on fevers and on jaundice is, indeed, peculiar toAṭṭabarī,
as the corpus under surveydocuments rather two separate benefits for this item.
Tertian fever الغبّ) (حمّى is found amongst the several ailments that a similar
preparation made of burnt deer horn and honey is affirmed to heal in a passage
recorded by Ibn Buḫtīšūʕ. A basic version of this recipe was known also to Ibn
ʕalī, but in his text the potion is attributed exclusively an antihelminthic effect:

Ḥayawān [12.17] الأیلّ (R 118)

A

یؤخذ الجوف: في للدود
ويسُحق، فيُحرق الأیلّ قرن
الدود صاحب منه ويسقي
جوفه في ابقى فلا بعسل،

یؤُذیه. ما ولا دود

Bw

أُحرقت إذا الأیلّ، قرون
منها وشرُب وسحُقت
من الدود أخرج بعسل،

البطن.

C

وسحق احرق اذا ایضا قرن
انسان ولعقه بعسل وخلط
الذي الدود ارمي الریق على

صغارا. او كبارا جوفه في
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Ḥayawān III.1 أیلّ (G 1229‒1235 | P 12v 6‒7)≡ Almawṣilī,Manāfiʕ E 29v 1‒8
≡ Naʕtl III.1 الأیلّ منافع (L 165r 1 ‒ 165v 2)

نفث من وینفع البطن، من الدود أخرج بعسل، وشرُب أُحرق وإن [...] — الأیـّل قرن
كلّة. المتأ السرطانات ومن الغبّ حمّى ومن المثانة، حصى ومن الدم

شرُب. إذا الربع حمّى من وینفع [...]

.l ٱلعٕىِ الغبّ] | p...و نفثَ... ومن...] نفث... ومن | g واَذَا وانٕ] | p قرنه یٔلّ] ا قرن

There is no mention of jaundice in the early zootherapeutic tradition, and
there are not many later reflections of this passage in later texts that might sug-
gest that a more complete version ever existed. It looks as if Aṭṭabarī had ex-
tracted a very specific benefit against tertian fevers from a longer list that was
available in that genre andaddedamentionof jaundice fromsomeother source.

Jaundice
As amatter of fact, amedical use of burnt stag horn is reported by Dioscorides
and he includes jaundice amongst the ailments against which the remedy is
credited to avail:1

Materia medica 2:59 ἐλάφου κέρας
W I 1394‒7

κεκαυμένον καὶ πεπλυμένον ἁρμόζει
πλῆθος πινόμενον κοχλιαρίων δυεῖν
αἱμοπτυικοῖς, δυσεντερικοῖς, κοιλια-
κοῖς, ἰκτερικοῖς, κύστεως ἀλγήμασι
μετὰ τραγακάνθης.

Ḥašāʔiš 2:50 الأیلّ قرن
B 69v 11‒12 | P 34r 12‒13 | T 14515‒17

مقدار منه وشرُب وغُسل أُحرق إذا
الدم، نفث به مَن وافق كثيراء، مع قخلیارين
واليرقان، المزمن، والإسهال الأمعاء، وقرحة

المثانة. ووجع

.t صلیارس ،b ڡحلٮارس قخلیارین]

1 For roughly contemporary parallels recording the same list of ailments, cf. Wellmann’s appa-
ratus of ad loc., where reference is made to Pliny’s Naturalis historia and also to the pseudo-
Dioscoridean Simpl.med. / Euporista. The use of burnt deer horn (κέρατος ἐλαφείου κεκαυμένου)
iswell documented in theGreek tradition, cf. especially a recipe for hepatic and icteric ailments
by Andromachus recorded in Galen, Sec. loc. VIII.7 (K XIΙI 2036‒7); then another formula
against jaundice transmitted by Apollonius that Galen notes down through Andromachus
in Sec. loc. IΧ.1 (K XIΙI 2318‒14); cf. further similar preparations involving the same ingredient in
Sec. loc. IΧ.5|Χ.1 (K XIΙI 2936, 3275).



1098 Nat IX.i On tertian fever

It is worth noting that no medium is specified by Dioscorides for this po-
tion (it may have been water, wine, oxymel) and that even in Iṣṭifan’s trans-
lation the combination with tragacanth (which he relocates perhaps in an un-
warranted way) does not result in a drinkable mixture. The passage inMateria
medica, moreover, does not mention any kind of fevers.
Neither of these two distinctive features is altered by the later transmission

of the passage. The instructions are virtually identical in a typically anonymised
echo by Galen:

Simpl. med. XI.i.8 (K XII 33416‒3353)
Περὶ κέρατων ἐλάφου καὶ αἰγῶν

τὸ δὲ τῆς ἐλάφου τινὲς τῶν γραψάν-
των τὰ τοιαῦτα μάλιστ’ ἐπαινοῦσιν,
ὡς εἰ μετὰ τὸ καυθῆναι πλυθείη καὶ
δυσεντερίαν καὶ πτύσιν αἵματος, ἔτι
τε τὰς καλούμενας κοιλιακὰς διαθέ-
σεις ἐκθεραπεύειν, ἰκτερικοῖς τε διδό-
μενον ὠφέλιμον, ἐπὶ πάντων δὲ τού-
των κελεύουσι διδόναι κοχλιάρια δύο.

Mufradah XI.5 (E 173v 11‒14)
القرون ذكر

أصحاب من قومٌ ذكر فقد الأیلّ، قرون فامّٔا
الأشـیاء هذه أمثال وصفوا الّذي الكتب
أُحرق إن اْنهّ، طریقِ من خاصّةً محمودٌ أنهّ
الأمعاء قروح شفى الإحراق، بعد وغُسل
شربه وإن البطن؛ واسـتطلاق الدم ونفث
منه يسُقى أن وأمروا نفعهم. اليرقان، أصحاب

ملعقتين. قد شربةٍ في كلهّم هؤلاء

and no change was introduced in Byzantine times either:

Aetius, Iatrica II.156 (O I 21011‒15)

φασὶ δὲ ὡς τὸ τῆς ἐλάφου κέρας μετὰ τὸ πλυθῆναι, εἰ καυθείη, καὶ δυσεντερίαν
καὶ πτύσιν αἵματος καὶ τὰς καλουμένας κοιλιακὰς διαθέσεις ἐκθεραπεύειν καὶ
ἰκτερικοῖς δίδοται ὠφελίμως.

Kyranides II.11 Περὶ ἐλάφου 19‒22 (K 135)

Κέρας δὲ ἐλάφου [...] μετὰ δὲ τὸ καυθῆναι καὶ πλυθῆναι πινόμενον ὡσεὶ κο-
χλιάρια βʹ, δυσεντερικούς τε καὶ κοιλιακοὺς καὶ ἰκτερικοὺς καὶ αἱμοπτοϊκοὺς
ὠφελεῖ.
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An apparent paraphrase by Ibn Māsawayh in Alkamāl wattamām specifies,
perhaps spontaneously, that the (ashes of the) burnt horn are to be taken with
cold water against jaundice caused by hepatic obstructions:

Ibn Māsawayh⊂ Arrāzī, Alḥāwī VII.2 (H VII 16112‒13)

الریق. على بارد بماء درهمان محرقة الإیلّ قرون واسقه

But I can find no parallel for the prescription of wine (which, after all, may
also be a mere sensible addition by Aṭṭabarī) or, more importantly, for the
combination of tertian fevers and jaundice.
Given that the strictlymedical inquiry appears to lead to a dead end, I call the

attention here to an ancient tradition according to which deers were thought
not to be subjected to fevers. They could even provide a remedy to cure them,
but it is their venison, according to Pliny, that possesses this property, and only
if the stag has been killed with one single wound:1

NH VIII.32.[119] (I‒M II 11918‒1203)

Febrium morbos non sentit hoc animal, quin et medetur huic timori.
Quasdam modo principes feminas scimus omnibus diebus matutinis
carnem eam degustare solitas et longo aevo caruisse febribus, quod ita
demum existimant ratum, si vulnere uno interierit.

1 Cf. also «Febres arcet cervorum caro» in Pliny, NH XXVIII.16.[66] (J‒M IV 35322).
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IX.i.5 Hesaid: «The long-legged locust that cannot fly and is found ingardens,
when taken and hung on a patient suffering from tertian fever, does him
good.»

Cognates
The same quote, with an identical wording, closes the chapter also in Sǝḡullōṯ:1

Sǝḡullōṯ IX.i.5 (L‒M 32414‒16)

בעל על ויתלה בגנים, ויהיה יעוף לא אשר הרגלים ארוכת הארבה תקח «אם ואמר:

יועילהו». אלגב, קדחת

This one is also the second passage in Ibn Albayṭār’s parallel sequence,
where it follows (just like in Natāʔiǧ and in Sǝḡullōṯ) the potion made of deer
horn filings. The version noted down by Ibn Albayṭār lacks, however, any
reference to the locust’s inability to fly:

Almuġnī XVIII.3 الصفراویةّ الحمّى في (M 324r 14‒15 | P1 280v 1‒2)

الغبّ، حمّى به من على علُقّ إذا البساتين: في يكون الّذي الأرجل الطویل الجراد — اخٓر
نفعه.

Source
As it was the case with the preceding Arrāzī-ascribed quotation in Nat‒4, no
such passage is to be found inḪawāṣṣ, which does nonetheless include an entry
for locusts, nor in the homonymous lemma in Sexaginta or in the pharmacog-
nostic section of Alḥāwī.2 A literal match is provided, in turn, by Aṭṭabarī in
Firdaws and also, in abridged form, in Ḥifḍ̱:

1 The word אַרְבֶּה with which the Hebrew translator renders Arabic جراد is a generic, and already
Tanakhic, designation for locusts of the flying kind, in opposition to non-flying ל חַרְגּ (a cognate
to Arabic .(حرجول

2 In Ḫawāṣṣ 1‒ج جراد one single passage is excerpted from the Persian Filāḥah. As for Sexag-
inta XXXV De locustis (in the Venetian print «De aldea locustis»), a reference is made to
Dioscorides and a property is attributed to locusts against bites. In Alḥāwī XX [225] جرادة this
insect is identifiedwithGreek «قریدس» (ieاقریدس*, which is Iṣṭifan’s transliteration of ἀκρίδες in
Ḥaš 2:43, cf. also ܝ ܐ and particularlyܝܕܗܣ ܐ in Bar Bahlūl, Lexicon 27816|21), which is said
to have been mentioned in Dioscorides’Materia medica 2 and Paul of Aegina’s Pragmateia
VII as beneficial against dysuria (especially for women), but omitted by Galen (cf. Alḥāwī H
XX 284‒285* | B 30142‒11).
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Firdaws VI.iv.32 (Ṣ 43722‒24)

البساتين في يكون الّذي الجراد فامّٔا
الأرجل، الطوال منها، الأخضر (وهو

الغبّ، حمّى به مَن على فيُعلقّ یطير): ولا
الله. بـإذن فينفعه

Ḥifḍ̱ §237 (K 1489)

الجراد من أُخذ وإن
الأرجل الطویل
الغبّ، حمّى به مَن على وعلُقّ

نفع.

The passage in Firdaws has all the elements and even the formulaic pattern
of our quote. Comparison to the corpus (for which see below) shows moreover
that, unlike the common qualification “long-legged”, the explicit mention of the
habitat of the insect and of its flightless nature are highly characteristic traits
of the tradition passed on by Aṭṭabarī. In this regard, dependence of Ibn Al-
bayṭār from Firdaws can be assumed quite safely for this remedy. The question
of its possible mediation, on the other hand, is open to interpretation.The fact
that Aṭṭabarī’s name is nowhere mentioned in the immediacy of the passage
suggests that the compiler did not extract it directly from the ultimate source
but must have found it in a locus in which no name was available. In any case,
whether direct or indirect, this reflection of Firdaws shows omission (or loss) of
an element (namely the phrase “that cannot fly”) that was transmitted both by
the original text and by αḪawāṣṣ.

Parallel traditions
Surprisingly enough, Ibn ʕalī’s Ḥayawān does not contain an entry on locusts
and this insect is not mentioned even once in that text. However, an excep-
tional ninth-century testimony to the same zootherapeutic tradition echoed
by Aṭṭabarī is provided by his contemporary Sābūr b. Sahl (d. 869). A dense
epigraph transmitted in the ʕaḍudī recension of his Aqrābāḏīn brings together
a number of medical benefits (typically labelled as manāfiʕ rather than as
ḫawāṣṣ) of animals and animal organs that is quite obviously extracted from
a zootherapeutic text of the humans-first Ḥayawān type.1 Towards the end
of the epigraph the periapt under examination is found and a much simpler
description of the insect is given:

Aqrābāḏīn XVI الحیوان أعضاء منافع في [243] (K 1027)

نفع. الغبّ، حمّى به مَن على وعلُقّ الأرجل الطوال الجراد أُخذ وإن

1 The chapter begins with a vague “Some physician has said” introducing the exact same passage
on human hair that Aṭṭabarī ascribes to the enigmatic Aṭrūmīnus (= Arrāzī’s Aṭhūrusfus)
in Firdaws 4204 and then the text ofAqrābāḏīn runs quite parallel to its source. The authenticity
of the epigraph as a part of the primitive dispensatory is implicitly assumed by Kahl 2009: 6
in the affirmation that it was “discarded from the small version of the original”.
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A systematic comparison of Sābūr’s chapter (including, if pertinent, the tes-
timony of the longer version of Aqrābāḏīn) with Firdaws ought to be conducted
to rule out dependence of the former (or, to be more precise, of this particular
epigraph) from the latter. Judging from regular differences in the wording be-
tween the two texts even in an explicit quotational context (cf. a passage from
Galen on frogs inAqrābāḏīn 10212‒13 ≈ Firdaws 44012‒14), I am currently inclined
to assume a parallel access of the two authors to an earlyḤayawān compilation.
Itmight even be the same text quoted fromby IbnMāsawayh and perhaps even
the Vorlage for Ibn ʕalī’s own book. Had it been written in Syriac, that might
help to explain the slight (but still noticeable) differences in the wording in its
diverse reflections. All of this, in any case, is mere speculation.
As far as the autonomous zootherapeutic genre is concerned, Ibn Buḫtīšūʕ

seems to be the first to record this property of “vegetable-locusts” البقل) (جراد
when used as a periapt against tertian fevers. Now, while all four witnesses to
the text of Ḥayawān (including its Persian translation) are unanimous in their
reference to tertian fever غبّ») ≡«حمّى ب» »), the anonymousNaʕtl disagrees
and transmits rather “quartan fever” ربع») ,(«حمّى as well as a different verb in the
apodosis of the passage:

Ḥayawān VII.1 جراد
G 1894‒6 | Q 93v 4‒5
≡ Almawṣilī,Manāfiʕ E 114r 10‒12

به مَن على علُقّ وإن [...] — البقل وجراد
نفع. غبّ، حمّى

Manāfeʕ-e ḥayavān II.91 (R 17911‒13)
منافعه و خواصّه و الجراد ذكر في القول

د، د ی عو و آن د ونطی ل[...] ژراد و
دارد. باز ب

Naʕtl s.l. الجراد منافع (L 62v 4‒7)

مَن عليَ ِّق علُ وَانۡ [...] — البَقۡلِ حَراد
ازالهَاۡ. ربعۡ، حمُّىۡ بهِ

The alternative denomination of the insect and above all the entirely differ-
ent context inwhich the passage is included strongly suggest that Ibn Buḫtīšūʕ
is not following Firdaws here but a different text that might, indeed, be the
source for Aṭṭabarī’s (and Sābūr’s) remedy too. The specific mention of veg-
etables in annexation may be significant here and might reflect a different ren-
dition of the original phrase.
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Quartan fever

As for the variant reading “quartan” in Naʕtl, it may not be a mere clerical mis-
reading. As a matter of fact, the benefit of a periapt made of long-legged (occa-
sionally “long-necked” or simply “long”) locusts against quartan fevers is fairly
well documented in the Islamicate corpus.Writing in the second half of the 10th
c. Almaǧūsī includes this property in the pharmacognostic section of his med-
ical encyclopaedia:

Kāmil II.ii.53,25 جراد
S II.1 1949‒19

حمّى به مَن على علُقّت إذا — الطوال الجراد
نفعته. الربع،

Regalis dispositio II.ii.52 locuste longe
V 104vb 54‒55

Locuste longe si suspendantur
collo quartanam patienti prosunt.

HisKāmilmaybe the source for some later representatives of the pharmacog-
nostic genre, but others probably echo (directly or indirectly) earlier texts such
as Naʕtl itself. Thus, in the 11th c. Ibn Ǧazlah may have borrowed his passage
from Kāmil (the wording is exactly the same in both loci), but in the next cen-
tury in Andalus a different source can be suspected for Alġāfiqī, who points
out that the “long-necked” species of locust is required:1

Ibn Ǧazlah,Minhāǧ 19‒ج جراد
L 53v 20

مَن على علُقّت إذا الطوال، الجراد إنّ وقيل
نفعته. ربع، حمّى به

Alġāfiqī,Mufradah 38‒ج جَرَاد
M 111v 6‒7 | R 25314‒15

على علُقّ إذا فإنهّ، العُنُق: الطویل الجراد وأمّا
نفعه. الربع، حمّى به من

Thewide and long circulation of this version of the remedy is further attested
by Alqazwīnī. The Iranian encyclopaedist opens the ḫawāṣṣic segment of his
entry on locusts with a quote from the Filāḥah akin but not identical to the one

1 After a brief excerpt fromDioscorides’Ḥašāʔiš 2:43, Alġāfiqī quotes from some anonymous
author («غيره») a series of benefits that is only partially coincident in its contents with, but re-
markably more detailed in its wording than, the corresponding entry in both Ibn Buḫtīšūʕ’s
Ḥayawān and Naʕtl. Its Latin translation reflects a conflation with the immediately following
lemmaonجحدب, cf. Simplicia l‒4 locusta campestris‒jarat «Et locuste quehabent collum longum,
quando comburuntur et puluis earumponitur super vulnera cancrosa et valet» (V 80va 55 ‒ 80vb
3). The Arabic passage of Mufradah, besides, is borrowed word by word by Ibn Albayṭār for
Ǧāmiʕ 19‒ج جراد (B I 16120‒21) and also for Almuġnī XVIII.2 الربع حمّى في (M 320v 11‒12); and it must
be through Ibn Albayṭār’s Ǧāmiʕ, in turn, that Addamīrī got his passage for Ḥayawān [149]
الـجرَادُ (Ṣ I 6214).



1104 Nat IX.i On tertian fever

drawn from the same source byArrāzī inḪawāṣṣ, thenhe goes onwith this pas-
sage describing a hanging made of long-legged locusts against quartan fevers,
afterwards he adds the benefit of smoking with burnt locusts a patient suffering
from haemorrhoids and also from dysuria, and he finally closes the entry with
a quotation from Ibn Sīnā. The passage in ʕaǧāʔib is the only one to share with
Aṭṭabarī the specification “long-legged” but it diverges from Firdaws‒Ḥifḍ̱ in
its mention of quartan fever:1

ʕaǧāʔib II kāɂināt II.iii.7,6 جراد
W 4317 | P1 277v 14‒15
P2 326r 6‒7 | P3 262v 11‒12

رقبة على تعُلقّ الأرجل الطوال والجراد
حمّاه. تزول الربع: حمّى صاحب

.p3 الرّبع الحمّي الربع] حمّى | p1|2 تشد تعُلقّ]

ʕaǧāyeb s.v. جراد
B 252r 19 ‒ 252v 1

ع ر ب صا دن ل ا⟩لار وال ⟩ اد از ا
ود. ش د، آو

Origin
Aṭṭabarī’s description of the insect is reminiscent of Dioscorides’ ἀκρὶς τρω-
ξαλλίς (≡ Iṣṭifan’s ,(حرجول which he qualifies as wingless (ἄπτερος) and long-
thighed (μεγαλόκωλος ≡ الجسم ,(عظيم but no antipyretic property is reported for
locusts inMateria medica,2 nor for that matter in the Graeco-Byzantine corpus
as far as I can see.
Now,Dioscorides himself affirms that this particular species of locust is also

known as ὄνος, which Iṣṭifan translates quite literally as حمار and happens to be

1 In a different context this divergence could be classed as a mere variant reading (one cannot
disregard the possibility that some copy of Firdaws may have transmitted «الربع» rather than
,(«الغبّ» and requiring the amulet to be hung from the neckmight be considered a spontaneous
addition by the author. However, neither the contents of Alqazwīnī’s entry nor the parallel
documentation of quartan as a genuine interpretation support such an hypothesis.

2 Cf.Mat. med. 2:52 ἀκρίδες (W I 13711‒15)≡ Ḥaš 2:43 جراد (P 33v 20‒23 | T 1441‒7). A wider array of
benefits was transmitted by Pliny’s source, but availing against fevers was not amongst them,
cf.NH XXX.6.[16]on thewingless locust-like insects called trixallis inGreek (J‒M IV43713‒4381).
Another wingless species of locust («locustarumminimae sine pinnis») called attelebos (= ἀττέ-
λεβος / ἀττέλαβος) ismentioned by Pliny in connection to antipathies, cf.NH XXIX.4.[29] (J‒M
IV 4018‒9). At this point the reader is spared a lengthy and tedious excursus on the typology and
onomastics of locusts in the Islamicate tradition thatmayhavenevertheless some interest from
a linguistic perspective (Western Semitic languages are particularly rich in locust-related ter-
minology) and which I hope may find its place in a future version of this study. Some of the
provisional results of that survey do bear on the history of the texts analysed in this chapter,
but none of them is directly relevant to the tradition of Nat III.
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the name of woodlice too. As seen above in Nat‒2, periapted woodlice were
likewise attributed a healing power against tertian fevers in a quote that Ar-
rāzī draws from Aṭhūrusfus and that Aṭṭabarī had previously transmitted
without mentioning any source. A misidentification, nonetheless, seems out of
the question given that all authors involved (especially Aṭṭabarī) distinguish
quite consistently these two insects. Furthermore, even if a contamination of
the properties of locusts with those of woodlice were assumed for Aṭṭabarī’s
passage, it still would not account for the apparently independent testimony of
Sābūr and IbnBuḫtīšūʕ, nor for the parallel circulation of an analogous amulet
against quartan fevers.





5
Conclusions

After so many words, there is still too much that has remained untold. Besides,
itmust be quite obvious by now that I amnot one to close questions but rather a
curious opener of debates—evenwhere theremay be none to beginwith—and
the long series of “conclusions” that I have regularly appended tomost chapters
were all of the inconclusive kind. These final conclusions could not be any dif-
ferent. There are too many questions and too few answers available. And yet
tradition and norm impose that a thesis, even when it is rather an exploration
or an inquiry (no actual “thesis” prompted this research and I may have proved
nothing after all), must end with some conclusions. Let me then recapitulate
some of the features and elements discussed at some length in this dissertation
so that a provisional end can be put to this journey.
As an intelligent collector of older traditions Alɂilbīrī deserves some

gratitude from historians of Islamicate epistemic traditions. Whether he was
a philosophising physician addressing some dignitary or rather a learned
apothecary with a curious mind and some resources, whether he lived towards
themid-10th c. ormuch later in the 12th c., thematerials that he brings together
in Natāʔiǧ echo in an unambiguous way a medical knowledge (inclusive of
natural philosophy, dietetics, therapeutics, pharmacopoeia, the applications of
the specific properties, and even apotheconomy) deeply rooted in the ninth-
and tenth-century tradition.
Somebits of his Islamicised philosophy he borrows (perhaps at secondhand)

fromAlkindī, othersmaybe from the Iḫwān, but his immediate sources remain
enigmatic. His natural philosophy is unsophisticated, yet it is a philosophy and
he notes it down, not without some eloquence, as a premise for the study of
medicine, which he conceives as a means to the well-being of the body and the
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soul. To that end he has compiled a book the like of which is nowhere to be
found in the whole Andalusī tradition. Some are much longer and most are far
better-organised, but no local physician appears to have ever attempted to com-
pile a comprehensive kunnāš of this particular kind.
His rudimentary nosology and most of his therapeutics is Ibn Māsawayh’s,

who happens to be one of the towering, and almost semi-mythical, figures of the
earliest phase in the genesis and development of Helleno-Islamicate medicine.
Our author may not have even known whose text he was excerpting and even
if he did, the reputation of his source did not prevent him from adapting the
text, ever so slightly, for a local Andalusī readership. The extraordinary chance
to compare his reproduction of Nuǧḥ with Ibn Zuhr’s (and I do not mean ex-
clusively in their material wording) should not be wasted.
His regimen strings together small pieces from primitive eastern dietetics

with a monthly dietetic calendar that has proved to be an exceptional witness
to a less-attested tradition, and in the Islamicate geography only Ibn ʕimrān ap-
pears to have accessed the same text. This minuscule piece within the compila-
tion is quite telling of the nature of Natāʔiǧ, which is a true box full of surprises
waiting to be opened.
His formulas for compound drugs are cognate to (or perhaps borrowed

from) Saʕīd b. ʕabdirabbih’s and reflect, thus, a peculiar blend of Mašriqī and
Qayrawānī traditions apparently further filtered by a specific Andalusī recep-
tion. The history of that reception and the circumstances of the interrupted
transmission of this knowledge (as of medical knowledge in general) remains
to be written, but this modest section within Natāʔiǧ ought to be allotted a
small place in that narrative.
His ḫawāṣṣic anthology... I have devoted a whole part of my dissertation to

it and there is no point in abridging here the pages that precede these conclu-
sions. Nat III has been the true catalyser of this research and the only reason
why I turned to the text after a long estrangement. The interest sparked by the
multiple echoes that it transmits has resulted in an overgrowth ofmaterials and
above all in an unquenchable wish to knowmore and more about its extended
family and its origins.
In the last years more and more evidence has been brought to the fore that

shows that “official” histories of medicine reflect only a partial (in the sense
of both fragmentary and biased) selection of the actual medical activity in
Andalus. Hitherto unknown authors are being added to the list of physicians,
allusions to texts that had previously gone unnoticed are being incorporated
into the literary corpus, and the recent exhaustive analysis of some major
Andalusī texts (most particularly that of Ibn Ǧanāḥ’s Talḫīṣ) reveals the
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existence of early, and to us anonymous, compilations that predate the local
bloom of pharmacognosy in the first years of the 11th c.
If one bears in mind that it is in the 10th c. that one must locate Ibn Isḥāq’s

Kunnāš and the common source of Ibn Ǧanāḥ’s Talḫīṣ and Ibn Samaǧūn’s
Ǧāmiʕ, that it is early in that century that Arrāzī’s texts arrive from the
east, and also that this period extends to he time of Ibn Ǧulǧul and even
Azzahrāwī—the reconstruction of the paths of transmission of knowledge in
Andalus during the 10th c. reveals itself as one of the most fascinating projects
a historian of Islamicate science could imagine.
A small piece for that puzzle is contributed, I think, by Alɂilbīrī’s modest

Natāʔiǧ, the Book of the rational conclusions. It is a text that has so much to tell
to whoever is willing to listen carefully, and even if the sensible reader may not
partake in my philological enthusiasm, I have hopefully shown that it is indeed
worth reading.

Toutes gens desirent par nature a savoir. Et pour chu ke nus ne puet tout
savoir, ja soit che ke cascune cose puist estre seüe, si covient il ke sacuns
sache aucune cose, et che ke li uns ne set mie, ke li autres le sache; si ke
tout est seü en tel maniere qu’il n’est seü de nullui a par lui, ains est seü
de tous ensamble.Mais il est ensi ke toutes gens ne viventmie ensamble,
ains sont li un mort avant ke li autre naissent, et cil ki ont esté cha en
ariere ont seü tel cose ke nus ki ore endroit vive ne le conquerroit de
sons sens, ne ne seroit seü, s’on ne le savoit par les anchiiens.

Richart de Fornival, Bestiaire d’Amours (M 3701‒9)
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Mueller. Leipzig: B. G. Teubner, 1891.
Περὶ ἐνεργείας τῶν ιβʹ ζῳδίων =Maximi et Ammonis carminum de actionum aus-
piciis reliquiae. Accedunt anecdota astrologica. Ed. Arthur Ludwich. Leipzig: B.
G. Teubner, 1877.
Poetæ bucolici et didactici. Theocritus, Bion, Moschus, recognovit et præfatus est
C. Fr. Ameis; Nicander, Oppianus, Marcellus de piscibus, poeta he herbis, edidit F.
S. Lehrs; Phile de animalibus, elephante, plantis, etc. edidit Fr. Dübner; Poetarum
de re physica et medica reliquias collegit U. Cats Bussemaker; Aratus, Manetho-
nis, Maximi et aliorum astrologica recensuit et dissertatione instruxit Arminius
Kœchly. Græce et Latine. Paris: Ambrosio Firmin Didot, 1862.

Aelian, Nat. anim.: H = Claudii Aeliani de natura animalium libri XVII. Varia
historia epistolae fragmenta. Vol. 1. Ed. Rudolphi Hercheri. Leipzig: B. G. Teub-
ner, 1864. | S = Aelian On the characteristics of animals. 3 vols. Ed. and transl. A.
F. Scholfield. London ‒ Cambridge (Massachusetts): William Heinemann ‒
Harvard University Press, 1958‒1959.
Aetius, Placita philosophorum [Plac. philos.] ≡ Aetius Arabus = Daiber 1980:
89‒248.
Aetius of Amida, Iatrica I‒VIII = Aetii Amideni Libri medicinales I-IV / V-VIII. 2
vols. Ed.AlexanderOlivieri. CMGVIII 1‒2. Leipzig ‒Berlin: Teubner, 1935‒1950.
Alexander of Tralles, Therapeutica I‒II = Puschmann 1878‒1879.
Antidotarium Bruxellense I / II = Additamenta Pseudo-Theodori ad Theodorum
Priscianum (editionis secundae), in Theodori Prisciani Euporiston libri tres. Cum
Physicorum fragmento et additamentis Pseudo-Theodorus. Accedunt Vindiciani
Afri quae feruntur reliquiae, Valentino Rose (ed.), Leipzig, E. G. Teubneri, 1894:
363‒379, 380‒396.
Aretaeus, Cur. acut. morb.: A = The extant works of Aretæus, the Cappadocian.
Edited and translated by Francis Adams. London: the Sydenham Society, 1856.
| H = Aretaeus. Edidit Carolus Hude. Editio altera lucis ope expressa nonnullis
locis correcta indicibus nominum uerborumque et addendis et corrigendis
aucta. CMG II. Berlin: Akademie-Verlag, 1958.
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Aristotle, Post. anal. = Bekker 1831: I 71‒100. ≡ Burhān = Manṭiq Arisṭū, ed.
Abdurrahman Badawi: III 1‒485.
— Hist. anim. = Bekker 1831: 486‒638. ≡ Ḥayawān I‒X = Arisṭūṭālīs: Ṭibāʕu
lḥayawān. Ed. Abdurrahman Badawi. Kuwait: Wakālat almaṭbūʕāt, 1977.
— Metaphysica = Bekker 1831: 980‒1093. | P (= Metaphysica Α) = Primavesi
2012: 467‒516.
— Physica = Bekker 1831: 184‒267. ≡ Ṭabīʕah = Arisṭūṭālīs. Aṭṭabīʕah. Ed.
Abdurrahman Badawi. 2 vols. Cairo: Addār alqawmiyyah liṭṭibāʕah wannašr,
1384/1964.
— Part. anim. = Bekker 1831: 639‒697. ≡ Ḥayawān XI‒XIV = Aristotelis de
partibus animalium in arabice vertit Johanna ibn al-Batriq. Ed. Abdurrahman
Badawi. Kuwait: Wakālat almaṭbūʕāt, 1977.
Cassianus (Cassianus Bassus Scholasticus), Geoponica = Geoponica. Ed. H.
Beckh. Bibliotheca Scriptorum Graecorum et Romanorum Teubneriana.
Leipzig: B. G. Teubner. ≡ Rūmiyyah = Mariscal 2015.
Dioscorides, Materia medica: W = Pedanii Dioscuridis Anazarbei De materia
medica libri quinque. 3 vols. Ed. MaxWellmann. Berlin: 1906–1914. | S = Pedanii
Dioscoridis Anazarbei de materia medica libri quinque. Ed. Curtius Sprengel.
Leipzig: in officina libraria Car. Cnoblochii, 1829.
≡ Ḥašāʔiš: B = Bologna, Biblioteca Universitaria ms 2954. | L = London, British
LibrarymsOr 3366. | O =Oxford, Bodleian LibrarymsArab. d. 138. | P = Paris, BnF
ms Arabe 2849. | T = La ‘Materia Médica’ de Dioscórides. Transmisión medieval y
renacentista. Vol. II. Ed. César E. Dubler and Elías Terés. Tetouan – Barcelona:
Dār aṭṭibāʕah almaġribiyyah, 1952.
—Mihrān = Istanbul, Ahmet III ms 2127.
— Annātilī = Leiden, Universiteitsbibliotheek ms Or. 289 Warn.
— Vetus = Istanbul, Ayafsofya ms 3704.
≡ Dioscl (Dioscorides Latinus) 1 = Hofmann and Auracher 1882: 54‒105. | 2 =
Stadler 1899: 184‒246 [S1]. | 3 = Stadler 1899: 372‒446 [S2]. | 4 = Stadler 1901:
5‒121 [S3]. | 5 = Stadler 1902: 162‒243 S4.
Galen, Ad Glauc. = Kühn XI 1‒146. ≡ Aġlawqun = Princeton, PUL ms Garrett
1G, fols. 281v‒342v. ≡ Ǧawāmiʕ‒Ġalawqun = Kitābu Ǧālīnūsa ilā Ġalawqan fī
ttaʔatī lišifāʔi lʔamrāḍ. Maqālatān šarḥ watalḫīṣ Ḥunayn bin Isḥāq Almutaṭab-
bib. Ed. Muḥammad Salīm Sālim. Ǧawāmiʕ Alʔiskandarāniyyīn 4. Cairo: Al-
hayʔah almiṣriyyah alʕāmmah lilkitāb, 1982.
—Alim. fac.: K = Kühn VI 453‒748. | H = ed. Helmreich, in CMG V 4,2: 199‒386.
≡ Aġḏiyah = Paris, BnF ms Arabe 2857, fols. 31r‒61r.
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— Bon. mal. suc.: H = ed. Helmreich, in CMG V 4,2: 388‒429. | K = Kühn IV
749‒815.
— Caus. Symp. = Kühn VII 85‒272.
— Sec. loc. = Kühn XII 378‒1007 + XIII 1‒361.≡Mayāmir: E= Escurial, BRMEms
árabe 795 | P = Paris, BnF ms Arabe 2856.
— Per gen. = Kühn XIII 362‒1058. ≡ Qāṭāǧānas = Paris, BnF ms Arabe 2856.
— Demarcore: K = Kühn VII 666‒704.
— Dieb. decret. = Kühn IX 769‒941. ≡ Buḥrān = Cooper 2011: 97‒385.
—Diff. febr. = Kühn VII 273‒405.≡Ḥummayāt: S =Galeni de differentiis febrium
libri duo Arabice conversi. Ed. Claudio de Stefani. Altera 1. Pisa ‒ Roma: Fab-
rizio Serra editore, 2011. | W = Galen Über die Arten der Fieber in der arabischen
Version des Ḥunain Ibn Isḥāq. Ed. and transl. MatthiasWernhard. PhD disser-
tation. Munich, Ludwigs-Maximilians-Universität, 2004.
— In Hipp. Alim. comm. = Kühn XV 224‒417.
— In Hippoc. Aphor. comm. = Kühn XVIIb 345‒887 + XVIIIa 1‒195.
— In Hippoc. Epid. VI comm. = Vagelpohl 2022: 92‒1458.
— Loc. affect. = Kühn VIII 1‒452. ≡ Mawāḍiʕ : E = Escurial, BRME ms árabe
799, fols. 81v‒191v. | M = Munich, BSB ms Cod. arab. 803, fols. 5r‒116v. | ≡
Ǧaw.Mawāḍiʕ (Ǧawāmiʕu kitābi Ǧālīnūsa fī taʕarrufi ʕilali lʔaʕḍāʔi lbāṭinah) =
Escurial, BRME ms árabe 849, fols. 84v‒124v.
— Nat. fac.: H = Helmreich 1893: 101‒257. | K = Kühn II 1‒214.
— Quod anim. mor. corp. temp. sequ.: K = Kühn IV 767‒822. | M = Mueller II
32‒79.≡Quwā nnafs = Galens Traktat «Daß die Kräfte der Seele denMischungen
des Körpers folgen» in arabischer Übersetzung. Ed. Hans Hinrich Biesterfeldt.
Abhandlungen für die Kunde des Morgenlandes, Band XL,4. Wiesbaden: Franz
Steiner Verlag, 1973.
— San. tu.: K = Kühn VI 1‒452 | Ko = ed. Konrad Koch, in CMG V 4,2: 1‒198.
— Simpl. med. = Kühn X 379‒892 + XI 1‒377. ≡Mufradah: E = Escurial, BRME
ms árabe 793 | P = Paris, BnF ms Arabe 2857, fols. 1r‒60v.
— Us. part. = Galeni de usu partium libri XVII. 2 vols. Ed. George Helmreich.
Leipzig: B. G. Teubner, 1907‒1909.≡Manāfiʕ = Paris, BnF ms Arabe 2853.
—Meth.med.: J‒H =Galen.Method ofmedicine. 3 vols. Edited and Translated by
Ian Johnston and G. H. R Horsley. Loeb Classical Library 516‒518. Cambridge
(USA) ‒ London: Harvard University Press, 2011. | K = Kühn X 1‒1021. ≡ Ḥīlah
I‒V: P = Paris, BnF Arabe 2855.
Hermes, Iatromathematica (Ἰατρομαθηματικὰ Ἑρμοῦ τοῦ Τρισμεγίστου πρὸςἌμ-
μωνα Αἰγύπτιον) = Ideler 1841: 387‒396.
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Herodotus, Historiae = Herodotus I. Books I-II. With an English translation by
A. D. Godley. The Loeb Classical Library. Cambridge (USA) ‒ London: Harvard
University Press ‒ William Heinemann, 1975 (11920).
Hippocrates, Accut. = K = Kühlewein I 109‒145. | L = Littré II 224‒376.
— Aer. aqu. et loc.: D = Hippocratis de aere aquis locis. Ed. and transl. Hans
Diller. CMG I 1,2. Berlin: Akademie Verlag, 21992 [11970]. | L = Littré II 12‒92.
≡ Bilādiyyah = Kitāb Buqrāṭ fi’l amrāḍ al-bilādiyya. Hippocrates: On Endemic
Diseases (Airs, Waters and Places). Ed. and transl. J. N. Mattock and M. C.
Lyons. Arabic Technical and Scientific Texts 5. Cambridge: Heffer, 1969.
— Affect. int. =Littré VII 166‒302.
— Aphor.: L = Littré IV 458‒608. ≡ Fuṣūl: T = The Aphorisms of Hippocrates,
Translated into Arabic. ByHonayn ben Ishak, physician to the caliphMotawukkul.
Ed. John Tytler. Calcutta: The Education Press, 1832. | B = London, British Li-
brary ms Or 9452, fols. 1v‒21r. | L = London, British Library ms Add. 6903. | Y =
Yale, Beinecke Rare Book and Manuscript Library (Yale University Library), ms
Arabic mss suppl. 491.
— Vict.: J‒B = Joly and Byl 2003: 122‒230. | L = Littré VI 466‒662.
— Epid. I/III : J‒A‒G = Jouanna, Anastassiou, and Gardasole 2016: 1‒114. | L
= Littré II 530‒717 + III 1‒149.
— Epid. V /VII : J‒G = Jouanna and Grmek 2003: 1‒118. | L = Littré V 204‒468.
— Flat.: H = CMG I.1 91‒101. | L = Littré VI 90‒114.
—Morb. II = Littré VII 8‒114.
—Nat.mul. =Hippocrate. TomeXII. 1re partie. Nature de la femme. Ed. and transl.
Florence Bourbon. Paris: Les Belles Lettres, 2008.
— Progn.: J = Jouanna, Anastassiou, and Magdelaine 2013: 1‒80. | K =
Kühlewein I 78‒108.≡ Taqdimah: M =Kitāb taqdimat almaʕrifah. Taʔlīf aṭṭabīb
alyūnānī aššahīr Abuqrāṭ. Aḫraǧahū ilā lʕarabiyyah Ḥunayn bnu Isḫāq Alʕibādī.
Ed. Ṣādiq Kammunah Almuḥāmī. Baghdad: s.l., 1938. | K = Klamroth 1886:
204‒233. | E = Escurial, BRME ms árabe 857, fols. 35v‒42r.
JohnofDamascus,Περὶ τῶνΜακεδόνων μηνῶν =PatrologiæGræcaæ tomusXCV.
S. Joannes Damascenus. Ed. Paul Migne, Paris, apud J.-P. Migne editorem, 1864:
236.
Kyranis =DieKyraniden. Ed. Dimitris Kaimakis. Beiträge zur klassichen Philolo-
gie 76. Misenheim am Glan: Verlag Anton Hain, 1976. ≡ Cyranides = Delatte
1942.≡Ǧiranīs I =KitābǦiranīs.Die arabischeÜbersetzungder erstenKyranis des
Hermes Trismegistos und die griechischen Parallelen herausgegeben, übersetzt
und kommentiert. Isabel Toral-Niehoff. Munich: Herbert Utz Verlag, 2004.
Oribasius, Ad Eunap. = Oribasii Synopsis ad Eustathium. Libri ad Eunapium,
CMG VI 3, Johann Raeder (ed.), Leipzig, B. G. Teubner, 1926: 315‒498.
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— Collectiones = Oribasii collectionummedicarum reliquiae. 4 vols. CMG VI 1,1 ‒
2,2. Edidit Ioannes Raeder. Leipzig: B. G. Teubner, 1928‒1933.
—Eclogae =Oribasii collectionummedicarumreliquiae, vol. 4, Johannes Raeder
(ed.), Leipzig ‒ Berlin, B. G. Teubner, 1933: 181‒307.
— Syn. ad Eustath. = Oribasii Synopsis ad Eustathium. Libri ad Eunapium, CMG
VI 3, Johann Raeder (ed.), Leipzig, B. G. Teubner, 1926: 1‒314.
Paul of Aegina, Pragmateia = Paulus Aegineta. Pars prior · Libri I‒IV / Pars al-
tera. Libri V-VII. Ed. Johann Ludwig Heiberg. CMG IX,1‒2. Leipzig ‒Berlin: B. G.
Teubner, 1921‒1924.
Paul of Alexandria, Isagogica = Pauli Alexandrini elementa apotelesmatica.
Ed. Emilie Boer. Leipzig: B. G. Teubner, 1958.
Plato, Philebus = The Philebus of Plato. Ed. Robert Gregg Bury. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1897.
Psellus,De lapidum virtutibus = Il De lapidum virtutibus diMichele Psello. Intro-
duzione, testo critico, traduzione e commento. Ed. Pierpaolo Galigani. Quaderni
dell’Istituto di filologia classica Giorgio Pasquali 7. Florence: CLUSF ‒ Coopera-
tiva Editrice Universitaria, 1981.
Pseudo-Dioscorides, De herbis femininis = Kästner 1896a: 590‒636.
— Simpl. med. = Περὶ ἁπλῶν φαρμάκων, in Pedanii Dioscurides Anazarbei dema-
teriamedica libri quinque. Volumen III quo continentur liber V, Crateuae, Sextii Ni-
gri fragmenta, Dioscuridis liber de simplicibus, CML II,3, Max Wellmann (ed.),
Berlin, Weidmann, 1914: 149‒326.
Pseudo-Galen, Introductio = K XIV 674‒797.
— Ren. affect. = Kühn XIX 643‒698.
— Suc. = Kühn XIX 721‒747.≡ Abdāl = London, British Library ms Or 8293, fols.
164r 5 ‒ 165v 3.
— Ther. ad Pamph.: B-M = Boudon-Millot 2021: 1‒27. | K = Kühn XIV 295‒310.
— Ther. ad Pis.: B-M = Boudon-Millot 2016: 1‒95. | K = Kühn XIV 210‒294. ≡
Tiryāq = Richter-Bernburg 1969.
Ptolemy,Almagest =Claudii Ptolemaei opera quae extant omnia volumen I. Syn-
taxis mathematica. 2 vols. Ed. J. L. Heiberg. Leipzig: B. G. Teubner, 1898‒1903.
— Apotelesmatica [= Tetrabiblos] = Ptolemaeus III.1. ΑΠΟΤΕΛΕΣΜΑΤΙΚΑ. Ed.
Franz Boll and Emilie Boer. Leipzig: B. G. Teubner, 1957.
— Phaseis = Claudii Ptolemaei opera quae extant omnia volumen II. Opera astro-
nomica minora, ed. J. L. Heiberg, Leipzig, B. G. Teubner, 1907: 1‒67.
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Stephanus of Athens, Hipp. Aphor. = Stephani of Athens. Commentary on Hip-
pocrates’ Aphorisms. Sections I‒II. Ed. and transl. Leendert G. Westerink. Sec-
ond edition. CMG XI 1,3,1. Berlin: Akademie Verlag, 1998.
Simeon Seth, Syntagma = Simeonis Sethi Syntagma de alimentorum facultati-
bus. Ed. Bernhard Langkavel. Leipzig: B. G. Teubner, 1868.
Soranus, Gynaeciorum = Sorani Gynaeciorum libri IV · De signis fracturarum ·
De fasciis · Vita Hippocratis secundum Soranum, Ioannes Ilberg (ed.), CMG IV.
Leipzig ‒ Berlin, B. G. Teubner, 1927: 1‒152.
Strabo, Geographia = The Geography of Strabo. 8 vols. Ed. and transl. Horace
Leonard Jones. Loeb Classical Library 49. Cambridge: Harvard University Press,
1917‒1967.
Theophrastus, De lap. = Amigues 2018: 1‒22.
— Hist. plant. IX = Amigues 2006: 1‒60.
Timotheus of Gaza, De animalibus = Haupt, Moritz (1869) “Excerpta ex Tim-
othei Gazaei libris de animalibus”, Hermes 3: 1‒30.

Latin literature
Collectanea atque anonyma
Curae = Curae quae ex hominibus atque animalibus fiunt. I. Estudio y edición
crítica. Arsenio Ferraces Rodríguez. Biblioteca Médica Grecolatina. Santiago
de Compostela: Andavira Editora, 2015.
Howald and Sigerist 1927 = Antonii Musae De herba vettonica liber. Pseudoa-
pulei Herbarius. Anonymi De taxone liber. Sexti Placiti Liber medicinae ex ani-
malibus etc.. Ed. Ernestus Howald and Henricus E. Sigerist. CML IV. Leipzig ‒
Berlin: B. G. Teubner.
Sexaginta: A = Vatican, Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana ms Pal. lat. 1211,
fols. 66ra‒72va. | V = Rhazes Opera, Venice, 1508: fols. 104vb 8 ‒ 109vb 33. ≡
Sǝḡullōṯ = Paris, BnF ms Hébreu 1122, fols. 1r‒4r, 26, 31r‒41v, 47r‒55v.

AlbertusMagnus,De animalibus =AlbertusMagnus, De animalibus libri XXVI.
NachderCölnerUrschrift. 2 vols. Ed.Hermann Stadler. Beiträge zurGeschichte
der Philosophie des Mittelalters, Texte und Untersuchungen, Band 16. Münster:
Verlag der aschendorffschen Verlagsbuchhandlung, 1916‒1920.
Caelius Aurelianus, Cel. pass. = Caelii Aureliani Celerum passionum libri III.
Tardarum passionum libri IV. Pars I: Cel. Pass. lib. I‒III; Tard. pass. lib. I‒II. CML
VI 1. Edidit Gerhard Bendz. In linguam Germanicam transtulit Ingeborg Pape.
Berlin: Akademie-Verlag, 1990.
Celsus, De medicina = A. Cornelii Celsi quae supersunt. Ed. Fridericus Marx.
CML I. Leipzig ‒ Berlin: B. G. Teubner, 1915.
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Firmicus, Mathesis = Iulii Firmici Materni Matheseos libri VIII. 2 vols. Ed. Wil-
helm Kroll and Franz Skutsch. Lepzig: Teubner, 1897‒1913.
Geber, Liber inuestigationis = Geberi philosophi ac alchimistae maximi, de
alchimia libri tres, Strasbourg, Iohannes Grieninger, 1531: 3ra ‒ 50vb.
Johanes, Liber sacerdotum = Berthélot 1893a: 187‒228.
Julius Africanus, Cesti = Iulius Africanus Cesti. The Extant Fragments. Edited
by Martin Wallraff, Carlo Scardino, Laura Mecella and Christophe
Gugnard. Translated by William Adler. Die Griechischen Christlichen
Schriftsteller der ersten Jahrhunderte, Neue Folge, Band 18. Göttingen: De
Gruyter, 2012.
Julius Honorius, Cosmographia = Geographi latini minores, Alexander Riese
(ed.), Heilbronn, apud Henningeros fratres 1878: 21‒43.
Marcellus, De medicamentis = Marcelli de medicamentis liber. 2 vols. CML V.
Post MaximilianumNiedermann iteratis curis edidit Eduard Liechtenhan, in
linguamGermanicam transtulerunt JuttaKolleschetDiethardNickel. Berlin:
Akademie-Verlag, 1968.
Mesue,Canonesuniversales= inTextusMesue, Lyon, Benoît Bonyn, 1540: 6r‒36v.
— Grabadin = Textus Mesue 76r‒126r.
Physica Plinii = Physica Plinii Bambergensis (Cod. Bamb. med. 2, fol. 93v—232r).
Ed. Alf Önnerfors. Bibliotheca Graeca et Latina suppletoria II. Hildesheim ‒
New York: Georg Olms Verlag, 1975.
Pliny, Naturalis Historia = C. Plinius Secundus. Naturalis Historia. 5 vols.
Ed. Ludwig von Jan and Karl Mayhoff. Bibliotheca Graecorum et Romanorum
Teubneriana. Stuttgart: B. G. Teubner, 1892‒1909.
Pseudo-AlbertusMagnus,Demirabilibusmundi = Edición y comentario deDe
mirabilibus mundi de Pseudo Alberto Magno. Rafael González Macho. PhD
thesis. Universidad nacional de educación a distancia, Facultad de Filología,
2015.
Pseudo-Apuleius, Herbarius = Howald and Sigerist 1927: 14‒225.
Pseudo-Dioscorides, De herbis femininis = Kästner, H. F. (1896a) “Pseudo-
Dioscoridis de herbis femininis”, Hermes 31: 578‒636.
Pseudo-Galen, Dinam. ad Moec. = Claudio Galeno attributus liber alter de di-
namidiis, ad Mecœnatem [sic], in Operum Galeni tomus octauus in quo insunt
libri Galeno ascripti: artis totius farrago uaria, Basilea, Hieronymus Frobenius
and Nicolaus Episcopius, 1542: 6714‒13420.
— Virt. centaur. (De virtutibus centaureae) = Nutton 2015: 161‒175.
— Secr. ad Mont. = Galeno ascriptus liber secretorum ad Monteum, in Operum
Galeni tomus octauus in quo insunt libri Galeno ascripti: artis totius farragouaria,
Basilea, Hieronymus Frobenius and Nicolaus Episcopius, 1542: 35946‒38834.
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Pseudo-Musa, De herba vettonica = Howald and Sigerist 1927: 1‒11.
Pseudo-Soranus, Isagoge = Sorani Ephesii insignis peripatetici, et uestustissimi
archiatri in artemmedendi isagoge saluberrima, in De remedica, Basel, 1528: 1v 1
‒10r 9.
Pseudo-Theodorus, Additamenta = Additamenta Pseudo-Theodori ad Theodo-
rum Priscianum (editionis secundae), in Theodori Prisciani Euporiston libri tres.
Cum Physicorum fragmento et additamentis Pseudo-Theodorus. Accedunt Vindi-
ciani Afri quae feruntur reliquiae, Valentino Rose (ed.), Leipzig, E. G. Teubner,
1894: 268‒354.
Sextus Placitus, Lib. med. ex anim. = Liber medicinae Sexti Placiti Papyriensis
ex animalibus pecoribus et bestiis vel avibus, inCML IV, ErnstHowald andHenry
E. Sigerist, Leipzig, B. G. Teubner, 1927: 233‒286.
Theodorus Priscianus, Euporiston | Physica = Theodori Prisciani Euporiston
libri tres. Cum Physicorum fragmento et additamentis Pseudo-Theodorus. Acce-
dunt Vindiciani Afri quae feruntur reliquiae. Ed. Valentino Rose. Leipzig: E. G.
Teubner, 1894.
Thomas of Cantimpré, De natura rerum = Thomas Cantimpratensis Liber
de Natura Rerum. Editio princeps secundum codices manuscriptos. Teil I: Text.
Ed. Helmut Boese. Berlin ‒ New York: Walter de Gruyter, 1873.

European non-Islamicate vernacular literature
Cecco d’Ascoli, L’Acerba III = Morini 1996: 573‒633.
Medical Compendium = Hunt 2011: 41‒102.
Médicinaire liégeois = Jean Haust (1941) Médicinaire liégeois du XIIIe siècle et
médicinaire namurois duXVe siècle (manuscrits 815 et 2769 deDarmstadt). Textes
anciens, t. IV. Brussels: Académie de la langue et de littérature française de Bel-
gique. [Quoted after Xhayet 2010: 315‒348].
Philippe de Thaün, Bestiaire = Morini 1996: 103‒285.

Syriac and Hebrew literature
BNG (= Buch der Naturgegenstände) = Ahrens 1892: 1‒71.
Physiologus Syrus = Tychsen 1795: 3‒20.
Šǝʔar yašuḇ = Caballero 2006: 413‒423.
Syrian Book of Medicines = Budge 1913 II.
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Islamicate literature (Arabic and Hebrew)

Anonymaque dubia
— Alf laylah = The Alif Laila or Book of the Thousand Nights and one Night, Com-
monly known as ‘The Arabian nights’ Entertainments'; now, for the first time, pub-
lished complete in the original Arabic from an Egyptian manuscript brought to
India by the late Major Turner Macan. 4 vols. Ed. William Hay Macnaghten.
Kolkata (Calcutta): W. Thacker and co., 1839‒1842.
— Ḫawāṣṣu lʔaḥǧār = Istanbul, Şehit Ali Paşa Kütüphanesi ms 2092, fols.
51v‒54v.
Ḥikmatu Ǧālīnūs = Paris, BnF ms Arabe 3047.
— Qurṭubah Calendar = Le calendrier de Cordoue de l’année 961. Text arabe et
ancienne traduction latine. Ed. Dozy. Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1873.
— Tafṣīl: Tafṣīlu zzamān wamaṣāliḥu lʔabdān = Alkuwaifi 2022.
— Ṯamrah = Kitābu ṯamrati lʔiršād fī mtizāǧi lʔarwāḥ fī lʔaǧsād: Paris, BnF ms
Arabe 2626.
— Tawaddud = Sanagustin 2012: 132‒83.
— ʕumdah = Kitābu ‘umdati ṭṭabīb fī ma‘rifati nnabāt likulli labīb (Libro base del
médico para el conocimiento de la botánica por todo experto). Volumen I. Ed. and
transl. J. Bustamante, F. Corriente yM. Tilmatine. Fuentes arábico-hispanas,
30. Madrid: Consejo Superior de Investigaciones Científicas, 2004.

ʕabdullaṭīf Albaġdādī, Ifādah = Riḥlat ʕabdillaṭīf Albaġdādī fī Miṣr aw kitābu
lʔifādati waliʕtibār fī lʔumūri lmašhūrah walḥawādiṯi lmuʕāyanah biʔarḍi Miṣr.
Ed. ʕabdurraḥmān ʕabdullāh Aššayḫ. Alʔalif kitāb aṯṯānī 314. Cairo: Alhayʔah
almiṣriyyah alʕāmmah lilkitāb, 21998.
ʕabdurrazzāq, Qaḍāʔ = والقدر القضاء في الرسالة ou Traité du décret et de l’arrêt di-
vins par le docteur soufi ʿAbd ar-Razzaq. Texte arabe pour la première fois par
Stanislas Guyard. Paris: Maisonneuve & Cie libraires éditeurs, 1879.
Abū Ḥanīfah, Nabāt III = The Book of Plants. Part of the monograph section by
Abū Ḥanīfa al-Dīnawarī. Ed. Bernhard Lewin. Wiesbaden: Franz Steiner Verlag
GMBH, 1974.
Abulḥasan Aṭṭabarī, Buqrāṭiyyah (Almuʕālaǧātu lbuqrāṭiyyah): B = Berlin,
BSB ms Cod. arab. 810. | L = London, British Library ms IO Islamic 1296.
AbūMaʕšar,Madḫal = TheGreat Introduction to Astrology by AbūMaʿšar. Vol-
ume 1. Ed. Yamamoto and Charles Burnett. Islamic Philosophy, Theology and
Science, Texts and Studies, Volume 106/1. Leiden ‒ Boston: Brill, 2019.
—Muḫtaṣar = AbūMaʿšar. The Abbreviation of the Introduction to Astrology. To-
gether with the Medieval Latin Translation of Adelard of Bath. Ed. Charles Bur-
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nett, Keiji Yamamoto, andMichio Yano. Islamic philosophy, theology and sci-
ence, Texts and Studies, Volume XV. Leiden ‒ Boston: E.J. Brill, 1994.
Abuššayḫ, ʕaḍ̱amah = Kitābu lʕaḍ̱amah. Taʔlīf Abiššayḫ Alʔaṣbahānī (274 - 369
h.). 5 vols. Ed. Riḍāʔullāh b. Muḥammad Idrīs Almubārakfūrī. Riyadh: Dār
alʕāṣimah, 1408/1988.
Abū ʕubayd Alharawī, Ġarīb = Kitābu ġarībi lḥadīṯ. 6 vols. Ed. Ḥusayn
Muḥammad Muḥammad Šaraf. Cairo: Ǧumhūriyyat Miṣr alʕarabiyyah ‒
Maǧmūʕ alluġah alʕarabiyyah, 1415‒1414/1984‒1998.
Addamīrī, Ḥayawān = Ḥayātu lḥayawāni lkubrā. 4 vols. Ed. Ibrāhīm Ṣāliḥ.
Damascus: Dār albašāʔir, 1426/2005.
Aḏḏahabī, Ṭibb nabawī = Aṭṭibu nnabawī. Taʔlīf alḥāfiḍ̱ Abī ʕabdillāh Muḥam-
mad bin Aḥmad Aḏḏahabī. Ed. Aḥmad Rifʕat Albadrāwī. Beirut: Dār iḥyāʔ
alʕulūm, 1410/1990.
Addimašqī, Tiǧārah: Kitābu lʔišārah ʔilā maḥāsini ttiǧārah wamaʕrifati jayyidi
lʔaʕrāḍi waradīʔihā waġušūši lmudallisīn fīhā = Q: Cairo edition, Maṭbaʕat Al-
muʔayyid, 1318/1900 | R: Riyadh, King SaudUniversityms 543 | L: London, British
Library ms Arundel Or. 10, fols. 10r‒27v [= Q 312‒227].
Addīrbī, Muǧarrabāt = Kitāb muǧarrabāt alʕallāmah aššayḫ Aḥmad Addīrbī
almusammā bifatḥi lmaliki lmaǧīd linafʕi lʕabīd bittamām walkamāl. Cairo: Al-
maṭbaʕah Alkāstiliyyah [= Angelo Castelli], 1287/1870.
Aḥmad Arrāzī, Crónica = Crónica del Moro Rasis, versión del Ajbar Muluk al-
Andalus de Ahmad ibnMuhammad ibnMusa al-Razi, 889-955; romanizada para
el rey don Dionis de Portugal hacia 1300 porMohamad, alarife, y Gil Pérez, clérigo
de don Perianes Porçel. Ed. Diego Catalán andMª Soledad de Andrés. Madrid:
Gredos, 1974.
Alɂanṭākī,Taḏkirah =Taḏkiratu ʔūlī lʔalbābwalǧāmiʕu lilʕaǧabi lʕuǧāb. Taʔlīfu
Dāwudabni ʕumara lʔanṭākī.WayalīhāḎaylu ttaḏkirah liʔaḥadi talāmīḏi lmuʔal-
lif. Beirut: Almaktabah Aṯṯaqāfiyyah, s.d.
Alɂarbūlī/Alɂuriyūlī, Aġḏiyah = Díaz García 2000: 117‒163.
Alɂarmiyūnī, Ṣanāʔiʕ = Annuǧūmu ššāriqāt fī baʕḍi ṣṣanāʔiʕi lmuḥtāǧi ʔilayhā
fī baʕḍi lʔawqāt. Lilʔimām Muḥammad b. Abilḫayr Alḥasanī Alʔarmiyūnī
almutawaffā bilqāhirah ʕām 871h. / 1467 m. (Kitāb fī ʕilm alkīmiyāʔ). Ed. Assaʕīd
Binmūsā. Rabat: Šarikat Frīts, 1429/2008.
AlʕaṭṭārAlhārūnī,Minhāǧ: A =Minhāǧuddukkānwadustūru lʔaʕyān fī aʕmāl
watarākībi lʔadwiyati nnāfiʕati lilʔabdān. Ed. Ḥasan ʕāṣī. Beirut: Dār almanāhil,
1412/1992. | Q = Cairo, Dār alkutub alʕarabiyyah alkubrā, 1329/1911.
Alɂazharī, Tahḏīb = Tahḏību lluġah. 15 vols. Ed. ʕabdussalām Muḥammad
Hārūn, Aḥmad ʕabdulʕalīm Albardūnī, Yaʕqūb ʕabdunnabī, and Ibrāhīm
Alɂibyārī. Cairo: Addār almiṣriyyah littaʔlīf wattarǧamah ‒ Dār alkātib
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alʕarabī, 1487/1967.
Albakrī,Masālik = Almasālik walmamālik. Taʔlīf Abī ʕubayd ʕabdillāh bin ʕab-
dilʕazīz bin Muḥammad Albakrī almutawaffā 487 h. 2 vols. Ed. Ǧamāl Ṭalbah.
Beirut: Dār alkutub alʕilmiyyah, 1424/2003.
Albaladī, Ḥabālā = Kitābu tadbīri lḥabālā walʔaṭfāli waṣṣibyān waḥifḍ̱i
ṣiḥḥatihim wamudāwāti lʔamrāḍi lʕāriḍati lahum. Ed. Maḥmūd Alḥāǧǧ Qāsim
Muḥammad. Bagdad: Dār Arrašīd linnašr, 1980.
Albīrūnī, Ǧawāhir = Kitābu lǧamāhir fī maʕrifati lǧawāhir. Ed. Fritz Krenkow.
Beirut: ʕālam Alkutub, 31404/1984. [Hyderabad 11355/1936].
— Ṣaydanah: S = Al-Biruni’s Book on Pharmacy and Materia Medica. Ed. and
transl. Hakim Mohammed Said. Karachi: Hamdard National Foundation, 1973.
| Z: Kitābu ṣṣaydanah fī ṭṭibb. Ed. ʕabbās Zaryāb. Tehran: Markaz-e našr-e
dānešgāhī, 1370/1991. ≡ Kasānī, Ṣaydane: S‒A = Ṣeydanah. Abu Rayhan Biruni.
Ed. Manuchehr Sotudeh and Iraj Afshar. Center of Researches and Cultural
Co-ordination 12. Tehran: High Council of Culture and Arts, 1352/1973. | Z =
Ṣaydanah ed. Zaryāb.
Albūnī, Afāq (Buġyatu lmuštāq fī maʕrifati waḍʕi lʔafāq) =Manbaʕ 56‒66.
— Manbaʕu uṣūli lḥikmah almuštamilu ʕalā arbaʕati rasāʔila muhimmatin fī
uṣūli lʕulūmi lḥikmiyyah = Cairo: Šarikat maktabat wamaṭbaʕat Muṣṭafā Albābā
Alḥalabī waʔawlādih biMiṣr, 1360/1841.
— Šams = Kitābu šamsi lmaʕārifi lkubrā walaṭāʔifi lʕawārif. 3 vols. Cairo: Al-
maṭbaʕah alḥusayniyyah, 1347/1928.
Alcoatí, Ḫāmisah = Vázquez de Benito 1973: 16‒142.
Alfārābī,Ḥurūf = AbūNaṣr Alfārābī. Kitābu lḥurūf. Ed. MuḥsinMahdī. Beirut:
Dar el-Mashr, 21990 (11970).
— Alfāḍ̱ = Abū Naṣr Alfārābī. Kitābu lʔalfāḍ̱i lmustaʕmalati fī lmanṭiq. Ed.
Muḥsin Mahdī. Beirut: Dār almašriq, 21968.
Alġāfiqī, Mufradah: M = The Herbal of al-Ghāfiqī. A Facsimile Edition of MS
7508 in the Osler Library of the History of Medicine, McGill University, with
Critical Essays. Ed. F. Jamil Ragep and Faith Wallis, with Pamela Miller
and Adam Gacek. Montreal & Kingston ‒ London ‒ Ithaca: McGill-Queen’s
University Press, 2014. | R = Rabat, Bibliothèque Générale 155 1 q. | Ṭ = Tehran,
Kitābḫāne-ye millī-ye Malik ms 5958. | V = Kitāb al-’adwiyah al-mufrada di ’Abū
Ǧa‘far ’Aḥmad b. Muḥammad b. ’Aḥmad b. Sayyid al-Ġāfiqī (XII sec.). Edizione
del capitolo ’Alif con indici e apparato critico in nota. Ed. Eleonora di Vincenzo.
Supplemento nº 1 alla Rivista degli studi orientali, nuova serie volume 81. Pisa ‒
Rome: Fabrizio Serra editore, 2009. ≡ Simplicia: M = Munich, BSB ms Clm 253,
fols. 1r‒94v. | V = Vatican, BAV ms Pal. lat. 1278, fols. 1ra 1 ‒ 185ra 4.
Alǧāḥiḍ̱, Ḥayawān = Alḥayawān. 8 vols. Maktabat Alǧāhiḍ̱ 1. Ed. ʕabdassalām
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MuḥammadHārūn. Cairo: Širkat maktabat wamaṭbaʕat Muṣṭafā Albābī Alḥal-
abī waʔawlādihi bimiṣr, 21385‒1389/1965‒1969.
—Tabaṣṣur =Kitābu ttabaṣṣur bittiǧārah [ fīwaṣfimāyustaḍ̱rafu fī lbuldānmina
lʔamtiʕati rrafīʕahwalʔaʕlāqi nnafīsahwalǧawāhiri ṯṯamīnah]. Ed. ḤasanḤusnī
ʕabdulwahhāb Attunsī. Cairo: Almaṭbaʕah arraḥmāniyyah, 21354/1935.
Alġazālī, Ḥikmah = Alḥikmatu fī maḫlūqāti llāh, Lilʔimām Abī Ḥāmid Alġazālī
Aṭṭūsī almutawaffā sanata 505 hiǧriyyah. Taḥqīq Muḥammad Rašīd Qabbānī.
Beirut: Dār iḥyāʔ alʕulūm, 1398/1978.
Alǧildakī, Nihāyah (Nihāyatu ṭṭalab fī šarḥi lmuktasab): Nihāyah I: B = Berlin,
Staatsbibliothek mss Landberg 350-1. | R = Riyadh, KSULms 512. ‖Nihāyah II‒III
= Berlin, Staatsbibliothek mss Landberg 350-2, 350-3.
Alhamaḏānī, Buldān = Compendium Kitâb al-Boldân auctore Ibn al-Fakîh al-
Hamadhânî. Ed.M. J. deGoeje. Bibliotheca geographorumAraborum5. Leiden:
E. J. Brill, 1885.
Alḥamawī, Buldān = Muʕǧamu lbuldān. 5 vols. (Unauthored edition). Beirut:
Dār ṣādir, 1397/1977.
Alhāšimī, Maǧālis = Aḥmad b. ‘Isà al-Hāšimī (ca. 470/1077). Kitāb al-maŷālis fī
l-ṭibb (Tratado de consultas médicas). Ed. Samir Kaddouri. Fuentes arábico-
hispanas, 31. Madrid: Consejo superior de investigaciones científicas, 2005.
Alḫāzin,Muḫtaṣar L = Leipzig, Universitätsbibliothek Leipzig ms Vollers 0768,
fols. 1r‒30v | P = Princeton, PUL ms Garrett 174B, fols. 1r‒12v.
Alḥimyarī, Rawḍ = Ibn ʿAbd al-Munʿim al-Ḥimyarī. Kitāb al-Rawḍ al-Miʿṭār Fī
Khabar al-Aqṭār. Ed. Iḥsān ʿAbbās. Beirut: Librairie du Liban, 1975.
Alḥusayn b. ʕalī b. Alwalīd,Mabdaʔ =AddāʕīḤusayn bin ʕalī binMuḥammad
bin Alwalīd. Almabdaʔu walmaʕād fī lfikri lʔismāʕīlī. Ed. Ḫālid Almīr Maḥmūd.
Damascus: Manšūrāt Dār ʕalāʔiddīn, 2007.
Alḫwarizmī,Mafātīḥ= LiberMafâtîh al-olûmexplicans vocabula technica scien-
tiarum tam Arabum quam peregrinorum. Ed. G. van Vloten. Leiden: E. J. Brill,
1895. [Photomechanic reprint: Leiden, E. J. Brill, 1968.]
Alɂidrīsī, Ǧāmiʕ = Compendium of the properties of diverse plants and various
kinds of simple drugs. Kitāb al-Jāmiʿ li-ṣifāt ashtāt al-nabāt wa-ḍurūb anwāʿ al-
mufradāt. Edited by Fuat Sezgin. Publications of the Institute for the History
of Arabic-Islamic Science. Series C, Facsimile Editions, Volumes 58,1‒3. Frank-
furt am Main: Institute for the History of Arabic-Islamic Science at the Johann
Wolfgang Goethe University, 1995. [İ = S I | Ṭ = S II‒III].
Alʕirāqī, Ḥaqāʔiq (Kitābu ʕuyūni lḥaqāʔiq waʔīḍāḥi ṭṭarāʔiq): G = Princeton,
PUL ms Garrett 544H. | P = Paris, BnF ms Arabe 2595.
Alkaškarī, Kunnāš = Book on Medicine Kunnāsh by Yaʿqūb al-Kashkarī (Early
tenth century A.D.). Ed. Fuat Sezgin. Publications of the Institute for the History
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of Arabic-Islamic Science, Series C: Facsimile Editions Volume 17. Frankfurt am
Main: Institute for theHistory of Arabic-Islamic Science at the JohannWolfgang
Goethe University, 1985.
Alkindī, Aḥǧār = Elamrani-Jamal, Abdelali (2004) “Fragment d’un traité de
minéralogie d’al-Kindi. Présentation, texte et traduction”, in De Zénon d’Élée à
Poincaré. Recueil d’études en hommage à Roshdi Rashed, Les cahiers de MIDEO
1, R. Morelon and A. Hasnawi (eds.), Leuven, Peeters: 545‒559.
— Fāʕil = Rashed and Jolivet 1997: 169‒171.
— Iḫtiyārāt = Levey 1966: 29‒221. [Reference to the facsimile of Istanbul, Aya-
sofya ms 3603].
— ʕiṭr = Garbers 1948.
— Suǧūd = Rashed and Jolivet 1997: 177‒199.
— Ulā = Rashed and Jolivet 1997: 9‒99.
Almadāɂinī, Ḫawāṣṣ = Makkī Alʕānī 1982: 297‒320.
Almaǧūsī, Kāmil: B = Kāmilu ṣṣināʕati ṭṭibbiyyah. 2 vols. Būlāq: Almaṭbaʕah
alkubrā alʕāmiriyyah, 1294/1877. | P1‒3 = Paris, BnF mss Arabe 2871, 2876, 2878.
| S = The Complete Medical Art. Kāmil al-ṣināʿa al-ṭibbīya by ʿAlī ibn al-ʿAbbās al-
Maǧūsī (Tenth centuryA.D.). 3 vols. Ed. Fuat Sezgin. Publications of the Institute
for the History of Arabic-Islamic Science, Series C: Facsimile Editions, Volumes
16,1‒3. Frankfurt amMain: Institute for the History of Arabic-Islamic Science at
the Johann Wolfgang Goethe University, 1985.≡ Pantegni = Omnia opera Ysaac,
Leiden, 1515. | ≡ Regalis dispositio = Venice, 1492.
Almaqqarī, Nafḥ = Nafḥu ṭṭīb min ġuṣni lʔandalus arraṭīb. Taʔlīf aššayḫ Aḥmad
bin Muḥammad Almaqqarī Attilimsānī. 8 vols. Ed. Iḥsān ʕabbās. Beirut: Dār
Ṣādir, 1388/1968.
Almaqrīzī,Durar =Duraru lʕuqūdi lfarīdah fī tarāǧimi lʔaʕyāni lmufīdah. Taʔlīf
Taqiyyiddīn Aḥmad bin ʕalī Almaqrīzī, 766‒845 h (1365‒1442 m). 4 vols. Ed.
Maḥmūd Alǧalīlī. Beirut: Dār alġarb alʔislāmī, 1423/2002.
Almarwazī, Ḥayawān: C = Ṭabāʔiʕu lḥayawān, Los Angeles, UCLA ms Arabic
MedicalManuscript Collection 52. | D = London, British LibrarymsDelhi Arabic
1949. | L = London, British Library ms Add MS 21102.
Almasīḥī, Miʔah = Le Livre des cent questions en médecine d’Abū Sahl ʿIsā b.
Yaḥyā al-Masīḥī (m. ca 401 h. / 1010). Ed. Floréal Sanaugustin. 2 vols. Damas-
cus: Institut français de Damas, 2000.
Almasʕūdī, Murūǧ: A = Murūǧu ḏḏahab wamaʕādinu lǧawhar. 2 vols. Ed.
Muḥammad Muḥyīddīn ʕabdulḥamīd. Beirut: Dār alfikr, 1393/1973. | M‒C =
Mas‘ūdī. Les prairies d’or. Edition Barbier de Meynard et Pavet de Courteille
revue et corrigée par Charles Pellat. 5 vols. Publications de l’Université
libanaise, Section des études historiques 9. Beirut: Imprimerie Catholique,



Bibliography 1125
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Almāturīdī, Tawḥīd = Kitābu al-tawhīd by Abu Mansūr al-Māturīdī. Ed. Bekir
Topaloğlu andMuhammedAruçi. Istanbul ‒ Beirut: Irshad ‒Dar Sader, 2007.

Almawṣilī,Manāfiʕ =Kitābumanāfiʕi lḥayawān, Escurial, BRMEms árabe 898.
Alqabīṣī, Madḫal = Al-Qabīṣī (Alcabitius). The Introduction to Astrology. Edi-
tions of the Arabic and Latin texts and an English translation. Ed. Charles Bur-
nett, Keiji Yamamoto, and Michio Yano. Warburg Institute Studies and Texts
2. London ‒ Turin: The Warburg Institute ī Nino Aragno Editore, 2004.
Alqalalūsī, Tuḥaf = Tuḥafu lḫawāṣṣ fī ṭurafi lḫawāṣṣ ( fī ṣanʕati lʔamiddah
walʔaṣbāġ walʔadhān). Ed. Ḥusām Aḥmad Muḫtār Alʕabbādī. Alexandria:
Bibliotheca Alexandrina, 2007.
Alqalānisī, Aqrabāḏīn = Aqrabāḏīn Alqalānisī. Ed. Muḥammad Zuhayr
Albābā. Maṣādir wadirāsāt fī taʔrīḫ aṭṭibb alʕarabī ‒ 3. Aleppo: Maʕhad atturāṯ
alʕilmī alʕarabī, 1403/1983.
Alqalqašandī, Ṣubḥ = Kitābu ṣubḥi lʔaʕšā. Taʔlīf aššayḫ Abilʕabbās Aḥmad
Alqalqašandī. Cairo: Almaṭbaʕah alʔamīriyyah ‒ Maṭbaʕat Dār alkutub
almiṣriyyah, 1331‒1340/1913‒1922.
Alqazwīnī, ʕaǧāʔib: W = Zakarija Ben Muhammed Ben Mahmud el-Cazwini’s
Kosmographie. Erster Theil. المخلوقات عجائب كتاب Die Wunder der Schöpfung. Aus
den Handschriften der Bibliotheken zu Berlin, Gotha, Dresden und Hamburg
herausgegeben. Ed. Ferdinand Wüstenfeld. Göttingen: Verlag der Dieterich-
schen Buchhandlung, 1849. | P1‒4 = Paris, BnF mss Arabe 2173, 2176, 2178,
2182. ≡ ʕaǧāyeb A and B = Paris, BnF mss Supplément Persan 1781 and 2051,
respectively.
— Aṯār = Zakarija ben Muhammed ben Mahmud el-Cazwini’s Kosmogra-
phie. Zweiter Theil. البلاد اṯار كتاب Die Denkmäler der Länder. Ed. Ferdinand
Wüstenfeld. Göttingen: Verlag der Dieterichschen Buchhandlung, 1848.
Alʕumarī,Masālik =Masālik al-ʾabṣār fī mamālik al-ʾamṣār by Šahābuddīn Ibn
faḍlullah al-ʿUmari. 27 vols. Ed. Kāmil Salmān al-Jubūrī. Beirut: Dar Al-Kotob
Al-ilmiyah, 2010.
Alyabrūdī, Asrār = Asrāru lfuqarāʔ walmasākīn, Riyadh, KSUL ms 6005.
Annuwayrī, Nihāyah = Nihāyatu lʔarab fī funnūni lʔadab. 33 vols. Ed. Mufīd
Qumayḥah, Ḥasan Nūr Addīn, Yaḥyā Aššāmī, et al. Beirut: Dār alkutub
alʕilmiyyah, 2004.
ʕarīb b. Saʕīd, Anwāʔ = Alkuwaifi 2022.
Arraffāʔ, Muḥibb = Almuḥibb walmaḥbūb walmašmūm walmašrūb. Taʔlīf
Assarī bni Aḥmad Arraffāʔ almutawaffā sanata 262 h.. 4 vols. Ed. Miṣbāḥ
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Alġalāwanǧī. Damascus: Maṭbūʕāt Maǧmaʕ alluġat alʕarabiyyah biDimašq,
1407/1986.
Arrāzī, Abdāl = London, British Library ms Or 8293, fols. 165v 4 ‒ 170r 11.
— Aḫlāq = Aḫlāqu ṭṭabīb. Risālatun liʔabī Bakr Muḥammad bin Zakariyyāʔ Ar-
rāzī ilā baʕḍi talāmīḏihī. Ed. ʕabdallaṭīf Muḥammad Alʕabd. Cairo: Maktabat
Dār atturāṯ, 1398/1977.
— Aġḏiyah: Q = Kitābu manāfiʕi lʔaġḏiyah wadafʕi maḍārrihā. Cairo: Al-
maṭbaʕah alḫayriyyah, 1305/1887. | E = Escurial, BRME ms árabe 833, fols.
140r‒197.
— Alḥāwī : H = Kitābu’l Ḥāwī fi’ṭibb (Continens of Rhazes). 25 vols. Hyderabad:
Dāiratu’l-Ma‘ārif-il-Osmānia, 1955‒1973. | B = Alḥāwī fī ṭṭibb. Ed. Muḥammad
Muḥammad Ismāʕīl. Beirut: Dar Al-Kotob Al-ilmiyah, 2000. ≡ Continens: P1‒5
= Paris, BnF mss Latin 6912 (1‒5). | V = Continens Rasis, Venice, 1509.
— Almanṣūrī = Al-manṣūri fi aṭ-ṭibb. Compiled by Muḥammad b. Zakarīyāʾ
ar-Razi. Ed. Hazim Al-Bakry Al-Siddiky. Safat (Kuwayt): Publications of
the Institute of Arab Manuscripts, 1987. ≡ Ad Almansorem, ed. Venice 1497:
fols. 2ra‒60vb.
— Aphorismi = Venice 1497: 95va 1 ‒ 98vb 45.
—Asrār: D =Al-Asrār&Sirr-al-asrār parMuhammad Ibn Zakarīyā al-Rāzī. Avec
un Supplément en Persan Tajárib-e Shahriyāri, Muhammad Taghi Danechpa-
jouh (ed.), Tehran, CommisionNationale Iranienne pour l’UNESCO, 1964: 1‒116.
| W = Kitābu sirri lʔasrār, London, WMS ms Arabic 161.
— Ǧudarī = Rhazes de variolis et morbillis, Arabice et Latine; cum aliis nonnullis
eiusdem argumenti. Ed. Iohannis Channing. London: William Bowyer, 1766. ≡
Περὶ λοιμικῆς: Ραζῆ λόγος περὶ λοιμικῆς ἀπὸ τῆς σύρων διαλέκτου ἐξελληνισθείς,
in Alexandri Tralliani medici Libri XII. Rhazæ De pestilentia libellus ex Syrorum
lingua in Græcam translatus. Iacobi Goupyli in eosdem castigationes, Paris, ex of-
ficina Rob. Stephani, 1548: 243‒259.
— Ḥaṣāh: K = Traité sur le calcul dans les reins et dans la vessie par Abū Bekr
Muḥammed ibn Zakarīyā al-Rāzī. Ed. and transl. P. de Koning. Leiden: E. J. Brill,
1896. | B = Baghdad, Maṭḥaf ms 649, fols. 67v 1 ‒ 81r 10.
— Ḫawāṣṣ: I = Istanbul, Murat Molla ms 1826, fols. 77v‒90v. | Q = Cairo, DKWQ
Ṭibb Taymūr 264, pages 1‒52. | Ṭ = Tehran, Dānišgāh ms 5469, fols. 103v‒114v. | V
= Venice, Bibliotheca Naniana ms Or. 157, fols. 1v‒8v | K = Cairo, DKM ms Ṭibb
141, fols. 119v‒136v (quoted through Käs 2010 and 2012).
—Mawǧūdah=NewHaven, Cushing/WhitneyMedical Library (YaleUniversity
Library) ms Manuscript Arabic 12, pages 110‒186 (= fols. 1r‒39v).
—Madḫal = Libro de la Introducción al Arte de la Medicina o «Isagoge» de Abū
Bakr Muḥammad b. Zakarīyā al-Rāzī. Ed. María de la Concepción Vázquez de



Bibliography 1127

Benito. Acta Salmanticensia, Filosofía y letras 110. Salamanca: Ediciones Uni-
versidad de Salamanca ‒ Instituto hispano-árabe de cultura, 1979.
— Ṣināʕah = Kitābu sirri ṣināʕati ṭṭibb liʔabī Bakr Muḥammad bin Zakariyyā
Arrāzī. Ed. Ḫālid Ḥarbī. Muʔallafāt Arrāzī 4. Alexandria: Dār aṯṯaqāfah
alʕilmiyyah, 2000. ≡ De secretis = Liber Rasis de secretis in medicina qui liber
afforismorum appellatur, Venice, 1497: 93ra 1 ‒ 98vb 45.
— Taqāsīm = Les divisions des maladies de al-Razi (850 - 925). Ed. and transl.
Soubhi M. Hammami. Aleppo: Université d’Alep ‒ Institut de l’histoire des sci-
ences arabes, 1412/1992.≡Ḥillūq = Paris, BnF ms Hébreu 1121, fols. 1r 1 ‒ 112v 5.≡
Divisionum = Liber Divisionum, Venice, 1497: fols. 60rb 7 ‒ 86vb 41.
— Taqdīm = Kuhne 1991: 57‒73.
— Ṭibb = Oxford, Bodleian Library ms Marsh 137/2, fols. 67r‒95v.
Arrundī,Aġḏiyah: Ḫ = al-Khattabi 1990: 181‒209. |W = London,WMSmsAra-
bic 254.
Aṣṣāliḥī, Laʔālī = Kitābu llaʔālī walʔaḥǧāri fī ʕilmi ṣṣanʕati lkubrā, Paris, BnF
ms Arabe 2625, fols. 1v ‒ 5v 6 [= bottom-page foliation].
Assaqaṭī, Ḥisbah = Al-Saqaṭī al-Malaqī. El buen gobierno del zoco. Ed. Pedro
Chalmeta and Federico Corriente. Textos andalusíes 5. Almería: Fundación
Ibn Tufayl de Estudios Árabes, 2014.
Aššaybānī, ʕuḏrāʔ = “Arrisālatu lʕuḏrāʔ”, inRasāʔilu lbulaġāʔ,MuḥammadKurd
ʕalī (ed.), Cairo, Dār alkutub alʕarabiyyah alkubrā, 1331/1913: 176‒193.
Aṣṣanhāǧī, ʕumdah: Ḥ‒Z =Alḥalwaǧī, ʕabdasaṭṭār and ʕalī ʕabdalmuḥsin
Zakī (1997) “ʕumdatu lkuttāb waʕuddatu ḏawī lʔalbāb almansūb lilmuʕizz
bin Bādīs (454 h.)”, Maǧallah Maʕhad almaḫṭūṭāt alʕarabiyyah 17/1: 43‒172. |
H‒M = Almuʕizz bin Bādīs Attamīmī Aṣṣanhāǧī. ʕumdatu lkuttāb waʕuddatu
ḏawī lʔalbāb. Fīhī ṣifat alḫaṭṭ walʔaqlām walmidād walliyaq walḥibr walʔaṣbāġ
waʔālat attaǧlīd. Ed. Naǧīb Mayil Alharavī ‒ ʕiṣām Makkiyyah. Mašhad:
Maǧmaʕ albuḥūṯ alʔislāmiyyah, 1409/1989.
Assuyūṭī, Hayʔah = Heinen 1982: ٣٨‒١.
Aššīrāzī Alḥāwī = Le livre de l’art du traitement, de Najm Ad-Dyn Mahmoud.
Texte - traduction - glossaires précédés d’un Essai sur la Pharmacopée arabe
par Pierre Paul Émile Guigues. Thèse pour l’obtention du Diplôme de Doc-
teur de l’Université de Paris (Pharmacie). Beirut: Imprimerie du succés, 1902.
[Reprinted in Publications of the Institute for the History of Arabic-Islamic Sci-
ence, vol. 80,Maḥmūd ibn Ilyās al-Shīrāzī (d. 730/1330). Le livre de l’art du traite-
ment [Kitāb al-Ḥāwī, 5ème partie] par Pierre Paul Émile Guiges, I (Texte), Frank-
furt am Main, Institute for the History of Arabic-Islamic Science at the Johann
Wolfgang Goethe University, 1997.]
Aṭṭabarānī, Makārim = Kitābu makārimi lʔaḫlāq. Ed. Abī Bistām Muḥmmad
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Muṣṭafā. Bahrein: Maktabat Niḍ̱ām Yaʕqūbī Alḫāṣṣah, 1434/2013.
Aṭṭabarī, Firdaws Firdausu’l-Ḥikmat or Paradise of Wisdom of ʿAli b. Rabban-al-
Ṭabari. Ed. M. Z. Ṣiddīqī. Berlin: [Sonne], 1928.
— Ḥifḍ̱ = Kahl 2020: 38‒160.
Attamīmī, Ṭīb = Qārī 2014.
Attamīmī, Muršid XI‒XIV = Kitābu lmuršid fī ǧawāhiri lʔaġḏiyah waquwā
lmufradāti minal lʔadwiyah, Paris, BnF ms arabe 2870, fols. 1v‒126v.
Attawḥīdī, Imtāʕ = Alʔimtāʕ walmuʔānasah = Kitābu lʔimtāʕ walmuʔānasah.
TaʔlīfAbīḤayyānAttawḥīdī. 3 vols. Ed.AḥmadAmīnandAḥmadAzzayn. Beirut:
Dār maktabat alḥayāt, s.d. (11939‒1944).
Attīfāšī, Azhār= Azhāru lʔafkār fī ǧawāhiri lʔaḥǧār. Ed. Muḥammad Yūsuf
Ḥasan and Maḥmūd Basyūnī Ḫafāǧī. Silsilat alǧiyūlūǧiyā ʕinda lʕarab 1. Cairo:
Alhayʔah almiṣriyyah alʕāmmah lilkitāb, 1977.
Aṭṭiġnarī, Zuhrah = Muḥammad b. Mālik al-Ṭignarī (ca. 480 / 1087). Kitāb
zuhrat al-bustān wa-nuzhat al-aḏhān (Esplendor del jardín y recreo de las
mentes). Ed. Expiración García Sánchez. Fuentes Arábico-Hispanas, 32.
Madrid: Consejo Superior de Investigaciones Científicas, 2006.
Attirmiḏī, Ǧāmiʕ = Sunan Attirmiḏī wahuwa alǧāmiʕ alkabīr. Riwāyat Abilʕab-
bās Almaḥbūbī anhu. 5 vols. Dīwān alḥadīṯ annabawī 4. Cairo: Dar Attaʔṣīl,
21437/2016.
Azzaǧǧālī, Amṯāl = Proverbes Andalous de Abu Yahya az-Zağğali 12020 - 1294. 2
vols. Ed. Mohamed Bencherifa. Fes: Maṭbaʕat Muḥammd Alḫāmis, 1395/1975.
Azzahrāwī, Taṣrīf (ca. 1000 ce): S = “A Presentation to Would-Be Authors” On
Medicine. Al-Taṣrīf li-man ʿajiza an al-taʾlīf by Abū l-Qāsim al-Zahrāwī Khalaf ibn
ʿAbbās (d. ca. 1010 A.D.). 2 vols. Fuat Sezgin (ed.). Publications of the Institute
for the History of Arabic-Islamic Science, Series C: Facsimile Editions Volumes
31,1‒2. Frankfurt amMain: Institute for the History of Arabic-Islamic Science at
the JohannWolfgang Goethe University, 1986. | W = London, Wellcome Library
msWMSArabic 412, fols. 65v 13–69v 17. | A [BookXVI] =ArvideCambra 1994b. |
A [BookXVII] =ArvideCambra 1996: 27–59.≡ Šimūš =Paris, BnFmsHebr. 1163.
≡ Theorica / Practica = Liber theoricae necnon practicae Alsaharavii, Augsburg,
impensis Sigismundi Grimmi et Marci Wirsung, 1519.
Azzamaḫšarī, Abrār = Rabīʕu lʔabrār wanuṣūṣu lʔaḫbār. Ed. ʕaldulʔamīr Mi-
hnā. 5 vols. Beirut: Muʔassasat alʔaʕlamī lilmaṭbūʕāt, 1412/1992.
Azzubaydī, Laḥn = Laḥnu lʕawāmm. Ed. Ramaḍān ʕabduttawwāb. Cairo:Mak-
tabat Alḫānaǧī, 21420/2000.
Azzuhrī, Ǧaʕrāfiyah = Hadj-Sadok 1968: 165‒390.
Balīnūs, Ḫalīqah = Buch über das Geheimnis der Schöpfung und die Darstel-
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lung der Natur (Buch der Ursachen) von Pseudo-Apollonius von Tyana. Ed.Ursula
Weisser. Sources & Studies in the History of Arabic-Islamic Science, Natural
Sciences Series 1. Aleppo: Institute for the History of Arabic Science ‒ Univer-
sity of Aleppo, 1979.
Baylak Alqibǧāqī, Kanz = Kanzu ttuǧǧār fī maʕrifati lʔaḥǧār, Paris, BnF ms
Arabe 2779.
Dīmuqrāṭīs, Filāḥah = Teheran, Maǧlis ms 0.Sign.
Ǧābir b. Ḥayyān, Ǧawāhir = Kitābun fī lǧawāhir, Riyadh, KSUL ms 6091, fols.
135v 1 ‒ 151r 15.
— Ḫawāṣṣ: K = Klaus 1935: 224‒332 [partial edition, mss BLQS]. | R = Riyadh,
KSUL ms 2797.
— Iḫrāǧ = Klaus 1935: 1‒95.
— Raḥmah = Octave Houdas [ed. and transl.] in Berthelot 1893c: ١٦٠‒١٣٢.
Ḥamīduddīn Alkirmānī, Rasāʔil = Maǧmūʕatu rasāʔili lkirmānī. Ed. Muṣṭafā
Ġālib. Beirut: Almuʔassasah alǧāmiʕah liddirāsāt wannašr wattawzīʕ, 1983.
Hermes, Aḥǧār = Ḫawāṣṣu lʔaḥǧāri wanuqūšuhā, Berlin, SBB ms Wetzstein II
1208.
Ḥunayn b. Isḥāq, Asnān = A Treatise on Preservation and Treatment of Teeth
by Hunain bin Ishaq (810 ‒ 873 A.D.). Najat Zakariya Yusuf and Zakariya Yusuf
(eds.). Baghdad: Iraqi Dental Association, 1973.
— Ḫawāṣṣu lʔaḥǧār = Paris, BnF ms Arabe 2775, fols. 76r ‒ 101r.
—Maʕidah =Maqālatun allafahā Ḥunaynu bnu Isḥāqa lmutaṭabbibu fī awǧāʕi
lmaʕidah: Escurial, BRME ms árabe 852, fols. 41v‒67v.
— Risālah = Bergsträsser 1925: ١‒٥٣.
Ibn ʕabdirabbih, ʕiqd = Alʕiqdu lfarīd. Ed. Muḥammad Saʕīd Alʕaryān. 4 vols.
Cairo: Almaktabah attiǧāriyyah alkubrā, 1372‒1373/1953‒1954.
Ibn ʕabdirabbih, Dukkān: A = National Library ms Maǧmūʕ 1746 no. 3. | D =
Damascus, Maktabah Ḍ̱āhiriyyah ms 3159 ṭibb 34. | L = London, British Library
ms Or 5927, fols. 1r‒67v.
— Urǧūzah = Kuhne 1980.
Ibn ʕabdirraɂūf, Ḥisbah = Chalmeta 2019: 3‒86.
Ibn ʕabdūn, Ḥisbah = Lévi-Provençal 1934: 193‒252.
Ibn Abilbayān, Dustūr = البيمارسـتانى .الدسـتور Le formulaire des hôpitaux d’Ibn Abil
Bayan, médecin du bimaristan Annacery au Caire au XIIIe siècle. Ed. Paul Sbath.
Cairo: Imprimerie de l’Institut français d’archéologie orientale, 1933.
Ibn Abilḫayr Addimašqī, Nuǧūm = Kitābu nnuǧūmi ššāriqāt fī ḏikri baʕḍi
ṣṣanāʔiʕi lmuḥtāǧi ilayhā fī ʕilmi lmīqāt. Aleppo: Muḥammad Rāġib Aṭṭabbāḫ,
1346/1928.
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IbnAbīUṣaybiʕah,Tabaqāt = ʕuyūnu lʔanbāʔ fī ṭabaqāti lʔaṭibbāʔ. TaʔlīfMuwaf-
fiquddīn Abilʕabbās Aḥmad [...] almaʕrūf bibn Abī Uṣaybiʕah. Ed. Nizār Riḍā.
Beirut: Dār maktabat alḥayāt, s.d. [1965?].
Ibn Alɂaknānī, Nuḫab: C = Cheïkho 1908. | Q = Cairo, DKWQ ms Taymūr
Ṭabīʕah 151.
Ibn Alɂaṯīr, Nihāyah = Annihāyatu fī ġarībi lḥadīṯ walʔaṯar. Ed. Ṭāhir Aḥmad
Azzāwī and Maḥmūd Muḥammad Aṭṭanāḥī. 5 vols. Cairo: Almaktabah Alʔis-
lāmiyyah, 1383/1963.
Ibn Alʕawwām, Filāḥah = احمد بن محمد ابن يحي زكريا ابو الفاضل الشـیخ مولفه الفلاحة كتاب
اشبيلي العوام .ابن Libro de agricultura. Su autor el doctor excelente Abu Zacaría Iahia
Aben Mohamed ben Ahmed Ebn el Awam, sevillano. 2 vols. Ed. and transl. Josef
Antonio Banqueri. Madrid: Imprenta Real, 1802.
Ibn Albaṣīṣ, Šarḥ = Šarḥu qaṣīdati bni lbawwāb fī ʕilmi ṣināʕati lkitāb. Taʔlīfu
Muḥammadi bni Mūsā bni ʕalī ššāfiʕī lmaʕrūfi bibni lbaṣīṣ (bidāyat alqarn
aṯṯāmin alhiǧrī). Ed. Yūsuf Ḏannūn. Silsilat alfann alʔislāmī 3. Beirut: Dār
annawādir, 1433/2012.
Ibn Albayṭār, Almuġnī (Kitābu lmuġnī fī lʔadwiyati lmufradah): L = London,
BritishMuseummsOriental 2408 [chapters I‒VIII]. | M =Montreal, McGill Uni-
versity ms ***7785. | P1‒2 = Paris, BnF mss Arabe 2990‒2991.
— Ǧāmiʕ : B = Alkitābu lǧāmiʕ. 4 vols. Cairo: Būlāq. | N [= [ب = El «Kitāb al-Ŷāmi`
li-mufradāt al-adwiya wa-l-agḏiya» de Ibn al-Bayṭār: letra «bā’». Edición, tra-
ducción y estudio. Mª Ángeles Navarro García. PhD dissertation, Universidad
de Granada, 1997. | C [= [ش = Kitāb al-Ŷāmi` li-mufradāt al-adwiya wa-l-agḏiya.
Colección de medicamentos y alimentos. Introducción, edición crítica, traducción
e índices de la letra šīn. Ana María Cabo González. Sevilla: Mergablum, 2005.
| C [= ص and [ض = Kitāb al-Ŷāmi` li-mufradāt al-adwiya wa-l-agḏiya. Colección
de medicamentos y alimentos. Introducción, edición crítica, traducción e índices
de las letras ṣād y ḍād. Ana María Cabo González. Sevilla: Mergablum, 2002.
| S [= [و = Salem 2022: 4‒10. | Additional mss: P1‒P13 = Paris, BnF mss Arabe
2976‒2988. | L = London, British Library ms IO Islamic 1142.
— Tafsīr = Tafsīr Kitāb Diāsqūrīdūs. Commentaire de la «Materia Medica» de
Dioscoride de Abū Muḥammad ʿAbdallāh Ibn Aḥmad Ibn Muḥammad Ibn Al-
Bayṭār de Malaga (m. 646/1248). Ed. Ibrāhīm Ben Mrad. Beirut: Dar al-Gharb
al-Islami, 1990.
Ibn Alfaraḍī, Taʔrīḫ = Taʔrīḫu ʕulamāʔi lʔandalus libn Alfaraḍī 351-403 h./262-
1013 m. 3 vols. Ed. Ibrāhīm Alɂabyārī. Almaktabah alʔandalusiyyah 3. Cairo ‒
Beirut: Dār alkitāb almiṣrī ‒ Dār alkitāb allubnānī, 1410/1989.
Ibn Alǧazzār, Abdāl = Kitābu abdāli lʕaqāqīr, Escurial, BRME ms árabe 896,
fols. 61r‒63v.
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— Fuqarāʔ: J‒A = Traite de la médecine des pauvres et des déshérités (Ibn
al-Jazzar). Ed. Radhi Jazi and Farouk Asli. Carthage: Académie Tunisienne
des Sciences, des Lettres et des Arts Beït al-Hikma, 2009. | Â = Tibb al-fuqarâ’
wa al-masâkîn. Ibn al-Jazzâr al-Qîrawânî. Islamic Thought (Al-Fikr al-Islami)
VII. Ed. Wajîhah Kâẓim Âl-i Tu‘mah. Tehran: International Institute of Islamic
Thought and Civilization (Kuala Lumpur) ‒ Institute of Islamic Studies
University of Tehran, 1996.
— Ḥaṣāh = Kitābun allafahu Abū Ǧaʕfar Aḥmad b. Ibrāhīm b. Abī Ḫālid min
aqāwīl Ǧālīnūs fī lhaṣā lmutawallidah fī lkilā walmatānah waṭarīqmudāwāti ḏā-
lika biḫtiṣār, Oxford, Bodleian Library ms Marsh 215, fols. 50v‒62v.
— Ḫawāṣṣ = Käs 2012: 28‒64. ≡ Epistola = Munich, BSB Clm. 615, fols. 103ra 1 ‒
106rb 13.
— Iʕtimād = The Reliable Book on Simple Drugs. Kitāb al-Iʿtimād fīʾ-adwiya al-
mufrada by Ibn al-Jazzār Abū Jaʿfar Aḥmad ibn Ibrāhīm ibn Abī Khālid al-Jazzār
(d. 979 A.D.). Fuat Sezgin (ed.). Publications of the Institute for the History of
Arabic-Islamic Science, Series C: Facsimile Editions Volume 20. Frankfurt am
Main: Institute for theHistory of Arabic-Islamic Science at the JohannWolfgang
Goethe University, 1985. | M = Munich, BSB ms Cod. arab. 976 [Judaeo-Arabic].
| R = Riyadh, KSUL ms 2897 [ending at S 912]. ≡ Fiducia: M = Munich, BSB ms
Clm 253, fols. 95ra 1 ‒ 128vb 12. | V = Vatican, BAV ms Pal. lat. 1278, fols. 192va 1 ‒
243ra 24.
— Maʕidah = Kitābun fī lmaʕidah waʔamrāḍihā wamudāwātihā. Liʔabī Ǧaʕfar
Aḥmad b. Ibrāhīm b. Abī Ḫālid Ibn Alǧazzār Alqayrawānī. Ed. Salmān Qaṭābah.
Silsilat kutub atturāṯ 98. Beirut: Dār Arrašīd linnašr, 1980.
—Maknūn = Kitābu maknūni ssirr, Riyadh, KSUL ms 7348.
—Mašāʔiḫ = Abou Jaâfar Ahmed Ibn al-Jazzar. Traité de lamédecine des person-
nes agées et de leur hygiène de vie. Ed. Radhi Jazi and Farouk Omar Asli. Tunis:
Académie Tunisienne des Sciences, des Lettres et des Arts Beït al-Hikma, 2009.
— Nisyān = Ibn al-Jazzār on Forgetfulness and its Treatment. Critical Edition of
the Arabic Text and the Hebrew Translations with Commentary and Translation
into English. Gerrit Bos. The Sir HenryWellcomeAsian series Volume I. London:
The Royal Asiatic Society of Great Britain and Ireland, 1995.
— Suʕāl = Kitābun ʕalā raʔyi Buqrāṭ waǦālīnūs fī ssuʕāl waʔasbābihī waṭṭuruq
ʕilāǧihī, Oxford, Bodleian Library ms Marsh 215, fols. 34v‒49v.
— Ṭiḥāl =Maqālatun fī ṭṭiḥāl waʕilalihī waʕilāǧihī, Oxford, Bodleian Library ms
Marsh 215, fols. 63v‒78r.
— Zād: T = Ibn Alǧazzār. Zādu lmusāfir waqūtu lḥāḍir. 2 vols. Ed. Muḥammad
Suwīsī, Arrāḍī Alǧāzī, Ǧumʕah Šayḫah, and Fārūq Alʕālī. Tunis: Almaǧmaʕ
attunisī lilʕulūm walʔādāb walfunūn, «Bayt alḥikmah», 1999. | Zād I‒II B‒K =
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Bos, Käs, and McVaugh 2022: 32‒424. | Zād VI B = Ibn al-Jazzār on Sexual Dis-
eases and their Treatment. A critical edition of Zād al-musāfir wa-qūt al-ḥāḍir.
Provisions for the Travellers andNourishment for the Sedentary, Book 6. The origi-
nal Arabic text with an English translation, introduction and commentary. Gerrit
Bos. London ‒ New York: Kegan Paul International, 1997]. | Zād VII.1‒6 B = Ibn
al-Jazzār onFevers. A critical edition of Zād al-musāfirwa-qūt al-ḥāḍir.Provisions
for the Travellers and Nourishment for the Sedentary, Book 7, Chapters 1‒30. The
original Arabic text with an English translation, introduction and commentary.
Gerrit Bos. London ‒ New York: Kegan Paul International, 2000. | *Zād VII.7‒30
B = Ibn al-Jazzār’sZād al-musāfir wa-qūt al-ḥāḍir. Provisions for the Traveller and
Nourishment for the Sedentary. Book 7 (7‒30). Critical Edition of the Arabic Text
with English Translation, andCritical Edition ofMoses ibnTibbon’sHebrewTrans-
lation (Ṣedat ha-Derakhim). Gerrit Bos. Sir Henry Wellcome Asian Series, Vol-
ume 13. Leiden ‒ Boston: Brill, 2015.
IbnAlḥaššāɂ,Mufīd = Ibnal-H'achcha (XIIIe Siècle J. C.) Glossaire sur leMans’uri
de Razès (Xe siècle). Texte arabe établi sur plusieurs manuscrits et publié avec
une introduction par M. M. G. S. Colin et H. P. J. Renaud. Collection de textes
arabes, volume XI. Rabat: Imprimerie Économique, 1941.
Ibn Alḫaṭīb Ṭabba = El libro del ‘Amaliman ṭabba li-man ḥabba’ deMuḥammad
b. ‘Abdallāh b. al-Jaṭīb. Ed.María Concepción Vázquez de Benito. Acta Salman-
ticensia, Filosofía y Letras 66. Salamanca: Universidad de Salamanca, 1972.
— Ḥifḍ̱ = Libro del cuidado de la salud durante las estaciones del año o «Libro
de higiene» de Muḥammad b. ʿAbdallāh b. al-Jaṭīb. Ed. and transl. María de la
Concepción Vázquez de Benito. Acta Salmanticensia, Filosofía y Letras 160.
Salamanca: Ediciones Universidad de Salamanca, 1984.
Ibn Alhayṯam Alqurṭubī, Sǝḡullōṯ = Leibowitz and Marcus 1984: 292‒326.
Ibn Alkattānī, Šaǧarah (Kitābu ššaǧarah) = Coullaut and Vázquez de Ben-
ito 2017: 19‒62 (٥٦‒١٥).
Ibn ʕalī, Ḥayawān = Raggetti 2018.
Ibn Almunāṣif Muḏhabah = “Die Goldene” des Ibn al-Munāṣif. Ein Beitrag
zur medizinisch-arabischen Lexikographie und zur Geschichte der spanisch-
arabischen Literatur im Zeitalter der Almohaden. Joachim M. Peñuela.
Inaugural Dissertation zur Erlangung des Doktorgrades genehmigt von der
Philosophischen Fakultät der Friedrich-Wilhelms-Universität zu Berlin, 1940.
[Reprinted in **Publications of the Institute for the History of Arabic-Islamic
Science, Islamic Medicine volume 68, Frankfurt am Main, Institute for the
History of Arabic-Islamic Science, 1996].
Ibn Alqifṭī, Taʔrīḫ = Ibn al-Qifṭī’s Ta’rīḫ al-ḥukamā’. Auf Grund der Vorarbeiten
Aug. Müller’s herausgegeben von Julius Lippert. Leipzig: Dieterich’se Verlags-
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buchhandlung, 1903.
IbnAlɂuḫuwwah,Maʕālim=TheMaʿālimal-qurba fī aḥkāmal-ḥisbaofḌiyāʾ al-
DīnMuḥammad ibnMuḥammadal-Qurashī al-Shāfiʿī knownas Ibnal-Ukhuwwa.
Ed. Reuben Levy. London: Cambridge University Press, 1938.
Ibn Alwardī, Ḫarīdah: Q = Ḫarīdatu lʕaǧāʔib wafarīdatu lġarāʔib. Cairo:
Maṭbaʕat Muṣṭafā Albābā Alḥalabī waʔawlādih biMiṣr, 1341/1923. | Z =Ḫarīdatu
lʕaǧāʔib wafarīdatu lġarāʔib liSirāǧiddīn bin Alwardī (691 h = 1291 m / 861 h =
1457 m). Ed. Anwar Maḥmūd Zanātī. Cairo: Maktabat aṯṯaqāfah addīniyyah,
1428/2008. | R = Riyadh, KSU ms 7034.
Ibn ʕāṣim, Šuhūr = Forcada 1993: 7‒72.
Ibn Assanī, Nabawī = Aṭṭibbu nnabawī libn Assanī. Silsilat almaḫṭūṭāt
aṭṭibbiyyah 1. Ed. Aḥmad Alʕawḍī and ʕabdullāh Alkundurī. Kuwayt:
Almunaẓẓamah alʔislāmiyyah lilʕulūm aṭṭibbiyyah, 2004.
Ibn Attilmīḏ, Aqrābāḏīn = Kahl 2007: 47‒173.
Ibn BiklārišMustaʕīnī = Leiden, Universiteit Leiden ms Or. 15.
Ibn Baškuwāl, Qurbah = Ibn Baškuwāl (m. 578/1183). Kitāb al-qurba ilā rabb al-
‘ālamīn (El acercamiento a Dios). Ed. Cristina de la Puente. Madrid: Consejo
superior de investigaciones científicas ‒ Agencia española de cooperación in-
ternacional, 1995.
Ibn Bassām, Ḏaḫīrah = Aḏḏaḫīrah fī maḥāsin ahli lǧazīrah. Taʔlīf Abilḥasan ʕalī
bin Bassām Aššantarīnī (542). 4 vols. Ed. Iḥsān ʕabbās. Beirut: Dār aṯṯaqāfah,
1979.
Ibn Buḫtīšūʕ, Ḥayawān: G = Kitābu lḥayawāni waṭabāʔiʕihī waḫawāṣṣihī wa-
manāfiʕimā fī aʕdāʔihīmimmāṣannafahū lḥukamāʔ, Princeton, PULmsGarrett
no. 203B. | P = Kitābumanāfiʕi lḥayawān, Paris, BnF ms arabe 2782.≡Manāfeʕ-e
ḥayavān = Manāfeʕ-e ḥayavān (az qarn-e haftom). Tālīf-e ʕabd Alhādī bin Mo-
hammad bin Maḥmūd bin Ibrāhīm Marāġī. Ed. Moḥammad Rowšan. Tehran:
Bonyād-e Mawqūfāt-e Doktor-e Maḥmūd Afšār, 1388/1968.
Ibn Fāris, Anwāʔ = Forcada 2000: 156‒205.
Ibn Ǧanāḥ, Talḫīṣ = Bos, Käs, Lübke, and Mensching 2020: 197‒1207.
— Uṣūl = The Book of Hebrew roots, by Abu ’-WalîdMarwân Ibn Janâḥ, otherwise
called Rabbî Yônâh. Ed. Adolf Neubauer. Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1875.
Ibn Ǧazlah,Minhāǧ (Minhāǧu lbayān fīmā yastaʕmiluhū lʔinsān): L = London,
British Library ms Or 7499 | M = Munich, BSB ms Cod. arab. 823 | R = Riyadh,
KSUL ms 5584.
Ibn Ǧulǧul, Tafsīr: G = Ibn Ŷulŷul. Libro de la Explicación de los Nombres de
los Medicamentos Simples tomados del Libro de Dioscórides. Ed. and transl. Ilde-
fonso Garijo Galán. Cordova: Área de Estudios Árabes e Islámicos (Universi-
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dad de Granada), 1992. | D = Dietrich 1988. | P = Paris, BnF ms Arabe 2849,
marginal glosses.
— Ṭabaqāt = Les générations des médecins et des sages (Ṭabaqāt al-’aṭibbā’
wal-ḥukamā’). Écrit composé en 377 h. par Abū Dāwūd Sulaïmān ibn Ḥassān ibn
Ǧulǧul al-Andalusī. Ed. Fu’ād Sayyid. Cairo: Imprimerie de l’Institut français
d’archéologie orientale, 1955.
— Ṯāminah = Ibn Ŷulŷul. Tratado octavo. Ed. and transl. Ildefonso Garijo. Cor-
dova: Área de Estudios Árabes e Islámicos, 1992.
— Tiryāq = Ibn Ŷulŷul. Tratado sobre los medicamentos de la tríaca. Editado y
traducido por Ildefonso Garijo. Cordova: Área de Estudios Árabes e Islámicos,
1992.
Ibn Ǧumayʕ, Iršād = Kitābu lʔiršād limaṣāliḥi lʔanfusi walʔaǧsād: London,
British Library ms Add 25087, fols. 1v‒179r.
Ibn Ḥabīb,Muḫtaṣar = Álvarez de Morales and Girón Irueste 1992: 7‒99
— Nuǧūm = Kunitzsch 1994: 169‒181, 1997: 182‒183.
— Taʔrīḫ = Aguadé 1991: 13‒191.
— Ṭibb =Kitābu ṭibbi lʕarab. Alfaqīh alʔadīb almuʔarriḫ aṭṭabīb ʕabdulmalik bin
Ḥabīb Assulamī Almirdāsī Alʔandalusī (t. 238 h.). Ed. Badr Alʕimrānī Aṭṭanǧī.
Beirut: Dār Ibn Ḥazm, 1468/2007.
Ibn Ḫalṣūn, Aġḏiyah = Ibn Ḫalṣūn. Le livre des aliments (Kitāb al-aġḏiya). Santé
et diététique chez les Arabes au XIIIe siècle. Ed. and transl. Suzanne Gigandet.
Damascus: Institut français de Damas, 1996.
Ibn Ḥawqal, Masālik = Viae et regna. Descriptio ditionis moslemicae auctore
Abu’l-Kásim Ibn Haukal. Ed. M. J. de Goeje. Bibliotheca geographorum
arabicorum, Pars secunda. Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1873.
Ibn Ḥazm, Rasāʔil = Rasāʔil Ibn Ḥazm Alʔandalusī 384 ‒ 456. 4 vols. Ed. Iḥsān
ʕabbās. Beirut: Almuʔassasah alǧāmiʕah liddirāsāt wannašr wattawzīʕ, 21987.
— Faḍl = Rasāʔil I 171‒188.
—Taqrīb = Rasāʔil IV 93‒133.
Ibn Hindū,Miftāḥu ṭṭibb = Cairo, DKWQms Ṭibb Taymūr 259.
Ibn Hišām, Taqwīm I = Aḍḍāmin, Ḥātim Ṣāliḥ (1981) “Almadḫal ilā taqwīmi
llisān libni Hišāmin Allaḫmī almutawaffā sanata 577 h. Alqism alʔawwal”, Al-
mawrid 10/2: 45‒106.
Ibn ʕiḏārī, Bayān = Al-Bayan al-Mughrib by Abu Al-Abbas Ibn Athari (Died after
712 AH). 4 vols. Ed. Bashar A. Marouf and Mahmoud B. Awad. Tunis: Dar al-
Gharb al-Islami, 1434/2013.
Ibn ʕimrān, Mālīḫūliyā = Garbers 1977: 85‒183. ≡ Constantin the African,
Demelancholia = Garbers 1977: 84‒196.
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Ibn ʕīsā, Taḏkirah = Tadhkiratu’l kaḥḥālīn by ‘Ali b. Īsa al-Kaḥḥāl (d. 400 A. H.
/1010 A. D.). Collated with the three MSS. of Nizamiah Medical College Library,
Asafia Library and Bankipur Library, Patna. Ed. Al-Hakim al-Sayyid Ghous Mo-
hiuddin al-Sharafi. Da’iratu’l-Ma‘arif ’il-Osmania Publications New Series, no.
126. Hyderabad: Da’iratu’l-Ma‘arif ’il-Osmania (Osmania Oriental Publications
Bureau), 1964.
Ibn Kaṯīr, Bidāyah = Albidāyah wannihāyah. 15 vols. Beirut: Maktabat
Almaʕārif, 1410/1990.
Ibn Kaṯīr‒Alʕaskalānī, Nubalāʔ = Tuḥfatu nnubabalāʔ min qiṣaṣi lʔan-
biyāʔ lilʔimām alḥāfiḍ̱ Ibn Kaṯīr. Intiḫāb kitābihī lilʔimām alḥāfiḍ̱ Ibn Ḥaǧar
Alʕaskalānī. Ed. Ġanīm b. ʕabbās Ibn Ġanīm. Cairo: Maktabat Aṣṣaḥābah ‒
Maktabat Attābiʕīn, 1419/1998.
Ibn KaysānMuḫtaṣar = Sbath, Paul (1943‒1944) المفردة“ الطیب جواهر .كتاب Abrégé
sur les arômes par Sahlân Ibn Kaissân, médecin chrétien melchite égyptien du
calife al-Azîz mort en 990”, Bulletin de l’Institut d’Égypte 26: 183‒213.
Ibn Masarrah, Ḥurūf = Garrido 2007a: 58‒89.
— Iʕtibār = Garrido 2007b: 82‒104.
— Radd = Ibn Ḥazm, Rasāʔil IV 3631‒39916.
Ibn Māsawayh, Azminah = Sbath 1932: 238‒257.
—Ǧawāhir =Al-jawāhir wa ṣifātuhā (Gems and its characteristics). By Youḥanna
benMassawaih + 857. Ed. Imad Abdul Salam Rau’f. Cairo: The National Library
Press, 1977.
— Ḫawāṣṣ = Díaz 1978: 7‒63.
— Ḥummayāt = Kitābu lḥummayāt: Cairo, DKWQms Ṭibb Taymur 117.
— Ishāl = Kitābu lʔishāl: Baghdad, Matḥaf ms 649, fols. 204r 7 ‒ 215v 2.
— Ṭīb ومعادنها) وصفاتها باسٔمائها المفردة الطیب جواهر (كتاب = Sbath, Paul (1936‒1937) كتاب“
المفردة الطیب .جواهر Traité sur les substances simples aromatiques par Yohanna ben
Massawaïh, grand savant et célèbre médecin chrétien décédé en 857”, Bulletin
de l’Institut d’Égypte 19: 5‒27. [Reprinted in Yūḥannā IbnMāsawayh (d. 243/857),
Texts and Studies, Publications of the Institute for the History of Arabic-Islamic
Science, Islamic medicine, Volume 31, F. Sezgin, M. Amawi, C. Ehrig-Eggert,
and E. Neubauer (eds.), Frankfurt amMain, Institute for the History of Arabic-
Islamic Science, 1996: 113‒135]. | L = Leipzig, Universitätsbibliothek Leipzig ms
Vollers 0768, fols. 31r‒51r. | P = Princeton, PUL ms Garrett 174B, fols. 13r‒26v.
Ibn Maymūn, Šarḥ = Šarḥ asmāʼ al-ʻuqqār (L’explication des noms de drogues).
Un glossaire de matière médicale. Mémoires de l’Institut d’Egypte, vol. 41. Cairo:
Institut français d’ archéologie orientale du Caire, 1940.
Ibn Mufliḥ Almaqdisī, Šarʕiyyah = Alʔadābu ššarʕiyyah. Taʔlīf alʔimām
alfaqīh almuḥaddiṯ ʕabdillāh Muḥammad ibn Mufliḥ Almaqdisī almutawaffā



1136 Primary literature

sanata 763 h. Ḥaqqaqahū waḍabaṭa naṣṣuhū waḫarraǧa aḥādīṯahū waqaddama
lahū Šuʕayb Alɂarnaɂūṭ waʕumar Alqayyām. 2 vols. Beirut: Muʔassasat
arrisālah, 1419/1999.
Ibn Qayyim Alǧawziyyah, Mawlūd = Tuḥfatu lmawdūd biʔaḥkāmi lmawlūd.
Taʔlīf alʔimām Abī ʕabdillāh Muḥammad bin Abī Bakr bin Ayyūb bin Qayyim
Alǧawziyyah (691 ‒ 751). Ed. ʕuṯmān b. Ǧumʕah Ḍumayriyyah. Aṯār alʔimām
Ibn Qayyim Alǧawziyyah wamā laḥiqahā min aʕmāl 22. Mecca: Dār ʕālam
alfawāʔid, 1431/2010.
— Ṭibb nabawī = Aṭṭibbu nnabawī liŠamsiddīni Muḥammad bin Abī Bakr bin
Ayyūb Azzarʕī Addimašqī aššahīr bibn Qayyim Alǧawziyyah 691 ‒ 751 h. Ed. ʕab-
dulġanī ʕabdulḫāliq. Beirut: Dār alfikr, 1983.
Ibn Qutaybah, Anwāʔ = Ibn Qutayba, Ad-Dīnawarī, Abū Muḥammad ‘Abdullah
b. Muslim d. 276 A.H. / 879 A.D. Kitābu’l-anwā’ (OnMeteorology of the Arabs). Hy-
derbad: Dairatu’l-Ma’arifi’l-Osmania, 1375/1956.
— ʕuyūn: Q = Kitābu ʕuyūni lʔaḫbār. 4 vols. Cairo: Dār alkutub almiṣriyyah,
1925‒1930. [ReproducedbyDār alkitāb alʕarabī, Beyrut, 2002]. | B = IbnQutaiba’s
ʿUjûn al Aḫbâr. Nach den Handschriften zu Constantinopel und St. Petersburg. 4
vols. Ed. Carl Brockelmann. Strassburg: Verlag von Karl J. Trübner, 1900‒1908.
— Ġarīb = Kitābu ġarībi lḥadīṯ. Ed. ʕabdullāh Alǧabūrī. 3 vols. Iḥyāʔ atturāṯ
alʔislāmī 23. Baghdad: Wizārat alʔawqāf, 1397/1977.
IbnRiḍwān,Taṭarruq (Fī ttaṭarruqi biṭṭibbi ilā ssaʕādah) =Dietrich 1982: 13‒41.

Ibn Rušd, Ḥifḍ̱, = García Sánchez, Expiración (1984): 250‒256.
—Ḥiss=DieEpitomeder ParvaNaturalia desAverroes. I. Text. Ed.HelmutGätje.
Wiesbaden: Otto Harrassowitz, 1961.
—Kulliyyāt: IbnRušd. Kitāb al-kullīyyāt fī l-tibb. Ed. J. M. Fórneas Besteiro and
C. Álvarez de Morales. Madrid: Consejo Superior de Investigaciones Cientí-
ficas ‒ Escuela de Estudios Árabes de Granada, 1987.
— Mā baʕda ṭṭabīʕah = Averroès. Tafsir ma baʿd at-tabiʿat. Deuxième volume,
livres dal, he, zay, hha’, tta’. Ed. Maurice Bouyges. Bibliotheca Arabica Scholas-
ticorum, série arabe, tome VI. Beirut: Imprimerie Catholique, 1942.
—Maqāl: Kitābu faṣli lmaqāl wataqrīri mā bayna ššarīʕati walḥikmah mina lit-
tiṣāl. Albīr Naṣrī Nādir. Beirut: Dār almašriq, 21986.
— Talḫiṣāt: Commentaria Averrois in Galenum. Ed. María de la Concepción
Vázquez de Benito. Madrid: Consejo Superior de Investigaciones Científicas
‒ Instituto Hispano-Árabe de Cultura, 1984.
Ibn Ṣāliḥ = his commentary to Ibn Ǧulǧul, Tafsīr and explanations on
Dioscorides, Materia medica are edited in Dioscurides Triumphans (=
Dietrich 1988 I).
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Ibn Sarābiyūn,Kunnāš: L = Leiden,Or. 2070.≡Breviarium:M=Munich, BSBms
Clm 13033, fols. 1ra‒69vb. | V = Practica Jo. Serapionis dicta Breuiarium, Venice,
Bonetus Locatellus, 1497: 2ra‒86va.
Ibn Sīnā, Qalbiyyah =Min muʔallafāt Ibn Sīnā aṭṭibbiyyah, Muḥammad Zuhayr
Albābā (ed.), Maṣādir wadirāsāt fī tārīḫ aṭṭibb alʕarabī 5, Damascus, Maʕhad
atturāṯ alʕilmī alʕarabī ‒ Maʕhad almaḫṭūṭāt alʕarabiyyah, 1404/1984: 221‒294.
—Qānūn: B = Kitābu lqānūni fī ṭṭibb. 3 vols. Cairo: Būlāq, 1294/1877. [Offset
reprint: Beirut, Dār alfikr, s.d.]. | R =Kitābu lqānūni fī ṭṭibb liʔabī ʕalī ššayḫi rraʔīs
Ibn Sīnā. Maʕa baʕḍi taʔlīfihī wahuwa ʕilmu lmanṭiq waʕilmu ṭṭabīʕī waʕilmu
lkalām. Rome: in typographia Medicea, 1593. | P = Paris, BnF ms Arabe 6454.
Ibn Sulaymān, Aġḏiyah = Book on Dietetics. Kitāb al-Aghdhiya by Isḥāq ibn Su-
laymān al-Isrāʾīlī (d. ca. 935 A.D.). 4 parts (3 vols). Fuat Sezgin (ed.). Publica-
tions of the Institute for the History of Arabic-Islamic Science, Series C: Fac-
simile Editions Volumes 30,1‒3. Frankfurt am Main: Institute for the History of
Arabic-Islamic Science at the Johann Wolfgang Goethe University, 1986. | Ṣ =
Kitābu lʔaġḏiyah walʔadwiyah. Ed. Muḥammad Aṣṣabbāḥ. Beirut: Muʔassasat
ʕizz Addīn liṭṭibāʕah wannašr, 1412/1992.
— Istisqāʔ = השקוי ,המאמר Paris, BnF ms Hébreu 1173, fols. 132v 5 ‒ 134v 26.
—Mūsar hārōp̄ǝʔīm = Jarcho 1944: 182‒188.
Ibn Ṭufayl, Urǧūzah = Qāsim 1985: 153‒168.
Ibn ʕumar, Sūq = ʕalī Makkī 1956: 59‒151.
IbnWāfid,Agricultura= IbnWāfid. TratadodeAgricultura traducción castellana
(MS. s. xiv). Ed. Cipriano Cuadrado Romero. Analecta Malacitana. Malaga:
Campus de Teatinos ‒ Universidad de Málaga, 1997.
—Mufradah = IbnWāfid. Kitāb al-adwiya al-mufrada. ***. Ed. and transl. Luisa
Fernanda Aguirre de Cárcer. Vol. 2. Fuentes arabico-hispanas 11. **: CSIC
‒ AECI, 1995. ≡ Liber Serapionis: A = Serapionis aggregatoris de simplicibus
commentarii, Abrahamo Iudaeo et Symone Ianuensi interpretibus. Strasbourg:
Georgius Ulricher Andlanus, 1531, pages 1‒312. | P = Paris, BnF ms Latin 16184. ≡
LMP = El « Libre de les medicines particulars ». Versión catalana trescentista del
texto árabe del tratado de los medicamentos simples de Ibn Wáfid, autor médico
toledano del siglo XI. Ed. Luis Faraudo de Saint-Germain. Barcelona: Real
Academia de Buenas Letras de Barcelona, 1943. ≡ Mup̄radāt: Paris, BnF ms
Hébreu 1187. | K = Klaus 2007.
— Wisād = Ibn Wāfid Kitāb al-wisād fī l-ṭibb. Libro de la almohada, sobre
medicina. Ed. and transl. Camilo Álvarez de Morales y Ruiz Matas. Toledo:
Diputación Provincial de Toledo, 2006.
Ibn Waḥšiyyah, Alḥaǧar = excerpt from Kitābun fī maʕrifati lḥaǧar in London,
British Library ms Or. 13006, fols. 91v 3 ‒ 96v 16.
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— Nabaṭiyyah = L’agriculture nabatéene. Traduction en arabe attribuée à Abū
Bakr Aḥmad b. ‘Alī al-Kasdānī connu sous le nom d’IBN WAḤŠIYYA (IV/Xe siè-
cle). Ed. Toufic Fahd. 3 vols. Damascus: Institut français de Damas, 1993‒1998.

Ibn Zuhr, Aġḏiyah = Abū Marwān ʿAbd al-Malik b. Zuhr (m. 557/1162). Kitāb al-
agḏiya (Tratado de los Alimentos). Ed. and transl. Expiración García Sánchez.
Fuentes arábico-hispanas, 4. Madrid: CSIC ‒ AECI, 1992.
— Taysīr = Kitābu ttaysīr fī lmudāwāti wattadbīr liʔabī Marwān ʕabdilmalik
bin Zuhr. Ed. Michel Alḫūrī. Damascus: Almunaḍ̱ḍ̱ammah alʕarabiyyah
littarbiyah waṯṯaqāfah walʕulūm, 1983. ≡ Teisir = Liber Teisir, sive Rectificatio
medicationis et regiminis, Venice, 1490: 1ra‒37ra.
Idrīs ʕimaddudīn, Zahru lmaʕānī = Kitābu zahri lmaʕānī. Ed. Muṣṭafā Ġālib.
Beirut: Almuʔassasah alǧāmiʕah liddirāsāt wannašr wattawzīʕ, 2007.
Iḫwān, Rasāʔil: M = Kitābu iḫwāni ṣṣafā waḫulāni lwafā. 4 vols. Mumbai:
Maṭbaʕat Nuḫbat alaḫbār, 1305‒1306/1888‒1889. | D = Die Abhandlungen der
Ichwân es-Safâ in Auswahl. Zum ersten Mal aus arabischem Handschriften her-
ausgegeben. Ed. FriedrichDieterici. Leipzig: J. C. Hinrichs’sche Buchhandlung,
1886.
— Rasāʔil III: R‒M = Epistles of the Brethren of Purity. OnAstronomia. An Arabic
Critical Edition andEnglish Translation of EPISTLE 3. Ed. F. Jamil Ragep and Taro
Mimura. Oxford: Oxford University Press (in association with The Institute of
Ismaili Studies), 2015.
— VI‒VIII: B|C = Epistles of the Brethren of Purity. On the Composition and the
Arts. An Arabic Critical Edition and English Translation of EPISTLES 6‒8. Ed.
Nader El-Bizri; Godefroid de Callataÿ. Oxford: Oxford University Press (in
association with The Institute of Ismaili Studies), 2018.
— Rasāʔil XV‒XXI: B = Epistles of the Brethren of Purity. On the Natural Sciences.
AnArabic Critical Edition andEnglish Translation of EPISTLES 15‒21. Ed. Carmela
Baffioni. Oxford: Oxford University Press (in association with The Institute of
Ismaili Studies), 2013.
— Rasāʔil XXXII‒XXXVI: W|P|C = Epistles of the Brethren of Purity. On the Soul
and Intellect. Part I. An Arabic Critical Edition and English Translation of EPIS-
TLES 32‒36. Ed. Paul E. Walker; Ismail K. Poonawala and David Simonowitz;
Godefroid de Callataÿ. Oxford: Oxford University Press (in association with
The Institute of Ismaili Studies), 2015.
ʕiyāḍ, Tartīb = Tartību lmadārik wataqrību lmasālik limaʕrifati aʕlāmi maḏhabi
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Ibrāhīm almutawaffā baʕda sannat 650 h. Beirut: Dār alkutub alʕilmiyyah.
Hansberger, Rotraud (2010) “Kitāb al-Ḥiss wa-l-maḥsūs. Aristotle’s Parva natu-
ralia in Arabic Guise”, in Les Parva naturalia d’Aristote. Fortune antique etmédié-
vale, Pierre-Marie Morel et Christophe Grellard (dirs.), Paris, Éditions de la
Sorbonne: 143‒162.
Hanson,Marta (2022) “Epistemic Genres as a Conceptual Tool in the History of
Chinese Medicine”, Chinese Medicine and Culture 5/1: 1‒8.
Hanson, Marta and Gianna Pomata (2017) “Medicinal Formulas and Experien-
tial Knowledge in the Seventeenth-CenturyEpistemicExchangebetweenChina
and Europe”, Isis 108/1: 1‒25.
Harig, Georg (1967) “Von den arabischen Quellen des Simeon Seth”, Medizin-
historisches Journal 2/3-4: 248‒268.
— (1974) Bestimmungder Intensität immedizinischen SystemGalens. Ein Beitrag
zur theoretischen Pharmakologie, Nosologie und Therapie in der Galenischen
Medizin. Schriften zur Geschichte und Kultur der Antike 11. Berlin: Akademia
Verlag.
Hawley, Robert (2008) “PreliminaryNotes ona SyriacTreatise about theMedic-
inal Properties of Foodstuffs”, Semitica et classica 1: 81‒104.
Heinen, Anton (1982) IslamicCosmology. A Study of as-Suyūṭī’ al-Hay’a as-sanīya
fī l-haya as-sunnīyahwith critical edition, translation, and commentary. Beirut: in
Kommision bei Franz Steiner Verlag (Wiesvaden).
Hirth, Wolfgang (1983) “Regimina duodecim mensium in deutschsprachigen
Tradierungen des Hoch- und Spätmittelalters,”,Medizinhistorisches Journal 17–
18: 239–255.
Hoeck, Johannes M. (1951) “Stand und Aufgaben der Damaskenos-Forschung”,
Orientalia Christiana Periodica 17: 5‒60.
Hopkins, J. F. P. (1986) “Ilbīra”, in EI III: 1100.
Hort, Arthur (1916) Theophrastus. Enquiry into plants and minor works on
odours and weather signs. 2 vols. London ‒ New York: William Heinemann ‒ G.



1160 Secondary literature

P. Putnam’s sons.
Hulin, Peter (1959) “A Hemerological Text from Nimrud”, Iraq 21/1: 42‒53.
Iskandar, Albert Zakī (1984)Adescriptive list of Arabicmanuscripts onmedicine
and science at the University of California, Los Angeles. Leiden: E. J. Brill.
Isserles, Justine (2014) “Some Hygiene and Dietary Calendars in Hebrew
Manuscripts from Medieval Ashkenaz”, in Time, Astronomy, and Calendars
in the Jewish Tradition , Sacha Stern and Charles Burnett (eds.), Time,
Astronomy, and Calendars, Volume 3, Leiden, Brill: 273–326.
Ivry, Alfred L. (1974) Al-Kindi’s Metaphysics. A Translation of Ya‘qūb ibn Isḥāq
al-Kindī’s Treatise “On first philosophy” (fī al-Falsafah al-Ūlā). Albany: State Uni-
versity of New York Press.
Jafari-Dehaghi, Mahmoud (2014) “Čahār zahagān in Middle Persian Litera-
ture”, Vicino Oriente 18: 1‒5.
Jarcho, Saul (1944) “Guide for physicians (Musar harofim) by Isaac Judaeus
(880?-932?). Translated from the Hebrew, with Introduction”, in Bulletin of the
History of Medicine 15: 180‒188.
Jiménez, Enrique (2016) “Loose Threads of Tradition: Two Late Hemerological
Compilations”, Journal of Cuneiform Studies 68: 197‒227.
Jouanna, Jacques (2008) “Le régime dans la médecine hippocratique : défini-
tion, grands problèmes, prolongements”, in Colloque Pratiques et discours al-
imentaires en Méditerranée de l’Antiquité à la Renaissance, Jean Leclant, An-
dré Vauchez, andMaurice Sartre (eds.), Cahiers de la Villa «Kérylos» 19, Paris,
Publications de l’Académie des Inscriptions et Belles-Lettres: 53‒72.
— (2021) “Hippocrate et les autres : la conception du climat”, in Ippocrate e gli
altri, Daniela Manetti, Lorenzo Perilli, and Amneris Roselli (eds.), Rome,
Publications de l’École française de Rome. [Last accessed 25 Sept 2023.]
Kahl, Oliver (1994) Sābūr Ibn Sahl. Dispensatorium parvum (Al-aqrābādhīn al-
ṣaghīr). Islamic Philosophy, Theology and Science, Texts and Studies, Volume
16. Leiden ‒ New York ‒ Boston: E.J. Brill.
— (2007) The Dispensatory of Ibn at-Tilmīḏ. Arabic Text, English Translation,
Study andGlossaries. Islamic Philosophy, Theology and Science, Texts and Stud-
ies, Volume 70. Leiden ‒ Boston: Brill.
— (2009) Sābūr b. Sahl’s Dispensatory in the Recension of the ʿAḍudī Hospital.
Islamic Philosophy, Theology and Science, Texts and Studies, Volume 78. Leiden
‒ Boston: Brill.
— (2015) The Sanskrit, Syriac and Persian Sources in the Comprehensive Book
of Rhazes. Islamic Philosophy, Theology and Science. Texts and Studies, Volume
14. Boston ‒ Leiden: Brill.
— (2018) ʻUbaidallāh Ibn Buḫtīšūʻ on Apparent death. The Kitāb taḥrīm dafn al-



Bibliography 1161

aḥyāʼ, Arabic editionandEnglish translation.With aHebrew supplement byGer-
rit Bos. Islamic Philosophy, Theology and Science. Texts and Studies, Volume
105. Boston ‒ Leiden: Brill.
— (2020) ʿAlī ibn Sahl Rabban aṭ-Ṭabarī’sHealth Regimen or “Book of the Pearl”.
Arabic Text, English Translation, Introduction and Indices. Islamic Philosophy,
Theology and Science. Texts and Studies, volume 115. Leiden ‒ Boston: Brill.
Kahle, Erhart (1989) “The Philological Rendering of Arabic Medical Texts into
Modern Western Languages”, in Approaches to traditional Chinese medical lit-
erature. Proceedings of an International Symposium on Translation Methodolo-
gies and Terminologies, Paul U. Unschuld (ed.), Dordrecht ‒ Boston ‒ London,
Kluwer Academic Publishers: 153‒158.
Karimi Zanjani Asl, Mohammad (2008) “Risālatu Buḫtīšūʕ Alḥakīm ilā Al-
maʔmūni lḫalīfah fī tadbīri lbadan”, Payām-e Bahrestān 4: 906‒914.
Käs, Fabian (2010)DieMineralien in der arabischen Pharmakologie. Eine Konko-
rdanz zur mineralischen Materia medica der klassischen arabischen Heilmit-
telkunde nebst überlieferungsgeschichtlichen Studien. 2 vols. Veröffentlichungen
der Orientalischen Kommission, Band 54. Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz Verlag.
— (2012) Die Risāla fī l-Ḫawāṣṣ des Ibn al-Ǧazzār. Die arabische Vorlage
des Albertus Magnus zugeschriebenen Traktats De mirabilibus mundi. Her-
ausgegeben, übersetzt und kommentiert. Abhandlungen für die Kunde des
Morgenlandes, Band 79. Wiesbaden: Deutsche Morgenländische Gesellschaft
‒ Harrassowitz Verlag.
— (2019) “ ̔Īsā ibn ̔Alī’s Book on the useful properties of animal parts [review]”,
in Arabic Sciences and Philosophy 29: 285‒288.
Kessel, Grigory (2017) “A Syriac Medical Kunnāšā of Īšōʿ bar ʿAlī (9th c.): First
Soundings”, Intellectual History of the Islamicate World 5: 228‒251.
Keyser, Paul T. (1997) “Science andmagic in Galen’s recipes (Sympathy and effi-
cacy)”, inGalen on Pharmacology: Philosophy, History andMedicine. Proceedings
of the Vth International Galen Colloquium, Lille, 16-18March 1995, Armelle Debru
(ed.), Leiden ‒ New York ‒ Köln, Brill: 175‒198.
—(2002) “Fossils, Fads, andFancies in PharmaceuticalHandbooks: AnEssay on
Efficacy, orNot”, in Philodorema. Essays inGreek andRomanPhilosophy inHonor
of Phillip Mitsis, David Konstan and David Sider (eds.), Sioux City, Parnassos
Press – Fonte Aretusa: 368‒389.
Klamroth, Martin (1886) “Ueber die Auszüge aus griechischen Schriftstellern
bei al-Ja‘qûbî. I. Hippokrates”, ZDMG 40: 189‒233.
Klaus, Aharon (2007) Los simples de origen animal en la versión hebrea de Kitāb
al-Adwiyahal-Mufradahde IbnWāfid. Estudio, edición, traducción y comentarios.
PhD dissertation. Barcelona: Universitat de Barcelona.



1162 Secondary literature

*Köcher, Franz (1978) “Spätbabylonische medizinische Texte aus Uruk”,
inMedizinischeDiagnostik in Geschichte undGegenwart. Festschrift für H. Goerke
zum sechzigsten Geburtstag, Christa Habrich, Frank Marguth, and Jörn H.
Wolf (eds.), Munich, W. Fritsch: 17‒39.
Krusch, Bruno (1896) Passiones vitaeque sanctorum aevi Merovingici et
antiquiorum aliquod. Monumenta Germaniae historica, Scriptorum rerum
Merovingiarum, tomus III. Hannover: impensis bibliopoliie Hahniani.
Kuhne, Rosa (1980) “La Urŷūza fī '-ṭibb de Saʿīd ibn ʿAbd Rabbihi”, Al-Qanṭara
I 1/2: 279‒338. [Republished in English translation as “Sa‘īd ibn ‘Abd Rabbihi’s
Urjūza fī l-ṭibb”, in The Formation of al-Andalus. Part 2: Language, Religion, Cul-
ture and the Sciences, Maribel Fierro and Julio Samsó (eds.), The Formation
of the Classical Islamic World Volume 47, London ‒ New York, Routledge, 1998:
403‒418.]
— (1985) “El eslabón árabe en la transmisión de los “Secreta Hippocratis””,
Awrāq 7‒8: 31‒37.
— (1986) “Una versión aljamiada del “Secreto de Hipócrates””, Sefarad 46/1‒2:
253‒269.
— (1988) “The Arabic Prototype of the “Capsula eburnea””, Quaderni di Studi
Arabi 5‒6: 431‒441.
— (1989a) “El Kitab al-durŷ, prototipo árabe de la ‘Capsula Eburnea’ y represen-
tante más genuino de la tradición de los ‘Secreta Hippocratis’ (I)”, Al-Qanṭara
10/1: 3‒20.
— (1989b) “ElKitab al-durŷ, prototipo árabe de la ‘Capsula Eburnea’ y represen-
tante más genuino de la tradición de los ‘Secreta Hippocratis’ (II)”, Al-Qanṭara
10/2: 299‒328.
— (1990a) “ElKitab al-durŷ, prototipo árabe de la ‘Capsula Eburnea’ y represen-
tante más genuino de la tradición de los ‘Secreta Hippocratis’ (III)”, Al-Qanṭara
11/1: 3‒58.
— (1990b) “El tratadito pseudo-hipocrático Fī l-mawt al-sarīʿ”, Anaquel de estu-
dios árabes 1: 237‒262.
— (1991) “Un tratadito inédito de dietética de al-Rāzī”, Anaquel de estudios
árabes 2: 35‒73.
— (1998) “Saʿīd ibn ʿAbd Rabbihi’s Urjūza fī l-ṭibb”, in The Formation of al-
Andalus. Part 2: Language, Religion,Culture and the Sciences, The Formation
of the Classical Islamic World 47, M. Fierro and J. Samsó (eds.), Aldershot ‒
Brookfield ‒ Singapore ‒ Sydney, Ashgate Variorum: 403‒418.
— (2012) “Ibn ʿAbd Rabbihi, Abū ʿUṯmān”, in BA 1: 629‒633.
Kunitzsch, Paul (1975) “Über das Frühstadium der arabischen Aneignung an-
tiken Gutes”, Saeculum 26: 268‒282.



Bibliography 1163

—(1994) “‘Abd al-Malik ibn Ḥabīb’s Book on the Stars”, Zeitschrift für Geschichte
der Arabisch-IslamischenWissenschaften 9: 161–194.
— (1997) “‘Abd al-Malik ibn Ḥabīb’s Book on the Stars (Conclusion)”, Zeitschrift
für Geschichte der Arabisch-IslamischenWissenschaften 11: 178–188.
Labat, René (1939) Hémérologies et ménologies d'Assur. Études d'assyriologie,
Tome premier. Paris : Librairie d'Amérique et d'Orient Adrien-Maisonneuve.
Langermann, Y. Tzvi (2004) “Frommy Notebooks: Masīḥ ibn Ḥakam, a Jewish-
Christian (?) Physician of the Early Ninth Century”, Aleph 4: 283‒292.
Leibowitz, J. O. and S. Marcus (1984) Sefer hanisyonot. The Book of Medical
Experiences attributed to Abraham ibn Ezra. Medical theory, rational and magi-
cal therapy. A Study in Medievalism. Jerusalem: The Magnes Press, The Hebrew
University.
Lev, Efraim (2007) “Drugs held and sold by pharmacists of the Jewish commu-
nity of medieval (11–14th centuries) Cairo according to lists of materia med-
ica found at the Taylor–Schechter Genizah collection, Cambridge”, Journal of
Ethnopharmacology 110: 275‒293.
Lev, EfraimandZoharAmar (2006) “Reconstruction of the inventory ofmateria
medica used bymembers of the Jewish community ofmedieval Cairo according
to prescriptions found in the Taylor–Schechter Genizah collection, Cambridge”,
Journal of Ethnopharmacology 108: 428‒444.
Lirola Delgado, Jorge (2007) “Ibn Šuhayd, Abū ʿĀmir”, in BA 5: 403‒412.
Littré, Émile (1840)Oeuvres complètes d’Hippocrate. Tome second. Paris: chez J.
B. Baillière.
Llorente Maldonado de Guevara, Antonio (2003) Toponimia salmantina.
Edición compilada, ordenada y completada por Rosario Llorente Pinto. Sala-
manca: Diputación de Salamanca.
Lloyd,Geoffrey Ernest Richard Lloyd (1964) Experiment in earlyGreek philoso-
phy and medicine“”, Proceedings of the Cambridge Philological Society 10: 50‒72.
[= Lloyd 1991: 74‒99].
— (1987) “Dioscorides on pharmacy andmedicin by J. M. Riddle [review]”, in The
Journal of Hellenic Studies 107: 205.
*Long, Brian (2022) “Decoding theDe physicis ligaturis: Text, Translation, Attri-
bution”, The Journal of Medieval Latin 32: 241‒276.
Löw, Immanuel (1881)Aramæische Pflanzennamen. Leipzig: Verlag vonWilhem
Engelmann.
Maas, Paul (1957) Textkritik. 3. verbesserte und vermehrte Auflage. Leipzig: B. G.
Teubner.
Makin, (2006) AristotleMetaphysics Book Θ. Oxford. Clarendon Press.
Makkī Alʕānī, Sāmī (1982) “Kitāb fī ʕilm alḫawāṣṣ lilmadāʔinī”, Maǧallat



1164 Secondary literature

maʕhad almaḫṭūṭāt alʕarabiyyah 1/1: 289‒337.
Malpica Cuello, Antonio (1983) “La villa deMotril y la repoblación de la costa
de Granada (1489-1510)”, Cuadernos de EstudiosMedievales y Ciencias y Técnicas
Historiográficas 10‒11: 169‒206.
— (2011) “La ciudad andalusí de Ilbīra. Su formación y desarrollo”, in Cristãos e
muçulmanosna IdadeMédiapeninsular. Encontros edesencontros, RosaVatelas
Homes, Mário Varela Gomes, and Catarina Tente (eds.), Lisboa, Instituto de
Arqueologia e Paleociências das Universidades Nova de Lisboa e do Algarve:
27‒49.
Manzalaoui, Mahmoud (1974) “The Pseudo-Aristotelian Kitāb Sirr al-Asrār.
Facts and Problems”, Oriens 23‒24: 147‒257.
Mariscal, Francisco Javier (2015) Edición, traducción y estudio del Kitāb
al-filāḥa ar-rūmiyya (Tratado de agricultura griega) de Qusṭūs b. Askūrāskīnah
(Casiano Baso Escolástico). PhD dissertation. Francisco Javier Mariscal
Linares. Las Palmas de Gran Canaria: Universidad de las Palmas de Gran
Canaria, 2015.
Martín Civantos, Jose María (2005) “El cerro del Toro y la minería de la Kūra
de Ilbīra (Granada-Almería)”, in Minería y Metalurgia históricas en el Sudoeste
Europeo, Octavio PucheRiart andMarianoAyarzagüena Sanz (eds.),Madrid,
SEDPGYM ‒ SEHA: 333‒343.
Matthioli, Pietro Andrea (1558) Petri Andreae Matthioli medici Senensis Com-
mentarii, in libros sex Pedacii Dioscorides Anazarbei, de medica materia. Venice:
in officina Erasmiana apud Vincentium Valgrisium.
Maukola, Inka (2009) “Creation inMiniature: Varieties of theMicrocosm in the
Rasāʾil Ikhwān as-Safāʾ”, Studia Orientalia 107: 229‒256.
*Mavroudis, Aimilios Demetrios (2000) Aρχηιγένης Φιλίππoυ Aπαμευς. O βίoς
και ταέργα ενός Eλληνα ιατρoυ στην αυτoκρατoρική πώμη. Athens: Athenian
Academy.
McDonald, Michael V. (1994) “A Minor Early Abbasid Poet: Muḥammad B.
Kunāsa”, Journal of Arabic Literature 25/2: 107‒115.
Meyerhof, Max (1933) الكحل في المرشد كتاب (Al-Morchid fi’l-kohhl). Le Guide
d’Oculistique. Ouvrage inédit de l’oculiste arabe-espagnol Mohammad ibn
Qassoûm ibn Aslam al-Ghâfiqī (XIIe siècle). Masnou: Laboratoires du Nord de
l’Espagne.
— (1940) Šarḥ asmāʼ al-ʿuqqār (L’explication des noms des drogues). Un glossaire
de matière médicale composé par Maïmonide. Mémoires de lʼInstitut dʼEgypte,
41. Cairo: Institut français dʼarchéologie orientale, 1940.
Migne, Jacques-Paul (1864) S. P. N. Epiphanii Constantiæ in Cypro episcopi opera
quæ reperiri potuerunt omnia. Vol. 3. Patrologia Graeca 43. Paris: Imprimerie



Bibliography 1165

Catholique.
Millás Vallicrosa, José María (1931) Assaig d’història de les idees físiques i
matemàtiques a la Catalunya medieval. Estudis universitaris catalans, Sèrie
monogràfica I. Barcelona: Institució Patxot. [Reprinted under the same title in
Barcelona, Edicions Cientifiques Catalanes, 1983.]
— *(1954) “Sobre bibliografía agronómica hispanoárabe”, Al-Andalus 19/12:
129‒142.
— (1960) “Sobre el oftalmólogo hispanoárabe Alcoatí”, in Nuevos estudios sobre
historia de la ciencia española, Barcelona, Centro Superior de Investigaciones
Científicas, vol. 2: 211‒219. [Reprinted in facsimile at Madrid: CSIC, 1987.]
Mimura, Taro (2015a) “TheArabic original of (ps.)Māshā’allāh’s Liber de orbe: its
date and authorship”, The British Journal for the History of Science 48/2: 321‒352.
— (2015b) “A Glimpse of Non-Ptolemaic Astronomy in Early Hay’a Work
–Planetary models in ps. Mashā’allāh’s Liber de orbe”, Suhayl 14: 89‒114.
*Möhler, Rainer (1990) “Epistula de vulture”. Untersuchungen zu einer organ-
otherapeutischen Drogenmonographie des Frühmittelalters. Würzburger Mediz-
inhistorische Forschungen, Band 45. Mittelalterliche Wunderdrogentraktate 4.
Pattensen: Horst Wellm Verlag.]
Montgomery, James (2004) “OfModels andAmanuenses: The TheRemarks on
the Qasida in Ibn Qutaybah’sKitāb al-Shi‘r wa-l-Shu‘arā’”, in Islamic Reflections,
Arabic Musings. Studies in Honour of Alan Jones, Robert G. Hoyland and Philip
F. Kennedy (eds.), Oxford, Gibb Trust: 1‒47.
Moog, Ferdinand Peter (2019) Die Fragmente des Themison von Laodikeia. Köl-
ner Beiträge zu Geschichte und Ethik der Medizin, Band 4. Kassel: Kassel Uni-
versity Press.
Munk, Salomon (1866) Manuscrits orientaux. Catalogues des manuscrits
hébreux et samaritains de la Bibliothèque Impériale. Paris: Imprimerie impéri-
ale.
Müller, Carl Werner (1965) Gleiches zu Gleichem. Ein Prinzip frühgriechischen
Denkens. Wiesbaden: Otto Harrassowitz.
Muschel, Jesaja (1932) “Die pseudohippokratische Todesprognostik und die
Capsula eburnea in hebräischer Überlieferung”, Archiv für Geschichte der
Medizin 25/1: 43‒60.
*Nicoud,Marilyn (2007) Les régimes de santé auMoyenÂge. Volume I et II. Nais-
sance et diffusion d’une écriture médicale en Italie et en France (XIIIe-XVe siècle).
Rome: Publications de l’École française de Rome.
Nokso-Koivisto, Inka (2014)Microcosm-Macrocosm Analogy in Rasāʾil Ikhwān
aṣ-Ṣafāʾ and Certain Related Texts. PhD dissertation. Helsinki: University of
Helsinki, Department of World Cultures.



1166 Secondary literature

Nokso-Koivisto, Inka and Saana Svärd (2013) “The Microcosm-Macrocosm
Analogy in Mesopotamian and Mediaeval Islamic Contexts”, Studia Orientalia
114: 279‒307.
Norri, Juhani (2016) “Introduction”, in Norri, DMVE 1‒18.
Nutton, Vivian (1970) “Prognostica Galieni”,Medical History 14/1: 96‒100.
— (2010) “De virtute centaureae: a neglected Methodist text?”, in Disease and
Treatment in a Changing World. Latin Texts and Contexts in Ancient and Me-
dievalMedicine, David Langslow and BrigitteMaire (eds.), Lausanne, Éditions
BHMS: 213‒222.
— (2013a) “Byzantine medicine, genres, and the ravages of time”, in Medical
Books in the Byzantine World, Barbara Zipser (ed.) Eikasmos, Quaderni Bolog-
nesi di Filologia Classica. Studi Online, 2, Bologna, Eikasmós Online: 7‒18.
— (2015) “De virtutibus centaureae: A Pseudo-Galenic Text on Pharmacology”,
Galenos 8: 149‒175.
Olerud, Anders (1951) L’idée de macrocosmos et de microcosmos dans le Timée
de Platon. Étude de mythologie comparée. Uppsala: Almqvist &Wiksell.
Panayotov, Strahil V. (2018) “Notes on the Assur Medical Catalogue with Com-
parison to the Nineveh Medical Encyclopaedia”, in Assyrian and Babylonian
Scholarly Text Catalogues. Medicine, Magic and Divination, Ulrike Steinert
(ed.), Die babylonisch-assyrische Medizin in Texten und Untersuchungen,
Band 9, Boston ‒ Berlin, De Gruyter: 89‒120.
Pastorino, Cesare (2020) “Beyond recipes: The Baconian natural and experi-
mental histories as an epistemic genre”, Centaurus 62/3: 447‒464.
Pedersen, Olaf and Alexander Jones (2010) A Survey of the Almagest.With An-
notation and New Commentary. Sources and Studies in the History of Mathe-
matics and Physical Sciences. New York: Springer.
Peña et al. [= Peña, Carmen, Amador Díaz, Camilo Álvarez de Morales,
Fernando Girón, Rosa Kuhne, Concepción Vázquez de Benito, and Ana
Labarta] (1981) “Corpus medicorum arabico-hispanorum”, Awraq 4: 79‒111.
Peñuela, Joachim M. (1940) “Die Goldene” des Ibn al-Munāṣif. Ein Beitrag
zur medizinisch-arabischen Lexikographie und zur Geschichte der spanisch-
arabischen Literatur im Zeitalter der Almohaden. Inaugural Dissertation zur
Erlangung des Doktorgrades genehmigt von der Philosophischen Fakultät der
Friedrich-Wilhelms-Universität zu Berlin. [Reprinted in Publications of the
Institute for the History of Arabic-Islamic Science, IslamicMedicine volume 68,
Frankfurt amMain, Institute for the History of Arabic-Islamic Science, 1996].
Pensado Figueiras, Jesús (2014) “Textos médicos extraacadémicos: difusión
de pronósticos, recetarios, herbarios y tratados de alimentos medievales en
romance peninsular”, Signa. Revista de la Asociación española de semiótica 23:



Bibliography 1167

43‒66.
Petraitis, Casimir (1963) The Arabic version of Aristotle’s Meteorology. A critical
editionwith an introduction andGreek-Arabic glossaries. Beirut: Dar el-Machreq.
Platnick,Norman I. andH.DonCameron (1977) “CladisticMethods inTextual,
Linguistic, and Phylogenetic Analysis”, Systematic Zoology 26/4: 380‒385.
Pocklington, Robert (2010) “Toponimia ibérica, latina y árabe de la provincia
de Albacete”, Al-Basit. Revista de estudios albacetenses 55: 111‒167.
Pomata, Gianna *(2011) “Observation Rising: Birth of an Epistemic Genre”, in
Histories of Scientific Observation, Lorraine Daston and Elizabeth Lunbeck,
Chicago, Chicago University Press: 45–80.
— (2013) “The Recipe and the Case. Epistemic Genres and the Dynamics of
Cognitive Practices”, in Wissenschaftsgeschichte und Geschichte des Wissens
im Dialog – Connecting Science and Knowledge, Kaspar von Greyerz, Silvia
Flubacher, and Philipp Senn (eds.), Göttingen, V&R unipress: 131–154.
— (2014) “TheMedical Case Narrative: Distant Reading of an Epistemic Genre”,
Literature andMedicine 32/1: 1‒23.
Pormann, Peter E. (2004) “The Alexandrian summary (Jawāmiʿ) of Galen’s On
the sects for beginners: Commentary or abridgment?”, Bulletin of the Institute of
Classical Studies. Supplement 83 [Philosophy, Science and Exegesis in Greek, Ara-
bic and Latin Commentaries, vol. 2]: 11‒33.
Pormann, Peter E. and Emily Savage-Smith (2007)Medieval Islamic medicine.
The New Edinburgh Islamic Surveys. Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press.
Pormann, Peter E. and Emily Selove (2017) “Two New Texts on Medicine and
Natural Philosophy by Abū Bakr al-Rāzī”, Journal of the American Oriental Soci-
ety 137/2: 279‒299.
Primavesi, Oliver (2012) “Aristotle,Metaphysics Α. A New Critical Edition with
Introduction”, in Aristotle’s Metaphysics Alpha. Symposium Aristotelicum, Car-
los Steel (ed.), Oxford, Oxford University Press: 385‒516.
Prioreschi, Plinio (1998) A History of Medicine. Volume III. Roman medicine.
Omaha: Horatius Press.
Pucci Donati, Francesca (2004) “Dieta e calendari nell’Occidente latino
altomedievale”, Food &History 2/2: 209‒219.
—Dieta, salute, calendari.Dal regime stagionale anticoai regiminamensiumme-
dievali. Origine di un genere nella letteraturamedica occidentale. Spoleto: Centro
Italiano di Studi sull’Alto Medioevo.
Puschmann, Theodor (1878) Alexander von Tralles. Original-Text und Über-
setzung nebst einer einleitenden Abhandlung. Ein Beitrag zur Geschichte der
Medicin. I. Band. Vienna: Wilhem Braumüller.
— (1879) Alexander von Tralles. Original-Text und Übersetzung nebst einer ein-



1168 Secondary literature

leitenden Abhandlung. Ein Beitrag zur Geschichte der Medicin. II. Band. Vienna:
Wilhem Braumüller.
Raggetti, Lucia (2018) ʿĪsā ibn ʿAlī’s Book on the Useful Properties of Animal
Parts. Edition, translation and study of a fluid tradition. Science, Technology,
and Medicine in Ancient Cultures, volume 6. Berlin ‒ Boston: De Gruyter.
— (2021) “Ordinary Inks and Incredible Tricks in al-ʿIrāqī’sʿUyūn al-ḥaqāʾiq”, in
Traces of Ink. Experiences of Philology and Replication, Lucia Raggetti (ed.),
Nuncius Series, volume 7, Leiden ‒ Boston, Brill: 154‒191.
Rashed, Roshdi and Jean Jolivet (1997) Oeuvres philosophiques scientifiques
d’al-Kindī. Volume 2. Métaphysique et cosmologie. Islamic Philosophy, Theology
and Science. Texts and Studies, Volume: 29/2. Leiden: Brill.
Rauwolf, Leonhard (1582) Aigentliche beschreibung der Raiß. Laugingen: Rein-
michel.
Riccucci, Marco (2012) “Bats as materia medica: an ethnomedical review and
implications for conservation”, Vespertilio 16: 249‒270.
Richter-Bernburg, Lutz (1969) Eine arabische Version der pseudogalenischen
SchriftDeTheriaca ad Pisonem.Göttingen: Dissertation zur Erlangung desDok-
torgrades der Philosophischen Fakultät der Georg-August-Universität zu Göt-
tingen.
Riddle, JohnM. (1964) “Amber: AnHistorical-Etymological Problem”, in Lauda-
tores temporis acti. Studies in Memory of Wallace Everett Caldwell, James-Sprunt
Studies in History and Political Science 46, Chapel Hill, University of Carolina
Press: 110‒120.
— (1980) “Dioscorides”, in Catalogus Translationum et Commentariorum. Me-
diaeval and Renaissance Latin Translations and Commentaries. Annotated Lists
and Guides. Volume IV, Paul Oskar Kristeller (ed.), Washington, The Catholic
University of America Press: 1–143.
— (1985) Dioscorides on Pharmacy and Medicine. History of science series, 3.
Texas: University of Texas Press.
Rosenthal, Franz (1978) “Ar-Rāzī on the hidden illness”, Bulletin of the History
of Medicine 52/1: 45‒60.
Roshdi, Rashed (2004)Œuvre mathématique d’al-Sijzī. Volume I. Géométrie des
coniques et théorie des nombres auXe siècle. Les Cahiers duMIDEO, Ancient And
Classical Sciences and Philosophy, 3. Louvain ‒ Paris: Éditions Peeters.
Ruiz Bravo-Villasante, Carmen (1980) Libro de las utilidades de los animales.
Prólogo, traducción y notas. Publicaciones de la Fundación Universitaria Es-
pañola, Facsímiles 6. Madrid: Fundación Universitaria Española.
Ruiz Molina, Liborio (2010) “Un ungüentario de vidrio andalusí en el ajuar
doméstico del siglo XIII hallado en el Hisn Yakka (Yecla, Murcia)”, Revista de



Bibliography 1169

Estudios Yeclanos Yakka 18: 5‒25.
Ruska, Julius (1912) Das Steinbuch des Aristoteles. Mit literargeschichtlichen Un-
tersuchungen nach der arabischen Handschrift der Bibliothèque Nationale. Hei-
delberg: Carl Winter’s Universitätsbuchhandlung.
— (1937) “Al-Rāzī’s Buch Geheimnis der Geheimnisse mit Einleitung und Er-
läuterungen in deutscher Übersetzung”, Quellen und Studien zur Geschichte der
Naturwissenschaften und der Medizin 6: 1‒246.
Ryan, William F. (1990) “Alchemy, magic, poisons, and the virtues of stones in
the Old Russian Secretum secretorum”, Ambix 37/1: 46‒54.
Ryan, William F. andMoshe Taube (2019) The “Secret of Secrets”: The East Slavic
Edition. Warburg Institute Studies and Texts 7. London: Warburg Institute.
Sabra, Abdelhamid I. (1994) “Science and Philosophy in Medieval Islamic The-
ology. The Evidence of the Fourteenth Century”, Zeitschrift für Geschichte der
arabisch-islamischenWissenschaften 9: 1‒42.
Salem,MilaMohamed (2022) “El Kitāb Al-Ŷāmiˁ de Ibn al-Bayṭār. Edición y tra-
ducción de la letra wāw”, Al-Andalus Magreb 29: 1‒23.
Samsó, Julio (1976) “De nuevo sobre la traducción árabe de las Pháseis de
Ptolomeo y la influencia clásica en los Kutub al-Anwā’”, Al-Andalus 41: 471‒479.
[Reprinted in Samsó 2008: III.]
— (1978) “La tradición clásica en los calendarios agrícolas hispanoárabes
y norteafricanos”, in Segundo Congreso Internacional de Estudios sobre las
Culturas del Mediterráneo Occidental (Barcelona, 29 septiembre-4 octubre 1975),
Barcelona, Viuda Fidel Bot: 177‒186. [Reprinted in Samsó 2008: IV.]
— (2008) Professor Julio Samsó. Astrometeorología y astronomía medievales.
Col·lecció Homenatges 31. Barcelona: Publicacions i Edicions de la Universitat
de Barcelona.
— (2011) Las ciencias de los antiguos en al-Andalus.. Segunda edición con ad-
denda y corrigenda a cargo de J. Samsó y M. Forcada. Estudios Andalusíes, 4.
Almería: Fundación Ibn Tufayl de Estudios Árabes. [11992].
— (2020) On Both Sides of the Strait of Gibraltar. Studies in the History of Me-
dieval Astronomy in the Iberian Peninsula and theMaghrib. Handbook of Orien-
tal Studies. Section 1 The Near and Middle East, volume 144. Leiden ‒ Boston:
Brill.
Sanagustin, Floréal (2012)LecontedeTawaddudAl-Jâriya. «LadocteTawaddud.
Un conte desMille et Une Nuits. Version de Tombouctou. Paris,ENS éditions.
Saumaise, Claude (1689) Exercitationes de homonymis hyles iatricæ nunquam
antehac editæ, ut et De manna et saccharo. Utrecht: apud Johannem vande Wa-
ter, Johannem Ribbium, Franciscum Halma, & Guilielmum vandeWater.
Sbath, Paul (1928) Bibliothèque demanuscrits de Paul Sbath. Prêtre Syrien d’Alep.



1170 Secondary literature

Catalogue. Tome I. Cairo: H. Friedrich et Co.
— (1932) “Le Livre des Temps d’Ibn Massawaïh, médecin chrétien célèbre
décédé en 857”, Bulletin de l’Institut d’Égypte 15: 235‒257.
Sbath, Paul andMaxMeyerhof (1938) Le Livre des questions sur l'œil de Ḥonaïn
ibn Isḥāq. Mémoires présentés a l'Institut d'Égypte XXXVI. Cairo: Imprimerie de
l'Institut Français d'Archéologie Orientale, 1938. [Reprinted inḤunain ibn Isḥāq
(d. 260/873). Texts and Studies, Collected and reprinted by Fuat Sezgin in col-
laboration with Mazen Amawi, Carl Ehrig-Eggert, Eckhard Neubauer, Islamic
Medicine vol. 23, Frankfurt amMain, Institute for the History of Arabic-Islamic
Science: 113‒263].
Schofield, Malcom (2012) “Pythagoreanism: Emerging from the Presocratic
Fog”, in Aristotle’s Metaphysics Alpha. Symposium Aristotelicum, Carlos Steel
(ed.), Oxford, Oxford University Press: 141‒166.
Serikoff, Nikolaj (2005) Arabic Medical Manuscripts of theWellcome Library. A
Descriptive Catalogue of the Ḥaddād Collection (WMS Arabic 401-487). Sir Henry
Wellcome Asian Series, Volume 6. Leiden ‒ Boston: Brill.
Sezgin, Fuat (1970) Geschichte des arabischen Schrifttums. Band III. Medizin ‒
Pharmazie. Zoologie ‒ Tierheilkunde. Bis ca. 430 H. Leiden: E. J. Brill.
— (1971) Geschichte des arabischen Schrifttums. Band IV. Alchimie ‒ Chemie
‒Botanik ‒ Agrikultur. Bis ca. 430 H. Leiden: E. J. Brill.
Shindo, Yoko (1993) “Islamic Marvered Glass from al-Ṭūr, South Sinai”, in
Annales du 12e Congrès de l’Association Internationale pour l’Histoire du Verre
(Vienne, Wien, 26 - 31 août 1991), Amsterdam, Association internationale pour
l'histoire du verre: 297‒305.
Simonet, Francisco Javier (1888) Glosario de voces ibéricas y latinas usadas en-
tre los mozárabes precedido de un estudio sobre el dialecto hispano-mozárabe.
Madrid: Fortanet (Real Academia de la Historia).
*Singer, Peter N. (2020) “Change in the Substance: Theory and its Limits in
Galen’s Simples”, Archives internationales d’histoire des sciences 70: 16‒53.
Skoda, Françoise (2001) “Désignations de l’antidote en grec ancien”, in Docente
Natura. Mélanges de médecine ancienne et médievale offerts à Guy Sabbah,
Armelle Debru and Nicoletta Palmieri (eds.), Saint-Etienne, Publications de
l’Université de Saint-Etienne: 273‒291.
Smith, Wesley D. (2002) [11979] The Hippocratic Tradition. Electronic edition,
revised. Ithaca ‒ London: Cornell University Press.
Stadler, Hermann (1899) “Dioscorides Longobardus. (Cod. Lat. Monacensis
337.) Aus T. M. Aurachers Nachlass herausgegeben und ergänzt”, Romanische
Forschungen 10/1: 181‒246, 369‒446.
— (1901) “Dioscorides Longobardus. (Cod. Lat. Monacensis 337.) Aus T. M.



Bibliography 1171

Aurachers Nachlass herausgegeben und ergänzt”, Romanische Forschungen 11/1:
1‒121.
— (1902a) “Dioscorides Longobardus. (Cod. Lat. Monacensis 337.) Aus T. M.
Aurachers Nachlass herausgegeben und ergänzt”, Romanische Forschungen 13/1:
161‒243.
— (1902b) “Die Vorrede des lateinischen Dioskorides”, Archiv für lateinische
Lexikographie und Grammatik 12: 11‒20.
Steele, Steven J. (2003) The Secret of secrets. The scholarly career of a pseudo-
Aristotelian text in the Latin Middle Ages. Ann Arbor: University of Michigan
Press.
Steger, Florian (2004) “Antike Diätetik—Lebensweise und Medizin”, NTM In-
ternational Journal ofHistory&Ethics ofNatural Sciences, Technology&Medicine
12/3: 146–160.
Steinschneider, Moritz (1864) “Ueber die Mondstationen (Naxatra), und
das Buch Arcandam”, Zeitschrift der Deutschen Morgenländischen Gesellschaft
18/1‒2: 118‒201.
Stern, Sacha (2012) Calendars in Antiquity. Empires, States, and Societies. Ox-
ford: Oxford University Press.
Stol, Marten (1991) “Diagnosis and Therapy in Babylonian Medicine”,
Jaarbericht Ex Oriente Lux 32: 42‒65.
Stoll, Ulrich (1992) Das ‘Lorscher Arzneibuch’, Ein medizinisches Kompendium
des 8. Jahrhundert (Codex Bambergensis Medicinalis 1). Text, Übersetzung und
Fachglossar. Sudhoffs Archive 28. Stuttgart: Franz Steiner Verlag.
Stroumsa, Sarah (2006) “Ibn Masarra and the Beginnings of Mystical Thought
in al-Andalus”, in Mystical Approaches to God: Judaism, Christianity and Islam,
Peter Schäfer (ed.), Munich, Historisches Kolleg: 97‒112.
— (2016) “IbnMasarra’s (d. 931) Third Book”, in The OxfordHandbook of Islamic
Philosophy, Khaled el-Rouayheb and Sabine Schmidtke (eds.), Oxford, Oxford
University Press: 83‒100.
Sublet, Jacqueline (1995) “Nisbah”, in EI2 VIII: 54‒56.
Sudhoff, Karl (1915a) “Diaeta Theodori”, Archiv für Geschichte der Medizin
8/6: 377‒403.
— (1915b) “Die pseudohippokratische Krankheitsprognostik nach dem
Auftreten von Hautausschlägen, „Secreta Hippocratis“ oder „Capsula eburnea“
benannt”, Archiv für Geschichte der Medizin 9/1‒2: 79‒116.
Tarrant, Richard (2016) Texts, editors, and readers. Methods and problems in
Latin textual criticism. Roman Literature and its Contexts. Cambridge: Cam-
bridge University Press.
Taylor, Richard C. (2012) “Primary Causality and ibdā‘ (creare) in the Liber de



1172 Secondary literature

causis”, in Wahrheit und Geschichte. Die gebrochene Tradition metaphysischen
Denkens. Festschrift zum 70. Geburtstag von Günther Mensching, Günther Men-
sching and AliaMensching-Estakhr (eds.), Würzburg, Konigshausen&Neu-
mann: 115‒136.
Thivel, Antoine (2000) “L’évolution du sens de DIAITA”, in La lengua científica
griega: orígenes, desarrollo e influencia en las lenguas modernas europeas, vol.1 ,
J. A. López Férez (ed.), Madrid, Ediciones Clásicas: 25–37.
Thompson, D’ArcyWentworth (1895) AGlossary of Greek Birds. Oxford: Claren-
don Press.
Tilmatine, Mohand and Joaquín Bustamante Costa (2001) “La fitonimia
amazige en la ‘Umdat aṭ-ṭabīb”, Al-Andalus Magreb 8‒9: 413‒462.
Toral-Niehoff, Isabel (2004) Kitāb Ǧiranīs. Die arabische Übersetzung
der ersten Kyranis des Hermes Trismegistos und die griechischen Parallelen
herausgegeben, übersetzt und kommentiert. Munich: Herbert Utz Verlag.
Torres Palomo, María Paz (1967) “Sierra Nevada en los escritores árabes”,Mis-
celánea de estudios árabes y hebraicos. Sección Árabe-Islam 16: 57‒88.
Totelin, Laurence M. V. (2004) “Mithridates’ Antidote ‒ A Pharmacological
Ghost”, Early Science andMedicine 9/1: 1‒19.
Touwaide, Alain (1983) “L’authenticité et l’origine des deux traits de toxicologie
attribués à Dioscoride”, Janus 70: 1–53
— (1986) “Mahmoud M. Sadek, The Arabic Materia Medica of Dioscorides”,
L’antiquité classique 55/1: 422‒425.
— (1997) “La thérapeutique médicamenteuse de Dioscoride à Galien : du
pharmaco-centrisme au médico-centrisme”, in Galen on Pharmacology: Phi-
losophy, History and Medicine. Proceedings of the Vth International Galen
Colloquium, Lille, 16-18 March 1995, Armelle Debru (ed.), Leiden ‒ New York ‒
Köln, Brill: 255‒283.
— (2010) “Pharmacy”, in Handbook of Medieval Studies. Terms – Methods
– Trends, vol. 2, Albrecht Classen (ed.), Berlin ‒ New York, De Gruyter:
1056‒1090.
— (2020a) “Botany”, inACompanion to Byzantine Science, Stavros Lazaris (ed.),
Brill’s Companions to the Byzantine World, Volume 6, Leiden ‒ Boston, Brill:
302‒353.
— (2020b) “Medicine and Pharmacy”, in A Companion to Byzantine Science,
Stavros Lazaris (ed.), Brill’s Companions to the Byzantine World, Volume 6,
Leiden ‒ Boston, Brill: 354‒403.
Treiger, Alexander (2007) “The Arabic Version of Pseudo-Dionysius the Are-
opagite’sMystical Theology”, LeMuséon 120/3‒4: 365‒393.
Troupeau, Gérard (1994) “Du syriaque au latin par l’intermédiaire de l’arabe: le



Bibliography 1173

Kunnāš de Yūḥannā ibn Sarābiyūn”, Arabic Sciences and Philosophy 4: 267‒277.
— (2003) “Le traité d’hygiène de Yūḥannā ibn Māsawayh”, Arabica 50/2:
245‒247.
Tychsen, Oluf Gerhard (1795) Physiologus Syrus seu Historia animalium XXXII.
In S.S. memoratorum, Syriace. E codice bibliothecae Vaticanae. Rostock: ex offic-
ina libraria Stilleriana.
Ullmann, Manfred (1970) Die Medizin im Islam. Handbuch der Orientalistik,
Erste Abteilung, Ergänzungsband VI, 1. Abschnitt. Leiden ‒ Köln: E. J. Brill.
— (1971) “Yūḥannā ibn Sarābiyūn: Untersuchungen zur Überlieferungs-
geschichte seiner Werke”,Medizinhistorisches Journal 6/4: 278‒296.
— (1972) Die Natur- und Geheimwissenschaften im Islam. Handbuch der Orien-
talistik, Erste Abteilung, Ergänzungsband VI, 2. Abschnitt. Leiden ‒ Köln: E. J.
Brill.
— (1973) “Die Schrift des Badīġūras über die Ersatzdrogen”, Der Islam 50/2:
230‒248.
— (2009)Untersuchungen zur arabischenÜberlieferung derMateriamedica des
Dioskurides. Mit Beiträgen von Rainer Degen. Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz verlag.
Vagelpohl, Uwe (2022) Galeni in Hippocratis Epidemiarum librum VI commen-
tariorum I‒VIII versionemArabicam. CMG, SupplementumOrientale V 3. Berlin:
De Gruyter.
Vajda, Georges (1946) “Le commentaire kairouanais sur le «Livre de la Créa-
tion»”, Revue des études juives 107: 99‒156.
— (1953) Index général des manuscrits arabes musulmans de la Bibliothèque na-
tionale de Paris. Publications de l’Institut de recherche et d’histoire des textes
IV. Paris: Editions du Centre national de la recherche scientifique.
Vallvé Bermejo, Joaquín (1975) “Una descripción de España de Ibn Galib”, An-
uario de Filología de la Universidad de Barcelona 1: 369‒384.
Varisco, Daniel (1991) “TheOrigin of the anwā’ in Arab Tradition”, Studia Islam-
ica 74: 5‒28.
Vázquez de Benito, María Concepción (1973) La “Quinta maqāla” del tratado
de oftamología de Alcoatí. Texto árabe y latino, y traducción al castellano. Sala-
manca: Universidad de Salamanca.
Vázquez de Benito, María Concepción and María Teresa Herrera (1989) Los
arabismos de los textos médicos latinos y castellanos de la Edad Media y de la
Modernidad. Madrid: Consejo superior de investigaciones cientifícas.
Ventura, Iolanda (2017) “Classification Systems and Pharmacological Theory
in Medieval Collections ofMateria Medica: A Short History from the Antiquity
to the End of the 12th Century”, in Classification fromAntiquity toModern Times.
Sources, Methods, and Theories from an Interdisciplinary Perspective, Walter



1174 CHAPTER 5. CONCLUSIONS

Bisang and Tanja Pommerening (eds.), Berlin, De Gruyter: 101‒166.
Voigts, Linda E. (1995) “Anglo-Saxon Medicine [review]”, Isis 86/2: 314‒315.
Wagner, Ewald (2008) Abū Nuwās in der Nebenüberlieferung. Dem Dichter
zugeschriebeneGedichte undVerse. Zusammengestellt und annotiert. Arabische
Studien 2. Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz Verlag.
Walker, Paul E. (1974) “The Ismaili Vocabulary of Creation”, Studia Islamica 40:
75‒85.
Walzer, Richard (1962)Greek intoArabic. Essays on Islamic Philosophy. Oriental
Studies I. Cambridge (USA): Harvard University Press.
Wellmann, Max (1907) “Euelpides”, RECA VI,1: 951.
West,ML. (1971) “TheCosmology of ‘Hippocrates’,DeHebdomadibus”,TheClas-
sical Quarterly 21/2: 365‒388.
Wiedemann, Eilhard (1909) “Über chemische Apparate bei den Arabern”, in
Beiträge zur Geschichte der Chemie dem Gedächtnis von Kahlbaum gewidmet,
Leipzig: 234‒252.
Wilkins, John (2021) “The Concept of Whole Substance in Galen’s Simple
Medicines”, Studia Ceraunea 11: 479‒491.
Xhayet,Geneviève (2010)Médecine et arts divinatoires dans lemondebénédictin
médiéval à travers les réceptaires de Saint-Jacques de Liège. Savoirsmédiévaux, 2.
Paris: Éditions Classiques Garnier.


