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The Discourse on the Method and the Tradition of
Intellectual Autobiography

Stephen Menn'

I. The scourseand Its Genre

When Descartes’ mathematics, and what was truc in his physics, were sur-
passcd, and what was false in his physics was reluted and ridiculed, the two
main works that survived the wreck, and continue to shape our picture ol
the man, were the Diseowrse on the Method and the Meditations. OfF these, the
Medilations is less personal. The Meditator of the Meditations is nol specifi-
cally Rendé Descartes. Rather he, or she, is a role that any of us can fill if we
choose to pursuc this path of thinking. By contrast, the Diéscowrse presents 1o
us the life and aims and undertakings, not precisely ol René Descartes — for
the original 1655 publication was anonymaous — but at any vate of the person
who is the author of the Fssays that the Discowrse introduces (the Geometry,
the Digpirics, and the Meteors), who has made many new discoveries through
a special method of “searching for truth in the scicnces”™ and who is also the
author of some more mysterious treatises that he has chosen not to pub-
lish. ‘I'he Discowrse presents this impressive but anonymous person as having
made an almost-complete break with the (raditional disciplines in which he
wias cducated; he hegins his own intelleciual work, when he does begin it,
not tfrom the lessons of his teachers or from hooks or from what he lecarned
by ravelling in “the hook of the world,” but [rom his own private reflections
that lead him to the method deseribed in Part Two. He grudgingly acknowl-
cdges the debts of this method to traditional logic and, in mathematics,
to “the [geometrical] analysis ol the ancients and the algebra of the mod-
erns” (AT VI,17), but he vecognizes no such debt to any kind of philosophy
other than logic, or (o any other discipline of more than narrowly technical
scope.

Butwe know betler than to take Descartes’ self-presentation at face value,
and it is fair to ask how novel the Discourseitsell really is. Tt will help to distin-
guish two questions. First, does the Discoursebelong to some established kind
of writing whosc rules it more-or-less consciously follows, or is it a formal
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innovation? Second, how new in content is what the Discorrse savs aboul its
author and his method, and how new is the advice it addresses to its reader
founded on this authorial sclf-presentation? These are the kinds of UCS-
tions that we are now used o asking about the Meditations. The Meditations,
even more than the Discourse, present themselves as restarting the enterprise
ol knowledge ex nifiilo, beginning by withdrawing assent from evervihing we
have observed through the senses or heard from other people; but we have
not let this scare us out of seeing that the Meditations are formally modelled
on earlicr “spiritial exercises™ such as those of Augustine’s Confessions V11,
and that, in their philosophical content, they use and transtorm Concepts,
doctrines, and arguments (rom Augustine and others. But this kind of re-
search docs not scem to have begun in carneston the Discorerse on the Method.*
This may be in part because the Discourse belongs lormally 1o a kind of writ-
ing maore obscure and less fashionable than “spiritual excreises.” Of course,
il we deline the genre of the Discowrse broadly enough, we can [it it into
somcthing familiar, but then it is likely to be too broad o be usctul in in-
terpretation. 1t is certainly true that the Disconrse, in whole or in part. is
an awtobiography, a preface (1o the fivsay), a critique of traditional educa-
tion, and a charter for a scientfic rescarch program, all of which are kinds
ol writing with many carlicr instances. Bud it would he much more useful
forundersumding Descartes” authorial strategy in the Discourse il there had
been a pre-existing genre of, sy, aiobiographical prefaces 1o collections
of scicntilic works con taining acritique ol established cducational practices
and a prescription for scientific method. And, as a matter of fact, there
was such a genre, going back o ancient models and imitated both in the
Middle Ages and by some of Descartes” contemporaries. I don’t know how
to show that Descartes had read any onc particular book of this kind, but
[ think that the fit between the Discoerse and generic {catures ol this kind
ol writing is too close for coincidence, and that Descartes musi have known
that he was writing, and must have intended 1o write, a book of this tradi-
tional kind; his contemporary readers knew this oo, and this is part of the
explanation for why (as work by Dan Garber and others las shown) none ol
Descartes” contemporaries scem to have thought in 1637 that they were
witnessing a revolution 3

I should admit both that this prehistory of the Discourse is complicated,
and that [ am ignorant of much of it. It is a history, not of a single cntirely
uniform kind of writing, but a group of related and overlapping kinds. And
while I think T know who began this history, and some of its main later names,
Fam missing (oo many pieces to be sure that I know its overall shape. But
I hope that, by suggesting a context for the Discourse, 1 will stimulate others
1o discover what is missing, and to take the rercading of the Discourse itself,
i the light of tts historical contexts, further than I can do here,

To see what possible models we might look to, and how the Discourse
might turn out to follow or o diverge from them, it will help to say a bit
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morc about what the Diseowrse is supposed to be about, The title is shghtly
ambiguous. Discours de lo méthode powr bien conduire sa vaison el chevcher la
vérité dans les seiences should mean “discowrse on the method tor rightly con-
ducting one’s reason and searching for truth in the sciences.” But it might

Just mean “discourse on the method for rightly conducting his reason,”

the anthor’s: as Descartes says, “my aim is not to lteach here the method
which everyone must fotlow lor rightly conducting his reason, hut only o
show how | have tried 1o conduct my own” (AT VI,4). Indeed, it would he
impossible to use the Discourse 10 lecarn how-to. Descartes does list, brielly
and without explanation, four entircly unoriginal rules of method in Part
Two, but that is all; as he himsell says, his method “consists more in practice
than in theory” (AT [340) and so cannot really be taught. As he says, he
calls the wext “not Treatise on the Method, but Discourse an the Method, which is
the same as Preface or Foreword abowt Method, 1o show that my ain was not 1o
teach it, but only to wlk about it” (ibid.). While Descartes does not tell his
readers enough about his method 10 teach them to practice it themselves,
he wrics to persuade them of its value by presenting the fissays as fruits of
his personal method, “o give prool [/test] of the universal scicnee which
he proposes” (AT Lagg). But except lor the very bricel discussion in Part
1wo, Descartes is not talking aboul wivone’s scientific method in any nar-
vow schse; rather, he is deseri bing the education of the scicntist as a person
{including self-habituation in vestraining precipitancy in judgment, and the
lormation of a personal moral code): Descartes is promising (and offering
himscelf as evidenee) thata person so formed will be ideally suited to engage
in the sciences, and indeed that he will have a vision of a “universa science,”
of how all the sciences [t logether into a single enterprise. So the Discourse
18 not didactic T protreptic to education as a scientist, and it Functions
vhetorically by giving 4 paradeigma of the successful education of a scientist —
namely, the author himsell: Descartes marks this rhetorical function when
he says that he “puts this writing forward only as a history, or, if you pre-
fer, as a fable, in which, among some models that one might imitate, one
will perhaps find others that one will have reason {/do well] not 1o follow”
(AT V1,4).

But Descartes’ account of his own education — his own selffeducation,
which began by rejecting his school education and starting over — will not
he purely inner and psychological: in order to show the reader the henefits
of this education, he also wants o describe its concrete fruits — namely,
his books, both the Essays in the Method and other books that he is not
now making available; so Descartes describes why he wrote these books
and gives an introductory description of their contents. The result should
be, if you are indeed the kind of reader with 2 natural thirst for knowl-
edge that the Discowrse sceks to reach, to whet vour appelite for the fssays
in the Method and to show you what to read them for, But beyond that, it
is supposed (o whet your appetite for Descartes’ method, which vou will
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have to discover for yoursclt by discerning and imitating what the author
was doing in the Essays. Descartes” account of his own education shows
that he was disappointed in books, TTis own books will make the stiua-
tion a little beter for those who come after him, not divectly hy serving
as authoritative texthooks (any attempt to use the Geometry us a texthook of
geometry would be a hideous failure}, but by stimulating you to discover for
vourscll, with Descartes and his books as a4 model, what Descartes had had
10 discover by himself (so he would have you believe) without any model
at all.

This is no doubt all familiar. But it will be useful 1o have it all set out in
comparing the Diseourse with other hooks, from Descartes” time and earlier,
that share some of the same goals and rhetorical strategies. One immecliate
comparison is with other texts on scientific education. Many of Descartes’
eminent contemporarics contributed such texts to a collection, inspired
chietly by Gabricl Naudé, flugonis Crotii el aliorum IDisserlaliones de Studis
I-m'[.i!-ﬁ{rm;l{.s, published in 1645 by Elzevier, who had just the previous year
published the Latin version of Descartes’ Discourse.? The Dissertaliones is a
grab-bag of twenty-odd texts by dillerent authors, each giving advice on
how vou should educate yoursell in some particular scientific or literary
disci}ﬂinc; sometimes they give you paradeigmain of successlul cducation;
very often they give lists ol books that might be usclul for your education in
the given discipline, explaining why these books were written and how you
should read them for the most profit,

These texts differ more or less [rom the Discourse in that they are often
about one single discipline rather than about all the sciences together; in
that, often, they do not take the author himselt as the paradeigmea for educa-
tion; and in that, often, when they deseribe useful books in the field, they do
not take the author’s own books as the central or sole examples. Bat one text
in the volume stands outin all three of these respects, Tommaso Campanella
OP’s De biris propriss ef recla ralione studendi syntagma (commissioned by
Naudé, and formally a letier to Naudé). Campanella is talking about all
the disciplines, and he concentrates on his own writings on all of them,
and he begins from his own education in all of them, beginning at age five.
In Chapter 1, “On his own books,” Campanella goes through the different
phases of his lile, saying what books he wrote when and why; in (Jhapt.c}’ 2,
he explains the right way to philosophize, noting the natural prcrequm{tes
(intelligence, good memory, unflagging study, and so on) and then laying
down rules ol method, which presumably have governed Campanella’s own
work; in Chapter g, he explains the right way 1o write, especially in works
cither of scientific investigation or of scientific teaching; and in the {ourth
and last chapter, basing himsell on these principles, he gives his judgment
on the main writers who preceded him, especially but not cxclusively in the
sciences. In his accounts of how to philosophize and how to write, while
Campanclla is describing and justifying his own practice, he is also giving
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dircctions to the reader, who is exhorted and addressed in the sceond person
singular especially in the list of rules of method in Chapter 2, Article 2.
Campanella is concerned with his reader’s education, and in Chapter @

-

b4
Articles 46, he lays out carelul advice [or what books o read in each disci-
pline, and, especially, for what order 1o vead them in; Gam panclla sces his
own self-education, and his own teenage rejection of the Peripatetic educa-
tion that his Dominican hrethren had tried to give him, as paradigmatic for
what his reader will have to do; and Campanella hopes that his own books
will be useful in his reader’s education, although he does not want 1o throw
carlier writers overboard,

As Tsaid carlier Descartes” Discourse was an autobiographical preface 1o
a collection of the author’s scientilic works, containing « critique of cs-
tablished educatonal practices and a prescription for scientilic method;
the Campanella oo, while not litevally a preface, does give a calalogue
raisonné of the author’sworks, beginning with an autoblographyin Chapter
(it was a colortul life, with periods of imprisonment) and especially with
a critique of established education in Chapter 1, Article 1, and giving a
prescription [or scientific method in Chapter 2. And while Campanclla’s pre-
scriptions are quite diflferent from Descartes’ — Campanella savs Descartes-
like things about beginning with doubt and withholding assent as long as
possible, and about torming vour own judgment and nol rusting Lo any
previous sect, but he also favors learning the complete “history” of every-
thing, and thus in particular reccding, a practice Descartes thinks less well of -
Campanella captures his readers’ support lor his method by first narrating
his dissatistaction with what he learned from his tcachers, much as Descartes
supports the method of Part Two of the Diseowrse with the narrative of edu-
cational disappointmentin Part One. As Campanclia describes it, at the age
of fourteen or thereabouts,

[ook dowst in writing lectures on logic and physics and psychology; bat then, since
Lwits roubled that what was being delivered 1o me in the Peripatos seemed 10 be ot
unmixed ruth, hut falsehoaod in place of truth, Texamined all the commentators on
Aristolle. Greek and Latin and Arabic, and | began to doubt more and more about
their dogmas; and so Twished 1o inspect whether what they said was also 10 be read
in the world, which T understood from the teachings of wise men to he God’s living
codex. And when my teachers could not give satisfaction 1o the arguments which 1
pressed against their [ecuures, 1 resolved 1o read [or mysell through all the books of
Flaio, Pliny, Galen, the Stoics and the Democritcans. hiit especially those ol ‘lTelesio,
and to compare them with the primary codex, the world, so tha 1 might learn trom
the original autograph what was right and wrong in the COPACS.

And indeed the method Campanella will recommend is to read widely but
sceptically bath in the books of men and in the world, and then to pass criti-
cal judgment by testing some of these testimonies against others, above all
against nature and sensc-experience. By contrast, while Descartes too “spent
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several vears studying in the book of the world” (end of Discourse Part One, AT
VI,10), his discovery of his own method came only when he abandoned that
and “made the resolution o study also I myself™ (ibid.). Descartes went on
to diraw his scientific system much more from his own internal resources -
or, rather, Descartes chooses to present himsclf as drawing his scientific
system much more from his own internal resources — than Campanelia had
done.

Descaries and Campanclla are not particutarly close, either in what they
believe about the world or in what they belicve about method; they were
both Copernicans andd anti-Aristotelians, but that is all. Th(‘}\" wc‘re contenm-
poraries (Campanella’s dates are 1568-1659, Descartes’ 1596-1050), and at
least friends-ol-riends-of-riends-of-friends (Descartes-Mersenne-Gassendi-
Naudé-Campanella), bue there is no reason to think that either influenced
the other {(Descartes says some unkind things about Campanclia’s writing-
stvle and deplores his panpsychist excesses at AT 1Ly 7-8 [and ep. AT 1L 36],
but that is all). In particular, the Discourse and Campanclla’s De bibwis propriis
arc entively independent works.” But as we have seen, these two books, de-
spite their dillerences, share formal featires and some n0l-mfsrcly’—[fn‘m;.ﬂ
features, such as what seems to have been an obligatory account of their
auwthors” vouthiul dissatisfaction with their schooleducation. These sirmilar-
iics sugg}csl that Descartes and Campanclla ave both writing in a shalﬁed
Renaissance genre of intellectal antobiography, with their common fea-
turcs going back to the same ancient model or models.

I1. Galen, Thn al-Haitham, Ghazili

I I may say something autobiographical mysclf, I suddenly saw the key to
the purzle — not specifically about Descartes and Campanclla, whom | have
discussed only exempli gratic, but about the Discourse and its genre — when 1
stumbled on the brief autobiographby of Ibn al-TTaitham (Alhazen), the great
Muslim optical theorist and mathematician (ca. o65-1040)." Two thin.gs be-
came immnediately clear [rown this awobiography: fivst, that Ibn al-Haitham
is modelling it on autobiographical texts of Galen (the reason this was im-
mediately clear is that Lbn alt Taitham cites Galen by name four times); and
sccond, {hal Thn al-Haitham’s intellectual history as presented in this text
is much 100 close [or coincidence to Ghazali’s intellectual history as Rre—
sented in Ghazali's famous Deliverance from Ervor, and this despite the fac’tg
that [hn al-Haitham is mostly talking about what we would call “science

and Ghazali is mostly talking about what we would call “religion.” Since
Ghazall wrote seventy years after Ihn al-Haitham, Ibn al-Haitham was not
taking it from Ghazili, and it also quickly became clear that Ghazali vt’as nf)f
taking it from Ibn al-Haitham; rather, the similarities were because (xhaza}l
and Thn al-Haitham were bath modelling their sclf-presentations on Galen’s
sel-presentation in his various autobiograpbical texts. It we put Galen and
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Iba al-Haitham and Ghazali together, we can see that Galen invented both
a distinctive form ol autobiographical writing and also a distinctive content
to the deseription of the author’s life and discoveries aned writings. Our two
Muslim authors, and also Renaissance Christian authors such as Campanella
and Descartes, are Ltaking over a strategy of scli-presentanion that had been
originally invented by Galen, although Descartes may not have been con-
scious of Galen as his model, and although I do not claim to know all the
links of transmission or ¢ven the overall shape of the tradition. What is most
interesting is nod that this leads our different authors 1o write autobiographi-
cal texts with some formal similarities, but that o surprising amount ol the
autobiographical content, ol what we might have expected t be most por-
sonal 1o each author, is also inherited and adapted by each anthor 1o his
own situation, In [act, the tormal similaritics are weak enough that Tam not
wholly comfortable speaking of a single genre. Galen did not write a0 sin-
gle canonical text, catled somcthing like Autoliography, which all the later
authors could imitate; rather, he talks about himsell in many places, sayving
many of the same things butadapting himself 1o the demands of the context.
especialty in the On His Oww Books and the On the Order of His Own Books and
the Passions and Ervvovs of the Seud, but also in scattered passages in many other
writings.” What the Muslims and Christians took from Galen was not primar-
ily one hook as a model, but the more general strategy of sell-presentation
which Twill describe, Nonetheless, Galen's Qs Tis Cwen Booksand € the Order
of 11is Own Books do seem to have been a more particular model, for some
of our authors more than others, and I think we can speak of these books as
founding a specifically Galenic genre of ;1umbir)gmpl1y/;1ul()hibli:)gruphy,
followed more closely by Ibn al-IMaitham and ampanella and more loosely
by Ghazill and Descartes.

Ihn al-Haitham’s textis preserved for us in Thnabi Usaibi'a’s biographical
dictionary of medicine: Ibn al-Haitheun never practiced medicine himselt,
but as Ibn abi Usaibi‘a savs, he wrote on the theoretical loundations of
medicine, and wrote expositions of the works of Galen as well as of Aristotle
and of Euclid, Apollonius of Perga, and Prolemy. Ibn abi Usaibi‘a says that
he copied the text from lbn al-Haitham’s own autograph; it is not clear
that Ibn al-Haitham gave it a title, but Ibn abi Usaibi‘a ealls it a “book on
what he had done and written in the sciences of the ancients” up to the tme
of writing, and it is centered, like Galen's O Ifis Own Books, on a list of his
books, twenty-five in mathemnatics and forty-five in philosophy (including an
enorimous work On the Constitulion of the Art of Medicine, {ollowing the order
ot thirty of Galen’s treatises in sequence!). But Ibn al-Haitham embeds this
list in an autobiographical account of his dissatisfaction with the sects and
disciplines to which he was first exposed, his aspirations to a higher wisdom,
ancd his search for a criterion of truth, until he found a salistying criterton in
the Greck science ol'logic, and satistving applications of this eriterion in the
mathematical disciplines, in physics including the foundations of medicine,
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and in metaphysics or theology. As Thn al-Haithaim says at the beginning of
the text,

Fyer since childhood T have been suspicious about the judgments of these men who
dilter among themselves, and about the tenacious adherence ol every sect amaong
them to the view they judge [true], and so I beecame a doubicr about all of them,
being sure that there is only one trwth and that there s disagreement about it only
| because there is disagreement about| the paths o it So when T reached the age
lor grasping intellectual matters, { dedicated mysell to the pursuit of the wellspring
of truth, and I iwrned my desire and my power-ofdiscovery (o grasping that by
which the fallacies i the opinions might be revealed, and the darkenings of the
abandoned doubter might be dispelled; and Tsought with finmn resolution to acquire
the view which brings [one| near to God (great is his praise!), which leads [one] to
his acceptance and guides Tone] w obeving and [earing him. And | was as Galen
savs in the seventh hook ol his De methodo medendi, where he addresses his stadent; 91
do nos know how it came abous for me, since my childbood — if yorL wish vou might
call it marvelous {good] fortune, or inspiration from God, or a kind of madness,
or whatever vou might ascribe this o — I have disdained the masses of mnen and set
no store by them, and [ paid them no heed, but vearned for the love of wruth and
the pursuit ot knowledge, being convinced that there is not given to man anvthing
in this lite that is more noble or nearer to God than these two things™ [10. 57111
Kuehn: T am translating the Arabic, which overtranslates the Greek]. And for this
reason | plunged into [fi-w<l] the varictics of views and judgments, and into the
species of the sciences of the religions, and [ had no success with any of them, and
1 could not discern any path from them 1o the truth, or any new way 1o a certain
view. And | saw that Fwould not reach the trath except from views whose matter is
sensible things and whose form is intelligible things; and T did not find this cxcept
in what Aristode has established in the sciences of logic, physics, and metaphysics,
which are the essence and nature of philosophy,?

Now for me, and 1 think lor many other readers, the overwhelming impres-
sion on reading this was that it is exactly the same (apart from the {inal satis-
faction with Aristotle!) as what Ghazali says about himscell at the beginning
of the Deliverance from FError. As Ghazali says, “a longing to grasp the realities
of things was my habit and custom from my beginnings and the budding of
my life, an instinct and a fifra | divinely given original disposition] implanted
in my naturc not hy my choice or my contrivance” (Watt 21, MR 25).' So
from childhood, Ghazili, like Ibn al-Haitham, observed the different beliefs
tenaciously maintained by the different sects — meaning especially the reli-
gious sects — and, realizing that they could notall be right, hecame a doubter
about all of them, including the one that he himself had heen brought up
in. “So the bond of faglidrelaxed from me and inherited creeds were broken
off me on approaching the age of youthful assertion, since T saw that the
children ol Christians always grew up to be Christians, the children of Jews
to be Jews and the children of Muslims to be Muslims” (ibid.). The term
taglid is notorionsly difficult to translate, and Ghazili’s use of it is not quite
the same as earlier uses, but roughly it means believing something simply
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hecause people who stand in some particular relation to you {vour parcnts
or leachers or the majority or the ruling group in vour country) believe it,
and not because you have examined the evidence vourself; Ghavdli thinks
that most people believe most of what they helieve through taglid, not only
the creeds of Christtanity or Islam or the like, but also, for mstance, the
teachings ol whatever sect in philosophy, medicine, or {religious) law they
may follow. But someone who thirsts for a comprehension of (he realities
ol things, and ohscrves the views of different people and their reasons for
holding them, soon realizes that laglid cannot give a criterion of truth, since
it leads diflerent people to contradictory results. So, as Ghazali puts it, “it s
a [necessarv] condition of the mugallid [= person in taglid] that he should
not know that he s a mugadlid, and when he doces [come to]| know that, the
glass ol his tuglid is broken,” and cannot be mendaed but must be cast back
into the firc and forged anew (Watt 27, MR g1).

So Ghazdli, like Thn al-Haitham, goes off in search of a criterion of
truth (what by al-TTaitham had described as “the wellspring ol outh, ... by
which the fallacies in the opinions might be revealed”); like Ihn al-Haitham,
Ghazill searches among the different groups who claim such a criterion,
whether particular religious communities, or the “religious sciences” within
Islam (such as kaldm and sitfism), or the "scicnces of the ancients”™ {(philos-
ophy in the broadest sense, including logic and mathematics). " Ghazall,
in the Deliverance from Error, lists the groups that seemed to have the most
plausible claims — namely, the maudakallingin, the philosophers, the Ismid'ilis,
and the sifis; and he investigates whether these groups, cach applying their
distinctive criterion (for the philosophers, it is “logic and demonstration,”
for the Isma‘ilis it is “transmission [rom an infallible @mam™; the criteria
of all the groups are listed Want 2067, MR 91), are able (o achieve knowl-
edge that has the desired certainty and that leads us to come near 1o God.
Ghazali and 1bn al-llaitham both conclude that keddm, as well as disciplines
based merely on authority, do not meet this standard, but [bn al-Haitham
was satisfied with phitosophy (he wrote a treatise That Al Tlings Secular and
Religious are Fruits of the Philasophical Sciences), while Ghazili trics to show
that phitosophy fails the test, and that only stifism succeeds. But despite the
differcnt outcomes, the two stories ol childhood aspirations to truth — early
doubt about traditional convictions, desire for a criterion, critical examina-
tion of different disciplines {and writing of treatises in and against these
disciplines), an apparent sceptical crisis (described by Ghazili much more
fully than by Ihn al-Haitham), and the discovery of a criterion leading to
the desired knowledge, and thus soinehow to the divine — are very close
indeed.

There is no reason to think that Ghazali had read [ho al-Haitham's au-
tohiography — there is no reason to think that anyone at all had read it
before Thn abi Usaibi‘a found the autograph in the mid-thirteenth century.
The Deliverancee from Frroris incomparably longer, more profound, and morc
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ambitious than Ibn al-Haitham’s litde memoir. The two texts, and the two
arthorial scl-preseutations, are close because they arc [ollowing the same
traditional model or models. Tbn al-1Taitham, the more modest {-vrilcr: tells
us plainly that his model is Galen, by quoting Galen by name four times in
six pages, cach the taking something Galen says about himselt and apply-
ing it to his own case: and in centering his discussion on a book-ist, he 15
following specifically Galen’s On s Own Books. Ghazali is mueh less likely
to tell us that he is following someone else’s model, cspecially the model 0}“
a pagan philosopher {Ghuazali tries to conceal the extent of his dependence
on the philosophers notably at Watt go—q1, MR 45-6), and I do not claim
that Galen is his sole model (the influence of the carly safi 1larith Muhasibi
has often been noted) . or that Ghazili follows Galen as eloscly as [hn al-
[Taitham does. But I do think that Galen was o very impm'lmlf model for
Chazili too, and thae this explains many of the features that Ghazali shares
with Tbn al-Haithuam,

We have already seen that Ghazali's unchosen and divinely implanted
childhood desire to “comprehiend the realities of things™ is \'Ic-n_' close 1o
what Galen attributes (o bimself in the passage [rom De methodo medendi VI
thut Ihn al-laitham starts by quoting. Galen also, like Ihn al-lLaitham
and Ghazali, represents himsell as having examined many dilferent sccts
and disciplines {thus in philosophy, he attended the lectires of a Stoic, a
Platortist, a Peripatetic, and even an Epicurcan, starting at the age of four-
teen in his home city of Pergamum, Prssions of the Sowul ¢8); Galen says that
his father had encouraged him “not to declare myself hastily the adberent of
any one scet, but to take a tong time in order to learn about them and judge
them™ (Passions of the Soul ¢8, Singer 120, SM [,32). And indced, even once
he has made his mature judgments, Galen presents himself as someone who
doces not practice only one discipline {he insists that he is a philosopher as
well as 4 doclor, and writes a weatise That the Best Doclor is Alvo a Philosofther)
and who does not [ollow any one sect within cach ciscipline, but sifts out
the true from the false within the claims of each sect: as we will sce, Ghazili
{ollows Galen’s selt-presentation here quite closely.

Galer also, more surprisingly, has something like the concept of taglid,
and uses it to motivate his scarch for some méiho(l, bevoned the ones or-
dinarily practiced, for discovering the truth in the sciences, We would not
expect to find the full Ghazalian concept ol taglid in a Greek pagan author.
For one thing, Ghaxili is taking the word “taqlid” from technical discussions
in Islamic jurisprudence, where a mugallid is someone who follows someone
else’s legal opinions, as opposed o a muftehid, who makes his own decisions
{bascd on the sources of law) about what is lawful and unlawful; and one of
Ghazili’s aims is to argue against the Isma‘ilis, who use sceplical arguments
o show that no one except their infallible imdm is a competent mujtahid,
and that everyone else must be muqallid on the imdm.'* Nonetheless, Galen
is much closer than any other Greek pagan author I know to having the
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Ghazalian concept of taglid. This is most striking in Galen’s complaints about
contermporary philosophers and doctors in On the Order of FHis Own Books ¢ 1.

Dociors and philosophers [orm admivations [thaumiazonst) for other doctors or
philosophers without Taving learned their doctrines, and without having practiced
the art of demonstation [episténé apodeikiiké], by which they would he able 1o dis-
tinguish the false arguments {logor| from the true ones, but some becawse their
fathers were Empiricists or Dogmatists or Methaodists, others because their teachers
were, o1 their [riends, or becanse someone {rom that sect had become celebrated
[ etharemasthé] in their city. So too with the philosophical sects: people used 1o become
Plutonists or Peripatetics or Stoics or Epicurcans lor different reasons, but now, since
it has hecome possible oven o inherit a sect [nund o aph’ how kai dicduchat haireseon
eist; 1.0, since the successive scholarchs of the Academy, the Peripatos ete. started
leaving the sect o their designated successor ], many people on this account name
themselves after the sectin which they were brought up, especially when they have
no other means of making a living. (Singer 23, SM 1LBo-81)

Galen has a number of different complaints about people who become
Stoics or Platonists only by title of inheritance. The shur at the end of the
quoted passage apparently means that, lacking other assets, I can call myself
“Stephen the Peripatetic” becanse my father or my schooltcacher was a
Peripatetic, and treat the sect as part ol the inherited capital 1 can use 1o
support myself, just as if my father were a shoemaker I might receive from
him the ools of the trade and some instruction in how to use them and start
calling mysclf “Stephen the shoemaker. ™' But Galen’s more scrious point
is that people take over the opinions of some philosophical or medical sect
because this is what they are used (o hearing and so they assume 11 (o he
true, rather than because they know how to demonstrate the conclusions
for themselves or have tested whether the arguments oftered by rote in
thelr sect are any more demonstrative than the arguments for the opposite
conclusions that arc offered by rote in another sect. As Ghazali puts it, such
people “[try to] recognize the truth by the men, and not the men by the
truth” {Watt 50, MR .15). Galen says in On His Cwn Books that “those who
name themselves Hippocrateans or Praxagoreans, or after any other man, |
call slaves™ (Singer 5, SM 11,g5); more interesting than this commonplace,
Galen also speaks of irrational motives that lead people to atiach themselves
to one particular sect, contrasting “the tover of truth” with those who “choose
according to an irrational passion, like those who urge on [one side] in
the rivalry of the colors in the chariotraces [i.c. the cirens-lactions]” (On
the Order of His Own Books ci, Singer 24, SM 11,83). Very unusually for a
Greek pagan author of his time, Galen notices the Jews and Christians, and
he takes them as paradigms for the intellectual attitude he is deploring.
“One would more easily teach away [from their allegiance: metadidaxeien)
the followers of Moses and Christ [tous apo Masow kai Christou; f. the texts
cited carlier on those who name themselves apo: some person or sect] thun
the doctors and philosophers who cling o their sccts™ (Le pulsuwem differentiis
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[11,4, Kuchn 8.657); and i three passages (lwo of them preserved only in
Arabic!) Galen contrasts his own method of teaching, which is based on
demonstration, with that ol “the people of Moses and Christ, [who| have
commanded [their students] to accept everything by faith.” ! These were
among the very [ew Greek texts eritical of the prophetic religions that were
available to the Muslims, and theyinust have made an impression. Razi may
well be cchoing them when he sumrmarily dismisses all of the followers of
all of the prophets as being in teglid and therelore incapable of studving
philosophy.'® Ghazali too takes “the children of Christians {whol grow up
1o he: Christians, the children of Jows to be Jews and the children of Mushims
10 be Muslims” as paradigms ol taqglid, and part ol his projectin the Deliverance
Sfrom Ervor 1 1o show, against people like Galen and Razi, that it 1s possible
10 be a Muslim without being a mugadlid,

Galen does not use his observation of fagfid, as Ghazali does, 1o justify an
carly loss of Taith in inherited beliefs and thus 2 tuming w the intellecl
disciplines, and indeed this would be much less plausible in a Greek pagan
context. For Galen, the encounter with flaglid, and the ensuing sceptical
crisis, happen ataslightly later stage, alter he has begun studying philosophy,
at the age ol lourteen, with teachers from dilferent sects: Galen notices
the disputes between the seets, and he also notices “that evervone claims
that they themselves are giving demonstrations [afiodeiknuein] and that they
ave refwting [ elencheind their debatecompanions” (On His Own Books c11,
Singer 17—18, SM I 115; not entively clear in context whether this is just
philosophers, but probably). So Galen realizes that (o resolve these disputes,
he needs a sceure method lor constructing demonstrations, and also Tor
Judging when an allegedly demonstrative argument really is 4 demonstration
and when itis not, bat “like a counterfeit coin, resembles the genuine aticle
hut is in reality worthless” (Singer 18, SM 1, 116).

So, having handed myself over to all the famous Stoics and Peripatetics ol that time
[sc. because these schools had the best reputation in logic], I fearned many other
logical theorems e, non-primitive argument-forms whose validity is demonstrated
[rom the primitive ones] which when investigated adicrwards THHound (o be useless
for demonstrations, but very few which they had discovered to any henefit and which
were aimaed atataining the intended goal (e, discovering demonstrations]; and,
even so, these were disputed among [the philosophers] themselves, and some were
also contrary to the common flit natural = innate] notions. And by the gods, so far
as it depended on teachers, 1 oo would have fallen into the aporia of the Pyrrhonists,
il T had not had a firm grasp ol [katechan] the [nuths] of gecometry and arithmetic
and calculation, in which, tor the most part, I had been trained by my father o makae
progress from the beginning. (Singer 18, SM L 116)

The problem with the philosophical sciences is not that people do not have
arguments for their heliefs, or even that these arguments are not sometmes
demonstrative, but that people do not hold these beliefs because they have
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demonstrative arguments for them; they inherit the beliefs, and they in-
herit the arguments or invent new ones to suppott the inherited heliefs
and refute their rivals, and they believe that these arguments are demon-
strative because the arguments are traditional or because they support the
right conclusions, and not because they are in fact demonstrative, even il
sometimes, by good luck, they are.'t Of course, the philosophers recognize
that it is important to have demonstrations, and so they invent machinery
for generating valid arguments; but since these arguments, no matler how
they are stacked, do not reach up from genuine first principles o the de-
sircd conclusions, the philosophers surreptitiously relax their conditions for
demonstration, and pass ofl non-emonsirative arguments as if they were
the applications of their logical systens. Since the conflict here is not sim-
ply bewween dilferent beliels cach claiming to he true, bhut between dilfer-
cnt arguments cach clabning 1o be demonstrative, Galen needs a eriterion,
not simply in the way that reason is a “criterion” lor judging the things that
appear to the senses, but a criterion for judging also among the different
arguments that appear plausible 1o reason.

Galen expands at greatest length on our need 1o seek such a criterion
in the Errors of the Soul, in laying out a program for the scientilic-and-moral
education of his reader; but his own cducation, including his own success-
ful scarch for a criterion or demonstrative method, as deseribed in On Tl
Chon Books c11, 1s clearly supposed to be paradigmatic, In the Errovs of the
Soud, the process is supposed (o begin with observing the disagreement of
the different philosophical sects ahout the human felos. This disagreement,
which it is ol the highest importance for us Lo resolve, gives an OCCASTON
lor scepticism: “according 1o the Academics and Pyrrhonists, who do not
concede that we [can| have scientific demonstration of the things we are
sceking, every assent is necessarily precipitous [i.c. non-cataleptic], and so
is possibly false; and they say that i is not possible that the opinions of the
philosophers who make positive assertions about goods and evils, since these
conflict with cach other, can all be true, although they might all be false”
{{orrors ¢, Singer 128, SM 1,47). And Galen entircly agreces with the scep-
tics on the importance ol avoiding precipitous assent {Galen personally has
so disciplined himsell that never since childhood has he given precipitous as
sent even in matiers of everyday life — for example, whether that is Menippus
or Theodorus approaching, orwhether so-and-so is back in town as reported;
for pecople who give precipitous assent in such everyeday matters cannot be
trusted to avoid error in the sciences, Errors o). To make us realize the risk
of error, Galen shows us the ways that we might falsely take something as evi-
dent that is really non-evident, both among things that appear to the senses
and (analogously) among things that appear to reason {(Lrrors ci); and he
stresses the dilficulty of finding a “judge” [kritds] or “criterion” | kritérion]
that will not require another criterion to confirm that we have found the
right one {(#irrorscq, SM 1L61). Nonethcless, Galen believes that icis possible
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Lo overcome sceplicisin, and to reconstruct a practice of assent, including
asscnt to things beyond those immediately evident to sensation or reason,
based on such a selfjustifying criterion, “Somecone who wants to be without
error must first investigate whether there is [= can be| demonstration of a
non-manifest thing; then, when he discovers [an instance of such demon-
stration], he must seck ... what the demonstrative method may be” (Ervors
o1, Singer 128-q, M 147, picking up immediately afier the passage on the
sceptical challenge); then, “when he is persuaded (hat he has found such [a
method], he must first practice it for a long time |on simall matters] before
he passes 1o the investigation of the greatest things [such as the question of
the telos and other great phitosophical issues] ™ (ibid.).

But Galen hecomes rather mysterious and allusive about how exactly he
himsell has discovercd such a criterion and a method, and what exactly
they are. Both in Ow flis Own Books c11 (recounting his own discovery) and
in the Frrors of the Soul (recommending a like procedure for his rc'ader),
Galen stresses the importance ol beginning with smaller, non-philosoplical
subjects, especially geometry and what he calls “architecture”™ (his father’s
profession), by which he means especially the construction of mechanical
devices such as sundials and water-clocks. Galen recommends these discic
plines, not only because the practice of demonstration has become beter
established in them than in philosophy (as he says in O His Own Books c 1,
the different philosophical sects eriticize each other’s “demonstrations,”
hut unite in praising those of the geometers), but also because in these
disciplines you can immediately tell whether your solution to a problem is
successful, whereas your errors in philosophy might remain concealed from
vourselt and [rom others (frrors ¢4, 3}, So learning how to demonstrate in
these disciplines will give us good training in demonstrative method in gen-
cral; Galen especially recommends the model of gecometrical anatysis (Frrors
c4~), both because it is specifically a method for discovering a demonstra-
tion of a given proposition or its contradiciory, and because the successes
of analysis arc self-confirming, since they lead (o the discovery ol evident
first principles and of a sequence of valid arguments from these principles
o the desired conchision (firrers ¢, with an ecmphatic contrast between
geometrical analysis and philosophy). Once we have practiced ourselves in
discovering demonstrations in these disciplines, Galen thinks we can simply
apply the same method, or transter the same intellectual habits, to philos-
ophy and medicine and other disciplines where we do not have immediate
confirmation of our results; for the geomemwical paradigm will allow us to
recognize and (o work towards discovering demonstrative arguments on any
subject {and also to spot the delects in non-demonstrative arguments, frrors
c3, ¢5). And Galen claims that geometrical demonstrations, and specifically
geomelrical analysis, have been the model for his own reasoning in philos-
ophy and medicine; here, geometry contrasts with formal (Peripatetic or
Steic) syllogistic, which is inadequate to produce the kinds of arguments
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needed in the real practice of the sciences (On His Own Books c L1 presum-
ably Galen said more aboul this in his great lost treatise On Demanstration,
as well as in his lost monograph That the Anealysis of the Geomelers is Betler
than that of the Stoics). Atleast in extant works, though, he says very little to
explain how his own modes of reasoning are like those of the geometers;
apparcietly he (hinks that if voucare not practiced in geometry, such an ox-
planation will do vou no good, and if youare practiced in geometry, itwill be
abvions.

But Galen's emphasis on the geometrical paradigm does not mean that
he adopts purely “rationalist” eviteria in philosophy and medicine. Galen is
in favor of observation; he berwes the philosophers {contrasting them with
the architects) for theie inability or unwillingness to put their claims to an
empirical test, even o issues that should be testable, such as whether woodd
is heavier than water (Frios 7). And Galen hoasts of being able to prove
his medical claims, and to confound his medical rivals, not just by reasoning
but by successful cures and by obscrvations: in particular, he claims to have
discovered things in dissections that his predecessors had never seen {On
His Ouwn Bosks c2). The best doctor or philosopher will support his claims
by both reason and sensc-experience, and show that these do not conllict.
e will also make use of the books of his predecessors, not accepting their
conclusions on faith, hutapplying his eriterion to sift what is true from what is
falsc in them {this may also lead him, guided by a principle of charity, to favor
particular interpretations of what his predecessors have said, or to judge that
some of (heir books — especially among those ascribed to Hippocrites —are
spurious). He will thus be qualified 1o be an eclectic rather than 4 member
of any cstablished sect, Still, he will prefer the ancient models (Iippocrates
in medicineg, Plato in philosophy) over their recent imitators and also over
their recent rivals (Frasistrateans, Asclepiadeans, Methodists, Stoics, and
Fpicureans: to a lesser extent Herophilus, the Empiricists, and Aristotle).
For it was the degeneracy ol the moderns, especially their lack of scientilic
method, that led him 1o range funrther afield, to the mathematical disciplines
but also to the books of the ancients, not so much to discover truc doctrines
as to discover paradigms of scientific method; once we have grasped what
{say) Hippocrates” implicii method was, we can not only conlirm most of his
conclusions, but also discover truths beyond what he himsellhad discovered
(s0 especially in That the Best Doclor s Alse @ Philosophier) . Nonetheless, the
best doctor and philosopher is not omniscient, and he will be suspicious
of people who make grandiose claims (o knowledge; he will have hegun
hy suspending judgment on all questions not immediatcly evident o the
senses or to reason (which includes most philosophical questions). And
on such questions as whether the cosmos came-lo-be or has existed [rom
eternity, whether there is anything spatially outside it, whether the human
soul is immortal, which have no connection with what is evident to us, he
will continue to suspend judgment.
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At this point, we should step back and ask why Galen is telling us all
of this. Onc of Galen’s most sympathetic recent students atiributes 1o him
*an intensce and overpowering pervsonal conceit,™ 7 and ol this there is no
doubt. Sometimes it becomes simply unbearable wo read Galen's hoasting
about himsclf — the On Prognosis 1s much worse than the works T have been
discussing, and I have been selective even with these in order (o trim away
some ol the boasting. Nonetheless, Galen’s motivation in these works is not
just uncontrollable boastfulness, but a rational and remarkably successtul
strategy ol justification 1o establish himsell (in the face of real hostility) as an
authority in philosophy and medicine — indeed, as freauthority in medicine,
since it is unsafe 10 read the works of Galen’s predecessors without also
reading Galen’s assessment of them (Galen warns us that it is unsafe even
to read the works ol Hippocrates without Galen’s commentaries 1o settle
their authenticity and interpretation, Cn the Ovder of His Own Books ©3). By
describing the delects of the education offered by his own teachers, and
indeed by all recent teachers, Galen both establishes his own originality and
warns his readers against going to anvone but him {personally or through his
books). Ol course, in the nature ol'his case, Galen cannot urge you to follow
himslavishly either. Nonetheless, he works Lo establish his own authority, not
only on his external successes in the practice of medicine (listed ad nawseam
in the On Progrosis)y, but also in his independence of any established sect
and his possession of a demonstrative method and of a criterion enubling
him 10 sitt the true from the false in each sect. Galen supports his claim
W possess such a criterion by his many critical writings on each medical
scct, and on each philosophical scct as well. For it is important to Galen's
strategy of justificatton that he be not merely a doctor: his superiority to other
contemporary doctors is not simply that he selects different doctrines from
the dillerent sects, but that he can base this judgment on philosophy, both
because of his demonstrative method, based on logic (and mathematics),

and because of his knowledge of the human body and soud, hased on physics
(going beyond the knowledge of even the rationalist doctors, especially into
the teleological study of the parts of animals and inio psychology). But it
is also important for Galen o show that he did not accept a ready-made
set of opinions in philosophy any more than in medicine: philosophy, like
medicine, is mired in irresolvable disputes, and so here oo Galen mustbe an
eclectic, applying his demonstrative method and his criterion for good and
bad arguments to sort out the truth from among the sects. And Galen helps
16 win his reader’s goodwill, and present himself as an atractive paradeigma
{or the reader, by covering his inteilectual arrogance with a kind of humility.
Rather than just claiming that he possesses a criterion and has used it to
determine the truth in the sclences, Galen speaks of his early aporia, his
lack not only of scientific knowledge but also of any method for deciding
it; he contrasts his own honest uncertainty with the arrogant claims of the
doctors and philosophers, and he claims to have learned more toward a
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criterion of truth from humbler professions such as architecture than [rom
the philosophers; and to the end he continues to suspend judgment, against
the rash claims of the different philose wphical sects, on such questions as the
plurality of worlds and the immortality of the soul. Il we are persuaded of
Galen’s honesty and love of truth, and see that he has reached success in the
sciences starting from a position of aporie, we may also be persnaded tha
we can follow his path to reach the same success ourselves, at least those few
ol'us who have Galen’s rare natural abilites and his rare devotion to truth.

Fram the frrors of the Soul, we inight get the impression that Galen's advice
Lo an aspiring young doctor ot philosopher was (irst 1o st udy amathematical
discipline, then to work out a method ol demonstration and a method of
lesting arguments on the hasis of our mathematical experience, and then
to apply this method directly to the disputed questions of philosophy or
medicine; this need not involve reading Galen, and it might not involve
much reading ac all, though we might find it uselul to read some carlicr
writers to learn the range ol issuces in dispute and perhaps spot the occasional
demonstration in their works, But this is not what Galen is recommending
tn the On the Ovder of His Own Books. Rather, Galen s able, through his
experiences in the scarch for truth, to teach vou the demonstrative methaod,
to instract you in all the differentarcas of medicine and their philosophicai
presuppositions, and to lilier all earlicr authoritics For vou. Il you wam
to come as close as possible to doing what Galen did, vou should start by
reading Galen; in particular, after some introductory material, you should
start by reading Galen’s On Demonstration (now unfortunately lost), and this,
if accompanicd by a natural love of truth and by practice in demonstration,
will prepare you to read with profit the series of books that Galen has written
not “lor beginners,” but [or those who wish to acquire scientific knowledge.
Forthe pointofthe On the Order of His Own Booksis that there are two different
“orders” that a reader may follow through Galen’s books, a hard path for
those who want scientific knowledge (and must thus start by learning the
demonsirative method) and an easier path [or those who will be content with
truc opinion. We might think that the second path would involve the kind
of irrationat attachment to a single authority that Galen has heen deploring,
but he tries to show that accepting his authority can be perlectly rational,
though unscientific:

Ifsomeone has examined us | Galen’s royal “we™] with regard both 1o [my] whole way
ol] life and 1o [my] worksin the art, so as 1o be persuaded, with regard 1o the character
Ltropos] of [my] soul, that we do everything without hatred or contentiousness or
irrattonal [riendship toward any sect, and with regard 1o [my] works in the art [ie.
the successes of my medical practice], that they bear witness to the truth of my
docirines—then he, even without demonstrative theory, will be able to henchit from
our wiitings [Lupomnémeta), not by exact knowledge of the subject-maticr (for this
belongs only to those capuble of demonstration), but by right opinion. (On the Order
of TTis Own Books c2, Singer 25, SM 11,83)
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So this would not be pure taglid, because our acceptance ol Galen’s doc-

trines will not be based simply on his relation o us (he is the founder of

the sect o which we belong), but on objectively ohservable facts about his
character and practical success as @ doctor, Naturally, if we are living alter
Galen’s death or geographically far from him, it will be harder for us 1o
muke this examination, so Gaten obliges us by leaving us a writlen record by
which we can both gain confidence in his doctrines, and learn whal those
doctrines were, The two autobibliographics (the On the Order of His Oun
Books and, written as a sequel, the comprehensive On His O I;"nr»'.as*) SEeTVe
as a user’s guide to this written record, both for the scientific user and for
the less demanding user. As Jaap Mansleld has shown, Galen’s autohibl-
ographies belong in an older and wider genre ol prolegomena-literature,
introductions to the collected works of some authoritative figure ina sci-
ence, classilying his works, saving who they were written for and why, and
how we should veadd them and in what order; such prolegomena lj_\j|.d)i(.‘;.1ll(\-'
contain a fios of the anthor, in order 10 show how he came (o write these
hooks, and to gain credibility for him as an anthority, (A paradigm ol this
literaware is Porphyry’s On the Life of Platimus and the Ovder of his Books, which
still e this day is prefaced to editions of Plotinus’ collected works, in the
order that Porphyry had imposced on them) The difterence, of conrse, is
that Galen sees Aomself as an authoritative scientific author whose works will
be used tor educational purposes, and he is determined o write his own
prolegomena rather thun leaving them 1o the whim of posterity. '

My concentration on Galen here may scem excessive, But since he is
the [ounder ol the genre ol intellectual autobiography that Ihn al-Haithan
and Ghazddi and Descartes ave pursuing, it scemed important 1o lay ot the
different elements of Galen’s seli-presentation. Part of the |)1'<»l)l(*in is that
what Galen established was notso much a genve ol wrifing as A more general
strategy ol sell-presentation, which Galen ries oun not justin asingle canoni-
cal Awtoliografhy hut in passages ol many dilferent books, so I have had 1o
bring them together w write his antobiography [or him. Nonetheless, later
intellectual awtobiographers did tend to write one canenical book summing
up the strategy ol scll-presentation which they had, in their different ways
and 1o different degrees, adapted from Galen; and while the most il]l])()l‘l;llll[
literary model for the genre in Galen was the On His Ouwn Books (especially
c11), the Galenic awoblographical genre looks more like the composite [
have presented than like any one book of Galen’s.

[Tow you react to the information I have assembled {rom Galen depends
on who you are. My official reason [or deseribing Galen’s autobiographies
was 10 prove that the points of agreement between 1hn al-Haitham and
Ghazili were also to be found in Galen, and thus to establish Galen as the
tounder of the autobiographical genre that Ihn al-llaitham and Ghazall
share. And that much should be clear. But if, like me, you are more of
an Islamicist than a historian of medicine, and were more familiar with
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the Deliverance from Error than with the Galen texis, your reaction is likely
to be astonishment, that so much of what we had regarded as distinctively
Ghazilian is in Lact Galenic. Ghazah was ol course well aware of Galen: the
Deliverance from Error, in a passage that 1 will come back to. describes how
we can have “knowledge that Shali? [the lounder ol Ghazali’s own legal
meadhhab] is a jurist and that Galen is a doctor” |i.c. that they are authorities
in those fields| (Watt 65, MR 68). In the Trecherence of the Philosophers, in saying
that most philosophers helicve in the eternity of the world, Ghazdli says that
Galen was an exception among the philosophers, and quotes a passage from
Galen’s On My Own Opinions where Gaten pre Messes agnosticism about the
question.” And carlier in the Deliverance from Error, in his list of the infidel
philosophers that he had to overcome, GhuarAll has added (alongside the
usual Aristotelian-Avicennian philosophy and atheistic materialism) a page-
long description ofan alleged sectof philos sphers, the “naturalists” (Watt 41,
MR 356}, that in fact applies exclusively to Galen (and perhaps, following
him, RizD), and includes citations of two ol Galen’s book-titles, the On the
Usefulness of the Parts of the Bodyand the That the Powers of the Soul ave Consequent
on the Temperaments/Mixtures of the Body.®" From these texts by themselves
one might think that Ghazali knew of Galen simply as a famous ancient
doctor-philosophier with pious views about natural teleology and an impious
scepticism about immortality, and had no more specific engagement with
Galen’s texts. But, in fact, Ghazafi follows Galen’s autobiographical model
very closely, and [ will argue that this is conscious and deliberate.

As | have already said, Ghazali, like Galen and Thn al-ITaitham, describes
his unquenchable thisstsinee childhood for genuine knowledge; his curios
ity about different opinions (especially in religion); his observation of faglid
and his consequent sceptical cerisis; his prarsuit of different disciplines (in
Ghazdli's case especially kaldm, philosophy, and siitism); his study of differ-
ent sects within these disciplines as well as of different religions sects; his
disappointment with most ol these sects and with most of the disciplines as
they were practiced in his time: and his linal satisfaction with a discipline
(for Ghazdli, silism) that could overcome his scepticism and show him the
path to a knowledge that would bring him close 1o God, Ghazili, like Galen
and Ibn al-Haitham, describes the books he has written on all of these scets
and disciplines; like Galen especially, he has made a habit of writing refuta-
tions of e errors ol every sect he encountered, in order 1o warn his readers
away from them. Ghazdli siresses that we must refute each sect on grounds
that ity own followers will accept, and that to do this we must he able to
expound their views at least as well as they can: notoriously, Ghazall wrote a
refutation of the divinity of Chrisi based on the Gospels, and an exposition
of philosophy that was accepted by Jews and Christians as an authoritative
statement of the Avicennian standpoint (the only writer [ can think of who
has done something similar is Galen, in the Ouiline of Emfriricism). In the
Deliverance from Error, he is chiefly concerned o refute the philosophers and
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the Ismad‘ilis,”" and indeed at the end of the Deliveranee from Firror, Ghazali
sums up the content of the hook as “criticisin of the Caults of philosophy and
of [Isma‘ili| authoritative instruction and the faults of those who ()I;])()S(‘
them without using their methods™ (Watt 85, MR 82). Nor is it merelv as o
means to refutation that one must lesun the methods of the diilk—*renf 5CCls
and disciplines; like Galen, he thinks that wisdom requires mastering many
disciplines, and like Galen he refuses o identify himself with any sr'(‘li(un()né
them, but insists on passing his own judgment on what is truc and what ;s
false within the claitms of each group. However (as Galen argues in On the
Best Kindd of Teacking) *% it is not cnough simply to learn the argiments on
hoth sides and then make up onc’s own mind. We also need a eriterion by
which to judge, and we cannot simply accept a criterion ollered by any ol
the contending partics; unless our natwral faculties of sensation ;mri 1'(';1'.5'011
are [undamentally souud and can be applicd reliably, no amount of study
will give us certain knowledge. ' ’
This is where Gharzali's scll-presentation draws most deeply on Galen's.
His intcltecual autobiography is centered, not just on his ll;ltlll(‘ll(‘[lzlbl(.‘
(‘111.‘10sil_\_' about the teachings ol ditferent groups, his refusal 10 accept their
claims on authority, and his insistence on judging for himself, but on his
scarch for and discovery of a criterion of trath and his application of it to
Juelge the different sects and disciphines. He presents his sceptical crisis as
the result, not simply of his discovery that his beliefs, like those of the Jews
ane Christians, had been based on taglid, bul also on his ('x;uninalit;n ol
the ditterent possible eriteria that might vesolve his aporia; this led him to
conclude that neither sensation nor reason were reliable sowrces of knowl-
edge, and thus that no certainty acall was possible. By showing that he has
gone to the very roots o our beliefs, that he has strippoed away all our lavers
of habitual assent and has examined and [or 4 time rejecied /c\'cn the most
lundamental, Ghazali hopes 1o persuade us that, Wh(‘l‘l he does regain con-
fidence in his facultics of sensation and veason and finds rules l‘(n";u)|)l\-=irlq
them (although. like Galen, he never ells us inoany substuntive way ‘;’}]Zl‘t
those rules are), then he is not in any hidden tm,rl[rk__ bt s ;lsst‘tlliIlJL{ only
where he has established areliable source of knowledge. Ghazdli, like (',}ulcn;,
is doing this to establish himsell as an authority whom we inay safely trust
il we do not have the strength of mind and will o Z0 Ihmug)h the ’wholc
process ourselves, But Ghazali also has more specitic aims. He wants to show,
agaiust Isma‘ili sceptical arguments, that it is possible 1o have knowledge.
based on a reliable criterion, withowt resorting to faglid on the imdm (;{hd
that the content of this knowledge, in religious matters, will support sunni
religious praciice, including keeping external peace with the caliph and with
the broad Muslin community). He also wants (o show, against his more tra-
ditional sunni critics, that he himselt has been able o study philosophy,
and o use its concepts and methods and accept some of its com‘lusiun.;a,
without falling into taglid on the philosophers (which Ghazali thinks is what
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happens to most people who sindy philosophy, Watt 33, MR 38), and so
without accepting their infidel doctrines; even il we do not understaned the
details, we should accept that Ghazdli has been able to sort out the irne
from the false in the teachings of the philosophers, and we should not think
that the content of his Islam has been compramised when he speaks in
wavs that sound suspiciously like the philosophers. Finally CGhazall wants (o
show, against the philosophers {and T think more specificallv against the
comments of Galen and Razi that 1 have cited here) that it is possible to
be a Muslim without being a mugallid, because the prophets have a reliable
source of knowledge, analogous but superior to sensation and reason, whose
superior authority the philosopllcrs are bound 1o acknowledge by the same
methods that they use Lo establish their own authority; and Ghazali wants to
show that this same prophetic source ol knowledge 1s also possessed (not,
say, by the Ismd'ili imdm, or by anyone else who disregards normal Musiim
religious practice, but) by the sifis, and notably by Ghazdli himself,

The overall strategy of the Deliverance from Errovis brilliant and mitricate,
and impaossible to present in briel compass without oversimplilication. But]
will select some aspects of how Ghazdlls sell-presentation helps him achieve
his aims in the book, and Twill note some ways that he secms o be drawing
on or aclapting Galen.

One way in which Ghazali’s self-presentation is more complicated than
Galen’s is that there are wo different levels of coriteria that he wants (o
present himsell as possessing. A human cognitive faculty can be called a
criterion, as can a rule lor applving it, and Ghavzali, like Galen, thinks that
sensition and reason (as facultics) ave valid eriteria, and that the demonstra-
tive method is a valid eriterion (as a rule for applving the faculy ol reason).
And Ghavili, like Galen, makes much ol his ¢laim to possess the demon-
strative method, both as a way for {inding demonstrations himselt, and as
a way for testing whether other people’s arguments are demonstrationts or
not. But Ghazali also claims, unlike Galen, that there is a cognitive Laculty
SUpETior 1o reason — the prophetic power — and that he himsell possesses
this power in some degree. Some of the claims of the Delwwerance from Erroy
turn only on the rational eriterion, some on the suprarational criterion, but
Ghazali’s encounter with Galen isimportant for bath, So Twill sav something
first about the sceptical erisis, then about the demonstrative method, then
about the prophetic power.

As T have said, Ghazall presents his sceptical erisis as resulting. first froma
recognition ol {nglid, then [romea critical examination of his possible sources
of certainty — namely, sensation and reason. Scepticism arises not just from
a critique of dogmatic theses, but [rom a critique of our faculties; Ghazdl,
like Galen (notably in Errors of the Sl €6 and On the Best Kinee of Teaching,
conceried with such sceptical critiques) presents sensation and reason as
separate and analogous powers, cach with its own domain ol primitively
intuited truths (in the case of reason, these would be “necessary truths”
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such as the principle of non-contradiction or that 10 > 3, Watt 23, MR 28),
Ghazali’s critique of sensation is nothing unusual, bt his L'ritiqu(;. of rcason
1s quite distinctive. The distinctive critique of reason, and also the distinctive
standard ol certainty that he tests our facultics againsy, are (as we will see)
both designed 1o highlight features of Ghazall's response to the sceptical
challenge,

Ghazall tests our faculties, or the particular truths that we perceive by
them, by what T will call the serpent-lest for certainty, The test is fundamen-
tally psychological: the knowledge Ghazili is looking for must be certain,
that is, we must be so certain of il thit once we p(_-)sscss it we cannot be
induced to doubt or deny i, “For i’ T know that ten is greater than three,
then if someone said to me, *No, three is greater, by the sign | dedil] that 1
shall translorm this rod inte a serpent,” and il he did ranstorm it and I wit-
nessed him doing so, then would not for this reason doubt my knowledge:
nothing would happen in me except wonderment aboat how he could ((lo
this. but not doubt about what T knew™ (Watt 22, MR p.26). So Ghazili asks
what knowledge he has that would pass this serpent-test, as “10 > 37 initially
seems to; he finds that the only candidartes are sense-perceptions zind n(‘(‘csﬁ
sary truths of veason, and he then argues that neither of these really passes
the test. The serpent-test is apparenily original 1o Ghazdli, and is cs'pecinllv
designed to climinate all the *knowledge” that Jews and Christians and
Muslims ovdinarily have [rom taglid on their prophets, who establish their
status as authorized messengers from God by performing “evidentiary mir-
acles.” such as turning a rod inwo a serpentin the case of Moses, or mié;ing a
man from the dead in the case of Jesus, For if | believe the doctrines of ;7ny
religious community simply on the strength ol an evidentiary miracle (eveﬁ
in the strongest case, where [ have witnessed the miracle lm-'r;f-lf), then [ can
alse be brought to accept the contrary beliefs by a more p()\'\'(.‘rfu] nmiracle.*
By contrast, if my confidence were based not on Leegliel but onmy own exer-
cise of sensation or rational intuition, it canmot be overturmed f)\-' {aglid on
someone clse, no matter what miracles he performs. However, t}icrc is still
a question whether my sensory or rational judgments can he overturned,
not by an external authority, but by a higher “lndge” internal o me, who
could overrule them as the stronger miracle-worker overrules the weaker.
And Ghazall argues that our conlidence in sensation can indeed be over-
turned, like our carlier conlidence in matters ol taglich tor, just as we know
that taglid sometimes deceives, we know that sensation (‘;ull decetve, from
all the standard cases (such as the size of the sun) where sensation leads
us astray and must be corrected by reason. In such cases, “the sensejudge
passes judgment, but the reason-judge accuscs him of falsehood and deceit,
with an accusation against which there 3s no defense”™ (Wau 23, MR 27-8).
Ghazali's talk of judges [Adkim] is reminiscent of Galen, who in the Errors
of the Soul speaks indifterently of the difficulty of finding a judge | krités)
or 4 kriterion of trath that will not require another _jl.1('lgé or criterion to
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confirm its correcmess (frrors ¢4, SM Lo, cited carlier). And just this is
Ghazili’s problem. We have found that a judge within us, sensation, like the

Judges outside us, can tarn out to lead us astray in judgments that secmoed

unproblematic. So why should we have any more confidence in the higher

judge, reason?

As Ghazili puts it, sensation can complain, “You used to trust in e, and
then the reason-judge came and accuscd me of falschood; i it were not
for the reason-judge vou would have continued o hold me true. Perhaps
hevond the perceptions of reason there is another judge, who il he appears
will accuse reason of Talsehood in is judging, as the reason-judge appeared
and accused sensation of falsehood in its judging. That this perception has
not appeared is no sign that it is impossible” (Watt 2.4, MR 28). And, as
Ghazili's aggricved sense-faculty further points out, when we are dreaming
we make judgments that scem solid, ut that when we awake we recognive
as [alse and as mere imaginings; so why should theve not be some further
cognitive state that is o waking as waking is to dreamingz From the per-
spective of that higher state, the judgments ol reason might be revealed in
their turn as mere imaginings. Perhaps the safi fdl would turn out to be
such astate, since the stdis claim o perceive things in that state that seem
to contradict the usual judgments of reason. Or perhaps we will find that
death is such a state, since ahadith says, “the people are dreaming, and when
they dic they wake.” So death or the safi fidl might correct the judgments ol
FEASOTL 48 Teason corrects sensation, and might reveal a realm of objects of
knowledge bevond the objects of reason, as reason reveals avealm ol objects
ol knowledge hevond the objects of sensation,

Ghazali's argument here is recognizably a twist on Greek sceptical argu-
ments about the impossibility of a criterion. In form it strikingly recalls the
dialogue of Democritus Bigg, where sensation, having been overturned by
veason, talks back and says that reason has also undermined isell (though
on the un-Ghazalin ground that reason needs the evidence of the senses to
give it its starting-points).'Uhis [ragment of Democritus is preserved only in
Galen's On Medical Experience, a work that 1s extant onlyin Arabic,”t and that
Ghazali would be likely 1o have read. But the particular twist that Ghazalt
gives to the argument depends on Islun and specifically on the suft idea of
a supra-rational faculy. And although Ghazali hackdates this argument to
a period belore he had discovered sulism (and when he could only guess
what a sali a4l would he like), in fact it comes from his own mature view,
not simply of prophetic revelation as superior to philosophy, but of stifism
as the master-discipline based on the suprarational faculty that the silis
share with the prophets. This does notmean that Ghazdli’s mature position
is scepticisim about reason: he does not helieve that the prophetic facudty
contradicts the deliverances of reason when reason is operating correctly.,

But then again, reason does not contradict the deliverances of sensation
when sensation is operating correctly. Nonetheless, it we rely on sensation
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not correctly guided by reason, we are likely to go astray in the things we
think we are learning [rom scnsation, and if we rely on reason not correctly
guided by the prophetic faculty, we will be likely to go astray in the things
we think we are learning {rom reason. And because we cannot bhe sure at
any given moment that reason is not thus leading us astray, it [ollows that
reasoll. although itis a legitimate source of truths, cannoet of iself give us
the psychological certainty that Ghazall has demanded.*s Ghazali wells us
that, following this argument within himsclf, he tell into scepticism for two
momnths, unul God cured his illness and restored him o confidence in the
first truths of reason: he could have knowledge only through this special
divine action on his soul, not because without it he was lacking cruch, bt
because withont it he was lacking certainiy.

It is Galenic 1o be pushed, by one’s awareness of {aglid and of the inter-
minable quarrels hetween the sects, Lo scepticism or 1o the brink of i, and Lo

search for a self-ssufficient criterion, from which no appen) can be made to
a higher criterion. Iuis equally Galenic (o insist that we can have no rational
method for selecting among the conflicting opinions imless our natural cog-
nitive powers are sound, and unless we have conlidence i thent.®® But, as
both Galen and Ghazali make clear, simply baving confidence in the things
that arc evident (o sense and reason is not enough; we also need rules for ap-
plying these powers (o acquire knowledge of things that are notimmediately
evident. Ghazdli, like Galen, makes much ol logic, as taught by Avistotelian
philosophers (for Galen, by Aristotelians and also Stoics) and above all as
cmbodied in mathematical practice, as 4 method for constructing demon-
strations, and as the necessary means for applying the power ol reason o
pass judgment on non-evident things, Galen uscs his long and profound
study of logic (enabling him 10 criticize both Peripatetic and Stoic logicians,
and to write new and better treatises on the subject himsell) to show his su-
periority to his hopelessly unscientific inedical rivals. He particularly enjoys
ridiculing the Methodists for their ignorance of proper logical procedure
{so espectally De methodo medendi 1), and patronizing the simple-minded but
generally harmless Fmpiricists. But even the Dogmatic or Ratiomalist doc-
tors, who have pretensions to scientific knowledge of non-evident things, do
not study philosophy orin particular logic, and they too [all under the same
criticism. Ghazili follows much the same procedure in criticizing first the
mubahallomin (who have pretensions to a systematic science ol substances
and accidents, but argue dialectically from common beliefs or from their
opponents’ assumptions, and so {all short of demonstirative certainty, Wartt
28—, MR 33),*% and then the Muslim eritics of philosophy, who have failed
to master logic or the other philosophical sciences that are based on logic,
and so are unable to understand or properly criticize philosophy. Some of
these crilics of philosophy actually reject logic as a pagan Greek importa-
ton, but whether from deliberate rejection or from incompetence they are
unable to discern what is a genuine demonstration and what is not, and so,
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in erincizing philosophy, they make [ools of themsclves by rejecting philo-
sophical docirines that are in fact demonstrative, and so help to discredit
Iskam and 1o vaise the credit ol pagan philosophy. By contrast, Ghazali him-
sclf has in three vears mastered all of philosophy (despite heavy teaching
dutics in other ficlds, Watt 30, MR g4-5), and in particular logic, which is
the key to the other philosophical disciplines.

But once armed with this knowledge of logic, Ghazili concludes, like
Galen, that the philosophers, in many of the disciplines they pursue, have
fallen hopelessly short of the ideals of demonstration that they proclaim
in their logic and practice in their mathematics.”® “[The logicians| col-
lect the conditions of demonstration, which are known 1o produce cer-
tainty without lail. But when theyv reach matters of religion [se. especially
in metaphysics/theology], they are unable to mect these conditions, but
relax them in the extreme: and sometimes somceonce who admires logic and
sees its clarity, considers logic and supposes that the infidelites anributed
10 [the philosophers| are supported by demonstrations of this kind, and
hastens into infidelity hefore reaching [a scientific examination of] meta-
physics/theology™ (Wawt g6, MR 41). Someone like this, who studies logic
and its successiul application in mathematics, and supposes that the other
philosophical disciplines are just like mathematics, "becomes an infidel
through pure taglid” (Watt 43, MR 48). Ghazali is convinced that the points
on which the philosophiers contradict Islam are all points where their argu-
ments are non-demonsirative, and he devotes his fneolierence of the Philosophers
to showing this in detail on the twenty most objectionable points, above all
their assertion ol the pre-eternity of the world. Now Galen too thinks that
the philosophers’ reasonings on these issues {(including the pre-clternity or
creation-in-time ol the world and the immortality of the soul) are not and
cannot he demonstrative, and so he suspends judgment on these questions.
And indeed itmay seem quite obvious to us (o say that while Greek logic and
mathematics are certain, Aristotelian metaphysics (including the eternity of
the world-order and the theory of the movers of the heavens), or any other
philosophical claims ol similar scope, are much less certain, But as far as
I can tell, nobody except Galen and Ghazall had actually saiel this. While
the ancient sceptics attack dogmatic physics and metaphysics, they also at
tack logic and even mathematics with equal gusto; and Ihn Taimiva in Islam
and Gianfrancesco Pico in Christendom were 10 give religiously motivated
{and olicn acute) attacks on Aristotelian logic, meaning chiefly the Posterior
Analytics and its methods tor producing defininons and demonstrations,

Ghavili, then, accepts the notion that Aristotelian logic yvields a method
ol demonstration: this gives him (he claims) an abiliev 1o assess without
taglidwhether a given argument is demaonstrative, which sets him apart both
from the [ollowers of the philosophcrs, who accept the philosophers’ non-
demonstrative arguments owt of {aglid, and from the anti-philosophers who
reject the demonstrative argurments along with the non-demonstrative ones.
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Both of these groups try to “recognize the truth by the men and not the
men hy the tructh™ (Watt g0, MR 4R), and this is all they can do, Tacking an
intrinsic eriterion of arguments. By contrast, Ghazali can use the demon-
strative method as 4 critevion, like a moneychanger who can sately “put his
hand into the counterteiter’s purse and draw oul the unadulterated gold
from among the counterfeir and worthless {coins], since he trusts in his
ciscernment”™ (Watt 4o, MR 45) — very similarly, Galen had said that the
demonstrative method should enable anyone who has learned it to recog-
nize whether an argument that somceone else puts forward as a demon-
stration “is such in reality, o, like a counterfeit coin, resembles the genuine
article butisin reality worthless™ {On His Own Books oy, Singer 1 8, SM 11116,
cited eavlier) " Ghazali uses this comparison 1o defend himsell against his
Muslim critics who think he should not have heen studying philosophy, while
also, like Galen, setting himsell up as a final anthority for all veaders except
the very lew who are competent to exercise an equally critical judgment on
the philosophers” arguments. Indeed, since most people cannot distinguish
good [rom bad arguments, and since many people think they can, Ghazili
suppaotts “shutting the gate in preventing the masses [tom reading the books
of the people of error, as much as possible”™ (Watt fo, MR q5}; they should
rest content with the sate bits that Ghazali has extracted.,

Ghazali frames his criticisims of these two kinds of opponents, in terms of
the general program ol the Deliveranee from Error, as “eriticisin ol the Taults
ol philosophy and ol [Isma'ili] authoritative instraction and the faults of
those who oppose them withoutusing thenr methods™ (Watt 85, MR 82, cited
earlier). e does his best to make it look as i his Muslim critics are ang-
intellectuals afraid of engaging with the philosophers” arguments, “a party
of those whose minds have not taken rootin the sciences” (Watt 40, MR 45},
andl that these people wrongly assume, siimply because Ghazali engages in
discussion with the philosophers, that he must have heen corrapted by them,
In fact. these people had substantive grounds for (hinking that Ghazil
had taken far more from the philosophers than he is willing to admit,
and Ghazali argues unconvincingly that in many cases where he and the
philosopliers say the same thing, the philosophers had stolen it from the
prophets and stifis who existed even in Avistotle’s day (Watt 38—, MR 44], or
that Ghazali is merely wsing philosophical terminology 1o set out sili ideas,
or that he and the philosophers had come on the same thoughts indepen-
dently (Watl go—q 1, MR 45). A bit further on, Ghazili acwally argues that
the scholar should not let ordinary people observe him taking things [roma
suspect source, so as 1ot to encourage them to wy it themselves (Watt 42-3,
MR 47). So it is no surprise that Ghazili does not (like Ibn al-Haitham)
acknowledge Galen as a source, even while itis precisely Galen’s model that
he uses to establish his independence from all earlier authorities,

Nonetheless, Ghazali has serious criticisis of the philosophers. He be-
lieves, correctly, that many of their alleged demonstrations are not real
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demonstratons, and that their methods are incapable of resolving many
tundamental questions about God and the world, and he also objects o
their practical contempt for Islamic law, resting on their conviction that
they understand the higher aits of the law and that its practical details are
necded only for the unintellectual masses.? Ghazali thinks that a higher
criterion is necded both for thought and for action, and that this can be
found only in the prophetic power; and he wants to show thaton the philoso-
phers” own grounds. they must admit such a sowree of knowledge superior
(O reason.

o understand Ghazali's strategy heve, it helps to understand something
more of what he is arguing forin the Deliveranee from Frror— and not just the
philosophical and Isma‘ili doctrines and practices that he is arguing agaisnst.
And this turns partly on Ghazili's personal history, aied on his apologetic
burden. As 1 have said, the caliph (or the real power, Nizim al-Mulk) had
commissioncd Ghazili 1o refute the Isma‘ilis because the Isma'ilis were a
revolutionary threat to the state; the smdcilis’ ideological appeal was based
in part on their sceptical arguments agatnst sunni jurisprudence, designed
to show that an inlallible inspired leader was necessary, as well as on their
promise o reveal a deeper inner meaning of the law, and Ghazali’s commis-
sion was (o undermine that appeal. 8o Ghazili sct to work reluting Tsmi‘ili
sceptical arguments, showing how to give a critevion (hisword is mizdn, a bal-
ance or weighing device) tor practical-legal judgments, and, using Ismd‘ili
methods against the Ismid'ilis, showing that the Ismi‘ilis, like the sunnis,
needed such a practical eriterion (o apply the teachings of their infallible
instructor to the particular case ac hand. Ghazali, in the Deliverance from Evror,
continues to feel that his public tcaching and arguing against the Isma‘ilis
were intellectually correct, and yet he is now deeply dissatislicd with them.
He speaks (in terms partly bovrowed from the early sofi larich Muhasibi)
ol a conviction ol sin and «spiritnal evisis that forced him, for the sake of
his own salvation, to leave his teaching positiom in Baghdad and o set ol
on a pilgrimage and to [ollow the sali path of austerities and contempla-
ton; onc ol his anmnounced goals in the Deliverance from Error is 10 explain
why he el and also why he now [eels i is legitimate for him to return o
teaching and debate. While Ghardli does not say explicitly what sort ol sin
he felt himsell o be involved in, the answer becomes clear from a passage
ol his little treatise The Beginring of Guidanee {translated by Watt in the same
volume with the Deliverance from Error). He is there warning as against cat
ing unlawiul food. Food is unlawlul, not only if it contains pork or wine
or the like, but also if it is purchased with unlawfully obtained money, and
this includes moncy given by someone ¢lse who had obtained it unlawfully;
and we must abstain [rom living off of money given by someone, even if
we do not know that he obtained these particular gold picces unlawfully,
if his main sources of income are unlawful; this includes “the property of
the rilder and his deputies, und the property of those who have no means of
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livelihood except mourning for the dead or selling wine or practicing usury
or playing flutes or other instruments ol pleasure”™ (Watt 1349).%' Stepping
outside of the particular Islamic legal context, we can say that Ghazili feely
that he has been coopted by the state; even i sunni legal practice is cor-
rect, Ghazall 1s being paid to argue on its behalf, not because it is correct,
but hecause 1t supports obedience o the state. a state that does not value
refigion or morality except as a means to an end; this auitude is preciscly
why the masses have a desire for something more, so that they are tempted
o trn to Isma‘ilism. Ghazili tries to distinguish his carrent program of
leaching, aller his suli retreat, from his old ste-sponsored teaching, in
that now, hesides simply refuting the Isma'ili arguments against sunnj ju-
risprudence. e will provide a positive sul alternative. That is: the safis, like
the Isma‘ilis, promisc to show vou the inner meanings of legally prescribed
acts, and perlorming the acts with knowledge of their inner meaning is sup-
posed to be spiritually beneficial, a step toward the vision of God: but there
is no bhenelivil you do notactually perform the acts as outwardly prescribed.
This saf1 program gives Ghazali something positive to promise as he argues
on hehalt of suni practice against lsimd‘ili subversion and philosophical
indifference.

This background o Ghazili's delence of prophecy helps o explain his
particular concepuon ol what prophecy is supposed o he. When Ghazali
defends prophecy, and specifically the prophethood of Muhammad, he is
defending not so much the Quitan (which most ol his opponcats accept,
subject o their own interpretations) as the dadith (the savings of Muhammad
rather than the words of God revealed to Mubammad), which are supposed
to give guidelines in interpreting the Qur’dn and specifically in deriving a
comprehensive legal system from it The prophet’s authorily rests on his
special expertise, and this is not so much a matter of God's elling him (or
ol his somehow intniling) the answers to theoretical questions that reason
leaves open (such as, perbaps, immortality or creation-in-time) as of his
knowledge of what Laws (rituals, raboos, and so on) will he most Leneficial
as a means toward spiritnal purification and ultimately a vision ol God.
Heve, Ghazill is not so far from the Islamic philosophers” conception of
prophecy, except that the philosophers think thae philosophy contains all
the knowledge that the prophet {(by external prescriptions and imaginative
descriptions of spiritual realities) is helping the masses toward, so that the
philosopher himscell has nothing more to learn and no need o be guided by
the prophet. By contrast, Ghazdli wants to show that the prophetic ability,
which orvdiins sunni religious practice, is ds superior o reason as reason
15 to sensalion: so that the philosopher must give up his claim to knowing
« prioni the purposes of the Law, and must follow the external law without
inttially knowing why, in the hope that he will evenwally reap the gains
in spiritual understanding that are the law’s ultimate justification. Ghazali
thus conceives the prophet’s knowledge as something aualogous to the sofi’s
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knowledge ol the inner meaning and justification of religious acts. Indeed,
“Ithe sTd187] every movement and rest, external or internal, is kindled from
the light of the lamp of prophecy, and beyond the light ol prophecy there
is no light on the face of the earth {rom which we may be illumined” (Watt
60, MR 62). This does notmmean that the safis are prophets — Muhammad is
the final prophet = but that their knowledge and the prophet’s knowledge
come from the same source or power, and that the difference is one of
degree. So in establishing the prophetic ability as the supreme cognitive
power, Ghazalt intends to justify not only the anthority of Mubammad Cand
of sunpism, based on the hadith), but also the authority of the siifis, and of
Ghazdli himsclf, as knowers of the inner meaning of the Jaw. And Ghazali
hopes that while his readers will of course not become prophets, at least
some of them will be able to expertence in themselves lesser degrees of the
prophetic ability, and he thinks that such a “taste” of prophecy gives us our
only basis for recognizing the fullgrown prophethood of Muhammad on
anything move than laglid,

Bevond arguing o undermine our confidence that reason must be the
highest cognitive power, Ghazali gives two Kinds of positive arguments: first
to show that prophecy exists (that is, that there have been some prophets
or other), and then spectfically to show that Muhammad 1s a prophet. Both
arguments seenn o draw on ldeas (rom Gaken, and seem 1o be designed to
go Galen one hetter.

The argument for the existence of prophecy is very briel, and has struck
most readers as uiterly mystifving, but we can shoed some light on it by
comparison with Galen. For here, as so often, Ghazili relers to something
we are supposed 1o have learned by studving medicine. *The prool ol is
[prophecy’s] existence is the existence of cognitions in the world which
could not conceivably be given by reason, like the sciences of medicine and
ol the stars: lor whoever investigates these necessarily knows that they are
not perceived except by divine inspiration and through God’s help (be He
exalted!), and there is no path w them by experience [tajviba = empeirical .
There are some conditions [ahkdm] of the stars which ocour only onee in
every thousand vears — how can these be given by experience? —and likewise
the properties ol drugs. This demenstration inakes clear the possibility of
the existence of a path to the perception of those things that reason does
not perceive” (Watt 65-6, MR 67); Ghazili goes on to say that we have a
model for this aspect of prophecy in what we perceive in our dreams. While
Lam notsure | understand the astronomical or astrological argument, the
tnedical argument is referring to aspecific problem. Ghazali's text seems to
vacillate between saying that exprerience could not discover these propertics
and that reason could not, and indeed he means o say both. This comes
from a Greek dispute bhetween rationalist doctors and cmpiricist doctors.
Galen concedes to the empiricists that they and the rationalists will pre-
scribe the same treatments, and this seems o imply that the ratdonalists’
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added knowledge ol natures and causes makes no practical difterence, Buy,
Galen says, if we were all cmpiricists, many of the treaunents would never
have been discovered in the first place. The empiricists would like to say
that the ntow standard reatments were first discovered by trial and (‘rmrl':
this cure for this conditdon was lirst tricd purely at random, or 1o satisfy a
craving, or by analogy to a cure for a similar condition, but now that the

cure has been observed to work, the doctor will preseribe it on the basis of

experience. However, there are cases, particularly invelving so-called com.
pound drugs where the ingredients (often rather exotic) must be mixed in
fixed proportions, in which it scems extremely unlikely that the reatment
wauld be discovered by trial and error without the guicance of some causal
theory of the powers of drugs. In such cases, the empiricists say (according
o Galen De methodo medendi 111, Kuehn 10,164), not that the first person to
ry the treatment was guided by some rationalise theory, but vather that i
came (o him in a drcam. This is not simply @ colorful way ol saving that it
was drandom gucss, nor dees it come from a secular psychological theory of
dreams. Rather, they are thinking of the common Greek practice of praying
to a god to send in a dream directions for reliel from an illness (where the
dream is often 10 be received while mcubating in a temple of the god): the
dream-instructions might be purely ritval, but often they include detailed
preseriptions analogous (o (and surely somchow modelled on) the kinds of
preseriptions that a human docror would give. The empiricis

s, faced with
cases where it is hard to maintain that teial and error would give rise (o the
actaal result, bur unpersuaded that rationalist causal theories would fare
any better, project this current religiousamedical practice historically hack
onto the origing of medicine, and conclude that many of the cognitions
that make up the science of medicine, although they have (heir seientific
status confirmed by experience, have their origin in some kind of divine
mspiration.

This is what Ghazali means when he speaks of propertics of drugs that
could not have heen inittally discovered cither by expericinee or by reason,
but must have been discovered by divine inspivation and by a prophetic
power analogous 1o what we can possess in dreaming. Ghazdli relies on the
assumption that God does indecd inspire sorue dreams, and that this is the
ntost widely given form of personal communication from God3%; Galen of
course accepts this assumption oo, and thinks that he himsell has been fa-
vored with divinely-sent dreams. and he seems willing in some texts o grant
that particular individuals” medical knowledge, and perhaps even the art
of medicine as such, owe their origin 1o divine inspiration.’? But Ghazali
arguces that once the doctors admit that their practice goes back to some
prophet’s knowledge of the properties of drugs, they should be equally will-
ng to admit that the practices of the religious communities 2o back to an
utalogous prophetic knowledge of the properiies of ritual acts (Watt 6g—-70,
MR 71-2).%8 We cannot give any rational explanation of why these medical
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treatmentts should succeed, but it we experience that they do succeed, we
should credit the prophetic power of their inventor; likewise, although we
cannot give any rational explanation as to why the rituals should succeed,

i'we experience that they do succeed, we should grant that the lounder of

the religious community had prophetic knowledge. 35 Although prophetic
knowledge of riwal is analogous to prophetic knowledge of drugs, it is
a higher knowledge becanse “the prophets are doctors ol the discases of
hearts™ (Watt 70, MR 72, “heart” meaning something like “spirtt,” as in the
s ctaim o an idn algulithy, Ghazali is here cchoing the claim, 4 common-
place of Greek philosophy, that there is a medicine of the soul analogous bud
superionr to the inedicine of the body. But there is a sharp edge: Galen, and
especially Rizd, had claimed that they themselves were doctors of the soul
as wellas of the body, and Ghazili. while conceding their claim o he good
doctors of the hody, is wrying 1o Torce them o admit that there is a prophetic
medicine of the soul superior to any knowledge that they themselves pPoOs-
sess; and Ghazdll wants o claim this superior knowledge for Mulammoal,
and also for the stfis including himsel[3"

What we have seen is the argument that there have been some prophets
in the world. The knowledge that Mubammad is a prophet depends on
knowing that the preseriptions hie has given do in factsuceeed. Whiat thevare
supposcd tosucceed atis "the purilication of hicarts™ (Watt 67, MR 6oy, vather
than, say, external suceesses that God might bestow on an individual or the
commmmity lor good religious hehavior), and the only way 10 test whether
Muhammad’s preseription suceecds is to live w life according 1o the sunna
and the fadith (the example and sayings of Muhammad), and 10 see whether
we: reap the spiritual benetits promised by various fudiths. Of conrse, many
people live in exiernal conlormity to sunni law without any remarkable
spiritual results, and what Ghazali is recommending is not simply external
performance. Rather; he is sayving that we shiould pursue both the external
sunmi practice and a swmi-sli meditation on the inner meaning of the
outward actions, with i correctinner disposition 1o accompany the actions,
and only in this way will we get the spiritual rewards that the philosophers
clain to give us without relying on religious law, and that the lsma‘ilis claim
to give by revealing an inner mmeaning of the law that conuradicts rather than
deepening (the outward sunni practice.

Ghazdii urges us to “seek certainty aboul propheey by this path, not from
[the prophet’s| changing a rod into a serpent or splitting the moon”™ (Watlt
67, MR 64). since such a miracle might have come [rom magic or from God’s
leading into crror; and so any certainty based on serpent-changing might he
overturned. This is the only place in the Deliverance from Error where Ghazili
takes up the serpeat-test for certainty from the beginning, and this is what
he had put the serpent-test there for in the first Place. Ghazali is claiming
that we can have a different kind of certainty about the prophet’s ubility, not
based on inference from miracles, and that this kind of certainty will not
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be taglidand will not be overthrown when fagfid is overthrown, T'his higher
kind of certainty comes from stueving the prophet’s sunna and testing his
prescriptions, and to the extent that we reap spivitual benefit from these
prescriptions, we will also come to a knowledge of their inner meaning and
purpose, so that we will have [or ourselves i lesser degree of the prophetic
ability, which we can usc o recognize the wue expert, not by mere taeglid
but by a competent assessment of his qualities. And Ghazili's model here
is the one that his opponents will be compelled to accept — namely. Galen’s
model — as we have scen it earlier, for how his contemporaries ar}(l his later
readers should come o recognize his authority in medicine.

I doabt hefalls you abow whether a given individual is a prophet or not, certaingy
will not come except by knowledge of his qualities [afzed! ], cither by evewitnessing
or by ransmission and report. For il you know medicine and jurisprudence, you
can recognize jurists and doctors by witnessing their qualities, or by hearing their
doctrines even il vou cannot witness themn. So vou are not incapable of knowing
that Shali't (may God have mercy on him!) is a jurist and that Galen is a doctor, by
uue knowledge, not by faglid on someone clse but by vour knowing something of
Jurisprudence and medicine and reading their books and compaositions; and so there
comes (o you a necessary knowledge ol their quality. And likewise i vou understand
the meaning of prophecy, and sty constantly the Qur'an and traditions, there will
come o you a necessary knowledge that [Malammad] (may Gaod incline 1o him
antel give him peace!} is in the highest of the degrees of prophecy — confirm this by
experience [Hafriba = ewmpeivie] of what he says about acts of worship and their effect
on the purification ol hearts! (Wi 60—7, MR G8—q)

This passage is the only relerence 1o Galen by name in the Deliverance from
Error, and it might look like a throwaway, but it is not: this is the conclusion
that Ghazali has heen builtding up to — namely, that the means Galen uses
to validate his authority in medicine, by showing those who can the path to
repeat his insights, and by displaying to the others the records of his char-
acter and his proved medical suceesses — that these means also validate the
higher authority of the prophetic sunna as Ghazali has systematized i, and
the authortiy of Ghazalt himself who can do this based on his demaonsirative
mcthod, his sunni practice, and his stif i experiences. And so the Deliverance
Srom Error serves to introduce and give authority to the many other books
ol Ghazali that it describes, just as Galen's descriptions of his philosophical
studics, scientific method, and medical experience in On flis Own Books and
On the Order of His Own Books introduce and give authority to the many books
that present the fruits of his studies.

III. Renaissance Christian Authors and the Practice
of Galenic Autobiography

We have seen [rom [hn al-Haitham and Ghazdli that Galen’s self-description,
as presented especially in On ffis Own Books and On the Order of His Own
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Books, was recognized as one available model for medieval authors” own au-
tobiographical self-presentations. Both Thn al-Haitham and Ghazali, read-
ing Galen, could recognize their own lives in him, and Thn al-Haitham is
particularky frank about adinitting it. And they also saw, in Galer's presenta-
tion of his dissatistaction with the existing disciplines and his scarch lor and
discovery and application of a criterion or demonstrative method, a4 model
for how they could establish their own credentials, as writers independent
of authority and as authorities in their own right. There was surcly a broad
range of things that a medieval author could do with Galen. Ibn al-Haitham
adheres closcly to Galen's autobibliographical form, Ghazill more loosely.
And the content that the Galenic self-presentation is used to justly might
be more or less Galenic, Even Thn al-laitham, who cites Galen by name as
his model, is much more of an Aristotelian than Galen was (though pre-
sumably his enormous medicad work On the Constitution of the Art of Medicine
was thoroughly Galenic), but Ibn al-Haitham can recognize himselt'in, and

Justily himsell by, Galen’s Tile i a way that he could not by, say. the ancient

lives ol Aristotle (of which at least one, attributed to Plolemy al-Ghirib, was
available in Arabic). And although Ghazali strongly disapproves of Galen's
sceptcism about immortality and his rejection of the prophetie religions
(while accepting Galen as a great doctor and student of the wonders ol na-
tre ), and although the Deliverance from Frror is at one level an argument
against Galen, nonctheless Ghazili genuinely admires Galen’s example of
alite withowt taglid; he recognizes himsell'in Galen, and he tries to live up
to Galen’s model, tying 1o investigate the diflerent disciplines and sects as
Galen had, and 1o proceed by demonstration as Galen had, and 10 show by
his own example that one can he Muslim without being mugallid. Galen’s
autobiography thus gives him an important positive model, both for how
he presents himsell to himsell and [or how he presents himself 1o others;
by contrast. Avicenna's autobiography (which Ghazili knew, and cites disap-
provingly, Watt 74, MR 74}, which is unrclicved boasting about his mastery
of the different sciences, with no scepticism and no conflicting arguments
that reason must overcome, could give Ghazili no model and do noth-
ing to endcear him to his readers. Of course, Ghazili is uying to out-Galen
Galen, 1o show that there is a higher prophetic-siif T medicine of souls that a
Galenist ought by his own standards 10 acknowledge. But Galen has always
called forth such attempts to outbid him. As Owsei Temkin puts it, much of
Galen’s work was to create an ideal, Galenism, whether Galen himself could
live up to it or noti®: and Galenism included the possibility of criticizing
Galen by the standards of his own ideal. Thus Razi starts his Doubls ageinst
Galen by considering the reproach that he should not be attacking such a
great philosopher, and onc to whom he owes more than to any other man,
ancd Rézi replies by citing as his model Galen, who wrote criticisms ol many
of his great predecessors, and who condemns tcachers who demand blind
acceplance of their teachings. Galen would have wanted us 1o continue this
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process by criticizing Galen, and, Razi says, it is not impossible for us o make
further progress beyond him.

Not only medieval Muslim authors, e also Renaissance Christian
authors, in vanious ways appropriate Galen’s self-presentation. Is there a
linc of influence from the Muslim to the Christian authors? Not one that 1
have been able o race, and quite possibly there is none; the Muslim and
the Chiristian phenomenon may be two independent growths [rom the same
ancient root. But this doces not mean that the Muslim texts are of no help in
studying the Christian ones. The Muslim rexts can atert us — certainly, they
alerted e — 1o the existence of the Galenic atobiographical genre, which
we can now look tor elsewhere, and they can get us used 1o the idea that
prople can borrow crucial elements of their anwtobiographics, cven ol auto-
biographics that stress the author’s intellecnal independence and personal
discoverics.

There is no doubt whatever that many Renaissance wrilers were aware
of Galen’s autobiography — both in the autobibliographies and in scattered
autohiographical discussions in the other treatises — and that they consid-
ered Galen as one possible maodel for their own sell~deseriptions. 1 have
discussed Descartes and Campanella, neicher of whom explicitly cite Galen
as a maodel (although Campanctla does discuss his reading of Galen, and
Campanclla’s tide De libyis propwiis ef de vecte radione studendi synlogma seems 1o
recall the titles ol Galen's autohibliographics). Bul. for example, Cardano
in the preface 1o his De vida profiria mentions Galen as one possible model
for avtobiography, though he announces that he will follow Marcus Aurelius
istead; this shows both that Galenic autobiography was available as one pos-
sible form, and that people saw nothing wrong with the idea ol an antobiog-
raphy modelled on someone else’s Gand Cardano follows Galen in wriling a
scparale De tibris fimopriis, besides including an autobibliographical chapter
in the Dela propria). 1 know of several other Renadssance autobiographical
texts that seem to be modcelled 1o one extent or another on Galen.® And
it is important, for getting a context for thinking about the Dascourse on the
Method, that there were such texts, because it is hard to imagine Descartes’
modclling himsell divectly on Galen without any more contemporary con-
lext. But | suspect that [ do not know most of the relevant texts. And 1
suspect that this is because the Western tradition here will be rather dif-
ferent from the Muslim tradition, since Westerners tend 1o think ol Galen
chietly as a modcel docior, while Muslims often think of him as « model
all-round intellectual, a philosopher and logician as much as a doctor —
which s, of course, how Galen wants vou to think of him. For this reason, I
suspect that Western Galenizing autobiographical texts will be morce often
by people with technical medical training, who will have read a great deal
of Galen, and who would be likely to turn to Galen’s autobibliographies as
guides to the vast amounts of Galen they would have to read. Unfortunately,
I am out of my depth in Renaissance medicine, and will have to appeal to
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my readers for suggestions about writers who may help to fill out the piciure
ol the tradidon T am sketching. 7 But Campanella, who was not a doctor
hut simply an omnivorous reader and polymath, is also clearly influenced
by Galen’s sclf-presentation, and all the points of contact that [ noted ear-
lier between Campanella and Descartes seem o be explained by a common
Galenic influence, however this may have been mediated.

[will, however, mention one rather obscure Renaissance text written by
a doctor, which mav well be typical of many texts that I do not know and
would be unlikely to know. This is by Etienne de Clave, and itis the preface Lo
Book I of his treatise on minerals and goems, Trailtez Philosophiqueys des Pierres
el Prerrevies (1635).1" De Clave starts by giving an apologia for his work: he
would not have had the audacity to publish a work so critical of Aristoile if he
had notheen sirengthened by the: cxample of several recentanti-Arisiotelian
writers (Patrivzi, Basso, Campanella, Gassendi, and “Catharina Oliva”),1* and
had he not reflected that even great thinkers are prone o fall into error,
particularly when they are trving 1o reach a knowledge of things by scholastic
forms of reasoning, and lose touwch with sense-cxperience, the touchstone
ofall our reasoning. De Clave expands on this point. describing the contra-
dictions inio which the different disciplines {he stresses astronomy, physics,
medicine) have falten, so that those who teach them “are directly opposed
to the truth, and some of them 1o others, and indeed many to themsclves”
(192). "These so manifest contradictions of the most learned have olten
plunged me into great doubts concerning the truth and certainty of the sci-
ences, and especially the natural sciences, which need 10 have more stable
and solid toundaiions” (ibicl): indecd, “olten it would have taken only a
litdde for me to subscribe 10 the vanity ol the human sciences” — that is, 10
accept the thesis of Cornclius Agrippa, that all human disciplines (as op-
posed to Christian faith} are vain and uncertain (195). But de Clave’s desire
to scrve humanity stirred him up not to despair, but to travel to scek out
the most famous doctors of all lands, in the hope of tinding some solidly
grounded reaching among them. De Clave was. of course, disappointed. Bui
huving returncd home as ignorant as betfore, he reflected on the old maxim
that “the doctor begins where the physicist leaves ofl” (197; the quote is
roughly [rom Aristotle De Sensiuc 1, also De fuventuiecey), and began 1o study
physics, stariing by rereading his Aristotle, And despite the professed anti-
Aristotelian orientation of his treatise, De Clave says that it was in Artstotle
that he found the key insight thar “the only way to understand the compao-
sition of things is by |first] resolving | /analyzing| them” (1g8). This was
de Clave’s great methodological revelation: “L was seized by such a desire
to follow such a true axiom and maxim, as the most luminous and certain
torchlight of nature ... that [ began wenty-six years ago 1o work diligendy at
this resolution [/analysis], whether of animals, plants, or mincrals” (ibid.).
At least sometimes, this “resolution” is meant in a very physical sense, as
sorting out a physical or chemical mixhire into its ingredients: “I came to
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discover by means of fermentation the true key which gave me full access
to wise Natwre's sacred cabinet; which, alter long labor, showed me the ti-
nal resolution of mixtures into their purest and most admirable principles”
(199). yvidently de Clave’s work containsg some preliminary results of this
analysis as applied to minerals. hut de Clave postpones a [ull communication
ol his discoveries o a more favorable time (he hints darkly at some preseat
obstaclesy when he will be able 10 "open the door ol the treasure-house
which hias been barred 1o o predecessors up 1o now, Lo give aceess to it o
all the lovers of truth” (2o0). As far as [ know, de Clave never delivered on

this promisc.

The formal parallels between this preface and the Discourse on the Method
arce obvious, aud Olivier Bloch, in an article entitled “Le discours de la
méthode d'Frienne de Clave (1645),7F has brought them together: both
works present themselves as “Tannonce et le programme d'une série de
traités scientifiques”™ and include a “défense du principe de ladibre critigue
envers Vautorité des doctes, et tout particuliérement d’Aristote, charge con-
tre la scolastique et satire de son verblage obscur, tableau des différentes
disciplines ct. théologic mise @ part, dénonciation de lewrs incertitudes
¢t leurs contradictions, désir de leur donner un tondement qui pitt a la
fois assurer leur solidit¢ ot en permettre lapprentissage systémaltique, récit
d'une expérience i la fois personnelle et épistemologicque qui, d’espoirs en
déceptions, va de la tenation dua donte universel devant I'état des sciences
contemporaines i Ia révélation d'un principe méthodologique qui conduit
dprendre pour modcle une science détermindée et prometire des résultats
[Econds pour un avenir meilleur, en passant par les vovages ot le retour aux
sources” (Bloch (1ggo), tho-61). As Bloch notes, these parallels ave purely
formal, and the content of de Clave’s and Descartes” methodological dis-
coveries are quile different: as Bloch savs, de Clave’s source is Aristotelian,
his master-science is chemistry, his epistemology is empiricist. M and he isin
every way a {ar lesser light than Descartes.

Bloch is not trying 1o suggest that de Clave was in any way a source lor
Descartes; rather, he wants the juxtaposition of the o texts and the discov-
eryof their formal parallels to reveal common “sehiémas et modéles culturels
qui organisent ¢galement le Discours de la Méthode ... schémas de pensce et
schémas de présentation”™ (16H1): Bloch suggesis that these common pat
terns go back to the Renaissance Inunanist and seeptical eritique of the
established disciplines (which is certainly right), and to “un pastiche des
récits d'expérience religieuse ou mystique, initiatique ou occuliste” {ibid.;

this T wm more dubious about}. Bloch also adds that the real originality of

the Discourse comes out all the more strongly when it is read against the
background ol these common patterns, and compared with a lesser writer
such as de Clave. 1 agree with almost all of this; what I want 10 add is that
{(apart from the stereotyped humanist criticisms of the sciences) almost all
the fecatures common to Descartes and de Clave go back to Galen, who must

The Tradition of butellectial Autobiografily 177

directly or indircetly be i source for both (as well as for Campanelld). We
can also add at least two more parallels hetween Descartes and de Clave —
namely, that they are both (like Galen) undertaking (o provide the physical
foundations of medicine, and that they both (like Galen) represent their ba-
sic methodological discovery as some kind ol method of analysis, although
Descartes” model (like Galen’s) is geometrical and de Clave’s is chemical.
One shared feature that may make Descartes and de Clave a bit dilferent
from Galen (hut close to other Renaissance Christian writers) is their need
to justify why they ave deviating (rom the inherited teaching of Aristotle, and
also to reassure their readers thatin repudialing scholastic philosophy, they
will not do any harm to the Christian orthodoxy that that philosophy had
becn used o support. De Clave, as a practically wained doctor and scien-
tist rising 1o philosophical ambitions, is just the sort ol person that I would
expect {in the West, as oppused 1o the Muslim world) o follow Galen's sell-
presentation. But this description applics, up to a point, to Descartes too —
notto Descartes as he ultimately appears in the Meditations and the Prineiples,
but to the Descartes ot the 1650s.

Much ol what would storike Descartes’ first readers as most novel in
the Diseourse would he the medical-physiological discussion in Discourse Part
Five, especially the circulation of the blood. And in Part Six, Descartes hopes
that “in place of this speculative philosophy which is taught in the schoals,
one could find a practical one”™ (AT VIL,G1—2) by applving his physics 10
master the powers ol nature, partly for constructing useful machines but
“principally for the preservation of heaith, which is without doubt the first
good and the foundadon of all the other goods of this lile™ (AT V1,62);
and it seems to be ahove all @ medical research program lor which he is
appealing for support (please send money for experiments, AT VI,74).
Certainly Descartes had become deeply involved in medicine in working
out the details of human physiology, and especially his theory of vision, and
much ol the physiology of the Twuté de IU'Homme reads like a mechanized
version ol Galen (much of the work being done by “animal spirits,” Galen's
psuchikon pnewma), though mechanizing Galen is of course a [ar-tfrom-trivial
change. And to the extent that we focus on the medical sections of the
Discourse, Descartes” epistemology will contrast with de Clave’s "empiricism”
less starkly than Bloch suggests, It is Galenist, on the one hand 1o argue
against the empiricist doctors that we need a foundation for medicine in
physical theory and in the theory and practice of demonstration, while on
the other hand ridiculing the school-philosophers who never dare to put
their propositions to the test of experiment even where the questions are
genuainely testable, Bul de Clave assumes (like Galen in some contexts)
that demonstration must always begin from premisses given by sensation,
while Descartes (like Galen clsewhere) believes that reason has its own
primitive objects which it can grasp on its own. Sull, Descartes emphu-
sis in [Hscowrse Part 8ix is on the need for cxperiments to determine how
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the particular phenomena are derived [rom these rationally grasped firse
principles.

So it scems a likely guess that it was through Descartes’ involvement in
medicine, in working out the theory of vision and writing the Traité de
UHomane, that he encountered the Galenic siyie of autobiographical self-
presentation, whether by veading Galen or (more probably) by reading
onc or more of his Renaissance imitators. !> And Descartes scizes on this
seli-presentation, not because he wanted 1o ell his lile story and needed
some style for doing so, butin order to appropriate Galen’s strategy ol self-
justilication: Descartes (respectively Galen, Ghazill, and so on) is the indi-
vidual (rom whom the bonds of taglid have been loosened, who has thrown
outall of his old belicts and begun afresh, accepting only what he clearly per-
ceives at cach stage and working out demonstrations to take him from lirse
principles to testable and practically important results. We should therefore
trust hitn. Descartes, like Galen and Ghazali. envisages two classes of readers:
there will be a few who can [ollow the full sequence of his demonstrations, or
rather (since Descartes in the Discourseis relusing to publish bis metaphysics
and physics) can work out these demonstrationsfrom first principles on their
own, but most readers will have to setde for trusting Descartes, not through
purc {aglid but from what they learn of his life and character and from the
fruits of his method that he offers in the Geometry, Dioptries, and Meteors tor
them 1o test. Descartes (like Galen and Ghazali) is perfectly serious that he
does not want all ol his readers o imitate him in throwing out all of their
opintons and starting again, but he hopes that the few who can succeed in
this radical procedure will be inspired to trv. And he hopes that by winning
over a larger group by his Fssays, he will create the demand that will allow
him to publish his metaphysics and physics (despite the Roman condemna-
tion of Copernicanism}, cither within his lifetime or at least posthumously,
and to create a body of Tollowers {or his whole scientific system.

Nonc of this mceans that Descartes’ views are the same as Galen’s. The most
important differences between the Discourse and Galen (or any of the other
authors [ have discussed) are not in the autobiography or in the absurdly
shortaccount of method in Part Two, butin the metaphysics of Part Four and
the physics and physiology of Part Five. Of course there are differences in
the antobiographical self-presentation too: Descartes takes sceplicism much
more seriously than Galen (though not more than Ghazali), and his provi-
sional ethics in Part Three seems new, due partly to the need to show that he
is not religiously or politically radical. But my guess is that the single most
important difference between Descartes’ self-presentation and Galen’s (or
Ghazali's or Ihn al-Haitham’s) is that, where Galen and the others had pre-
sented themselves as recapturing the true doctrine and method of ancient
models that their epigones had lost, Descartes starts afresh with no reference
to ancient texts, and aspires to surpass the ancients. But cven this difference
is not absolute: Galen oo thinks that by recapturing Hippocrates’ method,
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we cant go heyond his results, and Descartes too suggests that the ancient
mathematicians bad powerful methods that had heen forgoten until his
own lime (so especially in the Rules, AT X,376—7), although he thinks he
can surpass their cesults, And I want to cmphasize that the dittercence lies
in Descartes’ presentation of himself as independent of the ancients, not in
any actual ndependence of ancientg imocdels.

At this point, it is worth stepping back o ask ourselves how we feel
about the practice of horrowing crucial features of carlier writers” auto-
biographies. There is undenlably something uncomftortableanaking about
it. From a twentieth-century point of view, plagiarizing vour autobiogra-
phy is about as Tow us vou can stoop. You may remember the case of

Joc Biden, an American poelitician and siill Senator from Delaware, who

ran for the Democratic presidential nomination in 1988, He was [oreed 1o
withdraw from the vace, under a wave of public ridicule, when it hbecame
known that a heavily autobiographical stump speech he had been giving
had been taken almost word-for-word [rom a speech of Neil Kinnock's, the
Labour Partylcader in the TR substituting die name “Biden™ for *“Kinnock”
where necessary, (The “generations and generations of Kinnoeks™ beiore
the speaker who had never gone to university became generations and gen-
crations of Bidens. and so on. One of Biden's campaign workers told The
New York Times about watching Biden watch the video of Kinnock’s speech
over and over agam, apparently mesmerized, involuntarily mimicking
Kinnock’s hand-gestures.) Now, clearly, in the context of their own thnces,
what [hn al-Haitham and Gharddt and Campanclla and de Clave and
Descartes were doing was not plagiarisim. [hin al-Haitham cxplicitly draws
the parallels 1o Gaten, with pride and not with shame, and Cardano’s discus-
sion ol different possible models in the prologue 1o his e vita propria shows
that it was perfectly acceptable to have a model for yowr autobiography, in-
deed that writing withou an ancient modcl could he considered suspicions.
Since Descartes olfers his own life as a model for his readers to imitate it they
approve (AT VI,4), he can hardly think itis improper to take what someonce
else says about his own lile as a model for conceiving one’s own.

From some points of view, this stvlization of medieval and Renaissance
autobiographies means that they were notreally autobiographies. Lam think-
ing particularly of un article by Josef van Ess arguing that the Deliverance from
Error is not an autobiography, 1 Van Ess thinks that Ghazali the autobiog-
rapher is an invention of nineteenth-century European orientalists, who,
convinced that Islam in their own day was {rozen in laglid, saw Ghazali as the
better way Islam could have gone, the “free individual revealing his soul” in
the Deliverance from Error; and vau Ess has no trouble in pointing oul various
conventional and apologetic elements in the text that show that Ghazili is
not simply “revealing his soul” (and since van Fss does not notice the Galen
connection, 1 am to that extent sirengthening his case). Van Ess scems al-
most to be arguing that there are no autobiographies in Islam, and that this
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is a Western notion inappropriately foisted on the Islamic texis. Now | haye
no wish to involve myself'in the political issues about orientalism, and in the
end I do not much care whether Ghazali's text is called an autobiography
or not. I would simply say that if Islamic "autobiographies” such as Gharali’s
and Ibn al-Haitham’s arc not really autobiographies, then a lot of Western
“autoblographies” are not really autobiographies cither. Autobiographies
do not happen simply by some individual’s spontancously pouring out his
soul. That there should be autobiographics at all 1s not automatic, and it
takes a special effort, on the part ol individuals and of a whole literary wa-
divon, for them to become something more than sclf~defense speeches or
curricula vitae. Where a literary tradition ol autobiography exists, individ-
wils who choose 1o make use of it to describe thelr own lives will to some
extent stylize their seli-descriptions, litting theiv own lives (with appropriate
changes) into descriptions that once belomged to other people; and anyone
who writes an autobiography docs so with some purpose, and will use both
the raw Facts of his life and the heritage of the literary radition as maierials
Tor that purposc,

All this 1s only 1o be expected. Nonetheless, there remains something
disturbing, or perhaps several different disturbing clements, about this sort
ol study of the history ol autobiography. I cannot entirely resolve the dif-
licultics, but I will olfer some concluding reflections that may be of some
wse, The first difliculty is simply to know how much of what our authors say
about their lives to believe: how far do the stylization or the apologetic pro-
grams of these works stop them from being historically accurater (We might
compare the problem in medical history, where, for cxample, Byzantine
descriptions of plagues, which a lirst sight look promising for the medical
historian, turn out to be useless, since the authors simply copy the symptoms
from Thucydides.) Unfortunately, here [ have nothing in particular to sug-
gest, and where we do not have other biographical sources for our authors,
we have (o resign ourselves (0 nol knowing. Someonc may stvlize his self-
deseription simply by the way he selects which events in his life are worth
telling, or the way he retrospectively conceives those ovents (“sceptical cri-
5187 vs. “nervous breakdown,” and so on), rather than by actually [alsifying,
and people actually live more-or-less stylized fives. On the other hand, when
we read Galen or Descartes, we are not in the least tlempted o believe their
clairus to have discovered a mathematically certain scientific system, and it is
worth questioning why we should feel so much more cheated if something
they say that is more strictly awobiographical turns out to be false. Perhaps
it is because we read awtobiographics looking for the personality of the au-
thor, and feel cheated if what we thought was part of this personality turns
oul to have heen borrowed; bui the anthors were not writing in order to
convey their personality, and canmot be held responsible for this. Perhaps
the problem is more specifically with the Galenic type of autobiography,
since one of the authors” main aims in writing is to persuade us that theyare
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independent thinkers who have rethought everything trom the beginning,
and indeed the texts are, on a first reading, often very good at persuading us
of this. So it is disconcerting when so muceh, including the very description
of one’s own independence, turns out to be borrowed.,

Butindependence is a matter of degree. Galen and Ghavdili and Descartes
are strong-minded individuals who are creating something new, and not just
reproducing the thoughts of some previous thinker, but (whether they are
aware of it or not) they are indebted to their predecessors and contempo-
rarics for many starting-points of their thought, and there is no reason why
their idleal of independence should not be one of those starting-points. So
perhaps our problem is that, being unable to accept their scientific claims,
and trving 1o save something from the wreck, we fall back on something
subjective, their personality or their method, and we want their first-person
repotts about this to be solid. (And vet, it seems to me, Galen’s or Descartes’
reports about the methods they followed are much less likely 1o be true than
their lirstorder scientific claims. We approve of them perhaps cspecially
because they recognize the emptiness of Aristotclian syllogistic, and take
the methods of the geometers as thelir paradigms instead, butany attempt to
trace out how thenr actual work ountside mathematics follows these methods
will Tead to despair. As John Schuster puts it, Descartes’ method-lalk is
mythic speech, and the scholar should analyze that discourse, not continuce
it 17y But my guess is that for many of us, the root of the problem is that
when we read these autobiographical texts, we spontaneously identify with
our authors’ lile-stovies. Not with every aspect of them: we are too jaded
to believe that we or anyone clse will reproduce mathematical certainty in
philosophy, or in whatever our other fields arc, and scepticism these days
is more usually chronic than acute. But especially Ghazili’s description of
taglid s1ill strikes deep resonances; and we have experienced dissatisfaction
with our teachers and with any one school of thought and even with any one
discipline; the ideals of crossing beyond our original disciplinary training, of
finding a paradiginatic “healthy” discipline that can be a model in our own
more dubions fields, ol resolving or bypassing the sterile disputes and stub-
born prejudices of the previous generation, and so on, are still very much
with us. In realizing how much of (for example} Descartes’ sell-description
is {perhaps unconsciouslyy constructed, and in wondering uncasily how
much ol it we can still take as true, we are forced to conlront the same
questions about ourscives. The study of the history of antobiography is very
usclul for raising these questions, but it is not likely to resolve them. 1819

Notes

1. This chapier is dedicated o the memory of Amaldo Momigliano, from whose
lectures and writings 1 learned so much about biography and autobiography.
I have tried to write in his spinit, althongh as far as [ know Momigliuno never
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wrote aboul Galen’s autobiographies, the meost Important ancient autobiogra-
phies for my purpose here (Tam ot sure why not — perhaps the scientific lvpe
Just dic not appeal o him).

Remarkably litde has been written on the Disconrse as a whole (though vag
arentets have been written on “Cartesian method™ — Gilson's commentary
(René Descaries, Discanrs de o wéthode, texte et cononendaire par Eiienne Gilson,
Paris, 1923), while (G311 of valuable things, has linle 1o say about the overall plan
ol the Disearrse and virtually nothing about itsaotecedents, But sce the articles
by Gadollre and Carley in Grinddi and Marion (1985},

Sce especially Garber {1988).

With a vather similar title, Dissertatio de methade recte regenedee vetionis ef verilalis in
seientis investiganees.

I am not sure which was written st the Cannpanella was publishied posthu-
mously, in the Nawdé volume, with no indication of its date of composition,
{Georg Misclu (1949-609), vol.p.. pr.z [published posthumously from Misch’s
Nachlass, Frankfrt 19661, p.735 016y, refers 1o an edition of the Campanella
work by Nawdé, Paris, 1642 1 have heen unable 1o tace this edition.) There isa
recent edition ol the Campanella text by Armando Brissoni (Soveria Mannelli,
1991},

Actimadly, Tirst stimbled on AL Sabra’s summiary of this antobiography in his
excellentarticle on Thn al-Haitheon io the Dictionary of Scivniific Biography, which
was cnough 1o give me the crucial infonnation. There is now some dispute
aboutwhether there were in Laet two Ihnal-Haitham's, whose works have gotten
hopelessly intermixed in the bibliographical radition (see now Sabra (1gg8); [
have not et seen the promised continuation). In any case, by “Ibn al-Flaitham”
I mean the author of the auatobiography preserved by Thn abi Usaibita {(thad is,
the text that Sabra (1968) calls “11 ™). But the resonances between this text and
the prologue to the Opties are such that T would be very surprised if they were
not hy the sime person.

While the On Progrosis is evern more antobiographical, Galen's self-presentaiion
there is rather dillerent. The main body of this chapter was complete before 1
was able 1o see Vivian Nutton's edilio frinceps, in the Corfrus Medicorum Graecorum,
ol Galen’s On My Own. Opinions {(Berlin, 19gg), which is not primarily an auto-
hiography but has autobiographical aspects, and some interesting variations
on the types of Galen’s autobiographical sellpresentation that [ discuss here,
Nutton’s commentary. in that editdon, will be a very usefud resouree.

Cp. The Optics of Ion al-Haytham, . Sabra, L 5-06 = v.1 pp.s—4: il two disciplines
or sects reach dilferent and contradictory results, these cannot be two dillerent
truths: either one or both of the paths leads to falschood, or they both lead
to the samce trath, but one or both of them has not been followed correctly
to the end; thus, when faced with contradictions between ditferent disciplines
or scels, we must evaluate whether each ol these methods is a correct method
for discovering truth, and whether it has heen correcily followed by its own
standards, ‘ J

Ibn abi Usaibi‘a {1965), 552

Iwill cite the page numbers of WM. WatCs (1g53) translation, and of the Arabic
edition I have used, in Majini ‘el Rasd il al-lmim al-Ghazdli, Beirut, 1986, v.7.

12.

1.
15.
16,

17.
18,
14).
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Here. as with the treatises of Galen translated by Peter Singer (1997) (where
likewise | give Singer’s page-number followed by the relerence in the Teahner
Galen Serifta Minera or in Kuehn as appropriate), 1 bave often started from
the existing Tnglish transtation but have usually modified it in the interest of
greater literalness,

Ghazali speaks of “plunging into” the study of these dillerent sects and disci-
plines. using the same verh | kfizo-d] that T have cited from Ibn al-Haitham in the
same context (Watt 20, MR 2.4); compare the texts (including some Qur'anic
passages) cited by Lane (1803), Book I, p.822 col.g, where itis used for entering
intto vain specch, or for entering into the siance level of discourse with those who
speak vainly.

On the other hand, the legal notion of tagéid goces badly with Gharali's claim
thul a person cannot be knowingly or willingly mugallid. Ghazali himsclt admits
that somconce can make a rational judgment that someone else is a comype-
tent anthority in a given lield and decide to [ollow that person’s judgment.
Presumably a legal mugalfid would say thae that is what he is doing, and this
seems different from Ghardlian taglid, where one [ollows somceone clse, not
an ohjective property like competence in a given ficld, but be-

because he has
cause he stands inoa certain relationship to oneself, although one does not
say 1o onesell that this is why onc is [ollowing him. Ghazali is also responding
to Mu'tazilite and Ashrarite claims, both that teglid (about a given subject) is
incompatible with knowledge (about that subject) and that faglid is legally/
morally forbidden. and nezarcommanded, on fundamental religious and moral
questons,

The financial advantage might come, not just lrom being able w support myscll
by teaching, but also from the tax-exemption granted to philosophers.

For all these texss, see Walzer (1944), 10-1n,.

Razi (1930). 303,

This is very close to Ghazili’s explanation of why (he scholars, as well as the
ordinary helievers, are ine faglid, in the exts cited and analyzed by Richard
Frank (19g1-2), 241—4.

Nutton (1g88), HlL324.

Scee Mansfeld (1994).

Marmura ed. (1997}, 12.

None of the editors or translators seems 10 have recognized the obvious refer-
s: “The second group are the natoalists [ {abifyial:

cnce o Galen. Ghazali sa
they arc a party who constantly investigated the science of nature and the won-
ders of animals and plants, and constantly plunged [kf-w-d| into the science ol
the dissection /anatomy of the parts of animals. And whal they saw there of the
wonders of God’s craftsmanship (be e exalted!) and the inventions of his
wisdom compelled them 1o acknowledge a wise creator who is aware of the
encls and purposes of things. No one can study anatemy and the wonders of
the uses of the parts [afd ¥ mandfi’ alba'dd’} withont there coming on im this
necessary [i.e. spontancously forced on us rather than acquired through in-
ference] knowledge of the perfection of the governance of the constructor in
the construction of animals, and especially the construction of man, But to

these men, duc o their constant investigation of nature, it appeared that the
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baluirce of the femperament/mixwre Tol the four himonrs] has great effi-
cacy In comstituting the powers ol animals. And so they thought that even the
intellectual power of man is consequent on his temperament/mixore | enng
algiwals al-dqilah min al-insdn tdbi’ah fi-mizajihi avdan], and that it is corrupted
and anmihilated with the corruption of the teinperament /mixune, Then, when
it has been annihilated, icis unintelligible (they think) for the non-cxistent to
rewen. So they think that the soul dies ad docs notrewarn. aned they reject the
hercatter and deny paradise and Thelll-liee and resurrection ;1.11(l‘j1|;]g'lilC1]|‘ 50
that there remains lor them no reward for obedience nor punishment lor sin:
so that the bridle is released from them, and they abanden themselves 1o their
appetiles like the heasis™ (Watt g1, MR 45-6). The references 1o Galen's On
the Usefulness of the Pavts of the Body [ Kidh manafi’ al-a*dd’] and Thet the Powers
of the Sowd ave Consequent on e Tomperamants/Mixtures of the Body | Kitah (7 anna
g Tnals tabialy G-mizaf al-baden (with the Tatter work’s most notorious im-
plication spelled out in deily are womistakable, ("Naturalists™ also tomn up in
heddm doxographics, meaning those who helieve in the causal olticacy of *nu-
tures” or natural powers, as against the view of niost Mo tazilices that only heings
with free will are cansal agents, and the Ashioie view that only God s :(l ('Llusl:dl
agent, but these “naturatises™ have nothing 1o do with the [clcoingi(‘;ll investiga-
lion of the parts ol animals, or with Galen’s thesis of the soul's dependence on
the proper mixture ol the four humours) Ghazdh speaks as il the “naturalists”
appeared before the "theists” or "metaphysicians” Socrates, Plato and Aristotle
("The theists/metaphysicians | idhiyan] are more recent thare [the material-
sts S elernalisis {rl{.'h.af_w}ﬁ} and the naturalists]: Socraies, who was (the eacher
ol Plato, who was the 1eacher of Aristotle. ... They togerther refuted the two
carlicr groups, the materialisss/crernalists and the naturalists, and succeeded
in revealing their defects 1o such an extent thal they relieved otiers of the task,”
Watt 32, MR 30), but this is explained by the fevthac “febi-fan™ 1s also the word
used in (the Arabic translations for Aristotle’s “phusikol” tor the proe-Socratics
(and 1t is true that Platonists and Avistotelians, though not Plato and Aristotle,
wrote against Galen’s thesis on the rational soul). But Ghazdlls description of
the naturalists’ researches wul conclusions applics only 10 Galen and not 1o the
pre-Socratics.

The Ismatilis were the wost immediate threac they argned, on sceptical
grounds, that the usual Mushim authoritics or wpes of reasoning were inca-
pable ol determining what is legaily/morally commmanded, and that only their
i could determine the law: this undermined the authority both of sunni
religious practice and ol the caliph or his vicegerents, and the lsma'ilis were
indeed using the awthority of their imdm hoth 1o alter religious practice and 1o
promaote violent uprisings against political authorities; Ghazali had been com-
missionce by (he caliph, or by the real powers behind the puppet caliphate,
o provide arguments w check the growing appeal of Isma‘ilism, and indeed
one of his motivations for reluting the philosophers ts that the 1sma‘ilis were
using neo-Platonic philosophy to (i1l out the content of the wisdom supposcdly
received from cheir dmdam.

But note that this book, unlike the other hbooks of Galen that I cite, seems not to
have been translated into Arabic (it is not listed in Hunain ibn Ishaq's Risdle on
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his translations ol Galen, or in 1bn al-Nadim's Fihriss, or in Manfred Ullmann’s

list of Arabic translations of Galen in his [ 1g701).

Thus the mere fact of a marvelous occurrence cannot prove (ruth, since such

marvels might happen on both sides: Pharach’s magicians also tam their rods

into serpents, and are we really going to seitle the issue hy the fact that Moses'

serpent eats their serpentsy Later in (e Deliverance fron Ervor, Chazali says that

even if the Ismdili smdm publicly performed the miracle ol Jesus, that woud

not in itsell prove his truthfuliess, since “ne one knows that miracle is a sign

of truthfulness unless e knows magie and how to distinguish it rom miracle.

and unless he knows Ul God does not lead his servants into crror™ (Walt 51,

MR 53],

Though two small sections, one of thenvineluding the Demaocritus guote, turned

up in Greek and were published in rgor. There is an ecition and translation

of the Arabic text of the On Medical Experience, with a briet discussion ol its

history and significance, including the Greek fragmenis and the relerences to

Democritus. in Walzer (1ag.4). As Myles Burnveal points out to me, Democritns’

senses do not actually say that reason needs their evidence for its starting points:

theyinerely ask “wrctehed mind, atier having accepted our evidence | foeer" heénieiin
labwuse pistessy do youoverthrow us? The overthrow is your downlall.” This might

Just be read Ghazali's way.

As Racha Onuari has noled in an unpublished paper, Ghazali s probably in-
Micnced here by the Mutwzilite definition of knowledge as “true judgment

accompanied by restin the soal” = that is, true judgment that is also psychologi-
cally unshakeable; compare with Greek definitions saying that knowledge must

he ametapiolos,

So especially the On the Besi Kind of Tearching. which stresses that having sound
faculties bt ot trusting thein is just as bad for science as not having sound
faculdtios.

Cp. Galen's obsession with ranking other people’s arguments as demonstrative
or dialectical or thetorical or sophistical, especially inthe Placita of 1hifipocrates
and Platy. There is useful discussion of Galen's practice here in Tean Tieleman
(19496).

Ghazdli thinks of mathematics, as one of the Greek sciences, as forming part of
philosophy.

Presumably in both Galen and Ghazdll. comnterteiting is not so much faking
state authorization as passing off base metal, or a mixture of precious and base
mctals, as if it were the precious metal.

Chazali complains in particular about Avicenna’s drinking, and about Avi-
cenna'’s excusing or outright bragging about it in his autobiography.

Tt was a fairly common s0f view thatgifis from rulers are unlawful or ol question-
able Tawfulness and that a pious person should avoid them. In the Deliverance
from Error, on a list of complaints about the “whand’ that have led o general
contempt for the “wlend and for sunni practice, Ghazali lists, on a par with
drinking and outright corruption or non-pertormance of basic religious duties,
“so-and=so eats up the lavgesse of the ruler and does not guard himself from
forbidden things” (Watt 72, MR 7). Ghazali sags in a letter that at the time
of his renunciation ol teaching he took a personal vow, befove the tomb of
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Abralam in Hebron (where he had anade a pilgrimage, described also in the
{)(’lf'('r’l’d”(‘t‘ from Error, Watl 39, MR 61, that he would never again accept money
rom a ruler (the text — in Persian. a language that Lunfortunately do not read —
is in Makdtib-i Firsi-i Ghazzddi, ed. *Abbids Igbil, Teheran, 15]5,1,‘ 15 there is
German translation in Krawulsky [ (1971) 66]).

So Ghazali, Wait G4, MR 67, and cp. the hadith “the dreams of a wise man are
one-forticth part of prophecy.”

For Galen's attitudes toward dreams and inspiration, see Nutton’s discussion
and relerences in his edition of Galen's On My Oumn Opinians, 135—7. Where
Galen scems to go [urthest are in the fragiments of a (‘mnmen[ar\_" ;Jn the Hip-
pocratic Oath preserved by Lhin abi Usaibita, for which see Franz Rosenthal
(1g50): "Thaose who say that God ereated the craft of medicine mgue in favor
of that by referring to the Lact that such an exalted science cannot be invented
by the intellect of man. This theory is the theory of Galen, and this is the text
ol what he mendons in his Commentary on the Book of the Ouths by Hippocrates”
(309): "In his Commendtary on the Ouths by Hippocrates, he I(,;;llmﬂ savs: peaple
in general bear witness 1o the [act that it was God who gave them the craft
of medicine through inspiration in dreams and visions delivering them from
severe diseases. Thus we [ind an innumerably Large number oi'pt*o.plc 1o whom
thetr cure came from God, some [oblaining it] through Serapis, and others
through Asclepius, in the city of Epidaeras, the city of Gos, and the city of
Pergamon — the last-mentioned one heing my own city” (Go). Roscnthal is not
sure whether these Iragments are authentic, and neither am L But they were
available In Arabic and atwibuted 1o Galen, and i Ghazali was aware <)f' these
or similar texts and thonght they were by Galen, this would give added bite to
his argiment. As Nutton also notes, Tamblichus in his De m,_y.;.'f’rﬁs (3,4 asserts,
anel Philostraws in his Life of Apolionius of Tyana (1Lh4) wygnes (I;t)ih in talk-
ing about Asclepius), that the art ol medicine arose from divine inspiration;
Philostratus” argnment, about the implausibility of discovering the uses of ex-
otic and dangerous drugs throngh experiment, is close to (‘-imzﬁli'a. S0 such
idcas were certainly current in late pagan antiquity, however exactly (Ghazall
may have become aware of them. J

[(fh}l?].‘d]l here f[r;iws ar} extended analogy between compound drugs mixed in
xed proporaons and the combination of different ritnal elements wi i
example, their time-lengths in fixed proportions. clements wirh, for
Ghazali gives a number of examples of the vanily of rationalist attempts, cither
10 show a priori that some phenomenon could not happen, or ex paost faclo O
explain why it did happen. Particularly interesting is the example of the ;‘ooling
power of opium, which is much greater than that of the cold elements (earth,
water) contained in opium (Watt 78—, MR 78-g): this scems to be referring
specilically to Galen’s discussion of the cooling propertics of opium in On Mix-
fures Book 1L Ghazali says that the opponent has been forced to admit this
rationally inexplicable property of opium, and should therefore admit similarly
inexplicahle properties of religious ritual. Ghazili calls this opponent altabi':
Wartt translates “the physicist,” which is the nsual meaning, but this is the same
word used belore as the name for a sect of philosophers (“the naturalists™) —
that is, as we have seen, effectively as a proper name for Galen.
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As Sarall Strowmsa has shown in her (1ggg). esp. gg—1o7, Régd o his Kidl

Makhérig al-Anbiyd had attacked the tradivonal apelogetics based on prophetic
miracles, arguing that the prophets could have done all these things by trickery.
Ghazili's apologetics, which warns us against the argument from miracles and
directs us instead o the prophets knowledge of the psychological effects of
ritwal, is thus (aunong other things) a reply to Risi's challenge, wguing for
propheey on a basis that Riei would he foreed o admit.
Chazdli mav perhaps intend a reference not only 1o Galen's methaods for val-
icliting his own authority, but wso to Shali'is, since Shifiri's disciple [hrihim
Muzani cites Shifi' T as forhidding tagfidwhether of himsellor ol others {Muzand,
Mukbiaser 1, cited Eneyelopedia of It (T1) s teklid).
Temkin (1743, Tor example, 8-4).
Georg Miselv's Geschiehde der Auwetobiograflie (oL just the History of Aulobingrafiby
i Antiepeity available in English | Misch {19503 ], but the mammoth Cieschiclie
der Antofiographie |[Misch (1 10—19691 |, s a reasury ol information, with refer-
cnces o many Reraissance autobiographics, some ol them clearly idehted to
Calen, Miseh discusses both the Thn al-Flaitham and the Ghuzddi wexts (vol. 32,
g84—gr and 1o40-70), and was aware that they both belonged somehow 1o a
Galenic type of autobiography. Misch also mentions the Discourse as belonging
1o “the delinite type ol self-poruayal exhibited by Galen™ (Hfistory, v. 1 332), byt
Misch dice before finishing the work, and velume o, cdited from Misch's notes
by his students, conlains only a superhicial two pages on the Discourse (vol. 452,
=26=7) with no mention of Galen, Misch never connects the dots 1o give any
connected discussion of a Galenic genre (he comes closest ine History, v.1. 42—
42}, but his work contains suggestions, here and on much else, that might be
fruitfully pursued. (By contrast, awareness of the Galenic subvaricty ol autobiog-
raphy scems 1o have entirely vanished [rom the more recent, and more theoret-
ically sophisticiued, literature on the history ol biography and autobiography.)
Two works that I have looked at, and that contain explicit selerences o Galen's
model, are Gardana’s De fibris propriis (Leyden, 1557) and Conrad Gesner’s
article on himseli in his Bibliothecr wniversalis (Zarvich, C. Froschowerom, 1545
the article on himself, “Conradus Gesnerus Tigurinus” in due alphabetical
order, is pp. 17gv—18gr). The Cardano on p. 3 gives the [uller vitle e fibris fnofriis,
eorwmgue avdine e wsw, ac dde mirednlibus operibus tn arte medice per ipsum, feretis, allud-
ity 1o both of Galen’s autobibliographies and also to the On Prognosis (cited and
cmulated explicitly pp. 14g—-51); Cardano is in general obsessed with rivalling
Gulen. Cardano cites various models, and chictly Galen, in defense ol his speak-
ing o1 hoasting about himscll: “verum quibus grave video, quod cum libroram
meorum Elencho aliqua de me glorviosius scripserim, hi nihil agunt alind gquam
quod faemur se Tieronymun, Augustinum, Giceronem, Galenum, Erasmim
nunguam legisse, aut si legering, omaino conempsisse. Namque hi omnes haec
omnia seriptis suls mandarunt, quamquam quidam ohscunrius, quicam diffu-
sius. Nos tamen Galenum in primis sequuti, qui, ut ingenuum decet virum.,
aperte et sine dissimulatione aliqua hacc omnia complexus est, non solam
4 iusta accusatione, sed etiam a calumnia in wos lore nos existimamus” (8,
and cp. 54-5). Gesner cites as wodels “Hieronymus, Gennadius, Honorius,
Sigebertus, et loannes Trittenhemius,” who “suas ipsi lucubrationes catalogis
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40,

41

scriptorum. quos ecclesiasticos vocant, inseruerunt.” and then also “divug
Augusdinus ..

- de vita sia et seriptis libros Confessionnm cu Retractationion ae
didit ¢t CL Galenus opusculum De libris proprits, et alerun De evdive sworum
Lirorum”™ (v7gy). However, many of these Renaissance texts are less promising
than they sound: Galen gives then a formal model or excuse, but often they
are dry catalogues of compaositions, or boasts of accomplishments, with noth-
ing ahoul the anthor's own process of discovery or of overcoming of method-
ological obstacles — in this respect resembling another frequendy eiled maodel,
Cicero De divinatione 111, 1—=ii,7 (and cp. the end of the Bradus), n](;l't' than Galen
or Ibn al-ITaitham or Ghazili or Descartes.

This appeal was originally directed in the first tstance 1o my London com-
mentator, Vivian Nutton, who indeed supplied many references 1o Renaissance
medical autobiographics, niny ol whick T have not vet been able to pursue,
Nutton also points 1o Renaissance hiographics of Galen, somectimes serving as
prefaces (o printed collections of Galen’s works. which drew heavily on (‘-;llzrn’s
autobibliographics and could thus transmit Galen’s S(‘[l'—])rcsen{;ltf:‘)ﬂ A5 QA POS-
sible model for Renaissance writers (o use in describing their own lives: sec
Nutton {2003). Both Cardano and Gesner, cited in the previous note, as well
as van Helmont, cited in the following note, and de Clave. discussed in the
mam text, were doctors.

Iwould like to thank Dan Garber for bringing this text to my aiention. [ would
also like 1o note here another, more famous wnd fascinating text, highly idio-
syneratic bt obviously in the Galenic uadition, which Catherine Wilson lirst
calfed 1o my atention. This is the autobiographical beginning of Jean-Baptiste
van Helmont's posthumously published collected works, the Ortus Medicinae or
(to use the odd title of the seventeenth-century English ranslation, which [ will
cte) Oriatrike. Van Helmont died in 1604, and his works were published by his
son Frunciscus Mercurius van Helmont in th4¥ (Amsterdam, with F.]?(’\’i(‘l", the
same publisher as for Descartes and Caunpanella); the English version appeared
at London in 1662 (1 am wsing the London cdition of 1664). T do not know
whether his autobiographical prelace was written before or after the Discourse,
hut neither Descartes nor van Helmont eould have had muoeh use for the other.

Van Helmontappropriaies many aspects of Gulen’s sell-presentation w himself,
although with Christian and alehemical wists and a much higher proportion
ol inspiration 1o logic (van Hehnont relies on divinely inspired dreams. like
Galen buat much more so); but he is also malevolently obsessed with Galen,

cven more than with Aristotle (see, for example, the chapter on “the ignorant
natwal philosophy of Aristotle and Galen.” f1—7, with a particular attack on

Galen, 46-7). Nawrally, van HelmonChas 1o be concerned with Gale, since he

is rying o overthrow orthodox Galenic therapeutic practice and the natural

philosophy it is based on (particularly the claim that discascs result from im-

halances of the fowr humows, and should be (reated by restoring that balance;

van Tlelmont thinks that diseases are caused by something like a Lucredan

“seed,” but under the guidance of an incorporeal spirit, atacking the body).

But his resentment of Galen also has 1o do with Galen's claims for his scicntific

method (“Afterwards Galen . .. [ramed Suppositions or Complexions, humours

and degrees, promising in an casie Method, Mathematical demonstrations of
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those things, which nature onely is able 1o measure: which same things, he {=
nature | keptseeret o himsell, and atlength, Taid open some things 1o Alehymisss
alone” {23, mud with Galen’s success in eclipsing his predecessors and taking
sole credit or himsell (*But Galen snatching the glory of his Predecessors in to
himself, extended his own Art, contained in a lew Rules, into huge Volumes”
{2)7. T'he following passage captures the twne:

1indeed, even [rom my tender bones or years, have esteemed knowledge hefore viches
Tnceed Physitians denanded, why Tesse cured according o Galen, mid refused 1o follow
them, or the Hock of those that went before them? .. Stradghwway Tearned, the more
to doubt ol the stedlastness of Galen's speculations, adter | had belweld the very Masnns
ol the Schooles themselves, 10 be Tull of sores wird defvets; then ac length, by lidde and
little, T inoce and more confinmed cthis coneeit, by Discourse and Experience: to wit, that
every way, (he Sceds of ignorance, by the samwe contaglon, pierced even into the Root
of healing, and ninds of the healers, Therefore 1 straightway left ol all Books ol all,
aceurate Discourses, and empty promises of the Schooles, lirmly believing every good gift
10 come down from the Bither of Lights [ James 117, and rather also, that of Medicine
Adeptical. 1 have thorowly viewed some foreign Nidions, and | found almaose the saoe
sluggishness and ignorance wmengst them all. But those who were the more diligent
seekers alter knowledge, indeed T lound also mare stedlust in thedr purpose, and more
circumspect i prestmming: but alike, yea more ignorant than the rest Inthe mean dme,
it ingeniously grieved me, of the pains Ebefore ook, and of the disquictiness | endured
in learning. But in multinde of Books there was no where comfort or knowledge: but
vain promises, abuses, and very wany errours. Therelore Hong sinee considered with my
self, that e Avt of healing was @ meer juggle, hrought in by the Greeks: till at lengih,
the holy Soviptures hetter instructedd me. .. I the mean time, Reader, 1am angry with
mvselll because i is scaree Lawful 13 open iny conceptions, in cthe teath, withoul hurting
the esteem of Authours gone hefore nie. Butihe liberty of former Ages hadh radsed me up,
which made Galen to go unpunished, yea 1o he praised. although he frequently makes
ratus, Asclepiades, Protagoras, Erasisttatus, Herophilus ([ here make no mention of

Ero
Moses) and many that were belare him, guilty of crrour; yea, anel he hath ofien carped
at Quintius his master, whom notwithstaneding {though an Empiricist) he witnesseth, the
he hath followed inmost things (7-8).

There is also a sceptical crisis {11} on the completion of his oflicial philo-
sophical studies in his seventeeenth vear, then aseries of experiments with
and sejections of various academic disciplines: all this bears comparison with
Descartes.

A “docte Fspagnole,” evidently Luisa Oliva Sabuceo de Nantes v Barrera, author
ol a Nueva filasofia de la natwralewa del hombre (1587) . written from a medical
standpoint, Bul T cannot explain why De Clave calls her “Catharina.”

Bloch {1gg0).

This last is actually putiing ita hit1oo strongly, since de Clave stresses, against the
etmpiricist doclors, that he is looking for philosophical reasons, and Jor physical
foundations of medicine, although the reasons must have a point ol departne
in sense-experience.

Bug it is noteworthy that in a letter of 40 March 1628, Guez de Balzac re-
minds Descartes of *I'histoire de vostre esprit.” which Descartes had apparently
promiscd o write, whereas Descartes’ intense involverment with medicine seems
to date from the carly 16508, But we do not know how close Descartes” promise
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ol 1628 would have been to the published Discourse, and he may alse have en-
countered the Galenic antobiographical tradidon even by 1628,

Van Fas (ig85). )

See Schuster (19863, We can thus see how 1o answer one criticism [ have heard
= nawely, that Thave assumed that the parallels mowraathors” seli-deseriptions
are due to borrowing, when they might just be due to objective similanritics in
their lives, since they all faced the same objective need of discovering a method
lor theirscientific work, The answeris thatitis impossible 1o figure out, Irom our
anthors” descriptions ol their methods, what methods they actually {olloweed; it
will not work, ane is the wrong order of explanation, 1o ("xpl;lin ll-ll’il methad-
talk as the result of their method-practice. T do not mean that method-talk is
Just window-dressingz itis very important in creating an ideal that can be used in
criticizing earlier thinkers (Tor example, Ghaglivs eviticism ol the Failure of the
metaphysicians” demonstrations is brilliant and Logely corvect), aned the ideal
does, in the Tong run, have an effect in shaping scientific praclice.

Letie repeat from hefore that | luve only been teying 1o supply one relevant

thot: 1 do not claim that this is the
magic key 1o the Discorse or that i will ol itsell produce radical vevisions in our

context for reading the Discowrse on the

interpretation, and 1 know that I have said very linle here about the Discowrse
isell. Let me also note another way in which the picture [ have skeiched s
incompleie. T have begun the story with Galen, because he scems to he the im-
medinie sowree for both the Muslim and the Rensissance Christian uaditons [
hive deseribed (though ol course T must he missing many important ligures),
add T o not know anyone belore Galen who s directly comparable to Galen.
But there are still questions aboud Galen's app:'nprial.i(;n of carlicr imtellectual
sell-cleseriptions, mrd about Galens velation o other Lite ancient weiters who do
not appear to be indebled to him. One obvious possible antecedont for Galen
s the Platonic Socrates” (probably lurgely edonal) account of his lisappoint-
ments in phvsies and his “second sailing™ in dialectic (Phaedo gfan—100a8; (his
wis suggested alveady by Misch, History, voi ppaofi-7 and p.ggi1). Another
comparandum, not stricily an ;\lll()I]]():_',’l';l])h}", 15 Sextius Empiricus” aceomn of
the typical Pyivhonist's lifesstory (PH. Lxii,2p—30): lirst a dissatistction wich
the contradictions wmong appearances and & conversion 1o philosophy, then a
disappoiniment and despair with philosophy iself, leading w the :m;limm'm
ol happiness through the suspension ol judgment. This sounds like the Galenic
slory, except that the Pyirhonian orisis is permanent and cheerful, [s Galen
responding to a Pyrrhonist version ol the storve Or perhaps Galen and Sexius
are hoth independently responding w asimpler Stoic conversion-lo-philosophy
narradive, sich as we ned (without lirst-person relerence) in Epictetus Discourses
IL 11, "What is the heginning of philosophy?™ (Ihere. what warns people w phi-
IF)R()])II}-' is the recognition of the insuificiency of mere opinion and the search
lor @ criterion, and the way people recognize the insulliciency of mere opirion
i5 by recognizing that their opinions conflict with their neighbors'. or with the
opinions of foreign nations. But Epictetus does nottalk about conllict between
different schools ol philosophy [or of any other discipline], or ahout people
who believe things simply because they follow some authority. The problem
seems 1o be simply that we are born with concept of good and bad, right and

143

The Tradition of Intellectual Autobiography 191

wrong, and so on, and that we proceed to apply these concepts without ad-
equate knowledge and without feeling that we need 1o be taught how o use
them.) Another intellectual autobiography with some interesting parallels both
to Galen and 1o Sextus is Justin Marwyr's, in the emly chapters of the Dialogue
with Trypher at the moment 1 do not know how to account for these similarities.
A larger question is about the relation of what T have calleel the Galenic auto-
biographical genre 1o Augustine’s Confessions. Augustine 100 has carly scholastic
successes, an ambition for a higher wisdom, disappoiniments with various sects
and disciplines, a sceptical crisis, and a resolution through the discovery both
ol the Plotinian method of ascent from bodies to soul and God, and of specili-
cally Christian practices {faith i the scriptures, subrmission to church authority,
allegorical interpretation of scriprare). | have poted carlier Jaap Mansleld’s
placing of Galen’s autobibliographics within a tradition of hiobibliographical
prolegomenat to an author’s collected works (such as Porplivey's On the Life of
Plotinus and the Order of his Books), and Augustine’s Confessions + Retractuations
serve exactly This purpose in many cditions ol his works, Bt itis hard 10 imag-
ine that Augustine knew Galen's autobiographies, or would care, and my leeling
is that Augustine is a more original and idiesyncratic autobiographer than the
others [ have discussed, although this is & mader of degree. The Confessions is
also much more God-cemered than any of the other works, even the Deliver-
anee from Iorror, alithough of course the Augustine and Ghazdli 1exts have often
been compared; the Ghazili is 1o this extent more properly atlobiographical.
We cun also ask 1o what extent the Galenie and Augustinian influcnces merge
in later Christian writers. 1 have emphasized clsewhere how deeply Descartes”
Meditedions are indebted 1o Angustine, but my sense is that the Discourse (except
for the melaphysics of Part Four) is not, [ do not know how to proceed heve.
I would like w thank Rachana Kamiekar, Alison Lavwine, Yascen Noorani, and
Rob Wisnovsky lor comments on carly drafis of this chapter, Vivian Nuuton
and Dong Wiight Jor theie comments i Loudon and Toronto respectively,
members of those audiences for their questions, and Richard Frank, Alexander
Nehamas, jim Whitman, and Fritz Zirmmermann for more recent conuments,
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