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The Hellenic Pharmacopoeia, authored by Ottoman pharmacist Georgios Photeinos and published in 1835 in
Smyrna (modern-day Izmir, Tirkiye), is a historically significant yet largely overlooked work in 19"-century phar-
maceutical literature. At a time when modern pharmaceutical resources in Greek were scarce, Photeinos sought
to address this gap by creating a comprehensive pharmacopoeia that extensively drew from the Austrian Pharma-
copoeia, as well as French and Latin sources. Although he initiated the project around 1804, political upheavals
delayed its completion by more than three decades. Spanning 538 pages, the Hellenic Pharmacopoeia is divided
into three sections: a Lexicon of Pharmacopoeia, a Synopsis of the Theory of Chemistry, and a section on Practice
of the Pharmacopoeia, or the Preparation. In the lexicon, Photeinos included Turkish terms written in the Greek
alphabet, reflecting his commitment to making the work accessible to Turkish-speaking Greek communities within
the Ottoman Empire. Despite its ambition, Photeinos’ work was overshadowed by the official pharmacopoeia of
Greece, published in Athens in 1837 under the same title, Hellenic Pharmacopoeia. His efforts to modernize and
standardize pharmaceutical practices for Greek-speaking communities represents an important step toward the
professionalization during a period of significant socio-political transformation. This paper examines Photeinos’ life,

contributions, and the significance of his pharmacopoeia, which has remained largely forgotten.

1. Introduction

Pharmacopoeias, in the modern sense, had been in use for over five
centuries, but the 19" century marked a period of rapid growth in
their production and widespread adoption across various countries
(Cowen 2001). This expansion was driven by advances in scientific
knowledge and the professionalization of pharmacy, characterized
by developments in pharmacology and therapeutics, as well as a
shift from traditional herbal remedies to chemically synthesized
compounds (Sonnedecker 1986). Notably, the isolation of alka-
loids, such as morphine, atropine, and quinine, and the development
of new methods in chemical analysis contributed significantly to
this transformation (Hosztafi 1997; Zebroski 2015). Additionally,
the emergence of local, national, and eventually standardized phar-
macopoeias in the 19th century introduced uniform guidelines for
drug purity, composition, and dosage in many countries (Anderson
2024). To support the growing demand for precise and current
pharmacopoeias, many regions translated key works into local
languages, facilitating their use among pharmacy practitioners
(Cowen 2001; Crawford and Gabriel 2019).

A notable example of this effort is the Hellenic Pharmacopoeia,
published in 1835 in Ottoman Smyrna (modern-day Izmir, Tiirkiye)
by Georgios Photeinos (Photeinos 1835). This work aimed to
address the shortage of Greek-language pharmaceutical resources
by providing a comprehensive text that drew extensively from the
Austrian Pharmacopoeia and incorporated insights from French
and Latin sources, as noted in its subtitle. Additionally, it sought to
modernize pharmaceutical practices for Greek-speaking communi-
ties within both the Ottoman Empire and Greece during a period of
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significant socio-political transformation (Photeinos 1835). However,
the life and contributions of Photeinos have not been extensively
studied, leaving our knowledge of his work relatively limited.

2. Scope and purpose

This paper examines the life of Georgios Photeinos and the historical
significance of his Hellenic Pharmacopoeia. By situating his work
within its broader context, this study seeks to highlight Photeinos
as an often-overlooked figure in early 19"-century pharmaceutical
literature and to underscore his role in transmitting European
pharmaceutical knowledge to Ottoman and Greek pharmacists.
The research draws from both archival and documentary sources,
with primary materials accessed at the Gennadius Library (Athens)
and the University of Crete Library (Heraklion). Despite thorough
searches in the Hellenic State Archives (Athens) and the Ottoman
Archives (Istanbul), no additional primary documents related to
Photeinos were found. To supplement this archival research, addi-
tional searches across various digital libraries (e.g., Anemi — the
Digital Library of Modern Greek Studies, Gallica — the Digital
Library of the Bibliotheque nationale de France (BnF), Google
Books, and the Greek Libraries Network) yielded limited but
complementary historical information.

3. Georgios Photeinos: a short biography

Although little is known about the personal life of Georgios
Photeinos (Greek: I'edpyrog Pwtewvdg), key insights can be
drawn from his own works and the titles he held. In his Hellenic
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Pharmacopoeia (1835), Photeinos signed his initials as G.F.B.
(Greek: I'.®.B.), with the ‘B’ likely standing for “Byzantiou”
(Greek: Bvulavtiov), indicating his origin from Constantinople
(modern-day Istanbul) (Photeinos 1835) (Fig. 1). He was
also honored with the title “Archon Serdaris” (Greek: Apywv
Yepdapng), a distinction conferred on individuals recognized for
their leadership and service, particularly by the Christian Patri-
archate of Constantinople. This title also granted him the freedom
to travel and pursue academic work (Photeinos 1835). His intellec-
tual stature is further evidenced by the consistent use of the same
title in other scholarly works, such as Elements of Algebra (1806)
and A Chronological Epitome of General History (1808), attesting
to his esteemed reputation in intellectual circles (Antoniadis 1808;
Gobdelas 1806; Karamberopoulos and Oikonomopoulou 2004).
From the foreword of his Hellenic Pharmacopoeia, we learn that
Photeinos studied pharmacy in Bucharest, where he presented a
thesis on pharmacopoeias, demonstrating his deep involvement
in the scientific advancements of his time (Photeinos 1835). His
academic pursuits were likely closely connected to the “Hellenic
Golden Era” of the Phanariots (1711-1821), a time when educated
Greeks from Constantinople’s Phanar (Turkish: Fener) district,
situated along the Golden Horn, held influential roles within the
Ottoman Empire (Gavra 2019). During this period, Neo-Hellenism
thrived in the Romanian regions, which emerged as significant
centers of the Greek Enlightenment (Patrinelis 2001).

Coming from a prominent Phanariot family with several reputable
members, Photeinos played a significant role in the intellectual and
cultural movements of his time, not only in Ottoman Constantinople
but particularly in Romania, where he was actively involved in the
scientific community and academic life (Philliou 2011). However,
the outbreak of the Greek Revolution in 1821 brought significant
changes, as Hellenic institutions such as the Authentic Academy of
lasi (Hegemonic Academy) and the Academy of Bucharest were
closed by Ottoman authorities, who viewed them as centers of
revolutionary activity (Camariano-Cioran 1974; Patrinelis 2001).
In addition to his contributions to pharmacy, Photeinos’ influence
was deeply intertwined with his political connections, particularly
with Alexandros Mourouzis (c. 1750-1816), the Grand Dragoman
of the Ottoman Empire and Prince of Moldavia and Wallachia.
Mourouzis, regarded as one of the most capable rulers of the
Phanariot era, played a key role in shaping the political landscape
of the Principalities (Filitti 1997; Iftimi 2015). Political upheavals,
including Mourouzis’ eventual exile, likely influenced Photeinos’
decision to return to Constantinople (Photeinos 1835).

Photeinos’ life illustrates the interconnectedness of political, intel-
lectual, and scientific developments during the Phanariot era. His
active role in governance and cultural advancement underscores
the significant influence Ottoman Greek expatriates had in shaping
the intellectual and political landscape of this period.

4. Greek-language pharmacopoeias in the early
19 century

The initiative to create a modern pharmacopoeia in the Greek
language took root in the early 19th century as part of broader
efforts to provide Greek-speaking pharmacists with accessible
resources (Emmanuel and Dambergis 1969; Skaltsa 2015). In the
first quarter of the 19" century, likely between the 1810s and 1820s,
Priest Charisios Dimitrios Megdanos of Kozani (1768—1823) under-
took the task of compiling a 206-page Greek-language pharmaco-
poeia in manuscript form, drawing on multiple reference sources.
Titled The United Pharmacopoeia and Pharmacology (Greek: 1
‘Evopévn dappokonotia kol Pappokoroyin), the manuscript was
meticulously reviewed and corrected by Dr. Georgios Sakellarios
(1765-1838) (Megdanos undated). Despite these efforts, the work
ultimately remained unpublished. Concurrently, in 1818, Dionysios
Pyrros (c. 1774-1853) of Thessaly, a Greek Orthodox priest and
scholar, produced a Greek translation of Luigi Valentino Brugnatel-
li’s pharmacopoeia, originally published in Italian in 1802 (Pyrros
1818; Tekiner 2024). Pyrros’ comprehensive volume, published in
Constantinople, included 214 monographs, indices, and a guide on
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Fig. 1: Cover of the Hellenic Pharmacopoeia by Georgios Photeinos, published in
Smyrna (modern-day Izmir, Tiirkiye) in 1835. (Courtesy of the University of
Crete Library, Heraklion, Greece)

drug preparation tools, likely aimed at meeting the needs of Greek-
speaking pharmacists within the Ottoman Empire (Etker 2000). In
1831, Pyrros also published The Physicians’ Handbook: Or Prac-
tical Medicine in Greek, a two-volume work released in Nafplio, a
coastal city in the Peloponnese, Greece (Pyrros 1831). Also known
as the New Pharmacopoeia (Greek: Néa @oppakomotia), the second
volume of this work includes a pharmaceutical codex of some
450 medical preparations and 150 medicinal herbs, each tailored to
address the 362 diseases detailed in the first volume (Pyrros 1831).

Georgios Photeinos initially intended to publish his pharmacopoeia
in 1807; however, it remained unpublished for several decades. It
was finally brought to print in 1835, with the support of Konstan-
tinos Rozos (Greek: Kovotavtivog Poloc), who took responsibility
for its publication. This information is noted in the preface (p. 402)
of the appendix titled “The Assistant of the Artisan” (Photeinos
1835). With this delayed publication, Photeinos introduced his
Hellenic Pharmacopoeia (Greek: EMnvi ®oppoxomotic) in
Smyrna (Greek: Zpdpvn), an Ottoman city on the Aegean coast
renowned for its rich medico-historical tradition (Photeinos 1835).
Following Constantinople, Smyrna hosted one of the largest Greek
health professional communities in the 19th-century Ottoman
Empire (Vladimiros 2018). In the foreword, Photeinos reflects on
his background and motivations, highlighting the persistent shortage
of contemporary Greek-language pharmaceutical textbooks,
particularly in comparison to the abundance available in European
nations. He underscores the pressing need his pharmacopoeia aimed
to fulfill (Photeinos 1835). Photeinos further notes that his work
builds on an earlier thesis written in Bucharest and relies heavily
on the Pharmacopoeia Austriaco-Provincialis Emendata (Revised
Austrian-Provincial Pharmacopoeia), a widely respected reference
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used between 1794 and 1812, thereby grounding his work in estab-
lished European standards (Kletter 2015b; Photeinos 1835).
Photeinos’ choice of the Austrian Pharmacopoeia as a model was
likely influenced by its strong reputation as a well-organized and
up-to-date reference of his time. This decision aligns with praise
from Earl Stanhope, President of the Medico-Botanical Society
of London, who commended the Austrian Pharmacopoeia for
including species not found in other major works, such as the
Pharmacopoeia Londinensis (Stanhope 1830).

Photeinos spent three years, from 1804 to 1807, completing his
pharmacopoeia, which he dedicated to Alexandros Mourouzis, a
prominent political leader who supported the project by commis-
sioning a committee of scholars to review it, including distin-
guished figures such as Daniel Philippides and Antonios Photeinos
Byzantios (Photeinos 1835). However, Mourouzis’ political
exile in 1806 delayed its publication, and although the work was
completed in 1807, it remained unpublished. During the Hellenic
Revolution (1821-1829), further revisions were made to improve
its accessibility for younger pharmacists (Photeinos 1835). Ulti-
mately, the pharmacopoeia was published in Smyrna in 1835, two
years before the official Hellenic Pharmacopoeia of Greece was
issued in Athens by Vouros, Landerer, and Sartori (Vouros et al.
1837).

In the foreword, Photeinos also acknowledged Konstantinos
Vardalachos (1755-1830), a prominent Greek scholar and educator
associated with the Greek Enlightenment (Photeinos 1835). As the
master of the Public Hellenic School of Bucharest and a graduate
of the University of Padua, Vardalachos made significant contribu-
tions to Greek intellectual life, publishing Greek-language books
in Bucharest that advanced the educational and cultural ideals of
the Enlightenment (Koukkou 1966).

5. Results

The Hellenic Pharmacopoeia (1835) of Smyrna is a comprehen-
sive, 538-page work organized into three main sections. The first
section, titled “Lexicon of the Pharmacopoeia” (pp. 1-193) and
subtitled “Containing information on herbs and compound prepa-
rations included in this pharmacopoeia, as well as other elements
contributing to chemistry,” presents an alphabetical catalog covering
a wide range of substances, including herbs, minerals, chemicals,
distillates, resins, oils, broths, and ointments (Fig. 2). This lexicon
contains 1,268 entries in simple Greek (Greek: amhoghAnvikn), with
some substance names also listed in Latin (1,513 entries), drawing
on references from German, French, and Italian sources (Photeinos
1835). Some scholars believe that Photeinos’ use of simple Greek
aimed to enhance accessibility, making the text approachable for
educated or younger professionals as well as uneducated readers
(Karamberopoulos and Oikonomopoulou 2004; Skaltsa 2015). A
distinctive feature of this first section is the inclusion of Turkish
terms transcribed into Greek, alongside Greek and Latin nomen-
clature. For example, Photeinos records the plant basil under its
Latin name, Ocimum basilicum, as Qxiyov o Bacilkog in Greek,
and as ®ecArykév otov in Turkish, written with the Greek alphabet
(Turkish transliteration: feslegen otu) (Photeinos 1835). This
approach reflects Photeinos’ intent to make the work accessible to
Turkish-speaking Greek communities within the Ottoman Empire,
bridging linguistic and cultural divides.

The second section, titled “Theory of Chemistry” (pp. 194-229),
is divided into eight chapters and offers a synopsis of essen-
tial chemical principles relevant to pharmaceutical practice.
Photeinos regarded a solid foundation in chemistry as crucial
for understanding the composition and preparation of medicines
(Photeinos 1835).

The third and most practical section, titled “Practice of the Phar-
macopoeia, or the Preparation” (pp. 230-400), contains around
450 main entries and provides comprehensive information
on drug preparation, drawing from Latin and French sources.
Following this is an appendix titled “The Artificer’s Assistant”
(pp- 403-504), which addresses topics such as the use of precious
stones, cosmetics, and beauty techniques, along with updates to
the Pharmacopoeia. From the preface, we learn that this appendix
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Fig. 2: Opening page of Part One in the Hellenic Pharmacopoeia (1835), titled
“Lexicon of the Pharmacopoeia,” featuring names in simple Greek, Latin,
and Turkish transcribed in the Greek alphabet, as shown on this page (Cour-
tesy of the University of Crete Library, Heraklion, Greece).

was prepared by Klonstantinos] Rodes (Greek: Kwvotovtivog
P6dec) from Neochori on the Bosphorus (modern-day Yenikoy
in Istanbul) in January 1836 (Photeinos 1835). The appendix also
includes two tables on separate pages: “On the Various Alloys
and Their Hardness or Malleability” following page 430, and “Of
the Names, Specific Gravity, Colors, Fusibility, Hardness and
Softness, and the Time of Discovery of Various Metals” following
page 454 (Photeinos 1835).

The final appendix, titled “The Friends of the Muses Subscribers”
(Greek: ®dihopovoot Xuvopountal) (pp. 531-536), lists philan-
thropic subscribers from Constantinople, Thrace, Smyrna, Athens,
Heliopolis, and Pergamon who supported the publication of the
pharmacopoeia (Photeinos 1835). The list begins with prom-
inent figures, starting with “The Most Honorable, Learned, and
Respected Chief Physician of the Ottoman Empire, Mr. Aptulhak
Efendi” (Greek: Antoviydx epeving; Turkish: Abdiilhak [Molla]
Efendi). Following him is “His All-Holiness, the Blessed Patri-
arch of Constantinople, Mr. Agathangelos” (Greek: w0plog
AyoBdyyehog). Other distinguished patrons include prominent
religious figures, high-ranking officials, and several physicians and
pharmacists (Photeinos 1835). This extensive range of supporters
from diverse backgrounds illustrates the widespread backing
Photeinos received from various sectors of society within both the
Ottoman Empire and Greece. A list of errata is also provided on the
final pages (pp. 537-538) (Photeinos 1835).

6. Discussion

Georgios Photeinos’ Hellenic Pharmacopoeia (1835) is a signifi-
cant yet often overlooked contribution to the history of pharmaco-
poeias in the Ottoman Empire and the Hellenic world. By adapting
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the Austrian Pharmacopoeia into Greek, Photeinos transmitted
contemporary European pharmaceutical knowledge, particularly
to Greek-speaking communities in the Ottoman Empire. At the
time, the Austrian Pharmacopoeia was widely referenced not
only in Austria but also throughout the Eastern Europe and the
Ottoman Empire, reflecting its broad influence. Photeinos’ work
was part of a broader movement to develop pharmacopoeias in
local languages, incorporating European scientific practices into
regional contexts (Karamberopoulos and Oikonomopoulou 2004).
Despite its significance, Photeinos’ Hellenic Pharmacopoeia
(1835) appears not to have received the recognition it deserved,
as indicated by its limited citations at the time and the few copies
available in Greek library catalogs, with none found in Tiirkiye.
Just two years after its publication, in December 1837, a new
Hellenic Pharmacopoeia was released in Athens by a team of
prominent experts: loannis Vouros (1808-1885), the personal
physician to King Otto of Greece and professor of pathology and
therapeutics; Franz Xaver Landerer (1809-1885), who studied
pharmacy in Munich, accompanied King Otto to Athens in 1833 as
the court pharmacist, and later served as a professor of chemistry,
authoring numerous works on pharmaceutical, botanical, chem-
ical, physiological, and mineralogical topics; and Josef (losif)
Sartori (1809-1880), who also arrived from Germany in 1833
as the court pharmacist accompanying King Otto and went on to
make significant contributions to the study of Greek flora (Graepel
1997, Kallinich 1975; Vouros et al. 1837).

This new pharmacopoeia was evidently part of the modernization
efforts initiated during the reign of King Otto (1815-1867), the
first modern king of Greece, who ruled from 1832 to 1862. As
the second son of King Ludwig I of Bavaria — a noted Philhel-
lene — Otto’s policies were likely influenced by Bavarian scientific
traditions, reflecting the impact of his homeland (Vlahakis and
Economou-Amilli 2012). It is worth noting that a comparative
analysis of the Hellenic Pharmacopoeia (1837) and the Pharma-
copoea Bavarica (1822) underscores this connection (Philianos
and Skaltsa 1993).

The prologue of this new Hellenic Pharmacopoeia, without
reference to Photeinos’ earlier work, states that it was created to
establish a standardized system for selecting, preparing, and regu-
lating medicines in Greece to prevent confusion and ensure quality
in medical practices among doctors and pharmacists from diverse
backgrounds (Vouros et al. 1837). It includes key synonyms in
multiple languages, such as English, French, Italian, and, where
relevant, German and Turkish. For chemical preparations and
methods, it employed the most reliable and scientifically sound
practices, drawing on several scholarly works and the latest phar-
macopoeias from other nations (Vouros et al. 1837). Supported by
the newly established Hellenic Kingdom and the University of Otto
in Athens, this edition became Greece’s official pharmacopoeia
(Emmanuel and Dambergis 1969). Its alignment with the state’s
modernization efforts and the use of more up-to-date references
contributed to its widespread acceptance over Photeinos’ earlier
work (Barlagiannis et al. 2022; Vouros et al. 1837). Additionally,
Photeinos’ choice of Smyrna as the publication location may
presumably have limited its impact within Greece.

A comparison between Photeinos’ 1835 Hellenic Pharmacopoeia
and the 1837 edition reveals significant political and cultural shifts
of the era. While Photeinos’ work represented the culmination of
his personal efforts over three decades, the 1837 pharmacopoeia
was a collaborative project involving Greek and Bavarian scholars
from diverse fields. Published in Athens, the newly established
capital of Greece, and endorsed by the Royal Medical Council,
the 1837 edition gained state support and was closely linked to a
growing cultural and scientific center (Barlagiannis et al. 2022).
This institutional backing and collaborative approach made the
1837 edition not only scientifically rigorous but also broadly
accepted, as evidenced by its reprints in 1847 and 1865, followed
by a second edition in 1868 (Emmanuel and Dambergis 1969).
Additionally, while Photeinos’ 1835 edition was translated from
the Austrian Pharmacopoeia and written in simple Greek, the
1837 edition was eclectically compiled from multiple scholarly

Pharmazie 79 (2024)

sources and recent pharmacopoeias, using both standard Greek
and Latin to establish terminological consensus, which further
enhanced its authority and accessibility (Barlagiannis et al. 2022;
Vouros et al. 1837). Furthermore, the 1837 edition adhered to
contemporary regulations, such as the Royal Decree on Poisons of
April 11, 1835, making it legally more applicable for practical use
(Vouros et al. 1837).

The Austrian Pharmacopoeia, along with Austrian medico-phar-
maceutical institutions and traditions, significantly influenced
not only Photeinos’ work but also broader advancements in
Ottoman medicine (Chahrour 2007). In 1838, acting on behalf
of Sultan Mahmud II (r. 1808-1839), the Turkish ambassador to
the Habsburg Empire sought to recruit skilled physicians from the
Josephinian Military Academy of Medicine in Vienna to assist in
establishing the Imperial School of Medicine in Constantinople.
Consequently, Dr. Karl Ambros Bernard, Dr. Jakob Neuner, and
pharmacist Anton Hoffman were selected for this mission (Tekiner
2014). Bernard (1808-1844), a young Bohemian physician from
the Josephinian Academy with experience in cholera control along
the Galician-Russian border, was appointed as the director of the
Imperial School of Medicine. In addition to leading the school, he
established a pharmacy class, served on the Ottoman Quarantine
Committee, and, in 1844, published the Pharmacopoea Castrensis
Ottomana (Ottoman Military Pharmacopoeia) in both French and
Latin (Bernard 1844; Skopec 1987). This work drew upon the third
edition of the Pharmacopoea Castrensis Austriaca (Austrian Mili-
tary Pharmacopoeia), which had been published in Vienna in 1841
(Kletter 2015a; Tekiner and Mat 2009). Like Photeinos, Bernard
adapted European pharmaceutical practices to local needs, incor-
porating Turkish terms to enhance accessibility (Bernard 1844).
The works of Photeinos and Bernard illustrate the significant role
of Austrian pharmaceutical practices in shaping pharmacopoeias in
the region. The Austrian Pharmacopoeia’s influence exemplifies
the dynamic exchange of scientific knowledge between Europe
and the Eastern Mediterranean, marking a shift from earlier Italian
influences. The early influence of Italian scholarship is evident
in Ottoman translation of key works, including the Farmacopea
Ferrarese (Ferrara Pharmacopoeia) by Antonio Campana (c. 1751-
1833), a professor of pharmaceutical chemistry and botany, in
the late 18th century, and the Farmacopea Generale (General
Pharmacopoeia) by Luigi Valentino Brugnatelli (1761-1818), a
professor of chemistry who adopted the advancements of Antoine
Lavoisier’s chemical revolution and pioneered electroplating, in
the early 19" century (Tekiner 2024). Nevertheless, the influence
of the Austrian Pharmacopoeia would later be supplanted by the
Pharmacopée Frangaise (French Pharmacopoeia), which was
translated into Turkish by Dr. Hiiseyin Sabri in 1874 under the
title Diistiir al-Adwiya, following the period when French became
lingua franca of Ottoman pharmacy (Tekiner and Mat 2009).

7. Conclusion

The Hellenic Pharmacopoeia (1835) by Georgios Photeinos marks
a significant development in Eastern Mediterranean pharmacy,
blending European scientific and pharmaceutical traditions with
local practices. Although later overshadowed by the Hellenic
Pharmacopoeia (1837) published in Athens, Photeinos’ work was
one of the earliest attempts to make European pharmaceutical
knowledge accessible to Greek-speaking practitioners in both the
Ottoman Empire and the newly formed Greek state. Unlike its
Athenian successor, which received official endorsement from the
Greek monarchy, Photeinos’ pharmacopoeia remained an unoffi-
cial reference, functioning as a practical guide for local pharma-
cists and physicians without statutory authority.

Despite its lack of formal recognition, Photeinos’ work holds
historical significance for its cross-cultural and linguistic adapt-
ability. Drawing on the Austrian Pharmacopoeia as well as French
and Latin sources, Photeinos crafted a hybrid resource that incor-
porated Greek and Turkish terms, bridging Western European
pharmaceutical standards with Eastern Mediterranean practices.
This inclusivity made his work accessible to a diverse Greek-
speaking audience in the Ottoman Empire, demonstrating the
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potential of localized efforts to advance professionalization even
without centralized backing.

Photeinos’ pharmacopoeia illustrates the impact of unofficial texts
in shaping regional medical practice, emphasizing cultural adap-
tation over mere replication of Western standards. From a broader
historical perspective, it underscores the enduring legacy of phar-
macopoeias and technical literature in practical application and
cultural resonance, highlighting the role of intellectual adaptability
in the modernization of pharmaceutical sciences across diverse
socio-political landscapes.
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