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Introduction

The present volume hosts the proceedings of the conference ‘A Crossroad
between East and West : The Latin Medieval Translations of the Kitab al-Sifa” (Book
of the Cure) of Ibn Sina (Avicenna)’, which took place in Pisa, Scuola Normale
Superiore, on 1-3 July 2015 in the framework of the project ‘Philosophy on the
Border of Civilizations and Intellectual Endeavours: Towards a Critical Edition
of the Metaphysics (Ilahiyyat of Kitab al-Sifa’) of Avicenna (Ibn Sina)’, financed
by the European Research Council (ERC Advanced Grant, 2014-2019, www.
avicennaproject.eu). Some additional articles (N. Caminada, A. Astesiano, N.
Polloni, I. Panzeca) complement the papers first presented at the conference. The
decision to devote a conference expressly to the Latin translations of the various
parts of Avicenna’s philosophical masterpiece produced during the Middle Ages,
and, now, to publish the papers of the meeting in a self-standing volume that
deals comprehensively with the topic — in both cases for the first time, to the
best of our knowledge — finds its justification in the necessity of approaching
this key event of the Arabic-into-Latin transmission of philosophical culture in
a comprehensive rather than piecemeal way.

The Latin medieval translations of the magnum opus of Avicenna (Ibn Sina,
d. 428H/1037) in philosophy, the Kitab al-Sifa’ or Book of the Cure/Healing, are
interesting in many respects. First, these translations are ancient and valuable
witnesses of the Sifd’: in some cases their chronological distance from the period
of composition of Avicenna’s work (1020-1027 ca.) does not exceed one century
and a half. This temporal closeness makes the Latin translations at stake very
precious tools for the reconstruction of the original Arabic text of the Sifa’. Second,
they cover much of the Sifa: altogether, they encompass a large portion of this
massive encyclopedia of logic, natural philosophy, mathematics and metaphysics,
and convey into Latin a comprehensive picture of this highly articulated and
structured work, although they privilege some of its four main parts over others.
Third, numerous and important scholars of the time, many of whom were prime
exponents of the European philosophical scenario, acted as translators. These
noteworthy aspects of the complex of translations under investigation can be
adequately grasped only by means of a synoptic view, capable of highlighting
analogies and differences in content and style among the various translations,
and of tracing stable elements and developments in their temporal sequence.
Cumulatively, the papers delivered at the conference and gathered in the present
volume — with their status quaestionis and research agenda about each of the extant
translations, from logic to metaphysics — meet this task. These introductory pages
are meant to briefly sketch the framework in which the following contributions
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can be placed. The relevant data to be considered, expounded in details in the
articles of the volume, are summarized in the following table.

Conspectus of the Latin Translations of the Sifa’

Preface and (I) Logic (9 sections)
Sifa’ Preface | Madhal Magqalat | ‘Ibara | Qiyas | Burhan | Gadal | Safsata | Hitaba | Si‘r
Model --- Porphyry, | Categories | DeInt. | An. An. | Topica | EL Soph. | Rhetor. | Poet.
Isagoge Pr. Post.
Phase 1 - - - - - - -
Phase 2 — — — — - — — — fragm. | ---
(I1) Natural Philosophy (8 sections)
Sifa’ Sama‘ tabi 7 Sama’ | Kawn Af al wa- Ma ‘adin Nafs | Nabat | Hayawan
wa- wa- Infi ‘alat wa-Atar
‘Alam | Fasad ‘ulwiyya

Model Physica De Caelo | De Gen. Meteor. Meteor. De Ps.- Hist.

et Corr. Anima | Arist., | Part. Gen.

De Animal.
Plantis
Phase 1 - - --- ---
Phase 2 III.1- | --- | De Caelo | De Gen. | De Act. Pass. Libri --- | attested -
10 et Corr. | Qualitatum | Metheororum
Primarum
(111) Mathematics (4 sections)
Sifa’ Usitl al-handasa | ‘Ilm al-hay’a Hisab Gawami * ‘ilm al-mitsiqa
Model Euclid, Ptolemy, Nicomachus of Gerasa, Ptolemy,
Elements Almagest Introd. Arit. Harmonica
Phase 1 - - - -
Phase 2 - - - -
(IV) Metaphysics (1 section)

Sifa’ Tahiyyat
Model Metaphysics
Phase 1

Phase 2




INTRODUCTION X

1) Chronology. The Sifa’ was translated into Latin during the XII and XIII
centuries, in distinct places and moments. In a chronological perspective,
the translation activity can be grouped around two main phases. The first
phase (Phase 1 in the table) was generated by translators active in the city of
Toledo, or related to it for biographical reasons, from 1150 until circa 1250. The
second, less extensive and more shadowy phase (Phase 2) occurred in Burgos
in the second half of the XIII century. The second phase of translation looks
to be dependent on the first, and to be considered by the translators as its
continuation: significantly, the Latin translation of the first section of natural
philosophy starts in the second phase exactly where it had stopped in the first,
i.e. in correspondence with chapter III.1. The Spanish environment is not the
only common feature of these two phases. The second, with its exclusive focus
on the natural philosophy of the Sifa’, appears to share the same scientific
interests and operational options of the first phase, which had not exceeded the
boundaries of the natural philosophy and the metaphysics of the work, apart
from an incursion into its logic, with a conspicuous neglect of mathematics. The
main difference between the two phases holds a posteriori, and it is given by the
diffusion of the translations: whereas the versions produced during the first
phase enjoyed a wide circulation, the ones composed during the second phase
had a much more limited dissemination.

The Latin translations of the Sifa’, especially those produced during the first
phase of the translation activity, hold a very high chronological position among
the testimonia of the original Arabic text of the work. The Latin translation of
the metaphysical section of the work, the Ilahiyyat, documents this point in full
clarity. This translation was accomplished in the second half of the XII century,
probably in the third quarter of the century, under the title of Liber de Philosophia
prima sive Scientia divina, on the basis of an Arabic model that we cannot date
precisely and which could be potentially much older than the translation itself.
But, regardless of the exact date of the Arabic manuscript(s) on which the Latin
translation was made, this latter belongs to the small group of the most ancient
testimonies of the Ilahiyyat presently known, namely a sample of extant Arabic
manuscripts and some attested codices dating back to the V/XI and VI/XII
centuries. More precisely, at the present state of research, the Philosophia prima
figures in the ‘top ten’ of the most ancient extant witnesses of the work. Its
ancientness, noteworthy in itself, is even more remarkable, if we consider that
among the manuscripts at the basis of the current printing by means of which
we presently know the Ilahiyyat, i.e. the edition published in Cairo in 1960, the
most ancient dates back to the VII/XIII century, and that the Philosophia prima
conveys readings and ways of disposing chapters and structuring treatises that
look more original than those transmitted in the version according to which
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we are accustomed to approach Avicenna’s text. In other words, the Latin
translation is a witness of the Ilahiyyat which cannot be disregarded both by
present scholars interested in grasping precisely Avicenna’s original thought
in metaphysics, and by future editors undertaking the demanding task of a real
critical edition of his metaphysical magnum opus.

What applies to the Philosophia prima holds, mutatis mutandis, for all the other
parts of the Sifd’ translated into Latin during the first phase of translation, and
also, to a lesser degree, for the translations accomplished in the second phase.

IT) Extent. A substantial portion of Avicenna’s summa — which consists of
twenty-two distinct sections (nine of logic, eight of natural philosophy, four
of mathematics, plus the single section of metaphysics) and covers more than
five thousands pages in the standard printed edition of the Arabic text — was
made available to Latin scholars. Actually, if taken together and considered as
translations of one and the same Arabic work, as in fact they are, the distinct Latin
translations of the Sifa’ represent one of the most extensive translations from
Arabic into Latin ever made during the Middle Ages. More specifically, during the
aforementioned two phases of translation, three of the four main parts of the Sifa’
were translated into Latin: natural philosophy and metaphysics were translated
almost integrally (with the exception of the fourth treatise of the first section of
natural philosophy, which was strangely neglected during the second phase of
translations, and the last two chapters of the section of metaphysics, which were
summarized rather than translated verbatim). As to logic, only one entire section,
the first, corresponding to Porphyry’s Isagoge, and some excerpts of the fifth and
the eighth sections, corresponding respectively to the Posterior Analytics and the
Rhetoric, are extant (chapter 1.7 and scattered fragments, respectively), whereas
the remaining six sections were completely overlooked. By contrast, no section
of the mathematical part of the Sifa’ results to have been ever translated.

The decision by the Latin translators of ignoring the mathematics of the Sifa’,
and of paying greater attention to the natural philosophy and the metaphysics
of the work than to its logic, does not reflect the importance that Avicenna
himself ascribes to these disciplines in this summa: mathematics is one of its
substantial constituents — contrary to what happens in the case of other less
extensive summae by Avicenna, where mathematics is absent or is copied from
previous works — and logic is, by and large, the most extensive part of this
work. If we assume that a complete text of the Sifd’ was available in Andalusia
at the time of the translations, the translators’ selection of the parts of the
work to be rendered into Latin arguably mirrors their own interests and the
scientific needs of the intended audience of the translations: thanks to previous
translations, Latin readers had already at their disposal abundant material
regarding the Arabic quadrivium ; moreover, they were more attracted by a new
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and comprehensive world-view such as the one proposed by Avicenna, than by
a logical theory that, despite its originality, was less new in the Latin world.
In particular, the choice of privileging within the logic of the Sifa’ the section
dealing with Porphyry’s Isagoge might be a consequence of the still lively debate
on universals in Latin philosophy since the time of Roscelin, Abaelard and the
likes in the first half of the XII century. In other words, whereas the Avicenna
Arabus is, in the Sifa’, a logician and a mathematician no less than a natural
philosopher and a metaphysician, the Avicenna Latinus conveys an image of the
author much more leaning towards natural philosophy and metaphysics, thus
influencing the view of Avicenna that Western scholarship has had since then.

Of the three parts of the Sifa’ translated into Latin, the data regarding the
manuscript dissemination document a wider diffusion of natural philosophy
and metaphysics with respect to logic: the Logica of Avicenna counts 13 Latin
manuscripts, much fewer than those of the De Mineralibus (148 mss.) — transmitted
by a large number of testimonia due to the connection of the translation of this
part of the Sifa’ with the Latin translation of Aristotle’s Meteorology, to which it
was attached — the De Anima (50 mss.), the De Animalibus (33 mss.), the Philosophia
Prima (25 mss.), and the Liber primus naturalium I-111.1 (22 mss.). A much more
meager manuscript diffusion regards the Latin translation of the Preface (2
mss.) — namely the Introduction to the Sifd’ written by al-Giizgani, Avicenna’s
secretary and biographer, and the Prologue by Avicenna himself — and the
translation of the sections of natural philosophy accomplished during the second
phase (1 ms.). The Latin translation of the Preface, despite the interest of this
preliminary section of the Sifa’, counts few testimonia probably because of its
extrinsic connection with the translation of the part on logic; the same applies
to the translations of the sections of natural philosophy made available in Latin
during the second phase because of their production in a philosophical setting in
which Avicenna’s philosophy, after the translation of Averroes’ commentaries,
had ceased to function as a tool for interpreting Aristotle’s thought for Latin
readers, losing any pivotal position in university curricula. Since the largest
share of extant manuscripts of the most widespread translations has been
copied between the second half of the XIII century and the beginning of the XIV,
it seems that the ‘long wave’ of interest in Avicenna’s philosophical masterpiece
started dwindling around the middle of the XIV century, until its resurgence
with the Renaissance printings.

1) Translators. The Latin translators of the Sifa’ in the first phase of the
translation activity are among the prime exponents of Jewish and Latin
philosophy of the XII century. There is no need to emphasize the importance
and significance of figures like Abraham Ibn Daud (Avendauth in Latin),
Dominicus Gundissalinus, Alfred of Sareshel, and Michael Scot, who were not
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only translators, but also commentators and receptors of Avicenna’ thought, as
well as original thinkers with a clear-cut intellectual profile and a well-defined
cultural agenda. In the second phase of translation, Hermannus Alemannus
— the translator of the excerpts of the section on rhetoric — certainly holds a
status comparable to that of his predecessors, whereas Johannes Gunsalvi and
Salomon — to whom the translation of several sections of the natural philosophy
is ascribed — are for the moment more shadowy figures.

Both phases were characterized by team-work, at different levels and in
various degrees. More in particular, in both cases the translation activity was
marked by the cooperation of Jewish and Christian scholars under the patronage
of ecclesiastic authorities in Andalusia after the reconquista. The presence and
active contribution of the Jewish component in a cultural phenomenon that
prima facie seems to concern exclusively the transmission of philosophy from
the Muslim world to the Christian cultural environment is worth attention:
rather than linear, this process of cultural transmission has to be conceived as
triangular: Ibn Daud and Salomon, on the Jewish side, worked in cooperation
with, respectively, Gundissalinus and Johannes Gunsalvi, and under the patronage
of churchmen, on the Christian side, for the translation into Latin of the work of a
Muslim philosopher like Avicenna. If we tend to consider the Jewish component
of this process as less relevant than the Christian one, we have also to keep
in mind that this impression might just be a retrospective deformation of the
historical reality due to our present greater familiarity with the latter than with
the former. Ibn Daud, in particular, was the real promoter and sponsor of the first
and fundamental ‘Avicenna Latinus project’ in the Middle Ages. In other words,
the Latin translations of Avicenna’s Sifa’ are the result of the joint efforts of
distinct scholars that in some cases were unaware of each other for geographical
or historical reasons, but that in fact constitute in nuce a ‘community of learning’
and a small intercultural and cross-confessional ‘translation movement’ within
the larger framework of the transfer of knowledge from Arabic into Latin. Thus,
the Latin translations of the Sifa’ put us in front of a glaring example of fruitful
cultural interaction, capable of coexisting with, and in a way also of countering,
the fiery competition that took place, at the same time, on the religious, political,
and military side. The translations under consideration show that the so-called
‘dark Middle Ages’ of the Arab conquest and of the Crusades are also, at the same
time, the ‘bright Middle Ages’ of the transfer of culture from Muslim lands, by
means of Jewish scholars, into European universities, and of the circulation of
knowledge among intellectual communities of different creeds and religious
affiliations across the shores of the Mediterranean Sea.

IV) Context. If we enlarge the perspective and set the event under
consideration in the larger context of the translation movement from Arabic
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into Latin to which it belongs, we notice some interesting facts, which are also
guidelines for future research. First, the Sifd’ is the only philosophical work by
Avicenna systematically translated into Latin during the Middle Ages: among
the other Avicennian summae of philosophy, only some quotations or fragments
of the Kitab al-ISarat wa-1-Tanbihat (Book of Pointers and Reminders) and of the Kitab
al-Nagat (Book of the Salvation) are preserved in the Pugio Fidei of the Dominican
Ramon Marti in the XIII century. This positively documents the keen perception
that the Latin translators had of the paramount importance of the Sifa’ within
Avicenna’s philosophical output, and of the particularly enhanced Peripatetic
character of this summa, which was congruent with their search of an all-
encompassing interpretation of Aristotle.

However, in a second respect, the $ifa’ is in no way the only work of Avicenna
translated into Latin in the Middle Ages: also the important Qanin fi I-Tibb
(Canon of Medicine) and other minor medical works by Avicenna were made
available to Latin readers. The Canon was translated by Gerard of Cremona in
Toledo in the XII century, in the same place and time of the first phase of the
translation activity concerning the Sifa’. Thus, the two most important Toledan
schools of translations from Arabic into Latin (the team made by Ibn Daud and
Gundissalinus, on the one hand, and the school of Gerard of Cremona, on the
other) were engaged, almost at the same time, in the translation of Avicenna’s
two masterpieces in philosophy and in medicine respectively. The two works are
constitutively linked, since the zoology of the former is tributary to the anatomy
and physiology of the latter. The Toledan translators might have caught this
intimate bond. For sure, the Latin receptions of these two works cannot be
studied separately, since one has certainly influenced the other, in ways that
have still to be explored in detail.

Third, the Latin translations of Avicenna’s works are not an isolated case,
since they are both preceded and followed by many other translations of Arabic
works into Latin, through which a considerable amount of Arabic philosophy
and science became available to Latin readers. The specific role and peculiar
interactions of the translations of Avicenna within this larger framework
remain to be studied more closely. In particular, the Latin reception of
Avicenna’s philosophy cannot be accurately understood without keeping into
consideration the existence and circulation of translations of his ‘summarizer’
and ‘follower’ Algazel (al-Gazali, d. 1111, of which Latin readers of the XII and
XIII centuries knew only the digest of Avicenna’s philosophy entitled Magasid
al-Falasifa, Intentions/Doctrines of the Philosophers), and of his ‘enemy’ and ‘critic’
Averroes (Ibn Rusd, d. 1198).

Finally, Latin is not the only medieval language in which Avicenna’s Sifa’ was
translated. Hebrew and Persian translations of the work are also extant, and



XIV AMOS BERTOLACCI, TOMMASO ALPINA

extensive quotations of it in Syriac are preserved. A synoptic view of the way
in which the translations of the Sifa’ in these different languages differ from, or
are similar to one another, in terms of extent, style, and impact, is also a major
desideratum of future research. This kind of comparative approach can shed light
not only on the width of the influence of Avicenna’s masterpiece in philosophy
from Muslim Spain until India, but also on the intellectual trends at work in the
distinct linguistic and cultural environments in which this work left its mark.

kkk

There is no need to enter into further detail, since most of the sections of the
Sifa’ translated into Latin will be the object of at least one paper in the present
volume. The order in which the articles are presented is thematic — from
logic, through natural philosophy, to metaphysics — disregarding whether the
consecutive sections of the Sifa’ taken into consideration were translated into
Latin during the first or the second phase of the translation activity.

In the first contribution, Frangoise Hudry documents the literary richness of
the language employed by the Latin translator of the Madhal, the first section of
the logic of the Sifd’ corresponding to Porphyry’s Isagoge. She also endeavors to
assess the identity of the translator of the parts of this translation of uncertain
authorship : on the basis of the ascription to Ibn Daud of the translation of chapter
1.12 attested by manuscripts, she collects the evidence pointing at this latter as
the possible translator of the entire Madhal. Her findings, if compared with the
alternative opinion of M. Alonso Alonso (now corroborated by the computational
techniques employed by Dag N. Hasse), according to which Gundissalinus is a
more likely candidate, raise the interesting question of whether this translation
might have resulted from some kind of synergy between the two.

By examining the manuscript tradition of Avicenna’s Madhal, and comparing
fifty-nine witnesses of the Arabic text with the Latin translation, Silvia Di
Vincenzo advances the persuasive hypothesis that there were two different
recensions of this section of Avicenna’s Sifd’, an earlier one, which is preserved
in eleven manuscripts, the Latin translation, and the early indirect tradition of
the work, and might correspond to Avicenna’s first version of the text, and a
later one, which she labels versio vulgata.

Niccold Caminada enters into the scholarly debate about the hypothesis that
Albertus Magnus might have known, alone among all Latin thinkers, otherwise
unattested Latin translations of the second, third, and fifth section of the logic of
the Sifa’, a possibility, first advanced by M. Grignaschi in the seventies, that now
several scholars see with skepticism. Caminada confirms that, at least in the case
of the Magqilat (Categories) of the Sifa’, Grignaschi’s hypothesis is hardly tenable.
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In his article Riccardo Strobino discusses the relationship between chapter
11.7 of Avicenna’s Kitab al-Burhan (Book of Demonstration) and its XII century Latin
translation by Dominicus Gundissalinus (fl. ca 1150), famously incorporated by
the latter as an independent section in his own De divisione philosophiae. This
chapter turns out to be extremely important on both the philosophical and
philological ground, since it represents the only part of Avicenna’s Burhan
available in Latin translation.

Gaia Celli and Frédérique Woerther devote their papers to Hermannus
Alemannus’ (fl. XIII century) Arabic-Latin translation of Aristotle’s Rhetoric. Celli
deals primarily with two excerpts from the Kitab al-Hitaba (Book of Rhetoric) of
Avicenna’s Sifa’, which Hermannus inserted in his translation in order to substitute
or explain difficult passages of the Aristotelian text. Likewise, Woerther focuses
on the way in which Hermannus uses quotations from Farabi’s and Averroes’
commentaries in order to provide a general framework against which Hermannus’
use of quotations in his translation of Aristotle’s Rhetoric can be assessed.

In his article, as a prolegomenon to his forthcoming critical edition of the
third treatise of the Latin translation of Al-Sama ‘ al-tabi T (Physics) of Avicenna’s
Sifa’, Jules Janssens provides a general overview of the translation techniques
used therein on the basis of a close scrutiny of a large sample of passages. In
particular, he points out the similarities and the differences between the two
phases in which this (partial) translation of the first section of the natural
philosophy of the Sifa” was accomplished.

Alessia Astesiano discusses the way in which in Sama " tabi 7, I11.6 Avicenna
interprets the Aristotelian tenet according to which every motion has an
end, but not a beginning (Physics, book VI). The major task of the article is to
clarify the most significant passages of this chapter from a doctrinal as well as
a textual point of view. In order to achieve her aim, the author examines the
most ancient witnesses of the manuscript tradition of Avicenna’s Physics, many
of which have not been taken into consideration in the previous editions, as
well as the Latin medieval translation.

The contribution by Cristina Cerami is devoted to Al-Sama’ wa-I- ‘alam (On the
Heaven and the Universe, different from the pseudo-Avicennian De Caelo et Mundo),
the second section of the natural philosophy of the Sifa’. In particular, the
author provides a comprehensive study of its structure, goals, and place within
the framework of Avicenna’s natural philosophy. The two major conclusions
of the contribution are that, without being a standard treatise of cosmology,
Avicenna’s treatise must be seen as a study of the five simple bodies that
constitute the universe as a whole, and that, within a broader philosophical and
historical context, Avicenna’s investigation aims at rebuking a neo-Philoponian
trend among his contemporaries.
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By taking as point of departure the contributions by J.-M. Mandosio on the
topic, Silvia Di Donato assumes the Latin translation of Avicenna’s Al-Ma ‘adin wa-
I-Atar al- ‘ulwiyya (On Minerals and Upper Impressions) as a privileged observation
point to single out some characteristic aspects of the reception of Avicenna’s
libri naturales and, in particular, of the Meteorology in the Latin West. The analysis
conducted on this work highlights that the Avicennian text played the role of an
authoritative reference of Aristotelianism.

Elisa Rubino devotes her contribution to Alfred of Sareshel’s commentary
on Avicenna’s De mineralibus, which is the last part of his more extensive
commentary on Aristotle’s Meteorologica. The glosses that constitute this
commentary, identified by James K. Otte in 1993, have remained unedited until
today. This contribution fills this gap in scholarship by offering the first edition
of the Alfredian glosses on De mineralibus, which represent, together with the
commented text (De mineralibus), an important step in the scientific study of
mineralogy in the Middle Ages.

In his article Tommaso Alpina reconstructs the textual and editorial
vicissitudes of chapters 2-9 of Avicenna’s medical treatise Magala fi l-adwiya al-
qalbiyya (On Cardiac Remedies, De medicinis cordialibus in the Latin translation) that
al-Giizgani inserted between the end of the fourth treatise and the beginning of
the fifth treatise of Avicenna’s Kitab al-Nafs (Book of the Soul). In particular, Alpina
detects the reason why al-Giizgani inserted this excerpt in this precise place of
the Book of the Soul in the necessity of providing the brief outline of Avicenna’s
theory of emotions in Nafs, IV.4 with its medical background. Furthermore,
Alpina provides a close scrutiny of the Arabic textual tradition of this insertion,
and investigates its relation to the Latin manuscript tradition preserving the
Book of the Soul, by which the insertion is unanimously attested.

The contribution by Aafke M. 1. van Oppenraay provides an overview of the
status quaestionis and the current research agenda of Michael Scot’s Arabic-Latin
translation of Avicenna’s Kitab al-Hayawan (Book of Animals, Liber de animalibus in
the Latin translation), the eighth section of the natural philosophy of the Sifa".
Firstly, the author summarizes what has been already ascertained about this
work and its author. Secondly, she offers a survey of the manuscript tradition
and dissemination of this translation, and provides the proemium of the Latin
translation as a sample of her forthcoming edition.

Riidiger Arnzen analyzes the phenomenon of double translations (legons
doubles) in medieval Graeco-Latin and Arabic-Latin translations. In the first part
of the article, the author deals in general with the nature and the correct way
of understanding this phenomenon in Arabic-Latin translations, as well as with
recent attempts at historical and philological explanations of its emergence. In
the second part, he examines various types of double translations in the Latin
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version of Avicenna’s Ilahiyyat ([Science of] Divine Things), i.e. the metaphysics of
the Sifa’, and provides some observations on their different causes.

The article by Alfonso Quartucci focuses on the original notion of ‘first subject
of science’, which Avicenna elaborated in connection with the epistemological
structure of metaphysics, and on its deep influence on Latin medieval philosophy.
In the first part of the article, the author determines the exact meaning of the
expression al-mawdi ‘ al-awwal (first subject) as it is employed in Ilahiyyat, 1.1-2. In
the second part, the Latin reception of the Avicennian notion is investigated by
taking into account the Latin translation of Avicenna’s work in order to explain
how and to which extent Latin authors could and actually did understand the
Avicennian notion of ‘first subject’.

Amos Bertolacci analyzes the evidence available in Arabic sources that
supports the hypothesis according to which the medieval Latin translation of
the metaphysics of Avicenna’s Sifa’ is rooted in its Arabic background when it
conveys an account of treatise V of the work (called ‘Versio Latina’) alternative
to the one that can be found in the majority of codices and in current printings
(‘Versio Vulgata’). The author argues that the ‘Versio Latina’ is more ancient
than the ‘Versio Vulgata’, and conclusively discusses the main issues that future
research is asked to address in order to corroborate the hypothesis of a multiple
recension of the Ilahiyyat.

Nicola Polloni devotes his article to the analysis of the peculiarities of
Dominicus Gundissalinus’ reading and use of Avicenna’s writings in his original
works. This article points out that Gundissalinus grounds his own speculation
upon a structural bond with key-doctrines of the Persian philosopher as
expressed in the Latin translation of the Sifd’. In particular, he stresses that
Avicenna’s psychology, epistemology, and metaphysics provide Gundissalinus
with a different set of answers to at least two main questions, i.e. the problem
of creatural existence and cosmological causation, and the necessity of a new
system of knowledge.

Lastly, the article by Ivana Panzeca presents a preliminary study of the attested
Persian translations of the metaphysics of the Sifa’, which have been carried out
within the context of the Safavid cultural Renaissance (X/XVI-XII/XVIII).

The type of analysis proposed in the single articles is uneven, depending
on the availability, or lack thereof, of a more or less trustworthy text of the
translations under consideration in the critical editions of the Avicenna Latinus
series, or in Renaissance printings like the one published in Venice in 1508 and
later publications, and on the ensuing richness or scarceness of previous scholarly
research. Thus, some contributions can rely on a greater amount of previous
studies, which they evaluate critically or update with new discoveries, whereas
others are real pioneering incursions into almost unexplored research avenues.
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Likewise, some articles face the Latin translation of a particular section of the
Sifa’ ex professo, whereas others use the Latin translation as evidential basis to
unravel philological or doctrinal issues. The volume remains significantly ‘open’
at both its ends — with an initial investigation of the literary and philosophical
background of the translation of the Madhal, and a final analysis of the impact of
Avicenna’s philosophy on the original works of one of its Latin translators and
earliest recipients (Gundissalinus), as well as of the first step of the circulation of
his metaphysics in Iranian culture by means of Persian translations — to signify
its nature of starting-point of a wider and deeper research.

We wish conclusively to thank the participants at the conference whose
papers are not published here: Ghorban ‘Ali Pourmarjan (former Director of
the Istituto Culturale dell'lran in Rome), and the professors Charles Burnett,
Dag N. Hasse, Jean-Marc Mandosio, and Marwan Rashed. We are also grateful
to the scholars who kindly accepted to chair the conference sessions, especially
Maroun Aouad, and Mohammad J. Esmaeili. Our gratitude goes also to Maria
Scermino and to the staff of the Scuola Normale Superiore in Pisa for their help
in the organization of the meeting, and to Mario Bertagna for the editing of the
volume and the preparation of the indices. A very special thought goes to the
regretted Mauro Zonta, who had kindly accepted to publish in the present issue
a contribution on the Hebrew translations of the Sifd’. A specimen of Zonta’s
outstanding scholarship, which will continue to nourish our understanding of
the field of Arabic-Islamic and Hebrew-Jewish studies for the decades to come,
would have greatly enriched the content of the present volume and substantially
raised its level. Events have tragically decided otherwise: our sincere esteem
and deep gratitude to Mauro, together with a profound sense of loss, remain.

Amos BERTOLACCI
TomMASO ALPINA
Scuola Normale Superiore
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La traduction latine de la Logica Avicennae et son auteur

Ayant longtemps travaillé a I'édition critique de la Logica Avicennae' que
m’avaient confiée Marie-Thérése d’Alverny et Simone Van Riet, je voudrais
examiner la place et la qualité de son traducteur arabo-latin appelé Avendauth.

La Logica Avicennae est la traduction latine faite au XII°® siécle a Toléde du
commentaire du philosophe arabe Avicenne (ca.980-1037) sur I'Isagoge de
Porphyre, philosophe de langue grecque du III* siécle. Ce texte arabe (al-Madhal)
est le premier de I'encyclopédie d’Avicenne intitulée Kitab al-Sifa’ ou Livre de la
Guérison (en anglais The Cure). 1l en ouvre la section logique (al-Mantig).

Au milieu du XII° siécle naquit a Tolede le projet de faire une traduction
latine de cette encyclopédie philosophique arabe, du Sifa”entier. On en trouve la
proposition sous la plume de ce personnage appelé chez les Latins Avendauth, qui
se qualifie spontanément de Israelita dans la bréve missive offrant la traduction
de la Logica a 'archevéque de Toléde, puis de Israelita philosophus dans la dédicace
de la traduction du De anima d’Avicenne exécutée plus tard conjointement avec
Dominique Gundisalvi®

L'intéressante suggestion, dés 1954°, de Marie-Thérése d’Alverny de voir
dans ce personnage le philosophe juif de langue arabe contemporain, Abraham
Ibn Daud ou Ben David Halevi (c.1110-1180), trouve enfin aujourd’hui une
confirmation scientifiquement valable dans le domaine des mathématiques
pratiques de langue arabe étudiées a la cathédrale de Tolede.

Gad Freudenthal, dans un article récapitulatif, passe en revue les progres
accomplis ces derniéres années jusqu'a ce «decisive progress, allowing us
to consider the identity as definitely demonstrated »*. En s’appuyant sur les

!Logica Avicennae. Traduction latine médiévale de Avicennt, as-Sifa’, al-Madkhal. Edition critique
annotée accompagnée d’une recherche des sources grecques, par F. Hupry, Paris, Editions Vrin,
coll. Sic et Non (& paraitre).

Voir les textes infra, pp. 3 et 5.

SM.-T. D’Averny, Avendauth?, in Homengje a Millas-Vallicrosa, 1, Consejo Superior de
Investigaciones Cientificas, Barcelona 1954, pp. 19-43, repr. in Eap., Avicenne en Occident, Vrin,
Paris 1993, n°vi.

% G. FreubeNTHAL, Abraham Ibn Daud, Avendauth, Dominicus Gundissalinus and Practical Mathematics
in Mid-Twelfth Century Toledo, « Aleph », 16/1, 2016, pp. 61-106 (104).

« Documenti e studi sulla tradizione filosofica medievale » XXVIII (2017)
ISSN 1122-5750 — ISBN 978-88-8450-812-6
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résultats ainsi recueillis et approuvés®, on peut donc s’autoriser aujourd’hui a
considérer I'identité des deux personnages Avendauth et Abraham Ibn Daud
comme reconnue et acquise.

Abraham Ibn Daud vécut d’abord a Cordoue. Contraint de quitter la ville avec
ses coreligionnaires a 'arrivée en Andalousie de la nouvelle dynastie almohade
hostile aux Juifs (1148), Ibn Daud suivit leur exode poussé jusqu’a Toléde®. Il nous
en a laissé le récit dans son ouvrage Sefer ha-Qabbalah ou Livre de la tradition’. 1l
écrivit un autre ouvrage historique, une chronique d’histoire romaine intitulée
Zikhron Divrey Romi® qui comprend un survol d’histoire romaine complété par
plusieurs considérations sur 'histoire des Goths en Espagne. L'intention de
I'auteur semble avoir été de renseigner la communauté juive vivant en pays
chrétien sur I'histoire et la tradition de son environnement. Ce qui pourrait
indiquer, comme 'a suggéré Shlomo Pineés’, que Ibn Daud utilisa des chroniques
historiques en latin ou en langue romane espagnole, ou les deux, et qu’il
s'intéressait a son environnement chrétien.

Désormais installé a Tolede, oui il avait recu des Latins le nom d’Avendauth,
il chercha un mécéne a qui présenter son projet d’une traduction latine de
Iencyclopédie d’Avicenne Kitab al-Sifa’.

Nous examinerons successivement Avendauth initiateur de la traduction du
Sifa’ et Avendauth traducteur de la Logica Avicennae.

® Dans larticle cité supra sont rappelés notamment, concernant Avendauth, les travaux de
C. Burnerr, Arabic into Latin in the Middle Ages. The Translators and their Intellectual and Social Context,
Variorum, Ashgate 2009, en particulier: The Coherence of the Arabic-Latin Translation Programme in
Toledo in the Twelfth Century, « Science in Context », 14, 2001, pp. 249-288 [Article VII]; Iv., Translating
from Arabic into Latin: Theory, Practice, and Criticism, in S. G. Lorts, P. W. Rosemann eds., Editer, traduire,
interpréter : Essais de méthodologie philosophique, Peeters, Louvain 1997 ; M. Zonta, The Jewish Mediation
in the Transmission of Arabo-Islamic Science and Philosophy to the Latin Middle Ages. Historical Overview and
Perspective of Research, in A. Speer, L. WEGENER, eds., Wissen tiber Grenzen : Arabisches Wissen und lateinisches
Mittelalter, Walter de Gruyter, Berlin 2006, pp. 89-105; A. Bertoracct, A Community of Translators: The
Latin Medieval Versions of Avicenna’s Book of the Cure, in C.].Mews, J.N.Crossiey eds., Communities of
Learning: Networks and the Shaping of Intellectual Identity in Europe, 1100-1500, Brepols, Turnhout 2011
(Europa Sacra, vol. 9), pp.37-54; Y. Scuwartz, Die Rezeption philosophischer Schriften aus dem Judentum,
in P. Scuurthess ed., Grundriss der Geschichte der Philosophie. Reihe Mittelalter. 13. Jahrhundert (a paraitre).

8 R. FontamE, Abraham Ibn Daud, in E. N. Zatta ed., The Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy (Spring
2015 Ed.), URL=http://plato.stanford.edu/archives/spr2015/entries/abraham-daud,/.

7 G. D. ConeN, A critical Edition with a Translation and Notes of The Book of Tradition (Sefer Ha-
Qabbalah) by Abraham ibn Daud, The Jewish Publication Society of America, Philadelphia 1967,
pp. 96-99. Je remercie Madame Colette Sirat de m’avoir communiqué ce texte.

8 K. Veniow, Abraham Ibn Daud’s Dorot ‘Olam (Generations of the Ages). A Critical Edition and
Translation of Zikhron Divrey Romi, Divrey Malkhey Isra’el and the Midrash on Zechariah, Brill,
Leiden - Boston 2013.

?'S. Pines, Scholasticism after Thomas Aquinas and the Teachings of Hasdai Crescas and his Predecessors,
«Proceedings of the Israel Academy of Sciences and Humanities », vol. I, n°10, Israel Academy of
Sciences and Humanities, Jerusalem 1967, pp. 98-99. Je remercie vivement Madame Colette Sirat
de m’avoir également communiqué ce texte.
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I. AVENDAUTH INITIATEUR DE LA TRADUCTION DU SIFA’

Il faut reprendre le texte de la courte lettre latine, sans adresse, qui se trouve
placée en téte de la traduction de la Logica Avicennae:

«Verba Avendeuth Israelitae®

Studiosam animam vestram ad appetitum translationis libri Avicennae quem
Asschiphe, id est Sufficientiam, nuncupavit, invitare cupiens, quaedam capitula
intentionum universalium, quae negotio logico praeposuit in principio istius
libri, Dominationi vestrae curavi in latinum eloquium ex arabico transmutare.
Tamen, quia in plerisque codicibus in principio libri totius prologus cuiusdam
discipuli ipsius invenitur appositus, ex quo plura colligi possunt tam de vita
quam de scriptis praefati viri, ipsum quoque transfundere duxi cum capitulis
memoratis. Qui sic incipit... ».

«Paroles de I'lsraélite Avendauth

Désireux d’éveiller votre me zélée a I'envie d’une traduction du livre d’Avicenne
qu'il a intitulé al-Sifa’, c’est-a-dire Sufficientia, j’ai pris soin de convertir d’arabe
en langue latine pour votre Seigneurie, certains chapitres sur les notions des
universaux qu'il a placés en téte de la section logique, au commencement de cet
ouvrage. Cependant, puisque dans la plupart des manuscrits, on trouve au début
de I'ensemble de I'ouvrage le prologue d’un disciple qui permet de recueillir
plusieurs renseignements tant sur la vie que sur les écrits de cet auteur, j’ai pensé
le faire passer, lui aussi, d'une langue dans I'autre avec les chapitres mentionnés.
Il commence ainsi... ».

En relisant ce court texte, on constate qu’il n’est ni une dédicace a I'archevé-
que de Toléde ni un prologue du Sifa’ puisqu’il n’a pas Avicenne pour auteur et
qu’il n’envisage pas globalement le contenu de 'ouvrage.

C’est une simple lettre a «votre Seigneurie» pour lui présenter a titre
d’échantillon la traduction latine d’un texte du Sifa" afin de lui montrer I'intérét
qu’en offrirait une traduction compléte. Les mots quaedam capitula intentionum
universalium, quae negotio logico praeposuit in principio istius libri, «certains
chapitres sur les notions des universaux qu’il <Avicenne> a placés en téte de

10 praprés le ms. Cittd del Vaticano, Vaticanus latinus 4428 (U), fol. 1r. Le texte est aussi
conservé dans le ms. Brugge, Stedelijke Openbare Bibliotheek 510 (B), fol. 37v, base de I’édition de
A. BIRKENMAJER, Avicennas Vorrede zum Liber Sufficientiae und Roger Bacon, « Revue néoscolastique de
philosophie », 36, 1934, pp. 308-320 (314-319), repr. in Etudes d’histoire des sciences et de la philosophie
du Moyen-Age, Zaklad Narodowy Imienia Ossolinskich, Wroctaw - Warszawa - Krakéw 1970 (Studia
copernicana 1), pp. 89-101 (95-98). Le titre trop rapide de I'édition Birkenmajer a nui a I'identifi-
cation précise du texte.
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la section logique, au commencement de cet ouvrage <le Sifa>» désignent le
commentaire du philosophe arabe sur I'Isagoge de Porphyre. Ils ne représentent
qu'un quinziéme environ de sa Logique et sont distincts du prologue du disciple
dont parle ensuite Avendauth. Il n’y a plus a hésiter sur le sens du mot universalia,
puisque dans la traduction méme d’Avicenne il est utilisé pour désigner I'Isagoge
de Porphyre: «Hae sunt communitates et differentiae, et vulgatae, quas
posuit qui de hiis quinque universalibus primus librum fecit ». Telles sont les
ressemblances et différences, d’ailleurs bien connues, qu’a posées celui qui le
premier fit un livre sur ces cinq universaux (Logica Avicennae 11, 3).

Quand Avendauth écrit cette lettre, il distingue bien les trois niveaux de
textes: les capitula, c’est-a-dire le commentaire de I'lsagoge proprement dit (al-
Madhal) qui se situe au début de la section logique (negotium logicum) ou al-Mantiq,
laquelle se situe elle-méme au début de I'ouvrage encyclopédique al-Sifa **. Le fait
qu’il parle de capitula au pluriel, repris a la fin du texte par cum capitulis memoratis,
indique bien qu'il s’agit de 'ensemble de I'Isagoge commentée d’Avicenne, puisque
'ouvrage traite en plusieurs chapitres des différents universaux.

Avendauth joint a son envoi la traduction des souvenirs du disciple d’Avicenne
Abii ‘Ubayd ‘Abd al-Wahid ibn Muhammad al-Giizgani sur sa vie avec son maitre
(Verba discipuli), qui se trouve en téte de I'encyclopédie compléte «dans la
plupart des manuscrits » arabes, selon son expression.

Le texte d’Avicenne lui-méme intitulé Verba Avicennae, qui porte sur la succession
de ses écrits, est la traduction du chapitre arabe I-1 de la Logica. Avendauth ne le
mentionne pas spécialement, puisqu'’il fait partie des capitula de al-Madhal bien qu'il
ait été rédigé plus tard par Avicenne'? 1l constitue un complément a la biographie
du maitre. Avendauth avait ainsi réuni un dossier fourni sur Avicenne afin de
renseigner son interlocuteur. Nous I'appellerons «le dossier d’Avendauth ».

En raison des mots de la lettre Dominationi vestrae « pour votre Seigneurie », le
destinataire en est I'archevéque de Toléde Jean de Castelmoron (1152-1166), auquel
fut présentée, quelque temps apres, la traduction du Deanima d’Avicenne par le méme
Avendauth associé a Dominique Gundisalvi. Il faut prendre aussi en considération le
ton de cette dédicace et les termes différents utilisés en cette seconde occasion™:

" 1gn Sing, al-Sifa’, al-Mantiq, al-Madhal, éd. 1.B. Mapktr, G.S. Qanawiri, M. AL-HUDAYRI, A. F. AL-
Auwini, Al-Matba'a al-amiriyya, Le Caire 1952.

12D, Guras, Avicenna and the Aristotelian Tradition. Introduction to Reading Avicenna’s Philosophical
Works. Second, Revised and Enlarged Edition Including an Inventory of Avicenna’s Authentic
Works, Brill, Leiden - Boston 2014, pp. 41-42.

3 Simone Van Riet a bien remarqué la différence de ton et de vocabulaire entre ce texte et
les Verba Avendauth de la Logica. Mais elle considére ceux-ci comme une autre dédicace, Avicenna
Latinus. Liber de Anima seu Sextus de naturalibus, I-1I-111, éd. S. Van Riet, Peeters - Brill, Louvain-Leiden
1972, p.101% n.33. L’édition de la dédicace du De anima suit dans cette édition, p. 103*-104* et p. 3-4;
D’ALVERNY, Avendauth ? cit., pp.33-34; C.S.F.Burnert, Some Comments on the Translating of Works from
Arabic into Latin in the Mid-Twelfth Century, « Miscellanea Mediaevalia », 17, 1985, pp. 165-167.
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«Iohanni reverentissimo Toletanae sedis archiepiscopo et Yspaniarum primati,
Avendeuth israelita philosophus gratum debitae servitutis obsequium <..>
iussum vestrum, Domine, de transferendo libro Avicennae philosophi De anima
effectui mancipare curavi, quatinus vestro munere et nostro labore Latinis fieret
certum... ».

«A Jean, révérendissime archevéque du siége de Toléde et primat des Espagnes,
le philosophe juif Avendauth, en hommage reconnaissant de soumission due, <...>
jai pris soin, Monseigneur, de transmettre pour effet votre ordre concernant la
traduction du livre du philosophe Avicenne Sur I'dme, afin que, grice a votre don
et a notre labeur, il devienne clair pour les Latins... ».

Comme il est normal pour la présentation d'un ouvrage achevé, le ton est
ici officiel, 'adresse solennelle et la conclusion exprimée en termes de mission
accomplie:

«Habetis ergo librum, vobis praecipiente et me singula verba vulgariter
proferente et Dominico archidiacono singula in latinum convertente, ex arabico
translatum ».

«Voici donc le livre traduit de I'arabe, grice a vous qui le commanditez, a moi qui
le prononce mot a mot a la fagon populaire, et a I'archidiacre Dominique qui le
convertit mot a mot en latin ».

On a beaucoup répété ces précisions données par Avendauth sur la méthode
conjointe suivie par Dominique Gundisalvi et lui-méme pour traduire le De
anima d’Avicenne. A force de les répéter, on a fini par ne voir en Avendauth
qu’un modeste subalterne donnant au latiniste la forme du mot en arabe parlé
(vulgariter proferente) pour que celui-ci trouve le mot latin correspondant.

Dans la lettre que nous avons lue au début (Verba Avendeuth Israelitae),
Avendauth dit pourtant qu’il a traduit lui-méme non seulement les chapitres sur
les universaux, c’est-a-dire le commentaire de I'Isagoge, mais aussi les prologues
en arabe que donnent les manuscrits. Il faut remarquer en effet, avec Silvia Di
Vincenzo, la différence entre curavi in latinum eloquium ex arabico transmutare,
«j'aiprissoinde convertir d’arabe enlangue latine » et 'expression utilisée dansla
dédicace du De anima: effectui mancipare curavi, «j’ai pris soin de transmettre pour
effet », qui indique clairement le recours a un tiers, en I'occurrence Dominique
Gundisalvi®. Comme I'a indiqué Marie-Thérése d’Alverny, Avendauth joue ici

1S, D1 ViNcEnzo, Avicenna’s Isagoge, Chap. I, 12, De universalibus: Some Observations on the Latin
Translation, « Oriens », 40, 2012, pp.438-439, n. 3.

15'N. Potront, Elementi per una biografia di Dominicus Gundisalvi, « Archives d’Histoire Doctrinale
et Littéraire du Moyen-Age » (AHDLMA), 82, 2015, pp. 7-22 (18).



6 FRANCOISE HUDRY

le rdle principal alors que «le latiniste <...> est présenté comme un acolyte »*.
Et elle souligne ailleurs qu'il est rare que I'arabisant prenne la premiere place
dans une équipe de traducteurs, ce qui montre I'importance ici du personnage'’.
Cependant, la recherche latine n’a pas cherché a le connaitre.

C’est ce méme philosophe israélite Avendauth' qui s'est adressé
précédemment de sa propre autorité au méme archevéque, sur un ton beaucoup
plus simple et plus personnel, se présentant simplement comme Avendauth
Israelita et prenant la liberté (invitare cupiens...) de I'encourager a vouloir une
traduction latine du Sifa’ (ad appetitum translationis), en lui parlant du contenu
des manuscrits, en lui présentant un échantillon de I'ouvrage®. Avendauth/Tbn
Daud a choisi dans la Logique qui ouvre 'ouvrage encyclopédique du philosophe
arabe, le commentaire de I'Isagoge de Porphyre bien connue des Latins grace a
Boece. Les universaux étaient un sujet de prédilection des écoles latines, auquel
s'intéressait également Ibn Daud. 1l en traite lui-méme au début de son ouvrage
ha-Emunah ha-Ramah ou La foi sublime de 1160-1161%.

Certes, I'interprétation traditionnelle dénie a Avendauth toute connaissance
du latin. Mais alors pourquoi Avendauth dit-il dans les Verba Avendeuth Israelitae
que nous venons de lire que c’est lui qui a traduit de I'arabe en latin (curavi
in latinum eloquium ex arabico transmutare) a la fois la Logica et le prologue du
disciple (ipsum quoque transfundere duxi cum capitulis memoratis) ? Pour essayer
de comprendre, il faut ici prendre ces paroles au sérieux et considérer les faits.

La Logica Avicennae nous permet d’examiner deux sortes de textes que les
manuscrits nous disent traduits par Avendauth: les textes biographiques donc
narratifs (Verba discipuli et Verba Avicennae) présentés par les Verba Avendeuth
cités®! et un texte philosophique précis: le chapitre I-12 arabe, intitulé en latin
De universalibus, que quatre manuscrits disent traduit par Avendauth et tiré de
la Logique (par ex. translatus a Buen Deut de libro Avicenne de loyca, ms. D), et un
autre qui I'attribue a Avendauth a partir de la Métaphysique 1.V d’Avicenne (liber
Avendeuth de universalibus asumptus ex quinto Methaphysice (sic) Avicenne, ms. 0).

1 M.-T. p’ALvERNY, Les traductions a deux interprétes, d’arabe en langue vernaculaire et de langue ver-
naculaire en latin, in Traduction et traducteurs au Moyen Age. Colloques internationaux du CNRS, IRHT
26-28 mai 1986. Editions du CNRS, Paris 1989, pp. 193-206 (195), reproduit dans Eap., La transmission
des textes philosophiques et scientifiques au Moyen Age, ed. C. Burnert, Variorum, Ashgate 1994, n°ui.

7 M.-T. ’ALverny, Les traductions d’Avicenne (Moyen Age et Renaissance), « Problemi attuali di
Scienza e di Cultura, Quaderno n°40 (Avicenna nella storia della cultura medievale) », Rome 1957,
pp- 71-87, repr. in Eap., Avicenne en Occident cit., n°v, p.73.

8 Sur le role déterminant d’Avendauth, Berroracct, A Community of Translators cit., pp. 52-54.

19 FreupEnTHAL, Abraham Ibn Daud, Avendauth, Dominicus Gundissalinus cit., p. 70.

2 R, (alias T. A. M.) Fontang, In Defence of Judaism: Abraham Ibn Daoud. Sources and Structure of
ha-Emunah ha-Ramah, Van Gorcum, Assen 1990 (Studia Semitica Neerlandica), pp. 13-20. L’auteur
souligne que Ibn Daud et Gundisalvi se sont intéressés aux mémes textes, ibid., pp. 262-263.

2L Cf. supra, p. 3.
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II. 1. AVENDAUTH TRADUCTEUR DES TEXTES NARRATIFS (VERBA DISCIPULI ET VERBA AVICENNAE)

Dans I'hypothése ou Avendauth/Ibn Daud aurait traduit lui-méme ces textes
arabes en latin, il faut observer les traits principaux de ces traductions. Car on
est frappé a leur lecture a la fois par un vocabulaire recherché, inhabituel mais
bien trouvé, et par des maladresses.

La tradition manuscrite de la Logica Avicennae nous montre qu’il n’y eut
que deux manuscrits connus de I'ensemble du «dossier d’Avendauth»: Citta
del Vaticano, Vaticanus latinus 4428 (U), fol. 1r et Brugge, Stedelijke Openbare
Bibliotheek 510 (B), fol. 37v, tous deux du XIII°s. Eux seuls nous ont transmis les
textes préliminaires que sont les Verba Avendeuth Israelitae écrits directement
en latin, et les Verba discipuli Avicennae et Verba Avicennae, traduits de I'arabe?.
Malheureusement les circonstances codicologiques de leur transcription ont
suscité bien des difficultés qui ont nui a 'importance de ces deux manuscrits®.

a) L’intitulé d’Avicenne

En considérant la traduction des deux premiers textes arabes, on note
dés le début le soin du traducteur dans le choix des mots latins. Ainsi, le titre
usuel d’Avicenne al-Sayh al-ra’is est exactement rendu dans les deux textes par
grandaevus princeps, avec le sens d’autorité plus que d’age donné au mot ‘ancien’,
al-Sayh. On ne retrouve pas, semble-t-il, cet adjectif grandaevus dans les autres
intitulés d’Avicenne®. L’adjectif n’est pas rare en latin médiéval, mais il est
ici particuliérement bien choisi. Grandaevus, chargé d’ans, est en effet un mot
noble appliqué par Virgile dans les Géorgiques a I’antique dieu de la mer Nérée®.
Celui-ci, contrairement a bien des dieux antiques dont on souligne volontiers
les méfaits, a une réputation de sagesse et de justice. Il réunit donc, comme il
convient, les notions d’ancienneté et de respect. Dans sa traduction du Canon
d’Avicenne, Gérard de Crémone utilise le mot banal senex, vieillard?.

22 Edition des trois textes d’aprés B par Birkenmajer, Avicennas Vorrede zum Liber Sufficientiae
und Roger Bacon cit., pp. 308-320.

2 Cf. «La Tradition manuscrite de la Logica Avicennae» dans 'édition critique de la Logica
Avicennae a paraitre.

4 A. Bertoraccl, Albert the Great and the Preface of Avicenna’s Kitab al-Sifa’, in J. Janssens, D. DE SMET
eds., Avicenna and his Heritage. Acts of the International Colloquium, Leuven - Louvain-la-Neuve,
September 8-11, 1999, Leuven University Press, Leuven 2002, p. 151, n.59.

5 ViReiLE, Georg. IV, 392.

26 M.-T. p’ALvERNY, Survivance et renaissance d’Avicenne & Venise et & Padoue, in A. Pertust ed.,
Venezia e l'Oriente fra tardo Medioevo e Rinascimento, Sansoni, Florence 1966, p. 80, repr. dans Avicenne
en Occident cit., n°xv.



8 FRANCOISE HUDRY

b) Les Verba discipuli Avicennae?’

Dans les Verba discipuli Avicennae (81)%, le disciple parlant de la grande
réputation d’Avicenne vu son age, précise qu’il n’avait pas encore dépassé 'dge
de la jeunesse: et iuvenis existens qui nundum aetatem expleverat iuventutis. Mais le
traducteur s’adapte a ses lecteurs latins en ajoutant 1'usage latin selon lequel le
terme iuvenis s’applique jusqu’a 40 ans®: utpote qui nundum annum attigerat vitae
x1, « comme il est naturel a quelqu'un qui n’avait pas encore atteint I’année de
ses 40 ans », alors que le texte arabe ne parle que de deux décennies™.

Quand le disciple rapporte les difficultés d’Avicenne avec ses manuscrits,
perdus, dispersés ou pillés, on observe un recours fréquent du traducteur au
vocabulaire de Cicéron (§2). Les emprunts ne portent pas seulement sur des
mots généraux, comme dissipatio, dispersion, perturbatio, désordre, mais aussi
sur ceux que I'on trouve plus particuliérement dans les discours de Cicéron In
Verrem, contre Verrés le pilleur de la Sicile, comme direptio, pillage* ou des mots
secondaires, comme usquequaque, en tout lieu, callide, habilement®* etc.

Le mot rare taediosus que I'on voit ici (quae utique occupatio mihi dampnosa
extitit et etiam ei non minime taediosa)*® apparait dans les Confessiones IV, 7, 12 de
s. Augustin. Nous verrons d’autres emprunts a la méme partie de cet ouvrage.

Le traducteur ne veut pas encombrer son texte destiné aux Latins avec ce qui
est spécifique a I'arabe, comme les invocations pieuses. La formule arabe signifiant
la mort du roi Sams al-Dawla, qui changea les plans d’Avicenne, est remplacée par
I’évocation latine de la roue de la Fortune: Nam rota Fortunae revoluta regem illum e
medio evocavit (§4), « car la roue de la Fortune ayant tourné rappela ce roi du milieu
du monde », image du discours de Cicéron In Pisonem ol elle ne s’applique pas a la
mort*. Les mots occultatio, action de se cacher, et moleste ferentes, supportant avec
peine (§85), renvoient aux Lettres a Atticus du méme Cicéron®.

Dans la phrase suivante, le mot inhabituel ingeniatus surprend. Mais on le re-
trouve, accompagné comme ici d’un adverbe (ici callide, de fagon rusée, habile,
chez Plaute lepide, de fagon aimable) dans le Miles gloriosus®, pour décrire le
naturel d’'un personnage.

27 Ed. BIRKENMAJER, Avicennas Vorrede zum Liber Sufficientiae und Roger Bacon cit., pp. 314-317.

% par commodité, les numéros des paragraphes sont repris de la traduction anglaise de ces
textes a partir de I'arabe dans Guras, Avicenna cit. supra n.12, pp. 29-34.

% Thesaurus linguae latinae, V11, 2, Leipzig 1956, col. 734.

30 Guras, Avicenna cit., p. 30, note c.

31 Cictron, In Verr. 4,111, 115 etc.

32 CiciroN, In Verr. 5, 10; callide, passim.

33 Guras, Avicenna cit., p. 31, note i. Cette phrase différe du texte arabe.

3% CicEron, In Pisonem 10, 22.

%5 Ciciron, Epistulae ad Atticum, 1X, 13, 5 et XIII, 22, 4.

%6 Praute, Miles gloriosus, 731.
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Dans la phrase «eius detentores ad cor redeuntes absolverunt ipsum » (§5),
I'expression ad cor redeuntes, absente du texte arabe, retient particulierement
Iattention. Elle vient en effet originellement de la traduction latine de la Bible, en
Isaie, 46, 8: Redite, praevaricatores, ad cor, verset qui se trouve cité par s. Augustin
dans ses Confessiones(IV, 12, 18). Elle répond ainsi tout a fait a la question posée
par le savant Shlomo Pinés* a propos de Ibn Daud: si I'on s’accorde pour
attribuer a I'influence d’Avendauth sur Gundisalvi les ressemblances entre les
écrits de ces deux auteurs, ne peut-on trouver aussi a I'inverse dans les écrits
d’Abraham Ibn Daud des recours aux écrits chrétiens?

On reléve aussi suffultus, soutenu (§7 «solo sui cordis repositorio suffultus »),
mot du De natura rerum de Lucréce®, qui sera repris au chapitre 1-2 (3) de la
Logica. Repositorium, coffre, armoire, est en revanche un mot médiéval.

c) Les Verba Avicennae (1-1)*

Dans les Verba Avicennae (81), I'expression patula falsitas, 'erreur largement
étalée, frappe par la présence du mot patulus que I'on connait au premier vers
des Bucoliques de Virgile, ou il désigne la ramure largement étalée d’un hétre a
I'ombre duquel se repose le berger Tityre. Dans le De oratore de Cicéron, le mot
est aussi appliqué & un arbre®. Ici, il est joint a falsitas, qu’Augustin, au méme
livre des Confessiones (IV, 16, 29), oppose a veritas a propos de I'influence sur lui
des Catégories d’Aristote.

Ce changement de registre suggére une maladresse, mais en réalité
I'emploi du mot patulus réservé aux arbres entre dans la métaphore suivie par
Avicenne présentant son ouvrage comme un arbre, avec dans la suite du texte,
la medulla, les radices, la spatiosa ramorum explicatio et la protensio radicum. A ce
propos, on constate une nette divergence entre le texte d’Avicenne transmis
par les manuscrits de la Logica Avicennae et celui de 1'édition officielle du Caire,
divergence qui demande une recherche particuliére®..

Comme pour grandaevus, on observe chez le traducteur Avendauth un vif
souci de I'exactitude des mots choisis.

Plus loin (§2), dans in scientia logices cui haec cordi fuerit, « dans la science de la
logique, pour qui I'aura eue a coeur », cordi esse alicui est une expression latine de
Cicéron tout a fait classique*.

37 Pines, Scholasticism after Thomas Aquinas cit., pp. 99-100 et 101.

38 Lucrick, De natura rerum, IV, 427 et 867.

%9 Ed. BRkenmAJER, Avicennas Vorrede zum Liber Sufficientiae und Roger Bacon cit. n. 10, pp. 317-319.

*0 Cickron, De oratore, 1, 28 (platanus, platane) ; VireiLe, Bucoliques I, 1 (fagus, hétre).

413, D1 Vincenzo, Is there a versio vulgata of Avicenna’s Kitab al-Sifa’ ? On the hypothesis of a double
recension of Kitab al-Madhal, dans ce volume.

*2 CictroN, Orator, 53 ; Epistula ad Atticum V, 3, 3 etc. Manuscrits donnant ce texte dans Guras,
Avicenna cit., p. 43, note e; Silvia Di Vincenzo y ajoute le manuscrit Leiden Or. 4, f. 2, D1 Vincenzo,
Avicenna’s Isagoge, Chap. I, 12, De universalibus cit., p.451, n.35.
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Mais, a la fin de ce passage des Verba Avicennae (84), le latin ne correspond
plus du tout a I'arabe:

«... secundum id quod exigit opinio pura, non observando limitem aut partem
ad quam determinant participes in arte, neque conformidando a suarum ictibus
lancearum hoc quod fuit in aliis formidatum »,

(traduction francaise) «... selon ce qu’exige une opinion sincére, qui ne tient pas
compte de la voie ni du parti que suivent les collegues dans la discipline, et ne
redoute pas des coups de leurs lances ce qui le fut en d’autres cas»,

alors que I'arabe dit (traduction anglaise)*:

«...as required by an unbiased view which neither takes into account the views of
colleagues in the discipline, nor takes precautions here against creating schisms
among them as is done elsewhere »**,

Tandis que l'arabe parle de précautions contre la création de schismes
parmi les collegues, le latin parle de crainte des coups de leurs lances. Il y a
12 une évidente transposition du traducteur arabo-latin Avendauth. Avicenne
parle de ne pas éviter ici de créer des schismes parmi les collegues, comme on
le fait ailleurs. Avendauth prend a dessein une autre image, car pour les Latins
«créer un schisme » est une énormité scandaleuse qui se situe au plan religieux.
L’analogie avec les tournois de chevaliers du XII°siécle européen rameénera la
question  un niveau plus ordinaire. Le début de I’Ane d’or d’Apulée fournit I'idée
de crainte (formido) associée a I'image de la lance (lancea):

«Denique mihi quoque non parvam incussisti sollicitudinem, immo vero
formidinem, iniecto non scrupulo sed lancea».

«au point qu’a moi aussi tu as inspiré une forte inquiétude, pour ne pas dire de la
crainte, (...) comme si tu m’avais enfoncé non une écharde, mais la pointe d’une
lance »*.

Par cette image, le traducteur suggeére qu’Avicenne ne prend pas ces
dissensions bien au sérieux, mais plutét comme un jeu. L'usage des analogies est

3 Guras, Avicenna cit., p. 44, §4. Texte arabe et traduction anglaise dans Berroracci, Albert the
Great and the Preface cit., p.137 et n.19.

* Guras, Avicenna cit., p. 44 et n. 5.

5 ApuLtr, Métamorphoses ou I'Ane d'or, 1, 11.
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de fait un trait de style de Ibn Daud®. Le texte latin de ces prologues du Sifa’ a
été lu et cité a plusieurs reprises par le philosophe anglais Roger Bacon (ca.1214-
1294) qui les considérait comme I’exacte pensée d’Avicenne®. Le fait que Roger
Bacon reprenne si souvent ’analogie des ictus lancearum contradicentium montre
qu’il avait bien sous les yeux la traduction d’Avendauth/Ibn Daud puisque c’est
lui qui y a introduit cette analogie du tournoi*.

En avancant dans le texte, on trouve ensuite un point de traduction qui
demeure obscur. Il pourrait indiquer cependant que le traducteur, sans étre un
Latin, connaissait le grec. A la fin des Verba Avicennae (§4), pour rendre I'arabe
magmaga, détour, il aurait forgé a I'aide du grec le mot cycliubacio* (littéralement
«marche en rond»). Ce mot abrégé se lit dans le manuscrit de Bruges (B) au-
dessus de la ligne*’, écrit d’'une encre trés pale sinon a la pointe d’argent. Le
texte en U et B dit tyrubd. Ne comprenant pas ce mot, le correcteur Bc a préféré
traduire ici la variante arabe bien attestée gamgama, hésitation®, en lisant
tytubacio (avec I’y du mot forgé) devenu titubatio.

Alafin de sa présentation (§4)°!, Avicenne pose les différences entre ses deux
ouvrages, le Sifa’ et la Philosophie orientale. Dans la traduction latine, le premier
est dit d’une grande simplicité (planities multa) tenant compte des opinions des
collégues ; et malgré cela (tamen), il a une sorte de vive clarté étincelante qui, si le
lecteur I’a bien comprise, lui permettra d’excuser 'ouvrage de cette simplicité.

«Qui ergo voluerit veritatem secundum viam in qua est aliqua declaratio versus
<participes>et planities multa, aliqua tamen quasi®® coruscalis resplendentia quam
si recte intellexerit, per hoc librum excusandum duxerit,istum appetat et
requirat (84 in fine) ».

%6 Fontane, Abraham Ibn Daud cit. supra n. 6, chap. 3.

7 M. Bouvcts, Roger Bacon a-t-il lu des livres arabes ?, « AHDLMA », 5, 1930, pp. 311-315. L’auteur
souligne que Roger Bacon s’appuie toujours sur le méme texte d’Avicenne, son Prologue au Sifa .

%8 Rocr BacoN, Opus maius, 11, 13, éd. J. H. Brioces, Oxford 1897, vol. I, pp. 55-56 et BIRKENMAJER,
Avicennas Vorrede zum Liber Sufficientiae und Roger Bacon cit. supra n. 10, p. 308 (ou89);Ip., Opus maius,
111, 2, éd. Brioces, Supplementary volume, Londres - Edimbourg - Oxford 1900, p. 85 et BirRkenmajer,
Avicennas Vorrede zum Liber Sufficientiae und Roger Bacon cit., p. 309 (ou 90) ; In., Opus tertium, c. 23, éd.
J.S. Brewer, Londres 1859, p. 78 ; Iv., Communia naturalium, 1, pars IV, <dist. 1>, c. 3, ed. R. SteeLE, Opera
hactenus inedita Rogeri Bacon, fasc. I1I, Oxford 1911, pp. 248, 18 - 250, 14, ind. dans Birkenmajer, Avicennas
Vorrede zum Liber Sufficientiae und Roger Bacon cit., p. 311. Ces textes de Roger Bacon sont repris en
appendice a 'édition des Verba Avicennae dans I'édition critique de la Logica Avicennae, a paraitre.

9 Ms. Brugge, Stedelijke Openbare Bibl. 510, fol. 38va.

%0 Gutas, Avicenna cit., p. 45, n.i et p. 120.

3! Guras, Avicenna cit., pp. 44-45.

32 Aliqua tamen quasi ... excusandum duxerit : texte arabe différent, traduit par « alludes to things
which, had they been perceived, there would have been no need for the other book », Guras,
Avicenna cit., p. 45, §4 (texte latin non signalé).
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«Donc celui qui aura voulu la vérité selon une méthode comportant quelque
explication a 1'égard des <collégues> et une grande simplicité, tout en ayant
cependant une sorte de vive clarté étincelante qui, s’il I'a bien comprise, lui
permettra d’en excuser 'ouvrage,qu’il désire et recherche ce livre-ci <le Sifa>».

Ce sont les mots coruscalis resplendentia qui expriment cette «vive clarté
étincelante ». Coruscalis est un hapax du poéte carthaginois du V¢ s. Dracontius®,
qu'Avendauth/Ibn Daud avait pu lire aprés son arrivée a Toléde®. Quant
a resplendentia, c’est un mot d’Augustin employé dans 'une de ses lettres
précisément a propos de la vérité: «Sicut luculentis ingeniis non defit
resplendentia veritatis »°°, De méme qu’aux brillantes intelligences la vive clarté
de la vérité ne fait pas défaut.

A la fin du §5°, s’agissant de quoadusque («quoadusque in hac intentione
librum edam proprium et singularem »), on se demande ol Avendauth a trouvé
ce mot compliqué et rare signifiant jusqu'a ce que. Mais, en reprenant saint
Augustin pour guide, on voit que dans la préface a son De civitate Dei, celui-ci cite
un verset de psaume donnant ce mot: quoadusque iustitia convertatur in iudicium
(Ps. 93 [94], 15).

Si I'on rapproche cette citation d’un psaume de celle du prophéte Isaie prise
précédemment®’ aux Confessions, on touche sans doute 1a a une méthode ingénieuse
d’Avendauth. De maniére générale, il a souvent recours aux citations bibliques
dans la discussion philosophique®. Ici, il choisit un auteur latin chrétien citant
souvent I’Ancien Testament, saint Augustin; puis, mettant en paralléle certains
mots latins cités avec le texte biblique qu'il connait par ailleurs, il s’assurerait de
leur sens exact avant de les employer dans sa propre traduction.

Il est intéressant de constater que les mots ou images de ces parties narratives
sont souvent empruntés soit aux grands auteurs latins paiens, Plaute, Lucréce,
Virgile et surtout Cicéron dans ses ouvrages rhétoriques (Orator, De oratore,
discours in Verrem, in Pisonem) ou ses lettres etc., soit a des écrivains originaires
d’Afrique du Nord: Apulée, Augustin, Dracontius, etc. C’est peut-étre 1a un bref
apercu sur la culture latine de lettrés de langue arabe dans 'Espagne du XII° siecle.

>3 DracoNTIUS, Oreste, v. 244, Euvres, t. 111, La tragédie d'Oreste. Poémes profanes I-V, éd. J. Bouquer,
CUF, Paris 1995, pp.100 et 178, n.181. La survie de |'Orestis tragoedia au Moyen-Age est peu
attestée, mais son unique manuscrit provient sans doute d’'un modéle en écriture wisigothique,
ibid., pp. 69-72.

4 DraconTius, Euvres, t. 1, éd. C. Moussy, C. Camus, CUF, Paris 1985, p. 106.

55, AucusTiN, Epistula 155, 14.

> Guras, Avicenna cit., p. 46.

7 Voir supra, p. 9.

58 FontaINE, Abraham Ibn Daud, 4.1, cit. supra n. 6.
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II. 2 AMBIGUITE ET EVOLUTION DE LA METHODE DE TRADUCTION

Avendauth n’est pas un traducteur professionnel. On s’en apergoit a son souci
d’adapter le texte d’Avicenne a la compréhension immédiate des Latins (sens du
mot iuvenis, transposition de '’évocation d’un schisme, suppression des formules
proprement arabes etc.). Sa méthode empirique de traduction, recourant a
des réminiscences littéraires ou empruntant le vocabulaire des textes anciens,
suppose un important travail de recherche dans les textes. Mais elle n’est pas
toujours soutenue par l'attention a la grammaire et/ou a la syntaxe latines.
Ainsi, par exemple, les régles d’usage des pronoms réfléchis ne sont pas suivies,
la concordance des temps des verbes est souvent négligée, etc.

A la suite de cette recherche se pose donc une question de fond: n’est-ce pas
précisément parce que Avendauth ignorait le latin scolaire qu’il s’est donné tant
de peine pour trouver dans les ouvrages latins du passé des expressions et un
vocabulaire adéquats pour traduire les textes descriptifs accompagnant la Logica ?

A cela s’ajouterait une autre motivation pour utiliser des sources latines si
diverses dans cette traduction. Avendauth/Ibn Daud estimait sans doute que, s’il
voulait faire reconnaitre la valeur des écrits d’Avicenne, il fallait que lui-méme
montre connaissance et respect pour la culture latine découverte en Espagne
et en Afrique du Nord. Montrer a l’élite latine, tel I'archevéque de Toléde,
que I’élite arabophone connaissait les auteurs latins anciens et les appréciait,
pourrait susciter un rapprochement entre eux a ce niveau. En reprenant une
expression de Gad Freudenthal, on pourrait ajouter que ce serait « cohérent avec
ce que nous savons de la proximité de Ibn Daud avec les classes dirigeantes,
juives comme non-juives »*. D’otl, dans la recherche des sources, ce mélange
d’écrits classiques ou plus récents et de textes chrétiens comme des versets de
I’Ancien Testament ou des citations de saint Augustin. Le but d’Avendauth dans
cette démarche était surtout d’attirer la sympathie de I'archevéque pour obtenir
son soutien dans son projet de traduction du Sifa”.

Dans ces conditions, faut-il vraiment supposer un latiniste inconnu, un
mystérieux socius qui aurait écrit ce texte pour aider notre auteur arabophone ?
S’il avait existé, il se serait trés probablement exprimé dans un latin plus simple
et plus naturel. Et il n’aurait pas cherché des sources si lointaines et si mélées
d’une référence a I'autre. Les affirmations sur la maladresse de ce supposé socius
traducteur® s’expliquent fort bien si c’est Avendauth lui-méme qui a réalisé la

% FReubenTHAL, Abraham Ibn Daud, Avendauth, Dominicus Gundissalinus cit., p.74, 4 propos de
l'aisance d’Avendauth a I'égard des autorités religieuses : « consistent with what we know of Ibn
Daud’s closeness to the ruling classes, both Jewish and non-Jewish ».

80 Cf. p’ALvErnY, Avicenne en Occident, n® m, p. 63 ; n°w, p. 341.



14 FRANCOISE HUDRY

traduction de la Logica d’Avicenne et de ses prologues. On est en présence du
cas rare d’'une traduction latine voulue et réalisée par un auteur arabe en vue
d’introduire les Latins a la connaissance des philosophes arabes, et du premier
d’entre eux, Avicenne.

Mais, outre ces diverses difficultés constatées dans les traductions
présentées: difficultés de vocabulaire comme de grammaire, I'archevéque de
Tolede ne semble pas avoir été intéressé par un commentaire de plus de I'Isagoge
de Porphyre, contrairement a ce qu’avait espéré Avendauth.

Par contre, il le fut vivement aI'idée d’une traduction du De anima d’Avicenne,
texte dont Avendauth/Ibn Daud sut lui présenter la nouveauté philosophique et
le prolongement religieux possible dans son prologue® a I'ouvrage:

«Indignum siquidem ut illam partem sui qua est sciens, homo nesciat, et id per
quod rationalis est, ratione ipse non comprehendat ».

«Il est vraiment indigne que ’homme ne connaisse pas cette part de lui-méme
d’ott lui vient la connaissance, et qu’il n’appréhende pas par la raison ce par quoi
il est un étre raisonnable ».

Désormais convaincu du bien-fondé de 'entreprise proposée par Avendauth,
mais aussi des difficultés de celui-ci a s’exprimer en latin, 'archevéque a cherché
quelqu’un pour 'aider a poursuivre cette importante tiche de traduction. Il avait
connu précédemment, alors qu'il était lui-méme évéque de Ségovie (1149-1152),
Dominicus Gundissalinus, attesté dés mai 1148 comme archidiacre de Ségovie®
(Castille-et-Léon). I y avait dans cette ville probablement beaucoup de Juifs ayant
fui ’Andalousie arabe, et I'arabe parlé devait y étre fréquent. Gundisalvi dont la
formation philosophique semble avoir été poussée®, habitué a I'arabe parlé, était
donc tout indiqué pour travailler avec I'Israelita philosophus Avendauth/Ibn Daud.

Il faut reconsidérer alors le changement de ton d’Avendauth entre sa
présentation a I'archevéque de la traduction terminée de la Logica et celle en
1162 de la traduction terminée du De anima d’Avicenne®. La premiére est une
aimable proposition a 'archevéque, comme nous I'avons vu plus haut®:

81 Sur ce texte, voir S. Vicas GonzaLez, La Transmision de la filosofia en el medioevo cristiano: el pro-
logo de Avendeuth, « Revista Espafiola de Filosofia Medieval », 7, 2000, pp. 115-125.

82 Porront, Elementi per una biografia di Dominicus Gundisalvi cit., p. 13.

8 Sur la formation intellectuelle de Dominique Gundisalvi, A. Fiora, Die Wissenschaftstheorie
des Dominicus Gundissalinus. Voraussetzungen und Konsequenzen des zweiten Anfangs der aristotelischen
Philosophie im 12. Jahrhundert, Akademia Verlag, Berlin 2003 (Wissenskultur und gesellschaftlicher
Wandel, 6), pp. 98-101 et passim.

&4 PovLont, Elementi per una biografia di Dominicus Gundisalvi cit., pp. 18-20.

8 Cf. supra, pp. 3 et 5.
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«Studiosam animam vestram ad appetitum translationis libri Avicennae quem
Asschiphe, id est Sufficientiam, nuncupavit, invitare cupiens... »,

«Désireux d’éveiller votre 4me zélée aI'envie d’une traduction du livre d’Avicenne
qu’il a intitulé al-Sifa’, c’est-a-dire Sufficientia, j’ai pris soin de convertir d’arabe
en langue latine... »,

mais la seconde est ’exécution obéissante d’un ordre de cette autorité:

«Avendeuth israelita philosophus gratum debitae servitutis obsequium <...>
iussum vestrum, Domine, de transferendo libro Avicennae philosophi De anima
effectui mancipare curavi... »®.

«Le philosophe juif Avendauth, en hommage reconnaissant de soumission due.
<...>]J'ai pris soin, Monseigneur, de transmettre pour effet votre ordre concernant
la traduction du livre du philosophe Avicenne Sur I'dme... ».

Les termes employés gratum debitae servitutis obsequium, iussum vestrum,
effectui mancipare, si opposés a I'amabilité du propos lors de la prise de contact
entre Avendauth et I'archevéque, laissent peu de doute. L’archevéque, décu
et inquiet a la lecture de la traduction de la Logica, a fait acte d’autorité en
ordonnant a Avendauth de traduire le second ouvrage, le De anima d’Avicenne,
avec l'aide d’un tiers, signifié par les mots effectui mancipare, donner pour effet.

Ce serait donc entre la présentation par Avendauth a I'archevéque de Tolede
de la Logica achevée et la commande qu’il en regut de la traduction du De anima
que I'archevéque, supérieur hiérarchique de I'archidiacre Dominique Gundisalvi,
les aurait mis en relation, afin d’aider Avendauth/Ibn Daud.

Cette chronologie permet de rendre compte des caractéres spécifiques de la
traduction du corps de la Logica. En effet, apres avoir surmonté les difficultés
de traduction des textes narratifs, Avendauth avait enchainé sur la traduction
des développements philosophiques, qui lui étaient plus familiers. C'est
donc seulement avec la traduction du De anima d’Avicenne que commence
la collaboration de Avendauth et de Dominique Gundisalvi. C’est pourquoi
Avendauth précise dans sa dédicace de I'ouvrage a I'archevéque leur méthode de
travail en commun, inaugurée a cette occasion. L'insistance donnée au commun
recours a une traduction rigoureuse per singula verba, c’est-a-dire mot a mot:

«et me singula verba vulgariter proferente et Dominico archidiacono singula in
latinum convertente »*’

% Cf. p. 5; tout le texte dans D’ALverny, Avendauth ? cit., pp. 33-34.
87 Avicenna Latinus, Liber de anima seu Sextus de naturalibus, I-II-111, éd. cit., pp. 3-4.
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souligne bien la différence avec les précédentes traductions solitaires de la
Logica qui procédaient par des moyens détournés, souvent exacts et bien choisis
certes, mais parfois éloignés de l'original arabe et/ou écrits dans un latin
incorrect ou correspondant mal au latin médiéval. La traduction mot a mot
permet au contraire de vérifier que le mot est compris et de contréler les formes
grammaticales ainsi que les détails. Une fois la collaboration bien mise en route,
le travail sera plus facile pour les ouvrages suivants.

I1I. AVENDAUTH TRADUCTEUR D'UN TEXTE PHILOSOPHIQUE: LE CHAPITRE I-12 ARABE DE LA LoGIcA,
INTITULE DE UNIVERSALIBUS,

Dans la traduction des textes philosophiques, il ne s’agit plus pour le
traducteur de recourir a des réminiscences littéraires. Pour rendre la pensée
d’Avicenne qu'il connait bien, Ibn Daud doit s’attacher a une traduction
rigoureuse de 'original. Le vocabulaire moins diversifié facilitera la tiche. En
outre, s’agissant de philosophie, il n’est plus besoin d’adapter le texte arabe aux
usages latins.

La traduction du De universalibus, chapitre arabe 1-12 qui résume la pensée
d’Avicenne sur les universaux, est pour nous un bon exemple de ce travail. A
juger par le nombre de ses manuscrits, elle fut appréciée des Latins. On peut en
partager les dix manuscrits connus en trois groupes®: le chapitre a été parfois
isolé (ODOrRS), puis ajouté a la fin de la Logica (UBCG), ou bien placé a sa juste
place dans le texte (V), c’est-a-dire aprés le chapitre 1-10 (11).

Sur ces dix manuscrits, cinq en attribuent nommément la traduction a
Avendauth (UBGDR), et un lui en attribue méme la rédaction (0). Les autres
laissent le texte dans I'anonymat (CVSOr). Par ailleurs, trois manuscrits (NPM)
omettent le texte lui-méme. Pour examiner le De universalibus dans un état assez
proche de la traduction d’Avendauth, il faut consulter le manuscrit Oxford,
Digby 217 (0), qui parait étre le meilleur, bien que son titre soit erroné:

% On donne ici la signification des sigles des manuscrits. On trouvera leur description au cha-
pitre 1II de la Tradition manuscrite, intitulé « Les manuscrits de la Logica Avicennae » dans 1’édi-
tion critique de la Logica Avicennae & paraitre. — (0) Oxford, Bodleian Libr., Digby 217, XIII*s.?;
(D) Dubrovnik, Bibl. des Dominicains 63 (36-V-6), XIII°s.?; (Or) Oxford, Oriel College 7, XIV®s.! (ré-
sumé avec extraits) ; (R) Roma, Bibl. Angelica 242 (C.4.10), XIII%s.?; (S) Paris, BnF, latin 16096, ca.
1280; (U) Citta del Vaticano, Vatican lat. 4428, XIII°s.?; (B) B Brugge, Stedelijke Openbare Bibl. 510,
XIII*s.2; (C) Cordoba, Cabildo 52, XIVes.! (chapitre entier, a la suite d’extraits de I'ouvrage); (G)
Graz, Universitétsbibl. 482, XIIIs.?; (V) Citta del Vaticano, Vatican lat. 2186, XIII%s.?; (N) Napoli,
Biblioteca Nazionale VIIL. E. 33, XIII°s.?; (P) Paris, Bibliothéque nationale de France, latin 6443, fin
XIIIs. ; (M) Oxford, Merton College 282, XIV®s..



LA TRADUCTION LATINE DE LA LOGICA AVICENNAE ET SON AUTEUR 17

oxford, Bodleian Library, Digby 217 (XIII%s.?), ff.95r-96v®°. «Incipit liber
Avendeuth de universalibus asumptus ex quinto Methaphysice (sic) Avicenne »
(tit. curr. Avendeuth, in tabula contentorum saec. XIV f. 1v Avendeuth de .V.
universalibus). Avendauth est ici considéré comme I'auteur de cet ouvrage a
part, qui serait tiré du 1. V de la Métaphysique d’Avicenne.

Relevons quelques particularités de O, dans I'ordre du texte’®:

a) ... diceretur quod uno respectu sunt ante multiplicitatem et alio cum
multiplicitate et alio post multiplicitatem (om. cett.) — éd. Venise, 1508, fol. 12ra.

Au début du chapitre, I'addition propre a O et alio post multiplicitatem ne fait
qu'achever 'idée des commentateurs alexandrins de Porphyre’" reprise dans la
phrase « Et fortassis etiam diceretur quod uno respectu sunt ante multiplicitatem,
et alio cum multiplicitate, et alio post multiplicitatem ».

b) ... una essentia verissime quae est animal (verissime en ODOTRS, verissima
ailleurs) — éd. 1508, fol 12rb. Ici, I'adverbe est plus proche de I'arabe.

C) ... ut ponatur super eam comparatio (en O seul) — éd. 1508, fol 12rb. Super
eam désigne I'animalitas intellecta dont il vient d’étre question dans un rappel
d’Ammonius’?,

d) quelques lignes plus loin (éd. 1508, fol. 12rb), le texte souffre d’un saut du
méme au méme, qui remonte probablement trés tot dans la transcription arabe:

«Sicut album quod in se est aliquid in intellectu <...> sed quod sit homo (lacuna

in 0) praeter illud quod intelligitur de illo, sed cum sequitur ad aliud et putatur

esse unum»’°,

Ici le manuscrit O (fol. 95r) est seul a présenter une lacune aprés sed quod sit
homo, la ou les autres manuscrits ajoutent vel lapis (est...). Cette lacune semble

% Avicenna latinus. Codices, p. 141-145 ; M.-T. 0’ALVERNY, Avicennisme en Italie, in Oriente e Occidente
nel Medioevo: Filosofia e Scienze (Actes du Congrés international, 9-15 avril 1969 ; Accademia nazio-
nale dei Lincei, Fondazione Alessandro Volta, n° 13), Accademia nazionale dei Lincei, Rome 1971,
repr. in Avicenne en Occident cit., n° xvi, p. 138.

70 Référence est faite ici a 'édition Venise, 1508. On trouvera I'édition critique du De univer-
salibus a la fin de celle de la Logica Avicennae. Je remercie Silvia Di Vincenzo d’avoir bien voulu
collationner les mots latins avec 'arabe.

7! Ammonius, In Porphyrii Isagogen, ed. A. Busst, Reimer, Berlin 1891 (CAG V. 3), pp. 68, 25 - 69, 1;
Davin, In Porphyrii Isagogen, ed. A. Bussk, Reimer, Berlin 1904 (CAG XVIIL. 2), p. 113, 14-18.

72 Cf. Ammontus, In Porphyrii Isagogen, ed. Busst, p. 31, 16-20.

73 Texte manquant a compléter avec M. E. Marmura, Avicenna’s Chapter on Universals in the
‘Isagoge’ of his ‘Sifa ", in A. T. WeLcw, P. Cackia eds., Islam : Past Influence and Present Challenge, Edinburgh
University Press, Edinburgh 1979, p. 48: « [This is akin to ‘white ’, which in itself has a concept]
that does not require with it the conception that it is a garment or that it is wood. If <one of these>
is conceived with it, then something to which white attaches has been conceived. Similarly, ‘one’
in itself has a concept [that it is a man or a tree, however, is something extraneous to this concept
it has, that attaches later to its being one] ... ».
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marquer le refus du traducteur de rendre le mot signifiant pierre, attesté dans
plusieurs manuscrits arabes’ mais ne correspondant pas au raisonnement
d’Avicenne, que I'ancienne erreur de transcription a altéré. Avicenne donnait
homme et arbre comme exemples du concept de ‘un’, mais par suite du saut
de texte signalé plus haut, les exemples se sont trouvés appliqués a ‘blanc’ et
non a ‘un’. On a donc remplacé arbre par pierre pour que homme et pierre se
rapportent a ‘blanc’. Mais la fin de la phrase retrouvant le concept de ‘un’ disparu
dans I'erreur de transcription, la pierre ne convient plus. Le mot arabe signifiant
pierre n’appartient donc pas au texte d’Avicenne et pour le philosophe Ibn Daud
il n’a pas a étre traduit, d’ou la lacune.
e) Plus loin, le texte dit:

« Sed secundum quod est aliquid de hiis quae pertractat loycus, genus est logicum ».

Le mot cicéronien pertractat signifiant traiter a fond n’est plus compris. Il est
transmis par ODOr, manuscrits issus I'un de I'autre. Mais ailleurs, dans hiis quae
pertractat le mot est dissocié en per + complément + tractat (eis per que tractat
UBRVGS eis per se tractat C).

f) le manuscrit O a une variante intéressante dans le passage qui explique
que 'homme est une espéce, mais ne peut étre genre (éd. 1508, fol. 12rb in fine):

«Homo enim, qui est species animalis secundum hoc quod est animal, non
predicatur de eo cum animalitate generalitas quae accidit animalitati, neque
nomine neque diffinitione. Hominem enim non oportet fieri genus neque nomine
neque diffinitione secundum quod predicatur de illa animalitas, sicut debet esse
animal nature diffinitione, et secundum hoc de eo animalitas predicatur ».

«L’homme en effet, qui est une espéce d’animal en tant qu'’il est un animal, n’a
pas pour prédicat avec I'animalité la généralité qui concerne I'animalité, ni par
le nom ni par la définition. Il ne faut pas en effet que 'homme devienne genre
ni par le nom ni par la définition du fait que I'animalité est prédiquée de celle-la
<la généralité> a la fagon dont il doit étre animal par la définition de sa nature, et
c’est par la que I'animalité est prédiquée de lui».

Ce passage semble assez clair, méme si I'on n’y retrouve pas le mot corpus
figurant dans I'arabe et rendu ici par naturae diffinitione”. Car c’est bien sa

7 D1 Vincenzo, Avicenna’s Isagoge, Chap. I, 12 cit., p. 452, n.37 (cliché de 0), pp.452-453 et 456
(liste des mss. arabes).

7> Comparaison avec I'arabe dans Di Vincenzo, Avicenna’s Isagoge, Chap. I, 12 cit., pp. 454-455 et
nn. 40 et 42.
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nature corporelle qui fonde I'animalité de 'homme. Le manuscrit O est le seul
des manuscrits latins a donner ces formulations, alors que les autres manuscrits
reprennent pour la troisieme fois la formule « nomine et diffinitione ».

g) on relévera plus loin la traduction en O seul (éd.1508, fol. 12va):

«id quod est in sapientia conditoris et ad angelos de veritate cogniti et
comprehensi... ».

L’expression conditoris et ad angelos s’oppose a tous les autres manuscrits qui
donnent creatoris et angelorum, la formule chrétienne ou arabe. Ibn Daud, qui
n’utilise pas toujours le mot ‘créateur’’, reprend ici le terme antique conditor”.
Et surtout, il disjoint la sagesse du créateur de ce qu’en connaissent les anges.
L’adjonction de la préposition ad dans une construction latine maladroite pour
introduire les anges, marque bien une différence fondamentale entre la sagesse
de Dieu et ce que peuvent en atteindre les anges. Cette dissociation de Dieu
et des anges correspond assez a un trait de la pensée théologique d’Abraham
Ibn Daud, qui insiste sur le réle instrumental assigné aux anges. Ce point de la
tradition juive’® expliquerait que la traduction s’éloigne ici a la fois de I’arabe et
du latin habituels.

h) ... quia ad alium tractatum sapientem pertinet (OD, ailleurs sapientiae) — éd.
1508, fol. 12va. Sapientem traduit le mot arabe rendant I'adjectif ‘savant’.

Par rapport aux autres manuscrits, on est frappé a la lecture du texte de O de
sa relative concision qui conserve cependant un souci de précision par rapport
a l'arabe dans le choix des mots latins. Ainsi, on observe le recours a deux
termes de sens différents mais complémentaires réunis par et, comme discretio
et dispersio, pour traduire un seul terme arabe, tafrig’®, afin d’en cerner tout le
champ sémantique. Mais, habitué au latin classique, le traducteur n’a introduit
que tres peu le verbe étre comme copule du sujet et du prédicat dans ce chapitre
I-12, ce que les autres manuscrits ont corrigé.

Cependant, I'archevéque Jean de Castelmoron mourut dés 1166. Ce fut un
rude coup a la fois pour Avendauth/Ibn Daud qui perdait son protecteur et pour
la Logica qui, n’ayant pas été reprise, resta longtemps oubliée.

76 FonTAINE, Abraham Ibn Daud, cit. 5.3 : «...in Ibn Daud’s designations of God, such as “the first
unmoved mover”, “the necessary being” or “the first cause” rather than “the Creator” ».

77 SenkqQuE, De providentia V, 8.

78 o’ ALverny, Avendauth ? cit., pp. 41-42 ; Fontae, Abraham Ibn Daud cit., 5.4 in fine.

79 Dr Vincenzo, Avicenna’s Isagoge, Chap. I, 12 cit., pp. 461-464.
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IV. EVOLUTION ET SURVIVANCES DU TRAVAIL D’ AVENDAUTH

Puis, quand l'intérét pour la Logica Avicennae commenga a la diffuser, dans
la seconde moitié du XIII® siecle, le texte d’Avendauth, passant entre les mains
des différents copistes, fut progressivement adapté au latin médiéval. Les
manuscrits cherchent a transformer sa langue en un latin médiéval académique
et didactique, ajoutant en particulier de nombreux mots de liaison et/ou des
formules explicatives semées de est, de quod et de quia. On constate également
un plus grand souci de la grammaire. Dans |'expression premiere, les verbes
sont souvent a 'indicatif présent. Par la suite, ils sont mis aux temps et mode
convenables (parfait, futur, subjonctif, etc.). Les manuscrits présentent alors
une grande diversité dans les termes et leur ordre.

Avendauth/Ibn Daud avait mis tous ses soins pour susciter chez I’archevéque
de Toléde I'envie de patronner une traduction du Sifa’ et pouvoir ainsi, avec son
aide, apporter aux Latins les bienfaits de la philosophie d’Avicenne. Mais il ne
s’était pas rendu compte qu’en traduisant a I'aide de la langue latine classique, il
ne serait pas compris par les Latins du XII*-XIII° siecle. Il y avait longtemps que
les Latins ne comprenaient plus la langue de la Rome antique. Leur vocabulaire
ignore la langue littéraire, désormais archaique et obscure. Les siécles passés,
les peuplements nouveaux issus des migrations etc. ont rendu vains les efforts
érudits de cette sorte. L'évolution de la tradition manuscrite de la Logica Avicennae
le confirme, car on y voit la disparition progressive de la version premiére,
aboutissant vers la fin du XIII® siécle a une relecture actualisée de I'ensemble.

On peut appliquer a la Logica Avicennae ce que dit Simone Van Riet de
la traduction latine du De anima d’Avicenne par Avendauth et Dominique
Gundisalvi. Le premier traducteur serait ici Avendauth et le réviseur Gundisalvi:

«Tout se passe comme si cette traduction avait été élaborée par un premier
traducteur, puis qu'une révision avait eu lieu, conservant la majeure partie du
texte primitif, mais modifiant des mots, des particules, des tournures syntaxiques,
parfois des phrases entiéres »*.

S’agissant de la Logica, ce n’est pas une révision suivie ; c’est davantage le résultat
des choix de I'un ou l'autre copiste se ralliant a un manuscrit antérieur dont le
texte lui semble meilleur, de sorte que I'on n’aboutit pas a deux versions distinctes
opposables®. L’intérét doit se concentrer sur les variantes. Les manuscrits U et B
présentent les variantes les plus anciennes, qui sont aussi les plus contestées.

80, Van Rier, La traduction latine du « De anima » d’Avicenne. Préliminaires & une édition critique,
«Revue philosophique de Louvain », 1963, 61, n°72, pp.583-626 (583-584).

81 Cf. le stemma codicum dans « La Tradition manuscrite », Introduction a I'édition critique de
la Logica Avicennae.
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Il y eut alors dans la transmission une modernisation progressive de
I'expression tendant a I'actualiser par une formulation plus directe, ou a
remplacer le vocabulaire classique, archaique et mal compris des médiévaux,
par un langage plus courant. En conséquence, on voit parfois surnager en
U des mots rares inconnus du latin médiéval et survivances de la traduction
latine d’Avendauth. Au chapitre I-2 (3), on retrouve le mot suffultus emprunté
au De natura rerum de Lucréce®, qui se voyait déja dans les Verba discipuli. Les
variantes remplacent parfois un mot littéraire par son radical plus connu mais
moins précis. Ainsi en I-3 (4), collocutio (UB) devient partout ailleurs locutio, ou
bien en II-3 divulgatae (UB) devient vulgatae (NVG). Or, collocutio désigne chez
Cicéron®® un entretien et locutio une simple parole, et dans la phrase de I-3 (4):
«quia cogitatio quasi collocutio est inter ipsum hominem et cogitatum suum
verbis imaginatis», collocutio est bien meilleur.

De méme, au chapitre 1-8 (9), a propos de la définition des termes relatifs,
dans la phrase «Haec autem mensio auget dubitationem in aliis quae sunt
praeter genus et speciem », Avendauth reprend en U le mot de Cicéron®* mensio
signifiant appréciation. Mais ce mot est sans doute complétement oublié, car
tous les autres manuscrits le remplacent par responsio.

Une évolution significative est par exemple celle du mot littéraire tardif
parilitas signifiant égalité. On lit au chapitre I-5 (6) : « Nam dualitatem comitatur
parilitas ». Les manuscrits U et B n’ont pas su adopter le mot, qu'ils transcrivent
pluralitas. 11 revient trois fois au chapitre 1-7 (8): le manuscrit N lit parilitas les
deux premiéres fois, mais a la troisiéme il le remplace par son équivalent paritas
(NP), alors que parilitas subsiste en VGM et que pluralitas revient dés la deuxiéme
fois en UB. Or, parilitas est un mot rare d’Apulée®, auteur favori d’Avendauth
semble-t-il, tandis que paritas est un mot bien connu de Boece.

V. MoRT ’ABRAHAM IBN DAUD/ AVENDAUTH

Cette évolution s’est faite dans des manuscrits de la seconde moitié du XIII®
siecle, alors que la diffusion de la Logica s’est trouvée marquée par un événement
tragique et brutal: la mort d’Abraham Ibn Daud en 1180.

Elle est rapportée par le savant tolédan Juda B. Salomon ha-Cohen (ca. 1215-
apr.1247) quivécut aToléde quelques décennies aprés Ibn Daud. Les circonstances
ne sont pas précisées, mais I'auteur tolédan affirme qu’en cette année 1180 Ibn

82 L ucrice, De natura rerum, 1V, 427 et 867.

8 Cicero, Epistulae ad Atticum, X1I, 1, 2.

84 Cicero, Orator, 177.

8 ApuLte, Métamorphoses ou L'dne d’or, 11, 10.
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Daud « mourut pour la Sanctification du Nom », c’est-a-dire en martyr de sa foi®.
Les expressions hébraiques utilisées (al yihud ha-shem ou al giddush ha-shem) sont
employées exclusivement pour indiquer «la mort par un Juif en raison de la
religion juive »*¥’. Cet important témoignage historique contemporain remplace
les mentions tardives du XVI¢siécle citées pendant longtemps.

La réaction de Dominique Gundisalvi a 1'événement fut aussi rapide que
radicale. Dés I'année suivante, en 1181, il avait vendu le terrain qu’il possédait
a Toléde et quitté définitivement la ville. On n’y parlera plus de lui. La
derniére attestation de sa présence au chapitre de Toléde date de 1178%, 1l fut
certainement profondément bouleversé par cette mort d’Avendauth/Ibn Daud,
apres une collaboration de prés de vingt ans. Et I'importante filiation arabe
que I'on observe dans les ouvrages de Gundisalvi, au-dela méme de traductions
arabo-latines nouvelles, porte la marque d’Abraham Ibn Daud®.

Apres I'échec de la Logica auprés de I'archevéque Jean de Castelmoron,
Avendauth/Ibn Daud, conscient de ne pas savoir s’exprimer en latin de son
temps, aura poursuivi I'instruction de Dominique Gundisalvi dans la langue et
la culture philosophique arabe, et se sera associé a ses écrits comme mentor,
comme guide. On a bien souligné ces influences de Ibn Daud sur les ouvrages
de Gundisalvi®®. Accueilli par les chrétiens de Toléde alors qu'il venait d’étre
chassé de ’Andalousie arabe, Abraham Ibn Daud eut a cceur de leur transmettre
tout ce qu'il connaissait d’Aristote et des philosophes arabes aristotélisants, en
vue de leur donner les moyens de mener a I'égard du christianisme |’effort de
rationalisation philosophique qu’il avait lui-méme conduit a I’égard du judaisme
dans son ha-Emunah ha-Ramah®’. C’est déja en ce sens qu’il avait proposé a
larchevéque de Toléde d’entreprendre la traduction du Sifi’ d’Avicenne,
I’accompagnant du témoignage enthousiaste du fidéle disciple al-Giizgani (Verba
discipuli) et du plan de I'ouvrage rédigé par 'auteur (Verba Avicennae).

Avendauth/Ibn Daud, travaillant avec Dominique Gundisalvi, aura souligné
aupres de lui I'importance du point de vue et de la méthode rationnels dans
I'approfondissement des problémes philosophiques etthéologiques. Et'ensemble

8 C. Siat, Juda B. Salomon ha-Cohen, philosophe, astronome et peut-étre kabbaliste de la premiére
moitié du XIIIs., «Italia», 1/2, 1978, pp.39-61 (43) ; Fontane, Abraham Ibn Daud cit., § 2.

8 To indicate death by a Jew on account of the Jewish religion : ces précisions m’ont été communi-
quées par une autorité liée par 'anonymat. Je I'en remercie sincérement.

88 poriont, Elementi per una biografia di Dominicus Gundisalvi cit., p. 20 et n. 76.

8 Fipora, Die Wissenschaftstheorie des Dominicus Gundissalinus cit., pp. 160-165, 187 et ss.

% D’Avverny, Avendauth? cit., pp.40-43. — R. FonTaNE, In Defence of Judaism : Abraham Ibn
Daoud. Sources and Structure of ha-Emunah ha-Ramah, Van Gorcum, Assen 1990 (Studia Semitica
Neerlandica), pp.262-263, etc.

°! Fipora, Die Wissenschaftstheorie des Dominicus Gundissalinus cit., pp. 188-189.
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de ce champ d’études en a été sensiblement déplacé, comme le souligne Jean
Jolivet dans sa conclusion tirée de I'examen successif des ouvrages personnels
de Dominique Gundisalvi (De unitate, De scientiis, De divisione philosophiae, De
processione mundi, De anima)®*:

«Tout se passe comme s'il [Dominique Gundisalvi] voulait remplacer la théologie
des saints par une théologie des philosophes, dont il reste libre de se démarquer
al’occasion, mais qui dans son ensemble fournit les grands cadres conceptuels ot
viendront se placer les documents fournis par 'Ecriture, les saints et les mystiques.
Sous I'apparence unie de son texte, il y a 1a un mouvement considérable, un écart
important par rapport a la sagesse traditionnelle. [...] L'ensemble de ses traités
transmet aux Latins un systéme a peu prés complet de métaphysique, qui ne
contredit pas les enseignements d’Augustin, de Denys, de Boéce, qui au contraire
leur est cohérent — mais qui, par sa masse et surtout a cause des structures qu’il
propose, les intégre, comme des matériaux de choix, a un édifice profane ».

Dominique Gundisalvi, fuyant Toléde, retourna a Ségovie, ou il est encore
cité au chapitre de la cathédrale pour 'année 1190. Il est décédé avant 1198, date
alaquelle apparait dans les registres un nouvel archidiacre de Cuéllar, proche de
Ségovie®. 1l semble n’avoir rien publié durant ces derniéres années.

La mort de Avendauth/Ibn Daud, mystérieuse pour les chrétiens, est a
I'origine de légendes qui ont circulé autour d’'un Avendauth converti ayant pris
le nom de Jean®.

V1. DIFFUSION DE LA LOGICA SELON DEUX VOIES

Apres la disparition brutale d’Avendauth la diffusion de la Logica Avicennae
s’est organisée au XIII%. en deux courants distincts sans étre totalement séparés.

Il y eut un courant de transmission de la Logica portant de moins en moins
attention a Avendauth. Il s’est manifesté surtout en Italie. Ainsi, & propos
du chapitre 1-12 De universalibus que contient le manuscrit D (Dubrovnik,
Bibliothéque des Dominicains 63), ajouté d’'une main italienne un peu plus
tardive sur le dernier feuillet de ce manuscrit de la Métaphysique d’Avicenne:
il est présenté avec exactitude « Tractatus de universalibus translatus a Buen
Deut de libro Avicenne de loyca», mais c’est le seul manuscrit a employer le

%27, Jouver, The Arabic inheritance (trad. anglaise), in P.Dronke ed., A History of Twelfth-Century
Western Philosophy, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge 1988, pp.113-148 (134-145); en fran-
cais Philosophie au XII siécle latin: 'héritage arabe, dans J. Jouver, Philosophie médiévale arabe et latine.
Recueil d’articles, Vrin, Paris 1995 (Etudes de philosophie médiévale, 73), pp. 47-77 (65-74).

% PovLont, Elementi per una biografia di Dominicus Gundisalvi cit., p. 21.

% yoir par exemple p’ALverny, Avicenne en Occident cit., n°1, p. 8; 1, p. 14 etc.
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nom du traducteur sous sa forme hébraique®. Le manuscrit est resté au couvent
dominicain de Dubrovnik (olim Raguse), fondé en 1225.

Plus généralement, les médecins-philosophes italiens intéressés par les
textes d’Avicenne en recherchent les manuscrits sans se soucier du traducteur
Avendauth. Ainsi, le ms. R (Rome, Biblioteca Angelica 242) donne le De
universalibus sans titre et attribué & un vague Evendeut sans précision.

C’est a Naples, proche des textes arabes, que se fit sans doute une révision
sur le texte d’Avicenne du commentaire de I'Isagoge proprement dit, dans le ms.
Napoli, Biblioteca Nazionale VIIL. E. 33 (N). Ce manuscrit le reprend a I'exclusion
des préliminaires ajoutés par Avendauth lors de sa présentation a I'archevéque
de Tolede Jean de Castelmoron vers 1160-1161. Le chapitre 1-12 De universalibus,
souvent attribué a Avendauth, est également absent. Dans ce manuscrit de
Naples (N), le texte de la Logica s’est affranchi a travers les choix des copistes du
XIII® siecle des survivances de la traduction d’Avendauth du siécle précédent.

Le manuscrit V (Vaticanus latinus 2186), également d’origine italienne, est
plus nuancé. Voyant que N a omis le chapitre I-12, il I'a recherché a sa vraie
place dans le texte arabe d’Avicenne. C’est ainsi qu'il est le seul manuscrit a en
avoir correctement placé la traduction. Il donne également I'exacte traduction
du titre, mais sans un mot sur le traducteur.

Par contre, le ms. G (Graz, Universititsbibliothek 482), d’origine parisienne,
qui suit V assez souvent, connait Avendauth et les manuscrits parisiens U et B.
Quant aux manuscrits P (Paris, BnF latin 6443) et M (Oxford, Merton College
282), ils suivent tantdt N, tantét ce second groupe.

Car il y eut aussi un courant prenant en compte Avendauth, rassemblant ses
textesetlesdiffusant.llestanimé parlesFréres Précheurs (« OrdoPraedicatorum »
ou 0.P.) ou Dominicains. L'ordre de saint Dominique, un Espagnol du Nord, est
né en ce début du XIII*s. pour appuyer la foi chrétienne sur de solides études
fondées sur les textes, afin de pouvoir combattre I'hérésie. Le personnage
d’Avendauth favorisant la traduction arabo-latine des ouvrages d’Avicenne était
pour eux intéressant. Ce n’est pas un hasard si le premier couvent fondé par
saint Dominique en Espagne le fut précisément a Ségovie, en 1218, A partir de
12 sans doute, les Dominicains purent récupérer le « dossier d’Avendauth », c’est-
a-dire la Logica et ses textes préliminaires, abandonné a I'archevéché de Tolede.
Ce courant en effet est représenté principalement par les manuscrits U et BY.
Les Dominicains y ont probablement joint la traduction du chapitre I-12 de la
Logica (De universalibus), transmise également dans le manuscrit d’'un dominicain

% FREUDENTHAL, Abraham Ibn Daud, Avendauth, Dominicus Gundissalinus cit., p. 77.
% M.-H. Vicare, Histoire de saint Dominique, 11, Les éditions du Cerf, Paris 1957, p.126.
%7 Voir « La Tradition manuscrite » dans I'édition critique de la Logica Avicennae, 3 paraitre.
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anglais (Oxford, Bodleian Library, Digby 217 = 0). Avendauth y est considéré
comme 'auteur du De universalibus, présenté comme un liber indépendant tiré
du L.V de la Métaphysique d’Avicenne qui traite également des universaux®®. La
qualité du texte et de la traduction a mis I’accent sur Avendauth sans que la Logica
d’Avicenne soit mentionnée. Marie-Thérése d’Alverny indique: « Ce manuscrit
composite est du reste en partie, d’aprés I'écriture, d’origine espagnole »*.

Cependant, le meilleur relais d’Avendauth fut le célébre dominicain Albert
le Grand.

VII. AserT LE GRAND O.P. (v. 1193-1280) ET AVENDAUTH

Le savant dominicain est tout a fait conscient de I'existence et du travail du
traducteur arabo-latin de la Logica Avicennae qu'il présente ainsi dans son Super
Porphyrium de V universalibus:

«Quamvis in praehabitis iam determinatum sit id quod de quinque universalibus
tradidit Porphyrius, tamen adhuc sunt quaedam quae utile est scire de his quae ex
logicis doctrinis Arabum in latinum transtulit Avendeuth, Israelita philosophus,
et maxime de logica Avicennae »'%.

«Bien que 'on ait déja déterminé précédemment ce que Porphyre a transmis
sur les cing universaux, il y a cependant encore certains points qu'’il est utile de
savoir. Ils sont tirés de ce que le philosophe israélite Avendauth a traduit en latin
des doctrines logiques des Arabes, et surtout de la Logique d’Avicenne ».

Le témoignage d’Albert le Grand sur Avendauth affirme clairement que
celui-ci a traduit en latin des parties de la Logique d’Avicenne, en 'occurrence
al-Madhal. 1l connait méme plus largement I'activité d’Abraham Ibn Daud. Il en
parle sous le nom de David Judaeus au début de son propre De causis et processu
universitatis a prima causa, ou il énumeére en premier lieu les différents noms
donnés au Liber de causis. Il présente cet ouvrage en ces termes:

«Accipiemus igitur ab antiquis quaecumque bene dicta sunt ab ipsis, quae ante
nos David Judaeus quidam ex dictis Aristotelis, Avicennae, Algazelis et Alfarabii
congregavit, sicut et Euclides in geometricis fecisse videtur. Sicut enim in Euclidis

% (f. table des chapitres in Avicenna Lativus, Liber de philosophia prima, V-X, éd. S.Van Rier,
Peeters - Brill, Louvain - Leiden 1980, pp.98*-100*.

% M.-T. 0’ ALverny, La tradition manuscrite de ’Avicenne latin, in Mélanges Taha Hussein, Le Caire,
1962, repr. in Avicenne en Occident cit., n° vi, p. 75, n.18.

100 Avgerr LE GraND, Super Porphyrium de V universalibus, ed. M. Santos Nova, Aschendorff, Miinster
2004, p.142a, 7-12.
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commento probatur theorema quodcumque ponitur, ita et David commentum

adhibuit quod nihil aliud est nisi theorematis propositi probatio »'°*.

«Nous recueillerons donc des anciens tout ce qu'ils ont dit de bien, qu’avant nous
un certain David le Juif a tiré et rassemblé des dits d’Aristote, Avicenne, al-Gazali
et al-Farabi, comme Euclide aussi semble I'avoir fait en géométrie. En effet, de
méme que dans le commentaire d’Euclide tout théoréeme posé est prouvé, de
méme aussi David a appliqué un commentaire qui n’est rien d’autre que la preuve
du théoréme proposé ».

Albert considére donc Avendauth comme le compilateur (congregavit)
d’extraits d’Aristote, Avicenne, al-Gazali et al-Farabi, les ordonnant sous
forme de théorémes commentés a la fagon d’Euclide. Le De causis serait donc
une anthologie de «dits » d’anciens philosophes grecs et arabes, présentés sous
forme axiomatique.

Et Albert d’enchainer:

«Pervenit autem ad nos et Physica per eumdem modum ab eodem philosopho
perfecta, ubi istum librum <De causis> Metaphysicam nominavit...»'°,

«Or, il est aussi parvenu jusqu’a nous une Physique, exécutée de la méme maniére
par le méme philosophe, ot il a appelé ce livre <le De causis> Métaphysique ».

Ainsi ce serait par rapport a une Physica organisée par lui de la méme maniére
que le De causis, que Ibn Daud aurait nommé celui-ci Metaphysica, que I'on peut
aussi comprendre comme «aprés la Physique». On en retrouve I'appellation
dans le manuscrit du De causis Oxford, Bodley, Selden supra 24 (début XIII® s.),
f.83v: « Explicit Metaphisica (sic) Avendeuth ».

Onadécouvert récemment un fragment judéo-arabe de la genizah de Budapest,
qui faisait partie a I'origine d’une anthologie sur la physique comprenant des
écrits de différents philosophes. Une page contient la fin d’un texte de physique
que deux colophons attribuent & Abraham Ibn Daud'®. C’est le seul texte arabe

quon lui connaisse. Il a été publié'® et une premiére étude a précisé que ces

101 AvgerT LE GRAND, De causis et processu universitatis a prima causa, ed. W. Faustr, Aschendorff,
Miinster 1993 (Opera omnia XVI1/2), p. 59, 9-18, cité par Berroracci, Albert the Great and the Preface of
Avicenna’s Kitab al-Sifa’ cit., pp. 135-136, n. 16.

102 Ay gert LE GraND, De causis et processu universitatis a prima causa, ed. Fauser cit., p. 59, 19-21.

103K, Sziicyi, A Fragment of a Book of Physics from the David Kaufmann Genizah Collection (Budapest)
and the Identity of Tbn Daud with Avendauth, « Aleph », 16/1, 2016, pp. 11-31.

104 K, Sakoyt, Y. Tzvi LANGERMANN, A Fragment of a Composition on Physics by Abraham Ibn Daud in
Judeo-Arabic: an Edition of the Text, « Aleph », 16/1, 2016, pp. 33-38.
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commentaires portent sur la Physique d’Aristote!®. Ajoutons que Juda b.

Salomon ha-Cohen, I'auteur qui a fait connaitre le martyre d’Ibn Daud a Toléde,
lui attribue dans son encyclopédie Midrash ha-Hokhma (fol. 52v) un passage sur le
1. V de la Physique'®.

Selon Albert le Grand donc, cette Physique serait a 'image du De causis une
sorte d’anthologie de 'ouvrage d’Aristote et de ses commentateurs compilée
par Abraham Ibn Daud. Sans entrer dans cette question et dans tout ce qu’elle
implique, on peut rappeler ici qu'Albert le Grand connaissait les travaux
d’Avendauth/Abraham Ibn Daud. L’expression utilisée pervenit ad nos suggére
méme que ce texte était traduit en latin.

En conclusion, les données des textes traduits tout comme celles des
manuscrits, confortées par le témoignage explicite d’Albert le Grand, plaident en
faveur de I'Israelita philosophus Avendauth/Ibn Daud comme seul traducteur latin
de la Logica Avicennae. Il avait la culture latine d’'un lettré étranger intéressé par
la culture qui I'environne, celle de 'Espagne du XII° siecle et plus généralement
de I'Afrique du Nord au temps de la conquéte arabe. Malgré sa difficulté a manier
le latin, il était tres attaché a une exacte compréhension de la pensée d’Avicenne.
Aussi, pour traduire la Logica Avicennae a-t-il soigneusement recherché chez
les auteurs latins anciens un vocabulaire précis et choisi, ce qui lui permettait
d’entrer en contact par les références culturelles avec I'archevéque de Tolede
en vue d’obtenir son mécénat pour une traduction d’ensemble du Sifa’. Mais
les médiévaux n’ont pas compris cette langue étrange, pleine d’archaismes,
qu’ils ont déformés ou remplacés par des mots de leur temps. Pour cette raison,
I'archevéque de Toléde adjoignit a Avendauth/Ibn Daud Dominique Gundisalvi
afin d’assurer son latin.

Cette collaboration entre le «philosophe Israélite» Avendauth/Ibn Daud et
Dominique Gundisalvi, dans laquelle le premier apportait sa connaissance des
textes d’Aristote et des développements de la pensée d’Avicenne auxquels le second
donnait une expression latine, a fait évoluer la pensée théologique chrétienne
dans un sens nouveau, plus rationnel. Par ailleurs, I'intérét pour la pensée arabe
a poussé les moines dominicains du siécle suivant a recueillir la Logica Avicennae
qu'Albert le Grand fit fructifier jusque dans I'enseignement universitaire.

Le pari audacieux d’Abraham Ibn Daud, dit Avendauth, de faire connaitre
aux Latins Avicenne et plus généralement l'aristotélisme arabe, a donc
pleinement réussi.

105y, Tzvi LaNGERMANN, Fragments of Commentaries on Aristotle’s Physics from the David Kaufmann
Genizah Collection, by Ibn Daud and Others (?), « Aleph », 16/1, 2016, pp. 39-60 (http://www.jstor.org/
stable/10.2979/aleph. 16.1.39).

106 Sipat, Juda B. Salomon ha-Cohen, philosophe cit., p. 43 ; R. Fontaine, Abraham Ibn Daud and the
Midrash ha-Hokhma : a Mini-Discovery, « Zutot : Perspectives on Jewish Culture », 2, 2002, pp. 156-
163 ; Fontaing, Abraham Ibn Daud cit., § 2 Biography.
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ABSTRACT
The Latin Translation of the Logica Avicennae and Its Author

The Logica Avicennae or Latin translation of Avicenna’s Commentary on Porphyry’s
Isagoge (al-Madhal) in his Kitab al-Sifa’ or The Cure was presented in the second half of the
12t ¢, to the Archbishop of Toledo by Avendauth Israelita, who said then more precisely
he was an Israelita philosophus. But who was Avendauth and how did he translate this text
from Arabic into Latin?

Francoise Hupry, CNRS Paris
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SILVIA DI VINCENZO

Is There a versio vulgata of Avicenna’s Kitab al-Sifa’?
On the Hypothesis of a Double Recension of Kitab al-Madhal *

INTRODUCTION

Still too little is known of the process of redaction of Avicenna’s major work
concerning philosophy, namely the Kitab al-Sifa’. In particular, it is still a matter
of investigation to determine whether the work might have undergone one or
more revisions after its first composition or not. The possibility of the existence
of more recensions of Avicenna’s works was firstly suggested by D. Gutas for the
brief treatise ‘On the supernal bodies™, whereas the same issue was raised for the
first time with regard to the Kitab al-Sifa’ by A. Bertolacci, as a result of a survey
of the manuscript tradition of the section of Metaphysics of the work (Kitab al-
Ilahiyyat)*. More in detail, the case-study considered by A. Bertolacci concerns
some differences in the arrangement of the chapters of the fifth treatise of the
Metaphysics detected in part of the manuscript tradition and in the medieval
Latin translation of the work. This observation led to the formulation of the
hypothesis that two versions of the text might have existed, one of which would
have been far more widespread and attested by a larger number of manuscripts
(therefore named ‘versio vulgata’)®.

In the present paper, I will raise the question whether Avicenna’s Kitab al-Sifa’
underwent a process of reworking after its first composition — either by the author

* Acknowledgements : The present paper is the provisional result of a research on the manuscripts
of Avicenna’s Kitdb al-Sifa’ conducted in collaboration with the ERC Project ‘PhiBor - Philosophy
on the Border of Civilizations. Towards a Critical Edition of the Metaphysics of Avicenna’ (http://
www.avicennaproject.eu/). I wish to thank the principal investigator of the PhiBor Project, Prof. A.
Bertolacci, both for giving me access to the manuscripts’ reproductions and for giving me precious
comments on a previous version of this paper. I wish to thank Prof. M. Aouad as well, from whose
useful comments on this paper I benefited. I also wish to thank the anonymous referees: I am
really grateful for all the suggestions and the remarks I got ; every shortcoming is, of course, solely
my responsibility.

! See D. Gutas, The Study of Avicenna. Status Quaestionis atque Agenda, « Documenti e studi sulla
tradizione filosofica medievale », 21, 2010, pp. 45-69, esp. pp. 60-61.

2 A. BertoLaccl, How Many Recensions of Avicenna’s Kitab al-Sifa’ ?, « Oriens », 40, 2012, pp. 275-303.

3 On more recent developments of this inquiry, see the article of A. Bertolacci in the present
volume.
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or by the circle of his direct disciples — by taking into examination as a case-study
the textual tradition of Avicenna’s work concerning Porphyry’s Isagoge (Kitab
al-Madhal), which opens the section of Logic of the Kitab al-Sifa’. Such a question
arises from the observation that the twelfth-century Latin translation of the work,
together with a small group of Arabic manuscripts and part of the early indirect
tradition of the text, seemingly attest, concurrently to the longer version of the
text preserved by the rest of the tradition, the existence of a shorter version of the
text in some passages that can hardly be due to mere accidents of transmission.

In what follows, I will firstly offer an overview of the tradition of Avicenna’s
Kitab al-Madhal (section 1), then I will focus, more in particular, on the part of the
tradition witnessing a shorter version of certain passages of the work (section
11). A section of the present paper shall be, then, devoted to a more in-depth
analysis of the passages at stake (section I1I), in order to make some hypothetical
suggestions concerning the possibility that they might attest the existence of a
double recension of the work, and that other parts of the summa might hint at a
similar scenario (section IV).

I. THE TRADITION OF AVICENNA’S MADHAL
1.1. The Cairo edition and the Arabic manuscript tradition of Avicenna’s Madhal

So far, the only existing edition of Avicenna’s Kitab al-Madhal is the one
printed in Cairo in 1952 to celebrate Avicenna’s millenary, which has the great
merit of publishing this work of Avicenna’s for the first time®. The edition is
based on ten manuscripts (see Appendix A), whose selection could not be based
on a critical comparison of the witnesses®. Four out of ten manuscripts employed
for the Cairo edition are among the earliest witnesses of the work, dating to the
XIIIth century, and two of these earliest witnesses are among the manuscripts
that may preserve a trace of a different version of the text®. Unfortunately, the

* Isn Sing, al-Sifa’, al-Mantiq, 1. al-Madhal, edd. 1. Mabkar, G. S. Qanawati, M. AL-Hupavri, F. AL-AHwAN],
al-Matba‘a al-Amiriyya, Cairo 1952 (henceforth : Cairo edition). On the main features of this edition,
see the general introduction to the edition (‘Introduction générale’ / ‘Mugaddimat al-Sifa”) by 1.
Madkir (both in French and Arabic) and A. Berroracct, The Manuscript Tradition of Avicenna’s Kitab
al-Sifa’ : The Current State of Research and Future Prospects, « Oriens », 40, 2012, pp. 198-195. The same
edition was, then, reprinted in Tehran in 1983 and in Beirut in 1993. Tehran lithograph edition,
which antedates the Cairo edition of the Kitab al-Sifa’, does not preserve the section of Logic of the
summa, of which the Cairo edition is, therefore, the first printed edition at our disposal.

® See on this point Mabkdr, Introduction générale cit., pp. 39-42, esp. p. 40.

% To my knowledge, the possible existence of two different versions of the text is not taken
into consideration in the Cairo edition, and the shorter version of certain passages is recorded in
the apparatus as the result of an erroneous omission.
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number of the manuscripts taken into account for the Cairo edition cannot be
considered as entirely representative of the actual state of the textual tradition
of the work, due to the huge proportions of the work’s tradition.

Generally speaking, Avicenna’s Kitab al-Sifi’ can be enumerated among
the works that had a huge diffusion and, consequently, a massive manuscript
tradition, and the first work of the summa, namely the Kitab al-Madhal, is
no exception. In fact, according to the provisional results of a still ongoing
bibliographical research, the manuscript tradition of Avicenna’s Madhal
amounts to at least 119 manuscripts’. The present survey shall take into account
59 manuscripts®, namely around a half of the whole estimated manuscript
tradition of the work (cf. Appendix B, Fig. 1). Overall, the manuscripts taken into
account range from the twelfth to the twentieth century, with a noteworthy
peak of extant witnesses dating to the seventeenth century (cf. Appendix B, Fig.
2). So far, the earliest witnesses of the work at our disposal are a manuscript
dating to the twelfth century (ms. Tehran, Kitabhanah-i Milli Malik 4276, dating
to 536H/1142) and the twelfth-century Latin translation of the text.

1.2. The Latin translation of Avicenna’s Madhal

In the frame of the present inquiry, also the twelfth-century Latin translation
of the work will be taken into account. This translation, that circulated under the
name of Logica Avicennae, is seemingly the first of a larger project of translations
of the Sifa’ started in Toledo by the Jewish translator Avendauth (d. ca. 1180) and

7 A thorough bibliographical survey of Avicenna’s works is still among the desiderata in Avicennan
studies (cf. Guras, The Study of Avicenna. Status Quaestionis atque Agenda cit., pp. 48-49). The present
bibliographical research has been conducted within the frame of the ERC Project : ‘PhiBor - Philosophy
on the Border of Civilizations and Intellectual Endeavours: Towards a Critical Edition of the
Metaphysics (Ilahiyyat of Kitab al-Sifd’) of Avicenna (Ibn Sind)’ (http ://www.avicennaproject.eu/). The
starting point of the present survey was offered by the following inventories: G. C. Anawari, Essai de
bibliographie avicennienne, Dar Al-Ma ‘arif, Cairo 1950 ; C. BrockeLmann, Geschichte der Arabischen Litteratur
(GAL), voll. I-11, Brill, Leiden 1943-1949?; suppl. voll. I-I11, Brill, Leiden 1937-1942 (vol. I, p. 592, suppl.
Vol. I, p. 815) ; Fihristvarah-i Dastnivisthd-yi fran (Dina), The Abridged Catalogue of Iran Manuscripts, ed. M.
Dirayati, Kitabhanah, Miizih va Markaz-i Asnad-i Maglis-i Stira-yi Islami, vol. VI, Tehran 1389H3/2010;
Fihristgan : nushah 'ha-yi hatti-i Iran (Fanha), Union Catalog of Iranian Manuscripts, ed. M. DRAvaTi, Sazman-i
Asnad va Kitabhanah-i Milli-i Gumhiiri-i Islami-i Iran, vol. XXI, Tehran 1390H$/2011; O. Erai, Ibni
Sina Bibliografyasi, in Biiyiik Tiirk Filozof ve Tib Ustad: Ibn Sina, Sahsiyeti ve Eserleri Hakkinda Tetkikler,
istanbul 1937, pp. 3-80; O. Eraiy, Ibn-i Sina Bibliografyast, Yalgin Matbaas, istanbul 1956 and Y. Marpavi,
Fihrist-i nushahd-yi musannafat-i Ibn-i Sind, Inti$arat-i Dani$gah-yi Tihran, Tehran 1333/1954. Then,
the information provided by these inventories has been, when possible, updated, specified or even
sometimes corrected after the inspection of the manuscripts’ reproductions.

8 A complete list of the witnesses taken into account, in chronological order, is provided in
the Appendix A.
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the philosopher Dominicus Gundissalinus (d. after 1181) in the second half of the
twelfth century®. The importance of this translation as a witness for Avicenna’s
text lies in the fact that it reproduces the readings of an Arabic exemplar that, if
extant, would be among the earliest witnesses of the work. Currently, the Latin
translation is one of the two only witnesses dating to the twelfth century that
could be taken into account for the present survey™.

The possibility itself of employing this translation as a witness for the
Arabic text is due to its quite literal rendering of the Arabic wording". The
Latin translation of Avicenna’s Madhal, which still awaits a critical edition?, is
preserved in 13 manuscripts, 7 of which preserve the passages that are taken
into exam in the present paper'®; the text of the Latin passages offered in this

? On the translation movement in twelfth-century Toledo, see, among the recent contributions,
C. Burnert, Communities of Learning in Twelfth-Century Toledo (pp. 9-18), A. Fioora, Religious Diversity and
the Philosophical Translations of Twelfth-Century Toledo, (pp. 19-36), and A. Berroracci, A Community of
Translators : The Latin Medieval Versions of Avicenna’s Book of the Cure (pp. 37-54), all in C. J. Mews, J. N.
Crosstey eds., Communities of Learning - Networks and the Shaping of Intellectual Identity in Europe, 1100~
1500, Brepols, Turnhout 2011. On the Latin translations of Avicenna’s works, see J. Janssens, Ibn Sina
(Avicenna), The Latin Translations of, in H. Laceriunp ed., Encyclopedia of Medieval Philosophy. Philosophy
between 500 and 1500, Springer, Berlin 2011, Part 9, pp. 522-527. On Avendauth and Gundissalinus,
see M.-T. 0’ALvernY, Notes sur les traductions médiévales d’Avicenne, « Archives d’histoire doctrinale et
littéraire du Moyen Age », 19, 1952, pp. 341-344 and Eap. Avendauth?, in Homenaje a Millas Vallicrosa
I, Consejo Superior de Investigaciones Cientificas, Barcelona 1954, pp. 35-37; M. Aronso ALonso, Notas
sobre los traductores toledanos Domingo Gundisalvo y Juan Hispano, « Al-Andalus », 8, 1943, pp. 155-188; In.,
Traducciones del arcediano Domingo Gundisalvo, « Al-Andalus », 12, 1947, pp. 295-338 and G. FREUDENTHAL,
Abraham Ibn Daud, Avendauth, Dominicus Gundissalinus and Practical Mathematics in Mid-Twelfth Century
Toledo, « Aleph», 16, 2016, pp. 61-106. Specifically on some features of the Latin translation of
Avicenna’s Kitab al-Madhal, see also S. D1 Vincenzo, Avicenna’s Isagoge, Chap. 1.12, De Universalibus:
Some Observations on the Latin Translation, « Oriens », 40, 2012, pp. 437-476.

1970 my knowledge, the only earlier extant witness of the text is the aforementioned ms. Tehran,
Kitabhanah-i Milli Malik 4276 (see also Manpavi, Fihrist-i nushahd-yi musannafat-i Ibn-i Sind, p. 171).

' On the value of the Latin translations of Avicenna’s Kitab al-Sifa” as witnesses of the text, cf.
Gurtas, The study of Avicenna. Status Quaestionis atque Agenda cit., pp. 49-50.

12 An edition is in preparation by Frangoise Hudry (CNRS, UPR 76, Emeritus fellow).

3 Namely manuscripts: Bruges, Sted. Openb. Bibl. 510 (XIII-XIV) [henceforth: B]; Graz,
Universitétsbibl., 482 (XI1**) [henceforth: G]; Oxford, Merton Coll. 282 (XIV™™) [henceforth: M];
Napoli, Bibl. Nazionale VIILE.33 (XIII?) [henceforth: N]; Paris, BnF lat. 6443 (XIII**) [henceforth: P];
Vat. lat. 4428 (XIII?) [henceforth: U]; Vat. lat. 2186 (XIII-XIV c.) [henceforth: V]. See also A. Cuemi,
La traduction latine médiévale de I'lsagoge d’Avicenne : notes pour une édition critique, in Proceedings of the
World Congress on Aristotle, Thessaloniki, August 7-14, 1978, 4 vols., Publications of the Ministry of Culture
and Sciences, Athens, 1981-1983, vol. IL. pp. 304-307. For a detailed description of the witnesses that
preserve the passages an edition of which is provided in section III, see Avicenna Lativus, Codices,
descripsit M.-T. o’Arverny ; Addenda collegerunt S. Van Rier, P. Jopoone, Brill, Leiden 1995, pp. 30-34 (on
ms. P); p. 75 (on ms. N) ; pp. 91-94 (on ms. V) ; pp. 99-101 (on ms. U) ; pp. 124-125 (on ms. B); pp. 151-
153 (on ms. M) ; pp. 173-180 (on ms. G). On ms. V, see also J. Bicnami-Opier, Le manuscrit Vatican Latin
2186, « Archives d’histoire doctrinale et littéraire du Moyen Age », 11, 1938, pp. 133-166.
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paper is reconstructed on the basis of all these testimonia™.
1.3. The early indirect tradition

The present inquiry also takes into account, as far as possible, the early
indirect tradition of Avicenna’s Madhal ; more in detail, it employs as a witness of
this work the literal quotations by Abii al-‘Abbas al-Lawkari (d. ca. 517H/1123%),
reportedly a disciple of the first-generation disciple of Avicenna Bahmanyar*®.
According to the historiographical sources, al-Lawkari gave impulse to the
diffusion of the study of philosophy in the provinces of Khiirasan'’. Although
the date reconstructed for his death is uncertain, we know from the oldest
manuscript of Avicenna’s Ta ligat that Lawkari wrote the Fihrist (Index) of al-
Ta Tigat in 503H/1109, which leads to chronologically contextualise his activity
between the second half of the eleventh and the first half of the twelfth century
of the Christian Era'®. One of his major works, namely the Bayan al-haqq bi-
diman al-sidq (‘Explanation of the Reality with the Assurance of Truth’), is a
still partially-unedited philosophical summa probably employed as a teaching
manual, which draws its material from Avicenna’s philosophical summae. The
section concerning Porphyry’s Isagoge, which preserves several literal quotations

! The translation is also preserved in an edition printed in Venice in 1508 (Avicenne Perhypatetici
philosophi ac medicorum facile primi opera in lucem redacta ac nuper quantum ars niti potuit per canonicos
emendate, Venetiis 1508), but this print is not, taken alone, an entirely reliable witness of the text,
since it presents, as any other witness of the text, its own mistakes and alterations. Each time a
reconstruction of the Latin text based on the manuscripts is provided in section III, the reference
corresponding to the passage in the printed edition is also provided.

15 The date usually reported for Lawkari’s death, i.e. 517H/1123, was actually provided by C.
Brockelmann (C. Brockermann, GAL 1, p. 602) on unknown basis; for all the problems regarding
LawkarT’s chronology, see R. Marcotte, Preliminary Notes on the Life and Work of Abi al- ‘Abbas al-
Lawkari (d. ca. 517H/1123), « Anaquel de Estudios Arabes», 17, 2006, pp. 157-133.

16 This piece of information is reported by Al-Bayhaqi (d. 565H/1169-1170), Tatimmat siwdn
al-hikma, p. 120 Safi‘; there is, however, a chronological problem, since Bahmanyar died in 1066,
so that it is difficult to imagine Lawkari as his student: see J. Janssens, Al-Lawkari’s Reception of Ibn
Sina’s llahiyyat, in D. N. Hass, A. Bertoraccr eds., The Arabic, Hebrew and Latin Reception of Avicenna’s
Metaphysics, De Gruyter, Berlin 2008, pp. 7-26. On Bahmanyar, see D. C. Reisman, The Making
of the Avicennan Tradition, Brill, Leiden - Boston - K8ln 2002, pp. 185-195; J. Janssens, Bahmanyar
Ibn Marzuban: A Faithful Disciple of Ibn Sina?, in D. C. Resman, A. H. AL-Ranmm eds., Before and After
Avicenna: Proceedings of the First Conference of the Avicenna Study Group, Brill, Leiden 2003, pp. 177-
197 and A. H. At-Ranm, Avicenna’s Immediate Disciples: Their Lives and Works, in Y. Tzvi LANGERMANN
ed., Avicenna and his Legacy : A Golden Age of Science and Philosophy, Brepols, Turnhout 2009, pp. 1-25.

17 AL-Bavnaqi, Tatimmat siwan al-hikma, p. 120.11 Safi".

18 See MarcorTe, Preliminary Notes on the Life and Work of Abii al- ‘Abbas al-Lawkari (d. ca. 517H/1123)
cit., pp. 134-138.
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of Avicenna’s Kitab al-Madhal, was edited by Ibrahim Dibagi in 1986". As it
was already noticed, Lawkari’s Bayan al-haqq bi-diman al-sidq often reproduces
verbatim passages drawn both from Avicenna’s own works and Bahmanyar’s
Kitab al-Tahsil*®. More in detail, the passages that will be taken into exam are all
part of the second treatise of Avicenna’s Madhal (dealing with the similarities
and divergences between the five universal predicables), of which Lawkari
quotes large portions directly, i.e. without drawing them from Bahmanyar’s
Kitab al-Tahsil, where they cannot be found. A comparison between the passages
of Avicenna’s Madhal with their literal quotations in Lawkari’s work will allow
us to have a clue of the readings preserved in the manuscript(s) of Avicenna’s
Madhal that Lawkari had at his disposal, namely a witness of Avicenna’s text
possibly anterior to the twelfth-century?’.

I1. Is THERE A SHORT VERSION OF AVICENNA’S MADHAL 7
11.1. Preliminary considerations on two possible versions of Avicenna’s Madhal

There are several passages in Avicenna’s Madhal (presented in section III)
with regard to which the manuscript tradition is divided. More specifically, the
divergence consists in the fact that a small bunch of manuscripts preserves,
against the rest of the tradition, a shorter version of the same text. Among the
59 Arabic manuscripts that are the basis for this inquiry, 48 preserve a longer
version of the text, against only 11 manuscripts that attest a short version of all
or part of the passages here considered (see Appendix B, Fig. 3).

Basically, two working hypotheses can be made to explain the phenomenon:
the passages with regard to which the manuscript tradition diverges can either
be considered as omitted in certain manuscripts (I) or as added in others (II).

(I) According to the first hypothesis, the short version could be the result of a
series of omissions, which can either be (1.1) accidental or (I.2) intentional.

(I1) According to the second hypothesis, the short version could be an earlier

19 AL-Lawkari, Bayanu al-haqq bi-dimani al-sidq, Logic, Part One, ed. 1. Disadi, Mu ‘assasa-i Inti§arat-i
Amir Kabir, Tehran 1364H/1986.

20 As J. Janssens pointed out, « the quotations are so literal that Lawkari’s text may be used
as an independent testimony, besides available manuscripts, for the establishment of the critical
edition of the respective works » (Janssens, Al-Lawkari’s Reception of Ibn Sind’s 1lahiyyat cit., p. 23).

2Lt is important to be aware that the section on Logic of Lawkari’s Bayan al-haqq bi-diman al-sidq
is, seemingly, transmitted by a unique manuscript (ms. Tehran, Kitabhanah-i Markazi-yi Dani§gah-i
Tihran 108). The critical edition is, therefore, based on one witness only, and emendations of the
text had often to be made by comparing it with the sources of Lawkari’s quotations in the work
(see the introduction to the edition by 1. Dibagi, pp. 105-108). Our knowledge of the text of the
section of Logic of LawkarT’s work is, therefore, quite limited and imperfect.
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version, anterior to the long one which includes some textual additions and
represents a ‘versio vulgata’ of the text, attested by a much larger number of
witnesses. The textual additions in the long version can either be the result of
(I1.1) the author’s own reworking of the text at a second moment, or of (I1.2)
some later modifications of the text.

These interpretations point to two possible scenarios: (i) the divergence of
the manuscript tradition is due to some accidents of transmission (hypothesis
1.1), or (ii) it is due to a conscious intervention on the text, made by abridging
the text (hypothesis 1.2) or by developing it with the addition of further remarks
and clarifications (hypothesis II).

A way to try to account for this kind of phenomenon could be supposing
an accidental omission of the passages that occurred in a small part of the
manuscript tradition; in this frame, the majority of the manuscript tradition
would agree in preserving the complete and correct version of the text
(hypothesis 1.1). However, it should be noticed that an accidental omission of
the passages discussed in section III is quite difficult to admit, for there are
no conditions that could easily explain mechanical omissions affecting these
passages?. Apparently, then, hypothesis .1 is not a completely satisfying answer
to the issue at stake.

On the other hand, the omission of these passages could be voluntary
(hypothesis 1.2) : since the understanding of text is seemingly not affected by their
omission, it could be supposed that the ‘short version’ is a sort of abridgement
of the text, attained by trimming some non-fundamental parts off. The reason
why, besides the hypothesis 1.2, also the opposite and stronger hypothesis II —
which considers the passages in question as added in most part of the tradition —
was made is that some of these passages are quite problematic from a syntactical
and doctrinal point of view. Hence, these passages could be suspected not to be
included in Avicenna’s text from the very first stage of composition, therefore
being added in the text at a later stage of the tradition. If this were the case, then
we would have a short version of the text and a long version, which is much more

22 I mean that in none of the cases that shall be displayed there are the conditions for
supposing that omissions occurred because of a homoioteleuton or a saut du méme au méme, or by
accidentally skipping a line during the process of copy (the dimensions of the clauses lacking in
the short version cannot, in most cases, be reconducted to that of a single line). The hypothesis of
a material damage of a common antigraph of the manuscripts attesting the short version is also
quite unlikely. In the case of merely accidental omissions or material losses of a portion of text, in
fact, we should expect that, at least in some cases, the intelligibility of the text is affected. In all
the cases that shall be displayed, on the contrary, not only the short version of the text is perfectly
intelligible, but it is sometimes even superior, from a syntactical and doctrinal point of view, to
the long one.
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widespread than the first one (therefore called versio vulgata®®) and which would
actually be a revised version of the text, including several textual additions.

In what follows, I shall try to argue that there are some elements which
point to the fact that the possibility (I.1) is quite unlikely, and that the idea
that the textual cases that shall be displayed can be explained as the results of
some accidents of transmission (i) should be perhaps left aside. I shall rather
try to suggest that there was a conscious intervention on the text (ii), either
by abridgement (1.2), or by textual addition (II); on account of the greater
persuasiveness of this second possibility (ii), the short and the long versions
might be considered as two different recensions of Avicenna’s text.

11.2. The manuscripts attesting the existence of a short version

The Arabic manuscripts that seemingly attest the existence of a short version
of the text can be classified at first according to whether they preserve a text
completely lacking the passages at stake (version A), i.e. 1 extant manuscript
and the model of the Latin translation, or a text only partially lacking the
aforementioned passages (version B), i.e. 10 out of the 11 Arabic manuscripts.
More in detail, within the witnesses of version B, it is possible to operate some
further distinction, and to single out four groups of manuscripts (B.1, B.2, B.3
and B.4), characterised by the fact of sharing a selective addition or omission of
the same passages.

Tab. 1. A classification of the witnesses attesting the short version**

Text A (the short version)

Latin translation by Avendauth, dat.second halfofthe ---
‘Logica  Avicennae’ Xl c.,

Ms.Leiden, Universiteitsbibliotheek, dat. before X c. H/ ms. (22) in Appendix A
Golius Or. 4 [= former 1444] XVI* c. [henceforth: ms. G]

Text B (a hybrid version between the short and the long versions)

Text type (B.1) : short version of cases 1-2, 5

Ms. Istanbul, Siileymaniye dat. Sa‘ban 628H / ms. (2) in Appendix A
Kiitiiphanesi, Yeni Cimi 772 June-July 1231 [henceforth: ms. J]

2 Adapting to this context the expression employed in Berroracci, How Many Recensions of
Avicenna’s Kitab al-Sifa’ ? cit., p. 294.

2 The witnesses are listed for each textual typology in chronological order; the non-extant
reconstructed witnesses are marked by the sign: °.
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Ms. Istanbul, Millet Kiitiiphanesi

dat. 674H/1275-6

ms. (6) in Appendix A

(now:  Millet Yazma  Eser [henceforth: ms. E]

Kiitiiphanesi), ‘Ali Emiri 1504

Ms. istanbul, Siileymaniye dat. 26 Sa‘ban ms. (34) in Appendix A

Kiitiiphanesi, Yeni Cimi 773 1041H/18%  March [henceforth: ms. C]
1632

° The (unknown) manuscript with
which ms. G was collated

unknown dat.

[henceforth: Gme]

Text type (B.2) : short version of cases 3-4

Ms. istanbul, Topkap1 Saray1 Miizesi
Kiitiiphanesi, Ahmet 111 3261

dat. 10 Rabi‘ l-awwal
677H/8™" August 1278

ms. (7) in Appendix A
[henceforth: ms. T]

Ms. istanbul, Siileymaniye dat. 680H/1281-2 ms. (8) in Appendix A
Kiitiiphanesi, Asir Efendi 207 [henceforth: ms. A]

° Ms. with which a lacuna in unknown dat. [henceforth : ms. M™&]
ms. Tehran, Kitabhanah-i Milli

Gumhiiri-yi Islami-yi Iran 1326 (dat.
X/XVI c.) was corrected

Text type (B.3) : short version of case 3

° The ms. owned by Abii al-‘Abbas
al-Lawkari (?)

dat. before XII™c.

° Ms. with which ms. istanbul,
Siileymaniye Kiitiiphanesi, Yeni
Cami 770 (dat. 888H/1483) was
collated

unknown dat.

[henceforth: ms. Yi*]

Ms. Tehran, Kitabhanah-i Milli

Malik 1057

dat. IX®"H/XV* c.

ms. (13) in Appendix A
[henceforth: ms. K]

Ms. Mashad, Kitabhanah-i Astan-i
Quds-i Razavi 1119

dat. XIt/XVII™ c.

ms. (28) in Appendix A
[henceforth: ms. Q]

Text type (B.4) : short version of case 5

Ms. istanbul, Siileymaniye
Kiitiiphanesi, Yeni Cimi, Hatice
Sultan 208

unknown dat.

ms. (58) in Appendix A
[henceforth: ms. H]

Text A. Ms. G and the Latin translation are the only witnesses that attest
a short version of all the passages listed in section III (cases 1-5). Ms. G is an
undated manuscript, very likely considerably earlier than the sixteenth-century
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ownership statements that can be found on its title page®. Besides the section of
Logic of the Sifa’, it also preserves the Natural Philosophy and the Metaphysics.
The Latin translation, on the other hand, is based on an unknown Arabic exemplar
that must have been at least earlier than the second half of the twelfth century.

Text B. A first group of witnesses of text B (text type B.1) is composed by two
thirteenth-century manuscripts (mss. JE) and by a seventh-century one (ms. C) that
agree in preserving a short version of the same selected passages (section III, cases
1-2, 5). To these extant manuscripts, a reconstructed witness can be added, namely
the manuscript with which ms. G was collated: in fact, a second handwriting
integrates in the margins of ms. G only those passages that are also preserved
by the witnesses attesting a B.1 type text (i.e. cases 3-4), apparently because the
manuscript it was collated with omitted the others (cases 1-2, 5) like mss. JEC.
Arguably, mss. EC are stemmatically related : more in particular, ms. C is very likely
a descriptus of ms. E?, Ms. ] is a quite interesting witness, among the earliest at our
disposal for Avicenna’s Madhal, that presents on its title page, among several other
possession notes, the one allegedly written by Nasir al-Din al-Ttisi*’.

Text type B.2, namely a text attesting a short version of cases 3-4 only, has as
its extant witnesses two thirteenth-century manuscripts preserved in istanbul,
namely mss. T? and A. To these two testimonia we can also add the manuscript
with which ms. M was collated: a huge portion of text was evidently omitted in
the antigraph of the manuscript (probably because of a major material damage,
like the loss of a folio), then the portion omitted was reintegrated in the margins,
supposedly by collation. The manuscript with which ms. M was collated, however,
supposedly omitted the same portions of text omitted by mss. TA.

% For a complete codicological description of ms. G, see J. J. Witkam, Avicenna’s Copyists at Work :
Codicological Features of the Two Leiden Manuscripts of the Kitab al-Shifa’, « Oriens », 40, 2012, pp. 223-
255, esp. pp. 225-233.

% Just to provide a few examples in support of this claim, the two manuscripts share the
omission of the clause allati hiya ihda al-hamsa hiya in K. al-Madhal, 1.14, p. 84.2-3 Cairo ed., and both
manuscripts leave a blank space instead of the word mudawima in K. al-Madhal, 1.14, p. 84.21-22 Cairo
ed. Moreover, in K. al-Madhal, 114, p. 111.12-16 Cairo ed., they both have a misunderstanding of wa-
I-‘arad al- ‘@mm as la ka-I- ‘arad al- amm. Ms. C, then, shows some mistakes of its own that cannot be
found in ms. E, which means that ms. C is arguably a copy derived — directly or not — from ms. E.

%7 The ownership statement is also accompanied by a certificate claiming that the statement is
really by the hand of Nasir al-Din al-Taisi; see also Maupavi, Fihrist-i nushaha-yi musannafat-i Ibn-i Sina
cit., p. 171. It can be reconstructed from the ownership statements it preserves that ms. J was later
owned by ‘Abd al-Rahman Ibn ‘Ali Ibn Mu’ayyad (who wrote his note, dated to the 8 Sa‘ban 901H/1%
May 1496, in Constantinople) and, together with a second volume reportedly completing ms. J, by a
Mustafa Ibn ‘Abd al-Din Ilyas Ibn Muhammad (on Dii I-Qa‘da 960H/October-November 1553).

8 Ms. T preserves the section of Logic and the first fann of the section of Natural Philosophy
of the Sifa’, but the two sections were evidently copied by two different copyists. The colophon at
the end of the section of Logic reports that the manuscript was copied in Baghdad in 677H/1278-9.
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Finally, I call text type B.3 the text of the manuscripts attesting a shorter
version of the text for case 3 only, like mss. K and Q. Ms. K and Q are, respectively,
a fifteenth-century and a seventeenth-century witnesses only preserving the
section of Logic of the Sifa’. Ms. Y, a complete fifteenth-century copy of the Sifa’,
preserves all the crucial passages that are here taken into consideration, but shows
nonetheless a piece of evidence that a manuscript with which it was collated did
not preserve the clause at case 3, whose beginning and end are marked in ms. Y by
two interlinear signs delimiting the clause that was found absent in the manuscript
employed for the collation. It can be questioned whether the manuscript that al-
Lawkari had at his disposal attested a similar text or not, for we are sure that it
must have at least preserved a short version of the case 3, but whether it attested
a short version of the cases 2, 4-5 as well cannot be determined.

Finally, ms. H attests a short version of the passage at case 5 (text type
B.4), even though a marginal correction restores the long version of the text.
Unfortunately, we have little information on this manuscript, which is an
undated copy that only preserves the section of Logic of the Sifd".

skekk

This classification of the witnesses allows some preliminary considerations.
Given that the hypothesis .1 of an accident of transmission affecting the passages
can be judged less likely than the others (as it will be better argued in section I1I),
it remains the possibility of considering this division of the witnesses in the light
of hypotheses 1.2 and II. Assuming hypothesis 1.2, text type A should be considered
as the final step of a process of abridgement of the text only partially achieved in
text type B. In this case, then, the short version of the work would have originated
later than the long version. Assuming, on the other hand, hypothesis II, then the
short version (in the form of text A) should be considered as the starting point of
a process of revision of the text that ultimately resulted in the long version of the
text, and of which text type B attests an intermediate stage®.

¥ It can be suggested that the manuscripts classified as preserving a text type B in Tab. 1 attest
a stage of partial integration of the textual additions within the text. This might have occurred in
several ways: they could all derive from a copy attesting the short version of the text, then they
could have been collated with witnesses of the long recension and, consequently, have accomplished
at least a partial integration of the clauses that lacked in their antigraphs. This process is visible
in ms. G, where a second handwriting adds in the margins a part of the lacking passages, arguably
comparing ms. G with an exemplar that preserved a text type B.1; a copy drawn from ms. G could
well incorporate in the main text the marginal addition and, therefore, presenting a text type
B.1. Another possibility is that of supposing that the short and the long versions of the text both
originate from a manuscript in which the textual additions characterising the long version were in
the margins, and that the manuscripts of type B descend from exemplars that failed for some reasons
to integrate all the additions within the text. A possible reason for such an imperfect integration
could be that the additions were gradually written in the margins of the manuscript at different
stages, and that copies drawn before their creation could not copy them. In the present paper, I shall
not try to provide a definite answer to this problem, confining myself to ponder these possibilities.



40 SILVIA DI VINCENZO

II1. THE CASES OF DIVERGENCE BETWEEN THE SHORT AND THE LONG VERSIONS

In what follows, some cases of divergence between the short and the long
versions are examined more in detail. Given that in some of the cases displayed
below both the short and the long versions of the passages do, apparently,
perfectly fit within the context, whereas in others the clauses exclusively
preserved in the long recension entail some stylistic, syntactical, or doctrinal
issues, I will start by discussing the less problematic cases, to conclude with the
most puzzling ones.

I11.1. Unproblematic cases (cases 1-2)

[Case 1] Kitab al-Madhal, 11.1, p. 93.1-5 Cairo ed.: « As to the properties in
virtue of which the genus differs from the rest, the first of the widespread ones
is that the genus is predicated of more [items] than those of which differentia,
species, proprium and accident are predicated. As to the fact that the genus
is more comprehensive than differentia, species and proprium, it is something
evident: the proprium belongs specifically to [its] species, and so does the
differentia, but according to a condition he [scil. Porphyry] didn’t posit, namely
that the comparison is made between the genus and the differentia ranged
under it and the proprium ranged under it. As to what concerns the accident,
[on the contrary], it is not self-evident [...] ».
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IeN SiNA, K. al-Madhal, 11.1,
p. 93.1-5

Latin translation
(cf. Ven. 1508 f. 10™)
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LAWKARI, p. 169.10-13
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Proprietatum vero quibus
differt genus' ab aliis,
prima divulgata haec est?,
quia’® genus praedicatur de
pluribus quam differentia
et species et proprium et
accidens, sed hoc quod
praedicatur de pluribus
quam species et differentia
et proprium’ manifestum
est:  proprietas  enim
propria est unius speciei
tantum.  Similiter et
differentia.

De accidente autem’
non ita patet per se [...]

1. differt genus inv. U:
genus om. B || 2. haec est] est
hic BU || 3. quia] cum add.
BU || 4. species — proprium]
differentia  proprium et
species in quantum BU || 5. de
accidente autem] de accidente
vero BU
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2 Seemingly, asaut du méme au méme due to the repetition of al-hdssa affected LawkarT’s text.

[Case 2] Kitab al-Madhal, 11.2, p. 99.3-7 Cairo ed.: «But in this divergence
another feature is negated from the species, namely that it is not univocally
[and] universally predicated of the genus, and this [feature] negated doesn’t
correspond to that [feature] affirmed, but the form of this divergence is that the
species is not compared with the genus in what the genus [has] with respect to
the species, and this is only possible between different [things]. Then, another

divergence [...]».
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Latin translation
(cf. Ven. 1508 f. 10%)

e R P e N e AN~
FELAL ) (o e Vil 25 5
sy oplndl s oy (LS S
Vg O Auldl el 5,50 SO i)
Vldoay g ol doe ol Lo il SIS
P S S IO U TEEPR 1 °F

1. il — liasom. EGJC

[Hoc autem non negatur a specie
secundum hunc modum] sed aliter,
scilicet! quia non praedicatur de genere?
univoce et universaliter’, hoc autem*
negatum non est illud® affirmatum.
Forma vero huius differentiae® haec est,
quod species non est par generi’ in eo
quod habet genus erga species. Item
alia differentia [...]

1. scilicet om. BU || 2. scilicet add. BU || 3.
univoce et universaliter inv. BU || 4. hoc autem]

si autem M : autem om. BU || 5. non est illud] ad
BU || 6. huius differentiae om. BU || 7. est par
generi] pars generis BU

Cases 1-2. Among the cases of divergence between the short and the long
versions of Avicenna’s Madhal here presented, there are at least two (cases 1-2)
in which the two versions both produce two unproblematic texts, with the only
difference that the long version preserves some further remarks that are absent
in the short one. In both cases, the short version is represented by four extant
Arabic manuscripts (mss. EGJC) and the twelfth-century Latin translation; in the
only case in which a comparison with Lawkari’s Bayan al-haqq bi-diman al-sidq is
possible (namely case 1), Lawkari’s text sides with the long version.

In case 1, the long version adds a condition that is not explicit in the text
of the short version, namely that the comparison between the genus and the
other predicables regarding their extension in predication is made by taking
into account only the predicables that are ranged under the genus in Porphyry’s
tree (i.e. the predicables that are not more general than it). This idea, which is
implicitly acknowledged in the short version, is overtly stated in the long one.
In case 2, the long version adds the specification that a comparison of the kind
proposed in the text is only possible between two different things.

The absence in the short version of the clauses preserved in the long version can
hardly be explained as the result of a mere accident of transmission (hypothesis
1.1): as omissions, in fact, they are quite macroscopic, and there are not the
conditions to suppose that they could have been easily accidentally omitted during
the copy (for instance, because of a homoioteleuton or a saut du méme au méme, or
by accidentally skipping a line during the process of copy). Noteworthy, neither
the syntax nor the content of the text are affected by these omissions.
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Seemingly, there are not compelling reasons that might have led to the
voluntary suppression of the clauses in cases 1 and 2 (hypothesis 1.2), since
apparently there is no problem in keeping the two clauses as part of the text,
and it is a bit difficult to imagine why one could have wanted to cut off some
further clarifications he found in Avicenna’s text. On the other hand, there
are no specific reasons to suspect that the clauses that are absent in the short
version could be the result of a later addition in the long version (hypothesis II).

Given that the presence or absence of these clauses does not affect the text
neither from a syntactical, nor from a doctrinal point of view, the nature of the
divergence between the short and the long version can hardly be judged on the
basis of these first two cases.

I11.2. A slightly problematic case (case 3)

[Case 3] Kitab al-Madhal, 11.1, p. 91.8-12 Cairo ed.: «Let’s start with
the common features, and say that the one that is common to [all] the five
[predicables] is that they are universal, i.e. predicated of many [items]. If
the author of al-Madhal [Isagoge ?] acknowledged this [point], then he already
acknowledged the defect of the descriptions belonging to differentia, proprium
and accident, since he forgot to mention universality in them. All of them i.e.
the predicables] share something else too [...]».

IeN SiNA, K. al-Madhal 11.1, p. Latin translation

91.8-12 (cf. Ven. 1508 ff, 9*-10) LAWKARI, p. 167.3-4
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Case 3: a critical reference to Porphyry. A bit more revealing, though still
not an extremely problematic one, is case 3. More precisely, the sources for the
short version are, in this case, five preserved Arabic manuscripts (mss. TGQAK),
a reconstructed Arabic manuscript (the one with which ms. Y was collated),
the twelfth-century Latin translation and the early indirect tradition (a literal
quotation in LawkarT’s Bayan al-haqq bi-diman al-sidq), whereas the rest of the
tradition attest the long version of the passage. Again, hypothesis 1.1 appears
as the less attractive: in this case, the short version would have accidentally
omitted a quite long passage, but it is difficult to find a convincing explanation
of the genesis of such an omission.

The clause lacking in the short version comments upon the first feature
shared by all the five universal utterances introduced by Porphyry, namely that,
insofar as they are universal, they are all predicated of many items*. The clause
at stake, more in particular, claims that since ‘the author of Madhal’ (musannif
al-Madhal) admits this point, then he also admits that the descriptions of the
five universals provided before are defective, since they omit the mention of
universality. The mention of a musannif al-Madhal in the passage (p. 91.8-12 Cairo
ed.) is quite odd for two main reasons: (i) first, the clause musannif al-Madhal
is, in itself, peculiar, if compared to the usus scribendi of Avicenna. (i.a) This
occurrence of the term musannif would be the only one that could be found in
Avicenna’s works, for it is never employed elsewhere by Avicenna, and (i.b) if we
take this expression as referring to Porphyry, the mention of Porphyry’s Isagoge
as ‘al-Madhal’ would be quite unusual for Avicenna, who usually refers to that
work as Isagugi’'. Although it cannot be definitely excluded that Avicenna might
have chosen to refer once to Porphyry’s Isagoge as Madhal, it is nonetheless quite
a remarkable exception. (i.c) Generally speaking, Porphyry is rarely referred to
in such an explicit manner by Avicenna’s part, especially in Madhal; in fact, he
is explicitly mentioned as sahib Isagigi (‘the author of the Isagoge’) in Madhal,
1.13 (p. 80.12 Cairo ed.) and in ISarat, 11.11 (p. 220.11 ed. Dunya) but, more often,
he is simply referred to as al-ragul (‘[this] man’)*? or by means of periphrases®.

%0 poren., Isag., p. 13.10-21 Busse.

3! Probably, also to distinguish Porphyry’s work from his own reworking of it (preferably
named Madhal) ; for Porphyry’s Isagoge referred to as Isagigi, see Nafs, 1.1, p. 9.9; V.6, p. 213.2 ed.
Madkiir; Gadal, 1.6, p. 57.8; p. 62.13 ed. Madkir; as Kitab Isagiigi: Burhan, 1.2, p. 130.18 ed. ‘Afifi;
Gadal, 1.6, p. 62.3-4; 14-15 ed. Madkiir.

32 cf. Madhal, 11.2, p. 100.7, 11; p. 102.11; p. 103.4 Cairo ed. and Madhal, 113, p. 106.7 Cairo ed.

33 Porphyry is referred to as awwalu man qaddama ma ‘rifata hadihi l-hamsati ‘ala l-mantiqi (‘the
first who made the knowledge of these five [universal utterances] precede the Logic’) in Madhal, 1.14
(p. 86.5 Cairo ed.) ; as awwalu man afrada li-hadihi l-hamsati l-kulliyyati kitaban (‘the first who devoted
a book to these five universals’) in Madhal, 1.3 (p. 109.5-6 Cairo ed.) and as man qasada taqdim hada
I-kitab (‘who aimed at making this book precede [Aristotle’s Logic]’) in Madhal, 1.13 (p. 77.9 Cairo ed.).
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Hence, a reference to Porphyry as musannif al-Madhal seems quite unusual for
Avicenna, if compared to the usual lexicon employed by the author (i.a-b) and to
the usually indirect way in which he mostly refers to Porphyry (i.c).

(i) Secondly, it is true that Avicenna must be referring to Porphyry when
presenting the first feature shared by the five universal utterances, though not
explicitly ascribing it to him; it should be noticed, however, that he speaks in
a quite general way of a plurality of philosophers, claiming that he will confine
himself to what they mentioned (p. 91.8: wa-lI-naqgtasir ‘ala ma awradithu minhu).
The abrupt shifting between a plural and generic reference (awradii, ‘they
mentioned’) to a very specific singular one (wa-ida ‘tarafa bi-hada musannif al-
Madhal, «and since the author of Madhal admitted this...») that we find in the
passage seems quite out of place from a stylistic point of view, especially given
that all the other critical references in the chapter, though evidently referred to
Porphyry, are expressed by means of generic plural references®.

In spite of these minor stylistic difficulties, however, the presence of the clause
at stake does not entail any major syntactical or doctrinal problem within the
context. So far, then, there is too scarce evidence to tell whether the clause was
part of the text from its first redaction (and then intentionally omitted, according
to hypothesis 1.2) or it was rather added to it at a second moment (hypothesis II).
In what follows, on the other hand, two more problematic cases shall be presented,
in which syntactical and doctrinal issues arise in the attempt of verifying the
consistency of the clauses absent in the short version with the context.

I11.3. Problematic cases (cases 4-5)

[Case 4] Kitab al-Madhal, 11.2, p. 101.7-9 Cairo ed.: « And this divergence
subsists between the genus and the permanent and common proprium,
or between the two natures of genus and proprium unrestrictedly, since
that [nature] is not a subject of predication, whereas this one is, I mean this
convertibility. [Another] divergence encompassed [in it] follows this one [...] ».

3 Just to provide a few examples closely following the passage at stake, cf. p. 92.4: wa-qad

right in introducing this example»); p. 92.7: ‘indahum («according to them») and lam ya ‘n
(« they didn’t mean »).
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Ien Sing, K. al-Madhal, 11.2, p. 101.7-9 Latin translation
(cf. Ven, 1508 f. 117%)
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Case 4 :the counterpredication of propria. Inthiscase, the clause withregard
to which the two versions diverge is omitted by the Latin translation and by the
manuscripts of type A and B.2 (see Tab. 1 above), against the rest of the tradition.
The context in which the possibly suspected passage is located is Avicenna’s
commentary to Porphyry’s statement that «a proprium is counterpredicated of
that of which it is a proprium, a genus is not counterpredicated of anything »*.
Porphyry’s statement means that the proprium applies to what the species of
which it is predicated applies to and conversely, whereas the case of the genus
with respect to its species is different®. Avicenna seems to propose, at a first
stage, a restriction of the validity of the statement to those propria that are
permanent and common to all of their subjects. The reason for such a restriction
lies in Porphyry’s individuation of four kinds of proprium, of which only the
last one — namely the proprium always and commonly belonging to its species
— is finally said to be ‘proprium’ in the proper sense meant in logic®’. Arguably,
Avicenna wanted to prevent the inference that the kind of proprium that doesn’t
always belong to its species, or not to all of it, can be counterpredicated as well,
because this holds true only if it belongs to the species and only for the members
of the species to which it belongs.

% PoreH., Isag., p. 16.11-14 Busse.

3¢ Two things are said to ‘counterpredicate’ (gr. avricamyopeicfar) when the one applies to
everything the other applies to and conversely. Two examples of counterpredication are that of
the thing and its definition (e.g. ‘human’ and ‘rational animal’, since every human is a rational
animal and every rational animal is a human) and that of the thing and its proprium (e.g. ‘human’
and ‘capable of laughing’, since every human is capable of laughing and every being capable of
laughing is a human). The genus and each one of its species do not counterpredicate, because
the genus applies to more items than those each one of its species applies to (e.g. ‘animal’ and its
species ‘human’, since every human is an animal, but not every animal is a human).

37 Porew., Isag., p. 12.13-22 Busse.
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Interestingly, the suspected clause is a sort of correction to Avicenna’s
own restriction, stating that Porphyry’s statement might be considered as
valid for the natures of proprium and genus in general (mutlagan), i.e. without
any further specification, since the proprium can be counterpredicated (in
case it permanently belongs to all the individuals of the species of which it is
predicated), whereas the genus never can®, From a doctrinal point of view, the
suspected passage seemingly represents a shift within Avicenna’s first intention
to confine the validity of Porphyry’s statement to a certain kind of proprium.
From a syntactic point of view, the last part of the relevant passage is rather
problematic: in fact, it is quite difficult to understand the passage a ni hada - ‘aks
(«I mean this convertibility ») within the structure of the clause, from which it
appears to be detached.

[Case 5] Kitab al-Madhal, 11.1, p. 93.5-11 Cairo ed.: « As to what concerns
the accident, it is not in itself evident that it is necessary [for it] to have a minor
extension than the genus; this because the properties of the ten categories,
that we will mention later, are common accidents to the categories’ species,
therefore being not minor in extension than the genus, on the contrary, among
them there is what is more common and greater [in extension], like the fact that
substance is established according to a unique definition in a way that it doesn’t
undergo more and less, is more common than substance. If someone says that
this is a negation, and that no meaning is under it, it is still possible for us to find
concomitants and accidents that are more common than each category, as one
and existent, or as created, or like motion, for it is greater [in extension] than
the rational animal which is, according to him (scil. Porphyry), a genus for ‘man’.
The second divergence [...] ».

38 Certain manuscripts preserve a qad before the verb tahtamilu (‘is predicated’) referring
to the nature of the proprium: the qad conveys, in this context, a potential meaning, so that it
should be understood : « whereas this one [namely the nature of the proprium] could be/sometimes
is counterpredicated ».
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Latin translation
(cf. Ven. 1508 £. 10)
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I8N SINA, K. al-Madhal 111, p. 93.5-11
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* sicut incipere vel fieri] duplex translatio : ar.
ka-l-muhdat

Case 5: the example of ‘motion’. The passage aims at demonstrating that
the accident has not always a minor extension in predication than the genus; the
first instance mentioned is that of a feature such as the fact of not undergoing
more and less, which belongs to more than just one of the highest genera (for it
belongs to the category of substance as well as, for instance, to the category of
quantity), therefore having a wider extension of predication than a genus. Then,
Avicenna imagines a possible objection to the example he provided, namely that
the feature mentioned (‘not undergoing more and less’) is, actually, the negation
(salb) of a feature rather than a feature. In order to avoid such an objection,
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Avicenna mentions the case of some concomitants and accidents that are more
general than each category, like ‘one’ (al-wahid), ‘existent’ (al-mawgid) and
‘created’ (al-muhdat). As to ‘one’ and ‘existent’, they are the two transcendental
notions predicated of all the categories®; as to the term ‘created’, it is arguably
a notion that can be applied to all the items that are classified in the categories
as well. In fact, it should not be taken as if it just applied to non-eternal items (to
the exclusion, therefore, of the eternal substances): in fact, by the term muhdat,
Avicenna qualifies any item that is essentially — not temporally — posterior to
the Necessary Existent®, hence the term can be predicated of all items other
than the Necessary Existent himself*'. As is evident, the whole argumentation
is set at the level of the highest genera, since once it is demonstrated that a
certain accident is more common than a single summum genus, no other genus
with a wider extension of predication can be found to object that the accident
has, however, a smaller extension of predication than that other superior genus.

Problems arise when one tries to explain the mention of ‘motion’ (al-haraka)
that is brought in by the suspect passage within this frame. In fact, ‘motion’
seemingly doesn’t fit well in this list of examples both for linguistic and doctrinal
reasons: (i) first of all, it is the only name within a list of adjectival attributes,
which is quite strange; (ii) secondly, it is doubtful how to understand the term
‘haraka’ in this context.

(i) As to the linguistic peculiarity of the mention of ‘motion’ within the
passage, it won’t be taken as a decisive argument to rule out the possibility that

39 Cf. Isn Sing, Ilahiyyat, 111.2, p. 103.7-9 Cairo ed. : « The one may correspond with the existent
in that the one, like the existent, is said of each one of the categories. But the meaning of the two
differs, as you have known. They agree in that neither of them designates the substance of anyone
thing. This you have known» (Transl. M. E. Marmura, Avicenna, The Metaphysics of the Healing,
Brigham Young University Press, Provo, Utah 2005, p. 79).

%0 Ipn Sing, Iahiyydt, VIIL3, pp. 342.17-343.6 Cairo ed.: « Everything is originated (hadit) from
that One, that One being the originator (muhdit) of it, since the originated (al-muhdat) is that which
comes into being after not having been. If this posteriority were temporal, then the antecedent
precedes it and ceases to exist with its origination. The [antecedent] would, hence, be described
as something that was before and is now no more. Hence, nothing would have become disposed
to become originated unless there had been something before it that ceases to exist by its coming
into existence. Thus, origination from absolute nonexistence — which is creation — becomes false
and meaningless. Rather, the posteriority here is essential posteriority. For, the state of affairs
that a thing possesses from itself precedes that which it has from another. If it has existence and
necessity from another, then from itself it has nonexistence and possibility. Its nonexistence was
prior to its existence, and its existence is posterior to nonexistence, [involving] a priority and
posteriority in essence. Hence, everything except the First One, comes to exist after not having
been, in virtue of what it itself deserves» (Transl. Marmura, Avicenna, The Metaphysics of the
Healing cit., pp. 272-273, slightly modified).

1 It is worth recalling that, for the mature Avicenna, God is neither a substance nor an
accident and, therefore, exceeds the ten categories.



50 SILVIA DI VINCENZO

it is actually part of the text, since it could also be admitted as a loose way to
mean al-mutaharrik.

(ii) More challenging is the doctrinal issue. We should expect, in the passage,
another example of a concomitant more general than each category (which is
indeed the case of ‘one’, ‘existent’ and ‘created’, as previously argued) ; ‘motion’,
however, seemingly doesn’t satisfy this requirement, in Avicenna’s view.

Avicenna provides a definition of ‘motion’ in the first chapter of the second
treatise of the Physics of the Sifa %, and a discussion of its categorial status in
the second chapter of the same treatise®’, to which I will come back shortly.
In the section corresponding to the Categories, Avicenna criticizes a group of
philosophers who believe that motion is a genus external to the ten categories,
encompassing the categories of quality, quantity and place (T1).

T1. Isn SiNA, Magqulat, 11.4, p. 70.5-13 Cairo ed.

«Here there occur some doubts concerning some things that are said to exist out
of these ten [categories], without being included in them, among which there
are things that are more common than a number of them, like motion, for it
encompasses the [categories of] quality, quantity and place in a way. [...] Let’s
say : as to motion, [(a)] if it coincides with the category of passion, then it doesn’t
add a genus [to the ten categories]; [(b)] if, [on the contrary], it doesn’t coincide
with the category of passion, it is not necessary for it to be a genus; rather, it is
necessary for it to be predicated of its kinds by ambiguity (bi-I-taskik), and that
this [element] is what prevents to consider motion as the category of passion
itself, in case it is impossible. Otherwise, if there isn’t anything of this sort
preventing [it], then the category of passion is motion itself, but [our] discourse
will come back to it in its [proper] place ».

In the passage, Avicenna refutes the idea, endorsed by a group of
philosophers, that motion could be considered as a genus encompassing more

%2 See A. Hasnawi, La définition du mouvement dans la Physique du Sifa’ d’Avicenne, « Arabic
Sciences and Philosophy », 11, 2001, pp. 219-255. As well underlined by Hasnawi, two senses of
‘motion’ are distinguished by Avicenna in this chapter, namely a motion that is the conceived
continuity of the process of motion, from the very beginning to the end (the ‘mouvement-1’
described by Hasnawi) and a motion which is the intermediary state of the mobile subject between
the beginning and the end of the process (‘mouvement-2’ in Hasnawi’s article). The most proper
sense of ‘motion’ is, according to Avicenna, the second one, which is also the only one having an
extra-mental existence (whereas the first one is just the mental conception of the whole process
of motion, and does not exist in the external reality).

3 See A. Hasnaw, Le statut catégorial du mouvement chez Avicenne: contexte grec et postérité
médiévale latine, in R. MoreLon, A. Hasnaw eds., De Zénon d’Elée a Poincaré - Recueil d’études en hommage
a Roshdi Rashed, Editions Peeters, Louvain - Paris 2004, pp. 607-622.
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than one category by prospecting two alternatives, namely that (a) motion
coincides, in fact, with the category of passion, and (b) that it doesn’t coincide
with that category, though without being a genus, since in that case it would be
predicated of its kinds by ambiguity (bi-I-taskik). The whole argument does not
deal extensively with the categorial status of motion (which, in fact, is postponed
to the pertinent section of Physics); its purpose is rather that of rejecting the
idea that motion could be an additional genus to the ten categories. Nonetheless,
Avicenna already hints in the passage at what he more extensively explains
in the section of Physics, namely that motion coincides with the category of
passion, which is the only possibility he takes into account for the hypothesis
(a), according to which motion fits within the system of the categories. In fact,
in Al-Sama ‘ al-Tabi 1, 1.2 (T2), Avicenna introduces three views concerning the
problem of how motion fits within the categories.

T2. Isn Sing, Al-Samd ‘ al-Tabi 7, 11.2, p. 93.4-8 ed. Zayed**

«There has been a disagreement about motion’s relation to the categories. Some
said (i) that motion is the category of passion, while others said (ii) that the term
‘motion’ applies purely equivocally to the kinds that fall under it. Still others
said (iii) that the term ‘motion’ is an analogical term like the term ‘existence’,
which includes many things neither univocally nor purely equivocally, but
analogically; however, the kinds primarily included under the terms ‘existence’
and ‘accident’ are the categories [themselves], whereas the kinds included under
the term ‘motion’ are certain species or kinds of the categories ».

The whole chapter is basically devoted to the refutation of the second and
the third views, in favour of the first one*. Hence, if we took ‘motion’ in case
5 as an adequate example of something more general than a single category
like ‘existence’ and ‘oneness’, then, we should admit within this text a non-
Avicennan view.

There are some further elements pointing at the fact that ‘motion’ is not
taken as something which exceeds a single category in the context of the
passage in case 5. In fact, the reason provided in the clause mentioning ‘motion’
is, actually, that it is more general than the rational animal, which is a genus
of man, which seems to definitely rule out the possibility that this clause is

** Translation in J. McGinnis, Avicenna, The Physics of the Healing, Books I and II, Brigham Young
University Press, Provo, Utah 2009, p. 128, modified. See also the French translation of the passage
in the aforementioned Hasnawr, Le statut catégorial du mouvement chez Avicenne, p. 615.

5 IsN SiNA, Al-Samad ‘ al-Tabi i, 11.2, p. 97.13-15 ed. Zayed: «Since the theories that we have
displayed [so far], but not accepted, have been invalidated, there remains the truth uniquely,
namely the first theory ».
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referring to ‘motion’ as something more general than a single category. It is
very likely that ‘motion’ has to be intended, in this context, as a quite sloppy
way to mean ‘moving voluntarily’ (mutaharrik bi-l-irdda). In this sense, the
example could somehow have a relation to the general context of the passage,
inasmuch as ‘capable of moving’ is an instance of a concomitant feature that is
more general than a genus, though not a highest one (i.e. not a category): it is an
example of common accident already provided by Porphyry in the Isagoge*® and
elsewhere recalled by Avicenna himself*. In this sense, though, the example of
‘motion’ provided in the suspect clause seems to be out of place, since the list of
examples formed by ‘existent’, ‘one’ and ‘created’ is meant to exemplify the case
of accidents and concomitants that are more universal than the highest genera.
Moreover, not only these examples, but the whole argumentation is built around
the highest genera: one of the first examples provided is that of ‘not undergoing
more or less’ (p. 93.8), which is a feature common to more than one category*.
The argument of the suspect passage, on the other hand, being built on an
intermediate genus placed at a lower level of an ideal Porphyry’s tree, is less
convincing and definitive than Avicenna’s previous argument, because one could
still object to it that there are higher genera that have a greater extension in
predication than that concomitant feature, whereas it is impossible to move such
an objection if the whole argument is brought at the level of the highest genera.

To conclude, no matter in which sense we understand the term haraka — i.e.
as motion in general or, as the suspect passage itself suggests, as the capability
of moving voluntarily —, the example turns out to be quite out of place in the
specific argumentation, although possibly somehow related to the general
subject of the passage.

46 PoreH., Isag., p. 13.18-21 Busse : « Black [is predicated] both of the species of ravens and of
the particulars, being an inseparable accident, moving (td kweicOat) of man and horse, being a
separable accident — but principally of the individuals and also, on a second account, of the items
which contain the individuals » (Tr. J. Barnes [tr. and comm.], Porphyry, Introduction, Clarendon
Press, Oxford 2003, pp. 12-13).

71t can be found as an example for common accidents in the early work K. al-Hiddya and in the
Danesname-ye ‘Alay’i: Ien Sina, K. al-Hidaya, p. 67 ed. ‘Abduh: « As to the common accident, it is an
accidental [feature] either encompassing [several] species, like ‘white’ for ‘snow’ and ‘gypsum’, or
the individuals of [several] species, like ‘moving’ (ka-I-mutaharrik) » ; Iexn Sini, Danesname-ye ‘Alay i,
pp- 24-25 ed. Mo ‘In-Meshkat : « [As to the accidental universal, either it belongs to one universal]
or it belongs to more than one universal, like motion [belongs] both to man and to something
else, and like blackness [belongs] both to raven and to something else. They call this: ‘common
accident’ ».

8 Substance and quantity, for instance.
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IV. HOW MANY RECENSIONS OF THE SIFA’?
IV.1. Some observations on the double recension of Madhal

To sum up, it can be stated that the passages regarding which the manuscript
tradition is divided cannot be easily dismissed as accidental omissions affecting
the short version (hypothesis 1.1). In some of the cases presented (cases 1-2), it
can hardly be established whether the divergences between the short and the
long versions are due to an intentional omission of the passages in the short
version (hypothesis 1.2) or to additions in the long version (hypothesis I1), for the
passages at stake are apparently both syntactically and doctrinally consistent
with the context.

Although it is still possible to claim that the text might have undergone a
process of abridgement, this hypothesis is, however, insufficient to explain the
stylistic, syntactical and doctrinal issues raised by part of the passages taken
into account (cases 3-5). In trying to analyse these cases in the light of hypothesis
1.2, in fact, a major difficulty appears, namely that of accounting for the lack of
syntactical and doctrinal homogeneity of the first version of the text. In other
terms, it is difficult to explain how the problematic passages could fit within the
context, if they were meant to be part of the text in the first place. Such difficulties
would be, on the contrary, more easily solved by considering the passages at
stake as absent at a first stage of the composition and added at a second moment
(hypothesis 11). In such a frame, the passages were not originally meant as parts
of the text, but rather as marginal remarks, that then became fully part of a versio
vulgata of Avicenna’s text, being copied within the text at a quite early stage of
the tradition. A terminus ante quem for at least a partial inclusion of the textual
additions within the text is provided by Lawkari’s quotations, which grant that
at least a part of these textual additions could already be read in his copy of the
Sifa’ (cf. case 1). It can be claimed that the process of revision and enlargement
of the text antedates all the extant Arabic manuscripts preserving Avicenna’s
Madhal of which we have knowledge so far: it appears to be completely achieved
in the earliest extant Arabic manuscript of the text at our disposal, namely ms.
Tehran, Kitabhanah-i Milli Malik 4276, dating to the first decade of D I-Higga
536H/4t%-13% July 1142. The incorporation of these passages within Avicenna’s
text was, therefore, already active at a very early stage of the transmission,
which could explain why more than the 80% of the extant manuscript tradition
agree in preserving the textual additions.

The possibility of considering these passages as the result of some textual
additions raises the question concerning the author of the textual additions.
Virtually, there are three possible answers: (I1.1) first, these additions might
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result from Avicenna’s own afterthoughts on his own text; (I.2.a) secondly,
they might be modifications of Avicenna’s text made by some of his early
disciples: in these two first cases, the interpolations would reveal some precious
information about the compositional and editorial process of the text. (I1.2.b)
Thirdly, they might be a copyist’s addition: in the latter case, they would tell
us something about the transmission of the text. I would suggest that the third
hypothesis (I1.2.b) is less likely, because of the nature of such interpolations and
because of their huge and quite early diffusion. Once put aside the possibility
that the interpolations are the result of a scribal intervention, there remains the
possibility that they are either later interventions by Avicenna (II.1) or further
remarks by his disciples (I1.2.a).

IV.2. Is there a double recension of other sections of the Sifa’ ?

As to what concerns Avicenna’s method of composition and preservation of
his works, we dispose of some coeval testimonies that might be put in relation to
the textual evidence provided by the manuscript tradition. Avicenna’s disciple
and secretary Abii ‘Ubayd al-Giizgani* offers us, in his prologue to the Sifa’ (T3),
an insight into the starting point of the manuscript tradition of Avicenna’s works,
namely the moment in which a first clean copy is drawn from the author’s one.

T3. A0 ‘Usavp AL-GOzGANi, Prologue to the Sifa’, p. 2.5-7 Cairo ed.>

«As to him [i.e. Avicenna], he was not used to keep a copy (an yahzuna nushatan)
for himself, as well as he was not used to write down a copy from the holograph
(an yuharrira min al-dustir) or to draw a copy from the draft (aw an yuhriga min al-
sawad), but he would just dictate or make [someone else] write the copy (al-nusha)
and give it to the one who had requested it from him ».

The importance of this passage should not be underestimated, since it
allows us to determine a precise turning-point within Avicenna’s production,
coinciding with his encounter with al-Glizgani in Gurgan (403-4H/1013-4). Al-
Glizgani reports in T3 that, before he became Avicenna’s secretary, Avicenna did
not retain copies of his own works for himself, but he usually gave the single copy
of the work to the people who commissioned it. This means that the manuscript
tradition of the works composed before a certain phase of Avicenna’s career
very likely depends on a unique copy that must have not undergone any other

9 See AL-Ran, Avicenna’s Immediate Disciples : Their Lives and Works cit., pp. 4-8.
%% 0n the technical terms employed in this passage, see D. Guras, Avicenna and the Aristotelian
Tradition, 2" ed., Brill, Leiden 2014, p. 31, n. g.
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editorial intervention after it was licenced and given to the commissioner of
the work. Things changed from the moment al-Giizgani met Avicenna, since, as
it can be inferred from T3, he undertook the task of drawing a clean copy from
the author’s draft, in order to make sure that at least a copy of the work was
kept. Within such a scenario, there is no more certainty that all the manuscripts
of the works produced after al-Giizgani’s encounter with Avicenna (the Sifa’
included) ultimately derive from a unique archetype, for a priori there exists the
possibility that copies were drawn either from a clean copy or directly from the
author’s draft.

If the examples taken from Avicenna’s Madhal discussed so far can possibly
attest that a first short version of the work underwent several textual additions,
one could wonder how this could relate to what al-Giizgani claims in T3. If the
short version reflects the text at an earlier stage of composition, then the few
manuscripts that bear traces of this version might preserve a text closer to that
supposedly preserved in the author’s draft. On the other hand, one could wonder if
the long version, which had by far a larger diffusion than the short one, owes this
fortune to the fact that it was conceived as a sort of ‘official version’, an improved
edition of the work from which all the copies were preferably drawn. As a purely
hypothetical suggestion, I wonder if it could have coincided with a clean copy made
under al-Giizgani’s impulse that incorporated several textual additions and derived
(either directly or by the mediation of other copies) from the author’s draft.

There is some further evidence in the manuscript tradition of other parts
of Avicenna’s Sifa’ which might point at the possibility that the concurrent
circulation of a short and a long versions mirrors the coexistence, within
Avicenna’s school, of the author’s draft and of a clean copy attesting the long
version of the text. In the section preserving Avicenna’s reworking on Aristotle’s
Topics (K. al-Gadal), for instance, some of the manuscripts that preserved a short
version of the passages displayed so far preserve once again a short version of
a passage of chap. 1.6 (T4), concerning the distinction of the predicables genus
and differentia. More in detail, the ‘short version’ of the text is preserved in the
already mentioned mss. JTM®' and, to my knowledge, in other 9 manuscripts
only against the rest of the tradition.

1 Among the witnesses of the short version of K. al-Madhal, mss. ACE do not preserve the K.
al-Gadal, for they only preserve the first half of the Logic of the Sifa .

32 The nine witnesses of the short version that resulted from this provisional survey of the
manuscript tradition are: mss. istanbul, Siileymaniye Kiitiiphanesi, Ragip Pasa 910; istanbul,
Siileymaniye Kiitiiphanesi, Damat ibrahim Pasa 824 ; istanbul, Siileymaniye Kiitiiphanesi, Sehid Ali
Pasa 1748 ; istanbul, Topkap1 Saray1 Miizesi Kiitiiphanesi, Ahmet IT1 3262 ; istanbul, Topkap1 Saray1
Miizesi Kiitiiphanesi, Ahmet III 3445; istanbul, Siileymaniye Kiitiiphanesi, Laleli 2550; istanbul,
Siileymaniye Kiitiiphanesi, Yeni CAmi, Hatice Sultan 208 ; Benares, Gami‘a Gawadiyya 95 ; Tehran,
Kitabhanah-i Milli Gumhdiri-yi Islami-yi Iran 1801.
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T4. IsN SiNA, K. al-Gadal 1.6, p. 55.11-14 Cairo ed.

The long version of the passage
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You know that the differentia, according
to their definitions?, did not differ
from the genus in virtue of [its] being
predicated of different species, but
[rather] in virtue of [the genus’] being
[predicated] in the ‘what is it ?"; thus, if
it were in differentia’s nature — as it was
explained in the First Teaching, when
[Aristotle] taught about the Demonstration
— to be apt® to be [given] in answer to
‘what is it ?’, then [the differentia] would
share with the genus this definition.

The short version of the passage
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You know that the differentia, according
to their definitions, did not differ
from the genus in virtue of [its] being
predicated of different species, and
that — as it was explained in the First
Teaching, when [Aristotle] taught about
of the Demonstration — differentia is apt
to be [given] in answer to ‘what is it?", so
that [the differentia] might share with the
genus this definition.

? Avicenna refers to the traditional definitions of differentia, namely that provided by
Porlzhyry and the rest of the philosophical tradition following in his path.
In order to translate the passage as it is presented in the Cairo edition, a small correction
was made : instead of wa-annahu in p. 55.13, one has to read annahu. Cf. infra for a discussion of the
problem.

Once again, the divergence between the long and the short version cannot be
explained in a satisfying manner as the result of a merely accidental omission of
a clause in the short version (hypothesis 1.1). Moreover, the passage in its long
version, as it is preserved in the Cairo edition and in most of the manuscript
tradition, is a bit problematic from a syntactical point of view. The problem
lies in the point of conjunction between the clause absent in the short version
and the rest of the passage: in fact, the presence of the preceding hypothetical
clause prevents from understanding the wa-annahu («and that it [scil. the
differentia] ») in the long version in the same way as in the short version, namely
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as depending on the opening clause wa-anta ta lamu anna al-fasla (« you know that
the differentia... »). A way to understand the passage in its long version would
be that of emending the wa-annahu in annahu, which should be understood in
relation to the hypothetical clause («if it were in differentia’s nature [...] that
it [...]»). A small amount of manuscripts preserving the long version reacts
to the syntactical issue by emending in three different ways: some adopt the
aforementioned correction of wa-annahu in annahu®®; some others omit annahu®*
and others entirely omit wa-annahu®. The diffraction of the solutions adopted
and the fact that the corrections are in a very small number of witnesses is
somehow revealing of the fact that these corrections are a posteriori attempts to
make sense of a corrupted text.

The fact that the long version of the passage, as it is preserved in most of
the manuscript tradition, presents a syntactical issue that the short version
avoids, could either mean that the short version is the result of an intentional
abridgement, made to avoid the syntactical problem (hypothesis 1.2), or the long
version is the result of an interpolation, and the syntactical issues would be a
sign of the absence in a previous version of the text of the clause only preserved
in the long version (hypothesis II).

In this case, however, the manuscript tradition offers an additional element
that leads to incline towards hypothesis II rather than to hypothesis 1.2. More
in detail, six manuscripts include the clause at stake between two marks, and
preserve a marginal scribal note, attested in the manuscript tradition in two
slightly different versions (A and B), which claims that the passage at stake was
absent from the manuscript of the author.

More in detail, a first version of the note (a) is witnessed by three
stemmatically-related witnesses®®, namely ms. Istanbul, Nuruosmaniye
Kiitiiphanesi 2710°’, ms. Cairo, Maktabat al-Azhar al-Sarif, Behit Collection

33 Ms. K before a later intervention in a different ink restoring the reading wa-annahu by
collation.

3 Mss. G, Y and ms. Tehran, Kitabhanah-i Madrasah-i ‘Ali-i Sipahsalar 8331 (n. 36 in
Appendix A).

%> Ms. Istanbul, Képriilii Halk Kiitiiphanesi, Fazil Ahmet Pasa 894 (n. 56 in Appendix A); the
text in this form is, however, nonetheless problematic.

%% The three manuscripts are very likely copies descending from the same antigraph, which
arguably circulated within the school of Nasir al-Din al-TasI; see S. Di Vincenzo, Early Exegetical
Practice on Avicenna’s Sifa’ : Fahr al-Din al-Razi’s Marginalia to Logic, « Arabic Sciences and Philosophy »
(forthcoming).

37 A complete copy of the Sifa’, dated 25 Rabi* al-Awwal-25 Sawwal 666H/21°* December 1267-
15% July 1268 and realized by ‘Abd al-Kafi Ibn ‘Abd al-Magid Ibn ‘Abd Allah al-Tabrizi.
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44988, 331 falsafa®® and ms. istanbul, Siileymaniye Kiitiiphanesi, Ragip Pasa 909°;
the second version of the same note (b) is attested by the thirteenth-century ms.
istanbul, Siileymaniye Kiitiiphanesi, Carullah 1424%° (stemmatically related to
the manuscripts preserving the version A of the note)®, and by two seventeenth-
century manuscripts, namely ms. Tehran, Kitabhanah-i Markazi-yi DaniSgah-i
Tihran, Miskat 243% and ms. Tehran, Kitabhanah-i Markazi-yi Dani$gah-i Tihran
6596°° (in the latter, the note is erroneously interpolated in the main text).

T5. Marginal scribal note preserved in the long version

(b) Ms. Carullah 1424, f. 137¥; Kitabhanah-i
Markazi-yi DaniSgah-i Tihran, Miskat
243, f. 179"; Kitabbanah-i Markazi-yi
Danisgah-i Tihran 6596, f. 172"

(a) Ms. Nuruosmaniye 2710, f. 101"; ms.
Maktabat al-Azhar, Behit 331, f. 161"; ms.
Ragip Pasa 909, f. 302"

ceall s B e el o Lo

What is between the two marks [i.e. the
clause at stake] is not in the manuscript
of the author.

.)wﬂ\wgﬂwﬁw\wu
What is between the two marks [i.e. the

clause at stake] is not in the manuscript
of the [author’s] holograph.

According to the scribal note preserved in these manuscripts, the clause that
is absent in the short version was also absent in the manuscript of the author
(musannif)®, or in his own holograph (dustiir) ®. This latter term is the same one

%8 A thirteenth-century manuscript of which neither the precise date of copy nor the copyist
are known; it is one of the ten manuscripts employed in the Cairo edition.

> An Ottoman copy preserving the section of Logic of the Sifa” only. The copy dates to the
29 Gumada al-ahira 1134H/ 16™ April 1722, and its copyist, Muhammad Ibn Ahmad al-Uskiibi,
realized it under the request of his master As‘ad Ibn ‘Ali Ibn ‘Utman al-Yanyawi in the madrasa of
Abii Ayytb al-Ansari in Constantinople.

80 A complete copy of the Sifa’, dated to the year 693H/1293-4 ; its copyist, Abii Bakr ‘Abd Allah
Ibn Ahmad Ibn ‘Abd Allah al-Tabrizi, realized it for the library of Qutb al-Din al-Sirazi.

81 On the relation of this manuscript to the three witnesses of version A, see again D1 ViNcenzo,
Early Exegetical Practice on Avicenna’s Sifa’ : Fahr al-Din al-Rdzi’s Marginalia to Logic (forthcoming).

62 The manuscript is a complete copy of the Sifa’; it was copied in Siraz in 1075H/1664-5 by
Muhammad $alih al-Urdistani according to Anawar, Essai de bibliographie avicennienne cit., p. 432.
It is reported as undated by R. Wisnovsky, Indirect Evidence for Establishing the Text of the Shifa’,
«Oriens », 40, 2012, p. 263.

%3 The manuscript is a complete copy of the Sifi " realized in 1076H/1665-6 by Sultan Muhammad
IbnRafi al-Din MuhammadIsfahani.

% On the Arabic term musannif, meaning ‘author, compositor, compiler’, see A. Gacex, The
Arabic Manuscript Tradition: A Glossary of Technical Terms and Bibliography, Brill, Leiden - Boston -
Kéln 2001, p. 86.

% The term dustiir usually designates the author’s original, or the archetype of the entire
tradition; see Gacex, The Arabic Manuscript Tradition cit., p. 46.
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employed by al-Giizgani as a synonym of sawad (designating the author’s draft)
to refer to Avicenna’s own holographs in his prologue to the Sifa’ (see T3 above).
If we trust the scribal note, the clause only preserved in the long version should
be considered as an addition made after the first composition of the passage.

From a syntactical point of view, as previously argued, the text seems to work
better without the allegedly-added clause. From a doctrinal point of view, the clause
at stake is unnecessary: Avicenna’s argument against the traditional (i.e. Porphyry’s
and his followers™®) definitions of the differentia specifica claims that, provided that
the traditional definitions considered the differentia as predicated of several species
as well as the genus®, and provided that Aristotle allows, to some extent, in the
Posterior Analytics an essential predication of the differentia (a predication év ¢ i
géotwv) as well as the genus, then the genus and the differentia end up sharing the same
definition (i.e. they are both defined as predicated of several items differing in species in
answer to ‘what is it ?’), which is an undesired conclusion. The structure of Avicenna’s
critical argument is seemingly perfectly fine without the additional clause.

What is, then, the purpose of the addition of that clause in the long version ? First, it
specifies the element in virtue of which the differentia and the genus are distinguished
in the traditional definitions, namely by the fact that genus is predicated in the ‘what
isit?’ (ar. min tarigima huwa). Second, it introduces a hypothetical clause that changes
quite radically the structure of the phrase: in fact, instead of directly stating, as in
the short version, that Aristotle allows a predication of the differentia in answer to
‘what is it 7’ (ar. fi gawabi ma huwa), the long version suggests it in a more hypothetical
way («if it were in differentia’s nature [...] to be apt to be [given] in answer to ‘what
is it 7"...»). My suggestion is that the clause might have been added not only with an
explicative purpose, but likely with the aim of ‘rectifying’ the doctrine of the passage
too. In fact, the modification could be understood in the light of Avicenna’s distinction
between a predication in the ‘what is it?’ (ar. min tarigi ma huwa) — describing the
way in which the constituents of a quiddity (hence, both genus and differentia) are
essentially predicated — and a predication in answer to ‘what is it?" (ar. fi gawabi
ma huwa) — more specifically describing the way in which predicables signifying the
thing’s quiddity, like the genus and the species, are essentially predicated of it, to the
exclusion of the differentia®. Reading in the short version of T4 that the differentia is

% For a tentative identification of the indistinct plurality of thinkers to which Avicenna refers
in this passage, see S. Di Vincenzo, Avicenna against Porphyry’s Definition of Differentia Specifica
«Documenti e studi sulla tradizione filosofica medievale », 26, 2015, pp. 129-183.

¢7 For Avicenna’s refutation of this point, see Di Vincenzo, Avicenna against Porphyry’s Definition
of Differentia Specifica cit., pp. 132-151.

% This distinction is extensively dealt with by Avicenna in Madhal, 111, p. 94.4-96.18 Cairo ed. ;
for an English translation and a discussion of this passage, cf. D Vincenzo, Avicenna against Porphyry’s
Definition of Differentia Specifica cit., pp. 152-183. For this distinction in Avicenna’s Burhan, see B.
IsrAHIM, Freeing Philosophy from Metaphysics : Fakhr al-Din al-Razi’s Philosophical Approach to the Study of
Natural Phenomena, PhD Thesis submitted to McGill University, Institute of Islamic Studies, McGill
University, Montreal 2013, especially pp. 47-59.
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predicated in answer to ‘what is it 7’ (ar. fi gawabi ma huwa) might have, then, impelled
someone to modify the passage, in order to smooth a statement that was in apparent
contradiction with Avicenna’s own thought. However, the contradiction in the short
version is only apparent: Avicenna is just reporting the claim that the differentia
is predicated in answer to ‘what is it?’ (fi awabi ma huwa) ascribing it to Aristotle,
and is still not exposing his own distinction of two levels of essential predication. In
sum, the addition of the clause could be the result of a revision of the text aiming at
making it clearer and more ‘consistent’ with Avicenna’s doctrine.

To sum up, the textual case in Gadal, 1.6 presents several elements of analogy
with the cases taken from Madhal: most part of the manuscript tradition attests, in
this case as well, a longer version of the text, and the longer version presents some
syntactical difficulties, whereas the shorter version is perfectly fine. In this case,
however, we get some additional information allowing us to exclude the hypothesis
that the shorter version is the result of an intentional abridgement of the text (1.2),
for we are told that it is rather the version preserved in the author’s manuscript
and, therefore, supposedly the original version. In this case as well, the hypothesis
that the long version might be the result of a copyist’s interpolation (hypothesis
I1.b.2) seems quite unlikely, because of the nature of the text interpolated.

IV.3. Who's the ‘author’ of the long version (versio vulgata) ?

Ideally, the textual additions showed so far for Avicenna’s Madhal and Gadal,
implying a doctrinal expansion and modification of the text, should be expected from
the author’s part. However, although it cannot be definitely excluded, both the style
and content of some of the passages analysed (cf. cases 3-5 in section III) represent a
difficulty face to the hypothesis that the additions are all Avicenna’s (hypothesis I1.1).
The traditional notion of ‘author’ — strictly referring to one single authorial figure
that is the only one who detains the control of all of his work — is probably not entirely
suitable to account for the composition of the Sifa’. Perhaps, the possibility that the
work underwent a revision that is, to some extent, the result of a collective work
should be taken into account. A scenario of this sort seems to be suggested by a series
of testimonies concerning the composition of the work. In fact, the text of the Kitab
al-Sifa’ was an object of the scholastic debate when Avicenna was still alive; this can be
inferred from the introduction of a letter of Avicenna’s to his colleague Ibn Zayla (d.
440H/1048)%, in which Ibn Zayla declares having urged Avicenna to provide further
clarifications concerning what he states in the beginning of the Kitab al-Sifa’ (T6).

% On Ibn Zayla, see Reisman, The Making of the Avicennan Tradition cit., pp. 195-199 and Ar-Rannv,
Avicenna’s Immediate Disciples : their Lives and Works cit., pp. 14-16. For more information about the
text of this introduction and for his English translation, see Reisman, The Making of the Avicennan
Tradition cit., pp. 199-200.
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Té6. Introduction to Ibn Sind’s letter to Ibn Zayla [ed. Reisman, The making of the
Avicennan tradition, p. 284]"

«[Ibn Zayla] said: In our Master’s statement at the beginning of The Cure (fi ftitah
Kitab al-Sifa’), 1 came upon some contradictory and conflicting points that fall
outside the consensus [of scholars] (al-igma ). So it would behove him to provide a
correction of that and to disclose the picture of it [that he has in mind], if he can».

Discussions concerning several doctrinal points of the Sifa’ might have
arisen from the reading-sessions of the work to which, according to al-Giizgani’s
account, Avicenna took part together with his disciples, apparently also before
the end of the composition of the whole work (T7):

T7. AsU ‘Usavp AL-GUZGANI, Biography of Ibn Sind, pp. 54-56 ed. Gohlman’?

«[...] And so he began with the ‘Physics’ (al-Tabi iyyat) of a work which he called
the Sifa’ (Healing). He had already written the first book of the Qaniin, and every
night pupils (talabat al- ilm) would gather at his house, while by turns I would read
from the Sifa’ and someone else would read from the Qaniin. [...] The instruction
took place at night, because of the lack of free time during the day on account of
his service to the Amir »”2,

An objection could possibly be raised against the hypothesis of a second
recension resulting from the scholarly activity of Avicenna’s disciples on their
master’s work, namely that we have little clue about their attitude towards
Avicenna’s authority and, consequently, it cannot be stated to what extent
they could feel entitled to introduce modifications in his own work. As a
partial answer to such an objection, however, it could be observed that some of
Avicenna’s works were the object of non-authorial editorial interventions within
Avicenna’s school. For instance, al-Giizgan’s editorial activity on Avicenna’s
works, and more specifically on the Kitab al-Sifa’, is well documented”. Just to
mention a couple of instances of the interventions specifically concerning the

7 Transl. in Reisman, The Making of the Avicennan Tradition cit., p. 199, slightly modified.

" Transl. in W. E. Goniman, The Life of Ibn Sina: A Critical Edition and Annotated Translation, SUNY
Press, Albany, New York 1974, pp. 55-57.

72 The amir Abii Tahir Sams al-Dawla (r. 387-419/997-1021 ca.).

73 As reported by al-Bayhaqi (Tatimmat siwdn al-hikma, p. 94 ed. Safi ‘), al-Giizgani is responsible
for the addition of a section on Mathematics to both the Kitab al-Nagat and the Danesname-ye ‘Ala’i;
see also A. BertoLacci, The Reception of Aristotle’s Metaphysics in Avicenna’s Kitab al-Sifa’ - A Milestone
of Western Metaphysical Thought, Brill, Leiden - Boston 2006, pp. 37, 587-588 and AL-Ranim, Avicenna’s
Immediate Disciples : Their Lives and Works cit., p. 7.
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Sifa’, one can think of the addition of his own prologue to the whole summa and
to the quotation of an excerpt of Avicenna’s Al-Adwiya al-Qalbiyya added between
the fourth and the fifth treatise of the Kitab al-Nafs’*. It is also worth recalling
that T3 attested that al-Giizgani assumed at a certain point a crucial role within
the transmission of Avicenna’s work, like the creation of a clean copy that was
probably meant to be the archetype of the rest of the tradition’. Seemingly, the
editing of a clean copy of Avicenna’s works after their first composition was more
a task undertook by Avicenna’s circle of disciples rather than Avicenna’s own
occupation’®, It is, therefore, possible that Avicenna’s direct disciples played, at
least to some extent, a non-marginal role in the revision and improvement of
their master’s work, contributing to creating a second, enlarged and ‘improved’
version of the text.

CONCLUSION

The present survey conducted on the manuscript tradition of Avicenna’s
Kitab al-Madhal revealed several textual cases that might point to the existence
of two different recensions of the work. Some additional evidence, provided by
the analysis of the manuscript tradition of another section of the Kitab al-Sifa,
namely the Kitab al-Gadal, together with the information about the composition
of the Sifa’ that we get from the testimonies of Avicenna’s direct disciples, might
suggest that a first authorial recension of the work might have been revised and
enlarged by means of textual additions. The long version resulting from this
revision would be a second recension of the work, a ‘versio vulgata’ that is much
more widespread in the manuscript tradition and in whose genesis the scholarly
activity of Avicenna’s disciples might perhaps have played a relevant role. In
such a scenario, the twelfth-century Latin translation of Kitab al-Madhal would

7 On this addition and its diffusion within the manuscript tradition, see the article by T.
Alpina in the present volume.

7> Al-Gilizgani also personally undertook, in certain cases, the copy of his master’s works;
for instance, he wrote under dictation the Muhtasar al-Awsat fi l-Mantiq; cf. Aso “Usayp AL-GUzGANi,
Biography of Ibn Sind, p. 44 ed. Gohlman: «I used to attend him [Ibn Sina] every day and study the
Almagest and ask for dictation in logic, so he dictated The Middle Summary on Logic (al-Muhtasar al-
Awsat fi I-Mantiq) to me » (transl. in Gonwman, The Life of Ibn Sina cit., p. 45).

7® In the case of Avicenna’s Lisan al- ‘Arab, apparently, Avicenna’s circle failed in this task, due
to the poor conditions of Avicenna’s first draft; the author evidently didn’t take care of drawing
a clean copy of the work, according to his habits (cf. T3). See Ast “Usavp aL-Gozéani, Biography of Ibn
Sind, p. 72 ed. Gohlman: « The Master then wrote a book on philology which he called The Arabic
Language (Lisan al- ‘Arab), to which he had composed nothing analogous on philology, and which
he did not transcribe it into clean copy (al-baydd). The writing was still in its rough state (‘ala
musawwadatihi) when he died, and no one could discover how to put it in order (tartib) » (transl. in
Gomman, The Life of Ibn Sina cit., p. 73, slightly modified).
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play a key role in the reconstruction of an earlier stage of composition of the
work, being based on an Arabic exemplar that would be the so far known most
ancient witness of the first recension of Avicenna’s work.

The hypothetical reconstruction provided in this paper, as a merely
provisional result of a still ongoing research, demands a further inquiry into the
other half of the estimated manuscript tradition of Avicenna’s Kitab al-Madhal
and an exhaustive survey of the manuscript tradition of the other sections of
the summa. Such an inquiry is expected to be able to verify if, on the one hand,
this hypothesis of explanation holds for the section of Madhal and, on the other,
if it can be extended to the other sections of the Sifa’. By way of conclusion,
I'd suggest that the hypothesis concerning the existence of two recensions of
Avicenna’s first work of the Sifa’ — and, possibly, of the whole summa — is at
least a possibility that should not be overlooked when undertaking the task of
editing the text of the different sections of Avicenna’s Sifd’.
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APPENDIX A

LIST OF THE MANUSCRIPTS EMPLOYED FOR THE PRESENT WORK AND OF THE MANUSCRIPTS EMPLOYED FOR THE CAIRO
EDITION77

Manuscripts employed Mss. of Cairo ed.

XlIlc.

Tehran, Kitabhanah-i Milli Malik 4276 (first decade of DG I-Higga
536H/4"-13% July 1142)

XIIIc.

* istanbul, Siileymaniye Kiitiiphanesi, Yeni CAmi 772 (Sa‘ban 628H X
/ June-July 1231)

istanbul, Nuruosmaniye Kiitiiphanesi 2710 (25 Rabi‘ al-Awwal-25
Sawwal 666H/21* December 1267-15 July 1268)

Cairo, Maktabat al-Azhar al-Sarif, Behit Collection 44988, 331 X
falsafa (VII/XII c.)

istanbul, Siileymaniye Kiitiiphanesi, Ayasofya 2442 (671-
674H/1272-1276)

* istanbul, Millet Kiitiiphanesi (now: Millet Yazma Eser X
Kiitiiphanesi), Ali Emiri 1504 (674H/1275-6)

* Istanbul, Topkap1 Saray1 Miizesi Kiitiiphanesi, Ahmet III 3261 (10
Rabi‘ l-awwal 677H/8™ August 1278)

* [stanbul, Siilleymaniye Kiitiiphanesi, Asir Efendi 207 (680H/1281- X
2)

istanbul, Siileymaniye Kiitiiphanesi, Carullah 1424 (693H/1293-4)

Istanbul, Siileymaniye Kiitiiphanesi, Damat Ibrahim Pasa 823
(697H/1297-8)

XIVc.

istanbul, Siileymaniye Kiitiiphanesi, Damat ibrahim Pasa 822 (XIII-
XIV c.)

XVc.

istanbul, Topkap1 Saray1 Miizesi Kiitiiphanesi, Ahmet III 3262 (IX/
XV c.)

77 An asterisk marks the manuscripts bearing traces of the short version of Avicenna’s text.
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*Tehran, Kitabhanah-i Milli Malik 1057 (IX/XV c.)

istanbul, Topkap1 Saray1 Miizesi Kiitiiphanesi, Ahmet 111 3445 (X1/
XVII ¢. Anawati; probably before XV/XVI c.)

istanbul, Siileymaniye Kiitiiphanesi, Damat ibrahim Pasa 824
(824H/1421-2)

Tehran, Kitabhanah-i Maglis-i Stira-yi Milli (now : Maglis-i Stira-yi
Islami Library) 135 (871H/1466-7)

istanbul, Siileymaniye Kiitiiphanesi, Sehid Ali Pasa 1748 (27 Ragab
879H/16™ December 1474)

istanbul, Siileymaniye Kiitiiphanesi, Yeni CAmi 771 (885H/1480-1)

* Istanbul, Siileymaniye Kiitiiphanesi, Yeni CAmi 770 (888H/1483-
4)

istanbul, Nuruosmaniye Kiitiiphanesi 2709 (886H/1481-897H/1492)

Benares, Gami‘a Gawadiyya, Bonaras 95 (20 Rabi‘ al-Awwal 902H/
5t December 1496)

XVlIc.

* Leiden, Universiteitsbibliotheek, Golius Or. 4 (before Xc. H/XVIc.)

* Tehran, Kitabhanah-i Milli Gumhiri-yi Islami-yi Iran 1326
[former 580] (Xc. H ?/XVI c.?)

istanbul, Nuruosmaniye Kiitiiphanesi 2708 (X/XVI c.)

Khvoy, Kitabhanah-i Madrasa-i Namazi 247 (Ramadan 986H/
November-December  1578)

Dublin, Chester Beatty Library, Arabic 3983 (vols. i-ii) (1002H/1593-4)

XVlIlc.

Cairo, Dar al-Kutub al-Misriyya (now: Dar al-Kutub wa-1-Wata’iq
al-Qawmiyya), 894 falsafa (X-XI/XVI-XVII c.)

* Mashad, Kitabhanah-i Astan-i Quds-i Razavi 1119 (XI/XVII c.)

London, British Museum (now : BLOIOC) Or. 7500 (XI/XVII c.)

Kashan, Fahrang va Irshad 15 (XI/XVII c.)

Tehran, Kitabhanah-i Maglis-i Stira-yi Milli 1907 (XI/XVII c.)

Tehran, Kitabhanah-i Daniskada-i Ilahiyyat-i Dani$gah-i Tihran
236/1 (XI/XVII c.)
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istanbul, Siileymaniye Kiitiiphanesi, Laleli 2550 (1023H/1614-5)

* istanbul, Siileymaniye Kiitiiphanesi, Yeni Cami 773 (26 Sa‘ban
1041H/18% March 1632)

Paris, Bibliothéque Nationale, Ar. 6829 (D I-higga 1054-Dii 1-Qa‘da
1055H /January-February 1645 - December 1645 -January 1646)

Tehran, Kitabhanah-i Madrasah-i ‘Ali-i Sipahsalar (now:
Kitabhanah-i Madrasah-i “Ali-i Sahid Mutahhari) 8331
(1055H/1645-6)

Istanbul, Siileymaniye Kiitiiphanesi, Hamidiye 795 (1066H/1655-6)

Aligarh, Maulana Azad Library, Aligarh Muslim University 110/30
(1071H/1660-1)

Tehran, Kitabhanah-i Markazi-yi DaniSgah-i Tihran, Miskat 243
(Siraz, 1075H/1664-5)

Tehran, Kitabhanah-i Markazi-yi Dani§gah-i Tihran 6596
(1076H/1665-6)

London, Royal Asiatic Society, Arabic 58 (Rabi‘ al-Awwal 1082H/
July-August 1671)

istanbul, Millet Kiitiiphanesi (now : Millet Yazma Eser Kiitiiphanesi),
FeyzullahEfendi1206 (1093H/1682)

Istanbul, Siileymaniye Kiitiiphanesi, Hekimoglu Ali Pasa 857
(1102H/1690-1)

XVIIIc.

istanbul, Siileymaniye Kiitiiphanesi, Carullah 1425 (1125H/1713-4)

istanbul, Siileymaniye Kiitiiphanesi, Atif Efendi 1565 (before 29
Safar 1135H / 9 December 1722)

istanbul, Siileymaniye Kiitiiphanesi, Ragip Pasa 909 (istanbul, 29
Gumada al-ahira 1134H/ 16" April 1722)

London, British Museum (now: BLOIOC), India Office Ar. 1420
(1148H/1735-6, from an exemplar completed in 891H/1486-7)

Rampur, Rampur Raza Library, 3477 (XII/XVIII c.)

XIXc.

Beirut, Maktaba Sarqiyya, Université Saint-Joseph 372 (XI1I/XIX c.)

Hyderabad, Osmaniya University Library, acq. 582 (XIII/XIX c.)
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Tehran, Kitabhanah-i Maglis-i Stira-yi Milli 1908 (XIII/XIX c.)

Rampur, Rampur Raza Library, 3478 (1267H/1850-1)

XXc.

Cairo, Dar
al-Kutub al-
Misriyya 262

hikma wa-falsafa
(1337H/1918-9)

Tehran, Kitabhanah-i Milli 1801 (final colophon, different hand:
date 1343H = 1924-5)

Tehran, Kitabhanah-i Daniskada-i Ilahiyyat-i Dani$gah-i Tihran
593/1 (XIV/XX c.)

Unknown date

Istanbul, Beyazit Kiitiiphanesi (form.: ‘Umiimi) 4288

istanbul, K6priilii Halk Kiitiiphanesi, Fazil Ahmet Pasa 894

Istanbul, Siileymaniye Kiitiiphanesi, Ragip Pasa 910

* {stanbul, Siileymaniye Kiitiiphanesi, Yeni CAmi, Hatice Sultan 208

Tehran, Kitabhanah-i Milli Gumhiiri-yi Islami-yi Iran 7590
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APPENDIX B
ANALYSIS OF THE MANUSCRIPT TRADITION OF AVICENNA’S KITAB AL-MADHAL

Fig. 1. Percentage of the manuscript tradition taken into account for the present inquiry
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Fig. 3. Manuscripts taken into exam preserving the short version
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ABSTRACT

Is There a versio vulgata of Avicenna’s Kitab al-Sifa’ ? On the Hypothesis of a Double
Recension of Kitab al-Madhal

The present paper concerns the textual tradition of Avicenna’s reworking of
Porphyry’s Isagoge (Kitab al-Madhal) opening the Logic section of Avicenna’s Book of the
Cure (Kitab al-Sifa’). The present inquiry, conducted on 59 Arabic manuscripts and on the
twelfth-century Latin translation of the work, has as its starting point the observation
that the Latin translation, together with 11 Arabic manuscripts and the early indirect
tradition of the work, witnesses the existence of a different, shorter, version of some
passages of the text than that attested by most of the manuscripts. I shall suggest that
one of the possibilities that should at least be considered in the attempt to explain this
phenomenon is that of considering the short version of the text as an earlier recension
of the text. In the frame of this hypothetical suggestion, the majority of the manuscript
tradition would preserve an interpolated text, a versio vulgata that might not correspond
to Avicenna’s first version of the text. The existence and diffusion of two different
recensions of the work might provide a clue of the compositional and editorial process
that Avicenna’s Book of the Cure underwent.

Sicvia D1 Vincenzo, Scuola Normale Superiore, Pisa
silvia.divincenzo@sns.it

The research leading to these results has received funding from the European Research
Council under the European Union’s Seventh Framework Programme (FP7/2007-2013)/ERC grant
agreement n° 339621.
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A Latin Translation?
The Reception of Avicenna in Albert the Great’s De praedicamentis™

STATUS QUAESTIONIS

The aim of the present paper is to discuss the influence of Avicenna on Albert
the Great’s commentary on Aristotle’s Categories. I shall not inspect in detail the
whole of Avicenna’s reception in this work, which is by itself significative and
involves many relevant issues; I will focus, instead, on a particular aspect of this
reception, namely the role supposedly played by Avicenna’s Categories (the Magulat
of the Kitab al-Sifa’) in the shaping of Albert’s doctrine and exegesis. As a matter
of fact, though a Latin translation of Avicenna’s Magqulat is neither extant nor
attested', there has been a scholarly debate on the possibility of its being a source

“Acknowledgements and preliminary remarks. 1 presented a first draft of this article in Paris,
at the Colloque international de doctorants en philosophie arabe (7-8 october 2016) ; I thank all the
participants for their useful observations. I am also grateful to Amos Bertolacci and the two
anonymous referees for their attentive reading of this paper, and their precious remarks; to
Silvia Di Vincenzo, for the codicological advice. In the quotations of Albert’s works, where not
explicitly noted, I normally refer to the available volumes of the Editio Coloniensis (1951 - in
progress) ; when citing still unedited texts and commentaries I use, instead, A. Borgnet's edition
(1890-99). The references to Avicenna’s Arabic text follow the page numbering of the Cairo
edition of the Kitab al-Sifa’. For the text of Aristotle’s Categories, I always quote J. L. Ackrill’s
English translation (Aristotle’s Categories and De Interpretatione, Clarendon Press, Oxford 1963). All
translations from Arabic are mine.

! As far as we know, the logical section of Avicenna’s Kitab al-Sifa’ has only been partially
translated into Latin. The only work which is fully extant in Latin is the first part, the Madhal, a
paraphrase of Porphyry’s Isagoge : translated in Toledo in the third quarter of the XII century,
it was known to the Latins simply as Logica. Besides this, there are only fragmentary traces of
further translations : Dominicus Gundissalinus’ De divisione philosophiae contains a Latin version
of chapter I1.7 of Avicenna’s Burhan (the section corresponding to Aristotle’s Posterior Analytics),
very likely datable to the same period as the Logica; whereas to a second phase of translations
belong the fragments of Avicenna’s Hitaba found in Hermannus Alemannus’ Latin translation
of Aristotle’s Rhetoric. For two recent overviews of Avicenna’s Latin versions see A. Bertoraccl, A
community of translators : the Latin medieval versions of Avicenna’s Book of the Cure, in C. J. Mews, J.
N. Crosstey eds., Communities of Learning : Networks and the Shaping of Intellectual Identity in Europe
1100-1500, Brepols, Turnhout 2011, pp. 37-54; J. Janssens, Ibn Sind (Avicenna). The Latin translations
of, in H. LacerLunp ed., Encyclopedia of Medieval Philosophy. Between 500 and 1500, De Gruyter, Berlin
2011, pp. 522-527.
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for Albert the Great’s De praedicamentis. The starting point of this discussion was
an article appeared in 1972, by the Italian scholar Mario Grignaschi, entitled Les
traductions latines des ouvrages de la logique arabe et I'abrégé d’Alfarabi®.

In the first part of this contribution Grignaschi presented a state-of-the-art,
concerning the Arabic works on logic known to the Latins between the XII and
XIII century; among these, he mentioned the fragment of a Latin translation of
al-Farabi’s compendia on the discipline of logic, discovered some years earlier
by Dominique Salman in the manuscript Bruges 424°. He then engaged in a
discussion of various issues concerning the composition and transmission of
these Farabian opuscula, which he treated as a unitary work (a complete synthesis
of the Aristotelian logical corpus)®. In the second part of the article, Grignaschi
moved to other, related considerations: given the evidence of a partial Latin
translation of Farabi’s compendia, he turned to inspect the numerous quotations
of Farabi and Avicenna in Albert the Great’s commentaries on logic, so as to
establish precisely their source (and to see whether they attested the knowledge
of works other than Farabi’s compendia). Since the doctrinal material provided
by Farabi’s opuscula is too synthetic to explain the variety and richness of
Albert’s quotations, he hypothesized that Albert knew translations both of
Farabi’s greater commentaries, and of the logical sections of Avicenna’s Kitab
al-Sifa’ posterior to the Madhal. To support his thesis, Grignaschi provided an
examination of some of the quotations of Avicenna and Farabi in Albert the
Great’s commentaries on logic; he briefly gave an account of their context, and
then identified, as their sources, passages of the aforementioned works. This
he also did as regards the De praedicamentis: he thought — and also tried to
demonstrate — that no less than seven quotations of Avicenna in this work drew
directly on the Magiilat of the Kitab al-Sifa’.

2 M. GrionascH, Les traductions latines des ouvrages de la logique arabe et I'abrégé d’Alfarabii,
«Archives d’histoire doctrinale et littéraire du Moyen Age», 39, 1972, pp. 41-107.

* D. H. Sawman, Fragments inédits de la logique d’Alfarabi, « Revue des sciences philosophiques et
théologiques », 32, 1948, pp. 222-225. The short fragment, entitled Nota ex logica Alpharabii quaedam
sumpta, is said by N. Rescher (Al-Farabi: an annotated bibliography, University of Pittsburgh Press,
Pittsburgh 1962, pp. 33-34) to correspond — at least in its beginning — to a section of Farabi’s work
Sard’it al-yaqin (The conditions of certainty), based on Aristotle’s Posterior Analytics. Janssens argues,
instead, that it corresponds partially to the epitome of the De interpretatione, partially to a fragment
derived, very likely, from the ‘Great Book on Music’ (Kitab al-miisigi al-kabir). See J. Janssens, Albert le
Grand et sa connaissance des écrits logiques arabes : une réévaluation du dossier Grignaschi, in J. BRUMBERG-
Cuaumont ed., L'Organon dans la translatio studiorum a I'époque d’Albert le Grand, Brepols, Turnhout
2013, pp. 225-257.

* Nowadays they are rather considered as separate works: see U. RupoteH, Abii Nasr al-Farab,
in U. Ruporen, R. Worsch eds., Grundriss der Geschichte der Philosophie: Philosophie in der islamischen
Welt §7.1, Schwabe Verlag, Basel 2012, p. 413 ; see ibid., pp. 365-366 for a list of critical editions of
Farabi’s logical works.



THE RECEPTION OF AVICENNA IN ALBERT THE GREAT’S DE PRAEDICAMENTIS 73

Grignaschi’s dossier of quotations was reassessed in 2013 by Jules Janssens, in an
essay entitled Albert le Grand et sa connaissance des écrits logiques arabes : une réévaluation
du dossier Grignaschi. Janssens’ core assumption was more economical than
Grignaschi’s conclusion: it consisted of supposing that the source of these passages
might instead be found in Arabic works surely translated into Latin, apparently well-
known by Albert, such as the Madhal (Avicenna’s Logica), the Metaphysics, the Physics
and the De anima of the Kitab al-Sifa’. For those few cases where Grignaschi’s thesis
seems verified, Janssens argued for the likely existence of florilegia and fragments of
Arabic authors, on which Albert the Great possibly drew’.

Against this background, I will here reprise in detail the passages of Albert’s
De praedicamentis discussed by Grignaschi and Janssens, thus narrowing the focus
of their — more comprehensive — enquiries ; my aim is not to assess conclusively
the issue of the Latin translation of Avicenna’s Magqulat, but only to provide
further elements of discussion — and to make some more general suggestions
regarding Avicenna’s import in the De praedicamentis. In paragraphs 1-4 I shall
discuss the main quotations at stake, following their order of appearance, and
the structure of Albert’s text; in paragraph 5 I will briefly evaluate one of the
Avicennan quotations that Grignaschi did not take into account.

A few words of introduction to Albert’s work might be useful. The De
praedicamentis, composed — according to C. Steel and S. Donati, the authors of
the recent critical edition — in 1252, is a part of Albert’s exhaustive plan of
commentaries on the Aristotelian corpus; unlike many commentaries on the
Categories written in that period, it does not have the form of a commentary per
quaestiones, but that of a paraphrase of Aristotle’s text (such as other ‘Aristotelian’
works by Albert)’. The continuous exegesis of Aristotle’s words is interrupted,
at times, by independent sections and digressions, essentially devoted to the
discussion of doubts concerning the text (though they may, sometimes, develop
original reflexions of Albert on Aristotle’s doctrine). As a matter of fact, though
Albert’s originality in logic has been questioned by scholars, his work on the
Categories presents indeed many aspects of interest?.

> Janssens, Albert le Grand et sa connaissance cit., pp. 256-257.

® Ats., De praed., Prolegomena, p. V. For a review of the editio coloniensis of the De praedicamentis,
see N. Camvapa, Review of : Alberti Magni Opera omnia, t. 1, p. IB : De praedicamentis, « Studi medievali »
terza serie, 58/1, 2017, pp. 416-420.

7 For an overview of the main commentaries on the Categories written in the 13th century, see
R. Anprews, Question Commentaries on the Categories in the thirteenth Century, « Medioevo », 26, 2001,
pp- 265-326; a recent focus on the first half of the century is provided by H. Hansen, John Pagus on
Aristotle’s Categories. A Study and Edition of the Rationes super Praedicamenta Aristotelis, Leuven
University Press, Leuven 2012 (Introductory study, pp. 40-49).

8 For a general evaluation of Albert’s contributions to logic see S. Essesen, Albert (the Great?)’s
companion to the Organon, in A. Zimmermann ed., Albert der Grosse. Seine Zeit, sein Werk, seine Wirkung,
«Miscellanea Medievalia », 14, De Gruyter, Berlin - New York 1981, pp. 89-103 (reprint in S. EBBEsen,
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On the Latin side, the major sources of the De praedicamentis are presumably
Boethius and a contemporary of Albert, Robert Kilwardby, the author of a book
of Notulae on Aristotle’s Categories, from which Albert took many of the dubitabilia
discussed in the aporetic sections’. As to the Greek sources, Albert was probably
unable to consult directly any late ancient commentary on the Categories; if
we trust the chronology proposed by the editors, Simplicius’ commentary was
translated into Latin later (by William of Moerbeke, in 1266)°. As concerns the
Arabic sources, the authors quoted by Albert are al-Farabi, Avicenna, al-Gazali,
Averroes and ‘Mescalach’ (the astronomer Ma$a’allah)!!; he seems not to have
known (or, at least, used) Averroes’ middle commentary on the Categories, since
all the quotations of Averroes in the De praedicamentis rather refer to physical or
metaphysical discussions'?.

As regards Avicenna, the works to which Albert refers by name in the De
praedicamentis are the Physics (Sama ‘ tabi ©) of the Sifi’ (mentioned in Latin as
Sufficientia), of which Albert probably knew only the first two books and the
beginning of the third"?; the Liber sextus de naturalibus (Avicenna’s De anima, Kitab

Topics in Latin Philosophy from the 12th-14th centuries. Collected essays of Sten Ebbesen, vol. 2, Furnham/
Surrey - Burlington 2008, pp. 95-108). For recent, specific contributions on Albert’s commentary
see B. TremBLAY, Albertus Magnus : On the Subject of Aristotle’s Categories, in L. P. Newron ed., Medieval
Commentaries on Aristotle’s Categories, Brill, Leiden - Boston 2008, pp- 73-97;; In., Albertus Magnus on
the Problem of the Division of the Categories, « Documenti e studi sulla tradizione filosofica medievale »,
27,2016, pp. 303-345.

? Kilwardby’s Notulae are available on-line in A. Conti’s provisional transcription (URL:
http://www-static.cc.univaq.it/diri/lettere/docenti/conti/Allegati/Kilwardby_praedicamenta.
pdf). Kilwardby’s influence on Albert was analysed in detail by C. Steel (Albert’s use of Kilwardby’s
Notulae in his paraphrase of the Categories, in Via Alberti. Texte-Quellen-Interpretationen, Aschendorff,
Miinster 2009, pp. 481-507).

19 For the date and the attribution of Simplicius’ Latin translation, see Simplicius. Commentaire
sur les Catégories d’Aristote, traduction de Guillaume de Moerbeke, ed. A. Partiy, in collaboration with W.
Stuyven, Publications universitaires de Louvain, Louvain - Paris 1971-1975 (vol. I, pp. xi-xxm).

' A complete list of Albert’s quotations of Ma§a’allah is found in A. Corraparria, Fuentes drabes
de San Alberto Magno: el astrénomo Mashallah, « Estudios Filosoficos », 34, 1985, pp. 400-415.

2 The translation of Averroes’ middle commentary (Talhis) on Aristotle’s Categories is
attributed to Guillelmus de Luna it is extant and edited by R. Hissette, with the collaboration of A.
Bertolacci (Averroes latinus, Commentum medium super librum Praedicamentorum Aristotelis. Translatio
Wilhelmo de Luna adscripta, Peeters, Leuven 2010).

13 Whereas books I-111.1 were translated in Toledo by an anonymous author, part of the third
book (II1. 1-10) was translated later in Burgos by Johannes Gunsalvi and a certain Salomon, between
1275 and 1280 (See BertoLacci, A Community of Translators cit., pp. 39-46). In the De praedicamentis,
Avicenna’s Sufficientia is mentioned twice (ALs., De praed., I1.1, p. 50.13 ; II.7, p. 62.54). The first and
the second book of this translation are edited (Avicenna Latinus, Liber primus naturalium. Tractatus
primus de causis et principiis naturalis, ed. by S. Van Rier, Peeters - Brill, Louvain-la-Neuve - Leiden
1992 ; Avicenna Latinus, Liber primus naturalium I1. De motu et de consimilibus, edd. S. VAN Riet, J. Janssens,
A. Auaro, Académie Royale de Belgique, Bruxelles 2006).
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al-nafs)**; quite curiously, even his Categories (Praedicamenta), that are recalled
only once — in a passage from the third chapter of the first treatise. From this
passage I shall start, now, my discussion.

1. HOMONYMY AND SYNONYMY

De praed., 1.3 is a chapter devoted to the discussion of homonyms, and
other sorts of commonness or dissimilarity of names and definitions®. Besides
homonyms (equivoca), synonyms (univoca) and paronyms (denominativa), in
line with the previous exegetical tradition, Albert mentions here the cases of
polyonyms (multivoca or synonyma), namely things bearing the same definition
but different names, and heteronyms (diversivoca), namely things having different
definitions and different names. Since polyonyms and heteronyms, as is known,
are not mentioned or discussed by Aristotle, near the end of the chapter Albert
precises the reason for their customary treatment in the exegesis of the Categories:

T1: Acgert, De praed., 1.3, p. 10.13-22:

«Attendendum autem est quod, quamvis multivoca sive synonyma et diversivoca
non sint de his, quibus praedicabile ordinatur in linea generis — eo quod
synonyma respiciunt unum particulare vel speciale per diversas proprietates,
quae sunt in illo multis significatae nominibus, diversivoca autem, sicut sunt
diversa nomina, sic diversis attribuuntur —, tamen, quia et Avicenna et ArcazeL et
ToHANNES DAMASCENUS in suis PRAEDICAMENTIS ponunt ista, et nos ea hic ponemus, non
ad necessitatem scientiae, sed ad doctrinae perfectionem ».

This reference is taken by Grignaschi as a sign of Albert’s knowledge of
Avicenna’s Magiilat, since in the section of Magulat devoted to homonyms (1.2)
Avicenna effectively deals with polyonyms and heteronyms'®. However, other
possible ways to explain this passage have been proposed. For instance, C. Steel

" Avicenna’s Nafs was translated in Toledo in the XII century by Gundissalinus and
Avendeuth. This translation is extant, and edited in two volumes : Avicenna Latinus, Liber de anima
seu sextus de naturalibus IV-V, ed. by S. Van Rier, Peeters - Brill, Louvain-la-Neuve 1968 ; Avicenna
LaTINUs, Liber de anima seu sextus de naturalibus I-111, ed. S. Van Rier, Peeters - Brill, Louvain-la-
Neuve 1972. For Albert’s quotation, see Ats., De praed., 1.4, p. 11.20 ; the doctrine quoted there by
Albert seems, however, not to be exactly traceable in the De anima (see the editors’ note ad loc.).

15 Namely, Albert’s commentary on the first chapter of the Categories (Awisr., Cat., 1, a1-15).

16 Grionascrn, Les traductions latines cit., pp. 69-70. For Avicenna’s discussion of homonyms and
synonyms, and particularly his treatment of multivoca and diversivoca, see Maqulat, 1.2 (pp. 9.1 -
17.14, notably pp. 15.16 - 16.3). Avicenna’s reworking of Cat., 1 is dealt with by A. Bick, Avicenna the
Commentator, in Newton ed., Medieval Commentaries on Aristotle’s Categories cit., pp. 31-71.
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and S. Donati, in their critical edition, mention R. Andrews’ suggestion that it
may be possible to read ‘Augustinus’ instead of ‘Avicenna’ here — on the basis
of a similar emendation made by them further in the text'. As the pseudo-
augustinian treatise entitled Categoriae decem also reports this doctrine, this
solution is certainly viable'®; nonetheless, it seems not to be sufficiently
supported by manuscript evidence (as witnessed by the editors’ choice of
maintaining ‘Avicenna’). Janssens, instead, proposes to identify the true
referent of this quotation with the sole al-Gazali, on account of the following
considerations : since the Ghazalian text familiar to Albert is the Latin translation
of the Magqasid al-falasifa, which — as is known — draws on Avicenna’s Danesname-
ye ‘Ald’i, it is evident that Albert holds Gazali to be a follower of Avicenna (so
as to call him, in the commentary on the Metaphysics, abbreviator Avicennae'?).
Since the ‘logic’ of Gazali’s Magqdsid, even in the Latin translation, reports the
doctrine of polyonyms and heteronyms, it is not unlikely that Albert held this
section to be derived from a corresponding section of Avicenna’s commentary?.

7" Aip., De praed., IV.7, p. 93.51-61: «Ex his autem quae dicta sunt, quod scilicet relativa ad
convertentiam dicuntur, sequitur aliud proprium relativorum, quod est quod relativa sive ea quae
sunt ad aliquid, videntur simul esse natura. Quod autem secundum convertentiam dicuntur et quod simul
sunt natura differunt in hoc quod convertentia est secundum mutuam relationem eorum ad invicem
in appellatione et casu, sed simul esse natura est in hoc quod, secundum quod relativa sunt, in esse et
non esse sive in ortu et occasu, ut dicit Augustinus (]ammy, Borgnet: Avicenna), sunt simul, ita quod
posito uno in esse, secundum quod relativum est, ponitur et aliud, secundum quod refertur ad istud, et
destructo uno, secundum quod relativum est, destruitur et aliud secundum relationem, secundum quam
refertur ad istud ». In this passage the doctrine is attributed to Avicenna, according to the text of Jammy’s
and Borgnet’s editions ; the reason for the error seems to be the mistaken reading of an abbreviation.
As a consequence, Grignaschi included this quotation in his dossier (Les traductions latines cit., pp. 72-73).
Once we accept, with the editors of the coloniensis, the reading ‘Augustine’, the source is then clearly
identifiable with the ps.-Augustine’s Categoriae decem (Aristoteles Latinus, 1.1-5, p. 155.12-17 ; « Tunc ergo
et vere et proprie ‘ad aliquid’ dicitur cum sub uno ortu atque occasu et id quod iungitur et id cui iungitur
invenitur » ; the expression in ortu et occasu is also attributed to Augustine by R. Kilwardby, Notulae, p. 86,
13-15 [ed. Conti]: « Unde ‘simul natura’ dicitur hic ut simul natura dicitur esse ab Augustino, simul esse
secundum ortum et occasum ; haec enim posita se, ponunt, destructa se, destruunt »). The reference to
Andrews in the critical edition occurs at p. 10, in the note to lines 19-21.

'8 AristoTeLEs LaTiNUS, .1-5, p. 136.10-25.

19 See for instance Ats., Metaphys., I [1. I-V], p. 217.28. On this point see A. Berroracc, Subtilius
speculando. Le citazioni della Philosophia prima di Avicenna nel Commento alla Metafisica di Alberto
Magno, «Documenti e studi sulla tradizione filosofica medievale», 9, 1998, pp. 261-339 (in
particular pp. 333-334).

2 Gazall’s Maqasid al-falasifa were translated into Latin in the XII century, under the title
Summa theorice philosophie, by Gundissalinus and a certain ‘Magister Johannes’: the logical section
has been edited by C. Lohr (Logica Algazelis. Introduction and Critical Text, « Traditio », 21, 1965,
pp- 223-292), the physical and metaphysical section has been edited by J. T. Muckle (Algazel’s
Metaphysics. A Mediaeval Translation, ed. by J. T. Mucki, Pontifical Institute of Mediaeval Studies,
Toronto 1967). Algazel’s discussion of multivoca and diversivoca is found in Lonr, Logica Algazelis, p.
246.79-82 : « Diversivoca sunt multa nomina eiusdem rei, ut ‘ensis’, ‘mucro’, ‘gladius’. Multivoca
sunt multa nomina multarum rerum, ut ‘equus’ et ‘asinus’, quae sunt singula singularum rerum ».
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This hypothesis is also corroborated, as Janssens remarks, by the fact that the
examples mentioned by Albert for polyonyms are identical with those found
in Algazel’s Logica®'. To Janssens’ convincing arguments I add that Albert
might have at least surmised the existence of an Avicennan treatment of the
Categories, from the retrospective references which are sometimes found in the
sections of the Sifd’ he certainly knew, for instance in the Ilahiyyat, Avicenna’s
Metaphysics*. A clear reference of this kind is found at least in the beginning
of Ilahiyyat, 111.1, a chapter devoted to verifying the accidental existence of
the main four accidental properties, i.e. quantity, quality and relation: here
Avicenna explicitly recalls the treatment of the accidental categories carried
out «in the beginning of logic» (in principio logicae)*.

In the same chapter of the De praedicamentis, Grignaschi finds what he holds
to be another possible reference to Avicenna’s Magulat; the context is Albert’s
discussion of synonyms and, consequently, of synonymous predication. After
commenting on Aristotle’s claim that man and ox share the same notion of
‘animal’, Albert argues that the principle of synonymous predication does not
exclusively apply to genera, species and differentiae, but also to the ‘accidental’
predicables such as property and common accident. As a source for this doctrine,
he cites Avicenna and Gazali:

T2 : Ausert, De praed., 1.3, p. 9.11-14:

«[...] unde, si quis assignet utriusque ratione, hominis scilicet et bovis, secundum
hoc quo sunt animalia, hoc est secundum naturam, de qua notam facit nomen
commune, quod est animal, eandem de necessitate assignabit utriusque, hominis

2! Janssens, Albert le Grand et sa connaissance cit., p. 244. Algazel’s examples (‘ensis, mucro,
gladius’) are effectively identical with those found in Aus., De praed., 1.3, p. 10.24-25 (‘ensis,
mucro, spata, gladius’).

22 Avicenna’s Ilahiyyat was translated into Latin, probably by Gundissalinus, in Toledo. A
critical edition of this translation is available : Avicenna Latius, Liber de philosophia prima sive scientia
divina, I-1V, ed. S. Van RieT, Peeters - Brill, Louvain-la-Neuve - Leiden 1977 ; Avicenna Latinus, Liber de
philosophia prima sive scientia divina, V-X, ed. S. Van Rier, Peeters - Brill, Louvain-la-Neuve - Leiden
1980 ; Avicenna Latinus, Liber de philosophia prima sive scientia divina, Lexiques by S. Van Rier, Peeters
- Brill, Louvain-la-Neuve - Leiden 1983. Albert the Great’s reception of Avicenna’s metaphysics
has been studied in detail by Bertoracc, Subtilius speculando cit. ; In., Le citazioni implicite testuali
della Philosophia prima di Avicenna nel Commento alla Metafisica di Alberto Magno: analisi tipologica,
«Documenti e studi sulla tradizione filosofica medievale », 12, 2001, pp. 179-274 ; I., The Reception
of Avicenna’s Philosophia prima in Albert the Great’s Commentary on the Metaphysics : The Case of the
Doctrine of Unity, in W. SENNER ET AL. ed., Albertus Magnus 1200-2000. Zum Gedenken nach 800 Jahren : neue
Zugdnge, Aspekte und Perspektiven, Akademie Verlag, Berlin 2001, pp. 67-78.

2 Avicenna Lativus, Philosophia prima I-IV, p. 104.5-11: « Necesse est igitur ut procedamus ad
certificandum accidentia et stabiliendum ea. Dicam igitur quod in principio logicae iam cognovisti
quidditatem decem praedicamentorum [...] ».
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scilicet et bovis, rationem diffinitivam. Et similiter est de Socrate et Platone in hoc
nomine ‘homo’. Et sic est in omnibus, quae ut genus vel ut species vel ut differentia
vel ut proprium vel etiam ut accidens sub eodem nomine praedicantur, ut dicunt
AVICENNA ET ALGAZEL ».

Grignaschi sees a plausible source for this quotation in Magulat, 1.2, notably
in a passage where Avicenna explicitly denies that only genus, species and
differentia are predicated synonymously:

T3 : Avicenna, Magulat, 1.2, p. 15.2-5:

«It is absolutely not as it was thought, namely that only genus, species and
differentia are those which fall synonymously [on their subjects], and the others
not; this because synonymy is not such because of the notion’s being essential,
but because of its being one in meaning, and not differentiated. This unity may
exist in what is essential, and may [also] exist in what is accidental, such as
properties and common accidents »*,

Grignaschi’s mention of this passage is certainly appropriate, since it
undoubtedly states what Albert ascribes to Avicenna; however, the idea that
even accidental universals are predicated synonymously is already rooted in
Avicenna’s Madhal (Logica), where it is alluded to more than once®. This does
not make it necessary to hypothesize Albert’s direct knowledge of Avicenna’s
Magqilat, though there — for sure — this idea is reprised and developed?; nor to
figure out, as Janssens does, a construction of other passages from the Logica®’.
What is truly problematic seems to be — instead — the mention of Algazel, whose
Logica does not apparently report such a doctrine®®; I guess that he might be

2% For another translation of this and the following passages from Magiildt, see the recent
English version published by A. Bick (Avicenna/Ien SiNA, Al-Maqulat. Commentary on Aristotle’s
Categories, Philosophia Verlag, Miinchen 2016).

» See for instance Logica, p. 9va, where it is said that all of the five predicables are
predicated in the same way (namely, synonymously) : « haec quinque praedicantur uno modo,
sicut iam saepe diximus » (Madhal, 1.14, p. 85.11-12); Logica, p. 10ra (Madhal, 11.1, p. 91.12-19).
For Avicenna’s account of synonymous predication in the Madhal of the Sifa’, see S. D1 Vincenzo,
Avicenna’s reworking of Porphyry’s ‘common accident’ in the light of Aristotle’s Categories, « Documenti
e studi sulla tradizione filosofica medievale », 27, 2016, pp. 163-194.

%6 This occurs not only in chapter 1.2, but also in chapter 1.3: see N. Camiaba, A quotation of
an anonymous ‘logician’ in Avicenna’s Categories, « Documenti e studi sulla tradizione filosofica
medievale », 27, 2016, pp. 195-237.

27 Janssens, Albert le Grand et sa connaissance cit., pp. 244-245.

28 As Janssens remarks (ibid.) there is, in Algazel’s Logica, nothing more than a division of
the universals (Lonr, Logica Algazelis, pp. 249.90 - 252.190).
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mentioned here by Albert, however, in order to reinforce Avicenna’s authority,
as a further instance of the doctrinal agreement that Albert always sees between
Avicenna and Algazel (as presumably happens elsewhere, in De praed. as well as
in other Albertine commentaries)?’.

2. SUBSTANCE AND SUBSTANTIAL CHANGE

As regards the second treatise of Albert’s De praedicamentis, devoted to the
category of substance, Grignaschi confesses he was not able to find real doctrinal
similarities between it and the corresponding sections of Avicenna’s Magilat (ch.
111 1-3)*°. It is indeed clear that, in this section, Albert seems not to have borrowed
relevant doctrinal elements from Avicenna’s Categories; of the four explicit
quotations of Avicenna found here, three are surely related to the Ilahiyyat of
the Sifa’ and the Logica (Madhal)*!. For the last case only Grignaschi suggests a
textual parallel: it concerns Albert’s discussion of one of the properties which
Aristotle accords to substance, namely not being receptive of more and less (and
the related issue of substantial change). Among the authorities mentioned in
favour of this doctrine, Albert recalls Porphyry and Avicenna:

T4 : Ausert, De praed., 11.10, pp. 40.54 - 41.9:

«Et hoc modo substantia non potest suscipere magis et minus, cuius causa in
SCIENTIA DE UNIVERsALIBUS reddita est a Porenyrio, quia esse substantiale semper
idem et simplex est, et ideo non potest suscipere magis et minus, quia, sicut
probat Avicenna, si magis susciperet, tunc in eo magis susciperet, quod ipsum
esse substantiale plus formae substantiali appropinquaret per ipsius formae
adeptionem, quod falsum est, cum nihil medium habeat; inter esse enim et non
esse nihil est medium, sicut inter album et nigrum multa sunt media. Et ideo
secundum esse substantiale non potest esse intensio et remissio in aliquo».

As to the mention of Porphyry’s ‘science of universals’, the source is clear: in
the chapter of the Isagoge on differentia Porphyry, after distinguishing between
separable and inseparable differences, subdivides these latter into per se and
per accidens; he then says that inseparable differences per se, which may be said
‘substantial’ (i.e. constitutive of the essence of a thing), do not admit of more and

¥ A, Bertolacci, for instance, records a similar case in Albert’s Metaphysics, and makes the
hypothesis that Albert mentions Algazel only because of his constant agreement with Avicenna’s
opinion (Subtilius speculando cit., p. 275).

%% GrioNascH, Les traductions latines cit., p. 70.

3! Ats., De praed., 111, p. 21.53-60 and 11.3, p. 25.55-64 (related to the Philosophia prima) ; IL8, p.
38.16-19 (related to the Logica).
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less; and the same holds for genera. If genera and differences, which constitute
the definition and essence of a thing, do not admit of more and less, ‘being’
itself (¢ivar, which is presumably to be understood as ‘essence’) does not admit
of more and less*’. The same point is made in the second part of the Isagoge,
as Porphyry clarifies the common features of the predicables ‘difference’ and
‘accident’: here it is said that differentiae do not admit of more and less, while
accidents do*.

As to the likely source of Avicenna’s quotation, Grignaschi mentions a short
passage from chapter I11.3 of Avicenna’s Magqilat, devoted to the properties of
substance; here Avicenna explains the fact that substances do not admit of more
and less as depending directly on the fact that substances have no contraries,
since the more and the less are only found in between contraries®. Though
not unrelated to Albert’s point, this passage does not fit very well as the locus
supposedly quoted by Albert, since it never refers to the absence of intermediates,
which instead plays an important role in Albert’s account. Grignaschi could have
mentioned another passage, found only a few lines below, where Avicenna states
— in convoluted terms — that change in substance may only occur abruptly:

T5 : Avicenna, Magalat, 111.3, p. 107.8-10:

«Moreover, the way of contrariety which was not severely denied to substances,
belongs to what does not allow the progression from some [substances] to others
according to intension and remission. Thus, not all contraries are such that the
transition from some of them to others occurs in such a way®>; but sometimes it
happens all at once ».

32 AwstoteLes Lativus, 1 6-7, p. 16.1-12: «Illae igitur quae per se sunt, in substantiae ratione
accipiuntur et faciunt aliud ; illae vero quae secundum accidens, nec in substantiae ratione dicuntur
nec faciunt aliud, sed alteratum. Et illae quidem quae per se sunt non suscipiunt magis et minus,
illae vero quae per accidens (vel si inseparabiles sint) intentionem recipiunt et remissionem ; nam
neque genus magis et minus praedicatur cuius fuerit genus, neque generis differentiae secundum
quas dividitur; ipsae enim sunt quae uniuscuiusque rationem {definitionem} complent, esse
autem unicuique unum et idem neque intentionem neque remissionem suscipiens est, aquilum
autem esse vel simum vel coloratum aliquo modo et intenditur et remittitur », (Pore., Isag., p.
9.14-18 Busse).

33 AwistoTeLEs LATINUS, 1 6-7, p. 29.13-14 : « Et differentia quidem inintendibilis est et inremissibilis,
accidentia vero magis et minus recipiunt » (Poren., Isag., p. 20.3-5 Busse).

3 Avicenna, Magiilat, I11.3, p. 107.1-3: « This property (i.e. the fact that substances have no
contraries) is followed by another one, namely the fact that substance does not admit of more and
less. For what becomes ‘more’ [of something], intensifies from a certain state which is contrary
to the state towards which it intensifies; hence, it does not cease leaving the state of weakness
little by little, being directed towards strength, or [leaving] the state of strength, being directed
towards the state of weakness ».

% Le., according to intension and remission.
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The ‘way of contrariety’ which must not be totally denied to substances is
contrariety without intermediaries, which admits of abrupt changes (instead
of gradually deployed ones). Therefore, even if we accept that substance has
contraries, its contrariety does not necessarily entail a variation in degrees.

Otherwise, as Porphyry’s statement concerning the unity and unchangeability
of being is reprised by Avicenna in the Madhal, the relevant passage in this latter
may be seen as a likely source for Albert (as it is, in fact, according to Janssens
and the critical editors)*:

T6 : Avicenna, Logica, p. 9r a-b (= Madhal, pp. 80.15 - 81.6) :

«Dicemus autem nunc quod essentia uniuscuiusque rei una est. Oportet ergo ut
essentiarei nec augeatur nec minuatur. Si enim esse rei et essentia esset idem quod
est minimum® inter terminos antedictae divisionis; sed quod est augmentatum
est praeter diminutum; tunc augmentum est praeter esse rei. Similiter si esse
eius esset id quod est diminutum ; similiter si esset esse mediocre. Intentio autem
communis tribus quae non est una numero non est ipsa essentia rei quae est una
numero. Non enim potest dici quod augmentatum et diminutum conveniant in
una intentione quae sit essentia; ergo essentia rei non recipit magis et minus. Si
autem augeatur, constituitur eius essentia ex eius augmento; tunc eius essentia
est magis. Si vero eius essentia non constituitur ex aumento sed ex diminutione,
tunc eius essentia est minus; si vero ex nullo eorum constituitur, tunc non est
constituta ex augmento aut diminutione: sed ex intentione communi »*,

Avicenna’s argument here is the following: since essence is one by number,
it cannot admit of more and less. The reason for this is the fact that, being the

36 Janssens, Albert le Grand et sa connaissance cit., pp. 245-246.

37 The Venice print has here verum, as a translation for the Arabic angas (lesser) ; however, at
least one Latin manuscript (Napoli, Biblioteca Nazionale VIILE.33) reads minimum, which seems more
correct and preferable. I thank Frangoise Hudry for the information about the Naples manuscript,
which is the basis of her forthcoming critical edition of Avicenna’s Logica (Logica Avicennae. Traduction
latine médiévale de Avicenne, a3-Sifa’, al-Madkhal. Edition critique annotée accompagnée d’une
recherche des sources grecques, par F. Hubry, Paris, Editions Vrin, coll. Sic et Non).

%8 The original Arabic reads as follows : « We now say that the essence of every thing is one,
so the essence of every thing must not become more, nor less ; for if the quiddity, and the essence
of a thing is the lesser among the limits of augmentation and diminution, and the bigger is other
than the lesser, then the bigger is other than the essence [of the thing]. Likewise if the thing
were the bigger, and the intermediate. As to the notion shared by the three [of them], which is
not one numerically, but by generality [bi-I- umiim, omitted in the Latin], it is not the essence
of the thing, numerically one; so you cannot say that the more, the less and the intermediate
share in a single meaning which is the essence of the thing. Therefore, the essence of the thing
does not undergo augmentation and diminution; so, what is constitutive of the essence does not
undergo augmentation and diminution [fa-ma kana muqawwiman li-datihi |a yahtamilu l-ziyadata wa-
l-nugsana, omitted in the Latin].
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two limits of intensification and weakening different things, the essence may not
correspond to both things (as intensified entities do, though in different times)
without losing its numerical unity ; the same would hold for the intermediate states
(which again, on their part, are different from the extremes). I think that there are
reasons to dismiss this passage as a potential source of Albert’s quotation: first, it
does not present a doctrine such as that attributed to Avicenna in T4, since the point
in Albert’s quotation is the absence of intermediate states in substantial change
(which is not the case here); secondly, at least in a truly Avicennan perspective,
‘essence’ is not identical with ‘substance’: the argument in Té applies, thus, to the
essence of every being endowed with a genus and a difference (even accidents),
contrary to what Albert reports. It is true, however, that Albert also uses substantia
and substantialis in the sense of ‘essence’ and ‘essential’, which might justify the
two notions’ overlap in this context. Janssens convincingly suggests that this
passage needs to be completed by means of another source, namely the Physics of
the Sifa’, where the immediate nature of substantial change is actually stated very
clearly (and widely discussed, in the third chapter of the second book)*’:

T7 : AVICENNA LATINUS, Liber primus naturalium, 113, p. 187.16-17 (= Sama“ tabi‘, 113,
p. 98.9-12):

«Et dicemus quod hoc quod dicimus, quod in substantia est motus, est dictio
impropria quia in hac categoria non cadit motus. Natura enim substantialis,
cum destruitur, destruitur subito, et cum generatur, generatur subito, et non
invenitur inter eius potentiam puram et eius effectum purum perfectio media,
quia forma substantialis non suscipit magis et minus ».

There are two possible solutions, then: Albert might either, according to
Grignaschi’s hypothesis, have followed Avicenna’s doctrine as expounded in Magiilat,
IL3 (T5); or he might have completed Avicenna’s interpretation of Porphyry’s
passage in the Madhal (T6) with the Sama‘ tabi 7 (T7), or a similar passage found
elsewhere. Given — however — the substantial difference between the arguments of
T6 and T7, and the fact that this latter is closer in meaning and wording to Albert’s
quotation, the source might be very likely the Sama " tabi 7 alone®. The Magulat-

3 Janssens, Albert le Grand et sa connaissance cit., p. 246. As Janssens remarks, «ici, I'absence
d’augmentation ou de diminution dans la forme substantielle est présente expressis verbis ».

0 An implicit quotation of T5, which definitely conveys the sense of Avicenna’s argument
in the Logica, may be found instead in another passage of De praed. (1.3, p. 8.43-51: «Et ita et
nominata natura et ratio impositionis nominis erit una in talibus, ut sit et ratio substantiae et
ratio substantialis eadem simul in his quae sunt univoca et quod illa natura in eis sit participata
aequaliter, quod non secundum magis et minus nec secundum prius et posterius sit in ipsis sed

uno modo, sicut esse est unum. Quod si magis et minus susciperet, non esset unum omnino, sicut

in antehabitis determinatum est et in libro De universalibus »).
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hypothesis is, in this case as well, not very economical, since it is possible to
trace clearly Avicenna’s position in a text certainly known to the Latins.

3. QUANTITYZ THE COUPLE LARGE/ SMALL AND THE RELATIVE NATURE OF CONTRARIES

In the third treatise of Albert’s De praedicamentis (Tractatus de quantitate) there
is only one quotation of interest. The context where it is found is the discussion
of the properties of quantity, which is said by Aristotle to have no contraries:
as is known, in this section of the Categories Aristotle is especially committed to
explaining why the couple large/small, which seems to consist of two contrary
quantities, is neither a couple of contraries nor a couple of quantities. One of
the arguments Aristotle sets forth is the following: since large and small are
relative notions, a same thing may be said ‘large‘ with respect to a thing, ‘small’
with respect to another. If we accept this, and we hold large and small to be
contraries as well, we are presented with the paradox of a same thing admitting
of two contraries simultaneously, which would lead to the absurd consequence
of something being a contrary of itself*". As an authority on the relative nature
of contraries, Albert recalls Avicenna:

T8 : Aisert, De praed., 111.11, pp. 73.61 - 74.1:

«Contingit etiam, ut diximus, eadem sibiipsis esse contraria. Nam si magnum parvo est
contrarium, sed iam probatum est quod ipsum simul magnum et parvum est, sequitur
quod ipsum sibiipsi contrarium est. Et hoc sequitur ex hoc, quia quod comparatum
alicui formam recipit contrarii, illud simpliciter habet formam illam, et si alii
comparatum habet formam alterius contrarii, sequitur quod simpliciter habet
etiam illam, quia contrariae formae, quibus insunt, simpliciter insunt, eo quod
non sunt formae comparationis, ut dicit Avicenna, sed sunt qualitates absolutae ».

This doctrine — as formulated here — is very interesting, since it mirrors
Avicenna’s point on this topic in Magulat: it needs, therefore, to be discussed in
detail. Grignaschi cites, as a source for this passage, the chapter of Magulat where
Avicenna deals with the properties of quantity (IV.2). After having mentioned the
case of the couple large/small, Avicenna makes a general statement concerning all
the properties which are wrongly thought to be contrary quantities:

T9: Avicenna, Magalat, IV.2, p. 137.3-7:

«Know that the examples that have been mentioned regarding the statement that
there is contrariety in quantities, are — all of them — accidents of quantity, and

41 Arist., Cat., 5b30-6all.
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they are not quantities, as you have learned ; moreover, there is no contrariety
in them, for contrariety is only found between two natures, each one of which
is intelligible by itself, and then if it is put in relation to the other it is said to
be contrary to the other. Like heat and coldness; because each one of them is
intelligible by itself, then if it is put in relation to the other it is contrary to it. So,
there is a nature to which there accidentally belongs a relation (idafa), which is
the relation of contrariety ».

There is here no literal correspondence to the distinction, found in Albert,
between forma simpliciter and forma comparationis; still, the doctrine seems to
be — after all — the same: contraries are by themselves absolute things, natures
intelligible by themselves and are not — by themselves — relative. Albert
however does not add explicitly in T8, as Avicenna does in T9, that contrariety
— insofar as it is contrariety — is a super-added ‘relation’ (a point on which
Avicenna also insists in Magqulat, V1.2, a pivotal chapter for his doctrine of the
contraries, mentioned by Grignaschi in a note*?); it will be clear nonetheless,
from a further Albertine reference to comparationis forma (see below §4.1, T11
and the related discussion) that Albert seems to have known the Avicennan
doctrine of the relational character of contrariety, a doctrine which apparently
prompted him to present Avicenna as an advocate of a conceptualist doctrine of
relations. The doctrinal similarity between T8 and T9 seems to verify, at least
for these passages, Grignaschi’s conjecture ; however, Avicenna’s effort towards
a coherent and systematic presentation of his philosophy in all his major works,
and especially in in the Sifa’, makes it likely that the same doctrine expounded
in one place is alluded to somewhere else; this being the case, other hypotheses
must be taken into account to explain Albert’s quotation.

Janssens proposes, as a likely source for T8, a passage of Sama tabi'i, I1.3 where
Avicenna deals with motion in the category of quantity: this passage does not
provide a parallel for the nature of contrariety in general, but presents the idea
of ‘absolute’ largeness and smallness in quantitative change (which suits well
Albert’s quotation in T8)*. We can also take into account another possibility:

2 GrionascHt, Les traductions latines cit., p. 71 n. 40. The treatise is here erroneously indicated
as ‘fourth’ treatise (‘Al-magdlatu-r-rabi‘a’). The chapter is entitled ‘On doubts related to what was
said concerning opposition’ (Fi Sukiik talhaqu ma qgila fi l-tagabul) ; it is the second of a series of two
chapters dealing with Aristotle’s theory of opposites (as outlined in Cat., 11b15-13b35. For the
relational character of contrariety, see especially Magualat, VIL.2, pp. 249.12 - 250.1; 252.18 - 253.2.

*3 Janssens, Albert le Grand et sa connaissance cit., pp. 246-247 ; Liber primus naturalium, 1.3, pp.
195.56 - 196.67 (Sama“ tabi‘i, 11.3, p. 102.9-15) : « Sed iam dubitatur quod magnum et parvum non
sunt contraria, cum motus omnes sint inter contraria, et dicemus ad hoc quod nos non cogimur
affirmare quod omnes motus sint inter contraria tantum et non in aliis. Cum enim fuerint
aliqua opposita quae non conveniant simul et processerit res de uno ad aliud paulatim, vocamus
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though the most detailed treatment of opposition and contrariety in the Sifa’
(and, probably, in the whole of Avicenna’s corpus) is found in the seventh treatise
of Magqulat, the issue is also discussed in the seventh treatise of the Metaphysics
(Ilahiyyat), notably in the first chapter, devoted to the attributes of unity and
multiplicity. Most of the discussion of contraries found in this context is aimed
at denying that contraries are to be found in different genera; it is true, instead,
that contraries are always found in the same genus. While restating this notion
of contrariety, Avicenna addresses critically the opinion of some unidentified
philosophers, named in Arabic ‘the superficial theorists’ (ahl al-zahir min al-
nazar), who group certain contraries under two genera: convenientia (muwafaqa)
and diversitas (muhalafa), according to their being either congruent with the
acquisitions of perception and intellect, or their being — instead — incongruent
with them*, Avicenna argues that all these contraries are not, by themselves,
congruent or incongruent, but that they are instead by themselves qualities,
upon which some other concomitants or accidents are super-added (for instance
relations, in the case of congruence and incongruence):

T10 : Avicenna tativus, Philosophia prima, VIL1, pp. 353.87 - 354.10 (= AvicEnna,
Hahiyyat, VIL1, pp. 306.9 - 307.8):

«Videtur autem quod qui non bene consideraverunt hoc, intellexerunt quod
eorum quae sunt contraria et habent genera propinqua sub quibus continentur,
quaedam conveniunt in sensu vel intellectu <..>*, et quaedam differunt. Et
collegerunt ex eis intentionem convenientiae et intentionem diversitatis, et
posuerunt unam ex eis genus quorundam, et alteram posuerunt genus aliorum.

illam rem mobilem, quamvis non sit ibi contrarietas. Magnum autem et parvum inter quae
movetur vegetabile et arescibile non est ipsum parvum et magum relatum absolute, sed quasi
natura posuerit speciebus sensibilibus et vegetabilibus terminos in magnitudine et terminos in
parvitate quos non excedunt et moventur inter eos: ergo magnum ibi erit magnum absolute,
et non erit parvum comparatione alterius magni in eadem specie ; similiter autem parvum erit
parvum absolute ».

* The identity of this group of philosophers is unclear. A. Bertolacci, in the notes to his Italian
translation of Avicenna’s llahiyyat (Avicenna, Libro della guarigione. Le cose divine, UTET, Torino 2008,
p. 582), proposes tentatively to identify them with Pythagorean philosophers, since the argument
of VIL1 bears some resemblances to a Pythagorean argument refuted by Avicenna in IIL6 (p.
128.12-16). For an analysis of this latter argument, see A. Berroacci, Metafisica A 5, 986 a22-26 nell’
lahiyyat del Kitab al-Sifa’ di Ibn Sind, « Documenti e studi sulla tradizione filosofica medievale »,
10, 1999, pp. 205-231.

%> The Latin text omits part of Cairo, lines 10-11, reading « some are incongruent, some others
are congruent in affirmation, others differ in distinction» («et quaedam differunt et quaedam
conveniunt in affirmatione et alia in distinctione », according to S. Van Riet’s translation). This
passage is expunged by A. Bertolacci, on the basis of manuscript evidence, in his Italian translation
of the llahiyyat (Avicenna, Libro della guarigione cit., Correzioni dell'edizione del Cairo dell'llahiyyat, p. 122).
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Sed non debet ita esse. Nam sensus convenientiae et diversitatis est <...>*® ut, cum
posita fuerint quasi duae naturae, invenientur eis aliqua quae diversis respectibus
apta sint poni quasi genera eorum. Ipsa enim continentur sub universitate
potentiarum agendi et patiendi quodam modo, et sub qualitatibus alio modo, et
sub relationibus alio modo. Ipsa enim, secundum hoc quod proveniunt ex rebus
quae sunt potentiae agendi, et secundum hoc quod acquiruntur in aliquo ex
aliquibus quae sunt potentiae patiendi, et secundum hoc quod de illis quiescunt
dispositiones in suis sustinentibus, sunt de qualitatibus, sed, secundum hoc quod
conveniens est conveniens suo convenienti, sunt de relativis. Cum autem nomen
rei quae est de convenientia vel diversitate fuerit reductum ad aliquam istarum
intentionum, continebitur sub genere quod est ei proprium. Non dico autem
quod una res contineatur sub diversis generibus (hoc enim est quod ego refugio),
sed quia diversis respectibus una res est aliud et aliud et continetur in alia parte,
nec sunt haec certa genera, sed sunt quasi genera, quia sunt res compositae ex
intentione et actione vel passione vel relatione et aliis, et videtur quod in seipsis
sunt qualitates, et ceteri respectus comitantur ea ».

The doctrinal core of this text is not identical with the one found in Albert’s
quotation, but might have inspired it: we find here, clearly spelled, the idea
that congruent and incongruent things are ‘by themselves’ qualities (in seipsis
[...] qualitates), whereas other considerations of them (for instance as actions/
affections and relations) are superadded as concomitants. Then, as an alternative
to Grignaschi’s hypothesis, Albert might either have read Sama‘ tabi‘i, 11.3, as
suggested by Janssens; or he might have found Avicenna’s idea that contraries
are absolute qualities (as a source for T8) and that contrariety is somehow
a relational property of theirs (as a source for T11) in this very passage of the
Ilahiyyat; as to the expression comparationis forma, it might have resulted from the
parallel reading of another Avicennan passage, which I will discuss shortly (§4.1).

4. RELATIVES
4.1 Are relatives a category ? The matter of Avicenna’s conceptualism

The fourth treatise of Albert’s De praedicamentis, devoted to the category of
relatives, is opened by two chapters, corresponding to two digressions which
certainly are to be numbered amongst the most original and interesting pages

“6 The Latin text omits a part of Cairo, lines 13-14, which reads « [is] the sense of concomitants,
since they do not belong to things by themselves but by relation. Then, congruent and incongruent
things » («sensus comitantium quia non sunt rebus in seipsis sed per relationem deinde
convenicntia et diversa», according to S. Van Riet’s translation).
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of Albert’s commentary®. In the first digression Albert, while answering a series
of doubts, tries to decide whether relatives may be properly said to be a category ;
in the second, he reflects again over the ontological status of relations, and
on the division of the genus ‘relative’ into its subordinate genera, species and
individuals. The difficulty on which the first digression is based comes from the
ancient philosophers’ disagreement concerning the generic nature of relatives:
according to a certain ‘Zeno’, and some other unspecified thinkers, relation is not
a separate being, but a thing (res) or ‘notion’ (ratio) resulting from a ‘comparison’,
or connection (comparatio) between two things belonging to other categories,
which is ‘intermingled’ (immixtum) with them; since however the categories
classify the primary meanings of separate being, and the nature of relatives
implies their being ‘contaminated’ with the other categories, according to them
relatives may not be numbered among the highest genera of being®, This opinion
is confirmed, in Albert’s account, by a set of further arguments ascribed to Zeno
— except for the last one, which is attributed to Avicenna and al-Farabi. Before
discussing the Avicennan argument, I will sum up the previous ones:

[1] If A is compared to B, it must be compared either by itself or by means
of something else; however, it is surely not compared by itself, since otherwise
everything would be relative. There must be, then, a certain ratio of comparison,
C, the existence of which is therefore understood intellectually before a
comparison effectively takes place. But what is such as to be intellected before
the accident cannot be a genus of the accident. Therefore relatives are not a
genus of being®.

[2] No true accident may be an accident of something else; thus, since the
comparatio of relatives accidentally belongs to the other accidents, relatives are
not a true accident (a category)’.

7 Albert’s doctrine of relations already was the subject of dedicated contributions: see for
instance J. Brower, Relations Without Polyadic Properties : Albert the Great on the Nature and Ontological
Status of Relations, « Archiv fiir Geschichte der Philosophie », 83, 2001, pp. 225-257. Brower also
discusses Albert’s theory in his entry for the Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy (Medieval
Theories of Relations, in E. N. Zaita ed., The Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy [Winter 2015 Edition],
URL: https://plato.stanford.edu/archives/win2015/entries/relations-medieval/). For an analysis
of the main post-albertine theories of relations see M. G. HenniNeer, Relations. Medieval Theories 1250-
1325, Clarendon Press, Oxford 1989.

*8 Ais., De praed., 4.1, p. 80.7-14 : « Zeno enim et quidam alii hoc praedicamentum dicebant non
esse praedicamentum, sed rem vel rationem aliis praedicamentis immixtam ex eorum ad invicem
comparatione. Et cum prima genera sint voces prima rerum genera significantes, hoc autem genus
non significetur ut ens ab aliis separatum sed ut aliis immixtum, videtur ei quod significatum eius
non sit ens, quod sit de primis partibus entis ».

 Ibid., p. 80.15-36.

% Ibid., p. 80.37-40.
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[3] Relatives also belong to all things as a consequence of all things’ being
subdivided into genera and species, or their being wholes and parts; being such
a derived property (coaccidens) it cannot be a genus for itself>’.

[4] The fact that genera, species and all predicables are found relatively in
all things does not imply that generality, specificity, and the like are genera
for themselves. For this reason, relatives as well are not to be numbered as an
independent genus, but only as a certain accident found in other genera (generum
aliorum quoddam accidens)?.

From all these arguments, somewhat obscure and sophistical, it may be
inferred that Zeno’s doctrine identifies relation as a tertium quid beyond the
relative extremes (which, under many respects, leads to deny to it the status of
a category). Though at first he seems to keep the alternative open, whether it
has real or mental existence (rem vel rationem), argument [1] apparently inclines
towards a conceptualist account®,

After the proofs attributed to Zeno and his followers, as I said, Albert
proposes a further related argument, attributed to Avicenna and Farabi. Quite
interestingly, this argument again denies to relatives the status of a category, on
the basis of a conceptualist theory:

T11: Awgert, De praed., IV.1, p. 81.4-21:

« Adhuc autem fortius obiecerunt quidam posteriorum sicut AvicennA et ALFARABIUS
dicentes quod nulla forma, quae sit ens, est in re, quae non sit absoluta secundum
esse, quod habet in ipsa, sicut patet inducendo de calido, frigido, albo, nigro, dulci,
amaro et omnibus aliis; sed comparatio, quae fit rerum ad invicem secundum
formas, quae insunt rebus, fit actu rationis, quae dicit quod, in quibus est una
qualitas, sunt similia, et in quibus non est una, sunt dissimilia vel differentia;
comparationis ergo forma, quae estin his, quae sunt ad aliquid, non est res sed ratio,
ut videtur, quae nihil est extra animam comparantis unum alteri. Generalissima
prima genera rerum significant ; ad aliquid autem non est ens ratum apud naturam
extra, sed ens rationis; ad aliquid ergo non potest esse generalissimum ».

The mention of Farabi is certainly doubtful, since in the Farabian works surely
known to Albert there is no such indication of Farabi’s belief in the intellectual
nature of relatives®. As to Avicenna, among the quotations found in the De

! Ibid., p. 80.41-45.

52 Ibid., pp. 80.46 - 81.3.

%3 J. Brower (Relations Without Polyadic Properties cit., p. 231) also takes most of these arguments
to be substantially anti-realist.

%% This is also remarked by Janssens: see Albert le Grand et sa connaissance cit., p. 247 (where
Janssens qualifies Grignaschi’s statement as « purement hypothétique »).
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praedicamentis this is for sure the most problematic. It seems clear, in fact, from
Avicenna’s treatment of relatives in the Ilahiyyat, that he does not hold relations
to have a merely intellectual character; on the contrary, he explicitly affirms
their ontological reality®. Grignaschi, though recognizing that Avicenna is not,
strictly speaking, a conceptualist, quotes as a possible source of this doctrine a
passage of Magqulat, IV.3 where Avicenna, according to him, would state that it
is easier to conceive of relation as of a mental thing, than of a concrete being®®.
He also mentions another place of Magqulat, IV.5 which, according to him, could
be understood as a denial of the concrete existence of relation®. Janssens, like
Grignaschi, notes that Avicenna actually denies to relatives a purely intellectual
existence, but he holds at the same time that Albert might have taken inspiration
from a certain passage of the Philosophia prima, which I will discuss shortly®,

It must be noted, at first, that Grignaschi misunderstands the Arabic text of
the Avicennan sentence he quotes: Avicenna does not say, in the mentioned
passage of Magulat, IV.3, that relatives are more easily conceivable as existing
intellectually ; he actually says that the comprehension of relative things (mudafat),
inasmuch as they are concrete things, is easier than the comprehension of
abstract relations (mugarrad al-idafat)® : that is why Avicenna (and also Aristotle,
according to him) speaks of relatives, in the context of an introductory work
like the Categories are. As for the other Avicennan passage, it must be read in its
context (in Grignaschi’s article only the underlined part is reported)®:

> Avicenna 1atinus, Philosophia Prima, 11110, p. 179.31-32: «In signatis autem multa sunt
huiusmodi, quia in signatis est ad aliquid». See also the note ad loc. in the editio coloniensis
(«notandum est quod Avicenna ipse opinionem repellit alicuius ‘sectae’ quae tenuit ‘quod
certitudo relativorum non est nisi in anima cum intelliguntur res »). The same holds J. Brower
(Relations Without Polyadic Properties cit.). More in general, concerning Avicenna’s doctrine of
relatives in Maqulat and Ilahiyyat, see H. ZcuaL, La relation chez Avicenne, « Arabic Sciences and
Philosophy », 16, 2006, pp. 237-286. On the Latin fortune of Avicenna’s doctrine on relation see J.
Decorte, Avicenna’s ontology of relation, a source of inspiration to Henry of Ghent, in J. Janssens, D. bE SMET
eds., Avicenna and his heritage. Acts of the international colloquium (September 8- September 11 1999),
Leuven University Press, Leuven 2002, pp. 196-224.

%6 Grionaschl, Les traductions latines cit., p. 72: « A son tour, Avicenne a remarqué qu’il était plus
facile de considérer les relations comme un rapport établi par la raison que de comprendre celle
qui existent dans les choses ».

>7 Avic., Magiilat, IV.5, p. 161.4-8 : see below, T12.

%8 Jansskns, Albert le Grand et sa connaissance cit., p. 247. See below, T12.

% The Arabic reads, in fact (Magqiilat, V.3, p. 144.1-2) : wa-l-wugiifu ‘ala l-mudafati ashalu ‘ald
I-dihni min al-wuqifi ‘ala mugarradi l-idafati llati hiya l-magiilatu (« the comprehension of relatives is
easier, for the mind, than the comprehension of the abstract relations which are the category »).

80 GrignascH, Les traductions latines cit., p. 72 note 45.
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T12: Avicenna, Magilat, IV.5, p. 161.4-8 :

«Thus, if the relative is that which does have no existence but being relative, it
follows that if one of the two extremes is determined in a certain way (hussila
ahadu tarafayhi tahsilan) the other is determined because of it; so that if you
say ‘double’ absolutely, indeterminately, you figure out in front of it ‘half,
indeterminately ; if you say ‘a double that is four’ you figure out in front of it
‘a half that is two’. Our saying ‘determination of the relative’ (tahsil al-mudaf)
is an expression by which we [may] understand [many] meanings. We must
make a premise, before explaining this: we say that a relative does not have
separate®! existence, but its existence consists of being attached to things: and it
is specified by the specification of this being-attached. The specification of this
being-attached is understood in two ways: one of them consists of taking the
substrate of attachment (al-malhiig) and the relation together; so this consists
of a category and a category, and it is not a category, but it is composed by a
category and a category. The other way consists of taking, as associated with the
relation, a certain way of that proper, intellectual being-attached, and of taking
them together as a single accident for the substrate of attachment. This is the
specification of relation (tanwi ' al-iddfa), and its determination ».

This passage comes from the second part of chapter IV.5, where Avicenna deals
with the second definition of relatives found in Categories, 7: relatives as things
for which ‘being is the same as being somehow related to something’, in Ackrill’s
translation®. After highlighting the difference between this definition and the
previous one, Avicenna tackles the Aristotelian statement that, according to this
latter definition, «if someone knows any relative definitely he will also know
definitely that in relation to which it is spoken of » (man ‘arafa ahada I-mudafayni
muhassalan, ‘arafa lladi ilayhi yudafu muhassalan, in Ishaq b. Hunayn’s Arabic
translation)®. He then turns to clarify the meaning of ‘determination’at stake
here: to determine relatives means to ‘specify’ them, in the technical sense,
apparently, of ‘dividing into species’ (tanwi"). Since relation has no independent
existence, but is always attached to something, what needs to be specified is the
modality of attachment. One possible way consists of specifying the category to
which the relation is attached: ‘relation’, when attached to quality, produces
‘similarity’; ‘relation’, when attached to quantity, produces ‘equivalence’;
and so on. Avicenna’s statement that this specification is ‘composite’ seems to
entail that he is tacitly dismissing it. The second way is formulated in rather

81 Grignaschi reads munfarid instead of mufrad (Cairo).

52 Aris., Cat., 8a31-35.

63 K. Grorw, Les Catégories d’Aristote dans leurs versions syro-arabes, Institut Frangais de Damas,
Beyrouth 1948, p. 338.3-4.
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obscure and vague terms: it implies, apparently, that a relation may be specified
intellectually in its own right, in a way which is not dependent on the subject of
the relation®, The two ways might be exemplified by the beginning of Illahiyyat,
I11.10, where Avicenna presents three ways of dividing relatives: (1) according to
their being found in certain categories, (2) according to notions such as ‘equality’,
‘action/passion’, ‘assimilation’ etc.; and (3) in a third way, which depends on the
necessity that a certain thing exists in relatives for a relation to subsist between
them®. Whereas the first way of T12 corresponds to (1), the second way might
be interpreted with respect to (2) or (3).

It is however clear that text T12 does not state the intellectual nature of
relations: the claim that relatives have no ‘separate’ existence does not
necessarily imply their mental existence (all accidents have, in a larger sense,
non-separate existence, but they certainly exist in reality), nor does imply it their
possibility of being specified according to a certain ‘intellectual’ consideration.
Although this is sufficient to disprove Grignaschi’s hypothesis, both the issue of
Avicenna’s alleged conceptualism and the reason for Albert’s quotation must be
inspected more in detail.

A detailed presentation of Avicenna’s theory of relation (as expounded in
chapter I11.10 of the Ilahiyyat, and in Magalat, IV.3-5) would require a contribution
for itself: I will try nonetheless to resume it, as to what concerns the scope of
the present enquiry®. In Magqalat, IV.3-5 Avicenna refuses explicitly to tackle
the question of the existence of relations, since — as he states clearly — it is not
worth being discussed in a logical work®. In passages such as T12 and its

%4 This is the conclusion of H. Zghal, who interprets this passage by means of a parallel reading
of Avic., Gadal, V.3, pp. 263.10 - 264.11: « Le recours a ce passage du Gadal permet d’élucider la
notion d’une ‘spécification idéale du relatif par son mode d’advention’. Il situe cette diversification
a un niveau conceptuel et sans faire intervenir aucune variante empirique. ‘Le mode d’advention’
de larelation appartient a la relation elle-méme sans que le sujet dont elle peut étre 'accident a un
niveau factuel, ou le prédicat & un niveau logique, ne soit concerné par sa diversification » (ZcHar,
La relation chez Avicenne cit., p. 266).

8 Avic., llahiyyat, 11110, pp. 152.7 - 154.6.

% [lahiyyat, 11110 is analysed in M. E. Marmura, Avicenna’s Chapter ‘On the Relative’ in the
Metaphysics of the Shifa’, in G. F. Hourani ed., Essays on Islamic Philosophy and Science, State
University of New York Press, Albany 1975, pp. 83-99; for a more specific focus on the Ilahiyyat
see also A. Bick, Avicenna on Relations and the Bradleyan Regress, in J. Biaro, L. Rosier-Catach eds., La
tradition médiévale des Catégories (XII-XV siecles), Editions de I'Institut Supérieur de Philosophie -
Peeters, Louvain-la-Neuve - Louvain - Paris 2003, pp. 69-84. A detailed analysis and comparison
of Magqilat and Ilahiyyat is found instead in ZcHaL, La relation chez Avicenne cit. Avicenna’s doctrine
of relatives is also briefly discussed in R. StroBivo, Avicenna on Knowledge (‘Ilm), Certainty (Yaqin),
Cause (‘Tlla/Sabab) and the Relative (Mudaf), « British Journal for the History of Philosophy », 24,
2016, pp. 426-446.

%7 Avic., Magiilat, 1V.3, p. 143.15-16.
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follow-up, for the rest, Avicenna insists on the conceptualization of relatives
and their intellectual determination; he also states, at a given point, that
‘relation’ is determined in the intellect (without however suggesting elsewhere
that this implies the intellectual existence of relative things)®. In Ilahiyyat,
111.10, on the contrary, Avicenna tackles this ontological issue, and presents the
doctrines of two different school of thoughts: those who believe that relatives
exist in concrete beings, and those who believe that relatives are such only
when they are intellected by the mind. He then expounds the arguments of
both schools: realists argue that relatives are evidently existent in reality®,
whereas the conceptualists present two anti-realist arguments. The first is an
argument of infinite regress: if ‘fatherhood’ is a concretely existent relation,
which ties the relatives ‘father’ and ‘son’, it presupposes the existence of other
relations (for example, the inherence of ‘fatherhood’ in ‘father’) which in turn
presuppose other relations, and so on ad infinitum’. The second argument is
based on the fact that relations may connect something existent and something
non-existent (as, for instance, does the relation of priority and posteriority),
which demonstrates their exclusively mental existence’’. After presenting
these proofs, Avicenna begins a refutation of the first anti-realist argument. He
recalls the ‘absolute definition’ of relatives, namely the first definition found
in the Categories (according to Ishaq ibn Hunayn’s interpretative translation):
relative is that which has its quiddity said with respect to something else (alladi
mahiyyatuhii innama tuqalu bi-l-qiyasi ila gayrihi)’. 1t is then clear, according to
Avicenna, that in concrete reality there are many sensible things bearing such
nature; this is, by the way, a tacit confirmation of the argument by self-evidence

88 Avic., Magiilat, IV.5, p. 163.3.

% Avic., llahiyyat, 111.10, p. 156.8-12 (Avicenna Latinus, Philosophia prima, 11110, pp. 178.7 - 179.15:
«Nos scimus quod haec res in esse est pater illius, et ille in esse est filius eius, sive intelligatur, sive
non intelligatur; et scimus etiam quod plantae inquirunt nutrimentum ; inquisitio vero est cum
relatione aliqua, sed herbae non habent intellectum ullo modo nec apprehensionem, Et scimus
etiam quod ipsum caelum est super terram et terra est inferius eo, sive apprehendatur, sive non;
et relatio non est nisi ad similitudinem eius quod assignavimus de istis, et haec est rebus, quamvis
non apprehendatur »).

70 Avic., llahiyyat, 111.10, p. 156.13-18 (Avicenna Lativus, Philosophia prima, 11110, p. 179.15-23).

b Avic., Ilahiyyat, 111.10, pp. 156.18 - 157.2 (Avicenna Lativus, Philosophia prima, 111.10, p.
179.23-25).

72 Ishaq’s translation of the Categories reads: «1t is said of things that they are relative when
their quiddities are said with respect to something else, or according to a certain other sort of
connection to something else, whatsoever » (in Georr, Les Catégories d’Aristote cit., p. 332.18-19). The
original Greek wording conveys a weaker meaning, which does not properly rely on the notion of
essence : IIpoc 11 8¢ T TolabTa Aéyetal, doa odTd dmep £6Tiv ETépmv elval AéyeTar i OGOV dAA®G
npdg Etepov- (« We call relatives all such things as are said to be just what they are, of or than other
things, or in some other way in relation to something else »).
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attributed, above, to the ‘realist’ school. He then proceeds to clarify that relatives
are always relative per se, not in virtue of another — external — relation which
accompanies them: it is the very non-existence of a real, intermediate relation
which allows him to invalidate the conceptualists’ argument. Every relative is
such per se in concrete reality, and is specified by itself — not by a ‘together-
ness’ or ‘being-with””* other than its own. However, since every relative is such
that, when it is intellected, its relative counterpart must be intellected as well,
the intellect may invent a super-added relation, which apparently ties the two
extremes, but in fact has no correspondence in external reality’. Thus, relatives
— according to Avicenna — exist in concrete beings, though sub condicione,
since their existence in concrete reality entails a certain way of conceptualizing
them: as a matter of fact, every relative is such that — whenever it is known
intellectually — its relative counterpart is also immediately known””. Towards the
end of the chapter, while discussing the second argument brought forth by the
‘conceptualist’ school, Avicenna seems to endorse it, thus recognizing that there
are some relatives which may only exist intellectually (prior and posterior). It is
exactly this acceptance, stated right at the end of Ilahiyyat, 111.10, that Janssens
suggests to be a likely source for Albert’s quotation in T11. The passage is indeed
a good candidate, inasmuch as it presents us with a wording similar to T11:

T13 : Avicenna Latinus, Philosophia prima, 11110, pp. 192.89 - 193.98 (= Ilahiyyat, I11.10,
pp. 159.17 - 160.6) :

«Scias autem quod res in se non est prius, nisi eo quod est simul cum ea, et
hoc species prioris et posterioris est cum utraque sunt simul in intellectu. Cum
enim praesentatur in intellectu forma prioris et posterioris, intelligit anima
hanc comparationem incidere inter duo quae sunt in intellectu quoniam haec
comparatio est inter duo quae sunt in intellectu. Sed ante hoc, res in se non est
prior; quomodo enim erit prior re quae non habet esse? Igitur quae fuerint de
relativis secundum hunc modum, non erit eorum relatio nisi in intellectu; nec
intelligitur existere in esse secundum hanc prioritatem et posterioritatem ».

73 Ma ‘iyya (from ma ‘a, ‘with’), meaning a relative’s being said and intellected together with
another thing.

™ Avic., llahiyyat, 11110, p. 158.6-12 (Avicenna Latinus, Philosophia prima, 111.10, pp. 180.52 - 181.62:
«Si autem hoc relatum accipiatur in signatis, habebit esse cum alia re per se, non egens alio cum
quod sequitur ipsum; sed ipsa est ipsum cum, vel cum appropriatum specie illius relationis, ut,
ad hoc ut intelligatur, egeat intelligi cum praesentatione alterius rei, sicut quidditas paternitatis,
inquantum paternitas, est relata per se, non per aliam relationem ligantem. Intellectus enim habet
adinvenire aliquid inter ea duo, quasi cum sit extra ea duo, quod aliquid adinvenire formatio non
fecit necessarium, sed alius ex respectibus sequentibus, quos facit intellectus. Intellectus enim
coniungit res cum rebus, propter diversitatem respectuum, non propter necessitatem »).

75 Avic., llahiyyat, 111.10, p. 159.3-6 (Avicenna Lativus, Philosophia prima, 111.10, pp. 181.70 -
182.74).
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still, it must be noted that the expression comparationis forma (relative form, or
comparative form) in T11 also recalls De praed. I11.11 (T8), where it was mentioned
withregard to contraries. Likewise, it must be observed that the examples attributed
to Avicenna and Farabi in T11 concern again, as in T8, contrary qualities (hot and
cold, black and white, sweet and bitter), intellected as relative inasmuch as they are
‘similar’ or ‘dissimilar’. Moreover, the distinction between ‘similar’ and ‘dissimilar’
in T11 might echo, superficially, the one between convenientia and diversitas which
I highlighted in the aforementioned passage of Illahiyyat, VII.1 (T10). On account
of all this, Albert’s quotation in T11 might be inspired by the same source of T8,
without necessarily depending on a reading of Ilahiyyat, 111.10; or else, more likely,
Avicenna’s doctrine of comparationis forma could be the result of a parallel reading,
on Albert’s part, of T10 and T13. In any case, Albert would make recourse in T11 to
texts of Avicenna’s Ilahiyyat, without any involvement of Maglat.

To sum up, there may be found, in Avicenna’s ‘realist’ account of relatives,
some concessions to conceptualism: first, the fact that the existence of relatives
entails their being conceptualized in a certain manner; secondly, the notion
of a super-added relationmade up by the intellect, as it knows two relatives
together, to justify their existential interdependence; thirdly, the acceptance
of some merely intellectual types of relatives, such as priority and posteriority
(as objected by conceptualists themselves). The fact remains, however, that in
De praed., IV.1 Albert presents Avicenna’s thought in a simplified, distorted and
apparently instrumental fashion. Zeno and his followers deny to relatives the
status of a category, which Avicenna never does explicitly; they hold relation
to be an intermediate entity subsisting between its extremes, which Avicenna
expressedly denies more than once’. If this distortion is unintentional, it is
nothing but a simple misunderstanding, eased by the objective difficulty of
Avicenna’s explanations in the Ilahiyyat. If, on the other hand, it is conscious
and intentional, as I am more inclined to believe, there is reason to see here
on Albert’s part a dialectical or even rhetorical use of quotations. This is made
particularly clear by the follow-up of the text, as Albert remarks that the
‘intellectual’ conception of relatives was supported by almost all philosophers
except Plato, Aristotle and himself””. Albert might well have presented Avicenna

78 Avic., Ilahiyyat, 11110, pp. 154.7 - 155.16 (Avicenna tativus, Philosophia prima, 11110, pp.
175.20 - 177.95); Magulat, 1V.5, pp. 163.11 - 164.5.

77 Aip., De praed., IV.1, p. 81.22-31: « Ex his et similibus rationibus moti fuerunt antiqui et
fere omnes praeter Platonem et Aristotelem, qui dixerunt ad aliquid non esse genus, quod sit
prima pars accidentis vel una de primis, sed dixerunt ipsum ex habitudinis aliorum generum ad
invicem per actum rationis comparantis unum ad alterum omnibus aliis esse immixtum. Et haec
opinio corda adhuc obtinuit multorum, ita quod dicunt ad aliquid non esse unum de generibus
primis, sicut tangit Averroes super V primae philosophiae Aristotelis ». Albert’s mention of Plato
may be justified by the fact that the first definition of relatives found in Cat., 7 is often attributed,
in the exegetical tradition, to Aristotle’s teacher (see Boerrus, In Cat. Arist. 2, PL 64, p. 217C).
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as an illustrious advocate of the opposite doctrine so as to stress, somehow,
his own independence; or, as J. Brower has suggested, he might have thought
Avicenna to provide a potentially strong argument in favour of the conceptualist
view’®, For cases like this, however, Albert’s distortion of Avicenna’s thought
might also be a signal of the effective unavailability to him of an Avicennan
treatment of the Categories, and the result of Albert’s attempt to ‘reconstruct’ ex
post Avicenna’s doctrine on the basis of other texts.

That this is an instrumental way of quoting Avicenna, and that Albert has
instead well understood Avicenna’s doctrine, is made clearer, in my opinion,
both (a) by the follow-up of Albert’s discussion, where Avicenna is quoted again,
this time as a favourable source, and (b) by Albert’s own conception of relatives,
as expounded in De praed., 1V.1 and in his commentary on the Metaphysics, which
seems positively influenced by Avicenna’s true position.

(a) After presenting the wrong opinions of Zeno and his followers it is
necessary, according to Albert, to re-establish the truth: relatives are a genus,
and one of the highest accidental genera. There are, as a matter of fact, two sorts
of accidents: those which are absolute, and simply accompany the being of the
subject in its substance, like quantity and quality; and those which accompany
the thing on account of something extrinsic, which is related to substance
itself; among these, there are relatives. The promoters of this bipartition of the
accident are, according to Albert, Porphyry, Aristotle and Avicenna:

T14 : Aisert, De praed., IV.1, p. 81.32-53:

«Nos autem Platoni et Aristoteli consentientes dicimus ad aliquid esse
generalissimum et esse unum de primis generibus accidentis, eo quod tam
PorpHYRIUS quam etiam AristoTeLEs et Avicenna dicunt quod accidens, duobus modis
praedicatur de eo, cuius est accidens, et duobus modis causatur a subiecto.
Quoddam enim est forma absoluta et non peraliud estaccidens, nisi quiain subiecto
sequitur perfectum esse subiecti in suis substantialibus ; et ideo est accidens, quia
non potest esse de substantia rei, quod perfectum esse sequitur, et sic quantitas
est accidens et qualitas et huiusmodi. Quoddam autem est accidens, non quia
sequatur esse rei perfectum, sed quia sequitur ad rem non gratia substantialium,
sed ex aliquo quod est exstrinsecus se habens ad rei substantialia, sicut ad hoc,
quod aliquid sic se habet ut primum et aliud ut secundum vel unum ut totum et
aliud ut pars vel ut conveniens vel differens ab illo, sequitur ab exstrinseco quod
unum sit comparabile ad aliud secundum ipsam rem. Quae comparatio ad actum
reducitur, quando actu per rationem comparantur. Et a tali accidente, quod sic
accidit rebus, proprie causatur ad aliquid [...] ».

78 Brower, Relations Without Polyadic Properties cit., p. 234 : « Although Albert traces this
anti-realist objection to Avicenna and Alfarabi, it is unclear from the text whether he thinks
these philosophers actually reject realism, or merely supply the most poerful objection to it ».
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Being Porphyry the first mentioned authority, the editors thought Albert to
be referring to the distinction between separable and inseparable accident, found
both in Porphyry’s Isagoge and in Avicenna’s Logica’®. In this latter text, moreover,
the terms of the distinction resemble those employed by Albert in this chapter
of the De praedicamentis®. This distinction, however, is by itself not easily and
coherently applicable to the distinction alluded to by Albert, which rather seems
to be a sort of division of the accidental categories. Albert might have overlapped
to the Porphyrian distinction®' another two-fold division of the accidents,
that which is found in the metaphysical section of Gazal’s Magqasid (actually
corresponding to the brief ‘division’ of accidental categories found in Avicenna’s
Danesname-ye ‘Ala’i)®. The bipartition between accidents conceptualized by
themselves, and accidents conceptualized in relation to something else is also
the basis of the more articulate division of the categories found in Avicenna’s
Magulat®. 1t is — however — difficult to explain the attribution of this doctrine to
Avicenna only (not also to Algazel), unless we hold either that Albert was able to
hypothesize the Avicennan character of this doctrine because of its presence in
Gazall's text, or that he actually read Avicenna’s Magqiilat.

(b) As to Albert’s own conception of relatives, it might be influenced by
Avicenna’s doctrine, and would thus betray a much deeper understanding of
Ilahiyyat, 111.10. As a matter of fact, Albert’s solution presents us with the same
‘intermediate’ ontological character as Avicenna’s:

79 Poren., Isag., pp. 12.23 - 13.3 Busse (Awist. Lat., p. 20.7-12): « Accidens vero est quod adest
et abest praeter subiecti corruptionem. Dividitur autem in duo, in separabile et in inseparabile;
namque dormire est separabile accidens, nigrum vero esse inseparabiliter corvo et Aethiopi
accidit (potest autem subintellegi et corvus albus et Aethiops amittens colorem praeter subiecti
corruptionem) ».

80 Avic., Logica, p. 4vb. The distinction is also found in Gazali’s Logica : pp. 248.72 - 249.88.

81 Another distinction alluded to here could be the Stoic distinction between mpéc 11 and mpdg
i mog £yovta, variously found in the late ancient commentaries on the Categories; I thank an
anonymous referee for bringing this point to my attention.

82 Aic., Philosophia, pp. 19.15 - 20.8 Muckle: « Necessarium est dividere accidencia, post
divisionem substanciarum; primum autem dividuntur in duo, quoniam quedam eorum sunt
quorum essencia nullo modo per se potest intelligi, nisi aliquid aliud extrinsecus intelligatur; et
quedam eorum sunt que per se intelligi possunt; et hec dividuntur in duas species, quantitatem
scilicet et qualitatem [...] Ea vero que non possunt per se intelligi sine respectu aliorum, septem
sunt, scilicet relacio, ubi, quando, situs, habere, agere et pati». The corresponding passage of
Avicenna’s Danesname is the following: Avicenne, Livre de science, trad. M. Acuena, H. MassE, Les
Belles Lettres, Paris 1955-1958, vol. I, pp. 108-110.

8 Avic., Magiilat, 1.5, pp. 84.4 - 86.12. A recent discussion of Avicenna’s division of the categories
is found in P. Trowm, The division of the categories according to Avicenna, in A. Aiwishan, J. Haves eds.,
Aristotle and the Arabic tradition, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge 2015, pp. 30-49.
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T15 : Aiert, De praed., IV.1, p. 82.34-45:

«Ad hoc autem quod posterius obiciunt, dicendum videtur quod comparationem
dupliciter est considerare, secundum aptitudinem scilicet et secundum actum.
Secundum aptitudinem quidem est in rebus [..]. Secundum actum autem
comparatio est in ratione vel anima comparantis, et actus ille non facit quod non
secundum aptitudinem sit in rebus comparatis, et ideo secundum aptitudinem
quidem est in rebus, secundum perfectionem autem est in ratione. Et hoc multos
decepit in isto praedicamento ».

Relative things do have, in concrete reality, a certain aptitudo (which we could
understand as ‘predisposition’) to being relative, which is perfected when they
are intellected. Relations are not, therefore, entirely intellectual entities : though
the perfectio of their being lies in their being intellected, they are by themselves
already disposed to being relative, in extra-mental reality. Furthermore, in his
commentary on the Metaphysics, Albert states even more clearly that relations as
such exist in the mind, but there are concrete, individual respectus which inhere
in relative things®. Albert’s position resembles then Avicenna’s true doctrine,
in that Albert holds relatives to be somehow existent in reality, but also to have
a certain, complementary intellectual realization.

4.2 Sense-perception and the animal soul

There are two further passages, in the fourth treatise of De praedicamentis,
which are held by Grignaschi to draw directly on Avicenna’s Magiilat. The
first (ch. 1v.7), which 1 have already briefly mentioned, is not an Avicennan
quotation, since the reading ‘Avicenna’ has to be corrected, according to the
manuscripts, in ‘Augustinus’®. The second, in the same chapter, concerns
Aristotle’s arguments on the simultaneous existence of relatives. In fact, in the
Categories Aristotle mentions two cases of relatives which seem to contradict this
rule. The two cases are that of the couple ‘knowable-knowledge’ and that of the
couple ‘sensible-sensation’: the knowable is prior to knowledge, since whereas
the knowable may exist even without knowledge, there can be no knowledge
without something knowable. The same also holds for sensible and sensation:
if a sensible is destroyed, sensation is destroyed as well; but, if sensation is
destroyed (for instance, if an animal capable of perception dies) what is sensible

8 Ars., Metaph., V.3.7, p. 266.79-83 : « Et ideo relatio, ut dicunt, est in anima ; respectus autem
est res signata in re ipsa, et hic respectus communi nomine significatur, cum dicitur ad aliquid, et
hoc modo est et ens et genus quoddam entis ».

8 See above, §1.
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remains®., With regard to Aristotle’s remark that ‘an animal and perception
come into existence at the same time™®, Albert briefly quotes a corresponding
doctrine of Avicenna, who holds that animals are essentially characterized by
sense-perception:

T16: Aiserr, De praed., IV.7, p. 95.33-36:

« Amplius ad hoc idem facit quod sensus fit cum sensato sive eo quod habet sensum
— hoc enim sensatum dicimus —; simul enim fit animal cum sensu, quia propter
sensum dicitur et est animal, ut dicit Avicenna».

According to Grignaschi, this passage would have a ‘literal’ correspondence
in the Categories of the Sifa’: in particular, it would be related to Magiilat, V.4, a
chapter devoted to the properties of relatives and notably their simultaneity®.
In this chapter, Avicenna in fact discusses Aristotle’s doubt, and reflects over
the status of knowable and knowledge, sensible and sensation. However, in the
passage suggested by Grignaschi Avicenna, though making the same point as
Aristotle’s, does not mention animals as an example of perceptible beings:

T17: Avicenna, Magqalat, IV.4, p. 151.6-9

«The state of this sensation is conceived similarly, for® its essence does not
separate from a relation being attributed to it, while the essence of the sensible
does separate [from it]; nor it is necessary that [the sensible] be not existent
when? the sense is not existent ; for it is possible that a certain sensitive being be
not existent, while the sensible elements which are principles of the generation
of animals, and the other terrestrial bodies, are existent ».

Though for sure thematically related to T16, this passage does not exactly
point to the doctrine mentioned by Albert, which rather involves that ‘animal’ is
said to be such because of its being endowed with sensation. The source could be,
according to Janssens and the critical editors, a passage from Ilahiyyat, V.7 (V.5
in the Latin translation), where ‘sense’ is assumed by Avicenna to take part in the
definition of ‘animal’ not as a specific difference, but as a ‘sign’ of the difference
(dalil ‘ala I-fasl, consignificans differentiam), which implies that ‘sense’ takes part

8 Aist., Cat., 7b15-8a12.

87 Arist., Cat., 8a7-8 (« Simul enim animal fit et sensus », in Boethius’ translation).

88 GrigNascH, Les traductions latines cit., p. 73.

8 Reading fa-inna instead of wa-anna (Cairo) with most manuscripts. This is also the reading
adopted by Grignaschi (Les traductions latines cit., p. 73 n. 47).

% Reading mawgiidan hina (Cairo) instead of mawgiidun aharun [sic] *in (Grignaschi, ibid.).
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— at least indirectly — in the essence of ‘animal’’. Nonetheless, I think that the
source is rather to be searched in Avicenna’s Book of the Soul, for instance in the
very incipit of chapter 11.3, devoted to the sense of touch, which is presented by
Avicenna as « primus sensuum propter quos animal est animal » (awwalu I-hawdssi
lladi yasiru bihi I-hayawanu hayawanan)®?. The meaning is slightly different, since
Avicenna is not defining ‘animal’ by means of sense, but is discussing the sense-
perceptions that are necessary for an animal to be such (those that characterize
the ‘animal soul’, nafs hayawaniyya, rendered in Latin as anima sensibilis or vitalis) ;
however, the wording is identical. Once again, then, it is not necessary to recur
to the Magqulat to explain this quotation.

5. MoTioN

Besides highlighting Albert’s dialectical use of quotations, in section 4.1
above, I also suggested that his apparent distortions of Avicenna’s doctrines
might be a signal of an attempt to reconstruct ex post Avicenna’s doctrine, on the
basis of other texts. Another, indirect sign of this tendency could be represented
by Albert’s numerous references to works by Avicenna belonging to domains
other than logic, for instance natural philosophy and metaphysics: as the table
in the Appendix shows, these latter quotations represent the majority over the
fewer certain references to logic. It looks as if Albert needed to refer to further
texts of Avicenna in order to fill a theoretical gap, left open by the unavailability
of a Latin translation of the Maqiildt, as well as of most of the logic of the Sifa .
The last case I will present now is a further attestation of this trend: a quotation
(not analysed by Grignaschi) which offers another example of both Albert’s use
of Avicenna’s non-logical works and, at the same time, of his apparent distance
from Avicenna’s exegesis.

The case is that of motion, tackled by Albert in De praed., VI.14-15. After
having dealt with opposites and opposition, in VIL.14 Albert introduces his
paraphrase of the short Aristotelian chapter on motion (Cat., 14)*® by means of a
distinction between two sorts of being: stable being (esse stans) and flowing being
(esse fluens). According to Albert, after discussing the meanings of stable being
(classified in categories), Aristotle would have devoted a section to flowing being,
namely motion: the reason for this separate treatment would lie in the fact that,
‘as Avicenna argues’, flowing being may not be ordered as the other genera:

%! Janssens, Albert le Grand et sa connaissance cit., p. 248 ; the passage in question is Ilahiyyat,
V.7, p. 237.5-6 (Avicenna Latinus, Philosophia prima, V.5, p. 266.91-92).

%2 Avic., Nafs, 11.3, p. 58.1; AVICENNA LATINUS, Liber sextus de naturalibus, 1.3, p. 130.82.

% Arist., Cat., 15a13-b16.



100 NICCOLO CAMINADA

T18: Aigert, De praed., VIL.14, p. 167.15-27:

«Estautem, ut Avicenna dicit, esse fluens, quod non est simplex actus sed permixtus
potentiae, qui modus significandi esse et praedicandi ordinatione generum et
specierum et individuorum determinari non potuit, eo quod omnia illa significant
et praedicant, quod simpliciter suo modo actu est. Propter quod oportuit, ut hoc
esse sic designatum et praedicatum in aliquo post praedicamenta consequente
significaretur. Et hoc est in tot praedicamentis quot sunt, quae possunt habere
res suas et esse, quod praedicant, permixtum potentiae. De hoc ergo tractantes
tractabimus de motu, quantum pertinet ad praesentem speculationem ; subtiliter
enim de motu ad physicum tractare pertinet ».

The source of this quotation is, most probably, the Physics of the Sifa’: this
reference to ‘flowing being’, recalls the way Albert interprets Avicenna’s position
on the categorial status of motion, according to his peculiar reading of Sama"
tabi 7, 11.2°%, In this part of the Sifa’, Avicenna actually holds, in fact, that motion
is substantially coincident with the category of passion, and seems to dismiss
the idea — held by some of his predecessors — that motion is a sort of ‘flowing
being’®>. By contrast, in the corresponding section of Avicenna’s Magqiilat (chapter
VIL.4) there is not such an ontological consideration of motion, and one finds
an explanation for its mention in the Categories different from its coincidence
with passion. According to Avicenna, ‘motion’ and the other expressions dealt
with in the post-praedicamenta (‘prior and posterior’, ‘opposite’, ‘simultaneous’)
are somehow used by Aristotle in explaining the categories: unlike ‘homonyms’,
‘synonyms’ and ‘paronyms’ (uncommon terms whose technical meaning had to
be explained before the treatment of the categories), these other expressions
have a common usage which already helps the student’s understanding: thus,
the discussion of their commonly accepted meanings is postponed to the last
part of the treatise, as a sort of refinement or ‘revision’ (ta qib) of the analysis®®.
Even T18, then, might be a witness of Albert’s tendency to use sources other
than the Magiilat to ‘reconstruct’, in a distorted way, Avicenna’s position.

% For an analysis of Albert’s reading of Avicenna, see A. Hasnawi, Le statut catégorial du
mouvement chez Avicenne: contexte grec et postérité médiévale latine, in R. MoreLon, A. Hasnawi eds., De
Zénon d’Elée & Poincaré, Recueil d’études en hommage a Roshdi Rashed, Peeters, Louvain - Paris 2004,
pp. 607-622.

%5 Hasnawi, Le statut catégorial du mouvement cit., p. 613 ; Samad ‘ tabi 1, 11.2, p. 97.13.

% Avic., Magiilat, V1.4, p. 273.9-14.
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FINAL REMARKS

A closer inspection of these quotations does not allow us to give a conclusive
answer regarding Albert the Great’s reception of the Avicennan Categories.
However, I think that we may substantially agree with Janssens in deeming it
unlikely that Albert had access to a full Latin translation of Magiilat: many
quotations of Grignaschi’s dossier certainly (or almost certainly) rely on other
works, while Grignaschi’s hypothesis seems definitely viable in one case only (the
relativity of contraries and the doctrine of comparationis forma, alluded to by Albert
in texts T8 and T11). I leave of course the possibility open that, in the relevant
case, the source might be an Avicennan or Latin text which escaped my attention.
If it is not so, however, Albert might either have combined — as I suggested
above — certain passages of Avicenna’s Philosophia prima in order to formulate
the doctrine that he ascribes to Avicenna, or rather he might have found traces
of Avicenna’s doctrine in Magalat in such a work as an anthology (as Janssens
suggests). Whereas there existed a widespread Latin literature of florilegia®, there
are comparable cases of anthological commentaries in the Arabic tradition as
well, such as — for instance — the commentary on the Categories attributed to
the philosopher ‘Abdallah al-Dahabi®; or short, fragmentary translations of
different works such as the Nota ex logica Alpharabii quaedam sumpta®. 1t is not
unlikely, among all possibilities, that Albert might have had access — directly or
indirectly — to a similar collection of Avicennan excerpts.

Besides the material I presented, I believe there are further reasons to
reject the possibility of a direct knowledge, on Albert’s part, of a translation
of Avicenna’s Magqulat. First, as the typology of the other Avicennan quotations
shows (see the Appendix), and the typology of Averroes’ quotations by Albert
confirms, the influence of Arabic philosophers in the De praedicamentis seems to
be mostly unrelated to logic : the majority of nominal mentions concerns physical
and metaphysical topics; Avicenna rarely seems to intervene directly in the
shaping of Albert’s doctrine of the Categories, at least not as he does in Albert’s
commentary on the Isagoge, which instead draws quite heavily on the Madhal
of Avicenna’s Sifa’'%. Second, I believe that, had Albert known at least some of
Avicenna’s most radical doctrines in the Maqulat by means of a Latin translation,

%7 An example of Latin philosophical florilegium has been edited in J. Hamesst, Les Auctoritates
Aristotelis. Un florilége médiéval, Publications Universitaires, Louvain-la-Neuve 1974.

% partially edited in M. Turker, EI-Amirf ve Kategoriler’in sehrleriyle ilgili paralar, « Arastirma »,
3,1965, pp. 65-122.

% See above, Status quaestionis, note 3.

100 ; . . . . o S

In Albert’s De quinque universalibus, Avicenna’s Logica is quoted no less than fifty times (see

Ats., De quinque universalibus, Auctores ab Alberto ipso allegati, p. 150).
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he would have very likely been influenced by them, or at least prompted to some
sort of reaction. Provided that Albert does not hesitate to be critical towards
Avicenna in other Aristotelian commentaries (such as that on the Metaphysics)
when necessary'®, such issues as Avicenna’s strongly ontological interpretation
of the Categories, as well as their alleged uselessness with respect to the discipline
of logic — just to mention two pivotal and originally Avicennan standpoints of
the Magulat — would probably have been an object of discussion on Albert’s
part'®. Moreover, although the influence of Avicenna on other Latin works on
the Categories still needs to be investigated more in detail, the explicit mentions
found in other prominent commentaries, such as those by Johannes Pagus, Peter
of Auvergne and John Duns Scotus, only offer either references from indirect
sources (this is the case of Averroes’ commentary on the Metaphysics in Peter
of Auvergne), or recognizable references to works translated into Latin, such
as the Canon of Medicine (Johannes Pagus'®®) or the Philosophia prima (John Duns
Scotus'®™). A further investigation of the other commentaries will surely shed
more light on the — arguably indirect — knowledge of Avicenna’s Magulat in
Latin philosophy.

101 See Berroracct, Subtilius speculando cit., pp. 272-286. Bertolacci shows that in Albert’s
Commentary on the Metaphysics explicit critical references to Avicenna’s doctrines are mixed with
implicit consensual recourse to texts of the Philosophia prima.

192 For Avicenna’s ontological interpretation of the Categories see D. Gutas, Avicenna and the
Aristotelian Tradition. An Introduction to Reading Avicenna’s Philosophical Works, Brill, Leiden - Boston
2014, pp. 300-303. This very point has also been made by B. Tremblay (Albertus Magnus: On the
Subject of Aristotle’s Categories cit., p. 97).

193 Jomannes Pacus, Rationes super Praedicamenta Aristotelis, p. 228.6 (ed. Hansen, John Pagus on
Aristotle’s Categories cit.).

104 Dyns Scotus, Quaest. super Praed., p. 4.13-14 (edd. R. Anprews, G. Etzkorn, G. GAL, R. GREEN,
T. Noone, R. Woop, B. loannis Duns Scoti. Quaestiones in Librum Porphyrii Isagoge; Quaestiones super
Praedicamenta Aristotelis, Opera Philosophica 1, The Franciscan Institute Press, St. Bonaventure,
N.Y. 1999).
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APPENDIX

Avicenna’s quotations in Albert’s De praedicamentis: an overview

(Lines in gray correspond to the quotations of Grignaschi’s dossier ; square brackets in

Quotation
[1]1.3,p.9.14
[2]1.3,p.10.19
[3]11.4, p. 11.20
[4]1.6,p.15.5
[5] 111, p. 21.60
[6] 113, p. 25.64
[7111.8, p. 38.17
[8]11.10, p. 41.2

[9] 1111, p. 50.13
[10] 1117, p. 62.54

[11] 111.11, p. 73.70
[12] 11112, p. 75.64

[13]1v.1, p. 81.5
[14] V.1, p. 81.35
[15]1v.7, p. 95.36

[16-17] VIL9, p.
156.1; 52

[18] VIL.14,p.167.15

Context
Exegesis
Exegesis
Exegesis
Exegesis
Digression
Exegesis
Dubitabilia

Exegesis

Digression

Dubitabilia

Exegesis

Dubitabilia

Digression
Digression
Exegesis

Digression

Exegesis

the last column indicate uncertain sources)

Theme
Logic

Logic
Psychology
Ontology
Ontology
Ontology
Logic
Ontology

Physics
Physics

Ontology
Physics

Ontology
Logic/ontology
Psychology
Ontology

Physics

Source

Logica

ArcazeL, Logica
[De animal]
AvcazeL, Logica
Philosophia prima
Philosophia prima
Logica

[Liber primus natura-
lium]

Liber primus natura-
lium

Liber primus natura-
lium

[Philosophia primal]

Ps.-Avicenna,  Liber
celi et mundi®

[Philosophia prima]
[AvrcazeL, Philosophia]
De anima

Philosophia  prima;
Logica

Liber primus natura-
lium

2 This is the source proposed by Steel and Donati (see the note ad loc., p. 75), which I find

convincing.
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ABSTRACT
A Latin Translation ? The Reception of Avicenna in Albert the Great’s De praedicamentis

This paper presents an analysis of some quotations of Avicenna in Albert the Great’s
De praedicamentis. Many of these quotations have been thought by Mario Grignaschi to
prove a direct knowledge, on Albert’s part, of the Avicennan Categories (the Magalat of
his Kitab al-Sifa’), a Latin translation of which is neither extant nor attested: Grignaschi
presented these conclusions in a 1972 article on the Latin circulation of Arabic logical
works, where he also hypothesized Albert’s use of other sources apparently unknown
to the Latins (al-Farabi’s Greater commentaries on the Organon, the logical sections of
Avicenna’s Sifa’ posterior to the paraphrase of the Isagoge). Jules Janssens challenged
these conclusions in a recent contribution (2013), arguing that Albert did not necessarily
have access to versions of the concerned Arabic texts. The present research is thus
aimed at reprising Grignaschi’s dossier and Janssens’ reassessment, in particular as
regards Albert’s De praedicamentis and its relation with Avicenna’s Magilat: though
Janssens’ conclusions are substantially confirmed, further elements of discussion are
given concerning Albert’s sources, his use of the quotations and his understanding of
Avicenna’s philosophy.

Niccord Caminapa, Scuola Normale Superiore, Pisa
niccolo.caminada@sns.it

The research leading to these results has received funding from the European Research
Council under the European Union’s Seventh Framework Programme (FP7/2007-2013)/ERC grant
agreement n° 339621.
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Avicenna’s Kitab al-Burhan, 11.7 and its Latin
Translation by Gundissalinus: Content and Text*

INTRODUCTION

The relevance of Dominicus Gundissalinus’ De divisione philosophiae for (i) the
development of Western classifications of the sciences in the 12th century, (ii)
its significance for the Toledan translation movement, and (iii) its extensive
dependence on a broad array of sources, Greek, Latin, Arabic, and Jewish, not
only in style and method but also in content, are all well-established facts.

Equally uncontroversial is the importance for Gundissalinus’ De divisione
philosophiae of the famous Summa Avicennae de convenientiaet differentiasubiectorum,
the Latin translation of chapter I1.7 of the Kitab al-Burhan (Book of Demonstration)
of Avicenna’s Kitab al-Sifa’, which Gundissalinus inserts in his own original work
as a watershed separating the treatment of the theoretical sciences and that of
the practical sciences. The very position of this ‘treatise within the treatise’ is
arguably a culmination of the project and offers a conceptual justification for
the classification and analysis of the first part of the De divisione. Avicenna’s text
provides the main theoretical underpinnings for Gundissalinus’ own model and
classification. As the Arabic title (fi htilaf al-‘ulam wa-stirakiha bi-gawl mufassal)

" 1 would like to express my deepest gratitude to three anonymous readers whose valuable
comments have helped improve significantly an earlier version of this article. I am indebted to
their remarks and criticisms, especially in the textual section, more than space allows me to
acknowledge analytically. All shortcomings are mine.

I should also thank the adminstrators of the Advanced Project ‘Philosophy on the Border of
Civilizations and Intellectual Endeavours: Towards a Critical Edition of the Metaphysics (llahiyyat
of Kitab al-Sifa’) of Avicenna (Ibn Sina)’ (Acronym ‘PhiBor’ 2014-2019), financed by the European
Research Council (www.avicennaproject.eu), for their gracious willingness to grant me access to
their database of Avicenna’s manuscripts. Without this single point of access, this article could not
have seen the light in a remotely comparable time frame.

1 0n (i) and (iii), see the classic H. Huconnarp-RocH, La classification des sciences de Gundissalinus
et 'influence d’Avicenne, in J. JoLver, R. Rashep eds., Etudes sur Avicenne, Les Belles Lettres, Paris 1984
(Sciences et philosophies arabes. Etudes et reprises), pp. 41-75 ; cf. also A. Finora, Domingo Gundisalvo
y la teoria de la ciencia ardbigo-aristotélica, EUNSA, Pamplona 2009 (Coleccién de pensamiento
medieval y renacentista), pp. 227-243. On (ii), see C. Burnerr, The Coherence of the Arabic-Latin
Translation Program in Toledo in the Twelfth Century, « Science in Context », 14, 2001, pp. 249-288.
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of the original Burhan chapter suggests, the text offers a detailed account of the
way in which the sciences differ from one another and of the way in which they
share in common elements. The text, which is the only part of Burhan ever to
be translated into Latin, is significant not only for the specific content of the
classification(s) it presents and discusses but also, more generally, because it
reflects Avicenna’s overarching model of the interrelations between the sciences
and their ontological justification at the confluence of metaphysics, logic, and
epistemology. The basic building blocks of Avicenna’s theory of science are put to
use here to develop a complex architecture that ultimately rests on essentialist
foundations and depends on his account of per se predication.

The purpose of this paper is (i) to present and discuss the structure of this
synoptic treatment of the architecture of scientific knowledge, which aims to
articulate in detail a number of dependence relations among different sciences,
and (ii) to discuss a number of textual points, both in Avicenna’s Arabic and
in Gundissalinus’ Latin, with a relevant role for the understanding of major
doctrinal points as well as for the potential benefit of future editors of the two
texts. The current editions already show how a close analysis of the relation
between them can be mutually beneficial for an improved establishment of
both, with interesting results that are oftentimes corroborated by independent
witnesses not consulted by the editors (Afifi and Badawi for the two Arabic
editions of Burhan; and Baur for the edition of Gundissalinus’ Latin translation)?.

2 The two editions of the Arabic text are lacking in several respects. “Afifi’s is based on only three
manuscripts, but in spite of this is still superior in terms of understanding of the text to BadawT’s
earlier edition, which is based on a slightly larger set (five instead of three, two of which are also
used by ‘Afifi). The manuscripts tradition of the Burhan has not been the object of a systematic
study so far, but it seems clear that the two current editions are not critical in any sense of the term
(there is no attempt to establish a stemma codicum, the number of witnesses is exceedingly small
and arbitrarily chosen, variants are registered only on occasion and not systematically). That being
said, the texts are at least a starting point, and an inevitable point of reference to be in dialogue
with. For the Arabic text I use Avicenna, A$-Sifa’, al-Mantiq, al-Burhan, ed. A. ‘AFifi, al-Matba‘a al-
amiriyya, Cairo 1956 [= henceforth Burhan]; cf. also Ip., Al-Burhan min Kitab al-Shifa@, ed. ‘A. Babawi,
Maktabat al-nahda al-misriyya, Cairo 1954. For the Latin text, see Domiicus GuNDIssALINUS, De Divisione
philosophiae, ed. L. Baur, Aschendorff, Miinster 1903 (Beitréige zur Geschichte der Philosophie
des Mittelalters 1V, 2-3). In 2007, Baur’s edition of Gundissalinus’s De divisione philosophiae was
reprinted with facing German translation in A. Fiora, D. WernEr, Dominicus Gundissalinus : De divisione
philosophiae : Lateinisch/Deutsch, Uber die Einteilung der Philosophie, Herder, Freiburg im Breisgau 2007.
The latter is not a new critical edition, even though it incorporates some occasional corrections
that take into account the Arabic text, which at the time of Baur’s edition was still unedited. —
Notable witnesses of the Arabic text are ms. Oxford, Bodleian Library, Pococke 121 (602H/1206);
ms, Istanbul, Siileymaniye Kiitiiphanesi, Damad Ibrahim Pasa 822 (6th-7th/12th-13th c.) ; ms. Cairo,
Maktabat al-Azhar, Behit 331 falsafa (7th/13th c.) ; ms. Istanbul, Siileymaniye Kiitiiphanesi, Damad
Ibrahim Pasa 824 (834H/1431); ms. Leiden, Golius 84 (881H/1476); ms. Leiden, Golius 4 (before
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The first part of the paper is concerned with the philosophical analysis of
Burhan, 11.7 and provides a map for orientation in the chapter. The second part
deals with textual issues and offers a set of preliminary remarks aiming to shed
light on the transmission of the text and suggest potential emendations, while
occasionally addressing Gundissalinus’ style of translation or lexical usage.
Unless otherwise noted, the Arabic text printed in the second part of the paper
is from “Afifi’s edition while the Latin text is from Baur’s edition.

I. STRUCTURE OF BURHAN, I1.7

If one were to look at Avicenna’s chapter in isolation, or just read it in the
Latin version inlaid by Gundissalinus in his De divisione philosophiae, the text
would perhaps give the impression of being a self-contained, standalone exercise
of classification. This, however, would betray a misconception of its role in the
general economy of Burhan and the relation of the latter to the Posterior Analytics.
Even though the chapter is undoubtedly one of the areas of Burhan in which
Avicenna most significantly alters the relative distribution of content of An.
Post., it fits perfectly in the general Aristotelian scheme and in the organization
of that work. It is an expansion on a particularly important point that Avicenna
deems it necessary to analyze more in depth. If it breaks the continuity of An.
Post. it only does so insofar as it develops in a systematic way the transition
between chapters A6 and A7, exploring in detail the relations between the
Aristotelian complex of ideas around the notion of the subject of a science and
that of per se predication, the ban on kind crossing and the explanatory and
necessary character of scientific knowledge (two conditions that can only be
satisfied if certain constraints on the admissible terms are met)>.

Among Avicenna’s most notable accomplishments in Burhan, 11.7 those
that stand out most prominently are: (i) an elaborate account of the various
types of relations that may hold between pairs of scientific disciplines; (ii) a

10th/16th c.). For the Latin text of the Summa in the De divisione, an important witness not used
by Baur is ms. Bodleian 679. I am following Jules Janssens (to whom I am grateful for generously
sharing with me digital images of the chapter) in using this manuscript to verify the plausibility of
some of the hypotheses below. This article, as will become clear in the second section, is very much
indebted to J. Janssens, Le De divisione philosophiae de Gundissalinus : quelques remarques préliminaires
a une édition critique, in E. Copa, C. MarTiNi BonaDEo eds., De UAntiquité tardive au Moyen Age. Etudes de
logique aristotélicienne et de philosophie grecque, syriaque, arabe et latine offertes a Henri Hugonnard-Roche,
Vrin, Paris 2014 (Etudes Musulmanes vol. 44), pp. 559-570.

3 Avicenna’s interpretation of this network of Aristotelian notions is discussed in its
philosophical significance in R. Strosivo, Per se, Inseparability, Containment, and Implication : Bridging
the Gap between Avicenna’s Theory of Demonstration and Logic of the Predicables, « Oriens », 44, 2016, pp.
181-266.
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theoretical justification of those relations, ultimately ontological in character,
based on hierarchical relations between subjects or their attributes; and (iii) an
identification of different kinds of subordination. In the following I will trace
each of them to different sections of chapter.

A map of Burhan, 11.7

Depending on the focus of one’s analysis, different divisions of the text could
be offered. For our purposes, and with a view to highlighting the classificatory
aspects of Avicenna’s discussion, the chapter naturally divides into two main
parts: (I) the first focusing primarily on how sciences differ from one another
(ihtilaf, diversitas), (IT) the second on how sciences may share in various elements
(istirak, communicatio)*.

(I) In the first part, Avicenna presents his fundamental classification of types
of relations between different sciences based on the corresponding relations
between the underlying subjects®. At the root of the division is a distinction
between sciences that differ because [a] they have two distinct subjects or
[b] because they treat one and the same subject in different ways. Section [a]
contains the bulk of the text, devoted as it is to a full articulation of the primary
divisions of scientific domains and to an analysis and categorization of the
fundamental scientific disciplines and of their interrelations®.

(I1) The second part offers a complementary classification of the criteria of
identity and distinctness for the sciences focusing on the ways in which sciences
may have elements in common. It addresses the question from a different
perspective — that of the canonical three elements of an Aristotelian science —,
including not only the subjects, but also scientific principles and questions, i.e.,
the conclusions of scientific syllogisms (the theorems of a science). This second
classification confirms (almost without exception) the taxonomy presented in
the first part, and constitutes a digest of the results of the chapter summarizing

* The first part is by far the most extensive. It occupies almost ninety percent of the text
and includes a digression on the status of metaphysics (first philosophy) with respect to
the other sciences, its necessity, and its difference from dialectic and sophistics in subject,
principles, and goals.

> The ontological underpinnings of Avicenna’s ideas on distinctness, overlap, and subordination
are treated systematically in StrosiNo, Per se, Inseparability, Containment, and Implication cit.

8 In this framework, a large subsection [see abab in the outline below] addresses the peculiar
status of metaphysics with respect to all other sciences. It features as the last point in the discussion
of [a] and should accordingly be regarded as an in-depth analysis of a particularly significant case
rather than as an independent section.
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the basic types of relations that exist between the different sciences and the
most representative cases that exemplify them.

In the first part, section [a], Avicenna presents two basic cases: one [aa] in
which the subjects of two sciences do not overlap (min gayr mudahala, absque
commixtione), the other [ab] in which the subjects overlap (ma‘a mudahala, cum
commixtione). In the former case, the two sciences are just distinct’. The latter case
encompasses a number of further sub-divisions that make it the most densely
populated in the entire taxonomy. Two subjects may overlap [aba] fully, when
one is more general than the other®, or [abb] partially, each having something in
common with the other as well as something distinct from the other’.

When the subject of one science is more general than the subject of the other,
this may be, according to Avicenna, in virtue of two fundamentally different
types of generality (‘umiim, communicatio)°.

The more general subject stands to the less general subject either in a [abaa]
genus-like relation or in an [abab] implicate-implicant relation of the kind
holding between ‘one’ and ‘being’ and every other entity.

The first alternative [abaa] is then further differentiated into cases depending
on whether the relation between the more general subject and the less general

7 [ad] is exemplified by the relation between arithmetic and geometry, their respective
subjects being distinct species of quantity, namely discrete as opposed to continuous quantity
(number and extended magnitude).

8 I translate the Avicennan term mudahala (Lat. commixtio) as ‘overlap’, suggesting that the
intersection between two subjects is non-empty. I use the non-Avicennan expressions full (as
opposed to partial) overlap to designate the cases in which the subject of one science does not
exceed the subject of the other, which according to Avicenna occurs if the former is more general
than the latter (in some sense of generality subject to further qualifications). Full overlap does not
admit of residue.

% [abb] is exemplified by the relation between medicine and ethics. While medicine is
concerned with the investigation of the human body and of its parts (which as we will see is in
turn subordinated to physics), ethics investigates the rational soul and its practical faculties.

1% While commixtio is consistently used for mudahala and is the broadest all-encompassing
term, communicatio is used here for ‘umiim in the sense of ‘generality’ in constructions where
Avicenna characterizes two different ways in which what is more general (al-a‘amm, or
occasionally just al-‘amm; cf. communius, magis commune) stands to the more specific (al-ahass,
minus commune). In the second part of the chapter, communicare and derivatives are also used
to translate the Arabic istaraka. At first sight, one would think that the original term for ‘umim
might have been communitas — a translation attested in the Metaphysics —, but the consistent
use of communicatio/communicat in the lines that follow suggests that this is the correct reading,
even if we have to assume that the term is being used in the unusual sense of ‘generality’ or
‘commonness’ to reflect what the Arabic means in the present context (see textual point (3.3) in
the second part of the paper).
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subject [abaaa] is a real genus-species relation'! or [abaab] involves a range of
possibilities in which the more general term is related to the less general term
in the way a genus is related to an accident of a species. [abaab] encompasses
one last range of nuances that Avicenna uses to characterize four different
types of subordination not involving parthood and distinct from the implicate-
implicant subordination singled out above'?. It is in the case of full overlap
between subjects that we encounter the most significant theoretical distinctions

in Avicenna’s first classificatory effort, particularly the one between ‘being part’

and ‘being under’?,

The differentiation of case [abaa] is due to the need of accounting for two
different ways in which a more general subject can be narrowed down to
determine the subject of a hierarchically lower science. The most obvious case
is when we simply take a differentia and divide the genus (the more general
subject) to obtain a species (the less general subject). In this case — and only in
this case — the lower science is said to be part of the higher science, i.e., when
the two subjects stand in a real genus-species relation.

If [abaaq] is a straightforward, useful relation to characterize the internal
division of a science in its sub-fields, it fails to capture the complexity of a
number of other representative pairs, and especially to account for oblique

!! [abaad] is exemplified by the relation between the study of pyramids (mabhritat, pyramides) as
part of the study of solids (mugassamat, corporea), and that of solids as part of (a general theory of
extended) magnitudes (maqadir, mensurae), which presumably coincides, in Avicenna’s view, with
geometry (handasa) itself.

12 The fifth kind of subordination corresponds to [abab]. It is not included by Avicenna in the
list of four ways in which a subject is said to fall under another with respect to the first sense of
generality because the ontological relation it captures is different (i.e., not a genus-like relation).

13 An issue that lies beyond the scope of this study but is undoubtedly worthy of further
investigation is Avicenna’s debt towards Farabi: what matters for our purposes is not so much
the celebrated classification of the sciences in the Thsa’ al-‘uliim (Enumeration of the sciences) but
rather a tangle of insights from Farabi’s own Kitab al-Burhan, which as I have argued elsewhere,
constitutes an unsurprisingly relevant source for Avicenna (StrosiNo, Per se, Inseparability,
Containment, and Implication cit., passim). In particular, the relevant distinction, which possibly
echoes a subtext already to be found in Aristotle in connection with different forms of dependence,
is one between the idea of a science being part of another science (juz’) and that of a science being
merely subordinated to another science (tahta). The two types of dependence embody different
ontological relations between their respective subjects. The distinction is articulated in nuce in Ar-
FaraBi, ABU Nasr, Kitdb al-Burhan wa-Kitab Sard’it al-yaqin, edited by M. Fauri, Dar al-Masriq, Beirut
1985, 1V.1 (F1 kayfiyyat isti‘mal al-barahin wa-l-hudid fi s-sana’i' an-nazariyya), p. 64. In general,
various examples used in Burhan, I1.7 to illustrate different types of subordination (e.g., geometry
and the study of pyramids; geometry and astronomy as the study of moving spheres) as well as
the discussion of metaphysics and its relation to dialectic and sophistics all seem to be themes of
direct Farabian derivation.
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relations that cut across praedicamental lines'. The terrain is rugged and
Avicenna’s taxonomy aims to reflect this fact.

In this connection, [abaab] specifies a range of ways in which one can move
from the more general to the less general by qualifying a subject not through a
dividing differentia but rather through different kinds of accidents. Avicenna
identifies four paradigmatic types exhibiting a progressively more tenuous
ontological connection with the more general subject. The latter may be
restricted (or ‘made less general’; muhassas, proprium; ahass, minus commune)*
by adding to it one of the following qualifying properties: (i) a per se accident;
(ii) a foreign non-per se accident which is a disposition in the subject itself and
not a mere relation; (iii) a foreign non-per se accident which is not a disposition
in the subject itself but rather a mere relation; (iv) a foreign non-per se accident
of a species of a different subject™®.

(i) is exemplified by the relation between physics and medicine : medicine is
subordinated to physics because it investigates the subject of the part of physics
that deals with the human body, insofar as the latter is qualified by health and
sickness, which are two per se accidents of the human body.

(ii) is the case of geometry and astronomy: part of geometry is concerned
with spheres (a species of solid), while astronomy deals with moving spheres,
i.e., with spheres qualified by a certain property. The property in question is
a foreign non-per se accident of the subject (in the technical sense of Burhan).
The subject of astronomy (the study of moving spheres) is less general than
the subject of geometry (even of the part of geometry that specifically deals
with spheres) and hence the former science is subordinated to the latter.
Astronomy is concerned with moving spheres as geometrical objects and with
their geometrical relations, i.e., with moving spheres insofar as they are spheres,
rather than insofar as they are characterized by motion'’.

1 Avicenna is not committed to a violation of the Aristotelian ban on kind crossing. To the
contrary, the complex machinery he sets up is precisely intended to preserve that principle and
to specify the limits of its application in order to account for the phenomenon of subordination.

5 In this context, h-s-s and derivatives, unless otherwise noted, do not have the technical
meaning of proprium as one of the five predicables from the Isagoge.

16 In connection with this distinction, I shall leave aside the question of determining exactly
the status of hay’a, which I generically translate as ‘disposition’ for want of a better term and
to reflect as closely as possible the Latin use of dispositio. What is clear is that Avicenna is keen
to distinguish between (ii) and (iii) and that (iii) represents a kind of connection with the more
general subject weaker than (ii).

17" Avicenna returns on this point after presenting (iv) in order to clarify in what sense it
differs from (ii) and also below in discussing [bb], namely the case of two sciences having the same
subject but being distinct because one science treats the subject in one way, the other science in
another way. In that context he explicitly claims that if this were not the case, astronomy would
be subordinated to physics and not to geometry, reinforcing the point made here.
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(iii) illustrates the kind of subordination holding between optics and
geometry. In this case, the foreign non-per se accident attached to and qualifying
the subject of the more general science (geometry and in particular the part
of geometry dealing with lines) is the relation of lines to the eye and vision
in general. For this reason optics cannot be a part of geometry, because it is
concerned with lines as they relate to vision, but it is subordinated to geometry
because it deals with properties and relations that fall within that discipline.

(iv) is the most complex case, where the qualifying accident is an accident
of a species of a different subject (i.e., not of the subject of the superordinate
science). Avicenna needs this relation in order to explain the ambivalent status
of music, which on the one hand deals with ‘objects’ (notes) that are physical
entities (sounds), but is concerned with them only insofar as an extrinsic set
of features, i.e., certain numerical ratios, attach to them. Thus, the subject of
music, which in and of itself is a species of the subject of physics, is qualified
through an extrinsic accident and is investigated under that respect. For this
reason, as noted above, music is not genuinely subordinated to physics but
rather to another science, i.e., arithmetic, whose subject covers the foreign
accident through which the subject of music is qualified. I refer to the discussion
in the second section of the paper for a better appreciation of this point, but
in presenting (iv), Avicenna explicitly argues that if we were to investigate the
subject of music in itself rather than insofar as it is qualified by number, then
music would be a part of physics (not even merely subordinated to it because we
would be investigating a particular kind of physical entity).

Lest confusion arise as a result of the above association of accidents and
subjects of a science, it should be kept in mind that the accidents called into play
in (i)-(iv), be they per se or foreign, are qualifications determining the subject
of the subordinate science. These are distinct from the characteristic per se
accidents that, by Avicenna’s own explicit, unsurprising admission, each science
investigates in order to establish their holding of those subjects’®.

A summary of the differences between these four cases may help attenuate
the potential impression of ad-hoc-ness of Avicenna’s theoretical construction.
The difference between (i) and (ii)-(iv) is straightforward: the first case is the
only one in which the qualifying accident is a per se accident of the subject of
the more general science; in the remaining three cases, the accident is foreign

18 Thus, medicine seeks to establish the per se accidents of the human body insofar as it healthy
or sick; astronomy the per se accidents of moving spheres qua spheres ; optics the per se accidents
of visual lines qua lines ; and music the per se accidents of notes, i.e., consonance and dissonance
(Ar. ittifag/ihtilaf; Lat. convenientia/diversitas).
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non-per se, and in (iv) as opposed to (ii)-(iii) it is not a foreign accident directly
attaching to the subject of the more general science. The difference between
(i) and (iii) lies in the weaker connection between the accident and the subject:
in one case the accident is something that occurs to the subject not in a merely
relational sense, while in the other case Avicenna seems to think that the
connection is purely relational (the moving spheres are moving objects, while
the consideration of lines insofar as they relate to vision is somehow just a
matter of investigating them under a certain respect, not in connection with
some property that actually inheres in them).

Two further differences are explicitly addressed by Avicenna. First, cases (i)-
(iii) differ from case (iv) in that in the former the subject of the more general
science is always predicated of the subject of the less general science (because the
subject of the less general science is nothing other than the subject of the more
general science plus a qualification which directly determines it) : thus, trivially,
human bodies insofar as they are sick or healthy are (human) bodies; moving
spheres are spheres; and visual lines are lines. Not so in the case of arithmetic and
music, because notes are not numbers or numerical ratios. Secondly, (ii) and (iv)
represent two genuinely distinct cases because in (i) the relation of subordination
obtains with respect to the subject (moving spheres) while in (iv) it obtains with
respect to the qualifying accident (notes characterized by numerical relations)®.

Resuming the division, case [aba] in which the subject of one science is more
general than the subject of the other science has two main divisions depending
on the kind of generality at stake. After discussing in detail what I have called the
genus-like type, Avicenna moves on to the second type, whose treatment had been
explicitly deferred at the beginning of the chapter to a later stage of the analysis.

The second type of generality (‘umiim) is the one connecting an implicate
(lazim)* and that of which the implicate is an implicate, and more specifically
corresponds to the relation holding between the notions of ‘one’ and ‘being’ and
everything else. I shall not cover this case in detail here because the relevant
issues are discussed in the second part of the paper. Suffice it to say that

9 n (ii) the science of moving spheres is subordinated to the science of spheres, not to the
science of the accident that qualifies the spheres (motion), while in (iv) music is subordinated
to the science that treats the accident (arithmetic), not to the science (physics) of that which
is qualified by it (notes as specific types of sounds). On the relation between note, sound, and
number see also Avicenna’s Kitab al-misiqd, where the necessary background is discussed more
extensively and the brief references in Burhan, 1.7 are corroborated by independent evidence.

21t will be useful to note that the traditional term used to translate lazim in Latin is concomitans
or simply comitans. I will return to the point below to mention a textual issue already identified by
Janssens, Le De divisione philosophiae de Gundissalinus cit., p. 563.
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Avicenna introduces this category to serve an important purpose, namely to
accommodate the case of metaphysics (or first philosophy) and its relation to
all other sciences.

In this context, Avicenna does three things. First, he cursorily lists various
features that characterize the status of metaphysics with respect to the other
sciences, most notably the fact that the other sciences are all subordinated to
metaphysics but not part of it and that no subject is more general than the
subject of metaphysics. Secondly, he gives a brief argument for the necessity of
a science that is more general than all other sciences, such that the principles of
the latter are certified in the former, and argues for the conditional character
of the principles of all subordinate sciences®’. Thirdly, he explains in what
ways two disciplines such as dialectic and sophistics, which might potentially
claim a similar status because of their wide scope of application, fail to meet
the standards of metaphysics. The three disciplines differ with respect to their
subject, principles, and goals*.

The first part of Burhan, 117, after the extensive analysis of [a] the ways in
which sciences differ when their subjects are distinct, concludes the classification
with the other horn of the initial division, devoted to [b] the way in which sciences
differ when their subject is one and the same (ihtilaf al- ‘ulim al-muttafiga fi
l-mawdii ‘). Avicenna argues that this may occur in two ways. In the first case [ba]
one science investigates the subject without qualification and the other under a
particular respect. In the second case [bb] both treat their common subject under
different respects. The division serves the major purpose of enabling Avicenna
to account for the difference between two significant pairs: the relation between
medicine and physics on the one hand, and that between astronomy and physics
on the other. As noted above, the subject of medicine may seem to coincide with
the subject of a particular branch of physics dealing with the human body*. But
according of Avicenna, medicine treats the human body as qualified by the per se
accidents of health and sickness, which is an altogether different endeavor from
investigating the properties of the human body as such, i.e., without qualification.
The latter is the prerogative of (a part of) physics.

21 By conditional character Avicenna means that the logical form of each principle in a science
other than metaphysics should be that of a conditional statement — ‘hypothetical conditional’
(Sarti muttasil) in his technical terminology) — whose antecedent is proven in metaphysics. Some
such principles have typically the form of statements in which the antecedent purports to establish
the existence of a subject, e.g., if there are such-and-such physical entities, then p, where p is a
theorem of physics in which a per se accident of the subject is proven to hold of the subject itself.

22 see A. BerroLaccl, The Reception of Aristotle’s Metaphysics in Avicenna’s Kitab al-Sifa’, Brill,
Leiden 2006, pp. 267 and 233-234.

2 Medicine and physics were used to illustrate the first type of subordination (i) discussed above.
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The other case offers an opportunity to expand on the relation of subordination
between astronomy and geometry and to clarify why the former falls under the
latter and not under physics. For it may seem natural to assume that astronomy and
a certain branch of physics (corresponding to the De caelo) have one and the same
subject, namely the spherical shape of the universe. Yet, according to Avicenna the
two sciences investigate this subject in different respects. Astronomy insofar as it
is a spherical object and with respect to quantity (which is why it is subordinated
to geometry), physics insofar as it has a peculiar principle of motion®. The subject
of astronomy is the spherical body of the universe insofar as it has quantity, and
astronomy as a science investigates the properties that necessarily follow from
it in this respect; the subject of (the relevant part of) physics is the spherical
body of the universe insofar as it has a particular kind of motion, and physics as
a science investigates the properties that necessarily follow from it in this other
respect. The two sciences approach the sphericity of the universe from distinct
perspectives. In one case as a result of the impossibility of it having another shape
because of the particular kind of motion that characterizes it; in the other case for
its purely geometrical properties.

The second part of Burhan, 11.7, which corresponds to about a tenth of the
whole chapter, summarizes the results of the elaborate division carried out in
the first part but from a complementary perspective. To conclude his analysis of
the possible relations between different sciences, Avicenna introduces a second,
independent taxonomy driven by the idea of establishing how different sciences
relate to one another with respect the three elements that typically define the
perimeter of (Aristotelian) scientific disciplines: (1) principles, (2) subjects, and
(3) scientific questions (the theorems of a science in which salient properties, or
accidents per se of the subject, are demonstratively proven to hold of the subject)®.

The first criterion encompasses three main cases, excluding the trivial case
of common axioms (such as the principle that when equals are subtracted from
equals, the remainders are equal)®®. Two sciences may be related to each other
with respect to principles in such a way that the shared” principles [1.1] are of

4 Astronomy deals with the moving spheres insofar as they are spheres and not insofar as
they are in motion, i.e., not with respect to the principle of their motion.

% In order to avoid confusion, I use Roman numerals to label the elements of the second
classification (as opposed to lowercase letters for the elements of the first classification).
Notwithstanding the cost of an apparently unnecessary proliferation of tags, this approach should
make it easier to see more clearly and immediately the parallels between the two taxonomies.

%6 The principle is in fact common not to all sciences but more appropriately to those that deal
with quantity. I return on this point in the second part of the paper, text 18.

%7 The abstract term for sharing in (principles, subjects or questions) in this section is Sarika
(cf. Latin communicatio). This notion should be kept distinct from that of ‘umim (also communicatio)
discussed above.
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the same rank?, [1.2] in one science the principles are prior and in the other
posterior, or [1.3] what is a principle in one science is a scientific question (a
theorem) in the other science. The last case is subject to a further subdivision.
When one and the same statement is a principle in one science and a question
in another science, Avicenna distinguishes between [1.3.1] the case in which the
two sciences are different because the subject of one is more general than the
subject of the other, and [1.3.2] the case in which the two sciences are different
without the subject of one being more general than the subject of the other.

When one of the two subjects is more general and the other less general, one
and the same claim may be either [1.3.1.1] a scientific question proven in the
more general, superordinate science and a principle assumed in the less general,
subordinate science or [1.3.1.2] a scientific question proven in the latter and
assumed in the former®, These two sub-cases account, according to Avicenna,
for a distinction between what is a real principle (mabda’ haqigi, principium
verum) and what is only a principle according to us (mabda’ bi-l-qiyas ilayna).

[1.1] and [1.3.2] are interestingly illustrated by the same example, namely
the case of arithmetic and geometry. It is easy to see the reason for [1.1], which
corresponds to [aa] in the first classification. There is no overlap in subject
between arithmetic and geometry, and their principles are in a sense at the
same level because they deal with different kinds of quantities.

In light of this, however, the case of [1.3.2] seems to become problematic
because it covers situations in which certain claims are principles in one
science and questions in another in spite of there not being a hierarchical
ranking between those sciences. This is compatible with the characteristic
trait of [1.1] (the principles being of one and the same rank) but still leaves a
problem unsolved, namely how something can be genuinely subject to proof in
one science and assumed in another science, without there being a hierarchical
arrangement of any sort between the sciences in question.

The example offered by Avicenna to illustrate this horn of the division
may be the very reason he feels pressured to introduce it in the first place,
namely in order to find room in his taxonomy for the use, in the tenth book of
Euclid’s Elements, of arithmetic theorems (proven in some of the earlier books,
presumably Elements VII-IX)*® as principles for geometry theorems®'.

28 The Arabic expression ‘ala martaba wahida captures the idea that the principles of two sciences
are on a par with each other as opposed to being ranked according to priority and posteriority.

% The distinction between more general (a‘amm) and more proper/less general (ahass) subjects
that was extensively used in the first part is paralleled here by a distinction between higher (a 14,
altior) and lower (asfal, inferior) sciences.

%0 Avicenna collectively refers to them as the treatises on number (Ar. fi l-magalat al-‘adadiyya;
Lat. in libro de numero).

31 The problem is that in [aa] Avicenna seems to deny that there is any overlap between
the subjects of arithmetic and geometry while [1.3.2] concludes with the claim that the use of
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[1.2] is exemplified by the case of geometry and optics as well as by that of
arithmetic and music. The use of these two examples is unsurprisingly compatible
with the first classification, given that they are both sub-cases of subordination
without parthood (corresponding to [abaab (iii)] and [abaab (iv)] above), in spite of
the fact that in the first classification Avicenna treats the two pairs separately as
aresult of a more fine-grained distinction between the types of subjects involved.

The second criterion, namely commonness of questions, is only briefly
mentioned in order to specify a necessary condition, namely that there be a shared
predicate which is demonstratively proven to hold of the subject of the sciences
under consideration. When this is the case, however, a deeper connection must be
in place, because two sciences could not be such that one and the same property is
predicated of their subjects unless those subjects are identical or overlap in one of
the ways outlined above. If the two subjects were entirely distinct, there could be
no sharing of predicates of scientific questions in the first place.

This brings Avicenna to the third and most important criterion, namely the
sharing of subjects, which concludes the second classification and the chapter
as a whole.

It is worth quoting the phrase with which Avicenna introduces the last
member of the division: « the primary and most fundamental [kind of] sharing
is the sharing of the subject in one of the three aforementioned ways » (Ar. as-
Sarika al-awwaliyya al-asliyya [...] huwa $-Sarika fi l-mawdi * ‘ala wagh min al-wugih
al-madkiira; Lat. communicatio igitur prima et radicabilis [...] est communicatio in
subiecto secundum aliguem modorum qui predicti sunt).

The various divisions laid out in the first classification are grouped by
Avicenna in the second classification under three basic headings. Two sciences
may have something in common, as far as their subjects are concerned, either
because [3.1] the subject of one science is more general than the subject of the
other, because [3.2] the two subjects partially overlap, or because [3.3] one and
the same subject is addressed by one science in one respect and by the other
science in another respect. Each of these three types contains or coincides with
one of the cases presented in the first classification, as is confirmed by the
various pairs advocated by Avicenna as illustrations of this second division.

[3.1] corresponds to the largest group in the first list, namely [aba], which
covered the two ways in which sciences are related when the subject of one is more
general than the subject of the other (the genus-like relation and the implicant-
implicate relation for the case of ‘one’ and ‘being’). Avicenna interestingly uses two
complementary pairs as examples to illustrate the two basic cases of hierarchical

arithmetical theorems as geometrical principles «is not possible if there is no sharing of (i) a
subject or (ii) the genus of a subject ». (i) would be in tension with the previous claim, while (ii)
would seem to recast the relation in rather different terms, i.e., with respect to a third more
general science dealing with quantity as such.
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dependence discussed in the first part of the chapter, namely parthood and
subordination (without parthood). The choice of two distinct pairs — geometry
and the study of pyramids on the one hand, physics and medicine on the other (see
[abaaa] and [abaab (i)] above) — as representative examples of the corresponding
relations of ‘being part’ and ‘being under’ can hardly be coincidental. In fact, both
examples fall within the internal subdivision of the first type of ‘umiim (the genus-
like relation) but, as noted above, the case of subordination without parthood
also applies to the second kind of ‘umiim, i.e., the relation of all other sciences to
metaphysics: the latter is therefore also captured by [3.1].

[3.2] coincides with [abb], namely with the case of partial overlap between the
subjects of two sciences, and is exemplified, as above, by the relation between
medicine and ethics, each of which has something in common with the other
and something proper to itself?2,

Thus, [3.1] and [3.2] jointly exhaust [ab] the case of overlap between subjects.
[aa], the case of non-overlap (exemplified in the first classification by the relation
of arithmetic and geometry), is not discussed in the second classification (in
connection with the subject) because what is at stake here are cases in which
something is shared, and trivially nothing is shared with respect to the subject
when there is no overlap (Ar. mudahala; Lat. communicatio) between subjects>.
But [aa]-[ab] jointly account for all possible ways in which sciences may [a] differ
with respect to multiple subjects.

What remains to be determined is therefore whether something in the
second classification corresponds to [b], namely the case of sciences differing
with respect to one and the same subject.

This task is accomplished by [3.3] which covers circumstances in which
the subject is one and the same but is investigated under different respects
by different sciences, as is the case in astronomy and physics. The example
corresponds in fact to [bb], one of the two sub-cases discussed by Avicenna (the
other case, in which one science deals with the subject without qualification and
the other with the subject under a particular respect is not mentioned in the
second classification, but presumably falls under [3.3] as well).

To summarize the content of the two classifications and, more generally, to
provide a map of the chapter, I offer below a schematic reconstruction of its
structure®, Assuming that o and B are the subjects of two sciences, the following
are all possible relations outlined by Avicenna:

2 Seen. 9.

% pending a definitive adjudication of the issue raised in n. 31.

* The outline follows for the most part the order of the original text with only a few exceptions (e.g., [abb]
below, which occurs in the text earlier than the current layout would suggest) due to the need of presenting the
division as compellingly as possible. The order can be reconstructed on the basis of the references I provide to
both Arabic and Latin text for each individual element in the division and section in the chapter.
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[Part 1. First classification : difference with respect to subject(s)]*’
[a] Difference with respect to multiple subjects*®

[aa] & and B do not overlap®’
geometry - arithmetic

[ab] @ and B overlap®®
[aba] a is more general than p*
[abaa] first type of ‘umiim (genus-like relation)*

[abaada] a is a genus and B is a species of a (parthood, pars, juz’)
(solid) geometry - study of pyramids*!

[abaab] o is a genus and B is a species qualified by an accident y
(subordination, sub, tahta)*?

The qualifying accident may be

(i) an accident per se of B

physics - medicine (body - human body insofar as it is healthy or sick)**

(ii) a foreign non-per se accident of p (a disposition of the subject itself, not
apurely relational property)

geometry - astronomy (extended magnitude - moving spheres
(iii) a foreign non-per se accident of p (not a disposition of the subject itself
but a purely relational property)

geometry - optics (extended magnitude - lines insofar as they relate to vision)**
(iv) a foreign non-per se accident of § where the latter is a species of a
different subject § and is investigated only insofar at y holds of it
arithmetic - music (number - notes as numerical ratios)*

)44

35 Burhan, 1.7, pp. 162.1 - 167.10; De divisione philosophiae, pp. 124.14 - 132.8.

36 Burhan, 117, pp. 162.2 - 166.15 ; De divisione philosophiae, pp. 124.14 - 131.3.

37 Burhan, 117, p. 162.2-4 ; De divisione philosophiae, p. 124.14-18.

38 Burhdn, 117, pp. 162.4 - 166.15 ; De divisione philosophiae, pp. 124.18 - 131.3.

* Introduced at Burhan, 1.7, p. 162.4-5 ; De divisione philosophiae, p. 124.20-22 ; properly discussed
at Burhan, 1.7, pp. 162.10 - 166.15 ; De divisione philosophiae, pp. 125.4 - 131.3.

*0 Burhdn, 117, pp. 162.10 - 165.2 ; De divisione philosophiae, pp. 125.4 - 128.25.

*1 Burhdn, 11.7, p. 162.11-13 ; De divisione philosophiae, p. 125.8-11.

*2 Burhan, 117, pp. 162.13 - 165.2; De divisione philosophiae, pp. 125.11 - 128.25.

3 Burhan, 117, p. 163.14-20 ; De divisione philosophiae, pp. 126.20 - 127.4.

* Burhdn, 117, pp. 163.21 - 164.2 ; De divisione philosophiae, pp. 127.5 - 127.12.

% Burhan, 117, p. 164.3-7; De divisione philosophiae, p. 127.13-24.

*6 Burhan, 11.7, pp. 164.10 - 165.2; De divisione philosophiae, p. 128.1-25. Notes are a species of the
subject of physics (sounds) ; but music investigates them only insofar as they express numerical ratios,
and hence music is subordinated to arithmetic, not to physics. The difference between (ii) and (iv) is
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[abab] second type of ‘umiim : implicate (one and being) (subordination)*’

Digression on metaphysics (first philosophy)

[Necessity of a science more general than all other sciences ; the principles of
the latter are certified in that science ; conditional character of the principles
ofallsubordinatesciences]*®

[Difference between first philosophy, dialectic and sophistics in (i) subject,
(ii) principles, and (iii) goals]*

[abb] @ and P partially overlap (they have something in common and something
distinct)
medicine - ethics™

[b] Difference with respect to one and the same subject™

[ba] one science investigates the subject absolutely, the other in some respect
physics® - medicine (body - human body insofar as it is healthy or sick)

[bb] one science treats the subject in way, the other science in another way
astronomy - physics>>

that, in the former case, the subordinate science does not fall under the science that investigates
the accident qualifying the more general subject, but rather under the science that investigates that
more general subject. In the latter case, by contrast, the subordinate science falls under the science
that investigates the qualifying accident. It should be noted that at the beginning of the chapter,
when Avicenna draws the distinction between cases where there is a genuine genus-species relation
and cases where the more general subject is a genus for an accident of a species, he illustrates the
latter with the pair physics-music. This, however, is not in contradiction with what he later says
about arithmetic and music. In fact, in order to identify the subject of music (numerical ratios holding
between certain sounds), we need to appeal indirectly to the subject of physics, of which sounds are
a species. That Avicenna is aware of the peculiar status of this relation is shown by his own insistence
on the necessity to keep the two pairs distinct. Yet, the subject of music is related to that of physics in
the way an accident of a species is related to the genus.

7 Introduced at Burhan, 11.7, p. 162.10-11; De divisione philosophiae, p. 125.4-8 ; properly discussed
at Burhan, 11.7, pp. 165.3 - 166.15; De divisione philosophiae, pp. 128.1 - 131.3.

8 Burhdn, 11.7, p. 165.11-16 ; De divisione philosophiae, pp. 129.17 - 130.1.

* Burhan, 11.7, pp. 165.17 - 166.15 ; De divisione philosophiae, pp. 130.1 - 131.3.

30 Burhan, 117, p. 162.6-9 ; De divisione philosophiae, pp. 124.22 - 125.3.

>! Burhan, 11.7, pp. 166.16 - 167.10; De divisione philosophiae, pp. 131.4 - 132.7.

52 Le., the part of physics that deals with human beings (it is unclear whether Avicenna
collectively means the ideal union of texts that deal with human beings, encompassing at least the
relevant parts of De anima and De animalibus, or something more specific).

53 Avicenna almost certainly is referring in this case to the section of physics corresponding to
the De caelo. The analysis of this point hinges entirely on the fact that astronomy and (this part of)
physics both deal with the shape of the universe. Note that this set of remarks is not incompatible
with what Avicenna contends above, namely that astronomy is subordinate to geometry and not
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[Part IL. Second classification : sciences sharing in principles, subjects, and questions]*
[1] principles®

[1.1] equal in rank>®
geometry - arithmetic

[1.2] prior in the more general science, posterior in the less general science
geometry - optics ; arithmetic - music

[1.3] something is a principle in one science and a question in the other
[1.3.1] subjects are distinct, one being more general than the other

[1.3.1.1] question proven in the higher science, principle assumed in the
lower science

[1.3.1.2] question proven in the lower science, principle assumed in the
higher science

[1.3.2] subjects are distinct, neither being more general than the other:
questions proven in one science are posited as principles in the other®’
geometry - arithmetic

[2] questions : sharing the predicate term (a shared subject is a necessary condition)*®
[3] subjects®

[3.1] one subject is more general than the other
physics - medicine ; geometry - study of pyramids

[3.2] subjects have something in common and something distinct
medicine - ethics

[3.3] subject is one but investigated in different respects
astronomy - physics

to physics. This point is in fact the natural complement of the previous one. After showing that
astronomy is subordinate to geometry because it is concerned with moving spheres, Avicenna goes
on to explain that astronomy and a certain area of physics are distinct in spite of the fact that they
are about the same subject: this is because astronomy only investigates the body of the universe
with regard to its purely geometrical properties, while physics investigates it with respect to motion.

5% Burhan, 117, pp. 167.11 - 168.16 ; De divisione philosophiae, pp. 132.8 - 133.24.

> Burhan, 117, pp. 167.15 - 168.7 ; De divisione philosophiae, p. 133.7-11.

% Avicenna gives as an example for this group the principle that equals being subtracted
from equals result in equals, which is not a principle of geometry more than it is a principle of
arithmetic (or conversely). In this respect the two sciences are on a par.

>7 This type is explicitly illustrated by a reference to the tenth book of the Elements.

58 Burhan, 117, p. 168.8-9 ; De divisione philosophiae, p. 133.7-11.

% Burhdn, 117, p. 168.10-16 ; De divisione philosophiae, p. 133.11-24.
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This concludes Avicenna’s analysis of the different ways in which sciences
may or may not have elements in common. The question of the criteria of
identity and distinctness for the sciences is unsurprisingly rooted in the
Posterior Analytics, not just in virtue of a general conceptual framework where an
ontological division of the underlying subjects demarcates the epistemological
space of inquiry into distinct domains: this much is in fact also addressed, if
only briefly, by Aristotle in A28%. Avicenna’s treatment of this subject, however,
brings it to an entirely different level. While being ultimately inspired by similar
principles, it provides an original and much more systematic analysis, illustrated
exhaustively, case by case, by a variety of examples that supposedly cover all the
basic relations between the most fundamental branches of scientific knowledge.

II. TEXTUAL REMARKS

With this map of Burhan, 11.7 at hand, we can now turn to a number of critical
textual issues, whose significance will hopefully be easier to appreciate against
the conceptual background developed thus far. As I pointed out above, the
chapter is relevant not only for its philosophical content but also interesting
from a textual standpoint, and this in two ways: the Arabic text contributes
to a better understanding and several potential improvements of the Latin.
Conversely, the latter occasionally sheds light on difficult points of the Arabic as
available in current printings and seems indirectly to belong to a specific branch
in the transmission of Burhan.

The textual remarks below include a number of insights that have already
appeared in print and which were put forward first by Hugonnard-Roche and,
especially, Janssens®'.

Relevant portions of the text are underlined both in Arabic and in Latin to
facilitate their identification.

1. Incipit (Burhan 11.7, p. 162.1-2; De divisione, p. 124.11-13)
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% 0n the notion of subordination in Aristotle, see R. McKiranan, Aristotle’s Subordinate Sciences,
«British Journal for the History of Science », 11, 3, 1978, pp. 197-220.

81 See HuconnarD-RocE, La classification des sciences de Gundissalinus cit. and Janssens, Le De
divisione philosophiae de Gundissalinus cit. The results are presented here not for the sake of
pedantry but to group them in a single source.
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«Dicam quod causa diversitatis ceterarum scientiarum est subiecta [for substantia
in Baur] earum. Illa autem causa vel est propter diversitatem subiectorum vel
propter diversitatem unius subiecti ».

(1.1) In connection with the incipit of the chapter, both Hugonnard-Roche
and Janssens already noted that substantia in Baur’s edition stands in need of
correction. Subiecta is not only required by the sense of the passage: the variant
is attested by one of the manuscript used by Baur (Digby 76, siglum D in his
apparatus) and also supported by Oxford, Bodleian ms. 675.

Furthermore, it is unambiguously supported by the Arabic mawdii‘atiha®?.

(1.2) Janssens suggests certarum as a potentially better reading than caeterarum
(contingent on further textual evidence from the manuscript tradition of the De
divisione). The variant is textually easy to justify in virtue of the similarity of the
two Latin words and supported by the Arabic hagigiyya with a significant gain
in sense. The position of the chapter in the De divisione hardly requires, and is
possibly even inconsistent with, what caeterarum implies; for what is at stake
here is the status of scientific disciplines aiming at certitude, i.e., those discussed
in the first part of the De divisione, not of a putative group of other sciences.

(1.3) Janssens notes that ms. Bodleian 675 reads dicimus instead of Baur’s
dicam, a variant that would more closely correspond to the Arabic nagiilu®.

(1.4) One last point concerns the term unius. The Arabic wahid is found in
Badawi’s text, which registers its omission in ms. Cairo, Al-Azhar, Behit 331, and
absent in ‘AfifT’s text, which signals its presence in ms. Istanbul, Damad 824.
This fact, which in and of itself may be of little importance, is one of a number
of instances showing agreement between the Latin and what looks like a specific
branch in the transmission of the Arabic (including at least ms. Istanbul Damad
824 and ms. Leiden Golius 4).

2. ‘Scientific’ or ‘Practical’ ( Jos\ coke) ? (Burhan, 117, p. 162.8-9; De divisione,
pp. 124.25 - 125.3) . .
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62 As noted by both Hugonnard-Roche and Janssens, the first required emendation concerns in
fact the very title of the chapter in Latin : Summa Avicennae de convenientia et differentia subiectorum,
instead of the scientiarum for the Arabic ‘ulim (the emendation is confirmed by ms. Bodleian 679,
fol. 16v; cf. Janssens, Le De divisione philosophiae de Gundissalinus cit., p. 562).

63 See Janssens, Le De divisione philosophiae de Gundissalinus cit., p. 563.
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«Deinde appropriatur medicinae considerare humanum corpus et eius membra,
ethicae vero appropriatur considerare animam rationalem et eius vires
scientiales ».

(2.1) In discussing the case of medicine and ethics, Avicenna points out that
the latter addresses the human body with regard to the rational soul and its
practical faculties (quwatiha ‘amaliyya). There is little doubt that, at least in
principle, the Latin text ought to read practicas instead of scientiales (Baur, p.
125.3), if it is to be at all a translation of the Arabic ‘amaliyya. However, given that
‘amaliyya is easily confused with ‘ilmiyya (cf. Latin scientiales), Janssens argues
that scientiales should be retained, in spite of it being evidently in contradiction
with the Arabic (p. 564), warning against the temptation of hyper-correcting.
The erroneous reading could easily have crept in the text used by Gundissalinus
due to a straightforward scribal error in the transmission of the Arabic or as a
result of the translator’s own misreading. The point deserves to be explicitly
addressed and mentioned by a future critical edition of the Latin text.

3. Kinds of ‘umiim (communicatio) (Burhan, 117, p. 162.10-11; De divisione, p. 125.4-7)

Pl e pee a pLall 055G 0T Lels o) i e 531 il Lo
« Primum autem membrum huius divisionis, scilicet cum communius communicat

cum minus communi, aut communicat ut genus cum specie aut communicat ut
communicans sicut est communicatio unius et entis ».

The context of this passage is Avicenna’s distinction between the two senses
of generality (‘umiim) that determine the two main sub-types of case [aba]
(where the subject of a science is more general than the subject of the other).
Either the subject of the superordinate science stands to the subject of the
subordinate science in a way that is identical or analogous to the way in which
a genus stands to its species (or to an accident of the species), or the subject of
the superordinate science stands to the subject of the subordinate science in the
way ‘one’ and ‘being’ stand to every other thing. The latter is a canonical claim
in Avicenna’s metaphysics, frequently expressed in terms of a relation between
something and its implicates (lawazim), which is not a genus-like relation.

The Latin translation is paraphrastic and does not reflect the idiosyncrasy
of the Arabic syntax. The Arabic text literally reads: « The first of these two
divisions is [such that] in it either (i) the generality of the [more] general [viz. the
subject of the superordinate science] to the [more] specific [viz. the subject of
the subordinate science] is the generality of the genus or (ii) [it is] the generality
of the implicates, like one and being ».
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(3.1) The editions of the Arabic text do not have anything corresponding
to the Latin cum specie. Janssens notes that the variant may be explained as an
authorial intervention by Gundissalinus aimed at clarifying the text. It is worth
noting that the addition may also be inspired by a closely related passage (see
text 4) where Avicenna uses the parallel expression wa-amma lladi ‘umamuh fihi
‘umam al-gins li-n-naw".

(3.2) Communicans, as already noted by Janssens, should in fact be comitantes
(Janssens) or concomitantes (‘implicate’, ‘concomitant’), for the Arabic lawazim
(sing. lazim), a crucial technical term in Avicenna’s metaphysics and logic, which
indicates a relations of inseparability, typically distinct from and weaker than
the relation of being a constituent (the latter is the type of relation held by
genus and differentia with regard to the species). Thus, ‘one’ and ‘being’ are
lawazim of all things without being their constituents. The reading is supported
by witnesses in the Latin transmission of the text not used by Baur (cf. Janssens,
p. 563: ms. Vat. Reg. 1870 reads ut comitans, fol. 15v and ms. Bodleian 679, fol.
16v, ut comicans).

(3.3) Communicatio and cognates are semantically assimilated to commune/
communitas (for ‘umim) and used here in the sense of ‘being general’ or ‘being
common’, to distinguish two ways in which something may be more general
than something else: one is the way in which the genus is (more) general (or
common) with respect to the species, the other is the way in which non-generic
notions (like ‘one’ and ‘being’, which are not genera but implicates (lawazim)) are
(more) general (or common) with respect to their subjects®.

4, Pyramids/Solids (Burhan, 1.7, p. 162.11-12; De divisione, p. 125.8-11)
«Id autem in quo est communicatio ut generis ad speciem est sicut speculatio de

pyramidibus secundum quod sunt de corporeis et de corporeis secundum quod
sunt de mensuris ».

(4.1) Gundissalinus correctly translates the Arabic mahritat as pyramidibus.

The vocabulary is consistent with Avicenna’s own usage in his treatment of
Elements XI. The alternative translation (‘the science of conics’) proposed by A.

% See n. 10 above.
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Ahmed for parallel occurrences of the term in the Nagat is intriguing but does
not seem to do justice to Gundissalinus’ insight. The doctrinal point is best
understood if the subject of the subordinate science is in fact a genuine species
of the genus ‘solid’. One may think of the science of pyramids as the collection
of definitions and demonstrative proofs concerning this particular type of solid
and as a part of the science of solids (in just the same way in which the science of
solids is a part of the science of extended magnitudes or continuous quantities,
i.e., of geometry tout court).

5. ‘Being part’ of a science and ‘falling under’ a science (Burhan, 11.7, p. 162.15-
17; De divisione, p. 125.14-19)
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«Et hoc membrum dividitur in duo quorum unum ponit minus commune
de universitate communioris et in causa eius ita ut speculatio eius sit pars
speculationis communioris ; alterum vero assolat minus commune a communiore
et speculationem eius non ponit partem speculationis magis communis sed ponit
eam scientiam sub eo».

(5.1) The passage raises another point worthy of consideration for a future
editor of the De divisione. Hugonnard-Roche already noted that the Latin in
causa eius does not reflect the Arabic fi ‘ilmihi and should in fact be replaced by
in scientia eius. The latter is certainly required by the sense but the question will
have to be settled in light of further evidence from the manuscript tradition
of the Latin text. A warning against the risk of hyper-correcting analogous the
one expressed above (see text 2) applies here, too, because of the similarity
in Arabic of fi ‘ilmihi and fi ‘illatihi. I reproduce here the entire passage for its
relevance in the economy of the chapter, as this is where the crucial distinction
between the notion of ‘being part of as opposed to that of ‘falling under’ a
science is first introduced.

(5.2) Badaw’s text reads yuqassimuhi for nugassimuh.

(5.3) The Latin translates yufridu as assolat, which in classical Latin is attested
only in the sense of ‘level to the ground’ (i.e., destroy). Baur’s D reads absolvit but
an innovative understanding of assolare as a calque of the Arabic in the sense of
‘isolate’, ‘single out’ would not seem entirely implausible and would constitute a
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significant gain in sense with respect to absolvere. Be this as it may, the meaning
of the Arabic is that the less general is identified, singled out or marked off with
respect to the more general in one of several ways. Compare with (7.4) below.

6. The case of parthood (Burhan, 11.7, p. 163.1-3; De divisione, pp. 125.20 - 126.1)
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«Causa autem huius membri haec est quod minus commune non fit nisi propter
differentias suae essentialitatis ; et deinde inquiruntur eius accidentia essentialia
secundum quod per ea fit species, unde speculatio eius non appropriatur circa
unum horum tantum et non aliud necque secundum unam tantum dispositionem
et non secundum <aliam sed continet> omnia simul absolute, sicut pyramides ad
geometriam ».

This tortuous passage provides a justification for the subdivision of case
[abaa] (the first type of ‘umiim, exhibiting a genus-like relation) into its sub-
cases. What matters for our purposes is to note two crucial ways in which the
current Latin text significantly betrays the sense of the Arabic.

(6.1) C and D in Baur’s apparatus addminus commune to nisi fit, fully in line
with the Arabic.

(6.2) The Latin propter differentias suae essentialitatis inaccurately renders
the Arabic bi-sabab fusil datiyya ‘in virtue of some essential differentiae’.
While discussing the relation between the more general and the more specific,
Avicenna argues that in one case the more general becomes more specific as
a result of specifying the genus through its essential (dividing) differentiae.
The misreading is easily understandable on account of the similarity in Arabic
between datiyya and datiyyatihi, where datiyya is taken as an abstract noun (cf.
the Latin essentialitas) rather than as an attribute of fusul (in which case one
would have expected essentiales instead). Once again, locating at what point of
the transmission (Arabic or Latin) the error emerged is not possible on purely
philological grounds at this stage, and the decision whether to emend or not
will have to lie with the future editor of the text, possibly in light of additional
evidence. However, it should be noted that the Latin text, as it stands, is
doctrinally implausible.
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(6.3) Another difficulty is represented by the presence of per ea. The addition,
which is not justified by the Arabic, where a counterpart (possibly biha) for the
expression is nowhere to be found, may be read in two ways. If the ea were to
refer to eius accidentia essentialia (i.e., the per se accidents of the less general
subject) Avicenna would be claiming, contrary to his standard views, that the
object of scientific inquiry are per se accidents through which the subject of the
more general, superordinate science becomes a species (the subject of the less
general, subordinate science). But the point of the passage is that once the subject
of the more general science is specified through a differentia and becomes the
subject of the less general science (e.g., by adding the suitable differentia to the
genus ‘solid’ to yield the species ‘pyramid’), then one seeks the per se accidents
of the subject insofar as the latter has become a species (and not insofar as it has
become a species through them). Thus, if per ea reflects Avicenna’s text (which
should be corroborated by new manuscript evidence), this may only be the case
if the referent in Arabic is fusil datiyya. The sentence would then read as follows:
« then one investigates the accidents per se of [the less general subject] insofar as
the latter becomes a species in virtue of [those essential differentiae] ». The issue
is relevant for an improved edition of both texts.

(6.4) The Arabic reads fa-la yahtissu an-nazar bi-$ay’in minhu dina Say’in wa-
halin dina halin bal yatanawalu gami‘ahii mutlagan, i.e., « the investigation of the
less general is not exclusively proper to one [accident per se] without another or
to one state without another, but rather covers them all without qualification ».
The Latin is not perspicuous. We may hypothesize that yatanawalu was missing
in the model used by Gundissalinus and that the current text, if correct, is
an attempt to rescue the sense. Alternatively, we may assume that the error
arose in the transmission of the Latin translation. That the passage suffered is
confirmed by two variants in Baur’s apparatus (ms. Digby 76 : secundum aliam sed
secundum omnia simul — a reading which is very close to the Arabic and raises the
question whether quod continet (or another verb, translating yatanawalu) might
have fallen out; and ms. Oxford, Corpus Christi 86: et non aliam sed secundum
aliam simul) as well as by ms. Bodleian 679: et non aliam sed secundum aliam simul.
The above solution is conjectural.

7. The general case of subordination (Burhan, I1.7, p. 163.9-11; De divisione, p.
126.12-17)
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«Aut cum id quod facit rem minus communem non facit eam speciem, sed facit
eam aliquam maneriam cum accidente, et tunc consideratur ipsa secundum quod
fit minus communis. Materia vero inquisitionis sunt accidentia eius essentialia et
comitantia et hoc est etiam quod assolat scientiam minus communem a scientia
magis communi et ponit eam scientiam sub ea ».

(7.1) Avicenna argues that the different types of combinations of a general
subject and various kinds of accidents determining the subject of a subordinate
science typically do not yield genuine natural kinds but something he refers to by
means of the term sinf. The latter occurs twice in the above passage in Arabic but
is rendered by Gundissalinus, according to the current edition, once as maneriam
(for the classical Latin maneriem), and once as materia (P reads maneria in this
second case, which might help towards a solution). It is likely that the error
may have resulted from a misunderstanding of the Arabic, where the second
occurrence of sinf is paired with ahass (minus communis) instead of becoming
the subject of the next sentence (the Arabic reads «thus it is investigated with
respect to what makes it less general and a sinf, in order to seek the per se
accidents that necessarily follow from it »).

(7.2) The second occurrence of sinf is tacitly omitted in BadawT’s text, which
only reads min gihat ma sara bihi ahassa, without registering variants in the
pseudo-apparatus.

(7.3) The Latin cum accidente would be a natural translation of bi- ‘Grid, which is
in turn a plausible alternative (not attested by the editions) for yu ‘arid. This would
not solve the problemn, but the textual option seems worthy of consideration.

(7.4) An additional problem is raised by the third facit, which is a surprising
translation for the first occurrence of yufridu. The latter is transalted as assolat
(only attested in classical Latin in the sense of leveling to the ground) in its
second occurrence, presumably to mean ‘isolate’ or ‘single out’, which seems a
plausible, if idiosyncratic, translation of the Arabic.

Ms. D in Baur’s apparatus has absolvat (and in case 5 absolvit) which may offer an
alternative but semantically less satisfactory solution. Compare with (5.3) above.

8. Subordination : case (ii) (Burhan, IL.7, pp. 163.22 - 164.2 ; De divisione, p. 127.8-12)
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«et tunc accipitur illud subiectum cum illo accidente extraneo ut unum
et considerantur accidentia essentialia quae accidunt ei ex accidenti illius
extraneitatis sicut est speculatio de sphaeris mobilibus quae est sub speculatione
corporum vel geometriae ».

The investigation of the moving spheres is subordinated to geometry because
its subject is a special kind of geometrical object (spheres) qualified in a certain
way (as moving). Astronomy investigates this subject not in the way geometry
does, i.e., as such, but rather insofar as a foreign (extrinsic) accident is associated
with it, namely motion. Thus, astronomy cannot be part of geometry because
its subject are not spheres without qualification (the study of spheres, just like
the study of pyramids, would indeed be a part of geometry) but rather spheres
insofar as they are moving.

(8.1) The Latin text does not reflect properly the clear sense conveyed by the
Arabic which reads «insofar as that foreign [accident] is connected to it [viz. to
the subject of the subordinate science]» (min gihat igtirani dalika I-garibi bihi).
There is no clear counterpart to giha and igtiran, and garib is rendered by the
abstract term extraneitatis.

In the rest of the chapter Gundissalinus usually translates igtarana and
derivatives with the Latin adiungere and derivatives (eleven occurrences in
total)®. While the absence of parte does not entail an accidental omission (min
giha is often translated by ex only — for instance in the De anima of the Avicenna
latinus), an abbreviated form of the correct term adiunctionis may have been
mistakenly read by a copyist as accidentis, which would be lectio facilior. If such an
error occurred, it must have been at an early stage in the transmission as there
seems to be no significant variant for this passage in the manuscript tradition.

(8.2) The Latin quae est before sub may simply be seen as a grammatical way
to render the more elliptic structure of the Arabic passage and to connect al-
mutaharrika with tahta. The latter are separated by fa-innahi in BadawT’s edition,
which reports the omission as a variant in ms. Cairo, Al-Azhar, Behit 331. ‘Afif’s
text omits the lemma but reports it as variant in ms. Istanbul, Damad 824. The
reading is also attested in ms. Leiden, Golius 4. However, the variant would most
likely have been rendered in Latin by enim and it is reasonable to assume that
the translator was looking at a text that did not have it.

85 At De divisione, p. 127.17 iqtiran is rendered as coniunctio, but for the purposes of our
passage, the confusion between adiunctio and accidens is slightly more likely than that
between coniunctio and accidens (the latter cannot be ruled out altogether due to the standard
abbreviation for con-).
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9. Subordination : cases (i)-(iii) (Burhdn, I1.7, p. 164.8-9 ; De divisione, p. 127.21-24)
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«Hi autem tres modi conveniunt in hoc quod id quod adiungitur ei scilicet

accidens praedictum est de universitate naturae subiecti superioris duarum
scientiarum unum et subiectum superioris praedicatur de eo».

(9.1) The Arabic text reads as-Say’ al-magqriin bihi al-‘arid al-mawsif, i.e., « what the
described accident is connected to » which unequivocally — and correctly — refers
to the subject (that the accident qualifies). The introduction of scilicet in the Latin
produces an ambiguous effect as it seems to suggest that the roles of the subject
and the accident may be inverted, if accidens predictum is not just the grammatical
subject of adiungitur, but stands for the whole expression id quod adiungitur ei.

(9.2) The presence of unum is also problematic and has no correspondence in
the Arabic. It may result from a misreading or from a repetition of the final -um
of scientiarum, or be due to the supposition of a copyist that since two sciences are
mentioned, the additional qualfiication ‘one’ is required or at least appropriate.

10. Subordination : case (iv) (Burhan, I1.7, p. 164.13-14, 16-17; De divisione, p.
128.8-9, 13-17)
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«Unde inquiruntur consequentia eorum secundum quod adiungitur eis illud
extraneum <non quantum in se> [...] Nec dicimus hoc “<non> quantum in se”
<nisi> quoniam consideratio neumatis quantum in se est consideratio accidentium
subiecti scientiae communioris vel accidentium accidentibus suarum specierum
et haec est pars scientiae naturalis non scientia sub ea».

The text of this passage presents interesting difficulties and is one of the
most significant cases in the whole chapter where the Latin is either in need
of emendation or at least worthy of being flagged for the future editor. The
context of the discussion is Avicenna’s analysis of the relation between music,
arithmetic, and physics. Music is subordinated to arithmetic in virtue of the
fourth and weakest kind of subordination identified above, whereby the subject
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of a subordinate science A is a species of the subject of another science B
qualified by an accident which is studied by science C, which is superordinate
to A. Avicenna is keen to point out explicitly that the subordinate science A
investigates its subject ‘not as such’ but rather insofar as it is qualified by that
accident, otherwise A would be part of B rather than being subordinated to C. A
critical step of the argument is lost in the Latin translation®.

(10.1) The first occurrence of la min gihat datiha, which is crucial to the sense
of the whole passage, is missing in the Latin text (I have supplied it between
angled brackets). If the omission were due to homoioteleuton, the only option
would be from min giha to min giha, which, however, cannot explain the actual
omission in the Latin. At best, one may suppose an accidental omission in the
Arabic or in the Latin. Another possibility is a conscious omission on behalf of
the translator, who might have regarded the occurrence of la min gihat datiha
right after al-garib biha as redundant because it expresses the same thought in
different terms (‘foreign’, ‘not as such’). Whatever the origin of the error, the
text has to be amended for the passage to make sense as a whole.

(10.2) The rest of the Arabic text reads wa-innamd qulna la min gihat datiha
li-anna, «we said ‘not as such’ just because» seems to require two further
emendations, namely (i) the addition of non before quantum in se to match
the expression in the previous sentence, which is now being quoted rather
than used®” and (ii) of nisi before quoniam, which completes the construction
nec dicimus ... nisi quoniam as the correct literal translation of wa-innama qulna
... li-anna. As a result, the Latin would read nec dicimus “non quantum in se” nisi
quoniam, which would be a perfectly admissible translation for the Arabic wa-
innama qulna la min gihat datiha li-anna (the use of non ... nisi for the Arabic innama

% Avicenna goes on to note that case (iv) differs from case (ii) in the following way. In both
cases the subject of the subordinate science is the subject of the superordinate science qualified by
a foreign accident. Assuming that o is the more general subject qualified by an extrinsic accident
v in order to become the more specific subject B, case (ii) obtains when the relation that matters is
the one between o and B, irrespective of y (y only matters because it is the reason why the science
of B is not a part of the science of a but rather only subordinate to it); case (iv) obtains when the
relation that matters is the one between B and y. Thus, the science of astronomy (whose subject
are the moving spheres) falls under (a part of) geometry (dealing with spheres) and not physics
(motion), while music (notes, i.e., sounds with respect to numerical ratios) falls under arithmetic
(numerical ratios) and not physics (sounds). In (ii) what matters is the relation between subjects
in common, in (iv) the relation between the accident that qualifies the subject of the subordinate
science and the subject of another science.

%7 It is also possible that confusion between non and hoc due to their standard abbreviations may have
resulted in the transmission of the Latin translation, which could partially explain the omission of nisi.
The hypothesis should be verified against the manuscript tradition of the Latin text by the future editor.
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is canonical for Gundissalinus). The question remains whether the text above
reflects Gundissalinus’ struggle with a corrupt model or a series of errors in the
transmission of his Latin translation.

11. First Philosophy : a modal inaccuracy (j s> ¥ as non oportet) (Burhan, 1.7,
p. 165.6-9; De divisione, p. 129.7-13)
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«Et quia nullum subiectum est communius eis tunc non oportet ut scientia quae
tractat de eis sit sub alia scientia. Et quia id quod non est principium unius entium
absque alio, immo est principium omnis quod est causatum, ideo non oportet ut
speculatio de eo sit in aliqua scientiarum particularium nec oportet ut per se sit
subiectum alicuius scientiae particularis ».

The passage is part of the digression on metaphysics where Avicenna establishes
the necessity of a science more general than all other sciences, that the principles
of the latter are proven with certainty in the former, and the conditional character
of the principles of all subordinate sciences (on which see text 12).

(11.1) The translation fails to capture the correct modal nature of the claim
being made by Avicenna, whose point is much stronger than what is conveyed
by the Latin: it is impossible (la yaguzu), rather than merely not necessary
(non oportet), (i) for first philosophy to fall under another science, (ii) for the
investigation of the principles of everything caused to be the prerogative of any
particular science (mathematics, logic, physics and their subdivisions), and (iii)
for the subject of first philosophy to be the subject of any particular science. It
is perhaps worth mentioning that the same translation is present in Avicenna
latinus, De anima, I-11, p. 246.70 (but only on one single occasion)®.

12. Scientific statements in sciences other than first philosophy are
conditionals (Burhan, p. 165.12-16; De divisione, pp. 129.21 - 130.1)
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8 1 owe the reference to one of the anonymous referees.
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«Oportet igitur principia ceterarum scientiarum certificentur in hac scientia. Hoc
autem sic erit quasi omnes scientiae probentur argumentationibus hypotheticis
coniunctis verbi gratia: si circulus est, talis vel talis triangulus est. Cum autem
pervenerimus ad philosophiam primam, tunc manifestabitur esse antecedentis
[for antecedens in Baur; supported by DP] cum probabitur quod principium scilicet
circulus habet esse; et tunc complebitur probatio consequentis quod habet esse
et ita quia nulla scientiarum particularium probetur sine hypothetica ».

The context of this passage is again the discussion of metaphysics at the
end of the first part of the chapter. What is at stake here is the status of the
principles of all sciences other than metaphysics, which according to Avicenna
are ultimately established, i.e., demonstratively proven, in that superordinate
science. This dependence determines their logical form as conditionals.

(12.1) The use of the passive probentur in conjunction with argumentationibus
hypotheticis coniunctis does not reflect the Arabic. On Avicenna’s model, the
scientific statements proven in the other sciences acquire a hypothetical status,
i.e.,they are construed as claims that have an antecedent (proven in metaphysics)
and a consequent. What the particular sciences do is to prove those conditional
statements. Thus, the phrase ‘ala gadaya Sartiyya muttasila (Lat. argumentationibus
hypotheticis coniunctis) ‘hypothetical conditional propositions’ expresses the
object of proofs in the particular sciences, not something by means of which the
content of the latter is putatively established. The confusion is likely due to a
failure to recognize that ‘ala introduces the object of barhana.

(12.2) The passage fa-l-mutallatu I-fulani kada aw al-mutallatu I-fulani mawgad
expresses the distinction between two kinds of scientific statements, depending on
whether the proof establishes a predicative claim (‘such-and-such a triangle is so’)
or an existential claim (‘such-and-such a triangle exists’), in line with Avicenna’s
account the two fundamental types of scientific if-questions®. The distinction
is lost in the Latin, most likely due to an omission by (quasi-)homoioteleuton. 1t is
hard to identify the stage at which the error may have emerged, but the sense of

% See R. Stroino, What If That (Is) Why ? Avicenna’s Taxonomomy of Scientific Inquiries, in A.
AvwwisHaH, J. Haves eds., Aristotle and the Arabic Tradition, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge
2015, pp. 50-75.
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the Latin is at best incomplete as it merely captures the existential component
of the disjunctive claim put forward in Arabic. A conjectural solution may be talis
<triangulus est talis (or : huiusmodi)> vel talis triangulus est.

(12.3) The Arabic laysa ‘ilm min al-guz’iyya [lam] yatabarhan ‘ala gayr Sarti
indicates that no particular science proves anything other than hypothetical
(conditional) statements, where (i) ‘ala introduces once again the object of
barhana and (ii) either lam (most likely, for syntactic reasons) or gayr is omitted.
By contrast, the Latin text seems to suggest that the particular sciences are
proven only through conditionals. ‘Afifi registers as a variant from ms. Istanbul
Damad 824 fa-ka-anna ‘ilman min al-guz'iyya lam yubarhan ‘ala gayr as-Sarti which
omits laysa at the beginning of the sentence and conveys a much weaker meaning,

13. Difference between first philosophy, dialectic and sophistics with respect
to their subjects (Burhan, 11.7, p. 166.1-4; De divisione, p. 130.5-10)
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«In subiecto eo quod philosophia prima non considerat nisi accidentia essentialia
<entis et unius et principia eorum et non considerat accidentia essentialia>
subiectis uniuscuiusque scientiarum particularium. Topica vero et sophistica

speculantur accidentia cuiusque subiecti sive sint essentialia sive non sint
essentialia. Unde nulla earum intendit de accidentibus unius vel entis ».

After introducing the necessity of first philosophy as a science more general
than all other sciences in which the principles of the latter are justified, Avicenna
addresses the question of how this discipline differs from two other putative
candidates for the same role, namely dialectic and sophistics. He argues that
they differ with respect to subjects, principles, and goals.

(13.1) In connection with the first parameter, the above passage is perfectly
consistent with Avicenna’s views on what metaphysics as a science investigates,
while the Latin translation makes a doctrinally unacceptable point due to a
textual error. In the text of Baur’s edition nothing corresponds to the crucial
clause li-l-mawgid wa-l-wahid wa-mabadi’ihimd wa-la tanzuru fi. The passage is
also discussed by Janssens, who rightly maintains that the text as it stands in
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Latin does not make sense and that the Arabic attested without variant in the
two editions should be used as a basis for an indispensable emendation, in spite
of this being a straightforward instance of homoioteleuton which could have
originated at any stage of the transmission of the Arabic text itself. It is hard
to believe that Gundissalinus would have failed to notice the inconsistency in
his model and to correct it. And if the error originated in the transmission of
the Latin translation, the emendation would be even more justified to save the
sense of the entire passage. For if the Latin in its current form were correct,
Avicenna would be making the utterly un-Avicennan claim that first philosophy
only investigates the per se accidents of each particular science. But the per se
accidents of the particular sciences are obviously the object of the particular
sciences themselves, not of first philosophy, which investigates by contrast
‘being’ and ‘one’ and does not, by Avicenna’s explicit admission, investigate (la
tanzuru fi) the per se accidents of the particular sciences.

(13.2) The Latin intendit has no variant in Baur and the reading is confirmed
in ms. Bodleian 675. It should be noted, however, that this is likely a misreading
of the Arabic la yaqtasiru as la yaqtasidu («neither dialectic nor sophistics is
restricted to [the investigation of] the accidents of ‘one’ and ‘being’»: Avicenna
is arguing that these two disciplines have somehow a larger scope of application
than metaphysics). The discrepancy should be registered in a future edition of
the Latin text, even in the absence of an emendation, which would constitute
a gain in sense but is hard to justify on purely philological grounds, without
independent evidence from the manuscript tradition of the De divisione.

14. Difference between first philosophy, dialectic and sophistics with respect

to their principles (Burhan, 1.7, p. 166.7-9 ; De divisione, p. 130.15-18)
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«Differt autem ab eis secundum principium eo quod philosophia prima sumit sua
principia ex propositionibus demonstrativis veris; topicae vero principia sunt
propositiones probabiles vel vere vel non acceptae secundum quod sunt vere
certae [Baur: certe]».

The discussion of the previous passage continues here with regard to the
principles. Metaphysics, dialectic, and sophistics differ in that respect because
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the first takes as principles only premises that are certain, while the other two
use at most reputable premises (dialectic) or even premises that just resemble
reputable or certain premises (sophistics).

(14.1) The Arabic has al-mugaddamat ad-da’i‘a al-mashira fi l-hagiqati wa-amma as-
sufistd’iyya fa-mabda’uhii min al-mugaddamat al-musabbiha bi-d-da’i'a aw al-yaginiyya
min gayr an takina ka-dalika fi I-haqigati which is an altogether different (and more
perspicuous) text according to which « the principles of dialectic really are widespread
reputable premises, while the principles of sophistics are premises that resemble
widespread reputable or certain [premises] without really being so». The Latin
translation seems to be based on a different, and less perspicuous Arabic text, which
had most likely already suffered from cumulative mistakes in the transmission.

(14.2) The first occurrence of yaginiyya is rendered in the Latin by veris.

(14.3) A possible solution is that an omission (quasi-homoioteleuton: vere ...
veris) may have occurred during the transmission of the Latin translation. In this
case the passage would have been as follows in the original : (topicae vero) principia
sunt propositiones probabiles vere [the Latin following the word order of the Arabic;
with probabiles as a single translation for both Arabic terms ad-da’i‘a al-mashiira]
sed sophisticae principia sunt propositiones similes (propositioninbus) probabilibus vel
veris, sed non [with Baur’s C] secundum quod sunt verae [reading verae according to
the classical Latin spelling as a reformulation of ka-dalika)] certe’.

15. Difference between first philosophy, dialectic and sophistics with respect
to their goals (Burhan, 11.7, p. 166.10-14 ; De divisione, pp. 130.19-131.1)
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«Differt vero ab eis secundum finem eo quod finis philosophiae primae est acquisitio
veritatis certae secundum possibilitatem hominis; finis vero topicae est exercitium

70T owe the suggestion to one of the anonymous referees.
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ponendi vel removendi maximas ut gradatim perveniatur ad demonstrationem et
utilitatem civitatis. Aliquando vero finis eius est victoria in iure, quod ius potest
esse < ... > secundum quod conveniunt ut consecutio sit necessaria secundum
quod conceditur quamvis consequentia non sit vera nec recta. Quod autem est ad
utilitatem civitatis aliquando verum aliquando rectum laudabile ».

The third way in which metaphysics differs from dialectic and sophistics is
with regard to their respective goals.

(15.1) “AfifT’s edition omits gaya, possibly as a result of a mere material error.
The term is in BadawT’s edition and attested by the Latin finem.

(15.2) The Arabic in the central part of the passage reads wa-rubbama kana bi-
hasab al-mu’amala wa-rubbama kana bi-hasab al-naf” wa-lladi bi-hasab al-mu‘amala
fa-an yakiina l-ilzam wagiban mimma yatasallamu wa-in lam yakun al-lazim haqqan
wa-1a sawaban. The underlined text is missing from the Latin translation. The
homoioteleuton may have easily been in the model used by the translator, even
though it is worth noting that the passage also shows signs of weakness in the
transmission of the Latin text (there is an additional omission by homoioteleuton
in Baur’s ms. Paris, BNF Lat. 14700 of conveniunt ... secundum quod while ms.
Bodleian 675 misses the entire section from the first secundum quod to laudabile).

(15.3) The Latin has civitatis in addition to the occurrence of utilitatem at the
end of the passage. The term is absent from the Arabic but this may well be an
authorial intervention by Gundissalinus to qualify the term utilitas in line with
its first occurrence shortly before (the counterpart of the second occurrence of
naf* is absent in Latin as it would have occurred in the missing text).

16. Difference between sciences that agree in subject : case [ba] (Burhan, 11.7,
p- 166.16-19; De divisione, p. 131.4-10)
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«Scias autem quod diversitas scientiarum convenientium in uno subiecto
est duobus modis. Aut enim una duarum scientiarum speculatur subiectum
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<absolute et alia speculatur subiectum> secundum aliquem modum, verbi gratia
una enim pars scientiae naturalis tractat de homine absolute et medicina quae
est sub scientia naturali tractat de eo sed non absolute ; tractat enim de homine
secundum quod infirmatur et sanatur ».

The passage is part of Avicenna’s discussion of the ways in which two sciences
that share the same subject may be distinct. The first way is when one science
investigates the subject without qualification and the other in one respect, like
the case of medicine and the part of physics that deals with the human body and
its vegetative and sensitive faculties.

(16.1) The Latin translation is incomplete due to an omission by homoioteleuton
of the counterpart of the Arabic ‘ala l-itlag wa-l-ahar fi l-mawdu‘ after the first
occurrence of fi l-mawdi‘ (subiectum) most likely linked with the transmission
of the Latin translation (subiectum ... subiectum). The emendation is required by
the sense. In spite of the impossibility of establishing at which stage the error
originated, the missing text needs to be supplemented in order to rescue the
intelligibility of the Latin. In the absence of any intervention, the current text
would fail to account for one of the two cases under consideration, which would
be counterintuitive given that the distinction between two cases is introduced in
the immediately preceding passage, and illustrated in the subsequent sentence
by an example involving two sciences (not just one), one of which investigates
the subject without qualification and the other in some respect.

Furthermore, the conjecture is supported by ms. Bodleian 675 which reads
in una (in agreement with Baur’s ms. C) duarum scientiarum speculatur subiectum
absolute et alia speculatur subiectum alio modo.

17. Difference in sciences that agree in subject: case [bb] (Burhan, 1.7, pp.
166.19 - 167.10; De divisione, pp. 131.10 - 132.7)
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«Aut unaquaeque scientiarum tractat de eo uno modo et alia alio modo
quemadmodum corpus mundi vel corpus caeli considerant astrologus et naturalis
uterque. Sed corpus quod est corpus universi est subiectum scientiae naturalis
cum conditione scilicet secundum quod est principium motus ei et quietis
essentialiter et est subiectum scientiae astrologicae cum conditione scilicet
secundum quod habet quantitatem. Et hae duae scientiae quamvis conveniant in
inquisitione specialitatis huius corporis, tamen haec speculatur illud secundum
quod habens quantitatem et dispositiones quae sequuntur quantitatem; illa
vero speculatur illud secundum quod est habens naturam simplicem quae est
principium sui motus et suae quietis secundum dispositionem eius. Non potest
autem esse dispositio rei ut perveniat in permanentia opposita corruptioni et
alterationi et habent diversitatem in suis partibus ita ut in aliqua parte eius sit
angulus. Una enim virtus non facit in una materia nisi actionem et dispositionem
consimilem. Geometria autem dicit quod caelum sphaericum est. Aspectus enim
eius sunt tales et lineae quae perveniunt ad ipsum faciunt debere esse tale quid.
Igitur naturalis considerat caelum secundum vires quae sunt in illo; geometria
vero considerat illud secundum quantitatem quae est illi. Contingit ergo quod
in aliqua quaestionum conveniant, eo quod subiectum eorum unum est, et in
plerisque differtur ».

The passage deals with the second way in which two sciences that share one
and the same subject may be distinct, which is when they both investigate the
subject under different respects. To illustrate the distinction Avicenna advocates
the relation between astronomy and physics. While articulating the context of
the distinction, he reasserts the subordination of astronomy to geometry (not
to physics), in spite of the fact that the object of investigation both for the part
of physics that deals with the structure of the universe (corresponding to the
De caelo) and for astronomy (as a mathematical science) is the sphericity of the
universe. The two sciences investigate the latter in different ways, one with
respect to physical properties, the other with respect to geometrical relations.

I reproduce the text of [bb] in its entirety. The numerous variant it contains
are best understood in the context of the whole passage.
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(17.1) In the Latin translation we encounter corpus quod est before corpus
universi, a variant which does not seem to be attested in Arabic but may also be
explained as a stylistic choice on Gundissalinus’ part to add emphasis.

(17.2) The Latin et est subiectum scientiae astrologicae cum conditione does not
correspond to the Arabic of ‘Afifi’s edition (the text reproduced above), which
reads wa-yanzuru fihi I-munaggim bi-Sart («and the astronomer investigates it
under a condition »), but rather to the text of Badawi’s edition: wa-mawdi" al-
‘ilm al-munaggimi bi-Sart (« and the subject of the astronomical science [is] under
a condition»). The (different) Arabic text is printed in both editions without
variant. ‘Afifi’s reading is confirmed by ms. Oxford, Bodleian Pococke 121, mss.
Leiden Golius 4 and Golius 84, ms. Istanbul Damad 822, and ms. Cairo Behit 331.1
have been unable to locate the origin of Badawi’s reading which may presumably
derive from one of the additional three manuscripts he used for his edition,
namely ms. Paris, BNF Ar. 6527 (siglum S), Ar. 6829 (siglum B) or ms. Cairo Dar
al-kutub 894 (siglum Q).

(17.3) The phrase specialitatis huius corporis prompts two distinct sets of
considerations. First, it raises a flag for the presence of the demonstrative huius.
The Latin text helps for the identification of an evident mistake on which the
two Arabic editions curiously converge. A cursory glance at the manuscript
tradition of the Arabic would immediately show that falak al-gism must be
emended. The correct reading is uncontroversially dalika I-gism, the object
of both sciences being «[the sphericity] of that body », i.e., of the body of the
universe. Both Arabic editions of the text print falak when manuscripts on which
they are based unequivocally have dalika. What is more, they do so without even
signaling dalika as a variant in their pseudo-apparatus. The error may be easy to
explain, in and of itself, due to the similarity of 3 and .3, but it remains unclear
how the two editors could possibly have chosen to ignore the presence of dalika
in the witnesses on which the editions are based, leaving aside the fact that it is
clearly required by the sense’.

Secondly, in the same phrase, the Latin specialitas does not make sense in
the context and needs to be emended. The error cannot have originated in the
transmission of the Arabic because the words are different (kuriyya versus the
putative naw‘iyya) and there seems to be no other straightforward philological

7! For instance, ms. Cairo Al-Azhar Behit 331 which plays a prominent role for the establishment
of the text in both editions. But cf. also mss. Leiden Golius 4 and Golius 84 (allegedly used by
Badawi), ms. London British Library Or. 7500 (‘Afifi), and ms. Bodleian Pococke 121 (with the
variant hada; the manuscript is not used by either edition).
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reason to justify something that would correspond to specialitas. Furthermore,
the term cannot be an innovation introduced by the translator, as it is hard
to imagine Gundissalinus replacing sphericitas with specialitas, when the whole
passage is about the fact that the universe has a spherical shape and this
is what the two sciences have in common. The error must therefore have
occurred at some point in the transmission of the Latin translation, which is not
unfathomable in light of the fact that an abbreviated form for the spelling sp[h]
ericitas may have been easily misread by a copyist as specialitas. This fact, along
with the sense of the argument, seems to justify beyond reasonable doubt the
necessity of an intervention in favor of sphericitatis huius corporis (while at the
same time restoring the correct text kuriyyat dalika I-gism in the Arabic).

(17.4) The use of dispositio for both hal (pl. ahwal) and hay’a is noteworthy.
Gundissalinus’ effort to maintain lexical consistency in the case of hay’a
(dispositio was used earlier for this term in the chapter in the correct sense of
‘disposition’ or ‘state’) happens here to betray the sense of the passage and to
undermine the strength of Avicenna’s point. This becomes clear in connection
with the Arabic use of ‘ala hay’atihi, which in this context means ‘according to
its shape’ (contrary to the Latin secundum dispositionem eius). Physics investigates
the body of the universe in connection with the principle of its (circular) motion
and with respect to its sphericity, while astronomy (as a science subordinated to
geometry) investigates the body of the universe as a purely geometrical object
with respect to its ‘quantitative’ features.

(17.5) The point of the next sentence hinges, among other things, on a
correct understanding of hay’a as ‘shape’ rather than ‘disposition’. Avicenna is
discussing the relation between motions and the sphericity of the universe from
a physical standpoint. He argues that the shape of the universe cannot have (i) a
lack of uniformity in its parts, and (ii) angles in some parts and not in others. The
Latin translation does not reflect quite accurately the sense of the Arabic in the
expression et habent diversitatem for hay ‘a muhtalifa (it might come a little closer
to the Arabic if we read habeat (for habent) in tandem with perveniat and with
dispositio rei as subject). Alternatively, one could also have expected the predicate
of non potest esse dispositio rei to be habens diversitatem. The whole sentence seems
to have a garbled syntactic construction (even though the first part of the ut
clause may be an intentional choice to render the relative clause introduced in
Arabic by allati). What the Latin fails to convey is that the shape of the body of
the universe (hay’atuhii) cannot be, in virtue of its peculiar motions, a shape that
admits of differentiation in its parts (hay ‘a muhtalifa fi agza 'ihi).
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(17.6) The Latin also omits a part of the characterization of point (ii). As
can be gleaned from the Arabic, Avicenna’s contention is that the shape of the
universe is not simply such that it cannot have angles in one of its parts. Rather,
it is such that it cannot have angles in one part and not in others, which is a
stronger requirement for regular uniformity (ultimately related to the kinds of
motions and powers acting on it). The phrase wa-la takiinu fi ba‘dihi zawiya may
easily have fallen by homoioteleuton in the transmission of the Arabic (in fact it is
missing from ms. Istanbul Damad 822), and not intervening in this case may be a
prudent choice, even if the discrepancy should certainly be recorded in a future
edition of the Latin. Nothing prevents us from imagining that an omission by
homoiteleuton might have equally easily occurred in the Latin (angulus ... angulus
[et in aliqua parte eius non sit angulus]) but given that the omission is attested in
the Arabic tradition, the proposed solution seems to be more plausible.

(17.7) The interesting textual complexities starting with the previous argument
continue with the next sentence, which offers another remarkable example
of the relation between the Latin translation and one particular branch in the
transmission of the Arabic text. After claiming that the shape of the universe must
be uniform and cannot have angles in some parts and not in others, Avicenna
offers as a justification the fact that one and the same power acting on one and
the same matter produces a similar result. The idea is phrased in different terms
by different witnesses. ‘Afifi’s text (reproduced above)’” has li-anna l-quwwata
al-wahidata fi maddatin wahidatin taf alu saratan mutasabihan which does not
correspond to the Latin text una enim virtus non facit in una materia nisi actionem
et dispositionem consimilem. The latter is isomorphic in structure and vocabulary
to BadawT’s text li-anna l-quwwata l-wahidata innama taf alu fi maddatin wahidatin
fi‘lan wa-hay’ atan mutasabihatan. This variant is registered in note by ‘Afifi as the
text of ms. Istanbul Damad 824 (siglum S, which I have been unable to verify) and
is independently attested by ms. Leiden Golius Or. 4 albeit in a rather garbled
passage that seems to combine the two versions li-anna l-quwwa l-wahida innama
taf alu fimaddatin wahidatin fi‘lan wa-hay’ atan mutasabihatan fi maddatin wahidatin
yaf alu stratan mutasabihatan. In this connection, the relation between the Latin
translation and the family of manuscripts to which ms. Istanbul Damad 824 and
ms. Leiden Golius 4 belong undoubtedly deserves further attention.

(17.8) Two occurrences of geometria correspond in Arabic to al-muhandis ‘the

geometer’, with loss of symmetry with respect to the parallel constructions
naturalis-at-tabi'i and astrologus-al-munaggim.

2 In line with ms. Leiden Golius 84, ms. Bodleian Pococke 121 and ms. Istanbul Damad 822.
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(17.9) The Latin igitur naturalis considerat caelum secundum vires quae sunt in illo
neglects innama (at-tabi i innama yanzuru mina l-quwda) and adds caelum. The Arabic
text is printed without variant by the two editions and is attested by independent
witnesses such as ms. Bodleian Pococke 121. The introduction of caelum may
well be Gundissalinus’ own innovation, as the Arabic yanzuru here comes
unaccompanied (contrary to what happens in the rest of the chapter) by fiand its
object. The translator may have felt the need to supply the missing object. The
absence of a counterpart to innama may simply be due to a material omission in
the model used by the translator. By contrast, assuming that the error originated
in the transmission of the Latin text would be a more expensive option, as innama
is usually rendered by Gundissalinus with a non ... nisi construction.

18. Sciences that share in principles : the exclusion of a trivial case (Burhan, 11.7, p.
167.12-14; De divisione, p. 132.10-14)
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«Sed per communicantes in principiis non intelligmus communicantes in
principiis communibus omni scientiae sed communicantes in principiis in quibus
communicant aliquae scientiae sicut <scientiae mathematicae communicantes>
in hoc quod quaecumque sunt aequalia eidem et inter se ».

The list of ways in which two sciences may share in principles excludes the
case of common axioms. Avicenna illustrates this with the standard principle
that when equals are subtracted from equals, the remainders are equal.

(18.1) The use of this example would be misleading if the text of the Latin
translation were correct, as the latter omits an indispensable qualification
between sicut and in hoc quod. The correct sense is found in the Arabic mitla
I-‘ulim ar-riyadiyya l-mustarika fi anna, which restricts the principle to the range
of the mathematical sciences. The above solution is conjectural.

19. Sciences that share in principles: case [1.2] (Burhan, 11.7, p. 167.15-18; De
divisione, p. 132.16-20)

AL ey T OF o siony Sy VT Lagn a0 Ta L 0555 07 Ll
Le gy oot il STl s 3 0l mig vl ooy Ol |



AVICENNA’S KITAB AL-BURHAN, IL.7 AND GUNDISSALINUS’ TRANSLATION 145

Jlm SISy bleold Laays VT Tusll s L) 050 S B o e

«Aut principium unius eorum erit prius et alterius erit posterius, sicut
geometriae et scientiae de aspectibus quae est per numerum et scientiae musicae
quia communicant in hoc principio. Geometria vero est communioris subiecti
quam scientia de aspectibus. Similiter est dispositio arithmeticae et musicae».

Avicenna presents here the case of sciences that, while having principles in
common, are such that in one the principle is prior and in the other posterior.
The case is exemplified by the pairs geometry-optics and arithmetic-music.

(19.1) The relation between the Arabic text of the two editions (which is
identical and without variants) and the Latin text is not entirely clear. It is equally
possible that something may be missing from the Arabic (perhaps li-annahuma)
as well as from the Latin, and it remains doubtful whether Gundissalinus is
correcting the text or translating from a better model.

(19.2) The Arabic fa-li-dalika yakinu laha hada al-mabda’ awwalan wa-ba'daha
li-l-manazir is omitted in the translation, most likely due to homoioteleuton (al-
manazir fa-li-dalika/li-l-manazir wa-ka-dalika), and may not justify an emendation
in the Latin, even if the sense of the passage would gain significantly from it. The
current Latin text expresses Avicenna’s point in an incomplete way: since the
subject of geometry is more general than the subject of optics, a principle may
pertain to the former in a primary sense, and to the latter in a secondary sense.
Badawi’s text has lahii ... wa-qablahi.

20. Sciences that share in subjects : case [3.2] (Burhan, I1.7, p. 168.13-15 ; De divisione,
p.133.17-20)

Y1y blls Y

« Vel unicuique subiectorum duarum scientiarurn est aliquid proprium et aliquid
in quo communicat cum altero sicut medicinae et ethicae in sanando sed una

sanat corpus et alia animam ».

The last passage under consideration concerns the second way in which two
sciences may be distinct in virtue of their subjects, namely when they partially
overlap, as in the case of medicine and ethics.
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(20.1) The Latin adds the qualification in sanando sed una sanat corpus et alia
animam, for which no counterpart is to be found in the Arabic editions. The text
may be a gloss added by Gundissalinus to explain more in detail the difference
between the case of medicine and ethics, along the lines of what Avicenna says
at the beginning of the chapter (Burhan, 11.7, p. 162.8-9, De divisione, pp. 124.25 -
125.3). Or, alternatively, it could reflect a genuine stage of the transmission of
the Arabic text currently unattested.

CONCLUSION

The motivation behind this article was to extend distinct lines of inquiry that
originated, with different purposes and at different times, with two pioneering
articles: one by H. Hugonnard-Roche on the relation between Gundissalinus’ De
divisione philosophiae and Avicenna’s Burhan, I1.7; the other by J. Janssens on the
constitution of Latin text and the need for a new critical edition of the De divisione.

The first task required a new and more comprehensive analysis of Avicenna’s
classification of the sciences, which has brought to the surface yet another
episode of systematic philosophy in the context of Burhan that perfectly fits in
the structure of his metaphysics and epistemology. The division of the sciences
is based on ontological relations and consistently developed according to
Avicenna’s expanded model of per se predication and the way in which scientific
subjects are determined. The relations exemplified by canonical examples that
are in some cases already to be found in An. Post. are articulated in a systematic
framework and justified at every turn by an underlying network of metaphysical
relations between subjects and properties.

The second task required a more extensive comparative analysis of the
Arabic and Latin texts. What I offer here is a comprehensive take on the chapter
in its entirety, highlighting the main junctures and tensions. I do not intend
to advance any pretense of exhaustiveness even though this contribution aims
to offer a digest of the most relevant points and difficulties, especially with
regard to the Latin text. A great many interesting issues concerning syntax
and vocabulary, idiosyncratic aspects of the translation, as well as minor
discrepancies have often been omitted from the discussion in order to let the
most relevant discrepancies stand out more evidently.

It is my hope that the few remarks above will be useful for the establishment
of new critical editions of the Latin as well as of the Arabic text. But perhaps
more importantly, in spite of the selective focus of this contribution, I hope it
offers further convincing evidence that both texts desperately need one.
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ABSTRACT

Avicenna’s Kitab al-Burhan, I.7 and its Latin Translation by Gundissalinus: Content and
Text

The article discusses the relationship between chapter 1.7 of Avicenna’s (d. 1037)
Kitab al-Burhan (Book of Demonstration) and its 12th-century Latin translation by Dominicus
Gundissalinus (fl. ca 1150), famously incorporated by the latter as an independent section
in his own De divisione philosophiae. The text deals with the division of the sciences and
their mutual relations, and is the only part of Avicenna’s Burhan — his most extensive
treatment of Aristotle’s Posterior Analytics — ever to be translated into Latin.

I shall examine different ways in which philosophical content and text relate to
each other in the Arabic and in the Latin, focusing in particular on emendations, textual
transmission, style of translation, and lexical usage.
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The Rhetoric Section of the Kitab al-Sifa’: Hermannus
Alemannus’ Latin Translation and the Arabic Witnesses*

1. HERMANNUS ALEMANNUS AND HIS LITERARY ACTIVITY

Hermannus Alemannus was active as a scholar during the 13th century,
within the territories of the Crown of Castile’. He was probably bishop of Astorga
(in Ledn) from 1266 to 1270 — the year of his death — and he is mainly known for
having translated from Arabic to Latin philosophical texts concerning Aristotle’s
ethics, rhetoric and poetics. He began translating Averroes’ Middle Commentary
on Poetics spurred by the Bishop of Toledo and by the chancellor of the King
of Castile. After achieving this work by 1256, with the goal of making all the
sections of the Alexandrian Organon available to the Latin public, Hermannus
Alemannus undertook to prepare a Latin version of Aristotle’s Rhetoric from
Arabic, again for the crown of Castile. In this context, he also translated some
short sections of Farabi’s Kitab al-Hitaba?, or Book of the Rhetoric, and of Averroes’
Middle Commentary on the Rhetoric, together with two excerpts from the rhetoric
section of Avicenna’s Kitab al-Sifa’, or Book of the Cure (112,73, 7 - 75,15 and IV.1,
206, 8 - 212, 16 of Salim’s edition)?, in order to substitute or explain difficult
sections of Aristotle’s text®. Since the quotes from other sources are finalized
to explaining Aristotle’s text and not to the divulgation of those texts as such,
Hermannus’ attitude is sometimes rather paraphrastic when dealing with them.

" The elaboration of this paper benefited from many people’s advice and discussion, but I
especially want to thank Prof. A. Bertolacci, Prof. G. Ammannati, Prof. M. Aouad, Dr. H. Fadlallah,
Prof. F. Woerther, and the late Prof. F. Del Punta for their generous input. I also wish to thank the
two anonymous referees for their remarks and comments.

! On Hermannus’ biography, see G. H. Luauet, Hermann I'Allemand (1 1272),« Revue del’Histoire
des Religions », 44, 1901, pp. 407-422.

2 This subject is discussed in depth by F. Woerther in her contribution to this volume.

3 M. S. Sauwm, Ibn Sing, Al-Sifa’, la logique, VIIL, Rhétorique (Al-Hatabah), Imprimerie Nationale, I1
Cairo 1954.

% The nature of these difficulties is discussed in W. F. BoccEss, Hermannus Alemannus’ Rhetorical
Translations, « Viator », 2, 1970, pp. 227-250, in F. WoERTHER, Les citations du Commentaire moyen a la
Rhétorique d’Aristote par Averroés dans la traduction arabo-latine de la Rhétorique d’Aristote par Hermann
I'Allemand, « Mélanges de 1'Université Saint-Joseph », 63, 2010-2011, pp. 323-359, and in G. Cew,
Some Observations about Hermannus Alemannus’ Citations of Avicenna’s Book of the Rhetoric, « Oriens »,
40/2, 2012, pp. 477-513.

« Documenti e studi sulla tradizione filosofica medievale » XXVIII (2017)
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The goal of this contribution is to find out at which degree the textual
relationship between the Arabic and the Latin witnesses of Avicenna’s rhetorical
work can be established and described, since better knowledge of the links
between Hermannus’ Arabic source and other Avicennian Arabic manuscripts
would be, at the same time, very useful in editorial terms and extremely
informative as far as the history of our text is concerned. These questions will
be dealt with directly in sections 5 and 6 of this paper. Before addressing them,
I will provide some preliminary information about the witnesses of the Kitab al-
Hitaba, both in Latin (section 2) and in Arabic (section 4), while in section 3 I will
describe the ways in which Hermannus acts on his source text.

2. HErMANNUS” WITNESSES

We know about Hermannus’ yet unedited translation thanks to three
manuscripts, namely ms. Paris, BNF, latine 16673, ms. Toledo, Biblioteca
Capitular, 47.15, and ms. Florence, Biblioteca Medicea Laurenziana, Plut. 90
Sup. 64, even if the latter copy only contains the citations from Averroes, to the
exclusion of quotes from Farabi and Avicenna, and of Aristotle’s text itself. In
Aegidius Romanus’ commentary on Aristotle’s Rhetoric, which mainly relies on
Moerbeke’s Greek-Latin translation®, there are short quotes from Hermannus’
text as well, regularly drawn from the part of the translation regarding Aristotle
rather than from his commentators cited by the translator®.

Ms. Paris, BNF, latine 16673 is a parchment codex dating to the 13th century. It
was penned in gothic letters by two different copyists — the first active up to 61r
and the second from 65r — and it is made up of 172 folia divided in two columns
each. It contains no corrections, but sporadic glosses appear in the section
that contains Hermannus’ Rhetoric. This text — mistakenly named Averroes in
Rhetoricam by Aristoteles Latinus — covers folia 65r-147r. The manuscript also
preserves Rhetorica Vetus (ff. 1r-61r), a list of Greek words found in this text
(f. 61v), and Averroes’ Middle Commentary on the Poetics, again translated by
Hermannus. On the verso of the last folio we can read: « Explicit Deo gratias

> The first Greek-Latin translation of the Rhetoric, from an unknown author and rarely copied,
goes back to the beginning of the 13th century, while the much more famous version by William of
Moerbeke is dated 1269. According to R. Kassel’s stemmatic reconstruction, the anonymous version
rests entirely within the y branch, while Moerbeke’s text derives both from y and from A. Cfr. AristortE,
Aristotelis ars rhetorica, ed. R. KasseL, De Gruyter, Berlin 1976, and G. Dauan, L'entrée de la Rhétorique
d’Aristote dans le monde latin entre 1240 et 1270, in 1. Roser-CaTacH, G. Danan eds., La Rhétorique d’Aristote.
Traditions et commentaires de I'antiquité au XVIF siécle, Vrin, Paris 1998, pp. 65-86.

8 Cfr. C. Marmo, Retorica e poetica, in L. Bianchi ed., La filosofia nelle Universitd. Secoli XIII e XIV, La
Nuova Italia, Firenze 1997.
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anno Domini millesimo ducentesimo quinquagesimo sexto, septimo decimo die
Marcii, apud Toletum, urbem nobilem ». Aristoteles Latinus refers this statement
to the translation of the commentary on the Poetics rather than to the copying of
the codex, which goes back to the 13th century, as stated above’.

Ms. Toledo, Biblioteca Capitular, 47.15 is a parchment codex dating to the
13th century, made up of 160 folia followed by two blank ones. It is a very large
manuscript, its pages are organized on three columns and two different copyists
penned sections ff. 1r-146v and ff. 147r-160. There are no marginal notes and the
upper third of each page is hard to read because it was damaged by humidity.
The translation of the Rhetoric covers folia 36r-53r, but many more texts are
included in the codex. They vary in subject, but they are all philosophical in
nature. Quite a few of them share the characteristic of being Aristotelian,
translated from Arabic, or devoted to rhetoric subjects. The Rhetorica Vetus
occupies folia 25r-35v%,

Ms. Florence, Biblioteca Medicea Laurenziana, Plut. 90 Sup. 64° is a paper
codex going back to the 15th century, in chancery hand, made up of 106
folia preceded by 5 blank folia. Two copyists have been working on it. In the
margins and in the interline there are glossae and scholia inserted by a hand
slightly younger than the copyists’. It does not contain the whole of Hermannus’
translation of the Rhetoric, but only quotes from Averroes taken from chapters
1.1-5, which cover folia 105r-106v. The manuscript also preserves the Latin
version of Aristotle’s Rhetoric prepared by George of Trebizond (ff. 1r-97r) and
some summaria (97r-104v)%°.

Aegidius Romanus’ commentary on the Rhetoric is still unedited, but the
edition printed in Venice in 1515 is easily available thanks to a reprint'’.
However this witness is not — strictly speaking — pertinent to our task, since, at
the best of my knowledge, Aegidius’ quotes from Hermannus’ version are always
taken from the text of Aristotle’s Rhetoric translated into Latin, and never from
the philosophical quotes that are added from Averroes, Farabi, and Avicenna.

When discussing Hermannus’ text, I act on the presumption that the Paris
and the Toledo manuscripts shared a common ancestor, for there are passages

7 Cfr. G. LacomsE, A. L. BIRKENMAJER, M. DULONG, E. FRANCEscHINI, L. Minto-PALUELLO, Aristoteles Latinus,
Cambridge University Press, Cambridge 1955, 1.706.

8 Cfr. LacoMBE ET AL., Aristoteles Latinus cit. , 11.1243.

° On this witness, see Bocaess, Hermannus Alemannus’ cit., and B. Scunemer, Rhetorica: Translatio
anonyma et Guillelmi, Brill, Leiden 1978.

10 Cfr. LacomsE ET AL., Aristoteles Latinus cit., 11.2343.

1 Arcipius Romanus, Commentaria in Rhetoricam Aristotelis, Venice 1515, Unverindert Nachdruck,
Minerva G.M.B.H., Frankfurt 1968.
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where the text that they both preserve cannot be right'2. Moreover, the fact that
they both have individual mistakes means that none of them is eliminandus in the
reconstruction of the text. I am incapable of making reliable assumptions on the
stemmatic position of Aegidius’ commentary vis-a-vis Hermannus’ translation, but,
as said above, this could not be a relevant element when discussing Avicennian
quotes in Hermannus’ Rhetoric. On these premises, whenever I quote Hermannus
translation of Aristotle’s and Avicenna’s Rhetoric, I make use of the text that I
personally assembled by collating its witnesses. I wish to highlight that this version
of the Latin text is, by all points of view, provisional : my goal is simply to provide
the reader with a meaningful text and some information about the wording of its
witnesses. For reference purpose, I always quote page and line number of the Paris
manuscript. Whenever I adopt a reading from the Toledo manuscript, I specify it.

3. HERMANNUS AND AVICENNA

In Hermannus’ version of Aristotle’s Rhetoric, the translations from Farabi?,
Avicenna and Averroes are not finalized at divulgating said sources for their
own sake, but rather at explaining Aristotle’s text. Accordingly, Hermannus’
attitude is slightly more paraphrastic when dealing with them than when dealing
with Aristotle himself. More specifically, in the first chapters of the first book
of the Rhetoric Hermannus uses Averroes as a source of commentary notes for
complex Aristotelian passages. In the later, more example-intensive books, it is
Avicenna that will be employed, once to explain a difficult Aristotelian section,
and once to substitute for Aristotle’s text altogether. It is Hermannus himself
that describes examples and foreign words in Aristotle’s Arabic text as the main
reason for which he was forced to enlist Avicenna’s aid'*. This approach seems
quite sensible, if we consider the fact that Averroes’ work on the Rhetoric is
indeed structured as a commentary, aimed at making Aristotle’s meaning easier
to grasp, and that it is divided into Aristotelian lemmata and their explanation,
while Avicenna’s treatise, as a part of the Kitab al-Sifa’, is built as a self-sufficient

12 see for example the case of decentia (to be emended in decentiam) and of significatum
(possibly to be emended in dictio) at paragraph 5.4 of this paper, and of munus and munusculum (to
be emended in minus and minusculum respectively) at paragraph 5.6.

3 0n quotes from Farabi, see F. WorrTHER, Les traces du Grand Commentaire d’al-Farabi a la
Rhétorique d’Aristote dans la traduction arabo-latine de la Rhétorique par Hermann I’Allemand, « Bulletin
de Philosophie Médiévale », 54, 2012, pp. 137-154, and her contribution to the present volume.

M This statement is made just before his second Avicennian quote, at 128ra11-16 of the Paris
manuscript: «in hoc passu tot inciderunt exempla extranea et greca (grata PT) vocabula quod
nullum nobis consilium fuit prosequendi textum Aristotilis. Unde coacti fuimus (fuerimus P) sequi
illud quod Avicenna de hoc passu excerpserat et posuerat in libro suo Aschiphe ».
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text. On the other hand, as a reworking of the original, it was perfectly capable
of substituting for it: this, after all, is what actually happened in the Arabic
philosophical tradition after Avicenna’s death®.

On four occasions, Hermannus also informs the reader that he is going to omit
an especially troubling passage, as a last-resort tool to cope with the difficulties
of the Greek-Arabic translation of Aristotle’s Rhetoric'®.

The following table sums up Hermannus’ citations from Averroes and
Avicenna, together with Hermannus’ omissions. I also note which Greek
passages are commented upon, and — between brackets — which passages are
intentionally left without translation. For immediate reference purpose, I quote
the pages and lines of the Paris manuscript for Hermannus’ version, Bekker’s
numbers for Aristotle’s Greek text, Salim’s edition for Avicenna, and Aouad’s
edition for Averroes’ Middle Commentary".

ArisToTLE, Ars Rhetorica I

65vb17-66ra3 I, 1, 1354al1-4 Ave. MCR, 1.1.1 (p. 1.6-14),
and 1.1.2 (p. 2.4-5, and 2.7-
8)

66vb15-67ra4 I, 1, 1354b22-28 Ave. MCR, 1.1.9 (p. 5.10-22)

67rb28-67va3 I, 1, 1355a18-20 Ave. MCR, 1.1.13 (pp. 8.8
and 8.11-13)

67vall-18 I, 1, 1355a20-24 Ave. MCR, 1.1.14 (p. 8.14-
16)

67vb11-13 I, 1, 1355a29-32 Ave. MCR, 1.1.17 (p. 9.12-
13)

72rb21-72va8 I, 4,1359b2-18 Ave. MCR, 1.4.4 (pp. 32.23-
33.11)

72vb7-10 I, 4, 1359b23-29 Ave. MCR, 1.4.6 (p. 34.10-
11)

75rb (marginal note) | I, 5,1361b27-34 Ave. MCR, 1.5.24 (p. 46.10)

75rb (marginal note) | I, 5, 1361b27-34 Ave. MCR, 1.5.24 (p. 46.9)

75rb20-75va4 I, 5,1361b39-1362a12 Ave. MCR, 1.5.26 (pp. 46.19-
47.3)

!5 Hermannus himself addresses his activity as a translator of the Rhetoric and its commentaries
intwo cases. See CeLLi, Some Observations cit., pp. 478-483.

16 These passages too have been pointed out by Boccess, Hermannus Alemannus’ cit., p. 240.

17 See Averroks, Commentaire moyen & la Rhétorique d’Aristote. Edition critique du texte arabe et
traduction francaise, ed. M. Aouap, Vrin, Paris 2002.
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75vb8-18 I,5,1362a12-14 Ave. MCR, 1.5.27-28 (p.
47.15-19)

76rb7-12 I, 6,1362a29-31 Ave. MCR, 1.6.6 (p. 49.16-
18)

76rb27-28 I, 6,1362b5-1362b10 Ave. MCR, 1.6.9 (p. 50.5-6)

77vall-78val9 I, 6, 1363a17-1363b4 Avi. KH, 1.2 (pp. 73,7-
75,15)

Ave MCR, 1.6.18-19 (pp.
53,6-54,5)

XXX

77va (marginal note)
92vb12-18,

(I, 15, 1375b33-1376a8)
ArisToTLE, Ars Rhetorica 111
(111, 2-4, 1405a31-1407a18)

128ra17-130rb28 Avi. KH, IV.1 (pp. 206,8-

212,16)°
134va24-28, (I11, 9, 1410a9-1410a20) XXX
135va24-b7 (111, 10, 1411a4-1411b10) XXX
143ra18-20 (111, 16, 1417a13-1417a16) XXX

# See paragraphs 3.1, 5.1 and 5.2 of the present contribution.
As Boggess points out, the manuscripts mistakenly state that this passage is taken from
Avicenna as well.
¢ See paragraphs 3.2, 5.3, 5.4, 5.5, 5.6, and 5.7 of the present contribution.

We can see at a glance that, although quotes from Averroes are much
more frequent (and grouped in Rhetoric 1), the Avicennian citations are much
longer, so that, on the whole, Hermannus translated much more Avicenna than
Averroes. The extension of the Latin text available to us for Avicenna’s Kitab
al-Hitaba gives some ground to the hope of establishing genetic relationships
between Hermannus’ source and the Arabic manuscripts of this treatise. The
first Avicennian citation refers to Rhet., I, 6 but is located in Kitab al-Hitaba,
11.2, for in the Arabic commentary Aristotle’s first book is divided into two
separate treatises, the first one devoted to the general principles of rhetoric,
and the second one to the three rhetorical genders, judiciary, deliberative and
encomiastic. Likewise, the second Avicennian citation stems from a section
of 1V.1, but mirrors Aristotle III, 2-4, where stylistically appropriate words
are discussed. I will analyze some textual peculiarities of the first quote from
Avicenna (Ari. Ars Rhetorica, 1, 6, 1363a17-1363b4/ Avi. Kitab al-Hitaba, 11.2, pp.
73, 7 - 75, 15) at paragraphs 5.1 and 5.2 of this contribution, while the second
Avicennian quote (Ari. Ars Rhetorica, 111, 2-4, 1405a31-1407a18/ Avi. Kitab al-
Hitaba, IV.1, pp. 206, 8 - 212, 16) will be examined at paragraphs 5.3, 5.4, 5.5, 5.6,
and 5.7.
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3.1. Hermannus’ First Avicennian Quote

The first quote from the Kitab al-Sifa’ (IL.2, pp. 73, 7 - 75, 15 of Salim’s
edition) encompasses a citation from Avicenna, one from Averroes, and some
introductory words by Hermannus himself. Unlike what happens for the second
Avicennian quote (Kitab al-Hitaba, IV.1, pp. 206, 8 - 212, 16), here Aristotle’s text
was not omitted, possibly because in this case Hermannus had no problem with
its examples, but rather with the general sense of the passage. This is what he
states while introducing the citation:

Ms. Paris, BNF, Latine 16673, 77ral15-22:
«Dixit translator: In hoc passu invenimus textum Aristotelis vel ita corruptum,
vel decurtatum, vel forte in se obscurum quod sententiam plane intelligibilem
ex eo elicere non potuimus. Unde visum fuit verbum ex verbo transferre et
post ipsum ad eius elucidationem textum Avi/scenne ex libro suo Asschiphe
subiungere usque ad finem capituli».

Hermannus is stating that the Arabic text is so hard to understand that
he is forced to transpose it word by word and to add Avicenna’s text ad eius
elucidationem. This could also serve as a motive for the contemporary insertion
of the note from Averroes, which is not announced by Hermannus'®.

Rhet., 1, 6 is part of Aristotle’s discussion of deliberative rhetoric. At the
beginning of 1, 4 (in 1359a30-b1), Aristotle establishes that the topics worth
discussing in terms of deliberative rhetoric concern good and bad things whose
obtainment depends on our behavior. Chapter four then analyzes those good
and bad things that are of a political nature (1359b2-1360b3), while chapter five
discusses happiness and its parts, as they are the goal of deliberation (1360b4-
1362a14). Finally, chapter six examines the goal of deliberation in terms of
goodness and usefulness, for this is the reference point employed by deliberating

18 still, if we consider the subjects addressed concomitantly by Avicenna and Averroes, we
find out that the only relevant passages are those about Homer as someone who knew how to
remunerate both friends and enemies through the rhetorical devices of praise and blame. On the
one hand, this passage seems to deserve particular attention inasmuch as it offers a specifically
rhetorical way in which gratitude should be expressed. On the other hand, Hermannus must have
found the Homeric example both puzzling and interesting, so that Averroes’ passage, which gives
little information about historical details, did not seem to him enough to clarify it and Avicenna’s
words had to be added. The idea that in his first citation from the Kitdb al-Sifdi’ Hermannus was
chiefly concerned with Avicenna’s words about Homer is strengthened by the fact that these are
the lines on which the translator acts most intrusively. I discuss this subject in more detail in
CeLui, Some Observations cit., where I also offer a provisional text of Hermannus translation of the
Aristotelian, Avicennian and Averroistic passages.
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people (1362a18-20). Single good things on which there is general agreement are
then treated (1362b10-28). For good things that are not universally recognized,
some individuation criteria are suggested : for example, that which is the opposite
of a bad thing, or the opposite of what is desired by our enemies, are often a good
thing (1362b29-37). The passage that reportedly stumps Hermannus explains
that good things are often those that are appreciated by valuable people, those
that take place in a preferred way, those easily obtained, and those desired by
each one (1363a17-b4).

The structure of Kitab al-Hitaba, 1.2 resembles that of Rhet., I, 6 inasmuch as
its first section (pp. 64, 11 - 69, 14 in Salim’s edition) is devoted to good things
that are recognized by everyone, while its second section (pp. 69, 15 - 75, 14
in Salim’s edition) analyzes more subjective criteria. However, the Avicennian
and Averroistic passages quoted by Hermannus focus strongly on rewards for
benevolent and malicious acts, which are not addressed at all in Aristotle’s text!’.
The citation from Avicenna runs to the end of his chapter 11.2, while the quote
from Averroes is much shorter (1.6.18-19 or pp. 53, 6 - 54, 5 in Aouad’s edition)
and strictly focused on benevolence and its reward. The narrow scope of the
citation from Averroes leads me to think that the passage Hermannus could not
understand actually was 1363a16-24, in which it is stated that subjective criteria
for recognizing a good are the fact that it is appreciated by valuable people and
that it is easy to obtain.

3.2. Hermannus’ Second Avicennian Quote

The second Avicennian citation, beginning in 128ra of the Paris manuscript,
analyzes metaphors, periphrasis, diminutives, stylistic coldness, and comparisons.
Unlike the previous case, here the Aristotelian text for III, 2-4 is completely
substituted by Avicenna’s words. At this point as well, Hermannus introduces the
quotation with some explanatory phrases:

Ms. Paris, BNF Latine 16673, 128ral1-16:

«In hoc passu tot inciderunt exempla extranea et greca (grata PT) vocabula quod
nullum nobis consilium fuit prosequendi textum Aristotilis. Unde coacti fuimus
(fuerimus P) sequi illud quod Avicenna de hoc passu excerpserat et posuerat in
libro suo Aschiphe ».

19 As ). Watt explains, this is probably due to the translation of tiuwpic (1363a26) as mukafa ‘a,
‘requital, reward’ (p. 32.5 ed. Lyons). See Bar Hesratus, Aristotelian Rhetoric in Syriac. Barhebraeus,
Butyrum Sapientiae, Book of Rhetoric, ed. J. W. Warr, in H. Daer, R. Kruk eds., Aristoteles Semitico-
Latinus, Brill, Leiden - New York 2005, 2.3.7-8, p. 308.
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Hermannus could not translate Aristotle’s Arabic version because of the
many examples and Greek words it contained®. This is also the main difficulty
Arabic commentators faced in dealing with the Rhetoric*, and the reason put
forward by the translator for omitting the four Aristotelian passages listed in
my table??, Hence, omission could be regarded as Hermannus’ default solution
for passages made unclear by the many references to Greek culture. However,
while all the sections listed in my table were tolerably short and their absence
did not prevent the global understanding of Aristotle’s text, the problematic
passage outlined in 128ral1-16 covers as much as three chapters of the Rhetoric.
By merely leaving it out of the Arabic-Latin translation, therefore, Hermannus
would have faced a structural problem, for the whole Aristotelian discussion of
the stylistic choice of words would have been missing. Hence the extraordinary
decision of substituting it with a commentator’s text. It will not be hard to see why
Hermannus sought an explanation for Aristotle’s examples in Avicenna’s Kitab
al-Hitaba rather than in Averroes’ Middle Commentary if we follow S. Stroumsa’s
discussion of the indifference shown by Averroes for Greek examples, literary
references, and technical terminology in his writings on rhetoric and poetics,
which very much differs from Avicenna’s systematic attempt to offer an Arabic
explicative equivalent for most of them?,

2 The anonymous Arabic translator’s approach to this kind of difficulties is discussed in U.
VaceLponL, Aristotle’s Rhetoric in the East, Brill, Leiden - Boston 2008, p. 206.

2! Hermannus states it in his prologue to the translation of the Rhetoric: ms. Paris, BNF
Latine 16673, 65rb4-13: « Nec miretur quisquam vel indignetur de dificultate vel quasi ruditate
translationis, nam multo difficilius et rudius ex greco in arabicum est translata. Ita quod Alfarabius,
qui primus conatus est ex rethorica aliquem intellectum glosando elicere, multa exempla greca
propter ipsorum obscuritatem pertransiens derelinquit et propter eandem causam multa dubie
exposuit et, ut Avicenna et Avenrosd estimant, propter hanc etiam causam glosam usque ad finem
negocii non perduxit ».

22 Here are Hermannus’ explanations for his Aristotelian omissions. Ms. Paris, BNF Latine
16673, 92vb12-18: «Dixit translator: circa hunc locum plures scribebantur testes et exempla
suorum testimoniorum que propter errorem antiquum scriptorum ita confusa fuerunt in omnibus
exemplaribus quod non poterat haberi consilium ad ea transferendum. Ideoque fuerunt relicta ».
134va24-28: « Sermo translatoris: Plura talia exempla ad idem facientia quia grecam sapiebant
sententiam non multum usitatum latinis dimissa sunt et subsequitur quasi conclusio autoris ».
135va24-b7: « Inquit translator : Hic plura exempla dicte rationis confirmativa dimisit Ibiniscena
in suo Aschiphe et Avemrosd in sua determinativa expositione huius libri quia penitus grecam
sententiam protendebant nec videbatur eis quam magnam habebant utilitatem in arabico eloquio.
Hac quoque de causa ego dimisi ipsa. Qui autem magnum habebant auditorium per ipsa volentes
in latino via procedere rethoricandi? ». 143ra18-20: « Et inducat probationem ad hoc exemplum
notum in greco quemadmodum processit talis in causa contra talem ».

2 See S. Stroumsa, Avicenna’s Philosophical Stories : Aristotle’s Poetics Reinterpreted, « Arabica », 39,
1992, pp. 183-206.
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If citations from commentators and omissions of troubling Aristotelian
passages are the tools employed by Hermannus when dealing with the Arabic
translation of the Rhetoric, we still don’t know how he intervenes on Avicenna’s
text. The second Avicennian quote, being the longest, provides the best basis for
answering this question. I suggest that his activity revolves around three main
axes, namely paraphrasis, explicative insertions, and substitution of Arabic
realia with concepts either more familiar to the Latin reader, or more coherent
with the sometimes fictitious Greek background in which Hermannus wanted to
anchor his translation of logics. Since I have already extensively discussed the
first two cases elsewhere?!, I will sum them up very briefly, while I will describe
the third strategy in more detail.

Paraphrastic activity takes the form of an overall rephrasing of a passage
which is unclear in its original shape or which, as it is, does not help the
translator in making Aristotle’s intentions easier to understand. On the other
hand, explicative insertions are also employed for the translation of Aristotelian
passages, but, while in that case they are effectively and explicitly marked by
means of rubricae like dixit interpres, within the Avicennian passages themselves
no title introduces the sections inserted by the translator. This reinforces the
conclusion that Hermannus viewed his relationship with Avicenna’s text in
rather different terms than that with Aristotle’s text.

An example of substitution of Arabic realia with Greek realia is to be found in
Hermannus’ second Avicennian quote. Faced with the staggering list of culture
specific examples that illustrate Rhet., III, 2-4, the translator resorts to the
omission of a section of Aristotle’s text, and to its replacement with Avicenna’s
parallel passage (IV.1, pp. 206, 8 - 212, 16 of Salim’s edition). Here, Hermannus is
confronted with a discussion of diminutive and augmentative substantives, like
duhayb/ iqyan (a little bit of gold/pure gold, p. 209, 5-6) and tuwayb/hil ‘a (a little
gown/a formal gown, p. 209, 6-7).

Kitab al-Hitaba, IV.1, p. 209, 5-8 Salim:
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«Likewise for the augmentative and diminutive enunciation. And whenever one

says ‘a little bit of gold’ and ‘a little gown’, the very same meaning decreases, that
increases whenever one says ‘pure gold’, or whenever one says ‘formal gown’.

24 CeLw1, Some Observations cit., pp. 487-492.
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But whenever one says ‘big fox’ or ‘little fox’, and ‘a bit’ or ‘a small bit’ — and it
means the reduction of the bit — in this case the meaning is very different ».

Ms. Paris, BNF Latine 16673, 129ral5-24:

«[15] Et hac via procedit usus dictionis amplificative et diminutive. Cum enim
dicitur verbi gratia aurulum [diminutivum de auro] aut vestiolum [diminutivum de
veste], diminuitur unum et idem significatum [20] quod amplificatur dicendo aurum
eurizon aut vestimentum polimeton, [idem exametum]. Verum quando dicitur
vulpes aut vulpecula, et quando dicitur minus (munus PT p. ¢.) aut minusculum
(munusculum PT) diversificatur per hoc significatum diversitate non modica ».

We can see that the diminutives are translated by means of the standard Latin
diminutive suffix -ulus, -a, -um as aurulum and vestiolum. The augmentatives could
have been effectively rendered with periphrastic Latin expressions, as we would
do when translating them in English, but Hermannus chose to translate them
with Greek loanwords instead, namely eurizon and polimeton®. Du Cange lists the
expression polymitus in his glossary, that is polymita vestis, multis variisque coloris
filis et liciis contexta et variegata. The term seems to be inspired by Greek and Du
Cange reports that some glossae link it to mowidticri and mokvputopucry. Eurizon is
an alchemical term, which refers to a very pure kind of gold, or possibly to a kind
of gold which has not been produced through alchemical means. Mandosio®,
discussing the presence of this word in the late 15th century author Jeroni
Torella, states that it might be a neologism deriving from the Greek adjectives
gbpilog (with good roots) or 8Bpvlog (very pure, said of gold). The derivation of
the Latin obryzum from either of these Greek expressions is uncontroversial.
However, if Hermannus was already using this term, it cannot be seen as a 15th
century neologism; moreover, it should be noted that in the Middle Ages the
Greek pronunciation of 6Bpvlog and ebpilog differed only for the first vowels,
which had a very similar shape in minuscule writing, and that the two terms
are also equated in the Alphita, a lexicon of botanical and medical glossae
that originated in 11th century Salerno?. Finally, since E. Trapp’s Lexicon zur
Byzantinischer Grdzitct® also lists the adjective eipv(oc and translates it as rein,

% Both the Toledo and the Paris manuscripts bear the additional text idem exametum, which,
in all likelihood, originated as a gloss. Exametum is probably a Greek loanword too, glossed by Du
Cange as pannus holosericus, Graecis recentioribus éCdyutog. See C. Du CANGE, P. CARPENTIER, L. HENSCHEL,
Glossarium mediae et infimae latinitatis, L. Favre, Niort 1883-1887.

% See J.-M. Mannosio, La création verbale dans 'alchimie latine du Moyen Age, « Bulletin Du Cange :
archivum latinitatis medii aevi », 63, 2005, pp. 137-147 (p. 138).

%7 SeeJ. L. G. Mowar, Alphita, a medico-botanical glossary from the Bodleian manuscript, Selden B, vol.
1T Anecdota Oxoniensia, Oxford at the Clarendon Press 1887, p. 127.

%8 See E. Trarp, Lexikon zur byzantinischen Grézitdt, Verl. der Osterreichischen Akademie der
Wissenschaften, Wien 2005.
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pur (vom Gold) there is really no reason to worry about the relationship between
eurizon and gbpilog, since our Latin word surely stems from the adjective with
v, whether it was linked to 6Bpulog or not. The choice of translating the Arabic
augmentatives ‘igyan and hil ‘a in such a way is not only due to the lack of a
proper augmentative suffix in the Latin language, but also to Hermannus’s
desire to provide an Hellenising veneer to his Aristotelian translations, even
if they are actually translations from Arabic. This is also confirmed by the fact
that these and other loanwords appear in the Latin version with the Greek
neutral suffix -ov, which is sometimes quite preposterous. This is the case of
the meters agamenon and effron, which never existed in Greek literature, and
which — but for the suffix — are plausible looking transliterations of Avicenna’s
afd and afman®, since the final ya’ of afa could easily have been misread as ara’
and the fa’ in afman could easily have been misread as a gayn. Although it is
not clear how Avicenna’s afman originated from the expression d16vpappotr/
diturambu of Aristotle’s Greek-Arabic translation, the permanence of énn/afa in
the text of Kitab al-Hitaba leads us to assume that, in Avicenna’s eyes, afman is to
be regarded as a Greek loanword as well.

4., AvICENNA’S WITNESSES

Although longer than the quotes from Averroes, the sections from Kitab al-
Hitaba quoted by Hermannus are not long enough to allow us to draw a complete
picture of the state and history of Avicenna’s text in the Arabic West, for there
is a limit to how many unifying copying errors can take place in just a few pages.
Nonetheless, a systematic and careful comparison of the Arabic manuscripts
between each other and with the Latin version can tell us something about the
Arabic source on which Hermannus built his translation.

The Avicennian Kitab al-Hitaba has been edited in 1954 by M. S. Salim*, who
produced a very dependable text and gave us an uncommon lot of information
concerninghis manuscriptsources, but did not put himselfto the task of producing
a stemmatic edition of Avicenna’s text, so that the relationship between his
witnesses is not further analyzed. For a text that is preserved in a remarkable
number of manuscripts, he only uses nine of them. Although Salim gives us much
useful information on the textual history of the Kitab al-Hitaba in the preface to
his edition, his witnesses do not seem selected on the basis of a reconstructed

% About the transliteration and translation for the names of Greek meters, see paragraph 5.7
of this paper.

% M. S. Sium, Ibn Sind, Al-sifa’, la logique, VIII, Rhétorique (Al-hatabah), Imprimerie Nationale,
Cairo 1954.
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stemma, but rather on the ground of their geographical collocation, since they
are all preserved in Cairo, Istanbul, or London. This is the reason why, whenever
discussing Hermannus as a witness for Avicenna, I quote Salim’s text, but I add
to it my own apparatus, based on my — still partial — collation of Avicennian
manuscripts. Although my goal is to establish genealogical relationship between
Hermannus and the rest of the Kitab al-Hitaba tradition, I wish to stress that at
present I do not have at my disposal a stemmatic reconstruction of the latter
either, and that the present contribution is to be understood as just a small step
in this direction.

Bibliographical sources testify the survival of over eighty copies of Avicenna’s
rhetorical section of the Kitab al-Sifa’, and I have been able to collate sixteen of
them, at least as far as the sections translated in Latin are concerned®’. They are
listed below in chronological order, each followed by the siglum by which I will
reference it throughout this paper:

. Istanbul, Siileymaniye Kiitiiphanesi, Damat Ibrahim Pasa 822 (12th-13th C.) (Sh)
. Istanbul, Nuruosmaniye Kiitiiphanesi 2710 (666H/1268) (0)

. Istanbul, Siileymaniye Kiitiiphanesi, Ayasofya 2442 (671-674H/1273-1276) (S)
. Istanbul, Topkap1 Saray1 Miizesi Kiitiiphanesi, Ahmet I11 3261 (677H/1278) (Vh)
. Cairo, Maktabat al-Azhar 331 husisiyya, 44988 Behit (13th C.) (Cb)

. Istanbul, Siileymaniye Kiitiiphanesi, Carullah 1424 (693H/1293-1294) (Sf)

. Istanbul, Siileymaniye Kiitiiphanesi, Damat Ibrahim Pasa 823 (697H/1298) (Si)
. Tehran, Kitabhanah-i Maglis-i Shtira-yi Milli 135 (871H/1467) (E)

. Istanbul, Siileymaniye Kiitiiphanesi, Sehid Ali Pasa 1748 (879H/1474) (Sq)

10. Leiden, Universiteitsbibliotheek 1445, Golius 84 (881H/1476) (La)

11. Istanbul, Siileymaniye Kiitiiphanesi, Yeni Cami 770 (888H/1483) (Sr)

12. Istanbul, Nuruosmaniye Kiitiiphanesi 2709 (886H/1481-897H/1492) (0b)

13. Leiden, Universiteitsbibliotheek 1444, Golius 4 (i, t, r) (before 10th/16th C.) (L)
14. Istanbul, Nuruosmaniye Kiitiiphanesi 2708 (10th/16th C.) (Oa)

15. Istanbul, Topkapi Saray1 Miizesi Kiitiiphanesi, Ahmed I11 3445 (11th/17th C.) (Vi)
16. London, British Museum Or. 7500 (11th/17th C.) (Cm)
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The most ancient of these manuscripts are old enough to be chronologically
proximate with Hermannus’ Arabic source, which dates back to first half of the
13th century at least.

3 Access to the reproductions of these manuscripts and to information about them was
possible within the framework of the PhiBor project (ERC AdvGr, www.avicennaproject.eu), and
what I state here on this subject is in part the provisional result of the research pursued in that
domain.
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Most of the codices listed above either witness all the Kitab al-Sifa’ four
sections on logic, natural philosophy, mathematics and metaphysics (this is the
case of Sh, 0, S, Cb, Sf, Si, La, Sr, 0b, L, N), or leave out mathematics (as in E, Sq, and
Cm). The exceptions to this rule are Vh, which only preserves logic and natural
philosophy — so that it could be the first half of a whole copy — and manuscripts
Vi and Cm, which only preserve the logic section. For future research, it would
probably be interesting to ascertain whether witnesses containing only one of
Avicenna’s four gumal form a coherent group or not.

5. HERMANNUS As A TEXTUAL WITNESS OF AVICENNA’S KITAB AL-HIT7ABA : SOME CRITICAL PASSAGES

In the following pages, I will discuss a few textual problems suggesting that
Hermannus’ text is in some relationship with ms. Istambul, Nuruosmaniye
Kiitiiphanesi 2709 (0b), which, according to its colophons, was produced in
Shiraz between 1481 and 1491. In fact, although both Hermannus and 0b have
individual mistakes, they do share a variety of errors.

0b (and sometimes Hermannus) also shares mistakes with Sh and S, two
very ancient Istanbul witnesses of the whole Kitab al-Sifa’. Sh was copied before
1481 — probably much earlier — and is best known for the so-called ‘Avicennian
signature’, while S was penned by Amir al-Din Maniyiil between Maraga and
Harbit from 1273 to 1276%.

After presenting the evidence concerning common readings in Hermannus
and other witnesses, in section 6 of this paper I will briefly discuss the nature of
his relationship with the much more recent Ob, without discarding the role that
collation could have played in the establishment of this link.

5.1. Omission of bi-1-gafa’, ‘with harshness’, in Hermannus’ translation

The second chapter of the second book from the Kitab al-Hitaba is devoted to
the deliberation on things that are particular rather than general. The section
preserved by Hermannus’ first Avicennian quote, that is to say I1.2, pp. 73, 7 - 75, 15,
discusses what is good, what is useful, and their parts. The passage quoted below
introduces an example of ingratitude (opposed to gratitude, which is a good).

32 0n this subject, see G. C. Anawati, Essai de bibliographie avicennienne, Dar Al-Ma arif, Cairo 1950,
pp. 73-74, and Appendix B in A. Berroracci, Avicenna’s Kitab al-Sifa’ (Book of the Cure/Healing):
The Manuscripts Preserved in Turkey and Their Significance, « Mélanges de 1'Université Saint Joseph »,
forthcoming, and the bibliography quoted therein.

33 More information on this manuscript is gathered in G. CrLi, The Ms. Siileymaniye Kiitiiphanesi,
Ayasofya 2442: A 13" Century Copy of the K. al-Sifa’ with Syriac and Greek Marginalia, « Mélanges de
I'Université Saint Joseph », forthcoming.
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HERMANNUS AVICENNA, p. 74, 3-6 Salim

Quod ergo deficit a possibili in

2. .. . 1 - .
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et metus donec pertranseat horam

necessitatis’, adducit  discordiam VO pln Y &1 89l 23
procul  dubio. U oee
1 et intenditur... necessitatis] om. T 1 .25 L.3] om. Oa habet Oa sl. 2 OL.>Y]

c>eadd add. ShOSCbSfESqSrObLVi 3 23]

P ELVi, om. Ob 4 u_>LA4U] O_>L<).,U) Sh
el E emeadd STL mg. 5 axily] sl
La0bOa 6 _iszll] Cinald SSr 7 35 dis]
om. LaOa 8 ¢Latl] Ly Le Ob 9 il Y]
JaY) SVh ‘

Avicenna : « Hence that which is less than what is possible in terms of benevolence
is a [self-Jimposed deficiency, while that which is more than what is necessary in
terms of harm is an [evil] intention.

And whenever submission to misfortune is prolonged and feebleness and fright
are reinforced, so that one exceeds the instant of necessity with harshness,
aversion is surely triggered ».

This passage is full of textual and interpretative difficulties, but I will only
bring up what is — or could be — relevant for establishing relationships between
Hermannus and the Arabic manuscript tradition.

Firstly, the Avicennian text underlying the Latin in beneficentia seems to have
been similar to Salim’s text, also attested by Vh, Si, La, K, Ch, Oa and Cm (fi l-ihsani,
‘in terms of benevolence’, I1.2, p. 74, 4) rather than that of Sh, 0, S, Cb, Sf, E, Sq, Sr,
0Ob, To, L, Vi, which read fi l-ihsani li-l-muhsini (‘in terms of benevolence towards
the benefactor’). However, in this case it is hard to make a clear-cut statement
about which was the original Avicennian option and which was the innovative
one, capable of proving the relationship between two witnesses. Accordingly, this
observation cannot be used to investigate the history of the manuscript tradition.

Secondly, the translator’s text did not share the omission of gasd with ms Ob.
Moreover, the source text for this translation molestatio molestantis cannot be
either al-id ‘an li-l-mihan (‘submission to misfortunes’, 1.2, p. 74, 5), which we
find in most witnesses, or al-id ‘an li-l-muhayyar (‘submission to the person
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who has the choice’) as in mss. E and To, or al-id ‘an li-l-muhsini (‘submission
to the benefactor’) as in Sr and L. Maybe we could assume that Hermannus’
Arabic source read ihzan al-muhzin, ‘the affliction of he who afflicts’, since in
1.2, p. 74, 1 wa-la yahzunu ‘alay-hi is translated by sine molestia.

Finally, the Latin text offers no equivalent for the Arabic bi-l-gafa’ (‘with
harshness’, p. 74, 5). If it is due to a misreading like that occurring in Ob, which
has ma bi-ha instead, this would mean that Hermannus’ Arabic source and 0b
have a common mistake, and therefore that they share at least one ancestor.

5.2. Confusion between bab (‘domain’) and bal (‘mind, attention’): Possible Traces of
Collation

In Kitab al-Hitaba, 11.2, p. 75, 3-11, Avicenna discusses non-pecuniary ways
of rewarding someone. Let’s concentrate on the conclusion of this discussion,
which is again included in Hermannus’ first Avicennian quote.

HErRMANNUS AVICENNA, p. 75, 7-11 Salim

Omnis enim homo delectatur in aliquo
etammiratur de aliquo, quod sibi placet,

s Ry 5 e iy JSO

apropriato ei, aut per naturam suam aut
per assuetudinem aut per experientiam
ipsius. Multa enim delectant et placent
propter experientiam, que, si non
esset experientia, non delectarent nec
placerent.

Et huius quoque capituli seu intentionis
sunt directio exhortativa et consultiva
fidelitas: sunt enim beneficentia et
retributio quedam.

Et est quidem beneficentia et' eius
retributiva responsio artificiosa et
delectabilis valde cum sit in hora
necessitatis et requisitionis sue; imo
eximia est et honorabilis.
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Avicenna: « And everyone enjoys something and admires something that is fit for
him. And if (this were) about what one is prepared for and used to, then, for what
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concerns preparation, one would have found pleasant and would have admired
something that one would not enjoy or admire if it were not for that.

And in this domain (there are) guidance and good advice as well: indeed, this is
some kind of benevolence and reward. And at the arrival of the good deed and of
the reward when they are needed and wished for there is a pleasant occasion, but
sizeable and valuable as well ».

Hermannus’ translation for Avicenna’s min hada I-bab (in 75, 9) is huius quoque
capituli seu intentionis. Unsurprisingly, double translations are not uncommon in
the Latin version of the Rhetoric, so that we cannot exclude that the expression
capituli seu intentionis was indeed based on the single word al-bab. However,
whereas the semantic link between al-bab and capitulum is quite straightforward,
this is not the case for al-bab and intentio, since elsewhere the latter translates
words like ma ‘nd and gasd®*. It is therefore worth observing that the manuscript
Ob does not read al-bab but al-bal (‘mind, attention’), which — although
graphically very similar to the original reading — actually comes much closer
to Hermannus’ intention in terms of meaning. Accordingly, rather than a double
translation, capituli seu intentionis could be the product of the insertion in the
main text of a word that had been copied in the margin because of collation with
a witness that shared the reading we find in On. The opposite process, i.e. the
insertion by collation of the reading al-bab in a witness that, like Ob, testified al-
bal, is also a possibility, and maybe an even more likely one, for the phrase with
al-bal is not very clear, and could have pushed a conscientious reader to compare
his copy of the text with other sources. The events I described most probably
happened within the process of transmission of the Arabic manuscripts, or, at
most, contextually with Hermannus’ translation activity, for later contact with
different streams of Arabic tradition could hardly have occurred.

Ultimately, the Latin rendition of al-bab in 75, 9 is another hint of a possible
relationship between Hermannus’ Arabic source and Ob, but also a warning that
this relationship could well be due to contamination rather than to genealogy.

5.3. Kafa-hu (‘it has been enough for him’) and kifaya (‘sufficiency’)

At the beginning of Hermannus’ second quote from Avicenna (Kitab al-
Hitaba, 1V.1, pp. 206, 8 - 212, 16) we find a discussion of ‘borrowed’ (Arabic
verb ista ‘ara, p. 216, 10) expressions, which is followed by some suggestions on
how to avoid explicitly referencing shameful subjects, for in rhetoric pointing

3% 0n the subject, see the discussion at paragraph 5.4, concerning the words ahass, ahsan and
decentiam.
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at them by gesture rather than naming them is not an acceptable solution.
Finally, Avicenna argues that antiphrastic references could be satisfactory for
listeners. For example, in order to blame someone, it could be beneficial to
state that integrity is better than depravation, building an opposition between
integrity and depravation, or even that ‘more integrity is better’, thus leaving
the opposition implicit.

HERMANNUS AVICENNA, p. 207, 14-16 Salim
Et fortassis coordinabit oppositum 5 . e 1 e
opposito  secundum  prepollentiam ’53 ,y\% S e L J"Lu ; 3Ly
et dignitatem' prout dictum est in S vj 537 Lol u’; Sk J*"
predictis’ exemplis, et fortassis non  (5,>3y Jo¥ 3 |, el eds
faciet mentionem eius quod diversum oy LI S 30liS g yod>
est, sed solummodo hoc quod melius et T
nobilius est proponet et sufficiens erit
hoc in illo processu.

1dignitatem] ut add. T 2 predictis] premissis 1 <'3] >add.0b2 (,_5] om. Ob 3 6Lis’s] LS
P ShSVhSiESqObViL

Avicenna : « And often the opposite of what is most proper and most apt is mentioned,
like what was mentioned in the two examples. And often that different thing has
not been mentioned, but only what is most proper and most apt [has been], and
this has been enough for him [i.e. the listener] on this very question ».

The phrase «.x; LI &5 3 oLaS s, this has been enough for him on this very
question, printed by Salim and attested — between others — by the manuscripts
0, Cb and Sf, appears in a different form in the witnesses Sh, S, Vh, Si, E, Sq, Ob,
Vi, and L. In the latter group, we find the infinitive kifaya (‘sufficiency’) instead
of the perfect kafd followed by the personal pronoun -hu, which stands for the
rhetor’s audience. Kifdaya seems to me a simplification of kafd-hu, for the second
case implies a more complex syntactical structure that could easily have been
ignored by an absent-minded copyist.

Although Hermannus’ translation et sufficiens erit hoc in illo processu is
characterized by a participle (sufficiens) rather than by an infinitive, the absence
of any reference to who exactly will be satisfied hints to the fact that the Arabic
source of the Latin translation read an infinitive like kifaya — without personal
attached pronoun — rather than a perfect like kafa-hu. Although the words
kifaya and kafa-hu have a very similar rasm — so that this mistake is potentially
polygenetic — the fact that Sh, S, Vh, Si, E, Sq, Ob, Vi, L, and Hermannus share a
wrong reading does lend some weight to the hypothesis that they could be related.
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5.4. Ahass (‘viler’), ahsan (‘better’) and decentiam

In the course of the same chapter — and still within Hermannus’ second
quote form the Kitab al-Hitaba — Avicenna also discusses which elements are
relevant for the effectiveness of metaphorical expressions (Kitab al-Hitaba, IV.1,
pp- 208, 5 - 209, 9), namely whether they spotlight nobler or viler aspects of what
is described. Introduced for metaphors, this mechanism is extended to already
existing expressions in the following terms:

HERMANNUS AVICENNA, pp. 208, 11 - 209, 1 Salim
Dictio enim que presentat rem honor- . , U1 aldl ol
atioris' intentionis decentior existit. o st GL: fandid Al \ of
Significatum quippe ex significati rela- ot el 5 T ST e .‘d >
tione? decentiam® nanciscitur?, quam- i eads o ) el
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Avicenna: « Indeed, the enunciation that happens to something insofar as it has a
nobler meaning is more beautiful than the enunciation that happens to the thing
insofar as it has a viler meaning, even if both of these were oriented towards just
one meaning, like the fact of saying of the mule that it is offspring of a horse from
something that is not a horse. And this is surely more tangible than the fact of
saying ‘offspring of a donkey from something that is not a donkey’ ».

Hermannus’ text is somewhat problematic. Provisionally, I would translate
it as follows: « namely, the enunciation which exhibits something that is more
honorable is more respected. By all means, a meaning obtains respectability
thanks to (its) relationship with the thing that is meant, although through any
of the enunciations, if strictly understood, nothing else is meant but the truth of
just one meaning ». Please note that with the expressions ‘meaning’ and ‘thing
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that is meant’ I render the same Latin word, repeated twice in the same phrase
(significatum, apparent equivalent of the Arabic lafz, and significati, equivalent
of ma'na). This is why the meaning of the expression significatum quippe ex
significati relatione decentiam nanciscitur is not clear at all. Significatum is often an
equivalent for ma na*>, while significatio translates both ma‘na and dalla/dalala
(twice and four times respectively). However, in no other passage from Avicenna
does Hermannus translate lafz with significatum. Actually, lafz is almost always
translated with dictio, as here in the first line of the text*®.

I am therefore quite skeptical on the fact that in this passage the word
significatum actually translates Avicenna’s lafz in 208, 11. The problem is, of
course, the second occurrence of this term, since, if it bears the same meaning
of the first occurrence, it makes the phrase virtually senseless. If, on the other
hand, it bears a different meaning, it could signify the thing that is meant (the
‘reference’, opposed to the ‘meaning’, in Kripkean terminology like in the
rendering of Hermannus’ passage offered above), which would give intelligibility
to the phrase and, in a way, also a certain correspondence with Avicenna’s
original text. Still, this seems quite far-fetched, for, by giving to the same word
two different values in such a short space, Hermannus would have been asking
of his reader a really needless interpretative effort. The odds that he would do
so in the only occasion in which lafz is translated as significatum are quite low.

To explain the riddle, if we assume the strict coincidence between the first
and the second occurrence of significatum, we could imagine that Hermannus’
Arabic text was somehow different from that of the other witnesses, offering
something like fa-inna I-ma ‘na alladi yaga ‘u ‘alay-hi min haytu ma na ahsanun, but
what seems most likely to me is that the mistake took place within the Latin
manuscript tradition, and that, despite the agreement of the Toledo and the Paris
manuscript on the reading significatum, the original text was ... intentionis (ma na)
decentior existit. Dictio (lafz) quippe ex significati relatione decentiam nanciscitur.
Later on, the alternative (or double) translation significatum (or seu significatum)
for ma na would have been inserted above intentionis. Finally, a copyist took it
for a correction of dictio, so that it entered the text instead of it. After all, double
translations are very common in Hermannus’ text, as we have seen in the case
of rationes seu intentiones for ma ‘na at 206, 13, cited in note.

Agreement on the textual history of Hermannus’ text, however, is not a
prerequisite for the genealogical point I am going to make.

%> Hermannus does sometimes translate ma ‘nd with intentio : see, for example, Kitab al-Hitaba,
IV.1, p. 206, 13 (rationes seu intentiones), p. 207, 8 (rerum intentiones), and p. 210, 9 (intentionem),
although in this text intentio can also stand for qasd (like in Kitab al-Hitaba, IV.1, p. 206, 9).

% See for example Kitab al-Hitaba, IV.1, p. 209, 14, dictions. Only once lafz is translated with a
verbal periphrasis (fa-ida sakata ‘an-hu lafzan, and if he does not refer to it with a verbal expression, p.
208, 8-9, translated as quando ... non sermocinando).
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It seems reasonable to me to understand the correspondence between
Hermannus’ dictio enim que presentat rem honoratioris intentionis decentior existit.
Significatum quippe ex significati relatione decentiam nanciscitur and Avicenna’s
LgJ..ll.lo_LUl W‘ﬁ@j\wdww;ﬂl&cbdﬂlwldu
o e a_l S 7 g as quite analytical. Dictio enim que presentat rem
honoratioris intentionis decentior existit mirrors ¢ =) Q_Lc 4o Balll ol

el g2 o ST e E > o while Significatum quippe ex szgmﬁcatl relatione
decentlam nanciscitur mirrors > = e e ads ] i Ll e
Otherwise, we could see both dictio enim que presentat rem honoratioris mtentlonls
decentior existit and significatum quippe ex significati relatione decentiam nanciscitur
as a global, double translation of .7 s ... 4l Lalll oL, since this is
a tool often deployed by Hermannus. I would rather discard this option, for
the expressions dictio enim ... decentior existit and significatum quippe ... decentiam
nanciscitur are not synonymous (a precondition for viewing them as a double
translation), and for it would leave the second term of comparison L sl -
o Co> e ade 2y 4] without an explicit equivalent, probably
on the ground that it could be extrapolated from the first term of comparison.

If my analytical understanding of Hermannus’ translation is correct, then
rem honoratioris intentionis stands for ma na akram, decentior stands for ahsan, and
the presence of the substantive decentiam in the Latin text shows that its Arabic
source must have read - ..~ el e A e eade ) bl s («that
happens to the thing insofar as it has a better meaning »%_M asinSh,0,S,Cb, Sf,and L,
rather than .1 _arad o> aale s sl il - s (« that happens to the
thing insofar as it has a viler meaning ») as in Salim’s edition (p. 208, 12-13). The
sense of the Avicennian paragraph requires a reading that could be semantically
opposed to the comparative akram (‘nobler’, p. 208, 12), so that we can state with
some confidence that Salim’s choice ahass was right, and that all the witnesses in
favor of the innovative text ahsan share a common ancestor, namely Sh, 0, S, Cb,
Sf, L, Hermannus’ Arabic source, and 0b, whose text is wa-ahsan.

A possible side effect of the loss of the opposition between akram and ahass is
that a subset of witnesses, i.e. S and 0b, also reads alzam, more necessary, instead of
akram, while Sh, that often agrees with S and Ob, has a lacuna that goes from the first
to the second _xs & &> s, Therefore, if we think that Hermannus’ source was
related to the group Sh, S, Ob, we must also assume that these three manuscripts had
a further common ancestor that was not shared by Hermannus’ source.

5.5. Identification of Mutanabbi as a poet

In Kitab al-Hitaba, V.1, p. 209, 3-4, part of Hermannus’ second quote, Avicenna
is still discussing metaphorical expressions, and reworking Aristotle’s stance
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that metaphors can be taken from better or worse species within the same
gender”’. One of the many examples of this offered in our text is a poetry verse:

HEerMANNUS AVICENNA, p. 209, 3-4 Salim
Et istud propiniquum est ei quod dixit 1. R L
poeta Abultibi: Dokl 2B L 3 e

«O0 fili Kerusti, o semicece, et, ut
decentius dicam, o semividens».
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Avicenna: « And this is similar to what Abu al-Tayyib said: “Oh son of Kurawwas,
oh half-blind person, and, if he is proud, oh half-seeing person” ».

In his translation, Hermannus points out Abiu al-Tayyib’s (or Mutanabbi’s)
identity as a poet, which is implicit in the Arabic text, partially because for
Avicenna’s readers this identity was very well known, and partially because the
fact that the following quote is a verse emerges from its meter.

How did Hermannus himself come to the conclusion that he was dealing
with a poetry text? Was his grasp of Arabic culture deep enough to include
basic information about Abii al-Tayyib and his poetic activity ? Abai al-Tayyib’s
fame notwithstanding, I do not think so. To begin with, his name is wrongly
transliterated as Abultibi, which makes it unlikely that Hermannus was familiar
with this historical personality. Moreover, the translator does not seem very
interested in literary and poetical works as such, as we can see that other poetic
examples are left untranslated (see e.g. Avicenna’s Kitab al-Hitaba, 1V.1, p. 210,
4). If not from his personal culture, could Hermannus derive consciousness of
Abii al-Tayyib’s role as s poet from the immediate context? Actually, the word
$i‘r (‘poetry’) is sometimes cited in the previous pages, for poetry texts are the
readiest source of examples for metaphors. However, although Hermannus
could have been aware of the fact that poetry was somehow linked to Avicenna’s
subject thanks to these appearances of the word poetry itself, this does not
explain why he recognized and marked this as a verse, while he neglected other
poetic lines (see again Kitab al-Hitaba, 1V.1, p. 210, 4). What exactly could have
alerted him to the fact that this words constituted a poetic text? Expecting
Hermannus to recognize the metrical structure seems somewhat too optimistic.

%7 See AwistorLE, Aristotelis Ars Rhetorica, ed. W. D. Ross, Oxford University Press, Oxford 1959,
1405a15-16.
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Accordingly, the most likely source for our piece of information seems to
have been his own Arabic manuscript, that probably had an indication similar
to what we find in Ob and Cm. These witnesses insert the word $ir, ‘poetry’,
immediately after the name Aba al-Tayyib. It seems like a title mistakenly
inserted in the Arabic text, for it has no syntactic links to the rest of the
phrase: this is probably also the reason why Hermannus feels free to translate
it with poeta rather than with poetria. Therefore, the Arabic source of the Latin
translation and the manuscripts Ob and Cm would share an innovative reading
(and a likely sign of kinship), if it were not that the insertion of a title in the text
could have happened multiple times in the Arabic tradition.

5.6. Plural or Dual Number

This passage refers again to Hermannus’ second Avicennian quote. In the first
chapter of the fourth book, the Kitab al-Hitaba Avicenna discusses the respective
efficacy of altered, tropic expressions and standard, non-tropic expressions,
like, for example, red as opposed to beet red. After discussing the evocative value
of freshly minted and already established metaphors, he focuses on the effect of
augmentative and diminutive nouns.

HERMANNUS AVICENNA, p. 209, 7-9 Salim
Verum quando dicitur vulpes aut
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Avicenna: « But whenever one says ‘big fox’ or ‘little fox’, and ‘a bit’ or ‘a small
bit’ — and it means the reduction of the bit — in this case the meaning is very
different. In most cases, the excesses should be globally avoided ».

The eye-catching difference between the likely text of Hermannus’ Arabic
source and Salim’s edition is the use of the explicitly dual adjective utreque to
specify the substantive superfluitates, while in the Arabic text the name is in the
plural form al-ifratat. From the apparatus I provided, it can also be seen that the
dual option al-ifratan appears in a pretty large group of Avicennian witnesses,
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so that we could be tempted to assume that Hermannus’ ancestor was related
to this sizeable (and ancient) group of manuscripts, because they happen to
share a reading which also seems to be — crucially — wrong. However, it is
not clear whether by printing the plural Salim actually made the best choice.
There is an obvious sense in which it can be said that the excesses that should be
avoided here are two, for, while in the parallel passage Aristotle only discusses
diminutives®, in Avicenna augmentative and diminutive expressions are being
discussed together. Moreover, the dual number, by clarifying which opposite
excesses should be avoided, enables us to give a perspicuous translation of
gami ‘an as at the same time. Compared with ‘in most cases, both excesses should
be avoided at the same time’, an expression like ‘in most cases, the excesses
should be globally avoided’ (or, in R. Wiirsch’s translation In den meisten Fallen
muss man sich vor Ubertreibungen ingesamt hiiten)*® could seem rather redundant.
Moreover, the case for al-ifratan is strengthened by the presence of a dual in the
mirroring Aristotelian passage, both in Greek and in Arabic. Aristotle’s text in
1405b34 is edlafeicOon 8¢ del kai mapatnpelv &v aveoiv TO uétpiov, « however, in
both cases care should be taken to preserve moderation », where the pronoun
aveoiv probably refers to kai 10 kaxov koi 10 dyadov (« that which is good and
that which is bad », 1405b30), both of which can be belittled by diminutives. The
Arabic version of the Rhetoric in Lyons’s edition’ translates 1405b34 as follows:
deill o 0¥ 3 s Lals 35000 sy 435 («and we should beware
here and aim at frugality in both things at the same time »). Badawi prints al-
umir instead of al-amrayn, probably because of a different optical reading of the
ms. Paris, BNF, Arabe 2346, but the Greek original ¢veoiv makes Lyons’s solution
more likely*!. Finally, the dual number appears in the rhetorical section of Bar
Hebraeus’ The Cream of Wisdom, a Syriac summa that, as far as our subject is
concerned, has Avicenna’s Kitab al-Hitaba and the Greek-Arabic translation of
Aristotle’s Rhetoric as its main sources*.

If then al-ifratat is an easy trivialization of al-ifratan, the fact that the latter,
correct, reading is shared by Hermannus and a long list of Arabic witnesses does
not tell us anything about the relationship of the source of the Latin translation

38 See ARISTOTLE, Aristotelis Ars Rhetorica cit., 1405b29-34.

%9 See R. WirscH, Avicennas Bearbeitung der Aristotelischen Rhetorik, Klaus Schwarz Verlag, Berlin
1991, p. 114.

40 AristorLE, Aristotle’s Ars Rhetorica : The Arabic Version, ed. M. C. Lyons, Pembroke Arabic Texts,
Cambridge 1982.

1 See AristoTLE, Rhetorica in versione arabica vetusta, ed. ‘A. Bapawi, Maktabat an-Nahda al-
Misriya, Cairo 1951.

2 See Bar Hesratus, Aristotelian Rhetoric in Syriac. Barhebraeus, Butyrum Sapientiae, Book of
Rhetoric, ed. Wartr cit., p. 247.
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and Avicenna’s Arabic manuscripts. On the other hand, we can probably assume
that the witnesses that erroneously read al-ifratat were somehow related®,
although allowances must be made for the possibility of a plural genesis of the
mistake and for the effects of contamination. We see contamination in act in 0b,
where the original reading al-ifratan was substituted with al-ifratat.

5.7. Yuradu bi-hi (‘through which one aims at’)

In Kitab al-Hitaba, 1V.1 there is a long section devoted to the four species
of ‘cold enunciations’ (al-alfaz al-barida, pp. 209, 10 - 212, 8 Salim, parallel
to III, 2 of Aristotle’s Rhetoric), like periphrastic expressions, foreign words,
uncommon and tropic expressions, and whether or not they are appropriate
in rhetoric and poetic contexts. The longest description is allotted to the third
species of stylistically cold enunciations, whose frigidity does not derive from
the fact that they are long, composite or metaphorical, but from the fact that
their understanding is not immediate. At the same time, Avicenna broaches
the subject of the relationship between these expressions and meter, which
was already discussed in Aristotle’s text in 1406b1-4. Aristotle uses the words
dbvpappornooic, émomotoig and iapfPeiowg, which, mirrored by the Arabic
transliteration of Greek words ditirambi, afd, and ayambi, were bound to be
an obstacle for Hermannus. While Averroes overlooks them all, Avicenna does
give a transliteration for all of them (based of course upon the Arabic version)
explaining how the first two are to be used as well (in 211, 13, 212, 1 and 212, 3).

It is in this context that we find the following passage, which is relevant not
so much for its content, but rather for the way in which Arabic manuscripts
witness it and for the translation offered by Hermannus.

HEerMANNUS AVICENNA, pp. 211, 15 - 212, 1 Salim

Dictio vero extranea pertinet metro . . . .
nominato ‘effron’, et est metrum quo (& 1055 T Wf:'i ! LA“j
utuntur ad inducendum pavorem seu 5 WY |isg5fay 1ol Oy Al 3 ‘
terrorem in legibus et constitutionibus —— A

. £3 4. £ -
rerum' publicarum, ad incitandum e ) C‘”‘"‘J 7&"}“‘5\3 bl
mentes hominum ut insistant rebus
honestis et fugiant a contrariis...

1 rerum] om. P 1 5/,] assY ShSOb 2 <] ShSOb 3 2]

tzhi.?! ESqVi

%3 The relevant witnesses are Si, E, La, L, and 0b (p.c.).
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Avicenna: « And as far as what is abstruse is concerned, it is good for the meter
which is called Afa. Indeed, it is a meter through which one aims at making
something scary in administrative things and laws, so that people will be
submissive or fearful ».

Instead of the relative clause yuradu bi-hi (« through which it is aimed at ... »,
or «through which one aims at...»), in the manuscripts Sh, S and 0b we find
4ssY, a likely vox nihili. Whether this innovation is based on the mere alteration
of the rasm «_ 5|  or rather on a meaningful and graphically similar expression
like li-adna (which would give rise to the translation «a meter for the lowest
[possible level of] fear»), this mistake is hardly reversible or polygenetic, so
that Sh, S, and Ob must share a common ancestor. The very fact that «>Y is a
meaningless expression also rules out the possibility of its presence being due
to contamination, while this could easily be the case for its absence from other
witnesses eventually related to Sh, S, and Ob, for this unintelligible word could
have prompted a zealous copyist (or reader) to check other sources and restore
the correct reading. If Hermannus’ Arabic source was indeed linked to the
common ancestor of Sh, S, and 0b, this is possibly the reason why it still offered
the correct reading yuradu bi-hi, which Hermannus correctly substitutes with
words cognate of induco (ad introducendum and inductio) at p. 211, 2 of Salim’s
edition as well. Of course, the possibility that Hermannus’ translation conveys
the right reading independently from mss. Sh, S, and Ob remains open.

6. CONCLUSIONS

Hermannus’ text does share a few innovative readings with 0b, for some of
which, however, collation could have played a role. This is the case of capituli
seu intentionis/al-bab (discussed in paragraph 5.2) and poeta/si r (discussed in
paragraph 5.5). Other mistakes are potentially polygenetic, like in the case of
kifaya/sufficiens (see paragraph 5.3). Nonetheless, in other passages confusing
forces like collation and polygenesis of errors are a less likely explanation, as for
the omission of bi-I-gafa’ (at paragraph 5.1), for ahsan/decentiam (paragraph 5.4),
and for al-ifratan/superfluitates utreque (paragraph 5.6).

Ob also shares innovative readings with the much older Sh and S, so that this
triplet is surely interrelated (see, for example, paragraphs 5.4 and 5.7). Since it
is not clear whether all the mistakes shared by Sh, S, and 0b are in Hermannus’
Arabic source as well, we must assume that either the relationship between
Hermannus and 0b does not extend to Sh and S, or that these mistakes where
present in Hermannus’ Arabic source as well, but they have been ‘hidden’ by
the translation process. In the first hypothesis, it would be more reasonable to
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ascribe the similarity between Ob and the Latin version to collation. On the other
hand, if the second hypothesis is true, and with the large dose of caution made
mandatory by the brevity of Hermannus’ Avicennian excerpts, the relationship
between Sh, S, Ob, and the Latin translation could also be genealogical.
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ABSTRACT

The Rhetoric Section of the Kitab al-Sifa’ : Hermannus Alemannus’ Latin Translation and the
Arabic Witnesses

Hermannus Alemannus, active as a translator in 13th Century Castile, set himself to the
task of preparing an Arabic-Latin version of Aristotle’s Rhetoric, with the avowed goal of
making all the sections of the Alexandrian Organon available to the Western public. In this
context, he also translated some short sections of Farabi’s Kitab al-Hitaba, and of Averroes’
Middle Commentary on the Rhetoric, together with two excerpts from the rhetoric section of
Avicenna’s Kitab al-Sifa’, in order to substitute or explain difficult sections of Aristotle’s text.

The goal of this contribution is to find out at which degree the textual relationships
between the Arabic and the Latin witnesses of Avicenna’s rhetorical work can be
established and described, for the sake of their historical and editorial value.

Hermannus’ text seems to share a few innovative readings with ms. Istambul,
Nuruosmaniye Kiitliphanesi 2709. For some of them collation could have played a role,
while other mistakes are potentially polygenetic. Nonetheless, in other cases, confusing
forces like collation and polygenesis of errors are a less likely explanation.

Ms. Istambul, Nuruosmaniye Kiitiiphanesi 2709 also shares innovative readings with
the much older mss. Istanbul, Siileymaniye Kiitiiphanesi, Damat Ibrahim Pasa 822 and
Siileymaniye Kiitiiphanesi, Ayasofya 2442, so that this triplet is probably interrelated.
It is not clear whether all the mistakes shared by mss. Siileymaniye Kiitiiphanesi,
Damat Ibrahim Pasa 822, Siileymaniye Kiitiiphanesi, Ayasofya 2442, and Istambul,
Nuruosmaniye Kiitiphanesi 2709 are in Hermannus’ Arabic source as well. We must
therefore assume that either the relationship between Hermannus and ms. Istambul,
Nuruosmaniye Kiitiiphanesi does not extend to the two older manuscripts (and is likely
due to collation), or that these mistakes where present in Hermannus’ Arabic source as
well, but they have been hidden by the translation process.
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Citer/traduire.
La traduction arabo-latine de la Rhétorique d’Aristote
par Hermann I’Allemand et les citations d’al-Farabi et Averroés

La traduction latine de la version arabe de la Rhétorique d’Aristote a été réalisée
a une date inconnue par Hermann I’Allemand. Entreprise a la demande de Jean,
chancelier du roi de Castille, alors archevéque de Burgos (1240-1256)", elle semble
avoir été commencée entre 1243 et 1256; elle a en tout cas été publiée en méme
temps que les Didascalia in Rethoricam Aristotelis ex glosa Alfarabii, prologue du
Grand Commentaire d’al-Farabi a la Rhétorique d’Aristote?, et que la traduction
arabo-latine du Commentaire moyen a la Poétique d’Averrogs, en 1256°.

Cette traduction est aujourd’hui préservée dans deux manuscrits, conservés
A Paris (P = Parisinus Latinus 16673, saec.xm?) et a Toléde (T = Toletanus 47.15,
saec. xir°), Un manuscrit de Florence (F = Laurentianus Plut. 90. Sup. 64, saec. xv°) a
préservé sur deux folios les passages d’Averroes qui ont été utilisés par Hermann
dans sa traduction’. Il n’existe aujourd’hui aucune édition critique de cette
version arabo-latine de la Rhétorique, en dépit de I'intérét philologique, historique
et philosophique qu’elle pourrait représenter, et qu’on a souligné ailleurs®.

L W. F. Bocotss, Hermannus Alemannus’s rhetorical translations, « Viator », 2, 1971, pp. 227-250.

? Les Didascalia vont bient6t paraitre dans une nouvelle édition, réalisée par M. Aouad et moi-
méme, avec une traduction francaise, des notes et un commentaire.

? Voir le Prologue d’Hermann en annexe.

* Pour une description de ce manuscrit et de son contenu, voir AL I 581, et B. SchNEDER, Die
mittelalterlichen griechisch-lateinischen Ubersetzungen der aristotelischen Rhetorik, Walter De Gruyter,
Berlin 1971, pp. 31-33, auxquels on peut ajouter la description suivante de la composition du
manuscrit en cahiers: 18 quaternions (144) + 1 trinion (150) + 3 quaternions (173) [1* (8), 2* (16), 3*
(24), 4* (32), 5* (40), 6* (48), 7* (56), 8* (64), 9* (72), 10* (80), 11* (88), 12* (96), 13* (104), 14* (112), 15*
(120), 16* (128), 17* (136), 18* (144), 19* (150), 20* (158), 21* (166), 22* (173)].

> Voir AL I 853-854, et Scunemer, Die mittelalterlichen griechisch-lateinischen Ubersetzungen der
aristotelischen Rhetorik cit., pp.30-31.

© Voir AL T 925-926.

7 Voir M. Aouap (éd., intr., trad., comm.), Averrots, Commentaire moyen & la Rhétorique, 3 vols., Vrin,
Paris 2002, vol. I, p. 2 et p. 9.

8 F. WoertHER, Le réle des traductions dans les traditions textuelles : les versions arabe et arabo-latine de
la Rhétorique d’Aristote, in D. Smith éd., Les enjeux intellectuels des pratiques d’édition, Les Classiques
Garnier, Paris (2 paraitre).

«Documenti e studi sulla tradizione filosofica medievale » XXVIII (2017)
ISSN 1122-5750 — ISBN 978-88-8450-812-6
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Compte tenu du faible nombre de manuscrits pour cette tradition, il est
impossible de proposer un stemma et de décrire I'interdépendance des copies
conservées P, T et F. Voici toutefois les remarques que I'on peut formuler. F
(pour ce qui est des citations d’Averroés) semble dépendre d’'un manuscrit
appartenant a la méme famille que P. P présente généralement de meilleures
lecons par rapport a T, qui comporte des lacunes et des erreurs (sans compter
I'altération de certains folios, due a I’humidité), mais il ne faut pas pour autant
éliminer les lecons de T, qui permettent a I'occasion de corriger certains passages
erronés de P°,

1. LA VERSION ARABO-LATINE DE LA RHETORIQUE EN CONTEXTE

Avant d’examiner les procédures employées par Hermann lorsqu’il recourt
a al-Farabi et Averroes, il importe de resituer la version arabo-latine de la
Rhétorique d’Aristote dans son contexte.

1.1. La copie arabe

Hermann'® a réalisé sa traduction a partir d’une copie arabe de la Rhétorique,
qui appartient a la méme tradition que le texte utilisé par al-Farabi, Avicenne
et Averroés lorsqu’ils rédigérent leurs commentaires respectifs a la Rhétorique™.

Cette version arabe de la Rhétorique est 'une des trois versions répertoriées
dans le Fihrist d'Tbn al-Nadim'?, qui mentionne en effet, premiérement, une
traduction «ancienne», élaborée avant I'époque de Hunayn, deuxiémement,

? Pour éditer les passages d’al-Farabi et Averroes, nous avons par ailleurs adopté les principes
suivants: les variantes orthographiques n’ont pas été mentionnées dans les apparats, certains
manuscrits ayant recours a des abréviations pour les mots dont I'orthographe est fluctuante.
On a donc conservé I'orthographe courante des mots inquit (contre inquid), enthimema (contre
entimema), rhetorica (contre rethorica), etc. La ponctuation a été adaptée aux normes actuelles.

10 M. Grionascrr (intr., éd.), al-Farabi, Deux ouvrages inédits sur la Réthorique, 2. Didascalia in
Rethoricam Aristotelis ex glosa Alpharabii, Dar al-Mashreq, Beyrouth 1971, pp. 134-137.

1 Concernant Averroés, on sait qu’il a utilisé, pour la rédaction de son Commentaire moyen
(lequel suit le texte arabe du Stagirite de suffisamment prés pour que I'on puisse procéder a une
comparaison littérale entre la version arabe d’Aristote et la version arabe du Commentaire) une
version différente de celle qui est conservée dans le Parisinus Arabus 2346. En effet, non seulement
les chapitres de la Rhétorique, 11 15-17 sont absents dans la copie utilisée par Averroes alors qu'’ils
sont présents dans le manuscrit de la Bibliothéque Nationale, mais encore le Parisinus Arabus 2346
n’a pas conservé le passage de Rhétorique, Il 11, 1412a 16 - III 14, 1415a 4, qui a pourtant été
commenté par Averroes.

12 M. Aouap, La Rhétorique. Tradition syriaque et arabe, in Dictionnaire des philosophes antiques, I,
Edition du CNRS, Paris 1989, pp. 455-472, et In., La Rhétorique. Tradition syriaque et arabe. Compléments,
in Dictionnaire des philosophes antiques. Supplément, Edition du CNRS, Paris 2003, pp. 219-223.
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une traduction réalisée par Ishaq Ibn Hunayn (m. 910), et troisiémement la
traduction d’Ibrahim b. ‘Abdallah (m. ca 940). L'unique version qui nous soit
parvenue de la traduction arabe de la Rhétorique est '« ancienne » traduction —
peut-étre réalisée a partir d’'un intermédiaire syriaque’® — et dont 'examen de

B Lutilisation d’'un intermédiaire syriaque pourrait expliquer certaines mélectures de la
traduction arabe. Lyons suppose un tel intermédiaire dans son édition. Méme si aucun manuscrit
actuellement conservé ne contient de version syriaque de la Rhétorique et qu’on n’a aucune preuve
qu’une traduction syriaque de la rhétorique ait existé avant le x° s., ni qu’un aristotélicien de langue
syriaque de cette période se soit intéressée a ce texte en particulier (J. W. Warr, Aristotelian Rhetoric
in Syriac. Barhebraeus, Butyrum Sapientiae, Book of Rhetoric, Brill, Leiden - Boston 2005, p. 6), deux
éléments rendraient toutefois plausible 'hypothése qu’une traduction syriaque de la Rhétorique
aurait existé a date ancienne (U. Vacerroni, Aristotle’s Rhetoric in the East. The Syriac and Arabic
Translation and Commentary Tradition, Brill, Leiden - Boston 2008, pp. 55-61): I'intérét des érudits
de langue syriaque (comme Athanase de Balad, Jacob d’Edesse ou Georges, évéque des Arabes,
au vie s.) pour I'Organon, et 2° le role central joué par les textes de logique — dont fait partie la
Rhétorique — non seulement dans les cercles philosophiques et scientifiques, mais également, et
plus largement, dans le cadre des études de théologie (pour apprendre a formuler un probléme et &
en débattre) et de médecine (la logique faisant partie du cursus scolaire, par exemple & Alexandrie).
Cependant, il convient de remarquer que, pour des raisons religieuses, I'étude de 1'Organon dans
les écoles chrétiennes fut restreinte a certaines parties du corpus qui aurait exclu la Rhétorique et
la Poétique, lesquelles n’auraient pas été traduites en syriaque a date ancienne: ce n’est qu’apres
la conquéte musulmane que cette restriction fut levée et que I'enseignement de la logique prit
une nouvelle forme. De plus, si les auteurs syriaques connaissaient la Rhétorique au moment ou le
texte a été traduit en arabe, cette connaissance n’était pas nécessairement écrite ou textuelle. John
Watt (Aristotelian Rhetoric in Syriac cit., pp. 6-8) a récemment montré que la traduction syriaque de
la Rhétorique sur laquelle s’est appuyé Bar Hebraeus (m. 1286) pour rédiger son commentaire — le
Butyrum sapientiae — est trés proche de la version arabe et que cet auteur a retranscrit les termes
grecs la ou la traduction arabe a utilisé les équivalents arabes. Par conséquent — comme le texte
syriaque contenu dans le Butyrum sapientiae n’est pas une traduction de I'arabe —, soit la traduction
arabe a été effectuée a partir de la version syriaque, soit les traductions arabe et syriaque ont été
réalisées a partir de sources grecques trés semblables, soit le traducteur arabe, travaillant a partir
du grec, a consulté la version syriaque de la Rhétorique qui a aussi été utilisée par Bar Hebraeus.
Dans la comparaison qu'il a récemment proposée des versions grecque et arabe de la premiére
partie du livre IIT de la Rhétorique (Aristotle’s Rhetoric in the East cit., pp. 62-180), Uwe Vagelpohl
suggere que la traduction arabe du traité présente des similitudes avec les techniques employées
dans le cercle d’al-Kindi et qu’elle a été directement effectuée a partir du texte grec. D’aprés lui en
effet, les syriacismes de la traduction arabe de la Rhétorique ne doivent pas étre automatiquement
interprétés en faveur de I'utilisation d’un intermédiaire syriaque, car ils ont pu affecter la version
arabe a différents moments de la traduction et de la transmission du texte (Cf. W. P. Henrics,
Aristotle’s Ars Rhetorica. The Arabic Version, ed. M. Lyons, Cambridge, 1982, « Zeitschrift fiir Geschichte
der Arabisch-Islamischen Wissenschaften », 1, 1984, pp.312-316 [pp. 313-314]). De plus, il importe
toujours de garder en mémoire qu’un traducteur chrétien, habitué au syriaque, peut commettre
des syriacismes, alors méme qu’il traduit directement du grec vers I'arabe (Cf. F. Ziumermann, The
Origins of the so-called Theology of Aristotle, in J. Krave, W. F. Ryan, C. B. Scamrrt eds., Pseudo-Aristotle
in the Middle Ages: The Theology and other texts, The Warburg Institute, London 1986, pp. 110-240 [p.
114] : « We must bear in mind that a Christian translator accustomed to Syriac routines of literary
expression might commit Syriacisms even when translating from Greek. Only in very special cases
does a peculiar turn of phrase in a Graeco-Arabic text point unequivocally to a Syriac substratum »).
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la terminologie, du style et des contresens indique en effet une date antérieure a
Hunayn. Elle a probablement été réalisée au vii® s., puisque des notes marginales
« portent témoignage d’une copie de 320 H, d’une collation de 209 H et d'un lecteur
de 113 H, ce qui nous raménerait a 731 ap.J.-C. »'*, Elle est conservée a Paris dans
une copie unique datée du xi¢ s. (Parisinus Arabus 2346), et dont ’état matériel
ne permet plus aujourd’hui la consultation directe. Une remarque marginale du
manuscrit® indique que le texte du Parisinus Arabus 2346 est une copie du texte
d’'Ibn al-Samh (m.1027), lequel a édité au x:° s. le texte arabe a partir de deux
versions arabes de la Rhétorique et d’une version syriaque qu’il avait également a
sa disposition, et a laquelle il a eu recours quand les deux versions arabes étaient
obscures ou insuffisantes pour établir un texte compréhensible.

1.2. Hermann I’Allemand

Les informations biographiques dont on dispose sur Hermann I’Allemand
sont peu nombreuses et assez lacunaires, méme si I'on a récemment tenté de
reconstituer la vie de ce personnage de fagon un peu plus précise, notamment a
partir des archives de Tolede'.

1l fut probablement nommé évéque d’Astorga en 1266 avant de mourir dans
cette fonction en 1272. Entre 1240 et 1256, Hermann réalisa les six traductions
suivantes: traduction latine du Commentaire moyen a I'Ethique a Nicomaque
d’Averrogs, achevée le 3 juin 1240 a Toléde'; traduction latine de la Summa

1 Aouap, La Rhétorique. Tradition syriaque et arabe cit., p. 457.

15 Les informations tirées des notes marginales du manuscrit 2346 ont été analysées par Lyons,
Pp- 1-vi, et VAGeLPoHL, Aristotle’s Rhetoric in the East cit., pp. 39-51.

16 Cf. R. GonzaLvez Ruiz, Hombres y libros de Toledo, 1086-1300, Fundacién Ramén Areces, Madrid
1997, pp. 586-602. Sur Hermann I’Allemand, ses traductions et la bibliographie afférente voir aussi:
G. H. Luquet, Hermann I’Allemand (1 1272), « Revue de 'Histoire des Religions », 44, 1901, pp. 407-422;
J. FErRrEIRO ALEMPARTE, Hermann el alemdn, traductor del siglo XIII en Toledo, « Hispania Sacra », 35, 1983,
Pp- 9-56 ; M. Pirez GonzALez, Hermann el Alemdn, traductor de la Escuela de Toledo, « Anales Toledanos »,
29, 1992, pp. 17-28, et R. GonzaLvez Ruiz, El traductor Hermann el Alemdn, in A. M. LoPEz-ALVAREZ ET AL.
eds., La Escuela de Traductores de Toledo, Disputacién Provincial de Toledo, Toledo 1996, pp. 51-64.

17 cf. Colophon: Dixit translator. Et ego compleui eius translationem ex arabico in latinum die iouis
mensis iunii anno ab incarnatione Domini MCCXL apud urbem Toletanam in capella Sanctae Trinitatis
(Le traducteur a dit. Et j'ai achevé sa traduction de I'arabe en latin le 3 juin de 'année 1240
de l'incarnation du Seigneur dans la ville de Toléde en la chapelle de la Sainte Trinité). Cette
paternité, qui n’est pas absolument certaine dans la mesure ot le colophon mentionne seulement
«le traducteur », non le nom explicite de Hermann, a cependant été récemment démontrée par
D. N. Hasse, a partir d'une comparaison minutieuse des traductions latines de certaines particules
de liaison et autres expressions logiques arabes, dans D. N. Hasst, Latin Averroes Translations of the
First Half of The Thirteenth Century, Olms, Hildesheim - Ziirich - New York 2010. Sur le Commentaire
d’Averroés a I'Ethique & Nicomaque, voir M. Aouap, F. WoErTHER, Le Commentaire par Averroés du
chapitre 9 du livre X de I'Ethique & Nicomaque : pédagogie de la contrainte, habitudes et lois, « Mélanges de
I'Université Saint-Joseph », 62, 2009, pp. 353-380.
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Alexandrinorum (abrégé arabe de I'Ethique a Nicomaque), achevée le 8 avril
1243 ou 1244, selon toute probabilité a Tolede; traduction latine de la version
arabe de la Rhétorique d’Aristote; traduction latine du Commentaire moyen a
la Poétique d’Averroes, achevée a Tolede le 17 mars 1256, traduction latine des
Didascalia in Rethoricam ex glosa Alfarabii — appelée aussi « glose » dans les textes
qui les signalent, non datée —, prologue du Grand Commentaire d’al-Farabi a la
Rhétorique d’Aristote ; traduction partielle des Psaumes (1-70) en castillan a partir
du texte hébreu, probablement réalisée elle aussi a Tolede'®. Semblant appartenir
a un projet plus vaste — celui d’une traduction de la Bible en castillan —, cette
traduction souléve la question de savoir si Hermann connaissait suffisamment
I'hébreu pour aborder cette tiche ou s'il s’est fait assister dans son travail.

Le témoignage de son contemporain, Roger Bacon, qu’il rencontra a Paris
entre 1240 et 1247, nous fait connaitre sa méthode de travail et ses compétences
en langue arabe®:

«Heremannus quidem Alemannus adhuc vivit episcopus, cui fui valde familiaris.
Qui, mihi sciscitanti eum de libris logicae quibusdam, quos habuit transferendos
in Arabico, dixit ore rotundo, quod nescivit logicam, et ideo non ausus fuit
transferre. Et certe si logicam nescivit, non potuit alias scire scientias, sicut decet.
Nec Arabicum bene scivit, ut confessus est, quia magis fuit ajiutor translationum
quam translator; quia Sarascenos tenuit secum in Hispania, qui fuerunt in suis
translationibus principales ».

«Hermann I’Allemand est un évéque, vivant encore aujourd’hui, et dont je fus
un ami trés proche. Alors que je I'interrogeais sur certains livres de logique qu’il
avait fait traduire en arabe, il me dit, d’'une voix pleine, qu'il ignorait la logique
et que c'était la raison pour laquelle il n’avait pas osé les traduire. Assurément,
sans la connaissance de la logique, il n’aurait pas pu connaitre les autres sciences
comme il convient. Il n’avait pas non plus une bonne connaissance de I'arabe,
comme il le confessa, puisqu’il fut davantage un assistant de traductions qu'un
traducteur, puisqu’il avait des Sarrasins avec lui en Espagne, qui dirigérent ses
traductions »%.

Au début du xx° siecle, le biographe d’Hermann, Georges-Henri Luquet, notait
ason tour:

18 M. W. DE Dreco LosEj6N, El Salterio de Hermann el Alemdn. Ms Escurialense I-j-8. Primera traduccién
castellana de la Biblia, Universidad de Valladolid, Valladolid 1993.

19 Voir W. F. Bocess, Hermannus Alemannus and the Sandy Desert of Zarabi, « Journal of the American
Oriental Society », 86,1966, pp. 418-419.

% F, R. Bacon, Opus Tertium. Opus Minus. Compendium Philosophiae, ed. J. S. Brewer, Longman,
London 1859, pp. 471-472.
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«Quel procédé employa Hermann pour faire ses traductions? On connait le
procédé constant des traducteurs du Moyen-Age. Un Juif converti traduisait
en langue vulgaire, en espagnol par exemple, la traduction arabe du texte
grec et c’était cette seconde traduction que traduisait en latin celui qui signait
la traduction définitive. Hermann suivait une méthode analogue, avec cette
différence qu’il employa, non des Juifs, mais des Arabes. Le témoignage de Bacon,
qui le dit expressément, se trouve confirmé par certaines particularités de ces
traductions, notamment dans la transcription des noms propres, qui montrent

qu'elles sont I'ceuvre de musulmans connaissant la langue savante »*'.

Toutefois, I'examen d’au moins trois traductions réalisées par Hermann
— celle de la Rhétorique, des Didascalia, et du Commentaire moyen a I'Ethique &
Nicomaque®* — tendrait A nuancer le témoignage de Bacon et I'observation de
Luquet. Non seulement la compétence d’Hermann en arabe semble en effet avoir
été bien meilleure que ce que lui-méme affirme selon Bacon — et sans doute
Hermann ne pouvait-il faire preuve que de modestie devant son ami —, mais
certains passages de ses traductions indiquent aussi que le travail aurait été
réalisé en équipes paralléles ou en atelier, plutdt que par un seul individu.

Ces observations, dont le caractére est encore trop général, ne vaut sans
doute pas pour toutes les traductions qui ont été exécutées par Hermann, ou
sous le nom d’Hermann: seule une étude plus approfondie des techniques de
traduction réalisées sur les textes eux-mémes permettrait en effet de distinguer
précisément les différentes méthodes et procédures qui ont été mises en ceuvre
dans chacun des traités arabes traduits en latin par Hermann.

1.3. Le témoignage d’Hermann

Le dernier témoignage que I'on ait conservé sur la traduction arabo-latine de
la Rhétorique provient d’Hermann lui-méme, qui a fait précéder les versions latines
de la Rhétorique et du Commentaire d’Averroés a la Poétique d'un prologue (dont on
trouvera I'édition, réalisée a partir de P et T, dans I’Annexe I de cette contribution).

Apres avoir souligné I'inscription de la Rhétorique et de la Poétique parmi
les traités de logique, conformément a l'interprétation orientale de I'Organon

2! Luquer, Hermann I'Allemand (t 1272) cit., pp. 415-416.

22'S, HARVEY, F. WOERTHER, Averroes’ Middle Commentary on Book I of the Nicomachean Ethics, « Oriens »,
42, 2014, pp. 254-287; WoERTHER, Le rdle des traductions dans les traditions textuelles cit.; Eap., Les
translittérations dans la version latine du Commentaire moyen & I'Ethique & Nicomaque, « Bulletin de
Philosophie Médiévale », 56, 2014, pp. 61-89; Eap., Les noms propres dans le Commentaire moyen a
UEthique & Nicomaque d’Averroés. Contribution a une étude sur les traductions latine et hébraique du
Commentaire (3 paraitre); Eap., Les fragments arabes du Commentaire moyen & I'Ethique & Nicomaque
d’Averroés (en préparation).
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aristotélicien qui a été entre autres suivie par al-Farabi, Avicenne et Averroes,
Hermann s’excuse de la «difficulté » et de la «rudesse » de sa traduction, laquelle
n’est pas moins difficile ni rude, dit-il, que la langue des deux textes arabes qu’il
a traduits. C’est cette obscurité de la version gréco-arabe de la Rhétorique qui,
poursuit-il, a poussé al-Farabi le premier a rédiger un commentaire qui puisse en
déterminer la signification tout en supprimant les exemples grecs qui restaient a
ses yeux impénétrables ; c’est cette obscurité aussi qui explique pourquoi, toujours
d’aprés Hermann, 'exposé d’al-Farabi n’est pas dépourvu d’incertitudes et n’a pas
été mené — du moins d’apres les témoignages d’Avicenne et d’Averroes — jusqu’a
son terme; c’est cette obscurité, enfin, qui explique que la Rhétorique et la Poétique
aient été jusqu’ici négligées par les Arabes, et qui justifie qu'Hermann ait cherché
— non sans difficulté, par ailleurs — de I’aide pour comprendre ses textes:

«Quod autem hi* duo libri logicales sint, nemo dubitat qui perspexerit libros
Arabum famosorum®, Alfarabii videlicet et Avicenne® et Avenrosdi? et quorundam
aliorum. Imo ex ipso textu manifestius hoce patebit. (...) Nec miretur quisquam vel
indignetur de difficultate vel quasi ruditate translationis. Nam multo difficilius et
rudius ex greco in arabicum est translata, ita quod Alfarabius qui primus conatus
est ex rethorica aliquem intellectum glosando elicere, multa exempla greca
propter ipsorum obscuritatem pertransiens derelinquitf. Et propter eandem
causam multa dubie exposuit ; et ut Avicennas et Avenrosd" estimant propter hanc
etiam causam glosam usque ad finem negocii non perduxit. Et isti quoque duo
viri in finibus tractatuum suorum, quos imitantes Aristotelem' composuerunt,
sic inquiunt. Hoc est quod intelligere et excipere’ potuimus de translatione que
pervenit ad nos horum voluminum Aristotelis*. Ideoque usque hodie etiam apud
arabes hi' duo libri quasi neglecti sunt, et vix unum invenire potui qui mecum
studendo in ipsis Vecl]let diligentius laborare ».

2hi P: hii T °® perspexerit libros Arabum famosorum P : libros Arabum prospexerit T
cavicenne P: aviscenne T ¢ averrosdi P: avenrosd T ©hoc P: hic T f derelinquit P:
dereliquid T & avicenna P: aviscenna T ! averrosd P: avenrosdi T ! aristotelem P:
aristotilis J excipere P: excerpere T  aristotelis P: aristotilis T 'hi P: hii T

«Or, que ces deux livres relevent de la logique, personne n’en doute une fois
que l'on aura considéré les livres des Arabes célébres, je veux parler d’al-Farabi,
Avicenne, Averroes et certains autres. Bien plus: c’est le texte lui-méme qui
fera apparaitre plus évident encore ce <caractére logique>. (...) Et il n’y a pas
lieu de s’étonner ou de s’indigner du caractere difficile ou, pour ainsi dire, de
la rudesse de la traduction, car la traduction du grec en arabe a été réalisée de
facon beaucoup plus difficile et plus rude: aussi al-Farabi, qui le premier s’est
efforcé par sa glose d’arracher a la rhétorique quelque sens, a laissé tomber en
les ignorant de nombreux exemples en grec, en raison de leur obscurité. Et c’est
pour la méme raison que son exposé (sc. al-Farabi) comporte de nombreuses
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incertitudes et, comme Avicenne et Averroes le pensent, c’est pour cette raison
aussi qu'il n’a pas poursuivi sa glose jusqu'a la fin de son travail. Et ces deux
hommes dirent a la fin de leurs traités qu’ils composérent en imitant Aristote:
voila ce que nous avons pu comprendre et tirer de la traduction de ces volumes
d’Aristote qui nous est parvenue. C’est pourquoi jusqu’aujourd’hui, méme chez
les Arabes, ces deux livres ont été pour ainsi dire négligés, et c’est a peine si
j'ai pu trouver une personne qui accepte de travailler avec assez de soin sur ces
textes en les étudiant avec moi ».

Tout a fait conscient, donc, de la qualité médiocre de sa traduction qui découle
de la qualité médiocre des versions arabes sur lesquelles il a travaillé, Hermann
présente les versions latines de la Rhétorique et de la Poétique non comme un
travail achevé et définitif, mais comme un work in progress, provisoire et
conscient de ses propres limites, qui vise simplement a favoriser la transmission
de textes qui sinon seraient tombés dans I'oubli. Ce caractere provisoire est par
ailleurs souligné a travers 'exemple de I'Ethique & Nicomaque. Ce traité, traduit,
lui aussi par Hermann, de I'arabe en latin, en 1240 — mais il s’agit en réalité du
Commentaire moyen a I'Ethique a Nicomaque d’Averroés — a été remplacé, environ
six ou sept ans plus tard, par la traduction latine de Robert Grosseteste, réalisée
directement a partir de la version grecque originale du texte d’Aristote”, et
qu'Hermann mentionne encore ici dans son prologue :

«Veniam igitur concedant qui forsitan® non immerito® poterunt hunc meum
laborem de imperfectione redarguere. Et si eis non placuerit quicquam fructus
ex eo querere, possunt ipsum deserere redargutum. Sane tamen ipsis consulo
ut malint hos codices habere sic translatos, quam penitus derelictos. Nichil
enim pura privatione incultius, sed potest quoquomodo hiis¢ habitis per
paulatina incrementa finis tandem desiderate perfectionis facilius impertiri,

2 Sur la Translatio lincolniensis, voir R. Gauthier, L’Ethique d Nicomaque, vol. I, Introduction,
Béatrice Nauwelaerts, Louvain - Paris 1970, pp. 120-122: « En 1246-47, Robert fit paraitre une
ceuvre complexe dont le triple contenu devait directement ou indirectement commander toute
I'exégése médiévale de I'Ethique. C’est d’abord une traduction compléte, ou plutdt une révision de
'ancienne traduction compléte que Robert Grosseteste semble avoir possédée en son entier (...).
Cette traduction de I'évéque de Lincoln sera souvent citée au moyen 4ge sous le nom de Translatio
lincolniensis (...). A cette traduction de I'Ethique G Nicomaque était jointe la traduction d’un recueil
de commentaires grecs, recueil formé sans doute & Constantinople a la fin du xu® ou au début du
xue siecle; il se composait des commentaires d’Eustrate sur le livre I, de I’Anonyme ancien sur les
livres I et V, de Michel d’Epheése sur le livre V (dont il y avait ainsi deux commentaires), d’Eustrate
anouveau sur le livre VI, de I’Anonyme récent sur le livre V11, d’Aspasius (en une version remaniée,
peut-étre par Michel d’Ephése) sur le livre VIII, et enfin de Michel d’Ephése encore sur les livres
IX et X. Enfin venaient des Notule de Robert Grosseteste lui-méme : malheureusement ces notes,
écrites sans doute dans les marges du manuscrit de Grosseteste, ne nous sont parvenues que de
fagon trés fragmentaire (...) ».
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quemadmodum contingit in libro Nichomachie quem latini Ethicam Aristotelis
appellant?, Nam et hunc prout potui in latinum verti eloquium ex arabico. Et
postmodum reverendus pater magister Robertus Grossi capitis sed subtilis
intellectus Lincolniensis® episcopus ex primo fonte unde emanaverat, greco
videlicet, ipsum est completiusf interpretatus et grecorum commentis proprias
annectens notulas commentatus ».

a forsitan P : forsitam T ®immerito P: in merito T ©hiis T: om. P ¢ aristotelis appellant
P: appellant aristotilis T ¢ lincolniensis T linkoniensis P f completius P: conpletius T

«Qu'ils accordent donc leur pardon, ceux qui, peut-étre non sans raison, pourront
réfuter pour son imperfection ce travail qui est le mien. Et ceux qui n’auront
pas voulu en retirer un quelconque fruit peuvent ’'abandonner, une fois réfuté.
Toutefois, je leur conseille vraiment de préférer posséder ces livres ainsi traduits,
plutdt que d’en étre totalement privés. Car il n’y a rien qui soit plus dépourvu
d’éducation que la pure et simple privation, et 'on peut, de quelque fagon, si
I'on est en possession de ces <livres>, communiquer plus facilement, au moyen
de progres insensibles, les plus hauts degrés de la perfection finalement désirée,
tout comme c’est le cas du Livre de Nicomaque que les Latins appellent I'Ethique
d’Aristote. Car ce <livre> aussi, je I'ai traduit, autant que j’ai pu, de 'arabe en
langue latine. Et, peu apreés, le pére vénérable, Maitre Robert — Grosseteste, mais
d’un esprit subtil —, évéque de Lincoln, 'a expliqué de facon plus compleéte a
partir de la premiére source dont il était provenu, a savoir le grec, et I'a commenté
en attachant aux commentaires des Grecs ses propres notes ».

En définitive, Hermann se borne a souligner dans ce prologue la difficulté qu'a
représentée pour lui la traduction en latin des versions arabes de la Rhétorique et
du Commentaire a la Poétique, et qui tient en particulier, selon son témoignage, a
la médiocrité des versions arabes elles-mémes. S’il mentionne les noms d’al-Farabi,
Avicenne et Averroes, c’est uniquement pour justifier I'intérét philosophique de
ces deux traités aristotéliciens, qui font en effet partie intégrante du corpus logique
aux yeux des philosophes héritiers des commentateurs Alexandrins. S'il confesse
s'étre fait aider dans la traduction, il n’évoque en revanche nulle part les procédures
particulieres qu'il a pu emprunter lors de ce travail, et notamment le recours aux
commentaires des trois philosophes arabes mentionnés plus haut. C’est toutefois
I'idée d’un travail provisoire, qui ne restera valable que jusqu’au moment ot I'on
produira une meilleure version du texte, ou, mieux, oit 'on en découvrira enfin la
version grecque originale, qui doit guider en premier lieu 'examen des citations
d’al-Farabi, Avicenne et Averroes dans la version arabo-latine de la Rhétorique. Elles
semblent, a priori, étre en effet destinées a éclairer un texte difficile, a en rendre la
lecture plus aisée, et peut-étre aussi, a guider les futurs lecteurs et traducteurs du
texte qui reprendront le travail 1a ot I'a laissé Hermann.
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2. LE RECOURS A AL-FARABI ET AVERROES DANS LA TRADUCTION ARABO-LATINE DE LA RHETORIQUE
D’ ARISTOTE

L’étude suivante se fonde sur les éditions des fragments et témoignages
d’al-Farabi et Averroes dans la version arabo-latine de la Rhétorique, parues
respectivement en 2012** et 2011%. En précisant les modalités du recours, par
Hermann, a al-Farabi et Averrogs, elle fournira une introduction et un cadre
général a 'examen des citations d’Avicenne.

Pour commencer, il convient de noter que les citations d’al-Farabi et
d’Averroes requierent un traitement distinct. En effet, le Grand Commentaire
d’al-Farabi a la Rhétorique, auquel Hermann semble emprunter, n’a pas été
conservé — mis a part le prologue, préservé sous le titre latin de Didascalia —,
tandis que le Commentaire moyen d’Averroés a la Rhétorique, auquel recourt
Hermann, existe aujourd’hui encore dans sa version originale arabe®, ce qui
autorise des comparaisons précises entre les citations en latin d’Hermann d’une
part, et le texte arabe d’Averroes d’autre part.

On compte, dans I’ensemble de la version arabo-latine de la Rhétorique, trois
fragments d’al-Farabi — dans les chapitres 2, 12 et 15 du livre I —, ainsi que deux
témoignages, le premier apparaissant dans le livre 15 du livre I, et le second,
indiquant dans la marge du manuscrit P seulement, I’endroit ou al-Farabi aurait
interrompu son commentaire, en Rhét. I11 9, 1409a 24. Les fragments d’Averroés
sont beaucoup plus nombreux: on en compte quatorze, mais qui ne portent que
sur les chapitres 1, 4, 5 et 6 du livre .

2.1. Identification et délimitation des citations

L’identification de chacune des citations ne pose généralement pas de
probléme.

2.1.1. al-Farabi

Dans le cas d’al-Farabi, les citations viennent interrompre le texte avec la
mention du nom du philosophe, sans mise en page particuliére dans aucun des

24 F. WOERTHER, Les traces du Grand Commentaire d’al-Farabi a la Rhétorique d’Aristote dans la traduction
arabo-latine de la Rhétorique par Hermann I’Allemand, « Bulletin de Philosophie Médiévale », 54, 2012,
pp. 137-154.

5 F, WoERTHER, Les citations du Commentaire moyen a la Rhétorique d’Aristote par Averroeés dans la
traduction arabo-latine de la Rhétorique d’Aristote par Hermann I’Allemand, « Mélanges de I'Université
Saint-Joseph », 63, 2010-2011, pp. 323-359.

%6 Aouap (éd., tr., notes, comm.), Averroks, Commentaire moyen & la Rhétorique d’Aristote cit.
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deux manuscrits. Le manuscrit T, qui présente 'emploi de couleurs (rouge et
bleue) et d’ornements a toutefois recours a des pieds-de-mouche, mais seulement
pour marquer la présence du nom propre ‘alpharabius’. Les expressions qui
doivent étre rapportées a al-Farabi sont le plus souvent soulignées dans le corps
du texte par les copistes de P et T.

P, 88vb.

quca m [lon.:e-
Ijmamravl-u.i;ta- vy Suss ﬁ’
srsorerasestts S tos srStornag
15283 € - 1pnorT- A6 d v 3% Ateils

T, 41ra.

-

r,;,l! CRTLLALA




188 FREDERIQUE WOERTHER

2.1.2. Averroes

Concernant Averroés: dans tous les cas, et dans chacun des deux manuscrits
P et T, le texte arabo-latin de la Rhétorique est interrompu par la mention du
nom d’Averroés, qui est suivi de la citation de son Commentaire. En revanche,
la fin des citations est généralement difficile a déterminer, dans la mesure ot le
texte d’Hermann ne présente aucune marque qui viendrait délimiter la citation
d’Averroes de la suite du texte de la Rhétorique. A cette derniére remarque on
peut toutefois apporter deux nuances: 1° le nom d’Aristote apparait dans deux
cas seulement (citations de ’Annexe III 1, 5) dans les deux manuscrits, pour
indiquer le retour au texte d’Aristote, et donc la fin de la citation; 2°le manuscrit
T a recours a des pieds-de-mouche de couleurs qui permettent de marquer la
fin d’une citation. On note ainsi la présence d’'un pied-de-mouche bleu apres la
fin de la citation d’Averroes, et avant la reprise du texte de la Rhétorique dans
les citations de ’Annexe III 3, 5, 7, 11 et d’un pied-de-mouche rouge dans les
citations de ’Annexe III 4, 12, 13.

Dans le cas ou les citations apparaissent dans les marges du manuscrit
(citations de ’Annexe III 8, 9, 14 dans P uniquement), les limites de la citation
sont matériellement visibles.

P, 67va.



LA TRADUCTION DE LA RHETORIQUE PAR HERMANN L’ALLEMAND 189

T, 36va.

2.2. Nature des citations

S’ils s’ouvrent tous sur la mention du nom d’al-Farabi ou d’Averroes, les
passages mentionnés par Hermann dans sa traduction ne présentent toutefois
pas les mémes caractéristiques.

2.2.1. al-Farabi

a. Fragments

Dans le cas d’al-Farabi, Hermann propose, d’une part, de trés courtes
citations, qui sont sans doute extraites de son Grand commentaire a la Rhétorique,
et viennent éclairer 'emploi d'un mot en le glosant (citations de I’Annexe II 1)
ou expliciter un terme qui est sous-entendu dans le texte d’Aristote (citations de
I’Annexe 1I 2, 3).

Par exemple, dans le cas de I'extrait de I’Annexe II 2, qui se situe en Rhét.
I 12, chapitre ol Aristote énumeére sous forme de catalogue les différentes
dispositions de ceux qui commettent des injustices.
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* Rhét. grecque (I 12, 1372b 2-8)

Koi 8601 To pév aduciuato Ajupota, ai 8¢ {nuion dveidn udvov. Kai oig tovvavtiov
0L MEV AdIkApaTa £ Emavov Tva, olov £l GUVEPN Biuo TiumpYcaca Ve TaTpdg 7
NTpoC, Homep Zivaov, oi 6¢ {nuiot €ig ypriHaTa fj UYNV T TO10DTOV TU O AUPOTEPQL
Yap 6d1k0do1 Ko AppoTéPS EYOVTES, || TATY 00y 01 oTol GAL oi évavtiot toig jdeoty.

«Et tous ceux pour qui les injustices apportent un profit siir, alors que les
chatiments s’arrétent aux reproches. Et ceux a qui, au contraire (sc. de ceux qui
recherchent le profit), les injustices valent un éloge, par exemple si elles ont eu
comme effet collatéral la vengeance de leur pére ou de leur mére, comme pour
Zénon, alors que la punition se borne a une amende, a I'exil ou a quelque chose
du méme genre. Car si'on commet I'injustice, c’est pour ces deux motifs, et dans
I'une ou l'autre de ces dispositions, || & ceci prés que les auteurs ne sont pas les
mémes mais des personnes de caractéres opposés »”’.

* Rhét. arabe (Lyons®, pp. 62. 19 - 63. 6)

Masfwvd\jccj.@\jwﬂu|‘fl@&>jw\@p& jl.:\?u_;.,d\j
(j\kﬁ_é}u}“u_eojl_..: .L_>-La dlgj_o.UupJ_:u ML"‘S‘J‘{"‘JUC'&"&\Q\V‘LM\
w\ujluj_e_s\ j\du‘u_u)\_ﬁpl\jub\ﬁm;l-\\_ﬁ\jLdj_a.:JJ_x.%LaScL’u
A_STJ_&”W@MJ:)}y_M;}cMquﬂ\@QWUmJ_chJ.s

bl d‘)’\.a—)!\u_er_ml.mu_:mu_ﬁj (loas ;\fj_g_SJJ

«Et ceux a qui n'incombe pas un dédommagement <en raison du> profit <qu’ils
ont tiré de leur action injuste>, et on pense ainsi que cela se produit dans la
sédition et le désordre, et ceux qui commettent une injustice et finissent par
étre loués et célébrés, comme ce qui arrive a ’homme qui venge dans le méme
temps son peére et sa mére, comme I'a fait Zénon, tandis que les dommages et les
atteintes se réduisent a de I'argent ou a la fuite <en exil> ou ce qui ressemble a
cela, commettent des injustices pour ces deux raisons, et cela existe pour eux
dans deux maniéres, || sauf que cela ne concerne pas ceux-la seulement, mais
aussi ceux dont les caractéres sont opposés aux leurs ...».

%7 Le texte grec est cité dans I'édition de R. Kassew éd., Aristotelis Ars rhetorica, Walter De Gruyter,
Berlin - New York 1976, et la traduction frangaise est celle de P. Cuiron tr., Aristote, Rhétorique,
Garnier-Flammarion, Paris 2007.

28 M. C. Lvons éd., Aristotle’s Rhetoric. The Arabic Version, Pembroke College, Cambridge 1982.
L'édition de Lyons remplace la précédente édition de la version arabe de la Rhétorique: ‘A. Bapawi,
Aristatalis al-Khataba, al-Tarjama al- ‘Arabiyya al-Qadima, Cairo 1959.
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* Rhét. Hermann (1 12, 1372b 1-8)

«Et illi quos non consequitur restitutio eorum quorum habuerunt utilitatem ut
putatur in guerris et ceteris translationibus et illi quos famosos reddit et laudabiles
injuria, quemadmodum jam accidit cum quis sumpsit vindictam sanguinis
suorum in deceptione® pariter patrum et matrum aliorum quemadmodum
fecit talis; dispendia autem seu dampna sunt aut in pecunia aut in effugando
in exilium aut in consimilibus his®. Injuriatur autem in utrisque rebus simul et
hoce invenitur secundum duos modos — Alfarabius: vel in non reddendo vel in
efferendo?. Non autem est hoc in istis solummodo, sed etiam in eorum contrariis
secundum mores, ...».

2 deceptione correxi : receptione PT ®his P: hiis T <hoc om.P ¢ in efferendo correxi: in
auferendo T in non auferendo P

«Et ceux que ne suit pas le dédommagement de ceux qu'ils ont utilisés, comme
<ce qui se passe>, pense-t-on, dans les guerres et autres perturbations, et ceux
que linjustice rend célébres et dignes de louange, comme ce qui est déja arrivé
lorsque quelqu’un a vengé le sang des siens, tout en abusant dans le méme
temps d’autres péres et méres, comme I'a fait un tel; or, les peines ou amendes
consistent soit en <une somme d’> argent, soit en la fuite en exil, soit en des choses
semblables a celles-ci. Or, on commet I'injustice dans I'un et I'autre cas a la fois, et
cela se trouve selon deux modes — al-Farabi: « ou dans 'absence de compensation
ou dans 'exaltation». Or, cela ne ne se réduit pas a ceux-la seulement, mais
<concerne> aussi ceux qui leur sont contraires selon les caractéres, ... ».

La citation d’al-Farabi vient éclaircir I'expression duos modos en explicitant
ce qu'elle est censée recouvrir. Dans le texte d’Aristote, les deux «motifs»
dont il est question renvoient au profit d’'une part, mentionné dans le premier
exemple (commettent une injustice ceux dont les actes — injustes — apportent
un profit siir, alors que les chitiments sont légers), et 'éloge ou honneur d’autre
part (commettent également une injustice ceux dont les actes — injustes — ont
comme effet collatéral une «belle action»). Les deux dispositions dont il est
question sont alors celles de ’homme qui poursuit respectivement le profit ou
I'’honneur. La remarque d’al-Farabi reprend elle aussi les deux cas mentionnés
précédemment: 1° soit on commet 'injustice en ne dédommageant pas ceux
contre qui on a commis I'injustice — c’est le cas dans lequel on ne compense
pas (in non reddendo, « dans I'absence de compensation ») — ot reddere fait écho
a restitutio; 2° soit on commet une injustice qui vaudra un éloge a celui qui la
commet — C’est le cas ot I'on tire de la gloire de son acte injuste (in efferendo,
«dans I'exaltation »), si I'on accepte toutefois de corriger la lecon auferendo de P
et T en efferendo — ou efferre ferait écho aux deux adjectifs employés plus haut,
famosus et laudabilis.
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b. Témoignages

Hermann cite également le nom d’al-Farabi pour insérer une remarque sur
le contenu général de la glose du philosophe: il s’agit des deux notes (citations
de I'Annexe II 4, 5). La note de I’Annexe II 5, par example, que I'on ne trouve
que dans P, se situe in margine face au texte latin de Rhét. I11 9, 1409a 24 (Homines
autem ponunt pondus totaliter decentia<m> distinctivam de distinctionibus itaque et
qualiter se habeant ad pondera dictum est) et indique, fol. 133v:

«Huc pervenit glosa alfarabi ».
«La glose d’al-Farabi est parvenue jusqu’ici ».

Il est toutefois impossible de déterminer avec certitude si cette remarque
marginale provient d’une connaissance directe, par Hermann, du Grand
commentaire d’al-Farabi dans sa totalité, ou s'il a tiré cette information d’'un
témoignage indirect, peut-étre par I'intermédiaire d’Avicenne et d’Averroes,
qui, si 'on en croit son Prologue a la traduction de la Rhétorique, avait indiqué
qu’al-Farabi n’avait en effet pas mené sa glose jusqu’a son terme (cf. et ut Avicenna
et Avenrosd estimant propter hanc etiam causam glosam usque ad finem negocii non
perduxit, comme Avicenne et Averroés le pensent, c’est pour cette raison aussi
qu’il [sc. al-Farabi] n’a pas poursuivi sa glose jusqu’a la fin de son travail).

2.2.2. Averroés

Ce que j'ai appelé, tres certainement a tort, les citations d’Averroés dans la
traduction arabo-latine de la Rhétorique ne méritent en réalité pas toutes cette
dénomination. Les passages mentionnés par Hermann sous le nom d’Averroes
ne sont pas toutes des traductions latines exactes du Commentaire arabe
du Cordouan, car Hermann procéde trés souvent a des coupes dans le texte
d’Averroes pour ne conserver que ce qu’il estime important au moment ou il
I'insere dans sa propre traduction. A d’autres moments, il semble méme réécrire
le texte d’Averroes, en le paraphrasant plutét qu'en le traduisant.

a. Citations latines littérales

Les citations de ’Annexe I1I 4, 5, 7, 8, 9, 10, 12, 13 proposent une traduction
latine suivie du texte d’Averroes.

Je citerai ici a titre d’exemple la citation de I’Annexe III 12, 2 comparer avec
le texte arabe du CmRhét. Cet extrait se situe dans le passage de la Rhétorique ot
Aristote examine le bien et l'utile, qui constituent les fins du genre délibératif
(Rhét.16,1362a34-b 2: « Cela étant posé, il est nécessaire que soit un bien a la fois
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le fait d’entrer en possession de biens et le fait d’étre débarrassé de maux. Car le
fait de ne pas avoir le mal correspondant est la conséquence simultanée du fait
d’entrer en possession d’'un bien, tandis que le fait d’avoir le bien correspondant
est la conséquence ultérieure du fait d’étre débarrassé d’un mal. Est aussi un
bien le fait d’entrer en possession d’un bien plus grand a la place d’un plus petit
ou d’un mal moindre a la place d’un plus grand », trad. Chiron):

* CmRhét 1.6.6 (Aouad® p. 49)

«..Aristote appelle avantages absolus (fawa'id bi-itldg) les biens qu’on gagne
(tustufad) par les biens, mais il appelle les autres un transfert; il veut dire par la
qu’ils sont un transfert d’un mal a ce qui est un mal plus léger (ahaff Sarran) ou un
transfert d'un mal a ce qui est un bien ».

+ Rhét. Hermann (I 6, 1362a 34-b 2)

«Averroes. Bona que ex bonis proveniunt nominavit Aristoteles utilia simpliciter.
Ex malis autem provenientia nominavit transmutationes que sunt quandoque de
majori malo ad minus, quandoque autem de malo ad bonum ».

« Averroes. Les biens qui proviennent (proveniunt) de biens, Aristote les a nommés
simplement utiles (utilia simpliciter). Or, les choses qui proviennent de maux, il les
a appelées modifications, qui sont quelquefois d’un plus grand mal en un moindre
mal (minus), quelquefois d’un mal en un bien ».

Cette traduction de I'arabe d’Averroés en latin est littérale. On peut ajouter
quelques remarques concernant les choix de traduction d’Hermann ici, notamment
la traduction — ou plut6t 'adaptation — de I’arabe tustufad (ils sont gagnés) par le
latin proveniunt (ils proviennent) ; la traduction de I'arabe fawa id bi-itlaq (avantages
absolus) par le latin utilia simpliciter (simplement utiles), ou la traduction de I'arabe
ahaff Sarran (un mal plus léger) par le latin minus (moindre mal).

b. Extraits non suivis
Dans d’autres cas, Hermann découpe le texte d’Averroes et insére dans sa
propre traduction uniquement les passages qui lui paraissent pertinents. C’est

P pouap (éd., tr. intr., comm.), Averrozs, Commentaire moyen & la Rhétorique d’Aristote cit. Les
traductions sont également celles de cette édition.
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par exemple le cas de la citation de I’Annexe III 1 (tout comme les citations de
I’Annexe I1I 2, 6, 11, 14), oi Hermann ne procéde pas a la traduction du passage
entier du Commentaire d’Averroes, mais opére des coupes.

1l s’agit du passage, qui ouvre le traité d’Aristote, et qui évoque les rapports
de la rhétorique et de la dialectique (Rhét. I 1, 1354a 1-4: «La rhétorique est le
pendant de la dialectique: car 1'une et 'autre portent sur des matiéres qui —
étant communes, d’'une certaine fagon, a tout le monde — sont de la compétence
de tout un chacun et ne relévent d’aucune science délimitée. C’est pourquoi tout
le monde, d’une certaine fagon, prend part aux deux, car tout le monde, jusqu’a
un certain point, se méle tant de critiquer ou de soutenir un argument que de
défendre ou d’accuser », trad. Chiron).

* CmRhét (Aouad 1.1.1-1.1.2,p. 1-2)
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«1.1.1. En effet, 'une et 'autre se proposent une méme fin, qui est de s’adresser
a autrui, puisque ’homme n’utilise pas ces deux arts pour converser avec soi-
méme comme c’est le cas de la démonstration (sina at al-burhan), mais qu’il
les utilise seulement avec autrui. De plus, 'une et I'autre sont associées, d’'une
certaine maniére, dans un méme sujet, car les deux s’occupent de I'examen (al-
nazar) de toutes les choses; et leur usage est associé a tout le monde (wa-yigad
isti maluhuma mustarakan li-l-gami), je veux dire que chaque homme utilise
(vasta ‘mil) par nature les propos dialectiques et les propos rhétoriques. Il n’en
est ainsi que parce (wa-innama kana dalika kadalika li-annahu)_qu’aucun de ces
deux arts n’est une science parmi les sciences, séparée en elle-méme. En effet,
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les sciences ont des sujets propres et elles sont utilisées par des sortes de gens
(asnaf min al-nds) qui leur sont propres. Mais, en tant que ces deux examinent
tous les étres et que toutes les sciences examinent tous les étres, toutes les
sciences sont associées, d’une certaine manieére, a ces deux. Et puisque ces deux
arts sont associés, il est nécessaire que I'examen qu’on en fait appartienne a un
méme art, qui est I'art de la logique. 1.1.2. Chaque homme utilise 'un quelconque
des aspects de I'éloquence, et parvient jusqu'a un certain niveau de celle-ci
(ila migdar ma), cela dans les deux sortes de propos dont 'une est la dispute et
I'autre, 'enseignement et la mise sur la voie, et, dans la plupart des cas, dans les
sujets propres a cet art, comme 'accusation, la défense et tous les autres propos

concernant les affaires particuliéres ».

« Rhét. Hermann (I 1, 1354a 1-4)

« Averroes. Ambe enim intendunt unum finem, et est sermo ad alterum. Non
enim utitur eis homo ad se ipsum, ut est in demonstrativis, sed tantum ad
alterum, et conveniunt quodam modo in subjecto® uno. Ambiunt enim omnia
[...] et omnes homines intromittunt se naturaliter de sermonibus topicis et®
rhetoricis [...]: neutra ergo harum est separatim et singulariter scientia. Quelibet
enim scientia certum et proprium habet subjectum et proprium artificem, [...] et
quilibet hominum modo aliquo et usquequo utitur rethoricalibus, [...] accusatione
videlicet et defensione, et ceteris que circa particularia existunt ».

*subjecto PF: facto T “etPF:inT

«Averroes. Toutes deux (sc. la rhétorique et la dialectique) visent en effet une
seule fin, et c’est le propos adressé a autrui. En effet, ’lhomme ne les utilise pas
pour s’adresser a lui-méme, comme c’est le cas dans les <arts> démonstratifs
(demonstrativis), mais seulement pour s’adresser a autrui, et elles se rejoignent,
d’une certaine fagon, dans un seul sujet. Elles tournent (ambiunt) en effet autour
de tous les sujets, [...] et tous les hommes se consacrent (intromittunt se) par
nature aux propos topiques et rhétoriques [...]: ni I'une ni I'autre n’est donc une
science séparée et singuliére. Toute science posséde en effet son sujet défini et
propre, et son artisan (artificem) propre, [....] et tout homme utilise, d’'une certaine
facon et jusqu’a un certain point (modo aliquo et usquequo), les outils rhétoriques,
[...] & savoir 'accusation et la défense, ainsi que les autres propos qui concernent
les choses particuliéres ».

Les passages soulignés dans le texte arabe d’Averroés sont ceux qu’'Hermann
a traduits en latin. Afin de rendre plus claire encore la comparaison du texte
arabe d’Averroés avec la traduction latine d’Hermann, on a indiqué les coupes
opérées par le traducteur dans le texte latin par des crochets.
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Dans les passages conservés par Hermann, le latin reprend en général mot-
a-mot le texte arabe. Quelques détails peuvent étre, ici encore, notés. Le latin
omet |’arabe sind ‘a dans I'expression sind at al-burhan qui est simplement traduit
par le pluriel neutre demonstrativa. Le latin omet également I'arabe al-nazar
(examen) dans I'expression ta ‘ataal-nazar (s’occuper de I'examen), puisque la
traduction d’Hermann indique simplement ambire. Le latin omet de traduire la
phrase wa-yigad isti maluhuma mustarakan li-l-gami‘ (et leur usage est associé a
tout le monde), et emploie le verbe se intromittere pour rendre le simple ista ‘mala
du texte arabe. Le latin omet aussi 'arabe wa-innama kana dalika kadalika li-
annahu (il n’en est ainsi que parce), et traduit par artifex (artisan) la périphrase
arabe asnaf min al-nas (des sortes de gens). La portion de phrase qui démontre
le caractére général de la rhétorique et de la dialectique, ainsi que leur nature
logique a été laissée de coté par Hermann. Enfin, le latin modo aliquo (d’'une
certaine fagon) est plus proche du texte d’Aristote que du texte d’Averroés, et
le latin usquequo semble traduire plutét la version arabe de la Rhétorique (fi-nahi
wa-hatta al-Say fagat, d’une certaine fagon et jusqu’a un certain point), plutdt que
le texte d’Averrogs ila migdar ma (jusqu’a un certain degré).

c. Adaptation

Enfin, Hermann procede a une adaptation des passages du Commentaire
d’Averroes, dans la mesure ot ce qu'il présente comme une citation du Cordouan
n’est en réalité qu'une paraphrase approximative du texte arabe en latin. C’est
le cas de la seule citation de ’Annexe I1I 3, destinée a souligner I'importance du
rattachement de la rhétorique a la logique®. La comparaison du Commentaire
d’Averroes avec la «traduction» qu’en a réalisée Hermann indique de fagon
assez claire qu'’il s’agit ici d’'une adaptation plut6t que d’une traduction littérale:

* CmRhét (Aouad 1.1.13, p. 8)

J_uu_,ou\}_w&wg‘ﬁj_nﬂ_w O Olawl dis 1S 5 a Y1 0LST 13
H&waud\jd@ibv_l&v_bwu_{;VJA.:\J_a-iu_AQ\SU\A_:Ua_;\
UM\U.ALSJ& ;L_mu_su).a.&g L:\V_@J\ auw\aj.o.c‘_s_»zd_JM;L_wY\

30 Le passage d’Averroés, et la traduction / adaptation d’Hermann sont, dans ce passage, assez
éloignés du texte grec original de la Rhétorique: «(...) 'examen du vrai et du semblable au vrai
reléve de la méme capacité et, en méme temps, les hommes sont par nature suffisamment doués
pour le vrai et ils arrivent la plupart du temps a la vérité : en conséquence, celui qui a déja I'aptitude
aviser la vérité posséde aussi I'aptitude a viser les opinions communes. Que les autres spécialistes
se consacrent a ce qui est en dehors de la cause, et pourquoi ils se penchent avec prédilection sur
la plaidoierie, voila donc qui est évident » (Rhét. I, 1, 1355a14-20, trad. Chiron).
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«Puisqu'il en est ainsi, il est donc évident que la déficience de ces prédécesseurs,
dans ce qu'ils ont dit de la rhétorique, ne provenait que de ce qu’il n'y avait pas
chez eux de science de la logique et il est aussi évident que tous ceux qui ont
parlé de la rhétorique, ainsi que tous ceux qui utilisent les propos rhétoriques
seulement sans connaitre auparavant ces choses, qui sont le pilier de I'’éloquence,
ne parlent que de choses se comportant, par rapport a 1’éloquence, comme
I'ornement et le fard, qui se produisent au niveau de I'apparence de la chose et de
sa surface, et non des choses qui, par rapport a I'éloquence, ont le rang de ce par
quoi la chose subsiste et existe, bien que I'on ait parfois I'opinion, a propos de ce
que ces gens ont fait a cet égard, qu’ils ont atteint le plus haut degré des propos
persuasifs et qu'ils ont en cela suivi la méthode qui vise juste et qui est juste ».

« Rhét. Hermann (I 1, 1355a 14-20)

«Averroes. Et non attingunt quod est tamquam constitutivum et essentiale rei,
et si putentur per hoc® incessisse via recta et justa, et quoniam ipsi declinant
amplius® ad hoc ut ratiocinentur justum tantume».

*hoc PF :hec T *declinant amplius PT: amplius declinant F <P marg. =F, 105v, 14-15: In
alio (F : uno) exemplari ut dicant (F : dicunt) dictionem secundum viam justi tantum

«Averroes. Et ils n’atteignent pas ce qui est pour ainsi dire constitutif de la chose
et qui lui est essentiel, méme si 'on considére pour cela qu'ils sont passés par une
voie correcte et juste, et puisqu’eux-mémes inclinent davantage a examiner le
juste seulement ».

La version latine qu'Hermann propose ici d’Averroés est tres approximative,
et semble davantage procéder de la glose ou du résumé que de la traduction
mot-a-mot. Les équivalences entre les termes arabe et latin sont donc peu
nombreuses pour ce passage. Il semble que la derniére portion de phrase et
quoniam ipsi declinant amplius ad hoc ut ratiocinentur justum tantum (et puisqu’eux-
mémes inclinent davantage a examiner le juste seulement) soit par ailleurs le fait
d’Hermann, car il n’y a pas de correspondance, pour ce passage, chez Averroeés.
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2.3. Fonctions des citations
2.3.1. al-Farabi

Les citations d’al-Farabi par Hermann (citations de I’Annexe II 1, 2, 3) sont
destinées a éclaircir et désambiguiser I'emploi de certains termes en explicitant
les mots qui restent sous-entendus dans la version arabe de la Rhétorique.

Dans I’extrait de I’Annexe II 1, Hermann a sans doute choisi de recourir a al-
Farabi pour tenter d’éclairer le texte arabe de la Rhétorique:

Rhét. grecque (I 2, 1356b 34-1357a 4)

Koi yap éxeivn ovlloyiletan ovk €€ @v Etoyxev (aivetar yop érta kai Toig
naparAnpodot), GAL éketvn uv €k T@v Adyou deopévorg, 1) 08 gnToQury) €% TGV
#Om PovretecBou eiwB6oy. "Eott 8¢ 10 0yov avThc mel T ToLoOTWYV TEQL MV
Pouhetoueba nai téxvag un Exopev, Kai &v Toig T0100TOIG AKPOTEIG Ol 00 dVVaVTOL
S0 TOAL®Y cuvopdy 00de hoyilesBatr mOppwhev.

«Car celle-ci (sc. la dialectique) n’extrait pas ses syllogismes des premiéres
propositions venues (méme les gens qui divaguent ont leurs idées), elle part
de propositions qui font débat, la rhétorique, elle, de propositions qui font
habituellement déja I'objet de délibération. L'activité de la rhétorique porte sur
des questions sur lesquelles nous sommes amenés a délibérer et pour lesquelles
nous ne possédons pas de technique ||; elle s’adresse a des auditeurs incapables
d’atteindre a une vue d’ensemble par de nombreuses étapes et de raisonner
depuis un point éloigné » (trad. Chiron).

Aristote caractérise dans ce passage ce qui constitue I'activité propre (Epyov)
de la rhétorique, et sa materia (son objet). Ces objets sont ceux sur lesquels on a
coutume de délibérer et pour lesquels on ne posséde pas d’arts particuliers qui
pourraient nous guider sans que 1'on doive recourir a la technique rhétorique:
en d’autres termes, on délibére sur les choses qui peuvent étre aussi bien d’une
maniére ou d’une autre.

Le traducteur arabe de la Rhétorique a cependant commis une erreur, ou en
tout cas une omission, puisque les questions de la rhétorique, qui font objet de
délibération et « pour lesquelles nous ne possédons pas de technique » (mepi @v
<...> Téyvog un &youev) deviennent, en arabe, les « propos qui sont ainsi, c’est-a-
dire ce dans quoi nous nous proposons de ne pas avoir d’art » (‘(y&_n o 1S
il 4 W 0,0 Yy it a5 L 1)
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* Rhét. arabe (Lyons, p. 11. 8-16)
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«En effet, elle aussi (sc. la dialectique) produit les syllogismes non pas de
n’importe quelle chose, car cette maniére vient de ce que nous avons pour point
de vue; or nous parlons de ce que nous voulons et désirons. Toutefois, on a besoin,
dans celle-1a, des choses possédant la logique, alors que, dans la rhétorique, on
a besoin des choses que I'on admet et dont on est convaincu en fonction d’une
habitude antérieure. Car son action concerne les propos qui sont ainsi, c’est-a-
dire ce dans quoi nous nous proposons de ne pas avoir d’art*, || et cette sorte
d’auditeurs, c’est-a-dire ceux qui sont incapables de voir les choses a partir de
nombreux degrés et ne produisent pas le syllogisme a partir d'un point lointain».

C’est sans doute I'incongruité de cette formulation qui explique le recours a
al-Farabi par Hermann.

* Rhét. Hermann (I 2, 1356b 35-1357a 4)

«Neque etiam ipsa operatur sillogismum ex quacumque re contingit et hic?
quidem enim modus est ex hoc quod videmus et jam ratiocinamus per quod
volumus et amamus, sed in illa indigetur logicalibus. In rethorica vero indigetur
his® quorum usitata est acceptio et quorum praehibita est credulitas. Etenim
ejus operatio® fit in eo quod est ut hoc ex sermone, id est in eo in quo intenditur
non esse artem — Alpharabius: id est ordinem artificialem logices® — et in isto
modo auditorum, id est qui non valent percipere res ab ordinibus pluribus et non
faciunte sillogismum ex longinquo ».

2hicP:hoc T ®hisP: hiis T ©operatio P: comparatio T ¢id est ordinem artificialem
logices om. T ¢ faciunt P: fatiunt T

«Car elle (sc. la dialectique) ne met pas en ceuvre de syllogisme a partir de
n’importe quelle chose existante, et c’est certes 13 en effet le mode qui provient de
ce que nous voyons et sur quoi nous raisonnons au moyen de ce que nous voulons
et aimons, mais dans celle-1a (sc. la rhétorique), on a besoin de <propositions>
logiques. Mais dans la rhétorique on a besoin de choses dont 'acception est

3! En suivant le manuscrit: ¥, et non 'émendation de Lyons Y.
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habituelle et dont la valeur persuasive a été acquise antérieurement. En effet, sa
mise en ceuvre se réalise dans ce qui provient comme cela du discours, c’est-a-
dire dans ce dans quoi on vise a ne pas avoir d’art — al-Farabi: c’est-a-dire I'ordre
technique de la logique — et devant ce mode d’auditeurs, c’est-a-dire ceux qui
ne sont pas capables de percevoir les choses a partir de nombreuses étapes et ne
produisent pas de syllogisme depuis un point éloigné ».

En recourant a al-Farabi, Hermann souhaite ainsi souligner que la rhétorique
ne suit pas strictement 'ordre logique de composition des syllogismes, tels
qu’ils sont décrits dans les Analytiques ou méme dans les Topiques, mais que, du
point de vue de leur matiére comme de leur forme, les démonstrations de type
rhétorique ne sont pas strictement logiques: elles omettent généralement une
prémisse, parce que cette prémisse est fausse.

2.3.2. Averroés

Les citations d’Averroés, beaucoup plus longues que celles d’al-Farabi,
semblent assumer au moins trois fonctions: 1° compléter I'information, 2°
expliquer et désambiguiser, et 3° remplacer le texte arabe de la Rhétorique, jugé
trop obscur.

a. Compléter I'information

Tout d’abord, elles sont destinées a développer la pensée d’Aristote, méme
si le texte traduit de I'arabe ne présente a priori pas de difficultés (citations de
’Annexe I11 1, 2, 4, 6, 10). Elles viennent donc fournir au lecteur de la Rhétorique
comme un complément d’information, destiné a enrichir le contexte théorique
du passage. S’apparentant a un commentaire, elles donnent plus de profondeur
aux enjeux du traité d’Aristote en insistant généralement sur la valeur logique du
traité, déja soulignée dans le prologue a la traduction de la Rhétorique: la citation
de I’Annexe III 1 souligne ainsi le rapport entre la rhétorique et la dialectique;
la citation de I’Annexe III 2 insiste sur le rle majeur joué par 'enthymeme dans
la rhétorique; la citation de I’Annexe I11 4 développe I'utilité de la rhétorique;
la citation de I’Annexe III 6 éclaire les rapports entre rhétorique, dialectique et
sophistique ; enfin, la citation de ’Annexe III 10 énumére les différents types de
hasards qui ont été identifiés par Aristote.

Je donne ici a titre d’exemple la citation de I’Annexe III 4 de mon édition:

* Rhét. grecque (I 1, 1355a 21-25)

Xofowog ¢ oty 1] onropxt) O te TO Ploel elvon xeelTTom TEANOT %ol Td
Olnana TV Evavtiny, MoTte €0V U1 ®ATO TO TQOOTHOV ai %Q{0ELS YiyvwvTal,
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Avayxn O avtdov frdchor todto & Eotiv GEov Emunoeng. "Bt 88 mpog vioug
ovd’ gl v axpieotdny Exolev EmOTUNY, pédov ar’ €keivng melool AéyovTag.

«Maislarhétorique est utile, d’abord parce que le vrai et le juste ont naturellement
plus de force que leurs contraires; aussi, quand les décisions ne sont pas
convenablement prises, est-ce nécessairement par sa propre faute que I'on est
battu et cela mérite d’étre blamé. En outre, il y a de certaines personnes que,
eussions-nous la science la plus exacte, nous ne saurions grace a elle facilement
persuader par nos discours» (trad. Chiron).

* Rhét. arabe (Lyons, p. 5. 9-14)

o i Dol s J_,.u\ QYJ\_&S\ sl ‘.N Giaiieg e O 4_’)).}@)\)
e Oskraled o AU uu_s%\i_,y\mv_m\uﬁ Laslis)
wijuﬁu\wd\v_: cﬂgﬂ\jwu\wﬂ\\.k_hjcdbuy

M\W\H}J\Wﬁ\_ﬂﬁwwg\

«La rhétorique est utile et bénéfique parce que les choses vraies et justes sont
par nature meilleures que leus contraires; ensuite, parce que si les jugements
ne sont pas rendus comme il faut, ’homme concerné par ces <jugements> est
nécessairement vaincu et subjugué, et cela mérite le bldme et le reproche;
ensuite, parce qu'il existe une certaine classe d’hommes pour lesquels il nous est
absolument impossible, entre eux et nous, d’utiliser la science vraie et exacte ».

* CmRhét (Aouad 1.1.14, p. 8)

ol Jlee) s Oem ) Ed L@.:\ Lealds] . Olass ‘uthUj Ju

oI et 5L Asladl JSLadll S ) 03t lally oL 5T el
iJels QM U_Avu ;u_w J_SJJ cA_SJ\a.S\ J\_a.e}!\ J‘J._,.,a\ r@_,.}& C_,_J&Z_:.J:_A-\

«Aristote a dit: La rhétorique a deux utilités. L’'une des deux est qu’elle incite
les citoyens aux actions excellentes. En effet, les gens inclinent par nature
vers le contraire des excellences justes (al-fada il al- ‘adila) ; quand donc ils ne
sont pas tenus fermement par les propos rhétoriques, ils sont vaincus par les
contraires des actes justes (galabat ‘alay-him addad al-af al al- ‘adila) ; or cela est
une chose bldmable dont I'agent mérite la réprimande et la remontrance, je
veux dire celui qui incline vers le contraire des actes justes ou le dirigeant qui
ne tient pas fermement les citoyens, par les propos rhétoriques, dans le cadre
des excellences justes ».
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* Rhét. Hermann (I 1, 1355a 21-25)

«Rethorica autem utilis est et proficiens eo quod veracia secundum justum
meliora sunt suis contrariis. Quando etenim non fiunt judicia contenta secundum
quod oportet vincuntur ab his rebus necessario, et istud est res que meretur
redargutionem et increpationem. Averroes. Rhetorica duas habet utilitates quarum
una est quod instigat cives ad operationes nobiles. Homines enim naturaliter®
proni sunt ad contrarium operationum justitie®. Quando igitur® non retinentur per
sermones rhetoricos, vincunt eosillicita desideria et operantur contraria operibus
justitie. Inquit interpres idem : veritates rerum operandarum pertinentium justitie
sequende sunt et respuende falsitates desideriorum illicitorum, et ad has veritates
conatur rhetorica et ad redargutiones et increpationes® propter opposita. Deinde
eo quod aliquis modus hominum contra quos in eo quod est inter nos et ipsos non
oportet ut utamur scientia certa exquisita ».

3 naturaliter om. T ® operationum justitie PT: justitie operationum F ¢ igitur om. F ¢
eos om. F © ad redargutiones et increpationes T: ad redargutiones et increpationes et
redargutiones et increpationes P

«Or, la rhétorique est utile et profitable dans la mesure ou les choses vraies et
conformes a la justice, sont meilleures que leurs contraires. En effet, quand les
jugements ne sont pas rendus comme il faut, on est nécessairement vaincus par
ces choses, et c’est la une chose qui mérite le blame et le reproche. Averroes.
La rhétorique a deux utilités, dont I'une est qu’elle pousse les citoyens vers les
actions vertueuses. Les hommes sont en effet enclins par nature au contraire des
actions de la justice. Quand donc ils ne sont pas fermement tenus par les propos
rhétoriques, les désirs illicites les vainquent et ils exercent les actes contraires
a la justice. Le méme interpréte dit: les vérités des actions relevant de la justice
doivent étre poursuivies, et doivent étre rejetés les mensonges des désirs illicites,
et C’est vers ces vérités que tend la rhétorique, ainsi que vers les réprimandes et
les remontrances a cause des actes opposés a la justice. Ensuite, parce qu’il existe
un certain mode d’hommes contre lesquels, dans les situations qui nous opposent
a eux, il ne convient pas que nous utilisions la science vraie et exacte ».

La comparaison de la version arabe de la Rhétorique et de sa traduction latine
par Hermann indique que le traducteur a traduit la totalité du texte arabe et que
cette traduction n’a pas posé probleme. Mais il a toutefois choisi d’y insérer, en
outre, la citation d’Averroés, afin de développer I'idée qui est ici abordée par le
Stagirite, peut-étre d’une fagon trop rapide.

b. Expliquer et désambiguiser

D’autres citations (citations de ’AnnexeII1 5,7, 8,9,11,13, 14) visent a rendre
le texte plus clair et plus compréhensible, en procédant a des explicitations,
voire en proposant des explications.
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L'exemple le plus éloquent est a ce titre celui de la citation de ’Annexe III
14, ou Hermann explique lui-méme la raison pour laquelle il a recouru a une
citation. Le texte d’Aristote dans la version arabe est tellement obscur dans son
expression qu’il avoue s’étre rapporté a Avicenne et Averroés. Le passage se
situe dans I’énumération des biens:

* Rhét. grecque (I 6, 1363a 11-19)

Koi 6 oi £xBpot kai oi padror* énavodow: domep yap maveg §dn oporoyodoty, Kai
0 ol Kak®dg memovhOTEG S0 Yap TO PavepOV Oporoyoiev Gv. Qomep kol padrot odg ol
pidor yéyovot, kai [dyaboi] obg oi &Opor un wéyovotv. Ao Aehodopfictar vméhaPov
KopivBior tmod Zpovidov momoavtog ‘Kopwbiotg 6 o0 pépeerar 10 "Taov’. Kai
0 1@V Ppovinev Tic i TAV dyaddv Avipdv fj yuvoikdy Tpoékpvev, olov ‘Odvccéa
Abnva kol EAévnv Onoevg kol AMéEavdpov ai Beot kai AyidAiéa ‘Ounpog.

«Et aussi ce que louent nos ennemis et les méchants, car a ce moment-1a, on a
I’équivalent d’un accord unanime; et aussi ce que louent méme ceux qui ont été
victimes car il est probable que cet aveu leur est inspiré par I'évidence ; de méme
que sont mauvais ceux que bliment leurs amis, de méme <ne> sont <pas> bons ceux
que ne bldment pas leurs ennemis. C’est pour cela que les Corinthiens se sont crus
insultés par le poéme de Simonide: ‘Ilion n’en veut pas aux Corinthiens...". Est
aussi un bien ce qui a suscité la préférence d’un étre prudent ou d’'un homme ou
d’une femme de valeur, par exemple celle d’Athéna pour Ulysse, de Thésée pour
Héléne, des déesses pour Alexandre et d’Homeére pour Achille » (trad. Chiron).

* Rhét. arabe (Lyons, p. 31. 13-19)

SERENFYOv NPT NNV L St AR PP E [PRRVS (PR R I
‘:_3.obwj@Oﬂmwl}@\;\My\jc\ﬁ\l&dﬁ‘\_}yﬂ;bOj}ig
Sl Las e Lecdlg Jlas 1 e JLR) e o) D) e 0Ll s s S oy

«Les amis, les ennemis et les méchants reconnaissent le bien, mais ceux qui
ont subi un grand dommage reconnaissent le bien parce qu'il se voit de fagon
évidente, et les ennemis non plus ne peuvent pas le nier et le contester. Enfin,
celui qui précéda et choisit un homme®® parmi les sages ou parmi les hommes
de bien, parmi les hommes ou les femmes, tout comme Homére choisit Ulysse
I’Athénien, Héléne, Alexandre et Achille ».

32 Les mots koi o padAot sont supprimés par Kassel dans son édition, mais la version qui a été
traduite en arabe contenait bien ces mots — ou leurs équivalents en syriaque si la traduction a été
réalisée a partir du syriaque.

3 En lisant Ul.ol au lieu de oL\,
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* Rhét. Hermann (1 6, 1363a 11-19)

«Amici autem et inimici et maligni consentiunt in bonum. Attamen cum
infertur eis dampnum eximium et vehemens et si quidem doleant de dampno
assentiunt tamen bono propterea quod ipsum est in propaculo et inimici
etiam non possunt resistere et negare ipsum. -> Dixit translator. In hoc passu
invenimus textum Aristotilis vel ita corruptum vel decurtatum vel forte in se
obscurum quod sententiam plane intelligibilem ex eo elicere non potuimus.
Vnde visum fuit verbum ex verbo transferre et post ipsum ad ejus elucidationem
textum Aviscenne ex libro suo Asschiphe subjungere usque ad finem capituli.
Inquit Aristotilis. Istud est commentum et debebat esse in margine sed non
potuit. Averroes®, Et® ex inceptivis beneficiis valde® conferentibus et ex actibus
quorum magnifica reputatur® quantitas apud eos erga quos talia exercentur est

ut eligat quis virum quempiam magne potentie ex aliqua gente nota habentem®

inimicum similiter magne potentie ex gente altera, et extollat virum illum et
sibi pertinentes laudibus et beneficiis quibus potueritf; inimicum vero et sibi

pertinentes deprimit? et mala que potuerit exaggregat® erga ipsum prout accidit
Homero poete cum Grecis et inimicis eorum. Grecos enim et magnates eorum
et qui ex parte ipsorum erant magnificavit laudibus, et extulit carminibus

durabilibus in sempiternum. Alios vero scilicet ipsorum adversarios submersit
vituperiis que nulla umquam absterget oblivio in facto proelii quod olim habitum

est inter ipsos. Greci igitur Homerum quasi pro viro deificato receperunt et pro
summo doctore habuerunt. Et ut in summa dicatur' malum inferre inimicis et
bonum conferre amicis de rebus valde utilibus reputatur. Deinde qui antecedit et
eligit ex viris aut ex feminis quemadmodum elegit homerus orosium atheniensem
et Elenam et Alexandrum et Achillem ».

2 averroes P: aviscenne T °et om. T ©valde T: vadit PF ¢ magnifica reputatur PF:
magnificare putatur T ©habentem P: habente TF fpotuerit PT: potuit F & deprimit PT:

deprimet F " exaggregat PT:exagerat F ' dicatur FP: dicens T

«Or les amis, les ennemis et les méchants s’accordent sur le bien. Toutefois,
lorsqu’on leur inflige un dommage excessif et violent, et s’ils se plaignent du
dommage, ils donnent toutefois leur assentiment au bien, parce qu'’il est lui-méme
exposé a la vue de tout le monde, et méme les ennemis ne peuvent lui résister et
le nier. Le traducteur dit: dans ce passage, nous trouvons que le texte d’Aristote
est soit corrompu, soit mutilé, soit peut-étre obscur en lui-méme, parce que nous
n’avons pas pu en tirer une phrase tout a fait intelligible. Aussi avons-nous décidé
de traduire mot-a-mot et, a la suite <de cette traduction> joindre, en vue de son
élucidation, le texte du livre d’Avicenne al-Sifa’ jusqu’a la fin du chapitre. Aristote
dit. Voila le commentaire et il devait figurer dans la marge, mais je n’ai pas pu <’y
inscrire>. Averroés. Et parmi les bienfaits initiaux qui sont trés utiles et les actes

dont la quantité est estimée imposante par ceux envers qui de tels bienfaits sont
prodigués, il v a le fait que quelqu’un choisisse un homme d’un grand pouvoir,
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issu d’'une nation réputée, ayant un ennemi, d’'un grand pouvoir également, issu
d’une autre nation, et qu'il distingue cet homme et les siens par des louanges et
des bienfaits qu'il peut, et qu’il rabaisse au contraire son ennemi et les siens et lui
réserve les maux qu'il peut, comme c’est arrivé au poéte Homeére avec les Grecs
et leurs ennemis. Il magnifia en effet les Grecs, leurs chefs et ceux qui étaient
de leur c6té au moyen de louanges, et les distingua pour toujours dans ses vers
durables. Mais les autres, leurs adversaires, il les noya dans des bldmes qu’aucun
oubli jamais ne dissiperait, dans le fait du combat qui s’est tenu entre eux. Les
Grecs estimérent donc Homére comme un homme divin et le tinrent pour le plus
grand savant. Et, pour le dire en un mot, faire du mal aux ennemis et du bien aux
amis est compté parmi les choses qui sont trés utiles. Ensuite, celui qui précéde et
choisit, parmi les hommes ou les femmes, tout comme Homére choisit I’Athénien
Orosius, Héléne, Alexandre et Achille ».

Un exemple d’explicitation est donné en revanche dans la citation de
I’Annexe III 5, qui s’insére dans un contexte ou Aristote évoque I'utilité de la
rhétorique, laquelle est capable de persuader d’une chose et de son contraire:

* Rhét. grecque (I 1, 1355a 29-33)

"Ett 8¢ tavovtio del dOvacHon meibety, kabdmep koi &v 10ig GLAROYIGHOTG, 0VY OTTMG
Gupotepa npartopey (00 Yap Sei to padia meidewv), GAL” tva ufite AavOavy g Exet
Kol 81eg GAAOL Ypopévoy Un dikeing Toig Adyolg avTol e Exmuey.

«En outre, il faut étre capable de persuader des théses contraires, comme aussi
dans les syllogismes, non pour soutenir effectivement 'une et I'autre (car il ne
faut pas persuader de ce qui est mal) mais pour que le procédé ne nous échappe
pas et afin que, si quelqu’un d’autre use des discours a des fins injustes, nous
soyons nous-mémes en état de le réfuter » (trad. Chiron).

* Rhét. arabe (Lyons, pp. 5. 21-6. 1)

ps 43 L6 il S LS (odlnll 5 5 LYl Sk s,
05 55 con Ll eSS o L) i o ek 53

cade e in O Juad) o oSS SN b s (1S

«La persuasion des contraires est possible, de méme que la syllogistique est
possible, car nous ne persuadons qu’au sujet du coupable non pas pour lier les
deux choses ensemble, mais pour que nous n’ignorions pas la méthode, en cela,
et <que nous n’ignorions pas> la fagon dont, si I'orateur a parlé contre la justice,
nous pouvons le contredire ».
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* CmRhét (Aouad 1.1.17, p. 9)

J—’U’-’L"w&‘wdj ;wHM\};L&\M‘@&\&J@&MGTJ))
J)\;Jj‘.SJL&BboMJ;deJL&sb;LS_WJ\Uj_S\;LA\JJ M\;)ijC;u}/\

«...En effet, nous persuadons parfois au sujet du coupable qu'il a fait du tort et
qu'il n’en a pas fait. Je ne veux pas dire que nous faisons les deux choses ensemble,
en méme temps, mais nous faisons ceci en une temps et cela en un autre temps,
selon ce qui est le plus utile, car souvent la chose est utile en un temps, et son
contraire inutile en un autre temps ».

« Rhét. Hermann (I 1, 1355a 29-33)

«Et est possibilis persuasio in duobus contrariis sicut possibilis est sillogizatio.
Averroes. Pecasse ipsum et non peccasse, sed non hec duo simul, sed modo
hoc* modo illud. Aristoteles. Nos enim interdum persuademus de flagitioso non
ut connectamus utrasque res simul, sed ut non lateat nos via in hac et qualiter
possimus quando quis locutus fuerit id quod preter justum est et contradicere ei».

ahocP:hecT

«Et la persuasion est possible dans les deux contraires, de méme que la
syllogistique est possible. Averroes. Qu'il a failli et n’a pas failli, mais non ces
deux choses en méme temps, mais tantdt 'une, tantdt 'autre. Aristote. En effet,
nous persuadons tant6t au sujet du coupable non pas pour lier les deux choses en
méme temps, mais pour que nous n’ignorions pas la méthode en cela et <que nous
n’ignorions pas> la facon dont, quand quelqu’un aura dit quelque chose qui n’est
pas juste, nous pourrons aussi le contredire ».

Méme si la traduction arabe de la Rhétorique n’est pas fidéle au grec original,
la comparaison de la version arabe avec la traduction d’Hermann indique que
le latin a rendu compte de la totalité du texte arabe sans probléme apparent.
Hermann a choisi ici de recourir a une citation du Commentaire d’Averroés pour
expliciter et souligner, tout en l'illustrant, I'idée qu’il ne s’agit pas, en rhétorique,
de soutenir une thése et son contraire, mais d’étre simplement dans la capacité
de le faire, selon le moment.

c. Remplacer

Enfin, Hermann a recouru dans un seul cas 3 une citation (citation de

I’Annexe III 3) qui vient remplacer le texte arabe de la Rhétorique, jugé trop
obscur pour pouvoir étre traduit en latin. Dans cette citation de I’Annexe III 3,
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c’est la comparaison des versions arabe et latine qui permet de déterminer qu’il
y a eu remplacement d’un passage de la version arabe de la Rhétorique par une
citation d’Averroes.

Le passage de la Rhétorique en question établit, dans sa version originale
grecque, que I’examen du vrai et du vraisemblable reléve de la méme capacité,
et que la nature des hommes les fait pencher généralement du c6té de la vérité:

* Rhét. grecque (I 1, 1355a 17-22)

A0 Tpog Ta EVO0EN GTOYACTIKDG ExEV TOD OUOIMG EYOVTOG Kal TTPOG TNV aABetdv
gotv. ‘Ot pév odv 10 £ Tod Tpdrypotog oi dALoL Teyvoroyodot, kai S16Tt pdiiov
GITOVEVEVKAGL TIPOG TO SIKOAOYETLV, PavepOV" XpNGLUOG SE EGTIV 1) PNTOPLKT) S1d TE TO
@voEL glvol kpeitto TOANOT Kol Td Sikota TdY dvovtiov.

«Car I'examen du vrai et du semblable au vrai reléve de la méme capacité
et, en méme temps, les hommes sont par nature suffisamment doués pour le
vrai et ils arrivent la plupart du temps a la vérité: en conséquence, celui qui
a déja I'aptitude a viser la vérité posséde aussi I'aptitude a viser les opinions
communes. Que les autres spécialistes se consacrent a ce qui est en dehors de
la cause, et pourquoi ils se penchent avec prédilection sur la plaidoirie, voila
donc qui est évident ».

Toutefois, la traduction arabe se révele tres fautive et incompréhensible:

* Rhét. arabe (Lyons, p. 5. 5-10)

QHJ\QL.A_M\J\_u MWL@\Pwd}\Q&@J}wuu\W\j
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«Les choses vraisemblables entrent dans la science de la vérité du fait qu’elles lui
ressemblent: il est donc évident que ceux-ci ornent le propos dans la surface de la
chose et son apparence, et que ces gens-1a inclinent la majeure partie du temps a
proférer uniquement des paroles justes. La rhétorique est utile et bénéfique parce
que les choses vraies et justes sont par nature meilleures que leurs contraires ».

Aussi Hermann a-t-il tout simplement supprimé le passage (ici souligné) — si
I'on accepte toutefois qu'Hermann ait travaillé a partir d’une copie proche de
celle du Parisinus 2346 — pour le remplacer directement par la glose d’Averroes:
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* Rhét. Hermann (I 1, 1355a 17-22)

«Probabilia autem ingrediuntur scientiam veri ex hoc quod assimilatur ei. Patet
igitur quoniam illi picturant orationem?® in superficie rei et ejus apparentia.
Averroes. Et non attingunt quod est tamquam constitutivum et essentiale rei,
et si putentur per hoc® incessisse via recta et justa, et quoniam ipsi declinant
amplius® ad hoc ut ratiocinentur justum tantum?, Rethorica autem utilis est et
proficiens eo quod veracia secundum justum meliora sunt suis contrariis ».

2 orationem correxi: orationi mss. ° hoc PF: hec T ¢ declinant amplius PT: amplius
declinant F  d P marg. = F, 105v, 14-15: In alio (F: uno) exemplari ut dicant (F: dicunt)
dictionem secundum viam justi tantum

«Or, les choses probables entrent dans la science du vrai, du fait qu’elles lui
ressemblent®, Il est donc évident qu'ils dépeignent leurs discours dans la surface
de la chose et son apparence. Averroés. Et ils n’atteignent pas ce qui est pour
ainsi dire constitutif de la chose et qui lui est essentiel, méme si 'on considére
pour cela qu'ils sont passés par une voie correcte et juste, et puisqu’eux-mémes
inclinent davantage a examiner le juste seulement. Or, la rhétorique est utile
et profitable dans la mesure ou les choses vraies et conformes a la justice, sont
meilleures que leurs contraires ».

ConcLusIoN

Comme il I'a indiqué dans le prologue a sa traduction de la Rhétorique,
Hermann vise ici a ne fournir qu'une traduction provisoire, destinée a étre
améliorée et corrigée — dans le meilleur des cas, a étre remplacée par une
nouvelle traduction qui serait réalisée a partir de l'original grec.

C’est donc dans cette perspective qu'il convient de dégager la fonction de
ces citations, selon le type de commentaires dont elles sont extraites. D'une
part, les citations extraites du Grand commentaire d’al-Farabi interviennent
généralement dans la traduction arabo-latine de la Rhétorique pour en expliciter
certains termes obscurs ou sous-entendus: la perspective propre du Grand
commentaire, qui procede en citant chaque lemme puis en en explicitant chaque
terme dans son intégralité, permet aisément ce genre de recours. D’autre part,
les passages plus ou moins longs, plus ou moins fidéles, extraits du Commentaire
moyen d’Averroes visent, sans toutefois se substituer a la traduction d’Hermann
(sauf dans un seul cas), non seulement a compléter le sens du texte en ’éclairant

* Hermann a conservé le singulier dans sa traduction latine, alors que le pluriel neutre
probabilia aurait demandé en latin un accord au pluriel. C’est bien ces probabilia qui sont le sujet de
assimilatur (voir le texte arabe).
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pour souligner la valeur logique de la rhétorique, mais aussi a élucider le sens
d’un passage qui n’est pas assez clair.

Les passages d’al-Farabi et d’Averroes qu'Hermann a intégrés dans sa
traduction de la version arabe de la Rhétorique proviennent respectivement des
chapitres 2, 12 et 15, et 1, 4, 5 et 6 du livre 1. Autrement dit, Hermann n’a eu
recours a ces passages que pour la traduction de la premiére moitié du livre I
de la Rhétorique aristotélicienne. Est-ce a dire qu’il s’agit la des chapitres qui
ont posé le plus de difficultés a Hermann, parce qu’il ne comprenait pas I'arabe
du texte qu’il traduisait? Considérait-il ces premiers chapitres comme les plus
importants et les plus décisifs de la Rhétorique, et par conséquent destinés a
étre explicités au maximum? Ne disposait-il, alors, que du début de ces deux
Commentaires — mais l'indication d’Hermann lui-méme, précisant que le
Commentaire d’al-Farabi s’arréte au chapitre 9 du livre IIl semblerait réfuter
cette derniere hypothese. En tout état de cause, ces questions pourront étre
convenablement éclaircies une fois qu’aura été menée 1'étude des citations
d’Avicenne dans la traduction arabo-latine de la Rhétorique.
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ANNEXES
1. <PROLOGUE D’HERMANN> A LA TRADUCTION ARABO-LATINE DE LA RHETORIQUE

Capitulum prohemiale in elucidationem sequentis operis. Inquit Hermannus
Alemannus. Opus presentis translationis rethorice Aristotilis et eius poetrie ex
arabico eloquio in latinum jamdudum intuitu venerabilis patris Johannis Burgensis
episcopietregiscastelle cancellariiinceperam. Sed propter occurrentiaimpedimenta
usque nunc non potui consummare. Suscipiant ergo ipsum latini precipui inter
ceteras nationes secundum statum presentis temporis zelatores et cultores partis
philosophie rationalis, ut estimo: ut sic habeant complementum logici negocii
secundum Aristotelis intentionem. Quod autem hi duo libri logicales sint, nemo
dubitat qui perspexerit libros Arabum famosorum, Alfarabii videlicet et Avicenne et
Avenrosdi et quorundam aliorum. Imo ex ipso textu manifestius hoc patebit. Neque
excusabiles sunt, ut fortassis alicui videbitur, propter Marcii Tullii rethoricam
et Oratii poetriam. Tullius namque rethoricam partem civilis scientie posuit et
secundum hanc intentionem eam potissime tractavit. Oratius vero poetriam prout
pertinet ad gramaticam potius expedivit. Verumptamen dictorum virorum scripta
non minimum utilia sunt ad opera presentia intelligendum. Nec miretur quisquam
vel indignetur de difficultate vel quasi ruditate translationis. Nam multo difficilius
et rudius ex greco in arabicum est translata, ita quod Alfarabius qui primus conatus
est ex rethorica aliquem intellectum glosando elicere, multa exempla greca propter
ipsorum obscuritatem pertransiens derelinquit. Et propter eandem causam multa
dubie exposuit; et ut Avicenna et Avenrosd estimant propter hanc etiam causam
glosam usque ad finem negocii non perduxit. Et isti quoque duo viri in finibus
tractatuum suorum, quos imitantes Aristotelem composuerunt, sic inquiunt. Hoc
est quod intelligere et excipere potuimus de translatione que pervenit ad nos
horum voluminum Aristotelis. Ideoque usque hodie etiam apud arabes hi duo libri
quasi neglecti sunt, et vix unum invenire potui qui mecum studendo in ipsis vellet
diligentius laborare. Veniam igitur concedant qui forsitan non immerito poterunt
hunc meum laborem de imperfectione redarguere. Et si eis non placuerit quicquam
fructus ex eo querere, possunt ipsum deserere redargutum. Sane tamen ipsis
consulo ut malint hos codices habere sic translatos, quam penitus derelictos. Nichil
enim pura privatione incultius, sed potest quoquomodo hiis habitis per paulatina
incrementa finis tandem desiderate perfectionis facilius impertiri, quemadmodum
contingit in libro Nichomachie quem latini Ethicam Aristotelis appellant. Nam et
hunc prout potui in latinum verti eloquium ex arabico. Et postmodum reverendus

2 capitulum...sequentis operis om. T || inquit P: inquid T 6 consummare P : consumari ?
T 8 philosophie P: phisice T 9 aristotelis P: aristotilis T || hi P: hii T 10 perspexerit
libros arabum famosorum P: libros arabum prospexerit T 11 avicenne P: aviscenne T ||
averrosdi P: avenrosd T || hoc P: hic T 15 potius P: pocius T 20 derelinquit P: dereliquid
T 21 avicenna P: aviscenna T || averrosd P: avenrosdi T 23 aristotelem P: aristotilis T 24
excipere P: excerpere T 25 aristotelis P: aristotilis T || hi P: hii T 27 forsitan P: forsitam
T || immerito P: in merito T 31 hiis om. P 33 aristotelis appellant P: appellant aristotilis T
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pater magister Robertus Grossi capitis sed subtilis intellectus Lincolniensis
episcopus ex primo fonte unde emanaverat, greco videlicet, ipsum est completius
interpretatus et grecorum commentis proprias annectens notulas commentatus.
Sic, si totius scientie largitori placuerit, contingere poterit in his opusculis
primordialiter a nobis, etsi debiliter, elaboratis, quod ipse patrare dignetur qui
vivit et regnat eternaliter in perfecta trinitate. Amen.

Laborem vero distinguendi tres tractatus libri hujus principales in suas
differentias maiores et illas maiores in suas subdistinctiones minores quo ad usque
ad ultimas particulas perveniatur doctoribus derelinquo. Omnia hec enim in glosa
super hunc librum exquisite Alfarabius pertractavit. Cuius glose plus quam duos
quinternos ego quoque transtuli in latinum. Ex hinc ergo memorata distinctio
requiratur et libri marginibus ascribatur.

35 lincolniensis T : linkoniensis P 36 completius P: conpletius T 38 totius P: tocius T ||
his P: hiis T 37 primordialiter P: premordialiter T || patrare P: prestare T 43 hec enim P:
enim hec T 46 liber P: libri T

I1. FRAGMENTS ET TEMOIGNAGES D’AL-FARABI>®
1. Rhet. 12, 1356b 35-1357a 4 (Lyons, p. 11. 8-16)

Neque etiam ipsa operatur sillogismum ex quacumgque re contingit et hic quidem
enim modus est ex hoc quod videmus et jam ratiocinamus per quod volumus et
amamus, sed in illa indigetur logicalibus. In rethorica vero indigetur his quorum
usitata est acceptio et quorum praehibita est credulitas. Etenim ejus operatio fit
in eo quod est ut hoc ex sermone, id est in eo in quo intenditur non esse artem —
Alpharabius: id est ordinem artificialem logices — et in isto modo auditorum, id est
qui non valent percipere res ab ordinibus pluribus et non faciunt sillogismum ex
longinquo.

2. Rhet. 112, 1372b 1-8 (Lyons, p. 62. 19-63. 6)

Et illi quos non consequitur restitutio eorum quorum habuerunt utilitatem ut
putatur in guerris et ceteris translationibus et illi quos famosos reddit et laudabiles
injuria, quemadmodum jam accidit cum quis sumpsit vindictam sanguinis suorum
in deceptione pariter patrum et matrum aliorum quemadmodum fecit talis;
dispendia autem seu dampna sunt aut in pecunia aut in effugando in exilium aut in
consimilibus his. Injuriatur autem in utrisque rebus simul et hoc invenitur secundum

2hicP:hocT 4hisP:hiisT 5 operatio P: comparatio T 7 id est ordinem artificialem
logices om. T 8 faciunt P: fatiunt T 14 deceptione correxi: receptione PT 16 his P: hiis T
|| hoc om. P

35 Voir WorRrTHER, Les traces du Grand Commentaire d’al-Farabi a la Rhétorique d’Aristote dans la
traduction arabo-latine de la Rhétorique d’Aristote par Hermann I’Allemand cit.
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duos modos — Alfarabius: vel in non reddendo vel in efferendo. Non autem est hoc
in istis solummodo, sed etiam in eorum contrariis secundum mores, ...

3. Rhet. 115, 1377a 8-11 (Lyons, p. 79. 5-9)

20 luramenta autem quadripertita sunt sive usitantur gratia quatuor partium. Aut
enim ut Alfarabius: «jurans» det quod dimittit et aliud accipiat, aut ut non faciat
unum istorum duorum, aut ut faciat illud et non faciat istud; deinde modus iste
bipartitur: aut enim ut det et non accipiat, aut ut accipiat et non det.

4. Rhet. 115, 1377a 15-19 (Lyons, p. 79. 14-18)

25 Ponamus ergo quod juramentum fiat in pecunia et quod si fuerit hoc jurabit
quod sic [scilicet dicens utique] et hoc pocius est — hoc dimisit Alpharabius — et
quod timuerint ne juramentum fiat de nichilo propterea quod quando jurat, tunc
pertinebit ei et quando non jurat tunc non. Istud ergo nunc non est nisi propter
probitatem, non propterea quod pejeret aut transgrediatur juramentum.

30 5. ad Rhet. 111 9, 1409a 24

Huc pervenit glosa alfarabi.

18 in efferendo correxi: in auferendo T in non auferendo P 20 quadripertita T:
quadripercita P 21 aliud P || faciat P: fatiat T 22 faciat'? P: fatiat T 23 bipartitur P:
bipertitur T || ut'?P: non T 26 scilicet dicens utique est probablement une addition de la part
d’Hermann, puisque cette portion de phrase n’a pas de correspondant dans le texte arabe
et est introduite par scilicet || alpharabius P: alfarabius T 29 juramentum P: juramentur T

II1. CITATIONS D’ AVERROES>®
1. Rhet. 11, 1354a 1-6 (Lyons, p. 1. 3-8)

Rethorica quidem convertitur arti topice et utreque sunt unius rei gratia et
communicant in aliquo modorum et invenitur utrarumque noticia omnibus cum
neutra ipsarum sit aliqua scientiarum separatim sive singulariter. Et hinc est quod

5 omnes scientie inveniuntur communicare eis in modo. Avenrosd. Ambe enim
intendunt unum finem, et est sermo ad alterum. Non enim utitur eis homo ad se
ipsum, ut est in demonstrativis, sed tantum ad alterum, et conveniunt quodam

3¢ Voir WorRrTHER, Les citations du Commentaire moyen & la Rhétorique d’Aristote par Averroés
dans la traduction arabo-latine de la Rhétorique d’Aristote par Hermann I’Allemand cit.
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modo in subjecto uno. Ambiunt enim omnia et omnes homines intromittunt se
naturaliter de sermonibus topicis et rhetoricis : neutra ergo harum est separatim et

singulariter scientia. Quelibet enim scientia certum et proprium habet subjectum
et proprium artificem, et quilibet hominum modo aliquo et usquequo utitur
rethoricalibus, accusatione videlicet et defensione, et ceteris que circa particularia
existunt. Aristoteles. In sermone de liberatione et commendatione. Omnes igitur
homines modo aliquo et usquequo utuntur et accusatione et recusatione.

2. Rhet. 11, 1354b 19-22 (Lyons, p. 3. 17-22)

Ipsi enim per hec nichil amplius acquirere faciunt quam quod notificant qualiter
convertatur judex ad dispositionem animi. De credulitatibus vero que fiunt per
artem et qualiter fiant non enuntiant quippiam et hoc quidem fit quidem ex parte

enthimematum. Averroes. Et quoniam nos videmus enthimemata columnam hujus

artis esse, credimus orationem rhetoricam que est in contentionibus et litigiis ante
judices et eam que est in deliberationibus uni et eidem arti pertinere, et est ars ista.

Illos autem consequemur necessario ut non sit hec ars nisi de judiciali genere cause
tantum, nec de hoc toto, sed de viliore parte ipsius, scilicet de hoc quod forensi
strepitu ante tribunal judicum litigatorie tractatur. De condendis autem legibus
et juribus statuendis in nullo profecerunt per ea que conscripserunt de hac arte.

Habere autem usum rerum que quasi extrinsecus aminiculantur ad artem et non

earum que intrinsece sunt et essentiales arti, illaudabile est. Et propter hoc est
quod nos dicimus quoniam ars in deliberatione et in contentione una est.

3. Rhet.11, 1355a 17-22 (Lyons, p. 5. 5-10)

Probabilia autem ingrediuntur scientiam veri ex hoc quod assimilatur ei.
Patet igitur quoniam illi picturant orationem in superficie rei et ejus apparentia.
Averroes. Et non attingunt quod est tamquam constitutivum et essentiale rei, et
si putentur per hoc incessisse via recta et justa, et quoniam ipsi declinant amplius
ad hoc ut ratiocinentur justum tantum, Rethorica autem utilis est et proficiens eo
quod veracia secundum justum meliora sunt suis contrariis.

8 subjecto PF: facto T 9 et PF:in T 20 hujus artis esse P: esse hujus artis TF || litigiis
FP: litigiis cum T 22 consequemur PT: consequimur F || ut PT: ubi F || hec ars PT: ars F 24
judicum PT: judicis F 25 autem legibus et juribus statuendis om. T || conscripserunt PT:
scripserunt F 27 que quasi extrinsecus aminiculantur ad artem et non earum que intrinsece
sunt P: que quasi extrinsecus aminiculantur ad artem et non earum que intrinsece sunt
T, que intrinsece sunt F 31 orationem correxi: orationi mss. 33 hoc PF: hec T || declinant
amplius PT: amplius declinant F 34 P marg. = F, 105v, 14-15: In alio (F: uno) exemplari ut
dicant (F: dicunt) dictionem secundum viam justi tantum
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4. Rhet. 11, 1355a 21-25 (Lyons, p. 5. 9-14)

Rethorica autem utilis est et proficiens eo quod veracia secundum justum
meliora sunt suis contrariis. Quando etenim non fiunt judicia contenta secundum
quod oportet vincuntur ab his rebus necessario, et istud est res que meretur
redargutionem et increpationem. Averroes. Rhetorica duas habet utilitates quarum
una est quod instigat cives ad operationes nobiles. Homines enim naturaliter
proni sunt ad contrarium operationum justitie. Quando igitur non retinentur per
sermones rhetoricos, vincunt eos illicita desideria et operantur contraria operibus
justitie. Inquit interpres idem : veritates rerum operandarum pertinentium justitie
sequende sunt et respuende falsitates desideriorum illicitorum, et ad has veritates
conatur rhetorica et ad redargutiones et increpationes propter opposita. Deinde
eo quod aliquis modus hominum contra quos in eo quod est inter nos et ipsos non
oportet ut utamur scientia certa exquisita.

5. Rhet. 11, 1355a 29-33 (Lyons, pp. 5. 21-6. 1)

Et est possibilis persuasio in duobus contrariis sicut possibilis est sillogizatio.
Averroes. Pecasse ipsum et non peccasse, sed non hec duo simul, sed modo hoc
modo illud. Aristoteles. Nos enim interdum persuademus de flagitioso non
ut connectamus utrasque res simul, sed ut non lateat nos via in hac et qualiter
possimus quando quis locutus fuerit id quod preter justum est et contradicere ei.

6. Rhet.14,1359b 8-14 (Lyons, p. 19. 12-17)

lam itaque verarum invenitur sermo quoniam prediximus scilicet quod
rethorica composita est ex scientia resolutoria et ex politica et quod est in moribus
et similatur in aliquo dialectice, id est arti differendi et aliquibus aliis sermoni
sophistico. Averroes. Res que existunt in multis artibus quandoque sumuntur in
una arte tamquam partes ipsius considerate secundum modum et dispositionem
prout competunt illi arti et sue intentioni et relictis dispositionibus secundum
quas diversificantur ab ejus intentione. Fiunt ergo res morales pars hujus artis
prout apte sunt intentioni rhetoris in triplici genere cause. Et res quoque topice et
sophistice ingrediuntur in hanc artem prout ex eis sumuntur quedam communia

que faciliter se statim offerunt intellectui omnium vel plurium videlicet vulgarium

quales rationes sillogistice propinque acceptionis, scilicet exempla et enthimemata,
et res sophistice que his assimilantur. Et hoc per hoc ut conetur conator apparatum

istius dialectice non secundum modum orationis, sed secundum modum alicujus
scientiarum.

41 naturaliter om. T 42 operationum justitie PT: justitie operationum F || igitur om. F
43 eos om.F 46 ad redargutiones et increpationes T : ad redargutiones et increpationes et
redargutiones et increpationes P 52 hoc P: hec T 58 in aliquo dialectice P: mathematico
dialetice T 59 multis artibus PF: artibus multis T 65 intellectui TF : intellectu P 66 et? om.
T 67utPT:enimF
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7. Rhet. 14, 1359b 26-30 (Lyons, p. 20. 5-8)

Oportet preterea ut sciat omnes sumptiis civium et si fuerit in ea homo otiosis
aut inutilis tollatur et si superflui sumptiis fuerit ibi quis reprimatur ab hoc
statu. Averroes. Et si fuerit ibi quis magnarum expensarum non circa honesta aut
necessaria, auferatur ab eo superfluum quod inutiliter consumit. Non enim propter
divitiarum incrementum fiunt opulenti tantum sed etiam propter parcitatem
expensarum.

8. Rhet. 15, 1361b 30-32 (Lyons, p. 27. 8-10)

Potentia enim longitudinis vite alia est, eo quod multorum hominum prolongatur
vita. Averroes. A potentia sanitatis. Et sunt tamen expoliati viribus corporis.

9. Rhet. 15, 1361b 30-32 (Lyons, p. 27. 8-10)

Potentia enim longitudinis vite alia est, eo quod multorum hominum prolongatur
vita. Averroes. Et dubitatur qualiter stet vite longitudo cum egritudine frequenti. Et
sunt tamen expoliati viribus corporis.

10. Rhet. 1, 5,1361b 39-1362a 1 (Lyons, p. 27. 18-20)

Salvam autem habente fortunam est quando fuerit fortuna homini causa boni.
Averroes. Bona autem fortune consistentia est ut sit casus causa homini alicui
proventus bonorum ipsi aut bonorum que habeat in se ipso aut que eveniant ab
extrinseco. Causa vero ipsius casus interdum est ars et interdum natura, et hoc
est plurimum. Verbi gratia casus a natura ut nascatur quis habens potentiam et
dispositionem ut difficulter turbare possint ipsum ab extrinseco venientia ut in eo
qui naturaliter habet firmam et constantem sanitatem. Casus autem ab arte ut quod
sumat quis venenum et evadat per hoc ab aliqua periculosa egritudine. Et hoc est ut
sit vir in hac aliqua dispositione vel sic et sit taliter habens omnia hec vel plura vel
majora et sit causa horum ipsa fortuna.

11. Rhet. 15, 1362a 13-20 (Lyons, p. 28. 9-15)

Oportet quidem ut determinemus quando converterimus sermonem ad laudem.
Mandationes eius de hiis sunt in quibus oportet sciri veritatem. Ratiocinantur enim
in rebus futuris et instantibus et similiter prohibitiones monstrant et notificant simile
huic in contrariis. Averroes. Virtutis enim certa notitia proprie pertinet ad eum qui
laudibus intendit et cum virtutum quidam sit quod pertinet futuro et quidam quod

73 circa PF: contra T || aut PF: et T 87 ipsi aut bonorum om. T || habeat PT: habet F
88-89 et hoc est plurimum verbi gratia casus a natura om. 89 plurimum P: ut plurimum F
91 firmam PT:fieri materia 93 hac aliqua P: aliqua hac T: hac F || taliter PT: naturaliter F
99 virtutis PF: virtutes T || enim PT: etiam F || proprie pertinet PF : pertinet proprie T 100
quidam'? PT: quedam F || quod om. T
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praesenti, utitur quidem eis laudator seu demonstrator prout praesenti pertine<n>t ;
deliberator autem sive consultor prout pertinent futuro, id est ad utilitatem. Futura
autem sunt ipsi fines propter quod fit deliberatio. Ex his patent ipsorum contraria
propter que fiunt inhibitiones. Et quoniam deliberatoris propositum et quod est
propositum in intentione sua et cogitatione sunt inductiva utilitatis deliberat
quidem non de postremo sed de hiis que fiunt in postremo et ea sunt inductiva
utilitatis apud actiones et inducens utilitatem reputatur bonum.

12. Rhet. 16, 1362a 34-b 4 (Lyons, p. 29. 10-16)

Aliquando enim consequitur hoc ut salvent a malo et ista ut faciant adipisci
bonum in postremo et ut acquiri faciant loco paucorum bonorum utilia multa et
loco magni mali parvium eo quod illud dignius est aut potius. Majus est viliorum et
hoc erit aut in illis et tunc est utile aut in istis et tunc est transmutatio. Averroes.

Bona que ex bonis proveniunt nominavit Aristoteles utilia simpliciter. Ex malis

autem provenientia nominavit transmutationes que sunt quandoque de majori
malo ad minus, quandoque autem de malo ad bonum. Deinde quoniam quidem

virtutes quoque bona sunt absque dubio tunc possessorum earum secundum hoc
quidem de ipsis possident decens est status.

13. Rhet. 16, 1362b 8-12 (Lyons, pp. 29. 21-30. 1)

Delectabilia ergo cum honesta fuerint sunt ex his que appetuntur propter se.
Etiam declarabitur ex nostra determinatione qua ea definiabimus particulariter
quoniam bona sunt procul dubio. Averroes. Et quoniam etiam proficiunt ad bonum
interdum, Et bonitas status etiam ex hiis est eo quod ipse quoque qui propter se
appetitur et in eo est magis et minus et equalitas.

14. Rhet. 16, 1363a 11-19 (Lyons, p. 31. 13-19)

Amici autem et inimici et maligni consentiunt in bonum. Attamen cum
infertur eis dampnum eximium et vehemens et si quidem doleant de dampno
assentiunt tamen bono propterea quod ipsum est in propaculo et inimici etiam
non possunt resistere et negare ipsum. Dixit translator. In hoc passu invenimus
textum Aristotilis vel ita corruptum vel decurtatum vel forte in se obscurum
quod sententiam plane intelligibilem ex eo elicere non potuimus. Unde visum fuit
verbum ex verbo transferre et post ipsum ad ejus elucidationem textum Aviscenne
ex libro suo Asschiphe subjungere usque ad finem capituli. Inquit Aristotilis.
Istud est commentum et debebat esse in margine sed non potuit. Averroes. Et ex

inceptivis beneficiis valde conferentibus et ex actibus quorum magnifica reputatur

101 pertinet PT: pertinent F 102 pertinent PF: pertinet T 103 quod P: quos TF || fit
PT: sit F || deliberatio PF: deliberaratio T 105 propositum P: precipiium T 133 averroes P:
aviscenne T || et? om. T 134 valde T: vadit PF || magnifica reputatur PF : magnificare putatur T
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quantitas apud eos erga quos talia exercenturest ut eligat quis virum quempiam

magne potentie ex aliqua gente nota habentem inimicum similiter magne potentie
ex gente altera, et extollat virum illum et sibi pertinentes laudibus et beneficiis
quibus potuerit; inimicum vero et sibi pertinentes deprimit et mala que potuerit
exaggregat erga ipsum prout accidit Homero poete cum Grecis et inimicis eorum.
Grecos enim et magnates eorum et qui ex parte ipsorum erant magnificavit

laudibus, et extulit carminibus durabilibus in sempiternum. Alios vero scilicet
ipsorum adversarios submersit vituperiis que nulla umquam absterget oblivio in

facto proelii quod olim habitum est inter ipsos. Greci igitur Homerum quasi pro
viro deificato receperunt et pro summo doctore habuerunt. Et ut in summa dicatur

malum inferre inimicis et bonum conferre amicis de rebus valde utilibus reputatur.
Deinde qui antecedit et eligit ex viris aut ex feminis quemadmodum elegit homerus

orosium atheniensem et Elenam et Alexandrum et Achillem.

136 habentem P : habente TF 138 potuerit! PT: potuit F || deprimit PT: deprimet F 139
exaggregat PT:exagerat F 144 dicatur FP: dicens T
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ABSTRACT

Quoting/Translating. The Arabo-Latin Translation of Aristotle’s Rhetoric by Hermann the
German and the Quotations from al-Farabi and Averroes

The Latin translation of the Arabic version of Aristotle’s Rhetoric was made by
Hermann the German between 1243 and 1256. It is extant in its entirety in two
manuscripts preserved in Paris (P = Parisinus Latinus 16673, saec. xm) and Toledo (T =
Toletanus 47.15, saec. xm). Two folios of the Florence manuscript (F = Laurentianus Plut.
90. Sup. 64, saec. xv) have preserved the passages of Averroes that Hermann utilized in
his translation. This Latin translation was executed on the basis of an Arabic witness of
the Rhetoric that belongs to the same tradition as the text of the Rhetoric that al-Farabi,
Avicenna and Averroes used in their commentaries.

After a brief discussion of Hermann the German and the goals he claims to follow
in translating the Arabic version of Aristotle’s Rhetoric into Latin, the aim of this
contribution is to study the way he uses al-Farabi’s and Averroes’ Commentaries, by
answering the following questions : how can one identify and delineate al-Farabi’s and
Averroes’ quotations 7, what is the nature of these quotations ?, and what function do
they perform in Hermann’s Arabo-Latin translation?

This study will thus provide a general framework for examining Avicenna’s
quotations in Hermann’s translation of the Rhetoric.

Freperique WoerTHER, UMR 8230, CNRS-ENS (Ulm)
frederique.woerther@cnrs.fr
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The Liber primus naturalium,
i.e. the Physics of the Avicenna latinus*

I. AN INcoMPLETE TRANSLATION IN Two PHASES

The medieval Latin translation of Avicenna’s al-Sama ‘ al-tabi 7 of the Sifa is
of a very particular kind insofar as it has been realized in two different phases,
separated from one another by almost a century. The first phase of the translation
can with certainty be related to twelfth century Toledo, most likely the circle of
Gundissalinus. However, one looks in vain for any dedication or any note that
specifies the name(s) of the translator(s). Marie-Thérése d’Alverny, on the basis
inter alia of the vocabulary used, tentatively proposed to date this translation
at the third quarter of the twelfth century, and Van Riet, with due prudence,
has accepted this proposal'. This first phase of the translation of Avicenna’s
Physics — in what follows I will simply designate it as the ‘Toledo translation’ —
covers the first and second treatises (magdala), as well as the very beginning of
the third treatise, i.e. the first chapter (‘Prologus’ in the Latin translation) and
part of chapter two (chapter one in the Latin) It is quite perplexing that the
Toledo translation stops unexpectedly, namely in the middle of an exposition,
more precisely after having covered approximately one fourth of the second
chapter’®. As to the reason why it so suddenly stopped, one can only speculate.

* 1 wish to thank Amos Bertolacci for his critical remarks that helped to substantially
improve both the style and the content of this paper.

! Avicenna Latinus, Liber primus Naturalium. Tractatus primus. De causis et principiis naturalium,
ed. S. Van Rier. Introduction doctrinale par G. Verseke, Peeters - Brill, Louvain-la-Neuve -
Leiden 1992, p. 53*, where in a footnote reference is given to M.-T. p’Arverny, Notes sur les
traductions médiévales d’Avicenne, « Archives d'Histoire doctrinale et littéraire du Moyen Age »,
19, 1952, pp. 337-358, p. 344.

% The translation of the first two treatises is already available in a critical edition, see
Avicenna Latinus, Liber primus Naturalium. Tractatus primus. De causis et principiis naturalium cit.,
and Avicenna LaTinus, Liber primus Naturalium. Tractatus secundus. De motu et de consimilibus ed.
S. Van Rier’, J. Janssens, A. Auarp. Introduction doctrinale par G. Verseke, Académie Royale de
Belgique, Bruxelles 2006.

* Inthe forthcoming edition of the Latin translation of the third treatise of the Physics, it covers
62 out of 227 lines, see Avicenna Lativus, Liber primus Naturalium. Tractatus tertius. De his quae habent
naturalia ex hoc quod habent quantitatem, ed. J. Janssens, Académie Royale de Belgique, Bruxelles,
2017 (in print). Parts of this paper are inspired by the Introduction that I wrote to this edition.

«Documenti e studi sulla tradizione filosofica medievale » XXVIII (2017)
ISSN 1122-5750 — ISBN 978-88-8450-812-6
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One might think of the sudden death of the translator, or maybe of one of the two
collaborators in the case in which a team was at work (as was unambiguously the
case with regard to the translation of Avicenna’s De anima), but in the actual
state of affairs this is at best a reasonable hypothesis, no more*.

Almost one century later, the translation of the third treatise was continued
at Burgos, starting from the very point where the Toledo translation had
stopped. After chapter 9 (= 10 in the Arabic editions), it affirms: « Explicit Liber
Sufficientiae Phisicorum Avicennae translatus a magistro Johanne Gunsalvi de
Burgis et Salomone de arabico in latinum, ad preceptum Reverendissimi Patris
ac Domini, Don Gunsalvi, episcopi Burgensis, quae est civitas in Hispania».
According to this note the translation was ordered by bishop Don Gunsalvi, i.e.,
Ganzalo Garcia Gudiel. Since this latter was bishop of Burgos from 1275 till 1280,
the translation can be dated as belonging to that very period®. As to the identity
of the two translators, of whom the names are given in the preface, nothing
cannot be said with certainty, excepted for the fact the ‘Salomon’ was in all
likelihood a Jew®.

But also the Burgos translation does not cover the complete al-Sama ‘ al-tabi
of Avicenna’s Sifd . In fact, it omits to translate the last four chapters of the third
treatise, as well as the complete fourth treatise. This latter is entitled in Arabic:
«On the accidents of these natural things and their mutual relations, as well as
the things that are attached to them »’. It is largely inspired by Aristotle’s Physics,

* J. Janssens, The Physics of the Avicenna latinus and Its Significance for the Reception of Aristotle’s
Physics in the West, in A. Van Oppenraay ed. with the Collaboration of R. Fontame, The Letter before
the Spirit: The Importance of Text Editions for the Study of the Reception of Aristotle, Brill, Leiden
- Boston 2012 (ASL, 22), pp. 311-330, especially p. 312. Regarding the collaboration between
two persons (i.e., Dominicus Archidiaconus and Avendeuth Israelita) in translating the De
anima, as mentioned in a preface, which is present in the majority of manuscripts offering the
text of Avicenna’s De anima, see Avicenna Latinus, Liber de Anima seu Sextus de Naturalibus I-III,
ed. S. Van Rier. Introduction doctrinale par G. Versexe, Peeters - Brill, Louvain - Leiden 1972,
pp. 98*-105*. Van Riet (ibid., p. 101*) qualifies Avendeuth Israelita as a ‘mysterious person’;
however, scholars now more and more agree that Avendeuth refers to the Jewish philosopher
Ibn Daud, see e.g., C. Burnert, Arabic into Latin: the reception of Arabic philosophy into Western
Europe, in P. Apamson, R. Tayior eds., The Cambridge Companion to Arabic Philosophy, Cambridge
University Press, Cambridge 2005, pp. 370-404, p. 380.

> See the seminal paper of M. Aronso Atonso, Homendje a Avicena en su milenario: Las
traducciones de Juan Gonzdlez de Burgos y Salomon, « Al-Andalus », 14, 1949, pp. 291-319, esp.
Pp- 308-310; see also Avicenna Latinus, Liber tertius Naturalium. De generatione et corruptione, ed.
S. Van Reer. Introduction doctrinale par G. Verseke, Peeters - Brill, Louvain-la-Neuve - Leiden
1987, pp. 67*-68*.

6 ALONSO ALONSO, Homenaje a Avicena en su milenario cit., p. 310.

7 Avicenna, The Physics of The Healing, Books I-II, III-IV, A parallel English-Arabic text
translated, introduced, and annotated by J. McGinnis, Brigham Young University Press, Provo,
Utah 2009 (Islamic Translation Series), p. 402 (English translation slightly modified).
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but it contains now and then important developments or innovative ideas, as
evidenced by Avicenna’s conceptions of ‘intermediary rest’ and inclination
(mayl), and by his attribution of a proper space (hayyiz) to each body®. As to
the last four chapters of the third treatise, they deal with different topics: the
eternity of motion and time, in spite of their being preceded by the essence
of the ‘Creator’; the existence, or not, of minima naturalia; and the discussion
of the topic of ‘directions’. The first of them, i.e., the eternity of motion and
time, is an eminently Aristotelian idea. In the added reference to the precedence
of the essence of the ‘Creator’, one cannot but detect an allusion to Aristotle’s
argument of the ‘Unmoved Mover’. Concerning the affirmation of ‘minima
naturalia’, Avicenna, as he does for other physical realities, goes far beyond
Aristotle, who only had offered a very basic, ‘embryonic’ theory with regard to
them’. As to the topic of directions, it is not discussed by Aristotle in his Physics,
but in his On Heavens, 11, 2 : in this case, Avicenna’s exposition is largely indebted
to Aristotle’s".

Surveying the totality of the omitted parts, one detects in them many
doctrines and ideas that remain closely in line with Aristotle’s point of view,
but also several original, substantially innovative developments. However,
such two-fold characterization applies, without discussion, to the totality of
Avicenna’s Physics. A good illustration thereof offers his discussion of motion
in the second treatise. In that exposition, Avicenna takes over Aristotle’s
definition of motion — i.e. the perfection of what is in potentiality, as such —
but he, perhaps under the influence of some of the Greek commentators, adds

8 Regarding the link between this treatise of Avicenna’s work and Aristotle’s Physics,
see A. Hasnawi, La Physique du Sifa’: apercus sur sa structure et son contenu, in J. JANsseNs,
D. De Swmer eds., Avicenna and His Heritage, Leuven University Press, Leuven 2002 (Ancient
and Medieval Philosophy, Ser. 1, vol. 28), pp. 67-80, pp. 68-69. As far as I now the notion of
hayyiz, ‘space’, has not yet received any particular study, contrary to those of ‘intermediary
rest’ and ‘inclination’, for which one can see respectively Y. T. Lancermann, Quies media: A
Lively Problem on the Agenda of Post-Avicennian Physics, in N. Bavuan et aL. eds., Uluslararast
fbn Sind Sempozyumu. Bildiriler. International Ibn Sina Symposium. Papers II, istanbul Biiyiiksehir
Belediyesi Kiiltiir A. S. Yayinlari, Istanbul 2009, pp. 53-67, and A. Hasnaout, La dynamique d’Ibn
Sind (La notion d’inclination : mayl), in J. Jouver, R. Rasep (dir.), Etudes sur Avicenne, Les Belles
Lettres, Paris 1984, pp. 103-123.

% For the presence of the idea of ‘minima naturalia’ in an embryonic state in Aristotle, see
A. G. Van MeLsen, From Atomos to Atom, Harper and Row, New York 1960, p. 44 (reference due
to R. Grasner, Averroes’ Physics. A Turning Point in Medieval Natural Philosophy, Oxford University
Press, Oxford - New York 2009, p. 144). J. McGinnis, A Small Discovery : Avicenna’s Theory of Minima
Naturalia, «Journal of the History of Philosophy», 53, 2015, pp. 1-24, clearly shows that
Avicenna’s doctrine is highly innovative compared to the expositions of his Greek predecessors
on this issue.

10 Hasnawt, La Physique du Sifa’ cit., p. 68.
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the qualification ‘primary’ to the notion of ‘perfection’'. More significantly, and

entirely new, is his acceptance — this time in sharp contrast with Aristotle and
the whole tradition related to him — of the existence of ‘motion’ in the category
of ‘situs'. Since a clear desire to become better and fuller acquainted with
Avicenna’s physical view inspired the person (or persons?) who commanded to
continue the Toledo translation, it is rather puzzling that the Arabic text has not
been translated completely. Certainly, this time, there is no stop in the middle
of a chapter, as was the case with the Toledo translation, but at the very end of a
chapter, namely chapter nine (ten in Arabic) of the third treatise. In this chapter,
Avicenna brings to an end what one could label his (systematic) exposition on
the issue of finiteness/infinity, in other words a kind of ‘corollary’, i.e. a kind
of systematic, and partly independent elaboration of Aristotle’s exposition
on this topic™. Did Moerbeke’s new translation of Aristotle’s Physics lead the
translator(s) to consider Avicenna’s work as no longer important, and hence
as no longer worthy of translation? This looks highly improbable given that of
Moerbeke’s double revision of Jacques of Venice’s old translation, the so-called

' See Liber primus Naturalium. Tractatus secundus cit., p. 151, lines 75-76. For the presence
of this qualification in the commentators, see J. Janssens, L’Avicenne latin: un témoin (indirect) des
commentateurs (Alexandre d’Aphrodise-Thémistius-Jean Philopon), in R. Bevers, J. Brams, D. Sacrf, K.
VEerrycken eds., Tradition et traduction. Les textes philosophiques et scientifiques au moyen dge latin.
Hommage a F. Bossier, Leuven University Press, Leuven 1999 (Ancient and Medieval Philosophy,
Ser. 1, vol. 25), pp. 89-105, pp. 97-98 and A. Hasnawi, La definition du mouvement dans la Physique du
Sifa’ d’Avicenne, « Arabic Sciences and Philosophy », 11, 2001, pp. 219-255, especially pp. 224-226.

12 Ibid., pp. 197, lin. 91- 202, lin. 71.

3 Regarding Avicenna’s rearrangement of Aristotle’s Physics along thematic lines, which
reminds one of the corollaries of such commentators as e.g., Philoponus and Simplicius, see
J. Janssens, Ibn Sind: An Important Historian of the Sciences, in Bavuan ed., Uluslararast ibn Sind
Sempozyum cit., pp. 83-93, especially pp. 83-84. The proper discussion of finiteness/infinity
covers actually the chapters 6-8 (7-9 of the Arabic editions), but this final chapter 9 in the
Latin translation (=10 in the Arabic editions) remains somehow related to the finiteness/
infinity thematic insofar as it discusses the possibility of finite/infinite potencies in bodies
— including the affirmation that nothing finite can have an infinite force, see Hasnawi, La
Physique du Sifa’ cit., p. 68. This kind of approach to a specific problem related to Aristotle’s
Physics, but placed in a broader historical perspective and treated in a manner that is only
loosely based on Aristotle’s very wording, had in late Greek thought two major examples,
i.e. Philoponus (see his Corollaries on Place and Void [with Simplicius, Against Philoponus on the
Eternity of the world], translated by D. Furiey [and C. Wipsere], Duckworth, London 1991, pp.
13-94) and Simplicius (see his Corollaries on Place and Time, translated J. O. Urmson, Duckworth,
London 1992). Although Avicenna’s approach is not completely identical with theirs, there
exist, nevertheless, many common elements, as e.g., the systematic treatment of a given
topic and the detailed attention to all previous existing doctrines. It would be worthwhile to
make a more in-depth comparison between Avicenna, on the one hand, and Philoponus and
Simplicius, on the other, but this clearly exceeds the limits of the present paper.
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‘translatio vetus’, only the first minor revision became widespread'*. Moreover,
as shown by Roger Bacon’s Questiones alterae super libros Physicorum and Albert
the Great’s commentary on Aristotle’s Physics (both dated ca. 1250), in the
middle of the thirteenth century there existed already a serious familiarity
with Aristotle’s work. Hence, it is highly doubtful that Moerbeke’s translation
had such a doctrinal significance as to abate suddenly the original interest in
Avicenna’s work, an interest that unmistakably existed when the translation
project in Burgos was started. Therefore, a more plausible explanation is perhaps
that the stopping of the translation at that precise point — namely just before
a chapter where the eternity of time, together with the qualification of (or, at
least, allusion to) God as Unmoved Mover, is affirmed — is intimately related to
the famous Parisian condemnation of 1277%

. INFLUENCE OF THE LATIN TRANSLATION OF AVICENNAS PHYSICS
II.1 LATIN T A

Whether the part translated at Burgos ever had influence on the Latin
West cannot be totally excluded, but I looked so far in vain for any concrete
trace of such influence'®. However, it seems that there existed a real interest

147, Brawms, Les traductions de Guillaume de Moerbeke, in J. Hawmesse ed., Les traducteurs au
travail. Leurs manuscrits et leurs méthodes, Brepols, Turnhout 2001, pp. 231-256, pp. 236-237. It
is perhaps worthwhile to note that, besides Jacques of Venice’s translation, another Graeco-
Latin translation (the so-called ‘Vaticana’, dated also twelfth century) and two Arabic-Latin
translations (one by Gerard of Cremona, dated before 1187, and another by [in all likelihood]
M. Scot, dated ca. 1220-1235) existed before Moerbeke started his first revision of Jacques of
Venice’s translation in 1260.

15[ have already evoked this hypothesis in an earlier publication, see J. Janssens, The Reception
of Avicenna’s Physics in the Latin Middle Ages, in A. VroLik, J. Hocenoik eds., O ye Gentlemen : Arabic
Studies on Science and Literary Culture in Honour of Remke Kruk, Brill, Leiden 2007 (IPTS, 74),
pp- 55-64 (but correct ‘chapter 11’ into ‘chapter 9" at p.57, lin. 17). McGmis, A Small Discovery
cit., p. 15, states in a somewhat similar way, but without any explicit reference to the 1277
condemnation : « Interestingly, the Latin translators of Avicenna’s Physics stopped translating
the Physics at 111.10 — no doubt in part, if not in full, because Avicenna provides some of his
most thorough and trenchant arguments for the eternity of the cosmos there, a topic that
the Church Schoolmen would have wanted to avoid ». Let me add that I am well aware of the
multiple problems that still surround the exact nature and influence of the 1277 condemnation,
see H. Tuyssen, Condemnation of 1277, in E. N. Zaita ed., The Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy
(Winter 2013), <http://plato.stanford.edu/archives/win2013/entries/condemnation/>.

16 From the different ‘libri naturales’ of Avicenna (besides Physics 3) that were translated
at Burgos, i.e., De caelo et mundo, De generatione et corruptione, De actionibus et passionibus, and
Liber metheororum, a direct use has only been discovered with regard to the De generatione et
corruptione, namely in Ugo Benzi’s commentary on the first book of Avicenna’s Canon medicinae,
see S. Van Rier, Le De generatione et corruptione d’Avicenne dans la tradition latine, in J. Tryssen,
H. Braakuuis eds., The Commentary Tradition on Aristotle’s ‘De generatione et corruptione’. Ancient,
Medieval and Early Modern, Brepols, Turnhout 1999 (Studia Artistarum, 7), pp. 69-77, p. 73. So far,
I only discovered vague indications for a possible use of the Burgos translation of Avicenna’s
Physics 3 in Duns Scotus and Peter Olivi, see Janssens, The Reception of Avicenna’s Physics cit., p. 63.
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in Avicenna’s physical works in the Italy of the fifteenth century, because the
only manuscript in which this translation has been preserved, i.e. ms. Vat. Urb.
Lat. 186, is of humanistic type, and, moreover, has been in possession of the
Duke of Urbino, Federico da Montefeltro (1422-1482). In addition, since the
library catalogue of the Sorbonne of 1338 mentions all the parts of the natural
books of Avicenna which had been translated at Burgos, it looks possible that
those parts attired the attention of some of the Sorbonne teachers, and maybe
even of thinkers (theologians, physicians, or members of the artes-faculty) in
wider circles in France, at least during the fourteenth century. As to the part
translated at Toledo, it indeed had an influence, although not as important as
that of the De anima or of the Metaphysics. The first traces of a possible use are
present in the thought of Richard Rufus of Cornwall and Robert Grosseteste, but
the evidence is somewhat thin. For a clear, explicit use one has to wait until the
middle of the thirteenth century, more precisely until the commentaries on the
Physics by such authors as e.g., Adam of Bockfeld, Roger Bacon, Thomas Aquinas,
and, above all, Albert the Great'®. But even in these later authors Avicenna’s
most innovative ideas were seldom accepted. For example, the acceptance of
motion in the category of ‘situs’ is systematically rejected by the Latin scholastics,
whereas it became almost standard in the post-Avicennian tradition in the
Islamic world'®, Moreover, many Scholastics, as e.g., Albert the Great, combined
elements taken from Avicenna’s Physics with other ideas taken from Averroes’
Long Commentary on the Physics, although these latter were not necessarily in
agreement with Avicenna’s view(s)®.

III. TRANSLATION TECHNIQUES AND PARTICULARITIES

When one compares the manner of translating used in Toledo with that
practiced in Burgos, one detects several common factors. The following list,
although not exhaustive, enumerates a few of them: (1) (too) literal calques of
the Arabic word order; (2) the use of ‘ad sensum’ translations and of clarifying
translations or additions; (3) the presence of omissions, mainly by homoioteleuton
(related to either the Arabic manuscript used, or misread, by the Latin translator,

17 See Avicenna Latinus, Liber tertius Naturalium. De generatione et corruptione cit., p. 66*.

8 For a more detailed survey, see Janssens, The Reception of Avicenna’s Physics cit., pp. 57-62.

19 Regarding the reception of Avicenna’s doctrine of motion in the Islamic world, see J. Janssens,
The Reception of Ibn Sind’s Physics in Later Islamic Thought, « Ilahiyyat Studies », 1 2010, pp. 15-36.

20 A fine illustration thereof is present in A. Hasnawr, Le statut categorlal du movement chez
Avicenne : context grec et postérité médiévale latine, in R. MoreLoN, A. Hasnawi eds., De Zénon d’Elée a
Poincaré. Recueil d’études en hommage a Roshdi Rashed, Peeters, Louvain - Paris 2004 (Les Cahiers
du MIDEO, 1), pp. 607-622, especially pp. 611-614.
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or to the transmission of the translation, or of uncertain origin — be it the Arabic
model or the transmission of the Latin translation), but sometimes intentional
(due to an obvious ‘redundancy’ in the Arabic text, typical of the pompous style
of the Arabic language); (4) the use of typical medieval Latin words, or the
specific medieval understanding of already existing words; (5) the rendering of
a plural by a singular, and of an active by a passive — or vice-versa; (6) mistaken
translations resulting from a confusion between two Arabic words of similar
graphic, or even of identical graphic, especially insofar as one cannot exclude the
possibility of the (at least, partial) absence of diacritical points in the manuscript
that figured as model for the Latin translation; and (7) the translation of a single
Arabic word by a composed expression. Given the specific importance of this
last phenomenon, I will devote a more detailed discussion to it under a separate
heading (see section IV, below).

Regarding these common translation techniques and particularities, I here
offer a few concrete examples®':

(1) Literal calques of the Arabic

A typical element of the Latin translation of the Physics is the habit of making
a calque of the Arabic sentence, even in cases where this does not comply with
the standard requirements of the Latin language. This phenomenon is attested
on several occasions, see e.g.: (a) Tr. II, cap. III, p. 194, lin. 33-35: « (et hoc quod
dixerunt), quod duritiei et mollitiei non est unum subiectum et potentiae et
impotentiae, (destruitur ...) », which literally mirrors the syntax of the Arabic
sentence inna al-mawdi‘ laysa wahidan li-I-salaba wa-I-lin aw al-quwwa wa-l-du‘f**
— normally one would have expected the Latin to repeat ‘et non est unum
subiectum’ before ‘potentiae et impotentiae’ or move ‘non est unum subiectum’
before ‘durieti et mollitiei’; (b) Tr. III, cap. III, p. 418, lin. 7-8: « Dicamus igitur
opinionem (dicentis corpus in se habere partes in effectu infinitas) iam patet sua
dissolutio », corresponding to the Arabic amma madhab al-qa’il (...) fa-yazharu
butlanuhi — in Latin one would expect : « dicamus igitur quod dissolutio opinionis
... iam patet». In spite of the use of syntactical calques from the Arabic, the
Latin translator, however, does not hesitate at other occasions to fully take into

1 In what follows, I will only provide instances taken from Tractatus Il with regard to
the Toledo translation and Tractatus III with respect to the Burgos translation. In the former
case the pagination and line number(s) refer to the critical edition, i.e. Avicenna Latius,
Liber primus Naturalium. Tractatus secundus cit. ; in the second to the forthcoming edition, i.e.
AVICENNA LaTINUS, Liber primus Naturalium. Tractatus tertius cit.

2 The conjunction ‘et’, instead of ‘nec’, in the sentence ‘et potentiae ... in the Latin
translation of this passage results probably from the frequent confusion between aw and
wa- in Arabic.
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account the specificities of the Latin language compared to those of the Arabic.
In this respect, I may mention: Tr. II, cap. IX, p. 290, lin. 8-9, where the Latin
translator adds the words ‘ideo debeat’ inside the following affirmation: « Nec
quia accidens indiget subiecto ex hoc quod est accidens, ideo debeat subiectum
eius esse accidens », even if they have no direct counterpart in the Arabic text.

(2) Translations ad sensum, and clarifying translations or additions

Some translations can be qualified as suited to the context, in spite of their
being not strictly literal, e.g. (a) Tr. II, cap. I, p. 173, lin. 33-35: « Motum autem
pendere ab eo in quo est secundum quod est in aliquot praedicamentorum,
non concedimus esse subiectum eius », in the context of an affirmation where
Avicenna states that the motion’s dependence upon one of the categories in
which there is motion, does not refer to the motion’s subject — Arabic: wa-amma
ta'alluq al-haraka bi-ma fihi I-haraka min al-maqulat fa-laysa ya ni bihi al-mawdii‘
laha; and (b) Tr. III, cap. III, p. 432, lin. 178-179: «et hoc totum est certum quia
intellectus videt quod est possibile » for « wa-gami ‘u dalika sahihu gawazi l-wugadi
fil- ‘uqul (but the Latin translator read in his model probably fi I- ‘agl) », « and the
possibility of the existence of all that is truly present in the intellects », or, less
literally, with McGinnis: «all of which can, in fact, exist in the intellect (reading
fil- ‘agl instead of fi I- ‘uqal) »*.

On several occasions the Latin translation makes explicit what is vaguely
referred to in the Arabic text, e.g. (a) Tr. 11, cap. I, p. 162, lin. 49: the vague Arabic
term $ay’ has been replaced, in full accordance with the context, by the more
precise ‘motu’; and Tr. 111, cap. IV, p. 449, lin. 45-46 : what the Arabic text affirms
in a very general way, namely «if it is not the case » (ida lam yakun) is rendered in
the Latin in a much more precise way, i.e. « cum <non> habuerit signationem»;
(b) Tr. 11, cap. XII, p. 346, lin. 77 : the affixed pronoun -hu of the expression fihi is
correctly made explicit in the Latin translation ‘in cursu’ as signifying ‘cursus’
(even if one would expect in the Arabic text a reading fiha instead of fihi**);
and Tr. 111, cap. III, p. 438, lin. 240: ‘ipsum movere’ offers a correct and precise
translation for the affixed pronoun -ha.

Finally, now and then the Latin translation has an additional word or
expression that does not directly correspond with any word in the Arabic text,
but contributes to a better understanding of a given sentence in its broader
context, as a clarifying addition, e.g. Tr.II, cap. X, p. 312, lin. 28 in the framework
of the statement: «(Ergo secundum eos aliquando tempus est...), aliquando

23 Avicenna, The Physics of The Healing, Books III-1V cit., p. 293.
4 See J. McGinnis, Ibn Sind on the Now, « American Catholic Philosophical Quarterly », 73,
1999, pp. 73-106, p. 81, note 22.
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est sine motu (et tunc vocabitur Arabice adahr)», the Latin translation, in
translating mugarradan, « separate », by ‘sine motu’, makes clear which precise
kind of separation is implied, i.e. separation from motion; and Tr. III, cap. I, p.
388, lin. 76: the Latin translators have added the specification ‘a tactu’ to the
notion ‘vacuum’ inside the expression ‘vacuum ... in una parte’ (which, as such,
is a literal translation of the Arabic expression faraga min gihatin).

(3) Omissions

Many of the attested cases of omission belong clearly to the genre of ‘omission
by homoioteleuton’. Sometimes, one can impute these omissions with relative
certainty to one of the two traditions — the Arabic or the Latin. Illustrative
of such cases are e.g., Tr. II, cap. III, p. 188, lin. 36-37, where the omission of
the sentence «esset ei mobile quod habuerit esse» in all likelihood is related
to an accident of the transmission of the Latin translation, because the Arabic
text, having namely mawgtida ... mawgid, does not offer a proper omission by
homoioteleuton (and, moreover, without the initial presence of the omitted
sentence in the Latin translation, one can hardly explain the preservation of
the qualification ‘illud’, Ar. dalika, with respect to ‘mobile’ in the phrase «illud
mobile » that follows immediately afterwards)®; and Tr. III, cap. IV, p. 456,
lin. 141: in view of the Arabic text, where one reads: wa-l-nugat mutagawira,
one would have expected in the Latin translation the addition of «et puncta
convicinantur » after the previous « convicinantur ». The omission is clearly a
case of omission by homoioteleuton — in principle it can be linked with both the
Arabic and the Latin tradition, but, given its attestation in the Arabic tradition, it
becomes highly probable that the omission was present in the Arabic manuscript
that the Latin translators had at their disposal®.

However, it is sometimes impossible to identify the exact origin of an
omission of this kind, namely whether it lies in the transmission of the Arabic
text, in an erroneous reading of the translator(s) himself (themselves), or in
the transmission of the Latin translation. See e.g. Tr. II, cap. VII, p. 236, lin.
43: the sentence «(extrema) et quicquid est hoc spatium quod est inter duo
extrema» (corresponding to Arabic: [al-tarafayn]fa-kull ma huwa hada I-bu ‘d
alladi bayna I-tarafayn) lacks in the Latin translation — the omission is clearly by
homoioteleuton, but its origin can be situated either in the Arabic tradition (al-
tarafayn ... al-tarafayn) or in the transmission of the Latin translation (« extrema »

% The explanation that I gave in the edition, see Avicenna Latinus, Liber primus Naturalium.
Tractatus secundus cit., p. 188 note 36-37, has to be corrected in the sense expressed here.

% See Ipn SiN, Al-Sifa’, Al-Tabi'iyyat, Al-Sama“ al-tabii, ed. S. Zavio, Al-Hay'a al-Misriyya
1-‘amma li-1-kitab, Cairo 1983, p. 202, note 2, where it is indicated that this omission is present in
manuscript ‘b’ (= al-Azhar, Hikma 24, husiisiyya 331).
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... «extrema); and Tr. III, cap. V, p. 463, lin. 55-57: in the presentation of the
doctrine of some authors, who seem to have thought that only in estimation an
infinite division of motion can be imagined, one finds in the Latin the following
sentence: «Sed si via habuerit terminum ..., motus habebit terminum in actu
minorem motibus », in which, after «via», masafa, nothing corresponds to the
Arabic words min haytu hiya masafa, printed, without any variant, in all editions,
so that one would expect the explicit presence of «inquantum via» in the
Latin translation. However, nothing permits to decide whether the omission is
related to the transmission of the Arabic text (masdfa ... masafa) or of the Latin
translation («via» ... «via»), or, rather than being related to the transmission of
either of them, it may result from a faulty reading by the translators themselves,
who would have confused the second masafa with the first, being thus guilty of
the same mistake that many copyists had already made before them.

It is worthwhile to note that a few omissions seem to be due to a conscious
choice by the Latin translator, who in all likelihood found the concerned
sentence in the Arabic text redundant. See e.g. Tr. I, cap. XII, p. 336, lin. 53-54:
after the statement: « esse autem instantis in hoc loco, hoc est ut sit extremitas
temporis in quo toto ipsum non est», the Latin translation, when compared to
the original Arabic text, omits the following (indeed, rather redundant) Arabic
sentence ka-annaka qilta innahi fi tarafi l-zamani alladi huwa ma ‘dam fihi mawgad,
whose tentative Latin translation would be «sicut dixeris quod sit existens
in extremitate corporis in qua ipsum est non existens»; and Tr. III, cap. V, p.
470, lin. 139: after «non dicent quod si [i.e., the point] esset distinctum quod
moveretur per se ipsum », one finds no translation of what immediately follows
in the Arabic text, i.e. wa-1da matalan makan bi-datihi, « et quod haberet verbi gratia
locum per se ipsum » ; although at first sight this might look a case of omission by
homoioteleuton (of uncertain origin), the omitted part conveys nothing essential
to Avicenna’s argument, and therefore it seems possible, or even likely, that the
translators have consciously omitted this short passage.

(4) Medieval Latin

On several occasions, one finds Latin words that, especially in view of the
Arabic text, must certainly, or almost certainly, be understood in a sense that
is totally absent from classical Latin, but is clearly accepted in medieval Latin
sources. See e.g. Tr. II, cap. II, p. 185, lin. 66-67 (‘praeposuimus’): the verb
‘praeponere’ is used in the sense of ‘to mention beforehand’, and Tr. 111, cap. II,
p. 417, lin. 151 (‘praefatorum’): ‘praefatus’ meaning ‘above-said’™’.

7 See Mediae Latinitatis Lexicon Minus, ed. J. F. NiermeYer, Brill, Leiden - New York - Kéln
1993, p. 835, respectively p. 830.
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Now and then, one has to do with forms that are typical of, and sometimes
even only exist in, medieval Latin sources, as e.g., Tr. II, cap. VI, p. 222, lin. 10-11:
‘lagenam™®, and 11, cap. II, p. 414, lin. 125 ‘scindibilia’®.

(5) Singular-Plural, Active-Passive

Sometimes, the Latin translator(s) renders (render) a singular word by a
plural, e.g., Tr. 11, cap. I, p. 159, lin. 7: ‘diversis’ for muhtalif, and Tr. III, cap. I, p.
398, lin. 170: ‘partes’ for guz’ — or inversely, see e.g. Tr. II, cap. XII, p. 348, lin. 7:
‘terminum’ for hudid, and Tr. III, cap. III, p. 438, lin. 237: ‘mille’ for ulif.

Of a somewhat similar nature is the replacement of an active wording by a
passive — see e.g. Tr. II, cap. IX, p. 298, lin. 29-30: ‘et dilatatur earum corpulentia’
for fa-yanfasihu al-hagm, where, however, a semantically passive seventh form of
an Arabic verb is involved, and Tr. III, cap. VIIL, p. 502, lin. 53: ‘corrumpitur’ for
abtala — or inversely, the passive singular third person of the perfect of the verb
is translated by the active plural third person, see e.g. Tr. II, cap. I, p. 152, lin. 88
‘dixerunt’ for gila, and Tr. I1I, cap. I1I, p. 430, lin. 155 ‘aestimaverunt’ for fa-zunna.

(6) Faulty readings related to Graphical Similarity between Arabic Words

Finally, in both phases of the translation, one finds instances where the
actual Latin translation results form an obvious confusion between two Arabic
words that are graphically close to each other, or sometimes simply identical
(especially, in absence of diacritical points as was sometimes the case in ancient
manuscripts). Classical examples are the confusion between wa- and fa-, bi- and
li-, ‘arad and fard, etc. I may here add a few other examples, which seem to be
proper to the translation of our text: Tr. II, cap. IX, p. 277, lin. 10: hawi (‘vacua’)
and hawi (‘encompassing’): Tr. 11, cap. XI, p. 322, lin. 28: hayyiz (‘locum’) and
guz’ (‘part’); Tr. 111, cap. 11, p. 409, lin. 70: ayyil (‘cervus’) and Ahil (‘Achilles’); Tr.
111, cap. VII, p. 492, lin. 126: mutlagan (rendered into Latin as an adjective, i.e.
‘absolutus’) and matliiban (‘searched’).

However, compared to the Toledo translators, the Burgos translators are less
strict in fixing a single translation for technical terms. For example, the Arabic
term mudahala is translated inside one and the same paragraph by ‘penetratio’
(cap. I, p. 392, lin. 112), but also by ‘infusio’ (cap. I, p. 392, lin. 118). This
terminological variety risks to create ambiguity, all the more since somewhat
before in the same chapter at line 33, which still belongs to the Toledo phase of
translation, the same term is translated as ‘permisceri’. Another telling example

28 Ibid., p. 579.
% See Dictionary of Medieval Latin from British Sources, edd. R. E. Latuam, D. R. Howter, R. K.
Asupowne, Oxford University, London 1975 sqq., fasc. XV, p. 2968.
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is present in chapter IX, where in less than ten lines, namely p. 522, lin. 159-
167, mundsaba is translated by three different terms, i.e., ‘comparatio’, ‘respectus’
and ‘dependentia’. Finally, most illustrative of this fluctuation in terminological
choices is the translation of the Arabic term kamm, which often — in the
usual way — is rendered as ‘quantitas’, but sometimes, rather surprisingly, as
‘mensura’ (which normally translates the Arabic word migdar). But, all in all, the
similarities between both translations are greater than the dissimilarities.

IV. DoUBLE TRANSLATIONS

A most significant common element between the translations of both phases
is undoubtedly the translation of one single Arabic word by two more or less
synonymous Latin words, the so-called phenomenon of double translation. I
have extensively dealt with this phenomenon in an earlier paper as far as the
Toledo translation of the first two treatises is concerned™. I there paid special
attention to the manuscript Dubrovnik, Bibl. Dom. 20 (36-V-5), since it displayed
many more double translations than any other manuscript. I documented that
it testifies of double translations in several, different ways, i.e., by addition
— either supra lineam or in margine — or by juxtaposition — either simple
juxtaposition or a juxtaposition implying the use of a conjunction — of (more or
less synonymous) terms ; by rendering a single Arabic term by two different, not
synonymous words, each of which however constitutes a possible translation;
or by putting into parallel a literal and a less literal translation. I argued that
the less literal rendering reveals a will to better ‘latinize’ the translation, or
to make a given affirmation more understandable in its context. With regard
to the transmission of the Latin translation, Van Riet already offered serious
evidence for the existence of two families of manuscripts®'. I therefore analyzed
and discussed cases of double translation present in other manuscripts than
the Dubrovnik, but which belong to the same family (according to Van Riet’s
labeling, the ‘A-family’), and concluded, although with due prudence, that they
in all likelihood were already present in the exemplar of the translator himself.
Finally, I tried to show that the translations attested in the manuscripts of the
family other than the one to which the Dubrovnik manuscript belongs (Van Riet’s
‘B-family’), and which can be qualified as alternative or double translation when
compared to the A-family, do not necessarily result of a later revision of the Latin

30 7. Janssens, L’Avicenne latin : particularités d'une traduction, in Janssens, D SmeT eds., Ibn Sind and
his Heritage cit., pp. 113-129 (reprinted in J. Janssens, Ibn Sind and his Influence on the Arabic and Latin
World, Ashgate, Aldershot, Hampshire 2006 [Variorum Collected Studies Series CS 843], XIV).

31 AVICENNA LaTiNus, Liber primus Naturalium. Tractatus primus cit., pp. 54*-62*.
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translation, as Van Riet had claimed. These alternative or double translations in
the B-family turn out to be always more literal than the translations given in the
A-family, and it is therefore likely that they represent the very first attempt of
translation, since shifting from a very literal to a free translation is, in my view,
the most natural way of making a translation (unless one starts with a rough
draft, but this is never the case as far as the Avicenna latinus is concerned).
Hence, if any revision took place, it was most probably in the ancestor of the
A-family, namely with the aim of a better ‘latinization’. Hence, I did not and I
still do not see any serious reason to exclude that the common ancestor of all
the surviving Latin manuscripts — the existence of which Van Riet also accepts
— contained already these double translations (perhaps, in the margin or above
the line).

This phenomenon of double translations is, as said, also present in the Burgos
translation. Most of the times, one has the juxtaposition of two more or less
synonymous terms, related to each other through a conjunction:

(1) et: cap. 1, p. 391, lin. 101 « evidens et manifestum » : bayyin; cap. III, p. 426,
lin. 101-102 « sequetur et eveniet » : yagib;

(2) idest et: cap. IX, p. 510, lin. 2 « recipiunt actionem idest et patiuntur »: al-
ta’attur (the Arabic substantive is here translated by a verb);

(3) atque: cap. 11, p. 415, lin. 138 « summatim atque omnino »: bi-I- gumlati;

(4) (non ...) nec (or neque): cap. 1II, p. 414, lin. 122 «non impeditur nec
defenditur»: 1a yahgib; cap. II, pp. 415, lin. 131-132 «non sit divisum neque
scissum » : lam yanfasil; cap. IV, p. 446, lin. 11 «non esset opus nec oporteret »:
la-kana la yahtag;

(5) vel: cap. 11, p. 405, lin. 28 «obviatio vel oppositio»: muhadah; cap. VII,
p. 498, lin. 212 «rimulam vel disruptionem»: tahalhul; cap. IX, p. 527, lin. 228
«impellens vel amovens»: dafi‘an;

(6) aut (...) vel: cap. 11, p. 405, lin. 20-21 « aut per privationem causae secantis
vel per absentiam divisoris » : bi-sababi ‘adami ma yugsamu bihi;

(7) seu: cap. 1, p. 390, lin. 90 « vacua seu non tacta»: farig; cap. 11, pp. 407, lin.
49 « partem seu atomum»: guz’;

(8) sive: cap. I, p. 401, lin. 211 « descriptio sive intentio»: ma'na; cap. III, p.
428, lin. 116 «dentatus sive intercisus » : mudarras.

One finds also occurrences of double translations where two more or less
synonymous terms/expressions are juxtaposed without any conjunction: e.g.,
cap. II, p. 404, lin. 18 « verum etiam»: bal; cap. II, p. 414, lin. 119 « convenerunt
concordaverunt »: agma‘a; cap. V, p. 466, lin. 85 « quia propter quod » : wa-dalika
li-anna; cap. V, p. 474, lin. 179 «accidens quod advenit»: al-‘arid; cap. VII, p.
492, lin. 123 «forsan possibile est»: ‘asa an. In two cases of adverbs, the two
terms are somewhat separated in the text: cap. VII, p. 487, lin. 58-59 « adhuc (...)
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postmodum »: ba'du; cap. VII, p. 496, lin. 189 «similiter (...) idem » : ka-dalika. In
a similar way, the dual form of the Arabic word dil ayn (cap. 111, p. 427, lin. 105) is
rendered by the two separated terms « duarum (...) ambarum ».

Sometimes one has the impression that the two terms used are expressing a
hesitation between two alternate, not fully synonymous translations: cap. I, p.
391, lin. 102 «ad solvendum et contradicendum »: li-l-mundqada (the translator
seems to have been hesitant between what in his view is the basic meaning of the
Arabic root n-g-d and the meaning of the actual Arabic term); cap. I, p. 395, lin.
143-144 « per infusionem et per fundationem » : bi-ngirdz (here one could imagine
that in the original translation the second of the two terms was ‘indundationem’,
but the context does not totally exclude the reading ‘fundationem’); cap. 1, p.
401, lin. 208 « divisibiles in infinitum vel in semper divisibiles » : tagbalu I-gismata
da’iman (the first alternative is more ‘ad sensum’, the second ‘ad litteram’);
cap. II, p. 407, lin. 48 «non ipsi alii » : al-aharin (‘non ipsi’ is a clearly alternative
translation for the more common ‘alii’) ; cap. IV, pp. 453-454, lin. 118-119 « in actu
realiter »: fi l-wugid (‘realiter’ looks as a kind of (alternative?) interpretative
translation, since the same expression is translated somewhat later by only ‘in
actu’); cap. V, p. 464, lin. 67 «iuste sit verum » : sahha (one wonders whether one
of the two terms, i.e., ‘iuste’ or ‘verum’, was originally not placed supra lineam
above the other); cap. V, p. 464, lin. 68-69 « unus ( ... ) distinctus » : mufrad (‘unus’
looks as a kind of (alternative?) interpretative translation, but note that one
finds in the same context only ‘unus’ translating mufrad) ; cap. VIII, p. 506, lin. 92
«accidit sive convenit » : ya‘ridu (elsewhere in the chapter translated by the verb
competit/competat, which is more or less synonymous with ‘convenit’).

A possible indication of what originally presented itself as a double translation
can maybe found in chapter III, p. 421, lin. 33-35, where it is stated : « Et fortassis
quod pertransiremus hoc aut minime pertransiremus cum dependeat in alia
natura alterius studii». The presence of ‘alterius’ could result from a double
translation of the Arabic bi-naw’ ahar min al-nazar : first, a very literal, « alianatura
studii», then a more latinized: «natura alterius studii». Another indication
for a possible double translation is present in chapter 1V, p. 455, lin. 119-120,
when Avicenna affirms: « et forsan quod non posset rotari supra ipsam [et est
impossibile] ». The final addition of ‘et est impossibile’ is somewhat problematic
and therefore I have deleted it. However, it seems reasonable to suppose that in
an earlier stage of the transmission of the translation, and, perhaps, already in
the exemplar of the translator, one found the double translation ‘non posset et
esset impossibile’ for the Arabic verb istahala. A final, albeit less evident, case
can be found in chapter IX, p. 520, lin. 135, where it is said : « quia hoc corpus sine
dubio [non] est partibile et dividitur cum eo potentia ». The negation ‘non’ is in
contradiction with the original Arabic text. Therefore, I have simply deleted it
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in the edition. However, by way of prudent hypothesis — in the actual state of
affairs, the qualification ‘probable’ would clearly be too strong for the present
case — one might imagine that this negation ‘non’ was followed in the original
exemplar of the translators (or in an early copy of the original translation) by
‘est dubium’, thus constituting with ‘sine dubio’ a double translation of the
Arabic expression 1a mahala®.

Certainly, none of these cases permits to affirm with certainty that those
double translations have been formulated by the translators themselves, rather
than added later by one (or several) copyist(s). But, on the other hand, nothing
excludes formally that they have been formulated by them.

V. A SpeciaL CaSE: A DousLE CoPY OF A PASSAGE

Special attention deserves a long passage of chapter IX that has been copied
twice by the same hand®. Somewhat surprisingly, one now and then finds
minor variants, approximately forty in number, in the two versions. A large
part of them can be explained by lack of attention: cases of mistaken readings,
as e.g., ‘(corporis non) finitis’ instead of ‘(corporis non) finiti’ (p. 516, lin. 84),
‘(extra) haec (corpus)’ instead of ‘(extra) hoc (corpus)’ (p. 517, lin. 90), ‘(res ...
non) dicunt (tarde esse)’ instead of ‘(res ...non) dicuntur (tarde esse)’ (p. 518,
lin. 104), etc.; one case of repetition (‘iteravit’) and five cases of very limited
omissions, namely the omission of one word, or at most of two words. However,
this does not mean that the copyist was simply careless. He clearly tried to offer
a copy as correct as possible, as becomes evident by the five cases of effaced
additions (two of which belongs to copy A, three to copy B), as well as by the
single case of marginal correction. Generally speaking, no systematic preference
can be given to the readings of one of the two redactions. Indeed, a decision
about which of the divergent readings has to be preferred had to be taken on the
basis of the context and, of course, of the comparison with the original Arabic
text. This analysis showed up that the undoubtedly correct reading was attested
sometimes in the first version, some other times in the second. In the two cases
of inversion, i.e., aeque bene erit/erit aeque bene; numerus privatus/privatus

32 The Arabic expression ld mahala is translated by both ‘sine dubio’ and ‘non est dubium’
(although never together) in other books of Avicenna’s Physics translated at Burgos, see for
example, Avicenna Latinus, Liber tertius Naturalium. De generatione et corruptione cit., p. 177, N°.
165 and Avicenna Latinus, Liber quartus Naturalium. De actionibus et passionibus, ed. S. Van Riet.
Introduction doctrinale par G. Versexe, Peeters - Brill, Louvain-la-Neuve - Leiden 1989, p. 114,
N°. 155.

%3 In what follows, I will designate them as copy A and copy B. In manuscript Vat. Urb.
Lat., they cover ff. 79r9-80v10, respectively 80v10-82r25.
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numerus, content and original Arabic text do not permit to exclude any of the
two readings. These inversions might result from the translator’s will to latinize
the wording, or simply be due to the fact that he forgot to write a word, and
judged that it could be added without being obliged to efface the already written
word. Thus, all factors can be entirely related to the very activity of copying.

But there are three cases the explanation of which seems not so easily
reducible to that very activity:

(1) The first concerns the addition in copy B, and in it alone, of the word
‘orbium’ to ‘circulationes (festinae)’ in the framework of the following
affirmation: « Sed potest esse quod erunt in futuro res infinitae, sed quaedam
minus quam aliae, sicut motus infiniti quidam sunt magis festinantes et quidam
sunt motus infiniti tardiores, quia circulationes festinae sunt plures sine dubio
quam circulationes lentae ; et, eodem modo, decennarii infiniti sunt minus quam
uni infiniti et plus quam centenarii et millenarii infiniti» (cap. IX, pp. 523, lin.
180-184). Having shown that in a finite body no infinite power can exist, Avicenna
remarks that the number of non-existent future events is not necessarily finite.
Indeed, as stressed in the above quoted passage, the number of infinite fast
rotations is undoubtedly greater than that of infinite slow rotations. Now, as
in the translation transmitted by copy A, the Arabic text does not explicitly
specify the concerned rotations as proper of the celestial spheres (‘orbium’),
contrary to what copy B does. Given that ‘infinite motions’ are in fact limited to
the supra-lunar world, it is quite natural to specify the mentioned rotations as
rotations of the celestial spheres. But is the addition of this specification due to
an initiative of our copyist himself? If this were the case, one would expect its
presence in both copies. Since this is not the case, one might suspect that it has
been added — either in the text itself (supra lineam?) or in the margin — earlier
in Latin translation, maybe by the translator himself or by a previous copyist,
but that after reflection, it was effaced. If this is the correct hypothesis, one can
imagine that our copyist has taken into account the effacement when copying
the first time the passage, but has overlooked it when he copied it a second
time. Alternatively, it is also possible that the word ‘orbium’ was written in the
margin — either in the exemplar of the translators or in a later copy — and never
effaced afterwards, as a kind of indication that this affirmation was about the
celestial spheres (taking into account that also in this lower, earthly world faster
circulations are more numerous than slower circulations in a same stretch of
time). If this is right, then our copyist would the first time have fully realized
that this marginal addition was of a specifying nature, hence not present in the
Arabic text, but, when copying a second time the translation, he would have
thought that is was essential to the text. All in all, this explanation remains
highly speculative and therefore is of little use in clarifying the relationship
between our copy and the original translation.
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(2) Oof much greater significance are the two occurrences of the alternative
‘igitur/ergo’: in its first occurrence, one reads (cap. IX, p. 518, lin. 106) ‘igitur’ in
copy A («[ponamus] igitur ») and ‘ergo’ in copy B («[ponamus] ergo »), whereas
the inverse is the case at the second occurrence («[iam] ergo» / « [iam] igitur »,
p. 524, lin. 195). It looks most unlikely that the copyist would have deliberately
replaced the first time ‘igitur’ by the synonymous ‘ergo’, and later would have
done the inverse. In my view, one cannot but see in this inverted use a serious
indication for the presence of both terms in the manuscript that was at the
disposal of our copyist, and this in both occurrences. Of course, it is impossible
to know whether ‘igitur’ and ‘ergo’ were written one after the other, or one
above the other, or even one in the text and the other in the margin. Similarly, if
this was indeed the case, one cannot determine whether the alternative, as such,
was already present in the exemplar of the translators, or has been introduced
by a later copyist.

(3) A most interesting case is related to the presence of a double translation,
namely ‘patientis vel passi’ for Arabic al-munfa‘il, which is attested only in
copy B. It is twice included in a passage, where Avicenna states: « Cum ergo
duplicaverimus aliquam partem patientis vel passi et aliquam partem agentis,
quousque consumatur patiens finitum et posuerimus in sua oppositione corporis
non finiti aliquas partes finitas, erit ergo relatio unius partis domini potentiae
ad potentias omnium partium finiti sicut relatio partis passi vel patientis [primi]
ad totum patiens, et hoc tamquam potentia partis corporis positi infiniti ad
potentiam infiniti» (my italics) (cap. IX, pp. 516-517, lin. 82-87). It immediately
strikes that in the second mention of the double translation the word order has
been inverted: ‘passi vel patientis’ instead of ‘patientis vel passi’. Moreover, it
has to be noted that inside the very same passage one also finds, and this also
on two occasions, the single translation ‘patiens’ for al-munfail. Now, when one
looks at the other copy, i.e. copy A, one finds ‘patientis’ instead of ‘patientis vel
passi’ and ‘passi’ instead of ‘passi vel patientis’: in other words, one finds in
A each time the very first term of the double translation as given in B. Hence,
it looks probable that this term figured in the actual translation, whereas the
other term was most likely added supra lineam or in the margin. The presence
in copy A of the single translation ‘patiens’ at the two other instances where
the Arabic text has al-munfa'il, and this in full accordance with copy B, makes
clear that in both of these cases no alternative translation was offered in our
copyist’s model. Insofar as ‘patiens’ constituted the standard translation for
munfa‘il in the translations of the Avicenna latinus, regardless whether those
translations had been elaborated at Toledo in the twelfth century or at Burgos
in the thirteenth century, the absence of such alternative in copies A and B is
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simply normal®*. On the contrary, what is really surprising is the use of a double
translation on the two other occasions in the copy B, and, above all, the single
use of ‘passi’ on one occasion in copy A. In fact, in the former case the present
and the perfect participle of the deponent verb ‘patior’ (‘patiens’, ‘passus’) are
combined in an attempt to translate the seventh form of the Arabic verb infa‘ala,
which has in itself a passive meaning, namely ‘to be or become influenced or
affected by’. In this sense ‘passus’, ‘what (or who) is affected by’, in so far as it
is morphologically passive, appears to be the more literal translation. But it
is also obvious that from a semantical point of view the translation ‘patiens’
is preferable above ‘passus’. Unless I am mistaken, the latter’s use as a
substantified adjective, as is the case here, is very unusual. Such substantified
use becomes even more evident in the case of its isolated appearance in copy A.
It looks therefore unlikely that a later copyist would have added this unusual
alternative translation. Therefore, I am inclined to think that the alternative
double translation was already present in the exemplar of the translators, who
had perhaps a (small?) hesitation about the accuracy of the present participle
‘patiens’ for translating the Arabic participle munfa‘il. It remains however
unclear why they have inverted the word order the second time — as indicated
above, the mentioning of only the first term in each of the two cases in copy A
strongly confirms an actual inversion in the formulation. As such, this gives the
impression that they had a slight preference for ‘passus’ as the most adequate
translation, but the presence of the sole term ‘patiens’ on two occasions in
the same context is rather indicative of the inverse. Since nothing permits to
explain in a precise, non-speculative way this inversion in formulation, I prefer
to leave open the question of which was the reason for this switch. Whatever
be that reason, one clearly discovers in the present case a proof that double
translations gave rise to different variants in later copying: either the double
translation was as such preserved, as shown in copy B, or only one of the two

3 Regarding parts translated at Toledo, see e.g. Avicenna Latinus, Liber de anima seu sextus
de Naturalibus V-V, I-1II, ed. S. Van Rer. Introduction doctrinale par G. Verseke, Peeters -
Brill, Louvain - Leiden 1968-1972, p. 256, N°. 479, respectively p. 352, N°. 595 (where one also
finds two alternative translations, but in isolated form, namely ‘passibilis’ and ‘passivus’),
or Avicenna Latinus, Liber de philosophia prima sive scientia divina I-X. Lexiques, ed. S. Van Rier,
Peeters - Brill, Louvain-la-Neuve - Leiden 1983, p. 96, N°. 656. As to the translations related to
Burgos, see AvicenNa LaTiNus, Liber tertius Naturalium. De generatione et corruptione cit., p. 214, N°.
507 (where one finds in addition the translations ‘receptor operis’ or ‘recipiens operationem’,
and even those of ‘separatur’ [but, in all likelihood, the Latin translator has here read munfasil
instead of munfa ‘il — from a graphical point of view both Arabic terms are very similar and
hence can be easily confused] and ‘dependens’ [maybe due to a free rendering related to the
context]). Avicenna Lativus, Liber quartus Naturalium. De actionibus et passionibus cit., p. 145, N°.
480 (on occasion the alternative translation ‘recipit actionem’ is offered).
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terms was taken over, as shown in copy A. Since here both copies are by one and
the same hand, it is beyond any reasonable doubt that the copyist made his own
choices when making each of the two copies. It is worthwhile to stress that the
given double translation, as indicated above, was formulated by the translators
themselves and, hence, was present in the exemplar of the translation.

CONCLUSION

Many mysteries surround the medieval translation into Latin of Avicenna’s
Physics. Having been accomplished in two phases, distinguished from each other
by almost a century, it is far from being clear why the first phase was ended
abruptly, and also why the later phase did not cover the complete remaining text,
but was restricted to the translation of a few more chapters. Given Avicenna’s
status as an ‘auctoritas’, it is also surprising that the work received relatively
little attention in the Latin world, especially when compared to Avicenna’s De
anima and Philosophia prima. Finally, in spite of a great distance in time, the same
basic translation techniques (and some peculiarities related to them) are at
work in both phases. However, one detects important changes in the translation
of some technical terms and, surprisingly, a greater fluidity in terminology in
the later Burgos phase than in the previous Toledo stage.
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ABSTRACT
The Liber primus naturalium, i.e., the Physics of the Avicenna latinus

The Latin translation of Al-Sama " al-tabi 7 of Ibn Sind’s major work AL-Sifa’ is unique
insofar as it has been translated in two phases at different places, i.e. Toledo and Burgos,
and in different times, i.e. second half of the twelfth century and ca. 1270-1275. Moreover,
it was never translated in its entirety. Despite the absence of any clear evidence, a
plausible reason is sought for both the sudden stopping of the Toledo translation and
the (at first sight, conscious) putting into end of the Burgos translation. It is, moreover,
shown that the translation had only a limited influence on the Latin world. Finally, great
attention is paid to the translation techniques, especially the phenomenon of ‘double
translation’. Generally speaking, one discovers many common elements between the
translation techniques used in both phases of the translation. The only major difference
seems to consist in a greater fluidity in translating technical terms in the later Burgos
translation than in the earlier Toledo translation.
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ALESSIA ASTESIANO

L’inizio di un movimento nella fisica del continuo: Avicenna
lettore di Aristotele (Libro della guarigione, Fisica, I11, 6)*

1. INTRODUZIONE

L'inizio di un movimento costituisce una questione spinosa per chi, fin
dall’antichita, ha cercato di interpretare tempo e movimento come dotati di
struttura continua’. La problematicitd della questione emerge in particolare
quando si considera la successione di due movimenti oppure il passaggio da uno
stato di quiete al movimento. Che cosa succede per esempio quando un mobile
smette di essere fermo e inizia a muoversi? Come si pud considerare l'istante
che discrimina i due stati del mobile? Se esso & lo stesso per entrambi gli stati,
si verifica la situazione paradossale di un mobile che é contemporaneamente in
quiete e in movimento. Se si tratta di due istanti distinti, disposti uno dopo I'altro,
si verifica la situazione altrettanto paradossale di un tempo che intercorre tra i
due istanti, nel quale il mobile non puo essere detto né in quiete né in movimento®.

"1l presente articolo & pubblicato nell’ambito del progetto di ricerca PRIN 2012 : L'universalita
e i suoi limiti: meccanismi di inclusione ed esclusione nella storia della filosofia e nei dibattiti filosofici
contemporanei (Unita locale di Pisa, Scuola Normale Superiore), finanziato dal Ministero
dell’Universita e della Ricerca. — Desidero ringraziare il prof. A. Bertolacci per I'incoraggiamento
e i preziosi consigli, e per avermi consentito di visualizzare le immagini dei manoscritti raccolte
nell'ambito del progetto ‘Phibor: Philosophy on the Border of Civilizations and Intellectual
Endeavours : Towards a Critical Edition of the Metaphysics (Ilahiyyat of Kitab al-Sifa’) of Avicenna (Ibn
Sina). ERC Advanced Grant 339621, — Il presente lavoro & una rielaborazione di una comunicazione
tenuta a Pisa il 20 giugno 2016 presso la Scuola Normale Superiore. Ringrazio i partecipanti a
tale seminario, in particolar modo R. Arnzen, G. Dadkhah, T. Alpina e 1. Panzeca per gli utili
suggerimenti e spunti di approfondimento. Sono molto grata al prof. J. Janssens per avermi
gentilmente consentito di leggere il testo della sua edizione della traduzione latina del III trattato
della Fisica di Avicenna, prima della pubblicazione. Ringrazio inoltre M. Ugaglia per aver discusso
con me alcuni passi aristotelici. Rivolgo infine un sentito ringraziamento ai due anonimi referee
per i miglioramenti suggeriti. Ogni eventuale mancanza & da imputare unicamente a me.

! sull’esposizione dei problemi relativi all’inizio (e alla fine) del cambiamento, si vedano R.
Sorasyi, Time, Creation and the Continuum : Theories in Antiquity and the Early Middle Ages, Duckworth,
London 1983, p. 403, e I'introduzione a cura dello stesso Sorabji in Simpuicius, On Aristotle’s Physics
6, tr. D. Konstan, Cornell University Press, Ithaca, NY 1989, pp. 2-3.

2 Un’esposizione del problema in termini simili si trova nella parafrasi alla Fisica di Aristotele di
Temistio, in Phys., pp. 194.29 - 195.5 (i passi della parafrasi sono citati secondo I'edizione Tremistius,
In Aristotelis physica paraphrasis, ed. H. Scuenkt, Reimer, Berlin 1900 [CAG V, 2]).

«Documenti e studi sulla tradizione filosofica medievale » XXVIII (2017)
ISSN 1122-5750 — ISBN 978-88-8450-812-6
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1l problema dell’inizio del movimento & affrontato da Avicenna nel capitolo
6 del III trattato della Fisica (al-Sama " al-tabi 7) del Libro della guarigione (Kitab
al-Sifa’), nei passi che sono oggetto di analisi nel presente contributo®. Come
si vedra, Avicenna si inserisce all'interno di una tradizione che affronta il
problema soprattutto dal punto di vista di una disambiguazione terminologica:
la strategia & quella di precisare che cosa si intende per inizio del movimento
per trovare una soluzione al problema. Si capisce allora perché, in un contesto
di questo tipo, le espressioni usate e la terminologia impiegata sono di grande
importanza per chiarire il pensiero dell’autore, dal momento che esse riflettono
determinate scelte dottrinali. In questa prospettiva, un attento esame del testo
consente di mettere in luce questi aspetti.

11 testo della Fisica dello Sifa’ & accessibile in pitt edizioni, la litografia di
Teheran (1886)* e due edizioni contemporanee, dotate di apparato di varianti:
I'edizione del Cairo (1983) a cura di S. Zayid® e 'edizione di Beirut (1996) a cura di
G. Al Yasin®, Esiste anche una traduzione inglese (2009), con testo arabo a fronte,
a cura di J. McGinnis’, che non si propone di fornire un’edizione critica (traduce
infatti il testo dell’edizione di Beirut), ma interviene su singoli punti apportando
correzioni sulla base del confronto con I'edizione del Cairo, la litografia di
Teheran e la traduzione latina®.

Nell’esaminare i passi di Avicenna relativi all'inizio del movimento, ho
considerato, oltre alle edizioni menzionate, i venti manoscritti arabi pit antichi
a me noti che conservano il testo della Fisica dello Sifa’, diciotto dei quali non
sono stati presi in esame nelle precedenti edizioni del testo’. La selezione dei
venti manoscritti & stata condotta secondo un criterio cronologico: in mancanza
di uno studio dei rapporti genealogici tra tali manoscritti, si & data la precedenza
ai codici la cui data di copia fosse nota e pitl antica®.

® La traduzione italiana dei passi & fornita in appendice.

* IeN SiNA, al-Tabi ‘iyyat min al-Sifa’, Teheran 1886.

> IeN SiNA, al-Sifa, al-Tabi ‘iyyat, 1. al-Sama ‘ al-tabi 7, ed. S. Z&vib, Cairo 1983.

8 Ien Sina, al-Sama ‘ al-tabi T min Kitab al-Sifa’, ed. G. Av Yasin, Dar al-Manihil, Beirut 1996.

7 Avicenna, The Physics of The Healing. A parallel English-Arabic text translated, introduced, and
annotated by J. McGmnis, 2 vols., Brigham Young University Press, Provo, Utah 2009.

& McGmnis, Physics cit., p. xxx.

° Per i manoscritti considerati nelle edizioni del Cairo e di Beirut, si vedano Zvi, al-Sama ‘ cit.,
p. zay; A. Hasnawi, La définition du mouvement dans la Physique du Sifa’ d’Avicenne, « Arabic Sciences
and Philosophy », 11, 2001, pp. 219-255, in particolare p. 240 n. 56 ; AL Yisin, al-Samd ‘ cit., pp. 23-27.

10 1a datazione dei manoscritti che contengono anche I'llahiyyat del Kitab al-Sifa’ si basa su
quella registrata sul sito web del progetto Phibor: http://www.avicennaproject.eu/index.
php ?id=61 (ultimo accesso: 01/07/17). Per quanto riguarda i manoscritti che non contengono
I'liahiyyat, la fonte da cui & ricavata la datazione & riportata nelle note alla tabella.
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Manoscritti consultati, disposti in ordine cronologico secondo la data di

copia®:
Manoscritto Sigla Datazione

1)* | oxford, Bodleian Library, Pococke 125 | Poc125 561H/11660571H/1175

2) Londra, British Museum (ora: British | Or113 576H/1180-1°
Library, Oriental and India Office
Collections), Or. 113

3) Istanbul, Siileymaniye Kiitiiphanesi, | Da825 655H/1257-8°
Damat ibrahim Pasa 825

4) | Istanbul, Nuruosmaniye Kiitiiphanesi | Nur2710 666H/1267-8
2710

5) | Istanbul, Siileymaniye Kiitiiphanesi, Aya2442 671-4H/1272-6
Ayasofya 2442

6) |Istanbul, Topkapt Sarayr Miizesi | Top3261 677H/1278-9°
Kiitiiphanesi, Ahmet III 3261

7) Istanbul, Siileymaniye Kiitiiphanesi, | Car1424 693H/1293-4
Carullah 1424

8) |Istanbul, Siileymaniye Kiitiiphanesi, | Da823 697H/1297-8
Damat ibrahim Pasa 823

9)* | Cairo, Maktabat al-Azhar al-Sarif, Behit | Be331 VII/XII
331falsafa

10) |Istanbul, Beyazit Kiitiiphanesi (ex:|Bey3967 vii/xind
‘Umimi) 3967

11) |Istanbul, Siileymaniye Kiitiiphanesi, | Aya2441 VII/XII®
Ayasofya 2441

12) | Khoy, Kitabhanah-i Madrasa-i Namazi | Na248 VII/XIII
248

13) | Rampur, Rampur Raza Library 3476 ¢ | Ra3476 718H/1318-9
(hikma 112)

14) | Teheran, Kitabhanah-i Maglis-i Shiira- | Maj135 871H/1467
yi Milli 135

1 Sono segnati con asterisco i manoscritti presi in esame anche nelle edizioni del Cairo e di

Beirut.
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15) | Istanbul, Siileymaniye Kiitiiphanesi, | Su1748 879H/1474
Sehit Ali Pasa 1748

r
16) | Teheran, Kitabhanah-i Milli Malik 1243 | Mal1243 880H/1475-6

17) | Leiden, Universiteitsbibliotheek, Or. 84 | Or84 881H/1476
18) | Dublino, Chester Beatty Library, Arabic | Du5412 885H/1480
5412
19) | Baghdad, Maktabat al-Awqaf 5353 Ba5353 885H/1480-1
20) | Leiden, Universiteitsbibliotheek, Or. 4 | Or4 prima del X/XVI

2 Cfr. W. Cureton, Catalogus codicum manoscriptorum orientalium qui in Museo Britannico asservantur.
Supplementum quatuor auctum appendicibus, cui accedunt addenda et corrigenda, necnon index triplex, in
universum catalogum MSS. Arabicorum, Londini 1871, p. 745 : « Deficit, folio lacero, numerus anni
centenarius, quem tamen ex scripturae specie conjicimus legendum esse 576 ».

b Cfr. G. C. Anawari, Essai de bibliographie avicennienne, Dar al-Ma ‘arif, Cairo 1950, p. 74.

¢ Cfr. Y. Manpavi, Fihrist-i nushahd-yi musannafat-i Ibn-i Sind, Inti$§arat-i Dani$gah-yi Tihran,
Teheran 1333H§/1954, p. 171.

4 Cfr. Anawari, Essai cit., p. 75.

e Cfr. I Sing, al-Sifd’, al-Tabi ‘iyyat, 6. al-Nafs, edd. G. C. ANawaTi, S. Zavip, Cairo 1975, p. <.

fetr, Manpavi, Fihrist cit., p. 171.

Ho tenuto poi conto anche della traduzione latina medievale, perché essa
costituisce un testimone importante per la ricostruzione del testo arabo di
Avicenna'?, Nel caso specifico della Fisica dello Sifa’,]. Janssens ha mostrato come
la traduzione latina in diverse occasioni sia portatrice di varianti interessanti (a
volte migliori di quelle registrate nelle edizioni del testo arabo), che meritano
di essere prese in considerazione e discusse'’. La ragione dell'importanza della
traduzione latina medievale ¢ la sua antichita; in particolare, il capitolo 6 del
III trattato della Fisica di Avicenna fu tradotto verso la fine del XIII secolo™.

12 syl fatto che la traduzione latina medievale sia importante per stabilire il testo arabo di
Avicenna, nel caso specifico della Metafisica del Libro della guarigione, si vedano A. Bertoracci, The
Reception of Aristotle’s Metaphysics in Avicenna’s Kitab al-Sifa’ : A Milestone of Western Metaphysical
Thought, Brill, Leiden - Boston 2006, pp. 486 e ss., € Ip., How Many Recensions of Avicenna’s Kitab al-
Sifa’?, « Oriens », 40, 2012, pp. 275-303, in particolare p. 278.

13 1. Janssens, The Latin Translation of the Physics : A Useful Source for the Critical Edition of the Arabic
Text ?, « Oriens », 40, 2012, pp. 515-528, in particolare significativo il caso 10, riportato alle pp.
526-527.

1 1a traduzione latina fu realizzata in Spagna, a Burgos, tra il 1275 e il 1280. E conservata in un
unico manoscritto, il Vat. Urb. Lat. 186. La traduzione si ferma alla fine del capitolo decimo del I1I
trattato, al termine del quale sono riportati i nomi dei due traduttori, ‘Magister Johannes Gunsalvi’
e ‘Salomon’. La versione latina dei trattati I e Il e dell’inizio del trattato III fu invece realizzata
a Toledo, probabilmente verso la fine del XII secolo. Per ulteriori informazioni sulla traduzione
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La traduzione latina fu pertanto eseguita a partire da un manoscritto arabo
anteriore a tale data; consente quindi di risalire a uno stadio antico della
trasmissione del testo.

2. IL CONTESTO

Nel capitolo in cui Avicenna si concentra sulla questione dell’inizio di un
movimento (il capitolo 6 del trattato 111, come abbiamo detto), si nega I'esistenza
dell'inizio di un movimento, se inteso come ‘prima parte’ del movimento.
Vedremo in seguito quali sono le ragioni che portano Avicenna a sostenere
tale tesi. Per ora, cio che & importante sottolineare ¢ che tale caratteristica del
movimento (haraka), quella di non avere una prima parte, dipende strettamente
dalla sua struttura, cioé dal fatto di essere continuo e infinitamente divisibile.
Lo stesso discorso vale per la distanza spaziale (masafa) e per il tempo (zaman),
dal momento che sono anch’essi continui e infinitamente divisibili. Per capire le
ragioni che portano Avicenna a negare 'esistenza di una prima parte di queste
realta fisiche, occorre allora ricordare cosa intenda per ‘continuo’.

Avicenna, nel capitolo 2 del trattato III, spiega che ‘continuo’ (muttasil)
¢ un termine che pud essere inteso in pili modi'®. Lo si pud intendere in senso
relazionale, cioé quando ¢ detto di una cosa in rapporto a un’altra, oppure pud
essere detto della cosa in se stessa. Dei significati di continuo in senso relazionale
uno in particolare & di nostro interesse: una cosa e detta continua a un’altra
quando il limite (taraf) della prima ¢ una cosa sola col limite della seconda'®. Due
cose continue una all’altra possono poi essere tali per accidente (bi-I- ‘arad)"’.
Questo tipo di continuita accidentale si verifica per esempio quando immaginiamo
una linea e al suo interno distinguiamo due parti tramite supposizione (bi-l-fard),

latina, si vedano: J. Janssens, L’Avicenne latin : particularités d’une traduction, in J. Janssens, D. DE SMeT
eds., Avicenna and His Heritage, Leuven University Press, Leuven 2002, pp. 113-129; In., The Reception
of Avicenna’s Physics in the Latin Middle Ages, in A. VroLik, J. P. Hocenpik eds., O ye Gentlemen : Arabic
Studies on Science and Literary Culture in honour of Remke Kruk, Brill, Leiden - Boston 2007, pp. 55-64;
Ip., The Latin Translation of the Physics cit. ; Ip., The Physics of the Avicenna Latinus and Its Significance
for the Reception of Aristotle’s Physics in the West, in A. van OppeNraay, R. FonTaINE eds., The Letter before
the Spirit : The Importance of Text Editions for the Study of the Reception of Aristotle, Brill, Leiden - Boston
2012, pp. 311-330.

5 Av., al-Sama* al-tabi 7 (d’ora in avanti Sama’), III, 2, p. 182.1 e ss.; i passi della Fisica di
Avicenna sono sempre citati seguendo l'edizione del Cairo, eccetto dove indicato diversamente.
Per un’analisi completa dei sensi di continuo, si vedano J. McGmnis, Avicenna, Oxford University
Press, Oxford 2010, pp. 75-79, e Ib., Avicenna’s Natural Philosophy, in P. Apamson ed., Interpreting
Avicenna. Critical Essays, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge 2013, pp. 71-90, in particolare pp.
75-78.

16 Av., Sama ", 11, 2, p. 182.3.

7 Av., Sama ", 111, 2, p. 182.6-9.
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individuando per ciascuna un limite che & anche il limite dell’altra. Le due parti
della linea potranno allora essere dette continue (hanno infatti un limite in
comune), ma saranno tali solo per accidente. Ognuna delle parti individuate in
questo modo, infatti, esiste soltanto finché I'attivita di supporre il limite comune
e in corso: quando cessa 'attivita mentale di chi divide, non esistono piu al suo
interno parti distinte e si ha di nuovo la linea intera®®,

Consideriamo ora il senso di ‘continuo’ detto della cosa considerata in se
stessa, non in rapporto ad altro. Qualcosa & detto continuo in questo senso, se
¢ possibile individuare al suo interno, tramite supposizione, parti che siano
continue le une con le altre secondo il senso relazionale di continuo visto in
precedenza; si tratta quindi di parti che hanno tra loro un limite in comune ed
esistenti per accidente'. La cosa detta continua in questo senso ha poi, come
proprieta, quella di essere divisibile in parti che sono sempre ulteriormente
divisibili?’; in altre parole essa & divisibile all'infinito.

Quest’ultimo punto e importante: il fatto di concepire cio che e continuo
come cio che ¢ infinitamente divisibile significa escludere la possibilita che
un continuo sia divisibile in parti atomiche. Non a caso infatti Avicenna
dedica i successivi tre capitoli (3, 4, 5) del trattato III a confutare le posizioni
di chi ritiene che i corpi non siano divisibili all’infinito, ma composti da
costituenti indivisibili*'.

E questo il contesto in cui si inserisce il capitolo 6 che stiamo per esaminare?,
Qui si vedra che la continuita & per Avicenna (come gia per Aristotele) una
struttura che caratterizza anche la distanza spaziale, il tempo e il movimento.

8 Av., Sama ", 111, 2, p. 182.8-9.

9 Av., Samd , 111, 2, p. 183.7-8.

2 Av., Sama*, 11, 2, p. 183.9. Cfr. Awist., Phys., VI, 1, 231b16 (i passi della Fisica di Aristotele
sono sempre citati seguendo I'edizione Aristotle’s Physics. A revised text with introduction and
commentary, ed. W. D. Ross, Clarendon Press, Oxford 1936) : tdv cuveyeg Stapetov eig aiel Supetd,
«ogni continuo & divisibile in [parti] sempre divisibili ». Questo processo di divisione pud essere
ripetuto all'infinito e ogni volta vale la proprieta dell’essere sempre ulteriormente divisibile:
quando si divide un continuo, dalla sua suddivisione si otterranno sempre continui.

2! per un’analisi di questi capitoli, si veda P. Lertinck, Ibn Sind on Atomism. Translation of Ibn Sind’s
Kitab al-Shifa’, al-Tabi'iyyat : al-Sama" al-tabi 1, Third Treatise, chapters 3-5, « al-Shajarah », 4, 1999,
pp. 1-51.

22 Sul contenuto del trattato IIl in generale, si veda A. Hasnawi, Commentaire et démonstration.
Bréves remarques sur la Physique du Sifa’ d’Avicenne, in M.-O. GouLer-CazE £ L. éds., Le commentaire
entre tradition et innovation : actes du colloque international de I'Institut des traditions textuelles (Paris et
Villejuif, 22-25 septembre 1999), Vrin, Paris 2000, pp. 509-519.
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3. LA CORRISPONDENZA DI DISTANZA, TEMPO E MOVIMENTO NELLA DIVISIBILITA ALL'INFINITO

Per dimostrare che il movimento, nel significato di ‘percorrere una distanza’
(bi-ma ‘na l-qat )*, & continuo e quindi infinitamente divisibile, Avicenna si serve
del seguente ragionamento®. Si considerino una distanza e un movimento; si
assuma che il movimento sia indivisibile e la distanza divisibile?. Della distanza
e allora possibile individuare una parte, che sara minore della distanza totale.
Quale sara il movimento con cui il mobile attraversa quella distanza parziale?
Di certo non sara il movimento totale, perché con quello il mobile percorre la
distanza intera. Si dovra allora ammettere che la distanza parziale sia percorsa
con un movimento che & parte del movimento totale. Ma si era posto all'inizio
che quel movimento fosse indivisibile, e quindi privo di parti. L’assunto iniziale,
dunque, dev’essere falso. Il movimento sara allora divisibile, e in particolare
infinitamente divisibile, proprio come la distanza percorsa®. Questo argomento
mostra che non puo esserci discrepanza in termini di divisibilita tra distanza e
movimento: se la prima & divisibile, deve esserlo anche il secondo. La discrepanza
nella struttura dei due enti porta a un assurdo.

Aquesto punto diventa chiaro che cosaintenda Avicenna, nel titolo del capitolo
6%, con ‘corrispondenze’ (mundsabdt) tra distanza e movimento (e tempo): si
tratta di una corrispondenza che riguarda la loro divisibilita all'infinito.

2 1a precisazione che Avicenna introduce sul tipo di movimento che ha in mente & molto
importante. Avicenna, infatti, (come & evidenziato da Hasnawi, La définition du mouvement cit., pp.
228-234) prospetta due differenti modi di intendere il movimento: nel senso di ‘percorso’ e come
‘stato intermedio’ (indicati rispettivamente da Hasnawi come ‘movimento 1’ e ‘movimento 2’). 1l
movimento di cui sta parlando Avicenna nel contesto del capitolo 6 ¢ il ‘movimento 1’. Esso ¢ inteso
come una realta continua che si estende dal punto di inizio fino al termine di quel movimento e
che pud essere concepito nella sua interezza solo quando il mobile ha gia raggiunto il punto finale.
In questo punto il movimento non esiste gia piti, perché il mobile ha terminato il suo percorso.
Il movimento in questo senso puo avere solo un’esistenza mentale: il movimento che il mobile
ha percorso si & impresso nell'immaginazione, la quale a posteriori € in grado di ‘ricostruirlo’
concependolo come una grandezza continua. Il ‘movimento 2’ & invece il movimento inteso come lo
stato intermedio di un mobile che si trova nel corso del suo movimento, in una posizione tra il punto
d’inizio e il punto finale del suo movimento. Esiste nel mobile e ha una realta extramentale. Nelle
opere post-avicenniane i due tipi di movimento sono indicati rispettivamente con le espressioni
haraka qat ‘iyya e haraka tawassutiyya; cfr. A. Q. Aumep, The Reception of Avicenna’s Theory of Motion in the
Twelfth Century, « Arabic Sciences and Philosophy », 26, 2016, pp. 215-243, in particolare pp. 224-225.

2 Av., Sama‘, 111, 6, p. 203.5-8.

% La possibilita che la distanza sia indivisibile & subito scartata: Avicenna ha gia argomentato
la sua posizione in merito nel corso delle sue critiche all’atomismo nei capitoli precedenti. Cfr. per
esempio Av., Sama ', 111, 5, p. 199.9-10.

26 Avicenna fa qui ricorso a una dimostrazione che, nella sua struttura, ricalca quella usata da
Aristotele per provare la reciproca divisibilita all'infinito delle cose relative al movimento (cioé di
tempo, distanza, mobile...). Questo tipo di dimostrazione & ricorrente nel libro VI della Fisica, tanto
che Aristotele stesso ne parla come di ‘ragionamenti abituali’ (ék t@Vv giodtov Adywv, 233a13).

7 Av., Samd , 111, 6, p. 203.3-4: « Sulle corrispondenze tra le distanze, i movimenti e gli intervalli
di tempo relativamente a questa disposizione, ed & chiaro che nessuno di questi ha una prima parte ».
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Avicenna prosegue poi precisando che la divisibilita del movimento dipende
non solo dalla divisibilita della distanza, ma anche da quella del tempo?®.
Dimostra infatti che distanza e tempo sono entrambi divisibili, facendo ricorso
a un argomento che si basa sulla differenza di velocita di due mobili®. Se si
considerano un movimento veloce e uno lento, la distanza percorsa dal mobile
lento in un dato tempo sara piu breve della distanza coperta dal mobile veloce
nello stesso tempo. Questo significa che il mobile lento consente di individuare
una porzione inferiore di distanza percorsa, e quindi di dividerla. Dall’altro
lato, il mobile veloce percorrera quella distanza in un tempo inferiore rispetto a
quello impiegato dal mobile lento; consente quindi di dividere il tempo. Si pud
procedere cosi all'infinito, considerando alternativamente il mobile lento e il
mobile veloce: di volta in volta 'uno consentira di dividere la distanza percorsa
dall’altro, mentre quest’ultimo dividera il tempo di quello. Ponendo quindi in
rapporto due mobili che si muovono a velocita differenti, Avicenna riesce a
dimostrare la corrispondenza nella divisibilita di distanza e tempo’. Con questa
dimostrazione e con la precedente, & dunque riuscito a mostrare come dalla
divisione di una delle realta fisiche, presa tra distanza, tempo e movimento,
dipenda strettamente la divisibilita delle altre due.

A proposito dell’analoga posizione aristotelica in merito alla divisibilita di
grandezza, tempo e movimento®!, gli interpreti spesso parlano di ‘isomorfismo’,
usato nel senso di ‘uguaglianza nella struttura™. Questo & senz’altro vero, ma
cio su cui si deve porre 'accento ¢ I'interdipendenza di grandezza, tempo e
movimento che Aristotele pone. Cio che & importante sottolineare, infatti, & non
solo che queste tre realta fisiche sono caratterizzate dalla stessa struttura, ma
che questa struttura comune deriva a ciascuna di esse per il fatto di appartenere
anche alle altre®>. In questo senso & da intendere il rapporto tra distanza, tempo
e movimento anche in Avicenna: occorre porre I'accento sulle munasabat che
legano tutte e tre le realta fisiche dal punto di vista della divisibilita.

%8 Av., Sama , 111, 6, p. 203.8-9.

2 Av., Sama ', 111, 6, p. 203.9-11.

%0 Aristotele, in Phys., VI, 2, 233a5-12, si serve di questo stesso argomento del movimento
veloce e del movimento lento per provare la divisibilita di distanza e tempo.

31 Cfr. Aw., Phys., VI, 1, 231b18 e ss.

32 i vedano, per esempio, M. Durour, Aristote : la Physique, livre VI, tome 1 : Introduction et
traduction, L'Harmattan, Paris 2014, pp. 89-90, ed Eab., Aristote : la Physique, livre VI, tome 2 :
Commentaire, L’Harmattan, Paris 2014, p. 68.

¥ Come scrive Wieland (W. Wreranp, Die aristotelische Physik, Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht,
Gottingen 1962, pp. 290-291), la continuita per Aristotele assume rilevanza non in quanto ‘qualitd’
appartenente a grandezza, tempo e movimento considerate singolarmente, ma essa emerge in
quanto queste tre realta sono poste in relazione tra loro.
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4, L’INIZIO DI UN MOVIMENTO

Avicenna ha mostrato che se, come & vero, distanza e tempo sono infinitamente
divisibili, allora anche il movimento ¢ infinitamente divisibile. Da questa proprieta
ne derivano altre, tra cui il fatto che non é possibile individuare una prima parte
del movimento. Avicenna dimostra cid nel seguente modo**: ogni movimento deve
— date le corrispondenze illustrate prima — svolgersi in un tempo infinitamente
divisibile®. 1l fatto che si svolga nel tempo fa si che le parti della distanza percorsa
con quel movimento siano ordinate secondo un prima e un dopo. Se quindi
dovesse esistere un primo movimento di quel movimento, esso avrebbe senza
dubbio luogo nella parte di distanza che & percorsa per prima. Ma quella distanza &
anch’essa — come si & visto in precedenza — divisibile all'infinito. Questo significa
che ¢ possibile dividerla ulteriormente e individuare cosi una ‘nuova’ prima parte
della distanza; il movimento che sara impiegato per percorrerla sara allora un
primo movimento a maggior diritto rispetto al movimento che era stato detto
primo in precedenza. Si puo cosi procedere all'infinito a dividere la distanza,
senza mai trovare di essa una prima parte né la prima parte del movimento che
le corrisponda. 1l senso dell’argomento & chiaro; occorre tuttavia soffermarsi sul
testo del passo, per definire piu precisamente il significato di un’espressione che
qui compare e che non ¢ di immediata comprensione.

T.1 Av., Sama ', 111, 6, p. 204.6-7:

. .. . s . E impossibile che il movimento abbia
e (P & 4_<,.>LU Q?—<-! OF Jlsees p
ﬁ fe 0 qualcosa che sia 4, >zll «S >, Ls Jsi.

B AS > O Ol asY edss (4 >l a S >, Questo perché, se ci fosse un movimento

AT - S - che & un primo movimento, esso senza
by il (5 3o ¥ Ll 5> U5 g pbio sarebbe in una distanza, e quella

35l deiie L) distanza & divisibile in potenza.

** Av., Sama, 111, 6, 204.5-9.

35 Cfr. il principio di Aristotele per cui ogni cambiamento richiede tempo e nulla si muove in
un istante (Phys., VI, 3, 234a24). A questo proposito, & importante ricordare la precisazione che
Avicenna introduce all'inizio del capitolo: in questo contesto si sta parlando di movimento nel senso
di ‘percorrere una distanza’ (bi-ma ‘na l-qat , p. 203.5-6). Questo tipo di movimento, ‘il movimento 1’
(secondo la distinzione in Hasnawi, La définition du mouvement cit.), si svolge nel tempo. Nel caso del
‘movimento 2, invece, il discorso & diverso; per una discussione su questo punto, si veda Hasnawi, La
définition du mouvement cit., pp. 234-235. Sul movimento in un istante in Avicenna, si veda anche J.
McGinnis, On the Moment of Substantial Change. A Vexed Question in the History of Ideas, in J. McGis ed.,
Interpreting Avicenna: Science and Philosophy in Medieval Islam, Brill, Leiden - Boston 2004, pp. 42-61.



248 ALESSIA ASTESIANO

L’espressione che nell’edizione del Cairo compare come &, >zl 4S >, Ls Jf
merita attenzione (per ora non la traduco per via dell’ambiguita semantica che
sto per chiarire). Sulla base del contesto della frase & possibile intuire che con
questa espressione si intende una parte di movimento, che & movimento essa
stessa, e in particolare quella parte di movimento che ha luogo nella prima parte
della distanza percorsa. Questa parte di movimento ¢ chiamata anche, subito
dopo, ‘primo movimento’ (i~ Ji). A che cosa si riferisca questa espressione &
dunque chiaro. Vediamo ora come & possibile intenderla e tradurla.

Se si considera il testo cosi come é riportato dall’edizione del Cairo, cioe  si
&, >l 45 >, Ls, si prospettano diverse possibili interpretazioni, a seconda di
come si intenda il verbo.

(a) Se si intende il verbo in senso transitivo, allora il verbo sara una II forma
con significato attivo: &, =, ‘muove’. Il soggetto sara & 1| e il complemento
oggetto sara il pronome suffisso o (il quale rimanda ad L 47 che a sua volta si
riferisce a ¢ %, che qui indica una parte del movimento). L’espressione sara
tradotta quindi con ‘la prima [cosa] che il mobile muove’®. Intesa in questo modo,
pero, 'espressione ¢ problematica; si tratterebbe infatti di considerare il mobile
come soggetto di £, =, cioé come cid che muove una parte di movimento. I1
mobile in quanto tale, perd, non muove, la sua azione ¢ soltanto quella di essere
in movimento, di muoversi.

(b) Se si tralascia allora, come meno probabile, il significato transitivo del
verbo, & possibile intendere I'espressione considerando il verbo £}, >, in senso
intransitivo. In tal caso si prospettano due possibilita. (b.1),La prima consiste
nel considerare il verbo una I forma al tempo imperfetto, £, =, ‘si muove™.
(b.2) La seconda possibilita consiste nell’interpretare il verbo come una V forma
al tempo perfetto, 47 <, ‘si @ mosso™®. In questo caso l'unica differenza rispetto
al testo stampato consisterebbe nella posizione dei punti sulla prima lettera del
verbo (si tratta di leggere ta’ al posto di ya’), mentre il rasm resta invariato.
La possibilita che in questa espressione si possa leggere un verbo in V forma e
supportata da parte della tradizione manoscritta. Il prospetto delle varianti in

% Su questa linea interpretativa sembra collocarsi McGmnis, Physics cit., p. 313, che stampa nel
testo a fronte della sua traduzione 4>, (seguendo il testo dell’edizione di Beirut), e traduce:
‘it would be absurd that the motion should have something that is the first that the mobile moves’
(corsivo mio).

%7 La prima forma ha lo stesso significato della V forma del verbo, ma & piti rara di quest ultima;;
cfr. E. W. Lang, An Arabic-English Lexicon, part 2, Williams and Norgate, London 1865, rist. Libraire
du Liban, Beirut 1968, p. 553.

% Per quanto riguarda la denominazione dei due tempi verbali dell’arabo, ‘perfetto’ e
‘imperfetto’, seguo W. Wrictt, A Grammar of the Arabic Language, vol. I, Cambridge University Press,
Cambridge 1896°, p. 51.
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particolare ¢ il seguente®:

. Pocl25, Or113, Da825, Aya2442, Top3261

ol S ol U , Orl13, Da825, Aya2442, Top3261,

b ds Car1424, Be331, Bey3967, Aya244l,
Ra3476, Mal1243, Org4

Sl o oy L Jyi LAV
Bl 35 oy e J litografia Teheran (sic)
Dkl 4 oy e J Ba5353, Al Yasin, McGinnis

el 45]4" Lo J)T Nur2710, Or4
Gl oS s L Jyi Na248, Maj135, 5u1748, Dus412

primum movens mobile Lat.

Lamaggior parte dei testimoni consultati non presenta punti in corrispondenza
della prima lettera del verbo. Per questo motivo, anche su questo campione
ristretto di testimoni, & impossibile stabilire quale sia la forma del verbo
maggiormente attestata. Occorre pertanto prendere in considerazione tutte e tre
le possibili interpretazioni prospettate e valutarle sulla base di altri criteri.

(a) La Il forma in senso transitivo in questo contesto sembra meno probabile,
per le ragioni gia viste. Anche la traduzione latina sembra leggere o interpretare
il verbo arabo come una II forma transitiva: ‘primum movens mobile’, ‘la
prima cosa che muove il mobile’. 1l testo che traduce, pero, evidentemente non
riportava il pronome personale suffisso s, cosi che &) >l cioe il mobile, diventa
complemento oggetto. Questa lezione, pero, non ¢ attestata da altri testimoni
(tra quelli presi in esame). Per questo motivo vale la pena considerare se le altre
strade proposte dalla tradizione manoscritta siano percorribili.

(b) Consideriamo allora la possibilita che il verbo abbia un significato
intransitivo (sia esso alla V forma o alla I). In questo caso, occorre giustificare la
presenza del pronome suffisso s. Come si & gia detto in precedenza, il pronome
suffisso in questa espressione si riferisce in ultima analisi a : &, che in questo
passo indica una parte del movimento, essa stessa movimento. Occorre allora

% Riporto I'espressione cosi come compare nei venti manoscritti arabi menzionati
nell'introduzione, unitamente alla sua resa nella traduzione latina medievale. Segnalo anche come
& stampata I'espressione nella litografia di Teheran, nelle edizioni del Cairo e di Beirut, e nel testo
a fronte della traduzione di McGinnis.
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valutare I'ipotesi che il verbo col significato intransitivo regga un accusativo
indicante il movimento.

(b.2) Consideriamo dapprima il caso del verbo ‘muoversi’ espresso in arabo
con una V forma del verbo. Alcuni passi in Avicenna stesso indicano che questo
costrutto & possibile:

Av., Nafs (Anima), 1, 2, p. 26.15-17°:

. . «  Perquantoriguardaquelliche considerano
S ey &) ety Lo i) glam I L ! & d
i - o ? T'anima un corpo che si muove con il suo

e &yt eba¥ e LS ey ls a0l movimento circolare di cui si _muove
e .. . ., intorno alle cose, per cogliere per mezzo
Of U Ul old s i oL BN [scil. delpmovirgnentoﬁ) le cose,
o 055 OF Sy ¥ i) 8l 5Y1 - spiegheremo in seguito la falsita del loro
- discorso nel momento in cui chiariremo
che la comprensione intellettiva non puo

avvenire per mezzo del corpo.

In questo passo il verbo ¢ alla V forma e compare in unione col pronome
suffisso Ls che rimanda al sostantivo i5 ,~ che compare in precedenza. Il
significato ¢ quello di ‘muoversi di un movimento circolare’. Troviamo una
costruzione analoga anche nel passo seguente:

Av., Qiyas (Sillogismo), IV, 5, p. 218.8-10* :

\

e, Bk b L b Infatti non tutto cid a cui & attribuito
- T LR il fatto di essere sveglio si muove

(592l 85 5o g0 a1 Cals Lo 42 IV iS >~ necessariamente del movimento della
. . veglia per tutto il tempo in cui esso stesso
> L ,_{; s, . . .
b L Bl e p 5T oths o8 esiste, che sia sveglio o che non lo sia, ma
.oUza, simuove di esso [scil. del movimento] solo
per il tempo in cui & sveglio.

Questo tipo di costruzione & anche attestata nella traduzione araba della Fisica
di Aristotele*2. Anche se non sappiamo in quale traduzione Avicenna leggesse il

“0 F, RanmaN, Avicenna’s De anima, Oxford University Press, London 1959.

! Ien Sing, Al-Sifa’, al-Mantiq, al-Qiyds, ed. S. Zivio, Cairo 1964.

2 La Fisica di Aristotele fu tradotta pili volte in arabo (cfr. F. E. Peters, Aristoteles Arabus: the
Oriental Translations and Commentaries on the Aristotelian Corpus, Brill, Leiden 1968, pp. 32-33). L'unica
traduzione che si & conservata & quella di Ishaq ibn Hunayn (morto nel 298H/910), che & preservata
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testo aristotelico, & comunque significativo riscontrare anche in questo testo
I'uso della costruzione del verbo &< in V forma col sostantivo i >.

Aw., Phys., V111, 5, 257b25-26 (p. 858.7 Badawi) *:

P20 i A S e S ‘}?\ £t fjv Kwvel kivnow, Kwvoit” dv
s “’J }7 R - («Inoltre si muoverebbe del movimento
che [esso stesso] provoca).

I passi menzionati mostrano quindi che & possibile dire che un mobile 2}, >z,
s~ 44 | is >, dove il verbo alla V forma, all'imperfetto o al perfetto, in
unione col sostantivo ‘movimento’, & inteso nel significato di ‘muoversi di un
movimento’**,

(b.1) A questo proposito occorre osservare che anche la I forma del verbo,
che alla pari della V forma ha significato intransitivo, sembra ammettere una
costruzione di questo tipo:

Av., al-Qaniin fi l-tibb (Canone di medicina), p. 52.13-14*:

. . L .. . Poi cammina con un andamento non
g ROV 2} PP R ¥
T TEOS - 7 % " stancante oppure si_muove di un altro

iss &> movimento non stancante.

Sulla base di questi passi paralleli, si pud dire che l'uso del verbo con
significato intransitivo & possibile in questo contesto. Resta da valutare se sia
preferibile la I forma all'imperfetto o la V forma al perfetto. La scelta tra le due*

in un unico manoscritto, Leiden Or. 583, ed ¢é stata edita da Badawi (AristoTALis, al-Tabi ‘a, targamat
Ishaq ibn Hunayn, 2 voll., ed. ‘A. Bapawi, Cairo 1964-65). In questo manoscritto sono conservati i
commenti alla Fisica di diversi autori, tra cui anche porzioni dei commenti di alcuni commentatori
tardo-antichi. Per ulteriori informazioni sulla struttura e il contenuto di questo manoscritto, si
vedano E. Giannaks, The Structure of Abii I-Husayn al-Basri’s Copy of Aristotle’s Physics, « Zeitschrift fiir
Geschichte der Arabisch-Islamischen Wissenschaften », 8, 1993, pp. 251-258, e P. Lertinck, Aristotle’s
Physics and Its Reception in the Arabic World, Brill, Leiden 1994, pp. 4-6.

*3 Ringrazio il dott. R. Arnzen per avermi segnalato questo passo. Tutti i testi della traduzione
araba della Fisica sono citati secondo 'edizione AristoTaLs, al-Tabi a, targamat Ishaq ibn Hunayn,
vol. I, ed. ‘A. Bapawi, Cairo 1965.

** Questo sarebbe un caso di maf ‘@il mutlag, cioe di ‘oggetto assoluto’ (cfr. W. Wricnt, A Grammar
of the Arabic Language, vol. 2, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge 1898°, pp. 53-57).

%5 I SinA, al-Qaniin fi I-tibb, vol. 3.1, Gami‘a Hamdard, New Delhi 1989.

# Lasciamo da parte la possibilita di considerare il verbo in V forma all'imperfetto, 4«5 =
(lezione supportata da alcuni testimoni). Si tratta infatti di una forma che a livello semantico &
analoga alla I forma all'imperfetto, ma il cui rasm — a differenza di quest’ultima — & attestato in
modo minoritario dalla tradizione manoscritta.
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non potra essere condotta sulla base del significato proprio della forma verbale
(entrambe significano ‘muoversi’), ma dovra fare leva su altre considerazioni.
Tuttavia, prima di compiere questa scelta, occorre comprendere che cosa
intendesse Avicenna con L» J i ed esaminare i differenti significati che J i puo
assumere in riferimento al movimento.

4.1. I candidati al ruolo di inizio del movimento

Nel passo che si & esaminato, Avicenna ha mostrato che non e possibile
individuare un primo movimento (is ,~ i), cioé una prima parte del
movimento®. Subito dopo, pero, precisa che J ;3! si potrebbe intendere in pitt
modi*®, A questo proposito & importante notare I'ambiguita semantica propria
del termine awwal, che pud essere inteso sia come sostantivo, awwalun, nel
significato di ‘inizio’ (corrispondente al greco dpyn), sia come aggettivo elativo,
awwalu, col significato di ‘primo’ (corrispondente al greco npdtoc)*’. Tenendo a
mente questa distinzione é piui facile capire perché Avicenna prospettil’esistenza
di piu interpretazioni per questo termine.

(1) 11 primo modo con cui puod essere inteso & nel senso di ‘limite’ (taraf),
quindi di limite iniziale®. In questo caso si intende il punto di partenza del
movimento: se si immagina il movimento preso in esame come il segmento di
una linea, allora I'inizio del cambiamento, secondo questo primo significato,
corrispondera al punto-limite iniziale di quel segmento. E interessante notare
che, a proposito di questo limite iniziale del movimento, Avicenna dice che esso
ha un corrispettivo nell’istante che delimita il tempo in cui quel movimento
ha luogo e nel limite iniziale della distanza percorsa con quel movimento®'.
Con le dimostrazioni che aprono il capitolo, Avicenna aveva sottolineato che
tempo, distanza e movimento si corrispondono 'un I’altro per quanto riguarda
I'infinita divisibilita. Ma questa relazione reciproca non si perde quando si
parla dei loro limiti indivisibili. La corrispondenza tra le tre realta fisiche si
verifica sia quando sono considerate le loro parti estese (ci sara allora una
corrispondenza nell’infinita divisibilita) sia quando sono considerati i loro
limiti (in tal caso la corrispondenza & tra indivisibili)>*.

47 Av., Samad |, 111, 6, p. 204.5-9.

8 Av., Sama’, 111, 6, p. 204.9.

* per questi due usi del termine, si veda G. Enpress, D. Gutas eds., A Greek and Arabic Lexicon
(GALex), vol. 1, Brill, Leiden - New York - K8ln 2002, pp. 624-635.

50 Av., Samd , 111, 6, p. 204.10.

L Av., Sama, 111, 6, p. 204.10-11.

52 Cfr. Durour, Commentaire cit., p. 76, a proposito della presenza di un doppio isomorfismo nel
libro VI della Fisica di Aristotele.
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(2) 11 secondo significato che Avicenna prospetta per I'inizio del movimento
e quello a cui aveva gia fatto riferimento in precedenza: si tratta della ‘prima
delle parti del movimento’ (awwalu agza'i I-harakati), nel senso della parte del
movimento che precede tutte le altre®,

(3) Oltre a questi due significati per 'inizio del movimento, uno puntiforme
e laltro esteso, uno inteso come limite e l'altro come parte, Avicenna
menziona anche un terzo significato. Questa terza accezione scaturisce da una
considerazione pill generale, condivisa da alcuni, in merito ai corpi fisici. Costoro
ammettono che i corpi siano divisibili all’'infinito, ma questa divisione, se procede
oltre un certo limite, ha come effetto quello di compromettere la capacita del
corpo in questione di supportare la forma che lo caratterizza. Questa eventualita
si prospetta quando la divisione ha come esito quello di individuare parti
talmente piccole che non potranno pit essere portatrici della forma di partenza,
cioé non potranno pili essere considerate, per esempio, aria, acqua o fuoco>.
Esistera allora per ciascun corpo, una grandezza minima; se quel corpo diventa
piccolo oltre tale limite le sue dimensioni non saranno pit idonee per ospitare
una determinata forma, per esempio la forma del fuoco o dell’aria®. Per gli
interlocutori di Avicenna®®, se questo discorso vale per i corpi fisici, potra valere
anche per il mobile e per la distanza percorsa®’: secondo questa prospettiva,
non si potra procedere a dividerli indeterminatamente, perché per conservare
le caratteristiche che sono loro proprie non potranno rimpicciolire oltre un
certo limite. Si capisce allora perché, se si postula 'esistenza di un minimum per

>3 Av., Sama , 111, 6, p. 204.12-13.

4 Av., Sama , 111, 6, p. 204.13-15.

55 Questa concezione & conosciuta nella Scolastica come teoria dei minima naturalia; a questo
proposito, si veda A. Maier, Kontinuum, Minima und aktuell Unendliches, in Die Vorldufer Galileis im 14.
Jahrhundert, Edizioni di Storia e Letteratura, Roma 1949, pp. 155-215. Avicenna stesso discute di
tale teoria nel capitolo 12 di questo stesso trattato I1T; sulla sua trattazione del problema, si vedano
McGmnnis, Avicenna’s Natural Philosophy cit., pp. 81-85, e In., A Small Discovery: Avicenna’s Theory of
Minima Naturalia, «Journal of the History of Philosophy», 53, 2015, pp. 1-24. In quest’ultimo
articolo & presente inoltre un’analisi delle premesse di tale dottrina nel mondo greco (pp. 3-8).
Per una ricostruzione della concezione di Alessandro sui minima, si veda M. Rasuep, Alexandre
d’Aphrodise, commentaire perdu a la « Physique» d’Aristote (Livres IV-VIII). Les scholies byzantines:
édition, traduction et commentaire, De Gruyter, Berlin 2011, pp. 105-109. Sulla concezione dei minima
naturalia in Averroe, si vedano R. Grasner, Ibn Rushd’s Theory of Minima Naturalia, « Arabic Sciences
and Philosophy », 11, 2001, pp. 9-26; Eap., Averroes’ Physics. A Turning Point in Medieval Natural
Philosophy, Oxford University Press, Oxford 2009, in particolare ‘The Turning Point of Physics VII:
The Breakdown of Physical Body’, pp. 141-171; C. Cerami, Corps et continuité. Remarques sur la ‘nouvelle’
physique d’Averroés, « Arabic Sciences and Philosophy », 21, 2011, pp. 299-318, in particolare pp.
314-318 ; Eap., Génération et Substance : Aristote et Averroés entre physique et métaphysique, De Gruyter,
Boston - Berlin 2015, pp. 400-421 e pp. 429-436.

> Non sono riuscita a identificare le persone e le opere a cui Avicenna fa qui riferimento.

57 Av., Sama , 111, 6, p. 204.15-16.
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la distanza percorsa da un mobile, proprio in virti delle corrispondenze che
esistono tra distanza, tempo e movimento, si potra postulare anche I'esistenza
di un minimum del movimento®, In questa prospettiva, quindi, un movimento,
per essere considerato tale, non potra avere una qualsivoglia estensione: pud
essere diviso, ma soltanto in potenza e con la facolta immaginativa, perché un
movimento pitl piccolo di esso non potra avere esistenza indipendente®.

4.1.1. L'inizio del movimento in Aristotele

Si puo spiegare meglio la molteplicita di significati presentata da Avicenna
per l'inizio del movimento, se si considera il libro VI della Fisica di Aristotele, in
particolare i passi in cui tale questione ¢ affrontata esplicitamente®. Nel capitolo 5
del libro V1, infatti, Aristotele discute di ci0 che avviene in corrispondenza dell’inizio
di un movimento. In particolare, nega l'esistenza stessa dell'inizio del movimento:

Ar., Phys., V1, 5, 236a14-15:

ob ydp Eotv apyn petafolrdic, ovd’ év @ Non esiste infatti un inizio di un

TPOTO TOD YPOVOL UETEPBOAAEV. cambiamento né, per quanto riguarda il
tempo, cid in cui in primo luogo [qualcosa]
cambiava.

Aristotele sostiene quindi che non esiste un inizio di un cambiamento o di un
movimento® e che non si pud neppure individuare il suo corrispettivo temporale,

>8 Sul fatto che in questo passo si faccia riferimento a un minimum del movimento, cfr. McGinis,
Avicenna’s Natural Philosophy cit., p. 81.

% Av., Sama ", 111, 6, p. 204.16-18.

5 11 problema del primo istante del cambiamento ha ricevuto particolare attenzione nella
tarda Scolastica. Come nota Murdoch a questo proposito (J. E. MurbocH, Infinity and Continuity, in
N. Krerzmann, A. Kenny, J. Pinsore eds., The Cambridge History of Later Medieval Philosophy, Cambridge
University Press, Cambridge 1982, pp. 564-591, in particolare p. 585), i passi aristotelici che hanno
fornito materiale per la discussione di questo tema sono due (Phys., VI, 5, 235b32-236a27 e Phys.,
VIII, 8, 263b9-26) e riportano posizioni contrastanti. Nella presente analisi prenderd in esame
soltanto la trattazione fornita nel libro VI. Sulla complessa questione delle tensioni esistenti
tra i libri VI e VIII della Fisica di Aristotele, si vedano R. Sorasy, Aristotle on the Instant of Change,
«Proceedings of the Aristotelian Society », Suppl. 50, 1976, pp. 69-89, in particolare pp. 83-85; R.
Sorabji nell'introduzione di SiveLicius, On Aristotle’s Physics 6 cit., pp. 2-3, n. 8;J. Rosen, Physics V-VI
versus VIIL: Unity of Change and Disunity in the Physics, in M. Leunissin ed., Aristotle’s Physics. A Critical
Guide, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge 2015, pp. 206-224, in particolare pp. 220-222.

8 In Phys., V, 1, 225a34-225b9, Aristotele precisa il significato di petofolr, ‘cambiamento’, e
kivnotg, ‘movimento’. I tipi di cambiamento sono quattro : cambiamento sostanziale (generazione
e corruzione), cambiamento di dimensioni (crescita e diminuzione), cambiamento qualitativo
(alterazione) e cambiamento di luogo (movimento locale). Il termine kivnoig pud essere applicato
solo agli ultimi tre tipi di cambiamento. kivnoig & quindi una specie di petafoln.
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quando cioe I'oggetto in questione inizia a cambiare. Nelle righe seguenti, non si
sofferma ulteriormente sull’'inizio del cambiamento, ma si concentra sull’inizio
temporale, fornendo una serie di argomenti per mostrare che esso non esiste.
Probabilmente, data I'analogia di struttura che per Aristotele vi & tra tempo e
movimento®, egli non ritenne necessario ripetere gli argomenti per entrambi: cid
che vale per uno vale anche per I'altro. Soffermiamoci quindi sull'inizio temporale,
consapevoli che quanto sara detto varra anche per I'inizio del movimento.

L'espressione che Aristotele in questo passo usa per riferirsi a questa
realtd temporale & év @ TpdTE 10D YPévoL petéBordev («cid, del tempo, in cui
in primo luogo [qualcosa] cambiava») oppure 'equivalente 6te petopépinkev
npdtov (« quando in primo luogo [qualcosa] & cambiato »)**. Queste espressioni
temporali sono perd ambigue. Aristotele stesso infatti segnala che questo tipo
di espressione puo indicare sia (I) quando qualcosa in primo luogo ha iniziato
a cambiare (si riferisce quindi all'inizio temporale del cambiamento) sia (F)
puo indicare quando in primo luogo qualcosa ha finito di cambiare (si riferisce
allora alla fine del cambiamento)®. La distinzione & rilevante, perché Aristotele
ritiene, nel caso della fine del cambiamento, che esso esista®®, mentre I'esistenza
dell'inizio del cambiamento & negata.

Per quanto riguarda la fine del cambiamento (F), per Aristotele &
necessario che essa sia indivisibile (&ropov)®. Se infatti fosse divisibile, allora
si individuerebbero al suo interno delle parti. L'oggetto allora finirebbe di
cambiare in primo luogo non pitt nel tempo t, ma in una delle parti di t, cosi
che ci sara ‘qualcosa prima del primo’ (1t to0 TpdTOL TPOTEPOV, 23624), il che
e assurdo. Un qualsiasi tempo divisibile infatti porta con sé il problema di un
regresso all’infinito. Per questo motivo, allora, la fine del cambiamento dovra
essere il punto finale del processo di mutamento, e sara indivisibile in quanto
suo limite (népac)®’. Questa dimostrazione si basa quindi sull'importanza del
termine npdtov: la specificazione che il cambiamento deve essere terminato
in prima istanza in quella realta temporale porta ad escludere un qualsiasi
intervallo di tempo divisibile, perché cio che & divisibile potra sempre avere una
parte che pud essere detta ‘prima’ a maggior ragione®.

82 Cfr. su questo punto Durour, Commentaire cit., p. 93.

83 Ar., Phys., V1, 5, 235b31.

¢4 Awr., Phys., V1, 5, 236a7-10.

% Aw., Phys., VI, 5, 236a10-11.

% Ar., Phys., VI, 5, 235b32-33.

¢7 Awr., Phys., V1, 5, 236a11-13.

8 L'importanza di mp@tov in questo capitolo aristotelico non & sfuggita agli interpreti. In
particolare Morison (B. Morison, Le temps primaire du commencement d’'un changement, in J.-F.
Bataut, F. WoLrr éds., Aristote et la pensée du temps, Université Paris X, Nanterre 2005, pp. 99-111)
ha sottolineato che Aristotele, poco prima di questa dimostrazione, indica esplicitamente che
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Consideriamo ora le ragioni per cui Aristotele afferma che I'inizio di un
cambiamento non esiste (I). Il filosofo procede eliminando i due possibili
candidati. Esclude, in primo luogo, che possa trattarsi di un indivisibile temporale
(I.1). Se infatti si ammette che il tempo corrispondente all'inizio del movimento
sia indivisibile, allora 1'oggetto avra iniziato a cambiare in quell'indivisibile,
che sara quindi inteso come parte del tempo in cui I'intero cambiamento ha
luogo. Se un indivisibile & considerato come parte del tempo, allora il tempo del
cambiamento risultera composto da parti discrete, e il tempo non sara pit un
continuo (conclusione che Aristotele non & disposto ad accettare)®.

Esclude poi che possa trattarsi di un tempo divisibile (I.2). La ragione ¢é che,
se I'inizio temporale di un movimento fosse divisibile, si individuerebbero al suo
interno delle parti. L'oggetto cambierebbe quindi prima in una sua parte, e il
tempo che era stato individuato come primo non sara pilt primo’®. La forza di
questa dimostrazione sta ancora una volta nel fatto che si sta parlando di tp&Ttov.
A causa della divisibilita all’infinito del tempo, non e possibile individuare una
parte iniziale di movimento che sia davvero prima.

Una volta esclusi i due possibili candidati, Aristotele puo allora concludere
che ‘cid in cui in primo luogo [qualcosa] & cambiato’, inteso come I'inizio
temporale di un cambiamento, non esiste affatto.

4.1.2.1 commentatori tardo-antichi sull’inizio del movimento in Aristotele

L’idea che il movimento fosse considerato da Aristotele come avente una fine,
ma non un inizio ha portato pit volte gli interpreti a parlare di asimmetria’. 1l

cosa intende con mpdtov: « intendo con primo cid che & in un dato modo non per il fatto che lo &
qualcos’altro da lui» (235b33-34). Facendo leva su questa precisazione, Morison ha sostenuto che
npdToV in questo contesto non vada inteso in senso temporale : si dovrebbe tradurre ‘primairement’ e
non ‘premierement’ (p. 101). A questo proposito, perd, Pellegrin (P. Peuiecriy, Début et fin du mouvement
et du repos. Remarques sur la communication de Benjamin Morison, in Aristote et la pensée du temps cit., pp.
113-126) nota che quel mp@tov resta comunque una realtd temporale. E vero che la specificazione
fornita qui da Aristotele avvicina il termine al significato di ‘per sé’, in contrapposizione a ‘per altro’.
Ma il fatto di interpretare npdtov in senso essenziale (come ‘per sé’) non esclude — nota Pellegrin
(pp- 116-117) — una sua proiezione sull’asse temporale: il tempo in cui primariamente cid che &
cambiato & cambiato & comunque il tempo in cui 'oggetto & cambiato per la prima volta.

% Ar., Phys., VI, 5, 236a16-17. L’argomento & riportato da Aristotele in modo molto sintetico.
Seguo 'interpretazione che di questo passo da Simplicio, in Phys., pp. 984.30 - 985.8 (i passi del
commento sono citati secondo I'edizione Siveuicius, In Aristotelis physicorum libros quattuor posteriores
commentaria, ed. H. DieLs, Reimer, Berlin 1895 [CAG X]).

7% Ar., Phys., V1, 5, 236a20-27.

7! Sorasji, Time, Creation and the Continuum cit., p. 405 ; LETTINCK, Aristotle’s Physics cit., p. 509; R.
W. SuareLes, Theophrastus of Eresus. Sources for His Life, Writings, Thought and Influence. Commentary
Volume 3.1. Sources on Physics, Brill, Leiden 1998, pp. 79-80 ; MorisoN, Le temps primaire cit., p. 110 ;
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primo a segnalare la problematicita di questa concezione fu Teofrasto; scrisse
infatti, a questo proposito, che & sorprendente I'idea che « del camminare ci sia
una fine ma non un inizio, del salpare ci sia una fine ma non un inizio »’%. La fonte
per questa affermazione di Teofrasto sono i commenti alla Fisica di Aristotele di
Temistio e Simplicio, i quali non solo menzionano |'aporia, ma riportano anche
una risposta al problema”. La soluzione consiste nello specificare che sia I'inizio
(1 apyn) sia la fine (0 népag) del cambiamento (e i loro corrispettivi temporali)
possono essere intesi in due modi: o come una parte estesa (t0 npOTOV HEPOG
e 10 &oyatov pépog) o come un limite indivisibile (Gpyr e népoc)’. L'inizio e la
fine del movimento (ma anche del tempo), se intesi come parte, non esistono,
perché non ¢ possibile individuarli: non si pudé mai giungere a qualcosa che sia
veramente primo o veramente ultimo a causa dell’infinita divisibilita delle parti
di un continuo”. Al contrario, I'inizio e la fine, intesi come limite indivisibile,
esistono e possono essere identificati’®.

Secondo questa interpretazione, allora, quando Aristotele in Fisica, VI, 5 nega
I'esistenza dell’inizio di un cambiamento, sta pensando in realta solo alla prima
parte; quando invece dice che la fine di un cambiamento esiste, sta pensando
al limite finale”’”. In questo modo, si puo salvare Aristotele dall’accusa di negare

Rastep, Alexandre d’Aphrodise cit., pp. 105-106 ; F. Paraccuini, Raisons et déraisons d’'un étonnement
millénaire : a propos de I'analyse aristotélicienne du changement dans Phys. Z 5, in M. BonELLI, A. Lonco éds.,
“Quid est veritas ?” : Hommage a Jonathan Barnes, Bibliopolis, Napoli 2010, pp. 87-114. Pellegrin parla
di ‘dottrina paradossale’ in relazione a ‘la fin sans commencement’ del movimento aristotelico
(PeLLecriN, Début et fin du mouvement cit., p. 122).

72 Riportato in Temist., in Phys., p. 195.10-11. Per il commento a questa testimonianza relativa
a Teofrasto, si veda Suareies, Theophrastus of Eresus cit., pp. 79-82. L'aporia di Teofrasto é riportata
anche da SivpL., in Phys., p. 986.5 e ss.

73 Todd, in TremisTius, On Aristotle Physics 5-8, tr. R. B. Topp, Duckworth, London 2008, pp. 120-
121, n. 351, specifica che non si sa se Teofrasto stesso avesse fornito una soluzione simile all’aporia.
Suggerisce inoltre la possibilita che Temistio e Simplicio avessero avuto come fonte Alessandro
nella risposta al problema; cfr. gli scoli bizantini 357 e 358 editi da Rasuep, Alexandre d’Aphrodise
cit., pp. 384-385. Per quanto riguarda Filopono, la porzione del commento relativa a questo passo &
conservata in arabo, sotto forma di sommario o parafrasi, nel ms. Leiden Or. 583 (Bapawi, al-Tabi ‘a
cit., pp. 675.12 - 676.14) ; tuttavia, da quello che si evince da questo passo, Filopono non sembra
considerare problematica la negazione dell’inizio del movimento da parte di Aristotele.

74 SiMpL., in Phys., p. 986.10-13 ; Temistio, a proposito dell’inizio temporale di un cambiamento,
scrive che pud essere inteso come un tempo esteso oppure come un istante (in Phys., p. 194.22-23) :
abtn Toivuv 1| xpévog éotiv i apyR) yPOvoL kai olov O Viv.

73 Temist., in Phys., p. 194.23-25 ; SIMPL., in Phys., p. 986.22-24.

7% La soluzione prospettata dai commenti di Temistio e Simplicio riesce in questo modo a
ristabilire la simmetria tra l'inizio e la fine del cambiamento. Cfr. Toop, On Aristotle Physics 5-8 cit.,
pp- 120-121 n. 351: « Both texts accept the need for symmetry between an indivisible beginning
and end of a change, while acknowledging that the divisibility of parts precludes the identification
of a first or last change ».

77 SmvpL., in Phys., p. 986.27-31; TemisT., in Phys., p. 195.20-26.



258 ALESSIA ASTESIANO

in senso assoluto l'esistenza dell’inizio di un cambiamento. Il cambiamento
puo avere allora un inizio, ma deve essere inteso come un limite indivisibile
che lo precede’®. Avra quindi una natura differente da quella del cambiamento
stesso, dal momento che non é parte del cambiamento pur precedendolo
immediatamente. Questo significa che I'inizio del cambiamento, se inteso come
limite, non pud essere considerato esso stesso un cambiamento”.

4.2, Valutazione dei tre candidati al ruolo di inizio del movimento
4.2.1. 11 primo significato: il limite iniziale di un movimento

Alla luce del passo aristotelico sull'inizio del movimento e del dibattito
che da esso ha preso le mosse nella tardo-antichita, & possibile capire meglio
le valutazioni che Avicenna formula in merito ai possibili candidati al ruolo di
inizio del movimento®.

Per quanto riguarda il primo significato, esso & un limite® e in quanto
limite non ha estensione. Un movimento, tuttavia, si estende nel tempo e nello
spazio®. Secondo Avicenna, quindi, I'inizio del movimento, inteso come limite,
esiste (& questo I'unico senso in cui pud essere inteso correttamente I'inizio del
movimento), ma non & esso stesso un movimento. Questa posizione lo pone in
continuita con 'interpretazione che i commentatori tardo-antichi hanno dato
del passo aristotelico esaminato in precedenza.

78 SimpL., in Phys., p. 986.24-27.

7 Sia Temistio sia Simplicio a questo proposito riportano I’assioma secondo cui « I'inizio e cid
di cui & inizio non sono la stessa cosa », da cui concludono che I'inizio del cambiamento non & un
cambiamento (03¢ ktvnoig 1 apyn Tiig KwhAoewe, Temist., in Phys., p. 195.19) ; cfr. anche SwpL., in
Phys., p. 986.13-15.

8 per quanto riguarda la conoscenza da parte di Avicenna di alcuni commenti tardo-antichi
alla Fisica, si veda J. Janssens, L’Avicenne latin : un témoin (indirect) des commentateurs, in R. BEYERS ET AL.
éds., Tradition et traduction. Les textes philosophiques et scientifiques au moyen dge, Leuven University
Press, Leuven 1999, pp. 89-105. La parafrasi alla Fisica di Aristotele di Temistio fu tradotta in
arabo, ma la traduzione araba non & conservata (J. Wart, Thémistios, in R. Gouter éd., Dictionnaire
des philosophes antiques, tome VI: de Sabinillus & Tyrsénos, CNRS Editions, Paris 2016, p. 873), se si
escludono alcune citazioni riportate nel ms. Leiden Or. 583. Per quanto riguarda Simplicio, invece,
una traduzione araba del commento alla Fisica non & conosciuta; cfr. E. Copa, Simplicius dans la
tradition arabe, in Dictionnaire des philosophes antiques, tome VI cit., p. 394. Per ulteriori informazioni
sulla circolazione dei commenti tardo-antichi alla Fisica nel mondo arabo, si veda LerTinck, Aristotle’s
Physics cit., pp. 4-6.

8 Av., Samd , 11 6, p. 205.1.

82 A questo proposito occorre ricordare che Avicenna in questo capitolo sta parlando del
movimento inteso nel senso di ‘percorrere una distanza’. In questa accezione il movimento non
puo avere uno svolgimento puntuale, istantaneo, perché si estende necessariamente da un punto
di partenza a una fine, dove ha luogo il suo completamento.
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Nelle righe in cui Avicenna afferma cio, & introdotta anche la discussione in
merito all'inizio del movimento inteso nel secondo significato:

T.2 Av.,Sama ', 11, 6, p. 205.1-2 (ed. Cairo):

- . . ¢ . Linizio del movimento col significato
M (AS ey ed O bl g a8 A 0 "
‘ i A di ‘limite’ non & un movimento, la cosa

B L Jof Ja ¥ eds e 2l 0 5+, quindi non ha, col significato di questo
f o S ) . inizio, 4 L Jsf. Per quanto riguarda
. g HE3|| ) = J
oS ‘JLW Jos L}"u ol Lty il secondo modo, invece, la cosa ha L. J s
i Yins s iiasg andsl &>, malessere primo di quest’ultimo ¢
assunto, accidentale e non reale.

In questo passo Avicenna usa un’espressione simile a quella incontrata nel
passo T.1. Si tratta di 8, >, Ls J +f, che ha una struttura analoga (con L« Jsi e un
verbo di movimento) a quella vista in precedenza. Si differenzia tuttavia per il
fatto che non vi compare il pronome suffisso che segue il verbo, e il soggetto non
¢ esplicitato. Inoltre qui I'espressione & preceduta da ¢ U e . Questi ultimi
indicano il mobile, come appare chiaro se si considerano le righe che precedono
immediatamente T.2%. Per quanto riguarda il verbo, invece, i manoscritti
presentano varianti analoghe a quelle riscontrate in T.1.

Prima occorrenza:

4.l  Orll3, Top3zel, Carl424, Be331, Bey3967,
o Aya2441, Mal1243

ooy b Jf litografia Teheran, Al Yasin, McGinnis

5]’” L Da825, Ra3476

Sl st 0P84

5;4“ L Jof Poc125,Nur2710, Aya2442, Na248, Maj135,
4 Su1748, Ba5353, Du5412, Ord

primum motum Lat.

8 Av., Sama’, 111, 6, pp. 204.18 - 205.1: « Il mobile ha nel suo movimento un primo movimento,
e quello & in potenza ed é ci6 che & equivalente al movimento che ¢ il pili piccolo dei movimenti ».
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Seconda occorrenza:

4.1,  Pocl2s, Orl13, Dag2s, Top32el, Carl42d,
7790 Be3sl, Bey3967, Ayaz441, Na248, Ra3476,
Mal1243

Sy Lo Uy litografia Teheran, Da823, Al Yasin, McGinnis

SpoleJy 084

g2ugy  Nur27lo, Ayazess, Maj1ss, sul74s,
J Ba5353, Du5412, Or4

primum motum Lat.

Per tradurre I'espressione che compare in questo passo, occorre innanzitutto
stabilire a che cosa essa si riferisce. (A) Una possibilita & che si riferisca alla
prima parte del movimento. (A.1) Si potrebbe quindi intendere il verbo con
significato intransitivo, nel senso di ‘muoversi di un movimento’, come si & visto
per l'espressione in T.1. Tuttavia, in T.2 non & presente, in unione col verbo,
un pronome suffisso che rimandi ad .5 ~. Per questo motivo, & probabile che
I'espressione in questo passo sia da intendere in modo differente da come &
intesa nel caso esaminato in precedenza.

(A.2) E possibile allora interpretare il verbo come una Il forma attiva: ‘la prima
[parte del movimento] che muove™*, Questa lettura ¢ in linea con I’argomentazione
generale di Avicenna, che sta valutando se 'inizio del movimento possa essere inteso
0 meno come prima parte del movimento. Intesa cosi, pero, I'espressione sembra
sintatticamente incompleta. In questo senso, la lezione di Or84, con I'aggiunta del
pronome suffisso s, che si riferisce a ¢ = (il mobile), sembra segnalare il tentativo
da parte di un copista di un dare un complemento oggetto al verbo di II forma.

(B) Vale la pena allora considerare la possibilita che questa espressione si
riferisca alla prima parte del mobile. La presenza di ¢ .\ e di 4 che precedono
Ls Jsi pud legittimare tale interpretazione. Cid pud sembrare a prima vista
sorprendente, dal momento che lo scopo di Avicenna in queste righe é valutare
se 1 due significati siano candidati adeguati al ruolo di inizio del movimento.
Come mai allora in questo contesto si dovrebbe chiamare in causa la prima parte
dell’oggetto che si muove?

8 Questa per esempio sembra essere I'interpretazione di McGinnis : « The first of the motions,
in the sense of limit, is not a motion, and so nothing can be the first motion in that sense of first. What
moves can be first in the second sense ; however, its being first is hypothetical and accidental, not
real » (McGinnts, Physics cit., p. 314 ; corsivo mio).
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Per rispondere a questa domanda é utile considerare di nuovo il testo
di Aristotele, in particolare Fisica, VI, 5. Anche in Aristotele infatti si verifica
uno ‘slittamento’ di questo tipo. All'inizio della trattazione dell’inizio del
cambiamento, Aristotele aveva esordito negando la sua esistenza e quella di un
tempo a esso corrispondente®. A questa affermazione seguono gli argomenti
che si sono visti, con cui Aristotele prova che non puo esistere un primo tempo
in cui 'oggetto e cambiato. Ci si aspetterebbe a questo punto la dimostrazione
dell'inesistenza dell’apyn petapolfig, invece troviamo la dimostrazione che non
esiste una prima cosa di cio che cambia®. Il ragionamento ¢ analogo a quelli visti
in precedenza: si considera un oggetto che cambia e si individua in questo una
prima parte. Ma tale oggetto, in quanto grandezza, ¢ infinitamente divisibile; si
puo procedere cosi all'infinito a dividerlo senza riuscire a individuare una prima
parte in assoluto®.

1l fatto che in Aristotele non compaia la dimostrazione che una prima parte
del movimento non esiste non e problematico. Ha dimostrato infatti nel capitolo
precedente (VI, 4) che tutto cio che é relativo al movimento (tempo, distanza,
mobile ecc.) & parimenti continuo e infinitamente divisibile ; per questo motivo
la dimostrazione che non esiste una prima parte del mobile puo di fatto valere
anche per la prima parte del movimento®. Alla luce del confronto col testo di
Aristotele, ¢ legittimo allora pensare che anche nel passo di Avicenna capiti
qualcosa di simile: un riferimento alla prima parte del mobile, invece che alla
prima parte del movimento, non sarebbe fuori luogo in questo contesto®.

Se si accoglie allora I'ipotesi che I'espressione in T.2 si riferisca alla prima
parte del mobile, occorre riflettere sul modo di tradurre il verbo & ;. Si & visto
che, anche nel caso di questo passo, la maggior parte dei testimoni reca il verbo
senza punti. (B.1) Se lo si intende in senso transitivo, il verbo sara da leggere
come una II forma al passivo e si tradurra con ‘la prima cosa che € mossa’. Se lo
si intende in senso intransitivo, (B.2) il verbo sara alla I forma, col significato di
‘la prima cosa che si muove’, oppure (B.3) alla V forma al perfetto, nel senso di
‘la prima cosa che si & mossa’.

Dal punto di vista del significato, tutte e tre le strade (B.1, B.2 e B3) sono
ugualmente percorribili. Tra esse tuttavia la II forma passiva sembra meno

8 Ar., Phys., V1, 5, 236a14-15.

8 Ar., Phys., V1, 5, 236a27-28 : 0032 o1 10D petaBeBAnkotog EoTtv Tt mpdTov O petaféPAnKey.

87 Aw., Phys., V1, 5, 236a27-35.

8 Durour, Commentaire cit., pp. 97-98.

% Anche Avicenna infatti, al pari di Aristotele, istituisce una stretta corrispondenza, per quanto
riguarda la divisibilita all’infinito, tra tutto cio che é relativo al movimento, compreso il mobile.
Cfr. Av., Sama ', 111, 5, p. 198.4-5, dove parla in questo senso di mundsabat, cioé ‘corrispondenze’, tra
mobili, movimenti e intervalli di tempo.
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probabile, perché in questo contesto non c’¢ alcun riferimento a un motore
che muove I'oggetto; da questo punto di vista, la I e la V forma andrebbero
meglio, perché pongono 'accento sull’azione stessa del mobile. La scelta tra la
I e la V forma, invece, non puo essere condotta sulla base del significato della
forma verbale (entrambe significano ‘muoversi’). Si pud osservare perod che un
numero nutrito di codici riporta il verbo con ta’ iniziale (da intendere qui come
indicatrice di una V forma), mentre un solo testimone ha sicuramente il verbo
conya’. Il peso di questa osservazione & in parte mitigato dal fatto che — come
si & detto — la maggioranza dei codici esaminati riporta il verbo senza punti, e
per questo motivo non & possibile fare un bilancio sicuro di quale lezione sia piu
frequente. Resta comunque vero che la lezione con ta’ iniziale & ben attestata e
va quindi presa in seria considerazione.

In margine a queste osservazioni occorre notare che la traduzione latina
rende I'espressione in questione con ‘primum motum’, che pud significare ‘primo
movimento’. In questo caso la traduzione latina si accosterebbe al significato
(A). Tuttavia, ‘primum motum’ non & incompatibile con I'interpretazione
dell’espressione in riferimento al mobile (B). Il termine ‘motum’ infatti puo
essere usato anche per rendere I'arabo & ..

Prima di decidere come intendere il verbo in questa espressione, esaminiamo
la valutazione che Avicenna formula in merito al secondo senso di inizio del
movimento.

4.2.2. 1l secondo significato: la parte iniziale di un movimento

Come gia detto in precedenza, il passo appena discusso a livello testuale
(T.2) contiene anche I'analisi cui Avicenna sottopone il secondo candidato
per l'inizio del movimento, cioe la prima parte del movimento stesso. Tale
significato € scartato; la ragione & che I'essere primo, di tale movimento e di
cid che si muove con esso, & « assunto, accidentale e non reale »”'. Se ripensiamo
alla concezione avicenniana del continuo, ne capiamo la ragione: le parti
all'interno di una grandezza continua possono essere portate all’atto solo
tramite un’operazione mentale di supposizione dei limiti che le dividono. Una
volta pero che la supposizione venga meno, anche la divisione delle parti non
esistera pill. Per questo motivo, anche se & possibile individuare all'interno del
continuo una prima parte, questa vi esistera come separata dalle altre parti solo

% Cfr. per esempio Av., Samd ', 111, 6, p. 207.10-11: ... loeedk) Ol aall rne S5 61 & e S,
La resa della traduzione latina ¢ la seguente : « omne motum essentialiter et omne quod mutatur
mutationibus corporalibus per suam essentiam... ».

! Av., Sama ", 111, 6, p. 205.2.
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finché ¢ immaginata come tale. Non ha senso allora parlare di una prima parte
del movimento né di una prima parte del mobile.

In questa valutazione, Avicenna si discosta in parte dall’approccio adottato
dai commentatori tardo-antichi. Questi ultimi seguono pil da vicino il testo
aristotelico: insistono sul fatto che di cid che & continuo non & possibile
individuare una prima parte per via della sua divisibilita all'infinito. Avicenna
invece insiste maggiormente sullo statuto che questa prima parte avrebbe
all'interno della grandezza continua: non sarebbe propriamente reale, perché
frutto solo di un’attivitd mentale.

4.2.3. 1l terzo significato : un minimum di movimento

Avicenna prende poi in esame il terzo modo in cui pud essere inteso 'inizio del
movimento, cioé come corrispondente a un minimum del movimento®?. Avicenna
non entra qui nel merito della questione se esista o meno la pili piccola parte del
movimento, ma considera se essa, date le caratteristiche che le sono proprie per
definizione, puo svolgere adeguatamente il ruolo di prima parte del movimento.
La conclusione a cui giunge € che cio non ¢ possibile. La ragione ¢ che la prima
parte di un movimento &, prima di tutto, una parte di un continuo. Come si &
visto nel paragrafo 2, la parte del continuo ha determinate proprieta: esiste per
accidente, nel momento in cui la supposizione ne definisce i limiti, e, col venire
meno di questa, anch’essa viene meno come entita distinta. Inoltre ogni parte di
un continuo & essa stessa continua, cioé a sua volta divisibile in continui.

Se si considera la prima proprieta, quella che riguarda lo statuto delle parti
all'interno del continuo, si capisce perché Avicenna non consideri il pit piccolo
movimento come una parte all'interno di un movimento continuo. Il piti piccolo
movimento che esista, infatti, a differenza di una parte nel continuo, & qualcosa
che puo esistere in sé e per sé, la sua esistenza in atto non dipende da un’attivita
mentale di divisione. Essa ha un inizio e una fine in atto, mentre le parti del
continuo hanno limiti definiti soltanto per supposizione®. Inoltre, se il minimum
del movimento fosse concepito come parte del continuo, sarebbe allora la piu
piccola parte possibile del continuo. In questo modo ci sarebbe una parte del
continuo che non ¢ ulteriormente divisibile, non soggetta quindi alla divisione
che conserva la continuita®. Cio sarebbe in contraddizione con quanto Avicenna
ha sostenuto all'inizio del capitolo, cioé che il movimento, alla pari della distanza
e del tempo, & divisibile all'infinito. Siccome il minimum del movimento, cosi

%2 Av., Sama , 111, 6, p. 205.3 e ss.
% Av., Sama , 111, 6, p. 205.3-6.
% Av., Sama ", 111, 6, p. 206.4-6.
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come ¢ inteso, non puo godere delle proprieta che caratterizzano le parti di un
continuo, non potra essere la prima parte di un movimento.

Una volta chiarite le ragioni per cui Avicenna esclude anche il terzo significato come
inizio del movimento, possiamo considerare piti da vicino il passo in cui le espone:

T.3 Av., Sama ', 111, 6, p. 206.4-6:

Pertanto se in quel movimento totale ci
fosse un movimento che & LS >, Lo Ji
¢ —~=J), e [lo] fosse nel senso di ‘parte del
continuo’ — continuo nel quale non
c’é parte pill piccola —, non [potrebbe]
capitare a quella parte del movimento

} ) la divisione che non compromette la
4 LSS @ LW oy ontinuita della quale abbiamo parlato.

In questo passo compare nuovamente I'espressione con L. Ji e il verbo di
movimento, col soggetto espresso e il pronome suffisso unito al verbo. Il soggetto
e ¢ —=J) che, analogamente alla traduzione latina, proporrei di interpretare
conie il ‘mobile™. Il pronome suffisso L» rimanda a ‘movimento’, 15 ~. Nella
struttura, quindi, la presente espressione rispecchia quella trovata in T.1 e,
come in T.1, si riferisce alla prima parte del movimento. Per quanto riguarda poi
nello specifico il verbo, troviamo nella tradizione manoscritta di questo passo
una situazione simile a quelle riscontrate in precedenza:

Or113, Da825, Aya2442, Top3261, Car1424,

ol Lo Jof

et S e ey Be331, Bey3967, Aya2441, Na248, Ra3476,

Mal1243

. (;”_“ S s Lo 0r84, Zayid, Al Yasin, McGinnis

o S g b Da823, Ba5353, litografia Teheran

;‘;w L@_fJ,iLAJJT Poc125,Nur2710, Maj135, Sul748, Du5412,
= Or4

primus quare moveretur mobile Lat.

% Cfr. il passo T.1 dove il soggetto all’'interno dell’espressione era 2 ,~:\I. Nell'intendere ¢ _zJ|
come ‘mobile’ mi allontano dall’interpretazione di McGinnis che traduce: « So, if, in the totality
of that motion, some motion were the first that something produces... » (McGinnis, Physics cit., p. 316;
corsivo mio) ; sembra infatti intendere ¢ I come qualcosa che genera il movimento.
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La maggior parte dei testimoni reca il verbo senza punti sulla prima lettera.
Si presentano pertanto le possibilita di interpretazione del verbo gia prospettate
per il passo T.1. L'interpretazione del verbo inteso alla Il forma attiva (a) & meno
probabile per le ragioni che si sono dette nel paragrafo 4. E preferibile allora
intendere il verbo in senso intransitivo (b), nel significato di ‘muoversi di un
movimento’. La traduzione latina stessa, data la presenza di moveretur, sembra
intenderlo in questo modo. Il verbo pud essere allora letto come una I forma
all'imperfetto (b.1) o come una V forma al perfetto (b.2).

5. INTERPRETAZIONE DELLE ESPRESSIONI CON AWWAL MA

Ora che si ha una visione d’insieme della discussione di Avicenna sulla
questione dell’inizio del movimento, si possono considerare complessivamente
le espressioni che si trovano nei passi T.1, T.2 e T.3. E possibile ripartire le
espressioni incontrate in due gruppi, sulla base delle reciproche somiglianze:

Gruppo 1 Gruppo 2
T1 LAJJT)‘Aﬂ;:“:‘Sj"UQ}—’Q O?JLXA-; Jﬁ)“ I3 s, e | Q)_in\_g
‘s'\)”‘:‘u“‘—{f’“i ﬂj;uLAJ)I
T.2
T3 @Ufﬁf{ﬁ{wmgo\sw UJ;T%Q&@M\Q)QQT}
s LS e Lo N

Le espressioni del gruppo 1 sono simili, perché entrambe si riferiscono a una
prima parte del movimento (come si evince dal contesto di T.1 e T.3). In entrambi
i casi, il soggetto dell’espressione ¢ il mobile: nel primo caso & esplicitamente
&), >:ll, mentre nel secondo caso ¢ menzionato come ¢ ._:JI. In unione al
verbo compare poi un pronome suffisso (nel primo caso s, riel secondo Ls), che
rimanda a iS° > o a un termine a esso riferito. Per quanto riguarda il verbo, resta
ancora aperta la scelta tra la I e la V forma. Non si pud usare come discrimine
il significato proprio della forma verbale, perché entrambe indicano I'azione di
‘muoversi’. Cio che distingue 1'una dall’altra & pero¢ il valore temporale.

Se si considera la scelta da questo punto di vista, allora la V forma al perfetto
(b.2) sembra preferibile. Come gia sottolineato, in questo capitolo la nozione
di movimento che Avicenna ha in mente & quella del movimento nel senso
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di ‘percorrere una distanza’®®. Il movimento, in questo senso, si realizza al
passato®, perché viene concepito a posteriori, come una realta continua che
si estende dall’inizio del movimento fino alla fine. La sua realizzazione avviene
quando la distanza é gia stata percorsa; a quel punto & possibile ricostruire
mentalmente tutte le posizioni che il mobile ha assunto nell’effettuare quel
movimento e immaginarle formare una realta continua. A mio avviso questo
discorso puo essere proiettato nel contesto dei passi T.1 e T.3, dove Avicenna sta
negando che possa esistere una prima parte del movimento. Tale prima parte &
concepita come una realta estesa con cui il mobile ha percorso la prima parte
della distanza. Quando si fa riferimento a quel primo movimento, si sta quindi
pensando al mobile che ha gia percorso una certa porzione del suo tragitto.
La prima parte del movimento sarebbe cosi concepita come un movimento
(parziale) che ha terminato di percorrere la prima parte della distanza.

A queste considerazioni a favore della V forma del verbo, si aggiunge il fatto
che essa ¢ attestata da un buon numero di manoscritti antichi, soprattutto per
quanto riguarda il passo T.3. Le espressioni nei passi T.1 e T.3 si potranno allora
leggere come ¢ 2 LgS 4 e Jo / &, >l a4 s J 4, intese come ‘la prima
[parte di movimento] di cui si & mosso il mobile’.

Il caso delle espressioni del gruppo 2 & piu delicato. Si & detto che le
interpretazioni che leggono anche in questa espressione un riferimento alla
prima parte del movimento (A) sono possibili, ma I’assenza del pronome
suffisso in unione col verbo le rende meno probabili. Si & quindi presa
in considerazione l'ipotesi (B), secondo cui I'espressione &, >, L. J,i
indicherebbe la prima parte del mobile soggetta a movimento. Questo tipo
di interpretazione pud essere supportata anche dal fatto che, mentre nelle
espressioni del gruppo 1 si fa riferimento a qualcosa che é nel movimento
(&5, 2 /S ,>U), in quelle del gruppo 2 si parla di qualcosa che appartiene
al mobile («J /;LS..LU).

La presenza di'un riferimento alla prima parte del mobile, in un contesto di
questo tipo, trova un parallelo — come si & visto — nel testo di Aristotele stesso
(Fisica, V1, 5). E interessante a questo punto vedere come i passi pit1 significativi
a questo proposito furono tradotti in arabo. Questo € il passo con cui Aristotele
inaugura la sua trattazione dell’inizio del movimento:

% Si tratta del ‘movimento 1’, secondo la denominazione fornita da Hasnawi, La définition du
mouvement cit., pp. 228 e ss.; cfr. a questo proposito la nota 23 supra.

%7 Hasnaw, La définition du mouvement cit., p. 234: « Son mode d’existence est celui des choses
au passé ». Cfr. per esempio Av., Samd , IV, 4, p. 272.5-6 ( J—as ¥ LSl bl s A A L
Pl 0Ly 5 Y] Ladas 538 >). / i
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ARr., Phys., V1, 5, 236a14-15 (p. 674.11-12 Badawi) :

. L 2, 00 yap Eorv apyn petaPodiig, 008’ &v @

Vs dor o ‘J)Sf o) st sy TPOTO 10D Ypovov petéforrev («Non
il s as Le ot 0Lyl e 0K, esiste infatti un inizio di un cambiamento
i né, per quanto riguarda il tempo, cio in
cui in primo luogo [qualcosa] cambiava »).

Aristotele afferma due cose: da un lato che l'inizio del cambiamento non
esiste, dall’altro che neppure l'inizio temporale di quel cambiamento esiste.
Dimostra subito dopo che un primo tempo del cambiamento non esiste. Tuttavia,
quando & il momento di dimostrare che neppure 'inizio stesso del cambiamento
esiste, in modo inaspettato, Aristotele fornisce una prova della non-esistenza di
una prima parte dell’oggetto che cambia:

Awr., Phys., V1, 5, 236a27-35 (pp. 677.19 - 678.5 Badawi) ;

s, o . ovde on tod petoPePAnkotog Eotv T
Les ot O sl o Y npdtov O petaPéBnkey. [...] dot’ ovbEv
ikl e 05 SO VT O3 [ 0] i e ol 50 0Tl mpdBTOV 70D peTaBddlovios ©
"""""" ’ ==,  uetoPéPinkev («né dunque, di ciod che &
%5 Lo sl 2 St e 5 cambiato, esiste un qualcosa di primo che
¢ cambiato. [...] Dunque di cio che cambia
non esistera nulla che sia cambiato per

primo »).

In questo passo il traduttore arabo, per esprimere questo concetto, si serve di
un’espressione simile a quella che troviamo nel passo T.2 di Avicenna: si tratta
sempre di L. J,i seguito da un verbo di cambiamento/movimento. In questo
caso non ci sono dubbi sul fatto che il verbo x5 debba essere letto come una vV
forma al perfetto, dal momento che traduce il verbo greco petofépinkev.

Non sappiamo in quale traduzione araba Avicenna leggesse la Fisica di
Aristotele e non si puo quindi affermare con certezza che egli avesse in mente
il passo aristotelico secondo questa precisa formulazione. Tuttavia il passo della
traduzione araba sopra citato costituisce, in un contesto pertinente, un parallelo
per l'uso dell’espressione L« Jsi con un verbo alla V forma, nel significato di
prima parte del mobile.

In questo contesto possono valere inoltre le medesime riflessioni espresse
in precedenza a favore della scelta del tempo verbale al perfetto. Queste
considerazioni, unite al parallelo aristotelico, mostrano che leggere il verbo in V
forma (B.3) anche in T.2, cosi come ¢ riportato del resto da un buon numero di
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codici antichi, & un’interpretazione difendibile sia dal punto di vista dottrinale
sia dal punto di vista testuale. L’espressione sarebbe dunque 4, < Ls J4f, ‘la
prima [parte del mobile] che si & mossa’.

6. CONCLUSIONI

L'analisi delle espressioni che compaiono nei passi T.1, T.2 e T.3, grazie
all’esame dei piu antichi codici arabi e della traduzione latina, ha consentito di
chiarire alcuni aspetti della concezione di Avicenna sull’inizio di un movimento.
Si & visto in particolare come Avicenna si serva di queste espressioni nei passi in
cui rifiuta la possibilita che I'inizio del movimento sia inteso come prima parte.
Il movimento infatti e continuo e infinitamente divisibile. Pertanto, alla pari
delle grandezze fisiche che gli corrispondono (distanza, tempo, mobile), non puod
avere una parte che sia veramente prima. In queste valutazioni Avicenna segue
da vicino la presentazione della questione che Aristotele fornisce in Phys., VI, 5.

Da quest’ultimo, pero, si discosta nel fatto che non nega I'esistenza dell'inizio
del movimento in senso assoluto. Nega solo I'esistenza di un inizio esteso del
movimento, non del suo limite iniziale, indivisibile. Da questo punto di vista,
Avicenna si inserisce nel filone di interpretazione dei commentatori tardo-
antichi, che avevano affrontato in modo analogo il problema — sollevato dal
testo aristotelico — di un movimento che finisce ma non inizia. Il movimento
ha dunque un inizio puntuale, ma esso non sara un movimento. Questa & una
precisazione importante, che consente, per esempio, di evitare il problema
presentato in apertura dell’articolo: nel caso del passaggio da uno stato di quiete
a uno di moto, il rischio € che il mobile, nell’istante che discrimina i due stati, sia
considerato contemporaneamente in moto e in quiete. Se pero I'inizio puntuale
del movimento, non & movimento, il problema non si pone.

Avicenna si differenzia poi sia dal resoconto aristotelico sia dall’approccio
dei commentatori nel momento in cui, affrontando queste tematiche, non
insiste soltanto sulla divisibilita all'infinito di cid che & continuo, ma anche sullo
statuto delle parti allinterno del continuo stesso. Queste ultime infatti non
sono propriamente reali, esistono solo per un atto di supposizione. E questo il
motivo principale per cui una prima parte o un minimum secondo Avicenna non
potranno svolgere il ruolo di inizio allinterno di un movimento continuo.
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APPENDICE

Traduzione. Fisica, 111, 6°

/p- 203/ Sulle corrispondenze tra le distanze, i movimenti e gli intervalli di tempo
relativamente a questa disposizione®®, ed & chiaro che nessuno di questi ha una prima
parte

[§1 - Il movimento é divisibile secondo la divisione della distanza]

/5/ Diciamo ora che, se la distanza ¢ divisibile all’infinito in potenza, allo stesso modo
bisogna che il movimento, nel significato di percorrere [una distanza], sia divisibile
all'infinito in potenza insieme con essa. Se un movimento non fosse divisibile in parti, la
sua distanza sarebbe o non divisibile (e questo & impossibile) o divisibile in parti. Se [la
distanza] fosse divisibile in parti, sarebbe, dal suo principio fino al luogo della divisione,
minore che dal suo principio fino alla sua fine; ma non c’¢ ‘minore’ in ci6 che non &
divisibile in parti, e con cid quel movimento'® sarebbe una parte del movimento che
percorre la distanza completa.

[82 - Il movimento ¢ divisibile secondo la divisione della distanza e del tempo]

E se il movimento & divisibile, [anche] il tempo parallelo ad esso sara divisibile, anzi,
piuttosto & il movimento a essere divisibile a causa della divisione della distanza o del
tempo. Esistono un movimento veloce e uno lento, e a partire da questi /10/ chiariremo
che ognuno di quelli'® ¢ divisibile; & necessario infatti che il [movimento] lento
percorra una [distanza] minore della distanza che un movimento veloce percorre in un
certo tempo, pertanto la distanza risulta divisibile. Il movimento veloce percorre quello
[spazio] minore in un tempo minore, pertanto [anche] il tempo risulta divisibile. [...]

[§3 - Il movimento non ha una prima parte]

/p. 204.5/ Poiché ogni movimento e ogni cambiamento sono in un tempo che &
divisibile all’infinito, & impossibile che il movimento abbia qualcosa che sia la prima
[parte di movimento] di cui si & mosso il mobile'®. Questo perché, se ci fosse un
movimento che & un primo movimento, esso senza dubbio sarebbe in una distanza, e
quella distanza ¢é divisibile in potenza. Se [la distanza] & divisibile, una delle sue due
parti & anteriore e 'altra posteriore; pertanto il movimento nella prima parte [delle
due] sarebbe un primo movimento, ma era gia stato considerato questo come primo
movimento, e questa & una contraddizione.

% Per la traduzione dei passi seguo il testo dell’edizione Isn Sina, al-Sifa’, al-Tabi ‘iyydt, 1. al-
Sama* al-tabi i, ed. S. Zavip, Cairo 1983, tranne dove indicato diversamente.

% 1. e. I'infinita divisibilita.

1001 e, il movimento corrispondente alla parte della distanza complessiva.

1017, e. la distanza, il tempo e il movimento.

192 per I'interpretazione di questa espressione, cfr. supra, paragrafo 5.
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[§3.1 - I tre candidati a ricoprire il ruolo di inizio del movimento]

Ma l'inizio nel movimento e nel cambiamento [si pud] intendere soltanto secondo
uno di tre modi: [(1)] /10/ uno di questi & 'inizio nel senso del limite, cioé quello che &
analogo a cid che & I'inizio della distanza e il suo limite'® e a cid che & I'inizio del tempo
corrispondente a quel movimento e il suo limite ; ebbene questo & un inizio. [(2)] ‘Inizio’
[¢ inteso anche] in un secondo modo*™, ciog, quando capita al movimento una divisione
in atto o per supposizione, la parte anteriore ¢ la prima delle parti del movimento in
atto. [(3)] Si potrebbe [poi] pensare che il movimento abbia un inizio in un altro modo,
cioé alcuni di loro dissero che questi corpi, anche se sono divisibili all’infinito in potenza,
non sono divisibili [continuando] a conservare le loro forme e le loro caratteristiche
diverse da quella della quantita; il corpo infatti arriva a un limite, /15/ oltre il quale, se
fosse diviso, non & vero che continuerebbe a essere acqua o aria o fuoco. Dissero [oltre
a questi]: o mobile o distanza. Se la distanza in quanto distanza ha un limite — secondo
loro — che essa non oltrepassa in piccolezza, [anche] il movimento avra un limite che
esiste come il pill piccolo dei movimenti. Non esiste pertanto un movimento singolo
pit piccolo di esso, anche se & possibile immaginare cio che & piu piccolo di esso, cioe
la sua meta o una sua parte, dal momento che quello ¢ divisibile in sé in potenza, ma
quell’essere divisibile in parti non viene fuori all’atto affatto nel senso delle singole parti
e della separazione (ma parleremo di questo dopo). Pertanto, se le cose stanno cosi, il
mobile ha nel suo movimento un primo movimento e quello & in potenza, ed & cio che &
equivalente al movimento che ¢ il pili piccolo /p. 205/ dei movimenti.

[83.2 - Valutazione dei tre sensi di inizio del movimento]

L'inizio del movimento col significato di ‘limite’ [(1)] non & un movimento, la cosa
quindi non ha, col significato di questo inizio, una prima [parte] che si & mossa'®. Per
quanto riguarda il secondo modo [(2)], invece, la cosa hala prima [parte] che si & mossa'®,
ma |'essere primo di quest’ultima ¢ assunto, accidentale e non reale. Per quanto riguarda
il terzo modo [(3)], anche se fosse vero che il movimento ha qualcosa che ¢ il pili piccolo
movimento che possa esistere, sarebbe vero soltanto in quanto & un movimento in sé
distinto con un principio e una fine in atto, non in quanto & I'inizio del movimento totale
di cui quell’inizio sarebbe una porzione, /5/ dopo la quale il [movimento] totale continua.
Infatti questa ripartizione, su cui [verte] il nostro discorso, [ha luogo] per supposizione,
mentre quell’'unita non divisibile appartenente al movimento, non & secondo la
supposizione, ma secondo l'esistenza. [...] /p. 206.3/ Per quanto riguarda [I'ipotesi
che esista] nel continuo, non esiste una prima parte con questa proprieta, perché non
esiste in esso un movimento distinto staccato in sé, ma le parti di quel movimento sono
continue le une con le altre. Pertanto se in quel movimento totale ci fosse un movimento

193 1 eggendo qui come segno di interpunzione una virgola, come stampa A Yasin, al-Sama ‘ cit.,
p. 207.27.

1% Leggendo :xg come stampa AL Yasin, al-Sama ‘ cit., p. 207.28.

195 per I'interpretazione di questa espressione, cfr. supra, paragrafo 5.

196 per I'interpretazione di questa espressione, cfr. supra, paragrafo 5.
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che & la prima [parte di movimento] di cui si & mossa la cosa'”’, e [lo] fosse nel senso /5/
di ‘parte del continuo’ — continuo nel quale non c’¢ parte pili piccola —, non [potrebbe]
capitare a quella parte del movimento la divisione che non compromette la continuita
della quale abbiamo parlato, dato che abbiamo postulato che la divisione dell’intero
movimento in questa prima [parte] é una divisione che non compromette la continuita.
Se questa parte del movimento non fosse suscettibile di questa specie di divisione, non
ci sarebbe nell'inizio del movimento alcuna estensibilita, e dunque non sarebbe affatto
lungo una distanza, quindi non sarebbe un movimento. E se il movimento & divisibile
secondo la divisione che conserva la continuita all’infinito, tutto cid che hai considerato
primo, secondo il significato di ‘parte’, non secondo il significato di ‘limite’, ha un altro
inizio in potenza.

197 per I'interpretazione di questa espressione, cfr. supra, paragrafo 5.
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ABSTRACT

The Beginning of a Motion in the Physics of the Continuum: Avicenna reads Aristotle (Book
of the Healing, Physics, 111, 6)

In Book VI of Physics, Aristotle states that every motion has an end, but not a
beginning. The problem of how to consider the beginning of a motion emerges when
motion, inasmuch as it is a continuum, is considered infinitely divisible. Avicenna deals
with this problem in Book I1I, Chapter 6 of the Physics in The Book of the Healing. The aim
of the present article is to clarify the most significant passages of this chapter from
a doctrinal as well as a textual point of view. We will show how Avicenna addresses
the problem by adopting the strategy of a terminological disambiguation of what
is meant by ‘beginning’. In this sense, his account is inserted in the tradition of late-
antique commentaries on Aristotle, but with some interesting differences. To achieve
our aim, we have examined the most ancient witnesses of the manuscript tradition of
Avicenna’s Physics, many of which are not considered in the previous editions, as well as
the Medieval Latin translation, which makes it possible to trace back to an ancient phase
of the transmission of the text.
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The De Caelo et Mundo of Avicenna’s Kitab al-Sifa’:
An Overview of its Structure, its Goal and its Polemical Background*

INTRODUCTION

If one can affirm without hesitation that cosmology is one of the most
studied areas of Avicenna’s philosophy, the part of the Sifa’ corresponding to
the De Caelo or, following the Arabic tradition, the De Caelo et Mundo (al-Sama’
wa-l- ‘dlam), remains to this day one of the least explored. Actually, with a few
exceptions’, the great majority of studies dealing with Avicenna’s cosmological
doctrines focuses on what one might call the ‘celestial psychology’ and relies
primarily on the Metaphysics and on the De Anima of the Sifd’, rather than on the
De Caelo et Mundo (hereafter DCM)% Furthermore, the very few articles delving
into this part of the Sifa” take into account the chapters more strictly devoted to
the study of the celestial world, rather than the treatise as a whole. As we will
see, however, this part of the treatise in itself is not representative of the entire
project conveyed by this section of Avicenna’s philosophical summa.

" In writing this article, I benefited from Ahmad Hasnaoui’s new insights on the De Caelo et Mundo
of the Sifa’. 1 warmly thank him for having shared the unpublished results of his research with me. I
also wish to thank Marwan Rashed for his advices and remark on a first version of this article and the
two anonymous readers for their comments and suggestions. I am finally pleased to thank Michael
Chase for his remarks on the style and the content of the article.

' A. Gobou, Avicenna, Avempace and Averroes - Arabic sources of ‘mutual attraction’ and their
influences on medieval and modern concept of attraction and gravitation, in A. ZIMMERMANN, [ . CRAMER-
RucenserG eds., Orientalische Kultur und europdisches Mittelalter, Misecellanea Medievalia, 17, 1985,
pp. 218-239; M. Rasuen, The Problem of the Composition of the Heavens (529-1610): A New Fragment of
Philoponus and its Readers, in P. Apamson, H. Bartussen, P. Stone eds., Philosophy, Science and Exegesis
in Greek, Arabic and Latin Commentaries, Bulletin of the Institute of Classical Studies, suppl. vol. 83,
2004, p. 35-56 (for a new French version, see Ib., Le probléme de la composition du ciel (529-1610): Un
nouveau fragment de Philopon et ses lecteurs, in Ib., L’héritage aristotélicien. Textes inédits de ’Antiquité,
Nouvelle edition revue et augmentée, Les Belles Lettres, Paris 2016, pp. 649-689).

% For two recent examples of this general trend, see D. Janos, Moving the orbs: Astronomy,
physics, and metaphysics, and the problem of celestial motion according to Ibn Sinda, « Arabic Sciences
and Philosophy », 21/2, 2011, pp. 165-214 ; D. TweTTEN, Aristotelian Cosmology and Causality in Classical
Arabic Philosophy, in D. Janos ed., Ideas in Motion in Baghdad and Beyond : Philosophical and Theological
Exchanges between Christians and Muslims in the Third/Ninth and Fourth/Tenth Centuries, Brill, Leiden
- Boston 2016, pp. 312-434.
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As in the rest of the Sifa’, the DCM is neither a commentary on nor a
paraphrase of Aristotle’s De Caelo (hereafter DC)*. Although Aristotle remains one
of Avicenna’s primary interlocutors, the Stagirite’s text is deeply transformed
in its doctrine as well as in its structure. The aim of the present study is to
provide an overview of this transformation by framing the text within a broader
philosophical and historical context. Although the debate concerning Avicenna’s
direct sources is still open, this contextualization will shed light on his general
project. For I would like to suggest that the way in which Avicenna arranges
his own DCM can be understood as an answer to the difficulties concerning the
structure and the content of the Aristotelian treatise raised by his Greek and
Arabic readers.

In what follows, I will first assess Avicenna’s project by reading it against the
background of the earlier Greek and Arabic tradition. Against this background,
I will sketch the overall plan of the treatise and compare it with Aristotle’s text.
Then, by a closer study of the first chapters of the original DCM, I will argue that
this work, without being a standard treatise of cosmology, continues the project
of the Physics of the Sifa’ (i.e. al-Sama ‘ al-Tabi ‘i) and must be seen as a study of the
five simple bodies that constitute the universe as a whole®. In this same context,
I will conclude that in the wake of al-Farabi’s rejection of Philoponus’ criticisms
against Aristotle, Avicenna’s investigation aims ultimately at rebuking a neo-
Philoponan trend among his Arabic contemporaries.

Afterwards, in a first appendix, I will examine in more detail the treatise
wrongly transmitted as Avicenna’s own DCM as part of the earliest Latin
translation of his Kitab al-Sifa ". This comparison will allow us to better appreciate
the originality of Avicenna’s treatise. Finally, in a second appendix, I will take
into account the Latin translation of the authentic DCM and highlight some
of its peculiarities. A survey of the chapters devoted to the sublunary simple
bodies will enable us to confirm some of the hypotheses already put forward by
specialists, and to draw some tentative conclusions which will need confirmation
by a further study of the Arabic manuscript tradition.

? Unless otherwise specified, I rely on the text edited in Isn-Sina, Al-Sifa’, al-Tabi ‘iyyat, al-
Sama’ wa-l- ‘alam, al-Kawn wa-I-fasad, al-Af al wa-l-infi ‘alat, ed. M. Qasv, Dar al-kitab al-‘arabi
li-1-tiba‘a wa-I-nasr, Cairo 1969. All translations provided in the following pages are mine.

* I hasten to say that, in defending this hypothesis, I do not want to advocate that the
study of the sublunary world in the DCM does not concern the heavens and the superlunary
world. I merely want to suggest that one cannot properly appreciate Avicenna’s cosmology
without considering it as a part of a larger and uniform study of the natural body. In this
sense, the question pertaining the impact of the study of the sublunary world on Avicenna’s
celestial kinematics and on his metaphysics exceeds the limits of the present research.
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I. BETWEEN ARISTOTLE AND AVICENNA : THE HISTORICAL AND PHILOSOPHICAL BACKGROUND OF THE DE
CAELO ET MUNDO OF THE SIFA’

1.1 An overview of the Arabic reception of Aristotle’s De Caelo and of its commentaries

From the beginning of the Abbasid empire and throughout the centuries,
Aristotle’s DC and the issues it tackles were the object of a wide-ranging debate
that went beyond both the Muslim and Christian circles of faldsifa®. In fact,
Aristotle’s treatise and its commentaries are among the first Greek scientific
and philosophical works to have been translated into Arabic.

Concerning Aristotle’s texts, in the Kitab al-Fihrist Ibn al-Nadim informs us
about the translations carried out down to the 10th century®. He reports that
the DC was translated once at the turn of the 8th century, then revised during
the 9th century and again partially translated during the 10th century’. A more
complicated state of affairs is attested by the manuscript tradition, which bears
witness to a third translation, probably realized during the 11th century?®.

With regard to the circulation of the Greek commentaries, and more generally

> For a study of the DC’s Arabic tradition, see G. Enbress, Die arabischen Ubersetzungen von
Aristoteles” Schrift De Caelo, Diss. Frankfurt am Main 1966; Ip., Die arabischen Ubersetzungen von
Aristoteles’ Schrift De Caelo, in P. L. Scuoonuem ed., Symposium Graeco-Arabicum I The transmission
of Greek texts in Medieval Islam and the West, N. Brockmeyer, Bochum 1986, pp. 5-6; Ip. Averroes’ De
Caelo. Ibn Rushd’s Cosmology in his Commentaries on Aristotle’s On the Heavens, « Arabic Sciences and
Philosophy », 5, 1995, pp. 9-49: pp. 47-48 ; see also the overview provided by H. HuconnarD-RocHE,
Aristote De Stagire: De Caelo. Tradition Syriaque et Arabe, in R. Gouter ed., Dictionnaire des philosophes
antiques. Supplément I, CNRS Editions, Paris 2000, pp. 283-294.

® AL-Napim, Kitab al-Fihrist, mit Anmerkungen herausgegeben von G. FiijeL, nach dessen Tode
besorgt von J. Roebicer und A. MULLER, 2 vols., Vogel, Leipzig 1871-2; pp. 250-251. English transl. in
AL-Navim, The Fihrist of al-Nadim. A Tenth-Century Survey of Muslim Culture, Translated by B. Dobce, 2
vols., Columbia University Press, New York - London 1970, p. 603.

7 Concerning Aristotle’s text, Ibn al-Nadim assures that it was translated for the first time by
Yahya Ibn al-Bitriq (d. 815 ca.), that this translation was revised by Hunayn ibn Ishaq (d. 873) and that
Abi Bisr Matta ibn Yiinus (d. 940) also translated a part of the first book. These items of information
are confirmed by al-Qifti, except for the revision by Hunayn ibn Ishaq which is not mentioned (Ar-
QiFti, Ta rih al-hukama’, ed. J. Liepert, Dieterich’sche Verlagsbuchhandlung, Leipzig 1903, pp. 39-40).

8 Three anonymous translations are preserved. Two of them are complete, one of which is the
revision of the other (at least for a part of it, i.e. I, 1-7), and a third one covers a part of the first book (i.e. DC
I, 9-11, 9). According to G. Endress, the first translation is the one realized by Ibn al-Bitriq. Averroes, who
uses it in his Long Commentary, refers to it as « one of the translations of al-Kindi ». This same translation
was also translated into Latin by Gerard of Cremona (edited by I. Opelt in P. Hossrep ed., Alberti Magni
Opera Omnia, t. V, pars. 1, De Caelo et Mundo, Aschendorf, Miinster 1971). There are still doubts on the
authorship of the preserved revised version, which could be attributed either to Hunayn ibn Ishaq or to
Abii BiSr Matta. Concerning the third partial one, there are some arguments in favor of its attribution to
Abi al-Farag ibn al-Tayyib. First of all, it is transmitted in a unique manuscript (BNF or. 2281) together
with a commentary by the same Ibn al-Tayyib. Furthermore, on three occasions, Averroes in his Long
Commentary quotes another translation, which he attributes to Abu al-Farag. Finally, Ibn al-Salah (see
n. 10) quotes a translation that he attributes to him. It must also be added that Ibn al-Salah has at his
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concerning the Arabic tradition of the DC, the biographical sources and the
authors directly engaged in the debate give us evidence of intense cultural and
philosophical activity. On this point, Ibn al-Nadim provides us with some rather
ambiguous testimonies. He reports that a partial translation of Alexander’s
commentary on book I was carried out by Abdi Bisr Matta, and that the whole
of Themistius’ commentary was either translated or revised by Abui Zakariyya
Yahya ibn ‘Adi (d. 974). Concerning Themistius’ paraphrase, the mathematician
Abi al-Futih Ahmad ibn Muhammad ibn al-Sari ibn al-Salah’ (d. 1153) provides
a different account'®. He claims that Hunayn ibn Ishaq translated it from the
Greek into Syriac, and Abi BiSr Matta from the Syriac into Arabic, while Yahya
ibn ‘Adi revised Matta’s translation'’.

Ibn al-Salah’s testimony is also important because it contains information
about what material was still accessible on the DC in 11th century Baghdad. In
his question on the number of regular figures that can fill a space (related to
Aristotle’s statement in DC III, 306b8-38"%, he reports that he had access to a
paraphrase of the DC by Nicholaus of Damascus, while he had partial knowledge of
Alexander’s commentary. He also tells us that he perused Themistius’ paraphrase
and a number of other works by Arabic authors, notably the paraphrases by al-
Farabi® and by Abii Sahl ‘Tsa ibn Yahya al-Masthi (d. 1010), the correspondence
between Tsa ibn Ishaq Ibn Zur‘a (d. 1008) and Yahya ibn ‘Adi, as well as the
commentary by Abii al-Farag ibn al-Tayyib (d. 1043).

After mentioning Themistius’ commentary, Ibn al-Nadim also relates
that there was something on ‘this work’ (fihi) by Hunayn ibn Ishaq, namely a
collection of sixteen questions, and that Abti Zayd al-Balhi (d. ca. 934) explained
the beginning of ‘this work’ (fihi) for Abii Ga‘far al-Hazin. From a grammatical

disposal a fourth translation that he attributes to Tsa ibn Ishaq Ibn Zur*a (d. 1008).

% H. Suter, Die Mathematiker und Astronomen der Araber and ihre Werke, Teubner, Leipzig 1900, p.
120, n. 287 ; N. Rescuer, The Development of Arabic Logic, University of Pittsburgh Press, Pittsburgh
1964, pp. 173-174.

10 M. Turer ed., Ibnii’s-Salah’ in De Coelo ve onun Serhleri hakkindaki tenkitleri, « Arastirma », 2,
1964, pp. 1-79; Eap., Les critiques d’ Ibn al-Salah sur le De Caelo d’Aristote et sur ses commentaires, in La
Filosofia della natura nel medioevo. Atti del 3° Congresso internazionale di filosofia medioevale, Passo
della Mendola, Trento, 31 agosto-5 settembre 1964, Vita e Pensiero, Milano 1966, pp. 242-252.

1 On Themistius’ paraphrase, see M. Zonta, Hebraica Veritas : Temistio, Parafrasi del De coelo.
Tradizione e critica del testo, « Aethenaeum », 82, 1994, pp. 403-428; cf. E. Copa, Reconstructing
the Text of Themistius’ Paraphrase of the De Caelo. The Hebrew and Latin versions on the three meanings
of the term ‘Heaven’, « Studia Graeco-Arabica », 4, 2014, pp. 1-15; Eap., Alexander of Aphrodisias in
Themistius’ Paraphrase of the De Caelo, « Studia Graeco-Arabica », 2, 2012, pp. 355-371.

2 5ee n. 10.

3 The existence of a commentary by al-Farabi is also confirmed by al-Qifti (AL-Qirri, Ta rih
al-hukama’, p. 279) and Ibn abi Usaybi‘a (Isn asi Usaysi‘a, ‘Uyiin al-anba’ fi tabagat al-atibba’, ed. A.
MULLER, 2 vols., Leipzig 1882-1884, repr. Frankfurt am Main 1995, p. 135).
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point of view, it is not clear whether ‘this work’ in the last two quotations
means Themistius’ paraphrase or Aristotle’s text. Assuming that at least the
first reference is to Themistius’ paraphrase, M. Alonso Alonso' suggested
that this compilation by Hunayn is to be identified with a treatise in sixteen
questions translated from the Arabic into Latin and from the Latin into Hebrew,
and wrongly transmitted as Avicenna’s own DCM as part of the earliest Latin
translation of his Kitab al-Sifa ™.

Even if we still do not know the extent of Avicenna’s direct access to his
antecedents’ writings, the DCM of the Sifd’ must be placed in this historical
framework and, as we are going to see, in the context of an on-going debate with
Avicenna’s contemporaries. Still, in order to appreciate his overall project and
to highlight the treatise’s own stakes, one must take a closer look at the Greek
debate pertaining to the goal and the epistemological rank of Aristotle’s DC. This
debate, in fact, constitutes the broader background of the treatise, insofar as the
arrangement Avicenna adopted can be seen as a way to answer the difficulties
raised by his Greek predecessors.

1.2 The goal and the structure of Aristotle’s De Caelo according to the Greek commentary
tradition

There are two connected difficulties concerning the epistemological status of
the DC that were discussed from the very beginning of the Aristotelian commentary
tradition: the first concerns the subject-matter of the treatise, and hence its goal
(oxomoc) and its unity'®; the second one concerns its rank (t6&iq) in the series of
Aristotle’s natural treatises. As is well known, the discussion of these difficulties
was an integral part of the hermeneutic study that must precede the interpretation
of a treatise according to the usual rules of the Greek commentary tradition"’.

14 M. Aronso Atonso, Hunayn traducido al Latin pour Ibn Dawiid y Domingo Gundisalvo, « Al-Andalus »,
16,1951, pp. 37-47.

151 will examine more closely Alonso’s argument in a final appendix, where I will also point
out the discrepancies between this treatise and Aristotle’s DC.

16 The question concerning the goal (cxomdg) of the treatise is definitely the most crucial one.
For the ckondg is, to use P. Hoffmann’s terminology, the focus of unity («le foyer d’unité ») of a
treatise (P. HorrmaNN, Le axomdg du traité aristotélicien Du Ciel selon Simplicius. Exégése, dialectique,
théologie, « Studia Graeco-Arabica », 5, 2015, pp. 27-51: p. 29).

7 0n the preliminary questions to be discussed according to the Late-Antiquity commentary
tradition, see L. G. WesteriNk, The Alexandrian Commentators and the Introductions to their Commentaries, in
R. Sorasy ed., Aristotle transformed. The Ancient Commentators and their Influence, Duckworth, London 1990,
Pp- 325-348; J. MansreLp, Prolegomena: Questions to be settled before the Study of an Author, or a Text, Brill,
Leiden - New York - K6ln 1994 ; P. Horrmann, La fonction des prologues exégétiques dans la pensée pédagogique
néoplatonicienne, in J. Dusois, B. RousstL eds., Entrer en matiére. Les prologues, Edition du Cerf, Paris 1998, pp.
209-245 ; M. Rastiep, Alexandre d’Aphrodise lecteur du Protreptique, in J. Hamesst ed., Les prologues médiévaux.
Actes du colloque international Roma, 26-28 mars 1998, Brepols, Turnhout 2000, pp. 1-37.
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In the case of the DC, unlike other works of Aristotle, the two questions were
the subject of fervent debate'®. First, the treatise seems to have more than one
subject-matter and more than one goal: an inquiry on the sky and the stars,
a study of the Earth, an investigation of the unitary and finite nature of the
world, and a long examination of the generation of sublunary elements followed
by a monograph on heavy and light; hence it seems to lack a real principle of
unity. Second, part of its inquiry (i.e. the study of the elements) seems to overlap
with the investigation of the second book of the De Generatione et Corruptione
(hereafter GC), which is devoted to the generation and corruption of the four
sublunary bodies and to related phenomena. In this sense, the difficulty consists
in understanding the peculiar role of the second half of the DC with regard to
what follows in the order of Aristotle’s natural corpus.

In the Greek commentary tradition, the most disputed question was by far
the first one. In the prologue of his commentary on the DC, Simplicius reports
the status of the debate prompted by his predecessors™. The debate revolved
both around the unity of the DC and the pertinence of its title, for since the title
mirrors the content of the treatise, one has to explain how the title epi ovpavod
can fit a treatise pertaining to such a variety of topics that exceeded the study
of the celestial world®.

To solve this difficulty, Alexander of Aphrodisias, according to Simplicius,
maintained that the term ovpavog can have three meanings: (1) the sphere of the
fixed stars; (2) the whole supra-lunary world; (3) the cosmos in its entirety. He
also makes clear that the relevant meaning in the case of the title nepi ovpovod
is the third one, since the goal of the treatise is the study of the whole world.
Ovpavdg, thus, must be understood as a synonym of kéopog'.

18 On the Greek debate, see P. Moraux, Aristote. Du Ciel, Les Belles Lettres, Paris 1965, pp. vi-v;
In., « Kommentar zu De caelo », Der Aristotelismus bei den Griechen, von Andronikos bis Alexander von
Aphrodisias, vol. 111, Alexander von Aphrodisias, De Gruyter, Berlin - New York 2001, pp. 181-241: pp.
188-189 ; HorrmanN, Le oxontdg du traité aristotélicien Du Ciel cit., pp. 27-51.

19 on Simplicius’ prologue and its ‘dialectical’ nature, see Horrmann, Le okomog du traité
aristotélicien Du Ciel cit.

2 0n the question concerning the title of a treatise, see P. Horrmann, La problématique du titre
des traités d’Aristote selon les commentateurs grecs. Quelques exemples, in J.-C. FrebouiLLe, M.-O. GOULET-
Cazt, P. Horrmann, P. Peritmencin eds., Titres et articulations du texte dans les oeuvres antiques. Actes du
Colloque International de Chantilly, 13-15 décembre 1994, Brepols, Paris 1997, pp. 75-103 ; on the
title mepi oOpavod in particular, see pp. 82, 86-88.

L SiMpL., In De Cael., ed. I. L. Hersers, G. Reimeri, Berlin 1894 (CAG VII), pp. 1, 24 - 2, 4 : « Alexander
says that the subject of Aristotle’s treatise On the Heavens is the world. He says that “Heaven” is
used in three senses by Aristotle in this work, to mean both the sphere of the fixed stars and the
whole of the divine revolving body, which in this books he also calls the “furthest heaven” (with
the adjective), and additionally “the world”, as Plato called it when he said “the whole heaven, or
the world, or whatever else it might care to be called » (transl. R. J. Hankinson, in R. J. HAkiNsoN,
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The same discussion is related at the beginning of Themistius’ paraphrase?,
which reports that according to the ‘Ancients’ the word oOpavog can have
three meanings, and that the scope of Aristotle’s treatise is the whole world®.
According to this reading, the DC is a unitary treatise, since it has one single
goal, i.e. the universe as a whole (kdouoc) with its constitutive parts, even if the
inquiry implies the study of topics that are proper to one portion of it and not
to another, as well as an investigation of the nature of the whole world as such.

This reading, however, is challenged by the Neoplatonic readers of
Aristotle, notably Iamblichus and Syrianus, who insist on the pre-eminence
of the cosmological part of the treatise. According to Simplicius’ testimony,
Iamblichus admits that the different inquiries of the treatise do not have the
same status, for the study of the celestial world is the real and primary goal of
the treatise, while the inquiry into the other topics is merely secondary and
dependent upon the study of the primary one?. Syrianus takes this reading
to its extreme consequences, by arguing that the same principle governs the
different meanings of 00pavog and the various topics of the treatise: the proper
meaning of o0pavdg is the celestial world, which also designates the real and
unique goal of the treatise®.

As this debate continues, Simplicius suggests a reading that endorses both
elements of the interpretation of Alexander and lamblichus. He admits that some
discussions pertain to the whole universe and to the sublunary world, but he
makes clear that all the properties considered in the treatise, i.e. the finite and
unique nature of the whole as well as the characteristic properties of the four
sublunary bodies, are studied insofar as they are caused by the celestial world,
which constitutes the primary goal of the treatise. Thus, unlike the Timaeus,
which really is a treatise on the whole world, the DC is a treatise on its parts
and, more precisely, on the most excellent one, i.e. the supralunary body, which
is the remote cause of what happens in the sublunary world, as well as of the

Simplicius. On Aristotle On the Heavens 1.1-4, Duckworth, London 2002, p. 19). In his commentary on
the Meteorology, Alexander presents the same threefold division of the meanings of ovpavig (cf.
Atex., In Meteor., ed. M. Havpuck, G. Reimeri, Berlin 1899 [CAG I11, 2], p. 41, 20-22) and in the prologue
of the same commentary, he describes the content of the DC in the same terms as those used in
Simplicius’ commentary (Atex., In Meteor., pp. 1,12 - 2, 5).

22 The original Greek and the Arabic translation are now lost. On the status of the Arabic-
Hebrew and of the Hebrew-Latin translation, see Copa, Reconstructing the Text of Themistius’
Paraphrase cit. See also Eap.,Alexander of Aphrodisias in Themistius’ Paraphrase cit.

% The three meanings are enumerated by Aristotle himself in DC I, 9, 278b9-24, but a
comparison between Themistius’ and Simplicius’ texts shows that the common source is Alexander
of Aphrodisias.

2 SimpL., In De Cael., pp. 1, 24 - 2, 4.

% SimpL., In De Cael., p. 2, 7.
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unique and finite nature of the whole world*. Accordingly, one can conclude
that on Simplicius’ interpretation, the hierarchical structure of the topics of the
DC mirrors the hierarchical order of the universe?.

These three different solutions to the question concerning the title and
the goal of the DC give us some hints toward the answer to the question of the
rank of the treatise and its relationship to the GC. As regards Alexander, we can
reconstruct his stance from his commentary on the Meteor. Commenting on the
first lines of the treatise, Alexander claims that the DC deals at the same time
with « the ordered stars according to their upper movement » (repi te TdVv katd
v 8vo eopdv Stakekoounuévmv) and with the elements, or more precisely the
«corporeal elements» (nepi 1@V otoyeiov 1OV couatikdv)?. He makes clear
that while the first expression designates the study of the movement of the
last sphere (thv é€otdto te Kai KOKA® Tepipopav), the second one refers to an
inquiry into the elements, which aims at establishing their number and their
quality (nooa te kai moia). Accordingly, he concludes that Aristotle’s goal in the
DC is to show that there are five elements and to elucidate « what they are » (10
Yo Toia SnAwTicov & €in 10D tiva), i.e. the four sublunary elements and the fifth
one that moves in a circle (tt téocapa uetd 100 KVKLOQOPIKOD GOUNTOG TEUTTO).

Following Alexander, we can point out that the enquiry into the simple
bodies is split into a two-stage investigation: the first stage, carried out in DC 1,
establishes the existence and the number of the simple bodies; the second one,
accomplished in the second part of the treatise, explains what they are. According
to Alexander’s reading, thus, the second part of the DC is integrated within a
more general inquiry concerning the « elements of the universe » (ctoygia t0d
k6ouov)?. This enquiry, as Alexander also spells out, ends in the second book of
GC, which « completes » (tekeidoag) the DC’s study of the elements, inasmuch as
it studies their reciprocal transformation (gic #AAnio petoforsic)™.

26 SivpL., In De Cael., p. 5, 32-34 : « And it is not necessary on account of this to imagine the world
to be the subject, but rather the simple bodies of which the most primary is the heaven which gives
a share of its goods to the whole world » (transl. Hankinson, in Hankivsow, Simplicius cit., p. 23).

7 On the ‘hierarchical’ nature of Simplicius’ reading, see P. Horrmann, Science théologique et
foi selon le Commentaire de Simplicius au De Caelo d’Aristote, in E. Copa, C. MarTini Bonapko eds., De
U'Antiquité tardive au Moyen Age. Ftudes de logique aristotélicienne et de philosophie grecque,
syriaque, arabe et latine offertes a Henri Hugonnard-Roche, Vrin, Paris 2014, pp. 277-363.

%8 Alexander makes it clear that the term ototyeio without further specification designates
matter and form, which are the topic of the general study of the first book of the Physics. This
fits with Alexander’s reading of the first lines of Phys., 1,1, and the goal of the Physics reported by
Averroes in his Long Commentary on Phys., I, 1. For more details, see C. CErami, Génération et Substance.
Aristote et Averroés entre physique et métaphysique, W. De Gruyter, Boston - Berlin 2015, p. 295 et ss.

%9 Atex. In Meteor., pp. 1,12 - 2, 6.

3 Ibid. p. 2, 6-10.
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For the Neoplatonic readers, we can infer that despite their differences, one
single answer fits all their interpretations. According to their reading, GC II can
be seen as the study of the simple sublunary bodies and their properties as such. In
fact, according to the readings of lamblichus and Syrianus, the sublunary bodies
are not within the real scope of the DC, but they are considered in its inquiry
only insofar as they show us what the fifth body is not. According to Simplicius,
as we have already seen, if Aristotle studies the four sublunary elements in the
DC, it is not as such, but in so far as they are caused by the supralunary world.
In both cases, then, the study of the sublunary elements in the GC is not a mere
repetition of the one in the DC.

Now that the philosophical and historical stage of the reception of Aristotle’s
DC has been set, let us see in more detail how Avicenna organizes his own
DCM, and how his approach enables a solution of both the structural tensions
underlying Aristotle’s DC and the doubts about its content raised by its Greek
and Arabic readers.

I1. THE DE CAELO ET MUNDO OF AVICENNA’S SIFA : A STUDY OF BODIES WITH RESPECT TO THEIR POWERS

The DCM is the second part of the section of the Sifi’ devoted to the
philosophy of nature (al-Tabi ‘iyyat). The treatise is developed in 10 chapters.
It contains three chapters on the nature of the five simple bodies, integrated
within a larger research on the body considered with respect to its power (chap.
1-3), four chapters on the dispositions and movements of the celestial bodies as
such (chap. 4-7), two chapters on the opinions of the predecessors on what has
been previously examined (chap. 8-9), and one final chapter on the uniqueness
of the world, in which the predecessors’ opinions on this topic are also refuted
(chap. 10).
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Table 1: Outline of Avicenna’s De Caelo et Mundo compared to Aristotle’s De Caelo

Avicenna’s DCM Aristotle’s DC
Chapter 1: On the power and acts of simple and com- I,2
posite bodies.
Chapter 2: On simple powers and simple movements, [,2-4+1V,1,3-4

and on the proof that the spherical nature is outside
the elemental natures.

Chapter 3: On the indications concerning the essences IV,6+1,2-4
of the simple bodies, on their order, their features and
the figures that belong to them by nature, as well as on
their differences with respect to the sphere.

Chapter 4: On the dispositions of the body that moves I, 3
in a circle, on the nature of its movement, and on what
belongs to it properly.

Chapter 5: On the disposition of the stars and the spots I, 10-12
of the moon.

Chapter 6: On the proper movements of the stars. 11, 7-8

Chapter 7: On what is inside the celestial body and on 11, 14
what men say about the disposition of the earth and
the other elements.

Chapter 8: Refutation of the silly opinions on the I, 13
justification of the fact that the earth is at rest.

Chapter 9: On the controversy between men 111, 2-8, IV, 2
concerning heavy and light.

Chapter 10: On the fact that the world is one and not I, 8-9
many, as some claimed.

What is immediately striking when one looks at the table of contents of the
DCM of the Sifa’ is its structure. With regard to both arrangement and content,
the DCM does not correspond to a treatise of cosmology, at least if we mean by
that a study of the so-called ‘supralunary’ world, to use Aristotelian terminology.
Actually, the very beginning of the treatise does not announce a study of the
celestial world, but a study of the simple bodies considered from the point of
view of their powers. Moreover, nearly half the treatise is devoted to the study
of the four simple sublunary bodies and to the doctrines about their nature that
were held by earlier thinkers.
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To this prima facie appraisal, one might object that in choosing this arrangement
Avicenna is merely following Aristotle’s treatise — or at least the text as it was
transmitted after the 1st century B.C.* — which develops into two quite separate
sections, the first one (DC I-11) devoted roughly speaking to cosmological issues,
the second one (DC 11I-1V) devoted to the four sublunary bodies and to their
characteristic properties : lightness and heaviness. However, even a cursory glance
at the table of contents of Aristotle’s DC shows that there are several significant
differences between the two treatises, which cannot be overlooked.

We must remark first of all that, although the DCM as a whole shares the same
twofold structure of the Aristotelian DC, Avicenna’s treatise involves three major
modifications with respect to the arrangement of the two sections: 1) unlike
Aristotle, Avicenna does not postpone the study of the sublunary simple bodies
until after the investigation of the celestial one, but combines the two inquiries,
so that all the issues concerning sublunary simple bodies that are discussed by
Aristotle in DC ITI-1V, are addressed by Avicenna at the beginning of the treatise;
2) the analysis and refutation of the predecessors’ doctrines, scattered in the
Aristotelian DC throughout books 1l and IV, are gathered together and placed after
what one may call the positive discussion of Avicenna’s treatise ; 3) the proof of the
uniqueness of the world, which Aristotle establishes in I, 8-9, at least according
to the current division of his DC, is provided by Avicenna in the last chapter of
his own treatise. Moreover, concerning the very beginning of the treatise, it also
must be noticed that Avicenna’s DCM does not open with an acknowledgment of
the perfection of the body supported by arguments akin to Pythagorean doctrines,
as is the case in the Aristotelian treatise (DC I, 1). Instead, it starts abruptly with a
threefold division of bodies considered with respect to their powers.

The arrangement chosen by Avicenna can be accounted for if one considers
the entire treatise as pursuing a twofold strategy, striving on the one hand to
meet the epistemological standards of a unitary inquiry and on the other hand to
inscribe the DCM within the continuity of the Physics of the Sifa . This hypothesis
is confirmed by a more detailed study of the first chapters. The way in which
Avicenna announces the goal of his research and presents its subject-matter
highlights the philosophical agenda of the entire treatise. In fact, the study of
the four sublunary simple bodies is not incidentally appended to the study of the
celestial body, but it is part of one single inquiry aiming at revealing the proper
nature of the five simple constituents of the whole world. One can therefore

3! The paternity of the DC, in its actual state, has been challenged by several modern scholars
who dispute the originality of the link between books I-II and books III-IV. On the contemporary
debate over the unity of the treatise, and for a new solution of the difficulties concerning the
epistemological status of the DC, see Cerami, Génération et Substance cit., pp. 44-50.
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plausibly argue that Avicenna shares Alexander’s general solution: the DCM is a
study of the whole world and of its simple constituents®.

Before delving into the content of Avicenna’s study, two preliminary
objections must be taken into account in order to understand correctly our
general assumption. First of all, one can object that the study of the simple
bodies, by setting up a comparison between the four sublunary bodies and the
celestial body, aims at proving that the celestial body has a peculiar nature. The
celestial body should then be defined as the real subject-matter of the treatise,
since Avicenna first considers its eternal nature and, afterwards, its proper
characteristics (movements, shape, etc.). Second, one might allege that the
inquiry into the whole world as such is limited to one final chapter devoted to
the proof of its uniqueness and, furthermore, that this verification is framed
in the context of the refutation of the predecessors’ mistaken opinions on this
topic. In this sense, it might be maintained that this investigation does not
suffice to make the DCM a treatise on the whole world.

To the first objection, we can reply that the fact that the study of the simple
bodies reveals the peculiar nature of the celestial body does not constitute a
sufficient argument to infer that the primary, if not unique goal of the entire
section is to establish the nature of this body. For this inquiry is essentially
integrated within a more general investigation, i.e. the study of bodies considered
with respect to their power, which Avicenna announces at the very beginning
of his treatise.

Concerning the second objection, a quick look at the arguments used at the
end of the treatise to prove the uniqueness of the world helps us to understand
the nature of the final chapter and qualify our general assumption. All the
arguments used to conclude that there cannot be a plurality of worlds rely
on the properties of the five simple bodies set forth in the previous chapters.
Indeed, the uniqueness of the world is verified by appealing either to the proper
nature of the four simple sublunary bodies, or to that of the fifth celestial
body?*. In this sense, we can safely assume that the discussion concerning the
uniqueness of the world is included in the DCM as a part of the general inquiry
into its simple constituents®*, for the uniqueness of the world is considered here

%21t is difficult to say whether Avicenna had direct access to Alexander’s commentary on the
DC. Since Ibn al-Salah attests that in his time Alexander’s commentary on the first book was still
accessible, it is not implausible that it was also available to Avicenna. However, at the present
stage of research, this hypothesis cannot be corroborated and remains a matter of speculation.

* AVICENNA, DCM, pp. 71-76.

1t is noteworthy that Avicenna closes the ninth chapter by affirming that after having
finished the inquiry into the constituents of the world, it is now time to ask whether the corporeal
world is one or many. Ibid. p. 69, 10-12.
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to be a consequence of the nature of its five constituents. We can thus conclude
that this study does not jeopardise the unitary character of the DCM. On the
contrary, it contributes to clarifying its overall project: the DCM can be defined
as an inquiry into the world insofar as it provides an investigation of the simple
bodies that constitute it as a whole.

A closer examination of the chapters devoted to the simple bodies confirms
and elucidates this general assessment, but also sheds light on the way in which
Avicenna’s DCM provides a solution to the second difficulty underlying the
Aristotelian treatise, i.e. the question concerning the relationship between the
study of the four sublunary bodies in the DC and the study of these elements
in the GC. In fact, an analysis of the these chapters of the DCM will show that
the way in which Avicenna takes the simple bodies into consideration, i.e. with
respect to their powers, also provides a solution to this difficulty. For the study
provided in these chapters constitutes in itself an argument in support of the
complementary nature of the two inquiries provided in DCIII-1V and in GC 11, and
against their supposed redundancy.

I1. 1 The notion of power (quwwa) at the core of the DCM

Avicenna opens his DCM abruptly by delimiting the subject of the inquiry.
This demarcation is obtained by a division of the notion of body considered
with respect to its power. Avicenna states that bodies can be understood with
respect to their powers (al-agsam min gihati quwaha) according to a threefold
division: either I) the body is one, non composite and endowed with one single
power; or II) the body is one, non composite and endowed with two powers;
or III) the body is the product of the composition of many mixed bodies, all
characterized by different powers, which I1la) either interact so that one single
common complexional power (quwwa wahida mizagiyya mustaraka) occurs, I11b)
or do not interact™®,

These opening remarks tells us a great deal about how Avicenna conceives
his work. The restriction ‘with respect to their powers’ provides the key notion
of the entire discussion. By adding it, Avicenna integrates the inquiry of the DCM
within a wider philosophical context, which is the study of the natural body, and
hence adapts the opening declaration of Aristotle’s DC.

In announcing the study to come, Aristotle states at the beginning of DC I,
2 that before taking into consideration the question of the limited or infinite
nature of the whole, he plans to study the latter’s parts according to species

% Avicenna, DCM, p. 1, 7-11.
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(tév kat’ £1d0g avTod popimv)®. This statement can be interpreted in a weaker
or in a stronger sense, depending on the meaning one attributes to the term
€1dog: as designating a class or the substantial form®’. By interpreting this term
as designating a class, one can assume that Aristotle is simply announcing his
intention to study the different kinds of bodies. This, for example, is Simplicius’
interpretation®®. According to the stronger interpretation, on the contrary,
and by taking the notion of £{dog in a clear-cut ontological sense*, Avicenna
reorients Aristotle’s text and announces a thoroughly reconceived project: the
aim of the present investigation is not just to study the bodies according to their
species, but to study them with respect to their power®.

It must also be emphasized that by proceeding in this way, Avicenna does
not simply reinterpret Aristotle’s DC, but also integrates his own DCM within a
unified inquiry whose first step was accomplished in the Physics of the Sifa ..
As 1 wish to argue, in fact, the notion of power constitutes the link between
the two investigations. Let us briefly consider the elements authorizing the
establishment of such a link.

At the beginning of the Physics*2, Avicenna makes clear that the starting point
of the enquiry is the definition of ‘the natural body* and that this body, insofar

36 AristotLE, DC 1,2, 268b11-268b14 « The question as to the nature of the whole, whether it is
infinite in size or limited in its total mass, is a matter for subsequent inquiry. Let us now speak of
those parts of the whole according to their species, taking this as our starting-point ».

%7 This is possible at least in principle, since in Greek the term £{50g can have both meanings.

38 Cf. SiveL. In DC, p. 11, 26.

% The term &idog in Greek could ambiguously designate a class of individuals and their
respective ontological principle, i.e. the form. In the Arabic-Latin translation of Aristotle’s DC that
is transmitted with Averroes’ Long Commentary, the term &idog is translated by formarum which
undoubtedly translates the Arabic siira, unequivocally designating the form and not the species.

“0 The identification of the form with the power of the body is an essential part of Avicenna’s
physics. The history of this doctrine and the way in which this identification renewed the
Aristotelian notion of form is still a desideratum. This doctrine goes back to Alexander, but it is
charged in Avicenna with a stronger Neoplatonic nuance.

I Concerning the order of the two treatises, in the letter to al-Kiya (‘A. Babawi ed., Aristii ‘inda
al-‘Arab, Maktabat al-Nahda al-Misriyya, Le Caire 1947, p. 119-122), Avicenna clearly asserts the
necessity of studying the Physics before the DC. We will come back to this text later.

“2 0n the structure of the Physics of the Sifa’, and on how Avicenna achieves a reorganization
of Aristotle’s Physics, see A. Hasnawi, Aspects de la synthése avicennienne, in M. A. Sinaceur ed., Penser
avec Aristote, Erés, Toulouse 1991, pp. 227-244;Ib., La physique du Sifa’: apercus sur sa structure et son
contenu, in J. Janssens, D. D Smer eds., Avicenna and His Heritage. Proceedings of the International
Colloquium «Avicenna and his Heritage », Leuven - Louvain-la-Neuve, 8-11 Septembre 1999,
Leuven University Press, Leuven 2002, pp. 67-80.

“IBN-SiNA, Al-Sifd’, al-Tabi ‘iyyat, al-Sama’ al-Tabi i, ed. S. Z&vio, Al-Hay’a al-Misriyya al-‘amma li-
1-kitab, Cairo 1983 (hereafter Avicenna, Phys.), L. 2, p. 13, 4-6: « We say, then, that the natural body
is a substance in which one can posit one dimension, and another crossing it perpendicularly, and
a third dimension crossing both of them perpendicularly, where its being of this sort is the form
by which it becomes a body » (transl. J. McGinnis modified).
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asitis subject to change, is the subject-matter of the treatise. He announces, then,
that the goal of the enquiry is to investigate the necessary accidents belonging
to this body as such, the concomitants that attach to it insofar as it is, whether
they be forms, accidents, or derivatives of the two, as well as its principles,
reasons and causes**, Afterwards, he makes clear that the body is called ‘natural’
in relation to the power (quwwa) called ‘nature’ **. He then defines the nature
as the internal principle of motion and action, and distinguishes four ways in
which nature and power can be identified*. He concludes by stating that the
power/nature examined at present is the internal power « which brings about
motion and change, and from which the action proceeds in a single manner
without volition»*.

After defining nature, Avicenna establishes its relationship with matter,
form and motion. He explains that in the case of simple bodies, the nature is
the same thing as the form and, hence, as the power*. Immediately afterwards,
however, Avicenna adds that this power can be considered from several points
of view, depending on whether it is the principle of action and motion or the
principle of the subsistence of matter. He thus claims that when it is related to
the motions and actions that proceed from it, it is called nature ; whereas when
it is considered to be the principle accounting for the subsistence of the species
the body belongs to, and if the effects and motions that proceed from it are not
taken into account, it is then called form.

Avicenna considers the case of water, and claims that its form is imperceptible,
while its effects (al-atar) are perceptible. Following the same division put
forward in the definition of nature (defined as the internal principle of motion
and action), he distinguishes, among the effects of the form, those relative to its
passive/active influence, namely coolness and wetness, from those relative to
its proximate/proper place, namely motion and rest, which he also equates with
the weight and the inclination of the body:

«So the form of water, for instance, is a power that makes the water’s matter
to subsist as a species [— namely, water]. The former [namely, the form] is

“ AVICENNA, Phys., 1. 1, p. 3, 9-4, 7.

% On the identification of the nature with the power of the body, see A. Lammer, Defining
Nature. From Aristotle to Philoponus to Avicenna, in A. AiwisHan, J. Haves eds., Aristotle and the
Arabic Tradition, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge 2015, pp. 121-142.

% AVICENNA, Phys., L. 5, p. 39, 4-9

7 AVICENNA, Phys., L. 5, p. 39, 2-4.

% bid., 1.6, p. 45, 7-8 : « In some cases, the nature of the thing is just its form, whereas in
others it is not. In the case of the simples [that is, the elements], the nature is the very form
itself, for water’s nature is [for example] the very essence by which it is water ».

© Ibid., p. 45, 9-11.
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imperceptible, but the effects that proceed from it are perceptible — namely, on
the basis of the perceptible coolness and weight (which is the actual inclination
and does not belong to the body while it is in its natural location). So the nature’s
act in, for example, the substance of water is either relative to its passive
influence and so is coolness; or it is relative to its active influence, which shapes
[something else], and so is wetness ; or it is relative to its proximate place and so
is setting in motion ; or is relative to its proper place and so is bringing about rest.
Now, this coolness and wetness are necessary accidents of this nature, given that
there is no impediment »*° (trans. J. McGinnis modified).

The form of the simple body, identified with its nature, is thus the internal
principle of a certain number of ‘effects’; it is an internal principle of action
and passion as well as of movement and rest. Weight and inclination are also
considered to be effects of the form, but Avicenna warns that they actually
belong to the body only when the latter is in its ‘proximate’ place and not in its
‘proper’ place, namely, its natural location®.

The notion of power, therefore, is at the very core of the physical inquiry. In
the Physics of the Sifa’, Avicenna identifies the power of the natural body with
its internal principle of movement, its nature and its form. What remains to be
done, however, is to clarify the kind of principle this power is by studying in
particular the different kinds of natural bodies, simple and composite.

If we return to the first lines of the DCM, it becomes clear that this is exactly
what Avicenna announces. These lines, and the whole division of the body with
respect to its power reveal that Avicenna is here embarking on an enquiry that
takes its place in continuity with the Physics. This enquiry begins with the DCM, but
goes beyond it. In the same lines, in fact, after positing his first threefold division,
Avicenna narrows the subject-matter of the present study, and makes it clear that
he is going to set aside the third branch of the division, in order to concentrate on
the second one (11), that is, the simple body endowed with two powers>?. From the
outset, then, simple bodies considered with respect to their power — and not the
celestial body alone — are announced as the subject-matter of the DCM. It is to them
that the entire enquiry is devoted. What is excluded is the study of complex bodies.

The thorough analysis of each branch of this division is not easy to follow,
and the very relevance of Avicenna’s overall analysis is difficult to understand.

%0 1bid., pp. 34, 14 - 35, 4.

> On the notion of inclination, see A. Hasnaour, La dynamique d’ibn Sind. La notion d”inclination’:
mayl, in J.Jouver, R. Rasuep eds., Etudes sur Avicenne, Les Belles Lettres, Paris 1984, pp. 103-123;
Ip., La théorie avicennienne de l'impetus. Ibn Sind entre Jean Philopon et Jean Buridan, in M. ARFa MENsIA
ed., Views on the Philosophy of Ibn Sind and Mulla Sadra al-Sirazi, (Carthage, 22nd -24th Oct. 2013), al-
Magma* al-Tunisi li-l-'Ulim wa-1-adab wa-l-Funiin, Tunis 2014, pp. 25-42.

52 AvicENNA, DCM, p-1,13.
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As a matter of fact, its ultimate goal becomes clear when one considers the
wider context of the first three chapters. A closer survey of Avicenna’s entire
investigation, as I wish to show, points out that its ultimate aim is to show that
each simple body has one multidimensional but unitary power. By progressively
rejecting all the different branches that imply that the power of a simple body
results from the simultaneous occurrence of many ontologically heterogeneous
principles, Avicenna wants to show that any simple body — whether it is a part of
the sublunary world or of the supralunary world — is endowed with a power that,
though displaying a multi-layered nature, remains a unitary principle. His strategy
consists in establishing, in the first chapter, a paradigm for the four sublunary
bodies and in extending it, as far as possible, to the celestial body. In what follows,
[ will provide a more detailed assessment of this assumption and suggest that, in
relying on al-Farabi’s counterarguments against Philoponus’ criticisms, Avicenna’s
ultimate goal is to challenge an Arab neo-Philoponan trend*.

11. 2 The unitary nature of the active/passive power

According to the plan we have just sketched, the first goal of Avicenna’s
analysis is thus to understand if and how the posited division (i.e. II) captures
the nature of the simple bodies possessing a twofold power, namely the four
sublunary bodies®®. Avicenna assures that when we suppose that a simple
body has two powers, we once again have a threefold division according to the
relationship the two supposed powers entertain with each other and with the
form: I1a) the two powers differ from the form of the body, for either they follow
the form (tabi ‘ani laha) or they occur from the outside ( ‘aridani min harig) ; 1b)
one of the two powers is the form, while the other is a consequent (lazim) or
an accident (arid); Iic) neither of the two powers is an accident, but from the
interaction of both one single form occurs, so that it is by virtue of this form that
the body belongs to a certain species”.

>3 A. Hasnaoui was the first scholar to highlight the role of Avicenna’s anti-Philoponan stance
in the DCM. Referring to the second chapter of the DCM, in an unpublished paper presented in 2013
(in the context of the international conference Physika: Aristotle’s Physics In the Greek, Arabic, Hebrew
and Latin Traditions that 1 organized in Paris with A. Falcon), he suggests that Avicenna elaborates
his theory of the inclination against Philoponus, without ever mentioning him by name. In the
wake of this general hypothesis, I would rather suggest that Avicenna is not directly opposing
Philoponus, but a neo-Philoponan Arabic author. In this sense, I share M. Rashed’s hypothesis that
Avicenna in his DCM tackles neo-Philoponan arguments (see Rasuep, The Problem of the Composition
cit.) and I attempt, in what follows, to sketch the profile of their author.

5 On the link Avicenna establishes between form and sensible qualities, see AL-HasaN 18N M0si
AL-Nawsakuti, Commentary on Aristotle De generatione et corruptione, Edition, translation and
commentary by M. Rastep, W. De Gruyter, Boston - Berlin 2015, pp. 237-272; 291-306.

%> AVICENNA, DCM, p. 2, 2-7.
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Avicenna goes on to analyse the third subsection: Iic) «neither of the two
powers is an accident, but from the interaction of both one single form occurs,
so that it is by virtue of this form that the body belongs to a certain species ». The
study of this supplementary division shows that Avicenna’s investigation aims first
at clarifying the role of the powers in the ontological constitution of the simple
bodies. For — as he makes it clear — the question at issue is to understand whether
the presence of two powers can guarantee, in one way or another, the existence of
a unitary form of a simple body and, therefore, its inclusion in one species™.

He divides this branch as well into three: Iic,i) each one of the two powers is
capable of making the matter a subsisting substance in act; Ilc, ii) only one of the
two powers is capable of doing so; ¢, iii) only the combination of the two powers
(magmii ‘uhuma) can do so. Let us set aside for the time being the first two subdivisions
(Ilc, i-ii), since Avicenna rules them out quickly to focus on the third one®’. He points
out that if we suppose that the two powers together make the matter a subsisting
substance, we can identify them with the form. Still, we have to explain how the two
powers can constitute one single principle. One can suppose either that (Ilc, iii, o)
each power is part of the form as a distinguishable (mutamayyiz) and separable
(munfasil) part of a composite, i.e. as matter and form are parts of the composite; or
(I, iii, B) that this it is not the case, but that each power is an indistinguishable and
inseparable part of the form, as are genus and differentia®®.

Avicenna goes on to analyse these two possibilities (I1c, iii, o-B). In this case too, it
is not an easy task to follow his assessment. From what follows, however, it appears
that his aim is not so much to reject these two options absolutely, as to provide the
conceptual tools for understanding the multi-layered nature of the power of simple
bodies, notwithstanding its ontological capacity to substantify matter.

Concerning the second option (Ilc, iii, B), Avicenna does not explicitly reject
its validity. He points out that if the powers are constitutive parts of the form
as genus and differentia, then what proceeds from each one of them will not be
a proper (hass) and specific (naw ‘iyy) act (fi 1), but a generic act from one of the
two powers, which is specified by the other one. This — Avicenna affirms — is
not to be denied absolute loquendo, since it helps to understand the notion of
movement conceived in an absolute way (haraka mutlaga)®.

> Ibid., pp. 2,9 - 3, 13.

>7 He points out that the first option (c, i) is not viable, since each power would be at the
same time a form and an accident, which is absurd. If we consider each power as a form, but we
assume that there are two powers, we are forced to admit that they are reciprocally the form of
one another. As for the second option (c, ii), Avicenna merely states that it brings us back to the
previous subdivision, i.e. b) : one of the two powers is the form, while the other is a consequent
(lazim) or an accident ( ‘arid).

58 Avicenna, DCM, pp. 2,16 - 3, 3.

% Ibid., p. 3, 2-3.
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Avicenna next considers the possibility that the two powers are constitutive
parts of the form as matter and form (llc, iii, ) ; then he states that this possibility
is also not viable, since it has been supposed that the two powers were capable of
substantifying matter together. If the two powers were parts as matter and form,
one of the two (i.e. the one that is not part as a form) would be a consequent of
the other, since the latter would be essentially prior. This ontological inequality,
Avicenna explains, is not to be completely discarded, for it is true that among
the dispositions (hay at) of the body, that whose subsistence depends on the
existence of the other is posterior to it. What must be denied is that in this case
the two powers can be considered as being on the same ontological level; for this
option amounts to option ITb®.

Against the background of this analysis, Avicenna concludes that it is not
possible for two forms, one of which is prior to the other, to be equally capable
of making matter a subsisting substance. He points out, however, that this does
not invalidate the possibility that there is an ontological décalage among the
dispositions of a natural simple body. On the contrary, according to him, three
points of the analysis of these different options (Ilc,iii, a-B) must be retained:
i) we must first admit that in the power of a simple body, something is more
closely linked to matter and something to form; ii) secondly, that some of the
simple body’s dispositions can be ontological posterior to others; iii) finally,
that in a unitary power we can single out a generic and a specific aspect without
compromising its ontological simplicity. These three assumptions provide the
tools for a more precise understanding of the link between the power, the form
and the movement of the simple bodies and for ascertaining the multi-layered
but unitary nature of their power.

The whole division and its ultimate goal become clear when Avicenna
illustrates his statements with some examples. We thus understand that among
the three aforementioned indications, the first one aims at clarifying the power
with respect to the active and passive capacities stemming from it, while the
other two elucidate the nature of the power with respect to its capacity to move
the body. The entire discussion aims at defining the nature of these two powers
in the sublunary simple bodies. Avicenna’s ultimate goal is to show that the
two constitute a kind of ontological unity, and that each one of them belongs
exclusively to one single body.

Avicenna first considers the active and passive capacities. He claims that
they stem from one single and unitary principle, but he makes clear that the
first one proceeds from the power — which Avicenna explicitly identifies with
the nature — insofar as it is form, while the second one proceeds from it insofar

% Ibid., p. 3, 4-7.
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as it is matter. We have thus one single nature with a twofold capacity, i.e. with
an active and a passive aspect. In the case of water, for example, the sensible
coolness (al-burd al-mahsiis) is the active capacity (quwwa fi liyya), which proceeds
from the nature as from the form, while the humidity (al-rutiiba) is the passive
capacity (quwwa infi ‘dliyya), which proceeds from the nature as from the matter:

«The impossibility of this division [i.e. IIciii)] has thus become evident. For it is
impossible that two forms, among which one is not prior to the other, together
make the matter subsist. On the contrary, it is possible that from one unique
simple nature, insofar as it is form, there proceeds an active power (as from the
nature of water proceeds the sensible coolness) and that another passive power
comes from it, with respect to its matter, as moisture in the case of water »*'.

Here, the matter/form distinction is employed to account for the unitary
nature of the active/passive power. In Phys., 1.6, as we have already seen,
Avicenna suggest that nature, defined as the internal power that brings about
action, acts so as to produce a passive and an active influence, while, understood
as the principle that makes matter a subsisting substance, it is called form.
At the end of the same chapter, Avicenna states that in simple bodies, nature
clearly cannot be matter, for the latter is the same in all such bodies®?. By using
the matter/form distinction in the DCM, he goes in exactly the same direction.
The passive power cannot stem from the simple body’s matter, but its effect can
be more akin to this matter than to the form. This does not mean that the active
influence is form, but that it is closer to the form than to the matter.

In assessing this first part of the division, Avicenna can conclude that there
is only one unitary principle and a double-sided effective power, which means a
unitary power with a multifarious capacity, i.e. an active and a passive one. What
he has to clarify now is the nature of the other power, i.e. the motive capacity,
its link to the form, and if and how can we account for its unitary nature. At
the end of Phys., 1.6, as we have also seen, Avicenna points out that motion is
more distant from the nature of simple bodies and that, being «foreign to the
substance », «it arises in the case of deficiency »*. Accordingly, he assures that
the body’s weight, that is, its inclination, does not belong to the simple sublunary
body while it is at rest in its natural location, and that ‘nature’s act’ in this body
is not the movement in its ‘proximate place’, but rest in its ‘proper place’. In
this ontological framework, therefore, it is not misleading to conclude that the

¢! Ibid., p. 3, 14-17.

82 AVICENNA, Phys., 1.6, p. 49, 1-2.

63 Phys., 1.6, p. 49, 6-7: « As for motion, it is the farthest removed from being the nature of
things, for, as will become clear, it arises in the case of deficiency and is foreign to the substance ».
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active/passive power is more closely related to the form of the simple body, while
the motive power is in a sense more remote from it. We will see that this is also
what Avicenna confirms in the final lines of DCM 1, as in the following chapter.

11. 3 The unitary nature of the inclinatory power and its one-to-one relationship with the
simple body

Once the unitary nature of the active/passive power and its link to the
form has been assessed, Avicenna goes on to clarify the nature of the motive
capacity. He first claims that the motive capacity cannot stem from the form
alone, although it cannot be chronologically posterior to the form, either. He
then asserts that this capacity, as the active/passive power, is a unitary power
in which we can recognize some kind of complexity. Unlike the active/passive
capacity, however, the complexity of the motive power cannot be accounted for
by appealing to the distinction between matter and form, but by calling upon
the distinction between genus and differentia. The clarification of this twofold
assumption is the core of the last part of the first chapter and of the next one.
Avicenna follows a two-stage strategy : he first considers the motive capacity in
the case of the sublunary simple bodies and puts forward a paradigm to account
for its ontological unity; then he extends, insofar as is possible, the same
paradigm to the simple supralunary body. In both cases, as we will see, Avicenna
elaborates his doctrine while facing the doubts of an anonymous opponent.

Concerning the ontological relation between the motive capacity and the form
of the simple sublunary bodies, the gist of Avicenna’s doctrine is based on the
idea that their power to move toward their own natural place, either downward
or upward, is ontologically posterior to the power that emanates directly from
the essence of the body. Avicenna’s claim relies on the assumption that one single
principle cannot be the cause of one thing and of its contrary: if the body’s power
to move towards its natural place, which Avicenna calls here ‘inclinatory power’
(al-quwwa al-mumila), were to be identified with the form itself or emanated from
it alone, then the form would be the cause of two contrary states, i.e. movement
toward the natural place, and rest in it once the body has reached it.

In order to avoid this conclusion and to settle the relationship between
the inclinatory power and the form, Avicenna considers an alternative: the
inclinatory power is either chronologically posterior to the essential power and
hence to the form, or is it simultaneous with it. His strategy will be to dismiss the
first option and to sharpen up the second one:

«And it is possible that [from the unique simple nature] there emanates an
inclinatory power in virtue of the body’s place and a heating power in virtue of
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the body’s quality, the one being prior to the other. Therefore, the heating power
precedes the inclinatory one, as what receives heat by accident leans upward.
Otherwise the two are simultaneous, but the one is caused by the form by itself,
as heat in the case of fire and coolness in the case of water, while the other one is
caused by the form together with a supervening accident, as the inclination (al-
mayl), when the body is accidentally separated from its natural place. Or they are
simultaneous, while the cause is the form alone ; but this is not possible. And you
have already learnt before this place the difference between the form and these
states. And you know from there that in the body, while staying in its natural
place, there is no cause of its movement, as much as it is cause of its movement.
For it is not the form alone that is cause, but its form and something. Actually,
one single thing cannot be the cause of the movement toward the natural place
and cause of the rest [in it]. And the doubt (al-Sakk) some people (ba ‘duhum) raise
is solved for you »®.

Avicennainitially considers the first option,according to which the inclinatory
power is chronologically posterior to the essential power and hence to the
form. He does not reject it explicitly, but states that in this case the inclination
toward the natural place is stricto sensu an accident that supervenes upon the
body. In the case of elemental fire, for example, its upward inclination would
be something that supervenes upon its form and is chronologically posterior to
its active power, i.e. the power to heat. According to this option, therefore, fire
comes to be, and then acquires its upward inclination as an accident.

He continues by considering the second possibility, according to which the
inclinatory power is chronologically simultaneous to the essential power and,
therefore, to the form. This — Avicenna argues — is true, but a specification
must be added. The active power and the inclinatory power cannot be also
ontologically simultaneous or, in other words, on the same ontological level; for
the first one emanates from the unique nature of the body, while the second one
cannot be caused by the form alone. Otherwise, as we have seen, the form would
be the cause at the same time of movement toward the natural place and of rest
in it. The cause of the body’s inclination toward its natural place — Avicenna
asserts — is its form plus an accident, namely, the fact that it is separated from
its own natural place.

Thus, confirming the ontological framework of Phys., 1.6, Avicenna concludes
that the inclinatory power is neither a form, nor an accident, but emanates from
the formal principle when an accident is joined to it. By stating this, Avicenna
can argue that only one act characterizes a simple body as such; this act is
not to move towards its proper place, but to rest in it. This is what Avicenna

84 Avicenna, DCM, pp. 3, 17 - 4, 10.
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means when he states that a form cannot be the cause of two opposite acts, i.e.,
movement toward the proper place and rest in that place. The form, as such, is
the principle of the latter act and of the former only when the simple body is not
in its proper place. As a consequence, the simple sublunary body is what it has to
be when it is in its proper place, but it is already endowed with the corresponding
power even when it is not in it. Fire, for example, already possesses the capacity
to be in the upward region, even when it is on earth, since its capacity to be
above does not follow from its form alone, but from its form and its location.
Properly speaking, the natural movement of the simple sublunary body does
not constitute its essential act, but the path leading to its ontological realization.

In accordance with these considerations, in chapter 2, Avicenna explains that
simple sublunary bodies, when they are in their natural location, are neither
heavy nor light. For a simple body is light or heavy when it has an inclination
(al-mayl) to move upwards or downwards. When it is in its natural location,
however, it does not possess any inclination in act®. Accordingly, light and
heavy cannot be the form of the simple body. Although they are not merely
accidents of simple bodies, Avicenna makes clear that they occur accidentally
when the matter becomes hot or cold®.

At the end of the above-quoted passage, Avicenna states that this
explanation enables us to eliminate the doubts ‘someone’ raises on this issue.
He does not name the person he is referring to, nor does he outline the terms
of the doubts. In an insightful presentation, A. Hasnaoui pointed out that, in
the second chapter of the DCM, Avicenna formulates his doctrine of inclination
as an answer to the objections raised by John Philoponus, without ever naming
him®, If this is the case for this passage too, Avicenna might be alluding to the
objection Philoponus raises against the demonstration of the eternity of motion
established by Aristotle in Phys., VIII, 1.

According to the main assumption at the basis of Aristotle’s argument, any
movement whatsoever that we can suppose to be the first one is preceded by
another movement and the mobile possessing the corresponding potency
to move®. Against this argument, in the sixth book of the Contra Aristotelem,
Philoponus argues that elemental motion challenges this assumption of Phys.,

% Ibid., p. 9, 7-8.

% Ibid., p. 15, 1-4.

¢ In this presentation (see n. 53), A. Hasnaoui provided some results of his ongoing research
on the Arabic reception of Philoponus and the essential role that the latter played in Islamic
philosophical tradition. The importance of this research cannot be over-emphasized. On this
issue, see his groundbreaking paper Alexandre d’Aphrodise vs Jean Philopon. Notes sur quelques traités
d’Alexandre “perdus” en grec, conservés en arabe, « Arabic Sciences and Philosophy », 4, 1994, pp. 53-109.

% See fragment 109 (ed. WiLpserG), pp. 125-126 ; cf. SivpLicius, In Phys., pp. 1133, 16 - 1134, 29.
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VIII, 1, since in its case the mobile and the corresponding potency to move do
not pre-exist. In the case of fire, for example, the mobile that has the potency
to move upward is fire itself, which did not exist before its own generation. As
for its potency to move upward, it does not pre-exist either; since fire comes
to be and immediately acquires the potency to move upward. In the case of
elemental movement, thus, it is false that the mobile and the corresponding
potency temporally pre-exist this motion. Elemental movement, therefore,
constitutes an exception to Aristotle’s assumption and a counterexample to his
demonstration of the eternity of movement.

By switching from the notion of potency to that of power, and by assuming
that the act of fire is not to move upwards, but to be upwards, Avicenna might try
to avoid the aforementioned difficulty. In fact, if movement toward the natural
place is ontologically posterior to the form, it can be considered as a sort of first
actuality of the simple body, whose second actuality is rest in its natural place®.
Insofar as it is a first actuality, natural movement presupposes the pre-existence
of a corresponding potency, which is not present in the fire but in what fire comes
to be from. Avicenna, in other words, would be rebutting Philoponus’ objection
as Simplicius and al-Farabi had done before him’°, namely by admitting that the
capacity to move towards its natural place is a sort of second potentiality for the
simple body, preceded by a first potentiality belonging to what the simple body
comes to be from’.

It is undeniable that Philoponus’ criticism of elemental motion shapes the
larger polemical setting of Avicenna’s doctrine. His attack against Aristotle’s
doctrine of natural movement clearly constitutes the background of Avicenna’s

% On the doctrine of the double actuality in Alexander of Aphrodisias, Philoponus and
Avicenna, see Hasnawi, Alexandre d’Aphrodise vs. Jean Philopon cit., and Ip., La définition du mouvement
dans la Physique du Sifa’ d’Avicenne, « Arabic Sciences and Philosophy », 11, 2001, pp. 103-123.

7 This hypothesis is confirmed by Averroes’ Long Commentary of Phys., I, 1. There, Averroes
states that Avicenna interpreted Phys., I, 1 as al-Farabi did. On the debate concerning the meaning
of Phys., I, 1, see R. GLasNEr, Averroes’ Physics: a Turning Point in Medieval Natural Philosophy, Oxford
University Press,Oxford 2010; C.Cerami, L'éternel par soi. Averroés contre al-Farabi sur les enjeux
épistémologiques de Phys. VIII 1, dans P. Bakker ed., Averroes’ Natural Philosophy and its Reception in the
Latin West, Leuven University Press, Leuven 2015, pp. 1-36.

" This does not necessarily prove that Simplicius’ commentary on Phys., VIII was accessible
to the Arabic readers of Aristotle (in favour of this hypothesis, see I. Boonar, M. CHase, M. SHARE,
Simplicius, On Aristotle’s Physics 8.1-5, Cornell University Press, Ithaca 2012 ; M. Cnas, Philoponus’
Cosmology in the Arabic Tradition, « Recherches de Théologie et Philosophie médiévales», 79/2,
2012, pp. 271-306). As a matter of fact, Avicenna could have used al-Farabi’s treatise on Changing
beings, which itself could rely on Alexander’s commentary on Phys. VIII and its theory of ephesis
(in favor of this hypothesis, see Cerami, L'éternel par soi cit. On Alexander notion of ephesis, see M.
Rastiep, Alexandre d’Aphrodise : Commentaire perdu a la Physique d’Aristote (Livres IV-VIII). Les scholies
byzantines. Edition, traduction et commentaire, De Gruyter, Berlin - New York 2011, pp. 140-150.
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doctrine that natural movement does not stem directly from the form, and is in
this sense farther removed from the ontological core of the simple body. Still,
subsequent developments concerning the nature of the inclinatory power seem
to suggest that there is also a more specific polemical background, established
in a properly Arabic context. This becomes clear from the last lines of the first
chapter and from the next one, in which Avicenna ascertains the unitary nature
of the motive capacity and extends the same account to the celestial body. It is
in these lines that Avicenna’s Arabic background comes to light.

In order to ascertain the motive capacity’s unitary nature and to elucidate its
connection with the body it belongs to, Avicenna first establishes a causal link
between the agent cause, the power and the act of a simple body. He declares
that when the matter, the agent cause and the power are one, only one act can
follow. Two acts with opposite ends cannot belong to a single and simple body.
This — Avicenna asserts — is indisputable:

«And there must be no doubt concerning the impossibility of the realization of
actions whose ends’” are opposite, when matter is one, power is one and the agent
cause is one, For, you know that from a single power one single act proceeds and
that a single natural act” cannot but proceed from a single power »”*.

The natural act of a simple body necessarily stems from a single unitary power,
and, inversely, the motive power of a simple body cannot be at the origin of two
opposite acts, as in the case of the upward and downward motions of a simple
body. Fire, in virtue of its inclinatory power, cannot move upward and downward.
Its only natural act is to move upwards, when it is outside its natural place.

Avicenna then specifies that this assumption does not mean that we cannot
distinguish a generic and a specific aspect of this act and the corresponding
power. On the contrary, the acts, like the powers of simple bodies, differ from
one another with respect to their species and share a form of generic unity:

«Thus, if this natural act is one in genus, like the downwards movement of water
and earth, these two movements are one in genus, but not in species, since they
communicate and they differ by virtue of something essential to them. They
share something, since they move from the region of air following the direction
opposite to the sphere. They differ, since the end of each one of these two
movements is not the same in species as the end of the other. And the power
is one in genus, but not in species. For the power that is one in species reaches

"2 Following the Teheran lithography, which transmits al-muhtalifat al-gayat.
7 Following again the Teheran lithography, which transmits al-fi 1.
7 AvICENNA, DCM, p. 4, 10-13.
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an end that is one in species. And”> when the natural act is one in species, an
end that is one in species is reached. Furthermore, when the natural act is one
in species, its principle is one in species. And if its principle is one in genus, the
simple body that shares with it the species of this movement does not share the
specific cause, but the generic cause, as well as the generic power, and it would
differ by virtue of the addition of a differentia to its power. For this differentia
either specifies the power’s act or does it not. If it specifies it, there is no sharing
of the act’s species; if it does not specify it, this addition would not be one of the
power’s differentiae, insofar as it is a power, implying a predication in the power,
but something accidental not a [real] differentia »”.

As in the previous lines, Avicenna maintains that there is a causal link
between the principle, the power, and the act of a simple body. On this basis,
he confirms that we can infer the unitary nature of the principle and the bodily
power from the unitary nature of the act. He adds, however, that this unity can
be either specific or generic. Thus, from the fact that two acts belong to the
same genus, we can infer that the corresponding powers and principles share
the same genus, but not that they are also absolutely identical, i.e. the same
according to species as well. Two movements that apparently have the same
end, as for example the movement of water and of earth toward the centre of
the cosmos, are only generically the same. For their ends are not exactly, i.e.
specifically, the same: water ends its course on the surfac