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Abstract

In this paper I shall discuss the relationship between the two known Arabic translations of
Aristotle’s Posterior Analytics and Avicenna’s Kitib al-Burban. 1 shall argue that Avicenna
relies on both (1) Abi Bishr Matt’s translation and (2) the anonymous translation used
by Averroes in the Long Commentary as well as in the Middle Commentary (and also indi-
rectly preserved by Gerard of Cremona’s Latin translation of Aristotle’s work). Although,
generally speaking, the problem is relevant to the history of the transmission of the Posze-
rior Analytics from Greek through Syriac into Arabic, I do not intend to give a systematic
presentation of the historical setting in which Aristotle’s work became readily available
to the Arabo-Islamic culture. My aim here is rather to isolate and discuss some pieces of
evidence concerning the texts that seem to have been available to Avicenna.

In addition to that, I shall also provide evidence concerning the relationship with the
Greek commentary tradition (in particular Philoponus and Themistius) that is likely to
have influenced Avicenna in his discussion of Aristotle’s theory of demonstration and
scientific knowledge.
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I. Introduction

This paper has the following rationale. There is an established literature on the
topic of the Arabic translations of the Posterior Analytics. From the 1950s
onwards it has become progressively clearer that two translations of Aristotle’s

) This study has been carried out in the framework of the project Major issues and controversies
of Arabic logic and philosophy of language, run jointly by the Ruhr-Universitit Bochum and the
University of Cambridge with the financial support of the Deutsche Forschungsgemeinschaft and
the Arts & Humanities Research Council. I should thank Asad Ahmed, Amos Bertolacci, and
Tony Street for their valuable comments on an earlier draft of this paper. All shortcomings are
mine. Riccardo Strobino, Seminar fiir Orientalistik, Ruhr-Universitit Bochum, D- 44780 Bochum,
Riccardo.Strobino@rub.de.
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work were available: (1) Abd Bishr Matta’s (d. 940) translation! and (2) a later
anonymous translation used, along with the former, by Averroes in his Long
Commentary (Sharbh al-Burhin, partially extant in Arabic up to An. Post., A23,
entirely in Hebrew and Latin), in the Middle Commentary (1alkbis al-Burhin,
entirely extant in Arabic, Hebrew and Latin) and by Gerard of Cremona’s Latin
translation of the Posterior Analytics.* As a matter of fact, scholars like Minio-
Paluello, Walzer, Gitje and Schoeler, Hugonnard-Roche, and Badawi® have fo-
cused extensively (and exclusively) on the relationship between these two trans-
lations and Averroes’ texts: originally the case was made in connection with the
Hebrew and Latin translations of the two commentaries (Minio-Paluello), and
later on—after the rediscovery in MS. Berlin, Ms. Or. fol. 3176 of a long frag-
ment of the Long Commentary and of the entire Middle Commentary—directly
relying on the Arabic original (Gitje and Schoeler).? In the context of such

1) See Aristotle, Mantiq Aristii, edited by ‘A. Badawi, 3 Vols. (Cairo: Maktabat Dir al-Kutub
al-misriya, 1948-1952) (= Mantiq Aristii]. Abi Bishr Mattds translation is already mentioned in
Ibn al-Nadim, Kitib al-Fibrist li-I-Nadim, edited by G. Fligel, J. Rodiger and A. Miiller, 2 Vols.
(Leipzig: ECW. Vogel, 1871-1872). Cf. also F. Peters, Aristoteles Arabus: The Oriental Translations
and Commentaries on the Aristotelian Corpus (Leiden: Brill, 1968).

2 The Arabic text is found in Averroes (Ibn Rushd), Sharh al-Burhin li-Aristia wa-Talkbis al-
Burhin, edited by ‘A. Badawi (Kuwait: 1984), 45-153 [= Talkhis] and 157-486 [= Sharh], respec-
tively. The Latin translations of the Long Commentary 1 shall refer to throughout this article are
found in Averroes, Aristotelis Opera cum Averrois Commentariis (Venetiis: apud Junctas, 1562~
1574): Primi Voluminis Pars II Aristotelis Stagiritae Posteriorum Resolutoriorum Libri Duo cum
Averrois Cordubensis Magnis Commentariis triplici interpretatione distinctis (Venetiis: apud Junc-
tas, 1562), 1-668" (repr. Frankfurt am Main: Minerva, 1962, Vol. I Part. 2a) [= Giuntina, LC). The
Latin translation of the Middle Commentary is found in Averroes, Aristotelis Opera cum Averrois
Commentariis (Venetiis: apud Junctas, 1562-1574): Averrois Expositio Media In Librum Demon-
strationis Aristotelis (Venetiis: apud Junctas, 1562), 1-35" (repr. Frankfurt am Main: Minerva, 1962,
Vol. I Part. 2b and 3) = Giuntina, MC). As for Gerard of Cremona’s Latin translation of the Poste-
rior Analytics, see Aristotle, Analytica Posteriora Gerardo Cremonensi Interprete, edited by L. Minio-
Paluello (Bruges-Paris: Desclée de Brouwer, 1954) [= AzPGC].

3 See L. Minio-Paluello, “Note sull’ Aristotele latino medievale,” Rivista difilosofia neo-scolastica 43
(1951): 97-124, and Id., “Pracfatio,” in Aristotle, Analytica Posteriora, viii—xxxiv; R. Walzer, “New
Light on the Arabic Translations of Aristotle;” Oriens 6 (1953): 91-142; H. Gitje and G. Schoeler,
“Averroes’ Schriften zur Logik: Der arabische Text der Zweiten Analytiken im Grossen Kommentar
des Averroes,” Zeitschrift der Dentschen Morgenlindischen Gesellschaft 130, no. 3 (1980): 557-585;
H. Hugonnard-Roche, “Averroes et la tradition des Seconds Analytiques in Averroes and the Aris-
totelian Tradition, edited by G. Endress, J.A. Aertsen and K. Braun (Leiden: Brill, 1999), 172-187;
‘A.Badawi, “Tasdir amm,” in Averroes, Sharh al-Burhin li-Aristiz, in particular Section 5 “al-tarjama
al-arabiya al-warida fi 7afsir Ibn Rushd.”

4 Note that the Middle Commentary is preserved in Arabic by a number of manuscripts, not only
by the Berlin manuscript in which it survives alongside the fragment of the Long Commentary.
See the list in Averroes, Middle Commentary on Aristotle’s Posterior Analytics, critical edition by
M.M. Kassem, completed, revised and annotated by C.E. Butterworth and A. Haridi (Cairo: al-
Hay’a al-misriya al-‘amma li-l-kitab, 1982).



Riccardo Strobino / Oriens 40 (2012) 355-389 357

discussions, Averroes’ debt to the ancient commentary tradition was also called
into play.’

By contrast, the relationship between these two translations and the bits of
“Arabic Aristotle” that can be extrapolated on the basis of explicit and implicit
quotations embedded in the text of Avicenna’s Kitib al-Burban has attracted
hardly any attention so far.® In this respect, the Burhan is still, to a large extent,
uncharted territory. This fact can be partially explained by the intrinsic difficuley
in identifying and extrapolating from the continuous flow of Avicenna’s text por-
tions that can actually count as quotations from Aristotle, or as proper lemmata,
to be compared with the two extant translations. Indeed, even when such bits
come along with relevant markers (above all the expressions gala l-mu‘allimu
l-awwalu or qila fi I-ta‘limi l-awwali?) they often look much more like reelab-
orations, since they do not correspond to cither of the two translations that
have come down to us.® Nonetheless, it can be argued with good reasons, as I
shall endeavour to do in the following, (1) that Avicenna was familiar with both
Matta’s translation and the anonymous translation (unless we decide to assume
an even stronger hypothesis that will be discussed below); (2) that in some cases,

5) The state of the art is summarized in Hugonnard-Roche, “Averroes et la tradition,” 171-173. Cf.
also ‘A. Elamrani-Jamal, “Les Seconds Analytiques: Tradition arabe, traductions arabes, commen-
taires grecs, commentaires arabes,” s.v. “Aristote de Stagire, Organon—Tradition syriaque et arabe,”
in Dictionnaire des Philosophes Antiques, edited by R. Goulet, Vol. 1 (Paris: CNRS Editions, 1989),
521-524.

6) The only example is represented, to the best of my knowledge, by H. Eichner, “al-Farabi and
Ibn Sina on ‘Universal Science’ and the System of Sciences: Evidence of the Arabic Tradition of
the Posterior Analytics} Documenti e studi sulla tradizione filosofica medievale 21 (2010): 71-95;
in A. Bertolacci, “Avicenna and Averroes on the Proof of God’s Existence,” Medioevo 22 (2007):
61-97 we find the suggestion that, as far as Farabi and Avicenna are concerned, there is no proof
that they knew the anonymous translation. The arguments I shall put forward here may justify, I
believe, a revision of the claim in the case of Avicenna (and possibly in that of Farabi, too). For amore
systematic discussion of Avicenna’s Burhan, see R. Strobino, “Avicenna on the Indemonstrability of
Definition,” Documenti e studi sulla tradizione filosofica medievale 21 (2010): 113-163.

7). These expressions are used to introduce quotations from Aristotle. Although they need not be
necessarily regarded as proper lemmata, there are some cases in which the presence of additional
markers like gawlubii (“his saying,” or “when he says”) followed by a short expression can hardly
count as anything else. In such cases, there is no alternative other than assuming that what Avicenna
is discussing is a passage or an expression literally taken from whatever he was reading.

8) Were we to take them literally, we would be forced to claim that yet another translation of the
Posterior Analytics should have existed. What we find, however, is not enough in and of itself to prove
such a conclusion (there might have been other translations, but it cannot be proven by appealing
to such an argument). It might well be the case that Avicenna is sometimes quoting by heart or
elaborating on the text or again, that he is quoting through the mediation of some other source.
In addition to that, one should also keep in mind that passages might be the combined effect of a
source text (maybe the result of a contamination of two translations) plus the contribution of the
commentary tradition. I owe this point to Asad Ahmed who kindly shared his thoughts with me at
a Cambridge conference on Arabic logic in November 2011.
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he is clearly using one translation against the other, or the other way around; and
(3) that he also relies, in his work on the Posterior Analytics, on both Themistius’
paraphrasis and Philoponus’ commentary.

I1. Avicenna’s Position: Method and Evidence

The standard view has been for a long time, following Minio-Paluello’s seminal
work, that Averroes used the anonymous translation in the Long Commentary,
whilst commenting on the first book of An. Post., as well as in the whole Mid-
dle Commentary, whereas he relied on Mattas translation for the second book.
However, after the discovery of the Berlin manuscript with part of the Arabic
original of the Long Commentary, it has been proven that Matta was already used
by Averroes in the first book.

How does Avicenna position himself in this connection? In what follows I
shall argue that

. he uses Matta while discussing the contents of the first book of An. Post.;

. he uses the anonymous translation in at least one striking case in the second
book (if he was using Matta in that case, we would have to assume that he
had a version of Mattas text along with the glosses that accompany it in the
Parisinus or some other text influenced by the latter?);

3. he uses Matta, along with the anonymous translation, for the second book.

4. he uses Themistius and Philoponus (and perhaps some other source in the

ancient commentary tradition) for both the first and the second book.

N

I shall present seven passages. Three of them (Texts 1-3) compare Avicenna’s
text and the translations. The other four (Texts 4-7) deal with the relation to the
commentators or other terminological problems.

I have checked Avicenna’s texts taken from the Burhan against the following
sources:

1. Aristotle!?

2. Abu Bishr MarttZs translation

3. Lemma® from Averroes’ Long Commentary in Arabic (when available i.e. up
to An. Post., A23)!1

9 The manuscript in question is the famous Paris, BNF Ar. 2346, which contains the Arabic
Organon in its entirety.

1) Aristotle, Aristotle’s Prior and Posterior Analytics: A Revised Text with Introduction and Com-
mentary by Sir D.W. Ross (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1949).

1) Bertolacci describes the organization of Averroes’ Tafsir on the Metaphysics in the following
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4. Averroes’ Middle Commentary in Arabic (relevant as a witness of the anony-
mous translation)!?

. Averroes’ Middle Commentary in Latin (Burana)

. Lemma?® from Averroes’ Long Commentary in Latin

7. Lemma® from Averroes’ Long Commentary (Mantino when available,
Burana and Balmes always)

8. Commentum from Averroes’ Long Commentary (same Latin translations),

G\ N

if relevant
9. Gerard of Cremona’s Latin translation of 4n. Post.
10. Gerard’s Latin translation of Themistius’ paraphrasis (which is known to
derive from the Arabic)
11. Themistius’ paraphrasis (Greek)
12. Philoponus’ commentary (Greek).

In the analysis of each single passage that I am going to discuss, I shall include
quotations from some or all of the above sources, according to their relevance to
the context. The order will also vary according to the relative significance of the
text.

Generally speaking, five possible configurations can be used to describe the
relationship of the two translations with cach other on the one hand, and Avi-
cenna’s quasi-lemmata on the other hand. The following categorization should
not be taken too rigidly, because such similarity or dissimilarity come in degrees,
but it can help us classify the cases in types:

terms “the translations upon which Averroes mainly relies for commenting on the Metaphysics are
quoted in portions of variable length (Textus) at the beginning of the single units of the Zafsir.
Each of the Textus, in its turn, is further divided into sentences (Lemmata), which are quoted a
second time and commented upon by Averroes one after the other,” see A. Bertolacci, The Reception
of Aristotle’s Metaphysics in Avicenna’s Kitab al-Shif2: A Milestone of Western Metaphysical Thought
(Leiden: Brill, 2006), 13. The same is true of Averroes’ Long Commentary on the Posterior Analytics.
I shall adopt the following convention: the text of the main units (Textus) will be referred to as
Lemma?; the text of the subunits (Lemmata) in which the former is divided and repeated will be
referred to as Lemma®; the text of the commentary will be referred to as Commentum. In the famous
XVIth century Giuntina edition (see above, f. 2), the multiple Latin translations are of Lemmata®
and of Commenta: three of them for roughly two-thirds of the first book (Mantino, Burana, and
Balmes), the remaining two for the whole text (Burana and Balmes). In this connection, cf. also
E.E Cranz, “Editions of the Latin Aristotle Accompanied by the Commentaries of Averroes,” in
Philosophy and Humanism: Essays in honour of PO. Kristeller, edited by E. Mahoney (Leiden: Brill,
1976), 116-128.

12) Averroes’ Middle Commentary is not structured in the same way as the Long Commentary: it
contains no proper lemmata, and the translation on which the work is based must be reconstructed
indirectly.
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(a) Matta’s text and the anonymous text are similar or identical:
(aa) Avicenna agrees with both
(ab) Avicenna agrees with neither

(b) Matta’s text and the anonymous text diverge clearly and significantly:
(ba) Avicenna agrees with or is closer to Matta’s translation
(bb) Avicenna agrees with or is closer to the anonymous translation
(bc) Avicenna agrees with neither

Each of the cases that are discussed below can be traced back to one of these
alternatives.

Casc (aa) is, to some extent, trivial and uninformative with regard to our
present concerns, especially if we acknowledge that the anonymous translation
may be quite likely a revision of Mattd’s translation.!’> Where there is strong
agreement or identity between the two, there is obviously no way for us to tell
which is being used by Avicenna (or by Averroes, for that matter).

Cases (ab)—(bc) are problematic, for they are compatible with different sce-
narios. No matter whether Matta and the anonymous translation agree with each
other [= (ab)] or not [= (bc)], if Avicenna has yet another text that differs from
both, the origin of the discrepancy is difficult to establish. It might be due to the
fact that he is following some other text or deliberately modifying a reading that
is found in the two translations, if they agree, or from one of them only, if they
do not.14

For such reasons, in a preliminary attempt to discuss this set of issues, I am
going to be concerned with evidence relative to cases (ba), (bb), and to present
an instance of (bc) that I consider of special interest despite its difficulty (it
is not entirely clear what the relationship between Matta and the anonymous
translation is like in the first place).!®

Below is a summary of the passages that are reported in the textual appendix,
with their respective significance.

The first three passages are about the relationship between Avicenna and the
two translations. The last four are in support of the thesis that Avicenna is familiar

13) In support of this claim, see Minio-Paluello, “Note sull’ Aristotele latino,” 110112, and Gitje

and Schoeler, “Averroes’ Schriften zur Logik,” 567-568.

19 See Eichner, “al-Farabi and Ibn Sini on ‘Universal Science?’ 84-95 for evidence concerning the
option that some divergences might be due to the influence of the commentary tradition (possibly
even beyond Philoponus and Themistius).

15) T shall not deal, in this context, with type (ab), as I have not found so far absolutely compelling
evidence concerning cases in which Avicenna clearly departs from one and the same (or strongly
similar) text shared by the two translations. However, given the complex relations between the
Burhin and its sources, this configuration should be nonetheless taken into account as a plausible
alternative, which only further investigation should confirm or rule out.
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with both Themistius’ paraphrasis and Philoponus’ commentary, and possibly
with even more.

Text 1. (An. Post., A2) [Case (ba)]'

Avicenna uses Matta’s translation against the anonymous translation, while com-
menting on the occurrence of the expression 7 ’#alif in the definition of ‘demon-
stration, which is found only in the former.

Text 2. (An. Post., B1) [Case (bb)]

Avicenna uses the anonymous translation against Mattas: the terminology for
the Aristotelian four-fold classification of scientific enquiries that he adopts is
more easily understandable under this assumption. Alternatively, we would be
forced to assume a stronger hypothesis, namely that he is directly acquainted with
a tradition connected with the glosses to the Parisinus.

Text 3. (An. Post., B2) [Case (bc) with Problems]

Avicenna does not use Matta in this case; he might be using with considerable free-
dom the anonymous translation; or he might be relying on a different branch in
the transmission of one of the two texts (the problems raised by the presence of
such discrepancies in the Latin translations of Averroes’ Long Commentary secem
to have gone unnoticed so far with respect to our present concerns, and would
deserve further investigation, especially with regard to the role of Qalonymos b.
Qalonymos’ Hebrew translation, which was the source for all of the former). This
would be confirmed, as is pointed out below, by the fact that the same variant is
witnessed in the Latin translation of the relevant Lemma® by Burana against all
other witnesses of the text (in other words, Avicenna and Burana are the only wit-
nesses of a contraposition bi-l-juz’i/in parte vs bi-l-kulli/in totum against the (by
far) more frequent contraposition bi-l-juz’i/in parte vs ‘ald l-itlaqi/simpliciter.

The remaining four passages deal with the relationship between Avicenna’s text
and the commentary tradition.

16} Another example of this kind is found in An. Post., A22 where Avicenna uses Matta against the

anonymous translation. In a famous passage in which Aristotle dismisses Platonic Forms, the Greek
reads “Té yép €idn xaupérw,” An. Post., A22, 83a32. The corresponding passage in Matta’s translation
reads “fa-amma l-suwarn fa-‘alayha l-salimu] Mantiq Aristi, 11, 376.4, whereas the anonymous
translation has “fz-amma [-suwaru fa-‘ala dhikribi I-‘afi’u; (i.c. “mentioning the Forms is useless”)
Sharh, 451.3. Avicenna agrees with Matta and seems to be quoting his translation almost verbatim
“amma l-suwaru l-aflataniyaty, fa-alayhi l-salamu, Burhan,111,7,233.1.
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Text 4. (An. Post., B15) [Knowledge of Themistius’ Paraphrasis]

The passage proves that Avicenna has direct acquaintance with Themistius’ para-
phrasis (the example is only in Themistius and Avicenna in relation to the same
context: it does not occur in Aristotle or Philoponus).

Text 5. (An. Post., B16) [Knowledge of Philoponus’ Commentary]

The passage proves that Avicenna has direct acquaintance with Philoponus’ com-

mentary (the example is only in Philoponus and Avicenna in relation to the same

context: it does not occur in Aristotle or Themistius).!”

Text 6. (An. Post., A13) [Gloss—Knowledge of Philoponus or of a Source in the
Commentary Tradition Deriving from or Familiar with the Baghdadi Glosses
that are Transmitted in the Pavisinus along with Matta’s Translation]

Two conclusions might be drawn from this example. A weaker conclusion counts
as a further proof that Avicenna knows and makes use of Philoponus’ commen-
tary. A stronger conclusion, consistent with the former but with wider impli-
cations, is that with respect to this passage, Avicenna’s discussion is prompted
not (or at least not merely) by knowledge of Philoponus’ commentary—which
is indeed the ultimate source—but is mediated by the gloss corresponding to this
passage in the Parisinus containing Matta’s translation of the Posterior Analytics
(I mean the gloss directly, or an earlier source in the Arabic exegetical tradition
of this passage, from which the gloss derives).

17) The same conclusion can be drawn with respect to another passage at least. In Burhan, IV, 1,
Avicenna introduces a geometrical example (connected to the first proposition of the first book of
Euclid’s Elements) in his discussion of An. Post., B1-3. A similar example, in the very same con-
text, is found only in Philoponus’ commentary. The latter, commenting on An. Post., B3, 90b13,
says “€oTL 08 xal dmoderkTikdg Selbut TodTo, ¢ Exet [the equilateral triangle] tég tpeic mhevpas lou,
obtwg: 8oy 8o xbrhot die TV KéVTpwy TeployBEvTe Téuvwaty &XMihovg kel THY abTiY SidueTpov
[read: radius] &ywot, TéTe 16 €k THg dwapétpov [read: radius] cuyxeipevoy Tpiywvov xai tav dbo
e00e1dv TV amd Tg adiig hydeic@v dypt TV KEVTpwY icdmhevpdy EaTIv- ol Yip Ao ToD KEVTPOU
excPaluevar e0Beion oo &Xnheus eioty,” see Philoponus, loannis Philoponi in Aristotelis Analyt-
ica Posteriora Commentaria cum anonymo in librum II, edited by M. Wallies, CAG, Vol. XIII
(Berlin: Reimer, 1909), 343.13-18; cf. also Philoponus (?), On Aristotle Posterior Analytics 2, trans-
lated by O. Goldin (London: Duckworth, 2009), 26-27. Avicenna’s text reads “fz-yakinu [-bahthu
an haliyatiba (sc. of per se accidents] li-l-mawdi babthan bi-wajhin mina l-wujihi ‘an haliyatiha
mutlagan: ka-l-babthi ‘an baliyati I-muthallathi I-mutasawi l-adla li-I-muthallathi I-ma‘'mili
ali kbattin tarfihi markaza dairatayni wa-qad wusili aydan bi-l-taqatii [BDW: bi-l-taqitu i),
Ja-huwa babthun ‘an bhaliyatibi fi-nafsibi. fa-bi-dbilika yulamu anna labi imkina wujidin)
Burhan, 1V, 1,262.10-12.
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Text 7. (An. Post., B13) [Commentary Tradition: Philoponus and Themistius,
and/or Another Source]

This passage has a number of interesting lexical remarks, with some philosophical
relevance. Avicenna introduces the view of some mufassirina and then describes
how “the translator” (al-mutarjim) explains the meaning of an expression by
pointing out the difference between the Arabic locution and its Greek counter-
part. What is at stake in the example is the definition of a line, which, however, is
not given in the corresponding passage of Aristotle’s text. This suggests that the
term ‘translator” here is unlikely to refer to (one of ) the translator(s) of the Poste-
rior Analytics, but should rather be taken to stand for the translator of a commen-
tary. Neither Matta nor the anonymous translation (via Gerard of Cremona: the
Arabic is not extant for this passage) have such locutions in the text.

The explicit definition of a line is given, by contrast, in the commentaries
of both Themistius and Philoponus (as “a breadthless length”). The whole dis-
cussion, both in Themistius and in Philoponus, clearly follows the same line of
thought that we find here in Avicenna.

In Avicenna, however, there is also an additional example, i.c. the case of qual-
ity and colour (which suggests that Eichner might be right in arguing in favour
of the thesis that Avicenna’s text could hint at unknown features of the ancient
commentary tradition).

We have yet to hear the last word on this example, but it probably has to do
with the Arabic translation of one of the two commentaries, or with yet another
commentary: if not Themistius or Philoponus, it must be a tradition familiar
with one of them or with a common source.

The above claims will be now argued for one by one in the following textual
analysis.

III. Textual Evidence
Text 1. Definition of Demonstration [An. Post., A2—Burhin, L7]

(case ba—translations differ, agreement with Matta)

1.1. Aristotle

médeiby 0 éyw culoyioudy dmoTepovicdy. EmoTepovikdy O Myw xaf’dv @ Eyerv
a0TdY EmoTdpeba. (An. Post., A2,71b17-19)
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1.2. Aba Bishr Matta

wa-ani bi-I-burhini l-qiyasa l-mwtalifa l-yaqiniya. wa-ani bi-l-muw’talifi l-yaqiniyi
Uadhi nalamubi bimi buwa mawjidun lana'® (Mantiq Aristis, 11, 313.2)

1.3. Averroes, Long Commentary, Lemma® (Arabic)

wa-ani bi-l-burhani lI-qiyisa l-yaqiniya lladhi yu‘lamu bibi l-shay'n ‘ald ma huwa
alaybi. (Sharb, 181.21)

1.4. Averroes, Long Commentary, Commentum (Arabic)

wa-qawluhi: ‘al-yaqini” huwa qawlun badala gawlibi: “I-giyasu lladhiya’talifu min
muqaddamatin yaqginiyatin.” (Sharh, 182.11-12)

1.5. Avicenna
Jfa-l-burhinu qiyasun mw’talifun yaqiniyun.

wa-qad qila fi tafsivi hidha aquwalun. wa-yushbibu alli yakina [-muridu bi-l-yaqi-
niyi annahi yaqginiyu l-natijati; fa-innahi idha kana yaqiniya l-natijati fa-laysa
huwa nafsubii yaginiyan; wa-in amkana an yujala li-hidha wajhun mutakallifiun
law [BDW: wa) tukullifa juila idkhala “I-mwialifi” fibi bashwan mina l-qawli
[BDW: l-magili), bal yakfi an yuqila qiyisun yaqiniyu l-natijati.

wa-yaghlibu ‘ali zanni anna l-murida bi-hidha ‘qiydsun mwallafun min yaqiniya-
tin” wa-anna fi l-lafzi adna tabrifin. fa-l-yaqiniyatu idha kanat fi l-muqaddamari
kana dhbalika hala [-burbani min jibati nafsibi. wa-idha kainat fi -natijati kina
dhailika bilabi bi-l-qiyasi ila ghayribi. wa-kawnubi yaqiniya l-muqaddamiti
amrun lahi fi dbatibi, fa-huwa awli an yakina makhadbhan fi baddibi wa-mu‘arri-
Jfan li-tabi‘atibi. (Burhin, 1,7,78.15-79.4)

1.6. Averroes, Middle Commentary (Arabic)

wa-l-burhanu bi-l-jumlati huwa qiyisun yaqiniyun yufidu ilma l-shay’i ali ma
huwa ‘alayhi fi l-wujidi bi-I-illati llati huwa biba mawjidun.
(Talkbis, 49.10-11)

18) Note that in the Paris manuscript /i is recorded as a variant in an interlinear gloss above yagini
(see text 1.8 in the Latin translation of Averroes).



Riccardo Strobino / Oriens 40 (2012) 355-389 365

1.7. Averroes, Middle Commentary (Burana)

Demonstratio autem in summa est syllogismus verus faciens acquirere scientiam de
re secundum quod ipsi inest causa. (Giuntina, MC, 2¥ D)

1.8. Averroes, Long Commentary, Lemma® (Latin)

Demonstrationem vero dico syllogismum scientialem.'®  (Giuntina, LC, 29" B)

1.9. Averroes, Long Commentary, Lemma® and Commentum (Mantino)

Intelligo autem demonstrationem syllogismum verum, quo res eo modo, quo est,
cognoscitur [...] et id quod dixit “veracem” est loco dicendi “syllogismum qui
componitur ex praemissis veris.” (Giuntina, LC, 29* B=30" A)

1.10. Averroes, Long Commentary, Lemma® and Commentum (Burana)

Volo autem per demonstrationem syllogismum verum, per quem cognoscimus rem,
(secundum) quod de ipsa aliquid [...] cum autem dixit “verus” idem est ac si diceret
syllogismus compositus ex propositionibus veris.  (Giuntina, LC, 29" C-30" A)

1.11. Averroes, Long Commentary, Lemma® and Commentum (Balmes)

ntendo autem per demonstrationem syllogismum veracem, quo res scitur secun-
Intendo aut d trat yllog q t

dum quod est [...] et dum dicit “verus” intelligit syllogismum qui ex veris constat
premissis. (Giuntina, LC, 29" C-30" A)

1.12. Gerard of Cremona (Latin Translation of An. Post.)

Per demonstrationem vero significo sillogismum compositum veridicum quo sci-
tur res secundum quod ipsa est. (AnPGC,5.26-27)

1.13. Themistius (Latin)

Demonstratio non est nisi syllogismus compositus necessario creditus.
(TPL,247.37)

1.14. Themistius (Greek)
amédeibic ydp tott cuihoyiopds EmaTepoviKds. (TPG, CAG,5.17)

19) See above, text 1.2 and f. 18.
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Analysis

In this passage Avicenna seems to depend on Mattas translation because he dis-
cusses a terminological issue that is understandable only with respect to that text
and not to the one that is preserved in the anonymous translation. The defini-
tion of demonstration as a giyds mu’talif yagini occurs explicitly only in Matta.
Avicenna seems uncomfortable with the use of the expression mu’talif; against
which he would have preferred m24°allaf?° In his opinion this latter term would
convey with more accuracy the sense of the definition: demonstration is a syllo-
gism composed of premises that are certain, as he himself explains in the exegesis.
The fact Avicenna takes yagini to refer to the premises of a demonstration, not to
its conclusion, accounts in a better way for the presence of mu’talif, whose inclu-
sion in the definition otherwise would be, according to him, only a superfluous
addition.

What is more, he considers the expression as a corruption or as an improper
term. In the anonymous translation we find no counterpart to mu’talif in the
Arabic transmitted by Lemma?® in Averroes’ Sharh. The form #’talafa does occur
in Averroes’ commentary with the same sense of m’allaf, but it does not seem
to derive directly from the translation of the Aristotelian text he is commenting
upon. Avicenna’s discussion would not make much sense if he were simply to rely
on the anonymous text as we find it in the lemma of Averroes’ Sharh because it
does not contain anything close to the definition that he intends to emend.?! If
the anonymous translation is faithfully reflected by the text of Lemma?, neither
mu’talif nor muwallaf can be derived from it.

Interestingly, the locution mu’allaf; which Avicenna would expect to occur
in the definition of demonstration, is possibly witnessed by the corresponding

20) On the use and meaning of the somewhat odd locution 7w talif see D. Black, “Knowledge (/72)
and Certitude (yagin) in al-Farabi’s Epistemology,” Arabic Sciences and Philosophy 16 (2006): 14,
f. 5 (where the term, however, is read as mu’talaf). Black suggests that the term might count as a
way to mirror in the Arabic the sense conveyed by the root of the Greek word ovA-doyiopds and
regards the qualification 7 ’talaf as a lexical device to distinguish the use of giyis in the context of
logic and philosophy from its £alim counterpart. Another (I think less convincing) reading of this
definition is found in J. McGinnis, “Avicenna’s Naturalized Epistemology and Scientific Method,” in
The Unity of Science in the Arabic Tradition: Science, Logic, Epistemology and their Interactions, edited
by S. Rahman, T. Street and H. Tahiri (Berlin: Springer, 2008): 132, where the whole expression is
taken to mean “syllogism constituting (for 7 talif?) certainty.”

1) Minio-Palluello provides, I believe, good arguments to reject the hypothetical objection that
the lemmata (as is often the case in the commentary tradition) could have been a later insertion
and should not necessarily be regarded as the very same text that the Commentator was looking
at. At least in the case of the Long Commentary on Aristotle’s Posterior Analytics, the text of the
lemmata is provably the one Averroes was working on, see Minio-Paluello, “Note sull’ Aristotele
latino,” 117-118.
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Latin term in Gerard of Cremona’s translation where we find the word com-
positus, although nothing excludes in principle that the Arabic text that Ger-
ard was translating already had mu2alif instead of the—perhaps more natural—
muwallaf. The Latin translation of Themistius’ paraphrasis, which is known to
derive from the Arabic and is also by Gerard, has the very same term compositus.
Averroes’ Middle Commentary, which usually shows a strong dependence on the
anonymous translation (as opposed to Matta),?? does not have either mu’talif or

muw'allaf?

Text 2. Taxonomy of Scientific Enquiries [An. Post., B1—Burhan, IV;1]

(case bb—translations differ, agreement with the anonymous text)

2.1. Aristotle

T {nroduevd éotw lon Tov &pbudy oamep motdueda. {qrodpev 8¢ Tértapa, [1] 10
611, [2] 10 diéty, [3] €l éot, [4] Tl doTiv. (4n. Post.,B1, 89b23-25)

2.2. Aba Bishr Matta

al-ashyi’u llati tutlabu (wa-hiya) jami‘n l-ashya’i llati nalamuba hiya mutasawiy-
atun. wa-l-ashya’u llati natlububa biya arba‘atun: abadubumai [1] annabi yiajadu;
wa-l-dkbaru (2] li-midha; [3) in kana mawjidan; [4) wa-ma buwa.

(Man;‘iq Arista, 11,407.8-10)

[Marginal gloss (2)]

al—a:/ﬂyd’u L-matlibatu, minha muﬁudamn, wa-minha mu’al[aﬁzmn : ﬁz—l—muﬁ’adam
mithla Sugrata, wa-hidba I-himari. wa-l-mwallafatu mithla qawlina: [-shamsu tan-
kasifu. fa-l-mufradatuyutlabu min amriba: hal hiya? thumma: ma hiya? wa-l-mwal-
laﬁzm yu_tlﬂbu min amriba: hal hidha mawjﬁdun li-hadha? thumma: lima sara
hidha mawjidan li-hadha? fa-l-ashya’u idhan allati tutlabu hiya arba‘atun: 3] hal
buwa; (4] wa-ma buwa; (1) wa-hal badhi mawjadun li-hidha; [2) wa-lima hadba
lLi-hidba. (Mantig Aristi, 11, 407, £. 2)

2.3. Averroes, Long Commentary, Lemma® (Arabic)

Not extant

22) Again, see Minio-Paluello, “Note sull’ Aristotele latino,” 118-120.
23 Averroes, however, does have the inflected verb #talafa (ya’talifu) in the Long Commentary,
clearly with the meaning of “composed,” with which the term is attested, see GALex, 294-295.
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2.4. Avicenna

al-matalibu wa-l-maliamatu bi-l-talabi mutasawiyatun (... fa-innahbi [...] arba‘a-
tun: ithnini dakhilani fi I-hali—abadubuma [3] hal yijadu I-shay'u, ay ‘ali l-itla-
qi—wa-l-thani [1] hal yijadu I-shay'u shay'an? mithla annahi hal yijadu l-jinsu
murakkaban min ajzi’in ghayri mutajazziatin. wa-kullu wabidin min matlabay
l-hali yatba‘uhi matlabu (2] I-lima wa-yattasilu bi-dbailika matlabu [4) l-ma. wa-
amma matlabu l-ayyi fa-mina l-tawabit li-matlabi l-ma. [...] wa-ammai matlabu
ma fa-innahi yatba‘v I-matlaba l-basita min-matlabay [-hali tab‘an zibiran |...]
wa-yatba'u l-matlaba I-murakkaba min matlabay l-hali aydan ‘ali wajhin mina
l-wujihi. (Burhin, 1V, 1, 261.4-262.3)

2.5. Averroes, Middle Commentary (Arabic)

al-ashya’u [-matlibatu ‘adadubai bi-‘aynibi ‘adadu l-ashya’i l-ma‘limati (...) wa-I-
matlibitu ‘adaduba bi-l-jumlati arba‘un: ithnani murakkabani, wa-ithnani basi-
tani.

Ja-l-awwalu mina l-murakkabati huwa an natluba: (1) hal badhi mawjidun li-ha-
dha: (...) wa-huwa matlabu “hal” al-murakkabu. wa-l-matlabu [-thini matlabu [2)
“lima” kina hidba l-shay'n mawjidan li-hadha: [...] fa-hadhani humai l-matla-

bani l-murakkabini.

Ja-amma l-matlibani I-mufradini, fa-abadubuma huwa [3] talabu wujadi I-shay’i
ali l-itlaqi 1a bi-hilin ma. wa-l-matlibu [-mufradu mithla an natluba: hal al-
kbalan mawjidun, aw ghayru mawjidin? wa-I-talabu [-thani huwa lladhi naltami-
subii ba'da marifati hadhi l-talabi fibi, wa-huwa talabu (4] ma huwa hidhi
L-shay’u lladbi tabayyana wujidubi. (Talkbis, 119.6-120.2)

2.6. Averroes, Middle Commentary (Burana)

Quod quaesitorum est idem numerus cum iis quae sciuntur, et hoc quoniam nos
utique scimus ad ultimum ea quae quaeruntur. Et quaesita in summa sunt numero
quatuor, duo composita et duo simplicia. Et prius quidem compositorum est, ut
quaeramus [1] an hoc insit huic [...] quaesitum vero secundum est [2] quare hoc
insit huic [...] Quaesita vero separata [note the Arabic mufradini] ea sunt [3] quo-
rum unum quaerit existentiam rei non in aliquo [...] Quaesitum vero secundum
est per quod quaerimus scientiam quaesiti huius et est quaestio [4] quid est hoc.
(Giuntina, MC, 25* A-B)

2.7. Averroes, Long Commentary, Lemma® (Latin)

Quae quaeruntur sunt acqualia numero iis quaecumque scimus. Quaerimus autem
quatuor, [1] quod, [2] propter quid, [3] si est, [4] quid est.
(Giuntina, LC, 401" C)
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2.8. Averroes, Long Commentary, Lemma® (Burana)

Ea quae quaerimus et ea quae scimus sunt acqualia: quae vero quaerimus sunt qua-
tuor, quorum unum est [1] quod est, et secundum [2] propter quid hoc, [3] si est,

et [4] quid est. (Giuntina, LC,401* C-401" D)

2.9. Averroes, Long Commentary, Commentum (Burana)

Enuntiavit species quaestionis et dixit quod sunt quatuor: quarum una est [1] quod
est, ct altera [2] propter quid hoc, [3] si est et [4] quid est.

Et si res sit quemadmodum cecidit in hac translatione oportet quod intelligatur
sermo ipsius “si est” quod sunt due species, si est ita in hoc, et si est simpliciter [...]
[3] si est res aut [1] si est cum tali dispositione. (Giuntina, LC, 402" B)

2.10. Averroes, Long Commentary, LemmaP (Balmes)

Res quae quaeruntur et res quas scimus coequantur. Res autem quas quaerimus sunt
quatuor. Quarum una est [1] utrum sit et altera [2] cur sit et [3] an sit et [4] quid
sit. (Giuntina, LC, 401" C-401¥ D)

2.11. Averroes, Long Commentary, Commentum (Balmes)

Enuntiavit quaesitorum species et dixit quod sint quatuor: quorum unum est [1]
utrum sit, et alterum [2] cur sit, [3] an sit aut [4] quid sit.

Et si res sit prout cecidit in hac traductione expedit eius dictum intelligere,
“utrum sit” esse duarum specierum, utrum sit sic talis et an sit simpliciter; et per
haec duo fiunt quaesita quatuor: ambo enim quaeruntur adverbio utrum, ut [3]
utrum res sit aut [ 1] utrum sit talis. (Giuntina, LC, 402" B)

2.12. Gerard of Cremona (Latin Translation of An. Post.)

Res quas quaerimus et res quas scimus sunt res una eadem numero. Et quaestionum

quidem numerus est quatuor; quarum una est [1] an hoc insit huic, et secunda [2]

quare istud insit huic, et tertia [3] an hoc sit, et quarta [4] quid est hoc.
(AnPGC, 64)

Analysis

The passage is taken from Burhan, IV, 1, which corresponds in its entirety to
An. Post., B1-3. The context that concerns us here in particular is the discussion
of the number and types of scientific enquiries in B1. Avicenna gives a list that,
in terms of content, is conceptually the same as the one we find in Aristotle
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but whose terminology departs from the latter in one relevant case. The four
questions are formulated in different ways in Mattas text (which is closer to
Aristotle) and in the anonymous translation, which for this particular portion
of the text can be reconstructed from Gerard of Cremona’s Latin version and
from the Latin translations of Averroes’ commentaries. Here Avicenna seems to
be following the anonymous translation.

He presents the four questions and discusses, along Aristotelian lines, their
mutual relationships with respect to the properties of middle terms involved in
demonstrative syllogisms. His own vocabulary preserves the what- and why-ques-
tions, but characterizes the other two questions as i-questions (both in the exis-
tential case [3] and in the predicative case [1]). A fundamental distinction in
the Aristotelian framework is the one between the question whether something
is (i.e. if it exists absolutely) and the question whether something is something
else (i.c. that something is something else, a case of predication). Both questions
are labelled by Avicenna under the heading of if-questions (bal basit and hal
murakkab, respectively). The same terminology occurs in the anonymous transla-
tion indirectly transmitted by Gerard of Cremona’s Latin text. Unfortunately, in
this case we cannot make comparisons with the Arabic text of the correspond-
ing lemmata and of the commentaries thereupon from the Long Commentary,
because this portion of the original is not extant. But we do have valuable remarks
from the Latin translations. Averroes, in particular, is aware of the existence of
an alternative terminology (as opposed to the one that he receives from Matta)
in the other translation. The same terminology is found in Averroes’ Talkhis,
where the Aristotelian distinction between the ifquestion (existence) and the
that-question (predication) is formulated in terms of simple if (hal basit) and
compound if (hal murakkab), i.c. exactly in the same way as in Avicenna. The ter-
minology of the Middle Commentary is known to derive from the anonymous
translation, and not from Matta.

It should be noted that there are two other places where the terminology
found in Avicenna (and Averroes) is attested in a similar, albeit not identical
form: (1) a gloss to Mattds translation in the Parisinus formulates the Aris-
totelian 4 and #that-questions in terms of simple if- and compound if-questions,
making use of the locutions hal mufrad and hal mwallafto characterize them;
(2) al-Farabi, in his Kitab al-Huraf;** makes also use of hal to characterize both
the existential and the predicative case.

To explain where Avicenna might have taken his terminology from we have
therefore two main alternatives. A first, natural hypothesis, is that he takes it

24) This point was brought to my attention by S. Menn, “al-Farabi’s Kitab al-Hurdfand his Analysis
of the Senses of Being,” Arabic Sciences and Philosophy 18 (2008): 84-90. Cf. Al-Farabi, Kizib
al-Hurif, edited by M. Mahdi, Beirut: Dar al-Mashriq 1969), 111, 228-231.
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directly from the anonymous translation (the claim is reinforced by the fact that
the terminology in Averroes’ Talkhis, which in turn depends on the anonymous
translation, is identical with that of Avicenna’s Burhin). Otherwise, we should
hypothesize that Avicenna was acquainted either with the gloss to Matta’s text,
or with FarabT’s terminology or with yet another source that was connected to
one of the latter.’

One last remark is in order. The differences in terminology used to present
the taxonomy of scientific inquiries are also regarded by Minio-Paluello as an
example of the agreement between the text of the Middle Commentary and the
text translated by Gerard, as opposed to the case of the agreement between the
text found in the Long Commentary and Matta’s translation.?¢ In the context
of his argument, Minio suggests that the formulation in terms of a double #f’
might depend on a misreading in the anonymous tradition in which a azza has
been mistakenly taken for a 77. This claim, however, should be rejected. We have
independent evidence that the opposition between the two ifs is genuine and
does not derive from a misreading of @74 in favour of iz: indeed such evidence
is provided by the fact that the gloss, Farabi, Avicenna and Averroes himself (in
the Middle Commentary) all spell out the distinction of the two questions by
using the word hal (basit/mufrad vs murakkab/muwallaf).

Text 3. Terminological Distinction (in parte vs simpliciter/in totum) [An. Post.,
B2—Burhan, IV,1]

(case be with problems—translations differ, agreement with neither; agreement
with Burana)

3.1. Aristotle

P

8ty OF yvévteg 7| T 811§ €l EaTw, 1] [1] 10 éml pépovg A [2] 10 amhéds, mdhy TO Oiit
Tt (ropey 7 6 Tl o, ToTE {rodpey T O péoov. Myw 0% TO 871 Eo Ty émi wépoug kol
TG, (An. Post., B2, 89b38-90a2.)

3.2. Aba Bishr Matta

wa-matd ‘alimnd imma annahi yijadu aw annabi mawjidun, imma (1] bi-l-juz’i
wa-imma [2) ‘ala l-itlagi, wa-ralabni mina [-ra’si: lima buwa? aw: ma buwa? fa-ta-
labuna hina’idhin innama huwa an yutlaba ma huwa l-awsatu. wa-a‘ni bi-qawli

25) More complex combinations of circumstances should in fact be taken into account, but it is
hard, at the present stage, to make conjectures about a hypothetical network of reciprocal influences
involving the gloss(es), Farabi, and the anonymous translation.

26} See Minio-Paluello, “Note sull’ Aristotele latino,” 118.
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innahi yﬁjﬂdu bi—l—juz’i (wa-Yald l—iﬂdqi: amma bz’—l—juz’i ﬁz—an yuﬂabﬂ: aturdyaq-
balu l-qamaru kusifan? a‘ni ‘adama l-niri, aw yatazayyadu tazayyudan. wa-dhilika
anna talabana fi amthili hadhibi imma anna l-shay’a mawjidun aw ghayru mawji-
din. amma ‘ali l—iﬂziqi ﬁz—huwa an natluba in kina mﬂwjﬁdﬂn aw ghﬂym mawjddin

al-gamarn wa-l-layln. (Mantiq Aristis, 11, 409.5-11)

3.3. Averroes, Long Commentary, Lemma® (Arabic)

Not extant

3.4. Avicenna

Jfa-qawlu I-mu‘allimi l-awwali (1] “l-mawjadu bi-l-juz’i” yani bibi [om. ‘Afifi]
I-mawjida shayan ma. wa-(2] “I-mawjadu bi-l-kulli” ya'ni bibi [-mawjida ‘ali
l-itlagi. wa-l-mawjidu shay'an ma imma shay'an jawhbariyan li-l-mawdis, aw ‘ara-

dan dhatiyan aw ‘aradan kharijiyan. (Burhan, IV, 1,263.12-14)

3.5. Averroes, Middle Commentary (Arabic and Latin)

The corresponding passage does not discuss the terminological problem under
consideration.

3.6. Averroes, Long Commentary, Lemma® (Latin)

Quando autem cognoscentes aut quod aut si est, aut quod in parte aut simpliciter,
rursus ipsum propter quid quaeremus aut quid est et tunc quaerimus quid est

medium. (Giuntina, LC, 403" D)

3.7. Averroes, Long Commentary, Lemma® (Burana)

Cumque quaerimus si est aut non est simplicitcr quaerimus utique an videas quod
sit aliquod medium ipsius aut non.

Cumque sciverimus si erit, aut si est, aut in parte aut in totum quaerimus de quaesito
propter quid et quid est; quaestio utique nostra est ut quacramus quid est terminus
medius. (Giuntina, LC, 403" E)

3.8. Averroes, Long Commentary, Commentum (Burana)

Hoc est quod significavit cum dixit “cumque sciverimus quod est vel quod est aut
in parte aut simpliciter, quaerimus de quesito propter quid est aut quid est.”
(Giuntina, LC, 404" F)
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3.9. Averroes, Long Commentary, Lemma® (Balmes)

Quando autem quaerimus an sit aut non sit simpliciter, quaerimus numquid eius sit
aliqua res media, necne. Et quando sciverimus quod erit aut sit secundum partem
aut simpliciter, ulterius quaerimus ab initio cur sit et quid sit, et tunc quaerimus

quid est illud medium. (Giuntina, LC, 403" E)

3.10. Averroes, Long Commentary, Commentum (Balmes)

Et hoc significavit quando dixit “et quando sciverimus quod erit aut sit secundum
partem aut simpliciter ulterius quaerimus ab initio cur sit et quid sit.”
(Giuntina, LC, 404" F)

3.11. Averroes, Long Commentary, Lemma® (Latin)?’

Dico autem quod aut si est in parte et simpliciter, in parte quidem, an deficit luna
aut augetur. Si enim est aliquid aut non est aliquid in talibus quaerimus; simpliciter
vero si est aut non est luna aut nox. (Giuntina, LC, 405" A)

3.12. Averroes, Long Commentary, Lemma® (Burana)

Etintelligo, cum dico quod est in parte et simpliciter, in parte quidem cum quaeri-
tur an suscipiat luna defectum, hoc est privatione luminis, aut augeatur augumento.
Et hoc quoniam quaestio nostra in talibus est an res sit aut non sit; simpliciter vero
cum quaerimus si est aut non est luna aut nox. (Giuntina, LC, 405" B)

3.13. Averroes, Long Commentary, Commentum (Burana)

Postquam vocavit quaesitum compositum quod est in parte et vocavit simplex quod
est simpliciter, coepit declarare haec nomina. (Giuntina, LC, 405" C)

3.14. Averroes, Long Commentary, LemmaP (Balmes)

Intendo autem quando dico “secundum partem” aut “simpliciter,” secundum par-
tem quidem quia quaeritur “videsne lunam suscipere eclipsim, hoc est luminis defec-
tum, aut crementum?” Nostra enim quaestio de tali est utrum res sit aut non sit;
simpliciter autem an luna et nox sit aut non sit. (Giuntina, LC, 4057 B)

27). For this text I offer two distinct sets of lemmata and commenta from Averroes’ Long Commen-
tary:3.6-10 and 3.11-15.
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3.15. Averroes, Long Commentary, Commentum (Balmes)

Postquam vocaverat quaesitum compositum illud quod est secundum partem et
simplex quod est simpliciter, coepit explicare nomina. (Giuntina, LC, 405" C)

3.16. Gerard of Cremona (Latin Translation of 4. Post.)

Sermo igitur noster “quaestio composita” et “quaestio simplex:” et composita
uidem est sicut quaerimus an eclipsis que est privatio luminis insit lune et an
quid t tq 1 q t tio 1 tl t
additio insit ei (in hoc enim et huiusmodi non quaeritur nisi an predicatum insit
subiecto an non insit ei); simplex autem sicut quaeritur an hec res ipsa sit an non

sit, sicut luna et nox. (AnPGC, 64.1-13)

Analysis

The question concerning predicative cases mentioned in the previous passage, i.e.
the “if” in the second sense or, as it is also referred to, the compound #-question,
which is the counterpart of the Aristotelian #has-question, is labelled by Avicenna
with the expression al-mawjid bi-l-juz’. This captures the Aristotelian Greek éml
uépove. In opposition to this way of characterizing the question of the “if” in
which one asks whether something is something else as “in part,” the other ques-
tion, by means of which one asks whether something exists or not absolutely, is
called a simple 7f°question or absolute question of the “if.” The opposition &mi
uépovg vs g is matched in Mattd’s Arabic by the pair bi-l-juz’ vs ‘ala l-iflaq.
Thus, émi pépovg stands to &A@ just as bi-I-juz’ stands to @l l-itlag. In Avicenna’s
Burhan, however, in the analysis of this particular passage one element is formu-
lated in quite a different way. Although the opposition is still understood in terms
of absolute existence vs characterization of something by means of predication,
the terminology adopted by Avicenna is bi-l-juz’ vs bi-I-kull.

The terminology in Averroes is the same as in Matta, if we look at Lem-
mata® preserved by the Latin translation of the Long Commentary, but in one
Lemma® the opposition iz parte vs in totum does occur once (see 3.7) in the
translation by Burana (not in the one by Balmes, which consistently has the
standard iz parte vs simpliciter distinction throughout). The locution seems to
be immediately forgotten in favour of simpliciter, so that in totum is no longer
found even in Burana’s translations of other texts where the terms in question
are involved (see 3.8, 3.12, 3.13). Both translations are known to derive from
the Hebrew version by Qalonymos b. Qalonymos (early XIVth century), but the
circumstances of the transmission might turn out to be more complex than they
were thought to be. In the Middle Commentary we find no trace of the distinc-
tion.



Riccardo Strobino / Oriens 40 (2012) 355-389 375

The use of bi-l-kull in the opposition between bi-/-juz’ and bi-l-kull, which
Avicenna cleary has before him, might therefore derive from a source that resur-
faces again (in a way which is yet to be understood) in Averroes’ Long Com-
mentary as is witnessed by one of its Latin translations. Since Avicenna shares
the expression with Burana’s Latin translation, this variant can hardly be dis-
missed as an innovation occurring accidentally in both of them at the same
time.

Text 4. Themistius [An. Post., BI1S—Burhan, IV,8] (Knowledge of Themistins’
Paraphrasis)

4.1. Plato

&1 0% T8 T@V Kepavvey TripaTe kel Bavpalbueva Y ihéxtpwy Tepl Tig EEewg xal TéY
‘prdeiwv MOwv, TavTwy TovTwy 67\1{*}] uev odx éoTiy o00evi TToTE. (Tz’maeus, 80c)

4.2. Avicenna

wa-nda Flatina jadhaba I-mighnatisu wa-l-kabrabi’'u wa-l-mibjamatu saba-
buhi S/my’un waihidun wa-huwa m‘iqdlu -hawa’i ﬁz—yﬂtba ‘ubi m‘z'qdlu md huwa ﬁbi.
(Burhan, 1V, 8,319.11-13)

4.3. Themistius (Greek)

Blov Suix i 1 MBog 1 patyvijrig Ehxet kel T6 fihextpov kal ¥ oukcvin; TEVTWY Yap TO adTO
uéaov Te kel alTiov, 1] avTimeploTaats, &g dnat IT\drwv. (TPG, CAG,60.1-2)

4.4. Themistius (Latin)

Cuius exemplum est ut dicatur quare magnetes lapis attrahit ferrum et karabe
et ventosa. Medium enim et causa in istis quaestionibus sunt unum et idem in
sermone Platonis et est permutatio aeris. (TPL,309.5-6)

Analysis

This passage counts as a piece of evidence in support of the thesis that Avicenna
was directly acquainted with Themistius’ paraphrasis. The reference occurs only
in Themistius and in Avicenna, who both mention Plato by name and offer the
magnet and amber examples. No parallel is to be found in the corrisponding
passage of An. Post., B15,982a30 where the examples given are different. The same
holds in the case of Averroes, who does not have this terminology either in the
Long Commentary or in the Middle Commentary.
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The reference to Plato is correct and goes back to Timaeus, 80c.28

Text 5. Philoponus [An. Post., B16—Burban, IV, 8] (Knowledge of Philoponus’
Commentary)

S.1. Aristotle

Iepi 8 aitiov kol o aitiov amopYaELE UEV &y TG, Apa TE DTaPYEL TO aiTIoTO, Kl TO
aitiov dmdpyet (Gdomep el puXhoppoet [...] T attiov Tod [...] pvXhoppoelv Eae- olov el
TodT EoT1 TO mhaTée Exery T GUN) (An. Post. B16,98a35-98b1)

[...] olov &l TharTiPuINOY, dulhoppoel (ibid., 98b3—4)

[...] ofov Bue Ti T8 SévOper dulhoppoet; €i 81 Suit wHEW ToD bypod, eite dulhopposl 34vSpov,
et bmdpyew mijEw, eire mijbig dmdpyeL, pi STwodv &M 4vipew dulhopposiv.
(ibid., 98b36-38)

S.2. Abt Bishr Matta

wa-amma fz' [-5llati, wa—l-s/my’i Uadbi I-5llatu $llatubi, wa—l-s/my’u Uadhi I-llatu
labi, fa-qad yatashakkaku l-insinu fa-yaqilu: a turd mata wujida I-malilu fa-l-5l-
latu aydan mawjidatun mithla annabi in kina yanthirn waragatun (... fa-qad
tijaduy layta shivi [...] Ullatu intithiri l-waragi—mithalu dhilika in kanat hadbibi
-5llatu hiya an yakina waraquhbii ‘aridan (Mantiq Aristi, 11, 454.12-455.3)

[...]) mithla annahi [...]) in kina waraqubi ‘aridan fa-yanthiru waragahi

(ibid., 455.5-6)

mithilu dhalika: lima sara l-shajaru yanthirn waraquhi?—in kina dhalika li-n‘i-
qddi l-rutiibati, ﬁz-qaa’ )/ﬂjibu in natharat l—s/mjﬂru w.czmquhd an yﬂjﬂda n‘iqzidu
l-rutiibati, wa-in wujida l-in‘igadu 1a li-kulli ma trafaqa, lakinna li-l-shajari lladhi
yanthirn waraqubi. (ibid., 457.11-458.2)

5.3. Avicenna

wa-mithla kawni l-waraqi ‘aridan li-ntitharibi, fa-innahi sababun musawin li-l-
intithari wa-in kina ba‘idan, wa-l-qaribu huwa sur‘atu nqishdshi l-rutiibati I-mdsi-
kati, wa-huwa aydan musawin, ﬁz—_yum/einu an yubﬂyyamz [-llatu bi-l-malali ﬂydan
kama yubayyana -malilu bi-l-illati wa-yasiru l-bayinu dawran. fa-innahi in
shi'nd quind inna |...] hadhibi l-shajarata ‘aridatu [-waraqi fa-yantathiry waraquba,
wa-hadhibi l—shajamtu ntathara wamqu/ﬂi ﬂz—/ﬂi}/ﬂ aridatu l—wamqi.

(Burhan, 1V, 8, 320.9-14)

28) See Plato, Timacus, 80c, in Platonis Opera, edited by J. Burnet, Vol. 8 (Oxford: Oxford Univer-
sity Press, 1903).
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5.4. Philoponus (Greek)

Kol AW ToD THY utredov ulhoppoely aitiov oL o Ty vueBoun T6 v 1@ dydve Hypév
... ToDTO Yobv T apdderype xpetrTéy toTt Tob TeBévTog Tapadetypoatog kot AOny
&mi Tod Tupde. EvTog gy odv Tod aitiov, fiyouy Tol TViyvuebar T6 év 1@ Sxdvew Dypdy,
&€ avdyxng Emeton kol O T 34vdpar Pulhoppoely, & (0T aitTioTdy- dvTog 8% Tod Ti
dévdpa dulhoppoely otk €€ dvdyxng Eativ 8 DTeTédy aitiov, yovv 7 Tod bypod Thé,
ad) Eotau T1 ETEpOV aiTiov, TO MhaTidUANOV, Tt TO puTidodabat o N, el Yoiv TO
To 04v3per dulhoppoelv defkvutan kel diét oD THyvueBar T Hypdy kel puTidodebat Ti
0N, Moty dpe TobTo Amédetéi; ovk BTt (PCG, CAG,412.10-19)

Analysis

The passage speaks in favour of Avicenna’s direct acquaintance with Philoponus’
commentary. I have already discussed above one example (see f. 17) that goes
along similar lines, and will present and discuss a more problematic case in the
following Text 6. I regard the present case as an additional independent proof.
The relevant factor is the terminology employed in the example, where Aristotle
is discussing a situation in which several things could be taken to be the cause
of one and the same fact (here: the deciduousness of certain plants). The cause
of a plant’s shedding its leaves, we are told, is the congealing of the moisture in
the juncture. The alternative cause mentioned by Aristotle is being “flat-leaved.”
The “shrivelling” (pvtidotoBa, ingishash) is mentioned only in Philoponus and
Avicenna.

In Averroes the situation is curious. In the Long Commentary, Lemma® has
roughly the same text as Aristotle. But the two Latin translations of LemmaP®
make some confusion. Instead of “being flat [wide]-leaved” the term used is
“frondium ariditas” (Balmes), maybe as a result of the similarity in sound with the
Arabic ‘aridu l-waraqi, and siccitas foliorum” (Burana), with transposed mean-
ing from one Latin term (ariditas) to the other (siccitas). Furthermore, in Balmes
we have “causa autem quae est ipsum medium est quod vinea sit arida (1) [i.e.
“dry,” not “wide” as the Arabic arid would suggest) frondibus” (Giuntina, LC,
536" C); and in Burana we find just the same error “et causa, quac est medium,
est quoniam vitis est siccum foliis” (Giuntina, LC, 536" C).

) “And, again, a cause of [the fact] that a vine sheds its leaves is the thickening of the moisture in
the juncture [...] So when there is the cause, namely the congealing of the moisture in the juncture,
there necessarily also follows [the fact] that the tree sheds its leaves, which is the effect. But when
there is the shedding of the leaves of the trees, there is no necessity that there is what he supposed
as the cause, namely the congealing of the moisture, but there will be some other cause, being
flat-leaved, and besides that, the shrivelling of the leaves. So if it is proven that trees shed their leaves
because of both the congealing of the moisture and the shrivelling of the leaves, it therefore follows
that this is not a demonstration,” see Philoponus (2), On Aristotle, 121).
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Text 6. Gloss on Philoponus [An. Post., A13—Burhan, I1I, 3] (Gloss—Know-
ledge of Philoponus or of a Source in the Commentary Tradition Deriving from or
Familiar with the Baghdidi Glosses that are Transmitted in the Parisinus along
with Matti’s Translation)

6.1. Aristotle

M >0 7 \ 2 / (A /. ~ g NN N S N S
En ECI) WV TO Hegov ng TleETOLl. Kol yop v TOUTOLG TOV OTL KAl OV TOV BlOTl Yl !Z’ITOBELE[Q'

od y&p Méyetou 0 ditiov. (An. Post., A13,78b14-15)

6.2. Aba Bishr Matta

wa—aydan fz' l—as/ﬂyd’i lati tida‘u l-awsatu ﬁhd kbdrijan ﬁz—inmz fz' héidhihi aydan
innama yakinu I-burhinu ‘ala “anna” [for unni] l-shay’a li ‘ala “lima huwa” idh
kana ld yukbbiru bi-l-illati nafsiba. (Mantiq Aristi, 11, 350.16-351.1)

6.3. Averroes, Long Commentary, Lemma® (Arabic)

wa-aydan al-barihinu lati yada‘u l-awsatu fiba kbarijan ‘ani I-tarfayni, fa-inna
hadhihi takinu [-baribinu fihi ali ‘anna” I-shaya. fa-amma “lima huwa” fa-1a, idh
kana lam ywta bi-l-llati nafsiba. (Sharh, 357.9-10)

6.4. Avicenna

wa-aydan fi l-ashya’i llati yida'n l-awsatu [BDW: tida‘u l-awsitu] fiba kbarijan:
innamd yakinu I-burhinu ‘ali lima huwa idha kina ukbbira bi-l-5llati nafsiba, fa-in
lam yukbbar biba nafsiha lam yakun burhina ali lima bal ‘ali an. [See below for
the continuation| (Burhan, 111, 3, 204.16-18)

6.5. Philoponus (Greek)

T dpyy uev & AdgEavdpog dnowy Tt Bid TovTwY T dedTepov ayfue onuaivet |[...]
316 xal dmovoroeey &y Tig O “Ew TiBeabaur” TOV péoov bpov TodTo adTH onpatvew
[..] &V g xott 6 AdéEavdpog mpoichv daty, “Eiw TiBeaBaun” TOV péoov Aéyel dvti Tod
“ToppwTépw Tijg mpoaexols aiting” 0 (PCG, CAG, 174.4-10)

39 “To begin with, Alexander says that by this he signifies the second figure [...] This is why some-
one might suppose that this is what the middle term being placed outside signifies for him [Aris-
totle]. [But the middle term being placed outside does not signify this for him] but, as Alexan-
der says further down, he says that the middle term is placed outside instead of [saying that it is
placed] further from the proximate cause.” I wish to thank Richard McKirahan for sharing with
me the translation of this passage right before the publication of Philoponus, On Aristorle Poste-
rior Analytics 1.9-18, translated by R. McKirahan (London: Duckworth, 2012) for the ancient
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6.6. Ibn Suwar’s Gloss to Abu Bishr Matta’s Translation
Abi Yabya [al-Marwazi] ani [-Iskandari qila: yuridu nigama l-shakli [-than.

wa-Yahya [-Nahwi | John Philoponus) yaqiilu: laysa l-amru ka-dhilika, bal innamai
yuridu bibi [-illata [-ba‘idata.

wa-Abi; Bishr [Matta] yazgharu min qawlibi annahi.yadbhabu ili l-amrayni jami‘an.

wa-azgunnu (Ibn Suwar] anna ma qilabi Yahya [-Nabwi asabbu l-aqiwili, wa-
yashhadu bi-dbilika qawlu I-faylasifi idh yaqilu: idb®' [for in in Badawi’s edi-
tion] kana la yukhbaru bi-l-illati nafsiba.” gila li l-shaykbu [-fidilu Yahya ibn ‘Adi:
l-bagqu ma qalabi Yahya [-Nahwi fi dbilika.> (Mantig Aristis, 11, 351, £. 2)

6.7. Avicenna (on the Gloss?)

amma ladhi la yakinu fibi illatun qaribatun fa-qad qila fi [-ta‘limi l-awwali ma
hadhba lafzubii: “wa-aydan fi l-ashyd’i llati yiada‘u I-awsatu [BDW: tida‘n l-awsitu)
[fiha kbarijan: innama yakinu l-burbinu ‘ali lima huwa idha kiana ukbbira bi-I-l-
lati nafsiba, fa-in lam yukbbar biba nafsiba lam yakun burhina ‘ala lima bal ‘ali an.”
wa-innama yani bi-l-illati I-illata [-qaribara.

likinna qawlahi “l-ashyi’u llati yida‘n l-awsatu fiba kbarijan” yabtamilu mana-
yayni: [1] abadubuma alla yakina tartibu I-budiadi ‘ali tartibi I-shakli I-awwali
bal ‘ali tartibi [-thini mathalan, fa-yakinu I-haddu I-awsatu kbarijan wa-la yakinu
u'tiya l-illatu I-qaribatu fibi—kama naqilu fi [-shakli [-thini inna l-jidara la yata-
naffasu li-annahi laysa bi-hayawinin, wa-kullu mutanaffisin hayawinun. wa-hadba
ltwwilu agharu. wa-yakinu innama nusiba ila [-shakli [-thani li-annahi kama
alimta awla bi-l-salbi. wa-hidhi yaqa‘n fi I-baribhini [-silibati akthara wa-in kina
qad yaqa‘u fi I-mijibati.

Ja-amma (2] I-tafsiru [-thani—wa-huwa l-aswabu wa-in lam yakun al-agharu—
Ja-hbuwwa annahi yani bi-l-awsati l-awsata fi l-qiyisi wa-l-wujadi jami‘an, wa-
huwa I-illatu I-qaribatu, ali annabhi mun‘akisatun; wa-yakinu mani wadibi
kbarijan alld yakina gad ruttiba fi ajzd’i I-qiyisi [BDW: ajza’a li-l-qiyisi)] bal turika
min kbarijin. (Burhin, 111, 3, 204.16-205.6)

commentators series edited by Richard Sorabji. The book was about to come out when this article
was being prepared.

31) The emendation, which I take to be correct, is already in Walzer, “New Light,” 100.

32) “According to Alexander he [Aristotle] means the second figure. But John Philoponus says: it is
not like that, he rather means the remote cause. It is clear from Abu Bishr’s words that he accepted
both interpretations. But I [i.e. Ibn Suwar] believe that John Philoponus’ statement is the soundest.
In his favour are the words of the philosopher: ‘Since (idh) he does not give the cause itself. The
excellent Shaikh Yahya b. ‘Adi said to me: “What John Philoponus said about this passage is right}”
see Walzer, “New Light,” 100.
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Analysis

This passage might suggest two different conclusions, which are again compati-
ble with each other, as in the case of text 2 above, but of quite different strength.
The first obvious conclusion is that Avicenna is familiar with Philoponus’ com-
mentary. The second, less obvious conclusion, is that he might be familiar with
Philoponus (at least, although not necessarily only) through the mediation of a
famous gloss that accompanies Matta’s translation of the Posterior Analytics,’® in
which both the opinion of Alexander of Aphrodisias and that of Philoponus are
reported (see Walzer’s translation, f. 32). In a difficult passage that has puzzled
the interpreters since late Antiquity, Aristotle uses the expression ¢’ &v 6 pégov
¢éw tiBetou to identify certain peculiar types of pseudo-demonstrations. How to
understand the meaning of the locution, though, has been the object of some
debate. An immediate option is that of considering “outside” to refer to the posi-
tion of the middle term as a predicate, which would yield syllogisms in the second
figure. But the real explanation, according to Avicenna, is that the remote cause
is being referred to, in agreement with Philoponus.

Text 7. Mutarjim [An. Post., B13—Burhan, IV;S] (Commentary Tradition:
Philoponus and Themistius, and/or Another Source)

7.1. Aristotle

Xp7 8¢, 8oy Ehov T mporyporTeY Tl TG, Stehely TO YEVOG glg Té BToua TG Eidel T TPHTA,
olov apBudv elg Tpidda xal Sudda, el8’ olitwg dxelvwy Spiapods melpdabor AapBdvew,
olov edBelag ypappiic kel kbxhov, kol dpBijg ywvine, pets 0 Tobto AafBdvta Tl T Yévos,
olov TéTepov TGV Too@V 1| TGV oLy, Té Biee TdOY Bewpely Si1& TV KOG TPWTwWY.
(An. Post.,B13,96b15-21)

7.2. Abt Bishr Matta

wa-qad yanbaghi, mata qasada l-insinu ild tahdidi jumlatin ma wa-kullin, an yuqas-
sima l-jinsa ila ghayri l-mutajazzi’ati l-uwali bi-l-naw i—mithilu dbilika an yuqas-
sima [-‘adada ila -thulithiyati wa-lI-thuni’iyati; thumma yaltamisu an ya'kbudha
budida hidbayni wa-naza@ivibimi—mithalu dbalika haddu I-kbatti [-mustagimi,
wa-haddu I-d@’ivati, wa-haddu l—zziwiyati l—qd’imﬂti. thumma ba‘da dbilika idhimai
akhadhba ayyuma huwa jinsubi—mithilu dhalika: a tura huwa mina l-kammiyaiti
aw mina l-kayfiyati? fal-nangur il lawazimibi l-kbassiyati bi-tilka l-umiri [-Gmmi-
yati awwalan. (Man}‘iq Aristir, 11, 443.9-444.4)

33) The content of the gloss is discussed at some length in Hugonnard-Roche, “Averroes et la
tradition,” 175-176.
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7.3. Avicenna

fa-yajibu an natluba [BDW: tutlaba) jami‘a I-mabmuliti llati tubmalu ‘alaybi [sc.
the genus] dikhilatan fi mahiyatibi, kinat awwaliyatan aw ghayra awwaliyatin
[lahi add. ‘Afifi). fa-hina’idhin yukbraju laka haddu [-naw, wa-haddu jinsihi

ma‘an bi-subilatin.

wa-amma kayfa yukhraju dhalika fa-qad juila mithalu badha fi [-talimi l-awwali an

ywkhadha [BDW: yijadu) l-khattu I-mustaqimu wa-kbattu I-di’ivati wa-kbattu
l-qat i I-munbani wa-khattu l-zawiyati, mathalan al-qi‘imatu. fa-inna ttisila kulli
kbattin bi-kbattin imma ‘ali l-istigamati, wa-imma ‘ali l-inhina’i wa-l-istidarati
wa-imma ‘ald zawiyatin.

Ja~yakinu [-kbattu [-mustaqimu yijadu lahi annabi tilun bila ‘ardin, wa-l-nuqatu
llati tufradu fibi taqa‘u bayna nugratay tarfaybi ‘ala mubidhaitiha kulluba iyyabuma.
wa-l-qawsu tilun bila ardin, wa-yumbkinu an tijada fibi nuqtatun kully I-khutiti
l—musmqimati lati z‘ak/ﬂmju ilay/ﬂd minhu takinu mutasawiyatan. wa-l-mutabad-
dibu [BDW: munjadhib) ‘ali zawiyati tilun bila ‘ardin yubitu bi-sathin wa-fibi
nugqtatun bi-l-fi'li yattasilu ‘alayha juz’ibi, fa-idba budbifa [BDW: badhafia) kbais-
sata |BDW: kbassiyara) kulli wabidatin min hidhibi bagiya mai baqiya [BDW:
yabqa)] mushtarakan wa-kina baddan li-l-jinsi—wa-huwa annabi tulun bili ‘ardin.

thumma qila ﬁz-;ji “ila l—maqdlatz' Uati tuqdlu ‘alayhi wa-ngur ﬁ lawazimihi I-kbas-
sati bi-tilka [-maqilati awwalan, fa-inna lawizima l-murakkabiti tustunbita min
lawaizimi [-basd’iti. fa-amma ba‘'du l-mufassirina fa-yaqilu inna ma‘nahi in kina
l-shay’u kamman [om. ‘Afifi] ka-l-kbatti qulta “kammun [BDW: kam) talun bila
ardin] wa-in kina kayfan [BDW: kayfiyatan] ka-l-lawni quita “kayfun yakbriqu
[Afifi: yabriqu, BDW: yubarriku) l-mushiffa bima huwa mushiffun bi-l-fili”

wa-ka-dhalika thumma inna l-mutarjima yaqilu inna ma‘na hadhai annaka taqilu
[ lughati [-arabi “tulun ma bila ‘ardin] wa-fi lughati I-yananiyina la yasta‘milina
lafzata “ma’” -dallata ‘ali l-intishari illa fi I-jawbari.

wa-amma fi l-ashy@’i l-ukbra fa-yasta‘milina badala lafzati “ma” sma -magilati
[-liyati. fa-idhi aradi an yaqili [BDW: yugila) “sathun ma” qili “kammun

sathun,” aw “lawnun ma” qali “kayfun lawnun”

wa-ha’uld’i ghayru munazaina fi hadha [-babi li-annabum arbabu tilka l-lughati.
(Burhin, 1V, 6, 308.12-309.8)

7 4. Gerard of Cremona (Latin Translation 4n. Post.)

Et necesse est homini, quando intendit diffinire summam (et hoc est quodlibet
genus medium), ut intendat ad genus et dividat ipsum in species specierum cius sicut
si dividat numerum in dualitatem et trinitatem, deinde comprehendat diffinitiones
horum duorum et comparium utriusque. Et similiter, quando intendit diffinire
lineam, accipit rectam et circularem, et quando intendit diffinire angulum, accipit



382 Riccardo Strobino / Oriens 40 (2012) 355-389

rectum. Deinde post illud genus illius rei, et est aut ex quantitate aut ex qualitate, et
venatur comitantia ipsum sibi propria, quorum unumquodque est communius eo
ex diffinitionibus specierum. (AnPGC, 85.26-35)

7.5. Philoponus (Greek)

NpPave, dnot, kol Silper 76 Yévog elg T& B0 T& eldedToLTOL 0lOV THY YPARUNY 66 YEVOG
Suaipet eig T edBelay Ypopuy, el TV Tepidepi] kel elg TV EMKOELST] THY Kol KauTIANY
Aeyouévny. elra MdfBe Todg Splopods adT@Y, kel & uépog edprioelg ToD SpLaOD KOG
Bewpobuevov év maot Tolg eldeat, ToUTS 2aTIv Splopds TOD YEVOUS, TyouV THg YPAMLTS.
olov ypapun e0Beid é0Tt pijkog dmhartés 0D Té pépn Tolg dxpols emmpoa el mepidepils O¢
g0 pijKog Gmhatig o ol &Td Tod kévTpov Tpdg TNV mepLdépetary exBadiduevar evBeion
too aXMhau elot- kapmdln 8¢ éomi piikog amhatis &€ evbelog ypoupic kol mepidepods
aVVYKelpevoV- émel Yoiv év ToUTolg TaaL kotvag Bewpeltal TO uijkog &haTés, TOUTS ¢ty
Sploudg To yévou. (PCG, CAG, 401,4-14)

"Hyovv peté 08 1o Seupijoon & yévog elg €idn kol éx TRV dploudv adtév Aafelv T
Kxov@g & adTol Bewpoluevoy, damep TO pfkog dmAatis EAdPopey, Oel oe Aafely kol
T8 yévog B¢’ 8 dvdyeta | ypopuu- 2oL 88 T Toadv. pika 0BV T KowdY TAV Eid@Y TolTo
uete ToD Toood kol elimt “ypappy 0T moadY piikog dmhatés.” éml Tvwy Ot edprioel
Yévog THY mod Tt 7 dRY T TAY xaTiryopLay.3t (PCG, CAG, 401.29-34)

7.6. Themistius (Greek)

el ey Tp@Tov Uév dxelvov Tob Yévoug T& dropa eldn, olov [...] Ypauuiic Ty edbeiav
kol mepidepi] kol keKAAUEVYY, kol ywviag THY Ofeloy Kol apBhelay kol dpHv. it
gmeldd) dropa TabTd ¢oTv 8N, MmTéov adTéY Tobg dplopods Koertd THY dynuévyy
uéBodov, xul 8ow Ko &v Tolg AmdvTwY dplopols EveaTty, éxhexTéov. olov Ti edbein
Ypouwd; wikos dmhatés ob Té péoa émmpoobel Tolg dxpots. Ti mepIepils Ypouu;

3) Commenting on 96b15 Philoponus says “Now that he has taught a method by which you will
discover the definitions of the most specific species, he teaches another by which one can discover
the definitions of the genera. The method goes like that. Take the genus, he says, and divide it into
the most specific species. For example, [taking] line as genus, divide [it] into straight line, circular,
helix and the [line] thatis called ‘crooked. Then take their definitions, and the part of the definition
that you will discover to be observed common to all of the species is the definition of the genus, that
is of line. For example, a straight line is a breadthless length of which the parts are in front of the
extremities. A circular [line] is a breadthless length of which the straight lines that extend from the
centre to the circumference are equal to each other. A crooked [line] is a breadthless length made
up of a straight line and a circular line. So since ‘breadthless length’ is observed to be common in all
of these, this is [the] definition of the genus” (transl. by O. Goldin, 96); later on, at 96b19, we read
“in other words, after dividing the genus into species and taking from their definitions that which is
observed in them to be common, just as we took breadthless length, so you must also take the genus
under which line is classified. It is quantity. So bring together with quantity that which is observed
to be common to the species and say ‘a line is a quantity [which is] breadthless length.” For such
things you will discover that the genus is quality or another of the categories,” see Philoponus (?),
On Aristotle, 97.
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uijxog Gmhatig mpdg dmep 4d’Evds anuelov mioo ai TpoomiTTovou 0felan toou elat; Tl
KECMATUEVY VP RAKOG ATTATEG ToLdVOE. &V O TaaL ToUTOL Tolg SpLopuols TO puikog
GmheTEG KOOV EvuTdpyel. ToUTo 0DV ExovTog Gvatpéyey abbig éml THY ypouuny Kol
oxomely & molg KoTiyople kol deldl) v Too TodTY cUVBETEOY TR Yével bow Kowd
eDpopey &v Tolg &Y ATSUwY Eld@V dploole kel EoTal Ypapuuis Splopds ToodY pijkog
amhortée. (TPG, CAG, 56.4-16)

7.7. Themistius (Latin)

In generibus autem quae dividuntur in species oportet ut ingrediamur hac semita.
Sed oportet imprimis ut accipiamus quod est in illo genere de speciebus quae non
dividuntur. Cuius excmplum quia, si est numerus, accipiemus binarium et terna-
rium. Nam illae species non dividuntur, quamvis sint species aliae praeter eas similes
eis. Et si est linea, accipiemus rectam et circularem et flexuosam. Et si est angulus,
accipiemus rectum, acutum et obliquum. Deinde si istae species non dividuntur,
oportet ut accipiamus definitiones earum per illam viam quam narravimus, et quod
invenimus in definitionibus omnium earum commune eligamus ipsum et colliga-
mus. Cuius exemplum est ut consideremus quid est linea recta. Et inveniemus cam
longitudinem sine latitudine et puncta tegunt extremitates eius. Deinde conside-
ramus quid est linea circularis. Et invenimus eam longitudinem sine latitudine, et
omnes lineae rectae, quae cgrcdiuntur ad eam a puncto uno, donec concurrant ei,
sunt acquales. Deinde consideramus quid est linea flexuosa. Et invenimus eam lon-
gitudinem sine latitudine cum aliqua dispositionum. In omnibus istis definitionibus
invenitur sermo noster “longitudo sine latitudine” communis.

Cum ergo accipimus hoc, oportet ut redeamus ad lineam et consideremus in quo
capitulorum adiecti ingrediamur et quia invenimus eam in quantitatis capitulo, tunc
oportet ut componamus cum hoc genere omnes res, quas invenimus in hoc genere
communes in definitionibus specierum quae non dividuntur. Fit ergo definitio li-
neae “quantitas longitudo sine latitudine,” et ponuntur cum genere omnes res quac
sunt communes in definitionibus specierum indivisibilium quae sunt sub eo.
(TPL, 304.26-305.5)

7.8. Averroes, Middle Commentary (Arabic)

wa-amma in kana l-maqsidu tahdidahi jinsan mutawassitan bayna l-anwa'i l-akhbi-
rati wa-l-jinsi l-manzgiri fihi fa-l-sabilu fi dbilika an na’khudha hadda tilka l-anwii
l-akbirati llati yanqasimu biba dhalika l-jinsu bi-tilka l-sabili llati wasafna. fa-idba
wajadna hadda kulli wabidin mina [-nawayni [-qasimayni asqatni min dhilika
ma yakhussu wabidan minha, wa-akbadhna [-mushtaraka, wa-adafna ilayhi jinsa
dhilika l-shay’i: imma kammiyata, wa-imma kayfiyata, wa-imma ghayra dbilika
mina l-ajnasi [-mubitati [possibly against the Latin translation] bi-dhalika [-shay’i
[-aliyati.

Jayakinu [-mujtama‘n min dbalika buwa hadda l-jinsi -maqsidi tabdidahi,

mithilu: anna idba aradna an nabudda [1) [-khatta, fa-inna na‘midu ila anwiihi



384

Riccardo Strobino / Oriens 40 (2012) 355-389

l-akbirati wa-hiya: (2] l-khattu I-mustaqimu, 3] wa-l-mustadiru (4] wa-l-mun-
bani. thumma na’khudbu hadda kulli wahidin min hadhibi l-anwi [-thalithati bi-
tilka l-tarigati. fal-nunzil anni wajadnai [def. 2] hadda l-kbatti l-mustaqimi annabi:
“titlun bild ardin” i yusnidu wasatubi atrifabi inda [-nagariilaybi ‘ali stigamatin.

wa-wajadna (def. 3] hadda [-khatti [-mustadiri annabi “tilun bild ardin” fi dakhi-
lihi nuqtatun kullu I-khutiti [-kbarijati ilayhi minba mutasawiyatun.

wa-wajadna (def. 4] badda [-khatti [-munbani annahi aydan “tilun bila ‘ardin”
mudafan ilaybi khissatun ukbra. fa-natlubu l-mushtaraka li-hidhibi I-hudidi [-tha-
lathati, fa-najidubii fiha qawlana: “tilun bila ‘ardin”—fa-nudifu ilayhi jinsa I-khu-
tati wa-huwa “I-kammu” fa-yakinu [def. 1] haddu [-kbatti l-mutlaqi annabi:
“kammun lahi tulun bili ‘ardin’ (Talkhis, 141.6-19)

7.9. Averroes, Middle Commentary (Burana)

Sivero fuerit quod intendimus definire genus medium inter species ultimas et genus
universale via utique in hoc erit ut accipiamus definitionem istarum specierum ulti-
marum per quas dividitur genus istud per hanc viam quam disposuimus. Cumque
invenerimus definitionem utriusque secernimus ex hoc illud quod appropriatur uni
ipsorum et accipimus communicans et complicamus ipsi genus istius rei, sive sit
quantitas sive qualitas aut aliud ab hoc ex generibus que comprehenduntur in hoc
superioribus. Et erit compositum ex hoc definitio generis, cuius intenditur definitio,
ut in exempli, cum voluerimus definire lineam, consistemus super speciebus ultimis
ct est linea recta et circularis et reflexa. Deinde accipiemus definitionem unius-
cuiusque istarum trium specierum per viam hanc et ponemus quod nos invenerimus
definitionem linee rectae quod est “longitudo sine latitudine, cuius medium non
removetur ab utriusque extremitatibus suis;,” cum consideratur secundum rectum.
Et inveniemus definitionem lineae circularis, quod est “longitudo sine latitudine in
cuius medio est punctus a quo omnes lineae exeuntes sunt equales” et inveniemus
definitionem lineae reflexae, quod est “longitudo sine latitudine cum qua componi-
tur proprium aliud” et investigabimus communicans his tribus definitionibus et
inveniemus ipsis quod dicimus “longitudo sine latitudine” et complicabimus ipsi
genus lineae, quod est quantitas et erit definitio lineae absolute quod est “quantitas
habens longitudinem sine latitudine” et incessus noster ad definitiones generum
a definitionibus specierum est res a consuetudine naturae, et hoc quoniam genera
sunt composita et species simplices. (Giuntina, MC, 31" I-M)

Analysis

The discussion reported in the passage by Avicenna refers to something going
on in the commentary tradition that we are not entirely privy to. While nothing
resembling such a detailed analysis is to be found in Aristotle, there are analogous

examples and arguments in Themistius and Philoponus, in particular the way in
which the definition of a line is extracted from the definition of its species. The
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idea s to find the common element of a genus in the definition of the species that
fall under it. This is already quite interesting in and of itself, because it shows once
more Avicenna’s familiarity with the commentators in this particular work. But
it also suggests that the sources Avicenna is acquainted with might go beyond
Themistius and Philoponus, since he makes use of examples that are nowhere to
be found in the latter.

A second important point to be made with regard to this passage concerns the
fact that Avicenna explicitly mentions “a translator” (probably the translator of
the commentary he is reading) and indulges in a number of linguistic consid-
erations. He is interested in the generalization of the problem and in discussing
a terminological issue that is raised, according to what he says, by this unnamed
translator. The issue has to do with the presence of the word 724 in Arabic to qual-
ify a category other than substance with a suitable linguistic construct, which
does not sound natural to the translator as far as the common usage in Greek is
concerned. While the expressions mufassir and sharh are occasionally used in the
Burhin (once in this very same passage), the reference to a mutarjim seems to be
a unicum in this work.

Additional evidence on the use of a similar terminology is found in Averroes.
In the Long Commentary we can find only Aristotle’s examples. In the Middle
Commentary, on the other hand, the argument seems to reflect the influence of
Themistius (more likely than that of Philoponus who has a richer terminology
or, for that matter, of any other source that Avicenna might have been familiar
with). As can be seen from the last two passages quoted above, Averroes follows
exactly the same procedure suggested by Aristotle, spelled out in detail already
in the commentators, and thereafter adopted by Avicenna, according to which
the definition of a generic term can be extracted by taking out the common part
shared in by the definitions of the specific terms that fall under that generic term.

IV. Conclusion

The purpose of this paper was to present some hitherto neglected facts concern-
ing the reception in Avicenna’s Kitab al-Burhan of the Arabic text of Aristotle’s
Posterior Analytics and the presence in it of uncontroversial traces of the ancient
commentary tradition. These facts, in themselves, deserve considerable attention
because they inform us about and reflect the complexity of the relationships
between Avicenna’s “Arabic Aristotle” and the two translations that, alongside
other ancient sources—especially Themistius and Philoponus—he makes use of.

As to whether and how such factual elements—identity, similarity, conver-
gence, divergence, difference with respect to both or neither of the two transla-
tions, the use of one against the other, and yet again, the extent of the influence of
ancient commentators or that of an earlier Arabo-Islamic exegetical tradition—
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could be interpreted in a more general perspective, some suggestions can be put
forward already at this stage, whereas some other questions will inevitably remain
open. Although an accurate and exhaustive assessment of their general role will
have to wait for a systematic investigation of all the identifiable /oci paralleli (and
of a clearer picture of the complex features involved in their later transmission
through Hebrew and Latin translations), I think the significance of the relation-
ships outlined above between Avicenna’s Burhin and the Arabic versions of the
Posterior Analytics and its “companions” cannot be overestimated.
My main conclusions can be summarized as follows:

1. Avicenna, like Averroes after him, already had access to both Arabic trans-
lations that are known to have existed (Abi Bishr Matta’s translation and the
anonymous translation). In particular, he provably makes use of

1.1. Aba Bishr Matta’s translation for the first book
1.2. the anonymous translation for the second book

although no generalization can be made at this stage concerning the relative

frequency of both.

2. Avicenna has knowledge of and is influenced by Themistius’ paraphrasis and
Philoponus’ commentary.

3. Avicenna might have had knowledge of and have been influenced by other
(unknown) sources from the ancient commentary tradition (in passages in
which he is clearly drawing on the latter, he occasionally goes beyond what can
be found in Themistius and Philoponus in terms of vocabulary and examples).

4. Avicenna might have had access to a source that is familiar with the glosses of
the Parisinus (or to a copy of the manuscript itself, if Abt Bishr Matta’s transla-
tion circulated in that form, or with the terminology attested in Farabr's Kizib
al- Hurif). If this were to be the case, then the argument in support of the thesis
that Avicenna uses the anonymous translation to comment on the second book
of the Posterior Analytics would be slightly weakened (the terminology employed
in the classification of scientific enquiries could be taken from the gloss, instead
of deriving from the anonymous text, or also from Farabi) but not ruled out.
The same holds of the example from An. Post., A13, in which the explanation
that Avicenna endorses might derive from a gloss to Mattas translation just as
it could derive directly from Philoponus’ commentary. Although assuming the
stronger hypothesis, i.c. that Avicenna had access to the glosses, would explain
two facts at once (the terminology used in B1 and the interpretations discussed
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to explain the passage in A13), I think this claim should be corroborated by more
substantive historical evidence. I am therefore prudentially inclined to prefer the
former alternative, i.c. the use of the anonymous translation and the hypothesis
of Avicenna’s direct acquaintance with Philoponus (especially because the latter
is provable on independent grounds). Further research will hopefully shed some
light on the question, if not settle it.
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