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Reconstructing Ishiq ibn Hunayn's Arabic Translation
of Aristotle’s De Anima

Alexander Treiger

Abstract

The present contribution reconstructs several passages from Ishaq ibn Hunayn’s lost Arabic translation of Aristotle’s
De Anima, based on the Hebrew and the Latin versions produced from Ishaq’s Arabic, as well as on Ishaqg’s extant
Arabic translation of Themistius’ commentary on Aristotle’s De Anima. The relationship between these texts is
carefully examined. One passage from Ibn Zur'a’s supplement to Ishaq’s translation of Aristotle’s De Anima is
similarly reconstructed. The reconstruction sheds light on Avicenna’s commentatorial technique in his Marginal
Notes on the De Anima and on Averroes’ commentatorial technique in his Long Commentary on the same book.

Ishiq ibn Hunayn’s Arabic Translation of Aristotle’s De Anima: Testimonia and Textual Evidence

The Fibrist — an indispensible tenth-century analytical inventory of Arabic literature, whose
author, the bibliographer Ibn al-Nadim (d. 995), was exceptionally well informed about the
Aristotelian tradition — contains the following intriguing report on the Arabic (and Syriac) versions
of, and commentaries upon, Aristotle’s De Anima."
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T1: Report on [Aristotle’s] treatise On the Soul in three books (magdlit): (a) Hunayn translated it into
Syriac in its entirety. (b) Ishaq translated it [into Arabic]® with the exception of a small part. (c) Then
Ishaq produced a second, complete and revised translation. (d) Themistius commented on the entire
treatise: on the first book in two books, on the second in two books, and on the third in three books.
[...] (e) Ishaq said: I translated this treatise into Arabic from a poor manuscript; then after thirty years
I found an excellent manuscript, so I corrected (gabaltu) the first translation against it, and this is the

commentary of Themistius.?

! T express my deep gratitude to my esteemed Doktorvater, Professor Dimitri Gutas, whose seminar on Avicenna’s

Marginal Notes on Aristotle’s De Anima at Yale I had the privilege of attending in 2001 and who offered valuable com-
ments on an earlier draft of this article (originally submitted as a term paper for his seminar). I am also deeply grateful to
Professor Cristina D’Ancona for accepting the article for publication in Studia graeco-arabica and for her encouragement
and support all the way through, and to the anonymous reviewer for his or her critical comments.
2 The text does not explicitly say that the target language of Ishaq’s version of the De_Anima was Arabic, but it is highly un-
likely that both he and his father Hunayn would have produced independent Syriac versions. See also T1e and discussion below.
3 Ibn al-Nadim, Kitab al-Fibrist, ed. G.Flugel, F.C.W. Vogel, I-I, Leipzig 1871-72, vol. 1, p. 251. For a careful analysis
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194 Alexander Treiger

Ibn al-Nadim’s report ties the history of the Syriac and Arabic translations of the De Anima to
two famous ninth-century translators: Hunayn ibn Ishaq (d. 873) and his son Ishaq ibn Hunayn
(d. ca. 910-911). Hunayn is credited with an integral Syriac translation of the De Anima, while
Ishaq is apparently credited with two Arabic translations of the same work (one incomplete,
the other complete and revised) and with an Arabic translation of Themistius™ (d. ca. 387-388)
Commentary on the De Anima.* While there is an extant Arabic translation of the De Anima,
and this translation is indeed attributed to Ishaq ibn Hunayn, it is most certainly not by him (its
language indicates that it is older). This version will therefore be referenced below as “Pseudo-
Ishaq”.’ Ishaq’s authentic Arabic translation(s) of the De Anima appear to be lost (as is, regrettably,
Hunayn’s Syriac version).®

We do have, however, a Hebrew version of the De Anima by Zerahya ben Yishaq ben Shealtiel
Hen (d. after 1291)” and a Latin version of the De Anima by Michael Scot (fl. ca. 1217-1240),
which is preserved in the lemmata of Averroes’ Long Commentary on the De Anima® As Alfred
Ivry has shown, the Hebrew and the Latin versions (both translated from Arabic) represent more
or less the same Arabic text, which is different from Pseudo-Ishag’s old translation.” Averroes’
Middle Commentary on the De Anima" and (the first part of) Avicenna’s Marginal Notes on the

of this passage as well as parallels in Ibn al-Qifti (d. 1248) and Haggi Halifa (d. 1658) see H. Giltje, Studien zur Uberlieferung
der avistotelischen Psychologie im Islam, Carl Winter Universititsverlag, Heidelberg 1971, pp. 20fF; F.E. Peters, Aristoteles
Arabus: The Oriental Translations and Commentaries on the Aristotelian Corpus, Brill, Leiden 1968, pp. 40-3.

* The Greek original: Themistii iz libros Aristotelis De Anima paraphrasis, ed. R. Heinze, G. Reimer, Berlin 1889
(CAG, V.3); English translation of the Greek text: R.B. Todd (trans.), Themistius, On Aristotle’s “On the Soul”, Cor-
nell U.P., Ithaca NY 1996.

5 “A. Badawi (ed.), Aristitalis fi [-nafs, ‘al-Ara al-tabiiyya” al-mansib ila Flatarhus, “al-Hass wa-l-mabsis” li-Ibn
Rusd, “al-Nabar” al-mansib il Aristitilis, Maktabat al-nahda al-misriyya, al-Qahira 1954 (abbreviated: Pseudo-Ishig),
pp. 1-188. Cf. RM. Frank, “Some Fragments of Ishiq’s Translation of the De Anima”, Cabiers de Byrsa 8 (1958-59),
pp- 231-51, here pp. 231-2; Giitje, Studien (above n. 3), pp. 28-44.

¢ On Ishaq’s translation technique, see now: K. Eksell, “Pragmatic Markers from Greek into Arabic: A Case Study on
Translations by Ishaq ibn Hunayn”, Studia graeco-arabica S (2015), pp. 321-44.

7 Aristotle’s “De Anima” Translated into Hebrew by Zerahyah ben Isaac ben Shealtiel Hen. A Critical Edition with an
Introduction and Index by G. Bos, Brill, Leiden 1994 (Aristoteles Semitico-Latinus, 6).

8 This commentary is preserved only in Latin (and in a Hebrew version produced from Latin): F.S. Crawford
(ed.), Averrois Cordubensis Commentarium Magnum in Aristotelis De Anima libros, The Mediacval Academy of Amer-
ica, Cambridge MA 1953; English translation: R.C. Taylor - Th.-A. Druart, Averroes (Ibn Rushd) of Cordoba, Long
Commentary on the De Anima of Aristotle, Yale U.P., New Haven CT 2009; French translation of the third part: A. de
Libera, Averroés: Liintelligence et la pensée, Grand Commentaire du De Anima, Livre III (429410 - 435 b 25), Flam-
marion, Paris 1998. For some Arabic fragments of the Long Commentary see A. ben Chehida, “Ikti$af al-nass al-‘arabi
li-ahamm agza’ al-Sarh al-kabir li-Kizab al-nafs, ta'lif Abi 1-Walid Ibn Rusd”, al-Hayih al-tagafiyya 35 (1985), pp. 14-
48 (not seen); C. Sirat - M. Geoffroy, L vriginal arabe du Grand Commentaire d’Averroés au De Anima d’Aristote, Pré-
mices de [¢dition, . Vrin, Paris 2005. See also D. Wirmer, “Le Grand Commentaire d’ Averroés au De Anima et ses lecteurs
juifs”, Arabic Sciences and Philosophy 17 (2007), pp. 135-58; C. Sirat, “Les Citations du Grand Commentaire d’ Averrots
au De Anima d Aristote dans les Croyances des philosophes de Shem-Tov Ibn Falaquera”, in J.-B. Brenet (ed.), Aver-
r0és et les averroismes juif et latin. Actes du Colloque international (Paris, 16-18 juin 2005), Brepols, Turnhout 2007,
pp- 249-55.

?  A.L.Ivry, “The Arabic Text of Aristotle’s De Anima and Its Translator”, Oriens 36 (2001), pp. 59-77.

10 Aba I-Walid Ibn Rudd, Talpis Kitib al-nafs, A.L. Ivry, al-Maglis al-a'la li-l-taqafa, al-Qahira 1994 (cf. the more
recent edition with an English translation: Averroes’ Middle Commentary on Aristotle’s De Anima, ed. and trans. A.L. Ivry,
Brigham Young U.P., Provo UT 2002).
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Reconstructing Ishiq ibn Hunayn's Arabic Translation of Aristotle’s De Anima 195

De Anima'"' seem to be based on this text as well.'* At a certain point (corresponding to 431 a 14, i.e.,
near the middle of De Anima 1117, very close to the end of the treatise) the following note occurs in the
unique manuscript of Avicenna’s Margimzl Notes:

5,058 OSoly T i Lals ey i o Goenl S5 Lials L () O j2dll &g

T2: Up to this point, the version of the commented text (nushat al-fass)'® was that of Ishaq ibn

Hunayn’s translation; from here onwards, it is another translation, with multiple corrections by the

commentator [i.e., Avicenna].'

From this point on, Avicenna indeed no longer follows the Arabic text on which both the Hebrew
and the Latin versions of the De Anima are based, but rather Pseudo-Ishiq’s old Arabic translation.

A somewhat similar note is preserved, at exactly the same point of Aristotle’s text,'® in the
manuscripts of the Hebrew version of the De Anima:

22090 WY DR MWK 10 PrXY 1270 1R NPRYRN TRNN AT 1IN 12 pRYY pNynw nn nnbwn

T3: Supplement to what Ishaq ibn Hunayn translated from this treatise, [taken] from Abi Tsa ibn

Ishaq’s translation from Syriac into Arabic.””

Finally, the Arabic translation of Themistius’ Commentary on the De Anima is preserved, almost
in its entirety, in one manuscript and has been published by M.C. Lyons. This translation comprises
seven sections divided as indicated in the Fihrist. The third section bears the following title:

"' On this text see D. Gutas, Avicenna and the Aristotelian Tradition: Introduction to Reading Avicenna’s Philosophical
Works, Brill, Leiden 1988, p. 321a, Index of Names and Places, s.v. “ Avicenna: Marginal Notes on De Anima”; 1d., Avicenna
and the Aristotelian Tradition: Introduction to Reading Avicenna’s Philosophical Works, Second, Revised and Enlarged Edi-
tion, Including an Inventory of Avicenna’s Authentic Works, Brill, Leiden 2014, p. 591a, Index of Authors Cited, Names,
and Places, s.v. “Avicenna: Marginal Glosses on De Anima”; 1d., “Avicenna’s Marginal Glosses on De Anima and the Greek
Commentatorial Tradition”, in P. Adamson - H. Baltussen - M.W.F. Stone (eds.), Philosophy, Science and Exegesis in Greek,
Arabic and Latin Commentaries, 2 vols., Institute of Classical Studies, London 2004, vol. 2, pp. 75-85; sce esp. p. 80, n. 32
where Gutas points out that Avicenna follows the text of Themistius rather than that of Aristotle. This is quite significant
given the relation between the Arabic translation of Themistius and the Arabic translation of the De Anima (both pro-
duced by Ishiaq ibn Hunayn).

12 Ivry, “The Arabic Text” (above, n. 9), p. 65: “[I]t is Ishiq’s language and style which reappear in the majority of the
citations from De Anima itself in both of Averroes’ commentaries. This translation proves to be the same essentially as that
found in most of the quotations and paraphrases of De Anima which appear in Avicenna’s glosses to that work”.

3 On the term fass (pl. fissiis), “commented text”, cf. A. Bertolacci, “From al-Kindi to al-Farabi: Avicenna’s Progressive
Knowledge of Aristotle’s Metaphysics According to His Autobiography”, Arabic Sciences and Philosophy 11 (2001), pp. 257-95.

" Avicenna, Marginal Notes on the “De Anima” (al-Ta'liqit ‘ali hawisi Kitiab al-nafs), ed. “A. Badawi, in Id., Aristiz
‘ind al- arab, Maktabat al-nahda al-misriyya, al-Qahira 1947, pp. 75-116 (abbreviated: Avicenna), here p. 109, n. 1.

15 Pseudo-Ishiq’s translation is also quoted by Avicenna at one point before 431 a 14 (see n. 32 below); it is also quoted
on several occasions in Averroes’ Long Commentary as “alia translatio” - see references in Ivry, “The Arabic Text” (above,
n.9), p. 60, n. 4.

16 This has been noted by Gitje, Studien (above n. 3), p. 22.

17 P. 127.325-326 Bos (cf. Bos” English translation of this note on p. 9). This note can be tentatively retranslated into
Arabic as follows: a5 )l &l | v_»\.gj.«.l\ O Bl ot 6;‘ S e il oda o e goen] Al Lo i, See
also M. Steinschneider, Die hebriischen Ubersetzungen des Mittelalters und die Jiiden als Dolmetscher, Kommissionsverlag
des bibliographischen Bureaus, Berlin 1893, p. 146.
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196 Alexander Treiger

(d B ot sl )T LS e Al dall s i sl OLS 65}31\ al
T4: First book of Themistius’ commentary on the second book of Aristotle’s De Anima [in] the second

translation of Ishaq ibn Hunayn.'8

All these testimonia present a coherent though not altogether clear picture. The manuscript note
in Avicenna’s Marginal Notes (T2) and the note in the Hebrew version (T3), both occurring at the
same place near the end of the treatise and ascribing the preceding part of the Arabic text to Ishag,”
correspond clearly to the indication of the Fibrist (T1b) that Ishaq translated the De Anima “with
the exception of a small part”. If so, Avicenna seems to have had access to Ishaq’s first and incomplete
version of the De Anima, whereas Ishaq’s second and complete translation (if it ever existed) was
apparently unknown to him.

Some difficulties, however, remain. Thus, we have a very ambiguous phrase “and this is the
commentary of Themistius” (T1e): it is unclear whether this phrase refers only to the second
(“excellent”) manuscript (the “poor” one having been that of the De Anima) or to both the excellent
and the poor manuscripts, in which case Ishaq’s entire statement in T1e would refer to Themistius’
commentary rather than to the De Anima as such.

The first possibility would imply that Ishaq corrected his earlier translation of the De Anima
on the basis of Themistius’ commentary, but this is unlikely, for, as argued by Richard Frank,
“Themistius did only a paraphrase, which, although considerably longer than the de Anima itself,
does in no wise contain the integral text of the original”.?’

It is more plausible to assume that the entire passage (regarding both the “poor” and the
“excellent” manuscripts) refers to Themistius” Commentary on the De Anima rather than to the De

8 M.C. Lyons (ed.), An Arabic Translation of Themistius|'] Commentary on Aristoteles [sic] De Anima, University of
South Carolina Press, Columbia 1973, p. 42. Similar titles are given to sections 4-7 — see pp. 88, 136, 169, and 214 Lyons
(the first section has no title; the beginning of the second section is lacking).

19 It should be noted, however, that the title of the first section of the Hebrew version seems to ascribe it to Hunayn
rather than to Ishaq - see p. 45.2 Bos.

2 Frank, “Some Fragments” (above, n. 5), p. 233. Frank himself, however, understood the text of the Fibrist in a hardly
more plausible way, namely: “after 30 years I found another recension which was truly excellent in all respects; I compared
this with the first translation and found it to be the ‘commentary’ of Themistius” (:bid., my emphasis). As Frank’s discussion
makes clear, the pronoun “it” in the phrase “[I] found it to be the ‘commentary’ of Themistius” refers to the second manu-
script (or, as he has it, “recension”). Frank then goes on to argue that “the translator [i.e., Ishaq], according to th[is] quota-
tion, mentions how he came to notice that it [i.e., the excellent recension] was the work of Themistius rather than that of
Aristotle, almost as if the manuscript which he had gave no indication of the author” (Frank, “Some Fragments” (above,
n.5), p. 234). Frank’s interpretation is both implausible and incorrect. It is implausible because Ishiaq would need no “com-
parison” to recognize that the second manuscript contained something else than Aristotle’s text — it would be sufficient for
him to have a glance at the first sentence of the text to realize that what he had in front of him was a Peripatetic commentary
on Aristotle rather than an original composition by Aristotle himself (Themistius’ commentary begins as follows: “In this
treatise we must £y fo follow Aristotle on everything that can be systematically understood about the soul”). It is incorrect
because Frank does not take into account the technical meaning of the verb gibala: in this context it clearly means “to cor-
rect” one manuscript (in this case: a translation) on the basis of another. Cf. similar use of this term in Hunayn’s Risdla,
§3 — G. Bergstrisser (ed. and trans.), Hunain ibn Ishaq iiber die syrischen und arabischen Galen-Ubersetzungen, F.A. Brock-
haus, Leipzig 1925, p. 5.5-6 (German translation, p. 4); J.C. Lamoreaux (ed. and trans.), Hunayn ibn Ishiq on His Galen
Translations. With an Appendix by G. Kessel, Brigham Young U.P., Provo, UT 2016, p. 11; F. Rosenthal, The Classical
Heritage in Islam, trans. from German by E. Marmorstein and J. Marmorstein, University of California Press, Berkeley
1975, p. 20.
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Reconstructing Ishiq ibn Hunayn's Arabic Translation of Aristotle’s De Anima 197

Anima itself; the phrase “and this is the commentary of Themistius” is simply an explanation added
(by Ibn al-Nadim?) to clarify this. It is very likely that these words of Ishaq have their origin in a
colophon of his (second) Arabic version of Themistius’ commentary, a manuscript of which Ibn al-
Nadim may well have examined.” The disadvantage of this interpretation is that it fails to explain
how, according to T1lc, Ishaq managed to produce his “second, complete and revised” translation
of the De Anima.

There is also a third possibility, suggested by Helmut Gitje, that the “excellent” manuscript
contained both Themistius’ commentary and the text of the De Anima. In this case, Ishaq could
have translated the former into Arabic and subsequently used the latter to correct and complete his
carlier translation of the De Anima.*

The Hebrew note (T3) is somewhat ambiguous as well. Two questions arise. First, does the text
mean that the ending of the Hebrew version (after 431 a 14) (as well as the parallel section of the
Latin translation)?’ reflect the Syro-Arabic version of Abi Tsa ibn Ishig* or does it mean that they
are based on Ishaq’s translation made from Abi ‘Isa ibn Ishaq’s Syriac version?? Second, do we have
a proof (independent of T3) that the second part of the text (after 431 a 14) is not supplied from
Ishaqg’s second and complete (presumably Graeco-Arabic) translation?*

The answer to the first question largely depends on Aba Isa ibn Ishiq’s identity. If Moritz
Steinschneider is correct in his suggestion, adopted by the majority of scholars, that Abii ‘Isa ibn Ishiq
is Yahya ibn ‘Adr’s pupil Abi ‘Ali Tsa ibn Ishaq Ibn Zur'a (d. 1008),” then the second interpretation
of the Hebrew note is ruled out on chronological grounds. The first interpretation, on the other
hand, seems very plausible indeed: it stands to reason that Ibn Zur‘a had at his disposal Ishaq’s first
and incomplete translation of the De Anima and completed it working from an unknown (possibly
Hunayn’s) Syriac version.

21 The only extant manuscript of the Arabic version of Themistius’ Commentary on the De Anima (Ishaq’s second
version, according to T4) breaks off near the end of the book, and so this colophon, if it existed, is irreparably lost.

2 Gitje, Studien (above n. 3), p. 24.

A textual comparison of the Hebrew version with the Latin reveals that after 431 a 14 both versions reflect more or
less the same Arabic text — see synoptic edition of Passage 8 in Appendix 111 below.

 This is the interpretation shared by Frank (“Some Fragments” [above, n. 5], p. 235, n. 1), Peters (Aristoteles Arabus
[above, n. 3], pp. 41-2), and Ivry (“The Arabic Text” [above n. 9], p. 62, n. 16).

» Steinschneider (Die hebriischen Ubersetzungen [above, n. 17], p. 146) understands this passage as meaning that
the second part (after 431 a 14) contains Abit Tsa ibn Ishaq’s Arabic rendering of Ishiq’s (Syriac) supplement (mnbwn) to
the (according to Steinschneider, incomplete) Syriac version by Hunayn (rendered by the same Aba Tsi ibn Ishiq into
Arabic for the first part of the text). This interpretation seems to me to be very far-fetched. It is nevertheless upheld by Bos
(Bos, Aristotle’s “De anima” [above, n. 7], p. 12). This interpretation agrees neither with the evidence of T2, which clearly
ascribes the version of the text preceding 431 a 14 to Ishaq, nor with the evidence of the Fihrist (T1a), which states explic-
itly that Hunayn’s Syriac version was a complete one.

26 This is the opinion of Gitje (Studien [above, n. 3], p. 41): “Angesichts dieses Sachverhaltes und der oben dargestells
ten Parallelen aus Avicenna und A I [=the translation preserved in Averroes’ lemmata before 431 a 14] halte ich es nach
wie vor fiir wahrscheinlich, daff A Tin einer Bezichung zur ersten, unvollstindigen Ubersetzung Ishags stchtund daf A T +
A II [=the translation preserved in Averroes’ lemmata after 431 a 14] wohl doch eine spitere Redaktion Ishaqgs darstellen”.
Cf. criticism of Gitje’s position by Bos, Aristorle’s “De anima” (above, n. 7), pp. 11-12.

77 Steinschneider, Die hebriischen Ubersetzungen (above, n. 17), p. 146. On Ibn Zur'a, see: C. Haddad, ‘Isd ibn Zur'a,
philosophe arabe et apologiste chrétien du X siécle, Dar al-Kalima, Beirut 1971 (second ed. CERPOC, Beirut 2013); J.P. Mon-
ferrer-Sala, “Ibn Zura”, in D.Th. Mallett - A. Mallett (eds.), Christian-Muslim Relations: A Bibliographical History, vol. 2,
Brill, Leiden 2010 (The History of Christian-Muslim Relations), pp. 570-74; G. Endress, “Ibn Zur'a”, in U. Rudolph (ed.),
Philosophie in der islamischen Welt: I: 8.-10. Jahrhundert, Schwabe Verlag, Basel 2012, pp. 325-33.
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198 Alexander Treiger

As far as the second question is concerned, to the best of my knowledge, no answer to it has
been provided so far. The editor of the Hebrew text Gerrit Bos merely observes that the “Hebrew
translation does not show a sudden change in style or vocabulary from 431al4 on”* Ivry’s article
does not address this issue at all. Even casual examination, however, is sufficient to establish that the
second part of the Hebrew text cannot reflect the same translation as the first part (or even a revised
version of the former). This becomes clear when one considers the ways in which both parts render
key Greek terms, such as, e.g, the Aristotelian term 7) (=Latin: gua). Before 431 a 14 this term is
rendered rather consistently by 01/Le 33,0 - (=Hebrew: -w mn v, Latin: secundum quod).”
From this point on, this term is rendered, also rather consistently, by Lew (=Hebrew: -w ima or qwxa,
Latin: secundum quod, but sometimes more literally: iz eo guod).>* One may conclude, therefore, that
the second part of the text is certainly not by Ishaq. Most likely, we have here a Syro-Arabic version
by a later translator who supplemented Ishaq’s incomplete version.’! At present, there seems to be
no reason to question Steinschneider’s suggestion that this translator was Ibn Zur'a. I shall therefore
refer to this version as “Ibn Zur'a’s supplement”.

This being the case, one should note that we have absolutely no evidence of the existence of
Ishaq’s second and complete translation of the De Anima mentioned in the Fibrist (T1c). Averroes,
in both his Middle and Long Commentary on the De Anima, used, after 431 a 14, Ibn Zur'a’s Syro-
Arabic version; and it is this version that is preserved in the Hebrew translation as well. Avicenna in
his Marginal Notes used, from this point on, the old, Pseudo-Ishiq’s translation, though one cannot
exclude the possibility that he was also familiar with Ibn Zur'a’s supplement.’ The fact that Ishaq’s

% Bos, Aristotle’s “De anima” (above, n. 7), p. 12, n. 18. From this he concludes that the underlying Arabic version was
produced by a single translator: in his view (following Steinschneider), Abi Tsa ibn Ishiq [=Ibn Zur‘a] - see n. 25 above.

¥ See, e.g., 403 a 13 = Bos p. 47.59 (-w nn 771n), p. 18.5 Crawford (secundum quod); 405 a 23-24 (twice) = p. 53.177-
178 Bos, p. 41.6-8 Crawford; 418 a 23 = p. 89.332 Bos, Crawford 227.4; 431all = p. 126.323 Bos, p. 467.2-3 Crawford;
cf. n. 69 below. (I do not, of course, mention the cases in which Ishaq mistook 7] for one of its homographs). Cf. similar
renderings in Ishaq’s translation of Themistius’ commentary: p. 45.6 Lyons (three times = Heinze 40.1-2, Todd 57), 90.4-
S (three times = Heinze 59.16, Todd 79), 91.3-5 (four times = Heinze 59.33-34, Todd 79), 91.14-15 (twice = Heinze 60.7,
Todd 80), 96.10-11 (twice = Heinze 62.5-6, Todd 82), 98.1-2 (twice = Heinze 62.27, Todd 82), 116.5-6 (twice = Heinze
70.34, Todd 91), 118.3 (=Heinze 71.34, Todd 92), 130.10 (=Heinze 77.17, Todd 98), 182.6 (twice = Heinze 100.21-22,
Todd 125), 209.5-6 (=Heinze 114.24, Todd 140). Sometimes, however, 7] is rendered by b ig> s (e.g. Lyons 141.6,
Heinze 82.9, Todd 104 — this expression is typically used by Ishiq to render the Greek ©é + inf,, e.g., in 430 a 14-15, cf. Pas-
sage 6 in Appendix I below) or by O s\ (e.g. Lyons 130.15-16 [twice], Heinze 77.22, Todd 99). Elsewhere, Of/Le G o
is used to render %96 / xad’ 6. e.g. Lyons 91.5 (=Heinze 59.34, Todd 79), 129.1 (twice = Heinze 76.33, Todd 98).

3 See, e.g., 431 b 13 = p. 128.352 Bos (qwxa), p. 478.2 Crawford (in eo quod); 431 b 14 = p. 128.352 Bos (-w nn2),
p. 478.3 Crawford (in eo ... quod); 433b 11 = p. 134456 Bos (qwxa), p. 522.1 Crawford (secundum quod); 433 b 18
= p. 134.463 Bos (-w nna), p. 523.12 Crawford (secundum quod); 433 b 27 = p. 134.473 Bos (to be emended to qwxa
[p. wxa]), p. 527.1-2 Crawford (secundum quod).

31 The possibility of Ishiq himself working from a Syriac version cannot be ruled out at this stage of research, but it
is highly unlikely. The assumption that Ishaq worked from a Syriac version does not explain, e.g, the relative infrequency,
after 431 a 14, of the 3 ... T construction, used by Ishaq rather consistently to render the Greek particle 8¢ (cf. n. 52 and
n. 163 below): if it were he who translated the second part of the text as well, one might expect that he would render the
Syriac dén (the usual equivalent of the Greek 8¢) in the same way.

3 Tt is even possible that despite the fact that Avicenna’s commentary after 431 a 14 seems to be based on Pseudo-
Ishaq’s translation, it is Ibn Zur'a’s version that was recorded in the manuscript of the De Anima at his disposal; the evi-
dence of T2 that Avicenna’s manuscript of the De Anima after 431 a 14 contained “multiple emendations by the com-
mentator” may explain why Avicenna may have refrained from using this translation, even if it was indeed recorded in his
manuscript. Avicenna seems to have had Psendo-Ishaq’s translation in a separate (and complete) manuscript, as is indicated
by the fact that he refers to this translation on one occasion before 431 a 14 (at 429 a 11, cf. Avicenna, al-Ta'ligat “ali
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second and complete translation of the De Anima was not available to Avicenna and Averroes,
and presumably to Ibn Zur‘a as well (otherwise he would not have needed to supplement it), lends
support to the assumption that it never existed.

In light of this, two possible explanations of the evidence of the Fihrist (T1c) present themselves.
First, it is possible that the “Ishiaq” in Tlc has to be emended to “Aba [‘Ali] Tsa ibn Ishiq”
[=Ibn Zur‘a]. T1c could then be taken to allude, however imprecisely, to Ibn Zur‘a’s supplement to
Ishaq ibn Hunayn’s translation. Second, it is possible that T1c refers not to Ishag’s (non-existent)
second translation of the De Anima, but to Ishaq’s second translation of Themistius” Commentary
on the De Anima. This would dovetail well with the indication of T4, which specifically mentions
that this is a manuscript of Ishaq’s second translation of Themistius’ Commentary on the De Anima.

A New Method for Reconstructing Select Passages of Ishaq’s Translation of the De Anima and Ibn
Zur'a’s Supplement

Certain passages from Ishaq’s translation (up to 431 a 14) and Ibn Zur'a’s supplement (both lost
in Arabic) can be reconstructed on the basis of two Arabic sources: Ishaq’s translation of Themistius’
Commentary on the De Anima (up to 431 a 14 only) and Averroes’ Middle Commentary on the De
Anima.>* Both sources have verbatim or near verbatim quotations from Aristotle,* and in these cases
the Arabic text of the quotations is sufficiently close to the lost Arabic text of Ishag’s and Ibn Zur'a’s
De Anima to allow reconstruction. In order to reconstruct these passages one has to modify the text
of the Arabic quotations according to the Hebrew and the Latin versions which both reflect Ishaq’s
and Ibn Zur'a’s Arabic De Anima.?> In most cases the modifications required are very slight.

In Appendixes II and III below I have presented a synoptic edition of eight Arabic passages
(Appendix II: seven fragments from Ishaq’s translation of Themistius’ Commentary for the section
before 431 a 14; Appendix III: one fragment from Averroes’ Middle Commentary for the section
after 431 a 14) with their Hebrew and Latin parallels. A comparison between Arabic, Hebrew, and
Latin allows a fairly precise reconstruction of the Arabic text of Ishaq’s and Ibn Zur'a’s De Anima for
these passages — namely, the Arabic text underlying both the Hebrew and the Latin version.*

hawdsi Kitab al-nafs, p. 98.21 Badawi, corresponding to Pseudo-Ishiq, p. 72.10-11 Badawi [in Badawi’s text the words
&lis & sf are omitted due to homoioteleuton]) and seems to consult it elsewhere as well. At 429 a1 Avicenna even
remarks that this version is more accurate [asahh] than Ishaq’s (Avicenna, al-Ta'ligit ‘alid hawdisi Kitab al-nafs, p. 98.22
Badawi).

3 Because Avicenna often paraphrases the quotations from Aristotle, his Marginal Notes should be used with great
caution and only when backed by other sources. Richard Frank’s attempt to reconstruct fragments of Ishaq’s version on the
basis of Avicenna’s text only has not yielded reliable results [Frank, “Some Fragments” (above, n. 5)].

3 Verbatim quotations from Aristotle are conveniently marked by expanded spacing in Heinze’s edition of Themis-
tius’ Commentary. In his edition of the Arabic translation of Themistius, Lyons does not identify them. Additional quota-
tions are identified in Todd’s English translation of Themistius” Commentary. Verbatim or near verbatim quotations from
Aristotle in Averroes’ Middle Commentary can only be identified on the basis of their agreement with the Hebrew and
Latin versions.

3 The Hebrew version is particularly important, for in most cases it is a word for word rendering of the underlying
Arabic text.

3¢ On two occasions, Alfred Ivry deals with passages from Ishaq’s translation of Themistius’ commentary that render
Aristotle verbatim (Ivry, “Arabic Text” [above, n. 9], pp. 70-1 and 73); yet he scems to be unaware of the fact. See, c.g.,
his explanation of the similarity between Ishaq’s translation of Themistius and the Hebrew and the Latin versions: “It is
significant that the Latin of the Long Commentary (and essentially the Hebrew of Zerahyah) is a verbatim translation of
[the Arabic version of] Themistius’ text, which reads: [...] It is thus possible that Averroes adopted the Ishaqian translation
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Why is Ishaq’s translation of Themistius’ quotations from Aristotle’s De Anima so close to
Ishaq’s translation of the De Anima itself? There are several possible answers to this question: (1)
(a) Ishaq translated both Themistius and the De Anima directly from Greek, and (b) he was so
consistent in his terminology and translation techniques as to render the same Greek text in the
same way; (2) (a) Ishaq consulted his own translation of the De Anima when translating Themistius’
Commentary, or (b) vice versa. Statement (1a) seems to be correct. As faras (1b) is concerned, it seems
that even though Ishaq’s translations are indeed remarkably consistent, this in itself would not be
sufficient to explain such a close alignment between the two texts as exhibited by the passages edited
in Appendix II below. There seems to be a closer relation between the two translations, which goes
beyond their having been produced by the same individual. In one case at least, textual evidence
seems to point to the possibility (2a).”” Presumably, when translating Themistius’ Commentary,
Ishaq took care that future Arabic readers of Themistius would be able to recognize and locate the
relevant passages in the De Anima, and hence used the “standard” Arabic De Anima translation (his
own!) for Themistius” quotations from the De Anima.*® By contrast, it scems that the possibility
(2b) in not borne out by textual evidence. It seems clear that Ishaq did not correct his translation of
the De Anima according to Themistius’ Commentary, as one interpretation of the evidence of the
Fibrist (T1d) would have it. There are quite a few cases of textual disagreements between the two
Arabic texts (in some cases even going back to a different Greek Vorlage).”

represented in Themistius’ text when quoting Aristotle in the Long Commentary, and, like Avicenna, used Ishaq’s other
translation of the De Anima here for the lemma of his Middle Commentary” (Ivry, ibid., pp. 70-1).

¥ In 429 a31-b 3 Aristotle’s text reads: ‘H piv yap alodnoig od Sdvartar alodivesdar éx tob opodpa alodnrol,
olov Popou éx Tav peydrwv Popay, 008 Ex TaY Loyuedy YeuwdTtev xal douéy olte 6oy obte dopdodar. There are two
possibilities to understand the genitive case of the underlined noun ¢égou:

as dependent on the verb atoddvesDoar: “for example, [it cannot perceive] a voice after [lit.: from] intense voices™;

as dependent on the noun ato9note: “for example, [perception of] voice [=sense of hearing] [cannot perceive] after [lit.: from]

intense voices”.

Modern translations of the De Anima usually follow the first possibility — e.g., the French translation by E. Barbotin reads
here: “par exemple, on ne pergoit pas le son a la suite de sons intenses”. Ishag, on the other hand, chose the second option,
as testified by the Hebrew version of this passage: the Hebrew 1nRS awn wann renders the Arabic el J.«J-\, which
itselfis a corruption of & sl J.A.;L\ (see nn. 114 and 115 below). Now, Ishaq’s Vorlage for Themistius’ quotation, to judge
from his Arabic translation, must have read slightly differently: olov o0 {épou ToT @wixpol éx tav peydrov Yopoy
(see n. 113 below). Clearly, the addition of the adjective (tod) pxpob makes the second possibility much less plausible, for
there is no separate kind of perception for weak voices as opposed to strong and intense ones. Yet, Ishaq follows the second
possibility in his translation of Themistius as he does in that of the De Anima — he supplies the adjective without changing
the basic structure of the sentence: Lo zall oY o piadl O sald A1 =15 SJGtS”. The accuracy and precision
with which Ishaq renders Greek texts into Arabic is well known, and, in my view, he would have hardly chosen the second
possibility of translating the sentence had he been producing his translation independently, i.e., without using his own
translation of the De Anima. It seems to me that this idiosyncratic rendering of Themistius’ text can best be explained on
the assumption that Ishaq followed his own Arabic translation of the De Anima and diverged from it in cases in which
Themistius’ text did not agree with it.

3% Just as in modern translations into English, it is a standard practice not to translate, say, Biblical quotations literally
but to supply the text from one of the standard English translations.

¥ Seenn. 54 (2), 58, 65,78, 82,90,91, 94, 98, 101, 102, 103, 115 (2), 116, 119 (2), 120, 124, 126, 134, 135, 137, 142,
143, 144, 146, 147 below.
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Appendix I: An Interpretation that Has Its Origin in Textual Transmission

The first part of Passage 6 (De Anima, 1115, 430 a 14-15) — perhaps the most crucial sentence in the entire

De Anima — presents, in its Latin version, a tripartite division of the intellect:

Oportet igitur ut in ea sit [1] intellectus qui est intellectus secundum quod efficitur omne, et 2] intellectus
qui est intellectus secundum quod facit ipsum intelligere omne, et [3] intellectus secundum quod intelligit omne,

quasi habitus, qui est quasi lux. ...

On the other hand, both Aristotle’s original text and the Hebrew translation of the De Anima (as well as
Averroes’ Middle Commentary) present a bipartite division of the intellect:

Kot Zotwy [1] 6 pév totobtog vode t6 mévta yivesdar, [2] 6 8 6 mhvta motely, dg EELg Tie, olov T6 péc.
127 52 Yowr e Xanw TYn Sow xan Saw [2] ona a1 52 mm xanw Ten Sow xan Saw [1] ona nmn
LTIRM NI X ,A0 P

This idiosyncrasy of the Latin version certainly goes back to its Arabic Vorlage, for Averroes’ Long
Commentary (as opposed to his Middle Commentary) presupposes tripartition. Alain de Libera, in the
introduction to his French translation of the third part of the Long Commentary, argues that the lemma of
the Long Commentary is “strongly contaminated by the De Intellectu of Alexander of Aphrodisias (whose
first sentence is no other than Nol¢ éott xata Aptototédn torttos: “Intellect is threefold, according to
Aristotle”)”.* In his notes to the translation, de Libera argues further that it is the second intellect of the
lemma (intellectus qui est intellectus secundum quod facit ipsum intelligere omne) that is interpolated.! In what
follows I shall attempt to show that this suggestion, tempting as it is, is incorrect, and the tripartition in the
lemma of the Long Commentary is better accounted for by an accident of textual transmission than by alleged
contamination of the text by Alexander of Aphrodisias’ ideas.*

First of all, let us take note of the fact that the two intellects of the Hebrew translation correspond not to
the first and third intellects of the Latin version, as de Libera’s interpolation hypothesis requires, but rather to
the first and the second. Clearly, the Hebrew 131 53 S 0w nmw» xinw 7¥n 5aw and the Latin intellectus secundum
quod facit ipsum intelligere omne represent the same Arabic text that can be reconstructed as follows: ;s |is
s st JS Jiay ahasey 431 4> On the other hand, the third intellect of the Latin version finds exact parallel in
the Arabic version of Themistius: ¢ & |S~ |xi; S i e Jis.* Now, both Arabic fragments are plausible
translations of the same Greek text — 6 8¢ T8 névta motelv — the first being more interpretative and the second
more literal. It seems likely that one of these translations, most probably the second one (originating from
Themistius’ Commentary), was initially written in the margin of an Arabic manuscript of the De Anima and
later on, but certainly before Averroes’ time, was incorporated in the text in one or more manuscripts of this
treatise.” These manuscripts thus came to refer twice to the same entity of Aristotle’s original text. This reading
was then adopted by Averroes in his Long Commentary but rejected in the Middle Commentary (for which he
seems to have used a different, and perhaps superior, Arabic manuscript of the De Anima).*

# De Libera, Averroés (above, n. 8), p. 32.

# De Libera, Averroés (above, n. 8), p. 270, n. 411.

# This is not to say, of course, that Averroes could not have been influenced by Alexander in his interpretation of the
tripartition.

® The verb o (literally: “to put”) is often used in Zerahya’s translation to render the Arabic fas (for
which the Latin translator commonly uses facere), cf. 430216 (Passage 6: 5y1ma X 23 on WX XN DW),
431 a5 (Passage 7: 131 1017 NX Hp103 wrnn 0w wanmn), and cf. Index, p. 188 Bos, s.v. ow.

# Onthe Jis; < Jad, corruption in both Themistius’ text and the lemma (but after Averroes) see n. 128 below.

# But not in others, as the Hebrew version and Averroes’ Middle Commentary testify.

46 See n. 68 below.
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Appendix II: Reconstruction of Select Passages
from Ishaq'’s Avabic Translation of the De Anima

A =Ishaq’s Arabic version of Themistius’ verbatim quotations from Aristotle, ed. Lyons

H = Zerahya’s Hebrew translation of Ishaq’s Arabic translation of the De Anima, ed. Bos
= (presumed reading of) the Arabic Vorlage of H

L = the Latin lemmata of Averroes’ Long Commentary on the De Anima, ed. Crawford

*L = (presumed reading of) the Arabic Vorlage of L

LC = the textus of Averroes’ Long Commentary on the De Anima, ed. Crawford

MC = Averroes’ Middle Commentary on the De Anima, ed. Ivry (1994)

MN = Avicenna’s Marginal Notes on the De Anima, ed. Badawi

PI = Pseudo-Ishiq’s old Arabic translation of the De Anima, ed. Badawi

Sigla printed in low-case letters (a, h, etc.) refer to variant readings in the apparatuses of the respective editions. The
synoptic edition below offers several corrections to Bos’ and Crawford’s editions.”” It also provides some observations
concerning Zerahya’s and Michael Scot’s terminology and methods of translation.®® It should also be noted that
Zerahya seems to have followed, on certain occasions, Averroes’ Middle Commentary rather than Ishaq’s translation.®®

Passage 1: De Anima, I 4, 408 b 18-30 (Ishiq’s version)

Bos, p. 62.380 - 63.389 Lyons, 21.12 - 22.6> Crawford, p. 87.1-10, 88.1 - 89.9%

X591 599272 TR 0P w1 5w bax | OsSe b e s 055G OF aios JasdI 226G | Intellectus autem videtur esse substantia
112 7252 T2 KA 7T TORI T 5K 0 ToEr | ey OB ) 4B Sy ) 5395;:«} 5 | aliqua que fit in re et non corrumpitur. Si

.Mpra N wx manpn | ¢ I 54u,; wb I L~ uL(.S enim corrumperetur, magis dignum esset ut
JPERpE Ul SSL;& Q}_ﬁ_’ corrumperetur in fatigatione que est apud

senectutem.

4 For Bos’ edition (above, n. 7) see nn. 50, 57, 75, 105, 106, 122, 140 (misprint), and 151 below; cf. also n. 30 above. For
Crawford’s edition (which is altogether much more accurate — quoted above, n. 8) see nn. 73, 74, 96, and 150 below.

# See, e.g., n. 52 below, and cf. n. 43 above.

# See nn. 59 and 60 below. It seems less likely that someone prior to Zerahya had corrected the manuscript according
to Averroes’ Middle Commentary, or that someone after Zerahya corrected his translation of the De Anima according to
(the Arabic original or a Hebrew translation of) Averroes’ Middle Commentary.

0 mama (e G.J\ ) scripsi] 7252, H. Ivry, ‘Arabic Text” (above, n. 9), p. 70, n. 62 regards the version 1352 (“solely”) as
“idiosyncratic” and “equivalent to shai’/ res”, but does not suggest this emendation. For an explanation of the Arabic &
¢ o= see n. 53 below.

" oSt (=p. 29.24-35 Heinze, Todd, Themistius, On Aristotles On the Soul [above, n. 4], p. 46). Fragments of this passage are
quoted in Lyons p. 22.14-17 (=p. Heinze 30.5-8, p. 46 Todd), p. 23.2-3 and ff. (=p. 30.12-13 Heinze and ff, p. 46-7 Todd),
p. 184.4-8, 14-15, 17-18 (=p. 101.19-23, 31-32, 34-36 Heinze, p. 126 Todd), p. 186.1-3 (=p. 102.20-22 Heinze, p. 127 Todd),
p- 191.14-16 (= p. 105.18-21 Heinze, p. 130 Todd). Cf. Lyons, An Arabic Translation (above, n. 18) p. X, n. 12,and MC 33.

52 The 2 ... L construction is used by Ishaq quite consistently to render the Greek particle 8¢; this construction is
usually rendered by 5ax in Hebrew and by autem in Latin (cf. n. 163 below).

gs"”J\ & 05 ~ &yyiyveador. The Greek verb is rendered erymologically ( & 045,), and the neutral noun ;‘;.WJ\
is supplied after the preposition rendering the Greek prefix.

e (~Omé) A] *H (cf. p. 73.20 Bos in Passage 2 below for another occasion of s ~ a1a), 3 (or due?) *L, and
cf. MC 33.10: Canall s, )

® & (~&v) A,*H] 4ee *L,and of. MC 33:11: - S1 e LC 87.25, 88.35: apud senectutem.

56 F“ragments of this passage are cited by Averroes in the third part of his LC, cf. Crawford p. 408.630-633, 409.637-
639 (=de Libera, Averroés [above, n. 8], p. 77), 446.71-74,76-81, 82-84 (=de Libera, ibid., pp. 114-15), partially quoted in
nn. 72 and 74 below.
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Bos, p. 62.380 - 63.389 Lyons, 21.12-22.6 Crawford, p. 87.1-10, 88.1 - 89.9

T DWINA MPW AN DR¥IN X DIX S Pt o b 44 USU | Sed videmus quod illud quod accidit in
XD DMAN PP Y D N R P D | e e L |5 ) Gl uLé 38 4l s | sensibus ex hoc accidit in corpore. Senex
TP AM N2 AR AW MY AR | 0SS (Olad) e LS € _2,Y P Lad) | enim si reciperet oculum iuvenis, videret ut
5aX 127 DW 12 woan mHyanaw Iy X o) s el Y w”:J pes )}._:MJ\ iuvenis. Et sic senectus non est dispositio in
NP NMDWA PIPA W M 12 R | 0.0 LS L N 6. L Lees | qua anima patitur aliquid, sed dispositio in
& q p q P

ST OMNT I Y Sowa rym shna | j,,a_.J\ e :d...!\ J 3y S J\, (& | qua anima est sicut est apud ebrietatem et

D192 077D | Lo fdwsy OL 64JLLJ.>..9 Sedly 6”&).5&5\; egritudinem. Et intelligere et considerare

diversantur quando aliquid

7 pw scripsi] virwa <unws>w Ho (it seems that Bos marks his addition inaccurately, and it should be
read r<ws unw>w). Bos' addition of the verb unw is based on the Latin diversantur, for which see n. 64
below.

B s B ol gnad oo b 0 LSTA] 815 e sl 3 5 as Lo 44 WSO *H and probably *L, the addi-
tions illud quogz' and accidit in corpore being, in all likelihood, due to the Latin translator. The first addition is absent in the
manuscripts in the quotation of Aristotle’s text in the commentary (Ic 88.33, but Crawford follows here the Venetian edi-
tion that added these words to harmonize the text of the commentary with that of the lemma). The second addition is not
quoted at all, and the only two manuscripts (D and G) that quote the text up to the words ex hoc, omit the word etc. that
would indicate that the quotation is truncated. Neither has Averroes’ commentary any indication that this addition (which
hardly makes any sense) was known to him. For a text corresponding to A cf. LC 87.25-26: accideret ei apud senectutem il-
lud quod accidit sensibus; Avicenna’s Marginal Notes, p. 85.21-22: 5| 7&:_&.5' J.u IS o Ll i - o v L:.(.Sj
A S s LS

¥ Oledl e oo s 8 JA] SLadl e 3 7L (but possibly identical with A and shortened by the Latin transla-
tor, cf. shortening below: videret ut invenis ~ SLid| 2y WS 1 2)¥), SLadl (anS e ) SIS ) *H, and cf. the identical
text in MC 33.12-13: SLadl eaS™ e ) <SS 4. In certain cases (cf. n. 60 below), Zerahya’s translation seems to follow
the MC rather than the Arabic translation of the De Anima.

0 _2¥ A, L] .2 Y *h (Bos suggests deleting the word X5 to bring the text in accordance with the Greek original
and the Latin translation, but this is incorrect — cf. the same variant reading in mc 33.13, corrected by Ivry on the basis of a
marginal reading to ,.2,¥; evidently here, as in n. 59 above, Zerahya’s translation follows the MCQ).

¢! Lyons here (and on p. 23.3) mistakenly vocalizes likinna instead of Likin.

¢ Both nouns are in the plural in the Greek original: év uédarg xal vécors.

6 Jasll sl ~ To voely.,

¢ Oli s A, *H] Olalis, *L. Avicennaseems to have known the reading Olalisey, of. MN 87:2-3: Liall j502ld 5 o 13]
kg adl> 535 OF 4] & sl 12415, Both the Arabic 0l 33 (which underlies the Hebrew translation as well) and the
Latin diversantur (< Olalzs~y) are probably corruptions of the original Olils~, (“are worn out” ~ papatvetar). A. de Libera’s
suggestion (de Libera, Averroés, p. 225, n. 227 with reference to the quotation of this passage in Crawford, p. 408.631-633,
cf. n. 72 below) that “[]e latin diversari correspond ici au grec papaivesdar, se consumer, s'épuiser (et non pas Stapépewy).
... Averroes semble alléguer une version fautive qui expose diversantur (de papaivesdar) par diversa sunt (de Stagépery)”
hardly seems tenable for the following two reasons: (1) such a meaning of the verb diversari is not attested in dictionaries
of medieval Latin; (2) this suggestion seems to presuppose that Averroes wrote his commentary in Latin rather than
in Arabic.
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22 15 PR mIPa K0 5aK anx 127 ow
5P 1R KW IR 12010 IR DTann Yax
15w fn T ar b ek A Sax nn
" ,aARY KD O KD 1 702w 12 O
WX amwnd Yax ot maya e XS nr
127 w N XA Sawn bax 7aanm

Spann anba am »ndx

& » u (e 654).5~T G ;é_:.q R
I ;,<J _M BSye W”;} slaadl i
VRPN P P P A PR
Ty s Sy o 1 s 13 Ly
G P U G SUTIA S I Wl
05,5 of glse Jadl LG 7O Ll
R ety WY s 0SS ot e

aliud corrumpitur intus; ipsum autem in se
nichil patitur.”? Distinctio autem et amor
et odium non sunt cause’ illius, sed istius
quod74 habet, secundum quod habet. Et
ideo etiam, quando hoc corrumpetur, non
rememorabimur, neque diligemus alios.®®
Non igitur est illius, sed eius quod est

commune, quod amittebatur. Intellectus

autem dignius est ut sit aliquod divinum et

7. Jade

aliquod impassibile.

B 2TU e i o Lo Iy OL A] 2T U e 5 D1 Ty OL () *H, 2T L ¢ & Sls Ay O "L The read-
ing |y (in lieu of the original \..) is dependent on the corruption Olidss < Olils (see n. 64 above), for it is the latter
form that requires a dual after it. For the word 15 (~elow) in *H and *L cf. Lyons, p. 23.5; the idiosyncratic w1 Lod in
A seems to have its origin in the corruption elow > &toxe (“deem, suppose”, =Epic form of toxw) in Ishaq’s Vorlage.

e A.l.c Y ~ dradéc. For another rendering of the term dradéc see n. 79 below.

f....,_J\ ~ 70 ... SuavoetoYar. This term was rendered in Pseudo-Ishag’s translation (PI 20) by j_i.a.ﬂ and was subse-
quently emended by Averroes in the MC to ; Al (see quotation in n. 68 below). This emendation was obviously made on
the basis of the following phrase C> \.J s S ‘..5, which Averroes regarded as parallel to the passage 5T L2 5 ol Uil
slax ) (cf. n. 71 below), and cf. Lyons, p. 183.12-13 (=p. 101.8-9 Heinze, p. 125 Todd): Sl cLaz iy L2,

@ e (~mddn) A, *1] de *H. Averroes’ Middle Commentary is based on another reading: Sas, ¢f. MC 33.17-18:

J¥sda ddbe 1 b e Jld¥ sl oJ o Ul QMUUQ ey Y (g )l Snd By Bar &\j;u\uu
(for the term S"JG see n. 67 above). This reading s is integrated in the text and therefore must have predated Averroes; it
follows that Averroes used different manuscripts of Ishaq’s version of the De Anima for his Middle and Long Commentary.
(Interestingly, however, one of the manuscripts of the Long Commentary has actiones in place of cause). Avicenna (MN,
p- 89.14) has the correct reading YUs and interpreted it correctly.

@ Lo gab ope ~ 7, cf. 0. 29 above.

70 Lt (~xat) A, *L] om. *H. Cf. similar case in n. 130 below. This word seems to be omitted in Averroes’s MC
(p-33.18) and Avicenna’s MN (p. 89.16).

[ (._S) S ,.5 (~obte pynuovedet obte @uiel) A, *H] o oJy S 4 L of. MC 34:1: LT Y, S ("S
Lezast Yy (but see the textual variant recorded in the apparatus: 2x,i ¥y 1Y, 4 {..5 ). The addition of the words
Lezat Y 5 indicates that, in Averroes’ view, this passage is parallel to the beginning of the previous sentence: 57 jcod| L 5
slaxJl o7 222), of. n. 67 above.

72 The Latin translation here seems to be somewhat less literal than elsewhere, and cf. quotations of this passage in
Crawford, p. 408.631-633 and 446.76-78 for a more literal translation: Ez formare per intellectum et considerare sunt diversa
ita quod intus corrumpatur (p. 446: corrumpetur) aliquid (p. 446: aliquod) aliud; ipsum autem in se nullam habet corrup-
tionem (p. 446: occasionem).

73 cause 1] esse L. The Latin translator has misunderstood the Arabic JJ:;, which in this case means “defects” rather than
“causes” and stands for the Greek w9, cf. in the preceding sentence 4 de Y ~ dradéc (n. 66 above; correctly rendered
in Latin by nibil patitur).

7 quod scripsi] scilicet quod L (Crawford’s emendation); cf. quotation of this passage in LC 446.79-80 for a more literal
translation: Distinctio autem et amor (the words et odium are omitted) non sunt cause (cause Ic) esse LC) illius, sed istius cuins
est hoc, secundum quod est eius.

7> manme h] 29nn H (Bos” emendation annn» is incorrect; cf. n. 76 below).

76 k5 (~améhwhey) A, *L] il *H.

77 This sentence is quoted almost verbatim in Averroes’ MC, p. 34.6-7: 0t Lud 2 ¢ L) 51 0555 O aolsed Jiadl GG
Jris o8 iy UaY) s 0S5 of. discussion of this passage in Ivry, “Arabic Text” (above, n. 9), pp. 72-3.

78 Ojg.g ot :3>T Al om.*H, *L, and cf. Lyons, p. 184.7-8, where these words are omitted as well.

7 Jris 8 ~ amadéc. For another rendering of the term dradég see n. 66 above.

8 The last word is probably added by the Latin translator. It is absent in a quotation of this passage in p. 446.81 Crawford.
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Passage 2: De Anima, II 1, 412 a 23-24 (Ishagq’s version)

Bos p.73.20-21 Lyons, p. 48.2-3%1 Crawford, p. 143.5-6

AWM YR XYM WHIN NN (013 7D B3 gy il 552y Ao Palally 4| | quoniam apud ipsum est esse anime®*

didly oy

Ishaq’s version of the De Anima (reconstructed) seems to have been:

Passage 3: De Anima, II 2, 413 b 24-27 (Ishiq’s version)

Bos, p. 76.91-93 Lyons, p. 59.12-15%¢ Crawford, p. 159.1-160.5

12 X%an7 XY Ty 1pn nom bawn bax s7j~ s Vb kel 53al, Jasdl LB Intellectus autem et virtus speculative,
ANX N0 W ANT IR APN 13T 00 | Lecr B0, 0F sy S ol s £ & | nichil adhuce declaratum est de eis. Sed
79 1w N 1Tab ar mnm L,waan n J§'€ NEIFWESPRNUN O}‘<'U il e J,,.T tamen videtur quod hoc sit aliud genus
70D MY A0 w Spnw na. Ll :54.33!\ 3,y LS G,y Of | anime, et iste solus potest abstrahi, sicut
sempiternum abstrahitur a corruptibili.

Passage 4: De Anima, I1 S, 417 b 6-7, 12-15 (Ishiq’s version)

Bos, p. 87.291-292 Lyons, p. 19.16-20.1% Crawford, p. 216.7-9

12 NIOINA "2 W AN XYW R AN el cols 3] Abenly $lIs P .y [Er hoc aut non est alteratio, quoniam
M ANX N0 WK ,Adwan X | of V] JlSawVl J) Mas 0,55 | addirio in ipso erit ad perfectionem, aut est
Loown Y J»):-TL...\..} Jjg._: ... | aliud genus alterationis. ...

81 (=p.41.14-15 Heinze, p. 58 Todd).

82 2 bIL A (~pboet in place of gnot, cf. apparatus of Heinze’s edition)] om. *H, *L (not in the De Anima).

85 5 3> 3 A] probably u> 5, *H (but may have been changed by the Hebrew translator).

8 The Latin version seems to be based on a corrupt text, which may be tentatively reconstructed as follows:
il s g aiie :)\‘.a The last part of the passage is missing altogether.

8 This word has probably been added by the Hebrew translator.

8 (=p. 46.3-5 Heinze, p. 64 Todd). Cf. Lyons, p. 185.11-13 (=p. 102.11-13 Heinze, p. 127 Todd), p. 187.4-6
(=p. 103.7-9 Heinze, p. 128 Todd).

87 *H probably adds 4.

88 *L adds |.i», and cf. Lyons. p. 185.12 and 187.5, where this word is added.

8 (=p. 28.29-31 Heinze, p. 45 Todd). )

N 1| PAES S U5 33 A (~Heinze, manuscript C: 8tv ... #)] Gy ... D=zl [)),<_3 Yi G els, *H, "L
(~De Anima: 8meg 1) ... H).

o1 & C_))_<J K sl cols A ng_; & 841 *H, *L. The word «. seems to render the Greek el adté (or, perhaps,

anon-attested variant reading v a3t ).
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PN LMY KIMW MR TONNW A0 DAR | ey 5 785 OISO A.U(,_Lw @ MUILG | Qui autem addiscit postquam fuit in
XM " ;b nnbwna Xin wxn mann Y\ UL r i3 ™ il (,_M\ o 4211 | potentia, et accipit®® scientiam ab eo qui est
N opam Xinw 5H 12 mKe Xow R R | o) JUy of Ll Pl feiy &l a3 JU | in perfectione doctor, oportet aut ut non

Bos, p. 87.296-298 Lyons, p. 20.1-3% Crawford, p. 217.7-11

.07 W PV MR . 0L 5 e | dicatur omnino pati, aut ut dicatur quod

alteratio est duplex.

Passage S: De Anima, II] 4, 429 a 15-16, 24-26, 29-b5 (Ishiq’s version)

Ximw bax byanm onba mmw mxa 10 ox 98}54)@ e M ;)jS.g O7 15] == s | Oportet igitur ut sit non passivum, sed

Bos, p. 120.219-220 Lyons, p. 191.4-5%7 Crawford, p. 381.1-2%

..MYS Sapn cby el 6 StV Jris £ | recipit formam. ...

X2 ,MID NP WK R 12 0 | oa Ualbes s e C) gl &l | Erideo necesse est ut non sit mixtus cum
QPR DR LN PApa N b yn n 196 AT el LS AT 0 192Y 4 | corpore. Quoniam, si esset mixtus cum

Bos, p. 121.231-237 Lyons, p. 191.3-4' Crawford, p. 413.1-5'%

.M M3 SR D3 B M corpore, tunc esset in aliqua dispositione,
aut calidus aut frigidus, aut haberet
aliquod instrumentum  sicut  habet

sentiens. ...

2 (=p.28.31-34 Heinze, p. 45 Todd).

% a5l ol QT S ~ 8% Suvdpet dvtog.

M el A (~tol évepyete émiotapévou, cf. p- 28.32-33 Heinze: tol évteheyela Emiotapévov)]
JLSVL ) 6.\5\ *H, *L (~DeAmmﬂ ol dvteheyeta dvroc kol Stdaorahinol).

7 Mol Jmiy 4.;\ s JUs A S u Susi aé L *H. Itis unclear which reading underlies the Latin translation.

% accipitl] accepit L.

7 (=p. 105.7-8 Heinze, p. 130 Todd). Cf. Lyons, p. 163.10-11 (this passage belongs to the section 428 b2 - 429 b 31

[Lyons, p. 160.5-166.16] that does not seem to have correspondence in Heinze’s text, cf. Lyons, pp. XIII-XIV for a discus-
sion of this phenomenon).

1> .

% Jasll jsan gl (6 vonTinsy) Al om. *H and *L (not in the De Anima).

7 (=de Libera, Averroés [above, n. 8], p. S1).

10 (=p. 105.5-7 Heinze, p. 130 Todd).

11 *H and *L add a passage that may be reconstructed as follows: Lifs 151> L (L Jloey OSI 00 Uadlses OIS 4.:\.9

102 \b (~Heinze 105:6: 003¢) A] oS s *H, csls 5L (~De Anima: »&v ...etn, or, in some manuscripts, 1) x&v ... etn).
130 Al el Las” AT AT el Les™ U &TH, *L.
104 (=de Libera, Averroés [above, n. 8], p. 81).

Studia graeco-arabica 7 / 2017



Reconstructing Ishiq ibn Hunayn's Arabic Translation of Aristotle’s De Anima 207

Bos, p. 121.231-237 Lyons, p. 190:13-191.1'"7 Crawford, p. 417.1-10""7

YD YMNA Hymn AW DX DK | Sy U B 1LY e OF 183G | Quoniam  autem  privatio  passionis
owina AR ,anTn X0 R 5wa | S alks L@;@,ﬁw 10 Jaally j 52zl |in sentiente et in  formatione per
wIMn INX Wb v XS winwa wnm | jady Y b of ey M Ay Gigd |intellectum non est consimilis
MNKS WA wamn IR AR X3 Lpim | s BELE 6 U gemen 12 e Sy OT| manifestum est in sensu. Sensus enim
onnw omx x5 mpmin mopn Mapa | oVl e M0 sall e 2l M L) | non potest sentire post forte sensatum,
MW P XN M KD |l 0 ey Lal OV e \J) Lozdaal) | v.g. post sonos magnos aut post colores
2200 51K A X0V X5 Lopm 0 | P eaast s i 01 @‘);—” 43 44l | fortes aut post odores fortes; intellectus
MY 1 XS 05awmn 1 pm aaT s | Y saall e lh j5as 13 4.;\_9 Jyd\ LG | autem, cum intellexerit aliquod forte
.00 NP DAR Q0N AN PANNY D | o jedl s L& o) 5s USJ o 2% 520 | incelligibilium, tunc non minus intelliget

5723 AN L,0Wan 1 v KD wamn | e iy e ) of elss .g 57| illud quod est sub primo, immo magis.
L3l \Mj 4‘-~»-;.-\ Sentiens enim non est extra corpus; iste

autem est abstactus.

1% (~ ,aUzs) h] nxuf] H (Bos' emendation). The Hebrew translator has misinterpreted the _ as a mere conjunction,
rather than a part of the 2 ... lif construction (possibly because he had W] in place of Ls1 in his Vorlage, cf. n. 108 below).

106 x5 (~008¢) h] [x5]1 H (Bos’ emendation).

17 (=p. 104.31-105.4 Heinze, p. 130 Todd).

S (~3¢) A, L] 46 (2) *HL

logjbu.N\ fu\.c of (~ou . dmadeta) A, *L) J\&AJY\ fu\.c ul *H. The Hebrew translator has misunderstood the word

A as a verb rather than as a noun. i

10 422l sesll (~rob vonTinod) A, *H] Jaally | sedl *L.

i A Guls A, *H e L (or abbreviated by the Latin translator).

112 Although both the Hebrew and the Latin have here a word meaning “after” (Anx, post), the underlying reading seems
to be ¢ rather than Ja, cf. Avicenna’s testimony in MN, p. 101.23. In the text of the LC it is rendered by the preposition
a (e.g. a magno sono). Cf. also n. 143 below.

"5 Themistius’ quotation deviates here from Aristotle’s text as found in modern editions — cf. p.104.34-105.1 Heinze:
olov éx tod Pbeov Tol peydhou Tév pLxpdy Popny 008’ Ex TaY LoYVEEY YpeRdTeY xol SoLdY TAY GuLdEoTEpwY doUGY
rol ypwpdtwv; De Anima: otov Yogou (tol Popou — Mss.) éx tév peydhov Popov, 008’ Ex Tdv Loyuedv Ypmbtey kol
dop.av olte 6pdv obte doudodar. Ishaq’s Vorlage for Themistius seems to have differed from Heinze’s text at the beginning
of this passage, being a mixed version, in which Themistius’ text had probably been corrected in accordance with Aristo-
tle’s: 0Tov Tl Pbpou Tob pLrpol Ex tév peydhwy Yoony in lieu of otov éx tob Ybpou Tob peydhov TaY pLredy Ybony in
Heinze. Ishaq seems to have misinterpreted the genitive case of the expression To {épou Tob utxpob as dependent on the
preceding noun ate9motg rather than on the verb alo9dvesDar; for an analysis of this misinterpretation see n. 37 above.

14 WA A, *H] om. *L. The Hebrew participle wawn (literally: = Jul>) can render in Zerahya’s translation both the
participle Jﬂb— and the noun g;..,-, cf. Bos, Index, p. 168, s.v. wann.

5o o2 A] G 2l *H, om. *L. Yet, the variant <2 .22\ must have been known to Averroes, as is clear from both his
MCand LC - cf. MC, p. 125.17-126.1,2-3: -, Lgé| pail s w535 s Lo o O B PERS b)_e Los geen ST 15] ol
Dt Jsaald s djsug\c,batsde}wk;\,u\fdﬁ\ms&\ gJ:J%uwa.uJ\b\) Lg}.aj\dgj.w.s‘-‘
23195 LC, p. 418.25-26: sensus non potest sentire sua sensibilia convenientia sibi quando senserit aliquod forte et recesserit ab
eo subito ad alind sensibile, v.g. quando sensus auditus recesserit a magno sono, aut visus a forti colore, aut olfactus a forti odore.

16 _s.2)l A (cf. reconstruction of the Greek Vorlage in n. 113 above)] om. *H, *L (not in the De Anima).

17 (=de Libera, Averroés [above, n. 8], p. 85).

“8The words MMMXS D™ NNW 0MX were probably added by the Hebrew translator.

P Canpl oa P lIPY Yy = A (~p-105.1 Heinze: tév qpudpotéony dopiv xatl yeepdtov)] i Yy 5 Y (or
perhaps \b & Y) *H (~De Anima: obte 6pdv obte dopdodar), om. *L.
1203 ﬂJ\ u\b,u.U o e Al oY saal) e U8 s *H, "L Both A and *H+*L are possible translations of the Greek

... GPOS 0L VONTOY.

mw ey e ~ 00% dveu.
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Passage 6: De Anima, III 5, 430 a 14-19, 21-25 (Ishagq’s version)

Bos, p. 123.272-124.277
2291 xanw T¥n Sow xan Saw ona nn
W RINW T Sow X Yaw ona naTha
M IR M KIS, IR 02T 5y Sows
AWK DRINA DWW DTN 0 TYA IR
5721 19 02 Sawn N Syva oxan noa on
MNP RIM Hyann R L,2amyn nba
Syman i 5wn N oMb Syon oo .ahps

... 29PA 0 AR AN monnam

Lyons, p. 192.11-16'%
Mwilpwdj}ﬁyﬁlﬂdj%aﬁ
L o 127\)_5-p e 126‘)_5_9125} “u“i‘ J_;
B Pl iSas B b S ey
o R e Pl cpal OB e gl
LIt 830l oo (1 0101 ! oy S
Ll 2 3ylie Lt Jaadl 1y - Jailly

e e

Crawford, p. 437.1-7, p. 440.1-4'32
Oportet igitur ut in ca sit intellectus qui est
intellectus secundum quod efficitur omne, et
intellectus qui est intellectus secundum quod
facit ipsum intelligere omne, et intellectus
secundum quod intelligit omne, quasi habitus,
qui est quasi lux. Lux enim quoquo modo etiam
facit colores qui sunt in potentia colores in actu.
Et iste intellectus etiam est abstractus, non
mixtus neque passibilis, et est in sua substantia
actio. Agens enim semper est nobilius patiente,

et principium nobilius materia. ...

Bos, p. 124.278-281

5w ppa KI7 KD ara X5k SHoa bax
X0 AR Xin 5T emwa Sowr XS oym
e n1ar XS Hax ,onya nn onba 1ab an
1 N9 Tom Syannn Sowm Syann nba

227 Dw Howe kS

Lyons, p. 184.8-11'33
e 5a Yy 0l 3 Pl aledl Uy
P0Lais ga Lo 5g5 3,0 135 1Y 805 Jiny
NS oy L ol b Lt |y
Jrid) Jaally foiie 8 lda OY PSS
Hees Jiey ed 14 O35 s

Crawford, p. 443.2-8'%

...universaliter autem non est neque in tempore.
Neque quandoque intelligit et quandoque non
intcﬂigit. Et cum fuerit abstractus, est illud
quod est tantum, et iste tantum est immortalis
semper. Et non rememoramur, quia iste
est non passibilis, et intellectus passibilis est

corruptibilis, et sine hoc nichil intelligitur.

122 ) scripsi (or can it be 1 — Zerahya’s attempt to form an imperfect from mni?] »nr H. Bos’ suggestion
(apparatus ad loc. and cf. p. 32) that the Hebrew 2712 and the Latin ¢fficitur originate from the Arabic variants > 44, and
o )g.g respectively is incorrect.

123(=p. 106.1-6 Heinze, p. 131 Todd). Cf. Lyons, p. 187.1-2 (=103.3-4 Heinze, p. 128 Todd), p. 197.9-10 (=p. 108.21-
22 Heinze, p. 134 Todd).

124*H and *L add L (not in the Greek), which H interprets as inanimate plural.

12*H adds L¢3 (not in the Greek), which H interprets as inanimate Plural. Ct. MC, p. 129.8-9, where the word L is
rcpeitécdtwice:J}jM_}_f.Jx@4}?&#&»&\;@) JPMJSMM‘RP&M?JE&L‘}U)&?}

*Hand*Ladd;g& JS Jam ooy ST a0 Jae 5

127J.2.c 2 Al om. ’:H, J.:Lc) *L. ) )

8 8 )8 iy 45T a0 A (Jriy being Lyons’ emendation of Jiay)] om. *H, ¢ & JS° Jany a3 &g o *L. Aver-
roes, however, must have read J=iz, asis clear from his commentary (and cf. the passage from MC quoted in n. 125 above),
cf. discussion in de Libera, Averroés [above, n. 8], p. 271, n. 411 (who, however, does not wish to exclude the possibility that
Averroes read Ji«; but corrected this reading in the commentary).

1295 3SeS ~ g EEuc Tec.

130L 2,7 A, *L] om. *H. Cf. a similar case in n. 70 above.

131 s~ motel.

132 (=de Libera, Averroés [above, n. 8], pp. 105-6, 109).

133(=p. 101.23-27 Heinze, p. 126 Todd). Fragments of this passage are quoted in Lyons, p. 184.11-12,13-14,15-17
(=p 10128, 30-31, 32-34 Heinze, p. 126 Todd), p. 185.6 (=p. 102.5-6 Heinze, p. 126 Todd), 186.3-4 (=p. 102.22-24
Heinze, p. 127 Todd), p. 187.7,12 (=p. 103.9-10,15 Heinze, p. 128 Todd).

3*H and *L add V5.

5*H and *L add J&n; (~voet).

136 125 (~ubvov) A, *L] om. *H (but added by Bos from the Latin), and cf. Lyons 184:14 (=p. 101.30 Heinze), where the word
La45 is omitted. Heinze, in the apparatus (both here and in p. 101.30), notes that this word is omitted in one of the manuscripts.

70 o A] om. *H and *L, and cf. Lyons, p. 184.15, where this word is omitted.

138 S (~vuvnpovedopev) A, *L] S4, *H.

139 (=de Libera, Averroés [above, n. 8], p. 112).
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Passage 7: De Anima, I 7, 431 a 4-7 (Ishaq's version)

Bos, p. 126.317-320

AnR 5192 wannn 0w wammn Xynd mm
12 591 .manw X5 Spane X5 XM ,n02 1nen
X7 DINK APUNA D AYANA A 0K P T
X1 1Man T9wan Sax .inn nban nhws

.mnna “Onbws XM nanx ayun

Lyons, p. 20.3-7'41

g G e R A2
Y VERETR PR P PR P Y 3411 PR PR
ST B AS A e ST s o L,
il Gy M a3l e s L] aS A
S sy 5T > g Bsllall

1L, Wlf’ 146Q)_<_.|

Crawford, p- 465.1-6'%

Ft videmus sensatum facere sentiens in
actu postquam erat in potentia, neque
patiendo alterationem. Et ideo iste est alius
modus motus. Motus enim est actio non
pcrfccta;lso actio autem simplicitcr est alius

motus, et est actio perfecti.

190 Bos has n91XD, which seems to be a misprint (in his apparatus the word is spelled correctly).

11 (=p. 28.34-29.1 Heinze, p. 45 Todd).

12 gl J) o T A Jadlly u) fasey *H, L (the latter translation corresponds more closely to the Greek tob
alodnTinol évepyela morobv).

"l e A] 455 Ay (or possibly 35S -2) *H, *L. Both A and *H+"L are possible translations of the Greek &x
(Suvéper) Bvtoc.

1 a3l (~tob drehobe) A] JolS” & (or perhaps 23U, but in any case indefinite) *H, *L.
1 sl (~amréc) A, *H] perhaps GMbLY) e *L.
160,52 4541 Al om. *H, *L.
147 -.a A] J=3 "H, *L. Both A and *H+"L are possible translations of the Greek # (scil. évépyera) Tob teteheopévou.
148 1L SUIA, *H] J.ALQ‘ *L. Both forms are possible translations of the Greek tob teteiecpévou.
19(=de Libera, Averroés [above, n. 8], p. 134).
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Appendix III: Reconstruction of a Passage from Ibn Zur a’s Supplement

Passage 8: De Anima, I11 8, 431 b 20-22 (Ibn Zur a’s version)

ed. Bos, p. 129.359-361

IR WK 0mYn Rwnn T 5y nny yapn
Blenx> v Sy Xon woinw nxn wna
“WIN PIPW IR DIRYNAIT D LDIRYDIN KW

DWW X 0

Averroes, MC, p. 136.5-6
154‘}&4_‘ L Q—‘ 153§y 152 .
1560 yiss . il 3 Beds ALY)
157&,‘.@..2- L; )>u )éJ_G uﬂ.a..H d\
J\ Lc\ u\>}>),\\ Ql JJJ} \.)\J?)l\

B8 i pmn 5 W ine 0,55

ed. Crawford, p. 503.1-4'

5 | Congregemus igitur secundum summam

ea que dicta sunt in anima. Dicamus igitur
quod anima est quoquo modo alia entia.
Entia enim aut sunt intellecta aut sensata.

The following comparison proves that Ibn Zur‘a’s translation is not identical with Pseudo-
Ishag’s translation and shows that it differs substantially from Ishaq’s style of translation and
terminology. The table below compares the reconstructed fragment of Ibn Zur‘a’s translation with
the corresponding passages from Pseudo-Ishag’s translation and Ishaq’s translation of Themistius’
verbatim quotation of this passage in Aristotle."” The Greek text of this passage of the De Anima
reads as follows: Niv 3¢ mept uyiic & heydévta ouyreparatdoavtes, elmopey meA 6t 7 Yuyn ta

Svta mog dotL mévTa 7 yap aicdnré té 8vrad) vontd. The Vorlagen of the translators may have been
slightly different from this text and from each other.'®

Ibn Zur‘a (Passage 8)

LY 1L G e OV meils
RN e !
EUss L ol el 163‘L~b}>uu.l.cu.a
51 Wsiae 0,55 0T W) uuF}m of

Pseudo-Ishag (p.78.20-21)

@U:L»y}.l<u> [REETTP & (]
& ol oLl Jual 233y e
Lﬂb MW L«sl ;L:.w}”j 9L:.\M>“ cc».;—

i yhae

Ishaq (ed. Lyons, p. 210.11-14)

‘_}.&anml“ ).\H.usaunj
d\ J_,u ](5:._5,«..3 J,.A.Jljnl 5ol Lo
;va}” u_h uLg_;- uJ"° 4.€_>- QJ& UM.Q.J
s 0555 0T Gf il 5,11 O LS

d}wdjg_l QIL»‘

130<mx> scripsi] <o™T7¥0 10> Bos.
1! sozeids MC]J possibly
1520Y) (~viv) MC, *H] om. *L.

5 *H, *L.

153 ottt MC] Jot) *H, probably iled! *L (which seems to be the original reading). ilodl igs e .. gl

corresponds to the Greek participle cuyxegaiatdoavres.

Bie L3 e Ls Y~ ta Ay évTa,

15The Greek méALy seems to be omitted.

- MC] 5L *H, *L.

57Tn Greek the order is different: 7 yép alo9nte to dvta 7 vorrd.
158(=de Libera, Averroés [above, n. 8], p. 169).

159 Of course, this passage has no correspondence in Ishaq’s incomplete translation of the De Anima.
1€ For observations on Ibn Zur‘a’s Vorlage see nn. 156 and 158 above.

16! Averroes’ Middle Commentary has J.Q.é-\ —see n. 154 above.

162 Averroes’ Middle Commentary has

(or: in hoc autem loco).

1645 sacd ~ TdALY.

16 Lyons adds LayT - see n. 70 above.
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> (as in Pseudo-Ishaq’s translation) — see n. 157 above.
1©For this rendering of the Greek viv 3¢ in Ishaq’s translation cf, e.g., De Anima, 117, 419 a7 (=p. 92.371 Bos,
p- 240.1 Crawford) and II 8, 419 b 4 (=p. 93.398 Bos, p. 247.1 Crawford) rendered by mpnn nra Sax / in hoc loco autem
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Appendix IV: Avicenna’s Commentatorial Technique in His Marginal Notes on the De Anima

One may now compare the reconstructed text of fragments of Ishaq’s Arabic translation of the
De Anima with passages from Avicenna’s Marginal Notes on the De Anima.

Ishaq (Passage 1, section) Avicenna (p. 89.13-21)!¢

SN ST I S s clan g 21 g 5anll Uy | s cliandly 2015 (0 dup b Woe ) jead) Uiy
s S i s 31Oy s W e b e 15 W | D) ST (Jee Y1 eadd (o) U (¥ lisly BT ) SUe
Jasdl GG s sl J,wwuuij_swuxvjww o (¥ eidl) Sls e I (0u) 1A (LBTy Jle o
e o Lty V) Les 170,85 07 st | ] o (0] ) 1 aed 131 By L () SIS W (]

[lda JB] Com [OF 5i] Sdo [0F jeidl o ) Bt
UG () Ollegim ) A madl Al J] S S
@ty V] sy LY s [05S5] OF s Jaddl (53)
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Ishaq (Passage S, section) Avicenna (pp. 101.23,102.1 - 2,13-14)
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cpd o sl e PR OT 83y LT e et s U | ed U1 0T sy ((Jske 548) () 5T [Cipmal]
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These comparisons shed light on Avicenna’s commentatorial technique. In the first
fragment we see that Avicenna inserts his commentary in between the words of Aristotle’s text
(in Ishaq’s translation).””® One can see that he follows Ishaq very closely, and only occasionally
paraphrases. The second passage from Avicenna’s Marginal Notes is a collation of three
quotations from Aristotle’s text between which lengthy interpretations are inserted. One may
note that even when Avicenna uses such formulas as J}E_g s/ JWs / J4, this does not mean
that he quotes Aristotle verbatim. In some cases he may paraphrase or shorten the original
quotation.'”!

166 Lyons adds 0 3 OU 3>1 - see n. 78 above.

1¢7Parentheses mark interpretational additions by Avicenna; square brackets enclose the cases in which Avicenna most
likely paraphrases rather than quotes verbatim. Major differences between Avicenna and Ishaq are underlined (I have not
underlined the cases in which Avicenna uses $J3 instead of Ishaq’s 413).

1%8This text does not seem to agree with cither the original _2l5 or with the variant bl preserved in the Hebrew ver-
sion (cf. n. 76 above). One has to check if this is indeed what is written in the manuscript of Avicenna’s Marginal Notes.

19 Lyons has &; sa)l &Y giall s i - see n. 120 above.

170 This techmque is used in some Qur'an commentaries, e.g., in the commentaries by al-Nasafi and by “al-Galalayn”
(the two Galals: Galal al-Din al-Mahalli and Galal al-Din al-Suyii).

171 Cf. Ivry, “Arabic Text”, p. 72, n. 76, citing D. Gutas, “Aspects of Literary Form and Genre in Arabic Logical Works”,
in Ch. Burnett (ed.), Glosses and Commentaries on Aristotelian Logical Texts: The Syriac, Arabic, and Medieval Latin Tra-
ditions, Warburg Institute, London 1993, pp. 29-76, here p. 56. A similar analysis of interpretational techniques in Aver-
roes’ Middle Commentary can be undertaken (in this case, to avoid a vicious circle, one should use passages reconstructed
on the basis of Ishaq’s translation of Themistius’ Commentary).
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