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ISLAMIC PHILOSOPHY
I

THE GENERAL BACKGRCUND OF IsrLaMic PHILOSOPHY
I — The Problem

In the present state of our knowledge it would be premature to attempt
a definitive history of Islamic philosophy. Too many facts are still unknown,
too many works have been neglected for centuries and remained unread
and are only gradually being rediscovered in Eastern and Western libraries
and edited and studied. There is no agreement among scholars on the best
approach to the subject: some try to understand Islamic philosophy as
an exclusive achievement of the Arabs and accordingly minimize the
importance of that Greek element whose presence throughout they cannot
deny; others tend to fix their attention on the Greek sources and do not
realize that the Islamic philosophers, although continuing the Greek tra-
dition, can rightly claim to be understood and appreciated in their own
setting and according to their own intentions which may be different
from those of their Greek predecessors. ]

Very little has been said about the philosophical significance of Islamic
philosophy for our own time. Only a few good interpretations of Arabic
philosophical texts are available and accessible to the general reader. It is
a promising field of research, but only a small portion of it has been
cultivated. Hence nothing more than a very provisional sketch of the main
development of Arabic philosophy can be given at the present time.

Islamic philosophy presupposes not only a thousand years of Greek '
thought about God and self-dependent entities, about nature and man
and human conduct and action: its background in time is the amalgama-
tion of this way of life with the Christian religion which had conquered
the lands round the Mediterranean during the three centuries preceding
the establishment of Islam from the Caspian Sea to the Pyrenees. The
unbroken continuity of the Western tradition is based on the fact that
the Christians in the Roman Empire did not reject the pagan legacy but
made it an essential part of their own syllabus of learning. The under-
standing of Arabic philosophy is thus intimately linked with the study of
Greek philosophy and theology in the early stages of Christianity, the
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last centuries of the Roman Empire and the contemporary civilization of
Byzantium. The student of Arabic philosophy should therefore be familiar
not only with Plato, Aristotle, Plotinus and various minor Greek philo-
sophers, but also with thinkers like St. Augustine or John Philoponus
who was the first to combine the Aristotelian philosophy and Christian
theology.

2 ~— The Greek Element

Philosophy is a way of life discovered by the Greeks in the sixth
century B.c. and develcped by them in successive stages to a wonderfully
balanced and harmonious interpretation of man and the universe. It
exhausts, if we look at it from a distance, all the approaches to an under-
standing of the world and of man’s position in it, which are possible from
the starting-point of an unshakable belief in the power of human reason.
The civilization of the Greeks owes much to the earlier civilizations of
the Ancient East, of Egypt and Assyria, for example; but their confidence
in human reason is something essentially new. Plato, the greatest of all
Greek philosophers and the founder of a natural theology whose appeal is
still as fresh and impressive as ever, did not overlook the irrational element
in man and gave it its proper place as a servant of reason, without setting
himself to do violence to human nature and throw it out altogether.
Later centuries were less cautious, and conceived rationalism in terms
which were too narrow, leading it to destroy itself in scepticism, dogmatism
and mysticism. But the tradition of Greek philosophy was never completely
interrupted, and while it declined in the West it had a new lease of life in
Muslim civilization. Greek poetry was neglected in its homeland and in
Byzantium, and almost forgotten in the Latin world, and had to be
rediscovered and revalued in the centuries following the Italian Renais-
sance. Greek philosophy, however, survived and was continuously studied,
and the considerable Arabic contribution to this survival is by no means
adequately realized in the world of scholarship. Had the Arabic philo-
sophers done nothing apart from saving Greek philosophy from being

completely disregarded in the Middle Ages—and they did more—they

would deserve the interest of twentieth-century scholars for this reason
alone.

When in the seventh century the Arabs conquered Egypt and Syria
which were largely hellenized, and the somewhat less completely hellenized
Mesopotamia, Greek philosophy had been in existence for a thousand years
and more as a continuous tradition of study handed down in well-estab-
lished schools throughout the Greek-speaking world. The great creative
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period of Greek philosophy was long since over and its light had become
dim, when it was handed on to the Arabs. It is important for those who

aim at understanding the Arabic philosophers in their proper setting to

realize what Greek philosophy was like in the fifth and sixth centuries A.D.
and not rashly to compare Plato and Aristotle with the Muslim philo-
sophers without taking all the later developments into due account and
without knowing how Plato and Aristotle were read and explained in the
Greek schools with whose late exponents the Muslims became acquainted.
The task is, in some respects, difficult, because certain features of the
late Greek schools are known to us only from Arabic sources and were
considered uninteresting in the later centuries of Byzantine Greek
civilization.

3 — The Hebraic Element

Jewish thought, out of which Christianity and Islam ultimately
developed, is also based on the civilizations of Egypt and Assyria, but
it took a quite different turn. According to Jewish thought the authority
of the supreme God and revealed knowledge are superior to human
reason, and faith in God is considered the only true and certain good—
instead of the Greek appreciation of wisdom as the perfection of man.
Christianity conquered the Roman Empire in its entirety during the fourth
century A.D., whereas Judaism continued as the special religion of the
Jewish people. The Koranic conception of faith is, in all its essential
features, in harmony with contemporary Jewish and Christian ideas; the
exaltation of prophecy and the intuitive attainment of truth through
supernatural powers of this kind are of primary importance in Islam,
though by no means foreign to Judaism and Christianity. We shall have
to specify the stage which Islam, as a religion of this type, had reached
by the time when we first hear of Muslims calling themselves “philo-
sophers,” (using the Greek word for the new knowledge which, in full
consciousness of what they were doing, they imported from a foreign and
basically different world).

4 — Jewish and Christian Attempts at Assimilating
Greek Philosophy

) The rise of Arabic philosophy in the first half of the ninth century A.D.
did not represent the first invasion of a Hebraic religion by Greek thought.
However one has to be fully aware that it is different from previous

developments of a similar kind, in view both of the stage reached by -
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Greek philosophy in the century after Justinian and of the special situ-
ation of the Muslim religion, which had to find its bearings in defending
itself against Christian and Manichean criticism and attack. But the
comparison of the Jewish and the Christian attitudes to Greek philosophy
helps towards a better understanding of the somewhat different history
of Greek philosophy in the Muslim world. Philo of Alexandria had in the
first century A.D. tried to explain the essence of Judaism in terms of
contemporary Greek philosophy, which meant for him a not too radical
Platonism; but his attempt had been abortive so far as the future develop-
ment of Judaism was concerned. Nevertheless it helped Clement of
Alexandria and Origen, who both used him widely, to build up the founda-
tions of the first Christian philosophy in the third century. Clement and
Origen were still free from the impact of Neoplatonism, which became the
dominant pagan philosophy from the fourth century onwards and hence
increasingly influenced Christian thought as is shown by such writings as
those of the man who called himself Dionysius the Areopagite. The
syllabus of philosophical learning which became more or less common
after A.D. 500 was based on Aristotle’s lecture courses, selections from
Plato, and Neoplatonic Metaphysics; but the great authorities of the past
were studied according to the interpretation of the late Neoplatonic
commentators who, basing themselves on earlier commentaries like those
of Alexander of Aphrodisias and Themistius, tried to make Aristotle a
consistent, systematic and dogmatic philosopher. It was not until this
date that the actual teaching of pagan philosophy of the Neoplatonic-
Aristotelian type was taken over by Christian teachers. This created a
pew problem or, at any rate, gave increased importance to a problem
already understood before, that of the relations between this philosophy
and Christian religion and theology. This discussion is, in our tradition,
represented by John Philoponus, a monophysite commentator on Aristotle,
a philosophical defender of the formatio mundi against the Aristotelians,
and also a theological writer like a Muslim dialectical theologian (muia-
kallim). It is, at the same time, the historical background of Arabic
philosophy which faced the perennial problem of faith and reason, of
revealed and natural theology, in a form conditioned by this late develop-
ment of Greek philosophy as part of a syllabus of Christian learning. This
late Greek philosophy was not the same everywhere but varied, however

slightly, in different places and at different times; accordingly the develop-

ment of early Islamic philosophy is by no means uniform either: there was
more than one route from Syriac and Egyptian seats of Greek learning
within the Muslim Empire to Baghdad, to Persia and all over the steadily

extending Islamic world.
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II
THE GREEK LEGACY
X — Authors transmitted

The ‘authors studied by the Arabic-speaking Muslim philosophers and
accordingly, translated from Greek or Syriac into Arabic, are thosé
studied in the late Greek schools. This means that the philoso’phical texts
by Greek authors preserved in Arabic translations include a certain
number of Greek texts which are otherwise lost through the narrowin
interest of .the later centuries of Byzantium; on the other hand it is clea%
that those Greek texts of earlier times which did not appeal to the late
Neoplatonic Schools and are for this reason lost in their Greek original
cannot be 'recovered from. Arabic translations either. Hence we ﬁndg for
exar‘nple, in Arabic versions lost philosophical treatises by Galer; or
sec'txons of a paraphrase of Plotinus or unknown treatises on Platonic
philosophy or Greek commentaries on Aristotle, but are disappointed
whenever we look for writings of the pre-Socratics, dialogues of Aristotle
works of early and middle Stoic writers, etc. The value of the Arabics
tra.fxslatlons for the Greek text of the authors translated is not as negligible
as is often assumed, and much can be learned from the Arabic versions
about the actual transmission of the various works. The authors best
known t_o the Arabs were Aristotle and his commentators; we know their
translatlon§ of them relatively well and are able to appreciate their fine
understanding of the original arguments, which on the whole comes up to
the level of thf: late Greek schools, Aristotle’s Dialogues, which had br::en
very popular in the Hellenistic age and had, because of their Platonic
colour, appealed to some of the Neoplatonists, were not translated. But
almost.a.ll the treatises of Aristotle eventually became known wit}'x the
?xceptxon of the Politics, which to all appearance was not stuéied much
in th‘e Greek Schools of the Imperial Age. Hence a thorough knowledge
of Anstotle’-s thought, as the late Neoplatonists understood it, is commgn
to all Arabic philosophers from Al-Kindi in the ninth to Ib;l Rushd in
the t‘welfth century, although its application varies in the different philo-
;:3};(1:&1 systems established on this base. Aristotle’s formal logic was
e z' used also by the theologif:al adversaries of the philosophers. In
o dn, mos? of the commentaries known to the Greeks were eagerly

:hl; Aer gx‘xd dxsc?sseq, and some of them are known to us only through
e ; 'thPlaltgo s Tzimaeus, Republic and Laws were available and were
o . The epublzc_azld_ Laws became textbooks of political theory

e school of Al-Farabi; the Timaeus was widely known, but the

———
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detailed history of its study in the Islamic world is still to be written.
Philosophers like Al-Razi styled themselves Platonists, but their Plato
had a definitely Neoplatonic character. Porphyry and Proclus were more
than mere names; the Arabs were acquainted with many minor Neo-
platonic treatises unknown to us, and the Hermetic writings were read
and studied in Arabic versions. The philosophical writings of Galen were
better known than anywhere in the later Christian world. Only a small
fraction of the works actually translated has been traced, but very full
lists are preserved in Arabic works, and their influence can often be
inferred from Arabic philosophical books. For example, John Philoponus’
arguments against Proclus were taken up by Al-Ghazali in his thorough-
going attack on the philosophers, and Alexander of Aphrodisias’ treatise
on Fate may well have helped the Muhammadan discussions on deter-
mination and free will. Whatever Arabic philosophers tried on their own
can only be understood-and appreciated if one acquires a thorough
knowledge of the terminology and the types of argument used by the
Neoplatonic professors of Aristotelian philosophy.

2 — Translators and Translations

The Arabic translations of Greek philosophy begin in early ‘Abbasid

times (about A.D. 800) and can be followed up until about A.D. 1000.
The translators were with very few exceptions Christians, some of them

followers of the Orthodox Church, the majority Nestorians or Jacobites.

They translated from Syriac versions or, less frequently, from the Greek

original. A history of their very interesting literary activity cannot yet

be given, but its general outline is clear. The philosopher A}-Kindi (died
A.D. 873), for example, had already a large number of translations at his
disposal, and Aristotle’s Metaphysics and the so-called Theology of Aristotle,
written by an unknown Neoplatonist, were expressly translated for his
use, as were probably many other works. The translators were patronized
and encouraged by the Caliph’s court, particularly during the reigns of
Al-Ma’'miin (A.p. 813-33) and Al-Mu'tasim (a.D. 833—42), and came to
work in organized teams. The reasons for the attitude of these Caliphs—
which came to an end during the reign of Al-Mutawakkil (a.D. 847-61)—are
not clear, and one hesitates to believe that either their personal thirst for
knowledge or the predominance of the Mu'tazilite movement was respon-
sible for such an outburst of publicly assisted editions of philosophical
(and scientific) texts. The earlier translations—among which are those
used by Al-Kindi—are less well known. A new standard was established
by Al-Kindi’s contemporary, the Nestorian Hunain Ibn Ishaq (died after
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A.D. 870) and his school, who translated from the Greek into Syriac and
Arabic after having, in each case, established a critical text of the work
to be translated. Hunain’s philological methods, which he himself explains
in detail, come fully up to the level of contemporary Byzantine scholar-
ship. He found Greek scholarship still alive in Egypt, Palestine, Syria and
Mesopotamia, and even in the capital, Baghdad itself. Hunain’s son
Ishaq was particularly concerned with translations of An’st.otle", and his
versions are very reliable indeed and reveal a very high degree of real
understanding. Later philosophers and translators could thus use much
better texts than Al-Kindi, who, like all other Muslim philosophers, did
not understand Greek or Syriac. A third school of translators, ;vho
however, did not know any Greek, used the Syriac translations of the:
school of Hunain very freely for their Arabic versions and followed the
same standards of philological accuracy, discussing variants of earlier
Syriac and Arabic versions. They built up a definite syllabus for the study
of Aristotle, consisting of translations selected from versions prior to
Hunain and also versions emanating from his school. They established a
regular tradition of instruction in the Aristotelian philosophy, using the
best Greek commentaries available to them. The best known representa-
tives of this school are the Nestorian Abil Bishr Matti, who was a friend
of the philosopher Al-Farabi (a.p. 870-950) and Al-Faribi’s pupil, the
Jacobite Christian Yahya Ibn ‘Adi( A.p. 893-974). Their wide and subtle
knowledge of Greek philosophy was the basis on which Al-Farabi built.
It was also presupposed by the later Spanish philosophers Avempace and
{\verroés, and the high quality of their comprehension of Greek thought
is less astonishing if one keeps this fact in mind. Avicenna knows them
but follows—at least partly—a different path.

Thus the Christian translators, assisting the general trend of thought
in the first two centuries of the *Abbisid Empire, prepare the ground for
the rise of Islamic philosophy. What had happened before in Rome, in
the time of Cicero and Seneca and again in the century after St. August{ne
and. h.ad been attempted, from the fifth century A.p. onwards, in thé
Chnstlar.l Syriac civilization, repeated itself, though on a much larger
scale, w1.thin the orbit of the vigorous and enterprising Islamic culture.
Translations of a similar type smoothed the passage of Greek and Islamic
thought to mediaeval Jewry, and eventually created in the eleventh and
twelfth centuries, for the first time, a Jewish philosophy superior to Philo’s
uns.uccessful attempt. Both Arabic and Hebrew philosophical texts found
their way through translations to the schoolmen of the West. Translators
ate.not very conspicuous figures in the history of philosophy, but without
their painstaking work the essential links in the continuity of Western



8 Richard Walzer

thou.ght would never have been forged, nor would Arabic philosophy in
particular ever have come into existence, The function of these trans-
lators was not simply to transmit texts. Working partly under the influence
of the Aral?ic theologians, but to a greater extent on their own initiative,
they were instrumental in building up a complex and lucid Arabic philo-
sophical terminology and laying the foundations for a philosophical
Arabic style. This terminology reproduces the terminology of the late
Greek commentators and of the Neoplatonic philosophers which had goné
far beyond Aristotle and Plato themselves. This alone is a very great
contribution of the Arabs to the history of philosophy; it will only be
sufficiently appreciated when a full Arabic-Greek dictionary of philo-
sophical terms has been compiled.

3 — Some Essential Features of Late Greek Philosophy

All the Arabic philosophers shared a commeon background which was
neither Platonic nor Aristotelian exclusively, but a mixture of both these
elements in varying degrees according to differences of temperament and
individual inclinations. To ignore or deny this background called for an
originality of which none of them was capable. To grasp the nature of
the main features of this framework is essential to an understanding
of the individual solutions offered by the Arabic philosophers.

Greek philosophy was accepted by the Arabs, as it had been previously
accepted by Greek and Latin Christians, as providing a “natural theology,”
i.e. a theory of the divine as revealed in the nature of reality and as
accessible to human reason. That God’s existence can not only be explained
by reason and argument, but that it can also be scientifically demonstrated,
is a conviction found throughout Greek philosophy, with the exception of
the radical Sceptics; it was only slightly affected by the Neoplatonic
followers of Iamblichus who asserted that there was supernatural truth in
obscure books like the Chaldean Oracles “whom it is unlawful to dis-
believe.” Otherwise the intuitive knowledge of particularly gifted indi-
viduals was either rejected as superstition or considered as subsidiary to
philosophical insight, not superior to it. The Muslims had to adjust
themselves to these conflicting possibilities in one way or another.

This Greek philosophical religion and the metaphysical theory on which
it is based are intimately connected with astronomy, i.e. the eternal order
of the stars, This applies to Aristotle as well as to the Ni eoplatonists who
transmitted to the Arabs the world-picture assumed by them all. The
First Cause whose existence is proved in this way is identified with God.
Aristotle’s distinction between the highest God and the star-gods became
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more influential in the Neoplatonic age, when the balance of interest
definitely shifted from nature and science to the transcendent, and philo-
sophers built up a great hierarchy of supernatural beings on the basis of
Aristotle’s Metaphysics. The form in which this metaphysical tradition
reached the Arabs was definitely Neoplatonic, i.e. reality was represented
as a chain of spiritual forces emanating from the One in timeless cosmic
reproduction like the rays from the sun. All mere products were held to
be inferior to the First Cause. The First Cause, the One, remained, however,
unaltered and undiminished, aithough it continued in eternal creation.
This Neoplatonic theology was accepted by the Christian Neoplatonists,
and accordingly we find it, for example, in St. Augustine and Pseudo-
Dionysius the Areopagite. One work, but by no means the only one,
through which this Neoplatonic theology reached the Arabs was the
pseudo-Aristotelian De causis, an epitome of Proclus’ Elements of Theology,
somehow transformed by a Christian; its Latin translation is of great
historical importance for the history of scholastic philosophy before
Aquinas. This type of metaphysics, though varying in detail and developed
in different ways, is common to all the Islamic philosophers from Al-Kindi
to Ibn-Rushd.

Another feature shared by almost all the Islamic philosophers, but not
yet traced in any Greek work, is the description of the active intellect,
the volg moumixds of Aristotle, as a separate metaphysical entity, a kind
of intermediary between the spiritual world above the moon and the
human mind, through which both the human mind and the human
imagination are linked with the divine. It had, apparently against Aris-
totle’s original but not very clearly expressed idea, been identified by
Alexander of Aphrodisias with the First Cause. Seme later philosophers
mentioned in Pseudo-John Philoporius’ commentary on the De anima,
assumed it to be a semi-divine being in its own right. The Greek original
of the theory of the intellect in Al-Faribi and Ibn Sina, for example, has
not yet been found, but there can be no doubt that it is a late and very
natural offshoot of Neoplatonic speculation, possibly originating in
Alexandria. It is obvious that such a theory presents particular difficulties
to.adherents of a rigid monotheism. Hence Arabic philosophers identified
this active intellect with the Qur’anic Spirit of Holiness, i.e. Gabriel, the
angel of revelation, or with the Kingdom of Heaven, the ultimate abode
of immortal souls,

The way in which the problem of immortality confronts philosophers
depends upon the general psychological theory to which they adhere.
Now Islamic psychology is for the most part based on that of Aristotle
as understood in the commentaries of Alexander (third century) and
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Themistius (fourth century) and among the Neoplatonists Simplicius and
John Philoponus (sixth century). But Aristotle had been very reticent
about the soul’s ultimate fate after death, and recourse was therefore
had to Neoplatonism tempered with Stoicism, as in Al-Farabi, or argu-
ments from Plotinus, as in the philosophy of Ibn Sina. The resurrection
of the body, one of the indemonstrable tenets of Islam (and of Christianity
as well) created a new difficulty for the Muslim philosophers, in addition
to the problem of the immortality of the soul with which the Neoplatonic
. Aristotelians had been confronted. These and other similar difficulties
were partly already felt in the late Greek Schools, partly either became
more pressing or were completely new for the Muslims; the different way
in which they met these difficulties allows us, in my view, to come to a
more satisfactory grouping of the various philosophical schools in Islam.

The problem of supernatural knowledge, ascribed to individuals with
prophetic powers, as well as that of the irrational elements in the life
of the soul, had from the time of Plato never been neglected by Greek
philosophers. In the later part of the Hellenistic period and in the cen-
turies dominated by Neoplatonism it had been more eagerly discussed,
and new solutions had been proposed. The reaction of Islamic philosophers
differs in each case and again shows a very definite grouping. Al-Kindi
accepts the religious interpretation of the contemporary Kalam, Ar-Razi
rejects all the prophets as impostors, Al-Farabi subordinates prophecy to
philosophy, Avicenna considers prophecy the highest perfection attainable
by human beings.

We are still not sufficiently well informed about either the different
Greek Schools of Neoplatonism in the sixth century and after, or about
the adaptation of their teaching to Christianity in Syriac surroundings,
and the general decline of learning all over the Eastern Mediterranean

- world in this period. The differences between the two great Platonic
schools of Alexandria and Athens, the latter of which was closed by
Justinian in 529, are evident and repeat themselves in the history of
Arabic philosophy. What we might call the classical Greek tradition,
which we know from Plutarch and Marcus Aurelius, from Galen and
Alexander of Aphrodisias, survived in the Neoplatonic philosophical School
of Alexandria; there are direct links, guaranteed by Arabic biographical
tradition and independent analysis of Arabic philosophical works, between
it and the tenth century philosophical school of Baghdad, and thence with
Al-Farabi and through him with Avicenna on the one hand and, above
all, with the Spanish Arabic philosophers on the other. The Alexandrian
teachers upheld the primacy of reason and viewed the different religions
as conveying the one philosophical truth in symbolic form. The school
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of Athens was more inclined to rely on faith and “revealed” pagan books,
and philosophers like Proclus claimed a direct knowledge provided by
supernatural insight beyond philosophical proof. This kind of Greek
philosophy could appeal to Christian and Muslim philosophers who were
bent on balancing the claims of human reason against the supremacy of
Scripture and revelation, and there are, indeed, quite remarkable features
which Al-Kindi and these Neoplatonists have in common. We know also
independently that the Syriac Nestorian Aristotelians derived their
acquaintance with philosophy from centres close to the Athenian School.
It is also clear that the Platonic element was stronger in the Athenian
School than in the Alexandrian, and this difference is again te be noticed
in the corresponding Schools of Islamic philosophy. The Greek background
of Ar-Razi’s thought, who is probably the most original of the early
Islamic philosophers, is less easy to discover.

Islamic philosophy is thus a “productive assimilation” of Greek thought
by open-minded and far-sighted representatives of a very different tra-
dition and thus a serious attempt to make this foreign element an integral
part of the Islamic iradition. It is an interesting and by no means uniform
history. The more we learn about the history of mankind, the more we
realize that there is no spontaneous generation in history but only a
continuous shaping of new “Forms” out of existing “Matter.” Islamic
philosophy is an interesting example of this process which constitutes
the continuity of human ctvilization.

111

SoME IsLaMIC PHILOSOPHERS

Before embarking upon the discussion of some aspects of Islamic
philosophical thought, another difficulty has to be faced. The student of
Greek philosophy finds reliable critical editions, modern translations of all
the authors preserved and often valuable commentaries in addition. He
can without hesitation approach the main questions and discuss the real
meaning of the texts with which he is concerned. Most of this preliminary
work has still to be done for Arabic philosophical texts, and hence students
9f _Isla.mic philosophy have to give a great part of their time to this
indispensable and by no means secondary work. Fifteen philosophical
essays by Al-Kindi have only recently been edited for the first time, most
of th.em from a unique MS. in Istanbul which seems to have come from
the library of Ibn Sini. Two of them have been translated into Italian.
Eleven philosophical treatises of Ar-Razi were edited about twelve years

C
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ago; two of these also are available in translation. A certain number of
Al-Farabi’s philosophical writings have been edited in Germany, Syria,
India, England and Spain; most of these editions are, however, by. no
means satisfactory and are in urgent need of revision, as are the transla-
tions based on them. A critical edition of Ibn Sini’s main philosophical
encyclopaedia Ash-Shifd is at last in preparation 1; most of the existing
editions of other philosophical works of his are unsatisfactory, and much
is still unedited. Averroés’ Tahdfut at-Tahdfut, his defence of philosophy
against Al-Ghazali’s attack, has been excellently edited, and so have
other works of his. Most of Avempace’s writings exist only in a unique
MS. in Oxford (the Berlin MS. is lost) and only a very small part of it
has been edited and studied.

1 — Ya'qib Ibn Ishdq Al-Kindi (died after A.D. 870)

It is instructive to compare how different Islamic philosophers charac-
terized their indebtedness to the Greeks and their personal contribution.
All of them agree that truth as obtained by philosophy transcends the
borders of nations and religions, and that it in no way matters who was
the first to discover it—their attitude may after all be compared to that
of the founder of Islam, who considered the new religion as the final
revelation of religious truth but by no means the first. There would be
no philosophy without the Greeks, and whoever ventures to cut himself
off from the collective experience of past centuries will never achieve

anything as a philosopher or a scientist, since the period of one individual -

life is much too short. “It is fitting to acknowledge the utmost gratitude
to those who have contributed even a little to truth, not to speak of those
who have contributed much. . . . We should not be ashamed to acknow-
ledge truth and to assimilate it from whatever source it comes to us, even
if it is brought to us by former generations and foreign peoples. For him
who seeks the truth there is nothing of higher value than truth itself; it
never cheapens or abases him who searches for it, but ennobles and
honours him.” These proud words are to be found in the preface of the
earliest metaphysical work in Arabic, which Al-Kindi dedicated to the
reigning Caliph Al-Mu‘tasim. Three hundred years later, when the history
of Islamic philosophy was approaching its end, Ibn Rushd reaffirmed this

1[The Arabic text of the following sections is now available in critical editions : (a) by
1. Madkour and his collaborators : Isagoge (Cairo 1952), Categories (Cairo 1959), Posterior
Analytics (Cairo 1956), Sophistici Elenchi (Cairo 1958), Rheforic (Cairo 1954), Music (Cairo
1956) ; (b)) by F. Rahman : De anima (Oxford 1959).]
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cosmopolitan attitude as something obvious: to do as Al-Kindi did had
become an established practice, and the enthusiasm of the first philo-
sopher had turned into an established routine of teaching.

Al-Kindi was the first to establish this tradition. “My principle,” he says,
“is first to record in complete quotatians all that the Ancients have said
on the subject; secondly, to complete what the Ancients have not fully
expressed, and this according to the usage of our Arabic language, the
customs of our age and our own ability.” That implies that he is not
only expressing Greek thoughts in Arabic but claims some originality of
his own, in connecting this new branch of knowledge with the inter-
pretation of Islam favoured by the Caliphs Al-Ma’miin and Al-Mu‘tasim,
with whom he appears to have been intimately connected. He evidently
accepted the Mu'‘tazilite creed without reserve, but gave it a philosophical
substructure. We may understand the Mu'tazilites as champions on the
one hand of a reasonable creed against anthropomorphism and literalism,
and on the other of an essentially religious standpoint against scepticism
and unbelief. Al-Kindi had evidently to defend the line he took against
the fideist attitude of theological orthodoxy, which was to raise its head
again in his later years.

This attitude of Al-Kindi implied some modification in the traditional
Neoplatonic—Aristotelian system, once he acquiesced in some of the main
tenets of revealed religion such as the creation of the world out of nothing
and the resurrection of the body on the Day of Judgment. Accordingly we
find the Neoplatonic world-view introduced into Islam for the first time,
but with a very significant proviso, There can be no question of “‘eternal
creation,” and one of the basic axioms of Greek philosophy, that nothing
can come from nothing, must be abandoned, at least in one place: the
highest sphere of the heaven, through which the divine substance is trans-
mitted to the lower strata of the universe and to the seat of human life,
which is the earth. The highest sphere had been created from nothing in
a single moment of time by the omnipotent will of God, and would not
last a moment longer once God had decided on its end. The working of the
world according to the Neoplatonic law of emanation was thus made
dependent on the religious certainty of the creation of the world from
nothing, and so on an act of God, who is beyond and above the laws of
nature. The obvious philosophical difficulties which this view implies were
overlooked, the desire to reconcile theology and philosophy being too
strong; Al-Ghazili’s re-elaboration of theology, which eventually won the
day, shows that this trend of ‘thought was probably more in keeping with
the very nature of Islam than the attempts of the later philosophical
schools. Otherwise Al-Kindi's Metaphysics shows no signs of deviation
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from the general trend of Neoplatonic Aristotelianism as described above.
The divine First Cause is in accordance with Plotinus and his successors
defined as the One, above and beyond all the qualities to be found in man,
and therefore only to be described in negative terms—as Christian theo-
logians and the Mu'tazilites had also held. Like Ibn Sini, Al-Kindi
stresses, on the whole, the Platonic element in the late Greek synthesis of
Plato and Aristotle. He neglects the Aristotelian forms of demonstration
in favour of the hypothetical and disjunctive syllogisms preferred by the
Stoics and by Neoplatonists like Proclus, and is for this reason criticized
by Al-Faribi and his followers. His psychology needs still further study,
but its main features are clear. Like Plat he soul as a separable
SWQVGH transmits an otherwise lost fragment from the
Eudemus, a dialogue which Aristotle composed in his youth, when he still
believed in the immortality of the whole soul as his master had done.
At the same time he is acquainted with Aristotle’s De anima, either the
whole work or some summary of it, and accepts his definition of the
soul as the entelechy of the body, which establishes body and soul as
a single substance. The same inconsistency is repeated in the psychology
of 1bn Sin3, in whose philosophy the Platonic element, and particularly
the influence of Plotinus, are stronger than in Al-Farabi and Ibn Rushd.
There are more parallels of this type between Al-Kindi and Ibn Sind—
who epitomized a consolatory treatise by Al-Kindi—but it appears
premature to state a definite historical connection between Al-Kindi and
the most influential of later Islamic philosophers.

Al-Kindi’s theory of prophecy was famous, but no trace of his rational
explanation of this phenomenon has hitherto been found. That it meant
for him the highest perfection attainable to man is, however, beyond
doubt. The prophet has divine knowledge through intuition which is
decidedly superior to anything human knowledge can ever hope to reach.
Hence the Qur'an, as understood by the Mu'tazilites, conveys a higher
truth than philosophy. In the case of the resurrection of the body, for
example, Al-Kindi is satisfied with referring to the statement of the
prophet, which he explains _with dialectical arguments; he appears not to
be in the least disturbed that he is unable to give a philosophical demon-
stratiom-WeTay-be-reminded of Plato, who expressed in mythical form

those personal religious convictions o{ﬁl@j_qwhichhecotﬂd not find or
had not yet found a_demonstration. Revealed truth takes the place of
Plato’s myth i Al-Kindi’s attempt to build up, for the first time, not
an Arabic replica of Greek philosophy but Greek philosophy for Muslims.
A very striking feature in Al-Kindi’s thought, which he shares neither

with Al-Faribi nor with Ibn Sind, is his acceptance of astrology as a
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science. That the influence of the planets is real was not doubted by the
Neoplatonic School of Athens, and we may see in this parallel a new
reason for linking Al-Kindi with this particular School. But in his attempt
to foretell the probable duration of the Arabic Empire he relies both on
the approved method of astrology and on the Qur’an: science only confirms
the odd arithmetical calculation based on the well-known enigmatic
letters with which some suras of the Qur’an begin. )

2 — Abi Bakr Muhammad Ibn Zakariyyd Ar-Razi
(died A.D. 923 or 932)

Whenever we read a line written by Ar-Razi, we feel ourselves in the
presence of a superior mind, of a man who is sure of his own value
without being conceited, and who does not consider himself to be inferior
in philosophy and medicine to his great Greek predecessors whom he
admires as his masters. Although Socrates, Plato and Aristotle, Hippo-
crates and Galen can, in his view, not be surpassed, he does not hesitate
either to modify their philosophical conclusions if he believes that he
knows better, or to add to the store of accumulated medical knowledge
what he has found out by his own research and observation. Whenever
for instance, he treats a particular disease he first summarizes everythiné
he can find in Greek and Indian sources, now available in Arabic trans-
lations, and in the works of earlier Arabic doctors. He never fails to add
his own opinion and his own judgment; he never adheres to authority
as such. This applies to his philosophy as well. He claims to fulfil the
function of a Socrates and_an-Hippocrates in his own time, within the

orbi he Arabic-sﬁeékin _world, He is not impressed by the super-

natural powers ascribed to, or claimed by, the Jewish, Christian and
Islamic prophets. He points out that they disagree with each other
and that their utterances are self-contradictory. The religions which the};
have founded had provoked only hostility, war and unhappiness. We feel
relfli.nded of the fiercest Greek and Roman adversaries of traditional
religion, Epicurus and Lucretius. “Tantum religio potuit suadere
malorum.” The Platonists and Stoics had accepted traditional religion
th()l.lgl'l on’ their own terms, and were for this reason more welcome to"
Christians and Muslims, whereas Ar-Razi’s attitude amounts to heresy
and comes near to the later Western slogan of “‘the three great impostors
Mo'ses. Jesus and Muhammad.” Like Epicurus, he does not believe that'
phllosol?hy is only accessible to the select few, as Plato’s aristocratic
concePtlon' of philosophy and its dignity had proclaimed and as most
Islamic philosophers, following in Plato’s footsteps, unanimously asserted.
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Philosophy was open to every human being, it was indeed the only way
of salvation. “Whoever makes an effort and busies himself with study
and research has set out on the way of truth. Indeed, the souls of men can
be purified from the mud and darkness of this world and saved for the
world to come only by the study of philosophy. When a man studies it
and grasps a part of it, even the smallest part we can think of, he purifies
the soul from mud and darkness and assures its salvation. Were all those
who have hitherto tended to destroy their souls and neglected philo-
sophical study to give the slightest attention to it, it would be their
salvation from this mud and darkness, even if they grasp only a small
part of it.” He believed in the cathartic power of philosophy, as had
Plotinus and Porphyry. A famous Platonic saying comes to mind: “If one
mixes a small quantity of pure white with average white, this average
becomes more white, more beautiful and more true.” Ar-Razi may have
been deaf and insensitive to the voices of Moses, Jesus and Muhammad.
He certainly understood the religious depth by which Platonism, the
spiritual religion of the Greeks, is most distinctly and unmistakably
characterized. Ar-Razi does not believe in the eternity of the world but
following some intcrpreters of the Timaeus such as Plutarch W '

teaches that the world came into being in time, whereas matter alone is
eternal. Although he denies the creation from nothing this comes nearer
to the Islamic view and reminds us of the attack made on Proclus by
the Christian John Philoponus which was afterwards used by Al-Ghazali
against the Muslim defenders of the eternity of the world. God the creator
is described as Omniscient and All-Just, as absolute Knowledge and
Justice, but also as absolute Mercy. Man should, according to Plato,
make himself like God, in the greatest degree possible to man. Hence the
creature nearest to God’'s favour is the wisest, the justest, the most
merciful and compassionate. Philosophy is not mere learning but a way
of life, knowing and acting accordingly. All this is not so far from the
spirit of Islam.

Ar-Raézi claim a Platonist, and it cannot be denied that Platonic,
or rather Neoplatonic, elements dominate his thought, and that his views
differ wi those late Greek systems which the majority of Islamic
philosophers followed. Al-Farabi attacked him in two treatises; notably
for this reason. It is, however, if the phrase may be permitted, a very
Neoplatonic Platonism, full of elements which remind us of Gnostic
speculations; it comprises, on the other hand, certain definite features of
the Greek theory of the atomic structure of matter which may have well
been combined with the Platonic tradition in the later centuries of the
Roman Empire, We are still rather in the dark about the immediate
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sources of Ar-Razl’s philosophical thought. He knew Proclus, for example
well and had translations of him at his disposal. Probably his philosophicai
knowledge was as all-embracing as his medical knowledge, of which we
have better information. Tradition connects him with the pagan Greek
school of Harran which survived there during the first centuries of Islam
and there is no reason to doubt this, although we are unable to verify;
the report in the present state of our knowledge. There were five eternal
principles, not one, as in the other systems: the Creator, the soul of the
world, matter, absolute time and absolute space. He was aware that he
differed fundamentally from Aristotle, but very deliberately and decidedly
he claimed to follow his own way: “But I say. . ..” It would lead us too
far to discuss his cosmogony in detail and to follow up its repercussions
in later Islamic thought—especially since he has only recently been
rediscovered by modern scholarship, and much detailed research has still
to be devoted to the remains of his philosophical work. But the greatness
of the man cannot be doubted.

\ Both he and Al-Kindi wrote treatises on popular ethics, based exclu-

, sively on Greek material. They are both available in modern transla-

tions; and it is obvious which of the two succeeded better in bringing
the commonplaces of the Platonic tradition to life. Ar-Rizi could fill
them with his own experience of life, whereas in Al-Kindi we are aware
of the arguments but we are not really touched. Both Ar-Razi and Ibn
Sini wrote autobiographies, Ar-Riazi in self-defence, Ibn Sini at the
request of a pupil. Ibn Sina tells us that he knew everything at the age of
eighteen and did not add anything to his knowledge in the course of
his later life: it became more mature but it did not grow in bulk. Ar-Razi
was far from such self-righteousness. “If ever I have come upon a book
I have not read,” he affirms, in his old age, “‘or heard tell of a man I have
not met, I have not turned aside to any engagement whatever—even

" though it has been to my great loss—before mastering that book or

lming all that that man knew.” This is again in keeping with the
attltl'lde of the greatest among Greek -philosophers, who never tired of
}?a.rmng as long as they lived, as Solon had said in an oft-quoted line:
I grow old constantly learning many things.” The greatest Islamic
scholar, Al.)ﬁ'r-raihin al-Biriini (died A.D. 1048), famous for his deep and
;};!‘Illfaszeeuc u.nders.tanding ?f ?ndian religion and Indian life, seems to
coper aJllldumque in a'pprecmtn.lg Ar-Rizi’s greatness both as a philo-
e soxn ;xs a scientist. Vesalius, the founder of modern anatomy in
the bt century, who }mew only his medical work, praised him as
et Egorous representative of the Greek tradition in the Middle Ages,
€r Zastern or Western. His verdict is not very far from the truth.
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3 — Abiz Nasr Al-Farabi (died A.D. 950)

AL-Kindi was an Arab of noble descent, born in Bagra. His father had
held a high position as governor of Kiifa, and he had spent most of his
life at the Caliph’s court in Baghdad. Ar-Razi was of Persian origin and
passed the greater part of his life in his native town of Rayy, near the
site of Teheran but spent some time in Baghdad as well. Al-Farabi was
a Turk from Transoxania, who studied first in Khurasan, then came to
live for many years in Baghdad, becoming eventually a pensioner of the
famous Hamdanid Shi‘ite ruler of Aleppo, Saif ad-daula.

Al-Farabi was bent on assigning to philosophy a dominant position
in the Islamic world and was not content to give it the second place as
the handmaiden of theology. Nor, on the other hand, was he convinced
that Ar-Razi’s attempt could be successful in the long run and that the
Law of Islam and the theology which had developed from it could be
excluded from the higher life. His own works show a different approach.

Philosophy was not to replace traditional religion altogether but was
to assign it its proper position as had been done in the Greek world by
Plato, He tried, indeed, to re-interpret the whole of Islam from his own
philosophical standpoint, using Greek philosophy as a torch which gave
new light to every aspect of Islamic life: dialectical theology, creed and
Qur’'an, law, jurisprudence, grammar, aesthetic appreciation of artistic
prose and poetry, and above all the organization of the perfect society
and the essential qualities of its ruler. If the times were propitious, one
universal world-state might come into existence; if not, several religions
might exist side by side, and, if this also were impracticable, Islam at least
might be reshaped according to the demands of the royal power of philo-
sophy, which was the highest perfection of which man was capable.
Yet Al-Farabi was not a man of action himself, as Plato had been, but
rather a thinker who put forward a new scheme to show how things ought
to be, living himself in retirement as an ascetic and watching the world
with a serenity of mind of his own.

Al-Farabi did not, like Al-Kindi, claim simply to follow the Greek
philosophers. He believed that Greek philosophy was in full decay in
Greece, that the “Hellenes,” the pagan Greeks, existed no more, but that
the surviving works of Plato and Aristotle themselves could guide those
who were about to revive it and show the way to restoring its glory in the
land of H'Iraq from which, according to late Greek opinion as shared by
Al-Farabi, it had originally come. It has been pointed out how intimately
he is connected with the Baghdad school of Christian translators and
philosophers, and it is certainly to his credit that he fully understood

——
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to Aristotle’s dialectic as found in the Topics, starting from views generally
admitted but not capable of serving as the premises of strictly scientific
demonstration. This dialectical theology is in itself Greek, in its structure
and in many of its tenets; it is not to be rejected but is definitely of
secondary importance. What corresponds to beliefs and views of the

crowd in Aristotle are the beliefs and rules, etc., which the orthodox

teachers of religion instil into the Muslim’s mind, and which are guaranteed

by the religious law. Al-Farabi by no means intends to ban this “legal
theology”’ as such, although he tries to open it to Greek influence as well.
But it is certainly very remote from the truth which the philosopher can
obtain. “Mythical theology” is represented by the Qur'an, which appeals
to people’s imagination as poetry does, and convinces them of truth
through arguments in rhetorical form. 1t is obvious that this scheme
could be applied to other religions as well, and Al-Farabi appears indeed
to have had such a wide and universal conception in mind, which is not
the less daring because Greek thinkers had expressed similar views before.
There is one universal religion, but many forms of symbolic representation
of ultimate truth, which may differ from land to land and from nation
to nation; they vary in language, in law and custom, in the use of symbols

and similitudes. There exists only one true God for the philosophical

mind, but He has different names in different religions. Some forms of
philosophical

symbolic representation are near to the truth obtained by
demonstration, others are more remote from it. There are even some
truths of which it is legitimate to convince non-philosophers by straight-
forward fiction. Several ““ideal states” of this kind may exist at the same
time, all providing the same happiness and the same good life. The ruler
of such a state would be able to give due attention to all the different
ects of the life of such a community: he would be king and imam,
prophet and legislator in one. Before, however, he could begin to philo-
sophize, he would be educated in the customs of his particular religion
and instructed in the traditions of the community to which he belonged,

just like Plato’s philosopher king.

As in Plato’s thought, metaphysics, psychology and political theory
were intimately connected in Al-Farabi’s scheme of an ideal state. The
same order prevailed in the universe, in man and in organized society—
in the universe of necessity; in man if he deliberately decided to imitate
the hierarchy of the universe in his own soul and to let his mind govern
him; in society if the perfect man, the philosopher, did not withdraw

into solitude but moulded the community according to his supreme
understanding of the working of the divine mind. The world was ruled
which was eternal and perfect,

by the First Being, the First Cause,

asp
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Qur'an. But as a philosopher he shared the deep and serious con.thu;ln
of the Stoics that only the souls of the good enjoy eternal bliss, L€: the
souls of those who have lived a life resembling that of God as far as human
beings can, who have lived a spiritual life without doing violence to the
human frame. Their souls lose their individuality after death, and then
become part of the “active intellect”” of the Kingdom of Heaven. The
indifferent souls perish with the body, “Wer keinen Namen sich e.rwal"b
noch Edles will, gehort den Elementen an.” The bad souls survive i
utter wretchedness. Avicenna, again, is nearer to Plotinus. He does not
restrict immortality to special souls; every soul survives and preserves
its individuality. )
If a man’s imagination is directly connected with the “active intellect,
he has prophetic powers, and this is the perfection of this faculty of his
soul. As imagination is subordinate to reason, so prophetic po_Werf are
associated with philosophy but are by no means superior to it. Man
becomes wise and a philosopher through that which reaches his passive
intellect and then his mind works to perfection, and he becomes a prophet
thrdugh that which reaches his imagination. This man has reacht‘ad. th,?:
most perfect rank of human nature and the highest degree of f?hmt)'z.
This is the first characteristic required of the ideal ruler. (Al-Farabi gvmds
the words Caliph and #mdm, since his scheme is meant to apply to every
community, but he has the Muslims in the forefront of his mind.) Then
he must be a good orator and be able to convey to people what he kno'ws
and to impress their imagination, and he must be well fitted to g.mde
them to felicity and to those activities by which felicity and happ{n'ess
are reached. He must also be strong in his body and capable of practising
the art of war. .
It is impossible in a short survey to give the details of A!—F@bls
political theory, to point out its relation to the contc.amporary discussions
of the Caliphate in other quarters and to describe his proposals for some
less perfect form of government. If a single ideal ruler could nf)t l.>e‘found
and the necessary qualities were only available in sep.arate individuals,
they were in that case supposed to rule as a team basing themselves‘on
the law as established by the first ruler. In Islamic terms, the ﬁrst_phllo-
sopher-prophet-king-lawgiver can only have. been Muhammad }nmself,
although Al-Farabi nowhere says so. There is a sense of urgency in his
sober detached and unrhetorical style which leads us to believe .that, fqr
once, the spirit of the Platonic philosophy, though not perhaps.lts pa‘rtl-
cular doctrines, had been revived in Islamic lands: “If at a given time
it happens that philosophy has no share in the government, thoug.h
every other qualification for rule may be present, the perfect state will
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remain rulerless, the actual head of the state will be no true king, and
the state will head for destruction; and if no wise man is to be found
and associated with the acting head of the state, then after a certain
interval the state will undoubtedly perish” (Al-Farabi). “At last . . . I was
driven to affirm, in praise of true philosophy, that only from the stand-
point of such philosophy was it possible to take a correct view of public
and private right and that, accordingly, the human race would never see
the end of trouble until true lovers of wisdom should come to hold political
power, or the holders of political power should, by some divine appoint-
ment, become true lovers of wisdom” (Plato, 7th Letter).

4 — Abi ‘Ali Al-Husain Ibn ' Abdalldh Ibn Sind {Avicenna)
(A.n. g8o-1037)

With Ibn Sina we enter a new and different period of Islamic philo-
sophy. The philosophers hitherto discussed had all been pioneers. They
had been the first, as far as we know, to draw on the translations of
Greek authors which had gradually become available; they had each
more or less direct contact with certain definite attitudes of late Greek,
pagan or Christian philosophy and had, each in his own way, attempted
to give Greek philosophy a high place within the civilization of Islam
which was then still developing and abundant in scope and possibilities.
But the contact with ancient philosophy outside the Islamic world is
now over, and a definite tradition of Islamic philosophy is established
instead. The philosophers can and actually do develop their arguments
in depth and intensity, but they can neither fall back upon the Greek
originals—as philosophers did later in the West—nor have recourse to
the Syriac, as the bilingual Christian teachers of philosophy in tenth-
century Baghdad constantly and successfully do. Ibn Sina, who passed
all his life in Persia, often in a high political position as minister at
different small courts, has become the most influential and most revered
of all the early Muslim philosophers. He disliked the Christian philo-
sophers of Baghdad but appreciated a great deal of Al-Farabi's thought.
He was aware of all the past history of Islamic philosophy, as well as of
arguments and theories of Greek origin which we find in his works for
the first time; he appears to be often in agreement particularly with
Al-Kindi, not only in his appreciation of Plotinus but also in ot a few
other affinities of outlook which may become more apparent in future
research; in his theory of prophecy, for example, or his frequent use of
the hypothetical syllogism, which is less liked though also used by the
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more consistent Aristotelian Al-Farabi. His very decided Platonism which
crowns the Aristotelian substructure also connects him with Al-Kindi and
his Greek predecessors and was to assist Western Platonists before Aquinas
to express their Augustinian Platonism in philosophical terms. The
mystical component in the thought of the “Chief Master” is very noticeable
and important, and his long Arabic poem on the descent of the human
soul into the body is deservedly famous for its beauty and the deep
feeling expressed in it. There appears to be no attempt to reform Islam
according to the }‘)ostulates of philosophy. Influenced partly by Al-Farabi,
partly by Al-Kindi, he tries to reconcile philosophy and religion through
allegorical interpretation, whereas Ibn Rushd, following Al-Farabi more
closely, unconditionally upholds the primacy of reason and criticized
Avicenna severely for his “inconsistency”. Ibn Sind is a systematic
thinker of the first order. His great and justly famous medical encyclo-
paedia, the Qdnin, is lacking in originality, if compared with Ar-Rézi,
but is deservedly celebrated for its clear and exhaustive and well-classified
arrangement of the subject-matter. It was for centuries very popular with
Arabic, Persian and Latin doctors alike. The same systematic genius
manifests itself in his great philosophical encyclopaedia ash-shifd (sanatio)
in which he deals at length with all the philosophical, mathematical and
natural sciences. No complete edition of the original text exists; some
sections were translated into Latin. An abbreviation of this great work,
the Najat (salvatio) is completely known, and was printed together with
the Qandin, the second Arabic work ever printed, in Rome in 1593.

It is impossible to deal here with all the aspects of His Excellency the
Minister’s immensely rich philosophical work, and a short survey of his
psychology must be accepted instead of a more comprehensive treatment.
He based it, like Al-Farabi and Ibn Rushd, on Aristotle’s De antma, but
with modifications partly reminding us of Al-Kindi, partly drawn from
other ancient sources, and elaborated in his own way. The differences
from A)-Faribi and Ibn Rushd are evident. Aristotle’s definition of the
soul is accepted in full, but at the same time the soul is defined as an
incorporeal substance. It has been shown in a fine recent study by an
Indian scholar, how this inconsistency in Ibn Sini’s theory—which also
leads him to affirm the immortality of the individual soul—grew out of
difficulties inherent in Aristotle’s psychology which were elaborated by
Alexander of Aphrodisias and particularly by Neoplatonic commentators

_like Simplicius of Athens) This trend of Platonizing Aristotelianism
reached the Arabs and is first noticeable in Al-Kindi’s scanty remains;
Avicenna discussed it most vigourously and with great subtlety. His is
also a very elaborate and unique discussion of the inner senses, of internal
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perce.ption, .which developed the Aristotelian concept of comm |
by dﬁ.ferentlating the Aristotelian concept of imagination and Znh'iefme
it up into five different faculties. It is, however, evident that bp dtfng
S0 hc: reproduced some later Greek theory which is lost in the 3’ i 'Ol:lg
Th(_a inner §enses seem to have been first discussed in the Porchnglirrlx ‘
A‘wcenna, in accordance with Muslim faith, considered prophec .a 'tlie
hlgh(ist_ a_nd most divine human faculty, he could not be l;a.tis}ffl dS l‘ke
Al-Farabi to consider it as the highest kind of imagination, but ; dlte
try t(:) connect it with the intellect. He did so by identif, in 'ta 'tg
'sagacx_ty or quick wit, the “‘power of hitting the middle term o)f’lai lll i
gxl anhlr;lper;:e})tiblfe time,” a power of infallibly guessing the truth};vi(t);l‘l(:::

e help of imagination. He fitted this i

Aristotlc?’s Posterior Analytics and which I}):;ze:ht:;inz; ll()ZerlV f'rom
greater m}portance in Stoic thought, into the framework of Neopl gtwe'n
?eta_.ph)fsms, making it a recipient of the inspiration comin fp ; OI;IC
active intelligence.” We cannot say whether he was the ﬁrstgt rgm ot
or whether he had a predecessor in late Greek philosophy. © o that
.The‘zre are other deviations from the scheme adopteci by Al-Farabi
especially in metaphysical theory, which all point to the sime héfrta' .
of t!xe balance in favour of Plato. Let us realize, without d'S ssing

particulars, what this Platonism amounts to. W},lenever thelscu‘iis‘-ng

reader turns from Aristotle to Plato, he does more than feel :.mm:z

" difference in style, he is aware of a greater, richer personality, of a great

grtlst and a subhm&.a poet. Plato was above all a religious genius of the
rst ordfar, and Plotinus and those Neoplatonists who were able to und
stand him felt .this religious element in Plato and praised him for t;;;
;ia(.is?rl: a.; _thne prince of philosqphy. Because they understood this, Ar-Razi
and Ibrrll 1:1112 }:;xi'e X(:_?srteortto ;cshe ll{rix;xir st;irit of Plato’s thought than Al-Farabi
1 : . e is a| o Plato, and has rightly been associ
:v}:it:k ei:lsm I;)Zr ttrlilo;e tGreekk philllosophers who z%tppegaledy to the l(\){ctizltijg
<ers. 7le tried to make the religious experience of Plato, whic
;lé)rtr;::z::treigczlls mind from .the beg.infling and throughout his life, accessibllc:
o e cr ! understandm'g. This is the real meaning of his metaphysics
- caz;ve come to realize after a period of misunderstanding. His
o genius, hc.yweve_r, was stronger than his constructive power and
d not succeed in building up an edifice of his own which was com
parable to the achievement of Plato. Later centuries needed Aristotle a;

'a kind of philosopher of religion, as a help to an adequate understanding

gitilat?i and were rightly,. I believe, convinced that philosophers need
b a(tin cannot dlsp(?nse vyxth either of them. Avicenna’s style is abstract
1s deeply steeped in Aristotelianism and cannot do without Aristotle'
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He cannot compare with Plato or Plotinus in his philosophical style. But
he understood something which is the very essence of Plato’s thought,
and it may be that for this reason he appealed to religious Muslims—3as.
Plato himself has conveyed religious truth, to people open to religion,
at all times. This comes out very well in the poem to which I referred
before, about the fate of the human soul:

“Until, when the hour of its homeward flight draws near,
- And ‘tis time for it to return to its ampler sphere,
It carols with joy, for the veil is raised, and it spies
Such things as cannot be witnessed by waking eyes.
On a lofty height doth it warble its songs of praise
(for even the lowliest being doth knowledge raise).
And so it returneth, aware of all hidden things

In the universe, while no stain to its garment clings.”
(Transl. E. G. Browne)

5 — Ibn Rushd [Averroés) (a.D. 1126-1198)

Ibn Sind never wrote a commentary on the lines of the Greek com-
mentaries on Aristotle, many of which were known to the Arabic philo-
sophers and imitated by the Christian teachers of philosophy in tenth-
century Baghdad and, to all appearance, by Al-Farabi. He most probably
knew them all but evidently did not feel like adding to them. He tells us
in an autobiographical passage, referred to earlier in this chapter, that
he had acquired all his enormous knowledge at a very early age, and was,
in his later life, concerned mainly with erecting bis own philosophical
system on these foundations. He was not interested in explaining the
original texts in detail but was bent on maturing his own thought, despite
the exacting demands of his public career. Recent research has shown
that there is a certain development in his thought but no departure from
his original position, only an increasingly refined elaboration of his
attitude. One can, incidentally, make similar observations in comparing
the various works of Al-Farabi.

Ibn Rushd, who lived in the most remote western corner of the Muslim
world, was very different from Ibn Sind with whose works he was familiar.
The greater part of his literary output consists in commentaries on Aris-
totle, which he wrote for two of the Almohad rulers. He wrote partly
commentaries in the style of Alexander of Aphrodisias, partly very
elaborate summaries in the style of Themistius, partly still shorter sum-
maries of a type also favoured by the Greeks. He drew on the similar work
of Al-Firabi, which reached him through intermediaries, the Spanish
philosophers Ibn Bajja (Avempace) and Ibn Tufail, the author of a
rightly famous philosophical novel The History of Hayy ibn Yaqzan.

Ibn Rushd deserves a place of honour in the long series of commentators
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on Aristotle and upholds an important tradition. His commentaries, like
those of Al-Firabi, are with a few exceptions lost in the Arabic orig'inal
They evidently found very few readers; the centuries after Ibn Rushti
were indifferent or hostile to philosophy. But a great number of his com-
mentaries were translated into Hebrew and Latin and became of great
importance for mediaeval Jewish and especially Western Latin Aristotelian
studies. For more than three hundred years Western scholars read Aristotle
mainly with the help of the commentaries of Averroés, and his judgment
is still taken into consideration at the present day. Critical editions of
the few Arabic texts preserved have recently begun to appear.

Ibn Rushd’s view of philosophy and religion is almost the same as
Al-Farabi’s belief in the primacy of reason. The symbols of faith, different
in each religion, point to the same truth as does philosophical knowledge
common to philosophers of every creed and every nation, which is base(i
on demonstration and argument. There is no “‘double truth.” Hence Ibn
Rushd the philosopher can as a high judge administer religious law
according to the Malikite rite and compose a manual of this law without
acting against his general views on philosophy and religion. Al-Faribi’s
plan to reform the law with the help of Greek philosophy had long since
been abandoned.

It is not surprising that Ibn Rushd, who consistently followed the
Alexandrian exegesis of Aristotle, like Al-Farabi before him, had to
disagree with many of Ibn Sina’s tenets. It is worth mentioning that he
blames him also for having made concessions to the theological school
of the Ash'arites, which had become the most influential theological
school after Al-Farabi's time. But his debate with Ibn Sini and his
reaffirmation of a more Aristotelian Neoplatonism, revealing as jt may
be for the history of Muslim philosophy, is overshadowed by his greatest
anq most original work entitled The Incoherence of the Incoherence, in
which he subtly and vigorously defends philosophy against Al-Ghaza:ﬂi's
(Io§8—1111) determined and able attack entitled The Incoherence of the
thlosophers. This is certainly a Muslim philosophical work, in so far as
it uses the whole arsenal of Aristotelian philosophy for the intense dis-
cussion of an issue which could only arise between Muslim parties at
variance. Ibn Rushd shows himself a perfect master of Aristotelian
pl}llosophy and handles his arguments with admirable skill and accom-
plished understanding. He discusses all the main problems of Muslim
tl.leology ?.nd makes a supreme effort to show that only philosophy can
give a.satlsfactory answer to them. The eternity of the world, the Creator
and }.71rst Cause, the attributes of God, God'’s knowledge and providence
are discussed in this lengthy and exhaustive work. Al-Ghazali’s arguments
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are quoted in full and discussed and refuted with a fairness and subtlety
which compel our admiration. The search for truth which had made
Al-Kindi the first Muslim philosopher is passionately alive in the last
great tepresentative of Greek philosophy in medjaeval Islam. We may
take it as symbolic that the famous saying “‘amicus Plato amica veritas
sed magis amica veritas” is referred to very frequently in Arabic tradition.
Al-Ghazili moved on the same level as Ibn Rushd, He was a great
theologian who was able to understand his philosophical adversaries and
to use all the methods of thought with which men like Al-Farabi and
Ibn Sind had provided those Muslims who cared to reason about God
and man. Scholars who are competent to judge say, rightly 1 believe,
that his arguments are often better than Ibn Rushd’s refutation. Al
Ghazili had a more intimate feeling.for the very essence of Islam and
of religion in general, and hence his influence on the future of Islam was
more lasting than his adversary’s belief in the primacy of reason.
Averroés had been fighting a losing battle, as far as mediaeval Islam
is concerned. We read in the work of a younger contemporary, the Persian
Suhrawardi al-maqtiil (1155-1191), the description of a dream in which
Aristotle appears to him. The Aristotle of the dream praises Plato.
Suhrawardi asks him whether there is any Muslim philosopher who has
come near to Plato and may be compared to him. He hints at Al-Farabi
and Ibn Sini. Aristotle is not impressed. But when Suhrawardi mentions
the first of the “intoxicated”’ Sufis, the early Persian mystic Abd Yazid
of Bistam (died 875) and a follower of the Gnostic Dhi'n-Niin the Egyptian
(died 861), Aristotle at last gives an affirmative answer: these are true
philosophers and true wise men. Plato the mystic is still appreciated,
Plato the philosopher and political reformer is forgotten and has no
message for Muslims who live in accordance with the religious instincts
of the common people and express their attitude to God in an orthodox
theology, which used the arguments of ancient stoicism and scepticism,
and in Sufic mysticism. Islamic philosophy, based on too narrow a concept
of reason, had failed where Greek philosophy had failed before it.

From: The History of Philosophy, Eastern and Western (Allen &
Unwin, Ltd., London), vol. II, 12048 (omitting the bibliography).

ON THE LEGACY OF THE CLASSICS
IN THE ISLAMIC WORLD

The main purpose of the following remarks is to remind the reader of
a neglected outpost of classical scholarship. Though it is becoming better
known, it still lacks recognition and its defenders remain more isolated
than is good for them: there are too few cooperators and there is too little
discussion and criticism. The days of Scaliger and Reiske who were both
classicists and accomplished Arabists seem to have gone for ever, and
hence most of the work which is based on Arabic texts is ignored o:itside
the orientalist circle. It may, then, not be useless to mention a few ques-
tions connected with the importance which the study of Arabic philo-
sophif:al texts may have at the present day for classical scholarship

It is commonly realized that the tradition of philosophy (and sc.ience)
of which the Arabs got hold between A.D. 800 and 1000 was richer than
the Greek-Byzantine tradition of philosophy which reached the West in
the days of the great Schoolmen and of Marsilio Ficino. Philosophical
and §cienti.ﬁc texts less favoured in the later centuries of the Byzantine
Empire were still in comparatively easy reach and the Arabic translators
made good use of this opportunity.

QMy a comparatively small part of the Arabic versions of Greek
philosophical texts has survived; not all of those extant have been traced;
not all of those traced have been edited and translated into a Westen;
language. A complete survey would be the subject of a monograph. But
some rt?cent progress may be indicated. The Arabic text of Aristotle’s
Categories has been known for about 100 years, the De tnterpretatione for
more than 40, the Poetics for almost 70 years. We have now, in addition
first -edftwns of the Prior and Posterior Analytics, the T oz'bics and th(;
Sophistici Elenchi 1, [the Rhetorics 2], the De anima 3, the M. etaphysics 4
and the Pseudo-aristotelian work De plantis by Nicolaus of Damascus 5
Manuscripts of the Physics, the De caelo, the History of animals th(;
works On the paris of animals and On the generation of animals a;e in

1 By ‘Abd-ar-Rahman Badawi, Manfig Aristd I-I1T (Cairo 1948~52).
{2 By the same editor (Cairo 1959).]

3 By the same editor (Cairo 1954).

¢ By M. Bouyges S. J. (Beyrouth 1938-52).

5 By A. J. Arberry (Cairo 1933/4).
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easy reach 1. Editions of all these treatises are being planned; the editions
of the Meteorology and of the last four books of the Nicomachean Ethics 2
are expected in the not too distant future. The translation of Themistius’
paraphrase of the De anima is being prepared for publication. The Arabic
text of Ps. Plutarch’s Placita Philosophorum can now be compared with
the badly preserved Greek text 3. To compile a comparative index of
philosophical terminology—Greek, Arabic, and Latin—thus appears less
difficult now than it did still twenty years ago.

There is no reason to embark on a list of philosophical texts which
have survived only in Arabic versions and thus, together with the Egyptian
papyri, increase our present knowledge of Greek literature: they are quite
well known 4. I may, however, mention the recent discoveries of lost works
by Alexander of Aphrodisias, the founder of the medieval tradition of
Aristotle reading, on whose commentaries and monographs both Arabic
and medieval philosophers so largely depend. They are partly available
in print 5 (but not translated into a European language), partly have
been very rtecently traced in Istanbul; they are of great interest for the
history of Greek and later philosophy 8.

There exists a group of Arabic philosophical texts which are evidently
based on lost Greek works without reproducing them in every detail but
which follow the original argument very closely, as far as can be made
out by probable guesses. Apart from the few original Greek texts of the
great authors who interest us all—a chapter based on Posidonius?,
fragments of Aristotle’s Dialogues 8, a line of Democritus embedded in
an Arabic Galen %, etc.—the interpretation of this kind of text is most
fascinatiné and attractive. I refer only to a few examples. A Consolatio

Y Cf. Orientalia 20, 1951, pp. 334 fi.; Philosophical Quart. 1953, p. 175 ff.

2Ct. A. ]. Arberry, Bulletin of the School of Oriental and African Studies 1955, p. 1 fi.

3 Ed. Badawi (Cairo 1954).

4 Cf. e.g. Philosophical Quart. 1953, p. 175 fi. and Oriens 6, 1953, p. 93 ff. [see below,
pp.60-113}.

5 Cf. Badawi, Aristi ‘inda-I-"Arab {Cairo 1947), pp. 251-308 [cf. below p. 62].

¢ F. Rosenthal, From Arabic Books and Manuscripts V, Journal of the American Oriental
Society 75, 1955, Pp- 16-18, [Cf. S. Pines, Archives d'histoire docirinale et littératre du moyen
dge, 1959, PP- 295799-]

7 Cf. my New Light on Galen’s Moral Philosophy, Class. Quart. 1949, pp. 82—96 [below,
pp. 142-163], A Diatribe of Galen, Harvard Theological Review 47, 1954, PP- 243-54
[below, pp. 164-174]. K. Reinhardt, RE. s. v. Poseidonios col. 745.

8 Un frammento nuovo di Aristotele, Stud. Ital. Filol. Class., N. S. 14, 1937, PP- 125-37
[below, pp. 38-47]. Fragmenta Graeca in litteris Arabicis 1, Journal of the Royal Asiatic
Society 1939, pp. 407—22 [below, pp. 48-59]. Sir David Ross, The works of Aristotle XI1I,
1952, pp. 23-6. S. van den Bergh, Tahafut al-Tahafut (London 1954) I p. 9o; II p. 65.

® Galen on Medical Experience (London 1944) I1X 5. Vorsokrat. 35 (Berlin 1938), p. 653.
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by Al-Kindi can be proved, argument by argument, to reproduce a late
Greek original whose author we cannot identify. It was imitated and used
by many later Islamic writers 1. Of greater importance is Al-Farabi’s
small work On Plato’s philosophy 2, although it does not reproduce the
Greek original in full and omits the ideal doctrine and the immortality
of the soul. It gives an account of all the Platonic dialogues, arranged
in an order both systematically and chronologieally different from every
arrangement hitherto known: starting with the Major Alcibiades and
finishing with the Letters. With the exception of the Minos, all the dia-
logues to be found in the Alexandrian tetralogical edition are mentioned
and characterized. The systematic arrangement is, from a historical point
of view, certainly, to say the least, naive. The author looks at Plato’s
thought with the eyes of an average late Greek professor of philosophy
and assumes that Plato had planned a closed philosophical system in the
same way as he himself would have done it. In a similar way, the Greek
historians of mathematics restored the sequence of events according to
the requirements of their own time and did not hesitate to -assume that
facts which had to be first established on logical grounds should also
come first chronologically 3. What is important in this survey of Plato’s
thought is that it is utterly independent of the late Neoplatonic view and
refrains from interpreting the Parmenides as a compendium of Plato’s Meta-
physics and making the T#maeus Plato’s most outstanding work. On the
contrary, it gives Plato’s so-called political thought its due position, by
emphasizing the conception of the philosopher-king and even appreciating
Plato’s attempts to realize it here and now. Such interpretations of Plato
must have been still alive, or at least available, when the Arabs came in
contact with Greek philosophy, and will have inspired Al-Farabi in his
attempt to proclaim the ideal calif as the platonic philosopher-king 4, He
was helped in the impressive revival of Plato’s conception of the philosopher-
king which he established in Islamic lands by commentaries of the Republic®
and the Laws ¢ which are also free from Neoplatonic accretions.

! H. Ritter and R. Walzer, Studi su al-Kindi II, dcc. dei Lincei, Roma 1938, and the
additions and corrections by M. Pohlenz (GGAnz. 200, 1938, p- 409 fi.).

£F. Rosenthal and R. Walzer, Alfarabius De Platonis philosophia, Plato Arabus 11
(London 1943).

3 Cf. O. Neugebauer, The Exact Sciences in Antiquity (Princeton 1952), p. 142.

4Cf. also my contribution to the “Entretiens sur I'antiquité classique” of 1955, to be
published by the Fondation Hardt, Vandceuvres (Genéve) [below, pp. 236-252) and the
article Aflatiin’in the second edition of the Encyclopedia of Islam (Leiden 1955).

5 Cf. E. Rosenthal’s forthcoming edition of Averroes’ Commentary on Plato’s Republic
(Cambridge University Press) [published in 1g58].

¢ Cf. F. Gabrieli, Alfarabius Compendium Legum Platonis, Plato Arabus I11 (London 1952).
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It is obvious that Greek evidence of the teaching of Ethics in the late
Greek philosophical schools is rather scanty. Our information about this
rather important subject is not at all satisfactory. We know something
but not very much from Arius Didymus’, the emperor Augustus’ court-
philosopher’s account of Stoic and Peripatetic ethics, as reproduced in
the 4th century compiler’s Stobaeus work 1. Plutarch, e.g., obviously
presupposed a tradition of this kind but does not reproduce it in any
detail when writing his entertaining essays on ethical topics. The Greek
commentaries of the Nicomachean Ethics which we can read cannot be
compared with the learned and well-informed commentaries on the logical,
physical and metaphysical treatises which we possess. Strange as it may
appear to us, it does not seem that the Nicomachean Ethics was a very
popular work in late antiquity. Philosophical ethics, we learn from Arabic
works, were generally based on the three parts of the soul, the rational,
the spirited and the appetitive element. This platonic tripartition of the
soul had again been made the basis of ethical thought by men like Posi-
donius and Galen, and had evidently been generally accepted in average
works on ethics in later antiquity. This could be worked out as a system
of four main excellences and a large number of subordinate dpetat, as
the Stoics had done it, but in a manner more akin to Plato’s Republic.
The Aristotelian definition of excellence as the mean between two extremes
could be connected with this scheme, but we also find an Arabic treatise in
which long lists of virtues and vices (or rather of bad and good #0y) are
given without any detailed reference to the afore-mentioned parts of the
soul in which they are somehow domiciled. Some sections of these systems
certainly go back to the time before Plotinus, and so add to our knowledge
of hellenistic ethics, but it requires peculiar discretion to make a clear cut
distinction between the different strata 2. One of the Arabic authors,
Miskawaih 3, gives a lively and detailed analysis of human relations
based on the gia books of the Nicomachean Ethics, with two significant

additions, due probably to the philosophical climate or the Greek author
on which Miskawaih drew. The platonic #pw¢, which Aristotle disowned,
is re-established in its dignity, and a new type of relation, the friendship
between the philosophical teacher and his pupil, is introduced. It is
situated between the friendship of God and the philosopher who is able

1 Ecl. 2, 7 (vol. 2, pp. 37-152 Wachsmuth}.

2 Cf. the article Akhliq in the second edition of the Encyclopedia of Islam.

3 An older contemporary of Ibn Sini (Avicenna) ; he died A.p. 1030. I refer to his ethical
treatise Tahdhib-al-akhlaq ; an English translation of this text, by A. F. M. Craig, will be

published in the near future. [Cf. below p. 220 fl.]
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to know him and the friendship between parents and children. The
teacher is the spiritual father of the disciple, who may consider him as a
mortal god. I can find no exact parallel to these expressions in extant
Greek texts, although it corresponds well to what we know of Proclus’
school, e.g., who refers to his teacher Syrianus as his father, to Syrianus’
teacher Plutarch as his grandfather, and who is called child (téxvav) by
his master. But the expression ‘spiritual, nvevpatcéc’, father or child

which becomes so common in the Middle Ages, in the language of Christiar;
holy orders as in politics, and which can be applied to the Pope, seems
not to be found in pagan Greek texts, and is due to a Christian, Greek,
Syriac or Arabic alteration. The idea itself is ultimately pythagorean, and
a beautiful passage from Seneca De brev. vitae 15 comes to mind. It is
interesting that this concept of the spiritual relationship between teacher
and disciple is then made part of the traditional reading of the Aristotelian
ethics 1. To give some other aspect of the quality of these texts, I quote
a passage from an ethical treatise by an Arabic Christian Yahya ibn ‘Adi 2,
in which the Greek colouring is equally unmistakable: Whoever strives to
become perfect must also train himself to love every man, to give him his
affection, his compassion, his tenderness and his mercy. For mankind
is one race, united by the fact that they all are human beings and that

the mark of the divine power is in all of them and in each of them,

namely the inteliectual soul. Man becomes man on the strength of this

soul, which is the most noble part in man. Man s in reality the intel-

lectual soul, and that intellectual soul is one and the same substance in all

men, and all men are in reality one and the same thing, and many only

in their individual existence 3, This is stoic and neoplatonic language in

one.

I have hitherto, emphasized the importance of the Arabs for gaining a
fuller picture of Greek philosophy. But before I come to say a few words
about Classical and Islamic studies'in general, I have to consider, though
very briefly, a subject which seems to me to be of some relevance in this
context: I mean the importance of the Arabic translations for the history
of the Greek texts of the works translated and for the text itself. Very little,
comparatively, to emphasize this again, has been done for establishing a

1 A more detailed appreciation of Miskawaih’s moral thought and its importance for
late Gr?ek ethics is to be found in my article “Some Aspects of Miskawaih’s Tahdhib
al-Akhliq” to be published in Scritti in onore di G. Levi della Vida (Rome 1956)
[below, PP. 220-235].

% Who lived in Baghdid in the tenth century, cf. the article Akhliq in the second edition
of the Encyclopedia of Islam.

3 Rasd’il al-bulagha’, 3rd edition, Cairo 1946, p. 518. [Cf. below, p. 222].
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Greek-Arabic vocabulary based on the well known texts, say of Aristotle
and Galen, and neoplatonic writings 1. It would be of interest for the
classical scholar, the medievalist and the general historian of philosophy
and of the greatest importance for the student of Arabic philosophy.
For the time being, no more can be expected than that no text translated
from a Greek original still in existence should be published without a full
glossary. This is by no means always done. As for the history of the texts
it may first be kept in mind that a good translator like Hunain ibn Ishiq
established his own Greek text from several MSS first before he started
translating 2. The Arabic texts are certainly as revealing for the text of
Greek philosophers or Galen, e.g., as the textual variants provided by
the commentators 3. Like the papyri, they help us to get a more common-
sense view of the history of texts in general. Before the importance of the
so-called codices recentiores was tecognized, the study of the translation
of the Poetics, e.g., was revealing. Similarly, most of the readings to be
found in the apparatus of Bekker’s edition of Aristotle’s Cafegories and
De interpretatione and rightly put into the text in the most recent Oxford
edition 4 are independently attested as old readings by the Syriac and
Arabic versions. The comparison of the readings of the Arabic versions in
the case of unsatisfactorily edited works of Aristotle like the Topics and
Sophistici Elenchi, e.g., may still sometimes be helpful, if only to get out
of the quasi-hypnotizing power of the printed word and printed version.
On the whole I make bold to say that the text presupposed by the Arabic
versions of a Greek text deserves the same attention as an old MS or a
variant recorded in a Greek commentator (this applies, I believe, to texts

1 Ct. for Aristotle’s Categories : Khalil Georr, Les Catégories d’ Avistote dans lewrs versions
syro-arabes (Beyrouth 1948), pp. 205~50 ; the De interpretatione : J. Pollak, Die Hermeneutik
des Avistoteles in der arabischen Ubeysetzung (Leipzig 1013), PP. 35-64 ; the Metaphysics :
M. Bouyges, Bibliotheca Arabica Scholasticorum, Sévie Arvabe 5, 1 (Beyrouth 1952), p. CXCV-
CCVII and Tome 7 (Beyrouth 1948), pp. 39-305. For Galen’s summary of Plato’s Timaeus
P. Kraus and R. Walzer, Plato 4rabus I (London 1951), pp. 102-18 ; 41-68.

2Cf. G. Bergstrisser, Hunain ibn Ishdag, Uber die syrischen und avabischen Galen-
sibersetzungen (Leipzig 1925), P. 4 of the German translation. This is a text with which
everybody interested in the history of classical scholarship should be acquainted.

3 Cf. e.g. the readings presupposed in the Greek text used by the translators of Aristotle’s
Metaphysics, listed by M. Bouyges in Bibliotheca Arvabica Scholasticorum (cf. above)
p- CLXI-CLXXX. For the Prior and Posterior Analytics cf. New Light on the Arabic
Translation of Aristotle, Oriens 6, 1953, pp. 115 ff. 134 ff. [below, PpP. 77-141]. As for
Galen, most of this kind of work remains to be done, and it appears to be promising,
especially wherever the Greek text is bad. The Arabic version of Ps. Plutarch’s Placita
Philosophorum appears very worth studying.

4 Ed. L. Minio-Paluello (Oxford 1949).
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of Galen as well). This is by no means an established practice. Theophrastus’
metaphysical fragment was re-edited, in Oxford, about 25 years ago, by
two of the most distinguished workers in this field 1. Both of them were
unaware of the fact that the Arabic text exists in the Bodleian library
and had been treated by the late Laudian professor of Arabic, in a paper
published in 1892 2,

It would, perhaps, be a good thing to stop here and to fill in the rest
of this paper with the recital of some examples of Greek texts recovered
from the Arabic. But I think it may be more to the point to abandon this
aspect of Arabic-Greek relations in philosophy altogether and to turn our
attention in a different direction.

Islamic philosophy is Greek philosophy, but it is not Greek philosophy
studied for scholarly reasons nor for the satisfaction of scholarly curiosity.
It is meant primarily to serve the needs of the new religion of Islam: it is
an attempt at a Muslim natural theology, and the greatest representatives
of this theistic Islamic philosophy went so far as to see the only valid
interpretation of Islam in following the ways of the philosophers. This
implies that we may also arrive at a modified view of Greek thought by
looking at it from a territory which is very near to it, both in time and
in space, and yet sufficiently different to make it appear in a new light
and to see certain aspects of it, and also certain limitations, better than we
are able to do by looking at the Greeks alone or by comparing their
achievements with contemporary 2oth century thought. Further: it has
always been the classical scholar’s concern to look not exclusively at the
great outstanding works of the Greeks but also to consider their impact
on other civilizations, not to speak of the modern world in which our
ancestors have lived and in which we live ourselves. It is one of the out-
standing features of the great works of the Greeks that they can live also
when separated from their native soil, and be assimilated by different
nations in different times and widen their outlook on life and their power
to master it. This applies to poetry as well, as to philosophy with which
we are concerned here. Classical scholars are used to comparing Greece
and Rome and to understanding the limitations and the greatness of
Greece better while considering the life of ‘the Romans, so intimately
connected with and at the same time so different from the Greeks. It has
recently become less unusual to find scholars who are prepared to look
with equal interest at the Jewish and Christian tradition and at the Greek
way of life, and to understand the prophets as well as Plato. They are still

1 Theophrastus’ Metaphysics, edd. W. D. Ross and F. H. Fobes (Oxford 1929).
~2D. S. Margoliouth, Remarks on the Arabic Version of the Metaphysics of Theophrastus
Journ. of the k. Asiatic Society, 1892, pp. 192 ff.

D
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too rare, if one has in mind the immense task of trying to understand, in
historical terms, the double root of our way of life and to find our feet in
the troubled times in which we live. Further: the times have passed, I
believe, when classical scholars were inclined to look, say, at Cicero as a
quarry for lost hellenistic philosophy alone and when they belittled with
contempt the philosophical personality of the great Roman humanist, who
did not happen to be a Plato but only a mharwvi{wv. We are aware of the
difference between Horace and the Lesbian poets, between Vergil and
Homer, but nobody in his senses will deny that Horace and Vergil are
great poets in their own right. As for the Fathers of the Church, too much
has still to be done to ascertain their debt to Greek and Roman pagan
philosophers, and the danger of not appreciating their own achievement
appears to be less real than the risk of overlooking what they owe to their
non-Christian predecessors. Nobody, not even an inveterate classical man,
has ever confessed to studying, say, Hippolytus only for the considerable
number of fragments of Heraclitus in one of the sections of his work.
Hence after having dwelt so long on the importance of the Arab philo-
sophers for a better material understanding of Greek philosophy, I should
now be at pains to emphasize that the Arabic thinkers have a just and
deserved claim to be understood in their own right, like the Romans and
the Greek and Roman Christians of Antiquity. Indeed they have. They
may be a quarry for ancient thought, but not only he who loves the
Islamic world should raise his voice in protest. The classicist would betray
his best interest if he did not wish to see how Islamic philosophers used
Greek thought of varying provenience and different quality in an honest
and intense effort to come to a deeper understanding of the problems of
their own days and their ewn and different world; in an effort to analyse
the problems of religious truth and philosophical understanding; in an
attempt to find a synthesis between a religion based on the reason of the
heart and making God an immortal man, and the Greek religion of the
mind which can ask man to become a mortal God but sees in God a
dehumanized principle; in an attempt to give reasons for something which
could only appear foolish to the Greeks and the Muslims eventual failure
to accomplish it. All this demands not only our respect: because what is
valid in human society, that “homo homini res sacra”, applies also to our
understanding of other ways of human life, and accordingly to civilizations
near to our own like Islam and yet so different in many ways 1. It throws

1 Cf. e.g. Avervoes’ Tahafut al-Tahafut, translated from the Arabic with Introduction and
Notes, by S. v. d. Bergh, 2 volls., London 1954.—The History of Philosophy, East and
West, ch. 32 : Islamic Philosophy (London 1953) [above, pp. 1—28].
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new light on the achievements of the Greeks also, not only on the inter-
mediaries whom we have mainly considered in this paper but on the
great philosophers who dominate the Greek scene as well, on Plato,
Aristotle, and Plotinus.

From: Fesischrift Bruno Snell (C. H. Beck, Munich), 1956, pp. 189—96.
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Le versioni orientali sono — salvo naturalmente i ritrovamenti papi-
rologici — l'unica fonte dalla quale si pud ancora notevolmente arricchire
il nostro patrimonio di letteratura greca !. Infatti si & gia in tal modo
riusciti a rintracciare importanti scritti perduti della tarda antichita,
sia di filosofia sia di medicina sia di scienza, e spesse volte, conservati nel
contesto di questi scritti, passi interessanti di autori classici ancora noti
direttamente o attraverso florilegi a quest’ epoca tarda. Fra codesti
scritti classici di carattere filosofico figuravano anche i dialoghi di Aristo-
tele, cari ai Neoplatonici per diversissime ragioni, talché non ¢ da mera-
vigliare che se ne incontri un nuovo frammento in uno scritto di carattere
psicologico, dovuto alla penna del filosofo arabo al-Kindi (morto dopo
I’ 870), il quale attinse le sue informazioni filosofiche ai tardi Neopla-
tonici. Perd il traduttore dell’opuscolo Kindiano, G. Furlani 2 — una
edizione del testo arabo non & stata finora pubblicata 3, — ha dichiarato
spurio quel frammento, ritenendo che esso non appartiene allo scritto
dottrinale di Aristotele, intitolato De anima, e insistendo sul «sapore
schiettamente neoplatonico» della dottrina ivi esposta . Ma resta la
possibilitd che il frammento appartenesse non allo scritto dottrinale 5 —
ad al-Kindi, non pratico della lingua greca, verosimilmente del tutto
ignoto, non avendo egli probabilmente avuto neppure notizia della ver-
sione araba fattane da Ishiq ibn Hunain nella seconda meta del nono
secolo ¢ — ma all’omonimo di struttura dialogica, intitolato Ed3npoc #

1Cfr. per esempio R. Walzer, Klassische Altertumswissenschaft und Orientalistik,
Zeitschrift der Deutschen Morgenlindischen Gesellschaft, 86, 1933, P- 153 Sg8.

2 G. Fuorlani, Una risila di al-Kindi sull'anima, Rivista trimestrale di studi filosofici ¢
religiosi, vol. 3, 1922, pp. 50-63.

[ Ci. now the Egyptian edition of the Rasa’il al-Falsafiyya di Al-Kindi I, Cairo 1950,
PP- 270-80 Abi Rida.}

4L.1,p. 50sg.

5 Esistevano del resto anche brani dello scritto dottrinale che non fanno parte del nostro
testo del .De anima, come recentemente (Gromon, 11, 1935, p. 420) ha mostrato H. Langer-
beck (in Temistio, De anima, p. 17, 25—35 Heinze).

8 Cfr. M. Steinschneider, Die arabischen Ubersetzungen aus dem Griechischen, Leipzig 1897,
§ 32 (56). {[Now published by A. Badawi, Islamica 16, Cairo 1954, PP- 1-88.] Egli poteva
soltanto conoscere una sinopse della pragmatia di Aristotele, composta oppure tradotta
da Tahja ibn al-Bitriq. [This is, perhaps, the text published by Ahmad Fu'ad Al-Ahwint,
Ibn Roshd etc., pp. 125-75. Cf. below, p. 95.]
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Mept Juyiic ! e citato qualche volta soltanto col secondo titolo 2. E se il
passo non rientra nelle dottrine peripatetiche, in quelle vale a dire
dell’'ultimo Aristotele, non ¢ da escludere a limine che concordi con
dottrine platonizzanti del primo Aristotele che per merito del Jaeger 3
possiamo oggi apprezzare nuovamente nel loro vero significato. Non
vorremo perd apparir corrivi a giudicare sfavorevolmente 'errore bene
spiegabile del nostro predecessore, che ha pubblicato per la prima volta
un testo fino allora rimasto sconosciuto, ma vorremo soltanto completare
i risultati esposti da lui. Per un nuovo esame del testo ho potuto servirmi
della copia di un manoscritto arabo conservato nel ddr al-Kutub al-
misriyya del Cairo (Taimuriyya Falsafa, n. 55) e a me pervenuta in dono
dal dott. Meyerhof. Quel manoscritto mi sembra derivato dal medesimo
codice donde fu copiato il Londinense (Mus. Brit., cod. ar. 8069, fol. gb-12a)
adoprato dal prof. Furlani.

Presentiamo dunque prima il frammento in traduzione italiana, corre-
gendolo nello stesso tempo in parte 4:

« Aristotele racconta il fatto di quel re greco la cui anima fu rapita in
estasi ® e che per molti giorni restd né vivo né morto. Quando ¢ tornd in s,
istrul la gente intorno alle varie cose del mondo 7 invisibile (o: alle varie
specie della scienza 8 dellinvisibile ?) # e raccontd quello che aveva veduto,

5 anime, fprn}e e angeli; e diede le prove di cid {ossia della veritd delle sue
affermaugm) predicendo a tutti quanti i suoi famigliari quanto avrebbe
vissuto ciascuno di essi. Fattosi I'esperimento di tutto quanto aveva detto,

nessuno oltrepassd la misura di vita che egli gli aveva assegnata. Predisse
inoltre che si sarebbe aperto un baratro 10 nel paese degli Elei 1! dopo un anno

1Fr. 44 R (= 6 Walzer) :&v 1§ Ed87eer dmypapopéve 3 Tlept uyfic. Fr. 46 R (= 8 W.) :
tv 16 Eddfue 1@ Iepl Quyiic adtd yeypoupéve Staréyo.

2 Vedi V'elenco di Diogene Laerzio V 21, nr. 13 (ITepl duyiic & e quello di Esichio, il
quale segue pilt 0 meno fedelmente quell'autore. Fr. 37 R (=1 W.): 6 Iepl uyfic
Suddoyog (Plutarco). Cfr. anche Bignone, L'Aristotele perduto, 11, p. 540 n. 1. [L. Diiring,
Avistotle in the biographical tradition, Gbteborg 1957, pp. 42, 83.]

3 Aristoteles, Grundlegung einer Geschichte seiner Entwicklung, Berlin 1923, pp. 9-170
(pp-9-220 della edizione italiana, Firenze 1934). Cfr. le aggiunte del Bignone, op. cit.,p. 227 sgg.

[4Ip. 279, 2ff. Abd Rida.]

5 ‘urifa bi-nafsihi = « colpi se stesso » F(urlani).

8 kullamd ms. (« ogni qual volta »), lamma (« quando ») corr.

?*Glam (?). [This change is not necessary, ‘ibm al-ghaib comes from the Qur’an.}

8 ‘ilm ms.

9 ¢ priva della conoscenza delt’invisibile » F.

10 ydopa yig. Cfr. per esempio Strab, 1, 54 ¢ : ebrep xal ydopata xal xatanéoeis ywpley
xal wavotxidy Ond oetopod yevéoBur paot. [Arist), De mundo, 396% = « un’eclisse » F.

11 f3 bilad al-Aus ms., « dubito che la lezione del manoscritto sia giusta » F. — Ritengo
che il traduttore siriaco leggesse map& 7oic *Hieloig (cfr. per esempio Xen. Hell. III 2, 24).
Sarebbe anche possibile spiegare la parola araba per « nel paese di ‘EAAdg », ma nelle parole

« seguenti si tratta di un altro paese, non nominato dal traduttore, ma perd verosimilmente

di un altro paese greco.
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10 e che vi sarebbe stata un’inondazione ! in un altro luogo dopo due anni : e ogni
cosa avvenne secondo egli aveva detto. — Aristotele afferma che la ragione di
cid & che la sua anima apprese quella scienza appunto perché era stata prossima
ad abbandonare il corpo e si era in un certo modo separata da esso, e per questo
aveva veduto cid 2. Quanto maggiori m<.aviglie del mondo superiore del * regno ’ 3

15 avrebbe dunque vedute, se avesse realmente abbandonato il corpo. »

Aristotele presuppone dunque in questo passo I'immortalita dell’anima,
parlando inoltre della contemplazione del mondo supremo, che sarebbe
concessa alle anime umane svincolatesi dal corpo (1. 15). Che gli angeli
del testo arabo (l. 5) corrispondono difatti alle divinitd pagane, vien
attestato per esempio dalla traduzione araba della parafrasi galeniana del
Timeo Platonico 4 che sostituisce — sulle orme cioé del testo siriaco
oppure gid di un testo greco corretto da lettori cristiani 5 — ai Geol fedv
(41a) gli angeli obbedienti alle parole di Dio. Non si dovra dunque ricorrere
all’angelologia di Porfirio, di Proclo ¢, di Iamblico 7, oppure a dottrine

1 wa-sail (su'ila ms.) jakiinu = « gli fu chiesto se essa sard dopo due anni in un altro luogo.
11 testo & qui in disordine » F. Cfr. per esempio Strab. 1, 59 C : Bobpa 88 st ‘Exbxn 7 pdv drd
xaopartog 7 8¢ brd xbpatog hpavialy (a, 373), Herakleides Pontikos ap. Strab. VIII 384 (= fr.
12 Voss ; [fr. 46 Wehrli}). Kallisthenes Hell. fr. 1g9-21 (F. G. Hist. 124 Jac.), anzitutto fr. 20
(« multa prodigia )>j, cfr. Paus. VI1I, 24, 7-48; Ael. De nat. an., XI, 19 ; Philo, De aet. m.
§ 140 ; Arist. Meteor. B 8 368D 6 sgg. et ap. Sen., Nat. quaest., VII, 5, 4 (cfr. E. Will, Dissers.
Wiirzburg 1912, p. 107). — Cfr. inoltre Capelle, Pauly-Wissowa, Supplementband 1V (1924)
s. v. Erdbebenforschung. [Cf. F. Wehrli, Die Schule des Avistoteles 7, Basel 1953, p. 73 £.]

2 ¢ quell’ (altro mondo) » F.

3°'aa@’sb min amri-l-malakiti-l-a'la : «la condizione mirabile degli angeli sublimi» F.

A Cfr. Ritter-Walzer, Arabische Ubersetzungen griechischer Arzte in Stambuler Biblio-
theken, Sitz. Ber. Preuss. Ak., Phil.-hist. Klasse 1934, p. 818. L’edizione del nuovo testo
¢ in corso di preparazione. [Plato Arabus I, edd. P. Kraus et R. Walzer, London 1951.]
L’opuscolo risulta composto dopo il discorso XII del libro Ilepl dmodeifecc, del quale ci
fornisce un brano sconosciuto. Cfr. I. Mueller, Galens Werk vom wissenschaftlichen Beweis,
Abk. Miinch. Ak., Philos.-philol. Kl. XX, 2. Abt., 1895, p. 403 sgg., il gnale non cita nessun
frammento di questo discorso (cfr. ibid., p. 474), e dopo il De Placitis Hippocratis et
Platonis, il quale vien due volte citato espressamente (cfr. W. Jaeger, Nemesios von Emesa,
Berlin 1914, pp. 15 sg., 39 e passim). Invece laltro libro di Galeno dedicato al Timeo e
precisamente quello intitolato ITepl Tév &v 76 IThdrwvog Tipate latpinds elenpévay, i cui
frammenti sono nuovamente raccolti da H. O. Schroeder e P. Kahle (Leipzig 1934), &
stato composto dopo la  parafrasi che faceva parte del terzo libro della sua IThatwvuedv
Sadbywy otvodng (Galeno, Scripia minora, 11, 122, 13). .

6 Tali ritocchi dommatici, compiuti nell’'ambiente giacobita-neoplatonico del secolo VI,
si trovano infatti nella cosiddetta Teologia di Aristotele (ed. Dieterici, 1882-3), come
segnala P. Kraus, Revue de I’Histoire des Religions, CXIII (1936), p. 211 Cfr. anche
Chalcidio, In Tim. 132, p. 195 W. [C{. below, p. 167, n. 2.]

8 In Tim. 1, p. 152, 13 Diehl.

7 Ap. Stob., duthol. 1, pp. 458, 20. 385, 6 Wachsmuth. Vedi anche R. Heinze, Xeno-
krates, Leipzig 1892, p. 112 sgg.; E. Rohde, Psyche, 11, p. 387; C. Baumker, Witelo

(Miinster 1908), p. 530 sgg.
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simili di Filone Ebreo 1 per rendere il colore greco alle parole che stanno
a base del passo di al-Kindi. Vediamo dunque di nuovo il giovane Aristotele
interamente dipendente dalle dottrine platoniche riguardo alla vita auto-
noma dell’anima umana, essendo palese la somiglianza tra questo passo
ed uno assai noto del Fedro 2. Basterd accennare soltanto ad alcuni fram-
menti notissimi dell’Eudemo, per comprendere, come questo nuovo passo
concordi esattamente col contenuto di quel dialogo. Osserviamo di pas-
saggio che fra gli otto frammenti dell’ Eudemo a noi finora conosciuti, non
meno di sei sono attinti ad autori dell’'ultima antichita, cioé a Temistio 3,
Proclo 4, Simplicio 5, Giovanni Filopono 8, Elias ?, Olimpiodoro 8. Non
¢ dunque strano che un altro ci sia conservato da un autore arabo, che
nel suo scritto isagogico ai libri di Aristotele ? si serve di una divisione
del Corpus Aristotelicum risalente a fonte neoplatonica 19, e nel suo trattato
Sull’arte di scacciare la tristezza 13 riproduce un originale perduto di Temistio
della stessa intonazione platonico-peripatetica.

La storia del re greco rientra nella serie di argomenti dialettici, che
adempiono all'ufficio di integrare le deduzioni rigorosamente filosofiche di
Aristotele. Ora ¢ noto che egli fa gid nei dialoghi largo uso di questo
metodo, come sappiamo per esempio dal frammento 39 R (=3 W.)
dell’Eudemo, che ci insegna in generale quanto peso Aristotele abbia dato,
per la dimostrazione della sopravvivenza dell’anima, alle costumanze del
culto, oppure dal frammento 44 (= 6 W.), nel quale ci vien narrato, e
precisamente collo stesso scopo, il mito antichissimo di Mida e Sileno visto

1 Per esempio De gig. § 6 (vol. IL, p. 43, 8 C.-W.}; De somn., I, 141 {(vol. 111, p. 235, 12).

2 2468 sg. Cfr. p. 44.

3Fr.38R(=2W);45R(=7W).

4Fr. 40 R (=4 W); 41 R (=5 W).

5Fr.45R(=7W.); 46 R (=8W.).

SFr.45R (=7 W.).

?Fr.39R (=3 W.).

8Fr. 45 R (=7 W.).

9 Cfr. H. Ritter, Schriften Ja‘gib ibn Ishiq al-Kindi's in Stambuler Bibliotheken,
Archiv Orientalny, IV (1932, 363 sgg. nr. 16). L’edizione dello scritto, curata da M. Guidi
e R. Walzer, verrd pubblicata nelle Memorie deli’ Academia dei Lincei, 1937 (Studl su
al-Kindi, I). [Published 1940.]

10 Cio¢ dando la preferenza alle scienze matematiche come oggetti di wpomatdela ed
assegnando alla psicologia un posto particolare fra la fisiologia e la metafisica, poiche
tratta (III, 5) sulle cose le quali, non avendo bisogno dei corpi per la loro sussistenza,
tuttavia si trovano insieme coi corpi. Cfr. per esempio Olimpiodoro, Prol., p. 8, 38 sgg. ;
David, Prol. phil. p. 5, 9 sgg. Busse ; Simplicio, Comm. in Phys. 1, 15 sgg. Diels ; De anima
L. 2, 29 sgg. Hayd. (Arist., De part. an., a 1, 641% 17).

11 H. Ritter, L1, nr. 15. L'edizione, curata da H. Ritter e R. Walzer, verra pubblicata
nelle Memorie deli’' Accademia dei Linces, 1937 (Stud! su al-Kindi, II). [Published 1937.]



42 Richard Walzer

nella luce sublime della metafisica platonica, articolo di fede quasi incrolla-
bile del giovane Aristotele nell’epoca del Protrettico e dell’ Eudemo 1. Una
testimonianza interessantissima, perché prova come Aristotele nel periodo
in cui scrisse I’ Eudemo fondasse la sua credenza nell’immortalita dell’anima
anche su esperienze di occultismo. ci vien fornita da Clearco (ap. Procl.
in Remp. 11, 122, 2 sqq. Kroll) 2 il quale inoltre & anche uno dei pochi,
che ci diano qualche notizia dell’esistenza della scuola di Aristotele in
Asia Minore dopo la morte di Platone 3. Essa si ricollega bene colla narra-
zione di al-Kindi: &t 8¢ xai &Etévar Tv uydv xal elotévar Suvatdv el 18
oopx dnhot ol & wapa Kiedpyo ) Joyxoddne papde yprodpevog ént Tob
petpaxiov tob xafeddovrog xal meloxg 7ov Sarpéviov *Aptototédy, xabdrep
KiMapyos (FHG 11 323 = fr. 7 Wehrli) &v toig epi Smvov guoty, mepl Tig
Juyiic, G &pa ywplletar 10l odpatog xal d¢ eloewsv elg w0 cdpa xal dg
ypftar adtd olov xarayoyle * H yep paPde mAEag Tov matda Ty Puydv
eEeihxuoey, xal olov &ywv 8’ adriis mhppw Tob odpatog duntvnrov Evédefe o
GOPA . . . . TOYxPODY &% TOUTWY TLoTEDGAL Todg TE &Ahoug THg Totadyg ioToplag
Ocatas xal Tov ’AporotéAyy ywploTiv elvar Tob cdpatog TV Yuyhv.
Quel passo di Clearco — che ci attesta dunque di nuovo come Aristotele,
in questo periodo platonico talvolta persino pit mistico di Platone,
rafforzi la sua fede con esempi attinti alla iotopin 4 — fa parte del com-
mento di Proclo Eic tév év TloAwtele udbov 5. Ora & evidente che anche la
storia riferita da al-Kindi non é altro che una variante del mito platonico
di Er — sostituendo una persona nota all’Armeno leggendario — e rientra
cosl nella stessa cerchia di idee. Ricordiamoci inoltre che lo stesso Proclo
ci informa espressamente nel suo commento al Timeo, come Aristotele
abbia imitato il mito della Repubblica &v toic (cioé Ilept Juyic) Srahoyixois

1 Cfr. Jaeger, 11

2 J. Bernays, Theophrastos’ Schrifi iiber Frommigkeit, Berlin 1866, p. 187; Jeanne
Croissant, Avristote et les Mystéres, Liége-Paris 1932, p. 22; ed. E. Bignone, L'Aristotele
perduto ¢ la formazione filosofica di Epicuro (Firenze 1936), vol. 1, p. 72, n. 1 e p. 257.

3 Cfr. Jaeger, L1, p. 149 della traduzione italiana.

4 Cfr. Bignone, L1, vol. II, p. 353 sgg-; I. p. xiii n. 1 (fr. 42-3 R.).

5 Del resto quel trattato era noto anche al mondo orientale. Leggiamo infatti nel kitab
al-Fihrist, ed. Fliigel, p. 252, 20 (s. v. Proclo), secondo August Milller, Die griechischen
Philosophen in dey arabischen Uberlieferung, Halle, 1873, p. 35 € n. 44 : « Schrift iiber den
Mythos, welchen Plato in seiner Gorgias genannten Schrift erzihit (cfr. Procl. In Remp.
11, 1309, 1g), Syrisch, Schrift bestehend in einer Erliuterung des 1o. Buches iiber die Politik,
ist Syrisch herausgekommen. » Cfr. Steinschneider, 1.1., p. 92 sg.; Baumstark, Geschichte
der syrischen Litteraiur, Bonn 1922, p. 231 n. 13. Del resto, il fatto che la parte sul mito di Er
appaia nella tradizione orientale quale scritto indipendente, conferma la tesi di C. Gallavotti
(Rivista di Fil. class., 57, 1929, pp. 208 sgg.), sull’eterogeneitd dei commenti di Proclo alla
Repubblica. [Cf. U. v. Wilamowitz-Msllendorf, Glaube der Hellenen 11, Berlin 1932, p. 256.]

R — S
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parlando ivi della discesa dell’anima e delle sorti (AMEei) L. Altre imita-
zioni della Repubblica si rintracciano, come si sa, nel mito di Sileno
(influsso del discorso della vergine Lachesi nello stile) 2, nella trasforma-
zione della similitudine della caverna nel dialogo ITept puhocopiag? e
nell’esempio di Euribate maestro dei furbi che Aristotele usd — nel primo
libro del dialogo ITepi dixatogdvne, nel quale emulava la repubblica di
Platone — in sostituzione di quello platonico del mitico anello di Gige,
variazione cioé che & consona alla sua forma mentis volta piuttosto alla
storia ed all’osservazione empirica 4. Anche il paragone di questi passi
giova dunque ad accrescere verosimiglianza alla conclusione che si abbia
qui a che fare con un frammento dell’ Eudemo di Aristotele.

11 nome del re greco, non essendo rilevante per il lettore orientale, &
purtroppo omesso dal traduttore, come & accaduto in tanti casi simili 8.
Al posto dell’asfissia di dieci giorni subita da Er, morto in battaglia e
tornato in vita quando era gia sulla pira — che offrirebbe tanti appigli
alla critica di uno spirito scettico 8 —, vien messa una miracolosa estasi
di molti giorni, certamente ben attestata dalla tradizione utilizzata da
Aristotele (come per esempio quei famosi racconti di Aristea ed Epimenide).
11 problema della dvafincis e dell’esperienza soprannaturale sembra sia
stato molto discusso nell’ambiente accademico-peripatetico di questi
decenni. Infatti presso Eraclide Pontico — la cui affinitd con gli scritti
del giovane Aristotele vien giustamente messa in luce dal Bignone 7 —
Empedotimo vien degnato in modo meraviglioso dell’epifania delle
divinita dell'inferno e di n&oa % nept Juyisv beta v adrémrog Oedpaoty. 8
Clearco invece — essendo in relazione con gli scritti del giovane Aristotele

1Fr. 40 R (= 4 W.); Plato, Rep. X, 617 d sgg. Cfr. Procl. In Remp. 11, 97, 19 K.
Goa xatatelver wepl té@v &v “Adov Mfewv....

2Fr. 44 R (= 6 W.).

3 Fr. 12 R (De phil. 13 W.).

4 Fr. 84 R. Cfr. Bignone, 11, vol. I, p. 222. [Cf. P. Moraux, 4 la recherche de I' Aristote
perdu, Louvain-Paris 1957, pp. 59. 142.]

5 Cfr. per es. Biicheler, Kleine Schriften, 11 (1927), p. 35 sg.

¢ Come mostrano per esempio gli attacchi posteriori dell’Epicureo Colote, cfr. Procl.
In Remp. I1, 116, 19 Kr. : Zmvolvrog 8¢ tob Kwhdtov, midg ob Sepbdpn o odpa candv
&v tooubrang Huéparg Tol "Hpbs, xal talta Yuxfic puh mapodons....

7 L’ Aristolele perduto ecc., 11 597 sgg. e passim.

8 Procl., I'n Remp. 11, 119, 20 Kr. : Snhot 8¢ xal xata tdv "Eunedénipov héyog, &v "Hpa-
el lotdproey & Iovtixde, Bnpdvra et EXhawv év peomuBoly oTabepd xata Tive Y Hpov adtdv
Eonuov drodeipBévia Mywv Tig e Tob Ihobrwvog émeavelag Tuyévra xal tig Ilepoepbvng
xavohaupBiivar piv Hred Tob puTde Tob weptBéovrog whhe: Tolg Beole, ety 8¢ 8t’ adrol wacay Thy
=. §. a. &. a. 0. [fr. 93 Wehrli]. —Cfr. Wilamowitz, Der Glaube der Hellenen, 11 (1932), p. 533
sgg. (Beilage I : Herakleides Pontikos, Ilept tév &v "Aidov). Per il ¢éidc vedi Bignone, 1.1.
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anch’esso 1 — fa cadere Cleonimo (puixoog dvip Tév &v @rhogopla Adywy)
in asfissia tridua, dovuta a un lutto gravissimo; durante quel tempo la
sua anima separata dal corpo vede I'ultimo destino delle anime umane,
giudicate secondo il loro comportamento in terra 2. Un simile racconto
attinto probabilmente a fonte accademico-peripatetica si trova in Plu-
tarco, che nel suo trattato De sera numinis vindicta fa cadere Tespesio
di Soli dall’alto e lo fa restare asfittico per tre giorni, nei quali la sua
anima ha le stesse esperienze sopraterranee 3,

L’anima del re, nel tempo in cui s’era liberata dall’elemento corporeo —
essendo egli in uno stato intermedio tra vita e morte —, ha acquistato
la facoltd divinatrice e le energie chiaroveggenti, che le concedono la
contemplazione « delle anirne, delle forme e degli angeli», cio¢ di tutto
ci6 che I'anima immortale, secondo la concezione platonica e quella
identica dell’Aristotele dell’Eudemo, conosce a fondo nella sua esistenza
pre- e postumana. Non pud esservi dubbio che le ¢ forme » siano le idee
platoniche la cui presenza nell’ Eudemo che ci era esplicitamente assicurata
da un passo di Proclo (fr. 41 R. 5 W.: 7a &xel Oedpata) 4, vien cosi di
nuovo confermata. Il « mondo superiore del regno » (1. 15) corrisponderebbe
allora al 7émog bmepoupdviog di Platone che P'anima umana contempla
nella sua vera esistenza, nel suo viaggio celeste 5. E forse degno di nota
come né Eraclide Pontico né Clearco né Plutarco nei loro rispettivi uifot
facciano pitt menzione delle « idee » familiari ancora al giovane Aristotele,
ma si contentino di parlare della sorte delle anime dopo la morte, motivo
comune a tutti i miti platonizzanti che descrivono il mondo dell’al di 13 8.
Idee dunque simili a quelle esposte nel mito finale della Repubblica
spiegano perché Aristotele inserisca le anime nella serie delle cose rivelate
all’anonimo re Greco. Per gli angeli dobbiamo pensare o alle divinita del

1 Cir. sopra, p. 42 e n. 3.

2 Procl, In Remp. II, 113, 26-115, 6 : §mou ye xal & pabnthe 'Aptatorélous Khéupyog
loToplay Twva Towxbryy wpdrog mapedtSwxey Bavpasiay.... [ = fr. 8 Wehrli.]

3 Plut., Mor. 563 b sgg. (vol. III, p. 432 sgg. Pohlenz {p. 270 de Lacy-Einarson}). 11
motivo dell'infortunio come causa dell’allontanarsi transitorio dell’anima non si trova
presso gli altri autori e si deve forse alla concezione originale di Plutarco. Per gli eventuali
rapporti fra Plutarco e Clearco vedi E. Rohde, Psyche 11, p. 95. [Cf. also R. Harder, Uber
Cicero’s Somnium Scipionis, Schriften der Kinigsberger gelehrten Gesellschaft 1929, p. 144 f.
138 n. 4 = Kleine Schriften, Miinchen 1960, pp. 389 f. p. 381 n. 4.]

4 Cfr. Jaeger, Aristoteles, p. 51 (p. 66 sgg. della traduzione italiana).

5 Cir. p. 41 n. 2.

¢ Eraclide, cfr. p. 43 n. 8; Clearco, 1L : xal téhog &pucéoBon elc T xdpov lepdv Tiig
‘EBarlag, 8v mepiénmew Sapoviag Suvdpers &v yuvauxdv popeais dmepmyhrol.... xal 8% xal
Spiv.... uydv duel xordoerg Te xol uploeg xal thg del uabuipopdvag xal Tég Todbrwy
émonémoug Edpevidug. Similmente Plutarco.
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Fedro oppure a certi Suipoves, vale a dire a certe divinita inferjori che
hanno il loro posto fisso nella dottrina platonica e in quella accademica
per esempio di Senocrate 1.

Anche la posizione del nuovo frammento rispetto alla mantica ¢ identica
a quella che vien in luce nell’ Eudemo (fr. 37 R = 1 W) e nel dialogo
Ilepi prrooopiag (fr. 10 R = 12a W). Le energie chiaroveggenti, che dor-
mono nel fondo dell’anima, si ridestano durante il sonno in casi di entu-
siasmo o di malattie e nell'imminenza della morte 2. Cito un passo noto
del Timeo platonico, la cui dottrina sembra stia a fondamento di questo
passo di Aristotele (71 e): obdelg yap Ewoug Epamtetar pavrixiic évbéou xal
dAnBobic AN %) nad’ Orvov TV Thg gpoviicews wednbelg Shvauy # Sk véoov
# Sur Twver &vBoucraspdy mapadrdEac. GAAX cuwvoTioat pév Epppovog TE TE
pmBévta dvapvnobévra Gvap f Omap Omd ¥ pavrixiis Te xal évbousixoTixig
pboeng, xal fox dv pavrdopata deb, ndvre Aoytopd Steréobar &my Tt onpalve
nal 810 péNhovrtog ¥ mapeABévrog 7) mapdvrog xanob # dyabol.

Quel re Greco infatti era in grado di vaticinare e preannunziare I'avve-
nire esattamente, fissando la data della morte di certe persone. Sappiamo
da un brano del dialogo ITepl pirosoptac che Aristotele in un’altra occasione
ha addotto Omero come testimone di questa forza mantica dell’anima
«poiché questi fece che Patroclo morendo preannunziasse la morte di
Ettore, ed Ettore quella di Achille»3. Fenomeni naturali, scelti fra
T& &\ote &\Aw¢ che non si prevedono facilmente, come un terremoto,
una tromba di acqua (un baratro), furono vaticinati dallo stesso re 4.

E oramai evidente che il passo di al-Kindi riflette un determinato
capitolo dell’Eudemo di Aristotele, riproducendolo perd non nella sua
forma originale ma nella riduzione dell’autore neoplatonico da lui uti-
lizzato. Non crederei che questo fatto gia interessante in sé sia dovuto
a mero caso: bisognera dunque esaminare anche altre imitazioni orientali
della letteratura filosofica greca per vedere se non vi siano rimaste ulteriori
tracce di opere perdute di Aristotele 5.

1Cfr. p. 40 n. 7 e il passo di Clearco, trascritto nella nota precedente.

2 Cfr. Jaeger, 1.1, 37 sg., 164 sg., 251 n. 2 (trad. it., 49 sg., 213 sgg., 324 n. I).

3 Frg. 10 R. (12 a W.). Cfr. Cicerone, De div. I 30, 64 : « Divinare autem morientes illo
etiam exemplo confirmat Posidonius, quod adfert. Rhodium quendam morientem sex
aequales nominasse et dixisse, qui primus eorum, qui secundus, qui deinde deinceps
moriturus esset.... (65) Ex quo et illud est Callani, de quo ante dixi (I, 47) et Homerici
Hectoris, qui moriens propinquam Achilli mortem denuntiat». [Cfr. anche L. Bieler,
©ciog dvip, 1 (Wien, 1935), p. 91 sg.]

4Cfr. p. 40 h. 1 = Vedi anche Arist., frg. 191 R. (= Vors. 14{4] A 7) Diog. Laert.
1116 (= Vors. 7(7i] A i). »

§ Un notissimo frammento del Profreftico (51 R. = 2 W.), attestatoci da alcuni com-
mentatori dell’antichitd tarda (Alessandro, Olimpiodoro, Elia, David), si trova anche
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Gia lo stesso al-Kindi ci fornisce subito una seconda testimonianza per
la psicologia del giovane Aristotele informandoci come egli abbia ritenuto
I'anima una odsia &m)i. Che Aristotele abbia cosi- definito I’anima
nell’Eudemo concordando in tal modo tanto con Platone quanto con i
Neoplatonici, & cosa ben nota agli studiosi. Basta tener presente il fram-
mento 45 e precisamente nella forma secondaria, attestata da Olimpiodoro:
«'armonia ha qualche cosa di contrapposto, I'anima no, perché & una
sostanza» (mentre la forma originaria presuppone tacitamente questa
equazione) 1, e il frammento 36, nel quale Aristotele secondo Simplicio
€ldé T dmogatverar Thy Yuydv 2.‘Ora la prima sezione dello scritto kindiano
comincia con una simile esposizione data nel nome dell’autore 3: « Io dico
che l'anima & semplice, dotata di eccellenza e perfezione e grande in
dignitd ». Ma un secondo scritto di al-Kindi, che rappresenta un com-
pendio brevissimo di un altro suo scritto sull’anima, attribuisce la stessa
dottrina espressamente ad Aristotele (cod. Aya Sofia 4832, fol. 34, b) 4:
«Dice al-Kindi che Aristotele dice dell’anima che essa sia una sostanza
semplice le cui azioni si manifestano nei corpi ». Segue una breve sincrisi
molto interessante delle dottrine psicologiche di Aristotele ¢ Platone fatta
secondo il metodo armonizzante dei Neoplatonici, la quale lasciamo da
parte per ora. Notiamo perd che questo passo ci mostra un’altra traccia
del dialogo Eudemo nella filosofia mussulmana, e inoltre che al-Kindi
forma il propio pensiero prendendo le mosse da una dottrina genuina del
giovane Aristotele 5. Finora si & creduto opportuno di attribuire una
importanza esagerata alla cosidetta Teologia di Aristotele per spiegare

Footaote Continued from Page ¢5
presso Severus bar Sakkd, un autore siriaco morto nel 1241 ; cfr. Baumstark, Aristoteles

bei den Syrern, 1 (Leipzig 1900), p. 194, 16 sgg.: « Es anerkennen aber obgleich not-
gedrungen die Philosophie selbst ihre Gegner, so meint wenigstens ihnen gegeniiber der
grosse Aristoteles. Er sagt namlich in seinem Buche, das Pyotreptikos heisst, so : El po-
copnréov pulocopyéov xal el wi pocopytéov prhocoprtéov. Ildvrws &pa plosopntéov.
Wenn nicht zu philosophieren ist, so haben wir den Grund anzugeben, weshalb nicht zu
philosophieren ist, und sie haben die Begriindung ohne Zuhilfenahme der Philosophie
durchzufithren. » Cfr. inoltre Bignone, L’'Aristotele perduto, 1, pp. xv-361 sgg. (Anche
questo frammento era noto ad al-Kindi, come risulta dal proemio della sua Metafisica,
che sara pubblicata fra poco.) [Cf. now Rasa’il 1, p. 105 and below, p. 191.]

1 Cfr. Jaeger, op. cit., p. 43 (tr. it., p. 56).

3 Ibid., p. 44 n. 3 (tr. it., p. 58 n. 2).

3 Cfr. Furlani, LL, p. 51.

4 Cfr. H. Ritter, LI (p. 129 n. 10), nr. 198, {Cf. now I, p. 281 Abii Rida and A.Altmann
—S. M. Stern, Ishag Isvaeli, Oxford 1958, p. 43.]

6 Un altra eco dell’Ewdemo — oppure di un altro dialogo di Aristotele — vorrebbe
trovare il Klamroth (p. 431 n. 7 dell’articolo citato, p. 47 n. 3 in Ya‘'qibi, Historiae I,
P- 150, 6 sgg. Houtsma). Mi contento per ora di notare il passo.
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il carattere platonizzante dell’Aristotelismo mussulmano. Ma questa
teologia non & altro, come si sa, che una parafrasi araba di alcuni capitoli
delle Ennead: di Plotino, e inoltre C. A. Nallino ha mostrato che correva
fra gli Arabi anche un’altra redazione, almeno per quel che riguarda il
cap. IV, 8, 1 ascritta a « Platone », confusione questa facilmente spiegabile
presso gli Arabi in luogo di «Plotino» 1. Il carattere particolare della
filosofia araba ellenizzante si spieghera dunque molto meglio, secondo il
mio parere, se teniamo piti conto dell'influenza ancora viva dei dialoghi
di Aristotele presso gli autori della decadenza 2. E per la stessa ragione
possiamo sperare di trovare in veste araba ancora altri passi genuini di
scritti perduti del « maestro di color che sanno» 3.

From: Studi staliani di Filologia Classica, N.S. vol. XIV (1937),
pp. 127-37.

1 Oriente Moderno, 10, 1930, p. 49 sg. Plotino & stato studiato ancora nella scuola di
Proclo (cfr. Damascios, II, p. 253, 19 Ruelle ¢ E. R. Dodds nella sua edizione degli
Elementi della Teologia di Proclo, Oxford 1933, pp. xiii-xiv). Cfr. Prichter, Orient Lit.-Z.,
34, 1931, p. 827 e n. 4.

2 La dottrina kindiana dell’anima definita da oboilx &nAj ricorre subito presso al-Fardbi
(morto nel 1950) «il secondo maestro» il primo essendo Aristotele. {I do not hold this
opinion any more. Also the definition of the soul as simple substance can more easily be
understood as neoplatonic.}

3 Per i titoli dei dialoghi conosciuti ai pinacografi arabi cfr. M. Klamroth, Uber die
Ausziige aus griechischen Schyiftstellern bei al-Ja'qubi. 111. Philosophen (Zestschrift der
Deutschen Morgenlindischen Gesellschaft 41, 1887, p. 441). Quello storico arabo del nono
secolo dipende inoltre, come mostrerd altrove, pienamente da al-Kindi, riproducendo la
sua terminologia e la sua divisione del Corpus Aristotelicum (vedi sopra, pp. 41 n. ro).
Sul pinax di Ptolemaios Chennos nella tradizione araba vedi l'analisi- importante del
Baumstark, Arisioleles bei den Syrern, pp. 93-104. [Cf. now 1. Diiring, Aristotle etc., pp. 221
and pp. 241 ff.] 11 titolo Eudemo o Tlepl duyfic non si trova perd in questi elenchi, essendo
omessa questa particella dell’'originale greco per una svista meccanica della tradizione
orientale. Bisogna perd sempre tener conto del fatto che anche I'elenco pih compieto di
titoli non proverebbe mai né che gli Arabi abbiano conosciuto questi scritti in traduzione
neé che essi fossero informati del loro contenuto. D’altra parte esiste, come abbiamo mostrato,
una traduzione indipendente di brani di testi perduti di Aristotele in veste orientale.
[The result of this study has been challenged, on insufficient grounds, by F. Cumont in
J. Bidez and F. Cumont, Les Mages Hellénisés 1, Paris 1938, p. 247.]
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50 Richard Walzer

The author of the book says : This answer indicates that theinquirer was a scientist,
but the answer which was given to him is according to the capacity of the inquirer,
because Aristotle was a metaphysician. And it may also be that he supposed that
love and ¥pwg between the two loving persons are generated by the natures (i.e.
humours) and have nothing to do with the world of the mind and the soul.

And Palladius the physician was asked about love and said: “Love is
a disease which is generated in the brain, when the thoughts are allowed
to dwell on one subject and the loved person is constantly brought to
mind and the gaze is continually fixed on him.”

And it was told of Galen that he entered into the presence of a sick man
and felt his pulse and found that it was beating violently. And while the
sick man was in this condition, a woman came and talked to him. And
after she had left, Galen said to the sickman: Do you love this woman ? And
the sick man refused to answer him. Then Galen was asked: How did you
know ? And he replied: Becausehis pulse wasbeating violently during the time
she talked to him, thus I learned that she had some place in his heart.

* * *

The passage about Galen shows at once that the authority quoted by
al-Dailami makes use of a reliable tradition and seems well informed
upon ancient Greek authors; since it is taken from Galen’s commentary
on Hippocrates’ Prognostikon, i, 8, 40—41, cf. Corp. Med. Graec,. v, 9, 2
(p- 218, 14): Tabra pév ol elpfobu pot mpotporiic Evexa T@Y véwv xal piXhov
oo ud rebéavron mpoheybpeva & Towxlta Tdv0® by’ Audv. o yap pévov 3
dypunviav Exouoty elmely, A xai Std Aimyv &ml 168 vt yeyevmuévry. 0ddt
vap "Epaslotparog 180w xbpanag %) xopdvag metopbvag tpdpace Tdv ¥pata
700 veaviokou, od phv 008, de Tives Eypadav, Epwtixdv opulousiv fabeto Tév
dptnptidv Tob veavioxou (008eic ydp ZoTi opuypds tdiog Epwrog EExipetoc),
WX donep xdpol mwote Epdvyy TP xapmd piv EmiPeBrnxéTt Tob vocobvrog Thy
Yelper, yovarndg 8¢ Tvog dpletons wév xara v olxtav, adrixa piv dvdparée
7e xal &raxTog yevbpevos, Sy 8¢ Botepov elg Td xatd ploty EnaveAbhv &pa
T dvaywpfioat Thy dpbeloay. 6 yap obtw tpembpevog cpuypds xowdy Evebivutar
Tapay@dés Tt wabog &v T3 Tob xdpvovtog yeyovévar duyf. Td 8% Tapaysidec
ToUTo Suaxpively Tpoarxer Suk Thv Aux abtd heyopévay ¥ dpwpbvav. xal yap
ad xal Aeyopévav Twvdv el dvoparlay of cpuypol tpémovratl, Tév dpphiaTwy
Taparropévay €9’ ol fxoveav. da wepl pdv rolbrwv t8ia pot yéypamrat xara
play mwpayparelav, # Iepl t0b mpoyvaoxew Emyéyparnta .1

1 Cod. Oxoniensis Laud A. 140, fol. 278 9-b 14 :
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This commentary of Galen existed both in the Syriac versions of
Sergius and Hunain ibn Ishdq and in the Arabic translation of ‘Isi ibn
Yahya—Hunain only translated the lemmata of Hippocrates; Klamroth
has published this version of Hippocrates in ZDMG., 40 (1886), pp. 204-
233 1. One manuscript of this Galen translation has so far been discovered 2.
But it can hardly be expected that al-Dailami owes his knowledge of this
passage of Galen directly to this commentary on Hippocrates. Possibly
he may have used an anthology such as that of Stobaeus or some medical
text of a doxographical character. It was noticed long since that Galen
had made a mistake in this passage of his commentary on the Prognostikon,
as he tells us in the passage from the Ilepi Tou mpoyivddanew mpdg "Emvyévyy
(xiv, 631, Kithn) 3 that he diagnosed the love of a Roman noblewoman
for the dancer Pylades from her pulse. He had been inspired to use this
method by the famous tradition of Erasistratus and Antiochus’ love for
his stepmother 4; this event was probably the origin of the legend of
Hippocrates 3 and Perdikkas 6.

* * *

The terminus post quem for the compilation, used by al-Dailami through
several connecting links—which probably therefore did not entirely
Footnote Continued from Page so

This excellent Arabic translation, based on a Greek manuscript about 400 years older
than the best preserved one (Vaticanus gr. 1063, s. xiii), has been completely neglected
in the new edition of Galen’s Commentary by Heeg.

1 Hunain ibn Ishaq, Uber die syrischen und arabischen Galeniibersetzungen, ed. G. Berg-
strisser (Leipzig 1925), nr. 91.

2Cf. p. 50, n. i and nr. 530 Uri ; H. Diels, Die Handschriften der antiken Avzte I (Abhand-
lungen der Prcuss. Akad. d. Wissenschaften, 1905), p. 108. M. Steinschneider, Die hebrdischen
Ubersetzungen des Mittelalters und die Juden als Dolmetscher, Berlin 1893, § 419.

3 To be found also in Ibn abi Usaibi‘a, ii, p. 128, 15, Miiller.

4Cf. J. llberg, Aus Galens Praxis, Neue Jahrbiicher fiir das Rlassische Altertum, etc.,
15 (1905}, p. 289. )

5 “Soranus”, Vita Hippocratis, p. 176, 4 Ilberg (Corpus Medicorum Graecorum iv).

¢ The interesting history of this subject in the Greek as well as in the Oriental tradition
has been explained by Erwin Rohde in his book on the Greek novel (Der griechische Roman
und seine Vorliufer, p. 55 ss.), and has been rediscussed by M. Wellmann (Hermes 35,
1900, p. 380 s.) and J. Mesk (Rhein. Mus. 68, 1913, 366 ss.). Erasistratus’ method has
often been copied in the history of medicine. The great Arabian physician and philosopher
Ibn Sind developed the theory and practice of the diagnosis of love from the pulse after
the example of Galen and his imitators—such as Stephanus (i p. 74, Dietz) and, perhaps,
Palladius—in the latest period of Greek Alexandria. I do not think that these links between
Greek and Arabian medicine have been sufficiently emphasized in the lectures of E. G.
Browne on Arabian Medicine (Cambridge 1921), to which I owe my knowledge of the
passage ot Avicenna (ibid., p. 84 ss.). [See now also M. Meyerhof and D. Joannides, La
gynécologie et Uobsiétrique chez Avicenne et lewrs vapports avec celles des Grees (Le Caire,
Schindler, 1938)].

w
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preserve its proper meaning—can be fixed by the apophthegma of Palla-
dius. W. Briutigam ! has proved that Palladius very probably lived in
the second half of the sixth century A.D., i.e. the last period of the school
of Alexandria, particularly because of the literary form of his Greek
commentaries on Hippocrates and Galen. Ibn Butlan (died after 455 H.
= A.D. 1063), quite a good authority 2, calls him one of the authors of the
so-called synopses of the Alexandrians, which I am inclined to consider
as a translation of lost Greek-synopses of Galen and not as a work originally
composed in Arabic, as long as the contrary has not been proved 3.
Anyhow the extant books of Palladius—the newly-discovered passage
must be added to the commentaries edited about a hundred years ago
by Dietz 4—indicate the reliability of a tradition signed by his name.
M. Meyerhof believes that Palladius’ work might be greatly enriched by
a search into the unpublished early Arabian medical literature. Some
fragments from Razi's Continens have long been known 5. The new frag-
ment of al-Dailami is to be added to them ; it may have been taken from
a medical encyclopaedia similar to those of Oribasius or Paul of Aigina,
which incidentally were translated by Hunain ibn Ishiq . Since Euripides’

1 De Hippocratis Epidemiarum lbri sexti commentatoribus (Dissert., Koenigsberg 1908),
P- 34 ss. )

2Cf. J. Schacht, Uber den Hellenismus in Baghdad and Cairo in 11. Jahrhundert,
ZDMG., 90, 1936, p. 526 ss. M. Meyerhof, Une controverse médico-philosophique au
Caire en 441 de I'Hégire, 1050 ap. J.-C., Bulletin de I'Institut d’Egypte, 19, 1937, P- 29 ss.
M. Meyerhofand J. Schacht, The Medico-Philosophical Controversy between ibn Butlan and
ibn Ridwian. A contribution to the History of Greek Learning among the Arabs. (The
Egyptian University, The Faculty of Arts, Publication No. 13, Cairo 1937.)

3 Cf. M. Meyerhof, Von Alexandrien nach Bagdad, Sitzungsberichie d. Preuss. Akademie
d. Wissensch. Phil.-hist. Klasse, 1930, xxiii, p. 394 ss. H. Ritter and R. Walzer, Arabische
Ubersetzungen griechischer Arzte in Stambuler Bibliotheken, Sitzungsberichte d. Preuss.
Akademie der Wissensch. Phil.-hist. Klasse, 1934, xxvi, p. 820 ss. O. Temkin, Geschichte
des Hippokratismus im ausgehenden Altertum, Kyklos, iv (Leipzig 1932), p. 75 ss. Studies
on late Alexandrian medicine I: Alexandrian Commentaries on Galen’s De sectis ad
introducendos, Bulletin of the Institute of the History of Medicine, iii (Baltimore 19335),
P. 414, N. 42, and elsewhere. Schacht, op. cit., p. 541, n. 2.

4 H. Diels, Die Handschriften der antiken Arzte 11, Abhandlungen d. Preuss. Akademie
d. Wissenschaften, 1906, p. 76. H. Rabe, Aus Rhetorenhandschriften, Rhein. Mus. f.
Philologie, 64 (1900), p. 561 s. O. Temkin, Studies on late Alexandrian medicine, i (cf. n. 3),
P-. 406 ss.

8 Lucien Leclerc, Histoire de la Médecine arabe (Paris 1876), i, 260 ss. 264. M. Stein-
schneider, Die arabischen Ubersetzungen aus dem Griechischen (Leipzig 1897), p. 121
(iii, § 5) Die hebraischen Ubersetzungen, efc., p. 782 and n. 138.

8 L. Leclerc, loc. laud., i, 253—6. M. Steinschneider, Die arabischen Ubersetzungen aus
dem Griechischen, iii, §§ 25, 29. C. Brockelmann, Geschichte der avabischen Litieratur,
Supplementband i, p. 419 (ar-Razi). .

it s

Avistotle, Galen, and Palladius on Love 53

Hippolytus it has become a commonplace both in medical and non-
medical literature to define pwg as a disease 1. Palladius’ theory that the
brain is the origin of this illness shows clearly that he at least does not
follow Plato’s psychological doctrine.

* * *

We are now sufficiently prepared to analyse the passage which contains
the theory of Aristotle. It is not clear whence the author of the later Greek
anthology, postulated by us, has taken the passage. Evidently he had no
access then to the original text of Aristotle, since he speaks of a certain book
of the ancients as his source 2. We shall therefore rather expect a reference
than a literal quotation, as in the story of the diagnosis of love by Galen.
Further, as the text is unknown and evidently taken from a dialogue, we
are obviously entitled to suppose that it comes either from a lost dialogue
of Aristotle himself or from a dialogue of an early Peripatetic, in which
Aristotle may have been introduced as interlocutor 3, or from a spurious
dialogue of the later centuries 4. The pinacographical tradition provides
us with sufficient opportunity. Not only did Aristotle himself write an
*Epwtinés 8, of the existence of which Arabian tradition is still aware 6,
but also contemporaries and pupils, such as Herakleides Pontikos 7,
Theophrastus 8, Clearchus 9, dealt with the same subject in monographs.

1 Cf. e.g. Stobaeus, Floril,, iv, 20 H. : ¥éyoq > Agpoditne xal &1t patihov & Fpwe xal woowv
el xaxdv yeyovog altiog. Avicenna, Qanin (Rome 1953), p. 316.

2 For kuiub al-awd’il cf. F. Goldziher, Stellung der alten islamischen Orthodoxie zu
den antiken Wissenschaften, Abkandlungen Preuss. Ak. der Wiss., 1915, Phil.-hist. Klasse
nr. 8, p. 3 and passim.

3 R. Hirzel, i, 309.3, 334, 345.5 See now W. Jaeger, Aristotle : Fundamentals of the
History of his Development (Oxford 1934), p. 116. Greek and Jews, The Journal of Religion,
18, 1938, p. 131 ss. H. Lewy, Aristotle and the Jewish sage according to Clearchus of
Soli, The Harvard Theological Review, 31, 1938, p. 213.

4 Such as the so-called Liber De Pomo, in which Aristotle himself is speaking. Cf. D. S.
Margoliouth, The Book of the Apple ascribed to Aristotle, edited in Persian and English,
JRAS., 1892, pp. 187—92, 202 ss. M. Steinschneider, Die hebrdischen Ubersetzungen, etc.,
§ 144. F. Schirrmacher, Die letzten Hohenstaufen (Gottingen 1871), p. 622 ss. [J. Kraemer,
Das arabische Original des Liber De Pomo, Studi Orientalistici in onove di G. Levi della
Vida I, Roma 1956, pp. 484—506.]

5 Cf. infra, p. 57 sq.

8 Cf. e.g. al-Qiftl, p. 43, 12, Lippert.

7 Diog. Laert., v, 87. O. Voss, De Heraclidis Pontici vita et seriptis (Dissert.,, Rostock
1896), pp. 51~4. [fr. 64—6 Wehrli.]

8 Diog. Laert., v, 43. H. Usener, Analecta Theophrastea (Diss., Bonn 1858), p. 3 = Kleine
Schriften, i (Leipzig-Berlin 1912), p. 53.

® Fragmenta Historicorum Graecorum, ii (Paris 1848), pp. 313-16, Miiller. [fr. 21-35
Wehrli]. Cf. E. Rohde, Der griechische Roman wnd seine Vorlaufer, p. 57 ss.
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The fragment cannot be attributed to the Protreptikos, the most famous
exoteric Aristotelian text in antiquity, because of its form as a dialogue,
for the Protreptikos consisted of a full-length oration 1. That Aristotle
takes part himself in his dialogues, we know both from two famous
quotations of the [lepl girosogixg 2 and also in particular from the passage
of Cicero in Epist. ad. A#t., xiii, 19, 4: ““quae autem his temporibus scripsi,
*Aptatotédetov morem habent, in quo sermo ita inducitur ceterorum, ut
penes ipsum sit principatus’ 3. No other fragment hitherto discovered
acquainted us of a real dialogue of Aristotle with some other interlocutor 4.
This fact alone would be enough to indicate the importance of the newly
found fragment. In view of the examples of the late Platonic dialogues
such as Sophistes, Politicus, Philebus, it does not seem surprising that the
dialogue takes place in the school 3. The pupil asks: =i éotv 6 Epag xai
Tt yewdrat &n’ adrol, and the master replies 6, in exactly the same way
as Pythagoras and Anaxagoras answer questions about the nature of
evdarpovia in the Protreptikos 7. There is no reason to suppose that the

name of the pupil (_es!) is corrupt; for the name of Palladius, in

spite of the fact that he is not a very well known author, has been correctly
reproduced by al-Dailami and by the writer of our manuscript 8. Now,
the name "Isog or *Iscog is extraordinarily uncommon in Greek literature °.
Apart from Iliad A 101 1° and Josephus (Antiquit., 10, 8, 6), where the
original may be a Hebrew name, it is only to be found in a list of wpé€evot
of Epidauros, from an inscription on the Asclepieion, probably dealing
with seventeen successive years of the first half of the third century
B.C.11 Here we find the following names (25): *Efaxé (o )rag “Ioov [K]vdotog

1'W. Jaeger, Aristoteles, Grundlegung einer Geschichle seiner Entwicklung (Berlin 1923),
p. 54 s. (= Engl. transl. [above, p. 53, n. 3}, p- 55 s.).

2 Fr. 8-9, Rose (p. 72 5., Walzer), . . . & Toig dixhéyois capéotare xexpuyds.

3Cf. fr. 78, Rose (= Cicero, Epist. ad Quintum, fr. 3, 5): Aristotelem denique, quae
de re publica et praestante viro scribat, ipsum loqui.

4 Quite different is Eudemus, fr. 44, Rose (p. 13, 2, Walzer) : i to07"; &pn. Kdxeivog
omohaBov . .. & . ..

5 Jaeger, op. cit., p. 24 ss. (= Engl. transl., p. 25 ss.).

¢ Cf. Jaeger, op. cit., p. 29, n. 1 (= Engl. transl, p. 29, n. 1).

7 Eth. Eud., A 4, 1215, 6 : 'AvaEaybpag piv 8 Kialopéwog fpambels tic & eddmpo-
véotatog «obbslcn Fpn «bv o voptlerg . . . » ibid., A 5, 12164, 11 : Tdv piv olv ’AvaEaydpoy
pacly droxplvachat mpée Tva Samopolvra Towdt’ &rTa xal Sicpwtdvra. Profrept., 11, p. 49,
Walzer (= Iambl., Protr. p. 51, 7 Pist.) : Pythagoras, Anaxagoras.

8Cf. p. 52, n. 5.

9 F. Bechtel, Die historischen Persomennamen des Griechischen (Halle 1917), p. 228.

10 Athen., ix, 399a, is an epic fragment of the * Axpediv KdBoBog, omitted by Kinkel.

11 Inscriptiones Graecae, iv, 2 (Argolis, secunda editio, ed. F. Hiller von Gartringen,

1929), nr. 96.

Arisiotle, Galen, and Palladius on Love 55

and Eevaydpag “loov [K]véerog {prius Kvdoiog ex *Aymaiog corr.). So "Isog
is likely to be a Cretan, Knossos being his native town. There is not more
than a slight probability that "Isog, father of *Efaxéotag and Eevaydpac,
is the same as "loog, mentioned by al-Dailami, and that he may have come
not only to Epidauros but also to Athens. But we may infer from the
fact that a man of that name is introduced into a dialogue with Aristotle
that in reality an “lsog was a member of the late Platonic Academy, a
period to which most of the Aristotelian dialogues are to be ascribed.
Thus we would have to admit the presence of a Cretan within the Acadcmy,
a fact transmitted neither by Diogenes Laertius 1 nor by the author of
the Index Academicorum Herculanensis 2 (though we know, e.g., of the
presence of a Chaldaean 3). Further, we may conclude from Plato’s Laws
that there must have been relations between the mother-country and
Crete, and particularly between the Academy and Crete 4. The rare name
of "Tsog ,in a fragment of Aristotle, adds to this a more concrete argument,
and the two probabilities mutually support each other. Incidentally, it is
known that Aristotle, Ephorus, Theophrastus are better informed upon
Crete than all the earlier authors; it remains uncertain from whence they
have derived their knowledge 5.

It is not sure that the unknown verse quoted by Aristotle has really
the meaning he suggests 8. It is possible at least that the poet meant to
say that it were best to die in the height of love, because nothing better
could be expected afterwards; and that Aristotle has changed the original
meaning of the verse in favour of his own opinion, as he often reads his
own philosophy into the 3éEat tév moAAév and into quotations of poets
and proverbs 7. Nothing good at all comes to us from &pwg; therefore he
who is ruined by love and dies from it, is to be called happy. If the verse
is understood in this way, it corresponds well with the doctrine developed

1 Diog. Laert., iii, 31.

2 Academicorum philosophorum index Herculanensis, ed. S. Mekler (Berlin 1902).

3 Ind. Acad. Hercul., col. iii, p. 13.

4 Cf. U. v. Wilamowitz-Mollendorf, Aristoteles und Athen (Berlin 1893), vol. ii, p. 25 {.
Plato i (Berlin 1920), p. 661 s.

5 Cf. Wilamowitz, op. cit. E. Kirsten, Die Insel Kreta in vier Jahriausenden (Die Antike
14, 1938, p. 295 ss.). The Geschichte Kretas vom Ausgang der minoischen Zeit bis auf die
Alexanderzeit, by the same author (cf. Gnomon, 13, 1937, 514), has not yet been published
[cf. Jaeger, op. cit., p. 301, n. 1 (= Engl. transl., p. 286 n. 3)].

{® One should now bear in mind that the verse—as it has been pointed out above, p. 49,
note i—is in reality by an Arab poet, and is substituted for a Greek verse expressing
some similar sentiment but not corresponding textually.]

? Cf. e.g. Jaeger, op. cit., p. 46 (= Engl. transl, p. 47 s.). H. Cherniss, Aristotle’s Criticism
of Presocratic Philosophy (Baltimore 1935), p. 339 ss.
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subsequently by Aristotle, in which nothing of Plato’s sublimation of
Epwg is to be found. The &pwg is an dpefig which has its seat in the heart,
which is the place of the Bupéc in the Platonic theory 1, the locus of the
7By also in the Aristotelian doctrine 2. If it increases and becomes strong,
it combines with &mbupla, and from this derive grief, sleeplessness, and
folly (Mo, &ypurvie, dvowx) 3. This devaluation of E#pwg corresponds
exactly with the doctrine enunciated by Aristotle in his earliest course
on Ethics, the so-called Eudemian Ethics (delivered shortly after Plato’s
death) 4, and also we can infer the same for the Protreptikos, his first
dialogue 5. In the later course on Ethics, the Nicomachean Eihics, he only
rather superficially touched on the problem of &pws 6. In the Eudemian
Ethics the &wc is nothing but a ndbog dréyierov (iii 1, 12294 21). Its
oxomés is only 6 36 or vb yefowpov, never 1 &yabéyv (vii I, 12350 19;
3, 1238b 33; 10, 1243b 15 s.; 12, 1245a 24 S.): 1ol yap ouliv dpéyeron &
dpiv, X" ody § pddtora 3ei, A& xat alobyow (“for the lover aims at
the society of his beloved, but not as ideally as he ought, but in a merely
sensuous way’’). *Epdpevov and &mbupnréy may be used as synonyms
(vil 1, 12352 13 8.), gpcdpevov and &yaBév sive Boulytév never. It may be
that this more extended discussion of #pw¢ in the Fudemian Ethics—as
also various other passages in it to be explained by its closer relationship
with the dialogues of Aristotle >—shows the influence of the same dia-
logue, from which the fragment of al-Dailami is taken, possibly the
*Epwtinés. Parallels to the theme that #pw¢ makes life no longer worth
living are also to be found again in a passage of the Ewdemian Ethics,
which has convincingly been ascribed to a dialogue, to the Protreptikos 8.
I quote (i 5, 12156 18): moMA& ydp 6Tt Totabra Tév Gmofavévrwy, 3 &
wpolevron 5 Ly, olov véooug, meptwduviag, yewdvag . . . mpdg 3¢ Tobrog &
Blog, 8v La@aw ¥t matdeg bvres * xal ydp ml TolTov dvaxduder mddwv obdelg
dv Gmopelveiev €0 gpoviiv. ¥r 8¢ molhd tév te pndeplav Eybvraw [pdv]

1 Cf. Tim., 70a—. .

2 Ct. e.g. Bonitz, Index Avristotelicus, s.v. xapdlx, p. 365 i.

3 Cf. Plutarch, Ot ob xploig & ¥pwe ap. Stob., Flor. iv, 20, 67 H. (= vii, 132, 15 ss.
Bernard.) : ol piv yap vboov Tdv dpwta (cf. supra, p. 53, n. i), ol &t Embuplav, ol 3t
warvbary, of 88 Betby T xbvipa Juydic xal Sarudviov, ol 8¢ &vrixpug Oedv dvaryopeboucty. 8Bev
$p0ig tvlorg ¥8ofe 1 udv dpybpevov mbupbay elvan, 10 8 drepBdddov parviow stk

4 Jaeger, op. cif., p. 237 ss. (= Engl. transl, p. 228 ss.).

6 Philodem., Voll. Rhet. ii, p. 57, col. 41, 12 ss., Sudhaus. E. Bignone, L' Aristotele perduio
¢ la formazione filosofica di Epicuro (Firenze 1936), vol. ii, p. go ss.

¢ R. Walzer, Magna Moralia und aristotelische Ethik = Neue philologische Untersuchun-
gen, herausg. von W. Jaeger, vii (Berlin 1929), p. 241 s.

7 Jaeger, op. cit., p. 241 ss. { = Engl. transl., p. 246 ss.).

8 Jaeger, cf. n. 7. Avristotelis Dialogorum Fragmenia, p. 41 W.
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H3oviy B Mooy, xal T6v Exdvrav piv N8oviv wil) xaddv 8¢, toxit’ dotiy dote 15
ph elvon xpetrrov elvan vod Tijv . . . &k piv oddE duk Thv THg Tpogiic wbvov
#loviy § Ty T@v dppodictwv, dparpeleicdv v EAhwv HBovév, &g T
ywooxery 3 Prénewy §i 1@y Eav Tie. aicbficewy mopller Toig &vBpdimorg,
088’ dv el mporunoste T LNy, uN mavrehdic dv dvdpdrodov. “For there are
many consequences of life that make men fling away life, as disease,
excessive pain, storms... Further, the life we lead as children is not
desirable, for no one in his senses would consent to return again to this.
Further, many incidents involving neither pleasure nor pain or involving
pleasure but not of a noble kind are such that, as far as they are concerned,
non-existence is preferable to life . . . But further, neither for the pleasure
of eating alone or that of sex, if all the other pleasures were removed that
knowing or seeing or any -other sense provides men with, would a single
man value existence, unless he were utterly servile, for it is clear that to
the man making this choice there would be no difference between being
born a brute and a man” (J. Solomon). It is true that the object of the
argumentation in the Protreptikos and in the Eudemian Ethics is different
from the newly-found fragment, but the underlying opinion of the value
of &pwc is quite the same.

Thus we may ascribe the fragment of an Aristotelian dialogue, only
preserved by an Arabian author of the tenth century A.p., to the very
few remnants of his dialogue 'Epwmixéde, which consisted of one book,
according to Diogenes Laertius (nr. g) and Hesychius (nr. 12), or of three
books, following the catalogue of Ptolemy (nr. 14), transmitted by the
Arabs (the remark of Athen., xv, 674b [= Aristot. fr. 95 Rose] might
correspond to this) 1. But our present information is not sufficient to
decide this matter. The fragments of the ’Epwmixég hitherto known are
taken from Plutarch’s *Epawnixés (cf. 17, 761d == fr. g7; ibd. 7614 = fr. 98
Rose) and from Athenaeus (fr. 95, 96) (to which I should like unhesitatingly
to add Aristot., Rhet. i 9, 13684 17~ Plutarch, Erot. 21, 767f ), on Hippo-
lochos, a note Wilamowitz referred to about forty years ago, without being
interested in its source: “‘author Ilepl Zpwrog” he says2. All this is
historical material, as well as the passages which A. Mayer wants to add
to them from Plutarch 3. Besides the passage from Athenaeus, ascribed
to the 'Epwrixéc by Rose (fr. 96 = Athen. xiii, 5645): xal é *Apiororéhng
3¢ £py) tobc paatig elg 0082 Ao Tob odpatog TEV Epwpévev dmoPrénew 1) Todg

1 V. Rose, Arisioteles Pseudepigraphus (Leipzig 1863), p. 105. J. Bernays, Die Dialoge
des Aristoteles (Berlin 1863), p. 132. [Cf. now 1. Diiring, Aristotle etc., Goteborg 1957,
PP- 42, 83, 223.]

3 Hermes 35, 1900, p. 533.

8 Aristonstudien, Philologus, Supplemeniband 11 (1910), pp. 483-610.
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bgBopols, év olg iy «idd wavokelv (““Aristotle also said that lovers look
to no other part of their favourite’s body than the eyes which he said
were the dwelling-place of the feeling of shame’) the newly found frag-
ment represents the only theoretical passage from the ’Epwtixée of
Aristotle hitherto discovered.

We are better informed about Theophrastus’ dialogue on &pwg, although
we must be satisfied with the incomplete collection of Wimmer. From
Theophrastus we know not only the historical and mythical facts, but
also the doctrine of pwc, stated by him in his dialogue. A fragment from
Athenaeus, combining poetical quotation and his own doctrine developed
from it, reminds us of the fragment of ‘al-Dailami (Athen., xiii, 562¢ =
fr. 107, Wimmer): Océgpactoc 8 &v 16 Epotid Xaphuovd gnot Tdv
Tpaytadv Ayetv, G¢ Tov olvev @V ypwpévay <toig Tpérorg Grotiusy xepdv-
wuoBa, oitee xal Tov Epwta: 8¢ petpalwv pév Eatwv ebyapls, émitetvbuevog 8¢
xai Statupdtrav yodemdratos. (‘‘Theophrastus, in his essay ‘On Love’,
quotes the tragic poet Chaeremon as saying that just as wine is mixed
to suit the character of the drinkers, so also is Eros; when he comes in
moderation, he is gracious, but when he comes too intensely and puts
men to utter confusion, he is most hard to bear”, Gulick.) Certainly this
passage might well have been written by Aristotle himself in his dialogues.
Stobaeus, in whose abundant collection of quotations we do not find
anything about Aristotle’s *Epwrtixéc—I have suggested above that the
three quotations of al-Dailami are derived from a similar anthology—
provides us with two sentences by Theophrastus on £swg, which Wimmer
is probably right in placing among the fragments of his dialogue on this
subject, although there is no explicit evidence. Frg. 115 (= Flor. iv, 20,
64 H.) says just the same as Aristotle’s doctrine explained before: Epwg
3 domwv ddoylorov Twdg Embuplag OmepPody taystav piv Eyouvsa Ty
mpbaadov, Ppadeiav 8e v dndiuawy (“‘Love is the excess of some irrational
desire, which is quickly acquired and slowly got rid of ). Frg. 114
(== Flor. iv, 20, 66 H.) may be derived from a dialogue with a similar
mise en scéme to the newly found fragment of Aristotle, if it does not
represent merely the later standard type of the apophthegma of philo-
sophers: Ocbppactos 6 @Aboopos Zparybels mé Twog T Zetw Fpwg,
‘raBog’ Epn ‘Yuyiic oyohalobons’ (“When Theophrastus the philosopher
was asked by someone for a definition of love, he said it was the passion
of an idle mind”); a statement well agreeing with the character of a
man who believes matrimony to be a disturbance of the peaceful medita-
tion of a philosopher 1.

1 Hieronymus, Ad. Jovin., i, 47. E. Bickel, Diatribe in Senecae philosophi fragmenta,
Leipzig 1915, 388, 11 ss.
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To speculate how many new passages of the Aristotelian dialogue a
new analysis of Plutarch’s ’Epatinés and a rather urgently needed new
discussion of the témog mepl Epwrog may give, lies beyond the limits of
this present paper.

No complete dialogue of Aristotle was translated into Syriac or Arabic,
as far as we know. But all the quotatiohs from the dialogues which existed
in later texts of a philosophical or a doxographical character and in
anthologies might theoretically also be traced in Arabic literature. I am
convinced, therefore, that a systematic examiration of published and
unpublished Arabic authors may bring to light still other traces of
Aristotelian dialogues.

From: Journal of the Royal Asiatic Society, 1939, pp. 407-22.



NEW LIGHT ON THE ARABIC TRANSLATIONS OF
ARISTOTLE

The Arabic versions of Greek philosophy science and medicine are
interesting as a material link between the civilisation of Ancient Greece
and the medieval Islamic world and as a stepping stone to the develop-
ment of Arabic abstract style, which was deeply influenced by the
excellent work of the translators, none of whom was a Muslim. The
translations were based partly on a direct study of the Greek texts
which were available in the libraries of Greek speaking residents, and
partly on earlier or contemporary Syriac translations, which represent
a continuous tradition in the Syriac Church from about the middle of
the fifth century A.D., i.e. more than three hundred years before Arabic
translations of philosophical and cognate texts begin to appear in early
Abbasid times. As in so many fields of Arabic literature it is embarrassing
to realise how little has been done to make the available material known
to the community of scholars. This material, it is true, has partly been
discovered recently, in the libraries of Eastern centres of learning such
as Istanbul and Cairo and some minor places; but many manuscripts
have been in European libraries for more than two centuries at least
and within easy reach of scholars who cared for them. But the number
of these has never been great, and we have to congratulate ourselves that
help for the Arabic Aristotle is now coming forth from a new quarter:
from two Arabic scholars who have come under the influence of Western
philological training, the Syrian Khalil Georr and the Egyptian ‘Abdar-
rahman Badawi. I shall try to explain the importance of the material
which they publish for the first time and to show how, in my view, the
work which they have started so well, despite certain shortcomings,
should be continued and coordinated with other studies. I shall deal
mainly with Khalil Georr, Les Catégories d’Aristote dans leurs versions
Syro-Arabes. Edition de textes précédée d'ume élude historique et critique
et suivie d'un vocabulaire technique, Préface de M. L. Massignon, Institut
Frangais de Damas, Beyrouth 1948, and the translations of Greek
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philosophical texts to be found in ‘Abdu-r-Rahmin Badawi, Arisid
“nda-l-Arab 1, Cairo 1947, Mantig Arista I, Cairo 1948, 11, Cairo 1949.
I have only been able to examine photostats of the first two pages of
the MS of the Prior Analytics and of the first page of the Posterior
Analytics. Cf. below p. 134.

1. SURVEY OF THE NEW TEXTS PUBLISHED
The texts published for the first time are these:

1) The marginal notes of the well known Paris MS. of the Categories
(Bibliothéque Nationale ar. 2346, anc. fond 882 A), with French trans-
lation but without any commentary (Georr pp. 149-182: translation;
pp. 361-386: Arabic text).

I1) Some hitherto unpublished notes and colophons from the same
MS., (Rhetoric: Georr p. 186 f.; Prior Analytics: Georr p. 190 ff.;
Porphyry’s Isagoge: p. 1931f.; Posterior Analytics: p. 194; To-
pics: p. 195 fi.; Sophistici Elenchi: p. 198 ff.), which contains all
the logical treatises of Aristotle, Rhetoric and Poetics duly included
(Cf. L. Baur, Dominicus Gundissalinus De divisione philosophiae, Bei-
trige zur Geschichte der Philosophie des Mittelalters IV 2-3, Miinster
1903, p. 301 n. R. Walzer, Zur Traditionsgeschichie der aristolelischen
Poetik, Studi Italiani di Filologia Classica N.S. ii, 1934, p. 5ff. A. J.
Arberry, Al-Farabi’'s Canons of Poetry, Rivista degli Studi Orientali
1938, p. 266 ff.).

I1I) The Prior Analytics, the Posterior Analytics and the first six
books of the Topics with all the marginal notes (Badawi, Mantig Aristi
1 pp. 101-306: Prior Analytics; pp. 307-465: Posterior Analytics;
II pp. 467-672: Topics I-VIL. Corrections: I pp. 307-312; 11 pp. 673-
680), without translation and commentary, i.e. only usable for students
of Arabic and requiring to be translated and explained to interested
outsiders such as classical scholars and students of medieval Latin trans-
lations of Greek philosophical and scientific texts?).

IV) A section from an otherwise unknown shortened paraphrase of
Metaphysics A, chapters 6-10 (Aristi “tnda I-“Avab pp. 3-11).

V) Two sections from a shortened text of Themistius’ commentary
on Metaphysics A, chapters 1, part of 2, 6-10 (Aristié “inda I-‘Arab pp.
329-333; pp- 12-21I), which is known in part from Bouyges’ edition of
Ibn Rushd’s commentary on Metaphysics A, (pp. 1393, 6. 1394, I. 1410,
4 ff. 1465. 1492, 3 fi. 1511, 4 fi. 1530, 2. 1635, 4 ff. 1706, 11 fi. Translator

! Cf. below p. 110.
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Abua Bishr Matta, cf. Fihkrist p. 250, 28 ff., Fl. from the Syriac of Ishag
ibn Hunain) and from the complete Hebrew translation of the Arabic
version published by S. Landauer in 1903 (Commentaria in Aristotelem
Graeca V 5).

VI) Several small treatises by Alexander of Aphrodisias, most of
them lost in the Greek original: Aristi, pp. 251-277; 278-280; 281-2;
283; 284 f. (= Probl. II 15, Scriptz Minora II P- 59, 21-60, 31 Bruns);
286-288 (= Probl. II ii, p. 55, 18 ff. Bruns); 289-290; 291-292; 293-
294 ; 295-308 (with notes by Abi Bishr Matta).

VII) An unknown logical treatise by Themistius (Aristiz pp. 309-324).

The Arabic translators belong to different schools of translation
and to different periods, from the days of al-Ma’miin (A.D. 813-833)
down to the end of the 10th century A.D., and are therefore interesting
on their own account, for the history of the translation of philosophical
terms and the development of abstract style in general. It may also be
considered how these different translations are to be linked up with the
works of contemporary Muslim philosophers, who depend upon them.

II. PREVIOUS WORK ON TRANSLATIONS FROM THE GREEK

If the new texts are to be fully exploited, it is important to use the
experiences gained in a cognate field, I mean the translations of Galen,
the study of which was put on a new and more scientific basis by G.
Bergstrisser’s book Hunain ibn Ishag und seine Schule, Leiden 1913,
and his edition of the Arabic text of Pseudo-Galen’s otherwise lost
commentary on Hippocrates De septimanis: Corpus Medicorum Grae-
corum XI, 2, 1, Leipzig and Berlin 1914. Bergstrisser published the
full Arabic text with German translation, Greek parallel passages and a
complete index of the numerous Greek words to be found in the Arabic
text, whose translator he identified as Yahya ibn al-Bitriq, who was an
older contemporary of Hunain ibn Ishiq and who represents an earlier
phase of translating activity. (Cf. below pp. 68 and 78. His translation
is not mentioned by Brockelmann in its place.) Unfortunately the
editors of the Corpus Medicorum felt themselves unable to continue
this tradition, and further Arabic translations of works by Galen, one
preserved in one Greek MS., the other two lost in the original, were
published in German translation only, without the Arabic text, not to
speak of Arabic-Greek and Greek-Arabic glossaries to help the work of
those interested in the history of science and philology. (Galenus In
Hippocratis Epidemias I-II edd E. Wenkebach — F. Pfaff: Corpus
Medicorum Graecorum V 101, 1. Lipsiae et Berolini 1934. — In Hippocr.
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Epid. VI 1-8 edd. E. Wenkebach - F. Pfaff: Corp. Med. Graec. V 10, 2, 2,
Lipsiae et Berolini 1940. Also Corpus Medicorum Graecorum, Supple-
mentum III, Leipzig 1941, which contains the German transiation of
the Arabic text of Galen Ilept £0év and of an unknown fragment
of Proclus’ Commentary of the Timaeus is unsatisfactory and practically
useless for the same reason (cf. Bergstrisser, Neue Materialien, p. 11, 2).
Two of these texts contain numerous glosses by Hunain ibn Ishaq which
are of particular interest for the student of the Arabic translations and
the transmission of the understanding of the Greek tex:s. (Cf. Galen,
On medical experience, Oxford 1944, p. VII n. 2.) It is regrettable that
thus a very good chance for the promotion of these studies has probably
been lost for ever; had the editor been encouraged to publish the Arabic
text as well so that it could serve as a base for future work, our know-
ledge in this field, still so limited, would have profited considerably by
his work.

Bergstrisser’s suggestions have, however, been followed up by himself
and by some of his fellow workers and pupils. His editio princeps of
Hunain's risdla?, in which Hunain gives detailed information about
his Syriac and Arabic translations of 129 books of Galen, is still very
little known outside the narrow circle of experts; it is ignored by his-
torians of classical scholarship (although it is accompanied by a German
version and a list of the Greek titles of the books referred to), and it has
found little interest among general students of Arabic 2. The new texts
to be reviewed add considerably to the evidence to be found in Hunain’s
treatise; we can now compare his highly refined method of critically
editing the Greek texts before he embarked on their translation with the
practice adhered to by the 1oth century philosophical school whose
members knew Syriac and Arabic but, almost certainly, no Greek, and
we get more information about Arabic and Syriac translators before
Hunain, which goes—as happened in the case of Galen—far beyond
the meagre notices from Arabic biographical works with which we had
hitherto to be content.

Bergstrisser himself did not embark on any further editorial work
of his own in this field, but some kind of tradition in the edition of texts
of this kind grew up under his influence and several forms of suitable

' Hunain ibn Ishiaq, Uber dic syrischen und bischen Galen-Uber Abhandl. fir die
Kunde des Morgenlandes XVII 2, Leipzig 1915. — Neue Materialen :u Hunain ibn Iskig's Galen-
Bibliographie, Abh. fiir die Kunde des Morgenlandes X1X 2, Leipzig 1932.

3 With the exception of F. Rosenthal, The technigue and approack of Muslim scholarship, Analecta
Orientaiia 24, Rome 1947, pp. 18, 26 fi., 35 fi. and passim. Cf. also the same author, Die arabiscke
Autobiographic, Studia Arabica 1, Rome 1937, p. 5 ff.. p. 15 ff.
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editorial work were tried out by pupils and fellow workers such as M.
Plessner!, J. Schacht2, M. Meyerhof3, P. Kraus4, F. Rosenthal5, M.
Krause ® and the present writer ?. The premature deaths of Bergstrisser
in 1933 and of Kraus in 1944 together with the vicissitudes of the war has
slowed down this work and cut short much promising development.
But the tradition has been carried on, and Georr and Badawi are some-
how in contact with it.

No similar continuity has been observed in the study of the Arabic
translations of Aristotle. Margoliouth’s study of the ‘Poetics’, begun
in 1887 (Amnalecta orientalia ad Poeticam Aristoteleam) and brought to
an end by his translation of the Arabic version in 1911 (The Poetics of
Avristotle, translated from Greek into English and from Arabic into Latin,
with a revised text, introduction, commentary, glossary and onomasticon)
was appreciated by classical scholars, whereas his treatment of Theo-
phrastus’ metaphysical fragment and of Aristotle’s Rhetorics (Remarks
on the Arabic version of the Metaphysics of Theophrastus, Journal Royal
Asiatic Society 189z, pp. 192-201; On the Arabic version of Avistotle's

i M. Plessner, Der Jski tRos des Newpythag Bryson® und sein Einfluss aul die islamssche
Wissenschaft, Orient und Antike (berausg. von G. Bergstrasser und O. Regenbogen) 5, Heidelberg
1928. Cf. H. Ritter in Der Islamn 19, 1931, p. 27 ff.

* M. Meyerhof-J. Schacht, Galen, Uber dic medizinischen Namen, Abhandl. Preuss. Akad. d.
Wissensch., phil.-hist. Klasse 1931, no. 3. Cf. G, Bergstrisser, Orient. Lit. Zeit. 1931, col. 331 .
3 Cf. particularly: Von Alesandrien nach Bagdad. Ein Beitrag sur Geschichte des philosophisch
und medizinischen Unterrichts bei den Arabern, Sitzungsber. d. Preuss. Akad., phil.-hist. Klasse
1930 XXII1. — Together with J. Schacht: The medico-philosophical controversy between 1bn Butlin
of Baghdad and Ibn Ridwan of Cairo. A comtribution o the kistory of Greek learning among the Arabs.
The Egyptian University. Faculty of Arts, Publ. no. 13, Cairo 1937. Cf. now also J. Schacht,

Max Meyerhof, Osiris 9 {1950) pp. 7-32.

4 Cf. particularly: Zu ibn al-Mugaffa®, Rivista degli Studi Orientali 14, 1932, p. 1 ff. — Jdbir
ibn Hayydn, Textes choisies, Paris-Le Caire 1935. — Jdbir ibn Hayydn, Contribution & I'Aistoire des
tdées scientifiques dans I'Islam 1: Le Corpus des écrits Jabiviens. Mémoires de I'Institut d’Egyptes
44, Cairo 1943. I1: Jdbsr ¢t la science grecque, ibid., 45, Cairo 1942. — Plotin ches les Arabes, Bulletin
de I'Institut d’Egypte, Cairo 1941, p. 293 ff. — Galen, ITepl %8év, Majallat Kulliyyat al-adab,
Fuad I University, V 1, Cairo 1939; c¢f. R. Walzer, New Light on Galen's moral Philosophky, Class.
Quarterly 43, 1949, p. 82 fl. — Together with R. Walzer: Plalo Arabus I, Galen’s Summary of
Plato’s Timaeus, London 1951.

8 Arabische Nachrichen iiber Zewon den Eleatem, Orientalia 6, 1937, p. 21 fl. — Some Pythagorean
documents transmitied in Arabic 1-11, Orientalia 10, 1941, pp. 104 fl., pp. 383 ff. — A$-Sayh al-
Yindni and the Arabic Plotinus source, Orientalia 21,1952, p. 461 ff.

¢ His main achivements are in the history of mathematics. Cf. A. Dietrich, Max Krause in me-
moriam, Der Islam 29, 1950, p. 104 ff. Cf. also C. Brockelmann, GAL 1I p. 657 (Nachtrage und
Berichtigungen).

? Galen's Schrift *Uber die Sicbenmonatskinder’, Rivista degli Studi Orientali 15, 1935, pp. 323 fi.;
cf. A. Neugebauer, ibid. 24, 1949, p. 92. — Galen On Medical Experience. First Edition of the
Arabic version, wilk an Englisk translation and noles, Oxford 1944.
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Rhetoric, Semitic Studies in memory of Alexander Kohut, Berlin 1897,
p. 376 fi.) was overlooked. J. Pollack’s edition of [Mept épurnveiag
(Abhandlungen f. d. Kunde des Morgenlandes XIII 1, Leipzig 1913},
provided with an excellent Greek-Syriac-Arabic-Hebrew-Latin Index
of philosophical terms, remained an isolated event. J. Tkatsch’s new
edition and laborious study of the Poetics (Die arabische Ubersetzung der
Pocetik des Aristoteles und die Grundlage der Kritik des griechischen Textes I,
1928; 11, 1932, Akad. d. Wissensch. in Wien, philos.-hist. Klasse) had been
prepared in some kind of intellectual desert and had with all its short-
comings less influence than it deserved. (Cf. M. Plessner, Orient. Lit.
Z. 1931, p. 1 ff.; G. Bergstrisser, Der Islam 20, 1932, p. 48 ff.; W. Kutsch,
Orientalia 6, 1937, p. 68 fi.). A new beginning was made by the stimu-
lating article of Kraus in 1932 (cf. above p. 64 n. 4) and by A. J. Arberry’s
edition of the book De plantis by Nicolaus of Damascus, sometimes
wrongly ascribed to Aristotle, whose Greek original is lost. (Bulletin
of the Faculty of Arts, Egyptian University I, 1933, p. 48 ff.,, II, 1934,
p. 72 fi). But the greatest contribution to the study of the Arabic

" Aristotle in our time is due to the French Jesuit M. Bouyges who edited

two important texts, the Categories (Bibliotheca Arabica Scholasticorum
Tome IV, Beyrouth 1932) and the Metaphysics (Bibliotheca Arabica
Scholasticorum Tome V 2, Beyrouth 1938; Tome VI, Beyrouth 1942;
Tome VII, Beyrouth 1948), which can now be studied in reliable editions
of the highest philological standard. (Cf. Orientalia 20, 1951, p. 334 ff.)
The serious study of his editions is just beginning, and it will take some
time until the results of his conscientious and highly competent effort
will be assimilated by students interested in the history of Greek thought
in the Islamic world and of Arabic philosophy in its own right. Georr’s
and Badawi’s studies are to be judged in relation to this background.

I1I. TRANSLATCRS MENTIONED IN THE NEW TEXTS

I discuss in this article some of the new information which we gain
from the texts published for the first time. The most remarkable result
concerns the Christian philosophical school of Baghdad in the roth and
the first half of the 11th century. The Aristotelian studies of this circle
whose members knew Arabic and Syriac equally well but who, unlike
Theodore abii Qurra and Hunain ibn Ishiaq, had no knowledge of Greek
become clear and so does their method of teaching. The highly refined
study of these texts by later philosophers, particularly by those of the
Spanish West, appear to be based entirely on their exegetic work, which
seems, however, to have surpassed even Ibn Rushd in philological
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accuracy and knowledge of textual variants. The name of a man like
the Nestorian philosopher and physician Abu’l Khair al-Hasan ibn
Suwir (A.D. g4z-after 1017) also known by his Jagab Ibn al-Khammar !
ceases to be a mere name, and his achievements as a ‘critical editor’ of
earlier translations and as an understanding commentator can be ap-
preciated and compared with his Arabic, Syriac and Greek predecessors.
His attitude to the text and his way of commenting upon it can be traced
back, in an unbroken continuity, as far as Alexander of Aphrodisias.
He reproduces the lectures of his teacher, the great Jacobite philosopher
and pupil of Al-Farabi: Abl Zakariyya Yahya ibn ‘Adi (893-974)
(Cf. M. Meyerhof, Von Alexandrien, p. 417 fi. [31 f.]. G. Graf, Geschichie
11, p. 233 fi. C. Brockelmann, GAL 1, p. 228, Suppl. 1, pp. 370, 956) who
appears, from the new text, to have been mainly responsible for esta-
blishing a continuous tradition of Aristotle reading in Baghdad. Al-
Hasan ibn Suwar is, however, by no means only dependent on his great
predecessor but shows some individual features of his own, comparable
to those to be noticed in the commentaries of the late Greek Neoplatonic
teachers of Aristoteleanism.

We also get a more precise idea of Yahya’s master, the Nestorian
Abii Bishr Mattd ibn Yinus (died g940) (Cf. M. Meyerhof, Von
Alexandrien, p. 415 [29). G. Graf, Geschichte 11, p. 153. C. Brockelmann,
GAL 1, p. 228, Suppl. I, p. 370. D. S. Margoliouth, The Discussion between
Abdt Bishr Mattd and Abi Sa‘id al Sirdfi on the merits of Logic and Gram-
mar, Journ. Royal As. Soc. 1905, pp. 79-129. A. Baumstark, Aristoteles
bei den Syrern p. 211). He is the translator of the Posterior Analytics
(Cf. abnve p. 61: I1I and below p. ¢8 ff.), and also of Alexander of Aphro-
disias’ Commentary on the theological book A of the Metaphysics, pu-
blished in part by Bouyges in 1948, cf. Fihrist p. 251, 28 Fliigel and
Index A, b p. (12) no. 30 Bouyges. His share in the notes to be found
on the margins of the MS. of the Organon (Cf. below pp. 78, 102) and
of the small treatises of Alexander of Aphrodisias (Cf. Aristii ‘Inda 'l
‘Arvab, p. 295 ff.) is considerable.

1 Cf. M. Meyerhof, Von Al drien nack Bagdad (above p. 64 n. 3), p. 421 (35). G. Graf, Ge-

hichte der christlich bischen Li 11 (Studi e Testi 133, Vatican City 1947), p. 156 f. C.
Brockelmann, GAL, 2nd edition 1, Leiden 1943, p. 236; Supplement I (Leiden 1937), p. 378. He
appears to have been the translator of Porphyry's History of Philosophers {cf. F. Rosenthal,
Arabische Nachrichlen etc., Orientalia 6, 1937, p. 39, and probably of the fragments of Theophrastus’
Meteorology which proved that Epicurus depended on this work of Theophrastus {cf. G. Berg-
strasser, Neue meteorologische Fragmente des Theophrast, Sit ber. der Heidelberger Akad. d.
Wissensch. 1918 IX, p. 10). Cf. also Schacht-Meyerhof, The medico-philosophical Controversy etc.
(above p. 64 n. 3), pp. 87, 103, 109. The treatises preserved in cod. Ragib 1463 {cf. H. Ritter,
Philologica 111, Der Islam 18, 1929, p. 46 n. 1) deserve to be studied.
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We also learn something about his teacher, the physician Abii Yahyi
(Zakariyya) al-Marwazi (Cf. M. Meyerhof, Von Alexandrien, p. 414[28)]
and below p. 100. A. Baumstark, Geschichie der syrischen Literatur, Bonn
1922, p. 232) who appears to have been the founder of this school in
Baghdad—which, in its turn, claims a direct connection (justifiably,
I believe) with the Greek tradition of Aristotle reading in 6th and 7th
century Alexandria (Cf. Meyerhof, Von Alexandrien passim).

Yahya ibn ‘Adi’s school made ample use of the translations, both
Arabic and Synac, which had been made by the Nestorian Hunain
ibn Ishaq (d. A.D. 873) (Cf. C. Brockelmann, GAL 1, p. 224 fi., Suppl.
I, 336 ff. G. Graf, Geschichte 1, p. 122 fi. A. Baumstark, Gesch. dersyr. Lit.,
p. 227 ff.) and his numerous pupils. Among the new texts are the trans-
fation of the Topics (Cf. above p 61 : III and beiow p. 8g n. 1), of some
of the treatises of Alexander of Aphrodisias! and of the new logical
treatise of Themistius (Cf. above p. 62: VII) by Abfi ‘Uthman Sa‘id ibn
Ya‘qib ad-Dimashqi (4 goo), known also as an eminent physician (Cf.
M. Meyerhof, Von Alexandrien, p. 424 [38]. G. Bergstrisser, Hunain ibn
Ishdq und seine Schule (above p. 93}, p. 25, 76 ff. C. Brockelmann, GAL
L, p. 288, Suppl. 1, p. 369, 111, p. 1204). He alsois the translator of Pappus’
Commentary on Euclid’s Elements book X ed. Junge-Thompson (Cam-
bridge Mass. 1930), cf. G. Bergstridsser, Der Islam 21, 1933, pp. 195-222.
(Cf. also Miskawaih, Tahdhib al-akhldg, Cairo 1317, p. 75. F. Rosenthal,
Isis, 1945, 253 f.). Many references to Hunain’s son Ishaq’s (Cf. C. Brockel-
mann, GAL I, p. 227, Suppl. 1, p. 369. G. Graf, Geschichte 1, p. 129 fi.)
lost Syriac translations of the Topics and the Prior Analvtics (in colla-
boration with his father, cf. below p. 82 {.) are found in the margins of
the Paris MS., i.e. in Al-Hasan ibn Suwar’s edition; Abd Bishr’s trans-
lation of the Posterior Analytics is totally based on Ishaq’s Jost Syriac
version. That the Arabic Categories and the De interpretatione are due
to Ishaq ibn Hunain is common knowledge, since both these texts
have been known for a long time. Ishaq’s translation of the & &axtrov
of the Metaphysics used by Averroes may now by studied in Bouyges’
edition (Cf. below p. 80) and so may his translation of Nicolaus: De
plantis (Cf. above p. 65) made in collaboration with the Sabean mathe-
matician Thabit ibn Qurra (d. A.D. go1) (Cf. C. Brockelmann, GAL 1,
P- 241 ff., Suppl. I, p. 384 and the passage from as-Safadi, quoted by
F. Rosenthal, below p. 83 n. 1). Most of these tacts were, it is true, known

1 The first treatise ITept T@v T0b mavrds dpydv, Aristi “inda *I-*4rab, pp. 278-308 is translated
by Ibrihim ibn ‘Abdallih al-Kitib, who also translated the 8th book of the Topics, and appears
to have collaborated with Abi ‘Uthman.
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from the Fihrist of Ibn an-Nadim (d. about A.D. g90) and from similar
bibliographical works. Now they can be checked and compared with the
actual evidence of the texts. This makes all the difference.

In the case of the Prior Analytics (above p. 61:11I) Al-Hasan ibn Suwar,
Yahyi ibn ‘Adi and Abii Bishr based their lectures on an Arabic version
prior to Hunain which they judged to be adequate, and did not attempt
a version of their own on the base of Hunain’s and Ishdq’s more recent
Syriac versions which they knew. Its author is, according to a fully
convincing guess of P. Kraus (Rivista degli Studi Orientali 14, 1932,
p. 3 n. 3) the melkite bishop of Harrin Theodore abi Qurra (pro-
bably during the reign of al-Ma’miin, or even earlier, ¢f. G. Graf, Ge-
schichte, p. 7 ff.. C. H. FBecker, Christliche Polemsk undislamische Dogmen-
bildung, Islam-Studien I, p. 432 ff., J. Schacht, The Origins of Muhamma-
dan Jurisprudence, Oxford 1950, p. 99. L. Gardet - M. M. Anawati, In-
troduction & la Théologie Musulmane, Paris 1948, p. 201 n. 2); he was
a follower of St. John of Damascus whose interest in Aristotle’s
Logic (to the exclusion of the Posterior Analytics) and in Aristotle’s
Psychology is known (Cf. .e.g. Uberweg-Geyer, Die patristische und
scholastische Philosophie, Berlin 1928, p. 130 f.). His theological writings
are partly in Arabic and partly in Greek—a rather isolated case as
it seems.

Also a contemporary of his, the Melkite Yahya ibn al-Bitriq (Cf.
C. Brockelmann, GAL 1, p. 221, Suppl. I, p. 364. G. Graf, Geschichte 1,
p.- 32. Cf. below p. 78) is once referred to (Cf. below p. 85): his
translation of Pseudo-Galen: De septimanis has been mentioned before.
(Ct. above p. 62).

Both these translators are contemporaries of the Jacobite ‘Abdul-
masibh ibn ‘Abdallah ibn Nai‘ima, the translator of the para-
phrase of Plotinus called the ‘Theology of Aristotle’ (Cf. C. Brockel-
mann, GAL I, p. 22, Suppl. 1. p. 364. G. Graf, Geschichte 11, p. 228 {.
P. Kraus, Plotin chez les Arabes [cf. above p. 64 n. 4], p. 267 n. 4,p. 290 ff.
Cf. also below p. 82) : he worked for Al-Kindi like Astat (Eusthatius ?)
(Fahrist p. 251, 27 f. Fliigel. Cf. below p. go), whose translation of most
of the books of Aristotle’s Metaphysics is now available for study in
Bouyges’' recent edition.

Also older Syriac translations of early Islamic times were still used
in the 10th century in the Baghdad philosophical school with which
we are concerned. We hear of the translations by the Jacobite Atha-
nasius of Balad (died A.D. 696, cf. Georr p. 26, Baumstark, Geschichle,
p. 256 f.) of the Prior Analytics and the Topics (cf. also below p. 82.
83), and of those by his companion, the great Jacob of Edessa (died
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A.D. 708) of the Categories! and by the Maronite Theophilus of
Edessa (died A.D. 785) of the Prior Analytics® (cf. below p- 81, 83).
The earlier Syriac translations which are used in the recent critical
editions of the Greek texts of the Categories, the Ilepl &punvetag and
the Prior Analytics seem not to have been known to them, I mean
those due to the Nestorian Probha (middle of the 5th century) 3 and
the Jacobite Sergius ar-Ra’s‘aini (died A.D. 536) . Also the trans-
lations of the same three works by Athanasius of Balad's pupil George,
Bishop of the Arabs 8 in Kufa (died A.D. 724) are not referred to by the
10th century philosophers and editors of Baghdad.

The Greek commentators most frequently quoted by name are
Simplicius, well known as one of the last teachers in the pagan Platonic
Academy at Athens, who went for a short time to Persia after Justinian
had closed down the school in 529 (for the Categories) 8 and the Christian
Monophysite John Philoponus of Alexandria (for the Posterior

Analytics) . An unknown, probably later Alexandrian _,.,. 4\ (not =
Elias) in whom Al-Hasan ibn Suwar seems to have been particularly

t Cf. Georr p. 26. Baumstark, Geschickte, pp. 248 fi. Georr has edited his Syriac version of the
Categories, pp. 253-316, cf. G. Furlani in Rivista degli Studi Orientali 25, 1950, p. 101 fl. Cf. also
below p. 81.

t Georr p. 30 f. Baumstark, Geschichle, p. 341 f. He was in the service of the caliph al-Mahdi,
and is credited with a translation of Homer iqto Syriac, cf. G. Levi della Vida, Journal of the
American Oriental Society 70, 1950, p. 186 n, 28.

3 Cf. A. Baumstark, Geschichte, p. 102. Georr p. 14f. J. G. E. Hofmann, Dec Hermeneuticis
apud Syros Aristoteleis, Leipzig 1873. A.. Baumstark, Zeitschrift fiir Assyriologie 13, 18g8-9, pp.
117 f. A. Nagy, Una versione siriaca inedita degli Analitici di Aristotele, Rendiconti dell’ Accademia
dei Lincei, serie V, tom. VII, Roma 1898, p. 321 f. — Probha’s translation of Anal. Pr. 1 1-7 has
been used by Sir David Ross in his recent critical edition of the Greek text (Aristotle’s Prior and
Posterior Analytics, Oxford 1949), cf. Ross pp. 89 fi.

¢ Cf. A. Baumstark, Geschickie, p. 167 fl. Georr p. 17 ff. L. Minio-Paluello has used his translation
of the Categories in manuscript in his recent critical edition of the Categories and the [Tepl &punvelag
(Aristotelis Categoriae et Liber de Interpretation, Oxford 1949), cf. Minio p. XVII. Georr (p. X)
promises an edition of his commentary on the Categories. — We know that Sergius' Syriac trans-
lations were not appreciated in Hunain’s school, cf. the index of Bergstrasser’s edition of Hunain's
risila (mentioned above p. 63. n. 1) s.v. and below p 72 f.

§ Cf. A. Baumstark, Geschichte, p. 257 f. Georr p. 27 f. — Edition: G. Furlani, Le Categorie ¢ gli
Ermenewtici di Avistolele nella versione syriaca di Giorgio delle Navioni, Mem. Acc. Lincei, Cl. Sc.
Mor. VI 5, 1, Roma 1933; Il primo libro dei Primi Analitici di Aristotele nella versione syriaca di
Giorgio delle Nasioni, ibid. VI s, 3, Roma 1935. Both these versions have been used in the two
recent critical editions of the Greek text. Cf. also L. Minio-Paluello, Class. Quart. 1945, p. 63 ff.

¢ Cf. Ibn an-Nadim, Fikrist p. 268, 6 Fliigel and below p. 74 fi.

? *Jacobite', Fikrist p. 254, 21 F. 249, 13 F. and below p. roo ff. Cf. also M. Meyerhof, Jokannes
Grammatikos (Philoponos) von Alexandrien und dic bische Medizin, Mitteil des D h
Instituts fir agyptische Altertumskunde in Cairo 2, 1932, pp. 1 fl.
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interested is quoted for the Prior Analytics (cf. below p. 75 ff.). Ale-
xander of Aphrodisias (cf. below p. 72 f, 101, 102)%, Porphyry
and Themistius (cf. below p. 78) are also mentioned. But it is obvious
that the Arabic commentators largely used their Greek predecessors,
even where they do not actually refer to them.

This is the basis of Aristotle reading in Baghdad, in the 1oth and in

the beginning of the 11th century.

IV. KHALIL GEORR’S EDITION OF THE CATEGORIES
(cf. above p. 61 : ])

The new texts provide us with so much new information that a more
detailed description of the most important material, however incomplete
and provisional it may be, seems justified.

The edition of the Categories by Al-Hasan ibn Suwar is based on
Yahya ibn ‘Adi’s autograph (‘corrected from it’) and, in addition,
collated with another copy of the same autograph (Cf. F. Rosenthal,
The Technique efc., p. 23), due to another eminent pupil of Yahya ibn
‘Adi, the Jacobite Abii ‘Ali ‘Isa ibn Ishaq ibn Zur‘a (942-1008; M.
Meyerhof, Von Alexandrien p. 422 [36]. G. Graf, Geschichte 11, p. 252 ff.
C. Brockelmann, GAL 1, p. 229, Suppl. I, p. 371. Schacht-Meyerhof
[above p. 64 n. 3] p. 81. R. Walzer, Galen On Jews and Christians, Oxford
1949, p. 91 fi.). He is also mentioned as the translator of Nicolaus’ of
Damascus five books On the Philosophy of Aristotle (Fihrist p. 264, 26 f.
Qifti p. 246, 4 L.), some fragments of which can now be studied in
Bouyges’ edition of Averroes’ commentary on Aristotle’s Metaphysics.
(Cf. Orientalia 2o, 1951, p. 338). Yahyi in his turn collated his own copy
so closely with Ishiq ibn Hunain’s autograph that he also reproduced
the pointing and spelling of the original (No. 130 Georr: p. 181 transl.,

p. 386 text). He mentions, in one place, that Ishiq wrote madd with an

alif (La.) and, accordingly, does the same (no. 67 Georr: p. 176,
381. Cf. Bouyges, Bibl. Ar. Schol. IV p. 179). There may have been many

more notes of a similar kind which Al-Hasan ibn Suwar or the scribe of
the Paris MS. did not care to copy. Occasionally Yahya ibn ‘Adi tries
to improve upon Ishaq’s text: cap. 10, 12 b 26 Ishiaq translated évavria
by al-muddf (= 76 npbs 7), and Yahya corrected this apparent blunder,
due to some inattention, into al-mudddda (no. 112 Georr: p. 179, 384).

The Paris MS 2 has Ishiq’s reading with Yahya’s correction, the Egypt-

v Cf. Topics 111 1, p. 533 n. 1 Badawi = Alexander In Top. p: 224, 19 Wallies.
2 p (Bouyges) C (Georr.) Why this confusing change of sigla?
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ian MS ! (which is taken from Al-Hasan ibn ar’ i

Nestorian author Abi#i’l Faraj ‘Abdallih ibn S:t‘iv’l‘a;;yli)l;l’}snlidti:s piegt
1043)_2 unpublished commentary of the Categoﬁes) has al—adda't.i s,
Yahya Proposeq cap. 3, 1b 10 fl. to change the order of words in I.s‘hi 's
translation .(whlch follows the Greek text very closely), but ALH. an
ibn Suwar .dld nqt accept his master’s suggestion although' he re ort.saista‘n
In comparison with e.g. the Prior and Posterior Analytics therepare v ,

few references to Syriac variant readings, and it looks as ,if in this W
the'y have not been added by Yahyi ibn ‘Adi, who e\;identl “as
satxs{ied to have compared Ishiq’s autograph, but b,y Al-HasZr'l ""VI:‘S
Suwar Wl:lO claims to have himself translated into Arabic t'he S .
texfs 5Wthh‘ he quotes. For the sentences cap. 3, 1b 16 t&v é-r}: 120
flv;){vasln xa.ul.) (.u")st'm’ &M?)\a Tetaypévov Etepar 1§ elder wal al 8r.a<p:pa\£

£ Ibn Suwar (no. 50 Georr: p. 1

Syriac versions of Hunain ibn Ishiq, of ?acog‘tgf&l)i)dez.::n?;tezb(?\:e
p--69 n. 1) and of an otherwise apparently unknown moni( Y"bg.
(:]ob of Edessa). Hunain’s version reproduces the Greek al o t
hteral!y but evidently did not appeal to Ishaq’s sense of Arabic sr'cn(;s

The differences observed make us only regre.t that the late Arabic ¢ Yt?.
was gngble to compare the Greek as well. Cap. 2. 1a 18 we find i ril:c
Arabic instead of &Bpwmos wixg a bull who is victorious cf Iu; I Y
(No: 33 Georr: P. 164/372. Georr gives the Syriac words 'cf. .';1boveE
A 'snr{ular change in Prior Anal. 1, 4 26a 11 ff. Cf. Badawi, Manti

Ar.zf.tu I, p. 114 n. 4 and below p- 86). The learned IOth. ce t'lq
critic tells us on the margin that the Syriac translation (by Hunlz:'ugv
had. the same'word as the one found in all the Greek manuscri tm;ﬁ)
Syriac' gloss is quoted in connection with cap. .1ab (cuvdwlj S.) 6

Ishaq is blamed, rightly, for having misunderstood the first senil:nce;
of t.he book‘, probably again by Ibn Suwir (no. 5 Georr: p. 160/369)

(It is puzzling, however, to find that Ibn Suwir refers to .the S r'9 :
and to 'the Greek. But he may owe this information to a Greek com ¢ lic
ary which he used in Syriac or Arabic translation.) e

' t (Bouyges) P (Georr)!
* M. Meyerhof, Von Alexandri.
’ rien, p. 425 (39), G. Graf, Geschichte 11
, f » P. 103, p. 160.C. B,

GAL 1, p. 635, Suppl. 1, p. 884. Schacht-Meyerhof, The medico-phil “? ! rockemann,
43, 0. 21, 58, 68, 84, 87 f. Cf. below p. 5 ’ ) PPt

3 Thus Bouyges and Geo }

rorr. Badawl d ion it in hi

(Mantiq Arista pp. . oes not mention it in his very careless re-edition of the text

4 No. 49 Georr:

] : P. 173/379. Georr does not t ic i j
Tl:ns i5 2L to mislead the ra Orion s ranslate the Arabic into French but into Greek,

To be read étepoyeviv cf. Minio’s edition, quoted above p.6gn. 4

¢ No. 20 Georr (
P- 162/370) 1 a 26 (no. ‘hiq" A .
than the Syriac quoted. (no. 43 Georr). Ishiq’s Arabic is certainly more adequate
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Ishiq and Hunain both understood Greek, and their links with the
best tradition of the Greek texts are hinted at in some marginal notes.
The most interesting passage is the following. Ishaq has cap. 1, 12 6-7
the text in the same form as we read it in the most recent critical edition
by Minio and as it was, incidentally, read by Simplicius Categ. p.
28, 12 Kalbfleisch (dvayxaia olv % 7ol xatd tobvopx mpoobixn), who is
everywhere the main source of the Arabic commentary: cuvdvupa 38
Myetan &v 16 Te Bvopa wowvdv xal & xaT& Tolvopa Ayeg Tig
obatac 6adrég. After pointing out that the Greek MSS. differ but that
the majority of them agree with Ishaqg, Ibn Suwar continues: “The
following text exists in some manuscripts (for once I follow Georr’s
way of giving the Greek text): “Zuvdvupa (bpdwopa: uncorrected
printing mistake in Georr’s translation) 8¢ Myetat &v 76 e vopa pévov

xowvéy, xal & Aéyog & adtéc. The copy of Iamblichus” — read .yl
instead of u.,,.\.\;\ — “does not have the word obola” — Simpl.
Cat. p. 34, 27 K.: & 8¢ TapPuyog &vev 7ob ‘tijg odoiag’ — “he also says
that the words xata tobvopa (¥ wst sill) do not exist in some

manuscripts and that one must supply them in thought, and Syrianus
(Cf. below p. 76) agrees with im.”" — Simpl. Cat. p. 34, 29 K. . &reonpi-
vato 8¢ &t év dvlowg dviypdootg ob pépetar T ‘o & xatd Tolvopa Aéyod
xal 8t mpocumaxovery Sei- pohobbnoev 3 T “laufhiyov ypagh xal é
Tupravég 1). — “Alexander’s text is like Ishaq’s text but he has dropped
the words xatd tobvopa and says one has to supply them in thought.
Simpl. Cat. p. 34, 31 K.: xal & "AMEav3poc 8¢ Sunvéyfm mepl Thv ypagipy
obTwg Ypdas cuvdvupa 8t Myetaw &v 76 T Svopx xowdy xal & Aéyos ¢ TiiG
odotag & adroc. ‘mpogumaxadew B xal adrdg ‘3l pyaiv ‘Td 6 natd Tolvopa’
(No. 21 Georr: p. 162 {. / 371). Cf. Minio’s apparatus criticus. Cf. also
G. Bergstrisser, Hunain ibn Ishdq und seine Schule p. 45, 1. 31). We did
not realise before that the most subtle questions of textual criticism
as discussed by Simplicius were still fully known + 1000 in Baghdad.
Baut this is not an isolated example.

In connection with cap. 8,9a 23 f. undiv mdoyerv we are told in
the margin that one has to supply in thought the words imd vév
tuxdvrwy (not é&mé, as Georr prints it. Cf. no. 85: p. 177/382). We learn
from Dr. Minio’s edition of the Greek text that the words.in question
(which modern editions rightly omit) were actually to be found in the
Jacobite Sergius’ Syriac translation (who studied in Alexandria), in his

* This dispenses with Georr’s interpretation of the corrupt Arabic word — u_) )\’_ — as
‘Severus’.
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contemporary the Jacobite John Philoponus’ commentary on the passage
(p- 146, 24 Busse) and in the gth century Ambrosianus » which is now
considered to provide the relatively best evidence of the Greek text of
the Organon (Cf. Sir David Ross’s edition of the Prior and Posterior
Analytics p. 89 fi. Cf. below p. 84 fi., 103 ff.) Hunain’s critical attitude
towards the Syriac translators in general and Sergius in particular is
well known from Hunain's Galen-risala (Cf. above p. 69 n. 4). Yahya
ibn ‘Adi and Al-Hasan ibn Suwir apparently base their comment:;ry
on the Categories on Simplicius, and not on John Philoponus (whose
commentary was known to the Arabs well, cf. below p.75) —
whereas they followed the late Alexandrian Jacobite tradition in the
case of the Posterior Analytics.

Of linguistic notes, concerning the difference between Greek and
Arabic, of which Hunain is known to be fond (Cf. e.g. Galen On medical
experience, cap. XVI), only two are worth mentioning. In connection
with cap. 8, 10b 5 ff.: “Sometimes the man who takes his character
from a quality has a name that is not a derivation, as in the case of
omovdaiog (mujlahid) and deeth (fadila) (Cf. Simpl. Categ. 31, 24:
00d¢ dmd tic omoudiic 6 emoudaing, wapdvupoc: amovdaiog uév yap 6
jr})v dpemv Exwv) we are told: “He wants to say (yadhabd ild an) that it
is n'ot customary in the Greek language, as it is in other languages, to
derive ‘excellent’ (fddil) from excellence (fadila), but that one says
instead of it ‘serious’ (mujtahid)”. (No. g6 Georr: p. 178/383 —— read
makdnaht instead. of makdn. — Theodore abii Qurra renders onoudatog
by dkd fada’il, An. Pr. 11 27, 70 a 17, the Hunain pupil Ab@ ‘Uthman
ad-pimashqi, Top. V 3, 131 b 2 by fddil, but over the line we find muj-
tahid, p. 595, 1 Badawi. — This note is only concerned with the word
as attribute of persons not of things).

The category &xew ‘to have’ is rendered by lakd in the Arabic version.
tl‘hxs involves some incongruencies with normal Arabic usage, as, eg.,
in the case of ‘having a coat or tunic (cap. 15, 15b 22)’: “‘He says this
(lahti taud) according to Greek custom instead of the Arabic way of
?peech ““alaihi taul’, and in the same way instead of ‘“‘alashi hatam’
fahﬁ hatam’ (no. 130 Georr: p. 181/386). The same difficulty arises two
lines below: ““a jar is said to ‘have’ wine, and a corn-measure wheat".
Here, the translator had to say even in the context instead of Myetar
‘the Greeks say’ and to add that the Arabs must say fi. The same is
emphasized in a marginal note (no. 131 Georr: p. 181/386).

These are a few passages from the marginal notes published by
Georr for the first time which deserve to be singled out for comment.
Before I turn to the contents of Al-Hasan ibn Suwar’s commentary
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on the argument of the Categories or rather what remains of it in the
Paris MS, I have to point out that an editor of an Arabic commentary
on a Greek philosopher makes his task unnecessarily difficult if he omits
to compare cognate Greek texts.

On p. 130, 18 (361, 17) Georr we meet the word balanturd (‘5)),;)2) as an exaniple of a meaning-
less expression (al-alfdz ghair ad-dilla: MEetg &ompot). This is since early Stoic thought the stock
example for a meaningless word and to be read g J_,,Lél; BAltupt, a word which imitated, in the
Greek view, the twang of a harp (Cf. e.g. M. Pohlenz, Die Stoa, Gottingen 1949, I p. 43, 11 p. 21 ff.
Stoic. Vet. Fragm. 111 Diog. Bab. 20 Arnim). Examples of its use are to be found in Greek expla-
nations of the Categories, e.g. in Simplicius, Cat. p. 12, 31; 27, 18, 31; 41, 13; 124; 181 and also
in Arabic, e.g. in Galen’s work Ilept Tév latpixidv dvopdtwy (cf. above p. 64 n. 2) fol. 84> (p.8 0. 3
of the German translation) and in three other places in the same book. It is always connected (e.g.
in the work of Galen just referred to) with another less word, oxivdadog, for which
Ibn Suwir or some predecessor substituted the well known non-existing fabulous animal ‘anqgd’
mughrib (instead of Georr’s ‘angd-ma‘reb). Other certain emendations, guaranteed by Greek parallels,
first found by S. M. Stern-Oxford, are the following ones: 1) p. 152, 6 (363, 6) Georr: Adrastus,
not Daristros (reading u‘))"' _);\ for o )L.. )\)) of Aphrodisias (saec. 11 A.D.) called the
Catagories ITpd tév témav (Simpl. Cat. p. 16, 1 fi. K), Plotinus, not Pholotius {reading . ).,L_,\,
for u._,.},h) 1epl v yeviv tob vrog (Simpl. Cat. p. 16 fl. K) 2) p. 152, 17 fl., p. 363, It ff.
Georr is almost identical with Simpl., Cat. p. 18, 16 ff. (Simplicius is quoted by name to be read
U,,.z\“- instead of u');‘\““ 1)): lotopel 8¢ 6 “Adpaotog (not Aristos, reading u‘.)“")’\ for
sl )\) &v i Iepl tie tdfews tév "Apratotéloug 8t pépetan xal &dko Tév XATHYOPLEV
BiBAlov ¢ *Aptatotéhoug xal adtd dv Bpayd xal olvropov xatk, hy MEw xat Stupéocoy
SMyarg Suagepbpevoy, doyhv 8t Exov “tév Svrav T piv Fory’, mAffleg 3¢ ariywy éxatépou
o adTd dvarypdoet, Gote TO Ppayd xatvx Thy AéEw elmev dg ouvtdpog indatou TRV
‘dmyeipnudtov ExtiBepévev. 3) The man referred to p. 155, 1 p. 364 last line Georr is not
Arkhotus but again Archytas (so in the Arabic text u_b)’)-\ ). Simplicius is again mentioned
by name p. 169, 30, p. 377, 7; the criticism of Porphyry referred to is to be found Simpl. Cat.

p- 48,331 K.

Al-Hasan ibn Suwir’s introduction to the study of the Categories, which leads up to the ex-
planation of single concepts and phrases, is based on a scheme which was commonly used in the
1ate Alexandrian school, not only for Aristotle, but aiso for other text books, but does not seem to
be older than Proclus to whom its definite adoption is ascribed (cf. Elias In Categ, p. 107, 24 Busse),
cf., e.g., Gxo®6G (p. 149/361: cf. Simpl. Cat. 9, 3 fi. K.}, xphiousov (p. 151/362; cf. Simpl. 13, 27 fI.),
altla tHe dmiypagiic (p. 152/363; cf. Simpl. 15, 26 fi.), el yvijoov 16 Bifrlov (p. 152/363;
of. Simpl. 18, 7 f1.), dnd molov pépog TG prrosoplac (p. 154/364; cf. Simpl. 20, 8 ), 5 elg
t& xepdhata Sialpeatc (p. 154364 ; cf. Sinpl. 18, 22 fl.).

There is nothing to compel us to assume a commentary previous to
Simplicius as the Arab commentator’s ultimate source, since his refe-
rences to earlier commentators are all given by Simplicius as well.
(Alexander: cf. above. — Porphyry: no. 1 Georr p. 154/ 364, cf. Simpl.

! Cf. ta ¥y, below p. 105 and. e.g., Th. Noldeke, Kursgefasste Syrische Grammatik § 15. Ibn an-
Nadim spells the name O.J‘.)‘-‘."-'L‘"’ Fihr. p. 248, 21 Fliigel.
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Cat. 173 .ff. K; no. 35 Georr p. 168/376, cf. Simpl. Cat. 48, 13 fi. K. —
Ammonius no. 4 Georr p. 160/ 369, cf. Simpl. Cat. 18, g ff. K. But certain
considerations make it more probable that he used a later Alexandrian
commentator of the Categories who in his turn depended on Simplicius,
and probably was a Christian. The examples referred to sometimes differ
slightly from those used by Simplicius, and the whole commentary is an
odd mixture of detailed argument and short notes. A definite answer
will not be possible, until the commentary by Al-Hasan ibn Suwar’s
pupil Abu’l Faraj ‘Abdallah ibn at-Tayyib (cf. above p. 71 n. 2)—whose
quotations of the Aristotelian text are used in Bouyges’ and Georr's
edition and completely neglected by Badawi—is published.

For the time being a guess may be ventured. Of sixth and seventh
century commentaries on the Categories the following are mentioned
by Ibn an-Nadim (p. 248, 20f. FL): Simplicius, John Philoponus,
Stephanus of Alexandria (beginning of saec. VII, cf. H. Usener, De

Stephano Alexandrino, Kleine Schriften II1, p. 247 fi.) and the mysterious

u,’;_,\l\, who, according to Ibn al-Qifti (p. 164, 17 Lippert) commented
on the ‘four books’ on logic, i.e. Isagoge, Categories, De interpretatione,
Prier Analytics. Al-Hasan ibn Suwir seems to have taken a special
interest in the work of this otherwise unknown and presumably late
Alexandrian commentator, and we learn that he translated the part on
the Isagoge and the Categories from Syriac into Arabic and that this
commentary had the form of marginal notes (baU I, 323, 20 M.). o ,;.,U\
commentary on the Ilepl fppyvelac is quoted in the Paris MS. (cf.
the note in th? beginning of the Mepl dpunveiac fol. 179a }, ¥l ko
da ) eyl s, J;) ; it is also referred to in a debate between Ibn
Ridwan and At-Tayyib’s pupil Ibn Butlin, where it is emphasized
that Aristotle was also criticised in this commentary (Cf. Rosenthal,
The technigue etc. p. 54 n. 10 ‘Amicus Plato, magis amica veritas’ and
Meyerhof-Schacht, The medico-philosophical controversy, p. 111 translation,
P75 Arabic text). A note from his commentary on the Prior Analytics
is tf’ be found in Al-Hasan ibn Suwir’s treatment of the text. (Mantig
Aristia p. 103 n. 3 Badawi). His exposition of the Isagoge, in the form
of marginal notes commented upon by Al-Hasan ibn Suwir 1), was still
among the books used by Saladin’s court physician Ibn al-Matran (died
A.D. 1191) (cf. La revue de I'Académie Arabe de Damas 3 (1923) P-7
[S. M. Stern]. R. Walzer, Galen On Jews and Christians p. 87). 1 believe
then that this Greek commentator—however his name is to be spelled

! Cf. now Badawl, Mantiq Aristz 111, p. 1043 n. 5; P- 1045 N. ; p. 1047 . 2; p. 1061 n. 2.
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(Aelianus? A. Miiller in Fliigel’s edition of the Fihrist II p. 114 and
following him Meyerhof, Von Alexandrien, p. 35/421, very unlikely;
‘Albinus’; Ibn al-Qifti p. 35 n. 6 Lippert) was the main authority in
Al-Hasan ibn Suwir’s lecture course on the Categories. Yahya ibn ‘Adi’s
text was its base; but Yahya’'s commentary, which had been com-
missioned by Abfi Sulaiman al-Mantiqi and which was based on Ale-
xander’s lost Greek commentary (cf. Fihrist p. 248,241 F.) 1s only
twice referred to (no. 24: p. 163/371; no. 49: p. 173/379 Georr).

V. ON THE ARABIC VERSION OF THE DE INTERPRETATIONE

The marginal notes of the Hepl &punvelac, a small part of which I
studied in a photograph, are still unpublished, but they will be in-
cluded in a later volume of Badawi’s edition. No new evidence for the
text has turned up since Pollack’s edition. The Paris MS. again depends
on Al-Hasan ibn Suwir’s text which reproduces Yahya ibn ‘Adr’s copy
of Ishiq ibn Hunain’s autograph, and has, like the Categories, been
collated with ibn Zur‘a's copy of Yahyi. All the Syriac and Arabic
translations have changed the order of words of the Greek text in
16a 2 (vt dorv dmbpaoic xal xatdpaoi) giving to ‘affirmation’ the first
place and to ‘denial’ the second. I wish to point out that this problem
was already discussed by the ancient commentators, as we learn from
Boethius (Commentarsi in libros Aristotelis Tlepi éppmvelas IT p. 18, 26 ff.
Meiser, cf. the Greek commentary by Ammonius p. 16, 31 ff. Busse),
and that Syrianus, the master of Proclus {(who became head of the
Academy in 431/2), was in favour of this reading. Now the first Syriac
translator of the 5th century, the Nestorian Probhi, a contemporary of
Syrianus, has the same reading (cf. J. G. E. Hoffmann, ad locum). It has
been suggested, on different grounds, that this translator has close
connections with Syrianus (cf. A. Baumstark, Aristoleles bei den Syrern
I, Leipzig 1900, p. 142 fi.). The analysis of Al-Kindi's treatise on the study
of Aristotle has also shown that a Syriac tradition in which Al-Kindi was
interested was particularly close to the Athenian school and at variance
with the philosophical school of Alexandria with which the Christian
translators of the 1oth century and Al-Farabi appear to be intimately
connected (cf. Guidi-Walzer, Studi su al-Kindi 1, Roma 1940, Memorie
dell’Accademia dei Lincei Ser. VI, vol. IV, p. 375-390). Al-Kindi's
interest in Plotinus—in Aristotelian disguise—which he shares, as some
other features, with Avicenna (cf. Avicenna’s commentary, published
by Badawi, Aristi “inda *l-‘Arab pp. 35-74 and now G. Vajda, Les noles
d’' Avicenne sur la Théologie d’ Aristote, Revue Thomiste 1951, pp. 346-406).

|
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also connects him rather with the Athenian than with the Alexandrian
tradition. For the time being, these are only guesses though, in my view,
likely guesses. They are published in the hope that some other student
of Islamic Philosophy may have made similar observations.

VI. BADAWT'S EDITION OF THE PRIOR ANALYTICS
A.

The Arabic of the Prior Analytics yields copious information for
the textual and exegetical work of the 10th century Aristotelians. The
manuscript is copied from Al-Hasan ibn Suwar’s autograph which he
composed in A. H. 408 (A.D. 1018). (Cf. p. 228 Badawi and note. Georr
[p. 192] reads in the year 409 of Alexander, i.e. A.D. ¢81, without com-
ment) 1. He copied, but not without criticism and some additions of his
own (cf. below) the autograph of Yahyi ibn “Adi, who had reached the
end of the 7th chapter of the first book on Saturday the 25 Rabi® al-
Auwal A. H. 317 = A.D. 929, i.e. when he was 36 years old (p. 132 n. 1
Badawi). We knew already that Yahya ibn ‘Adi was neither a doctor
like Al-Hasan ibn Suwar (cf. above p. 66 n. 1) or Abid'l Faraj ibn at-
Tayyib (who was also secretary of the Katholikos, cf. above p. 71 n. 2),
Abd ‘Uthmién ad-Dimashqi (cf. above p. 6g) or Ar-Rizi or Avicenna
nor a tutor of princes like Al-Kindi, nor a high political dignitary like
Avicenna, but earned his livelihood as a distinguished copyist of manu-
scripts. (Cf. Ibn al-Qifti p. 361 Lippert; A. Mez, Renaissance des Islam,
Heidelberg 1922, p. 176). We learn now from one of his notes that his
father had already copied philosophical manuscripts which the son
consulted and that he had evidently inherited the craft from him (p. 144
n. 5 Badawi). We are also introduced to a learned copyist of Yahya's
autograph, Ab@ Bakr, (p. 127 n. 3, p. 129 n. 4, p. 133 n. 3), whom we
can by chance ‘identify as Abii Bakr al-Adami al-‘Attdr to whom the
master addressed a risila (Ibn al-Qifti p. 363, 16).

According to Ibn an-Nadim Abid Bishr Matti was the first to com-
ment upon the whole of the Prior Analytics in Arabic (p. 249, 10 fi.).

Before him his teacher Abii Ishiq Ibrahim (s, .5 who came to Baghdad

between 892 and 9oz (cf. Meyerhof, Von Alexandrien p. 28/414; Fihrist
P. 249, 9 f. Georr p. 199f. A. Baumstark, Aristoteles bei den Syrern
I p. 140) commented upon the first three figures, i.e. An. Pr. I 1-7. Abid

* If this date is correct — the reading of the MS does not seem absolutely certain — it reproduces
a lecture course given by the author in advanced years (he was born in A.D. 942), and if we are to
believe the biographical traditions followed by Meyerhof (Von Alexandrien p. 421/35 n. 3} — not
in Baghdad but in Khwarizm or Gbazna: which seems very unlikely.
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Bishr's commentary was used by his pupil Yahya ibn ‘Adi, and he is
still four times referred to by name in the Paris MS (p. 156 n. 3; p. 181
n. I; p. 278 n. I; p. 301 n. 2). He was not only interested in the argument
of Aristotle’s lecture courses but also in textual criticism; since however
he did not know any Greek (cf. D. S. Margoliouth, The Discussion —
above p. 66 — p.114), he could only fall back on earlier Arabic, and to
a much larger degree, on Syriac translations whose variant readings
he translated into Arabic. II 16.64b 30 xai y&p e (Arabic immd =
3) Shwe uy oulndyilerar -+ mimmd gila: “‘Marginal note in the hand-
writing of the excellent Yahya, God have mercy on him. ‘The words
mimmd gila are not in the Syriac’” (No specific version is mentioned as
so often, cf. below p. 114). Abii Bishr, may he live long {(cf. p. 66 and
p. 77) says that the addition is wrong (khata’), not needed and spoils
the meaning.” (p. 278 n. 1 Badawi, cf. the equally definite judgment
of Yahya b. ‘Adi below p. 79). A glance at the Greek text shows that his
judgment is correct The tradition thus established was carried on and
developed in his school. The only Greek commentator mentioned in

the MS — except . j-:“\ whom Al-Hasan ibn Suwar may have brought

in (p. 163 n. 3 ; cf. above p. 75) — is Themistius (p. 107 n. 8), and Abii
Bishr may depend mainly on him, since we learn from Ibn an-Nadim

(Fihrist p. 249, 5 fi. F1.) that he translated, i.e. from the Syriac, the last

three books of his commentary, the Greek of which is lost (Comm. in
Arist. Graeca XXIII 3 is spurious). It will then have been Abi Bishr
who selected Theodore abii Qurra’s Arabic translation as a textbook
to be read in the philosophical school, rejected Yahya ibn al-Bitrig's
translation (mentioned, with disapproval p. 112 n. 5, cf. below p. 8s)
and three other unspecified earlier Arabic translations (p. 141, nr. 2 and
3) and did not embark on a new translation, based on Hunain’s and
Ishaq’s recent Syriac text (cf. below p. 82 {.). To select a pre-Hunainian
translation as a textbook seems to have been not unusual. The greater
part of the Metaphysics was read in Astat’s translation (cf. above p. 68),
De caelo (cf. Ritter-Walzer, Arabische Ubersetzungen griechischer Arzte
in Stambuler Bibliotheken Si Ber Preuss. Ak. d. W. 1934 XXVI p. 827 (29)
n. 6) 1in Yahyi ibn al-Bitriq’s (cf. above p. 68 f.) translation, according
to Ibn an-Nadim (Fihrist p. 250, 28 £.), with whom one may compare

Averroes, De caelo 1II expos. 35: “Haec intentio () est difficilis

ad intelligendum ex ista translatione quam modo habemus ... nos enim
non habemus nisi translationem al-Kindi” (i.e. the translation made for
Al-Kindi!) “Translationes autem veriores sunt Isaaci” (cf. A. Nagy,

1 Catal. Codd. Mss. Orient. Mus. Brit. II, London 1846, p. 203.
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Beitrdge zur Geschichte der Philosophie des Mittelalters II 5, 1897
p- 69; below p. 83 n. 1). The same applies to Yahya ibn al~i3itri 's
translation of the De amimalibus (cf. Fikrist p. 251,"21 f. and Ri-ttgr-s
Wal_zer,. Arab. Ubers. p. 805/7n.3 and p. 827/29n. 7, G. Furlani, Le antiche
versioni .araba, latina ed ebraica del De part. animal. Riv. :ieg]i Studi
Orientali 9, 1921, pp. 237 ff.). Also the Arabic version of Aristotle’s
Meteorology has survived in Yahya ibn al Bitriq’s translation (Cf. Gnomon
10, 1934, P. 278 and L. Minio-Paluello, Note sull’ Aristotele Latino Medie-
vale, Riv. di Filosofia Neo-Scolastica 42, 1951, pp. 8 ff. of the off rint)

Cf. also Na‘ima’s translation of the Sophistici Elenchi, below p 8}; .
. As fa_r as we can ascertain from the few explicit referenc.;s. Yz.xhyi
ibn ‘A.dl continued and developed his teacher’s way of dealing wi'th te.xts
of Aristotle, consulting still other commentaries and additional sources
for the Arabic text. Thus we have a long note at the beginning (p. 104

n. 11. The word dji(is to be added from the MS in 1. 5 after W)

where the examples quoted, Homer and the Persian King ( FREA
A0V ) reveal the G i ot b

. al the Greek source, which, however, I have not been
able to identify — cf. below p. 102 on Heraclitus). His critical note on the
archetype of the text, p. 125 n. 3, is not clear to me: JoWl s 8

< v ; .

‘,,.\g. Jol (‘eafi 3) o kit s : % P. 134 n. 5 he puts forward a
sensxl.)le emendation of what is evidently a slight corruption in Theodore’s
Arabic text (azunnuhi, for the expression cf. P 100}, which however does
not fully restore the original Greek; I g, 30 a 31: Cdov piv ydp 6 &vbowmor
& dviyeng Eativ (MS \LiWA: Yahyd) ,\\ (MS .\S? Yahya) Kou
5y all, & - P. 141 1. 2 and 3 he discusses hitherto neglected sources

of evidence (Cf. below p. 82). Like Abii Bishr he does not withhold his
judgment, _cf. p- 114 n. 5. (Cf. above p. 78) — the exact reference is to
1. 8 Badawi—where he declares: ‘1 he words are to be read and not to be
thrown out”. There is a gloss by Yahyi p. 173 n. 3; p. 284 n. z (Cf. below
p. 8§). Pp. 301 n. 3, 302 n. 2, 304 n. 1 Ibn Suwir mentions that he found
Syriac explanatory notes on the margin of Yahya’s autograph and that
l‘le translated them into Arabic. (For Yahya cf. also his criticism of Abi
Ut.hm:'m’s translation of the Isagoge which he compares with the ‘old’
Syriac translations, Georr p. 194 and Mantig Aristi 111 p. 1052 1. 5)
.Before‘embarking on the analysis of the com;nentary in the Shé.lpe
given t‘? it by Ibn Suwar (so far as the copyist of the Paris MS has pre-
seryed it), this should be emphasized: As interesting as the interpre-
tation of all this new material may be for its own sake, its detailed
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treatment can only be justified if we realize that we are entitled to take
this kind of commentary as a pattern, I mean that this was the way in
which Greek philosophy was taught in the golden age of Islamic civi-
lization, in gth and 1oth and 11th century Baghdad. The Paris MS and
the many references in Averroes’ larger commentaries are the only rem-
nants of this remarkably high standard of philosophy reading in this time.
Ci. e.g. Bibl. Arab. Schol. V 2 (above p. 65) p. [8] fi.: two translations of
Metaph. & &attov in Leiden MS); p. [15] fi.: Metaph. T'; 0p. cit. VII p.
[60] fi.: Metaph. I; p. (70) ff.: two translations of Metaph. A in Leiden
MS. and isolated references to different translations by Averroes.

B.

Unfortunately the editor does not inform us whether the notes are
written by different hands, we learn only about their place in the MS,
either above the word or on the margin (for the abbreviations used cf.
Badawi Mantiqg Aristii p. 6. Pages and lines of Bekker’s edition are to
be found on the outer margin of Badawi's text but are neither always
reliable, nor, for obvious reasons, exactly corresponding). The notes
contain explanations or, possibly, corrections of single words or concepts,
or comment upon the arguments, or give textual variants, mainly from
different Syriac translations. I propose to deal here with the textual
variants in the first instance, because they constitute the most striking
achievement of the Arabic commentators. The notes connected with
single words are sometimes real corrections, sometimes grammatical
equivalents (not always correct), sometimes adaptations to later philo-
sophical terminology, and will have to be studied by whoever embarks
on a badly-wanted Greek-Arabic and Arabic-Greek glossary of the
Prior Analytics, on the basis of a new collation of the MS. Commentary
upon the argument is mostly on traditional Greek lines (Cf. e.g. p. 103, 1
where the yp# which is missing in the Greek — Ammonius, In Pr. An.
p- 12.6.. Acimer T xpi)- 'Armixdv 8¢ 16 E0og; very characteristically not
mentioned by Alexander — had to be added in the Arabic; or, eg. p.
107 n. 2 and p. 103 n. 3 about the oxowéc of the work. Cf. above p. 74) ;
sometimes it reflects also topical discussion in Arabic circles of the 1oth
century. (Cf. P. Kraus, Jdbir ibn Hayyadn 11 [cf. above p. 66-n. 4], p. 251
n. 2). It also deserves an analysis in its own right.

Compared with Hunain ibn Ishaq’s editorial methods, who, however,
was able to use older Syriac translations and manuscripts of the Greek
originals alike, Ibn Suwir’s procedure appears less daring, slightly un-
decided but perhaps handicapped by his incapacity to compare the
Greek as well as his Syriac and Arabic predecessors. Hunain's first step
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was always, as he tells us, to collect a number of Greek MSS (which were
evidently available then in Islamic lands), to establish a reliable Greek
text out of them and only then to embark on a Syriac or Arabic trans-
lation. (Cf. Risdla, e.g., no. 3). In this he followed the best traditions
of Greek scholarship, as practised, e.g., by Galen (whom he knew so
well) with regard to Hippocrates — the best evidence is in an otherwise
lost work by Galen which Hunain translated himself (Corp. Med. Graec.
V. 10.2, 2: eg. p. 233, 17 ff. — cf. above p. 62 and the review by H.
Diller, Gnomon 22, 1950, pp. 226 ff. R. Walzer, Galen on Jews and
Christians, Oxford 1949, p. 83) — and by the commentators on Aristotle,
which historians of classical scholarship appreciate so little. (Cf., eg.,
the passage from {\mmonius, De interpr. p. 8, 24-28 Busse, quoted by
Minio, p. XIII of the preface of his critical edition of the Aristotelean
text). He was certainly familiar with the practice of earlier Syriac
translators in this respect, especially translators of Scripture (Cf. F. .
Rosenthal, The Technique ctc. p. 28 ff. and p. 28 n. 3 on Jacob of
Edessa) — who laid particular emphasis on the problem of translation,
which has scarcely existed for Greek philosophers and physicians (it did,
however, exist for Latin versions of Greek philosophy, science, etc.).
But it had been very real for translators of the Bible like Origen (Cf.
e.g. P. Kahle, The Cairo Geniza, London 1947, pp. 159 fi.) and St. Jerome
(Cf. K. K. Hulley, Principles of textual criticism known. fo St. Jerome,
Harvard Studies in Classical Philology 55, 1944, p. 87 ff.). The same
applies, though in a minor degree, to the method followed by Syriac
translators of theological and profane Greek texts. (For the Syriac
translations of Christian authors like Gregory of Nyssa and Ps. Diony-
sius the Areopagite cf. the very interesting, only too short statement of
H. Langerbeck, Gnomon, 22, 1950, p. 377).

Before I deal with Ibn Suwir’s textual material in detail, I quote
from a long note to be found in his treatment of the Sophistici Elenchi.
After mentioning that there are earlier translations, he says: “‘Since we
like to inform ourselves about the share of each of the previous translators,
we have written out all the <three versions > which fell into our hands
so that they can all be studied and help mutually towards the under-
standing of the meaning”. (Georr p. 199, cf. the last sentence on P- 200

wdy M Il g S o el S g, Uk G et W
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Ba(.iawi reproduces on p. (30) of his general introduction the colophon
whu-:h tells us that the first Arabic version copied was by Yahya ibn
‘Adl <made from the Syriac of Theophilus of Edessa> (Fihrist p.
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249. 22 Fl. Cf. above p. 69 n. 2) and transcribed from Yahya’s autograph
by Al-Hasan ibn Suwir, that the second Arabic translation was by
Tsa ibn Zur‘a (Cf. above p. 70) from the Syriac of Athanasius of Balad
(C{. above p. 68) and that again the autograph was copied by Ibn Suwar,
that the third ‘old’ (gadim) Arabic translation was attributed to Ibn
Ni4ma (cf. above p.68) and copied by Ibn Suwar from a manuscript
in the hand of the great philosopher Al-Farabi himself. In this extreme
case, which reminds us of the & #\atvov and the A of the Metaphysics
in the Leiden MS (Cf. above p. 80) Ibn Suwir has taken up an attitude
similar to that followed by H. B. Swete in his Cambridge edition of the
Greek Septuagint (The Old Testament in Greek, 3 Vols, Cambridge 1887 ff.).
He did not provide a definite text, as Hunain ibn Ishdq would have
tried to do, but left the choice to the intelligent reader, not having, as
in the case of the Categories and the De interpretatione, a translation
of the school of Hunain at his disposal. He acts similarly in the case of
the Prior Analytics, but he does not give the translations referred to
in full — Yahya ibn al-Bitriq (Cf. above p. 68) and three unspecified
‘old’ translations (p. 141 Badawi) — and refers in many passages to
Syriac variant readings which he translates. He very seldom gives his
own judgment, and only professes three times to have corrected the
text of Theodore from the Syriac, p. 172 n. 2 (Il 5) muslak min as-
surydni (= dwpbolv) 1, without specification, and so again p. 249 1. 3,
p. 216 and n. I a lacuna of two lines is filled from the Syriac. That
however he acted so consistently thréughout, may be inferred from the
interesting colophon of the second book of the Topics which seems to
imply that at least in this case he relied on Abil Bishr’s collation of
Syriac MSS. Cf. below p. 102 n. 1). Yahya ibn ‘Adi’s conjecture (p. 134
n. 5. cf. above p. 79) is not put into the text. (In accordance with Greek
practice? Cf. P. Maas, Eusthatios als Conjecturaikritiker, Byzantinische
Zeitschrift 36, 1936, p. 28: ,Lesungen, die als Conjecturen anerkannt
waren, werden in den Text der Handschriften nicht vor 1300 aufge-
nommen.”) His own judgment is withheld, according to the ruling
referred to, but the variant readings mentioned in the notes are, as we
shall see, mostly better than the text on which the reading of the book
is based. It is a critical method which can be respected, and which is
not without parallel in Byzantine philology.

We knew from the Fihrist that Hunain embarked on a Syriac trans-
lation of the Prior Analytics and that Ishidq finished it. We learn now
that Hunain stopped at I 14, p. 33 b 14 and that the remaining part was

v Ct. e.g. Porphvry, Vit Plotini cap. 7. Euscbius, Hist. Ecel. V 28, 15.

The Arabic Translations of Aristotle . 83

done by Ishaq. (p. 148 n. 2 — cf. Georr p. 192). A man like Hunain would
certainly have made a new translation on the basis of this Syriac text
(cf. above p. 80) but Ibn Suwir and his predecessor did not. The other
Syriac translators mentioned by name are Athanasius (Badawi p- 113
n. 4, p- 115 n. 4, p. 116 n. 2, p. 284 n. 2. Cf. the survey below) and
Theophilus (p. 105 n. 2, p. 106 n. 3, p. 110 n. 4 p. 111 n. 2, p- IIz2n. I,
p. 113 n. 4, p. 115 n. 2, p. 116 n. 2, p. 284 n. zand 3. Cf. the survey be-
low), who were liked, as it appears, by Yahyaand Ibn Zur‘a respectively.
Ibn Suwar’s appreciation of Athanasius is unambiguously negative
as can be seen from his note at the end of the Sophistici Elenchi, whic};
is also in other respects interesting. He says (Cf. Georr, p. 198 f., Badawi
p- 30f) "“The translator who wants to convey the meaning <of the
author whom he translates > must understand the language from which

he translates, ()i, \@o Q). Georr prints \ | but translates cor-
rectly) so that he can think in it ( ,3.aj) like a native speaker of the

language, and he must know how to use the language from which he
translates and the language into which he translates. But the monk

Athanasius did not understand (',g.',, with Georr: (..s Badawi) what
Aristotle meant, and hence (4\s Badawi) mistakes have necessarily

crept in.” Those who based their Arabic translations on Athanasius
had to change them, trusting to their better understanding of Aristotle’s
argument. ! Theophilus of Edessa is once blamed very severely by
Hunain (Riséla no. 84) for his rotten and bad translation (tarjama
habita radi’a) of Galen’s ‘YTyiewvg, evidently made from one bad Greek
MS, neither from more MSS nor from a philologically corrected text.

Most of the Arabic translator’s references to ‘Syriac translations
of the. Prior Analytics are given without the translator’s name, an(i
there is no way of ascertaining whether they go back to the Hunain-

! Cf. F. Rosenthal Review of Galen On medical experience, Isis 36, 1945-46, p. 253 f. (qQuotation
from ag-Safadi); “There are two methods of translation used by the translators. One is the method
of Yuhanni ibn Bitrig, Ibn an-Natima al-Himsi and others. According to this method the trans-
lator renders each Greek word by a single Arabic word of an exactly corresponding meaning, thus
estab!ishing the translation of one word after the other, until the whole has been translated. '

This method is bad on two counts. (1) There are no cortesponding Arabic words for all Greek
worc.ls; therefore, in this kind of translation many Greek expressions remain as they are. (2) Syn-
tactic peculiafities and constructions are not the same in one language as in the other. Mistakes
are also caused by the use of metaphors which are frequently used in all languages.

The ?ther method of translating into Arabic is that of Hunain ibn Ishagq, al-Jawhari and others.
According to this method, the translator grasps in his mind the mear;ing of the whole sentence.
and then renders it by a corresponding sentence in Arabic, regardless of the congruence or lack of
ct.mgruence of the individual words. This method is better. Therefore Hunain’s books need no revi-
siom, except in the field of mathematics which he did not completely master. Cf. below p. 89 ff.

G
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school or to earlier translations. Since Badawi has not discussed ‘them
properly I give a full survey of all of them. (Tllxe commfantary is by
myself, unless the contrary is stated. Some variant Syriac feadlngs,
mentioned in Ross’s edition (cf. Introd. p. 88 ff.), are also discussed,
and so are the few Arabic variants listed by Ibn Suwar. About other
MSS of Theodore's translation cf. below p. ¥g ff.).

C.t
(Th = Theodore abid Qurra)
11 (Badawl p. 104 1. 3): The words 24 a 13 [heTd — 14 53¢ are omitted by Th(eodore) but
preserved in the Syriac transiations.

— {p. 105 n. 2): 24 a 19 ) ph Ten om. Theophilus. . o
{p. 104 0. 3 laced by Badawl, should be p. 105 n. 5): The “Syriac translations™ give

a more exact rendering of 24 a 22 &a(pépct — 25 Egtwv Th. is rather free; p. 105, 1. 6 I read
dx Jol <3s\>, with the Syriac and with n. 7, 1. 4 (cf. a 23 Afrg Oavépou poplov)
{n. 7, 1. 2 read, with the MS \:\ instead of \i)).

. )
{p. 105 n. 8): Hunain’s more exact and elegant translation of 24 a 25 {. 008&v — GUA-

Aoytopév is quoted. 4
—  (p. 106 n. 3): 24 a 28 § ph — &nAidg om. Theophilus, who p
xxtapdot 7 dropdaet a 29.
(p. 106 n. 5}: Hunain’s version, again, corresponds better to the Greek text of 242 29

bably reprod a reading

xatdpaots — Tpbov.

— (p. 107 B. 2 1. 13 read with the MS & gy instead of né,). )
(p. 108 n. 1): 24 b 17°cuNhoytopds — 22 dvayratov Tk. om. .the words ®20 16 -~ 21 Tabta
oupBaivery, which are provided by the “‘S(yriac translations)”. T.h. and S. translate
Tivey P19 with ‘more than one’; a MS quoted (wrongly) p. 107 n. 8 gwes_ the exact trans;
lation. TA. and the MS. read a 20 tabt& instead of the correct reading TabTa, presupp
by S. and, according to p. 107 n. 8. suggested by Themistius. (Cf. above p. 78). lnsleac? of

* 3pou®z2 Th. translates ‘another thing’ but S. have the equivalent for Spou (Badawi prints

CJ“" N ;3\._)‘ d\, but the MS has jo instgad of). — p. 108, 7. 1 propose to read

< Jf 1> #\.2| and not to charge the translator with the omission. .

{p. 108 1. 5): 24 b 26 T 3¢ — 28 EoTiv om. Th. Added in the ‘Syriac translations’.

—  (p. 108 n. 6): 24 b 28 Myopev; above the line, in red JJE)' for J\L_ \‘), correct.

12 (p. 109 n. 1): 252 1 Th. starts a main clause (isJis ‘K,), the ‘Syriac lm:uldiom' have
vees \K o.\J |, nstead, which corresponds to the Greek beginning érel 8t ndox npbramg.
The words 7 7ol Omdpyew are rendered with Py I\ Y ‘Jﬁ o\ Ll by Tk, but, more
appropriately, with §,5 4, L\ & by S. (which, however, pervert the- order of the al-

ternatives which follow).

1 Explanation of the Sigla used for the Greek MSS referred to in this sect_io? and in section VII
A = Urbinas 35, saec. IX vel X; B = Marcianus zo1, A.D. 995; C = Coislianus 33.0. saec. XI;
d = Laurentianus 72, 5, saec. XI; n = Ambrosianus 490, sacc. IX; Al = Ayexander 'm An. Pr. 1;
Am = Ammonius in An. Pr. I; An = Anonymus in An. Post. II; P = Phlloponus- in An. Pr. et
Post.; T = Themistius in An. Post.; Al° = Alexandri, etc. citatio; Al' = Alexandri etc. lemma.
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13 (P 130 n. 4): 25233 el ydp — 34 Umdpyot Th. refers oOBE to ¢€ dvdying, Theophilus {1
found this text in Theophilus’ version like that") refers it to Tivi ¢ B, more appropriately.
Botb fill up the conditional clauses with some explanatory words.

_ (p- 111 n.2): 25 a38 1ddvaryxatov xal t& ph dvayxaiov, wrong Th. J;’ ‘5)\)‘5\[‘ ._l‘

lall correct Theophilus: s s . o sad)y (Does M. presuppose another
word in Th.'s Greek [?) MS,?).

— (111 n ) 25b 4 (a) ) 76 £ dvdyoang Srdpyew (D) §) T wi) ¢ dvdying uh brdpyety:
(a) dvdynng + wh A* B* € d Al George the Bishop of the Arabs (Athanasius’ pupil, cf.
above p. 100 n. 5), Theodore: om. Ross with other Greek MSS and Prabhd b) unt om. Th.;
#N? om. A B'C d Al and ‘in the Syriac’ — (I dont't understand p. 111 n. 8).

— (p. iii, L. 12): 25b 7 061 om. Probha, George the Bishop. Th. does not follow this Syriac tra-
dition.

—_ (p- 112, n. 1): After 25% mpétaoig Theophsius wrongly adds something like xal dpolwg
odx dvrtiotpéget. This may also be an, equally wrong, correction of the preceding words
(adding a wrong negation) — which may have slipped inadvertently into the text.

— {p. 112 n. 3): Th. has misunderstood the ing of TG} wepuxévae 25 b 14 (‘it is natural’)
and translates ‘in the natural things' subordinating it to &¢ &nl T moAd. Ibn Suwar
says in the note that the words in question are not ‘in the Syriac’ (which is certainly to be
preferred to his version), but gives in the following note a quite mistaken explanation of
Theodore’s text without taking the ‘Syriac’ into account.

—  {p. 112, 1. 8): 25 b 17 GrepnTixi) om. Probha, George, Th.

— {p.-112n.5):25b 17 7 & dv péper dvriorpépet ,,In Ibn al Bifrig's translation: ‘But the
particular (scil. negative premiss) does not convert’ — he has just slipped”. (One of the
few definite statements of this kind).

I 4 (p. 113 n.4): 25b 26-31. For once, all the Syriac translators considered by Ibn Suwir are
quoted. Hunain agrees with Theodorus, Theophilus with Athanasius' whose text is ot
translated); *26 %87 is omitted by Tk. and Humain (?) but given by Theophilus and Atha-
nasius; ®27 GoTepov — 29 quARoYtawby Theoph. (and Ath.) change the order of the sen-
tences, speaking first about syllogism, then about demonstration — a difference similar to
the one to be found in the first sentence of the Ilepl &puyveias. (ct. above p. 76), and
which will also be based on a different Greek MS.

— (p. 113 n. 6): 25 a, 37 f.: After “tol B’ Athan. adds a long explanation which perhaps was
not meant originally to become part of the text. (Cf. p. 112 n. 1).

—  {p. 114,1. 3): 26 a 2 dohoubel 4L., Ross: bdpyes codd. Th.

- {p- xu‘n. 1): ,,Like this in the other Syriac translations" Probably referring to the omission

of Tép tabra elvar 26a 4.

—  (p- 114 1. 2): The words 26 a1 &66Te — a8 ouXhoyiopés are very freely rendered by Th.;
the words undevds 8¢ &vrog dvayxaiou are omitted. The ‘Syriac’ gives the missing
words and follows the Greek more closely. (Read Jo), *s* odae <oo> (b ¥ <

— (p. 114 n. 3): After26a9 = p. 14,8 ;\d\i — 10 ;)\._.[\ “I did not find the section
marked by these signs at its beginning and end anywhere in the Syriac translations.
It is also unknown in the Greek {(cf. ad p. 116 n. 1).

' Always u‘“:‘ in Badawl’s text of the Prior Analytics, the correct form in the Preface
and in the Topics
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(p. 114 n. 4): Instead of 26a 11 ... dmorhun — ypauuh — letpuch, tob uih Smdp-
yew émiathun — ypauph — povdg Tk. has ‘an-wuty’ (fmothun?) — horse-man’ and for
the negative relation 'an-mufg — horse-ass’. The ‘Syriac’ gives the correct text. (Ci. a
similar case in the Categories above p. 71).

(p. 115 n. 1) *: 26 a 17 & 8 & péper npdg tdv Erepov — correctly rendered ‘in the Syriac’;
wrong Th. \ 35 J-.\jb

{p. 115 n. 2): 26 a 20 &tav — 31 &8Uvatov. Theophilus quoted. Both translations are not
satisfactory. Theoph. adds 7 ovepnTuedv after EAatvov, Th. after &30vatov ‘that there
is syllogism’ — whith is certainly to be supplied in thought.

(p. 115 n. 4): 26 a 24 obxobv — 25 Undpyew. Theophilus quoted, ‘he agrees with Atha-
masius as far as the meaning goes’. Tk. omits oUxobv (which is given by Theoph.) and mis-
understands ot ‘is, means’ (1;3\s ..., ¥ ) which is, at any rate, more adequately

rendered by Theoph. (Vogmye ........ o5
(p. 116 n. 1): 26 a 30 An@Bévrag + p. 116, 1 U5, — 5 (marked by signs in the MS.)
‘not in the Syriac translations’. The section is also unknown in the Greek. (cf. above
(p. 85 ad p. 114 0. 3).
p. 116 n. 2): 26 a 30 ddv — 33 8vrog. “There is, in this section, great divergence in the
‘Syriac lations’ ', Theophilus, Atk and Hunain are quoted; Ross’s apparatus
criticus and his note, p. 303 are to be pared. Th. has ch d the order of the Greek
sentences, placing odx Fotat ouloyiopds at the end of the section — but this is merely
stylistic. Theoph, Athan. and Hunasin keep it. Apart from other minor stylistic differences,
the main variants, which are almost all to be found in Greek MSS. as well, are in the sen-
tence a 32 obre (1) xaragatiked obre (2) dmopatikel Tob (3) ddioplaton ) (4) xorvd
uépog Svrog (in Ross’s edition which I follow). Theodore — like A. J. Jenkinson in the
Oxford translation (vol. I, Oxford 1928. Cf. against this translation, W. D. Ross, Critical
Edition p. 303) — makes 7ol ttépou (scil. the major premiss) the subject which is to be

pp. 1 : “And when the other ( As‘\j\, but corrected above
the line to J;q\ cf. p. 116 n. 3) term is indefinite or (4) particular, whether it is negative
or positive, there will be no syllogism.” He follows (4) the reading #, also to be found in
two old Greek MSS, 4 and 4, and adopted by Ross. Theophil. = Athan. and Hunain have,
with Probki and George and all the Greek MSS except / (3) othte instead of Tol. What
Th.'s Greek MS. had, is difficult to ascertain in this case as in (1) and (2) where he may
have read #) — ) instead of ofite — olte, but this is doubtful. Concerning (4) Theophilus-
Athan. certainly translate olre, to be found only in d* and in Probkd and George, whereas
Humain seems to presuppose Tob, to be found in the Greek MS. C, the corrected text of B
and, as it seems, in Alexander: “There will be no syllogism, neither if the particular premiss
is positive or negative or indefinite”. (a 30 Hxtrtov is rendered with the comparative
asghar by Theophiluss, but with saghir by Tk. and Hunain. For a similar vacillation cf.
p. 115 n. 3 {26 a 21 peiov]) Ibn Suwidr can certainly not be blamed for not having
made his own choice; if a greater philosopher, like Averroes, had come across a similarly
rich tradition, he might have been able to.

There are much fewer critical notes in the remaining part of the Prior Analytics.
(p. 127 L ii): 28 b 25 obx Eort Aafeiv read &% o\ 4 J=__ Y (aes Badawli).
(p. 128 n. 6): 29a 2 &yptov; ‘Syriac’: Th. 4.;“\ = #vudpov (above the line ‘5}\ -

BaAdrriov) Greek variant reading.

lied in thought and tr

! Wrong reference in Badawi.

112
113

114
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1 41

142

144
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(p. 141 n. 2-4) Only interesting for different technique of translation.
(p- 143, L 2): 32 a 25 dvricelpeva » George the Bishop; dvticelpeva + todtowg
A BCd Th. (rather vobtep \ih).
(p-146,1. 7): 332 4 om. . Geor, i : i
(p. 1 ) ge et, ut vid., dlexander: habet Th. with the other Greek
(p. 117 n. 2): 33a 20 & ydp Ti¢ dvmoTpogiic mepalvetar TS dvayxaiov. The reading
Tepaivetal is in A* u George and éppears to be rendered by Th. (read f;: for ,‘__é cf. p
155 0. 2; Pp. 274, 2, 11 for mepalvetar 66a 23). The Syriac presupposes the altt;mati\'e
reading yivetat (4 BCd), renders dvaryxai
, YXotov more correctly with 4
cupmépacpa ) and adds th i 2 (Th renders
a the same word again, unnecessarily, as attribute to &vno‘rpo(pﬁc

{p. 153, L. 1): 36 VAl :

): 34 a 18 Anprréov, read oty o) e, (Jog Badawi), and accordingly
P- 153 n. 1 (cf. p. 127 L. 11).
17 (p. 153 1. 11.14): 37b 13 xal Stav — 16 &nddetbeg om. Th. (the words may have

dropped out of his Greek MS, throuy i
y gh Homoioteleuton. Badawi inserts hi i
from the Greek into the text! (p. 153 n. 3). s onn transiation

:5. 172, 1. 17): 39 a 22 1'6 dvdeybpevoy otepnTdy A BCd Theod. (coni. Philop.):
( otepnTinév n Alex. Phslop. Ross (cf. Ross, Critical Edition P. 365)

P- 173 n. 3): Ibn Suwar reject iti ai i di

- rejects an addition by Yahyi ibn “AdI which he did not find in the
(p- 177, L. 14): 41 a 3 (Badawi’s references to Bekker's Pages should have been checked on
the proofs). ph MgBévrog read o’ f\ 131 for soy, ...

;p;axas n.2): p. 185, L 12 Qﬁ — 13 L\ (after 42 b 24 tpbrov) are not to be found in
skdg’s translation, and do not exist i i i

— N ot exist in the Greek either. (The sign of the note is in the
(p. 208, n.2): 48237 dnodewtol (dmodewxtinod AB'Cdn) 8vroc Tk.:
‘Syriac’ A gay appears to be indifferent.

(p-214n.2): 49 b 22 €l 32 xab’ o v td B Myetar Th.: J\;; N .,KJ‘ J\;'\ XKL
N1 PR

CAne e R

S ade. Syriac . J\“.1 o st ) é"’ ..... — nearer to the Greek.
(P- 214 0. 3): 49 b 25 €l pévrol T A Myerar uab’ o Gv 5 B Aéyetal xatd woavrée.
‘Syriac’ Th.
<> el ol Vs ol
SRV

KX e g i §e
QJJ?}_\.Q\‘S‘GU

df\i.x?_,._

(p. 215, L. 12 \j, ~ 14): belong to cap. 42.

(p- 216 and n. 1) : p. 82 above.

(p- 216, 1. 4): 50 a 9 TeETarypévov B » Th.: Tetaypéva Ross.

(p. 216, n.2): soazr obx ¥orv mEca Shvaug tiv dvavriwv: The reading maca
(ABCn Al) is in the ‘Syriac’ iy ‘FU_J, whereas Th. may have like George the
Bishop (with A% B?C* read i) Shasyd ) u‘!‘ or even:<;_x>b> i,5. But the MS
of Th. may also just have omitted y -

- JE kel ke
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146 (p. 225, n. 1): S2a 19 dnépaci;, on the margin in red add. ‘the particular’ -

(323£\) “This is not in the ‘Syriac’".

11 9 (Badawi p. 261 n. 5: 61a 6 v éxdote oxhpatt Th.: J_{.. Jf a8. ‘Synac <f> 3

Il 16 (p. 278 n. 1): Cf. above p. 79,—A similar wrong addition has crept into the text of Metaph.
A 7, 1072 a 24 (p. 1588, 2 Bouyges). After ¥ott vofvuv 71 xal 8 »ivel the Lemma of
Alexander insects ‘since it is not moved'. Neither the ‘other version' quoted p. 1591,
6 B. nor the otherwise mistaken translation by Astit, quoted on the margin of the Leyden
MS give these words. {Cf. also below p. 108.)

—— (p. 280 n. 1): 65 a 30 after Tplrey + ‘And equally in the first’ Th. ,,Al-Hasan: I did not find
it in the Syrsac in Ishidq’s translation'.

H 17 (p. 283 n. 3): 65 b 4 dvarpeby: );j\ Tk. ,,Al-Hasan: In the ‘Syriac’ &:’\" (cf. p. 282,
1. 8; p. 283, L. 15), correctly (but rejected by Al-Hasan who proposes: \_)\.!).

—  (p- 282 n. 2): 65 b 26 dpatpeBévrog Tob A. Th. has A B instead, corrected in the ‘Syriac’.

— (p. 283 n. 2): 66 a 9 &A)ou Tlepévou +‘0K. Th. ,.;& is not in the ‘Syriac’ "

— (28¢ n. 2): 66a 13 €l pelfwv Eotiv §) &vrdg Tijc dxtée. Th.: “‘that the exterior is greater
than the interior”. “The excellent Yahya: In the Syriac “‘the interior is greater than the
exterior”. “Al-Hasan: In Ishiq’s translation. But Athanasius agrees with the Arabic and
so does Theophilus'™. A very interesting note.

I1 18 (p.284n.3aud5): 66az20(1)el & &x mherbvwv (2) olov 70 piv I' 8ia tév AB (3) tadra
8¢ 3 téwv AEZH (4) todtwv 1t ¥otar tév dndve Yeidoc, Only Iskdg translates (4)
exactly, Th. and Theopkilus blur the meaning. In (3) the Greek letters AEZH made diffi-
culties (Jenkinson translates DEFG!): Th. and Theophilus have dal, hd say (ddil MS.: cor-
rexi, cf. p. 298, 1. 10: 68 b 1 and p. 298 n. 3 — Post. An. p. 391, 6; p. 396, L. 10) yd (itacism
for H, cf. also Theodorus 44 a 30 b 11 12 19) — but Ishiq has ddl, ki, say (44l NS.) kd !, i.e.
he has the Syriac consonant, which has the place of H in the Syriac and in the old Semitic
alphabet. (from which the original Greek H was, in its turn, derived) .

—  (p. 284, L 12): 66 a 22 Aéyog + ¢eudig n. Th. presupposes the same text as .

11 21 (p. 288 n. 3 and 4): ‘My translation’ The meaning of these notes is not clear to me.

11 24 (p. 297 n. 2): 692 15 Stav — Odrepov om. Th. i retransl the words
from the Greek but overlooks that Ibn Suwir has noticed the fact as well and translated
them from the ‘Syriac’ in the note. (Cf. above ad p. 116 n. 2). As to be expected, the an-
cient translation is better than the recent attempt at emendation. (Which Greek text
Badawi retranslates Il 25, 69 a 25 [cf. p. 298 n. 1} is not clear, 7 piv odv Emomyuy St

Si8axtdy pavepdv can only correspond to o laze {!; <J‘ AR VT

I 25 (p. 298 n. 3): 69 a 32 EZ — Th. wdw zay ‘‘So in Yahy#'s autograph. But I went back to the
Syriac translations and found kd zay (Cf. above, ad p. 284 n. 3 and s)". Interesting for
1bn Suwir'’s independence. (Cf. above p. 71).

11 27 (p. 303 n. 3): 70 a 38 Swxpopic — elpnuévag. The Syriac corresponds better to the Greek.

—_ (p. 304 n. 6) 70b 10 after ndfog 4 o_x,\\ i Y \‘,.‘\j Th. “This is not in the ‘Syriac’ ™

1 So also Abu Bishr, following Ishiq, An Post. I 19, 81 b 36 (p. 368, 1. 3) I 25, 86b 1 (p. 391,
1. 6) p. 396, 14.

* Strange is wdw for K (44 a 40, 61); one would expect yd, but this already used. O is expressed
by té An. Post. I 19, 81 b 34.

The Arabic Translations of Aristotle - 8¢9

D.

Apart from the variant readings to be found in different translations,
Ibn Suwar puts on record some variant readings which he picked up in
other not specified manuscripts of Theodore abii Qurri’s Arabic text. !

I give a rapid survey of them, following the order of the Prior Ana-
lytics without attempting any classification. Some other variants and
attempts at emendation—of uncertain origin—are also mentioned in this
section.

I1 (p.1og4n 4): 24a14 xal 7. ... xavyyopeicBat. One MS has 3 J_,.U' and 3 J)“
instead of ‘} J ),s\ and Jg J)“"‘ Although both words are possible equivalents for
xaTyyopely, the old translations (cf. e.g. Stwdi su al-Kindi I, p. 391 = cap. 11T 1; p. 165.
aba-Rida) Ishaq ibn Hunain (cf. Georr’s Index p. 217 and 237 f. and Pollack’s Index pp.
40, 52, 62); the school of Abi Bishr {cf. e.g., the ‘translations from the Syriac’ p. 104 n.3,
above p. 84 and Averroes, e.g., prefer J,,- in the strict sense of ‘predication’. But
someone who has a share in the Paris MS preferred J | gas cf. . 104 nn. 5 and 7, and Th.

Is inconsistent himself (24 b16 it is translated by 1. and JA) e & s
Cf. also Ibn Suwir’s note p. r18 n. 3} 3.

—_ (p. 107 n. i): 24 b 15 T viv is added in red above the line; by whom ? From another MS?

— (p. 107 1. 6): 24 b 17 % (4 B C d George Th.; om. Ross, with other Greek MSS) npooTifepévon
) Suxrpoupévon ((# 8. secl. Ross p. 20} Th. translates, as if he read %) npoond. <ob elvat
xal Tob pd) elvor (g Yy o, : Ba, had omitted the first word, which is however
in the Paris MS) H Biatp. 7ol elvar xol 100 ph elvar, the other MS suggests
only 7ol elva after mpoat. “since it happens either through the division (Th.
|.\_;;\, :MS. ...... Whlay > ' WAL\, L) of the two or together with the di-
vision of the two” (add. Al-Hasan?)

—  (p. 107 n. 8 — belongs to p. 108, L. 11.}: 24 b 18 oulhoyiopés — 20 elvar Tk. has here
giyds (i d of sullijismaus, sullijismisdt 24 a 3 and 24 a 26) 4, but a MS has sullajismis.
I believe that this was actually written by Th.; and there is evidence which enables us to
make this a very likely guess. In the case of &raywY¥, (‘reduction of one problem to another)’
we find IT 25, 69 a 20 ‘induction’ (!) *) in the text but abdghs#ji above the line (p. 297 n. 4)

} No variants from other Arabic MSS are mentioned in the Posterior Analytics which
were translated by Aba Bishr himself. But in Abii ‘Uthman ad-Dimasql’s translation of Aristotle’s
Topics 1-VI many such variants are to be found, cf. pp. 473, 496, so1, 503, $12, 516, 520, 527,
532, 552, 567, 596, 609 Badawli (cf. above p. 61); similar passages occur in his translations of treatises
by Alexander of Aphrodisias and Themistius, which also show traces of having been studied in
Abu Bishr's and Yahya ibn ‘Adi’s school, cf. Aristi “inda’} Arab pp. 255, 276, 279, 300, 315 Badawi
(cf. above p. 61 {.).

') 3\ Badawl.

* Read al-magil xatryopolpevov for al-gaul I 5, 26 b 36 (p. 118 Badawi).

4 In both cases corrected to giyds, above the line, cf. p. 104 n. 1-2 and p. 106 n. 1. Cf. also p.
122 1. 2, 1. 5 sWddjismus and al-Hwirizmi, Mafdtik al-‘uliom p. 147, 8 van Vioten.

§ istigra’. Elsewhere &maywyh is rendered by iltigit (p. 183, 1. and 15) and even kiss
{p. 289, L. 23).
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and the same wrong translation and corresponding correction a 27 {p- 2_98 n 2t In
the chapter on ‘Objection’ (II 26) the Greek word — Botaag — ansfasis occurs ffmr
times 69 a 36; 37; 69 b; (cf. p. 299,1. 3. 4.5 and the explanatory note‘p: 299 n. x)'b 29
without any additional explanation in the text *. In the chapter on the bnth?'mem » on
‘inference from signs’ (II 27), we find anthimimd (&v00npa 70 2 9), three m.nes'mqfn
(elxdg 70a 2,3, 5)* and tagmaryin (vexpptov 70 b 4) again without explanation in the
text *. A few remnants of an originally much wider use of Greek terms are also to be fOul’.ld.
e.g. in the ‘old’ translation of Aristotle’s Metaphysics by Astat (cf. above p. oe) — which
Averroes used—although they appear in a rather corrupt form: I' 2, 1005 a 13 $€ Onobiceng

= p. 331, 10 Bouyges u‘"\“)“\ t—"’ (without explanation in the text); 3, 1005 b 14
awnébetov = 341, 16 B. U,...\.\.\' i (without explanation); b 16 OnéOeorg = p.
141, 16 u,._}o\.\ — All these three passages have been misunder?to?d Ey Avetroc-s,
who explains UnéBeatg is if it were &veipaoigs. — A 3, ror4 2 31 " ob ThHe culaBiic
p. 497,13 B. LR - Jf 35, without explanation (cf. the Syriac silibi, Georr p. 410).
With explanation I' 3, 1005 b 29 dvtipaoig = p. 346, 1B. @ & J“ U_.__\;;,;Y\

A less well studied text like Ps. Galen’s commentary on Hippocr.ates De septimanis (cf.
above p. 62) has kept an ishingly great ber of Greek words in the text; Bergstrisser
gives a list of thirty words in his edition {op. cit. p. 202; + 15 proper names). '
1t can be shown only in one case that a Greek word has !aterA taken t-he. place of an t'\rabxc
word. (66, cf. op. cit. p. XIV. Cf. Bergstrisser, Hunfu'n ibn Islmq‘ p- 81, 8. :\le)erhoi-
Schacht, Uber die medizinischen Namen etc. p. 8 u. 2). Nitima's translation .of the Theolog.y
of Aristotle’ has preserved dvrehéyewa (antaladiyd) ¢, without explanation 7, and, as in

! The translation of draywY? = ‘reductio ad absurdum® (e.g. 28 a 21) is a different ms:tt.er.‘

2 There is an explanation I 1,24 a 22: % dnoSetxrind wpbraog al-‘muqaddama al-afidiqtiyya
(cf. the Syriac equivalent) <wa-kiya al-burkiniyya> — 9 Swdexnixy xpéjtaam al-muqaddamla
ad-diydligtigiyya <wa-hiya al-jadaliyya>. Comparable 'are the explfin_atlfms of ;utcxn:;r-,:
dnoBeixtuch, dvribeoig (antithasis), &Elopa (aksiyamd), bréleaig {ayibathisis), drcdBeiig (abit
diksis) Anal. Post. I 2, 72 a 10. 12. 17, 20. . )

3 70 a 10 the translator may have read v86§wv instead of elxérowv —hehas 35,2 ladia o
(cf. also 70 a 4) — unless he found it difficult to form the plural of asgiés. For the strange trans-
i . below p. 94 f. )
h'c‘o(l;f?falasiz:uqc:us x\')xv:; 93.:33 32, to be found also in Al-Hasan'’s comm.en_tary on the Cawgone:
no. 49 Georr (pp. 174/381, 6-7, cf. Simpl., Cat. p. 87, 32 K.) and Themistius p 323, x(: Badaw!
(cf. above p. 62). But this is a special case. Cf. also Ypappanixds (below p. “o8) and Téprapog
(be'loi:tql;. ;‘:l)s would not have happened in the 10th century school of Baghfﬂd. Aven*oo‘s did not
know any Syriac not to speak of Greek. Cf. also Bouyges, Averroés, b.lljtapkystque, Il:,de:l E, p. 28s.

& Cf. also the explanation of the Greek term Al der of Aphrod p. 289, 12 I (at.aove
p- 62).This transliteration of X corresponds to Syriac and Coptic usage, cf E. Schwyur: Griechische
Grammatik 1, Miinchen 1939, p. 206 f. Avicenna knew the form antélébxyi. cf. Margoliouth, Ana-
lecta etc. p. 108. Cf. Plato Arabus 1, p. 45.

7 p. 43, 14 Dieterici (definition of the soul):

AT En il 505 Lt Wail Ve S5 1) el g Lekal e bl 236

P 42,7: Wit lon g sy b ple cad) o) ahsh o amh ) gk CF. Plotin. Enn.
IV 7,8%1 Bréhier. Cf. below p. )s5f.
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Syriac, TdEiw; (fags) and a verb derived from it, (faqqasa) again without explanation L
and, in a special context vorog (ndmiss) &. Soheil Afnan’s observations on the Greek words

. in the Poetics, and the corresponding fluctuations in the MSS of Abi Bishr, used by Avi-
cenna and the scribe of the Paris MS, are interesting in this connection 2,

P. Kraus has drawn attention to some Greek words in the Corpus of Jabir ¢.

We are apparently entitled to assume that the terminology of those ‘old’ translations
which continued to be studied was gradually modernised and that the numerous Greek
words which had been used in them — as was the custom in Syriac versions from the Greek —
were exchanged for freshly coined and, in most cases, higly suitable Arabic terms. It is one
of the most fascinating philological tasks, which can be approached now, to study the
development of Arabic philosophical terminology and to try to ascertain how it grew out
of that rich Arabic literary language which existed before the Arabs met with Greek thought
and Greek texts. Only Greeks and Arabs have succeeded in building up a rick abstract
language almost without linguistic borrowings from outside, and this is aa additional
incentive to trying to understand this important achievement of the Arabs.

L1 (p. 107 n. 8, continued): Also in the case of another variant reading the MS may be nearer
to the original text of Th. For Ttvwv (24 b 18) Th. has ‘more things than one’, whereas
MS reads just ‘things” (‘a$yd’, the normal equivalent for the Greek indefinite pronoun
(cf. e.g., Plato Arabus I p. 119 n.n. 2-3; Georr p. 53). But the rendering of teBévrav is less
appropriate (ullifa instead of wudi‘a, sed cf. Badawli p. 108, 1. 4, 1. 8) and ‘not by accident’
is added as an explanation of T@® tabrta elvat, which is correctly translated (cf. above
p- 84; ad v. 108 . 1).

3 (p.1rrn2) MS 3l s, oo\ for Th. Slall J‘; s,) JasY\ probably nearer to
the original of Th. (14 &vayxaiov). Cf. p 85 ad p. 111 0. 2.

I's (p. 119 n. 4): 26b 39 & tfj Béoer /i maudi® Th.; above the line (without reference to
MS) [ wadt,

16 (p. 125n. 1): 282 23 xal t& &xBécBat om. Th. add. ‘above the line' presumably rather
from a S than from the Syriac: wa-bi’l-iftirad. (For x8eatg cf. Ross, op. cit. p. 311).

'p. 42,1 D: B
B T ST VI NP R VAR Ry S S g wov
Cf. Plotin., Enn. IV 7.8%.24 B. —p. 125, 171.D. CJ_'.} u.;\. 15 of. Enn. IV 2. 3. 9, B.—p. 128, 5
z T u_’.\, J) E\;g, Cf. C. Brockelmann, Lexicom Syriacum, and edition, Halle/s. 1928,
PP. 274 b-275 a.

*p. 85, 18D ikl L., cf. Enn. IV8.7.201. B.: dvdysy xal véyeep. CL. the interesting
note Alexander of Aphrodisias p. 273 n. 6 Badawi, where $ari‘a is explained, above the line, by
namis (vopeog); this is comparable to the explanation of giyds by aulhoyiopdée. Al-Faribi consis-
tently uses Sari‘a for the Greek véyog in his very interesting summary of Plato’s Laws (Plato
Arabus 111, ed. F. Gabrieli, London 1952, passim), — Cf. also M. Plessner, Enc. of Islam s.v. nims.

¥ The commeniary of Avicenna on Aristolle's Poetics, JRAS 1947, p. 188 1. Cf. ahédulpa
{14512 8) and otoiyeiov (1456 b 20), kept in the Paris MS and translated by Avicenna, and
traghidiya (1449 b 23), translated in the Paris MS and kept by Avicenna. Ct. also A. J. Arberry,
Farabi’s Canons of Poetry, Rivista degli Studi Orientali 16, 1938, p. 266 fi. and below p. 105 (t& ¥ny).

¢ Jabir ibn Hayyan II p. 54/5 n. 4 (fmoxionog); p. 67-n. 15 (8wE); p. 76 n. 3 (dvBpoBapag);
P-243 (foapov); p. 335 (g) (bmucpavida). Ct. also below p. 96 (pavracia and, e.g., the consistent
use of dvadoyiopés and dmhoyropée in Galen On medical experience (translator Hubais). The
whole subject deserves a monograph. Cf. also F. Rosenthal above p.83n. 1.
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1 10 (p. 136 n. 1): 30 b 33 ‘above the line’. The reading of the text is better.

—  (p. 137 n. 2): 30 b 39 &iTA&G \.b’ Th.: %Y J; above the line: better (from Syriac
or MS?).

I 11 (p. 141n.1): 322 5 {@ov Ross; C B* coni. Alexander, George and ‘in red above the line’ {from
MS or from Syriac): 8lrouv A d n Al Th.

P14 (p. 146 n. 1): 3321 el 10 piv A &8éyevan undevt v B. 0;._ A & D U ¥
‘in red above the line’ O;'. Q‘\ & (from MS?); correct, cf. the following line in the
text (33 a2).

— (p. 146 n. 3): 33 a 14 Myw 8’ olov é"\ Th.:‘in red above the line’ J:. Both words to be
read?

I15 (p- 1500 1): 3424 eDupdvav ;)ﬁ’\\ Tk.: ‘above the line’ ;‘;f'u\ (The same con-
fusion above p. 86 f. {127 1. 11, 153 1. 1] p. 28 [177, 14) and passim.

—_ (p- 150 n. 2): Instead of \."\; in the text: ‘above the line’ \5\.._5 To be accepted instead of
Badawl's <\> L\

—_ (p. 153 n. 1): Reading of MS. J{D, i.e. :ﬂ\, not to be preferred to the correct reading
of the text, (JQ\).

—  (p. 153 1. 5): 34 b 36 TO SravoeioBaxe ﬂ\ Th.; ‘above the line ;'.;\\: correct (MS?).

116 (p.160m.2): 36b 25 8t TéV. ... oudtay u""~‘-\‘“‘ Th.; ‘above the line’ J(:.Y\.
correct (MS ?).

119 (p. 167 n. 3): 38 a 26 xal T® A t@ piv B &vdeytabw pundevi ......... ol &TJ:.:
‘above the line inred’ ....... Wil T ‘ﬁ;.h correct (MS or Syriac?)

—_ (p. 168 n. 3): 38 b 21 xxtapdsewv Alexander, Ross, ‘above the line in red’ (Syriac?);

:

&nop ov Th.; xatapdceav xal dropd n. Very remarkable.
1 22 (p. 175 n. 1): 40 a 25 mpéradg =\a il Th.: ‘above the line’ .\ (MS?): correct.
I 25 (p.183n.1): 42 20 Spav ,\a\..;\f Th.; ‘above the line’ >,.s, (AMS. or Syriac?): correct.
127 (p. 188 n. 3): 43b 6 Sruperéav ;i O‘ e Th.: ‘below the line' (MS. or Syriac?)

- (p. 189 n. 1): 43 b 8 3oEaorinddg. Th. has a peculiar translation ;,_#\ ,_;'\ )\. , MS.
has the translation common since Hunain i\ (cf. below p. 94 £.)..

128 (p. 192n. 1): 44 232 B; s (= H, cf. above p. 88) Th.; ‘above the line’ T, (MS?): correct.
But there is more confusion in this section (cf. also above p. 88).

I 38 (p. 203, L 4): 49 a 24 Tparyélapog read J._'\‘,J, instead of .... jé (cf. below p. 132).

141 (p. 215, L 9}: 49 b 39 Scbevuaty & Seucvdeov read Al Cru.

I 46 (p. 224 n.1): 32a 5 ob Aguxdy u“‘-i.\‘ u“-h ‘above the line in red’ u"‘;‘ N. Nearer to
the Greek?

I 11 (p. 265 n. 1): 61 b 31 culdoyiouds pdv yap ¥otar; ‘on the margin: Anotker MS “‘will not
be”. A wrong negation of a similar type crept into the following line of Th., read
‘Cq ] sV c,é)l\ L), = b32 obx dvupeitar & # Inébeois. . -

Il 14 {p.270n. 21): 638 mavel 7§ B, Th- 2, K 3 ‘on the margin: MS o aw ¢ = Tl
B: again wrong' reading.

11 15 (p. 275 0. 1): 64 10 f. Th. has wwjid corrected ‘above the line’ to wujkb = b xoTaPRTKGY
64a12(l t understand Badawl’s remark).
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11 15 (p. 276 n. 1): al-giyds. No need for the plural ‘above the line’.

— (p. 277 n. 1): Probably misunderstood by Badawi. T4. translates 8k td 64 b 11 Q.\ JO\RY g s
a MS referred to on the margin suggests o.\ J,; o= 2s an alternative. Badawl prints
ol < on> s,

Il 16 (p.278n.5): 64 b 38 Hot' eibl dEidomt T mpoxelpevoy e \a ) aai, (W o llall.
Tk.; ‘on the margin in red, MS’* -\ 8} oy il 5 > yaill. T wonder how to decide.

II17 (p. 281 n. 2, cf. above p. 88): 65b 4 Tt '6: Th.; ‘above the line: MS.’ -@ J(. wrong.

— (p. 283 n. 1): 65 b 38 dparpebévrog T05 B, I Th. ‘above the line MS‘ Zu §: ? (In the
same line dal is to be corrected to zay, cf. above 88).

— (p. 284 n.1): 66 a 12 008%v . ... dTomov ﬁ‘ u“-‘ &Y Th.; ‘on the margin, in red': MS
g3 ©Y¥: wrong.

- (P-284n.4): Th. hasl. 10 5 & a >:'above theline' , > instead of the third and fourth of
the four letters in the text. Nothing corresponding in the Greek. (cf. above p. 88).

11 19 (p. 285 n.1): 662 26 Tév oupmepaoudtwy inidl Th.; above the line: ‘MS. E:\.d\: correct.

—_ (p. 285 n. 2): wrong variant (A B instead of B 66 a 40) ‘above the linej.

II 21 (p.2gon. 1): 67 b 18 B; Z, Th.; above the line 3: wrong.

—  (p.291 n.2):67b 25 el ¥ xata cupPePrde ook Y The;above the line ‘MS u"J"“‘ :1;
correct.

11 22 (p. 291 n. 4): no improvement ?

Il 23 (p.294 n.6):68 b 12 wlaTig 0\5\ Th.; above the line $Sai — rather C’..J..Ai, cf. 69 a4
{cf. above p. 123. [p. 189 n. 1] and R. Walzer, Galen on Jews and Christians p. 151.

— (p- 295 n. 6): Does not belong here, probably doublet of p. 296.

1T 24 (p. 296 n. 4): 692 5 OyPalog L2 J.\ Th.; on the margin ‘AIS \.8: correct {C{. Th.
69a 2, 3,6).

—  (p.296n.5): 69a7 OnBafoug L3 ........ Th.; above the line i.8: wrong, cf. the
preceding note.

IT 25 (p. 297 n. 4): Ci. above p. 89. Very interesting note.

—_ {p- 298 n. 2): Cf. the preceding note.

II 27 (p. 304 . 4): 70b g maBhuata r\j’\' Th.: ‘above the line =) ,8% (Aba Bishr has this
An. Post. I 10, 76 b 15: ndfy and, e.g., Poet. 6, 1449 b 26: .:,\A:\;i!, Yyl mabhuara).

E.

To sum up: The Baghdad philosophers of the 1oth century showed
a remarkable philological skill in adapting Theodore abi Qurra’s old
Arabic version of the Prior Analytics to their standards of Aristotle
reading. Since they could not fall back on the original Greek text, they
collated the old translation with those Syriac _versions on which they
could lay their hands, versions of the 7th and 3th century which were
not based on a critical study of several Greek MSS, and a version by
Hunain and his son who hzad presumably, as it was their custom, tried to
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establish a critical Greek text before they started translating. There
are 56 notes which explicitly refer to Syriac versions. They also con-
sulted, though rather sparingly, other ‘old’ Arabic translations (twice),
and they compared different MSS of Theodore’s text—it is not specified
whether they dated from a period earlier to Abil Bishr's edition (18
times) ; there are 23 unspecified notes, where one can doubt whether
Syriac translations, Arabic translations or other MSS. are referred to. The
result is a considerable improvement upon Theodore’s text: the trans-
lation has become more exact and nearer to the Greek, it has been
pruned of many wrong additions and better readings have been intro-
duced in several cases. The classical scholar will be satisfied to realize
again how old the variants of our best Greek MSS are, and not only those
which we know from the Greek commentators; since we have now an
up-to-date critical edition of the Analytics, not much help for the
establishment of the Greek original can be expected from the Arabic, as
it may be in the case of works of Aristotle which are not yet properly
edited.

It is difficult to make sure how far the translation of Theodore was
gradually modernised in the course of study by successive generations
of scholars and philosophers. It seems very probable that the use of
Greek words was discontinued as far as possible and that Arabic terms
were used instead of them. This would require a separate study and
comparison of the text of other early versions. The analysis of Theodore’s
style and technique of translation and the compilation of a complete
glossary Arabic-Greek—and possibly Syriac—is the next task to be
approached. It will have to be based on a new collation of the Paris
MS, since Badawi’s text is not reliable, unfortunately, and on comparison
with medieval Hebrew and Latin translations of the Arabic version.

I should like to select for discussion one particular term which is
used by Theodore and by none of the other translators of the Organon,
I mean the equivalent for 36Ex ‘opinion, appearance, view’, and for
&3okov ‘generally approved, generally admitted, credible’. The later
development makes us understand better why it was impossible to cover
the various meanings of the Greek word by one and the same Arabic
equivalent as Theodore, in general agreement with the practices of the
earlier translators, attempted to do.

A generally accepted premiss is called i\> by Ab@ ‘Uthmdn ad-Dimashql in his translation
s+, in Ibn Suwiar’s

of the Topics (Cf. above p.67) and several times explained by 3 ) yie OF 3, y¢e
notes (cf. e.g. 1 1, 100 2 6. 100b 24 Ex @awvopévary $v36Ewvy J.\h\\ d 1>, of. p. 470 . 4, *Syriac’
oL \‘,-\ \*. JOUYRCANTRRPER L Suwir's ( ?) comment Y oy Lo, 104 2 8: cf. p.
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483n.3;a13:cf.p.4330.4;114,105b 2, 41cf. p. 489 n. 12nd 3 etc.) Abii Biskr in his translation
of the Posterior Analytics 8 apld
- y ., (Cf. above p. 66) uses i)s¢ts of an &Sofoc ‘popularly accepted”
premiss 1 6, 74 b 22 (explained by i]_,,;. , P-329n.1)orb 24 z\‘,,;,, orl 19,81 b20 a)_;, [JYeCH
for the superlative. Asti¢ (cf. above p. 68) in his translation of the Metaphys;cs trans-
_ —_
lates B 1, 996 b 24 & tidv Evd6Ewv gl i,;_’\\ *LY e (p. 173, 1 Bouyges), explained
by Ibn Rushd j>,.4) 5, .20} (5| (cf also p. 486, 2 Bouyges). Theodore translates H8okog
always by dvt; cf. Il 11, 62213, 16. 11 A

" ; , 3, 16. 1 27,7023, 7. 70 b 4 évdoEbtatov 4\, I 1, 24 b 2
Afideg ol & lated i '

‘1, \-{, wop " (not tr t by Theodore) xal &v86Eov, with reference to the Topics:
Wb L\S 3 RARY \{)’ PAl ‘5\)\ J\,-...\ ‘the assertion of which is apparent and generally
admitted’ and the explanation given on the margi

& gin p. 106 n. 7 s} . \F

e 7oL e el 5404,
Lr L] J -

AbEx denoting ‘unqualified opinion’ is generally ra’y in philosophical and other texts; Ps.
Pl-utfn-ch s Placita Phllo.sophorum. Quoweiiv 36Eat, e.g., translated by the Melekite Qusti. ibn
Laqa (cf. G. Graf, Geschichie 11 p. 30 f. C. Brockelmann GAL 1 p. 222 1.; Suppl. 1 P. 365 t‘) and

ailable i i 8 itter i .
now available in two MSS are called i a.\all -\)\J\ (cf. H. Ritter in: Oriens I, 1948, p. 131.

P.. Kraus, Jabir ibn Hayyan 11 p. 331 ff.). If 868« stands for a lower grade of certainty, for ‘mere
opinion’ or ‘probability’, later translators such as Astat (cf. Metaph. p. 397, 8 f. 403, 9, 983,6
Bouyges), the school of Hunain, Abii Bishr and his successors, Avicenna and Averroes u’se 'almo'st

always .\ (Cf. Ishiq’s translation of the Categories and the Iepl punvetag, Isi ibn Yahya's
version of Galen’s paraphrase of the Timaeus [Plato Arabus 1], Abii “‘Uthmén Top. I 1, 100 b 21

. . . I, »
101 a 11 [changing with g\, 1 10, 104213 etc.] Abd Bishr An. Post T 33, 88b 30 I 18,81 b18

. .
xazd 366av , y2l) (51 My ol 5l ke etc). Only Theodore, the early translator of the
Analytics, gives no special equivalent for this meaning of 36Ex, but uses the same root which he
used in .the rendering of &vdofov: 127, 43239 el pi) xata 865av ‘as a matter of opinion’
,JJ\ ,5\)\ L4 l}. 43 b8 8oExoTinddg ‘apparently’ ,J,_AI ,_s-\JJ\..! (Variant reading,
modernised U,L\\. . Cf.abovep. 92, p. 189 n. 1 Bad.). I 30, 46 a 10 &x Tév xatd 86Eav npotdeewy
. .

),.}.\ ‘5\)\ on 33U Sl . ‘from probable premisses’.

The observation of this odd rendering of 865x enables us to fix the approximate date of an
anonymous paraphrase of Aristotle’s De anima, recently edited for the first time by Ahmad
Fouad ?I-Ahwénl. from ‘a Spanish MS. (Ibn Rochd, Talkis kitdb al-Nafs, swivi de quatres ;tms
1. L'union ave: Vintellect agent d’ Avemp 2. L'union avec Vintellect agent du fils d’Ibn Rochd (sic!).
3. Le De anima d'Ishdq ibn Hunain. 4, Llintellect de al-Kindi. Cairo 1950—the treatise which
conoerrfs us here, no. 3., is to be found on pp. 125-175 of the volume). Being a translation it
has, wuho.ut any convincing reason, been ascribed to Ishiq ibn Hunain (who is credited with
a translation of the complete De anima, whose editio princeps is under preparation by Ahwani
and Father Anawati, O.P.). A few peculiar terms used by the unknown author make it very
probable that this is the oldest treatment of Aristotle’s Psychology preserved in Arabic. ’Evreréyaix
in the Aristotelian definition of the soul (De an. I1 1, 412 a 27) is rendered by r\i {cf. pp. 129, 13

. Pp. 129, 13.

139, 24, 140, 1, 8, 12, 17, 19, 141, 3, 17, 142, 4, 7, 8 Ahw. etc.) as by Astat Metaph. © 3,1047b 2
bvreheyeiq t\d% (p. 1133, 1x Bouyges) and A 5, 1071 a 36 T mpéivov dvrehexely el r;.;L\
(P. 1549, marg transl. 1. s and p. 1554, 6 B.?) and as — together with the Greek term — by Ni‘ima in

t Cf. :
also p. 1103, 10: @ 1, 1045 b 33, P. 1133, 6: © 3, 1048 a 30; p. 1191, 2: O 8, 1050 a etc



96 Richard Walzer

his translation of the ‘Theology of Aristotle’ (cf. above p. 9o n. 7). The Arabic translators evidently
relied on the explanation of the term as teheiétng, given by commentators such as Simplicius.
(Cf. Phys. p. 414, 22 fi., Diels: pfimote 8% thy dvredéyerav & "Aptatorédng &ni t¥g Tehadmrog
dxolet ... 810 xal Thv Juv dvredéyetay dploavo 1ol . . . dpyawxod xal Suvduer Lwiv
#rovrog adpatog, odx dm dvbpyard damv 4 Juxh X Sn xat’ xelviy ) tedabrng adtd.
Cf. also Plato Arabus I p. 40 n. 22). The later translation is J\{-—- cf. Qusta ibn Liq3, De Plac.
Phil. IV B 6. (Cf. above p. g5, Kraus, op. cit., p. 332) !, Abi Bishr in the passage of Metaph. As
just mentioned (p. 1549, 7 Bouyges J\,g\ 3 J ;\_) or, e.g. Avicenna, Najit p. 158 (Cairo 1938) —
or J\S...\ of. e.g., Averroes p. 12, 7 Ahwani. Another indication of a date previous to Hunain
is the use of ‘.,L for ‘matter’ {p. 137, 1 Ahw.) which is known from Al-Kindi's Introduction
into Aristotle {cf. M. Guidi-R. Walzer, Studi su al-Kindi 1, Rome 1940, p. 394 n. 5a. Cap. V, 15;
VI I 44-46 X1 1L 8-9 = p. 370, 14 P.; 375, 14-16; 384, 8 abd Rida. Cf. also p. 295,5,7 and n. 6
abu Rida) and his newly published Definitions {p. 167, 10, 11, 17 abii Rida) and to be found in
al-Jahiz (Kraus, Jabir ibn Hayyin 11 p. 171 n. 1). The Quauey *Axpbacis (cl. E. Zeller, Die Phi-
losophic der Griecken 11 2, 1921, p. 85 n. 1 and e.g., Simpl. Phys. p. 4, 10 Diels: . ... ‘dupbacis
&g elg dupifetav obtug hounpévy bg els dpdaocty EXhwv npotedelobat) of Aristotle is called
o\_{,\\ o (p- 135, 14, 133, 8 Abw.) as again in agreement with Al-Kindi (Studi su al-Kindi 1
P. 392 . 26 a, p. 382 n. 1, Kraus, Jdbir ibn Hayydn 11 p. 320, n. 5. Al-Qwarizmi, Ma/dtih al-‘ulim
P. 140, 8 fi. v. Vioten) and at variance with later usage (Cf., e.g., p. 437 n. 6 Badawl or Fikrist
p. 250,7 F. ‘,.,,U\ t\‘"“)' Awdvorx ‘discursive thinking’ ; ﬁ (p. 137,15 Ahw.) is also to
be found in some p ges of Astit’s translation of the Metaphysics (p. 449, 14 B.: Ty, 1012a2;
P. 474, 13: A 1, 1013 a 20; p. 697, 8 B: E 1, 1025 b 6) whereas Ni‘ima, (pp. 84, 3; P. 100,13 Dieterici),
Jshagq ibn Hunain (Metaph. & 2, 994 b 22 voeiv: p. 36, 5 B. Ilepl épnuvelag p. 41 Pollack) and
Aba Bishr (An. Post. 11,71 a1 pdfnowg Suavoyrucy oS F‘L;’ 1119,100b6 a5, 1115,9523
and Swavolag o..'\\!, &, )\,.) choose 5. Pavracix is 2] in the anonymous paraphrase
(p- 136, 19 Ahw. and throughout the chaptar) and in the ‘Theology of Aristotle’ (p. 22,9; 57, 11
Dieterici) and in the old translation of the Metaphysics (p. 684, 11: gavracic ¢ )\ 3 )3,‘:)\, of.
12 and 685, 10), whereas Al-KindI still uses the Greck word fantasiyd (p. 167, 7, p. 295, 6 abl
Rida ‘representative faculty’). Averroes in accordance with later usage (cf., e.g., Al-Farabi, Der
Mlusterstaat p. 34, 19 Dieterici and passim) hasJ;f instead (p. 19 Ahwani. For Avicenna's use of
fantisiya cf. F. Rah Avi *s Psychology, Oxford 1952, p. 78. Cf. Mafdtik al-uliim p. 139, ¥
van Vioten). All this points evidently to an early origin of the paraphrase, possibly before Al-
Kindi. The frequent use of > ’é\ (5.\ )\ for 36k ‘opinion’ p. 156 fi. Ahwin! adds to the proba-
bility of this guess. I only quote one very significant example. Pavraatz is not 368« pet’ aloy-
oewg (De anima 111 3. 428 a 25) :,.&\ ,5.\)\,0_4\ o .,ff ‘f,\\ o) },.\- L o) ;3 (’(Cf- also
p- 139, 23f. 157, 15, 158, 3, 5, 7, 8, 10). Averroes has b instead, as to be expected. (p. 20 f. Abwani)
It is not impossible to assume that Theodore aba Qurra’s version of the Prior Analytics and the
anonymous’ version of an ultimately Greek pendium of the De anima were written at approxi-
mately the same time, and even by the same author. St. John of D: * interest ir: Ari 1
psychology has been mentioned before. (Cf. above p. 68). The striking use of o8} (51 )\ for 368
is certainly not a sufficiently wide base for such a far reaching conclusion, and more detailed study

t Abii ‘Uthmin, AL der of Aphrodisias, p. 285, 12 Badawi: ‘5,\“ J\,Q\, r\,s)\ d\ u&Y\
*$N 5,0
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of the two texts will be necessary but the possibility cannot be excluded. Ibn an-Nadim, Fikrist
p- 251, 13 fI. mentions a talhis by the Alexandrians—rather by Alexander?—(cf. Ibn al-Qifti
P- 41, 11 Lipp.) and a summary (jawdmi ‘) of this work by Yahya ibn al-Bitriq.

The choice of > ’A‘ ‘5‘\ )\ for 86Ea, cherished by an early translator or two early translators and
then abandoned for a more convenient and unambiguous word may be compared with the use of the
word  as for obsla instead of the later generally accepted Pahlavi & ya (gohr =substance, cf. H. W.
Bailey, Zoroastrian Problems in the Ninth Century Books, Oxford 1943, p. 89 ff.) by the son of
Ibn al-Muqaffa, Muhammad ibn ‘Abdaitih ibn al-Mugaffal, in the second half of the 8th century
(cf. P. Kraus, Zu Ibn al-Muga/fa® [cf. above p.64 n.4] and C. A. Nallino, Noterelle su Ibn al-Muqafia‘e
suo figlio, Riv. d. Studi Orientali 19, 1933/4, pp. 130 ff. — Raccolta di Seritt: VI, Rome 1948,
pp. 175 fl. C. Brockelmann GAL I p. 158, Suppl. 1 p. 233 fi. Ibn al-Qifti p. 35, 14, 36,21). It
remained in use in the theological, mystical and legal texts, (Kraus, Zu Ibn al-Mugafia® p. 8 fi.
with an important modification by Nallino Noterelle p. 133 f. = Reccolta etc. VI p. 179 {.) but did
not really suit the Aristotelian meaning of obola. This earliest translation of the Isagoge, the
Categories, the Ilepl #punvelag and part of the Prior Analytics was still known to Al-Hasan
ibn Suwir's contemporary Abd ‘Abdallih Muhammad ibn Ahmad ibn Yisuf al-Hwarizmi, the
author of the Afafatik al-“ulim. (Cf. C. Brockelmann GAL I p. 282, Suppl. I p. 434 1.). The fate of
;)._é\ ,5.\ ;-“ has been similar. J. Schacht in his stimulating recent book has referred to some
unobserved evidence concerning the legal meaning of ra’y which had changed from ‘sound opinion’
to individual reasoning in the sense of ‘unguided, arbitrary opinion’ about the lifetime of Theodore
abd Qurra. (The Origins of Muhammadan Jurisprudence, Oxford 1950, p. 129. Schacht's work is
in several respects important for the study of early Arabic philosophy). This would explain that it
had to be qualified if it was to correspond to the philosophical meaning of 86Ea ‘opinion’, and why
it was eventually rejected when it had acquired a very definite meaning in legal and theological
literature. The use of the word in philosophical texts deserves certainly a detailed study.

On p. 99 of his book Schacht has touched upon the influence of Greek rhetoric on early Mu-
hammadan legal science and referred to the same technique of reasoning to be observed in Theodore
abi Qurra and his younger contemporary, the great law scholar Ash-Shafi (767-820). It may be
interesting in this connection to observe that Theodore, like the Greeks, could make figh a part of

rhetoric, An. Pr. IT 23, 68b 11 ol Jnropucol (scil. culdoyisuof) is translated by el
4,8, 126\ Lail), ie. ouloytapot or Abyor EmBewrtixol, Suxavixol, oupBovievtixol
(cf., e.g., Aristotle, Rhetoric 1 3, 1358 b 6 fi.): show-oratory (probably referred to the Khufba),
oratory of the advocate and oratory of the counsellor. Explanatory versions of this kind are
not unusual in Theodore’s translation, but the translation ‘legal procedure’ by figh which we
thus get may be quite interesting for anybody who sets out to compare the forms of debate which
were used in the Greek courts of law with similar ways of ing to be found, say, in the works
of Ash-Shafi‘l. The later Arabic translation is more precise: i, );L\, H ﬁ\;L\ H )\A\ (cf. Averroes’

Commentary on the Rhetoric p. 4 ff. Lasinio), Al-Kind1 distinguish LS4, 5,,00 and a0

L );A\ (0% l._.\.;\ r'“); (cfy Studs su al-Kindi I, cap. IX § 4 = p. 382, 8-10 abii Rida. Ya‘qaibt,
Historiae 1 P- 148, 1-3 Houtsma and Studi etc. p. 379 and n. 1. For the study of Aristotle’s Rhetoric
in al-Kindi’s school cf. Ibn an-Nadim's {Fikrist 250, 2 f. F.] and Ibn al-Qifti’s [37, 20 f. L.] reference
to the autograph of an ‘old’ translation in the handwriting of Al-Kindi's pupil Ahmad ibn

at-Tayyib as-Sarapsl, cf. F. Rosenthal, American Oriental Series 26, New Haven 1943, P 5%).
4]

! Badawl prints § o ,;JL. and tries to explain it by ‘eschatologique’, The correct reading is
self-evident.
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VII. BADAWI'S EDITION OF THE POSTERIOR ANALYTICS
A

The study of the Posterior Analytics (cf. above p. 51 : III) was not
liked in the Nestorian Syriac church, since it was likely to provoke a
conflict with truth as guaranteed by revelation (cf. M. Meyerhof, Von
Alexandrien nach Bagdad p. 394/8, p. 206/z0—on the authority of Al-
Farabi); hence we know of no Syriac translation of the text before
Ishdq ibn Hunain, who either completed or reshaped a version begun
by his father (Fikrist p. 249, 11-12 FL)!. This difficulty had not arisen
in the case of the Isagoge, the Categories, the Ilepl épunvelag, the
Prior Analytics and the Topics and Sophistici Elenchi. It looks however
as if the Jacobite followers of John Philoponus, the first Christian com-
mentator of Aristotle, had continued to study the important work and
that this tradition did -10t reach Baghdad before the second half of the
ninth century, so that its definite introduction into the philosophical
syllabus may be due to the 1oth century Christian philosophical school
of Baghdid to which I had to refer so often in this article. The philosopher
Al-Kindi gives a rather detailed account of the Categories, the De inter-
pretatione and the Prior Analytic in his Introduction to Aristotle (cf.
Studi su al-Kindi 1, cap. I11 1—4, 1X), but has very little to say about
the Posterior Analytics, of which he is supposed to have written an
Epitome most probably without knowing the original text; he may have
used some extract which he found in an Arabic translation or had trans-
lated for his use (cf. Studs su al-Kindt I, cap. XI and p. 381/7 n. 2).
He is actually blamed by Ibn Al-Qifti (I suppose on some 10th century
authority) for having neglected the method taught in Aristotle’s Ana-
lytics (p. 368 Lippert), whereas Al-Farabi is praised for making good
this deficiency of his great predecessor (p. 277, 14 ff. Lippert). An ana-
lysis of the logical forms employed by Al-Kindi in his treatises confirms
the correctness of this judgement. He definitely prefers hypothetical
and disjunctive syllogisms which had been highly appreciated since
Chrysippus’ time and been used very frequently by later Greek philos-
ophers and by no means by Stoics only (cf., e.g., H. Mette in: Gnomon
23, 1951, p. 35). Al-Farabi made more use of Aristotle’s categorical
syllogism. He was a pupil and friend of the 1oth century Christian

! They may have been influenced in embarking on this translation by Galen's onesided appre-
ciation of the Posterior Analytics, for which he was blamed by Alexander of Aphrodisias and his
Greek and Arabic followers, Both Hunain and Ish3q were very anxious to find a complete text
of Galen’s Tlepl drodelfecsg, which was completely based on Aristotle’s Posterior Analytics
(cf. Risald etc. no. 115 Bergstrasser).

The Arabic Translations of Aristotle 99

Aristotelians of Baghdad who established the refined study of the Posterior
Analytics in the Islamic world and made him familiar with valuable
Greek exegesis of Aristotle’s theory of demonstration to which they had
access in Syriac translation.

The establishment of a sound Arabic text was much easier under
these circumstances and did not involve comparison of several Syriac
and Arabic translations as in the case of the Prior Analytics (cf. above
p- 84 ff.), the Topics (cf. pp. 470, 475, 515, 525, 530, 546, 562, 563, 572,
579, 589, 590, 603, 604, 605, 630, 636, 646, 645, 655, 656 Badawi: ‘Syriac’
variants — pp. 473, 496, 510, 513, 512, 516, 52¢, 527, 532, 552, 567. 596,
609 Badawi: variant readings in other Arabic MSS) and the Sophistici
Elenchi (cf. above p. 81 f.). Apart from Ab@ Bishr who translated Ishiq’s
text into Arabic the Paris MS mentions twice a translator Maraya. He
is quoted in connection with I 22, 84 a 16 where the autograph of Yahya
ibn ‘Adi — reproduced with the help of Ishdq ibn Zur‘a’s copy by Al-
Hasan ibn Suwar whose autograph the scribe has copied in his turn
(cf. pp. 406, 465 Badawi) — has muttasil, which conveys the opposite
meaning to the reading Sumpetév to be found in all the Greek MSS
which have been examined. We read p. 379 n. 9: “In the Syriac (i.e. of
Ishiq ibn Hunain)” munfasil, and the same in Marayas translation
munfasil, and the same in the commentary of John the Grammarian”,
cf. John Philoponus p. 260, 12 ff. Wallies. An explanatory note by the
same man is to be found p. 443 n. 3 (II 13, 96 b 9).

I cannot identify this translator. But a recent study of the Hebrew
and Latin translations of the Posterior Analytics, from which we learn
that Ibn Rushd and the contemporary Latin translator of the Aristotelian
work Gerard of Cremona (d. 1187) knew and used another translation
besides the one compiled by Abii Bishr, makes it at any rate possible
to connect the work of this anonymous translator with the Mardya of
the Paris MS. We know some large sections of this version, thanks to
Dr. Minio-Paluellos’ painstaking investigation whose result is beyond
doubt (Note sul Aristotle Latino medievale IV : La tradizione semitico-
Latina del testo dei Secondi Analytici, Rivista di Filosofia Neo-Scolastica
42, 1951, fasc. IT). Unfortunately the evidence at present available does
not allow us more than a guess, and we shall have to wait for the critical
edition of Gerard’s version by Dr. Minio and a full examination of the
fourteenth century Hebrew translation and the 16th century Latin
translations of Averroes' three different treatments of the Aristotelian
work. If Al-Farabi read the Posterior AndytiMn his youth with Yuhanna
ibn Hailan (cf. Meyerhof, Von Alexandrien mnach Bagdad pp. 414/28,
405/19) he may well have studied this Arabic text which in its turn may
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have been identical with Maraya’s translation of Ishags (?) Syriac
version (?). :

The first commentator.of the Posterior Analytics in Islamic lands
was Abu Bishr’s teacher Abu Yahya al-Marwazi (cf. above p. 67) who
wrote however in Syriac (cf. Yahya ibn ‘Adi’s Syriac notes in the Prior
Analytics mentioned above p. 79) ; the first Arabic commentator was
the translator Abu Bishr himself. We learn that Abii Yahya commented
upon I 13,78 b13 “when the middle term is placed outside” in the
following way (p. 351 n. 1 Badawi): “According to Alexander he means
the second figure. But John Philoponus says: it is not like that, he rather
means the remote cause’’. The Greek original of Alexanders commentary
has not come down to us and we may infer from Ibn an-Nadim (Fihrist
p. 249, 131.) that it was already lost in the ninth century. But Abd
Yahyd’s statement corresponds exactly to John Philoponus p. 174, 4 ff.
Wallies) : v doywv pv 6 *AMEavdpbe protv 81t dud tobrwv 16 debrepov ayijna
anpaiver . . Nd xal drovofoetey &v Tic 10 ‘Ew Tileobor’ Tov péoov Spov TobTo
abrd onuatvery . . AN &g xal & *AMEavdpog mpoidv gnaw, ‘Ew tibeclal
1ov péaov Myet avtl 16l ‘moppwtépw Tig mpaseyos aitixg’. The same note
shows us also how the passage was understood by late Arabic commen-
tators. ,,It is clear from Abii Bishr's words that he accepted both inter-

pretations (\ase o J&\ d\ i, .\)”. Al-Hasan Ibn Suwiar continues:
“But I believe (()\,, cf. above p. 79) that John Philoponus’ statement
is the soundest. In his favour are the words of the philosopher: ‘Since
(read 3\ for .\ as in the text p. 351 1. 2) he does not give the cause

itself (o0 yap Afyet 16 afwiov n: ... Méyetar .... codd., Ross). The ex-
cellent Shaikh Yahya ibn ‘Adi said to me (cf. also p. 359 n. 5 and below
p. 102): What John Philoponus said about this passage is right.”

John Philoponus is quoted as an authority in two other places, which
are equally instructive. They may again go back to Abai Yahya’s Syriac
commentary. I 23, 84 b 7 we are reminded that both the isosceles triangle
and the scalene triangle have their angles equal to two right angles and
find the following note on the margin (p. 381 n. 2): “John Philoponus
says: It is in some manuscripts that the three angles are equal to four
right angles. He says: If this is true, the exterior angles would be meant.
We shall say soon in its proper place (cf. I 24, 85 b 39. IT 17,99 a 19)
how this is to be understood.” John Philoponus p. 264, 23 ff. W.: “tév
avriypapev 1o pdv st Suolv dplatc ta 82 tétpaciv. .. .. el 8¢ eln térpaoty
4pBaig. ... & Adyog mepl Tdv Extdg yowidv- Selxvutar yap St mavrds oxA-
patog Tidv Thevpdv ExBadhopévav al Extds Yvevia tétpaawy dplaic loat clalv.
But 3uoiv has prevailed in the Greek tradition as it did in the Arabic.
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In the chapter on Opinion I 33, 88 b 32 Aristotle discusses things which
are true and real (@nff piv xal 8vra 354>y ole -\,.:-\) and yet
contingent, so that scientific knowledge (¢misthuy ‘)‘_ yP-4030.2 .\, )
evidently does not concern them’. The Arabic commentator explains

this in the following way (p. 402 n. 10): “It is perhaps to be questioned
why he added ‘real’ to ‘true’, since things of which one says that

they are ‘true’ are necessarily (d\e V) ‘real’. (1) Alexander says that
he added ‘real’, (2) because truth exists, also about those things which

"are not real as when we say that the goat stag (cf. above p. 123) does not

exist. (3) But John Philoponus says: Alexander did not hit the mark
about this, because this is not a matter of opinion but of knowledge.
(4) For it is true to say that ‘what is not real is <in fact > not real, and
it cannot be otherwise.”” So far this is almost a litteral translation of
John Philoponus p. 323, 9 ff. W.: (1) Kai 6 *ANEavdpag EEnyoluevog
ywplov gnotv &1t Sk tolito mpootlnne ‘xal vta’, (2) énedn nal éni Tédv ph
dviwv dotl 10 dAPéc, &3 dtav elnw &1 odx Eott Tpayihagog. (3) Eheye B¢
6 ¢tradoogog (vic. Ammonius) pi) xaAég Tolito Ayew Tdv *AréEavdpoy - ob
yap 86Ems, enolv, 0 Ta Towbrta eidévar AN EmieThung. (4) To yap pn bv
pdv aAnbéc 8¢ Aeyduevov &ti obx Eomi, Tolto ddbvatov &Mhwg Eyew. ““What
one ought to say ‘“‘continues the Arabic commentator, very appro-
priately” is that by the word ‘real’ he indicated the contingent things
and that he used as it were a doubling i.e. reinforcing expression

(S50 ) Lslall Jal el 6S5)

Another passage where the agreement with John Philoponus is empha-
sized has been mentioned before (p. 100). The second passage in which
Abii Yahyi is mentioned by name, a commentary on I 23, 84 b 25 ff.
is again inspired by John Philoponus, as a comparison of p. 382 n. 6
with p. 267, 3f. W. clearly shows: .\ e 1 J6 Vi ;..., Sja A &%
ey B LU e e wbad) b e Sl b, wlidand
s goola b (A bl s )l sy LG LU AL 5,0
dodl b Ul @ sl da W hai o) il 3 N S (e ST

. A.{jc il ((‘\._‘.-) \,Q.s o\:U\ S)ja)),

Elol yap xol ol Spot dpyai dcot dAMphwv apéone xatnyopolvrat- elal 82
dpyat xal ai éx Toltwv mpotdaeis, Honep xal al Tév ouvbitwv dpyal elal piv
OAn xal eldog, elal 82 xal ta &x THg cupmloxiic TolTev TpwTLE SuvTebetpéva

copata, Ayw &) & orouyeio.
7
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Abi@ Bishr, being himself the translator of Ishag ibn I:It‘main's Syriac
version, did not have to offer any comments on the text in the case of
the Posterior Analytics, being unable, like Ishaq, to compare the Greek
original, since he had no Greek .. But there are about‘15 explanatory
notes in his name, of minor importance but showing again how carefully
the text is explained (p. 351: cf. above p. 131); p. 353 note 3: I 14, 792
20;p. 354n.1: 114, 792 25; p.356 n. 6: 116, 79b 24; p. 368 n.2: I 19, 8ib
34;p 369 n.2:119,82a20;p. 379 n. 2: 122,84a6; p. 402n. 6: I 22,
88b 20; p. 409n. 4: 11 2,89b 38; p. 425 n. 5: I1 8; p. 459 n. 1: IT 13,
97b 28, p. 453 n. 1: II 14,982 14; p. 454 n. 4: I_I '16, 98 3,355 p- 460
n. 2: II 17, gga 26) 2. Twice both his and Yahya ibn ‘édl s views are
quoted for the same passage, p. 368 n. zand p. 3§9 n. 2. Abii Bishr’s notes
are to the point and are quite on the level of similar exp}anatox:y remarl'(s
by Greek commentators but appear to be of no particular interest in
themselves. The same verdict applies to most of the eleven notes reported
in the name of Yahya ibn ‘Adi (p. 316 n. 3: 1 2, 72a 32; p. 359 n. §:
1 16, 80a 25 ff., together with a note by Al-Hasan; p. 366 n. 3: 1 19
81b12;p. 368n.2:119,81b34;p. 369n. 2:119,82a 20;p. 371 n.3:
121,82b8ffi;p 408n. 2:111,8bz29;p. 419n. 4: 1l 5;p. 424 n. g:
117,92b36;p. 428 n.1: 11 8,93b 5; p- 435 n. ’IZ II 12). P. 316 n. 3'he
gives a much better translation of 7z a 32 oby olév 'ce‘—— 34 sel&ug,
rendering in addition moteberv by saddaga instead of ‘arafa. "I.‘he
difficult words 89 b 25 elg dptBudv Oévreg (cf.' Ross, Greek edition
p. 610) are explained (p. 408 n. 2) as by John Philoponus p. 336, 29 \iV
dvrl B¢ 7o elmetv &t elol odvBera mpoPMipata Tk {nrobueva elme 1d ‘elg
aptBpdy Oévrec’.

Interesting is his reference to Heraclitus p. 428 n. 1, where h.e commenfs
upon the explanation of the eclipse of the moon by her r‘otatlfm (o“rpofpn)
or extinction (&néafeaic): ‘It may be that he follows in this the view

of Heraclitus that the stars cease to exist when they set (., & .\
Wwols .‘,ﬁﬂ\)". The source of this surprising statement is unknown.

1 Cf. his remarks on the text on the Prior Analytics (above p. 78 fI.) and the intersting. Colophon
of the second book of the Topics, from which we learn that Top. I-I1I we.re compared with a copy
of the autograph of Abii ‘Uthmin, collated in its time with the Greek, in 298_/910, and tl:at cor-
rections from the Syriac due to Abit Bishr’s collations were also incorporated in Al-Hasan's text:

Lode oy gl g pdh on W e o D ke Ve B e e e

oL AN C._A'\ s\ (p- 532 Bad,, p. 196 Georr). N
"—E’f-‘also Averroes’ Great Commentary, Latin edition 1552, fo!. 201 r; edition 1562 and 1574,
fol. 412 r {quoted by L. Minio-Paluello, Note sul Aristotile Latino p .4 n. ?).

31 1 of the note read 4 3as ‘) instead of J%iz\ ().
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There are only a few explicit remarks in the name of Al-Hasan himself
P- 351 n. 1 (cf. above p. 100) p. 359 n. 5 (cf. above P- 100) p. 417 n. 8 (cf.
below p. 107), but we may safely assume that we can credit him with
the very numerous anonymous notes concerned with textual criticism
and particularly with the argument which accompany the text of
the Posterior Analytics.

I propose to give a survey of these notes, mainly of those which concern
the establishment of the text, whether they are explicitly taken from
Ishaq’s Syriac text or given as alternative readings or corrections
above the line. There are no variant readings which are explicitly
attributed to other Arabic manuscripts. Since the Greek editors of this
work had no opportunity to compare the Arabic readings which are now
published for the first time, a select list of such readings which on the
whole confirm Ross’ appreciation of # is also to be found in this survey.
There are also a few obvious corrections of Badawi’s Arabic text,
picked up at random. The way in which he fills Jacunas or supposed
lacunas of the text is almost always wrong; a study of the MS. on the
spot is needed for everyone who tries to establish this part of his edition
on a sound basis, and a complete index verborum. The three other
MSS. from Indian libraries to which Brockelmann, Supplement 1 p. 370,
refers do most probably not contain the translation of the Posterior
Analytics, cf. Minio-Paluello, Note, p. 3 note 4. But the fourteenth century
Hebrew version of the second book, or rather of the lemmata of Aver-
roes’ Great Commentary of the second book will be useful for establishing
a more accurate text of Abii Bishr’s Arabic translation, since Averroes
followed Abii Bishr in this book, cf. Minio-Paluello Note p- 16 ff. and
particularly p. 20 note 5. Cf. also M. Steinschneider, Die Hebraischen
Ubersetzungen des Mittelalters, Berlin 1893, p. 95.

B.»

I 1 (p. 310, L. 3): The Ms has iy o + Q,SL O‘\

— (p- 310, n. 1): 71 a 12 WpouTOAXpPdvELY Jyais r:\"..-_ O-‘: above the line o\ ...
‘assume’: correct? %,

—_ (p. 310, 0. 8): 71 a 17 mpbrepoy \5,\5: above the line J,j o ‘Previously’: correct ?

—_ (p. 310,L. 15): 72 a lg:rb *xaB6hou &v codd.: ... ob Phil. Them. Ross: t& xaBérov . . . .
Arab,

L2 (p 313, n. 1): 71b 18 ouloyiouby ératnuovixéy SV Libsll .\ : above the
line  JJV:?

! For the Sigla of the Greek MSS referred to cf. above p. 84n. 1.
* The MS hasl. g ;Jo!",\ instead of 3ix,\\.
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(p- 313, 0. 2): 71b 19 T Erew adrév \ ) 3gmgs s \g: above the line, in red:
dmma\e et

{p- 315) cf. above p. go, n. 2.

{p. 316, n. 3) cf. p. 102.

(p. 317, 1. 6-7): 72a 5 f. 1 suggest 1.6 Y for &1 (8uk Td), without adding any thing, and
in the following line (with the manuscript, according to Badawl) &3 a8 u“-‘ Llob.. ..
tmothuny (n: Ematiun codd., Ross).

(p. 317, L. 10): 72 b 8 8hwg »* Phil. Ross (p.514): &\Awg ABC d n Arab. (fT azy ‘};)
(p. 318, 1. 13): 72 b 22 Td &uecoe ABd Phil. Ross: t& péoa n, Arab.

(p. 318, L. 13): 72 b 24 Ttvd ABC Phil. Arab. Ross: ti d n.

(p- 318, 1. 16): 72b 24 read >,0d{ i az To0¢ Gpoug Yvwpls opev

{p- 319, 1. 2): 72 b 3¢ 0Bt A\ Via lo: above the line il Via ki ?

(p. 319, L. 16: 72 b 37 &vav ydp, read C){ i [OK 0\] &) )“5,. Cf. p. 320, n. 2.

(p- 321, n. 2): 73 a 17 oO3auds, read J,__. “\é with Badawi. Probably in the MS?

(p- 329, L. 2): 74 b 13 dvayxatwv Phkil, Ross {(p. 528): dvayxaiov codd., Arab.

(p. 329, n. 1): cf. above p. 95.

(p. 330, L. 13): 75 a 3 vayxaiwv n Phil.! Arab Ross: évaryxaiouw ABCd.

(p- 335, 1. 5): 75 b 31 dpLopods codd. Ross: dpiopol # Arab. (4, 4£)

(p- 335, 1. 8): 75 b 34 T piv towobde B Phil. Arab. Ross: al pdv tobtou (1ol n?) Sibme ».
{p- 338, 1. 9): \L\an! ... 4} Pprobably a marginal gloss which slipped into the text (ef.
p. 319, L. 16).

(p. 338, 1. 10): 76 a 35 wal! Ross (with n and other MSS): xal tu Cd Phil. Arab.

(p. 339, 1. 6): 76 b 5 xal ypaupig om. Arab.

(p- 339, 1. 9): 76 b 8 wdf8og + whachog 3 ):\,;)\ Arab.!

(p- 340, . 2): 76 b 21 deerelv + ‘equals remain’ Arab. {cf. Mure's translation) “These
words are not in the Syriac in Ishiq’s translation’ and are either an explanatory note by
someone or a very pardonable addition to the Greek by Abii Bishr (cf. also Minio-Paluello
op. cit. p. 3 0. 1).

(p. 341, 1. 5): 76 b 37 ‘unless we are prepared to call intelligent listening a form of hypo-
thesis” (Ross p. 541) "leyipe Yol t\._.J\" IFGRETAWED 3 o)/v.' ot N (\)S\: alter-
native translation in note (from the Syriac?) C’of J.,\ e " Q-\" 'o\_;‘Y\ u\ );:-
el i) xal td drodewy Grdbeotv Ti elvar poe: better.

{p. 342, L. 12): 77 a 9 énl wAerdvwy, read Jgﬁ\ instead of J,._Q\

(p. 343, n. 5): 77a 15 #3460y ,,__.1:: ‘above the line, in red’ o\g;.\ (stylistic alternative or
variant from the Syriac?)

(p- 345, n. 8): cf. Sir Thomas Heath, Mathematics in Aristotle (Oxford 1949), p. 33 ff.

(p- 345, n. 9): Reference to Bryson's and Antiphon’s quadrature of the circle as in John
Philop. p. 149, 10 ff. W.

(p- 346, n. 3): 77 b 24-26. The Syriac is evidently more closely following the Greek than
Aba Bishr. Brought in by Yahya ibn “Adi?
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Greek Abi Bishr ‘Syriac?
a) xal 1 piv Evepov wdza Y Il £ \.\\,
dyewpérpnrov ), 5% Je b 5 i
b) Tt ph Eew e gl 33 s B L ROV
&orep 10 dppudpov i) pae Bis d omsm RO FPRTIREN
c) 1 & #&repov PANRAR AN CRNN
¢ pavdwg Eyew s, Vlasl J otie ol A8 ok s, Bl W o s
I 12 (p.347,n.5): 77 b 31 &v votg Adyotg (Philop. p. 156, 4 W.: Tobtéemv &v Taic Stadextixaic
ouvovelatg) ijadll §: above in red ig\3Y\ ‘in dialectical argument’. Cf. ad p. 434
1. 3, below p. 108.1
—  (p-347, L. 3: 77b32 & Fy ) @) e, u.__l\ r)\ﬂ\_ evidently in the Syriac
transcription (cf. Al-Farabl, Canons of Poetry p. 269, 1. 4 Arberry: u;,i\ &ruxd). cf. above
p-74 and p. 91,0.3) *
— (p- 348, L. 7 -+ n. 1): 78a 11 AapuPdvouoe read »;: for 1o,
— (p. 348, n. 4): 78a 14 mpoohapfdvety, Abd Bishr evidently translates mpolapBdvely
Oyaih O _,',;‘\;_.J_ (\;.‘\,!' the correct reading is presupposed in the note above the line
;)\.’ il C).L! (taken from the Syriac? or from Maraya's translation, cf. the similar
case discussed above p. g9 f.
113 (p. 349, n.7): 78a 30 8x T ph oriifew C‘b \‘;\ J_, o above the line in red:

; Y. Evident emendation, from the Syriac?
(p- 350, 1. 10): 78 b 7 ylvetar ouloyioués n Arab.: yéyovew & oulhoyiopds codd., Ross.
(p- 350, L. 14): 78 b 11 abfnoug codd. Ross: adffoeig n. Arab.
{p- 351, 1. 2): 78 b 15 Myetar codd., Ross: Afyet 5. Arad.
(p. 351, 1. 5); 78 b 17 ) dndpaorg, read L for .0
(351, 1. 4 b, belonging to p. 352, 1. 4-5): 78 b 30-31 ‘in the Syriac'.

Greek Abt Bishr I Syriac

olov td tob *Avaydpotog

St &v TxdBarg odx elalv
adAntpideg n, Phil. Them., Ross
abkyral 4 Bcd

o08¢ yap dumedor

SR V] I PO IC N LY EOY
Qual ab 3 ) o .«..,.5 aoy ¥ Gl a) G
SV, Al St
035 003 o OIS 3V [ Wil 5 §70d amp Y o1 el

1 Cf. also n. 4; vénog o>, explained by /.

# Cf. also above p. 88. Concerning Badawi’s note (n. 6) cf. Ross p. 547 ad 1.
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Only the Syriac presupposes ‘flute girls’, in agreement with # and the commentators.
But there was uo adequate translation for ‘Bute’, although the Arabs had all kinds of flutes
(¢f., e.g., H. G. Farmer, in The Legacy of Islam, Oxford 1931, p. 361), and we have ‘singing
girls' instead. Aba Bishr has ‘singing and its instruments’. Poet. I, 1447 a 14 he does not
translate abAnTicic (e A 1). Otherwise, the Syriac, as to be expected, follows the

Greek more closely.
{p. 355, 13): 79 a 38 odx Evdéxerar T& A 16 B npdrwg ui dmdpyewv. ¥otw . . . . read

‘_ﬁ.h (RIS AR J g7 pe 3 ,;,;(._ <S> [ &”’ cf. above p. 104 (ad p. 319,
16 and p. 338, 9).
(p- 355, n.3):79bzel 7 B:I‘(E) Abd Bishr: above the line in red ‘in the Syriac B’:

correct (also noticed by Badawl).
(p. 356, 1. 9): 790 b 21 drépeg (f“ai:\ _a) om. Arab, but presupposedn 4
(p- 365, L 11): 81bg &n &@xtthdcupyévn,read e e Sol, .b\,\ Bagmye ed

. aoY, Jo\ _,!

(p- 366,1.4):81b 12 & 8¢ mpn‘nxéq (scil. Sredpyet) read Aoy W) \,.\ instead of

36 g it Yy )
(p-366,n.3): 81b13 Tihv 8 drépav &m oby Omdpyer Ai &\ aesd ) s LY,

instead of .. . (corr. F. Rahman).

4 >y 4e Abil Bishr. On the margin: ‘In the SYTIac’ 3 o yo _nad .51-.\/\ \L\i: nearer to
the Greek text but not clearer.

(p. 367, 1. 2): 81 b 21 p3) EoTe A'B* #* Ross (p. 567): Eott A*B*Cdn Arab Phil.

(p. 367, 1. 2): 81 b 21 elwat A'C! Ross: y7) Bldn Arad.: ui) elvay ACP.

(p- 367, 1. 9): 81 b 27 Aeuxbg Phil. Arab. (ut vid.) Ross: Aeuxéy codd.

{p. 369, n. 1): 8za 8 ¥ mpdg G TMEPAIVETIL  amy oF \pam u\_‘,_.. r\ Arab,
Marginal note: ‘in the Syriac’ .... 3a, f\ : indifferent ? .

(p. 369, 1. 13): 82 a 18 €lt" dupbrepa codd. Ross: &n’ dppérepa An Phil.S Arab.

(p. 370, L 12): 82a 31 afly ABDn Arab.: afl Waitz, Ross.

P. 370, 1. 13): 82 a 32 AaPelv: read 6%y for ey

(p- 372, L 2): 82 b 11 &vea codd. Ross: wdte» Phil., fecit n, Arab.

(p- 372,1.3): 82 b 12 A n? Ross: 8 ABD: &y n* Phil. Arab.

(p- 372, 1. 7): 82 b 16 debrepog codd. Ross: Tpitag n ! Arab. )
(p- 373, 1. 9): 82 b 32 memepacpevdats codd Ross Arad: om. n': menepasyuévag nd. Phil'.:
moMAdxeg Phil. yp.

(. 377, 1. 5): 83b 13 8% 8w codd. Arab. Ross: §firov &t ».

(p. 377, 0. 5): 83 b 19 xatyyopeicat f)l“‘ 21133 : These two words ‘are not in the
Syriac’: correct.

(p. 379, 1. 7): 84 a 11 avv <& Phil. Arab. Ross: ¢ott abrn AB: tori d: aby fecit n.

{p- 379,). 10): 84a 15 dwundpyet. Read dyrge fOF 5y s

(p. 379, n. 9): cf. above p. 130.
(p- 379, I. 11): 842 17 dvurdpyer. Read > 4oy for 34n Lo

(P. 379, 1. 11): B4 2 17 &p1BproD. I suggest >\ for 5, ad)

1 3603 MS 3555 Badawi.
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I 23 (p. 381, n. 1): 84 b 6 &Te 0dx del (om. nl) ... GredpEer 3925 s Arab.: ‘in the Syriac’

1 25
I3z
I 32
II 1
11 3

IIs

mé

23w s 111 i correct.
(p. 381, 1. 12): 84 b 9 Erepot codd. Ross: Exdtepov n'. Arab.

(p. 383, 1. 5): 84 b 31 Ayjrevéov. Read »;_ for Loy,

(p. 383,1. 6): 84 b 33 aABD Arab.: A » Ross (p. 586).

(p.383,1. 7): 84 b 34 dapPdvetar. Read Jos; for oy

{p. 384, L. 1): 85 a 4 p# codd. Ross: om. n* Arab.

(p. 385, 1. 3): 85 a 23 #mordpeba. Read (,l., for (,_.\.._

(p- 385, 1. 4): 85 a 23 ldGpev Bn Arab Them. Ross: WBwpev 4 d.

(p. 385, n. 6): 853 25 Ebpwmoc wovoixde: o\l Arab.: Syriae N\ .. A
correct. For the use of the Syriac form cf. Al-Farabi, Canons of Poetry p. 269, 17 Arberry:
O;'-)\L-“)U -

(p. 386, 1. 12): 85 b 4 p@ddov, i.e. < 1> instead of <pi>

(p- 392, 1. 1): 86 b 13 Aafeiv. Read 364, for o

(P. 398, 1. 8): 88 a 1 Vv n. Phil.! Arab. Ross: om. ABd.

(p. 402, 1. 6): 88 b 29 péyeBog Phil. Ross: peyéBoug. ABdn Arab.

(p. 408, 1. 6): 89 b 29 t0? codd. Ross: téte Td n Arab.

(p. 413,n.5): gob 27 #) Td wpdiTar Spropol Edovton AvambBeHTOL Lalina i J:\’Y\ oﬁ;
Arab. (corTupt): ‘in the Syriac’ L né 15,30 S el Q)f'. )1 correct.

(p- 417, 0. 8): o1b 15 dmodebevuay + e s Y, D35S, This appears to be a
marginal note to or a variant reading for 5 iz N Y, ( (amep 008’ & Emdywv)
which has slipped into the text. ,, These words are not in the Syriac, and there is in ad-
dition no need for them. And I think” (i.e. Al-Hasan),that Aba Bishr has explained it
(\f_,e.'.’) in his translation”.

(P 419, n. 1): 91 b 34 xal Tolto piv od3dv dromov opr o u.w_,.;._,.g \ia, ‘This
is not in the Syriac’. Applies probably to the last three words which are, strictly speaking,
not necessary but they bring out the special force of 0082v quite well. !

(P- 419, 1. 4): 91b 36 & éx Ti¢ Srnpéoees Mywy Tov dpropéy 1) 3 2L} Jok V.
Above the line in red oA ¢ correct.

(P- 420, 1. 2): 9z a 3 6 82 Tot0570g Abyog dmag odx EaTiv dpiopés i o dlo oda J v{,
Arab. Above the line in red ‘in the Syriac’ L\,). o \,\{ Js ‘f, correct — obx
fotiv d E Phil. Arab.: oduéte A Bn.

(p. 420, 1. 5): 91 a6 xal om. n Arab.

(P 420, 1.9): 922 9 Ydp codd. Ross: &v n: &p’ V51 Arab (this is the reading in the ancestor
of n used by Ishaq).

(p- 421, 1. 7): 92 a 20 el'td xax bal v Sxtperd elvat 1 suggest to read: _,.L&\ (Badawi
o) (...L\ Gl s (Badawl '&“) o) Syl sae u‘{u\, of: II. 9 and r0.

{p. 421, 1. 5): ,_.L,&!, : above the line: *This is not in the Syriac and is not needed here’. It

may onginally be a gloss {cf. ad p. 417 n. 8) or one of the double translations which Abd
Bishr likes (of Suxtperd).

' CL eg. 94 b 12: p. 432,10 003év Sixpéper PSR wer Y
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(p- 421, 1. 9): 92 a 22 dBuxipetdy T Blanpetéd codd. Ross: Suaipetdv w6 dBiupérar d Arab
(isolated case, cf. 424, 10).

(p. 422, 0. 4): 92 2 33 Ypaupatinds u'_};t)’\‘zé" above the line (5,2, Cf. above p. go,
n. 4 and &wd yevéoewg u._,_\;\,..;;\ Al-Farabi, Canons of Poetry p. 269, 14, 270, 15 Arberry
and below ad p. 433, n. 12,

(p- 423, 1 6): 92b 12 papév. Read JJ;" instead of J)zt

(p-423,1.7):92b 138 1 otlv Arabd, scripsit Ross: 5t EoTiv codd. NB!

(p. 424, 0. 6): 92b 27 €l &v » Phil. Arab. (Lv)_;._ J3) Ross: §v 4ABd — above the line
(A4 is not needed): I wonder.

{p- 424,1. 10): 92 b 31 dove Spoug v Sudeyolueba wivreg \G) Ll o34 d6 g
FYS*AN I,Lg,;', Lili. Badawi (p. 424 n. 8) understands \a.\,} as dmaywy? (cf. above p.
8g f.) and gives an inaccurate version of the Greek. 1 suggest to read L.g-\, (rdvreg)

instead.

(p. 424, 1. 10): 92 b 33 dnb8eific @ Arab. (cf. ad p. 421, 9) Ross: om. AB: tmathuy Ba.
(p- 426, . 4): 93 a 16 elmuvrag coud. Ross: &mbvreg Phil. Arab. (ut vid. ... J\... Or dami)
(p- 429, 1. 2): 93 b 23 Tpbrov Btdn Phil. Them. Arab.: téov AB,

(p. 429, n. 1): 93 b 26 THg odolag ‘being’, not in the technical sense of ‘substance’: » .,..“
Arab, above the line >, )“ : probably correct.

(p. 431, n. 2): 93b 3.7 70D wohepeiofas Abnvaiovg 2,8\ J.\ 2y 31 above the
line in red: = o <3> (cf. 94 b 4, 5) ‘that war was waged against the Athenians’:

correct. (from the Syriac?).
(p. 431, n. 2): "Epetptéwv. It is, in general, not advisable to change Greek proper names,

which are corrupt in the Arabic, according to the Greek. In addition, I wonder why T = L

Arab. becomes i. in Badawl's emended reading.

(p- 432, 1. 8): 94 b 8 &vexa tlvog Arab., Ross (p. 647): Evexd tivog codd., of. ad p. 423, 1. 7.
There is an interesting parallel in Metaph. A 7, 1072 a 34, where the older translator

Astit, with Ross, understands wog Exov (\u §%), Whereas Aba Bishr, with the Greck

MSS, Ps.-Alexander and William of Moerbeke take it as an interrogative pronoun (_j_{),

cf. p. 1598 Bouyges. A 6, 1072a 5 we find the correct reading volg évépyewx in one

Greek MS (A7), William of Moorbeke, Ps.-Alexander and Abd Bishr ( Jadl ,a i),

whereas Astat has bvepyeig ( Jally Jid)) with the Greek MSS EJA4®. (cf. also above p. 88).

(p. 433, n. 1): 94 b 19 Adyog, above the line ‘definition’, cf. Mure’s translation (presumably

from a Greek commentary — cf. p. 456, n. 51: 98 b 23; p. 458, n. 2: 99 a 3).

{p- 433, L. 12): 94 b 32 &1t Eustr. Them, Arab. Ross (p. 647): om. codd.: NB!

(p. 433. L. 13): 94 b 33 ol ITuBayépetor u‘))“\:)’ iad: 0. 10: u‘))"\:)il

(p- 433, 0. 12): 94 b 34 &v 76 ToPTAE® .y \leb  above the line f...4\. Cf. above p. go

and ad p. 422, n. 4.

(p. 434, 1. 3): 95 a 1 unusual rendering of épu# by i,5 Presupposes Philoponus’ para-

phrase of the passage p. 384, 28 W. nopk piow 8¢ xal Praia xbwels dotwv &) pl dnd g

tvodomg uodic v vd pew g xal Ging EvdiBouévn. p. 385, 6 W.: xatd Thv puothy

Sovapty (cf. ad p. 347, n. 5). NB!

v Cf. Neue philol. Untersuchungen 7, Berlin 1929, p. 78.

—— . -
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I 1 (p. 434, L 6): 952 4 dv3pidg Jlui.
I 12 (p. 434, 1. 6): 95 2 16 Tt &oTtv xplotaddos; eDpbn 84 §tt BSwp memnyds. I prefer to

I

1
11

13

14
16

7

19

read _\.\¢_><’>\. 6‘\ Jo:,JJ ? ,\=\£\ \. instead of »\, <> \. Badawi.

(p- 437, 1. 9): 95 b 6 d&3wxlprta B Phil. Arab. Ross: Suxpetd ABd.

(p. 439, n. 6): 95b 36 81 Tod péaouv ,\‘_,Y\ 3 Arab.: above the line L_,‘ﬂ\!: better !
(p. 441, 1. 1): 96 2 20 TG pév olv 10 tf fotwv elg Todg Spoug dmodldotar; Above
the word s : 5,34}, T suggest to read <5,0d1> o L jas ‘;o,._ _j,{ Ll

(p- 445, n. 7): 96 b 35 aiteiolar )3\4.1 Arab., above the line J‘\.! . The Arab. is
correct, the note is wrong but presupposes either knowledge of Greek or comparison with
an ambiguous Syriac word.

3 e oYy B e )W
above the line ... 5 e L.\ ... : better (from the Syriac?).

(p. 418, 1 14): 972 36 &n dmav § 68 # ©63e Ldov LM L)y oﬁ: ARW ‘p\ Q‘
< )'-\> [H'H \.\,?. _,\. Badawi's addition of fT is completely unjustified.

(p- 449, 1. 2): 97 b 3 &l codd. Arab. Ross: ely 7d yévog n.

(p. 450, 1. 4): 97 b 14 mreloug Eustr. Phil. Ross: mhelw codd.: tpla Arab.

(p- 448, 1. 14): 97 2 36 76 Te mpdTOV v Sralpectv e . . . . .

(p. 450, 1. 8): 97 b 17 €l codd. Arab. Ross: om. n.

(p- 451, 1. 4): 97 b 32 T capéc ))GH‘ Arab, above the line C"‘"-’“ : better (from the
Syriac?)

(p. 453, 1. 11): 98 a 11 A codd. Ross: v n Arab.

(p. 455, 14): 98 b 3 aitiatéy codd. Arab. Ross: altiov n'.

(p. 457, 1. 1-2): 98 b 25 ff. glosses (in brackets) in the text.

(p. 457, 1. 8): 98 b 33 o codd. Arab. Ross: odx nl.

(p- 457,1. 9): 98 b 34 ToLodl A% Phil. Arab. (ut vid.}: Toio8t B: tolg 3ei dn.

(p. 458, L. 14): 99 a 9 xui? codd. Arab.: xatd n.

(p- 458, 1. 14): 99 a 10 ypapun n. Ross: ypappatl 4 Bd Phil. Arab.

(p- 459, 1. 6): 99 a 14 alafnov u_'..{\ Arab., read :)_£\l

(p. 460, L. 2): 99 a 21 péoov* + b wP&TOV K. Arab.: om. codd. Ross.

(p. 460, 1. 11): 99 a 33 & B Eustr. Arab. Ross: & ABdn.

(p. 461, 1. 7-8): 99 b 2 & A 3 A Ondpxet ydp n Arab.: ©d A Sndpyer ABd An. Pkil.:
[td A] Smdpyer Ross.

(p. 461,1.8): 99 b 2 m&ot Toic A Yl t_,l. b3 & E LW\G (agst. 16: %)

(p. 461, 1. 17): 99 b 8 ddd codd. Arab. Ross: + &el n.

(p- 462,1.2): 99 b 11 T A An. Ross: v Bd Eustr. Pkil. Arab.

(p. 463, 1. 15): 100 a 1 &t AEPAil. Them. (ut vid.) Ross: &v 1t d n fecit B: 1t An. Arab.
L&)

(p. 463, n. 3): 10022 J )3 Aéyog ‘forming of a conception’ (Ross): above the line f"k"
read I'i’ ‘proposition’, cf. 1. Pollack op. cit. p. 39.

(p- 464, 1. 2): 100 a 6 ) & mavrég AB, fecit n: om. An. Arab.

(- 464, 1. 18): 100b 5 # » Eustr. Arab. Ross: xxt ABd. A gloss has slipped into the Arabic

text ofrw + ) LV, (v Yemayarh).

1 Cf. e.g. 38 b 19: p. 456, 5 81& Tob attiov d..\\. ; Suk c. acc. is F_\ , cf.e.g., 98 b 20: p. 456, 5.
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The contents of this survey may conveniently be summarised in a few
words. It is interesting to realise how much could be corrected with
the help of Ishdq ibn Hunain’s Syriac text and of other unspecified
sources of information. I count 33 passages treated in this way
Comparison of the readings of the Syriac and Arabic with the variant
readings recorded in the apparatus criticus of Sir David Ross’ recent
edition confirms us in the belief that only a diligent and eclectic study
of all the good MSS available will bring us as near as possible to Aristotle’s
autograph or, at least, to Andronicus’ of Rhodes edition. The Arabic
agrees with the Ambrosianus » in 25 passages. It is however very pro-
bable that an ancestor of #n—which is somehow connected with Ishaq’s
text—had not yet been spoiled by some of the bad readings now to be
found in the Ambrosianus (cf. ad p. 420, g). But there are at least 10
passages in which the Arabic text agrees with Philoponus against #,
6 of which are accepted as the best readings by Ross, two of them (367, g,
379, 7) against all the Greek MSS; 1o times Philoponus, # and Arab
agree. I list ten passages where the Arabic has preserved the right
reading not t{o be found in # or Philoponus, but it may have been in the
relative of # which was presumably used by Ishaq. Once only is a different
division of the Greek words proposed by Ross born out by the Arabic
(423, 7) and once the change of an indefinite pronoun into an interro-
gative (432, 8). The most important argument for linking up Ishiq
with Philoponus is the passage p. 434 1. 3, where it is impossible to
assume that the Arabic translator, as it occasionally bappens (cf., e.g.,
Plato Arabus I p. 22 ff.), misunderstood an ambiguous Syriac word. All
this will, in due course, be important for a future history of Early Islamic
Philosophy and its Greek and Syriac background.

ADDITIONS

Ad p. 92. I1I) Since this article was written, vol. 111 of Mantig Aristii has been published (Cairo
1952). It contains Topics VII, translated by Aba “‘Uthmin ad-Dimashgl (pp. 676-689) and
VIII, translated by Ibrahim ibn ‘Abdallah al-Katib. cf. above p. 67 n. t {pp. 690-733); the
three translations of the Sopkistics Elenchi, cf. above p. 81 {. (pp. 736-1018) ; Porphyry's 1sagoge,
translated by AbG ‘Uthmin ad-Dimashgqi, cf. above p. 75 n. 1 (pp. 1021-1068). Another
edition of the Isagoge by Ahmad Fouid al-Ahwan! was published in Cairo in the same year
{together with a Life of Porphyry, in Arabic). Both editors would have been well advised to
consult the parallel version to be fouad in the Bodleian MS Marsh 28 (i.e. Al-Firabl's com-
mentary on the Isagoge, cf. D. M. Dunlop, The Esist and Definition of Phslosophy, from
an Arabic text ascribed to Al-Fdrabi, Iraq 13, 1951, p. 76 ff.) instead of filling the lacunas in
the Paris MS, with translations of their own.

-

The Arabic Translations of Aristotle 111

#. 97 n. 1. Cf. O. Regenbogen in Pauly-Wissowa-Kroll s.v. Theopkrastos, Supplement VII,
col. 1408 ff.

#. 112 /. Cf. now Badawi, Manyiq Aristia 111 p. 1014 ff. and the interesting note on the ‘old trans-
lation’, presumably by Ibn Ni‘ima, p. 740, where he mentions that it is uncertain from which
language it was made.

p. 114 n. 1. Cf. W. Schwarz, The meaning of Fidus Inierpres in medieval translation, Journal of
Theological Studies 45, 1944, pp. 73 ff.

#. 127. Al-Kindi gives the Aristotelian definition in this way (Definitions, p. 165, 7):

WA 6 Y 5 e g dale Ll

61 {1-111). A manuscript containing the Isagoge, the Categories, the De interpretatione, the Prior
and Posterior Analytics has been traced by Prof. D. S. Rice in Istanbul, Top-Kapu Ahmet 11§
3362. It has Latin notes (of South Italian origin?) on the margins and some puzzling illumina-

bid

tioms.

p. 64 n. 3. S. Pines, La ‘philosophie orientale’ d’Avicenne etc., Archives d'kistoire doctrinale et
littéraire du moyen dge 1952 (1953) pp. 18 fi.

p. 64 n. 4. Cf. G. Levi della Vida, Oriens s, 1952, pp. 109 fi., A. J. Festugiére-R. M. Tonneau,
Revue des Etudes Grecques 65, 1952, pp. 97-118, H. Langerbeck, Gnomon 25, 1953, pp. 263 fi.

p. 65 1. 12. The Arabic text of the Poetics (first published by Margoliouth) has been reprinted by
A. Badawi [Cairo 1953] together with the commentaries of Avicenna and Averroes {first
published by Lasinio) and Al-Fardbi's essay Canons of Poetry, first published by A. J. Arberry,
Rivista degli Studi Orientali 16, 1938, p.266.

p. 65 1 17. The text of the De plantis was reprinted by A. Badawi, Islamica 16, Cairo 1954,
pp. 243—282. H. J. Drossaart Lulofs, Aristotle’s TTepl QuTidv, Journal of Hellenic Studies 57,
1957, pp- 75-80.

P. 651 23. Vol. Vi was posthumously published Beyrouth 1952. Cf. Orientalia 26, 1957, pp. 92—
94.

p. 66 ». 1. Ibn Suwir: cf. B. Lewin, L'idéal antique du philosophe dans la philosophie arabe.
Un traité d'éthique du philosophe Baghdadien Ibn Suwir, Lycknos 1954-5, pp. 267-284.
La notion de mubdat dans le Kalam et dans la philosophie, Donum Natalicium H. S, Nyberg
Oblatum, Uppsala 1954, pp. 84-93. S. Pines, op.cit. (p. 64 n. 3), p. 15, n. 3; p. 36, n. 1. S. M.
Stern, Ibn al-Samh, Journal of the Royal Asiatic Society, 1956, pp. 31-44. — Theophrastus:
Cf. E. Reitzenstein, Theophrast bei Epikur und Lucres, Heidelberg 1924. H. J. Drossaart
Lulofs, The Syriac translation of Theophrastus' Meteorology, Autour d'Aristote, Louvain
195%, PP- 433-449.

p.661 12, A. Périer, Yahyd b. ‘Adi, Paris 1920, pp. 77 ff.

#.661. 32. Heis also the translator of Alexander of Aphrodisias, De providentia.

p. 67 n. 1. Ibr3him ibn ‘Abdallih was a Christian, cf. Aristis ‘inda 'l *Avab p. 277 and Fihrist
p. 252 Fligel.

#.671. 23. Cf.S. Pines, La doctrine de I'intellect selon Bakr al-Mawsili, Studi Orientalisticy in onore
di Giorgio Levi Della Vida I, Roma 1956, p. 350 f. Un texte inconanu d'Aristote, Archives,
1956 (published 1957), p. 16 f.

p. 67 1. 37. Cf. F. Rosenthal, Ishiq b. Hunain's Ta’rih al-atibba’, Oriens 7, 1954, pp- 55-80.

p. 68 1. 26, Cf. D. M. Dunlop, The translations of Al-Bitriq and Yahya ibn Al-Bitriq, Journal of the
Royal Asiatic Society, 1959, p. 140 f.
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p. 68 1. 32. An English translation of the ‘Theology of Aristotle’ by G. C. Lewis, based on a new
critical text, is now available in the second volume of P. Henry and H. R. Schwyzer’s edition
of the Greek text of Plotinus, Paris-Bruxelles 1959, cf. Praef, pp. XX VI ff. About the edition
of the Arabic text by A. Badawi, Islamica 20, Cairo 1955 cf. G. L. Lewis, Oriens 10, 1957,
PP- 395-399.

Ibn Ni‘ima: cf. P. Kraus, Zu Ibn al-Mugaffa‘ (above p. 64, n. 4) p. 8. J. Kraemer, Zeit-
schrift der Dewtschen Morgenlandischen Gesellsckaft 106, 1956, p. 264.
Astat: rather Ustath (cf. below p. 119.)

p.681. 39. A.D. 686, according to Kraemer, op.cit., p. 265, n. 2.
p. 69 n. 2. Cf. P. Kraus, Zu [bn al-Mugaffa®, p. 3.

p. 70 b. 15. Ci. C. Haddad, ‘Isd b. Zur‘a, philosophe arabe et apologiste chrétien du Xe siécle.
Thése Paris 1952, 366 pp. (typescript).

p. 70 1. 30. Three similar references to the spelling of Ishiq’s autograph are to be found on the
margins of the Paris MS of the nepl Lppqvglq; foll. 182v 186v. Cf. also the contemporary MS
of Al-Farabi, Ard ahl al-madina al-fddila, passim.

#. 71 n. 2. Cf. S. M. Stern, Ibn al-Tayyib’s commentary on the Isagoge, Bulletin of the School of
Oriental and African Studies 19, 1957, Pp. 419-425. J. Schacht-M. Meyerhof, Controversy
{cf. above p. 64, n. 3) pp. 58, 63, 87; he was the teacher of Ibn Butlan.—A. F. L. Beeston,
Aun important Arabic manuscript in Oxford, Oriendalia Christiana Periodica 19, 1953, p. 197 fi.

p- 731 28. Cf.Tlepl tpunveias fol. 1717 1807,

p. 74 L. 10. Cf. Ammonius, De smterpr. p. 17, 22 Busse. Boethius, De interpr., Ed. sec. p. 5, 14
Meiser.

p. 74 . 1. Cf. the older form Hifiiqratis for Buqr3t in Ibn Masawaih (Priifer-Meyerhof, Die
Augenheilkunde des Juhanna b, Masawaih, Der Islam 6, 1916, p. 220).

p.761. 22. Ammonios depends on Proclus, cf. De interpr., p. 1, 8 Busse.

p.771.35. Abouthis ary of the Sophistici Elenchi cf. A, Badawi, Mantiq Arista, vol. 111,
Cairo 1952, p. 851: QUSH i 1y 48 kS 0 As C,_,Jl lia Jt

$. 79 1. 2. Cf. D. J. Allan, Aristotle ‘De caelo’ and the cc tary of Simplicius, Medieval and
Renaissance Studies 2, 1950, pp. 82 fi.

p. 84 fi. Cf. L. Minio-Paluello, I} testo dei Primi Analitici di Aristotele: Le tradizioni antiche
Siriaca e Latina, Rivista deght Studi Orientali 32, 1957, pp. 367-584.

p. 9o fi. The number of Greek words used by Ishiq b. Hunain in his translation of Aristotle’s
De anima (ed. A. Badawi, Islamica 16, Cairo 1954, pp. 1-88) is surprising.

p. 95 1. 11.  Cf. Al-Kindi, below p. 201, n. 3 and Na‘ima (?), Topics 165a4 (z'p. 752, i Badawi)
Tow WBSEwY dgak i par
p.951. 36. Now published by A. Badawi (cf. above ad p. 90 fI.)

p. 96 I 1. Cf. Al-Kindi, Definitiones, p. 165, A.R.: ol t ial 5-ihl and Aristotle, De an.
412a9, 27 rl.? for tvrehéxaix [Ishaq).

.96 1. 6. Cf. Alexander Aphr., De an., pp. 16,6. 17,12. 24,1. 103,6,9 Bruns,

p. 97 1 14. Read: «This earliest translation of an epitome of the .. .»

p. 981 28. Cf. Sa°id al-Andalusi, Tabagdt al
P. 194, . 3.

p- 52, Cheikho (p. 105 Blachére) and below
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p. g8 n. 1. Cf. S. Pines, Razi Critique de Galien, Actes du Septiime Congrés International
d'Histoire des Sciences, Jerusalem 1953, p. 485.

p. 103. The MS mentioned ad p. 61 should be collated.
p. 107 (ad. p. 385, n. 6). The Syriac form also in Ibn Zur ‘a’s translation of the Sophistici Elenchs,
P. 159, 4 Badawi.

Additions ad p. 61. 111. The Arabic text of the Isagoge-passages missing in the Paris MS can now
be consulted in S. M. Stern’s article, quoted ad p. 71, n. 2 on pp. 423-425.



ON THE ARABIC VERSIONS OF BOOKS A, «, and A OF
ARISTOTLE’'S METAPHYSICS

It would be out of place to list in a short paper, written for a special
occasion, all the various reasons which may induce classical scholars to
take an interest in Islamic philosophy, or to illustrate diverse aspects of
the general question by examining a number of miscellaneous topics.
I rather prefer to open a discussion of the Greek manuscripts used by the
ninth- and tenth-century Arabic translators of Aristotle. That such a
study ought to be undertaken is obvious and its usefulness has never been
seriously doubted. It was in this light that Professor Margoliouth tackled
the translations of Aristotle’s Poetics 1 and Rhetoric 2 and of Theophrastus’
metaphysical fragment 3. But progress has been delayed by the lack of
proper editions of the Arabic versions and by the lack of scholars who
are used to reading both Greek and Arabic texts and are familiar with
textual questions on both sides. Collaboration between classical scholars
and orientalists can, in my view, never replace this ambidextrous approach,
and it is not surprising that the results of such collaboration have not
been encouraging 4.

In the present situation it seems particularly worthwhile and promising
to compare some sections of the Arabic text of Aristotle’s Metaphysics
with the Greek original. For, by a lucky coincidence, an excellent critical
edition of the Arabic version is available at the very moment of the
publication of Professor Jaeger’s most stimulating minor edition of the
Greek text (Oxford, 1957) 5. The Arabic version, or rather versions, are

1 Analecta orientalia ad Poeticam Aristoteleam (London 1887). The Poetics of Aristotle,

translated from Greek into English and from Arabic into Latin, with a revised text, introduction,
tary, gl ry and ticon (London-New York-Toronto 1911).

2 On the Arabic version of Aristotle's Rhetoric, Semitic Studies in memory of Alexander
Kohut (Berlin 1897), pp. 376 ff.

3 Remarks on the Arabic version of the Metaphysics of Theophrastus, Journal of the
Royal Asiatic Society, 1892, pp. 192 fi. The Arabic version is mentioned neither in Ross-
Fobes’ critical edition of the ‘‘Metaphysical Fragment” (Oxford 1929) nor in Prof. Regen-
bogen’s comprehensive article ‘‘Theophrastos von Eresos” (Pauly-Wissowa, Supplement-
Band VII).

4 Cf. my survey of ‘Previous Work on translations from the Greek’ in Oriens 6 (1953),
p- 91 ff. [above, p. 6off].

8 Cf. Gnomon 31, 1959, Pp. 586—92.
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mainly to be found in the lemmata of Averroés’s Great Commentary, some
are quoted within the context of Averroés’ paraphrasis, and in the case
of books « and A we even have an additional translation copied on the
margins of the unique (probably thirteenth century) Arabic MS, now in
Leiden. The edition is the work of the late Father Maurice Bouyges, S.]J.,
to whom we owe all the best available critical editions of Arabic philo-
sophical texts 1. It also contains a very elaborate Arabic-Greek glossary 2
which facilitates the comparison of the Greek and Arabic texts (it is
regrettable that other publications of Arabic versions from the Greek,
notably the recent first editions of Porphyry’s Isagoge 3 and Aristotle’s
Prior Analytics, Posterior Analytics, Topics, Sophistici Elenchi and De
anima are not provided with indexes of this kind, as are the extant edi-
tions of the Categories and the De interpretatione)t. Unfortunately,
Bouyges’ posthumous Greek-Arabic glossary, his ‘‘Répertoire des Mots
Grecs” 5 is not as reliable as his Arabic-Greek glossary and has to be used
with caution, especially since it is not complete. Bouyges’ list of hypo-
thetical Greek readings which the translators may have found in the MSS
used by them & represents a very small help for the Greek scholar. He
almost exclusively mentions their ““‘Sonderfehler” (‘“‘separative errors’)
and does not relate their readings to the principal Greek MSS. Only very
few of the passages of A, « and A which I propose to list here are mentioned
by him at all.

Since this paper is addressed primarily to classical scholars I shall not
quote the Arabic evidence in the original but ask to be trusted—although
I may well be wrong here and there. Moreover, Father Bouyges’ edition
is so admirably arranged that every passage of Aristotle (quoted according
to Bekker) can be immediately checked. In my references to the Greek
text and to Greek MSS I base myself on Jaeger’s recent edition and follow
the sigla as used by him. It goes without saying that Sir David Ross’
larger edition and his sometimes different editorial decision have been
taken into due account.

1 Bibliotheca Arabica Scholasticarum, V-VII (Beirut 1938-52). C{. Orientalia, 20 {1951),
pp- 334 fI. ; 26 (1957), pp. 92 fl.

2 Bibliotheca Arabica Scholasticorum, VII.

3 A. Badawi, Mantig Aristi, pp. 1021 fi.

4 Cf. the article Aristutalis in the second edition of the Encyclopedia of Islam, vol. 1,
pp- 630 ff. A comparative index of the logical treatises is being prepared by Dr. §. Afnan
in Haifa, and an index of the Arabic version of Themistius' De anima by Dr. M. Lyons
in Cambridge. Dr. G. Lewis in Oxford has completed a similar index of the so-called
Theology of Aristotle, comparing it with Plotinus.

8 Bibliotheca Arabica Scholasticorum, V, i, pp. CXCV fi.

8 Op. cit., V 1, pp. CLXI f. ’

1
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1

Before I proceed to a detailed comparison of textual variants, I propose
to say a few words about the quality of the Arabic versions of philosophical
and cognate Greek texts and of the materials at the disposal of the trans-
lators—especially since the evidence, though easily accessible, is not very
widely known.

The Arabic authors distinguish between ‘‘ancient”” and more recent
translations, by ‘“‘ancient” translations meaning those dating before
Hunain son of Ishiq (4873) and his large school. We have known for
more than thirty years now a small treatise in which Hunain discusses
more than 120 works of Galen which he had come to know in their Greek
original and which he had translated either into Syriac or into Arabic t.
‘We have every right to assume that the conditions for translating Aristotle
were not very different from those described in the case of Galen, and
we can, apart from Hu.:ain's special procedure in translating, confidently
state that the earlier translators had the same opportunity as Hunain to
come across Greek manuscripts and to consult educated Greeks living
within the orbit of Islam—although we have no similar direct evidence
on their behalf.

According to Hunain it was possible to collect Greek MSS in all the
countries of the Islamic empire which had a Greek urbanised population
at the time of the Arab conquest and in which the Greek language had
not yet died out in his own day—so that a prospective translator could
still learn the language from educated native speakers. He tells us 2 that
he went in search of MSS in Mesopotamia, Syria, Palestine and Egypt,
and he particularly mentions Alexandria, Damascus (the home of the
orthodox Greek patristic writer John of Damascus in the first half of the
eighth century), Aleppo 3 and Harran 4 as places where rare Greek books
are likely to be found 5. He succeeded in obtaining at least one MS of
most of the works of Galen of which he knew, although in the case of the

! Hunain ibn Ishag Uber die syrischen und arabischen Galen-Ubersetzungen, edited and
translated into German by G. Bergstrisser (Leipzig 1925).

20p. cit., no. 115.

3 0p. cit., no. 67. People told him that they had seen a rare MS in Aleppo but although
he carefully looked for it there he did not find it.

4 0p. cit., no. 122 and G. Bergstrisser, Neue Materialien zu Hunain ibn Ishdaq's Galen-
Bibliographie (Leipzig 1932), p. 11. Hunain found there a copy of the Iepl tav &v 6
IMatwvog Tyrale lavpuea elpnévav, the greater part of which is nowadays lost (cf. Corpus
Medicorum Graecorum, Supplementum I, Leipzig-Berlin 1934). -

5 In one case he went in search of a Greek MS of a work by Galen without success but
found eventually comfort in the fact that Oribasius (s. I'V) somewhere mentions that he
had also been unable to trace a MS of the work in question (op. cit., no. 80). The Greek
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fifteen books Ilepi @nodelfews, for instance, whose Greek original is now
lost, he could nowhere trace a complete manuscript, as he tells us with
great regret 1. But Hunain was by no means satisfied to base a translation
on only one Greek MS: ““At the age of 20 I translated Galen De sectis
from a very faulty Greek MS (scil. into Syriac). Later when I was about 40
years old my pupil Hubaish asked me to correct it after I had brought
together a number of Greek MSS. I collated all these MSS so that one
single correct manuscript was established, then I collated this (critically
established) Greek text with my previous Syriac version and corrected it.
This is my usual procedure in all my attempts at translation. After some
years I translated it into Arabic.” 2 The same is explicitly stated for his
Syriac translation of the Ilepl tpopdv Suvapewy 3. He doubts the quality of
his translation of the Ilepi odotag g Yuyiic xat” *Acxdnmadyy since he did
it as a young and inexperienced writer and used only one—and moreover
a faulty—MS 4, He encountered particular difficulties in establishing a
“good text” of Galen’s commentary on Hippocrates’ Epidemics 5. We
learn thus that Hunain and those of his pupils who translated from the

- Greek into Syriac for Christian and into Arabic for Muslim patrons were

both able and accustomed to establish a critical Greek text (in Bekker’s
eclectic manner) before they started translating. In doing this they most
likely imitated what Greek scholars in their days did as well, and this
Arabic evidence may thus be used in supporting the not uncommon
observation, that our ancient Greek MSS were evidently constantly
influencing each other and hence present a ‘‘mixed” text as the result of
this procedure—a fact which can be studied in Alexander of Aphro-
disias’ commentaries on Aristotle for instance or in Galen’s treatment of
textual problems in Hippocrates 8. The Paris MS of Aristotle’s Organon
shows, in its marginal notes, that the Arabs were still quite aware of the
variant readings discussed in the Greek commentaries ?. We are thus
Footnote Continued from Page 116
text is in fact available and can be read in vol. XIV, p. 311 fl. of Kuehn’s edition
{ITepl edmopictewv).

1 0p. cit., no. 115.

2 0p. cil., no. 3.

30p. cit., no. 74.

4 0p. cit., no. 108.

5 Op. cit., no. g95. Ci. also no. 20 (Methodus medends).

¢Cf. above p. 81. Cf. also Ammonius, De inferpr. p. 8, 24-28 Busse, a relevant
passage, quoted in L. Minio-Paluello’s Oxford text of the De interpretatione (Oxford 1949),
p. XIII. Cf. also H. Diels’ discussion of the text of Aristotle’s Physics (Abhandlungen of
the Berlin Academy, 1882) and Sir David Ross in his edition of the Physics (Oxford 1936},
pp. 106 fi.

7 Ci., for instance, above p. 70 fi. passim, pp. 82 f.
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entitled to use Arabic translations, at least those produced under the
influence of the school of Hunain, with the same respect as Greek texts
established by late Greek scholars. Hunain also tells us how he became
acquainted with the way in which the ““Ancients” were studying Galen
(and we have every right to assume the same for Aristotle and cognate
texts). “‘Our Christian friends”, he says, “‘do the same as the Alexandrian
scholars used to do: they read and interpret texts in those places which
are called Uskul (Syriac eskole, Greek oyorn)”, i.e. in convent schools
which existed in Baghdad itself 1. These readings probably took place in
Syriac but I do not think it impossible that there were still Greek studies
of this kind in existence in ninth-century Baghdad. Ibn an-Nadim, the
author of the Fihrist, could still visit the Greek quarter round the Greek
Church in Baghdad in 988 2, and some translations from the Greek were
still made in the second half of the tenth century. I think it unlikely that
Hunain had to travel to Byzantium to learn Greek, he could acquire his
astonishing mastery of Greek scientific style nearer home.

We can say that most of the Arabic translations made by Hunain, by
his son Ishidq and by their immediate pupils are extremely good. They
even help us to ascertain the exact meaning of Greek words in the ninth
century and thus can be useful for Greek studies proper. The same
applies to many translations made by the tenth-century Christian
Baghdad teachers of philosophy who had no Greek but often used Syriac
translations made by Hunain or his pupils—as well as accepting their
Arabic versions where they existed. A comparative study of pre-Hunainian
Arabic translations—some of which were still used in Averroés’ days—
remains to be made. They appear to be of varying value, and each case
has to be judged on its merits. It has been rightly observed, by a four-
teenth-century Arabic critic 3, that in some of the older translations “‘the
translator renders each Greek word by a single Arabic word of an exactly
corresponding meaning, thus establishing the translation of one word after
another, until the whole has been translated. This method is bad on two
counts: (1) There are no corresponding Arabic words for all Greek words;
therefore, in this kind of translation many Greek expressions remain as
they are. (2) Syntactic peculiarities and constructions are not the same in
one language as in the other. . . . The other method of translating is that
of Hunain ibn Ishiq . . . and others. According to this method, the

10p. cit.. p. 18 (p. 15 of the German translation).

2Cf. C. A. Nallino Raccolta di Scrittsi Editi ¢ Inediti, vol. V (Rome 1944) p. 125 and
nn. 2 and 3.

3 As-Safadi (died 1363). I owe the reference to this passage to F. Rosenthal. Isis 36
(1945-6), p. 253 f. Cf. also above p. 83.
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translator grasps in his mind the meaning of the whole sentence used,
then renders it into Arabic by a corresponding sentence, regardless of the
congruence or lack of congruence of the individual words. This method is
better. Therefore Hunain’s books need no revision. . . .” Every student
of these different types of translation will agree with this description of
their various ways. It would be a rewarding task to explain the merits,
say, of Ishdq son of Hunain’s translation of the Categories in detail to
nonorientalists.

The sections of Aristotle’s Metaphysics to be considered in this paper
are due to four different translators. One of them, a certain Astath (or
rather Ustith = Eustathius), belongs to the pre-Hunainian group of
translators; he had been commissioned by the philosopher Al-Kindi (who
died about A.D. 870) to translate the Metaphysics for him 1. We find his
translation of the « and of A up to 1072® 16 on the margins of the Leiden
MS; it is almost complete, being only mechanically damaged here and
there. From 1072°16-1076%4 the lemmata of the commentary of Averroés
are given in his translation, as Father Bouyges rightly assumes, and,
accordingly, the marginal translation stops. I refer to him as Aru. Ishaq
son of Hunain’s (d. 910) 2 version of the « was used by Averroés (it will
be referred to as Arl). The Arabic text of the lemmata of A up to 107216
is given in the version of Abii Bishr Matta (d. 940), one of the leading
figures in the tenth-century Baghdad Christian-Arabic school of Aristo-
telian studies 3; like most members of this school he did not know Greek
and used to translate from previous Syriac translations, often those made
in the school of Hunain son of Ishdq; he may, in this particular case,
have used Hunain’s translation of A, which is mentioned in Ibn an-Nadim’s
Fihrist, but this is only a guess which cannot be proved (his translation
will be referred to as Arm). The beginning of A was no longer available
in twelfth-century Spain; Averroés’ text starts at 987%6. The translator,
Nazif, belongs also to the tenth-century group of Baghdad translators,
(referred to as Arn) 4, As we shall see, all these translators used reasonably
good Greek MSS; in the case of Ishaq and the Syriac source of Matti we

1 Ibn an-Nadim, Fikrist, p. 251, 27 Fliigel. Cf. above p. go.

2 Cf. above pp. 67, 70 ff., 82 f.,, 99. {[Cf. G. Levi della Vida, Berts di Toscana e il Califfo
Muktafi, Anedotti ¢ Svaghi Arabi & mom-Arabi, Milano-Napoli 1959, pp. 26-44.]

3 Cf. above pp. 66 £, 77 1., 99, 102 ff.

4Cf. S. M. Stern, Journal of the Royal Asiatic Society, 1956, p. 32.

[Cf. P. Thillet, Remarques et notes critiques sur les traductions arabes du livre
Lambda de la Métaphysique d’Aristote, Actes du Congrés Budé &4 Lyon, 1958. M. Bouyges,
La critique textuelle de la Métaphysique d’Aristote et les anciennes versions arabes,
Meélanges de I'Université St. Joseph de Beyrouth 27, 1947-48, pp. 147-52.]
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may assume that the respective translators had made their own Greek
text before they started to translate. But Ustath and Nazif also show a
remarkably good understanding of the by no means easy Greek text.

11

Jaeger’s edition of Aristotle’s Metaphysics follows, independently, the
pattern established first by Bonitz and elaborated in the editions of Christ,
and especially in Sir David Ross’ text (published for the first time thirty-
four years ago). This mieans, in the first instance, that it gives due recog-
nition to A® a not very diligently copied twelfth-century MS which
represents an ancient tradition, as is evident from a comparison of a
considerable number of its readings with variants mentioned by Alexander
of Aphrodisias in his commentary on the Metaphysics; the tradition of
which it is the only surviving witness may ultimately derive from a
different version of Aristotle’s original text, possibly an earlier draft of
his lecture course. New and independent evidence for readings hitherto
found in A® only would certainly be welcome as additional material for
the reconstruction of this branch of the tradition, which became neglected
in the later centuries of Byzantium. The remaining Greek MSS all seem
to depend on a tradition represented by the tenth-century E and the
comparatively recently discovered tenth-century J (which has been fully
used both in Ross’ and Jaeger’s editions). Jaeger makes it seem very
probable that these two MSS derive from a common ancestor II, a late
Greek uncial manuscript without breathings and accents which had a
number of variant readings recorded on its margin. Readings peculiar to
this family (which may, again, go back to a text known to Alexander and,
ultimately, to a later version of Aristotle’s lecture course) are also followed
by the Arabic translators. The value of the Arabic translations is obvious
in cases where readings of IT or AP are not guaranteed as old variants
by Alexander or some similar witness; whenever they appear in the Arabic
as well we can assume that they are older than AP and also than II.
Moreover, recent emendations and suggestions are sometimes supported
by the Arabs, and variant readings hitherto unknown occasionally appear.

I am quite aware that the evidence presented on the following pages is
not exhaustive (quite apart from the fact that it is restricted to only three
books of the Metaphysics) but I trust that it will be sufficient to prove
that my claim is justified and that the Greek text of the Metaphysics, as
far as it can be reliably ascertained from the Arabic ‘versions, should be
used in a future comprehensive critical edition of the text such as
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W. Jaeger had planned before 1933 (cf. his Praefatio p.V). My remarks
are meant as a small contribution to this larger enterprise.

III

I first propose to demonstrate that different Greek MSS were used in
different translations of the same portion of the text of the Metaphysics
and that ambiguous words could be understood in different ways by
different translators. (There is, of course, no way of proving whether the
various translators just followed one MS at their disposal or whether they
had first established a satisfactory Greek text from several MSS, as may
well have happened in the school of Hunain.)

a1, 993*22 Ross decides (with Brandis) for the reading of Alexander
and AP o) b didiov, whereas Jaeger prefers to follow a variant mentioned
by Alexander and to be found in E, od 1 altiov %8’ adté, The Arabic
translators were acquainted with both these old variants, Arv following
the tradition represented by Al and AP, Ar! siding with Alyp and E.—
3.995%17 Ar! agrees with ITAPAlyp (tpémog) against the ‘‘citatio” of
Alexander and Ar® (Aéyog).

A3,1070*18 we find that the reading of all the Greek MSS and of Ps.-
Alexander ITadtwv Epy is supported by Ar%, and the genuine Alexander’s
ol T& £idn mbéuevor Epacav by Arm (it may well be that Ar™ always repro-
duces the lemma of the genuine Alexander).—1070%20 Ar® has ydp with
all the Greek MSS, Arm and the genuine Alexander omit it.—1070%19 the
uncial writing AAAA is understood as &« in Arv (with AlP and Ross) but
as & in Arm (with the genuine Alexander and E Ab); there is no trace
of &dov J &AX’ od Cherniss, Jaeger. (This is not necessarily an argument
for the use of different MSS and we have to ask ourselves the same question
about the two following variants.}—6,1072%5 Ar® presupposes the correct
reading évépyewr, supported only by AlP; Ar® the dative évepyela to be
found also in ITA®.—7,1072334 TIQX is rightly understood as nd¢ by Ross
but he has a predecessor in Ar¢; Arm takes it as the interrogative adverb
nég, together with AlP and I1AY.—4,1070%33 the accepted reading ndvrwy
is supported by ArtAlr and Il, whereas ndvra is available in Arm and
AP, —7, 1072%26 we find xwodbpeva in Art and IT but the wrong reading
xtvobpevov in Ar™ and AP.—1072b3 8¢ Jaeger, Arv II: 8% Ross, Arm Ab—
1072%24 the omission of &) is not a ‘‘separative error’”’ of J but probably
an ancient variant since the word is missing in Arv as well; but Averroés
also knew the common reading 5 &yet, ““from the manuscript of Alexander”’
(p. 1615k Bouyges). :
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Iv

I now proceed to list a few passages where variant readings or glosses
have been interpolated in all three or one of our Greek manuscripts and
where Arabic evidence supports the conclusions of recent editors.
A6,987b22 either x €idr or tole dptbuodc is superfluous and disturbing.
Christ and Jaeger have thrown out tob¢ &pifuods as a marginal gloss; it is
also omitted by Are (cf. Bouyges, Notice p. CLXX and Jaeger’s apparatus).
—Contamination of variants has been claimed by Jaeger (Praefatio
p- X1V) in A8,088%25 tdv yép cwpdtmy t& otoiyela Tiféact povov thv &
dowpdtov of [fvtawv xel dowpdtwv] E Ale; the bracketed words are not
only omitted by Ab but by Ar® as well and the text of A® is thus confirmed
as an ancient reading.—The case of T' 2,1004*32 where &mep év Taig
amoptatg éMéxDy is superfluous is similar: the words to be bracketed do
not occur in AP and Arv, the omission is also mentioned as a variant by
a fifteenth-century marginal notation in E (cf. Hermes 52,1917, p. 491 and
Ross’ text).—The words # §dtdog in A1, 106923z have been bracketed
since Freudenthal (Abh. Berlin 1885, p. 72) published the genuine
Alexander, who knew both readings and had decided against the inter-
polation. The clause is also missing in Arm {Ar* is not available} and
Themistius (who can partly now be read in Arabic instead of the Hebrew
text published by Landauer, cf. ‘Abdurrahman Badawi, Aristi ‘inda-l-
‘Arab, Cairo, 1947, p. 331,8).—4,1070P24 [xai el Tabra Stpeiran
dpy#] Bonitz, Jaeger: the words are omitted in Ar™ but translated in Arv,
which proves that they did not occur in one branch of the ancient tra-
dition. In ®29 the same clause is missing in AlP and AP and in both Arabic
translations and deleted by Bonitz, Ross and Jaeger. The evident gloss
8, 1073033 tolit’ Eatw . . . tdEw, first noticed by Christ and omitted in E,
has not been translated by Arv.

The following passages show the Arabs supporting other suggestions
of modern editors. Ag, 99385 Bonitz has changed the senseless opx and
w of the MSS to Za and 8, following Alexander’s paraphrase; this obviously
correct reading is also reproduced in Arn.—Az, 106932 Ross follows Ale
and the Greek MSS in reading of, whereas Jaeger prefers AlP and Bonitz’s
& which is presupposed by both Ar® and Arm.—s5, 107129 Ross proposes
to read dugpotv atéproic v, olov. . . . This reading is presupposed by Ar®
(p. 1536,4 Bouyges) and Averroés; Ar¢ (p. 1537,4 Bouyges) follows the
text provided by all the Greek MSS and accepted by Jaeger . . . dupoiv,
otépnowg 8% olov . . .—In 7, 1072028 the 8% proposed by Bonitz instead of
the reading 8 in ITA® is confirmed by Ar® and “the manuscript of
Alexander” (p. 1615n Bouyges). Whether Themistius can be referred
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to in support of 37 (cf. Ross’ apparatus) is doubtful but not impossible
(cf. A. Badawi, op. cit. p. 18, ii).—In 8, 1073%2 Christ proposed to read
(with Alp) the indefinite pronoun ¢ for the interrogative pronoun pro-
vided by the MSS; the same is to be found in Art.—The reading énvd
in 8, 107413 is accepted by Bonitz and Ross but Jaeger believes it to
be corrupt, referring to Alexander’s teacher Sosigenes’ doubt ‘“‘nam
évwvéa desiderari”. The text of Art (p. 1670 m and note 61 Bouyges) has
“seven’’ but this is changed to “nine”’ by the same hand in the Leiden MS.
It must however be said that the Arabic numerals for 7 dxow and g daud

look very similar, and that the change may be evidence of the intelligence
of the scribe and not necessarily reflect a Greek variant.

v

The main task of the critical editor of the Metaphysics is however
obviously the judicious choice between the different recognized primary
authorities for the actual text. The hitherto neglected Arabic evidence
sides sometimes with one, sometimes with another group of witnesses
and, accordingly, sometimes supports the editorial decisions and some-
times agrees with the variants rejected. 1 shall first deal with a number
of passages in which the Arabic versions agree with the readings adopted
in Jaeger’s new text. :

i)

A4, 1070%25 Jaeger has retained obga with IT and Arm Art and postu-
lated that something like ¢odx Eott ovoiystov> has fallen out. AP alone
has xai odofa instead (which is accepted by Ross).—Similarly he bases
his attempt at restoring the disturbed clause 7, 1072%24 on the impossible
text xwolv xal pésov which is to be found in II and in Ar™ and Ar® as
well; the scribe of AP and Bessarion (and Bonitz and Ross) have deleted
xat. Neither Jaeger nor Ross offer any final solution of the difficulty.

In some passages the Arabic versions support the right transcription
of uncial manuscripts. A3, 1070%8 the right spelling adt¢ is found in
more recent MSS and can be inferred from Arm and Arv; there is abrd
in I1 and &xvrg in AP.—6, 1071%16 the right breathing and aceent in II,
o), and Ar® and Ar%: wdth) AP.—9, 107436 abtiic J AlP (Eautiic), Aru:
adtijc E Ab.—s5, 107188 dvepyelg Ale Arm Arv: dvépyeix J AP.—6, T071P22
the correct nominative #vépyeta is to be found in AP and Arm and Ary,
the dative évepyele in E J (and in an anonymous Arabic paraphrase,
cf. A. Badawi, Aristié ‘inda’l' Arab, p. 4, 1. 3 and Bonitz).

Then there is another group of variants of this class which are likely
to be pre-Byzantine since they are borne out by Arabic evidence: A6,
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987%6 &pov only AP, proved as ancient reading by AlP and Ar»: Aéyov E.
—38, 989826 elMbywe Ale ArP AP and the fifteenth-century corrector of
E (E vp): dAéywg E Ascl Al p. 68,3. The clause 989326 &rex . . . 230 pyow
has been suspected by Jaeger but not definitely marked by the sign [ ]
(cf. Praefatio p. XVIII) denoting a later addition by Aristotle himself.
It is omitted in Alp and A® but preserved in E Ascl and Are.—Ar! agrees
in a 2, 994P15 with AlP and AP in reproducing totg odowv against the
reading towtrotg of I (and Bonitz).

Az, 106931 xai % OAy AlPIIArm: §) Ohn AP. The reading presupposed
in Art is not unambiguously clear.——4, 1070836 % obsla Jaeger, Bonitz,
APArmAreJ (om. %): obstar E corr. J2, ai odolar E2 Ross.—There is no
trace of the variant reading % in 5, T071*9 which is mentioned on the
margin of E by the scribe himself, xaf is to be found in Arm and Art as
in ITAPAle.—j5, 1071814 Em AP Arm Arv: et II, Bonitz.—6, 1071P9 Arm
and Arv side with all the MSS in reading &« against yép offered as a
variant by a later student of E.—1071%13: the Arabic fakinyu (Arm Arv)
instead of fakun, more common in such clauses, may be explained as
representing rather a Greek fotar (J AlP, Bonitz) than Zom (E Ab). If
this equation proves acceptable, the Arabic versions may reflect the two
variant readings recorded 107117 ¥ston ITAle, possibly presupposed in
Arv (fakanu), as against fomi AP and Arm (fakun).—1072°I: there is no
confirmation of APs omission of #jv in the Arabic versions; Ar™ has it,
together with II; Art has unfortunately not translated the words #v .
elvar.—7, 1072829 &tdt AP, corr. Eyp, Arm Art: 32 & I1.—In the important
passage 1072b4 Jaeger follows the reading xwoupévey provided by II and
the first hand of AP and confirmed by Arm; Arv translates “by its move-
ment” which may point to the same Greek reading: xwoluevov corr. Ab,
Bonitz (and, as it seems, the anonymous Arabic paraphrase, cf. A. Badawi,
Aristi, etc., p. 6,3): nwodpeva Ross.—TI0725 &g Jaeger with II Ale
and Arm (Arv is missing here): xal &Awg Ab, Bonitz, Ross.—The words

xod &iog 107230 which are left out in Pseudo-Alexander’s paraphrasis

occur also in Art.—In 8, 1073P4 Art sides with the manuscript reading
popév against opoupilv Ale.—Again, Ar® read énel odv in his MS in 1074%6
against the dore of Ale.—x074%10 Ar* supports the reading 37 of II
and the first hand of AP against the correction 3¢ in AP and Bonitz’s text.

(i)

I now give some illustrations of the opposite case, reporting a number
of passages where the Arabic text agrees with readings rejected in Jaeger’s
edition.

The old variant & <f) yevéoer mpérepov T @lser Borepov in A 7,08916,
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to be found in A® and known as a variant to Asclepius and Alexander
(p. 66,1) was translated by Ar2.—8,990%25 Jaeger and Ross read pév,
following Alr: Bonitz adopted the reading of E uév &; AP and Ar2 have
%v.—9,992824 Ar® and AP have gpuhocopixg instead of gopixg (E and
commentators).

« 2, 994v9 Jaeger decides for énef with APAle, whereas Ross and Bonitz
prefer ¥, the reading of II, which is supported by Ar! and Arv.

A1, 1069222 Bonitz and Jaeger accept taita olov on the authority of
Ale: Ross follows IT and Arm and Ar® in reading <afre ddA&.—2, 1069?23
Jaeger proposes a brilliant emendation of a desperate line, pév: Ar™ and
Ar® have the corrupt reading #uiv in common with I Ab. The Arabs,
then, give no support to E yp: épob, adopted by Bonitz and Ross, which
is, evidently, a mistaken guess by an ancient or medieval scholar.—
4, 0707 the wrong reading ovouxelwv (for orotyeiov Ab) is not only to
be found in Alc and IT but also presupposed in Arm and Ar%.-—1070P20
Jaeger decides with AP for the plural ypdpact; Bonitz’s and Ross’
preference for the singular ypdpam is supported by Ar* and Ar™ as well
as II.—The Arabic translators are often good in the correct interpretation
of uncial script as has been shown. But Christ’s evident reading tadrd in
5, 10711 has not been anticipated by them, both Ar™ and Ar® presuppose
tabra with the MSS and Ale.—1071%12 &v alt. Bonitz, Jaeger; codd. and
Ale: but xal &v Arm Art and E yp: dv éviwv Ross.—In the difficult clause
1071224 Jaeger follows the reading of IT and William of Moerbeke’s
Latin translation %87 t& 1év oboé@v. Ross follows a similar line by under-
standing the reading i3y of AP J2 ex corr. as el &) (with Rolfes). But
the Arabic translations (Arm and Arv) understand {37 (as Bonitz) or
rather t& i8n (as Al° [one MS] and Christ).—The second wég in 1071P2
is omitted in At and Arm (Ar® is not available); it is provided by II
and Alp.—6, 1072811 ATP (p. 1571,1 Bouyges) omits def with I1.—7, 1072%30
only I and Al°c have yép, A® Eyp Arm and Are 3.—1072%5 Jaeger's
impressive suggestion &vepyely has some slight support in J (évepyewx
without accent); Ar® (Ar® is missing) with E AP Al° read the nominative
(as Bonitz and Ross do).—8, 1073P4 pthocoply is Bonitz's correction
{ex Ale p. 702,8 and Them. p. 23,15/26,15 Landauer): Ar® has puiocoplag
with all the MSS.—1074%14 Art follows the reading gopév known from
Themistius (p. 24,29/28,8) and Simplicius De caelo (506,4) whereas the
Greek MSS and Ale have opatpév, which all the recent editors accept.—
1074316 Art has xal vag aloOyrds with the MSS (and Bonitz): Ale, Goebel
and subsequent editors remove the words from the text.—r074%38 &v
pévov is not omitted in Arv with II (and Bonitz) against Ab, followed
by Ross and Jaeger.
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VI

Finally, I should like to call attention to a few variant readings which
have no parallel in any Greek MS hitherto collated and which seem to
me worth mentioning.

A 5, 987228 mupad pdv obv Tév Tpbrepov xai Tév EAAew the words xad
Tév &Awv are bracketed as a variant reading by Jaeger (cf. Praefatio
P- X1V and Hermes 52, p. 491). Ar® read something like xal tév Sotepov
instead (p. 60,12, Bouyges). One may compare Alexander P. 49,17:
toutéott xal TGV SNV VTRV THY pet’ éxelvoug and Sir David Ross,
Aristotle’s Metaphysics 1 p. 157: “the earlier and the later thinkers
before Plato”.

Instead of the clause « 2, 994322 # (Jaeger, AP E2: p3 Bonitz, Ross
El J Evyp AlP) dig té8e Myetan peta 163¢, olov & *IoButwv *Ondpmia—which
Jaeger judges to be a gloss added by a copyist familiar with A 24, 1023b5—
both Ar¢ and Ar! have put in a different example which I should like to
reconstruct tentatively in the following way (cf. pp. 23,3 and 26,1 and
5 Bouyges): u¥ d¢ w68 Myeroa peta 68¢, olov 2 drpidog dubyrn. For the
meaning of the new variant cf. Aristotle, Meteor. 1 9, or, e.g., Alexander,
Meteor., p. 44, 28ff. Hayduck: fotu 82 4 pdv 2 08atoc uetafoly xal # éx
Tobrou ywopévy dvabuplacts druic, % 8 £ dépog yvopbvy ctyxporg xal
petafBold) elg 63wp vépog. Ty 8¢ dptydnv eraly elvar T ele B3wp ouyxploewg
xal petaBorijc Tig vepéhng mepittapa ¢ 76 y&p Smoherpbiv Smd e vepéhng
&v 7 elc O8wp perafodf] dpbyhn. yiverow 8 xal &v 7§ ¢ dtutdoc elg vépog
uetaforf) bubyhy, tic drpidos pi) dpolwg ouyxpiBeione xai wnBelong. A look
at the Arabic text of A 24, 1023P5, to which Jaeger refers, shows that
{\r“ was quite able to translate “Isfuia and *OMdpma adequately. Hence
it js very unlikely that Ar* and Ar! read the vulgate text in « 2 and
changed it on their own account because their readers could not make
sense of the Greek festivals. They have then preserved a genuine Greek
variant which fits the context quite well and is not mentioned in any
Greek commentary as far as I know. Its very existence may be quoted
in support of Jaeger’s solution of the textual difficulty of the passage.

A few minor variants in A may also be quoted. Instead of the evi-
dently correct second elra in 2, 1069221 (AP AlP) Arm has xaf, Arv agrees
with the reading # of I1.—1069%24 rowia olov (cf. Jaeger’s apparatus) is
the reading of Arv, Ar® has taiita olov like the Greek MSS.—3, 106gb36—
I070%r Art has Omé tivog xal £ of xal el m, to be compared to AP
016 Tvog xad elg 1 xad 2E oF. Arm presupposes €x Twog (or €€ ob) xal elg Tu.
The obviously correct text is II $mé mvog xad elg 7. *E£ o may be an old
variant of dné twos.—In 7, 1072%24 we find an unwanted explanatory
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addition savet ¢ob xivodpevov» in Arm as against xwet in IT AP and Are.—
Similarly Ar® presupposes in 10724 something like <éxeiva> or <tabras
t@ha.—Very odd is Art &v 1} alobiser xal 1@ «iotntd for 4 vénoig in
1072%30.

VII

The results of this rapid survey of more than one hundred Arabic
passages are in no way startling but not without relevance. (I have
examined 57 readings of Ustath, 5 of Ishiq, 42 of Matta, 10 of Nagif))
None of the Arabic translators followed one of the two assumed primary
authorities (IT and Ab) exclusively: on the contrary, they appear to mix
readings which we can trace in the two different families available to us
and in the Greek commentaries. This is in itself scarcely surprising and
agrees with the practice followed by Alexander in his commentary, which
contains the only ancient text due to an eminent scholar which we can
study in some detail. The Greek MSS used by the translators were cer-
tainly written in uncial characters and not yet transcribed. I have
pointed out before that we are in no position to decide whether any of
the Arabic translators established his own Greek text before he set to
work but that this possibility cannot be ruled out. I have tried to find
out whether the comparison of the translations with our different Greek
textual sources allows us to state whether any of the four Arabic trans-
lators shows a stronger leaning towards a particular trend of the Greek
tradition. Close scrutiny of the passages discussed above shows that the
evidence is almost equally balanced in the case of Art and Ar™ (Ar™ may
well reproduce the lemmata of the lost genuine commentary of Alexander);
Ar® seems to be nearer AP, Moreover, any definite conclusion would have
to be based on a complete collation of both the Arabic and Greek texts;
to do this was outside the limited scope of this paper.

The gain on the Greek side is obvious. There appear to be thirteen
cases where readings of Ab are now confirmed as ancient readings for the
first time; seven additional AP readings are also known from Alexander
or Pseudo-Alexander, two appear also on the margin of E (E vyp). It is
thus no longer possible to suspect that any of these readings are merely
late innovations or corruptions. The exact date of the early Byzantine
scholarly edition IT is not known (“codex venerabilis labentis antiqui-
tatis temporibus scriptura unciali continua exaratus” Jaeger). But since
none of the Arabic versions is derived from this text (as the majority of
our Greek MSS is), the results of the comparison of Il with the Arabic
versions hold good even if Il were to be dated about 8oo and roughly



128 Richard Walzer

contemporary with the different Greek MSS used by the Arabic trans-
lators (which may also have been considerably older). I count fourteen
passages where Arabs agree with II; there are, in addition, five passages
which were hitherto only confirmed by Alexander or Pseudo-Alexander.
One reading of J is confirmed by Arabs, two more whose agreement
with Alexander had been noticed before; one reading of E, one more
confirmed before by Asclepius, three more by Alexander (one as a variant);
one of E yp. Ten readings hitherto known only from Alexander occur u;
the Arabic as well. In thirteen cases where II Ab stand against other
readings they are supported by Arabic evidence; in three more cases of this
type I1 AP and Alexander agree with an Arabic version, in one case E Ab,

I am aware that much more remains to be done and said before any
final conclusion can be reached. But there can be no doubt that it will
be re.zwarding if future editors of Aristotle would not disregard the Arabic
versmns'——a.nd the same applies to all the other authors of whom Arabic
translations exist. The results may be particularly interesting in the case
of texts which have not been well edited or which have not come down
to us in good and reliable Greek manuscripts.

"I‘?lis is all smali coin. But “is enim auctor est Aristoteles quem vel
minimum iuvisse aliquam fortasse laudem mereatur” (Casaubonus).

From: Harvard Studies in Classical Philology, vol. LXIII (1958),
PPp. 217-31.

T i

ZUR TRADITIONSGESCHICHTE DER
ARISTOTELISCHEN POETIK

Die seit wenigen Jahren bequem zugingliche Schrift des berilhmten
islamischen Aristotelikers Al-Farabi (1 950 n. Chr.) ,,Uber die Teile der
Wissenschaften (De scientiis)** 1 fithrt dazu die Frage erneut zu stellen,
woher die lingst bekannte, auch von ihm befolgte Zuordnung der Poetik
und Rhetorik zum aristotelischen Organon wie die sie rechtfertigende
Theorie eigentlich stammt, die uns in arabischer Uberlieferung durch-
gingig begegnet 2. Man sicht sie heute allgemein als originale Eigen-
tiimlichkeit der syrisch-arabischen Aristotelesiiberlieferung an. Der Grund
hierfiir liegt einmal darin, dass vor allem die Eingliederung der Poetik in
das Organon der in Bekkers Aristotelesausgabe kanonisierten — noch in
der Ausgabe Buhles (1791) und dann wieder in der Didotiana (1848) nicht
befolgten — Einteilung der Schriften nach den Gesichtspunkten des
Bewpely mpdrrety mowelv widerstreitet, die man irrtiimlich als die antik-
peripatetische schlechthin setzte. Zum anderen fiihrte die Aufdeckung
des Sachverhaltes grade in arabischen oder aus dem Arabischen iiber-
setzten Schriften — wobei man dann gelegentlich mit absprechenden
Verdikten iiber diese Verkennung des Wesens der Poetik schnell bei der
Hand war -— zur Verfestigang dieser irrigen Anschauung. Immischs Ver-
dienst in seinem (Anm. 2) genannten Aufsatz ,,Zur aristotelischen
Poetik’ 3 war es, demgegenitber nachdriicklich darauf hinzaweisen,
dass eine solche Verbindung der Rhetorik und Poetik mit den im engeren
Sinne formal-logischen Schriften des Aristoteles aus der Sache, d. h. aus
dem Sinnzusammenhang der aristotelischen Philosophie durchaus gerecht-
fertigt sei4; Tkatsch hat ihm in der Vorrede zu seiner Ausgabe der

1 Kairiner Ausgabe von 1931 ; Al-Farabi, Catdlogo de las Ciencias, ed. Angel Gonzélez
Palencia, Madrid 1932 [Recension von P. Kraus, Der Islam 22, 1935, P- 82]. In der spanischen
Ausgabe findet sich auch der erste Abdruck der guten lateinischen Ubersetzung der Schrift
durch Gerhard von Cremona (} 1187; vgl. Uberweg-Geyer, Grundriss der Geschichte der
Philosophie I1ii, 344) nach cod. lat. Nr. 9335, fol. 143-51, der Pariser Bibliothéque Nationale).

% Es geniigt auf die bei Gelegenheit der letzten Behandlung der Frage durch O. Immisch
(Philologus, N F, 9, 1896, 20 ff.) genannten Werke hinzuweisen.

3 Vgl. Festschrift fiir Theodor Gomperiz, 1902, 255.

4Die Ausschaltung der Rhetorik und Poetik aus dem spatgricchischen und byzan-
tinischen Schulbetrieb erklirt sich ja bekanntlich durch die Verdringung der Rhetorik
durch Hermogenes-Aphthonius und die Zuordnung der Poetik zur Grammatik.
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arabischen Poetik entschieden zugestimmt 1, hat im iibrigen aber wie es
scheint, gleich Immisch daran festgehalten, dass die tatsichliche Ver-
bindung der beiden Pragmatien mit dem Organon, wie sie in der beriihmten
arabischen Aristoteleshandschrift der Pariser Nationalbibliothek 2 vor-
liegt, erst orientalischen Ursprunges ist. Ich glaube nicht, dass diese
Meinung Bestand haben kann,

Den Gesamtinhalt der Schrift De scientiis des Farabi méchte ich nicht
genauer erdrtern, bevor die von islamwissenschaftlicher Seite hierzu
vorbereiteten Untersuchungen vorliegen. Er ist auch fiir die hier verfolgte
Frage nicht wichtig. Faribi behandelt jedenfalls in kurzer summarischer
Form nacheinander I. Grammatik II. Logik III. paffpara (Arithmetik,
Geometrie, Optik, Astronomie, Musik, Metrologie, Mechanik) IV. Physik
und Theologie V. Politik. Figh. Kalam. Der Abschnitt iiber die Logik ist
folgendermassen gegliedert: 1. Uber den oxonés der Logik ganz im all-
gemeinen. 2. Uber ihren Nutzen (rd yp#horpov). 3. Die dmoxelpeva der Logik.
4. Die aitla t¥jg émypugis. 5. Die acht pépy der Logik. 6. Die centrale
Stellung der Apodeiktik innerhalb des Systems der Logik. Abschnitt 5
beansprucht vorziiglich unser Interesse 3. ,,Die Teile der Logik sind acht.
Es sind nimlich die Arten des Syllogismos und die Arten der Aéyor,
mittels derer die Verification einer Ansicht oder eines gesuchten Gegen-
standes erstrebt wird, und die Arten der téyva:, deren £pyov es ist, nach
ihrer Vollkommenheit(?) den culioytouds in der Erérterung anzuwenden,
insgesamt fiinf: Apodeiktik, Topik, Sophistik, Rhetorik, Poetik.”" Diese
fiinf Wissenschaften ergeben, wie anschliessend im Einzelnen dargelegt
wird, eine absteigende Reihe von Erkenntnisgewissheiten, vom exactesten
Wissen der Apodeiktik zum rein ,mythischen’” fabulosen Wissen, wie
es die Dichtkunst vermittelt — genau entsprechend dem jeder téywn
eigentiimlichen auloytopéds. Der Apodeiktik eignet vollkommene dxpifieia,
wihrend die Topik diesseits der énworiun im Bereich der BeBada 86Ex sich
bescheidet. Der Gegenstand der Sophistik — die eine etwas ausgedehntene
Behandlung erfihrt — ist das {eudéc, in schroffstem Gegensatz zu dem
durch die Apodeiktik gewonnenen dinbés 4. Die Rhetorik hebt sich der
Topik gegeniiber dadurch ab, dass sie noch unter dem Niveau der PeBata

1 vgl. F. Tkatsch, Dic arabische Ubersetzung der Poetik des Avristoteles und die Grundlage
der Kritik des griechischem Textes, 1. Band, Wien 1928, S. 119.

2 882A. Vgl. Tkatsch a. O. S. 141 und dazu M. Plessner, OLZ. 34, 1931, S. 12.

3S. 21 ff. der Kairiner, S. 23 ff. der Madrider Ausgabe des arabischen Textes, S. 137 ff.
der Ausgabe des lateinischen Textes des Gerhard von Cremona.

4 Die Etymologie des Wortes cogiotic die Al-Firibi in diesem Abschnitt gibt (aus
copla + totng = Verfilscher) zeigt deutlich, dass er, wie sein Lehrer Abi@ Bishr (vgl.
Yiaqit, Irshad I1I, pp. 105-24) des Griechischen nicht michtig war.
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36Ea, nur in der Erziehung des mOavév, ihre Aufgabe hat. Sie ist — gemiss
der Verwendung ganz bestimmter fiir den Araber verschiedendeutiger
Termini - durch Farabi — als Wissenschaft vor allem darum fiir die
islamische Philosophie wichtig, weil sie die Moglichkeit gibt, die Form der
Ausserung, welcher sich der Prophet bedient hat und die nur Kraft der
Verschiedenheit der Form, nicht aber durch den Inhalt der Erkenntnis
von den Ergebnissen der Philosophie abweichen darf, in ein aristoteli-
sierendes System der Philosophie mit einzubeziehen: in die Rhetorik
hinein stellt die islamische Philosophie die Religion und die Predigt
ihres Stifters.

Es folgt an fiinfter Stelle die Poetik. Ich gebe die Hauptgedanken nach
der hier vollkommen ausreichenden Ubersetzung des Gerhard von Cre-
mona 1: et poetici quidem sermones sunt qui componuntur ex rebus quarum
proprietas est ut imaginari faciant in ve.... eriguntur ergo animae nosirae
ex ea (scil. re) et alienant eam, licet certi simus quod in veritale non est
stcut imaginatur nobis; facimus ergo in eo quod imaginari nobis faciunt
sermones poctici, quamvis sciamus, quod res non est ita sicut esset nosira
operatio tn eo, si certs essemus quod res essel sicut imaginari nobis facit ille
sermo hominis; entm operationes multociens plus sequuniur eius imagina-
tionem quam sequuntur eius opinionem aut ipsius scientiam. Nam sacpe est
eius scientia aut ipsius opinio contraria etus imaginationi. Quare est eius
operatio in re secundum cius imaginationem, non secundum eius opinionem
aut ipsius scientiam, sicut accidit nobis cum aspicimus ad imagines reprae-
sentantes nobis rem et ad similes res etc. Diese Stelle entspricht genau den
bisher isolierten Nachrichten iiber Farabis und der Spiteren Auffassung
der Poetik als Teil des Organon und den ihr eigentiimlichen ,,syllogismus
imaginativus’. Fiir Farabi vergleiche man den bereits von Schmoelders 2
verdffentlichten, 189z von Dieterici wiederholten Text 3: ,,Die Biicher,
welche man nach der Lehre vom Beweis lesen muss, sind die, welche
zwischen dem richtigen und falschen Beweis unterscheiden. Den gradezu
falschen Beweis lernt man aus seinem Werk iiber die Dichtkunst kennen®.
Fiir die Spiiteren sei an die von Margoliouth hervorgehobene Stelle des
Gurgani (Ta'rifdt, ed. Fliigel 132, 18) erinnert 4: poesis in sermone technico
logicorum syllogismus est compositus ex imaginativis; cui propositum est,
ut moveatur animus incutiendo desiderio vel horrore {(folgen Beispiele) ....

la. 0.S. 139, Z. 25 fI.

2 Documenta philosophiae Avabum, Bonn, 1836, S. 21. Er hat — im Gegensatz zu
Dieterici, dessen Publikationen auch dadurch an Wert verlieren — den wenigen von ihm
publicierten derartigen Texten stets die antiken Parallelstellen hinzugefigt.

3 Al-Farabis philosophische Abhandlungen (Ubersetzung) S. 87, Z. 3 f.

4 Analecta Orientalia ad poeticam Avristotelis, London 1887, 21 f.

K
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Syllogismus vero hutusmods propositionibus compositus Poesis vocatur.
Derartige Nachrichten treten nun aus ihrer Isolierung heraus, nachdem
entsprechende Gedankenginge in Farabis kurzem Compendium der Logik
aufgewiesen sind, das bis auf Weiteres fiir uns so gut wie am Anfang
des arabischen Aristotelismus steht — wenn wir von den zeitlich vor-
angehenden Ubersetzungen der logischen Schriften hier absehen diirfen.

Farabis Ausfithrungen iiber die acht Teile der Logik enden mit der
Aufzihlung und Bestimmung der dargelegten fiinf Arten des Syllo-
gismus 1: et sunt in summa quingue (scil. artes syllogisticae) certificatica
et erratica et sufficiens (falsch iibersetzt: etwa ,,die das mBavév zuwege
bringende) ef imaginativa. Et unicuique harum quinque artium insunt res
sibi propriae et insunt eis res aliae in quibus communicant’’. An die somit
vollzogene Constituierung der achtteiligen Logik schliesst die Aufreihung
der acht entsprechenden , Biicher des Aristoteles: Kategorien Ilepl
gpunvelag Analytica priora Analytica posteriora Topik Sophistik Rhetorik
Poetik.

Diese Darlegungen der Schrift De scientiis — geschweige denn die
Ausserungen aus spiterer Zeit'— sind nun aber durchaus nicht originale
Gedanken des muslimischen Philosophen. Die seit Immischs genannter
letzter Behandlung des Problems vollendete Berliner Ausgabe der
Aristotelescommentare % setzt vielmehr ausser jeden Zweifel, dass sie
vollkommen auf der Basis der spitantiken Aristotelesinterpretation ruhen.
auch wenn sie mit diesen antiken Elementen gelegentlich in héchst
eigentiimlicher Weise spezifisch islamische Tendenzen und Fragestel-
lungen verbinden. So entspricht die Gliederung des Logikkapitels bei
Farabi durchgingig einem den alexandrinischen Aristotelescommentatoren
vollig vertrauten Schema, so dass zur Kennzeichnung seiner Teile oben,
bedenkenlos die griechischen Titel statt der arabischen eingesetzt werden
konnten 3. Desgleichen aber ist das ganze von Farabi des Weiteren ent-
wickelte System der Logik nur ein Niederschlag ausgedehnter Debatten,
welche die neuplatonischen Aristotelescommentatoren von Alexandreia
iber den systematischen Zusammenhang der Schriften des Organon,

la. 0.S. 140, Z. 32 fI.

1 Uber ihre Bedeutung fiir die hier in Rede stehenden Probleme vgl. Usener, Got. Gel,
Ans., 1892, 1012 fI., besonders 1016 fi. und vor allem Prachter, Byzantinische Zeitschrift 18,
1909, §16-38 [Ferner Prichter, Philologus 85, 1930, 97 f.].

3 Fiir das spitere Byzanz hat die Fortwirkung dieses alexandrinischen Cc tarsch
bekanntlich Prichter verfolgt, vgl. Byzantinische Zeitschrift 19, 1910, 314 ff. Zur Kenn-
zeichnung der alexandrinischen Commentatorenschule iiberhaupt gsei nur an Prichters
Ausfiihrungen Genethliakon fiiy Robert, Berlin 1910, 147 fi. (fiiv das im Text beriihrte
Problem vgl. 154) erinnert.
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einschliesslich Poetik und Rhetorik fiihrten — Schriften, die sie ihrerseits
in der Tradition bereits vereinigt vorfanden.

Aus ihren Ausserungen wird ersichtlich, dass Rhetorik und Poetik zwar
nicht vollkommen bedenkenlos als Teile des Organon innerhalb des
alexandrinischen Systems der philosophischen Wissenschaften begriffen
wurden, dass aber jhre Verbindung mit den einhellig und widerspruchslos
zur Logik gerechneten Schriften durchaus mdéglich und iiblich war. So
betont Ammonios ! das Problematische, indem er die Dreiteilung des
Syllogismos in apodeiktischen, dialektischen und sophistischen Syllo-
gismos zur Grundlage nimmt und damit sich der peinlichen Notwendig-
keit gegeniibersieht das Organon auf Analytik, Topik und Zogictixol
&eyyot zu beschrianken und sich so zu Aristoteles selbst in Widerspruch
zu setzen: tag ‘Prropixas téyvag xat ta Iepl THe mounTinic rob xopob tdEopev;
Bobhetan yap adra THg Aoyixfie elvan mpaypareiag. Von der von Ammonios
befolgten Teilung des Syllogismus aus scheint in der Tat nur die Verban-
nung der Rhetorik und Poetik aus dem Organon moglich: .... xai od
mapodnbueho tae ‘Pyropinds téyvag oddt 6 Hepl moumudic * dourréyiota
y&p éxetva. So bleibt, um die offenbar fiir Ammonios bereits bindende
Tradition zu wahren, nur der Ausweg, von einem andersartigen Aus-
gangspunkt her den gegebenen Aufbau des Organon zu begreifen, durch
Einfithrung der asyllogistischen Formen der Logik: el 8¢ tig Aoyu¥ig thy
Sxipeoty morolpev, Suxpolpey obitwe * THg hoyindig 76 pév éott culioytaTixdy,
0 8¢ doudhbytotov © TOD. oulhoyioTinoD TO pév dmodextixdy, 10 3t Six-
Aextixby, 10 8¢ copioTixdv * ToU doulhoyictou Td uiv Epperpov, T 8
&uerpoy, Eupetpov pév 16 Hepl wornminiis, &perpov 3¢ 16 Ilept v pmropindiv
teyvév 2. — Bei Olympiodoros [cf. Pauly-Wissowa, s.v. Olympiodoros
no. 13), dem Schiiler des Ammonios 3 finden wir die Analytica Posteriora
im Vordergrund. Kategorien Hermeneutik Analytica Priora werden als
Hilfswissenschaften der Apodeiktik aufgefiibrt, Topik Sophistik Rhetorik
und Poetik nur als niitzlich zur ,,Reinigung’* , Klirung' der rechten
Beweismethode: 7av 8 loyuév cuyypappdtov ta pév admiv Ty pébodov
dxoxer, Ta 8 t& cupPadrbpeva mpdg Ty péBodov, & 8% (Td) xaBafpovra
v pélodov, xal Eorwv abrh piv % pébodoc % xadovuévy *Amodeticy, Ta
"Yortepa xahodpeva Gvodutixd, ocuuBodrépeva 8 mpdg v péBodov al
Katyyopiar, 16 Tlept fpunvelng xal ta HMpérepa dvadutind, Exxabaipoust ¢
Ty pébodov ol Zogiomixol Eheyyor xal of Témor xal ai ‘Pryropucal téyver
xat 1o Ilepl mounmin¥g T wadodpevov. Man sucht also die fest gegebene

1 In Analytica Priora = Comm. in Arist. IV 6 ed. Wallies, Berlin 1900, p. 11, 23 ff.
3 An diese Lésungsmoglichkeit hat Faribi nicht augekniipft.
3 Prolegomena = Comment. in Arist. XII 1 ed. Busse, Berlin 1902, S. 8, 4 fi.
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Schriftenfolge nach: wechselnden Gesichtspunkten immer von neuem zu
begreifen. Hier riicken — auch fiir die Gegner, welche Olympiodoros
wenig spiter (Z. 19 fi.) erwdhnt — Rhetorik und Poetik in eine Reihe
mit Sopbistik und Topik: &{fmoav 8¢ mveg, mpds i oupBdddovrar ol
Topioixol Ereyyor xal of Témor xal af ‘Prroptxal téyvar xai 76 Ilept
mouricde, ol Sk 1t #EéBeTo Tabte 6 @uhboopog. Diesen Gedankengingen
Olympiodors sind wir bei Farabi in Teil 6 seines Logikkapitels begegnet 1.
— Philoponos, der Genosse des Ammonios, lisst eine andere Phase dieser
Auseinandersetzungen in der Schule von Alexandreia erkennen, in welcher
die Poetik eine nicht ganz deutliche Sonderstellung gegeniiber Topik,
Sophistik und Rhetorik einnimmt 2: t&v 3 dpyavixiv & pév elov mepl
Tdv dpydv Tig pebédou, tg al Kamyyoplow xal to Iepl Eppmvelag xal of dbo
Ayo tév pdrav dvadutieév, & 5t mepl adtic Tic nebédov, dg & “Yorepx
dvodutind, v olg mepl dmodelfewe Siddoxer, of 88 Témor xal of Zogrotixol
Breyyor ol al ‘Pyropucad Téyvar, nai d¢ mvée <paow & IMepl mowntuxi,
adréféy pdv el v péfodov od ovpBdddhovron, ENhwg 3t xal adtd cuvepyolat
npde Ty mbdabv tag peBbdovg fpde, x«® dc ol rapadoytopol yivovtat,
$184oxovra. — Der Armenier Elias endlich, der Schiiler des Olympiodoros,
iiberliefert eine Fiinfgliederung des Syllogismos, in welcher die Zuordnung
der Poetik und Rhetorik zum Organon ihre feste Verankerung findet.
Den fiinf Pragmatien Apodeiktik Topik Rhetorik Sophistik Poetik
entspricht je ein zugehdriger Syllogismos 3. Vorangeht die iibliche Teilung
_des Corpus Aristotelicum in fewpyruid mpoxTixd Aoyixd frot dpyavend. Dann
heisst es, dhnlich den bereits frither angefithrten Zeugnissen: to 8 Aoytxdv
xal adtd el Tpla Srxipeivon, elg T mpd THe dmodetfews Hyouv pebédov xed
ele adthy v dmbdelw ol el 1& drmodvbpeve Ty dmbdafiv. xal Ta piv mpd
e peféSov xal ThHg dmodetfedc elow af v Koryyoplar xal b Iepl
tounvelag xol ta Tlpbrepa dvodwmixd, & 8¢ adriv miv pébodov i
dnodelfecwe Siddoxovrd elov o Acbrepa dvadutind, T 8% Smodubpeva
abriy Ty dnédablv elov t& Tomud, af ‘Pryropual téyvar, ol Zogiotixel
Bheyyot xat 75 Tepl movymaic. Wir finden also vorerst dieselbe Gruppierung
der vier an die Apodeiktik auschliessenden Pragmatien wie bei Olympio-
dor. Die nun folgende Erliuterung und Begriindung dieser Einteilung
fiihrt jedoch iiber ihn hinaus: mévte ydp elow eidy Tév ouldoyioudy,
drodeutinde  Stodextindg fnTopixds copioTixd; mowymxds. Jede dieser
Arten des Syllogismos stellt einen verschiedenen Gewissheitsgrad der

1S. 0. 132.

2 In Arist. Categ. = Comm. in Arist. XIII 1 ed. Busse, Berlin 1898, S. 5, 8 ff.

3 In Categ. prooem. = Comm. in Arist. XVIII 1 ed. Busse, Berlin 1900, S. 116, 29 ff.
[cf. L. Baur, D icus Gundissali Miinster 1903, p. 301 n.]

)
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durch sie erzielten Erkenntnis dar und ist dadurch als solche sachlich
gerechtfertigt: xal eixérag, tnedh xal al wpotdoeg 80ev AapBdvovron mévre
elolv - 7 y&p mavry dAnleig elowv al mpotdaeg xal motaliot Tév dmodextindy,
§ mdvey deudeis xal moolat Tov mormTIndy ToV puBGSY, § R pdv ddnBele R 8
Jeudeic xal TobTo TPyl A yap pdhov dAnleder Frrov 8 Pedderar xal
motel TOV StokexTindv ouldoyioudv, ¥ mhéov Exer TO Yebdos Tol GAnbolic xal
woteL Tov sopLoTirby, T Endang Exet v dhnlis 16 Peudel xal wotel Tov frTopixdy.
Es liegt auf der Hand, dass der Aufbau der Logik in der etwa drei
Jahrhunderte spiter verfassten Schrift des Farabi genau dieser letzten
bisher bekannten Wendung der Erérterungen entspricht, die um 600 iiber
den systematischen Aufban des Organon in der Schule von Aiexandreia
gefithrt wurden.

Damit ist nun die unlosliche Verbindung deutlich, in der Farabis
Logikkapitel und die an ihn ankniipfende islamische Tradition mit der
spitalexandrinischen Schuldiscussion steht. Die islamischen Nachrichten
geben aber zugleich auch die entsprechenden Uberlegungen teilweise
ausfiihrlicher wieder als die erhaltenen griechischen Zeugnisse und beweisen
so ihrerseits erneut, wie wichtig die frithen Schriften der islamischen
Philosophie fiir die Wiedergewinnung spitantiken philosophischen Gedan-

-kengutes sein kénnen.

Dass die islamische Tradition der hellenischen Wissenschaft und Philo-
sophie, wie sie sich in der Abbassidenzeit bildet, grade an die letzte
spitantike Phase des alexandrinischen Schulbetriebes ankniipft, ist
bekanntlich nicht ohne Beispiel — so wenig man auch ausschliesslich
diesen Strang der Uberlieferungsgeschichte betonen und die akuten
Beziehungen mit Byzanz wihrend des g. Jahrh. zu gering einschitzen
darf. Dem hier verfolgten Zusammenhang vergleichbar erscheint die
Zbvodrg von 15-16 Galenischen Werken, die in Alexandria als kanonisch
galten und deren Abfassung allgemein jetzt in das Zeitalter des Ammonius
gesetzt wird. Uber sie fehlt allerdings nun jedes Zeugnis aus griechischer
Tradition; aber ein so vorziiglicher Philolog wir Hunain ibn Ishaq in
Baghdad (} 873) kldrt uns iiber ihr Wesen zur Geniige auf !, Aus ihrer
weiten Verbreitung in arabischer Ubersetzung 2 kénnen wir auch ihre

L Hunain ibn Ishaq : Uber die syrischen und arabischew Galeniibersetzungen, ed. Berg-
strisser, Leipzig 1925, Register s. v. Alexandrien.

* Z.B. finden sich allein in Konstantinopel 5 Handschriften dieser Summaria Alexan-
drinorum. Fiir die Frage der alexandrinischen Galen-Zuvé{eig iiberhaupt vgl. jetzt vor
allem M. Meyerhof, SB Berlin, 1930, 394 fi., ferner Temkin, Gnomon 9, 1933, 45 ff. [Cf.
H. Ritter und R. Walzer, Arabische Ubersetzungen griechischer Arzte in Stambuler Biblio-
theken, SB Berlin, 1934, pp. 820-5. R. Walzer, Bulletin of the History of Medicine 28,
1954, PP- 550-2.]
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Bedeutung in der Spitzeit des griechischen Alexandreia riickerschliessen -
so wie uns ja auch viel neuplatonisches Gut der letzten Jahrhunderte
der Antike in islamischer Uberlieferung aufbewahrt ist. Fiir die Aristo-
telestradition aber wird die Ausfiillung der Liicke, die vorliufig noch
zwischen den alexandrinischen Aristotelescommentaren und dem Werk
Al-Farabis klafft, das niichste Ziel der Forschung sein miissen — wenn
wir von den Ubersetzungen selbst einmal absehen. Die von H. Ritter
vorbereitete Editicn der von ihm im Stambuler Codex Aya Sofya 4832
wieder aufgefundenen Schrift al-Kindis Uber die Anzahl der Biicher des
Avristoteles und was man (davon) zum Studium der Philosophic braucht !
erhilt in diesem Zusammenhang fiir die an der Traditionsgeschichte des
Aristoteles interessierte klassische Philologie besondere Bedeutung.

From: Studi italiani d: Filologia Classica, N.S. vol. XI (1934),
pP. 5-14.

1 H. Ritter, Schriften Ia‘q@b ibn Ishidq al-Kindi's in Stambuler Bibliotheken, Archiv
Orientdini 4, Prag 1932, 363 ff. [Cf. below 175 n. 1. 77ff.]

ARABISCHE ARISTOTELESUBERSETZUNGEN
IN ISTANBUL

Ich berichte hier kurz iiber die arabischen Ubersetzungen aristotelischer
und pseudoaristotelischer Schriften, auf die mich Hellmut Ritter bei einem
vor allem der medizinischen Ubersetzungsliteratur gewidmeten lingeren
Studienaufenthalt in Konstantinopel hinwies. Die Hauptergebnisse dieser
Forschungen hoffe ich bald an anderer Stelle veréfientlichen zu kénnen 1,

Codex Yeni-Cami 1179 (jetzt in der Bibliothek der Siileymaniye) —
welcher fol. 114b—488a zwdlf Biicher der alexandrinischen, auch in anderen
Istanbuler Handschriften erhaltenen Galen — Zuvéderg enthilt — iiber-
liefert in seinem ersten von anderer Hand geschriebenen Teil (ohne Datum,
wohl 15.-16. Jh. n. Chr.) philosophische Texte. Er ist bereits von M.
Bouyges in seinen Nofes sur les Philosophes arabes connus des Latins
au moyen dge VI2 kurz beschrieben in den Zusitzen zu seinem Inventaire
des textes arabes d’Averroés. Aber der entlegene Publikationsort hat die
Notiz nicht zur Kenntnis der Altertumswissenschaftler kommen lassen,
deren Beachtung sie vor allem verdiente. Denn neben Schriften des
Averroés, die fiir die mittelalterliche Philosophie des Abendlandes wichtig
sind, finden sich in der Handschrift vollstindige Ubersetzungen der
aristotelischen Meteorologie und der pseudo-aristotelischen Schrift ITept
putév. Die Meteorologie ist von Yahya sive Juhanni b. al-Bitrig, einem
der frithesten, noch vor Hunain b. Ishidq in der ersten Hilfte des 9. nach-
chr. Jh. lebenden christlich-arabischen Schriftsteller iibersetzt, wie die
Stambuler Hs. in Ubereinstimmung mit dem bereits von Steinschneider 3
hervorgezogenen Codex Vaticanus Hebraicus 378 bezeugt. Die vatika-
nische trotz Steinschneiders Hinweis vernachlissigte Hs. enthilt eine
andere, wie es nach Stichproben scheint, schlechtere Rezension der Uber-
setzung in hebriischer Schrift aber arabischer Sprache. Der Charakter der

[* H. Ritter und R. Walzdr, Arabische Ubersetzungen griechischer Arzte in Stambuler
Bibliotheken, Sitzungsberichte der pr ischen Akademie der Wi haften 1934, 801-46.]
2 Mélanges de I’Université Saint-Joseph 9, 1924, 43 f. Kurz angezeigt : OLZ 1925, 245.

3 Die arabischen Uberseizungen aus dem Griechischen, Leipzig 1897, Philosophie § 31 (55).
Zur Person des Ubersetzers ebenda, S. 381 Index s.v. Bitrik. Brockelmann, Geschichte
der arabischen Literatuy, Weimar 1898, 1, 203 [2. Aufl, 1, 221 f, Supplement 1, 364]
Hunain ibn Ishdq Uber die syrischen und arabischen Galeniibersetzungen ed. Bergstvisser,
Leipzig 1925, S. 39.
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Ubersetzung ldsst sich am bequemsten durch die Wiedergabe des Incipit
der arabisch-lateinischen Ubersetzung erliutern: Postquam praecessit
rememoratio nostra de (rebus)d naturalibus primis et stellis omnibus ordi-
nantibus mundum et narravimus dispositionem corporis ultimi et elements
nobilis et enuntiavimus quantitatem elementorum corporeorum et alterationes
eorum ad invicem el gemerationes et corrupliones universales, visum est
nobis quod remansil super nos...1l. Dagegen halte man den Anfang des
griechischen Textes (ed. Fobes, 1919): Iepl uév obv 1av mpdrwv altiwv
Tig piaewg xal epl TdeTg RV GEWS PUGLKTG, ETt 88 Tepl TEY xatd THY Ve POPaY
Suaxexoopnpévev Lotpuv xal mepl T@v otoiyelwy Tév cwpatixdy, wéox e
xal mola, xal t¥¢ elg &Amha peraforiis elpmrar mpbrepov. Aowmdy & doti...
Eine Ausgabe dieser fiir die Uberlieferungsgeschichte des griechischen
Textes wichtigen, fiir seine Emendation allerdings, wie es scheint, pro-
blematischen Schrift ist nun durchaus in den Bereich der Moglichkeit
geriickt. Die Istanbuler wie die vatikanische Handschrift sind zudem, in
Gegensatz zu der beriihmten Pariser Handschrift der Poetik und Rhetorik
gut lesbar und nicht mechanisch beschidigt.

Die Schrift De plantis in zwei Biichern 2 war bisher nur in der arabisch-
lateinischen Ubersetzung des Alfred von Sareshel und einer erst auf Grund
von ihr gefertigten und darum wertlosen griechischen Ubertragung
bekannt. Bouyges hat bereits auf den besonderen Wert der in Konstan-
tinopel entdeckten arabischen Handschrift hingewiesen 3, Der Titel lautet
in der Handschrift: Buch des Aristoteles Uber die Pflanzen, Erklirung
des Nicolaos, Ubersetzung des Ishaq b. Hunain — dessen Ubersetzung
der Kategorien und der Hermeneutik ja seit langem gedruckt vorlie-
gen 4 —, revidiert von Thabit b. Qurra 5. Die Ubersetzung gehért also in
die 2. Hilfte des 9. Jh. Der Text des ersten Buches ist auf Grund der
erwihnten Handschrift socben von Prof. Arberry an entlegener Stelle
verdffentlicht 8, die Ausgabe des 2. Buches, eine vollkomene Vergleichs-
tabelle der lateinischen und griechischen Version und ein Kommentar ist

1 Nach cod. Vat. Lat. 6747, fol. 155a, anf den mich Monsignore Pelzer freundlichst
hinwies. Vgl. F. H. Fobes, Classical philology 10, 1915, 297 ff.

2 Ediert von dem berithmten Historiker der Botanik E. H. F. Meyer, Leipzig 1841.

3 A.O, 71-89. Bei Uberweg-Prichter!? nicht genannt. (Doch vgl. soeben Regenbogen,
Hermes 69, 1934, 86 Anm. 2.)

4 Ed. 1. Th. Zenker, Leipzig 1846 — Ed. J. Pollak, Abh. f. d. Kunde des Morgenlandes,
Bd. 13, 1 (1913). Zur Person des Ubersetzers Steinschneider a.0. 393 f. Bergstrasser a.0.
45 (Index). Brockelmann a.0. 1, 206 f. {2. Aufl. 1, 227, Supplement, 1, 369).

8 836-9o1. Vgl. Brockelmann a.0. 217 f. {2. Aufl,, 1, 241 H., Supplement, 1, 384 fi.].
Steinschneider a.0: 409 f. Meyerhof SBBerl. 1930, 412.

8 University of Egypt. Bulletin of the Faculty of Arts, Vol. 1 Part 1 (May 1933), 48-76.
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fiir eines der nidchsten Hefte der Zeitschrift in Aussicht gestellt 1. Damit
ist Gelegenheit gegeben, sich dem Studium der lange vernachlissigten
Schrift erneut zuzuwenden — zumal ja auch von der Union Académique
Internationale eine kritische Ausgabe der lateinischen Ubersetzung zu
erwarten ist 2,

Wichtig fiir die Aristotelestradition sind ferner die von Bouyges 3
ausfithrlicher gekennzeichneten, ebenfalls bisher handschriftlich nicht
bekannten Kommentare des grossen muslimischen Aristotelikers zu Iept
yevéoewsg xal @lopds und zu den Parva Naturalia. Thre Ausgabe wird von
der Mediaeval Academy in Washington im Rahmen des Corpus Commen-
tariorum Averroés in Aristotles vorbereitet 4.

Cod. Fatih 5323 (datiert 716 H. = 1316/7 n. Chr.) enthiilt einen aus-
fiihrlichen, durch fortlaufende historische Erzihlung verbundenen, natiir-
lich apokryphen Briefwechsel Aristoteles-Alexander. Titel: Das Buch der
Zustinde und Erzihlungen von Alexander und der Erzihlung von den
Weisen seiner Zeit, das in den Chroniken iiberliefert wird. Ein Ubersetzer
ist nicht genannt. Inbalt 5: 1. Brief des Aristoteles an Philippos iiber das
Erlernen der Philosophie. 2. Einladungsbrief des Philippos an Aristoteles,
3. Antwort des Aristoteles, er solle Alexander nach Athen (!) schicken,
4. Brief des Aristoteles fiir Alexander, 5. Unterweisung des Alexander
durch Aristoteles als er bei ihm weilte, 6. Gliickwunsch, den Aristoteles
an Alexander bei der Eroberung Skythiens sandte, 4. und er schrieb ihm
einen Gliickwunsch bei der Eroberung von Amphissa, 8. Brief des Aristo-
teles nach Asien iiber die allgemeine (volksfreundliche?) Staatsleitung,
9. Anfrage des Alexander iiber das Konigtum, 10. Brief zur Beantwortung
der Anfrage, 11. Anfrage iiber die Totung der Adligen, 12. Brief zur
Beantwortung, in welchem er ihn davon zuriickhilt, 13. Gliickwunsch
zum Beginn der Operationen in Khurasin (Persien), 14. Der goldene Brief,
15. Der Fiirbitte-Brief, 16, Ich sage: manche Philosophen... 17. Send-
schreiben iiber die Ziele des Mutanabbi, welche mit der Weisheit des
Aristoteles in Ubereinstimmung sind. Von Muhammad b. al-Hasan

[t 2, 219 1]

2 Ebenso wie eine Ausgabe der arabisch-lateinischen Ubersetzungen der Meteorologie.

2a.0. 43 1.

4Vgl. Harry A. Wolfson, Plan for the Publication of a Corpus Commentariorum
Averrois in Aristotelem, submitted to the Medaeval Academy of America, Specuium 6,
1931, 421-7. (Der lateinische Text der Parva Naturalia, zusammen mit einem Index
Latino-Arabico-Hebraicus, in der Ausgabe von A. L. Shields and H. Blumberg, Cambridge,
Mass. 1949, zuginglich. Der arabische Text von Averroes Paraphrase der Parva Naturalia
ist herausgegeben von A. Badawi, Islamica 16 (Cairo 1954), p. 189-238.]

& Nach fiiichtiger Einsicht der Hs.
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al-Hatimi 1. Es handelt sich also wohl um eine Filschung nach Art etwa
des bei Gellius 9,3 iiberlieferten Briefes, den Philippos schon bei der
Geburt Alexanders iiber dessen Erziehung an Aristoteles angeblich gesandt
habe 2. Die Handschrift enthilt, wenn die Ergebnisse fliichtiger Priifung
niherer Untersuchung standhalten, ihren Wert dadurch, dass sie, soweit
ich sehe 3, den einzigen auf uns gekommenen pseudaristotelischen Brief-
wechsel darstellt und damit erhebliche Bereicherung unseres Wissens
um die Geschichte der antiken Aristotelesbiographie verspricht 4.

Eine Version, wie es scheint, der Schrift Hept Oaupaciov dxovopdtwy 3,
iibersetzt von einem As‘ad b. ‘Ali b. ‘Utman (welcher in der Vorrede auf
seinen voraufgehenden Kommentar zur aristotelischen Logik hinweist),
enthilt cod. Riza-Pasa 7662 (= Université A 534). Auch diese Hs. er-
fordert noch genaueres Studium 8.

MpopMjuara latpicd sehr zweifelhafter Qualitit finden sich cod. Aya
Sofja 4801 (g) fol. 1o7b ff.: , Fragen die man an Aristoteles iiber die
Medizin richtete und die er beantwortete’. Folgen go Fragen und Ant-
worten. In den gleichen Hs. begegnet auf fol. 74a—77a ein Brief des
Platon an Porphyrios als Antwort auf eine von diesem an ihn gerichtete
Frage 7.

1t 908, vgl. Brockelmann a.O. 1, 88 [2. Aufl. 1, 88, Supplement, 1, 141]. Auf dieses
letzte Stiick weist bereits hin Rescher, ZDMG, 68, 1914, 387 A.5. [Es gehdrt natiirlich
nicht zur Briefsammlung.]

2 Christ-Schmid, Geschichte der griechischen Literatur 11 1%, Miinchen 1920, 482 ff. Der
literarischen Form nach vergleichbar erscheinen am ehesten die ebenfalls in quasihis-
torische Erzdhlung einéebetteten Hippokratesbriefe (Littré, 9, 312 f.).

3 Vgl V. Rose, Aristoteles pseudepigraphus, Leipzig 1868, 589—99. Wilhelm Hertz, Ges
Abh., Stuttgart-Berlin 1905, 1 ff. Hercher, Epistolographi Graeci 172~4.

¢ Ein sonderbares Fragment dhnlichen Charakters stellt die von Al-Fardbi in seiner
rein neuplatonisch gehaltenen Schrift ,,Die Harmonie zwischen Plato und . Aristoteles"
zitierte Partie aus einem angeblichen Brief des Aristoteles an Olympias dar, welches bisher
keine Beachtung gefunden zu haben scheint (AI-Fargbi’s philosophische Abhandlungen,
iibersetzt von F. Dietrici, Leiden 1892, S. 52).

8 .Die 8 Biicher iiber das natiirliche () Horen", vgl. Rose a.0. 279 f. {In Wirklichkeit
ist dies die Ubersetzung von Tlepl tijg @uaixiic dxpodaews, s. die nichste Anmerkung.]

[® Diese irrtiimliche Bestimmung der Handschrift ist Forschumgen wnd Forischritte,
1934, 392, berichtigt : ,,Eine kulturhistorische Merkwiirdigkeit ist schliesslich die in dem
Beginn des 18, Jahrhunderts entstammende arabische Ubersetzung des von dem in Padua
wirkenden makedonischen Griechen Johannes Kuttonios im Jahre 1648 in lateinischer
Sprache verdffentlichten Kommentars zur aristotelischen Physik, Cod. Riza-Pasa 2662
(= Université A 534)".]

7 Vgl. die bei Diels : Die Handschriften der Antiken Arzte I (4bh-Berl. 1905, 111) S. 47
genannte, nicht gedruckte Schrift ‘Irmoxpdtoug ITpog Fadnvdy adtol pabyriy nepl oquypdy
xat xpdoewv &vlpumivey supdTtay.
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Schliesslich sei noch in diesem Zusammenhang an zwei Istanbuler
Handschriften erinnert, auf die bereits Plessner Islamica 4,527 f. hin-
gewiesen hat. Cod. Aya Sofja fol. 1-38b enthiilt die aristotelische Phy-
siognomik, cod. Aya Sofja 2455 eine Schrift iiber die platonischen Ideen 1.

From: Gnomon, X (1934), pp. 277-80.

1 [Uber diese, von einem spiteren Muslim verfasste, Schrift vgl. P. Kraus, Plotin chez
les Arabes, Bulletin de I'Institut d’Egypte 23, 1941, p. 279 n. I. Erstausgabe der Schrift
Cairo 1947 (A. Badawi)].



NEW LIGHT ON GALEN’S MORAL PHILOSOPHY

(From a recently discovered Arabic source)
I

The first publication of a hitherto lost work on moral philosophy by
Galen deserves the attention of scholars interested in the thought of one
who was the last great physician of antiquity, who by a peculiar chain of
circumstances became the teacher of the Middle Ages in scientific medicine,
and who in his own day enjoyed also success as a philosopher. Posterity,
it is true, did not regard his philosophical work with the favour it bestowed
on his achievements in medicine, and hence a very small number of his
philosophical writings has survived to the present day either in the original
text or in Arabic translations.

It is one of Galen’s fundamental convictions that medical research and
therapy must be based on philosophy and that the best physician must
also be a philosopher 1. Hippocrates is, in Galen’s view, the prototype of
this perfection of medical art, being the first to hold that there could be
no medicine without astronomy, which in its turn is based on geometry,
and without scientific logical demonstration 2. But the physician must
not only be a “‘companion of truth”, be steeped, that is, in theoretical
philosophy; he must show himself at the same time self-controlled and
just and immune to the temptations of pleasure and money; he must
embody all the different characteristics of the moral life which are by
their very nature interdependent 3. Galen, accordingly, wanted to educate
future doctors on these lines, and many of the philosophical works com-
posed may have been meant particularly for them 4.

In his De libris propriis, which is a survey of his whole literary output

1 Cf. the treatise Quod optimus medicus sit etiam philosophus, vol. i, pp. 5363 Kiihn =
Scripta minora, vol. ii, Leipzig 1891, pp. 1-8 Miiller.

2 0p. cit., cap. 1, and, for example, in the newly discovered text De moribus, p. 43. 12
Kraus and the quotation of the full text of Galen in Ibn Abi Usaibi’a, Valuable Information
on the Classes of Physicians, i, p. 43. 17 Miiller (= p. 18. 15 fl. Kraus). Cf. De plac. Hippocer.
et Platonis, i, p. 133 {., no. 5 Miiller.

3 Scr. min. ii, p. 6. 4 . M. (= vol. i, p. 59. 9 fi. Kithn).

4 A fresh examination of his philosophy, in the light of our improved knowledge of
hellenistic and neoplatonic thought, is long overdue.
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down to A.D. 192, he enumerates no less than twenty-three items on moral
philosophy !, of which we have preserved in their original text two
treatises on self-control and self-education: the De affecturm dignotione
and the De peccatorum dignotione (Ilepl tév 1Siwv éxdore maBdv wai
apapmipdtey Swuyvdoewc) 2. The De moribus ([ept #0&v), an Arabic sum-
mary of which was published by my friend the late Paul Kraus3 in
1939 4, was of a more scholarly character; it dealt in four books with one
of the principal topics of moral philosophy, with character, %o 5. Unfor-
tunately Kraus published only the Arabic text (27 pp.) with a twenty-
four-page preface also written in Arabic, and for this reason his edition
has remained entirely unnoticed by Western classical scholars and histo-
rians of medicine. I intend to publish a complete translation of the text
and to explain its philosophical importance in detail, but in this paper my
purpose is no more than to show why it deserves our interest, filling as it
does a gap in our knowledge of Greek ethics and elucidating Galen’s
position in the history of ancient civilization.

The main source of the Arabic text is a unique but on the whole good
Egyptian manuscript, probably of the fourteenth or fifteenth century a.p.6
The summary 7 is based on the translation made by Hunain ibn Ishaq for

1 Cap. 12 (Scripta minora, ii, pp. 121. 5~122. 6 Miiller = vol. xix, p. 45. 9-46. 10 Kiihn).

% Recent edition by W. de Boer in the Corpus Medicorum Graecorum, v. 4. 1. 1, Leipzig
and Berlin 1937. This edition of the very corrupt text is far superior to the editions of
Kiihn (vol. v, pp. 1-103) and Marquardt (Scripta minora, i, pp. 1-81). The work was known
also to the Arabs, cf. Hunain ibn Ishiaq, Uber die syrischen und arabischen Galen-Uber-
setzungen, Abkandiungen fiiv die Kunde des Morgeniandes, xvii. 2 ; Leipzig 1925, no. 118
Bergstrisser. For Arabic translations of other ethical treatises by Galen cf. Hunain, op. cit.,
nos. 120, 121 ; Ibn Abi Usaibi‘a, op. cit. i, p. 87. 1 Miiller; Aba Bakr Muhammad ibn
Zakariya ar-Razi, Opera Philosophica, i, Cairo 1939, p. 35 Kraus ; G. Bergstriisser, Hunain
ibn Ishaq und seine Schule, Leiden 1913, pp. 24, 70; M. Meyerhof, Autobiographische
Bn;chfstiicke Galens aus arabischen Quellen, Archiv f. Geschichte d. Medizin, 22, 1939,
p-8sf.

3 Cf. F. Rosenthal, fournal of the Amevican Oriental Soctety, 65, 1945, p. 68 L.

4 Bullstin of the Faculty of Arts of the University of Egypt, vol. v. 1, 1937, Sectio Arabica
(published Cairo, 1930).

8 Tepl #0Gv vévrapa: De liby. propr., p. 121. 10 M. = vol. xix, p. 45. 12 K.

8 Codex Taimur Pdsha 200. 6 Akhliq, fols. 191-235. In addition we have a few references
to and even some verbal quotations of the full text in later Arabic writers, particularly in
Abii ‘Al Miskawaih’s (died A.D. 1030) Kitab tahdhib al-akhldq, an interesting work on moral
philosophy which deserves a special analysis (cf. Encyclopedia of Islam, ii, col. 429).

? It was not unusual to compose summaries of Syriac and Arabic translations of Greek
works, cf. Hunain, op. cit., nos. 10, 57, 72, 92, 95, 102, 104 ; H. Ritter-R. Walzer, Arabische
Ubemetzungen griechischer Arzte in Stambuler Bibliotheken, Sitzumgsberichte der Preus-
sischen Akademie der Wissenschaften, phil.-hist. Klasse, 1934, P- 832 (46).
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a famous Muslim mathematician, probably before A.p. 842 1. Only a few
references to the De moribus can be traced in Galen’s extant works. One
occurs in the De affectuum dignotione 2, and the Arabic summary enables
us to connect with it at least two more pages of the same work 3. There is
also good reason to assume that the “other works” referred to in chap. 2
of Galen’s strongly platonizing treatise That the faculties of the soul follow
the temperaments of the body are the four books De moribus 4. Further it
emerges from the first chapter of the summary that the De moribus
depends on the earlier work De placitis Hippocratis et Platonis, a con-
cordance of the views of Galen’s main authorities among thinkers of the
classical period 5. Since this book was not completed before A.D. 176 ¢, the
De moribus evidently belongs to the later period of Galen’s life. But an
explicitly dated reference to the death of the Praetorian prefect Tigidius
Perennis in A.D. 185 in De moribus provides us with better evidence,
making it plain that he wrote the De moribus at Rome, after completing
his fifty-sixth year, between A.D. 185 and 192 7.

1Cf. Hunain, op. cit., no. 119 ; Encyclopedia of Islam, s.v. ‘Misa, bana’. The work, of
which there is no trace in later Greek literature, appears to have been rather popular in
the Eastern world.

2 Cap. 6. 1-9 {vol. v, Pp. 27. 6, 30. 3 Kiihn = p. 19. 8 ff. de Boer).

3Cap. 7. 7-17 (vol. v, pp. 37. 440, ii. Kilhn = p. 25. 15 ff. de Boer), De moribus, i,
pp. 28. 15-31. 9 Kraus. Cf. below, p. 1551.

4Vol. iv, p. 768. 6-14 Kithn = Scr. min. ii, pp. 32. 14-33. 4 Miiller. For cap. 11 (vol. iv,
pp. 814. 8-822 Kithn = Scr. min. ii, pp. 73. 3-79) cf. below, p. 160.

8p. 26. 6 Kraus: ‘I have shown in my book De placitis Hippocratis et Platonis and
explained there that there is something in man in which thinking takes place, and some-
thing else which is the source of anger, and a third which is the source of appetite’. This
work is also one of our principal sources of the moral philosophy of the Stoic philosopher
Posidonius, cf. L. Edelstein, The Philosophical System of Posidonius, American Journal
of Philology, 67, 1936, pp. 286 fi., 305 fl.; K. Reinhardt, Poseidonios, Miinchen 1921,
pp. 263 ff.; K. Pohlenz, Poseidonios, Affektenlehre und Psychologie, Nachr. d. Ges. 4.
Wiss. tu Gottingen, phil.-hist. Kl. 1921, pp. 163 fi. ; K. Reinhardt, Kosmos und Sympathie,
Miinchen 1926, pp. 388 fi. [Cf. now K. Reinhardt, Poseidonios von Apameia,
Stuttgart 1954.]

8 S. Vogt, Dz Galeni in libellum xax’ lytpelov commentariis, Dissertation, Marburg 1910,
? gp. 23. 7 Kraus. Ibn Abi Usaibi‘a, op. cit., i, p. 76. 19—23 M. ; A. Miiller, Zur Geschichte
des Commodus, Hermes, 18, 1883, pp. 623 ff., also Th. Mommsen, Gesammelte Schrifien,
iv, p. 514 f.; Pauly-Wissowa-Kroll, s.v. Tigidius Perennis. We can thus fix also the
hitherto uncertain relative date of the treatise De affectuum et peccatorum digmotione in
which the publication of the De moribus is presupposed (cf. J. Ilberg, Uber die Schrift-
stellerei des Klaudios (1) Galenus, Rhein. Mus. 52 [1897], p. 611) and strengthen the case
for a late date (after A.D. 193) of the treatise That the Sacuities of the soul follow the tem-
peraments of the body (cf. ibid. 47, 1892, p. 510 ; 61, 1896, p. 189).
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I1

According to Hunain’s brief account 1 Galen dealt in the De moribus
with the different 0y, their causes («itio), signs (onusta), and treatments
(Ospameinr) 2. The summary agrees with this description. The subject is
Hept 78é&v, and Galen keeps to it fairly closely. But he also mentions the

¢ “resemblance to God” as the final goal of human life and rejects the
unjustified claims of hedonism 3, stressing the importance of connecting
contemplative and active life and dwelling with approval upon the
Platonic conception of the philosopher-king 4; he explains the different
excellences (dpetat) which result from an adequate education of the inborn
%6n and neatly distinguishes the noble from the good, the bad irom the
base, etc. The general background of his eclectic thought is Platonic, while
he does not confine himself to rigid argument but intersperses exhortations
to the reader in a manner not uncommon in Hellenistic philosophy 5.

The first book contained Galen's general theory of %foc and those #6y
which originate in the spiritual soul, the second concerned the 8 deriving
from the appetitive soul, and the third the form of training which all three
souls require. The fourth book was mainly devoted to #By which are
domiciled in the rational soul 6. T propose to deal in this paper with the
introductory part of Book I, which contains the greatest amount of
new material.

1'0p. cit., no. 119.

3 Seneca, Epist. 95. 65 : ‘‘(Pasidonius) . . . ait utilem futuram et descriptionem cuiusdam
virtutis; hanc Posidonius ethologian vocat, quidam characterismon appellant signa
cuiusque virtutis ac vitii et notas reddentem quibus inter se similia discriminentur”.

3 Cf. for example ii, p. 41. 1 Kraus: . . . man is frec and master of his will. And what
could be worthier for him . . . than to put his soul in the highest rank of honour. And there is no
greater honour ¢of this kind > than the imitation of God within the limits of human capacity.
And this goal is reached by disregarding present pleasures and giving preference to the noble”".

4CL. for example ii, p. 35. 17 Kraus : “Everybody praises and admires . . . those who
dedicate their life-time exclusively to the activities of the rational soul like Socrates,
Plato, and others, or, for pavlpwnia’s sake (cf. N. H. Baynes, Byzaniine Empire [London
1925), p- 70) to the work of politics and legislation; as Solon and others did for the benefit
of mankind, or to philosophy and government alike : these are the best people’’. No repre-
sentatives of the third group are recorded in the summary, and one may well doubt whether
Galen mentioned any particular philosopher-king in the full text of his work. I can find
no exact parallel to this statement, and I am almost sure that it does not represent an
original view of Galen’s but goes back to some earlier source. {Cf. H. A. Wolfson, Philo 11,
Cambridge Mass. 1947, pp. 218 fi. Below, p. 165, n. i)

5 The most impressive example is to be found p. 39. 20 ff. Kraus, where the rather
pedestrian style of philosophical argumentation rises to the level of literary prose. I shall
deal with this section in a special study. [Cf. below, p. 164 fI.]

¢ Ten pages in Kraus's edition of the summary refer to bk. 1, seven to bk. 2, three to
bk. 3, seven to bk. 4.
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Galen starts with a definition of #fog as an inborn irrational dstosmon
of the soul. He emphasizes that differences of #flog are due neither to
differences of environment nor to differences of education a.lom? but to the
inherent nature of men. It is therefore incorrect .both to minimize the
importance of the inborn qualities as Chryéippus did and to assume that
all are equally susceptible of moral and mt'ellectual education, and to
hope that an originally bad #fog can be entirely uprooted ,eveq by con-
tinuous moral training. Galen’s reasoning is based on Plato’s tnc‘l‘lotoml}r
of the soul 1, which he restores to its former status. The thrFe souls”,
as he calls the Platonic ‘‘parts” of the soul, differ by‘nature in strength
and quality in different human beings. The observation of animals and
of small children in the first three years of life is used as an ax'rgument for
this conception of %8s, and a variety of ““lives” (?(.m.) shows 1_tself zs thh.e
result, the highest being plainly the life of the philosopher guided by his

i ul. .
ratslf::t:::s of Greek thought will agree that Galen’s approa.ch is rather
unusual and will note particularly that he js interes.ted in a problem .not
dealt with satisfactorily by Aristotle; they will reahze‘t at ﬂ.le same tlme;
that it is very unlikely that he was the first to establish thlS. doctrmef o
$8o¢. It certainly deserves closer exe:iminati‘on and the selection of a few

uotation and detailed discussion. ~

Paj::ﬁ: :.Zrlqknow, no other Greek work entitled Hepi ';195“_’ has survxve'd
at all. Philodemus, it is true, published an epitomfe of the Epicurean Zeno's
work Mspi #8&v xol Blov and two sections of it, On [freedom of lspeech
(rappmoia) and On anger (Spyn), have been.recovered. fr(.)m Hercul aneig
papyri 2, but this work seems to have nothing essenFlal in com,m(:m wi

Galen’s treatment of the subject 3. Generally speaking, Galen’s u_1terest
in the irrational background of moral conduct is .to be connected with the
refined analysis of emotions and of the first inborn tr.aces of .huma.n
excellence which we note in the early Peripatos and particularly in Stoic
philosophy after Chrysippus. His ultimate source must, however, ll)e la.t:tl;
than Chrysippus. His work may profitably be compared, fo'r example, wif

the fifth book of Cicero, De finibus 4, and with Plutarch’s small treatise

1 As explained in Republic, Phaedrus, and T imaeus., -
* Philodemns, TTepl #0@y xod Blev. Pirodfon Tév xav’ Emrophy tEe.Lp.Yd.cyéwfw ?repl nemY
xod Blav b tiv Zivaves ayoriv, 8 dom mepl mapprotag, ed. A. Olivieri, Leipzig, 1914;
Philodemi De ira liber, ed. C. Wilke, Leipzig 1914. o ) )
3 Cf., however, Aristotle, Rhet. II. 2. Galen’s work has nothing in common with Theo
rastus’ Xopoxtipes. ) ‘ . .
Ph‘ We learn, for example, from this book that Antiochus was also mterest:.ed in the u’rad
tional faculties of the soul and liked arguments based on év&p-{ewz, .mamiwt fa.ct; an
empirical observation. But Antiochus claimed to revive early Peripatetic thought, whereas
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On moral virtue 1, although the subject is a different one in these two cases.

The first sentence of the epitome runs as follows: “Character, #foc, is
that condition of the soul which induces man to perform actions arising
out of his soul without reflection and accurate knowledge. Evidence of this
is that some people get alarmed and astonished when a terrifying sound
suddenly strikes them, and that they smile involuntarily when they see
or hear something ridiculous; sometimes they even want to refrain from
it but cannot. It is for this reason that philosophers inquire whether #0o¢
belongs to the irrational soul alone or whether any part of it is linked with
the rational. We shall see quite clearly that all the indications are that
our #fy are to be assigned to the irrational soul; for what we find here are
those movements of the soul which cause us to desire and avoid things,
to feel pleasure and pain, etc., and it is precisely this with which our b
are concerned 2.”

Galen’s definition of #floc as an inborn and irrational condition of the
soul comes very near to the definition which Arius Didymus, the court
philosopher of Augustus, reports as that adopted by the Academy of
his time: “"H6o¢ is a quality of the irrational part of the soul which is in
its turn accustomed to subordinate itself to reason 3", Plutarch refers to
the same Academic definition in his Aristotelizing treatise On moral virtue 3.
Hence we are entitled to connect Galen’s work with “Middle Platonism”

Footnote Continued from Page 146.

Galen relies on Plato’s views on #0og or what he believes to have been Plato’s views.
Cf. also R. Walzer, Magna Moralia und avistotelische Ethik, Berlin 1929, pp. 188 ff,, 201,
219, 224 n. z; H. Dirlmeier, Die Oikeiosis-Lehre Theophrasts, Philologus, Suppl.-Bd. 30,
Leipzig 1937.

! Plutarch, however, presupposes the renewed study of Aristotle’s lecture courses
inaugurated, during Cicero’s lifetime, by the edition of Andronicus of Rhodes. The author
on whom Galen depends does not care much more for Aristotle than did Cicero, for example,
and may have lived before the time of Andronicus and the school of commentators which
followed him.

2 Miskawaib (cf. above, p. 143, n. 6) appears to refer to the same passage and to have
preserved another section of the same argument. He says (p. 25. 17 f. Cairo edition) :
“"Hbog is a condition (3udfeotc) of the soul which induces it to its actions without con-
sideration and reflection. This disposition is divided in two parts. One of them is inborn
(pVoet), based on the temperament (of the body) (cf. Galen's work referred to above,
P- 144, n. 3), like the man whom the smallest thing incites to anger and who is roused by
the most unimportant cause, and like the man who is faint-hearted on account of a trifling
thing as he who is frightened at the slightest sound which affects his ear or is terrified by
news which he hears, and like the man who laughs excessively over the most unimportant
thing which excites his admiration, and like the man who is grieved and sad about the
most trifling thing which affects him’’,

3 Stobaeus, vol. ii, P- 38. 3-15 Wachsmuth.

4 De virt. mor. 4, p. 443 ¢; 444 b.

L
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and to place it in a philosophical tradition of the Academy which seems
to have started with Philo of Larisa and more especially with Cicero’s
teacher Antiochus of Ascalon.

That this definition of #0o¢ is supported by the reference to involuntary
reactions of different people ! in different circumstances helps us further
to ascertain to which particular philosopher Galen is ultimately indebted
for his surprising approach to the problem. The discussion of obvious facts
of this kind is traditional, and only their interpretation varies. Chrysippus,
the leading representative of Stoic thought in the second half of the third
century B.C., dealt with them at length 2, and he was censured, in the
first century B.C., by Panaetius’ pupil and successor Posidonius of Rhodes 3
for having held that their causes could not be rationally explained 4,
Posidonius, having attained a new comprehension of the irrational ele~
ments in the soul, had explained their causes in his famous work On
emotions, Tlcpl mab&v. That an argument used in his theory of emotions
could also be helpful in a theory of ffioc is shown by the passage of Galen
which we have just examined. We know of this controversy between
Chrysippus and Posidonius mainly from Galen’s earlier work De placitis 8.
It is, at this stage of our argument, at least plausible to assume that the
same controversy is the background of the De moribus, and that this work
derives its differentia specifica in the history of “Middle-Platonic’’ moral
philosophy from the influence of Posidonius 8.

The same section of Posidonius’ Iepl maf&v, quoted by Galen in the
De placitis, provides us at once with a second parallel between Posidonius
and the De moribus. Galen says there at the end: “Not only Aristotle or

1 Cf. above and p. 146, 0. 4.

2 Cf. Stoicorum Veterum Fragmenia coll. H. v. Arnim, vol. iii, no. 466.

3 For Posidoniug’ lifetime cf. F. Jacoby, Die Fragmenie der griechischen Historikey, ii. C,
Berlin 1926, p. 154 f.

4 Galen, De placitis Hippocratis et Platonis, iv (p. 400. 14 Miiller = vol. v, p. 424. 17 Kiihn):
50ev xdmweddv Myp (6 Xpdoummog) «obte Yap xal whalovreg madovras xod @l Bourbpevo
Watousty, Srav buolag vé droxelpeva pavrasiag wouf v abvioy Eperd xdvraibe 6 Tlooet-
3dwiog 3¢ v moldol i) Povhdpevot oo Whatovoty Emoyely wh Suvdyevor Ta Sdxpua,
wal @o xhalew Ere Bovhduevor pBdvoust audpevot - yhyveoOar 3¢ o Bid Tég TefnTicdg
savhoes 3 opédpa Eyxepévag g wh) wpaveioBour mpds THE Bovkhoewg 3 Tavrerdg TETXL-
uévag 6 phner’ Ereyelpeofor Stvaabur wpdg abrdv - obte yip e Tob Abyou pdym xod
Sragops mpds T mdbog ebpebhoeTal, xod The duyiic ol duvdpeg bvapyds cswbhcovrat, ob
p& Ala, d¢ Xpdournée enot, 8ud tveg abtiag dovidoyloTous TobTwY ywopbvav dd Sk
g Ored Tév modouov elpnpéves. Ci. also Strabo 2. 3. 8.

5 Cf. Edelstein, op. cit., pp. 305 fi. and above, p. 144, . 5

¢ This controversy was by no means a mere controversy of two hundred years ago taken
1y reasons ; the antagonism between the new Platonism and

up by Galen for some scholaxl
orthodox Stoic thought was still quite alive, and the old dispute helped the present issue.
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gla;tli) held this‘ op.inion but earlier philosophers as well particularl
th}; ! agoras, which is what Posidonius maintains when he ‘says that thy
thor;jz l\:;'aslnﬁrst St?.ted by the latter, while Plato worked it ou:
thoro g a)lrth . Galen s.words at the end of the first chapter of the D
. t;:z, > ouf?tcznsxderably shortened by the Arabic epitomist revea;

me attitude to different periods in the hi ’

Same a : istory of Greek ethi
iqu\;;)teh. It 15; for this very reason that the ancient Ir'hilosoph:rs’l'(i
. ul Xt'agoras(.) and Plato—“said that %0y belonged to the irrational
i;)ti(;n ?St?:lli and ;l)thers hold that the %0y are partly linked up with the

al soul but that for the greater part they b
! long to the irrati
More recent philosoph 4 . ave o AL the 30n
phers (vedtepot), however, have said g
belong to the rational soul; and : ’ o for a5 1o e 0
e ; they have even gone so f
with it such affections as an i ove, pleasure, ant et
' ger, desire, fear, love, pleasure, and pai
?\}t the evx‘deilce shows their view to be untenable.” It i,s o, o‘f) a:ﬁm
;;laptyev.a}\: fxoltlv. alobnorv, as Plutarch says in the De virtute morali g Bu:
utarch follows Aristotle while rejecting Chrysi :
Posidonius keep close to Plato. : § iyeippus, whereas Galen and

,t&(I); 1:, ;:llelll al;n:wn hthta}t Posidonius rejected Chrysippus’ interpretetion of

mphatic restatement of Plato’s tri iti

Galen based his work De mors ' varition, an i

tbus on the same tripartition, a i

‘ ~ moribus , and tried
::;a.rlxtge his matena.l on this principle 5. He refers to Plato as his patront:
but Witlz,ha}t ﬁf;t sng}t, surpnsfng that he connects his account of ﬁﬂo;
Pt 1m(.i }?eﬁ"e is no, explicit theory of #og to be found in Plato’s

; and Hellenistic philosophers knew no
Plato’s private lecture courses. B i e not ot

. But their attitude was not unlik
. e that of
:,}':scccc;nlr}r:entators on Aristotle under the Empire, and they were coz-
Syst;am an;thi’clialt;:3 had buﬂtf up a closed and complete philosophical
en aware of every problem touched on by } i
sophers. They expected him to have e which had not
' ) answered questions which had
existed for him, and succeeded in di i e dislogues
, in discovering passages i i

: ; ‘ ges mn the dialogues

f: H{);gsw;le thelanfzcessary answer. They did this, for example, for Plagto’s

ormulation of the téhog, which became, at least from the time
1 Galen, De plac. iv, p. o I~ =
it ety 40L. 11-15 M. = p. 425. 13-17 K.

37,P- 4473, 10, p. 449 d. :
4 Cf. Galen, De plac. iv, p. - = Y

o120, topmn B P. 397, 1-3 M. = p. 421. 79 K. ; op. ¢it., v, P. 405. 5-14 M. =
:Cf. above, p. 144, n. 5 and p. 145.

alsolzl ?F;_:af;a-ge preserved by Abii Sulaimin as-Sijistini, cf. p. 22. 2z fI., 8 f. Kraus. Cf.

g ;:?'IL C.oncor,dancc of Plato and Aristotle [cf. P. Kraus, Plotin 'chez .les Ar:;bes'

o ; nstuu't a ngpte, 23, 1942, p. 269 {.;] Philosophische Abhandlungen ,

ransl. p. 27) Dieterici. Al-Farabi simply substitutes Plato for Galen oo pe 6



150 Richard Walzer

of Eudorus of Alexandria, the accepted doctrine of the Academy, and
was adopted also in the De moribus 1. They studied Plato carefully to
construct his theory of the categories, and found him to have recognized
two only, substance and relation 2. The same method could clearly be used
in the case of #0oc; it is quite possible to deduce a theory of #fog from
numerous passages of the dialogues, and it is plain that this was done
from the first century B.C., and taken over by later Platonizing moralists
like Galen. We actually find passages where Plato not only presupposes
$Boc as an inborn and unalterable disposition of the soul but explains it
as well by referring to the analogy of animals and small children—as Galen
does in a more methodical and deliberate way 3. T refer in particular to a
passage from the 12th book of the Laws, where he explains that the i)
of animals and very small children display courage; “in fact a soul may
become courageous by mere native aptitude independently of reason”’
(#vew yop Aéyou xal plaet ylyvetar dvpeta Yuxh) 4. On the whole the ancients
appear to have appreciated the importance of the irrational elements in
Plato’s thought much better than many of his modern interpreters .

It is interesting to remember that the early Peripatos already judged
Plato’s achievement from the standpoint adopted more consistently by
Platonists from the first century B.c. onwards. The author of the pseudo-
Aristotelian Magna Moralia, a contemporary of Theophrastus and a minor
representative of the first generation of Aristotelians §, gives a short
critical history of ethics in the first chapter of his course?, He says
(1. 1, 1182-15): “After Pythagoras came Socrates . . . but even he was not
successful. For in making the virtues sciences (émotijpat), he does away
with the irrational part of the soul, and is thereby doing away also with
both mdBoc and #oc; so that in this respect he is unsuccessful in his

1Eudorus of Alexandria (1st cent. B.c.) ap. Stob. Amthol., vol. ii, pp. 49.8-50.10
Wachsmuth.

3 Cf. H. Dbrrie, Der Platoniker Eudoros von Alexandria, Hermes, Ixxix (1944), pp- 31 ff.

3Cf. Rep. 2. 375 ¢ 6 fi., and, for example, Rep. 6. 490 c, 496 b and passages concerning
the pboig pddoogog such as 486 b 3, 486d 10, 487 a 3 ; Politicus 308 e, 310 a. Cf. Pkacedo
82 b. De moribus, p. 28. 4 Kraus : *‘not every dog and horse can be trained”.

4 Leoges 12. 963 ¢ ; cf. Laches 196 e ff. ; Rep. 4. 430 b ; Epin. 975 ¢, and R. Walzer, Magna
Moralia und aristotelische Ethik, Berlin 1929, p. 207 f. But all these passages deal only
with guoucl) dvdpela.

8 Cf. E. R. Dodds, Plato and tbe Irrational, Journal of Hellenic Studices, 65, 1945-47.
pp. 16 fi., particularly pp. 18 fi.

$Cf. O. Regenbogen in Pauly-Wissowa—Kroll, Realencyclopadic der Rlassisch Alter-
! 1 i, pp tband, VII, s.v., Theophrastos, col. 1488. [But cf. now
D. J. Allan, Journal of Hellenic Studies 77, 1957, p- 7 .]

7 Cf. R. Walzer op. cit., p. 77.
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tre:lntme.nt of the virtues. Next Plato divided the soul into a rational and
an irrational part—and in this he was right—assigning appropriate virtues
to each.” A statement like this may help us to understand better wh

(%alen and his predecessors choose to attack the intellectualism of Ch: )-,
sippus in the name of Plato. i

III

Ob‘s?rvation of animals and small children, who either lack reason by
deﬁ{u.tlon or whose reason is still undeveloped, provides Galen with
additional evidence for assigning #foc to the irrational soul. It helps also
towards a full and satisfactory understanding of the working of the three
5('>uls \'vhi_ch shapes the #8oc of the grown-up man. Galen lays it down as
his px:mc1ple of inquiry always to examine first those %8 which can be
seen m.the behaviour of animals and small children, to facilitate the
dlstm.ct.lon of pure animal movements from those mixed with some element
of opinion and thought. For animals are naturally unable to give priority
to th.e rational soul, and small children are as yet unsusceptible of moral
and intellectual training, of the quadrivium, and of logic 1. But whereas
the character of the different species of animals is uniform and constant
human beings as such have various #6y by nature, as we learn alread);
from the observation of children in their earliest years.

I sha.ll illustrate Galen’s method by two passages from the introductory
§ecnon of the first book De moribus; both appear to be without parallel
in extant Greek texts and are therefore of special interest. The first deals
with the %6y of animals, the second with the gradual development and
growth of the child’s soul during the first three years of life when it is
still exclusively in the care of illiterate nurses.

(a) Having based his first argument for the irrational character of FBoc
on the observation of involuntary smiling, crying, etc., Galen continues
in the same context (p. 25. Io ff. Kraus): «*Hfy as they are observed in
small children (Bpépn) and irrational animals show the same thing 2. We
see that some animals are cowardly like the hare and the stag, others
brave like the lion and the dog, others cunning like the fox and the
monkey; that some associate with man like the dog (cuvavBpwmet dc of
xbveg) 3 and others keep away from man (éxmodav vépetar Tév avlponwy) 4

1Cf. iv, p. 45. 1 ff. Kraus.

* The epitomist appears to have omitted the sections on children and starts at once with
the #0n of animals. ‘

¥ Porphyry, De abstinentia, 3. 9 (p. 199. 8 Nauck).

4 Porphyry, 0p. cit. (p. 199. 4 Nauck).
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like the wolves; some love solitude (are povétpora) ! like the lion al.xd
others tend to congregate (are ouvayehaomixd) 2 like the horse, \‘Nhﬂe
others live in pairs like the stork; some gather their food and keep it for
use like the bees and ants 3, while others secure their food from day t'o
day like the pigeon; some like the magpie stea! useless. objects—for ¥t
steals jewels, signet-rings, drachmae, and denarii, and hides Ehem. It is
for this reason that the ancient philosophers said that the #fy l?elong
to the irrational soul”. There is quite a variety of animal %6 mentioned,
the common factor in all the attitudes surveyed being that they come
into existence without deliberation, thought, or instructiox_l and e:.q)ress a
permanent #foc. Hence it is that the observation of animals yields an
argument for Galen’s definition of human #6oc. )

There is no similar list of animal %6 to be found in extant Greek texts,
so far as I have been able to ascertain, and, certainly, animal %6y were
nowhere else used for a similar argument. There is, however, sufficient
evidence for all the single traits mentioned, scattered in cognate texts of
the Hellenistic period 4. The observation of animals goes back a long way
in Greek literature 5, but what matters for the understandmg of the
passage just quoted is the extensive use made of it in moral philosophy.
Aristotle’s Eudemian and Nicomachean Ethics, for ex.ample, do not use
many examples taken from the animal kingdom ¢. Aristotle does nf)t co-
ordinate his zoological research and his ethics ?. The Early }’enpatf)s
seems to have gone farther in this direction and to have pal.d specu.;.l
attention to the character of animals and small children. We infer this
from the later books of the Historia Animalium, which are now generally
assumed to have been composed by Aristotle’s pupils 8, from Theo-

1 Galen, De usu part. i. 2 (vol. iii, p. 2. 5 fi. Kihn = vol. i, p. 1.’13~ﬂ. Helmreich). It is
interesting to compare this text with the first chapter of the Tept #06v.

2 Porphyty, op. cit. (p. z00. 23 Nauck). o

3 Ct. Galen, Quod an. virt. 7 (vol.iv, p. 792. 17-793. 2 K. = Ser. m:'n. u', p?. 52. 1‘9T53. zM)

4 Much relevant material has been collected by C. Tappe, De Philonis libro qm. mscnbu'ur
*AMEavdpog 7 mepl Tob Aéyou Exswv T dhova LG quaestiones sekdac,' Dlssertah.on Gottin-
gen 1912, [Cf. Clemens Alex., Strom. 11 pp. 110. 4 ff. 173. 17 Stahlin, Olympiodorus, In

i i Busse.]

Phaed. p. 45. 18 fi. Norvin. Elias, Cat. p. 19. 34 . . )

5Cf. B. Snell, Die Entdechung des Geistes, Stud zur E g des europdischen
Denkens bei den Griechen (Hamburg 1946) pp. 173, 180.

8 Cf. above, p. 150, 0. 4. ) )
7 One may mention the descriptions of the character of certain animals, referred to

also by Galen, which occur in his zoological writings : lion (H. Bonitz, Index An'statelict'ls,
[Berlin 1870}, p. 429%28), hare (op. cit., p. 421825), stag (op. cit., p- 235*15), dog (op. cit.,
p. 418b28). Galen, however, draws on much more comprehensive research. Cf. R. Walzer,

op. cit., p. 200. ) i
8 Cf. W. Jaeger, Avristotle, Oxford 1934, p. 352; O. Regenbogen, op. cit., col. 1423.
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phrastus’ Ethics, and from the titles of his two—lost—monographs Iept
Lowv ppoviicews xad #Bouc and Iept vév {Pwv Sou Ayetat ppoveiv. The
beginning of Hist. Anim. 8. 1 and the whole of Book g are instructive,
particularly when the former is compared with the.Peripatetic ethics of
Arius Didymus in Stobaeus 2, p. 116. 21 ff. Wachsmuth and Cicero,
De fin. 5. 41 ff., 55.1 This interest in the characteristics of animals increases
in the non-zoological philosophical literature of the Hellenistic age and,
accordingly, references to animals are relatively common in later philo-
sophical texts such as Plutarch’s Moralia or the philosophical writings of
Seneca 2. One expects to find the closest parallels to Galen’s argument in
the treatises On the intelligence of animals, some of which are preserved.
But comparison with Philo of Alexandria 3, Plutarch 4, and Porphyry &
serves only to bring out the individuality of Galen. He neither looks for
rudiments of intelligence and virtue in animals—as those authors do—
nor uses, like Chrysippus, the rich material at his disposal in order to
show that animals are simply irrational while man as a rational being
should extirpate from his soul all that he has in common with animals.
Galen’s conception of the human soul is more adequate, and while demand-
ing the mere control (not the elimination) of its irrational elements he
can quote the observation of animals for support, and thus strengthen
his case considerably. The same attitude towards animals can be seen in
Posidonius 8, and it is very tempting to connect Galen’s view with his
teaching. We know that Galen appreciated and, within limits, accepted
the Ilepl mabév of Posidonius, and it becomes now increasingly reasonable
to use the new text De moribus for a cautious reconstruction of Posidonius’
views on Jfoc. The task is rendered difficult by the omission from the
Arabic Epitome of all but the commonest Greek names, whereas the
De placitis gives explicit quotations of Posidonius.

1Ct. Cicero De fin. v. 39 f.; cf. H. Dirlmeier, Zur Ethik des Theophrast, Philologus,
90, 1935, p. 248 ff. On Galen’s references to plants cf. below, p. 159 and n. 5. The comic
poet Philemon is under the influence of a similar doctrine, cf. Stob. Anthol., vol. iii. 2. 26
(p- 183. 13 Hense) = fab. inc. fr. 3 Com. iv, p. 32 M. ; R. Walzer, Zum Hautontimorumenos
des Terenz, Hermes, 70, 1935, pp. 197 fi.

2 Ct., for example, Plutarch, De invidia et otio 4; De tranguillitate animae 13.

3 Alexandyos 3 Ilepl Tob Adyov ¥xewv & {Gu (Philo ed. Richter, [1828-30], vol. viii : trans-
lation from the Armenian). Cf. H. Leisegang, Philologus, 92, 1937, pp. 152 fi. ; A. D. Nock,
Classical Review, 57, 1943, p. 78.

4 De sollertia animalium, Tézepa tév {hwv ppovipudbtepa & yepoaia # t& Ewudpa.

8 De abstinentia, Ilepl droxTig dudiycv.

¢ Galen, De plac. v. 6 (p. 457. 2-9 M. = p. 476. 11—477. 2 K.). CL. also op. cit. v (p. 438.
I M. =p. 459.17 K);iv, p. 400. 5 (= p. 424. 7 K.); vi, p. 400. 1 ff. M. (= p. 505. 1 f.
K.), etc., pp. 133 . M.
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(8) The section in which Galen deals with the moral and mental develop-
ment of small children starts as follows1: ‘“The dispositions (£et,
Swubécerc) of man’s soul which are praiseworthy are called excellences
(4perad) and those which are blameworthy are called vices (xooca). These
dispositions are of two kinds: the one originating in the soul from deli-
beration, thought, and discrimination, and called knowledge (¢moTium)
or opinion (86€a) or view (?), the other arising in the soul without delibera-
tion, and called moral disposition ($80c).”

Moral excellence and evil are the result of inborn moral disposition
and deliberation, thought, and discrimination. Galen’s interest in this
chapter is evidently not fixed on the rational but rather on the irrational
part of dpet); a summary of his psychology of the mind, which is deeply
under Stoic influence, is to be found at the beginning of the fourth book
of the De moribus 2.

“Some #@ manifest themselves in babies as soon as they are born,
before the period of deliberation; almost at once they feel pain in the
body and discomfort (Abmy) in the soul. These make them cry, because
every baby has the faculty of imagining (pavracta) what accords with it
and what is contrary to its fancy, and of loving the agreeable and hating
the contrary. This exists also by nature in irrational animals, I mean
that they perceive by their senses (afofédverat) what eccurs to their body
and that they fancy that part of it is in accordance with them and part of
it contrary to them; and that they desire what is agreeable to them and
avoid what is contrary 3.”

“Small children of two years often attempt to strike with their hands
and feet anyone they believe to be harming them. This indicates that
they now have, together with the imagination of what is favourable to
them and of what is contrary, the imagination of its efficient causes

(abrlon wommrixal). With that they have moreover desire for vengeance upon
what has harmed them and love for anyone who has removed the source
of harm. For then they smile and laugh at their nurses and wish to strike
and to bite the person who has harmed them. And this occurrence
(cupReByxbe) is called anger (bpy#). There occurs with it a burning redness
in the eyes, and in the whole face redness, heat, and rush of blood. 1t is
thus evident that the desire for revenge upon one’s assailant is not
acquired by teaching but is inborn, like the desire of avoiding what gives
pain and the desire for what is pleasant. For small children do not

1p. 28. 15 Kraus.

2 p. 45. 3 fi. Kraus.

3 Cf. also Posidonius ap. Galen, De plac. v. (pp. 438. 12-439- 3 M. = p. 460. 10-17 K.);
Cicero, De off. 1. 105. Cf. below, p. 162, n. i.
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fiel%bemte and form an opinion that revenge upon one who harms them
is right but this is in them by nature, like the tendency towards what is
pleasant and the avoidance of what is harmful.”

“When small children come to their third year, traces {Iywvn) 1 of shame
(«i8¢c) 2 and shamelessness appear in them, and you may see one blushing
and not raising his eyes towards the face of one who blames him for some
actlon. forbidden him, and rejoicing at praise, while another acts in the
opposite way; and this is evident in those who have not yet been educated
by‘ blows and fear. And a child who is fond of honour (ptréripog) takes
pains over any work from which he hopes for praise. And if he is fond of
honour by nature and not from fear of any visible thing (=labntév) nor
for th.e sake of obtaining some visible reward, he will prosper; in the
opposite case he will not prosper, and will not be taught nor imbibe
moral training.”

.“One of the further indications of the fact that some small children tend
without reflection and deliberate decision to virtue and others to vice is
that when one of them is harmed by his playmate, some take pity on him
(a:re é)teﬁp.ovsg) 8 and help him, while others laugh at him and rejoice at
his n.usfortune (are émyatpexduot) 4 and perhaps take their share in
harmmg him. And it can be observed that some children will rescue a
companion from hardships (being pudvBpwmot), while others, on the
contrary, push him into dangerous spots and cause him harm and pain.
Some are niggardly with their possessions (4veAedOepot), and some again
are envious (pfovepol) and some not 5.”

Traces of different and even opposed #6y appear at this age, and
together with their appearance the limitations of all future education.
We can supplement the defective summary from a section of the De
affectuum dignotione, which, however, does not refer to the gradual
development of children’s character. That the passage actually depends
on the De moribus is beyond doubt 6 (cap. 7. 9-14: p. 25. 24—. 5 de Boer):
“That human individuals are very different by nature can clearly (vepyéc)

LCf. Arist. Hist. Anim. 8. 1. 588818 : &veomt vdp & Taic mhelororg xal Tév FAkwv Lpwv
Lo viv mepl oy Tpérav drep drl Thv dvBpnov pavepwrépag Eyen tig Supopdg. 1. 6088
13 ff. 608b4. Cicero, De fin. 5. 43 ; R. Walzer, Magna Moralia und Aristotelische Ethik p.200f.
Ci. above, p. 152, n. 8. a i

2 Galen wrote a special treatise on shame, in two books, De libr. propriis 12 (Scr. min. ii,
P- 121. 21 M, = vol. xix, p. 46. 4 K.). '

3 Quod am. virt. ii (Scv. min. ii, p. 75. 13 = p. 817. 4 K.).

40p. cit, p. 75. 13 M. = p. 817. 4 K.

50p.cit., p. 75. 12 M. = p. 817. 3 K.

¢ Cf..above, p. 143, nn. 6 and 7.
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be learned from the observation of children who are not yet able to walk
(¢nd té@v Tapagepopévav nadiwv). We observe that some are bright and
cheerful, others sullen; some always ready to smile, others prepared to
cry for insignificant reasons; some have everything in common, others are
rapacious; some are violently enraged at trifles and bite and kick and
fight their companions with sticks and stones, when they believe them-
selves to have been harmed; others are forbearing and gentle and neither
get angry nor cry unless great harm is done to them. . . . {12) In addition,
one may observe that some children are shameless and some bashful, that
some have good memories, others bad, and others are forgetful; that some
take pains over what they are taught, while others are careless and
precipitate, etc. . . ., some are fond of honours, others not (dpuhétipa);
some are fond of the noble, others are not (dpiéxaha).” He concludes:
“In the same way we observe that some children are by nature given to
falsehood, others to truth, and tbat children have many other differences
of character (modrdg &Nhag Exovra Swxgopag 10&v)”. We note that ¢boyg
and #Pog are used by Galen almost as synonyms and wonder who first
suggested their identity 1.

Galen refers again to the natural differences of character in a chapter
of the second book De moribus, which differs slightly and adds a new
element 2: “Everyone has by nature the rational, the spirited, and the
vegetative soul”, since human nature is based on them. They develop
gradually. “People’s characters differ because the appetites of these three
souls may be strong or weak, and their relative strength (uw&@ov and
Frrov) constitutes the individual #6og 2. The limbs of the human body
offer a welcome analogy to what is meant by this statement. “All human
bodies are alike in that they have the same limbs, but differ in the strength
and weakness of their actions. Some, for example, see and hear well,
others are weak-sighted and hard of hearing; some are provided with clear
and fluid speech, others stammer and their voice is indistinct; some run
quickly, others slowly. Others are between the extremes, some of them
closer to them, others more distant from them. In the same way small-
children already have different dispositions of the soul (Sexbéaerc T
Juxdic i.e. %0n) from the time of their birth, such as greed, rage, shame-

11t is probable that this philosopher was Theophrastus, who understood Safpwv as
gbotg in Heraclitus’ famous saying “Hfog dvBpime Satpwv (fr. 119 Diels), cf. Alexander
Aphrod. De fato 6 (p. 170. 16 Bruns) and De anima libri mantissa, p. 186. 28 B. Theo-
phrastus made ‘this statement in his KaduoBéwng 7 mepl mévboug. Cf. O. Regenbogen, op.
cit., col. 1484 ; Eraclito, ed. R. Walzer, Firenze, 1939, p. 149. Cf. also the verses of Eupolis,
below, p. 159, 1. 2. '

2 p. 38. 10 Kraus,
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lessness, and their contraries, sincerity or falsity, intelligence or stupidity,
memory or forgetfulness.” These words of Galen appear to be a late echo
of the ethics of Panaetius, Posidonius’ teacher, who dealt so successfully
with the moral life of the individual and the average human being, the
npoxéntwy of the Porch, the tuydv avip of Aristotle’s Ethics 1. 1 quote
from Cicero’s De officiss 1. 107: “Intellegendum etiam est duabus quasi
nos a natura indutos esse personis; quarum una communis est eo quod
omnes participes sumus rationis praestantiaeque eius qua antecellimus
bestiis a qua omne honestum decorumque trahitur et ex qua ratio
inveniendi officii exquiritur, altera autem quae proprie singulis est tributa.
ut enim in corporibus magnae dissimilitudines sunt, alios videmus velo-
citate ad cursum alios viribus ad luctandum valere, itemque in formis
aliis dignitatem inesse aliis venustatem, sic in animis exsistunt maiores
etiam varietates 2. There follows a list of %0y such as lepos, severitas,
hilaritas, ambitio with examples from Greek and Roman history; elpawveg,
callidi, simplices et aperti are mentioned. “Innumerabiles aliae dissi-
militudines sunt naturae morumque 3, minime tamen vituperandorum .”
I think the comparison of these two passages allows us, in our search for
Galen’s spiritual ancestors, to go beyond Posidonius and to connect him
also with Panaetius, who was the first to revolt against the logical and
conceptual rigidity of the early Porch. We have, however, no reason for
thinking that Posidonius did not share his master’s view 4.

In the summary of the De moribus Galen neither states a parallelism
between moral and physical qualities nor explains that #6n and other
faculties of the soul are conditioned by the “temperaments” of the body,
which in its turn is influenced by climatic factors. But it is very likely that
Galen dealt with this aspect of the problem in the complete work. As
things are at present, we can only refer to the later treatise, That the
Jaculties of the soul follow the temperaments of the body, which recapitulates
in addition the section of the De moribus we have just discussed 5. He
dwells there not only on the view that not every human being has the
same hereditary character but stresses particularly the fact that we often
observe very wicked babies (puxpa moudla mowpédrata) 8.

1Cf, for example, Cicerd, De off. i. 46: “quoniam autem vivitur non cum perfectis
hominibus planeq pientibus . . .”

2 Cf. L. Labowsky, Die Ethik des Panaitios, Leipzig 1934, pp. 37 fi., 115 fi.

3Cf. p. 155, . i.

4 Cf. Cicero, De off. iii. 8 ; L. Edelstein, op. cit., nn. 97~100.

$ Galen, Quod an. virt. 7-8. For Posidonius cf. De plac. v, pp. 442. 11~443. 1 M. = p. 464,
4-8; L. Edelstein, op. cit., nn. 83, 86. Cf. above, p. 147, n. 2.

8 Scr. min. ii, p. 75. 6 M. = iv, p. 816. 14 K.
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v

We can now examine the implications of Galen’s observation of animals
and small children. I quote from the section of the De moribus which
follows the chapter just considered 1: “All this is preliminary to moral
training (meudefa). And, in general, there are no actions nor ‘accidents’
(i.e. emotions, wdfy) nor moral dispositions (#0y) in the mature man which
did not exist in him in boyhood. This disproves that all ‘accidents’ come
from thought and reflexion; for what comes from thought and reflexion
is not ‘accident’ but is either false or true opinion or else knowledge.
But an ‘accident’ is a movement such as exists in animals too, without
reflexion, thought, and deliberate action.” The Stoic doctrine is thus
definitely rejected. "Héy, though irrational, are no more “accidental” than
emotions; they are to be found in animals as well and are “naturally”
inborn in man though capable of development through training and
instruction. Habit may produce a kind of second nature 2.

If #Boc is then inborn and hereditary, the possibilities of education
must be limited. This implies further disagreement with orthodox Stoicism
and its optimistic view that early influences and instruction alone form
the moral character of man. I quote again from the introductory section
of the De moribus (p. 30. 21 Kraus): “It is necessary in an adult to look
at his actions and their causes. For you find that the cause of some is
JBoc, and of others thought. The cause of what results from nature or
habit is #0oc, but the cause of what springs from reflexion and deliberation
is thought. When you have shown by reasoned explanation the falsity of
evil opinions, you have uprooted them from the soul. But if they spring
from nature or habit, such arguments will break but scarcely uproot
them. "Heoc is conditioned not only by nature but also by constant habit,

by what a man establishes in his soul and what he does every day. . . .

1p. 30. 1 Kraus.

1 A more specific statement may be compared with these sentences, to be found in the
section on the %0 of the spirited soul {p. 33. 5 Kraus) : “Courage consists in the avoidance-
of what is base and ugly (aloypév) rather than in the avoidance of what is disadvantageous
and evil (xaxév). An example of this attitude is the man who prefers death to defeat in
war and who endures torture rather than bear false witness against his friend. This was
observed in the case of the slaves of Perennis (cf. p. 144, n. 7) and their attitude to their
late master ; although they had not been educated, they acted like freeborn men ; since
they were free by nature. This indicates that the love of the noble (pthoxaiia) exists in
some people by nature . . . and refutes what some people assert, namely, that nobility
arises solely from corrective education”. It had become more or less common in the Hel-
lenistic age to consider a slave as a human being and not merely as a living tool. But to
use this view as an argument for this doctrine of #fog appears to be unique and without
a parallel in our tradition. Should we attribute this interesting innovation to Posidonius ?
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But the relation between the youth and the old man, so far as it concerns
the correction of their %6, is that between the newly planted tree and
the same tree when it has reached its perfection. For, in the prim:
phase, it can be easily inclined in the right direction: while when it EZ
reached its perfection, its direction is difficult and sometimes impossible
to alter.” "Hbog is, as Galen puts it in the De affectuum dignotione 1, the
proc~1uct of nature (pbowc) and assimilation to one’s surroundings (ﬁ, Totg
w{mmv.éyoimmg), and later of training (doxmoiw) and reason (Séypara)?
Educability corresponds to the different %6 which we observe alread m
sma]] children: “Some of them easily imbibe gopd education otlsllers
d.enve no benefit from it 3. We should not, however, despair o} educa-
tion 4. “If_ the nature of children draws upon the advantages provided
by education, they may become good men when mature, if not, we have
a-t !east done our duty. For the management of children is '1n a wa
s@u to the care we bestow on plants 5, No planter will ever succeed u};
making a bramble bush bear grapes 8, because its nature does not admit
of §uch completion (redelwotg). On the other hand, if you neglect vines
which are apt to bear their proper fruit and leave them to nature alone
thq'ay will bear either bad fruit or no fruit at all. The same applies t(;'
animals: You can train a horse and make it useful for many things; but
a bear,. even when it appears to have become tame, will never acc,luire
domesticity as a lasting quality; vipers and scorpions will always remain
savage .a.nd are quite untameable.”” There is nothing to do but to destroy
them, .hke human beings who are by nature bad beyond remedy 7.

.Agam we feel tempted to compare this appreciation of individualit
with Panaetius’ attitude in the first book of Cicero, De officsis whetz
however, he does not, like Galen, deal exclusively with the subjec;: of ‘7;611'
There appears to be no fundamental difference between their views.
except that Panaetius is more original and more subtle 8. |

17. 8 (p. 25. 22 de Boer = v, p. 37. 12z K.).
tCf. Scr. min. ii, p. 74. 11 M. = iv, p. 815. 17 K. Cf. also the quotation from the fifth-
centur;f comic poet Eupolis in the same context of Galen 7. 10 (p. 26. 6 de Boer = v, P- 38.
7 K.) ; it was introduced into philosophical discussion by some previous philosopher '(Tileo:
phrastus ??. Cf. Meineke, Frgm. Com. Graec. ii. 1, p. 457 ; fr. 91, i. 280 Kock. Cf. above,
P. 153, 0. i. '
3 7. 14 (p. 27. 6 de Boer = v, p. 39. 13 K.).
47. 15-17 (p. 27. 7-14 de Boer = v, p. 39. 14—40. 5 K.).
.‘Cf. Plato, Rep. 6. 491 d; Cicero, De fin. v. 30-40: “earum etiam rerum quas terra
gignit educatio quaedam et perfectio est non dissimilis animantium”. Cf. above, pt.ll 53, n. i.
:g: I;luta.rc%z, l?.ctranq. an. 13 (472 €); St. Luke vi. 44. [B. Snell, Gromon 13, 1937, p.‘57'8:]
. Scr. min. ii, p. 74. 1-15 M. = iv, p. 815. 7 ff. K.
8 Cf. Cicero, De off. i. 110, 112.
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The mainjissue behind all these questions is the origin of evil in man.
Galen was very much interested in this problem, as we learn from
Miskawaih’s book on moral philosophy ! and the eleventh chapter of
Galen’s treatise That the faculties of the soul follow the temperamenis of
the body. We are allowed to supplement the defective summary from t¥1ese
two works which both presuppose the complete text of the De mon'bus.
Miskawaih 2 first mentions the philosophers of the Porch who believe
that all are good by nature but are afterwards corruptgd by bad surrou.nd-
ings and dominated by bad desires which are unrestraar'led l‘)‘y aPpropnate
education. Other unspecified people, prior to the Stoics, believed that
men were created from the lowest matter, namely the slime of the wor.ld,
and they are therefore bad by nature; they become good by education
and instruction, but those among them who are very bad cannot be so
corrected; those, however, who are not incurably bad can change from
bad to good through education from childhood and fa.ffcerwards th'rough
the company of good and excellent men 3”. Galen’s opinion—according to
Miskawaih—was “that some people are good by nature, some bad, afld
some midway between the two extremes. Then he rejected' the two e‘arher
opinions mentioned, attacking the first one in the foHo@g way: If all
people were good by nature and only became bad by instruction, they
would necessarily learn the bad things either from themselves or from
others. If they learn them from others, their teachers ?re bad by nature.
Herice not everybody is good by nature. If they learn l.t from them§elves,
there is in them either only a faculty (3%vaptg) by which t'hey desire tl.1e
evil, and hence they would be bad by nature; or there is In them, in
addition to the faculty by which they desire the evil, anotper facfllty by
which they desire the good, but eventually the f_aculty which desires the
evil overpowers and subjugates that which desires .the good. And thus
again they would be bad by nature 4.’ The second view he overthre“{ by
a similar argument. He said: ‘If all men were bad b)'r nature, they might
learn the good from other people or from themselves’. And we repeat the

1 Cf. above, p. 143, n. 6 p. 147, N. 2, ) ) ) ) .

2 pp. 26. 8~27. 18 Cairo edition. Kraus did not see that this section, in Miskawaih’s
work, is also to be referred to the De moribus. ) L

3 This corresponds roughly to the statements in the Quod an. viri. 2 (Ser. mm: ii, p. 73.
6-12 = iv, p. 814. 10-16 K.) ; pp. 74. 21-75. IM. = iv. 816. 7-10 K. For those:l;ﬂols:p:lel?
who believe in the original wickedness of mankind cf. p. 76. 7-16 M == jv. 818. .
Miskawaih reports a special theory underlying the views of these philosophers.

4 Galen expressly states in his later treatise that he does not give all the arguments usedt
against the Stoic theory (Ser. min. ii, p. 75. X M. = iv, p. 816. 10 .K.).: The a;gu;nell
referred to by Miskawaih is not to be found elsewhere (but cf. Scr. min. ii. 77. 5 8. M. =
iv, p. 819. 2 f. K.).
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first argument in exactly the same way 1. Having refuted the opinions
of these two schools, Galen strengthened his own view with what is clear
and evident (v& 2vapy#). For it is obvious that some few people are good
by nature and cannot be corrupted; and that there are many who are
bad by nature and cannot become good; and there are others in an inter-
mediate state who are rendered good by the company and the admonitions
(brobijxar) of the good, but become bad when they associate with the bad
and are enticed into evil by them 2.”

It is evident that the Arabic writer of the tenth century and Galen in
the treatise referred to draw from the same source; sometimes Miskawaih
gives more than Galen, sometimes Galen has preserved arguments and
material not included in the Arabic account of the larger work 3. The
main additional information which we find in Galen’s small treatise
concerns the author of the antistoic argument of the De moribus, on
which he and Miskawaih depend: it is wrong to assume with Chrysippus
that everybody is capable of virtue. It is quite surprising to learn that
the philosophers of the Porch explain wickedness as a perversion of the
soul due to bad surroundings; for this argument can neither be applied to
the first men (rpétor &vlpwmot) 4 nor to small children, among whom one
plainly meets with some who are very wicked. Posidonius, ‘‘the most
learned of the Stoics”, had already blamed them for neglecting these
obvious facts 5. He did not share their view that wickedness enters the
human soul later from outside: “it has a root of its own in our souls from
which. it starts, sprouts, and grows; the seed of wickedness is in our-
selves”. Instead of avoiding bad company we ought to follow those able
to purify us and to check the growth of wickedness in us 8. Posidonius
expounded this at length in two of his works on moral philosophy, in the
work On emotions and, in greater detail, in that On the difference of virtues 7.

A

It is now evident that Galen’s whole theory of %8¢ and its implications
is based on Posidonius’ restoration of Plato’s psychology in the face of -
Chrysippus’ denial of the irrational in man. His theory is coherent in'

1 No argument against this school is preserved in the Quod an. virt.

2 This is a remarkable statement which I should also like to ascribe to Posidonius (cf.
below). Plato’s view, as expressed in the Phaedo (90 a), is much less pessimistic.

3Cf. n. iand p. 160 n. 2-4

4 Scr. min. ii, p. 75. 2-5 M. = iv, p. 816. 10-13 K., cf. p. 77. 15 M. = 819. 2 f. K.

50p. cit., p. 77. 17 M. = iv, p. 819. 13 K.

8 Op. cit., p. 78. 8-15. For the words $tla, améppa cf. above, p. 155, n. i

7 0p. cit., p. 78. 2: atd vhy Ilepl v@v maBév mpaypatelav. Diog. Lacrt. 7. o1 : &v 13
mpaatep Tob HBucob Abyou. Op. cit., p. 78. 4 : &v Toig mepl THg Sxpopdc TV deeTRY.
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itself, and having established Posidonius’ authorship in various cardinal
points we are entitled to draw the obvious inference. We could refer
Galen’s psychology of early childhood to Posidonius even if there were no
independent evidence for attributing it to him. But, thanks to Galen’s
interest in Posidonius’ theory of emotion and the long quotations from it
in Galen’s De placitis, we can compare similar observations of children
discussed by Posidonius. According to this evidence he was concerned not
only with the primitive expressions of desire and ambition in animals and
children but also with the gradual development of the human soul 1. He
showed also a special interest in those parts of Plato’s Laws which deal
with early childhood and even with children in the prenatal state, “and

composed a kind of summary of Plato’s views in the first book of his work -

On emotions . In the same passage, Posidonius stated that man reaches
maturity at the age of fourteen. This is in itself not a surprising statement,
and it may be traced as far back as a famous poem of Solon 3. For
Posidonius this is the age in which all the three faculties of the soul are
fully grown and developed and should now become well balanced 4. should
like to assume that these lines refer to the same section of Posidonius’
work which started with the psychology of early childhood in the first
three years of life, which we read in the summary of Galen’s De moribus.

We can therefore use the whole introductory part of Galen’s De moribus,
altered and changed as it may be, in a future collection of the remains of
Posidonius’ ethics, and feel tempted to ascribe other startling statements
in Galen’s new work to the same author, even if there is no equally con-
vincing evidence. We should, however, be careful not to identify Galen
and Posidonius too closely. On the whole, there is a long distance between
Posidonius, the precursor of Neoplatonism, and Galen, the scientist and
metaphysical sceptic. Posidonius was an Aristotelian philosopher dedi-
cated to research of every kind and at the same time a keen and original
“theologian”, a metaphysician of a high order. He was a philosopher like
Cleombrotus the Lacedaemonian whom Plutarch describes in the De defectu
oraculorum 5. Galen was, like Strabo, mainly impressed by his capacity

1 De plac. iv (pp. 437. 3-438- 12 M. = v, p. 459. 3—460. 10 K.).

2 De plac. iv (p. 445. 8-12 M. = v, p. 466. 12 K.). For his interest in Plato’s Laws cf. also
Edelstein, op. ¢it., n. 109.

8 Solon fr. z Diehl, Aetius 5. 23, Galen, De aff. dign. 8. 3 (p. 28. 9 de Boer = v, p. 41.
10 K.). Galen received his first philosophical instruction at this age.

4 De plac. iv (pp. 445. 13-446. 7 M. = v, p. 466. 17-467. 8 K.).

62, p. 410a; . .. oA memAavnpévog . . . ob xat’ éumoplay, X dvhp prhoBedprev xal
popadis odotay 3wy aviy xal wb mhelova Tév lxaviy Eew odx &Etov woAAob motoh-
pevos Expiito i) oYoAT pds T& TowabT xal guviiyey toroplay olov BAnv prrocopluag Beodoylav
Bomep abric budher TéRog Exobang.
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for 1nqu1ring into causes, 10 almiohoyuedy xal *ApiotoreMiZov 1. There is al
a consxdera.ble distance in time between Galen and Posidonius, more th:l(l)
two centuries. We do not know very much about the interme;iiate stages
and the development of certain schools of “middle-platonic” m ﬁal
philosophy under Posidonius’ influence. We may say confidentl t‘;lat
Galen’s'PIatonism in ethics and his work De moribus is strongly inﬁl}xlenced
by .P051donius, but there is no reason to suppose that he d
Posidonius’ doctrine in full 2, oprotuees
It was beyond Galen’s intention and capacity to attempt a restoration
of the inward spirit of Plato's philosophy as Plotinus did in the third
century A.D. He preserved the spirit of Greek science and medicine and
rel.)r'eser_lted it through a millenium of European civilization, whose
originality was confined to other activities of the human spirit.,But he

was, rightly, never appreciated as a phil i
‘ philosopher of the first order lik
Plato, Aristotle, and Plotinus, i maestri di color che sanno. ’

From: The Classical Quarterly XLIII, 1949, pp. 82-96.

1 Strabo 2. 3. 8. Cf. above, p. 148, n. 3.

2 I‘.Iew fragments from Galen’s De moribus were published and discussed by S. M. Stern
'Classu:al Quarterly, N.S. V1, 1956, PpP. 91~104. He also reminds me of the short .uo'tatio .
ina ’work by Joseph ibn ‘Agnin which were first noticed by M. Steinschneider, C?esam ;:s
Schriften 1 (Berlin 1925), p. 56 and which were published by A. S. Halkin ‘P ce ;" ves
of the American Academy Jor Jewish Research 14 (1944), PpP. 68-69, 7;—73] e
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Dedicated to Dr. S. van den Bergh for his seventieth birthday

The Arabic summary of Galen’s Iepl #0av, a wo.rk which appez:rs .to
have been of some importance for mora_l philosophy in the ea;lirhc'enr :t::
of philosophical speculation in Islam,. is the only remnant o ) is Tather
comprehensive work of the philosophizing doctor of the cen 111(ry of the
Antonines. It is, as happens so often in the case of Galen, a wor 1(111 hich
traditional doctrine and statements taken from som’e great pre f:l;:etion
make themselves more strongly felt than the a}lthor S own’ contr;l 1;
and his particular intention. Posidonius’ restoration of Plato’s Psy;:Go 1(‘)53'5
as far as ethical speculation is concemed,.appears to be the basis I:) 'di en's
description of moral character !. There is no ne.ed to re?er to fo;; s
if we want to explain why Galen though‘t it right to insert abf:sCt of
sermon-like exhortations into his theoretical treatmenF of a su ]:mber
moral philosophy. But it may, nonetheless, be appropn?.te to rerrll1 et
that Posidonius insisted on the imp(.)rtance of' e:.(hortatlon asdwef as o
description and analysis: moral philosophy is in equal_ need o Se(i
Seneca Epist. 95, 65: ““Posidonius non tantur.n praeceptxone‘m. .'l'ld.icat
etiam suasionem et consolationem et exhort.atlonem necessariam 1t. nen;
His adicit causarum inquisitionem. . . . Ait utll.em futuram et <.i§scnp lllc;r on
cuiusque virtutis: hanc Posidonius ‘etho}ogla:n. Yocat, qui 2amdgemem

terismon appellant, signa cuiusque virtutis ac vitii et notas re ntem
quibus inter se similia discriminentur.” We shoulfl, howeveri)iu;1 ail work
on #By, expect to find neither a suasio, a broBeTinds )\6'Yog, whic e
place in a praeceptio (S:duaoxatxds Aéyog) nor a consolatio, 1a napaphanaﬁo
Aéyoc—whose function it is to heal the emotions, but on yKa.n lzxinhardt,
a mpotpemtixdg Abyog. This was, as 1 lez?m from Professor K. estahlin,

Posidonius’ view. (Cf. Clemens Alexandrinus, Paedag., I, 1, p. 90, Ib P :

a passage which elaborates the statement by Ser}eca: refer;ed toene ore.

Accordingly Galen used only mporperntixol Abyot in his work on #6.

1 This has been shown in a previous article : New Light on Galen’s Moral Phil;)sopt;y
(from a recently discovered Arabic source), Classical Quarterly 1949, pp. 82—96; cf. p. 34

. 5. {cf. above pp. 142 f.] o
" ’3Cafndeng 5152 moribus p. 31. 10 Kraus: “I should put down the distinguishing marks

i ti
(‘alamat) of the %fn.” Follows the discussion of dpy# and Gupés and the very interesting
description of dvdpele which contains some very unusual features.
8 Cf. now Pauly-Wissowa-Kroll, 43, 1953, col. 768 f.
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The summary appears to have preserved one of Galen’s exhortationes in
its entirety. It is to be found at the end of the second book, in which the
%0m which originate from the appetitive soul are discussed and the dif-
ference between a sensuous and a rational life is worked out in detail.
The main adversary, although never mentioned by name in the summary,
is Epicurus, misunderstood in his intentions as so often in the platonizing
philosophy of the Imperial Age, e.g. in Plutarch’s philosophical essays.
The ultimate source of a great part of the second book is again somewhere
in the neighbourhood of Panaetius and Posidonius, as has been shown
previously 1. The protreptic chapter consists of three parts:

(I) A more theoretical discussion of the immortality of the voic,
slightly spoiled by Galen’s well-known meek scepticism 2 but probably
quite consistent in the original which he. follows.

(II) A fable, put to illustrate his view more vividly; this fable was
previously known in a full quotation of this part of the chapter to be
found in Al-Biriini's India and was used by him for purposes of his own,
which will be discussed later. E. Sachau, the editor ¢f Al-Biriini’s work
(published in 1887-8) 3, overlooked the fact that the fable, though in a
slightly different and less good recension, is preserved in a metrical version
by Babrius (no. 30; imitated by Avianus 23, who may have used a Latin
prose paraphrase of the text of Babrius), and, accordingly, the last
critical editor of Babrius, O. Crusius (1896), is unaware of the parallel
to be found in Galen. )

(III) A solemn exhortation, based on -an allegorical understanding of

1 Cf. Class. Quart. (above P- 164 0. 1, p. 156 . and p. 145 n. 4.) The further development
of the pulavlpwria (cf. S. Tromp de Ruyter, De vocis quae est prravBpwnia significatione
atque usu, Mnemosyne 59, 1932, P. 271 f1.) into a general love of mankind on philosophical
grounds deserves a special inquiry. It comes, surprisingly, to the surface in an Arabic work
on moral philosophy, based entirely on a lost Greek treatise and written by the Christian
Arabic philosopher Yahyi ibn ‘Adi (cf. G. Graf, Geschichte der christlichen-arabischen
Litteratur 11, p. 233 f.), the pupil of Al-Farabi (d. A.D. 950) who naturalized the platonic
philosopher-king in Arabian lands : Kitdb tahdhib al-akhlag, Rasa'il al-Bulaghi, 3rd edition,
Cairo 1946, p. 517. [Cf. above, P- 33 1. 3. Cf. also G. Downey, Philanthropia in Religion and
Statecraft in the 4th. century after Christ, Historia 4, 1955, PP- 199-208.)

*Cf, e.g., Galen, Quod an. virt. 3 (Scripta Minora 1L, p. 36. 12): 61 8'dx Tobtwv ThV
elBav te xal pepév Tig Shng Juxilc T Aoytomixdv dBdvatéy dor, TMdtwy wév patverat
memeapévog, Eyd 8008 dg Eotey 080°Gg ot Eomiy o Surelvesfon mpdg adtév (“'Plato seems
to be convinced that the rational part of the whole soul is immortal, but with respect to
his view I am unable to maintain either that it is or that it is not' ') and Ilept tdv dautdp
Soxodvrwy, vol. 1V, p. 761, 2 fI., Kiihn (Ct. Plato Avabus 1., London 1951, p. 15 and n. 4).

3 P. 59.10-60.5 of the Arabic text, vol. I p. 123 of the translation (Second edition,

London 1910). Al-Biriini completed his work on India about a.p. 1030 at the court of
Mahmiid of Ghazna.
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the fable, to live a philosophical life, trying, as l?lato demanded, to becomz
similar to God as far as mortal beings can. 1 give the text of the passag
in full (p. 39.20-41.4 Kraus):

i s been joined to you only in order to serve you as an
inst Kno:v 'th:ltxeth(;rti,gggl;ie of yo]ur actions ; that the appetitive soul ha;ol;giﬁ
"?Stmr:len ulfor tl?e body’s sake only, and the spirited soul, in order tl‘()i t}rex; bolden
B in y youﬁ ht against the appetitive soul. Now if a man’s hands an feet were
Yot of ymcllr thg e c.%her limbs of his, without which he is able to live anh il s
o anh m:z being since his mind and his intellect continue o exmt..b lee ould
rema:{.: 2l"ss,u,-emain a human being. In the same way, then, it 1sh poszld o
man rema; s alive and thinking after the loss of all the limbs of his > I\%w ving
been l<';3'nmltned together with the body, of that soul which nourishes lt b v since
vou. lvesh . angbeing through your rational soul alone, being able _t'ro:gs h it to
Yem ?reji 'm:nd thinking and to do without the spirited and appeti “;an s
remamha ‘v:'onal s~ov.;l free of both of them, it would ha\c? never beit’an_en em% ed
weredt ? g ‘f life—you should disregard the actions and accidents” (i.e. emotlo s
1’ba conmex ted wi¥h these two. And if you, after having becon_xekfree oordin of
rrﬁﬂn) :On;ifer with the body, are still able to reason and to thin t—l;—accou sh(gmld
:henll)es(:g hilosophers’ statements about the state of man after (}%a l';);he Y
k © th g on will have, after having become free of the body, a li ih i e ing
BDO“.'f i yare not yet certain that your mind is immortal, then l'fere! AR
ealge:' gla‘:x to strive that your way of life becomes similar to the life o
wh]xalztyoguax:l:;;’ﬂ:)z}gg.: “It is impossible to live up to .thlS s'taxégz.r;lm;l: ;1;;11;2

e tgt this, since one cannot help eating and drinking ; but in e yon el
you 1d become a god 2 if you were able to live without food an Y e
Yome ne to being a god 4 if you confine yourself to what is mdlspenszlli siemila.r ne
;;(;mgf xael:::‘—body 1t is your choice to honour your soul by xr;ak.llng 1}:’0“:;15: i simil
tlhe 0ds 8 or to disrespect your soul by making yourself simi a{d (:-merchant oa's

o 1t is told that two men came at the same time to an 1do ot it

(l“) azl;i bargained with him for an idol of Hermes. Thf, one wanaememon'al b
ma"tl) le (hatkal) [to remind people of Hermes) (Al-Birani: as a e o
Hen emPthe other wanted to erect it on a tomb and thus recall to !;utl;l ot day. and
Hermes)},l wever, they could not come to terms with the rm?rchiul-nl et d  ant
o they 0t ned the business until the following day. That night t! Ie i s
o lrl)psdporea.m that the idol spoke to him : “O excellent manl,li halixsl tyhought T
now nIl hlS received through the work of your hands a shape W <; fhought »o
zg“é’he sl?:;e of a god 6. Now I am no longir called a ::gxrei;se Izg ;n:) ; e hine

led Hermes ?. Now it is up to you to make me a mem
;:ax;perishable or of something which has already perished. ‘o his own soul and cares

iii) This is my word to him who directs his attention to O ot s celt.

oy He is even superior to the idol insofar as nobody else can p(; e Ol ied
e f . and master of his will. Now what is worthier of him who is (bus (1)) tar
{;;lx:etlg ;\exi his soul in the highest rank of honour ? But there exis

. . bas “angels”
1 This was certainly to be read in the Greek original. The Arabic translator has g
mala'ika instead. Cf. below, p. 167 n. 2
3 “Angels” : Arabic version.
3 “Angel” : Arabic version.
4 “Angel” : Arabic version.
5 “Angels” : Arabic version.
] “St;" . Arabic version and Al-Birini. Cf. below, p. 167, 1. 3. Plato Atabus I,
7 “Mercury, ‘utdrid” : Al-Birini (ie. the name of the star, cf., e.g.

ch. IVe).
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honour to your soul than to imitate God ! according to human capacity. This goal
is reached by disregarding present pleasures and giving preference to the noble.

Some words in the Arabic text are changes due either to the translator’s
monotheistic piety 2 or to his ignorance of pagan Greek religion of which
he could have only a dim idea transmitted to him by a late Neoplatonic
tradition in which the heathen gods were identified with stars 3. They
have been tacitly replaced by the obvious original expressions,

* * *

The Platonic tenor of the exhortation is apparent and scarcely calls
for any detailed comment. The survival of the rational part of the soul,
as asserted in Plato’s Timaeus and by the early Peripatetics, is commonly
accepted, with the proviso of the ekpyrosis by the philosophers of the
Porch also. But the use made of the fable related by Babrius and this

fable in itself deserve some attention. It will be convenient to

give the
version of Babrius in full.

A sculptor had a marble Hermeias ¢ for sale. Two men bargained for it, one to
use it as a gravestone—a son of his had recently died—the other to dedicate the
artefact as a god. It was late and the sculptor had not sold it yet, but he had agreed
with them to show it again when they came next morning. The sculptor, having
fallen asleep, saw Hermes in the gates of dream saying to him : “Well, you now

1“God” : Also in the Arabic version. This way of expression was not objectionable to
a Muslim mind. Cf, e.g., Al-Kindi’s (d. after .p. 870) reference to the Platonic épolwete
0ci as tashabbuk bi-l-bari' “assimilation to the Creator” (Rasd’il I p. 274.14 Abt Rida);
Miskawaih, Takdhth (cf. below, P- 171 0. 2), p. 30.14. )

2Cf. p. 166, n. 1-5 and Plato Avabus I (London 1951), pp. 24 f., 48. Gregory of Nyssa,
De instit. Christ. p. 70.29 Jaeger: tov Tav dyyéhov éml t¥g yiig {focofe Blov and his
Christianization of Platonism : Xptomiaviopée datt T Belag pdoews pipnag (Cf. Ernst H.

Kantorowicz, Harvard Theological Review 45, 1952, p. 276, n. 70). Cf. also Studi Italiani

a@i Filologia Classica N.S. 14, 1937, p- 128 f.; Chalcidius cap. 1324 (p. 195 ff. Wrobel).

Proclus, 4d Plat. Tim. goa (ed. Pfaff, Corpus Medicorum Graecovum Suppl. 3, 1941,
P. 57, L. 15 and note i) Al-Farabi, Siyasa,p. 3.11.—F. Cumont, Lux Perpetua, Paris 1949,
P- 231 and n. 3-8. [Cf. Porphyry, Isagoge 14,2 Busse: Oedv in ras. A! Boeth. dyyehov
BCLMa Arabs. 18,23 : 8e05 Boeth. dyyéhou xal feob B dyyélov ACLMa Arabs : Beob dyyérov
Elias, Isag. p. 61,4 Busse and passim.]

3 The Christian Jacobite translator of the so-called “Theology of Aristotle’’ can translate
the plotinian Geof by “stars”, “planets”, “masters”, “‘masters of the stars”, cf. Plato
Arabus 1, p. 48. For the identification of the pagan gods with stars cf. Al-Birini (below,
P. 173 aud, e.g., E. Levi della Vida, La traduzione araba delle storie di Orosio, Miscel-
lanea Galbiati 111, Milano 1951, p. 188f, n. 4: “La religione dei Romani prima del Chris-
tianesimo consisteva nel culto degli astri. Cosi racconta Orosio (1) (Cf. Ibn al-Qiftl,
P. 10.1 f. Lippert).

4 'Bpu¥g or ‘Eppelag can mean both the herm pillar and the god.
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hold my fate in the balance ; you will make one thing of me, either a dead man
or a god 1",

Both versions refer to the manufacture of a herm, or a statue of Her'mes,
i.e. the idol in question is either a scwpture like t_he Hermes o‘f Praxxtelei
or a bust of Hermes to be put on the top of a plllalr. Ar‘l entire ﬁgu.re o
Hermes the God as a sepulchral statue is still possible in Roman tu'nes,
and the connection of herm and grave is not uncom’r’non, ?.t least én;lce
the beginning of the Hellenistic period 2. .A. “Hermes can indeed ell: e:
stand for a dead person or represent the living god,. and it is not' withou
interest to realize that we have here conclusive evidence from hteratt‘xre
for what is apparent from the interpretation of the monur.nents. ‘Babnus
mentions the recent death of a son of one of the prospective buyers .and
his tomb, to be adorned by the “Hermes”, the youthﬁ'll gpd as glonﬁe;l
representation of the dead youth (A. D. Nock), but he is sﬂfent about t g
destination of the figure of the god. Galen does' not mention the toml
but says that the figure of the god, either a full—51zed. statue or a herm, }:s
to be erected in a temple, inside the building. But this may be (.;I‘ue tot "e

translator who may have misunderstood the Greek téuevog as temple”,
whereas the precincts of a sanctuary were intended. If one wants tolsttress
the possibility that a herm pillar was meant, we may think of a scu p; ?;e
like the fifth century artist Alcamenes’ famous bust of the Hermes of te
Gateway which was to be found at the entrance of the sacred precincts

of the Acropolis at Athens 3.

1 Taddeag Emdiner 2ySwév g "Eppelny
<dv 8 Tybpalov &vdpee, 8¢ uiv elg oty
(uldg Yap aiTé mpoopdTwg Erebvinet)
& 8t yeporéywme g Oedv xabidpbowv.
5 Fv 8 8k, xd Mbovpyd od Emempdixer
ouvlépevoeg adrols elg tov Spfpov ab Seibat
$0cboty. & 82 MBoupyds eldev brvdbang
adrdv o “Eppiv &v mhhag dvetpelang,
celew Mbyovra, «vdpd vOv Todavtely
dv 7 Bedv, o0 morhoec.» .
:(4) x::'po*jépj(vu:q’ ::spno? yet been satisfactorily explained. If one bcheves~ a (;;::l:it::;
of the second century A.D. to be capable of such a clumsy we').y of exprt:.ss:nlg el o
the present writer can certainly not claim to be an expert in Babrius’ sty! t:—th e seoone
buyer would be an artisan who intends to dedicate a st.atue of the ?atrox; of ooty m
Hermes. But C. Lachmann’s and O. Schneider’s slight alter:,hon of thlp -anv::nds
yewporéyvny’, as E. Panofsky rightly insists, gives a good sense : “a ;v(:;k ;)abl :m
representing a god'’ and fits in very well with the general cWer O.Od eoo n}-mgen o5t
1 Cf. K. Friis Johansen, The Attic Gyave Reliefs of the Filasszcal Period, Cope .
p. 71 f. and p. 72, n. I and the literature quoted by him.

, 3rd edition,
3Cf., e.g., Gisela M. Richter, The Sculpture and Sculptors of the Greeks, 3rd e
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There is no essential difference in the description of the dream of the
sculptor who ““sees” the god (in Babrius), or, better, the idol itself (in
Galen) addressing him. The first part of the speech is only to be found
in Galen. It recalls a popular lopos as old as Epicharmus (fr. 131 Kaibel):
&x mavrdg Ebhou xhotbg Te xa yévorto xix TwiTol Bede (“out of any piece of
wood the yoke of a plough may be made and out of the same piece,
a god”) 1. The original purpose of the fable was perhaps not at all to
drive home some moral argument more forcibly but to state a witty
paradox and to make the hearer enjoy it. Cf. Horace Serm., I, 8: “Olim
truncus eram ficulnus, inutile lignum, cum faber, incertus scamnum
faceretne Priapum, maluit esse deum . . .’ Here we have also the reference
to the decision of the artist, which is common to Galen and Babrius. But
the difficulty in which the sculptor of the Hermes or the herm finds himself
entangled is of a particular kind. He has to decide whether the figure
which he has already finished shall be erected on a tomb or placed in a
sacred precinct. It seems that no particular change is envisaged once the
decision has been taken: one might assume than an inscription would have
to be added but this assumption is by no means necessary. It does not
seem that the features of the figure were to be altered in order to produce
a kind of portrait of the deceased 2. The figure must be the same whatever
the ultimate purpose; if not, neither Babrius’ poem nor Galen’s moralizing
reference to the fable can have had any meaning. At any rate, if a witty
paradox was ultimately at the base of this fable—which is obviously open
to doubt—it is no longer apparent in Babrius’ version. He is slightly
amused but rather puzzled by the fact that the same artefact can represent
an immortal god and at the same time a deceased mortal man and that
the artist has the power of decision. It was not difficult to use this story—
we do not actually know in what form it reached Galen or his predeces-

. sor—for the purpose of philesophical exhortation, by substituting the

gods or the divine and eternal first cause of philosophy for the individual
god of popular religion, and the world of change, of coming-to-be and
passing away, for the dead man of the fable. It is comparable to the
Hellenistic and Stoic way of interpreting the great poets of the past in an

Footnote Continued from Page 168
New Haven 1950, p. 238 and fig. 628/9 or G. Lippold, Die griechische Plastik, Handbuchk
der Archaeologie, Miinchen 1950, p. 186 and Tafel 67.3.

A strange variation of obviously the same motif Apuleius, Apol. 43: “non enim ex
omni ligno, ut Pythagoras dicebat, debet Mercurius exculpi”, Iamblichus, Life of Pytha-
goras 34.245. [Cf. F. Rosenthal, Orientalia 27 (1958), p. 51 f. 158, 181 £.]

*Cf. K. Friis Johansen, op. cit., p. 70 and p. 148, n. 1. Cf. also L. Curtius, Interpreta-
tionen von sechs griechischen Bildwerken, Bern 1047, p- 11 f.
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allegorical way, to use poetry as an auxiliary to philosophy, which (lixac:
taken the place of poetry in the minds of educ'ated people. ’I‘he' han' ol

a philosopher, of the Porch or the Academy, is also to be notlcefl 1;1 i
small but significant detail in the fable as reporteq by' Galen. ’I:he idol o

Hermes is to be a “memorial” of the god: its functlc?n is to rt?mm.d people
of his existence. In no other way can image worship be maintained z'md
defended in an enlightened age. The image has no lox'lger any .maglcal
powers, but human nature is too weak to do without this symbolic Tepre-
sentation of the divine if it is not to forget about it. It may be sufﬁf:xent to
refer to Plutarch’s attitude ! or to a well knqu passage in Maximus of
Tyre's philosophical sermons 2. The same reasoning apphes to the ﬁ@re
on the tomb. It has, according to Galen, no other fur}ct1<?n t.han to remind
the living of the man who died, and its original meaning is either forgotten

i overlooked. '

. I(ie:?ﬁr:::i;ly appear far-fetched to refer in this cor{text toa dlﬂert?nt
yet somehow similar way of expression. I mean the idea of. comparing
the self-education of the individual, based on the free chox.ce b_etwee,n
good and evil, to the sculptor’s work. To speak of the shapm; of one’s
personality is as old as Plato’s Republic VI 500 d 3. But the: u_lteresF in
artistic creation as such became more common in the .Hellemstlc penf)d,
and with it, a metaphor of this kind became more obvious for expressing
the education and self-education of man 4. Plotinus who not ?nly revived
the traditional terms but used them as if they had never existed before,

1 ir. 67. f. ‘
2 ?Ie II:: (;: C::‘; Zoti:?i;: “If a Greek is stirred to the rememlbrance of‘God (np?c :lnsv
uviuny T0d Ocol) by the art of Phidias, an Egyptian by paym.g vs:orshlp to 'am;n \ ;
another man by a river, another by fire—I have no anger for theu:'dxvergences., ox: yd e
them know, let them love, let them remember (pvnuoveuérwtfav) . Cf. L. Friedlander,
Sittengeschichte Roms, vol. IV, p. 221. Julian Orat. IV (V_I‘.Ierflem) p. 170 AIL é*‘:ir a con;-
pletely different attitude (lamblichus) cf. P. Kraus,. Jabir ibn .Hayya'nlIéOd ro 19[:: f,
p. 123 fi. and John Philoponus’ refutation of Iamblichus, Photius, Bibl. . 2I5. g
- . h. p. 710, 12-25 Heylbut.}
PS; ’I’ievxx;ﬁ?vd:t:paﬁrl:?) ?iva’wxn yévn‘rc:: & &xei 6p§ pedetion elg &vﬁpdxﬁwv 07 xal ES&:;:!
Snuonte wiBévan xal wh wovoy bty ﬂM‘;ﬁw, %msxaxbv ?np;:::iv adtdy ofer yevfoealae
ootvnc te xal Suxatocdvrg xal cupTtdong ThHG SNLOTUG H .
au:?;lut.v:]éx <&v Mepl fouylag (vol. VII, p. 119, Bern. = Stob. Flor. 1V, 'c,a.p. {(V;;S} :
7 8% dpepla coplag odoa yupvdatoy Hlomorde &Yaeh.xal ThdTTEL %ok pe‘r:r;()u\veu. 'fmv émyprg:
vig Yuyds. Gregary of Nyssa, De professione Christiana, p. 133.5 ]a.eger. : 'r?v qaiucw i
T} nioter popedoavres. [Socrates] ap. Stob. Flor. 111, cap. 1, no. 89 : tob Biov }){ca _p
dyddpatog mdvre T pépn xaMd elvar el. Diotogenes ap‘. Stob.‘ IV p. 265.10' ense _)_
L. Delatte, Traités de la Royauté, p. 39.10: & 3¢ Paoidelq dpyov Epwv dvunedfuvoy xa
adrde v vépog Euduyog Bedg &v dvBpdmolg mapeaynpdTioTaL.
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also gave new life to this now possibly traditional metaphor. I quote one
rightly famous passage (I, 6, 9):

Withdraw into thyself, and see thyself. And if as yet thou see no beaunty in
thyself, then do as does the maker of an image which will at last be fair : as he
strikes off a part and a part planes away, as he makes this smooth and releases
that, until he has revealed upon the image its face of beauty ; so do thou strip
away all excess and make straight all crookedness ; whatsoever is yet prisoned in
darkness, labour to release it that it may be bright ; and cease not from the fashion-
ing of thine own image (u#) madey Texrabveov 16 odv dyapua) until that day when the
glory of virtue as of a god shall flame upon thee and thy eyes shall behold Serenity
(swppacivy) established on her stainless pedestal. {Translated by E. R. Dodds.)t

But there is no stringent resemblance between the passage from Plotinus
and the Hellenistic references on one side and the page of Galen preserved
in the Arabic summary on the other. On the contrary, a coasideration of
their obvious differences makes the peculiar feature of the new text still
clearer. Above all, the decision of the sculptor is not mentioned and could
not be mentioned by Plotinus. 1t is bound up with the double significance
of the figure of Hermes and its application to a fundamental moral action.
There seems to be no parallel to the new text in Greek literature. Is it too
rash to assume that this impressive page of Galen derives from the work
of a profound mind like Posidonius, whose influence has been discovered
in other sections of Galen’s work? It is definitely beyond Galen’s capacity
of remoulding and interpreting Greek tradition—even if the actual
wording may be his own 2.

1Cf. E. R. Dodds, Select Passages Ilustrating Neo-Platonism, London 1923, p. 113.

21 think it is not out of the way to mention here one other interesting feature from
Galen’s work De moribus which seems not to be mentioned in other Greek works on moral
philosophy. In the third book (p. 45 Kraus) Galen did not compare the interplay of the
three Platonic “‘souls” to a charioteer and two winged horses as Plato does in the Phaedrus
(246 E f£.), but likened them to a hunter, a dog and an unspecified greedy animal who
almost form a single whole, so closely are they knitted together. Sometimes the animal
succeeds in forcibly carryipg the hunter and dog with it. The hunter wants to ascend to
a high and very beautiful spot, whereas the animal tries to use his help for the satisfaction
of its own greed. The hunter soon realizes that only by resorting to a trick will he increase
his own ana bis dog’s strength and permanently keep down the animal. He waits until the
animal falls asleep and then starts deceiving it by removing everything which might rouse
its appetite. When it wakes up again, it finds only scanty food, just sufficient to relieve it
of its hunger. Thus the animal which represents the vegetative or appetitive soul will be
definitely weakened, and the hunter and dog, having time to increase their concerted
strength, will keep it in its place. There appears to be no parallel to this “parable” (mithal)
in extant Greek or Latin texts but the Arabic writer Miskawaih (died A.D. 1030) knows a
better version of it, in which the “animal” is the riding beast of the hunter (Tahdhid
al-Akhklag, cap. 2, p. 18, 20 fi. of the Cairo edition of 1322/1904). He does not ascribe it to
Galen, although he knows his De moribus very well (cf. Class. Quart. 1949, pp. 83, n. 2
and 93 £.) {above, p. 143 n. 6 and 160 ff.], but to the dpyaiot (qudama) in general. Miskawaih's
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It has been mentioned beforel that Al-Biriini, the great Muslim
interpreter of Indian religion, a contemporary of A\.ricenna (980—1'037),
quotes the text of the fable from Galen’s work which he kr.xew in an
Arabic translation of the ninth century. He did not refer to 1t.beca1'15e
of its protreptic value and does not say a word about the <‘:ontext in which
it appears. He rightly states that Galen’s work was wntte':n during the
reign of the Emperor Commodus 2 and, wrongly, assures hls'rea('lcr that
the event related had taken place in his time. The quotation is to be
found towards the end of the eleventh chapter of his India in whif:h he
discusses the worship of images as practised by the Hindus and tries t.o
give reasons for this strange attitude of people whom he respﬁ?cts. Itis
obvious that he, like every Muslim, rejects pictorial representation of the
divine, with which he is familiar from Christian and Manichean usage 3.
But his explanation takes up the old Hellenistic idea, accepted also by
the Christian Church 4, that the images have no magic power but that

Footanote Continued from Page 171 . R
immediate source may well have been Porphyry or some otherwise unknown author of a

manual which depended on him. But the comparison itself must be older than Galen and
have been invented by some representative Hellenistic philosopher.—In the first book
(p. 21 f. and p. 27. 1y fi. Kraus) Galen likens the relation to be established betwef:n the
rational and the spirited soul to the relation of a rider to his horse or of a hunter t'o. his dog.
There is again an Arabic parallel. Al-Kindi (died after A.n. 870} compares the .splrfted soul
to a dog and ascribes the comparison to Plato (Rasa’il, 1, p. 27415 ﬁ: Abi Rida : the
rational soul is likened to a king, the appetitive soul to a pig. Cf. De moribus, p. 34.2, 37-1
Kraus, and also Al-Ghazali, Das Elixier der Gliickseligkeit, transl. by H. Ritter, Jena 192 3,
p. 31 £.}; in another passage of the same psychological treatise he con}parm tht‘a spirited
soul to a horse (op. cit., p. 273.11). Al-Kindi’s ultimate source in thxs.ess'ay.ns ‘almo§t
certainly Porphyry (cf. Un frammento nuovo di Aristotele, Studi Italiani di Filologia
Classica N.S. 14, 1937, p- 125 ff. [above, p. 38 fi.] and Proclus, In Remp. 11, p. 96..10 Kroll).
There are no traces of Galen’s De moribus in Al-Kindi’s work, and we are thus again thrown
back to the same predecessor of Galen. ] )

Galen, De placitis Hipp. et Pl., p. 455.6 Miller (vol. V, p. 475 K.), cf. K. Reinhardt,
Poseidonios, col. 738 (Pauly-Wissowa).

A. F. Wensinck, La pensée de Ghazzali, Paris 1940, p. 62 and n. 3. . .

1Cf. above, p. 165 n. 3. Cf. also A. Jeffery, Al-Biriini's Contribution to (.lomparahve
Religion, 4i-Birani Commemoration Volume, Calcutta 1951, pp. 126-60 passim.

3 Cf. Class. Quart. 1949, p. 83 and n. 10 {above, p. 144 0. 7] ) )

8 1 like to refer, in this context, to some remarks by H. Ritter, to be found in St'udxes
in Islamic Cultural History ed. G. E. von Griinebaum (The American Anthropologist 56
Memoir no. 76, 1954), p. 22: “Mr. R. drew attention to the almost con?plete la'ck ?f
sculpture among the Arabs and their acoustic rather than visual talent: which Possxbly is
a common Semitic characteristic. The Arab resents the idea of representing God in human
shape but not of his talking like a human being. As in the Old 'F&sta.mex}t. the faculty ’o'i'
hearing precedes that of seeing ; it isalways ‘God is hearing and seel.ng (szmi un_ u.mba,ﬂmn). .

4 C{. St. John Damascene, Orationes tres adversus eos gui sacras imagines abiciunt, passim.
Prof. Milton Anastos draws my attention to a passage from the Acts of the Second
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their true function is to remind the non-philosophical pious man of the
existence of the divine. He quotes Indra appearing to a king called
Ambarisha in human shape and saying: “If you are overpowered by
human forgetfulness, make to yourself an image like that in which you
see me; cffer to it perfumes and flowers and make it a memorial of me,
so that you may not forget me. If you are in sorrow, think of me: if you
speak, speak in my name; if you act, act for me %.” This is, according to
Al-Biriini, the origin of Hindu image worship. It was in this connection
that he remembered tbe fable reported by Galen. It interested him that
the figure of Hermes was to be a memorial of the deceased man or a
memorial of a god, and nothing else but a memorial, and for this reason
alone he quoted Galen. He did not understand Greek religion as it was
still alive in Galen’s time. He was only aware of a late Neoplatonic-
Gnostic type of star-worship with which the Arabs became familiar
through the pagan survival of Greek polytheism in Harran, and some
odd change in the Arabic version of Galen and in the slightly different
text which Al-Biriini quotes are due to this lack of knowledge 2. The Greek
philosophers whom Al-Birtini mentions had, like the late Neoplatonists
and Ps. Dionysius the Areopagite, e.g., a negative theology. This is what
he says about them: “The ancient Greeks also considered the idols as
mediators between themselves and the First Cause, and worshipped them
under the name of stars and the highest substance. For they described
the First Cause not with positive but only with negative predicates, since
they considered it too high to be described by human qualities, and since

Footaote Coutinued from Page 172

Oecumenical Council of Nicaea (A.p. 787) to be found in J. D. Mansi, Sacrorum conciliorum
nova et amplissima collectio 13 (Florence 1767), 44 E—45A: xal dorep naiSeg yvioior
Tatpés Tvdg drodnuhioavtog weds xatpdy dn’ abrév, TOXAY T TopyR weds adrdv dx duxic
Buaxelpevor, xdv thy ddBSov abrel & 16 ol Ocdowvrar xdv Thy yAawdSa, Tabta petd
Baxpbov xatapirobvres domdfovran « xal obe dxeiva Tudvres dAk ToV watépa mobobvreg
xal Tyadvreg ¢ obtwg xal fusic ol movol dmxvreg g piv PdPdov Xptotod TV oravpdy
TPOOKUVOD ((LEV).

There are many similar passages in the same context.

Interesting is St. Bonaventure's defense of religious images. They are admissible ““propter
simplicium ruditatem propter affectuum tarditatem propter memoriae labilitatem’—
In Lib. IIT Sent. dist. g, art. 1, qu. 2, quoted by E. Panofsky, Gothic Architecture and
Scholasticism, Latrobe 1951, p. 31 f.

Avicenna considers formal prayers and other acts of religious observance as reminders,
as necessary to “‘keep people’s thought fixed firmly upon the recollection of God . . .
without these reminders they will be apt to forget all about it one or two generations
after the prophets’ death”.—Naja!, Cairo edition 1938, p. 306.11 ff. 307.6 ff. English
translation by A. J. Arberry, 4vicenna on Theology, London 1951, p. 45 f.

1 Cf. Sachau’s translation, vol. I, p. 115, and note 30.

2Cf. above, p. 167 n. 3.
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they wanted to describe it as free from any imper.fection, the.refore t}_ley
could not address it in worship 1.” It took humam?y a long. t'lme. until a
more adequate understanding of Greek religion, in its originality and

overwhelming beauty, became possible.

From: The Harvard Theological Review, vol. XLVI1 (1954), Pp- 243-54.

1 Cf. Sachau's translation, vol. I, p. 123.

NEW STUDIES ON AL-KINDI

The purpose of this paper is to emphasize some distinctive features
in Al-Kindi's thought as it is available now for study in Abii Rida’s
critical edition of 24 works of different size (vol. I: Cairo 1950; vol. II:
Cairo 1953) and in a few other treatises not included in the two volumes
published by him !. This entails above all defining his attitude to the re-
ligious tradition of his own day, which manifests itself in the orthodox
interpretation of Islam and in the dialectical theology of the Mu‘tazila,
and comparing the solution reached by him with the way in which out-
standing later Muslim philosophers approached the same problem. This
solution, however much it may have been conditioned by the previous
work of Christian theologians or religious Neoplatonists, is Al-Kindi’s
personal achievement and.the first attempt to naturalise Greek philo-
sophy in the Islamic world. The philosophy itself, i.e. the system of
natural theology which he selects from the different doctrines offered
by late Greek philosophy, has much in common with later Arabic philo-
sophers. But it is interesting by no means only because views with which

! Definitions: I 2 (pp. 163-179). — Survey of Aristotle’s writings: [ 12 (pp. 363-384). Also
{with Italian translation and commentary) M. Guidi-R. Walzer, Studi su Al-Kinds I. Uno scritto
introduttivo allo studio ds Aristolsle, Roma 1940.

Physics: I 4 (pp. 186-192). I 5 (pp. 194-198). I 7 (pp. 214-237). 1 8 (pp. 244-261). 1 9 (pp. 264-269).
11 2 (pp. 40-46). I1 3 (pp. 48-53). 11 4 (pp. 54-63).

Meteorology: Il s-11 (pp. 64-133).

Psychology: I 1o (pp. 272-281). I 11 {pp. 281 {.). 1 12 (pp. 2903-311). | 13 {pp- 353-358).

Metaphysics: 1 1 (pp. 97-162). 1 3 {pp. 182-184). 1 6 {pp. 261-207).

Ethics: cf. below p. 202 n. 4. P. Sbath (Al Fihris I, Cairo 1938,p. r13) refers to a manuscript in
Aleppo which I have been unable to trace.

Astronomy: F. Rosenthal, Al-Kindi and Ptolemy, Studs Orientalistics in onore di G. Levi della
Vida 11, Roma 1956, pp. 436 ff.

Astrology: cf. below, p. 199.

On the Sayings of Socrates: cf. B. Lewin, Lychnus 1954/5, p. 281 n. 1. ]J. Kraemer, ZDMG 106,
1956, p. 294, who announces his forthcoming edition to be published in Al-Maskrig.

Medicine: L. Gauthier, Antécédents Gréco-Arabes de la Psychophysique, Beyrouth 1939.
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we are familiar, for instance, from Al-Farabi and Ibn Sind appear here
for the first time in a still less mature form. There are not only insignificant
details in his work but very basic tenets of his which were not accepted
by his more famous successors and which show him as an independent
thinker in his own right and open up a hitherto unknown chapter in the

history of Islamic philosophy.
1

The first part of the present study will, after the discussion of some
factual evidence (1), proceed to the interpretation of a few texts, foremost
(2) a chapter from the Survey of Aristotle’s Writings (cf. p. 175 n. 1), not
adequately dealt with in Professor Guidi’s and the present writer's
previous treatment of the work (below pp. 177-187). It will be followed (3)
by a discussion of Al-Kindi's views on creation and their origin in Christian
Aristotelean writings of 6th century Alexandria (below pp. 187-196). Al-
Kindi's interpretation of the word an-najm in sura 55,5 will then (4)
demonstrate in a still different light his conviction that revelation and
reason come to identical conclusions, though in different ways (below
pp. 196-199), and so will (5) a brief consideration of an astrological treatise
(below p. 199 f.). All premature general conclusions will be avoided. A
certain coherence of Al-Kindi’s thought will it is hoped eventually
emerge. But I am quite aware of the dangerous temptation to try to
make Al-Kindi more consistent than he may have been and to credit
him with an achievement which he may not have been able to perform.

1 — Al-Kindi and the Mu‘tazila (external evidence)

A first indication that Al-Kindi cannot be completely at variance
with the official Mu‘tazilite interpretation of Islam which was followed
by the Caliphs Al-Ma’miin and Al-Mu‘tasim is provided by the fact that
his fundamental work On first philosophy (vol. I pp. g7 ff. Abdi Rida)
is addressed to the caliph Al-Mu‘tasim himself (and thus dated between
A.D. 833 and 847); it contains among many other things his defence
against orthodox criticism of his adherence to philosophy. A treatise
On cause and effect, an equally important philosophical question, was
addressed to Al-Mu‘tasim’s predecessor Al-Ma’miin (cf. Fihrist no. 24
Fliigel). The preface of the long treatise Explanation of the proximate
cause of coming-to-be and passing away (1 p. 214 ff. Abi Rida) sug-
gests that it is dedicated to a very exalted person as was the caliph
Al-Mu‘tasim. Another treatise (I p. 244 ff.) which gives an example
of his way of understanding the Qur’an, was written for Al-Mu‘tasim’s
son Ahmad whose tutor he was (F. Rosenthal, Al-Kindi als Litterat,
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Orientalia 11, 1942, p. 265 n. 1); so were a treatise o
the .sp'herical body (vol. II p. 48 tf. Abii Rida), a w;;ktl:;l ellsgzztzrx;ld
metx.c in four books (Fihrist no. 36; on early Indian influences cf. C A-
Nallino, Raccolta di scritts V, Roma 1946, pp. 5, 48 fi., 203 fi.) a work
on music. (Fthrist no. 61; on Al-Kindi's writings on .;nusic <.:f' anoE;k
Farmer in Journal of the Royal Asiatic Society 1926 p.. g1 .and. R.
‘Il.achmann-M. E C Hefney, Veroffentlichungen zur Erforschung der M usiI;
es Ostens 1, Leipzig 1931) and a work on the solution of logogriphs (cod
Aya Sof_ya '4832, fol. 59 a-64 b, cf. H. Ritter, Schriften Ja‘qiib ibn Isha :
-Kmdx‘.s in Stambuler Bibliotheken, Archiv Orsentdini 4, 1932 .oq
There exists an astronomical treatise in a Leiden ms. compostgdp a?7tll)
request of Al-Mu‘tasim (cf. C. Brockelmann, GAL Supplement 1 P 374(;

2 — Al-Kindi and the Mu‘tazila (snternal evidence)

But .1t .would be rash to build to much on information of this kind
unlt.zss it is supported by internal evidence to be found in the texts n '
avallszle for study. Among them the Introduction to the study of Arist (;;V
cont?uns a very instructive chapter about the difference between o,
phetic and philosophical knowledge (cap. VI Guidi-Walzer: I e
13 fi. A. R.). After a more or less conventional survey of .Arils)t'ogl?,
lecture courses (the ‘Dialogues’ were never translated into Arab'eS
some fce.marks about the scheme of the ten categories and about :(1:1)’
quadrivium (cf. Guidi-Walzer, pp. 376-388), we find ourselves uite
unexpectedly, in utterly non-Aristotelian surroundings. “‘If t'hgn \
person does not obtain knowledge of quantity and quality, he will 1 :{l
know]edge of the primary and secondary substances, so thz;t one canact
ex;?ect_ l.um to h.ave any knowledge of the humax; sciences (al-‘ull:i(:n
al-insaniyya) yvhlch are acquired through research (falab) and the effort
(takal.lu./) and industry of man—which however falls short, in rank, of
the du./me knowledge (al-‘ilm al-ildhi) which is obtained wit}’xout re , h
and u{xthout the effort and industry of man and in no time”* e

It' is qbvious that the sciences qualified as ‘human’ 'by Al-Kindi
are 1den?1cal with the syllabus of late Greek philosophy which he i1
eager to. introduce into the Islamic world and which he has just outlineds
; note in passing that the primary and secondary. i.e. sensible an(i
?mmatenal substances are within the Corpus Aristotelicu;n to be found
in tllle_C.ategories only (za 14, cf. Simplicius, Cat. p. 75 ff. Kalbfleisch n‘
The ‘ (.ilvme’ knowledge is the knowledge of prophets—we are still j ~
specifically Islamic context (VI 2z G.W. = pP- 372, 17 A.R)): lllrllj ?l(:z

! Porphyry and Jamblichus are very fond of this division into primary sec 5
stances [cf. A.C.L. Lloyd, Neoplatonic lo)gic and An‘tslt‘;te(lielan ;ogic: ;’Isri::sr: xn;lsdG 5: ::‘:]arfs;‘::i
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knowledge of the Apostles” (ar-rusul: cf. the Qur’anic use and, e.g.,
A. J. Wensinck, The Muslim Creed, Cambridge 1932, p. 5) "‘by which
God has given them a position of their own, a knowledge which is not
the outcome of research and effort and study (bahth) and industry in the
preparatory sciences (i.e. the quadrivium) and logic and does not require
any period of time. It is distinct in being obtained through the Will of
God, through the purification (tathir) and illumination of their souls
so that they are turned towards the Truth (¢ndratuha li-l-haqq), through
Gods support (t«’yid), his assistance (tashdid), his inspiration (ilhdm)
and his messages. For this knowledge is a prerogative of the Apostles
(khdssa li-r-rusul) which places them above human beings, and among
their miraculous prerogatives are the outstanding signs which are
granted to them (dydt) and which raise them above the other human
beings. Because human beings who are not Apostles (rusul) have no way
of attaining to either higher knowledge, knowledge of the secondary true
substances or knowledge of the primary sensible substances and their
accidents, without research and industry through logic and the prepara-
tory sciences as we have said, and without any period of time. But the
Apostles (ar-rusul) attain to this knowledge through nothing of that

kind but through the Will of Him who sends them (\gl. ), without

needing any time in reaching the aim of their research or anything else.

Hence the minds of men (al-‘ugial) draw the evident conclusion that
prophetic faculty comes from God, since it exists in them whereas or-
dinary human beings are unable by their very nature (bi-fab‘ihd) to
attain to a similar knowledge, because it is above and beyond the nature
<of ordinary human beings> and the devices which they use. Thus
they submit themselves in obedience and docility to it and faithfully
believe in the truth of the message of the Apostles”?

This passage also shows very well the long-windedness of Al-Kindi’s

style, which may be a particular shortcoming of his due to the difficulties
of an early attempt at using abstract technical language in Arabic; it

can, however, be understood more adequately if one realises that he

! 1f anyone feels tempted to consider cap. 6 of Al-Kindi's Aristotle Risdla as an interpolation,

he may compare the following passage in a meteorological treatise (LI p. 93, 1ff. A.R.}: \_';.’
.
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wrote fo‘r a public which was not sufficiently prepared for what he tried
to explain and needed a more elementary exposition than, sa 6
ce.ntu.ry A.D. Greek or a contemporary of Averroes or Av'icen}r'x' : Atlh
Kfll’ldl likes to emphasize that he adapts his argumentation to th: .st(a 4;
;a ‘irerizlt';(‘l:‘ljes’s:fan;igknou;letlige which the addressees of his pamphle%s
» C1., e.g., vol. 1, pp. 149, 17. 201, 15. 2¢3. 311, 2. vol. I
Ssr.y75ir.‘7£.re§<:: go. 103 A.R)L We f'ind in the section jus3t translatedla,
vory Interes ;lng cx:luuxture of primarily religious concepts with qualifi-
cavions which re age old Greek arguments. The knowledge due to
fovel ct?mmunlcated to men by divinely inspired prophets is
n gmenta}ly different from any knowledge acquired through phil
sophical training and unambiguously superior to it. We find ogne S tl 0;
the. elem?nts of Al-Kindi's description of prophetic knowledge as : ;)
as in Philo’s description of the selftaught man (De fuga 16%' voleaIrI)I,
p. 146 \:’endland) which in its turn depends on Hellenistic ar‘ld ez;r)ier
sources 2, Thg abropabie xal adrodiduxtog copéc is in no need of in-
quu:xes, exe\rms’es, efforts, methods, arts and sciences: o Yop oxédeot xai
:::)Z‘r:r.g’ xal go:;ov.; é,Be,)\n:bﬂn, Yevépevog & e00lc ehrpemiauévry elpe coplay
o oy\.ﬂpn en,ca:v ar obpavob fjg dupdtov omdcac clotidln xai Sietéiese
251, ,l:'::\;sm(;v' per’ bpBbrntos Noyou vipovsay pébyy (cf. H. Lewy, Sobria
Ebrie ,d. iessen 1929, p. 8 ff:). § 168 uéfodor, Téxvor and émioriuo are
: 10fxe L T‘he time factor is also mentioned in the same context
(§‘I()92 P Th by obv Siduoxopévoy paxpol ypbvou Seitar, Th 5t pooeL Taxd te
::tl.i :ﬁmr,o‘;) TIVE &xeovév ¢amt. This self-taught knowledge is due to inspi-
patio s,v ::) ’0:(:.1(:'(1.04 (eszahy)” (§ ,168?: ®awvdv Yap xai xpeittov Aéyou xal
medpﬁv;‘, Alu;(o-“:] Dt Yévos, obx dvBpwmnivorg Emvolaie AN’ &vBéw pavig
it u.nkn- indi had no need.to lpok for this argument in Philo
o was ool own to the'Arabs), it will have been quite common in
e texts w ich reached him. For him purification and illuminatien
xdBapoic and EMapdic, are added to the special qualifications of thf;
pI:ophet, terms wh'ic?l were particularly popular in neo-Platonic thought
f,, )or th,e 1dea.of d1v1.ne-help and cooperation and assistance — a'uvepyia:
Mrayta — In patristic thought cf. W. Jaeger, Two rediscovered works

} Cf. also the didactical way in which he teach 1 ary phil hical 1
P phical cc pts, I p. 244 ff.

A.R., or the astrological treatise edited by Loth (cf. below p. 199) which is written HHas H

J\:.'A\ and F. Rosenthal, Studs orientalistici Levi della Vida 11, p. 440. < s

“0‘))::.: :f.ylé’i;t:ébi:»o;fa. Ax;istotle, Eth. I:ud 11, 1214 a 15-25. Maximus of Tyrus, or. 38

Museum Heluveticum 19:6, ;.‘.xxo“: ‘-?7) dg:%:xﬁ " lhe’une S 3 ot oy £ Webh

e 19 évéqw“v.. , Od. 347: adToBidaxtog & elul, Oedg 5¢ wot bv
%) Cf. Ps.-Plutarch, Placita V 1,4 (p- 172 Badawi) and below p. 182 n. 1.

N
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of ancieni Christian lLilterature Leiden 1954, p. 138). We may also think
of the late neo-Platonic distinction (cf. Olympiodorus, In Phaed.
p. 123, 3 Norvin) petween philosophy and priestly art, teparuey (which
is superior to philosophy), or passages like Proclus, Theol. Plat. 1 25,
p. 61, 39 ff. Portus (quoted in Plato Latinus 111, London 1953, p. 87).
But there is no straight line from Greek pagan thought to the chapter
of Al-Kindi we are just considering. It may be more to the point to
refer to John Philoponus who described St. Basil as distinguished by
Oeta 1e xal dvfpurivy maoyn cogla (De op. m. p. 2, 18 Reichardt). Here
Islamic religious terms are blended with Greek ideas, but those Greek
ideas are only subsidiary to religion and are used to explain a religious
tenet in a rational way. The will of God—and we shall meet in the quo-

tation from the 36th sura (cf. below p. 210) of the Qur’an and in another .

text of Al-Kindi the ‘command’, the amr of God as well (cf. below
p. 226)—is of a definite religious provenience as it is used here and to
recur to the BovAnaig Oeol in Greek philosophy is of no avail. In
addition, Aristotle and Plotinus assert that there is no will of God.
There are, obviously, Christian parallels. The word used for the ‘signs’
which are granted to the prophets and by which their special and distinct
knowledge is indicated is dydt ‘signs”, but these signs are something
exceptional which comes near to our word ‘miracles’ (cf. A. J. Wensinck,
The Muslim Creed Cambridge 1932, p. 224 £.). This attitude of Al-Kindi
certainly places him near to the speculative theology of the Mu‘tazila
and distinguishes him from most of the later outstanding Islamic philo-
sophers, Al-Farabi, e.g., and Ibn Sind who, though in a different way,
adhered to the primacy of philosophical reason, not to mention Muham-
mad ibn Zakariyya ar-Rizi who rejects Moses, Jesus and Muhammad as
impostors. But one may compare Al-Kindi, in this respect, with Al-
Ghazzali, who after having ceased to identify himself with philosophy
and having ultimately become a mystic, reaffirmed the exceptional
position and superiority of prophecy (cf. e.g., Mungidh p. 138, Damascus
1939). This agreement on a very fundamental point (in spite of the
obvious differences) is not without interest. Al-Kindi’s attempt to in-
troduce Greek philosophy into the Islamic world as the handmaiden of
theology may than have been more in keeping with the true Islamic way
of life than the attempts of Al-Farabi and Ibn Sind and ibn Rushd to
understand prophecy and revelation in exclusively philosophical terms 1.
The following section brings us immediately face to face with Al-
Kindi's interpretation of Scripture and we are very soon no longer con-
mcle on Al-Farabl’s theory of prophecy and divination, Journal of Hellenic Studies,
57, 1957, p. 142 ff. [cf. below p. 190 {.]
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cerned with ‘the prophets’ recognised in the Qur’an in general (§4
G. W = p. 373, 12 A. R.): ““If a person sets out to consider the answers
whlch' the Apostles (ar-rusul) have given to questions about essential
and .hldden things, he will find out this: should the philosopher intend
to give an answer to these questions employing all the effort which has
proy1ded him with knowledge through his prolonged study and appli-
cation to research and training, we should not find that he could proglr:ce

a similar answer as brief and clear (;\ .}, s>\ 3, cf. below §6 =
P- 374, 2} and simple ( ).\ ., 3 3) and comprehensive ( ibloy) 3
«skll) as the Prophet (“.J\) gave to the infidels”, in Sura 36, 78-82—

now we are suddenly in the middle of a genuine Islamic argument
Al-Kx.ndi insists that an unphilosophical, rhetorical argument of Scri :
tur.e is superior to any argument which a philosopher may producl;
This exalted evaluation of the rhetorical (and argumentative) perfectior;
of the Qur’an (I4dz) occurs also frequently in the Mu‘tazilite exegesis
of jche Book, and thus again connects Al-Kindi independently withgthe
ratlon?.hsing Puritan theologians who represented the official inter-
prf’:tatlon of Islam in his day (cf. I. Goldziher, Die Richtungen der isla-
mischen Koranauslegung, Leiden 1920, pp. 119 ff. 1. Cf. John Philopor;us
De Op: Mundi p. 5, 15 ff.: olrw pév obv (Tim. 41B) 18 iic pihoco ia,
&vloc & IMidrwv. doov 8 toltwy peyohompenéorepa tebeorbynue Mm\f’o-'r']z
&)fous [Gen. 1, 3] ..... nbaw raita védv [hdrwvog OYmrdrepa nal Beompe-
néotepo; and E. Norden, Die antike Kunstprosa, Leipzig-Berlin 1898
p- §ZI fi. 526 ff.: ‘Kiinstlerische Vollendung der heiligen Schrift’) Tze
subject matter to be discussed is no trifle but concerns tem;ts of
.Islam as fundamental as the creation of the world from nothing, in an
msta:nt, and the bodily resurrection of the dead 2. We shall h:ave to
consider later whether he can provide a philosophical answer to the same
problems, which corresponds to the statements he is making now on the
:;:zlt.zf ;he 'divitrlxle scil::nce’——let us say from the very outset that the
1on from nothin i

ereation from no nonge . ad few adherents among Greek thinkers and the

The lir}es from the 36th sura to which Al-Kindi refers contain the
answer given to the polytheists (al-mushrikiin) who refused to believe
in the resurrection of the body. A Meccan, according to the traditional

! Cf. P. Kraus, Beitrige zur Islamischen K i
3 etzer hichte, Rivista degls $ Ors, !
p- 126. B. Spuler, Der Islam, 1956, p. 221 ff. ol Slud Orientals, 1934,
® Cf. the so calied hadith of Gabriel (Bukharl, Imd
, Imdn 37) and L. Gardet, Le i
et des ceuvres en Islam, Studia Islamica 5, 1956, p. 75). ' probltme "ie el
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exegesis, brought a bone to Muhammad and asked him whether Allah
could restore it to life: ‘*“Who will be able to give life to bones when they

have been reduced to dust ?”’ Then God the One, the True ( ;& sa i)
gave him the following revelation («J\ 2~ _,\) 1. *“He Who produced
them (‘f.\:.:'\ )2 originally will give life to them; He is all knowing in every
creation. Who from the green tree has given you fire and, lo, from it you
produce a flame. Is not He Who has created the heavens and the earth
able to create their like? Yes, He is, the Creator the Knower. (82) lf He
wills a thing, his command reduces itself to uttering the word: Be, and
it is (O,f,s E;(J,y O“ OIS :;..\ \&)"". Before we consider his
dialectical appreciation of the lucidity of the passage it may be more
profitable to look forward at Al-Kindi's explanation of the closing words
of the Qur’in quotation, whose litteral acceptance would entail an
anthrophomorphism of the most extreme kind (§ 8/g = p. 375.18):
Supposing the enemies of Islam find it ridiculous that God utters a word
of command like a man, the reply is simply that there is no direct address
at all, that the imperative ‘be’ is to be understood metaphorically. He
gives no theological reasons for this statement, but refers to the common

Arabic way of speaking (. & ia}), to the interpretation of the almost

mythical personification of the night in the Mu‘allaga of Imra’l-Qais
(Vv. 45-46 Arnold; pp. 20, 21 Lyall; Ahlwardt, Sechs Dichter, p. 148). In
these two verses the pre-Islamic poet addresses the night and speaks of
it like a human being with a back, a breast and loins. But Al-Kindi
explains: “One does not talk to the night nor does one address it, it has
neither back nor loins nor breast: the poet was longing for the day
and he expressed this longing in a metaphorical way”’. Thus the crea-
tive word kun in the Qur’dn does not mean that God actually ordered
the non-existent world to come to be by addressing it but is only a
way of expressing the power of the divine Will in an efficient manner
and does not entail that God actually uttered the command. It is not
unknown that the Mu‘tazilites, faced with cognate problems of inter-
pretation of the Qur’an, fell back on the interpretation of the old poets
developed by contemporary philologists, and among the examples
discussed by Goldziher Al-Zamakhshari's treatment of Sura 33, v.
72 is very similar, where God makes offers to lifeless things such as

' About the meaning of waby cf. Al-Farabi, De divisione scientiarum, p. 108, 11 ff. Osman Amin.
A very different conception of waky Al-Farabi, Musterstaat, p. 58. 2o, Dieterici. Cf. also Journal
of Hellenic Studies §7, 1957, P- 142 1. 4 [below p. 207 n. 1].

% Cf. E. W. Lane, Arabic-English Lexicon, p. 723, 8.V, Cj;.\
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the }Tea\_/en. the earth and the mountains (Richtungen, p. 131). That
Al—K_mdl f:onsistently followed this Mu‘tazilite way of interpreti;x th

Qur’an with the help of loci probantes from pre-Islamic poets cangals:
bfe shown from his discussion of the meaning of sajdda in a risdla to be
dlscusse.d later in this paper (cf. below p. 198) and may be inferred trom
no. 177 in the list of his writings (Fihrist p. 259, 19 Fliigel), among those

which are of controversialist character ( \Jaf\ 4.5): Treatise on the

Unity 'of God (a mu‘tazilite topic!) with tafsirdt, i.e., most probably, ex
plaflatxon of Qur’in passages 1. But in the section of the Aristotle—i]tfsdla-
whncl} we are just discussing the fact that Al-Kindi assumes that the
creatwg word ‘be’ was not spoken by God allows us moreover to connect
the philosopher with a specific trend of the Mu‘tazila of his own da
He fully agrees with Bishr ibn al-Mu‘tamir (died 210/825-6), the ioundy'
of th.e Baghdéd Mu‘tazilite school under Al-Ma’miin, who i; also kno“::
for his interesting attempt to spread his instructions by means of popular
formf of poetry (cf. recently H. A. R. Gibb, The social significance (f; the
Shu‘iibiya, Studia Orientalia J. Pedersen Dicata, Copenhagen 195

112 ff., important for the whole background of Al-Kindi). Acco?d?r'l ptL:;
the good evidence to be found in Al-Ash‘ari’s Magqalat al-Islami gin
p. .510, 13-14 Ritter (cf. also Oriens 7, 1954, p. 191) Bishr ibn al—Mu‘t};}rlnh:
said Fhat creation is God’s willing a thing and that the will precedes
creat‘lon, but he denied the view of his famous predecessor, the weﬁ known
Basn.te Mu‘tazilite Abi’l-Hudhail who defined creati(')n as will and
creative word, and he was consistent in denying that there is a creative
speech of God: J Wis 221, Jamy opé . 2 Se Jsir ezl o Lu NS
A S 5 s o M o) il 1 S,

The_ same view is ascribed to his pupil Abi Misi ‘Isi b. Sabih al-
Murdar (cf. A. S. Tritton, Muslim Theology, London 1947 p 11'9) 2
L?_ire can thus be little doubt that Al-Kindi’s theological c'om./ictions.

s opposed to the first treatise i a X iti indi’s Fi ! '
the same problem is treated iuls: rhi&p:i]ti: s::;" ":fl.' ‘lAt:nK l:ld(‘,';fg ": :’:B'f"’:’:kyilp‘”;:"
o 2 Ced

’). C.l. al-Ashari, Kitdb al-luma® 28 McCarthy. For the antecedents of\-t,::;u"--‘\‘s \:\)“ J‘
Chrxsua'n theologians cf. John Philoponus, De op. Mundi p- 5. 22. Reichardt (on Gen. la "“’“i
elrev 6 Oebg- ycvn(?irrw 96" xal éyévero ag): el yap 1 ‘elmev’ pi) paviy 'rwc’: ::l
‘512“::(,;» r:)yfqm:v‘ v:;;v Bu-vu'rév e ‘ri- !-n:p-ov 3i&k tobTou Snholv EBEAet T Abytov §) wévov
:g gp.:ov; :’ .ym. ” ; 31;(:\': gv‘r;::::;'ozuv 70 Oeob Boudioer alvpopov £080g dxolovfiiaar

For the connection of Mu‘tazilite and Greek Patristic texts in general cf. also Sir Hamilton Gibb,

The Argument from Design. A Mu®tazilite treati i Golds
. tise attributed to al-Jahiz, 7 ? ?
Volume I, Budapest 1948, p. 150 fi. i Tenace Hher Memorial
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as far as ‘divine science’ is concerned, are those of the Mu‘tazila of his
day and that his rejection of the divine speech and the interpretation
of the verses from Sura 36 as a statement superior to philosophy in
clarity and succinctness can be considered as evidence for the early
Mu‘tazilite Kalam as well. His originality seems, then, to consist in his
putting aside the Mu‘tazilite atomic theory (cf. Fihrist no. 178 =
p- 259, 19 FL As-Sarabsi II A 13, p. 55 Rosenthal), which was by no
means universally accepted by the early Mu‘tazilites?, and substituting
a particular version of late Greek philosophy for it. But before embarking
on this topic it is now necessary to consider the remaining section of
ch. VI of the Aristotle-risdla.

Al-Kindi’s comment on verses 77-79 is meant to impress the infidel
as well, who denies the validity of revelation and the omnipotence
of God (al-kdfir ? bi-qudrati °lldh) and not only to strengthen the be-
lievers faith—(their ‘ugsl an-nayyira as-sifiyya) * by adding arguments
of no demonstrative stringency to the Prophet’s statement based on
higher and unquestioned authority. This kind of Kalam discussion
eventually finds support in the methods developed in Aristotle’s Topics
which had already been translated before Al-Ma’miin’s time. (Cf. P.
Kraus, Zu Ibn al-Mugqaffa®, Riv. Studs Orientali 14, 1933, p. 12; Al-Kindi,
Avristotle-risdla 111 6 = p. 367,5 A-R. and X 2=p. 382, 1 A-R,
As-Sarahsi p. 54 Rosenthal) %. The revival of the decayed bones which
originally were created from nothing is quite possible (mumkin) since it
is, generally speaking, easier to unite again what has been scattered than

to produce it («awe ,.) and still less difficult than to create it from

nothing. («&lal .). For the creator (‘,g; ;4 ) it is one and the same

thing: neither harder nor more difficult; for the power which has created
from nothing may bring to life again what it has allowed to perish. Or,
to cut the argument short: the bones have on one occasion been brought

! The title of Al-Kindi’s treatise is -\,‘..._ N \:_}? O.\ ~) o J,i ‘)Nﬂg 3 «:\\.) v\k(' Cf.
S. Pines, Islamische Atomenlekse, Berlin 1936, pp. 8, 10, 94 ff. and particularly p. 33: “Die Atomistik
ist noch nicht zu cinem radikalen Versuch einer adaequaten begrifftichen Formulierung dieses
Postulates geworden, zu der sie sich bei den Ash‘ariten durch Ausmerzung aller hierauf nicht
zugeschnittenen Gedankenginge entwickelt hat”.

% Cf. L. Gardet, Studia Islamica s, pp. 79 ff., 96 {f.

* Cf. the Qus’dn-Risala 1, p. 260, 1 A.R.: ; 3\ J)i.\\ 33+ “Agl is 2 postqur’dnic word.

4 The seventh century Syriac translation by Athanasius of Balad (d. 686-cf. Oriens 6, 1953
p. 114) is still quoted on the margins of the well known 11th century Paris ms. of the Organon.
Ci. A. Badawl, Mantig Aristi pp. 530, 563, 636, 682, 685, 686, 703, 719. The Arab translation
of the Sophistici Elenchi by ‘Isd b. Zura (sbid. p. 736 fi.) is made from the Syriac of Athanasius.

New Studies on Al-Kindi 185

to life when they had not existed previously. The resurrection represents
an analogous case: Hence it is possible that the bones become alive again
after a period in which they were not alive. (Cf. for this kind of argument
John Philoponus, De op. mundi p. 76, 13: odx aS4vatov &pa Beé xal xwplg
sdpatog dmooTom 6 @ds. 79, 7: 16 obx ddbvartev Tob mpdypaTos moukihwe
E3elybn). '
V. 80: “Who trom the green tree has given you fire etc.” is reduced
to a general principle, familiar to Greek philosophers since the days of
Plato and Aristotle, the generation of contraries (¢vavria) from contra-
ries. The contrary (nagid) is understood in this section as relative non-

~ existence, privation: the transition of the privation into a positive

quality, without any intermediate status is produced { =) by God;
thus fire comes from not-fire, warmth from not-warmth, or, in general
terms, everything which becomes and is { ;) becomes from something
different which it now lacks and which is contrary to it in the privative
sense (,» V). APotentiality which is at the very centre of Aristotle’s theory

of becoming is not mentioned in this Mu‘tazilite context. To bring it in
here would be detrimental to the theological argument which follows
and which applies the general principle stated before to the creation of
the world from nothing and no-matter—which in its turn explains the
minor &3dvatov of the resurrection. This argument of Al-Kindi in a
Kalam context seems to anticipaté the later consistent denial of poten-
tiality in the school of Al-Ash‘ari (although it is by no means identical
with the Ash‘arite theory which is based on the atomic structure of
matter which Al-Kindi rejects).

In v. 81 the Prophet provides a further instance that things come to be
from something different from what they are at present, by discussing
the creation from nothing which according to Al-Kindi was taught in
the Qur’an as the Mu‘tazilites understood it. Human beings would
require a long time to produce anything as complicated as the world,
and the heretic (al-kdfir) would base his rejection of the divine creation
on doubts of this kind. But the actions of God and men cannot be com-
pared, there is nothing equal to the omnipotence of God in the limited
and restricted power of human beings: “It is evident that God does not

need any length of time to create it” (as\ 1,y e A C\;,; Y. .. thatibda*
has a very distinct and unambiguous meaning for Al-Kindi will be
shown presently). “For he makes ( }a>) being (,») from nothing (,» 3
cf. above). For He Whose power (qudra) reaches so far as to make
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(‘amal)* bodies (ajram)* from not-bodies (ld ajrdm) and to produce
(akhraja) something {aysa) from nothing (laysa) does not need time for
his work since he has the power to create from an absence of matter

Lobl 8 Jvm of b ¥ e Jedl do o0 pa 31 Zlam ) 2
Because whereas man’s action cannot concern itself with an absence
of matter, the action of Him Who does not need matter for producing

anything does not require time (i) ,¢ ‘3& N Jes O( o ey
o 1 glom Yk ) Jek b Jub 3 glom ¥ o o6 0
His way of commanding is .... (Al-Kindi repeats the Qur’an 36,
82) .... that means He has only to will, and the thing He wills is there
at once, in the moment He wills it (5\,} L &5l ) - Q’(,_) a )
Follows the section about the metaphorical use of the impeiative ‘be’
(cf. above p.1821). .
To use the divine creation of the world as an argument for the possi-
bility of the resurrection of the body was also quite common in Christian
theological circles, and it may be sufficient, in this context, to emphasize
that the Kalam chapter of Al-Kindi which we are considering has striking
parallels in cognate Christian texts or, in other words, that arguments
employed by the Christians could serve the mutakallimiin in their inter-
pretation of the Qur’an. I refer merely to Tertullian De res. carnis 11 (p.
40, 16 Kroyman): “‘nunc etsi interest, tamen utrumque mihi adplaudit,
sive enim ex nihilo Deus molitus est cuncta, poterit et carnem in nihilum
productam exprimere de nihilo: sive de materia modulatus est alia,
poterit et carnem quocumque dehaustam evocare de alio. et utique
idoneus est reficere qui fecit; quanto plus est fecisse quam refecisse,
initium dedisse quam reddidisse, ita restitutionem carnis faciliorem
credas institutione”. Cf. H. A. Wolfson, Philo on free Will, Harvard
Theological Review 35, 1942, P- 144. It is also instructive to compare John

i Jv‘ cf. 1 pp. 166,6. 184,9. 179,17 A.-R.
% For Al-KindP’s distinction between firm and jism cf. | p. 281, 8 ff. A R.: 0\5 . ffl\ 0\

G L LYy oSN (e B BN WM iy B ALY e TP 204 60 L

JU\ d{\ r}\ » s\ Ip. 130, 4 _)ﬁ\ r” Ip.16s, 10: d’\"‘ ;;)}»J . r)4\.

* For fina, corresponding to the greek §iy, cf. Guidi-Walzer, Studi su Al-Kindi, p. 394 1. and
1 pp. 166, 3. 167, 10, 11, 13, 17. 295. 299. 300. 302 A.R. — S. Pines, Beitrdge zur sslamischen
Atomenlehre, Berlin 1936, p. 30 n. 2. P. Kraus, Jabir ibn Hayyan 11, Cairo 1942, p. 171 n. 1. Oriens 6,
1953, p. 127. Qustd b. Liaga used the word for rendering the Platonic #xpayetov, [Plutarch]
Plac. 1 g {p. 115 Badawi). Cf. also Miskawaih, Takdhib al-Akhldg (ed. Cairo, A.H. 1323} p. 11, 30.

. J., cf. I p. 166, 5. 182 ff. A.R. Cf. below p. 187 f.
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of Damascus De fide orthodoxa IV 27 (Patr. Graeca vol. 94, col 1220,
1225). A very surprising parallel in 9th century middle-Persian texts may
(but there is no valid proof) depend already on Islamic texts like the
chapter of Al-Kindi we are considering (cf. H. W. Bailey, Zoroastrian
Problems in the Ninth Century books, Oxford 1943, p- 93 ff.).

3a — Creation from nothing in Al-Kindi’s philosophical writings

It is not surprising that Al-Kindi speaking as a Mu‘tazilite theologian
should unambiguously adhere to the creatio ex nihilo and thus openly
contradict one of the almost axiomatic tenets of Greek philosophy, that
nothing comes into being from not-being. But how could Al-Kindi the
philosopher come to terms with Al-Kindi the Mu‘tazilite? Was he not
bound to follow Aristotle and Plotinus and to proclaim the eternity of
the world — as Al-Farabi, Avicenna, Averroes and others did—and
eternal creation and emanation? But as we shall see, Al-Kindi the
philosopher is in full agreement with the religious view, and differs in
this very fundamentat point from all the later Islamic philosophers. He
was, however, not the first thinker to attempt a philosophical explanation
of the creatio ex nikhilo in time and, consequently, to deny the eternity of
the world. His theory should not be confounded with Muhammad ibn
Zakariyya ar-Razi's assumption, of a formatio mundi from eternal
matter, a view which takes up Plato’s Timaeus as understood by a
minority of ancient interpreters such as Aristotle and Plutarch of
Chaeronea and Galen (cf. also Ash-Shahrastani, K. al-milal, p. 288, 17

Cureton, on Plato’s view of creation: r\“a‘. Rl r\‘4; Y ‘J\..\\ C'\" ).

We shall consider first Al-Kindi’s treatment of the term ibdd* (cf.
above) in his philosophical writings. In his Definitions (Kitdb Al-Hudiid
wa-rusimihd) — a quite important and very instructive treatise which
contains definitions of g6 philosophical terms — weread (I p. 165, 11 A.R.):

«Ibda‘ is to make a thing appear out of nothing ( -~ cr » 23 \ekt).»
A more explicit statement is to be found in the third of the treatises
published by Abii Rida (I p. 182 {.): Different kinds of action (_).s. cf.
above p. 214 n. 4) are distinguished “True primary action ( }, ¥} 44\ Jaidl)
is to produce real things from nothing () e =\ u.ﬁ‘L —for ) l o
cf. above p. 214 and Ustath, who translated Aristotle’s Metaphysics for
Al-Kindi, p. 13 Bouyges 5.,..,_"': 70 elvat [9g93 b 31] and p. 1034, 794‘\'\:
<o fom [1042 b 25); for 3.,..!.\ cf. I p. 113, 13 A.R.). This ‘action’ is
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evidently the privilege of God (J\w a) Tole &\ oyu Jaill Lin,) Who is
the end (ghdya: téhoc, cf. Metaphysics p. 183, 15 Bouyges [996 a 26]
together with tamdm) of all causes; for nobody else but Him can produce

these things from nothing (onad -d 3 o5 Sl Y u-,-_.\i o).

And this action is specifically denoted by the term ibdd* ( Jad} 1a,

LR i"'\' u.,’.g;;.\\ ). I note that God being the creator from nothing is

¢ : -
frequently called the first agent (al-fa‘sl al-awwal) by Al-Kindi, cf. also

Ip. 207,11 A.R. : o

Al-Kindi the philosopher also assumes a creation from nothing in t{me
through a divine creator, and we have sufficient evidence in the treat1§es
known that he was consistent in holding this view. In the longest treatise
recovered from the Istanbul ms., the first book of Al-Kindi’s First Philo-
sophy (cf. above p. 175 n. 1) God is described in purely negative terms as
the First and the One (I p. 160, 61f. A.R.) in a more rigid and more con-
sistent neo-Platonic manner than can be found in any of the later
Muslim philosophers from Al-Farabi to Averroes—who combined tl}e
Aristotelian conception of God as the supreme Mind with the neo—?latomc
description in purely negative terms: God is neither soul nor intellect
(I p. 160, 8). But God is in addition characterised as the creator 'ot the
visible world from nothing (I p. 161, 15 ff.); on Him alone the ex1stem3e
of this visible world depends, and should he withdraw His support it
would necessarily cease to be (p. 162, ii): “The One, the Real! is then
the First, the Creator from nothing Who maintains in existence what
He has created from nothing: nothing can exist without His support

and power, if it were withdrawn, it would disappear and perish (fo [R1Y
Viwgy Shad oo ogt i W pad L I o pad Jo¥ o 150 50
34 ,\¢).” We find the same ideas expressed in the sixth treatise (I 270
A.R.) and in the seventh treatise about the proximate efficient cause of
coming-to-be and passing-away (I p. 214, g ff. and p. 215, 4 {f.): 5o, =
a1l d I Yy Ji g R 06 Yy o 0S5 A BT
S S ¥ A AW AN oYy e S Vsl el A
ind o vl b p S ol W e Y ]y W G Y
Ne, \\_1.Cf. also I p. 2192 We note that the Creator God of the

1 &Z\, cf. above p. 178.
2 CL T p. 248, 35. 1 p. 253, 2.
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philosopher has life (cf. also I p. 252, 16) and that He has a will’. We read
in the same treatise that the celestial bodies move through the Will of the
creator (bi-irddat al-bare® (I, p. 226, 8) and that the world below the moon

will last as long as the creator of the world so wills (I p. 231, 12): L\ J\
oﬂ ﬂ\ AN )‘\ A 3301, There is some element of emanation in

the creative act of God (I p. 162, 1). 2

There canbe no doubt that Al-Kindi, or the Mu‘tazilites on whom he may
depend in this matter, gave to 4bdd* this meaning of a temporal creation
from nothing. It has, as is well known, no such specific meaning in the
Quran (cf., eg., 6, 101) where the root, like khalg, seems simply to
denote the creative activity of God. The later philosophers use the term al-
most unanimously for the Neoplatonic ‘eternal creation’ from nothing (cf.
S. van den Bergh, Averroes’ Tahdfut al-Tahdfut 11 pp. g, 75) and thus
differ fundamentally from Al-Kindi (cf., e.g., Al-Farabi, ‘Uyin al-
Masa’il, p. 58 Dieterici and L. Gardet, La pensée religieuse d’ Avicenne,
Paris. 1951, pp. 62 ff., 110). Creation from nothing in time (:bdd* min
{d .shay) is characteristic of the view of the later Mutakallimiin, cf.
Averroes, Tafsir md ba‘d at-tabi‘at p. 1503, 13 Bouyges. Abfi Hayyin
al-Tawhidi was quite aware of the peculiar attitude of Al-Kindi when
he introduced him as adding sbdad‘ to the traditional four Aristotelian
kinds of change (haraka), being a haraka without substratum, i.e.
meaning creation from nothing (Al-Imtd* wa-I-Mw’dnasa part III,
pP- 133 — Dr. S. M. Stern has drawn my attention to this passage). 3

This creation of the world from nothing implies the non-eternity of
the whole world. Hence Al-Kindi, if he was not satistied by proclaiming
his ‘religious conviction, had to provide separate proofs that the world
could not be eternal but is both generated and corruptible. He dedicated
quite a considerable section of the second chapter (fann) of his First
Philosophy to proving that it is impossible to assume that any body

can be eternal (J 5 ‘J) and that, accordingly, the universe cannot be
eternal (I pp. 114, 10-122). He discusses the same question (in almost
identical terms) in the fourth risdla (About the finiteness of the body of the
‘world: 1 pp. 186-193 A.R.), in the fifth risdla (About the term “infinite’:

! Cf. also the definition of irdéda I p. 168, 7.

Py el ek Ly e 2 S 636 e oWt o) del ) e tae N Las 030
\.\,_! (A.R.? "'—)Qf'f) pragers 15367 By \,'_. Jo‘, J{ But u"‘-’ (cf. also I p. 259, 14) ne=d not
to be understood philosophically.

POf, e, poaoz, 1 tiadly nad) S) sodl Lae 23 L sl s VL b

u,,sk,;\,\,\..;\_n,xﬂu_s\.:u o
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1 pp. 194-108 A.R.) and especially in the sixth treatise (About the unity
of God and the finiteness of the body of the world: 1 pp. 201-207) 1. Hence
(I p. 219, 14 ff.) the ‘extreme body’, that part of the world between the

the moon and the rotating outer sphere of the heavens <lul\ - \e =\

—which is eternal according to Aristotelian and Neoplatonic views—will
not experience generation and destruction as long as the time -which
God has allotted to it lasts (J a\ e sl ob; 33 (LY; and the
same applies obviously to the individual celestial bodies (I p. 220,6),
cf. also the eighth treatise (on which below p. 196) I p. 248, 15 and
P- 253, 2. The rotating outer sphere neither comes-to-be out of anything
else nor does it disintegrate into anything else but is created from

nothing (1= ') e S o Q‘ﬂ- R CLA‘Y\ PRVEREY A N
sré JV sy o, 3 o5 ) Accordingly we tind the following definition
of the sphere (Definitions I p. 196, 15 A.R.): « The sphere is matter provided
with form and it is not eternal (J)-.\, o e 53, s ).

3b — Al-Kindi and John Philoponus

I shall later (p. 202 ff.) refer to the structure of the world above
the moon in Al-Kindi’s thought and the way in which the whole universe
depends on the ‘outer sphere’—another essential difference from Al-
Farabi, Ibn Sina and Ibn Rushd. For the time being, we are only con-
cerned with the fact that both the world above the moon and also the
earth and what happens on it are created from nothing and do not last
for ever, but will according to divine dispensation dissolve again into
nothing. Al-Kindi’s argument can be reduced to the assertion that there
cannot be infinite time and, since time, body and movement are closely
interlocked and interdependent, the world and the movement of the
stars etc. must be limited in duration as well. There is an eternal God,
and temporal creation for limited periods. If we look for parallels in
Arabic philosophy, we find them only in Al-Ghazzili's concentrated

 For ‘unswr as equivalent of GAy ‘matter’ cf. Defin. no. 9 (1 p. 166, 31): Ll f i..,\oJ‘.J\

wo. 32 (I p. 168, 11): ,,_4\ A ohy w‘.\g..‘) no. 42 (1 169, 12 if.). On first Philosophy (1 pp. 101, 3.
160, 61.). Cf. also I pp. 217, 17 ff. 218, 6. 222, 15. 257, 11 fl. etc. — Averroes, Mctaphysics-Com-
mentary p. 570 (T 16 t), p. 1068 (T ii: Bhuxdy oboia), p. 1167 (T 12 u), p. 1466 (T 14), p. 1480 (T 15 ¢)
Bouyges — mostly in passages translated by Eusthatius (who had been commissioned by Al-
Kindi). — Qusta b. Liqga consistently renders GA by ‘ussur in his translation of Ps. Plutarch’s
Placita Philosophorum, cf., ¢.g., p. 115, 7 ff. Badawi.—Cf. also 1bn Sin3, Najdt, p. 211, 15 and
Averroes, Mctaphysics-Commentary, p. 257 , 1350-1362 Bouyges.
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attack on Al-Farabi’s and Avicenna’s philosophies which contain a very
subtle and elaborate discussion of the Will of God and a refutation of
the eternity and incorruptibility of the world and of time and motion.
Al-Kindi does not come up to the level of Al-Ghazzili — his assertions
are more primitive and more dogmatic — but his attitude is substantially
the same. It has been claimed, rightly I think, that Al-Ghazzili was
familiar with the late Alexandrian Christian neo-Platonic Aristotelian
philosopher John Philoponus (6th century) and his attempt to demonstrate
the Christian dogma of the creation of the world from nothing (cf., e.g.,
Origen, De principiis 11 1 §§ 4-5) with philosophical arguments, thus
attempting to defeat the philosophers on their own ground. His work
against Proclus De aeternitate mundi ! and the later work—in six books—
against Aristotle (known only from copious quotations to be found in
Simplicius’ commentaries on Aristotle’s Physics and the De caelo) were
both known to the Arabsin translation (cf. Ibn an-Nadim Fihrist P- 356,
16-17 Egyptian edition; p. 254, 25-26 Fliigel) and mentioned by different
authors. I think we have sufficient evidence to show that Al-Kindi was
familiar either with John Philoponus actual works or, as I consider more
likely, with some summary of his main tenets. It is for general reasons
to be considered later almost impossible to assume that he rediscovered
the same argument independently, the truth being available in the
venerable translations of the Ancients which he is so eager to naturalise
in the Islamic world of his day. We know next to nothing about the
history and influence of John Philoponus’ ideas within the Greek and
Syriac world during the 250 and more years by which he is separated
from Al-Kindi 2. In addition Al-Kindi was confronted with a much less
sophisticated society and with much less philosophical resistence to his
statements than John Philoponus, who challenged some of the most
fundamental tenets of Greek philosophy, valued and cherished by most
of his non-Christian contemporaries. Simplicius, refuting his work against
Aristotle, stigmatises his audacity in attacking the very leaders of
philosophy (robg xopupaioug tév puhooépwv) as an insolence comparable
to the revolt of the giants against the divine rulers of the world (Phys.
p- 1145, 4 Diels). Al-Kindi has to defend himself against attacks coming
from less progressive trends in Islamic life and against the traditionalists

!) The Arabic text of the first nine of Proclus’ arguments has recently been published by A.
Badawi, Neoplatonici apud Arabes, Cairo 1955, pp. 34 ff. cf. Oriens 10, 1957, p. 393.

* Aeneas of Gaza composed before 534 the dialogue Theoph: , i the eternity of the
world and the denial of the resurrection of the body (Patr. Graeca 85), and Zacharias of Mitylene
attacked, about 530, John Philop ’ pagan her A ius, son of Hermias in his Ammonius
sew De opiticio mundi (Patr. Graec. 85; cf. van den Bergh, Averroes’ Tahdfus 11, p. 100).
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and to justify his making use of the foreign philosophical legacy (ct. e.g:
I p. 1031f. A.R. and Oriens 3, 1950, p. 8 fi.). I quote fron} John Philoponus
Refjutation of Aristotle: ““There was neither matter nor time nor movel"nent
before God created the world (Simplicius, Phys. p. 1142, 23: xat Ty
Sany yop adTiv xxi tév ypévov dua T mavrl O‘UVU‘ICéd"rT]dt\.I 6‘9569 Savte
ob mpountiiple Tob xbopou xivyerg). “The world has a beginning and-ap
end, it is neither &vapyoc nor dteredryroc. It comes-to-be out of nothing
and perishes into nothing (Phys. p. 1143, 21): éxf'oﬁ undap pndapde
Svvog ylvetar t& ywdpeve xal el 6 pndapf pndopds v q;(kipe‘w.‘t. Su(?h
a view contradicts the innate aversion of the Greeks to any creatio
ex nihilo’, which is not only a philosophical common place since the
days of Parmenides! but also expressed, e.g., in the old etymo‘logy of
8ot who are called thus because they had been xéape Bévreg 1@ mavra
rpfyuece (Herodotus IL 52). The isolated case of the §th century BC
sophist Xeniadas, who 1scredited with assu.mmg a creation from notlgng
by Sextus Empiricus, Adv. Dogm 153 (cf. Die Fragmmt'e der Vorsokra'h.leer,
sthedition, no. 81 and E. Zeller, Die Philosophie der Gr.techen, _6th edition,
I p. 1324 n. 1; 1396 n. 2), does not impair this general impression. Nature,
as analysed and understood by Aristotle and the Ne.oplatomst's, ax}d the
realm of the Christian God belong to different domains of reality; in the
same way Greek philosophy and the Hebrew faith are py no means one
and the same thing. The laws which apply to the activity pf nature are
not laws which can limit the omnipotence of God. John Philoponus does
not deny (nor does Al-Kindi, as shown abov.e P 188) Othat na.tute actually
produces new things out of previously existing things (Slmpl.: Phys.,
p. 1145, 7 if.); God is different in as far as he can create new ’thmgs out
of nothing (Phys., p. 1145, 9}: tdv Bedv radwy Swtcpépfw “mq ?uo‘s(ng e
wal’ Eaov abity piv EE bvrav, & 3t Oede &x i bvrwy Towel Ta Ywépeva. What
is valid on the level of nature has no necessary relation to‘ tl,xe
activity of God (Phys., p. T150, 21): xai €l 7 giotg -3 6v'rfov Snploup‘{.ﬂ, obx
#5% xal tdv 6edv dviyxn. The Greek philosophers failed to do justice
10 the sovereignty and majesty of God (p. 1145, 15): “If also God cn"eates
out of things which exist previously, He will in no way'be superior :0
nature (el xai & Oede € Bvrwv moiet, odddv EEer mAéov Tiig ploewg & Oedc) 2).
Everything, except the first cause, is generated, not or'lly matter:
only the First is ungenerated (p. 1144, 24 ff.). ”I"he existence and
duration of the universe depends solely on the Will of God who acts

! Cf. e.g. R. Walzer, Galen on Jexs and Christians, Oxford 1949, p. 26 {. Aristotle, De gen. ¢t

corr. 1, 3. _ ] . -
t Cf. Simpl., Phys., p. 1150, 23: ¢f Yap pi) det Hv 6 xbopog, Sihov o b ui) Svrav abrdv

$8npeonpynoey & Bede, xal 3t el poimg TH ploet moiel 0dtv iolaes Tilg @hoEws.
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without mediation and in no time (p. 1173, 11 £f.) : xai el 60ed¢ & Snuiovpyde
dvev ypovinijc mepatdoens Tapdyer Tdv odpavby xai Tdv xoopov apéswg On’
abtod mapaybpeva, xal 87 @Beipat tdv xdopov BeMoor, &ypovag EoTan
aitob xai % gbopd. This applies to prime matter as well as to the forms
(p- 1177, 22): x@v Yap % @boig, pnot, pi) motfi Thy mpwTY SAny, &AX’ 6 Oedg
moel adiv obx & Ghng, Hote xai gBeiper adrhv Srav Bednoy el <8 wh
v & o yéyovev, domep, gal, xal t5 eldoc odx cic EAho eldog pebloratat
@ elg To mhvty uh v € ob xal yéyovev avatpéyer. We notice, in
passing, that Al-Kindi accepts the same division between the realm of
God’s creative activity, s6da*, and the world of nature which follows
the laws established by Aristotle and acknowledged by late Peripatetics
and Neoplatonists alike (IT p. 40, 11 A.R\): «Know that physics is
the science of things moving; for nature has been made by God
the cause for the cause of all things which move and which come-to

rest after motion» (Z.)/ja:l\ R F'\" PO RPN A WA pe L-_,i ',_\s\
S 2 ady o da ey de al das (sl rdl @ d kY
s o~ &) ol IT p. 41, 6£. %, Detailed study in particular of the meta-

physical treatise, the treatise on the proximate cause of coming-to-be and
passing-away and the Qur’dn-Risdla will show this aspect of Al-Kindi’s
thought more clearly (cf. below p. 196). At this stage of the inquiry it may
be sufficient to emphasize that there exists a close parallel between John
Philoponus and Al-Kindi in this respect also. — As to the will of God, it
could also be expressed in terms of divine command and unconditional
obedience to it, as Galen had already described the Mosaic cosmogony
which he could not accept (Cf. Galen on Jews and Christians, p. 26). It
is thus not surprising that Al-Farabi, who maintained the eternity of the
world produced by an eternal creative emanation, could not share Philo-
ponus’ view and found it necessary to write a monograph against his at-
tacks on Aristotle whose results had appealed so much to Al-Kindi (Ibn
Abi Usaibia 11 p. 139, 7): adlbslas,! de o 3, b sgmd) oo e 3.
He may have used arguments similar to those to be found in Simpli-
cius’ refutation of John Philoponus, and one might wish to guess that
Al-Farabi's monograph was still useful to Ibn Rushd when he embarked
on his attack on Al-Ghazzili, who had found it profitable to revive some
of Philoponus’ arguments in his fight against Al-Faribi and those like

! Cf. Defin. no. 91 (I p. 179, 1048): dnde plorW 3,001 5,00 or-S - Astrological Treatise
(p. 273 Loth, cf. below p. 199): &t} * ey dazall 25)\,.
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him !. Ibn Rushd knew John Philoponus’ arguments against Aristotle
either directly or second hand, cf. Comm. on Metaphysics p. 1628, 10 fi.,
against the eternity of the heaven (>da 3 olil! le ol om Ebt S5
Pl al &+ d\1') andibid. p. 1498, 5: “The view that God needs
no preexisting matter for his creation is common to the speculative
theologians of our religion and of Christianity (xs ,,stl} (V| ,a 1ia,
sadt e Jab ey bl et e owlSAA)”. One of them, Johannes
Grammaticus Christianus —i.e. John Philoponus — is singled out as an
example, for having maintained that the potentialities of things created
existed only in God?, in other words that God created the world fromnothing
in time (cf. E. Renan, Averroés et I’ Averroisme, 2nd edition, Paris 1861,
p. 10g ff. and S. Van den Bergh, Averroes’ Tahdfut 11 p. 177). In this
particular case Ibn Rushd says himself that he owes his knowledge of
John Philoponus’ view to Al-Farabi (p. 1498, 6); he may be referring to
the monograph against Philoponus just quoted. It remains puzzling that
neither Al-Fardbi nor Ibn Rushd nor Al-Ghazzili mentions Al-Kindi
as a champion for the creatio ex nihilo while they are, as it seems, well
informed about what is likely to be his ultimate source. It may be that
they were well aware of the philosophical shortcomings of the founder of
Islamic philosophy, and considered his methods and his way of arguing
as too simple and old fashioned (cf. the very severe criticism of Al-Kindi
to be found in Ibn al-Qifti, Ta’7ikh al-hukamd’, p. 367, 2-368, 5 Lippert
which may well represent the common view of later centuries. Ibn al-
Qifti may have taken it from $a‘id al-Andalusi’s Tabagdt al-Umam[p. 52
Cheikho = p. 106 Blachére), or both may depend on the same earlier
source) 3.

The similarity between Al-Kindi and John Philoponus is thus defi-
nitely striking, although we have to realise all the time that they live
in different civilisations and different centuries and that the purpose
of their writing is obviously not the same. Neither hesitates to write at

' For John Philoponus' influence on Al-Ghazzall’s Takdfut cf. also Abu ’I-Hasan al-Baihaqi
(d. A.D. 1170) Ta’rikh pukamd’ al-1slém, as quoted by W. Barthold, Zapiski Kollegis vostokovedov V,
1930, p. 12. Cf. S. Pines, Beitrdge sur islamischen Atomenlehre, p. 96 n. 1. -

- o v o= 3 2\\e

' Cf. Yabya b. AdE: adgy 33 A W G, W pde o) dim o s s @ e
A. Périer, Yahyd b. ‘Adi, Paris 1920, pp- 73, 144- )

* Satid al-Andalusi blames Al-Kindl for his rejection of the eternity of the world and for using
tablishing his case (Z,...s"’)gs-?‘ e Vi )y

rhetorical and sophistical ar in esf
Glas \ganyy i\ iyw \gan ) Tbn ALQifti insists on his neglect of Aristotle’s analytical
method. Cf. Oriens 6, 1953, p. 129 f. [But cf. A. M. Dunlop, JRAS 1957, p- 87 f1.}.
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times as a philosopher and on other occasions to argue on the authority
of revealed Scripture. This amounts in the case of John Philoponus to
being able to write in the time honoured way of the philosophers and
commentators on Plato and Aristotle (who would correspond to the
Islamic philosophers) ! and to master at the same time the systems of
thought developed by the Christian patristic authors such as St. Basil
or Gregory of Nyssa (who would be similarto the mainlyapologist Mutakalli-
miin). But John Philoponus writes for a highly sophisticated society
as a Christian teacher of Greek philosophy, and his first concern (apart
from treating the normal teaching syliabus in commentaries some of
which we can still read in the original—Arabic versions have not yet been
traced) was to demonstrate the truth of the Christian belief in the
c_reation of the world from nothing on the philosophical level. His mo-
tive was, certainly, to convince non-Christian philosophers and to
show Christians that they could assert their superiority in philosophical
terms as well. (For ulterior motives cf. H. D. Saffrey, Le Chrétien Jean
Philopone et la survivance de I'école d’Alexandrie, Rev. Ef. Grecques
67,'1954, Pp. 396 1f.). His action may have been quite important for the
ult‘lmate survival of pagan Greek thought and the possibility of its
being transmitted to the Islamic world. His work against Proclus is
fiated A.D. 529, the year of the official closure of the Platonic Academy
in Ath.ens which was, at the same time, a centre of pagan Greek religion
and its interpretation in the spirit of Jamblichus. The book against
Aristotle is later, since it refers back to the other. He was evidently
blamed by Christian followers of the patristic tradition for adopting an
exclusively philosophical line, and thus embarked on his work De opificio
mundsi in which he based himself, following St. Basil, on Moses’ account
of the creation of the world as guaranteed by revelation. We should like
t‘o have his treatise On resurrection, a problem for which Al-Kindi could
find only a religious answer as we have seen (cf. above p. 181).
) Al-Kindi did not address a sophisticated audience which had been
1mb}1ed with Greek philosophy for centuries. His intention was obviously
to give a philosophical substructure to Muslim religious tradition, under-
stood in the way in which the Mu‘tazilite theologians interpreted it.
This was the ‘human’ science which he contrasted with the ‘divine’ science
qf prophetic revelation; it is his contention, as has been shown, that the
findings of philosophy agree with the data of religion. He was not, like
John Philoponus, concerned with refuting a rival metaphysical doctrine.
He was, on the contrary, one of the first people to introduce metaphysics

' His commentary on the Physics is dated A.D. 517,

(o}
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and natural theology into a world in which they had not existed before.
His adversaries were, like those of the Mu‘tazilites, followers of rival
religions, Manichaeans and Christians (cf. Ibn an-Nadim, Fshrist no.
167-168; T. de Boer, Kindi wider die Trinitit, Festschrift Nildeke,
Giessen 1906 1 p. 279 ff; A. Périer, Petils traités apologétiques de Y ahyd
b. “Adi, Paris 1920, Appendix I) and unspecified heretics (Fihrist no. 169)
— but there were no pagan Greek philosophers to be faced, except, in a
sense, the Sabaeans (in whom Al-Kindi seems to have been interested,
cf. F. Rosenthal, Ahmad b. at-Tayyib as-Sarahsi, New Haven 1943,
P- 17. p. 41 ff. = Fihrist p. 318, 14-320, 9 Fliigel).

4 — Al-Kindi on Sira 55, 5

But we can give a still more precise description of the way in which
Al-Kindi introduced philosophy to his contemporaries. The agreement
between Scripture and philosophical truth is, as we have seen, a basic
conviction of Al-Kindi: there is no discrepancy between the revealed
word and its explanation in rational terms. The eighthrisdlain Abii Rida’s
edition ‘Explanation of the worship of the uttermost body and its

obedience to God' (Je, ¢ a ws\by Gai¥l 4\ 5 o LLV), dedi-
cated to the caliph’s son, is a good specimen of the way in which he
demonstrated the validity of this claim. He may have done the same in

other now lost treatises (cf. above p. 183), and his pupil As-Sarakhsi
appears to have employed the same method (as Al-Biriini reports, cf.

F. Rosenthal, as-Sarahsi, p. 51 and 134: QT ) ‘51 gzt ). Here he
applied the Mu‘tazilite method of fafsir (cf. above p. 181 ff.), of grammatical

and linguistic explanation of the Qur’an (cf. I. Goldziher, Richtungen,
p. 186 n. 1; 239 2; 240) which he considered as a work of the utmost

periectlon (cf above p. 181) to a line from the 55th Sura (5): ¢ ‘,;.T\,
‘.h-.... ,,...\\’ —The star and the tree do obeisance’ (Bell). Al-Kindi is

in ne doubt about the meaning of najm (cf. recently A. Fischer, An-najm
Sura 55, 5, Islamica 5, 1931, p. 198 fi.), which was already controversial
in his days (cf. Tabari ad locum, vol. 27, p. 61 below) and followed the best
authorities of the old theological tradition, the Mekkan Mujahid (d. 718
or 720, cf. Goldziher, Richtungen, p. 107 . and passim) and the Basrian
Qatada (d. 735, cf. Goldziher, Richtungen, passim) in understanding it as
‘stars’; he tacitly rejected the meaning ‘herbs’ which, among recent
scholars, Fischer and Blachére have accepted, and concentrated on the
meaning of sajada (I p. 245, 10 ff. A. R.). But the Mu‘tazilite exegetical
method now serves philosophical ends and thus goes beyond the realm
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of Kalam; the picture of the Mu‘tazila as Al-Kindi’s starting point be-
comes, however, more distinct, although he uses their ways of under-
standing the Qur’in for a new and different purpose (I p. 244, 17 ff.):
“Verily the word of Muhammad the truthful (Muhammad as-sidiq:
cf. I p. 104, 10 ar-rusul as-sddiga) and what he transmitted on the
authority of God is all given in rational terms and arguments
(bi-l-magdyis al-‘agliyya cf. p. 244, 1. 16)1 Only those people
who are deprived of intelligence (J,LJ\ 9l o o) and endowed
with ignorance ( Joi\ i,y aa\) refuse to accept them”. A state-
ment of this kind is in full agreement with the claim of the Mu‘ta-
zilite interpreters of the Qur’an. I quote (from Goldziher, Richfungen,
p- 1361.): “'Die Vernunit als Quelle der religiésen Erkenntnis, ein Grund-
satz den zu allererst die Mu‘tazila in die islamische Religionsbetrachtung
eingefiihrt hat (Kashshdf 1 544). Sie werden in ihren Theorien von
kalter (!) Verniinftigkeit geleitet. Selbst die Propheten lassen sie die
Wabhrheit ihrer gottlichen Sendung dadurch beweisen, dass sie durch
Gott zur Ergriindung von Vernunftargumenten geleitet worden sind.
Dies sei das ‘Zeichen (dya) von eurem Herrn’, das der Prophet nach 3v. 44
bringt (Kaskshdf I 148). Die Propheten werden von Gott zur ungldubigen
Menschheit gesandt, um die Denktrigen zur Denktitigkeit anzuregen,
ebenso — setzt Zamakhshari (zu 4 v. 163) hinzu — wie du dies auch von
den Gelehrten der Gerechtigkeit und Gotteseinheit (den Mu‘taziliten)
erfihrst (Kashshdf, 1 240) etc.” It is inconceivable, Al-Kindi continues,
to believe in the apostleship of Muhammad and to accept his message as

true (6.):0) ‘,_\._’ e ow ‘;L.a WS ., u‘.\ o+) and to reject and
disapprove the explanations (J‘,\; \s) of the interpreters of the Qur’an.
Often people are ignorant of the language of the Qurian ( }g= .0 O}<
Ja-MN e 3t @ W) and do not know how to deal properly with lexi-

cographlcal and grammatical problems in general as well as in Arabic.
In the present case this applies particularly to ambiguous words (I p.
245, 41 AW\ L\ii. 245, 7:.\Y) 4\Li). Needless to emphasize that the
adequate explanatlon of the mutashabihat (Sura 3 v. 5 and Zamakhshari
ad loc.), of words which admit of different explanations, is again one of

the main concerns of Mu‘tazilite interpreters of the Qur’an (cf. Goldziher,
Richtungen, p. 127 ff., especially for the discussion of nazara which is

! ,._._\L w guldoyiapol Theologic des Aristoteles p. 100, 16 Dieterici (cf. Plotinus Enn. 1v
4, 6 line 13).
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very similar to Al-Kindi’'s problem). It is characteristic of the Arabic
language that it can use the same word for two diametrically opposed
meanings, as for instance ‘ddsl which denotes the just man ‘who gives

the thing its due’ (G . &) Jaas) and the unjust man who goes astray.
It is worthwhile mentioning that Al-Kindi says that one word is ‘used by
convention (;,:o;:_ )" for two opposites, because this, again, agrees with the

Mu‘tazilite view of the origin of language (cf. P. Kraus, Beitrige zur
islamischen Ketzergeschichte, Riv. Stud. Or. 14, 1934, p. 127 ff. and
128 n. 2. Jabir ibn Hayyan 11, Cairo 1942, p. 256). The discussion of
sujiid which follows (I p. 245. 10 ff.) represents an instructive specimen
of the way in which one can, by the use of the Mu‘tazilite method, prove
that the Greek astronomical theology as modified by John Philoponus
is expressed clearly in the two words of the Qur’in under discussion
(najm and sajada). It may, as a very early text of philosophical Qur’an
exegesis, be considered as a valuable piece of evidence initself and should
be compared with the use made of qur’anic verses by later philosophers.
Sujtid means, according to Al-Kindi, either ‘prostration in prayer as
ordained by the religious law’ or ‘obedience’, as can be proved (cf. the
parallel from Imra’i-Qais discussed above p. 182 and what has been
said there about loci probantes from pre-islamic poetry) from a line of
Nibigha (normally quoted with a slightly different reading). The meaning

of is\l ‘obedience’ is more suitable for the stars since they have no hu-
man shape. And at any rate the wording points to a permanent sujdd

(the pronoun J having been omitted), hence ‘prostration in prayer’

cannot have been intended. The exact meaning of is\> ‘obedience’.

is now followed up. It can be shown from common speech and lines of
poetry, that it may denote the change {_na.) from deficiency to perfection
or, in philosophical terms, from potentiality to actuality. But it can mean
also ‘compliance with the command of the commander’ .\ J\ J\gW
Y. Such compliance presupposes responsible decision (ikhtiydr- cf.
I p 167, 1 AR i - i\, \@,.:n. 25 5),) = mpoaipears) which is to
be found only in beings with rational perfect souls (I p. 246,8:
Gall ot e WNMS s3] 5,3 L\, ). The sujid of the stars
(calledin thefollowing chapters of the Risdlat al-ashkhds al-<dliyya, the visi-
ble figures in the sky, cf.I p. 220, 5. 224, 15) must be a {d‘a of this kind,

not only because the stars have no limbs to perform a religious prostration
but because they are beyond the world of change and becoming altogether ;
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their movements do not change and have not changed through all the
many centuries of continuous astronomical observations. Their move-
ments constitute time and the seasons, and on time thus established
by the stars all vegetative and animal life and all coming-to-be and
passing-away depends. The stars, in fulfilling this function as the pro-
ximate cause of every happening in the sublunar world follow one com-

mand (I p. 247, 3: \'_\,\; \;'\) and thus comply with the will of God
(\¢ )\ s\ )'\ L.). But the working of the universe, though uniform and
unchanging, is by no means eternal. The divine command is followed
by the stixrs as long as God allows them to exist (I p. 247, 3: s z # Y
\¢,L Wi\ W), the world depends on the divine decree and lasts as long
as God’s inscrutable will permits (I p. 247, 7: JGl\ o \J 55 L Y ef.
I p. 257, 7. 259, 9 — A. J. Wensinck, p. 54).

5 — Astrology and Revelation

There is another example to demonstrate Al-Kindi’s conviction that
Scripture and scientific truth arrive at the same results. The counterpart
to Scripture is this time represented by astrology, which was considered
by Al-Kindi and the tradition with which he is connected as a genuine
branch of rational and methodical knowledge (cf. C. A. Nallino, Raccolta
di Scritti efc. V, Rome 1944, pp. 19 f. 25): but was emphatically rejected
by Al-Farabi (cf. Nallino, Raccolta V, p. 23 ff.), Ibn Sina (cf. Nallino,
p. 28 ff.), Al-Ghazzali (cf. ¢bid. p. 32), Ibn Rushd (cf. ibid. pp. 3. 30)
and Ibn Khaldiin (cf. sbid. p. 37). The problem is to find out in advance
how long the Empire of the Arabs will last (o al\ <)l s ). The text

was published by O. Loth, Al-Kindi als Astrolog, Morgenl. Forsch. fiir
H. L. Fleischer, Leipzig 1875, p. 261 ff. (cf. again, Nallino, Raccolta V,
p. 15 ff.). The answer given by therevealed text and the correct application
of the science of astrology are shown to be identical: 693 years exactly.
In a way this case, since Al-Kindi deals in it with exact numbers, is most
instructive for his general attitude to the problem of faith and reason.
As-Sarakhsi, his immediate pupil, reproduces the same argument .
The problem in itself was certainly not invented by Al-Kindi, as can
easily be inferred from his own treatise. His astrological methods may
profitably be compared to a Greek work on the duration of the Muslim
Empire written A.D. 775 and unearthed and published by H. Usener,

' Cf. F. Rosenthal, Akmad b. a{-Tayyib as-Saraksi, pp. 122 ff.
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De Stephano Alexandrino, available also in his Kleine Schrifien 111,
Leipzig-Berlin 1914, pp. 258 ff., 266 ff.

II

In the first part of these studies, Al-Kindi's connection with the
Mu‘tazilite interpretation of Islam and his conviction that revelation
and philosophy attain identical results although in different ways has
been described. The fact that a creation from nothing is valid both as
an article of faith and as a fundamental tenet of philosophy turns out
to be one of the most impressive illustrations of his rather uncommon
attitude. The astrological treatise is equally instructive!) In both cases
Al-Kindi disagrees with all the leading later philosophers, who follow the
Neoplatonic doctrine of an eternal creation and reject astrology alto-
gether. Al-Kindi’s appreciation of the Kalam is, by implication, repu-
diated most emphatically by Al-Farabi? who uphelds the priority of
human reason and understands established religion as an approach to
truth through symbols (mathdldt) and therefore inferior to philesophical
demonstration. It is now proposed to deal with some distinctive features
of his philosophical thought, in addition to the points already discussed
and thus to prepare the way for giving Al-Kindi his place in the history
of Aristotelian Neoplatonism, which had come to dominate in late
antiquity and was to prevail in Islamic philosophy. Since it is obvious
that our evidence of the different trends in late Greek Neoplatonism is
determined by the restricted interest of later Byzantine centuries, it is
not always possible to find out or even to guess what Al-Kindi's sources
were, even if we were, a priori, to concede that he only reproduced
arguments or whole works of ultimately Greek ancestry. It is common
knowledge, on the other hand, that a not too small amount of originally
Greek thought can only be traced nowadays in Arabic texts either in
translation or in books or articles written by Arabic philosophers.
Hence we have to use a certain amount of discretion in our inquiry and
to be satisfied with probabilities. On the Arabic side it will be useful to
compare Al-Kindi consistently with Al-Faribi and Ibn Sina.

It is very likely, as has been pointed out {above p. 190 fi.) that Al-Kindi
ultimately depended on John Philoponus’ attacks on Proclus and

! Cf. also Ignaz Goldziher, Stellung der alten Islamischen Orthodoxie zu den antiken Wissen-
schaften, Abk. d. preuss. Ak. der Wissensch., Phslos. Hist. Klasse 1915, nr. 8, p. 20 ff.

* Ci. his stringent criticism of the Kalam in De divisione scientiarum ch. 5, pp. 107, 15-113 {ed.
“Uthman Amin, Cairo 1949). Gardet-Anawati, Introduction d la Théologie Musul , Paris 1948,
p. 102 ff,
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Aristotle while demonstrating that the world was neither ungenerated
nor undestructible but created from nothing and to be reduced to nothing.
But it seems to be beyond doubt that the differences from orthodox
Aristotelianism to be noticed in Al-Kindi's philosophical statements
which are not concerned with creation have little in common with the late
school of Alexandria—with whose teaching Al-Farabi seems more closely
connected than Al-Kindi. Thus we owe to Al-Kindi a fragment from a
Platonising work of Aristotle (I p. 279, 3 {f.), probably the Eudemus,
embedded in a risdla in which he teaches the immortality of the soul in
Plato’s manner !, Similar ideas about immortality are to be found in his
‘Consolatio’ which represents a good specimen of Platonising later Greek
popular philosophy 2. The survey of Aristotle’s writings which we read
in the Aristotle risdla provides evidence of a similar kind, I mean, it
shows a stronger emphasis on the Platonic element in the union of
Plato and Aristotle, of whose agreement in essential tenets Al-Kindi is as
convinced as Porphyry and Simplicius or Al-Farabi and Ibn Sindi—
although Aristotle is in his view the greatest philosopher of all (but can
be represented as sharing many Platonic tenets without any reservation) 3.
The fact that psychology is not to be considered to be part of the natural
sciences as Alexander of Aphrodisias, John Philoponus, Al-Farabi
and Ibn Sini and others taught 4 but constitutes a special section within
the philosophical syllabus is worth noticing, the reason given being
that the soul and its different faculties are intermediate between the
material and the spiritual world 5. A similar appreciation of Aristotle’s

1 Cf. ‘'Un frammento nuovo di Aristotele’, Studs Italiani di Filologia Classica N.S.,14, 1937, pp. 125-
137 (with corrections of the manuscript followed by Aba Rida). Sir David Ross, The Works of
Arsstotle ete. X11, Oxford 1952, p. 23. For an echo of Aristotle’s Protrepticus in Al-Kindi’s First
Philosophy (1 p. 105, 1 fi. A.R.) cf. Oriens 3, 1950 p. 9 n. 20 and 21 [cf. above p. 38 f.].

* Cf. H. Ritter-R. Walzer, Uno scritto morale di al-Kindi (Roma 1938) and Oriens 3, 1950 p. 2
n. 4. A. Spitaler, Die arabische Fassung des Trostbriefes Alexanders an seine Mutter, Studi orien-
talistici in onore di G. Levi della Vida, 11, Roma 1956, pp. 493 ff.

* Cf. I p. 103, 1: Aristotle is &V 3 g,..;\;_,)\ )"J._\,. . Plato and Aristotle agree: cf. the tenth

and eleventh treatises of vol. [ and I 12, p. 301, 6: J!__.\,’g\\ F'{- Q)\n\)é\ Wi \at 0%y J\i 288
GLadl LY e b 550 ey ld e oS, ), and T3, B 353, 2 53, e

wSEY oW ey i an, i part ey onslp Pl e g

4 But in the part of the Ibn Sini's Kildb al-insdf which deals with the De anima the psychology
has its place between Physics and Metaphysics as in Al-KindI's treatise, cf. A. Badawi, Arista
“nda I-Arab p. 75 and S. Pines, Archsves d'histoire doctrinale et littéraire du Moyen Age 1953,
p- 13 and n. 2.

¢ Cf. M. Guidi-R. Walzer, Uno scritto introductivo allo studi di Aristotele, Accademia des Linces,
Roma 1940, pp. 378-380.
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psychological writings existed in the Athenian Neoplatonic school, as
we learn from Simplicius !, and I should like to maintain my previous
contention that Al-Kindi has his ultimate philosophical roots in the
Athenian school of Proclus although we cannot, for the time being,
determine which the connecting links were and when and where the
different trends indicated before were joined together?. Al-Kindi's
acceptance of astrology places him also in the vicinity of the same
Neoplatonic trend 3. The little we know about Al-Kindi's moral philo-
sophy reveals him again as a Platonist following a scheme of virtues
and vices which may have been established by Porphyry and which
is very ditferent from the Nicomachean Ethics although it incorporates
Aristotle’s definition of virtue as the mean between two vices 4, More
support for that assumption can be obtained by discussing Al-Kindi’s
view of the world above the moon and particularly one feature of his
astral theology in which he is at variance with Al-Farabi and Ibn
Rushd but seems to agree with Avicenna.

Since the days of Plato and Aristotle it is commonly believed by
Greek philosophers (the Epicureans only excepted) that the heavenly
bodies are animated by divine minds, and their Arabic disciples conform
to this view, as is, after all, not surprising. But it could be asked whether
the uttermost sphere and the spheres of the planets had some sense-
perception as well, and supposing they had, whether they were endowed
with all the five senses or only with some of them. Al-Kindi discusses
this question in the Qur’dn-Risdla to which I referred before (above
p. 196 ff.) and decides that the uttermost sphere and the other both solid
and transparent spheres (which have intellect and life and selective will,
wpoaltpectg, thhtiydr®) have the two noble senses (al-hissdni ash-shari-
fanz), i.e. sight and hearing, but are not in need of the remaining three:
since they do not grow and hence do not feed like mortal living beings,
they can do without taste and smell, and since their movement is vo-
luntary and circular and they cannot be acted upon by anything material
from the outside, they can dispense with the lower sense of touch as well
(I p. 253 f. Abii Rida). A statement of this kind is obviously contrary
to Aristotle’s view as expressed in the De caelo (I 2-3), where only ‘in-

! Phys. 1,15 ff. Diels. De an. 1, 22 ff., 2, 29 ff. 3, 5 Heinze.

* Cf. the publication mentioned p. zo1 n. 2 and Oriens 6, 1953, p. 107 ff.

* Cf. e.g. E. R. Dodds, Procius. The Elements of Theology, Oxford 1933, pp. 284, 303 ff.

¢ Cf. R. Walzer, Some aspects of Miskawaih's tahdhib al-akhlaq, Studs orientali sm omore di
G. Levi della Vida 11, Roma 1956, pp. 604-608. Encyclopacdia of Islam, S d Edition, vol. I s.v.
Akhlak 11, 3 {cf. below p. 221 f1.].

* Cf. above p. 226.
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telligences’ as separate motive agents of each sphere are recognised, and,
hence, more orthodox Aristotelians than Al-Kindi, Al-Farabi and
Averroes for instance, endow the star movers (whom they identify with
the ‘angels’ of Islam!) with intellect only 2. But in his earlier days Aristotle
—in all probability in his lost dialogue On Philosophy—had put forward
the same ideas as Al-Kindi, and following him Stoics and Neo-Platonists
give reason and sense-perception to the stars. A late Neoplatonist in
Alexandria, Olympiodorus, in his commentary on Plato’s Phaedo 65a
(p. 26, 22 ff. Norvin=Aristotle fr. 24 Ross), is our only (but certain)
authority for attributing this view to Aristotle who was in this respect
followed by Proclus: xai 6 piv [Ipbxdog Podretar ta odpavia &dtv pévov
nai dxonyv Eyewv xabanep xai *Apiototédyng. 3 We learn from the adjoining
section in Olympiodorus’ commentary (p. 27, 3-11) that Proclus’ late
successor Damascius opposed his master, holding that the heavenly
bodies have also the other senses. This controversy was evidently still
known to the unknown philosopher who established this further link of
Al-Kindi with ideas shared by Proclus. It is tempting and not impossible
to assume that Al-Kindi's arguments against the claims of the lower
senses, taste and smell and touch, ultimately go back to Aristotle’s
dialogue. Proclus’ own arguments are discussed at considerable length
in his commentary on Plato’s Témaeus (vol. II pp. 83-92 Diehl) and may
have been traditional in contexts of this kind (cf. also Plotinus IV 3 and
Bréhier’s edition vol. IV p. 42 ff., 46 ff. Simplicius, De caelo p. 463, 1
Heiberg).

It is interesting to realise that Ibn Sina, who is on the whole more
of a Platonist than Al-Farabi and Ibn Rushd, appears to have come very
near to this opinion of Al-Kindi and almost have shared it in all its
essentials: by crediting the heavenly bodies with gavtacla, takhayyul

t For ‘angels’ in the place of the Greek Qeol cf. Porphyry, Isagoge p. 14, 2. 18, 23 Busse {and
apparatus criticus). ‘A diatribe of Galen’, Harvard Theological Review, 47, 1954, p. 247 and nn. 9-10,
Al-Farabl, as-ssydsat al-madaniyya, p. 3 (Hyderabad). L. Gardet, La pensée religieuse d’ Avicenne,
Paris 1951, pp. 116 ff. S. van den Bergh, Averroes’ Tahdfut, Il pp. 23, 135, 162.

 Cf., e.g., Al-Faribi, ard’ ahl al-madina al-ladila 10 (p. 19 f. Dieterici).

$ [ quote the text in Sir David Ross’ translation (p. 94 f.) in full: ‘‘Proclus would have heavenly
bodies possess only sight and hearing, as Aristotle also would; of the senses they have only these,
which are those that contribute to well-being, not those that contribute to being, as the other
senses do, The poet (Homer) testifies to this, saying: ‘Sun, who seest all things and hearest all things
(Il. 3, 277; Od. 12, 323)"—which implies that the heavenly bodies have only sight and hearing.
Aristotle adds that these senses, most of all, have knowledge by way of activity rather than of
passivity, and are fitter for the unchanging heavenly bodies.” Cf. fr. 21 Walzer (Cicero, De nat.
deor. 2, 42-44): semsus astrorum atque intelligentia .... motus astrorum voluntarius. fr. 26:
..... caeli divinus ille sensus. Cf. A. J. Festugitre, La Révélation d'Hermés Trismégisie 11. Le
Dieu Cosmique, Paris 1949, pp. 248 ff.
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he implicitly accepted the view that they have sense-perception of some
kind. I quote from Ibn Rushd’s criticism of Ibn Sind to be found in the
Tahdfut at-Tahdfut (p. 495 Bouyges, transl. van den Bergh, Averroes’
Tahdfut 1 p. 301): “What al-Ghazzali mentions here is, to my knowledge,
not said by any philosopher except Avicenna, namely that the heavenly
bodies have representations, not to speak of the fact that these repre-

sentations should be infinite (\g} L\¢ ¥ s Jis C)“ Jde Mas); and
Alexander of Aphrodisias explains in his book called The Principles
of the Universe (ed. Badawi, Aristii “inda’l-*Arab, Cairo 1947, p. 255) that

these bodies have no representations, because representations (J\._i\)
exist only in living beings (), £\ 3) because of their conservation,
and these bodies do not fear corruption, and with respect to them repre-
sentations would be valueless (and likewise sensations _.},o! .:l\j{_, ). If

they had representations they would also have sensations, since sensations
are the condition for representations and every being which has repre-
sentations necessarily has sensations although the reverse is not true’!.
I should like to think that Avicenna accepted, like Al-Kindi, only the
two higher senses and, in addition, that he localised them in the souls of
the spheres which in his thought (but not in the system of Al-Farabi) are
distinguished from the separate astral intellects and hence may have
representations and sensations of a peculiar kind and obviously some
functions different from those allotted to the intellects.

It seems to be likely that the whole question whether the stars
have sense-perception can be linked up with the wider issue of divine
providence and divine knowledge of the particulars. This applies de-
finitely to Plato and the early Aristotle, as scholars have rightly insisted
(cf. D. J. Allan, The philosophy of Aristotle, Oxford 1952, p. 24 ff. %
The attack on Avicenna in the Tahdfut at-Tahdfut occurs in a similar
context, and the problem which appears, at first sight, odd and senseless
thus becomes more significant and interesting 3.

1 Cf. also S. van den Bergh, Dse Epitome der Mctaphysik des Averroes, Leiden 1924, pp. 109, 118
and notes.

% Cf. M. S. Pines, Un fragment inconnu d'Aristote en version arabe, Comptes rendus de I' Académie
des Imscriptions, 1955, pp. 387 ff. [cf. also Archives d'Histoire Doclrinale ¢t Littéraire du Moyen
Age 1956 (Paris 1957) p. 25 f1.}.

* Cf. L. Gardet, La pensée, pp. 77 and n. 3.

Addition

Ad. p. 222, n. 3(and A. Altmann-S. M. Stern, Ishdg Isracli. A Neoplatonic Philosopher of the
10tk cemtury, Oxford 1958, passim).
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p. 175 n. 1. Definitions: cf. A. Altmann-S. M. Stern, Isaac Israeli, Oxford 1958, pp. 27-31. S. M.
Stern, Notes on Al-Kindi's treatise on definitions, Journal of the Royal Asiatic Society, 1959,
PP: 32-43.

Ethics: cf. below p. 201, n. 2.

p. 178 1. 7. Cf. Altmann-Stern, op.cst., p. 185 f.

p. 179 ». 2. Cf.Clem. Al., Pasd. 1 36, 1 and H. Marrou, Recherches sur la tradition Platonicienne,
Entretiens Hardt 3, 1958, p. 192.

p.1821. 3. For ‘the One, the True' read ‘the true One’ (Baneth).

#. 182 m. 2. Cf. Altmann-Stern, op.cit., p. 72 {.

p. 183 ». 2. Cf. Basilius, Hexameron 11 7 (p. 45B-C Migne).

p. 184 n. 3. Read ¢“Aql is not a qur'anic word, but it is already frequent in old Arabic poetrys.

p. 188 L. 22. Read athe real Ones.

p. 188 1. 25.  For 'it’ read ‘they’.

p. 188 », 1. For ‘188’ read ‘182"

p. 189 m. 3. Cf. Altmann-Stern, op.cil., pp. 69 L., and pp. 70 fi. (Ammonius, On the opinions of the
philosophers.)

p.190L 15. Cf. A. Altmann, A note on the rabbinic doctrine of creation, Journal of Jewish
Studies, 7, 1956, p. 195 fI. G. Scholem, Schépfung aus Nichts und Selbstverschrinkung
Gottes, Eranos—Jahrbuck 25, pp. 87-119.

p. 191 I 17. Add note 1a: John Philoponus was ‘heretical’, but his works were read by the
Nestorians and thus reached the Arabs.

p. 1911 34. Add note 3. Cf. W. Wieland, Die Ewigkeit der Welt (Der Streit zwischen Johannes
Philoponus und Simplicius), Die Gegenwart der Gricchen sm neueren Denken, Festschrift H. G.
Gadamer, Tiibingen 1960, pp. 291-316.

p. 194 n. 1. Cf. A. Baumstark, Geschichie der syrischen Literatwr, Bonn 1922, p. 162.

p. 199 m. 1. As-Sarahsi's view is reported by Al-Birtni (who disagrees) in a passage published for
the first time by F. Rosenthal, op.cit., pp. 132-134. Cf. also Ibn Khaldin, Mugaddima 111,
chapter 54. Cf. G. Vayda, La doctrine astrologique de Juda b. Nissim b. Malka, Homenaje
Millds Vallicrosa, 11, Barcelona 1956, p. 499.

£. 203 n. 3. W. Theiler draws my attention to the relevant passage in {John Philoponus}, De ax.,
pp. 595, 36 ff. Hayduck, where Alexander's and the Neoplatonist Plutarch’s views about the
sense-perception of the stars are discussed in great detail, cf. particularly pp. 597, 2-598, 7
and Simplicius, De an., p. 320, 22 ff. Hayduck. Cf. also H. A. Wolfson, Immovable Movers in
Aristotle and Averroes, Hervard Studies in Classical Philology, 63, 1958, p. 234 and n. 4 (refer-
ences to Philo and Crescas).

p. 204 ». 3. Cf. also R. Walzer, Aristotle and Plato in the Mid-Fourth Century (Papers Symposium
Aristotelicum 1957), Goteburg 1960, pp. 105-112.



AL-FARABI'S THEORY OF PROPHECY AND DIVINATION

It is the purpose of this paper to draw the attention of classical scholars
to an Arabic theory of prophecy and divination which, though known for
a long time in the original text and in modern translation, has quite
escaped the notice of those interested in the history of late Greek philo-
sophy and its continuation in mediaeval Islam. I mean here by prophecy
and divination, like the Arabic author I am going to deal with, all kinds
of apparently supernatural knowledge, concerned with the realm of the
transcendent as well as with particular events in the future and special
happenings at the present time. The possessors of this knowledge are
characterized as individuals of a peculiar excitability and a range of
imagination which exceeds the normal. Attempts at explaining phenomena
of this kind in rational terms were not uncommon in Greek philosophy
from Plato’s days down to late Neoplatonism. I propose to show that the
Arabic theory continues these Greek discussions and to suggest that it
represents, at the same time, a facet of Greek thought which has not
survived in its original context.

Al-Fdrabi (c. a.p. 870-950), a well-known Muslim Neoplatonist and
Aristotelian of outstanding importance in the history of Islamic philo-
sophy 1, deals at some length with prophecy in his work The Views of the
People 2 of the Best State 3. Since, in accordance with the Greek tradition,
he connects divination and prophecy with an innate faculty of the soul
itself, and does not describe it as a state of possession by supernatural
powers, his explanation of these phenomena is linked up with his analysis
of man and his Neoplatonic-Aristotelian metaphysics. Prophecy is

1Cf. e.g. R. Walzer, The History of Philosophy : East and West, London 1953, vol. 2,
pp- 136 fi. [above, p. 1 fi.]. C. Brockelmann, Geschichte der arabischen Litteratur 1, Leiden
1943, pp. 232 ff.

2 The classical Arabic language has no word for ‘‘citizen’” woAityg, and the translators
of Greek texts had to face this difficulty. Cf. Sir Hamilton Gibb, The Evolution of Govern-
ment in Early Islam, Studia Islamica, 4, pp. 5-18.

3 This paper is based on chapters 20-25 and 27 of the work, and more specifically on
chapters 24 and 25. The text is available in a not very satisfactory Arabic edition by
F. Dieterici, Leiden 1895, in a German translation by the same scholar (4l-Farabi, Der
Musterstaat, Leiden 1900) and in a French translation (R. P. Janssen, Youssef Karam et
J. Chlala, Al-Fardbi, Idées des habitants de la cité vertueuse, Cairo 1949). References to
special passages indicate Dieterici’s Arabic text and can be easily verified in his German
translation.
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auxiliary to the rational faculty and as such an indispensable ingredient
in man’s perfection; divine inspiration (wafy) ! can be understood as the
union of the highest philosophical knowledge with the highest form of
prophecy; but the primacy of reason and philosophy is maintained,
prophecy being confined to the faculty of imagination, which is given a
less humble positicn than in Aristotle’s De anima, but still ranked as
inferior to philosophy. This evaluation of prophecy comes near to Plato’s
attitude as expressed in Tim. 72a, Phaedr. 248d, Rep. IX 571c f. and
elsewhere (cf., e.g., the pseudo-Platonic Definitions 414b z) and may be
compared to Aristotle On philosophy, fr. 12a Ross; it is a fair guess that
Al-Farabi represents in this respect, as elsewhere, what is ultimately a
Hellenistic or Middle Platonic tradition which may have been drawn
upon by Porphyry; ¢f. Al-Farabi's description of the Oclx pavia in the
Phaedrus in his work De Platonis Philosophia, 22 (p. 10 f. Rosenthal-
Walzer). But the details in his theory presuppose not only Alexander of
Aphrodisias’ De anima 2, but also the Neoplatonic metaphysics of emana-
tion in an unusual variation which was, however, accepted by many
Arabic philosophers after Al-Farabi: the First Cause was at the same time
the Plotinian One, the eternal creator of an eternal world, and the
Aristotelian divine Mind 3; and the vol¢ wowtiég had become a transcen-
dent entity comparable to the Neoplatonic world-volc. Most remarkable
is the theory of imagination adopted by Al-Farabi; its Greek author had
probably taken as his basis Aristotle’s view of pavtacix as modified by
the Stoics but, under Neoplatonic influence, given it a new direction.

1 Cf. Encyclopedia of Islam, s.v., and recently R. Bell, Introduction to the Qur'an, Edin-
burgh 1953, pp. 31 ff., who shows that waby and the actual text of the Koran are to be
considered as two different things. Cf. also L. Massignon in Festugi¢re, La révélation
d’Heymeés Trismégiste, Paris 1950, p. 385. Al-Farabi fully realized that his philosophical
definition of walhy is opposed to the way in which it is understood by tradition and
speculative theology, cf. his De divisione scientiarum, V, p. 108, ii f. (ed. Osman Amin) and
L. Gardet and M. M. Anawati, Introduction & la Théologie Musulmane, Paris 1948, p. 104 f.

® The work was available to Al-Firibi in a ninth-century Arabic version by Ishaq,
son of Hunain (cf. Supplementum Aristotelicum I1, pp. xiv ff. Bruns) and was commented
upon by him in a special work of his own (cf. Ibn al-Qiftf, p. 279, 22 Lippert). Some lost
works by Alexander have been discovered in Arabic versions and published (but not trans-
lated into a European language) ; some more have been recently traced in Istanbul (cf.
Festschyift Bruno Snell, Miinchen 1956, p. 190). [J. Finnegan S.]., Texte Arabe du Ilepl voi
d’Alexandre d’Aphrodise, Mélanges de I'Université St. Joseph 33, 1956, pp- 150-202.}
[Cf. above, p. 30 .]

3 There is some slight late Greek evidence for this theory, as is shown by S. van den
Bergh, Averroes’ Tahafué al-Tahdfut, vol. 11, London 1954, p. 74; but we can trace a
similar conception of the First Quse back to Middle Platonism, cf. Albinus, Isagoge 9
(p. 163, 29 Hermann = IX 3, p. 53 Louis) and 0.
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Soul is for Al-Farabi—as in the Greek philosophical tradition—the
principle of life (hence it comprehends a vegetative faculty (Bperwricy
Sbvapig) and reaches its perfection in reason and disciplined thinking.
It is made up of several faculties or powers (Suvapew)—‘parts’ of the soul
or different ‘“‘souls” are tacitly rejected—the vegetative faculty, sense-
nerception, imagination or representation, and reason; with the exception
of the first, each of these faculties is associated with an appropriate desire,
a dovaprg dpextunds; vel dpunrind). Imagination—which interests us in the
present context as the seat of prophecy and divination—is, in this section
of Al-Farabi's work, characterized as preserving the impressions (tdmot
or turdeels) made upon it as a result of the activity of sense-perception
and either connecting those images which it preserves with each other
or separating them from each other so as to produce either true or false
representations of past sense experiences within the soul. These faculties
are closely interlocked, so that their distinctly graded order—which
corresponds at the same time to their order of generation—can be neither
changed nor reversed, each lower faculty being the matter for the one
higher in rank, with the exception of the rational faculty, which is the
form of all prior forms. The same relationship can be expressed by dis-
tinguishing ruling and spbordinate powers within the soul and by estab-
lishing ruling and subordinate faculties within the province of vegetative
life, sense-perception and desire. (The relation between the ruling power
of sense-perception—elsewhere known as “common sense’’—and imagi-
nation is defined in a similar way as by [ John Philop.] De an. p. 507.16 ff.;
S. van den Bergh, op. cit., I1, p. 187.) 1

In the same way Alexander, following Stoic predecessors had spoken
of reason as td t¥¢ uxic frysmwovixév and can contrast fHyepovinév and
dmnpetinév within different faculties of the soul 2. Thus Al-Farabi recog-
nizes a ruling vegetative power (p. 35, 2 fi.) and a ruling power of percep-
tion (mpdtov aloBymuxdv, ¢f. Sir David Ross, Parva Naturalia, Oxford,
1955, p- 35), identical with common sense (p. 35, 11 ff.), and corresponding

13et eldbvr &m gavraota Eotl Sivapeg Sextuch) Sk plong aloBioews tév alotmrav -
eldév. . . . dmopobo 3t €dBds bx Bupidv mpdg adTdy &rL TodTe TH Myw bl Sevivoxe™

q;av‘racla Tiig xowviig alaBharwng « xal % xowd) yap alabnorg Sivapls domi Sexruch) Tév alabnriv
By duk péong alobioews . . . Myopev 3¢ &nt ) piv pavracix Sextoa) Eomt Tév elddv duk
péane mdang aloBhocwg, xal xowdic xad pepuciic, § 3¢ xowh alobnowg did péaov Tig peptxie
alobhoewg pévg Sextind tom v eldiv - bore abm totl Supopd pavraslag xad xowig
alofhoens.

2 Cf. Nemesius of Emesa, De nat. hom., p. 177, 3: Tov 3t duydv ta pév dom bmovp-
yued Te xal Sopupopind, Td 8¢ dpyuek xad Hycpovid. W. W. Jaeger, Nemesios von Emesa,
Berlin 1914, p. 21.
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subordinate powers 1. Like Alexander, who in psychology as elsewhere
smooths out the apparent discrepancies within the Corpus Aristotelicum,
he localizes the ruling vegetative power (p. 35, 2 f. = Alexander, De ax.,
P- 94.18 Bruns), the ruling power of sense-perception (p. 35, 17 = Alex.,
De an., p. 96, 11 ff.), the imaginative faculty (p. 35, 19 = Alex., D¢ an.,
p. 97, I1 ff.) and the ruling power of desire (p. 36, 14 = Alex., De an.,
P. 97, 17) in the heart as primary organ, thereby following Aristotle’s
views in the Parva Naturalia (cf. Sir David Ross, op. cit.,, p. 6 f) and
discarding what Aristotle maintains in the De anima. Al-Farabi differs,
however, from Alexander—who in one place wants reason to be located
in the heart as well (0p. cit., p. 98, 24 ff.)—by not locating the highest
faculty of the soul in any bodily organ at all and thus, as in other transcen-
dent aspects of his system, rather agreeing with Plotinus (Enn. iv, 3.23) 2.
By thus selecting Aristotle’s psychology in the systematic form given to
it by Alexander, Al-Farabi has, from the very beginning, some protection
against being misled by the narrow rationalism of most Stoics 3 or the
late Neoplatonic mysticism and contempt of the priority of reason,
keeping the middle way while approaching the difficult problem of pro-
phecy and divination.

This impression is strengthened when we look at Al-Farabi’s description
of the faculty of reason, the highest perfection of which constitutes
human happiness. As the divine mind rules the universe, so reason should
govern and control the life of man. No human faculty higher than reason
can be conceived. The different kinds of reason (voBg) which, again, are
ordered in terms of matter and form (p. 51 f.) also occur in a series familiar
since Alexander of Aphrodisias’ days: the material or passive intellect,
volig Dhxde or mabyrinée (Al-Farabi, p. 44; Alex., De an., p. 81, 22 ff.;
85. 10. Mant., p. 106, 19-107, 20), the intellect in aciu, xat’ évépysav
(Al-Farabi, p. 57, 24; Alex., De an., p. 86, 4 fi.), and the acquired intellect,
vobg énlxtrrog (Al-Farabi, p. 58, 3 = Alex., De an., p. 82, 1). The active

1 Cf. also Al-Farabi, pp. 46, 21 fi.

2 [But cf. Aristotle, De an. 111 4, 429a 24 fi.] It may, in this context, be relevant to
remember that a Neoplatonic commentary on Aristotle’s metaphysics E-N could be
accepted as the work of Alexander {cf. J. Freudenthal, Die durch Avervoes evhaltenen
Fragmente Alexanders sur Metaphysik, Berlin 1885, passim). Recent research has shown
that Proclus could pass for Alexander in Arabic tradition, cf. B. Lewin, Notes sur un
texte de Proclus en traduction arabe, Orientalia Suecana 4, 1955, pp- 195 fi., and S. Pings,
Une version arabe de trois propositions de Proclus, Oriens 8, 1955, pp. 195 fi. Thatextractsfrom
a paraphrase of Plotinus (the so-called Theology of Aristotle) and a work based on Proclus’ Ele-
menis of Theology (the De causis) were attributed to Aristotle by the Arabs is well known.

3 Which was accepted by Philo, De fuga, §166 ; Quis rer. div. heves, §259. Cf. also H.
Leisegang, Der heilige Geist, 1 1, Leipzig 1919, p. 146. v
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intellect, volig wowtinde, is no longer identical with the divine mind (Alex.,
De an., p. 88 2491, 6; ¢f. Albinus, Isag., p. 165, 21H.), but is described,
as it was by Marinus as reported by Stephanus == [John Philoponus),
De an., p. 535, 6, 31 fl., as Saudwids g ¥ ayyehxds, as a transcendent
immaterial entity placed next to the sphere of the moon and acting as
intermediary betwzen the divine Mind and the human intellect in trans-
mitting the divine emanation to the human soul once it has reached the
stage of the acquired intellect 1. But a union of the human mind with the
the active intellect is implicitly (¢f. p. 46, 10) and explicitly rejected, cf.
the passage quoted by S. Munk, Mélanges de Philosophie Juive et Avrabe,
Paris, 1859, p. 348, n. 3, and M. Steinschneider, Al-Fdrabi (St. Peters-
burg, 1869), p. 102, where this claim is likened to “fabulae vetularum’
by Al-Farabi 2. Al-Firabi thus differs in this respect from Plotinus, who
is reported by Porphyry (Life of Plotinus, 23) to have been capable of
the unio mystica 3, and the later Neoplatonists of the Athenian school
like Proclus—whose ecstatic states produced by theurgy are described
by Marinus, Life of Proclus, 22 4. Hence an explanation of prophecy as
the union of the perfect man with the divine mind, as an Islamic mystic
would have cherished it 5, was impossible for Al-Farabi for these reasons
also. His roots are in an earlier pre-Plotinian stratum of Greek Platonism
which coexisted with the later more extravagant forms of Neoplatonism
and from which he draws his particular strength. It is instructive to
compare this attitude with his approval of Plato’s attitude to politics
and his passionate opposition to Plotinus’ advice and that of other Neo-
platonists that one should withdraw from public life altogether and
concentrate on one’s individual salvation. He can appreciate Plato’s
Timaeus and also Republic and Laws, whereas Proclus confesses that
he would be happier if Plato had never written the two last-named
works 8,

1 The voli¢ wotTixés can then be likened to the Angel of Revelation, to Jabrall (cf.
Encyclopedia of Islam, s.v. Djabra'il and Mala’ika) or to the Qur’dnic Holy Spirit or
Trustworthy Spirit (cf. Al-Firabi, Siydsat, p. 3). P

21t is only after death that the souls of those who have reached the utmost perfection -

join the Active Intellect, which then corresponds to the “Kingdom of Heaven'’ in Islamic
theological language (cf.. Al-Faribi, Madina, p. 58, 18; 59, 3; Siydsat, p. 3, and Ency-
clopedia of Islam, s.v. Malakit and Djabarat).

3Cf. E. R. Dodds, The Greeks and the Irrational, Berkeley 1951, p. 286.

4Cf. also E. R. Dodds, op. cit., p. 201. Al-Farabi thus differs from Al-Ghazzali and
Maimonides who both accepted &wwoig (ittihad) in the case of exceptional human beings.

8 Cf. e.g., H. Ritter, Das Meer der Seele, Leiden 1955, pp. 499, 575.

¢ Cf. also R. Walzer, Some Aspects of Miskawaih’s Tahdhib al-Akhliq, Studi Orien-
talistici in onore di G. Levi della Vida, vol. 11, Roma 1956. pp, 608 ff. [Cf. below, p. 220 ff.]
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Qavracia, “imagination” or “representation”, is intermediate between
perception and reason; it not only provides reason with material derived
from sense-perception but is also at the service of the rational faculty in
other ways. But the Neoplatonists were concerned with the xdvw §36¢
as well, i.e. with the material provided by the rational faculty to “repre-
sentation” which the latter then translates into the visible and other
sensible images which are characteristic of it. They thus continued what
were ultimately Aristotelian ideas (¢f. De an. 111, 10, 433b29. 12, 434a30)
in a very interesting way; cf., e.g., what the Neoplatonist Plutarch,
following Iamblichus, has to say about the double aspect of pavrasia and
in particular its higher form (Ps.-John Philop., De an. I11, p. 515, 12 fi.) L.
In order to understand Al-Farabi’s theory of divination one must take
account of this particular development in the analysis of pavrasia, which
may well be older than the fourth century A.p. and again go back to
Middle Platonic sources.

Now, imagination is, according to Al-Farabi, also capable of an activity
of its own, which is no longer dependent on the material supplied by the
senses and preserved in the memory, and does not consist in combining
or separating this material. This activity comes into play mostly in sleep
and in dreams but in exceptlol;na.l cases also in waking life. It is said to be
an activity of “imitation”, p.ip.‘r)cl.;, a term with which we are familiar
in its meaning of ‘ artxstlc representation” but which obviously has a
wider range. In the case of physical states, then, a more mechanical sort
of gavraola is first to be noticed in which the images of sense impressions

Loy 8 gavraolay Srvhy ofetoan IThodrapyos « xat Td pév mépag adeiic v énl T &ve,
Hiyouv # doxh abriis, mépag dorl Tob SravonTinod, 18 8¢ EMo mépag adtig xopugd dotL TRV
aloffjoewy . . . udv olv gavraota . . . dmd Tob vob xad T Stavolag dvanabalperat xal T8
dreMds adriic drd TobTwv TEAstolton, AAAL xal &yetas Umd tobtwy el BBeiay xa® Soov
néquuev Exew dMiBeiav. . . . prol yap &mt domep elol Sbo ypappal ka6’ & onyeiov dAAwY
amrépevar, o0tw T4 dve y.époq g pavraciag T Guvantépevoy 79 Swvonmig Eariv. domep
ydp beeivo 10 onpeiov xal tadtéy dotv xol Evepov, Tadtdy udv &g &, Etepov 3t Stém xal
ueta Tig fver Sdvarran AapBaveoon edBetag xal peta Tiig xdrw, odtw xal # pavractx Sdvarat
xal dog Bv xad g 800 AapBdveoBar, Sibtt T@v piv alobnrdv T Sippmubvov elg &v cuvabpoller,
Tév 8t Oelwav T Gmhalv xal &g &v g elmol Swalov elg Thmovg Tivig xal poppig Swxpbpoug
dvapdrretar.  (Cf. Pauly-Wissowa-Kroll s.v. Plutarchos von Athen).

Cf. Proclus, In Crat., 129 (p. 76, 26 Pasquali) : xal y&p # gavracix voig doTt LoppwTINdg
@ ob uxbapés. In Remp., I, p. 30, 28 Kroll : Gods appear in human shape as &vapyH
wipBola of their true being. nds obv Beds dudppmrtos xdv wdTOTTHTAL HOPPRTLES * 0 Yo
& abtd § popeh N én’ adtol, pi Suvepévou Tob adtomTolvrog dpoppditeg ISelv ToV
dpdpgatay, AN 69&)@0; v Ty adTol Qho RoppLTIXES.

For Iamblichus, cf. Priscianus Lydus, Metaphr., p. 23, 13 fl. Bywater: npoafetéov
xal 7o "TapPhlyeie d¢ mdous vals Suvdpeat Tig uyiic mapamépuxey § gavractx and
P. 24, i fi. Simplicius, De an., p. 214, 18 ff. Hayduck.

P
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are merely reassorted. But there is also a “‘mimetic”’ way of treating the
same data or the emoctions which go together with them, a “creative”
gavractx. Through this creative pavraata a kind of access to metaphysical
truth with the help of images is open, this being a still higher activity of
piumote, which manifests itself in translating metaphysical truth into
symbols. Examples are given: a wet mixture of the body, an excess of
moisture among the temperaments, makes the mimetic capacity of
imagination imagine water or swimming, and there are corresponding
images produced whenever there is a surplus of the other temperaments
of the body. This activity of “representation”—by which a whole class
of dreams is explained rationally—may be compared to the activity of
reason in so far as it does not reproduce wetness itself; reason grasps the
essence of wetness by thinking it, without itself becoming wet. This
applies to representation as well, in so far as it cannot go beyond forming
a mental image and does not duplicate the experience obtained by the
other faculties of the soul. It is inferior to reason, because it can express
itself only through imagined sensibles which can never be as true as
abstract concepts; hence it can imagine abstract concepts in the form of
sensibles (those of sight or hearing, for example) only. The same can be
stated for emotions like desire or anger or fear or shame, which occur in
the appetitive faculty; they can be preserved in imagination which in
such cases acts as a kind of memory; but they can also be produced within
that same faculty, without reference to any real happening, through
“imitation”. Now it was a commonplace among the Greeks that emotions
produce certain involuntary bodily reactions, and it is scarcely necessary
to give the exact history of this vémoc here: I shall simply refer to Posi-
donius !, Plutarch 2 and Plotinus 3. But if the ultimate aim is to explain
prophecy and divination as an activity of gavrasia, it is more important
to show the creative Eﬂwﬁgng in the casi;l)f .the emotions and
their influence on the body, as an analogy to its higher activities: Purely
~ imagined emotions resulting from pfuneig can produce the same reaction
/ in the body as the real event. Features of sexual intercourse are given as

1 Plutarch, De libidine et aegritudine 6 (Moralia, vol. V1, 3, p.e41 Pohlenz) : & yé Tot
Tooe8dviog 6 pdv elvae Yuyind (seil. Tév maBiv), @ 88 coparxd, xal T wév o duyiic
wepl quyhy 8% <cwpatind, T 88 ob cduarog, mepl oGy 3¢ Juyid . . ... . Gvdmadey 32
mepl odpa uxixd Tpbpoug xal dyprdoeg xxi uetafBordg Tob eldoug xatd éov H bmmy.
Cf. K. Reinhardt, Poseiduonios, Miinchen 1921, p. 313, n. I.

2 Quaest. Conv. V 7. 3. p. 681D : b olafa &7 mdoyousx #) Yuyd T odpa suvdiatifnaw;
ntvorat y&p dppodiotwv Eyelpovaty alfola xth. . . . nal Brog T by Tig Juyxiic Emppvuat
xal motel opodpotépug Tae tob chuxatog Suvdpets.

3 Enn. 111 6. 3. 1. 6-16 Henry-Schwyzer. Cf. also Priscianus Lydus, Metaphy., p. 25.
1 fi. Bywater.
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an exfxmple 1. The same applies to all the other emotions but no examples
are given. Some can be found in a passage from Porphyry quoted by
Proclus, In Tim., Tp. 395, 24 Diehl 2: xai piv xad % pavracta moAh& mepi
‘:‘6 obpa mabfpata dmepydletar map’ abmiy péviv Thy dautig Evépyeiav
naxt.')ze‘q Yo Tic pavtaolei To aloypdv xal dpubpds dvyéveto, xal EpoBhby
St:wou Tvog Evvoray AaPdv xad dypdv T6 obpa drépyve. kol T& pdv wdby mepl
T odpa, altiov 3¢ Tobrwv 1o pdvracpa, odx doeat xal poyAetaig ypyodyuevoy
dAAa 74 mapetvae prévov évepyTjoav. But in the passage of Proclus—and in the
Arabic passage of Avicenna referred to above, — n. i —this kind of argu-
ment is used as a stepping-stone to the demonstration of the possibility
of miracles. Here, on the contrary, it is used in a rationalistic explanation
of a seemingly supernatural phenomenon. Finally, in this section, Al-
Farabi quotes the example of a man who gets up in his sleep and hits
another man, or gets up and runs away, driven to such actions by the
strength of his imagination produced through “imitation”. This is again
an observation used by Hellenistic philosophers already, though for a
different purpose, and preserved, for instance, by Sextus Empiricus,
Afiv. math., VII, §402 ff.3 To connect “imitation” in its artistic and its
wider meaning with the discussion of gavrasia 4 seems, however, peculiar
to the philosophical tradition utilized by Al-Farabi, and I have not been
able to find precise evidence for it in extant Greek texts although it is
obviously of Greek origin. Sometimes the claims of gavtasia and piunaic
can be contrasted with each other, as can be seen from a passage in
Philostratus’ Life of Apollonius of Tyana, VI 19 (p. 118 Kayser), where
Phidias and other Greek artists are discussed: gavrasia tabre elpydoaro
copwtépa wpficens Snpovpyds 5. It has on the whole—since we are now

! Cf. above, p. 212 n. 2 and also ‘‘the philosophers™ as quoted by Al-Ghazzili in Averroes’
Tahafut al-Tahafut, p. 513 = vol. I, p. 314 of the English translation by S. van
den Bergh, London 1954, and n. 2.

2 Cf. H. Krause, Studia Neoplatonica, Diss. Leipzig 1904, p. 19, and W. Theiler, Porphyrios
und Augustin, Konigsberg 1933, p. 38. '

3 Ttvovrar yap xal drd pd) Smapydvrev guviaslon d¢ dmd Smapydvrwy. xal Texpiptov
Tii¢ anapaddatiag 6 &’ Yong Tadrag dvapyels xal mhnxricdg edploxeslar, Tob 8¢ &’ Yavg
TadTag TARTdg wal dvepyelg elvan T TdG drodovBoug mpdEes Emletywualat. Gorep yap
& "roic Orap & piv Supédv deubpevog wotdy Kdetar, & 8t Owplov A &Aoo T TV Serpadéwy
pebymv Bog xal xéxpayev, o0t xal xatd Tod Bmvoug % piv Suiyvels éott Toig Supdor xai
dmd xphvng wivewy Boxolotv, dvdhoyov 8t @éBog Tolg Seyuartoupévoug (¥ 101) - Tapdv yap
dvépousey *Ayt\hedc—xepat te ovpmlardymoey, Erog T dlogudvdy Feimev xTA.

¢ The section on pavtaoala in Ps.-Longinus, De subl. 15, is interesting in this context
and deserves to be comsidered.

8Cf. E. Panofsky, Idea, Leipzig-Berlin 1924, p. 8 and n. 37. Cf. also B. Schweitzer,
Der bildende Kiinstler und der Begriff des Kiinstlerischen in der Antike, Neue Heidelberger
Jahybiicher, 1925, p. 110 {.
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sufficiently prepared to approach M—Firipi’s description of prophecy
as produced by piunoig within the imaginative faculty of the s?ul—to be
stated at this stage of the argument that a few scattered flotlces about
the Platonizing hellenistic and Plotinian theory of art constlFute the bfest
parallel to Al-Farabi’s theory of prophecy. It may be sufﬁleen.t t.o point
to a well-known passage from Cicero’s Orator, II', 7 ff. .(whlch m 1ts. t}u-n
is inspired by Plato’s Tm., 27d5 fi.): “nec vero ille artifex (fczl. Phidias)
cum faceret Iovis formam aut Minervam contemplabat\}r a.hquen} e quo
similitudinem duceret sed ipsius in mente insidebat species p‘ulc.h.ntu‘dlms
eximia quaedam quam intuens in eaque defixus ad illius .sumlltud‘mefn
artem et manum dirigebat. Ut igitur in formis et.ﬁguns est aliquid
perfectum et excellens cuius ad cogitatam speciem mutando. referun'tur
ea quae sub oculos ipsa non cadunt, sic perfectae eloquentiae speciem
animo videmus effigiem auribus quaerimus. Has rerum formas app.ellat
18%ac . . . Plato 1.”” One may wonder whether the Platonilst on whom Cicero
here depends (both Antiochus of Ascalon and Posidonius ha‘we been
mentioned as possible sources) combined pipnow and guvrasix in a way
comparable to Al-Farabi. To take art and prophecy together may not
have been uncommon since the days whenhPl;to treated poetry and
comparable phenomena in the Phaedrus.
P“])i}flf:z :;proacliling proI;)hecy and divination, Al-Farabi saysa few more
words about the working of pavtaste under normal conditions. Ma‘m can
also reproduce the data of his reason in sensible form, through }mltg-
tion”, within his imaginative faculty. It reproduces then the' intelli-
gibilia of the highest perfection through the most eXf:ellent s<::n51bles, as
for example things beautiful to look at. As suctf ob]ects. of mj(ellectual
knowledge he mentions the First Cause, the immaterial things, the
heavenly order. Defective intelligibilia, on the _cqntrary, would be regro—
duced by the lowest sensibles, as for instaan: things ugly to look at£ -
Great prophets and seers are, then, superior people. whose. pavracia :j
particularly powerful and is at the sa.me'tlme provided with ma:tt;n
by a particularly powerful intellect which has reached the highest

1Cf. 'W. Theiler, Vorbereitung des Newplaionismus, Berlin 1930, pp. 15 fi. H. Jucke;,
Vom Verhalinis der Rémey zur bildenden Kunst der Griechen, Frankfurt 1950, pp. 137 d
K. Reinhardt, Pauly-Wissowa—Krolis.v. Poseidonios, col. 772. Cf. also ab'ove, p.~zn [:;51 an‘rb
Proclus In Tim. 1, p. 265, 22: dmd pdv obv ob rapadelypatos dpimer T elkdvt »
xo0d 7 ph xakdy, dmd 8¢ Tob Bvrog T Spotov A “_‘r. ngbc ‘rb:pxémﬁo: Myetar
weds dppw ) elxdy, ol piv napadelyparog :b«bv,- ol S no.v.ouwoc pYoy xa nm&. e

27s it rash to assume that the Platonic tradition on which Al-Firabi here. ul unls:1 e bz
depends interpreted Plato as recognizing ideas of the alo'xpt'Sv .and xaxév'? This wou,
an interesting point. Al-Farabl himself did not follow Plato’s ideal doctrine.
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metaphysical knowledge of which human beings are capable. The working
~of this prophetic pavrasix in all its possible aspects is then described. The
Neoplatonic features in Al-Farabi’s analysis of the soul—I mean the
active intellect in its importance for both theoretical and practical reason 1
and the flow of emanations which reaches them through this “sun” of
the mind—are now, rightly, emphasized. In persons whose temperament,
whose bodily constitution, is apt to favour the growth of imagination 2
there will be a further overflow from the raticnal faculty to the imaginative
faculty and that faculty will be connected with the active intellect as
well. In this way, the imaginative faculty will become acquainted with
both the particulars with which practical reason is concerned and the
results of theoretical insight. It will treat this “material” in the same way
as the activity of imagination has been described before: it will reproduce
the abstract intelligibilia in sensible symbols through “imitation” and
will imagine the particulars of the present or of future times sometimes as
they actually are or will be and sometimes in symbols. All this, however,
concerns only divination by dreams and prophetic powers which become
alive in the imaginative faculty during sleep. Aristotle’s cautious attitude
towards phenomena of this kind seems to be abandoned (it was evidently
not appreciated in late Greek philosophy); yet there is more divination of
particulars in this state than reproduction of divine insight. That kind of
prophecy is more particularly reserved for the waking life of extraordinary
individuals, whose number is small and naturally restricted. I quote:
“The imaginative faculty may be extremely powerful in an individual
and developed to perfection. Then the sensibles which descend upon the
imagination from the outside will not overpower it so as to absorb it
completely and make it exclusively provide material for the rational
faculty in whose service it is. But once there is in the imaginative faculty
in spite of its being kept busy by these two activities a considerable
surplus enabling it to perform its specific activities: then the state of the
imaginative faculty while being kept busy by these two activities is the
same in waking life as during sleep, while it is cut off from those two

! These two kinds of reason are distinguished in Greek thought since the days of Aristotle
and accepted by Alexander and all the late Greek philosophers.

1 Ct. e.g., Aristotle, De divin. 2, 464a32: ol 8 uedayyohwol &id & agodpdy, borep
BdXovres mbppwlev, edatoyol elow xal Sk & petaBrnrucdy Taxd 1o éxbpevov pavrdferan
abrols, Eth. Eud. VIII. 2, 1248a39: ol pehayyohuxol xal e0Budverpot. [Aristotle] Probl. X1 38,
903b20: T Tf) pavrasiy dxohoubelv Tayéwg T pedayyohuedy elvat. XXX 1, 953a 10 ff. : &1
il mdvreg oot mepirrol yeybvaow dvdpeg § xatd plocoplay 3 moMTuay §) wolnowy #
wéyvag patvoviar pedayyohxol &vreg xth. O. Regenbogen in Pauly-Wissowa-Kroll s.v.
Theophrastos von Eresos col. 1402 f. '
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activities 1.” Now most of the intelligibilia which reach this extraordinary
powerful imagination from the Active Intellect appear to it in visible
form, as a result of its reproductive or “‘imitative’’ capacity which has
been explained before. Its working in the case of prophetic vision is
described in detail, and based on Al-Farabi’s analysis of the soul as to
be expected 2: “The objects of imagination are in their turn impressed
on ‘common sense’. Their impressions having taken firm hold in ‘common
sense’, the faculty of sight is affected by them, and they are impressed
on it. From that state of the faculty of sight arise impressions in the bright
air which is near to the eye and permeated by the ray of vision. Once
visual images have appeared thus in the air they are again directed back
and impressed on the faculty of sight which resides in the eye, and then
reflected back to ‘common sense’ and the faculty of imagination. And
since all these processes are continuous, the objects of that kind which
the Active Intellect has provided become visible to that man.” This
experience produces a blissful joy of @ unique kind: “When it happens
that the imaginative faculty ‘imitates’ these objects by imagining sen-
sibles of extreme beauty and perfection, then the man who has that sight
comes to enjoy overwhelming and wonderful pleasure and sees wonderful
things which are in no way whatever to be found among other existing
things 3. A man who thus in waking life has reached the utmost perfection
of his imaginative power can be called a man gifted with prophecy
(nwbuwwa %), since he is aware of particulars, present and future, and
visualizes things divine in symbols of outstanding beauty and perfection.
“This is the highest perfection which ‘imagination’ can reach, and the
highest level accessible to man on the strength of this faculty 3. Thus
prophecy is understood in rational terms and, moreover, as “auxiliary to
the rational faculty”. Philosophy is in a higher place than the different
religions and has everywhere the same truth, whereas the religious sym-
bols produced by the imaginative power of sectional prophets vary from
land to land. But before I say a few more words about this side of Al-
Farabi’s theory I have to deal, however briefly, with the remaining section
of the chapter on prophecy.
There are major and minor prophets, and their differences are described
in minute detail. Of those prophesying in waking life some may be
capable of dealing with particulars only, as they are or in “‘imitation”,

1 P. 51,14 ff. Dieterici.

3P, 51,20 fi. I translate my own forthcoming critical edition of the Arabic text.
3P, 52,4 fi. and Plotinus, Enn. I 5. 4, 1. 15 £. Henry-Schwyzer.

< Cf. Encyclopedia of Islam, s.v. Nabl.

8P 52, 11 ff.
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others with the “imitation” of immaterial and divine things exclusivel
It we transpose this to the philosophical level, Al-Farabi would consier.
neither the pure philosopher like Plotinus nor the man of action alone as
perfect specimens of the human race but only the man who is both 1;
and f:hat this was really his view becomes pérfectly clear in later section;
of his worl'< 2. But apart from this there is a whole host of defective
re_pr_es?r'ltatlves of prophecy, and one would like to know whether Al-
Farabi in reproducing this classification was thinking of definite Islamic
e).(amples 3, and which persons or features of Greek life were described in
his source, whose loss is really regrettable. Some divine partly in sleep
partly in waking; some imagine all “these things”, but do not visualizc;
them.' A lf)wer class, again, divine in sleep and communicate their
experience in symbolic verbal expression, in allegories, enigmatic language
etc. The Greek ancestor of Al-Farabi may have dealt with oracles in thi;
cont.ext. Far below these two classes are others; some of them receive
p.alr_t{culars and visualize them in waking life but do not receive the intelli-
gibilia; some receive the intelligibilia and visualize them in waking life
but do not receive particularia; some receive some things and visualize
therp to the exclusion of others (p. 52, 19). Some (I omit a few lines)
receive on.ly some particulars and these are the majority; there is a
difference in quality to be noticed among the representatives of this class
as well. With this attempt to arrange the different kinds of divination in
a s_ystema.tic order Al-Farabi again continues a discussion which had been
going on in ancient philosophy for a very long time; we find traces of it
in Cicero’s De divinatione, for example, or in Plutarch’s essays about the
Delp'hic Oracle or in Tamblichus’ De mysteriis; but as far as I can see
nothing which corresponds exactly to what we read in Al-Farabi’s work.
It may also happen, he adds, that the physical constitution of people
char.lgfes In certain circumstances so that they thus become capable of
receiving some of these things from the Active Intellect, sometimes in
vYaklng life and sometimes in sleep; in some this capacity lasts for a longer
tlme,. in others it is soon lost. There are, in given circumstances, also
reactions of fhe imagination, based on disturbed bodily states, whicix one
should not mistake for true prophecy: the experiencesof these people are not
true and their fancies do not correspond to any reality nor do they imitate

3 Cf. New Light on Galen’s Moral Philoso ?
phy, Classical Quarterly, 1949, p. 8 .
[above p. 145 and n. 4] ¢ 7 I B By andn 4.
2Cf., eg. cap. 28.
3Cf. p. ?16 0. 3 and the well-known pre-Islamic prophets which are recognized : Cf.
Encyflopefim of 'Islam, s.v. Dawid, Hd, Ibrakim, Idris, Ilyds, Irmiya, ‘Isa, Isr&'il, Lt
Masa, Nak, Salik, Shu'aib, Sulaiman, YVinus. '
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any real, actual things: they are to be classified as impostors or madmen 1.

There are then two ways which lead man to metaphysical truth,
philosophy and prophecy, there being no doubt about the primacy of
reason; what the religious tradition of Islam understood as revelation
(wahy) 2 is interpreted by Al-Farabi in the time-honoured fashion of
Greek rationalism as established by Plato. It amounts to a complete
new valuation of the religious tradition, through an attempt to understand
it in rational terms, using Alexander of Aphrodisias’ elaboration of
Aristotle’s De anima, the Stoic analysis of gavrasix as taken over by the
Neoplatonists, and the Neoplatonic metaphysics of emanation in a
simplified form. We are informed of similar views about poets and artists
in extant Greek texts, but there seems to be no trace of a corresponding
theory of prophecy which I make bold to assume must have existed as
well, at least in Middle Platonic times. There seems, on the other hand,
understandably enough, to be no trace of the Greek theories of poetry
and art and of the visual representation of gods in Al-Farabi’s book—
whereas the comprehension of prophecy was of overriding importance for
a Muslim philosopher.

Al-Farabi’s theory of prophecy was only in part acceptable to Avi-
cenna (980~1037). Since the perfect man is for Avicenna identical with
the prophet, he cannot be satisfied to confine prophecy to imagination
alone and to subordinate it to philosophy. And being himself a philosopher
and upholding the primacy of reason like Al-Faribi (though being nearer
to Plotinus than he) he is led to identify the highest grade of philosophy
with prophecy. He thus revives the Stoic view that the wise men is the
pdvric and ascribes to the prophet an intellectual acuteness (&yxivow) of
the highest order. There is an overflow of that highest knowledge from
prophetic reason to imagination, and this prophetic imagination builds up
symbols of truth, as Al-Farabi had maintained. Avicenna’s view appears
to amount to only a slight shift of emphasis, but one very characteristic
of the difference between Al-Farabi and him. Moreover, since philosophy
and Islam are one and the same thing for him and Islam can only be
understood in philosophical terms, he describes the prophetic intellect as
holy intellect (‘agl qudsi), thus using an Islamic term which has no counter-
part in corresponding Greek texts. This intellect is of higher rank than
the acquired intellect 3. It is not surprising that the religious opposition

1 Islim knows, e.g., al-Aswad, Musailima, Sadjih, Tulaiba as false prophets; cf. Ency-
clopedia of Islam, s.v.

2 Cf. above, p. 207 1. I.

3 F. Rahman, Avicenna’s Psychology, Oxford 1952, pp. 35 fi., 93 fl. S. van den Bergh,
op. cit., I, pp. 313 ff. and notes.
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to Avicenna’s theistic philosophy was dissatisfied with this explanation
of prophecy. His great critic Al-Ghazzili (1058-1111), for instance, insists
that all the philosophers failed to grasp the true nature of prophecy: it is,
for him, something unique, utterly beyond the ken of philosophy and
accessible to the immediate experience (yelow dhaug) of the mystic only 1.

From : Journal of Hellenic Studies, 1957, pp. 142-8.

1 Cf. W. Montgomery Watt, The Faith and Practice of Al-Ghazali, London 1953, pp. 63 fi.



SOME ASPECTS OF MISKAWAIH'S TAHDHIB AL-AKHLAQ

It is the purpose of the following pages to initiate a discussion about
the elements which go to make up Miskawaih’s moral philosophy and to
define the character of the sources he used in his work Tahdhib al-Akhldq 1.
His own original contribution to moral philosophy is slight; he is rather
a philosopher by conviction than an independent critical thinker like
Muhammad ibn Zakariyyd ar-Rizi. He evidently united materials of
quite different origins in the seven chapters of his treatise, and used some
discretion in selecting the most convenient texts from the tradition at his
disposal and relating that tradition to the moderate Neoplatonic world-
view which permeates the whole work. It is, as always in an inquiry of
this kind, worth our while to consider at the same time whether an ana-
lysis of the sources of the Tahdhib al-Akhldg yields some new information
about the teaching of ethics in the late Greek philosophical schools—
especially since the available Greek evidence is particularly scanty and
unsatisfactory.

The few Greek writers whom Miskawaih mentions by name and quotes,
sometimes at considerable length, are all authors who lived in the later
centuries of the Roman Empire: Galen (died A.D. 199), the philosopher
and physician whose moral philosophy was much better known to the
Arabs than to the mediaeval and modern Western tradition (quoted in
chapters z, p. 11,33 and p. 15,32 and 6, p. 61,31) 2; the Neopythagoxtean
Bryson (of uncertain date), almost unknown in the West, on the right
upbringing of children (quoted, with slight alterations in the order of tlTe
original text, in chapter 2, p. 19,22-22,14)3; the great Neoplaton.lc
scholar Porphyry as a commentator on Aristotle’s Ethics (quoted in
chapter 3, p. 26,6); a popular philosophical treatise by Themistius, whose
commentaries on Aristotle were so well known to the Arabs (wrongly
quoted in chapter 5, pp. 51,23 ff., 52,12 fi., under the name of Socrates
as F. Rosenthal has shown in Islamic Culture, 1940, p. 403 {.); anonymous

1 My references are to the Cairo edition of A. H. 1323.
3 P. Kraus, Bulletin of the Facully of Arts of the University of Egypt, V, 1, 1939, Pp- 25,37
R. Walzer, Classical Quarterly, 1949, pp. 85, n. 5, 94 £. [cf. above, p. 147 n. 2, 160 £.]. Havvard

Theological Review, 1954, p. 251, n. 27 [cf. above, p. 171 0. 2]. .
3M. Pl , Der Oik ihos des Neupythagoreers Bryson, Heidelberg 1928, passim.
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late commentaries and summaries of Aristotle’s Ethics (mentioned at the
end of chapter 2, p. 25, 19 f.). The names of Plato and Aristotle occur only
within the context of mostly unspecified Greek works and most probably
do not go back to the original text unamplified by later comments !, But,
like so many Arabic writers on philosophy, Miskawaih is more concerned
with the ideas he wishes to communicate than with listing his sources
meticulously by naming the authors of late antiquity on whom he depends.

Among Arabic philosophers Miskawaih twice mentions Ya‘giib ibn
Ishaq al-Kindi by name, in chapter 6, p. 61,35-62,12 (cf. F. Rosenthal,
Orientalia, g, 1940, p. 187 ff.) and chapter 7, p. 71,20 (cf. F. Rosenthal,
op. cit., p. 185 and H. Ritter-R. Walzer, Studsi su al-Kindi, 11, Rome 1938,
passim) but, in my view, he is in al-Kindi’s debt to a much greater extent.

The Persian writings referred to by Miskawaih in support of his views
are Kalila wa-Dimna (cf. p. 54,29 and p. 19,18) and a work ascribed to
Ardashir (p. 46,33), quoted frequently by other authors as well. But the
Persian tradition, in which Miskawaih shows some interest elsewhere
(cf. Gawidan Khirad pp. 1-87 Badawi), is only of very slight importance
in this work.

Whereas Miskawaih in chapters 3—5 of his treatise reproduces selections
from a Neoplatonic commentary on the Nicomackean Ethics of Aristotle,
he utterly disregards the foundations of Aristotle’s Ethics in the remainder
of his work. He préefers to base his argument on the Platonic trichotomy
of the soul into a rational, a spirited and an appetitive faculty or part or
soul and on Plato’s four cardinal virtues, temperance, valour, justice and
wisdom. It was not uncommon in Hellenistic and later Greek ethics to
follow this line, and Stoics, Middle Platonists and Neoplatonists may
equally be referred to in this conmection: Posidonius, Galen, Porphyry
(cf. W. W. Jaeger, Nemesios von Emesa, Berlin 1914, p. 60 fi.), Themistius,
Nemesius of Emesa (pp. 93—102 Matthaei; cf. P. Kraus, Jabir ef la Science
Grecque, Cairo 1942, p. 278 ff.) come easily to mind, if one limits oneself
to authors who became known to the Arabs. The Aristotelian tradition
itself was affected by this trend; apart from an isolated passage in the
early peripatetic 2 ethical course known as Magna Moralia (1185 a 21,
cf. R. Walzer, Magna Moralia und aristotelische Ethik, Berlin 1929,
p. 169 f.) we know a treatise of unknown but certainly pre-Neoplatonic
authorship, the De virtutibus et vitiis (p. 1249 a 26 ff. in Bekkers edition,
cf. E. Zeller, Die Philosophie der Griechen, 1115, p. 670 f.), which was

[* Cf. now S. Pines, Un texte inconnu d’Aristote en version Arabe, Archives d’'Histoire
Doctrinale et Littéraive du Moyen Age, 1956, Paris 1957, pp. 5-43.1
[2 But cf. now D. J. Allan, Journal of Hellenic Studies, 1957, p. 7 fi.]
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uced in full by John of Stobi about 400 A.p.1; and, 'among late
;‘Iag;ﬁttonic commen)t,a;t]ors, chapter 7 of the Pro_legomma Philosophiae .of
Elias, a sixth-century Christian student of Aristotle from Alexandria,
p. 18,26 ff. Busse. This Platonic psychology is acc.ept_ed by nun:grous
Arabic writers on moral philosophy such as al-Kindi (c.f. Rasa 1.1, ;,
p. 272 ti. Abil Rida), Qusta ibn Liqa (publ. by P.. Sb_ath in -dela'tm hi:
UInstitut d’Egypte, 1941), Muhammad ibr.1 ?akanyya E.LI‘-R:':I.ZI _(1{1 b
Spiritual Medicine), al-Farabi's Christian dxsc.lp.le Ya}.l.y& ibn ‘Adi (;n b
Tahdhib al-Akhlaq, Rasd'il al-Bulaghd, 3rd edition, Cairo 1946, p. 4 :;3 ';)
and Tbn Sina (cf. Magmi‘'at Rasd’il, Cairo 1326/1908, P 191 ff.). t‘;; .
apart from agreeing about the tripartition of. the soul, tl}en views 0?0_ e
virtues and their interrelations are not identxczjl. Ga.len'm his Tepi # :.ov,
known only from an Arabic summary and Arabic quotatlor.ls, and 'arjRi;I,
for instance, follow Plato in the main lines, and so does Miskawaih 11111 e
second chapter where—apart from the section from Bryson—hf: follows
Galen perhaps more closely than P. Krau.s ar'ld the presgn‘t wnt_er_wer;
prepared to assume in their previous publications .2.. Qusta ibn Lt-xqahan
Yahya ibn ‘Adi (cf. Encyclopedia of Islém, 2nd edition s. v. .A khlag) L?,e
different methods of their own which deserve some attent19n. But ] ési-
kawaih in the first chapter and Ibn Sind-—probably foﬂ?mng al-Kin ; "
as far as the extant texts allow us to judge, as will be considered present a};
—reproduce different and otherwise almost unknown sys.tems. ;){f m;; ”
philosophy. There are two distinctive features to be m?ted in 1\?15 aw. s
scheme of virtues and vices which put him and t}fose.hke him in a spectl)l
class. He connects which each of the four Platon{c v1rt1.1es a cons.xdera e
number of subordinate virtues—there are six minor virtues assigned to
wisdom (hikma, copla, cf. p. 7,31-8,3), twelve asmgned_‘to t,er;xpehrlancfe
(‘iffa, cwppoaivy, cf. p. 8,4-14), nine to _valour (sh'aga a, av ge ,ﬁc):
p. 8,15-25), more than eight to justice g‘adala, Stf&ar.oo'uvn, cf. p. 8,32 .i;
generosity (sakhd, &euBeplomc) which is su.bord.mate .to tempferam;e,%—
added as a special virtue, accompanied t.Jy six minor virtues (<; . P- S,t -
31). Similar schemes, though different in detail, are known I'OI;‘: oth
sources (cf. Arius Didymus in Stobaeus, Ecl., 11, p 6(3,9 ff. W.':lc sr;m
and the material brought together by H. von Amlm. in the 3r vo ;nge
of the Stoicorum Veterum Fragmenta, pp. 63—72) and, thhm the Pe‘r{;‘)a e ut:
tradition, in the spurious Aristotelian treatise De virtutibus et vitsis, jus

1 This treatise was translated from Syriac into Arabic by Abd ’I-Farag ‘All:td:nliih ibn
at-Tayyib (cf. C. Brockelmann, Suppl., I, p. 884), -a. well-known younger co porary
of Miskawaih. [An edition is being prepared by S. Pines.]

3 Cf. p. 220, n. 2.
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mentioned; they may ultimately go back to discussions in the Platonic
academy in the second half of the fourth century B.C. (cf. R. Walzer,
op. cit., p. 210 ff.). They were evidently accepted and taken over by Neo-
platonic authors on moral philosophy who developed them and integrated
them with Neoplatonic metaphysics. From them this scheme of the virtues
passed on to the Arabs and ultimately to Miskawaih. The vices which
correspond to the major and minor virtues are described in accordance
with the Aristotelian definition of virtue as the mean between two faulty
extremes, and this view is combined with the Platonic and Stuic theories
just mentioned, so that we have two vices associated with each virtue 1,
and also subordinate vices defined as faulty extremes (cf. p. 10,1 ff.).
Miskawaih has given a full list of subordinate vices only in the case of
wisdom, and as far as the other subdivisions are concerned has left it to
the reader to compile a full list of them on his own (p. 10,17 1.). Such a
union of Platonic, Stoic and Peripatetic approaches to the problem of
virtue is not unknown in the history of the Peripatus itself and, if the
ascription of the relevant passage in Stobaeus to Arius Didymus is correct,
occurs even in Hellenistic times. The passage in question is to be found
in Stob., Ecl., vol. 11, P- 146,15 fi. Wachsmuth: there are the four cardinal
virtues, and a number of subordinate virtues, each of which is described °
as a mean between two specific extremes (cf. R. Walzer, op. cit., p. 118,
n. 2 and p. 217 fi.; H. von Arnim, Aresos Didymos’ Abriss der peripate-
tischen Ethik, Vienna 1926, p- 98 f1.). Hence there are definite precedents
for Miskawaih’s attitude to be found in ancient Greek texts and not merely
to be conjectured, although its immediate source in late Greek thought
remains unknown for the time being and no exact parallel to his list of
virtues and vices can be shown. There is nothing ultra-Neoplatonic in the
Platonizing popular moral philosophy which he displays in the first
chapter of his treatise, and a mixture of Platonic, Peripatetic and Stoic
elements of this kind is quite customary at this stage of Greek philosophy
and should, moreover, not be rejected off hand as a lame eclecticism. One
might locate it anywhere, say, in the fourth century A.D.
We are however, I believe, in a position to ascertain how this material
reached Miskawaih within the Arabic speaking world. Although al-Kindi’s
main treatises on moral philosophy (such as the JTL-Akhlag 2) appear to be

1This is already familiar in Middle-Platonic tradition about A.D. 150, cf. Albinus,
Isagoge, 30, p. 184,14 ff., Hermann (p- 149 Louis), whatever its ultimate source may be.
[Ct. also Stobaeus, vol. III, p. 66 ff. Hentze ; P- 68,7 p. 7.4 ; p. 71,12 : “Neopythagorean”.]

31t is, however, reported to exist, together with other quite interesting Kindiana, in
a private library at Aleppo, cf. P. Sbath, Al-Fikris, I, Le Caire 1938, p. 113 (as S. M. Stern
advised me). {Its present whereabouts are unknown.]
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lost, we can get some idea of his classification of virtues from an, unfor-
tunately defective, section of his Definitions (p. 177, 4 fi. Abi Rida). He
evidently followed a tradition similar to that of Miskawaih, although he
uses different Arabic terms, combining the four Platonic cardinal virtues
and the Aristotelian definition of virtue as a mean between faulty excess
and deficiency. It is also very likely that he established subordinate virtues
in the same way as Miskawaih did if we agree with Abii Rida's explanation
of the sentence p. 178, I: J§ Ladl ; g SO o o0 34>-ly JS3 2. Ibn Sina
(cf. above) has probably preserved more of al-Kindi's scheme of the
virtues 2.

Chapters 3~5 of Miskawaih’s treatise represent a very different trend
of late Greek ethics and in their case it may be possible not only to make
a probable guess about Miskawaih’s immediate Arabic predecessor but
also to define his ultimate source among the Neoplatonic commentators
on Aristotle with the degree of certainty which is obtainable in such
matters. It appears to be one unknown to al-Kindi as far as our not very
comprehensive evidence allows us to infer.

Miskawaih professes to follow Aristotle and the Peripatetics, and in
doing so he emphasizes his dissent from the Stoics and other Oy
{puouof) who “made the body a constitutive part of man and considered
felicity to be imperfect without the felicity of the body and without good
luck” (p. 27,5). But as his main adversaries there appear, to our surprise,
Pythagoras, Socrates (to be read for Hippocrates in the Arabic text) 3
and Plato (p. 27,8). Their view is untenable because they limit the virtues
and felicity to the soul alone and hold that the virtues alone are sufficient
for happiness. Some followers of this school of thought go as far as to deny
that there can be any happiness in this world, and hold that felicity can
be only reached in the world to come, after death, when the soul is at
last free to give itself wholly to the activity of the intellect and to receive

divine illumination: a not uncommon Neoplatonic view which is not
acceptable as such to Miskawaih. He contrasts it with the view of Aristotle
and the Peripatetics, who firmly believed that the body is not just an
instrument of the soul and that man, accordingly, is composed of body
and soul, and that there is a human happiness which man can obtain in
this world in full if he strives for it. There is a gradation of different forms

1Cf. F. Rosenthal, Apmad b. af-Tayyib as-Sarahst, New Haven 1943, p- 43, 2 passage
which may be referred to in support of my guess.

t For pesdwng cf. also L. Gardet, La cité musulmane, Paris 1954, p. 91, 1. 2; R. C. Zaehner,
The teachings of the Magi, London-New York 1956, p. 83 f.

3 1% <Mi- Cf. also H. Ritter, Das Meer der Seele, Leiden 1955, P- 579-
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of huma.n happiness, the highest being achieved in the philosopher’s lif
as it is dfesc_nbed in the Nicomachean Ethics. There can be no doubt th e£
Mlstkawalh 1s mainly concerned with emphasizing the Aristotelian vieziv
;vhlch he ﬁnds to be wro.ngl).' neglected in favour of a one sided preference
or a future life. His objective is however to reconcile and to harmoni
the Neoplatonic and Aristotelian views; he is by no means in favoflmz;
an orthodo:‘c Aristotelianism, like Alexander of Aphrodisias. Aristotlz(i)s
an appropriate guide for this world, while Plato is the right guide to
prepare oneself for the world to come. Their views are mutuallygcom le-
:rlx:iz::arf, Izmd _a. coneqt_rfeadmg of Aristotle’s Ethics must take notf of
oy act. In th.15 hafmomupg philosophy Aristotle becomes Platonic when
h; rsx:;atzphysxcal sphere is reached, whereas in all other aspects the
o .
zli thoufa(:y c:lrllahazga ::,Td follow Aristotle and the Peripatetics almost
. Wt? ﬁnd.a sunilali r_ejecti'on of an exclusively otherworldly definition of
appiness in al-Farabi’s Views of the inhabitants of the best State, There th
peop}e of the state which is based on a faulty judgement '(al-madine
ad-c_lzf‘lla, p- 63,3 Dieterici) are blamed for establishing felicity as an airg
(r. ¢ ¥ with all the MSS against the reading &5 of the Bodleian MS
accepted by Dieterici) to be reached after this earthly life of ours, ‘“‘but

this is not the case” (r. & with all the MSS against Dieterici’s correction
<#). Still closer to Miskawaih is the passage p. 81,15-22, where certain

un;lpeciﬁed peoPle are attacked for maintaining that the connection of
soul and body is unnatural, that the real man is the soul and that the

connection with the body (r. 4JI, 1. 16) is harmful for the soul, which does

not nt.zed either the body or exterior goods for its felicity; those people
were in favour of rejecting the body altogether, finding %elicit ﬁf Sl

:_s.fterhfe alone. This attitude of al-Farabi recalls the passages of M i};kawail(:
just referred .to so much that one feels tempted to infer that his criticism
of Neoplato.msts who disregarded Aristotle’s Ethics—and by implication
of al_l _as_ce‘tlcism of an otherworldly type—is to be seen in relle)ltion to
a.l-Farabx'whose interest in Aristotle’s Ethics is known though very littl

a.ctua.! evidence of his work on this topic has been found (ct MrySt in.
schl_lelc'ler, al-Farabi, St. Petersburg 1896, p. 60 f.). We can as.sur;le tiini.:
Is'lgaq ibn Hunain’s translation of the Nicomachean Ethics was known :o
him, and thaf he became acquainted with Porphyry’s otherwise unknown
commentary in twelve books, of which Ibn an-Nadim tells us 1. Miskawaih’s

1p. 252,2 Fliigel (p. 352,21 Egyptian edition).
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insistence on the necessity of giving to Aristetle’s Ethics a prominent
place in the teaching of moral philosophy would fit in well with what
is known of Porphyry’s attitude to Aristotelian studies, and of his
wish to give them a position equal to the Neoplatonic interpretation of
Plato, because he was convinced of the ultimate identity of the purposes
and doctrines of both philosophies; he wrote a work in seven books
unfortunately lost Hepl vob plav elvar wv Idrwvog xal *Apiototéhoug
alpeawy 1. How frequently this interpretation.of Plato and Aristotle is to
be found in Arabic philosophical texts is well known, and it seems to me
obvious also how much the specific synthesis to be found in chapters 3-5
of Miskawaih’s treatise resembles al-Farabi’s treatment of the two philo-
sophers in other respects. Miskawaih'’s criticism of the Stoics, which again
is not without parallel in al-Farabi, is a dead letter for the Arabs, who
may have been interested in refuting what was in fact the Stoic view
but for whom the label “Stoic” did not mean anything—whereas the
rejection of Stoic tenets was still a major issue for Plotinus and Porphyry.
Hence it is tempting to connect Miskawaih’s exegesis of Aristotle’s
Ethics, through al-Farabi, ultimately with Porphyry. Now we find,
before the section just considered, a discussion of the summum bonum as
the fundamental question of ethics which shows obvious resemblances to
the survey of Peripatetic Ethics by Arius Didymus (Stob., II, p. 134 ff.
Wachsmuth) and the so-called Divisiones Aristoteleae (A 21 Mutschmann).
At the beginning of this part Porphyry is mentioned by name (p. 26, 6):
“This is the good as Aristotle has divided it and as Porphyry and others
have described it”. It is certainly a permissible guess to connect the whole
discussion which follows with Porphyry’s exposition of the Nicomachean
Ethics of which we know from and through Arabic sources only.
Harmonizing Plato and Aristotle in the manner of Porphyry and al-
Farabi, Miskawaih does not only mean to open Neoplatonic thought to
a strong Aristotelian influence but also to accommodate Aristotle to the
Platonism which is common to all these philosophers. This means that
Aristotle is made a more decided Platonist than he actually was, that
Platonic convictions replace Aristotle’s critical suspension of definite
judgement, especially (but by no means exclusively) whenever transcen-
dental matters are touched, such as the question of the afterlife or that
of prophetic powers and divine inspiration. Platonic tenets with a slight
Neoplatonic colouring are then often superimposed on an Aristotelian
substructure. How such an attitude may influence the exegesis of Aristotle’s

1 Cf. Suidas, 5. v. Iopgtptoc. [Cf. A. C. Lloyd, Neoplatonic Logic and Aristotelian Logic,
Phyonesis 1, 1955, pp- 58 f1.]
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Ethic§ is obviously worth asking. I propose to illustrate this problem by
draw§ng attention to two passages in the fifth chapter of Miskawaih’s
treatise.

We are confronted, in this chapter, with a survey of all kinds of human
relations based on a skilful rearrangement of the topics discussed in
book 8 and g of Aristotle’s Nicomachean Ethics. It would be worthwhile
in a full commentary of the whole work comparable to W. F. Thompson’s'
now outdated annotations of his translation of the Akhlig-i-Galali (cf.
below p. 232) 1, to analyse Miskawaih’s procedure in detail. Now evéry
student of the Nichomachean Ethics is puzzled by the fact that Aristotle
tacitly disowns Plato’s divine Zpw¢ in books 8 and g of this course of
lectures and mientions relations founded on #pw¢ only under the heading
of pleasure and gain (cf. VIII, 5, 1157 2 3 ff. and the second century
commentator Aspasius, p. 168,21 Heylbut; R. Walzer, JRAS, 1939,
p- 417 fi. [Aristotle], p. 420 ff. [Theophrastus]!s). The author of the para-
phrase of Aristotle followed by Miskawaih dissents from Aristotle on this
point. After having described the forms of friendly association based either
on pleasure or gain or the good or a combination of two or three of them
he adds a passage which has no parallel in the Nic. Eth. He points out

(p. 45,16) that 2:_&, which stands tor the Greek gua, is a wider concept
than &4, which as one of the species of i_# means friendship in a more
specific sense; it is love itself, S:}A, and cannot exist between many
people as can 4.#. This distinction is not to be found in Aristotle and,
accordingly, in the Arabic translation used in Ibn Rushd’s school 2 &ld.
and R:J- can indiscriminately represent the Greek guia. I suppose that
the Greek equivalent for Miskawaih’s 5;:,» “affection” is &ydmy (cf. also

1. 25,26), and that the Arab has thus preserved some trace of a much
nee.ded differentiation of the excessively wide Aristotelian term quia
which can denote every kind of friendly human relationship (cf. wuns

below p. 234). "Epwg (34¢), Miskawaih continues (p. 45,18), has a still
narrower range than 3:} “affection’” (&ydny), since it is restricted to two
p.artners and to cases where there is no material gain. It is an excess of
42 (piia), but unlike other excesses it is blameworthy as excessive love

! Practical Philosophy of the Muhammadan People, London 1839.

18 [Cf. above, p. 55 fi., p. 58.]

£Cf. A. J. Arberry, The Nicomachean Ethics in Arabic, Bulletin of the London School
of Oriental and African Studies, 17, 1955, p. 1 fI.

Q
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of pleasure only, but praiseworthy as excessive love o? the good. This
rectification of Aristotle (and Theophrastus?) may }ﬂtlmately go back
again to the Stoics (Stob., Ecl., 11, p. 65,17 = St’mc ‘vet. fragm., I}I,
717: dv dpwrixdy xal Suxfi Myeofau, Tdv pdv xatd v dpeiyy wodv cmo.u8a:.ov
Bvra, Tov 8¢ xatd THy xaxtav &v Yéye e dv Epwropavi) vra. ’Cf. .E .pu:una,
no. 457 Usener and, e.g., Plato Leges V 733 e 6). ‘But P!afo s dxvu'u? épmi
comes, not surprisingly, to a still fuller life in Mlskawalh‘ s exposnt.lon o
Aristotle’s Ethics. There is, over and above the three.kmds of friendly
relationship (mahabba), those based on pl.easure, gain and tlfe good
respectively, a superior grade of friendship in man, based e:_ccl‘uswely on
the divine substance in him, which grows to its extremt? until it becom(f.s
pure and perfect Epwg, similar to the complete absorption of t.he- mysflc
(4y). This is the divine friendship of divine men (al-muta’allibiin, Geior
&v3pec) 1 which is not liable to diminution and Providfas unmixe?d and pure
pleasure of the highest kind. This supreme frlenc?shlp can e.x1st‘ betv‘fee'n
good men only and no adverse circumstance can m‘terfere with it. This is
common to Neoplatonic thought, in content and in many of the term's
used, and to be found in both pagan and Christian authors of late anti-
quity, in Plotinus (III, 5, VI, 9, V, 8.16 for example) and Gr‘egory of
Nyssa (cf. W. Jaeger, Two rediscovered works of ancient Greek htteratur_e.
Gregory of Nyssa and Macarius, Leiden 1954, p. 76 and no. 2) as also in
Proclus (In Rem p., p. 135, 1, 176,22, 347,21 Kr‘oll. In Prim. Alc.,8p. 30(-1
37 Westerink, cf. E. Zeller, Philosophie de‘:r Griechen, 111, 2, p. 8 3 arli
n. 4) and Pseudo-Dionysius the Aeropagite .gcf. the Ppassages listed by
Albert van den Daele, Indices Pseudo Dionysii, Louva.l.n 1941, s. v. Epug).
Cf. also Damascius, Vita Isidori, §§ 31,38. 1t is easily understanda?le
that a Neoplatonic commentator on Aristotle’s theory of‘ puile, hlfe
Porphyry, should have added these important and essent.la.l Platonic
tenets to Aristotle’s unsatisfactory statements, and that his proced;llre
appealed to Miskawaih for its assertion of the religious content of philo-
sophy. Experts on Islamic mysticism may be ab‘le to confirm that passag;s
of this kind can be considered as an important link between Greek thought

and later Islamic speculations on 35s.

Another interesting modification concerns the friendship betw?en
master and disciple in the transmission of philosophy from one generation
to the next. It illustrates what a long way Greek philosophy had travelled

1The precise Greek equivalent may well be ol &dfeodpevor, cf. W‘;’Jaseger, GL-:omon‘;
. . s,
27, 1955, p. 579. Cf. also Ibn Gulgul, Les Générations des Médecins et des Sage Cair

1955, pp. 11,8. 16,13 Fu'ad Sayyid.
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from Socrates to the acceptance of philosophers as spiritual authorities
(cf. also R. Walzer, Galen on Jews and Christians, Pp. 19, 41 ff.). In one
of the chapters on friendship between unequal partners (Eth. Nic., IX,
1, 1164 b 3 ff., cf. Eth. Eud., VII, 10, 1243 b 21, Heliodorus, In Eth. Nic.,
p. 188, 33 fi., 176,22 ff.; Michael, p. 467,21 f. Heylbut) Aristotle indicates
that there is a parallel between the relation of children to their parents,
that of men to the gods (the singular 1159 4 5) and that of disciples to
their masters in philosophy (as distinct from the teaching of sophistry).
Following up this point, the commentator used by Miskawaih has estab-
lished a special class of relations (p- 48,29 fi.) under the beading friend-
ships (<2) which are free from &Yladil, from w48y, and therefore not

exposed to any unexpected feelings of pain. Or, to put in terms used by
Porphyry and other Neoplatonists, these are friendships on the level of
drabewax, the realm of contemplative virtue, which is superior to the realm
of the political four virtues which is controlled by uerptondBerx, by moder-
ation of the emotions in the Aristotelian manner, which can, however,
not be dispensed with on this level that is covered in the greater part of
Aristotle’s ethics and also of Miskawaih’s (cf. Porphyry, Sententiae, § 32,
Mombert) 1. The friendship of man with the divine being—which may be
compared to the divine #cw¢ mentioned above—is based on knowledge
(p. 48,30 ff.), according to a doctrine which recurs often in Greek philo-
sophy, and hence the number of people admitted to this high rank is
restricted to those few who reach the level of metaphysicians and are
versed in natural theology 2. It is contemptible to form an image of God
in one’s soul and identify it with the creator (cf. Damascius, Life of
Isidorus, 38). No true relationship with God can be established without
knowing Him adequately, through philosophy. The relation which exists
between parents and children may be compared but “God is the cause of
our higher being, of the existence of our mind, whereas our parents are
the cause of our physical being”. No other kind of friendship rises to the
level of these two, except the friendship of the philosophers and their
disciples. “Friendship with wise men is higher in rank and more worthy
of honour than friendship with one’s parents, for wise men have the care
of our souls and are the promoters of our real being and assist us in

1 Cf. De abstin., 1, 30 (p. 107,20 Nauck).

. #CL. Porphyry, Ad Marcellam, 16 (p. 285,14 Nauck): wévog (scil. & cogbs) Oeopuinc.
W. Theiler, Die Vorbereitung des Neuplatonismus, Berlin 1930, p. 130. Cf. also Avicenna's
treatise, On prayer, and contrast the attitude of the mystic, cf,, e.g., H. Ritter, op. cit.,
P. 559 ff., 564. [Cf. also S. van den Bergh, The “Love of God” in Ghazali’s Vivification
of Theology, Journal of Semitic Studies 1, 1956, pp. 305-21.]
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obtaining felicity in the vicinity of the Lord. Since these blessings are
superior to material blessings—as the soul is superior to the body—the
friendship of the disciple with the philosopher is nearer to the friendship
of man with God.” Thus, Miskawaih continues (p. 49,11}, the teacher is
the disciple’s spiritual father (wdlid rihdni), he is for him like God in
mortal shape (rabb bashari), since he shows him kindness comparable only
to God’s kindness. He is the cause of our entire intellectual existence and

he shapes our spiritual souls (iil>y }I Lusa). Plato’s school was certainly

based on the most sublime friendship between master and pupil, but we
have no evidence that the relationship between him and his disciples was
ever understood in terms of a spiritual kinship between father and son.
But it is almost a commonplace within the Neoplatonic school. Syrianus
is just referred to as “father” by Proclus without name (6 fjpérepoc TP,
cf. e.g. In Tim., 1, p. 253,31: 111, p. 35,25 Diehl. In Remp., 11, p. 318,3
Kroll), Plutarch, by name, as his grandfather (rpomdtwp: In Parm.,
IV, 6, p. 27), Plutarch, on the other hand, used to call Proclus his “child”
(véxvov: Marinus, Vita Procli, cap. 12). L. Edelstein (The Hippocratic Oath,
Baltimore 1943, p. 43) has shown that this idea is ultimately of Pytha-
gorean origin and has, apart from Hippocrates, Oath, 5, referred to
Pherecydes and Pythagoras (Diodorus, X, 3,4), Lysis (adoptive father,
ramhp Beréc) and Epaminondas (Diodorus, X, 11, 2, cf. Plutarch, De genio
Socratis, 13, 583 ¢ and Jamblichus, Life of Pythagoras, 250). Cf. also
Seneca, De brevitate vitae, cap. 14-15, where these thoughts are very
beautifully expressed 1, and Plutarch’s well-known remark on Alexander
and Aristotle (Plutarch, Alexander, 8,3 2). To meet Pythagorean ideas in
Neoplatonic circles is what one would expect. One may also, although,
I imagine, with less certainty, think of an influence of Hermetic ideas,
cf. A.-J. Festugitre O. P. La révélation de Hermés Trismegiste, 1 (Paris

1, . . hos in veris officiis morari licet dicamus, qui Zenonem qui Pythagoran cotidie
et Democritum ceterosque antistites bonarum artium, qui Aristotelen et Theophrastum
volent habere quam familiarissimos . . . quae illum felicitas, quam pulchra senectus manet,
qui se in horum clientelam contulit | habebit cum quibus de minimis maximisque rebus
deliberet, quos de se cotidie consulat, a quibus audiat verum sine contumelia, laudetur
sine adulatione, ad quorum se similitudinem effingat. solemus dicere non fuisse in nostra
potestate quos sortiremur parentes forte hominibus datos : nobis vero ad nostrum arbitrium
pasci licet. nobilissimorum ingeniorum familiae sunt : elige in quam adscisci velis ; non in
nomen tantum adoptaberis, sed in ipsa bona . . .”. Cf. Quintilian, Inst. Or, 11, 9.

22 Apiototéhyy 3t Baupdliov bv dpxd) xal dyamdy oty Frrov, O adtdg Breye, Tob matpds,
O 3¢ éxeivoy piv Ladv, B volrov 3t xadisg L&v. Cf. Diog., Laert., V, 19. {F. Rosenthal,
Sayings of the Ancients from Ibn Durayd’s Kitab al-Mujtan3, Orientalia 27, 1958, Pp. 42,
171 £
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1950), p. 332. That the teacher of philosophy could be accorded divine
honours was certainly unheard of in Plato’s time (cf. W. Jaeger, Aristotle
Se<.:ond English edition, Oxford 1948, p. 108); but it is characte;'istic that,
Aristotle’s poem on Plato (Jaeger, 0p. cit., p. 106; cf. Aristoteles, fragm. 673
Rose).could be misunderstood in two Neoplatonic Lives of Aristotle as
speaking of an altar erected in honour of Plato (pp. 432,439 Rose, 0p. cit.)

and this fits our purpose well. Plotinus and Jamblichus can i)e ca]le;(i
951.61«::0;, Plato fetog, Aristotle Saupévioe, and the Neoplatonist Plutarch
is prz'used as saviour in the passage referred to above (cf. E. Zeller, Philo-
sophie der Griechen, V, 25, p. 81g n.i.). How common this worshi;; of the
auth(jrities has become is shown also by Damascius, Life of Isidorus

36.: @V Pvé‘f madaitara piosopnodvrwy Mubayépay xal Midrwva Oerale: ( “wor-'
shtps as divine”) . . . &v veworl 8 Ilopplptov xai “TduBhiyov xal Zuptavov
xol Hpéxkov 1. This may be sufficient to demonstrate that Miskawaih’s
description of the philosopher as a divine guide (Nyepdy or xabfnyepdv is
also used in Neoplatonic texts 12) and father is fully in accordance with

general Neoplatonic use and may have been introduced into the exegesis
of Aristotle by Porphyry or some later follower cf his.

Btut the use of the words wdlid rihini (rvevparinde mathp ?) to mean
"splrit.ua.l father” has not yet been accounted for, and it is indeed, if I am
not mistaken, not to be found in any extant pagan Greek philosophical
text 2. There are two possible explanations, The Greek text may have
been changed by a Christian transmitter who understood volg or Juyy as
wvebpa in the Christian sense, cf. e.g., St. Basil, Epistles, Class II, P- 73
{Téxvov veupamixdv), or the material collected by F. Délger, Der Bulgaren-
herrscher als geistiger Sohn des byzantinischen Kaisers, Sbormik zum
Gedichtnis an Paul Nikov, Sofia 1939, p. 214 ff. and Die * Familie der
.Kb'nige” tm Mittelalter, Historisches Jahrbuch 1940, p. 397 ff 3. The pope
in Rome can be called mvevpatucds mathe (E. Casper, Geschichte des
Papsttums, 2, 1933, p. 781). But one may also recall that nafs and rih are
almost interchangeable in Arabic (cf., for instance, the article nafs in the
E.ncyclopaedia of Islam). Philosophy as tetpuch duysic or Juyév (cf., e.g.
Clcero,. Tusc.,, 111, 6. Elias, Prol. Phil., p. 9,6,31 Busse. Greg. Nyss.’
De Virg., p. 333.16 Jaeger ) is rendered “spiritual medicine”, _libb,

1 Cf. also Plato, Republic, V1I, 540 c.

1s [CL., e.g., Simplicius, De caelo, p. 271,19.462,20 Heiberg. A. E. Raubitschek, Hesperia
18, p. 98 fi.]

2 Where RveupaTinés can be understood in a materialist way ! Cf. also E. Frank, Philo-
sophical Understanding and Religious Truth, Oxf. Univ. Press 1945, p. 172.

3 E. Kantorowicz-Princeton drew my attention to these papers.

4 [Cf. W. Schmid, Festschrift Bruno Suell, Miinchen 1956, pp. 123 {.]
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rithdni by al-Kindi and Muhammad ibn Zakariyyi ar-Razi. Hence an
Arabic translator or also a Syriac intermediator may have brought in the
term r#h and thus be responsible for Miskawaih’s wdlid rithdni. Whatever
the ultimate answer may be, it is intc.esting to realize that the expression
“spiritual father” which we freely use nowadays and with which we are
familiar, outside the specific Christian religious sphere, since the days of
the Renaissance at least, is to be found in this particular sense for the
first time, in a popular philosophical work by an Arab writer about the
year 1000 1.

This study of Miskawaih’s ethical treatise has however still wider
implications. For the philosophical ideas of late Greek origin which this
older contemporary of Ibn Sinid discusses and explains were quite influ-
ential in later Islamic literature, and Miskawaih’s work was followed
closely in Nasir ad-din at-Tasi's Akhldg-i-Ndsiri and Galal ad-Din
Muhammad ibn As‘ad ad-Dawwani’s Akhldg-i-Galdli; al-Ghazzali incor-
porated the greater part of Miskawaih’s treatise in his Revivification of
the Religious Sciences (cf. Encyclopaedia of Islam, 2nd edition, s. v. Akhlag).
Hence it is particularly interesting to see which kind of Greek philosophi-
cal ethics was ultimately acceptable not only to Muslim philosophers
but also to Islamic religious thinkers.

In addition, it may not be out of place to add, in conclusion, a few
remarks about Miskawaih’s inner development and his attitude to the
Islamic tradition, as far as we can ascertain it from the study of the
Tahdkib al-Akhldg. After all, he is not a Greek philosopher but a Muslim
who uses the discoveries and the experiences of the Greeks for his own
way of life and wants to naturalize the spiritual religion of the Greek
philosophers within the world of Islam, as other Muslim philosopbers did
in their own time and in their own way.

Like so many of his predecessors in the Greek world (cf,, e.g., A. D.
Nock, Conversion, Oxford 1933, p. 164 ff.), Miskawaih is a convert to
philosophy. Through philosophy alone man can become perfect and happy,
happy in this world and in the world to come. It is the road to salvation
(nagdt p. 18,2 = owmpla) and the only true education (adab kagigi, p. 18,
3 = &b mudela). The upbringing which could guarantee this aim
should be based on habituation as offered by the established religious
tradition (adab ash-shari‘a p. 17,24): this tradition provides truth in
religious form, accessible to the child’s mind as well as to those who have
by the limitations of their nature no access to philosophical understanding

1 Other parallels from ancient commentaries could be added here, but this is better
left for a paper on Aristotle’s Ethics in Arabic literature.
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—it has taken the place of the Greek laws as described in Plato’s most
voluminous and last work and of the kind of povou#; admitted in his
Republic. The similarity between Miskawaih’s and al-Farabi’s attitudes
on this question is obvious. Only a man who has been thus brought up
properly can and should embark on the study of philosophical ethics—
as Aristotle, for instance, had also pointed out in the second chapter of
the Nicomachean Ethics (1095 b 4 fi.) which were well known to Islamic
philosophers in Miskawaih’s days. Miskawaih seems even (p. 17, 25) to
recommend his readers to begin the study of philosophy with ethics as
some Platonists (cf. Elias, In Cat., pp. 117,22 ff. Busse and Simplicius,
In Phys., p. 5,29 fi. Diels 1) and, according to a tradition preserved, as
it appears, only by al-Farabi (Philosoph. Abhandlungen, p. 52/87 Diete-
rici), Theophrastus had done, and to proceed afterwards to the quadrivium,
to logic and the various sections of theoretical philosophy. Miskawaih
himself (p. 17,33 ff.) had been less fortunate than his prospective followers, .
having been brought up on wicked preislamic poets like Imru’l-Qais and
an-Nabigha and hence indulging in a life of sensual pleasure at minor
courts; only as a grown up man he had come to appreciate philosophy
and succeeded in weaning himself gradually from his previous life by
fighting against his bad habits according to the precepts of the moral
philosophers (cf. also I. Goldziher in Hastings, Encyclopedia of Religion
and Ethics, s. v. Education, Muslim, p. 210 a). He does not talk about
himself from an urge to confess his faults but because he believes that
his example will encourage others to exchange beduin morality for philo-
sophy: expertus docet. According to Miskawaih the agreement between
the Divine Law and philosophy is absolute, the precepts given by the
Prophet and by philosophy are identical, the Divine Law can, without
any reservation, be understood as providing the essential preparation for
a philosophical life. No modification of the Divine Law according to the
principles of philosophy is envisaged, no new legislation based on philo-
sophy attempted, as had been the case in Greek political philosophy.
Heretics are characterized as people who abandon Neoplatonic philo-
sophy and the religious tradition as well (cf. P- 15,5). This attitude, naive
and unsatisfactory as it may appear in the light of later developments
and by comparison with other trends in Islam in Miskawaih’s days, is
sincere, and Miskawaih does not hesitate to interpret the data of the
religious tradition by means of philosophical arguments which may have
shocked less rationalist adherents of the Muslim faith. Thus his arguments
in favour of communal prayer and the pilgrimage to Mecca are worthy

1{Cf. A. Dain, Mélanges Diés, Paris 1956, p. 65, 1. 1.]
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of his Stoic predecessors among the Greeks and may be sketched here as
a very striking illustration of his attempt at harmonizing reason and the
established Muslim tradition. The analysis of different types of human
relations and friendships in chapter 5 has among other things produced
the result (p. 46,10 ff.) that there exists a natural social feeling (uns) in
man which is the cause and principle of all the different friendly associa-
tions between men, some elvoix @uaixy or olxelwatg Or Quolxy) xowwvix.
Now since it is essential to cultivate this inborn sense of companionship
in man, it has been laid down by the Divine Law that man should practice
religious worship in public and assemble in places of religious instruction.
“Moreover”’, Miskawaih continues (p. 46,16), evidently unfolding an idea

of his own, ““it may have been (J’J = {owg) in the mind of the Lawgiver

to actualize this potential inborn social sense in man by making communal
prayer five times a day compulsory and, thus, holding prayer in the
district mosques in higher esteem than individual prayer in privacy”.
He finds a decisive proof that this was really the Lawgiver’s intention in
the establishment of the Friday service in the main mosque of the city
where the community feeling of the whole population can express itself
in public worship. He deals in the same way with the two great festivals
of the Muslim year when city people together with the inhabitants of the
villages and the countryside unite, and with the pilgrimage which brings
Muslims from different lands together in mutual affection in the holy city
of Mecca. All these injunctions of the Divine Law have only one purpose:
to develop this inborn social feeling from a latent state to an active force
and to establish a base for the higher forms of friendship and the love
of God, which are reserved for the philosophers 1.

There are other striking passages in which Miskawaih insists on the
agreement of a theistic philosophy with the basic tenets of Islam. It is
not astonishing that the place of Homer and other Greek poets who are
so frequently referred to in Greek popular treatises on moral philosophy

1 There is, however, a startling parallel in Pseudo-Alexander, In Metaph., p. 710,5 fi.
Hayduck : R
cogol yap Svreg (scil. ol dpyator xod mapmddaor) xal yivboxovres St al mavnyiperg
xal & cupmboa EEnuepot Todg dvlpdmoug xal dvol xal puelv dlhfhoug xal bmip EAARAWY
dmobvfoxew moust, Tabra 8¢ owioTo tag Tokets, T 8 povolaBar dmobnprol xat Swoyife
xal dvatpsiv dAMove mapacueudler, xal Sk Tolro Boukndévres custiioat &g TovnYOpELg
xal T& oupmbow, uiBoug Eridaavro, olov &t Thucpov & Zebg dx Tig ‘Péag tyewiith, xal
ik tobto 86t mdvtag, dfpotoBivan xod doprdont Thy yevéBitov Hubpav tob Beob xal quveoTix-
O3var. But cf. L. Gardet, La Cité Musulmane, Paris 1954, p- 224 f. and al-Ghazzili, Al-
Mungidh min ad-Dalal, Damascus 1358/1939, p. 103.

Some Aspects of Miskawaih’s Tahdhib al-Akhlig 235
1s now taken by verses of the Qur’an, by sayings of the Prophet, of Abii
Ba.kr‘ (p- 59.7), ‘Ali (p. 64,16) Hasan al-Basri (p- 58,20) and lixies from
Arabxc' poems, which Miskawaih connects with the philosophical argu-
ments inherited from the Greeks. Valour manifests itself not in the virtues
of the Homeric heroes, as in Aristotle’s Ethics, but the fortitude displayed
by 'the V.varriors engaged in Holy War, who risk their life in defendin

their religion and their belief in the One God (p- 35.27) L. ¢

From: Studi Orientalistici in onore di Giorgio Levi della Vida, Roma
1956, vol. I1, pp. 603—21. ,

1Cf. also pp. 6.8. 8,23. 9.8. 0,16, 10,16. 12,16. 12,31. 13,

2I1. .
23,8 etc. 14,32. 15,5. 15,2. 16.2,



PLATONISM IN ISLAMIC PHILOSOPHY

It is not customary to talk about Islamic philosophy when scholars
meet to discuss questions of classical scholarship. It is not generally
realized how closely Islamic philosophy is linked up with Greek thought,
and hence we are inclined to underrate its importance for people concerned
with the continuity of the ancient legacy in different civilizations and
with its adaptation to new circumstances and basically different ways of
life. We have becomne increasingly aware how the legacy of paganism and
the heritage from the ancient world were united with the newly estab-
lished Christian tradition during the later centuries of the Roman Empire,
and how this union of Christian and pagan elements inanew Life wastrans-
mitted to the Europe of the Middle Ages 1. In this connection attention
is being paid to the Greek civilization of East Rome 2 and Fo that con-
tinuity with the ancient past which was, though to a minor degro?e,
preserved for the Latin speaking nations of the West during the centuries
which followed the advent of St. Augustine, Boethius and Gregory the
Great. But there is, as far as Greek philosophy, medicine, the exact
sciences and mathematics are concerned, a similar conscious continuity
in Muslim civilization and in Arabic speaking lands which, I contend,
deserves to be seriously investigated not only by the professional students
of Arabic but also by those who are interested in the legacy of Greece
and in the various possibilities of integrating it with a basically foreign
world. The influence of Greek philosophy medicine, etc., is much more
widely spread in the mediaeval Islamic world than in the corresponding
periods of western Christian civilization. The number of Greek worlfs
which became known in Arabic translations before the year A.D. 1000 1S
immense and surpasses in a very impressive way the amount of Greek
books known at that time in Latin. To recall only one well-known example:
Cassiodorus (about 529) recommended, in his Institutiones, one book by

1Cf., recently, W. Jaeger, Two rediscovered works of ancient Christian literature : Gregory
of Nyssa and Macarius, Leiden 1954.

2 Cf. Norman H. Baynes, The Hellenistic Civilization and East Rome, Oxford 1946, and
The thought-world of East Rome, Oxford 1947, now reprinted in Byzantine Studies and
othey Essays, London 1955, pp. 1-46.
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Galen for study 1. The Arabs knew, about A.D. oo, 129 medical and
philosophical works by Galen 2, and evidence that most of them were
not only known but studied is not lacking. With the notable exception
of the Politics and some works of minor importance all Aristotle’s lecture
courses were known to them, often in more than one translation. Moreover
a number of Greek philosophical and scientific works still read in the
Eastern world before 1000 and lost during the later centuries of the
gradual decline of Byzantium are nowadays preserved in Arabic trans-
lations only 3. Hence it is no exaggeration to say that, with the exception
of the Greek papyri and occasional discoveries of new inscriptions and of
some mediaeval Latin and Syriac and Armenian versions of lost works,
the Arabic versions—which are still very incompletely known—constitute
our only hope of increasing our present knowledge of Greek literature.
As for the translation of works whose Greek text has survived, their value
must be separately ascertained in each individual case 4. Equally and in
many respects even more important are the more or less original works by
Arabic philosophers, the majority of which are neither well known nor
adequately studied. They show us not only how well the Arabs understood
the technical side of philosophical methods and how they continued and
developed the philosophical arguments in their own right but make us
realize above all what all those Greek ideas meant to a Muslim and how
individual Islamic philosophers came to answer problems of their own
day in terms and arguments borrowed from Greek philosophy. The classical
scholar may then see his own subject in a mirror in which he is not used
to seeing it, and may thus understand the continuous impact of Greek
thought on other civilizations in a new light—comparing it for once
neither with ancient Roman civilization nor with patristic thought nor
with modern philosophy—and I may be allowed to say that this is one

11 31, p. 78, 25 ff. Mynors. But there was some more Galen and Hippocrates known in
Latin translations, cf., e.g., H. Diller, Die Uberlieferung der hippokyatischen Schrift Tlepl
dépev U8dtwv Témwy, Leipzig 1932, p. 50.

2 Hunain ibn Ishaq, Uber die syrischen und arabischen Galen-Ubersetzungen, Arabic Text
and German translation by G. Bergstrasser Leipzig 1925. G. Bergstriasser Newe Materia-
lien zu Hunain ibn Ishaq's Galen-Bibliographie Leipzig 1932. Cf. also M. Meyerhof, Isis 8,
1926, p. 685 fi. and in The Legacy of Islam, Oxford 1931, pp. 316 ff., 346 ff. This work has
been unduly neglected by the historians of classical scholarship and deserves their attention.

3 There are philosophical works by Galen, various commentators on Aristotle, remnants
of a paraphrase of Plotinus, many mathematical and medical texts etc. etc. Cf. R. Walzer,
On the Legacy of the Classics in the Islamic World, Festschrift Bruno Snell, Miinchen
1956, p. 189 ff. [Above, p. 29 ff.]

4Cf. my article, New Light on the Arabic translations of Aristotle, Oriens 6, 1953,
Pp. 91-141. [Above, p. 60 ff.]
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of the main attractions which Islamic philosophy has in store for those
who make bold to transgress the borders of the classical world and to
make themselves at home in Arab lands .

Plato is known to the Arabs as Aflitiin, since no Arabic word can begin
with two consonants, and you find under this unexpected heading a
survey of what the Arabs knew about him in the 4th fascicle of the
second edition of the Encyclopedia of Islam, Leiden 1955, p. 234 fi.
Whereas the Latin Middle Ages had to be satisfied with portions cf the
Timaeus, the Arabs knew the complete dialogue in different translations,
had access to the full text of the Republic and the Laws, knew the Phaedo,
the Crito and the Alcibiades-speech from the Banguet for example, and
probably much more. The Arabic bibliographers list the titles of all the
dialogues to be found in the Greek Corpus of Plato’s works and since the
exploration of the eastern libraries, in spite of the progress made within
the last thirty years, is still in its early stages, it is quite possible that
translations of the original works will turn up in due course. In addition,
summaries of the Timaeus, the Republic, the Laws have been traced and
published. The Arabs also knew hellenistic, Galenian and Neoplatonic
interpretations of Plato and made wide use of them for purposes of their
own 2. They were, for obvious reasons, very well acquainted with the
Neoplatonists, and it may well be said that all the Arabic philosophers
were Platonists qua metaphysicians, though by no means all in the same
way. It is a not uncommon error to minimize these very considerable
differences and thus to misunderstand the individual outlook of different
Islamic philosophers.

I am going to illustrate this general statement by describing the way in
which some leading Islamic philosophers dealt with traditional problems
of ancient Platonism: to wit, the cardinal virtues, the ideal state, divina-
tion and prophecy, and the philosophical prayer. It so happens that in all
these cases we shall have to consider both the material gain for classical
scholarship and the meaning of the Greek tradition for the Muslim philo-
sophers concerned: the Arab Al-Kindi (died after A.p. 870), the Turk
Al-Farabi (died A.p. g50) and the Persian Ibn Sina (Avicenna, 980-1037).

1Cf. the short account of Islamic Philosophy in The History of Philosophy : Eastern
and Western, London 1953, chapter 32, [Cf. above, p. 1 ff.]

2 Cf. J. Lippert, Studien auf dem Gebiete der griechisch-arabischen Ubersetzungslitteratur,
Braunschweig 1894. P. Kraus and R. Walzer, Galeni Compendivm Timaei Platonis (Plato
Arabus I), London 1951. F. Rosenthal and R. Walzer, Aifarabius De Platonss philosophia
(Plato Arabus II), London 1943. F. Gabrieli, Alfarabius. Compendium Legum Platonis
(Plato Arabus III), London 1952. E. 1. J. Rosenthal, Averroes’ Commentary on Plato's
Republic, with an English translation, Cambridge 1956.
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The selection made is quite arbitrary but it is of course impossible to
exhaust the subject even in one highly concentrated paper. Moreover,
conditions in this field are still rather fluid: new evidence keeps turning up,
and the first thorough interpretation of the evidence now available is,
often still to be done’and can by no means be considered as settled. This
rpakes work in this field very attractive but at the same time very difficult
since the public which takes an interest in Arabic philosophy is relativel);
small, very little discussion develops and constructive criticism is often
sadly missed.

I

As you will agree, our evidence of the teaching of ethics in the late
Greek philosophical schools is not particularly abundant, and every
addition to our scanty information can only be welcome. The Arabic text
of the last four books of the Nicomachean Ethics, hitherto unknown, has
just been discovered by sheer good luck in a Moroccan manuscript, cc;pied
by a pupil of the great Averroes himself, and is at present being prepared
for publication in England 1; it is accompanied by a paraphrase of the
work by Nicolaus of Damascus, the first commentator on Aristotle after
Andronicus of Rhodes, of whose way of interpreting Aristotle we have
other evidence exclusively preserved by Arabic authors 2. .

I mention this here only in order to demonstrate that the worker in
this field can never be sure what kind of unexpected discovery will confront
him next. From other Arabic texts, known for a long time but never
studied with a view to their Greek sources, we learn that the Nicomachean
Ethics were not the main text book of Greek ethics, as we should expect
from the Western European tradition, and once we have become aware
of this, we recall that the Greek commentaries on that work which have
survived 3 cannot be compared with the learned and well informed com-
mentaries on the logical, physical and metaphysical treatises, some of
which are preserved in Arabic or Hebrew versions only 4. Philosophical
ethics in the Islamic world are mostly based on Plato, who is understood

ICf. A. J. Arberry, The Nicomachean Ethics in Arabic, Bulletin of the London School
of Oriental and African Studies 17, 1955, p. 1 ff.

2Cf., for the time being, J. Freudenthal, Die durch Averroes erhaltenen Fragmente
Alexanders zur Metaphysik des Aristoteles, Berlin 1885, p- 126 ff. A major study on Nicolaus
of Damascus in the Syriac and Arabic traditions is being prepared by H. J. Drossart Lulofs.

G taria in Avistotelem Graeca XIX, XX.

4Cf. C taria in Avristoielem Graeca V, parts 4 and 5. J. Freudenthal, op. cif. For
the recently discoveréd Arabic version of Themistius De anima cf. M. C. Lyons, An Arabic
translation of the C tary of Themistius etc., Bulletin of the London School of Oriental
and African Studies 17, 1955, p. 426 fI.
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either in Posidonius’ or Galen’s way, or else they represent a blend of -

Platonic, Peripatetic and Stoic elements which is not unheard of in Greek
tradition but developed in a peculiar way resembling trends of late Greek
philosophy. The Nicomachean Ethics were studied in a commentary by
Porphyry, of whose existence we know only from an Arabic tenth century
bibliographical tradition !; some traces of this commentary can be dis-
covered in the most influential popular Arabic treatise on ethics, by a
certain Miskawaih 2, an older contemporary of Avicenna who once in this
context refers to Porphyry by name, in the beginning of the discussion of
the summum bonum, but his influence goes deeper: Aristotle appears in
Miskawaih’s treatise, as we should expect in a philosophy which believes
that Plato and Aristotle are mutually complementary and that their
systems are substantially identical, as a much more decided Platonist than
he actually was, and some of Aristotle’s statements are modified accord-
ingly. This view—of the essential identity of Plato’s and Aristotle’s
thought—is, by the way, as common to all the Muslim philosophers
{though they differ about it in often significant details), as it is to
Porphyry and Simplicius and most later Neoplatonists. To come back to
the main topic of this section, we find, then, many Islamic ethical treatises
adhering to the Platonic trichotomy of the soul and Plato’s four cardinal
virtues, as is customary in late authors like Galen, Themistius or Elias’
Prolegomena of Philosophy; Porphyry seems to have followed a similar
line, according to the evidence preserved by John of Stobi 3. But although
all the Islamic writers on ethics follow Plato in the main lines, many have
found individual, different ways of their own which may, in their turn,
reproduce otherwise lost Greek schemes. Miskawaih, who seems to be in
agreement with Al-Kindi and Avicenna, holds a special view on the virtues
and their interrelations which is known to us, in the Greek tradition, from
an isolated notice in Arius Didymus’-Epitome of the Peripatetic Ethics
only. It amounts to this: Miskawaih and those like him connect with each
of the four cardinal virtues a considerable number of subordinate virtues,
a scheme which may ultimately go back to discussions in the old Platonic
Academy and is known as the generally accepted Stoic view of considering
this subject. There is, however, much difference in detail for which there

1Cf, J. Bidez, Vie de Porphyre, Gand-Leipzig 1913, p. 66*.

3 Cf. C. Brockelmann, Geschichte der avabischen Litteratur 12, Leiden 1943, p. 342 (Sup-
plement 1, Leiden 1937, p. 582). An English translation of the Tahdkib al-Akhldq by A. J. M.
Craig will be published in the near future. Cf., for the time being, D. M. Donaldson, Studies
tn Muslim Ethics, London 1953, pp. 121-33.

8 For detailed references cf. my article : Some aspects of Miskawaih’s Tahdhib al-Akhlaq,
Studi Orientalistici in onore di G. Levi della Vida, Roma 1956, vol. 11, p. 603 fi. [above,
p. 220 f1.].
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is no Greek parallel and, moreover, ‘‘wisdom” is now identical with
Neoplatonic metaphysics. The vices which correspond to the virtues are
described in accordance with the Aristotelian definition of the mean (as
Albinus and Porphyry had done before), and this Peripatetic doctrine is
combined with the Platonic and Stoic theories just mentioned, so that we
have two vices associated with each virtue, and also subordinate vices
defined as faulty extremes. This theory (which is known to us from
Miskawaih, Avicenna, Al-Kindi, Stobaeus) fits in well with the general
trend of late Greek philosophy and was probably more influential and
more common in late antiquity than we could assume before taking the
Arabic tradition into consideration.

Concerning the Neoplatonic commentator in Aristotle’s Ethics whom
Miskawaih uses I should like to draw attention to two very characteristic
passages. Every student of the Nicomachean Ethics is puzzled by the fact
that Aristotle tacitly disowns Plato’s divine pwg in his discussion of
human relations and mentions associations founded on €w¢ only under
the heading of pleasure and gain. Miskawaih not only distinguishes
between guMa and &ydmy, following, I believe, some Stoic differentiation
of the excessively wide Aristotelian term @uix, but also reintroduces, as
the Stoics had done before, the good #pe¢ which is praiseworthy as exces-
sive love of the good. This &wg can develop into a supreme grade of
friendship in man, the divine friendship of feiot &vSpeg which provides
unmixed and pure pleasure of the highest kind; no adverse circumstance
can interfere with it. This revival of Plato’s #pw¢ is well known from
Neoplatonic and Christian authors of late antiquity, such as Plotinus and
Gregory of Nyssa, Proclus and Pseudo-Dionysius the Areopagite, and had
its influence in Arabic thought as well, as we realize now in that Neo-
platonic exegesis of the Nicomachean Ethics of which they alone have
preserved some traces.

The friendship between master and pupil is indicated by Aristotle as
an instance of a friendship between unequal partners and compared to
the relation of children to their parents and of men to the gods. The
commentator used by Miskawaih has followed up this point and estab-
lished these friendships as a new special class of relations, on the level of
drabera, that freedom of emotions which is the realm of contemplative
virtue, superior to the realm of the “political” four virtues which is con-
trolled by petprondOeia in the Aristotelian manner—a feature which recalls
Porphyry again. “God is the cause of our higher being, of the existence of
our mind, whereas our parents are the cause of our physical being.” Only
the friendship between master and disciple in the transmission of philo-
sophy from one generation to the other rises to the level of these two.
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I quote: “Friendship with wise men is higher in rank and more worthy
of honour than friendship with one’s parents, for wise men have the care
of our souls and are the promoters of our real being and assist us in obtain-
ing felicity in this life and in the life to come. Since these blessings are
superior to material blessings—as the soul is superior to the body—the
friendship of the disciple with the philosopher is nearer to the friendship
of men with God” (we have now the singular, in the Muslim context).
Thus, Miskawaih continues, the teacher is the disciple’s spiritual father,
he is for him like God in mortal shape. Now we have no evidence, if 1 am
not mistaken, that the relationship between master and pupil was ever
understood in terms of a spiritual kinship between father and son either
in the Old Academy or in the Peripatus or the Porch, close as the personal
relation may have otherwise been. But it is almost a commonplace in the
later Neoplatonic school to call one’s teacher “father” or to regard one’s
pupil as one’s ““child”. To meet this ultimately (as I am inclined to believe)
Pythagorean idea in Neoplatonic surroundings is in itself not surprising.
That the teacher of philosophy could be accorded divine honours, as
Miskawaih’s text evidently implies, was certainly unheard of in Plato’s
days but, again, not uncommon among the Neoplatonists who, like the
Muslim philosophers, understood philosophy as a way of salvation and
hence its representatives as divine guides and authorities deserving of
worship as saviours. We find this and similar tenets thus added to the
traditional exegesis of Aristotle, by Porphyry or some later Neoplatonist.
But the expression ““spiritual father’ cannot be accounted for in this way
and it is not to be found in any extant Greek philosophical text (it would
literally translated be nvevpamixds mathp). There are two possible explana-
tions: the Greek text, which may have described the spiritual fatherhood
without using the term nvebpa with its materialistic and Stoic associations
could have been changed by a Christian transmitter who understood
$uy#h as mvebua in the Pauline sense. But one may also recall that the
Arabic terms for Juy# and mveSpa are almost interchangeable, so that an
Arabic translator (or a Syriac intermediator) may be responsible for the
wording chosen by Miskawaih. Whatever the ultimate answer may be, it
is interesting to realize that the expression “spiritual father” which we
freely use nowadays and with which we are familiar, even outside the
specific Christian religious sphere, is to be found in this peculiar sense
for the first time in a popular philosophical work by an Arab Platonist
about the year A.D. 1000. :
So much about the first aspects of Platonism in Islamic philosophy to
be discussed in this paper. It is, after all, though gratifying, not so sur-
prising if we discover Platonic ethics with Neoplatonic colouring, making
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use at the same time of advances made in Peripatetic and Stoic thought
and’uniting different but by no means incompatible elements of different
origm, to have been alive, and more popular than we realized, in late
antiquity, and taken over by the Arabs. Miskawaih in particular became
a kind of standard text in later times. This type of Platonizing ethics
appealed to the mind of the Muslims who felt in need of a theistic philo-
sophy of the Platonic or Neoplatonic kind when they set out to rationalize
their new religious experience, first in order to defend themselves against
Fhe Christian critics of their creed, but soon in order to reassert themselves
In terms of philosophy without considering the outside world at all. Since
it did not contradict any basic tenet of Islam, it was not discarded when,
in the twelfth century, the original religious foundations of Islam were
relaid and philosophy, especially metaphysics, physics and psychology,
had to be content, more and more, to withdraw from the centre of Islamic

life and to occupy a very minor place in the now definitely established
Islamic tradition 1,

2

But Plato did not help the Arabs in theoretical and moral philosophy
onl.y. They, or certainly some of them, appreciated him as a political
philosopher; they by no means, like Plotinus, wanted the philosopher to
keep away from practical life altogether, nor were they attracted by
Proclus’ dislike of the Republic and the Laws in favour of Parmenides and
Timaceus exclusively. On the contrary, the greatest representative of this
trend in Islamic philosophy, Al-Farabi2, chose Plato’s Republic as his
textbook of political theory, instead of Aristotle’s Politics, the only major
Aristotelian treatise—with the exception of the Dialogwes—which was
never translated into Arabic. This very fact in itself may suggest that a
similar substitution of the Republic for Aristotle’s Politics may have
taken place already within the Greek tradition which reached Al-Farabi
and, in fact, we have no ancient Greek commentary on the Polstics and
only one MS older than Moerbeke’s s. x111 translation. But, to make this
clear from the very outset, reading Plato’s Republic was not a merely
academic exercise in political theory for Al-Farabi. It was meant as a

1 For the whole of this section cf. above p. 240, 1. 3 and the article Akhlag by Sir Hamilton
Gibb and the present writer in the 2nd edition of the Encyclopedia of Islam.

2 Cf. C. Brockelmann, op. cit. 1 p. 232 . (Suppl. 1, p. 375). The work by Al-Farabi on
which this section is mainly based is accessible in German and French translation. Cf.
F. Dieterici, Der Musterstaat von Al-Farabi, Leiden 1900. R. P, Janssen, Youssef Karam,
F. Chlala, Al-Farabi, Idées des habitants de la cité vert , Le Caire 1949. Unfortunately,
both translations use the same unsatisfactorily edited Arabic text. Cf. also F. Dieterici,
Die Staatsleitung von Al-Farabi, Leiden 1904.

R
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very serious attempt at proposing a radical reform of the Islamic caliphate,
in the first place by introducing the idea that organized society must be
governed by philosopher-kings, i.e. that the caliph, the successor of the
Prophet as a religious and political leader, must conform to the principles
laid down in Plato’s Republic; “if at a given time no philosophy at all
is associated with the government, the State must inevitably perish after
a certain interval”. Words like these have a familiar ring for everybody
who recalls Plato’s 7tk Letter, Cicero’s De republica, Eusebius’ theory of
the Christian emperor ! or Julian’s abortive attempt at restoring paganism
with the help of Platonic philosophy. Al-Farabi’s account of Plato’s
political philosophy is thus interesting not only because we become aware
of a continuous study of this aspect of his work even in the days when
Plato’s and the Neoplatonist’s view of the transcendental world prevailed
among philosophers; and because we obtain some new material for the
history of late Greek Platonism from Arabic texts. The crisis of the
caliphate in his own day made Al-Farabi understand the Platonic dilemma
more immediately than a mere scholarly reading of Republic and Laws
could have done, and gives to his sober and detached way of writing a
freshness which demonstrates that Greek thought had in fact found a
home in Islamic lands,—as Al-Farabi himself claims, who believed that
Greek philosophy had come to an end everywhere else.—It may not be
out of place to say a few words about the kind of perfect State (dptorn
nohwrela), which Al-Farabi has in mind and his conception of the perfect
man who ought to be its ruler. The best organized society can be either
a city-state, or an wmma, that is a wider society based on a common
religious creed, like Islam or Christianity 2, or the whole inhabited world,
ruled by a philosopher-king. Al-Farabi, who maintains that philosophical
reason is superior to the different forms of established religions and is
more than a simple handmaiden of theology, has indeed these three
possibilities in mind, and clearly envisages, beyond the realm of Islam,
a world state under a philosopher-king who is at the same time a prophet
and a legislator. This obviously goes beyond the ideas of Plato, who
limited his vision to a city state, but it may well have been envisaged by
Stoics or Platonists in the Roman Empire; and there is some scanty
evidence for that. Al-Farabi’'s scheme is, however, not the less daring,
because Greek thinkers had expressed similar views before. It is very
different from St. Augustine’s Civitas Dei, who does not envisage a perfect

1Cf, N. H. Baynes, Eusebius and the Christian Empire, Mélanges Bidez, Brussels 1933,
p. 13 ff., reprinted in Bysantine Studies and Other Essays (cf. above p. 236, n. 2}, p- 168 fi.

2 Ct., e.g., Encyclopedia of Islam, s. v. umma.
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sta.te here and now, and this may account for the fact that Al-Faribi’s
a;;l)us works on the perfect state were not translated into medieval Latin
N e head of the perfect state must not only be an accomplished phil :
iop er and a prophet and thus be divinely inspired—I shall have t?) s: ,
hewl({)Irlc; v::(.)u: pr?fphecy presently. He must also be able to translate wha)t’
into effective speech and thus work on the imaginatic
- - - . a t i
nog ph}lOSOptha.l su'b]ects—as Plato himself had explaine%lmii I;’Za(zl -
im 1Chtogbho, accordmg to Al-Farabi 1. He must, further, have the v:uls'
t;miagi pethi:s ft; felicity by teaching them to perform those af:iofls
which felicity is obtained: in other words h i
and educator as well. Whereas phi i s the s onprghver
i . philosophical truth is the same ev
3 . . h
;ﬁ'oi:;:z;};)cglyr a.mlil in htlavery nation, the symbols (created by p;ig:op:;
ough which this truth is conve i
: : yed to the non-phil i
;rmla:d ax}')e dlfferent, accox:dmg to different religions and diﬁ‘erelzlt lZnSOPI:Cﬂ
fg)melr:m dytdxfferent nations. And, accordingly, laws and customsuvges
o | (:_iland, although they are related to one and the same tmi;ly
o 03; the wflslre Irlm‘:::r b.e (;f good physique and be able to shoulder tht;
, is : o £
towards the end orced upon him. (“Musterstaat chapter 27,
ex’i‘ellx; 'ﬁrc;sl?;c‘tis rule:11 of the perfect state must be born with twelve
sical, moral and intellectual qualiti i arabi
he reports himself, took fro o he 6tk Dok o, a8
! s m the first section of the 6
Repootts s s took : e 6th book of Plato’s
' ged in a more systematic wa is qui
y. He is quite
Eor:as);l hz.l%pen very r_arely that such a man should be bgm anecllw?;eatd}:;it
suc}; ) (l)n an (a);l reaching matur:ity, acquire all the faculties just m;ntioned
oty (i)fnﬁ would qua&hfy'as ruler of the perfect state. He would.
1ocate§ s ltlee ol a;w::trfa lack11lxi1ghm prophetic, divinatory power, a faculty
¢ lon which is inferior to the intell
not surprising in view of the intr tato Fapattis o
i oductory chapter of )
T ry chapter of Plato Republ
!z ;n]za t7eI I\z;.nd lLaws. XII 966 D, but which would probably be corﬁradzicctz:i'
ke eophatomsts of the Athenian school. Both philosopher-prophet
nd Ir)u] egs«;)v[;l :r can act as .heads of the perfect society. Inferior in rank
bt o was born with the essential twelve qualities referred to
e Dut p:oved unable to reach the grade of perfection required and
able to give laws and establish rules
oy 1o of good conduct in his
1rllfv ; tf){:elv;d(l),n T;Ze?d' althfoz?h he is qualified as a philosopher as :Z‘l’ln
. on the forms of life established by the rulers of high: ’
::: hli Superior intellectual qualities will enable him to know ajd Zlilin .
intimately what they have laid down as law and custom and T(;

1 Cf. for this topic and for this section of € paper in general a S
P! n th P gent , Plato Arabus I1 (!efeued
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conform to this tradition in all his deeds without exception (one feels -
reminded of the Politicus). Whenever there is no precedent recorded he

will be in a position to find out new law, in the spirit of the first ruler.

He will also be a politician in the narrower sense of the term, being able

to deal with situations unthought of by his predecessors and to select

ways and means in the service of the well-being of the community. He

will, in his turn, have oratorical faculties of convincing people of the

validity of the Law and the necessity of his own innovations, and will

have the same military qualities as the perfect ruler. The same good

government could also be achieved by the union of a philosopher and a

politician (Plato in Sicily !) and, should this prove to be impracticable,

by a team of persons each of whom would display one of the qualities
required (nocturnal council of the Laws). But it would be disastrous if
there should be a government without philosophy altogether. (‘‘Muster-
staat” cap. 28.)

But no Platonist could consider politics in isolation, without referring
the universe, the individual man and society to the same principle, and
it goes without saying that Al-Farabi conforms to that rule. The same
order which prevails in the universe, where centuries of unquestioned
tradition have given to the postulate of the rule of the divine mind the
appearance of self-evidence, must apply to man, the pxpds xdopoc, who
should organize himself on the same pattern, and to society which should
be ruled and organized by the perfect man living in conformity with the
divine order which guarantees the eternal existence of the whole world.
(“Musterstaat” cap. 26-27 passim.)

ALFaribi's account of the different possibilities of philosophical
government which Plato had envisaged in different works of his own may
well go back to an attempt by Hellenistic or later Greek philosophers to
give a coherent account of Plato’s political theory. We cannot lay hands

on the very work he used, but his treatise On Plato’s philosophy ! which
depends on a Greek pattern and the paraphrase of the Republic used by
Averroes £ and certainly known to Al-Farabi also show the kind of books
which existed in late Greek philosophy whose authors, like their Aristo-
telian opposite numbers, made their authorities more coherent and more
systematic than they actually were and had aspired to be.

Al-Farabi’s statement is couched in very abstract terms so that it may

be applied to any existing society; all specific Islamic terms are, almost
completely, studiously avoided. But he wrote for Arabic, Muslim readers,

1Cf. above, p. 245, n. 1.
2 Cf. above, p. 238, n. 2.
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for whom the application of the views expressed must have been obvi
although there was some risk involved in putting it down in ViOUS
We shall not be far off the mark if we understand him in the fo‘rln i
terms: Ifffuhammad himself would then be the philosopher-pro hetowmg
th? Qur’an the work in which he transmitted philosophical tl'lltl;l t "non
philosophers. It would take the place of poetry in Plato’s Republ e or of
th(’: Gospels in Christianity, and would certainly not have an a o ;)lr o
universal as philosophy. The Divine Law of the Muslims tied tradft?;naﬂas
to tpe Prophet’s authority would take the place of Plato’s Laws whi hy
0bv1f>usly, were valid for Greeks only. The so-called orthodox four c:;i l(}:xs’
:hed.m'lmedmte successors of Muhammad, idealized in the later IslaF:nic'
ra 1.tlon, would correspond to the philosopher rulers who have n
phetic powers associated with their intellectual supremacy as Neo lotpn‘)-
metaphysicians. The other possibilities surveyed by Al-Faribi are }; 10;11‘3
meant as practical proposals and are by no means as unrealisticp ao ?h y
may appear at first sight. His views had some influence in vario artons
and were by no means forgotten 1. o quarters
wolisf(;rgolu ‘]:Jals\s; tp(‘)a:gzi'tshlrd alnd ltatst section of this paper I should add a

: -Fai explanation of prophecy—whic] -
Z:;lmate t(; reason is none the less an indisperI:sabl):e qua.lit; otil'1 (t)}llleg l-lré:::g
: owmag. [t woulfl be like carrying coals to Newcastle if I should recall

o you th§ appreciation and acknowledgement of mantic powers by Pl

Arxsto.tle in h'is earlier works, Stoics and Neoplatonists. AIl)f)Firébi };o it(:i'

them in the imaginative faculty, and its explanation is linked witlcxatfl

?;thyns:j (:f tfhtehsoull:Jy Alexander of Aphrodisias who brought An'stotle':

nt of the su ject in different treatises into some kind of coh
system: he did this by establishing a hierarchic order of th Ay aad

the different faculties, each of them being at the e time v

for a higher faculty and the form for a lovger facu]tsatfll‘?l tm?e o oty

is the rational which provides structural unit o am hlghe'St fac}ﬂty
faculti:as: it is, when it reaches perfection, in cgntt(;cr:lsvriltztli:ﬁ:tlisvv?\?i:;s

'the volg Ttof’q‘l'lxéq which is in most Arabic philosophical works noel ’

:ientlcal with the First Cause, with God (as it is for Alexander) bu(:ngae:

In::;;;ect zf s;l;::ir:lt; ;:a;zc;;?en:;lt entity},l comparable to the World

- It me es between the higher world and t
xi(;w:vn Zh: moon.f ’Fhfough it divination can even reach the First C::is‘: :;lg
Jecome 2 tv;r;ll'ebc; Xl u}; ;ﬁg:lisarll:ii ;)l;he}" :ymbols. The detailed explanation
- ghly interestin i
Greek theory for which, as a whole,);ve have nogoflr:g :?i);zi::x:e?t zl‘sg?:;.ls'e:il

1
Sir Thomas W. Arnold, The Caliphate, Oxford 1924, p. 121 £,
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on pavrasle, which is analysed in a much more differentiated manner than
Aristotle had done, by utilizing the progress made in the Stoic school,
and on an elaborate view of plunog, coupled with the Neoplatonic theory
of emanation 1.

It is obvious that the problem of divination and prophecy assumed a
new actuality when the adherents of the three Hebraic religions, Judaism,
Christianity and Islam, set about understanding their non-Hellenic
religious experience in terms of philosophy. This applies to Islam with
particular force since the very fact of Muhammad’s prophecy is next to
the uniqueness of God the main basis of its creed. For Al-Farabi divine
inspiration 2 comes about through philosophy and divination at once, but
divination, located in the inferior faculty of imagination, is only auxiliary
to philosophy. Al-Kindi and Avicenna give (though in different ways) to
divination a higher place than to reason and their views remind us of
what we know of Stoic thought and of the Athenian school of Neopla-
tonism. But the traditionalist and mystic Muslim critics of philosophy
who eventually won the day claimed that no rational explanation of
prophecy could ever be adequate, that it is a stage beyond intellect and
that it had unlocked the door to a domain of reality to which Greek
philosophy (a few Neoplatonists excepted) had not provided the key 3,

3

The Muslim philosophers were, like their immediate Greek predecessors,
—to mention this third aspect of Platonism in conclusion—very well
aware of the religious element in Plato’s thought. In the case of Avicenna
it pervades his entire philosophy, so that one can say he interprets the
whole of Islam in terms of the Platonic religion of the mind which takes,
however, its firm roots in the established forms of Muslim worship and of
Muslim law and custom altogether; similarly his Hellenic Neoplatonic
counterparts had appreciated and accepted Greek tradition though they
looked at it with the philosopher’s eye. Philosophy is, for Avicenna, more
than a knowledge of truth accumulated in many centuries and by different
generations, not only a system of natural theology, a way to understand
the world and God in rational terms. Philosophy is for him a religious
way of life, or rather the religious way of life, the only religious way of

1Ci. my paper on Al-Fardbi's theory of prophecy and divination, Jowrnal of Hellenic
Studies 77, 1957, p. 143 fl. [above, p. 206].

2 Ct. Encyclopedia of Islam s.v. wahy.
3Cf. e.g., W. Montgomery Watt, The Faith and Practice of Al-Ghazali, London 1953,

p. 63 .
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life, and hence Islam must be made to conform to it without risking its
basic tenets. I shall try to illustrate this by referring to his short treatise
On prayer (which can be read in an English version) 1. Avicenna deals in
this treatise with two kinds of prayer: () the ritual daily prayer, five
jcimes a day as regulated by the Qur’an and the Divine Law, which is
incumbent on philosophers and non-philosophers alike and which he
considers as an outward symbol of the higher kind of prayer. (We know
from his autobiography that he was very strict in observing these forms,)
(b) the private conversation of man with God which constitutes the last
section of the communal prayer and whose importance had increased in
the Islamic mystical tradition which had developed independently without
contact with philosophy 2. He gives to this part of the rite a completely
new meaning by making it the specific prayer of the philosopher and
identifying it with philosophical contemplation, as the final result of
intense and protracted philosophical studies. To quote a few sentences:
“prayer is the foundation stone of religion—worship is knowledge, that
is to be aware of the existence of One Whose being is necessary and
absolute—the real nature of prayer is therefore to know Almighty God in
his Uniqueness, as a being wholly necessary”. This prayer is silent, far
beyond the world of the senses, it is an inner vision, with the eye of the -
mind: “Reason’s ambition and striving all through life is to purify the
sensual impressions and to become aware of the world of intelligible truth.
Reasoning is the speech of the angels who have no speech or utterance,
reasoning belongs to them especially, which is perception without sensing
and communication without words. Man’s relation to the Kingdom of
Heaven, to the world of the mind, is established by reasoning: speech
follows after it. If a man possesses no knowledge of reasoning he is
incapable of expressing truth.”

It does not need many words to demonstrate that this is another case
of an important and profound Greek idea, fully naturalized in the Islamic
world and fully understood by the Muslim philosopher who made it his
own. We need only to recall Plato’s Laws 3, or the fact that Aristotle
wrote a treatise On prayer, a sentence from whose closing section, the
only one we have, we owe to that very Plotinian N eoplatonist Simplicius4,
It must have been concerned with the philosopher’s prayer and have

1 A. J. Arberry, Avicenna On Theology, London 1951, p- 50 ff. French translation by
A. F. Mehren, Traités Mystiques . . . d’Avicenne, 3me fascicule, Leiden 1894, p. 16 ff.

2 Cf. Encyclopedia of Islam, s. v. salat.

3Cf, eg., E. R. Dodds, The Greeks and the Irvational, Berkeley 1951, p. 219 ff., 222.

4 W. D. Ross, Aristoteles Fragmenta Selecta, Oxford 1955, p. 57. Plato, Rep. 509 B. W.
Jaeger, Aristotle, Oxford 1948, pp. 160, 240,
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been akin to the well-known statement in the Eudemian Ethics that the
contemplative life is the true worship of God, that the perfect life is
<bv Bedy Bepaneberv xal Bewpsiv, (VIII 3, 1249b20), by becoming similar to
God as far as human beings are able to do so—a formula, by the way,
which is again quite familiar to the Islamic philosophers. I may refer also
to an equally famous saying of Seneca to whom we owe so many impressive
formulations of widely accepted philosophical views (Ep. 95.47): “‘deum
colit qui novit . . . primus est deorum cultus deos credere. deinde reddere
eis maiestatem suam, reddere bonitatermn sine qua nulla maiestas est.
scire illos esse qui praesident mundo . . . satis illos coluit quisquis imitatus
est 1.” Galen could also be quoted in this context 2. More similar still to
what we find in Avicenna are statements on prayer and worship of the

Divinity to be found in Porphyry’s Letler to his wife Marcella 3. Only the .

philosopher knows how to pray (umévos elddc eBBacBar). “‘(16) You will
honour God in the best way if you make your mind (thv cautiic Sutvoiav)
similar to God: # & oSuotwotg otar Sid pévne dpetiic * povy yap dpem) Thv
Juydpy dve Eaxer xal wpdg 6 ouyyevés. The wise man’s soul adapts itself
to God, always sees God with the mind’s eye, it always is with God:
Juyh 8 copol dpudletar wedg Tov Oebv, del Bedv 4o, abvestwy del Bedh. Not
the speech of the wise man is appreciated and acknowledged by God but
what he does: ody %) yAéTta 105 co@ob Tipiov wapk B2¢ dAhd Ta Epya. A wise
man gives honour to God even when he is silent: copdg yap dvijp xal
otyév Oedv T, while he is silent he voices truth: pevd c;ﬁ; pBeyydpevog
v &fsiav. On the other hand, an ignorant man even if he prays and
sacrifices defiles God: &vBpwmog 88 duabijc xol edydpeveg xal Bdwv pualver
1 Betov. Only the wise man is a real priest (icpsic), the wise man alone is
fcopifi (? he loves God and is loved by him). Your mind in you (6 é&v
ool voiic) should be the temple of God. God enjoys nothing else but a pure
mind.” But the philosopher, Porphyry emphasizes, will also worship God
in the traditional ritual forms though they are of minor importance.

The very close similarities between Porphyry and Avicenna are so
obvious that there is no need to describe them in detail. There is, however,
no reason why Avicenna should depend for his conception of philo-
sophical prayer on that particular essay by Porphyry which is fortuna.t.ely
available for us. These ideas are quite widespread among Neoplatonists
and could have reached him in many ways.

Avicenna understood Islam in Neoplatonic terms though he did not
for this reason even contemplate ceasing to be a Muslim. Hence he could—

L Cf. W. Theiler, Die Vorbereitung des Neuplatonismus, Berlin 1930, p. 107 ff.,, 135.

2 Cf. R. Walzer, Galen on Jews and Christians, Oxford 1949, p. 23 f.
3 Cf. W. Theiler, op. cit., p. 140 ff.
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and you may remember what was reported about Al-Farabi—claim that
the silent prayer of the philosopher had been established by the prophet
himself. “‘This is the type of prayer which was incumbent upon our Lord
and Founder of our Faith . . . on the night when he was separated from
his body and divested of all worldly desire, so that there remained with
him no trace of animal passion or the pull of natural wants. He enjoyed
converse with God in his soul and intellect, saying: ‘O Lord, I have
discovered a strange joy this night: grant me the means to perpetuate
it and provide for me a way that will always bring me into it’. It was then
that God commanded the Prophet to pray, saying: ‘O Muhammad, the
man at prayer is in secret converse with His Lord’” or, in other words,
one part of the ritual prayer has been established with a view to philosophy.
“Those who practice only the outer part of prayer experience but a
defective portion of that joy; but those who pray in the spirit know that
joy in full and abundant measure, and the fuller that measure is, the
ampler is their reward.”

This attitude of the Neoplatonists and Avicenna has not died with the
collapse of the Neoplatonic universe in modern times and continues to
live amongst us, since it is deeply rooted in human nature. I need only
remind you of the closing section of J. Burckhardt’s lecture on “Gliick
und Ungliick in der Weltgeschichte 1.

I can not claim to have exhausted my subject, and this has also by
no means been my intention. I thought it more appropriate to illustrate

} Weltgeschichtliche Betrachtungen, Bern 1941, p. 393 :
4«Konnten wir véllig auf unsere Individualitit verzichten und die Geschichte der
" kommenden Zeit etwa mit ebensoviel Ruhe und Unruhe betrachten, wie wir das
Schauspiel der Natur, z. B. eines Seesturmes vom festen Lande aus mitansehen, so

wiirden wir vielleicht eines der gréssten Kapitel aus der Geschichte des Geistes bewusst
miterleben.

In einer Zeit :

da der tiuschende Friede jener dreissig Jahre, in welchen wir aufwuchsen,

langst griindlich dabin ist und eine Reihe neuer Kriege im Anzug zu sein scheint,

da die grossten Kulturvolker in ihren politischen Formen schwanken oder in

Ubergingen begriffen sind,

da mit der Verbreitung der Bildung und des Verkehrs auch die des Leidenbewusst-

seins und der Ungeduld sichtlich und rasch zunimmt,

da die sozialen Einrichtungen durchgingig durch Bewegungen der Erde beunruhigt

werden — so vieler anderer angehiufter und unerledigter Krisen nicht zu gedenken —

wiirde es ein wunderbares Schauspiel, freilich aber nicht fiir zeitgendssische irdische
Wesen sein, dem Geist der Menschheit erkennend nachzugehen, der iiber all diesen
Erscheinungen schwebend und doch mit allen verflochten, sich eine neue ‘Wohnung
baut. Wer hiervon eine Ahnung hatte, wiirde des Gliickes und Ungliickes vollig
vergessen und in lauter Sehnsucht nach dieser Erkenntnis dahinleben».
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a few examples more fully, and to make out, if possible, a case for classic?l
scholars to take an increased interest in the history of Greek thought in
the Islamic world and in the attitude of Islam to the Greek legacy which
is so different from the fate of ancient civilization in the Latin world.

From: Entretiens (Fondation Hardt, Vandceuvres-Geneéve) t. III,
PP 203-24.

INDEX

Abdulmasih b. ‘Abdallah b. Ni'ima
68, 82, 83 n. 1, go £, g5 £, 111, 112,
167 n. 3

Abi Bakral-Adamial-‘Attar 77

Aba Bishr Matta 7,62,661.,68, 771.,
79,82,88n,1,89n.1,94,951.,991.,
102 f., 105, 106, 107, 130 n. 4, 119 ff.
passim.

Abu’l-Hasan ‘Ali b. Muhammad ad-
Dailami 48 ff.

Abi Hayyan at-Tawhidi 189

Abi Ishaq Ibrahim Quwyry 77,113

Abu’l-Faraj ‘Abdallih b. at-Tayyib
71,75,77, 113,222 0. T

Abii Misa “Isd b. Sabih al-Murdar 183

Abii Sulaimin al-Mantiqi 76

Abii ‘Uthmian ad-Dimashqi 67, 73,

77,79,89n.¥,04,95,96n.1,102N0. 1,
110

Abii Yazid of Bistaim 28

Adrastus of Aphrodisias 74

Aeneas of Gaza 19T n.2

Ahmad b. al-Mu‘tasim 176

Albinus 207 n. 3,210,223n. I

Alexander of Aphrodisias 6, g, 24, 30,
62, 66, 67, 70, 72, 88, 8g n. 1, 91 n. 2,
98 n. 1, 100, T01, 120 ff. passim, 201,
204, 207, 208, 209, 210

Ps.-Alexander 1701n.2,234n. X

“Allinus” 69, 75,78

Ammonius I91n. 2, 133, I35

Antiochus of Ascalon 146 ff.

Archytas 74 '

Aristotle 5,191, 21 f, 29 f, 34, 175
n. 1, 177, 180, 185, 187, 191, 193, 215
n. 2, 224 f.

Categories 61, 69, 70 fi., 112, 177
De interpretatione 65, 69, 76 fi., 112

Prior Analytics 61, 68, 69, 70, 71,
108 ff., 112, 113 ’
Posterior Analytics 25, 61, 95, 98 fi.,
112
Topics 61,68, g4, 110, 184
Sophistici Elenchi 61,81 {., 110
De caelo 78
Meteorology 79, 137 f.
Deanima 14,24f., 38, 113,201 ff.
anonymous paraphrase 38 n. 6,
95 ff.
Parva Naturalia 139,208 f.
Historia Animalium 1521, 155
Books on the animals 79
Metaphysics 65, 68, 78, 114 ff.
paraphraseof A 61, 88
cf. Themistius
Nicomachean Ethics 239 fi.
Eudemian Ethics 56 £., 250
Politics 243
Rhetoric  61,641., 129 ff.
Poetics 641.,94andn. 3, 112, 129 ff.
Eudemus (?) 38 fi., 201
Protrepticus 45n.5,20In. I
On philosophy 203, 207
Onlove 481
On prayer 249f.
A text ascribed to Aristotle 221n.x
Ps.-Aristotle
Magna Moralia 150f.
De virtutibus et vitéis 221 {.
Theology of Aristotle 4on. 5, 47, 68,
76, 112 -
- Decausis ¢
Correspondence with Alexander
139 f.
Arius Didymus 147, 153, 222 £., 226
al-Ash'ari 183 n. 2, 185
Astat (or Ustath) 68, 48, 88, 9o, 95,
g6, 108, 112, 120 fi. passim, 187



254 INDEX

Athanasius of Balad 68, 82, 83, 85,
86, 88, 113,184 n. 4

Averroes see Ibn Rushd

Avicenna see Ibn Sina

Babrius 165, 167 fi.

Basil 180, 195, 231

al-Biriini 17, 165 {., 172 ff., 196

Bishr b. al-Mu‘tamir 183

Bryson 220, 222

Cassiodorus 236 f.

Chrysippus 146, 151, 153, 161

Cicero 146 f., 153, 157, 159, 214, 217,
231, 244

Clearchus 42, 43f.,53

ad-Dailami see Abul-Hasan ‘Ali b.
Muhammad

Damascius 203

Democritus 30

Ps.-Dionysius the Aeropagite 81

Elias 41, 134, 222, 231, 233

Epicurus 15

Eusebius 244

al-Faribi 16, 18-23, 24, 26 I, 28, 31,
61, 66, 76, B2 (Sophistici Elenchi),
91 n. 2 and 3, g6, 98 {., 105, 107, 108,
129 fi. (De scienitis), 141, 149 n. 6,
176, 180, 182 n. 1, 187, 188, 189, 190,
191, 193 {. (against Philoponus), 199,
200, 201, 203 n. I and 2, 206 ff., 225 f.,
233,243 fi.

Galen 5f.,40n.4,50ff,53,62f,68,
74.81,83,90,91n. 4,95, 98 n. 1, 117,
135, 142 ff., 164 ff., 187, 193, 220, 221,
237,250

George, Bishop of the Arabs 69, 83,
86, 87, 92

Gerard of Cremona g9, 129 ff. passim

al-Ghazzali 6, 27 f., 171 n. 2, 180, 190
f., 193 f., 194 n. 1, 199, 204, 210 1. 4,
213 1. I, 229 1. 2, 232, 248

Gregory of Nyssa 81, 167 n. 2, 170 n.
4,228, 231

al-Hasan b. Suwir b. al-Khammir
66, 68, 69, 70, 71 f., 73 L., 75, 76, 77,
78, 79, 80, 81 £., 8393 passim, 94, 99
ff. passim, 112

Heraclides Ponticus 4on. 1, 431,53
Heraclitus 102
Herodotus 192
Hippocrates 5o fi.
Homer 179
Hunain b. Ishiaq 6 f{., 34, 49 n. 2, 51,
52,62 f., 65, 67,68, 711.,73,78, 80,82
f., 84, 85, 86, 92, 93, 116 ff., 135, 143 f.
Iamblichus 40, 72, 170n. 2, 177 n. 1,
195, 211 0. I, 217
Ibn Abi Usaibi‘a 142 fi.
Ibn Butlan 52,75
Ibn Khaldin 199
Ibn al-Khammar see al-Hasan b.
Suwir
Ibn al-Matran 75
Ibn al-Muqaffa® see Muhammad b.
‘Abdallah
Ibn Ni‘ima see ‘Abdulmasih b.
‘Abdallah
Ibn al-Qifti 98 f., 194
Ibn Rushd 19, 24, 26-28, 31, 65, 67,
70, 8o, 89, 95 {., 99, 102 n. 2, 103, 114
fi. passim, 179, 180, 187, 188, 189, 190
and n. 1, 193 f., 199, 204, 227, 246
Ibn Sind 17, 23-26, 28, 51 n. 6, 53 n.
1,76, 77, 121 n. 6, 95 f., 172 n. 4, 176,
179, 180, 187, 190 and n. 1, 191, 199,
201 and n. 4, 203 {., 222, 224, 229 n. 2,
248 ff.
Ibn at-Tayyib see Abu‘l-Faraj ‘Ab-
dallah
Ibn Zur‘a see ‘Isib. Ishiq
Ibrihim b. “Abdallah al-Kitib 67 n.
1, 110, 112
Imru‘ul-Qais 182, 198, 233
*Isa b. Ishiq b. Zur*a 7o, 76, 82, 99,
113,184 n. 4
Ishagb.Hunain 38,62,67,701.,76,78,
8z f., 87, 88, 8q, 93, 96, 99, 102, 104,
110, 113, 119 fl. passim, 207 n. 2, 225
‘Isab. Yahya 51, 12
Issus 49, 54 f.
Jabir b. Hayyan 91n.4
Jacobof Edessa 68, 71, 81
Jerome 81

INDEX 255

Job of Edessa 71

Johannes Kuttonios 140n.6

John of Damascus 68, g6, 116, 172 n.
4, 186 f.

John Philoponus 4, 9 f., 16, 41, 69,
73, 98, 99, 100, 101, 102, 104, IO5,
108, 110, 134, X70 n. 2, 180, 181, 183
n. 2, 185, 190196, 198, 201, 205

Ps.—Philoponus (Stephanus) 208

Julian 244

Jurjani 131f.

al-Kindi 6, 12-15, 17, 18, 21, 23 f.,
31, 3811, 68, 76, 77, 78, 96 L., 68, 111,
136, 167 n. 1, 171 1. 2, 175 ff.

Ps.-Longinus 213n. 4

al-Ma'miin 6, 170, 184

Maraya ggf., 105

Marinus 210

al-Marwazi, Abd Yahya 67, 100, 101

Maximus of Tyre 170, 1791m.2

Miskawaih 32 f., 143 n. 6, 147 n. 2,
160 f., 167 n. 1, 171 n. 2, 186 n. 3, 220
fl., 240~243

Muhammad b. ‘Abdallih b. al-Mug-
afia® g7

Mu‘tazila 175, 176,.177-187, 189,
195, 196 f.

al-Mu‘tasim 6, 176, 177

Nabigha 189, 233

Nazif 119 ff. passim

Nicolaus of Damascus 29, 65, 67, 70,
1381., 239

Olympiodorus 41 n. 8 and 10, 46,
133 f., 180, 203

Oribasius 52

Origen 4,81, 191

Palladius 48 ff,, 54

Panaetius 157, 159, 165

Pappus 67

Parmenides 19z

Paul of Aegina 52

Philo of Alexandria 4, 41, 153, 179,
186, 209 1. 3

Philoponus  see John Philoponus

Philostratus 213

Plato s51f, 151, 17, 18 ff,, 28, 31, 38
fi. passim, 55, 149 f., 161 f., 179 n. 2,
185, 207, 210, 221, 224 f., 236 fi.
passim

Plotinus 10, 16, 25, 68, 74, 76, 170 {.
180, 187, 203, 209, 210, 212, 217, 228

Plutarch of Athens 211 andn. 1, 230

Plutarch of Chaeronea 44, 146 f.,
153, 162, 170 n. 4, 187, 212, 217, 230

Ps.-Plutarch, Placita Philosophorum
30,95,179n. 3,186 n. 3, 1g0n. 1

Porphyry 6, 16, 40, 61, 66 n. 1, 70,
74,79, 110, 112, 151 f,, 167 n. 2, 171 n,
2, 177 n. I, 201, 202, 203 n. I, 207,
213,220, 221,2251.,2281.,231, 240, 250

Posidonius 144 ff. passim, 164, 171,
212 1. 1,221

Probha 69andn. 3, 76, 85, 86

Proclus 6,9, 17,40,41,42f., 43,63, 74,
180, 191 and n. 1, 195, 202, 203, 20¢ .
2,210andn. 1, 214 n. I, 228, 230,

Ptolemy 175

Qustib.Laqa 95, g6, 186 n. 3, 1go n.
1,222

al-Razi, Muhammad b. Zakariyya’
15-17, 25, 52, 77, 143 n. 2, 180, 187,
222, 231 f.

Sa‘id al-Andalusi 194

as-Sarakhsi g7, 184, 196, 199, 205,
224 1. 1

Seneca 153, 230, 250

Sergius of Ra's‘ain 51,69 and n. 4, 72

Sextus Empiricus 213

ash-Shahrastani 187

ash-Shafi‘it gy

Simplicius 24, 41 n. 5 and 10, 69, 72
f., 74, 96, 177, 191, 192, 193, 201, 202,
211 N. 1, 233, 249

Stobaeus 53 n.1,58

Suhrawardi al-magqtil 28

Syrianus 72z, 76, 230

Tertullian 186

Thabit b. Qurra 67

Themistius 30, 41, 61, 62, 70, 78, 84,
8g n. 1, 9o n. 4, 122, 125, 220, 221,
239n. 4



256 INDEX
Theodor abii Qurra 65, 68, 73,78, 82, Vesalius 17

84-97 Yahya b, ‘Adi 7, 21, 33, 66, 68, 70 1.,
Theophilus of Edessa 69, 81, 83, 84, 73,76, 77,78, 79, 81 1., 87, 88, 99, 100,
8s, 86, 88, 113 102, 104, 165 n. I, 104 1. 2, 222

Theophrastus 35, 53, 55, 58, 64, 66 n.  Yahya b. al-Bitrig 38 n. 6, 62, 68, 78,
I,112,146n. 3, 152 1, 156 n. 1, 233 79, 82,84n.1, 85,112, 137
Ustith see Astit



