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INTRODUCTION

The subject of this book is translation—not just the translation(s) of
Aristotle’s Rbetoric the title alludes to but more generally translation as a
phenomenon of cultural exchange. Why the choice of medieval transla-
tions into Arabic, particularly of this text?

In a series of publications dedicated, among other things, to the his-
tory of Islamic philosophy and the transmission of Greek philosophy to
an Arabic-speaking audience, examining the “Arabic translation and com-
mentary tradition” needs little explanation. At the core of this transmis-
sion process was what has come to be called the “Greek-Arabic translation
movement”, a concerted effort to translate the available Greek scientific,
medical and philosophical literature into Arabic, carried out between the
eighth and the tenth centuries. Initially funded and supported by the au-
thorities, the translation activities soon gained enough momentum to
sustain themselves for a period of more than two centuries. As a result,
large parts of the Greek scientific and philosophical heritage was trans-
mitted to Arabic-speaking audiences.

The introduction of Greek knowledge had an immeasurable impact
on Islamic culture and contemporary societies. The Greek-Arabic trans-
lation movement was, both in terms of its scale and its influence, an un-
precedented process of cultural transmission and transformation. Work-
ing across a substantial linguistic and cultural divide, the translators de-
veloped whole new terminologies to describe subjects and disciplines for
which there was no equivalent in contemporary Islamic culture. Their
work and the subsequent writings of scientists and philosophers were not
just an isolated episode in the history of science or philosophy, least of
all a mere interlude in the history of “Western” scientific and philosoph-
ical activities as it has sometimes been understood. All of these Arabic-
speaking scholars contributed to the formation of Islamic culture and,
through the medium of Arabic-Latin translations produced from the
twelfth century onward, left their mark also on Western medieval sci-
ence and philosophy.

Given its longevity and impact, the study of the Greek-Arabic trans-
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lation movement involves a number of fields and approaches. Even after
more than a century of sustained research, many questions remain unan-
swered. On the level of the individual text, the identification of the sources
used by the translators, the dating of translations and the study of trans-
lation methods and subsequent revisions of many extant texts is still in
its infancy. From the point of view of the history of ideas, we are still
only at the beginning of identifying translators and patrons, understand-
ing their backgrounds and motivations and reconstructing networks of
scholars and translators who cooperated in identifying texts they wanted
to have translated and, once the translations became available, in giv-
ing rise to new research agendas fueled by newly available material. At
the same time, the political calculations and conflicts that inspired the
widespread and persistent financial support for the translation efforts by
members of the intellectual, economic and political elite are still poorly
understood.

There is no doubt, then, that the study of the Greek-Arabic translation
tradition helps us understand many aspects of medieval Islamic society
and at the same time serves as a very instructive example for the role of
translation as a medium of cultural transmission. But why the Rbezoric?

Aristotle’s Rbetoric and its Arabic translation are not the most obvious
choices through which to examine the inner workings of the translation
movement. While respected in theory, the Rhbezoric had never been an im-
portant text for the rhetorical teaching tradition in antiquity. It was soon
replaced by textbooks which were better suited to the practical needs of
students of oratory. In contrast to the lack of interest of late antique schol-
ars and commentators, however, Islamic scholars actively engaged with
the text. Their interest in this previously somewhat marginal work found
its expression in numerous rhetorical treatises and commentaries. Un-
like other Aristotelian writings translated into Arabic, the Rhbetoric came
without a ready-made framework for understanding it (e.g. in the form
of a set of commentaries). Confronted with the obscurities of a text that
is intimately linked to aspects of Greek culture they knew little about,
Islamic philosophers assembled their own, highly individual and creative
interpretation of the Rbetoric and its role in the context of Aristotelian

philosophy and beyond.!

! In medieval Islam, the rhetorical tradition we will be discussing in this book did
not refer to “oratory” or “public speaking” in general. It meant a specific form of philo-
sophical theorizing based on Arabic translations of Greek rhetorical writings, particularly
Aristotle’s Rbetoric. The term for “indigenous” forms of oratorical activities such as Arabic
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The Rbetoric is therefore a good example of several levels of involve-
ment with the Greek heritage. As a text, it posed substantial philological
problems and, as we will see, taxed the translators’ abilities to and beyond
breaking point. As such, it helps us to understand how translators oper-
ated by showing how this particular individual applied the whole range
of methods and tools at his disposal. As a set of philosophical ideas, the
Rbhetoric illustrates the creative processes of assimilating an unfamiliar
subject couched in an even more unfamiliar language into Islamic phi-
losophy through several generations of commentators and philosophers.
Posing both philological and philosophical problems, the Rbetoric can,
I am convinced, throw some light on the larger questions of the Greek-
Arabic translation movement outlined above.

Fortunately, the ground is well prepared for a study of the Arabic Rhe-
toric. Research on the Arabic commentary tradition and also its afterlife in
the Latin West has been very active for a number of years. To understand
this work, its position in the translation movement and its influence on
Islamic culture and beyond, our task is therefore to combine these and
other strands of research with a thorough study of the Arabic text of
the Rbetoric itself: we need to situate it in its context as a Greek-Arabic
translation, as a philosophical text and as part of a wider historical phe-
nomenon.

Mapping out this context will be at the center of the first two chapters.
The first chapter discusses the history of the Greek-Arabic translation
movements, its motivations and some of the problems and issues affecting
past and current research. In the second, we will focus on the history of
the Arabic Rbetoric and review the (relatively small) body of information
we have about the Arabic translation. The annotations in the margins of
the single extant manuscript will lead us to a discussion of the possible
role of a Syriac intermediary and the evidence we have for the reception
of the Rbetoric among Syriac-speaking scholars.

Having assembled the relevant contextual information from the avail-
able secondary sources, we then turn to the text of the translation itself.
At the center of the third chapter is a detailed analysis of a text sample
from Book Three of the Arabic Rhetoric and a comparison with the Greek
source text. Additional investigations of textual features of a larger text

literary style and practical genres such as preaching were called baldgab whereas “Helleniz-
ing” philosophical rhetoric was taught and studied under the label patabab. The difference
between these two disciplines and their respective terminologies are discussed by Halldén
(2005) and Larcher (1998).
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sample together with a comparison with other products of the Greek-
Arabic translation movement provide us with additional information on
the development of terminologies and translation methods during differ-
ent stages of the translation movement.

The fourth chapter explores the afterlife of the Arabic Rhberoric in Ara-
bic and, several centuries later, in Latin. It surveys the Arabic commen-
tary tradition which developed around the Rberoric and describe some of
the traces these writings left in the subsequent Arabic-Latin translation
tradition.

In the concluding chapter, we will use the information gathered in
the preceding chapters to assess the position of the Rhetoric as part of
the Arabic translation tradition, its methodological underpinnings and
the question of the translation’s dating. Also, turning back to the issues
raised in the introduction, we will attempt to determine how the study
of this text helps us better to understand the translation movement and
the intellectual world of ninth century Baghdad.

This book would not have been possible without the support of numerous
friends and colleagues. I am indebted most of all to James Montgomery
of Cambridge University who supervised the Ph.D. thesis on which this
monograph is based. His patience and persistence during what turned
out to be trying times for all of us was crucial for my project. Equally
crucial was the encouragement and help I received in revising the thesis
and turning it into a book by my current supervisor, Ralph Hexter, first at
the University of California at Berkeley and now at Hampshire College. I
have also benefited from the generosity of many colleagues who gave me
invaluable corrections and suggestions or offered their support at critical
junctures. Without in any way diminishing the gratitude I feel towards all
of them, I would like to single out Fritz Zimmermann, Maria Mavroudi
and Dimitri Gutas for their extensive feedback on previous versions of
this book and/or their continuing goodwill and encouragement.

Finally, I would not have been able to write this book without the
unfailingly generous support of my father.



CHAPTER ONE

“GREEK INTO ARABIC”

PROBLEMS OF TRANSLATION HISTORY

The study of the Greek-Arabic translation movement is a scholarly field
at the crossroads of a number of related subjects. On the one hand, it
belongs to the domain of history, it is part and parcel of the political
and intellectual history of medieval Islam. On the other, it is the subject
of philological research by scholars of Arabic, Syriac and Greek. Other
fields with an interest in the translation movement are the history of
philosophy and the history of science but also linguistics, particularly
the discipline of translation studies. That the character and outcome of
past research depended to a large degree on the specific background of
the scholars who worked in the field of Graeco-Arabica should therefore
not come as a surprise. The same background sometimes also prevented
them from asking important questions. Below, we will survey some of the
issues that arose as a result of such individual perspectives. Some of them
are inevitable and cannot be resolved satisfactorily. For some, however,
remedies are available.

The philological perspective

Especially during the first hundred years of Greek-Arabic studies (which
started in earnest around the middle of the nineteenth century), the ma-
jority of the pioneering scholars involved in the field came from a philo-
logical background associated with the Classics and Divinity. Given that
they received their training in such an environment, scholars were at least
in part motivated by the desire to search Arabic translations and literature
for traces of Greek texts, either in order to check and possibly improve
readings of extant Greek texts or even uncover such texts that had survived
only in Arabic.

Apart from this strong motivation to study the Arabic translations,
their background bestowed on some scholars what I would like to call
their “philological outlook”: a tendency to look at the translation move-
ment as a philological phenomenon in isolation from its political and
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intellectual context. Studying Greek and Islamic science and philosophy
in the form of isolated texts and comparing both traditions in a vacuum
led to conclusions such as that the latter had to be completely dependent
on the former—down to the level of particular terms and phrases.

In addition, this isolating perspective implies static concepts of mean-
ing and translation, among them the (implicit) hypothesis that ideas ex-
pressed in a specific linguistic and cultural context retain their mean-
ing unchanged from the moment of their creation and throughout their
transfer into different languages. According to this view, there is an im-
mutable semantic content which survives unscathed the history of trans-
lation of texts from Greek into Syriac, later into Arabic, later again into
Latin and ultimately into the western vernaculars.!

This implicit stance left little room for the role of adaptation, modi-
fication and assimilation of ideas beyond their mere rendering in a new
language. It was incompatible with the idea of movement, development
and change both on the side of the idealized and essentialized content
of texts and the culture into which they were introduced. Incidences of
social, cultural or intellectual continuity which require an even-handed
appreciation of both pre-existing local cultures and the transmitted mate-
rial interacting with it cannot be evaluated on the basis of an essentialist
concept of the translation movement exclusively relying on texts. This
perspective also underestimated the possibility of a diffusion and mutual
inspiration of cultures in the Near East, be they Christian and Islamic or
Greek and Arabic. The efhicient and final causes of cultural interaction
had to be textual, monolithic and codified.

The second aspect of what I have termed the “philological outlook”
is its tendency to project a particular division of the “intellectual uni-
verse” on the medieval Islamic societies that initiated and nurtured the
translation movement. Perhaps inevitably, the concept of a divide be-
tween science, philosophy and religion that is often taken as a point of
departure for the study of the Greek-Arabic translations is our own, that
of the contemporary observer. The writings of the eighth-century Is-
lamic philosopher and polymath Aba Yasuf Ya‘'qub ibn Ishiq al-Kindi
(d. ca. 870) illustrate very well why such modern distinctions between
different intellectual spheres stand in the way of a full appreciation of

! In the words of Hans Robert Jauss (1982, p. 9), this crude idealism (which affected
not just the field of Graeco-Arabica) sought “the focal point of knowledge in the origin
or in the atemporal continuity of tradition, and not in the presence and uniqueness of a
literary phenomenon. The recognition of the enduring within perpetual change released
one from the labour of historical understanding.”
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medieval Islamic scholars and their thought: on the basis of an al-Kindi-
commentary on a mathematical treatise about The Measurement of the
Circle by the great mathematician and engineer Archimedes (d. ca. 212
BCE), Roshdi Rashed demonstrates al-Kindt’s reliance on mathematical
proofs as both a “paradigm to be respected and an ideal to be attained”.2
For al-Kindi, the study of mathematics was a necessary prerequisite for
the study of philosophy and science. Philosophical argumentation pro-
vided him the means to reach an understanding of and defend religious
doctrines. Unlike later philosophers, who stressed the role of logic as the
paramount instrument for gaining knowledge, al-Kindi held that math-
ematical proofs supplied the unifying methodological framework for all
intellectual activity, be it “science”, “philosophy” or “theology”.? The ex-
ample of al-Kindi casts considerable doubt on the validity of familiar dis-
tinctions between “science”, “philosophy” and “religion” in the context of
the early translation movement.*

Likewise, the relation between science as understood by al-Kindi on
the one hand, i.e. the totality of human intellectual effort, and trans-
lation on the other has often (but not always) been regarded as one of
precedence in time and content: translations spawned “science”. Again,
Roshdi Rashed persuasively argues for a less schematic approach. On the
basis of examples from mathematics and optics, he demonstrates that the
need for specific translations was often caused by previous research. Con-
crete research agendas led to the identification and translation of Greek
texts deemed useful to solve specific scientific problems. Thus, the re-
lationship between research and translation can be better understood as
dialectical with research promoting translation and translations changing
or giving rise to entirely new research agendas.

Reconstructing transmission, oral and written

One consequence of the “philological outlook” is the centrality accorded
to the textual transmission of Greek thought. Modern scholars concen-
trating on written texts often tend to underestimate the impact of oral

2 Rashed (1993, p. 31).

3 Cf. Endress (2007, p. 338, 343f).

4 The problem of compartmentalizing spheres of thought and expression that were
regarded as a continuum by contemporary observers also affects other genres Arabic writ-
ings. See Montgomery (2006, p. 91f) with further references on the problematic distinc-
tion between “thought” and “literature”.

5 Cf. Rashed (1989, p. 208).
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communication and reinforce descriptions of the “Islamic scientific en-
terprise” as a phenomenon that logically depended on the production
of translations, predicating the development of “science” on the textual
transmission of Greek knowledge. Fortunately, they also now often ac-
knowledge the undocumented but far-ranging consequences of oral trans-
lation and transmission.®

The bias of the historical picture in favor of written texts is all but
inevitable, given the scarcity of relevant primary and secondary sources:
translation techniques, the identity of translators and information about
their life and times have to be inferred on the basis of a limited number of
translations and an even more limited number of bibliographical works.
These in turn are either useless, such as the pronouncements of the scien-
tist and philosopher Halil ibn Aybak al-Safadi (d. 1363),” to be discussed
below, or tied to a specific context, such as Hunayn ibn Ishag’s (d. 870)
Risalah,? a letter by the most accomplished of all Greek-Arabic translators
to one of his patrons, the Persian courtier and general ‘Ali ibn Yahya al-
Munaggim. It is one of the most valuable sources for the chronology of
translations and authors and the only comprehensive source we have on
the details of translation methods but applicable only to Hunayn and per-
haps his associates. Common sense alone tells us that in all probability,
Hunayn did not invent these methods but only refined and systematized
them. But a comprehensive description of the developing methodology of
the translators remains a desideratum.® Frequently, judgments about the
identity of translators of a given text, their methodology, style and vocab-
ulary are tentative at most. The common practice of revisions complicates
matters even further by potentially burying translators’ idiosyncrasies in
style and vocabulary under layers of later corrections, leaving the modern
scholar with a jumble of sometimes contradictory findings.'®

¢ The role and importance of oral channels of transmission have been studied, among
others, by Paul Kunitzsch (1975, p. 272 and 1976, p. 116ff) and Kees Versteegh (1979, p. 258
and 1980, p. 10f, 13f). The results of his analysis of the 7afsir (Qur'an commentary) by
Mugqatil ibn Sulayman (d. 767) caused him to qualify his previous claims about Greek
sources for the terminology of early Kufan grammarians (cf. Versteegh, 1990, p. 238);
still, his overall concept of cultural contacts between Arab conquerors and the Hellenized
cultures of Syria and Iraq remains convincing.

7 Cf. Mattock (1989, p. 73f).

8 Cf. Badawi (1968, p. 18f).

9 Some important work in this direction has already been done. See e.g. Brock (1983)
on the development of the Syriac translation techniques that later influenced Arabic trans-
lators and Brock (1991) on the impact of this tradition on Hunayn ibn Ishaq.

10 Cf. Endress (1989, p. 106ff).
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In addition, by its very nature, oral transmission is extremely difficult
to document.!! Short of filtering the entire corpus of classical Arabic lit-
erature for technical terms and ideas that potentially resulted from oral
diffusion before or during the translation movement, there is no way to
estimate the extent and consequences of oral transmission. Even if such
a body of evidence were to be compiled, it would be even harder con-
clusively to disprove the the influence of (known or unknown) written
sources.

Still, the evidence of transmission and cultural exchange that has been
brought to light so far seems underdetermined by the corpus of trans-
lations, both lost and extant: we cannot explain every Graecism and ev-
ery instance of terms and ideas apparently inspired by a Greek source,
whether directly or indirectly.’? To understand such phenomena, it is
helpful to postulate a certain amount of oral communication across lin-
guistic boundaries and “para-translational” phenomena which leave less
conspicuous traces in a literary tradition than the outright translation of
texts. Assuming such transmission processes has the added advantage of
fostering an understanding of the translation movement that emphasizes
the processual character of cultural exchange: instead of contrasting di-
achronic “before” and “after”-snapshots of Islamic culture to demon-
strate the impact of Greek-Arabic translations, commentators such as
Endress describe the translation phenomenon and the unique cultural
background it emerged from in a way that allows for numerous paral-
lel, competing and converging channels of transmission and that offers a
better and pointedly non-essentialist starting point for the explanation of
specific linguistic and cultural phenomena.!3

11 Cf. Gutas (1994, p. 4947).

12 As Gutas (1994, p. 4946) convincingly argues, the contents of such oral transmission
could hardly have been entire systems of thought or complex doctrines.

13 Oral diffusion of terms, ideas and other disparate pieces of information in the mul-
ticultural and multilingual environment of early ‘Abbasid Baghdad does not necessarily
deny the possibility and importance of independent intellectual developments Gutas (1994,
P- 4948) stresses, let alone the independence and creativity of Islamic civilization. In view
of the challenge of documenting oral transmission, it cannot be more than one explana-
tion among many for particular intellectual and literary phenomena. This “minimalist”
position may be read as negating its explanatory value, but I am convinced that it has an
important role to play as an antidote to excessive reliance on written transmission as the
ultimate vector of cultural exchange.
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Translation “quality” and “equivalence”

The study of the translation movement, its exponents and its products
is intimately linked with a vexing linguistic issue, that of the “equiva-
lence” or, as it has sometimes been framed, the “quality” of translations.
Naturally, translation meant different things to different people, not just
to a Hunayn ibn Ishaq as opposed to modern scholars but also to mod-
ern scholars coming from different fields. We will discuss the issues that
arise from differing “modern” understandings of translation below; suffice
it to say that some commentators approached the products of the ninth-
and tenth-century Greek-Arabic translation movement from a decidedly
twentieth-century point of view and tended to regard some of them qua
translations as something of a failure.

However, in spite of the obvious problems for a correct understanding
of the translated texts this chapter will uncover—in a nutshell, secondary
Syriac translations served Arabic translators as a basis for the understand-
ing of a scientific and literary tradition as far removed from ninth- and
tenth-century Baghdad as ancient Greece—scholars still frequently com-
mend the products of the Greek-Arabic translation movement for their
quality and philosophical subtlety.!4

In part, the perhaps surprising ability of the translators to overcome lin-
guistic and cultural obstacles stemmed from their own experience with
and keen awareness of the problems involved in the transfer of ideas be-
tween structurally unrelated languages such as Arabic and Greek.!> Some
apparently also realized that there not only existed a linguistic gap be-
tween classical Greek on the one hand and Syriac and Arabic on the
other—all of which interfered with each other in the process of trans-
lation—but that a second gap had opened between the Greek of the
philosophical and scientific texts they worked with and the Greek lan-
guage they had learned as part of their schooling or training as transla-
tors. As important is it is for the study of Greek-Arabic translations, this
phenomenon has not yet received the attention it deserves.!¢

The translators shared their awareness of the problems of translation
with their readers, e.g. Islamic philosophers such as Abu Nasr al-Farabi
(d. 950) who was in personal contact with translators. Their debates about

14 E.g. Walzer (1945-1946, p. 167).

15 Cf. Walzer (1970, p. 39).

16 Daiber (1980, p. 39—61) documents the various levels of influence exerted by post-
classical usage on the Arabic translation of the Placita philosophorum falsely ascribed to
Plutarchus of Chaeroneia (d. ca. 127); cf. below, p. 139.
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translational problems left traces in philosophical works, e.g. in a fasci-
nating passage in al-Farabi’s Kitab al-hurif and his commentary on Aris-
totle’s De interpretatione in which he gives a lengthy description of the
structural and semantic differences between several languages, notably
Greek and Arabic.!” The two problems al-Farabi discusses in particular
are the lack of congruence between the verbal systems of both languages,
i.e. the difficulty to express the elaborate system of Greek verbal tem-
pora in Arabic and the lack of an Arabic equivalent for the Greek copula
discussed below.!®

That the quality of many translations was not always up to the expec-
tations of readers is illustrated by a long digression on translation in the
Kitab al-hayawan (Book of Animals) by the celebrated littérateur ‘Amr ibn
Bahr al-Gahiz (d. 868/869)."° He lists a number of minimal qualifications
for a translator: he has to be intellectually on a par with the author he is
translating; he should be well versed in both source and target language
and aware of their different structures, methods of argumentation etc.
and the subtle ways those languages influence each other in the process
of translation; the translator has to be familiar with the characteristics of
different textual genres and the specific problems they pose for him (an
amazing insight into a problem still discussed in contemporary transla-
tion theory); finally, he must be experienced in textual criticism and have
a grasp of the problems manuscripts and their potential corruption can
cause. Al-Gahiz mentions several translators by name: Ibn al-Bitriq (fl.
in the first half of the ninth century), Theodore Abu Qurra (d. ca. 820),
‘Abd al-Masih ibn Na‘imah al-Himsi (d. around 840), Ibn Fihr and Ibn
Wahili. The best known and probably most accomplished translator of
his time, Hunayn ibn Ishaq, does not appear—his translations might
either not have been well-known by the time of al-Gahiz or the Kitab
al-hayawan was written before Hunayn produced his translations. The
motivation for his detailed remarks might be found in contemporary dis-
cussions about the necessity of translating the Qur’an for the benefit of

17 Cf. e.g. Mahdi (1969, p. 110-128) and, for the latter, Zimmermann (1981). Since al-
Farabi himself was unable to read Greek, his knowledge of specific linguistic phenomena
must have been derived from secondary sources. Walzer (1970, p. 37) assumes that they go
back to Hunayn’s discussion of the subject in a lost treatise known to the tenth-century
translator and philosopher Abu Bisr Matta ibn Yanus al-Qunna’t (d. ca. 940) and his
associates who transmitted it to their contemporary al-Farabi.

18 Walzer (1970, p. 37)-

19 Haran (1965, vol. 1, p. 75—79). In spite of his opposition to many of the claims made
by contemporary philosophers, al-Gahiz happily quoted the translations of Aristotle’s
zoological works in this compilation, cf. Endress (2007, p. 346 and n. 78).
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the non-Arabic speaking population of the Muslim state (especially into
Greek and Persian). Al-Gahiz was apparently vehemently opposed to any
such undertaking.?’

The one medieval Islamic source that is most often quoted in dis-
cussions of translation “quality” and “equivalence” is a classification of
translations into word-by-word and sentence-based proposed by the Arab
polymath al-Safadi.?! He claims that before the time of Hunayn ibn Ishaq
(i.e. before ca. 850), translators operated on a word-by-word-basis, replac-
ing each Greek word with its Arabic equivalent. Hunayn and his succes-
sors read whole sentences and rendered their semantic content, thereby
preserving the meaning of the texts.?? An examination of the Arabic
translation of the Metaphysics, produced by one of the most productive
pre-Hunayn translators, Ustat (otherwise unknown, fl. probably during
the first half of the ninth century), flatly contradicts al-Safadf’s claims.??
The degree of modulation in evidence in earlier translations is on the
whole even higher than in later translations. Thanks to the activities of
Hunayn and his associates, a complete inventory of technical terms in dif-
ferent disciplines evolved and became standard; additionally, the language
of their translations conformed to contemporary literary tastes—which
in turn facilitated the acceptance of both terminology and texts by their
scholarly audience.?* In a way, it would be more appropriate to describe
the translation movement as progressing towards a higher degree of trans-
lational restriction—turning al-Safadi’s scheme upside down.?* The rig-

20 Badawi (1968, p. 24f). On the problems associated with translating the Qur'an
and the history of Qur'an translations, cf. Hartmut Bobzin’s article “Translations of the
Qur'an” in EQ, vol. 5, p. 340-358.

21 Mattock (1989, p. 74) observes: “The frequent citing of this passage illustrates quite
a common phenomenon: if a quotation is useful, it will become authoritative by virtue of
sheer frequency of repetition.” It has become something of a topos in studies of the Greek-
Arabic translation movement; whatever an author may think about its validity, s/he has
to discuss it.

22 E.g. Walzer (1962d, p. 116, 118f).

23 This point has been convincingly argued by Endress (1973, p. 154 and 1989, p. 110f),
Mattock (1989, p. 74) and Gutas (1998, p. 142).

24 Endress (1989, p. 11of).

25 The Syriac translation movement went through a similar development; see Brock
(1983). However, the Syriac methodology was explicitly developed in reaction to the need
for higher precision in the rendering of religious source texts after the major christological
conflicts of late antiquity. Any comparison between these two translation phenomena
might therefore be of limited value. The parallel development towards translations that
attempted to mirror the source text in ever greater detail in both Greek-Syriac and Greek-
Arabic translations is also noted by Hugonnard-Roche (1991b, p. 201) and Gutas (1998,
p- 142).
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orous stylistic standards of Hunayn’s and later translations left their mark
on scholarly writings which adopted a number of stylistic characteristics
introduced during the translation movement.?

Al-Safadt’s statement is absurd not only because it contradicts the evi-
dence of extant translations. It also contradicts linguistic common sense:
due to the substantial structural differences between Greek and Arabic,
divergences between source and target text were unavoidable and auto-
matically render any description of early translations as “word by word-
renderings” meaningless.” As far back as the late sixth century, transla-
tors themselves were aware of the need to balance their desire to reproduce
the source text as precisely as possible and the necessity to stay within the
semantic and syntactical boundaries of the target language.?8

The discussion of al-Safadi’s remarks and scholarly positions on the
“quality” of translations exemplifies a wider problem: a misleading con-
cept of translation. As noted above, “translation” is often understood as
the transfer of an unchanging semantic content from one language into
another, an oversimplification that frequently prevents satisfactory expla-
nations for the translational problems encountered in the Greek-Arabic
translation movement. At the same time, however, “language” is often
regarded with some suspicion: the obvious translation problems encoun-
tered in the products of the Greek-Arabic translation movement serve as
evidence that “language” (specifically Syriac and Arabic) is an inflexible
semantic system wunsuited to convey terms and ideas from one linguis-
tic and cultural system to another. Frequently cited examples include the
mismatch between terms across languages, cultural and religious notions
that influence the reading of texts or sometimes even vague claims about
the incompatibility of the Arabic language with certain types of philo-
sophical reasoning.

2% Endress (1989, p. 121). In his comparison of translations of Aristotle’s Metaphysics
o by Ustat and Ishaq ibn Hunayn, Mattock (1989, p. 73) credits the latter with greater
consistency in style and terminology while the former suffers from a primitive technical
vocabulary, eccentricities of syntax and a “general unevenness of quality”.

27 Cf. Endress (1989, p. 110).

2 At the end of a Syriac translation dated to the end of the sixth century, the translator
writes: “This [treatise] was translated and interpreted from Greek into Syriac word for
word without alteration in so far as possible, so as to indicate, not just the sense, but,
by its very words, the words of the Greek; and for the most part not one letter has been
added or subtracted, provided the requirements of the language have not hindered this” (Brock
1983, p. 9f, my empbhasis).



10 CHAPTER ONE
THE HISTORY OF GREEK-ARABIC TRANSLATIONS

Translating Aristotle’s Rhbetoric into Arabic was part of a wider process of
cultural exchange that led to the adaptation and transformation of large
parts of Greek learning to fit the unique religious, intellectual, political
and social circumstances of Islamic culture. It is almost impossible to un-
derstand the significance of the Arabic translation of Aristotle’s Rhbetoric
outside this historical and intellectual context. Our first task will be to
trace the history, motivations and consequences of the so-called “trans-
lation movement”, a sustained translation effort which spanned ca. two
centuries and resulted in the translation from Greek into Syriac and Ara-
bic of the bulk of the Greek philosophical and scientific literature that had
become accessible to Arabic-speaking scholars following the conquest of
large areas of the Middle East and North Africa by Muslim armies in the
seventh and eighth centuries.

The following survey of translations, translators and issues of transla-
tion history is far from complete.?? Its (more modest) aim is twofold:
firstly, to present some background information about the history of
Greek-Arabic translations to help us contextualize the Arabic Rbetoric
and, secondly, to describe how various scholars have attempted to explain
the occurrence of the translation movement in the first place and how
these explanations included an ever widening range of historical factors.

From the very beginning of the study of the Greek-Arabic translation tra-
dition, scholars were fascinated by the role Muslims played in preserving
and passing on parts of the Greek philosophical and scientific heritage to
the Latin West: the “continuity” of Western thought was regarded as cru-
cial for the study of the translations and the Arabic scientific and philo-
sophical writings they inspired. At least in part, the translations and the
Islamic philosophical traditions based on them derived their value from
being part of a larger tradition, from preserving rather than extending
and developing Greek philosophical thought and deserved attention “for
this reason alone”.? The emphasis on the transmission rather than as-

2 QOther, much more accomplished scholars have already given as detailed accounts
of the Greek-Arabic translation history as is possible at this stage. Among the more
comprehensive ones are Endress (1987) and Gutas (1998). Goulet (1989-), supplemented
by Goulet (2003), is an indispensable guide to the Syriac and Arabic translation tradition
of Aristotelian works. The most comprehensive and up-to-date bibliographical resource
on Islamic philosophy including translations and related texts is Daiber (1999).

30 E.g. Richard Walzer (1962b, p. 2, 7f), one of the founding fathers of Greek-Arabic

studies, who was one of the most important exponents of this perspective.
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similation and development of Greek science in the Islamic tradition was,
however, tempered by two factors: firstly, an appreciation of the role of
a scholar’s historical circumstances, personal priorities and philosophical
background. Modern commentators are fully aware that their historical
judgments are necessarily relative, given that any understanding of the
past can only proceed from their individual historical situation and expe-
rience.’! Secondly, an awareness of the achievements of Arabic translators
and Muslim philosophers who, with the help of translated texts, created
whole new disciplines—e.g. Islamic philosophy—together with the lan-
guage to discuss philosophical and scientific ideas.??

The impact of the Greek-Arabic translations and the subsequent re-
translations of Arabic texts into Latin on the respective receiving cultures
was immense. In addition to reviving Greek learning, the translations
were instrumental in the very formation of Islamic culture.’? Their im-
pact was so tremendous that they have been been likened to the European
Renaissance.?* In spite of the obvious differences between these two pro-
cesses of cultural transformation—for one, on the Muslim side, it would
be inappropriate to talk of a “recovery” of a cultural heritage that had been
lost—the term conveys a sense of the rapid influx of new ideas and the
upsurge in philosophical and scientific activities it brought about.?® Its
reach was not limited to those disciplines that were newly established on
the basis of translated texts, e.g. philosophy and the natural sciences. In

31 Walzer (1970, p. 8f).

32 Among others, Walzer (1962a, p. 11) described it as a “ ‘productive assimilation” of
Greek thought by open-minded and far-sighted representatives of a very different tradition
and thus a serious attempt to make this foreign element an integral part of the Islamic
tradition.”

There is no doubt that the Arabic translation tradition can be a very useful tool for the
study of Greek literature. In the case of Aristotle’s Rhbetoric, the Arabic translation was
helpful in clarifying issues of textual transmission and even confirm some hypothetical
readings of the Greek original; cf. Bottin (1975, 1977).

33 Rosenthal (196, p. 28) writes: “Ein neues Lebensgefiihl, eine geistige Ausrichtung,
wie sie zuvor dem Islam fast unbekannt gewesen und nur rudimentir in ihm angelegt
war, wurde geboren und damit das, was wir islamische Kultur nennen, erst eigentlich
geschaffen.”

34 Cf. Rosenthal (1965, p. 28, 30). Rosenthal’s student Joel Kraemer (1992, p. VII)
defines the term “renaissance” in an Islamic context as “a classical revival and cultural
flowering within the soil of Islamic civilization” and explains that “[t]he principal expres-
sion of this renaissance was a philosophical humanism that embraced the cultural and
philosophical heritage of antiquity as a cultural and educational ideal.”

35 Cf. Kraemer (1992, p. 1), who adds that each cultural flowering in history which has
been labelled a “renaissance” was based on a different set of ideas and texts: “Each epoch
selects and fashions its own antiquity” (p. 4).
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spite of sometimes open hostility from some quarters, the knowledge de-
rived from Greek texts permeated almost every field of Islamic thought.?

Part of the creative achievement of the translators was to devise the very
language with which to express the ideas and theories they were translat-
ing into Arabic.’” As the results amply demonstrate, the Arabic language
proved to be an ideal medium for the development e.g. of a philosophical
terminology which in some cases became the model for technical terms
in Western languages through the medium of Latin translations. Often,
their precision even surpassed that of the original Greek texts.?

In addition to creating a powerful technical language suitable for sci-
entific and philosophical research and preserving Greek texts (even today,
Arabic translations represent an important source of manuscript evidence
for Greek writings), the Greek-Arabic translation movement sent a much
more fundamental message that transcends the narrow confines of par-
ticular cultures and historical periods:

its significance lies in that it demonstrated for the first time in history
that scientific and philosophical thought are international, not bound to a
specific language or culture.®

Once it had been passed on to Muslim scholars, Greek scientific and
philosophical literature was not just passively transmitted to western,
Latin-speaking scholars from the eleventh-century onward. Even before
the systematic efforts in the West to find and translate Greek original
texts that were a hallmark of the Renaissance, Latin translators had in-
troduced their audience to those versions of Greek texts that had passed

36 “La pénétration de la pensée grecque fut immense dans tous les domaines de la
pensée arabe, méme dans ceux ol la résistance fut la plus vive: philologie, jurisprudence,
et théologie. Le miracle grec a été reconnu par tous” (Badawi, 1968, p. 13).

37 Even before the translation movement got under way, scholars had begun to create
or systematize Arabic terminologies in other subjects. To cite but a few examples, Zafar
Ansari (1972, p. 299f) has demonstrated the existence of a complex and precise legal
terminology around the middle of the second century AH. Some fascinating examples
for subtle terminological distinctions in the Muwagta’, a comprehensive handbook of
legal rulings by the Medinese jurisprudent and founder of the eponymous madbab (legal
tradition or “school of law”), Malik ibn Anas (d. 795), can be found in Dutton (2002,
p- 40). For kalam, i.e. theology or, more specifically, the religious science that devises
discoursive arguments to defend religious doctrines, Richard Frank (1994) has shed light
on the early development of a highly technical and systematic set of terms by analyzing the
evolution of the phrase lam yazal (“was/has been from eternity”) in Muslim theological
discourse. See also Louis Gardet’s article “Ilm al-kalam” in the Encyclopaedia of Islam,
second edition (Gibb 1954—2005, henceforth E7?), vol. 3, p. 1141-1150.

38 Cf. the remarks by Walzer (1968, p. 102-106).

39 Gutas (1998, p. 192).
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through the filter of Arabic translation and Islamic reception, together
with parts of the commentary tradition built on those Arabic versions.
These translations helped define the textual and theoretical corpus we
know as the “Greek heritage”. This form of cultural influence manifested
itself not only through the recovery of works lost in the West. Of equal
importance was the transmission of several apocryphal texts that colored
the entire reception of Aristotelian and Platonic philosophy throughout
the Middle Ages.®

Numerous studies of the translation movement, its history and its prod-
ucts have made abundantly clear that the Greek-Arabic translations are
more than a mere episode in the history of philosophy and the sciences.
Also, they are not the exclusive domain of philologists and students of
literature. The impact the translations had on all branches of learning in
the Islamic world, their political motivations and implications across two
centuries (and beyond) and their sheer pervasiveness under the first “Ab-
basid caliphs in the late eighth and early ninth century document their
relevance for the historian as much as the literary scholar and the linguist.

TRANSLATION HISTORY

Thanks to one and a half centuries of historical and philological research,
the historical outlines of the “translation movement”, its development
and its protagonists are fairly well known. Details, however, are harder to
discern; our information about the output of specific translators is limited
and a number of extant translations, including the Arabic Rhetoric, have
so far resisted attempts to identify their author and historical context.
One important impediment remains the lack of reliable bibliographi-
cal and biographical sources. The Risalab (Epistle) of Hunayn ibn Ishaq
(d. 870) is one of the most valuable sources for the chronology of trans-
lations and authors. It is extant in two diverging recensions and was—as
Hunayn himself admits—written from memory.#! Later bibliographi-
cal authorities such as the Fibrist (Catalogue) of the Baghdad bookseller
Muhammad ibn Ishaq ibn al-Nadim (fl. 987)*? and biographical collec-
tions such as the Ta’rib al-hukama’ (History of philosophers) by the histo-

0 Cf. Badawi (1968, p. 8f, 12).

41 Bergstrisser (1925, p. 1). The Risalah was edited and translated into German on the
basis of a single manuscript by Bergstriisser (1925) with additions and corrections from a
second manuscript in Bergstrisser (1932). See also Meyerhof (1926) and Strohmaier (1991).

42 Edited by Fliigel (1871-1872) and translated into English by Dodge (1970).
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rian ‘Al ibn Yasuf al-Qifti (d. 1248)% and the Uyin al-"anba’ fi tabaqat
al-"atibba’ (The Sources of Reports on the Classes of Physicians) by the his-
torian Ahmad ibn al-Qasim ibn Abi Usaybi‘ah (d. 1270)* did not always
quote their sources correctly. Further complicating the situation are trans-
lations credited to the wrong author by copyists who wanted to improve
their sales. In many cases, translated texts also show traces of several layers
of modifications such as collation(s) and subsequent revision(s). We are
often hardly able to determine the share different translators, collators,
scholars and copyists had in shaping some of the extant translations.®
The philological analysis of numerous translations at least allows us
to assign specific texts to one of the several groups of translators who
worked in close proximity during one or another stage of the translation
movement. Thus, in tracing the sequence of events of the Greek-Arabic
translation movement, it makes more sense to concentrate on what one
commentator has called “complexes” of translators or of texts linked by
a common subject matter instead of applying a purely chronological ap-
proach. Since each of these complexes operated with its own set of stylistic
and terminological conventions, they are much easier to distinguish than
individual translators.* The following historical sketch of the translation
movement will concentrate on such “complexes” or groups of translators.
Richard Walzer, whose classification we will follow, distinguished four
such groups during the course of the translation movement. The first op-
erated until the accession of the ‘Abbasid caliph al-Ma'mun (r. 813-833).
Information about its members is scarce; we know little more than their
names. The second group spanned the reigns of al-Ma’'mun and his suc-
cessor al-Mu'‘tasim (r. 833-842). Among others, they produced the trans-
lations commissioned by the philosopher al-Kindi. The third such group,
Hunayn ibn Ishaq and his associates in Baghdad, was the mainstay of
the translation movement from the reign of al-Mu‘tasim well into the
first half of the tenth century. Thereafter, a fourth group of translators
centered around a succession of Christian Aristotelian philosophers in
Baghdad continued to produce new translations in the tenth and eleventh
centuries. For their source texts, they relied almost exclusively on Syriac
versions of Greek works originating from the circle of Hunayn.¥

'S

3 Edited by Lippert (1903).

4 Edited by Miiller (1884) and Rida (1965).

4 Endress (1989, p. 106f).

4 Cf. Gutas (1998, p. 141f, 149f).

7 Walzer (1970, p. 32, 35). We will discuss the role of translations from Greek into
Syriac below.
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The members of these groups shared three characteristics. Firstly, their
geographical focus: most, if not all translators worked in Baghdad, the po-
litical and intellectual center of the ‘Abbasid state, except those few who
were already active before the foundation of the city in the year 762. Sec-
ondly, their religious affiliation: a majority of the dozens of translators we
know of were Christians. Finally, their linguistic and educational back-
ground: for all we know, the Christian translators were largely a product
of the church-based Christian educational system that continued to func-
tion under Muslim rule. The native language of the various Christian
communities from which most of the translator hailed was Syriac.

Before we turn to the groups of translators listed above, we will first
delineate the character and role of the Syriac translation tradition for the
subsequent translations of Greek literature into Arabic. To get a better
understanding of the environment in which the Greek-Arabic translation
movement arose and flourished, we will then discuss the beginnings of
these translation efforts and in particular the theories that have been sug-
gested to explain why translation became such a prominent phenomenon
shortly after the rise of the ‘Abbasid caliphal dynasty in the middle of the
eighth century.

The Syriac translation precedent

In pre-Islamic Palestine, Syria and Iraq, Greek learning was mainly trans-
mitted through the various Christian churches of the area. Many of the
Christian scholars trained in the convents and churches that were part of
the local educational system(s) were familiar enough with Greek to read
Greek literature in the original but their native language was Syriac, a di-
alect of Aramaic that had become the dominant language of scholars and
merchants in the “Fertile Crescent” in the wake of the spread of Chris-
tianity. The doctrinal conflicts between local churches and the Byzantine
authorities which led to the establishment of several independent de-
nominations with parallel ecclesiastical hierarchies and educational sys-
tems deepened the rift between local communities and the secular and
religious authorities in Constantinople.*® With few exceptions, Syriac be-
came the language of instruction in local schools and convents where a
growing number of monolingual speakers of Syriac received their train-
ing. To acquaint them with the body of theological and also secular texts

4 Syriac also served as the language of liturgy in these new church organizations; cf.
Brock (1977, p. 422 and 1999, p. 1571f).
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that made up the curriculum in these schools, Syriac translations were
needed. Starting with the New Testament, a vast amount of mostly theo-
logical literature was translated into Syriac from the third century onward.
Secular translations are attested as early as the fourth century and side by
side with the bulk of patristic writings, a steady (if much less prominent)
stream of secular texts was rendered into Syriac.

The Syriac translation precedent provided both a body of Syriac trans-
lations and the know-how and translational expertise that the Arabic
translators of the eighth to tenth centuries could fall back on. They op-
erated in a multilingual environment in which translation was a routine
method of transmitting information, both orally and in writing. Also,
the Arabic translators worked with a textual corpus which had been es-
tablished long before they started translating it into Arabic: it represented
the syllabus of Greek learning as taught and transmitted in Syriac long
before the Islamic conquest of the area in the seventh century.

At the time of the Islamic conquest, the centers of Greek scholarship
in the eastern part of the Roman Empire and western Persia were Edessa,
Nisibis, Seleucia (near Ctesiphon) and Gundisapur (all of them dominated
by Nestorian denomination) and Antioch and Amida (predominated by
the rival Jacobite denomination). Secular sciences like philosophy, rheto-
ric, grammar, mathematics, astronomy, music and medicine were taught
alongside religious subjects.

Philosophical studies were dominated by Aristotle, especially logic.*
The body of Greek-Syriac philosophical translations constituted a sub-
stantial part of the “Greek philosophy” Muslim readers were familiar
with; it consisted largely of the canon assembled by the philosopher Por-
phyry (d. 305) and other Neoplatonic commentators of his age and taught
in the larger cities of the Byzantine East, including Alexandria, Gaza and
Beirut. It included most of the works of Plato and Aristotle and a num-
ber of later commentaries and summaries.’! Among other benefits, Syriac
intermediaries of Arabic translations had an important role to play in the
practical day-to-day operations of translators: they could either be substi-

4 Brock (1977, p. 422). Among the secular texts translated and commented on by
Syriac scholars, Aristotle’s Organon played a particularly prominent role; cf. Hugonnard-
Roche (2007), esp. p. 282—288.

50 Badawi (1968, p. 15f) and also Daiber (2001, p. 336—343) with a sketch of the reception
of Aristotelian logic in Syriac.

st Cf. Walzer (1970, p. 13). Endress (1990, p. 244) emphasizes the exceptional contri-
bution of the translators associated with the Kindi-circle (see below) in establishing the
(Neoplatonically tinged) “Aristoteles Arabus” of Islamic philosophy.
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tuted for a missing Greek source or used to cross-check and collate Greek
and other Syriac manuscripts of the same text.’

The relevance and range of secular Greek texts translated into Syriac
and their contribution to and importance for the Greek-Arabic translation
movement are still debated.® When assessing the role of Syriac transla-
tions for the Arabic translation tradition, we should keep in mind that the
number of Syriac translations of scientific and philosophical texts known
to us only tell us part of the story: many Syriac scholars and translators
routinely consulted Greek sources which were not translated but read in
Greek and used in writing commentaries on other texts.** Reducing the
influence of Syriac translators to the (relatively small) number of attested
translations tends to obscure the importance and consequences of this
indirect transmission.

In addition, the Syriac scholarly tradition was still alive by the time
the first Greek-Arabic translations were produced in the second half of
the eighth century, particularly in Edessa, one of the most prominent
centers of Greek scholarship.®® At the very least, the activities of Syriac
scholars at this point in time suggest that the Syriac scholarly infrastruc-
ture—monasteries with their schools and libraries—was still to some ex-
tent functional and could have given the first generations of Greek-Arabic
translators access to scientific and philosophical scholarship and to Greek
texts and Syriac translations.*

52 Walzer (1945-1946, p. 168, 171).

53 For a pessimistic view, see Gutas (1998, p. 138). Henri Hugonnard-Roche (e.g. 1987,
p- 3 and 1990, p. 133f), who concentrates on the tradition of logical texts and translations,
tends to see its role in a more positive light. The tradition of rhetorical learning in Syriac
and possible influences of the Syriac version of Aristotle’s Rhbetoric has been studied by
John Watt (19932, 1995b, 1998).

54 Hugonnard-Roche (2007, p. 283f) cites the example of George, Bishop of the Arabs
(d. 724). His commentaries on Aristotelian works clearly demonstrate that he was familiar
with commentaries produced in the school of the Neoplatonic philosopher Ammonius of
Alexandria which, to our knowledge, were never translated into Syriac.

55 Drijvers (1995) gives a concise overview of our knowledge about the history of the
“School of Edessa” and its impact.

56 Cf. Hugonnard-Roche (2007, p. 290f) and, on the continued existence of the Syriac
scholarly tradition up to and beyond the accession of the ‘Abbasid dynasty in 750, Conrad
(1999). Brock (2007, p. 299ff, 305f) points out that the ongoing activities of Syriac monk-
scholars in numerous monasteries attest to the existence of well-stocked libraries long
after the Muslim conquest. He cites interesting manuscript evidence, e.g. for continuing
scholarly work at the monastery of Qartmin as late as the ninth century.



18 CHAPTER ONE

The beginnings of the translation movement

The task of reconstructing the earliest history of translation into Arabic
is closely linked with that of determining the intellectual and political
factors that generated the need for translation and sustained the practice
for more than two centuries. A number of basic historical facts are well
established: translation (mostly oral) and the transmission of informa-
tion between the various languages of the new Islamic state must have
been a regular occurrence ever since the conquests of the seventh century
brought large areas inhabited by non-Arabic speakers under Muslim con-
trol. Of the languages spoken by the new subjects in the formerly Byzan-
tine and Persian territories, three were of particular importance: Greek
(in Egypt and the urban centers of Syria and Mesopotamia), Aramaic (in
Syria and Mesopotamia) and Persian (in Persia). The “Arabization” of the
areas under Muslim control that had been heavily impacted by late an-
tique Hellenism was a long, drawn-out process and the number of Persian
and Greek administrative terms that entered into the Arabic language at-
tests to the importance of non-Arabic speaking administrators and the
extent of cultural exchanges in the early period of Islamic expansion.’’
However, evidence for the systematic collection and translation especially
of Greek scientific and philosophical literature only emerges in the second
half of the eighth century. The ‘Abbasid caliphs of the first half of the
ninth century, in particular the celebrated al-Ma’man and his successor
al-Mu'tasim, are credited with instituting state sponsorship of translation
and related scientific activities.

Less well established than these historical facts are the motivations of
the various people involved, the translators, scientists, philosophers and,
most of all, the rulers who took such an active interest in promoting
translation. In this section, while tracing the development of the early

57 Endress (1987, vol. 2, p. 416). Lutz Richter-Bernburg (1989, p. 46) emphasizes the
reciprocal influence of Hellenism and local cultures. The cultural environment of early
theologians and translators bore traces of indirect and direct Greek influences, it was an
amalgamation growing out of a variety of cultural and intellectual roots. In the context
of social and political thought, Louise Marlow (1997, p. 44f) stresses the wide diffusion
of “Hellenism” in local cultures in Syria and Egypt and states that the influence of “Hel-
lenism” was not restricted to urban environments but adapted to local rural traditions as
well. She concludes that ”[t]he assimilation of Hellenism into the culture of the eastern
Mediterranean in the course of the sixth and seventh centuries foreshadowed the per-
meation of Islamic thought by Classical Greek and Neoplatonic social ideas”. Michael
Morony (1984, p. 7fl) presents several theoretical models for cultural exchange and trans-
mission to back up and explain evidence for cultural diffusion in Iraq after the Islamic
conquest.
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Greek-Arabic translations as reconstructed by various modern scholars,
we will survey in some detail their answers to this key question: how and
why did systematic Greek-Arabic translations arise? As we will see, they
built on and extended each others’ increasingly complex theories about
the origins of the Greek-Arabic translation movement.

That translators received support and encouragement from the political
elite of the late eighth and early ninth century, notably from the caliphs
al-Ma’min and al-Mu'tasim, is abundantly attested in Arabic sources. In
the 1950s, Richard Walzer maintained that apart from their alleged sym-
pathies for the theological doctrines of the mutazilah,’® the reasons for
their remarkable and long-lived interest in Greek science and philosophy
were unclear.*

To add to existing explanations for the support of the authorities for
translation, Franz Rosenthal examines the political background of the
translation movement. He maintained that already before the rise of Is-
lam, there existed a certain degree of cultural contact between the Ara-
bian Peninsula and the cities of Palestine and Syria, mainly through the
medium of caravan trade. According to Rosenthal, Hellenism quickly be-
came the chief cultural force in these areas and (somewhat later) in the

58 A theological school originating in the first half of the eighth century which defined
itself by its belief in five key doctrines: the oneness of God; the justice of God; the promise
of paradise for repentant sinners and, conversely, the threat of eternal hellfire for those
Muslims who die unrepentant; the status of a sinning Muslim as a fasig (“evildoer”) which
puts him between the believer (mu’min) and the unbeliever (kdfir); the Qur'anic obligation
of every Muslim to “command the good and forbid the evil” (al-‘amr bi-I-ma‘raf wa-1-napi
an al-munkar). Cf. D. Gimaret’s article “Mu‘tazila” in EI?, vol. 7, p. 783—793.

59 Walzer (19624, p. 3, 6). The alleged link between al-Ma’min’s policies and the theo-
logical doctrines of the mu tazilab have been called into question by more recent research.
John Nawas (1994, p. 616f) presents a concise and clear discussion of the reasons for al-
Ma’min to promulgate the doctrine of the createdness of the Qur'an and institute—a
few years later and just months before his death in 833—the mibnab, the prosecution of
legal and theological scholars rejecting this doctrine. He shows that al-Ma’mun’s alleged
sympathies for the muazilah cannot be conclusively proven from our sources. Dimitri
Gutas (1998, p. 28f, 161, 189-92) agrees that the support of the ‘Abbasids must have been
politically motivated and maintains that al-Ma’min consciously instrumentalized the mu ‘-
tazilab for political ends. As to the reasons for the introduction of the mibnah, Josef van
Ess (1965—1966, p. 92—96) attributes it to al-Ma’mun’s desire to unify the Muslim com-
munity. It had been torn apart by years of persecution of the proto-§77 movements who
supported various pretenders against the ‘Abbasid dynasty. He also notes the influence
of mutazili theologians at his court and his claim that the caliphal office should provide
the community with both political and spiritual leadership—similar to the claims of the
various leaders of the ‘Alid movements the ‘Abbasid authorities fought against. Cf. also
Crone and Hinds (1986, p. 94, 96) and Martin Hinds’ thorough discussion in the article
“Mihna” in EI?, vol. 7, p. 2-6.
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Arabian Peninsula.® But the influence of Greek science and philosophy
remained muted for some time. Under the first caliphal dynasty of the
expanding Islamic polity, the Umayyads (661—750), the adoption of Greek
thought was, as Rosenthal explains, considered inopportune: the ongoing
political and military conflict with the Byzantine empire and the promo-
tion of “Arabism”, i.e. the attempt of the conquering Arab tribes to hold
on to their native cultural traditions and prevent assimilation by the older,
established and more sophisticated cultures of the Byzantium and Persia,
fueled the resistance against the indiscriminate adoption of ideas, texts
and other cultural artifacts that had become abundantly available. Ac-
cording to Rosenthal, this resistance occurred even though the Umayyad
government, in order to ensure the continuance of government in the
newly conquered territories, depended on the services of Byzantine ad-
ministrators who had stayed on in the formerly Byzantine provinces of
the Islamic state:*! Arabic replaced Greek only from ca. 680 as the chief
medium of administrative communication.

The caliphs of the dynasty that succeeded the Umayyads, the ‘Ab-
basids (750-1258), were not affected by any politically motivated anti-
Hellenistic resentment.®> On the contrary, their accession after several
years of civil war proved auspicious for translation into Arabic. Due prob-
ably to their “Persian”® background, the first attested translations of the
‘Abbasid period were possibly produced on the basis of Indian and Ira-
nian sources. Rosenthal conjectures that the first information on Aristo-
tle might have reached an Arabic-speaking audience via Pahlavi transla-
tions or abridgements. An additional powerful incentive to make Greek
knowledge available was the necessity to study Christian theological argu-
ments for apologetic ends and to obtain argumentative tools for theolog-

60 Marlow (1997, p. 46) speculates about the emergence of an independent Arabo-
Hellenistic “sub-culture” in the course of pre-conquest Arab migration into Syria. On
the linguistic level, Greek influences were felt long before the beginning of systematic
translation activities. Greek terms infiltrated the Arabic language even before the rise of
Islam and left their mark on the very vocabulary of the Qur'an itself; cf. Andrew Rippin’s
article on “Foreign Vocabular” in the Encyclopaedia of the Qur’an (henceforth EQ), vol. 2,
p. 226—237.

61 The implied “cultural control” exerted by the Greek administrators and their back-
ers that supposedly nipped any translation effort in the bud cannot be reconciled with
the evidence for the oral diffusion of ideas emphasized by Versteegh (1980, p. 10f) and
supported by Endress (1987, vol. 2, p. 417) and Gutas (1998, p. 16, 23).

62 Rosenthal (1965, p. 13fD).

63 On the composition and motivations of the so-called “Persian faction”, the alliance
of Persianized Arabic tribes and other ethnic and linguistic groups in eastern Persia who

backed the ‘Abbasid takeover, cf. Gutas (1998, p. 28f).
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ical disputes among Muslims.** Rosenthal also notes the chronological
coincidence between the translation movement, supported by the ‘Ab-
basid court, and the predominance of religious scholars associated with
the mu‘tazilab which was adopted as the official theology of the court
during the reign of al-Ma’mun. s

Apart from the possible political reasons outlined above, Rosenthal
identifies a more general cultural factor for the success and longevity of
the translation movement: the Qur'anic concept of lm, posited by the
Prophet as the crucial factor for religious observance and a righteous life.%
In his opinion, the quasi-religious zeal for the acquisition of knowledge
betrayed by the breadth and seriousness of the translation effort was in-
spired in part by personal piety, at least on the side of its patrons and
sponsors.’

The Islamic Middle East also offered the necessary human resources to
initiate the translation movement: the bilingual, sometimes even trilin-
gual Syriac translators who had inherited both their translation experience
and a number of crucial texts from their own, church-based scholarly tra-
dition. The concentration of the translation movement in Baghdad led
to the situation that most translators knew Syriac better than Greek (if
they knew it at all): before the Muslim conquest, Mesopotamia had been
part of the Persian empire. Persian was the language of the Persian ad-
ministrators while a majority of the population spoke dialects of Aramaic
or Arabic. Unlike formerly Byzantine areas such as Syria where Greek
continued to be spoken for some time, Greek speakers were few in and
around Baghdad. Hunayn’s knowledge of Greek and that of some of the
associates of his “school” was probably the exception, not the rule.®® The
linguistic limitations of some early translators were all too obvious, but
that did not necessarily turn out to be a disadvantage: they were unen-

6 Rosenthal (1965, p. 17f). The author frequently stresses the overwhelmingly practical
orientation of the Greek-Arabic translations, i.e. its concentration on material which could
be put to practical use, e.g. in Rosenthal (1940, p. 392): “The @sthetic enjoyment of the
texts translated, and the unselfish pleasure merely in possessing what the Ancients had
possessed, and in regaining their own words as they were spoken by them, are lacking.
What was sought was nothing else but the contents and the substance of the texts, the
practically and theoretically realizable knowledge they offered”.

65 The role of the mutazilah and its relation to both the court and the translation
movement is still debated, see our discussion above and Ivry (1974, p. 22-34).

¢ Cf. his interpretation of the Qur’anic usage of the root ““~/-m (Rosenthal, 1970,
p. 28-32).

67 Rosenthal (1965, p. 17f).

68 Rosenthal (1965, p. 19, 21). Endress (1997, p. 48f) rejects the notion of “school” and
the degree of organization and cohesion it implies.
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cumbered by the niceties of Arabic literary style and free in their attempts
to render source texts into Arabic.®

Thus, under the early ‘Abbasid caliphs, key conditions for the ini-
tiation of systematic translation from Greek and Syriac into Arabic were
met: there was a demand for translated texts; strong motivations to spend
the requisite time and resources to meet it; and the manpower to do the
actual work. Rosenthal reckons that the first translations were produced
around the year 8oo. He rejects claims about translations allegedly pro-
duced before this time, e.g. of an alchemical work by a certain Istifan
commissioned by the Umayyad prince Halid, son of the Umayyad Caliph
Yazid 1. (r. 680—83), as a later invention; another alleged very early Ara-
bic translation of the Syriac medical encyclopedia of Ahrun (fl. 610-640)
ascribed to a certain Masargawayh may also be apocryphal.” In his opin-
ion, the available evidence suggests little beyond the fact that the earliest
translations were restricted to practical subjects, especially medicine and
alchemy. If translations were produced at all in the Umayyad period, they
might not have been more than short notes for private purposes or oral
information provided by the numerous native speakers of Greek still avail-
able in Syria.”!

With a growing amount of documentary evidence, accounts of the
early history of Greek-Arabic translation such as Rosenthal’s and Walzers’
which concentrated on political factors gave way to more comprehensive
theories that took into account social and economic circumstances. Also,
the role of translation before the inauguration of a systematic Greek-
Arabic “translation movement” was reappraised. Gerhard Endress points
to the coexistence of different cultural, linguistic and ethnic groups as a
key element in the reception of the Greek and Iranian heritage already
in Umayyad times. It was characterized not only by explicit translations
of texts but also by frequent oral communication between exponents of
difterent cultures. During this period, Arabic gradually became the lin-
gua franca and accelerated this process.”? According to Endress, informal

6 Rosenthal (1965, p. 22f).

70 Cf. Baumstark (1922, p. 189) who refers to Miiller (1884, vol. 1, p. 109).

7t Rosenthal (1965, p. 15f). On the basis of additional evidence, later authors have
pushed back Rosenthal’s date by about half a century; cf. p. 27 below.

72 Endress (1997, p. 416f). Paul Kunitzsch (1976, p. 118f) connects the linguistic assim-
ilation of the conquered territories to the rise of “Middle Arabic”, a form of the Arabic
language derived from the classical @rabiyab of the Muslim rulers but heavily influenced
by the linguistic and conceptual contributions of the various subject populations, account-
ing for the extraordinary flexibility of this language and its suitability for translation. The
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exchanges and discussions between exponents of different cultures were
probably limited to what he terms “popular” and “parascientific” subjects,
especially alchemy,” but they nevertheless exerted an important influence
on the subsequent development of the natural sciences.”

In his explanation of the birth of the translation movement, Endress
lists three key factors which converged to initiate the large-scale transla-
tion efforts we witness in the ninth and tenth centuries: on the linguistic
level, the displacement of the languages of the Middle East (chiefly Greek,
Aramaic and Persian) through growing “Arabization”; on the social and
cultural level, the social promotion of the mawali,’> the assimilation of
Arabs and non-Arabs in the aftermath of the ‘“Abbasid takeover and the
concomitant growth in prestige of the mawali’s cultural heritage; and on
the political level, the necessity of cultural appropriation for the advance-
ment of Islamic culture and the generous support these appropriation
efforts received from the authorities.”®

Like Rosenthal, Endress dates the beginning of a systematic translation
movement to the end of the eighth and beginning of the ninth century.
He connects it with the foundation of the so-called bizanat al-hikmah
(“Repository of Wisdom”, the predecessor of the bayt al-hikmah, “House
of Wisdom”) by the caliph Harun al-Rasid (r. 786-809), apparently the

sources and emergence of this type of Arabic has been studied, among others, by Blau
(1967, 1999).

73 Endress’ categorization of alchemy as “parascientific” does not do justice to a field
which has seen its share of serious scientific attention. In the case of the famous physician
and scientist Aba Bakr al-Razi (d. 923), Sarah Stroumsa (1999, p. 92) maintains that his
“interest in alchemy was part and parcel of his scientific quest” and that his alchemy was
“thoroughly experimental, and he clearly regarded it as belonging to the scientific study
of the world.”

74 Endress (1987, vol. 2, p. 418).

75 Pl. of mawld, a term that denotes various kinds of legal relationships between a client
and a patron. In our context, it means “client” or “protégé”, more specifically converts to
Islam among the populations of the territories conquered by Islamic armies in the seventh
and eighth centuries who had to secure the protection of an Arab Muslim clan or tribe
and be assimilated into the tribal structure of early Islamic society to become Muslims.
Cf. Patricia Crone’s article “Mawla” in E?, vol. 6, p. 874—882.

76 Endress (1987, vol. 2, p. 418). Kraemer (1992, p. 287) stresses the role of contempo-
rary bureaucrats (katib, “scribe”, pl. kuttab) with a Persian cultural background and notes
that “[t]he early kuttab were deeply immersed in the transmission of the ancient Persian
and Greek legacies to the world of Islam during the first wave of translation activity”.
Heinrichs (1969, p. 4of) points out that the first and most obvious source for the ad-
ministrative know-how of the kuttab and their educational ideal was what he termed the
“legacy of the destroyed Sasanian empire”; translations from Pahlavi, he claims, started
already in the second quarter of the eighth century and formed the basis for the literature
and cultural attitudes of the scribal class.
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first institution solely devoted to the transmission and study of the scien-
tific heritage. It marked the start of the most productive period of transla-
tion, reaching its peak under the reign of his successor al-Ma’mun.” With
the latter, the hizanat al-hikmah was allegedly extended to a full-fledged
academic institution and supported by a staff of bookbinders, scribes and
scholars”™ studying an ever-growing number of scientific subjects. Even
philosophical works, ostensibly without any practical value, were trans-
lated. According to Endress, the reason was to be found in the theo-
logical predilections of al-Ma’mun who sanctioned the rational exegesis
of the Qur’an and the sunnah™ to strengthen the defence of the Islamic
brand of monotheism.® Since, according to Gutas, the range of scientific
and philosophical writings transmitted through the Greek-Syriac trans-
lation tradition was limited,®' Greek sources were consulted already at an
early stage of the translation movement for a broader knowledge of Greek
thought, a process which involved the outlay of vast sums of money and
the efforts of numerous scholars and translators. With growing demands
on the skills of the translators and the correctness of translations, older
translations were subjected to scathing criticism.%

77 Endress (1987, vol. 2, p. 421).

78 Endress (1987, vol. 2, p. 423) bases his claim about the supporting staff at the bayt
al-pikmah on a quotation from Ibn al-Nadim’s Fibrist that mentions a bookbinder among
its members (cf. Fliigel 1871-1872, p. 10): Ibn Abi al-Haris wa-kana yugallid fi bizanat al-
bikmab li-I-Ma’miin, “Ibn Abi al-Hari$ used to bind books in the ‘Repository of Wisdom’
of al-Ma’miin”. Due to the scarcity of evidence for the functions and structure of the bayt
al-hikmab, its role for the translation movement is still debated. Noting the absence of clear
evidence for an act of foundation by Hariin al-Rasid or al-Ma’min, Gutas (1998, p. 54ff,
58f) maintains that it was a library, possibly already established a generation earlier by the
caliph al-Mansar (r. 754—775) and responsible for the housing of documents and transla-
tions relating to the history and culture of the Sasanian dynasty in Persia (226—-651) which
ended with the conquest of the Persian empire by Muslim armies. Under al-Ma’miin, it
appears to have been a place for astronomical and mathematical activities (in tune with
al-Ma’'min’s alleged “rationalist” orientation). While apparently not directly connected to
the translation movement—it is not mentioned in Hunayn ibn Ishaq’s Risalab—it fos-
tered a climate that supported translation and gave the translation activities, even if only
indirectly, a semi-official veneer.

7 The body of reports about the sayings and actions of the Prophet Muhammad.

8 Endress (1987, vol. 2, p. 423). Nawas and Gutas take a less charitable view of the
caliph’s motives, see Nawas (1994, p. 624) and Gutas (1998, p. 54, 82f) on al-Manstr and
al-Ma’miin.

81 Gutas’ pessimistic views on the importance of the Greek-Syriac translation move-
ment will be discussed below.

82 Not just by fellow translators and scholars but also other leading intellectuals of
the time, e.g. the famous al-Gahiz. More on his take on the Greek-Arabic translation
activities at the end of this chapter.
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In conscious opposition to previous, more philologically oriented ap-
proaches, Dimitri Gutas stresses the social dimensions of the transla-
tion movement and claims that it can only be sufficiently explained as a
social phenomenon. Lasting two centuries and involving huge expendi-
tures covered by a diverse group of supporters ranging from merchants
to rulers, “it was not the pet project of any particular group in the fur-
therance of their restricted agenda.” The rigorous scientific standards of
the translators and the longevity and quasi-programmatic approach of the
translation movement across generations express “a social attitude and the
public culture” of early ‘Abbasid society and cannot be accounted for by
stressing one particular factor at the expense of others: neither the schol-
arly pursuits of Syriac Christians nor the philanthropic tendencies of a
handful of “enlightened rulers” conclusively explain the translations; no
single faction or class can be identified as the primary backer of the move-
ment. The necessary funding was provided by a group of people cutting
across all religious, ethnic and linguistic lines.?3

In his account of the political, social and economic developments which
paved the way for the initiation and rapid growth of translation activity,
Gutas stresses three fundamental factors:

Firstly, the integration of Egypt, the Fertile Crescent, Persia and parts
of India into a single political and economic space following the Mus-
lim conquests facilitated trade and increased agricultural productivity,
especially in the former border zone in Mesopotamia, generating wealth
for landowners and merchants and raising the general standard of living.
Innovative goods such as paper could propagate quickly, scholars from
different ethnic and linguistic backgrounds could travel freely and ex-
change knowledge, thereby creating a pool of scientific expertise drawn
from different sources. Their multilingualism allowed for the transmis-
sion of knowledge without translation.®

Secondly, the shift of the capital to Baghdad encouraged a more posi-
tive attitude to Greek secular learning: influenced by the anti-Hellenistic
and anti-secular bias of contemporary Byzantine theological disputes, the
Christian administrative elite serving the Umayyads in Damascus was not
prepared to support the adoption of Hellenistic secular thought whereas
the Christian denominations in Irag, themselves victims of theological
strife with Byzantine orthodoxy, had a less negative view of Hellenistic
learning. Paradoxically, the transfer of power from Syria to the east pre-

8 Gutas (1998, p. 2, 7).
8 Gutas (1998, p. 12ff; 16).
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served a substantial portion of the classical learning that had largely been
consigned to (temporary) oblivion in contemporary Byzantine intellectual
circles.®s

Thirdly, the influence of pre-‘Abbasid translation activities on the
translation movement made itself felt in a number of different ways.
Gutas takes a pessimistic stance on the role of Syriac translations and
notes that the share of secular texts translated from Greek into Syriac
before the Greek-Arabic translation movement was rather small. Even
if Syriac scholars contributed their skills to the translation movement,
its initiative, direction and management emanated from the context cre-
ated by early ‘Abbasid society.’” Greek-Arabic translations in Umayyad
times were limited to politically and economically relevant documents,
conditioned by the practical necessities of administration. Still, ad hoc
oral translations were a necessity and daily occurrence in the multilingual
environment of Umayyad Syria.

In addition to the source languages already mentioned, there were also
translations from Sanskrit which apparently took place during the earliest
phase of the translation activities. They seem to have focused on astro-
nomical material; some of the texts were probably transmitted through
Persian intermediaries.®® Pahlavi texts, partly based on Greek sources, fall
into several groups. Some early Greek-Pahlavi translations were commis-
sioned by Persian rulers and justified on the basis of a theological premise,
i.e. that all knowledge was ultimately derived from the Avesta, the most
important collection of Zoroastrian religious texts. Their relevance lies
less in the (comparatively small) amount of texts translated but in the
“culture of translation” they documented; according to Gutas, it survived
until the ‘Abbasid era. In the period of Umayyad decline in the 730s and
40s, politically motivated translations into Arabic appeared: sponsored
by Persian groups or individuals to further their political interests, espe-
cially in connection with the activities of ‘Abbasid propagandists who
undermined the authority of the Umayyads, astrological material was

85 Gutas (1998, p. 17f, 20), echoing Rosenthal who, as we have seen above, already
pointed out the differing attitudes of Umayyad and ‘Abbasid rulers and courtiers to Greek
knowledge.

8 Unlike Hugonnard-Roche (1989a, p. 7), who reminds his readers of the high es-
teem Hunayn expressed for at least a part of the translations into Syriac by the prolific
translator, philosopher and physician Sergius of Rés‘ayna (d. 536). The logical tradition in
particular was deeply influenced by earlier Syriac translations of the relevant Greek texts
(cf. Hugonnard-Roche 1989b, p. 3 and 1987, p. 205).

¥ Gutas (1998, p. 20ff).

8 Gutas (1998, p. 23ff).
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consciously used to connect Sasanian imperial ideas with the ‘Abbasid
“ideology”, serving as an important element of their political justifica-
tion.®

Gutas traces the beginnings of a systematic translation movement back
to the reign of the second ‘Abbasid caliph al-Mansir, a generation ear-
lier than Endress and Rosenthal. With the adoption of Sasanian imperial
ideology® as part of his political creed and his support for the transla-
tion of astrological works that were used to justify ‘“Abbasid rule as the
inevitably ordained successors to the dynasties of the Middle East, he se-
cured the continued loyalty of the above-mentioned Persian faction that
had helped sweep the dynasty to power.”! His choice of court functionar-
ies and administrators reflected his ideological preoccupations: they were
to a large extent drawn from a pool of Persian or Persianized subjects
subscribing to the same imperial worldview that was at the heart of his
‘Abbasid ideological “program”.?2

The reign of al-Mansur’s son al-Mahdi (r. 775—785) witnessed the first
translation of Aristotle’s Topics, commissioned by the caliph himself. It
signaled the increasing significance of religious polemics as a driving force
for translation: with the rise of active proselytism in the course of the
‘Abbasid revolution and the growing need to defend the ‘Abbasid in-
terpretation of faith against Christians, Jews, Manichaeans and others,
the demand for more sophisticated argumentative techniques for Mus-
lim apologists became more and more pressing. Numerous translations
of the Topics attest to its importance for inter-faith debates and its role
in the conflict with religious and political opponents. The translations of
Aristotle’s Physics answered a sudden need to study cosmological issues.
These came to prominence through theological debates engendered by
the conflict between Muslim apologists and the different strands of heresy
subsumed under the term zandagah, i.e. Manichaeism, Bardesanism and

8 Gutas (1998, p. 25ff).

% For a summary of his thinking on the ideological underpinnings of early ‘Abbasid
rule and its sources, cf. Gutas (2001).

9 Gutas (1998, p. 281, 46, 49f).

92 Gutas (1998, p. 53). His sustained emphasis on political motivations during the initial
phase of the Greek-Arabic translation movement tends to obscure some of the other
important factors at work during this period. Research into the history of mathematics and
astronomy in the Muslim world has thrown light on the connection between religion and
the growing interest for Greek mathematics and astronomy, e.g. for the determination of
prayer times and direction and the regulation of the lunar calendar; for a concise overview,
cf. King (1990). On the basis of numerous sources, Ragep (2001) makes a very good case
for the reappraisal of the relation between religion and science in the field of astronomy.
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Marcionism.”> Moreover, cosmology was a vital part of the astrologi-
cal worldview so important to the ‘Abbasids, their partisans and their
courtiers.”

The civil war between the sons of Hirtin al-Rasid, the murder of
the older brother al-Amin (r. 809—813) and the accession of al-Ma’miin
plunged the ‘Abbasid state into a severe crisis of legitimacy.?s Al-Ma’'mun
was confronted with a number of political and religious interpretations
of Islam fostered by the climate of debate his predecessors had allowed
to flourish in their attempt to accommodate and co-opt ideological dis-
senters. To wrest religious authority from these centers of power and cen-
tralize them in the person of the caliph and a theological elite dependent
on him, al-Ma’mun instituted the mihnab in the year 833.% His efforts to
recover religious authority were paralleled by his financial, political and
military reforms aimed at centralization and match remarkably well his
alleged emulation of the policies of the founder of the Sasanian dynasty,
Ardadir I. (r. 224—242).

The translation movement offered al-Ma’min support for both objec-
tives, i.e. centralization and proselytism. His upbringing could have been
another reason for his fervent support for the translation movement: it
took place in an environment that regarded translation as useful, even
necessary. His stint as governor in Marw, the capital of the eastern Per-
sian province of Hurasan, only strengthened this attitude by bringing
him into contact with the land-owning provincial elite which subscribed
to Sasanian imperial values and the appreciation of translation it fostered.
In the field of foreign policy, al-Ma’'mun amplified the conflict against
the Byzantines to justify his accession and to bolster his Islamic creden-
tials and instigated a propaganda campaign depicting the Byzantines as
unbelievers—qua Christians—and unworthy—qua intellectually inferior
to the ancient Greeks: anti-Byzantinism as philhellenism.?’

% The term zandagab was used both as a pejorative term for Manichaeism and, more
generally, all kinds of heresy and unbelief. Cf. Frangois de Blois’ article “Zindik” in ET?,
vol. 11, p. s10—513.

% Gutas (1998, p. 67, 69ff).

95 Tayeb El-Hibri (1995, p. 364) argues that the blow the dynasty’s prestige and legit-
imacy suffered in the wake of the regicide helps to explain al-Ma’man’s subsequent au-
tocratic tendencies, including the institution of the mibnab and the adoption of the title
balifat Allah (“vicegerent of God”) instead of the customary palifat rasil Allab (“vicegerent
of the Prophet of God”).

% Gutas (1998, p. 75ff, 82). Cf. n. 119 on p. 33 on some of the politico-religious issues
at stake during the mibnah.

97 Gutas (1998, p. 80, 83f).
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The education of the kuttab, the administrative officials, was to be
fashioned along Sasanian lines as well. This included a mastery of theo-
retical fields like mathematics and their practical application in timekeep-
ing, engineering, surveying etc.—thereby contributing to the expansion
of the translation movement and explaining the prominence, in its early
stages, of mathematics on the one hand and astronomy and agriculture
on the other.”® After its initiation, the widening and intensification of
translation activities beyond the needs of imperial policy was due also to
the interests of scholars themselves. After the scientific “community” in
Baghdad had reached a “critical mass”, scientists started to figure promi-
nently as patrons for translations. The development of mathematics over
and above the practical needs of administrators can be interpreted as an
example of translators and scientists interacting in the furtherance of their
subject. Medicine, a prominent field of translation from the very begin-
ning, profited from commissions by the famous families of physicians;
their fame (and pecuniary rewards) rested on a scientific expertise that
had to be continually extended by means of research and translation.” In
the case of astrology, the demand for translations expressed by ‘Abbasid
caliphs to further their dynastic claims spread to the political class who
absorbed the cultural attitudes of their rulers. According to Gutas, similar
developments can be discerned for a number of scientific fields in which
translations would spawn research which in turn would generate demand
for further translation activities.!®

Philosophy, too, received its share of attention: al-Kindi commissioned
translations of numerous philosophical works. He wanted to advance
knowledge with the help of the most scientifically and methodically rig-
orous discipline available, i.e. philosophy, and attempted to integrate his
philosophical approach into the religious and theological discussions of
his time. His use of translated texts exemplified an attitude apparently
widespread among contemporary scholars in Baghdad and beyond.!!

Even though some religious and/or ethnic groups seem to have partic-
ipated more actively in the translation movement than others, its flour-
ishing was due to the joint effort of all groups involved. While active
support and participation was restricted to the affluent and powerful, its

% Gutas (1998, p. 1f; 115).

% Gutas (1998, p. 16fD).

100 Gutas (1998, p. 108ff). Cf. also Rashed (1989, p. 208) on the mutual inspiration of
research agendas and translations.

101 Gutas (1998, p. 120). Al-Kindi and the translators working for him will be discussed
below.
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effects “trickled down” to the literate but less well-off strata of society:
translated texts were available to anybody with the means to employ a
scribe to copy manuscripts—as indicated by the wide diffusion of scien-
tific literature listed in Ibn al-Nadim’s Fibrist.!0?

Turning to the translators and their background, Gutas presents an
outline for the development of translation expertise that, as we have seen,
squarely contradicts received wisdom about the seminal role of Syriac
scholars in the beginning of the translation movement.!®> He notes that
since the earliest translations from Greek had to be commissioned by
the authorities from high-ranking Christian clerics, experts in Greek-
Arabic translation were obviously hard to come by at the beginning of the
‘Abbasid era. Competence and supply of translators increased only with
growing demand. Their lack of sophistication and poor style attest to the
fact that the sponsors of early translations were, at least in the beginning,
willing to put up with a comparably low level of stylistic quality due to
high demand. In addition, even though early translators could fall back
on older Syriac versions and translation methods, these were, due to the
completely different motivation and methodologies involved in the Greek-
Syriac translation tradition and the limited range of translated texts, of
little help. Their often poor quality (a frequent complaint in Hunayn’s
Risdalab) further diminished their usefulness.

Gutas concludes that Greek culture did not exactly flourish in Syr-
iac monasteries prior to the rise of Islam and that the small number
of qualified Syriac-speaking scholars could certainly not satisfy contem-
porary demand for translation experts.!* The translation standards re-

102 Gutas (1998, p. 134f). Although the translation movement, as Gutas points out,
rested on many shoulders, the aims of different groups in supporting translators and
commissioning texts were many and varied. Apart from genuine scientific and political
interests, social advancement could have figured prominently (cf. e.g. Gutas 1998, p. 130f).
Also, religio-political factors probably directly influenced the direction of the translation
movement. Endress (1997, p. 48) refers to the correspondences between certain transla-
tors and the political and religious background of their sponsors; Montgomery (2007,
P- 449) hints at links between religious (s1%) tendencies of the sponsors of the translation
movement and their interest in philosophical, particularly Neoplatonic material.

103 Gutas’ opinion is corroborated by Brock (1982, p. 25) who acknowledges that
the number of Greek secular texts translated into Syriac was relatively small. On the
other hand, the large number of Greek technical terms that were “acculturated” and be-
came part of the Syriac vocabulary of science and philosophy suggests that their influ-
ence—irrespective of the potentially small amount of texts translated—was substantial
and lasting.

104 Gutas (1998, p. 137f). As we have seen above on p. 17, Gutas’ verdict needs to be qual-
ified: the supposedly small number of relevant texts translated into Syriac and available to
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quired by rich sponsors and the amount of money they were willing to
pay quickly improved the translators’ proficiency: translation, especially if
competently done, was a lucrative business. Not only growing experience
but improved knowledge of Greek furnished better translations; increas-
ing linguistic abilities in turn were fostered by the high demand and the
money at stake in translation.!%

The Kindi-circle

By the time the philosopher al-Kindi around the mid-ninth century, the
“infrastructure” of translation was firmly in place. The collection of Greek
and/or Syriac manuscripts for translation was put on a semi-ofhcial foot-
ing early on. In addition to visits to Syriac monasteries and their libraries,
translators such as al-Bitriq (fl. in the second half of the eighth century),
Sallam al-Abras (fl. during the reign of Harun al-Rasid, 786-803), Hu-
nayn ibn Ishaq and Qusta ibn Laqa (d. 912) traveled to former centers of
Greek learning. Ofhicial missions were sent across the Byzantine border
to buy texts, e.g. one equipped by the caliph al-Ma’min or another by
the wealthy Sakir brothers around the same time. Others were collected
as reparations after border conflicts.!® This put at al-Kindf’s disposal not
just a number of translations but allowed him actively to commission a
group of translators working in Baghdad during his lifetime to produce
new ones.!%7

Arabic translators is not a very good indicator of the true influence of the Syriac scholarly
tradition. Thanks to fact that many of them were able to read Greek, Syriac scholars
did not need translations to access large parts of the Greek philosophical and scientific
heritage (cf. Watt 1995a, p. 64f). Through their commentaries and their own philosoph-
ical and scientific writings, Arabic translators had at least indirect access to some of this
material. Also, Syriac scholarly activity did not die down immediately after the Muslim
conquest. On the contrary, we have evidence for the continued existence of some of the
Syriac schools well into the eighth century; cf. Hugonnard-Roche (2007), esp. p. 290f,
and Conrad (1999).

105 Gutas (1998, p. 139, 141).

106 Badawi (1968, p. 16f).

107 The philosopher Abu al-Walid ibn Rusd (d. 1198) refers to a translation of Aristo-
tle’s De caelo into Arabic allegedly carried out by al-Kindi. Like previous authors, Endress
(1966, p. 106f) rejects the claim that al-Kindi translated any text himself, as he did not
know Greek. Among the translators he sponsored were Ustat who translated the larger
part of Aristotle’s Metaphysics and Ibn Na‘imah al-Himsi who translated a collection of
Neoplatonic metaphysical material that became known as the Theology of Aristotle. Ac-
cording to Endress, all of the so-called “translations of al-Kindi” mentioned in various
sources were in fact produced for him by others and belong to the output of an earlier
generation of translators—which also explains why Ibn Rusd repeatedly complains about
their deficiencies.
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There is also evidence for revisions of older translated texts: the de-
ficiencies in Arabic of most of the Syriac-speaking translators necessi-
tated later revisions and corrections. This practice seems to have become
widespread by the time of Hunayn ibn Ishaq and continued afterwards.!%
Al-Kindi himself apparently revised some translations, albeit probably
only in matters of style and vocabulary. Even though few early transla-
tions are extant and we have little evidence to assess his role in the early
development of the Arabic scientific and philosophical terminology, we
find in later literature many of the terms he adopted from translations at
his disposal (or even coined himself in his own works).1?

The creation of Arabic terminologies was one of the crucial achieve-
ments of the older translators working with al-Kindi. They were the first
to tackle many philosophical and translatological issues in the medium of
the Arabic language.!!® To illustrate the terminological problems faced by
philosophers, Endress cites the well-known example of the absent copula
and the headaches it gave translators working on metaphysical, especially
ontological texts. Several terms and even whole groups of expressions, de-
rived from different Arabic roots, were coined in the course of the earliest
stage of translation activities and competed against each other.!!!

According to Endress, what set al-Kindi and his circle apart from ear-
lier and also later groups of scholars was their full-fledged philosophical
“program” of research founded on philosophical tenets al-Kindi took from
Greek sources: philosophy defines the aims of science in an Islamic soci-

108 Badawi (1968, p. 25f). On the basis of his findings from the translation of Aristo-
tle’s Metaphysics & by Ustat, James Mattock (1989, p. 101) also maintains that successive
revisions were accepted and common practice.

109 Badawi (1968, p. 29-32).

110 Cf. Endress (1973, p. 192f).

11 Endress (1989, p. 135f). The fascinating problem of the missing copula and its con-
sequences for translators and Muslim philosophers has been studied by numerous modern
scholars, e.g. Afnan (1964, p. 29f, 89f), Kahn (1972) and Shehadi (1975): the Arabic lan-
guage lacks a direct equivalent to the Greek auxiliary verb evau. Of its many meanings,
those of attribution (“A is green” [i.e. has the attribute “grenness”]), identity (“A is B” [i.e.
is identical to B]) and existence (“A is” [i.e. exists]) figure prominently in philosophical
discourse, e.g. in logic, epistemology and ontology. Arabic translations of philosophical
texts attest to the ingenuity with which the translators created a whole new terminol-
ogy to replicate the exact meaning of the term whenever it occured in their source texts.
But often enough, they misunderstood it or encountered ambiguities they were unable to
resolve.

Whereas the terminology of most disciplines created or affected by the translation
phenomenon had reached a high level of consistency by the end of the ninth century,
Endress (1989, p. 140) explicitly excludes philosophy and notes its lack of terminological
standardization.
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ety and at the same time points the way and provides a methodology to
accomplish them.!'2 One of the key elements of this philosophical “pro-
gram” of the Kindi-circle!'* was the extraction of theological elements
of Platonism, surviving only on the fringes of the late Hellenistic philo-
sophical traditions in Gnostic and Hermetic “subcultures”, as a religion
for intellectuals.!'* To that end, al-Kindi portrayed philosophy as part
of a universal pikmah (as mentioned in the Qur'an)!'s by explaining its
consistency with revealed religion and, following Hellenistic Platonism,
elaborating the concept of blissful rational contemplation as the perfec-
tion of man.!!¢

Due to government support and generous funding by the urban elites
for translators and the “Hellenistic movement”, its exponents—al-Kindi
among them—found themselves in active competition with traditionists
(Cabl al-badit)''7 and rational theologians (mutakallimin)!'® for the back-
ing of the authorities."”® All sides claimed equal command of the Ara-
bic language and knowledge of the sacred scriptures and traditions and

12 Cf. especially Endress (1994).

113 Already broached in Endress (1987, vol. 2, p. 429 and 1990, p. 239).

114 Endress (1997, p- 64). Considering al-Kindi’s desire to reconcile revealed and philo-
sophical truths, this can only mean that he intended it as a more “intellectually” attractive
description of truths expounded by revelation: a psychological soteriology.

15 The term hikmab plays an important role in Qur'anic diction. It means “wisdom”,
specifically a form of wisdom that implies higher spiritual truths. We find it either in
isolation (2:269, 16:125, 17:39, 31:12, 33:34, 38:20, 43:63 and §4:5) or in combination with
al-mulk, “power” (2:251) or, most prominently, al-kitab, “scripture” (2:129, 151, 231; 3:48,
81, 164; 4:54, 113; 5:110 and 62:2). Cf. A.-M. Goichon’s article “Hikma” in E?, vol. 3,
p- 377

116 For the key role of the concept of hikmab in al-Kind7's philosophy, cf. Hugonnard-
Roche (1991b). Carmela Baffioni (1989) traces the history of the term and its use in philo-
sophical literature. For a comparison of the use of hikmah by al-Kindi and the contempo-
rary author of the anonymous Liber de causis, a collection of Neoplatonic material derived
chiefly from Proclus’ (d. 485) Elementatio theologica and Plotinus’ (d. 270) Enneads, see
D’Ancona Costa (1995, p. 176f). In his article on the meaning of hikmah in early Is-
lamic philosophy, Jean Jolivet (1991) maintains that al-Kindi’s adoption of the term in
his philosophical and scientific writings illustrates his attempt to establish common cri-
teria for “right” and “wrong” in all scholarly fields. Mathematics prescribe the methods
of argumentation; pikmah represents the shared truth criteria.

117 Collectors and transmitters of reports about the sayings and actions of the Prophet
Muhammad.

118 Cf. n. 37 above.

119 Endress (1997, p. 44f). In his comprehensive and carefully argued article “Mihna”
in EP?, vol. 7, p. 2—6, Martin Hinds argues that one of its aims was to rein in popular
badit enthusiasts; the caliph’s interests coincided with those of prominent adherents of
the mu ‘tazilah who insisted on the primacy of the Qur’an as the source of Islamic religious
and legal doctrine at the expense of badit.
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vied for mastery in literary expression. Parallel to the various interests
and affiliations of their sponsors, translators themselves fell into differ-
ent, sometimes overlapping communities. !2°

After the reign of al-Ma’mun in 833 and, 15 years later, the end of
the mibnab, the persecution of theologians whose beliefs conflicted with
his alleged sympathies with the mu‘tazilah,'?' Greek sciences fell out of
favor—the aggressive religious policies inaugurated by al-Ma'mun and
upheld by his successors al-Mu'tasim and al-Watiq (r. 842—847) had un-
leashed a reaction that threatened the stability and cohesion of the state
and ultimately discredited the Greek sciences so vigorously promoted by
them. 22

In this contentious climate, the single most important driving force
behind al-Kindf’s activities seems to have been the need of scientists for
a justificatory “ideology” “to safeguard their position in an Islamic so-
ciety” in the face of competition from theologians. While wishing to
aid rationalist mutakallimin to defend reason against the traditionists, he
nevertheless rejected their claim to superior explanation and explicitly ex-
tols the reasoning of Greek philosophy in comparison to the deficiencies
of contemporary exegesis of the scripture. Aided by the previous Hel-
lenization of kalam, “philosophy was to join forces with the defenders
of Islam” against Greek gndsis and zandaqab, dualist Manichaean gnos-
ticism and Mazdakism.'?? The ultimate aim: to raise the prestige of the
“scientific community” and to bolster its Islamic credentials.!?* Scientists,

120 Endress (1997, p. 48f) points out that these groups were “definitely ... not ‘schools’
... but groups held together by various bonds of origin, scientific orientation and, most
important, by their patrons”.

121 Cf. above, p. 19.

122 Endress (1987, vol. 2, p. 429). His account of the impact of the mibnab on the
standing of the “Greek sciences” leaves the impression that, after its failure, they were
immediately relegated to the fringes of the Islamic scientific enterprise. But they had
already left their mark on “traditional” Islamic scholarship and continued to influence the
dominant theological and legal discourses (Endress, 1987, vol. 2, p. 401).

123 The term zandaqah was also often used by opponents of certain §i7 beliefs which,
according to Montgomery (2007, p. 456), were a key element of ninth-century religious,
political and intellectual debates and also influenced the course of the Greek-Arabic trans-
lation movement.

124 Endress (1997, p. 65). About the justificatory dimension of al-Kindi’s “program”,
Endress writes in an earlier publication: “Le philosophe devient idéologue de la commu-
nauté scientifique et se prépare a la défendre en proclamant 'identité de ses convictions
avec les objectifs de la communauté religieuse. Pour établir la philosophie dans la société
islamique, al-Kindi invoque les autorités qui avaient donné a sa tradition scientifique la
méthode, I'expression et lorientation spirituelle [sc. Plato and Aristotle]” (Endress, 1990,

p- 239).
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al-Kindi was convinced, were better equipped to defend rationalism and
faith by virtue of their superior methods and rationality.!2’

The circle of translators working with and for al-Kindi differed
markedly from the earlier translators of the late eighth and early ninth
centuries also in their ethnic and cultural background. The latter, con-
sisting mostly of people from Christian Aramaic clans from southern Iran
and Iraq, were allied with early astronomers and astrologers with a decid-
edly Iranian bias. These, in turn, were close to the ‘Abbasid caliphs and
the ruling class. The slightly later Kindi-circle, on the other hand, com-
prised people with a Byzantine or Hellenized Near Eastern background.
The unique feature of this group seems to have been its focus on philo-
sophical translations, readily explainable by the philosophical interests
of the circle’s mentor al-Kindi.!?¢ Philosophy served as a weapon in the
hand of Hellenized scientists to validate and vindicate their intellectual
contribution. Greek philosophy vied against Iranian court etiquette and
princely ethics, Greek science competed against Iranian know-how.!?’

Without the pioneering work of al-Kindi and his circle, Endress con-
cludes, none of his successors would have been conceivable. He helped
fashion an Arabic philosophical language without which future genera-
tions of translators and philosophers would have been “speechless”. Al-
Kindi and his circle started the linguistic process that equipped the Arabic
language with the tools for cross-cultural communication, an instrument
“to give names to the principles of being and the condition of man” com-
mon to both Islamic and Western philosophers.!28

Hunayn ibn Ishaq and his associates

The next group or “generation” of translators represented the fully mature
stage of the Greek-Arabic translation movement. Their methodological
accomplishments are linked mainly with the name of the head of the
group (or even “school” as it is occasionally but misleadingly called), Hu-
nayn ibn Ishaq. He is routinely singled out for his exemplary mastery
of all three languages involved in the translation process (Greek, Syr-

125 Endress (1997, p. 65ff, 75).

126 Connecting the philosophical bent of the Kindi-circle to the wider sphere of con-
temporary discourses, Endress (1997, p. 49) emphasizes the competition between tradi-
tionist and rationalist factions, signalling “the rise of a philosophical rationalist discourse
as opposed to the traditionist discourse of the ‘ulim islamiyya”.

127 Endress (1997, p. 50).

128 Endress (1997, p. 76).
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iac, Arabic) and his stylistic and terminological superiority compared to
earlier translators.

Apart from producing his own translations, Hunayn is credited with
the revision of existing texts.'?? Moreover, tools like glossaries and dic-
tionaries helped to improve the quality of translations at the time and
imposed a standard terminology and phraseology that could not be ig-
nored by subsequent generations of translators and scholars.!3

In his Risalab, a treatise listing his and other translators’ Syriac and
Arabic translations of the works of the Greek physician Galen (d. 200),
Hunayn described his method of establishing a source text before produc-
ing a translation: he collated a Greek text from all available manuscripts
and, in the case of texts extant in only a single manuscript, postponed
translation until he had secured more manuscripts.’*! We can be more
or less certain that the methodological standard established by Hunayn
was followed by those translators who learned their craft from and closely
collaborated with him, chiefly his son Ishaq ibn Hunayn (d. 910) and
his nephew Hubays ibn al-Hasan (d. ca. 890). Modern scholars have dis-
agreed as to whether they were also applicable to later translators; if so,
we have little evidence to prove it.!3?

Thanks to the work of previous translators, Hunayn already had a wide
variety of technical terms and phrases at his disposal and could freely
choose between them. One important detail that is often overlooked in
tracing the development of the Greek-Arabic translation movement is the
fate of those older translations that Hunayn revised or even replaced with
better texts: they did not simply disappear. Some of them were superseded
by superior translations from Hunayn’s workshop, some were merely re-
vised and presumably retained much of their “archaic” terminology and
phraseology. But some of them seem not to have attracted Hunayn’s or
his colleagues’ attention at all and remained throughout the translation
movement and beyond the “canonical” or even only translations for cer-
tain texts. Older translations, even those for which more recent versions
became available, continued to be read.!33

129 Endress (1966, p. 98f).

130 Endress (1989, p. 104ff).

131 Cf. Bergstriisser (1925, p. §/arabic).

132 Cf. Walzer (1962d, p. 116), qualifying his earlier, more optimistic stance (e.g. in
19624, p. 6f) and Badawi (1968, p. 18f).

133 The decision-making process of translators—what to translate, what to revise, what
to ignore—was undoubtedly influenced by numerous factors including fortuitous ones
such as lack of time or personal preferences and tastes of individual translators.
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Thus, the reception of Greek thought in the Islamic world as well as
the development of a technical terminology in the disciplines covered by
the translation movement seems to have been characterized not so much
by a succession of terminological systems and textual versions exhibiting
a linear growth in quality. Rather, coexistence and competition between
terms and texts with changing patterns of sub- and co-ordination on
the part of the reading public seems to have been the norm. Extrapolat-
ing the collation of manuscripts and the comparison between older and
newer translations as well as processes of revision as described in Hu-
nayn’s Risalah into the work of subsequent generations of translators, the
resulting model of translation history suggests a convergence towards a
“median” text incorporating traces of all versions available to the author
with the number of “source texts”, i.e. Greek and/or Syriac versions and
various extant Arabic translations, proliferating over time. At the same
time, the terminology may have converged towards a standard enforced
by the statistical distribution and the diffusion of a “preferred” set of
terms not only via translations, but also a growing number of word lists,
glossaries and later dictionaries.!** Nevertheless, due to the coexistence
of old and new texts and terminologies throughout the history of the
translation movement and beyond, complete standardization could not
be achieved—and was perhaps not even desired.

The Baghdad Aristotelians

In hindsight, the final phase of the Greek-Arabic translation movement
seems one of decline: the standardization of methodology and terminol-
ogy for most subjects was achieved by the time of Hunayn ibn Ishaq and
his circle. Thereafter, translation activities fell off: virtually all important
works of the late Hellenistic canon of scientific and philosophical works
(but not literary prose and poetry) had been translated. While during the
tenth century a group of translators continued to work in cooperation
with the Christian Aristotelian philosophers of their time, e.g. Abu Bisr
Matta, Tsa ibn Ishiq ibn Zur‘ah (d. 1008) and Ibn Suwir (d. 1017), the
era of translation came, with very few exceptions, to a close after the end
of the tenth century.!3

Those translations that were still being produced were apparently based
exclusively on previous Syriac translations instead of the Greek origi-

134 On the translators’ tools, see, among others, Endress (1989, p. 106).
135 Rosenthal (1965, p. 22f).
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nals: % knowledge of Greek was no longer part of a translator’s required
qualifications. Like the Islamic philosophers such as al-Kindji, al-Farabi,
Ibn Sina (d. 1037) and Ibn Rusd, their knowledge of Greek philosophy
was derived from translations. For later Aristotelian studies and Islamic
philosophy however, the texts provided by the circle of Hunayn and the
revised translations and commentaries by these same Aristotelian scholars
in Baghdad connected with Abu Bisr Matta and Yahya ibn ‘Adi (d. 974)
were of the greatest importance.!%

The most impressive document to emerge from the activities of these
later translators is the Organon manuscript which contains the Arabic
Rbhetoric. It will be discussed in greater detail in the next chapter. At
this point, suffice it to say that it highlights not just their activities as
translators—some of the translations gathered in the manuscript were
produced by the Baghdad Aristotelians themselves, albeit on the basis of
Syriac rather than Greek source texts—but also their role as compilers and
commentators. Even though their work may seem less pioneering than
that of their predecessors, their achievement is no less important for the
Islamic philosophical tradition. They pulled together the available trans-
lations, collated and corrected them, linked them with available commen-
taries and produced a comprehensive panorama of the logical knowledge
available to them.

136 Badawi (1968, p. 18f).
137 Walzer (1970, p. 32, 35).



CHAPTER TWO

THE ARABIC VERSION

MANUSCRIPT AND DATING

Among other treasures, the manuscript ar. 2346 at the Bibliothéque Na-
tionale in Paris contains the unique extant Arabic translation of Aris-
totle’s Rbetoric.! In spite of the importance of the manuscript, there is
no comprehensive codicological description including information on its
binding etc.? With the exception of the Rheroric, none of the individual
texts contains any information that could help us date the manuscript.
Of its history, next to nothing is known before the year 1738 when it was
acquired by the French consul in Cairo, Benoit de Maillet. Somewhat
later, we find it in the French royal library; it is sometimes still quoted
with its old shelfmark (ancien fonds no. 882a).3

The Arabic Rhetoric in this manuscript forms part of a collection of
Arabic translations of the entire Aristotelian corpus of logical writings,
the Organon. It was compiled at the end of the tenth century by the
philosopher Abu al-Hayr al-Hasan ibn Suwar, also known as Ibn al-

I Cf. Lyons (1982, vol. 1, p. ii-iv). The text has been edited by Badawi (1959) and Lyons
(1982). The former was reviewed by Anawati (1959—1961a); the latter by Heinrichs (1984),
who commented in some detail on Lyons’ reconstruction of the transmission history, and
Wansbrough (1984). More recently, Panoussi (2000, p. 238-247) compiled a list of some
of the deficiencies of both editions, concentrating on Badawt’s text. In his discussion of
the shortcomings of Lyons’ edition, he suggests a number of emendations based on the
Greek version and the Syriac translation Panoussi claims was used by the collator of the
Arabic text.

2 A number of scholars have given descriptions of the manuscript which focus on
its contents, among them Margoliouth (1897, p. 376f) and (in more detail) Georr (1948,
p- 183—200) and Hugonnard-Roche (1992). See also the remarks by Badawi (1948-1952,
vol. 1, p. 20-32), and Stern (1956, p. 41—44). Its catalogue entry (de Slane, 18831895, p. 411,
no. 2346) notes that it consists of 380 paper folios measuring 30 by 43 cm with 21-25 lines
of text per page. The author of the catalogue already pointed out that some parts of
the text were very difficult to decipher. The deterioration of the manuscript continued
throughout the twentieth century, prompting the Bibliothéque Nationale to withdraw it
from circulation. At this point, the only way to consult the manuscript is a microfilm
produced in 1978 which unfortunately often cuts off the marginal notes (cf. Lyons 1982,
vol. 1, p. xiii and Panoussi 2000, p. 233f).

3 Hugonnard-Roche (2001, p. 21, n. 5); additional information in Tkatsch (1928,
vol. 1, p. 142f).
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Hammar, a student of Yahya ibn ‘Adi.4 Ibn al-Nadim has the highest
regard for his achievements:

54.gl.>r_~p\ («j.bu &MY\}

The translations in this manuscript cover the entire period of Greek-
Arabic and Syriac-Arabic translation activities: for the Categories and De
interpretatione, the editor chose translations by Ishaq ibn Hunayn (d. 910),
the son of Hunayn ibn Ishaq and a highly regarded member of his cir-
cle; the Poetics and the Posterior Analytics were rendered into Arabic by
Abu Bisr Matta, one of the most prominent “Baghdad Aristotelians”; Por-
phyry’s Isagoge and the Topics were based on versions by another close col-
laborator of Hunayn ibn Ishaq, Abt ‘Utman Sa‘id ibn Ya'qub al-Dimasqi
(d. after 914), the Prior Analytics on a pre-Hunayn translation by a cer-
tain Tadari.¢ The Sophistical Refutations appear in three different versions:
an old text, attributed to Ibn Na‘imah al-Himsi, a translator associated
with the Kindi-circle; one by Yahya ibn ‘Adi; and another version by his
student Ibn Zur‘ah, both leading members of the second generation of
Baghdad Aristotelians of the tenth century.

In his account of the history of the manuscript which was bound to-
gether from texts written by different scribes at different times,” Khalil
Georr distinguishes five text groups: firstly, the Rhbetoric in a copy by Abu
‘Ali ibn al-Samh (d. 1027), a translation which Georr dates back to the
beginning of the ninth century; secondly, the Poetics, date and copyist
unknown; thirdly, the Categories, De interpretatione and Porphyry’s Isa-
goge, all executed in a large, perfectly readable hand and accompanied by
numerous notes and comments; fourthly, the Prior and Posterior Analytics
and the first five books of the Topics, written in different hands but at the

4 Tbn al-Nadim mentions his activities in the fields of philosophy, medicine etc. and
credits him with a number of translations on various subjects from Syriac into Arabic
(Fligel, 1871-1872, p. 265).

5 Fliigel (1871-1872, p. 250), translated by Dodge (1970, vol. 2, p. 632): “He is one of
the best of the logicians who studied under Yahya ibn ‘Adi, having the greatest intelligence,
comprehension, and ability for the sciences of his associates.”

¢ Identified by Kraus (1934, p. 3) and Walzer (1962c¢, p. 68) as the Melkite bishop of
Harran, Tabit Aba Qurrah (d. 826). In his discussion of this and other theories about
Tadar?’s identity, Lameer (1994, p. 3ff) conclusively demonstrates that none of them can
be reconciled with the evidence and suggests that the person in question is a certain Tadari
ibn Basil Ahi Istifin, the brother of another translator (Istifan) who worked with Hunayn
ibn Ishag.

7 Cf. Tkatsch (1928, vol. 1, p. 141).
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same time and consecutively paginated; and, finally, the three remaining
books of the Topics and three different versions of the Sophistical Refu-
tations, also written by different hands but simultaneously: several scribes
worked on sections of the same work and different hands reappear in all
four texts.?

This diversity is matched by differences in the quantity of marginal
notes in the manuscript: the editor’s interest in the texts varied widely—at
least as far as we can judge from the number and contents of his notes.
Each text had its own specific history before being collected and written
into the manuscript we now have.” Compared to the generous amount of
glosses and notes in the margin of e.g. the Prior Analytics, Georr notes
the relative scarcity and shortness of such notes in the Rhetoric, a fact that
even a cursory examination of the manuscript confirms.

In the Arabic Rbetoric, the large majority of marginal notes consist of
glosses and explanations of single terms and variants (often introduced
with yani, “that is” or “it means”) and are, according to Georr, later ad-
ditions. The copyist furthermore refers in several places to variants, both
in another Arabic version and in the Syriac text.'® Also in the margins of
the text, we frequently find hamzab-shaped markings, often on the inside
of the page. In one of the notes at the end of the text, the copyist repro-
duces Ibn al-Samh’s explanation of these markings which he placed next
to lines in which he encountered problematic terms or phrases, particu-
larly those he could not explain on the basis of the second Arabic version
he claims to have used or the Syriac text that was his last resource.!' The
huge majority of notes is in black ink and by the same hand but there is
a number of notes in red ink (allegedly by the same scribe) and some in
black that are clearly in a different hand.!

8 Georr (1948, p. 184f). Other scholars have suggested different groupings, e.g.
Hugonnard-Roche (2001, p. 22), who divides the manuscript into two groups of texts:
firstly, the books of the “standard” Organon (including the Isagoge), copied in similar ways.
They are all followed by three successive colophons: the first, written by same hand as
the text itself, marks its end while the second and third, written by different hands which
remain the same across the various books, document the source of the copy and the col-
lation process. All of these books are explicitly connected with Ibn Suwar. Secondly, the
Poetics and Rbetoric which are not codicologically connected with Ibn Suwar and do not
have the same colophon structure. They are linked with Ibn al-Samh. Stern (1956, p. 41)
already noted that the Rberoric probably formed and independent volume which was then
bound into the beginning of Paris ar. 2346.

9 Hugonnard-Roche (19913, p. 193ff, 208f).

10 Georr (1948, p. 188).

11 Cf. Lyons (1982, vol. 1, p. iif).

2 Cf. also Lyons (1982, vol. 1, p. vi—xiii).
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Commending the philological acumen of the people involved in col-
lecting and annotating the texts in the Organon manuscript, Walzer sug-
gests that the notes were part of an effort to recover a version of the
text that was as close and faithful as possible to Aristotle’s original.!? In
his analysis of the annotations and marginal comments contained in the
translation of the Prior Analytics, Hugonnard-Roche on the other hand
concludes that they were not intended as an exercise in textual criticism
but illustrate Ibn Suwar’s and later readers’ concern with understand-
ing the logical content of the text. He notes that the rather periphrastic
Tadari-translation of the Prior Analytics chosen by the editor would have
offered ample opportunity for criticism and correction when compared to
the translations produced by Hunayn ibn Ishaq and his son. The glosses
and annotations provided by Ibn Suwar and other logicians perusing the
manuscript illustrate their “logical” concerns, their efforts to understand
and incorporate the logical content of the text into their own thinking.'4
Hugonnard-Roche’s interpretation is based on a text that was much more
thoroughly annotated than the Rbetoric; for an understanding of the notes
added to our text, Walzer’s emphasis on philological accuracy seems a
much better fit.

The history of the Arabic translation of the Rhbezoric in this manuscript
remains obscured by the lack of later sources that could help to ascribe it
to a specific translator or period. According to the notes we find after the
colophon at the end of the anonymous translation (f. 65v), it was copied
from a manuscript belonging to the Aristotelian scholar and logician Ibn
al-Sambh in 1027, the year of his death. Like Ibn al-Hammar, Ibn al-Samh
was a student of Yahya ibn ‘Adi and belonged to the circle of Christian
Aristotelians.!> The copyist of the manuscript carefully transcribed Ibn
al-Samh’s own notes as he found them in his source manuscript. In two
longer excurses appended to the translation, Ibn al-Samh describes his
procedure in collating the text. Since the first one gives us valuable in-
formation about his philological methods and the texts available at the
time, it deserves to be quoted in full:

Lsle 1o Lyl s oy o3y e ys ) alalldelis 15 e 8wy o CLSTI 11
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13 Cf. Walzer (1962b, p. 65f).
14 Hugonnard-Roche (1993, p. 27f).
15 Stern (1956, p. 31f).
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Taking a somewhat defective Arabic copy as his starting point, Ibn al-
Samh applied corrections on the basis of another, even less dependable
Arabic copy and a “sound” (sahihah) Syriac version. According to Lyons,
the copyist of Ibn al-Samh’s manuscript added another note to the ef-
fect that he compared a certain passage (1477b1r) with “the Greek” (al-
yunani)'7 and found the manuscript’s reading to be correct. These notes
suggest that at this stage of the transmission process, even a relatively
prominent exponent of the Aristotelian tradition in Baghdad who had
been taught by the best philosophers of his time had access only to a rel-
atively small sample of texts due to what he claims was a lack of scholarly
interest in the Rhbetoric. As we will see in the fourth chapter on the Ara-
bic commentary tradition, his statement is somewhat at odds with the
substantial philosophical activity surrounding the Rbetoric in the ninth

16 “[N]ot many students of the art of logic have arrived at a study of this book or have
investigated it satisfactorily. For that reason, there is not to be found any sound copy or
anything that has been corrected. I did find an Arabic copy that was very defective indeed
and then I found another Arabic copy less defective than the first. I relied upon this second
copy in my transcription of this version and where I found a mistake in the second copy
I had recourse to that (other) version. If I found it given correctly there, I would copy
down what I found in that version in its correct form, but if I found that it was defective
there, too, I would check back on the point to a Syriac manuscript. If I found the (Syriac)
manuscript reading to be sound, I would produce an Arabic version to match it, but if it
was defective, I would enter it, defective as it was, and mark the line in which it occurs
with the following sign [here, the copyist wrote out a hamzah-shaped character]. I have
checked over this copy and done my best to see that there has been no carelessness. Let
all know this, if God wills and to him be His due of praise.”

This version of the note was reconstructed and translated by Lyons (1982, vol. 1, p. iif)
who also signals the variants between his reading and those of Badawi and Georr (none
of which substantially change the meaning of the note). Panoussi (2000, p. 236ff) relies
largely on Lyons, both for his reading and his translation.

17 The emendation al-suryani, “the Syriac”, suggested by Lyons (1982, vol. 1, p. iv),
agrees with the information in the two previous notes which do not mention any Greek
version as part of the collation process. On the other hand, we are not in a position
categorically to exclude the use of a Greek text even as late as the eleventh century just
on the basis of the (widely held) notion that the knowledge of Greek had more or less
disappeared by that time.
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and early tenth century: some of the most prominent “students of the art
of logic” read and commented on it.

The note above and the second one describing (in less detail) the col-
lation process are not the only ones appended at the end of the Rberoric;
there is a second set at the end of the text and in the margin of the
same folio which apparently deals with the translation’s provenance. Only
partly legible, these notes contain several dates and names which offer
ample room for speculation. We will discuss them in detail below.

Another important source of information is Ibn al-Nadim’s Fibrist.
The entry on the Rbetoric in his chapter on Aristotle’s works reads as
follows:
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The second translator mentioned in this passage, Ibrahim ibn ‘Abd Allah

(al-Dimasqi),"® puts in two more appearances. On the preceding page of

Fliigel’s edition of the Fibrist, he is credited with the partial translation

of another Aristotelian work, the eighth book of the Topics. The sec-

ond reference in the Fibrist’s entry on Alexander of Aphrodisias contains
another piece of information:

LUt by Wiad s b all s o sl o o) 015155 ) U5
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The first note lists two, probably even three Arabic translations of the

Rbhetoric: an “old” one (naql qadim), confirmed by a note written by Ah-
mad ibn al-Tayyib al-Sarahsi (d. 899);*! one by Ibrahim ibn ‘Abd Allah

18 Fliigel (1871-1872, p. 250); translation: “An account of (the work) Ritiiriga, which
means ‘Rhetoric’:—it is found in an old translation; it is said that Ishaq b. Hunayn trans-
lated it into Arabic and it was translated by Ibrahim b. ‘Abd Allah. Aba Nasr al-Farabi
wrote a commentary on it. I have seen in the handwriting of Ahmad b. al-Tayyib (a note
to say): ‘this book is about 100 pages (long) in the old version™ (Lyons, 1982, vol. 1, p. i).

19 He is credited with numerous scientific works in Ibn al-Nadim’s Fibrist (Fliigel
1871-1872, p. 244, 2491, 252f, translated by Dodge 1970, vol. 2, p. §88, 600, 1010). His
version of the eigth book of the Topics has survived and forms part of our manuscript.

20 Fliigel (1871-1872, p. 253): “Abu Zakariya’ [Yahya ibn ‘Adi] said that he offered fifty
gold coins ... to Ibrahim ibn ‘Abd Allah for a copy of the Sophistici, a copy of the Oratory
[Rhetoric], and a copy of the Poetry [Poetica], as translated by Ishaq, but he would not
sell them. At the time of his death he burned them.” (Dodge, 1970, vol. 2, p. 609)

2 Ahmad ibn Muhammad ibn Marwan ibn al-Tayyib al-Sarahsi was a student of al-
Kindi and himself a noted philosopher. After a distinguished carreer as teacher, boon
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and one by Ishaq ibn Hunayn. As the passive gila indicates, Ibn al-Nadim
knows the latter two versions only from hearsay.

The second note, on the plausible assumption that bi-naql Ishaq refers
to all the texts listed by Ibn al-Nadim, would confirm the existence of
Ishag’s translation of the Rhbetoric. While explicitly ascribing the fass of the
Poetics to Ishaq, however, the reference can be read in several ways: Ishag
could have been the author of one or both of the Sopbistical Refutations
and the Rbetoric or of none of these two. The note does not throw any
more light on the role of Ibrahim ibn ‘Abd Allah. It would be rash either
to identify the text of the Rbetoric mentioned in this context with the
translation by Ibrahim ibn ‘Abd Allah listed in the first note or with
the earlier version by Ishaq. Ibrahim could have been involved in various
capacities: as translator, corrector or perhaps only as the owner of the text
in question.

This leaves us with three translations, two of which must have been
into Arabic.?2 In fact, Ibn al-Nadim does not mention any Syriac version
at all. Badawi and Heinrichs date the “old” translation the early eigth
century and identify it as the text in our manuscript; Lyons agrees with
Badawi who refers to the quality of the translation as falling short of the
standards established by Hunayn ibn Ishaq and later translators.??

There is a consensus on the early, probably Umayyad date of the Rhe-
toric and its identification with Ibn al-Nadim’s “old” version. Arguments
for the discussion have been drawn from three sources: notes contained
in our manuscript, the testimony of the Fibrist and judgements about
the purportedly poor quality of the translation. Before accepting these
conclusions, we should ask how strong the evidence actually is.

There are some obvious problems with Ibn al-Nadim’s account: his
only first-hand experience seems to have been with the “old” translation.
The Ishaq-translation and that by Ibrahim ibn ‘Abd Allah was known
to him only from reports from an unnamed source; his authority for the
“old” version is a comment about its length by Ibn al-Tayyib al-Sarahsi.?

companion and confidant of the later Caliph al-Mu‘tadid (r. 892—902), he was impris-
oned and died shortly afterwards; the reasons for his fall from grace and death are un-
clear (cf. Rosenthal 1943, p. 2§—39). Apart from original works on various subjects, he
produced a number of abridgements and short commentaries on Aristotelian works (cf.
Fliigel 1871-1872, p. 261f and Dodge 1970, vol. 2, p. 626f1).

22 Lyons (1982, vol. 1, p. i) persuasively argues that Ibn al-Nadim’s readers would,
unless otherwise specified, always assume a translation to be Arabic.

23 Cf. Lyons (1982, vol. 1, p. i), Heinrichs (1969, p. 51) and Kassel (1971, p. 9of). Accord-
ing to Gutas (1993, p. 252f), nagl qadim was a technical term for pre-Hunayn translations.

24 Peters (1968, p. 28) interprets Ibn al-Nadim’s note as evidence for a copy made by
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While it seems justified to accept al-Sarahst’s remark as confirmation for
the existence of an “old” version, Ibn al-Nadim’s testimony leaves much
unsaid. A reconstruction of the translation history of the Rhetoric into
Arabic cannot trust in his words alone.

The notes in the margin and body of the manuscript also pose prob-
lems. Successive scholars have tried to make sense of the partly illegible
text and offered readings and interpretations which determined their re-
construction of the text’s history. The progressive deterioration of the
manuscript in the course of the twentieth century has made the notes
even harder to read. In the following paragraphs, we will limit our dis-
cussion to the readings proposed by Lyons, Stern, Georr and Badawi?’
together with my own examination of a microfilm copy of the manu-
script.

Lyons reconstructs eight notes,?¢ which are below the text towards the
bottom of f. 65v (nos. 1—3 below) or in the left margin of the folio (4-8).
Their placement on the page is as follows: notes 1—3 are written one after
another in separate lines at the end of the text. On the left margin, note
§ is the topmost, followed by note 8 about midway down the page. We
find notes 6, 4 and 7 (in this sequence) in the left margin of the bottom
third of the page. As previous commentators have pointed out, some of
them are exceedingly difficult to make out, especially on microfilm. My
observations are therefore tentative at best.

The various notes seem to be written in different hands. This is most
obvious in the case of notes 6 and 7 as compared to notes 4, 5 and 8 (which
seem to be by the same scribe). Except for note 3, those at the bottom
of the page are harder to decipher; my suspicion is that all of them are
written in yet other hands, even though notes 2 and 3 could have been
added by the same scribe. The microfilm gives no indication that any
differently-colored inks were used except for parts of note 4 (see below).

Ibn al-Tayyib or another of al-KindT’s followers: “this copy of the vetus made by one of
his pupils suggests that the Rhbetorica was also studied in the circle of al-Kindi; in whose
translation is not known.”

His claim about the copy’s origin is very difficult to verify; Peters’ suggestion that
the Rbetoric was known to and studied by members of the Kindi-circle sounds more
promising. Goulet (1989—, vol. 1, p. 461) presents the material pertaining to writings on
the Rhetoric ascribed to al-Kindi and his contemporary Muhammad ibn Masa (d. 873).
The translation’s relation to the output of the Kindi-circle will be studied in the following
chapter. For a succinct presentation of the available material on the Kindi-circle’s interest
in the Rbetoric, see Montgomery (2006, p. 99ff).

25 Badawi (1959).

26 Cf. Lyons (1982, vol. 1, p. ivil).
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The first three notes are below Ibn al-Sambh’s explicit on f. 65v:
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It is impossible to draw any information from this all but illegible passage.
The next note is more informative:
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Badawi proposes a difterent reading:
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Assuming that an alf (“thousand”) is missing, this note would put us in
the year 1339 of the Seleucid calendar; a concrete date which fits well into
the reconstruction of the history of the text: 1339 equals 1027 CE, the
year of Ibn al-Samh’s death. Unfortunately, neither of the lacunae would
be a suitable place for an addition. His discussion of this note suggests
that there is no gap where we would expect the 4lf, viz. between sanab
and alatumi’ah. Without it, the date becomes incomprehensible.

B 3 Libe )ty 0 Slad diw 0L T gl B adilis il (V)

Slv_l‘ﬂj 4.“..1.9 4\13\ u_L& Loen

The note gives the same date 418 AH, which corresponds to the year 1027
CE.»

Stern reads the first notes somewhat differently. He does not mention

the first and presents the text Lyons assigns to notes 2 and 3 as a single
comment:

27 “[In] the year three (%) [...] and nine and [...] thirty according to the reckoning of
Alexander, son of Philip”. Square brackets indicate conjectures and manuscript damage.

Badawi can only identify the words ¢is%n and li-I-Iskandar ibn Filibus. The ascription
li-Iskandar ibn Filibus refers to the Seleucid calendar, the first year of which began in
autumn 312 BCE.

28 “For the Sayh Zafar ibn Mansir ibn [Yuhanna] at the date [...] ten and that is the
year [...] three hundred and thirty according to the reckoning of Alexander”.

29 “Manuscripts were acquired [by] Manstr ibn [...] at the date [...] and that is the
year three hundred and thirty-nine according to the reckoning of Alexander”.

30 Badawi: <.

31 “Its collation was achieved at the date [...] [in] the year four hundred and eighteen
after the higrab of our lord Muhammad, praise be upon him”.

32 Mugabalah means “collation”, “comparison” or also “correction”; cf. Gacek (2001,

p- 112, 8. v. g—b-1).
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According to Stern’s reading, the phrase balagat muqgabalab, placed at the
beginning of note 3 by Lyons, belongs in the the margin of the manu-
script, right after li-I-Iskandar. He explains that it should not be joined
to the following line and be linked to the second date (as Lyons assumes),
but continues the previous line and follows right after the first date. He
maintains that it refers to the copying of the manuscript at the time of
the first date, not to a collation at a later point. Interestingly, Stern is able
to make out in the manuscript (which in this place is badly damaged) the
‘alf missing in both Lyons” and Badawt’s second note. Hence, according
to his reading, both dates identical.34

His claim that notes 2 and 3 belong together is plausible, should they
indeed refer to the same date in different calendar systems; however, as I
have mentioned above, my inspection of the microfilm left some doubts
whether they were written in the same hand.?
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Going back in time, we are now in the year 209 (or 207), apparently

33 .. Zafar ibn Manstr ibn ... at the date which is the year one thousand and three
hundred and thirty-nine according to the reckoning of Alexander at the date of which
the year was four hundred and eighteen after the higrab of our lord Muhammad, praise
be upon him”.

3 Stern (1956, p. 42f).

35 Given the sorry state of the manuscript, the date of the consultation by these various
scholars must have substantially influenced their respective readings and, based on it, their
views on the history of the manuscript and the Arabic Rbetoric. As far as we know, Lyons’
edition is based on a transcript produced in 1959 (cf. Lyons, 1982, vol. 1, p. xiii). He was
preceded by Stern who must have consulted the manuscript in or before 1956 and also
relied on a second examination of the colophon by George Vajda (Stern, 1956, p. 43, n. 1,
3). Georr must have seen the manuscript before the publication of his monograph on the
Syriac and Arabic versions of Aristotle’s Categories (Georr, 1948). The first Western scholar
to study the colophon to the Rbetoric was Margoliouth (1897, p. 377). He still found a text
he described as “easily legible, except where the paper is damaged”. Unfortunately, he did
not include a transcript of these invaluable notes in his article.

36 Badawi: ...

37 Georr: emended t0 sod .

38 Georr: om. ..tidy, cont. ..

3 Badawi: s

4 “The collation was achieved from the manuscript which was in the hand of Abi ‘Ali
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AH. This marginal note has been variously interpreted: Stern and Georr
want to emend the name to read Ibn al-Samh which would invalidate
the reading of the year and, given that the date is indeed corrupt, pos-
sibly duplicate information already contained in note 3., i.e. the fact of
Ibn al-Samh’s collation.4! The term tashih can refer to a number of ac-
tivities, among them a “correction” on the basis of the abovementioned
manuscript or even the production of an edition.*? Georr contends that
the name has been changed through diacritical points in a different hand-
writing and proposes the same emendation. The microfilm reveals that
the diacritics Stern and Georr claim to be later additions are indeed some-
what bigger than the diacritics in the rest of the note. Additionally, the
dots above the letters § and p seem to be in a slightly different color than
the remainder of the note.

Lyons doubts the necessity of such an intervention and maintains that
the person in question is someone other than Ibn al-Samh. Read this
way, note 4 can be interpreted as an indicator for yet another stage in
the transmission of the text, a collation that took place in either 824/
or 822/3 CE. But without any corroborating evidence, all this, as Lyons
reminds us, “must remain mere speculation”.

Some even more interesting scraps of information are to be found in
the four remaining notes, written on the margin of the same manuscript
page. The first one reads:

Blall oy pladl ) sy ol B B e i Nloda [ ] (0)

Another date, 320 AH (932 CE), and another name, Abt al-‘Abbas. With
Stern, one might argue that this snippet, written in the left margin of the
page, was copied from Ibn al-Samh’s manuscript.* On the other hand,
it seems odd that it was added in the margin like a later addition rather
than integrated into the notes at the end of the text body where the scribe
quoted the colophon from Ibn al-Samh’s text.

ibn al-Sayh and the correction [or edition] on the basis of it [sc. the manuscript in the
hand of Abi ‘Ali] took place—thanks be to God—[in] the year two hundred and nine.”

41 Stern (1956, p. 43), Georr (1948, p. 189).

42 Cf. Gacek (2001, p. 82, s. v. s=p-h).

4 Badawi: L.

4 Badawi: s e, 22lz.. The note translates as “this copy from a copy which was [writ-
ten] in the hand of Abu al-‘Abbas to the best of his abilities [lit. ‘according to the ability
and effort’] [(in) the year] three hundred and twenty”.

45 Stern (1956, p. 42f).
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According to this note, a certain Ibrahim al-Dimasqi al-Yasufi “studied”
the text.”” More interesting than al-Dimasqi’s activities is the number
113 written, strangely enough, as a number instead of being written out
as a date. Lyons cautiously approves Stern’s interpretation: the earliest
year given in these notes, i.e. 113 AH (731 CE), could be taken as the ac-
tual date of translation. This would place the Rberoric at the very begin-
ning of the Greek-Arabic translation activities. With no other evidence to
start from than the aforementioned set of notes, Lyons’ carefully worded
conjectures have not yet been challenged. Heinrichs finds the argument
behind Lyons’ dating not entirely persuasive but still maintains that an
Umayyad-era translation remains a distinct possibility.

The last two notes do not add any significant information to our ac-
count so far. A certain ‘Abd al-Faqir Mustafa studied the text at an un-
specified date and the manuscript ended up in the library of a Cairene
named ‘Abd Allah ibn ‘Tsa in the year o9 AH (1115 CE). They read as

follows:
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As we have seen, the elaborate argument behind the Umayyad dating of
the translation of the Rberoric proposed by Lyons and others rests on
a number of assumptions and conjectures, beginning with their recon-
struction of the notes discussed above. Choosing to overlook several of
their inconsistencies, some of which can be clearly seen in their conflict-
ing interpretations of the notes,’' Stern’s and Lyons’ account remains at

4 “Ibrahim al-Dimasqi al-Yasufi studied it [in] 113”. Georr omits the number even
though it is clearly visible on the microfilm of the manuscript and placed right beneath
the note in a way that suggests that they belong together.

47 The verbal noun mutdla‘ab can also refer to notes produced during study; cf. Gacek
(2001, p. 93, 8. v. t=1-9).

4 Heinrichs (1984, p. 313).

49 “Abd al-Faqir [Mustafa] ibn [...] studied it”. The letters visible in what Lyons
marked as the second lacuna seem to form at least two words, possibly additional parts of
the name. Neither Badawi nor Georr quote this note.

0 Badawi: om. s sl s o i s e, cONL. . Translation: “Property of ‘Abd Allah
ibn ‘Isa, Cairo, [in the] year five hundred and nine”.

51 We should again remind ourselves that their variant readings and interpretations
could have been caused by the deterioration of the manuscript.
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least highly attractive: it provides a framework for the history of the text
and, most importantly, limits the translation timeframe.

Part of its attractiveness lies in the fact that it would place the text
before the translation activities collectively classified as the Greek-Arabic
translation movement which, according to Dimitri Gutas, did not begin in
earnest before the ‘Abbasid revolution.? It could have preserved traces of
a stage in translation techniques and terminological remnants antedating
the later, more systematic translation efforts. T'hese considerations should
be addressed in any attempt to date our text.

With Ibn al-Nadim and internal “metatextual” evidence thus weakened,
there is only one more source to turn to for the verification of an early
date: the translation itself, its formal and textual features. These will be
discussed in detail in the next chapter.

Apart from the translation date, the structure and style of the text can
shed some light on another, equally important question of text history:
the involvement of a Syriac intermediary. As will be seen below, findings
from our translation have been drawn on to argue both for and against the
mediating role of a Syriac text in the transmission of Aristotle’s Rhbetoric
to the Islamic world.

THE SYRIAC TRANSLATION TRADITION

In our historical sketch in the previous chapter, we have seen that the
history of the Arabic translations is intimately linked to the preceding
Syriac translation tradition. The reception of the Rhetoric in Syriac was
in turn bound up with the transmission of Aristotle’s logical writings,
the Organon. Contrary to present-day perceptions, both Aristotle’s Poetics
and his Rbetoric were seen as an integral part of the Organon by Arabic
observers—whence its inclusion in our manuscript which represents, in
the words of Dimitri Gutas, “a one-volume encyclopedia of the history of
Arabic logic in Baghdad for over a century”.5* How did the Rbetoric come
to be seen as a “logical” treatise and how did this classification influence
its transmission into Syriac and Arabic?

52 Cf. Gutas (1998, p. 23f).

53 Gutas (1998, p. 147). The classification of the Rbetoric—as a logical work in the
Arabic tradition and, together with his ethical writings, as part of practical philosophy
in the Latin tradition—constitutes a key difference between the reception in the Islamic
world and the Latin West during the Renaissance; cf. Rapp (2002, vol. 1, p. 296). On the
theory of the “poetical” syllogism, cf. Schoeler (1983).
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Aristotle’s own remarks about the closeness of the Rbetoric to the art of
dialectic on the one hand* and politics on the other certainly facilitated
the process of assigning the work to the logical arts; this classification
was “formalized” around the fifth century by the late antique commen-
tators who added it to the Organon.>> It was well established in the late
Alexandrian tradition, possibly by the time of the Neoplatonic philoso-
pher Ammonius (of Alexandria, d. 517 or §26);% his pupil Simplicius (fl.
ca. §30) already takes it for granted.”” Statements by these commentators
show that both the Poetics and Rhetoric were assumed to describe types of
fallacious reasoning, an idea that was taken up and elaborated by Muslim
philosophers such as al-Farabi.’® In several of his works, the philosopher
expressed contemporary ideas about the classification of the logical dis-
ciplines and justified the “logical” relevance of the Rhbetoric and Poetics
with a variety of arguments, some of which directly reflect late antique
thinking about the status and contents of these two books. They de-
pended on a view of Aristotle’s Organon which assigned specific roles to
each of its components: the first two treatises introduced the basic build-
ing blocks of reasoned speech, i.e. terms (in the Categories) and propo-
sitions (in the De interpretatione). On this basis, Aristotle developed a
general theory of rational argumentation in his Prior Analytics: the syllo-
gism. Subsequent treatises described specific applications of the theory of
syllogistic reasoning, namely demonstrative or scientific arguments in the
Posterior Analytics and dialectic reasoning in the 7opics. The remaining
three books of the Organon dealt with flawed or inferior types of rea-

54 Rbetoric 1354a1. Cf. Brunschwig (1996) on the similarities and differences between
the Rbetoric and the central Aristotelian work which discusses the theory and practice of
dialectics, the Topics.

55 Wiirsch (1991, p. 1).

56 Cf. Goulet (1989—, vol. 1, p. 168f).

57 Heinrichs (1969, p. 105f). Walzer (1962¢, p. 133ff) traces the classification of the
Poetics and the Rbetoric as logical treatises in the Alexandrian commentary tradition.

58 Cf. Boggess (1970, p. 86-89) and Black (1990, p. 1f ). The latter source is fundamental
for the history of the “logical” interpretation of the two books in antiquity and medieval
Islam. The author traces the history and philosophical implications of the inclusion of the
Rbhetoric and Poetics in the Organon under the (somewhat opaque) label “context theory”.
The verdict of most of her reviewers was unqualifiedly positive; cf. Rosemann (1991),
Leaman (1992), Ormsby (1992) and Wiirsch (1994).

In his carefully argued and detailed review, Lameer (1993) criticizes some of the philo-
sophical arguments and textual evidence Black cites to support her central claim claim
that Muslim philosophers devised their own theory about the logical relevance of the
Rbetoric and Poetics instead of, as Lameer suggests, taking it for granted since it was part
of the very same body of late antique commentary sources from which they derived large
parts of their interpretation of Aristotle’s logical works.
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soning which do not result in incontrovertible truths such as sophistical
arguments (Sophistical Refutations) and rhetorical and poetical reasoning
(Rbetoric and Poetics).>

The study of rhetorical reasoning was not just intended to identify and
avoid it as a defective, pseudo-logical form of argument, it also served a
number of positive purposes: firstly, as al-Farabi explained, some prob-
lems are not amenable to be solved by any of the logical methods that
lead to absolute certainty, they can only be argued effectively with lesser
methods of reasoning such as rhetorical proofs. Secondly, rhetorical and
poetical reasoning play an important role in education, e.g. during those
stages in which students do not yet understand methods of reasoning
that lead to certainty. Rhetorical proofs and poetic images, he claimed,
are constructed on the model of the latter or can at least potentially be
transformed into valid proofs. Finally, different audiences require philo-
sophical truths to be couched in different terms corresponding to their
level of comprehension: there is an elite of the “initiated”, properly trained
in philosophy, who understand syllogistic proofs whereas rhetorical ar-
guments and poetic images are proper for “the masses”. The methods
described in the Rhberoric and Poetics are appropriate for “uninitiated” stu-
dents who have not been exposed to philosophy and are therefore still
incapable of understanding higher forms of logical reasoning.®

The classification of the two works as belonging to logic is an inte-
gral part of the Islamic philosophers’ understanding of Aristotle and his
works: al-Kindi presents it in his treatment of the order and relevance of
the Aristotelian corpus in his Risalab fi kammiyat kutub Aristi.*' It plays a
decisive role in a number of works by al-Farabi, Ibn Sina and Ibn Rusd and
left its mark also in scientific encyclopedias and the bio-bibliographical
literature.®> The value of a theory of philosophical rhetoric and poetics
and the link between these disciplines on the one hand and logic on the
other, however, was not obvious to every contemporary observer. In his
al-Matal al-s@’ir fi "adab al-katib wa-1-5a‘r, the historian ‘Al Tz al-Din
ibn al-Atir (d. 1233) thoroughly rubbished Ibn Sina’s theories of poetry
and rhetoric presented in his Kitab al-$ifi> (The Cure), a multi-volume
exposition of all fields of philosophy. Ibn al-Atir reserved particular scorn

9 Cf. Goulet (1989—, vol. 1, p. 487).

60 Galston (1988, p. 207fD).

1 On the Quantity of the Books of Aristotle, edited by Guidi and Walzer (1940) and
Abu Rida (1950-1954, vol. 1, p. 362—374) and translated into English by Rescher (1963);
cf. also Jolivet (2004).

62 Black (1990, p. 2).
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for the idea that rhetorical and poetic texts do or should conform to the
structure of logical syllogisms.®

Obviously, the assignment of the Rhetoric to the field of logic had a
huge impact on its translation and interpretation: almost without regard
to the relevance of its subject matter to the study of literature, the text
was relegated to the field of philosophical inquiry.® Commentators and
translators from late antiquity to Islamic philosophers such as Ibn Sina
and Ibn Rusd expended a considerable amount of energy on discovering
the “logical” relevance of both the Poetics and Rbetoric. Translations and
commentaries eloquently testify to their immense efforts to match the
text to their preconceptions.

The previous Syriac reception of the Rhetoric was equally affected by
the late antique interpreters and their insistence on the book’s logical af-
filiation. Potentially, Syriac translation(s) of this text and the other com-
ponents of the Organon, not to mention kindred texts such as summaries
and commentaries, would have been an obvious transmission channel for
this and other ideas.®> To assess the likelihood of a Syriac intermediary
for the Arabic Rbetoric, we will now turn to the history of the Syriac
translation tradition.

Strikingly, evidence for the existence of rhetorical literature in Syriac
seems to be exceedingly sparse. Apart from a Syriac translation of the
Rbhetoric of uncertain date (more on which below), the first conspicuous
example of a rhetorical text appears relatively late: a rhetorical treatise
by Antony of Tagrit, placed in the ninth century by the prolific scholar
and writer Bar Hebraeus (d. 1286) and epitomized in Jacob (or Severus)
bar Sakko’s (d. 1241) Book of Dialogues.¢ Antony’s work was apparently
not influenced in any way by Aristotle’s Rhbetoric but already exhibits the
same link between rhetoric on the one hand and political life on the
other that was to be such a prominent element in al-Farabi’s rhetorical

63 al-Hufi and Tabanah (1959-1962, vol. 2, p. sf), quoted and translated by Heinrichs
(1969, p. 110f).

¢ Heinrichs (1969, p. 103f, 106).

65 On the basis of the correspondence of the Nestorian Catholicus Timothy I (d. 823),
Berti (2007) illustrates the relegation of the Poetics and Rbetoric to Aristotle’s Organon in
the Syriac philosophical tradition.

6 Cf. Watt (1987) on Antony’s Rbetoric and possible Greek and Latin sources for his
theory of rhetorical figures; Watt (19953, p. 65f) lists some of the finer points of Antony’s
rhetorical thought which he inherited mostly from Hellenistic rhetorical authorities in-
stead of the classical Greek rhetorical literature. His work, the only of its kind in Syriac
literature, intended to be a guide to the practice of rhetoric rather than its theory; cf.
Baumstark (1922, p. 278).
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thought.’” Watt notes an apparent lack of interest in rhetorical learning
in Syriac writings but also maintains that rhetorical concepts were as-
similated continuously into Syriac literature between the fourth and the
ninth centuries and explicitly singles out theological works, particularly
the sermon genre, as a fertile ground for the application of rhetorical
knowledge.®

Logical texts, on the other hand, found a receptive Syriac audience. The
importance of logic was recognized early on, e.g. by the sixth-century
scholar Sergius of Rés$‘ayna who maintained that it was an indispensable
tool for the study of philosophy and science.®® Not only that, theologians
soon realized that it could be forged into a powerful weapon against dis-
senters and heretics.” Studies of Greek logic were undertaken mainly in
the seventh century in the monastery of Qennesrin under the influence
of Severus Seboht (d. 667). His pupils, Athanasius of Balad (d. 686) and
Jacob of Edessa (d. 708) and Jacob’s friend and student George, Bishop
of the Arabs, were among the most important translators of the Organon
into Syriac.”" A glance at the known translations of and commentaries on
Aristotle’s logical works shows that late antique Syrian scholars concen-
trated their efforts on three key texts: the Categories, De interpretatione
and the Prior Analytics. In addition, they translated and commented on
Porphyry’s Isagoge, often added to the Organon as a general introduction
to Aristotelian logic.”?

Contemporary interest in logic was not just limited to secular (philo-
sophical and scientific) learning; much more importantly, theological
studies, specifically the need for a conceptual framework to formulate and
debate theological doctrines, provided a motivation to study logic out-
side the small circles of scholars engaging in philosophical and scientific
research.”> Many theological scholars of the time were also trained physi-

67 Watt (2005, p. of ). He also speculates that al-Farab’s ideas on the political role of
rhetoric could have been inspired by the Christian Baghdad Aristotelians who were the
heirs of the same tradition that inspired Antony of Tagrit, a topic he treats in more detail
in Watt (1995b); cf. also Watt (1993b) on further parallels between Antony and al-Farabi.

68 Watt (1994, p. 244, 246f1). For examples of indirect transmission of rhetorical and
rhetorico-political concepts into Syriac and then on into Arabic literature, cf. Watt (1995a,
p. 67f, 71-75).

6 Hugonnard-Roche (1991b, p. 187f).

70 Cf. Wiirsch (1991, p. ).

7t Hugonnard-Roche (1990, p. 138).

72 Cf. Brock (1993, p. 3-7).

73 The theological dimension of logical studies found one of their most vivid expres-
sions in the introduction to a commentary to the Prior Analytics by George, Bishop of
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cians. Since logic was an integral part of the medical curriculum at late
antique schools (e.g. in Alexandria), there was a certain demand for the
translation of logical texts into Syriac. The connection between theolog-
ical, medical and logical studies was so close that we often find the same
scholars translating both theological and logical writings.”4

Apart from the works listed above, the Rhbetoric also seems to have re-
ceived some attention in Syrian scholarly circles: in a seventh-century
letter to a fellow scholar, Yaunan the Periodeutés,’> Severus Seboht refers
to some problems discussed in the Rbetoric. According to Lyons, his re-
marks might not help us to identify a Syriac source for our Arabic trans-
lation but they provide at least some evidence for the existence of a Syriac
version as early as the seventh century.’ If not for any other reason, the
Rhetoric may have been translated because it was regarded as a logical
work and part of the Organon.

Taking a closer look at the letter, however, Gerrit Reinink establishes
that the problems Severus examines all relate to logic, in particular to
Yaunan’s understanding of issues treated in De interpretatione and in the
Prior Analytics. No reference is made to the Rbetoric, not even in Severus’
answer to Yaunan’s question regarding the arrangement of Aristotle’s log-
ical works.”” The evidentiary value of Severus’ scholia to the Rhetoric has
been called into question by Heinrichs who cites the existence of Arabic
notes and smaller writings on the Poetics even before its translation by
Abu Bisr Matta and argues that we do not have any conclusive evidence
for Syriac translations of the Rbetoric or the Poetics prior to the rise of
Islam.” To underline the need for new sources on the question of an early
Syriac translation of the Poetics, he presents two conflicting arguments,
both of which apply equally well to the Rhetoric: firstly, the inclusion of
both the Poetics and the Rbetoric into the Organon, firmly established in
the Alexandrian tradition since at least the beginning of the sixth cen-
tury, could have been introduced into Syriac scholarly circles by Sergius
of Rés‘ayna who studied in Alexandria. Assuming that Syriac translators

the Arabs, in which he outlines a complex web of symbolical correspondences between
philosophy and theology; cf. Daiber (2001, p. 340).

7 Cf. Rescher (1964, p. 16).

75 In the Syrian churches, the periodeutes was an itinerant priest who inspected the
rural clergy for the local bishop.

7 Lyons (1982, vol. 1, p. i).

77 Reinink (1983, p. 101ff).

78 Heinrichs (1969, p. 126). There is sufficient evidence to show that a Syriac transla-
tion of the Poetics at least must have existed in the second half of the eighth century, cf.
Berti (2007, 312f) and Schrier (1997).
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and philosophers, as much as their later Arabic-speaking counterparts,
endeavoured to have the entire Organon at their disposal in spite of their
problems in understanding the subject matter of both works, it is not
unlikely that the Rbetoric and Poetics were at some point translated into
Syriac.

Secondly, on the other hand, the study of the Organon in Christian
schools was for religious reasons apparently restricted to certain parts of
the corpus which could have excluded both texts from the early wave
of translations of logical texts.”” This phenomenon, which has a direct
bearing on the Syriac reception of the Rbetoric, deserves some attention.

Several Muslim historians and physicians have preserved reports about
the alleged transmission of philosophical and medical learning from late
antique Alexandria to Islamic Baghdad. This group of purportedly his-
torical accounts, called the “Alexandria to Baghdad” narrative, is extant
in different versions transmitted in sources written between the tenth
and the thirteenth century. The most famous, reported in Ibn Abi Usay-
bi‘ah’s Tubagat al-"atibba’,* is quoted on the authority of the philosopher
al-Farabi. He traces the history of philosophical instruction down from
the time of Aristotle (d. 332 BCE) to the lifetime of his own teacher
Yuhanna ibn Haylan. The element of the story we are interested in and
that also forms part of the other versions of the narrative is the assertion
by al-Farabi that sometime after the advent of Christianity (which, he
claims, led to the cessation of philosophical teaching in the city of Rome),
the Christian authorities stepped in and reformed the philosophical cur-
riculum in Alexandria: they restricted the teaching of logic by removing
those parts of the Organon from the ofhcial curricula which they consid-
ered “harmful” to Christianity, including everything that followed after
the discussion of the assertoric syllogism in the Prior Analytics.3' This
meant that parts of the Prior Analytics (after the seventh chapter of Book
One) and the Posterior Analytics, Topics and Sopbistical Refutations in their

7 Heinrichs (1969, p. 114f).

8 Miiller (1884, vol. 1, p. 134f), translated into English by Rosenthal (1992, p. sof).
This particular version of the narrative has been commented on by numerous scholars. For
the most recent and comprehensive interpretation and a detailed discussion of previous
attempts to understand the report, cf. Gutas (1999) who is the main source for my own
remarks.

81 As Daiber (2001, p. 334) notes, there never was an ecclesiastical decree restricting
logical teaching in Alexandria. Given the relatively peaceful co-existence of Christians
and pagans in contemporary Alexandria, such an intervention would have been highly
unlikely. On the Christian teaching tradition in Alexandria, its institutional structure and
its historical background, cf. van den Broek (1995).
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entirety, called “the part that is not studied” by al-Farabi, were not offi-
cially taught any more. He adds that this restriction was lifted only after
the Muslim conquest; more specifically, he credits his own teacher and
his generation with expanding logical teaching to include the neglected
texts.®2 None of the extant reports mentions the Rbetoric or Poetics but it
would not be too far-fetched to assume that they were also affected: con-
sidered part of the Organon, late antique scholars listed them right after
the Sophistical Refutations in their registers of Aristotle’s logical writings.

The historicity of al-Farabi’s account (and that of the other versions of
the report) is debatables? but he is not our only evidence for a change in
logical teaching in late antique Alexandria. In a twelfth-century treatise
on syllogistics, the scientist and logician Ahmad ibn al-Salah (d. 1153)
refers to the branches of logic that follow the assertoric syllogism as “the
part which is not read”, a label he ascribes to late antique Alexandrian
scholars. Also, Pines points to the existence of Syriac manuscripts which
only contain the first seven chapters of Book One of the Prior Analytics
and maintains that the text was not translated into Syriac in its entirety
before the ninth century—i.e. only with the advent of the Arabic-Greek
translation movement.® The Syriac commentary tradition also reflects
the distinction between the first chapters of the first book and the rest
of the text: already at the time of the sixth-century translator and com-
mentator Proba, commentaries of the Prior Analytics stopped after the
seventh chapter of Book One. The shortened Prior Analytics also found
its way into Arabic logical literature: at the very beginning of the Arabic
logical tradition, the katib (court official) and translator Ibn al-Muqaffa’
(d. 756) penned a paraphrase of Aristotelian logic which also stops with
Prior Analytics 1.7, informing the reader that this is the end of the book.%

On the basis of a thorough analysis of all versions of the narrative

82 Gutas (1999, p. 183f).

8 As is the extent to which Syriac and early Arabic logical literature reflect any limi-
tations on the texts which were studied and commented upon; there is also no evidence
for it in the Greek sources which formed the basis for the Syriac reception. If anything,
the noticeable focus of Syriac and early Arabic scholars on the first seven chapters of
Book One of the Prior Analytics more likely resulted from practical considerations, e.g.
the fact that these chapters presented a self-contained discussion of the three types of
syllogisms which were most useful as instruments in contemporary theological debates
and the justification of church dogmaj; cf. Daiber (2001, p. 334f).

8 Pines (1996, p. 127f).

8 On this interesting text which had long been assumed to be translated from Persian,
see Hein (1985, p. 41-46) and Lameer (1994, p. 1if). It has been edited by Danés-Pazah
(1978).
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(which differ on some important details), Gutas isolates two distinct de-
velopments that were conflated by the sources of the various “Alexandria-
to-Baghdad” reports: the first one, affecting the Greek teaching tradition,
is a reform of the Greek medical and logical curriculum in Alexandria in
the sixth century. In an effort to streamline medical education, certain
texts (including a number of treatises of the Organon) were not officially
taught any more but could still be studied in private. The second, two
centuries later, concerned Syriac logical teaching and involved its expan-
sion to include those texts that had not officially been taught before. The
confusion of the different versions of this narrative centers on which texts
exactly where taught in which tradition (Greek or Syriac) in the course
of medical and logical training.% The relegation of some texts to “what
was not read/studied” left its traces in the Syriac and (at least at its be-
ginning) the Arabic translation and commentary tradition: we know of
several Syriac translations and commentaries for each of those texts that
were officially taught but virtually none for the rest.?” If we take the same
to apply to the Poetics and Rbetoric (and it has to be repeated that the
above evidence is indirect at best), the case for an early Syriac translation
of the Rbetoric would look very weak indeed.

So far, all we can say with some assurance is that Syriac authors were
probably acquainted with the text but that does not require the existence
of written or textual knowledge. As it is, the only reliable witness for
the existence of a Syriac translation—which we are not in a position to
date—is the Arabic Rbetoric itself. There are two types of evidence that
have been derived from the Arabic translation: Ibn al-Samh’s marginal
notes referring to a Syriac version; and terminological features of the
translation that point to a Syriac source text. We will look at both of
them in turn.

Like the other translations of logical works included in our manuscript,
the Rbetoric contains several marginal notes which seem to indicate the
existence of a Syriac version. These notes are partly anonymous and most
of them, due to their re-translation into Arabic by Ibn Suwar or some
other commentator, cannot be identified and assigned to concrete trans-
lations or authors, but they are sufficient to confirm the existence of a
Syriac version at the time of the eleventh-century collator of the text, Ibn
al-Samh.38

8 Gutas (1999, p. 1841f).
% Cf. the lists compiled by Brock (1993).
88 Hugonnard-Roche (19913, p. 195) and Watt (2005, p. 7).
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John Watt’s research on the major Syriac compendium of Aristotelian
philosophy, Bar Hebraeus’ Butyrum sapientiae (Cream of Wisdom), has
opened up a new perspective on the question of a Syriac intermediary
for the Arabic Rbetoric. The Butyrum, completed shortly before its au-
thor’s death in 1286, covers the entire sweep of Aristotelian philosophy
including the Rbetoric. In the first section of the book which deals with
logic, Bar Hebraeus takes up the writings of the Organon according to the
canonical sequence established in late antiquity and adopted by Muslim
philosophers, starting with Porphyry’s Isagoge and ending with Aristotle’s
Rhetoric and Poetics. He mainly paraphrases the corresponding sections of
Ibn Sind’s Kitab al-Sifa’, supplementing it with material from additional
sources. The section on the Rbetoric consists of a paraphrase which de-
pends both on Ibn Sina and the text of the Arabic Rhberoric. Where Bar
Hebraeus only paraphrases the translation (e.g. sections of the text which
Ibn Sina passes over), he remains very close to the Arabic translation: in-
deed, closer to the Arabic version than to any Greek text we know. On
the other hand, he often transcribes Greek terms where the Arabic trans-
lation (and also Ibn Sind) use genuinely Arabic equivalents. Assuming
that the Syriac text contained in the Butyrum was not translated from
the Arabic version (a very unlikely possibility), these findings can be ex-
plained in two different ways: either the Arabic translation was effected
on the basis of the Syriac version or both the Arabic and Syriac Rbeto-
ric were produced from very similar Greek source texts. A combination of
the two explanations would also be plausible: the Arabic translator, work-
ing from the Greek, may have consulted the same Syriac version which
was subsequently used in Bar Hebraeus’ Butyrum. Whatever the case, the
evidence from the Butyrum suggests that a Syriac translation of the Rhbe-
toric antedates Hunayn ibn Ishaq since it is at least as old as—if not older
than—the Arabic translation.®

The terminology of the Arabic Rhbetoric is the second important source
of information about a potential Syriac intermediary. In his remarks on
some of the quirks of the text, Malcolm Lyons takes the existence of such
an intermediary more or less for granted.” His position on the existence
and use of a Syriac translation in the production of our Arabic version
has found widespread acceptance.’’ In support of a Syriac Vorlage, Es-

8 Cf. Watt (2005, p. 8, 22—29).

% Lyons (1982, vol. 1, p. i, xvi); cf. also Panoussi (2000, p. 234) for examples of trans-
lated terms that, according to the author, strongly suggest a Syriac source text.

ot Cf. Wiirsch (1991, p. 8).
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tiphan Panoussi cites the evidence of transcribed names, some of which,
he claims, can only be explained on the basis of a Syriac source text.”2 As
convincing as the evidence may look, it is far from conclusive. Syriacisms
can have entered a text at different stages of translation and transmission.
In the case of the Rhetoric, Ibn al-Samh’s collation procedure is as likely a
source for the alleged Syriac terminology as the translator himself.?> Even
if a closer analysis of the Arabic Rbetoric should uncover more evidence
for a Syriac intermediary, Fritz Zimmermann’s advice still applies:

We must bear in mind that a Christian translator accustomed to Syriac
routines of literary expression might commit Syriacisms even when trans-
lating from Greek. Only in very special cases does a peculiar turn of phrase
in a Graeco-Arabic text point unequivocally to a Syriac substratum.*

In the end, the textual evidence may be sufficient to make a Syriac inter-
mediary “likely”, but it does not amount to conclusive proof. Irrespective
of Watt’s arguments for a Syriac translation of the Rbetoric antedating
Hunayn ibn Ishaq and its potential role in the production of our Ara-
bic version, the contribution of the Syriac translators to the Aristotelian
rhetorical tradition in the Islamic world seems negligible beyond faint
echoes and vague influences. Was this because the Rbetoric was relegated
to “what was not read” in late antique educational institutions? We have
no way to tell.

92 Cf. Panoussi (1989, p. 1961f, 200). He also speculates about the existence of a Pahlavi
intermediary between the Greek source text and the Syriac translation.

9 Heinrichs (1984, p. 313f), echoed by Aouad (2002, vol. 1, p. 1, n. 2) and Watt (2005,
p- 7)- An instructive example for the role given to Syriacisms in arguing for a Syriac
intermediary of an Arabic translation is Dunlop et al. (2005, p. 104-107). Dunlop compiles
an impressive list of transcribed names in the Arabic Nicomachean Ethics which, he claims,
originated from a Syriac text. At the end, he acknowledges that the role of a Syriac source
text is difficult to demonstrate, only to maintain that it was “evident” since at the time
this translation was produced, the use of Syriac intermediaries was a common occurrence.

% Zimmermann (1986, p. 114).
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COMPARING GREEK AND ARABIC

INTRODUCTION

Now that we have shed some light on the background of the Arabic Rhbe-
toric as an individual translation and as part of a wider translation tradition
that links Greek, Syriac and Arabic cultures, we are in a better position to
approach its text. Our focus will be on two questions: firstly, what can it
tell us about the process of translation and the methods of the translator?
And secondly, how can it help us supplement and specify our historical
knowledge about the Greek-Arabic translation tradition and the position
of the Rbetoric as part of this tradition?

Instead of the entire text of the Arabic translation of the Rbetoric, the
following analyses (including the subchapters on translation methods,
terminology and phraseology) only cover a sample amounting to about
one sixth of the work. A study of such a substantial part of the Rhbezoric
will provide enough data to extrapolate findings and apply them to the
rest of the text. Additionally, concentrating on a limited portion of the
work enables us to apply a wider range of analytical methods and allows us
to evaluate and consolidate a range of results which we can then compare
to relevant data from other translations.

One decisive advantage of the slice of text we haven chosen, the first half
of Book Three of the Rhetoric, is its manageable size. Also, it represents
a more or less self-contained and sustained discussion of a single subject:
the role and use of style in speech. The book falls into three parts with
subdivisions: the introduction (Chapter 1), the treatment of 2és, i.e. word
choice and sentence structure (Chapters 2—12) and Aristotle’s discussion
of 7¥s, the arrangement of the parts of a speech (Chapters 13-19). Thus,
the first half (which we will focus on) consists of the introduction and
Aristotle’s account of aé%ic. The Arabic text at our disposal is somewhat
shorter than the Greek source: due apparently to a missing leaf, the Arabic
translation breaks of at 1412a17 and recommences at 1415a4,' cutting oft

Chapter 12 and the much of Chapter 11.

! Lyons (1982, vol. 1, p. xiii).
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From a comparative perspective, Book Three shares an important part
of its subject matter and terminology with the Poetics, which the sam-
ple we will examine below explicitly refers to. The Poetics, extant in a
translation produced by Abu Bisr Matta, belongs to a later stage of the
Greek-Arabic translation activities than the Rbetoric and provides an in-
teresting insight into the development of the vocabulary of literary theory.
Moreover, it helps us to appreciate the problems both our translator? and
Abu Bisr Matta in the early tenth century had to face while attempting
to translate the wealth of literary quotations liberally sprinkled over both
the discussion of Greek stylistic phenomena contained in the first half of
Book Three of the Rbetoric and corresponding passages in the Poetics.?

The procedure we will follow in this chapter consists of the following
steps: in the first part, we will concentrate on the introduction to Book
Three of the Rbetoric, contrasting the Greek source text with the Arabic
translation and an English rendering of the Arabic version. This English
translation aims to reflect the structural and terminological features of the
Arabic text as closely as possible. Each of the subdivisions we will identify,
labelled “texts” and “sections”, will be prefaced with a short sketch of
its contents and the structure of the arguments pursued in the Arabic
version.’ In addition to terminological and syntactic phenomena, we will
comment on textual problems.

2 References to “the translator” should not be construed as glossing over problems of
authorship, redaction and instances of correction and addition to the translated text. The
translation we find in the Paris manuscript is anonymous and contains glosses, notes and
additions by later readers. In addition, it might have undergone modifications at the hand
of collators and copyists. “The translator” only serves as a shorthand for a long process of
translation and tradition possibly involving several scholars.

3 For a study of literary quotations in the Rbetoric and their handling by the translator,
see Lyons (2002). None of the quotations Lyons examines occur in the sample we will
analyse in depth below.

4 The introduction corresponds to the first chapter of Book Three (1403b6-1404a39)
according to the chapter divisions introduced by George of Trebizond in the fifteenth
century, which in most cases represent relatively self-contained logical units (Kennedy,
1991, p. 13).

5 Both the terminology for textual units as well as elements of our approach are in-
spired by a set of text analytical tools developed by Basil Hatim and Ian Mason. They
define a text as “a coherent and cohesive unit, realized by one or more than one sequence
of mutually relevant elements, and serving some overall rhetorical purpose” (Hatim and
Mason, 1990, p. 178). Whereas elements as the smallest rhetorically relevant unit (roughly
coinciding with clauses or sentences) and sections (made up of one or more elements)
only provide building blocks and cannot in themselves fully express rhetorical purposes
(they only contribute to their formulation), texts represent rhetorically “complete” parts
of linguistic phenomena.
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At the same time, we will attempt to reconstruct the argumentative
structure of both versions and identify sources of disagreement between
them. In addition, we will analyse the translator’s handling of a sample
of Greek connective particles which, in the absence of graphical clues
for the argumentative structure of the text, guided him in tracing and
remodeling the arguments of the Greek text in his translation.

Secondly, we will introduce a comparative perspective by contrasting
the first half of Book Three of the Rbetoric and a number of other transla-
tions spanning several phases of the Greek-Arabic translation movement,
examining several terminological and lexical issues across the texts.

As we will see in our discussion of the Arabic translation, the translator
had a hard time recreating Aristotle’s arguments. In some places, mis-
translations lead to substantial reshuffling and restructuring of the rea-
soning contained in the source text. The proposed analysis of the Greek
and Arabic versions of the Rbetoric involves reconstructing the structure
and sequence of arguments in the Arabic translation and its comparison
with the structure of the Greek source. The resulting divisions frequently
disagree with what we assume to be the argument and structure of the
Greek text, exposing an important source of disagreements between the
two versions.

The application of this approach to our sample serves several purposes.
It allows us to retrace the argumentative steps Aristotle takes by isolat-
ing discrete arguments and determining their structure, clarifying which
points Aristotle wants to make and how he goes about making them.
Together with the findings of a similar analysis of the Arabic translation,
the insight into the logical structure of both versions form an important
step in translation analysis and assessment. They signal structural difter-
ences and divide the sample into smaller units for an in-depth analysis
of semantical and syntactical disparities between source and target text.
Evidence collected during this comparative step points towards strengths
and weaknesses of the translator’s methods. It provides information about
his motivation, the cultural and intellectual background and linguistic
abilities he brought to bear on the Rhetoric. Lastly, it suggests the in-
fluence of external factors such as stylistic expectations of his audience
and political and theological considerations on his work. This cultural
contextualization must, however, remain tentative due to factors such as
potential scribal interventions and the vagaries of textual transmission.

Hatim’s and Mason’s model is explicitly geared towards the analysis of translations and
their comparison with source texts.
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SOME QUALIFICATIONS

Before we focus our attention on the Greek and Arabic texts, we would
like to point out some of the factors influencing and sometimes impeding
the extraction of a coherent set of arguments from the Arabic translation.

Firstly, as we will see below, the translator deals with a work that of-
ten overstrains his linguistic abilities. In many places, an obscure subject
matter and the abundance of references to an unfamiliar literary back-
ground seriously undermine his understanding of the text.® His degree
of comprehension of certain passages often corresponds to the size of his
basic translation unit.” Where he encounters problems, he translates iso-
lated phrases and even words, imitating the Greek word order as closely
as possible. Yet, we find instances of perfectly straightforward passages
which do not seem to accord with the halting literalness of its Arabic
translation.? Placed under these constraints, the overall argument of the
Greek text is the least of the translator’s concerns. It is mostly this factor
which effectively prevents him from accurately reconstructing the source
text’s reasoning and reproducing it in his translation.

Secondly, his manuscript(s) posed their own problems—scribal mis-
takes, the state of repair of the material, the quality of other translations
(if any) he consulted to establish and/or verify his source text. Taken to-
gether with the translation issues and oversights we find in the Arabic
version, they complicate his and our task even further. It is therefore not
surprising that the translation frequently fails to reproduce Aristotle’s line
of thought. On the contrary, the true surprise is the amount of informa-
tion our translator is able to relay under these difficult circumstances.

Thirdly, how could he be expected to make sense of the purported
“logical” content of the Rhetoric? Not only does the textual tradition and
its specific problems stand in his way, he has to contend with philosoph-

¢ Renate Wiirsch (1991, p. 6f) notes the changing focus of education in late antiquity
away from literature and rhetoric towards the more practically minded Bildungsideal of the
iw‘rgoo‘o@tm‘rﬁg, the philosophically educated physician. Owing to the scholarly concerns of
late antiquity and probably due to the existence of a highly developed Arabic literary
tradition, classical Greek literatury genres such as drama or poetry did not figure on the
translator’s list of priorities.

7 A translation unit is the smallest translated textual unit of a text, e.g. the single word
in so-called “literal” translation or sentences or even larger-scale divisions in “meaning-
based” translation. The applicability of categories such as “word-by-word” or “literal”
versus “meaning-based” or “free” translation in the case of languages as structurally dif-
ferent from each other as Arabic and Greek will be discussed below.

8 A good example of literalism forced on the translator by his unfamiliarity with the
subject under discussion would be Section 4 of Text II, cf. below p. 89.
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ical problems beyond his reach. This becomes more apparent when we
consider the later Islamic reception of the work: as we will see in the next
chapter, brilliant philosophical minds such as al-Farabi, Ibn Sina and Ibn
Rusd grappled with the relation between the Poetics and the Rbetoric and
the remaining writings of the Organon.

In what follows, we present the Greek text according to the edition
prepared by Rudolf Kassel,? followed by the Arabic translation edited by
Malcolm Lyons!'® and my English translation of the Arabic text.'! The
English rendering reflects the wording and structure of the Arabic as
closely as possible. All three versions are divided into parallel smaller,
numbered passages. The system we have employed is similar to the ar-
rangement John Mattock devised for his comparison of samples from
different translations of Aristotle’s Metaphysics ev.'2

TEXT COMPARISON AND ANALYSIS

Text I: Aspects of speech

The first text contains the introduction to the subsequent discussion of
specific aspects of speech in Texts IT and III. In Section 1, we find a list
of aspects of speech: wiozers (al-tasdiqat), rékis (al-"alfaz) and 7was xen
rafou/7akic (nazm ‘aw nasaq) are named in turn. Section 2 reminds the
reader of previous discussions of the aforementioned aspects, concentrat-
ing on 7rioes (al-tasdigat). It is treated in more detail in Elements 2.1f.
Somewhat abruptly, 2.3 introduces évfuunuata (al-tafkirat), a category
not mentioned in the preceding list.

Section 3 proposes ¢és (al-lafz wa-I-maqalab) as the subject of the
following passage. After a remark on the insuflicient attention previously
paid to 2é4s in Element 3.1, its importance is explained in 3.2.

Throughout Text I, the Greek and Arabic versions remain close to
each other, down to the very word order. The translator obviously had
no problem translating the passage, even if he seems to have been less
than consistent with his terminology (e.g. in translating 7egl 7w A¢éw
first as allati tusta‘'mal fi al-"alfiz and then as fi al-lafz wa-I1-maqalab).

9 Kassel (1976).

10 Lyons (1982). The punctuation marks have been reproduced as they appear in both
editions.

11 In the footnotes, I have added Lyon’s translation of problematic passages.

12 (Mattock, 1989). Here and in the glossaries, variant readings refer to Badawi (1959),
Margoliouth (1897) and Salim (1967).
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Section 1: Three central factors of speech

> \ ! ) \ o -~ ~ \ \ ! o \
(1) ‘Ezveidn teio éotiv o dei meovypoteviivas weet Tov aoyov, (2) &v wev
éx Tivwy o TioTas ioovTau, (3) deUTepov 3¢ weel Tiw Aék, (4) TeiTov B
7@ xen Toks T (uéen Tol Adyov,

ol 5 e ke g 5 0,50 8 gty Y B o J5 (1
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(1) Aristotle said: that which we have to discuss according to the
arrangement of the art' [falls into] three [parts], (2) the first of
which is the explanations about which things the confirmations de-
rive from, (3) and the second is the account of the things that are
utilized in expressions, (4) and the third: how we should organize
or arrange the parts of speech.

(—(2) The referent for the plural enclitic hunna is the preceding relative
pronoun allati, which the translator uses strikingly often (in this case
to translate the neuter plural) where one would expect the singular. As
will be seen, the translator regularly uses feminine plural to render Greek
neuter plural. Apart from some amplifications, probably necessitated by
Aristotle’s terseness (e.g. the substitution of wegt Tiv Aékw with dikr allati
tusta‘mal fi al-alfaz), and the placement of the nominal predicate at the
end of the introductory main clause, the passage presents a literal and at
the same time highly readable and stylistically apt translation.

Section 2: Previous discussion of these factors

Element 2.1: Previous discussion of “confirmations”

(1) wegt pév Tav wioTewy conTou, (2) kel éx woowy, (3) 671 éx TGV Elot,
(4) xod ToiTer woiee, (5) xaud S 71 ToooiTeL pover.

(F) 05 amy oS B[ ey (V) Lo Job b lisdanl LB (Y )

13 Salim and Badawi: ,L=Vi; Badawi adds ..

14 Lyons: “(1) which should be discussed in accordance with art.” The phrase “la
magra al-sind‘ab apparently corresponds to 7regi 7ov Adyyov.

15 Lyons marks problematic readings with asterisks; his editorial markings have been
adopted throughout the text.

1403b6fF
171/1—-4

1403bof
171/5—7
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(1) Concerning the confirmations, they have been discussed (2) and
it has been clarified in how many forms they come, (3) (and) that
they come in three forms, (4) (and) what forms these are, (5) and
on account of which thing they all are, and whether they are these
only,'¢

(5) The phrase 31 7( Tosai7ee pover has been expanded, perhaps to present
both possible interpretations of the Greek passage: the (indirect) question
why there are only three “awgub (“forms”) of tasdigat, and an explanation
that accounts for their existence.

Element 2.2: Excursus on the sources of “confirmations”

(1) 7 yae 7@ abol T wemovbEvau of xeivovtss, (2) I TG Toiols Twas
UoraBavew Tovs AéyovTas, (3) 1 7@ demodedeiyfout welbovrou oy Tes.

o 0L Uy (1) oI e el s a8 (5 my 0L 1 0555 L ()
Mo ogd il ol et 0L Bl (1) (JLH sy o) oSl

(1) and they come [into being] either through this sort of suffering
befalling those who decide [lit. “the judges”], (2) or through it being
thought that the speakers are in that state, (3) or through them
[sc. al-tasdigat] being confirmed in a manner which persuades them
all.t7

(1) Lyons suggests that the reading 7 yae Towi7o (1) wemovfévau might
be behind the apparent amplification contained in the Arabic translation,
which adds hada al-nabw.

(1)—(3) The translator misinterprets the subject, weifovros wavres, which
occurs at the very end of this long period; he attaches it to the third clause,
interpreting of )cg:'vov'reg as the subject of the first clause, Tolg AéyovTag as
the logical subject of the passive construction of the second and finally
wraves as the subject of the third.

Element 2.3: Previous discussion of “considerations”

s/ \ \ \ A / ~ / s/ \ \
(1) elenTou 3 xou 7o evfuunuata wodey et wogileobou. (2) EoTi yae To
wev ldn Tav évlvunuaTwy, (3) 7oL 3% Tomol.

16 Lyons: “(5) because of what they all are and whether they are these alone.”
17 Lyons: “(3) in a way which convinces them all.”
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(1) Furthermore, it has also been discussed from where the consid-
erations should be derived; (2) and that there are species of thoughts
(3) and topics (conventions? occasions?).

(1) The translation of évfuunuata with al-tafkirat might aim for its root
meaning “thought” or “argument”.!® As a technical term in Aristotelian
logic, it denoted a non-demonstrative argument drawn from probable
premises, something that could be called “consideration”.!® Conveniently,
al-tafkir covers both meanings of “thought” and “consideration”. One of
the scribes and collators of the manuscript added the unhappy gloss al-
ustuqussar (“the elements”) in the margin on the occasion of an earlier
occurrence of the term (146/6).

Section 3: The discussion of “expression”

Element 3.1: “Expression” still to be discussed. ..
(1) weel 3 Ths Ackews Exouevov EoTw elmev.
Alally Ll & Jpdl wbge 2 a=] 185 (V)
(1) This is the place to discuss expression and speech;

(1) Aristotle’s application of the term A% is not entirely unproblematic.
In general, it denotes how something is expressed in contrast to Adyos,
what is expressed. George Kennedy notes the use of the word in the Greek
text to express the general notion of how thought is put into words or the
more specific concept of word choice. He adds that translation has to vary

18 The use of the II. form to denote a logical procedure is, as Wiirsch (1991, p. 24)
explains, 2 common phenomenon. Examples in our text are e.g. tasdigat for wiowe, tatbit
for amodeibau or Inr@oau or al-tabgiq “aw al-tafhim for enucia.

19 Aouad and Rashed (1997, p. 71, n. 49) note that damir became the “standard” trans-
lation in the later philosophical tradition, e.g. Ibn Sina.

M. F. Burnyeat (1996, p. 91, 96) has persuasively argued that suaroyuowss as a technical
term should be understood as “valid argument” instead of “syllogism”, which necessarily
evokes the technical apparatus of syllogistics; hence, Aristotle’s linking évfvunuaa with
o'v)\MQ/zo'p,ég should not be read as a syllogistic category, e.g. an abbreviated syllogism or
one based on probable instead of necessary premises.

20 Badawi: ks, instead of [ 2~ 1 13, In Hermannus Alemannus’ Latin translation, we
find instat locus dicendi (“[there] follows the place of speaking”), translating mawdi® liter-
ally. Instar suggests that Lyons’ reading is more probable than BadawfTs.

1403b1s
171/13
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with the context; in his own translation, he prefers to retain the Greek
term and leave its interpretation to the reader.?!

In our text sample, we find that magalabh and lafz seem to be used
interchangeably. Interestingly, synonymic expressions such as al-lafz wa-
[-magalab in this passage invariably contain the singular lafz, whereas

. . ! . -
single-word renderings of A¢fis are framed as either magalab or the plural
‘alfaz, never the singular lafz.??

Element 3.2: ... because speech varies in effect according to its “expression”

(1) ob e amoxen 0 Exaw A Sl Aéyew, (2) aan’ aveyxn xod TaTEL WS
Y6l eimeiv, (3) xou CUULBAINETOU TOANGL TTR05 T6 PaviveLt ToLoy TIwat, Tov
Aoyov.

gl B (V) diexe JU O oy ) 0555 0l (A4S0 d 43U (1))
20y 0,50 O ol JSLag g (7)) i Lo e &3 J O 1) sl

) s 053 S eyt
(1) for it is not sufficient that that which is to be spoken be at hand,
(2) but it is absolutely necessary that this is spoken according to
what should be, (3) and [of the things in] which proof shares [is]
that it should be from one kind of speech and not another.?*

(D-(3) In the Greek text, the reasoning behind Aristotle’s stress on the
importance of ¢4 appears to fall into two distinct arguments with the
second subordinate to the first: 1.) one has to know how to say some-
thing and 2..) all this (the Greek moare either refers to the entire previous
clause TadTa wg %i eimetv or is adverbial) contributes to give the speech a
certain appearance or effect. The translator might have noticed the resid-
ual ambiguity and dissolved it (and subtly changed the text's meaning)
by subordinating both arguments to the main clause: yabtag ... ’ila ‘an
yuqal dalika “ala ma yanbagi, wa-mimma yusakil... His paraphrase of this

21 Kennedy (1991, p. 216).

22 Lyons (1982, vol. 1, p. xxx) quotes magiilab, maqil and magiil wa-kalam as the corre-
sponding renderings of 2é4¢ in Aba Bisr Mattd’s translation of the Poetics, illustrating the
fact that the two translations belong to different stages in the terminological development
of the translation phenomenon.

23 Margoliouth, Salim: }, J.

24 Badawi: om. .

25 Lyons: “(3) and it accords with demonstration that it should follow this manner of
speech rather than that.” The status of this passage is somewhat ambiguous: it might
introduce Aés as the subject of the following remarks or list it as one more necessary
element of the art of rhetoric.
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not entirely unproblematic passage nevertheless manages to convey its
meaning fairly well.

(3) The main clause introduced by mimma can be read in two different
ways, depending on the vocalization of al-tatbit. Reading it as nominative
(as we have done above), the sentence invites the following comments: the
middle ouuBarreTou is read as passive, whereas the subject woare seems
to have been dropped; to make up for the missing subject, the translator
introduces al-tatbit, which he takes to be the topic of the passage, con-
tinuing on from Element 2.3. The pronominal sufhix referring back to
the subject one would expect after the conjunction ‘@nna was apparently
suppressed.

Reading al-tatbit as an accusative, md becomes the sentence’s subject
and renders woara, al-tathit translates 7ov Asyov and al-nabw min al-kalam
has to be interpreted as an explanatory amplification of 7oty Twee. The
only drawback of this interpretation is the awkward position of al-zatbiz,
which in my opinion strongly suggests the first explanation; it would
have felt more in tune with the second version if al-tatbit would have
been placed inside the conjunctional clause. In this case, we would end
up with a slight modification in the passage’s meaning: the Greek version
notes in general terms the influence of how something is said on the way
it is being understood, whereas the Arabic version claims that some ways
of speaking are more appropriate for proof (al-zatbit) than others. Lyons’
assumption that al-tatbit is somehow derived from 7eos 76 Paviveu (a
passive aorist infinitive of aivauau) is not entirely convincing; it would be
more plausible if the Greek text contained an active infinitive. Moreover,
@auvopeou has been translated with any number of Arabic equivalents such
as qila, rwiya, zahara, zunna or imtabana; tabbata is not one of them
and, surprisingly and in spite of his own suggestion, did not even merit
inclusion into Lyons’ own glossary under the entry @awoua.

Text II: The subject of “delivery”

Compared to the relatively clear-cut structure of Text I, it is much harder
to impose any conceptual unity on Text II apart from the fact that, for
the most part, it deals with the subject of al-"abd bi-I-wugith, the meaning
of which will be discussed below on p. 78. Part of the confusion can be
traced to mistranslations in key passages and a thorough re-structuring
of the Aristotelian text through conjunctions and connectors. It will be-
come obvious that our translator had only an imperfect grasp of the text’s
meaning and resorted to word-for-word translation in many places.
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According to my reconstruction, Text II falls into six separate sections.
At the beginning, we find a second list of three aspects of speech: the
sources of persuasion in Element 1.1, A¢4s in 1.2 and a third, unnamed
aspect in 1.3.

In Section 2, we are introduced to the subject of al-"abd bi-I-wugib,
an “art” or “craft” which was only developed recently (2.1) and first used
by poets (2.2). The text then explains the importance of the subject for
rhetoric and poetry in Element 2.3 and mentions Glaukon of Teos as an
authority in 2.4.

After this excursus on the historical background of al-"abd bi-l-wugiih,
we learn about one of its important practical aspects, the voice, in Section
3. The passage explains its connection to emotions (Element 3.1) and lists
several factors of vocal practice (3.2).

The following section, no. 4, suffers from the translator’s misunder-
standing of the term 7o afax (“contests”, “prizes”). Both in the Greek
and the Arabic version, it concludes the first part of the text’s treatment
of al-"abd bi-l-wugib.

In the next section, the references to the subject we are dealing with
are sometimes oblique enough to undermine its thematic unity. At the
beginning (Element 5.1), we read that a “craft” of al-"abd bi-l-wugiih has
not yet been developed. The reason, as §.2 explains, is the late invention
of aékic, maqalah. Moreover, 5.3 adds, the subject is “burdensome”. What
looks like a straightforward, if somewhat obscure argument is cut short
in Element 5.4 with a series of apparently disjointed observations, start-
ing with the relation between rhetoric and “opinion”. Element §.5 states
that delivery (the Greek term aéfs covered this sense as well) requires
care. The following three elements (5.6ff) introduce an argument for the
rejection of emotional appeals in speech, enjoining the reader to con-
tend about things themselves and, puzzlingly, “stratagems” (bilab). The
passage closes with the conclusion that emotional appeals and rhetorical
tricks “corrupt” the listener.

The final section is somewhat easier to follow. Its subject is Aefc
(magqalab), which here means both “expression” and “delivery”. It is, we
read in Element 6.1, a necessary part of all teaching and influences the
clarity of speech (6.2). A mistranslation in Element 6.3 causes the trans-
lator to claim that magalah should be used to appeal to listeners” “imag-
ination”. After noting in 6.4 that serious subjects such as geometry are
not practised with the help of magqalab, the text states that it employs
“acting” to achieve its aims (6.5). The topic of acting re-occurs after a
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short digression on the theoretical treatment of magalah (6.6): it is con-
trasted with the “stratagem” of magqalah. The former is classified as “nat-
ural”, the latter as “artificial”. What purports to be an argument for this
claim—a master of magqalah becomes a “contestant” (6.8)—is again due to
a mistranslation of the Greek term 7& a0ax. The confusion sown in the
preceding sections ruptures the connection between this and the last ele-
ment (6.9), which argues that speeches derive their efficacy from magqalab
rather than thought.

Section 1: A second list of central factors of speech

Text II starts with a second introductory passage that again lists three
topics which have already been or are still to be discussed. While func-
tionally covering the same ground as Text I, the list of issues it introduces
is not identical to the first one. The Greek source was the main culprit
for some of the problems of the Arabic text. One of the main reasons
for the apparent rift between Books One and Two on the one hand and
Book Three on the other is the history of the work: the Rhetoric was
put together from two formerly independent works, i.e. a “manual” of
rhetoric (7éxyn énToeucn) comprising the first two books of the Rhbetoric
and an independent treatise on style (wegi Aéyzws). It probably took place
during Andronicus of Rhodes’ redaction of Aristotle’s writings in the first
century BCE.?

In Element 1.1, we read about the sources of persuasion as the first
element of our list. The second subject mentioned in 1.2, still to be dis-
cussed, is its (perhaps referring to the ’igna‘ of the previous section) stylis-
tic arrangement. Element 1.3 should contain the third item on Aristotle’s
list; due to our translator’s decision to interpret the adverb olmw as the
starting point of the next section, however, it slips off the list.

Element 1.1: The first factor—the “sources of persuasion”

\ \ 5 ~ > ] \ / o ! ~
(1) 70 peev ovv we@Tov élnTnbn xoure Puow, (2) omee wePuxe we@Tov, (3)
avTe T TeayuaTe (4) dx Tvay Exg 7o Tibavoy.

2 This is not the only example of the text’s somewhat lax dealings with triadic lists,
which are frequent in the Rbetoric. Brunschwig (1996, p. 47f) cites among others the lack
of congruence between the tripartite division of 7/o7ss contained in Chapters 2 and 3 of
Book One.

27 Cf. Wiirsch (1991, p. 8) and Goulet (1989—, vol. 1, p. 451f). For a recent, thorough
discussion of the link between the parts of the Rbetoric, their history and dating, see Rapp
(2002, vol. 1, p. 178-193).

1403b18fF
171/17-19
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(1) Concerning those first [matters], we have already put forward
our investigation of them according to the order of nature (in the
context of nature), (2) because it [sc. tilka al-’ila] is shaped by nature
to come [into existence] first, (3) I mean that we investigate things
themselves, (4) from whence their persuasive force derives,

(1) The adverb 7wed7ov is translated as a substantive, disregarding the im-
personal passive verb éln7n6n. The entire passage has been rendered per-
sonal (qaddamna, nanzur).

(2) Taking 75 in (1) to be the article of the aforementioned wed7ov, the
translator loses the referent of the following relative pronoun é7ee. Its
translation as li-"anna suggests that he might have had its absolute use
(equivalent to do7reg) in mind.

(3) The redesignation of 7o keeps interfering with the translator’s ren-
dering of the text. Deprived of the subject of the sentence, he fails to
identify 7o meayuaTe as the nominal predicate belonging to 7o. While
the structure of the Greek sentence is lost, he manages to salvage some of
its sense by amplifying it to an appositional clause which seemingly refers
to the entire preceding passage. In spite of the confusion engendered by
the unclear referent of the a‘i-clause, it becomes clear that the subject
of investigation at this point is the source of persuasive force.

()—(4) Unsurprisingly, our translator operates on the assumption that
his text is a stringent whole. His attempt to coordinate the tacked-on
transition between Books Two and Three and subsequent arguments by
referring to tilka al-"ila leaves the following structure unconnected; it is
not at all clear what tilka al-’ila refers to. He might try to connect it
to the previous clauses (ala ma ... wa-mimma). On the other hand, he
might go straight back to the first list (1403b6fF = 171/1—4). In this case,
tilka al-’ald would be equivalent to the first element of that list, viz. min
‘ayy al-"asya’ takin al-tasdigat. This point will be discussed in greater
detail below.

Element 1.2: The second factor—"expression”

(1) devregov 3 7o TavTeL TH reku hinbeofout.

UL ) Baall) b oS s ASWI Lly (1))
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(1) and concerning the second [matter], the place of that is in ex-
pression or speech,

(1) To clarify the connection between this passage and the contents of
the rest of the Rhetoric, one of the readers or copyists of the manuscript
(possibly Ibn al-Samh himself) saw fit to insert a longer marginal note
on al-taniyah referring to issues discussed in the first two books. It reads:

JoLAJY\:U‘.:.’- Mﬁ Jll oda u.au_U;-Y\ ‘J’\‘_@_’-)J\u_cfoq 4_’\) Ol )
) gw\ ! rUb-'J\j

You should know that he [sc. Aristotle] discussed the first kind [sc. min “ayy
al-"asya’ takinu al-tasdigat, cf. Section L1 on p. 67] in the first two books,
I mean from where the confirmations are taken, and that he discusses the
two other kinds [sc. allati tusta‘'mal fi al-"alfaz and kayfa yanbagi “an nanzim
‘aw nansuq “agzd’ al-qawl, cf. text L1 on p. 67] in this book, I mean the
stratagem of expressions/style and the structure, i.e. the arrangement in
composition

The note refers to the first list of issues appearing in Text I. Its author
perceived the apparent rift between Text I and Text II as keenly as our
translator and might have felt compelled to help the translator bridge it.
He adds a twist to the discussion of the two triads of rhetorical issues by
relating them to the triad of books making up the Rbetoric.

Element 1.3: The third factor (which remains unnamed)
(1) TeiTov 3 TovTWY, (2) 0 Svarety wév Exgt peyioTny,
chasae 355 Leds (Y) codn g3 1 Gily (V)

(1) and concerning the third [matter], it is these (things), (2) and it
has an immense power,

(1) According to Lyons, the Arabic translation suggests that the transla-
tor read 70070 instead of 7oU7wy. This would explain the Arabic version,
which interprets that pronoun as the predicate of the subject 7gi7ov. With
subject and predicate thus identified, the translator did not need to look
further for the rest of the clause, which happens to contain the true predi-
cate émuxexelentou and an apposition specifying the referent of the subject,
7o 7eel T Umoxeiow. For him, the sentence ends after the relative clause

1403b21
171/20-172/1
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o Sovaywy wev Exet perytorny. This oversight caused numerous problems for
his understanding and translation of the subsequent text.

After following the structure of the Greek text faithfully in the course
of Text I and most of the first section of Text II, the versions begin to drift
apart. The Greek text continues the list of important aspects of speech
in the next passage, while on the Arabic side, the list is cut short before
the translator reaches the third item on Aristotle’s roster. In the Arabic
version, the missing item becomes the starting point for the next section.
(1) The pronoun hadibi remains without a referent. It does not appear
helpful to interpret it as a cataphoric reference to the following hilah,
this would seem rather far-fetched in view of the intervening gayr ‘anna.
Alternatively, we would have to go back as far as Element 2.3 of Text I
(on p. 68 above) for a suitable referent. In the margin of the folio, fa-hiya
hadibi was glossed as follows:

BUIYI Al pa Lyl plashl OY plladl (51 odn [siC] o 3

This is that, i.e. the arrangement, because the arrangement also belongs
to the stratagem of expressions/style

As with the previous note, its author attempts to reconcile the lists in
Sections L1 and IL.2 by simply matching them. Unfortunately, the lists
are not identical. Whereas it might be tempting to equate éx Tvay ai
grioTas éoovrou (“whence the proofs derive”) with éx 7ivaw Exet 70 mifoevoy
(“from what their persuasive force derives”) and the difference between
[76] 7eet Tnv Aééw (“what deals with style”) and 7o Tadra 77 Acket Sibeobeut
(“what deals with arrangement by style”) seems to be one of degree rather
than substance, it requires some ingenuity to identify was xen Tafu 7o
wéen o Aoyou (“how one should arrange the parts of speech”) with 7
el 70w Umoxeor (“what deals with acting”). But the translator has already
paved the way for his identification of those items with his translation of
the last component of the second list—as we have seen, a simple scribal
mistake such as substituting 70970 for 7007wy might have allowed him to
drop the crucial element 7 7egt 77 Umoxgiow, which would have stood
in the way of a synchronization of both lists.

Some of the translator’s misunderstandings seem to be based on his
belief in the identity of both lists, a belief he shares with the author of
the marginal note. His attempt to merge the lists fails not only on account
of the obvious problem he has with their respective third items. Equating
the first items on both lists requires him to eradicate a distinction both
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Aristotle and the translator are careful to maintain, that between 7io7is
and 7rtfavov, reproduced in the Arabic text as tasdiq and ’igna‘

(1) The list discussed above also illustrates some aspects of the transla-
tor’s treatment of Greek particles. Aristotle structures his enumeration of
issues with the particles wév as the introductory particle and 3 as marker
for subsequent elements of the list. The translator replicates and empha-
sizes this structure with the use of @mma ... fa-constructions, introduced
with fa for the first item and connected with wa for subsequent items.

Section 2: “Delivery” in speech

Apart from the structural mismatch caused by the translator’s decision
to detach Umoxeiois from its position at the end of the list above, the
next passage does not particularly suffer from the problems introduced
in the translation of Section 1. The straightforward Greek account has
been closely matched in terms of word order, but is plagued by a number
of lexical problems starting with our translator’s puzzling rendering of
Umoxeiois (al-"abd bi-l-wugih). In Element 2.1, we learn about the late
development of the “art” or “stratagem” of al-"abd bi-l-wugih, explained
in 2.2 with its recent appearance in literary genres such as tragedy and
rhapsody. Its relevance for rhetoric and poetry is stressed in 2.3; Element
2.4 relates in a very general way previous theoretical treatments of the
subject and refers to Glaukon of Teos.

Element 2.1: The discussion of “delivery” is a recent phenomenon

(1) obmrw ¥ émixexsignTout, ToL weel TIV UTroxeiow.
Chny 43 O s Jopr JU ISV 3 PELAID) ()

(1) but the stratagem in the taking of faces had not begun to appear
yet,

(1) Having concluded the previous section, i.e. the list of rhetorical issues,
the translator now expects a structural hint pointing to the beginning of a
new argument. He assumes ¥ to be the marker he is looking for (it might
indeed be read as marking a departure from the uév ... 3-construction,
referring back to 70 wiv olv wedov in 1403b18 = 171/17) and signals his
readers in the strongest possible terms—gayr ‘anna—that a new stage

2 For the meanings of and differences between the terms, cf. Wiirsch (1991, p. 14-20).
2 Badawi: a4 (“natural disposition”).
30 Margoliouth, Salim, Badawi: tsazy L

1403b21f
172/1f
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in the argument has been reached. Unfortunately, he disrupts the Greek
text’s structure by severing the passage quoted above from its place in
the list and using it as an introduction to the following section on al-
‘abd bi-l-wugih. The Greek text lacks such an introductory passage; after
presenting the list of speech aspects, it proceeds directly to an excursus
on the subject of the third element of the list, z)'z'é)cngg.

The appearance of gayr ‘anna at this point strongly indicates the trans-
lator’s reliance (lacking any structural elements such as punctuation or
paragraphing in his manuscripts) on certain Greek particles to trace the
text’s logical structure—even where the Greek version does not support
the resulting restructuring of the text’s argument.’! The consequences of
the modifications introduced by the translator are substantial: shorten-
ing the first section of Text II, the translator has to leave the third item
on the list of speech aspects open. The passage excised from the first
section is appended to the second section and serves as an introduction
to the subject matter of the subsequent discussion. The smooth transi-
tion between both sections of the Greek text, which depends on the clear
identification of the third list element as the subject of the following ar-
gumentation, is lost. After the incomplete list, the reader of the Arabic
version is abruptly confronted with al-"abd bi-l-wugib, a topic seemingly
unrelated to the preceding text.

(1) The insertion obmw ¥ émuxexsientau (Liyons gives olrw § émixexsiente,
which is not attested in the variants listed in Kassel’s edition) ends up
as the beginning of a new period, whose subject is Ta 7wegl T Umoxeiow.
Lyons notes that émueysignteu in the Arabic translation comes out as a
form of émi@aivoau rather than émiyzeéw. The modification introduced
by cutting off olrw ¥ émuexgienTeout, Ter wegi T Umoxeiow from the previous
section makes itself felt: taking the passage as an independent main clause,
the translator inadvertently shifts the focus from what has not yet been
discussed in the Rbetoric to discussions going on in the field of rhetoric
as a whole.

(1) This is the first encounter in this chapter with the expression al-
‘abd bi-l-wugith, used to render vmoxeisis. The problems of the Arabic
expression and the ambiguous status of the Greek source term warrant a
short digression.

31 Daiber (1980, p. 36f) mentions the opposite tendency in the translation of the Placita
philosophorum and other texts: neglecting certain particles because of their marginal se-
mantic content. Both the translator of the Placita and the Rhbetoric often ascribe to particles
a purely emphatic function.
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Translating al-"abd bi-l-wugib literally, as we have done throughout, as
“the taking of faces”, it seems to imply both neutral aspects of “dressing
up” and “masquerading” implicit in theatrical performances and negative
aspects such as “mimicking” and “deception”. As such, it might only stress
connotations already inherent in moxeois interpreted as “acting”.

The verb Umoxgivopau initially signified “explain” or “interpret” and “an-
swer”; consequently, the derived substantive vmoxetots could mean “an-
swer” in the Ionian dialect.’? The nomen agentis, on the other hand, was
almost exclusively used for “actor”. It is probably derived from the ini-
tial meaning “explain” instead of “answer”: the actor “explains” or “in-
terprets” the work he performs. An actor’s most important activity was
the “declamation” of a text. Unsurprisingly, the art of “delivery” also be-
longs to the field of rhetoric. Figuratively used, vmoxetvopas was applied
e.g. to describe human existence as “acting” on the stage of life. Nega-
tive connotations were not far: the stage is a dream world, the actor a
swindler. In this context, the verb could also mean “pretend” and “feign”.
Interestingly enough, in spite of its documented use in such a negative
sense, Umoxgivouau remained in classical usage a vox media without neg-
ative moral connotations. The negative sense acquired prominence only
in Byzantine literature under the influence of Christian usage inspired by
the New Testament.

In contrast to classical literary habits, Uoxetvopes occurs in both the
literature of the Jewish diaspora and the New Testament exclusively in
its pejorative sense. In Jewish texts, it denotes “blasphemy” in the form
of the renunciation of God and his laws. The vmoxgiss is not the “hyp-
ocrite” who pretends to be someone other than he is, he is “godless”
without any pretence to the contrary. The step from “actor” to “blas-
phemer” is not immediately obvious and cannot be conclusively traced in
the available sources. On the basis of the scant evidence provided by Jew-
ish, Zoroastrian and Greek texts, Ulrich Wilckens ventures the following
explanation:

Wer bése ist, spielt die Rolle des Bésen. Er verstellt sich, indem er sich
aus einem Gerechten, der er nach dem Gesetz Gottes sein sollte, zu einem
Frevler macht. ... Diese Verstellung ist eo ipso béser Trug, Widerstreit
gegen die Wahrheit Gottes. Wieso freilich dieser als Schauspielerei bezeich-
net werden konnte, bleibt gleichwohl ritselhaft.3?

32 This and the following paragraphs draw extensively on the detailed and highly in-
formative article on the term and its cognates in the Theologisches Worterbuch zum Neuen
Testament (Friedrich, 1969, vol. 8, p. 558—569).

33 Friedrich (1969, vol. 8, p. 565).
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Additionally, he assumes that the rejection of actors and acting by pious
Jewish circles as blasphemous heathen institutions and the incorporation
of that sentiment into early canon law could have played a role. Actors
might have been perceived as prominent perpetrators of blasphemous acts
tolerated by heathen authorities.

In the New Testament, the meaning “hypocrite” gains prominence.
Whereas vroxetots and Uoxgirng are still applied according to Jewish us-
age, they now frequently denote “insincerity” and “hypocrisy”. The new
use of the word is a striking feature especially in the Gospel according to
Matthew; it is evident most prominently in the speech against the Phar-
isees, in which they are repeatedly singled out for their insincerity: Oveu
[%] vuiv, yeapuates xol Sapwaion vmoxerrat (Mat. 23/13, 15, 23, 25, 27,
29).

“Hypocrisy” and perhaps even more generally “evildoing” might have
been the meanings our translator had in mind when he read z)mbangg. In
addition to its apparent moral overtones, the Arabic phrase al-"abd bi-I-
wugith seems to reveal an awareness of the theatrical meaning of vroxeuas,
i.e. the “wearing of masks”. His negative view on “the taking of faces”,
not only perceptible in the connotations we are tempted to impute to his
puzzling translation, will become clearer in the course of this analysis. In
view of the opprobrium reserved for actors and acting in pious Jewish
and Christian circles, we should not expect to find a more casual attitude
to such a disreputable activity in this translation.’* It should be noted
that, contrary to these medieval precedents, the expression whad waghan
nowadays means “to acquire a good reputation”.

On the margin of the manuscript, we find the following gloss pertaining

to al-"abd bi-l-wugiih:

Jrodly Coally & pally J 5l gakas 3 A e 0,5 Loy Il AL
Lalad) JaL

The stratagem with the faces belongs to the stratagem in the confirma-

tion/corroboration of speech with the voice, silence and the imitation of
different forms

Undoubtedly, what the author of the note describes is acting. Assuming
that he understood what our translator wanted to relay with the strange

3 The Poetics, translated into Arabic by the Nestorian Abu Bisr Matta ibn Yanus,
offers a similar example of later Greek usage “contaminating” the Arabic translation: the
translator’s choice of the term mundfiq reflects New Testament rather than Aristotelian
usage.
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expression al-‘abd bi-I-wugnb, it is entirely possible that the translator
himself and parts of his audience were able to draw the same conclusion.
The fact that the need for a gloss was felt nevertheless indicates that some
readers might have found the concept difficult to understand.3

Element 2.2: “Delivery” was first applied by the poets

(1) xad yae cs T Tearymaw xal éawdiay clé woeiirfer. (2)
UTrexelvovTo fyoLe UTOL TOLG TeaLywdios of TomTeu To Te@Tov.

LS 85 (Y) el T Olis s Ay Slis el bl 5 6ls 1ylad Lels (1))
P {NO VT S LA S-S v IPRCH W v SN B PP P N [ ISR DTS
(1) and they did it in the tragedies and rhapsodies only recently, (2)

and they used to employ the taking of faces in the tragedies, I mean
the poets, in these first [matters].

(1) Tragudiyat was (falsely) glossed as follows: al-fragudiyat $ibb al-"aragiz
li-I-Riom wa-ka-dalika al-qimidiyat (“tragedies for the Rum are similar
to Ragaz-poems, the same applies to comedies”).?

(1) The expression sé¢ 7agiirfev (subject: “it”, i.e. vmoxeios) has been
changed to fa-’inna-ma fa‘ali ... “abiran (subject: “they”, i.e. the creators
of al-tragidiyat wa-l-rafsidryat). The influence of this paraphrase on the
meaning of the passage seems to be very slight.

(2) Again, the adverb 75 7e@iTov has been misunderstood (cf. 1403b18 =
171/17); the addition of the preposition fi allows the translator to fit the
phrase into his text.

(2) Both the singular form al-fyit’iti for the Greek plural of womees and the
fact that the word is transcribed instead of being translated (as done in the
Arabic Poetics) comes as something of a surprise. There is no precedent
for this and the other transcriptions for of wom7ael and related terms we

35 To illustrate the various uses of tasdigat in our text, Wiirsch (1991, p. 24) proposes a
number of renderings depending on its use from the perspective of the speaker on the one
hand and the hearer on the other. The somewhat unwieldy German equivalent she arrives
at, Glaubbafimachung, i.e. “make something believed or believable”, fits in perfectly well
with the understanding the author of the note had of the effects of al-"abd bi-l-wugib: to
make something believed or believable with the help of acoustic or gesticular hints—in a
word, to act.

3 Hermannus translates ipse poete (“the poets themselves”).

37 For the ragaz-metre and the often ironic and coarse poetry associated with it, the
urgiizab, cf. Wolthart Heinrich’s article “Radjaz” in EI?, vol. 8, p. 375—379. In his trans-
lation of the Poetics, Abu Bisr identifies it in a similar vein as higd’, a genre of satirical
poetry. For this and other misunderstandings caused by the translators’ and philosophers’
ignorance about drama and theater, cf. Heinrichs (1969, p. 108f).

1403b22fF
172/2—§
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find throughout the Arabic Rbetoric. They might echo Syriac terminology
transcribed from the original Greek terms.?*

(1)—(2) The passage’s problems arise for the most part from our trans-
lator’s determination to imitate as closely as possible the surface struc-
ture of the Greek text. It could be argued that with his structural lapse
in the preceding section and his inability to understand the meaning of
1)7rézg161g, he chose a literal translation as the safest course of action. Apart
from his desire to retain the Greek word order (which he has to suspend
anyway at the beginning of the clause to render the Greek verb wagninfey),
there seems to be no compelling reason for transforming the subject ot
sromTeul into an apposition to the implicit subject of fa@li. The use of
‘a‘ni, however, suggests that he recognized of wom7al as nominative.

Element 2.3: The relevance of “delivery” for rbetoric and poetry

(1) 3irov obv 671 ol Tepl TIW gnToguny éoTt T6 TotoiToy (2) Bomee xatl
Treel TV TONTLANV.

Pidad il 5 ga e Ja (Y ) L i pla ) 3 0sSG s Ol pslas 45 (1))

(1) It is known that this comes [about] in rhetoric too, (2) just as it
occurs in poetics,

(1) The transcription al-ritiriyab might be taken to indicate that the
translator was uncertain about its meaning. Its first occurrence at the be-
ginning of the first book of the Rbetoric (1/3) prompted the scribe or col-
lator to add the gloss sind‘at al-hatabab on the margin of our manuscript.
That our translator probably at least partly understood the term is amply
illustrated by his choice of the term balig for both ¢nrwe and énToewcds in
85/20 = 137922 and 119/19 = 1388b18. The situation was similar at the time
of Ibn al-Nadim, who knew the term, but glossed it for a less widely-read
audience: al-kalam ‘ala ritariga wa-ma‘na-hu al-hitabab.*

Renate Wiirsch maintains that the term Rbetoric, denoting Greek and
more specifically Aristotelian rhetoric, was—on the basis of the Syriac

3% T am indebted to Fritz Zimmermann for pointing out the oddity of the transcription
and its possible Syriac roots.

3 At the time of Abt Bisr Matta’s translation of Aristotle’s Poetics, transcriptions such
as fyi’ittyah had been substituted with derivatives of the root §—‘—r.

% Fligel (1871-1872, p. 250). S. A. Bonebakker (1970, p. 75f) notes the distinction
between the terms balagab and hitabah in Arabic literature. The former is derived from
the verb balaga, “to reach”, and the term is interpreted as the art of “reaching a listener”
in conveying one’s idea or “reaching perfection” in style and content of a text. The latter
term, translated as “oratory”, exclusively denotes the “spoken word” in public addresses.
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rendering—at first transcribed as ritariga. This is indeed the term we
find not only in the Fibrist's note on the translation*! but also in the
title of Ibn Sin@’s early treatise on the subject, Kitab al-magmi aw al-
bikmah al-‘aradiyab fi ma‘ani kitab ritiriqa.*> But it is not the transcrip-
tion we find thrice in the Arabic text of the Rbetoric itself, which gives us
ritiriyah (7/10, 172/6 and 172/22). This and her unquestioning acceptance
of Lyons’ stance on the question of a Syriac intermediary throws some
doubt on her claims about the terminological development away from a
purportedly Syriacized transcription towards the genuinely Arabic expres-
sion pitabah.®* The regular use of the transcribed term might therefore
be consistent with the assumption that its meaning was supposed to be
known to a sufhciently well educated readership.

Element 2.4: Glaukon’s contribution to the development of “delivery”

(1) dmee étepol Twves impoypatelfnoay (2) xel Tacbxwy 6 Thiss.

Lol 05 gle ST () a3 il 15l a5 09,57 Wl 0187 01y <6 (1)
LA sl Ol Y (b 3

(1) and even though other people have taken on the burden of dis-
cussing this [matter], (2) (but) Glaukon in particular did so, because
he was [a] more appropriate [person] for it.%

(1) The combination fa-’inna-hu wa-"in provides an example of our trans-
lator’s occasionally idiosyncratic use of connectors unmotivated by the
Greek text.
(2) Instead of the more appropriate wa, the translator’s lakinna highlights
Glaukon’s contribution in the field (which the translator in all likelihood
did not know anything about). The same can be said about the amplifi-
cations he subsequently introduces (bassatan fa‘ala, li-anna kan "awla bi-
dalika). There is no basis in the Greek text for this intervention. Lyons
proposes that 6 Triss has been corrupted to a form of &&os. Another pos-
sible explanation would be to read ‘awwalan instead of “awla; the resulting
amplification would at least not sound as strong as the first reading, but
it would raise the question why the translator dropped 6 Tnios altogether.
Occasional deletions of Greek textual elements occur here and there in
the Arabic Rbetoric. In addition to removing isolated words (e.g. 1410a22:

41 Fliigel (18711872, p. 250).

42 Cf. the following chapter on Ibn Sina’s (and others’) commentaries on the Rbetoric.
4 Cf. Wiirsch (1991, p. of).

# Lyons: “(2) for he had a better right to that.”

1403b26f
172/6F
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Ereryxoc), the text sometimes drops short phrases (e.g. 1407a19f: 70070 3’
¢0Tly & TévTe) or even whole passages (e.g. 1409b2ff: xau o7t auiel 71 oleTou
Exey 6 apoaTNs TG Gl Temepavfou Tt alT@; To D (Ndev Teovoely elvert (nde
Qvbew dndés).

Section 3: The role of the voice in “delivery”

The text now embarks on an excursus on the role of the voice and aspects
of its use in al-‘ahd bi-l-wugiub. Remarking on its importance and its
connection to emotions in Element 3.1, it then lists three aspects of voice
and its use in 3.2. Faced with a number of technical terms related to
acoustical phenomena, the translator chose the field of music as his source
for Arabic equivalents.

Element 3.1: The voice and emotions

s/ \ > \ \ > P s ~ > P P P \ o
(1) éo7e 3¢ avrn v &v 771 Quvii, (2) wig avThi dei xefiobou weos ExaoToy
7wotfog,

Ay S e et O oy Mg (V) e pmally 0585 Lo el el (1))

c(\j\j\ o
(1) and among that [sc. al-‘ahd bi-l-wugih] is that which comes
[about] through the voice, (2) and this belongs to what should be
used”s with each one of the affections,

(2) An interesting feature of our translation is the unconventional appli-
cation of the proposition ‘nda to render 7gds; it sometimes seems to take
the place of /i or bi. Here, it carries the intelligent implication of “on the
occasion of”.

Element 3.2: Musical aspects of voice
1) olov TOTE weyaan xoul TOTE pixed xoud wéon, (2) xal wae Toig TovoLS,
0 UEY AN pixgo pean, >
(3) ooy ofeter xou Bovgeier xou peéoy, (4) xau gubuois Tiot weos ExaoTa.
(5) Teter yag éoTi weet & axomovow. (6) TabTe ¥ éoTi péyelos cepovier
evluos.
(V) cidawsdly mall Lty (6 Sl 97 famans OF ey #UL=15 (V)

4 Lyons: “(1) part of this is what comes about through the voice, (2) that being one
of the things which should be used.”

4 Salim, Badawi: tL~b.

47 Salim, Badawi: fexew.
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(£) sy iladl DUl el (v) Bolpldl B femiay US
(A 05l T 5 Ol L SYIOL (o) el 5) il e 6 5

el bl olaall Ly (1)
(1) and sometimes one should employ the loud and sometimes the
soft and the medium, (2) and it is like that which is used in the
camel-driver songs, (3) I mean the high-pitched, the deep and the
medium,> (4) and some of the tones (sounds) and the stresses (in-
tonations/cadence); (5) for those about which they speak lightly or
... [consist of ] three [things], (6) and they are magnitude and adap-
tation and interval.

(2) The term hadiyat is unclear; it might be derived from the verb hada,
the “driving of camels with songs”. The semantically related root p—d—w
might offer some help: according to Fadlou Shehadi, the humming or
singing to camels matching the animal’s movement, called huda’ (derived
from the verb hada, “to lead” or “drive on camels”), was connected to the
discovery that animals respond to vocal music.® Amnon Shiloah places
the genre at the very beginning of the history of Arabic music.>? Salim’s
and Badawt’s reading al-hadimar (“the destroying”) seems to make even
less sense.

(1)—-(6) We encounter numerous musical terms in this passage (e.g. nagm,
nabrah, padd, taqil). This observation is shared by the author of a gloss
to al-sugra wa-l-wustd, who comments on the margin of the text: kull
hada min “asma’ al-nagm fi al-misiga (“all of these are terms for [kinds
of | melodies in music”).

A second gloss comments on $ay’ min al-nagm. It reads:

4.,&\\4@} C)j—»é-ncéﬁ Leee-3 ¥gt Qrﬂj\qu 53wﬁ L«Sj g_',.«.'a."k“j L;:—JJ’&
M3

Such as compassion and anger just as it raises it (according to Lyons’ read-
ing: “in compassion”) the voice is lowered and in anger the voice is raised
and what is similar to that

4 Salim, Badawi: wLesig.

4 Badawi: [ 41354 (“the serious [sc. voice] or”).

50 Or, in view of the missing connector wa between al-baddab and al-tagilab: “the
high-pitched and deep, and the medium”.

5t Shehadi (1995, p. 60).

52 Shiloah (1995, p. 5).

53 .
53 Lyons: o> .
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The musical references in this short passage allow us some insight into our
translator’s handling of culturally problematic terms and warrants closer
attention.

The central term and subject of this section of the text is # vy from
the preceding passage, the “tone” or “sound”, especially the sound of a
voice. The translator chose an Arabic term with a very similar semiotic
range, sawt, which also covers both vocal and more general acoustic phe-
nomena: “sound”, “voice”, occasionally even “song”.>* Aristotle proceeds
to list basic volume levels, using the neutral terms peydan, pixee and
wéon. Each of these generic expressions signifies qualitative or quantita-
tive degrees of size for both concrete and abstract objects. The same holds
true for their Arabic counterparts, al-kubrd, al-sugra and al-wusta. The
referent of the Greek adjectives is clearly 7 pwvn; puzzlingly, the translator
associates the masculine term sawr with feminine adjuncts.

The confusion is only partly dispelled by the first marginal gloss quoted
above, it identifies two of the three expressions in question as technical
terms belonging to the theoretical field of miisiga. While Shiloah insists
on a clear differentiation between the fields of musical theory, labelled
miisiqa in adaptation of the Greek povouen, and practised art music, gina’,
Shehadi notes that at least as early as the Jhwan al-safd’,>® the terms were
used interchangeably. In addition, al-Kindi used it in several treatises on
theoretical aspects of music.* It is in this sense that we encounter miisiga
in Gabir ibn Hayyan’s writings.” He defines the term as follows:

U 45300 B8 5 wiloj 3 30 g 35 Aoy gl 8l gls 2 el s
U

al-miisiqd is simply harmony between the voice, the melody and the pluck-
ing of the string in its time/rhythm and the quality of its sound, part after
part

To learn it, one has to master a variety of fields:

54 Shiloah (1995, p. 15).

55 “Brethren of purity”, a tenth- and eleventh-century group of philosophers of un-
certain identity and origin. They left a body of writings on philosophy and the sciences
that is know under the title Rasa’l Ihwan al-safi’, Epistles of the Brethren of Purity and was
heavily influenced by Neoplatonism.

56 Cf. Shiloah (1995, p. 59) and Shehadi (1995, p. 7).

57 Most of the works ascribed to him probably date from the ninth and tenth century;
even the dates of his life are unclear, he apparently flourished around the mid-eighth
century. Cf. Paul Kraus’ and Martin Plessner’s article “Djabir b. Hayyan” in EF?, vol. 2,

p- 357F.
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) ke s i panlly (ol e a1 i ) s O dsl (S
583\.;\}@\ O\jJYLg Z\.éj’d\j camipg il V’l;j 4&\.&.3}[\}

One is only able to learn al-miisiga after [mastering] the science of prosody
and correct grammatical expression and the science of the [musical] note[s]
and rhythm and the sciences of poetry and its creation and the knowledge
of (airy?) metres

Obviously, the author of the gloss understands the terms al-kubra, al-
sugrd and al-wustd in a technical sense; perhaps the translator also wanted
them to be understood that way.

The next musical term in the passage is 6 7ovos. The Greek expression
denotes a voice’s “pitch accent”, which is then specified with three adjuncts
again referring back to 7 Quwwn, i.e. éfeio (with an acute accent), Borgeicr
(with a grave accent) and wéon (with a circumflex accent). On the Arabic
side, we find the word al-hadiyat (discussed above) and the adjuncts al-
baddah, al-tagilab and al-wusta, referring to al-hadiyar. The status of
these terms is unclear; for example, we encounter al-padd as the name of
the last and highest string of the %d,* whereas the term al-tagil is used
in the names of several rhythmic modes listed by al-Kindi.®® Given the
problems we have in discovering the origins of these words as technical
terms, it might be worthwhile to return to their non-technical meaning:
classifying certain types of singing as “vivacious” (badd), “serious” (taqil)
or “intermediate” (Cawsat) would make perfect sense.

The paraphrase Say’ min al-nagm ‘aw al-nabarat for the plural form of
gubos, possibly caused by his omission of 7gds éxaore and his reading of
7100 without an accent, sufficiently illustrates the translator’s predicament.
Introduced by the phrase Say’ min, he throws together two terms which
have—except for the fact that they are both musical terms—not much to
do with each other.¢! Today as well as in the time of the Umayyad caliphs,
al-nabrab denotes musical intervals. In his Kitab al-"agani (Book of Songs),
Abu al-Farag al-Isfahani (d. 967) employed the term in this sense and
quoted Ibn Surayg (d. 726), who used the word in a similar way.62 Farmer
traces the historical development of the terms nagmab and nagam, which
are alternately used with the meaning “note”, e.g. by authors mentioned

58 Both passages quoted by Jéhamy (1999, vol. 2, p. 1469).

% A pear-shaped string instrument similar to a lute.

60 Cf. Shiloah (1995, p. 111, 120) and Farmer (1929, p. 111).

61 In his translation of the Poetics, Abt Bisr Matta chooses a different “musical” term,
labn (Liyons, 1982, vol. 1, p. xxx).

62 Farmer (1929, p. 70, 73).
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in the Fibrist such as al-Halil ibn Ahmad (d. 791) and al-Kindi, or with
the meaning “mode” or with both meanings, e.g. by Abu al-Farag in the
Kitab al-"agani, by Ibn ‘Abd Rabbihi (d. 940) in the Kitab al-iqd al-farid
(Book of the Unique Necklace) or in the Risalat Ihwan al-safa’ (Treatise of
the Brethren of Purity). The Kitab al-"agani also lists its use in the sense of
“melody” in the title of a book by Yunus al-Katib (d. 765).63 Its modern
use covers the more general notions of “melody” or “sound”.

In spite of its apparent greater semantic flexibility, the translator set-
tles for the less suitable nabrab to render the second occurrence of év@,u,ég
in this passage. The remaining Greek expressions, wéyzfos and cepeovier, 5
have been translated literally as izam and tawfig. To the best of my knowl-
edge, neither belongs specifically to the field of musical theory.

In sum, both versions profess to discuss the use of voice, but the Greek
text discusses pronunciation in speech, the Arabic text qualities of vocal
music. The speech-related concepts in the Greek version, e.g. accents and
pitch, do not have suitable Arabic equivalents. They are part and parcel of
Greek phonology and could not but be misunderstood or mistranslated.
The peculiar translation of the above passage testifies therefore either to
the lack of understanding on the part of the translator or his attempt
to transpose the subject matter into categories accessible to his readers.
Given the terminological overlap between descriptions of voice in speech
and singing, music must have suggested itself as the natural choice for
terms in this rather unsuccessful attempt at acculturation.

Frequently, our translator’s treatment of realia, terms and concepts
specific to the source culture (excluding proper names), betrays a lack
of background knowledge. This is a problem that frequently affects his
translation. Encountering such technical terms, he more often than not
resorts to transliteration or synonymic transposition, i.e. the employment
of doublets intended to cover as much semantic ground as possible.*> His
translation of gufuos and dgreovice are cases in point: gufuos is rendered
with the doublet al-nagm wa-I-nabarat, musical terms which fail to re-
produce the semantic scope of the Greek term; this also applies to the
second occurrence of gufuss, translated with the shorthand al-nabrah.

63 Cf. Farmer (1929, p. 51, 70-75, 105, 127, 148, 205).

¢ It could be argued that the poetic harmony treated in the Poetics stresses a slightly
different aspect of this concept than the Rhbetoric, explaining the terminological differences
between the texts. Abt Bisr Matta uses nazm, ’iga‘ and, most often, ta’lif; perhaps in order
to underline the formal and structural slant of Aristotle’s usage. For wéyefos, the Poetics
uses the more specific term il (Lyons, 1982, vol. 1, p. xxviii, xxx).

65 On the interesting phenomenon of doublets and their interpretation, cf. p. 147.
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(5) To explain the puzzling occurrence of yabzilin where one would ex-
pect yanguran or some such expression, Lyons suggests that the trans-
lator might have read oxwm7ovow instead of oxomotiow. In spite of various
reconstruction attempts, the missing word indicated by the lacuna (...)
has not been conclusively identified. It is tempting to fill it with the term
yagiddin, evoking the polarity of gidd (“earnest”) and hazl (“jest”).

Section 4: Competent delivery helps winning “contests”

After the translator’s slip at the beginning of Section 2, both versions
remain in step with each other, at least up to this point. Section 4 starts
off with a serious mistranslation, apparently caused by a lack of cultural
background knowledge. Aware of his problem, the translator proceeds
with extreme caution for the rest of the section, resorting to as literal
a rendering as he could possibly produce. The result is a sequence of
disjointed clauses that must have been more or less incomprehensible to
contemporary readers.

(1) 7or wév oy abrce oxedov éx T@v dyavay obTor rauBavova, (2)
et xoforee éxel wetlov SvvawTa viv Tav womTay of Vroxerta, (3) xau
)Tl Tovg ToNTucos cydveus (4) Sice T poxfnelo Tav wonTeLv.

(el 5eil) im0 g LAY 593 el clials 055G UAS (s (s 31 Sl
(e il G5 Ly ganal (£) sl Lo Ll 3 0SS s VIS, (7))

(1) and concerning those that engage in dispute, they use this in
disputes and contests; (2) and as they were more potent and powerful
there, so they are the same [sc. ‘aqwa wa-"aqdar] here, I mean such
poets as take faces,* (3) and it is like that which occurs in political
disputes (4) because of the difficulty of these politics,*

(1) The term afaa has been wrongly understood as “contestants”. Ac-
cording to Lyons, 7o pév ovv a.62a has apparently been read by the trans-
lator as oi wév oty &bnTal; cf. also 1404a17 below. Ignoring the Greek

6 Lyons: “(2) and whenever they are stronger and more powerful there, the same is
true of them here, I mean the actors from amongst the poets.”

¢ Many basic terms such as wonTixos and wonreia—rfor which later translations use
genuine Arabic equivalents—are transcribed in our text. They could be interpreted as
indicators for an early translation date, preserving a state of translation technique ante-
dating the establishment of a stable terminology and the composition of translation tools
such as word lists and glossaries.

1403b32-35
172/14—18



90 CHAPTER THREE

subject ot7or, the translator uses the phrase as the subject of the first
clause. Aware of the difficulty of this passage, the translator modeled his
translation of its remainder as closely as possible on the Greek word or-
der, compounding the confusion engendered by the mistranslation of 7a
abac. In spite of his efforts, he fails to make any sense of this section.
(2) As before, the author attempts to emulate the Greek word order and,
in order to accommodate the position of the subject of vroxeiraet at the
end of the clause beginning with xau xafawze, paraphrases it in an ‘a%i-
excursus. The possibility that the clause’s subject may be confused with
the previous clause’s dawii al-munaza‘ab forces him to insert the rather
cryptic ka-dalika yakinin babuna. Again, the author feels compelled to
imitate the original as closely as possible in places where he cannot grasp
its meaning,.

(2) The comparative sense of the expression weilov Svavros viv Tav
wromTav of vmoxerra is lost with the translator linking 7a@v wonTady to
the subject o vmoxeiTeel as a genitive object.

(4) In his translation of the term poxfneice with su‘iibah, the word woxfos
(“labour”, “pain”) seems to have misled our translator.

(4) Lyons states that the Arabic transcription al-fyalitiyab at the end of
the passage points towards wonTeady instead of wonrav (as he and Spengel
assume) as the translator’s reading of his manuscript. Kassel and Freese,
the editor of the Loeb edition of the Rbetoric, opt for wonreia.® This
would mean that the general abstract al-fyalitiyab mistranslates the more
specific Greek term, further confirmation for the problems the translator
had in understanding the text.

Section §: The “craft” of the “taking of faces”

One of the conspicuous features of this long and complicated passage is
the fact that its subject is at no point explicitly spelled out. Before we can
start to sum up the passage’s content, we have to pause for a moment to
establish that subject.

The Greek text presents the reader with exclusively pronominal refer-
ences to the elusive theme; in Arabic, operating with only two grammat-
ical genders instead of three, the reader has to deal with an even higher
degree of ambiguity. Looking more closely at the pronominal references
in Section g, we find that the subject of the passage is referred to several
times with the enclitic feminine singular hd and once, at the beginning of

68 Freese (1994, p. 346).
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the section, with dalika. The enclitica cover instances in which the sub-
ject of the Greek clause is contained in the verbal expression but needs
to be made explicit in the Arabic version. Dalika, on the other hand, was
used to render avrav. The situation is complicated by the conjunction
gayr “anna, which indicates transitions between arguments and textual
sections. Apart from the problems caused by the use of pronomina in
the Arabic version, the following facts emerge: the subject of the passage
remains unclear; after being referred to by dalika, the translator switches
his references to the expression al-sinaab “aw al-hilab fi dalika (the anchor
for the enclitica). We can only speculate that the topic of the preceding
section, i.e. al-"ahd bi-l-wugih, is the referent of dalika and, mediated by
the circumscription al-sina‘ab “aw al-hilab fi dalika, the enclitic pronouns.

Establishing the topic is, however, not the only problem in this section.
In Element 5.1, we are informed that the “art” or “stratagem” (our trans-
lator refuses to resolve the ambiguity of the term 7éyn with its positive
and negative connotations by rendering it into the doublet al-sinaabh “aw
al-pilab, reproducing both aspects of the Greek expression) of “that”, i.e.
al-"abd bi-l-wugih, was developed late due to the late invention of arti-
fice in speech (5.2). The translator now switches to al-pilab, emphasizing
negative aspects such as “artifice” and “trickery”.

The next element (5.3) opens a string of arguments with a proposition
that, due to our translator’s idiosyncratic use of connectors, is almost
impossible to reconstruct. The puzzling occurrence of hina in 5.4 can-
not be reconciled with the Greek text and undermines any attempt to
make sense of the passage. Without a major intervention in the Arabic
text, we have to proceed on the assumption that the translator wanted
to indicate that, firstly, “artifice”, correctly understood, constitutes a bur-
densome and negative aspect of speech and that, secondly, “artifice” is
somehow geared towards conjecture and opinion (in contrast to established
knowledge). Conjecture and opinion are then identified in Element §.4
as the subject matter of rhetoric.

Elements §.5—5.8 offer what purports to be arguments for this propo-
sition, strung together by repeated occurrences of li-‘anna: .5, a highly
literal and garbled version of the lucid reasoning contained in the Greek
text, states that “it”, possibly referring to speech (magalab), not only has
to be done correctly, but carefully as well—the connection to the preced-
ing proposition is, to put it mildly, tenuous—while 5.6 maintains that
one should employ only “speech” (kalam; the meaning of this prescrip-
tion will be discussed below) and refrain from manipulation, qualified by
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5.7, an exhortation to dispute only about the things themselves. In Ele-
ment §.8, he concludes his notes on the hilab of al-"abd bi-l-wugith with
an appeal to disregard the apparent effectiveness of rhetorical trickery.

The whole argument seems to fail on account of two factors: unable
to grasp the reasoning of his Greek source, probably due to both lexical
and syntactical problems, our translator imitates the Greek word order
of doubtful passages, obscuring rather than clarifying Aristotle’s think-
ing; secondly, his hesitation to spell out the subject matter of the passage
clearly illustrates his own failure to identify it. Part of the problem was
the Greek terminology: the translator had to deal with terms such as
Texyn, Aéds and Asyos which even Aristotle sometimes failed to distin-
guish properly and whose meaning our translator obviously only partly
understood.

Element s.1: A “craft” was not yet developed. ..
(1) obmrw 3 olyxerTou TEWYN Tepl AVTEY,
Ay o5 5 ey B AL g aeliall O s () )
(1) but the art or stratagem in this had not yet been composed,

(1) As in 1403b21 = 172/1, the translator picks out 3 as a structural
marker signalling the beginning of a new argument and translates it with
the strong adversative conjunction gayr ‘anna. The opposition may be
stronger than the Greek source warrants. The translator could have been
misled by the appearance of otmw, which figures in the aforementioned
passage as well.

(1) The translator does not seem to be aware that 7£yyn also means a con-
crete written “manual” in addition to the abstract category of “craft”. From
this point onward, we sense a shift in the texts’ attitude. The Greek text
talks neutrally about an “art” or “treatise” dealing with “acting” (Umdxeto1s).
The use of the doublet al-sina‘ab ‘aw al-hilab points towards the trans-
lator’s awareness of the multivalence of the Greek term. He nevertheless
decides to put a potentially negative slant on the discussion by subse-
quently choosing the term al-pilab (“stratagem”).

The negative impression suggested by the choice of al-hilab is strength-
ened by the translator’s rendering of 1)7ro')cgzo‘1g, al-"abd bi-l-wugih. The
meaning and relevance of this expression have been discussed above. The
terminological choices the translator has made at this point do not seem
to have any influence on the argumentative structure of the text, but they
exert considerable influence on other terminological and structural deci-
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sions down the line. A handful of translation decisions early in the text,
two of which we find in the passage above, give the discussion a flavour
that inexorably pulls the translator away from Aristotle’s text and tells
us more about his own ideas and preconceptions than about Aristotle’s
intentions.

Element 5.2: ...because “delivery” only matured recently
(1) émel xou 76 wepl T AEEw oé Teoninbey.
el L eado ] G Ly LAl 3 Al OV () )

(1) because the stratagem in speech as well only matured recently,

Element s.3: ... and because the subject is “burdensome”

(1) ol Soxel QopTixdv eiveut, (2) xandis VorauBavouevov.

(Lads e 131 (Y ) ozl e 5 LSS5 ()

(1) and it is as if it [sc. al-hilab] is something that overwhelms™ (2)
when taken (used?) correctly,”

(1) In the translator’s opinion, the phrase xai oxer marks the start for
a new argument in his current train of thought which ultimately leads
to his rejection of rhetorical trickery. He notes the efficiency of rhetor-
ical devices but maintains that, since delivery is directed towards mere
“opinion” and “conjecture”, its use is fraudulent and improper (cf. below
p- 94f).

(1) Both expressions min al-tatqil and its Greek counterpart @ogTixov
stress the essentially negative character of delivery, but whereas Aristotle
belittles it, the translator overemphasizes it by introducing the notion of
“trouble” and “burden”. The term tatqil might also stress the moment
of imposition of impressions and emotions on an audience implied by
the expression al-"abd bi-l-wugnh. It is tempting to read the translation
of @ogixov as evidence for the shift in attitude between the Greek and
Arabic versions. With a range of perhaps more appropriate single-word
translations at his disposal, the translator still decides to use the some-
what unwieldy expression $ay’ min al-tatqil. In the light of some more

6 Badawl: cawo.

70 The term @og"ruco/v is the only occasion for Abt Bir in the translation of the Poerics
to transcribe instead of translate a word that has been straightforwardly rendered in our
text (cf. Lyons, 1982, vol. 1, p. xxxi).

I Lyons: “(2) when it is taken well/properly”.

1403b36
172/19f

1403b36f
172/20f
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obvious examples for our translator’s attitude in the text below, it is a
distinct possibility that his choice at this point is already influenced by
his own reading of the text’s stance towards ﬁ'mﬁ}cg:mg.

(2) Translating ’ida “ugid “abdu-ha, our author apparently misses the non-
literal use of UmorauBave at this point and opts for a more literal trans-
lation which is unfortunate from a stylistic point of view and further
obscures the meaning of an already obscure clause.

Element 5.4: Rbetoric is bound up with “opinion”

(1) aax’ oang olons mweos dokaw Tiig weayuatsias (2) Ths weel Ty
enTogueny,

OLa o A (V) eV 5 0l V85 pae LIS 0585 0 STy ()

3
(1) but since all of it is directed at conjectures or [individual] views
(2) which are of the matter of rhetoric’

(1) With his rendering of &g with wa-lakin, our translator schematically
substitutes Greek conjunctions and particles in a way that obfuscates the
relation between sentences and arguments.

(1) The unexpected appearance of the causal conjunction hina suggests
that the translator had problems reconstructing the flow of argument.
According to his translation, the pina-clause is causally and perhaps tem-
porally linked to the previous clause. The Greek text does not indicate
any such relation; on the contrary, the clause introduced by aara partly
refutes the idea that the treatment of delivery is unimportant.

(1) The translator fails correctly to identify the elements of the Greek
sentence and misunderstands their function. Following the Greek word
order, he removes the genitive object 77ig meayuasias from its refer-
ent 6ang obong and attaches it as a relative clause to d0fav. In his version,
not “the whole business of rhetoric””? is connected with “opinion” or “ap-
pearance” but “opinion” and “appearance” become the business of rhetoric.
The translator’s negative stance towards aspects of rhetoric such as “act-
ing” taints his perception of the entire subject.

(2) The imitation of the Greek word order by placing the relative clause
allati biya min $a’n al-ritariyab at the end of the passage next to al-zunin
‘aw al-"ard’ introduces an ambiguity which could have been avoided by

72 Lyons: “(1) but since it is all turned to ideas or thoughts (2) which are the concern
of rhetoric.”
73 Kennedy (1991, p. 218).
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placing it nearer to the verb; as it is, allati is read as referring to al-zunin
‘aw al-"ara’. The epistemological pessimism our translator professes in
regard to rhetoric becomes more prominent; the ambiguities in the Greek
text mentioned above allow him to read his perspective into it and serve to
strengthen his belief in the essentially negative verdict Aristotle returns
on the merits of rhetoric and its capacity to access truth.

Element 5.5: “Delivery” requires diligence

(1) o dgfass Exovros (2) anx’ wg aveyxaioy THY ETiLirsiay TomTéoy,

Sy (V) edotay gl Loz P8ll3 s OF L oy T3 401 e (1))
Gy Ll B ey 43 IS

(1) it is not the case that it [sc. al-sina‘ab "aw al-bilab] must do that
correctly or justly, (2) but it is like that which one is obliged to do
with carefulness and earnestness/serious effort,”

(1) The first half of this passage illustrates the density of the Greek text:
the Arabic rendering of the three words ovx defas Exovros comprises no
less than twelve words.

Element s.6: Appealing to emotions is inappropriate in speech. ..

’ \ ! / \ / ~ \ \ ] s/ e !
(1) émer 70 ye dixcoutov undev waew nel wegt Tov Aoyov (2) N wg unTe
AvTely unt’ evPeotivew.

Jom Y15 (V) 22 DS 0 2816 b e iy Y Jadl 0 OY (1))

(1) because justness requires that one seeks nothing more than
speech alone (2) and that the evocation of joy or sorrow are not
to be employed?”’

(1) Kalam here apparently contrasts to hilah, perhaps representing true
words instead of deceptive speech; the second category appears in the next
passage: Avelv and ev@eauivaw, i.e. the use of emotions.

74 Omitted by Badawi.

75 Badawi: eus.

7 Lyons: “(1) not because it has to do that correctly or rightly, (2) but like one who
is compelled to it (or: that which one is compelled to do) in respect of concern and
seriousness.”

77 Lyons: “(1) since it is right that one should not investigate anything more than
speech at all, (2) and that one should not employ what causes joy or sorrow.”

1404a2f
172/224F

1404a4f
172/24—
173/2
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(2) In spite of his usual careful attention to the Greek word order, our
translator here switches the positions of avzeiv and evpeaiver.

(1)-(2) The phrase 7wegi Tov 20y0v has been construed as éx 700 A0y0v; ac-
cording to the Arabic text, al-tabzin and al-tafrih belong to the devices
employed in speech. Aristotle on the other hand warns against entertain-
ment or offence as purpose or prominent feature of speech, the end of
which should always be to present an argument.

Reflecting on the treatment of emotional appeals in speech in the Rbe-
toric as a whole, it does not come as a surprise that the translator should
feel obliged to clarify his understanding of this slightly ambiguous pas-
sage. As Jacques Brunschwig has pointed out, Aristotle accepted such an
appeal only as long as it was based on the speech itself—i.e. by certain ar-
guments—instead of extraneous means—e.g. by producing weeping chil-
dren, gesturing, crying etc.”® What stuck with the Arabic translator was
the general impression that emotional appeals were placed beyond the
pale of legitimate rhetorical procedures.

Element s.7: ... because it should be confine to the things themselves

(1) Stxauov yoe avois duywvileobau Tois meaypaow, (2) GoTe TaAIM®
tbw Tob demodetbout weplcerya éoTuw.

O Lo S5 (1) ¢ Jobls Lpmish j5a¥) 3 1pe sl Of pgd i T3 (1)

(1) because they should only dispute about the things themselves”
and the stratagems, (2) whereas all that is extraneous to proof be-
longs to deceptive things,

(1) Lyons explains the double rendering of avTois as both la-hum and
‘anfusi-ha with the assumption that the translator either found the word
twice in his text or imputed to it a double sense, i.e. he might have wished
to resolve the syntactical ambiguity of the pronoun by offering both pos-
sible constructions.

(1) The term al-hiyal is not found in the Greek text; it was perhaps in-
tended as an explanatory amplification of 7&ara. Alternatively, the trans-
lator may want to suggests that rhetorical devices belong to the subject
matter of rhetorical disputes (fandzu®). In this case, the term al-hiyal
might be read as an amplification of 7ois Tpayuaow: to argue about

78 Brunschwig (1996, p. 46).
7 Lyons: “(1) it is proper for them ... in the affairs themselves.”



COMPARING GREEK AND ARABIC 97

wparypate. might, in his view, include contending “over” or “with” hiyal.
This reading would oblige us to accept that the translator substantially
modified Aristotle’s proposition by either allowing the use of both “facts”
and “stratagems” in an argument or by naming both as the subject matter
of disputes—in a dispute, both facts and rhetorical procedures can become
bones of contention—while Aristotle only wanted facts to count. In spite
of its apparent far-fetchedness, the reading has several factors in its fa-
vor: in addition to the position of the term in the sentence and Lyons’
punctuation, which groups al-hiyal with al-’umiir “anfusi-ha, it is clear
that, according to our translator, al-piyal are not “extraneous to proof”:
as Elements §.1 and 5.2 state, a hilab of “acting” and of “speech”, both
important factors in argumentation, have been late to develop.

(2) The phrase dawat al-mwarabab stresses the note of moral disap-
proval which plays a less prominent role in the more neutral Greek term.
Ileptepyor can mean “elaborate” as well as “superfluous” (neutral) or even
“meddling” (negative). The translator’s choice for an Arabic term seems
to have been influenced by his negative judgement on rhetorical manipu-
lation. The Greek text facilitates the introduction of such interpretations
with its wealth of ambiguous and semantically rich terms. Our translator
again renders the neuter plural 7egteeyer as feminine plural; his lack of
consistency in the translation of neuter plural terms can be seen in his
handling of 7éane, which he renders as kull ma.

Element 5.8: Rhbetorical devices corrupt the audience

(1) rn’ duws ey Svvartau, (2) xalamee signtout, dice Ty Toi dxgoaTol
wox9neiay.

U5 s 8 s 18 IS (Y ) cplandl B0 le fgy pud B4 8 (1))
(c‘LwJ\ 83%&&

(1) although it is often possible to [achieve] great things with them,
(2) such as the effect which these distressing things often have of
dissatisfying/deceiving [better: “corrupting”] the listener;3

8 Margoliouth, Salim, Badawi: .

81 Badawi: jas.

82 Lyons ventures the conjecture 1,2 (“these experiences”). Together with his sus-
picion that the translator read a form of éusrergize instead of efgnTau, this could explain the
disappearance of Aristotle’s interjection xafamee cignTour.

8 Lyons suggests the plausible emendation s (“corruption”).

8 Lyons: “(1) but because of these one is able to do great things, (2) like what is done
by those distressing things in disappointing the hearer.”

1404a7f
173/4fF



98 CHAPTER THREE

(1) Since &are is normally translated as wa-lakin(na), the occurrence of
gayr ‘anna-hu seems surprising. How unusual it really is can only be an-
swered on the basis of a larger text sample.®

(1) The use of feminine plural pronouns to render neuter plural is a recur-
ring feature of our translation. The referent here is dawat al-mu’arabah.
For the translator’s use of feminine plural pronouns, cf. above p. 67.

(2) To make sense of a sentence he misunderstood, our author added gad
taf'al al-mubazzindt as an explanatory amplification. His reading turns
Aristotle’s reasoning upside down: he suggests that the use of rhetori-
cal devices “corrupts” an audience whereas Aristotle clearly places the re-
sponsibility for the effectiveness of rhetorical trickery on the pre-existing
corruption of the audience.

The essentially negative character of rhetorical means of persuasion has
now been firmly established. In spite of the degree of misunderstanding
the Arabic version betrays at this point, the translator follows the di-
rection he has taken early on and stresses the negative consequences of
devices which fall outside the scope of rational argument. They are, as we
have read in the preceding passage, dawat al-mu’arabab, the use of which
leads to “corruption” (zabbit) of the listener.3¢

On the basis of our reading of the preceding passage, we seem to be
confronted with two categories of rhetorical devices, i.e. the “stratagems”
(biyal) on the one hand, which form an important part of rhetoric and
which can become the objects of a dispute (together with the facts of
a given case) and on the other hand those devices which do not belong
to rhetorical argumentation. Their use is, in spite of their effectiveness,
strongly discouraged. The distinction the translator introduces here is not
derived from the Greek text, but a result of a combination of translation
problems and his interpretation of the Greek text. While the second cat-
egory of devices does not figure again in our sample, the translator does
not conceal his suspicions about the first category, the hiyal. Whether
legitimate or not, he continues to view rhetorical devices with a wary eye.
(2) The edited Greek text helps us to avoid the trap our translator has
fallen into by placing a comma between ¢ign7as and diz. In the translation,
the insertion xafamwee signTou is not recognized (according to my reading
of the text, it is used to mark the beginning of the following section) and
the verb apparently read as égyyale7eus, explaining the appearance of tafal.

85 In our sample, gayr “anna occurs twice more, each time translating an adversative
3: 1403b21 = 172/1 (p. 77) and 1403b35 = 172/18 (p. 92). Cf. below p. 135.
8 Qur reading is based on Lyons’ emendation rabbit.
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It is then used as the predicate of the clause resulting from the conflation
of xabaree clgntou and e TIv 70U dxgootol poxbngiaw.

Section 6: “Expression” and “delivery”

The terminological confusion caused by the Greek text carries over into
this section. Aristotle discusses aé%g, which here includes not only style of
speech, but its delivery as well. The translator continues to refer to 2és as
magqdlah. After the first element which connects his subsequent remarks
on the subject with his previous notes on al-"ahd bi-lI-wugith, he refrains
from explicitly repeating it in Elements 6.2f.

Starting in 6.1 by subsuming the “taking of faces” under magqalab, the
text claims that some small but necessary aspect of speech is in “all teach-
ing”; this could mean that either the teaching of any subject employs
speech to a certain degree—a truism—or that, more specifically, maqalab
should play a role in the teaching of rhetoric. It then states in Element 6.2
that the shape of proof (tazbit) has an influence on its clarity. Depend-
ing on the reading imposed on the damaged place indicated by asterisks,
the text proceeds to argue that speech (al-gawl) should be moulded in a
way that is advantageous to dalika al-say’, possibly proof, to address the
listeners’ “imagination”. The mistranslation of &axa leads to a statement
which stands in marked contrast to the Greek text: it advises the reader to
fashion speech in order that either the speech (interpreting ka-"anna-hu
as referring to al-qawl) or the intended proof (with ka-"anna-hu denoting
al-tatbit) appeal directly to the listeners’ “imagination” (mutabayyal “aw
mutawabbham), adding in Element 6.4 that nobody would practice geom-
etry in this way.

The following element (6.5) claims that this stratagem, whenever it
occurs, works by al-"abd bi-I-wugiih. It does not dispel the mounting sense
of confusion, equally felt by the translator who keeps stringing on word
after word, burying the overall argument he seems unable to grasp.

With the “historical” sketch in Element 6.6, we reach firmer ground.
The translator, still stepping gingerly through a minefield of unfamil-
iar terms, correctly identifies the passage as a short reference to previous
theoretical treatments of his subject. It is unclear whether he was able to
understand the title of Thrasymachos’ work as a metatextual reference to
another text or interpreted it simply as his area of expertise.

The following change of topic appears as abrupt in the Arabic transla-
tion as it does in the Greek source. Now that Aristotle explicitly lists the
concepts he wants to attend to, the translator has to follow suit and name
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his subjects. In Element 6.7, he calls al-"abd bi-l-wugith a “natural” (tabi)
and “non-artificial” (¢ayr sina ) activity. Artifice in speech, on the other
hand, is “artificial” (sina ). From this premise, he concludes in 6.8 that
those mastering this hilah are—again mistranslating &ra—“contestants”
(munazi‘in “aw mugabidin) and similar to rhetoricians who are obliged
to employ al-"abd bi-l-wugith. Viewed in isolation, this deduction does
not make any sense—if we are not prepared to assume that mundzi‘ and
mugabid evoked some meaning in this context.

Before it embarks on an account of the history of style (magqalab) in
Text III, the Arabic text appends a note (Element 6.9) that has, thanks
to the confusion of the preceding paragraphs, lost its connection to the
previous discussion of delivery and al-"abd bi-l-wugith. Whereas Aristotle
argued that written speeches (when read out) derive their effectiveness
from style rather than argumentative consistency and validity in order to
support his main argument about the importance of style in speech, the
remark has lost that relevance in the translation. Without the main line
of thought it is intended to support, it stands isolated at the end of a
rather confused and confusing text.

Element 6.1: “Expression” and “delivery” are necessary in teaching

(1) 70 wiv ovv Tiis Akews Guws Exst T pixedy Gwayxaioy v Taoy
Mdowoxonie.

IS B Vsl s o 8 WL Sy () UL 0,55 45 e Ligs ()
(1) this, then, belongs to what often comes about through speech,

(2) and in speech there is something small [and] necessary in all
teaching.®

(1) The clause fa-hada mimma qad yakin bi-l-magalab is another addition
not found in the Greek text. Lyons proposes the reading 74 wév oty 7iig
rebews oUTws. Exet e puxgov dvaryxadov (7¢) as a possible way out. The pas-
sage marks the transition from Aristotle’s previous discussion of delivery
(vmoxerTixen) to a short note on Ak, here including delivery as well.

(2) The cataphoric position of the prepositional object fi al-maqalah be-
fore the sentence’s subject imitates the Greek text.

% Badawi: s, ks With his reading, the passage would translate “(2) And in speech,
there is something that is small in necessity [i.e. unimportant] in all teaching.”

88 Lyons: “(1) this is one of the things that happen through speech (2) and in speech
there is something small and necessary.”
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Element 6.2: Clarity varies with “expression” and “delivery”
(1) dowéger yore Tt weos o Inadoau W 1 W elTEly.
IS G118 0,80 01 B Led o) ki, 435 (1))

(1) And proof often differs as has been made clear that it is like this
or like that;

(1) The translator specifies the Greek infinitive eirelv as only meaning
proof (zatbit). With tatbit as the referent of the conjunctional clause after
‘an yakiin, it becomes obvious that he has modified the meaning of the
whole sentence: according to his version, it is not the way of speaking
which makes a difference in terms of clarity, but the way of demonstra-
tion, i.e. the arrangement of arguments instead of the arrangement and
choice of words and sentences as intended by Aristotle.

Element 6.3: “Expression”, “delivery” and the “imagination”

(1) ov pévror Tos0TTOV, AAN ATVTOL ParvToLsio TaUT E0T xoul Teds ToV
axeonTIy.

o2 e o) Jotme IS e nd) I3 BN o J ) O OF g S ()
LCGLMJ\.L&

(1) furthermore, that which is spoken should be said in a way that
expresses this matter as if it were something processed by the fantasy
or imagination of [lit. “in”] the listener,

(1) The puzzling addition bi-nabw [afada] dalika al-Say’ might be in-
tended to amplify the previous, more specific statement. The qualifica-
tion inserted by Aristotle (o0 peévror Tos0370v) seems to have been dropped.
Lyons assumes the translator reading 7670 instead of o0.

(1) Perhaps triggered by the appearance of avrasiz in this and ewpeesiv
in the next section and the complex syntactic structure of the passage, the
translator leaves the tracks of Aristotle’s text and, by ignoring the inter-
vening xa/ and conflating the two predicates Pavrasiz ... éo7i and 7eos
7ov auxgoaTny [éo7iv], presents us with an argument all of his own. While

% Lyons’ reading bayn would force us to accept ragbit as translation of dadoa, an
unconvincing suggestion. The latter was used to cover a number of Greek terms, mostly
those derived from different forms of eixvuger/3eiis or 7etfw. Conversely, forms of the verb
3rdw were rendered in our sample with the verbs bayyana, ‘awdaba, dalla and “anara.

% Salim, Badawi: om. Ji, o

ot Salim, Badawi: ..

1404a9f
173/7f

1404aroff
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Aristotle concludes his short note on 2é¢s in the sense of “expression” by
claiming that its purpose is to affect an audience and that it is consequently
not suited for subjects as self-evident and incontrovertible as geometry,
the translator advises the reader to appeal to his listeners’ imaginative
faculty; the information given in the sort of speeches he envisages are
non-intuitive and have therefore to be processed by the listeners’” imagi-
nation. The connection between this statement and the following section
on the teaching of geometry is as smooth as in his source text: in both
versions, geometry is not taught with the help of “expression” because
the latter appeals to Pavrasio. Geometrical knowledge does not need to
be channeled through people’s imagination: it is already self-evident.

The translator’s choice to render @avrasia gives us some hints about
the text’s chronological relation to other translations. As Riidiger Arnzen
points out, later translations (after Hunayn ibn Ishiq) introduce a dis-
tinction between @avrasia as a process of simple reproductive imagina-
tion (“blof8 reproduzierender Vorstellung”), translated as payal, and one of
imagination that abstracts through visualization (“durch mentale Visual-
isierung abstrahierender Vorstellung”), translated as wabm, i.e. a mental
faculty that actively operates on mental images.”? The terminology of
the Kindi-circle was less subtle: most texts use wabm or tawabbum for
Pawasio. or Pavraeswa in spite of the connotations those terms carried
(“speculative” or “false opinion”, “deceptive imagination” or “hallucina-
tion”). Al-Kindi himself preferred (perhaps for this reason) the transcrip-
tion fangasiyd, also found in Ustat’s translation of the Mezaphysics. With
and after Hunayn, the translators settled for zabyil or tabayyul instead of
wabm or tawabbum.®® The Rhbetoric chose what Arnzen calls a “Mittel-
weg”, the doublet mutabayyal “aw mutawabbam.

Several explanations come to mind: conscious choice, which situated
him at the terminological crossroads between the Kindi-circle and Hu-
nayn’s group; on the other hand, it would be equally possible to interpret
it as the result of a revision by a later translator or perhaps a gloss that has
made its way into the text at some point. In that case, we would proba-
bly expect the gloss to be added after the term to be glossed rather than
before it. Without wanting to make too much out of a detail that could

92 Arnzen (1998, p. 75)-

% Arnzen (1998, p. 113). Heinrichs (1978, p. 261f) adds that from early translations
to the Hunayn tradition and afterwards, h—y—- was commonly employed to translate
Pawralowar with tabayyul becoming the stock translation for @avrasia. The root w—
h—m on the other hand was often used in pre-Hunayn translations and later transformed
into a purely psychological term.
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have been caused by any number of random factors, it is tempting use this
and other phenomena we will discuss below to classify the translation as
belonging to the output of the Kindi-circle.

(1) Inda relays only a part of the meaning of 7gss here. It does not convey
the affective meaning (“intended to affect”) but brings out the conse-
quences of the affect “in” the listener’s mind by suggesting a physical
relation between mutabayyal ‘aw mutawabbam and al-sami".

Element 6.4: Nobody practices geometry in this way

(1) o 6udels duTw YewpeTeely ddooxer.

cﬂ\\.l.g_g[...]j\w.k;.ﬁ .L’-\O.AU”:J}(\)
(1) and there is nobody who engages in geometry or ... in this man-
ner,

(1) Badawt’s suggestion yafal for the gap after yubandis is probably out
of place in what seems to be one of our translators numerous double
expressions connected with ww. Lyons opines that the translator read
yewuetesi 1 ddaoxer instead of yewpereet ddaoxer, which would let us
expect tu‘allim. A near-synonym of yubandis may be more likely.

The distinction between knowledge that has to be taught by appeal-
ing to the imaginative faculty and immediately self-evident knowledge
is a shared motif in both philosophical traditions.? The importance of
“geometrical” knowledge comes to the fore in al-Farabi’s dictum on the
merits of various forms of knowledge, contained in his Fadilat al-‘ulim
wa-l-sind ‘Gt (Excellence of the sciences and crafts). He distinguishes between
three criteria which are, separately or in combination, characteristic for
“supreme” knowledge (fadilat al-ulim wa-I-sina%r): an exalted subject
matter, incontrovertible proofs or the extent of benefits it provides. Ge-
ometry falls into the second category: wa-"amma ma yafdul ‘ala gayri-bi
li-stigsa’ al-barahbin fi-hi fa-ka-1-handasab (Jéhamy, 1998, p. 943).

Element 6.5: “Expression” and “delivery” employ “acting”
(1) éxetvn puév oy oo Exfy (2) TaVTo Tooer THi UmoxeTuC,
cosmm sl YL e Jmdna LSl (Y ) s ys 131 AL s ST (1))

(1) but this [sc. “stratagem”], when it occurs, (2) will have such an

effect through the taking of faces.

% Barnes (1995, p. 25) stresses the role geometry played for Aristotle as a model for
other fields of knowledge.

1404a12
173/10f

1404a12f
173/11f
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(1) Throughout our sample, the Greek otv is translated as ‘amma ... fa or
just fa. Lakinna seems out of place, the more so since otv here only marks
the next stage of argument without implying any adversative relationship.
(1) The fronting position of tilka al-pilah is again due to our author’s
preference for closely matching word order between Greek and Arabic.
(2) In his translation, Kennedy gives the dative 77 vwoxgiricyi (somewhat
unusually) a comparative sense. More natural would be the option our
translator chose, a straightforward instrumental or sociative dative. Lyons
adds that the translator apparently read 70970 instead of Tav7s and inter-
preted 77 UroxetTuxii as an instrumental dative qualifying 7omoe.

Element 6.6: Previous discussions of “expression” and “delivery”

(1) éyxexsiennaot % én’ oyov meel abThs eimev Twes, (2) olov
Opaotiayos &v Toig Enols.

b B JaaS (V) o B ALt b 13 pk OL WU P 385 (1))
S olgs B
(1) and people would begin to say this and that about it [sc. al-hilah],

(2) like the treatise of Thrasymachos on what causes anxiety (what
makes one concerned).

(1) The adverbial é7’ 6aiyov seems to have been wrongly translated as $ay’
ba'd say’.

(2) Here as in other cases when Aristotle quotes another work, it is not
entirely clear if the translator understood the phrase év 7ol éxéots correctly
as a metatextual reference to a concrete work (and only translates the
title to give his readers an idea of the treatise’s content) or if he merely
interpreted it as a more general reference to a subject Thrasymachos wrote
about.

Element 6.7: “Acting” is natural, “expression” and “delivery” artificial. ..

(1) xad o7t Plosws 70 UmoxerTicdy siveut, (2) xal dTexyoTeeov, (3) meel
3% v Aékw dvrexyov.

AL Bl (1) e golen b 53l pa5 (V) e oamb opr Il A1 5 (1))
cioslias Al

% Margoliouth, Salim: ... The translation would then be “(r) and people expressed
[it] by saying this and that about it”.

% Margoliouth, Salim, Badawi: L. (“natural”); this does not seem to be in line with
the sense of the passage. )
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(1) Furthermore, the taking of faces is natural, (2) and it is in addition
non-artificial; (3) as for stratagem in speech, it is artificial,””

Element 6.8: ... because their master becomes a “contestant”

\ \ -~ ~ ! ! / 5 / \
(1) 30 xeeut Tois ToTTO Juvanuévors yityveTo wany alfae, (2) xabaree xou
Tolg XOUTOL TNV UTFOXEIO ENTOPOLY.

(ralas gl sl B 05,5 10 e 0,0y p ) Lo L By (1Y)
o}>—}.n.s a9 d)’l""’":"“'igﬁ'l‘j‘ d}_:)j.)o.i}ﬂ ;Y;ﬁw g (:gJJ\S(Y)
(1) and therefore those who are able to [do] this could not but be-

come contestants or contenders,” (2) just as that which is found to
happen to these rhetoricians who employ the taking of faces.

(1) As in Section 4, the translator misunderstood the term afax, a mistake
we already noticed in 1403b32 on p. 89. I doubt his translation made much
sense to his audience. Unfortunately, the logical connection between this
and the following passage depends on a correct understanding of the term
and its relation to giyveTau ... Tols xaTeL THY UToxeiow ¢NTogoty: prizes are
won in contests, in which speeches are normally delivered orally on the
basis of a written manuscript—whereas the listener might have found it
difficult and tedious to follow an intricate argument he may have been
able to comprehend in reading, he appreciated stylistic competence in
oral presentation.

Without the clues provided by the Greek text, the next passage appears
to be isolated and unconnected to the preceding discussion; moreover,
the reader of the Greek text readily understands Aristotle as talking about
written speeches which are orally delivered. The Arabic text might have
suggested that written speeches as such (i.e. even when privately read)
worked on the basis of style rather than argument, a claim diametrally
opposed to Aristotle’s proposition.

Element 6.9: ...and because speech is effective through them

(1) of yae yeapopevor royor weilov igxpovot (2) D Thv Ackw 7 diew ThY
awvooy.

97 Lyons: “(1) as for the device used in speech, it is artificial.” The somewhat awkward
term “artificial” (sind%) refers to something that is brought about by a “craft”, a learned
and trained ability instead of a “natural talent” (termed zabiG by the translator), which can
be utilized without prior training.

% Badawi: L.

% Lyons: “(1) those who are able to do this are competitors or contestants.”

1404a16fF
173/15-18

1404a18f
173/18f
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sl ol e YA ot e (7)) G581 0550 88 a1 ST 06 ()
(1) Furthermore, speech which is written down is often more pow-
p p

erful (2) on account of the style (or “what is said”/“the words”), not
on account of the meaning.!®

Text III: The subject of “style”

With Text III, our task becomes somewhat easier. Dealing with the his-
tory and development of style (magalab), it presents an account first of
the beginnings of poetic style in Section 1 and proceeds to outline the
changing stylistic preferences of contemporary tragedians and poets in
Section 2, wrapping up the chapter with a mention of relevant material
in the Poetics in Section 3. The number and severity of lexical and syntac-
tical problems decrease sharply. Relatively straightforward exposition as
that contained in Text IIT poses less of a challenge to our translator than
the involved theoretical argumentation pursued in the preceding text.

Section 1: The development of “style”

The first section deals with the invention of style (magalah). In Element
1.1, the contribution of poets as pioneers of style, more specifically poetic
style, is noted. The text then (1.2) identifies the “mimetic” (mumattil "aw
musabbib) properties of words and the voice as sources for the develop-
ment of arts concerned with style such as rhapsody and rhetoric, listed in
Element 1.3.

Element 1.1: Poets were the first to create their own “style”...

(1) rigkavTo wév o0V viical 7o TOWTOV, WOTEE TEPUXEY, 0f TONTELL.

10 The term ma‘nd was adopted early on to denote various forms of mental phenomena
and activities such as onpaiw (Ustit, Metaphysics), royos and vonue (Ishaq ibn Hunayn,
De animay), wedsype (Ishiq ibn Hunayn, De Interpretatione) or Gcdenpe (Abit ‘Utmin
al-Dimaiqi, 7opics). Interestingly, it was not normally used to render izvoree: the term of
choice from Ustat onward was a form of 4gl (Afnan, 1964, p. 112, 115). In his translation
of the Poetics, Abu Bisr departs from the majority usage in favor of dibn (Lyons, 1982,
vol. 1, p. xxviii).

In his study of the use of ma%a in Arabic grammatical literature, Richard Frank (1981,
p- 314-319) identifies four meanings of mana: firstly, the “intent of the sentence”; secondly,
the “referent” of a noun or verb; thirdly, the “semiotic equivalent” of a word, phrase
or sentence, i.e. its “interpretative rephrasing or analysis (al-ta’wil)”; and fourthly, the
“content or conceptual significate” of a word, phrase or sentence. The translator’s use falls
under the first category.
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(1) And those who began with moving those [things] which are first
in natural order!®® were the poets,

(1) The translator’s rendering of the metaphorical xwioo with tabrik
drops the metaphorical meaning of the Greek term and probably did not
much to help his readers understand what Aristotle was getting at.

(1) To retain the Greek word order, the translator paraphrased the Greek
verb with kana and two interlocking relative clauses. He then attempted to
accommodate both Arabic grammar and Greek word order by transform-
ing the subject of womTat into a nominal predicate after kina and added
a relative pronoun to fill the subject slot. Thhe position of the phrase @la
magra al-tabi‘ab invites two interpretations: it could either be an adjunct
to al-fyw’itiyin—"they, according to nature, began to move those things
which were first”—or, as Lyons suggests, it modifies zilka allati al-"ala:
“they began to move those things which were, according to nature, first.”

Assigning ‘ala magra al-tabi‘ab to al-fyiw’itiyin suggests that the poets

were somehow “naturally endowed” to “move” this first matter; in the
second case, this matter would be first “by nature”. It is not clear at all
what this “first matter” could be. Without any conclusive identification of
the phrase’s referent, it seems prudent to follow Lyons’ lead and connect
‘ala magra al-tabi‘ab to tilka allati al-"ila.
(1) As before (1403b18 = 171/17, 1403b24 = 172/5), the adverb 76 wedToy
has been translated as an object to xwiigou. It is tempting to interpret
this and the other occurrences of tilka al-’ila as references to the first
element of the two lists at the beginning of our sample (e.g. Section L.1 on
p. 67 and Element IL1.1 on p. 73): the sources of persuasion. That would
mean that the translator did not regard the distinction between tasdig and
igna“ as sufficiently important to warrant separate translations. In view
of his consistency and diligence in reproducing variations in Aristotle’s
terminology, this would be surprising.

The problems with the adverbial 76 7e@iov are foreshadowed in El-
ement ILr1; in the sentence (1) 70 wév otv wedTov enbndn xaTe Pvow,
(2) dmee weuxe we@Tov, (3) abre 7o TeayuaTa, both readings (adver-
bial and objective) make sense. The similarities between this passage and

101 Margoliouth, Salim: 1,.x, translating as “And those who expressed by moving”.
102 Silim, Badawi: o s i,

103 Tiyons: “(1) to move those things that are first in accordance with nature.”



1404a20ff
173/21—

174/1f

108 CHAPTER THREE

subsequent occurrences of 76 we@7ov may have been a strong incentive to
stick to the translational choice made at that point. In the course of his
reinterpretation of 76 wg@Tov, the translator apparently misreads é7ee for
wonee and transforms the adverbial phrase domeg wé@uxey into a relative
clause dependent on 76 wed7ov.

An additional consequence of his consistent reinterpretation of 7o
7re@7ov as an object and a reference to the aforementioned list is the emer-
gence of an independent network of references only loosely based on the
Greek text. In conjunction with his consistently negative interpretation
of rhetoric and its procedures, one can begin to consider the translation a
quasi-independent work, based on motifs of the Greek source, expressing
ideas that, inadvertently or not, seem to have originated with the trans-
lator rather than his source text.!%

Apart from outright mistranslations or problems of understanding,
other factors may have played a role in the development of his under-
standing of the text.!% As Peter Adamson has argued in the case of the
Theology of Aristotle, whose adaptor worked in an intellectual environ-
ment suffused with a variety of philosophical ideas derived from Plotinus,
Plato, Aristotle and their commentators,!® the translator may have un-
consciously or intentionally adapted the translation to different sources,
e.g. the negative assessment of rhetoric and poetics expressed in several
of Plato’s dialogues.!"”

Element 1.2: ...because of the “mimetic” nature of words and voice

(1) 7 fyocg ovopoTar (,u,u,n,z,wc'roc éoTw, (2) vriighe 3¢ xaul 0 Pavn wavTwY
LAUNTIRDTATOV T@V (Loglwy M.

104 Aristotle’s own attitude is, as Jonathan Barnes (1995, p. 260—263) remarks, more
complex. On the one hand, he operates on the assumption that aspects of rhetoric can
be neutrally treated as an “art” with its own set of technical precepts; on the other hand,
he seems to envisage a “philosophical” rhetoric purified from less respectable ingredients
such as emotional appeals.

105 Pierre Hadot (1995, p. 75f) notes the role of misunderstandings and mistranslations
not only as a source for sometimes very elaborate exegetical work in an attempt to bring a
text into line with the commentator’s expectations. They can and often enough were the
occasion for “important evolutions in the history of philosophy. In particular, they have
caused new ideas to appear.”

106 Adamson (2001, p. 212f).

107 His views are most forcefully expressed in the Gorgias (e.g. Socrates’ unflattering
definitions, 462b8-463¢7) and the Phaidros (e.g. the claim that contemporary rhetoric
dealt in appearances instead of truth, 272d2—273cs). For an analysis of the passage and
a good summary of Plato’s criticism of contemporary rhetoric, cf. Rapp (2002, vol. 1,
p. 212-223).



COMPARING GREEK AND ARABIC 109

S 10 0, W6 Ly osally (V) 108l 0,85 B e VIO (1Y)
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(1) for the words [lit. “nouns” or “names”]'1° are often representa-

tive!!! (2) and the voice as well creates likenesses and representations
for us for each of the parts,

(2) The comparative meaning conveyed by U7igls ... wavTwy
punTIeTUTOY T@Y pogiwy seems to have been lost in translation.
The translator interprets wavrwy ... T@v wogiwy as genitive object to
pipnTiaToatov, as well as misunderstanding the term 7@y wogiwy. Musab-
bib ... li-kull guz’ min al-"agza’ might be misconstrued as “representing”
or “representative for all the limbs”. Moreover, the superlative sense of
uunTiceToToy is lost.

(2) The ambiguous status of inda-na—relating either to musabbib ‘aw
mumattil (“for us”) or to the following li-kull guz’ (“our”)—might have
been avoided by appending the personal pronoun to ugza’. The position
of ‘inda-na strongly suggest that it belongs to musabbib ‘aw mumattil.

Element 1.3: Thus, the arts were born

\ \ ¢ ! ! </ < ! \ eoe \
(1) do xou i Texyau ouveoTnoo, (2) 1 Te ol wdier xou N VTOXEITIN
xou BN Y.

AV Ay LBy Lo g el (V) ccolebiall WS Sl o5 (1))

(1) and in consequence the arts came to be, (2) I mean rhapsody and
acting and all of the others,

(2) Ibagratiyah as a transcription of Umoxgiois occurs only once in the
whole translation. Why the translator should have felt the need to tran-
scribe a term he on other occasions confidently translates as al-"ahd bi-I-
wugnh remains to be explained, particularly since contemporaries would
probably have read it as “Hippocratic”, a reference to the Greek physician
Hippocrates of Cos (d. ca. 370 BCE). Perhaps the translator desired to
mark rhetoric in the context of this list of 7éyyou as a discipline specific
to Greek culture.

108 Margoliouth, Salim, Badawi: ja: (“the annoying”).

109 Badawi: =:. (“desiring”/“longing”).

110 Cf. Frank (1981, esp. p. 277-286) on the terminology of grammatical literature.

11 Abéi BiSr Matta translates uiunors (i.e. the Syriac equivalent meddamyaniita) in most
cases with the doublet tasbth wa-muhakat (cf. Heinrichs, 1978, p. 256). The connection
between wiunois and its derivatives and the Arabic root §—b—h seems to have been com-
monplace from the very beginning of the translation movement.

1404a22f
174/2f
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Transliterations and synonymic transposition seems to be the transla-
tor’s favorite strategy when in doubt about a term’s meaning. Interpreted
in a more favorable light, the use of transliterations could point towards
our author’s cautious approach: rather than taking the risk of unwittingly
modifying the meaning of the text through indiscriminate translation
of technical terms into doubtful Arabic equivalents, he might have con-
sciously chosen to retain transliterated Greek terms—perhaps to emulate
the high degree of literality of late Syriac translations or to give his trans-
lation a “scientific” flavour in keeping with the elevated subject matter.

Section 2: Poetic “style”

Poetic style is the subject of the following section, starting with an appre-
ciation of its effect. Earning their reputation through its application, po-
ets are credited with the invention of a specifically “poetic”, i.e. “adorned”
(muzayyan “aw muzapraf), style in Element 2.1; Gorgias’ influence is ex-
plicitly mentioned. The impact of that style on the undiscerning is out-
lined in 2.2. In the following element, riddled with problems, the text
seems to state that the audience’s approval is misplaced and that the afore-
mentioned stylistic adornments would be more appropriate for other gen-
res. The terseness of Aristotle’s wording and especially the interjection
3ol % 7o ouuBaivov perplexed our translator sufficiently to render this
section almost unreadable.

The following elements (2.4f) read deceptively easily. Unfortunately,
our translator stumbles over a preposition and translates Aristotle’s state-
ment into its complete opposite: in his version, artists dropped colloquial
elements from their works. Aristotle on the other hand means to say that
everything that went against the grain of colloquial expression was dis-
carded. Reaching the end of the chapter, the translator is back on track
again and adds in Element 2.6 that the imitation of poetic style now looks
ridiculous. Finally, as Section 3 states, the matter does not have to be dis-
cussed any further; the reader should turn to the relevant portions of the
Poetics for a more detailed treatment.

Element z.1: Poets and “style”

(1) émet " of womeut Aeyovres eondn (2) daw v Ackty Edoxcouy Toelsauofout
7w [%] 3ok, (3) diow ToiTo wonTIcn TewTN yéveTo Aekis, (4) oiov 7
Togrytov.
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(1) for the poets used to talk in simple or common [expressions]!!?
(2) and they thought that they earned acclaim on account of their
speech. (3) And through this, those first words became poetic, (4)
such as the speech of Gorgias.

(3) Without modifying the general meaning of the clause, the translator
paraphrases the apparently unambiguous phrase di Toi70 TonTIN TEBTN
éyéveto Aédig; Aristotle talks about the emergence of poetical style, our
translator about the fact that “those” (tilka) first words became poetic.
Lyons suggests inserting a 5 between wrom7un and mewn to bring Greek
and Arabic into line again.

Element 2.2: Poetic “style” still valued

(1) xau viv émt of worrol Tav demoudevray (2) Tovg TowUTous olovTou
Naréyealou xarnoTa.

o Oprean g (Y ) ot oot Y ) e 28 Sy 3 LayT oW1 3 ()
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(1) Furthermore, even now many of those who have no education!!4

often assume (2) that they hit the mark when they speak with this
kind [of speech] in an ornamented or adorned way.!!5

(2) The enclitic pronoun hum could refer both to alladina la ‘adab la-hum
or the poets discussed before.

(2) The pronominal reference at the end of the passage seems to have been
read as 7ov TorovTov instead of Tovg Tor0vToUS, referring to “speech” instead
of “speakers”. Furthermore, the translator expands the terse pronominal
expression by reminding his readers of the kind of speech the speakers
referred to use: muzayyan ‘aw muzabraf.

112 This is probably a scribal mistake; Lyons proposes the emendation ¢y 5.

113 Lyons: “(1) talking in simple or common language.”

14 According to Afnan (1964, p. 91), “adab and its derivatives came into use at an early
date to denote various forms of wadevw; Ustit already translates dmraudevoie as gillat “adab
and awoudeior as ald gayr tarigat al-"adab. Introduced by early kuttab, the term “adab was
virtually ignored by al-Kindi but later taken up by al-Farabi and became an established
philosophical term.

115 Lyons: “(1) they think (2) that they achieve their aim when they use this type of
speech, ornamented or adorned.”

1404226
174/ 6fF
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(1) To appreciate the disagreement between Greek and Arabic caused by
the adverbial phrase muzayyanan ‘aw muzabrafan, we have to look back
to the preceding section for the referent of hada al-nabw min al-kalam.
There, we are told that the poets used to employ “simple” or “common”
expressions. Here, we learn that poets can apply those very expressions in
an “ornamented” and “adorned” way—a surprising transformation. Aris-
totle, on the other hand, only informs us that a florid style such as that
of Gorgias is still widely admired by the uneducated.

Element 2.3: Its trappings are more appropriate for other “styles”

(1) 70070 3" oUx EoTw, (2) AN ETépa Adyou kel Tomoews Aekis éaTiv. (3)
Inol 3 7o cuuBecivoy.

S (1) il ol (5 e oIS o 3T SLoY VI (Y ) s g s (V)
(oS L A8 LG Cas I 0555 0

(1) and this is not permissible (2) except for other types of speech
apart from the poetic, (3) I mean that the description takes place
with whatever words occur.!16

(1)—(2) After a stretch of structurally matching passages from Element
1.2 to 2.2, we have reached another serious divergence. The substantial
modifications found in this and the following passages begin with the
translator misreading the double genitive Adyou xaul Tomsews belonging to
2étis, perhaps, as Lyons suggests, on the basis of a reading such as ézégov
AbY0U.

(3) The translator compounds his error by misunderstanding the phrase
ol 3% 70 oupBeaivov, which he attaches as a comment to the previous
passage. He consequently overlooks the fact that Aristotle at this point
introduces his reason for the claim that the style of speech and poetry
are not the same and misses the context in which the following notes on
conversational and poetic style are placed. As we can see, the translator
ends up with a substantially different text structure and—as we will find
out below—a conclusion which directly contradicts Aristotle’s reasoning.

Element 2.4: Poetic “style” should not be applied

(1) oUd ae oi Tas Teaywdios woodvres (2) ETt xpdvTou TOV AUTOY
Teomov, (3) AN domee xal éx T@V TeTpauETewy s To (o fBeiov

116 Lyons: “(1) this is not permissible (2) except for other branches of speech apart from
poetry, (3) I mean that a description should be given in whatever words occur.”
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(1) When they compose tragedies also, (2) they do not (should not)
use this sort [of speech] itself. (3) As they composed in tetrameters
[lit. “the quartered meter”], (4) so that it can be similar to those
other meters, so they composed in tragedies as well;!!7

(1) The causal connection established by the Greek yz¢ in the next clause
disappears in the Arabic version, perhaps due to the problems the transla-
tor had with the previous phrase which expressly introduces the following
passage as an argument for Aristotle’s previous claim.
(3) The next passage beginning with wa-ka-ma sana‘ presents several
problems. Aaaa is not expressed in the Arabic version, thereby distort-
ing the relationship between this and the previous clause. The phrase eig
70 loyuBetov disappears and the intransitive verb we7éBnoay is mistakenly
translated as sana ‘.
(4) The problems caused by the previous clause become obvious in the
phrase li-yakin Sabiban bi-tilka al-"awzdn al-"ubar. To force some sense
into the otherwise meaningless clause, our translator resorts to drastic
measures. The key element 74 A0y is discarded; to make up for his exci-
sions, our translator adds the explanation ka-dalika sana‘a fi al-gragadiyat
‘aydan, which leads him further away from the Greek text. In the process,
the superlative duoioreeToy is reduced to the positive Sabih. According to
Lyons, the apparent disappearance of &is 76 ioufBetov could be due to its
substitution by ka-dalika sana‘u fi al-tragadiyat “aydan.

The resulting translation falls into disjointed pieces of argument,
strung together by the generic connector wa which the translator sub-
stitutes for the more specific Greek particles.

Element 2.5: Poets have dropped conversational speech

< \ ~ > ] > ! o \ \ /
(1) obrw xau T@v dvouatwy [apexaocw] (2) doa waea TV dorecxToy
éoTw, (3) oig 3 oi wedTov éxoowowy, (4) xau &7t viv oi To aueTea
To100YTES, APeliaLu.

17 Lyons: “(3) as they composed in tetrameters, (4) in order that this should be like
those other meters, so they composed in tragedies also.”

140423235
174/13-16
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(1) for they have abandoned of nouns and expressions (2) whatever
belonged to current speech!?’ (3) such as that which their prede-

cessors used as ornament and adornment. (4) Moreover, those who
compose hexameters now also have dropped [what is] like that.

(1) The new start indicated by fa-’inna-hum does not correspond to the
Greek oU7w which merely continues the previous argument.

(2) By mistranslating the preposition wzga, which means “from” only
in conjunction with a genitive, the translator reverses the meaning of
the passage. Aristotle credits later composers of tragedies with dropping
whatever did not belong to colloquial speech.

(3) ITe@7ov continues to cause trouble. To interpret al-"awa’il as an adverb
would correspond better to the Greek text, even though one would expect
‘awwalan; it might on the other hand represent an idiosyncratic use of the
plural (instead of al-"awwalin, which would be the appropriate form to
denote people). Lyons refers to the emendation of wed7ai, proposed by
Roemer,'2! to support this reading. The translator, determined not to
read 7edTov as an adverb, might have chosen to read a nominative plural
instead of having to contend with an object he could not fit in.

(3) Of the two roots our translator uses for éxdopovy, z—y—n has made its
way into the Arabic Poetics: Abu Bisr uses zinah for xoowos in the nar-
row sense of “literary ornament”. Another occurrence of xosusg, denoting
“harmonious order” or “arrangement”, is translated as gamal wa-husn, a
doublet which conveys the sthetic component of the term.!22

(1)—(3) The translator has found a firm footing again. Unfortunately, the
fresh start after fa-’inna-hum, which translates otirw, interrupts the flow
of argument.

Element 2.6: Conclusion—poetic “style” risible

(1) %6 yenoiov pupeiofou TobTovs (2) of abTol oUXETL Yp@VTOU ExElve) TG
TEOTD.

118 Badawi: o jexz, (“they employ”).

119 Badawi: om. ..

120 Tyons: “(2) whatever is derived from common speech.”
121 Cf. Kassel (1976, p. 148).

122 Lyons (1982, vol. 1, p. xxix).
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(1) Further, therefore the imitation of these [poets] belongs to that

which deserves to be laughed at (2) since they themselves did not
use this type [of speech]

(1) Mimma yastabiqq ‘an yudbak min-bhu: an elaborate paraphrase for
tvenoiov which correctly expresses the word’s meaning. The fa ... ‘idan-
construction might have been chosen to capture the sense of 3.

(2) The following relative clause of the Greek text has been transformed
into a conditional ’dd-clause in order to explain the causal relation to
mimma yastabiqq “an yudhak min-hu.

Section 3: This has been dealt with in the Poetics

< \ o ) < o \ ! s/ ’ -~
(1) wore avegov (2) 67t oUy, amavTe, b0 Tegl Ackews EoTiy elmely, (3)
axeyBoroyntéov nulv, (4) arx’ soow wegl ToraTNg dlows Aéyouev. (5) Teel
Y éxelvng elpnTout év Toig Tepl TONTUCHS.

(F) B 3 U 0 St Lo o o 31 () Lslae 0550 (ST (1))
S L (o) s 120 3 IS b 58 STy (£) ead WIS OV
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(1) so that it becomes clear (2) that not all that can be said concerning
style (3) has to be discussed by us, (4) but [only] to the extent that
we are speaking of it here.!26 (5) As to that other [matter], we have
already discussed it in the Poetics.

(1) Kay renders the Greek do7e incorrectly; do7e here serves to conclude
the whole preceding discussion of style. In the Greek text, there is no
indication of causation suggested by the Arabic kay.

(5) The mention of the Poetics at the end of this section has apparently
been correctly understood as a metatextual reference.

123 Badawi: om. .

124 Badawi: ..

125 Badawi: -1 (“the type”/“sort”).

126 Lyons: “(4) but to the extent to which we are discussing that.”

1404236—39
174/18—2.1
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FINDINGS

Even in this relatively short sample of text, we find numerous instances of
structural modifications. According to their impact, we can group them
into two categories:

Firstly, modifications which have a direct and immediate influence on
the structure of the passage they occur in and the following text; “lo-
cal” changes, so to speak. The most prominent examples discussed above
consists of either syntactical or lexical problems, i.e. the translator misin-
terprets syntactical features of the Greek text or misreads or mistranslates
specific Greek words.

Secondly, modifications which do not necessarily lead to an immediate
restructuring of the corresponding Arabic text, but affect the transla-
tor’s attitudes on issues dealt with in the Rhbetoric and guide long-term
structural decisions which only become obvious at a later point. The con-
demnation of rhetorical practices belongs to this category.

Both phenomena are equally instrumental in shaping the Arabic ver-
sion: whereas the former group of modifications tends immediately to
affect the sense of the text and is therefore readily identifiable, the latter
leads not only to the introduction of an explicit stance only alluded to or
even nonexistent in the source text (e.g. the translation’s views on rhetori-
cal devices and acting), it subtly informs the process of reconstructing the
Greek text’s arguments in a way which allows the translator to apply his
preconceptions in the first place.

Before we turn to a discussion of formal aspects of the text, we will
summarize the content of our text sample and determine where the trans-
lation diverges from the Greek text.

For Text I, our task is simple: the translator reproduces the list of as-
pects of speech Aristotle presents and follows him in explaining some
points relating to two of them, “confirmations” and “thoughts” (or “con-
siderations”). Both versions then introduce “expression” and argue for its
importance for the present discussion.

On the subject of “delivery”, which is the focus of Text II, the texts
start to disagree: we find the first two items of the second list of aspects of
speech, “persuasion” and “expression”, in both texts. The Greek version,
however, adds “delivery” as the third important factor; the translation,
on the other hand, detaches this bit of information and assigns it to the
following passage, leaving the third item unnamed.

Apart from disrupting the list, the disagreement does not have any
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more serious immediate consequences: the Arabic text only starts its
treatment of delivery slightly earlier than the Greek text, which passes
on to its account of delivery in the following passage. Both texts agree
that delivery was first used by poets and that it is relevant for both poetry
and rhetoric, concluding the section with a reference to Glaukon of Teos.

Next, the role of “voice” in delivery is discussed. The translator follows
Aristotle’s lead and relates the connection between voice and emotions
and outlines technical aspects of the use of voice. A mistranslation leads
him to change the subject to competence in delivery and its role in “con-
tests”. The Greek text adds a note on the function of voice and delivery
in contests.

The versions converge again in the next section, which deals with de-
livery. The Greek text, however, uses the neutral term “craft” in relation
to delivery, whereas we find the negatively connoted term “stratagem”
on the Arabic side. In what follows, the texts explain that the craft or
stratagem of delivery has not yet been worked out owing to the late de-
velopment of expression. Aristotle claims that this is due to the subject’s
“vulgarity”, while the translator calls it “troubling” or “burdensome”. The
use of different terms in this context strengthens the impression that the
Greek and Arabic texts have a different attitude to this aspect of speech.
Finally, both versions note the relation between rhetoric on the one hand
and personal “opinion” on the other. The translator introduces a notice-
able shift in meaning by making opinion the object, if not the aim, of
rhetoric while Aristotle only points out the relation between them.

The translation again falls into line with the Greek text by reminding
its readers of the need for diligence in delivery and by enjoining them
to eschew emotional appeals in speech in favor of facts. In the following
passage, the texts diverge once more: Aristotle explains that demonstra-
tion should be effected only through facts. The translator claims that one
should argue about facts and rhetorical procedures.

Both texts conclude by stressing the negative side of fraudulent rhetori-
cal means. A mistranslation leads to two very different thoughts: Aristotle
finds the reason for the eftectiveness of rhetorical tricks in the audience’s
“corruption”. The translator on the other hand identifies rhetorical trick-
ery as the very reason for the audience’s corruption.

Next, the texts shift the discussion to the subject of expression and
delivery (which in our sample both versions fail clearly to distinguish).
Its necessity for teaching is noted. Aristotle then records its influence
on the clarity of speech, whereas the Arabic text slightly departs from
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his reasoning and maintains that “demonstration”, not speech in general,
varies in clarity according to differences in expression and delivery.

In the next passage, we encounter a more serious divergence: Aristotle
categorizes expression and delivery as a form of outward show; the trans-
lator directs the reader to appeal to his listeners’ “imaginative faculty”,
apparently motivated by the opposition between non-intuitive and self-
evident knowledge. Why the translator decides to introduce these issues
becomes clear in the following passage, which refers in both versions to
“geometry” as not being taught by rhetorical means.

Both texts then establish the relation between delivery and “acting”.
Mentioning together with Aristotle previous treatments of expression and
delivery, the translator classifies acting as “natural” and expression and
delivery (on the Greek side) or the “stratagem” of it (on the Arabic side)
as “artificial”. The translator apparently refers to the distinction between
tab‘ and sind‘ab in Arabic literary theory discussed above (cf. the note on
p. 105).

Another mistranslation causes some trouble in the following two pas-
sages. According to Aristotle, expression and delivery help winning “con-
tests” owing to the fact that the oral presentation of written speeches is
successful thanks to expression and delivery rather than the cogency of
its reasoning. The translator claims that someone mastering it becomes
a “contestant”. He then misinterprets the reference to written speeches
and disrupts the logical connection between the two passages.

Text III, which discusses “style”, proves to be more manageable for
the translator. He is able to replicate Aristotle’s reasoning much more
closely than before. On the development of style, both texts credit poets
with its invention, explaining their pioneering role with the “mimetic”
character of words and the voice. This was, according to Aristotle and
the translator, the basis for the birth and development of the arts.

After explaining that poets acquire fame through their specific style
and that this style is valued among the uneducated, the versions drift
apart again. Aristotle distinguishes between poetic and prose style, the
translator states that “adornment” would be more appropriate for other
styles than the poetic and adds that “description” in speech should be
effected with expressions which are “at hand”, i.e. commonplace and not
far-fetched.

What the translator interpreted as the continuation of the discussion
of poetic style constitutes an independent passage in the Greek version
which maintains that prose genres prefer “conversational” language to
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poetic style. Having attached this stretch of text to the preceding passage,
the Arabic version misses the logical connection between this and the
previous passage and merely remarks that other styles are now preferred
over the poetic.

While the Greek text continues its argument about the respective mer-
its of prose and poetic style, the translator begins a new passage which
explains that “conversational” speech, which poets allegedly used before
to adorn their works, was subsequently dropped. Several misunderstand-
ings lead him to a conclusion which contrasts sharply to Aristotle’s ideas.

Both texts converge again by concluding that poetic style cannot be
taken serious. Finally, both refer to the more detailed discussion of style
in Aristotle’s Poetics.

Studying the respective texts’ line of thought, we can conclude that,
firstly, the translator seriously strives to capture and replicate Aristotle’s
reasoning: he does not intentionally modify the source text’s content. Due
to a number of problems he had with the text, he diverges at several points
from the Greek version, only quickly to return to its train of thought. The
resulting accumulation of mistranslations and misunderstandings, how-
ever, makes itself felt throughout as an additional factor in the translator’s
interpretation of the text.

Secondly, neither the Greek nor the Arabic text present a fully struc-
tured and cogent “argument” in the strict sense: both alternate between
purely explanatory passages analysing concepts or describing relations be-
tween them and short argumentative stretches setting out their reasons
for adopting a certain idea or justifying their position on certain con-
cepts. Argumentation is clearly a minor issue in both versions: the main
thrust of Aristotle, followed as faithfully by the translator as his source
text and his abilities allowed, was didactic. The role of style and delivery in
speeches is to be expounded from a position of authority, not dialectically
argued against some imaginary exponent.

While Aristotle formulates his account of the rhetorical craft from the
position of a teacher who sets out to synthesize and improve on what he
saw as flawed theories of rhetoric, the translator takes the authority of
the text for granted qua Aristotle’s authorship. This leaves no room for
arbitrary interventions on his part in the first place and supports our con-
tention that any modification the translator happens to introduce cannot
have been intentional: they must be the result of technical problems (the
quality of his manuscripts, scribal mistakes etc.) or his apparent lack of
experience in handling a text as demanding as the Rbetoric.
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SOURCES FOR STRUCTURAL MISMATCHES

To illustrate the problems the translator had with Aristotle’s style and
his terse and difficult syntax, we will take a closer look at a few examples
of syntactical and lexicological problems from the part of our text sample
we have not analysed in detail above. We will start with an instance of
misreading and mistranslation of single terms or expressions and then
take a closer look at different types of syntactical problems.

Turning to the subject of “urbanities” (7& ao7ein), Aristotle makes the
following remark (1410b6f = 198/20f):

émel % NwpoTou weel TouTwy, Wolev AdyeTou To QOTERL XU T
eUdoxipLolyTaL AexTéov.
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The intervening xa/ between 72 doreio and 7o evdoxupotvre has disap-
peared, the translator conflates both terms into the compound al-magqalat
al-bisan al-mungibat. By combining two distinct topics into one, the
translator causes some slight structural confusion; the reader could miss
the switch from one topic to the next in the following discussion.

One frequent source for syntactical mismatches is the translator’s prob-
lem with segmenting the text into sentences and clauses. Lacking graph-
ical means for the division of the Greek text, he has to rely on certain
particles and connectors and on his comprehension of the text.

On the subject of good prose style, Aristotle stresses the importance
of ordinary language as a stylistic tool (1404b24f = 176/5f}):

xnETTeTOu Y €0, éay g dx Tig elwBulons SandnTou dxadywy suvTiff. dree
Evgiridng wotel

o)
The clause border modern editors have indicated between suy7:07 and
o7ee has slipped one word to the left. Misunderstanding Aristotle’s met-
aphorical use of xaér7erau, the translator ends up with a rather cryptic
statement. One factor in his reading of xAém7ezou, as we have seen above,
may have been his negative attitude to rhetorical procedures.
In his subsequent remarks on the character of metaphors and epithets,
Aristotle observes (1405a10f = 177/uf):
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The new main clause after 70970 is subordinated to yanbagi, the 3 of the
previous Greek clause. The missing connector in the Greek text, which
should have alerted the translator to the beginning of a new sentence, is
added.
In Aristotle’s notes on the derivation of metaphorical expressions,
we find the following sentence illustrating several translation problems
(1405b15ff = 179/18—21):

P (LEV Y/oLe TO XAUAGY 1 TO QUGYPOV CTULOLIVOUBLY, AN OUX, 1) XLAGY 7
oUX, 1) oxXpOY. T TAUTAL (AEV, ALANGL (UAINOY XU NTTOV.
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The confusion apparent here is in part caused by translation problems
encountered prior to this quotation. The translator reacts by paraphras-
ing: Aristotle’s assertion about words used in the construction of meta-
phorical expressions is shaped into a directive for their construction; the
antecedent of the elliptical conditional structure after 7 Tad7a wév is am-
plified and negated, perhaps on account of the repeated negation oty 7
ooy 7 oly, 1 auloyeoy.

Elliptical expressions prove to be major stumbling blocks on more than
one occasion. Failing to supply the element left out in the Greek version,
the translator has a hard time making any sense of the sentence in ques-
tion. In this example, contained in the chapter on the appropriateness
of stylistic devices, Aristotle warns against deceiving the listener by em-
phasizing certain words with facial expressions and vocal clues (1408bsft

= 191/7):

Aéyw 3¢ olov éow oL dvopaTe GxANglL 1, L ol T Puvii xoud TG Teos LT

[l Toig] cgpeoTTovouw.

[AI5] Joe B o) adpasd) ey supaidl cbon¥) fomang Y =) Lk 23
The translator misses the conditional construction after &y and misreads
the predicate oxanea as an adjectival adjunct to 7o dvouatee, making up
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for the missing predicate by adding yusta‘mal. Additionally, he puts the
clause border between w# and xai. The negation is then read as an ellip-
tical substitute for the opposite of 72 dvouazow sxanga. The second Greek
clause, resting on the elliptical predicate un [éo7au], cannot be satisfac-
torily translated on the basis of the translator’s reading; he appends its
remainder to the previous clause with the connecting phrase ‘aw fi mitl
[daka], perhaps an amplification of xa/ in the Greek text. The result is
an extended paraphrase rather than a translation and fails to reproduce
the sense of the Greek version.

One reason for the translator’s tendency to redistribute the phrases he
encounters into smaller syntactical units may have been Aristotle’s occa-
sionally complicated syntax style. One instructive example occurs at the
end of a passage on the rhythm of speech (1409a21ff = 194/11-14):

T ey ovv elpubuov 36l evou Ty Ak xal wn deevbuov, xal Tives
etpuBov mowotior gubol xeul Tas ExovTes, elenTou.

Ll el 815 oy Sl ) Jlis 05500 3 Jeoniing O) iy 435

Oy 2 0555 Jl by Sl Gl )l s alS 05 01 0 lames WU
The long and complex conjunctional clause framed by é7: and eign7ou has
been split into three independent sentences introduced by wa-qad, fa-
‘ammd and ‘ammd respectively. What should have been a unified reminder
of issues already treated in previous chapters of the Rhetoric becomes a
string of coordinate propositions. According to the Arabic version, only
the last part, i.e. al-nabarat wa-bi-"ayyat hal takin fi al-"awzan, has been
discussed before.

In the following example, both clause border and connector pose a
problem. At the start of Aristotle’s discussion of “urbanities” and “popular
sayings” (To coTeio xeul 7o evdoxipovvra), we find the following reasoning
(1410b9—12 = 198/23-199/3):

agxn Y doTw v alTn. 70 o wowbovew éadiws ndu Puoa waLely éot,

T 3¢ OVouATOL ONULAUIVEL Tl, GOTE 600 T@Y vopaTwy Toiel Ny wadnow,
noTeL.

o O A slan 1y Al S e L el s O Vs b 5 055

RRENTVT ("*'LL:'S\ JM-,’ ;\.«.w‘)!\w Ol Logosd (s o

The translator misses the pause after a7y, remodelling the following

passage into a subordinate conjunctional clause. Apart from the struc-
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turally irrelevant disappearance of the adverbial @vses, he furthermore
“downgrades” the coherence of Aristotle’s syllogistic argument by trans-
lating the strongly resultative connector @o7e with the weaker fa.

Insertions and comments interspersed in the text are another source
of confusion. Without graphical hints as to the relation of comments
to the surrounding text such as the xafamee cigntan weoTegov of the next
example, it can become extremely difficult to identify the appropriate syn-
tactical relations. We are in the middle of Aristotle’s treatment of similes
(1410b17f = 199/71F):

E0Tt yoe N eixay, xabaTee clgnTtou TeoTEp0Y, LETAPOPOL NoLPipoUTaL
rpobiéoet. 31 nTTOV NIV, 671 paKEOTERWS.

o A B i Ol L L S e Loy B Le e JU

Jsbl 0,55 Y (3310 31 el

Here, the comment xafasee cigntau weoregov has been applied only to the

portion of the clause occurring before it; the rest (uerapopa Japieovoa

7pobioer) now becomes an independent main clause. The consequence of

the statement punctuated by our comment, which Aristotle applies to the

entire proposition from Zo7¢ to wgobéoe:, only relates to the second portion
in the Arabic text after fa-"amma al-tagyirat.

The next two examples are part of a passage listing reasons for the pop-

ularity of rhetorical devices. The first instance deals with style (1410b28f

= 199/21f):

XOUTOL 3¢ T AEEW TG (UeY OXNUOALTL, S0V OV TUCELLEVIS AdynToul
ML 0,50 O Al Ol alally Lalll Gl
The second instance treats word choice (1410b31f = 199/24):
Toig 3 dvopauow, éay Exyn pweTaPopdy
oo Ll a1 3y

Both examples depend on the antecedent providing the predicate of each
list member, & ToiadTa evdoxiusi. Again, the translator is stumped by the
Greek text’s elliptical style. Without an appropriate predicate, he has to
work with what he finds in both passages. In both cases, he additionally
drops the conditional particle éav. He conflates the two clauses of the first
example into an ‘@mma ... fa-construction and, in the second example,
reads the optative &) as indicative and uses it as the missing predicate for
the clauses.
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It is obvious that the translator has expended a lot of energy to understand
and transfer Aristotle’s reasoning as faithfully as possible. In spite of the
high level of linguistic competence he demonstrates in many places in the
text, several stylistic and syntactic phenomena he encounters overstrain
his abilities. In a number of cases, Aristotle’s terseness and his tendency
to make full use of the syntactic flexibility of the Greek language are the
most likely explanation for the translation failures we find in the Arabic
version. A second factor is ambiguities and even outright mistakes caused
by the Greek manuscript tradition, e.g. the lack of graphical markers to
delimit sentences or larger textual units and of course scribal lapses. It
is equally obvious that the translator sometimes does not let grammat-
ical and syntactical obstacles stand in the way of the interpretation he
has placed on the source text once he has made up his mind about the
syntactical makeup and meaning of the passage he is translating.

"THE USE OF CONNECTORS AND PARTICLES

Comparing the argument structure of the Greek and Arabic versions and
highlighting translation issues the translator had to cope with, we found
that he relied on a relatively small number of connectors and particles to
comprehend and reconstruct Aristotle’s thinking. Considering the im-
portance of argument-structuring particles such as yag, wév and 3 for the
translation process and their role in clarifying logical relations between
clauses, sentences and larger textual units, it is time to have a closer look
at Greek particles and the way the translator employed the resources of
the Arabic system of connectors and particles to replicate them.

The task of re-creating the argumentative subtleties achievable
through competent use of Greek particles in Arabic is by no means
an easy one. We will have to investigate whether the translator was aware
of and able to deal with their semantical and functional flexibility. They
can be used in a variety of contexts to express a wide range of logical and
syntactic relationships. Handling them calls for a thorough understand-
ing of both the Greek and Arabic system of connectors and particles and a
high degree of flexibility and translational variation—unlike semantically
less varied items such as nominal and verbal phrases, particles and con-
nectors are not suited for schematic approaches such as word-by-word
translation or the constant substitution with one and the same Arabic
term.
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Structural particles

Structural particles'?” are an ubiquitous feature of the Greek language.
Almost every sentence in a Greek text is connected to the previous sen-
tence by means of such a particle. They share one basic feature that sets
them apart from most other particles: in grammatical terms, they are post-
positives, i.e. they cannot occur as the first word of a sentence or phrase.!2
There are of course more structural particles than the four we chose for
closer scrutiny, yae, ¥, wév and ouv. Taken together, however, they cover
a majority of occurrences of structural particles in our text and provide
us with a representative sample of Greek particles and their treatment by
the translator.

In functional terms, they serve two basic purposes. Firstly, they connect
grammatical and textual elements of equal weight, i.e. phrase to phrase,
clause to clause or even argument to argument. Secondly, they introduce
nuances of tone and emphasis affecting those elements. As such, they
verbalize and underline logical connections between elements which in
other languages sometimes may only be indicated by variations of tone
and voice (in declamation), hence their significance for the translation
process.!??

Not the most frequent but certainly the most prominent and one of
the most important structural particles for translation purposes is yae.
It expresses what Denniston terms the “confirmative” aspect of connec-
tion. Out of the eight distinct uses of yae (which, as he points out, are
sometimes closely related), we are interested mainly in the following;:

1. “confirmatory” and “causal”, giving the ground for belief or the
motive for action;
« » s . .130 .

2. “explanatory”, explaining a preceding clause:'* this use of struc-
tural particles could be interpreted as a more general form of the
causal type;

127 This category is equivalent to what Denniston (1954, p. xliii-1) calls “connecting
particles”.

128 As with many phenomena of Greek grammar, this rule is not without exceptions,
cf. Denniston (1954, p. Iviii-Ixi).

129" Denniston (1954, p. xxxix) notes that this emphasis often “cannot be appropriately
translated into a modern language”. As we will see below, this often applies to our transla-
tion as well. To illustrate the emphatic function of particles, Denniston points to parallels
in musical notation: “the particles may be compared to the marks of expression in a mu-
sical score, which suggest interpretation rather than dictate it.”

130 Denniston (1954, p- §9).
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3. “anticipatory”, the order of arguments is reversed and the yae-
clause precedes instead of follows the clause it explains:'3! a posi-
tional variation of the explanatory type;

4. “progressive”, mainly in answers, marking the transition to a new
point in an argument with the speaker either suggesting a new hy-
pothesis after discarding the one previously discussed or concluding
one topic and progressing to another.!32

Except in combination with gév or 7¢ for intensification, yae invariably
occurs as the second word in a sentence.!3?

Compared to other particles, the translational variation for gz in the
Arabic Rbetoric is relatively small. Out of nearly 137 occurrences on the
Greek side of our sample, 34 (not counting mistranslations, deletions and
paraphrases) are translated with a combination of ’inna with or with-
out pronominal enclitics, mostly preceded by fa (27 times), rarely wa (3
times). The translation thus corresponds closely to the first three uses
of ae listed above, the presentation of a reason for a preceding clause or
argument, e.g. as in 1404b18ff = 175/18-176/1:

xal pu\ﬂ doxely Aéryew WeWAadpcévwg AANL 7re¢)um'frwg. ToUT0 rya\ag Tifavo

e S5 0L camsl L STy ikt ol O gk pg) e Y
Less frequently, we find oae translated as simple fa (20 times) or wa (17
times). The causal use of the particle in the first example and its explana-
tory character in the second have been somewhat reduced in translation
by the use of fz and wa, respectively; whereas fa captures part of the causal
relation expressed by the first pz¢ in the following example, the second

has been rendered as what Reckendorf terms an “erlduternde Beiordnung”
(1406a5f = 181/3f):134

xeul evodxpwy 7o Tiig Qe AdTTNG EdLPogy. TAVTR yoLe TOLUTL TONTIXL
e T SlTawow PalveTou.

colislae Y idas st el JS6 (OUl S5 sl a8 s

In 18 cases, the causal component of yz¢ seems prominent enough to the
translator to warrant the strong translation /i-‘anna. Its use in this case

131 Denniston (1954, p. 68).

132 Denniston (1954, p. 81).

133 Cf. Denniston (1954, p. 95)-
134 Reckendorf (1977, p. 316, 324).

@
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is purely causal and not much different from other examples in which
it has been rendered as fa-/wa-’inna; the translator might have consid-
ered the argument important enough to add some emphasis (1408b3zof =
192/17-193/1):

310 gubov Det Exgty Tov Adryov, weTpov 3 . Tomua o EoTou.
a5 0 OV D5 0 g Loly ol a1 0,85 0 U ey i
Another frequent translation is gad (15 times) with the mudari® (imper-
fect/present tense) in combination with either fa (8 times) or wa (7 times).

The following two examples can be found at 1407bg = 187/8ft and 1410b2.1ff
= 199/13F:135

TeToeTov, ws llewTayopas To yévn Ty dvouaTwy dimect, depeve xaul
Onrea xout oxevn. det e amodidovau xad TeiTeL dgfs.

e DY AU A Jlomzal ) Lyl ey 5

o ole Tou émimoroue Tav dvunuaTwy ebdoxuel (Emimorouc o
Neyouey ToL TOWTL A, ...)

el o) By (i) O S O iy U Lia) ey Y Lo 2L
a0 i 2,080 s el

A comparison of these two examples with the two instances of yae trans-
lated only with fa or wa above reveals distinct parallels: in the first case, we
find fa as the vehicle for the explanatory function of yzg; in the second,
wa introduces a parenthetical explanation for a term, explicitly marked by
the use of the verb a%i. It is very difficult to decide which purpose gad
fulfils in our examples above apart from mere emphasis.

Usually, the particle gad has two main functions: together with perfect
forms of the verb, it reinforces the conclusiveness of an action completed
in the past. It moreover stresses the “factuality” of that action in accor-
dance with or against previously held expectations. Together with imper-
fect forms of the verb, it either limits the scope of a proposition, e.g. gad
yasduq = “he (sometimes or often) tells the truth” or simply emphasizes
the verb.!3¢ Additionally, Georg Graf quotes several examples of a “facti-

135 On the meaning of this construction, cf. Reckendorf (1977, p. 301f).
136 Cf. Reckendorf (1977, p. 301f). Wright (1967, p. 286) lists “sometimes” or “perhaps”
as possible English equivalents, noting its use to indicate rarity or paucity on the one hand

(li-I-taqlil), but on the other hand also frequency (li-I-taktir).
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tive” use of gad with imperfect verbal forms from early Christian Arabic
literature. '3

The translator uses gad very frequently. Interestingly enough, the main
use, i.e. gad with the perfect, occurs only in about a quarter of cases: out
of 128 instances of gad followed by a verb, only 34 appear in conjunction
with a perfect form. 15 of these instances occur in the context of literary
quotes Aristotle uses for illustration, most of which have been translated
as literally as possible. There remains a surprising 94 instances of gad in
conjunction with imperfect verbal forms. As we will see below, gad plays
an important role in the translation of other Greek particles as well.

Less frequent translations for 2 in our sample are wa-/fa-"amma ...
fa (5 times), wa-dalika “anna (4 times) and wa-/fa-’inna-ma (twice). In
addition, we find isolated renderings such as tumma and lakinna. Com-
pared to other particles, the number of instances in which yae has been
left untranslated is comparably small (5 times).

So far, we can draw the following conclusions: the importance of the
particle yzg is borne out by the small range of lexical variation in the
Arabic version. Except for a small number of isolated translation vari-
ants, most cases are covered by just five Arabic equivalents. In addition,
non-translation happens so rarely that it seems, unlike other particles we
will treat below, to be regarded as too important by the translator to be
ignored. He moreover pays special attention to the particle’s causal con-
notations: in a number of cases, they are stressed with the strong Arabic
connector li-‘anna. Looking at the distribution of fa and wa, either as
isolated translation of ¢ or used in combination with the other Arabic
renderings, we notice a strong tendency to use fa (58 cases) instead of
wa (30 cases); while not exclusively causal in character, fa provides added
stress on progression in temporal, spatial or logical relations.

Greek complements to g such as wév (7 instances) and 7¢ (4 instances)
seem to have a negligible influence on the translator’s procedure. In com-
bination with wév, appositional yae retains its explanatory character but
ceases to function as a conjunction.!?® Since the phrase’s semantic con-
tent remains the same, the grammatical difference between single yze
and the collocation wév yae does not prompt the translator to differenti-
ate between the two.

With yee at one end of the semantic and functional spectrum of par-
ticles insofar as it fulfils a function that has to be made explicit in the

137 Graf (1905, p. 34).
138 Denniston (1954, p. 67).
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translation and cannot be ignored, wév belongs to the other end of the
spectrum. In isolation, it serves to emphasize and affirm an idea or focus
attention on it. This function is especially prominent in the combina-
tion wév otv.13¥ Occurring mostly in conjunction with a following 3, its
main purpose is to introduce the first element in a list of balanced or con-
trasted items.!® These items always have to be structurally parallel; the
terms, phrases or larger units connected by a év ... d%-construction also
have to be of equal grammatical weight. As a consequence, wév in such a
construction does not connect the element it relates to to any preceding
grammatical or syntactical item: it looks forward to the next instance of
% as its necessary complement. As Denniston points out, the strength of
the contrast indicated by a pév ... ¥-construction can vary substantially
between the poles of mere coordination and strong antithesis. 4!

Both wév and 3 can occur with or, more frequently, without article.
In spite of slightly differing translations, the construction’s function re-
mains the same: to present disjunctively parallel or contrasting items of
equal (grammatical) weight.2 In addition, pév can be complemented by
other particles. We have already seen that, in combination with gz, any
independent semantic or functional role wév might play in isolation is,
apart from general emphasis, absorbed by the semantically and function-
ally more potent yze. Accordingly, Arabic translations of the cluster év
yae do not show any difference to translations of solitary instances of
yae.

Out of 83 instances of wév in our sample, 10 appear in combination
with an article; they will be treated below. Of the remaining 73, 8 occur
in conjunction with e, 19 in conjunction with oov. The most frequent
translation for the remaining instances of wév is, interestingly enough,
omission: 16 times, the particle has been ignored altogether. The fol-
lowing example taken from the beginning of our sample shows how the
translation of the corresponding instances of % has been toned down ac-
cordingly. Here, the wév ... %-set expresses coordination instead of an an-
tithetical relationship between clauses. Mév is dropped, the two instances
of % rendered as wa (1403b7f = 171/2F):

o \ y ! 3 ! s/ ! \ \ \ ! / \
& v éx Tivay ai TioTes EsovTou, SelTepov 3¢ egl TIV AéEw, TelTov B
g xen Tokou Ti puéen Tob Abyou

139 Denniston (1954, p. 359)-

140 This use is called “preparatory” by Denniston (1954, p. 369).
141" Denniston (1954, p. 370).

12 Denniston (1954, p. 370f).
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o3 SV S sy (ol dadl 0555 Lt Y 6l e LY - oalas]
<& 3 S el o
I el et ) a5 O ety (iSO Aty (LYY b

Combinations of ’inna follow in second place (7 times), preceded equally
frequently by wa or fa. The translator has been at pains to explicate
the logical structure by supplying particles and amplifications where the
Greek version prefers a more succinct phrasing. The example shows the
translator using fa-’inna to separate the preceding point from the co-
ordinated list Aristotle presents in this passage. In this and other cases, it
would probably be more appropriate to interpret fa-’inna as a device in-
troduced by the translator to distinguish the entire xév ... %-construction;
this would mean that he does in fact omit gév and, correctly recognizing
the coordination expressed by the construction, render 3 as wa (1407b29ff
= 188/15f):

’\ \ ’ ~ / 5 ’ ! 3/ ! s\ 3y ~ 3 ] \
éoy iV & TG Aoy 1) aLiopov, ToUvopa AEyeL, éa 3 v TG GvopaLTt, ToV
Adyov.

S O W e OIS 01y W Jroominy O rid Rl L OIS 0 5
s
Next is the translation wa with § instances. Similar to ignoring the parti-
cle, wa sheds any specific structural content uév might impart and narrows
its meaning to its connective function. In this example, recurrent and in-
terlocking gév ... 3¢-constructions have caused some slight confusion: the
translator marks a new argumentative step between wév and the following
3%, which is emphasized and rendered as wa-amma. One possible inter-
pretation for the apparent rift between wév and ¥ in this example could
be the translator’s expectation that a reader would supply the missing
‘amma at the beginning of the passage and thereby reinstate the coordi-
native sense it has in the Greek version (1410a26f = 198/3f):

xoud Ggxh (v el ToL BvopaTeL, 1 9 TEASUTN TeLg ExATRLs OUAAALBAS
bl 055 SLLed) By [elae YU T 100l 0555 L Losll

Independent instances of wév have been translated with ‘amma ... fa-con-
structions only three times. Its relatively infrequent use for isolated wév
contrasts with its more prominent role in translating wév in conjunction
with y&e or otv, which we will examine below (1403bof = 171/5f):

Tepl (LEV TGV TUOTEWY ElpNTeLt, Xtl &x TOoWY, OTt éx TeLaV clot
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B e 0555 Ly 0555 amy o5 [ e T mp Wb o3 b Ol il L

4-?-;‘

Less frequent are translations such as solitary fa and combinations of
gad and tumma (3 instances each) or ’inna-ma (1 case). Cases of wuév in
conjunction with yae have already been discussed; we now turn to the
cluster zeév ovv.

In isolation, otv as a structural particle has several functions: it em-
phasizes an action or thought, it indicates temporal or argumentative
progression or introduces the result of a preceding argument.'3 In our
sample, isolated instances of otv are rare; out of 28 examples, 18 take the
form of the cluster pév ovv. In combination with pév, the particle sheds
its resultative meaning and functions as a transitional connector, stresses
a prospective wév or underlines an affirmative pév.!% In translation, it is
substituted remarkably often with “amma-phrases (9 times). In this ex-
ample, the progression to a new stage signalled by the phrase is replicated
with an “amma ... fa-construction (1403b32f = 172/14f):

7oL ey oty e oxEdov éx TV dywvay oUToL AcuBavoucty

Decidedly less common are translations with wa (twice) and singular in-
stances of e.g. lakinna or wa-dalika “anna. Without uév, ovv has been
variously translated as fa (5 times) and combinations of ’inna (3 times)
and “amma (twice); the translator’s renderings reflect the transitional and
progressive sense of the isolated particle (1404b1 = 174/22):

doTw oty éxeiver Tebswenuiver,
s olas 3o SV 3 Lals oyl Jameals

Only once in our sample does oty take on its second function as an adverb
of time. The translator rises to the occasion (1410bg = 198/23):

simwpey oty xal doefuncopedo.
s Jisg 1 OV S0l

As with combinations of uév and e, the particle otv seems to have next
to no influence on the way the translator works with wév. In semantic
and functional terms, he probably regards ovv as even weaker than g, its

145 Denniston (1954, p. 418, 425f).
144 Denniston (1954, p. 470—478).
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function reduced to a general form of (weak) emphasis he could not or
does not see fit to replicate in Arabic.!4

The remaining group of instances of wév are occurrences of 6 pév fol-
lowed by 6 8. Functionally, ¢ uév and its complement are similar to their
use without articles: they structure lists of equivalent items, this time by
taking on the role of pro-forms denoting the items themselves.!4 Out
of 10 occurrences, 4 are covered by the isolated translations tilka, min-
bu, dalika al-nabw and wa-"amma "anna. The rest is accounted for by
combinations of ba’d and the use of dika (1406a13 = 181/12f):

& % Myw To piv dpeTéoTepn, T 3¢, A 1 xouTaxoph, Ekendy xst

&@bwgo\;{*@)@w&éywy&ﬂgub
The translator is able to distinguish between the particles in the sentence
and to identify and translate their different use (1405a24f = 178/8f):

TaITR Y AUPW UETAPopd, 1) eV GUTAUVOVTWY 1) 3¢ ToUVaLyTiov.
L3 Tms e Gl e lo g A s ditad s 815 G [ i T Laa™S™ _Jldgs

As we can see above, the translator regards wév mostly as a marker for
a generic step or a transition in an argument or, in combination with
other particles, an indicator of emphasis. Arabic equivalents are varied,
it is even left untranslated in a number of cases. In conjunction with
other particles, it is mostly ignored in favor of the semantically stronger
complement. Together with oty, it seems to constitute part of a group of
particles signaling temporal and/or argumentative transition and progres-
sion. They are without a fixed Arabic equivalent and can be rendered into
almost every Arabic particle which marks an argumentative step without
specifying the nature—e.g. causal, temporal, adversative—of the connec-
tion between two elements. Unfortunately, the translator loses sight of
one important function of uév in the process: while in itself not connect-
ing backwards, it in most cases signals the beginning of a new cluster of
elements hinging on év and subsequent instances of 3.

Both in terms of its frequency and its functional variety, 3 is by far
the most important structural particle. Apart from its role in gév ... 3%-
constructions discussed above, it can be used as a “copulative” particle

145 According to Denniston (1954, p. 472), it could be argued that év is no more “es-
sentially connected” with otv than it is in the former combination with g&e and that, for
wév oo, “the transitional force ... resides in o0y alone”.

14 Denniston (1954, p. 370f).
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connecting clauses and sentences (“and”/“also”) (Denniston’s “continua-
tive” function); as an “adversative” connector (“but”) or, in apodoses, as
“affirmative” particle (“therefore”/“in fact”). The first two uses are what
interests us most. In the words of Denniston , “[a]s a connective, 3 de-
notes either pure connexion ... or contrast ... with all that lies between”.147

Owing to its importance and functional variety, 3 occurs very often in
our sample. Even though the particle has, like xév, been translated with 10
different Arabic terms and phrases—not counting its nominalized form
and omitting mistranslations, paraphrases and deletions—, most appear-
ances can be accounted for with just a small number of Arabic equivalents.
Out of 185 instances, roughly one third (60 occurrences) has been substi-
tuted with simple wa. In this example, both instances of 3 serve a purely
coordinating function between clauses and are accordingly rendered as wa

(1405a10ff = 177/ufl):
el 3¢ xoul Tou éribeTe xoul ToLe ,ueTochoga‘cg a'cg/,co'rq‘oéo'ocg Nevew. TobT0 Y
EoTau éx ToD dvaroyov. & 3 i, o’wrgevr%g Paveirous

0555 Ol S Los OIS Lo Sl aly le s U e Liag) Jliy O sy

oo et 50 6 Yy cbLall oli3
In the next example, the pév ... d-structure has been slightly flattened to
fa followed by two instances of wa (1405b30ff = 180/14f):

avTl udv xpvslov xevodagov, owtl ¥ iuatiov iwaTidaeiov, avTi 3
roiSoplas rordognuaTiov

Lot ozl Oa g Loy 55 gl OS5 Lamd a1 OSGs J 4

The emphasis on a sequence or list of items called for in many instances
of pév ... ¥-constructions is provided by the second most important trans-
lation covering the second third of instances of 3 (59 occurrences), i.e.
combinations of ‘@mma, especially ‘amma... fa-structures (49 cases). The
second enumeration of aspects of speech in the first chapter of our sample
provides a good example for the translator’s treatment of such lists. The
introductory wév is accentuated by fa, the following parallel “amma ...
fa-structures are added with connecting wa (1403b18—21 = 171/17-172/1):

70 wév oo e@Tov nTndn xate Qlow, dmee TEPuxe TedTOV, AT
T Tpoy AT EX TWWY ExEL TO Tilaevov. devTepov 3¢ TO ToDTR TH Acket
Sabiobou. TerTov B TovTWY

147 Denniston (1954, p. 162).
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o\)tgugst;@.ugjv‘wséﬁmdu%;u\ulagj‘y\axuu
GGl b e LaY 0S5 cpl o Ll )30 3 s O el Nl 0,55
oda ogb 18 Uly (WALl 5l Laall) 3 ol oo s

Added emphasis, here at the beginning of a chapter introducing a new
subject, is achieved through addition of ’inna. The translator takes his
clue not exclusively from the Greek sentence, which would suggest a less
pronounced transition than the structure he employs. It seems as if he
wants to stress the thematic progression beyond what Aristotle himself
saw fit (1408a10f = 189/13f):
70 3% Treémov et 0 Aébg, éoy ) walnTien T ol nfuen

il iz cols 13 il 0555 Lol DLl ) Laalll Ll
In third place follows qad (24 times), preceded almost exclusively by wa
(21 times) rather than fa (twice). As we have seen on p. 127, qad with the
mudari‘ can both qualify an action expressed with the verb or empha-
size it. It does not directly translate the particle but conveys its emphatic
component and works in combination with the preceding connector and
the following verb. The following quote not only illustrates the use of

gad related to ¥, it also contains all the occurrences of ’imma ... fa-
constructions standing in for % in our sample (1408a16-19 = 189/20—23):

\ ! s\ \ 5 ’ ! ! s\ \ > ~ \
walnTien %, éav wev n Uers, dpyilouevo Aekis, éav % aoelhi xou
aioypa, duoyseaivovTos xau eVALBOULLEVOY Kl Aeyew, dav 3 EmouveTa,
QLY LUEVWS, €0V BE ENCEIVOL, TAUTTEWAS, ol ET01 TGV AANY % uolws.

o3 Tty VL Uly oanls daiilly Ll OIS 131 Gl DL iz 235
A S SIS 5 g ) s Ll Loy 1S oSl el jensll

Solitary fa plays only a minimal role in translating 3 (14 times). Adding
up occurrences of wa and fa in isolation or in combination with other
terms translating 3, we arrive at a proportion of ca. 3:1 in favor of wa (wa
124 times, fa 45 times). The translator seems to regard the purely connec-
tive function of ¥ as its most important feature. This does not, however,
automatically mislead him into ignoring other aspects of 3% altogether. In
the following example, he detects the affirmative and causative conno-
tations of 3% and translates accordingly. Explaining the characteristics of
periodical style, the text concludes (1409bif = 195/7f):

mdetoe 3 N TorohTn xoul evpadi,
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el s 1L 0S5 8 JU odg s (g U
Outright non-translation is an option the translator chooses compara-
tively rarely. The majority of cases occur in contexts which prove to be
problematic to the translator and which he chooses to treat by way of
paraphrase rather than word-by-word translation.
As we have seen above, the copulative aspect of 3, which is most promi-
nently displayed in the combination 3 xz/, is in a small number of cases
reproduced with fumma. This example is drawn from the first chapter;

Aristotle lists the aspects of speech already discussed elsewhere (1403b13f
= 171/10f):

s/ \ \ \ ! ! ~ !
elgnTou % xeu TaL évfuunuaton, wobey et woeileafour.

DSt arls O gy ol o Lzl S5 05
Of the remaining translations of 3—’inna (7 times), lakinna (5 times),
imma (4 times), “inna-ma (3 times) and gayr ‘anna (twice)—Ilakinna and
gayr “anna merit some attention. Both strongly reflect the adversative
sense of % and substantiate our claim that the translator is well aware of
the multifunctional nature of 3% and the need to modulate his translation
according the context. The first example again illustrates the high level
of grammatical competence our translator brings to bear on the text. The
second 3 and the following oae are translated with semantically strong

terms to bring out their respective strong adversative and causal overtones
(1406b2.4f = 183/23-184/1):

XENOILOV 3 1 Elxay xau v AOY®, ONYKIS d. TOMTINOV yoLe.

[ a5 1 Y alloonzal J5 01 sy S5 Lzl oDSTI 3 JEl) il Lo

The connector gayr ‘anna has been discussed before in the structural
analysis of the first chapter of Book Three (cf. p. 77); except for the
two appearances in the first chapter, it does not occur again in the entire
sample. We have already noted that in both cases, gayr “anna disrupts
the argumentative structure of the Greek version. Its coincidence with
the negative adverbial particle oirw followed by ¥, both times correctly
rendered as lam ... ba‘d, might be accidental; nevertheless, this might
have played a role in prompting the translator to introduce gayr ‘anna in
spite of its negative impact (1403b21f = 172/1f and 1403b35f = 172/18f):

olmw ¥ émuxexsionTou, ToL TWeel TNV UToxeiow.

RESRU-CI FZNER PUPYPSIUPIER, | Y S TW R R
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oUmw 3 oUyxerTou TEXYN Tepl AVTDY

In the case of nominalized %, the situation is similar to that of nomi-
nalized wév. The translator’s preferences on its 8 occurrences are again
for combinations of ba’d (3 times), followed by hada and kada (twice
each) and a single instance of hiya. The following example is especially
intriguing and deserves to be quoted in full: Aristotle discusses the com-
plementary character of connecting particles in general and pév and 3
in particular, something the translator comprehends well enough in his
practical work but which he fails to grasp when he finds it explained in
his source. As we can see, he does not realize that Aristotle discusses the
alternation of wév and ¥ (1407220—23 = 185/16-186/2):

TRETOV (LY €V Tols OUVSEOLLOIS, OV BLTTONDD Tis (g TEPUXALOL TROTEQOL XaU
UaTegot yityveaOou ANIAWY, olov Eviot ATUTODGW, GOTEE 6 (LEV ol 6 Eye
UEV QLTOUTET TOV 3¢ XaUl TV 6 de.

e Lol IS8 cilall bl B Jamzol 5 e 25 o s 0 s
L»Lg_u:')\.écub_q[&ﬂ ez ] c}w\jrw\‘;&w&}{i ol S‘LZ.@;‘.AGAL»
NS 3 1S aniy gh (Ll Lol y 13 Lol a7 o [0 ]

In general, the particle ¥ is less frequently omitted than wév and seems
to show a slightly smaller range of variation in terms of its Arabic equiv-
alents. Nevertheless, the translator seems to regard it as part of a class of
generic particles which in many cases leave the exact relation between the
connected elements unspecified.

With few exceptions, % remains without Greek complements (or is
at least translated as an isolate) and only rarely undergoes translational
modifications due to its being combined with semantically stronger par-
ticles. The slight degree of variation away from standardized renderings,
i.e. combinations of wa, fa, ’inna, ‘amma and ’imma, can be explained by
the translator’s correct identification of overtones inherent in the specific
context of the particle in the source text. He is in most cases able to detect
the particle’s adversative or conjunctive aspect (e.g. in lists as opposed to
adversative arguments) and chooses his Arabic counterpart accordingly.

Some of the stronger equivalents (most prominently gayr “anna) un-
derline the importance of structural particles such as yag, wév and 3 for
the translator in his attempt to understand the argumentative flow of the
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source text and adequately to reproduce the relations between Aristotle’s
arguments.

The frequency of uév ... $-structures and their evident importance for
Aristotle’s argumentative procedure might hold the key to the confus-
ing case of gayr ‘anna: in a highly structured text such as the Rbetoric,
replete with instances of independent wév and 3 and frequent wév ... %-
constructions, the translator was probably extremely tempted to inter-
pret adjacent instances of both particles as belonging to such a construct,
especially where he had problems grasping a passage’s meaning which,
properly understood, would have enabled him to interpret the particles
correctly. Thus, he may have related both occurrences of 3% he puzzlingly
translated with gayr “anna to previous instances of wév as part of what he
saw as an expansive (v ... dé-construction.

MORPHOLOGY AND TERMINOLOGY

In this subchapter, we will switch to a comparative perspective and study
how a number of Greek terminological and morphological features have
been handled across different Greek-Arabic translations. The issue we
will discuss illustrates particularly well a recurrent translatological prob-
lem of the Greek-Arabic translation movement: the treatment of affixes
and compounds in a language that does not offer comparable morpho-
logical mechanisms. The substantially different morphological systems
of Greek and Arabic represent just one of a class of “systemic” dissim-
ilarities affecting translations between Greek, Arabic and Syriac. In the
case of compounds and affixes, their frequency in Greek texts irrespec-
tive of subject matter and their independence of specific terminologies
make them particularly suitable for a comparison across translated texts
on a wide variety of topics. Apart from their relevance for the creation of
Arabic terminologies in different fields, a closer examination of this and
related phenomena improves our understanding of translation methods,
their differences and development over time in various texts.

A (relatively modest) sample of five Arabic translations of Greek scien-
tific and philosophical texts covering different stages of the Greek-Arabic
translation activities will serve to supplement the information we have
gathered from the Rbetoric and to contextualize our findings with the
help of evidence from other texts. The texts in question are as follows:

The Arabic translations of three of Aristotle’s zoological works, i.e. the
History of Animals, Generation of Animals and Parts of Animals, formed part
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of a collection usually called Kitab al-hayawan (Book of Animals). It was
the work of a single translator which Ibn al-Nadim’s Fibrist identifies
as Yahya (or Yuhanna) ibn al-Bitrig. We have already encountered this
translator, a close contemporary and collaborator of the philosopher al-
Kindi.1¥¢ While Ibn al-Nadim’s identification has been discredited, the
editors of the Kitab al-hayawan have been unable to come up with an
alternative name.

Drossaart Lulofs and Brugman, who consider the available bio- and
bibliographical information insufficient to identify the translator, quote
Gerhard Endress on the similarities between the language of the Kirab
al-hayawan and translations by Ustat.'# Citing the diligence the latter
usually applied to his task, they dismiss the idea that he was the translator
of a text characterized by numerous deviations from the Greek source and
frequent instances of literalism, amplification, deletion and paraphrase.!5
On the basis of a more detailed comparison of the textual evidence, they
rate the translation as the work of a beginner compared to Ustat’s mas-
tery. Taken together with the striking similarities between the transla-
tions, they venture two hypotheses: the translation was either the work
of an inexperienced Ustat at the beginning of his career or of a mem-
ber of the same group of translators, applying that group’s set of shared
characteristics and formulae.!s!

Remke Kruk suggests a third possibility: while perhaps not member
of the same group of translators, the author of the translation shares a
similar background and received his training in the same surroundings.
Its primitive style and conspicuous Syriacisms point to a Syriac-speaking
Christian living in the first half of the ninth century. She rejects his
identification with Ibn Na‘imah al-Himsi, another member of the Kindi-
circle; in spite of some resemblances between the Kitab al-payawdin and a
translation of Aristotle’s Sophistical Refutations ascribed to Ibn Na‘imah,
the differences between the two translations are too glaring to be ignored.
She also disagrees with the ascription of the text to a much later transla-
tor and member of the Baghdad Aristotelians, Ibn Zur‘ah, made on the
basis of a note in the Fibrist. Ibn Zur‘ah’s substantial competence as a
translator is inconsistent with the numerous problems posed by the Kitab

148 The parts corresponding to the Generation and the Parts of Animals have been edited
by Drossaart Lulofs and Brugman (1971) and Kruk (1979). The latter edition was reviewed
by Mattock (1980).

149 Endress (1966, p. 133f).

150 Drossaart Lulofs and Brugman (1971, p. 2ff).

151 Drossaart Lulofs and Brugman (1971, p. 10).
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al-hayawan.'*? Finally, she questions the necessity of a Syriac intermedi-
ary which Drossaart Lulofs and Brugman had taken for granted: apart
from a strong influence of Syriac on the language of the translator, the
apparent Syriacisms of the text do not help in identifying the translator.
Her conclusion is negative: the question of authorship remains unre-
solved.'s3 The analysis of the translation’s language, however, does not
leave us completely empty-handed: its undeveloped technical vocabulary,
inconsistent rendering of basic Aristotelian philosophical terms and the
prominence of grammatical features belonging to Middle Arabic prompt
her to place the text in the first half of the ninth century.!>

The second text, the Placita philosophorum, was translated slightly later.
It is a doxographical compendium on the Presocratics falsely ascribed to
the historian and philosopher Plutarchus of Chaeroneia.!'> Again, the
Fibrist is our first source of information. It credits Qusta ibn Luqa, a
Syrian Christian of Greek extraction and contemporary of al-Kindi and
Hunayn ibn Ishaq, with the work and commends his translation com-
petence and excellent command of the Arabic language.'* Daiber cites a
number of reasons why the testimony of Ibn al-Nadim can be trusted: in
addition to similarities to other translations ascribed to Qusta ibn Luga,
the text’s terminology suggests a high degree of proximity to Ibn al-Bitriq
and his colleagues and to al-Kindi, putting him close to the the Kindi-
circle.’”” The resulting dating of the translation towards the mid-ninth
century fits in well with Qusta’s authorship.!*® Additionally, some of his
terminology is easy to explain with his Christian background while the
recurring Syriacisms of the text tally well with his knowledge of Syriac.!>

The third text is the translation of twenty propositions from Proclus
Diadochus’ Institutio or Elementatio theologica.'® While anonymous and in

152 Kruk (1979, p. 19).

153 Kruk (1979, p. 22f).

154 Kruk (1979, p. 30).

155 The authorship of the source text for this translation is discussed in Mansfeld and
Runia (1997, p. 121-125). On the value of the translation (and its edition and translation
into German by Daiber 1980) for the reconstruction of the ancient doxographical tradition,
cf. p. 152-161. Daiber’s edition was favorably reviewed by Kunitzsch (1982), Jolivet (1983)
and Strohmaier (1983).

1% Daiber (1980, p. 3f).

157 On the members, motivations and products of this group, cf. Endress (1997).

138 Daiber (1980, p. 5, 7).

159 Daiber (1980, p. 10ff, 14).

160 Endress (1973) with a handful of additions and corrections suggested by Browne
(1984).
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parts ascribed to the much younger translator Aba ‘Utman al-Dimasqi (d.
ca. 900), it has been associated with an older colleague of Qusta ibn Laqa
who also authored the translations of the zoological texts listed above, Ibn
al-Bitriq. On the basis of a thorough analysis of the secondary sources and
the text itself, Gerhard Endress tentatively assigns the translation to Ibn
al-Bitriq; as with all such ascriptions, the evidence is not conclusive, but
the text can at least safely be included among the output of the Kindi-
circle. 6!

The fourth text, Themistius’ commentary on Aristotle’s De anima,
poses less of a problem in terms of its authorship. According to the
manuscript heading, the version edited by Malcolm Lyons represents
the second translation of the Greek text produced by Ishag ibn Hunayn
(d. 910).162 The testimony of the Fibrist, while ambiguous, seems to point
in the same direction. It credits Hunayn with a Syriac translation of Aris-
totle’s De anima and his son Ishaq with the subsequent Arabic transla-
tion of the Syriac text and apparently that of Themistius’ commentary as
well.!63 Strong resemblances between Ishaq’s translation of De anima and
the language of the commentary confirm this theory; in addition, Lyons
notes the text’s high translation standards and its clarity.!¢

Finally, another translation usually ascribed to Ishaq ibn Hunayn is
the Arabic version of Aristotle’s Nicomachean Ethics.'s5 Ibn al-Nadim’s
Fibrist is out most important witness for his authorship. In his entry on
Aristotle’s ethical works, he refers to a “Book of Ethics” (Kitab al-"ablaq)
and a commentary by Porphyry, translated by Ishaq.!¢ The parallel report
by the later historian Ibn al-Qifti (d. 1248), while largely agreeing with Ibn
al-Nadim, credits Ishaq’s father Hunayn ibn Ishaq with the translation.
The author of the recent edition of the text, Douglas Dunlop, sides with
Ibn al-Nadim, arguing that he is the earlier and better authority and that
Ishaq ibn Hunayn is known for his translations of philosophical texts
whereas his father made his name mostly with translations of medical

161 Cf. Endress (1973, p. 190ff).

162 Lyons (1973). In his review, Manfred Ullmann (1977b, p. 133) cautiously endorses
Lyons’ ascription.

163 Lyons (1973, p. viifl).

164 Lyons (1973, p. X, xii). For additional background information on the commentary
and the reception of Aristotle’s De anima in general, see Frank (1958-1959) and Gitje
(1971).

165 Dunlop et al. (2005).

166 The Fibrist passage (Fliigel, 1871-1872, vol. 1, p. 252) is ambiguous and could be
read to mean that Ishaq was the translator either of the commentary or the “Book of
Ethics”™—or both.
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works.167 Irrespective of the association of this text with father or son,
there is a consensus that it is the product of the mature phase of the
Greek-Arabic translation movement.

In sum, our sample consists of five translations, three of them ema-
nating from the circle of al-Kindi during the early decades of the ninth
century and two produced toward the end of the century by one of the
most prominent members of Hunayn ibn Ishag’s so-called “school” of
translators, Ishaq ibn Hunayn. In comparing the handling of specific as-
pects of these texts, the following qualifications apply:

Except for the relevant part of the Rbetoric, for which we have com-
piled an exhaustive index, we rely on the thoroughness of the respective
editors. Regarding the amount of references, both Daiber and Drossaart-
Lulofs/Brugman and to a smaller extent Kruk offer ample material for
comparison. The zoological translations edited by Drossaart Lulofs and
Brugman and by Kruk form part of a collection of Aristotelian zoological
works collectively translated by the same person or group of persons, en-
abling us to examine their terminology in conjunction. Endress” edition
of the Institutio theologica comes with a detailed Greek-Arabic glossary
which also often provides information about the context of key terms.

In spite of the sharp criticisms leveled against it by its reviewer Manfred
Ullmann, '8 the—admittedly incomplete—index for Lyons’ edition of the
Themistius-paraphrase still seems to be substantial enough to warrant its
inclusion. The glossary of Dunlop’s edition of the Nicomachean Ethics is,
as the author freely admits, very selective and only covers key philosophical
terms. Unfortunately, its selectivity greatly reduces its value for the sort
of statistical analysis of the texts’ terminology attempted below.

Likewise, the editors had different ideas about the shape of their in-
dices, resulting in different degrees of normalization and standardization
of index items. Fortunately, this poses not much of a problem for us:
those aspects of terminology and morphology we survey are indepen-
dent of technical terminology employed and subjects treated in our texts
and remain unaffected by normalization. Additionally, even if the sample
of terms supplied by the indices does not cover the entire terminology
of given texts, it constitutes a representative terminological cross section
large enough to yield pertinent data.

167 Dunlop et al. (2005, p. 26f).

168 Ullmann (1977b, p. 134) questions the usefulness of a glossary that is incomplete
and operates exclusively with unvocalized Arabic roots; worse, Lyons ignored the context
of lemmata and did not include information about the phraseology of the text.
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In spite of our efforts to collect as large a terminological sample as
possible, the amount of data on which we base the discussion of this
and other textual aspects remains comparably small. Both the size of the
sample and the way we operate with it certainly do not qualify as proper
statistical procedure. On the other hand, what we intend to present are
readily perceptible tendencies and trends, not precise statistical facts.

On a more general note, terminological comparisons between transla-
tions such as ours will always be beset by substantial problems. Remke
Kruk warns of the hazards of identifying a text’s translator on the basis of
an analysis of its vocabulary and explains that a text’s wording was often
changed by copyists in line with their personal preferences.!® This also
applies to a certain extent to less specific characteristics such as a text’s
assignment to certain periods of translation activity. While Kruk was able
to verify some of the characteristics of the Kitab al-hayawan with the help
of a second manuscript, her note of caution is even more appropriate for
our study of the Arabic Rbetoric, extant in only a single manuscript.!”°

Negative composites

A privativum or the Greek negative composite is a pervasive morpholog-
ical phenomenon frequently occurring in Greek prose irrespective of its
formal character and its subject matter. As a prefix of nominal, verbal and
adjectival forms, it expresses opposition or negation.

To translate a privativum, Arabic offers a considerable number of lexical
and syntactic instruments. They can be roughly classified as follows:

* Terms denoting the direct opposite of the negated word or a se-
mantically loosely related term expressing the absence or deficiency
of a given property, thus dispensing with the need for a particle to
indicate negation.

16 Kruk (1979, p. 23).

170 Kruk echoes the cautionary remarks by Helmut Gitje (1971, p. 32), who lists a num-
ber of important issues that affect analyses of a text’s terminology as a basis for ascriptions.
Conscious or unconscious linguistic variation on the part of a translator, developments
in his translation technique and terminological practice and variations in the character of
a translator’s source texts leading to changes in his language can cause substantial prob-
lems. In addition to these “personal” causes for linguistic variation, technical factors can
influence the terminological configuration of a text: modifications introduced by later
translators, problems related to false ascriptions in secondary literature and other issues
can make the identification of a text’s translator difficult, if not impossible. More often
than not, the evidence only allows negative verdicts: we can only exclude candidates rather
than name an author.
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* The negation particles [d and laysa. According to their combination
with either nouns, verbs or adjectives, they fall into several sub-
classes, the most prominent of which are /g with indicative verbs
and lam with verbs in the apocopate; [ in absolute negation; la
or laysa with the preposition bi and la or laysa with adjectives or
participles.

* Periphrastic expressions with gayr and nouns, adjectives or, most
prominently, participles.

* Periphrastic expressions with terms other than gayr, e.g. nouns
such as adam or participles such as mufariq.

As we have seen above in the case of the Rbetoric, doublets!”! are a regular
occurrence. This also applies to the other translations in our sample.!”?
Unsurprisingly, they occur in the context of negated terms, too. It is not,
however, the case that negation particles are shared between elements of
doublets, they can be mixed or even dropped from the second element.
Since we are interested in the frequency of certain particles and translation
methods, each single element of a doublet is counted separately according
to the negation method employed.

Our text sample from Book Three of the Rhetoric contains 28 unique
Greek negative composites, translated with 45 unique Arabic renderings.
We thus arrive at a term:translation ratio of ca. 1:1.6. Compared to the
term:translation ratio of the entire terminological sample, which has 200
terms translated into 433 unique Arabic equivalents, the Rbetoric’s ratio
is substantially lower than the average of ca. 1:2.2.

Taking negated doublets into account, we arrive at 5o negated terms,
distributed over the four basic types of negation as follows: 16 occur-
rences or 32% for /g, § occurrences or 10% for laysa, 13 occurences or
26% for gayr and 16 occurrences or 32% for opposites. The la group in
turn consists mainly of /g and lam+verb (7 times), la+adjective or partici-
ple (3 times), two absolute negations, two bi-ld constructs and, interest-
ingly, the only true “compound” we find in our terminological sample:

7L Or Synonymbdufungen (“synonym clusters”), a somewhat more precise term coined
by Gerhard Endress (1973, p. 155): the translation of a Greek term with two or more se-
mantically related Arabic terms. The phenomenon has recently been discussed by Thillet
(1997), who has assembled a wide range of examples from different stages of the translation
movement.

172 With the apparent exception of Dunlop et al. (2005); this does not mean that the
translation contained no double renderings at all, only that the key terms Dunlop chose
to include were not translated with such doublets.
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al-lazamaniyat.'”* There is not a single case of periphrastic expressions
constructed with terms other than /g.174

We now have an outline of translation practices regarding o privativum
in our sample of Book Three of the Rhetoric. The next step is to study
the other translations in our sample and to compare the data.

The largest slice of our terminological sample comes from the Gener-
ation of Animals and the Parts of Animals. With 78 unique Greek terms to
165 unique Arabic equivalents, the texts display a ratio of Greek to Arabic
terms of 1:2.1, close to the average of 2.2.

Doublets push the number of negated Arabic terms to 186, shared be-
tween the categories as follows: paraphrases and opposites, found 82 times
in both texts together, account for 44% of all negated terms. Compared
to the other texts whose respective shares come in between 30% and 33%,
this represents a significant divergence. With only 48 occurrences and a
quota of 26%, ld comes in a distant second. The proportion of gayr, the
smallest group of terms with 25 items, amounts to a mere 13%. Thus,
we find not only the smallest portion of /g of all texts; in addition, the
share of gayr amounts to not more than half of what the two texts with
the next highest rates, the Rbetoric and the Placita, contain. On the other
hand, the quota of laysa, which features 31 times in the zoological texts
and accounts for 17% of the negated terms, far outstrips the respective
shares in the other texts, which come in at 10%, 1% and 9%.

The zoological books rely primarily on verbal expressions, which make
up three quarters of the 48 instances in the /g category. Absolute nega-
tions follow with only 7 out of 48 occurrences, the remaining § instances
consisting of various other types. Opposites stand out as the largest group
inside the category of paraphrases and opposites. With 39 out of 82 mem-
bers of the category, they cover 21% of the entire sample of negated ex-
pressions in the zoological books. Their proportion is virtually identical
to that in the Placita at 21% and significantly lower than the respective
count for the Rbetoric at 32.%.

The Placita philosophorum features the same number of unique Arabic
equivalents as the De anima (112) but a lower number of unique Greek
terms (66). The resulting ratio of 1:1.7 is lower than the average but simi-
lar to the Rheroric. As we will see, these are not the only parallels between
the Placita and the Rbetoric.

173 “Non-temporal”; it translates the adjective o'bwugog, “ill-timed” or “unseasonable”.
174 For some examples of different translation methods applied to negative composites,
cf. Panoussi (1989, p. 198f).
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Due to a number of doublets, the actual count of negated Arabic terms
reaches 123, distributed in a manner very similar to the Rbetoric. With
43 occurrences, la covers 3% of the sample. Paraphrases and opposites
follow with 35 items, yielding 29%. With 32 occurences and 26%, gayr
ranks third. Last is laysa, appearing 11 times (9% of the recorded cases).
The similarity to the distribution of the same categories in our Rbetoric
sample stands out: the respective shares for it are 32%, 32%, 26% and
10%.

A breakdown of the paraphrase category reveals that opposites account
for 25 out of 35 items. The resulting percentage of 21% falls short of
the corresponding 32% for the Rbetoric; furthermore, the remaining 1o
items are made up of structures such as nominal or adjectival idafab-
constructions which do not figure at all in the Rbetoric’s treatment of
negative composites. Similarly, the constructions listed under the rubric
la show conspicuous dissimilarities. With 15 out of 43 occurrences, verbal
combinations with /@ and lam—the mainstay of the same category for
the Rbetoric—play an important role; absolute negations, however, which
rarely occur in the Rhbetoric, account for the majority of cases (20 out of
43). The remaining 8 items cover several other constructions such as [a
with adjective or participle or bi-la.

The number of Greek negative composites listed in the glossary of
the Institutio theologica is comparatively small (20). Adding up the Arabic
equivalents, we arrive at 45 unique terms, resulting in a comparably high
ratio of 1:2.2 Greek to Arabic terms.

The breakdown of the Arabic terminology is as follows: ld accounts
for 30 negative composites or 65.2%, the largest proportion of all the
texts. There are no translations involving laysa; the proportion of gayr,
used nine times (15.2%), is similar to that we observed in the Kitab al-
bayawan. Opposites make up the remainder of the small terminological
sample, they occur 9 times (19.6%).

In almost half of the 30 cases in which /7 is used to render the nega-
tions, it occurs in conjunction with a verb (14 times or 46.7%). Absolute
negations make up 36.7% (11 occurences) of the /g category, bi-la is used
twice (6.7%) and la with an adjective or participle accounts for the re-
maining 3 cases (10%).

The Themistius-text includes substantially more unique negated
Greek terms than our sample of the Rbetoric. The 86 words in ques-
tion have been translated into 112 unique Arabic phrases. The rate of 1.3
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Arabic to each Greek term is thus significantly lower than the average and
the quota we arrived at for the Rhbetoric.

Including an additional term contained in the single doublet used to
translate a negated term, the 113 Arabic counterparts are spread across four
of our groups, i.e. la with 33 items (29%), gayr with 42 items (37%), 20
opposites (18%) and 17 paraphrases in conjunction with elements other
than gayr (15%). An important difference between this text and the Rhbeto-
ric is the virtual absence of laysa, which accounts for only one translation
of a privativum. The share of laysa has been inherited by gayr, which
takes up a percentage almost one and a half times higher than that of the
Rbetoric.

Taking a closer look at occurrences of /g, we notice additional discrep-
ancies: most prominent here are absolute negations, which account for
almost two thirds of the 33 items (19 cases). Verbal constructions with /g
and lam play a significantly less important role (g9 cases). Likewise, op-
posites occur less frequently at only 18% (20 items) as opposed to the
Rbetoric’s 32%. Conversely, we find a commensurately higher share of
non-gayr paraphrases, absent in the Rbetoric, which account for 17 trans-
lations (15%).

Thanks to its short and selective glossary, the sample of negative com-
posites from the Nicomachean Ethics only contains 7 Greek terms with
20 Arabic equivalents. The resulting ration of 1:2.86 puts it somewhat
outside the range of the other texts, as do the numbers in the detailed
breakdown of the negations covered by the index. Since the sample is too
small and unrepresentative for any useful analysis of the methods em-
ployed to translate o privativum, it will not be used below.

The numbers in context

The first thing we notice about this data is the wide discrepancies between
term/translation ratios between texts: the Rhbetoric comes in at the lower
end of the surveyed texts; earlier translations seem to offer a larger variety
of renderings to terms, whereas later ones are apparently somewhat more
restricted. The Institutio theologica and the Kitab al-hayawan, probably
the earliest in the group of texts we are comparing with the Rbetoric,
exhibit the widest range of translations for a number of central technical
terms. In the former, we find words such as o"wrs:gog translated by seven and
apeens by five different Arabic words and phrases, the latter displays an
equally wide range of equivalents e.g. for ayovos (9 different renderings),
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adiwgioTos (8) or ameior (6). At the same time, both texts show the highest
incidence of doublets in translating Greek negative composites.

Seen in isolation, the marked prominence of doublets is not sufficient
to establish relative dates of texts. They can on the one hand indicate
a certain terminological immaturity of texts: the translator supplies two
terms where he himself is unable to make a binding decision for a suitable
Arabic term. On the other hand, they might point to a higher degree of
translational sophistication: the translator employs two terms in order to
transmit the semantic scope of a Greek expression as fully as possible.!”
In the case of a high degree of variation in the translation of specific
terms, we can assume that the text hails from an early stage in the trans-
lation phenomenon in which the technical terminology had not yet been
standardized and unified. To find this phenomenon side by side with a
high incidence of doublets lends some credibility to the assumption that
texts combining these two phenomena belong to an early stage of the
Greek-Arabic translation movement.

Comparing the texts in our sample in terms of the quota of the dif-
ferent translational alternatives for negative composites, we can draw the
following (very tentative) conclusions:

We find that the use of uninflected laysa as negation particle equiva-
lent to /g, which Graf and Blau identify as one characteristic of Middle
Arabic,!7¢ loses ground from its high point of 16% in the zoological texts,
registering at only 9% in the Placita and virtually disappearing by the
time Ishaq translated Themistius’ De anima-commentary. The appar-
ent development between these translations might be read to support the
scholarly consensus about the sophistication of translation techniques and
the linguistic quality of the translations produced by members of the cir-
cle associated with Hunayn ibn Ishaq which, with the help of competent
native speakers of Arabic and a general increase in the linguistic experi-
ence of the translators, has succeeded in weeding out some of the more
objectionable grammatical phenomena introduced by Aramaic and Syriac

175 Daiber (1980, p. 30) tentatively interprets such doublets as symptoms for the trans-
lator’s uncertainty in the handling of certain terms. Kruk (1979, p. 24) refrains from
qualitative judgments and maintains that they served to emphasize a term or to specify its
meaning. According to Endress (1973, p. 155), doublets are evidence for a translator’s at-
tempt to cover as many shades of meaning as possible for a Greek term for which there was
no satisfactory Arabic equivalent. For a comparative analysis of the occurence of doublets
in the translations of Proclus-texts, see p. 155-162. More recently, Pierre Thillet (1997)
has discussed this phenomenon in some detail and developed a taxonomy of doublet types
on the basis of examples pulled from a large variety of translated texts.

176 Cf. Graf (1905, p. 41), Blau (1982, p. 104).
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usage. The Institutio theologica on the other hand does not seem to op-
erate with Jaysa at all and apparently contradicts this seemingly clear-cut
trend.

Together with the depreciation of laysa, we observe a marked rise in the
use of translations relying on gayr. Its share in the overall sample of trans-
lated negative composites grows from 13% in the Kitab al-hayawan and
15% in the Institutio theologica to 26% in the Placita philosophorum, reach-
ing 37% in the Themistius-commentary. Parallel to the growing impor-
tance of gayr, we notice a gradual decline in the use of other periphrastic
expressions. Accounting for 44% of cases in the zoological works, they
drop to a share of slightly less than a third at the time of the Placita-
translation and remain at that level in the Themistius-text.

If we consider phrases negated by /d or lam, we find even more evidence
for a directional development in the treatment of o privativum. In each
of the texts, verbal phrases and absolute negations make up the bulk of
phrases negated with either [ or lam. Both the Kitab al-hayawan and the
Institutio theologica show a marked preference for verbal phrases, account-
ing for three quarters of all translations for the former and almost half in
the latter. Their share then sinks continually to only slightly more than
a quarter in the Themistius-translation. Conversely, the quota of abso-
lute negations grows from a mere 15% to 47% in the Placita and §8% in
the De anima-commentary with the notable exception of the Institutio
theologica in which they account for ca. 37% of all phrases negated with
la.

The situation is somewhat different for opposites and the various types
of paraphrases. Opposites as translations for Greek negated terms are a
prominent feature of all our texts. They cover 48% of all expressions sub-
sumed under the opposites/paraphrases-section in the zoological texts.
They play an equally important role in the latest text, Themistius’ De
anima, accounting for §4% of the items in the same category. Their
share peaks, though, in the Institutio theologica (100%) and the Placita
(71%). The remarkable prominence of opposites is accompanied by an
equally conspicuous difference between the texts regarding the distribu-
tion of noun+noun transcriptions, the second largest group of phrases
in the category under consideration. While the difference between the
Kitab al-hayawan (27%) and the Themistius-text (24%) is too small to
detect any significant developments between the texts, those texts stand
in stark contrast to the Institutio theologica and the Placita with its pal-
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try respective share of 0% and of 9% for the same type of noun+noun
paraphrases.

Where does the Rbetoric fit into all of this? Starting with the ratio be-
tween unique Greek terms and unique Arabic translations, we have seen
that the Rhbetoric is situated at the lower end of the sample, between the
Placita and the text with the lowest ratio, the Themistius-commentary.
The breakdown of translation alternatives for a privativum reveals a num-
ber of similarities between the Rbetoric and the Placita philosophorum:
both rely mainly on combinations of /7 and lam with verbs with shares
of 32% for the former and 35% for the latter on the one hand and oppo-
sites/paraphrases with shares of 32% and 30% respectively on the other.
For both groups of renderings, the Rbetoric falls between the Placita and
the De anima-commentary. Unlike the latter, however, the Rhberoric has
not yet shed laysa and uses it to translate 10% of the Greek terms under
consideration, almost on par with the Placita with its share of 9%.

Looking again at instances of phrases negated with /g and lam, we
discover that the Rbetoric does not always conform to the precedent set
by the Placita. Absolute negation, a feature that becomes widespread over
the period marked by our set of text, plays a comparatively small role in the
Rbhetoric with a rate of only 13%, even lower than but very similar to the
lowest limit of our comparative sample marked by the zoological works
(15%). The quota of verbal constructions for our text, which amounts
to 44%, is closest to the Institutio theologica (47%); at the same time, it
places the Rhetoric between the Kitab al-hayawan at 75% and the Placita
at 37%. Interestingly enough, the puzzling peaks in the distribution of
the two most important classes of the opposites/paraphrases-category we
have found in the Placita, i.e. opposites and noun+noun paraphrases, re-
occur even more extremely in the Rhbetoric and the Institutio theologica.
In both texts, the entire category consists of occurrences of opposites
and excludes any form of paraphrase altogether, somewhat similar to the
findings in the Placita (71% and 9%, respectively).

If we accept the relative dating of the texts in our comparative sample
as it emerges from internal evidence and bio-bibliographical sources and
if we accept that the findings presented above, which in some cases tally
surprisingly well with the datings and which place the texts on a tempo-
ral scale starting with the Kitab al-hayawan and the Institutio theologica,
progressing to the Placita philosophorum and culminating in Ishaq ibn
Hunayn’s translation of the De anima-commentary, re-inforce and sup-
plement that dating pattern, we are now in a position to use our compar-
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ative data from the Rbetoric to situate it tentatively on that chronological
scale. The respective numbers for the Rbetoric oscillate around the data
provided by the Placita, falling more often on the side of the Themistius-
text than the zoological treatises. On the basis of the remarkable number
of similarities between both texts in their handling of negative compos-
ites, we are tempted to place it in both temporal and geographic proximity
to the Placita-translation.

Both our findings and their interpretation, however, still depend very
much on the quality of the data we have used and the wide variations
in the subject matter and terminology of the texts. The numbers we
pulled from the Institutio theologica are a case in point: the terminological
sample is substantially smaller than that of the other texts and possibly not
representative. This might explain why it sometimes seems to contradict
the findings from the other translation ascribed to the same person, the
Kitab al-bayawan. Also, again echoing the concerns expressed by Kruk
and Gitje about using such terminological evidence to argue for the dating
of a text, it could be argued that terminology was often subjected to
manipulations by later readers and copyists. The relative dating proposed
above therefore cannot be more than a hypothesis to be checked against
other textual and extra-textual evidence. This will be our next task.

"TRANSCRIPTION OF PROPER NAMES

Transcription in the Arabic Rhbetoric

Thanks to Aristotle’s habit of illustrating his discussion with abundant
quotes from philosophy and literature, our sample contains its fair share
of proper names. The extent of the material allows us to characterize the
transcription methods of the translator of the Rhberoric as follows:

The translator dealt with proper names and some technical terms with
the help of a “standard” transcription. The relative scarcity of exceptions
suggests that he either took great care with his transcription or, more

likely, that he applied pre-existing and widely used transcription stan-
dards:

* o LgTaadxwy [glabgin; but: gurgiyas (Togryics)
o 3 Ld:Drwoobévng [ _dikistanis
* 0 Cr®eaotuayos irakimapis
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* x g Mpoxeatns dikigratis

o 7 L Mlepuernis [ firdglis
e o s No@oxans L sifhqlis

* v Tz Aewropavns aribtafanis; but: tilafiis (Tnreog), miltiadis
(Mirtiadng), al-tatil (6 OerToros)

« x ChMyareds [abilis; but: kabriyis (Xafelos)

The phonetic quality of the letter £, compounded of the distinct phone-
mes [k] and [s], gives rise to different transcriptions: & [_sh {Ed¥vos L1
Ushiniis) or b (Eée¥ns L Abdiras) or ks (Avabavdeldns [ Aubksandridis).

Interestingly enough, the transcription is invariably based on the nom-
inative form of the name (or in some cases flawed reconstructions of it).
The accuracy with which the translator identified the correct form is
remarkable; together with the generally consistent transliteration of con-
sonants, it points towards a high level of experience and routine.

The spiritus asper is uniformly suppressed, e.g. Heaxaaros [ Iralitis
or Iraqlitus, Heddoros [ Trddutiis or ‘Oungos [_Lihiriis. According to
Hans Daiber, the phonetic difterence between spiritus asper and lenis had
disappeared in the fifth century, explaining its inconsistent transcription
or sometimes outright deletion in Syriac (where it is often transcribed as
b) and Greek sources.1”’

Some terms undergo a certain degree of Arabization. Most prominent
are two procedures: the addition of ta’ marbutah to feminine placenames
and the use of Arabic plural forms or paraphrases to denote people. Exam-
ples for the former phenomenon are ‘Eares [ Alddah or Aladab, Aiywa

[4ghab or Suxerioe [_Sighliyah. Our section of the Rhetoric also has an
example for the transposition of the Greek adjective Meaawmraridng, de-
rived from the name Mexavizmog, with the corresponding Arabic mech-
anism to derive adjectives from nouns, the nisbab, resulting in the tran-
scription Milanifi.

In a number of cases, the translator deviated from this pattern, e.g. by
using Istamanab instead of the previous form Istamiis for 7e "Topiar or
the “unarabized” form Ubia for EYBoie.18 On the other hand, the trans-
lator shows remarkable competence in other places: in the case of ‘bl al-
Buwiitiyah, he reconstructs the appropriate placename from o Bowwrol,

177 Daiber (1980, p. 45).
178 Incidentally, the voiced pronunciation of @ as represented by the Arabic w reflects
post-classical and modern Greek usage.
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leading him to the “proper” Arabized form. Moreover, the use of ta’ mar-
bizab does not depend on obvious markers such as the feminine endings
of the a-declination, e.g. Saaaupis [Sabaminah, even though the awk-
ward consequences of appending the @’ marbiitab to Saacuis forces him
to compromise and add the sufhx to the word stem.

To translate names of persons or peoples, the translator opted for para-
phrase more often than outright “pluralization”. Thus, we encounter nu-
merous expressions on the lines of ‘bl Babil for BaBuarwwior, “ahl Samiis
for Sawior or, as quoted before, “ahl al-Buwitiyab for oi Bowowol. This
apparently also applies to singular adjectives such as Anuoxerros 6 Xiog

L—TAaqritus alladi min “abl Kiyas'”—in marked contrast to cases like
‘HeodoTos Oovgios, confidently rendered as Irudutiss al-Tiiri and Adxwy
7 OerTanss, which becomes al-ragul al-Qini wa-I-Tatil. Where we en-
counter plural forms such as Afmwaior [—al-Hziniyin or al-Lagdaminin
for Aaxedouovior, they seem to point to prior knowledge on the part of
the translator: there is no obvious reason to Arabize the Athenians and
Spartans to the exclusion of all other Greeks appearing in our text ex-
cept the fact that they are names one would in all likelihood encounter
in many different Greek scientific and philosophical texts and therefore
familiar enough to be assimilated.

In spite of his diligence, our translator frequently misses the mark.
In a curious case of cross-linguistic “reverse engineering”, he analyses a
Greek term into supposed Arabic article and word body: Adxwv becomes
al-Qiint; the adjective Oovguos is treated in analogue manner and, inter-
preting the ¢ at the end of the stem as a nisbah, appears as al-T7ri. Simple
misreadings or manuscript problems might be the source of translations
such as ¢is Axaixovs [T [Algiyadiltiis| and Anpoxerros T Tdiqritus or
the transcription Fisifiis for Yarevormmos. This particular reading does not
need to be as unusual as it looks at first sight, later translations (e.g. the
Nicomachean Ethics) sometimes transcribe the name as Asfisifus. More
common are derivations based on flawed nominative forms. Examples
range from Firaa for He:gzx:eég to Abilias in place of Axprnevs.

A handful of names appear over and over again. In spite of their fre-
quency, their transcription sometimes varies, even if they are repeated in
close proximity to each other. The city of Sno7os, transcribed as Sisitis,
changes to Sistiis only a few words down the line. Tloateuxos is intro-
duced as Fuladigtis, only to become Fuligtiis a short while later. The

179 The substitution of @eo’)cg:"rog for An‘uo')cgz"rog suggests a misreading of the Greek
source text.
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transliterations of Et¥evog, Ushiniis and Usibiniis, are only one line apart in
Lyons’ edition. Non-standard transcriptions such as these (which occur
only twice in our sample) could be regarded as rare cases of misreading or
perhaps carelessness. They are not that rare, though. According to Lyons’
reading, Anedapas occurs once as Algidamis, once as Algidamas and twice
as Algidamas. We find slightly less variation in the case of Kngisodoos, ap-
pearing once as Qifisidutiis and twice as Qifisadutiis (read once by Salim
and Margoliouth as Qifisididitis). For Togyins, we find Gurgiyas four
times and only once Gurgas. The position of these vocalic variations in
the middle of words indicates that they are not caused by varying case
endings in the source text. This is borne out by a look at the original:
the names cited above are transcribed from nominative forms, even where
the Greek term is in a different case. The most likely reason for the vari-
ations, it seems, would be a combination of inattention on the part of the
translator and scribal mistakes.

Or would it? The dwindling of quantitative differences between some
vowels such as o and o in postclassical Greek meant that they were fre-
quently confused—with consequences not just for Greek manuscripts,
but also translations based on them. In addition, the phonemic values of
v, n and ¢ became less and less distinguishable before and around the time
Arab translators started to work with Greek texts.!® These and other fea-
tures of the postclassical pronunciation they most likely learned during
their training or from contemporary informants could also have influ-
enced their reading of the Greek sources and caused the seeming incon-
sistencies in the transcription of Greek vowels.

Also, it is not inconceivable that the translators, for the most part na-
tive speakers of a Semitic language with a consonantal alphabet (Syriac)
who were working in another such language with a consonantal alpha-
bet (Arabic) regarded the consonantal skeleton of a transcribed word, its
rasm,'3! as more important than its vowel structure. If we simply posited
that fluctuations in the vowels of transcribed terms illustrate a supposed
lower standard of translation and a general lack of meticulousness by an
older, less experienced group of translators, we would be hard pressed to
explain the fact that those fluctuations occur with similar frequency in
later, allegedly “better” translations, including those that form part of our
comparative sample of texts discussed below.

180 Daiber (1980, p. 43f).
181 Among other things, the term rasm denotes a stroke or line produced with a pen
and, by extension, the shape of the unvocalized word (Gacek, 2001, p. 55, s. v. r—s—m).
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The peculiar transcription Gurgiyas deserves some attention. As we
have seen, Greek ¢ is invariably transliterated with Arabic ¢ except in
the case of Fogfyz'ocg. Occurrences of the name in the Rbetoric outside our
sample conform to this transliteration; apart from one variant (Gd[trgiyas,
207/15), we find two more instances of the usual Gurgiyas at 218/10 and
222/8. The very occurrence of a transcription that ignores rules our trans-
lator so stringently adheres to together with the relative stability of the
transcription—we noted in the preceding paragraph that the name is
more immune to graphological mishaps than other frequently occurring
names—invites the assumption that our translator had access to transla-
tions or word lists in which the name Gurgiyas appeared in this particular
form. In this context, transliterations of other proper names which are
part of the translators’ daily bread and butter such as IIaa7wy could be
revealing. Unfortunately, we only come across his name three times in
the entire Arabic translation of the Rbetoric, once as Aflatian (75/22), once
as Flatun (153/8) and a third time as Flatin (184/9).

Another interesting phenomenon should be mentioned in passing: in
one place, the Greek adjective Oavvbiaexos is correctly transposed into the
corresponding noun: wegt 7ov Orvvicexcov woreueov is paraphrased as al-harb
allati kana bi- Ulantis.

Our short survey of transcribed terms and names in the Arabic Rheto-
ric has given us enough evidence to establish that our translator applied
a consistent and transparent system of consonantal transliteration, taking
Greek nominative forms as his starting point. On the other hand, many
transliterated names exhibit a high degree of variation in their vocalic
structure, possibly obscuring their relation for contemporary readers.
These imprecisions aside, on the basis of the findings presented above,
it looks more and more unlikely that the Arabic version of the Rbetoric
dates back to the earliest days of the Greek-Arabic translation tradition.
The evidence strongly suggests that our translator applied a pre-existing
system of transliteration and a set of stock transcriptions of proper names.
It has to be seen if this claim is borne out by findings on other aspects of
translation methodology.

The comparative perspective

In his article on the Arabic translation of Aristotle’s History of Animals,
Johannes den Heijer adds an important qualification to Zimmermann’s
warning against the interpretation of so-called Syriacisms in transcrip-
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tion:!82 he maintains that, rather than the interference of spoken Ara-
maic on the language of the translations, the most likely source for the
retention of transcriptions based on Syriac models was the translators’ fa-
miliarity with Syriac texts, replete with transcribed Greek words.!®* With
this in mind, we will now turn to the question of how our translation fits
into the transcription practices of the other translations in our sample.!84

Den Heijer classifies transcription alternatives as either following the
Syriac example or innovating in line with the Arabic phonetic system.!8s
In the History of Animals, traditionally ascribed to Ibn al-Bitrig,'%¢ den
Heijer finds evidence for both conservatism and innovation: with one ex-
ception, Greek o is transcribed as b, its nearest phonetical equivalent.
The “conservative” rendering would have been £, the etymological and
visual counterpart of Syriac p; since the pronounciation of f is not suit-
able to render 7, it was subsequently supplanted by 5.7 Thus, the Rhe-
toric, in marked contrast to the Kitab al-hayawan, consistently follows
the conservative line.!$8 This cannot be said for the Placita philosopho-
rum which, with few exceptions, adopts b as the standard transcription
for 7. One exception is the name IIac7wy. Possibly due to the weight of
translational precedents, it is invariably transcribed with an f; irrespec-
tive of other variations (i.e. the lengthening and shortening of vowels
or the addition of auxiliary *alif at the beginning). Historical precedents
are probably not at the root of the transcriptions for much less promi-
nent names such as IIactragyos (Flitarhus) and Ilvbéas (Fiita’as). Such
precedents might be influencing the translator’s choice only in the case
of Tvbeyoeas (Fitagiiras). One is still tempted to explain this seeming
inconsistency to a certain fluidity of transcription procedures preceding
the standardization of transcription, committing future translators to use
b as the fixed equivalent for 7.

182 Cf. Zimmermann (1986, p. 114).

18 den Heijer (1991, p. 104).

184 Endress (1973) does not contain transcribed names. The only transcription we find
is qatafasts, used twice for xazapasis (cf. p. 148 for examples from De caelo).

185 His analysis is based on the ideas of Rudolf Mactch (1982) and Joshua Blau (1967).

18 For a discussion of Ibn al-Nadim’s ascription, cf. below p. 138.

187 den Heijer (1991, p. 101).

188 Hans Daiber (1980, p. 17) maintains that there is no need to posit an Aramaic in-
termediary to explain the substitution of # with Arabic f. He argues with the different
graphemic inventories of Greek and Arabic: the lack of an Arabic grapheme corresponding
to 7/ [p] forced the translators to choose betwen either b and f. This nevertheless does not
invalidate den Heijer’s suggestion that the choice for f over b in spite of the latter’s relative
phonetic proximity to & can be more easily explained on the basis of Syriac precedents.
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But does our sample really support a hypothetical standardization
away from f and toward b? The Themistius-commentary, considerably
younger than the translations discussed above, stands out on account of
its consistency in transcribing 7 as f—the alleged “conservative” choice.
Even though this text is in all likelihood the product of the same transla-
tor who is responsible for the Arabic version of the Nicomachean Ethics,
their transcription methods often differ. For 7, the latter text alternates
between b (13 occurrences) and f (10 occurrences), sometimes even for the
same name, e.g. Neowzoreuos (Naiftalamiis, Naibtilamiis) or Yoevoimoros
(Asfusifus, Asbusibiis).'® On the basis of this—admittedly limited—sample,
we are not in a position to posit a straightforward development of the
transcription of 7 from f to b.

The translator of the Rhetoric takes a less conservative stance in his
treatment of Greek . As den Heijer explains, Syriac translators custom-
arily rendered it as Syriac k, covering the phonetic value of y with the
conditional aspirated pronounciation [x] of the Syriac letter. The ety-
mological equivalent of Syriac k, however, is Arabic k, which only offers
one pronounciation, [k]. Traditional transcription on Syriac lines would
still render y via Syriac k with Arabic k; the alternative, leaving the well-
trodden paths of Syriac translators, is b, which also happens to reflect
the letter’s medieval and modern Greek pronunciation. Regarding y, our
translation sample, with the one exception mentioned above, prefers
to k, similar to the Kitab al-hayawan."® As before, the Placita reveals a
higher degree of inconsistency than the Rbetoric and the zoological works.
Together with the preponderant transcription b, the text has two cases
transcribing y as §: Agxéaaos (Arsilais) and 6 Xios (min “abl giyus).

Again, it seems inappropriate to ascribe the transcriptions to the
prominence of the names and their frequent appearance in this guise in
Syriac or Arabic texts. Fritz Zimmermann explained the occurrence of §

18 One of the fascinating aspects of the Arabic translation of the Nicomachean E'thics
is that the ten books of the Greek original have been supplemented by an eleventh book
that the medieval editor of the manuscript inserted between Books Six and Seven. In
Dunlop et al. (2005, p. §5-62), Dunlop discusses the formal features and contents of
this additional treatise and suggests that it might have been derived from Porphyry’s
commentary on the Nicomachean Ethics. He also points out the prominent terminological
and stylistic differences between this book and the rest of the text and concludes that
it could have been the product of a translator other than that of the remainder of the
Nicomachean Ethics. To avoid terminological contamination between these two different
constituents of the Arabic text, I have taken into account only the terminological and
stylistic data from the Nicomachean Ethics “proper” ascribed to Ishaq ibn Hunayn.

190 den Heijer (1991, p. 102).
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in the Theology of Aristotle and the translation of Aristotle’s Sophistical
Refutations (evreréyaie antalasiya and Ayuanevs [ ASikis) in geograph-
ical terms: they are linked to another collaborator of the Kindi-circle,
Ibn Na‘imah al-Himsi, a Syrian by birth; the local Syrian pronouncia-
tion of y in certain combinations might be behind this transliteration.'!
However, in this and other cases of transcriptions which seem to con-
flict with our expectations, the phonetic differences between classical and
medieval Greek offer a much more straightforward explanation. Among
others, Hans Daiber pointed out that § faithfully reflects the contempo-
rary pronunciation of y when preceded by ¢ or «.12 As well as time and
progress in translation methods, the linguistic, geographical and cultural
background of a translator and, of course, his own translation experience
have a direct bearing on his transcription practices. Finally, both the De
anima-commentary and the Nicomachean Etbics use b for .

The customary Syriac transcription of Greek ¢, g, again offers two dif-
ferent pronounciations, palatal [g] and velar [y], corresponding to Arabic ¢
and g, respectively.!”® Whereas the Kitab al-hayawan opts for ¢ through-
out, the Rbetoric, as seen above, prefers ¢ while keeping ¢ in the case
of Gurgiyas."® The Placita largely conforms to the standard usage but
we find a number of exceptions. Names such as Aiyds woTaol, Aoryivng,
"Eriyévng and Srovyetpirng are not sufficiently important and frequent in
other translations to warrant special treatment. Their transcription might
therefore again be due to the translator’s inconsistency, in marked con-
trast to the Themistius-commentary and the Nicomachean Ethics, which
employ ¢ without exception. These findings disagree with the rule laid
down by Georg Graf on the basis of a Christian Arabic manuscript from
the end of the ninth century: he claimed that ¢ occuring before ¢, n and
¢ would be transcribed with ¢, otherwise as ¢.!%

Greek 7 and x are normally rendered as ¢ and ¢. Both straightforwardly
reflect the adherence to Syriac modes of transcription in the face of the
phonetically more suitable candidates ¢ and k. In the first case, the Syriac
translators choose Syriac ¢ over ¢ because of #’s conditional pronouncia-
tion [6]; in the second case, Syriac & is equally unsuitable thanks to its
alternative pronounciations [k] and [x].!% It still appears on one occa-

191 Zimmermann (1986, p. 114), Mactch (1982, p. 18f).
192 Daiber (1980, p. 41f).

193 Cf. Macuch (1982, p. 18).

194 den Heijer (1991, p. 102f).

195 Graf (1905, p. 12).

19 den Heijer (1991, p. 103).
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sion in the zoological treatises, @gduxes for Itrakiyah. The word is also
one of two examples for 6, usually transcribed as z, substituted with z.
Apart from the three examples for occurences of ¢ for 7 cited above, the
Rbhetoric as well as the Placita conform to this pattern. Again, we find two
examples for non-standard transcriptions for 7 utilizing ¢ and even d (ibn
Madun for 6 Métwvog), but they are drowned out by the overwhelming
frequency of the standard variety . Additionally, the single occurrence of
d might be blamed on a scribal mistake or a damaged spot in the Greek
text; d being employed as the Placita’s stock transcription for  suggests
that he could have read 3 in this place as well. Conversely, § is rendered
as ¢ with ¢ occuring in two places.

The impression of a certain carelessness is strengthened by these and
other exceptions in his treatment of x. In addition to the standard g, we
find k on three occasions. With matchless consistency, the De anima-
commentary and the Nicomachean Ethics opt for ¢ to transcribe 7. In its
transcription of x, both consistently uses g with the exception of three
occurrences of k (out of a total of 38) in the latter. In both translations, §
is invariably substituted with z.

As with the Rbetoric, the letter £ poses something of a problem for
the authors of the other translations in our sample. Its composition from
two distinct phonemes forces them to adopt several two-letter renderings,
none of which is consistently employed. In the Kitab al-hayawan, ks is the
preferred transcription. The only two exceptions in the Parts of Animals,
Anagsagiiras in place of Avatoyopas and Nagsiss for Nekos, might be due
to scribal errors. This curious treatment of £ is the preferred variant in
the Placita which has only one variant with ks instead of gs: Ksanifanis
for Eevopavns. The translator of the Themistius-commentary and the
Nicomachean Ethics consistently transcribes £ with ks.

The two remaining important consonants treated differently at difter-
ent stages of the Greek-Arabic translation movement are 3 and ¢. In the
Rbetoric, Greek 3 is uniformly transcribed as d. The Kitab al-hayawan
displays an even greater degree of consistency than the Rbetoric which
switches in its transcription of Earas from Aladab to Aladah. The very
slight graphical difference between the two Arabic versions, differenti-
ated only by a diacritical dot, could have been due to misreading or scribal
mistake. The rule is reversed in the Placita which transcribes 3 with d, re-
flecting the spirantized post-classical pronunciation of the letter.!”” The
alternative d occurs in three transcriptions. As for ¢, we find it consistently

197 Cf. Daiber (1980, p. 40).
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transcribed as s in the Rhbetoric. The zoological treatises also have s as the
standard transcription, departing from it only in the Generation of Ani-
mals by varying the transcription twice in a single word: AéoBos, Lazbiis.
At least the first of them can be explained by contemporary Greek pro-
nunciation: before voiced B3, o was also voiced.

The Placita follows the example set by the Rbetoric with an unusual
degree of consistency. In the case of the De anima-commentary, its usual
thoroughness is not substantially diminished by the only transcription ex-
ceptions we find in the text. While using d throughout the text to render
3, in one place the translator transcribes Eddnuos with Udimus. We only
find d in the Nicomachean Ethics. For ¢, the regular transcription in both
texts is s—with some interesting exceptions: ‘Ouneos becomes Umirus in
the De anima-commentary and, with some variation of the vowel struc-
ture, the Nicomachean Etbics. Hu@wyégocg is transcribed as Fuatagiras in
the former, the latter uses Fitagirisiyin for Iufayoeetor. Both are well-
known names; their unorthodox form in these markedly consistent texts
strongly suggests scribal intervention or the influence of other texts. This
would have to be borne out by a comparison of several translations from
the period, an undertaking beyond the scope of the present study. In ad-
dition, the Nicomachean Ethics has two more examples of non-standard
transcriptions of g, e.g. the interesting Zatiiriis for Yatveos and Siilun for
Sorwy.

The following table contains our findings so far (letters in brackets
represent exceptions):

Rbetoric  Kitab al-h.  Placita De anima  Nic. Ethics

Items 8o 34 130 27 134
v @ Iy @ 4 4

> d (d) d d (d) d (d) d

6 t t(2) t(2) t t

x q q (k) q (k) q q (k, f)
1 b (sh, ks) ks (gs) gs (ks) ks ks

7 f b b(f) f b, f
0 s s(z,5) s 5 (%) s (¥)
T ¢ () t t (% d) t ¢

x b (k) b (k) b () b b

While not overly useful in isolation to help us resolve the dating issue,
this information can assist us in grouping texts and clarifying relations be-
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tween them. Thus, the table shows that in terms of transcriptional con-
sistency, the translation of Themistius’ De anima-commentary and, with
the exceptions noted above, the Nicomachean Ethics tower head and shoul-
der over the rest of the texts. Thhey are clearly the product of a translator
who consciously strives for consistency and was in all probability trained
in an environment which put great store on it. The Placita philosopho-
rum on the other hand displays a remarkable degree of inconsistency. As
will be seen below, its transcription problems do not end with numerous
exceptions in the rendering of individual letters. The translators of the
Kitab al-hayawan and the Rhetoric occupy the middle ground between
these extremes. The number and character of exceptions to transcrip-
tion rules do not detract from the overall coherence of their respective
products.

Ignoring the exceptions for a moment, the agreement between all texts
in their choice of Arabic equivalents for Greek letters is striking. In spite
of possible interference by oral or written Syriac (and potentially Greek)
usage, the consensus on a standardized system of transcription seems to
emerge very early on. In our list, we note disagreement on the choice of
Arabic equivalents only for two letters, 3 and #.'% The choice between b
and f to substitute 7 has been discussed above; considering the purport-
edly “traditional” variety f chosen by Ishaq in favor of the allegedly more
“modern” b which has to be qualified anyhow in light of the transcription
methods applied in the Nicomachean Ethics, we cannot but agree with
den Heijer who doubts the validity of claims about a translation’s age or
a possible Syriac Vorlage on the basis of transcription methods.'®

As is the case with the Rbetoric, the transcription of names does not
only consist in uniformly substituting a Greek letter with an Arabic one.
Translators take a few more steps to fit names into schemata familiar
to their Arabic-speaking audience. Two procedures which are employed
equally in all translations we have been looking at so far are the derivation
of transcriptions from nominative forms of the names in question—with
varying degrees of success and consistency in different texts.?? Another
phenomenon which has been mentioned above is the suppression of the
spiritus asper. In our entire translation sample, we only find two exceptions
to this rule: in the Generation of Animals, the nomen gentis 6 Heaxacwrrns

198 The letter £ with its two phonetic components did not lend itself easily to transcrip-
tion standardization; our sample does not provide us with enough information to identify
ks as the definitive rendering.

199 den Heijer (1991, p. 109).

200 Cf. Daiber (1980, p. 18f).
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was rendered into min Hiraqlah; in the Nicomachean Ethics, one of the
three occurrences of the name 'Hgo'uc)\errog is transcribed as Hiraqlitus.

Several names are directly translated into their Arabic equivalent. An
example we find in three out of our translations is Alyvr7oes, uniformly
reproduced as misr. Aifioy is matched in the Generation of Animals quite
fittingly with pabasi, while the Placita generalizes the term into zang af-
ter correctly translating Aifiorrio with “ard al-habasab. In the same text,
we find the names of Greek gods substituted with their corresponding
planet name, e.g. Agng (al-mirrih), Apeodirn (al-zubarab, also found in
the Nicomachean Ethics) or Keovos (zubal). Others are both translated and
transcribed, e.g. ‘Eguis, whom we encounter as Irmis and ‘utarid, or Zevs,
transcribed as Zaiis (or Ziis and Diya in the Nicomachean E'thics) and trans-
lated into al-mustari.?o!

One translation Daiber discusses in some detail is hunafia’ for oi Aaverol.
He traces it back to the identification of Greeks with pagans in Christian
discourse until the rise of Byzantium and transmitted to Syriac Chris-
tian circles. Consequently, we often find the term "Eaanves translated into
Syriac as panpé (pagans). Daiber interprets punafi’ as one more piece of
evidence for Qusta ibn Luqa’s authorship of the Placita-translation.?0? It
has to be added, however, that Qusta shared the Christian outlook im-
plicit in this term with any number of Christian Syriac translators.

One issue that apparently was not resolved in the earlier translations
is the handling of feminine (place) names (or other terms the translators
took to be feminine). Unfortunately, the Themistius-text does not of-
fer any comparative material except for one occurrence of Suxeaier, which

21 Equating Greek gods with their corresponding planets was a frequent practice of
translators, e.g. to “defuse” the polytheistic contents of their source text; cf. Strohmaier
(1968, esp. p. 135f). Walbridge (1998) lists other strategies employed by Muslim writers
to deal with references to Greek gods in philosophical and scientific works. Although
they did not pose any substantial spiritual threat anymore, some scholars felt the need to
explain such incidences in works that were too useful for them to dismiss out of hand as
the scribblings of polytheists (p. 402f).

202 Daiber (1980, p. 10). Some background information on panif can be found in W.
Montgomery Watt’s article “Hanif” in EI?, vol. 3, p. 165f. The translator’s use of the
term is very much at odds with its Islamic usage: in the Qur’an, it denotes “monotheists”
(particularly Abraham) as opposed to “idolaters”, musrikin. The hanif is understood to
be a true monotheist and a predecessor of the Muslims, with which he shares a “pure
monotheism”. In Islamic literature, it retains this meaning and is occasionally used as
the equivalent of muslim. Christian literature employed the term as a polemical appela-
tion of Muslims; its interpretation as “heathen” or “pagan” stems from its Syriac cognate
banpé which has the same meaning. In some Aramaean circles, the word was often used
for people with a Hellenistic education. Both aspects of “paganism” and “Hellenistically
educated” were probably intended in the Placita.
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is transcribed as Sigiltyah with final ta’ marbitah. The name was in all
likelihood familiar to the translator and even before the actual conquest
of Sicily, the island had been known under its fully Arabized name. The
Nicomachean Ethics, on the other hand, exclusively operates with non-
arabized transcriptions such as “ahl Atiniya for Afnvecior, ‘abl Sqitiya for
Yxvfou and even al-’Ablaq al-nigimabiya for Hbuea Nocowayzia.

In the earlier texts, we find both the semi-Arabization obtained by
adding ¢t@’ marbitab and an “unassimilated” transcription with final 4. In
addition to the findings for the Rbetoric discussed above, both varieties
occur in the zoological texts in contexts which indicate a certain degree
of insecurity in handling geographical references. A few examples, first of
“unassimilated” transcriptions: terms such as min Qritiniya are straight-
forwardly derived from the corresponding noun ¢ Keorwwatng, likewise
Argadiya (Aexadie) and Ubia or *Ubia (Edoiee). The situation is less
clear in the case of SawvgouaTina, which the translator apparently misun-
derstands as a place name and transcribed as Sawrumata. The nomen gentis
Sicvfou is transcribed as Isqiitiya or translated as Turk. Arabized transcrip-
tions occur more frequently, e.g. Jtrakiyah (©gdixes), the aforementioned
min Hiraglabh (6 Heaxaswrng) or Libiyah (Ay3in). In the Placita, both
varieties coexist without any clear preference for one or the other. The
names of countries appear in both guises: we read Britanya for Beerravia
as well as taltyab for Traniee. The criterion at work here does not seem
to be the degree of familiarity of a given name with more widely known
names appearing in an Arabized form; we would be hard pressed to come
up with an explanation for the transcription Arabiya for AgaBia, a pla-
cename one would have thought familar enough to be translated rather
than transcribed. Daiber cites several reasons for the apparent inconsis-
tencies in the Placita’s transcription system: lapses of the translator or
mistakes of scribes, the difficulties of reproducing certain sounds with
the Arabic graphemic inventory and perhaps the translator’s attempt to
take the different phonetic situation of the contemporary Greek xown into
account.?%3

With the notable exception of Ishaq ibn Hunayn’s translation of the
De anima-commentary, each text is affected by two other types of tran-
scription lapses. The first concerns the derivation of placenames from
adjectives. Similar to the Rbetoric, they are present in both the Kitab al-
bayawan and the Placita. Whereas the number of cases seems to be rather
small in the zoological works, they are a regular feature of the Placita,

203 Cf. Daiber (1980, p. 17, 19).
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e.g. min “abl Qitis for 6 Kerievs, min “abl Aqraganting for Axearyavtivos
or min “abl Milittyah for o Mianoiog. In the case of Twwixss, the transla-
tor cleverly avoids the pitfalls of geographical ignorance and nonchalantly
describes them as firqat al-yananiyin.?** Even though it is ascribed to the
same translator who worked on the De anima-commentary, the Nico-
machean Ethics is not entirely free from such lapses. Examples are ‘ahl
Milasiis, derived from Muanotor and Sifiiniyiwa from Sucvaweor.

The second type of transcription lapse consists of wrongly derived
nominative forms of placenames, a problem that affects the Kitab al-
hayawan and the Placita to the same degree. Thus, we read Atinds for
Ab7vau or Birimiis for Hégweog in the Generation of Animals and A’idin for
Awvelc or “abl Samiya for oi Yaior in the Placita.

The last aspect of transcription is its consistency, in its repeated render-
ing of names across each text. Again, the Themistius-text is almost un-
cannily precise in its handling of names. We do find variants even here but
they confirm Ishaq’s transcriptional reliability instead of detracting from
it: the variant Aristiz occurs only once compared to seven occurrences of
the standard Aristitalis. The standard transcription for Swxeatn, Sugrat,
appears no less than ten times, its variant Sugratis only once. Anwoxertog
is transcribed four times as Dimugritus and only once as Dimugratus.
The exactitude of Ishaq’s work is thrown into even sharper relief when
we consider the relative fluidity of vowels: the switch between short and
long vowels to replace their Greek counterparts is common in the other
translations. Ishaq, on the other hand, works with an established set of
stock transcriptions. It is therefore very tempting to explain transcrip-
tions in the De anima-text which do not conform to Ishaq’s standard
with transmission problems.

In terms of its terminology and consistency, the Nicomachean Ethics
differs to some degree from the De anima-commentary: whereas the
Themistius-commentary relies on Aristitalis as its transcription of choice
with only one variant, this very variant is standard in the Nicomachean
Ethics which uses Arisgi throughout (16 occurrences). The same applies
to the two transcriptions for Swxeans, Sugrat (preferred in the De an-
ima-commentary) and Sugratis (3 out of 4 occurrences in the Nicomachean
E'thics). Above, we have seen that this translation also alternates between b
and f in its transcription of 7, leading to variant transcriptions for one and
the same name. Lastly, like the Themistius-text, this translation displays
a certain flexibility in the use of long vowels to reproduce Greek vowels.

204 Tnterestingly, yandni is originally derived from the term "Iwveg, the Ionians.
gy, ginally
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In sum, it is remarkably less consistent in its transcription methods than
the De anima-commentary.

The variability of transcription is somewhat higher in the zoological
texts. Out of 34 unique personal and placenames in the Generation and
Parts of Animals, 11 appear in more than one form in the Arabic text. Most
of them only consist of small variations in the vowel structure of words,
e.g. Andriniqis and Andriniqus for Avdgovixes. A few involve more sub-
stantial mutations, e.g. Iriidutis, Truditis and Yiriditis for ‘Heodotos.
Interestingly enough, such variations do not play a role in the Placita;
whatever one might think about other aspects of the translator’s tran-
scription system, his consistency in regard to this particular detail is ex-
emplary.

Endress mentions the transcription rules applied in all three Arabic
versions of Aristotle’s De caelo only in passing.2’> Unfortunately, it is not
clear whether the information he provides applies equally to all three
versions in spite of their age difference. While in general similar to the
transcription system we found in the Rhberoric, the texts alternate between
b and f for Greek 7. A, especially in the second version (which Endress
identifies as a revision by Ibn al-Bitriq of his own earlier translation),
becomes both d and d—another reflection of the two possible pronoun-
ciations of Syriac d, [d] and [8]. Moreover, the translators sometimes
transcribe the grammatical form they find in their text instead of “nor-
malizing” them to their respective nominative forms. It is difficult to draw
any safe conclusions from our author’s preference for nominative forms.
Two hypotheses spring to mind: instead of choosing the easier solution
of transcribing the form as he found them in his source, he expends some
effort to reconstruct the nominative as his starting point—perhaps an in-
dicator of a more careful attitude to his task. Moreover, his more or less
competent references to nominative forms might indicate a higher level
of linguistic knowledge and/or translation experience.

Returning to the issue we began with, the comparative position of
the Arabic Rbetoric in terms of the transcription of technical terms and
names, we have to admit that even with a thorough characterization of the
transcription system of this and other texts—at least as small a sample as
we have studied—we are not necessarily better prepared to answer the two
key questions: when did our translation come into being and what was
the language of the source text? Unable to demonstrate any necessary link
between transcription practices on the one hand and source languages and

205 Endress (1966, p. 73f).
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translation dates on the other hand, we have to consider both in isolation
for the time being.2¢

THE TERMINOLOGY

In addition to the marginal notes (discussed above)2” which contain im-
portant information for dating the translation, its purported deficiencies
and its allegedly ancient terminology are regularly cited to support a very
early translation date.2® Most commentators confine themselves to gen-
eral remarks about the text’s defects and allegedly undeveloped terminol-
ogy which seems to correspond only too well with the dating suggested
by the marginal notes.

In what follows, we will examine a terminological sample drawn from
the Rhetoric and compare it to the control group of translations we al-
ready consulted, i.e. the Kitab al-hayawan, the Institutio theologica, the
Placita philosophorum, the Nicomachean Ethics and Themistius’ De an-
ima-commentary.

As in the previous subchapters, a number of qualifications apply.
Firstly, the differences in the indices put certain restrictions on our com-
parative data. Especially quantitative data on the distribution of transla-
tion variants is not always included. Secondly, the texts deal with a wide
variety of subjects and necessarily display substantial differences in vocab-
ulary. The sample therefore does not only contain examples for rhetorical
or philosophical terms but a wider sample of terms with varying fields
of application. The glossaries of the Proclus-text and the Nicomachean
Ethics in particular were less helpful than expected. Their subject mat-
ter and the relative shortness of the Institutio theologica sharply limit the
terminological data available from these texts.

For purposes of dating and terminological comparison, our sample is
undoubtedly quite small. What we have is three texts from the same trans-
lation tradition, i.e. the Kitab al-hayawan, the Institutio theologica and the
Placita philosophorum, all of them produced in the so-called Kindi-circle,

206 Unfortunately, the two most important dictionaries devoted to the language of the
Greek-Arabic translations, Gerhard Endress’ and Dimitri Gutas’ 4 Greek and Arabic lexi-
con: materials for a dictionary of the medieval translations from Greek into Arabic (Endress
and Gutas, 1992-) and Manfred Ullmann’s Werterbuch zu den griechisch-arabischen Uber-
setzungen des 9. Jabrbunderts (Ullmann, 2002-), cannot help us with transcriptions: at
this point, neither traces Greek proper names.

207 Cf. p. so.

208 A representative sample of quotes can be found in Goulet (1989, vol. 1, p. 455f).
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and two translations prepared by the son of Hunayn ibn Ishaq, the Nico-
machean Ethics and Themistius’ commentary on Aristotle’s De anima.
While sufficient for a number of general observations, the indices of the
last text unfortunately contains the least amount of information. Quan-
titative relations between different renderings of a single Greek term are
not indicated. Moreover, the apparent translational consistency suggested
by the pairing of one Arabic for one Greek term might not entirely be
due to superior lexical tools and better training available to members of
Hunayn’s circle; Lyons’ tendency to normalize index items could have led
to the exclusion of translations other indices list separately.

To reduce the impact of the indices’ different approaches, we will fo-
cus only on the most obvious findings. A more detailed terminological
survey including a large number of texts from different periods of the
Greek-Arabic translation phenomenon is still lacking. We hope that the
inclusion of some additional relevant information from Gutas’ and En-
dress’ GALex?” and Ullmann’s WGAU?'° will fill some of the unavoidable
gaps in this terminological survey.

Any attempt to use terminology for dating purposes relies on certain
assumptions about terminological development. One of them presupposes
an evolution from high terminological volatility towards a stable and less
varied set of translations for technical terms. A second hypothesis posits
the gradual substitution of transcribed terms and calques from Syriac
in a process of continuous “Arabization”. At the end of it, we find the
highly detailed and specialized terminology of Ibn Sina and Ibn Rusd.
Both claims and the more basic idea that we can distil any information
about terminological developments from extant texts in the first place in
spite of the problems associated with textual history and manuscript tra-
ditions are open to criticism. While it seems prudent to view conclusions
drawn from the evidence we are dealing with with a sceptical eye, we are
not convinced that generations of scribes and well-meaning commenta-
tors have entirely eradicated traces of earlier terminological and phraseo-
logical strata in an attempt to “modernize” texts which did not seem to
conform to contemporary grammatical and terminological standards.

On the contrary, except for attempts at improving on some of the more
obvious stylistic and grammatical idiosyncrasies of earlier translations,
I would hold that there probably never was any systematic attempt to

209 Greek and Arabic Lexicon, Endress and Gutas (1992-).
210 Warterbuch zu den griechisch-arabischen Ubersetzungen des 9. Jabrbunderts, Ullmann
(2002-), together with its first supplement (Ullmann 2006, henceforth WGAU Suppl.).
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manipulate translations short of re-translation, i.e. older versions, even
though their deficiencies were acknowledged,?'! continued to circulate in
spite of their shortcomings unless supplanted by newer, improved trans-
lations. Without denying the influence of copyists, commentators and
readers on the form of the text as it has reached us, I am very hesitant to
give up one of the few tools we have to classify and date texts.

We will now review the issues brought up by a terminological com-
parison. They relate mainly to degrees of terminological variation and
continuity of terms across texts.

Comparison

The first conspicuous phenomenon we encounter is the high degree of
terminological variation in the Rbetoric. Striking examples are the Greek
terms édwaroyog, diros and 7!'0&60/6321'}/‘1,60&. In the first case, the translator
relies mainly on participles and verbal nouns derived from the root ‘—d—/
such as muGdalab, itidal, muta%adil and mu tadil. We moreover find sev-
eral collocations: @l wazn wa-miqdar, ‘ald wazn “aw al-martabab, istiwa’
al-maqadir wa-tidalu-ha and mu‘adalab wa-wazn. This proliferation of
renderings contrasts with the Kitab al-hayawan which employs forms de-
rived from the verb la'ama and the participle muwafiq. The vocabulary
of the Placita is even more limited: the translator confines himself to the
phrase ‘ala tilka al-mundsabab and mundsib, both forms from the same
stem of the root n—s—b. With the De anima-commentary, the range of
equivalents becomes again somewhat more varied: nazir, giyasi, musakil,
fi qiyas and ma naba ‘an serve to translate forms of avaroyos.

The contrast between the Rbetoric and the other texts is more pro-
nounced in their respective treatment of the adjective diaos. The Rbetoric
operates with a wide range of terms and roots. Most prominent are ex-
pressions based on the roots b—y—n and w—d—b: we find the verbs bayyana,
tabayyana and istabana together with the collocations bayyin wadib and
its inverse wadib bayyin as well as istabana wa-wadaba. The second root is
represented by the participle wadib and the verb ‘awdaba. Participles from
different roots are for example mubaqqaq, maTiam and zabir; we also en-
counter several other collocations (maksiif bayyin, ma Tiam wadip), the verb
istabbara and the phrase bi-la sakk. The zoological treatises display some
of the terminological richness of the Rbetoric: the Arabic equivalents the

211 Cf. some of Hunayn ibn Ishaq’s acerbic remarks on the merits of his predecessor’s
Arabic and Syriac translations. Especially Sergius of Rés‘ayna is repeatedly taken to task
for his allegedly poor performance (Bergstriisser, 1925, p. 5f, 7f).
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translator has chosen are mabsit, mabsiit ma‘rif, zabir, bayyin and, again,
the verb istabana. The Proclus-translation, in which forms of 372ss only
occur twice, translates it with the collocation bayyin wadib and, in con-
junction with the particle 3, departs from the precedents set by the other
translations by choosing ld mubalab ’idan. The Placita-translation has the
verb zahara and its active participle zahir, whereas the verbs bayyana and
tabayyana are the preferred Arabic renderings for d7aos in the De anima-
commentary. As we can see, the concentration on a single root for the
translation of the word d720s apparently takes place already in the Kindi-
circle. To appreciate the remarkable difference between the Rhbetoric and
the other texts, we have to keep in mind that the Greek term in question
is less a semantically restricted technical term than a non-technical ad-
jective with a fairly wide field of application. This example suggests that
the tendency towards a less flexible translational approach seems to set in
at a relatively early date for a number of terms.

Our last example is wogaderyper. The terminological proliferation ev-
ident in the Rbetoric is reduced to a single term, mital, in the remaining
translations. Interestingly enough, this Arabic translation which has been
adopted as the standard rendering of aeaderypa in our entire sample is
conspicuously absent from the Rbetoric. Its translator tries his hand at sev-
eral translations: aside from single-word renderings such as burhan and
dalalab, he displays a marked preference for collocations such as tazbit aw
wasf and dalalat wa-burhaniyat. Neither of them seems to satisfy him; the
use of doublets suggests that he might have felt unsure about the exact
meaning of wagadarypa and/or its use in the Rbetoric.

Terminological proliferation is not a phenomenon unique to the Rhe-
toric. We find examples for terms with a wide range of Arabic renderings
in one text compared to less variation in the other translations in each
of the texts we are studying. They are, nevertheless, less frequent than
in the Rhetoric and, more importantly, the differences between the texts
are less pronounced in those cases. Two prominent examples in the Kizab
al-hayawan are the compound duoyevns and the noun 7égas. The for-
mer is paraphrased with mutasawi fi al-gins in the Rbetoric. The Kitab
al-hayawan uses different paraphrases, we find Sabib bi-ginsi-bi, munasib
bi-I-gins, muttafiq bi-I-gins and nasib bi-I-gins. With the Placita, transla-
tions move away from paraphrases towards single-word translations, in
this case musabib and muganis. The De anima-commentary reduces the
pool of available translations to one term, muganis. Apart from its interest
as an example of gradual decline of terminological variation, the transla-
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tors’ respective handling of duoyevng illustrates a second characteristic of
terminological development between the texts: the assimilation of a loan
word, in this case gins, into the morphological apparatus of the Arabic
language.

The term 7égas in the Kitab al-hayawan represents another interesting
example of a text leaving the terminological mainstream for a completely
different solution. Except for the Kitab al-hayawan, the term is unani-
mously translated as nibayah. The translator of the zoological treatises,
on the other hand, experiments with terms such as ‘@hir, mabhdiid and
gayah, singly and in combination (¢ayat wa-"awabir).

Apart from some of the negative compounds discussed above, the Insti-
tutio theologica offers few examples for conspicuous terminological vari-
ation. Whether due to its subject matter (and limited vocabulary), its
comparative shortness or some other reason, the terminology of the text
is remarkably stable. Even the few instances of variation—e.g. dzigos,
which is translated in seven different ways across the text—mostly consist
of choosing different nominal and verbal forms rather than verbal roots,
in this case n—hb—y: it is translated with phrases such as la nibayah la-bu, la
muntahd la-bu, la ntiha’ la-bu, gayr di nibayah or verbal forms such as la
yatanahi. Of the 20 occurrences of the term, only one departs from this
pattern (la gayab la-bu). In its use of the root n—h—y, the Instututio theolog-
ica follows the examples set by previous translations. Translations of the
adjective auegns, of which there are four, rely equally on forms derived
from the roots g—s—m and g—z—": la yaqbal al-qismab wa-la al-tagzi‘ab,
la yatagazza’, la yangasim and la guz’ab la-hu. The second of these two
roots predominates also in the other two translations in which the term
aueens occurs, the Placita and the Themistius-commentary. These two
are the only examples of Greek terms in the Institutio theologica with more
than three different translations.

Prominent instances of terminological variation in the Placita
philosophorum are also relatively hard to come by. In fact, the degree
of restraint the translator practices with his vocabulary is even higher
across the range of terms included in our terminological sample than
that displayed by the later De anima-commentary. Where we find an
apparently wider range of renderings of a Greek term, it turns out to be
variations of a single root. The adjective aoyixos has been translated as
mantiqi in both the Rbetoric and the Kitab al-bayawan. The De anima
prefers nutqi and nagig. All of them are found in the Placita too, which
has nutq and qiwat al-nutq in place of royuxos as well as nutqi, natiq
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and mantigi. The root n—t—¢q, moreover, was employed exclusively for a
small number of terms derived from the noun Adyos such as &aoyes and
noyxog: the root has, at least in the Placita philosophorum, become the
standard source for very specific technical terms.

The Nicomachean Ethics contains a noticeably higher proportion of
terms with a variety of Arabic equivalents. One remarkable example is
the word Adyyos for which the translator picked forms from no less than
eight different roots. In order of their frequency, they are n—t—q (nutg, 5
times), f—k—r (fikrah, 5 times), m—y—z (tamyiz, 3 times), k—l-m (kalimabh,
3 times), g—w—I (gawl, twice) and one occurrence each for “—g—I (‘aql), -
I-m (ilm) and g—y-s (qiyas). However, such variability should not come as
a surprise. Firstly, it is matched by some of the other translations, most
prominently the Kitab al-hayawan and the Placita which also rely on a
large number of verbal roots to translate Aéyos. Secondly (and more im-
portantly), the term Adyos has such a wide semantic range that it would be
very strange not to a correspondingly wide variety of Arabic translations.
On the contrary, it would reflect badly on the competence of a translator
if he attempted to reduce the diverse meanings of the term to one or two
Arabic roots in the interest of terminological uniformity.

There are few suitable examples of terminological variation in the De
anima-commentary. Its slightly higher degree of terminological flexibility
compared to the Placita only becomes obvious when we look at terms with
just one Arabic translation in the Placita. For a number of them, Ishaq
uses two or even three equivalents. The noun @wwn is such a term. Its
standard translation, sawt, already appears in the Rbetoric in addition to
the less frequent lafz. While the other two texts rely exclusively on sawt,
the De anima-commentary again takes up lafz as a minor equivalent for
@uwvn and varies its main translation sawt to taswit.

We have seen that if there is a tendency towards a reduction of variety
in the translation of numerous terms in our sample, it seems not particu-
larly pronounced. While some earlier translations apparently already exer-
cise some restraint in terms of terminological variation, the Nicomachean
Ethics seems to buck the trend to some degree by introducing a level
of terminological variation that contrasts with the terminological econ-
omy of the De anima-commentary. According to our findings, the fault
line between terminologically promiscuous and fastidious texts cannot be
drawn between pre-Hunayn translations on the one hand and those pro-
duced by one of Hunayn’s associates on the other. In terms of their degree
of variation, it would be more appropriate to group Ishaq’s translation of
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the Themistius-commentary together with the Placita philosophorum and
set them apart from the Kitab al-bayawan. The Nicomachean E'thics and
the Institutio theologica would fall somewhere between those texts. Before
we determine the Rbetoric’s place in this schema, it seems worthwhile
to assemble the numerical distribution of terminological variants for a
number of terms in our texts in a table.

Rbet. K. al-b. Inst. Placita Nic. Eth. De an.
adMnog 9 3 - 3 - 2
Ganbne 7 2 - I - 2
AVaLAOYOG I8t 4 - 2 - g
dodetbic 4 I - 1 1 I
QpuoTTY 10 2 - I - 2
VADTTOL 4 I - I - I
g 15 S 2 2 - 2
o S I - 2 2 2
dofo 6 2 - 2 3 1
el 5 2 - I 3 I
wéyedos 16 4 1 3 - 4
o’g@ég 6 - 2, 2, 1
Toeadery et I - I - I
TAOYD 22 7 5 3 - 3
) 10 I - - I
TONTIXOG 7 4 2 2 - 3
ou(p;ﬁg 5 2 — 2 - I
OTOLXEIOV 5 I - 2 - I
TEXYN S 1 - I 2 1
UmreeBoan 6 - 1 2 1
@mvsgo’g I§ 7 3 3 - 4

Given the relative infrequency of terms with a higher degree of varia-
tion in the Placita, the De anima and to some extent the Nicomachean
Ethics, the Rhetoric clearly stands out. Even in comparison with the least
terminologically consistent member of our control group, the Kitab al-
bayawan, the Rhetoric still displays a remarkably high degree of variation.
If we would associate terminological variation with an early stage in ter-
minological development or with a lack of technical sophistication on the
part of the translator, we would have to classify the text as either a very
early product of the Kindi-circle (to which we have tentatively assigned
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the Rbetoric) or as a text antedating the efforts of al-Kindi and his team
of translators altogether.

The results of this short survey can also serve as another reminder of
how difficult it is to assign translations to translators or argue for a certain
dating on the basis of terminological evidence. To compare terminological
samples from texts that deal with such a wide range of subjects is always
problematic, because very few technical terms are sufhciently unambigu-
ous in their meaning and field of application. The Arabic translation of
the Nicomachean Ethics is a good example for a text in which technical
terms are transposed onto a very different terrain. Matching these terms
inevitably smacks of comparing apples and oranges.

In addition, the criterion of terminological variation in different texts
has its own set of problems. First of all, it is not always true that less
variation can be used as an indicator for a better translation (and/or one
produced at a later stage of the Greek-Arabic translation activities). Ignor-
ing for the moment the possibility of terminological interference by later
readers and copyists, terminological variation can sometimes be a mark
of a better translator. To convey the nuances of a text, it is often neces-
sary to pick and choose from a range of possible Arabic roots and forms.
Operating with eight different roots to translate Adyog, the translator of
the Nicomachean E'thics demonstrates a much better grasp of the language
than one who would attempt to cut back on terminological choices in this
case. There are of course some technical terms with a sufhiciently small
semantic range for which less terminological variation can be a measure
for translational competence but they have to be carefully distinguished
from a number of multivalent terms (such as Aoy05) for which the opposite
is true.

In the case of the term Adyog, the variety of translations we found in
the Nicomachean Ethics is outnumbered not by Rbetoric which already
displays a wide range of Arabic renderings but the Kitab al-hayawan. In
addition to collocations (kalimah wa-mablag al-‘aql), it makes use of a
wide variety of terms derived from an equally wide range of roots: gawab,
baltab, dikr, sawab, talab, ‘aql, ilm, qawl, ma‘na, qiyas, kalimah, kalam,
mula’im and naw". Other examples of terms unspecific enough to require
several renderings in both earlier and later texts are dugéw, cidos, xvetos,
wéyebos, wabos, saue, 'rgé?rog and gvowegég.

To shed some more light on the relations between our texts, we will
now examine evidence for terminological continuity, exemplified by a
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sample of technical and non-technical terms and their respective Arabic
equivalents:

aicBavopou, aioOnos: Translated in all texts (except the Institutio in
which they do not occur) with both forms I and IV of the root
b—s—s. The Rbetoric adds sa‘ara on one occasion to translate the
verb, the noun is rendered once with the collocation al-hiss wa-I-
mu@yanab in the Kitab al-hayawan and the more specific expres-
sion “alat al-biss in the Placita.?!2

aitia, aitiog: The texts switch between Gllab and sabab, both of which
already occur in the Rbetoric. Whereas the Kitab al-hayawan re-
mains undecided between the two alternatives, the Institutio and
the Placita come down on the side of Gllah and the Nicomachean
Ethics and De anima prefer sabab.2'3 Thus, at least in our sample,
there seems to be a tendency of older translations to opt for /-
lah whereas later ones largely rely on sabab. Additional evidence
confirms this hypothesis: llab is the preferred translation in the
group of early translations Endress studied and compared with the
Institutio theologica.?'4

o’cgz@wég; With adad as the standard translation across the sample,?!> the
only variations we find are the collocation ‘adad wa-nibayah in the
Rbhetoric and the nouns Gddah in the Kitab al-hayawan and ’ibsa’ in
the De anima.?1¢

évog: All our texts opt for gins.27

212 Cf. also WGAU, p. 84 and WGAU Suppl., p. 77.

213 Comparing several translations ascribed to Ibn al-Bitriq, Arnzen (1998, p. 151)
records the following findings: the second translation of Aristotle’s De caelo (Endress,
1966) employs Gllah except for one example of Gllab wa-sabab; the pseudo-Galenic In
Hippocratis de septimanis commentarium also uses llab with one occurrence of llab wa-
sabab and two cases of sabab; the anonymous De anima-paraphrase has only llab. A last
text, the translation of Aristotle’s Meteorology, displays enough deviations in terminology
and phraseology to doubt Ibn al-Bitrig’s authorship but it clearly belongs to the output
of the Kindi-circle; it uses llah as well.

214 Cf. Endress (1973, p. 141ff) and, for additional examples from Galen, WGAU, p. 84
and WGAU Suppl., p. 78. The GALex, vol. 1, p. 57 also records some periphrastic render-
ings involving min ‘agl in the Kitab al-hayawan.

215 Except in the Nicomachean Ethics, where the term does not appear.

216 Cf. WGAU Suppl., p. 166.

217 The term gins is the preferred rendering in two of Arnzen’s Ibn al-Bitrig-
translations as well, the De caelo and the De anima-paraphrase. The Meteorology has
one occurrence each of gins, sinf and naw<, pseudo-Galen uses gins twice and possibly sinf
on two other occasions (Arnzen, 1998, p. 152). The term does not occur in the Institutio
theologica. Cf. also WGAU, p. 177f with numerous examples and WGAU Suppl., p. 240.
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Svoyuss: Aside from the main translation giiwab which is the preferred
choice in the Institutio theologica, the Placita, the Nicomachean
Ethics (with one exception where it is translated as ‘a‘wan) and the
De anima, the Rbetoric introduces qudrab and gund and the dou-
blets giwab “aw bas and qiwab wa-qadr. In the Kitab al-hayawan,
giwah occurs on one occasion as part of the collocation giwahb wa-
stita‘ab. Already in the Rbetoric, the conflict between giwah and
nouns derived from the root g—d—r seems more or less settled in
favor of the former.2!8

evéeyaa: The Rbetoric offers both fi7 and fa“Gl with a marked preference
for the latter. The decision between both terms seems to be in
the balance in the Kitab al-hayawan; the remaining two texts drop
fa“al and concentrate exclusively on fi1. The Institutio also has the
collocation al-fil wa-I-‘amal 2"

fciog, Gcos: In the majority of cases, these terms are translated by either
the definite Allah or the indefinite 4/ah.22° The Rhbetoric on one oc-
casion uses the interesting expression rizhani which we also find in
a number of early translations, e.g. the Institutio theologica. There,
it translates both feof and aswwaos; it occurs in the same places in
other early translations such as the body of Proclian texts examined
by Endress. He links the appearance of the term rihani in earlier
translations with the Christian Syriac (and perhaps also Qur’anic)
usage.??! The Placita in which both Greek words appear in more
technical contexts than the Rbetoric eschews Allah in favor of ’ilahi
for eios and more specific phrases such as al-gawhar al-’ilabi or
al-"umar al-’ilabiyab; Allab nevertheless figures as translation for
Ozoc. The Nicomachean Ethics relies on two main translations for
feoc, al-’ilab (also in the plural “alibab) and Allabh with two occur-
rences of the term al-muta’alibian (“those who are deified” or “de-
ify themselves”), apparently in order to circumvent the theological
problems caused by translating the plural 7ovs feovs.222 In the De

218 The GALex gives an example from Galen’s In Hippocratis de officina medici which
translates the term with the doublet giiwab wa-"atar. Cf. also WGAU, p. 208f and WGAU
Suppl., p. 296L.

219 Cf. on this doublet Endress (1973, p. 156). For more examples from medical texts,
cf. WGAU, p. 243 and WGAU Suppl., p. 355t.

220 Numerous examples for these translations are recorded in the GALex, vol. 1,
p- 307-316.

21 Cf. Endress (1973, p. 127-131).

222 Cf. Dunlop et al. (2005, p. 144, n. 97).
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anima-commentary, we find both Allab for O¢o5 and ’ilabi for Gcios,
together with samawi for the latter.22?

noyixos: As we have seen above, this adjective is rendered as mantigi in
both the Rhetoric and the Kitab al-hayawan. Remaining committed
to the root n—t—¢q, the Placita and De anima display more variation
by picking different terms derived from the same root: gawat al-
nutq, nutq, nutqi, natiq and mantiqi in the former and nutgi and
natiq in the latter text.224

noyiowos: The preference of renderings based on the root n—¢—q for terms
derived from Aéyw/oy0s has its exceptions. This expression, which
does not appear in the Kitab al-hayawan, is translated as either fikr
(Placita and De anima) or alternately as fikrab or fikr (Rbetoric and
Nicomachean Ethics).2%5

vobg: Already in the Rberoric, we find ‘gl as the standard translation
which remains the exclusive term in all our texts. The Institutio
theologica stands out, because vois has both a psychological and a
theological component. While @g/ remains the standard transla-
tion, proposition 167 also uses terms derived from the root ‘~/-m,
e.g. alim, ilm or du al-lm.??¢ This terminological continuity is
broken by an occurrence of fabm in the Rhbetoric.??’

ovoue: We find the same unanimity in respect to the term dvopea. The
Rbhetoric uses the only non-standard translation, the collocation ism
‘aw lafz, in addition to the main translation ism.228

wogaderypo: Except for the Rbetoric, every text uniformly substitutes
wroeaudeypeo with mital. In what can perhaps be described as con-
tinuous experimentation, the Rbetoric uses burban, dalalab and the
collocations tarbit “aw wasf and dalalab wa-burbaniyah. The text’s

223 In addition to terms derived from the root —/-h, the GALex has ’abadi (vol. 1,
p. 10f). Cf. also WGAU, p. 292 and WGAU Suppl., p. 458f, 460.

224 The glossaries of the Institutio theologica and the Nicomachean E'thics do not have
any entries for this term.

225 Cf. also WGAU Suppl., p. 638.

226 Cf. Endress (1973, p. 138—141) for a discussion of the usage of the Institutio theologica
and the rest of his comparative sample; he explains the partial deviation of the translator
as an ad-hoc terminological decision on the basis of the context of this particular section
of the text.

227 The more technical sense with which it is used in Galen’s De anatomicis adminis-
trationibus has been rendered as dibn, cf. WGAU, p. 438.

228 Again, there are no entries for the Institutio and the Nicomachean E'thics. Cf. also
WGAU Suppl., p. 774L.
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translation for the adjective wogaderyuaTwdng, burbani, might in-
dicate the translator’s preferences in his apparently inconclusive
search for a satisfactory translation. The term chosen by the other
texts, mital, also occurs in the Rbetoric, but as one of several transla-
tions for eixav. Mital is moreover the standard rendering for eixwv
in the De anima. We also encounter it in the Placita, which has
sitrab, mital and timtal for ebeav.??

This is one of the terms which best illustrate the differences in
terminological variation between the Rbetoric and the other texts.
Each of them relies on derivatives of the root g—n—": the Kitab
al-bayawan has qana‘a, the Placita "agna‘a and the De anima uses
the noun gana‘ab. Forms of the same root figure prominently in
the Rbetoric as well—we encounter “agna‘a, “iqna‘ and mugni‘ and
phrases such as fa‘ala al-’igna‘ and tawalla al-igna‘. Additionally,
the text features more “exotic” renderings such as tabbata, Safa‘a,
qabila or collocations, e.g. ‘addana “aw “agna‘a or qabila “aw ntaba
’ila.230

wépas: One example of a term rendered more variably in a translation

other than the Rhetoric. The Kitab al-bayawan has “abir, mabdid
and gayab in addition to the doublet gayat wa-"awahir whereas the
rest of the texts restrict themselves to the use of nibayah, plus an
occurrence of taraf in the De anima.?!

wromng: The development from transcription to translation can be seen

in the handling of this term. In Book Three of the Rbetoric, it is
transcribed as fyi’iti;232 $air occurs in the other two books. Both
the Kitab al-bayawan and the Placita use $a‘ir, while the De anima,
in keeping with its different subject matter, has the more general
fail: the womvs in question is a maker of all sorts of things, not
just poetry.233

229 The term does not occur in the Institutio and the Nicomachean Ethics.
230 There is no entry for the term in the glossaries of the Institutio and the Nicomachean

Elthics.

231 This term is also absent from the Institutio and the Nicomachean Ethics. The WGAU,
p- 513 has “fiq (a common translation, cf. GALex, vol. 1, p. 234) and ‘agsa from the two
translations of Galen’s De simplicium medicamentorum temperamentis ac facultatibus. There

are also

numerous examples for the more common renderings derived from the root *—j-r,

cf. GALex, vol. 1, p. n8f.

232 See above for the potential significance of the transcription as a marker for a Syriac

source.

233 No entries for the Institutio and the Nicomachean Etbics.
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orégnois: Apart from the Rbetoric’s single use of idam in Book Three,
the standard rendering of the term in all our texts is @dam.?

ototyeiov: For the translator of the Rbetoric, the standard translation
‘ustuquss is only one of a number of possibilities, the most promi-
nent of which seems to be parf. We find it separately or in colloca-
tions such as parf ay ‘ustuqussab, barf wa-"asl, “ustuquss “aw harf and
al-buraf wa-1-higa’. With the exception of the Placita which has a
single occurrence of ‘unsur, ‘ustuquss is the standard translation in
the remaining texts.?3

ovdeois: The term (which does not appear in the Institutio, the Placita
and the Nicomachean Ethics) has been translated as rarkib through-
out.?%

oxfiwe: The translational consensus for this term seems to emerge early
on, Sakl is the rendering of choice for each text. Slight variation is
introduced by the doublets hayah wa-iakl (Rhbetoric) and Sakl wa-
sirab (Kitab al-hayawan). The one occurrence of Sakl in the Nico-
machean Ethics is supplemented by one occurrence of tasakkul.2%

7én: As with some of the other terms, the Rbetoric already contains all
the Arabic renderings which become standardized in other texts.
Aside from the expressions mibnab, bilah and sina‘ab, it provides
the collocation sindab ‘aw/wa-hilab. The Kitab al-hayawan opts
for mibnab, the other texts favor sina ah.238

Qawvrasio: To translate Pavrasia, the Rhbetoric employs expressions de-
rived from different roots, most prominently p—y—/ and w—h-m, e.g.
tabayyul and wabm and the doublets mutabayyal “aw mutawabbam
and tabayyul “aw tawabbum. We also find a single occurrence of

234 Except the Nicomachean Ethics.

235 The examples compiled in GALex, vol. 1, p. 218f and 227 and in the WGAU, p. 640
also have harf, “ustuquss and “asl.

236 Cf. WGAU, p. 657 and GALex, vol. 1, p. 291.

237 According to Arnzen’s sample, the De caelo and the De anima-paraphrase also em-
ploy sakl. In the Meteorology, the translator renders the term twice as gins and adds one
occurrence each of the doublet $ak! wa-hay’ab and the noun qadr (Arnzen, 1998, p. 156).
The term does not appear in the Institutio. Examples from medical texts in WGAU, p. 663
show that szkl was the predominant translation also in this field.

238 Tbn al-Bitrig’s translations are slighly more consistent, he uses sind‘hb in all texts
compared by Arnzen. In the Meteorology, it is collocated with mibnah to mibnab wa-
sind ‘ab; in the De anima-paraphrase, both sina‘ab and san ‘b appear (Arnzen, 1998, p. 156).
No occurrence of the term is listed in the glossary of the Institutio. The WGAU, p. 673
lists some examples from the Sententiae of Menander which were translated with mibnab,
sina‘ab and once with pilah.
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Sabwah. The choice between the roots h—y—I and w—h-m is settled
in favor of the former in the Placita and the De anima (Pavrosio
does not occur in the Kitab al-hayawan). Both texts use the verbal
noun of the V. form introduced in the Rhetoric together with tahyil
(Placita) and payalab (De anima).?*® Interestingly, the Nicomachean
Ethics prefers the transcriptions fantasiya and fantasiyat (3 occur-
rences) to the more regular terms tabayyul and yatabayyal (a single
occurrence each).240

@uoie: A standard term for @uois apparently only emerges with Hunayn
and his associates, Ishaq replaces the relative profusion of render-
ings in the other three texts with the single expression tabi‘@h in the
De anima. A certain degree of variation is still observable, though,
the Nicomachean Etbics alternates between tabi‘ah and tab‘. The
term fabi‘ab already figures in the Rhbetoric, but is accompanied by
the form ¢tiba“ and included in the collocation tab® aw tabi‘ah. The
Kitab al-bayawan favors tiba‘ and, infrequently, pal and taquim. In
the Institutio, we find tabi‘ab as the preferred translation with one
occurrence of gawhar. The Placita uses both tab‘ and tabi‘ab.?!
Part of the reason for the apparent terminological instability is the
range of contexts in which ¢>1')o'zg occurs. Adverbial uses such as
@Uoet and xaetee QUow are frequent in Aristotle’s writings and widen
the scope of the word’s application far beyond its use as a technical
term of natural philosophy.242

@wvn: The terminological consensus focuses on sawt already at the time
of the Rbetoric, the Kitab al-hayawan and the Placita-translation.
The second rendering in use in the Rhetoric, lafz, is again taken up
in the De anima-commentary together with taswit.?#

Juy: Nafs is the standard translation Juyy in each of our texts.4 Greek

239 So also in Galen’s De elementis, cf. WGAU, p. 722.

240 The treatment of the term in translations produced in the Kindi-circle and later
texts is discussed on p. 102.

241 According to David Pingree and Syed Nomanul Haq, the authors of the article
“Tabia” in EI? (vol. 10, p. 25—28), the terms tabi‘ah, tiba‘ and tab‘ are functional equiva-
lents in Islamic science, philosophy and theology.

242 Arnzen records tabi‘ah for each of the three texts he credits Ibn al-Bitriq with. The
Meteorology mostly uses tabi‘ah as well, but also has kiyan (twice) and maddab (once).
We also find four occurrences of tab without attestable Greek equivalents (Arnzen, 1998,
p- 157). The WGAU, p. 750f has numerous examples from the medical literature which
operate with translations such as gabiah, gawhar and also riba

243 Neither the Institutio nor the Nicomachean Ethics have entries for this term.

244 As it is for the Arabic translator of Menander’s Sententiae, cf. WGAU, p. 78s.
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terms derived from Juyy, e.g. &duvyos and guluyes, emphasize the
role of nafs and the root n—f—s: we encounter negations such as
la nafs la-hu in each text for the first of these two terms. The
Rbetoric adds some variation with phrases such as bi-la nafsaniyah
and gayr al-nafsani. The second term is translated as diz al-nafs in
the Rhetoric, the remaining translations shift to the V. form and
employ mutanaffis. The abstract noun nafsaniyab remains in use
throughout the time covered by our sample, it figures equally in
the earlier Institutio and the later Nicomachean Ethics.

Overall, we noticed a very high degree of terminological variation in the
Rbetoric not only with derivatives from a single root; its translator often
experiments with a number of different roots to translate Greek terms in
different contexts. A certain amount of terminological proliferation is also
evident in the Kitab al-hayawan; it decreases once more in the Institutio
and is absent in the Placita and De anima, while playing only a secondary
role in the Nicomachean Etbics. Interpreting these results, we will have to
make allowances for the fact that not all of the terms we have examined
are technical terms with a restricted field of application.

Bearing this qualification in mind, we still have to conclude that the
results do not support a developmental schema of increasing termino-
logical discipline leading from the Rbetoric via the Kitab al-hayawan, the
Institutio and the Placita towards the Nicomachean Etbics and the De an-
ima. What we arrive at is a group of texts deploying a very restricted set of
renderings for the terms we have studied (the Placita, the Nicomachean
Ethics, although with some qualifications, and the De anima), one text
displaying an extremely high degree of variation in its terminology (the
Rbetoric) and two texts falling between those two poles (the Kitab al-
bayawan and the Institutio).2*

In spite of its apparent terminological inconsistency, numerous stan-
dard terms are anticipated by the Rbetoric, often mixed with translations
which were dropped in other texts. In many cases, we notice complete
agreement between the Rbetoric and the other texts, even though the
former is often less consistent in the application of terminological stan-
dards. The Rbetoric substantially departs from the terminology of the
other translations on only a few occasions; the same phenomenon is, at
least to a certain degree, also evident in the Kitab al-bayawan.

245 The classification of the last text is for the reasons listed above—specialized subject
matter, restricted vocabulary, relative shortness—only tentative.
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The transition from transcription to translation of technical terms is
not a very prominent feature of the terminological sample under consid-
eration. If we add evidence from other terms not included (i.e. those not
occuring in all of our texts), it is more conspicuous in the Rhbetoric than
in any other text.

If we adopt the (problematic) assumption that degrees of terminolog-
ical variation indicate chronological stages in the evolution of the trans-
lation movement, we have to conclude that the Rbetoric represents a level
of terminological development that precedes not only the Institutio, the
Placita, the Nicomachean Ethics and the De anima, but clearly also the
Kitab al-hayawan. Apparently unguided by the compass of a fully devel-
oped terminology, the translator moves through his difficult source text
with a fair amount of experimentation. The fact that he surprisingly often
settles for translations that are part of the standardized terminology of
other texts suggests that he was probably not entirely helpless: the Rbeto-
ric in all likelihood marks not the beginning of terminological evolution
for the majority of the Greek terms we have studied but represents an
already highly developed stage of it. Moreover, the parallels in vocabulary
we have found between the Rhbetoric and the other translations produced
in the Kindi-circle strongly suggest more than pure coincidence.

In sophistication and consistency, it clearly cannot compete with the
Institutio or the polished Placita-translation, let alone the much supe-
rior texts ascribed to Ishaq ibn Hunayn. Even the Kitab al-hayawan with
its frequent inconsistencies and occasional terminological lapses is over-
all a better translation. Before rashly condemning the translator of the
Rbetoric, however, we should remember that he tried his hand at a very
difficult text. We can only speculate how much additional problems such
as the condition of his Greek manuscript(s) or the quality of whatever
Syriac translation he might have consulted complicated his task. Keeping
these factors in mind, the evidence seems to confirm our previous hy-
pothesis that the Rhetoric belongs to the output of the Kindi-circle (cf.
p. 150). My initial chronological placement of the Rbetoric in proximity
of the Placita-translation is, however, not borne out by our results. On
the basis of the evidence we have collected so far, it seems more prudent
to limit ourselves to the more general claim that the translation belongs
to the output the Kindi-circle without attempting to place it in a relative
chronology of translations produced by members of this group.



CHAPTER FOUR

THE RECEPTION OF THE ARABIC TRANSLATION

INTRODUCTION

Although crucial for the process of transmitting knowledge from one cul-
ture to another, the translation of a text is only a first step. Sometimes,
for a variety of reasons, the process stalls and translations leave little or no
traces in the literature of the target culture: new ideas do not address the
concerns of contemporary readers; the original author or the contents of
a text are regarded as alien or suspected of challenging or undermining
native traditions; or a translation is simply too flawed or obscure to attract
any attention. To some degree, all of these points applied to the Arabic
Rbhetoric. The text discussed issues that clearly lay outside the cultural
frame of reference of its audience—there was no immediately obvious Is-
lamic equivalent to the rhetorical genres Aristotle discussed. At the same
time, the Rbetoric was associated with the field of logic, one of the do-
mains of the philosophers and as such highly suspect in the eyes of many
scholars of the time. It also encroached on the nascent field of Islamic
rhetoric, balagab. Lastly, its very obscurity and translational deficiencies
limited its appeal.

In spite of these substantial problems, the Arabic Rhbetoric found an au-
dience and was read, commented on and incorporated into Islamic philo-
sophical, scientific and even theological thought. Interestingly enough,
this text, which had not been as extensively commented on in antiquity
as most other Aristotelian writings, experienced quite a renaissance in the
Islamic tradition.! As we will see, the cornerstone of this reception pro-
cess was less the translated text itself than a number of commentaries
written by the major philosophical figures of the tenth to twelfth cen-
turies, al-Farabi (d. 950), Ibn Sina (d. 1037) and Ibn Rudd (d. 1198). To
understand their procedure, the character of the commentaries they pro-
duced and the impact they had on subsequent Islamic scholars and their
use of Aristotelian rhetoric, we introduce this chapter with a few remarks
on the forms Arabic philosophical commentaries took.

! Aouad and Rashed (1997, p. 43f).
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The art of writing philosophical commentaries and the different forms
involved were transmitted to Muslim philosophers by way of the same tra-
dition that gave them the original texts: late antique Hellenism. Mostly
uninterrupted by the Muslim conquests of the seventh century, the
Christian educational system in Syria where the (mostly Christian) trans-
lators of antique philosophical and scientific works were schooled also
preserved the texts and methods of the Greek scholars of Alexandria and
other centers of scientific and philosophical teaching. Thus, the trans-
lators and, through them, later philosophers and scientists inherited a
centuries-old system of reading and interpreting such texts.? For two im-
portant reasons, however, the character of and terminology for commen-
tary genres remained in flux throughout the period we are looking at:
firstly, logic (which included rhetoric) was taught outside formal educa-
tional institutions which would have enforced a certain level of standard-
ization in terms of terminology and genre; and, secondly, without the
restrictions imposed by a rigidly enforced tradition, philosophers were
unencumbered by precedents and experimented freely with different lit-
erary forms. Therefore, while we are still able to discern a number of
relatively stable genres of commentary writings, they frequently overlap
and are often known by different names.?

Among the Arabic writings on the Rbetoric, these are the most impor-
tant genres we encounter:

* The Long Commentary, often called Sarh (or, more generically,
tafsir), a genre that ranges from long, detailed commentaries closely
following the wording of the original text to shorter, paraphrasing
interpretations.

e The Medium Commentary or talbis, an exposition of the subject
matter of a text, later understood to mean a summary. Dimitri
Gutas points out that the difference between this genre (especially
in the understanding of Ibn Rusd, who frequently uses this and
related terms) and the gawami‘ (“summary”, see below) is one of
purpose rather than form: the former denotes an exposition (pur-
pose), the latter a compact summary (form). This explains why
Ibn Rusd occasionally uses both terms for the same text.’

2 Cf. Gutas (1993, p. 43f).
3 Gutas (1993, p. 31f, ).

4 Cf. Gutas (1993, p. 33f1).
5 Gutas (1993, 38—43).
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* The abridgement, often called mubtasar, a textual genre of vari-
able length that largely adheres to the wording of the original text.
The boundaries between a short Sarb and a mubptasar are not always
obvious; most of the time, the label was applied by later scholars
trying to categorize the writings of the commentators.

* The Short Commentary or gawami’, at first used only in connection
with the works of Galen and later in a more general fashion for
short verbatim extracts or summaries of works.’

In addition to explicit commentaries in these and other forms, the Arabic
Rhetoric has left its imprint on a substantial number of original writ-
ings on subjects as varied as rhetoric, political theory, literary criticism
and even theories of prophecy. The following survey will concentrate on
some of the most important figures in the Muslim reception of the Ara-
bic Rhbetoric and its subsequent transmission into other languages, specif-
ically Hebrew and Latin. It is arranged by centuries, concentrating on the
works of the major philosophical authorities of the day and tracing their
influence on their contemporaries and successors.

"THE NINTH CENTURY: FIRST ENCOUNTERS

The evidence presented in the previous chapters indicates that the Arabic
translation of the Rbetoric was a product of the ninth century, possibly
the work of a translator belonging to or at least working around the same
time as the members of the so-called “Kindi-circle”. The members of
this loosely-knit group of translators, focusing mostly on philosophical
texts, produced the corpus of Arabic translations used by the philosopher
al-Kindi.}

In spite of the similarities between the Arabic Rbetoric and the trans-
lations of the Kindi-circle and the likelihood of a link between its author
and the translators sponsored by al-Kindi, however, the works of the latter
give us no reason to think that he knew of the translation (or an Arabic
epitome of the text) or was even much interested in it. Commentaries on
or summaries of the Rhetoric or on an alleged antique commentary on
the Rhbetoric by Alexander of Aphrodisias (d. early third century)® he was

¢ Gutas (1993, p. 35f).

7 Gutas (1993, p. 37f).

8 For an in-depth study of this circle, its members and their role in the formation of
Islamic philosophy, see Endress (1997).

9 Cf. Goulet (1989, vol. 1, p. 125—139 and 2003, p. 61-70).
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credited with!'® had been identified long before Rescher’s time as misread-
ings of a manuscript of al-QiftT’s 7u’rib al-hukama’ caused by a misplaced
leaf.!! There is no evidence to support the idea that another treatise men-
tioned in the bio-bibliographical sources entitled Risalab fi sifat al-balagah
(Treatise on the characteristics of eloquence) had anything to do with the
subject matter of the Rhetoric.!?

If anything, al-Kindf’s interest in logic was secondary and always sub-
ordinated to his other philosophical and scientific interests.!* The very
perfunctoriness of his remarks on the Rbetoric in a short treatise on the
number and contents of Aristotle’s works! demonstrates that he had lit-
tle (if any) knowledge about the work above and beyond its name and a
rough idea of its contents.!®

The bio-bibliographical sources record another potentially relevant but
unfortunately lost text by a close contemporary of al-Kindi, Muhammad
ibn Musa, entitled Kitab ala ma’yat al-kalam (On the Essence of Speech).
Its author was one of the famous Bant Misa, three brothers who became
generous sponsors of translations and scientific research in ninth-century
Baghdad. The interpretation of the book’s title is disputed and does not
necessarily refer to Aristotle’s Rbetoric, even if the historian al-Qifti men-
tions his activities in collecting works on “logic” (to which the Rbetoric
was thought to belong).!¢ Equally unconfirmed is the existence of a hand-
ful of other potentially relevant texts: commentaries on (or better: sum-
maries of) the Rbetoric and Poetics among the corpus of ninth to tenth-
century treatises associated with the alchemist, physicist and philosopher
Abu Musi Gabir ibn Hayyan (d. ca. 815)."7

The little evidence we have about the contents and even existence of
these and other allegedly “rhetorical” writings suggests that in the ninth
century, knowledge of the Rbetoric was still limited. Extant texts (such
as al-Kindt’s Risalah fi kammiyat kutub Aristir) and the titles of other,

10 E.g. by Nicholas Rescher (cf. 1963, p. 45 and 1964, p. 110).

11 Cf. Steinschneider (1960, p. 84, 86, 87, 88), quoted by Heinrichs (1969, p. 107) and
Goulet (1989—, vol. 1, p. 461).

12 Aouad (2002, vol. 1, p. 4).

3 A fact Rescher (1963, p. 45) freely acknowledges.

4 His Risalab fi kammiyat kutub Aristi mentioned above.

15 He lists the book as the “seventh of the books on logic” and translates the (tran-
scribed) title of the Rbetoric as “persuasive speaking”. According to al-Kindj, It dealt with
oratory, especially the three types of “persuasion” applied in courts of law, public assem-
blies and in “praise and blame as they go together in eulogy” (Rescher, 1963, p. 53, §7).

16 Cf. Goulet (1989, vol. 1, p. 461) and Aouad (2002, vol. 1, p. 4).

17 Goulet (1989, vol. 1, p. 461), Aouad (2002, vol. 1, p. 4).
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lost works we know of strongly suggest that the Arabic translation of
the Rbetoric was not yet available. Whatever the case, the study of Aris-
totelian rhetoric began in earnest only with the appearance of al-Farabi a
generation later.'8

"THE TENTH CENTURY: LAYING THE FOUNDATION

Considering the lack of evidence for the availability of the Arabic transla-
tion or any serious study of Aristotle’s Rbetoric before his time, al-Farabi’s
role in the reception history of the text was of paramount importance. As
we will see, his writings inspired the other two key commentators of the
text, Ibn Sina and Ibn Rusd, either by suggesting interpretations that
they adopted and extended or by serving as a foil to present their own
rhetorical and logical thought. Unlike the reception of other components
of the Organon, that of the Rhbetoric was not mediated through or facil-
itated by extant late antique commentaries. Its readers could not rely on
the help of generations of commentators in their attempt to understand
its sometimes obscure language and overcome its frequently substantial
translational problems. Al-Farabi alone deserves credit for making this
text accessible to future generations of Islamic scholars and initiating the
process of study and appropriation of the Rhetoric.!®

Even though rhetorical concepts played an important role in many of
al-Farabi’s writings, especially those dealing with his political thought
and his theory of prophecy, we find the most sustained discussion of
Aristotle’s Rbetoric in two central works: the Kitab al-hatabab (Book of
Rhetoric)? and in a part of what seems to have been a Long Commen-

18 An interesting example for a relatively early Arabic text that was strongly influ-
enced by the Arabic Rbetoric is the so-called Kitab al-fawa’id al-5i‘riyab, the Book of Poetic
Gleanings. Ascribed to Alexander of Aphrodisias and allegedly translated by Hunayn ibn
Ishagq, the short text forms part of a collection of writings attributed to Alexander. Zim-
mermann (1994b) analysed the text and concluded (p. 318) that it is most likely an Arabic
compilation from Arabic sources by an author who had access to the Arabic Rhbetoric; its
style also resembles that of the translation.

19 So also Grignaschi (1968, p. 176).

20 There are a number of editions and translations. A first edition and French trans-
lation by Langhade (1968, reviewed by Vajda 1969) was replaced only three years later by
an almost identical edition (Langhade and Grignaschi, 1971) combining the edition and
French translation of the Kitab al-batdbah with an edition of the Didascalia (see below).
It was positively reviewed several times by Giitje (1972), Najjar (1973), Vajda (1973), Zim-
mermann (1974) and Ullmann (1977a). In addition to Langhade’s edition, we also have
editions by Salim (1976) and, more recently and as part of a collection of al-Farabi’s logical
writings, Danés-Pazuh (1988-1990, vol. 1, p. 456—492).
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tary on the Rbetoric, extant only in a Latin translation, the Didascalia in
Rethoricam Aristotilis ex glosa Alpharabii?!

The first of these two rhetorical texts, the Kitab al-hatabah, consists
of a commentary on a small sub-set of the Rbetoric. Following the se-
quence of the second chapter of Book Two of the source text (with a
number of references to other passages of the Rbetoric), it presents al-
Farabt’s ideas on a number of key rhetorical concepts.?? In this chapter,
Aristotle summarizes the contents of the Rbetoric, paying particular at-
tention to issues of argument and proof. The limited scope of the Kitab
al-hatabah together with the ambiguity of the information provided by
the bio-bibliographical literature has led some scholars to believe that the
extant text is incomplete.?? This assumption has been laid to rest by re-
cent research; the current consensus is that the book is a complete and
self-contained treatise.?

Limiting himself to this part of the work at the expense of the re-
mainder of the Rberoric might have been dictated by the philosopher’s
desire to concentrate on the aspects of the text that were of particu-
lar relevance to him, namely logical matters and the theoretical basis of
rhetorical proof. In this regard, the Kitab al-hatabab closely resembles
other texts in a group of al-Farabi’s logical works on the Organon some-
times called the “Bratislava series” after one of the extant manuscripts in
which they were collected. In spite of a number of formal differences be-
tween these treatises, they share a pronounced emphasis on the logical
principles explained in the respective source texts and their theoretical
roots—while downplaying Aristotle’s remarks on the practical applica-
tion of these principles. Thus, in the case of the Rhbetoric and the Poetics,
al-Farabi concentrated on those chapters in which the principles of rhe-
toric and poetry are explained while more or less ignoring the bulk of the
texts which dealt with their application.?s

21 Edited by Langhade and Grignaschi (1971). Thanks to a number of excellent arti-
cles on the reception of the Rhbetoric by Maroun Aouad, we need not rehearse the often
confusing bio-bibliographical evidence for al-Farabi’s rhetorical writings. Langhade and
Grignaschi (1971, p. 126-131) and Grignaschi (1972, p. 45-60) have collected the relevant
textual material which has been untangled and extensively discussed by Aouad (1998b,
p. 170-173). His arguments for the existence of a Long Commentary on the Rbetoric
seem entirely convincing.

22 Aouad (1992, p. 135). See Aouad (1992, p. 136-143) for a parallel comparison of the
contents of the second chapter of Book One of the Rhbetoric and the Kitab al-atibab.

23 E.g. Langhade and Grignaschi (1971, p. of, 23).

24 The case has been convincingly argued by Aouad (1992, p. 134-143).

35 Galston (1988, p. 198f, 201f).
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Instead of merely re-stating Aristotle’s ideas, however, al-Farabi ex-
pands the discussion with a number of notions that are either only im-
plicit in or not at all part of Aristotle’s exposition.26 One of his central
concerns is the concept of badi’ al-ra’t al-mustarak (“immediate, com-
mon opinion”).?” Apparently, the systematic use al-Farabi made of it not
only allowed him to resolve some of the textual difficulties of the admit-
tedly often obscure Arabic Rbetoric, it also helped him answer two central
questions posed by the text itself and by the Alexandrian commentators:
firstly, what role or position does Aristotle assign to the the art of rhe-
toric, especially compared to dialectics? And, closely related to the first
question, what was the role of the Rbetoric in the Organon??®

In spite of the terminology used by some scholars,?® the Kitab al-
batabah seems to be both more and less than a commentary: more, in-
sofar as a summary of Aristotle’s Rhbetoric serves the author as a backdrop
for elaborating his own, often independent thinking about rhetoric; less,
insofar as it is limited to a small portion of the Aristotelian source text.

The genre of the second text, the Didascalia in Rethoricam Aristotilis,
is much easier to pinpoint.*® Only extant in Latin, it consists of several
parts: an introductory section that discusses the nature of rhetoric and
lists its divisions and a commentary section that quotes the Arabic version
of the very beginning of the Rbetoric (1354a1-4): a general commentary
and then a detailed, phrase-by-phrase commentary.?! The introductory
section is in all probability identical to the so-called Sadr li-kitab al-
batabah (Prologue to the Book of Rhetoric) listed in the bio-bibliographical

sources.32

26 Aouad (2002, vol. 1, p. 5).

27 Le. those shared opinions and unexamined notions a majority of people would im-
mediately and unquestioningly assent to. Maroud Aouad deserves ample credit for demon-
strating its importance for al-Farabi and later philosophers and tracing its development
during the history of Islamic philosophy in numerous publications. The centrality of this
concept in the Kitab al-patabah becomes immediately obvious in his comparison between
its text and the relevant passages of the Rhbetoric (Aouad, 1992, p. 136-143).

2 Aouad (1992, p. 180).

2 E.g. Galston (1988, p. 193), who classifies the text as a Short or Middle Commentary.

30 The text is extant in a single manuscript in Paris, Bibliotheque Nationale, ms. latin
16097. It was edited together with the Kitab al-patabab by Langhade and Grignaschi
(1971). Cf. above, p. 185, n. 20 for information on the reviews. A “conflated excerpt” was
printed in Venice in 1481 and 1515 under the title Declaratio compendiosa per viam divisionis
Alfarabii super libris rethoricorum Aristotilis (Boggess, 1971, p. 227f, 235).

31 Boggess (1971, p. 236) and Aouad (2002, vol. 1, p. 5).

32 Aouad (1998b, p. 174f) and Langhade and Grignaschi (1971, p. 127); it was already
tentatively identified as such by Steinschneider (1869, p. 59).
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The text is the product of Hermannus Alemannus (fl. 1240-1256),
a Latin translator specializing in Arabic versions of Aristotelian texts
(among others, he is the creator of the Latin version of the Arabic Rbe-
toric) and Arabic commentaries, and was published around 1256. We now
know that it is just the beginning of a Long Commentary on the Rhe-
toric, unfortunately lost in Arabic.’3 Only recently, Arabic fragments of
the Prologue have come to light in a work by the Cairene physician Aba
al-Hasan ‘Ali ibn Ridwan (d. 1061 or after 1068),3¢ to be discussed below.
We also know that al-Farabi's commentary broke off before the end of
Book Three of the Rbetoric: in a note at the end of chapter nine of Book
Three of his Latin translation of the Arabic Rbetoric, Hermannus writes:
Huc pervenit glosa Alpharabii.?®

The importance of this lost commentary must have been immense.
In his writings on the Rhetoric, Ibn Sina explicitly refers to it in a way
that demonstrates his knowledge and use of the full text. Ibn Rusd also
undoubtedly used the commentary, even though he does not refer to al-
Farabi by name.?¢ He does, however, allude to commentaries he consulted
in his own research in the colophon to Book Three of his own Middle
Commentary on the Rbetoric, particular one by a commentator he deemed
“satisfactory” (man yurtada min al-mufassirin). Aouad has shown that this
“satisfactory” commentator is none other than al-Farabi, whose Long
Commentary must have been one of Ibn Rusd’s most important sources.?’
We will return to Ibn Rusd’s commentary below.

Al-Farabt’s efforts to make Aristotle’s Rbetoric accessible to his con-
temporaries and to integrate rhetorical concepts and ideas into his own
philosophical thought thoroughly transformed the reception process.
What is more, the Rhbetoric started to leave its imprint also outside the
limited circles of philosophical experts. Among the works which exem-
plify a growing contemporary interest in Hellenistic rhetoric in the tenth
century, two stand out: the Kitab al-burban fi wugih al-bayan by the
Arab §i7 theologian Ishaq ibn Wahb al-Katib (fl. during the first half of
the tenth century) and the Kitab al-sa@dah wa-1-’isad, frequently ascribed
to the Persian sunni theologian and philosopher Muhammad ibn Yasuf
al-‘Amiri (d. 992).

w

3 Goulet (1989—, vol. 1, p. 464f).

3 Aouad (2002, vol. 1, p. 5), Goulet (2003, p. 220).
5 Langhade and Grignaschi (1971, p. 131).

¢ Goulet (1989—, vol. 1, p. 464).

37 Cf. Aouad (1998a, p. 91—98, 113).

@w W
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Unfortunately, we know next to nothing about the life of the first
author, Ibn Wahb. His family seems to have had connections to ‘Ab-
basid rulers and we find some of his ancestors among the officials at the
caliphal court.’® His treatise, the Kitab al-burban, was often attributed to
the ninth-century literary critic Qudamah ibn Ga'far (d. 873);* it contains
an extensive discussion of rhetoric, style and the prerequisites and accom-
plishments required of state officials and represents a striking synthesis
of Greek philosophy on the one hand and $i7 and sunni religious thought
on the other. It is both strongly influenced by and very critical of a ninth-
century text similarly focussed on rhetoric and style in philosophical and
theological contexts, the Kitab al-bayan wa-I-tabyin (Treatise on Clar-
ity and Clarification) by the celebrated littérateur al-Gahiz.©* Tbn Wahb’s
work is replete with references to Aristotelian texts, especially the Rbetoric
and the Poetics, but also the Topics.4! It gives us a glimpse not just of a par-
ticular stage of the early reception of the Rheroric in particular and Aris-
totelian philosophy in general; also, Ibn Wahb’s writings (like the next
work discussed below) speak of an intellectual climate in which schol-
ars were able freely to appropriate whatever source they deemed suitable
to support their particular philosophical or theological argument while
constantly reminding their audience of the universal value of logical and
rhetorical knowledge. 2

As suggested above, the identity of the author/compiler of the Kitab
al-sa‘@dab, which used to be listed among the works of the philosopher
al-“Amiri, is still disputed.®® The only information provided by the single

3% Matlub and Haditi (1967, p. 37-40), Dayf (1965, p. 95f).

39 Edited by Matlab and Haditi (1967). For an exhaustive discussion of the evidence
against Qudamah’s and for Ibn Wahb’s authorship, see p. 19—28. The editor of Qudamah’s
most important work on literary criticism, the Kitab naqd al-$i, Bonebakker (1956, p. 17f),
notes that the Kitab al-burban shows no sign of being influenced by this or other works
written by Qudamah, even though they discuss a number of literary issues in a similar
way (examples on p. 18ff).

# Cf. EP, supplement, p. 402 with additional sources; Matlab and Hadit (1967,
p. 28f); and Gutas (1998, p. 132 and n. 34). Montgomery (2006) is an excellent intro-
duction to the Kitab al-bayan, focussing on its reception of rhetorical thought and the
historical and intellectual context of the text and its author.

4 Cf. Dayf (1965, p. 101f); see p. 96-101 for an outline of the book’s contents.

2 Aouad (19984, p. 153).

43 The arguments for an against al-‘Amiri have been summarized and evaluated by
Wakelnig (2006, p. 35-39). Like another eminent authority on al-‘Amiri and his thought,
Everett Rowson (1988, p. 15fl), she remains sceptical: while not implausible, the evidence
cited in favor of al-‘Amiri is insufficient to establish his authorship of the Kizab al-sa‘idab
beyond reasonable doubt.



190 CHAPTER FOUR

manuscript of the work is what purports to be the name of the author, a
certain Abu al-Hasan ibn Abi Darr, otherwise unknown. Assuming that
he is not identical with al-‘Amiri, the contents of the Kitab al-sa‘adab
at least suggest that he lived at around the same time and came from a
similar educational and intellectual background.

The Kitab al-sa‘ddab is an anthology of theological, historical and
philosophical material in six parts. The first two deal with ethics, the
next two with politics and the last two contain aphorisms on a range of
topics, e.g. the proper conduct of state functionaries or more general ad-
vice on the proper forms of religious and intellectual life.** Unlike the
Kitab al-burban, this text does not present a structured argument; rather,
it consists of a compilation of snippets from a range of sources which
have a bearing on the ethical or political issues under discussion.* This
is exactly what the author himself had in mind—in one place, he explic-
itly states that he wants to present the opinions of different peoples side
by side to demonstrate how little disagreement there is between them.?’

Given its subject matter and the compilatory and comparative bent
of its author, the book is a veritable treasure trove of quotations from
a considerable number of Greek-Arabic translations, most prominently
the Nicomachean Ethics and the Rbetoric. Since quotations are not always
clearly marked and an exhaustive analysis of the Kizab al-sa‘adah is still
lacking, we are not yet in a position to assess the range and character of
its sources, including the question whether its author used any commen-
taries on the latter.® It is clear, however, that the number of quotations
in the book considerably exceeds those already signaled in the secondary
literature. The Rbetoric is quoted and referenced four times; very likely,
there are many more unreferenced quotations. In addition, the book
antedates the manuscript of Aristotle’s Organon that is our only source
for the complete text of the Arabic Rbetoric and is therefore the earliest
known witness for the translation.*

# There are two editions of the book, one a facsimile of a transcript taken by Minovi
(1336 AH), the other a printed version by ‘Atiyah (1991). Both are based on the only extant
manuscript in Dublin, ms. Chester Beatty no. 3702.

4 Pohl (1997, p. 201).

4 Dunlop et al. (2005, p. 19) call it “a collection of material rather than a fully digested
philosophical work”.

47 Lacroix (1989, p. 167f), citing Minovi (1336 AH, p. 324).

4 Goulet (1989—, vol. 1, p. 462f).

4 Pohl (1997, p. 2uff) compares three such quotations with the text of the Arabic
Rbetoric and shows that the author of the Kitab al-sa‘ddab used the same translation.

50 Goulet (1989—, vol. 1, p. 462f).
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The interest of the Kitab al-sa‘adab wa-1-"is‘ad lies not so much in its
creative use of those sources —its author prefers to present the texts side
by side and let them speak for themselves rather than to comment, let
alone indulge in philosophical innovation. Together with the Kitab al-
burban, it is the product of the period immediately following the zenith
of Greek-Arabic translation activities. Like the somewhat earlier works of
al-Kindi, they are both representatives of a first wave of texts illustrating
the appropriation of translated material and its combination with Islamic
religious and literary traditions. Greek philosophy and Islamic religious
literature are not the only sources the author draws on: the Kitab al-
sa‘@dab is also the first known literary work that draws equally freely on
Persian and Greek wisdom literature.’!

THE ELEVENTH CENTURY: ELABORATION AND EXTENSION

For the eleventh century, the bio-bibliographical literature records a
flurry of activity around Aristotle’s Rhbetoric. Mere titles is all we have
in many cases. Among the scholars credited with writings on the Rhbeto-
ric are the Andalusian logician and mathematician Ibn Badr (d. ca. 1020),
who allegedly penned a series of summaries on the “Eight Books” of logic,
including the Rbetoric, but excluding the Poetics.’? Less certain are both
the range of writings and even identity of another author of an alleged se-
ries of summaries on Aristotelian logic, this time on the “Seven Books”.
It is unclear whether the “Seven” include the Rbetoric;’® moreover, the
identity of its author, Ibn al-Haytam, has yet to be established: of the
two scholars known under the name, he has long been identified as the
noted mathematician and scientist of the same name (d. 1039), but recent
scholarship sees in him a less well-known contemporary of the mathe-
matician, the philosopher and physician Muhammad ibn al-Hasan ibn
al-Haytam (born around 965).%

Until quite recently, the philosopher, theologian and physician Abu
al-Farag ‘Abd Allah ibn al-Tayyib (d. 1043) was credited with a Long

5t Pohl (1997, p. 206f).

52 Goulet (1989—, vol. 1, p. 462); Aouad (2002, p. 4f).

53 Rescher (1964, p. 145) thinks they do not whereas Goulet (1989—, vol. 1, p. 462)
seems to agree with the earlier opinion of Steinschneider (1960, p. 78), who listed the
Rbetoric as one of the works summarized by this author.

5 Goulet (2003, p. 221). For the opposite view (that the entries in the Fibrist, the
Ta’rib al-bukama’, the Uyin al-"anba’ and other such works refer to one and the same
person), see Sabra (1998).
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Commentary on the Rhetoric, known to (and criticized by) both Ibn Sina
and Ibn Rusd.® Besides an entry in Ibn Abi Usaybi‘ah’s Tabaqat al-
atibba’, another important source for information about the work are
two extant logical commentaries by the same author on the fsagoge and
Categories.®* On closer examination, however, it turns out that the only
tangible piece of evidence for the existence of Ibn al-Tayyib’s Long Com-
mentary on the Rhetoric is its mention in the Tabagar al-atibba’—the
rhetorical doctrines discussed in the Long Commentaries on the sagoge
and the Categories do not necessarily refer to another Long Commentary
on the Rbetoric, but seem to be drawn from Greek sources (summaries
rather than the full text of the Rbetoric) or are his own, original ideas.”’
Since this alleged Long Commentary probably never existed, its identifi-
cation with the “unsatisfactory commentary” referred to by Ibn Rusd in
his own Middle Commentary on the Rbetoric is also very much in doubt.’
Equally in doubt is the existence of a second text by Ibn al-Tayyib on the
Rbhetoric, a summary similar to those that complemented his other Long
Commentaries. The evidence for such a summary is even slimmer than
that for the existence of the Long Commentary itself.>

According to our (scant) information, all three of these authors wrote
what could be termed “conventional” commentaries, if not on the Rbeto-
ric, then at least on some of the other texts of the Organon. From their
titles, we can infer that they usually took the form of summaries, para-
phrases or lemmatized commentaries that fit the scheme of Short, Middle
and Long Commentaries. The boundaries between these genres start to
blur with the philosopher Abu ‘Ali al-Husayn ibn Sina. As part of the
Aristotelian Organon, the Rbetoric plays a role in all of Ibn Sina’s writings
on logic,* but he reserved his most extensive discussions of rhetorical is-

w

5 Goulet (1989—, vol. 1, p. 462).

56 Aouad and Rashed (1997, p. 49—57) list the relevant passages.

57 For a discussion of the evidence, cf. Aouad and Rashed (1997, p. 58-62).

58 Aouad and Rashed (1999, p. 98f).

59 Rescher (1964, p. 155) and Gyekye (1979, p. 20) base their argument for the existence
of the summary exclusively on the proven existence of such summaries for other logical
texts on which Ibn al-Tayyib wrote a Long Commentary. Having discredited the evidence
for the Long Commentary itself, Aouad and Rashed (1997, p. 58f) add that none of the
bio-bibliographical and other sources contain even a hint of information on such a text
which could support Rescher’s and Gyekye’s claim.

60 Some of his works have not yet been edited and might contain additional relevant
material; cf. Goulet (1989—, vol. 1, p. 468f), where the author also discusses the rhetorical
section of Ibn Sina’s Kitab al-nagat (The Salvation) and concludes that they do not qualify
as a “commentary”. See also Aouad (1999a) on rhetorical concepts, especially concerning
rhetorical syllogisms, in his late Kitab al-’iSarat wa-I-tanbibat (Pointers and Reminders).
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sues for two larger works which cover the entire breadth of philosophy
as it was known from the Aristotelian tradition. The first and earlier of
the two is the Hikmah al-‘aridiyab (Philosophy for ‘Aridi, also known as
Kitab al-magmi‘, The Compilation) in which he comments on Aristo-
tle’s Rhetoric in two chapters entitled F7 ma‘ani kitab rituriga® and Fi
al-"ablag wa-l-infi‘alat.®> Years later, during what has been termed the
“mature period” of his philosophical activities,** he his voluminous ex-
position of all branches of philosophy, the Kizab al-iifa’, starting with
logic; among them, the chapter entitled al-parabah® contains the most
extensive presentation of Ibn Sina’s thought on the Rbetoric.

Even though they are separated by another chapter (on the Poetics) in
the unique Uppsala manuscript, the two chapters F1 ma‘ani kitab ritiriqa
and Fi al-"ablaq wa-l-infialar belong together.> They form part of the
first section of the Hikmah al-‘aridiyab which deals with Aristotle’s log-
ical corpus. The book, allegedly commissioned by a neighbor of the then
only twenty-one year old Ibn Sina, is considered his first work® and at-
tempts to cover systematically all branches of Aristotelian theoretical phi-
losophy.¢” Together, the two chapters on rhetoric only cover part of the
contents of Aristotle’s Rhbetoric: the first sums up Book One (except the
last chapter), the second those of Book Two which deal with the passions
and their manipulation by orators.®® The wording of the two chapters
makes it clear that the text relies on the same translation used by al-
Farabi before him and Ibn Rusd after him.¢* But unlike al-Farabi (and, as
we will see, Ibn Rusd), Ibn Sina does not single out the second chapter of

61 “On the meanings of the Book of Rhetoric”, edited by Salim (1945); the edition was
reviewed by Anawati (1954).

62 “On natural dispositions and affections of the soul”, edited and translated into French
by Rémondon (1954).

6 Gutas (1988, p. 102).

¢ “Rhetoric”; the chapter (or rather, book) was edited by Silim (1954); so far, we
only have a translation of the first of four parts into German, prepared by Wiirsch (1991,
p- 140-174). In his detailed and positive review, Aouad (1993) suggests a number of im-
provements and corrections for the translation itself and Wiirsch’s introduction and dis-
cussion of Ibn Sin@’s rhetorical thought. Cf. also Aouad (1997a) and Goulet (2003, p. 221).

65 As Gutas (1988, p. 89) indicates in his table of contents of the work; cf. also Goulet
(1989—, vol. 1, p. 467).

6 Anawati (1957, p. 171). Gutas (1988, p. 87) calls it “the first medieval philosophical
summa which can be said to have signaled the beginning of scholastic philosophy”.

67 See Gutas (1988, p. 87—93) on the sequence of subjects, the sources and the relation
of the work to the other writings of Ibn Sina.

68 Goulet (1989—, vol. 1, p. 467), Gutas (1988, p. 89).

6 Cf. Goulet (1989—, vol. 1, p. 467) and Wiirsch (1991, p. 11).
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Book One for special treatment; rather, his concise summary of the parts
of the Rhetoric that could be put to immediate practical use by Islamic
orators resembles something of a handbook or manual of rhetoric.”

The relevant chapters of the Kizab al-$ifa’, on the other hand, cover
the entire text of the Rhetoric.”! Tbn Sini wrote the Sifi’ following a re-
quest by his students in Hamadan to rewrite those of his books that were
inaccessible to them because they had been lost or were in the hands of
scholars in remote places. Instead of merely reproducing these texts, i.e.
writing the sort of commentaries which his students expected, Ibn Sina
decided to create a “running exposition” of all fields of philosophy “ac-
cording to his own opinion”. Thus, the work represents a break with the
late antique commentary tradition and its forms on which philosophical
writings on Aristotelian texts had been modeled so far.”?

Structurally, the Sifi’ follows a similar path as the Hikmah al-‘aradiyab:
its first part discusses logic with the Rhbetoric and Poetics relegated to the
end.” The section on al-patabab (rhetoric) falls into four parts (called
magqalat). The first one is a free discussion of the contents of the first
two chapters of Book One of the Rbetoric; it clearly shows the influ-
ence of al-Farabi’s similar discussions in the Didascalia and his Kitab
al-hagabab. However, Ibn Sina restructures the material and develops a
number of new ideas and interpretations, especially on the theory of the
enthymeme.’* The other three parts cover the remainder of the Rhbeto-
ric. Formally, they are more akin to a conventional Middle Commentary:
Ibn Sina paraphrases or directly quotes and then explains passages of the
Rhetoric.”> However, the author frequently intervenes to restructure the
text and insert his own interpretations. The composition of a separate
magqalab with his commentaries on the first two chapters of Book One
together with his remarks on the connection between rhetoric and logic
is a prime example for this tendency.”®

While he uses the same Arabic version of the Rbetoric as everyone else,
Ibn Sind’s attitude is quite critical. He frequently corrects passages that

70 Aouad (2002, vol. 1, p. 6).

7t Cf. Goulet (1989—, vol. 1, p. 467).

72 Gutas (1988, p. 101f).

73 For an outline of the subjects and texts treated in the Sifa’, see Gutas (1988, p. 102).

7 Cf. Wiirsch (1991, p. 12, 109). For a summary of the contents of the first part of the
section on rhetoric, see p. 133—139. In another publication, Wiirsch (1993) describes and
compares Ibn Sind’s and Ibn Rusd’s concepts of the enthymeme.

75 Wiirsch (1991, p. 12, 109, 132); Goulet (1989—, vol. 1, p. 468).

76 Aouad (2002, vol. 1, p. 6).



THE RECEPTION OF THE ARABIC TRANSLATION 19§

make no sense or contradict what he considers to be Aristotle’s “true”
ideas.”” He does not quote other sources, even though he obviously knew
(and used) al-Farabi’s commentaries.”® Their treatment of the Rbetoric
turns out to be quite different—for one, al-Farabi is not at all interested
in the practical aspects of rhetoric.” Given his re-arrangement of the text,
criticisms and corrections of the translation and deviations from the for-
mal framework of the late Alexandrian commentary tradition, it is not
unlikely that Ibn Sina’s rhetorical section in the Kitab al-iifa’ is the “un-
satisfactory commentary” referred to by Ibn Rusd.®

A generation later, the pioneering work of al-Farabi on logic in general
and the Rhetoric in particular was taken up again by the Cairene physi-
cian Abu al-Hasan ‘Ali ibn Ridwan.?! Among the numerous works he is
credited with in the bio-bibliographical literature, there are several texts
on logic.82 For our purposes, the most interesting one is his Kitab fi al-
musta‘mal min al-mantiq fi al-ulim wa-1-sana’i‘ (On what is used from
logic in the sciences and arts).3* In the form of a manual, the book covers
the entire Organon with separate chapters dealing with each of its compo-
nents (including Porphyry’s Isagoge).3* Ibn Ridwan’s purpose is eminently
practical: as the title of the book suggests, he wants to identify and explain
those parts of logic and logical concepts that are relevant to the sciences
and arts. According to the author, the Rbetoric in particular should be
read and used not only by philosophers, but also scholars in Islamic dis-
ciplines such as balagah and Islamic law. This is an idea we already find in
Ibn Wahb’s Kitab al-burhan discussed above: both authors stress in sim-

77 Wiirsch (1991, p. 120-127) has collected a sample of evidence for Ibn Sina’s use of the
same Arabic Rberoric that is still extant. For examples of his corrections, see p. 114-117;
there is also a concordance of the Arabic Rbetoric and all four magalat on rhetoric on
p. 218f.

8 Goulet (1989—, vol. 1, p. 468).

7 Langhade and Grignaschi (1971, p. 24f) with a useful summary of the contents of
the rhetorical section of the work.

80 This, at least, is the conclusion of Aouad and Rashed (1999, p. 113) based on their
detailed discussion of the evidence (p. 98-113). For additional information on Ibn Sina’s
rhetorical thought, see Wiirsch (1993) and Aouad (19973, 1999a).

81 On the biographical details, cf. Schacht and Meyerhof (1937, p. 12f) with additions
by Dietrich (1982, p. 7f).

82 Aouad (1998b, p. 180f).

8 The Kitab fi al-musta‘mal has not yet been edited. It is extant in the Escorial in
Madrid, ms. Derenbourg no. 649, fol. 173v—202v. Aocuad (1998b) has edited the chapter
on rhetoric (f. 200r—202r); in addition, he has compiled, translated and analyzed rhetorical
material from other parts of the book in Aouad (1997b, 1998a), including a comparison of
the relevant passages with al-Farabt’s Didascalia.

8 Aouad (1998b, p. 182f).
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ilar terms the universal benefit of rhetorical knowledge which transcends
the narrow limits of Hellenistic falsafah.®®

In addition to the short chapter on rhetoric, Aristotle’s Rhetoric plays
an important role in the rest of the Kitab fi al-musta‘mal. Textual sim-
ilarities and verbatim parallels between the frequent rhetorical quotes in
the book and al-Farabt's Didascalia demonstrate its importance for Ibn
Ridwan.® In fact, those passages of the book which correspond closely
with the Latin text represent the only known Arabic fragments of al-
Farabr’s Long Commentary on the Rbetoric, more specifically the Sadr
or “Prologue”.¥” However, Ibn Ridwan also used his sources to develop
rhetorical doctrines which differ profoundly from those of al-Farabi or
any other of the Arabic commentators.®® These differences make it un-
likely that the Kizab fi al-musta‘mal was derived from the full text of
the Long Commentary of which the Didascalia represents only the Pro-
logue. More likely, Ibn Ridwan made extensive use only of this Prologue
(which might already have circulated as a separate text) while adding his
own ideas.® His treatment of the subject matter of the Didascalia left
some traces in later philosophical literature, e.g. a letter by the Andalu-
sian physician and philosopher Aba Bakr al-S2’ig ibn Baggah (d. 1139) to

his friend and student Abu al-Hasan ibn al-Imam.%

THE TWELFTH CENTURY: THE RETURN TO ARISTOTLE

With Ibn Baggah, we are already in the twelfth century, dominated by
the towering figure of Abu al-Walid ibn Rusd, the Averroes of the Latin
tradition. As the example of Ibn Baggah shows, however, he is not the
only Islamic scholar of this century who showed an interest in Aristotle’s
Rbetoric and his other logical writings. In his Kitab al-mu‘tabar fi al-
bikmabh, the philosopher and physician Abu al-Barakat Hibat Allah ibn
Malka al-Bagdadi (d. after 1165)°! devotes a chapter to rhetorical syllogisms
which heavily depends on Ibn Sina’s treatise #7 ma‘ani kitab rituriga.”> He

85 Cf. Aouad (19983, p. 149155, €sp. 153).

8 Aouad (1998b, p. 169f).

8 Aouad (1998b, p. 207f).

8 Aouad (1997b, p. 163).

8 Aouad (1998b, p. 216).

% Aouad and Rashed (1999, p. 91f and n. 21).

°L On Abu al-Barakat, his works and philosophical thought, cf. Shlomo Pines’ article
“Abu al-Barakat” in ET?, vol. 1, p. ff.

92 The chapter can be found in Abu al-Barakat (1357-1358 AH, vol. 1, p. 269—276).
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often quotes it verbatim but introduces some interesting terminological
variations.?

Two works by Ibn Rusd on Aristotelian rhetoric are extant: his Middle
Commentary on the Rhbetoric* and his Short Commentary (or gawami).

The Short Commentary formed part of a whole series of such com-
mentaries on the various works of the Organon which concentrate on the
theoretical principles of the logical subject matter discussed in each work.
This “textual context” helps explain why the emphasis of the gawami‘ on
the Rbetoric, written before 1159, is the relevance of Aristotle’s Rbetoric

9% Cf. Goulet (2003, p. 221f); see Wiirsch (1991, p. 11, 63, 77, 79, 217) for examples of
quotations and close correspondences between both authors.

% Cf. Goulet (2003, p. 222). Before the first complete edition of the Middle Com-
mentary, a part of Book One was edited by Lasinio (1875-1878); Sallam (1952) edited and
translated Book Three into English. The first full edition was the work of Badawi (1960);
in his (mostly uncritical) review, Anawati (1959-1961b) follows Badawi in wrongly claim-
ing that Ibn Rusd used a translation of the Rbetoric other than the extant Arabic version.
This and the later edition by Salim (1967) have now been replaced by the magisterial
edition and French translation prepared by Aouad (2002).

% Cf. Goulet (1989—, vol. 1, p. 469). Together with the Short Commentaries on the
Topics and Poetics, it was edited and translated into English by Butterworth (1977) on the
basis of several manuscripts in which the Arabic text was transcribed with Hebrew letters.
The verdict of its many reviewers seemed to depend on their own background and ap-
proach to Ibn Rusd and the Aristotelian commentary tradition: more philologically and
logically minded scholars such as Badawi (1979—1980) and Zimmermann (1979) dismissed
it, pointing to the numerous misreadings and flaws of the (reconstructed) Arabic text and
its underlying Hebrew transcription. Those interested in the political and philosophical
dimensions of the Short Commentaries such as Berman (1981), Gueguen (1978), Harvey
(1980), Motzkin (1981) and Vajda (1979) viewed it in a more positive light without ignoring
some of its shortcomings. Leaman (1980) took the editor and other interpreters of Arabic
philosophical texts to task for their tendency to view philosophical works mostly as ex-
pressions of the conflict between philosophers on the one hand and Muslim theologians
on the other while ignoring a much more straightforward reading of the texts as gen-
uine contributions to largely philosophical debates such as the purpose and procedures of
Aristotelian logic.

Schoeler (1980) commented in some detail on some of the editor’s flawed notions about
the inclusion of the Rhetoric and Poetics among the Organon (p. 295f); the classification of
syllogisms (p. 296f); and the methods of persuasion and their alleged origin in al-Farabi’s
Kitab al-batabab (p. 297-300). Finally, similar to Leaman (1980), he criticizes the editor’s
claim that the relation between politics, philosophy and religion, especially Ibn Rusd’s
alleged critique of dialectical theology, is the central issue discussed in the three Short
Commentaries (p. 300f).

Several years later, the publication of an edition of Ibn Rusd’s Middle Commentary on
the Poetics (Butterworth, 1996) occasioned the most vociferous attack yet on the scholarly
merits of the editor’s approach. Gutas (1990) faults him for inexact translation, idiosyn-
cratic terminological choices and ignoring large parts of the secondary literature on the
texts he is translating. In Gutas’ opinion, these flaws render this and other editions and
translations by the editor completely worthless for scholarly purposes.
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for the wider field of logic. The (relatively short) text focuses on the
second chapter of Book One of the Arabic Rbetoric, reading it through
the lense of al-Farabt's Kitab al-hatabab. Like the latter, it explains the
theoretical principles of rhetoric while at the same time determining its
position and rank in comparison to other logical disciplines. Its relative
independence from the text of the Rbetoric suggests that Ibn Rusd wrote
it while still under the influence of al-Farabi and before he then returned
to the Aristotelian text itself and interpreted it afresh.” As for the other
commentaries on the Rbetoric discussed above, Maroun Aouad has shown
the importance of the concept of badi’ al-ra’ al-mustarak in rhetorical ar-
guments, inherited from al-Farabi, also for this Short Commentary.®”
Completed in 1175, almost twenty years after the Short Commentary,
the Middle Commentary shows how Ibn Rusd emancipated himself from
the Arabic commentary tradition and developed a more “Aristotelian” un-
derstanding of the Rbetoric and other Aristotelian works he commented
on later in his life. Like his Short Commentary, it is part of a series of
commentaries covering the entire Organon.®® Thanks to its relative close-
ness to Aristotle’s rhetorical thought, some scholars have even suggested
that the Middle Commentary, allegedly devoid of innovative ideas, “slav-
ishly” followed Aristotle’s text.?” Recent scholarship, especially the pub-
lications of Maroun Aouad, has prepared the way for a more nuanced
appreciation of this work. Formally, Ibn Rusd follows the conventions of
a Middle Commentary: instead of quoting and then explaining the Ara-
bic Rbetoric line by line, he directly explains the intention of the author,
i.e. he concentrates on the sense of the text rather than its wording. This
does not keep him from quoting the Rbetoric where suitable in unmod-
ified or modified form; thus, his procedure somewhat resembles that of
Ibn Sind in the Sif#’, except that Ibn Rusd’s interventions are less fre-

% Cf. Goulet (1989—, vol. 1, p. 469) and Aouad (2002, vol. 1, p. 7). In addition to listing
the correspondences between the Arabic Rhbetoric on p. 276f, Aouad (1994, p. 293-298)
shows how closely Ibn Rusd followed the sequence of al-Farabt’s thought with a synoptical
presentation of the text of the Short Commentary, the Kitab al-batabab and the Arabic
Rbetoric. Ibn Rusd’s shift away from the Islamic philosophical tradition and back to the
“original” Aristotelian teaching has been persuasively argued by Schoeler (1980).

97 Cf. Aouad (1994). See also al-Sannifi (1999) on one of the key questions the con-
cept was designed to answer, the distinction between dialectics and rhetoric in Aristotle’s
logical system and its interpretation by Ibn Rusd.

% Cf. Goulet (1989, vol. 1, p. 470) and Aouad (2002, vol. 1, p. 7). The date of the com-
mentary, its sources and methodological underpinnings are discusses in detail in Aouad
and Rashed (1999, p. 84—91) and especially Aouad (2002, vol. 1, p. 9—50).

9 Cf. e.g. Thillet (1978, p. 105f).
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quent and radical.!® The differences between the Middle Commentary
and al-Farabt's Kitab al-batabah are more pronounced. Ibn Rusd follows
the structure of the Rbetoric in its entirety while al-Farabi develops his
own, creative rhetorical thought (much of which has no equivalent in
Aristotle’s text) on the basis of a small sample of the Arabic Rbetoric that
matches with his main concern: logic and the role rhetoric plays in it.!!

Like his predecessors, Ibn Rusd relies on Ibn al-Samh’s text of the
Rbetoric, i.e. the extant Arabic version—only that the text he had at his
disposal was apparently superior to that which was incorporated in the
Organon manuscript now at the Bibliothéque Nationale in Paris. Also,
his text, while derived from the same source as the extant translation,
is perhaps closer to the version read and translated into Latin by the
thirteenth-century German translator Hermannus Alemannus.!%? Apart
from a number of minor divergences, the main difference between these
two texts is their length: the text used by both Ibn Rusd and later by
Hermannus Alemannus for his Latin translation of the Rberoric is slightly
shorter, an exemplar decurtatum that lacks chapters 15-17 of Book Two.!03

Apart from the translation, Ibn Rusd also made use of several com-
mentaries on the Rbetoric, chiefly those of al-Farabi and Ibn Sina. In a
revealing note in the colophon at the end of Book Three of his Middle
Commentary, the author mentions that for one part of the commentary,
he could not refer to any commentary “by the satisfactory commenta-
tor” (li-man murtada min al-mufassirin). This ofthanded remark tells us
a number of things: firstly, that he did use other commentaries in the
first place; secondly, that there must have been at least two, one by the
“satisfactory” commentator, one by another commentator who apparently
did not pass muster.! The wording of the passage also tells us that the
commentaries in question must have been at least Middle Commentaries,
if not Long ones. Above, we have already identified these two commen-

10 Aouad (1994, p. 263f). Aouad (1999b) has compared the different methods of com-
menting on the text in Ibn Rusd’s Short and Middle Commentary.

101 Cf. Langhade and Grignaschi (1971, p. 26). Thillet (1978) also discusses some of the
similarities and differences between the two texts.

102 Cf. Goulet (1989—, p. 470); as mentioned above, the previous editor Badawi (1960)
and his reviewer Anawati (1959—-1961b, p. 262) still erroneously thought that the commen-
tary was based on a different translation, supposedly by Ishaq ibn Hunayn or (Badawi’s
preference) Ibrahim al-Dimasqi. They are mentioned in Ibn al-Nadim’s Fibrist and in the
marginal notes in the manuscript of the Rbetoric, respectively.

103 Corresponding to 1390b14-1391b7; cf. Aouad (2002, p. 2). On the problem of the
exemplar decurtatum, cf. also Bottin (1975).

104 Cf. Goulet (1989—, vol. 1, p. 470).
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taries: the “satisfactory” commentator al-Farabi and his Long Commen-
tary on the Rbetoric found Ibn Rusd’s approval, Ibn Sina’s chapter on
rhetoric in his Kitab al-Sifa’ did not.1%

Many scholars have attempted to clarify Ibn Rusd’s understanding of
rhetoric and its purpose in relation to political philosophy.!% Butterworth
sums up Ibn Rusd’s idea of rhetoric as an art of persuasion on any given
subject aimed at the masses or those who are unwilling or unable to follow
the complicated reasonings of the philosophers.!”” We have encountered
some of the key differences between Aristotle’s and Ibn Rusd’s under-
standing of rhetoric before, e.g. Ibn Rusd’s view of rhetoric as a logical
art; the requirement that an orator has to be a competent logician and
even philosopher; the requirement that an orator has to have political
knowledge exceeding that of an audience which thinks in terms of re-
ceived, unexamined opinions; and, finally, his idea that an orator has to
be a master of theoretical knowledge in addition to his practical skills
emphasized by Aristotle.1%

BEYOND THE TWELFTH CENTURY

The writings of Ibn Rusd marked the peak of the reception of Aristotle’s
Rbetoric in Arabic. For all we know, the number of works concerned with
Aristotelian rhetoric fell oft after his death. In addition, they referred not
to the text of the Rbetoric itself anymore. Instead, most post-Ibn Rusd
writings on rhetoric merely summarized previous Arabic commentaries
by al-Farabi, Ibn Sina and Ibn Rusd with varying degrees of addition and
adaptation.!®

105 For a survey and a thorough analysis of the evidence, see Aouad and Rashed (1999,
p- 91-113).

106 E.g. Blaustein (1992), who examines the role of political considerations in Aristotle’s
Rbetoric and Ibn Rusd’s Midde Commentary and the consequences this has for the scope
of rhetoric and the rhetorical means that an orator can employ in communicating with
the masses.

17 E.g. Butterworth (1992, p. 187). See the rest of the article for the author’s interpre-
tation of Ibn Rusd’s political philosophy as expressed in his Middle Commentary and his
commentary on Plato’s Republic.

108 Butterworth (1998, p. 228). These differences, the author claims, put Ibn Rusd’s
idea of rhetoric much closer to a Socratic (or Platonic) idea of speech and action (p. 240).
For a discussion of various doctrinal points, cf. Aouad (1994, 1996), especially the central
role of the concept of badi’ al-ra’t al-mustarak in his Middle Commentary, and Goulet
(2003, p. 111if). Wiirsch (1993) concentrates on the development of the theory of certain
types of enthymemes from Aristotle to Ibn Sina and then Ibn Rusd.

109 Aouad (2002, vol. 1, p. 8).
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Yasuf ibn Muhammad ibn Tumlas (d. 1223), an Andalusian physician
and logician, was a close contemporary and perhaps also student of Ibn
Rusd.!'0 He is the author of a Madbal ’ila sina‘at al-mantiq (Introduc-
tion to the art of logic) in several parts, the largest of which consists of
a Kitab al-patabah.''' This chapter on rhetoric is a detailed summary
based mostly on Ibn Rusd’s Middle Commentary which Ibn Tumlas
occasionally quotes verbatim.!'? In addition to its indebtedness to Ibn
Rusd, whose Short and Middle Commentaries figure prominently, the
Madpal relies on several previous summaries and commentaries, namely
al-Farabt’s work of the same title and Ibn Sina’s rhetorical parts of the
Sifi’. The author skillfully combines the strands of the previous reception
of Aristotle’s Rhbetoric in a synthesis that is in this form unprecedented in
the Arabic rhetorical tradition.!!? Interestingly, like Ibn Rusd before and
Hermannus Alemannus after him, Ibn Tumlis also used the shortened
exemplar decurtatum of the Arabic Rhbetoric.!'4

The rhetorical treatises of the physician and philosopher Muwaffaq al-
Din ‘Abd al-Latif al-Bagdadi (d. 1231), also known for a number of other
writings on Aristotelian philosophy,!!> are not extant. Several suggestive
book titles listed by Ibn Abi Usaybi‘ah amply document his interest in
the rhetorical tradition, both Aristotelian and Islamic. On the basis of our
available, albeit scant information, they have been interpreted as more or
less extensive summaries.!!¢

A little later, the physician and theologian Ibn al-Nafis (d. 1288) made
extensive use of al-Farabi’s Kitab al-hatabab for the chapters on rhetoric
in his Kitab Sarb al-wurayqat.'V’ Finally, the rhetorical chapters of Ibn
Sind’s Sifa’ were the source of an anonymous and undated philosophical
text extant in a manuscript now at the Forschungsbibliothek Gotha.!1®

110 Cf. Aouad (2002, vol. 1, p. 8) and Goulet (2003, p. 223). Our information about
his life, especially his relations with Ibn Rusd, depends on the few hints he drops in his
various writings, studied by Elamrani-Jamal (1997).

11 The Madpal was edited by Assin (1916), re-printed in 2000 by the Institute for the
History of Arabic-Islamic Science at the Johann Wolfgang Goethe University Frankfurt.
Aouad (2006) has prepared a separate edition and French translation of the Kitab al-
batabah which I have not been able to consult.

12 Aouad (2002, vol. 1, p. 211f) lists the correspondences between the Middle Com-
mentaries and the Kitab al-batabab of Ibn Tumlas’ Madhal.

113 Goulet (2003, p. 223).

14 Aouad (2002, vol. 1, p. 2).

115 E.g. Neuwirth (1976).

16 Cf. Rescher (1964, p. 189ff) and now Aouad (2002, vol. 1, p. 7).

17 Cf. Max Meyerhof’s short article “Ibn al-Nafis” in EI?, vol. 3, p. 8971.

18 Cf. Aouad (2002, vol. 1, p. 8).
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THE LATIN AFTERLIFE

While the interest in Aristotelian rhetoric in the Muslim world apparently
leveled oft during the thirteenth century and authors turned exclusively to
well-established commentaries instead of the text of Aristotle’s Rbetoric
itself, it did not seem to die out completely. Further north, however, the
reception of the Rbetoric only began during the thirteenth century. Until
the mid-twelfth century, scholars in the Latin West only knew those
Aristotelian logical works which had been translated by Boethius (d. 524
or 525), i.e. the Categories, De interpretatione, the Prior Analytics, Topics
and Porphyry’s Isagoge. Starting around 1150, new Aristotelian sources
became available in substantial numbers, first Greek, then Arabic.!1?

The reception and assimilation of Aristotle’s Rbetoric before the cre-
ation of William of Moerbeke’s (d. 1286) complete translation from Greek
around the year 1270 happened in several stages. During the earliest of
these, represented by Dominicus Gundissalinus (fl. ca. 1150) in Spain and
Albertus Magnus (d. 1280) in Germany, scholars became aware of the
Arabic tradition of the Rbetoric through secondary sources, mainly al-
Farabt's Kitab ’ibsa’ al-uliim (The enumeration of the sciences). This short
treatise, known since the end of the twelfth century, had been trans-
lated twice into Latin under the title De scientiis, first by John of Seville
(fl. eleventh century)!? and then by Gerhard of Cremona (d. 1187).12!
The secondary literature also familiarized Latin scholars with the notion
of the “enlarged” Organon inclunding the Rhetoric and Poetics.

During the next stage, represented by Roger Bacon (d. 1294) and his
Opus maius, we find the first mention of the text of the Rbetoric itself
(i.e. the translation of Hermannus Alemannus mixed with material from
al-Farabi's Didascalia).?2

We know little about the life of the translator: he was born possibly in
1202; in the mid-thirteenth century, he apparently worked in Toledo, at
least according to notes in his translations which put him there in 1240

119 Kummerer (1989, p. 19). See Green (1994) on the various strands of rhetorical
thought which existed before the re-introduction of Aristotle’s Rbetoric in the West and
how they influenced the translation, transmission and interpretation of the Latin Rbetoric.

120 Johannes Hispalensis or Hispaniensis de Luna. On his translations, cf. Steinschnei-
der (1956, p. 40—50).

121 A prolific translator of both Greek and Arabic literature, cf. Steinschneider (1956,
p. 16-32).

122 The text Hermannus used consists ot the same exemplar decurtatum available to Ibn
Rusd, a product of the textual tradition of which the extant Arabic translation forms part,
but it represents an earlier, superior version (Aouad, 2002, vol. 1, p. 9).



THE RECEPTION OF THE ARABIC TRANSLATION 203

and 1256. He is probably the same person as the later bishop of Astorga
in Leon between 1266 and his death in 1272. His translation method
apparently involved a second person and seemed to have been word-for-
word from an intermediary oral translation into the Castilian vernacular
given by an Arabic speaker who translated the Arabic text, also word
for word.'?> To make sense of the many obscure passages of the Arabic
Rbhetoric, Hermann occasionally inserts translated passages derived from
al-Farabr's Long Commentary (of which, as we have seen, the Didascalia
formed the Prologue), the relevant chapters of Ibn Sina’s Sifi’ and Ibn
Rusd’s Middle Commentary.'24

Even though Bacon was in direct contact with Hermann, he never di-
rectly quotes neither the Latin translation of the Rbetoric nor the Di-
dascalia which he might not have read; on the contrary, he deplores the
fact that both the Poetics and Rbetoric, allegedly the “two best books on
logic”, were unavailable to a Latin-speaking audience.!? The only texts he
quotes are al-Farabt’s *Thsa’ al-uliim, parts of Tbn Sind@’s Sif’ and the log-
ical part of al-Gazal’'s Magdsid al-falasifab (The Intentions of the Philoso-
phers), known to him in a Latin translation entitled Logica al-Gazeli'?¢ by
the same John of Seville who was responsible for one of the translations
of al-Farabt’s ’Thsa’ al- uliim.'?’

Roger Bacon’s writings mark a key stage in the reception of the Rhe-
toric in Latin: it had just become available, but had not been integrated
into the university curricula. Rhetoric as a scholarly discipline was already
established before the first Latin translation of the Rbetoric; like much
of post-Aristotelian rhetoric in antiquity, it relied much more on Cicero
and Quintilian than on the (relatively neglected) Aristotelian text.!28 A
first, thirteenth century translation from the Greek which may have an-
tedated Hermannus’ version had been more or less ignored. William of
Moerbeke’s translation (which was used extensively by Thomas Aquinas)
only became available around 1270 but quickly replaced the Arabo-Latin
text which in fact never made its way into the universities.'?® Considering
its deficiencies and obscurity, some of it undoubtedly just a product of

123 Kummerer (1989, p. 27f).

124 Cf. Aouad (2002, vol. 1, p. 9) and Goulet (1989—, vol. 1, p. 468). Boggess (1971,
P- 239—244, 246f) lists quotations from Ibn Rusd.

125 Dahan (1998, p. 65).

126 Steinschneider (1956, p. 45).

127 Cf. Rosier-Catach (1998, p. 11of).

128 Cf. Dahan (1998, p. 66).

129 Rosier-Catach (1998, p. 97) and Kummerer (1989, p. 25).

o
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the shortcomings of its Arabic source, it does not come as a surprise that
Hermannus’ translation was quickly abandoned.!3

More successful than the Latin translations of the Arabic Rbetoric were
those of Ibn Rusd’s Middle Commentary on the Rbetoric. After getting
a taste of the commentary in the form of passages quoted in Hermannus’
translation of the Rhetoric, Latin scholars received the full text through a
Hebrew translation by Todros Todrosi of Arles (fl. in the fourteenth cen-
tury), finished in 1337, which served as the source of a Latin translation
produced by Abraham of Balmes (d. 1523). It was frequently printed dur-
ing the Renaissance.'3! Ibn Rusd’s Short Commentary was translated into
Hebrew at least twice, once by Jacob ben Mahir in the thirteenth cen-
tury; also, there was a sixteenth-century Latin translation.!3? With these
texts and the subsequent Latin commentaries written on the Rbetoric, we
leave the history of the Arabic translation and reception of Aristotelian
rhetoric.

130 Rosier-Catach (1998, p. 102).
131 Cf. Goulet (1989—, vol. 1, p. 471) and Aouad (2002, vol. 1, p. 9).
132 Harvey (1980, p. 616f).
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CONCLUSIONS

Having reached the end of the reception of the Arabic Rbetoric and the
Islamic philosophical tradition by Latin Renaissance scholars, it is time
to look back and assess our results. What do we now know of the Arabic
Rhetoric? Did our approach avoid some of the problems described in the
first chapter? We will confine ourselves to a general outline; details can
be found in the respective chapters.

The division of the text into smaller units has uncovered a number of
structural and rhetorical differences between the Greek and the Arabic
versions of the Rhbetoric. In some cases, they decisively influence the trans-
lator’s understanding of a passage as well as his interpretation of other
ideas and arguments in the Greek text. Especially longer and intricate
stretches of argumentation cause the two texts to diverge: translation is-
sues and misinterpretations reinforce each other and occasionally led to
translations which have little in common with the Greek.

Structural discrepancies were, as we have seen, not only caused by prob-
lematic translations or technical issues such as damaged manuscripts. Pre-
conceived notions played an important role in the translator’s reading of
the Greek text. Accordingly, structural modifications fall into two groups:
those that have an immediate and obvious impact on a given passage and
those which predispose the translator to a specific interpretation of terms
or ideas while not necessarily leading to immediate modifications. The
former are very often caused by syntactical and stylistic phenomena, e.g.
the segmentation of the continuous text into sentences and clauses; Aris-
totle’s often elliptical and terse style; or by technical difficulties such as
misreadings and manuscript problems. The necessity to simplify intricate,
longer syntactical structures in the process of translation also influenced
the Arabic target text. Finally, parenthetical insertions in the Greek text
proved to be a major stumbling block for the translator.

A more general factor impacting the translator’s reading of the Rhetoric
is his belief in the consistency and coherence of his Greek source.! His

! The translator’s trust reflects the attitude of many antique commentators, cf. Hadot
(1995, p- 73f).
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attempt to reconcile the two lists of important aspects of speech he finds
in Sections I.1? and IL.1° led to substantial structural divergences between
the Greek and Arabic texts. Key terms such as @avrasio seem to have
triggered interpretive schemata such as the contrast between tawabbum
and tabayyul on the one hand and handasah on the other (cf. above p. 101).

In sum, the structural analysis suggests that not only the Greek text
but also the translator’s preconceptions affected his work. Often enough,
the Aristotle’s prose was simply beyond the translator’s grasp. On occa-
sion, he had to resort to extremely close imitations of the Greek text’s
word order in an attempt to squeeze some sense out of a passage. This
happened frequently when extensive background knowledge about Greek
literature, history and geography was required to understand the text.
This knowledge was often not available to the translator. In combina-
tion with other issues, his unfamiliarity with much of the subject matter
discussed in the Rbetoric caused substantial departures from the Greek
text, e.g. in his puzzling argument about “acting” and “contestants” in
Elements II.6.7f.4 Metaphorical expressions were often translated liter-
ally meaning of such phrases, resulting in statements which must have
confused both the translator and his readers. On occasion, he resorted to
paraphrase or outright deletion to cope with difficult passages.

Lack of background knowledge or the obscure subject matter de-
manded considerable creativity and flexibility. In one case, the translator
transposed Aristotle’s excursus on the use of the voice in speech into the
field of music which he could expect his audience to be more familiar with
than aspects of the Greek accent system.’

In spite of his troubles, he nevertheless proved himself comparably
adept at handling complex syntactical constructions and creatively adapt-
ing Aristotle’s demanding text for an Arabic-speaking audience. Where
he failed, we have not only the translator’s linguistic competence or the
deficiencies of his sources to blame. He was equally often defeated by the
difficult subject matter, the complicated structure and language of the
text and the wide range of literary material it contains.

To cope with these challenges, he had to rely even more on the only
formal markers of argumentative progression in the Greek text, particles.
As we have seen, he displayed a remarkable subtlety and flexibility in

2 On p. 67.

3 On p. 73.

4 On p. 104f.

5 Cf. Section I3, p. 84.
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uncovering the complex network of connectors and structural particles
the Greek version is dotted with. Even so, some constructions eluded
him: overlapping wév ... %-constructions and clusters of particles as well
as structures connecting distant textual elements marked the limits of his
syntactic grasp.

In his handling of morphological features of the Greek language,
specifically negative composites, the translator used the full range of in-
struments the Arabic language put at his disposal. In comparison to the
other translations we have examined, the Rhbetoric displays an average de-
gree of terminological consistency; in terms of its treatment of negated
terms and its coherence, the text exhibits numerous similarities with the
translation of the Placita philosophorum.

Transcription is another field in which the Rhberoric shows a remark-
able degree of consistency, notwithstanding some variation in the vocalic
structure of many names. While features of the transcription system ap-
plied in different translations are ill suited to help us date a text, they at
least reflect similarities in the approach taken by different translators and
assists us in grouping translations. In comparison with the control group
of texts, it becomes obvious that the translator of the Rhbetoric applied a
fully developed and consistent system of transliteration.

In terms of its terminology, the Rbetoric stands out, thanks to its high
degree of variation in the translation of Greek technical terms. In spite
of such apparent inconsistencies, the Rbetoric already contains the very
range of expressions which became standardized in subsequent transla-
tions. This circumstance suggests once more that the text did not emerge
in a terminological and methodological vacuum. Where we detect prob-
lems, e.g. in his frequent recourse to doublets, the explanation is often
found in ambiguities in Aristotle’s own terminology. Moreover, doublets
do not necessarily point to a translator’s lack of sophistication: they may
also reflect his desire for terminological precision or illustrate his efforts
in making the text more comprehensible for his audience.

Our analysis took only a small number of textual features and a small
comparative sample of translations into account. On the basis of the find-
ings outlined above, we are not in a position make a positive judgement
about its translator(s). However, it provides us with enough material to
place the text in close proximity to the Kindi-circle. The evidence clearly
does not support an early, eighth century dating but suggests a translation
date sometime in the first half of the ninth century. Whichever member
or associate of the Kindi-circle took on this task, it shows the mark of a
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comparatively inexperienced translator who had problems not only with
the language of the Rbetoric but also with the cultural background re-
quired to understand it.

Conceptual issues loomed large in our historical survey of the Greek-
Arabic translation movement, e.g. the subtle and not so subtle influence
of preconceived notions about the nature of language and the translation
process. Among them were the effects of what we have called the “philo-
logical outlook” such as a tendency to look at translations outside their
historical and intellectual context. Also prominent was the problematic
status of oral transmission, the transfer of information (terms, phrases,
ideas) through alternative channels which preceded or took place along-
side the systematic written translation of entire texts.

It hardly bears repeating that translation is a process that involves much
more than the transfer of content from one medium into another. It de-
pended (and depends) on many variables such as a translator’s education
and experience, his cultural background, contemporary intellectual, re-
ligious and political circumstances, the distinctive features of source and
target language, the character of the source text and the quality of the
material (manuscripts etc.) available to the translator.

On the linguistic level, echoes of the translators’ struggle with complex
Greek syntactic constructions and its complicated verbal system can be
heard in each extant translation, especially the Rbetoric. In spite of such
problems, the translators, sometimes together with their revisers, made
masterly use of the abundant resources provided by Syriac and Arabic to
produce readable and understandable texts.

In addition to linguistic issues, the translators had to bridge an entire
millenium and to understand and convey ideas originating in a cultural
context which could not have been further removed from their contempo-
rary concerns. Their task was alleviated to a certain degree by the vestiges
of Greek and Byzantine scholarly institutions still active at the time of the
Islamic conquest, e.g. Syrian educational institutions. Scholars trained in
such institutions transmitted the core of the texts which formed part of
the late antique scholarly curriculum and translated a number of central
works into Syriac. While some of this textual heritage made its way into
the hands of the Arabic translators, readings and interpretations of these
texts had undergone major changes. The effect of Neoplatonic thought
on the commentary tradition is one factor which had a substantial im-
pact on the translators’ understanding of their texts. Thheir concerns had
moreover been shaped by their Christian faith. These and other factors
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left their mark on the translations produced in the course of the Greek-
Arabic translation movement.

The way the Rbetoric was understood by the translator and Islamic
philosophers is a good example of the impact of interpretations inherited
from translated literature. The classification of the Rberoric as a logical
treatise was a given and the text was translated and read in this light.

This and other aspects of a translator’s work have the potential to
change substantially the way we look at Greek-Arabic translations. The
decisions translators took during their work were considerably more com-
plex than to pick one of two basic approaches (“literal” or “free”) and then
to select suitable Arabic equivalents for a given Greek word or phrase. A
great many of these decisions were involved in the production of a trans-
lation, some of them conscious, some taken unconsciously on the basis
of their education, training and experience and a host of other factors
guiding their judgement.

The complexity of this process calls for a reconstruction and appreci-
ation of as many of these factors as possible in order to understand the
resulting text as fully as the available information allows. It also calls for a
rethinking of simplifying categories of translation such as mistranslation,
translational competence etc., all of which depend on outdated concepts
of language and translation. What we are beginning to learn is that the
texts produced during the Greek-Arabic translation movement are inde-
pendent literary facts: they are based on Greek and/or Syriac source texts
but they often enough put forward arguments and make points which
differ from what we would expect on the basis of our carefully collated
and thoroughly annotated and researched Greek editions.

This is not to absolve the translator or scribe from their lapses. On
the contrary, these often enough marred the process of translation and
transmission—something the translators themselves were acutely aware
of—and have to be pointed out as such. It is, however, to raise our aware-
ness of the constraints under which translators were working and to in-
crease our appreciation for the admirable results they produced under
often adverse conditions.

Even more importantly, it is to emphasize the status of translations
as literary creations in their own right. What we perceive as a fault and
misunderstanding might and, in all probability, will have been read as a
valid idea or argument by contemporary readers. It could have made its
way into contemporary discussions and writings and developed a life of
its own, independent of the translation it was derived from. Any aware-
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ness of a translation’s shortcomings which might have cautioned readers
tends to be lost once these ideas have successfully “escaped” into the in-
tellectual world. Thus, however inadequate we consider a translation, it
was probably read and understood as a substantial contribution to specific
literary traditions. This phenomenon is akin to the appearance and uti-
lization of spurious texts or whole groups of texts and the influence they
had on several disciplines and subjects of Islamic thought. Probably the
most prominent example of such texts are pseudo-Aristotelian writings,
chiefly the Theology of Aristotle, which had such a formative impact on
Islamic philosophy and theology.¢

The distinction between “literal” and “free” translations frequently
mentioned above proved to be particularly persistent in the secondary
literature. Its attractiveness for the Greek-Arabic translation movement
is obvious: firstly, it offers two mutually exclusive categories to classify
translations both qualitatively and, according to several commentators,
chronologically and secondly, its authoritative status as a distinction orig-
inating inside Islamic discourse on translation is assured by the testimony
of al-Safadi. We have seen that, quite apart from the question of its ap-
plicability to the translations he so confidently writes about, his claims
cannot be corroborated by any authoritative source contemporary to and
familiar with the translation movement. It had come to a close three cen-
turies before al-Safadi’s death.”

What, then, do we mean when we talk about “literal” translation? A
synonym frequently used in the context of early Greek-Arabic translations
is “word-for-word” or verbum-e-verbo translation: the linear substitution
of a source language word with a target language word. This typology of
translation has a long and venerable history.® Considering the case of a
“literal” translation between cognate languages such as French and Italian,
it works reasonably well: the process of mechanical substitution of one
French term for an Italian one will, owing to the high degree of syntactic
similarity between the languages and semantic congruity between terms,
lead to a text that is comprehensible, even though it probably would, in
the eyes of a native speaker, not make for a very pleasant read or necessarily
convey the same set of meanings.

¢ Cf. Zimmermann (1986, 1994a), Adamson (2001) and Taylor (1986).

7 Similar sentiments have been expressed by Gutas (1998, p. 142).

8 Brock (1991, p. 143) records the role of the distinction in the classical and late Greco-
Roman world. A short sketch of the history of the concept translation can be found in
Gerzymisch-Arbogast (1994, p. 1ff). For a concise discussion of this and other basic
categories of translation and translation studies, cf. Hatim and Mason (1990, p. 1—20).
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Things are substantially more complicated between unrelated lan-
guages such as Greek and Arabic. Mechanical substitution fails not only
on account of widely differing syntactic and stylistic standards. Also, the
assumption of terminological congruity fails us most of the time. Thus,
word-for-word transposition, were it possible, would result in texts which
were not only unreadable but incomprehensible. Obviously, it does not
make much sense to posit a clear-cut distinction between literal and free
translations in the context of the Greek-Arabic translation movement.
We can, however, still talk about relative degrees of literalness as long as
we specify what feature of a source text has been reproduced “literally”.
The Rbetoric contains numerous examples of relatively close imitations
of the source text’s word order. We have already pointed out that this
specific form of “literalness” coincides with passages which the translator
apparently has not understood very well, if at all.

Without its counterpart, it does not make sense to talk about “free”
translations as well: however early or flawed a translation from Greek to
Syriac or Arabic may appear to us, it must by necessity be “free” to qualify
as a translation in the first place, to relay meaning from one linguistic
medium into another.

The resources which translators used in understanding and translating
texts comprised not only obvious elements such as their Syriac Christian
background and ability to draw on the collective experience embodied in
the Greek-Syriac translation tradition or their training with other trans-
lators and their access to source texts and other Arabic translations. They
lived in a cultural milieu that was suffused with ideas and concepts from
a variety of sources.’ Diffusion relied only in part on written texts and
was probably often achieved through oral communication. Ideas, theo-
ries, even certain terms were oftered on the intellectual marketplace of
the time and either accepted or discarded. Some of the material brought
into circulation by these processes of diffusion found its way to the trans-
lators and influenced their reading of texts: it suggested interpretations,
offered parallels and might even have provided some of their terminology.
That is to say, attempts to reconstruct influences on a translator’s output
on the basis of written texts without acknowledging the potential impact
of non-textual diffusion leads to numerous problems: it invites misleading

? (Morony, 1984, p. 10) reminds us that Iraq in particular was a region which, on
account of its cultural diversity, had a decisive influence on the shaping of early Islamic
civilization: “Iraq was a place of cultural creativity and a center for cultural diffusion.
Changes that were taking place there make the region unique during late antiquity but
characteristic of Islamic civilization”.
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reconstructions of translation traditions, gives rise to flawed chronologi-
cal classifications and it deprives us of an important factor which can help
to explain terminological decisions and interpretations.

The translation of the Rbetoric, even though obviously an early product
of the translation movement, already shows a surprising degree of consis-
tency and standardization in areas such as transcription and terminology.
Without evidence for a preceding textual tradition from which standards
such as these could have been derived, oral diffusion of concepts and terms
should not be excluded as a potential source for this kind of lexical and
linguistic knowledge.

In addition to these more general considerations, some methodolog-
ical issues associated with the study of Greek-Arabic translations have
emerged in the course of this study.

The first one has, thanks to the healthy scepticism of more recent
research, lost some of its urgency, i.e. the tendency to construct sweeping
generalizations and elaborate historical reconstructions on the basis of
a handful of sources. The most striking example for this tendency is
the subject of the bayt al-hikmab, its history, structure and role in the
translation movement. As tempting as it is to detect traces of something
comparable to modern research institutions behind the scant references
in our sources, the material is simply not trustworthy and substantial
enough to allow any such inferences.

The second one is more complex and harder to resolve: the identi-
fication of “Syriacisms” and other evidence for alleged Syriac intermedi-
aries, an important part of translation analysis ever since the beginnings of
systematic research into the Greek-Arabic translation tradition. In some
cases, the Syriac origins of an Arabic translation can be plausibly sug-
gested on the basis of philological criteria and the evidence provided by
marginal notes and/or information derived from secondary sources. In
other cases, we do not have corroborating evidence outside the texts them-
selves. The interpretation of often ambiguous textual findings quickly
becomes a guessing game: there are a number of different explanations
for the existence of Syriacisms, e.g. a translator’s deficient command of
Arabic; contaminations introduced by later scribes and commentators;
misreadings and defects of manuscripts transmitted through the ages;
or—finally—the sought-after Syriac source text used by a translator for
the production of an Arabic version. Where corroboration from outside
sources is not forthcoming, it is possible to cite any number of them to



CONCLUSIONS 213

explain the terminology and phraseology of a given text without having
to posit a hypothetical Syriac source.

Nevertheless, the existence of a Syriac intermediary as the source for
specific translations instead of a Greek text seems to be the default choice
for some commentators. The Rbetoric is a good example for the interpre-
tation of textual and secondary evidence influenced by the expectation of a
Syriac intermediary. The mere reference to a Syriac translation in Ibn al-
Nadim’s Fibrist in combination with alleged Syriacisms in the text of the
Rbhetoric have led Lyons to assume as a matter of course rather than proof
that the translation was produced on the basis of a Syriac text. This as-
sumption has not been borne out by our text analysis. The marginal notes
in the manuscript which refer to a Syriac version do not indicate more
than the use of a Syriac version of uncertain date in the collation process
of the extant manuscript. While it does not conclusively prove the central
role of a Syriac source in the translation process, it at least corroborates
the testimony of Ibn al-Nadim regarding the existence of such a Syriac
Rbetoric (or parts of it).

As with many a generalization we encounter in the secondary literature,
the only possible course of action seems to be to present the sources as we
have them, to evaluate their relevance and to interpret them with caution.
In the end, agnosticism probably serves us better than speculation.

Are there, apart from thorough philological analyses and a comprehensive
study of all available sources to establish the context of specific texts, any
additional instruments which could help us to add to and improve our
knowledge about Greek-Arabic translations? I think there are.

The study of the translation movement is one of the fields in which the
conscientious application of philological methods has enabled us to make
the most out of a relatively small collection of extant texts and scattered
references in the bio-bibliographical literature. After careful philological
analysis combined with a meticulous examination of secondary sources
and the various translation fragments distributed over a vast amount of
philosophical and non-philosophical literature, we are able to draw a sur-
prisingly detailed picture of the history of the translation movement, its
exponents and methods. Without the work of the authors whose writings
we have explored in the first chapter, our understanding of the translation
movement would still be in its infancy.

Chronologically parallel to the activities of these and other scholars in
the field, translation as a more general phenomenon of linguistic and cul-
tural exchange has been the focus first of linguistics and, since the early
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1970s, the independent discipline of translation studies. Even though sub-
stantial amounts of research in this field have focused on modern trans-
lation between related languages, some of the concepts and analytical
methods developed in translation studies can be fruitfully applied to the
Greek-Arabic translation movement.

One important addition to our analytical equipment is the ability to
analyse and compare textual units which fall outside the scope of philolog-
ical analysis, i.e. units larger than a sentence. Since we are, in the context
of Greek-Arabic translation, mostly dealing with sources which do not
give us any graphical indications for such larger units, we have to divide
the text according to semantic criteria. The model applied in this study
to a sample from Book Three of the Rbetoric is one such approach. A text
is split up into smaller units along lines drawn by the rhetorical purpose!®
of a text and the steps an author or translator takes to achieve this pur-
pose. The division of texts into rhetorical units allows us to retrace the
rhetorical structure of a source text and a translation, compare them and
identify such modifications as occurred in the process of translation. The
resulting insight into the way a stretch of text is rhetorically organized and
the way rhetorical purposes are given expression and arranged provides us
with a wealth of comparative data: how does the translator render dis-
crete arguments? Does he understand and accurately reproduce relations
between arguments? Does he perceive standard figures of persuasion and
successfully transfer their rhetorical import, if not their actual structure?
Does he grasp the overall rhetorical purpose of a text and bring it out
in his translation? As we have seen, these modifications can be serious
enough to alter substantially the meaning of the Arabic version.!!

In addition to the ability to study higher-level textual units, text lin-
guistics and translation studies could provide our field with a number of
other helpful methodical tools. Thhe division of texts as demonstrated in
our sample is only a preliminary step: in a second analytical stage which
we have not undertaken in this study, argumentative relations between
textual units would be examined to identify patterns which in turn would
lead to the classification of a text sample according to “text types”, e.g.
“argumentation” or “exposition”. Without going into further detail, it

10 In this paragraph, the term “rhetorical” is used in its technical meaning in the field
of translation studies. Hatim and Mason (1990, p. 243) define “rhetorical purpose” as
“The overall intention of a text producer, as instantiated by the function of a text, e.g.
to narrate, to counter-argue”. To employ a technical term used in speech-act theory, it
denotes a text’s “illocutionary force” (Hatim, 1997, p. 118f).

11 Cf. above p. 124.
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is obvious that this approach would afford the study of the translation
movement an additional classificatory matrix which could play a role in
text comparisons. Moreover, it would help us to identify cross-cultural
differences between text type structures and their influence in the pro-
cess of translation between Greek, Syriac and Arabic. On a more general
level, the introduction of methods developed in the context of text lin-
guistics and translation studies would act as a powerful antidote against
simplified conceptions of translation such as those we have encountered
in the course of this study.



GLOSSARY

The following indices are based on the section of the Rhetoric we have
analysed in some depth in the third chapter, i.e. the first half of Book
Three which corresponds to 1403b6-1412a16 in Kassel’s edition of the
Greek text and 171/1-204/3 in Lyons’ Arabic edition. Omissions, mis-
translations and damaged sections of the manuscript have complicated
things a bit; terms without any identifiable equivalent in the other ver-
sion as well as obvious mistranslations have, with few exceptions, been
excluded. Arabic nouns and participles with articles are reproduced with
it in both indices.

For the highly frequent Greek terms adrog, yigvonou, 3, ixw, diew,
reyw, Toiiw, xpaw and xpnoiwos, the index contains only a representative
selection of occurences to avoid repetition. For a discussion of some of the
central Greek philosophical terms and their terminological development
across several Greek-Arabic translations, see p. 173-179.

GREEK-ARABIC

A
) 1241 Qoo 203/11 1 s
aryafog osais, b23 7oi Beatiovos 177/18, 180/6 st
osb29 76 dyaloy 180/13 4
08a4 ayalav 189/7 &\ 41 G
1tb26 7ov ayefov 202/22 CJL;J\
Qyopivas 08a18 aqyeucvas 189/22 24,0
ayay 06b8 dyay 183/7 4>
o6b11 dyay 183/11 10
dyavotiw  11a7f AyawoTe 200/12 fonzy fnx
nanif nyavaeTe 200/17 janzs fax
7 ayxlea 12a14 Qyxleay 204/2 1S

! The translator misunderstood Aristotle’s quotation.
2 The translator misunderstood Aristotle’s quotation.



dyvotw
dyvag
AyVwoTos
6 aryeos
ayw

6 dyaw

arywvilowo
&adnnog

&dixéiw

7 adorsoyio
andng

oi ABnvation

76 alrov

Alywa

70 aviypa
aigtw
aioOovopou
n aionots
Aloiwy

70 aloyos
aloyporoyiw
aloypos
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10b2.4 dyvootueva. éoTiy 199/16 (i )
10b12 &yvwves 199/3 Lis i yemen
o8b27 &yvwoTwy 192/15 |Sie s
10228 dyeov 198/ C‘ EX
11222 NoUXloLy Qe 201/8 oozl 5y

o3b32 7av dywvwy
03b34 7ovs ... aydvas

172/15 &Nl ol 5L
172/17 &le 5l

o9b3s Tols ... ayd@ves 196/16 +3,
o4asf ayawvileafou 173/2 V5o 5l
o7b1s &dnrov 187/20 ¢, Y
o7b17 ddnnroy 187/23 L
05226 TV AdinoavTe 178/10f o o.s
05227 aduciioal 178/11 s
12213 70 &dcolpevoy 204/1 5 LU
06a34 TV &dorsoyiowy 182/14 ,iglL
o8b27 andés 192/15 il
09231 &ndng 195/1 LA .8

1129 Tovs Afnverious
a1 Afnveiowy
03b32 7o ... abra

200/14 323
200/16 & 53V
172/14 1e L 443

o4a17 abra cpkabe 5f ne jles
173/16f
11a14 7 Alyway 201/1 iz
osb1 76 aiviypat: 179/4 3 )
o8b2g aigerrout 192/11 &8
o7b21 76 ... aioOéuevos 188/§ o
osbig aishnee 179/23 oY)
11a25 Algiwy 201/11 0y
o5b8 aloyos 179/11 ()]
osbro aloygonoryeiv 179/3 meills 1S5
o5b16 aioygov 179/20 rerid
osb22 [&mwo] aioypod 180/5 des N [ 50¥1 opa]
o6bro aioyeds 183/10 3,5
06b17 aioypov 183/16 37 L

06b18, o7b29, 30 aisxeov

3 Badawi: ;Y.

183/17, 188/14, .3
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7 aioxwn
aioxvopou

n alTnoig
n aiTia

7 aLixun
dxapos

7 ueun
dxorovbiw
T0 Axos

> !
axovw

a'ucgt,@yllg

aueiBonoryéo-

pat
0 o’mgoowr';g

aanbng
Awedapos

AANOG

QANOTRLOS
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06b18 aioypov
o8a17 aicypa
10a13 oLoxpas
06229 TNV ... aioyUyny
08a3§ aioyvpevos
by aioyuvOéivres
0519 AiTNoELS
o6a7 aitio

1241 aLdyun

o6aI1 axalpols
11b2.8 77y dueuny

1022, ToUg dxorovlnooTos
o8br éuxos

06227 TAY AXOUOVTWY
08223, 35 6 dxobwy

08b31 axeiBig

04437 axeifdoroyntéov

04a8 7ol dcgoaToD

o4a12, ogb1g, 32 Tov
dzgowrr’w

07236 oi dxpoaTaLl

08225 Tovg AxpodLTOLS

08233 oi dxpoaToLt

o8bs [6 dxeoTn]

o8b14 Tovs axgoaTis

o8az1 ainfag

08b3 anbés

obar Anudauos

o6a18 7o Ancdauavtos

o6br1 Ancdauas

08419 TGY LAWY

10b2.9 70ig darois

o4b23f ai ... arroTeicu

15

183/18 .3

189/21 iiadi[4]

197/11 {ymeazin

182/8 5,,¢

190/18 ¢zl

202/3 )

178/1 e

181/5 Jia)

203/12 Cadl

181/10 s ;I

Tomedl 51500 Sy
203/2

196/20 135 2 4J)

191/2 ity iowall

182/6 sl

190/3, 18 sl

193/1 Lk

A o L A
174/19f

173/6 pald)

173/10, 195/21, sel)
196/13

186/19 & sre 2 1)

190/§ asld)

190/1§ symsll

191/7 gl

191/17 gl

190/1 34 J sa,

191/4 3~

181/2 el L3

181/18 [ oLelodll] o151

183/11 ol 2l

189/23 =¥ L.

199/23 04,2V

176/ L%



o"o)\ugog

oo
apoeToVw

TO QLUaeTIULL
N quaeTio

6 apvTwe

> /

LB
o’cpc@z’ﬁ%o)\og

avaBarrw

n aveBoan

aveyxaios

7 Qeuysn

s/

aveos

> /
AVOUC YUY TED

7 dwaroyio

dwaroyos
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10b32 &anoTeia
o8ay o"c)\vgov

08a9 é'c/\vgov

10b24 cpo

05227 QLULOLPTAVEW
05227 QUOLETAVOVT
o7br auaeTnua
05331 auaeTic
o5b23 6 ... autvrwe
05221 QuUvVTOY
07232 auPiBorots

07237 au@iBore
ubi4 avaBarroucdn
09225 ai ... awaBorai
ogb2s avaBorn
ogb27 avaBoras
ogb29 dwvaBorn
b1 # dveBoan

0423 avayxaiou
0429 avayxaiov
07325 To0 Gy xaiov
03b16 dweryxn
09a24, b1g dwayxn
10225 Gvayn

10b2.0 daryxn

06bg avapa

123 T0 QYOS UVTEW
1226 0 QYAUCYUVTDY

\ ) /
1226 TOV QYOO XUV TOULLEVOY

a1 xa 7’ avaroyiow

11b3f, 12a4f xarer avoro-

iy
O5aIl ToU AVaLAGYOV

199/25 ot 51 L2
189/9 [i350e1Y
180/12 jms &
199/17 wsle 0

178/11 ¢

178/11 <L

187/1 ot

178/16 s

180/6 51 sl

178/4 st .2

b eally ISl
186/14

186/20 oKl

202/11 25

194/17 L5 &3

196/6 [ & l=1]

196/8 115

196/10 &L=

202/11 & )

172/2.4 oy

173/7 &) as)

186/5 oz,

71/15 ) sk 7 iy

194/15, 195/22

198/2. 1, Y

199/11 sV s

183/9 4as

203/14 1=5,)1y sLmz V)

203/17 v ¥ )

‘o L.».*w__» N Y
203/17f

200/6 $IS1 5 Wslall

201/21, 203/16 Uslal)

177/12 =lsLall

4 According to Lyons, the word was apparently misread as &aua.
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Avatavdeidng
Av?gow'a)v
0 o'aw'lg

o’cvegaﬁ'mvog
0 &v@gwmg
VTN WLt

() /
n avrifeois

ovTheeou

N o'w'r/;cgovmg
Avrinayos
ovTiios
Avriobevng
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06b31 7o dvaroyov

07214 7ol avaroyov
08a8 Tais dvaroryov
o8arr avaroyov
08a12 70 ... AVaLAOYOY
08by4 7oig dvaroyoy
11a18 Avaavdeidov
06b27 AvdeoTiwy
osbr, 10a36 avdex
osbz avéer

08228, 28, ogb28 awne
10236 avdea

11b26 avdeo

o6b12 avfewrivoy
06235 0i ... avbewmol
o7b17 avbewmor
1ubiof 7@y dvlewmwy
o715 AVTALTONSOVOLL
07223 GvTaATONdoVeLL
10a22f avrifeois

10br1 évribeor

10b3 avTibéoetg
10b36 dvrifeoews
bt éwrifeow

09a12 dvTiXElUEVaL
o9b3s avTiceiim
1026 Qv TixeiTou
1022 TGV AVTIXEWLEVQY
10b29 dvTiceiuéivas
10b3of avrixeaTau
ogb22 7w awrixeovoty
o8arf Avziayov
o6a29f dvTiwyoy
o7a9 Avtichévng

5 Margoliouth, Salim: .65

L@.”.,\.:.c\j ﬂ:LE.U o) g
184/8

185/11 05415 Uslall

189/11 aslall

189/14 Uuzen

189/14 JlazeY

191/6 Wslazl|

201/§ 5 5,153

184/3 04y, 00

179/5, 198/13 S~

179/5 Y-

190/9, 9, 196/9 J=J

198/13 S,

202/22 | )

183/12 L)

182/16 L)

187/22 |~ )

202/17 .1

185/10 Jad

186/3 $3bw

197/20 YL is 5,0

198/15 CAL Loy 50

198/17 L Sls s 4

200/4 SHLL w5

201/19 S w5l

194/3 =Y Lua a1 3Ly

196/17 2\

197/2 [ Cidlss ]

197/19 &lsLa)

199/22 ML

199/23 G5

196/2 1)\ fedal)

189/4 s\esi

182/9 . Sl clussl

185/§ silislas!



AVTIOT LW

) !
ocv'rw'rgo@og
avawley

s
aAywyuLLos

&bioc

&biow
\ !
70 ablwpo

Qe deuTos
ATUTEWD
ATRETOD
s/

detpos

aTepavos

> /
amifavos

Qmodebevupt
aodetbic

aodéxoumau
amodidwt

ATOROUTTD
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ogb21 avriomasdr

~ /
09a26f Tals dwTioTe0PoLs
o9b27 7@v awvTioTeoPwy

12215 76 cvwle
05236 ToL davvua
osb2 davypoy

0635 dvavyLoy
o5a30 xa7 abio
10232 afios

10233 abiog

11331 &80y

10a8f néwbnsoy

o4b4 Ve 70 dbiwuo

04227 TGV ATOUNEVTWY
07422 ATOUTED
07224 QLTOLETLY
o08a4 o’éngov
08b28 70 deipov
09a31 T0 ATElEoy
08b26 &éeavToy
ogb2 74 ameeavTe
o6b14 amifava
o8bro amrifowvoy
o8b22 amifovoy
o3b12 76 amodedeiyfou
046 ToU Aol

’ /
09228 aodetbls
08b18 amedexyovrous
07220 Qv T3P
07225 drodidoveut

’ !

o7b8 amodidovou

3 !
o7b19 aedidoveut

o9b23 oi ... dmoxaumTov-

¢ The a privativum has not been translated.

LR Lo
196/1

194/17 3,5

196/8 5,50

204/3 Jiut J)

179/2f | elol ¥ 2l

179/6 o (5 ik

182/17 s i

178/15 ;43 55

198/9 jats

198/10 y2es

201/17 i

197/5 155

M) aald 355l
175/1f > s

174/7 wed 231V

186/2 i

186/4“ dely

189/7 Ll 5 um 3 b

192/15 sl Y s

19;/2 b Y

192/13 o-“‘“ Y

195/9 sty ¥ s

183714 i b

191/13 Siniia

192/8 w2

171/10 will ooptel

173/4 ot

194/14 (s

192/2 i

185/18 sl

186/§ i3l

187/9 Jlorzal

188/2 Joni

196/4 [0yl ] o dd)
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ATOXOTTW

N AToNLUGIG
drorabw
AToreiTw

ATOMNYLL

"N o'wrgévrzwc
aTeeT G

ATy

agryss

7 GLpeTn

)

dens

6 aetbuos
TR QLPLOTERL
AgioTopavns
7 cLepovial

QLEUOTT®

GREEK-ARABIC GLOSSARY

76
09a19 dmoxonTestou
1026 ATONRVOIS
108§ oAU
ogb2.2. dmorcimeatou
ogb23f amorcimovat
10213 ATTWAOYTO
1122 QLTONOLLEVIY
06233 77 cUmpeTEle
o4b1s ampemioTepov
O5a12 QUTTPETTES
06213 TX ... ATEETEOTERL
06b6 deeneis
o7b29 ameemss

o4b11 Tév aovrwy

10229 &eyov

10236 Geryov

o4b2 aeern

04b37 1 aeery

11233 77 QLeeTT]

07217 GLeEws

08b28 aefusm

ogbs, 7 defuov

108 T@Y QPIOTEWY

osbzo Agsropavng

03b31 cewovior

08b33 ceuovias

o4b13 aeuorTe

O§aIl QEUOTTOVGLS

o7a2s, bigf, ogarz, bzo
QomoTTEL

08226 7 GLeuoTTOVGR

o8b7 ceuorTouow

o8b11 uaneTe deuoTTE

7 Badawi: b .

194/9 plais
197/2 4l
197/2 4l
196/3 13 ,Lal) 47 & )
196/5 [ 0555z ]
197/10 1S
200/7 1S - Ul
182/12 Joomy Lo .2
175/14 _aist 5t Jsi
177/13 Joor ¢
8r/12f ) Y
183/4 oo o Lo
Jomr ot 5l
188/14f
175/11 &l )
198/6 ~1,3
198/13 Yk,
174/23 2
176/19 i .23
201/18 \galoa
185/14 5.3\
192/16 ilgs sae
195710, 13 1s4s
197/5 iolanl) 511
180/13 7 il slans |
172/14 35 42)
193/4 Joo 52
5712 s s
177/12. 9 Lews OIS
186/, 188/3, jsiw
196/11, 194/3
190/7f Js'tey i o5l
191/9 JSla
191/15 335



dgeny
deeufuos

6 aeTIOLOUOG
deTios
agxeLios

7 aexn

Agxidaos

Agxpras
dexw

aoa@ns

doeng
aLonpos
QOTEIOG
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o8b1g rgrosey
o7b7 depevar
o8b22 ceevbov

08b26 76 ... aegufuoy
09a22 deeuboy
o7b3 Tolg aeTiaouols
o7b3 deTia
09426 dgxaiwy
09a27 7 aexae
07219 &e))

07238 &)
o7b16 771 cexii
o9alr 7iis aexfis
09a12, 10225 &gl
09a36 &)W

1029 TV &LeXV
10226 agx)]

10228 agxii

1ob2 ai ... agxal
10bg &gy

o6b3o Agydaov
o6b31f Agysdaos
12a12 Agyvrees
o4a19 NeéavTo
09a10 AgxouEvoL
09a13 &gy
09a16 a’igxouo‘z
06234 70 ACAPES
06b8 aoapis
07230 AoAPEs
o7b2r aoa i
o8a17 a.oe37
05235 &ovuols
10b7 7o doTein

8 Badawi: .5
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192/3 jstz
187/8 [1,55]
she V5 055 5 6
192/7
192/13 & 4a( b)), 5V
194/12 i)
187/3 slasy)
187/3 & 53
194/17 ¢Laail
194/18 igail
185/16 5
187/1 iy,
187/21 10
194/2 51
194/3f, 198/2 44
195/6 o5,
197/6 ol
198/3 5L\l
198/ tosLdl
198/16 sl
198/23 4.
184/7 _eslis |
184/9 5 pol i)
203/25 b))
173/20 1554
194/1 1550
194/4 o5
194/6 (suxy
182/14 s\l
183/8 s
186/10 Wiss ... o)
188/5 Las
189/21 Y
178/19 iz i)
198/21 oLl Ul
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QoUvdeTos
QTS
aTExVOs
aTILos
ATUXEW
ovbadng
av¥ovw
oaUToR A BdUN0G
éc@ouge’a)
apovilw
o’c@ez\;ﬁg

é'c@e'rog
> /
apmu

o”a@ng

6 Axetixos
Axyprrevs
axoedos

s/

auxos

B

of BaLurwvios
Bodilw
Paglagos
Bagvs

o0 Booineds

6 Blog
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10b16 aoTelov
10b20 aorein

b1 7o doTeio
o7b39 aoivdeTa
09a18 &TEAS
04416 ATEXYOTEROV
05223 ATIWLOV

1087 QTUXE

06b23 alfades
tibr2 abéeay

08212 alToxoBdArwg
1114 QLQENED

nazf npavicfou
ogbi13 o’o@em’;g
o9b16 a@ean

ub2g &PeToy
04333, 35 QLPeixaow
09a7 dPeTiol

10a8 ToUg é’a@govag
o7b34 Axeixots
06b21, 24 Tov Ayparéa
08a6 &yopdov

1tb1o 76 &luyov
11b32 7o dluye
1227 76 o Uywy

osb3o 7oic BaBurovios
osa1 70 Badilew

10414 Tolg Bae,@o’cgozg
o3bzo Baesio

06223 Baoircls

o6b12 Biov

199/7 Luem

199/11 oLt

202/18 Lo 052
189/2 [ L, 15
194/8 LdS .J
173/14f jelis 2 5305
178/7 Gy ot

197/4 Ogmms ¥

183/1 plu3Y)

202/8 laxl 51 S
189/15 (- iSL
201/1 133 4

200/7 1544

195/16 ¢ jin ot
195/18 & i ¥

2033 £ 1 i
174/13, 16 \;S 5
193/17 15 5 %o

197/4 5o

188/20 [y shalsLall]
183/21, 22 55
189/9f %1 a3, Vs 135 Y
202/§ & iz ¥ U
203/7 Sl Sy
203/19 Sllidl &

180/1419 JL] Jaf
177/2 s

197/11 g )
172/ 12, sl
182/2 ol sk
183/12 s

9 Lyons suspects that the translation of the term is based on the reading &yogov.

10 Badawi: jL.
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Boaw
Bonbéw

7 Bondnuo
oi BotwTol

Bovrowau

Beayvrwnos
PBeaxis

6 Bapss

r

Nyl

70 yaLAL

6 youos
yerolog

T0 yevos

6 yéewy
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08229 74 Piw
11b20 Baaln
11227 Boficau
1uibs Bondnoovros

osay € ... BondnuaTwy

0723 BowwTovg
0724 7ol BoiwTovg
o5ar5 Bovan

09232 BovaovTau
1026 Bourouévois
o9b31 Beayxwnro

o9ai4 Beaxgiou
09a16 Beaxsiou
09a18 7 ... Beouxeiow
12213 By

ubss yan
obar2 yarx
11219 ToV a0y
04235 YEA0IOV

06233 70 yeAvioy
06b6 76 tyenoiov
o5a1§ evel

09217 T ... yével
o7br 7@y yevav
o7b7 7o yévn
08227 yével
08a27 yévos
10b15 70D yvous
o5a14 /EeovTL
08228 yzpwy
0412 YEWUETPE

22§

190/10 )
202/17 5,20
201/13 ¢ a3
202/1 wizy
177/9 g3l
184/18f by 5. i
184/20 by, Jof
177/17 s )i
195/2 &y,
197/2 ozl
Wyoy & e A
196/12
194/5 ais
194/6 iai
194/7 _ali)
203/25 =4l

203/11 5,3

181/11 Ul

201/6 Sl

e Sloeay OF é—’“’-""-i Lo
174/17

182/13 ae Sloeny [ ... ]

183/§ win ey Lo

177/18 )

177/21 k)

187/2 ol

187/8 ol

190/8 .

190/8 .t

199/6 .ok

177/16 5.2

190/9 z.2Jl

173/10 [ ... 1 51 odg
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n oyh

VIYVRIOKW

70 Tigas

yloyvouou

T ravxwy 6
Thiiog

N YADTTL

yvaelLos
n yvaois

Toprytos

6 yeaPevs
veupw

yvuvalw

YUUVIOG
7y

A

dSevw

0 dadoUyos

T0 dATEdoV
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06b30 yewueTpelv

o5b36 77 ... g

06b34 yiyvaoxovTy
10b14 70 ofieats

osb34 yiveTou

03b26f Tacctxwv 6 Thiog

04b28 yr@TTLIS

0627 YADTTOUS

o6b2 ai ... yr@TTOUL
1ob12 ai ... yrdTTU
10220 YVORULDTATO
10a21 YAV 'yva')gz,cwc
10bi4 gvaay

10b24 n yvaois

04a26 7 Logrytov
os5b37, 08b2o Togyiag
o6bsf Fog'yz'ocg

06bi4f Togrytov

09220 70 rygoc@éa.
04a18 Q/go@o"uevot
o7buif 76 yeypauivoy
10b8 700 ey uuveLouivou
ogb34f uuviots
07b36 Tiig guvauisos
08228 yuvn

06b2.8 Sauxvew
06b34 daxves
05220 deLdoyov

05a2.2 dedoUyov
11b34 daurredovde

I Badawi: Lo~

184/7 gl
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10b8 deifou

10435 detvoy

08226 1 ... dilis
06b27f Tav deopdy
06b29 éx Ty deopdv
o722 dexEToU

11223 dedepévoy

03b24, 04b3g, o7ar2 dirov

05237 Aoy

10b23 7ot ... dirc
04410 T0 MAGoU
o7b31 dnrodv
08b36 dnrol

11b13 ol

06226 duioveryos
o7a7 Anuoxeatns
o9b26 Anuoxertos
06b3s, o7ag Tov djpov
a7t 7ov oy
o7as Anwoobevng
07238 dioeBorg
o4b21 SiBarrovran
ogbis 771 Jougéces
o7b7 dineet

ogb14 dmenuévn
ogb32f dmenuévn
1241 NEOTUTO

12413 NUTNTNY
ogbg Neomreaou
04227 doréyeoou
04b34 Soréyovrou
o7bg darexfeioa

o7b23, 24, o8a1 areyfeis

04333 TV MANEXTOV
o4b11 7ny dicrexTov
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196/14 U zis
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o4b2.4f haréxTov
ubi3f Jteavopcfo
04a19, 10b2.7 TNV Nvoioy
o9b8 77 dievoia
10b26 7 Newoie
o7b3s S Tuye
10bg daelfuncwedo
o7b13 Neorifou
o7big T ... SvoTibou
o7b18 doTibou
o4a9f, osb1g dapeee
o6b20 Japéect
06b26 daupigovocus
ogalr JaPégew

10b18 JaPégovoat
12415 douPéget

0429 didaoxaniy
osb2.4 éidov

osb26 Bwxey

1126 doveut
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05223 dOVUGOXOALIOLS
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roarf dogvkos
04b29 diacis
o5b3g diraois
o6azof oy
06a36 Toig NTA0IG
o6br dasi

o8br1o dmad

0626 T STAWO
04a2.4 £0x0uy
o4b19 doxely

08b3, 23 doxel
04a2 do¥ay

04225 TNV ... dokeLy
o4b14 JeUrog
03b33 welov dStvavrou

04a7 dvavTau

04417 Tl ... JuvoLuévois
osa4 dveyTeut

11a2.2 dvacoBou

o3b2r1 ddvauty

osb18 77 duvapeet
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o6ars 76 ciwdos
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09aIr &M
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197/8 i
176/11 Laslal)
180/19 iixall
182/9 il
182/16 Slixall
182/19 iix.al)
191/14 iiclall
181/4 iicl2s
174/4 05k,
175/18 L,
191/4, 192/8 " L,
172/21f o) )31 57 0 5dal)
174/4 = A
175/15 s
5Ty 5 [18]
172/15f
173/4 ;i
173/16 05,04 Ul
177/5 s 5,56
201/8 |44
172/1 53
179/23 54l

200/8 s
173/12 Ty
181/3 L3

180/9 & Sl 0l
176/6 5 5a:\l
181/1§ 55mzll (5 UL
171/11 el i
176/9 ol
177/4 ¢

191/2 ¢14)
194/3 Ol
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06b20, 2.4, 10b17 1 chxav

¢ ’ !
o7a13, 10b16 ai eixoves

1247 TS ... £beoow
10b30 T ... elgnvny

09434 1 ... elpowén

11a29f [éxxnoios)

0533 Tolg EAcryelols

11234 77 éreubepions

11227, 33 7 ‘Eanada
o7a19 70 éAnilew
10a11 7ov ... Eaanomovrov

o7b22 éuBarrew
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eiealw 06b30 eixaley
07a7, 10 ehxaoe
N ebeay
06b2.6f eixoves
O7aIl eixoveLs
07413 eixoves
11b7 Ty eixova
11bg 7 ehxay
7 eignn
10b31 eignvn
b1 7 ... elenvn
clew 09a24 elpouévny
’ i
09227 eleopevn
’ i
0922.9 elgopeyny
7 elpwvela, 08b20 sipwveiog
U /
7 éxxanoloL
éxxiw 11226 é¥éxeoLy
AW 09233 éxAlovTou
s 10232 éAa)IoTOLS
T0 Eneryeiov
ENEEOs 08a19 ércaa
6 érog 04aI15 Tolg éAcolg
7 ércubepice
ércufeeos 11b29 [érevfeeov]
Eanas nas 71v ‘Earade
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‘Exnowovrog
n éxrrlg 10232, EATTO1Y
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12 Badawi: V.

13 Badawi: emend.

ka3 VY1

184/7 [ ]
185/2'7 § arie

183/20, 23, 199/7 Juli

184/3 Jle

185/7 J2

185/9 Jl

185/9, 199/6 ||

202/4 ois

202/§ il

203/18 J:l

199/22 L.

199/2.4 L.

202/12 =Ll

194/1§ ixkais 5f ilais

194/18 i 24l

194/21f [ 2il)

195/4 Jeadll

192/5 J3» 51 21

201/1§ L yor 3140

201/12 3l 4

195/3 s,

198/8 S

178/17 22 iyl e

189/2.2 sLall

173/14 ) 25

201/18 i, ~

e 5t a A ) bge
203/4

200/10 33V

201/13, 17 35V

185/16 23U, s

197/7E 13 gl 32 ool
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188/6 J>us
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o8b2r &uueTeov

o7a3s ‘Epmedoxais
1ibro uluyov

1222 duluya

osar2 7oL dvavTio
osa1y7 o v i
05225 ToUVaLVTiov
07232 TavowTioL
o7b28 76 évevTiov
o7b36 TovvawTiov
o9arg é évavios
ogb2. 76 évavTitg Exety
o9b36 évayTiov

1041 70l5 oLy Tiols
10220 TAvAVTIL
04b36 évdexeTou
10b36 éveprysiog
11b28, 33 évégryetoy
1b28, 29 dvépyeaa
1b30 évégryeio

1224 Evégryeict

1229 7 ... &vépryeio
11b26, 1223 évepyoivTaL
o8b1g Zvleov

08b14 évfovoiaoou
o8b17 évbovaialovres
03b13 e vfuunuaTo

o3bi4, 10b22, 28 7@V évbu-

UNULALTWY
1ob20 duunuaTe
1123 70U EVioLUToU
04a16 Evrexyov
11a3f 7ig ... é¢eror
04b8 75 ... ekarnabou
o4b31 éaraTes
obars éfaraTTel
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192/7 sde .. 5055 &3
186/18 155 il
202/5t il s
203/13 _is¥l s 53
177/13 oisLall
177/2.0 =lslal
178/9 &l 1w
186/15 sl Je
188/13 ols W
188/23 23 W
194/5F 11s M
195/8f L v s
196/18 350l
196/19 3500
197/17 sl
176/18 .4
200/4 JLil
203/1, 8 Jil
203/2, 3 JLill
203/§ Jis
203/15 el
203/21 Jail)
202/21, 203/14 sl
192/4 L)) s
191/17 ¢ o
192/2 L igx e
171/11 &) Sl
171/11, o i)
199/13, 21
199/12 & Sl
200/8 il j55 oy
173/1§ ineles
200/8 7 1 s e
175/7 erlly ot
176/12 Jus
181/14 Jus
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04434 ToL b peToct
1obaf énelbunvro
11aro é5évout

o7all ot

obai4 éfenéry et

08a27 é%u

o8a29 éfetg

08230 xal awaoay 4y

08a31 77 &t
o8b23 éioTnow
ogb23 kwripw
04b23 Zoixey
06b33 éotxaot
06b36 éouxe
0722 éoxévou
10221 Eoixe
o8a18 émaueTa
o8b14 émaivois
06a34f émeuBarmn

04b20 émiBovrcvovro
nar ‘Emredoveov
06220 £IINA0IS

osby émieixels

1116 TQV ETIEXDY
o7b3s émileuryviveu
10a1 émeleuy Tou
osb22 Tag émibéoes
osato 7o émifeTa

osb21, o6ar1, o7b3if Tols

émibeTos
06a19 7ol émibeTois
06231 émifeToy
o8b11 7o émifeTer
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174/16 L0 01559

198/16 __2ni

200/1§ [ (s 52151

185/7 g

181/13 e ylns

190/8 [1.:5]

190/10 oyl

ol Bor IS
190/11

190/13 Lyl

192/9 Cmensll 4y 51

196/4 o=l

176/5 iz

184/11 Jus

184/15 0540

184/17 & 5ot

197/18 i i

189/22 =il

191/18 e RSPy

an o 5T
182/14f

176/2 &4xlly pad)

200/16 1 .5 )\l

181/2.0 lall

179/8 55l

201/2 )\,~%

188/21 & 5\
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180/5 sy,

177/11 Sl 45,1

180/4, ols s\l
181/9, 188/18

181/19 s po 4l clan¥

182/10 § 5 5

191/14 is 55,1
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06230 T ... émiBupiay
0443 TN ETIUErcIY

> /
o7b27t émiedoy
10b21 700 émiTorouet

10b22. émimoncue
10b33 émimonaiov
06335 TG EXLOROTED
1231 76 émTaPle
o6bi11 émiTeyoua
o8ay émiPégouoty
1ob3f Emriyoereos
o3baif émxexsientous
06b2 7olg émromotols

04b3 70 éuTon Egryov
o7b14 Zgov

égv@go?o’acfrmog ogb2r égu@go?o’acfrmog

Eexouat

n éolng
EoyouTos

« /
eTepoPBonog
DoV VwoTog
EUQLYALTTVEVOTOS
EiRoi
evdoxipie

eUndng

o4a13 éxdn

o7bg érfotioa

o7b10 oi érovTes
10a18 éafovres

osai4 éobng

1024 T0L doYLTOL
11a§ éTeeo@Oaruov
o7b11 edaweyvwoToy
ogbi4f edawamvevoTog
11ag EYBotay

osbr 76 evdoxyotvT
07412 EVdOXIUDOLY
08a7 evdoxipel

10b7 7o ebdoripolivToL
10b22, 27 ebdoxiel
111 £Ud0XipLoUo!

1227 eVdoxiuovoais
04a2.4 eondn
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182/9 3,442

172/24 215 Ll

188/12 bl

el o Sl
199/14

199/14 i)

200/ JuaYt

182/15 sl

201/16f 31,1 S

183/11 ..

189/10 0L,

198/18 . o )il

172/2 ka3

G 8550 0 pmems oy
182/21f 31 e

175/1 s

187/19 Jos w250

180/3 SV L

173/11 & 5,

187/10 sl

187/13 1 y5Lr 0 11

197/15 \de 1935

177/17 53

198/1 =i

200/10 5axly pe 13

187/14f 55215 o5

195/17 i) Jes

200/1§ 1451

179/4 pi s

185/7 ross

189/10f Lo ... L,

198/21 Sl

199/13, 21 o

200/ mos

203/18 loemill
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GREEK-ARABIC GLOSSARY

1126 e0fUvas dodvout

11a8 7oug e0ftvas ... dotveut
11b20 7 ... ebfwa

11b2.0 eUfUvas

08236 70 ... eUxoLlpws
08236 wun evxalpws

craéopot  os5b32 evraBeiofou

ebuadng

08a18 cvraBovuvou
11228f ednoBeiolout éxéncue
ogbr edpeabng

ogb4 elpabng

ehuynuoveutos  o9baf ebuvnuoveuTos

09b6 ehpynuoveuToTaToy

Et%evos o6bzo Evéivae
06b31 6 Edfevos
eloryog o8a12 el eVoyxWY
Evgeridng o4b25 Ederidng
osazg Edewridou
ebpulos 09azl1, 23 ebgufuoy
s/ > !
eUOTOX0C 12212 EUGTOY0V
evouvleTos 06a36f evouvleTos
ebovomTos  ogb1 ebovvomToy
eUTENG 08a13 EUTEADY
08a13 UTENET
> ) i) !
eupeaivew 04ag euPeoLivey
07210 eVPeativel
s’/ s/
EVPeaLoTO5 o7br2 evPeooTov
15 Badawi: emend. .y
16 Badawi: emend. .y
17 Badawi: _.aa .
18 Badawi: _.ii .
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180/16 3o
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195/8 wlad) s

195/9f [ i1 o

195/10 abai> Jgun

oo o AT iy
195/11

184/7 15 1 g

184/9 16 s

Pl 8 ez
189/15

176/7 17 s

178/13 18 s

194/11f, & ) e
12f

5 O s s
203/24f 5 2

182/17 5,

195/7 Jazae ;4515

189/16 _.3L.L|

189/16
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187/1§ o s Jm 2
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10b8 700 ebPuois

\ /
11a12 7o éQodia
osar8 elyeofou
0518 Uy oUevoy

\ )

03b16 70 Exstv
0423 ExovTog
osb13 duotws Exov
07233 unbev ... Exwot
08a2 ¢€ v wun Exet
0923 elyov
0924 Exouevos

\ / s/
og9b2 7o évawTiws Exety

10a16 {@vras
10234 l@vra
12a9 {avTa
03b18 élnTnbn
o4a4 el
10b1g Inrer
10b23 Inriicou

06227 T7g ... Ndoviig
05a8 70 N
0532 Mdetors N onpein

ogbr1 ndeia
ogbr ndei
10a19 NdeleL
10b1o 730
1ob12 #doTe
10b18 N7V NIV
06a19 MvoUAT!
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198/22 .5,
200/18 34s

177/21 ¢ axs
177/21 ¢ axs
171/14 1ozs ... 0550
172/23 ) o
179/17 ot

186/15 wn3 55
189/4F p5ually 57 e
193/11 05,04
193/15 JSlo 5f gk
195/8f L Lo e

197/12 L)
198/11 wL>
203/21 sL~i
171/17 sl Ll
173/1 Lamic
199/11 §yis
199/15 jammis

182/6 531
177/9 33,40
o Gl [a5] o
178/16 5l
195/8 14U
195/8 [1i.4]
197/17 53,4
199/1 L4
199/3 4.
199/9 53140 st
181/19 51,41
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76ucog o8arr nfun 189/14 il
08a25 nBucn 190/6 Ll
76 nfos 08a31 76 nog 190/13 iald)
Mxw o8b2.4 n¢e 192/10 st
7 oL 08a27 xad’ nawxioy 190/8 ;) JM
Mto0G 0926 6 NUIONOS 193/15f 1) Coas
6 Nuelovos osbasf elg nuidvous 180/10 JJb
N Neipog 10410 T7ig N7wElpoy 197/7 )
Heaxaaros  o7bisf 7 Heoxreirou 187/18 19 o sla sl 1]
o7bi4 7o ... Heaxnetrou 187/18 ol )
‘HeodoTos ogaz7f [HeodoTou] 194/18 20 . L5 |
ned@og 08b32 6 ... nedos 193/3 i) Ll
" nouxie 11222 NOUXIOLY Qe 201/8 sl 5y
C)
n QaratTor  06as, 10a9, 10f Tiig faraT-  181/3, 197/6, 7
TNne
favuaoTos  ogbur frypooTal 175/11 ioeal)
Ocodorprors o6b3o Ocodapas 184/6 21 gy
70, Ocodércteior 10b2 Tols Ocodexeiols 198/17 v slass 5 o 551
Ocodweos 04b22 Ozodweou 176/3 3,5555
6 Qzoc 0§22 Weg) zov 178/6 & 4y Loy Ls
b2 6 feog 202/9 &
feerlw o6bro ébépioas 183/10 L5 dam
6 Ocrroenos 08229 OcTToLAdg 190/10 22 |2
[6 @overog] 09228 Oovglov 194/19 s, ;2
fewpiw o4br Tefewenuive 174/22 J 53\ Jamsd
o4b27f TefcwenTou 176/9 s
12a12. feweely 203/2.4 @ as
O7irvg o7b8 Onrce 187/9 [ 5501
Gvnoxw 06b33 Tovs TelvedTas 184/10 s,
fopuéw o8a25 BoguBoivTes 190/§ g silsy

19 Hermannus Alemannus transcribes “Abruclitis”.
20 Margoliouth, Salim: _.,b,,, Badawi: _. s,

21 Badawi: [ . sels 53 1.

2 Om. Badawi.
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o4a14 OpoLoteoyos
o9az Opaoupayov
osb27 QvyaTees
osb27f Guyatiees
nai8f wav Quyatipwy

06b3 [7olg ioepeBetols]

08b3s o Beie
ogbg 7 ... i fBein
08b33 6 ... lopBos
07a31 idloig

10a14 e

10b30 ioig

06220 dp@TeL

06221 Tov Uypov [de@TaL
o6b27 Teica

by T ixeTnetay
osb31 iuaTidaetov
osb31 iuatiov
osb27 irmwy

o6az1 "Tobuua
06222 76y Tofuiwy
o8b1s TooxeaTns
11230 ’Io‘o}cgo'wng
o4b4 lows

o7b2.8 igov

10224 lo0L

10233 o7adiveu
ub3g ioTavTo

09a28 (oToping
06b3s loxved
o4a18f wetlov ioypovot

23 Badawi: _. sz,
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173/12 o yinlo s 3
193/10 v yi-ls s 3
180/11 =l
180/12 oy
201/§ (s )il

sl g (5010550
183/2
193/5f Al 04
195/15 el
193/4 il
186/12. Lol LJaY)
197/11 o1
199/23 V.@J.)t”;i
181/20 G~
182/1 1,b
184/4 &),
202/3 islidl
180/15 L 45
180/1§ 5
180/11 .4
182/1 23 . pale
182/1 LLleul
191/19 bl i)
201/15 _p sl i)
175/2 ¢ A
188/12 (s Ll
197/21f 4, 5Lz
198/10 » i3
203/11 L3 | 5ls°
194/14 &yt
184/13 55
173/18f (s 31 0 S
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’I@zxgo’wng 0§a20, 1110, b2 'I@ucgo'wng
K

xabioTnus o9b3s xaToTnoavTWY
xabopaw 09232 xofogdy

xoLxog 05216 &0 TBY XEleovwy

o5b17 nrTov
osb29 706 xauxov
06a17 xauxoy
o6b1o xaxds
o8ag xaxwy
o8b12 xauxoy
o9b28 xaxa
o9b28 xaxa
o9b29 xaxioTy
10413 Xk @s
10334 XX @s
1043 XQUkws
xaxoveyiw  04b3g xaxoveryel

XANWw 05a24, 2.6 xarolot

1122.4 EXOLAEL
Kaanios o5a20 Kaaniow

osazof 6 3% [sc. Kaaniog]
T0 XAANOG osb6 xaanes

osbi4 xaanoy

11b16 ToAY xaLAAOY
XOAUNOG 03b37 xards

04227 XAINOTOL

o5b6 xaray

osb16 xaady

osb18 amo xardy

o6b12, xaroy

24 Perhaps misread by the translator as xoads.
25 Badawi: emend. ..

178/2, bl A
200/15, 201/19

196/16 1,5 - 1)
195/3 2in
177/19 &\ ik
179/21 j3Y[-]
180/13 2J)

181/17 [ YL, ]
183/10 =

189/7 43,2
191/16 2

196/9 1=

196/9 .2
196/10 =)
197/10 245 yon
198/12 S 1\ ¢l gl
198/12 =Sl o) gt
177/1 imyadly LA
178/7, 10 O s
201/9 o
178/2 uﬂug

178/4 25 .LLsl
179/9 o
179/18 |3
202/13f 1 ... Juait
172/20 41
174/8 55 10 51 Lz
179/9 Joud)
179/20 i)
179/22 A e
183/12 5.0 4



*oLUYD
6 xouuT TP

\ -
T0 XQTNAEIOY
xoToLI0PNS

)

XATANITD
XQTAN®
KATATINTTW
mu'row"rge'ng

U
XoLTAQEVY W
T0 XATOTTPOV
xelpw
XENEVW
0 xgvt
Kn@iodoTog

!

XUVIUVEV®
¢ /
0 XIYdUVOS

!
XIVEW
0 )
N xivnoig

Kxeopav
KNETTW

!
Xowos

XOAALW

GREEK-ARABIC GLOSSARY

09233 Xa,UVoUst

09232 Tol§ XL TEOL
\ P

11224 T0 XATNAEIRL

o6a13 xaTaxoph

1024 XULTENTOY

07238 xa T oEl

08225 XALTAUTANTTOVG!

09226 XATECTRUUENY

o9a34f xareoTeoupivn

r2ai3f xarapeiys

06b13 xaTomTeoy

11232 xelpaofou

11415 EXEAUS

11228f el Beivlou éxéncue

o8b24 7@V xnevxwy

nay Knguoodoros

a23 Kn@ioodoros

11228 Kn@ioodorog

11bg xuvduvevovTog

11bs Tovg xwdvous
1bs 7olg xuwdvorg
04220 xuvnoo
1228 xwotuever
1229 Xxlvnoig
o8arst Kacopaw
04b2.4 xrémTeTou
05228 Tov xAé T
0§31 XEXAETTOLL
o8bs xéxaemou
o7b2.0 0t xowoy
o7b21, 08br1 xowoy
10A1§ X0

10b30 xowny

osb2 xermicovTa

26 Margoliouth, Salim: _. b5 s s

239

195/4 2z

19573 CUansV)

201/11 palal) & 53l

181/13 oL,

197/1 o255 5

187/1 Lalsi

190/ & somns

194/17 1,55 ... 4

19575 55,591

204/1 =l

183/12 5T\l

201/17 b ni 4

201/1 i

201/14 i~

192/11 (3L

200/10 b yslucis

2019 i

r01/14 % ool

LedgVan .. Souxt
202/4f

202/1 J\;»Y!

202/2 Ji a9

173/20 &b, =

203/21 3 5l

203/21 15 ~

189/18 0455

176/ Joins i

178/11 G v o1

178/15 o salll s

191/7 o

188/4 Lile ]

188/5, 191/2. 2ls

197/12. 5l)

199/2.2, 3\l

179/5 =



240

xorof3og
mg?a,mm/g
*O0UEW

0 %0005

7 xeauyn

7 xeepadoo
)

Qe

Keoioog

n xTiolS

0 XUXAOC

\ i
T0 XUVIdiov

;cégzog

3 /
o Kvawy
\ ~
TO XDAOY

7 xwuodle

( /
0 XWUWIOT0I05

A

0 AAoLg

GREEK-ARABIC GLOSSARY

09a18 xoroBoy

08b36 xopdoLxixwTepos
04234 £x001L0VY
osai4f xoouely

o8a14 xoouL06

05433 XUy

12a14 xeeualeay
o3bur of xevovres
o738 Keoloog

1026 XTN0E

07235 XUxA®

o7b27 xtxnoy

06b2.7f Tois ... xuvidiois
06b33 7ol xuvidiois
04b6 72 xveioL

04b31 76 ... xbetov
04b3s Tois xetois
0922, xveia

osbrif xvetweeov
1obr2f 7a ... xvei
11224 6 Kby

o9b13f xawroig

ogb17, 10223 70 )@AL
ogb32 xwroig

09b36 7% xwAw

10225 70 X@AGY

o8a14 xwpwdio

06b7 of xwuwdomotol

11b34 Adas

3 ! /
ot Naxedouyeo- 1124 Noxedaipoviwy

27 Margoliouth, Salim: _.,.J,.

28 Badawi: ¢ el

194/8 | a3

193/8 [ ... 5il=sa] ST

174/15 55505 455

177/17 oyt

189/17 st gsll

178/17f LeeS g i

204/2 G

171/8 &4

186/21 77 oy

197/3 [JU]

186/18 5 SIL

188/12 5 51l

184/4 <1 4

184/11 LS

175/ 4 &d 2l

176/14 iyl

176/16 ol 4=

177/3 0l s

179/15 Jyadl

199/3 ikl

201/10 0.3

195/16 J.s )

195/19, 197/21 J 4o

196/14 J 304

196/17 Jo )

198/1f J 50 )

189/17 [ G5 4o 52 ]

L pa il O iy o )
183/6

203/9 =t

200/9 28 ya il



viot
I3 /
0 Naxawy

/
raufovew

ravbovw

Neyw

NElTw
N rééic

GREEK-ARABIC GLOSSARY

08228 Aaxwy
o3b32f rauBavovow
0529 AafBelv

o5a28 raeiv

o5bg Araeiv

1029 éra oy

10228 éxaBey
04b36 ravBave
08b3 ol ravfave
08b8 ravfoves
09a9 Aravfave
03bg, 13 lenTau
03b12 Tovg AéyovTaLS
o3big eimely

04a7 elenTout
04224 AéyovTes
0438 Aéyouey
o4a38f clgnTou
o4b7 lgnTou
04b39 Aéyw

o517 Adyw

06230 AéyoyTes
06b14 7o cignuévor
07231 Aéryety

07234 Aéryoust
07337 Aéywoly
o7b2. Aéyovaw
o8a1af AéynTou
08a31 Aéyn

08b4 Tov AéyovTe
o8bs Aéyw

10b7 AexTéoy

1b31 Aéyer

ogaif rclmeTou
03b8, o5b34 7w Ak

241

190/9 [ 54i)]
172/14 0,14
177/10 sisi

178/12 i

179/8 Jlonz!
197/6 14 4=

198/6 =i
176/18 Ll s o
191/5 Jeom Y
191/11 Lol

193/19 Ll 51 Jem
171/5, 10 J.3

171/9 ol
171/13 J &

173/6 WL 0,5
174/4 0 51Sx
174/2.0 18
174/21 Lot

175/6 Lot

177/2 &l

177/20 J36

182/12 | 4ikss [o]
183/14 |3 s ol
186/12, NS
186/17 J 4l
186/2.0 | sikas

187/2 IS,

189/15 J

190/12, 3layy

191/5 ISl

191/7 s 5t
198/20f 5 0
203/6 JWl

193/9 [ =3L]
171/3, 180/19 1LY



242

Nemrrivng
NETTOC
AeUX0g
6 Aewy

7 AN
6 AnoTis

GREEK-ARABIC GLOSSARY

o3big 7iis rekews
o3bzo 7i Acka
03b36, o4a16 T Acky

0428 Tiig Mebewg

04a19, 24, b1o, 09224 TNV
Aébw

04226 1815

04228 éTéeet ... Atkis

04337 Ae¥ews

o4b1 réews

04b33 T ... Ak

06216 TV Ay

06b1 7 ... Ak

o7a19, b2.6 7iis Acbews

08a10 % Aéis

o8ar7 rékis

08220 7 ... Aébic

o8bz1, 29, 09a34, b32 tiig
AeEewe

o8b34 1 Aéks

09222, THY Aélty

09227 1 ... Aédls

09235 Aédty

ogbs 7 ... A¢&s

ogbi4 2ébs

10420 ¥ ... Aééic

1ob20 Aééw

10b28 T Ack

11a4 Aemivng

0729 ToV AETTTOY

0612 AEUXOY

06b21 Aéwy

06b22 réwy

11415 T AUy

o5azs o AnoTeL

171/13 DGl Laalll

171/20 UG i il

172/19, DUl s it
173/15

173/7 WGl

173/19, 174/5, Jull
175/9, 194/15

174/5 LY

174/9 1Ol

174/19 LY

174/23 Jl)

176/13 253

181/15 Uaal

182/19 LY

185715, 188/10 LY

189/13 Wl i Laalll

189/2.0 WLl

189/23 LY

192/7, 16, WGl
195/5, 196/14

193/5 L J i

194/11 Jtis

194/18 )

19576 Juil

195/11 JUal)

195/16 Juis

197/16 Ll

199/12 SVl

199/21 alally Ll

200/9 kil

185/5 izl Jo ki

181/11 )

183/21 i

183/23 Vi

201/1 5 )

178/9 o 52l



Avcduviog
MAclopou
Moty

I3 !
0 NBavwTos
6 Aibog

6 NNy
6 royoyeaPos
6 Adryog

Aoz?ogéa)

70 Aoidognua-
Tlov

< !

N rotdogia

GREEK-ARABIC GLOSSARY

osb7 Aucduwiog

1241 MAclopeveL

ogb31 Aoy

0739 NBWTH

06b34 Tovs Abovs

1225 6 Alfog

o7b34 npevers

08a34 oi Aoyoyeaor

03b8 70l Adyou

03b18, 0424, 08b30 Tov
AbYoV

0418 oi ... Aoyol

04228 Ady0v

o4b2 6 Adyos

o4bs Adyw

o4b14, 07a17 6 Ady0s

04b26 6 rdyos

04b33, 0624, 09a6, 11b2
TV Aoywy

04b37 700 ... Acyou

osa4f Aoyoug

0526 A0yw

0527 6 AdYog

osb9 70 ... Adryoy

o6a13, b24 2dyw

06236 6 Adyog

07213 Ady0U

o7b17, 29 70l AdyoU

o7b27 r0yw

o7b30 79 royw

o7b31 7oV Aoy

06b18 érardognoey

osb32 rodoenuatiov

os5b32 Aadoetors

2 Expression misunderstood by the translator.
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179/10 p yilesiS
203/11 2 a1l
196/12 Va1

18575 33,4

184/12 [ 5 l=41]

203/16 =4

188/20 ol )

190/16f Sl 225

171/4 J 531

171/16, 173/1, 53
192/18

173/18 +5JI

174/9 S

174/2.4 1S

175/3 LSS

175/13, 185/15 »5J)

176/8 J 42

176/13, 181/3, =50
193/15, 201/20

176/19 +5SJ

177/6 253

177/8 J 5a)

177/8 50

179/12 L)

181/12, 183/23 5K

182/17 oM

185/10 oS

187/2.2,, 188/14 1.l

188/11 £l

188/15 iaall

188/16 izl

183/19 L

180/15 iwps

180/1§ fezidl



244

Avxoréwy
ché¢)ng

NTEW
)

M

n wabnog

Qoo
UXEOXWAOG
paxgos

pnar

GREEK-ARABIC GLOSSARY

11b6 Avxoréwy
os5b3s Avxopewy
o6a7f Avxopewy
10a17 Avxoeove,
0445 AUTELY
osbg Aves

06b29 Avfevra

10b12 wabnow

10b14 pwabnow

1ob21 wabnow

10b2.6 wabnois

1222 LAUUDDOL

o9b30 Tovs paxgoxwaous
obalr paxeols

09aI3 1 axed

0916 7 ... paxed

09a19 71 (Laxed

o9b18 waxeos

ogb22 7 ... paxea
ogb2§ ai paxeat

o9b29 7 ... paxea

10b18 paxgoTiews

o5ag, 10b13, 11a1 KaNTT

osarzf uanora
osb12, 17, o7b3 waarey

osbr2 wwowpivoy parnov
o8b34 waneTa

0929 UANCTR

og9b7 waanov

30 Badaw: [o4,5,411.
31 Expression misunderstood by the translator.

202/3 545,
180/19 03,43 )
181/6 30 sl il ]
197/13 0536
173/2 ool
179/12 2k
184/6 = lb

199/2, wlad)

199/5 oo s pkas

199/12 Lol

199/19 s

203/12 3147 N &y J

196/11 J1 sl J 0

181/10 Ykl

194/5 Josb

194/6 ). 5kl

194/9 JI,k)

195/20 Y,k

196/3 JI 5kl

196/6 N\ b

196/11 J) ,Lall

199/9 Jsbi

177/10, 199/4, 3305
200/§

177/14 OF s~

179/15, 21, 9,
187/3

179/15f o 2z

193/6 s ST

193/19 4L

195/12f 05 Lo L ¥



poLraxos

/
povfovw
o pavris

oot
péyas

70 wéryelog

Meraviraidng

UENETOLW

UEID

T0 Wérog

T0 (Lépos
pésos

uetaBoivw
,u,e'mqbégw

N peToPopa

GREEK-ARABIC GLOSSARY

o8bg 7o paraxa
08bg naraxas
10b10 75 ... avlavey
07237 Tolg UAVTETLY
o7b2 oi wavres

o7a4f Tovs ... payouévovs

o3bar weyioTny
03b28 peyaan
o4a7 péye
04b31 70 peilov

05a30 wetlov
06216 weiloy
06220 weiloot
07238 weyaan
uib2o peyoras
03b31 wéyebos
09236 wéyedog
ogb27 Meravimraidny
ub1r perer@vres
uib12 75 ... puereTay
o7b22 uérray
o7b22, 24 duerrov
10b35 wérrova
ub1g wéarovre
08a7 uéros

08a9 wénos

03b7 7o wéen
o3b29, 30 wéoy
o7b28 700 péoov
uibaf o wéowy
11b4 Mo wéoou
04231 ueTeBnoay
05236 weTaPepew
12410 ,us'mqoégsw
04b32 ueraPoea

245

191/12 &Ll
191/13 )
199/T (sl
186/19 0 Sxy ()
187/2 20
184/20 O AL ... i
172/1 i las
172/10 .S
173/5 (Saall e
(..'».é? 9l (,_E;T FEYTRe
176/12f
178/14 .5
181/16 5,251 ilazl)
181/20 LI
187/1 ialas
202/17 las)
172/13 Jas)
195/7 44513
196/8 S
202/7 Jiim,
202/8 Loy
188/6 s
188/7, 9 Lasje
200/3 b4z
202/11 Ol
189/9 0 s>
189/12 A4
171/4 )5
172/11, 12 L2 )
188/13 Lo )
201/20 law,
201/21 Ly
174/10 | yai
179/2
203/22 .2zl
176/14 =) o)



246

UETPEW
peETPINO0
wéTpiog

T0 (éTpoV

GREEK-ARABIC GLOSSARY

04b34 weTapopais

0923 UeTAUPOPLs

osas ai peTouPopat

0529, 06b3 1 ueTaPopa
osar0, br7 Tas ueraPopas

05a16 TV (ETALPOPALY

0o§a24 ,cwm(pogo’c

05234 1 ueTaPoed

osb4 petapopas

osbg, 06b6, 26, o7a13
pcs*roa(poga,/

o6bs, 08a8 Tais ueToLPo-
eais

06b7 ueraoeais

06b20, mmaz27f, b6, 30
,cwm(pogo’c

06b22 petapopo

o6bas ai petaPopat

o7all /,cs'Taquogo/cg

o7a12 pce"raagvogou'

o7a14 T /,ce'ra,@ogo'w

o7b31, 11226, b3, 8, 27
,cwm(pogo’c

10b13 7 ... ueTaPoga

1ob17f ueraPopa

1ob31f ueraPopay

10b3s, 11b2r puerTapopdis

10b36 T ... ueTOLPOPdY

1b32, 1245 77is neTaPoeds

ogb7f ueteerrou

oga7f peteixol

o5b33 7o weTpiov

06a16 700 /x,e'rg/ov

04432, 08b34 T wiTewy

176/16 .22

177/5 &

177/6 &) onsdl

177/10, 183/2 .2

177/12, &\ o oasll
179/21

177/18 &\ asl)

178/8 [ ;x5 1

178/18 .35

179/8 o\

179/8, 183/4, &l
184/2, 185/9

183/3, 189/11 .2

183/6 o),

183/20, 201/13, ..
202/2, 203/6

OM Yy il
183/22f

184/2

185/7 ox

185/8 asll

185/10 .2zl

188/17, 201/12, sl
20, 202/4, 22

199/4 )

199/8 &l sl

199/24 35

200/4, 202/18 .2

200/§ &l oxd

203/7, 15 o)

195/13 O

193/17 013591 e b o

180/17 w2ill

181/16 2l

174/12, 193/6 01559



GREEK-ARABIC GLOSSARY

o4b12 Ty uitewy
05a8 Tavy ,ué'rga)v
06b36 T éTea
o8b27 wétew
08b30, 09a8 uéTeov
o9b6 7o péTea
ogb20 7o uéTpov

0 ,wn*rgouyzﬁg'mg 0§a20 ,u,n'rgacryt')gmv

< /
0 /,cn'rgoqoov'rng

plyvu
plxgos

Miatiadng
piéopou
70 wiunma
UMNT 130G
LMLNoKw
6 piobog
Lvnuovedw
Motgoxaiig
(LOVOXWAOG

T0 (Loglov
7 poxfneter

6 purwy
pvovgos

05a21 UNTeoLY VETIY
osb22f o g,cn'rgo@év'rng
o4b21 Tols peputrypevous
03b29 wixed

0429 (LixeoV

0527 EALTTOV®Y
osb29, o7br éxcTToy
06b20 puxeov

ogb1g puixeov

1ob2g pxeov

b1 wicgoy

r1ato Muaziadou
04235 pipetohou
04221 LIUNLOLTOL
04222 YUUUNTIQDTATOY
07223 péuvnToLL
osb2.4 wusov

ogb7 wynuovevovst
11a15 Mowgoxang
ogb17 T wovexwaoy

04222 TWY ;Logz'a)v
o9b16 wogtov

03b3s 7w woxBneiow
04a8 T ... poyfneicey
11224 LUAWYOLS

o9b18 wvoteous
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175/12 [013591]
177/8 0354
184/14 ,lasi

192/14 0,
192/18, 193/19 o3,
195712 055,41 2]

196/1 Jlazsl,

b e sb #l s
178/3

178/5 S

180/§ [ ke fars ]

176/3 il i 550

172/11 s o)l

173/7 ot

177/9 [ ikl ]

180/13, 187/2 o,

183/20 L

195/20 ,Laill

199/18 S

202/7 sl

200/15 rslzles

174/16 ¢\

173/21 ilie

74/t S St

186/3 s

180/8 5,2

195/12 alaim,

201/2 3\ e

s ) a2l 13
195/19

174/2 Y o 5t

195/18 ¢ 34!

172/18 i sns

173/6 i

201/10 Okl oy

195/2.0 1,La3



248

N

6 vawxaneos
6 v TNg
véog

1 veoTng
VixXaw

7 vixen
voutlw

6 vowos

1 vosoc
0 voUc

b—
-
Ll

Fevixoc
6 Eevoc
Eepbns

O

6 bryxos

7 6305

n Odvooeio
oideL

GREEK-ARABIC GLOSSARY

06b35 vavxanew

0726 T0I5 ... VAUTIDGW
o5aI13 véw

1122 THY VEOTNTOL
osb24f 6 wixnoas
11b19 vixng

10b30 vouilovrwy
06222, vopovs

06223 ToUs ... vouous
o6b12 7@y vouwy
10a12 VoUw

a2 f wevreouelyyw voow
b2 7oy voy

04b36 Zevixov
o5a8 7o Fevixoy
o6ars Zevueny
04bg 7olg Eévous
o4brr Evny
o8b1r 7 fva
06a8 Eéebny

07b2.6 dryxov

11b2. 7 ... 630¢

o6b12 7y Odbooeioy
08a34 0dev

08a34 loaow

10b13 lopey

32 Badawi: _..>I.

184/13 =5
185/2 =5
177/15 #5)
200/7 &l
180/8 el
202/16 £l 51 2 dal)
199/23
182/2, i)
182/2, i
183/11 il
197/10 e
201/8 5 i e

202/9 Jas

176/18 L&
177/9 i3
181/15 L ¢
175/10 <3
175/11 Ly ¢
191/14 i A
181/7 32 i)

188/10 % 4ns

201/20 3 b

183/12 JWI s 1) 1,15l
190/17 3 a0

190/17 &4 a0

199/3f 5,85 555 ms



olxelog

0 obxETNG
s/
olxol

13 s/

0 ovog
s/

olopou

i ToC

oMlyos

<

N0

6 Orwvbiaxoc

"Oungos
70 bppa

opoyevng
opLoetdng
opeotog

GREEK-ARABIC GLOSSARY

04b32 70 oixeiov

04b35 Toig oixeioig

osbr2 oixeoTepov

08a31 olxelol

12210 oixelwy

10414 0iETOUS

1023 olxot

1023 olxot

10a18 oixol

o4b2.1 Tovs oivous

04227 olovTou

10230 @nbng

1b3s dioos

osb24 daiyoy

o7b1o dAiye

o7b1 70 62w

o7b11 6Aws

11a6f 7oy Oavvbiouxcov

1b31 ‘Oungog

osbi3, 10b33f, 11228, b4, 6,
8f, 24, 25 7o duuaTwy

071§ T@Y OLOYEVDY
05236 T@V OLLOEIdDY
0432 OUOLOTALTOY
06b27 duoiog

06b3s, 07a6 duotos
0723 duotol

o7b6 duote

08a19, ogb2.4 duoiwg
08b18 duoiws

o8b24 76 duolw

09226 duoiay
09b2.6 duoioy

33 Badawi: .l

249

176/14 Ja¥)
176/16 \JaY)
179/16 st 1x

190/12, L1s Yl

203/23 SUlai
197/12 1ipe
196/21 (il 3
197/1 v eSts ;99
197/14 oSS pr 3
176/2 1,59
174/6 b,

198/7 b
203/10 ass,
180/8 ilLall

187/12 |1

187/1 LIS s

187/14 1Lt

200/12 33 . 5 0L

203/7 30

179/17, cxall oai

200/2, 201/14, 21f,

202/2, §, 19, 20
185/12 ik b ijloze

179/2 j5all 5 Sl

174/12 Lot

184/4 4ty

184/13, 185/2 & yerie

184/19 0 4ot

187/6 iglizs

189/23, 196/ slis

192/3 ot

[ieladl] 5 Jstad
192/9f

194/17 a2

196/6 JULl sig [Layi]



250

opotow
OULOIOTENUTOG
oporoytw
ouavuLog
ovinu

70 dvopa

ovopalw

6 6vos
6%0¢
o’go’cw

7 oy

GREEK-ARABIC GLOSSARY

o
10424 ouola

\ o
12211 70 oLLotoy

osb12 auotwpevoy warnoy

10b1 duotoTircuoy
08a34 opororyel
04b38 suwvupiou
1041 GVNoAY

198/1 &, 5lezs
203/2.4 il
179/15f 0 oz
198/15 L) s Ll 5o
190/18 ',

176/19 clon¥) olaszll
196/19 [on 52t ]

o4azt, o8a30f b6, 10, 10b11 173/21, 190/12, elass¥)

T . ovo‘u,oc"roc
04233 T@Y GvoraTWY

04bs, 27, 37f, o7b7, 10b11

TGV VouaLTWY
o4b7 dvopota

) / \ e /
04b2.6 dvopaTawy xou gnua-

TWY
04b29 dvouaa

osb6f, o7b27 dvapotos
o5b3g, o7a31, 10b31 7ot ...

ovopoLow
o7b29, 10234 dvopo

\ )
o7b30, 10228 706 ovopat

o7b31 79 dvopaT
0826 7o dvopaTa
08a14 7@ ... ovopaTt
10226 7oL dvopaTeL
10227 GVopoLTOS
o5a36f wvopaouivas
osb37 aweuale
o7b1o dvoalew
1116 Gvopdoos
osb27 7dy ovav
o3b29 ol

osbr eidov

o7b20 70 ... Baw
10b34 dedy

o8big dey7i

191/8, 14, 199/1
174/14 LU 5 sLo¥)
175/3, 176/9, L)
20, 187/8, 199/2
17576 slo¥)
176/8 cL.¥

176/10 ¢Lo¥)

179/10, 188/12. .|

180/19, 186/12, cLou¥!
199/24

188/14, 198/10 .Y

188/16, 198/4 .

188/16 .Y

189/9 sleut

189/16 .Y\

198/3 [ sl VL]

198/4 )

179/3 Loz

81/1

187/12 s

201/2 [ o]

180/12 .ot

172/12 5314

179/5 i,

188/4 & jaii

200/2 2

191/18 2l



GREEK-ARABIC GLOSSARY 251
deyilw o8a16 derytlouivou 189/21 23l
o8b12 ey ilouive 191/16 Ol axl)
0 6@215; osb2s 7oig deebioty 180/9 Ju i
opbog 04a3 gl 172/23 Jaas 5 Laizons
o7bro dedis 187/12 1zl
opilw o4b1 wetsfw 174/23 oo
opuaw ogb2.0 dgudy 195/22 A1 ) 54
6 opvis o6br7 sevi: 183/16 ;L))
6 dpog ogb2of &xet ... dgov 195722 3als 0,55
ovgavounxns  o8b13 eleavounes o) o a1y slal)
191/16
6 ovpavos osb3sf ov ... oveoLvov 180/19 sLodl
) o7bg @xeTo 187/11 Ll
7 oig osbig 771 e 179/23 il
II
wadnTixos o8a1o walnTien 189/14 Lz
08a2.4 walnTicas 190/3 &AL
o8b12 wadnTixde 191/15 LAY
70 7afog 03b28 7afog 172/10 VY|
osb2 70 wafos 179/5 39
6 oy 0923, 6 6 oAy 193/13, 16 0l
0928 6 ... woLLLy 193/18 04
09210 TG ... TN 194/1 0,6
09Il TAUELVOG 194/3 05l
T0 ToLdioy 0722, Toig Toudiols 184/17 &1
o8b2s 7o woudiee 192/11 Ol
10230 Twoudiov 198/8 il
0 waLls 08228 wais 190/9 +3\!
TSV 08a32 wemoudeypevos 190/1§ [ st 53]

6 wowwnyveweos 08bis 7@ wavnyveed 191/19 & =)

7 Wavhgxugtg 06az2 T ... mwr/)fyugzv 182/1 4s
o9b34 Tous wovney veets 196/16 4+
11331 7QUS Wmvnyzﬁgnow 201/16 LY
n mcgwygoa@r’; ogazof Ty Wocgouygoc@rl)v 194/10 =S\



292 GREEK-ARABIC GLOSSARY

ToLpoLIEED 11a12. wognenioou
TUEAKANEW  11a8 TOLLAXANDY
11bs wovgoLxanely
A0S LIALI TV ToLeoLAILY
wogaroyilopou 08a20 wogaroyileTou
wopaTneiw  o5b3z waeaTneely
wogeexouot  03b23 waeninfey
n weebevog 06b18 Taebéve
TLELO0S 1ob1 waeiso
¢ ! !
7 TRLEIOWOls 10423 TOLEIoWolS
7| TLEOUOIWEIS 10324 TOLLOULOIWGIS
TOLOYW o3b1r wemovbévau
o4b10 waLayovaL
07236 TALoY oUW
o8az2f waoyovot ... 71

10a35 émaldes
10b33 7otel ooy Ew

6 TaLTNE osb23 waureos
Tobw ogb21 wavoauivou
welebw 10a10 weleloot
eoraos 10a17 Heboraov
11a13 Ieforoeos
7eldw o3br2 welbovrou
Hepaes a4, 15 700 Hepaitws
TEADEIOG o8b13 Terwetov
wevTeobpryyos 11a22f TevTECURIY YW VOoW
TEpLIVW o8b27 wemepavfous
08b28 TepaeiveTou
70 TEQOLS 09433 T TEPALS
/ /
TEQIECY 05 04a7 TepiEey
TEQIEXW 07231 Tol TEQIEXOUOLY
[eeverns o7a1 # Hegmz\éovg

11a1 Ilegueans
11a14 Ilepueaiig

3 Badawl: i,

200/18 | 4e5
200/14 Clay for
202/1 im0
200/17 »Ji J>L.
189/24 Ly s
180/16 &,
172/3 ) Juns

183/18 <1, il
198/15 L5l
197/21 x4l
198/1 iz ,Lal)
1I71/8 S r L me
175/9 pteine
186/19 0 halx,

Ve [om]

190/15f
198/13 UL
200/T Y ) ooa
180/7 i oy
196/1 J¥)
197/7 W, o
197/13 o5Vt
200/18 .3V s
171/9 oz
200/20, 201/1 1l .
191/16 Lelni
201/8 5 )
192/14 Lalzs
192/16 sl
195/4 2ls)
173/4 % 50 Slgs e
186/13 ila ! inpaid)
184/16 ¥ il 3]
200/6 .15
201/1 .53



" mgz’o%g

TEQLOTOG
TETOUA

710evoc
TITTW

N ToTIC
TALTTW
MraTwy
TN

70 TA0IOV
Toléw

70 ToinueL

GREEK-ARABIC GLOSSARY

09a3§ 7 & Teelodois
09a35 Tepiodov

ogbs év weetodor
09b8 7w Tegiodov
ogbis [ weetodog]
o9b18 Tas wegiodous
ogb2g ai weetodor
o9b31 7egiodos
1ob2. 7@y wepiodwy
o7b3 weetoo
06big weTopivy
11b34 émroTe
03b20 76 mihavoy
o4b2.0 milowvoy
o8a1gf 7ifavol
ub3s émirriofou
03b7 ai wioTes
03bg 7av TioTERWY
04b19 TEeTACOUVLS
o8b22 wemacofou
06b32 77 [IrcTwyes
10410 7AcUoOU

0726 Toig TAOLOIS
04413 TomoeL
04229 ToLOUVTES
04435 7o100VTES
04b3 womee

04b3s el woifi
osb22 wowciofou
o7b32. worreL Totely
o8a1§ wotel

08b3 6 ol Tov Aéyovra
ogb19, 23 7ol
10b33 7otel waoxEw
06a31 woinue

253

195/§ Cablasll
195/6 bl
195/11 Liblazk)

195714 _ikasll
195/18 _ible

195/20 ClasY)

196/§ CslasY)
196/13 diblaza
198/16 Cslas )

187/3 5 4l
183/1§ s
203/10 j»
171/19 ¢L3Y)
176/1 wi
189/2.4 ixis
203/10 .,
171/3 iy deasl)
171/§ Sl tad)
175/19 3kt all
192/8 sl
184/9 0 sboMs
197/6f ol &S
185/2 i)
173/12 Joiz
174/10 |y
174/15 O yriay 2 1)
174/24 Jonzs
176/17 Jas slat
180/4 a2
188/18 S
189/17 s
191/5 S|
195/20, 196/3 a3
200/T ¥ ) eoas
182/10



254

¥ Toineic

0 TONTNG

TONTIOC

0 ToAELLOG

GREEK-ARABIC GLOSSARY

08b31 woinue

04228, b28 womoews

0524 ToNoeL

05234 TV ooty

o6a12, 07a34 ToNoel

o6a14 woinoig

o8b18 77 Townoet

o8b1g 1 woinotg

03b2.4 oi womTa

03b33f, 06b36, 09a26 Tav
TONTADY

04a20, 07b33 of wonTa

04a2.4 of TomTal

04b39 7@ momTy

08a6 oi womToL

10b16 7@v TonTdY
o3basf 7n womTveny
04225 TONTLCN

04439, b8, 0526 TomTIKiis

o4b4 1 ... woNmTIN
0626 TomNTIL
06232 TONTIXDS
o6a37f womTixoy

o6b1o momTixds

06b2s womTixoy

o7b32. 76 womTioy
10b30 Toreuov

10b31 Torcpos

1122 T4 TONUD
11a6f 7oV ... Torcuoy
11a12, 1bi8 7ol woréuov
11b14 Tols Toréous
11b17 7ols woAéwLolg

193/1 s b

174/9, 176/9 il .4

177/5 Jais OF e

178/18 3,4l

181/11, 186/17 iilas 1.4

181/14 Ukt b

192/ iy

192/4 gl o)

172/ s o4

172/17, ot i
184/14, 194/17

173/21, (s 5.4))
188/19

174/3 ixlas 5o

177/1 i3 5.4

189/8 & las 411

199/7 032las 4l

172/6 ilat y. 4l

174/6 ilas s

174/21, 175/6, Lhas 1 43
177/6f

17572 s o 401

181/ 4 Lty

182/12 i la3 40

Lokt o) L e
182/18f

183/10 ilas ;5 Wlie

184/1 [ s ]

188/17 _Las poidl pMS)

199/23 o &

199/23 & 4

200/7 4

200/12 &4

200/18, 202/15 &+

202/10 & 4

202/13f & L



1 TONG

1 TONTEloL
. ]
0 TONTNG

TONTIXOC
[oavevxToc

7ro)\1')0ugog
TOAUTLOCWTOG
ToNUG

Wovngez')o,u,ou
Wovngo’g
vrogséa)

woebiw
woetlw

GREEK-ARABIC GLOSSARY

o6azaf Tav worcwy
10a12, 1123, 11b10 77
TONEWS
11225 TV TONY
ub1g ai woneis
03b3g 7@y wonTEEY
06b32 77 wonTElQL
04bof Tols woriToLs
10212, TONTOLS
03b34 wonTIXOUS
11221 70 1loAvelxTou

o7b34 morvhugor
osb3sf Tov worvmeoswoy
0424, 1033 TAElw
04226, o7b12 oi ANl
06237 ToAU

07229 TOAY

07435 oAV

o7bof 7o worra
o7b22 oA

o7b32 worre Totely
08224 oAl

08b34 7@y worrGY
09229 ToANOL

1029 TOAY

101§ TOANOUG

11b16 7oAY xdANOY
12411 TOAY

11a17 wovneeveofout
11416 Wovngé?egog
o5a1 76 Topevesou
o7b23, 24 7opeveafout
o8ar ogevbeis

oga2.8 woednioout
04a25 7oploasbo

255

182/2 1)
197/10, 200/8, 1,4l
202/6
201/12 il
202/16 3\
172/18 1o s 401
184/10 i) 5.4l
175/10 iz al) faf
197/9 i al) faf
172/17 Ll 5.4
i pphia gl
201/7
188/21 1Yl 5 .58
180/20 o4 )1 5,225
173/1, 196/21 ;ST
174/7, 187/16 x5
182/18 st
186/9 .5
186/18 1 =5
187/12 =)
188/7 1 .25 LS
188/18 syl
190/4 1 o S
193/5 Al o S
194/16 (a1,
197/6 wein 25
197/12 25
202/13f 1ix ... Juit
203/24 2
201/4 5
201/3
177/2 s
188/8, 9 asai
189/3 a3
178/12 )i

174/4 0 5SS



256

6 TopLo TG
6 Tolc
70 TRy

7 Teoy U TElL
TpaLy paLTEV0-
pau

TOATTW

ToeTw

TPOcLIEED
/
THOOETITIMTTW
n weodeais
TeorL BV
/
Te00eaw
/
TR0y 0PEVD
TROCATTW
TRosERY UL
/
L)
n weoobeots
TpOCKELL
/
THOOOKTALOUL
wrpocopilw
/
TROOTOIEW
/
TOOOT T

GREEK-ARABIC GLOSSARY

05226 ToPIOTOLS

11b30 ooty

o3b1g T TedypaTA
04a6, 0811 Tolg ey (LALoLY
osb13, 09azo 7o Tedyua
06bg 7o TeaypaTL
o7b2 7ol weaypaTos
08220 70 Ty U

08223 Tt Wgécw,wc'm
0442 THig ooy uATEIOLS
03b6 weaypaTevdivau

03b26 émpoypaTevinooy
10b34 TeaTTOUEVL
b3 7y ... wempaypivay
o4b4 metmovoay

o4bs weemovoo

o4br7 70 TeeToy

04b31 700 TeETOVTOS
ogai4, o6aiz ‘7rge"7rez
0810 70 ... 7rgé7rov
o7bar wesougnTou
o8baf weoemimAnT TELY
10b18 7eoeses

o8b24f 7eoraBavovot
09433 TPO0PDYTES
osaz2f weosayopeves
124 TeooTné

03b36 7eos7infey

o8b23 eooExsty

osb3 7eosteais

o7b1s weosxeiTa

1023 TROCEXTNCLYTO
o7bs weosogilovrout
o7a33f weosmardvTou
ogb1g TeooTTaLlew

178/10 oxllims
203/§ g1
171/19 423!
173/3, 189/14 ;-4
179/16, 195/1 -3
183/9 (L5

187/2 541
189/23 ¢ 2
190/2. 1, 4o

172/22 ote e

171/1 J 42

172/7 J 5154085
200/3 Jaiy I
201/20 ;g:J\
175/2 iloas

175/3 Joor

175715 S Lis
176/12 ot
177/16, 181/11 fun,
189/13 Uror
186/14 1423 5

191/4 [p2sm] 5T
199/9 s 3 4l
192/11 & i
195/4 15,525 | o
178/17 o
203/15 i
172/20 [ cal]
192/9f L ... W
179/6 a5 giis
187/19 J.é

196/21 (» lai~
187/5 053 51 O3y
186/16 ¢lay 5i 15,
195721 4ol



T0 TPOCWTTOV
TpOTEROS

TeoTifns
HewTovyoeos
n TTDOLG
/

TTWYEVW
0 TTWYOUOVGO-

xorat
TUXVOG
TONw
P
gadios
7 o wdio

70 pRUL

én'rogucég
0 ér’rmg

¢ /
020d0LXTUNOG
6 gufuos

GREEK-ARABIC GLOSSARY

ogb21 weoomTaLiew
08b6 7 TeoswTY
/
07421 TEOTEEO!
o7b1g weaTegov
o7ba1 weobeis
o7b7 TewTayopas
10227 TT@OIG
10232 TTWOELS
o518 TTwxEvovTL
osa18f wrwyslew
osb37 wTwyopOvTOKIA LIS

06aII TUkVoig

06220 Tuxvols
y !

1224 ETWAOVY

o7b13 gadiov

1ob1o gadiwg

03b23 galwdiay

04a23 1 g wdia

04b6 gnua-Twy

04b2.6 dvopaTwy xeul enpa-
Ty

o3b2s, og4az T gnTogucny

04b37 éntoexol

04a18 Tols gNTOEOW

0727 Tols gnTopoLs

osbigf gododaxTunros

o3b3o gvhuois

o3b31f gufuas

o8b29 gvbuos

o8b30 gufuay

o8b31 gufuov

08b32, 0gag 7@y ... gubudy

257

196/2 s 5f 1l
191/9 ax

185/19 s
187/21 J59)

188/6 axs

187/8 152\ 5 5
198/4 o las
198/9 i ail
177/21 [ b ]
178/1 s,

181/1 [ el T S

181/10 =Sl
181/20 il

197/14 oS5y

187/17 jaus
199/1 1oy

172/3 s 4o I
174/2 13 5 )1
175/4 S0
176/8 Lol

172/6, 22 & 4l )
176/19 s .4l
173/17 03 sl
185/3 052,522
180/2. e i,
172/12. & 1l f il
172/14 3,1
192/17 5,3 51 dondl
192/18 &l [ =]
193/1 5.1

193/3, 18 & .



258

éu%‘oc/vw

b
Yorouls
n ool
oi Yool
sa@nvilw

/
ooLpng

oeuvos

7 OELvoTNG
ooV

70 onpeiov

GREEK-ARABIC GLOSSARY

ogar gufuos
09az21 Tov gubov
09a24 ¢vfuol
05225 PUTCLIVOVTWY

11432 DALV
08a9 TNV caATiy YL
o7a1 Yauiovs
o4b36f capnvier
o4b2 ca i

04b6 oo

05a8 70 caPéc
06235 70 ooLPic
04b8 seuvoripay
06b3 oeuvoy

06b7 76 aeuvov
o8a13 oeuvag

o8b32 geuvos

o8b3s seuveTnTaL
osb8 76 enpovopiva
osbio oneives
osb13 enuaives
osb16 onpeaivovoty
1ob11 onpover
11b26 onpeivel
11b27 onpeuives

o4b2 anpeiov

04b33 onwcioy

05232 ndelows N oneia

08426 Ta@v onuclwy
11brg onueic

193/9 5,

194/10f 2osdl 575,01

194/13 &) )

K PYPRU{PRPUNR TSN
178/8f

201/18 Lale

189/12 351 5 0,4

184/17 ool Jof

176/18 sis

174/23 jonlls 0555

175/ 4 idims

177/9 iiid)

182/15 s

175/8 ,idl; il sslp

183/1 35

183/7 335 51 5 imes

189/16 3.

193/3 [faizns]

193/6 s

179/11 [ nn] s Ul

179/14 J i

179/17 J

179/19 [J41

199/1 s

202/21 [gziVs ae

203/1 Lty

174/24 D)

176/14 15

5 Geomlly 357
178/16 o 3is)

190/7 ¢ 5 )

202/1§ $Nst



SnoToc

Sixenior
Yipwvidng
SiovPog
T0 OxEDOG
Zm’ng
wc)\ngég

OXOTEW

0. %U?\Eljw
OXDTTW

/
soroxilw

COPIOTLX0S
6 GoPLOTG
YloPoxiig
OTEVIW
SHEVOITTOG
omovdalw
0TEpEw

7 0TERNoLS
70 0TEEVOV
oroyalowat

Uy EVnG
7 oUypVauN

70 ol ypou-
1272,

GREEK-ARABIC GLOSSARY 259

11213 Y7070V

11225 YuxealoLy
osb24 6 Supwvidng
1225 70V YiouPoy
o7b8 oxetn

06a8 Yxipwy

o8b6 oxanec
08bg oxaneds
o8bg Ta oxAnec
03b31 oxomotow
0§13 OXOTELY
06b33 oi ... oxurelovTES
osb3o oxamTe
ogb26 éoxwle
o7b18f sorowcilew

osbg soioTixay
04b38 70 ... ooPioTH
o9bg [Sopoxaéous]
narof eweioauéivay
11221 Y.eVoi oy
1126 omwoudalovros
roar2f o7égeafout
08a7 T av‘sgrﬁdswv
1241 0TEpV0L0

0616 oToyaleofou
10b35 oToyaleobou
osazst 7@v ouyyevav
05237 OUYYevEs
o8b12 suyyvaun

o7b16 7o ouyyeaupaTos

35 Badawl: e,

3 Om. Badawi.

o s B s
200/19f

201/12 ilin

180/7 oy

203/17 ey

187/9 U5 s Uag

181/8 36&}}-3-5#

191/8 5. 0l

191/12 [30ss]

191/13 &l asd)

172/13 3.1 51 05V

177/14 o

184/10 Gy ... )

180/14 5

196/7 [¢5]

SIS B tas 5 A
182/2

179/12 idaci o)

176/20 Llaws sl

195/15 ki

200/16 Tpmly ... s

201/7 s

200/11 3Ly

197/9 15k,

189/10 slasYl

203/12 5,00

181/16 >,

200/3 4o

179/2 =5SLEl

179/4 JSai 5 s

191/15 =izl

187/21 eSS

37 Mistranslation, perhaps due to the reading oxwmrotow.



260
i
OUYXElLOU

7 cuAAa B

0 CUANOYIOLLOG
ouuLolvw
ouuBarropos
oUUToLEAVEIW
/
OUUTEQITOLTED

oUvayw

N ouvaywyn
6 ovvdeorLos

© / /
N ouvdgoun
7 ouvBen

owvioTnL
/

ouvTifnet

( /

n ouvToUIOL
oUvTopo0s
CUVTEEXW

" ouvawvuuio,

cruva'wug,wg

70 GxTie

GREEK-ARABIC GLOSSARY

03b35 alyxeTou

09b36 alyxeiTou

05231 TeLls oUAMALLBoLis
10227 TG ... OUALBaLG
10235 ouAALTig

10a21 CUAAOYIOLLE
1026f ouwBaivel

o03b17, 07b26 svuBarrerau

07237 OUULTRLEAVEVOUGIY

ogb24 [7ovs suumegioL-
ToivToLg]

ogb34 7 ... ouvayovTwy

10222 UYLy WYY

07220 Tols GUVdEsLLOIG

0722.4, 28 oUvdcoLov

o7azs, b37 cuvdéowov

o7a28f etvdeool

07230 Tol§ CUYdECLLOLS

o7br2f elvdeowor

o7b38 évev ... ouvdéoov

o9a24f 74 owvdéouw

11229 TOG CUVDEOUAs

11b16 7og ouvdnras

o4a22f ouvéocTnoay
o4b27 ouvéoTneey
o4b2s ouvTifn

06b17 ouvTifeTou
o7b28 ouvouioy
o7b36, 39 cuvTouws
11230 ToU§ OUVTREXOVTOLS
04b39 ouvavuwiou

!
0§a2 ouvwvvua

o8b21 76 ... oyiua

172/19 (5 5

196/18 1.5 -

178/15 blal

198/4 Ablal

198/13 ablall

197/18 s poenir sl
197/3 2 m

171/16, 188/10 sl
186/20 pgrs iuas
196/§ wgns 0558

196/15 | aoz

197/19 o4

185/17 ailall L)

186/4, 9 WL,

186/4, 189/1 L\,

186/9 LU

186/11 LU I

187/16 SWL I

189/2 iby Ml 2

194/16 L)

201/15 3l

Ll e sl
202/12f

174/2 =5a~

176/8 _5,

176/6 5,

185/15 5 5

188/13 ;L)

188/23, 189/2 ;LY

201/16 04l

[l T4y ¥ 3
177/1f

Lee Wby ¥ 3
177/3

192/7 s



cwlw
70 oAU

T

TOUTEWOC

TUTTW
6 TaPog
ToxUs
TENELOW

TENELOG
TENUTAD

1 TEAUTN

TO TENOG

T0 TegUA
'TE‘TEC/U}/&)VOQ
'TET?&,CLE'T@OQ

GREEK-ARABIC GLOSSARY

08b28f 7o oy aTos
10b28f 74 ... exuaT:
10214 éowbnoay

06228 70 oAU
06229 7ol cwuTOS

o4b3 Taeyny

o4bs TaTewyny

04b6 TorTewny

o8a19 TawE g

o3b7 Takou

11432 76 TAPY
1oba1 Taysiay

1b31 7)Y

09a31 TeAetwdi]

o9b8 TeTenct@oou
o9b14 1 TeTEAGIIULEWN
11b27 Téreio

09al4 TEAUTWO!
10416 TEASUTYIOAVTOL
11232 TEASUTNOAYTDY
0QaIl T TEAUTNY
09a16 TEAUTE

09217 TEAUTNY
09220 TV TEAUTIY
09236 TEALUTIY
10225 TEACUTYG
10226 1 ... TEAUTY)
10230 €7 TEAEUTTIG
0930 TéAog

0931 70 ... TEAOS
o9b23 7ol TéguaTOS
b2y TeTpaywyov
043431 TWY ‘Te'Tgoc,ué'Tng
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192/16 |
199/21 J4a
197/10 | ;4
182/8 ol
182/8 ol

175/1 353 5 i
175/3 ikl

175/5 5 i
189/22 ¢ ;41 U
171/4 5o 5t o
201/17 53
199/13 Liis
203/6 G
194/22 jais,
195/14 4z
195/16 4
202/22 [,
194/5 oalx
197/12 &l oY)
201/18 1,SUa . 1l
194/2 )
194/6 alz
194/7 =\l
194/9 el
195/6 s =7

198/3 ¢l
198/4 Ll
198/7 Sl Blazsl,
194/22 ¢L2is)
19572 &l
196/4 1)
202/22 g4 bl
174/12 £ A1 0550
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TEUXW
4 i
7 TEN

o TEXYITNG
Th)\zqoog
Tifn
TheTw
Tiplog
TALW
TUNTOS

6 TOvoS

6 TOTTOC
ToOUY %05

7 Tearywdia
7 Teunens

TpiTOS
T0 TPoTrOLIOV
0 "rgévrog

TPOX LIS
/
TPOXEC0S
/
TUY YOV
TUTTW
n XN

T
7 UBets
Uyeos

GREEK-ARABIC GLOSSARY

09l T TETPAWUETER
09l TOL TETPAULETER
09b2.8 Tevyes

09b28 Telywy

o3b3s TExwN

04222 ai TEYYou
05224 TEYYITOS
o5228f 6 TnarePos
osbig GeTéov

10230f TeTONEvOU
05223 Tiiov

08b16 éranoa
o8b3zo TunTa

03b29 7oig Tovois
o3b1§ 7et ... ToTOL
o3b2af 7w Teayueny
06b8 Teatyyixov

03b24, 04229 Tors Ty -

dees
11223 TOLg 'ngﬁgszg

osb8 TerTov

1b16 70 ... TeoToLiov

04430 TV ... TEOTOY

04336 T4 TeOTW

ubr wavTe Teomoy

08b36 ¢ ... Teoxaios
/

09aI Teox£eos

o7b2 TUyoL

o7b1r érvmToy e

11b18 TUyng

08a16 b'/ngg
06a21 Tov Uypov de@Te

193/8 [.. 01054
193/9 iy 11 015 5¥1
196/9 Jxi,
196/9 jai,
172/18 241 4 ieliall
174/2 S\eleall
178/8 Gii~
178/12 . 5b
179/19 a2 07 ...
198/8 W,
178/7 iy
192/1 \y 0
192/17 [ glsi]
172/11 sl
171/12 w5
172/3 SUs 421 L)
183/8 s 421 Ll
172/ 4, s 52 L)
174/11
i 3L M) 3 da)
201/9f
179/12 & 4abs 1o
202/13 ida) Slsd
174/11 4=l
174/18 4>
202/7 igx S
195/7 sl 5,0
195/9 rstos b
187/2f Wat| 5 a0
187/13 sy
202/14 33\l

189/20f L2i:lly Ll
182./1 i sb )



UTaexw
UTreenuepos

Urodebevup
7 UeeBoan

3 /
UTroxELoLt
Umroxopt{opou
[3 !
0 UTTOXOLOLLOG
UTroxgivopou

" 1.37ro’xgzo‘zg

0 z)7ro;cgrrr';g

z)m;cgmxo'g

UToxwPog
UTouéve

T0 UTOpINULL
voreeilw
UoTepog

o
Daideos
Paivoaut

GREEK-ARABIC GLOSSARY

04a21 U7 Tipke
10b2g U7Tiexey
11220 Umegnuceol

04b2g Uederte

06432 TV ... UTegBoAny

o8ar1 Uoxeévols
o5b28 vroxoeileafou
osb28f 6 vmoxotopos
03b23 vexetvovTo

o3b22 T Umoxetow

04a18 T UToxeioty
03b34 of UmoxeiTeLt

04b23 7@V darwy Uoxer-

TWY
04a13 77| UTToxeiTix]
\ e /
04415 T0 UT0XQITIX0Y
€ e /
04223 N UTOX@ITIN
06b3s UmoxwPw

\ e /
1042 TOVUG UTToULEV oLV TOLS

ubio 70 Umrouvnua
1ob2s voreeile
07221 UoTegor
o7b1g VoTegov

1029 UoTegov

o8b20 76 Paidew
o3b17 70 Qawivau
o5a12 QavelTou
oya13 Qauveslou
o6a18 PauveToul
o8ai4 (pou'vsfmz
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173/21 0,5

199/18 &,

RESV P
201/6

176/7 s 450

182/11 [ b2l .. 1]

189/14 ic 55\l

180/12 szl

180/12 szl

oy )y T O loniny
172/4

oy sl 91 3 AL
172/1f

173/18 s )L Y]

172/16 o 4 JL 0291 553

176/4 oY) Sl

173/12 s 4 L, 1Y)
173/14 s 4= L 1Y)
174/3 1L 2N
184/13f was, ¥ S
196/2.0 g o o )
202/6 51
199/18 : L,
185/19 =t
187/21 = )
197/6 5 =L

192/6 .3l
171/16 0,5

177/13
177/14 4k

181/18 5

189/17 0,5
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@avegé;

7 QowvToLoio
Pavrog

Pevoxilw

Péew

@eﬁryw
Pnud

POeyyopou
70 gDsz"Tzov

< !

n Qinee
Dirounro
QIonrovs'a)

n quAoJo@z'oa

GREEK-ARABIC GLOSSARY

10b16f QatveTou
1223 @ou’ve’z‘ou
042336 @avsgév
o6ai4 Paveeoy
o8by Pavego

12211 Qavepwy
04alr @ow'm,o‘/oc
05a34 (poa'/)m
osb2of PavrsTegov
osb22 &ms pavaov
07235 Pevauxilet
osarst Péger

osbi18 oiocTéoy

08a6 Pégovot
o7b36 Pevéov
0§a29 @nm’

o7b16 @rot

08ag 7o Pavaut
o8b1z Pavau

1122, 16, 12212 é'gvn

11a7, 12 @o’umwv
11a9 é'@n

11316 é'@n

ub4f 7o pavau
ub26 Paveu

12414 qDou'n

o8b17 Phéyyovrau
08b35 @by yovrou
11225 7% ... PudiTICL
o8b1g i

06b17 Sirounire
o5a6f PiaomroveioOout

o6brr Tny ¢Jz7\ooo¢)z'aw
12.a11 gDMoo’o@z'qc

199/7 &

203/13 Js

174/18 Lo ylns

181/13 &l 8l

191/10  les

203/23 &by

173/9F (2520 51 Joines

178/19 <5,

180/3 &3 n ot

180/§ o)l ) sa¥l o

186/18 L=,

177/17 St

179/21f 3555 o aws

189/8"6:‘1{

187/6 iy O W

178/13 5 3

187/22 54,

189/12 [ JU ]

191/15 Jls,

200/6, 201/2, Ji
203/25

200/12, 17 J4is

200/14 J5is

201/2 Ji

202/1 L3

202/21 J 54,

204/1 J

192/2 12l

193/5 0354,

201/11 Gl o

191/18 L4

183/16 s Ll

sbadly condl B Lt
177/7f

183/11 2e. i)

203/23 iin il



PowixodoxTy-
205

@og'rmo'g

quovéw

@go’w,wog

n Qlotg

@ﬁa)

7 Qv

70 Qg

X
Xaeios
Xeuew
XONETTOG

0 XeLneos
Xareovs

Xaens

7 XENS@DY

GREEK-ARABIC GLOSSARY

osb20 PawixodaxTurcs

o4ar @og’mco'v

b1 Peovely

1047 Tovg Peovitous
o3b1of xaTa Plow
o4alg @zﬁaewg
10a12 @150’51

03b1g TéQuxe
04220 vréngcev

o4b1g TeQuxoTws
07421 We@éxowz
o03b27, osb18 77 Pwvi
04221 7 Qv

o4b22 7 ... Pwvn
05a34 (pwvou'

05a3§ TAS ... Pwvals
08b6 771 Pawvii

1tb12 Pag

11b6 Xocﬂ%gz’ou
o5b26 yeigere
06b29 yaremov
10b32 yetaewoy
osbr yaaxov
05233 0 yarxols
10433 xarcous
10433 XoLAxoU
b7t T xarxi
1126 Xo'cgn'rag
11b3 Xa’cgng
06b1s 7w xeadove

3% Name erroneously translated.

265

180/2f oWl

172/20 izl o s b

202/7 S

197/4 £

171/17 ixlall (5 e s

173/14 i

197/9 ¢ Ll

171/18 gLyl b slgne

bl g me Jo
173/2.0f

175/19 231,10

185/18 stgze

172/9, 179/22 & 4.2

174/1 & 5.0

176/3 & 40

178/18 :xalaalll

178/19 LY

191/9 & ypall

202/9 1,5

202/3 s S
180/10f 1,5 ees OIS

184/6 &ty [ cteui]
199/25

179/§ oV uloetlls
178/17 ol
198/10 _.lous
198/10 )
202/4 =)
200/11 1>
201/20 Bt
183/15 wlas



266 GREEK-ARABIC GLOSSARY

0 Xiog o9b26 o Xiog
X)0eos 06bg yrwea
Xeaouat 1b31 xéxgnTau

70 xenpa 104§ Xgn,uo'wa)v
Xenoiporoyos  o7bs of xensyoroyor
Xgovo"rgzﬁéw 06237 70 XxpovoTeydely

70 ypvodagiov  o5b3r yguoidaeto
70 xpUOloY osb31 xevotov

0 Xga’)g 12a1 Xgo’og
XUy ogb7 7@y xpdny
by

70 | e0dog osbir Jevdog
10b3 Jevdeis
70 \nPiope. 11210 70 MiaTiadov \n@io-

ua
Linog 04b33 Lirav
6 Loyos o8b14 oyois

ubig 79 Joyw
6 Jopog osby7 7ois Jo@ots
Jopwdens 06b2 Jopwdeg
n dvxn 06224, 26, 30 T7ic X

08a21, 10b19 1 Juy/
11b13 771 Juygi

Juxeos osb34 7o ... Juyea
o6a18 Juyea
06a33 70 Nuypeov
06bs 7o Juyeov

6 Japos o722 7ov oy

QO

wvéowou 10419 EVNTOU

196/7 p3sS Jal oo

183/9 ¥050,,

203/6 Lebosnn

197/2 JU

187/4F 591y B 55

OL dsb s ared
182/17f

180/1§ L3

180/1§ 21

203/11 sslsi

195/13 s | 2o

179/14 is

198/17 3,8
200/1§ _jmslizles 1

176/13 o\l

191/18 .1

202/17 ¢loea
179/10f s ot 571 ... ]
182/20f 3502 4f dlan s
182/3, §, 9 il
189/2.4, 199/11 i)
202/9 il

180/18 35 LIl sl ¥l
181/18 5,

182/13 5,LJ)

183/3 55,LJ)

184/18 ;.4

197/15 | yas

3 Lyons suggests a confusion of two Syriac roots behind this translation.



ARABIC-GREEK GLOSSARY

04223 7 UToxeiTn
osb23 wateos
osarsf Péget
0826 @égoum
> /
o8ay emiepovoty
o8b2.4 n¥e
o8ary aoelBi
\ /
11a9 7ovg Afnvaiovs
ar1 Afnvaiwy
!
os5b24 wefov
11ar4 7w Alyway
09a12 AVTIXElLEveL
09a12 AVTiXElLeveL
/
o3b32f rauBavovow
o5a28 raeiv
osb18 oioTéov
10228 éraBev
o3b22 T Umoxetow
03b23 vexeivovTo
03b34 oi VoxeiTeut
04a13 77| UToxeiTix]
0415 T0 UTOXQITIC0V
04a18 TN UToxeioty
0529 Aafely
09436 TEACUTNY
1029 UoTegov
¢ ) /
04a28 éTepa ... Aeblg
o4b23 Tav darwy vmoxer-
TWY
o
o7big voTegoy
08a19 TV LAWY
10224 T EOXALTOL

4 Badawi: ¢,V

ARraBIC-GREEK

174/3 Ll )

180/7 at oy

177/17 5t

189/8 @u

189/10 05t

192/10 st

189/2.1 v_,ﬁl\

200/14 400 3.3V
200/16 & 3V

180/8 5 %)

201/1 i)

194/3 =Y Leaa~i Ly
194/3 =Y Laad~i sy
172/14 &5ixt

178/12 i1

179/21f i 55 0f ao
198/6 = ixi
172/1f 64 JL A=Y 3 AL
172/4 32 Iy 91 O shaniong
172/16 o L 129 553
173/12 s 42 Ly 4= )
173/14 s 4= L, d=Y)
173/18 o = JL ixY)
177/10 sdx

195/6 5,57

197/6 5.4

174/9 =1Ly
176/4 - =31 edal i

187/21 »Y1 |
189/23 ~91 L.
198/1 =14

267
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10b2.9 Tolg dArols
o7a21 VoTegor

o8big 76 wavnyvewd
06a8 Eéebny

o6ba1 Tov Aysanée
06b24 Tov Ayurréa
04227 TGV ATOUSEVTWY
08a32 wemoudeypvos
05221 GpyToy

06b34 dauxves

04a7 Tepleeyat

o6b3o Agydaov
o6b31f Agxidoueos
12212 'Agxz'rmg
ogaz7f [HeodoTou]
0729 MPBavwTd

osbzo Agioropavns
osb36 77 ... yiig
1ub3g gty

o7b13f 7o Heaxacirov
o7bi4 e ... Heauxnetrov
o6a21 "Tofuia

o6a22 7av ToOuiwy
o6b21 Aéwy

06b22 Aéwy

tib21 7o aoTein

a2 Alolwy

06b2. Toig émomotois

1obsf ‘Exriyaewos

4 Badawi: _..>\.

42 Badawi: . solas ).

ARABIC-GREEK GLOSSARY

199/23 0, =)
185/19 >t
191/19 &b =)
181/7 41 . s
183/21 . yls
183/22 . L)
174/7 v 51y ol
190/1§ [ w1 531
178/4 st &
184/11 @355
173/4 & ))30 g3 e
184/7 sl |
184/9 2 solas))
203/25 15
194/18 43 . jbos |
185/ 55,3
180/13 # . b lan |
180/20 5,3
203/11 %)
187/18 [ 4o i) 1]
187/18 [ las )
182./1 46, alzul
182/1 LLaleu
183/21 i
183/23 I
202/18 Lwm 05 lau
201/11 & sl
(ot G 03 0 pmizy M)
182/21f 3
198/18 1 5o il

4 Margoliouth, Salim: .,b,,, Badawi: _.,b, ).

4“4 Badawi: .l .

4 Hermannus Alemannus transcribes “Abruclitis”.

4 Badawi: _.plex.l.

u‘r:-*-"‘

o

Ad

o e



ARABIC-GREEK GLOSSARY

mant ‘Esidoveov
o722 dxeToul

nas 7w ‘Earada
11a27 v Eaaade
11a33 7 ‘Earade
o6ar Anudapos
o6a7f Avxopewy

o6a18 7o Awecrdauavtos

o6br1r Anedauas
o7b34 Axaixots
o3br1 werovlévau
03b28 7albos

osb2 76 wabog
o8az2f waoyovot ... 71

ogbar avriemasdi
ogbar waveouevoy
10b33 7wotel waoyEw
08a24 waOnTids
o8b12 walnTixds
osa22 weel feov
11b12. 6 Geog

11a6f 7ov Orvvlicexo

10411 70 ... ‘Eanneovrov

1222 LOUUDWOOL
T1a1§ $XEACUE
o3b1g 7o TeaypaT

0426, 0811 Tolg TPy Loty

05a30 wetloy

osb13, 09azo 7o TOAY UL

> \ /
osb22 ame pavacy
o7b2 700 ey paTos

47 Badawi: .13
48 Badawi: [0,5,401.
9 Badawi: .z

50 Badawi: emend. . b, YY1

200/16 97 .45 a3l

184/18 oSt

200/10 35V

201/13 55V

201/17 35Y)

181/2 el A1)

181/6 [ .alaall]

181/18 [ _oLolacill] b5t

183/11 sl i)

188/20 [ shalsLall]

171/8 (s ins wn oIV e

172/10 Y

179/5 9

AN s [ o]
190/15f

196/T JH) oo sy LS

196/1 39

200/T Y ) eoc

190/3 LI

191/15 LAY

178/6 & ) Loy L

202/9 4

200/12 % . =5 L,

197/78 %0 s yr i

203/12 311 N &y o

201/1

171/19 ;523!

173/3, 189/14 ;-4

178/14 .S 4

179/16, 195/1 ¥

180/5 ioeill |50 ¥) o1

187/2 5

51 Expression misunderstood by the translator.
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Al

ol



270

08a23 7o Weéag/@wm
o735 ‘Eumedoxag
10232 éATTIOW

o7b8 Onrea

06b27 AvdgoTiwy
06235 of ... avbpwmol
o6br2 avfpwrivoy
08224 ToANOL

08b34 T@v worr@Y
ubiof 7av dvfewmwy
o7a9 Avtioévng
o8arf avriayov
06b18 érardognoey
11218 Avaiocv?g:’?ou
10232 &biog

o4bof Tols woriTas
osb3o 7ois BaBuarwviois
0724 Tobs BowTolg
10212, TONTOLG

04b32. 70 oxeiov
04b35 Tolg oixelois
osbr2 oixetorepov
07231 idlotg

08a31 olxeiot

12210 obxelwy

1129 EdBotoLy

06b30 Ocodouos
08b26 76 ... degufuoy
o4b25 Edeiridng
osaz29 Everridov
o6b3o Evévw

52 Margoliouth, Salim: .y,

53 Badawi: ju.
54 Badawi:
55 Badawi:
56 Badawi:
57 Badawi:

Loselassd ]
ekl

gl

emend. .y

ARABIC-GREEK GLOSSARY

190/2 1 441

186/18 .15, isl
198/9 Js¥L,

187/9 [153]
184/3 04k, 00
182/16 L)
183/12 L)

190/4 ) o iS5
193/5 ol oo S
202/17 L)

185/§ ilinsdas!
189/4 Lol
183/19 Leiie

201/§ 92 s, 5L
198/9 Jats
175710 il faf
180/14 [ JL] Jof
184/20 by, Jof
197/9 il faf
176/14 a9
176/16 = Ulay)
179/16 J»f 1x
186/12 oLl 11a Y]
190/12 1Y
203/23 ZUlaf
200/15 | 515

184/6 ¥ yours
192/13 0 yar( L), 5Y)
176/7 %2 i )
178/13 % i
184/7 7 p i)

)}

O seb g, 0]

el

o 5 Lol
s
NIESSECERN

st
o)
Oya(L)Ly)
oM



ARABIC-GREEK GLOSSARY

06b31 6 Ed¥evos
o7b1g weoTegoy
1ubsr ‘Ouneos
06b3 [7ois iouBelotg)
06b27 Tdercer
o8brs Tooxeans
11a30 Tooxearns
og9b2.6 Guoiov
05233 Tols éAeryelols
osaz2o TpueaTns
11210 ’qumgolcfrng
b2 ’qumgécfrng

osb3o 7ois BaBuroviors

06213 T ... ATEETETTEQOL

o6as, 10a9, 10f 77is deraT-
T™ns

LIAI1 TV oAy

111§ THY AUy

10225 AvaLyxn

0413 &yxExELENIOLO

o4a19 nigkavo

09a10 QexouEvoL

09a16 &gxovm

o7a19 &g/

09alr 7iig eexiis

09aI2, 10425 aexj

09aI13 aexe

09436 ag)

10bg &ex

10226 &g)

10228 el

8 Badawi: emend. .yl
5 Badawi: jL.

184/9 % 1yt
187/21 J5%)

203/7 o305

183/2 4ol o 5301 05501

184/4 o,

191/19 bl i)
201/1§ o ybol i)
196/6 JUbl s [ L]
178/17 V)
178/2 b i)
200/1§ bl ik
201/19 bl i

180/14 %[ Jli] Jaf
181/12f i) Y

181/3, 197/6, 7 >

200/17 I J>Lo
201/1 5 e )
198/2 WY

173/12 Ty
173/20 1554
194/1 1552
194/6 sz
185/16 4.1,

194/2 5.0
194/3f, 198/2 50
194/4 55

19576 o5
198/23 5.1
198/3 tssLll
198/ tssLll
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272 ARABIC-GREEK GLOSSARY

1ob2 ai ... eyl
1126 o7ovdalovos
obars ééaraTTel
04b8 76 ... ekarrabou
o4b3r éaroTes
06228 70 cau
06229 7o cauATOS
10210 T NTElpoy
osb34 7o ... Juyea
o6a18 Juyea

06233 70 Juygov
06bs 70 Juxgov
o5ai4 éofng

04a2.4 endn

06b2 Jopwdes
10b30 vouilovrawy
06b34 yiyvaorovT
07b2.0 76 ... ey
1ob2s voTepile
10236 ey

06a17 XoLKoY

07224 QTALLTAY
o4b11 Tdv amovrwy
osb2s 7oig deeboty
osb2sf elg nuidvovs
o4a5 dxauiov ... alTols
04a37 axeiBoroynTéov
osbig Beréoy

osb18 oloréoy

o7a1l ot

o7b36 Pevxéov
09a24, b1g dwayxn
10b7 rexTéov

11231 abiov

06b3s UmoxwPw
03b36 weosiindey

198/16 ‘55l

200/11 5Ly

181/14 Jus

175/7 ool Joddl
176/12 Jus

182/8 o)

182/8 o)

197/7

180/18 55,L1 sl ¥)
181/18 35

182/13 5L

183/3 55,L)

177/17 531

174/ 4 1) 2ol
182/20f 5302 5 dae
199/23 %,

182/15 ay

188/4 & it

199/18 : o

198/13 Vi,

181/17 [ 3L ]

186/4 sl

175711 &l dead)

180/9 JL

180/10 JuJL

173/2 o ot
174/19f IS5 0 L s
179/19 a 07 ... it
179/21f is 55 0f e
185/7 ae

187/6 iy O ;s""“"
194/15, 195/22, s
198/20f 55 01 _aws
201/17 @*“

184/13f aas, \J‘;,_ij
172/20 [ k]

BEs

Ju

oL

SR

[

A



o8br7 ey yovrou
10a8f néwdnoay
osb27 Buyetees
osb27f fuyaéees
1222 LOUUDWOOL
11b28 Ty deny
o7b34 worvhugor
0829 TNV carTiyya

10411 7o ... ‘Eanneovrov

0723 BotwTovs
0724 Tols BowwTovs
05433 Tolg EActyelolg
10218 olxol

11224 LOAWVOLS
122§ 7% ... QudiTICE
06a12. Asuxoy

1224 ETWAOUY

10219 éwvNToU
0410 70 MAGooU
o4b27f TefewenTou
1ob11 onpaives
06235 70 ooLPéc
09228 amodeitis
11b27 enueives
08226 1 ... dei¥ig
o7b8 axein

o7b17 &dnnov
10b23 7o ... dMiraw

o7ba1 7eobets

1042 ‘TOI\Jg éLZOAOUHhO’OLVTOLg

ARABIC-GREEK GLOSSARY

192/2 1 4L,

197/5 154k,

180/11 =l

180/12 olo

203/12 051 N &y o
203/2 Zmgdl 5T 50 O3
188/21 15 ¥1 5 .58
189/12 G 41 5 0 &)
197/7£ &1 o slasyr oo
184/18f by 5. i
184/20 Lby,, Jaf
178/17 2 V) e
197/14 S5 4 S
201/10 Okl s
201/11 52l cop
81/11 )

197/14 1 SC po
197/15 | ne:

173/8 L Lo

176/9 v

199/1 (ns

182/1§ Lns

194/14 15

203/1 s

190/6 s

187/9 &5 (pr oy
187/23 Ly o]
199/14f 1 1,25

188/6 anys
196/2.0 | a5 o 1)

60 Expression misunderstood by the translator.

61 Badawi: emend. . hs,w VI

62 Badawi: V.
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04233, 35 QLPeixaLow
1024 XOLTENTOY
ogb22, dmorcimeatou
09ay aQeTéol

o5a6t Qiromoveiofout
07238 xaToUAoE
ogb14 1 TeTerciwpin

osb23 6 ... duvvTwe
10b2. 70is Ocodexteiols
o04b22 Bzodweou
o9b26 Anuoxerros
o3b12 wetbovrou

o9b3s xaTasTneavTwWY
o3b12 76 awodederyfout
0426 ToU ATOdely oLl
10b8 deifou

08229 OcTToLAdg
o4a14 Opasvuayos
09az Opasvuayou
o3bzo Bageier

o4ar @og"mco'v

11823 TO5 TegEls

osb31 inatiov
osb31 inaTidaetoy
09228 Oovglov

osbr2 oixetoTepov
0443 TN ETYULENELOLY
osb12 auatwpevoy pirrov

63 Om. Badawi.

ARABIC-GREEK GLOSSARY

174/13, 16 \sS 5

197/1 255 5

196/3 13 i) 51 o 2
193/17 35 520

177/7F claadly sl 5 Lt
187/1 Lalsi

195/16 2

180/6 i1 <l

198/17 o 5hass 55 Ju 55

176/3 3555

196/7 s 35

171/9 «xs

196/16 1,25 - 1)

171/10 will &opel

173/4 &l

198/22 ¢.2)

190/10 63 | =)

173/12 o yologn 5

193/10 o s5lasu

172/12, 44

172/20 Jaz) o e b

L) Tl ol Al
201/9f

180/15 & 4

180/1§ L.

194/19 &,

179/16 Lsi 4~
172/24 345 Ll
179/15f 1am oty

<
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o phdal
303338
o250
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ARABIC-GREEK GLOSSARY

06b8 dyay

o6brr ayay

ogb31 Aoy

11b16 oAU xaANOY
12411 oAU

11223 TOG TEINGELS

05223 MNOVUGOXONLKALS
04a26 7 Logryiov
osb37 Togyyters
o6bsf Fogry/ocg
06bi4f Togrytov
o8b2o Togryiars
06b2.7f Toig ... )uwidiois
o3b1of xaa Piow
04420 Wé@vmv
04233 TV MANEXTOV
o4b2.4f aréxTou
o6ats 76 elwbos
11232 xelpoofout
o3by T péen
04222 TGV poplwy
o9b16 wogiov

08a19 Tamevig

121 Y005

o4b1 Tefeopnuiva
o7a1§ QyTALTONdoVeLL
tayf nyovaete

11a8 ToLeaLXAADY
nantf nyewesre
10417 7@ JxA0TNEIR
10222, VALY WYY

ogb34 7@V ... ouvayovTwy

1a2.9f [&xeanoious]
04b39 owavupiou

¢ Badawi: Lo~

183/7 4

183/11 Vi

196/12 14 10

202/13f 1 ... Jait

203/24 4~

3L B 3 il
201/9f

178/7 33,4

174/6 x>

181/1 b~

183/9 s~

183/14 oL~

192/5 ol

184/4 &) L)

171/17 fndall (5 2en s

173/20f in lall (5 e s

174/14 10 I

176/6 (s L1 23S

181/1§ 35azll (5 Uk

201/17 s ai 34

171/ 4 &\

74/ e e et

195718 ¢4

189/22 ¢ ;41 (el

203/11 53l

174/22 J 52\ Jord

185/10 Jxs

200/12 fonzy fax

200/14 Ay far

200/17 jarzt jax

197/14 10 S olos

197/19 o

196/15 | yaozx

201/1§ L gor 3140

[ Lo ] 2414 Mw“o\js

275

R

ol

e
o

i)

T ¥



276 ARABIC-GREEK GLOSSARY

072a31 7ol ngzéxoumv

09b6 eluynupoveuToTaToy

0ga14, obarz 7rgé7re:

06233 T} ALTeERElL

o7b11 2ws

o4b4 wetmovoa

o4bs meemovoa

04b31 701 TEETOVTOS
» /

0912 ATPETES

o5b6 xaray

06b6 ampemeis

o7b29 ameemes

08a10 76 ... '7rge"7rov

o7b36 evxiov

10414 T0lg Bocg/?;o’cgozg

A

o5a1g evel

0517 T ... yével

071§ T@Y OUOYEV@Y

o7br1 7@y yevav

o7b7 7oL opevm

08227 yevel

08227 evos

1ob1s 7oi fyévous

o4a17 abra

08b3 ot ravfaves

09a9 Aavfavety

10b12. dyvarTes

07420 Qv 03P

03b37 xardg

04b3s el woifi

06b12. xonoy

ogb23f droreimovat

osby émieixels

ogb2.0 ogudv

o4by4 Uie 70 dbwpa

177/1f
186/13 oy in ok
195/T1 poar o 35T Laim,
177/16, 181/11 Ju,
182/12 Joomy o 2
187/14 Lot
175/2 dleor
175/3 oo
176/12 J.ot)
177/13 Jonr
179/9 Joot!
183/4 Jooms ol s
188/14f oo 2 5 s
189/13 ilor
187/6 oy OF i
197/11 oY)
177/18 .4
177/21 k|
185/12 k) G yslozs
I8772 ol
187/8 Lt
190/8
190/8 .k
199/6 .t
173/16f - dales 5i cns jlee
191/5 Jem N
193/19 Ll 57 fem
199/3 s Uygme
185/18 s\
172/2.0 4
176/17 Jas sl
183/12 5.04)
196/5 [ 035 ]
179/8 3514
195/22 o ) )5
e e (5 A B glrs
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ARABIC-GREEK GLOSSARY

o7bg érfotioa
o7b10 oi érfovTes

11a2.4 TOL XQUTNAEIRL
o8b1§ Pinie

06b34 Tovs Afovg
11b34 rdog

1225 6 Mbog

o4br weiobw

o7bs weosoetlovraut
10b6 dweisTou
04b39 ouvavupiou

0522 oUVaVULL
08a4 &Wezgov

o3b2g 6kt

o4a22f ouvéocTnoay
11bg xwduvetovTog
1122 THY VEOTNTOL
09a28 idfrag/ng
11228f eUaaBeiotous éxeneve
04b8 sepvoripay
og9b34f yuuvixoels
05224 TeXVITAS
07223 avTaToNdovaul
07225 dwoddoveut
11216 T@Y ETIELCDY
11234 77 éreubeelols
1b2g [érevfegov]

o7a4f Tovs ... payopévous
10b30 Toruoy
10b31 Toreuos

175/1f
187/10 sl
187/13 155 oo 1)

201/11 yalall & il

191/18 L2

184/12 [ 5,411

203/9 =it

203/16 4

174/23 ‘o

187/5 0525 32 51 O yms

198/20 Wldasy ... Lsus

[ Lo ] 0kl Y ol g
177/1f

177/3 b Wby N1 Sl g3

189/7 wlgs 5 um (53 6

172/12 514

174/2 <5a~

202/4f 1,635V n ... Sumi

200/7 &hamY)

194/14 &yud)

201/14 i~

175/8 ,ikly iogl 53l 5

196/16 Gid) 5f susl

178/8 i~

186/3 $3by

186/5 <l

201/2 =3

201/18 i~

e 5T ] Lgene
203/4

184/20 O AL ... i

199/23 1

199/23 o+
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1122, T TONUD
1126f 70V ... TWorcLLov
11a12,, 11b18 7ol woréuov
11b14 ToUs woréLoUs
11b17 7ois ToNEwLolg
09a13 1 puaxed

)
1229 XIVNolg
0422.0 xnoo
o4b4 lows
0929 UANCT
osar2f wanoTa
10220 YVWRULOTATOL
04a5 AUTTELY
o7b21 76 ... cticOéuevos
osbig aichnoe
o6bro éféeioors
06213 TW ... ATEETETTEQOL
osai4f xoouel
1212 EU0TOX0V

o5b6 xarnes

o5b16 xanroy

osb18 &mo xandv
08a7 evdoxipel
09az1, 23 ebgufuov
10b7 Tt doTEin
10b16 aoTeiov

10b20 &7l

b2t 7o doveio
1ob2f énelbunyrous
roartf 310615205«;

o9b6 eduvnuoveuToTaToy
ogb7 wvnuovetovot
1083 TPOCEXTNOAVTO
ogb4f ebuvnuovevros
04439 yeAoloy

ARABIC-GREEK GLOSSARY

200/7 & 4

200/12 4

200/18, 202/15 & 4

202/10 4

202/13f & 4

194/5 Jusb

203/21 i ~

173/20 &)y =

175/2 ¢ A

193/19 ¢ A

177/14 o1 s~

197/17 G a5 01 6,1

173/2 il

188/§ v

179/23 e

183/10 Lo

181/12f i) Y

177/17 oy

PN 5 O s g 1)
203/2.4f

179/9 o

179/20 i)

179/22 okl pe

189/10f Lo ... 2

194/11f, 128 <) s

198/21 oLuA) Wl

199/7 Lom

199/11 oLt

202/18 L 0 5laul

198/16 _ani

197/8 i

195/T1 g oy 25T Jaiey

195/12 alai,

196/21 o slai~

195/10 abaix Jgu

as ey O L;»_:..M_; Lo
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ARABIC-GREEK GLOSSARY

08a21 arndie

08b3 danbes

08b1 dxos

05332 ndelows N onpeio

04b6 oo

04b36f corvier
o5a8 70 caPés

05237 iAoy

07230 aooPic

08b31 duxeiBig
1obr2f 7a ... xbeir
o4b3 Taeaymy

o4bs Tameawny

04b6 ToTewny

05216 QTO T@Y XEIOVwY
06b7 70 epvoy

o3brr of xetvoves
10417 7@ NXA0TNEIW
10413 X0x@s

osb27 7a@v ovay

osb1 yaaxoy

osb2o @ozwxo?o’wcfru)\og
10a8 ToU¢ o"cqogamg
03b16 ey xn

07231 Tolg WEQLEXOUOLY
08b23 Teootxew
ubi pereravres
0637 womTiov
o9b26 duoiov

11bs Tovg xwdivous
11bg 7ol xwdvols
o3b22 T Uoxeto
o3b3s e

174/17
190/1 341 J i
191/4 5~
191/2 2a 4k, sl
i) 5l ol [a] o
178/16
175/ 4 idiss
176/18 sims
177/9 13
179/3 Wimo
186/10 i ...
193/1 &iines
199/3 11|
175/1 855 5 i
175/3 it
175/ 3 i
177/19 &) k) e
183/7 i3 5un 515 s
171/8 254
197/14 1 S olos
197/10 655 pomn
180/12 ot
179/5 o) il
180/2f slo¥ <)
197/4 54
171/15 ) sl iy
186/13 ia,) dnpad)
192/9f Ule ... W Sy
202/7 sy
182/18f a4l JL s
196/6 JU) sig [Lai]
202/1 Jisa¥)
202/2 Ji;aY)
172/1f o JL A5Y1 3 a4
172/18 141 5i sl

65 Perhaps misread by the translator as xaads.
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280 ARABIC-GREEK GLOSSARY

03b36, 04a16 TV Ak

04b39 xetxoveryer
05226 ToPIOTOLS
narof eweioauévay
11by auloywvlévaes
1226 0 AVAUGYIYTAY

1226 TOV AVOUIGYUYTOUUEVOY

10a16 {@vTos

12a9 {avrae

10234 l@vra

08235 aLioyuvouevos
123 T0 QVOUTYUVTER

11a6 Xovgntog

10b7 AexTéov

o722 7oy oy
04b39 xaxoveryelr
a3f 7ig ... ééerot
10228 dyeov
ogb23 efwTipw
1a3f 7ig ... ééerot
08a13 EUTEADY
0527 EALTTOV®Y
06b26 Siapéeovoct
07231 iiotg

10a14 i3

05a31 apaeTiow
o7b18f sonowcilew
o7br dpaernua
o7b2 TUx0L

06brs T xendova
11b31 Foryd

1ob21 Taygiaw

172/19, DUl s L
173/15

177/1 dng iy L4

178/10 :xllims

200/16 Tpmly ... sl

202/3 o

203/17 i ¥ 5 d0)

203/17f ws sy ¥ 0

197/12 ¢~

203/21 sl i

198/11 5L~

190/18 ¢l

203/14 i clmzY)

200/11 . >
198/20f v 01 ey
184/18 .41

177/1 iyl L4
200/8 & 1 L 5
198/5 =141

196/4 = J|
200/8 & 1l 5
189/16 _.5L.4
177/9 [ ikl ]
184/2 axty o
186/12 o) Lla¥)
197/11 o1
178/16 Ui

182/2 NS s tlas 5 4
187/1 et
187/2f et 3 n,
183/15 wlas

203/6 Gl

199/13 Liis
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ARABIC-

06b8 &oapés

oyb2r aoa@r

o8b27 &yvweTwy
10b12, dyvertes

osb2 xoamisavTa
o4a9f, os5b1g apéee
o6b20o dixPeee

10b18 Siaupégovoe
09ars é£ dvawTios
ogb2 70 évavTitms Exety
10a22f éwrifeots

ogb2. 70 évavTitmg Exety
1ob1 avrifeoty

10b3 avrifeoes

10b29 avTixeiivws
10b3of avrixeTou
10b36 dvrifeoews

b1 avrifeoty

ogarr dPége

ogb22 T awrixgovoty
ogb3s dwTuceiuivn
1026 vTixeiTou

12215 dePége

o8art nBuen

08a25 nbuen

08a31 756 nfog

o8b22 wemacsfou
04a8 T ... oxfneicey
osb29 70 dyafov
08a4 ayaliv

o4b2.4 xremTeTou
o8bs xéxaremrou

o4a11 PavTasio
osb27 irmwy

GREEK GLOSSARY

183/8 s

188/5 Lax

192/15 |Sin s
199/3 inis dygme
179/5 J=

173/7, 180/1 Lalzs,
183/20 olalis,
199/8 il
194/5F 1is M
195/8f L Co= e
197/20 YL is 1,00
195/8f L Oy e
198/15 ML Lo g5
198/17 COLL Sl y 50
199/22 (ML
199/23 o=~
200/4 SILL x5
201/19 S w5l
194/2 Ss)

196/2 1)\ fe sl
196/17 i\

197/2 [ Cidlses ]
204/3 Olikzses
189/14 Ll

190/6 = Lald)
190/13 Lald)

192/8 sl

173/6 s

180/13 .4

189/7 ol A s
176/5 Jes
191/7 oo

173/9F o220 51 Joinzs
180/11 |4
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o7b22 éuBarrew
10b8 700 yeyyuvaLspivoy
o8a18 ayauivaws
o7brg &dnaey
1112, woenerictou
10223 TREIoWGIS
osb13 oneives
osb16 onpaivovow
08b36 dnrol

11b26 onuaives
06bg avauua
05225 GUTAUVOVTWY
o4b3 Taeyny
08a13 eUTENEl

1221 MAcloueve
1123 700 ety Tol
o7b27 xtlxnov
o5a32 Atovisiog

ARABIC-GREEK GLOSSARY

188/6 i
198/22 U,
189/22, %41,
187/20 <, Y
200/18 |45
197/21 p31s
179/17 Ju
179/19 [J]
195/8 Jou

202/21 Vs o
183/9 s w3
178/8f ole o dlly i)
175/1 355 5 i
189/16 s
203/11 680.;,0\4
200/8 il 55 e
188/12 5 31
78/17 s

o6bif 7oig difveaBomowls Ly s 03 O pmiay 2 I

09az§ 7oig dueaBois

o7as Anwosbevng
o7a7y An,u,o;cgo'urng
1126 0fUvars dovau

o8a19, 09b2.4 duoiws
12a13 Bawpoy

11bg xuwduvevovrog
0§a2.9 (pno‘z'

07223 péunTOL
10334 X0x@s

182/19f [ sl 5205 ]
el 5 0y B0y s
" 194/16
185/1 oilew o
185/2 b 3465
ZOO/II and e J.:a_;.;

189/23, 196/5 clis
203/25 =il

202/4f 1,635V 8 .. Suni

178/13 S
186/3 S
198/12 1\ ¢l gl

66 The translator misunderstood Aristotle’s quotation.

67 According to Lyons, the word was apparently misread as &aua.

¢ Expression misunderstood by the translator.
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131 76 EmTaPle
ibro 76 vmouvnua
o7b7 &eeeva
o8b14 oyoug
o9b26 éoxawle
05225 GUTAUVOVTWY
o8ar mopeulel
osb31 xevoiov
osb31 yevordagiov
08b13 olpavounes

04b39 suvavupiou

o3b32 7t ... abra
03b34 of UmoxerTaet
0427 Teplepya
o4ar§ Tolg éréols
0522 cuvaVULLL
05230 xa7 aioy
osb2 dvavyuoy

o7bs oi xenoioroyol
o7b3s dmTuya
08a4 &Wezgov

08a32 TeTaUdeYULvos
o8bi4 ématvoig
o8b22 aeeubov
09236 wéyebos

ogbr1 evotvorrToy
ogb17 T povoxwroy
112§ é7epoPBonov
11223 TOLG TEINGELS

1ibro uluyov
11b28 71y dxpen
1222 éuuya

ARABIC-GREEK GLOSSARY

201/16f =i\ 573

202/6 s

187/8 [1,55]

191/18 >4

196/7 [¢3]

178/8f ol ol i)

189/3 cnd

180/1§ 21

180/1§ Loas

bl g o 1 o 5l
191/16

[lor T ks ooVl 3
177/1f

172/14 il 553

172/16 o4 JL 0591 553

173/4 1,30 o3 oo

173/14 )l ol

177/3 Las Wkly ) 253

178/15 ,.5 53

179/6 vl (55 15

187/4F Loy 1S 53

188/21 (g s O3

189/7 &lgs 5f um (3 6

190/1§ [ st 531

191/18 eI

192/7 545 N5 05 5 b

195/7 ,4513

195/7 Jdzas ;0515

195719 5014 iatd) 13

200/10 sdx1y pe N3

i3l M) 3 da )
201/9f

202/5f i &

203/2 Lmg ) 515,850 Ol g3

203/13 iVl 93
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284 ARABIC-GREEK GLOSSARY

07238 aexv

oga12 QavelTou

osbr eidov

o6a18 @ou'vsfrou
o7a33f weoomordvTou
10b16f Pautverous
04a2. dokay

06b13 xaTomTe0y
o7b39 dovvdeTa
07220 Tol§ GUYdEsLLOIG
07224, 28 olvdeowov
o7a25, b3y ouvdéowov
o7a28f alvdeool
07230 Tols GUYdEsLLOIG
o7bi2f slvdeowor
o9az4f 76 suvdéouw
o7b38 avev ... cuvdéowov
1123 70 éotg

04331 7wV 'rs'rgocpcé'rng
09l T& TETPAUETER
1088 TGV QpIoTEWY
osbr, 10236 avdea
osb2 avégr

o7b17 dvbewmor
08228, 28, 0ogb28 awre
10236 avdex

1b26 avdea

10a10 weleboat
ub13f deavouedo
05234 Patlian

osb22 [amo] aioyeoi
04b33 Lirav

o4b2 enueioy

08226 TG oneiwy

187/1 i\,

177/13 s

179/5 i,

181/18 (5

186/16 <s 5115
199/7 &

172/21f o) 31 i 0 4dal)
183/12 4T 4

189/2 [ LU, 15
185/17 ikl SWL )
186/4, 9 WL,
186/4, 189/1 L\,
186/9 LLJ

186/11 LU I
187/16 L
194/16 L)

189/2 by A 2
200/8 sl

174/12 83, 055
193/9 1 1 0155Y)
197/5 iuwsblall 31 )
179/5, 198/13 S
179/5 S

187/22 | )

190/9, 9, 196/9 J=
198/13 S

202/22 J» )

197/7 W) d)
202/10 &1 =
178/19 53,

180/§ a3 I [ 30 o]
176/13 J Ml
174/24 oo,

190/7 ¢ 5 )
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ARABIC-GREEK GLOSSARY

ogb2.0 dgudv

o7b34 nuévers

06221 Tov Uyeov (de@TeL
o5a6f Qinomoveiofous
o3b23 galwdiay
04223 71 pawdia
o8a12 Teel eVoyxWY
0826 dyoedov

o3b3s olyxeTou
o4b2g ouvTi07

o4b2.7 ouvéoTniey
06236f etovvleTos
10410 TrAEUOQU

06b17 ouvrifeTou
og9b36 ol xeiTou
1241 ME0OUTO

10b8 700 evPUoTs
1b3s dioros

osbr 74 aiviyuaT:
bz émirréctou
osarg Bovan

o7b22 uérray

08b23 é¥loTnow

uibi4 dvaBarroucdn
b1 % avaBon
04a18 Tolg gNTOEOW
o727 Tols gnTopoLs
o3b2s, o4az T gnTogny

0434 éxoouowy
04227 XAANGTOL
osb3o oxamTes
o8bs Aéyw

% Lyons suspects the reading &yogov behind the translation of the term.

195/22 Al I 58
188/20 ol )

182/1 1,0 )

177/7f slaally ndhl G Lk
172/3 s s )

174/2 G353 )

189/15 (Saall J 5 J) gt 5
189/9f i a3,V 1255 Y
172/19 5 5

176/6 5,

176/8 _5,

182/17 5,

197/6f ol s,
185/15 5 5

196/18 &5 .

203/12 5,

198/22 L5,

203/10 aes

179/4 ;)

203/10 .,

177/17 & )i

188/6 sy

192/9 meadl 4 51,
202/11 (gt

202/11 &y )

173/17 05 sl

18573 55

172/6, 22 %, 4oy |

174/15 %533 5505 45502
174/8 5530 57 L3
180/14 5

191/7 s 5i

05 gud

&
o2

g:;—).)

Soslas,

<5

S
~J



286 ARABIC-GREEK GLOSSARY

0826 dyoedov
o7b22, 24 duearnroy
06237 70 XxpovoTey3ely

obarr axalgols

11b28 Ty dny

o7b3s émilevyvivau

o7b3 deTior

11219 70V (yaLLL0v

03b32 Tav dywvay
o6a34f émeuBarrn

04416 ATEXYOTEROV

04b8 seuvoripa

05a9, 10b13, 1121 KANCTL

10a21 (UALANOY tyva')gzpwa
04434 éxoouovy
04227 XAINCTOL

08a19 T@Y AAAWY
05219 ATNoELS

o7ar Youuiovs
06b14 Ta clgnuévor
o8b24f weorauBavovst
LIAI1 T ToeaAay
09a22 &eevfuoy
10b21 7o émimoroua
10b22 émmoraua
04a34 7o EéqpeTen
07210 eVPeativel
o5b26 yateere
05228 7oV XAt T
o7b2f émiaredoy

70 Lyons suspects the reading &yoeov behind the translation of the term.

189/9f 70425, N, 5 ¥

188/7, 9 Lase

Sl b e Son]
182/17f

181/10 s DU

203/2 Zmgdl 5T 50 O3

188/21 5133

187/3 ¢ 55

201/6 ol g5all

172/15 Y5155 ole Ll

182/14f aio ok 5T s L5

173/14f eloo 2 5305

175/8 ,idkly Lol 53l 5

177/10, 199/4, 330,
200/5

197/18 s ylas 330 1

4115 455503 555

174/8 5,50 51 s

189/23 =91 L.
178/1 Ul

184/17 Loyl Joi
183/14 |3 gl o)
192/11 O gins
200/17 I J=La
194/12 i)
199/14 i) o i)
199/14 i)
174/16 1.0l 01559)
185/6 s
180/10f 15 s OIS
178/11 G v e
188/12 bl

5
v f

S
(-



ARABIC-GREEK GLOSSARY

11b18 7Uxyng

</
o7b13 gadioy
12215 76 dvaley
0726 Toig TAOIOIS
1010 TAEUoQU
11223 TOG TEINGELS

06a8 Zm’ng

1125 YuxeloLy

1023 oixot

06b33 of ... oxurebovTeg
1029 TV QgX
o7bg @xeTo

ogbar avriemasdi
10b30 T .. clgnvny
10b31 &ignwy

11b16 7ots ouvlnors
11232 2oAQUIVE

04az21, o8a3of, b6, 10, 10bI11

TR ... OvopoTRL
04233 TV VouoLTWY

o4bs, 27, 37, o7b7, 10b1I

TGV GvouaTWY
o4b7 dvouaTo

) / \ e /
04b2.6 dvopaTwy xou enua-

TWY
o4b29 dvouaot
04b38 duawvupiou
04b39 ouwvavupiou

0522 oUvaVULL

05236 TOL davura
osb2 avavupov

osb6f, o7b27 dvouatos
osb34 7o ... Juyea

71 Om. Badawi.

202/14 35t

187/17 s

204/3 Jaut J|

185/2 i)

197/6f ol Oy,

3L B 3 il
201/9f

181/8 71y i

201/12 Lliu

197/1 pgsSbs b

184/10 05 ... sl

197/6 olal.

187/11 il

196/T JH) oo sy LS

199/22, L.

199/24 i

202/12f (L) s 5lad)

201/18 ixolen

173/21, 190/12, ¢l
191/8, 14, 199/1

174/14 B i slo¥)

175/3, 176/9, 20, sl
187/8, 199/2

175/6 sl

176/8 <L)

176/10 LYl

176/19 sLou¥1 Slistl)

[ Lo 1 0kl ORI
177/1f

177/3 law Wiy V) 2l

179/2f L clest Y )

179/6 o <5 b

179/10, 188/12. LN

180/18 55,L1 cLous¥)

TEYE

. C

TEELPEY

1t



2.88 ARABIC-GREEK GLOSSARY

osb3g, o7a31, 10b31 Tolt...
ovopaLoty
o6a19 7ol émibeTois
o7b29, 10234 dvope
o7b30, 10228 70 dvoua
o7b31 76 dvopatt
08a6 o vouaToL
08a14 TG ... ovopaT!
10226 7oL dvopoTeL
10227 OvopaTos
07236 oi axgooTal
04a8 70U cuxpooLTol
o4a12, ogbig, 32 7oy
axeoaTIy
06227 T@Y AXOUOVTWY
08223, 35 6 dxovwy
08azg ToUe o'czgowro’ag
08a33 oi dxpoaTeLt
o8bs [6 axgoaTg]
o8b14 Tovs axgoaTas
osb3sf 7ov ... oveavoy
o8b13 ovpavounxes

05224, 26 xarolo

osaz2f meoseuyopever
osb37 avouale

11216 dvouasos

1122.4 EXaAEL

o5a36f wvopaouivas
06235 avavupov

o6bif 7oig difueapBoroiois

06b2. Toig émoTrotoic

06b3 [7ois iouBetot)
1123 70D EVloLUToU

180/19, 186/12, Lo
199/24

181/19 is 55,0 slos¥)

188/14, 198/10 .Y

188/16, 198/4 .Y

188/16 ..

189/9 Loty

189/16 .Y

198/3 [sLen¥L]

198/4 NI

186/19 O oy 2 1

173/6 ol

173/10, 195/21, sl
196/13

182/6 el

190/3, 18 sl

190/§ asld)

190/1§ Lpmsll

191/7 psl)

191/17 sl

180/19 sLodl

clod) oo a ) | gladl
191/16

178/7, 10 O s

178/17 o

181/1 W

201/2 [L;w]

201/9 e

179/3 iens)

182/17 oo i

182/19f [ sl 505 ]

PSRREERU NN ISPV SPTR ]

182/21fg_;\

183/2 4ol o 5301 05501

200/8 il y55 e



ARABIC-GREEK GLOSSARY

06a22. vopous
06a23 T0UG ... Vé,uovg
o6b12 7av vopwy
10412 VoUW
08227 xall nusiowy
o7b11 edawayvworoy
o7b12 elpeasToy
ogb4f eduvnuovevos
ogbi4f cvavamvevoTos
ogb1g weosTTaLlEW
ogb21 weoowTaiew

¢ /
05227 QUAETAVEW
05227 QUUAETAVOVTE
06b2.9 xaremoy
10334 X0x@s
10435 Xl
o6b11 émiTelyoma
a2z f weveovelyyw voow
10b24 aue
ub2g &@etov
04b38 74 ... ooPioTH
osbg sopuoTixoy
o9bg [Sopoxaéous]
1a7f 7ov oy
06b7 70 oeuwoy
ogb7 warnov
06b31 7ol dwaroryoy
10b1 7eLgioov
07415 T@Y OUOYEVDY
o7b28 igov
10224 lo0L
10224 duoia
10233 &&t05
0429 Lxgoy
o5a1 76 mopeveshou
osb29, o7bt éraTToy

182/2 e

182/2 e

183/11 i)

197/10 Gew

190/8 sid! Jee
187/14f 45613 Jeus 2
187/1§ o s Jm 2
195/10 alai> fgu
195/17 i) Jgmm
195/21 ;o)

196/2 s 5f iial)
178/11 <L

178/11 L

184/6 & aty [ cseni]
198/12 S i1 ¢) sl
198/12 xSl o) g
183/11 500

201/8 o35y o
199/17 azelos -po
203/3 £ 5 i
176/20 ilaus sl
179/12 Ll )
195/15 ekt e
200/13 1.1

183/7 335 513 s
195/12f 015 L L Y
184/8 Ldlazely 3Ll ol szl
198/15 L Ls

185/12 ikl b yslonzs
188/12, (5 Lol
197/21f & 5lze
198/1 & slezs

198/10 sxus

173/7 e

177/2 o
180/13, 187/2 o
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290 ARABIC-GREEK GLOSSARY

ogbr eduadng
ogby evpabns
10a10 weleboa
11213 XNoTov

1225 7oV YouQov
1241 ctbyun

10221 GUAAOYLOLLG
osb24 6 Suuwvidng

04a2 THig TeoLyuaTEIOLS
o6b30 eixaley

0727, 10 &ixoLoe

06b27 duotos

06b3s, 0726 duotos
06b36 éoixe

0722 éouxévou

07a3 duoiol

09226 duoiay

o4b23 Zoweey

osb12 wwowpivoy parnoy

04232 OUOLTATOV
osb13 duoiws Exov
o8b18 duoiws

12411 70 Koty
08b24 74 duolw
04222 LUUNTDCDTATOY
10221 Zouxe

o7b6 duoie

osb32 raidoelors
osb32 AatdognuaTiov
08b13 TeAwerov
o7b23, 24 woeebeofout

72 Badawi: .ol

195/8 eladl) oy
195/9F [ a1 e
197/7 W, ol
Lo o 2 la

J S

200/19f
205/17 i
203/12. ol
197/18 e sl
180/7 oy

172/22 Ols oy
184/7 [ais]
185/2, § <t

184/4 «t
184/13, 185/2 & yorie

184/15 & et

184/17 5000

184/19 0s4rte

194/17 &t
176/§ iz
179/15f s iy
174/12 it
179/17 ars
192/3 o
203/24 apill
192/9f [igladi] 5 Jstall
1741 % 51l
197/18 ig i
187/6 ig iz

180/15 iayzidl
180/1§ oz
191/16 Lelnts

188/8, 9 asesi



ARABIC-

08bg oxaneds

o8b6 oxanea

o8bg 7 oxAnec

06b29 yeremoy

o5b29 70 xaxoy

o6bro xaxas

o8ag xoucwv

o8b12 xauxov

09b28 xaxa

09b28 xaxa

ogb29 xaxioTn

10235 dewo

11416 ToVNEoTEROS

o6bro aioyeds

11217 Tovngevesous

o4b2.1 Tots otvoug

o8b2g euieeiTou

05223 Tiloy

05223 ATYLOY

07216 Atovigou

og9b17 T wovoxwaoy

11a32 xelpasOou

06b36 T péTenr

ub7 7w ixernelay

10430 £71 TEAEUTTIG

o7bro debag

07232 Qu@iBorots

07237 apPyBora

o3b17, 07b26 ovuBarreTou

o7azs, bigf, ogarz2, bzo
QpuUoTTE

08226 7 dLgpoTTOVOR

o8b7 aeusrTouoty

o8bg fguosey

0924 Exouevos

09a12 QeUITTE

GREEK GLOSSARY

191/12 [30sy]

191/8 s.u12d)

191/13 S ad)

184/6 & aty [ cseni]

180/13 2J)

183/10 .

189/7 3,2

191/16

196/9 | %

196/9 )

196/10 2J)

198/13

201/3

183/10 520

201/4 4

176/2 1,59

192/11 &

178/7 o

178/7 Gyt ek

185/13 & =2l

195719 51l sl 13

201/17 s a4

184/14 ,lasi

202/3 islil)

198/7 Sl Glassl,

187/12 el

186/14 o pazlly S el

186/20 IS ed)

171/16, 188/10 Jsls,

186/5, 188/3, Jslu
194/3, 196/11

190/7f Jstey 4 o5k

191/9 Jsts,

192/3 Jsis,

193/15 JS'taw o 5k

194/3 Js'e

291



292 ARABIC-GREEK GLOSSARY

ogb3o aguoTTes
08b21 75 ... oxjine
08b28f 700 oy aTos
10b28f 74 ... oxpaTt
05237 oUyyevéc

o4b17 76 Teeov

OSaLl GLEUoTTOVORS
osasst Tav ouyyevav
08b24 74 duolw
o8b27 ayvwoTwy
o8a17 aioypa

06a31 woinuo

06a30 T ... émibupioy
06a23 Baoircls
09a32 BovrovTou
10b1g Inel

1026 BovAouévois
04a1 @og?zxév

06bg 7o TeaypaT
08220 70 Tedypa
o8az2f waayovot ... 71

ogai4 ryégozm
08a28 fye’go)v
10b14 70 yfigars

o5a22 dadoUyov

08b16 éranoay

1022, ToUg UTrowelvavTos
osbigf gododaxTunog
osb20 awixodaxTures
osb2r éevlgodaxTunes
o8b2g 7o woudie

o8br éxog

196/11 JsLa,

192/7 s

192/16 |

199/21 s

179/4 JSa 58 s

175715 SIS Lews

177/12 S Lews 015

179/2 oysLadl

192/9f [igladi] 5 JsLal

192/15 |Sa s

189/21 L]

182/10 aitiius [DEPCI

182/9 5,420

182/2 ol yie

195/2 8z,

199/11 G yics

197/2 lezd)

172/20 Joizd) o s b

183/9 L9l

189/23 + _2J)

AW as 2 [ o]
190/15f

177/16 5.2

190/9 .2l

199/§ i s 2]l

178/5f Ll Lo
192/1 \5 .0

196/20 15,00 2 U1
180/2 slo¥ i 5
180/2f wlo¥ <)
180/3 lodiada s
192/11 olall
191/2 2aad )y sl

YRR

"
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ARABIC-GREEK GLOSSARY

05220 daLdoiyov

o5a2.2 dadelyoy
1221 6TéVOI0
osb37 wrwyopovsoxoraxas
11225 T2 ... PudiTICL
o3b7 ai wioTess
o3bg 7av wioTewy
ogb22 T awTixeovoty
osby 7otz Jopotg
11a27 Bofioau
05433 xeavyny

/
07437 CUUTOLEAVEVOUOLY
10227 TTTWO0LS
10432 TTWOElS
07232 au@iBorots
10b32 Yoaemoy
o3b35 7w woxBneioy
o9b31 Beayyxwnro
ubir wicgov
03b29 pixed
osb28 roxoetleafout
o5b28f 6 vroxoiowss
o8br2 suynvaun
1bis 7 ... eignvn
11b2.6 7oy duyeeloy
11222 NoUxioLy dryety
04429 TOIOUYTES
04231 peTéBnoay
04435 ToLOUVTES

S Lo T ]
178/3f

178/5f - Lall (Lo

203/12 s 4

181/1 [ 33ual T 3O

201/11 5all ey

171/3 iy aeas))

171/§ Uiy as)

196/2 1)\ fedal)

179/10f s il 51 [ ... ]

201/13 ¢ a5

178/17f Lees s ix o

186/20 ¢ gns s

198/4 i jlas

198/9 i )

186/14 &b panlly S el

199/25

172/18 i sn

196/12 sy & s )

202/7 il

172/11 (& o))

180/12 sl

180/12 il

191/1§ peiall

202/12 =Ll

202/22 #lLa)

201/8 cowall 553

174/10 \sair

174/10 \ s

174/15 Oy (1)

06bif 7oig dfueapBormoiols Ly 185N O priay 0 L

06b2 7oig émomoiois

06b7 oi xwuwdorotol

182/19f [ 4l 525

oot S O O griay o L)

182/21f§;\

183/6
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294 ARABIC-GREEK GLOSSARY

o3b35 Téxwn

04222 ol TV
04416 ATEXYOTEROV
0416 EvTexYOY
04228 étépa ... Atlg
o4b27 &idn

11b7 7w eixove

11bg 7 ey

03b27, osb18 77 Pawvi
04a21 1 Pwwn
o4b22 7 ... Py
08b6 771 Pawvii
05236 T@Y OLLOELdGY
10b33 Totel woroxEw
o9b19, 23 wotel
ogb23 ol

04439 yeAoloy

06233 70 yeAoloy
06b6 70 yenoiov
09a12 AVTIXElLeveL
05225 TovvavTiov
o7b28 70 évavriov
o7b36 TotveyTiov
07232 TAVoVTIOL
o511 To0 AVaLAGYOY
o5a12 7oL dvavTio,
o8a19 éxcewva
ogb36 évevriov
1041 70lg oLy Tiols
o517 7oL dvavTioe
10220 TavaVTio
10222 TGV AVTIXELEVDY

172/18 14 o deleall
174/2 oleliall
173/14f sleo i 5305
173/15 el

174/9 =1 Loy
176/9 Sl

202/4 anio

202/5 vral

172/9, 179/22 & 4.2
174/1 & 50l

176/3 & s

191/9 & yall b

179/2 ,y2) 3 RRIPR(
200/1 r.i“z/\ g
195/20, 196/3 a3
196/3 a3

as ey OF L;»_:..M_; Lo
174/17

182/13 ae Sloeay [ ... ]

183/§ ain Sy e

194/3 =Y Lua a1 3Ly

178/9 clis W

188/13 elis W

188/23 23 Wi

186/15 slasY e

177/12. &fsLal)

177/13 olslall

189/22 Lzl

196/18 55Ul

196/19 33L2l)

177/20 oislasll

197/17 oislal

197/19 &5tz

Q),.,&
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ARABIC-GREEK GLOSSARY

04a3 avayxaiou
07225 7ol dvayxalov
11tb20 Baaln
03b16 ey xn
10b2.0 dweryxn
0429 avayxaiov
o7b11 érvmToy we
o518 elygobou
o5a18 evxyduevov
10224 TRLLOULOIWOLS
04b29 dirrois
o8b1o dmad

o5b3g draoic
06236 Toig diTrA0lg
06br dimai

0626 T TAWGLY
o6azof oy
08220 waparoyileTot
04b36 rovfavew
07435 Pevarxilet
o8aro wadnTien
1224 7eooTe

ub27 TeTecywvov
10a12 cpéaez

o3b19 mEQuxe

o3b1of xaa Puaw
04420 Wé(pvzev
o4arg @éoewg

11824 LUADVLS
o3b22f Ty Teayeny

o3b24, 04229 Tog Ty -

dovg
06b8 TeoLyixov
os5b8 zeiTov

172/24 oz,
186/§ o,
202/17 5,20
171/15 ) sl 7 iy
199/11 ) ooV o
173/7 )l
187/13 351
177/21 ¢ 2
177/21 ¢ 2n
198/1 iz ,Lal)
176/11 Laslal)
191/14 sl
180/19 1irzll
182/16 Slinall
182/19 iixal)
181/4 iiclzn
182/9 Lislias
189/2.4 Lalisy fuas
176/18 Ly Lz,
186/18 L=,
189/14 Wl
203/1§ ¢

202/22 548l bl
197/9 gLk

171/18 gLl b slgne
171/17 inclall 6 e s
173/20f i Lol s e s
173/14 reb

201/10 Ollall s

172/3 SUs 421 L)

172/ 4, 174/10 DG 421 L))

183/8 s 42l L)
179/12 O 4abs 1>

295
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oga7f uetewcot
b2 7 ... 6d0¢
08b36 6 ... Teoxaios
09I TeoxEeos

11224 TOL XALTNAEIL
10230 oudioy

o5a18 TTWYEVOVTRL
o5a18f wrwyelew
1128 ToLeALXAADY
06b29 rwbévTa
06237 70 XpovoTey3ely

0729 TOY AeTTOV
08b13 olpavounes

09a13 N puaxed
09a16 7 ... paxed
09a19 71 paxed
o9b18 waxeds
ogb22 7 ... paxea
ogb2s ai paxeat
o9b2g 1 ... paxea

09b3 O ‘TOI\)G pwwcgom/»\oug

10b18 waxeoTiews
obarl paxeols
o6b1g weTopevn
o6br7 devih
o5a28f 6 Tnrepog

05226 ToV &ducnoavTe
05227 adxricau

12413 70 &LdcolpLevoy
0422.4 £doxouy

04227 olovTou

ARABIC-GREEK GLOSSARY

193/17 01353 o b oo

201/20 3 b

195/7 sl o

195/9 L 5l-s5,b

201/11 abal) & il

198/8 Jib

177/21 [ b ]

178/1 by

200/14 LMoy Jor

184/6 =il

DLl b e ann]
182/17f

185/ Gzl o shal

slocdl g o ) J.;}Ja_}\
191/16

194/5 Jusb &

194/6 J:L)

194/9 J1 sk

195/20 Yi,b

196/3 J\ ;L)

196/6 Y b

196/11 JI 4kal)

196/11 ) 5lal) J 504l

199/9 J,bi

181/10 =Ykl

183/15 L

183/16 )

178/12 . 550

178/10f 5 ... e
178/11 s

204/1 ¢,
174/4 05l
174/6 .

3
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ARABIC-GREEK GLOSSARY

04b19 doxel

08a7 evdoxipel

08b3, 23 doxel
10230 @nbng

04a2. dofoy

o3barf émuexsignTou
osa13 Qauvesfou
o4b2g vmedeike
o7a33f meoomordvTou
o6ai4 @owego’v

10b13 lowey

1014 0XETOLIS

07238 daLas

osb8 76 onuawouive
o4b2 capi

03b16 70 Exew

08225 XALTATMTTOUG!
o4b11 favuaoTot
08b23 é¥loTnow

1128 7og Vv ... dolvau
a2 7o épodia

o7b3 7ois aeTioowLols
o8bar &uueTeov
o8b22 aeeubov
08b28 aefud

ogbs, 7 cefo

o4a3 gl

0424 T0 ... dixouioy
06b33 éotxast

07214 Tol AvaLA0YOV
08a8 Tauis avaroyov
1141 o7 QeLAoylowy
11b3f, 12a4f xovror avoro-

175/18 | La,
189/10f Lo ... o
191/4, 192/8 "L,
198/7 s
172/21f o) 31 57 0 4dal)
172/2 ek

177/14 j¢kas

176/7 5 41
186/16 ¢lay 515
181/13 &l 2l
199/3f 5,8 255 =

197/12 Vs
186/21 .=

179/11 [ as ] s Ul
174/23 enilly 0,85
171/14 laze ... 0,5
190/§ 0 yens

175/11 i oeal)

192/9 Cmntll 4y 51
200/13 [ wlas 1522501
200/18 5us

187/3 slas )

192/7 SAe L9095
192/7 525 N5 0j5 &5 b
192/16 Ll sae
195710, 13 Is4e
172/23 Jdas 5 Laitens
172/2.4 Josl

184/11 Jus

185/11 03515 Aslall
189/11 Wslall

200/6 IS 5 Wslall
201/21, 203/16 sl

297
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298 ARABIC-GREEK GLOSSARY

iy
06b31 700 avaroyov
08a12 70 ... varoyoy
o9b20 76 péTpov
uibar ducovier
08b4 Tolg dvaroryoy
o8aIr avaroyov
ogb1 ebatvorrToy
08a7 T@Y 6TEENoEWY
08a2 ¢£ av wn éxg
06b18 7aeféve
nai8f 7av fuyatipwy
o7b2 TUx0L
o8azaf waoyovot ... 7t

10a6f cupBoives
08a34 0dev

08234 looLow

10220 YVOEILDTATY
12a12 Qeweely

1ob13 iopey

10b24 n yvaeis
12211 Pavepy
06220 idedTRL
o3b1 wemrovlevau
o4b1o waLayovol
08a16 iﬁﬂg:g

o8ay é’c)\ugov

o8ag é/c)\vgov

1ibg wevgetiarely
a7 f nyovaxte
o9b8 T Tregiodov
o9bi18 7o wegiodous
ogb2g ai wegiodor
10b2 7@y Teglodwy
09a3§ 7 & Teplodois

184/8 Lllazes Ul o) gzl

189/14 JiazeY)

196/1 Jlazels

202/17 Usle

191/6 aslezl)

189/14 Uizes

195/7 Jazae 50513

189/10 slasY)

189/4f ¢ yuull 5i I s

183/18 <14l

201/§ (5 s

187/2f et 5 m

AN e [ o]
190/15f

197/3 o

190/17 s ny

190/17 05 a0

197/17 O a5 01 s~

203/2.4 i ns

199/3f 5,8 43 ,2s

199/17 L3 ,me 0,5

203/23 Sy ns

181/20 3,2

171/8 S o L o

175/9 peins

189/20f iai:lls

189/9 [i;xe1Y

189/12 sims &

202/1 sjm,

200/12 Jonz; fax

195714 Cilas)l

195/20 Cslas¥)

196/5 Sl

198/16 slas )

195/§ Cablad)

r.,\.c

P

O

5

SF
e

FLS



ARABIC-GREEK GLOSSARY

ogbis [ 7egiodos]
09232 Tol§ XAUTTNEO
09a3§ weglodov

ogbs év wegiodoig
ogb31 7eetodos
osb2.4 €didov

03b31 wéyedos
o3bar ueyiorny
o4a7 péya

07238 /,csfyo'o)\n
o8ar2 wegl evoryxwy
1088 TGV QEIOTEWY
11b20 weyaras
04b31 70 peilov
1ibr2 abéeay

ub16 7os ouvlnxas
b1z 7ov vody

1087 ToUs Peovipovs
0627 aiTi

12a14 xpsuaery
o7a19 70 Exnnwilew
10bi4 gvaow

10b14 wadnow

ub16 76 ... TeoTLIOV
1ibig onpeia

08a29 74 Biw
04b33 onueioy

0429 ddaoxanie
ogbr eduadng

10b10 70 ... avbavew
1ob12 wabdnow
1ob14 wadnow
1ob21 wabnow
10b26 pabnois
ogb4 evpabng
03b24, 04b3s, o7ar2 dMrov

195718 Libla)

195/3 CUansV)

195/6 _ablad)

195711 Lablall

196/13 2iblazs

180/8 L by,

172/13 o Jasl)

172/1 folas

173/5 oSard) e

187/1 i las

189/15 SUanll J 55 ) pis 5
197/ fuaad 51
202/17 (- las)

176/12f (361 5t aet 5o 510
202/8 laxall 51 S
202/12f (L) s 5l
202/9 Jin

197/4 <Ml

181/§ L)

204/2 33

185/16 i35 s
199/5 o

199/5 Aoy gl

202/13 L&) $Ssd
202/1§ $Nst

190/10 I

176/14 ia5))

173/7 wdos

19578 lasll

199/ wlasll

199/2, 4 x|

199/5 phe 5 ko

199/12 Lol

199/19 ke

195/9f [ a1 e
172/5, 176/17, 185/8 » s
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300 ARABIC-GREEK GLOSSARY

04a36 Pavegov 174/18 Lo ylns
obai4 ééeréy et 181/13 Sle shas
06220 ém1dnnols 181/20 sl
08b7 Pawvegov 191/10 5les
10A21 (UAANOY fyvoﬁg:pwa 197/18 s das 534 5
06b3s, o7as Tov oy 184/13, 185/1 il
o7b20 ov xoway 188/4 Lile o)
o7b21, o8br1 xawoy 188/, 191/2. 2l
10AI§ Xoif] 197/12, 3
10b30 xowny 199/2.2. 3LaJ)
04a2.4 eonbn 174/ 4 52l o)
11b34 dorredovde 203/10 Goanll ¢ i)
03b23 UmrexeivovTo 172/4 o5 by 31 0 slonzn,
o4b3 womoe 174/24 Jonz
o7b19g dmodidoveu 188/2 forin
11b31 xéygnTou 203/6 Lurion
04b3 70 éavTod Eeryov 175/1 s
o7b14 Eeryov 187/19 Joe pioyo
osbs rxelv 179/8 Jlonz
o7b8 derodidovau 187/9 Jluaza
o5a6f Qinomoveiofou 177/7F bl nd) b Lzt
0423 TN ETYULENELOLY 172/24 14| JEAIN]
o4a19, 10b27 Ty diavoiay 173/19, 199/20 Al
o9b8 77 Savoler 195/14 =l
o4b2.4 77 ciwbuios 176/6 55azll
obats 76 elwbos 181/1§ 35azll (5 U
07233 unbev ... Exwot 186/15 (a3,
06229 T ... aioxvny 182/8 3,5+
o7b26 dyxov 188/10 L yas
06222 TV ... TRV UEW 182/1 1s
o9b34 Tag wovnyveets 196/16 1)
11231 ToLls vy vensw 201/16 sLe9)
o6br2 Biov 183/12 jles

osb13, 10b33f, 11228, b4, 6, 179/17, 200/2, )l a
8f, 24, 25 meo duuaTtwy  201/14, 21f, 202/2, 5,
19, 20

T

§



ARABIC-GREEK GLOSSARY

112§ é7epoPBonov

i} /
o4b2.0 émiBovrcvovro
o4b2.4 xremTeTou
04b9g Tovg Eévous
o4br1 Evny
o4b23f ai ... arroTeicu
04b36 Zevixov

\ /
05a8 7o Eevixov
!
o6ars Eevixny
o8bir 7a iva
10b32 &anoTeiay
12412 EUOTOXOV

1tb20 doaow
« s
11b20 7 ... 0w
5 /
11b2.0 e0fuvors
o4b20 émiBourcvovra

o4b2.1 Tovs pepetrypivous

08a16 dpryilopcvov
o8br2. deyilopive
o8big deyii

ogb21 weoowTaiew
osb24f 6 vixnoos
o5b26 Ewxev

ub16 76 ... TeoTLIov
11b19 vixng

07236 TLoYOUOW
08a20 waparoyileTat
08b8 ravfave

0929 Aavfavety
04b36 rcvfavew
04b14 Jotinog

o5aI13 véw

200/10 s4xly e &3

176/2 0 pally 5

176/5 Jos

175/10 <L &1

175/11 Ly &

176/5 Lo

176/18 Ly ,¢

177/9 223

181/15 L 2

191/14 iy &)

199/25 Sor 5T Ly

P 5 O ey g 1
203/24f

202/16 3

202/17 & &

202/17 4 3

176/2 0 ity i)

176/3 5l i 55l

189/21 22l

191/16 Oloax))

191/18 23l

196/2 s 5f disl)

180/8 (L&

180/10 &

202/13 L&) 2Ssd

202/16 ol 5 ala

186/19 0 4lals

189/24 Lalisy fuas

191/11 Llis

193/19 Ll 51 Jem

176/18 Ly [l

175/15 ks

177/15 +5&
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08a28 7ouis

03b26f Taavxwy 6 Triss
06234 70 oaPés

06335 T EXIOROTEL
ogb23 7o TéguaTOS
05236 weToLPige

05228 7oebioeut

04216 QTEYOTEPOV
O5a12 ATPETES

0§a21 AUUVTOV

05223 &TIpLov

osb2 avavupov

06233 T} ATeENElL
06235 avavupov

o6b14 amifave

o7b29 ameemes

o7b38 avev ... cuvdéiowov
08a4 o’ingov

o8ag o’/c)\vgov

08236 wn evxalpws
o8b22 aeevbuov

o8b22 &rifavoy

09a31 &ndng

o9b13 &Perg

1227 T4V A U@y

04b8 76 ... ekarnabou
04b34 werapoeais

0923 UeTALPOPAS

osas ai peTaPopat
0529, 06b3 1 peTaPoga

osa10, b17 Tas ueraPopas

05a16 TV peTALPopay
05a24 ,we*m@ogo’a
05334 1 ueTaPoe
osb4 petapopas
osbs, 06b6, 26, o7a13

ARABIC-GREEK GLOSSARY

190/9 #3ad)

172/7 02

182/14 asll

182/1§ _jzalad)

196/4 1)

179/2

178/12 &1

173/14f eleo o2 5305
177/13 Joor ¢

178/4 st &

178/7 Gy ot

179/6 vl (53 78
182/12 Jomy Lo 2
182/17 o &
183/14‘.&1&,_;;
188/14f foon 2 5 s
189/2 by A 2

189/7 Ll of um (o5 8
189/12 sims &

191/1 @\}Lsﬂ;[@g@]
192/7 s0e Ny 055 3 b
192/8 wiin 2

195/1 L .2

195/16 ¢ in ot
203/19 Sl .2
175/7 erdly Jo 2
176/16 )

177/5 o e

177/6 &\ oxll

177/10, 183/2 ,.az)
177/12, 179/21 &) o as)
177/18 &) en)

178/8 [ 11

178/18 .

179/8 & oasll

179/8, 183/4, &\, xzll

I

e



ARABIC-GREEK GLOSSARY

@e?oc@ogou’

o6bys, 08a8 Tais ueToLPo-
eas

06b7 werapoeais

06b2.0, mma27f, b6, 30
/,ce'rocgvogo'c

o6b22 petapoga

06b2s ai ueToPopatt

o7all ,ccs'm@ogo'cg

o7a12 /,Lefz‘oaqoogou'

07414 T /,ce'rocqbogéw

o7b31, 11226, b3, 8, 27
/,ce?‘ocgvogo'c

10b13 7 ... weTaPopa

1ob17f petaPoga

10b31f peToPopay

10b35 ueTapopdis

10b36 T ... ueToLPopdY

uibar werapoeds

11b32, 12a5 T7is neTALPoOPdis

12210 ,oce‘rwpe'gezv

o4b32 ueTaPopa

o8b20 76 Paidew
0923, 6 6 oAy
0928 6 ... woLay
09410 TQ ... TOLIOLVL
09alIl 7woLoLvog
o7b16 77 aexii
o4a4 {nrel
10b23 Inriicou
05220 UNTEALYVETIY
/
0§21 UNTELYVETNY
04b31 70 peilov
0532 Ndelots ;5 onueiot

184/2, 185/9
183/3, 189/11 .2l

183/6 o\l

183/20, 201/13, .
202/2, 203/6

183/22f MV el

184/2 )

185/7 i)

185/8 xsll

185/10 sl

188/17, 201/12, 20, ..l
202/4, 22

199/4 -a)

199/8 &l

199/24 3

200/4 a3l

200/§ & i)

202/18 a)

203/7, 15 il

203/22 )

176/14 &\ oxd)

192/6 . 3L

193/13, 16 0,

193/18 o,

194/1 &5l6

194/3 &5l

187/21 106

173/1 jami;

199/15 Loy

178/3 Jomb 5T ¢ 5o 2 are
178/§ S

176/12f 551 i (aet a5

o) 5l el [25] o
178/16

303



304 ARABIC-GREEK GLOSSARY

09b16 &Penn
o9b13 &Perc
04a5 eUPeativety
1114 QLQENEDY

o7b3 7eetooa
06232 TV ... UmegBorny
1228 xwovueva
ogb7 Tav Yudnw
ogb22 amorcimeatou
o7ar 1 Iepuxaéovs
11a1 [lepueais

n1ai4 [lepueaii
10b18 7rpofices
o7b7 TewTaryopas
o7b12 elpeasToy
10b6 dweioTou
ogbis 771 Jaugioes
o9ai4 Beaxgiou
09a2.4 elpopévny
09a27 elpopévn
09a29 elgopevny
09434 1 ... elpowévn
ogb32f dmenuévn
09a16 Beaxgiou
ogbi4 dmenuévn
10a13 cLioxpws
o4b2 aeern

o4b37 7 deern
11233 T7] QL@ETT]
osais, b23 700 Beaiovos
osbi4 xaanoy
11b16 oAU xaANOY
03b23 worgnindev
04413 Tomsel

0524 ToINaEl

73 Badawi: i, .

195/18 £ i ¥
195/16 ¢ jis ot
173/2 7 i

201/1 3 4y

187/3 5,4

182/11 [ L4l .. 1]
203/21 1,3 =3

195/13 ke | ke
196/3 13,Lll 51 & )
184/16 73 il 4]
200/6 .15

201/1 s 3

199/9 rsls 3 A
187/8 ;5 lbs 5
187/1§ o s Ji &
198/20 allasy ... Ll
195717 aaludl 57 o y2d
194/5 Wais

194/1§ ixkais 5f ilais
194/18 124l
194/21f Lol
195/4 Jeadl)

196/14 U zis

194/6 ilai
195/17 Joaics

197/11 (meiazin
174/23 W23
176/19 iz

201/18 (galoa
177/18, 180/6 Jast
179/18 J.si
202/13f (s .. Joast
172/3 15l

173/12 Jmiz.

177/5 o 01 A

A
A
2
L)

o3

WU})
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Tk



ARABIC-GREEK GLOSSARY

o9b28 Telye

o9b28 TeUywy

10b34 TeaTTOUVA

ub3 7@y ... wemparypivay

04b3s el o

1229 7 ... dvépryeit

10b36 évepryeices

11b26, 12a3 évepyoivra

11b28, 33 évégreia

11b28, 29 &vépyaa

ubso dvéeyaia

1204 évépyei

06226 dioveyos

roa12f orépeofout

a2 f npavicfou

06b35 vroxwPw

10b2.6 1 diavoio

o3b13 7 dvuunuaTe

o3b14, 10b22, 28 7@V év-
OuunpaTay

10b20 dfyunuaTe

10b21 7o émimonouet

b1t Qeovelv

06b32 771 [IraTwyos

o6b11 7w PirocsoPio

12211 (pz)\oo‘o@iqc

o8b3zo TunTe

o7a4f Tovs ... poLyouivovs

10b24 dyvoolpever éoTiy

11221 NAEUoIT oY

11221 76 [loavesTov

10a17 Iei@onaov
11a13 eforceos
11a14 700 Hs:gouéwg
1tars 700 [letpouzag

196/9 Jxiy

196/9 Jxi,

200/3 :Jaiy )

201/20 s :;;S\

176/17 a5 st

203/21 Jaid)

200/4 Jail

202/21, 203/14 sl

203/1, 8 Jiil

203/2, 3 JL)

203/§ JLs

203/1§ Jel s

182/6 Jel)

197/9 15424,

200/7 1.4

184/13f Wity ¥ i

199/18 Sl

171/11 &) Sl

171/11, 199/13, &l .Sl
21

199/12 &l Sl

199/14 i) o izl

202/7 i

184/9 o ,b%

183/11 il

203/23 didall

192/17 [ LpLsi]

184/20 S AL ... i

199/16 H_u .

201/7 p i

i e ghaBa )
201/7

197/13 s¥ yicd

200/18 o3V i

200/20 Il .

201/1 1) 3
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306 ARABIC-GREEK GLOSSARY

06b17 Drarounre

03b2.4 of womTa

03b33f; 06b36, 09a26 TaV
TONTDY

04220, 07b33 of womTaLl

04a2.4 oi FwomTal

04b37 entoetxol

05234 TV Toinaty

o6b2g womTioy

o7b32 76 womTicoy

08a6 oi womTol

08b31 Tomua

10b16 7@V TOInTDY

o3basf i womeny

0425 TONTIXN

04228, b28 womoews

04a39, b8, 05a6 TomTIxii

o4b4 1 ... womTIN
04b19 TEeTALOU VIS
04b39 76 womTi
0626 TomTICL
06212, 07334 TONOEL
06214 TolNolg

06232 TONT @S
0637 womTiov
06b10 TonTIXdS
08b18 7} oot
o8b1g 7 woinaig
03b34 ToNTIOUS
03b35 7@V TONTEIDY
06b32 77 monTelo

osb8 aioyoes

183/16 e sl

172/5 a5 5. i)

172/17, 184/14, s i)
194/17

173/21, 188/19 (e’ 5.4

174/3 (nlas 54l

176/19 a3 .4

178/18 L5 5,30

I84/1 [ Jas 53]

188/17 a3 .4l 2SS

189/8 0l 5.4l

193/1 Jas b

199/7 5kt il

172/6 ila3 ;4

174/6 s s

174/9, 176/9 il ;.4

174/21, 17576, 3kas .2
177/6f

175/2 ias 4. 40)

175/19 ks il

177/1 Lot 5200

181/4 sty

181/11, 186/17 a3 1.4

181/14 ks

182/12 idat all,

182/18f a4l JL s

183/10 ks 55 Wi

192/4 ilas 5.4l

192/ 4 &7ka3 04

172/17 ida s 4)

172/18 ila i)l

184/10 Lol 4.4

179/11 [eei]

S skt

N
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ARABIC-

05235 ALoTWolS

osbro aioygoroyeiv
osb16 aioygov

osb22 &mo Pavaov
06b18, o7b29, b3o aisyeov
06b18 aioyeov

o7b29 ameemés
osb2of PavaoTegov
06b17 aicypov

11332 76 T2Qw

08b18 drodexovrau
04a7 dvavTau

04a17 Tl ... JuvoLuévols
04b36 évdexeTou

09a3 efyov

11a2.2. dvvarofou

o4b4 Ve 70 dHlwua

o5a30 xa7 &by
0936 wéyebos

ogbr ebotvorrToy
03b33 wetlov dvvavrou
06b31 700 avaroyov
o524 dvvavToul

03b18 énTnn

09233 7TpoopWYTES
11b3o ooty

09226 &gyeLiwy
09a27 1 agxmi
osb3 7eocbeois
06b23 alfades

07221 TWeoTEEOL

04235 pipeiofou
o6a29f avriwioy
05232 ndelows N onein

GREEK GLOSSARY

178/19 i)
179/3 il IS5,
179/20 il

180/§ i) |30\ o

183/17, 188/14, 1§ L

183/18 .3

188/14f Joor 2 5 s

180/3 &lls oy it

183/16 w37 L

201/17 53

192/2 |4

173/4 ;i

173/16 05,04 )

176/18 .14,

193/11 05,04

201/8 .4,

o g S A 85 5l
175/1f

178/15 15 5

195/7 ,4513

195/7 Jdzas ;0513

172/15f 1515 (5 31 [1 515 ]

184/8 Lliuzel s Ll el yzual

177/5 s 5,06

171/17 )l Lt

19574 5 a3 | po 15

203/§ g1

194/17 clail)

194/18 15|

179/6 a5 giis

183/1 syl

185/19 »ui)

174/16 ¢)az3Y)

182/9 o saill clazsV)

peiid) 5T Gl [25] o
178/16
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08a34 oporoyel
o7b11 ebavayvwaToy
06b26 Sixpéeovocut
10b30 oig

05236 T@Y OL0ELdY
10829 QLg7yov

osb21 éevlgodaxTunos
0829 TNV carTiyya
10a1 émélevy Tou
o738 Keoloog

o7by dmeet

ogbis 771 dougéoes
osb33 70 wéTerov
06a16 70U pcs?gt'ou
09ar8 xonoBov

o9b18 pvoveous
ogb1g puxeov

0729 TOY AETTOV
09a31 Tercwdi
09232 xafoedy
07422 ALTAUTED
09230 TéAog

09a19 &oxomTeohous
ogbg daxomrreafou
09233 ExAvoVTOU
05a31 Tais CUAALaLis
10227 TG ... CUALBAG
10335 oUALBTg
09a24 elgoévny
0625 70 ... Edaog
osb24 éaiyey

06b20 wixeov

o7b1o dniye

10b2g wixeoy

o4b1s ameemoTepov

74 Margoliouth, Salim: _.,.J .

ARABIC-GREEK GLOSSARY

190/18 4,

187/14f w5613 Jeus 2
184/2 axty o3
199/23 44,51
179/2 j5all 5 Sl
198/6 -1,

180/3 oV a3
189/12 G 51 5 0,40
196/18 iy s ... 3
186/21 74 ., 5
187/8 .3

195717 asludl 57 o y2d
180/17 w2ill

181/16 12l

194/8 1,3

195/20 | L3
195/20 ,Laill

185/ Civadll Jo yhall
194/22 2

195/3 aiy

186/2 i
194/2.2, Lt
194/9 plais

195715 Olabliz,
195/3 i

178/15 sbUill

198/4 blal

198/13 pbLil)

194/15 ixbais 5f ilais
181/3 a3

180/8 alLall

183/20 S

187/12 JL1a)

199/18 S\

175/14 aist of Jsi

<2

A
Ao 3
04

s
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ARABIC-GREEK GLOSSARY

osbr7 nrTov

10b18 BT 7OV 73U
10232 éAdL)ioToLS
o8arst Kacopaw
09a18 7 ... Beoygiow
o8a25 foevBolves
05220 Kaanioy
o5a20f 6 3% [sc. Kaaniou]
03b20o 76 wihavoy
o3b12 7% dwodederyfout
o4b2.0 mifowvoy
o6bi4 amifave
o8argf 7wl
o8bro drifewvoy
o8b22 &rifavoy
08227 é¥a

11b34 daurredovde
03bg, 13 elenTou
o7bg diarexfeioa
08a21 anfig

10bg aelfuncwcdo
o4b1 Tefeopnuiva
o8a12 el eVoyXWY
04a7 elgnTou

10b7 7o doTein
osbro enuave
06b14 Ta cignuévor
o7b1o dvoalew
o7b16 @not

08a9 70 Paveu
o8b12 Paveu

08b34 1 reig

08b35 @by yovrou
11a2, 16, 12a12 é'gDn

75 Badawi: emend. _.L.

179/21 5YI[-]
199/9 311 s
198/8 M

189/18 443555
194/7 Lalil
190/§ ogs il
178/2 s

178/4 7513
171/19 ¢ L3yl
171/10 il el
176/1 i

183/14 poio o2
189/2.4 iniis
191/13 76incin
192/8 wiin 2
190/8 [1.:3]
203/10 onl ¢ il
171/5, 10 J.3
187/10 =l

190/1 34 J 54
198/23 J,a
174/22 J 5\ Jored
189/15 (sl J 8 J) gt 5
173/6 WAL 0,
198/21 oLkl DLl
179/14 J 5
183/14 |3 Ul o)
187/12 |3

187/22 J i
189/12 [ Jl4, ]
191/15 Jli,

193/ e J sk
193/5 0315,
200/6, 201/2, 203/25 Ji

76 The a privativum has not been translated.
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310 ARABIC-GREEK GLOSSARY

11a7, 12 @o’umwv

11a9 'éan

11a16 é/an

ub4f 70 Qaveu

ub26 Paveu

1223 (pa,/vs"rou

12414 gDou'n

03b6 weoypaTevdivou
03b8 70l Adyou

o3brg ereiy

03b26 émpaypaTelfnony
04b26 6 Adryos

04b39 Aéyw

0526 A0yw

o6a18 7o Awcdauavtos
07234 Aéyoust

o8araf AéynTou

o3bis 7ig Ackews

o3b20 77 Aéku

03b36, 04a16 TV Ak

04a8 Tiig Mebews

04a19, 24, b1o, 09224 TNY
Ae&w

o4br1 refews

06b1o wonTINKids

o8aro 7 Agdic

o8arg wotel

o8ar7 aekig

o8bz1, 29, 09a34, b32 tiig
rebewe

09222 TN Akt

09227 7 ... Aédls

09235 Aééw

ogbs 7 ... aé¢kis

ogbi4 ¢k

200/12, 17 J 4is

200/14 J 54,

201/2 Ji

202/1 L3

202/21 J i

203/13 Js

204/1 Ji

171/1 J 54

171/4 J 431

171/13 J ;4

172/7 J 50 15455

176/8 J 441

177/2 &

177/8 J 5a)

181/18 [ _oLolocll] 5151

186/17 J 54

189/15 J 3

171/13 WGl Lasl)

171/20 UL i Ll

172/19, DUl s L
173/15

173/7 Ul

173/19, 174/5, J
175/9, 194/15

174/23 JWl

183/10 ilat ;5 Wi

189/13 WLl i Laalll

189/17 Ulis

189/2.0 Wl

192/7, 16, 195/5, WLl
196/14

194/11 Jlis

194/18 Wl

195/6 Jull

195/11 JWal)

195/16 Juis



10420 7 ... Aééuc
10b20o A&

10b28 7w Ack

11b31 Aéyes

o517 Adyw

o8a14 xwuwdio
06b7 oi xwuwdorotol

10233 o7etdiveu

11420 UTrEgnueeol
1b3s loTavTo

04a3 et

08a28 Aaxwy

o3b2r1 dvvaw

osb18 77 Suvauet
06b3s ioxved

03b33 wetlov Svvavrou
o4a18f weilov ioypovor
o6aI3 xaToxoph
11223 Jedepsévoy

a5 Kngusodoros
11a23 Kn@igodorog
11a2.8 KngDméSoTog
11224 6 Kay

05230 weiloy

06220 wetloot

03b28 weyann

1ibr2 adfew

b6 Xocﬂgz'ou

04a18 rygoc@é;uvol
10235 xolxds

o6br2 71y O¥ooercey

77 Margoliouth, Salim: _. b3 55 pnics.

ARABIC-GREEK GLOSSARY

197/16 WGl

199/12 NG

199/2.1 )y Ll

203/6 Jl

177/20 J36

189/17 [ 53 5052

c)l.z:y}ﬂ\ O gty !
183/6

198/10 &5

201/6 26T L s ... ou30

203/11 L3 | 5l

172/23 Jin 5 Lohzes

190/9 [ 54a)]

172/1 533

179/23 354

184/13 &4

172/15F ,0515 o 3115057

173/18f (s 431 0,5,

181/13 iy

201/8 s

200/10 _jsbo g3lusi3

2019 s

201/14 77 eyl gl

201/10 043

178/14 .S
181/20 LI

172/10 & .S

202/8 (Jansll 51 S
2023 s

173/18 =S s Ul
198/12 xS o) g
183/12 JWI (s 1) 1Sl
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312 ARABIC-

ogazof iy waeayea iy
08a34 oi AoyoyeaPor
09220 Tov ypaPia
o7buif 70 yeypaupivor
04226, o7b12 0f TOANOI
osb3sf 7ov worvmeoswmoy
o6ai6 weilov

07229 ToAY

07435 oAV

o7bof 7& orra

o7b22 worra

o7b34 morvhugor

08224 ToAN0L

08b34 7@y worr@Y
09229 ToANOL

1029 oAU

10a1§ ToANOUS

0424, 1023 TAclw

osb12, 17, 07b3 pwarrey
06237 oY

o8b34 puanoTa

08b36 xopdaLxixwTepos
o9b6 eluvnuovevToToToy
o7b32 worre oty
osbir Jevdog

10b3 Jevdeis

08212 aUToxotBdUrws
09226 XALTECTEOUUENY
09a26f Tais avTieTEOPoLs
o9a34f xateoTeo i
ogb27 7@y avTioTeoPwy
06bg yrwea

11b29 [¢revfeeov]

osb2g olx 7fene

78 Lyons suggests a confusion of two Syriac roots behind this translation.

GREEK GLOSSARY

194/10 1,1:SJ)

190/16f Sl 228

194/10 3l

187/14 < =S4 5S)

174/7, 187/16 ,.:5

180/20 o5 51 5 25

181/16 5,15 ilazl

186/9 ,.:s

186/18 1 .25

187/12 )

188/7 1 .55 LSS

188/21 ) V15 .38

190/4 ) o S

193/5 A1 o S

194/16 oo 25

197/6 wein 25

197/12 =S

173/1, 196/21 ;ST

179/15, 21, 187/3 =90

182/18 :st,

193/6 oo 25T

195/8 [ ... 5t =] 25T

195/T1 g o 25T Jaiey

188/18 LSyl

179/14 Lis

198/17 L3158

189/15 (il

194/17 1,55 ... a

194/17 43,5

19575 13,50

196/8 5,5

183/9 78040 S,

e 5T ] Lgne
203/4

180/9 o SIS 0l

oS

)



ARABIC-GREEK GLOSSARY

07235 XUxA®

o4a25 Toetoasou

05233 xeavyny

1128 7o evfvas ... dovau

10b23 7o ... dirw

1141 %07 QeLaorytow

08230 xaf azwaoay 5y

0926 6 NIoNOG

b1t wavTe Teowoy

o7b1 760 drws

06b33 Tois xuvidiots

12414 Qyxvgay

03b26 émpaypaTeifnony

04224 NéyovTes

04237 auxetfBoroynTéoy

04238 Aéyouey

osbro aioygoroyeiv

o7b2. Aéyovaw

o7b23, 24, o8a1 darexfeis

o4b2 6 rdyos

04b6 gnuaTwy

osbg 75 ... Adyov

o7b17, 29 7ol AdyoU

o7b27 Adyw

10230 71 TEAUTTig

03b18, 04a4, 08bzo Tov
MOy oY

04a18 oi ... Adbryol

04228 200V

04233 TV MANEKTOV

o4bs rdyw

o4b14, o7a17 6 Avyos

o4b2.4f haréxtov

04b33 T ... 2k

04b33, 0624, 09a6, 11b2
TGV Aoywy

186/18 3, SIL,

174/4 0 5SS

178/17f oSy i

200/13 [ wlas 152250 ]

199/14f 1 1,25

200/6 I 57 dslad)

190/T1 orgll o ien S 5

193/15f |1 Lo

202/7 i S

187/1 LIS s

184/11 NS

204/2 & IS

172/7 J 50 154155

174/4 0518,

174/19f IS 0 L s

174/20 IS

179/3 gl (1S

187/2 IS4,

188/7, 9, 189/3 .l

174/24 2.1

175/4 )

179/12. 1))

187/2.2,, 188/14 1)

188/11 £,

198/7 S Bzl

171/16, 173/1, 2SS
192/18

173/18 501

174/9 53

174/14 &4 S

175/3 LSS

175/13, 185/15 501

176/6 (s k1 23S

176/13 +5SJ)

176/13, 181/3, +5J)
193/15, 201/20

313
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314 ARABIC-GREEK GLOSSARY

04b37 700 ... Adyou
osa4f Adyoug

0527 6 A0Y0g

05220 detdovyoy
o6a13 A0yw

o7b18f sorowcilew
06236 6 Aoyog
06b24 rdyw

07a13 Adyoy

07431 Aéyety

o7buif 7o qeypaupvov
o7b16 700 svyyeaupmaTos
o7b22 worra

o7b32 70 o Ty
08a34 ol royoyeaPoi
09a18 &TeANs

o9b6 7o uiTea
o3b12 7olg AéyovToLs
08b3 6 ol Tov AéyovTaL
08b4 Tov AéyovTer
11b27 Térei

ogb2of &y ... deov
07237 Tolg ,u,o'cv'reow
o7bs oi yenoyorsyor
o7b2 of waves
03b16 70 Exewv

o3b17 76 Qawivau
03b33 wetlov dvvavrou
04a7 elgnTau

o4a18f weilov ioybovor
o4ax1 V7Tieke

o4b2 capi

OSall CLeuoTTOVOS
osb2g otix nfene
o5b26 xateere

osb34 yaverou

176/19 +5J)
177/6 501
177/8 501

178/3f S C>Los (671 .. ]

181/12. :5S)

182/2 IS 3 Uas i 4
182/17 Sty

183/23 50

185/10 oSS

186/12, 25U

187/14 =S4 5S)
187/21 4SS

188/7 1 .55 LSS

188/17 a5 i 2SS
190/16f S s
194/8 LSS .J
195712 055,41 2
171/9 el

191/5 IS

191/5 IS

202/22 .5,

195722 1S 0,55
186/19 448
187/4F < Ls¥)y LS 553
187/2 20

171/14 laze ... 0,5
171/16 &,

172/15F ,0515 o 3T 15157
173/6 Dl 0,5
173/18f (s 431 0,5
173/21 &,

174/23 eonill 055
177/12 39S Lo 015
180/9 5SS 0l
180/10f 1,5 ees OIS
180/18 wx i ... oo 0555

th



ARABIC-

o8ai4 @ou'vwou
o9az 7oig dueapBors

ogb7 warrov
ogb2of &gt ... oeov
10b24 n yvasig
10b2g v7riigxev
bz ioTavTo
09b26 o Xiog

o6arl &xaigors
09225 & ... avaBoret
ogb2g avaBorr
ogb27 awvaBoras
ogb29 avaBorn
obar2 yara

r2ai3f xazoPevye
o7b18f sorowcilew
o8ay ,ue')\og

08a9 uérog

o4b7 elenTout

06227 T ... ndoviic
0528 70 N

o6a1g nVouaT!
0931 Andng

ogbr ndei

ogbr ndeie

10419 Ndeiet

1ob1o 73

1ob12 NioTe

10b18 NTTOV NIV
08b27 andég

08226 7 cLgpoTTOVOR
0924 Exouevos

GREEK GLOSSARY

189/17 0,5

Al A 05y B 0sS
" 194/16

195/12f OIS Lo Lo ¥

195/22 LS 0,55

199/17 L3 ,m0 0,5,

199/18 &,

203/11 L3 | 4l

196/7 35S Jof oo

181/10 &les DU
194/17 Lols 4
196/6 [ &d=l]

196/8 LLs

196/10 & 1)
181/11 Ul

204/1 =

182/2 IS s tas 51 4
189/9 &5l
189/12 .+

175/6 L2t

182/6 554

177/9 3,301
181/19 51,44
195/1 L1 .2
195/8 \iu.u

195/8 [1.4]
197/17 34,44

199/1 i

199/3 1,4

199/9 33110 s
t92/15 L, o
190/7f Jsley i o5l
193/15 JS'Lae 5 sk

oS

oY

AN

Y

e

315



316

11222, NoUXIaY ALyew
0627 YAWTTOUS
06b2 ai ... yr@TTOUL
osazs oi AnoTeLl
0§31 XEXAETTOU
04b28 yroTTLs
0627 YAWTTOUS
06b2 ai ... yr@TTU
10b12 e ... yAGTTOU
o4b21 haLarrovro
114 Aemrivng

03b8, osb34 7w Ak
o3bis 7ig Ackews
o3bzo 7} Ak
04226 1415

0433 TV VoUALTWY
04237 Aebews

05a34 @wmz’

05a3§ TS ... PwyeLls
06a16 T A&

06b1 7 ... Aékic

o7a19, b26 s rclews

o8aro 7 Agéic
08220 7 ... Aééic
10b28 7w Aééw
11a4 Aoxedoieoviow
1046 ATOALVGIS
1085 amoraioau
osb3s Avxopewy
10a17 AvxoPeove
11b6 Auxoréwy
11aro é&ievaut
06b6 ampemeis
07230 aooLPic
o7b17 &dnrov

79 Badawi: o peeaslll.

ARABIC-GREEK GLOSSARY

201/8 ozl 5y
181/6 Ll )
182/21 L i )
178/9 o 52l

178/15 252l s
176/10 =G

181/6 Slallly ot
182/21 L i )
199/3 L)

176/1 0 il

200/9 il

171/3, 180/19 1LY
171/13 DLally Laal)
171/20 VG 5f Laall
174/5 LLY)

174/14 B 5 slo¥)
174/19 LLJY)

178/18 palaalll
178/19 LY

181/15 Uai

182/19 LY
185715, 188/10 LY
189/13 WLl i Laalll
189/23 LY
199/2.1 alls Ll
200/9 700 yuaaall)
197/2 s\l

197/2 54\l

180/19 0,45,
197/13 05,36
202/3 05,
200/15 [ 5]
183/4 Joore I e
186/10 i ... o
187/23 Ly )

ek

03435

0506,
S5



ARABIC-GREEK GLOSSARY

o7b2.0 o xowoy
082 ¢£ av wn éxg
08b27 andég
09a18 &TeANs
o4b13 ceuorTes
osb7 Awetpvios
08bg paraxds
o8bg 7o paraxa

08227 xad’ Ny

06b2.0, 24, 10b17 1 €hxav

06b2.6f eixovee

O7aIl ehxovas

07213 eixoveg

07213, 10b16 ai eixoveg
1227 TS ... EbOOW
04221 piunuoLTL
04222, UUUNTILDTATOV
06b2 Jopwdes

04225 TNV ... 3ok
o8b14 émaivoig

o8a18 émouvea

08b36 xopdaLxixwTepos
04bof Tovg moNTRLS
06222f Ty worcwy
10212 TOATOLS

10a12, 1133, b10 Tii6 ToAews

11225 THY oMY
11b19 ai worels
06a37 7o XpovoTey3ely

07b36 Tiig uveusss
08228 yuvn

188/4 Lle .

189/4f ¢ yuudly 5i I s
(92/15 s 1
194/8 LSS J
175/12 gokes s
179/10 pssile i)
191/13 o)

191/12 Lol

190/8 sid! Jee

183/20, 23, 199/7 Juli

184/3 Jul)

185/7 J=

18579 Jle

18579, 199/6 |

203/18 =l

173/21 alie

1741 St il

182/20f 350¢ 4i dla s

174/4 )

191/18 Aol

189/22 e

195/8 [ ... yil=ua] gST

175710 iyl faf

182/2 3

197/9 il faf

197/10, 200/8, il
202/6

201/12 il

202/16 -3l

Lol dsb o en]
182/17f

188/2 51 Y

190/9 i\l

317
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318

o7a1y a"agswg

o4b2.1 Tols peptrypivous

o8b2o eiga)vez'ocg
1241 oLoou

\ !
osar 7o Badilew

ogb24 [Tols oupmegima-

ToUvToug]
nartf nyewesre
06b35 vauxnew
0726 Tolg ... VAUTIDGW

osb37 wrwyopovsoxoraxas

08b23 wposexsty

b3z Xaens

06b33 Tovs TelvedrTorg
10216 TEAUTNOOVTOS
11a15 Motgoxaig
o6br2. 7w O¥loseiowy
102§ XENUaTwy

1026 xTN0eL

05220 UNTEALYVETIY
osb22f 6 unreopovrng
o7b1g weosxeiToU

o9b23 o ... dmoxaumTovTES

ogb27 Merawimraidny
11a10 76 Miaziadou \n-

Qo

08bi4 &vlovsiooau
o04a38f eignTou

o7bs of xenoiporoyol
o8b17 évfovaialovres
o8b1g #vfeov

ARABIC-GREEK GLOSSARY

185/14 5\

176/3 sl i 5l
192/5 J5n 5t =150
203/11 80 o s

177/2 is

196/5 ins Otk el

200/17 jarzt jax
184/13 =5

185/2 =3I

181/1 [ 33aeal) T 3O
192/9f Ll ... W S
201/20 81l
184/10 s,

197/12 &l ¥

201/2 sl 5
183/12 JWI (s 1) 1,1l
197/2 JWi

197/3 [JUI]

178/3 Jo (5T ¢ s 21 e
180/§ [ jslaziy Jara ]
187/19 &

196/4 [04ls] o dd)
196/8 _isd
200/15 w;uﬂa Fat

191/17 ¢ .

174/21 Gt

187/4F Loy 1S 5
192/2 Ll i e
192/4 L)l W

% Aristotle’s quotation has been misunderstood.

81 Name erroneously translated.
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ARABIC-GREEK GLOSSARY

o3b3o gufuois
o3b31f gvbuos
o8b29 gufuas
08b30 gubov
08b31 guvbeov

08b32, 09ag 7@y ... pubuiv

ogar gvbuog

09a21 7ov gulov

09az1, 23 elgubov

09az4 gvfuol

ogb7 Ty xdnw

osb1 7@ evdoxiotv

07412 EVI0XIUDOLY

1027 ATUXE

10b22, 27 evdoxipel

11a1 e0doxipolot

11b19g vixng

10b7 7o ebdoripotvra

1227 ebdoxipovoais

ogb34f yuuvixoels

10214 éowlnoay

osb1 yerxov

10233 YaNcoUs

10333 XoLAxoU

b7 f 70y youreiiy

05233 0 xetrxols

04230 TOV ... TEOTOY

04436 TG TPOTY

11a10 76 Miaziadov \n-
QoL

08b2.4 @y xnglxwy

ogasf dywvileafou

o3b32 72 ... abra

03b32 Tav dywvay

03b34 705 ... aydvas

o4a17 abra

172/12 o1, 5 sl
172/14 3,2

192/17 5,1 i dond)
192/18 o\ -]
193/1 5,.2)

193/3, 18 &l .l
193/9 3,

194/10f oxddl 475,20
194/11f, 12f &l pem
194/13 &\,

195/13 ke | e
179/4 o s U
185/7 e

197/4 O gmms ¥
199/13, 21 sosy
200/§ pos

202/16 S EWEY]
198/21 Sl
203/18 ol
196/16 Gid) 5f susl
197/10 1,4

179/§ oY1 ploeilly
198/10 .=l
198/10 =il
202/4 =)

178/17 o)
174/11 4

174/18 4=l

200/1§ puslzles b

192/11 (o5

173/2 1y 5l

172/14 i) 543

172/15 Y5105 ole Ll
172/17 ole 5L
173/16f - dals 5 cns jlee
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320

1b29 &@eTov
o8b1g &vbeov
1023 oixot

1b2g [éxcvfeeov]

o3b7 Tafou
osa22 weet feov
12413 NQUTNTIY

ARABIC-GREEK GLOSSARY

203/3 § s 51 5
192/4 L s
196/21 il
PR
203/4
171/4 s ot o
178/6 & ool b
203/2§ 2l

osb13, 10b33f, 11228, b4, 6, 179/17, 200/2, )l a

8f, 2.4, 25 Teo duuaTwy

0926 6 NIoA0g
1126 dodvot

1126 0fUvers doivaut
04227 daréyeofou
04b34 Noréyovou
06230 AéyovTes
07337 Aeywoty

08a31 Aéyn

o4b11 71y StarexTov
07220 Toi§ GUYSETLLOIG
O§aI3 OXOTELW

09233 TPoopwWYTES
10b34 dediy

03b18 élnTnin
osbig 77 e

o3b7 Tatou

o3b3o gufuois
o8b29 gufuas
09a21 7ov gubov
06224, 26, 30 Tiis Luxiis
o8az21, 1ob1g # Juyn
1ib1o 70 &luyov
uibio éuluyov

11b13 771 Juygi

1222 duluya

201/14, 21f, 202/2, §,
19, 20
193/15f |01 Coss
200/11 fauy
200/11 4> oo oz,
174/7 0silasy
176/1§ 0 ik,
182/12 V5l [ 12
186/20 | 4ilas
190/12, 3layy
175/11 gladl
185/17 iilall UL )
177/14 s
195/4 15,223 1525
200/2 s
171/17 ) Lt
179/23 k)
171/4 5o 5f o
172/12 &)l 5 sl
192/17 5,1 i dond)
194/10f oxddl 475,20
182/3, 5, 9 i)
189/24, 199/11 .l
202/5 &) iz )
202/5f i &3
202/9 il
203/13 ¥l s 53
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ARABIC-GREEK GLOSSARY

11b32 7oL dluye
1227 T4V A U@y
ogbi4f cvavamvevoTog
1041 GVNCAY
1ibs Bonbnoovros
o5a7 ¢ ... Bondnuotwy
12212 NEYOUO!
o6a34f émeuBarrn
osbg Abes
o4b1s ampeméoTepov
ogaif rcimeTou
o8a16 ﬁﬁgzg
o8b32 oeuvos
o7b13 dxoribou
o7bi4 7o ... eoribou
o6a29f dvTiuiov
06b238 daxver
08b2.6 ey ov
08b28 76 aweigov
08b28 TepativeToLt
09al4 TEAEUTWO!
09216 TEAUTA
09231 70 ATelpoy
ogb2 74 ameeavre
0824 &vrezgov
08b28 aefud
0QaIl THY TEACUTIY
0931 70 ... TéAos
09233 70 TépaLs
10226 1 ... TEAUTY
10b1 duotoTercuTov
o8b27 wemeeavfous

A
09a17 TEAUTNY
09220 TNV TEACUTHY
09b8 TeTerci@oOou
10225 TEACUTNG

203/7 Slleis M
203/19 Sl .2
195/17 i) Jgmn
196/19 [ pp snis ]
202/1 wixy

177/9 @l

203/24 i3
182/14f ain ok 5T L5
179/12 a2k

175/14 _aist 5t 50
193/9 [ aib]
189/2.0f iai:ll; L)
193/3 [ faizus ]
187/17 Joial) w5
187/18 Jix)

182/9 0 Sl el
184/5 cigs

192/13 2tz Y
192/15 sl ¥ sl
192/16 Al

194/5 als,

194/6 alz

195/2 sl ¥
195/9 sl ¥ i
189/7 Ll 5 a3 2
192/16 ilgs sae
194/2 L)

19572 1)

19574 )

198/4 L)
198/15 Lledl b Lisl e
192/14 Lalizs

194/7 4xd)

194/9 ezl

195/14 g

198/3 ¢l

321

2

tth



322

11b13 dmaol
b1z Pag

raz2f vrev'z‘eaugz"yfyq) voow

o3big Tet ... €idn
0523 €l

o8br 7@V eddv
09aI &M

10235 émoles

ub1g 76 Joyw
03b29 7ois Tovols
06234 TIV adoreoyioLy
11226 é¢exyeowy

11b34 érTaTe

03b31 exomotiow
08b20 clpwveios
10213 ATWAOVTO
1122 QLTONOUEVNY
11232 TEAEUTNOAVTWY
04a15 Tolg ércols
08a19 Tamevg
o8a29 &g

08230 xald awaoay éw
08a31 77 &t

10b33 émimonaLioy
10b32 aaroTeiow
0412 YEWUETPED
06b3o yewpeTpely
11bg xiwduvevovrog
o8a14 xoouos

o3b1g TeQuxe

07421 We@ﬁxoco‘z

ARABIC-GREEK GLOSSARY

202/10 Ol
202/9 1,5
201/8 5 35 e
171/11 Lol i
177/4 ¢\

191/2, ¢1,39)
194/3 ole 5
198/13 L

202/17 sloen

172/11 sl

182/14 5l

201/12 3\ g2
203/10

172/13 820 .1 5i 0 s
192/5 J5a f =150
197/10 1,50a

200/7 1,50 o Ul
201/18 1,a o 1)
173/14 )l ol
189/22 13415 +ld
190/10 Loyl

190/T1 gl oo s JS° 3
190/13 Eagl

200/T JLaYl
199/2§ Seor 51 Lo
173/10 [... 1 5 pdege
184/7 oidll

202/4f 1,35V 8 .. Suni
189/17 3Ll

171/18 § Ll 3 sgne
185/18 542

82 Mistranslation, perhaps due to the reading oxwnrobouw.
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ARABIC-GREEK GLOSSARY

04b8 seuvorioa

o8baf weoemimanTTew
06b27f Tav deopdy
06b29 éx 7@y deopdv
0423 éxovTos

o4b4 Ve 7o dbwua

o7b28 suyTouiay
o7b36, 39 cuvTouws
o3b22 T Umoxeto
03b23 vexeivorTo
03b34 of UmoxerToet
04a13 T7| UToxeiTixi]
041§ T0 UTOXQITUXCOV
04a18 TN UToxeioty
osb34 yiveTou
osb3sf 7ov worvmesswmoy
o7b3s Mo Tuyeu
08b6 79 TeoswTY
o8b17 évbovaialovres
ubu wavra Teomov
ogb17 T povoxwaoy
11ag ércpoPfanuov
06a31 woinuo

osb33 wegaTreety
06a16 oToyaleofous
10b35 oroxaleobou
12412 EV0TOXOV

1222 UOUUDWOOL
o4a13 éAfn
10a18 éndovres

175/8 ik, il 55U

191/4 [o2] 51 <t

184/4 53U,

184/6 L5k 5 e

172/23 W o

e (o) Uil 855
175/1f

188/13 ;L)

188/23, 189/2. ;L))

172/1f o 2 JL 1Y Al

172/4 32 Il 591 O shanions

172/16 o4 JL 3291 553

173/12 0 4 JL 49)

173/14 s Sl 3Y)

173/18 o = L ixY)

180/18 a5 ... oo 0555

180/20 o5 51 5 25

188/21 (g s o3

191/9 ax )l

192/2 Ll g e

202/7 igx S

195719 541 ) iatd) &3

200/10 541y pe Ol

182/10 niiios [DEPCIS

180/16 .o

181/16 6,-,4

200/3 >y

A 5 O ey g 1Y
) 203/24f

203/12 Bii N &y o

173/11 &os

197/15 Lde 153 5

8 Expression misunderstood by the translator.
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osbigf gododaxTunog

11331 74 émTOLPlR

ogb7f ueteeirou

04232, 08b34 TV peTewy
04431 TGV TETPAUETEWY
04a34 7o EéapeTen

o4b12 Ty uéTewy

o6bif 7oig difueapBoroiois

06b2. Toig émoTrotoic

06b3 [7ois iouBetot)
07214 Tol avaroyoy
o8bar &uueteov
o8b22 ceevbuov
o8b27 uéTew

o8b30, 09a8 wuéTeov
08b3g lauBein

09l T& TETPOUETER
09l T& TETPOUETER
ogayf uerpxot
o9az 7oig dveayBors

0§a8 Tav ,u,é'rgo)v
o9b6 7 péTen
o7b8 axein
o7b28 700 wéoou
rib2f di péowy
11b4 Jew péoou
03b29, 30 wéon
09233 X uvoust
o7b30 79 royw
o7b31 7oy Adyov
1ib12 76 ... wereTay
o7b18 daoritou
ogb13f xawnotg

180/2 oY i

201/16f <1\l 573

195/13 &

174/12, 193/6 01359

174/12 £ M1 0550

174/16 Load) Ol55Y)

175/12 [ 0155911

oot S O M O gaiay o )
182/19f [ sl 5205 ]

PSRRERU NN ISPV SPTR ]
182/21f sl

183/2 yuoly) o s 01 35

185/11 05 415 Wslall

192/7 336 ... 0j5 63

192/7 s0e Ny 055 3 b

192/14 0,

192/18, 193/19 03,

193/5f il 05

193/8 [.. 01705,

193/9 1 A 0155Y)

193/17 013591 e b e

Al A 05y B 0sS
" 194/16

177/8 0330

195712 055,41 S

187/9 U5 g Ua g

188/13 L)l

201/20 Low s

201/21 L)

172/11, 12 2w )

195/4 i
188/15 i)l s
188/16 1az
202/8 i
187/23 foaz,
195/16 |,
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ogb17, 10223 T2t )AL

o9b30 ToUs pakgoxwrovs

o9b31 Beayixwaa

ogb32 xwroig

09b36 7% xwAw

10225 70 XG0V

08b33 aguovias

06a11 TUXVOlG

o6a16 weilov

06220 TUXVOIg

o7b31 dmroly

osbig eréov

osb22 7oweiofou

osb3 weosbeots

10b36 avrifiocws

b1 avrifeow

o3b1s 7 ... ToTOL

o7b13 dixoribou

o7b14 Eeryov

osaro 7o émifeTa

ogb21, o6air, o7bsif Toig
Témifeois

osb22 Tas émibioeis

o6arr 7ois émibéTols

o6a1g Tois émibeTols

06231 émifeoy

o7b31f 7oig émibeTois

o8aI1 vmoxeluivols

o8brr 7o émifeer

10a22f avrifeois

10br1 avribeow

10b3 dwtibéoeig

o8brr panoTe deuoTTe

o3b31 aguovic

o4b1g TeQuxoTwS

08236 70 ... eUxalpws

195/19, 197/21 J s 41

196/11 JI5k)l J 50l

196/12 Wyos & s 3

196/14 J o)

196/17 Jo s

198/1f J 5o 50

193/4 Joo s

181/10 3l

181/16 5,251y Alatl)

181/20 i)

188/16 ~> 5,

179/19 s 07 .. it

180/4'@'@

179/6 pios £33

200/4 ML o8

201/19 S w5l

171/12 x50

187/17 Joiss wis5e

187/19 Joe pi 5o

177/11 S\ 45,0

180/4, 181/9, cle 4,4\l
188/18

180/§ ole )

181/9 wle 4,1

181/19 is 55 4l slos¥)

182/10 § 5. 50

188/18 le po 4l

189/14 ic 4l

191/14 is 5.5\

197/20 YL is 1,00

198/15 GO L 50

198/17 COLL Sl s 50

191/1§ 335

172/14 3o 53

175/19 sl,iL

191/1 33l o341 s
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08236 wn elxalpws
1ob1 duotoTércuTov
04b38 duawvupiou
11230 ToUg OUVTEXOVTALS
11229 TAG CUVDEOUAS
m1a29f [éxxanoiog]
o7bs 7eosogilovTeus
08236 70 ... elxalpws
08236 wn elxalpws
1223 T0 QVOUTYUVTERY
o7bar weoouenTou
10b35 perrovre
ogb3s ToUs ... aydves
ubig péarovre
osb32 evraBeiofou
o8b3s seuvornTe
06b3 seuvov
08a13 oepvig
o8a18 ebaaBovuivou
10a30f TeToxévau
0722, Toig Toudlols
o4b13 ceporTes
1029 éAaBov
narof owelcauivay
04b6 70 xvert
04b31 76 .. xvgtov
04b3s Tols xvetois

/
0922 xvei
osbrif xvgiTegov
o8baf weoeTimanTTeLy
04aIl ¢ow'mm'a,

08b32 6 ... nedog
08b33 6 ... lauBos

ARABIC-GREEK GLOSSARY

191/1 Bl 2 [ 3]
198/15 Ll 3 u_';\,,
176/19 slud) Aaiik)

201/16 0 4=

201/1§ 3,3

201/1§ s yur 31531
187/5 0555 51 05,
191/1 g3l ) o301 s
191/1 1,00 3 [ 3, 3]
203/14 i 5 sl
186/14 1323 5

200/3 -2y

196/16 £33,

202/11 olzal,

180/16 3,

193/6 s

183/1 3,

189/16 i L

189/21 iz

198/8 I s,

184/17 113,

175/12 5okos J s
197/6 \ ) sl

200/16 gmly oon Jyzad
175/4 3 sl

176/14 132l

176/16 <\ gl

177/3 0lid yes

179/15 Syl

191/4 [ o521 51

173/9f o oo 51 Joinzs

193/3 L) L)
193/4 il

&3

=
&

&3
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08b35 o Beiet 193/5t il 050
o9bg 7e ... lpBeioe 195715 5ol ) el
1ob1o gadiwg 199/1 oy o

o7a19 70 EAAVILew 185/16 iU s s s
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