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From Translator to Commentator:
Todros Todyosi’s Presentation of Aristotle’s Organon

Steven Harvey, Oded Horezky

Abstract

The present article studies a fascinating manuscript, a #nicum, housed in the British Library, Heb MS
Add 27559. This manuscript of works by Todros Todrosi of Arles features a lengthy Hebrew anthology
of logical and scientific texts, written by Greek and Arabic philosophers, some of which were translated
by him into Hebrew for the first time. In a previous study that appeared in 2021, we examined the section
from the book on natural science of this anthology that Todros devoted to the study and explanation of
Aristotle’s Physics and which he completed in Trinquetaille in 1333 at the age of twenty. In that paper,
we uncovered Todros’s aims and his own unique methodology in this section and sketched a picture of
the ways in which Todros intended to assist his contemporary readers in the study of natural science. In
the present paper, we shed new light on this manuscript through an examination of the book on logic
that Todros dedicated to the study and explanation of Aristotle’s Organon. We describe Todros’s modus
operandi and examine the nature of his discussions in each of the sections of his book on logic, with
special attention to the section on the Posterior Analytics, and we show to what extent they correspond
to what we uncovered in his treatment of the Physics. The paper analyzes Todros’s use of Averroes’ Long
Commentary on the Posterior Analytics in order to explain Averroes’ Middle Commentary on the Posterior
Analytics, and it illustrates Todros’s use of al-Farabi’s Long Commentary on the Topics in order to explain
Averroes’ Middle Commentary on that book. The paper, just as our 2021 study that it complements,
contributes to our knowledge of the fundamental status of Averroes’ middle commentaries on the Corpus
Avristotelicum among medieval Jewish scholars, as well as to our growing awareness and appreciation of the
achievements of this fourteenth-century Provencal Jewish scholar, Todros Todrosi.

Introduction

The present study is our third on a fascinating manuscript, a #nicum, housed in the British
Library, Heb MS Add 27559. This manuscript, in part a version of a work compiled by Todros
Todrosi of Arles in Trinquetaille in the 1330s, is a Hebrew anthology of logical and scientific
texts, written by Greek and Arabic philosophers, some of which are translated into Hebrew
for the first time.

A preliminary version of our first study, “Uncovering Todros Todrosi’s Method of
Commenting on the Commentator”, was presented in Krakow in July 2018 as a lecture at a
session in memory of Mauro Zonta — the scholar who has done the most in recent times to call
attention to the great importance of Todros Todrosi.! Our goal was to clarify Todros’s aims

! The lecture was presented at a session on Todros Todrosi at the XI* EAJS Congress in Krakow, July 2018. The
session was one of two on medieval Jewish philosophy, organized by close friends and colleagues, in fond memory of
Professor Mauro Zonta. For a revised and expanded version of the lecture, see now: S. Harvey — O. Horezky, “Averroes
ex Averroe: Uncovering Todros Todrosi ’s Method of Commenting on the Commentator”, Aleph: Historical Studies in
Science and Judaism 21 (2021), pp. 7-78.
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142 Steven Harvey, Oded Horezky

and methodology of the section of the manuscript that treats Aristotle’s Physics — in fact, the
largest section — and to sketch a clear picture of the ways in which Todros intended to assist his
contemporary readers in the study of natural science. What we found is that Todros’s modus
operandi for his treatment of the Physics and, presumably, other books of natural science, was
to divide his discussions in two. The first part would briefly present the best comments of the
commentators that are interesting, but not directly related to explicating the Aristotelian text.
In the case of the section corresponding to Aristotle’s Physics, this part comprised selections
from the Hebrew translation of Averroes’ Long Commentary on the Physics, generally
attributed to Qalonimos ben Qalonimos.? The second part was a commentary on Averroes’
Middle Commentary on the Physics, which used almost exclusively, citations from Qalonimos’s
Hebrew translation of the Long Commentary to explicate the text; in other words, he used
Averroes to explain Averroes. This finding conforms to Todros’s preface to the book on natural
science, but, as we will see, it also accords with his preface to the book on logic. In the present
study, we will, inter alia, examine the nature of Todros’s discussions in the book on logic,
and his modus operandi there. Do they correspond to what we uncovered in his treatment
of the Physics?

Our second study, “Variations and Consistencies in Hebrew Scientific Terminology: Hebrew
Versions of Aristotle’s Physics in the 13* and 14* Centuries”, was presented in February 2019 at
the conference, “Translating Ibn Rushd into Hebrew?”, at the Maimonides Centre for Advanced
Studies, Hamburg.> Here, inter alia, we showed that in his explication of Aristotelian natural
science, Todros Todrosi did not hesitate to change the vocabulary of the Hebrew translation
of the Long Commentary for stylistic reasons and perhaps to make it easier to understand, but
when it came to technical terminology, he tended to keep the translator’s vocabulary, which by
his time had become rather standard. In the present paper, we will touch very briefly on Todros’s
changes to the Hebrew of his source texts in logic. We will be most interested in his modus
operandi in the sections of the book on logic and the extent to which each section is similar to
that in the section on the Physics.

Todros’s Preface to the Book on Logic

What then goes on in Todros’s book on logic? Let us begin by considering Todros’s preface
to his book on logic, which parallels and is very similar to his preface to the book on natural
science but is longer and more detailed. The preface to the book on logic reads as follows:

Said Todros Todrosi from the seed of the Jews, may the memory of the righteous be for a blessing:
Our intention in this science, 1.e., the science of logic, is to gather in a book what is most useful for
providing the attainment of the utility of logic and the particulars of its ultimate intentions, from

2 On Qalonimos as the likely translator into Hebrew of Averroes’ Long Commentary on the Physics, see

S. Harvey, “The Hebrew Translation of Averroes” Prooemium to his Long Commentary on Aristotle’s Physics”,
Proceedings of the American Academy for Jewish Research 52 (1985), pp. 59-60; and G. Tamani — M. Zonta, Aristoteles
hebraicus. Versioni, commenti e compendi del Corpus Aristotelicum nei manoscritti ebraici delle biblioteche italiane,
Supernova, Venice 1997, p. 38. Qalonimos translated the Middle Commentary on the Physics in Arles in 1316. In this
paper, we attribute the translation of the Long Commentary to Qalonimos.

> This lecture also was revised for publication; see S. Harvey - O. Horezky, “Variations and Consistencies in
Hebrew Scientific Terminology: Hebrew Versions of Aristotle’s Physics in the 13* and 14® Centuries”, in R. Leicht —
G. Veltri (eds.), Translating Ibn Rushd into Hebrew, Brill, Leiden (forthcoming, subseries Officina Philosophica Hebraica).
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Todros Todrosi’s Presentation of Aristotle’s Organon 143

the treatises of the compositions of those [scholars] who followed the philosophy of Aristotle, be
it Themistius or Alexander or al-Farabi or Avicenna or al-Gazali.

My intention is to read and understand, while reading Averroes” middle commentaries on Aristotle’s
books on this science, the books of the abovementioned philosophers on this science; [and] to
compile and copy what is new and most useful in these lengthy books in [one] book in order to save
me the trouble of having to read these commentaries, which are very long, a second time.

And I saw fit to translate from the works of those philosophers, which are not long commentaries on
Aristotle’s treatises, each and every guaesitus that seemed to us to be most useful for providing the
conceptualization of the matter in the place where the author put it in that work, each in his own way
according to the divisions of the general intention of the book. However, from the long commentaries
by the commentators on Aristotle’s books on this science [logic], we saw fit to bring and apply the
comprehensive comments from these comprehensive long commentaries on the concise language of
Averroes’ middle commentaries on Aristotle’s books on this science, whether to explain his obscure
language, since it is [so] concise, or to direct to the conceptualization of the truth in it.

Now, since the commentators brought in their long commentaries, in the necessary course of
things, teachings and notions, [which are] fine and useful in themselves, [but] which depart from
the first intention of the long commentaries on the treatises of the Philosopher [Aristotle], and
from which there are no words in these teachings that we could bring and apply to Averroes’
middle commentaries, for they are not a commentary on the statements of Aristotle; I thus was
obliged to place these teachings, which are fine and useful in themselves [but are not explanations
of the Aristotelian text], in each of the books of this science [logic] in one part first; and [to place]
the statements that are useful for understanding Aristotle’s intention, [and] which can be applied
to the words of Averroes” middle commentaries, in a second part.

This is [the procedure] with regard to Aristotle’s books for which there exists a long commentary
on them [written] by one of the [abovementioned] commentators. However, [regarding] the books
for which there does not exist a long commentary, we will carry out our intention in only one part.
And we will begin our specified intention with Aristotle’s Prior Analytics — not with the Categories,
although [the Caregories] is the first book of this science, since this book inquires into being qua
being, and its place is in first philosophy and it is there that the commentators explain the properties
of the ten categories and their conditions. Nor [will we begin] with the book On Interpretation,
since its intentions are easy to understand as well as the conceptualization [of it], and also
[because] al-Farab1’s Long Commentary on it has already been translated and spread among many
of the scholarly community.*

4 MS London, British Library, Add. 27559 (henceforth, Todros), f. 1r1-1v15: o™mmn pam MO 0170 MK
MIKHA LNPRDINN PN MDY AN NSV AYAT NN DY anri 1902 vaph ,1minn nnan ymb n¥n ,inann AR NN S
X1IPY mN 1112 POXMOK TAMANK DX LXID AKX DX NYNAK DX HTIIOOK DX ,DTOONRN DX ,1VOIK NPDIDHAD DOWNINN M M ™Man
-onn D Anrn whnnn Mpn1 1any sNKT T0ana DM 07101557 M50 ,NINN AXT 1W0IK Mae5 TwN 12K MK X1p H¥X panh
WINT 00X MNRND WMD DIRY D0 MANn PAYAD X IR DMK ANw onXMp n1e Hyn bpnb nnoa onn 0™ND oMo
A907 NN 55 MPHN 253 137 By WK LRI AN 1200 12 M0 WK 1MpRA Py Y 1enaa S ane invn 15 RN ann vt
o™M¥pn MNwS S 10 Manin M snn 0N 0wnan 5 e51 X1anh 1IN 1R ,7NIMT AN 100K MED 0MWIann MY™Hn 09X
IR D*WAENAW 185 DR 12 NNKRD Y 195 rwanb ox1 Mepb obpan wbn Axab X ,ANINn R 1PDIX MDD TN jaK MIKIN
DMNRNM ,NOIB MIARA NWNHA ANWRI NNINA NN DRYY ,DNYPA NOYIN N0 0PI DNKN ,0MAT Twnn 01D ,Mwnna
[1v] oxoa3 b 7w 1ax xeaa ond Ky KD 0nn OR 0wnd NN ARAN AR 10 100X MRRND WM DKWY KR Oy oban
by 1531 ™MWaRn P0IK NAN IR DHWNN DNRNRM INWKT TAX POM LRI MD0n 190 1902 DRXYA NOYINT "210N DMNKHN
015 X¥n1 KD WK 0MH0A DIARA .DWAERTAN M mb WD DY R¥NI TWK 100K MO0 AT .0MIw R pHn TN 1Ak mMixa mnwb
NIRT MB0 NIWX K DX ,MINRAT 1902 XD J00IRD W in 1902 TP WK Anan Tx 5y nr S nnn 1252 nx phna wnnon 5o ,nwns
MNRNT DWW M0 0WIaNRN WID Nt ,ANYRIN KD 1mpm X¥Nn1 KITW 102 R¥0IN 7Y X1 K100 1900 10pw eb anann
290 IMKD AXNAR NWND DPnn na DTYS TOWHNAN AIPAYIN 120w D3 1PN FIa00 P tmow ab ,nxbnia aava X510 RIm
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144 Steven Harvey, Oded Horezky

Here Todros tells us what he plans to do and provides interesting insights about the
reception and transmission of Aristotelian logic (and philosophy) among Jewish scholars in
Provence in the first half of the fourteenth century. First, it is clear that for Todros, as for
Qalonimos and his circle, Aristotle’s texts along with the commentaries on them by Averroes,
and, in particular, their works on logic and the natural sciences, are the foundations of any
philosophical inquiry and provide the framework for it.> As we shall see, this framework is
somewhat flexible and open for modifications and innovations. Todros also introduces the
important philosopher-commentators that belong to the Greco-Arabic Aristotelian tradition
whom he refers to as “those [scholars] who followed the philosophy of Aristotle”, among
whom he counts Alexander of Aphrodisias, Themistius, al-Farabi, Avicenna, and most
interestingly, al-Gazili. Second, Averroes’ middle commentaries on Aristotle’s works receive
a special status and, therefore, Averroes is not placed together with the above-mentioned
list of commentators, but rather separately. Indeed, Todros’s first intention is to read and
understand Averroes’ middle commentaries, and his primary purpose in employing all other
commentaries, including Averroes’ long commentaries, is to assist in achieving this aim. For
Todros, Averroes’ middle commentaries serve as the textbooks and point of departure for
philosophical inquiry. Todros holds the study of Averroes’ middle commentaries as equal
to the study of Aristotle’s own texts, i.e. as commentaries that provide faithful and reliable
access to Aristotle’s own ideas, rather than offering creative commentaries, which go beyond
Aristotle’s text and which as such present Averroean modifications and developments. In
addition, the middle commentaries were at his time relatively widespread among Hebrew
readers and likely not very difficult to access.

The case is different for Averroes’ long commentaries and the long commentaries written by
some of the above-mentioned philosophers. Here, as we have seen with regard to his treatment
of the Physics, Todros argues for the existence of two layers of interpretations that can be found
in the long commentaries on Aristotle’s Organon. One is the creative comments of Averroes,
or any other commentator, that are fine and useful in themselves but are not explanations of the
Aristotelian text and, therefore, cannot be matched and applied to the middle commentaries.
Todros explains that, “in the necessary course of things”, it is only natural that while writing
such “long” commentaries, new ideas originated in the commentators’ minds and were
integrated into the text. In other words, Todros sees the long commentary as a creative medium
or intellectual framework in which the commentators often present their own ideas. Passages
that belong to this creative layer were placed in the first part of Todros’s sections on each one
of Aristotle’s books for which there was a long commentary. The second layer contains those
comments from the long commentaries that are relevant for explaining Aristotle’s text and that
he employs to explain Averroes’ middle commentaries. In the preface, he describes this editorial-

For a comparison of the Hebrew text and English translation of Todros’s preface to the book on logic to his preface to
the book on natural science, see Harvey - Horezky, “Averroes ex Averroe” (above, n. 1).

5 A different view is offered by Gad Freudenthal and Mauro Zonta, who describe the approach of Todros and
his colleague, Judah ben Solomon Nathan, who include in their philosophical works several texts of Avicenna and al-
Gazali, as one motivated by “a clear philosophical agenda, namely, to promote Avicenna and al-Gazali as a philosophical
alternative to radical Averroism”. For them, Todros’s “inclusion of quotations from authors with Avicennian tenden-
cies suggests that when compiling his anthology Todros was guided by an interest in Avicennian ideas running against
the dominant Averroist consensus”. See G. Freudenthal - M. Zonta, “Avicenna among Medieval Jews: the Reception
of Avicenna’s Philosophical, Scientific and Medical Writings in Jewish Cultures, East and West”, Arabic Sciences and
Philosophy 22 (2012), pp. 258-60; and M. Zonta, “The Role of Avicenna and of Islamic ‘Avicennism’ in the 14®-century
Jewish Debate around Philosophy and Religion”, Oriente Moderno, n.s., 19 (2000), pp. 647-660, part. p. 656.
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Todros Todrosi’s Presentation of Aristotle’s Organon 145

commentatorial activity as “bring and apply”, i.e., to bring a passage from a long commentary
and to apply it to explain the relevant words in Averroes” middle commentary.

Todros also speaks in his preface to the book on logic about another format in which he
intends to organize and present his discussion. If there is no available long commentary by any
of the above-mentioned philosophers on a particular book of the Organon, he will translate
extracts from their works that he considers as most useful for studying the subject of that book.
In such a case, Todros will present his discussion in only one part, since it is not a commentary
on Aristotle’s text and therefore cannot be applied to Averroes’ middle commentary. Our
manuscript seems to provide one clear example of such a case, his treatment of the Prior Analytics.

7odros’s Book on Logic: Structure, Plan, and Content

What does Todros actually do in the book on logic? The book on logic comprises 93 folios
or almost one-third of our manuscript (1r-93v). The first 22 folios concern Aristotle’s
Prior Analytics (1v-22r), the next 45 folios concern the Posterior Analytics (22v-67r), and the
last and final 26 folios concern the Topics (67r-93v). At the end of the section on the Topics,
Todros writes:

After these [long commentaries on the Topics] will come the particulars of the intentions that
we will see fit to bring from the commentaries of the philosophers on the book, the Rbetoric, in
accordance with the intention we have specified, God willing, amen and amen. Remove from me
the way of falsehood; And grant me Thy law graciously [Ps 119:29].¢

This is, more or less, the standard wording Todros uses in both the book on logic and that
on natural science to conclude his account of one Aristotelian book and move on to another.
What is of interest is that he seems to skip the Sophistical Refutations and move directly to
the Rhbetoric. What is deeply disappointing is that the next folio of our manuscript begins the
book on natural science. What happened to the Rhetoric? Did he ever write it? We believe he
did, but that the compiler of this manuscript simply did not have it, just as he did not have
the promised account of the De Caelo in the book on natural science.” Indeed, in his preface
to the book on natural science, Todros writes: “[We will follow] the same intention that we
specified in the [section] on logic and the [same] path we took there”. This suggests that he had
finished what he intended to write in the book on logic, including the announced section on
the Rhetoric.® There is, however, another reasonable explanation for the mysterious absence
of the Rhetoric in Todros’s anthology. As we have seen, his first intention in his book is to
help explain Averroes’ middle commentaries, via long commentaries when available. When the
time came to write the section on the Rhetoric, he would have had good reason to assume that

¢ Todros MS, f. 93v15-23: The full passage reads: wiann MmNk MX WXI M3 DpRYR TNOW 1RDI M3 :yapna R
021019071 *WHN MHON D¥APY 1K WK MWD MNI 70710 MOW 1nbw 121 10078 MY 1905 MW an mwn 1nRnd 1¥Nax
DKM ¥ DX AMK DT A0 7Y 5 nybnn 1502 0:o5en IKAN OXATS R WK DN 0I5 DINX IR LMY 950 W12

[oa:op obonn] i 1nmn wom 7077 Pw 777 XY AR

On the similar promised account of the De Caelo, see Harvey - Horezky, “Averroes ex Averroe” (above, n.

1), pp- 22-4. At the end of the section on Aristotle’s Physics, the twenty-year old Todros gives his age and the date he

completed this section. He then adds, using the exact same language he used to describe his work on the Physics that

he had just completed: “After this will come what we see fit to bring from the long commentaries on the De Caelo, in
accordance with the intention we have designated, God willing, amen”.

8 There is, of course, the possibility that he never wrote this account [and that on the Poetics], and we will suggest
a justification for this view below.
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146 Steven Harvey, Oded Horezky

there was a Hebrew translation of Averroes” middle commentary on it, but, in fact, at the time
there were Hebrew translations of all of Averroes” middle commentaries on Aristotle with the
exception of those on the Rbetoric and the Poetics. How could he explain a Hebrew text that did
not exist? We can imagine he spent some time trying to locate the Hebrew translation until he
realized thatit had not yet been made. He then determined to translate the middle commentaries
on the Rbetoric and the Poetics, which project he completed some four years later in 1337.
We do not know if he ever returned to his anthology project and wrote the section on the
Rbetoric? On the other hand, it is equally plausible that knowing there was no Hebrew
translation of the middle commentary available at the time, he decided to write only a single
part on the Rbetoric, similar to what he had done with the Prior Analytics. If this were his
intention, there would have been no need or expectation to refer to the Middle Commentary
on the Rhetoric, and he could have completed his account of it before the Physics. In support
of this scenario, when Todros writes in the passage just cited, “we will see fit to bring from the
commentaries of the philosophers on the book, the Rheroric”, the term he uses for commentaries
is be’urim, that is paraphrastic or middle commentaries and not perishot, the term he uses
for long commentaries. If he did not have a long commentary on the Rbetoric with which to
interpret the Middle Commentary on it, the section on the Rhetoric could not have been in two
parts, even if he had a Hebrew translation of the Middle Commentary on the Rbetoric."°

In short, the book on logic, as we have it today, contains accounts of only the Prior Analytics,
the Posterior Analytics,and the Topics. What about the Categories and On Interpretation? Todros
explains in his preface that he will begin with the Prior Analytics, not the Categories because

(...) although [the Categories] is the first book of this science, since this book inquires into being g#a
being, and its place is in first philosophy and it is there that the commentators explain the properties
of the ten categories and their conditions. Nor [will we begin] with the book On Interpretation,
since its intentions are easy to understand as well as the conceptualization [of it], and also
[because] al-Farab1’s Long Commentary on it has already been translated and spread among many
of the scholarly community."

In other words, for Todros, since (1) in Avicennian fashion, the Categories should be treated
in metaphysics,'? and (2) On Interpretation is easy to understand and, in addition, al-Farabt’s
Long Commentary on it is easily accessible in Hebrew translation,’ there was no need to treat

? 'This may have been Gabriella Berzin’s point when she noted: “At the end of the [logical part] of the anthology,
Todrosi states that Averroes’s Middle Commentary on Aristotle’s Rbhetoric was to follow the extracts on logic, but in
fact he concluded it in 1337 after the extracts on Physics”. He could not explain the Middle Commentary until he made
it available in Hebrew translation. See G. Elgrably-Berzin, Avicenna in Medieval Hebrew Translation: Todros Todrosi’s
Translation of Kitab al-Najat, On Psychology and Metaphysics, Brill, Leiden 2014, p. 4, n. 15.

1 In Todros’s anthology, there are two parts to a section only when there is a Hebrew translation of a middle com-
mentary by Averroes on the Aristotelian book under consideration and a long commentary on that Aristotelian work
to explain the middle commentary.

11 See above, n. 4.

12 See D. Gutas, Avicenna and the Aristotelian Tradition, E.J. Brill, Leiden, 1988, pp. 265-67. On this approach to
the Categories as a sign of Todros’s Avicennism, see Zonta, “The Role of Avicenna” (above, n. 5), pp. 653-54; and 1d.,
La filosofia antica nel Medioevo ebraico, Paideia, Brescia 1996, p. 252.

3 On al-Farabi’s Long Commentary on the De Interpretatione in medieval Hebrew translation, see M. Zon-
ta, “Al- Farabi’s Commentaries on Aristotelian Logic: New Discoveries”, in U. Vermeulen - D. De Smet (eds.),
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Todros Todrosi’s Presentation of Aristotle’s Organon 147

these two books here. The last point indicates that Todros’s anthology was meant to serve the
scholarly community, and not to be merely a useful book for Todros’s own use, as he writes in
his preface, “in order to save me the trouble of having to read these commentaries, which are
very long, a second time”. The book on logic thus begins with an account of the Prior Analytics
and ends with an account of the Topics.

This section of our manuscript on logic has been studied a bit more than the book on natural
science, which has, with few exceptions, been largely ignored. In his 1973 doctoral dissertation,
Shalom Rosenberg noted the importance of this manuscript, which he advised was “particularly
worthy of study, since it constitutes an anthology of the logical literature that was available to
the author in Arabic”. Rosenberg was most interested in Todros’s translations of certain logical
writing by Themistius. Years later, he and Charles Manekin published an edition and translation
of Todros’s translation of passages from Themistius’s commentary on the Prior Analytics."
As the editors explained, these interesting passages from Themistius’s Greek commentary are
preserved and known today only through Todros’s translation of them from the no longer
extant Arabic translation.’> Mauro Zonta has described in detail the section from Todros’s
anthology that corresponds to Aristotle’s Topics and has identified passages from al-Farabi’s
Long Commentary on the Topics in that section — a commentary that is also preserved only
through Todros’s translation.!® Later in this paper, we will say a bit about Todros’s method in
the section on the Topics."”

Todros’s Section on the Posterior Analytics: Nature and Method

We can now try to answer the questions we have posed about the nature of Todros’s book
on logic by focusing on his account of the Posterior Analytics, the longest section in the book on
logic and the one least studied. Todros begins this section as follows:

Our intention in this book, that is, the Book of the Demonstration [Posterior Analytics], is to gather
the particulars of the intentions of the matters we have specified to gather for each one of the books

Philosophy and Arts in the Islamic World. Proceedings of the 18% Congress of the Union européenne des arabisants
et islamisants held at the Katholieke Universiteit Leuven, Peeters, Leuven 1998, pp. 219-32, esp. 223-24 and 231;
Id., La filosofia antica nel Medioevo ebraico (above, n. 12),, p. 162, n. 61; and Id., “Fonti antiche e medievali della
logica ebraica nella Provenza del Trecento”, Medioevo 23 (1997), pp. 515-94, esp. 527-28. The extant evidence does
not point to its wide circulation in Hebrew.

14 See S. Rosenberg, “Logic and Ontology in Jewish Philosophy of the 14* Century, Ph.D. dissertation, Hebrew
University of Jerusalem, 1973, 2 vols, vol. 1, pp. 86-88. See further, S. Rosenberg — Ch. Manekin, “Themistius on Modal
Logic: Excerpts from a Commentary on the Prior Analytics Attributed to Themistius”, Jerusalem Studies in Arabic
and Islam 11 (1988), pp. 83-103; and for the text, Id., “Japheth in the Tents of Shem: Themistius’ Commentary on the
Analytica Priora” (Hebrew), Jerusalem Studies in Jewish Thought 9 (1990), pp. 267-74.

15 Rosenberg - Manekin, “Themistius on Modal Logic” (above, n. 14), esp. p. 85.

16 M. Zonta, “About Todros Todrosi’s Medieval Hebrew Translation of al-Farabi’s Lost Long Commentary/Gloss-
Commentary on Aristotle’s Topics, Book VIII”, History and Philosophy of Logic 32 (2011), pp. 37-45. See also, Id.,
“La logica antica nel Medioevo ebraico: modi di trasmissione e nuove testimonianze”, in A. Valvo (ed.), La diffusione
dell’eredita classica nell’eta tardoantica e medievale: Forme e modi di trasmissione, Edizioni dell’Orso, Alessandria
1997, pp. 241-51; 1d., “Fonti antiche e medievali della logica ebraica” (above, n. 13), esp. pp. 557-62; and 1d., “Al-
Farab1’s Commentaries on Aristotelian Logic” (above, n. 13), pp. 228-32.

7 On Todros’s method in the section on the Topics, see the chapter in the present volume by A. Lamprakis —
D. Davies, “Delineating Dialectic: The Perfect Philosopher in al-Farabt’s Long Commentary on Topics VIII 1”.
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of the art of logic. We will complete our first intention in this book in two parts, by way of the
intention we specified, God willing, may He be blessed, amen.'®

In other words, it seems that Todros in this section on the Posterior Analytics intends to
follow his method of dividing his account into two parts, and indeed the actual account begins
with the words, “the first part”, in large letters. What does Todros do here? The “first part”
contains extracts from Qalonimos’ Hebrew translation of Averroes’ Long Commentary on
the Posterior Analytics that Todros edited and modified, including relatively minor changes in
certain terms and words, due to Todrosi’s terminological and stylistic preferences. Curiously,
he includes in this part, at the beginning, also citations from texts by Themistius, Avicenna and
al-Gazali that were not long commentaries."

Todros’s method, which presents two layers of interpretation in the long commentaries of
Averroes and other leading scholars of Aristotelian philosophy, is described again at the end of
this first part of the section on the Posterior Analytics, where Todros declares:

Said [Todros] the gatherer: here, in this first part, [we have] completed the particulars of the
intentions of the matters [taken] from the treatises of the commentators among the philosophers,
and, in particular, Averroes’ Long Commentary on this book [Posterior Analytics]. After this will
come the second part, in which we will bring from the fine and comprehensive language of the long
commentaries, [applying it] to the concise language of [Averroes’] middle [commentary], in order to
explain his sublime language, since it is [so] concise, or to direct to the conceptualization of the truth
init, or to facilitate the understanding of its truth by way of the intention we specified, God willing.?

Indeed, in the second part, Todros executes his intention to “bring and apply”.
Todros’s Section on the Posterior Analytics I1 19

We will give now a few examples of Todros’s method from his comments on Averroes’
Middle Commentary on the Posterior Analytics, 11 19, the last chapter of the book and one
that acquired a prominent place in the history of epistemology and the philosophy of science.
Todros devotes an entire folio (66r-v) to this chapter in this second part.!

The first lemma that Todros brings from Jacob Anatoli’s Hebrew translation of Averroes’
Middle Commentary on the Posterior Analytics, 11 19, is interspersed with short two-word
comments taken from Averroes’ Long Commentary.

18 Todros MS, f. 22v4-8: nax5n ™150m 190 1902 D¥aPD WTY? TWX DWIPR MND "1 PApH N;nA 190 5™ 1900 A1 1nnd

AR SR a0 A DR WY TR 1000 T¥ 5P 0751 Nwa 150n 11 YR M0 0w A593 ann

1 See Zonta, “Fonti antiche e medievali della logica ebraica” (above, n. 13), esp. pp. 543-45 and pp. 573-75. Zonta

(p. 545) cites one passage from Themistius” Paraphrase of the Posterior Analytics inserted by Todros into his commentary of

the second part. In this passage, Todros MS, f. 60v2-8, Todros brings Themisitus as support for Averroes’ comment from the

Long Commentary that he cites in explanation of the Middle Commentary; cf. Averroes’ Long Commentary on the Posterior
Analytics, trans. Qalonimos ben Qalonimos, MS Munich, Bayerische Staatsbibliothek Cod. Hebr 32, f. 286r1-16.

2 Todros MS, f. 27v, right margin: L1011 ,0°MO1> 0NN DWIDAN NRAN TR DPIPN MND 00 MOW X2 yapnn MR

NReann omxpn Mawbi by nwnnam 0ann MK MNWHN 12 Xan Rwn pOnn 1InR Xan WK pOnn ara o0 A 372 nwns

DRI NYY DR MR VTP N3 7Y 5P nnnX nan annd oR1 12 maRa e 0ok wenb ox mxph ohyan nebn axad

2t Todros does not brings any quotes from Averroes’ Long Commentary on the Posterior Analytics, I1 19, or from

any other commentaries on this chapter, in the first part. The first part ends near the end of IT 12, 96 a 9-12. See Todros

MS, f. 27v25; up to MS Munich, Cod. Hebr 32, Comm. 67, {. 302r18.
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And we have already discussed the syllogism in the Book of the Syllogism [Prior Analytics] and
the demonstration in this book [i.e. in the Posterior Analytics].?

The next lemma that Todros bring from the Middle Commentary reads:
[It] depends on the knowledge of the other.?’

Averroes’ explicit meaning here is that knowledge of the syllogism depends (_3lxs ,5m)
on knowledge of the demonstration and vice versa, a point that would be known to Todros’s
readers only if they had the Middle Commentary in front of them. This lemma is followed by
two distinct sentences that Todros combines and attaches from Averroes’ Long Commentary
with some modifications. Todros’s version reads:

This is [because] syllogistic knowledge is [achieved] by demonstration, as Aristotle said, and that
the thing from which the inquiry [comes] is demonstrative knowledge. For this reason, he called
them by one name.?

The next lemma from the Middle Commentary reads:
From where will we receive our knowledge of the [first] principles of demonstration?*
Todros explains this lemma with the following comment from the Long Commentary:

From where will we receive the knowledge of the first [principles] of demonstration? And through
which faculty will they reach [us]? And how will they arrive? And what is their nature? [Since] it
is clear that [these questions] do not [belong] to the art of logic, he presented this inquiry after he
completed His intention and His will regarding the syllogism and the demonstration, and in order
to strengthen the inquiry that leads to the knowledge of demonstration, and to reject the doubts
about it, such as whether the principles of demonstration are known through demonstration or
without demonstration? And if they are known without demonstration, whether they are known
through other things [i.e. other mediated causes or premises] or by themselves? For this reason,
[Aristotle began] to speak here about the nature of these premises in a sufhicient [way] for anyone
who studies these guaesita. This is the intention of Averroes’ language.?

2 TInall our citations from Todros’s text in this section, the lemmata from the Middle Commentary are distinguished
from the comments from the Long Commentary by bold letters. See Todros MS, f. 66r1: ,wpnn 7902 Wpn2a 1727 727
anon i noma — Cf. Averroes” Middle Commentary on the Posterior Analytics, Hebrew trans. by Jacob Anatoli, MS
Firenze, Biblioteca Medicea Laurenziana, Plut. 88.32, f. 214r6: nom wpna w131 1291 Averroes” Long Commentary on the
Posterior Analytics, MS Munich, Hebr 32, {. 337r25-28. Unless mentioned otherwise, references to both commentaries
will be to these manuscripts of the Hebrew translations cited by Todros. For the Arabic text of the Middle Commentary,
see Averroes, Middle Commentary on Aristotle’s Posterior Analytics, ed. M.M. Kassem - C.E. Butterworth - A.A. Haridi,
The American Research Center in Egypt, Cairo 1982, 11, 19, pp. 179-183. The Arabic of Book II of the Long Commentary
appears to be no longer extant.
% Todros MS, f. 66r2: anxa ny»1a noni = Florence MS Plut. 88.32, f. 21418.
% Todros MS, f. 66r2-5: ity .onomn AP K 77PN 1391 TR DD MKW 1D NDIMN 10N K71 DIDX WP 1YrTaw i
anxX owa oxp — Cf. Munich MS Hebr 32, f. 337r24-30: 1202 qwRw wpii 150 WRI2 1nRN N (...) TR Dwa Dmaw X1p 1991
DD YT RN AP 1200 TR NS K 130 15X
» Todros MS, {. 66r5-6: ?[ Ol I {salg (,_L;d\] nomn nbnnna Ay b San prm ox1 = Florence MS 88.32, f. 214r9-10.
% Todros MS, f. 66r6-13: noxbnn mrxw 751 0Pav 7m0 PRI 17 NI 77K NDM MAWKI NPET PRD 1970w 6d
DX IRIW PO MTTY NDMA NP AMIAPA T1PAN PN RS NDMM WRnmm Y1 1N MW MR AP KT X030 030
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The following lemmata from the Middle Commentary with Todros’s explanations from the
Long Commentary read as follows:

We will precede [our discussion] with what is required from the doubt.” Since the perfect
knowledge will indeed arrive after it is preceded by [assuming] the contrary propositions regarding
the reality of a thing and its denial.”® Whether one perceives the principles of demonstration and
the things that are known through demonstration.”” The first is our inquiry, whether the faculty
of the soul that apprehends the conclusions is [the one that] apprehends the premises.®* And we
say this: Do you perceive the faculty by which is known, etc.*! Now we will investigate whether
the way of cognition by which the premises are acquired is itself the same as that by which the
conclusions are acquired.”? But we forget them.® And this is Plato’s view, who was of the opinion
that the intelligibles are not generated by themselves, and that learning is [by] recollection.” [They
are] stronger and more perfect than demonstrative knowledge and we forget them.” But we
find that what we know by demonstration, we will not be able to completely forget, all the more so

what we know by knowledge that is stronger than the demonstrative one.*

The important point here is that our knowledge of the first intelligibles is stronger than the
knowledge that we acquire through demonstration. Since we cannot completely forget the latter,
we certainly cannot forget the former Hence, Plato’s theory of knowledge, as expressed in the
Meno and Phaedo, as a process of recollecting what our souls once knew but forgot, is unsound.

mnTpnn 5K yavn nin 12T nRH DNYY 15N IR onbi nan W DR NDMN nbma 1WTI DX NN n511a X NDIMA nonn Mbnnn W
WA 12 WD DD NXT .0MONA DT Ny a pynd o1 1aw n — Cf. Munich MS Hebr. 32, f. 338r5-15: pan pRn 19 Tn 09X
QMR AP ART K227 1991 1130 NNIN0 ReRY 1R X100 M0Tpan 1OR Pao ami wean PRI 00 0 01 R 0nomn anwsa ub
X7 12 RO AW 7NN 0MA2TH AKX NPT AnhY Napa Sax .nomn wpnn payn nms ana an b and 0w 12owa minon
P21 DNYY 5m IX DD 1510 WT DX 1371 N9 NI 1T DX ADM DDA IX NDINA N2 MAWKRT WT? DX PO 1N NDMA Ny
VDR QP nA DIPAN T DIMIYR ARTW TWIAKY 10 NDNA MNWKRI D WX MATRN 779X Paon man 197w 1R1 01T 19X 12
7 Todros MS, f. 66r13-14: (LLSizll o o= L) poon 0 2w o mma oTpw = Florence MS 88.32, f. 214r14, and
most of the other manuscripts are word for word the same as Todros but have papa instead poon 1. One manuscript
of the Middle Commentary, Munich, Bayerische Staatsbibliothek MS Cod. Hebr. 106, f. 174va.11-12, has pnon 1 pooa,
which may combine two separate readings. Indeed, while most Arabic manuscripts of the Middle Commentary have
o =[n]. One manuscript has $ =[a]; see Averroes, Middle Commentary on Aristotle’s Posterior Analytics, p. 180
Kassem-Butterworth-Haridi, sec. 152, n. 2. Todros’s manuscript of the Middle Commentary may well have read 1n.
% TodrosMS, f.66r14-15 with variantreadings from Munich MS Hebr32,1.338r27-29, provided in square brackets:
orpa [oonnnnn] oannn omnknn [mnTpw] orpn [Anx] nx yan omx [inbw anrn] anbwn nyren [nnnw maya) o
01 12T
» Todros MS, f. 66r15-16: N9 WTW D™MITM N9 MM XN 0X1 = Florence MS 88.32, f. 214r17.
% Todros MS, f. 66r16-17, with variant readings from Munich MS Hebr 32, f. 339r6-8, provided in square brackets:
MATPAN 2w WK R MTNa 0w qwk] e [woan 1o nan] woin na oxX [oamwn X 0winT w] unwaT ann anwsa
31 Todros MS, f. 66r17-18: 1: (r.l.u_) PT112 WX 127 AXNA R n = Florence MS 88.32, . 214r15.
32 Todros MS, . 66r18-19, with variant readings from Munich MS Hebr. 32, f. 339r8-10:1¥n ox w1 [nwm] nnpn
T9INN W 12 WK [T rpa) mEpa Kin mnTpan W aw ayrrnn
3 Todros MS, f. 66r20: omX (O 5sU) DM MK DX = Florence MS 88.32, f. 214r21.
¥ Todros MS, {.66r20-21, with variant readings from Munich MS Hebr. 32,1.339r17-19, provided in square brackets:
Mo TS DRYYa MwINnn nba nBowmnw [ARY Xnw ] ARw pevax [mao xin vOx ma awx an] npT ann
[mmorn )i oanx].
3 Todros MS, f. 66r21-22: DMX DMW MK NN DY TR Mndwr mpin = Florence MS 88.32, f. 214r24-25.
% Todros MS, f. 66r22-66v1, with variant readings from Munich MS Hebr. 32, f. 339r29-30, provided in square
brackets: 1 a0 1pm [Ay 12 y1rw] nyra yTaw n 1w 53193 [Mowaw waK x] 1nowb 5211 X5 Nona nyTIw n X¥ni 1K D
.[nomn nyrrm amva anm apm ane] nomn
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The next lemma that Todros brings reads:
With a faculty and a disposition existing in us by way of this faculty.”

Here, Todros’s version of this lemma differs from the virtually all the manuscripts that
contain Anatoli’s Hebrew translation of the Middle Commentary. While Todros’s translation
reads “a faculty and a disposition [11371]”, the reading of the nearly twenty manuscripts of
Anatoli’s translation of the Hebrew commentary that we checked is “a faculty and a happiness
[n5¥n]”, although two manuscriptshave marginal corrections thatagree with Todros’s version.
Did Todros correct his lemma on the basis of the Arabic of the Middle Commentary, >)dxs),
or did he stick to his principle of citing exactly from the Hebrew translation in front of him?
As we will see later, Todros does not deviate from Anatoli’s translation even when he corrects
the translation of the lemma he has just cited. In the present lemma, Todros indeed cites from
the Hebrew translation in front of him that had “disposition” and not “happiness”. This is
confirmed from the citations of the passage in Gersonides’ slightly earlier supercommentary
on Averroes’ Middle Commentary.® This is yet further evidence of the importance of Todros’s
lemmata for editing the Hebrew translations of Averroes’ middle commentaries. The lemma is
explained with the following comment:

The meaning of “by way of this faculty and disposition” is that these principles will come [to us]
from it, i.e. from the disposition, or we [might] explain “by way of this faculty” that we acquire [the
principles] from it [i.e., from the faculty].

The remaining lemmata from the Middle Commentary with Todros’s explanations from the
Long Commentary read as follows:

And this is the unimaginable.” But we think that some of the animals do not imagine [i.e.,
do not have an imaginative faculty], since they will repeat doing what is harmful to them,

7 Todros MS, f. 66v1-2: man i1 777 112 nx¥m1 m19m na oy. Florence MS 88.32, f. 214v4-5, is again identical to Todros’s
citation except it has nnbym instead of oM. The Arabic has susxw| and accords with Todros’s version.

3 In Paris, Bibliotheéque nationale MS héb. 929, f. 122v16, the body of the text reads nnbxn but in the right margin it
is corrected to man; Firenze, Biblioteca Medicea Laurenziana, Plut. 88.34, f. 111v9, also has nnb¥n, while the left margin
has mon.

¥ See Gersonides, Commentary on Averroes’ Middle Commentary on the Posterior Analytics, London,
British Library, MS Add. 18687, f. 183v13-14, and Paris, Bibliotheque nationale MS héb. 961, {. 48r12. The
term >ld=w! also appears in the following sentence of the Middle Commentary, cited by Gersonides, but not
by Todros. Curiously, a third manuscript of Gersonides’ supercommentary (Paris, Bibliotheque nationale, MS
héb. 920, f. 109r) has “disposition” in our lemma but “happiness” in the following sentence. The mistake in the
translation of saaxw! derives from its similar appearance to $3lxw, the word for happiness. Perhaps Anatoli
originally translated the Arabic version he had in front of him with “happiness” and he or someone else later
corrected it to “disposition”. Both versions circulated and the correction seems to be attested in the manuscripts
in the preceding note.

% Todros MS, {. 66v2-3: X1 nan a1 7797 wam1 X MHANAN DX 71300 M5 1¥YM 790 WY m0m N0 AT I oyon
mann myanw. We did not find the exact text in the Long Commentary, although the content corresponds to Munich MS
Hebr 32, f. 340v Perhaps the explanation is by Todros himself.

“ Todros MS, f. 66v4: [ |is2e 1] mom mban xim = Florence MS 88.32, f. 214v10.
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many times in a single event, as what happens with the horsefly and the light of the candle.®
And the image is taken from them.” The image that is between these forms is taken from
them.” As it happens in war.® Since he [Aristotle] made known how the soul acquires the
universal intelligible habits [habitus] from sensible ones, he wanted to employ here poetical
speech, for through this analogy he makes learning a pleasure.® Through which it is verified
to be true.”” Averroes explained what is described to be true.”® And [there is] no single genus
among the things that are apprehended.” He [Aristotle] means, that you will not find in us
an apprehension that is more complete and with stronger perfection than the apprehension
that is called “knowledge”, except for the one that is that called “intellection”.”® Therefore, the
principles of demonstration are greater [or more important] for verification.> He means since
they come from the intellect.”> They are of one exemplar.>® He [Aristotle] means, that every
intellection of everything that is intellected is of one exemplar, i.e. that everything that is in the
intellect agrees with everything that is external to the soul or that the apprehension of everything

2 Todros MS, f. 66v4-6, with variant readings from Munich MS Hebr 32, {. 340v2-4, provided in square brack-

ets: [omyn TNX pa] nnx nya man omnyn  pran by 51900 xinw b ] maw Tyn inT XS ma nypw [awn ok awn o
.[73n op] Man k2 [Sydxa] winh [Ar] mpw ma - The example of the horsefly or stinging fly is clear, but it seems
that each translator or commentator uses the kind of insect that he pictures flying into the fire again and again.
Qalonimos used 5¥5¥ (selasal, perhaps referring to the kind of locust mentioned in Deut. 28:42) in his translation
of the Long Commentary, which Todros replaced with win’ (mosquito). Gersonides in his supercommentary on the
Middle Commentary, British Library MS 18687, f. 184r2, gives mar (fly) as an example of the unimaginable. The two
sixteenth-century Latin translations of the Long Commentary, made from the Hebrew trans., have papilioni (Abra-
ham de Balmes, butterflies or moths) and tabano (Giovanni Francesco Burana, horsefly); see Aristotelis Opera cum
Awverrois Commentariis, Apud Iunctas, Venice 1562, vol. 1,2, f. 562D.

# Todros MS, f. 66v6: [alal L @-:.;g] 11 T onn ynw = Florence MS 88.32, f. 214v11-12.

“ Todros MS, . 66v6-7: orn My nmvn omx 72w 1. We did not find the exact corresponding text in the Long
Commentary, although it corresponds to the content of Munich MS Hebr. 32, fols. 340v-341r

4 Todros MS, f. 66v7: nmnbna mpw 1m> = Florence MS 88.32, f. 214v24-25.

4 Todros MS, f. 66v7-10: Mxn ara mwyd nx1 ohawina 097 0INpn DWMnA DEIP 215N Woil fIpn X P nw mnd
.mpn Mnbn oww Swnnn ar 7 0 »w — Cf. Munich MS Hebr 32, f. 341v24-26: onampn owaninn 0ampa 1on 1 Dinx

2w Tnba oww T TR b mw Swn i nwyw oxt obowmn ohhon

47 Todros MS, f. 66v10: [& J..a.s] pT¥ 02 7wK = Florence MS 88.32, f. 215¢5.

4 Todros MS, f. 66v10-11: pT¥a AR WX 7w 12 w1 — Cf. Munich MS Hebr. 32, f. 343v8: nann pTx.

# Todros MS, £. 66v11: [&S”,ud)] omawmn 1 Tnx 10 px1 = Florence MS 88.32, f. 215r9.

50 Todros MS, f. 66v11-13: 7wR X5X PP XIpNW MW 10 MNOWA APIN ANT X5 Anmn N 7awn 12 Xynn XOw ny
5awn xapn — Cf. Munich MS Hebr 32, f. 343v14-15: X1p* 2WX 1w 10 90 DpM amm andw 1ne mawn X¥n Xow ny

5ow xpn qwx xS nyren
5t Todros MS, f. 66v13-14: [ 3 Jal] nnmxnn ywa mbrmaanr nmnn mbnnn vi m = Florence MS 88.32, £, 215r11-12,
except that Florence and five other manuscripts we checked have ninxi for 3 23\ (assent or verification). Todros
correctly has nnnxnn, as do six other manuscripts of the Middle Commentary, although a thirteenth manuscript has
nnnxnn with Innxa, written above it (see Paris MS héb. 929, £. 223r16). Gersonides’ supercommentary also has nnnxnn
(British Library MS 18687, {. 184v10). n1nxi may not have been a translation of 3,423, but a scribal misreading of
nnnxan (a simple misreading of 1 for n). For tasdiq and some Hebrew equivalents, see H.A. Wolfson, “The Terms
Tasawwur and Tasdiq in Arabic Philosophy and Their Greek, Latin and Hebrew Equivalents”, The Moslem World 33
(1943), pp. 1-15.

52 Todros MS, f. 66v14: Sownn myan onmnd nyr. We did not find the exact corresponding text in the Long Com-
mentary, although it seems to correspond to the content of Munich MS Hebr. 32, f. 344r Once again, the explanation
may be by Todros himself; cf. above, n. 39.

53 Todros MS, f. 66v15: Tnx [Jlie] Swn by on = Florence MS 88.32, f. 215r16-17.
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that it apprehends is of one exemplar, for what is in it [i.e. in the intellect] of it accords with
the existence that goes out of it, and this is the cause of our verification by the intellect.>

Todros’s Custom of Not Changing the Wording of His Lemmata from the Medieval Hebrew
Commentaries

We have seen that while Todros modifies the language of the Hebrew translation of the
Long Commentary on the Posterior Analytics, just as he does in the case of the Physics; he does
not change even one word of his citations from the Middle Commentary. The reason is that
the Middle Commentary is the text he is explicating and he expects his readers to have this
commentary in front of them. His citations from the Middle Commentary, at times only a few
words and often meaningless out of context, are intended to direct the reader to the passage
he is explaining. These words, therefore, must be exactly the same as those in the Hebrew
translation. One example will make perfectly clear Todros’s policy not to change the wording
of the Hebrew translation of the Middle Commentary. In commenting on a passage in Posterior
Analytics 1, 9, Averroes writes: “An example of this is that the art of music posits that the
interval of four harmonizes, and one grasps the cause of this harmonization from arithmetic”.
Here Todros extracts his lemma from this sentence, citing word for word from Jacob Anatoli’s
Hebrew translation: “That the interval four occurs by accident and one grasps the cause of this
accident”.> Todros then adds: “This language is translated in error, and the correct [translation]
is that the interval of four harmonizes and one grasps the cause of this harmonization”. Todros
then explains, “The cause of the mistake of the translator is that the Arabic word [itifaq] is
equivocal [and can mean] migreb [‘accident’] or haskamah [‘harmonization’]”.”” What is telling
for appreciating Todros’s methodology is that he keeps the original mistaken translation,
even while spelling out its error and the reason for it.*® This insistence on citing Averroes

5 Todros MS, 1. 66v15-19, with variant readings from Munich MS Hebr. 32, . 344r14-18, provided in square brackets:

mm 535 ooon X [Sown Saw] Sowaw i Yow [5™] nxar xR [1rmT] Swn 5y xin [1aTh 5a] Sowwan 127h 5o Sex Sown o iy
o'on [Mnn] unn aw o nrna TR [T 5y xim] Swn by nrww an 535 mawnw x [5awd] waib [xinw yin Yab] yin yinw
Sowa [upT¥a] nnKa nao (A1 mam unn yIn] K0 AT unn Ky imxenb

5 Averroes, Middle Commentary on Aristotle’s Posterior Analytics,ed. Kassem - Butterworth — Haridj, p. 68, sec. 34:
sl dsles a QUBYI s e e i s 330 T VU s ) ) O e i sl Bl 01 I3 s

56 Averroes, Middle Commentary on Aristotle’s Posterior Analytics, Hebrew trans. by Jacob Anatoli, Florence
MS 88.32, . 175r22-23: the body of the text reads “accident” but in the margins it is corrected to “harmonization”:
2wnn AR5 PR AT N0 SY TnpM 11 APIINA TWR prAnnw man Nan naxbnw nm bwni

7 Todros MS, f. 36r8-11: nxr nao by Tmyn [Mye :o"hwa] oo AyaIxa TR prannw X 123M myva payin nwbn T
.n207 5X1 mpnn SX namwn 37w nSn IR P nynn ARDY N0 . [maRan omwa) anoonn

8 Another very good example of this is this following lemma from this Middle Commentary, cited in Todros MS,

f. 64v20: “Behold it has a girsh, but it has no teeth” (oaw 1 px1 w1p 1 m3). We could not find this lemma or any mention
of vp or its meaning in Florence MS 88.32, 212r22-26, which reads “and it has no teeth” (0w 1 x1), or in most other
copies of the Middle Commentary. Eventually, as we expected, we found the exact wording in Munich MS Hebr 106, f.
173ra.20; cf. Paris, Bibliotheque nationale, MS héb. 977, f. 170r21-24, and Paris, Bibliotheque Nationale, MS héb. 928,
f. 143r20-23. Averroes’ Arabic text on Posterior Analytics 11 14,98 a 17, reads: Olewi &) ot g 5 S «l5 (Kassem - Butter-
worth — Haridi, p. 175, sec. 143). If Munich preserves the correct reading — and it is a literal translation of the Arabic —it
transliterates 3 ,S” (Eyivog [omasum]) instead of translating it and does so incorrectly (w1p instead of w13 [cf. Paris MS
héb. 928: o13]). After citing word for word from a manuscript like the Munich one, Todros adds: “Said the inquirer,
Todros: I do not understand the intention of the translator with the word wnp. In fact, the Arabic term is w1, and its
meaning for other animals is similar to the meaning of [Xon]1wxx [stomach] for man” (Todros MS, f. 64v20-22). After

Studia graeco-arabica 11.2 / 2021



154 Steven Harvey, Oded Horezky

word for word applies only for his lemmata in the second part of his sections that follow his
two-part method, where the lemmata are taken from the Hebrew translations of Averroes’
middle commentaries.

Todros’s Section on the Topics

We have seen that Todros follows the same two-part method of making known the teachings
of the Posterior Analytics as he applies in his account of the Physics. As we have already
indicated, this is not his method in the section on the Prior Analytics. Todros writes explicitly in
his opening words to this section:

Said [Todros] the gatherer: Our intention in this book, that is the Book of the Syllogism [the
Prior Analytics], is to gather the particulars of the intentions of the matters we have specified
to gather for each one of the books of the art of logic. And since we have not found a long
commentary on this book [written] by one of the [well-known] commentators, we will complete
what we intended in this [book] in [only] one part, by way of the intention we specified, God

willing, amen and amen.”

Todros could not find a long commentary on the Prior Analytics by one of the well-known
commentators in Arabic or Hebrew, and so there was no long commentary to explicate Averroes’
Middle Commentary on the Prior Analytics. His treatment of the Prior Analytics accordingly
has only one part. In this part, as Shalom Rosenberg and Charles Manekin have shown, he
features Themistius’s lost commentary.®® As we have suggested, a similar method may have been
adopted in Todros’s missing (or unwritten?) section on the Rhbetoric.

The remaining extant section on the logic, that on the Topics, follows the two-part division,
similar to that we have just seen used in the Posterior Analytics. Todros explains in his opening
remarks to the second part of the section on the Topics:

Said [Todros] the gatherer: Behold here is completed the translation of the particulars of the
intentions of the matters we have seen fit to gather from the treatises of the commentator, Abt Nasr
[al-Farabi], in his commentary [be’uro] on the Book of the Topics and in his Long Commentary

correcting Anatoli’s transliteration and providing its meaning, Todros proceeds to explain the meaning of the passage.
In the Long Commentary, Munich MS Hebr. 32, Textus 86, f. 320r14, Qalonimos translates 3 ,S” with 032 (stomach;
Latin [530D]: venter [De Balmes], ventriculus [Burana)). Todros’s explanation of the lemma in the Middle Commentary
is his own, but for his commentary on the very similar following lemma (Todros MS, {. 65r3-8), he again cites from
Averroes’ Long Commentary (321r).

* Todros MS, f. 1v, right margin: wTy» wx Dripn mnd *vI1d yaph wpnn Ao 5™ 900 A2 NNND yapnn X
by ax pHna 12 umon obwi L,orwnannn m mb 9non A awnn uRyn Xow ah ,;n55aa rann naxbn Minon 100 (oA DYaARd
JARY AR IR Y OX AMK TP WX Anan 7Y — Cf. Todros’s remarks at the end of the section on the Prior Analytics,
f. 22r20-22v2: “Said Todrosi the gatherer: Behold here is completed the translation of the choice fruit of the goodly
tree [Lev 23:40] of Themistius, from the second treatise of his commentary on the Book of the Syllogism [Prior Analyt-
ics] by Aristotle. With its completion are completed the particulars of the intentions that we have seen fit to gather from
the books of the philosophers on the quaesita of the Book of the Syllogism. After them will come the particulars of the
intentions that we will see fit to bring from the treatises of the philosophers and their long commentaries on the Book
of the Demonstration [Posterior Analytics] by way of the intention that we have specified, with the help of God”.

@ See above, notes 13 and 14. See further, Zonta, “Fonti antiche e medievali della logica ebraica” (above, n. 14), esp.
p- 565-72. Zonta identifies citations from other authors in this section, esp. from the Kitab al-Qiyas of Avicenna’s Kitab
al-Sif# (p. 571).
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[perishato] on the eighth treatise of it in the first part [of this section on the Topics]. After it
will come the second part of this section by way of the intention we specified, God willing,
amen and amen.%'

Actually, the second part of Todros’s section on the Topics differs from that of the Posterior
Analytics and the Physics. He divides this second part into two sub-parts. Both sub-parts
are commentaries on Averroes” Middle Commentary on the Topics, as is Todros’s custom in
the second parts. The first sub-part (fols. 75v-85v) covers the second of the three treatises
of Averroes’ Middle Commentary and corresponds to Books III-VII of Aristotle’s work
(Averroes’ second treatise comments on Books II-VII); the second (85v-93v) covers Averroes’
third treatise, which corresponds to Aristotle’s Book VIII. While Todros uses al-Farabi’s Long
Commentary on the Topics to explain Averroes’ Middle Commentary on Book VIII, he does
not seem to have had any long commentary for the other books of the Topics and thus primarily
relies on his own understanding of the text.®?

Alexander Lamprakis and Daniel Davies, in their chapter in the present volume, illustrate
Todros’s method in the second sub-part, in this case using al-Farabi’s hitherto lost Long
Commentary on the Topics to explicate Averroes” Middle Commentary on the Topics, with
two fine examples.® The two examples, their texts T1 and T2 - edited in their Appendix and
translated in the body of their article — are clearly presented in their context as Todros’s use of
al-Farabi’s Long Commentary to explain Averroes’ Middle Commentary. They then analyze
al-Farabt’s teachings here and compare them to those in other writings of his. For our purposes
in this study, we would add that the lemmata from Averroes” Middle Commentary that begin
T1 and T2 occur one after the other in the commentary and are cited by Todros word for word
from the Hebrew translation.* Moreover, in the lemmata that follow over the next folio, all are

¢ Todros MS, f. 75v15-20.

@ Mauro Zonta has correctly identified many of Todros’s sources in the section on the Topics, although he does
not follow Todros’s division of the section into two parts. For the folios comprised in the first sub-part, he lists only
passages from Averroes’ Middle Commentary on the Topics. He describes this sub-part as short, “almost incom-
prehensible”, passages “interspersed with short glosses of commentary by the author”; see Zonta, “Fonti antiche e
medievali della logica ebraica” (above, n. 14), esp. pp. 557-59. We have not examined this sub-part, but a quick glance
of folios 75v-76r shows Todros provides lemmata of only a few words or, at times, a line to which he offers usu-
ally very brief explanations. There is much skipping in the text of the Middle Commentary with the lemmata being
taken on these folios from passages corresponding in the edition of C.E. Butterworth — A.A. Haridi, The American
Research Center in Egypt, Cairo, 1979, to pp. 61, 63, 74, 66, 67, 69, 87, 69, 71, 76, in this order But, if it is true that the
commentary on Averroes’ Middle Commentary in this sub-part is not taken from any long commentary (perishah)
or even al-Farab1’s be’uro (a text, as we have seen, he says he cites in the first section), why did he break his custom
in this first sub-part — only here in the entire anthology — and provide a commentary on the Middle Commentary not
based on a longer commentary? Indeed, as we have just seen, at the beginning of the section on the Prior Analytics,
he states explicitly that he will not have a second part to his section on that book for he could not find a long
commentary on it. In the case of the Topics he had al-Farabi’s Long Commentary but only for Book VIII and thus the
second sub-part returns to his customary style of commentary on a Middle Commentary by Averroes.

¢ Lamprakis — Davies, “Delineating Dialectic: The Perfect Philosopher in al-Farabi’s Long Commentary on Topics
VIII 17, in the present volume, pp. 13-26.

¢ Cf. Todros’s text, Todros MS, f. 87r1-12 and 87r12-87v12, with Qalonimos’s Hebrew translation of the Middle
Commentary, Paris, Bibliotheéque nationale, MS héb. 932, {. 85r, and Munich, Bayerische Staatsbibliothek, MS Hebr. 26,
f. 384r One minor difference is that the word ‘they’ (bem) before the verb in T2 is not present in the extant Todros manuscript.

Studia graeco-arabica 11.2 / 2021



156 Steven Harvey, Oded Horezky

taken word for word from Qalonimos’s translation of the Middle Commentary.® This seems to
be Todros’s method throughout this sub-part, which, as we have seen, covers only Book VIII
of the Topics.

Conclusion

Our goal in this study has been, inter alia, to describe Todros’s modus operandi and to
examine the nature of his discussions in each of the sections of his book of logic, with special
attention to the section on the Posterior Analytics, and to show to what extent they correspond to
what we uncovered elsewhere in his treatment of the Physics? We have seen that for those books
for which Todros had access to a Hebrew translation of an Averroean middle commentary and
a long commentary on it, he indeed follows the same two-part method of making known the
teachings of a book that he applies in the Physics, with the second part being the explanation of
the middle commentary primarily through a long commentary by Averroes or, as in the case of
the Topics, one by al-Farabi.

¢ The following lemmata from Qalonimos’s Hebrew translation of the Middle Commentary on the Topics (Paris
MS héb. 932, {. 85r-v, and Munich MS Hebr. 26, {. 384r-v) are cited by Todros in Todros MS, f. 87v12 to f. 88r11:
LXW/YINN MNTPAN DM NPNYNN MATPAN MEYAn/oeInn wona ... TWnin INuan/areyn nmTpnn DR/ANM 053" XS X
mMNoMan PIw oM ... 121 mbann 7Y 5y wyr omx. Once again, Todros cites them word for word from Qalonimos’s He-
brew translation. There seemed to be one minor exception. In the first of these lemmata, Todros has 15 o5ap2 X5 ox,
whereas the two Qalonimos manuscripts have 1™ 0%2p* X5 ox. A check of a third manuscript, Munich, Bayerische
Staatsbibliothek MS Hebr. 284, fols. 69r-70a — the oldest of the three — supported Todros’s reading. Similarly, with
regard to the lemmata in the second sub-part that precede those discussed by Lamprakis - Davies (Todros MS), all are
cited word for word from Qalonimos’s translation (see Paris MS héb. 932, fols. 84v-85r) and similarly explained via
al-Farabt’s Long Commentary.
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