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Abstract

Before composing in 1268 a complete translation (= G) of Ammonius-Philoponus’ commentary on De
Anima 111 4-8 — the famous chapters de intellectn —, William of Moerbeke translated already in 1267 the
opening section on III 4,429 a 10-13 (= g). The twofold translation of the same lost Greek text offers an
extraordinary case to test the possibilities and constraints of a retroversion. Our detailed comparative
analysis of both versions aims to bring out the differences between g and G on the basis of a revised
edition of g and G and to explain them by offering a tentative reconstruction of the Greek text with
textual notes. We will conclude that William used the same Greek manuscript for g and G, that he used
g when he was working on G, and, on a more general level, that, as far as William is concerned, even a
twofold translation, though allowing more certainty about the lost Greek text, is often compatible with
more than just one plausible retroversion.

L. Introduction

William of Moerbeke produced an extraordinary corpus of translations of Aristotle,
Archimedes, Proclus, Simplicius and so many more. Of some texts we have even different
versions, for William kept revising his translations, such as De Caelo, Physics or De Anima.
There are also cases in which he first made a partial translation and later a complete one. Thus,
William started translating the Politica early in his career, but he stopped at II 11, 1273 a 20,
because the Greek manuscript he was using was incomplete. Having found later a complete
copy of the Politica, he restarted from the beginning and made a full translation. Another
case is the translation of Simplicius’ Commentary on De Caelo. As F. Bossier has shown,
William first made a translation of a long digression dealing with Eudoxus’ and Calippus’
hypotheses on the concentric celestial spheres (p. 492.25-504.32), a text he thought might
interest Thomas Aquinas when commenting on Metaphysics X11. Some years later, he made a
full translation of this bulky commentary cum magno corporis labore ac multo mentis tedio.!
Finally, we know that William started translating Philoponus’ commentary on De Anima
III 4 but stopped after a few pages. A year later he restarted and made a full translation of
III 4-8. A comparative study of two translations of the same text may help us to understand
how William works as a translator, how close he remains to the Greek original, whether his

U Simplicius. Commentaire sur le traité Du ciel d’Aristote. Traduction de Guillaume de Moerbeke, Volume I:
Edition critique par F. Bossier avec la collaboration de Chr. Vande Veire et G. Guldentops, Leuven U.P,, Leuven
2004 (Corpus latinum commentariorum in Aristotelem Graecorum, 8.1).
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knowledge of Greek has improved (which is clearly the case in the second version of the
Politica), whether he used another Greek model, whether he started from the earlier version
modifying it and whether there is a shifting preference for a particular terminology.? The two
Philoponus versions offer an important test case because we have no Greek text with which
to compare them. However, through a comparison of the two Latin versions in their variation
we can gain more insight into the possibilities and limitations of reconstructing the lost Greek
text than we would have if the reconstruction were based on one version only. Our aim in
this study is to explore these possibilities and limitations, offering a revised edition of the two
Latin versions and a tentative reconstruction of the Greek text with textual notes.

The translation of Philoponus’ In De Anima I11 4-8

First, we briefly introduce the two versions.> On December 17%, 1268, William of
Moerbeke finished in Viterbo his translation of Philoponus. It contains only the chapters
on the intellect III 4-8, a section he thought might interest scholars in the discussion on the
interpretation of Aristotle’s doctrine of the intellect. As he says in the colophon: “I think
that the person who will have read this, will have more ‘light” than before to understand
Aristotle’s text” (p. 120.69-70: Puto qui hoc legerit ad intellectum litterae Aristotelis plus quam
ante lumen habebit). It took him only a few months to finish the translation (the previous
translation of Ammonius On De interpretatione was finished on September 18"). And yet
it was a difficult task. He warns the reader that the Greek exemplar he used was in a bad
state because of humidity, and that some sections could not be read: “I thought that I should
not translate the rest of the text. The reader of this work should also know that the Greek
exemplar has been damaged by water in many places so that I could not read it at all. In these
places I have sometimes left a space, sometimes supplied [what is missing] from the ‘sense’
[of the argument], sometimes I considered it corrupted and false”.*

Moerbeke’s translation does not correspond to the Greek text as edited in the CAG series
by M. Hayduck (1897), nor to any existing manuscript of Philoponus’ work. In fact, in the
manuscript transmission of the third book, the original version by Ammonius-Philoponus
was lost and replaced by another version attributed to Stephanus.> For practical reasons we
designate the the ‘Stephanus’ version as ‘Philoponus® as distinguished from Ammonius-

2 A model of such a comparative study is F. Bossier’s Introduction to the edition referred to in n. 1.

3 In what follows we rely on Jean Philopon. Commentaire sur le De Anima d’Aristote. Traduction de
Guillaume de Moerbeke, Edition critique par G. Verbeke, Publications universitaires de Louvain-Editions
Béatrice-Nauwelaerts, Louvain-Paris 1966 (Corpus latinum commentariorum in Aristotelem Graecorum, 3), and
F. Acerbi-G. Vuillemin-Diem, La transmission du savoir grec en Occident. Guillaume de Moerbeke, le Laur. Plut.
87.25 (Thémistius, in De An.) et la bibliothéque de Boniface VIII, Leuven U. P, Leuven 2019, in particular, pp. 97-
107. An important supplement to the latter monograph is C. Luna’s detailed review article, Studia graeco-arabica
9 (2019), pp. 326-41.

4+ See the colophon of the translation: Religua huius operis non iudicavi oportere transferri. Sciat etiam lector
huius operis exemplar graecum in plerisque locis ab aqua fuisse destructum, ita quod nullatenus legere potus, et ibi
spatia quandoque dimisi, qguandoque ex sensu supplevi, quandoque etiam corruptum falsitate putavi (p. 119.65-
120.69).

5 We will not enter the debate on whether ‘Stephanus’ is the author of this version. On this question (with a
defence of Philoponus as author), see P. Golitsis, “John Philoponus’ Commentary on the third Book of Aristotle’s
De Anima, Wrongly Attributed to Stephanus”, in R. Sorabji (ed.), Aristotle Re-Interpreted. New Findings on Seven
Hundred Years of Ancient Commentators, Bloomsbury, London-New York 2016, pp. 393-412.
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Philoponus (= Philoponus®). William must have discovered an extremely rare copy, maybe
a unique exemplar of the lost Greek Philoponus® and his Latin translation is an exceptional
witness of this text. However, it is possible to recover parts of the original Greek thanks
to excerpts in Sophonias’ paraphrase (around 1300)¢ and scholia on the De Anima in some
manuscripts.” William’s Greek manuscript probably also contained the two first books, for
he also translated a long section from the first book, namely Philoponus’ interpretation of
the psychogony of the Timaens (pp. 115.31-120.33 Hayduck).® William may have discovered
this rare Philoponus manuscript when he was working on his translation of Themistius” De
Anima, a translation that was completed in Viterbo on November the 22, 1267. In fact, the
‘psychogony’ fragment is transmitted only in connection with Themistius’ text. One finds
it on the margins of ff. 6v-7v of Toledo, Bibl. Capitular 47-12, and inserted in the text in all
other copies of Themistius. William probably wrote it in the margin of his own Themistius
autograph copy. In the same Toledo manuscript, one finds in the margins of f. 12v-13r a
translation of the first pages of III 4 on the intellect with the title ex commento Phyloponi.
In his introduction, Gerard Verbeke argues that William may have found these Philoponus
extracts in the margin of the Greek manuscript he used for his translation of Themistius.
However, Gudrun Vuillemin-Diem and Fabio Acerbi (above, n. 3) have shown that this
hypothesis must be rejected (see pp. 104-7). In fact, they could identify the Greek exemplar
used by William for his Themistius translation. It is the Lanrentianus Plut. 87,25 and this
manuscript has no extracts from Philoponus in the margins. How then should one explain
the presence of the Philoponus fragments in the Themistius manuscripts? William may have
discovered the Philoponus text when he was working on Themistius, and he became so
interested in it that he translated two remarkable extracts from it and wrote them down in the
margins of the copy of the Themistius translation he had just finished.

Manuscripts of the complete translation (= G, the author of G will be referred to as ‘Mbks’)?

T: Toledo, Biblioteca Capitular 95-13, ff. 57v-78r, copy probably made from Moerbeke’s
own copy (before 1280)

C: Rome, Biblioteca Casanatense, ms. 957, fl. 44r-67v, early 14" century

V: Vaticano, Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, Var. gr. 2438, fI. 60r-73v, end of the 13® century
B: An important indirect witness is Henricus Bate, who inserted large extracts in his
encyclopedia Speculum divinorum.

¢ Cf.S. Van Riet, “Fragments de I’original grec du De Intellectu de Philopon dans une compilation de Sopho-
nias”, Revue philosophique de Lonvain 63 (1965), pp. 5-40. On Sophonias see D.M. Searby, “Sophonias”, in H. La-
gerlund (ed.), Encyclopedia of Medieval Philosophy. Philosophy between 500 and 1500 (Second edition), Springer,
Dordrecht 2020, pp. 1791-5.

7 Cf. C. Steel, “Newly discovered scholia from Philoponus’ lost commentary on De Anima 1117, Recherches
de Théologie et Philosophie Médiévales 84.2 (2017), pp. 223-43. See also C. Steel, “Scholia on De Anima 111 from
Philoponus’ lost commentary. New evidence: the case of the Parisinus 1853”, in J.]. Valverde Abril (ed.), Text in
Change: Greek Transmission and Latin Reception of Aristotle’s Works (forthcoming). A full survey of scholia will
appear in C. Steel-B. Strobel, Philoponus’ Kommentar zu Aristoteles, De Anima (Buch I1I): Quellen zur Rekon-
struktion des verlorenen griechischen Textes, De Gruyter, Berlin-New York 2024 (Commentaria in Aristotelem
Graeca et Byzantina. Series academica, 10).

8 See Verbeke (above, n. 3), pp. LXXXIX-XCI, with an edition on pp. 121-31.

? For a study of the manuscript tradition of G see Verbeke (above, n. 3), pp. CVII-CXV.
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B, C and V have a number of errors in common which set them as group apart from T,
which is the best copy of the text.

Manuscripts of the partial translation (= g, the author of g will be referred to as ‘Mbk,’)

To: Toledo, Biblioteca Capitular 47-12, ff. 12v-13r, with the Philoponus text in the margin
of Themistius.

This is the most important witness of the text. The second only contains some selected
texts, again in connection with Themistius” text:

P: Paris, Bibliotheque Nationale, laz. 16.133 ff. 51v-52r

This is a manuscript in parchment of the early 14 century, originating from “Bibliotheque
de la Sorbonne”. It contains, after Moerbeke’s translation of Themistius, on ff. 51v-52r, a
selection of extracts from the beginning of chapter III 4 Incipiunt notabilia super tertio de
anima abstracta a commento Johannis Grammatici. These extracts are followed by a series of
quaestiones of Siger of Brabant: Incipiunt questiones naturales ordinate a magistro Sygero de
Brabantia (. 53v-54v), Incipiunt questiones de anima intellectiva ordinate a magistro Sygero
de Brabantia (54v-57v), Incipiunt questiones logicales ordinate a magistro Sygero de Brabantia
(57v-58v). Maybe Siger of Brabant, whose interest in the discussion on the intellective soul is
well attested, had these notabilia once in his possession. The notabilia only give a selection of
extracts, each introduced by item nota, or, in the second part, by the first words of the lemma
on which the extract is a commentary. The notabilia not only contain extracts corresponding
to what is found in the fragmentary text in the margin of the Toledo manuscript (To), but
also provide extracts from what follows in the commentary until 20.88. Verbeke noticed this
fact (see n. 6 on p. XCII), but he did not comment on it. We collated the complete notabilia.
Surprisingly, in the section that goes beyond the fragmentary text preserved in To, they have
the version of the complete translation (G) with some variant readings corresponding to the
ms. CV (+ B when available) against T. Here are some examples: 9.89 colore aliqguo] inv.
CV+P; 9.93 intelligibilium) actu add. CV+P; 12.75 necesse] est add. CVB+P; 12.87 reliquas
qualitates] inv. CVB+P; 12.90 corpore] corporeo CVB+P; 16.74 quod] in add. CV+P; 16.81
intellectus) intelligit CV+P; 16.87 subinduere] subinducere CV+P; 20.83 impeditur a corpore]
a corpore impeditur CVB+P. Verbeke should have used P as an extra witness in that part of
his edition of the complete text.

G. Vuillemin-Diem and E Acerbi (above, n. 3) give a long argument (see p. 103, n. 21) to
demonstrate that the notabilia in P probably originate from the Toledo marginal scholium and
so are no independent witnesses. However, they did not take into consideration the fact that
the notabilia in P go beyond what is found in To. The scholar who made the excerpts must
have had a copy with a more complete text than what he could read in To. They are therefore
witnesses of the original text independently from To. Therefore, one may occasionally use P
to correct To, in particular when it is concordant with the G tradition. We did this with some
hesitation. For the scholar who copied these notabilia selected passages he found interesting
and may have rephrased some. In the following cases P is in surprising agreement with G:
134.56-57 potentiis animae P [+G] : animae potentiis To; 134.58-59 quoniam P [quia G] :
quando To; 134.59 erant haec P [haec erant G] : erant To; 134.73 enim P [+G] : om. To;
134.78-79 dixit quod P [+G] : ait quia To; 135.6 ipsum P [+G] : idem To.
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However, it remains difficult to explain why P gives in the first part excerpts from
the first version of the text (g) but in the second part, with excerpts related to lemmata,
simply follows the standard version as found in CVB with their own particular readings.
Maybe Moerbeke, when he decided to make a full translation of III 4-8, started working
on the section that not yet had been translated and only at the end made a revision of the
fragmentary translation (which just covers the introduction to III 4). The excerpts in P could
come from an exemplar that still had version g for the introductory section and version G
for the continuation of the commentary.

In what follows we present both versions of the translation (g and G) according to the
edition of Verbeke!® (p. 132.1-140.88 = 1.1-6.36), followed by an attempt at retroversion (= R)
and a philological commentary on important variations and textual problems.

II. Texts and Notes
Sigla

g = translatio Guillelmi prima (a. 1267)

G = translatio Guillelmi secunda (a. 1268)

R = interpretatio Graeca

Mbk = Guillelmus de Moerbeka

Mbk, = auctor versionis g

Mbkg = auctor versionis G

Charlton = W. Charlton — E. Bossier, Philoponus on Aristotle on the Intellect (de Anima
3.4-8), Translated by William Charlton with the assistance of Fernand Bossier, Duckworth,
London 1991 (Ancient Commentators on Aristotle).

Mansion = A. Mansion, “Le texte du De intellectu de Philopon corrigé a1’aide de la collation
de Monseigneur Pelzer”, in Mélanges Auguste Pelzer, Bibliothéque de 'Université-Editions
de I'Institut supérieur de philosophie, Louvain 1947, pp. 325-46.

Schramm = M. Schramm, “Johannes Philoponos: Kommentar zu De Anima (Einleitung
und 11T 4-7)”, in H. Busche-M. Perkams (eds.), Antike Interpretationen zur aristotelischen
Lehre vom Geist. Texte von Theophrast, Alexander von Aphrodisias, Themistios, Johannes
Philoponos, Priskian (bzw. Simplikios) und Stephanos (Philoponos), Meiner, Hamburg 2018
(Philosophische Bibliothek, 694), pp. 351-487.

Strobel = B. Strobel (ed.), Proklos, Tria opuscula. Textkritisch kommentierte Retroversion
der Ubersetzung Wilhelms von Moerbeke, De Gruyter, Berlin-Boston 2014 (Commentaria
in Aristotelem Graeca et Byzantina 6).

Verbeke / ed. / De Int. = G. Verbeke, Jean Philopon. Commentaire sur le De Anima
d’Aristote. Traduction de Guillaume de Moerbeke, Edition critique par G. Verbeke,
Publications universitaires de Louvain-Editions Béatrice-Nauwelaerts, Louvain-Paris 1966
(Corpus latinum commentariorum in Aristotelem Graecorum 3).

“Mé€rc*] This indicates that we wish to leave it open whether Aé€tc was part of the Greek
text or not.

1 Tn a few passages we modified the Verbeke edition. The changes we introduce largely concern variants due
to copy errors or confusions in the Latin tradition.
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verbum g - littera G] Underlining indicates divergences between g and G, whether
different words or different inflections or differences in word order.

~ verba] Unless otherwise indicated, the Latin text quoted after ‘~” is Mbk’s translation of
the preceding Greek text according to the respective editions of the series Aristoteles Latinus
(Aristotle), Corpus Latinum Commentariorum in Aristotelem Graecorum (Alexander,
Philoponus, Simplicius, Themistius), and Ancient and Medieval Philosophy, De Wulf-
Mansion Centre, Series I (Proclus [volumes III-V] and Ptolemy [volume XIX]).

Unless otherwise indicated, all references to the ancient commentators on Aristotle are to
the Commentaria in Aristotelem Graeca (Reimer, Berlin 1882-1909).

2. 132.1-8 (= 1.1-4)

Texts

g G

[132.1] De parte autem animae qua [132.1] De parte autem animae qua cognoscit
cognoscit anima et prudentiat, sive anima et prudentiat, sive separata ente sive
separata ente sive non separata secundum inseparabili secundum magnitudinem sed
magnitudinem sed secundum rationem, secundum rationem, considerandum quam
considerandum quam habet differentiam habet differentiam et guomodo quandoque fit'
et qualiter quidem fir'! intelligere. intelligere.

R

[= Arist., De An. 111 4, 429 2 10-13] Ilept 3¢ tob poplov tig Yuyiic & yivaoxer te 7 Yoy
nal Qpovel, elte yopLoTod Gvtog elte *ralt uh ywptotol xata péyedog dAAG xata A6YOV,
oxentéov iy’ EyeL Stapopdy, xal T TOTE YiveTaL TO VOETY.

(Cf. ‘translatio vetus’ (James of Venice): De parte autem anime qua cognoscit anima et
sapit, sive separabili stve non separabili secundum magnitudinem sed secundum rationem,
considerandum est quam habet differentiam et quomodo forte sit ipsum intelligere. ‘translatio
nova’ (Mbk): De parte autem anime qua cognoscit | anima et sapit, siue separabili existente
siue non separabili | secundum magnitudinem set secundum rationem, considerandum quam
habet differenciam | et qguomodo quidem fit ipsum intelligere.)

Notes

prudentiat] prudentiat is a rather extravagant translation for gpovet, a verb deriving from
prudentia and only found in this translation (both in g and G). In his other translations Mbk
frequently uses sapere for ppovetv (cf. e.g. Simp., In Cat., p. 210.16-17: &ro t¥ic ppovioens T6
@povelv ~ sicut a fronesy fronyn (quod est sapere)). Sapere is also used in the “translatio vetus’
(James of Venice) and the ‘translatio nova’ (Mbk’s revision). Here, however, Mbk seems to
prefer prudentiare to sapere to emphasize that Aristotle is talking of a special sort of thinking,
namely practical reasoning; in doing so he might have been inspired by Philoponus’ comment

" fit corr. : sit codd. ed.
12 fit corr. : sit codd. ed.
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in De Int., p. 1.10-12 [= p. 133.21-23): Prudentiare enim circa agibilia fit; circa haec enim
prudentia (cf. also De Int., p. 5.8-10)."> To make a similar point, he occasionally resorts to
the less literal translation prudenter agere (cf. e.g. Simp., In Cat., p. 210.19-20: aitio yop 7
PpoVTGLE %ol TOD @povipov xal tod ppovely ~ Causa enim est prudentia et ipsius prudentis et
ipsius fronyn’ (quod est prudenter agere)).

sive ... sive non] The absence of etiam (or et) between sive and non does not allow us
to infer that xat (the reading of Forster’s branch b [cf. also Phlp.b, In De An., p. 516.5 and
520.30], omitted by a) was lacking in Mbk’s exemplar (see e.g. Them., In De An., p. 42.13: elxe
édadLpov tobto elte nal N ~ sive esibile sit hoc sive non). However, etiam is also strikingly
absent from the quotations of 429 a 11 in 6.26 (= 139.65-66) and 7.46.

non separata g : inseparabili G] Since Mbk is quite consistent in using inseparabilis for
dywetotog, one may well wonder whether inseparabili in G should be emended to non
separabili, thus making it conform to both the ‘translatio vetus’ and the ‘translatio nova’. Cf.,
however, Arist., Metaph. 1026 a 15 and 1070 b 36, where Mbk retains from the ‘translatio
media’ inseparabilia for od ywpLotd.

qualiter quidem g : quomodo quandoque G] Mbk,’s translation of né¢ mote is preferable
and the one which Mbk is likely to have come up with (cf. Arist., GA 729 b 1 and Ammon., In
Int., p. 197.4). mot¢ is used here to put emphasis on the interrogative particle néc. The second
translation makes wot¢ an indefinite temporal particle, as if Aristotle wanted to examine how
thinking occurs at some time. Mbkg’s choice of guomodo may have been influenced by his own
translation of the De Anima, where he writes guomodo quidem (James of Venice: guomodo forte).

1. 132.9-133.25 (= 1.5-12)

Texts

g G

[132.9] Cum dixisset de anima vegetativa [132.9] Cum dixisset de vegetativa anima et
et sensitiva et phantastica et, ut simpliciter sensitiva et phantastica, ut simpliciter autem
dicatur, de irrationali, transit ad doctrinam de dicatur de irrationali, transit ad doctrinam de
rationali anima. Prius autem de estimatione rationali anima. Prius antem de existimatione
facit sermonem, dico autem de opinativo facit sermonem, dico antem de opinativo et
et ratiocinativo. Quod enim non sit sermo meditativo. Quod enim non sit nunc sermo de
de speculativo intellectu et de secundum speculativo intellectu et de vocato secundum
habitu{m)"* vocato _intellectu palam per habitum insinuat per hoc quod dicit qua
hoc quod dicit qua cognoscit anima® et cognoscit anima et prudentiat. Prudentiare
prudentiat. Prudentiare enim circa agibilia enim circa agibilia fit; circa haec enim
fit; circa haec enim prudentia est; speculativus prudentia; speculativus antem intellectus non
autem intellectus non versatur circa agibilia. negotiatur circa agibilia.

B Cf. R. Forrai, The Latin Tradition of Aristotle’s De Anima (1120-1270): The Relationship between Text und
Commentary, M.A. Thesis in Medieval Studies, Central European University Budapest June 2001, p. 25: “This
passage [sc. De Int., p. 1.5-12 and 5.5-10] could have influenced Moerbeke to change the term he had once chosen
[sc. sapio], and to stick with prudentia”.

Y habitum ed. : habitu To

5 anima corr. ex G : antem To ed.

Studia graeco-arabica 14 / 2024



474 Benedikt Strobel, Carlos Steel

R
Elrav mepl it gutindic Yuyiic xal i alodntindic xal Thct pavtactixiic xal AmAd
PL TN QUTLXNG YUYNG ns nTLHNG ns e ns 3
elmely *repl® T¥g dAbyoL pétetowy émt Ty Tepl it Aoyixdic Yuydic Stdaonahioy: TpbTepOY
3t mepl VmoAews ToteTTan TOV Abyov, Aéym 3E!° mepl Tol dofactinol xal Tod StavonTinol-
6T yap o0 EotLt YOV 6 Abdyog mepl Tob dewpntinod vob xal tol xad’ EEwv xahovpévou
~ \ ~ 4 ~ o4 ? ’ e \ \ ~s, \ \ ~. \ \ \
dnhot Sta Tod *elmelvt ‘@ yivaoxet te 7 Yuyn xal Eovel’* TO Y& PEOVELY TTepl T& TEAXTA
raToylveTaL: Tept Talto Yo 1) eovNnots: 6 8¢ YenpnTindg volc odx ExeL Tepl T& TEAXTE.

Notes

Cum dixisset ... transit ad] Cf. Simp., In Cael., p. 620.3-4: Eirov ... pétetow ént ~ Cum
dixisset ... transit ad; Phlp., In GC, p. 69.28-70.1: Einav ... pérewow ént; Phlp., In Phys.,
p- 490.2-3: Eintaw ... pétetowy émt.

de anima vegetativa [a. v. g : vegetativa anima G] et sensitiva et phantastica] Cf. Phlp.s,
In De An., p. 227.28-32: mpbtepov yap Stahéyetat mepl THe QuTLriic, elta mept alodnTini,
%ol TPlToV TEpl THE PaVTACTLXRG: Tl TOUTOLS TTEOLOY ETL Tag AoyLxas Tig Yuyiic duvapetg
GoyeToL TEAALY GO TAY VOTEPMVY TE Kol GTEAEGTEQWY, TEOTEEOV TEPL THig SoEaoTLrig Suvdpeng
draheybpevog, elta Tepl THG StavomTLxiic, xal TeAeuTA LoV TTepl TOD VOb.

et, ut simpliciter dicatur g : ut simpliciter autem dicatur G] To translate (6¢) dmiée elnely,
Moerbeke uses generally ur simpliciter est dicere (cf. e.g. Them., In De An., p. 65.28) or ut
simpliciter dicatur (cf. e.g. Them., In De An., p. 59.11) as in g. If the phrase is preceded by
»al, he usually translates this as et (cf. Simp., In Cael. p. 132.9-10; Ammon., In Int., p. 79.20:
nal amAdg elmety ~ et, ut simpliciter dicatur; Procl., In Prm., p. 957.17-18 Steel = p. 957.20
Luna-Segonds: xal anhig einely ~ et simpliciter dicendo). The formula ut simpliciter antem
in G poses a problem: Did Mbk read in his Greek ms. aniéc 3¢ eimetv and Mbk, xat aniée
etmetv? This is not plausible, as Philoponus always uses the form xat &nhdg elnetv (without
¢, by the way). anidg 8¢ elmety, by contrast, occurs only rarely and only at the beginning of
a new sentence. There is reason to suppose, then, that er and autem are different translations
of the same Greek word, xai; and Mbk is indeed prepared to use antem for xat (cf. Ptol., Tetr.,
111 346, p. 188 Hiibner: xai tovtov pr cupBeBnnotoc ~ hoc autem si non factum fuerit), even if
only occasionally. But what consideration led him to replace et by autem? Perhaps he wished
to underline the summarizing character of the last item in the series, translated as de irrationali.

transit ad doctrinam de rationali anima) Cf. Phlp., In APo., p. 66.9-10: péteiowy enl iy
ddaoxarioy Tol xadbéhov and p. 69.19-20: péreiowy elg Ty mepl Tob xadbdrov Sidaorahiay.
ad doctrinam de rationali anima could correspond either to v mepl *tiig* hoyixfic Yuyiic
dudaoxarioy (cf. Simp., In Cael., p. 4.9: peta v mepl Tav odpaviev Sudacxailoy ~ post
doctrinam de celestibus) or to thv ddaoxailav *tHc* hoyrdic Yuydic (cf. Ammon., In Int.,
p- 157.1-2: tiv Stdaonariay Tob dvevipou Oroxetpévov ~ doctrinam de innominabili subiecto;
p- 204.18-19: e09U¢ petaPog Enl thv Sdaonahioy 1ol Yewphuatog ~ (cum ...) mox transivisset
ad doctrinam de theoremate).

dico autem de] This translates Aéyw 8¢ mept (cf. Phlp., In GC, p. 217.4); more frequent s,
however, Aéyw 87 mept (cf. Ammon., In Cat., p. 46.1; Phlp.:, In De An., p. 278.31; Herm., In
Phdy., p. 201.22 Lucarini-Moreschini).

€ 82] lg. 82
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opinativo et ratiocinativo g : opinativo et meditativo G] Cf. Ammon., In APr., p. 24.31-34:
nal AEYopev 6Tt TELaY 00eeY THg Yuyiic YVeoTLxéy duvdpewy, THe voepds, Tic StavonTixiic, THe
doEaotixdic, o0 ddvarar olte 1) mpdty olte N Tptty culloyileaVar, AN 7 wéon wovy. — The
rare translation meditativus for Stavontindg (here and in 95.69 [lemma De An. 431 a 14-15])
appears in Ptol., Tetr. twice (11 448; 111 1408) against ratiocinativus (2x) and intellectivus (1x),
and once in Themistius (/7 De An., p. 113.14, again = De An. 431 a 14-15) against intellectivus
(2x) and ratiocinativus (1x). Comparable is also the use of meditabilis for Stavontég in Procl.,
Inst. 123.8-9 and 11. Mbk probably thought that the term ratiocinativus was too general to
convey the meaning of tavontixds and tried meditativus, an adjective corresponding to the
noun meditatio for Stavora (cf. De Int., p. 19.66: dyaniam, id est mentem vel meditationem
vel ratiocinationem). However, even in this translation he keeps using ratiocinativus for
dtavontinde in p. 4.63 and 95.74 (but in p. 6.30 it stands for Aoytotinde), and also intellectivus
(soin p. 94.16; 96.77; 97.8, 97.24-25), a term usually reserved for vomtixdc. The inconsistency
shows that the translator was uncertain about using the ambiguous meditativus. The translation
disappears in later works (cf. Procl., In Prm.), where Mbk uses again ratiocinativus.

non sit nunc [nunc G : om. g] sermo de] Cf. Simp., In Cael., p. 221.30-31: mept yép tév OO
oehfvny Vv 6 Aoyog ~ de hiis enim que sub luna nunc est sermo; In Cat., p. 114.22: 8tL o0 mepl
éxetvng viv 6 Abyog ~ quod non de illa nunc est sermo. When using the phrase wept ... viv 6 Aéyoc,
Philoponus prefers to omit the copula (it is used, however, e.g. in In GC, p. 52.22, 78.25, 98.3).

palam g : insinuat G] g translates 3frov, G dnhot. The latter reading is correct, as is indicated
by the following words per hoc quod dicit. The corresponding Greek is St tob (elmeiv)
or t@ elrely, and while neither phrase occurs in connection with 8%hov, both can often be
found after dnrot. Mbk frequently uses per hoc quod dicit for dié tod, adding dicit without
a Greek equivalent (cf. e.g. Ammon., In Int., p. 141.36, 146.10; Simp., In Cael., p. 114.1-2,
188.28; Simp., In Cat., p. 190.8-10). But 3ot da tol elnelv is also a plausible retroversion
(cf. Phlp., In APr, p. 377.10, 388.17-18; Phlp.t, In De An., p. 80.27-28; Ammon., In Int.,
p- 75.31-32 [reading einety for elmdv]), as well as dnrot té elnety (cf. Simp., In Cael., p. 132.32).

circa agibilia fit] For mepl ta mpaxta xatayivetar cf. Nem., De Nat. hom., p. 118.14
Morani; Olymp., In Alc., p. 179.5-6 (p. 113 Westerink); In Phd. 4 § 4.3 (p. 79 Westerink); 4 §
11.4 (p. 87 Westerink). We could not find any instances of mept ta mpaxta yivesdar. For fit
translating xatoyivetar see Ammon., In Int., p. 65.33-66.2: mepl pv v oyéoLy adTol THY
TEOC TOUG ANPOUTAG KATAYVOVTAL TOLNTLXY Xl fnTopLxn ~ circa habitudinem quidem ipsius
ad audientes fiunt poetica et rhetorica.

versatur g : negotiatur G] Mbk generally uses negotior for mpaypatebopar and versor
for dtatpiBo or otpégopat (and compounds of otpépopar as well, cf. e.g. Ammon., In Int.,
p. 137.12: vaotpepbpevor mept Ty Ctnowy ~ versantes circa inquisitionem). As far as negotior
is concerned, there are a few exceptions to this rule: Ammon., In Int., p. 65.5-6: ol TodteV
Exatépay émttndevovteg mepl T ToLG AdYous alToVg %ol adtolg Eyouct ~ qui circa utramque
harum negotiantur circa orationes ipsas secundum se habent agere; p. 254.26: 00 xatorylveTor
mepl TV Thc MEeng adtiic cagphvetay ~ non negotiatur circa explanationem litterae huius;
Simp., In Cael., p. 556.21-22: ¢ puotxiic oxédeng THc mepl T& *volpeva Exodong ~ physice
speculationis circa ea que moventur negotiantis. The last passage is particularly interesting
because versatur, too, may correspond to &yet - even if we could not find an instance of
the type ‘versari circa aliquid ~ Eyew mept tv° - and &yeLv mepl Tu is often used in the sense
required here (cf. Ammon., In Cat., p. 10.16-18: 16 p&v Yewpmtinoy Eyet mepl v xatdAndey
tob Yeudolc xal Tl aAndols, T6 3¢ mpanTLnov mepl THY Stdxploty Tob Te dyadol xal Tol
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raxob; Phlp.t, In De An., p. 3.6-7: nata dtbvoray, frig &yl mepl Ta LEGH TRV TEAYLATOV;
p. 71.29: volg pév mepl v aindetay, Yuyr d& Eyet mepl T parvépevov; Ammon., In APr.,
p- 3.25: 6 3¢ Sradextinog EyeL mepl T ot WEv Svta mote 8¢ ) évta). Therefore, we have put
&yt into our retroversion, though not without the caveat that this remains highly conjectural.

1. 133.26-55 (= 2.13-27)

Texts

g

[133.26] Tria autem proponit in bis inquirere,
unum quidem utrum separabilis sit rationalis
anima a corpore aut inseparabilis, secundum
autem quo differt a sensu, quamuis et superius
distinxerit haec ab invicem, cum diceret
quod sensus quidem omnibus animalibus,
intellectus autem neque hominibus omnibus -
sed hic, postquam prius convenientiam ipsius
et sensus dixerit, ut ostendat necessariam
esse inquisitionem de differentia ipsorum,
posterius  aliam  disgregationem  ipsorum
realem dicit; superius quidem enim, ut iam
dixi, distinxit intellectum a sensu eo quod
non_in_omnibus consideret{ury _intellectus
in_quibus et sensus videtur, nunc autem
ab ipsa natura potentiarum harum faciens
distinctionem __etiam in  eodem animali
consideratis utrisque, distinguit ipsa; et aliter
in quibus videtur convenire intellectus cum
sensu, in ipsis_his differentiam ipsorum et

G

[133.26] Tria autem gquaedam proponit
inquirere _in__his, unum quidem utrum
separata_est rationalis anima a corpore ant
inseparabilis, secundum auntem in quo differt
a sensu, quamvis et superius discreverit
haec ab invicem, cum diceret quod sensus
quidem omnibus animalibus inest, intellectus
autem neque hominibus omnibus - sed hic,"”
prius_cum _dixisset convenientiam ipsorum'
et sensus, ut ostenderet necessariam esse
inquisitionem de differentia ipsorum, posterius
aliam segregationem ipsorum realem dicit;
superius quidem enim, ut iam dixi, discrevit
intellectum a sensu per hoc guod intellectus non
videtur in_omnibus sicut sensus, nunc auntem
ab ipsa natura potentiarum harum faciens
discretionem et in eodem animali consideratis
ambabus, discernit ipsum®; et aliter [in ipsis]
in quibus videtur communicare intellectus
cum sensu, in his ipsis differentiam ipsorum et
discretionem ostendit -, tertio autem post haec®®

distinctionem ostendit -, primo autem in bis
inquirit qualiter fiat in nobis intelligere.
R
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7 hic corr. ex g : no’ T ideo CV ed. nunc coni. Bossier

ipsorum codd. ed. : an ipsius ex g (Bossier)?
ipsum codd. ed. : an ipsa ex g?
haec CV : hoc T ed.
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év Nty To voely.

Notes

Tria autem quaedam [quaedam om. g]] Cf. Phlp.b, In De An., p. 516.9-15: éni t¥ic hoyixiic
Tolvuy tpla tLve Cntet, mpdtov ey el @dupty oty 7) dopdaptog, devtepov 8¢ StdxpLoLy moteTTan
THe Aoyiriic amo the alodnoeng [...] elta Tpitov nepdhatov {ntel g T6 voely yivetar and
p. 525.6-8: Tola mept Tob vob mpodépevos Intiioat, &v pev el atdiog ) Yaptoc, deltepov 8¢
rovoviay xal dtagopay adTod mpog alodmoy, € ol ey T6 aldLov fypeleTo, nal TpiTov T
yivetaw to voetv. Cl. for tpla 8¢ twva also Olymp., In Mete., p. 291.10-11: tpla 8¢ tLva {ntel
nepl The édmnoenc 6 pLidcogog [...] and Phlp., In APo., p. 271.3: Evtebdev tola tva {nret
o aTo.

proponit ... inquirere] Cf. Procl, In Prm., p. 637.6 Steel = p. 637.8 Luna-Segonds:
npotiVetar Cntely ~ proponit inquirere; Simp., In Cael., p. 297.17-18: npotidetar {ntiioa
~ proponit inquirere; p. 201.32-33: mpoBdrhetar Cnrelv ~ proponit inquirere. We opt for
npotidetar {nrioar in view of a number of parallels in Philoponus (cf. 7n GC, p. 70.2: 800 8¢
¢otwy & mpotidetan Lntiioat; p. 213.5-6: viv mpotidetar Lntioat Tiveg moté elow al eldomorol
¢vavtidoets; Phlp.t, In De An., p. 192.22: vbv adto todro npotidetar {ntiical).

in his inquirere g : inquirere in his G] Cf. Phlp., In Phys., p. 369.24: év tovtorg {ntiicat.

unum quidem utrum ... secundum autem) Cf. Phlp.b, In De An., p. 463.2-4: &v pév nbTepov
[...], debrepov 8¢ [...].

in [in G : om. g] quo differt] Both translations (with and without 7z) are compatible with
either t{ Stagépet (cf. Simp., In Cat., p. 397.27: ti Stevivoye ~ in quo differt and Arist. De An.
431 a 20: vt Srapéper ~ Phlp., De Int., p. 100.84: guo differt) or tive Srapépet (cf. Alex., In Mete.,
p- 196.3: tive Stapéper ~ in quo differt; p. 15.2,198.19, 216.33-217.1: tive Stapépet ~ guo differt).
T Srapéper occurs more frequently in Philoponus than tive Stagpépet. Even »ad’ 6 Stagpépet
should be considered (cf. Ammon., In Int., p. 47.22-23: »ad’ 6 Swagéper ~ in quo differt).

quamuis et superius distinxerit [distinxerit g : discreverit G] haec ab invicem] Cf. Simp.,
In Cael., p. 44.11-12: »dv Bptoey adto xal éuétpnoey ~ quamuvis terminaverit ipsam et
mensuraverit; p. 96.17-18: »dv yap TOANAGY xal paxapleov UETEGHEY GO TOU YEVVNOAVTOG
dyadev ~ quamuis enim multis et beatis bonis ab eo qui genuit participaverit; p. 158.7: xav
un Tpocédnuey ~ quamuis non apposuerit. Notice, however, that Mbk uses guamuvis also
for xattou (+ participle), cf. e.g. Simp., In Cael., p. 336.29: xaitot év tf t¥c Aélewg Exdéoer
vodag ~ quamuis in propositione littere scripserit.

hic] The text of G is uncertain, as both variants (ideo CV, non T) make no sense. Bossier
ap. Charlton (p. 27 n. 2) proposes to read nunc (but then the translation hic in g becomes
problematic). We prefer to follow g and read hic in G, too. For a similar use of ¢A)’ évtalda
(~ sed hic), cf. Phlp.2, In De An., p. 187.13 and 418.21 (followed by piv).

postquam ... dixerit g : cum dixisset G] While the structure ‘cum + subordinate clause’ is
Mbk’s standard translation for the aorist participle elndv (cf. e.g. Simp., In Cael., p. 10.10,
10.28, 14.31: Einéw ~ Cum dixisset), he also uses postquam, though mostly with the indicative
form (cf. e.g. Simp., In Cael., p. 382.35/383.7: Einéw ~ postquam (...) dixit).

convenientiam ipsius [ipsius g : ipsorum G] et sensus] The contrast with differentia
(~ Srapopd) makes it clear that convenientia stands for xowvmvia (cf. e.g. Phlp.b, In De An.,
p. 525.7: nowvaviay xal dagpopay adtol meog alodmow and Phlp., In Phys., p. 468.24-25:
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Elnav v te xowvaviay xal Thv dtagpopay tod ypbévou xal tav avdpdrwy). For convenientia
translating xowvevia cf. Ammon., In Int., p. 235.24-25: wepl tc xowvwviag xal THe SLapopdc
Tob Te dvayxalov xal Tob aduvdtou ~ de convenientia et differentia necessarii et impossibilis.

ut ostendat g : ut ostenderet G] Having first chosen ut ostendat, the obvious candidate for the
translation of tva 3¢t&y (cf. e.g. Simp., In Cael., p. 33.27, 285.14) and the (semantically) similar
expression Untép tob évdetfacdar (cf. Ammon., In Int., p. 156.22), Mbk noticed later that the
imperfect subjunctive form ostenderet was needed to link the #z clause with the preceding
subordinate clause rather than with the subsequent main clause (cf. Charlton, p. 27 n. 4).

necessariam esse inquisitionem de differentia ipsorum] As the Greek counterpart to esse one
would expect here odoav rather than etvae (cf. Phlp., In Phys., p. 306.24: tva 8et&y avoryxatay
oboav Ty Totadtny {nrnow). For the possibility of Mbk rendering odoav as esse, see Strobel,
p. 446.

posterius aliam disgregationem ipsorum realem dicit] Cf. Phlp., In Phys., p. 153.18-20:
Avaxplvag o the xowiic yenoens Ty UAny xal v otépmowy, Staxpiver viv adte xal &’
adTHig adTRV THS PUoews, Arep 0Tl mparypatxy ddxptots [...].

superins quidem enim ... nunc antem] Cf. Phlp.b, In De An., p. 529.17-18: dvetépw pv yap
[...],vovi 8¢ [...].

ut iam dixi] o %07 elmov is a phrase used many times by Philoponus.

eo quod g : per hoc quod G] Cf. for ¢ ~ eo gquod e.g. Simp., In Cael., p. 112.8, 186.20,
297.12; for & ~ per hoc quod e.g. Simp., In Cael., p. 41.9, 279.26, 588.25.

non in omnibus] Cf. Phlp., In De An., p. 487.35-38: énetd7) obv moAAn 2oty adTaV 7
%oLvavio, St ToDTo TEdToV abTdY Aéyel TNV Stapopdy. Stapépet Totvuy 6 volc tic alodoews,
8t 7 pev alodnoig év maot tolg {potg Eotiy, 6 8¢ volc odx &v maoLy, AN’ &v wéve avdoame.

consideret{ur) g : videtur G] Are we dealing with two different translations of 9cwpetodar
or of 6pdcdar? To be sure, Yewpetodat is more common in the sense required here than
6pdcdat, and while considerare is Mbk’s standard translation for Yewpetv, videre is also (though
much more rarely) used by Mbk to translate 9cwpetv (cf. e.g. Procl., In Prm., p. 839.18 Steel
= p. 839.23 Luna-Segonds: Ycwpetlodar ~ videri). However, 6pdcdat cannot be ruled out here
(cf. Phlp.t, In De An., p. 85.29-30: v méioLy 6pdtaL Tole {hoLg xal pLxpols xal ueydholg %ol
Trplotg xal dtepotépors; p. 85.31: 16 &v maowy 6pdcdar tote Loote; p. 237.23-24: rbte év mloLy
bpdtar Tolc elpmuévors 7 xivnote, and for considerare ~ 6pdv see e.g. the Latin/Greek indices
in the editions of Mbk’s translations of Simplicius’ commentary on the Categories [ed. Pattin]
and Proclus’ commentary on the Parmenides [ed. Steel], respectively).

in quibus et sensus videtur g : sicut sensus G] Our retroversion follows g, assuming that
videtur is Mbk,’s addition (which is not easy to explain given that Mbk, translates the
corresponding word in the preceding clause as consideret{ur) - did he really want to avoid
repeating the same word?). Another difhiculty is posed by G’s version sicut sensus: Is this
deliberately shorthand for the text we can reconstruct from g? Or did Mbkg read €t ¢¢ instead
of év oi¢ so that sicut should be corrected into sz #t?

consideratis] Cf. e.g. Ammon., In Int., p. 59.32,72.15, 183.33: ewpovpévay ~ consideratis.

utrisque g : ambabus G] While Mbk uses uterque for both éupétepog and éxdrepoc, ambo
is reserved for dp.potepor. Therefore, we have put dppotépanv into our retroversion.

et aliter] xal &Aheg is very often used by Philoponus to signal the introduction of an
additional reason or consideration (cf. e.g. Phlp.s, In De An., p. 379.15; In Phys., p. 340.12;
In GC, p. 219.12-13). &Ahoc e is also used in this way but would have been translated
by Mbk as aliter que (cf. Them., In De An., p. 19.29; 60.20 [~ &ihwg d¢]; 79.2; 88.3; Simp.,
In Cat., p. 156.20; Ammon., In Int., p. 60.13).
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in quibus ... in ipsis bis [in ipsis his g : in his ipsis G]] The respect in which X is said to
have something in common (xotvevetv) with Y is almost always expressed by a prepositional
phrase of the type ‘xatd t¢’, and Philoponus follows this rule strictly. Therefore, one would
expect secundum quae ... secundum ipsa haec (~ »a®’ & ... xat’ avta tabra, cf. for xat’ adra
tadta Procl., In Alc. 339, 1 [p. 158 Westerink]). Why both Mbk, and Mbkg opted here for
in and against secundum is hard to tell, but other cases can be found where Mbk uses iz
aliquo for xatd v without obvious motivation (after all, the Index of Vuillemin-Diem-Steel’s
edition of his translation of Ptolemy’s Terrabiblos lists 11 instances).

convenire [g : communicare G intellectus cum sensu] Cf. Phlp.b, In De An., p. 558.13-
14: »owvawvel 6 volc tf alodoet xatd T6 dpéows évepyelv. Although Mbk generally uses
communicare for xowvwvely, it is reasonable to assume that convenire, too, corresponds to
rowavely. Cf. Ammon., In Int., p. 235.24-25: mepl Tiic xowwviag xal THe Stapopds Tob Te
avayratou xal tob aduvétou ~ de convenientia et differentia necessarii et impossibilis and
above on 133.36-37: convenientiam ipsius [ipsius g : ipsorum G] et sensus.

primo autem in his g : tertio autem post haec G] (1) The variation primo/tertio can be
explained in two ways: Either Mbk, mistook tpttov for mpétov, or both Mbk, and Mbkg
found mp&tov in the Greek manuscript, and Mbk translated tpitov as a correction of mpatov
(for a similar case, cf. below on 139.49-50: morion, id est particula g : solum G). (i) Thanks
to the literal translation in g, we understand that post haec is an interpretation of éri toltorg
(cf. Procl.,, In Prm., p. 1025.12 Steel = p. 1025.15 Luna-Segonds: tpttov 3¢ éri tovtoLg ~ tertio
autem post hec). The expression tpitov (...) énl Toutoig is frequently used (cf. e.g. Phlp.,
In Cat., p. 198.24; In APr., p. 147.6; Phlp.b, In De An., p. 545.21). tpitov 8¢ ént TovToLg 1S
translated by Mbk also as tertio autem super hec (cf. Procl., In Prm., p. 782.19-20 Steel =
p. 782.27 Luna-Segonds).

1. 133.54-134.66 (= 2.27-32)

Texts

g

[133.55] Sicut antem iam et prius diximus, de
irrationabilibus animae potentiis®* disserens,
prius de obiectis disseruit guando® evidentiora
erant _haec, hic vero prius de intellectu
disserit et posterius de obiectis, hoc est de
intelligibilibus; ignotiora enim et inevidentiora
existunt  intelligibilia  quam  intellectus.
Propter quod iterum ab evidentioribus eadem

intentione principium facit.**

2L animae potentiis To ed. : inv. P

G

[133.54] Sicut autem iam prius diximus, de
irrationabilibus quidem _potentiis _animae
disputans, prius de obiectis disputavit quia
evidentiora haec erant, hic vero prius de
intellectu disputat® et posterius de obiectis,
hoc est de intelligibilibus; magis ignota enim
et inevidentiora sunt intelligibilia quam
intellectus. Propter quod rursum _eadem
intentione ab evidentioribus principium facit.

2 guando To ed. : quoniam P (fortasse recte, cf. quia G)

% haecP : om. To ed.
% facit corr. ex G : fecit P To
5 disputat CV : disputavit T ed.
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TPOTEPOY TTEpl THV GVTLRELLEVWY SLeréydr 6Tl cagpéotepa Talta v, évtalda 3¢ mpbTepoy
mepl To0 vob dradéyetar xal U6TEQOV TEPl TEHV GAVTLXELPEV®Y, TOUTEGTL TEQL TGV VONTGY"
FYVOGTOTEPR Yop %ol AoopESTEQE E0TL Ta VONTA 7) 6 vobg: 0o TTdALy Tf adty) Taket? dmo tév
CAPEGTEQMV TNV APy TOLETTAL.

Notes

Sicut antem iam et [et g : om. G] prius diximus] Since the occasional omission of the
adverbial »al is quite characteristic of Mbk’s translation method,? it is safe to assume that g
here reflects the Greek text more faithfully than G. And though the corresponding Greek ¢
3t % xal TpbTepoy elmopey appears nowhere else in exactly this form, we can compare Phlp.¢,
In De An., p. 344.18: é¢ 8¢ %07 etmopev (without xal mpétepov) and Op. mund., p. 211.6-7
Reichardt: é¢ %30 »at mpbdrepov eimov (without 8¢ and with einov instead of elmopev).

disserens] Cf. Ammon., In Int., p. 252.2-3 and Simp., In Cat., p. 436.15-16: Staheybpevoc
~ disserens.

prius de obiectis] In Mbk’s translations, obiectum usually stands for t6 Omoxetlpevoy (cf. e.g.
Them., In De An., p. 49.24,57.30, 80.5). Here, however, the context demands to take obiectis
as a translation of t&v dvtixetpévav. Cf. Phlp.s, In De An., p. 207.10-15: Bouhbéuevog yop
Tepl T¥ig aAbY 0L Stahey Vo, TEGTOV TTepl TGV dvTLxeLpévay StaréyeTal, olov mepl alodnoeng
LEAAeV SLddonely TEOTEQOY TOV TPl TAY alodnTdv ToteTtar Abyov, xal wepl Sdeng TOV TEHY
6patav, nal Tepl Ypédens TOV mEpl TPOPAY, al Eml TEHV dAAwY bupotwg: elta o0Twg dvetoLy émt
T évspysiag, nanetdev ént tog duvdpers Tig Tcpoomuxécg Toutwy and p. 263.29-264.2: odong
yap TEWTNG P&V THG 8uvocpemg, SEUTSpag 3¢ Te svspysuocg, TCpO‘CEpOV & mepl T npuxmmv
avspyatmv SLoO\sys‘rou elta mepl TV 8uvocp,smv dL 16 cageoTépag elvar THY 8uvocp,smv ToG
dvepyelag, xal ETL TPO TOUTWY TTEPl TAY AVTLXELLEVELY Tals SUVAPESLY, GvTLxeLtpévay OE g
& mpde TLt TH) Yop Ypédet N Tpopn avtixettar: 7 Yo Vpédic T TPowT) Teépel nal TEoRTe
¢ott Ypédrc, duotng 7 Gpacts bpatol Bpacte, xal ént TéV dAAeV GoadTeE. adTO 0Ly TOUTO dLi
ToUTeV xatacxkevdout BodAetal, 6t det THg ddacxahlog éx TGV GvTixelwévey dolacdat og
cageotépnv. Philoponus refers to De An. 402 b 14-16: el 8¢ ta Epya mpbTepoY, THALY &V TLE
amoproetey el T& dvtixelpeva [~ obiecta both in the ‘translatio vetus’ and ‘nova’] mpétepov
oty {yttéoy, olov 16 aladnTov Tod alodntixod, xal To vonTov Tob vob.

quando g : quia G] Whereas Mbkg correctly translates étt, Mbk, seems to have read éte
(unless he wrote guoniam [~ 8zi], which is the reading of g according to P).

eadem intentione] None of the various Greek terms for which intentio is used by Mbk
- most noticeably oxomég, but also e.g. Evvota and mpbéYeoig - makes sense here; rather, the
meaning of the sentence demands td&et (~ ordine) as part of the phrase tf adtf taket. This
is shown by three similar passages in Philoponus’ commentary on the De Anima (cf. Phlp.,
In De An., p. 76.5-7: lotéov 8¢ 1L tolc Umodeiypaoty od tf) adti) tdket éypnoato, olomep
¢E¢Yeto Omodelypaot T ol TewTou xal deutépou xal Teltou; p. 227.26-28: dpotug ol &v T

% t4Eei] intentione (~ tdost) g et G

¥ Cf. C. Luna, “Lutilizzazione di una traduzione greco-latina medievale per la costituzione del testo greco:
la traduzione di Guglielmo di Moerbeke del commento di Proclo In Parmenidem”, Documenti e studi sulla tradi-
zione filosofica medievale 21 (2010), pp. 475-555, here p. 485.
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TpoYELploEL TAY Suvdpeny TaY PuyLxdy TF) adTh Tdet YoTfToL Ao TAY dTeAeoTEPWY GEYOEVOS
nal EoydTwy xal TEothy ml T& medTa xal Tehetdtepa; p. 266.7-10: GAN’ Emeldn) odnw TabTa
dietpnuey [lg. Suhpnmnev], Aéyw O7 T mepl TV ddaoraALBY TaGEY TGV YPuytndy duvdpewy,
di& tolto mpooédnne ‘nal vomTol’, tva i) émitapdly v ddacxraiiav, érel, Gg elmov, o
T o0ty tdEet émi Todtwv yenoeta). In addition, the characteristic combination of tf a0t
tafer with wéhw (~ iterum g, ~ rursum G) can be found in Phlp., In APr., p. 57.16-17: <7
adTy) oAy TdEet néypmrat 6 AptoToTéng frep xal ént T6HY apy vy Teotdoewy. But how
did téEet become intentione in Mbk’s translation? Though we cannot be certain, a plausible
assumption is that Mbk read tédoet instead of té&et, understood this in the sense of ntrdoer
and translated it accordingly as intentione (one would expect intensione, but cf. Procl., In
Prm., p. 938.12 Steel = p. 938.15 Luna-Segonds: érnttdoewy ~ intentiones). A similar copyist
error is found in Procl., In Eucl., p. 354.14 Friedlein: the oldest mss. V (Marcianus gr. 306) and
M (Monacensis gr. 427) have tdowv, a later hand in V corrected tdotv into té&uv.

v. 134.67-82 (= 2.33-40)

Texts

8
[134.67] Intellectum autem hic ait Aristoteles

simpliciter omnem rationalem substantiam, et
hunc intellectum partem animae ait, abutens
nomine partis. Non enim est pars totius animae
rationalis substantia: esset enim® utique sic ant
omnis anima immortalis aut omnis mortalis;
pars enim toti consubstantialis;® utrumqune

G

[134.67]Intellectum autem hic® dicit Aristoteles
simpliciter omnem rationalem substantiam, et
hunc intellectum partem animae ait, abutens
nomine. Non enim est pars totius animae
rationalis substantia: esset enim utique sic aut
omnis anima immortalis aut omnis mortalis;
pars enim toti est homousion; utrumaque antem

autem inconveniens. Et ipse etiam de hoc inconveniens. Et ipse etiam de hoc intellectu
intellectu in prioribus ait quia™ videtur animae in prioribus dixit quod videtur alterum genus
genus alterum esse et hoc solum contingere animae esse et hoc solum contingere separari
separari sicut perpetuum a corruptibili. quemadmodum perpetuum a corruptibili.

R

vobv 8¢ évtadda gnoLy 6 ApLototéhng amhde TaGay THY AoyLxiyv o0ctay, xal ToUToV TOV voly
‘woprov e Yuyiic’ enoL xaTaypwpevos Te ToU poplou GvopaTL: 0L Ydpe EoTL LopLov THg 6Ang
Juydic N AoyLrn obala Ay Yap dv oltws 1) mioa Yuyn addvatoc 7) Téoa Ivnth: TO Yop LOpLOY
T8 6A 600UGLOV " ExdTepoV 08 dToToV. %ol adTog 8¢ mepl TovTou Tol vol év Tolg Eumpocdey
elmey 8tL ‘Foune Yuydic yévog Etepov elvar, xal Tolto wovoy évdéyesdat ywptleoar, xaddmep
6 atdLov Tob eYaptod’ [De An. 413 b 25-27].

Cf. scholium: #youv mdong i Aoyixic odotlag Aiv xal volv @nol viv xaTayenoTLXds. 00
Yoo EoTt wbpLov Thg 8Arg YuyTic 1) Aoyixn odota GAN’ Gg Ev onpaLvopevoy THe dpwvipou Yuydic
THG Pepopévng xati TS AAGY0U xal THe AoyLxic, B¢ %ol HAtov Aéyopey xal TOv dtoxov kol To
PO TO v T GépL, TOV P&V GG alTLov, TO 8¢ g alTLaToy.

2 enim P : om. To ed.

¥ toti consubstantialis To ed. : consubstantialis est toti P
% a1t quia To ed. : dixit quod P (fortasse recte, cf. G)
autem hic TCV : inv. ed.

31
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Notes

abutens nomine partis [partis g : om. G]] Cf. Them., In De An., p. 88.25-26: xataypdpcda
vop &’ adTAV T THC Stavolag Ovopatl ~ abutimur emim in ipsis mentis nomine; p. 95.6:
T dvopaTL xatoyedvtat Tob Tomov ~ nomine loci abutantur. Cf. also v ot vobv gnot viv
ratoyenoTixés in the corresponding scholium.

et ipse etiam] Cf. Simp., In Cael., p. 20.26, 49.1: ol adtdc 8¢ ~ et ipse etiam.

in prioribus ait quia [ait quia To : dixit quod P] g : in prioribus dixit quod G] The simplest
way to bring the two versions into agreement is the assumption that Mbk, reading ¢ in
his Greek exemplar, translated it first as ait (cf. for ait ~ Epn Strobel, p. 649) and then as
dixit. However, in only a few cases does Philoponus construe Zpn with a clause introduced
by &t (~ quia / ~ quod) (cf. Phlp.b, In De An., p. 544.22, 568.29; Aet., p. 196.25 Rabe),
and he never uses Z¢n in connection with év tolc Eunpocdev or év Toig mporafodoly (~ i
prioribus, cf. infra on 136.56-137.1: in praecedentibus g : in prioribus G). By contrast, we find
many instances of eime(v) (...) év tolg Eunpocdev / mporaPodory and Ereye(v) (...) év tolg
Zumpoodev/mporaBoloty in Philoponus” works as well as related texts (cf. e.g. Simp., In Cat.,
p- 402.1: elmey &v tolc EumpooVey ~ dixit in prioribus and Ammon., In Int., p. 108.24: Eevyev
&v tolc mporaPolbowy ~ dixit in prioribus). With this in mind, it is interesting to observe that
P, one of the two witnesses for g, shares with G the reading dixit guod, which may be due,
however, to an intervention by the scribe of P.

vi. 134.82-135.99 (= 2.40-3.48)

Texts

8

(134.82] Sic igitur dicit partem totius animae
rationalem, tanquam wunum significatum
aequivocae animae dictae de irrationali et
rationali ac si utique et solis aequivoce dicti.
Dicimus enim solem et ipsum corpus solare
et lumen quod in aere provenit; consuevimus
enim inferiorem® locum solem appellare;
sicut 1gitur si diceremus partem solis lumen,
non wvellemus dicere quod toti pars haec
consubstantialisesset (haecquidem enim causa,
scilicet corpus solis, hoc autem causatum), sed
quod pars totius aequivocae vocis, ita et hic
partem animae dicit intellectum.

R

G

(134.82] [Ita igitur dict totius animae
rationalem  esse __partem, sicut  unum
significatum  aequivocae animae  dictae
de irrationali et rationali ac si utique de
aequivoce dicto_sole. Dicimus enim solem
et ipsum corpus et lumen factum in aere;
consuevimus enim illuminatum locum solem
appellare; sicut igitur si diceremus partem
solis lumen, non bhoc dicimus quia toti pars
haec bomousia sit (hoc quidem enim causa,
scilicet corpus, hoc autem causatum), sed quia
pars totins aequivocae vocis, ita et hic partem
animae dicit intellectum.

oUtag odv Aéyet wopLov tiic 6Ang Yuyiic Thv hoyLxry elvat GG £V oNUALYOLEVOV TTG GUeviLoU
Juydic g pepopévne xaTa TR AAGYOU xal TG Aoyixiig, Gomep &v el xal ToD GLoVILKg
pepop.évou NAlov. Aéyouey yap HAtov xal Tov dloxoy %al T6 Qic TO v T GEpL YLYOUEVOV®
elddapey Yoo TOV TEQWTLOULEVOV TOHTOV ALOY TROGAY0PEVELY * BOTIER 0DV el AéyoLuey ‘LopLov

32 inferiorem To P ed. : an illuminatum ex G?
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ol NAlov’ TO g, 00 ToUTO papey 6Tt T6 6Aw T LopLov ToUTo 6Lo0VGLOY EGTL — TO PEY VAP
altLov, T6 8¢ altiatdv — &AL’ 6TL pbpLov EAng Tiig 6pmvip.ov @uviic, 00Tw xal évtabla ‘wopLov
T Yuyfic’ Aéyel Tov volv.

Cf. scholium: #yovv wdong t¥g hoyixiic odotag v xal volv @nol YOV xatayenoTixés. o0
Yap 0Tl popLov Tig 6Ane Yuydic N Aoyixr) ovola GAN" (¢ EV OTLALYOLEVOY THE Oevipov YuyTic
THE PePOPEVNE AT THG GAGYOU %al THG AoyLxiig, g %ol HAtov Aéyopev xal Tov dioxov xal To
Pidc TO &V T Gépt, TOV P&V g altLov, T6 8¢ o altlatoy.

Notes

aequivocae anima dictae] Verbeke considers the Greek term translated as aequivocae to
be an adverb and accordingly writes aequivoce, but the scholium shows that the term is here
used as an attribute to ¥ ... Yuyiic. Even if 6udvupog generally occurs in attributive position
as a modifier of ovy (sc. ) 6puavupog pwvy), it is perfectly possible to follow the scholium in
writing T¥¢ 6pwvipov Yuyiic, where t¥¢ ... Yuyiic refers to a particular pwvy, namely 4 guy?’.
The scholium also suggests reconstructing gepopévng xata for dictae de (cf. Simp., In Cat., p.
24.24: elte bpovipng xatd TAeLOVoY pépeTal T6 adTO Svopa elte GUVWYLRWG ~ ST aequivoce de
pluribus dicatur idem nomen vel si univoce).

ac si utique] Cf. Them., In De An., p. 99.15 and 106.7: omep &v el ~ ac si utique. omep &v
el xal 10D 6pevipes gepopévou fitov is probably brachylogical for domep v Aéyor el xal Tob
OULOVOLOG PECOUEVOL TALOV LOELOV AEYOL.

solis aequivoce dicti g : de aequivoce dicto sole G] Mbkg, falsely construes the genitive with
the preceding xat’.

ipsum corpus solare g : ipsum corpus G] Two points are worth mentioning here: First,
solare is missing in (the copies of) G (and, whether by coincidence or not, the copies of
G also omit solis in Mbk’s explanatory gloss on 16 p&v yap altiov in 135.95-96); secondly,
the Greek counterpart found in the scholium is not adt6 t6 Ahaxdv odpa (~ g) or adtod To
oopa (~ G), but tov dtoxov. All three possibilities of retroversion (i.e. adt6 T0 fAtaxov cdp.a,
adTo TO 6dua, and Tov dloxov) make good sense and can be defended on the basis of parallel
passages (cf. for to Ahaxdv odpa Simp., In Cael., p. 441.2: tob Hhtaxod copatog ~ a solari
corpore and p. 519.25: tob Ahtaxod cdpatog ~ solaris corporis; cf. for Tov loxov Phlp.:, In De
An., p. 348.37: tov dloxov adtod [sc. Tob fAtov]). Two explanations for the variation present
themselves: (i) The Latin wording, whether that of g or that of G, is closer to the original
Greek, which became t6v dtoxov in the scholium; or (ii) it is a kind of paraphrase employed
by Mbk to translate tév dloxov (or whatever expression he thought he was reading in his
text). The main argument against (ii) and in favour of (i) is the fact that it is difficult to see
why Mbk, reading t6v dtoxov, should not have translated it simply as discum (cf. Arist., Po.
1461 b 31). But there are also strong reasons for (i1): First, the difference between g and G here
and in 135.95-96 can be better explained if we assume that the Latin wording is a paraphrase
(with g adding, and G omitting, solare as well as solis). Moreover, in view of the rareness of
the term 6 dtoxog, it is not easy to see why the scholiast should have come up with tov dtoxov
for adto 6 HALanoy cdpe (~ g) or adto t6 oapa (~ G). If corpus (+ solare g) is a paraphrase for
Tov dloxov, ipsum may be understood either (i) as part of Mbk’s paraphrase without a Greek
counterpart (cf. our retroversion), or (ii) as part of the translation for adtév tov dioxov. And
if (i1) is the case, it cannot be ruled out that Philoponus wrote adtob [sc. Tob HAlov] Tov dloxov
asin In De An., p. 348.37 (quoted above).
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quod in aere provenit g : factum in aere g] quod ... provenit corresponds to the same
Greek as factum, either yuwépevov (cf. Simp., In Cael., p. 97.17: mohhfig odv yevopévne tic év
6 EoydTe TC)\’h%EL daotdocws ~ multa igitur proveniente in extrema multitudine distensione)
or waparytvopevoy (cf. Simp., In Cat., p. 146.10: 6 petd Stactdocns elg ‘mv WINYY TCO(pOL‘YLVE‘CO(L
~ quae cum distensione in materiam provenit and p. 249.16: el adto mapaylvetar ~ in
ipsam provenit). Despite Mbk’s use of the perfect factum, the aorist (mrapa)yevopevoy is less
probable; cf. Phlp., Op. mund., p. 86.23-24 Reichardt: 16 év & dépt yLvbpevov oéc, and for
the translation of ytvépevoc as factus Strobel, p. 198.

inferiorem locum g : illuminatum locum G] Whereas illuminatum gives the expected
meaning, inferiorem makes little sense, regardless of its exact Greek counterpart (e.g. tov
#4To, TOV DTOXATE, TOV XATWTEQW, TOV xaTadeéaTepoy, TOV UTtodeéotepov). It may be regarded
simply as a corruption of illuminatum or as resulting from a difficulty posed by the Greek
text. We could speculate, for example, that inferiorem is the attempt to translate a (non-
existing) verb form like xatwtilépevov, for which Mbkg restored xatagwtilbpevoy (the verb
ratagetilewy is used by Philoponus twice: Phlp.:, In De An., p. 327.4 and 337.34). However,
this is mere speculation.

non vellemus dicere g : non hoc dicimus G] The variation is difhcult to explain. While
both versions make sense, Mbk,’s seems to have the advantage that vellemus (imperfect
active subjunctive) better squares with diceremus (attested both in g and G, p. 135.91-92)
than dicimus (present active indicative). Mbkg’s translation non hoc dicimus, on the other
hand, seems to be supported by two parallels in Philoponus (Phlp., In Phys., p. 179.6-10:
8Tav oLy Aéympev {iov éx Loov yivesdar, olov € inmwy ooiixeg, ob d7mou Tolto Aéyouey,
8L 1) L&ov 6 tnmog petaBdhhet el {da Tolg opfinas (008E yop bmoxeLtTar Tols oeniiv ég
OAm 6 inmog), dAAa TobTo Aéyopev, 6Tt Ex TLvog ¢ cupPEfmnxe (ow elvar Ao TL yiveTal
o xal adtd Lo elvar Omdpyet and p. 471.14-17: 8rav Aéyopey v OAny mavta elvat
Suvdpet, ob toltd oauey ) 6Tt ThvTa &po mote dvepyela yevhoetal, ) 6Tt 00dEV eidog
Eyer dvepyeta, GAN 6L Exer pnév Tu eldog évepyela, mépuxe 8E xal mavta déyeodar nata
népog, dua 3¢ ovdémote). Moreover, the difhiculty posed by the seeming incoherence
between diceremus and dicimus can be mitigated by supposing that diceremus translates
the potential optative Aéyotpev (cf. e.g. Simp., In Cael., p. 5.7). In addition, it is not
easy to find a plausible Greek equivalent for non vellemus dicere; one could think of
odx (&v) akrotpev, comparing Pl., R. 436 C 9 - D 3 (el yép tig Aéyor dvdpwmov EotrnndTa
#nvolbvta 8¢ Tag xelpds Te xal THY xEPaANyY, 6Tt 6 adTOg 00T0C E0TNXE ®al niveltal &y,
oVx &v olpat gErotuey oltwng AéyeLy 8etv, AN’ 8TL TO pév Tt adTod EoTnxe, TO OF xLvelTaL.
oVy oUtwg; - 00tw), but the use of d€téw would give the statement a strange evaluative
emphasis. All in all, Mbkg’s version seems to us preferable; the possibility should be
kept in mind, however, that Mbk encountered an illegible text and translated ad sensum
in either case.

haec [haec To : hoc P] g: hoc [hoc'T : haec CV] G] Unless haec is also the reading of G - or,
conversely, hoc is also the reading of g -, hoc in G can be explained as the literal translation of
tobto, whereas g writes haec to make the pronoun agree with causa (~ altiov).

scilicet corpus solis g : scilicet corpus G] Presumably added by Mbk as an explanatory
remark referring back to haec g / hoc G. For the omission of solis in (the copies of) G see
above on 135.87-88: ipsum corpus solare g : ipsum corpus G.
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vit. 135.99-10 (= 3.48-53)

Texts
g

[135.99] Diceremus enim wutique quia et
huius aequivocae vocis “Aiax” pars utique
erit Telamonius id_est unum significatum,
non quia_consubstantialis sit iste reliquis
Aiacibus; non enim est idem cum Aiace
Trotano secundum hoc idem® significatum
Atacis, sicut utique si quis et entium omninm

G

[135.99] Dicemus enim utique quia et huius
vocis “Aiax” aequivocae existentis pars utique
erit qui Telamonius quasi unum significatum,
non quod homousios sit iste reliquis Aiacibus;
non enim est idem® cum Aiace Troiano
secundum hoc ipsum  significatum Aiacis,
sicut utique si quis et entium omnium partem

dicat angelicam substantiam et gubernatorem
navis.

partem diceret angelicam substantiam et
gubernatorem navis.
R

v \ ) ¢/ \ ~ v ~ e A R4 / ) 9 I ’ e [\
elmotpey yap av étL xal t¥ic Alag puviic opwvipou oborg woptov &v etr 6 Tedapwviog ag év
oNLaLYOUEvoY, oby 8TL 6pooloLds éaTLy 0bTog Tolg Aotoic Alacy: ol Y 6Ty 6 adTog TE
"OtAéwe® Alavte xot’ adto Tolto To ornpatvépevoy Tob Atavtog, bomep v el TLg xal TdvToy
TGV GVT@V POELOV AEYOL TNV AYYEALXTY 00GLay xal TOV TAwTTpa ToD TAolov.

Notes

huius aequivocae vocis “Aiax” g : huins vocis “Aiax” aequivocae existentis G] The two
translations differ not only in word order but also in syntax: while aequivocae appears in g in
attributive position, it serves in G as a predicative adjective, with the copula existentis being
added. Our retroversion rests on the double assumption that (i) huius translates the article t¥¢
(cf. Michael Eph., In EN, p. 533.22-23: 8ta t¥ig mpoodxng tob tab otoLyelou 7 the mposdnrng
THe Puviig The ‘adté’ ~ per appositionem huius elementi T - tan - vel per appositionem huins
vocis “auto” (quod latine sonat “ipsum”) [translation by Robert Grosseteste]) and that (i1) huius
vocis “Aiax” translates tHg Alag puwviic, a phrase frequently used by the commentators with
various inflections of 9 ... pwvn (cf. e.g. Porph., In Cat., p. 62.31, Olymp., In Cat., p. 27.30,
Ammon., In Cat., p. 18.4, Phlp., In Cat., p. 20.31). Given this, the question arises whether
Mbk, omitted odong or Mbkg added existentis. Perhaps the situation is more complicated, and
Mbk was faced with the syntactically awkward expression t#c Alag puviic 6pwvipov, which
called for some intervention. While Mbk, tried to solve the problem by reading ti¢ Alag
puviic {tfic) 6pwvipov and thus put aequivocae before vocis, Mbk supplied the participle
existentis, reading t¢ Alag puviic 6pmvipov {odorg). Both attempts are equally plausible.

id est unum significatum g : quasi unum significatum G] id est is almost certainly the
corruption of a term corresponding to &¢ (~ guasi G) - perhaps sicut? The retroversion ég év
onpaLvbpevoy is suggested by the comparison of p. 134.83-84 (tanquam (g : sicut G] unum
significatum) with the corresponding scholium (&g &v onpatvépevoy).

Troiano] This translates 'Ouiéws, which Moerbeke erroneously took for "Inéng (i.e. “from
Troy’). Our conjecture is inspired by Bossier’s, see Charlton p. 29 n. 13: “The MSS have

3 idem To ed. : an ipsum cum P?
¥ est idem corr. ex g (P To) : sidem TCV idem ed.
3 *Ownéwg] Troiano (~Théwg) g et G
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Troiano, ‘the Trojan Ajax’, but no Trojan Ajax is known to legend, and Moerbeke probably
read Iliadei, “Trojan’ for Oiliadei, ‘son of Oileus’ (Bossier).” For ’Ounéang see Alex., In Top.,
pp- 120.35-121.1, Porph., In Cat., p. 64.9-12, Olymp., In Cat., p. 27.13, etc.

hoc idem g : hoc ipsum G] Unless Mbk,, too, wrote ipsum (as is transmitted in P), the
variation has its origin in two different readings of the Greek text: Mbk, seems to have read
*xat’ Tadto Tolto, Mbkg correctly xat’ adto tobro.

sicut utique si quis ... diceret g : sicut utique si quis ... dicat G] Cf. Simp., In Cat., p. 324.23-
24: omep av el TLg ... Néyou ~ sicut utique si quis ... dicat and Them., In De An., p. 58.10: domep

v el Aéyou ~ sicut si diceret. For Méyou ~ diceret cf. also Simp., In Cael., p. 5.7.
angelicam substantiam) Cf. Phlp., In Cat., p. 49.26: 4 dyyehux) [sc. odota].
gubernatorem navis] The retroversion is based on Charlton’s observation: “Probably an

allusion to [De An.] 413 2 8-9” (p. 29 n. 14).
v, 135.11-136.43 (= 3.53-4.69)

Texts

g
[135.11] Primum autem ait Aristoteles esse

intellectum, non substantia sed habitudine,

i
eum quidem qui potentia, qualis quidem est in
omnibus; secundum antem eum qui secundum
habitum, qualis est qui in scientibus quidem
et non utentibus scientia, qualis est dormiens
geometra ant simpliciter qui non in promptu

G

[135.11] Triplicem antem intellectum ait esse
Avristoteles, non essentia sed habitudine, eum
scilicet qui potentia, qualis est in omnibus;
secundum antem eum qui secundum
habitum, qualis est qui in scientibus quidem,
non utentibus autem scientia, qualis est
dormiens geometer aut simpliciter qui non in

habet theoremata; tertium auntem ait ewm qui promptu habet theoremata; tertium antem ait

secundum actum iam in promptu babentem
operationes, speculativo altero existente praeter
istos, in quo secundum nihil est guod potentia,
sed est actus sine potentia, ex quo scientiarum
principia habet qui potentia, quem et proprie
actu dicit esse; ratiocinativum enim etiam
quando actu fit, et sic® potentia aliqualiter
[aliqualiter] esse ait, propterea guod non simul
totum habet actum, sed transit’ a prioribus
ad secunda. Et hunc intellectum omnes
immortalem faciunt, dico autem rationalem
substantiam, et Aristotelem consonantem
sibi ostendunt etiam in his quae hic dicuntur;

% sic (?) To : similiter ed.

transit To ed. : an transitivum corr. ex G?
3 jam CV :om. T ed.

¥ guod corr. ex g : quidem TV ed. om. C

% dico corr. ex g : dicunt TCV ed.

37
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eum qui secundum actum iam* in promptu
habens  operationes, speculativo  altero
existente ab_bis, in quo secundum nibil est
quod® potentia, sed est sine potentia actus, ex
quo scientiarum principia habet qui potentia,
quem et proprie actu dicit esse; ratiocinativum
enim et _cum actu fiat, et sic potentia
aligualiter esse ait, quia non simul totum
habet actum, sed transitivum a prioribus
in secunda. Et hunc intellectum omnes
immortalem faciunt, dico® itaque rationalem
substantiam et Aristotelem consonum sibi
ostendunt etiam in his quae hic dicuntur;
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econtra enim pronuntiat “separatam” esse econtra enim “separatam” esse hanc partem
hanc particulam animae et impassibilem et animae enuntiat et impassibilem et non
non mixtam ad corpus. mixtam ad corpus.

R

TELTTOV 8¢ @rowy 6 ApLaTotéAng TOV vobv elvae, ob T obota, dAAa T oyéoet, {mpdTov piv)
Tov duvdpet, otbomep éotiv 6 v manal,!! dedtepov 3t tov %ad’ EEwv, oldg doTiv 6 &v Tolg
ETLOTNOGL P&V, U] YPwWéVoLs 08 TH] ETTLoTNiy), 016G 0Ty 6 xadeddwy Yewuétone 1) Amhids 6 i)
mpoyeLpLtlopevog To Yempnuata TelTov 0 Enot Tov ot évépyetay Hdn meoyeLptlopevoy Tag
évepyelog, ToD Yempmtinod ETépou Gvtog Tapd TovToug, v ¢ %ot  0VdEY EaTL TO Suvdyet, GAN
ZoTLy dveu duvdpewg Evépyeta, €€ ob Tév EmLoTnudy Tog dpyog Exet 6 Suvdyet, By xal xupteg
dvepyela Aéyer elvar’ oV yop dtavontixdy, nal 8tav vepyeta Yévntar, xal oltw duvduet Twg
elval pnowy, Séte oy &ua By FyeL T dvépyetay, GAAL LeTafaTinny o Tév TeoTépwy Tl Ta
dedtepa. xatl TobTov TOV volv Tdvteg addvatov Totoloty - Aéyw 87 ThHY AoyLxav obolay - %ol TOV
ApLoToTéNNY oUPPWVODVTA EauTd detxviouct xal &v tolg évtabda Aeyopévorg: &vTLxpus Yo
AmoQalveTaL YWELGTOV ELvat TOUTO TO LopLov TTg Yuyiic xal amadis xal quLyEs TEOg TO GRYL.

Cf. scholium: 6 Suvdpet vode, 6 xad’ EEwv xal 6 xat’ évépyetay xat 6 YewpnTindg b dvev
duvdpens Evépyetd Eott € 0D TGRY EMLETNUGY TaS Goyds EYet 6 Suvdpet Hv nal [xvplwg] dvepyela
AéveL elvar: TOv yap Stavortinov] xal 8tav évepyela vévnTal xal 0lte duvdyet Twg etval grot
dLéTL 0O dpa By [Exel Tv] vépyetay, dAAL petalatirny xal aro Tplotépwv] éml deltepa
TELTTOG EGTLY 6 VOUG 0V T7) 006La dAAG Tf] oyéoet:-

Cf. Sophon., In De An., p. 132.28-39: elc év T obolay xal dvahholwtog TorvTtAactdletal
T oyéoet Tals évepyelatg ol Tal Suvadpest. xal duvdpet pév Aéyetar, Toly Tt padety 7 e0pely,
og v marol xad’ EELy 8¢, g Bta EmLoTev pév YévnTar, ui) évepYT] 08 ®aTd TUE EMLOTNLAS, (S
6 xadeldwy YewuéTong 1) nal Eypnyophs 1) Evepydy 08 %ot TV émLoTumny. xat Evépyetay 3¢,
o¢ 8oy Yewpd, xal Tobto Sittas: 7) mepl TAY dLdiwy xal xadbéhou xal Yelov, Og tav dotpovoud
1) Yeopeted), kol xaheTtor Fewpntiros Stavontinde, TéNog ToLobuevog Ty dhndetay, 7) Tepl TAY
avYpTivey %ol LePLRGY Xal TTOALTLXGY, TENOG TLIEULEVOS TO Ay adoY, Kol XAAETTAL TEARTLROG®
®al ETL Tapd TOUTOUS 6 KUPLOTATOS %ol %ot Evépyetay volg 6 Yewpntinds dvtng, v @ xat’
00d¢v oL TO duvdpet, AN’ EaTLy dveu duvdpewg Evépyeta, € o TAY EMLoTNUAY Tag ey g ExeL
6 duvépet volc' 0btog 87 xal a9dvartog etvar Tols EETic dmopavdnceTal.

Notes

primum g : triplicem G] Mbk translates totttov, which gives the required sense and is
confirmed by the scholium (tpittéc oty 6 volg 0d T obolq dAA& tfj oyéoet). Mbk,, by
contrast, seems to translate wp@tov. The difference may be due to a mistake on Mbk,’s part
(tortTov misread as Tp@tov) or to a correction made by Mbkg, (mpatov corrected into tprttov).
In any case, we do not need to assume that Mbk, and Mbkg used different Greek exemplars
or found two different readings in the same Greek exemplar.

eum quidem qui potentia g : eum scilicet qui potentia G] A literal retroversion of the two
versions leads to different results, tov pév Suvdpet on the basis of g (cf. Arist., Cael. 301 b 20:

# mowst Verbeke ex Sophon. : omnibus (~ néot) g et G
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Ty L& xatd @UoLy ~ eum quidem qui secundum naturam; Them., In De An., p. 16.6: Ty
wev mapd eioLy xivnowy tic Yuyiic ~ ewm quidem qui praeter naturam animae motum), TOv
duvépet on the basis of G (cf. Ammon., In Int., p. 85.34: £voc Tpdmou Tol Tapd T dpmvupley ~
unius modi eius scilicet qui circa aequivocationem; Simp., In Cael., p. 63.21:4) dvo ~ scilicet qui
sursum). Both results are insufficient in that devtepov 8¢ (~ secundum auntem 135.15) always
follows upon mpétov pév and mpdtov is missing in either case. Assuming that wpdtov piv Tov
duvédpet was the original Greek text and further assuming that the text read by Mbk in his
exemplar was either (i) Tov p.év Suvdpet (~ g) or (it) Tov duvapet (~ G), we prefer interpretation
(i1) because it seems to us more likely that Mbk, added guidem and less likely that Mbkg read
wév and replaced guidem by scilicet.

qualis quidem g : qualis G] Unless the additional guidem in g is repeated from eum quidem
qui in 135.13, qualis quidem may translate otéomep (cf. Arist., Cael. 292 b 2: ota wep ~ qualis
quidem; Mete. 355 a 7: olavrep ~ qualis quidem; MA 701 b 21: olév nep ~ qualis quidem),
offering a more precise translation of the suffix -wep than G (cf. also 138.11 and 139.54); it
should be noted, however, that the two subsequent occurences of gualis in 135.16 and 136.18
are not accompanied by guidem in g either.

omnibus] Both g and G read néot, error for marst (cf. Sophon., In De An., p. 132.30).

et g : autem G] Mbk occasionally uses er to translate 8¢ (cf. e.g. the instances listed in the
Index of Vuillemin-Diem-Steel’s edition of his translation of Ptolemy’s Tetrabiblos). Here,
however, Mbk,’s choice of et (instead of autem as later in G) is surprising, given that quidem,
which corresponds to pév, is left without its usual counterpart autem. Perhaps Mbk, first
wrote guidem without a second thought but then abandoned the guidem — autem structure
to avoid confusion with the similar structure of the main clause (cf. guidem [135.13] — autem
[135.15] — autem [136.21]). Mbk noticed the inconsistency and replaced er by antem rather
than deleting guidem.

qui non in promptu habet theoremata] Cf. Simp., In Cat., p. 68.29-31: &eotL Yyop
mpoyeLptlopévoug 6TLODY TGV BvTmy 6pdv 6Ttwg elg &V TL TAVTWE TOUTMY TRV YEVEY GVapEpETaL
~ licet enim in promptu habentes qguodcumque entium videre qualiter in unum aliguod horum
generum modis omnibus referatur.

eum qui ... habentem g : ewm qui ... habens G] One would expect haber as in 136.20.
Despite the difference between habentem and habens, both versions have in common that
Mbk seems to translate Tov xat’ evépyetav as eum qui secundum actum (by analogy with
eum ... qui potentia 135.13-14 and eum qui secundum habitum 135.15-16) and take (#3+)
mpoyeLpLlopevoy tag evepyetas as an additional participle clause.

praeter istos g : ab his G] Both Mbk, and Mbkg translate wapa tobtoug (~ Sophon., Iz De
An., p. 132.36); cf. for praeter istos Ammon., In Int., p. 215.30: mapd tobtoug ~ praeter istos;
Simp., In Cael., p. 50.28: mapd tadtag ~ preter hos; In Cat., p. 181.3: mapd tadtag ~ praeter
has, for ab his Ammon., In Int., p. 167.5-6: T hotmd mapa To TebTepOV elpnuéva ~ reliquae a
prius dictis; p. 167.9: v hotra mop” adtig ~ reliquas ab ipsis.

transit g : transittoum G] The translation transitivum (~ petaBatixdy) is confirmed by
the scholium. It is hard to decide whether the reading transit is due to a deliberate choice on
Mbk,’s part or the result of an error by Mbk, or by a copyist of g. A deliberate departure from
the Greek syntax would not be untypical of Mbk, (cf. below on 139.61-62: ostensum est quod
Avristoteles vult g : ostensus est velle G).

a prioribus ad secunda] The scholium reads amnd mp[otépwv] ént delrtepa. Since and Tav
mpotépwy is used much more frequently than a6 mpotépwy — as well as énl Ta mpbTepa
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than ént mpbtepa —, we are inclined to think that the scholiast shortened the phrase aro tév
TEoTépwy éml T delTepa. to &To TEoTépwy éml deltepa.

dico autem g : dicunt utiqgue G] The first person (dico ~ Myw) is required for this
supplementary remark (dicunt is a slip caused by faciunt at the end of the preceding sentence),
but we keep 87 from G (often confused with 3¢ in mss.): Aéyw 87 Ty hoyixiv odolav.

consonantem g : consonum G] consonus usually corresponds to obugwvoc, but in some
cases also to cuppwvav (cf. Procl., In Prm., p. 659.12 Steel = p. 659.16 Luna-Segonds and Ptol.,
Terr. IT1 556f. [p. 202 Hiibner]). Conversely, consonans usually corresponds to suppwvév but
in some cases also to obpgwvos (cf. Procl., In Prm., p. 705.16 Steel = p. 705.21 Luna-Segonds).
It is therefore hard to tell whether Mbk’s exemplar read sup.pavobvra or cldp.pmvov.

e contra] In accordance with Mbk’s use of e contra (cf. Them., In De An., p. 19.7 and
120.19: &vtixpug ~ e contra), Bossier proposes dvtixpug, which makes excellent sense here
(‘outright’, ‘openly’). Moreover the adverbial expression is often connected with drogatvopat
as is the case here (see Phlp., In APr, p. 6.21-22: ol p&v yap Zteirol &vtinpug pépog adThy
amogatvovrar and Phlp.t, In De An., p. 193.3: dvtixpug arogarvopevos). Mbk translates the
term dvtixpug in various ways: e contra (Them., In De An.), e contrario (Ptol., Tetr.; Simp., In
Cael.), ex opposito (Alex., In Mete.), e diverso (Simp., In Cat.; Them., In De An.), e converso
(Procl., In Prm.), a regione or e regione (Them., In De An.; Ptol., Tetr.; Simp., In Cael.). Itis
clear that he mistakenly thought that the only meaning of &vttxpug was that which is given by
LSJ as “= avtixpy, opposite” (LS], s.v. dvtixpug I1.) and can be found e.g. in Alex., In Mere.,
p. 154.26 (where Mbk correctly translates ex opposito).

ix. 136.44-137.73 (= 4.70-5.83)

Texts

g G

[136.44] Alexander vero his quae hic dicuntur
resistere nom potens, mortalem autem
esse putans etiam rationalem animam, et
volens attrahere ad suam opinionem etiam
Aristotelem, ait quod de conditore intellectu
bic loquitur, et guia ait hunc esse et separatum
et non mixtum et impassibilem, wvalde
inconsiderate. Primo quidem enim de illo
demonstrare vanum est. Quis enim utique de
illo dubitabit® tanquam non sit separatus? Et
in praecedentibus antem de intellectu dixir
ipso_quia intellectus autem videtur infieri et
{non) corrumpi; maxime enim corrumperetur
ab ea quae in senectute imbecillitate.

4 esse corr. ex G : et To ed.

“ dubitabit corr. : dubitav’ To (dubitavit ed.)

[136.44] Alexander vero contrariari his quae
hic dicuntur non potens, mortalem autem
putans esse etiam rationalem animam, et
volens attrabere ad propriam opinionem
etiam Aristotelem, dicit quod de conditore
intellectu hic loquitur, et quod ait hunc esse
et separatum et non mixtum et impassibilem,
valde inconsiderate. Primo quidem enim de
illo ostendere vanum. Quis enim utique de
illo dubitaret quod non sit separatus? Et in
prioribus autem Aristoteles de ipso intellectu
dixit guod intellectus videtur infieri et non
corrumpi; maxime enim utique corrumperetuy
ab ea quae in senectute imbecillitate.
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Et quis utique suspicabitur quod de conditore Et quis utique suspicaretur quod de conditore
intellectu dicit quod rotaliter* infiat in nobis intellectu’ diceret quod totaliter infiat in nobis
aut intus factus non corrumpitur? Quomodo aut ingenitus non corrumpitur? Quomodo
vero de illo diceret: si corrumperetur,® autem? deillo diceret utique: si corrumperetur,
maxime corrumperetur utique ab ea quae in maxime wutiqgue corrumperetur ab ea quae
senectute imbecillitate, quasi sit hoc dubium, in senectute imbecillitate, tanquam utigue
quod incorruptibilis sit conditor intellectus?  dubitabili_existente, quod incorruptibilis sit
conditor intellectus?

R

‘0 pévror AréEavdpog Tole évtabla Aeyopévorg avtiBaédar ui) duvdpevos, vty 8¢ olbpevog
elva xal T Aoy Yuymy xal BovAbpevog cuyxatacmdy Teog THY olxeloy d6Eav xal Tov
Aptototéhny, enoty 61t mept 1ol dnutovpyLrol vol évtabda Aéyetl xal 8Tt gnot Toltov elvar
%Al YWELOTOV Xal AULYT] %ol aadd], Aoy ATEQLORETTWS® TEGTOV UEY Yap To {TalTa) Tepl
éxelvou detlat pdtatov: Tlg Yop &v meptl Exelvou amoptGeLey (g 0% vTog YwpLoTol; %al &y
tolg Eumpoadev 8¢ 6 ApLoTotéhng mepl Tob vob elmey adtod §tL ‘6 8¢ volg Eotxev éyyiveodar
xat o0 @detpeoBat. padiota yap pdelpet’ &v OO THg év T& YNea dpavpncens’ [De An.
408 b 18-20]. Kot tic &v Omovonoetey 61t epl 1o dnpLovpyixol vod Aéyet 6Tt Ang éyyivetar
&v Ny 1) éyywopevog ob @delpetar; moc 8¢ mepl éxelvou elmey &v, el épdelpeto, ‘UdAtoTa
gpVelpet’ dv OTO TG &V TG YNEY AUAVEOCENS’, O &V GTtopov §vTog Tob dpdapTtov elval TOV
dnpLovEY Loy voiv;

Notes

Alexander vero] Cf. Phlp., In APr., p. 258.23 and In GC, p. 15.2: ‘O pévrtor AréEavdpoc.
Though vero might correspond to 3¢ (as is sometimes the case in Mbk’s translations), Mbk’s
usage is in favour of ‘O pévtor AréEavdpos: an ALD search yields eight instances of Alexander
vero ~ ‘0 pévror AréEavdpoc, against no occurrences of Alexander vero ~ ‘0 8¢ ANéEavdpoc.

resistere g : contrariari G] Mbk’s use of contrariari could lead one to think of évavtiobodar,
but it is doubtful whether Mbk would have translated this term by resistere. An interesting
parallel is Simp., In Cael., p. 80.24-25: tolc mepl tHg qtdtéTnTog ToU 00pavod Aeyopévolrg
avtitdrteodar ~ hiis que de perpetuitate celi dicuntur contrariari. Could dvtitdrresdar
correspond to resistere? We found in Moerbeke one possible case, Simp., In Cat., p. 64.3-
4: oUtwg pév odv ol mept tov TapBatyov xal [Toppdptov Siatdtrovrar ~ Sic igitur qui circa
Lamblichum et Porphyrium resistunt (where it corresponds to dtatérrovrar, but Moerbeke
probably read dvtitdrrovrar). Even more intriguing, however, is a passage from Philoponus
himself: Phlp.¢, In De An., p. 159.9-11: 86 nal 6 AréEavdpoc dvtiBrédar p) Suvdpevog mpog
TQ TPOPAVRHE VTTO TOU APLoTOTEAOUG AEYOUEVA, OLONOYET PEV EXmV %al dxwy TOV VOUY addvatov
etvar (cf. for this use of avtifrénery also Phlp., Op. mund., p. 57.15, 120.22, 148.9 Reichardt,
where the verb is used with the dative as here [cf. his guae hic dicuntur]). Mbk’s struggle to
find a Latin equivalent is shown by his various attempts to translate the related adjective
ducavtifientoc (cf. Ammon., In Int., p. 132.8: SucavtifArentog ~ difficile avertibilis; p. 135.1:

“ totaliter corr. ex G : corporaliter To ed.
S corrumperetur corr. ex G : corrump’r To (corrumpitur ed.)
i conditore intellectu CV : inv. T ed.

Y autem CV : autem primo T ed.
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ducavtifrentov ~ difficile avertibilem and p. 266.12: Sucavtifrentétatov ~ maxime difficulter
pervertibile; Procl., In Prm., p. 954.12 Steel = p. 954.15 Luna-Segonds: SucavtiBrentov ~
difficulter revincibilem). In his translation of Proclus’ Parmenides commentary, he desperately
resorts to the simplest and least intelligible way of translating avtiBrérery, ending up with
contravidere (cf. p. 710.19 Steel = p. 710.26 Luna-Segonds). In the present case, the variation
resistere/contrariari also likely reflects Mbk’s struggle for a suitable Latin equivalent for
avtLPAédar or avtiBAémery. - Based on the quoted passage from Philoponus’ De Anima
commentary (Phlp.t, In De An., p. 159.9-11), we regard non potens as a translation of p
duvépevog; it could also correspond to dduvatav (cf. Simp., In Cael., p. 58.15) or p1) duvndeic
(cf. Phlp., Op. mund., p. 250.19 and 278.19 Reichardt).

attrabere] Translation of cuyxatacmév or cuvyxatacmacar. Cf. Phlp., In De An.,
p- 10.2-3: ANéEavdpoc 6 Agpodiotets, Hg xal Tov Aptototéhny Tetpdtar elg Ty Eautod 86Eav
ovyrataonday; p. 21.20-23: 6 pév odv AréLavdpog, d¢ pnotv 6 TThodtapyog, Exdeowy Tav
Wlwv doypdtwy monoacdur BovAbuevog ol cuyxatacmdout Eautd xal THY Aptototéhoug
npogenotoato Vowvuatilety tadtny Ty meaypatetav; Ascl, In Metaph., p. 90.24-25:
greldn) yop Ereyev elvae dvntiy Ty Yuyny, EBovieto ocuyratacmhoat xal tov [TAdrtwva.

suam g : propriam G] Mbk uses both suus and proprius for t8uoc (cf. e.g. the instances listed
in the Index of Vuillemin-Diem-Steel’s edition of Mbk’s translation of Ptolemy’s Tetrabiblos),
and he uses both suus and proprius for oixetog (cf. e.g. the instances listed in the Index of
Steel’s edition of Mbk’s translation of Proclus’ commentary on the Parmenides). Cf. for npog
v olxetav 86Eav Phlp.s, In De An., p. 92.4-5.

conditore intellectu] Cf. Procl., In Prm., p. 762.21 Steel = p. 762.28-29 Luna-Segonds,
p. 764.2 Steel = p. 764.2-3 Luna-Segonds, p. 771.11 Steel = p. 771.16 Luna-Segonds, etc.: 6
dnuLovpyLrde vode ~ conditor intellectus.

hic loquitur] Cf. Simp., In Cat., p. 100.30: mepl yap oD 6pLoTirod Abyou Aéyet évtabda ~
de definitiva enim ratione loquitur bic.

valde inconsiderate] Cf. Arist., GA 756 b 17: Mav dnhée xai doxéntwg ~ valde simpliciter
et inconsiderate. Whereas doxéntag is used by the commentators only once (cf. Ammon., In
Int., p. 35.24), dmepLtoxémtag occurs many times, often as part of a strong reproach (translated
as inconsiderate e.g. in Simp., In Cael., p. 134.27,136.12, Ammon., In Int., p. 71.23).

de illo demonstrare g: de illo ostendere G] Both demonstrare and ostendere could
correspond to either Setxvivar/det€ar or amodetnvivar/anodetéar. Either way, one would
expect that the infinitive has an accusative object referring to the proposition expressed by
hunc esse et separatum et non mixtum et impassibilem, viz. tobrto or tabra (cf. the translation
by Charlton, p. 29: “[...] it would be a waste of time to offer a proof of this concerning the
creative intellect” and De Int., p. 49.57: Haec enim non solum dixit de ipso, sed et ostendit).
Perhaps this object is to be supplied, or it has been replaced by mept éxetvou in anticipation of
the next sentence, where we again find mept éxetvou.

quis ... utique ... dubitabit [dubitabit corr. : dubitav’ To) g : quis ... utique ... dubitaret G)
dubitaret in G could stand for a future form, whether aropfioeiev or StappioPnryioetey
(ct. Simp., In Cat., p. 87.10: Stapprofnrioeiey &v tig ~ dubitaret utique aliquis) or the future
of another verb translated as dubitare. If this is the case, however, one would expect in g
dubitabit rather than dubitavit. And there are indeed at least four further instances of guis ...
utique ... dubitabit in Mbk’s translations (cf. Simp., In Cael., p. 66.17: tig dv qpprofBnticetey
dvdpwmnoc &v ~ quis utique homo existens dubitabit; p. 134.12: naltot tic &v quetBdrol ~ Et
quidem quis utique dubitabit; p. 159.11: tic &v aueiBdrror ~ quis utiqgue dubitabit; Them.,
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In De An., p. 33.19: tig vap &v amopnoctey ~ Quis enim utique dubitabir), whereas the
combination utique (...) dubitavit is found only here. And though the combination v ...
fréprnoey is attested for Philoponus (esp. as part of the phrase Anépnoe yap &v tig [cf. Phlp.,
In Cat., p. 68.14, 80.25; In Mete., p. 58.4]), it is never found together with tic as part of a
rhetorical question. Besides that, a very similar variation appears in p. 137.62-63: Et quis
utique suspicabitur g : Et quis utique suspicaretur G.

tanquam non sit separatus g : quod non sit separatus G] Mbk,’s translation suggests that
the corresponding Greek is a participle construction (cf. Them., In De An., p. 16.11-12:
0 GduvaTou xadeoTdTog TOU LVETY TO GAWA K1) TEOTEPOY AVTNHV XLVOLUEVNY ~ tanquam sit
impossibile movere corpus, si non prius ipsa moveatur). For this construction in connection
with gmopetv cf. Alex., In Mete., p. 11.9-10: #v 3¢ dmopet dmoplav mepl Tob Gépog Gmopet 0)g
8vtog Yuypol tf adtod gioet ~ Quam autem dubitar dubitationem, de aere dubitar velut
existente frigido sui natura. Mbk’s choice of guod, on the other hand, makes it more plausible
to conjecture a¢ oUx Eott ywototos (cf. Simp., In Cat., p. 99.19-20: AréEavdpoc 8¢ dmopet,
a¢ €l ToL6TYE 0Tl 7) dLapopd, év DtoxeLéve TF odola E0Tly xal oOx ETt xad’ Omoxetpévng
a0tiic Aéyetar ~ Alexander antem dubitat, quod si differentia sit qualitas, in subiecto sive in
substantia est et non adhuc de subiecta ipsa dicitur).

in praecedentibus g : in prioribus G] Both translations are compatible with: év totg
npohafolowy (cf. Ammon., In Int., p. 69.31 [~ in prioribus); p. 108.24 [~ in prioribus];
p- 189.21 [~ in praecedentibus); p. 204.15 [~ in praecedentibus]; Simp., In Cael., p. 240.34
[~ in precedentibus); p. 247.17f. [~ in precedentibus)); év toilg Zumpocdev (cf. Simp., In
Cael., p. 282.16 [~ in precedentibus]; Simp., In Cat., p. 306.28 [~ in prioribus]; p. 402.1 [~ in
prioribus]); év tolc eddoaot (cf. Simp., In Cael., p. 290.17 [~ in precedentibus]); év Toig wpd
tobtwv (cf. Simp., In Cat., p. 139.1 [~ in prioribus]; p. 284.31-32 [~ in praecedentibus]); év toic
npotépots (cf. Simp., In Cat., p. 246.25 [~ in prioribus]). Whereas v tolc mpo Todtwy and év
tolg mpotépoLs are never used by Philoponus and év totc o9dcact(v) only three times, we find
numerous occurrences of 8v tolc mporaPBoboty and év toic Eumpocdev in Philoponus; in this
context, then, these are the most plausible candidates for the retroversion of i praecedentibus
and in prioribus, respectively.

Et quis utique suspicabitur g: Et quis utique suspicaretur G] Both suspicabitur and
suspicaretur may correspond to bmomteloetey ordmovornoot/dmovonsetey. Cf. fordmontedoetey
Ammon., In Int.,p.41.21:&v ti¢ Omontevoetey ~ aliquis suspicabitur; p. 100.14: v dnomteloeté
Tig ~ utique suspicabitur aliquis (here within a negative statement: 003’ &v Omomteloeté Tig
TpooxeLy adTals TO Gvopa Tév évavtiwy); p. 100.18-19: dmontevoetey &v Tig ~ suspicabitur
utique aliquis;p.124.21-22: 1 yap ‘dvdpwnog teptmatel’ tic dv VTonTedoELey ATOPAGLY EIVaL
v ‘Inmog ob mepinatel’ ~ huins enim ‘homo ambulat’ quis utique suspicabitur negationem
esse hanc ‘equus non ambulat’; p. 229.1: bmontedoetey &v tig ~ suspicaretur utique aliquis.
Cf. for dmovonoorfomovonoetey Phlp.i, In De An., p. 241.37-242.1: ntidg 8 &v Tig 8hwg %
OTovonoeLey adTOV U] Ttepl ToD NUETEPOV VoU, ahha mept Tol Jetou Ttalta Aéyety; p. 159.32:
raltol tig &v Tov elov volv odotwdds &v Huly éyyivesdar dmovonoete; p. 339.14-16: xaltoL
Tlg &v bTovor ool T6 eldwhov TO patvépevoy Ew TepLtpéoeadat T6 adTod ToUTo Rl Eml THY Tapd.
@uoLy 10D dpdahpol dtadéoemv yivesDar (the last two passages, by the way, may lead one to
think of »ai{roL) tic dv dmovonsetev); for the translation of Omovoetv as suspicari see Simp.,
In Cael., p. 147.25 and p. 291.23.

totaliter infiat in nobis] Cf. Phlp.t, In De An., p. 159.32: nattor tig dv tov Jetov volv
0boLmd6S &v Nty Eyyivesdar Omovonoete;
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intus factus g : ingenitus G) intus factus translates éyyryvopevog (cf. Arist., GA 739 a 16;
HA 602 b 26; Mete. 370 a 6-7; 370 a 24) or éyyevépevoc. The use of ingenitus, though yielding
a more literal translation, is very confusing as this term is regularly used for dyévnroc. Mbk
himself seems to have been uncertain about the term ingenitus. In the margin of ms. T (f. 58ra)
a corrector added in clumsy Greek characters: grecum eyywopevos. He may have found this
note in Mbk’s autograph from which T had been copied.

diceret g : diceret utiqgue G] Cf. Simp., In Cael., p. 274.16: &v ... eine ~ diceret utique.

corrumperetur] EpVetpeto (~ corrumperetur) is obviously the correct reading; corrump’r
in To, if to be read as corrumpitur, seems to be a repetition from the preceding sentence
(cf. corrumpitur 137.65 g, 137.66 G).

quast sit hoc dubium g : tanquam utique dubitabili existente G] Mbk, permits himself a
looser treatment of the syntax than Mbkg; for the translation of a genitive absolute with a
subordinate clause introduced by guasi cf. Arist., Pol. 1295 a 1-2: oby g évodong mohvhoytag
nepl adTNyV ~ non quasi sit multa sermocinatio circa ipsam Cf. for the construction Simp.,
In Phys., p. 565.1: 6g omopou %ol ToD elvat TOV TOTOY cpowavrog, Slmp In Cael., p. 553.7-8:
&g pavepol Bvtog Tod THV QUceL Aeyopévey T& pév odotag etval, Ta 8t Epya xal wadn TAY
oVoLdV ~ tamquam manifesto hoc existente quod eorum que natura dicuntur hec quidem
substantie sunt, hec autem opera et passiones substantiarum; Ammon., In Int., p. 53.15-16:
&g &v TouTwy Yatépou pév Evtog dvbpatoc Yatépou 8¢ pNpatoc ~ tamquam utiqgue horum
altero existente nomine, altero autem verbo; De Int., p. 45.61-62: tanquam utique dubium
sit. dubium and dubitabili may also translate aporofBntnotpov (cf. Asp., In EN, p. 20.30-31:

aupLoBnTrotluov dvtog).
x. 137.71-90 (= 5.84-92)

Texts

G

[137.71] Quod autem actu intellectum [137.71] Quod autem intellectum actu
quem et_ait separatum esse et immuxtum, quem separatum et nON_MmIXtum, non
non alium dicit quam ewm qui potentia in alium dicit quam ewm qui in nobis potentia
nobis [potentia] intellectum perfectum fieri intellectum perfectum fieri actu intellectum,
actu intellectum, palam quidem et ex ipsis palam quidem et ex ipsis verbis Aristotelicis
verbis Aristotelis, palam etiam et ex ipsa palam autem et ex ipsa consequentia sensus;

g

consequentia intellectus; irrationabile enim
est non dicere quod qui potentia intellectus
in nobis iste est qui per perfectionem ducitur
in actum; non enim utique est aliquid semper
in potentia, quod nunquam perducitur in
actum. Si autem ducitur ad actum, hunc ait
separatum esse, eum ergo®® qui in nobis dicit
separatum esse.

# ergo corr. ex G : vero To ed.

irrationabile enim est dicere quod qui
potentia est intellectus in nobis non_sit ille
qui per perfectionem ducitur in actum; non
enim utique est aliquid semper in potentia,
nunquam ductum in actum. Si autem ducitur
in actum, hunc autem ait separatum esse, enm
ergo qui in nobis dicit separatum esse.
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R

[4 \ \ bl ’ ~ A ’ \ E \ b ~ 3 3 ’ -\ \ 3
87L 8¢ ToV dvepyela voly, 6y xal QoL YepLoToV elvat %ol GuLyTd, o0x &ARov Aéyel 1) Tov &v
Aty duvdpet vobv {B6v) tehetwdévta yivesdar vepyeta voby, dfAov pev xal € adtdy Tav
b ~ ’ ~ \ \ b ~ ~ b ’ ~ 3 ’ bl \ \ \
Aptototehndy Aélemv, dHhov 8¢ xal ¢ adtiic Thg drorovdiag t¥c évvolag: dhoyov Yo T6
AéyeLy BTu 6 év ATy duvdpet volc oty 6 BLa *Tol* Tehetou dydpevog elg Evépyetay: ol Yop O
éoTl TL del év Suvapet, oddémote *mpotaydnoduevoy elg dvépyetav- el 8¢ dyetar elg évépyetay
v 07 ENoL YwELoTOY elvat, TOV dpa &V NIy AéveL YwpLoTov lvat.

Notes

immixtum g : non mixtum G] Cf. Them., In De An., p. 94.20: dpiy# ~ non mixtum.

non alium dicit] Did the original Greek read odx &ihov (tiva) Aéyer? Cf. Phlp., In De
An., p. 163.31: 00xn &ANov TLva Aéyet; p. 242.5: 00 dANov Twva @rowv; De Int., p. 43.14-15: non
aliguem alium dicat; p. 50.82: non alinm aliqguem dicit.

perfectum fieri actu intellectum] We assume that the syntax is the same as in Ammon., I
Int., p.250.27-28: tehecpopn iy yevéohar xat’ évépyetav dvdpwmov ~ perfectum fieri secundum
actum hominem. We do not think, however, that perfectum translates teheopopnévra -
a biological term, which is not suitable here - but rather tehetwdévra (cf. Simp., In Cael.,
p- 54.21: tehetwdey ~ perfectus). Moreover, we supply <6v) as the subject of an Accusativus cum
infinitivo dependent on Aéyet (to be mentally supplied from Aéyet (~ dicit) in the main clause).

ex ipsis verbis Aristotelis g : ex ipsis verbis Aristotelicis G] The difference between gand G
points to different possibilities of retroversion (cf. Phlp., Aet., p. 69.10-11 Rabe: 8¢ adtév tév
Aptototéhoug Aékewv and Phlp., In Phys., p. 672.8: £ adtav tév Aptototehndv Aékemv). But
since Mbk frequently uses Aristotelis for Aptototehnde (cf. e.g. Simp., In Cael., p. 124.18:
tob AptototeAtxod Abyou ~ sermonis Aristotilis; In Cat., p. 3.21-22; 25: tév ApLtoToteALndy
ouyyeauudTov ~ librorum Aristotelis; p. 7.34: tév Aptototehindv vonudtov ~ intellectuluym...
Aristotelis; p. 269.24: tac Apiototehnag éwolag ~ Aristotelis sententias) and never
Aristotelicus for (tol) Aptototéhoug, it is reasonable to assume that he found Aptototeitnav
in his manuscript, which he first translated as Aristotelis and later as Aristotelicis.

ex ipsa consequentia intellectus g : ex ipsa consequentia sensus G] A similar phrase can be
found in Phlp., In Phys., p. 707.3-4: 7 dxorovdia tHc AéEewe. In the present passage, however,
Philoponus seems to refer to the logical consequence of the following argument (cf. Phlp.,
Aet., p. 268.11-13 Rabe: tolto 82 00 pévov éx tiic [Thatwviniic dmopdvocng dAAL xal Ex T
hoyLxiic anohovdiag xal € adtig T¥g TéV mpayRdtey UoEws OTA0Y xadéoTrrey).

irrationabile enim - ducitur in actum) g and G differ (i) in the position of non and (ii) in
writing iste est vs. sit ille. As regards (i), the phrase &hoyov yap 6 Aéyewy (~ G) is commonly
attested (cf. Phlp., In Mere., p. 108.10-11: &hoyov yap %ot &d0vatov 16 Aéyew; In GC, p. 94.19-
20: 16 8¢ AéyeLy 16 xadbhou elvar T6 Oopévov, droyov; Phlp.s, In De An., p. 216.16-17: odxéte
Yoo EAOYOV TO AéyeLy TEAELOHT T THY L&V TpwTnY, TV 8¢ deutépav), whereas we were unable
to find parallels for &royov yap T6 i) Aéyewv (~ g) in Phlp. or other commentators. Yet the
Greek retroversion of g sounds more natural than that of G, and there is nothing to rule out
the collocation &royov ... 6 p#) Aéyewv (cf. the similar collocation t6 pxn Aéyewy ... dromov
~ non dicere ... inconveniens in Them., In De An., p. 36.3-4). — With regard to (i1), it is
tempting to think that both zste and ille have been added by Mbk; a similar case can be found
in Simp., In Cael., p. 170.29: el oLy vavtia Tig T]) xOnAe xwvnoet, 7 & e0delog EoTiv ~ si
est contrarius motus aliquis circulari, est ille qui super rectam.

qui per perfectionem ducitur in actum] This is the only passage known to us where Mbk uses
the phrase per perfectionem. The corresponding Greek is, alas, far from transparent. (i) One
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prima facie attractive option is to regard perfectionem as a translation of a form of tedetwotg. If
this interpretation is correct, the phrase xata teAelwoty has much better credentials (cf. Asp.,
In EN, p. 147.6 and Simp., In Cael., p. 272.1) than e.g. *t* Tehetwoet or dta *t¥ig* TeheLtwoeng
(for per ~ xata + acc. cf. the references in the Greek Latin Index of Vuillemin-Diem-Steel’s
edition of Mbk’s translation of Ptolemy’s Tetrabiblos), but it remains rather rare. The same
objection tells against Sta v tehetwory, suggested by an anonymous referee and (to our
knowledge) attested nowhere else in the commentators. (i) Another option, adopted here with
some hesitation, is to view per perfectionem as a translation for Sta *tob*tehetou (cf. Simp., In
Cael., p. 38.25: 8ta. Tob tehetov ~ ex perfectione) und to understand: ‘by/through the perfect
[intellect]’ (the preposition 8t4 is used in a similar context by Ammon., In Porph., p. 104.14-15:
TV Yo TO Suvauet dv dyetar elg évépyetay Std TLvog dvepyela TotovTou dvtog; the preposition
o6 would also be possible but is rarely translated as per [see, however, Alex., Fat., p. 201.26
and 209.10-11]). One might object that the phrase ‘the perfect intellect’ is reserved for the
divine intellect (cf. Phlp.t, In De An., p. 126.20-21: hapBdver 8¢ Tov xat’ vépyetay Tov TéleLov
vobv Tov v Tolg Yelotg, 0d Tov Suvdpet volv), and Philoponus holds that the actualization of the
human intellect is performed by another human intellect (cf. De Int., p. 49.44-54). But téhetocg
is also used in a generic way to describe the intellect in actuality tout court (cf. e.g. Them., I
De An., p. 98.29-30: xal tov Suvépet volv voryxatov O’ dAAoL TLvog vol Tedetobodar Tehelov
dvtog #0m xal dvepyela obyl duvapet), and it would be even more plausible to assume this
generic meaning here if the original Greek text read telelou or tou tehetov rather than tol
tehetov. (iii) Lastly, the text rendered as per perfectionem may be regarded as a corruption
of some other expression, for example tehetwdeic (if Mbk read tederdoer); if so, one could
consider writing 6 tehetwdele (al) aydeic elc évépyerav. — While reflecting on the various
possibilities of interpreting per perfectionem, we wondered whether the two instances of
dum perficitur to be found later (cf. De Int., 45.54-55: dum perficitur enim qui potentia fit
actu and 47.8: dum perficitur qui potentia fieri actu) might shed light on our present passage;
unfortunately, however, the retroversion of this phrase is not straightforward, either.

non enim utigue] Cf. e.g. Simp., In Cael., p.31.21,71.5-6,102.8: 00 yop 87 ~ non enim utique.

quod nunquam perducitur in actum g : nunquam ductum in actum G] Cf. Simp., In Phys.,
p. 141.34-35: 36Eet yap pdrmy Eyev o duvdpet, 6 pn) ExBalver undémote elg évépyetav and
Ammon., In Int., p. 240.24-25: ©6 8¢ elg évépyetav pév obdénote dydnabuevoy ~ hoc antem
ad actum quidem numquam ducendum. The latter passage suggests that ductum translates a
future participle; this is indeed perfectly possible (cf. Simp., In Cat., p. 420.32-33: ©6 pekiig
3¢ énayOmaduevov ~ guod consequenter autem subiunctum est). Moreover, Mbk,’s choice of
perducere, a verb which is only rarely used by Mbk, seems to indicate that Mbk found in his
manuscript a form of mpodyewv rather than &yetv (cf. Arist., Rh. 1355 b 13: mpooryayeiv ~
perducere and Simp., In Cat., p. 305.25: npodyovoar abtag elg évépyetav ~ producentes ipsos
in actum; Ammon., In Porph., p. 102.7-8: ) mpoay ey el évépyetav; Phlp., Aer., p. 132.14
Rabe: undénorte el évépyetay mpoaydpevoy).

hunc antem [antem G : om. g] ait separatum esse] There are two general ways to interpret
the argument of which this is one of the two (explicit) premisses. (i) If hunc refers to actum
and hunc autem ait separatum esse translates tadtny 3¢ groL ywotoTiy elvar, the argument
runs like this: (P') The intellect in us is brought to actuality. (P?) The actuality to which the
intellect in us is brought is separate. (P?) If the actuality to which X is brought is separate,
X is itself separate (tacit premise). Hence: (K) The intellect in us is separate. This type of
argument is common in Neoplatonist thought (cf. e.g. Phlp.:, In De An., p. 16.2-10), yet
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its conclusion is not exactly that which one would expect here; the context rather suggests
that Philoponus wants to demonstrate that it is the intellect in us which Aristotle says in
De An. 430 a 17 is separate (00tog 6 vobg y0wpetotog xal aradis xal aputyng). This brings us
to the second possible interpretation of the argument, which underlies the translations by
Charlton® and Schramm®® and takes hunc to refer to some sort of intellect: (ii) (P'*) It is the
intellect in us which is brought to actuality. (P**) The intellect which Aristotle says in De An.
430a17 is separate is no other intellect than that which is brought to actuality. (An argument
for this premise can be found e.g. in Phlp.b, In De An., p. 536.7-19.)*' Hence: (K*) It is
the intellect in us which Aristotle says in De An. 430 a 17 is separate. Since the conclusion
announced in 137.71-78 is captured better by (K*) than by (K), interpretation (ii) is more
likely to be correct. But it suffers from the problem that it must ascribe to the pronoun
tobtov (~ hunc) the meaning ‘the intellect which is brought to actuality” despite the fact
that the preceding text lacks a term referring to this kind of intellect (unless one is willing to
elicit the desired meaning of tobtov from et 8¢ dyetar elc évépyetav [~ si autem ducitur ad
actum]; yet the subject to be supplied here is ‘the intellect in us’, and if tobtov were to refer
to the intellect in us, the words translated as hunc autem ait separatum esse would express
the same proposition as the conclusion translated as exm ergo qui in nobis dicit separatum
esse). The easiest way to tackle this problem is the assumption that Philoponus wrote v 87
@not yeptotov elvar and that, due to an error of his Greek manuscript, Mbk, read t6vde for
ov 87, whereas Mbkg read tov 8¢.

x1. 137.89-138.4 (= 5.92-98)

Texts

g G

(137.89] Alexander autem  suspicatus [137.90] Suspicatus autem fuit Alexander
fuit actu intellectum ab__Aristotele dici actu intellectum conditorem dici ab Aristotele
conditorem ex eo quod dicit Philosophus ex eo quod dicit Philosophus ipsum omnia
ipsum omnia facere. Sed qualiter hoc dictum facere. Qualiter autem hoc dictum sit
sit ab ipso, cum_ad illa venerimus dicemus, ab ipso, quando ibi fuerimus dicemus,
ostendentes quod neque omnino concordant ostendentes quod neque totaliter consonant
quae ab ipso dicuntur conditori intellectui, quae ab ipso dicuntur conditori intellectui,

# p. 30: “But if it is brought to actuality, and it is the intellect in actuality which he says is separate, then it is
the intellect in us which he says is separate”.

0 p.423: “Wenn es [read “er”, sc. the intellect in us] jedoch in die Verwirklichung tiberfihrt wird — es ist jedoch
der Geist in der Verwirklichung, von dem er sagt, dass er abgetrennt ist —, dann ist es der Geist in uns, von dem er
sagt, dass er abgetrennt ist”.

s : , PSPy sy

ebplonopey yap Tov Aptototéhny Aéyovta 8t 6 dvepyete vobe Té uv Omoxetpéve 6 adtég dott, T4 3¢ ypbve
didpopoc mapa TO Suvdper nal To dvepyela TEdTEPOY Y BV Suvdpet Gotepoy dvepyela Yéyovev. el odv Talta &v T
MeEeL onoitv Aptototéhng, dfhov 8Tt olte Hedv AéyeL viv xat’ évépyetav vobv, G AreEdvdpn Soxel (6 yap deoc odx
v mpbtepov duvdpet, SN et dvepyeta 2ottt Yy &v dyaddtnToc), odte 6 daubviog vodg A 6 dyyehinds mebTepOY
duvépet v+ xal TodToug Yo Tobg volc Aptototéhng dvepyeta Bodhetar elvar: Gote odv xatl 6 Mapivog xaxde Aéyet.
dahe xat [Motive dvavtiobrat. el yap xot’ adtov del dvepyet, 0dx v Tpbtepov Suvdpet: 6 8¢ Aptototéhng Aéyet 8Tt
mebTeEoY duvépet Miv. dHhov odv dpa Yéyovey dta Tobto GTL olte TOV Jedv Aéyel olte TOV Sarwbviov 1) TOV dyyehtxndy
olte T@V del Evepyolvtav voly, dAA epl Tob &v Hlv vob éoty 6 Adyog.
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et hoc guod> dicitur de actu intellectu: qualis et hoc: qualis antem pars aut qualiter
autem particula aut qualiter intellectus intellectus continebit, difficile est etiam fingere,
continebit, difficile est et fingere, quomodo de intellectu actu hoc dictum ostendens* non
Aristoteles dicat de divino intellectu? de intellectu divino Aristotelem dicentem.

R

6 8 AnéEavdpoc bmdmreuce Tov évepyele volv Umo Tol Aptototéhoug Aéyeodar Tov

dnpLovpyLnoy Ex Tob Aéyely TOV QLA6Gopoy adTov Thvta motely [De An. 430 a 15]. mag 8¢
Tobto elpnrar adtd, Exeloe yevopevor poluey detnviovtes 6Tt 00 BAwg cuvddet To map”
a0ToD AeYOUevae TG dNULovpYLXd V& xal TO ‘ToTov Yoo LopLov 1) The 6 volg cuvéLet yahemov
xal Thdoat’ [De An. 411 b 18-19] mept tob vepyela vol Tolto Aeyopevoy detxvuoty™ ol mtepl
7ol delou vol Tov ApLtototéhny Aéyovta.

Notes

suspicatus fuit ... ex eo quod] Cf. Ammon., In Int., p. 185.11: &v ... dndnTevcey Ex TOD ~
itaque (1g. utique) ... suspicatus fuisset ex eo quod and In Int., p. 7.13: bnantevoey ~ suspicatus
est. Other candidates for the retroversion of suspicatus fuit are: dmévoer (cf. Them., In De
An., p. 97.9), Onelhnpe (Arist., GA 764a12), dmerdpBavev (Arist.,, GA 777a9). We opted for
Omémntevoe because this term is more frequent in Philoponus than the other candidates.

sed qualiter g : qualiter antem G] This variation indicates that sed in g stands for 8¢. The
translation sed for 8¢ is much less frequent than autem.

cum ad illa venerimus g : quando 1bi fuerimus G] A literal retroversion yields different
results for ad illa and ibi, é7° éxetva (~ ad illa) on the one hand (cf. e.g. Alex., In Mete., p. 74.3:
émdverot oy ér’ éxcltva 89ev E€Bn tol Abyou ~ redit iterum ad illa sermonis unde exivi),
and éxet (always ~ ibz) on the other. Assuming that cum ... venerimus and fuerimus stand for
vevéuevor, we are led by Philoponus’ usus scribendi to conjecture éxetoe yevépevor (cf. Phlp.,
In Mete., p. 8.9: xai tabta det&opey éneloe yvopevor and Op. mund., p. 220.12-13 Reichardt:
o¢ elobpeda exeloe yevopevor; by contrast, we could not find any instances of én’ éxelva
vevouevoL/yLvbpevor or Exel yevopevorfyivopevor). It remains difhicult, however, to explain
why both times Mbk opted against his standard translation for éxetoe, viz. illuc (cf. e.g.
Simp., In Cael., p. 36.16; Ammon., In Int., p. 149.8). Could the variation ad illa/ibi reflect
Mbk’s doubts as to how to translate év ©& téme yevépevor (cf. Phlp., In Phys., p. 749.33)? But
this conjecture is not unproblematic, either, since it would have been more natural for Mbk
to translate év @ témo yevopevor as in loco (or ad locum) venerimus/fuerimus.

concordant g : consonant G] Both translations are consistent with cuvédet (cf. Simp., In
Cael., p. 139.13-14: tiva p@Mov t7) te T0D Jeod peyahetdbtnre xal Tf QUoeL TV TEayLATwY
ouvddery Soxel ~ que magis magnitudini dei et nature rerum concordare videantur; Ammon.,
In Int., p. 21.11-12: al paval cuvddwot T TGY Teaypdtmy OTOcTAGEL ~ voces sunt consonae
subsistentiae rerum; p. 254.20: cuvader 8¢ todtorg ~ Consonat autem his) and cuppwvet
(cf. Simp., In Cael., p. 663.18: talc #viceoLy 00 cuUUPWVEL Ta oyNpata ~ motibus non
consonant figure and Simp., In Cat., p. 100.29-30: obtot 00 cuppavobot Tpog AptoTotéAr ~
isti non concordant cum Aristotele).

52 hoc guod inv. : guod hoc To ed.

53 qualiter corr. ex G : qualis To ed.

> ostendens codd. ed. : an ostendit (Charlton)? ostendentes Mansion (p. 332)
55 Setwvuowv] ostendens (~ Setnvdov? ~ Setnvig?) codd.
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quae ab ipso dicuntur] Cf. Simp., In Cael., p. 297.9: té nap’ adtod Aeybdpeva ~ gue ab ipso
dicuntur; In Cat., p. 138.13: ta 01’ adtol Aeybpeva ~ quae ab ipso dicuntur.

et hoc - de divino intellectu g : et hoc - Aristotelem dicentem G] Even if the translationin g
is slightly adapted to that in G by writing hoc guod dicitur (instead of guod hoc dicitur), there
remain two large differences between g and G: (i) the position of hoc guod dicitur de intellectu
actu g / de intellectu actu hoc dictum G and (ii) the end of the sentence (guomodo Aristoteles
dicat de divino intellectu g / ostendens non de intellectu divino Aristotelem dicentem G). We
believe that Mbkg’s convoluted translation reflects the original Greek more faithfully than
Mbk,’s (as is particularly clear from Mbkg’s use of the phrase Aristotelem dicentem, on which
see below) and that Mbk,, maybe due to difficulties in reading or understanding the Greek
text, came up with a rather loose paraphrase. However, if one follows G, it is necessary to
correct the word translated as ostendens. We propose detxvuoty,* taking it as a predicate, the
subject being 16 moTov yap woptov xtA.% (that the subject to delxvuoiy does not need to be
the name of a person is shown by Procl.,, In Tim. I p. 293.6-9 Diehl: &tt 16 p) mposdeivar
TQ YLYVopve TO amoAAlpevoy T céfag adTol TO TEpl TOV xboPov dmodelnvuot, xaltol kol
tolto oty 67y dAnVéc, domep elmopey TpoTEEOY. bung TNy Ye Tol IIAdtovog edhdBeray xat
tobto detxvuowy). The pronoun hoc (~ tobro) which Mbkg puts before dictum seems to be
redundant but is in fact very welcome, as toUto takes up the article ©6 (~ hoc') by which the
long intervening quotation is introduced.>

qualis antem particula g : qualis autem pars G] As far as Philoponus’ extant Greek works are
concerned, a TLG search reveals that whenever Philoponus quotes this Aristotelian dictum,
the quotation contains yap, not 8¢. Turning to the Latin text, it is surprising, then, to find
autem used in three out of four occurrences of the quotation (5.96, 12.91, 49.61; 114.21 reads
enim). Two of these three instances (12.91 and 49.61) may be explained by Philoponus” wish
to mark a contrast between the preceding and the following statement.”” But in the present
passage there is nothing to indicate such a motivation. Another remarkable peculiarity of our
passage, noticed by Charlton (p. 30 n. 28), is that Mbk, and, following him, Mbk did not
realize that woTov ... péprov is in the accusative, governed by cuvéEet. From p. 12.90 on, Mbk
correctly writes qualem ... partem.

Aristotelem dicentem G] Cf. for the accusativus cum participio tov Aptototéhny Aéyovta in
connection with detxvivaw Phlp., In De An., p. 222.5-6: werpivrtae xal Tov AptoTotéAny ToUTO
dewxvivar Aéyovta and Phlp.?, p. 508.24: xal tolto év 1§) Aéket Aptototéhny Aéyovta delfopey.

5 “ostendit for ostendens would improve the grammar” (Charlton, p. 30 n. 29).

57 Charlton’s translation (p. 30), following a suggestion by K. Verrycken, implies a retroversion of this sort.

58 Cf. for this use of tobvo R. Kithner, Ausfiihrliche Grammatik der griechischen Sprache. Zweiter Teil: Satzlebre,
Dritte Auflage in zwei Binden in neuer Bearbeitung besorgt von B. Gerth. Erster Band, Hahnsche Buchhandlung,
Hannover-Leipzig 1898, p. 660: “Hingegen haben die Personalpronomen und die Demonstrativpronomen obtog
und adtéc sehr hiufig auch zuriickweisende Kraft, indem in demselben Satze nach einem vorausgegangenen Sub-
stantive oder Substantivpronomen teils der Deutlichkeit wegen, z. B. wenn zwischen dasselbe und das dazu gehorige
Verb ein lingerer Zwischensatz getreten ist [our emphasis], teils des rhetorischen Nachdrucks wegen ein solches
Pronomen gesetzt wird, welches das vorausgegangene Substantiv oder Substantivpronomen noch einmal aufnimmt
und entweder wieder ins Gedichtnis ruft oder nachdrucksvoll der Aufmerksamkeit vorhalt.”

A similar case is Them., In De An., p. 37.34: wolov 3 pdprov 1) mid 6 vobs ouvétet, ddoxohov xal mhdoour ~
qualem autem particulam aut qualiter intellectus contineat, difficile est etiam fingere, where Themistius’ choice of
3¢ is well motivated.
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xi1. 138.4-17 (= 5.99-4)
Texts

g
[138.4] Quidam autem alii non aiunt nunc

dici_ab Aristotele intellectum conditorem,

G

[138.5] Quidam autem alii conditorem
intellectum® non__aiunt  nunc dici _ab

sed quendam alium inferiorem quidem
illo, digniorem auntem eo qui in nobis, puta
angelicum quendam. Veritas autem neque
hoc est neque illud, sed quod quidem nos
dicebamus: eum qui in nobis perfectum ait®
et proprium _actum _assumentem _siquidem

Aristotele, sed quendam alium demissiorem
quidem illo, meliorem autem eo qui in nobis,
puta angelicum quendam. Veritas auntem
neque [in]® hoc est neque illud, sed quod nos
diximus: enm quiin nobis perfectum dicit[ur]®
et propriam operationem sortitum sive partem

ipsum ait_esse particulam nostrae animae, ut
et litterae supervenientes ostendemus.

ipsum esse dicat nostrae animae, {ut) et verbis
supervenientes ostendemus.

R

Aot 8¢ tLveg ob gaot viv Aéyeadar Omto Tob ApLaToTtéloug TOV dNuLovEYLoY Vo, GAAG
Ty’ EANOV, X TadeéGTEQOV eV éxelvou, xpelTTova OE ToU &V MUy, 0lov &y YeAtnoy TLva. TO B¢
3 \ R4 ~ / bl R4 bl ~ S b 14 4 ~ bl 4 \ bl e ~ ’
aAndeg obte ToUTO E0TLY OUTE EXETVO, GAN’, OTER NUETG EAEYOUEY, TOV €V MUY TEAELOIEVTA
onot xal THY olxelav évépyetay amolaBovta, el ye wopLov abtov elval grotl THe HpeTépag
Juyiic, Gg xal 7 Aéket Emerdbvteg Setbopey.

Notes

Quidam autem alii] The standard formula is (xai) &Aho 8¢ tiveg (cf. e.g. Simp., In Cat.,
p. 140.3 [~ alii autem quidam], Phlp., In GC, p. 282.11, Aet., p. 145.24, 223.18 Rabe), not
TLvig 8¢ dhhot. Yet, since tuvég 8¢ is frequently used by Philoponus, tivég 8¢ dAhot also has a
chance of being correct.

Veritas] Cf. Simp., In Cat., p. 108.2: ©6 8¢ dAndéc dde &yeL ~ Veritas autem ita se habet.

quod quidem g : quod G] As far as the suffix -mep is concerned, g seems to be more precise
than G (cf. also p. 135.14 and 139.54).

dicebamus g : diximus G] Cf. Phlp., In APr., p. 322.28: 8nep Auelc éhéyopev and for
é\évopey ~ diximus Strobel, p. 443.

assumentem g : sortitum G] g seems to have read arorafoévra, G drmorayévra. The reading
of g is correct, cf. Simp., In Phys., p. 697.25-26: 00déntw Teréng TO6 Eawtol cidog dmelhnge
YLvopevov €T, Gtav 8& AmohdPy Tov olxelov T6HTOV, TOTE %al TO €100¢ GmoAauPBdveL TO olxelov:
TO Yo évepyela tob Gmep v duvaper tote amorapBaver; Phlp., In Cat., p. 164.16-17: i
TENELOTTTA Yap EYETAL 7] HPAOLE UTTO THY TAY 6paTéY TNV olxelay dmolapBavovoa Evépyetay;
In Phys., p. 834.17-19: T6 xwvodpevov, onoly, Ett éoti mpog T¢ Suvbpet xal obnw anéhafe Thv
olxelow évépyetay, olov T0 Yeppatvépevov odme Eotl epudy, dAN’ ért Tolto 6devet.

siquidem ipsum ait esse particulam g : stve partem ipsum esse dicat G| siqguidem could stand
for elmep, but given the translation in G, it was probably et ve (read as eite by Mbkg), as
suggested by Bossier a4p. Charlton (p. 31 n. 32).

®© git corr. : a To (aut ed.)

U intellectum corr. ex g : quidem codd. ed.
@ in del. Bossier
dicit Bossier : dicitur codd. ed.

o
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litterae supervenientes g : verbis supervenientes G] Cf. Ammon., In Int., p. 165.5:
gneldely 1y pnoeL ~ supervenire litterae; Simp., In Cat., p. 68.32-33: elg v A&y ...
eloendelv ~ ad litteram supervenire; Phlp., In GC, p. 29.2: tobtev obtec elonuévey 1 Aéket
¢mérdopey. The use of the plural verba for Aé€ig is common in Mbk (cf. e.g. Simp., In Cael.,
p- 132.18: adtf) AéEer ~ ipsis verbis and Them., In De An., p. 108.9: t ve AéEeL ~ in verbis).
Another candidate — besides t7] AéEet émerdbvtec — for the retroversion of litterae/verbis
supervenientes is Ty A&y éniévteg (Philoponus always uses émtovreg with the accusative:
v AéEw or to fnroy, cf. Phlp., In Mete., p. 14.38, In GC, p. 131.34, In Phys., p. 30.1,
Phlp.:, In De An., p. 145.10, 312.39-313.1).

xu1. 138.18-29 (= 5.5-6.10)

Texts

g

[138.18] De parte autem animae qua
cognoscit anima et prudentiat. Per “cognoscit”
cognoscitivas animae potentias significat, per
“prudentiat” autem practicas; ad duwo enim
haec potentiae animae reducuntur, scilicet
in speculativum et practicum. Prudentia
emim circa agibilia: hunc enim consuevimus

G

[138.18] De parte autem animae qua cogno-
scit anima et prudentiat. Per “cognoscit”
cognitivas animae potentias significat, per
“prudentiat” autem activas; in duo enim
haec potentiae animae dividuntur, scilicet
in speculativum et activum. Prudentia
autem circa practica vel agibilia: hoc enim

consuevimus ~ prudentiam  vocare, circa
contigentia aliter se habere bene se gerere.

prudentem vocare, qui circa contigentia aliter se
habere bene se habet: haec autem sunt agibilia.

R

‘TTept 8¢ Tob poptou t¥c YuyTic & yivdoxet te 7 Yuyr xal Qeovel.’

da Tob yLveoneL TaG YVveoTixds T Yuyiic Suvduers dnhot, Sta 8 Tol ppovel Tag TpaxTLXdS
elc 8Vo yop Tabta al The Yuyiic duvdpete Sthpmvtar elg te TO YewpnTindy xal TO TEAKTLROV " 1)
3¢ ppbvnoLe Tept *Tat mpantd: ToUTo Yop elddapey @pdvoLy xaAely TO mepl Ta évdeydueva
&AM EyeLy el mpdTTeLy * TabTa O 0TL TG TEAXTA.

Cf. Scholium (in E) 3t& tob yivdoxet tag yvootixas tic Yuyic Suvdpets dnhotl: dua 3
ToD QPOVETY, TAS TEAXTLXAS €lg TO YewpnTindy Yop xal To mpaxTixoy al The Yuyiic Suvdpete
SunenvroL:-

Notes

reducuntur g : dividuntur G] Either version is consistent with a plausible reconstruction
of the Greek text (cf. for dvdyovrar Alex., De An., p. 99.18: eic dVo 3¢ tabra dvéyovrar al
duvépetg t¥g Yuydic and for Sunenvrae Phlp., In Cat., p. 4.24-25: &t xal 1) prhocopia elg 300
tobta SthenTaL, elg te T0 YewpnTindy xal t6 mpaxtixdy). The scholium, however, confirms
dunenvrar. How to explain, then, reducuntur in g? Is it just a free translation of dtfemvrar,
or did Mbk, read ouvpenvrar? Cf. Simp., In Cat., p. 52.25-26: clg tag éxa xatnyopiag
cuvapettar ~ in decem praedicamenta reducuntur.

Prudentia enim circa agibilia g : prudentia autem circa agibilia G] The interpretation of
prudentia ... circa agibilia is obvious: 7 ... ppovnotg wept *tat mpaxtd (cf. e.g. Arist., MM
I, 34.8.3: 7 3¢ gpbvnoig mept ta mpantd). The variation enim g / antem G suggests two
candidates for the particle: yap and 3¢ - we opted for 8¢, as the remark concerning the objects
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of practical reasoning does not offer an explanation or justification of the preceding division
of the powers of the soul into theoretical and practical ones. But even so there remains a
problem with the text as translated by Mbk: whereas the objects of practical reasoning are
specified as *ta* mpaxtd, those of theoretical reason are left unspecified. Is this a deliberate
move on Philoponus’ part? (After all, he places considerable weight on Aristotle’s use of
@povet in 429 a 11, taking it to indicate that the discussion focuses here on those cognitive
powers which are concerned with *ta* mpaxtd [cf. De Int., p. 1.8-12].) Or is it due to the
omission of a clause corresponding to 7 8¢ ppévnoLg mepl *tat TpanTd, e.g. {f wEv Yo Yewpla
nept T0 ahndéc xal Yeddog,)y (cf. Ps.-Simp., In De An., p. 295.19-22: 6 p.év obv Yempntirig 00dE
Bhwg wLveT G Yewpntirds: mepl yap T6 dAnYec xal YPebdoc 6 Torobtog, dAA’ 0d mepl mpaxtd, év
0l¢ T6 SLonToV %ol PeuxTHY, TEOG & xal €€ Gv 1) xatd EUoLY xivnoLg)?

hunc enim consuevimus prudentem vocare, qui circa contigentia aliter se habere bene se habet:
haec autem sunt agibilia g : hoc enim consuevimus prudentiam vocare, circa contigentia aliter se
habere bene se gerere G] According to both versions, Philoponus is invoking the well-known
definition of gpévnoLg as successful practical reasoning regarding contingent matters (cf. e.g.
Marinus, Vita Procli § 21.5-6 (p. 25 Saffrey-Segonds): t6 @povely ... 6 moAttindy, T0 TEdTTELY
ed mepl T évdeybpeva xal dhhwg Exewv). There is, however, a major difference between the
two versions, having an impact on the reconstruction of the Greek text. The retroversion of g
reads: ToUtov yap eldrdapey @povLpov xahely TOV Tepl T& Evdeydpeva EAng ExeLy ) TEdTTOVTA
tabta 8¢ éoTL Ta mpantd, the retroversion of G: tolto yap cladapey Qobévnoy xahely T6 Tepl
To évdeydpeva dMwg Eyety €0 mtpdttety. Moreover the last section is missing in G: tabta 8¢
¢otL ta mpoxtd. The version of G (supplementing, however, what is lacking from g: tabra 8¢
dotL T4 mpantd) seems to be slightly preferable: after the statement # 8¢ @pévnotg mepl *ra*
npaxtd it is explained why this is so (‘we are used to call ppévroic so and so’). However, the
retroversion of g yields an almost equally plausible reconstruction of the Greek. How is the
variation to be explained? In our view, it is not necessary to assume that Mbk, and Mbkg read
two different Greek versions. If G offers the more literal version (except for the missing clause
haec autem sunt agibilia, of course), the looser version appearing in g may have been motivated
by Mbk,’s wish to avoid the clumsy juxtaposition of the infinitives aliter se habere and bene se
habere (which, of course, could also have been avoided by a rather drastic modification of the
word order: hoc enim consuevimus vocare prudentiam, bene se habere circa contigentia aliter
se habere). Alternatively, both Mbk, and Mbkg may have had difhculties in reading the same
Greek text and tried to make the best of the situation by translating ad sensum.

xiv. 138.29-139.64 (= 6.10-25)

Texts

g G

[138.30] Notandum autem in his quod [138.29] Notandum autem in his quod
neutraliter intellectum nominat partem neutraliter intellectum nominat partem
animae. (Pars in graeco est neutri generis.) animae. (Pars in graeco neutri generis est.)
Multa enim cum dixisset intermedia de Multa enim cum dixisset de intellectu et cum
mtellectu et masculine ipsum vocasset, ultimo ipsum _masculine vocasset, tandem veluti
tanquam conclusionem de intellectu inducit conclusionem de intellectu inducit dicens:
dicens: idem autem est quae secundum actum idem autem est quae secundum {actum)
scientia rei; quae antem secundum potentiam, scientia rei; quae autem secundum potentiam,
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tempore prior in unoguoque, totaliter autem
neque intempore, sed non quandoque {guyidem
intelligit, quandoque autem non intelligit.
Separatus auntem est solum hoc quod guidem
est, et hoc solum immortale et perpetuum; non
adbuc masculine, ut referendo ad intellectum,
sed neutraliter dicat “hoc morion”, id_est
particula, ad ea quae hic* faciens relationem.
Dicit igitur partem animae qua cognoscit anima
et partem qua prudentiat, guam quidem solam
(partium animae wvidelicet) immortalem et
perpetuam evidenter pronuntiat; et palam quia
non utique neque conditorem intellectum neque
alium aliguem meliorem et super nos partem
animae appellaret _utique. Planissime igitur
ostensum est guod, Aristoteles vult immortalem

tempore prior in uno est, 0MNIno auntem neque
in tempore, sed non quandoque quidem
intelligit, quandoque autem non intelligit.
Separatus auntem est solum hoc quod vere
est, et hoc solum immortale et perpetuum,
non adhuc masculine, ut ad intellectum, sed
neutraliter dicens “hoc solum”, ad ea quae
hic faciens relationem, dico autem “morion”
neutraliter, id est partem animae qua cogno-
scit anima et prudentiat, quam® solam
(videlicet partium animae) immortalem et
perpetuam evidenter enuntiat; et palam quia
non utique neque conditorem intellectum
neque alium aliquem digniorem et super nos
partem animae appellabit.® Manifestissime
igitur ostensus est wvelle immortalem et

et perpetuam esse rationalem animam.
R

’ [ ’ o 5 ’ \ ~ 5 ’ o 7 ) ~ ~ \ \
ornuetwtéov 8¢ &v TovToLg 8TL 00deTépwg TOV Volv dvoudletl ‘woptov’ Tig YuyTic. ToMG Yo
petall elmav mepl Tol vob xal dEPEVLrAE adTOV XaAEGHS TEAEUTALOY (G CUUTEQAGULA TTEQL

perpetuam esse rationalem animam.

70D vob émdyet Aéymv: ‘1o adTo 8¢ EoTLy 1) xat’ évépyetay EMLGTNUY T TEdYaTL: 1) OF xaTd

A / ’ 3 ~ e ’ 14 \ b \ / b 9 5 e \ \ ~ e \ k] b ~
SUvapLy ypbve TeoTépa &y T Evi, Bhag 0 008E Yebve, AN ody 6TE utv voel 6T¢ 8’ ol voel.

\ s 3 \ , ~Q> ¢ s ’ \ ~ , 5 / o N

yoptodels 8 Eotl wbvov Tobd Brep doti, xat Tolto wovov dddvatov xal &idtov’ [De An.
430 a2 19-22], odxétL dppevinds, GAN’ 008eTépug Aéymv ‘Tolto wévov’, mpeog to évtabda
TOLOVPEVOG THY AVapopdy, Aéyn 1) ‘To wopLov Tiig Yuyiic 6 YLvaoxet te 7 Yuyr) xal @povel’,
Bmep ‘wovov’ (Tav poplov The Yuyiic SmAovote) ‘addvatov xal atdiov’ dtappndny amogalvetaL:
%ol 8fhov 8Tt 00x dv olte TOV dMuLoupYLroy volv olte dAAov TLvd xpelttova xal Omep Nudg
‘wopLov e YPuyic’ mpocayopeloetey: capéatata odv dédetxtar BoviesHar dddvatov wal
atdrov elvar Ty hoyLxny Yuymny.

Notes

Notandum auntem] This is used by Mbk for onpetwtéov 8¢ (cf. Alex., In Mete., p. 83.6;
Simp., In Cael., p. 111.24, 112.5; In Cat., p. 426.10: ~ Notandum autem), miotiicar 8¢ &Erov
(cf. Simp., In Cael., p. 231.16: ~ Notandum autem), and &A)’ éniotiicar &Erov (cf. Simp., In
Cat., p. 165.6: ~ Notandum auntem). We propose onpctotéov 8¢, as this phrase is encountered
much more frequently in Philoponus than éniotiioar 3¢ &&tov or AN’ émiotiioar &Etov.
Another candidate for the retroversion of Notandum auntem is éniotaceng 8¢ &€rov (cf. Phlp.,
In APr., p. 139.13; In Phys., p. 17.4,197.30).

neutraliter] The use of neutraliter for 008etépwg is a unique trait of this passage; in his other
translations, Mbk uses neutro modo to translate 00detépwg (cf. Simp., In Cael., p. 339.29,476.33;

¢ hicex G: b To (hoced.)
& guam corr. ex g : quia codd. ed.

 appellabit corr. : appellavit codd. ed.
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Procl,, In Prm., p. 872.24 Steel = p. 872.30 Luna-Segonds). Cf. for oddetépwg in the present
context Phlp.b, In De An., p. 541.13-17: 8pa. 8¢ 87t T0UT0 00 Tepl Tob Fpadev vod Aéyer: T6 Yoo
‘ToUTO LOVoV’ 0UBETERWG KELLEVOY TROG TO dvem fndev cuvtattetar 6Tt wopLov Yuyic [Bg] elvae
TOV volv- TobTo 8¢ T wbpLov Tig Yuydic adavatdy Te nal dldov, 6 3¢ Yopadev o popLov.

multa ... cum dixisset intermedia] Following Bossier’s suggestion ap. Charlton (p. 31
n. 34), we believe that intermedia was omitted by Mbkg rather than added by Mbk,. Cf.
Simp., In Cael., p. 92.21: whelova petald elnav ~ pluribus interpositis.

masculine] Cf. Ammon., In Int., p. 35.31: Tov pév volv dppevixdcs ... Aéyey détalav ~
intellectum quidem masculine ... dici statuerunt.

ultimo g : tandem G] We propose tehevtatov, an adverbial term which is translated by
Moerbeke both as #ltimo (often) and tandem (occasionally, cf. e.g. Arist., Mete. 353 a 6 and
Alex., In Mete., p. 78.32: ©6 tehevtalov ~ tandem).

conclusionem ... inducit] Cf. Simp., In Cael., p. 232.25: 16 ocvunépacpa Endywv ~
conclusionem inducens; Ammon., In Int., p. 141.27: cupmépacpa Enayoyely ~ conclusionem
inducat; Simp., In Cat., p. 14.32-33: endye t6 ovunépacpa ~ inducit conclusionem; p. 143.37:
émdyet oupmépaoya ~ inducit conclusionem.

idem autem] This translation is consistent both with Té 8™ adté (the generally received
reading of Foerster’s branch a, adopted also by Sophon., In De An., p. 125.24) and T6 adto
3¢ (CUX, cf. Phlp.b, In De An., p. 540.14-15 and 557.16-17 [lemmata]: To adto 8¢ éotwv 7
rat’ dvépyetay Emtotin T medypatt). We propose to follow the reading of CUX, as Phlp®’s
lemmata usually follow this branch.

unoquoque g : uno G] The reading of g is surprising, as unusquisque is Mbk’s standard
translation for éxactog, not for elc. Mbk, may have ascribed generalizing force to the article
T®, equating &v t¢ &vi (‘in every single [cognizing entity]’, according to this interpretation)
to &v éxdoTe.

quod quidem est g : quod vere est G] quod vere est is already used by James of Venice
in his translation of De An. 430 a 23, followed by Mbk in Them., In De An., p. 101.30-31:
yoprodeic 8¢ EotL wovov tobd’ Erep 2ot xal TobTo wévov addvatov xal dldiov ~ separatus
autem est solum hoc quod vere est et hoc solum immortale et perpetunm. Further instances of
quod vere est in Mbk’s translations include Simp., I Cael., p. 104.25 and 299.29: érep éott.

ut referendo ad intellectum g : ut ad intellectum G] The only other passage where Moerbeke
uses referendo suggests that referendo is added by Mbk (cf. Simp., In Cat., p. 160.8-9: ody
Evindic AéyeL T6 Tpbe TL, AAA TO elvar ~ non singulariter dicit quod ad aliquid, sed quod
esse (referendo le quod ad esse)). It may also suggest that the whole phrase ut referendo ad
intellectum is a gloss introduced by Mbk to explain gppevirac. We cannot exclude, however,
that Mbk, reading ¢¢ wpog v vobv in his manuscript, added referendo on his first encounter
with the text and omitted it afterwards in order to offer a more literal translation.

dicit g : dicens G] A reconstruction of the Greek text based on dicit in g would only have
a chance of being correct if odxétt (~ non adhuc) formed the beginning of a new sentence,
marked as such by a particle like 8¢ or odv. Since both versions lack a particle at this point, we
prefer dicens, the reading of G, and propose that Mbk, tried to simplify the convoluted syntax
by opening a new sentence with non adhuc ... dicit.

hoc morion, id est particula g : hoc solum G] This is a striking variation: Mbk, translates
tobto woprov and explains id est particula, whereas Mbkg translates toUto pévov, which is
the correct quotation. However, the variation does not need to be explained by reference
to different Greek models. More plausible is the assumption that both Mbk, and Mbkg
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read poprov and Mbk, reproduced this reading accurately (even transcribing the Greek
word), though without either paying much attention to its meaning or venturing a textual
intervention, whereas Mbk; made the obvious correction.

ad ea que bic faciens relationem] Cf. Simp., In Cat., p. 389.27: ér’ éxelva 8¢ wotobpevor Ty
avapopdy ~ ulterius [~ énénewva] antem facientes relationem and Phlp., Op. mund., p. 298.2-3
Reichardt: a¢ mpog t6 Aoy motovpevoc Thv dvapopdy. For ta évtabBa referring to the present
Aristotelian passage, cf. Phlp.t, In De An., p. 495.15-17: é¢ dAndevery xat ta évtabda xal
To xel, Ta éxel pév 6t dmov alodnoig, mavTeg xal gavtactia, Ta évtalda 8¢ étL ody fmou
alodnoig Hom nal gavtacie.

dicit igitur g : dico autem G] The phrases Méyo 3¢ and Aéyw 87 are often added when a
commentator uses an appositional phrase to explain what is meant by a previous word or
remark. In keeping with this usage, the quotation “t6 pépLov t¥ic YuyFic G yLvdoret te 7 Yuyn xal
ppovet’” makes excellent sense as an apposition to mpog ta évralde. Though this interpretation,
adopted by Bossier and, following him, Charlton (p. 31 with n. 36), seems to be at odds with
igitur in g, which may indicate that Mbk read odv or 8’ odv rather than 8¢ or 8%, it would not be
surprising to find igztur correspond to 87 (cf. Procl., In Prm., p. 1044.21 Steel = p. 1044.25 Luna-
Segonds). Another possibility is to take igitur as translating 8’ obv, as this particle combination
is rendered by Mbk both as igitur and autem, and to follow g with Aéyer: “Aristotle thus means
by ‘the part of the soul by which it knows and understands’ [that part] which he openly says is
alone immortal and eternal” (omitting neutraliter, which appears only in G).

partinm animae videlicet g : videlicet partium animae G] Cf. for dnhovéte (~ videlicet) as
indicating an explanatory parenthesis e.g. Simp., Iz Cael., p. 113.22: xatd thv obotav dnhovéte
~ secundum substantiam videlicet.

evidenter pronuntiat] Cf. Ammon., In Int., p. 186.17: Stappndnv drogaivetar ~ evidenter
pronuntiat.

utique ... appellaret utique g : utique ... appellabit G] Mbk,’s choice of appellaret allows
two interpretations of the corresponding Greek verb form: (i) as an optative (whether present
or aorist) — cf. Strobel, p. 636 on Procl., De Prov., p. 57.14 Boese — or as (ii) a past tense
(whether imperfect or aorist) in the indicative. The reading appellavit, attested for Mbkg, is
in strong favour of (ii) and of the aorist in particular (cf. e.g. Simp., In Cael., p. 112.7: naitot
gypnoato v adtd ~ et quidem usus fuit utique ipso) - but just one letter needs to be changed
(appellabit < appellavit) for interpretation (i) to come into play again (Mbk standardly uses
the future for the potential optative). Another ambiguity arises from the fact that Mbk uses
appellare both for mposayopedewy (in most cases) and (&rwo)xaetv (only rarely, cf. Simp., In
Cat., p. 230.20: xadelv ~ appellare and Procl., In Prm., p. 1216.23 Steel = p. 1216.28 Luna-
Segonds: amoxaiely ~ appellare). Whichever interpretation is adopted in each case, it is not
easy to decide between one of the resulting possibilities. If appellavit is correct, éxdiece(v)
(cf. e.g. Ascl., In Metaph., p. 88.2-3: dva Tt 8¢ hwc mapdderypa dndhesey dv tég Ldéacg) is much
more likely than mpoonyépeuse(v) (there is no TLG result for the combination with &v); if
appellabit is correct, mpooayopevoetey is more likely (cf. Arist., Pol. 1290 a 38-39: 00delg v
BALYapylay TTROGaY0pEVGELEY 0UdE TV Totadtny ~ nullus utique oligarchiam appellaret neque
talem), given that Mbk uses appellare much more often for mpocayopebety than for xahetv.
Did Mbk, read mposayopedoar &v and therefore add another utique?

planissime g : manifestissime G] Cf. Ammon., In Int., p. 37.26 and 197.32: cagéotata
dnAot ~ manifestissime insinuant; Procl., In Prm., p. 953.3-4 Steel = p. 953.4 Luna-Segonds:
coQéoTata ... dedhwxey ~ planissime manifestavit; p. 1098.2 Steel = p. 1098.2-3 Luna-
Segonds: xatapddwuey cagéotata ~ addiscamus planissime.
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ostensum est quod Aristoteles vult g : ostensus est velle G] It seems to us that the version
of G, which is more succint and less explicit than that of g, reproduces the underlying Greek
more closely. This would be another indication of Mbk,’s willingness to depart from the
Greek text in order to render it in a more accessible fashion (cf. above on 137.69-71: quasi sit
hoc dubinm g : tanquam utique dubitabili existente G; 138.98-4: et hoc - de divino intellectu
g : et hoc - Aristotelem dicentem G; 138.26-29: hunc enim consuevimus prudentem vocare, qui
circa contigentia aliter se habere bene se habet g : hoc enim consuevimus prudentiam vocare,
circa contigentia aliter se habere bene se gerere G; 139.49: dicit g : dicens G).

xv. 139.65-140.88 (= 6.26-36)

Texts
&
[139.65] Sive separata existente, sive non
separata  secundum  magnitudinem  sed

secundum rationem.
Differens secundum litterae expositionem.
“Separata” enim ait “secundum

G

[139.65] Sive separata existente, sive non
separata  secundum  magnitudinem  sed
secundum rationem.

Diversa est _verbi _expositio. “Separata”
enim ait  “secundum magmtudmem

aut, ut videtur dicere Timaeus, quia in
alia quidem particula irascitivum pum

magnitudinem”, aut, ut videtur dicere
Timaeus, guod in alia quidem particula

sit_trascibilis, puta in corde, in alia autem in corde, in alia autem concupiscitivum,
concupiscibilis, scilicet in epate, et rationabilis scilicet in epate, ratiocinativum _autem

in altera, puta in cerebro, tanquam sint in alia, puta in cerebro, tanquam sint

disgregatae ab invicem partes animae, discretae ab invicem  partes animae,
non wunitae; aut igitur sic gquod dicitur non wunitae; aut igitur sic “secundum
“secundum magnitudinem”, aut, quod et magnitudinem”, aut, qunod et
magis, quod_dicitur “secundum magnitudi- magis, “secundum magnitudinem”
nem” intelligendum pro “magnitudine”, pro “magnitudine” intelligendum,

bocest “separataa corpore et magnitudine”, aut
“secundum magnitudinem” pro “secundum
essentiam et hypostasim”, ut magnitudines
dicuntur ab invicem separari [...].

id est “separatum a corpore et magnitudi-
ne”, aut “secundum magnitudinem” pro
“secundum substantiam et hypostasim”, ut
magnitudines dicuntur ab invicem separari.®®
R

‘elte yopLtotol 6vtog elte "al™ wi) ywploTol xata péyedog AN xaTd AoYoV’.

didpopoc 1 the Aékeng EENYMoLs “ywpLotod’ Y erot ‘xata péyedos’ 7 Gg doxel Aéyely 6
Ttpatog, 7t v AN pev pople T6 upirdy, olov év “Th* xapdia, &v dAhe 8¢ T6 émtduuntindy,
dnhovéte &y *TE* Arate, T6 O& AoyLoTinoy év dAAw, olov &y *TE* dyxepdhn, B¢ StaxexpLuévey
GAAAAeV TGV Loplov THg Yuyiic, oby Aveuévey: 1) odv olte To ‘rata péyedos’ 7 - nep
%ol PEANOY - TO ‘xota péyedog’ axnovoTéoy avtt ToU ‘peyEéPous’ TOUTESTL ‘YWELETOV CAULATOS
0g Ta LeyEd

tom

\ ’ PR ¢ \ ’ s 3 \ ~ b} L [ , )
ral peyédous’, ) t0 ‘rata péyedoc’ dvtl Tob ‘xat’ obotav xal UT6GTAGLY’,
Aéyetal aAAnAwY yoplleodar [...].

9 id est corr. : idem To ed.
& separari corr. ex G : separatae To ed.
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Cf. Scholium (in E) ywptotod] dvti tod xat’ odotayv xal v OméoTaGLY " O T peYédn
’ S U N \ \ ’ e [ ’ 4 3 b4 \ \ \ 3
yoplletat aAMAeY 1) ywptota xata péyedoc ag 6 Tipatoc now: v dAhe pév T AoyLoTLxoy év
b4 \ \ \ 2 y \ 3 ’
&M 88 TO YupLroy xal v A TO EmtduunTindy.

Notes

Differens secundum litterae expositionem g : Diversa est verbi expositio G] The syntax
of G is clearly preferable, and we think that it was intended by Mbk,, too. He was probably
confused by the various occurrences of xaté (~ secundum) in the preceding and the following
sentence. Another, though less plausible, possibility is that the confusion occured already
in the Greek tradition and was reproduced by Mbk,, whereas Mbkg tried to restore the
original reading.

ut videtur dicere Timaeus) Cf. Phlp., Aet., p. 428.12 Rabe: ag Soxet Méyewy [Thdtwv.

irascibilis ... concupiscibilis ... et rationabilis g : irascitivum ... concupiscitivum
ratiocinativum autem G] The reason why Mbk, uses the feminine forms is that he interprets
0 Yupnoy etc. as standing for T6 Yuprdv wbpLov, the ‘irascible part’, etc.

in corde ... in epate ... in cerebro] Cf. Phlp.2, In De An., p. 194.29-32: [...] tov Tipatov [...]
Aéyovrta pepeptodat THY Yuyny xatd Ta ToD COPATOS LOPL, KAl TO UEY AOYLXOV Xl aleINTLXOY
1dpUoBar év t6 Eyxepdho, TO 8¢ Yupixody v th napdia, xal év t@ Aratt t6 Emtdupntindy and
p- 237.31-32: domep é3bxet Méyewy xal 6 Tlpatog Aéymv v xapdia pév elvar T6 Juptxdy, T6 8¢
gmedupmntinoy v frate xal 8v éyxrepdho t6 alodntinby. Cf. also Them., In De An., p. 37.4-6:
o¢ d6Eetev av motety xal 6 Tipatog AN p.év Evwoelv Hudc Aéynv, &AAe 8¢ émtdupely, Ay 8¢
Yupotodar, xat Srowntlwy ye Tabta to wopLa Tiig Yuydic TO pév év xepahd], T6 O¢ év xapdia, To
8¢ &v imate ~ ut videbitur utique facere Timaeus alio quidem dicens nos intelligere, alio antem
desiderare, alio autem irasci, et assignans has particulas animae, hanc quidem in capite, hanc
autem in corde, hanc autem in epate; Ps.-Simp., In De An., p. 101.6-8: ixg Soxe 6 Ttpatog T pév
*EQUAT) TOV AOYoV, TF) 8¢ napdia Tov Dupby, 16 3¢ Aratt t6 éntduumntinov évonilov; Sophon.,
In De An., p. 38.27-28: domep 6 Tiparog év ynepdho pev yratonilet T6 AoyLoTindy, Tf 8¢
%apdta To Jupndy, v Amatt 8¢ 6 EmLYupmTindy.

et rationabilis in altera g : ratiocinativum autem in alia G] Both et and antem are consistent
with either xal or 8¢. Since et is more often used for 8¢ than autem for xal, we propose t6
3¢ hoyLoTinoy év &Ahy; it is somewhat surprising, however, to find the word order broken in
the third case (one would expect év &M 3¢ ©6 Aoyiotixdv), and the scholium (xal &v &k T6
gmtdupntindy) seems to confirm xal rather than 8¢, viz. xai &v dAhe T0 AoyLoTindy.

quod et magis] Cf. for émep xal paihov (‘which is even more the case’) after the second
7 of the disjunctive phrase 4 ... 7 ... Phlp., In APo., p. 153.12, 240.6, In GC, p. 27.10, 178.23,
Phlp., In De An., p. 77.33, 241.30, 360.5. The first to propose the correct punctuation was
A. Mansion (p. 332).

quod dicitur g (om. G)] guod dicitur is added by Mbk, and translates the article t6; cf.
e.g. Simp., In Cat., p. 113.15: ©6 doxet ~ guod dicitur ‘videtur’y Ammon., In Int., p. 80.35: 16
el OmapyeL Tl 1) un) Omdpyet ~ quod dicitur ‘si existit aliquid vel non existit’; p. 35.29-31: to
peotal 88 Aog maoan iy dyvial, micat 8 avdpanav dyopal ~ guod dicitur: ‘plenae antem
Jove omnes quidem scientiae, omnes autem hominum plateae’.

separatum a corpore et magnitudine g : separata a corpore et magnitudine G] This is
an explanation of the underlined part of the Aristotelian quotation eite ywptatol évrog
elte pi) ywetotol xata péyedog, taking it to mean ywptotol évtog ... [sc. Tob poplov tol
T Yuydic @ yvdoxet te ) Yuyn xal ppovet] (tod) copatog xal peyédoug. Did Philoponus
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use for his explanatory remark the genitive in accordance with the Aristotelian wording,
or did he choose the nominative form ywptotév? The latter retroversion seems to find
support in Mbk,’s choice of the nominative separatum, while Mbkg’s translation separata
— correctly connecting ywptotod or ywptotéy with its subject woptov or pbprov (particula,
pars) — is ambiguous between the nominative and the ablative and thus compatible with

either interpretation.

secundum substantiam et hypostasim g : secundum essentiam et hypostasim G] Since the
use of a9’ dnbotasty is much more common than that of xata v dnbéstacty (which latter,
unlike #ad’ OmbécTaowy, is never found in Philoponus), our retroversion departs from the
scholium in omitting the article tiv before dméoTaoLy.

xvt. 6.36-7.51

Texts
G

[...] quod idem est cum secundo, hoc est
substantiam separatam habere® a corpore et
magnitudine. Utrum igitur, ait, sit separatus
sic intellectus ant sic quidem nullatenus,
sola autem ratione est separatus, hoc est sola
intelligentia et definitione sicut tactivum
a secundum locum motivo ratione sola
separatur, magnitudine autem non. Hoc
igitur problematum primum: utrum essentia
separatus sit intellectus aut ratione sola.
Non ut in ordine autem problematis)’® hoc
produxit, propter quod et videntur duo esse
problemata post hoc. Hoc tamen non ut
unum problema protulit sed ut in divisione:
de parte enim animae, ait, qua cognoscit et
prudentiat, sive separata sit haec sive non.
Deinde iam quae sint quae quaeruntur de
parte hac inducit: considerandum enim,
ait, quam habet differentiam ad reliquas,
et quomodo fit"" intelligere. Reliqua duno
problemata: quam differentiam  habeat
intellectus ad sensum ant etiam simpliciter
rationales potentiae ad seipsas, et quomodo
fit? intelligere.

@ habere corr. : habens codd. ed.

™ problemactisy corr. : problema codd. ed.
" fit corr. : sit codd. ed.

2 fit corr. : sit codd. ed.

R

[...] 6mep TadTéY éoTL TG deuTépw, TouTéoTL
TNV odclay YweLoThy EYELY TOU CORaTos %ol
tob peyédoug. motepov olv, gnotlv, Eotiv*
YweLoTos obteg 6 volg 1) odte pév oddapéc,
©ove OE 6 Aoy EoTl' ywELoTOE, TOUTEGTL
wovy T émivola xal TQ GpLoud, GOTEP TO
ATTLXOY TOD XATA TOTOV XLvnTLxoD TG AOYQ
pwove ywplletar, peyéder 8’ ol. tobrto odv
oV TEolANUdTwY TO Tp@TOV, TOTEQOV TH
006La YwELoTOE EGTLY 6 VOUG ) TG AbY® LOVe”
oby G év tdfer 3t mpofAnuatog Tolto
mpofyaye - 0o xal doxel SVo elvar Ta
mpofAnuata *tat peta tolto - Tolto pévrol
oVy 0¢ Ev TEOBANUa TTEonVEYXEY, AR’ @ &V
drapéoeL: mepl yap TOb poptov tig Yuyie,
enoty, ¢ ywooxer Te xal @povel, clte
Y0pLoTob Bvtog TouTou elte *wal' pv elta
Aotmov Tiva Eoti T {nTolpeva mepl TOUTOU
ToU poplovu EmdyeL’ GreTTEOY Y, PnoL, TLY
Eyet dLapopdy, xal i ToTE YiveTal TO Voely,
To Aot dVo mpofBAnuatas Tiva dragopiy
ExeL 6 volg mpoe v alodnowy 7 nal amide
ol Aoyixal duvdpels TEodg EauTdg, kol TG
yivetat T6 Voelv.
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Notes

hoc est substantiam separatam habere [habens codd.] a corpore et magnitudine] The
transmitted text could be interpreted as analogous to 6.34: hoc est ‘separata a corpore et
magnitudine’, with substantiam separatam habens playing the same syntactic role as separata
(for which see above). It is easier, however, to restore an epexegetical infinitive explaining
8mep Tadtov 20Tt T4 deutépw (~ quod idem est cum secundo).

sic quidem nullatenus] Cf. Simp., In Cat., p. 172.20-21: tobto 3¢ Omoctéoet p.év oddap.id
~ hoc antem hypostasi quidem nullatenus; p. 279.34: v pév tf obota 0ddapic Yewpetitar ~ in
substantia quidem nullatenus considerantur.

sola antem ratione] p.ove 8¢ T8 Aoye? Té 88 Aoye wove? Cf. Them., In De An., p. 97.5-7: i
olv Tt T) Aoye ywelleodar uove ddvatar, xad’ adta & odx &v OmooTaly, obtw xal 6 voig
yoptlety adta T) Aoy pove EmuyeLpet ~ sicut igitur haec ratione sola separari possunt, per se
autem non utique subsistunt, ita et intellectus separare ipsa sola ratione conatur.

sola intelligentia)] Cf. Phlp.b, In De An., p. 520.32-33: p.évy p.év t¥j émivola yopLotoc oLy,
oOxétt 8¢ nal 7 évepyela. Forintelligentia translating énivora see Them., In De An., p. 120.19:
&V TLIEUG ETTivoLay THLETEQAY TTOLEY TOY YP6VOY ~ faciens tempus econtra intelligentiam nostram.

tactivum a secundum locum motivo] Cf. Phlp., In De An., p. 238.23-24: ti¢ antixiic
duvbpens xal THe xoTd TOHTOY KLYNTLRTC.

non ut in ordine autem problema hoc produxit] Philoponus’ point here is not that the first
problema is misplaced (non ut in ordine) but rather that it is not explicitly formulated as a
problema. Therefore we suggest reading problemactisy or understanding mpoBAnuadros), so
that the whole sentence runs as follows: o0y ¢ 2v mpoBAfuatoc 8¢ taket Tolto mponyayey
or oby, & év taket 8¢ mpoPanupartog Tolto tponyayev. Cf. Ammon., In Int., p. 203.5: quasi in
corollarii ordine apponit ~ ég év moptopatog taket mpootidmowy. Many instances of phrases of
the type ¢ év téd€et + genitive can be found, most notably the phrase o¢ év Ohng tder.

ut in divisione] Cf. Olymp., In Cat., p. 42.21: ig év Starpéoet 0Tt Ta heybpeve.

deinde iam] Cf. Simp., In Cael., p. 326.1, 617.22: eita hotrév ~ deinde iam.
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Appendix

Lists of alternative translations and alternative readings

A. Alternative translations

1. Different words/word sequences

132.3-4 non separata g : inseparabili [lg. non separabili?] G - p) ywpLotob
132.7 qualiter quidem g : quomodo quandoque G - nég motd
132.11 et ut simpliciter dicatur g : ut simpliciter autem dicatur G - nal dmhéc elmely
133.14 estimatione g : existimatione G - dmohideng

133.15-16 ratiocinativo g : meditativo G - tod dtavontinod
133.24 versatur g : negotiatur G - &yet (?)

133.28 separabilis g : separata G - yopLoth

133.31-32 distinxerit g : discreverit G - uénpuive

133.36 postquam g : cum G

133.40 disgregationem g : segregationem G - duéxpLoy

133.42 distinxit g : discrevit G - StéxnpLve

133.43 eo g : per hoc G -t

133.43-44 consideret{ur) g : videtur G - Yewpeiodar? Spdicdar?
133.46-47 distinctionem g : discretionem G - tiv dudxpLowy
133.47-48 etiam g : et G - ol

133.48-49 utrisque g : ambabus G - dupotépwy

133.48-49 distinguit g : discernit G - Staxpiver

133.49-51 convenire g : communicare G - xotvwvely

133.52-53 distinctionem g : discretionem G - SudnpLowy
133.53-134.54 in bis g : post haec [haec CV : hoc T] G - éni tovtorg
133.53-134.54 qualiter g : quomodo G - wéig

134.57-58 disserens g : disputans G - Staheydpevog

134.58 disseruit g : disputavit G - Stehéydy

134.60 disserit g : disputat [CV : disputavit T] G - Staréyetar
134.62 ignotiora g : magis ignota G - dyveotoTepn

134.63 existunt g : sunt G - éotL

134.65 iterum g : rursum G - Ay

134.67 ait g : dicit G - gnoty

134.75-76 consubstantialis g : homousion G - 6poolcLov
134.78-79 ait quia [an dixit quod cum P?] g : dixit quod G - eimev 8tu
134.81 sicut g : quemadmodum G - naddmep

134.82 sic g : ita G - obtog

134.83-84 tanquam g : sicut G - o

135.88-89 quod. ... provenit g : factum G - yvbpevoy

135.93 guod g : quia G - étu

135.94 consubstantialis g : homousia G - 6p.oodoLéy

135.96-97 quod g : quia G - 8¢

135.3 quia g : quod G - 6tu

135.3 consubstantialis g : homousios G - 6p.oodcLég

135.12 substantia g : essentia G - ¥ odota

136.17-18 et g : autem G - 8¢

136.19 geometra g : geometer G - 6 ... yeopéteng
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136.24-25 praeter istos g : ab his G - napd TovToUg

136.30 etiam g : et G - ol

136.30 quando g : cum G - &rav

136.31-33 propterea quod g : quia G - Stétu

136.33-34ad g:in G - ént

136.37-38 consonantem g : consonum G - cuppuvolvta? cOLQmVoy?
136.40-41 pronuntiat g : enuntiat G - dmogaivetat

136.40-42 particulam g : partem G - t6 udprov

136.44-45 resistere g : contrariari G - avtirédoar/-Prémey ? dvtitdrresdor/-tdEacdar ?
136.48 suam g : propriam G - oixelov? idlov?

136.49 ait g : dicit G - onolv

136.50-51 quia g : quod G - 87t

136.54 demonstrare g : ostendere G - *dmo*detéar? *dmo*detnvivor ?
136.56 tanquam g : quod G - é¢

137.57 praecedentibus g : prioribus G - tolc Eunpocdev? tolc mpohaBoloLy ?
137.58-59 quia g : quod G - 87t

137.65 intus factus g : ingenitus G - &yyLvbuevos

137.66-67 vero g : autem G - 8¢

137.69-71 quasi sit hoc dubium g : tanquam utique dubitabili existente G - 6 &v dnbdpou §vtog
137.73-75 immuxtum g : non mixtum G - duLyf

137.78-79 Aristotelis g : Aristotelicis G - AptototeAtndy

137.78-80 etiam g : autem G - 8¢

137.79-81 intellectus g : sensus G - t¥ic évvolag

137.82-83 iste g : ille G

137.85-87 quod ... perducitur g : ductum G - *mpo*oydncdpevov? *npo*aydey?
137.87-88ad g:in G - elc

137.93-95 sed g : autem G - 3¢

137.95-96 cum ad illa venerimus g : quando ibi fuerimus G - énetioe yevbpevor
137.96-138.98 omnino g : totaliter G - 6hwg

137.97-138.98 concordant g : consonant G - cuvgdeL? cuppuvet?
138.00 particula g : pars G - pbprov

138.1-2 et g : etiam G - »al

138.7-8 inferiorem g : demissiorem G - natadeéotepoy

138.7-9 digniorem g : meliorem G - »pettrova

138.13-14 ait [a To aut ed.] g : dicit [dicitur codd.] G - ol
138.13-14 actum g : operationem G - thyv ... évépyeLay

138.14-16 ait g : dicat G - pnot

138.15 particulam g : partem G - pbpLov

138.16 litterae g : verbis G - ¥ Méer

138.20 cognoscitivas g : cognitivas G - YvooTLxas

138.22 practicas g : activas G - mpaxtirdg

138.22 ad [sc. reducuntur] g : in [sc. dividuntur] G - eic

138.25 practicum g : activum G - T6 TRAXTLXOV

138.26 agibilia g : practica vel agibilia G - t& mpontd

138.29 se habet g : se gerere G - mpdtteLy

139.35-36 ultimo g : tandem G - tehevtaiov

139.35-36 tanquam g : veluti G - o

139.40-41 unoquoque g : uno G - év té vt

139.40-41 totaliter g : omnino G - 6hwg

139.45-46 quod quidem g : quod vere G - 8mep

139.56 pronuntiat g : enuntiat G - dmogalvetat

139.58-59 meliorem g : digniorem G - xpetttova
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139.60-61 planissime g : manifestissime G - cagpéotata
139.68 differens g : diversa G - Srapopog

139.68 litterae g : verbi G - t#ic MEewg

140.71 guod g : quia G - 87u

140.72-73 irascibilis g : irascitivum G - 16 Supexdy
140.73-74 concupiscibilis g : concupiscitivum G - ©6 gmiupntindy
140.74-75 rationabilis g : ratiocinativum G - 16 hoytotindy
140.75 et g : antem G - &2 xai?

140.76-77 disgregatae g : discretae G - StaxexpLpévoy
140.82-83 id est [idem To] g : hoc est G - Toutéott
140.85-86 substantiam g : essentiam G - odoloy

2. Same word, different inflections

133.28 sit g : est G - éotLy

133.36-37 [postquam ...] dixerit g : [cum] dixisset G - elmov

133.37-38 ostendat g : ostenderet G - 3elky

135.86-87 solis ... dicti g : [de ...] dicto sole G - tob ... pepopévou fjhlou
135.94 esset g : sit G - 2ot ? Or rather no Greek counterpart?

135.94 haec g: hoc G -t

135.99 diceremus g : dicemus G - elmorpey

135.8 diceret g : dicar G - Méyor

136.22-23 in promptu habentem g : in promptu habens G - mpoyerplbpevoy
136.30-31 [quando ...] fit g : [cum ...] fiat G - yévnron

136.55-56 dubitabit [dubitav’ To] g : dubitaret G - dmopfioetey

137.62-63 suspicabitur g : suspicaretur G - Smomtedoetey? bmovonooL ? Hovoricetey ?
137.63-64 dicit g : diceret G - Aéyer

137.82-83 est g : sit G - EoTLy

138.11-12 dicebamus g : diximus G - ééyopev

138.13-14 proprium [sc. actum] g : propriam [sc. operationem] G - olxetloy
139.60 appellaret g : appellabit [appellavit codd.] G - npocayopeioetey
140.82-83 separatum g : separata G - ywpLoToV

3. Deliberate additions or omissions by the translator

133.18-19 intellectu add. g
133.23 est add. g

133.30in add. G

133.45 et g : om. G - »at
133.45 videtur add. g

134.56 et g : om. G - »at
134.76 est add. G [est etiam g? (vide P)]
135.86 et g : om. G - »at
135.87 de add. G

135.88 solare add. g

135.1 existentis add. G

1352 gqui G:om.g-6

135.13 guidem add. g

135.14 quidem g : om. G - -mep
136.54 est add. g

137.82 est add. G

138.11 guidem g : om. G - -nep
139.34 cum add. G
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139.48 referendo add. g (an ut referendo ad intellectum add. g et ut ad intellectum add. G?)
139.51 morion ... id est add. G

139.54 quidem g : om. G - -mep

139.68 est add. G

140.72 sit add. g

140.79 guod dicitur g : om. G - 6

140.81 guod dicitur g : om. G - 6

4. Different word order

Two preliminary notes:

By ‘(~ R)’ we indicate that the word order of the reconstructed Greek text agrees with that of the
immediately preceding quotation from g or G.

In addition to that, we indicate by ‘(~ R*)’ that the word order is confirmed by one of the Greek
sources (quotation from Aristotle, scholia, Sophonias).

132.9-10 anima vegetativa g : vegetativa anima G (~ R)

133.17-18 secundum habitul{m) vocato [+ intellectu] g (~ R) : vocato secundum habitum G

133.26-27 in his inquirere g : inquirere in his G (~ R)

133.36-37 postquam prius ... dixerit g : prius cum dixisset G (~ R)

133.43-44 non in omnibus consideret{ury intellectus g (~ R) : intellectus non videtur in omnibus G

133.51-52 in ipsis his g (~ R) : in bis ipsis G

134.57 animae potentiis g (~ R) : potentiis animae G

134.65-66 ab evidentioribus eadem intentione g : eadem intentione ab evidentioribus G (~ R)

134.79 animae genus alterum g (~ R*) : alterum genus animae G

134.82-83 partem totius animae rationalem g (~ R¥) : totius animae rationalem ... partem G

135.88-89 quod in aere provenit g (~ R*) : factum in aere G

135.00-1 huins aequivocae vocis “Aiax” g : huius vocis “Aiax” aequivocae [+ existentis] G

135.11-12 ait Aristoteles esse intellectum g (~ R) : intellectum ait esse Aristoteles G

136.26-27 actus sine potentia g : sine potentia actus G (~ R¥)

136.40-42 pronuntiat separatam esse hanc particulam animae g (~ R): separatam esse hanc partem
animae enuntiat G

136.44-45 his quae hic dicuntur resistere g (~ R) : contrariari his quae hic dicuntur G

136.46 esse [et codd.] putans g : putans esse G (~ R)

137.57-58 de intellectu dixit ipso g (~ R) : de ipso intellectu dixit G

137.67-68 maxime corrumperetur utique g (~ R*) : maxime utique corrumperetur G

137.71-72 actu intellectum g (~ R) : intellectum actu G

137.74-75 potentia in nobis g : in nobis potentia G (~ R)

137.80-83 est non dicere quod ... iste est g (~ R) : est dicere quod ... non sit ille G

137.82 iste est g : sit ille G

137.89-90 Alexander autem suspicatus fuit actu intellectum ab Aristotele dici conditorem g (~ R) :
Suspicatus autem fuit Alexander actu intellectum conditorem dici ab Aristotele G

138.98-3 hoc quod [inv. : quod hoc To) dicitur de actu intellectn ... guomodo Aristoteles dicat
de divino intellectu g : de intellectu actu hoc dictum ostendens non de intellectu divino Aristotelem
dicentem G (~ R)

138.4-6 non aiunt nunc dici ab Aristotele intellectum conditorem g (~ R) : conditorem intellectum
[quidem codd.] non aiunt nunc dici ab Aristotele G

138.14-15 ipsum ait esse particulam g : partem ipsum esse dicat G (~ R)

139.33 est neutri generis g : neutri generis est G

139.35 masculine ipsum g (~ R) : ipsum masculine G

139.54-55 partium anime videlicet g (~ R) : videlicet partium anime G

140.81-83 intelligendum pro magnitudine g (~ R) : pro magnitudine intelligendum G
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B. Alternative readings

1. The reconstructed Greek text agrees with G against g - and vice versa

Two preliminary notes:

In cases where we suppose that Mbk, and Mbk translate different Greek readings, we give the
alternative Greek reading in square brackets: ‘[~ A¢€tc]’. By ‘different Greek readings’ we do not mean
variants in Mbk’s Greek exemplar but different readings in Mbk’s mind, leaving it open how Mbk,
- and vice versa Mbkg - came to translate the reading which (we think) is more likely to be correct,
whether based on palaeographical evidence or by conjecture.

Accidental omissions and additions are given in a separate list, as it is difficult to determine whether
they originated in g/G or the transmission of g/G (see below B.2.).

la. The reconstructed Greek text agrees with G against g

133.19 palam [~ 8%hov] g : insinuat G - Snhot

133.52-53 primo [~ mp&tov] g : tertio G - Tpitov

134.58-59 quando [~ 87¢] g secundum To [at vide P: guoniam] : quia G - 87

135.90 inferiorem To P [an illuminatum g?] : illuminatum G - megutiopévov? potlbpevov?
xotopettlbpevoy?

135.92-93 vellemus dicere g : hoc dicimus G - toUté gaypev? Tolto Aéyopev?

135.6 idem [~ tadt6] g secundum To [at vide P: ipsum] : ipsum G - adtd

135.11 primum [~ mpdtov] g : triplicem G - tpLtTov

136.33-34 transit To [an transitivum g?] : transitivum G - petafBotixny

136.35-37 autem [~ 8¢] g : itaque G - 31

138.98-3 hoc quod [inv. : quod hoc To] dicitur de actu intellectu ... guomodo Aristoteles dicat de
divino intellectu g : hoc ... de intellectu actu hoc dictum ostendens [lg. ostendit?] non de intellectu divino
Aristotelem dicentem G - 76 ... mepl Tob évepyetlq vob ToUTo Aeybuevoy deixvuoty ob mtepl Tob Yelov vod
ToV ApLoToTEAY AéyovTa

138.23-24 reducuntur [~ suvfiprvrtae?] g : dividuntur G - Supenvroe

138.25 enim To P [an autem g?] : antem G - 8¢

138.26-29: hunc ... prudentem ... qui ... habet g : hoc ... prudentiam ... gerere G - tobro ... ppdvnoLy

.. TO ... €D TPATTELY

139.49 dicit g : dicens G - Méyov

139.49 morion, id est particula [~ pdprov] g : solum G - pbévov

139.50-51 dicit [~ Aéyer?] g : dico G - Méyw

139.61-62 ostensum est quod Aristoteles vult g : ostensus est velle G - 3¢deiutar Bodhecar

139.68-69 secundum litterae expositionem g : verbi expositio G - 4 tiig MéEewg éEymote

1b. The reconstructed Greek text agrees with g against G

133.36-37 ipsorum [~ adtav] codd.g [an ipsius G?] : ipsius g - adtod
133.44-45 sicut codd. [an si ut G? ~ el &¢] : in quibus g - év ol
133.49 ipsum [~ adt6] codd.q [an ipsa G?] : ipsa g - adté

138.14-15 sortitum [~ amohayovra] G : assumentem g - dmolaBovta
138.14-15 sive [~ ette] G : siquidem g - el ye

139.50-51 autem [~ 8¢] G : igitur g - 34

2. Accidental omissions and additions (whether in g/G or in the transmission of g/G)

Preliminary note: Since the source of the omission or addition is often difficult to determine
- was it Mbk himself or a later copyist? -, we just quote the omissions and additions without
attributing them either to g/G itself or the transmission of g/G. ‘<’ stands for ‘omitted’,

‘+” for ‘added’.
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2a. Omissions and additions in g or in the transmission of g

133.16 < nunc - viv
133.26 < quaedam - twva
133.34 < inest - Omapyet
134.56 < quidem - p&v
134.83 < esse - elvar
136.32 + aliqualiter
137.58 < Aristoteles - 6 Aptototéhng
137.59-60 < non - 0b
137.60-61 < utique - &v
137.67 < utique - &v
137.74-75 + potentia
137.88 < autem - 8¢
139.53 + partem qua

2b. Omissions and additions in G or in the transmission of G

133.49 + in ipsis

134.71 < partis - Tob poplou

137.58 < antem g - 3

137.72-73 < et ait ... esse - xal groL ... elvar

138.11 + in

138.15 < ut - &g

138.29 < haec autem sunt agibilia - toabro 8¢ éott T TPANT
139.34 < intermedia - petakd

139.38 < actum - évépyetav

139.51 + neutraliter

3. Errors in the Latin tradition

3a. Errors in the transmission of g

133.18 habitu To [lg. habitum g] : habitum G - éEwv

133.20 auntem To [lg. anima g] : anima G - ¥ Yuyi

133.43-44 consideret To [lg. consideretur g] : videtur G - Yewpelodar? bpdiocdar?
134.66 fecit To P [lg. facit g] : facit G - moreTran

135.2 id est To P [lg. sicut g?] : quasi G - é¢

136.46 et To [lg. esse g] : esse G - etvae

137.64-65 corporaliter To [lg. totaliter g] : totaliter G - 8hwg

137.67-68 corrump’r To [lg. corrumperetur g) : corrumperetur G - ép9etpeto
137.88-89 vero To [lg. ergo g] : ergo G - dpa

138.00-1 gualis To [lg. qualiter g] : qualiter G - néig

139.43 idem To [lg. quidem g] : quidem G - pév

139.50 b- [hoc ?] To [lg. hic g] : hic G - évralda

140.82-83 idem To [lg. id est g] : hoc est G - toutéott

140.88 separatae To [lg. separari g : separari G - ywptlecdor

3b. Errors in the transmission of G

133.35 no’ T ideo CV [lg. hic G]: hic g - évtob9a

135.4-5 sidem codd. [lg. est idem G] : est idem g - oLy 6 adrog
136.25-26 quidem VT [lg. quod G] : quod g - ©6

136.35-36 dicunt codd.q [lg. dico G] : dico g - Myon

138.5-6 quidem codd.q [lg. intellectum G] : intellectum g - tév ... volv
139.53-54 quia codd.q [lg. guam G]: quam g - 8mep

139.60 appellavit codd.q (Ig. appellabit G) : appellaret g - npocayopeioetey

3c. Errors in both traditions
132.7 sit [1g. fit] - yiveTonw
138.13 2 To [lg. ait g] : dicit[ur] G - gnot
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I11. Conclusions
(1) The relationship between g and G

Did Moerbeke for his second version G use his earlier version g, seeking to improve it, or
did he start his new version from scratch without looking at his first attempt? Verbeke argued
that G could not be a revision of g, as it is difficult to understand why a translator would
introduce in his revision so many “modifications anodines” (p. XCIII) such as ait guia into
dixit quod, iterum into rursum, sicut into quemadmodum, praecedentibus into prioribus, etc.
According to Verbeke, these ‘unintentional’ variations are better explained if one assumes
that Mbk translated G without using g.”> Against Verbeke’s supposition one may point to the
fact that, apart from some vocabulary differences, changes in word order and other variations
we discussed in our text analysis, the two versions are so similar that it is implausible that the
same translator would have made the second version without using the first as its substrate:
large text portions are identical in both versions. Moreover, we find in both versions singular
or less common expressions for Greek terms such as prudentiare for ppovetv (132.2, 133.21,
138.19), convenientiam (133.36) for xowveviav, in quibus ... in ipsis (133.49-52) for xad’ & ...
rat’ avta, eadem intentione (134.65-66) for f) adty) td(o)et, dictae (135.85) for pepopévrg
(ct. also 135.87 dicti g : dicto G), Troiano (135.5) for “Otiéwc, econtra (136.39-40) for &vtixpug,
attrabere (136.47-48) for cuyxatacndy, veritas autem neque hoc (138.9-11) for t6 8¢ dAndeéc
oUte tolt6, per perfectionem (137.82-84) for Sua tol teretov (?), neutraliter (138.30-139.31)
for 008etépuws. As for the so-called ‘nonintentional changes’ in vocabulary, we will see under
(2) that many are ‘intentional’. Finally, in the two other cases where we have a twofold version
(Arist., Pol.; Simp., In Cael.), the conclusion of the editors is evident: Moerbeke undoubtedly
used his first version in his later version.”

(2) Translation style

The most noticeable modifications in the second version are changes in vocabulary (see
the above list “A. Alternative translations - 1. Different words/word sequences”). As said,
Verbeke sought here an argument against the hypothesis that G is “une correction consciente
de la version précédente (sc. g)” (XCIII). But one finds similar shifts in vocabulary in the
complete version of Simplicius’ De Caelo Commentary versus the fragmentary translation”
and in the complete translation of the Politica versus the incomplete. A similar practice is
found in Moerbeke’s revisions of his translations of Aristotle. An explanation for these
modifications may be that Moerbeke, throughout the long period he was translating (from
around 1260 until his death in 1286), refined his vocabulary and came to prefer certain terms
over others. F. Bossier even used the shifting vocabulary as an argument for a chronology of
the non-dated translations.” However, Bossier himself had to admit that in many cases there
is no linear change in terminology, but a fluctuation whereby a particular term, after having
been out of preference, may come back with more frequency later.

7 See Verbeke, pp. XCIII-XCIV. Vuillemin-Diem—Acerbi (above, n. 3) do not question this conclusion (see p. 104).

7 “Es kann kein Zweifel dartiber bestehen, dass Wilhelm fiir seine vollstindige Politikiibersetzung die sog.
translatio imperfecta benutzt hat, die nach einhelliger Uberzeugung aller Forscher ebenfalls von Wilhelm stammt”
(B. Schneider, Introduction to the edition of the Politica, in preparation).

75 See Bossier (above, n. 1), pp. XXXIII-XXXVIII.

76 See E. Bossier, “Méthode de traduction et problemes de chronologie”, in J. Brams — W. Vanhamel (eds.),
Guillaume de Moerbeke. Recueil d’études a occasion du 700° anniversaire de sa mort (1286), Leuven U.P.,, Leuven
1989, pp. 257-94.
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A survey of the differences in vocabulary between g and G reveals two main and partially
overlapping motivations, semantic considerations on the one hand, and stylistic preferences
on the other. Semantic considerations are most clearly visible when Mbk is faced with highly
ambiguous philosophical terms such as odota (cf. p. 135.12 substantia g : essentia G, 140.85-86
substantiam g : essentiam G), 6poovorog (~ consubstantialis g, which is three times replaced
with the Greek transliteration homousios in G7), or Stavontixd (cf. p. 133.15-16 ratiocinativo
g : meditativo G with comm. ad loc.). Semantics is also in play when Mbk tries hard to find
a Greek word for which there is no exact Latin synonym. A nice example is the variation p.
136.44-45 resistere g : contrariari G, which probably reflects Mbk’s struggle to find a Latin
counterpart for dvtiBrédac/dvtiBrérmewy (or, alternatively, dvtitd€acOar/dvritarresdar).
But even more familiar terms like Staxpive and Stdxpioig pose semantic challenges, which
explain significant shifts in vocabulary between g and G: distinctio (g) is 2x replaced with
discretio in G, disgregatio (g) 1x replaced with segregatio in G. In the complete translation of
the commentary on I114-8 in G we find 8x discretio, 2x distinctio. In Mbk’s earlier translations
distinctio 1s the dominant term; in later translations Mbk prefers discretio over distinctio.
Thus, in his last translation (In Prm.), we find 2x distinctio against 48x discretio. Maybe Mbk
found discretio, a term involving a judgment of discrimination (as in the discretio bonorum et
malorum) more appropriate for Staxptoig than just distinctio. The same observation can be
made about Staxptive: distinguo (g) is replaced 3x with discerno in G; in the whole translation
of G distinguo is used only once against 17x discerno. In later translations his preference goes
clearly to discerno. Thus, we find in In Prm. 4x distinguo against 63x discerno.

While these changes of vocabulary are likely motivated by semantic considerations, other
cases are less conspicuous, falling into a rather vague field between properly semantic reasons
and ‘merely” stylistic preferences. Take e.g. the translation of Stadéyopar: dissero (g) is 3x
replaced with disputo in G, and in the translation of the whole commentary on III 4-8 disputo is
dominant (13x) against dissero (1x). In the contemporary translation of Themistius” paraphrase
of the De Anima one finds dissero (2x), no disputo. It seems that, contrary to Mbk,’s practice,
Mbkg’s preference is leaning towards disputo. In later translations, however, both terms are
used without clear predominance of either one (cf. In Prm.). Other changes point to a similar
ambiguity between semantic and ‘merely’ stylistic reasons. Why does pronuntio in g become
2x enuntio in G (whereas all other 8 cases in G are forms of pronuntio)? Why is inferiorem
changed to demissiorem? Why meliorem to digniorem and vice versa? Why omnino to totaliter
and vice versa? Why practicus to activus (2x), though practicus is used 11 times in the complete
translation G (against 3x activus)? In 137.66 g has vero, which Mbk, changed to autem, as usual
in Mbk, but he left in p. 134.59 vero without change. Another interesting example is particula
(w6prov), which - despite the predominance of pars in both g and G - makes a few appearances
in g but just one in the corresponding part of G (sc. up to p. 140.87 = 6.36): one may understand
that Mbk came to dislike this diminutive when talking about the soul: he replaced it 3x with
pars, omitted one case (p. 139.50), but left one case unchanged (p. 134.72) and kept it 8x in the
whole commentary. Though there seems to be a trend away from particula, it is hard to discern
consistency, let alone system in the choice of pars vs. particula.

77 Tt remains difficult to explain why. Maybe Moerbeke found the theologically sounding consubstantialis a bit
odd in this context. These are the only three cases of homousios in Moerbeke’s translations. In his translation of
In Prm., p. 948.20 Steel [= p. 948.23 Luna-Segonds] he uses again consubstantialis, but in an acceptable theological
sense: neque animam diis consubstantialem supponendum (~ obte 6poodctov Ty Yuyny dmodetéov Tolc Yeolc).

78 We are saying ‘came to dislike” because in his earlier translation of Themistius’ paraphrase of the De Anima,
Mbk uses particula 28 times.
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In some cases, it seems that Mbk wanted to be closer to the Greek as in 137.65 (intus factus
g 1 ingenitus G ~ éyywopevoc), where the use of ingenitus, though a more literal translation, is
very confusing as this term is regularly used for dyévnrog. Another rather unhappy attempt
to be more literal is 135.88-89 gquod ... provenit g : factum G for yiwvépevoy.

At the bottom end of the scale between semantically highly significant and semantically
indifferent changes are those cases where the change in vocabulary seems to be nothing
but a matter of taste (e.g. et/etiam for adverbial xai, ait / dicit for enot(v) [5 times replaced
in G, 7 times not]).” Surprising in this context is the variation for xa9dmnep in 134.81 sicut
g : quemadmodum G, because it is the only instance of guemadmodum in the whole text,
whereas sicut is found over 150 times.*

As far as the order of words is concerned, we can gather from the above list (“1. Alternative
translations. 4. Different word order”) that Mbk, sticks closer to the word order of the Greek,
whereas Mbkg adapted the translation more to Latin style. The explanation of this is quite
obvious: Faced with a yet untranslated Greek text, Mbk, approaches it in a more mechanical
fashion than Mbkg, who is already familiar with it and can make use of his earlier version.

It is not warranted, however, to conclude that Mbkg’s translation style is generally “freer’
and ‘less accurate’ than that of Mbk,. In our note on 139.61-62: ostensum est quod Aristoteles
vult g : ostensus est velle G, we quote a number of passages which indicate, on the contrary,
that Mbkg is less willing than Mbk, to depart from the Greek text when it comes to syntax
and grammar. This again can be explained by the fact that G is a revision of g: Whereas Mbk,,
aiming to produce a first draft of the translation, tends to gloss over textual difficulties (which
are mentioned by Mbk himself in the colophon, cf. 119.66-69, esp. 67: ita quod nullatenus
legere potui) and is content with a ‘looser’ representation of the Greek text, Mbkg appears
to try harder to reproduce the linguistic structures of the Greek model and also, if necessary,
to restore its original meaning, whether based on palaeographical evidence or conjecture
(see his own remark in the Explicit: quandoque ex sensu supplevi). This, however, does not
prevent Mbkg from making errors avoided by Mbk,, either in interpreting the Greek text (cf.
132.7: qualiter quidem g : quomodo quandogque G and 135.86-87: solis aequivoce dicti g : de
aequivoce dicto sole G) or in reading/restoring it (cf. 138.14-15: assumentem g : sortitum G
and 138.14-15: siquidem g : sive G, with notes ad loc.). And it does not entail, of course, that
G is ‘better’ than g in terms of faithfulness to the Greek manuscript tradition; after all, both
Mbk, and Mbkg had to cope with the defective state of the Greek exemplar.®!

(3) Different Greek models behind g and G?

Did Moerbeke for his second version G use a different Greek manuscript than for the first
version? This hypothesis is not very plausible, since it is difficult to assume that Moerbeke had
access to two different copies of this extremely rare text. There are, however, several cases where
Moerbeke seems to have ‘read’ a different Greek text. On a closer look they may be rather

7 Other examples: 133.48-49 utrisque g : ambabus G - dugotépwv; 134.62 ignotiora g : magis ignota G -
&yvwotdtepn; 134.65 iterum g : rursum G - mwakwv; 136.19 geometra g : geometer G - 6 ... yewpéteng; 137.57 praece-
dentibus g : prioribus G - tolc Eumpocdev? toig npohaPolow ?; 137.78-79 Aristotelis g : Aristotelicis G - Aptototehunav.

8 On sicut vs. guemadmodums, cf. Bossier (above, n. 76), p. 278.

81 Given this defective state, it is surprising to see (and might arouse suspicion) that our Greek reconstruction
departs in just three cases (134.65-66: eadem intentione, 135.5: Troiano, 135.14-15: omnibus) from g and G. Adopting
a rather pessimistic interpretation of this situation, one might be led to think that Mbk (whether Mbk, or Mbk or
both) was quite successful in disguising the bad condition of his Greek model.
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interpreted as different readings of the same text, which had become in some abbreviations
difficult to read. Here are the most important cases (see commentaries ad locum):

133.19 palam g : insinuat G] 8%hov / dnhot (~ R)

133.36-37 ipsius g : ipsorum codd. [an ipsius G?]] adtol (~ R) / adréiv

133.49 ipsa g : ipsum codd.¢ [an ipsa G?]] adtd (~ R) / adrd

133.52-53 primo g : tertio G] npétov / tpttov (~ R)

134.58-59 guando g secundum To [at vide P: guoniam] : quia G] 8t / 6t (~ R)

135.6 idem g secundum To [at vide P: ipsum)] : ipsum G] tadto / adto (~ R)

135.11 primum g : triplicem G] mpitov / totrtov (~ R)

136.35-37 autem g : itaque G] 8¢ / &7 (~ R)

138.14-15 assumentem g : sortitum G] émohaBovta (~ R) / droraydvra

138.14-15 siquidem g : sive G ] et ye (~ R) / ette

138.23-24 reducuntur g : dividuntur G] ouvpenvrae (2) / dupemyrae (~ R)

138.26-29 hunc ... prudentem vocare ... qui se habet g : hoc ... prudentiam vocare ... se habere G|
TOUTOV ... QEOVLUOY ... KAAETY ... TOV ... EDTTPATTOVTA /TOUTO ... @EOVNGLY RAAETY ... TO ... ed mpdtTewy (~ R)
139.49-50 morion, id est particula g : solum G] pbprov / pévov (~ R)

139.50-51 sgitur g : antem G] 8 (~ R) / 8¢

These are the only indications of a different Greek reading, and they are disputable. In
some cases, there may be an error in the Latin tradition (see pp. 133.36-37, 133.49, 134.58-
59, 135.6). Moreover, one cannot exclude that Moerbeke in the second version made some
obvious corrections of what he found to be wrong in his manuscript. As we have seen,
Moerbeke himself informed the reader that in some damaged passages he had to supply by
conjecture ex sensu what was missing or to correct what seemed to be corrupted.®> One may
consider the change of péptov into p.évov (see p. 139.49-50) to be such a conjecture ex sensu.
The two instances of primo/tertio and primum/triplicem could also be corrections by the
translator; p. 138.14-15 can only be explained from reading the Greek differently; alas, G’s
reading is wrong. Anyway, there is no one case that should make us assume that Moerbeke
used different Greek manuscripts for both versions.®

(4) Limuts of the Greek retroversion

As we have seen, the twofold translation of the same lost Greek text offers an extraordinary
case to test the possibilities and constraints of a retroversion. There is, in fact, even in Moerbeke’s
literal translation of the Greek a great variety in vocabulary, in word order, in redactional
interventions.® The challenge, in this case, was to find a Greek text that could be translated in
those different ways. The variation thus paved the way for a more precise identification of a lost
Greek phrase, more than is possible when one must start from just one version.*

82 See the colophon of the translation quoted above in note 4.

% “En conclusion, aucun exemple ne peut étre imputé 2 un changement de modele grec” (Acerbi-Vuillemin-
Diem [above, n. 3], p. 104).

% For the various limits of a Greek retroversion of Mbk’s translations see the methodological reflections in
Strobel, pp. 14-26.

% Charlton’s translation based upon a partial retroversion by E Bossier shows that this painful philological
exercise has some utility. Alas, even Charlton makes an error not confirmed by Moerbeke translating “But belie-
ving that the rational soul too is immortal [...]” (cf. p. 136.45-46 mortalem, referring to Alexander’s view).
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