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Abstract. Although the existence of an Arabic translation of a section of Proclus’ com-
mentary on Plato’s Timaeus lost in the Greek has been known since long, this text has
not yet enjoyed a modern edition. The present article aims to consummate this desi-
deratum by offering a critical edition of the Arabic fragment accompanied by an anno-
tated English translation. The attached study of the contents and structure of the
extant fragment shows that it displays all typical formal elements of Proclus’ com-
mentaries, whereas its conciseness and shortcomings raise certain doubts about its
completeness. As a parergon, the article includes an analysis of a hitherto neglected
letter by Hunayn ibn Ishaq, which is attached to the fragment in the manuscript
transmission. In addition to providing some insight into the origins of the Proclian
fragment, this letter sheds some light on the Syriac and Arabic reception of some
works by Hippocrates and Galen, especially Hippocrates’ On Regimen in Acute
Diseases and the history of its Arabic translation.

Résumé. Bien que I'existence d’'une traduction arabe d'une section perdue en grec du
commentaire de Proclus sur le Timée soit connue depuis longtemps, ce texte n’avait
fait jusqu’a présent I'objet d’aucune édition. Le présent article vise a remédier a ce
manque, en proposant une édition critique du fragment arabe accompagnée d’une tra-
duction anglaise annotée. I’étude qui 'accompagne, consacrée au contenu et a la
structure du fragment transmis, montre qu’il présente, au plan formel, tous les
éléments caractéristiques des commentaires de Proclus, quand bien méme sa conci-
sion et ses défauts soulévent certains doutes quant a sa complétude. En forme d’ap-
pendice, I'article propose une analyse d'une lettre de Hunayn ibn Ishaq négligée
jusqu’a présent, jointe au fragment sous sa forme transmise. Loin de se borner a
nous fournir des renseignements sur les origines du fragment de Proclus, cette lettre
jette aussi quelque lumiére sur la réception syriaque et arabe de certaines ceuvres
d’Hippocrate et de Galien, tout particulierement sur le traité Du régime dans les
maladies aigués d’'Hippocrate et sur I'histoire de sa traduction arabe.

I. INTRODUCTION*

The transmission of Proclus’ commentaries on the works of Plato and
Aristotle has not exactly had luck on its side. Among the few that

* I would like to acknowledge my gratitude to Hans Hinrich Biesterfeldt, Marwan Rashed
and Carlos Steel for their comments and criticism on drafts of this paper. My particular
thanks go to James Wilberding, who offered substantial advice on the history of particular
philosophical ideas and Proclus’ sources, called my attention to a number of important
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survive at least partially in Greek is his commentary on Plato’s
Timaeus, finished by Proclus according to Marinus’ of Neapolis bio-
graphy of Proclus!® at the age of 27. The tradition of the Greek manu-
scripts transmitting this commentary breaks off at Proclus’ comments
on Tim. 44d. A short section of this commentary has been preserved in
a 9™ century Arabic translation.? This fragment contains Proclus’
commentary (or extracts thereof) on Tim. 89e3-90c7, i.e. a section
lost in the Greek original, but it is also notable for the fact that it
includes at least some thoughts by Proclus on medicine, bodily health
and physical disorder, topics almost completely neglected in his other
philosophical writings. Although most of the fragment has been trans-
lated into German by F. Pfaff as early as in 1939, the present article
contains the editio princeps of the Arabic version.? A French trans-
lation of the fragment, prepared by G. Vajda, has been published as
an appendix to Festugiére’s annotated translation of the parts extant
in Greek.* The hitherto available details on the Arabic transmission
and reception were collected by G. Endress.?

II. MANUSCRIPT EVIDENCE, TRANSLATION, TRANSMISSION

The transmission of the Arabic fragment is embedded in the
Syro-Arabic circulation and reception of the Corpus Galenianum.
The Istanbul codex Aya Sofya 3725, the unique manuscript preser-
ving the fragment, is a collective Arabic manuscript combined of
two originally separate volumes. The first part (fols. 1-72), which con-
tains four medical and pharmacological writings by Arab authors,

publications, put some of his unpublished works at my disposal and, last but not least, cor-
rected my English.

Marinus, Proclus ou Sur le bonheur, texte établi, traduit et annoté par Henri-Dominique
Saffrey & Alain-Philippe Segonds avec la collaboration de Concetta Luna, Collection des
universités de France (Paris, 2002), § 13, p. 16. On the reliability of this information
v. ibid., p. 112, note 12.

For two other Greek fragments see Concetta Luna & Alain-Philippe Segonds, “Proclus de
Lycie”, in Richard Goulet (ed.), Dictionnaire des philosophes antiques, vol. V, 2° partie-Vb:
De Plotina a Rutilius Rufus (Paris, 2012), pp. 1546-657, esp. 1576-8.

Franz Pfaff, “Kommentar des Proklos zu Platons Timaios C. 43 (89e-90c). Aus dem Cod. Arab.
Agia Sophia 3725 (pgg. 214-218) tibersetzt von F. P.”, in Galeni De Consuetudinibus, edidit
Toseph M. Schmutte, Corpus Medicorum Graecorum Supplementum III (Leipzig, 1941), pp.
53-60. Pfaff's translation omits the first paragraph of the fragment and is at many places
wrong or dubious (cf. below, notes 40-41).

Proclus, Commentaire sur le Timée. Traduction et notes par André-Jean Festugiere. Tome
cinquiéme — Livre V. Index général, Bibliothéque des textes philosophiques (Paris, 1968),
pp. 241-8.

Gerhard Endress, Proclus Arabus. Zwanzig Abschnitte aus der Institutio Theologica in ara-
bischer Ubersetzung, Beiruter Texte und Studien 10 (Wiesbaden, 1973), pp. 24-6, and id.,
“Proclus de Lycie: (Euvres transmises par la tradition arabe”, in Goulet (ed.), Dictionnaire
des philosophes antiques, Vb, pp. 1657-74.
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dates according to the description by H. Ritter and R. Walzer® from
the 6%/12" century. The bulk of the second part (fols. 73-218) is
formed by Arabic translations of ten Galenic treatises. According to
H. H. Biesterfeldt, the colophon of one of the treatises displays the
year 457/1064-5 as date of copying.”

The last Galenic treatise in this collective manuscript (fols. 194b-
206b) is the Arabic translation of Ilepi €6av (On Habits), which was
edited, together with an English translation, some three decades
ago by F. Klein-Franke.® As in his other philosophical writings,
Galen quotes in this treatise (among others) Hippocrates and Plato.
The Hippocratic quotations are taken from the Aphorisms, On
Regimen in Acute Diseases, the Epidemics, and On the Physician’s
Business, the Platonic quotation covers exactly Timaeus 89e3-90c7.
The fragment of Proclus’ Timaeus commentary forms one of two
attachments appended to Galen’s Ilepi €6av for the purpose of eluci-
dating these Hippocratic and Platonic quotations. The Explicit of
the translation of Galen’s treatise 1s immediately and without any
caesura followed by the following introduction to these two texts
(fol. 206b8-9):

[Text 1]
e 75 A3y Ol b1 E oSS e AUl eda 3 s b £ My
el QB el U8 e Bl oIS

The following is an explanation of Hippocrates’ and Plato’s teachings quoted in
the preceding treatise [by Galen]. The first [section] is an explanation of the
meaning of Hippocrates’ teaching through Galen’s [own] words. Galen says. ..

This note is followed by a lengthy excerpt of Galen’s commentary on
Hippocrates’ On Regimen in Acute Diseases (fols. 194b2-213a1l5),

6 Cf. Helmut Ritter & Richard Walzer, “Arabische Ubersetzungen griechischer Arzte in
Stambuler Bibliotheken”, Sitzungsberichte der Preufischen Akademie der Wissenschaften,
phil.-hist. KL, 26 (1934): 801-46.

Cf. Hans Hinrich Biesterfeldt, Galens Traktat, Dass die Krdfte der Seele den Mischungen
des Korpers folgen‘ in arabischer Ubersetzung, Abhandlungen fur die Kunde des
Morgenlandes XL, 4 (Wiesbaden, 1973), p. 10.

Cf. Felix Klein-Franke, “The Arabic version of Galen’s Ilepi €0av”, Jerusalem Studies in
Arabic and Islam, 1 (1979): 125-50. The Greek text has been edited five times. For the
first four editions cf. Schmutte, Galeni De Consuetudinibus, pp. vi—vii. A fifth edition is
available in Walter Miiri, Der Arzi im Altertum. Griechische und lateinische
Quellenstiicke mit der Ubertragung ins Deutsche (Miinchen, 1938), 6 ed. in the series
Sammlung Tusculum. (Disseldorf, 2001). For the Arabic reception and transmission cf.
also Manfred Ullmann, Die Medizin im Islam, Handbuch der Orientalistik. Erste
Abteilung: Der Nahe und Mittlere Osten, Ergdnzungsband VI, Erster Abschnitt (Leiden,
1970), p. 45; Fuat Sezgin, Geschichte des arabischen Schrifttums. Band III: Medizin —
Pharmazie — Zoologie — Tierheilkunde (Leiden, 1970), p. 105.
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which deals with the Hippocratic text quoted by Galen in the preced-
ing ITepi €00v.? Neither this excerpt nor the extant complete Arabic
translation of Galen’s commentary has been edited so far.!© The
excerpt ends with the following words (fol. 213a15-16):

[Text 2]
JE e e bha o387 o Ul sl (3 s b 05 e ol )l L g

This now is what we wanted to explain about the Hippocratic teaching
adduced by way of exemplification in this treatise [i.e. [Tepi €0Gv].

After this excerpt of Galen’s commentary, the manuscript contains
the fragment of Proclus’ Timaeus commentary edited below. The frag-
ment is introduced by the following short transition (fol. 213a16-17):

[Text 3]
s a3 gk B BB JU b e (B3I ST e L s L
Js3

As for the Platonic teaching adduced in it [i.e. Galen’s TTepi £€0@v] by way of
exemplification, Proclus comments on it as follows.

And at the end of the Proclian text, which is also the last text in
this manuscript, we read again a corresponding FExplicit (fol.
218a17-19):

[Text 4]
A (53 4 dadly bl ST Fy LYy bia g oa ps L g
Lbs Loy Ty sz dse, e 0l @l dendly 23

This is the end of the explanation of Hippocrates’ and Plato’s words and the
end of [Galen’s] book On Habits. Praise be to God, who possesses perfect
power and all-embracing graciousness, and God’s blessing upon His prophet
Muhammad and his family! May He keep [them] safe.

9 On the Arabic translations of Hippocrates’ work and Galen’s commentary cf. below, the
Appendix. .

% For manuscripts and testimonies of this work cf. Ritter & Walzer, “Arabische Ubersetzungen
griechischer Arzte”, p. 815f., Ullmann, Die Medizin im Islam, p. 51, § 61, and Rainer Degen,
“Zur arabischen Uberlieferung von Galens Erkldrung des Buches ‘Uber die Di4t der akuten
Krankheiten”, Zeitschrift fiir die Geschichte der arabisch-islamischen Wissenschaften, 5
(1989): 178-89; Sezgin, Geschichte des arabischen Schrifttums, 111, p. 123, § 75. It would be
interesting to see whether both versions, the excerpt preserved in MS Aya Sofya 3725 and
the integral version preserved in MS Paris hebr. 1203,2, draw on the Syriac translation by
Hunayn or even represent one and the same Arabic version.
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The translation of Galen’s I1epi £€0@v itself preserved in MS Aya Sofya
3725, 1s preceded by an introduction (fols. 193b1-194b1) which com-
prises a letter from Hunayn ibn Ishaq’s hand addressed to
Salmawayh ibn Bunan, court physician and personal doctor of the
‘Abbasid caliph al-Mu‘tasim.'! From this letter we learn that
Hunayn prepared a translation of Galen’s I1ept €é6ov and attached the
two excerpts of the commentaries by Galen and Proclus to this trans-
lation, because he deemed them suitable for a better understanding
of the Galenic work. In Hunayn’s letter to Salmawayh we read:

[Text 5, MS Aya Sofya 3725, fols. 193b13-194a1, 194a6-b1]

e iy bl (3 dlis 2y esdlr OV e Letle ) Al el &
s g o ) s Lgp iy L) il 580 500 Ly ndy L il |5 )
T oS0l B JW G b e 05 wDISTy Dl wDIST e L ot b
Al U o o ame S5 4 0Ly OIS s Joo e e o3 S5 Wy s Cndy Y T
U Tz 5 80 3 3 L IS e 8 oo laabs ol 3 BT e Ll
AL ala 3 s U1 SIS s e 2dS” 17 1) it O i o el [ ]
ooty il | e i LS il 2l s JUWlly Al 5, b s
I3 OF el 8 s g B oy ailne s OF OIS s il 350 Lo ) S
SR a Jlly s ol sdlor D& oIS e il OF o0
s O ol Wy eladall &8 sl iy %6 317 len 255 A2 0 3T,
wizny -l IS 08 O ety O] IS o T sy il O gy
L 1 T I e T R Y
) cdoly s (3 @35 U Ol sl o als AUl ol 3 sl e ST

' This letter is found on fols. 193b7-194b1 of the manuscript. A (rather faulty) German
translation has been provided by F. Pfaff in Schmutte (ed.), Galeni De Consuetudinibus,
pp. xli—xlii. On Salmawayh ibn Bunan (d. c. 226/841) cf. Ullmann, Die Medizin im Islam,
p. 112,

12 %{ & 1 s propos. M. Rashed (personal communication, September 1, 2012): C PRI

S.

18 L;fiw Scripsi : ¢ 3 e MS.
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‘y‘u{é'&;jf;&\ o;b-bu.ﬁjdcj.:ﬂ.;-jﬁs&Wijio.\;’jéﬂ\;&ﬂb L}TLE&AT.&,&

.‘U,o}ﬁ\% }jd)ﬂ@f\uﬁgﬂjbjdw‘y)uwyg}ﬂg;ﬁuﬁ
[(a)] Itranslated for you the treatise of Galen you asked me for, namely the
treatise On Habits, which I send to you [here].

[(b)] However, I did not only translate and send this [treatise]. Rather, I
attached and appended to it the translation of the [relevant] explanation,*
because [Galen] adduces in this [treatise] Hippocratic and Platonic teachings
by way of exemplification. The reason is that, although I am sure that noth-
ing of this kind of teaching will escape you or be neglected by you, even if it is
not accompanied by its explanation, I am no less aware of the fact that you
strive most eagerly to obtain explanations of what all that is taught in the
books in an excellent and correct way means. [...] I deemed it suitable to
attach to each word of these teachings quoted in this treatise by way of com-
parison!® and exemplification a translation of what explains their meaning,
in order that he whose mind has not yet studied any of the books from which
Galen excerpted this teaching will be capable of grasping its meaning
immediately and easily. Furthermore, I thought that the one who must be
given preference with respect to the interpretation of the meaning of
Hippocrates’ teaching is Galen [himself], who shared the secrets of
Hippocrates’ [thoughts] and is compatible to him in trustworthiness, and
that [the one] who deserves most to attend to the explanation of the meaning
of Plato’s teaching is Proclus, the [philosopher who is] well-reputed among
scholars.

[(¢)] Now, seeing that this had to be done and taking into consideration
that not everybody might approve of [the fact] that one part of one [and
the same] teaching is [additionally] explained, whereas the other part is
left without explanation, I thought I should, after this, go through the
other sections quoted by Galen in this treatise and explain their meanings.
Whenever I supplied and attached something to this, I set forth only those
things I [could] supply and attach from what [originates] from Galen and
from the treasures stored in his books, not from my own thoughts which
are — as i1s well-known and goes without saying — unproductive and
fruitless.

Hunayn speaks in this letter about four different texts. He men-
tions in section (a) his translation of Galen’s On Habits, in section
(b) translations of two sections of Galen’s and Proclus’ commentaries
on Hippocratic and Platonic quotations in this work, and in section
(c) his own explanations on “the other sections quoted by Galen in
this treatise” excerpted from or alluding to other works by Galen.

" Or: the interpretation [found] in the commentary [tradition]. The second stem of the Arabic
root f-s-r (“to interpret”) seems to be used in the present text both in the sense of “trans-
lation” as well as in the sense of “explanation, elucidation”.

15 Or: by way of syllogistic reasoning, ‘ald tariqi al-qiydsi.
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The appended explanations announced in section (c) are neither
extant in the present manuscript nor testified in Hunayn’s Letter
on the Translations of Galen’s Works. In all likelihood, Hunayn
dealt there with Galen’s quotation from Hippocrates’ works other
than Tlepi dwoitng O6&éwv, i.e. Aphorisms, Epidemics, and On the
Physician’s Business (cf. above), on which Galen had also composed
separate commentaries. As for the texts mentioned in sections (a)
and (b), the letter raises three questions: (i) Into which language
did Hunayn translate Galen’s On Habits? (i1)) Were the translations
referred to in section (b) originated by Hunayn himself or did he
extract them from already existing translations (Hunayn speaks of
attaching [addfa] and appending [alhaga] the texts, but does not
explicitly say that he translated them)? (iii)) Was the Arabic version
of the excerpts of Galen’s and Proclus’ commentaries preserved in
our manuscript prepared on the basis of the Greek original or a
Syriac translation?

The first and third questions are easily answered on the basis of
additional bibliographical material. First, we have Hunayn’s state-
ment regarding Galen’s On Habits in his Letter on the Translations
of Galen’s Works:16

[Text 6]
AU sds e [LL] sy e O s ol 3 als”

-

u./a\.@.gdfgb-mJTDMUL&\L&;@)U&JQM&?QN\
Jf o 4 ST L iy 17 iy T bW J8 e bl

s o Y A ) e aa gy A el 2k bIA
[Galen’s] Book on Habits: This book [consists of] one treatise. [...] I trans-
lated it into Syriac for Salmawayh ibn Bunan. This treatise is followed by
an explanation of the testimonies of Plato’s words quoted in it by Galen by
means of Proclus’ commentary on them as well as by an explanation of

16 Gotthelf Bergstrasser, Hunain ibn Ishaq iiber die syrischen und arabischen Galen-
Ubersetzungen, Zum ersten Mal herausgegeben und tibersetzt von G. B., Abhandlungen ftr
die Kunde des Morgenlandes XVIIL.2 (Leipzig, 1925), p. 26.

This word is undotted in the unique manuscript used by Bergstrisser. Bergstrasser first
thought erroneously of Herophilos and provided in his edition the reading k23 ., but
in a later publication (Neue Materialien zu Hunain ibn Ishdaq’s Galen-Bibliographie,
Abhandlungen fiir die Kunde des Morgenlandes XIX.2 [Leipzig, 1932]) corrected this
error. It may be worth noticing that the spelling of the Arabic word, when written without
diacritical points, allows also the reading Hierocles. However, taking into consideration
that nothing is known about a Timaeus commentary by Hierocles of Alexandria and that
the other Arabic testimonia point unmistakably to Proclus, there can be little doubt that
all Hunaynian documents discussed here refer to a work by Proclus.
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Hippocrates’ words quoted by [Galen] by means of Galen’s commentary on
them. Hubaysh translated [all] this into Arabic for Ahmad ibn Musa.!8

This note clarifies question (i): Hunayn translated Galen’s Tlepi
€00y into Syriac. As regards question (ii1), Text 6 seems to indicate
that it was Hunayn’s nephew Hubaysh ibn al-Hasan al-Dimashqi
rather than Hunayn himself who prepared the Arabic translation of
the two commentaries. However, it still leaves open the possibility
that the Arabic translation was produced on the basis of Greek
texts, because Hunayn simply refers to the fact that these excerpts
“follow” (vatlii) the Galenic text without mentioning any translation.
Fortunately, MS Aya Sofya 3725 contains another note which helps
clarifying this question definitely. In a short preamble prefixed to
Hunayn’s letter to Salmawayh and possibly originated by Hubaysh
himself, we read the following:

[Text 7, MS Aya Sofya 3725, fol. 193b3-7]

& ol Wi a5 e Ll L Ol wsalee ) ol o o WL,
o sy Bl ad) S gl okl ) gl ol e el
A Ol ) gl Ll e il e Ly Ly el @l

Letter by Hunayn ibn Ishaq to Salmawayh ibn Bunan on the translation of
Galen’s treatise On Habits from the Greek language into the Syriac
language entrusted by [Salmawayh] to [Hunayn]. [Hunayn] sent it to
[Salmawayh] in Syriac, and Hubaysh ibn al-Hasan translated this [letter]
together with Galen’s treatise and with the commentary following it from
the Syriac language into the Arabic language for Abu al-Hasan Ahmad
ibn Musa.

Hence, there can be little doubt that [1] Hunayn ibn Ishaq trans-
lated Galen’s Ilepi €0@v from Greek into Syriac; [2] it was due to
Hunayn’s activities that — within the Syro-Arabic reception — excerpts
of Galen’s commentary on the Hippocratic Iept diaitng 6&éwv and of
Proclus’ commentary on Plato’s Timaeus were appended to and trans-
mitted in the company of Galen’s Tlepi €0av; [3] Hunayn himself put

18 Bergstrisser translates the last sentence of Text 6 as follows: “Hubai§ hat sie [i.e.
al-maqala, R.A.] ins Arabische tbersetzt fir Ahmad ibn Musa.” However, the suffix -hu
in tarjamahu cannot refer to al-maqdla, i.e. Galen’s Ilepi €0dv, but must refer either to
tafsir ma ata bihi min gawl Bugrat, i.e. the excerpts of Galen’s commentary on
Hippocrates’ [Tepi Swoitng 0E€wv, or to all three texts mentioned in this paragraph in general.
From Text 7 it is clear that it is the latter what is meant here by Hunayn.
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all this together in Syriac for Salmawayh ibn Bunan; and [4] Hubaysh
— possibly in cooperation with or under the supervision of Hunayn —
translated the entire convolute, comprising Hunayn’s letter to
Salmawayh, the Graeco-Syriac texts (presumably including the expla-
nations mentioned in Text 5[c] and omitted in the present manu-
script), and the editorial remarks inserted by Hunayn between
these texts, from Syriac into Arabic for Abu al-Hasan Ahmad ibn
Musa.®

The second question, that is whether Hunayn himself prepared the
Syriac translation of the fragment of Proclus’ commentary or he
extracted it from an already existing (possibly even complete) trans-
lation of Proclus’ commentary, can be answered only indirectly.
First, we know that Hunayn translated Galen’s commentary on
Hippocrates’ I1epi dwoitng 6&€wv.2° Thus, the fact that he refers to “hav-
ing appended” — as he puts it — extracts of this work without mention-
ing his translation into Syriac does not necessarily point to an earlier
version by another translator which was later on extracted by
Hunayn. Secondly, and more important, we have the textual evidence
of MS Aya Sofya 3725. This manuscript contains both the Hippocratic
quotations as well as the Platonic quotations twice, first as part of
Galen’s Tlepi €0@v and once again as lemmata of the following com-
mentaries, the Hippocratic quotations in Galen’s commentary on
[Mept dwoitng 0&€wv, and the Platonic quotations as lemmata in
Proclus’ commentary. Now, if the Syriac versions of the excerpts of
Galen’s and Proclus’ commentaries had been prepared by a translator
other than the one who had translated Galen’s Ilepi £€6@v into Syriac,
this must have been reflected by terminological, technical and stylis-
tic differences between the correlating sections in Galen’s TTepi €0Gv
on the one hand and the two commentaries on the other hand. And
since, as we have seen above, all three texts were translated by the
same translator, Hubaysh, from Syriac into Arabic, at least some
traces of these differences in the Syriac versions should still be notice-
able and distinguishable within their Arabic translation. Yet this is
not the case. On the contrary, the correlating sections, both the
Hippocratic as well as the Platonic quotations, correspond to each
other word by word in each version, notwithstanding minor variations
due to the manuscript transmission.?! Hence, there can be no doubt
that Hunayn translated into Syriac not only Galen’s Ilepi €6dv and

9 The younger brother of Muhammad ibn Masa, the famous sponsor and patron of science
and scientific translations. On Ahmad cf. Roshdi Rashed, Apollonius de Perge, Coniques,
Tome 1.1: Livre I, texte établi, traduit et commenté par R. R., Scientia Graeco-Arabica 1
(Berlin, 2008), pp. 25f., 42-5, 500-6; id., Les mathématiques infinitésimales du IX° au XI°
siecle. Vol. 1: Fondateurs et commentateurs (London, 1996), pp. 1-7.

20 Cf. Bergstrasser, Hunain ibn Ishaq iiber die syrischen und arabischen Galen-
Ubersetzungen, p. 41 (Ar. text), p. 33 (German trans.).
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his commentary on Hippocrates’ ITept dwaitng 0&€wv, but also the sec-
tion of Proclus’ commentary on the Timaeus, the Arabic version of
which is preserved in the present manuscript. Furthermore, the
interpolated metatextual notes we encounter in our manuscript
(Texts 1-4, above) in all probability go back to corresponding Syriac
notes by Hunayn himself, which is why we find almost literal parallels
of these notes in Hunayn’s letter to Salmawayh (compare Texts 2 and
3 with Text 5, lines 2-3).

Unfortunately, Hunayn does not give any details as to what his
source looked like (whether or not he had access to the complete com-
mentary on the Timaeus) and whether the section he selected for his
appendix to Galen’s I1epi £€0@v is all that he translated of this commen-
tary. Syriac sources do not mention Proclus’ Timaeus commentary. As
already suggested by G. Endress,?? Hunayn may have found this frag-
ment (and only this fragment) in the Greek manuscript he used for his
Syriac translation of Galen’s work. Be that as it may, we can be quite
sure that apart from the fragment preserved in MS Aya Sofya 3725, no
complete or substantial Arabic version of Proclus’ commentary on the
Timaeus circulated among medieval Arabic writing philosophers.
Medieval Arabic bibliographies, which mention commentaries or exe-
getical works on the Timaeus by Galen and Plutarch of Chaeronea,??
are likewise altogether silent about Proclus’ commentary, with the
exception of Ibn Abl Usaybi‘a (d. 668/1270) who merely repeats in
his ‘Uyan al-anb@ ft tabaqat al-atibbd’ almost literally the biblio-
graphical information supplied by Hunayn in his Letter on the
Translations of Galen’s Works (Text 6).24 And the only textual testi-
mony hitherto known, preserved in Abu al-Rayhan al-Biruni's
Tahqiq ma li-al-Hind, stems precisely from the section translated
by Hunayn and Hubaysh. Al-Biruni summarizes there some lines of
Proclus’ comment on Tim. 90a7-b1. Although al-Biruni does not men-
tion his source and the reference is of quite paraphrastic nature,
partly even misrepresenting Proclus’ thoughts, the terminological cor-
respondences leave little room for doubt about the fact that he used
Hubaysh’s translation of the section selected by Hunayn, as becomes
clear from the following collation:

21 Obviously, Klein-Franke did not take into consideration for his edition of Galen’s ITepi £€6av
the lemmata of Galen’s commentary through which a number of scribal errors within the
transmission of Tlepi £€6@v might be corrected (as well as vice versa).

22 Cf. note 5.

23 Cf. my “Plato’s Timaeus in the Arabic tradition. Legends — testimonies — fragments”, in
Francesco Celia & Angela Ulacco (eds.), Il Timeo. Esegesi greche, arabe, latine. Greco,
Arabo, Latino. Le vie del sapere. Studi 2 (Pisa, 2012), pp. 181-267.

24 Tbn Ab1 Usaybi‘a, Abl al-‘Abbas Ahmad, ‘Uyian al-anba@ fi tabaqat al-atibba, ed. August
Miiller (Konigsberg, 1884; repr. Westmead, 1972), part 1, p. 95.
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Trans. Hubaysh, MS Aya Sofya
3725, fols. 215b13-15, 216a3-16
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Continued

Trans. Hubaysh, MS Aya Sofya
3725, fols. 215b13-15, 216a3-16

For just as the root of an earthy plant
belongs to what is immediately attached
to the earth, so will the root and the head
and the beginning of our body, provided
we are heavenly plants, belong to what is
immediately attached to the heavens.
[...] Whenever the rational soul is on its
own, the body, in which it is, is spherical,
which, for example, is the case with the
heavenly bodies. And whenever the
rational soul and the irrational [animal]
soul are together, sphericity and upright
position exist together in this body, as we
find, for example, in the body of man.
And whenever the irrational soul, that is
the animal soul, is on its own, there is no
pure sphericity in this body, yet there is
no upright position [either]. We can see
this, for example, in the body of irrational
animals, for the bodies of such animals
are thrown down [or] bending down
towards the earth. [Finally,] whenever
neither of these two souls exists [in a
body] and the nutritive soul is on its own,
there is no sphericity in that body, yet
there is upright position in it, except that
this is turned upside down and with the
[body’s] head stuck into the ground, as is
the case with plants. This being the case,
it is [clear that] the diversity of shapes of
bodies 1s established solely in accordance
with the souls which are at work in these
bodies.

al-Biruni, Tahqiq ma
li-al-Hind, p. 42.11-16

Proclus says: The body which 1is
occupied by the rational soul
adopts a spherical shape, e.g.
the ether and its [celestial]
individuals. The [body] which is
occupied by <the rational> and
the irrational soul adopts the
upright position, e.g. man. The
[body] which is occupied by the
irrational soul only adopts the
upright position [together] with
a [certain] bending, e.g. the
irrational animals. And the
[body] which has neither of the
two and in which there is only
the nutritive power adopts the
upright position, yet its bending
becomes so strong that it is
turned upside down and with
the [body’s] head stuck into the
ground, as 1s the case with
plants. And if it 1s to be
distinguished from man, then
[in this way:] man is a heavenly
tree, the root of which is like its
principle, namely the heavens,
just as the root of plants is like
their principle, namely earth.
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Taking into consideration that no other part of Proclus’ commentary
left any trace in the medieval Arabic philosophical and bibliographical
literature, while Arabic writing scholars displayed a remarkable
interest in Plato’s Timaeus, we may assume that the section trans-
lated by Hunayn and later on by Hubaysh was the only fragment of
this commentary accessible in Syriac and Arabic.

III. STRUCTURE AND COMPLETENESS

Judging from the elaborated comprehensiveness of Proclus’ Platonic
commentaries in general and the parts of his commentary on the
Timaeus extant in Greek one may be surprised by the relative concise-
ness of the sections translated by Hunayn/Hubaysh. After all, the pas-
sage Tim. 90a—d is one of the few loci classici of one of the central
doctrines of Platonism, the oupoincic 6e®.2> However, excepting the
first section, the mere structure of the Arabic fragment as such does
not point to any extensive lacunae, omissions or abridgements.

The Arabic text falls into five main sections: at the beginning we
find a sort of “Preamble” which is followed by four quotations of the
Platonic text, namely 7Tim. 89e3-90a2, 90a2-b1l, 90bl-c4, and
90c4-7, each of which accompanied by Proclus’ commentary. What I
called “Preamble” mirrors in all likelihood a certain portion of the
first part of a wunuo or Pifriov of Proclus’ commentary. It starts,
after the formula “qala Burtuqlus” (“Proclus says”), with a summary
of Tim. 87¢1-89e2 and proceeds with an introduction to the section
beginning Tim. 89e3 in which, according to Proclus, Plato turns
from the general discourse (‘ammiyyatan) on remedies for all kinds
of living being and for the body to the more specific discourse
(khassatan) on remedies of the soul. This discourse is further subdi-
vided, in this “Preamble”, into Plato’s remarks on all three types of
the soul and a section devoted solely to the rational soul. Hence,
there can be little doubt that the “Preamble” is not the beginning or
any other part of a npa&ig of Proclus’ commentary. Its skopos goes
beyond any particular lemma of the following commentary sections,
certainly beyond Tim. 89e3-90a2, the first lemma of what follows;
and it displays the literary features of the genre of prefaces or intro-
ductions to the main subdivisions or tufuoto of the text to be

25 For an overview in Plato cf. David Sedley, “The ideal of Godlikeness,” in Gail Fine (ed.),
Plato 2. Ethics, Politics, Religion, and the Soul (Oxford, 1999), pp. 309-28; for Proclus cf.
Robbert Van Den Berg, “Becoming like God” according to Proclus’ interpretations of the
Timaeus, the Eleusinian Mysteries, and the Chaldaean Oracles,” in Thomas Leinkauf &
Carlos Steel (eds.), Plato’s Timaeus and the Foundation of Cosmology in Late Antiquity,
the Middle Ages and Renaissance, Ancient and Medieval Philosophy De Wulf-Mansion
Centre, Series 1, vol. 34 (Leuven, 2005), pp. 189-202.
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commented upon. Furthermore, it 1s not subdivided into lemma, the-
oria and lexis, as is the case with almost all npd&éeig of Proclus’
commentary.26

Whether the preceding section or book of the commentary dealt
exclusively with Tim. 87c¢1-89e2, the section summarized at the
beginning of the “Preamble”, or included also previous sections of
Plato’s work, is not quite clear. A remark at the end of the
“Preamble”, which mentions that Plato dealt in the previous discourse
with the body as opposed to the following section devoted to the soul,
rather points to the latter. Note that for Proclus the distinction
between general and specific elements of creation is closely related
to the opposition between the realm of matter and necessity and the
realm of soul and intellect. Possibly it is exactly this transition from
the treatment of the body and its health to the medicine of the soul,
i.e. from Tim. 87¢-89d to Tim. 89e-90d, that Proclus is referring to
in his Prologue to the commentary, where he says:

In addition to what we have mentioned, the final stages of creation have also
been elaborated, both their general kinds and specific details, those that
arise in the skies or on earth or within living creatures — those that are con-
trary to nature and those that conform with it. Just here the basic principles
of medicine are also revealed, this being the point where the natural philoso-
pher leaves off (A\yev), since he is a student of nature — for what accords with
nature goes together with nature, while what is contrary to nature involves
passing beyond it. Accordingly, it is the physicist’s job to establish in how
many ways this deviation occurs, and how one may be restored to balance
and to the natural state, but it is for the medical craft (tiig lotpixig t€xvng)
to unravel what follows from all this.??

Likewise, it is not evident, whether the present “Preamble” is sup-
posed to introduce the reader only to Tim. 89e3-90d7 or to the entire
remaining part of the dialogue. As we have seen above, it is due, not to
the literary structure of Proclus’ commentary, but to Galen’s quota-
tions of the Platonic text that the Arabic fragment breaks off after
the comments on Tim. 90c7.

While the above observations indeed corroborate the assumption
that the Arabic “Preamble” reflects Proclus’ preface to a new tufuo

26 On the structure of Proclus’ commentaries cf. André-Jean Festugiére, “Modes de compo-
sition des commentaires de Proclus”, Museum Helveticum, 20 (1963): 77-100; Erich
Lamberz, “Proklos und die Form des philosophischen Kommentars,” in Jean Pépin &
Henri-Dominique Saffrey (eds.), Proclus, lecteur et interpreéte des anciens, Actes du colloque
international du CNRS Paris (2-4 octobre 1985) (Paris, 1985), pp. 1-20.

Procli Diadochi in Platonis Timaeum commentaria, ed. Ernst Diehl, Bibliotheca
Scriptorum Graecorum et Romanorum Teubneriana, 3 vols. (Leipzig, 1903-1906), vol. 1,
p. 6.7-16 (henceforth: In Plat. Tim.); trans. Harold Tarrant, Proclus: Commentary on
Plato’s Timaeus. Vol. 1: Book 1: Proclus on the Socratic State and Atlantis (Cambridge,
2007), p. 98-9.

27

https://doi.org/10.1017/50957423912000069 Published online by Cambridge University Press


https://doi.org/10.1017/S0957423912000069

PROCLUS ON PLATO’S TIMAEUS 89e3-90c7 15

or Biriov starting at this point of the Platonic text, there is good
reason to doubt its completeness. The extant Greek portion of the
commentary is divided into five books.?® Four of these books comprise
prefaces in their own right, which display a number of characteristic
features. Among other things, they introduce the reader to the new
topic of the following section, explain how this topic is embedded in
the overall plan of the Platonic work and how it is internally struc-
tured, summarize what has been achieved so far, discuss literary
and stylistic features of the Platonic text, and reflect in a rather inde-
pendent — Proclian — way on central issues of the following section.
However, the last two aspects are entirely absent from the Arabic
“Preamble”. Furthermore, even leaving out of consideration Proclus’
preface to Book I of his commentary, which serves simultaneously
as a prologue of the whole work as such, the discrepancy between
the comprehensiveness and richness of contents of the three Greek
prefaces to Books II, III and V on the one hand and the Arabic
“Preamble” on the other hand is significant. The latter covers no
more than 11 lines, whereas Proclus’ preface to Book II extends over
more than nine pages (ed. Diehl, vol. 1, pp. 205-14), that to Book III
over three pages (ed. Diehl, vol. 2, pp. 1-3), and the preface to Book
V again over 10 pages (ed. Diehl, vol. 3, pp. 162-71). Probably,
Hunayn either summarized Proclus’ preface or his source contained
only the last paragraph of the preface, i.e. the section immediately
preceding the first Platonic lemma. 1 tend to favour this latter
assumption, because it is supported by the fact that the last section
of Proclus’ preface to Book III (ed. Diehl, vol. 2, p. 3.9-28) displays
striking parallels in style and structure to the present Arabic section.
In other words, the Arabic “Preamble” may be a literal translation of
the closing paragraph of Proclus’ preface to the last book of his
Timaeus commentary.2?

The four sections following this “Preamble” comply more or less
with the structure of the npdéeig of Neoplatonic commentaries. All

28 On the structure of this commentary see the general introduction by Dirk Baltzly and
Harold Tarrant in Tarrant, Proclus: Commentary on Plato’s Timaeus, 1, p. 13ff.

The fact that Plato’s work is referred to, at the beginning of this “Preamble”, as “his book
entitled Timaeus” (kitabuhu al-musamma Timawus), which are certainly not Proclus’ own
words, does not disprove this assumption. This and similar types of periphrastic trans-
lation of simple references to the title of a book in the Greek original can be found in various
paraphrastic and literal Arabic translations from the Greek (cf. Alexander of Aphrodisias,
Qu. I1I 3, Kitabuhu alladht yud'a Kitab al-Nafs, p. 168, ed. Ruland, for Ilepi Wuyng, p. 82,
ed. Bruns; id., Kitabuhu al-musamma al-Sama‘ al-Tabi't, Magala f1 al-Madda wa-al-‘adam
wa-al-kawn, p. 44, ed. Badawi; id., al-Kitab al-musamma Bari<a>rminiyas, Maqala fi
In‘igas al-muqgaddimati, p. 63, ed. Badawi; Philoponus, In De an. III, Kitabuhu alladht
yud'a@ Ba'da al-Tabia, p. 335, ed. Arnzen, for in Metaphisicis [= €v 101 Metd w0 duoiké
vel sim.], p. 111.49, ed. Verbeke; Ps.-Plutarch [Aetius], Placita philosophorum, Kitabuhu
al-mawsumu bi-al-awwali min al-Tabiiyyati, p. 23, ed. Daiber, for 1 npdtov ®uoikdv,
p. 326, ed. Diels, etc.).

29
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sections start with a lemma of the Platonic text. As already noted by
Lamberz,?0 the lemmata of Proclus’ Timaeus commentary are, unlike
those of Proclus’ commentaries on Alcibiades I and Parmenides, not
abbreviated by €wg 100 or uéxpt 1ob and, more important, represent a
reading of the Platonic text earlier than and independent from its
Medieval and Renaissance transmission. The Arabic transmission,
dating back to the early 9'" century, is thus also of interest for the con-
stitution of the Platonic text. This involves the problem of textual dis-
crepancies between the lemma at the beginning of the npa&ig and the
quotations within the commentary proper (usually also called lem-
mata) which is well-known from the Greek tradition, but occurs in
the Arabic fragment, too.?! E.g., the third lemma reads for @ uev
ovv mept t0g &mbuuiog | mepl oOovikiog TtETELTOKOTL KoL TOOTO
dromovouvtt ohpddpa Thvtor Tor doyuortor Gvérykm Ovntar €yyeyovévon (Tim.
90b1-3) fa-man kanat himmatuhu fi al-shahawati wa-hubbi
al-ghalabati wa-kana yata'abbadu lahuma ta‘abbudan shadidan
fa-la budda dararatan an yakina arduhu kulluha ar@an
mda’itatan. The last part of this sentence is quoted again within the
commentary. However, in this quotation the word kulluha, which ren-
ders mavto, is omitted. The reading mévto becomes even more ques-
tionable, once we take into consideration that the word kulluha, in
our manuscript, seems to be added interlinearly in the lemma and
is entirely omitted in the correlating quotation of the Platonic sen-
tence in the Arabic version of Galen’s Ilept €0dv (p. 148.23 ed.
Klein-Franke). In the same npa&ic, the lines Tim. 90b6-7, 1 8¢ mepi
dopaBiov kol mepl tog AANBelG dpovioelg €onovdokdtt, are rendered
through fa-amma man kanat himmatuhu ft hubbi al-ta‘allumi wa-ft
fahmi al-haqqi. Yet, the corresponding lemma within the commentary
reads wa-amma alladhi yu'na bi-hubbi al-ta‘allumi wa-bi-fahmi
al-haqqi wa-bi-ta‘abbudin lahuma, which apparently indicates that
Proclus replaced — in his comment — £¢omovdokdtt by another word simi-
lar in meaning (taking for granted that Hunayn and Hubaysh were
consistent in their use of Syriac and Arabic terminology) and, sec-
ondly, added after this word a phrase similar to Plato’s xoai tobto
Samovoovtt (Tim. 90b2).32

The individual lessons of Proclus’ commentaries proper are often sub-
divided into (A) a section explaining in a general way the philosophical
contents of the Platonic lemma (the so-called 6swpio) and (B) a section
examining particular words or phrases of the text under discussion (the

30 Lamberz, “Proklos und die Form des philosophischen Kommentars”, p. 7f.

31 For the scholarly literature on this problem cf. ibid., pp. 8-16 and the literature mentioned
there.

32 Cf. also below, note 137.
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so-called AéE1g).?® This structure is also visible in the Arabic text. The
first npagig of our fragment (on 7im. 89e3-90a2) falls into (A) a philoso-
phical discourse on the three types of soul and the role of proportional-
ity and stability in their different motions and (B) a section on “the
meaning of the terms [employed] in the discourse” (ma‘ani alfaz
al-kalam), in which Proclus explains the phrases tpio tpyn wuyng €v
nuiv €idn and €kaotov kwvioeig €yov. Similarly, the third npa&ig provides
first (A) a general interpretation of Tim. 90b1-c4, before it (B) investi-
gates the phrases t® 8¢ mept ¢rlopoBiov kol mept toig GANOELG dpovioELS
gomovdaxodtt and ko Soov & ab petacyely dvBparnivn dpvoel dBovaciog
évdéyeton in detail. Again, the fourth mpa&ig on Tim. 90c4-7 is splitted
into (A) a short general remark and (B) ko6 €xaocto discourses on the
phrases t0¢ oikeiog €kdotm tpodds and 10 oikelog ... kwvnoelg as well
as on the words ebdaipovo and Bepomneio.

However, as noted by Baltzly and Tarrant,?* Proclus does not com-
ply rigidly with this structure. Sometimes, Proclus skips, so to speak,
the A¢&1c, in other cases he appends to his comments proper an excur-
sion rather independent from the Platonic text. Furthermore, Proclus
now and then inverts the order of Oewpio and Aé€1c.?5 Similar phenom-
ena occur in the second lesson of the Arabic version (on 7im. 90a2-b1).
This npa&ig starts with (A) the 6swpio on Tim. 90a2-3, which is fol-
lowed by (B) a terminological analysis of Saiuwv (90a3) and its use
in other Platonic works. After this terminological section, Proclus
resumes the general interpretation (A) by discussing the remaining
parts of the lemma, to which he finally adds (C) an excursion on “an
admirable issue” (ma‘nan ‘ajibun) present in this lemma, namely
the reason for the upright posture of the human body.

To sum up, the four lessons preserved in the Arabic fragment dis-
play all characteristic structural and textual features known from
Proclus’ commentaries and especially from his commentary on the
Timaeus. Furthermore, the lemmata quoting the Platonic text are
in themselves complete, without caesura or omissions between the
sections quoted, and in correct succession. Finally, the Arabic version
of Proclus’ comments proper does not show any inconsistency or rup-
ture in the chain of argumentation.

On the other hand, the reader of the Arabic fragment is struck by the
conspicuous absence of certain elements of Proclus’ philosophy in gen-
eral and of his commentary on the Timaeus in particular. As mentioned
above, one would expect in the present context a much broader

33 On these parts of the lesson or npd&ig cf. Festugiére, “Modes de composition”; Lamberz,
“Proklos und die Form des philosophischen Kommentars”, p. 16f.

34 Cf. Tarrant, Proclus: Commentary on Plato’s Timaeus, I, p. 15f.

35 For examples in Proclus’ Timaeus commentary cf. Festugiére, “Modes de composition”,
pp. 89-91.
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discussion of Proclus’ conception of opoiwoig 6ed, taking into consider-
ation the relevance of this topic in Neoplatonic philosophy and the ela-
borated comprehensiveness of the commentary parts extant in Greek.
Secondly,?® one misses entirely the pagan theologian Proclus, the dis-
cussion of esoteric concepts (such as the theory of pneuma-ochéma), as
well as Proclus’ usually very detailed consideration of the ancient tra-
dition. One may try to explain all this by the fact that Proclus, at the pre-
sent place of his commentary, has almost reached the end of the Platonic
text and refrained from repeating what he had already explained in
detail in the preceding parts. However, this assumption is not supported
by the Proclian commentaries which are extant in full, which is why I
rather tend to the conclusion that we are faced with a revised abridged
version of the original Proclian text. If that is indeed the case, this revi-
sion probably goes back, not to Hunayn, but rather to a Greek scholar of
Late Antiquity, and it may have come down to Hunayn in the form of
scholia in the margins of Galen’s Tlept €0dv.

IV. TEXT AND TRANSLATION

The following edition of the Arabic text is based on the Istanbul manu-
script Aya Sofya 3725, fols. 213a17-218a19.37 Descriptions of this
manuscript are found in the works by Ritter & Walzer, Biesterfeldt,
and Klein-Franke?® and need not be reiterated here. The constitution
of the Platonic lemmata at the beginning of each “lesson” is addition-
ally based on the relevant sections of the Arabic version of Galen’s
Iepi €0av preserved in this very manuscript.?? Orthographical incon-
sistencies in the use of Hamza and Alif magsiira as well as in the spel-
ling of the names Aflatun (Plato, in the manuscript o b3, LY, or  LbYs)
and Burtqlus (Proclus, &, _&,, or _&,,) have been standardised
tacitly. Any other changes to the manuscript reading as well as the
few cases of illegibility or uncertainty are noted below the text.

The attached English translation is, hopefully, of benefit to the his-
torian of philosophy. The notes discussing the relation between the
Arabic version of the Platonic quotations, which represent the version
quoted by Proclus as transmitted in an 8 or 9*® century manuscript,
and their Greek parallels may also be of some value for philologists
interested in the Greek transmission of Plato in Late Antiquity.

36 As brought to my attention by Carlos Steel (personal communication, April 11, 2012).

37 T am grateful to the staff of the library for providing a digital copy of this section of the
manuscript as well as to Professor Heidrun Eichner for her help in obtaining this copy.

38 (Cf. above, notes 6-8.

39 Referred to, in the notes, through “Gal., FT al-Adat”. T wish to thank Dr. Roland Wittwer
and the staff of the Corpus Medicorum Graecorum (Berlin) for granting me access to this
part of the manuscript by means of a print of the Berlin microfilm.
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Furthermore, a new translation seemed to be in order, because both
Pfaff’'s and Vajda’s translations omit the first section of the fragment
(what I called “Preamble”) and misread the Arabic manuscript at
some places.*® Pfaff’s translation is also lacunose at other places
(e.g. it omits the first sentence of the third Platonic lemma, Tim.
90b1-5) or fails to grasp the Arabic syntax.*!

In the notes to the English translation I point here and there to
other writings by Proclus and Plato or to the modern scholarly litera-
ture. However, a number of passages are not quite clear to me; and I
leave it up to the experts of Proclus’ philosophy to analyse in detail the
text of this fragment philosophically. In the following translation,
words, phrases, or paragraph numbers added in order to render the
text more fluent and unambiguous or to make the structure of
the argument readily accessible are set between square brackets.
The same applies to the translation of personal pronouns replaced
by the relevant word or concept to which they refer and to translations
of implied subjects and objects of finite verbs.

10 E.g., cf. Arabic text, 11. 91-92, where the text reads wa-amma al-istigamatu fa-1a - mithalu
dhalika ma najidu . . ., while Pfaff’s translation (p. 58.10f.) seems to be based on the reading
wa-amma al-istigamatu fa-la mithlu dhalika ma najidu. . .; 1. 143-144, wa-dhalika anna
jamia al-tamamati al-ukhari innama yahudduhda al-nasu fa-amma hadha al-tammu
fa-laysa al-nasu yahuddianahu bal Allahu, where Pfaff seems to have read forms of the
verb ya’khudhu (or yajidu) instead of yahuddu, rendered through “erwerben” (p. 60.4-5),
or 1. 72, al-juz’ al-‘aqli, translated by Pfaff through “die héchste Art” (p. 57.19), probably
based on the reading al-juz’ al-a‘la. For Vajda, cf. below, 1. 55, where Vajda realised that
fa-amma, as transmitted in the manuscript, makes no sense (v. p. 243, n. 2, of Vajda’s
translation), yet based his translation on the reading fa-innda, which does not really
improve the text, instead of the correct emendation bi-anna. At 1. 57, Vajda translated
ka-ma (“comme”, p. 243.11), although the manuscript has clearly kay-ma (“in order
that”); at 1. 80, Vajda omitted wa-mabda’uha. At 1. 98, Vajda seems to have read fa-hiya
al-khaliqgu (“elle est créatrice”, p. 245.8). The manuscript is not quite clear (cf. below,
n. 76), but the reading fa-hiya is definitely impossible (hence also the proposed trans-
lation), because the related noun, al-shakl, is masculine. Again, al-naw‘ al-mudabbir
al-m@’it min anwa’ al-nufis, 11. 115-116, can hardly mean “celle des espéces de 'ame qui
gouverne (la partie) mortelle” (Vajda, p. 246.4), which would require al-naw* al-mudabbir
li-al-ma@’it, etc.

E.g., amma bi-al-nafsi fa-li-anna bi-hadha al-juz’i na‘rifu al-ajrama allatt fawqana (1. 75)
does not mean “Was die Seele anbetrifft, deshalb, weil wir wissen, daf} in diesem Teil die
Korper sind, welche tiber uns sind” (Pfaff, p. 57.23), but rather “As for the soul, this is
because it is through this part that we know the bodies superior to us”; haythu ma
kanat al-nafsu al-natigatu wahdaha (1. 87) hardly means “da die denkende Seele die
‘Eing’ ist” (Pfaff, p. 58.4), but “whenever the rational soul is on its own”; illa annaha
takiinu mankusatan (1. 95) cannot refer to the masculine noun al-jism (body), as translated
by Pfaff (“sondern er [der Korper] ist nur nach unten geneigt”, p. 58.16), etc. (further mis-
takes have been noted by Vajda).

41

https://doi.org/10.1017/50957423912000069 Published online by Cambridge University Press


https://doi.org/10.1017/S0957423912000069

10

15

20 RUDIGER ARNZEN

Proclus on Plato’s Timaeus 89e3-90c7
(Arabic text, MS Aya Sofya 3725, fols. 213a17-218a ult.)

oAy B

Al Olpdl A B eslad Wl Al (3 Choy UL LY )
oSS Je 3 B o O (fol. 213b) gy a3 e G ALK
s eilly O o ey IS 3T iy By of a8 caal asls
i) el b o Oeell e 3y 2 el ST Ol
SN ATy lad by ae &l b e d e Oy O dld Gy
Sle ol s e L A O8T 3y o 0y o 5 ) s el
L O Ldisdy Ll b= e ot 13 WS 8l Ly alady 3o
L}wﬁ!\ gl Ol

O 575 OIS = 5 O 2 OIS e by el sl a7 0N,
el el @ B VI G 4 L Laly Db AW il S
A e ks bl eadly

[89e3-90a2] - bMWo1 Ji&

5 o Lge oty JSy mlpe i (3 s 3T B L3 ) B T WB LS
Sdy Jomy s g A 8 S 5 st Laf Lals J5b O ra S
Lo AL W gy T Uz 00 0 65,0 2 6150 ol o a8 0
O kit O e 4B s Je W0 08T M, T T 0K of B
e Jany ) guam 3

2 s scripsi ) s MS

B %] 6,8, % Gal, Fral-“Adat, 148.15
4514 1 15y Gal., F7 al-Adat, 148.15

45 sine punctatione MS
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6 G2 scripsi : W (parum clare) MS; of. E. Lane s.r. &

47 s ] (\-;5-5‘ in textu+ ¢ $# supra lin. MS
48 iy seripsi : MS vix legitur, »** vid.
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19 Lig seripsi : Laf MS wt vid.
50 ‘% MS
51 TJ}-\) Egiscripsi:b‘; > MS
52 - ay slasW) seripsi: o LasVI MS
suppleui, cf. infra, l. 63, et nop’ Huiv Tim. 90a2
L clare MS (= 8¢3wxev, Tim. 90a4) : 2> Gal., Fi al-Adat, 148.18
5 st | et Gal., Fi al-Adat, 148.19
56 Las | L 5 Gal., FT al-“Adat, 148.19
57 \:L scripsi - L MS : i Gal., Ft al-‘Adat, 148.19

8 o ¢ #1inv. Gal., Fi al-Adat, 148.19
59 scripsi (cf. éxeibev, Tim. 90a7) : 3 MS, Gal., F al-Adat, 148.20
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60 e scripsi : s vel 4o MS : Lo Gal., F7 al-‘Adat, 148.21
btl #) s clare MS : & $ Gal., FT al-‘Adat, 148.21
52 sine punctatione

3 sine punctatione et parum clare
5% an , & 2, MS sine punctatione

OV in marg. (cum = post jI&)
sine punctatione
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T 3,5, ] + o Gal., Fr al-Adat, 148.23

78 S supra lin. et vix legitur; om. in lemma (1. 118), om. Gal., Fi al-‘Adat, 148.23
7 ¢ T seripsi : V) MS : 13 ed. Klein-Franke, Gal., F7 al-“Adat, 148.23

80 C))gu clare MS : ())i,} Gal., FT al-Adat, 148.23

81 SM 1+ L wwisin lemma (I 120) : om. Gal., Fi al-Adat, 148.25

82 4 imny | jm Gal., FT al-Adat, 148.26

83 c«b ] %&b in lemma (1. 127)

84 U je seripsi : U s MS ut vid.

85 i > scripsi : C)\:'- MS
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90 a3lie sCripsi : awolio vel awalio in textu parum clare : allo corr. infra lin. (an 4k Ls ?)

9 Sy scripsi : & o2 MS ut vid., where the suffix —hu and the preposition f are crossed out
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100 YU MS ut vid.
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TRANSLATION

Proclus says:
So far, Plato has described in his book entitled Timaeus'? which kinds
of remedy are for all living beings generally and in their entirety and

107 LI\ seripsi : L) MS ut vid.

108 gice, MS parum clare

109 )y:JU fjl\ scripsi : )}»‘Y’ f}l\ MS, v. infra, note 147

10 25l seripsi @ sine punctatione MS

1 ‘:._...\:,.:U scripsi : sine punctatione MS

12 5y scripsi : Y MS clare, deinde 1 aut 2 litt. in ras. aut corr. non leg.
113 Of. above, note 29.
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which kinds of remedy are for the body [only].!'* He now turns to a
specific discussion of the soul, in order to describe its appropriate treat-
ment. [He proceeds in this way,] because both, body and soul, are parts
of the living being, yet not in one and the same way. Rather, soul is
part of the living being in so far it is the leader and sovereign of the entire
living being, whereas body is its part in so far it is the attendant and sexr-
vant of the [soul’s] activity and an organ for the [soul], for soul is that
which moves body and regulates it.!'> And since this applies to soul, it
1s necessarily most worthy of care and most deserving of treatment.
For [only] when the soul is preserved in the state of health and excellence,
it performs the regulation of the body most excellently.

Since [Plato] dealt in that discourse, which is brought to an end and
finished [at this place], with body, he does not proceed abruptly from
the discussion of body to that of the rational soul, but rather describes
first the remedy common to the two irrational souls and the rational
soul as follows:

14 Cf. Tim. 87c1-89e2.

115 Here and in what follows I translate forms of the second stem of the root d-b-r through “to
regulate”, “regulator”, etc. The relevant Arabic words possibly reflect forms and derivatives
of xvPepvdw, kvPepvimg, ete. in the Greek (this correspondence is also attested for the
Arabic translation of Galen’s ‘Ot t0ig 100 cduotog kpdoeotv. .., which has been prepared
by the same translator, Hubaysh ibn al-Hasan al-Dimashqi, as well as for Ishaq ibn
Hunayn’s translation of Aristotle’s Physics; however, the same Arabic words served also
as equivalents of various other Greek words [cf. http:/telota.bbaw.de/glossga/], and further
below, the participle mudabbir even stands for Plato’s Saiuwv, Tim. 90c4). At the present
place, the supposed correspondence deserves special attention, because the application of
the term xvBepvdw, ete., on the particular human soul does, as far as I see, not exactly cor-
respond with Proclus usual terminology (while it is frequent in later Neoplatonic writings).
Proclus rather applies this terminology In Plat. Tim. I1, 106.29, on the souls of the heavenly
bodies, and at other places on the world-soul as related to the entirety of bodily nature (cf.
In Plat. Tim. 11, 24.7; Théologie platonicienne, texte établi et traduit par Henri-Dominique
Saffrey et Leendert G. Westerink, 6 vols., Collection des universités de France [Paris, 1968
1997], 1, 64.16 [henceforth: Theol. Plat.]). Elsewhere, he uses xvpepvém and its derivatives,
in order to describe the guidance of the universe through the Nous (In Platonis
Parmenidem commentaria, ed. Carlos Steel, Scriptorum Classicorum Bibliotheca
Oxoniensis, 3 vols. [Oxford, 2007-09], 943.17 [Cousin]: I, 141 [Steel], 964.9: I, 169 [hence-
forth: In Plat. Parm.], In Plat. Tim. 1, 403-404, 413.2) or the relation between Nous and
world-soul (Theol. Plat. IV, 22.21, 43.17, Sur le Premier Alcibiade de Platon, texte établi
et traduit par Alain-Philippe Segonds, Collection des universités de France, 2 vols.
[Paris, 1985-86], 77.11 [henceforth: In Plat. Alcib. I]). Furthermore, we find numerous
references for this terminology in Proclus’ descriptions of how the daemon is related to
the individual life he guides (e.g., In Platonis Rem publicam commentaria, ed. Wilhelm
Kroll, Bibliotheca Scriptorum Graecorum et Romanorum Teubneriana, 2 vols. [Leipzig,
1899-1901; repr. Amsterdam, 1965], II, 94.26, 98.26, 299.17 [henceforth: In Plat. Rem
publ], In Plat. Alcib. I, 40.23, 45.14, 76.18, 79.15, 199.20, In Plat. Parm. 1128.1 : 111, 114
[v. app. crit., p. 115, ad 1128.2, and p. 468, note 102, of the trans. by Glenn R. Morrow &
John M. Dillon, Proclus’ Commentary on Plato’s Parmenides [Princeton, 1987], etc., as
well as below in the present fragment). The application to particular sub-lunar souls
must be based on the assumption that the one rational soul, which ensouls all living beings
(“816e povng g Aoyueig woxng”, In Plat. Rem publ. 11, 284.4), transfers its cybernetical func-
tion to the individual souls. (Cf. also Proclus’ comments on Tim. 34c4ff. explaining the role
of the soul as ruler and master [dpyicos, deondg] of body, In Plat. Tim. 11, 117-119).
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Plato says [89e3-90a2]:

We have often stated that there are in us three kinds of
soul [located] at three [different] places, each of them having
motion. 16 Accordingly, the following statement of ours must suffice
here again: Any of these kinds, if remaining inactive and ceasing
from its motion, must necessarily become very weak, while the kind
which 1s trained must become very strong. This being the case, we
should take care of the [different kinds of soul], in order that their
motions are in due proportion to each other.

Proclus says:

Plato reminds us first of the three parts of the soul and of the neces-
sity that their motions are in due proportion to each other, in order
that none of the three prevails and, as a consequence, inundates the
other two. For the rational [part of the soul] should not stultify and
diminish the activities of the irascible and the appetitive [parts of
the soul], because it can benefit from the two when they assist it in
taking care of the body’s well-being (as a matter of fact, a king!!”
should not ruin those who obey him and are ruled by him); and [con-
versely] the irascible and the appetitive [parts of the soul] should not
stultify the activity of the rational [soul], because when the rational
[soul] declines in its activity, the entire regulation of the body comes
to run into confusion and disorder.

The activity of these [parts of the soul] is preserved in the following
way: | say that any motionless and inactive thing is very weak, while
anything trained is very strong. Therefore, it is necessary that the
motions of the soul are in due proportion, in order that each [part]
can perform its activity. Proportionality of these motions consists in
that the rational [soul] is the regulator and the origin, from which
motion starts, while the irascible and the appetitive [parts of the
soul] pay attention and are submissive and obedient to the rational
[soul] and move and act only to such an extent which is in accordance
with the rational [soul] and gives to it what it demands. For, when the
motions of these [parts of the soul] are in this state, there is stability,
appropriateness, proportionality and order for the whole soul.

Having said this on the three parts of the soul, [Plato] moves on to a
discourse on the rational soul which determines for these two mortal
parts [of the soul] the quantities of their motions, regulates the body,
and brings itself to perfection.''® [However,] before we can proceed to this

116 Ay, suggests the reading kivnow instead of kwnoerc.

7 For the equation of the intellect and the intellectual daemon subsisting in the human
rational soul with the role of a king cf. Proclus, In Plat. Tim. 1, 251, also In Plat. Alcib. I,
78.1ff.: “Seul le démon met toutes nos affaires en mouvement, les gouverne toutes et les
met en ordre [...]; et il est le seul souverain (Bocireve) de tout ce qui est en nous et autour
de nous, pilotant la totalité de notre vie.” (trans. Segonds, vol. 1, p. 63).
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discourse, we must explain the meaning of the terms [employed] in the
discourse set forth [so far]. We say: Speaking of three parts of the soul,
[Plato] means the rational [soul], which is the striving for the best
thing, the appetitive [soul], which is the longing for the perfection of bod-
ily performances, and the irascible [soul], which is the desire to repel [all]
that which harms the body.!'® For we strive for something and desire it,
and our souls yearn for it, either because it is good in itself or because it is
good for something else.!20 If we desire a thing which is good in itself,
[this] happens through the rational [soul], because it is only through
the rational [soul] that we desire knowledge of the truth and knowledge
of the beings in so far they are beings. On the other hand, that which is
good only [by being good] for something else, this is something which pre-
serves for us and in us that which is [beneficial] to nature and health.2!
Such a thing consists by necessity either in the attraction of something
helpful or perfective or in repelling something detrimental and harmful.
If we strive for something helpful [or] perfective, [this] happens through
the appetitive [soul], and if we repel something detrimental [and] harm-
ful, [it] happens through the irascible [soul].

This being the case, it becomes clear from what we said that there
are three [different] parts of the soul, because they oppose each other,
and things opposing one another are not one and the same thing.122
Furthermore, each of these [parts] has a perfection different from

18 Al-mutammima li-nafsiha possibly stands for obtotedc, usually applied by Proclus to the
One, the divine henads, and the participated intellect (6 peteyouevog vovg), e.g. Proclus, The
Elements of Theology, A Revised Text with Translation, Introduction and Commentary by
Eric R. Dodds, Second Edition (Oxford, 1963), §§ 114-116, In Plat. Alcib. I, 66.3ff., In Plat.
Tim. 1, 8371.23, 11, 92.5, 313.3, etc. For the conception of the individual human soul as self-
perfecting entity, cf. In Plat. Tim. 11, 129.18: 6pdpeyv . .. &nl 1OV HUETEP@Y YLYDY* KIVOUGL YO
€010, KO TeEAe0Vot kol Gyovoty dnn Bovrovton (“[...] we see in the case of our souls, for our
souls move themselves, perfect themselves and proceed where they wish”, trans. Baltzly,
Proclus. Commentary on Plato’s Timaeus, vol. 4, p. 88). On the relationship between self-
perfection, self-motion and self-thinking of the rational soul in Proclus’ philosophy cf.
Stephen Menn, “Self-motion and reflection: Hermias and Proclus on the harmony of
Plato and Aristotle on the soul”, in James Wilberding & Christoph Horn (eds.),
Neoplatonism and the Philosophy of Nature (Oxford, 2012), pp. 44-67, esp. 58ff.

Cf. Proclus, In Plat. Tim. 1, 33f.: 10 ¢mBuuntuikdv, 6 &M 1o ypeiog £knopilel 100 cduotog, O
Bupikdv, 6 mav 10 100 {dov Aupovtikoy dvoaotérdery tétaxtol. The conception of the vegetative
soul displayed here may be influenced by Galen’s interpretation of Tim. 77b6ff.; cf. James
Wilberding, “The secret of sentient vegetative life in Galen”, in Peter Adamson & James
Wilberding (eds.), Galen and Philosophy, Bulletin of the Institute of Classical Studies.
Supplement (London, forthcoming).

120 Cf. Plato, Rep. II, 357b ff., Aristotle, Eth. Nic. I 4.

121 The former is good for the soul itself, the latter for the whole of body and soul; cf. Proclus, In
Plat. Tim. 11, 118: “The property of masterhood extends to the soul because it does all things
for the sake of its own good, but the property of being a ruler belongs to it because of the fact
that it fills all things with what is good.” (trans. Baltzly, vol. 4, p. 76), also In Plat. Tim. 11,
158.

A reference to Plato’s famous arguments for the tripartition of the soul, Rep. IV, 436D ff. (Cf.
also Proclus, In Plat. Tim. II, 39: “things that have the most contrary motions are them-
selves most contrary”, trans. Baltzly, vol. 3, p. 86, similarly In Plat. Tim. 11, 29f.)
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the perfection of the other one; and when one of them sustains a loss,
it is restored [in a way] different from the restoration of the others.
Again, the rational [soul] performs its activity in the brain, the appe-
titive [soul] does so in the liver, and the irascible [soul] does so in the
heart. This is shown by the damages befalling these organs as well as
by their [appropriate] remedy. For, when damage occurs to the brain,
this harms the faculty of reason, and when there occurs damage to the
faculty of reason, we give medical treatment to the brain;'?3 and
things are analogous with the other two [parts of the soul].

Plato says [90a2-b1]:

As for the species of soul which is the noblest <in us>, we must con-
sider that it is something that belongs to the genus of angelic things
[and] has been given to each of us by God. We thus say about this
species that it dwells at the top of the body and, due to its [close]
relationship with the heavens, raises us from earth in such a way
that we [can] truly say that we are a species of plants which is not
an earthly but a heavenly plant. For the divine species is exactly
from that place'?* where the coming-to-be of the soul first [begins],
in order that, when it stretches our head and our root and raises
the [head], the position of the whole body be upright.125

Proclus says:

Having finished the exposition of the general remedy used as com-
mon [treatment] for the three parts of the soul, Plato wishes [now] to
expose the remedy of the rational part. However, before discussing
this part, he begins by praising it and by describing its advantages.
First, he calls it the noblest [part], for just as the intellect is the noblest
thing in the whole world, so is the intellectual part in us the noblest
thing in us. Then, in what follows, he says that the place this part
holds among the entirety of living beings is like the place of an angel
and messenger!26 between God (exalted is He) and the creation.2”

123 Of course, this applies only to the embodied soul employing bodily organs, not to the
rational soul as such; cf. Proklos Diadochos, Uber die Vorsehung, das Schicksal und den
freien Willen an Theodoros, den Ingenieur (Mechaniker), Nach Vorarbeiten von Theo
Berger ubersetzt und erldutert von Michael Erler (Meisenheim am Glan, 1980), p. 61,
and ibid., note 2.

The translator took €xeifev yép (sc. €éot) as predicate of 10 Belov.

The translator took v kedpornyv kot pilov Mudv dvokpepovvuv 6pOot Tay 10 cOU as a New, sep-
arate sentence with 0p6ot in the optative expressing the purpose of what is said in the pre-
ceding sentence (therefore connected through the conjunction kay-ma, “in order that”).
Or: mediator, al-safir. In all likelihood, the expression al-mal’ak wa-al-safir (“angel and
messenger”) is a hendiadys for one Greek word, presumably &yyeoc.

For the daemons as mediators or messengers between man and the Gods cf. also Proclus’ In
Plat. Parm. 663: 1, 51f. (trans. Morrow & Dillon, p. 50), I, 71f. (trans. Morrow & Dillon,
p. 62). At an earlier place of the Timaeus commentary, Proclus mentions that Porphyry
ascribed this role to the archangels (toig év ovpav®d apyoyyérow, In Plat. Tim. I, 152.13).
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With the angel and messenger between God and the creation he
means the closest regulator.?® For this name, applied by Plato [at
this place] to this part, which belongs to the genus of angelic things,
is employed by [Plato] in three [different] modes: [(1)] Sometimes he
refers with it to [any] messenger between God and man,'?° whatever
[this messenger] might be; [(11)] at other times — e.g. in the book of the
Laws — [Plato] divides that which is between God and man into three
strata, first that which belongs to the genus of angelic things, secondly
that which is called the plurality of Heroes,'?° and thirdly the
angels;!31 [(ii1)] and again at other times he employs this [name] in
yet another mode — as he does, for example, in his work entitled
Statesman — and means with “something that belongs to the genus
of angelic things” the Intellect, i.e. the closest regulator of this uni-
verse.'?2 In this way he means also [at the present place] with

128 T have not been able to find any Greek equivalent of this expression in Proclus’ writings. In
all likelihood, this toponymic terminology is based on Proclus’ doctrine of hierarchically
ordered vertical chains of hypercosmic and encosmic divine, daemonic and human intel-
lects. The “closest regulator” thus must be the lowest daemonic intellect which is located
immediately above the human soul, i.e. a particular intellect (uepikog votc) participated
by the human intellect (cf. In Plat. Tim. 1, 245). Presumably, Proclus draws at the present
place on Plato, Phaedrus 247¢7, where this intellect is called the kvBepvimg (mudabbir) of
the human soul (v. also Radek Chlup, Proclus. An Introduction [Cambridge, 2012], pp. 127—
36, 158-62).

Cf. Plato, Symposium 202e, where Plato assigns to the daemon the functions of “translation
and mediation” (¢punvedov kol SiomopOuedov) between man and the Gods and vice versa.
The MS allows the reading kathrata Iriv’ts (as translated above) or kuthruhu Iriv’ts (mean-
ing perhaps “that which is called — in the plural [form] — Heroes”). Vajda obviously read
kathiratan Irw’7s and translated “qui est nommée souvent Iroas” (p. 243.27).

In Plato’s Laws, there is no clear correspondence to this tripartite conception. At several
places, Plato locates there between man and the Gods the three strata of Daemons
(Soiuovec), Heroes (ipwec), and Private Statues or Shrines (i8puuorto. idi0)) dedicated to ances-
tral deities (cf. Laws 717b, 718c—d, 738d, 818c, etc.). The present Arabic terminology points
to another division by Proclus. The expression “that which belongs to the genus of angelic
things” (al-shay’u alladht min jinsi al-mald@’ika) seems to paraphrase the word doiuov (or
its plural Soipoveg, as it occurs in this use also in the translation of Tim. 90a3 above).
Ir2’is is obviously a transliteration of fipwec. Yet, it is not clear what the third term,
al-mald@’ika, translates. The underlying Greek term may be either a derivative of daipwv,
e.g. 0. doupovio, or, as already proposed by Franz Pfaff (Galeni De Consuetudinibus,
p. 57, note 1), ol &yyerot. The intermediate trias of daipoveg, fpoeg and &yyelot is indeed
mentioned in various writings by Proclus, e.g. in In Plat. Tim. I, 137 (trans. Tarrant, vol.
1, p. 233), In Plat. Tim. 11, 112 (trans. Baltzly, vol. 4, p. 69), In Plat. Tim. 111, 109, 164,
178, 196, In Plat. Parm. 952.20: II, 1563 (trans. Morrow & Dillon, p. 302), etc. At other
places, Proclus rather seems to correlate Heroes or heroic souls with Plato’s idpuuoro
18w, e.g. In Plat. Tim. 11, 230 (trans. Baltzly, vol. 4, p. 213, cf. also Baltzly’s note 436). In
any case, assuming that al-mal@’ika translates here ot dryyelot presupposes a certain incon-
sistency in Hubaysh'’s terminology (cf. above, note 126).

Cf. Plato, Statesman 272e, where Plato seems to equate the Highest Daemon (6 puéyiotog
doiuwv) with the Steersman of the Universe (6 100 movtog kuBepvime). Obviously, this
Highest Daemon has to be kept apart from “the daemons” (ot daipovec), who, only shortly
before (Statesman 271d), are described as divine herdsmen (voung 6elot), each of whom is
a sufficient or independent (o0tépkng) guardian of the individual species of living beings
he is assigned to. At In Plat. Tim. II, 112 (trans. Baltzly, vol. 4, p. 69), Proclus equates
the Demiurge with the Highest Daemon, yet there are at least two further types of
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“something that belongs to the genus of angelic things” the intellec-
tual part,’3? because this part is the closest regulator.

After these two [preliminary] sections, he begins with a third section
and says that it is due to this species of the soul that we are able to stand
upright and to direct upwards our posture as a whole, with both soul
and body. As for [directing it upwards] with the soul, this is because
it is through this part that we know the bodies superior to us — I
mean the eternal divine bodies — and through our knowledge of these
bodies come to know God (magnified and exalted be He). As for
[directing it upwards] with the body, this is so because this part is
the cause of our bodies’ standing in an upright shape. The reason is
that this part — being neither of earth nor of something earthly, but
rather from heaven and something heavenly — is such that it raises
the root of the body upwards. And since the body’s root is [turned]
upwards, [the body] comes to stand upright. For just as the root of an
earthly plant belongs to what is immediately attached to the earth, so
will the root and the head and the beginning of our body, provided we
are heavenly plants, belong to what is immediately attached to the hea-
vens. And indeed, Plato calls us a plant. [He does so] because the regu-
lation of our body is similar to the regulation of the plant body, for we
are not one unitary thing, but three things in three different respects.
In the first respect we correspond with plants, in the second respect
we correspond with animals, and in the third respect we are human
beings, that is we are plants through the appetitive soul, animals
through the irascible soul, and human beings through the rational soul.

Now, this discourse contains one [specifically] admirable issue,
namely the cause why the nature of our body is appropriate for stand-
ing and upright position.!34 To be more precise, whenever the rational
soul is on its own, the body, in which it is, is spherical, which, for
example, is the case with the heavenly bodies. And whenever the

daemons: At In Plat. Rem publ. 11, 256, 271-3 (trans. Festugiere, vol. 3, pp. 214, 229-31),
Proclus distinguishes between angelic daemons guarding individual souls and fused
with the realm of generation and a higher class of daemons, which exist ovciwdeig and
prior to any interrelation between the individual souls and their fate, both types of
which being different from the Highest Daemon. On the Middle Platonic and
Neoplatonic debates on the classes and numbers of daemons cf. also Harold Tarrant,
“Must commentators know their sources? Proclus In Timaeum and Numenius”, in Peter
Adamson, Han Baltussen, Martin W. F. Stone (eds.), Philosophy, Science and Exegesis in
Greek, Arabic and Latin Commentaries. Vol. 1, Bulletin of the Institute of Classical
Studies, Suppl. 83.1 (London, 2004), pp. 175-90, esp. 182f.

Al-juz al-‘aqli, “the intellectual (or: intellective) part”, for 6 vontkog (i.e. daipwv)? For the
equation of Nous and Demiurge in Proclus’ philosophy cf. Robbert M. Van den Berg,
Proclus’ Hymns. Essays, Translations, Commentary, Philosophia antiqua 90 (Leiden,
2001), pp. 49-61.

For Plato’s theory of human posture cf. Pavel Gregori¢, “Plato’s and Aristotle’s explanation
of human posture”, Rhizai, 2 (2005): 183-96.
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rational soul and the irrational [animal] soul are together, sphericity
and upright position exist together in this body, as we find, for
example, in the body of man. And whenever the irrational soul, that
is the animal soul, is on its own, there is no pure sphericity in this
body, yet there is no upright position [either]. We can see this, for
example, in the body of irrational animals, for the bodies of such ani-
mals are thrown down [or] bending down towards the earth. [Finally,]
whenever neither of these two souls exists [in a body] and the nutri-
tive soul is on its own, there is no sphericity in that body, yet there
is upright position in it, except that this is turned upside down and
with the [body’s] head stuck into the ground, as is the case with plants.
This being the case, it is [clear that] the diversity of shapes of bodies is
established solely in accordance with the souls which are at work in
these bodies, and [that] the most prior of all shapes is the spherical
shape.15 Each single [kind of] soul, wherever [it] is placed, has
been provided by the creator with instruments that allow it to prosper
and are appropriate to it, yet it is not [the case that] each soul is dis-
tinct [from the other] with respect to any instrument [whatsoever].
Thus, it becomes clear from this discourse that Plato held this position
before Aristotle, since he already correlated and connected the nature
of the body and the corresponding soul with one another.36

Plato says [90b1-c4]:

Now, when somebody is occupied with the desires and the love of
overpowering [others] and devotes himself'37 eagerly to these two
[activities], all his thoughts necessarily become mortal thoughts,
and there will be nothing, not even the smallest part, of that

135 Accordingly, Proclus ascribes to the embodied soul rectilinear motion and to the Nous circular
motion, cf. Procli Diadochi in primum Euclidis elementorum librum commentarii, edidit G.
Friedlein, Bibliotheca Scriptorum Graecorum et Romanorum Teubneriana (Leipzig, 1873;
repr. Hildesheim, 1967), p. 147 (trans. Glenn R. Morrow, A Commentary on the First Book
of Euclid’s Elements [Princeton, 1970], p. 117). For the priority of the circle among geometrical
figures and the sphere among regular solids cf. ibid., pp. 146-51 (trans. Morrow, pp. 117-20),
and In Plat. Tim. 11, 69: “For that which the One is among the divine things ... this role is
played in the same way by the sphere among the solid shapes” (trans. Baltzly, vol. 3,
p. 125), also In Plat. Tim. 11, 99 (trans. Baltzly, vol. 3, p. 161). For Proclus’ correlation of cir-
cular and rectilinear motions with different types of soul and with the concepts of mpdodoc,
kotdkopyig and €motpoon cf. also Menn, “Self-motion and reflection”, pp. 59-65.

An allusion to Aristotle’s critical comments on the idea that any type of soul can reside in any
type of body regardless of their essential interrelation (De An. I 3, 407b12-26, against
Pythagorean reincarnationists). In the background of this incidental remark lies Proclus’
approach to the Timaeus and to Platonic Physics in general, which conceived the
Aristotelian natural philosophy basically as an emulation of Plato’s teaching without any sub-
stantial progress (cf. Carlos Steel, “Why should we prefer Plato’s Timaeus to Aristotle’s
Physics? Proclus’ critique of Aristotle’s causal explanation of the physical world”, in Robert
W. Sharples & Anne Sheppard [eds.], Ancient Approaches to Plato’s Timaeus, Bulletin of
the Institute of Classical Studies, Suppl. 78 [London, 2003], pp. 175-87).

As Marwan Rashed points out to me (personal communication, August 1, 2012), the Arabic
translation may be based on the reading dwoxovotvtt instead of diomovodvrt.

137

https://doi.org/10.1017/50957423912000069 Published online by Cambridge University Press


https://doi.org/10.1017/S0957423912000069

36 RUDIGER ARNZEN

disposition in him, which is different from the disposition of the mor-
tal things, as far as these can occur in the highest degree in him who is
immortal.!3® But he who is [eagerly] occupied with the love of learning
and the understanding of the truth, and exercises his soul in these two
[activities] in a particular way, must have divine [and] immortal
thoughts, when he attains and grasps the truth. It is altogether
necessary that he will not miss any part of the disposition, which is
different from the disposition of the mortal things, as far as human
nature is capable of acquiring this [disposition].

Proclus says:

Having mentioned what is the most excellent thing in us, which
rank it occupies among the existing things, that this thing is our clo-
sest regulator, and that it is connected with the divine power, Plato
starts with informing [us] about the remedy of this [thing]. In doing
so, he begins with the disposition which is alien to the nature of
this [thing], i.e. with its illness. He does so, in order to inform [us]
about how to bring it back to [its] natural disposition, and [because]
the behaviour of this regulator is not the same as the mode of behav-
iour of those noble regulators. The reason is that those [noble regula-
tors] take care of the things without inclination or tendency, whereas
the behaviour of this regulator in us shows both inclination and ten-
dency. This is so because sometimes this [regulator] becomes inter-
related with the mortal kind of psychic regulators, then his
connection with it breaks off, and he returns to his natural disposi-
tion.’3? And when he inclines towards the irrascible kind [of soul],
he begins to love overpowering [others] more than necessary. As a con-
sequence, he regulates [only] the mortal kind [of soul], to which he 1s
attached, and lets it grow; and “his thoughts become mortal thoughts”,

138 The second half of this complicated Platonic sentence (Tim. 90b1-6) is poorly represented in
the Arabic. This is at least partly due to variant readings in the translator’s Vorlage. First,
there can be little doubt that the translator read ko® dcov pdhioto duvortov GBovite
yiyveoOou instead of ko oov pdhioto duvortov Bvntd yiyvesbou, rendered by allati yumkinu
an takina khassatan li-man la yamitu. Secondly, he took und¢ opucpov éldeinev in the
sense of unde opkpov éleinel (pres. ind. act. 3rd sg.), interpreted as wa-yakinu laysa
lahu al-battata wa-1a agallu al-qalili. Due to these variant readings, the translator was
urged to interpret tovtov in the phrase toUtov unde opikpov Elkeinewy as referring to the lack-
ing disposition of immortality (min al-hali allati hiya khilafa hali al-ashya@’i al-ma’ita). The
reason for the subsequent omission of ¢te 10 to100t0v NUENKOTL may be sought either in an
omission in the Greek manuscript or in the fact that this clause made little sense in
view of the preceding confusion.

The end of this sentence, i.e. the place or state into which the psychic regulator returns, is not
clear in the manuscript (cf. above, note 90). The infralinear correction may suggest the reading
ma yalthi (“and returns to the next [i.e., the next higher stratum?]”). The Arabic expression
rendered here by “becomes interrelated with” (sarat lahu nisbatun ild...) points to some
sort of interaction between essentially separate entities rather than any kind of substantial
intermingling or blending (as one might assume in view of Porphyry’s psychology; cf.
James Wilberding, “Porphyry and Plotinus on the seed”, Phronesis, 53 [2008]: 406-32).
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from him results all material evil, and he becomes [himself] mortal,
though not in his substance, but in his way of life and conduct.

With being “occupied with the love of learning and the understand-
ing of the truth” and with devoting and “exercising one’s soul in these
two [activities]” Plato means [the following]: It is through familiaris-
ing with immortal things that somebody’s thoughts become immortal
thoughts. The reason is that the nature of the human souls is of this
character, I mean, that it hastens to assimilation with the things it
aims at. Hence, if it reaches mortal things, it becomes mortal in its
way of life and conduct; and if it 1s faced with immortal things, desires
them and [finally] masters them, it becomes immortal. However, it is
not, in this case, free from death in the way God (magnified and exalted
be He) is free from death, neither in the way the most excellent genera
of things are, but [in a way] inferior to this.!° This is why Plato says
that it acquires “the disposition, which is different from the disposition
of the mortal things, as far as human nature is capable of acquiring it.”
This being the case, the [appropriate] remedy for this divine power in us
consists in rendering it immortal through the knowledge of the divine
things which as such is immortal.

140 Tn In Plat. Tim. 111, 215-218, Proclus distinguishes between different modes of immortal-
ity: “«Immortel» se dit au sens le plus propre et primordial de ce qui se procure a soi-méme
Timmortalité [...]. Ainsi donc est «immortel» au sens vrai ce qui est immortel par soi-méme
et ce qui se procure a soi-méme I'immortalité, en revanche ce qui ni n’est vie par tout
soi-méme ni n’est subsistant par soi (cOBuvmdctotov) ni ne posseéde par soi-méme
I'immortalité n’est pas primordialment immortel. Des lors, de méme que ce qui est étre a
titre second n’est pas «étre» (§v), de méme ce qui est immortel & titre second n’est pas
«immortel». Pourtant ce n’est pas non plus du mortel. [...] Il semble que, dans la
catégorie de I'immortel, une premiére sorte soit commune a toutes les espéces diverses
du non-mortel: c’est ce qui n’est pas privé de la vie quil posséde [...]. Une autre sorte est
propre aux Intelligibles: c’est I'immortel qui est tel en tant qu’existant toujours (&ei 6v).
Une autre sorte est celle des dieux encosmiques: c’est ce qui est immortel en tant que deve-
nant toujours (Gel yryvopevov), puisqu’il a sa substance dans le «devenir toujours» (yiyvesOor
det). Dés lors, tu pourrais dire quimmortel et mortel s'opposent sans intermédiaire
(Gpéomc) si tu prends la signification commune de 'immortel, et quils ne s'opposent pas
sans intermédiaire si tu prends le primordialement immortel, qui est 'immortel en tant
qu’existant toujours: car, entre celui-ci et le mortel, il y a comme intermédiaire 'immortel
en tant que devenant toujours. Cependant I'immortel au sens propre est ce qui a
complétement sa vie dans l'éternité: I'étre qui a sa vie se développant dans toute la
durée du temps et non pas la méme toujours dans une unique indivisibilité, cet étre-la
est immortel en tant que devenant, et non en tant qu’étant.” (trans. Festugiere, vol. 5,
pp. 76-9). This latter type of immortality is presumably the one applied here to the individ-
ual human soul, which thus mirrors the qualities of the world-soul inasmuch as this “is gen-
erated and ungenerated at the same time, a fact by virtue of which it always has being and
life (being always living and existent); but on the other hand, it is also by virtue of this fact
that it always receives them (perpetually coming to be Being and life). It thus exists from
two sources — being both from itself and also from the things prior to it. [...] Therefore
time and eternity pertain to the soul simultaneously. In as much as it is ungenerated, it
is eternal. But as something generated, time applies. As a result it is, in a certain sense,
eternal in so far as it is indestructible, but it is not eternal simpliciter”, In Plat. Tim. 11,
124f. (trans. Baltzly, vol. 4, p. 83).
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Plato says [90c4-7]:

And since he never stops to be attentive to the divine [power] and
has the well-ordering perfect regulator dwelling together [with him]
in himself, he will be at the highest degree of power and realization
of happiness.'*! Now, there is only one way to be attentive in return
for each thing,'#2 and this is to feed each thing with its proper and
appropriate food and to move it with its adequate motion.

Proclus says:

In this section, Plato informs us about the nature of the primordial and
ultimate remedy of the soul. He says that this remedy consists in giving to
the soul the correct motion which is proper and appropriate toit as well as
the correct food which is proper and appropriate to it. With proper and
appropriate motions he means the solid investigation and consideration
of the immortal divine things; and with the expression “proper and appro-
priate food” he means the hardly alterable!43 dispositions which come to
the soul through its assimilation to those [immortal things].

That this remedyis the ultimate [remedy], means this: Just as health
1s the ultimate [aim] of the body’s remedy, yet [must be] measured with
respect to God’s superiority (magnified and exalted be He) over man-
kind, so is the ultimate [aim] of this [psychic] remedy superior to the
ultimate [aim] of the body’s remedy and any [other] ultimate [aim].
The reason is that all other ultimate [aims] are determined solely by
man, whereas this ultimate [aim] is determined not by man, but rather
by God (magnified and exalted be He). Therefore, it can happen that
man transgress all the other ultimate [aims] insofar as'4* there are
other ultimate [aims] which are more general,'*> whereas nobody
can transgress this [divine]| ultimate [aim], because there is nothing
more complete than it and this alone is encompassed by what is in it. 146

To give an example: The ultimate [aim] of the physician’s activity is
health, but there is another ultimate [aim] higher and more elevated

M Al-quwwa wa-ityan al-masarrati is a hendiadys for ed8aipov (provided my reading and
emendation of the MS is correct, cf. notes 97-98).
Badala kulli shay’in suggests the reading dvti noviog instead novti movtos, Tim. 90c6; for
badala=é&vti cf. Gerhard Endress & Dimitri Gutas (eds.), A Greek & Arabic Lexicon.
Materials for a Dictionary of the Mediceval Translations from Greek into Arabic (Leiden,
1992-), fasc. 8, p. 130 (henceforth: GALex), Manfred Ullmann, Worterbuch zu den
griechisch-arabischen Ubersetzungen des 9. Jahrhunderts (Wiesbaden, 2002), Supplement
I-IT (Wiesbaden, 2006-2007), Suppl. I, p. 130 (henceforth: WGAU).
‘Usru al-zawal may render a word like dvopetdfintog or SvouetéOetog (cf. Proclus, In Plat.
Alcib. I, 107.31, In Plat. Parm. 989.28: II, 204; for ‘usr+ noun as etymological translation
of compounds with dvc- as first element cf. Ullmann, WGAU, p. 861, WGAU Suppl. II,
p. 877).
Min tariqi anna, presumably translating &g or 7, cf. Manfred Ullmann, Die Nikomachische
Ethik des Aristoteles in arabischer Ubersetzung. Teil II: Uberlieferung, Textkritik,
Grammatik (Wiesbaden, 2012), p. 318f (§ 96), id., WGAU, p. 793, WGAU Suppl. I, p. 440.
The MS reads clearly a‘amm, which might be a corruption of atamm (“more complete”).
146 The Arabic text is not clear (cf. note 106). I do not see what Arabic text Vajda had in mind
when translating “et elle seule peut émettre une telle prétention” (p. 247ult.).
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than this, namely the ultimate [aim] of the activity of him who regulates
civil society. This is so because the physician establishes and removes
only those causes which afflict the body against one’s will, whereas
the regulator of civil society does not restrict himself to the establish-
ment of these [causes] — as medicine does — without establishing and
removing [also] those causes which do not occur against one’s will.
Next, there is another ultimate [aim], again more elevated and more
general than that of the activity of the regulator of civil society, namely
the ultimate [aim] of the activity of him who loves and adores beautiful
things, because this [person] does not restrict himself to merely improv-
ing that which is improved by the physician or the regulator of civil
society, but rather loves to improve any beautiful thing [whatsoever].14”
And there is again another ultimate [aim] more honourable than that
and than each [other] ultimate [aim], namely the ultimate [aim] of the
philosopher. For the philosopher does not only consider the beautiful
things which exist in practice only, but also those beautiful things
which exist in the substances and in the first excellent causes. And
once he considers these [things], he becomes assimilated to them, and
this is exactly the ultimate [aim] beyond which there is no [other] ulti-
mate [aim] and which cannot be transgressed by human nature.

And this, I mean the imitation of God (magnified and exalted be He),
is the primordial remedy with respect to the soul. The agent cause of
assimilation is participation in something;'48 and the agent cause of par-
ticipation in something is amazement.'*? The reason is that knowledge

17 Pogsibly a reference to Plato’s concept of the musician who is said to love beautiful things in
general (1 100 kohoD €patikd), that is beauty “in connection with actions and things”, but
has not yet acquired the philosopher’s sense of absolute beauty (cf. Rep. ITI, 403c, V, 476—
479). Proclus refers repeatedly to the musician as ¢ihdxorog (In Plat. Alcib. 1, 206.10, In
Plat. Rem publ. 1, 59.1, etc.), which is why I read al-muhibb al-mu’thir li-al-umir
al-jamila (with muhibb muw'thir as hendiadys for the element ¢iro- in ¢gAdkorog) at the
beginning of the sentence (cf. also GALex I, p. 38).

Namely, in the case of the soul, the participation in the Intellect, “for perfection comes to
each when it becomes like its intelligible Form. As the aim of Soul is likeness to
Intellect, so the good of all things sensible is likeness to the intelligible and divine
Forms. Whence, then, comes this common and perfecting element if not from intelligible
Likeness? Or, if you prefer, whence comes the factor that fills up their being? For the
being of each thing is defined by this, I mean by its likeness to intelligibles, and it is through
being like its Idea that each thing is what it really is”, In Plat. Parm. 853.18-25: 11, 21f.
(trans. Morrow & Dillon, p. 222). Additionally, participation is an instrument or means
of assimilation: “Participation, then, takes place by assimilation (6poiwoi). He [i.e.,
Socrates/Plato, R.A.] has introduced this concept by calling the Forms patterns and the things
participating them likenesses, and this participation for this reason assimilation”, In Plat.
Parm. 906.27-30: II, 92 (trans. Morrow & Dillon, p. 265, v. also In Plat. Parm. 910: 11, 96f.).
However, the Intellect qua Idea of the soul is not the final cause of the latter’s assimilation,
“for even if we say that it creates by reason of its very essence, and that becoming like to it
is an end for all generated things, nevertheless the final cause of all things in the strict
sense and that for the sake of which all things are is superior to the Ideas”, In Plat. Parm.
888.18-21: 11, 67 (trans. Morrow & Dillon, p. 249, v. also In Plat. Parm. 912: 11, 99f.).
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of the divine things makes us turn into amazement, and amazement
makes us turn into participating in something, because man desires
what he is amazed about, and in order to participate in it in some
[respect], he assimilates to it.

This is the end of the explanation of Hippocrates’ and Plato’s words and the
end of [Galen’s] book On Habits. Praise be to God, who possesses perfect
power and all-embracing graciousness, and God’s blessing upon His prophet
Muhammad and his family! May He keep [them] safe.

V. APPENDIX: THE ARABIC VERSIONS OF HIPPOCRATES’
Iepi dwoitng 6LV

As stated above, Galen quotes in Ilept €0®v among other texts
Hippocrates’ Tlept dwitng 0&éwv (On Regimen in Acute Diseases). The
quite comprehensive excerpt covers chapters 28.2-3, 29.2-32, and 36—
37.3 of the Hippocratic treatise.’®® The translation of Galen’s Ilepi
€00v, 1n turn, is followed by an Arabic version of extracts from Galen’s
commentary on these sections of Hippocrates’ Ilepi dwitng 6E€mv, which
contains the same quotations once again in exactly the same wording.
Regardless of the fact that the Arabic translation of Galen’s commentary
has not yet been edited, the two texts preserved in MS Aya Sofya 3725
provide occasion to address anew the still pending question who prepared
the extant complete Arabic translation of the Hippocratic text edited by
M. C. Lyons.'®! This translation contains an Arabic version different
from the sections quoted twice in MS Aya Sofya 3725.

The manuscripts used by Lyons point unanimously to Hunayn ibn
Ishaq as translator.'®? However, Hunayn himself reports in his Letter
on the Translations of Galen’s Works to have translated the

9 Al-ta‘ajjub, presumably for 10 Oodua or a form of Gowudlw, cf. Proclus, In Plat. Tim. 1, 133:
mponyElTon L&V oDV 10 Bordue, S19TL Kol v HUiv dpy 10010 0Tt THg 1AV SA®V YVhcENG, &V 8¢ T01g
Oeiolg cuvamtel 1o Oovpolouéve 10 Bovpdlov (“So amazement comes first, because in us too it
is the origin of the cognition of the whole, while among things divine it joins the subject of
amazement with its object”, trans. Tarrant, vol. 1, 228f.). For 6ovudlewv as the beginning of
philosophy cf. Plato, Theat. 155d, Arist., Metaph. A 2, 982b11ff. On the role of amazement
(6adpo) and the wish to participate in the One and the Good in Proclus’ conception of the
process of opoiwoig Oe®, cf. Werner Beierwaltes, Proklos: Grundziige seiner Metaphysik,
Zweite, durchgesehene und erweiterte Auflage, Philosophische Abhandlungen 24
(Frankfurt am Main, 1979), pp. 294-313.

Corresponding with pp. 123-5 of the edition by Hugo Kithlewein, Hippocratis Opera quae
feruntur omnia. Vol. 1 (Leipzig, 1894); and pp. 48-51 of the edition by Robert Joly,
Hippocrate. Tome VI. 2° Partie: Du régime des maladies aigués. Appendice. De I’aliment.
De l'usage des liquides (Paris, 1972).

Malcolm C. Lyons, Kitab Tadbir al-amrad al-hadda li-Bugrat (Hippocrates: Regimen in
Acute Diseases), edited and translated with introduction, notes and glossary, Arabic
Technical and Scientific Texts, vol. 1 (Cambridge, 1966).

152 Cf. Degen, “Zur arabischen Uberlieferung”, p. 185; Lyons, Tadbir al-amrad, p. XII.
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Hippocratic text together with Galen’s commentary into Syriac,'?3 with-
out mentioning any Arabic translation by his hand, and adds the infor-
mation that (a) he heard about (balaghanit) a translation prepared by
Ayyub (presumably Ayyub al-Ruhawi, i.e. Ayyob Urhaya=Hiob of
Edessa’®?), and (b) Isa ibn Yahya translated three of the five chapters
of this work into Arabic for Abu al-Hasan Ahmad ibn Musa.1%5
Furthermore, Hunayn writes about (c) an abridged version of the con-
tents or major points of the treatise (ikhtasartu ma‘aniyahu) he had
composed himself following the method of question and answer.

Lyons presents no definite solution to these conflicting biblio-
graphical data, but proposes to conceive the ascription to Hunayn in
the Arabic manuscripts as referring to Hunayn’s Syriac translation of
Galen’s commentary from which ‘Isa ibn Yahya then extracted the lem-
mata of the Hippocratic text and translated them from Syriac into
Arabic.'® This proposal has been refuted by R. Degen, who argues
that both the references to Hunayn in the manuscripts and the literal
correspondences between the Hippocratic text edited by Lyons and the
Hippocratic quotations in an Arabic translation of Galen’s ITepi thg korto
10V ‘Inmoxpdrny diaitng €mi tdv 6E€wv voonudtov rather point to Hunayn
as the originator of the extant Arabic version of Hippocrates’ Ilepi
Saimg 0&€mv. Galen’s Tlept thg koo tov ‘Inmoxpdtnv dwitg is indeed
explicitly adduced in the Letter on the Translations of Galen’s Works
as one of Galen’s works translated by Hunayn himself into Arabic.57
Unlike Lyons, Degen relates Hunayn’s report on the Arabic translation
by ‘Isa ibn Yahya (v. above, [b]), not to Galen’s commentary including
the lemmata of Hippocrates’ Ilept dwitg 0&éwv, but rather to (c),
Hunayn’s own abridged version in form of questions and answers.1%8
However, this raises the question why Hunayn in the Letter on the
Translations of Galen’s Works mentions his Syriac translation of
Galen’s commentary, yet conceals his Arabic translation. Degen plausi-
bly counterargues that this Arabic translation may date from a period
posterior to the latest “update” of Hunayn’s Letter.

Now, we know from the three documents, Hunayn’s Letter on the
Translations, his letter to Salmawayh ibn Bunan, and the preamble
by Hubaysh, that the excerpts of Galen’s commentary on
Hippocrates’ Tlept dwitmg 0&€wv preserved in MS Aya Sofya 3725

Cf. Bergstréasser, Hunain ibn Ishdaq tber die syrischen und arabischen Galen-
Ubersetzungen, p. 41 (Ar. text), p. 33 (German trans.), and the comments by Degen, “Zur
_arabischen Uberlieferung”, p. 186.

154 Cf. Ullmann, Die Medizin im Islam, p. 101f.

155 Cf. above, note 19.

156 Cf. Lyons, Tadbir al-amrad, p. XIII.

167 Cf. Bergstrasser, Hunain ibn Ishdq iiber die syrischen und arabischen Galen-
Ubersetzungen, p. 36 (Ar. text), p. 30 (German trans.).

Cf. Degen, “Zur arabischen Uberlieferung”, pp. 186-9.
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were translated by Hubaysh from Hunayn’s Syriac version into
Arabic. According to Lyons hypothesis, we are thus faced with two
Arabic translations of Hunayn’s Syriac translation (or translations),
the one prepared by ‘Isa ibn Yahya on the basis of Hunayn’s complete
Syriac translation of Galen’s commentary, the other prepared by
Hubaysh on the basis of Hunayn’s Syriac translation of the sections
quoted in MS Aya Sofya 3725. On the other hand, if we follow
Degen’s argumentation, we are faced, in MS Aya Sofya 3725, with
Hubaysh’s Arabic translation of these quotations from Hunayn’s
Syriac version, whereas the text edited by Lyons contains Hunayn’s
own Arabic version produced at a relatively late date of his trans-
lation activities. In what follows I will try to argue that both hypoth-
eses are not very likely, although, to say this in advance, I am not
able to supply any reasonable alternative. I use H as abbreviation
for Hubaysh’s translation in MS Aya Sofya 3725, L for the version
edited by Lyons, and S for Hunayn’s (lost) Syriac version on which
Hubaysh drew.'®® Let us compare some examples:

Hippocrates, Ilept MS Aya Sofya 3725, fol. Kitab Tadbir
dwaitng 0&éwv, § 28.2, 196b5-9 (= Galen’s al-amrad
ed. Joly, p. 48.2-5 Iepi £00v, ed. al-hadda
Klein-Franke, li-Bugrat, ed.
p- 141.5-8) Lyons, p. 17.10-13
AMG Py £0KOToUEONTOV o sl s of aw W g S5 @ ey

¥ Eotly, Su puvhn Slowter o gy i ol Wl es I el 3T el
Bpwoiog kol mOG10g 00T o0 i -

£ovuth Euoepng aiel O 15) o ally paball aid) o adly el
@coﬁ)oc?»ec;ré{pn f’:cti\: ré ady d>lg el Je g5 G2l emy dlm
éninov € Vyeiny, 1 €1 T1g S8 Las U . 9 aldl
g€amivng uéyo petoféirot “’J.) ﬂ) > LM . cﬁ 'L“; e
£c 8000 kpeiocoy (g dhho & R e daly 5Ty Lis 3 SBY

kpelocov Gal.: €g Ao S of o Al Ll e JUsyl o Al
cod., ed. Joly). ey fnbs 6 ;s J>-JJ| Ln sz-t J>'-T s gll
A s d Lkee 1w

159 Tt goes without saying that the wording of the Hippocratic excerpts preserved in S must
have been more or less identical with the lemmata of Hunayn’s Syriac translation of
Galen’s commentary, even if we assume that Hunayn did not simply extract his appendix
to Galen’s Iept €0@v from his already existing translation, but prepared S separately or at
an earlier stage of his career.
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H renders edxotopuddntov v€ €éotv by a verbal clause and reflects the
determinative force of A& uny ... ye'60 through the use of the elative
bi-ahwani al-sa’yi. L hardly draws on the same Syriac translation as
H, as it uses for evxotoudOnwoy . .. £€ottv a much shorter nominal phrase,
which renders both components of the word edxotouddnrog through
Arabic roots other than those used by H (respectively S). Furthermore,
L fails to render the meaning of ¢AAx unyv ... ye (or simply ignores it).
That Hunayn captured the meaning of the Greek particles in S, yet
was unable or negligent to do so in L, is quite unlikely. Finally, while
H interprets Uyelo as “gaining” or “acquiring health” (iltimas al-sihha),
it is rendered through “preservation of health” (hifz al-sihha) in L.161

Hippocrates, Ilept MS Aya Sofya 3725, fol. Kitab Tadbir
daitng 0&tomv, § 30.1, 197a7 (= llepi €60V, ed. al-amrad al-hadda
ed. Joly, p. 49.4 Klein-Franke, p. 141.20) li-Bugrat, ed.
Lyons, p. 19.1
Kol 0VpEOVGL BEpUOV KOl ol 15 ’gﬁ Jsus i;ﬁ dy 0,5
XAwpov O 1 O sl Tol-

S seems to have renderd yAwpdg, “pale-green, greenish-yellow”, by a
word meaning “pale, yellow”, translated through asfar in H. The orig-
inator of L (or its Syriac antecedent), on the other hand, emphasized
the greenish shade.

In this section, L omits towobto (rendered through ‘ala ma wasaftu
in H). This is much easier explicable through an omission (or haplo-
graphy, tobto towvtey) in the Greek than through any kind of mistake
in the Arabic transmission. However, this being the case, either L
must have been produced (contrary to Lyons assumption) on the
basis of a Greek manuscript or, following Degen’s hypothesis,
Hunayn must have used for his direct Arabic translation (L) another
manuscript than for his Syriac translation (S). Even more significant
is the remaining part of the sentence: H and its Vorlage S are based on
the reading eivekev ... petafodrnc, mopo 10 €00g olte mpocHelvor
Avourtedéewy doivetar. .., i.e. they relate, probably correctly, mopo o
€00g to mpooBeivon Avotteréewy daivetor. L, on the other hand, relates
nopo 10 £€00g to the preceding petoporng (“because of the change ...
into what is beyond their normal practice”), reading eivekev ...

160 ¢f. John Dewar Denniston, The Greek Particles, Second Edition Revised by K. J. Dover
(Oxford, 1950; repr. London, 1996), pp. 116-19; y¢, attested in the manuscripts MV, is
rejected by Joly.

161 Furthermore, L omits péyo (rendered through taghyiran ‘aziman in H), but that may have
been caused by the manuscript transmission.
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MS Aya Sofya 3725, fol.
197a11-14 (= Ilepi £0av,

Hippocrates, Ilept Kitab Tadbir

dwaitng 6&av, § 31, ed.
Joly, p. 49.11-14

‘Ox61e 0DV TODTO, TOLODTOL,
yiyveton tolowy
VY10UvoUoLY €lveKeY
Muiceog Muépng dodmg
petoBoAng mopd 0 £00g
oVte TpocOevol
Avoutedéey dotveTor,
ovte AdEAEELY

ed. Klein-Franke,
p. 141.23-25)

cLaY) ods oS I3
Lo L;& ;\;uﬁ:))d P A8
7 ey 3y oy
Bl 4 @
Al s
L 3lp O s o 4
ué-z-ng) asladl a < o

an

al-amrad al-hadda
li-Buqgrat, ed.
Lyons, p. 19.7-9

oda o e b
AT U

G ) R e
M ) psdl s
H:?j\.c 4 c;f.-sb
LF VI ekis ALY
o2 Yy

uetoBorng mopd. 1o £00c, ote Tpoobelvar Avctteléety daivetal. .. Hence, S
cannot be the source of L, nor is it very likely that S and L stem from

the same translator.

Hippocrates, Ilept
dwaitng 6&tov, § 37.1,
ed. Joly, p. 50.22-51.2

Kol 6o0 pev xpendoryin
TOAAT| TopOL 10 €006
BpwBeico molel . . ., Nocov
av 11g Bovpdoetey el o
TOL0DTOL TOVOUG EUTOLET £V
ol KOAMNot LOAAOV

G ®v

MS Aya Sofya 3725, fol.

197b9-13 (= Ilepi £0adv,
ed. Klein-Franke,
p. 142.8-11)

o b e
s 1S e =l e
d o O L. wsle p

@ sk eda Jld
s 05 Oy ey ol

o o ST e o

Kitab Tadbir
al-amrad al-hadda
li-Bugrat, ed.
Lyons, p. 21.8-12

Jols db b 5
PR >l
Coasldl Y

O Al sda il

sdall 3 Lus alam

s ST

J e

The two translations differ in that L seems to relate focov just like
puaAlov to mdévoug eunolel (“one wonders ... that it causes pain to the
stomach, for some more, for others less”). Presumably, this misinter-
pretation was caused by the omission of i in the translator’s
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Vorlage. H correctly related nocov to tig Oavpdoeiev and, unlike L, read
el (wa-in) in his Vorlage.

On the basis of this sample, we can rule out the hypothesis that both
the version edited by Lyons and the Arabic excerpts translated by
Hubaysh draw on Hunayn’s Syriac translation of Galen’s commentary
(respectively excerpts thereof attached to Hunayn’s translation of
Galen’s Tlepi €0av). First, because the ultimate Greek source of L dif-
fered from the source of S and H; secondly, because S/H deviate here
and there in their interpretation of one and the same Greek text from
L. As the bibliographical testimonies concerning Hubaysh’s version
are quite reliable, we are relatively safe in concluding that L does
not derive from a Syriac version by Hunayn. Is L, then, a direct
Arabic translation prepared by the late Hunayn himself? — In all like-
lihood, it is not. Sustaining this hypothesis would presuppose that
Hunayn used for this translation another and less reliable Greek
manuscript than the one he used before for his Syriac translation.
Secondly, we would have to assume that Hunayn not only changed
his mind about the meaning of some words and passages, but at
some places even failed to grasp the exact meaning of the Greek
which he had rendered correctly in his earlier Syriac translation. In
general, H (respectively S) represents the Greek text in a superior
and more faithful way than L. I therefore tend to conceive the attribu-
tion to Hunayn in the manuscripts used by Lyons as false (a phenom-
enon which is well known due to Hunayn’s reputation and not an
isolated case), no matter whether this concerns the postulated
Syriac Vorlage or the Arabic version itself.
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