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PREFACE

This volume contains the papers read at an international colloquium on
“Aristotle’s Animals in the Middle Ages and Renaissance”. Since 1994
a research group from the De Wulf-Mansion Centre (Institute of Philo-
sophy) has been working on the tradition and reception of Aristotle’s
biology in the Middle Ages. The principal result of this project, which
is endowed by the Research Fund of the Catholic University of Leuven
and the Flemish “Fund for Scientific Research”, will be the edition of
De historia animalium, prepared by Pieter Beullens and Fernand Bos-
sier for the “Aristoteles Latinus”. In June 1996 an international work-
shop was organized on “The Tradition of Aristotle’s De historia ani-
malium” (a report of which was published in the Bulletin de
Philosophie Médiévale 38 [1996], 169-176). This workshop launched
the conference held at the Institute of Medieval Studies in May 1997.

Although most contributions in this volume primarily concern
scientific texts, several papers explore the integration of zoological
information into a symbolical or moral discourse. For the links
between “the two cultures” — between the sphere of natural science and
the sphere of art and religion — were still very strong in the Middle
Ages and the Renaissance, as is made clear in the introductory paper
which analyzes Thomas Aquinas’ exploitation of Aristotelian zoology
in his exegesis of the sacred rhetoric of Job. In fact, zoology remained
for centuries a science based on texts, a corpus of commentaries on the
Philosopher’s books. Accordingly, the reception of Aristotle’s zoologi-
cal works is studied in this volume from the perspectives of three disci-
plines, viz. the history of texts, the history of philosophy, and cultural
history.

The first section of this volume is devoted to the fortune of Aristo-
tle’s zoological treatises in the West. Michael Scot’s De animalibus,
and especially his translation of an Arabic version of the Historia ani-
malium, is the object of Aafke van Oppenraay’s research. Mauro Zonta
presents the most important Hebrew authors whose knowledge of Peri-
patetic zoology was based on the Arabic and Arabico-Latin traditions.
Pieter Beullens explains the manner in which Scot’s translation of the
zoological texts was transformed into a widespread florilegium.

A second group of scholars study the influence of Aristotle’s zoo-
logy on some representative philosophical and scientific texts. Remke
Kruk focuses on the transmission of this zoology in the Arabic culture,
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particularly in al-Marwazi’s Book on the Natures of Animals. The pres-
ence of De animalibus in Amoldus Saxo’s De floribus rerum natura-
lium, the oldest scholastic encyclopedia, is investigated by Isabelle
Draelants. Henryk Anzulewicz draws attention to the manner in which
Albertus Magnus made use of Aristotle’s zoology in his early writings.
Miguel de Asia situates Peter of Spain’s Commentary on De animali-
bus within the context of the thirteenth-century debate between medi-
cine and philosophy. Taking a different point of view, Silvia Nagel dis-
tinguishes two redactions of Peter’s Commentary on De animalibus.
Christian Hiinemorder uncovers the sources of zoological ideas in the
third version of Thomas of Cantimpré’s De natura rerum. Theodor
Kohler demonstrates that Aristotle’s zoology determined the develop-
ment of scholastic epistemology and anthropology. Guy Guldentops
describes the topos of the sagacious bee, as it appears in some thir-
teenth-century philosophical texts. Stefano Perfetti scrutinizes the
hermeneutical methods that renowned Renaissance philosophers
applied in their commentaries on De partibus animalium. Aristotle’s
apport to embryology in the sixteenth and early seventeenth centuries
is sketched by Jan Papy.

Finally, two examples of the literary and artistic adaptations of Aris-
totle’s zoological writings are introduced. Baudouin van den Abeele
sheds light on a fourteenth-century moralizing allegory of De animali-
bus, and Michael Camille examines the relationship between Aristo-
tle’s zoology and illuminations in medieval manuscripts.

Many interesting subjects were not discussed at the Conference. To
our surprise, there were few papers on the fortune of Moerbeke’s new
translation of the zoological corpus, even though it included the previ-
ously little known treatises De motu animalium and De progressu ani-
malium. Scot’s translation was apparently so predominant in the Latin
West that Moerbeke’s labour left few traces. A thorough inquiry into
the influence of the latter’s Graeco-Latin translations is a desideratum.
Albert the Great’s major commentary on De animalibus, still awaiting
an adequate critical edition, deserves more attention. The reception of
the biological works in Byzantium is an altogether unexplored area.
However lacunous this volume may be, the editors hope it will offer an
attractive survey of the current research on the medieval and early
modern reception of Aristotelian zoology. If one reads through the
diverse papers, then it becomes clear in how many different ways Ari-
stotle’s books on animals have fertilized the cultural life of the Middle
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Ages and the Renaissance. Thus, it is no exaggeration to claim that
without the zoological doctrine of the Philosopher our culture would
have lacked a great deal of its scientific realism and of its humanistic
wealth. May this volume guide the reader through the fascinating
world of “Aristotle’s Animals”, which are, as Allan Gotthelf observes
in his Closing Words, “everlasting in the way that is possible to them”.

We wish to express our gratitude to the “Fonds voor Wetenschappelijk
Onderzoek - Vlaanderen” and the “Universitaire Stichting van Belgié”
for their generous financial aid. We are also indebted to Werner Verbeke,
the secretary of the Institute of Medieval Studies, for his careful reading
of the volume.

CS.- G.G.-PB.
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CARLOS STEEL
ANIMAUX DE LA BIBLE ET ANIMAUX D’ARISTOTE

Thomas d’Aquin sur Béhémoth 1’éléphant

Dans la préface de son encyclopédie De natura rerum, Thomas de
Cantimpré raconte comment il a recherché pendant quinze ans, avec
beaucoup d’effort, dans les bibliothéques de France et d’ Allemagne, et
méme au dela de la mer, en Angleterre, les textes les plus intéressants
des philosophes et des savants concernant la nature et les propriétés
des créatures. Il a ainsi rassemblé dans une seule ceuvre tout ce qui
semblait “mémorable” sur les pierres, les plantes et les arbres, et parti-
culierement toutes les informations sur les animaux. Parmi ses sources
anciennes il mentionne en premier lieu Aristote, puis Pline et Solinus,
mais également des auteurs chrétiens comme saint Basile et saint
Ambroise, lesquels, dans leurs commentaires sur 1'Hexaéméron,
avaient consacré de longues digressions aux différentes créatures.
Pourquoi un frére dominicain mettrait-il tant d’énergie dans ce projet
d’histoire naturelle? Voici comment il justifie son projet: “Si quelqu’un
étudie mes écrits, il y trouvera, pourvu qu’il la sorte de I’enveloppe qui
la recouvre, une matieére suffisante pour étayer la foi et corriger les
meeurs. Ainsi, parfois, le prédicateur, cessant adroitement de suivre la
trace des Ecritures, laissant 1a les oracles des prophétes, peut, pour
éveiller les esprits frustes, apporter, avec une foi éclairée, le témoi-
gnage des créatures. Et si I’auditoire est devenu insensible aux paroles
de I’Ecriture, trop souvent entendues et ressassées, ces nouveautés
charmeront les oreilles paresseuses.”! Comme il ressort de ce texte,
Thomas a congu son encyclopédie avant tout en fonction de la tache du
prédicateur, pour édifier la foi et corriger les mceurs. Pour accomplir
cette tache, le prédicateur devra parfois s’écarter du texte biblique et se

1. Cf. Thomas Cantimpratensis, Liber de natura rerum, ed. H. BOESE (Berlin/
New York, 1973), p. 5, 91-96: “Hiis ergo scriptis si quis studium adhibuerit, ad argu-
menta fidei et correctiones morum integumentis mediis sufficientiam reperiet, ut inter-
dum predicatore quasi e vestigio scripturarum apte digresso cessantibus eloquiis
prophetarum ad evigilationem brutarum mentium oculata fide creaturarum adducat tes-
tes, ut si quem sepius audita de scripturis et inculcata non movent, saltem nova in ore
suo pigritantium aures demulceant.”
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lancer dans des digressions sur les propriétés des animaux afin de cap-
tiver ainsi davantage 1’intérét de son auditoire.

Un tel projet d’une histoire des animaux en fonction de Tédification
morale et religieuse n’était pas nouveau. Il suffit d’évoquer ici le Phy-
siologus, ce texte fabuleux produit & Alexandrie dans la communauté
chrétienne au début du troisiéme siecle. L’auteur y passe en revue les
différents animaux dont il est question dans la Bible. Chaque chapitre
commence par une citation biblique dans laquelle un animal particulier
est mentionné. Suivent quelques renseignements sur la physiologie et
les habitudes de I’animal en question. Enfin, I’auteur utilise ces infor-
mations pour développer la signification symbolique de cet animal
pour le chrétien: il symbolise le Christ, I’Eglise ou la Synagogue, le
diable et ses tentations, le croyant ou le pécheur, etc. Cet opuscule a
connu un succeés immense tant en Orient qu’en Occident, comme en
témoignent les multiples versions, paraphrases, adaptations, supplé-
ments, résumés, traductions, dont sont issus les nombreux bestiaires du
moyen ige.2

Mais ce n’est pas le Physiologus, c’est une autre autorité qu’invoque
Thomas de Cantimpré pour justifier son entreprise, laquelle lui a coiité
presque quinze ans de travail: saint Augustin dans son De doctrina
christiana.? Dans ce traité, Augustin a examiné en détail ce que les dif-
férentes sciences profanes peuvent apporter a I’intellectuel chrétien. Le
programme d’études qu’il trace est étroitement subordonné a 1’utilité
que peut en retirer le chrétien: “pour alimenter, défendre et fortifier la
foi qui nous conduit au bonheur.” Or cette foi est fondée sur I'Ecriture,
texte infiniment riche, mais complexe et difficile & comprendre. Pour
étre capable d’interpréter les livres saints et d’y puiser la sagesse, le
chrétien a besoin du secours de nombreuses sciences, comme la gram-
maire, la dialectique, la rhétorique et tant d’autres. Il lui sera également
utile d’étre suffisamment instruit dans I’histoire naturelle. Il pourra
ainsi acquérir quelque connaissance “sur la nature et les habitudes des

2. Pour un apergu des différentes attitudes envers les animaux au moyen age, cf.
M.1. GERHARDT, “Zoologie médiévale: préoccupations et procédés”, dans Methoden in
Wissenschaft und Kunst des Mittelalters, éd. A. ZIMMERMANN (Berlin, 1970), p. 231-
248.

3. Cf. De natura rerum, 19,7, p. 414, 9-12: “illud beatissimi patris Augustini dic-
tum in libro De doctrina Christiana diu habentes pre oculis, ubi dicit utilissimum fore,
si quis laborem assumeret, quo in unum volumen naturas rerum et maxime animalium
congregaret.”
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animaux.” Pourquoi? Certainement pas pour satisfaire quelque curio-
sité intellectuelle: car c’est 1a un vice qu’il faut condamner. Le seul but
de ces connaissances en matiere de zoologie, c’est de nous aider a
mieux comprendre le texte biblique. En effet, comme on le sait, I’Ecri-
ture sainte parle parfois des animaux de maniére symbolique pour
expliquer une doctrine religieuse ou morale. Mais ces figures sont sou-
vent difficiles a interpréter. Ainsi, Jésus nous ordonne d’étre “astucieux
comme les serpents” (Matth. 10, 16). C’est un conseil difficile a suivre,
puisque ce méme serpent est solennellement maudit par Dieu apres le
péché au paradis: “parce que tu as fait cela, maudit sois-tu entre tous
les bestiaux et toutes les bétes sauvages” (Gen. 3, 14). Comment donc
Jésus a-t-il pu nous demander de nous conformer a cet animal maudit?
On répondra que ce n’est pas la méme propriété du serpent qui est don-
née en exemple dans la parole de Jésus et qui est maudite aprés le
péché originel. Si nous voulons donc interpréter correctement les mul-
tiples figures rhétoriques que 1’Ecriture développe au sujet de cet ani-
mal, il est nécessaire de connaitre d’abord les propriétés physiologi-
ques et les habitudes de cet animal. Car “I’ignorance des choses, a son
tour, rend obscures ces expressions figurées, quand elle porte sur les
propriétés des €tres animés, des pierres, des plantes, ou autres créatu-
res, qui sont mis dans les Ecritures, en vue d’une signification symboli-
que.”* II est donc utile d’avoir une certaine connaissance de la nature,
mais pas trop, afin de ne pas s’y perdre. Si quelqu’un, dit Augustin,
pouvait recueillir chez les divers auteurs tout ce qui est utile pour un
chrétien sur ces sujets (animaux, plantes, pierres, etc.), il rendrait un
grand service a ses fréres qui n’auront plus a perdre leur temps dans
ces études. Il leur suffira de consulter une telle encyclopédie. Voici ce
qu’Augustin en dit (le texte est repris par Thomas de Cantimpré): “Si
quelqu’un de ceux qui en sont capables se sentait le goiit de consacrer
généreusement son activité a I’ utilité de ses freres, il pourrait fort bien
noter tous les lieux géographiques, tous les animaux, herbes, arbres,
pierres, métaux inconnus et tous les objets de toute nature mentionnés
par I’Ecriture, les classer par genres, les décrire un par un, et les consi-
gner dans un écrit séparé.”’

4. Cf. De doctrina christiana, 11, 16, 24: “rerum autem ignorantia facit obscuras
figuratas locutiones.” J'utilise 1I’édition et la traduction de G. COMBES et FARGES dans
la Bibliothéque Augustinienne, 11 (Paris, 1949), p. 275.

5. Cf. De doctrina christiana, 11, 39, 59, p. 329.
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Voila excellemment défini le programme d’une encyclopédie natura-
liste chrétienne, et c’est dans un tel projet que se sont lancés maints
auteurs au cours du moyen 4ge. Cependant saint Augustin aurait pro-
bablement été fort scandalis€ s’il avait pu connaitre le type d’encyclo-
pédie que Thomas de Cantimpré et tant d’autres auteurs ont développé
au cours du XlIle siecle. Car, rappelons-le, Augustin avait averti ses
lecteurs de ne jamais s’adonner trop a ces sciences profanes. “Ne quid
nimis”! Mais au XlIle siecle on a I’'impression que certains fréres
dominicains, comme Thomas de Cantimpré et Albert le Grand, se lan-
cent dans cette investigation de la nature motivés par la seule curiosité
de connaitre. Il ne s’intéressent pas seulement aux animaux dont parle
la Bible, ni aux seuls aspects de leurs mceurs qui nous sont donnés en
exemple. Ils veulent connaitre le monde des animaux dans toute sa
complexité. L’intérét pour les animaux est devenu tellement grand que
les digressions des prédicateurs risquent méme d’éclipser le message
biblique. Cette curiosité grandissante au sujet des animaux a certaine-
ment été€ déclenchée et nourrie par la découverte de I’ceuvre zoologi-
que d’Aristote. Aristote est d’ailleurs mentionné par Thomas de Can-
timpré dans sa préface comme la premiere autorité en ce domaine, il
est celui qui dépasse en science tous les autres auteurs. Certes, les con-
naissances zoologiques d’ Aristote n’étaient pas entiérement absentes a
la période précédente, mais elles circulaient d’une fagon implicite et
indirecte sous forme d’adaptations, de paraphrases et de citations de
toute sorte (chez Pline, Virgile et les commentaires de 1’ Hexaéméron
déja cités). Mais au début du XllIle siécle les animaux d’Aristote
entrent en masse dans le monde latin grace aux traductions des ceuvres
zoologiques. Un peu avant 1220, Michel Scot avait achevé sa traduc-
tion latine de ’ensemble des 19 livres De animalibus, transmis par la
tradition arabe. Cette collection comprenait 1’Historia animalium, le
De partibus animalium, et le De generatione animalium. Dans le “Cor-
pus Aristotelicum”, les dix livres de I’Historia animalium sont sans
doute I’ceuvre la moins philosophique d’ Aristote. Elle a d’ailleurs été
congue par son auteur comme un travail de documentation, une recher-
che, une “historia” au sens original de ce terme. L’introduction de cette
ceuvre d’Aristote, avec sa vaste et riche documentation sur les ani-
maux, a profondément modifi€ et augmenté les connaissances zoologi-
ques de I’Occident.

La traduction de Michel Scot est un exploit extraordinaire, mais sa
version basée sur I’arabe s’éloigne souvent considérablement de I’ori-
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ginal grec d’Aristote. C’est presque plus une paraphrase qu’une tra-
duction. La premiere traduction littérale basée directement sur le texte
grec est due a Guillaume de Moerbeke. Guillaume a travaillé a cette
traduction vers 1262-1263.6 C’est donc un de ses premiers travaux phi-
lologiques, et quel travail! Pour se rendre compte des difficultés d’une
telle traduction, il faut essayer de lire les traités zoologiques en grec et
sans les commentaires modernes. C’est surtout la traduction du voca-
bulaire technique dans la description des différents types d’animaux
qui pose d’énormes problémes. Moerbeke a fait du tres bon travail, et
sa version est sans doute un grand progres par rapport a celle de Scot.
Et pourtant, il faut admettre que sa traduction, bien que meilleure et
plus correcte que celle de Scot, n’a pas eu le succes qu’elle méritait.
On n’en connait qu’une trentaine de manuscrits et les citations en sont
rares. Il semble que la traduction de Scot ait déja eu une telle autorité
dans les milieux universitaires que celle de Moerbeke (qui était plus
difficile a lire) n’est pas vraiment parvenu a la remplacer. On conti-
nuera donc a citer Aristote selon Scot jusqu'a la Renaissance. Seul
Henri Bate, qui était un ami de Moerbeke, cite de longs extraits de la
seconde traduction de I’ Historia animalium, et souvent il la confronte
au texte de Scot.”

Mais le premier a avoir reconnu la valeur de la nouvelle traduction et
le premier & ’avoir utilisée a ét€ un confrére du traducteur, Thomas
d’Aquin. Le fait peut nous étonner, parce qu’a la différence de son
maitre Albert, Thomas ne montre certainement pas un grand intérét
pour les questions zoologiques.® Les références aux ceuvres zoologi-
ques d’Aristote sont rares et marginales dans I’exposé de I’ Aquinate.
Cependant, dans sa maniére de citer ces textes, on peut constater une
évolution remarquable. Au début de sa carriere, Thomas citait les trai-
tés zoologiques selon la traduction de Scot et sous le titre général De

6. F. BOSSIER et P. BEULLENS préparent a Louvain une édition critique de I’His-
toria animalium pour la série Aristoteles Latinus. Pour la chronologie de la traduction
des ceuvres zoologiques, voir I’étude de F. BOSSIER, “Méthode de traduction et pro-
bleémes de chronologie”, dans Guillaume de Moerbeke. Recueil d’études, éd. J. BRAMS
et W. VANHAMEL (Louvain, 1989), p. 257-294.

7. Dans I’encyclopédie de Bate, Speculum divinorum et quorundam naturalium,
et surtout dans la partie XIX, on trouve de longues citations de I’Historia animalium;
cf. I'article de G. GULDENTOPS publi€ dans ce méme volume.

8. Cf. C. HUNEMORDER, “Thomas von Aquin und die Tiere”, dans Thomas von
Aquin. Werk und Wirkung im Licht neuerer Forschungen (Berlin/New York, 1988),
p. 192-210.



16 CARLOS STEEL

animalibus. Mais dés qu’il eut pris connaissance de la nouvelle ver-
sion, Thomas cita ces traités de préférence par leurs titres originaux
qu’il connaissait par la traduction de Moerbeke; toutefois, sans doute
par la force de I’habitude, il ne cesse pas totalement d’employer la
désignation ancienne, De animalibus. La nouvelle traduction “est par-
venue a la connaissance de saint Thomas au moment ou il rédigeait le
livre II de la Somme contre les Gentils.”® On peut méme constater dans
I’autographe que, en II, 21, Thomas a corrigé de sa propre main le titre
ancien “in XVI De animalibus”, le remplagant par “libro de genera-
tione animalium.” Thomas a travaillé aux livres II-III de la Somme pen-
dant son séjour en Italie, quand il enseignait au “studium generale” des
dominicains a Orvieto, probablement entre 1261 et 1264.

C’est a la méme époque que se situe la composition de son Com-
mentaire sur Job.'® Dans ce commentaire, précisément aux chapitres
40-41, on trouve six citations littérales de I’ Historia animalium selon
la nouvelle version de Moerbeke, bien que sous le titre ancien de la
version de Scot De animalibus."' Thomas y cite également quelques
passages sur les mceurs des animaux qui proviennent du De natura
rerum de Thomas de Cantimpré, du De proprietatibus rerum de Bar-
thélemy 1’ Anglais et du De animalibus d’ Albert. Pourquoi donc Tho-
mas, qui n’était pas grand amateur des questions zoologiques, a-t-il
voulu montrer, dans ces derniers chapitres du Commentaire sur Job,
qu’il était bien informé sur les meeurs des animaux?

Comme on le sait, le livre de Job a la structure d’une disputatio sur
le probléme du mal. C’est la souffrance du juste qui amene a mettre en
accusation Dieu lui-méme. A la fin du livre, Dieu lui-méme intervient
comme un “magister” qui détermine la question: “ideo Dominus tam-
quam quaestionis determinator...”’(ch. 38, 13-14). En fait, Iahvé y tient
deux discours. Il décrit d’abord comment la sagesse divine se mani-
feste dans les créatures, et jusque dans le comportement des animaux.

9. Cf. R.-A. GAUTHIER, Saint Thomas d’Aquin. Somme contre les Gentils. Intro-
duction (Paris, 1993), p. 86.

10. Cf. Sancti Thomae de Aquino Opera Omnia. Tomus XXVI. Expositio super
lob ad litteram (Romae, 1965). Ci-dessous, j’utiliserai cette “editio Leonina” pour
toutes mes références. J’ai profité aussi de I’introduction, due au Pére Antoine DON-
DAINE.

11.  Par contre, au ch. 27, 36, Thomas renvoie au De historiis animalium, mais il
parait citer la version de Scot! Une autre citation de cette version se trouve au ch. 40,
496, mais cet usage s’explique par I’intermédiaire de Cantimpré. Voir I’introduction du
Pére DONDAINE dans la Leonina, p. 19*.



ANIMAUX DE LA BIBLE ET ANIMAUX D’ ARISTOTE 17

Beaucoup d’animaux sont ainsi passés en revue: I’ibis, le coq, la
lionne, le corbeau, le bouquetin et la biche, I’onagre, le beeuf sauvage,
I’autruche, le cheval, le faucon et 'aigle. Lorsque I’homme voit
I’ceuvre grandiose de la création et comment la providence divine
s’étend par elle, il n’ose plus mettre Dieu, créateur tout-puissant et infi-
niment intelligent, en jugement. Dans le second discours (ch. 40-41),
Dieu montre a Job qu’il a méme le pouvoir de maitriser les forces ani-
males les plus dangereuses, comme les monstres mythologiques de
I’océan et des fleuves, Léviathan et Béhémoth. Si les exégetes sont
d’accord sur le sens général de 1’argument, les détails du texte de ces
chapitres posent beaucoup de problemes. Déja le texte hébreu est diffi-
cile a comprendre. Que faut-il dire alors du texte de la vulgate latine
qui s’écarte souvent beaucoup de 1’original? On comprend bien pour-
quoi le premier grand commentateur de Job dans la tradition latine,
saint Grégoire, avait, dans ses célebres Moralia in Iob, davantage
insisté sur la signification spirituelle et morale du texte que sur son
sens littéral et historique. Dans sa préface, Grégoire avait méme remar-
qué que certains passages ne pouvaient étre compris “iuxta litteram”;
sinon ils pourraient induire en erreur les lecteurs non instruits. '2 Qu’il
soit difficile, voire impossible de trouver un sens littéral a certains pas-
sages du Livre de Job, presque tous les commentateurs médiévaux
I’ont admis. Thomas se distancie de cette méthode exégétique et pro-
pose d’expliquer le texte selon le sens littéral. Car, dit-il, il n’y a pas
moyen d’améliorer 1’éxégese spirituelle de saint Grégoire: “Intendi-
mus librum istum secundum litteralem sensum exponere; eius enim
mysteria tam subtiliter et diserte beatus Gregorius papa nobis aperuit ut
his nihil ultra addendum videatur.”* En effet, selon Thomas d’ Aquin
seul le sens littéral peut étre I’objet d’une réflexion scientifique; seul il
peut faire office de preuve dans une argumentation théologique ration-
nelle, parce qu’il signifie ce qu’avait immédiatement en vue I’auteur du
texte sacré. Thomas aborde donc le livre de Job avec le souci de redé-
couvrir sa véritable signification en écartant toute explication et appli-
cation spirituelles.'* Cependant, ce choix herméneutique allait mettre

12.  Cf. Grégoire le Grand, Epistola fratri Leandro, dans Moralia in Iob, cura et
studio M. ADRIAEN (Turnholti, 1979-1985), p. 4, 120-121: “aliquando autem intellegi
iuxta litteram nequeunt.”

13.  Super lob, prologus, 1. 96-102.

14. Je ne fais que résumer ici les conclusions de 1’éditeur de I’Expositio super
lob dans la Leonina, p. 26*.
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Thomas devant de sérieuses difficultés quand il arriverait a la descrip-
tion des monstres mythologiques Léviathan et Béhémoth. Ici, en effet,
il ne pouvait échapper a la conclusion qu’il s’agissait d’une description
figurative du diable et qu’il devrait abandonner la recherche du sens lit-
téral. Quand donc il commence I’explication de cette péricope, il se
défend contre un interlocuteur imaginaire qui lui objecte qu’il faut
interpréter méme ce passage “ad litteram.” Selon Thomas, Dieu lui-
méme démontre dans son discours qu’il faut comprendre la description
de Léviathan et Béhémoth comme un discours symbolique sur le dia-
ble. En effet, il révele lui-méme le sens de ses paroles quand il dit de
Léviathan qu’il est “rex super universos filios superbiae”(ch. 41, 25) et
de Béhémoth “principium viarum Dei” (ch. 40, 14). Comme ces paro-
les ne peuvent s’appliquer qu’au diable, il faut lire toute la description
qui les précede comme un discours figuratif et en rechercher le sens
spirituel. L’auteur biblique veut y montrer que Dieu a méme le pouvoir
de maitriser le diable et d’utiliser les forces du mal en vue du bien.
D’ailleurs, la structure dramatique du livre de Job demande qu’on
retrouve le diable a la fin. En effet, le livre commence par un prologue
dans lequel le Créateur est mis en question par le diable, il devrait donc
se terminer par la victoire de Dieu sur le diable.

Cependant, méme si ’on admet qu’il s’agit dans ces chapitres d’une
description symbolique du diable, on ne pourra jamais interpréter ce
texte convenablement si ’on n’a pas compris d’abord le sens littéral
sur lequel est basé€ le sens figuratif. Or I’ auteur sacré nous représente le
diable sous la figure des deux animaux les plus énormes qui existent:
d’une part I’éléphant, qui est le plus grand des animaux terrestres (c’est
Béhémoth), d’autre part la baleine, qui est le plus grand des animaux
aquatiques (c’est Léviathan). Que le diable soit représenté comme un
animal, ne doit pas nous étonner. En effet, si on a I’habitude de compa-
rer ’homme déchu par le péché aux bétes irrationnelles, de méme
aussi I’ange déchu, le diable, peut étre comparé aux bétes. Et si on con-
sideére I’excellence de la nature dans laquelle il a été créé avant le
péché, il convient de décrire cet ange déchu comme si ¢’était un animal
énorme. '¢

15. Cf. Super Iob, 40, 1. 258-281: “Posset autem forte alicui videri quod Domi-
nus ad litteram intenderet exprimere proprietates elephantis et ceti....”

16. Cf. Super Iob, 40, 1. 239-246: “sicut angeli in sua dignitate remanentes
excellentiam quandam habent supra hominum dignitatem, ita etiam daemones excel-
lentiam quandam et principatum in malitia supra homines habent; et ideo sub figura
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Pour bien comprendre le texte de Job sur Béhémoth et Léviathan, il
faut d’abord y reconnaitre une description historique de 1I’éléphant et
de la baleine; puis on montrera comment le sens figuratif se greffe sur
le sens littéral. Pour développer son commentaire littéral, Thomas a
donc besoin d’une information scientifique adéquate sur 1’éléphant et
la baleine. Il trouve cette information chez ceux qui font autorité en
matiere d’animaux, Aristote évidemment, mais aussi Thomas de Can-
timpré, Barthélemy I’ Anglais et Albert. Qui a rassemblé cette docu-
mentation? Il n’est pas probable que Thomas Iait fait lui-méme, car il
n’était pas tres versé dans la littérature sur les animaux et il n’avait cer-
tainement pas le temps de s’en occuper. En tout cas, celui qui lui a
communiqué sa documentation connaissait trés bien 1’ceuvre zoologi-
que d’ Aristote. En effet, il faut avoir parcouru les neuf livres de I’ His-
toria animalium pour pouvoir repérer les passages intéressants sur
I’éléphant. Or, la traduction de ce texte venait juste de sortir et n’avait
certainement pas eu beaucoup de lecteurs. Quoi de plus vraisemblable
donc que de supposer que ce fut le traducteur lui-méme, Guillaume de
Moerbeke, qui fournit & Thomas la documentation sur I’éléphant dont
il avait besoin! Le fait que Thomas ait ét€ le premier a utiliser cette
nouvelle version dés son aché¢vement montre, je pense, encore une fois
qu’entre ces deux confréres dominicains il a di exister une communi-
cation privilégiée pendant le séjour de Thomas en Italie. Mais je ne
veux pas revenir ici sur ce sujet.!” Par ailleurs, il y a la citation
d’Albert. Ici encore on est incliné a supposer que c’est Albert lui-
méme qui a communiqué a Thomas le texte du De animalibus (tiré de
son bestiaire, plus exactement du livre 24) quand il séjourna lui-méme
a Viterbe et a Orvieto entre 1261et 1263.

quorundam excellentium et quasi monstruosorum animalium describuntur. Inter omnia
autem animalia terrestria excellit elephas magnitudine et virtute, inter animalia vero
aquatica excellit cetus.”

17. Cf. C. STEEL, “Guillaume de Moerbeke et saint Thomas”, dans Guillaume de
Moerbeke. Recueil d’études, ed. J. BRAMS et W. VANHAMEL (Louvain, 1989), p. 57-82.
Dans cet article, j’ai situé les premiers contacts de Thomas avec les nouvelles traduc-
tions de Moerbeke vers 1266-67, ce qui m’obligeait a situer la composition de certains
textes de Thomas, comme la Somme contre les Gentils 11-111, 2 la fin de son séjour en
Italie. Je crois maintenant que cette hypothése doit étre abandonnée. Cependant, on
peut toujours défendre I’hypothése d’une communication entre Thomas et Guillaume
si ’on admet que Guillaume est revenu de Grece plus tot et qu’il séjournait 2 la curie
papale a Orvieto dés avant 1265. Nous n’avons malheureusement aucune information
sur le lieu de séjour de Moerbeke entre le 23 décembre 1260 (Thebes) et le 22 novem-
bre 1267 (Viterbe). Mais il est probable qu’il est rentré en Italie avant 1267.
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Voyons maintenant en détail comment Thomas a pu retrouver dans
la description de Job 40, 10-19 des informations scientifiques sur I’€l€é-
phant.!8 C’était 1a pour Thomas une tiche difficile, d’autant plus que,
selon les exégetes modernes, la description de Béhémoth concerne plu-
tot I’hippopotame que 1’éléphant.

Dans la description de I’éléphant qui servira comme “figura dia-
boli”, on peut distinguer les parties suivantes:

1. convenientia elephantis ad hominem (v.10a; 1. 282-311)
2. proprietates elephantis
a. cibus (v.10b; 1. 312-322)
b. coitus (v.11-12; 1. 323-370):
- principium libidinis
- figura coitus
- organa coitus

c. motus (v.13; 1. 371-385)

3. mansio elephantis (v.16-17; 1. 424-449)
4. potus elephantis (v.18; 1. 450-474)
5. venatio elephantis (v.19; 1. 475-508)

Dans chaque section, on peut distinguer 1’explication littérale ou
scientifique du texte de I’explication figurative. Les versets 14-15
(commentés aux 1. 386-423) constituent une exception dans ce schéma.
Pour ces versets, en effet, Thomas ne donne pas une explication litté-
rale en les rapportant a I’éléphant. C’est en effet par ces paroles que
Dieu a voulu nous révéler le sens figuratif de tout I’exposé sur Béhé-
moth et Léviathan: comment le diable entre dans les voies de la provi-
dence.

Avant de commencer la description de I’éléphant, I’auteur biblique
rappelle qu’il existe entre BEhémoth et I’homme une certaine ressem-
blance et correspondance: “Ecce Vehemot quem feci tecum”(v.10), dit
Iahvé. Si le sens temporel de I’expression “tecum” (“je I’ai créé en
méme temps que toi”) est peu probable , il faut interpréter cette phrase
comme une indication d’une ‘“convenientia” entre Béhémoth et
’homme: il est une créature “tout comme toi.” Evidemment, cette
similitude n’existe pas au niveau du corps; selon Thomas, elle ne con-
cerne que la nature intellectuelle. Cela est vrai pour le diable, qui n’est
pas un étre originalement pervers, comme le supposent les Mani-

18. Ci-dessous, je limiterai mon analyse a la section consacrée a Béhémoth,
I’éléphant.
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chéens, mais qui €tait, avant sa chute, une créature intellectuelle tout
comme nous, et méme supérieure a nous. Mais méme si on prend le
texte ad litteram et qu’on I’applique a I’éléphant, on peut trouver chez
lui “un vestige d’une similitude avec la nature intellectuelle.” Car,
comme le dit Aristote, “I’éléphant est de tous les animaux sauvages le
plus facile & domestiquer. Car il se laisse éduquer (matdeveTatr) et
comprend beaucoup de choses puisqu’on lui apprend méme a s’age-
nouiller devant les rois.”'* Cela n’implique évidemment pas que 1'élé-
phant dispose de I’intellect comme 1’homme, mais il posséde une “vis
aestimativa”, qui est foncierement bonne. Dans les bestiaires, 1’élé-
phant est méme souvent cité comme exemple de douceur, de mansué-
tude et de chasteté.20

Mais passons maintenant aux propriétés de cet animal. L’orateur
divin nous explique d’abord comment il se nourrit et comment il
s’accouple. Il est naturel qu’il commence par traiter de ces deux cho-
ses. En effet, explique Thomas, les plaisirs des animaux se situent de
maniere toute spéciale dans ces deux activités. En ce qui concerne la
nourriture, une seule remarque suffit: “Fenum quasi bos comedet” “il
se nourrit d’herbe comme le beeuf”’(v. 10b).2! L’éléphant est en effet un
herbivore. Le sens figuratif de cette lirtera est que le diable lui aussi
trouve son plaisir a paitre sur la terre, c.-a-d. parmi les choses terres-
tres.

La description du coit des éléphants est plus détaillée; la chose fasci-
nait déja Aristote. D’abord, I’auteur biblique indique d’ou procede la
libido chez les animaux: “fortitudo eius in lumbis eius”, “sa force
réside dans ses reins.” Ce qui veut dire que c’est a partir des reins que
la semence descend dans les “membra genitalia”.22 Le verset suivant
nous décrit comment se fait le coit chez I’éléphant, au moins si on lit ce
texte en se souvenant de ce que dit Aristote dans son De historia ani-
malium V, 2: “La femelle de I’éléphant supporte le coit en s’abaissant
et le male monte sur elle.”?3 En partant de cette information d’ Aristote,

19. Cf. Hist. An., VIII(IX), 45, 630b18-20.

20. Pour un apergu de ce qu’on peut trouver dans les bestiaires et encyclopédies
au sujet de I’éléphant, cf. X.R. MARINO FERRO, Symboles animaux. Un dictionnaire
des représentations et croyances en Occident (Paris, 1996), p. 126ss.

21. Pour rendre le texte biblique, j’ai utilisé autant que possible la traduction de
la Bible de Jérusalem. Mais dans les nombreux cas ol le texte de la vulgate s’écarte de
I’hébreu, j’ai adapté la traduction frangaise a la vulgate.

22. Cf. Hist. An., 111, 1, 510a15.

23. Cf. Hist. An., V, 2, 540a20-23.
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on peut facilement expliquer ce qui est dit implicitement dans les ver-
sets 11-12: “et virtus in umbiculo ventris eius”, “sa vigueur réside dans
son nombril”. En effet, explique Thomas, il faut que 1’éléphant male
qui pose son nombril sur le dos de la femelle, ait beaucoup de vigueur
dans son nombril, sinon il risquerait une fracture de I’ombilic “vu que
se cognent ces corps énormes”. Le texte continue: “stringit caudam
suam quasi cedrum”, “il radit sa queue comme un cédre.” Comme le
remarque Thomas, c’est ce que font les animaux qui pratiquent ce type
de coit: ils serrent leur queue entre les jambes. Finalement 1’écrivain
biblique décrit les organes sexuels de I’éléphant: “nervi testiculorum
eius perplexi sunt.” Le terme “testiculi” de la traduction vulgate expli-
que comment Thomas a pu interpréter tout ce passage dans un sens
sexuel. Le texte hébreu n’a nullement cette signification: “les nerfs de
ses cuisses s’entrelacent.” Pour mieux comprendre la phrase obscure
“nervi testiculorum eius perplexi sunt”, Thomas fait encore appel a
Aristote. Le Philosophe explique, en effet, dans I’ Historia animalium
que chez tous les animaux terrestres qui sont vivipares, les testicules
ont des nerfs et des conduits qui se recourbent.?*

Cependant, en interprétant tout ce passage dans un sens sexuel, Tho-
mas s’aventure sur un chemin glissant. Car quelle peut bien étre I’uti-
lité de connaitre la vie sexuelle des éléphants pour celui qui veut com-
prendre comment le diable est présenté sous cette figure? Que peut-on
conclure de toute cette description au sujet du diable? Il est exclu
qu’on puisse appliquer tout cela au diable ad litteram, a moins qu’on
ne suppose que les diables peuvent copuler avec des femmes selon le
mode animal et corporel. La question de savoir si les anges ou les dia-
bles pouvaient avoir un commerce corporel avec des femmes était fort
discutée dans 1’antiquité, comme en témoigne saint Augustin dans De
civitate Dei, XV, ch. 23, un passage que Thomas cite lui-méme dans ce
contexte. On sait que la croyance aux démons ‘incubes’ était répandue
au moyen age. Dans les rares cas ol Thomas traite de ce sujet, il refuse
toujours d’admettre que les démons, qui sont des étres spirituels, puis-
sent avoir une relation charnelle avec un étre humain. S’il est dit que
des enfants sont nés “ex coitu daemonum”, il faut I’interpréter dans le
sens qu’un démon, utilisant la complicité d’un homme a eu commerce
avec une femme.? La semence dont est né cet enfant, est celle de

24. Cf. Hist. An., 111, 2, 510a13-20.
25. Cf. Summa Theologiae, 1, q. 51, art. 3, ad 6, texte inspiré du méme passage
de saint Augustin dans le De civitate Dei.
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I’homme, non pas du démon (ce qui serait impossible). Quoi qu’il en
soit, Thomas s’empresse de préciser ici qu’il ne faut pas utiliser ce pas-
sage de Job pour justifier la croyance que *“les démons copulent de
fagon corporelle comme les animaux.” On ne peut adapter littéralement
au diable ce qui est dit dans ce texte “metaphorice”. En décrivant I’€lé-
phant et son activité sexuelle, I’auteur biblique a voulu évoquer com-
ment le diable incite les hommes a se délecter dans toutes sortes d’obs-
cénités. Le démons montrent par leur “vigueur” tant “in lumbis” que
“in umbiculo” qu’ils peuvent séduire les hommes aussi bien que les
femmes. Les humains sont en effet une proie facile a cause de la con-
cupiscence de la chair. Et une fois qu’on est tombé dans ce type de
vice, il est trés difficile de s’en libérer: on est comme entrelacé et lié
par la douceur du plaisir sensible, “nervi testiculorum eius perplexi
sunt.” C’est ce plaisir obsceéne qui est décrit sur le mode métaphorique
dans les versets précédents.

Mais passons au mouvement de I’éléphant. Voila encore un pro-
bléme pour le zoologue. Comment faut-il se représenter le mouvement
d’une telle masse de chair? On raconte, dit Thomas, que les éléphants
ont des pattes inflexibles (“inflexibiles pedes, tibias et crura™) afin de
mieux supporter le poids de leur corps, et “qu’ils ont des os solides
sans articulations” (“habent ossa solida sine iuncturis”). Thomas a
trouvé cette information curieuse chez son homonyme de Cantimpré,
qui écrit: “habent ossa solida sine iuncturis; unde crura et tybias flec-
tere non possunt.”2® Voila pourquoi les éléphants ne peuvent pas se
relever quand ils tombent. Cette explication fantaisiste est un lieu com-
mun de tous les bestiaires médiévaux depuis le Physiologus, qui dit de
I’éléphant qu’il n’a pas d’articulations, et qu’il se penche pour brouter,
sans plier les genoux.?” Déja Diodore de Sicile et Strabon avaient
donné la méme information.2® On ne s’étonnera donc pas que Thomas
a voulu retrouver cette caractéristique de I'éléphant dans le texte de
Job: “Ossa eius velut fistulae aeris, cartilago ipsius quasi laminae fer-
reae”, “Ses os sont comme des tubes d’airain, son cartilage est comme
du fer forgé”(v.13). La premiére partie du verset se rapporte aux instru-
ments extérieurs du mouvement: le tibia et le haut de la patte qui sont
comme des tubes d’airain difficiles a fléchir; la seconde partie aux ins-

26. Cf. De natura rerum, 4, 33, p. 130, 163-164. La citation vient d’un passage
que Cantimpré a emprunté au “Liber rerum”.

27. Cf. Physiologus, éd. F. SBORDONE (Romae, 1936), p. 130, 2-5.

28. Cf. Diodore de Sicile, II1, 27, 2, et Strabon, XVI, 4, 10.
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truments internes, le cartilage et les nerfs. Si I’on veut connaitre le sens
métaphorique de cette description, quand on I’applique au diable, c’est
facile. Il s’agit de 1’obstination du diable a faire le mal: il ne se laisse
pas fléchir.

Le passage suivant “Ipse est principium viarum Dei. Qui fecit eum
applicabit gladium eius”(v.14-15) est difficile a interpréter littérale-
ment comme une description de I’éléphant. Thomas y voit un dévelop-
pement au niveau figuratif sur le diable, qui est lui aussi instrument de
la providence divine. En effet, Dieu utilise plusieurs voies pour amener
I’homme au bien; parfois méme il est obligé de le punir, et il utilisera a
cette fin le diable “en lui appliquant son glaive”. Car le diable n’a par
lui-méme aucun pouvoir de nuire a I’homme. Il le peut seulement “ex
permissione divina.”

Le verset suivant “Huic montes herbas ferunt” (v. 15) se rapporte a
ce que nous savons déja de I’éléphant: c’est un herbivore. Le sens
métaphorique en est que ceux qui dans ce siecle occupent des hautes
positions (“dans la montagne”) s’offrent facilement comme proie au
diable dans leur recherche de plaisir. Et ils couvrent de leur protection
les hommes qui sévissent d’une maniere bestiale. D’ou il est dit:
“Omnes bestiae agri ludent ibi.”

Nous sommes ainsi arrivés a la question du lieu ou séjournent
(“mansio”) les éléphants. Ici encore, c’est Aristote qui nous guide. Il
nous enseigne que les éléphants vivent dans des lieux écartés et princi-
palement aux abords des fleuves.? Or, a coté des fleuves, on trouve
normalement beaucoup d’arbustes ainsi que des saules, qui donnent un
ombrage épais. Voila pourquoi il est dit dans le texte biblique: “Sub
umbra dormit in secreto calami in locis humentibus. Protegunt umbrae
umbram eius, circumdant eum salices torrentis”, “Sous I’ombre il dort
dans le secret des roseaux dans les lieux humides. Les ombres prote-
gent son ombrage et les saules du torrent le couvrent” (v. 16-17). Ces
deux versets évoquent de fagon poétique un lieu humide et trés
ombragé ol 1’on est bien protégé contre la chaleur. Car, dit Thomas uti-
lisant encore ses autorités, 1’éléphant aime habiter des lieux humides; il
est en effet de nature “mélancholique” et d’'une complexion séche et il
cherche a se protéger contre la chaleur et la sécheresse. S’il faut cher-
cher un sens figuratif a ce passage, on peut y lire que le diable séduit

29. Cf. Hist. An.,V, 2, 540a20-21.
30. L'éditeur de la Leonina renvoie a Albert, Quaestiones super de animalibus,
IL, q. 14, éd. E. FILTHAUT (Monasterii Westfalorum, 1955), p. 115, 74-77.
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ceux qui vivent dans ’ombre, c.-a-d. dans 1'otium d’un dolce far
niente, et dans les lieux humides, c.-a-d. ceux qui recherchent partout
le plaisir.

Vu la constitution de cet animal, on comprendra aussi pourquoi il a
besoin d’énormes quantités d’eau. Comme le raconte Aristote: “un
jour, un éléphant but en une seule fois quatorze métréres macédoniens
d’eau et il recommenca le soir a en boire huit autres.” 3! L’écrivain sacré
exprime la méme observation dans un langage hyperbolique, quand il
dit que 1I’éléphant boit autant d’eau que tout ce qui passe par le Jour-
dain: “Absorbebit fluvium et non mirabitur, habet fiduciam quod
influat Iordanis in os eius”, “Il absorbera un fleuve et ne s’étonnera
pas; le Jourdain s’écoulera jusque dans sa gueule, sans qu’il s’en
émeuve” (v. 18). Appliquant ce verset au diable, on pourrait dire que le
diable a confiance qu’il pourra convaincre et entrainer dans le mal les
hommes “instables” qui sont préoccupés par les soucis de ce monde,
car ce sont eux qui sont désignés par le “fleuve Jourdain”. Mais tous
les hommes ne se laissent pas vaincre par le diable. Au contraire, il y
en a qui obtiendront la victoire. Et le premier vainqueur du diable, c’est
le Christ. C’est cette victoire finale sur le diable que Dieu décrit dans la
derniére section du texte, consacrée a la chasse a 1’éléphant. 32

Le theéme de la chasse a I’éléphant a donné€ lieu au moyen 4ge a tou-
tes sortes de légendes basées sur des informations empruntées a des
auteurs anciens, a des récits de voyageurs en pays lointains, a la fantai-
sie des chasseurs. C’est ici que le mélange du scientifique, de 1’histori-
que, du merveilleux et du symbolique, mélange si caractéristique des
bestiaires médiévaux est le plus évident. Capturer un éléphant, c’est
évidemment un exploit difficile, étant donné€ la grandeur de 1’animal, et
si nous croyons les autorités, il existe plusieurs stratégies pour y réus-
Sir.

Ainsi Thomas de Cantimpré distingue dans son encyclopédie deux
manieres de chasser 1’éléphant. Voici d’abord ce que racontent les
anciens. “Deux filles vierges s’avancent nues dans le désert ou habitent
les éléphants, I’une portant une urne, I’autre une épée. Comme elles
chantent a haute voix, I’éléphant les entend et accourt immédiatement.
D’instinct, il reconnait I’innocence de leur chair virginale; et d’un ten-
dre amour, il adore leur chasteté et commence a lécher leur poitrine et

31. Cf. Hist. An., VII(VIII), 9, 596a7-8.
32. Ce passage se prolonge dans la section consacrée a Léviathan, qui traite des
différentes maniéres de chasser la baleine.
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leurs seins et au cours de cette délectation magnifique il tombe dans un
profond sommeil. Sans tarder I’'une des jeunes filles lui plante 1'épée
dans la partie tendre du ventre et provoque ainsi une hémorragie, tandis
que I’autre, dans 1’urne, recueille le sang. C’est le symbole du sang du
Christ jailli de son flanc, versé par I’'une des jeunes filles, la Synago-
gue, et recueillie dans I’urne du calice par I’autre, I'Eglise.”? Mais a
cOté de cette histoire merveilleuse Cantimpré connait aussi une autre
maniére de chasser I’éléphant: “Est et alia elephantum venatio secun-
dum Aristotilem.”3 Selon Aristote les chasseurs montent sur des €l¢-
phants domestiqués et vont ainsi a la recherche d’éléphants sauvages.
Quand ils en ont trouvé, ils commandent aux éléphants domestiques de
les pourchasser et de les frapper jusqu’a ce qu’ils s’arrétent épuisés.
Alors les chasseurs montent sur les animaux sauvages et les piquent
avec des javelots jusqu’a ce que les éléphants craignent les hommes. Et
on lie leurs pattes antérieures jusqu’a ce qu’ils deviennent tranquilles.
Cantimpré a trouvé ce renseignement dans 1’Historia animalium
VIII(IX), ch. 1 (610a24-32), qu’il connaissait dans la traduction de
Michel Scot. Remarquons qu’il juxtapose les deux renseignements,
I'un, d’Aristote, a prétention scientifique, et I’autre, merveilleux et
symbolique, sans aucun effort pour les combiner. Il s’agit simplement
de differents “modi venationis”. Or, c’est ce passage de Cantimpré que
Thomas avait devant lui quand il a comment€ le verset 40, 19 de Job:
“In oculis eius quasi hamo capiet eum, et in sudibus perforabit nares
eius”, “On le saisira par les yeux comme avec un hamegon, et on lui
percera le nez avec des pieux”. Thomas reconnait dans ce passage dif-
ficile une allusion aux deux modes de chasse dont parlent les encyclo-
pédistes. Le second mode (“est autem et alius modus venationis”, 1.
495-496) correspond exactement a celui dont parle en second lieu Can-
timpré (“Est et alia elephantum venatio...”). C’est en fait I’explication
qu’Aristote donne au livre VIII(IX) De animalibus. 11 ne faut pas
s’étonner que Thomas d’Aquin utilise ici I’ancien titre de la version
arabo-latine de Scot et qu’il cite Aristote selon cette version et non pas
selon celle de Moerbeke. En fait, Thomas ne cite ici Aristote que par
I'intermédiaire de Cantimpré. On peut retrouver une allusion a ce
mode de chasse qui utilise des javelots pour domestiquer les animaux

33. Cf. De natura rerum, 4, 33, p. 127, 44-57. Déja Elien (De natura animalium,
I, 38) fait remarquer : “cet animal se laisse dominer par le beauté d’une femme et sa
colere s’apaise quand il est hébété par sa gréce.”

34. Cf. De natura rerum, 4, 33, p. 127, 57 - 128, 65.
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dans la seconde partie du verset 19: “in sudibus”, c.-a-d. avec des pieux
ou des piquets, ils perforent son “nez”, c.-a-d. I’endroit le plus sensible
de sa chair. Mais quant il s’agit d’expliquer la premiére partie du verset
qui devrait nous informer sur le “primus modus venationis”, Thomas
abandonne Cantimpré et son histoire des deux jeunes vierges, sans
doute parce qu’il n’a pas eu confiance dans un récit aussi fabuleux. Il
se tourne vers un autre encyclopédiste, Barthélemy 1’ Anglais, qui dans
son De proprietatibus rerum, XVIII, ch. 43, offre une théorie de la
chasse aux €éléphants qui correspond mieux au verset “in oculis eius
quasi hamo capiet eum.” Voici ce que dit Barthélemy: “On creuse une
fosse souterraine sur le chemin de 1’éléphant. Si celui-ci, ne I’ayant pas
vue, y tombe, un des chasseurs vient frapper et piquer 1’éléphant, puis
vient un autre chasseur, qui frappe le premier et qui I’empéche de frap-
per I’éléphant, puis donne de I’orge & I’animal. Au bout de trois ou
quatre fois, I’éléphant s’attache a celui qui I’a défendu et il devient
doux et obéissant.” Voila encore une belle histoire qui remonte a Avi-
cenne et, par son intermédiaire, a Aristote.3> Mais comment Thomas
peut-il y trouver une explication du verset biblique? Le lien entre les
deux se trouve dans I’expression “quasi hamo capiet”, “il le prend
comme avec un hamegon.”3¢ En effet, les chasseurs dont parle Barthé-
lemy mettent de la nourriture devant les yeux de 1’éléphant afin de le
capturer. Ils font ainsi comme des pécheurs qui utilisent un appat pour
attirer les poissons. D’ou il est dit “In oculis eius quasi hamo capiet
eum.” Tout en admirant ce tour de force herméneutique il faut admettre
que I’explication que Thomas offre ici pour la littera du texte est pro-
blématique. Le seul rapprochement qu’on puisse faire entre la péche a
la ligne et la chasse a I’éléphant est I’appat...! On a I’'impression que
Thomas n’a pas trouvé d’autre issue que de lire dans ce verset biblique
une allusion aux deux modes de chasse qu’il connaissait par les autori-
tés sur les animaux. C’était pour lui le seul moyen d’interpréter un
texte aussi obscur que ce verset 19.

35. Cf. Aristote, Hist. An., VIII(IX), 1, 610a24-32; Avicenne, De natura anima-
lium, (Venise, 1508 [= Louvain, 1961]), VIII, 3, f. 38rb; Barthélemy I’ Anglais, De
genuinis rerum coelestium, terrestrium et inferarum Proprietatibus (Francofurti,
1601), XVIII, 43, p. 1064; Albert, De animalibus, V111, §30-31, 582, 31 - 583, 20.

36. Les mots “quasi hamo” ne se trouvent ni dans le texte hébreu ni dans la ver-
sion grecque. 11 faut les ajouter au verbe “capiet” et prendre I’expression “‘quasi hamo
capiet” comme un ensemble. Probablement le traducteur latin s’est-il laissé inspirer
pour sa traduction par la suite du verset (“perforabit”) et par le verset suivant ot I’on lit
“hamo”.
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Mais il y a plus que ¢a. Le terme “hamus” nous offre aussi le point
de départ pour la signification mystique du texte. En effet, ce passage
exprime symboliquement la maniere dont le Christ a vaincu le diable.
Le Christ a montré au diable sa nature faible, c.-a-d. sa nature humaine
et mortelle, comme un appat, afin de I’attraper. Puis, il a employ€ son
pouvoir divin contre le diable: “Per hoc autem mystice designatur quod
Christus diabolum superavit ostendens ei naturam infirmam ut sic
quasi hamo ab eo caperetur, et postmodum virtutem suam in eum exer-
cuit” (1. 503-507).

Cette remarque finale de Thomas sur le sens mystique de la chasse a
1’éléphant est comme 1’écho lointain d’une longue tradition patristique
dans laquelle le theme de I’'hamegon (dyktoTpov) et I’appat (5éAeap) a
souvent été développé pour expliquer comment le Christ a pris Satan
par la ruse. On retrouve ce theme chez Grégoire de Nysse et chez
Maxime le Confesseur. Voici ce que dit Maxime, expliquant de
maniére audacieuse le verset 7 du Psaume 21: “Je suis un ver.” “Le Sei-
gneur accrocha sa chair humaine comme une amorce a I’hamecgon de
sa divinité, comme pour appéter le diable. Celui-ci, en effet, dragon
intelligible, avide de chair humaine, ouvrit sa bouche toute grande
autour de cet appét, le croyant, du fait de sa nature humaine, facile a
prendre. Il s’enferra ainsi sur I’hamecon de la divinité.”? Saint Gré-
goire lui-aussi développe longuement ce theme du Christ comme
“hamus” dans ses Moralia in lob. Voici comment il explique le verset
“quasi hamo”: “Qui pourrait ignorer qu’avec ’hamegon on montre
I’amorce et on cache I’aiguillon? Car 1’amorce attire de sorte que
I’aiguillon puisse piquer. Ainsi notre Seigneur, venant pour racheter
I’humanité, s’est fait pour ainsi dire hamecon pour tuer le diable. Car il
a assumé le corps afin que ce Béhémoth puisse désirer chez lui, comme
sa nourriture, la mort de la chair. (...) Il a donc été pris dans I’hamegon
de son incarnation, parce que tandis qu’il désirait en lui I’amorce cor-
porelle, il a été perforé par le crochet de la divinité. “In hamo ergo eius

37. Cf. Maxime le Confesseur, Quaest. Ad Thalassium, 64, 491-505 éd. C. LAGA
& C.STEEL; traduction (légérement modifiée) de A. ARGYRIOU dans Saint Maxime le
Confesseur. Le mystére du salut (Namur, 1964), p. 89-90. On trouvera d’autres exem-
ples chez Grégoire de Nysse, De tridui spatio, p. 281, 7-16 éd. E. GEBHARDT (avec
référence a Job, 40, 25 [= 40, 20 vulg.]); Or. catech., p. 62, 8-13 éd. E. MUHLENBERG;
Jean Damascene, De fide orth. 111, 1 ainsi que dans le dictionnaire de LAMPE sub verbis
dykioTpov et SéAeap.



ANIMAUX DE LA BIBLE ET ANIMAUX D’ ARISTOTE 29

incarnationis captus est, quia dum in illo appetit escam corporis, trans-
fixus est aculeo divinitatis.”38

Nous aurions pu analyser plusieurs autres chapitres du commentaire
de Job, mais la section consacrée 2 Béhémoth nous a offert un excel-
lent exemple pour comprendre comment les animaux d’ Aristote et les
animaux de la Bible se sont rencontrés chez Thomas. Ce n’est plus
comme chez son confrere et ainé Thomas de Cantimpré, chez qui les
informations scientifiques, les fables et les légendes, les moralisations
et symbolisations se juxtaposent péle-méle. Chez I’ Aquinate, au con-
traire, il ne peut y avoir aucune confusion entre la zoologie scientifique
et le discours figuratif et poétique sur les animaux. Les deux genres
sont clairement distingués. Certes, Thomas ne nie pas que le texte
biblique ait un sens figuré, moral ou mystique. C’est méme le sens
ultime du texte pour le théologien qui I’explique en vue de la foi. Mais
on ne peut accéder a ce sens métaphorique si on n’a pas essay€ de com-
prendre la “littera” du texte par tous les moyens disponibles. Pour
développer une telle interprétation littérale Thomas n’utilise pas les
ressources philologiques, littéraires et historiques — comme le ferait
I’exégete moderne - mais la zoologie de son temps. En effet, une fois
percu qu’il s’agit dans cette péricope de Job d’une description de I’él¢-
phant comme figure du diable, il faut essayer d’interpréter tous les
détails du texte et méme les passages les plus obscurs en partant des
informations scientifiques qu’on trouve dans la tradition sur 1’éléphant,
son anatomie, ses propriétés, ses mceurs. En effet, puisque c’est Dieu
méme qui est supposé parler dans ce texte, les informations qu’il nous
donne sur I’éléphant doivent nécessairement étre véridiques. C’est
donc seulement en conformant la ‘lettre’ a la ‘réalité’ telle qu’on la
connait par la sience, qu’une explication cohérente et claire du “sensus
litteralis” devient possible. Parmi les autorités zoologiques figure évi-
demment en premier lieu Aristote, mais il y a aussi des encyclopédistes
et Albert le Grand.

Comme nous 1’avons remarqué, Thomas ne rejette nullement 1’inter-
prétation symbolique du texte. Au contraire, on peut constater qu’il
retient lui aussi les éléments principaux de la lecture symbolique et
moralisante qui fut inaugurée en Occident par saint Grégoire. Mais
pour lui cette interprétation doit étre basée sur une explication solide

38. Cf. Moralia in lob, XXXIII, 7, 14, p. 1648, 16-25. 11 est évident que saint
Grégoire dépend ici de Grégoire de Nysse.
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de la littera du texte. Si I’on peut adhérer a ce principe herméneutique
dans sa généralité, I’application qu’en fait Thomas dans le détail reste
pour le moins problématique. Ainsi toutes les informations scientifi-
ques que Thomas a rassemblées minutieusement sur 1’éléphant ne nous
apportent guere d’éléments intéressants pour développer une interpré-
tation figurée du texte. Au contraire. Ainsi, comme nous 1I’avons vu,
tout I’exposé sur la sexualité des €léphants nous semble conduire vers
une mauvaise piste pour I’interprétation symbolique. Et les informa-
tions supplémentaires sur les deux modes de chasse a 1’éléphant ne
nous offrent aucune perspective pour mieux comprendre comment le
Christ a pu vaincre le diable. Le seul élément que Thomas retienne en
effet pour I’interprétation, est la capture par 1’appat. Mais que le Christ
ait vaincu le diable “quasi hamo”, avait déja été expliqué “subtiliter et
diserte” par Grégoire le Grand. Et pour affirmer cela, on n’a nullement
besoin des derniéres données scientifiques sur 1’éléphant. En somme,
ce qu’on pourait surtout critiquer chez Thomas, c’est que le sens figu-
rée n’est pas vraiment basé€ sur I’explication littérale du texte. Les deux
niveaux du texte sont chez Thomas d’ Aquin nettement distingués, mais
aussi ils ont peu de rapports. Pour les détails de son interprétation
métaphorique, Thomas reste redevable a la tradition patristique qu’il
connait par Grégoire. En fait, la littérature patristique dans laquelle on
jouait sur tous les régistres de la poétique et de la rhétorique, mélan-
geait les genres, pratiquait 1’allégorie, la typologie, I’association, cette
littérature se prétait beaucoup mieux au développement d’une exégese
symbolique du texte biblique, comme le montrent Grégoire et Maxime.
La littera de Thomas est devenue trop savante, trop ‘scientifique’ pour
lui permettre encore d’accéder au véritable sens ‘mystique’ du texte.
Mais son commentaire, en méme temps qu’il annonce I’exégése occi-
dentale moderne, témoigne admirablement de cette nouvelle curiosité
pour les animaux a la suite de la lecture d’ Aristote.
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MICHAEL SCOT’S ARABIC-LATIN TRANSLATION OF
ARISTOTLE’S BOOKS ON ANIMALS

Some remarks concerning the relation between the translation
and its Arabic and Greek sources’

Before the year 1220 (in all probability before 1217)2 in Toledo,
Michael Scot completed his Latin translation of Aristotle’s Books on
Animals,’ from an Arabic translation made during the first half of the
9th century A.D. (possibly by a Syriac-speaking Christian).* Later in
his career, between 1230 and 1232, when he became acquainted with
the Court of the Emperor Frederick II and entered his service, he trans-
lated into Latin the Book of the Natures of Animals, which constituted
the eighth treatise within the part of Physics in Avicenna’s® encyclope-
dic work, the Shifa”. This translation was dedicated to the Emperor.’

1. This article is a revised version of a paper given during the International
Workshop ‘The Tradition of Aristotle’s De Historia Animalium’ at Louvain, May 30th-
June Ist 1996, which was followed by the International Colloquium ‘The Reception of
Aristotle’s Biology in the Middle Ages’ at Louvain, May 15th-17th 1997. I owe many
thanks to Prof. Werner Verbeke and Prof. Carlos Steel for their willingness to include it
in the Proceedings of this Colloquium. I am much indebted to Dr. R. Ellis and Mrs.
Erskine (Cardiff) for many useful remarks. 1 am grateful to Mr. A.P. Runia (Groningen)
for translating part of this article into English, and correcting the English of another
part.

2. S.D. WINGATE, The Mediaeval Latin Versions of the Aristotelian Scientific
Corpus, with Special Reference to the Biological Works (London, 1931) p. 74.

3. By Aristotle’s Books on Animals are meant here the treatises History of Ani-
mals, Parts of Animals and Generation of Animals (19 books). To all appearances, the
treatises Movement of Animals and Progression of Animals were never translated into
Arabic, although their existence was known (see R. KRUK ed., The Arabic Version of
Aristotle’s Parts of Animals; Book XI-XIV of the Kitab al-hayawan. Aristoteles
Semitico-Latinus Vol. 2 (Amsterdam, Oxford 1979), Introduction p. 13).

4. J. BRUGMAN and H.J. DROSSAART LULOFS eds., Aristotle, Generation of Ani-
mals. The Arabic Translation commonly ascribed to Yahya ibn al-Bitrig (Leiden, 1971),
Introd. pp. S ff.; KRUK, Part. An. (1979) Introd. p. 19.

5. C.H. HaskINS, ‘Michael Scot and Frederick II’, Isis 4 (1922), pp. 253, 257.

6. Abu ‘Al Husayn Ibn Sina (d. 1037 A.D.), Kitab al-Shifa’. The part on ani-
mals has been edited by I. MADKOUR (et al.) eds., Ibn Sina, al-Shifa’. La Physique
Ville - Les Animaux (fi Tabai* al-hayawan) (Cairo, 1970).

7. WINGATE, Latin Versions (1931), p. 84.
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The part of the History of Animals comprising books 1 to 10 corre-
sponds closely in the two Latin translations.® It is immediately clear
that the same translator is at work here, not only when the text is read,
but also when the complete Latin indices are set side by side and the
method of translation is compared.® Yet differences occur in the trans-
lation of some words and animal names. Thus a different translation is
used for some words of Avicenna’s text compared with the Aristotelian
text, while the names of some animals seem to be known in one text
but not in the other.

8. The same applies to the parts Part. An. and Gen. An., to the extent that they
agree with Aristotle’s text. However, in the Arabic and Latin versions both treatises
likewise contain drastic changes compared with the original Greek text. As regards the
Arabic versions of Hist. An., the translation of the Aristotelian text and Avicenna’s trea-
tise too display very many similarities (besides considerable differences).

9. A.M.I VAN OPPENRAAY, ‘Quelques Particularités de la Méthode de Traduc-
tion de Michel Scot’, in Rencontres de Cultures dans la Philosophie Médiévale. Tra-
ductions et Traducteurs de I’Antiquité tardive au XIVe Siecle (Louvain-la-Neuve,
Cassino, 1990), pp. 121-129.

In my opinion, Indices as complete and exhaustive as possible with respect to the
various texts which play a central role in the tradition of Aristotle’s biological works
are indispensable for further study of this tradition. Only in this way can we quickly
find and compare parallel passages in this long text. The many necessary conjectures
can be tested at once. Without Indices, one would have to rely solely on one’s knowl-
edge of Greek, Arabic and Latin. All too often this might lead to a perfectly plausible
word which is never really used by the relevant author himself within the treatise. The
Indices, however, can be consulted exactly like a dictionary, and the more accurate and
complete they are becoming during our work on the edition, the more often they pro-
vide the key to problems otherwise unresolvable. At the moment, full Greek and Arabic
Indices of Hist. An. are sadly lacking, although DROSSAART LULOFS made a provi-
sional Greek Index for books I-IV and a computer-generated index of the whole text
will soon be available. A Latin Index of Hisz. An. is available in computer-generated
form. A Greek Index of Part. An. was made by L. BODSON, Aristote, De partibus ani-
malium. Index verborum. Listes de fréquence (Liege, 1990). Arabic and Latin Indices
are found in the edition of Michael Scot’s translation of Part. An. by AM.I. VAN
OPPENRAAY, Aristotle, De animalibus. Michael Scot’s Arabic-Latin Translation. Part
two, books XI-XIV: Parts of Animals. Aristoteles Semitico-Latinus 5.2 (Leiden- Bos-
ton - Kéln, 1998). Greek, Arabic and Latin Indices of Gen. An. were included in the
editions of BRUGMAN and DROSSAART LULOFs (1971) and of VAN OPPENRAAY, Aris-
totle, De animalibus. Michael Scot’s Arabic-Latin Translation. Part three, books XV-
XIX: Generation of Animals. Ed. by A M.1. VAN OPPENRAAY. With a Greek Index to
De generatione Animalium by H.J. DROSSAART LULOFS. Aristoteles Semitico-Latinus
5.3 (Leiden - New York - Koln, 1992).



ScoT’S TRANSLATION OF ARISTOTLE’S BOOKS ON ANIMALS 33

Some words are never recognized in either of the treatises, like pluad
(timsah, ‘crocodile’), which is usually transcribed as ‘tencheah’ (once or twice
explained in the margin of the MSS as ‘corcodillus’), and yu e O (ibn ‘irs,
‘weasel’), which is partly translated and partly transcribed as ‘filius hirz’ in
Scot’s translation of Aristotle’s text, whereas in his translation of Avicenna’s
text it is transcribed completely, as ‘enpnerz’.

On the other hand, the bat, vukTepi's in Greek, ‘vespertilio’ in Latin, is
called bghy by the Arabic translator of Aristotle’s text. Avicenna however
uses the term ,_,‘-‘-LL ; and this also is translated by Scot as ‘vespertilio’.

Ta Tetpdmoda (‘quadrupeds’) is translated as JaJ) &gyl Slgd  or

Jeo) dayy) I 3l ylgaadl in the Arabic version of Aristotle’s text, which

Scot rendered by ‘(animalia) quadrupedia’. In Avicenna’s text, however, his

equivalent a&20¥1Sgd is translated as ‘quadrupedalia’ by Scot.

In Scot’s translation of Aristotle’s text the snake (3;,») is always rendered
by ‘serpens’. In his translation of Avicenna’s text however we regularly find
‘colubra’ next to the term ‘serpens’ for the same animal.

Some Latin words may be given a broad range of meanings. ‘Additamen-
tum’, for instance, is Scot’s usual translation for Arabic 833 (‘increase’,
‘growth’). But in Part. An. and, occasionally, in Hist. An., the word proves to
be a wonderful device for translating all kinds of characteristic parts in the
anatomy of animals, in many places sharing this possibility with the Arabic
word psdyd (‘proboscis’, ‘trunk’):

— elephant’s trunk ( psbyd el yaie Scot ‘nasus scilicet additamentum’ PA
I 16, 659al, 30; 17, 661a27; lagh,b Zaladl agews i gay ... il
Scot ‘nasus ... plebizatur quasi calceus’ HA I 11, 492b18); in Avicenna’s
text we find ‘nasus’ and ‘calceus’ (ed. Madkour p. 22. 16)

— broad snout of swine (psbya! Lasye  Scor ‘additamentum latum’ PA 111
1, 662b14)

— mouth of dolphins and selachia (psdy® Scor ‘additamentum’ PA IV 13,
696b32) _

— crop of birds (#,5U pJly & Scor ‘quaedam additamenta prominentia’
PA 111 14, 674b24)

— proboscis of some sea-animals (p#or®> Scor ‘additamentum’ PA IV 5,
679b7-8)

— two special probosces of sepias and calamaries ( Gleagdby> Scor ‘addita-
menta’ PA IV 9, 685a33)

— claws of Carabi and Carcini (G5 Scor ‘additamenta’ PA IV 8§,
683b34). In Avicenna’s text we also find the translation ‘additamentum’ for
Arabic pbw ‘hump of camel’ (ed. Madkour p. 27. 1).

These differences are perhaps partly due to the use of different word-
lists, which were commonly consulted by the translators. It is conceiv-
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able that, while translating Avicenna’s treatise on Animals (in Sicily or
in southern Italy), Scot used local wordlists which were different in
some respects from those which he had used some 15 years earlier in
his translation of Aristotle’s text in Toledo.!® He may also have been
helped in his translation work by one or more persons. It seems likely
too that, strangely enough, he did not (or at least not always) have his
translation of Aristotle’s text at hand when translating Avicenna’s text.

In this context it is worth noting the translation of the Greek word domdAaé
(ads kuld ‘mole’). In Arist. HA 19, 491628 and VII 28, 606al-2 the word is
translated correctly by Scot as ‘talpa’. In Avicenna’s text however (ed. Madk-
our p. 21. 3) we find the transcription ‘choldi’ for the same ai& , followed by
an explanatory remark of Scot: ‘quod est species muris’ (‘which is a kind of
mouse’). It is well-known that the mole was thought of in Antiquity as belong-
ing to the species of mice, since the ancients included many small animals
under the name of ‘mus’, like mouse, rat, marten, sable and ermine. But in two
other places in the same treatise (Madkour p. 108. 2, 112. 3) we find the non-
classical translation ‘mus caecus’. It seems strange that in his translation of
the Avicenna text Scot would transcribe the name of an animal that he knew
well when he was translating the text of Aristotle, feeling obliged besides to
explain the same transcription, whereas he gives another, obviously current,
translation for the word later in the same treatise. The animal name ‘mus cae-
cus’ is not classical; it is however mentioned in Goetz’s Corpus Glossariorum
Latinorum (II 249, 21), which means that at any rate the name was known in
the ninth century. I suppose that ‘mus caecus’ is the translation of the more
colloquial Arabic translation for mole, slyaad) 8Ll | which literally means
‘blind mouse’ or ‘blind rat’ and which seems a more precise translation of the
Greek domdlaf (actually meaning ‘mole-rat’ rather than ‘mole’). If it is true
that Scot translated the text of Aristotle in Toledo before 1217 and the text of
Avicenna about fifteen years later in Sicily (or southern Italy), we may infer
that he worked there with different, local glossaries, in which ‘mus caecus’
figured as the translation of the more literary Arabic word ala .

An interesting example of the difficulties Scot had to cope with is the trans-
lation of the Greek word JoTpt£ (‘porcupine’). In the Arabic translation of

10. On wordlists and glossaries which circulated in the Middle Ages, see, among
others, R. DOZY, Supplément aux Dictionnaires Arabes (Leiden, Paris, 1927), Preface
pp. viii ff.; J. HAMESSE ed., Les manuscrits des lexiques et glossaires de I’Antiquité tar-
dive a la fin du moyen dge. Textes et Etudes du Moyen Age, vol. 4. Louvain-la-Neuve,
1996. For the development especially of the philosophical terminology see J. HAMESSE
ed., Aux origines du lexique philosophique européen. L’influence de la ‘Latinitas’.
Textes et Etudes du Moyen Age, vol. 8. (Louvain-la-Neuve, 1997).
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Aristotle’s text it is translated several times as g\S& , which is usually spelt
¢\Sw (or evenliw ). In HA I 6, 490b29, Aristotle says that some animals
have spines instead of hair, like hedgehogs and porcupines; in Scot’s transla-
tion: ‘sicut ericii agrestes et animal quod dicitur succa’ (‘like hedgehogs and
the animal called succa’). ‘Succa’ is the Latin transcription of Arabic §\Sw ,
and is explained in the margin of the Bruges MS'! by ‘porcus spinosus’, a
term which Scot himself never uses. In HA VII 17, 600a28 g\Sw js the trans-
lation of the Greek plural doTpiyes, but here Scot transcribes the word as
‘ostarinhaz’, and in HA VIII 39, 623a33 as ‘astoneoz’. Both transcriptions
therefore are made according to the Greek, in agreement with the different
Arabic textual tradition from book VI onwards (see below). Obviously, Scot
does not recognize the animal. In his translation of Avicenna’s text, however
(Madkour p. 103. 2), at the corresponding place of VII 17, 600a28, the word
dsLi3 is used in the Arabic text, meaning ‘porcupines’; but since it usually
means ‘hedgehogs’, Scot gives his usual translation of 3438 (qunfud), ‘eri-
cius’ (‘hedgehog’), and it is quite evident that he is unaware of the fact that the
porcupine is meant.

Both the Arabic translator and Scot aim at making Aristotle’s text
accessible to their readers, but each follows his own method to achieve
this. In principle they translate the text literally, but they do not hesitate
to intervene when a certain passage is liable to become obscure to the
reader. For the Arabic translator this meant using paraphrases which
were often more elaborate than his source text.'? He may also have
incorporated some glosses that he found in his source text. When he
did not understand a Greek expression, he simply left it out. For Scot,
the desire for clarity might lead him to reformulate more concisely
what he considered too elaborate or unnecessarily repetitious. In this
way he often arrived at the conciseness of the original Greek construc-
tion, as opposed to his more elaborate Arabic intermediary.'? In a few
places, however, he used a more elaborate reformulation, when he
believed that a certain passage required some clarification. On the
other hand, Scot silently omitted Arabic words he failed to understand,
often because of a mistranslation from Greek to Arabic, or he omitted
part of a sentence which would make the translation inconsistent.

So far the edition of Scot’s Arabic-Latin translation of Aristotle’s
Books on Animals has been completed as regards the second and third

11. Brugge, Bibliotheek van het Groot Seminarie, 99/112.

12.  BRUGMAN - DROSSAART LULOFS (1971), Introd. pp. 18 ff.; KRUK (1979),
Introd. pp. 25-26.

13. VAN OPPENRAAY, ‘Quelques particularités’ (1990), pp. 123-128.
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parts, De Partibus Animalium and De Generatione Animalium. Work
on the edition of the first part, Historia Animalium, is well under way,
both in the translation of the Aristotelian text and in that of Avicenna. 4
At this stage the Latin translation of the two works cannot yet be exten-
sively compared. However, some observations can be made about the
relationship between the Arabic-Latin translation of the Aristotelian
text and its Arabic source text, and, indirectly, the Greek source text.

For one, it has become clear that Scot did not use the original Greek
text in his translation work, which contains too many mistakes in rela-
tion to the Greek text. Scot may not even have known Greek, but this is
still a controversial and as yet unresolved problem in the discussion of
his life and works. The question is of importance in respect of the
authorship of works translated from the Greek which have been
ascribed to him. !5

The inquiry into the relationship between the Latin text and its two
source texts is difficult because (a) the transmission of the text in the
Greek MSS offers quite a few variants and Aristotle’s original reading
or intention cannot be clearly established in all cases, (b) because the
Arabic transmission of the text is based on more than one source and
the best part of the tradition has only been preserved fragmentarily. In
short, we do not have the Arabic text which Scot read in his copy,
though the text used by him agrees largely with that of the London MS
and for another part with the Leiden MS.'¢

Another cause which complicates the inquiry is the enormous length
of the text, which comprises 19 books in the Arabic and Latin versions
and constitutes Aristotle’s longest work. !

14. The edition of both texts is now being prepared by AAFKE M.I. VAN OPPEN-
RAAY at the Constantijn Huygens Instituut in The Hague, where the Latin branch of the
Aristoteles Semitico-Latinus project has been housed by the Royal Netherlands Acad-
emy of Arts and Sciences since 1994. A critical edition of the Arabic translation of
Hist. An. is prepared by L. FILIUS, J. DEN HEYER and J.N. MATTOCK (Leiden).

15. J. WooD BROWN, An Enquiry into the Life and Legend of Michael Scot
(Edinburgh, 1897), pp. 134-135; C.H. HASKINS (1922) pp. 259-260; R.A. GAUTHIER,
Ethica Nicomachea. Aristoteles Latinus XXVI | (Leiden, Bruxelles, 1974), Praefatio
pp. cxlii-cxlvii.

16. London, British Library Or. Add. 7511; Leiden, University Library Or. 166.
See BRUGMAN-DROSSAART LULOFS (1971), Introd. pp. 54 ff; KRUK (1979), Introd. pp.
32 ff.

17. 287 pp. in the edition of 1. BEKKER, excluding De incessu animalium and De
motu animalium. For the sake of comparison: Aristotle’s Physics comprises 85 pp.,
Metaphysics 114 pp. in the same edition.
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It is possible, and even likely, that the Arabic translation was made
on the basis of more than one Greek MS. In my view, this explains why
the Arabic text does not agree with one particular Greek text but,
besides showing a general relationship with MSS ZPA, repeatedly con-
tains readings from other traditions. '® The tradition of the Arabic text is
not simple either, though the text has been integrally preserved in just
one MS, unfortunately by no means the best one.!® As regards Part. An.
and Gen. An., the text seems to derive from virtually the same source.
But a clear break can be seen in Hist. An.:?° from the sixth book
onwards Scot apparently had access to a different text, which in many
places no longer contains translations of certain animal names, as in
the extant Arabic text, but Arabic transcriptions which agree with the
names in the Greek text. In this last section of the text the Latin tran-
scriptions mostly agree with these Greek-based Arabic transcriptions,
whereas the extant Arabic text gives translations of the names. So for
this part of the text Scot’s Arabic copy must have come from an Arabic
translation which was closer to an originally Syriac intermediary than
the extant Arabic text, since the Syriac language can render Greek syn-
tax and transcriptions of Greek words more accurately than the Arabic.
We are therefore probably dealing with Arabic transcriptions which
have entered an Arabic translation via a Syriac translation or which
were drawn from a direct, ‘better’ Arabic translation.

18. BRUGMAN-DROSSAART LULOFS and KRUK have observed that the Greek
text(s) used by the Arabic translator bear a close relationship to MSS ZPA (Z = Oxo-
niensis Collegii Corporis Christi 108; P = Vaticanus gr. 1339; A = Parisinus suppl. gr.
333). See BDL (1971) Introd. pp. 11-7; H.J. DROSSAART LULOFS ed., Aristoteles De
generatione animalium (Oxford 1965), Praefatio pp. xxi-xxiv; KRUK (1979), Introd.
pp. 30-31. I have come to the same conclusion during my work on the Arabic-Latin
translation of Part. An., finding it repeatedly necessary to discuss the variants of the
Greek MSS in the edition’ s notes.

19. Teheran, Majles Library 1143. This is the only MS which contains the com-
plete text, but it is a bad copy of the London MS. The London and Leiden MSS have
only part of the text (the London MS contains approx. 4 books of Hist. An. and all of
Part. An. and Gen. An.; the Leiden MS contains Part. An. approx. 3 books, Gen. An. 1
book).

20. Itis interesting to note that the final parts of Books V (550a9-558b4) and VI
(576a3-581a5) do not appear in the Arabic text. Nor does Scot have these passages,
which probably means that they were never translated into Arabic.
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Here follow some examples:?2!

1. HA V16, 563a28-31. kai Tav dAAwy 6¢ Tols peydlots 6 xpovos TooodTds
€oTL Ths émpdoews, olov xni kal &TidL (v.1. xnwos kal &TiSos)® - Tois 5¢
uéoors mepi elkooiy, olov ikTivw kai (épaxi. TikTeL 8’ 6 (kTivos Ta pév
mAelaTa Svo, €vVioTe 5€ kai Tpels €EdyeL VEOTTOUS.

The period of sitting is the same length for the other large birds, such as the
goose and the bustard; for medium-sized birds, such as the kite and the hawk,
it is about twenty days. The kite, in general, lays two eggs, but sometimes it
brings up as many as three chicks.

Bad) b gll Ul Llé . um|!3gny.mtﬁmu ahal) Yl Jady IS,
slasdly 31540 lialy Slaadl Jhe Legy Cuydie dliagy pasdl e pulay 94
o g BB Lyt Sap ybly Sliny S8 cidly Lagyy I3 YISI Guiaay papsS

Scot Et est istud tempus in quo aves magnae cubant sua ova, sicut anseres et

otidez. Et aves mediocres cubant viginti diebus, sicut milvus et accipiter. Et
anchatinez in maiori parte ovat duo ova, et forte pullificabit tres pullos.

We can see here that the item ‘other’ (7dv dAwv) is preserved in Arabic
( y5Lw), but not in the Latin translation. The bustard (¢j7{s), however, has been
replaced in our extant Arabic text by &dely (‘and the like’, usually = ‘et sibi
similis’), whereas Scot has the transcription ‘otidez’, which must derive from
another Arabic text in which the bird was not recognized, but which preserved
the original Greek reading in a careful transcription. In this context it is inter-
esting to notice the variant reading xnvos kai wibos, which Scot’s transcrip-
tion ‘otidez’ seems to follow closely.

In what follows the Arabic translator paraphrases the Greek text again: the
process of €mgiaots is rendered by aidaag pasdl e Lulpa (‘they sit on the
eggs and keep them warm’), which Scot translates, twice, by a simple
‘cubant’.

But then we again have something curious: the name of the kite ({«kTivos in
Greek) is translated twice in the Arabic text, like the two times it occurs in the
Greek text, once by #las (hid’a) and once by one of the plural forms slas

21. The English translations come from D’ARCY WENTWORTH THOMPSON tr.,
Historia Animalium, in: The Works of Aristotle Vol. IV (Oxford, 1910 ff.), A.L. PECK
tr., Aristotle, Historia animalium (Cambridge, Massachusetts 1964, repr. 1970) and
D.M. BALME tr., Aristotle, History of Animals (ed. A. GOTTHELF, Cambridge Mass.,
London, 1991). I have made some slight changes here and there. The variants of the
Greek text are drawn from the edition of P. LOUIS, Aristote, Histoire des Animaux
(Paris, 1964 ff.).

22. Codd. Marcianus 208; Laurentianus LXXXVII-4; Moerbeke.
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(hida’). The first time the name of the bird is translated correctly as ‘milvus’
(‘kite’). The second time however the name of the same bird is transcribed,
once again following an Arabic transcription which, in turn, must have been
based on the Greek: ‘anchatinez’ ({kTivos), to the point that Scot suspects it to
be another bird, for which he actually begins a new sentence.

The expansion made by the Arabic translator, Slas &8 ol
(‘hatches three eggs’), is simplified by Scot, unless one is to assume that those
words were not in his Arabic text, which belonged to a different Arabic textual
tradition.

For the sake of completeness, it can be seen that the Arabic translator para-
phrases (€paxt by #1341 Ll (‘kinds of falcons’).

2. HA VI 10, 565b10-12. xdptov ¢ kai vucves iSiot mepi éxaotov vi'yvov-
TaL TOv EuPpiwy, kabdmep €M TV TETPATOSWY.

Each embryo has a chorion and membranes of its own round it, just as in
quadrupeds.

v Olgand) 9yl b 59S5 LS Lala Sliline g dasdia ¢5é JS Jsoy

Scor Et cuilibet pullo est secundina propria et humanez propria, sicut etiam in
quadrupedibus.

This sentence is quoted from the famous Aristotelian description of the
smooth dogfish, the Mustelus laevis (a kind of shark). Scot has the translation
‘pullus’ instead of the required ‘embryo’, because the Arabic translator ren-
dered the Greek éufpvor by g, (instead of Suwde), which actually means
‘young bird’, but within this text may also mean ‘young animal’ in general,
and of which ‘pullus’ is the perfect translation. &lilie (Jueves) is usually
translated as ‘telae’ by Scot. But here again we find a transcription of the
Greek form: ‘humanez’.

Scot’s ‘in quadrupedibus’ may derive from olgsadl 3¥gl 4 (‘in the off-
spring of animals’), but it is likewise possible that his Arabic text translated
the Greek Twv Te Tpamobwv literally.

3. HA VI 18, 573b4-5. €v &¢ T1j kvrjoet 6 av Pra@lf Tav T€kvwy kal T
LeYEQeL Tnpwb], kaAeiTat peTdyoLpov.

Any one of the litter which gets injured during pregnancy and stunted in size
is called a metachoiron (after-pig).

(0 0 8)alubydygyd ST ya3Lal (e ) Jamy Le pang oleal Layyy
(lit. and sometimes damage and corruption will happen to some of the preg-
nant female pigs).
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Scot In tempore vero impraegnationis, si aliqua occasio acciderit fetui ut
diminuatur in quantitate, dicitur matuahoron.

This is a complicated but interesting case. The Arabic translation, as already
noted, means literally: ‘and sometimes damage and corruption will happen to
some of the pregnant female pigs’. It is immediately obvious that Scot’s trans-
lation is much closer to the Greek text; especially the transcription ‘matua-
horon’ for petdyotpov (‘after-pig’). The editors of the Arabic text assume a
lacuna here, after Jludy 8y9).a (‘damage and corruption’), on account of
the Greek text. It may be, however, that the extant Arabic text never had any-
thing else.

4. HA VII 2, 589b26. €v 6¢ povor viv gmrat ToLodTov, 6 KaAoU€EVos kopSu-
Aos.

Only one such has been seen at present, the so-called cordylus (‘water-newt’).
v Lluad L g3 aaly Olgas 148 a3

Scot Et non fuit visum animal talis dispositionis nisi unus modus tantum, qui
dicitur codiloz.

This concerns a passage about animals who can live in water as well as on
land. Here too Scot offers a transcription, ‘codiloz’, following the Greek xop-
Suvdos (‘water-newt’), whereas the Arabic text has .luwa3, Which actually
means ‘crocodile’, and which is usually transcribed by Scot as ‘tencheah’, or a
variant thereof.

5. HAVII 29, 607a26-27. 7is &’ ITalias €v Tiot TomOLS Kai Ta Tov dokala-
TWY Srjyuata bavdoipd €oTiv.

In certain places in Italy the geckos’ (‘spotted lizards’) bites too are fatal.
. l:n:g.u Lae me&lg. Ll Sudy 6 Al oSLaY) oy iy
Scot Et in quibusdam locis terrae Italiae est morsus escalabaton mortalis.

Whereas the Arabic ,3)  y» (in the singular form 93 e ) is elsewhere tran-
scribed by Scot as ‘hardon’, we find here again a transcription following the
Greek dokalaPwTdv, even with the inflexional ending.

6. HA VIII 5, 611b3-5. dAa Tois yépovras (sc. €Xdpovs) yvwpidovor ud-
AtaTa Svoiv anueiov: 66évTas Te vap ol uév ovk éxovoty oi 8’ SAiyous, kai
TOUS dUVVTIEAS OUKETL PUOVaLY.
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But the older deer are recognized chiefly by two signs: they have few teeth or
none at all, and they no longer grow the ‘defenders’ (‘brow-antlers’).

Ol L 53S0 L Lgday Hliul Lpaanyd §9S0 Y Gl e tilads (e play Lo Sy
o (oBglt U5 any JilES Ly 3 Ui gy Vg § pans

Scot Et senex (sc. cervus) cognoscitur duobus, quoniam in isto tempore non
habet dentes — et quidam (sc. cervi) habent dentes parvos — et tunc non habent
cornua quae dicuntur amonitrez.

In this place the Greek Tovs duvrtijpas has been preserved in transcription in
Scot’s text, but has not been passed down in the extant Arabic text.

The same sometimes applies to combinations of a few words or even
entire sentences in the original Greek text, which can be found in
Scot’s Latin translation but not in the extant Arabic text.

Some examples are:

1. HA VI 12, 566b31-567al. lwoTokei uév oy evbvs év avTh, kai TikTet
(@a, kai xopiov kai Td\a mpoieTar domep mpdBartov.

It is internally viviparous and brings forth its young alive, and produces a cho-
rion (‘after-birth’) and all the rest, just like a ewe.

o Olgaad) any Lopdieg alls Ulgas alsy Ulgsa Jasy 54
(lit. et impraegnatur animali et generat animal sibi simile, et secundinam post
animal (sc. expellit)).

Scot Et generat animal per se, et quando exit fetus, exibit cum eo secundina,
et similiter alia animalia, sicut oves.

It is obvious here that Scot possessed an Arabic text different from ours,
closely related to the Greek. T@AAa, however, was interpreted by one of the
translators (either Scot or the Arab) as ‘other animals’, instead of ‘other
things’ that are expelled after child-birth. The whole of the last part of the sen-
tence, ‘et similiter alia animalia sicut oves’, is not found in our extant Arabic
text.

2. HA VI 19, 573b25-27. €v ékdoTp &€ (v.l. ydp) moiuvny kataokevdovoty
nyepova <€va Aubert-Wimmer> Tov dpp€vwy, Os dTav dvduatt kAnfj vmo
TOU moLp€vos mponyeiTatl. cuveBidoval 56 TouTo SpAv €k VEwv.

In every flock they train one of the rams for bell-wether. When he is called on
by name by the shepherd, he takes the lead. Rams are trained to this from their
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earliest days.

Oo pldd Salydy kil Wlgsgayy lasly 1515S ashd S 3 Sleydl oiq3 Ladly

Y

(lit. et pastores ponunt in quolibet grege arietem unum rectorem et docent eum
se anteriorare ovibus a pueritia).

Scot Et pastores ponunt in quolibet grege arietem unum rectorem, et cum pas-
tor_exclamaverit unum eorum nomine proprio, anteriorabit se, et pastores
docent hoc a pueritia.

Here again it is clear that Scot had an Arabic copy in which the Greek text had
been translated literally, since his text contains an equivalent of ds éTav
ovopatt kAn6jj Umo Toi ToLUEVOS).

3. HA VIII 5, 611b12-13. vépovtar 5 Tov xpovov ToUTOV VUKTWP, LEXPLTER
av ékpuowot Ta képara.

During this time they feed by night, until their horns have grown out.
Scot Etin isto tempore pascuntur nocte, quousque creverint cornua eorum.

Aristotle describes the behaviour of deer in the period when they have not yet
grown new horns. The above-quoted sentence is entirely lacking in the extant
Arabic text. In Scot’s translation, however, it has been preserved via another
Arabic tradition.

This fact could also explain certain changes in the syntax of the Latin
text compared to the Arabic text (apart from the changes Scot virtually
had to make, translating from a Semitic language into an Indo-Euro-
pean language), as well as a different position of some small parts of
the text and the disappearance of others.?

Do all these clues point in the direction of the ‘revised version’ ( gl
islah), intriguingly mentioned by Pseudo-Maimonides, a version attrib-
uted to Hunayn ibn Ishaq?2

23. See VAN OPPENRAAY, ‘Quelques particularités’ (1990). See also Notes in
my edition of PA (VAN OPPENRAAY, ASL 5.2, 1998) to 673a27 687b21 697b13, and to
GA 767a7.

24. (d.873A.D.). BDL (1971), Introd. pp. 67-70; KRUK (1979), Introd. pp. 18 and
35. See also G. ENDRESS, Die arabischen Uebersetzungen von Aristoteles’ Schrift ‘De
caelo’ (Frankfurt am Main, 1966), pp. 98-101. Cf. The Fihrist, ed. FLUGEL, p. 251.21:
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An interesting part of the editorial work involves the attempt to give, if
necessary, an explanation of the deviant translations in Scot’s text with
regard to the Greek text. Usually these deviations are demonstrably
due to reading or interpretative errors made either by the Arabic trans-
lator or by Scot. They may even be the result of a mistake by both
authors at the same time.2* One of the regular stumbling-blocks for the
Arabic translator is his lack of knowledge about the Greek system of
negations. This repeatedly results in an assertion which is opposite to
that in the original Greek text, and two or more negations often lead to
a complete chaos in meaning. Mostly Scot has only ventured to make
corrections in extreme cases. However, many so-called ‘errors’ in rela-
tion to the Greek text can be attributed to Scot himself, especially
where he misinterpreted the Arabic text, which hardly contained any
diacritical points, and might therefore have easily led to misunder-
standings.

When the Arabic translator has a Greek reading which has not been
included in the received text of the various editions, it can often be
found in the list of variants, especially in that of Louis’ edition. These
variants, but also those which are not found in the extant tradition of
the Greek MSS, may tell us something about the copy used by the Ara-
bic translator, which was considerably older than the earliest Greek
MSS in our possession. It may be possible to isolate these alternative
translations and reduce them to variants of the original Greek text.
However, this will require separate research, which cannot be carried
out within the framework of the project of the first edition of Scot’s
Latin translation.

‘There also exists a Syriac translation, older and better than the Arabic one’ (tr. BDL).
On Pseudo-Maimonides’ Tract, see J.N. MATTOCK ed., Maimonides, Maqgdla ta$tamilu
‘ala fusul min Kitab al-Hayawan li-Aristu (Tract comprising excerpts from Aristotle’s
Book of Animals) (Cambridge, 1966), p. ix.

25. See Note to Part. An. 11, 641b35 in my edition (VAN OPPENRAAY, ASL 5.2,
1998).



MAURO ZONTA

THE ZOOLOGICAL WRITINGS
IN THE HEBREW TRADITION

The Hebrew approach to Aristotle’s zoological writings and to
their ancient and medieval commentators in the Middle Ages

The so-called ‘Hebrew Aristotle’, consisting of the whole corpus of
Aristotle’s writings and of their ancient and medieval commentaries as
paraphrased, epitomized and translated into Hebrew in the 13th, 14th
and 15th centuries, is a rich field of research, which is still expecting a
long-due comprehensive examination. Moritz Steinschneider’s inven-
tory,' though still useful, is now partially surpassed and should be sup-
plemented by the results of recent research. Some years ago, I have
tried to give a first tentative description of the translation process of the
Corpus Aristotelicum into Hebrew accomplished by Jewish European
scholars in the Late Middle Ages, where the complex problems arising
from the Hebrew tradition of Aristotle’s zoological texts have been also
mentioned.2 I had already discussed such problems in a brief article?
and, more recently, in a longer essay, * but they need a more appropriate
and comprehensive treatment. To this end, I will take here into account
all the existing Hebrew translations — partial or total — of Historia ani-
malium, De partibus and De generatione animalium and of some
Greek and Arabic commentaries on these writings. By the way, I will
give indications about the diffusion of these translations in the Hebrew
scientific-philosophical literature before 1500. Finally, I will try to
ascertain their usefulness not only for tracing the history of these texts
during the Middle Ages, but also for reconstructing some ancient and

1. Moritz STEINSCHNEIDER, Die hebraeischen Ubersetzungen des Mittelalters
und die Juden als Dolmetscher (Berlin, 1893).

2. Mauro ZONTA, La filosofia antica nel Medioevo ebraico (Brescia, 1996), pp.
195-196, 209-210.

3. Mauro ZONTA, “Tbn al-Tayyib Zoologist and Hunayn ibn Ishaq’s Revision of
Aristotle’s De Animalibus. New Evidence from the Hebrew Tradition,” Aram 3 (1991),
235-247.

4. Mauro ZONTA, “Mineralogy, Botany and Zoology in Medieval Hebrew Ency-
clopaedias. ‘Descriptive’ and ‘Theoretical’ Approaches to Arabic Sources,” Arabic
Sciences and Philosophy 6 (1996), 263-315, in particular pp. 268-273 and 302-309.
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medieval commentaries on Aristotle’s zoology, whose original texts are
now missing.

1. A survey of the Arabic tradition

As a matter of fact, the whole Hebrew medieval tradition of Aristotle’s
zoology depends (directly or not) on the Arabic tradition. Of course,
this is not the place to carry out a detailed examination of the latter: 1
will try to fix some points only, which will be useful for a better under-
standing of the following exposition.

As fas as we know, only three of Aristotle’s zoological writings were
almost entirely translated into Arabic: Historia animalium, De partibus
animalium and De generatione animalium. They were included in the
comprehensive title Kitab al-hayawan (The Book of Animals) or Kitab
taba’i* al-hayawan (The Book of the Natures of Animals). The ‘cur-
rent’ Arabic version, maybe based on a pre-existing Syriac translation,*
is falsely ascribed to Yahya Ibn al-Bitriq but was probably written, in
the first half of the 9th century, by somebody from the school of Ustat,
the Arabic translator of Aristotle’s Metaphysica; it omits large parts of
the original text (Hist. An. V, 18-34, 550a8-558b3, and VI, 22-37,
576a2-581a5). This version (I will name it ‘pseudo-Bitriq’) was later
translated into Latin by Michael Scot around 1220, under the title
Liber de animalibus. The sections concerning Part. An. and Gen. An.
have already received critical editions by Joan Brugman, Hendrik Joan
Drossaart Lulofs and Remke Kruk,¢ while the section corresponding to
Hist. An., imperfectly edited by ‘Abd al-Rahman Badawt,” will be
soon critically re-published by Lourus S. Filius, Johannes den Heijer
and John Mattock in the series ‘Aristoteles Semitico-Latinus’. How-
ever, there is evidence that pseudo-Bitriq was not the only Arabic
medieval translation of Aristotle’s zoological works.

5. Cf. the observations by Johannes DEN HEIJER, “Syriacisms in the Arabic Ver-
sion of Aristotle’s Historia animalium,” Aram 3 (1991), 97-114.

6. Aristotle, Generation of Animals. The Arabic Translation commonly ascribed
to Yahya ibn al-Bitriq, eds. J. BRUGMAN and H. J. DROSSAART LULOFS, Publications of
the ‘De Goeje Fund’ 23 (Leiden, 1977); Aristotle, The Arabic Version of Aristotle’s
Parts of Animals, ed. Remke KRUK, Verhandelingen der Koninklijke Nederlandse
Akademie van Wetenschappen, Afd. Letterkunde, n.r. 97 (Amsterdam, 1979).

7. Aristutalss, Kitab tiba‘ al-hayawan, ed. ‘Abd al-Rahman BADAWT (Kuwait,
1977).
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There exists an Arabic summary of Historia animalium, including
also some brief fragments from Part. An. and Gen. An., which appears
not to depend wholly on pseudo-Bitrig; in some points, it looks even
closer to the Greek original. This summary, which is falsely ascribed to
Moses Maimonides (I will name it ‘pseudo-Maimonides’), has been
published by John Mattock in 19668; at the beginning of it, one can
read the following sentence: “I have collected (these extracts) from
Aristotle’s Treatise on Animals as revised by Hunayn ibn Ishaq.”?
From these words, one should be lead to conclude that pseudo-Maimo-
nides took his extracts from a lost ‘revision’ by Hunayn of pseudo-
Bitriq’s version — a revision which was likely the result of a compari-
son to the Greek original text.

At the best of my knowledge, no other trace of such ‘revision’ by
Hunayn is found in medieval Arabic literature. However, Arabic medi-
eval bibliographers'© pointed out the existence of a translation or of a
‘revised version’ of Aristotle’s zoological writings among the works of
Abu ‘AT ‘Tsa ibn Ishag Ibn Zur‘a (943-1008), a Christian philosopher
living in Baghdad who is described in the Muntahab siwan al-hikma
(Selection of Case of Wisdom), a doxographical work falsely ascribed
to the 10th-century Arabic writer Abu Sulayman al-Sigistant, as “the
last of the (Arabic) translators of Aristotle’s books and of their epito-
mes.”’!!

Moreover, in the Arabic medieval tradition there existed a number of
summaries and paraphrases of Aristotle’s zoology, either translated
from the Greek or written by Arabic authors. One of them was ascribed
to the Greek writer Nicolaus Damascenus (Ist century): probably, it
was simply a part of his summary of the whole Corpus Aristotelicum,
the Compendium of Aristotle’s Philosophy.'? We do not know exactly
who translated this text into Arabic (maybe, Ibn Zur‘a himself); how-
ever, it is now almost totally missing, apart from some doubtful traces

8. Maimonides, Maqala tastamil ‘ala fusal min kitab al-hayawan li-Aristiw
(Excerpts from Aristotle’s Book of animals), ed. and transl. John N. MATTOCK, Arabic
technical and scientific texts 2 (Cambridge, 1966).

9. Maimonides, Magdla, ed. and transl. MATTOCK, p. 1.

10.  Cf. Kitab al-fihrist li-I-Nadim, ed. Reza TAGADUD Teheran, no date), p. 323,
lines 1-8.

11. The Muntakhab Siwan al-Hikmah of Abid Sulaiman as-Sijistant, ed. Douglas
M. DuNLOP (The Hague, 1979), pp. 143-144.

12.  See Nicolaus Damascenus, On the Philosophy of Aristotle, ed. Hendrik Joan
DROSSAART LULOFS, Philosophia Antiqua 13 (Leiden, 1969).



THE ZOOLOGICAL WRITINGS IN THE HEBREW TRADITION 47

which, according to H.J. Drossaart Lulofs, might be found in Syriac. '3
An interesting witness about the contents of Nicolaus’ work is given by
Averroes in his Long Commentary on the De anima. While discussing
the relationship between appetite and movement, Averroes says: “Aris-
totle spoke about this in his treatise De motu animalium, but this trea-
tise did not come to us, apart from a little part of Nicolaus’
summary”. ' So, according to Averroes’ witness, it seems that the sum-
mary of Aristotle’s zoology ascribed to Nicolaus and known to the
Arabic tradition included also some passages from De motu animal-
ium.

Another Arabic summary of possible Greek origins is the compen-
dium ascribed to Themistius, found in a manuscript in Taskent and
published in 1971 by ‘A. Badawrt. !5 It embraces extracts from Hist. An.
I-V, from Part. An. II-IV and from the whole text of Gen. An. Its
authorship has been long questioned: in facts, it seems to depend on
pseudo-Bitriq, so that it is generally regarded as a mere medieval sum-
mary of the previously existing Arabic translation of Aristotle’s zool-
ogy, and not as an authentic translation from the Greek. Nevertheless,
this text has some peculiarities which cannot be so easily explained: in
particular, it contains some transcriptions of Greek words and several
sentences which are not to be found in pseudo-Bitrig, and whose real
origin is still unclear.

Finally, among the Arabic commentaries on Aristotle’s zoology,
those known to the Hebrew medieval tradition are three: the section of

13.  See Hendrik Joan DROSSAART LULOFS, “Aristotle, Bar Hebraeus and Nico-
laus Damascenus on Animals,” in Aristotle on Nature and Living Things. Philosophical
and Historical Studies Presented to David M. Balme on his Seventieth Birthday, ed.
Allan GOTTHELF (Pittsburg, 1985), 345-357.

14.  “Et ipse locutus fuit de hoc in tractatu quem fecit de Motu Animalium, sed
iste tractatus non venit ad nos, sed quod transferebatur ad nos fuit modicum de abbrevi-
atione Nicolai”: cf. Averrois Cordubensis Commentarium Magnum in Aristotelis De
anima libros, ed. Francis S. CRAWFORD (Cambridge, Mass., 1953), p. 524, lines 59-62.

15. ‘Abdurrahman BADAWI, Commentaires sur Aristote perdus en grec et autres
épitres (Beirut, 1971), pp. 193-270. For scholarly discussions about the origin of this
text, see Friedrich W. ZIMMERMANN and H. Vivian B. BROWN, “Neue arabische Uber-
setzungstexte aus dem Bereich der spatantiken griechischen Philosophie,” Der Islam
50 (1973), 313-324, at pp. 323-324; John N. MATTOCK, “The Supposed Epitome by
Themistius of Aristotle’s Zoological Works,” in Akten des VII. Kongresses fur Arabistik
und Islamwissenschaft — Gottingen 15-22 Aug. 1974, Abhandlungen der Akademie der
Wissenschaften in Gottingen, phil.-hist. KI. II1:98 (Gottingen, 1976), 260-267.
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Avicenna’s encyclopaedia, The Book of the Cure (Kitab al-Sifa’),
devoted to zoology'¢; the Commentary on the Book of Animals (Tafsir
kitab al-hayawan) by the Nestorian theologian, philosopher and physi-
cian Abu I-Farag‘Abdallah Ibn al-Tayyib (d. 1043); the compendium
of Part. An. and Gen. An. written by Averroes in 1169 — lost in Arabic,
but preserved in a complete Hebrew translation, written by Ya‘aqob
ben Makhir Ibn Tibbon in 1302.17 Also the Arabic text of Ibn al-
Tayyib’s commentary is almost completely lost, and no complete
translation of it is extant: only two brief quotations, in Latin transla-
tion, are found in a zoological work by Peter Gallego, bishop of Carta-
gena (d. 1267).18

2. The Latin-Hebrew translation of the Liber de animalibus
Steinschneider? firstly pointed out the existence of a complete Hebrew
translation of Aristotle’s zoological books. According to him, this
translation, which he found in three manuscripts, was made on the
basis of Michael Scot’s Arabic-Latin translation. However, in the hand-
written text there is no sure indication about the date, the place and the
name of the translator. Giuseppe Furlani, in an article dating back to
1922,20 pointed out the existence of a fourth manuscript in London and
tried to solve some of these questions. He was only able to conclude
that this Latin-Hebrew version of Aristotle’s zoology was very literal
with regard to its Latin source, and of no use for the reconstruction of
the original text. In my above-cited book I have tried to give a tentative
explanation of the origins of this translation, which I will resume here
in a wider form.

First of all, one has to note that the manuscript tradition is rather
scanty. Only three manuscripts containing the complete text are pre-
served: London, British Library, MS Sloane 3029; Oxford, Bodleian

16. About some quotations of Avicenna’s zoology in Hebrew, see Mauro
ZONTA, “Sangue e antropologia: un tema della zoologia di Aristotele nelle enciclope-
die ebraiche medievali,” in Atti della VII Settimana “Sangue e antropologia nel Medio-
evo”, ed. Francesco VATTIONI, 3 vols. (Rome, 1993), 2:1113-1140, at p. 1137.

17. See STEINSCHNEIDER, Hebraeischen Ubersetzungen, p. 145.

18. See August PELZER, “Un traducteur inconnu: Pierre Gallego, franciscain et
premier éveéque de Carthageéne,” in Miscellanea Francesco Ehrle. Scritti di storia e
paleografia, Studi e testi 37 (Rome, 1924), pp. 407-456, at p. 420. The two quotations
are published in ZONTA, “Ibn al-Tayyib,” pp. 246-247.

19. STEINSCHNEIDER, Hebraeischen Ubersetzungen, pp. 478-483.

20. Giuseppe FURLANI, “Le antiche versioni araba, latina ed ebraica del De par-
tibus animalium di Aristotele,” Rivista degli studi orientali 8 (1922), 1-21.
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Library, MS Can. Or. 66; Wien, Nationalbibliothek, MS hebr. 63.
Another codex (Oxford, Bodleian Library, MS Opp. 683) contains only
the section corresponding to Hist. An. I-IX; moreover, there are some
other fragmentary witnesses of the text. What is interesting is that each
manuscript gives to the text a different division, according to the fol-
lowing scheme, where the contents of each book are indicated:

Hist. An. MS London, MS Wien, MS Oxford, MS Oxford,
Greek text Sloane 3029  hebr. 63 Opp. 683 Can. Or. 66

I, 1-6 I 1 I 1

I,7-17 | 11 11 I

II 11 111 111 11

III, 1-19 72 v v I

111, 20-22 ? \% | AY 11

v, 1-9 ? \" 1\Y v

1V, 10-11 ? VI v v

v, 1-17 ? VII |\Y \"

VI, 1-21 ? VIII \Y VI

VII (VIII), 1-2 ? VIII VI VI

VII (VII), 3-30 ? VIII VI VIl

VIII (IX) ? IX VII 2 VIII

IX (VII) (summarized) ? X - X

X (summarized) ? X - X

An analysis of the paleographical data and a study of the relationship
between the above-listed manuscripts2? leads to the conclusion that the
MS Sloane 3029, probably written around the end of the thirteenth
century, is the most ancient of them, and probably the nearest to the
archetype of the text. The MS Can. Or. 66, was written in Spain or in
Provence around 1300: its division of the books, which is more similar
to Aristotle’s one, is likely the result of a contamination, i.e. a direct
comparison of the Arabic ‘pseudo-Bitriq’ translation. In facts, the cop-
yist gives in the margins some passages of Hist. An. allegedly taken
from the Arabic text (Hebrew nushat ha-‘arav), which closely corre-
spond to the relevant passages of pseudo-Bitriq.2

21. The beginnings of many books are not indicated in the manuscript.

22. The text in the MS Opp. 683 ends abruptly in correspondence of Hist. An.
IX, 17.

23. See ZONTA, La filosofia antica, p. 196 note 43.

24. Cp. MS Can. Or. 66, fol. 2v = pseudo-Bitriq, ed. Badawr, p. 11, lines 6-8;
fol. 38r = pseudo-Bitriq, ed. Badawr, p. 273, line 15 - p. 274, line 3 (summarized); fol.
38v = pseudo-Bitriq, ed. Badawt, p. 275, lines 4-8 (summarized); fol. 45v, left margin
= pseudo-Bitriq, ed. Badawf, p. 331, lines 1-4; fol. 45v, right margin = pseudo-Bitriq,
ed. Badawrt, p. 330, lines 17-20.
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Finally, as pointed out by Furlani,? in all the manuscripts several
glosses in French language are found; these glosses are extant in the
most ancient copy of the text, the MS Sloane 3029, so that we are led
to think that they were inserted into the original text by the translator
himself. But did he take them from a French text? We know of no
medieval French translation of Michael Scot’s version of Aristotle’s
zoology, nor these glosses correspond to those recently found by Pieter
Beullens in a 13th-century anthology of Liber de animalibus, written
in France,? so, we can explain them only by supposing that the
Hebrew translator knew some French, and possibly spoke it. If so,
which conclusion about the period and the place of composition of this
translation can be drawn from these data? Obviously, it must have been
written between 1220 (when Michael Scot finished his Latin version)
and 1300; I would suggest that it was composed, probably in northern
France, during the second half of the thirteenth century. This conclu-
sion is not surprising, as it is known that in the same milieu and, possi-
bly, in the same period other Hebrew translations of philosophical and
scientific texts were written, such as that of Guillaume de Conches’
Summa philosophiae.?’

The most important witness of this translation seems to be Gershom
ben Shelomoh’s The Gate of Heavens (Sa‘ar ha-Samayim), a well-
known Hebrew scientifical encyclopaedia, probably written around
1300 or even shortly after.28

The Gate of Heavens is divided into three great sections; the first
one, devoted to natural sciences, is sub-divided into ten treatises. In
particular, treatises 4-8, which are devoted to zoology (including the
study of human anatomy and reproduction), are full of quotations —
explicit or not — from Aristotle’s Historia animalium. Such quotations
were mostly identified by Felix S. Bodenheimer in an English transla-
tion of Gershom’s work,? but the direct source from which they were

25. See FURLANI, Le antiche versioni, pp. 255-256.

26. See Pieter BEULLENS, “A 13th-century florilegium,” published in these pro-
ceedings. I have compared the text of this anthology as preserved in: Vatican City, Bib-
lioteca Apostolica Vaticana, MS Regin. lat. 786, fols. 63r-91r.

27. See Yishaq Svi LANGERMANN, “Girsah ‘ivrit Sel ha-ensiglopediyyah sel
Guillaume de Conches [A Hebrew text of Guillaume de Conches’ encyclopaedia),”
Kiryat Sefer 60 (1985), 328-329.

28. About the datation of Gershom ben Shelomoh’s work, see ZONTA, La filoso-
fia antica, p. 213.

29. Rabbi Gershon Ben Shlomoh d’Arles, The Gate of Heaven, transl. Felix S.
BODENHEIMER (Jerusalem, 1953).
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taken has remained unknown. Now, a detailed comparative analysis of
the text of The Gate of Heavens and of the relevant passages of the
Latin-Hebrew translation of Historia animalium shows, beyond any
doubt, that Gershom employed the latter as his main source. Gershom
reproduces almost literally (apart from some brief additions) not only
the same Hebrew text, but also — in several cases — the same French
glosses. As an example, I give a comparison of the treatment of bees
(contained in treatise 6 of The Gate of Heavens) to the corresponding
passages of the cited translation, as follows:

Gershom ben Shelomoh, Latin-Hebrew translation Greek text of
Sefer $a‘ar ha-§amayim of Hist. An., Hist. An.,
(Warsaw, 1876) MS Wien, hebr. 63 VIII (1X), 40
p. 42a, Is. 34-37 fol. 122r, Is. 3-6 624a33-624b3
p.42a,1.40-p. 42b, 1. 30 fol. 125r, Is. 5-14 627a20-31

p. 43a, Is. 1-5 fol. 121v,1.20 - fol. 122r,1.3  624a26-27
p.43a,1s. 13-17 fol. 122r, Is. 18-22 625a16-18

p. 43a, Is. 25-29 fol. 124r, Is. 3-8 626a18-23

p. 43a, Is. 29-31 fol. 124r, 1s. 8-9 626a25-26

p- 43a, Is. 36-37 fol. 124v, Is. 8-9 626b24-26

p- 43a, Is. 38-40 fol. 124v, Is. 10-11 626b26
p-43a,l1s.41-44 fol. 124v, Is. 13-15 626b29-32

p. 43a, Is. 44-46 fol. 124v, Is. 17-19 626b32-627a2
p.43b,1s. 1-3 fol. 126v, Is. 1-4 628b13-14

In order to give a more precise idea of the dependence of Gershom on
the Latin-Hebrew translation, we can consider the passage correspond-
ing to Hist. An. 628b13-14, where the two Hebrew texts are clearly in
agreement versus the Greek text:

Gershom ben Shelomoh, MS Wien, Greek text of

Sefer $a‘ar ha-Samayim, hebr. 63, Hist. An.,

p. 43b1-3 fol. 126v, Is. 1-4 628b13-14

[The wasps] live mainly The wasps... live mainly Their food is taken

upon meat, and therefore they upon meat, and therefore they  both from certain
flowers

stay near to the places stay around and from fruits,

where there is meat, but for the most part

as to slaughter-houses, or to from animal flesh.%

refuse heaps refuse heaps...

because of the corpses.

30. See Aristotle, History of Animals. Books VII-X, transl. D.M. BALME (Cam-
bridge, Mass., 1991), p. 375.
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But they also eat But they also eat
sweet fruits... 3 sweet fruits...

In any case, the above-discussed Latin-Hebrew version, notwithstand-
ing its interest for the history of Aristotle’s zoological writings in
Hebrew, shows to have little importance for the history of Greek and
Arabic interpretations of Aristotle. From this point of view, there is
another and much more interesting witness, contemporary to that of
the anonymous Latin-Hebrew translator.

3. Shem Tov Ibn Falaquera’s compendium of Aristotle’s zoological
writings and its main sources

The Jewish philosopher Shem Tov Ibn Falaquera, living in Spain dur-
ing the thirteenth century, is known to the historians of Hebrew litera-
ture for his many encyclopaedical works, where Aristotle’s zoological
writings are often employed as a source. As far as we known, the earli-
est witness of Falaquera’s knowledge of these writings is given by a
passage of his Sefer ha-ma‘alot (The Book of Grades), probably writ-
ten before 1263. Near the end of the book, Falaquera quotes Hist. An.
11, 20, 522a12-21, as follows:

Aristotle speaks about this in his Book of animals, in the second treatise
[sic], while dealing with the limbs of animals, and his words are as fol-
lows. Said Aristotle: “There is no milk in the dugs of males, neither in
those of man, nor in those of the other animals. (However,) it is possible
that there is some milk in the dugs of males, for it happened in a certain
town that there was a he-goat and it was milked by its dugs in proportion
of a little cheese; after this, a she-goat was impregnated by it and gave
birth to a male, which was milked by its dugs like its father. One must
know that these facts are possible, and it is possible that in the breasts of
some men there is a bit of milk, when they are checked (?), and, if they
are milked, much milk comes out of them. (However), this happens to
few men, and in a long time.” These are (Aristotle’s) words (Das Buch
der Grade von Schemtob b. Joseph Ibn Falaquera, ed. Ludwig Vene-
tianer (Berlin, 1894; reprint Jerusalem, 1971), p. 78, lines 21-30).

A comparison of this passage to the corresponding passage of pseudo-
Bitriq shows that the former is but a very literal and faithful translation
of the latter.32 But, apparently, pseudo-Bitriq’s one was not the only

31. See Rabbi Gershon Ben Shlomoh, The Gate of Heavens, transl.
BODENHEIMER, p. 217.
32. See pseudo-Bitrig, ed. BADAWI, p. 142, lines 3-11.
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Arabic version of Aristotle’s zoology known and employed by
Falaquera.

Around 1270 (shortly after having composed The Book of Grades)
Falaquera wrote a large encyclopaedical exposition of Aristotle’s phi-
losophy, under the title De ‘ot ha-filosofim (The Opinions of the Philo-
sophers): this is a sort of Hebrew paraphrase of the sections of the Cor-
pus Aristotelicum devoted to physics and metaphysics, based on
several Arabic sources (mainly commentaries and summaries of Aris-
totle’s writings). The fifth book of this encyclopaedia, bearing the title
On animals (hereinafter De ‘ot 5), is sub-divided into two main parts.
The first one contains a summary of Hist. An. I-X; the second one is a
wide paraphrase of De partibus animalium and De generatione ani-
malium.

As for De‘ot 5.2, the identification of the sources is rather easy. This
bulky work, which takes more than one hundred pages in its only sur-
viving manuscript (Leiden, Rijksuniversiteit, MS Or. 4758, fols.
209rb-267rb), consists mainly of a Hebrew translation of Averroes’
Compendium of Part. An. and Gen. An., which shows to be the most
ancient extant witness of this text. Here and there, some passages
drawn from other sources are quoted: the Book of the Cure by Avi-
cenna, an unknown work by a certain Abu Nasr (al-Farabi?), the com-
mentary by ‘AlT Ibn Ridwan on Galen’s Ars parva, Averroes’ Colliget.
Finally, it includes some quotations allegedly taken from Aristotle’s
very words: in facts, they correspond — notwithstanding some with
alterations — to some passages of Part. An. and Gen. An., which I have
listed elsewhere.33

According to what Falaquera himself stated at the end of De ‘ot 5.1,
he wrote it on the basis of two main sources. As a matter of fact,
Falaquera writes: “I have taken the above-mentioned subjects from the
excerpts of the ten books which are Aristotle’s words (i.e. Historia ani-
malium), and from Abu I-Farag’s translation.” As I have argued else-
where,3¢ ‘Abu 1-Farag’s translation’ should be identified here with Ibn
al-Tayyib’s Commentary on the Book of animals, while the ‘excerpts’
from Aristotle’s Historia animalium probably correspond to the above-
discussed Arabic compendium ascribed to Themistius. However, this
explanation does not solve all the questions arising from Falaquera’s
text.

33. See ZONTA, “Mineralogy,” p. 308 note 136.
34. See ZONTA, “Ibn al-Tayyib,” pp. 239 ff.
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The use of ‘Themistius” compendium by Falaquera is confirmed by
several facts. First, De‘ot 5.1.1-5, corresponding to Hist. An. 1-V,
closely follow the path of chapters 1-5 of ‘Themistius’: the former and
the latter begin and end in the same points of Aristotle’s text, and
mainly summarize the very same passages. Moreover, in some cases
Falaquera clearly shares with ‘Themistius’ textual readings and words
which are not found neither in pseudo-Bitriq nor in the Greek text.
Finally, in some other cases Falaquera shows to have employed an Ara-
bic translation of Historia animalium, so ‘supplementing’ the passages
which are not epitomized by ‘Themistius’. A good example of
Falaquera’s use of ‘Themistius’ and Aristotle is given by the analysis
of the sources of De‘ot 5.1.1 which I have put here below in
Appendix 1.

Falaquera’s employment of these sources goes on to Hist. An. V, 18,
where the Arabic text of ‘Themistius” compendium stops abruptly.
Rather significantly, from this point onwards the quotations from Aris-
totle in Falaquera become much less brief and desultory: very long
passages of Historia animalium are reproduced, with fewer omissions
with regard to the Greek text. Falaquera apparently employed, for com-
piling De‘ot 5.1.5 (second part) and 5.1.6-10, not a collection of
excerpts from Aristotle’s zoological writings, like in the previous part
of his work, but a complete Arabic translation of them. Now, as we
have seen, Falaquera proves to have known pseudo-Bitrig, so that one
should be lead to think that he simply translated it into Hebrew. But a
deepful perusal of De ‘ot 5.1 shows that there are some important dif-
ferences between Aristotle’s text as quoted by Falaquera and that by
pseudo-Bitriq.

First of all, De ‘ot 5.1.9-10, corresponding to Hist. An. IX (VII) and
X, actually contains a reworking of Aristotle’s words, which some-
times corresponds neither to the letter, nor to the contents of Aristotle’s
original text and of pseudo-Bitriq. The explanation of this fact is prob-
ably given by Falaquera himself at the end of De ‘ot 5.1.10, where he
writes: “It seems to me that the end of this chapter is taken from the
words of the commentator or of the translator of this book, who is
named Abu I-Farag (MS Leiden, Or. 4758, fol. 209ra, lines 3-5).” What
can be concluded from these data and from this statement? Ibn al-
Tayyib was surely not a translator from Greek into Arabic, so that he
cannot be accounted for the ‘translation’ here employed by Falaquera.
Probably, such a ‘translation’ of Aristotle’s zoological writings was
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merely the text included in Ibn al-Tayyib’s commentary, but Falaquera
was not able to distinguish between the text and the glosses added by
the commentator. This could explain the fact that, as I have shown else-
where, 5 also the quotations from Aristotle found in De ‘ot 5.2 include
some explanatory glosses which Falaquera credits to Aristotle himself,
but were probably added by Ibn al-Tayyib in his commentary. Finally,
it is true that Ibn al-Tayyib’s commentaries seem to have been, mainly,
no more than mere paraphrases of Aristotle’s words,3 but it is also
plausible that, in the case of Hist. An. IX (VII) and X at least, Ibn al-
Tayyib, particularly interested in medicine as he was, tried to complete
and rework the medical informations about human generation given by
Aristotle in these books.

Here, another question arises: which Arabic translation was
employed by Ibn al-Tayyib as a basis for his commentary? If we exam-
ine the passages of Historia animalium quoted by Falaquera, and omit-
ted in ‘Themistius” compendium, we find that, as a rule, these pas-
sages agree with pseudo-Bitriq, but, in some important cases, are much
closer to the Greek original text than the latter. I will list and comment
here below some of them.

1. De‘ot 5.1.1:

While speaking about the number of ribs in men, Falaquera writes:
“And one must not rely on what is said about the so-called ‘seven-
ribbed’ (Parma, Biblioteca Palatina, MS parmense 3156, fol. 139r, line
15).”

This passage is missing in pseudo-Bitriq (ed. Badawi, p. 38 note),
and is also omitted in the Arabic-Latin translation by Michael Scot (see
Vatican City, Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, MS Chis. E. VIII. 251,
fol. 4va, line 32), but is found in the Greek text of Hist. An. 1, 15,
493b15-16: “We have received no reliable evidence about the alleged
seven-ribbed Ligurians (Aristotle, Historia animalium, 1. Books I-III,
transl. A.L. Peck, p. 51).”

35. See ZONTA, “Ibn al-Tayyib,” p. 242.

36. For such a characteristic of Ibn al-Tayyib’s commentaries, see Mauro
ZONTA, La tradizione ebraica del Commento Medio di Averroé alla Metafisica di Aris-
totele, Ph.D. Thesis (University of Turin, 1995), pp. 62*-64*. It is noteworthy that the
second passage of Ibn al-Tayyib’s Commentary on the Book of animals quoted by Peter
Gallego and published in ZONTA, “Ibn al-Tayyib,” p. 247, shows to be no more than a
paraphrase of Hist. An. VIII (1X), 40, 624b24-30.
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2.De‘ot 5.1.3:

“In most cases, milk is not found in the dugs of males, but in some
places there is a he-goat: from the amount of milk produced by it it is
possible to make a cheese, and it (scil. the he-goat) impregnates a she-
goat. The same thing happened to a kid, which produced the above-
cited measure of milk. These facts are interpreted by men as signs and
proofs; and when somebody, in a certain place, practised magic with
this thing, one of the gods told him: “You will become rich’ (MS par-
mense 3156, fol. 142v, line 26 — fol. 143, line 5).”

The first part of this passage, though substantially identical to the
corresponding passage of pseudo-Bitriq in contents, is — in its wording
— quite different from the literal, above-cited quotation of the latter
given by Falaquera himself in The Book of Grades. This ‘re-wording’
of pseudo-Bitriq might be credited to the intervention of Ibn al-Tayyib
(as we have seen, Falaquera probably took this passage from his com-
mentary).

In any case, the second section of the quotation (“These facts are
interpreted by men...”) cannot be simply explained as the result of the
intervention of the Arabic commentator. The passage corresponds
closely to Hist. An. III, 20, 522a17-19, where Aristotle writes: “Phe-
nomena of this sort are regarded as signs from heaven. When the owner
of the goat in Lemnos consulted the oracle, the god’s reply was that he
would come into possession of a fortune (Aristotle, Historia I, transl.
Peck, p. 227).” The Arabic translation by pseudo-Bitriq is much more
reticent, nearly omitting the whole passage, as follows: “But one must
know that these things et similia are signs and proofs of things that will
take place in the future (pseudo-Bitriq, ed. Badawt, p. 142, lines 8-9);”
and a comparison of Michael Scot’s translation confirms this omission
(see MS Chis. E. VIII. 251, fol. 14va, line 18).

3.De‘ot 5.1.4:

“Bees smell the honey at a distance; the smell of sulphur kills them,
and they do not go near a thing that smells bad (MS parmense 3156,
fol. 143r, lines 22-24).”

The first two sentences, corresponding to Hist. An. 1V, 8, 534b20-21
(“bees and knipes perceive honey at a great distance, no doubt recog-
nizing it by its smell [Aristotle, Historia animalium, 11. Books IV-VI,
transl. A.L. Peck (Cambridge, Mass., 1984), p. 71]”), are missing in
pseudo-Bitriq’s translation of this passage, which runs as follows:
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“Some insects are killed by the smell of sulphur (pseudo-Bitrig, ed.
Badawr, p. 188, line 7);” the lacuna is found also in Michael Scot’s ver-
sion (MS Chis. E. VIII. 251, fol. 18va, lines 13-15). The last sentence
(“and they do not go near a thing...”) has no correspondence either in
Aristotle or in pseudo-Bitriq: it looks like an addition by Falaquera or
by Ibn al-Tayyib.

4. De‘ot 5.1.4:

“Most of the males are larger and longer-lived than the females, except
for the mules, which are larger and longer-lived than the males (MS
parmense 3156, fol. 143v, lines 11-12).”

The second part of this quotation does not have any correspondence
either in pseudo-Bitriq (ed. Badawrt, p. 199, lines 7-8: “the males of the
footed and blooded animals are larger and longer-lived than those ones
[sic]”), or in Michael Scot’s translation (MS Chis. E. VIII. 251, fol.
19va, line 21), but is a literal translation of the relevant Greek text:
Hist. An. 1V, 11, 538a22-24 (“For the most part the males are larger and
longer-lived than the females, except for the mule: here the females are
longer-lived and larger [Aristotle, Historia 11, transl. Peck, p. 93]”).

5. De‘ot 5.1.6:

“The male camel is vicious at pairing-time and if a camel or a man
approaches him, he harms him (MS parmense 3156, fol. 146v, lines
23-24)”

The Arabic translation by pseudo-Bitriq runs as follows: “The male
camel is ill-tempered when the pairing-time is come, and does not
leave either a man or a camel to approach him, but wounds him
(pseudo-Bitriq, ed. Badawt, p. 287, lines 7-8).” The Greek text (Hist.
An. VI, 18, 571b23-25) is slightly different, but closer to the Hebrew
translation: “The male camel too is fierce at pairing-time if a human
being or another camel comes near him (Aristotle, Historia II, transl.
Peck, p. 297).” Significantly, the Hebrew text literally corresponds to
the relevant passage of pseudo-Maimonides’ Arabic excerpts of Histo-
ria animalium: “The male camel is vicious at pairing-time, and if a
man or a camel approaches him, he harms him (Maimonides, Magala,
ed. Mattock, p. 37, lines 11-12).”

6. De‘ot 5.1.7:
Speaking about the similarity between the soul of children and that of
animals, Falaquera states: “And this is not without any reason, because
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what (scil. the character) is generated afterwards is according this com-
parison (i.e. the same of this), and some of these (characters) are
according to analogy (i.e. analogous) (MS parmense 3156, fol. 147r,
lines 17-19).”

Almost no trace of this statement is found in the Arabic version,
which runs as follows: “It is not strange that the shapes of men and
those of beasts are close [sic] in the time of perfection; maybe, the
shapes of men are similar to those of animals (pseudo-Bitriq, ed.
Badawt, p. 304, lines 9-11).” Here, Falaquera translates almost literally
the corresponding Greek text: Hist. An. VII (VIII), 1, 588b2-4 (“It is
not illogical if some characters (in children) are the same in the other
animals, while others are very like, and others are analogous [Aristotle,
Historia 111, transl. Balme, p. 61]).

7. De‘ot 5.1.7:

“The foods differ according to the matter out of which the animal is
made. From them there is the increase of every natural thing, because
every natural thing is pleasant, and all (the animals) pursue the pleas-
ure which is in nature (MS Leiden, Or. 4758, fol. 201vb, lines 29-33).”

Pseudo-Bitriq omits most of this passage, and states: “Everyone of
the species of animals pursues the natural pleasure (pseudo-Bitrig, ed.
Badawrt, p. 306, lines 10-11);” and no trace of it is found in Michael
Scot’s version (MS Chis. E. VIII. 251, fol. 28rb, line 9). However, the
Hebrew text corresponds almost perfectly to the relevant passage of the
Greek text (cf. Hist. An. VII (VIII), 1, 589a6-9: “And their food differs
chiefly according to the matter out of which they are constituted. For
each one’s growth comes naturally out of the same matter. And what is
natural is pleasant; and all pursue their natural pleasure [Aristotle, His-
toria I11, transl. Balme, p. 67]).

To the above cases other similar passages can be added, chiefly
drawn from Part. An. and Gen. An., which I have listed elsewhere.?’
But there exists a more consistent proof of the fact that Falaquera knew
an Arabic translation not only more ‘correct’, but also more complete
than pseudo-Bitriq. As we have seen before, although the latter omits
Hist. An. V, 18-34, several long passages from these chapters are trans-
lated by Falaquera in De ‘ot 5.1.5, as one can see from the following
list:

37. See ZONTA, “Ibn al-Tayyib,” pp. 240-242.
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De‘ot 5.1.5, MS parmense 3156, fol. 144v, line 14 — fol. 145r, line 2 = Hist. An. 552b1-
25;

De‘ot 5.1.5, MS parmense 3156, fol. 145r, lines 2-6 = Hist. An. 553a17-26;

De‘ot 5.1.5, MS parmense 3156, fol. 145r, lines 6-7 = Hist. An. 553b8-9;

De‘ot 5.1.5, MS parmense 3156, fol. 145r, lines 7-9 = Hist. An. 553b14-19;

De‘ot 5.1.5, MS parmense 3156, fol. 145r, lines 9-11 = Hist. An. 553b26-31;

De‘ot 5.1.5, MS parmense 3156, fol. 145r, lines 11-14 = Hist. An. 554al17-21;

De‘ot 5.1.5, MS parmense 3156, fol. 145r, line 14 — fol. 145r, line 2 = Hist. An.
556b22-557al8;

De‘ot 5.1.5, MS parmense 3156, fol. 145r, lines 2-5 = Hist. An. 557b1-9;

De‘ot 5.1.5, MS parmense 3156, fol. 145r, lines 5-10 = Hist. An. 558a4-11;

De‘ot 5.1.5, MS parmense 3156, fol. 145r, lines 11-17 = Hist. An. 558a17-30.

Moreover, some of these passages literally correspond to the relevant
passages in the Arabic epitome ascribed to Maimonides, which is
allegedly taken from a ‘revision’. See e.g. the following passage:
“They say that, when this animal (i.e. the salamander) enters (a fire), it
exstinguishes it. And in a certain river, at the beginning of autumn,
there is a spherical object, bigger than grapes, which goes out of the
river; when its mouth opens, a living four-footed bird goes out from it,
and lives and flies till to the noon; when the sun drops, it dies and sur-
vives one day (only). For this reason, it is named ‘son of the day’ (MS
parmense 3156, fol. 144v, lines 23-27).” This passage translates, with
some differences, Hist. An. V, 19, 552b15-23; however, it has a precise
parallel in pseudo-Maimonides’ epitome, as follows: “It is said that,
when this animal (i.e. the salamander) enters a fire, it exstinguishes it.
On the river known as Hypanis, which surrounds the place called Bos-
phorus, at the approach of winter, an object resembling a bag, and big-
ger than a grape, is found. It comes out of the river, and on its splitting
open a four-winged flying creature emerges. Its span of life and flight
lasts until afternoon; it is then dissolved by the heat of the sun, and it
dies at sunrise. It lives for one day (Maimonides, Magdla, ed. and
transl. Mattock, p. 31, line 14 — p. 33, line 5).”

So, from the above-discussed data we can reach the following con-
clusions about the main sources of Falaquera’s zoology:

Falaquera knew pseudo-Bitriq, but he apparently chose not to use it
while writing De ‘ot 5.1 and 5.2;

in De‘ot 5.1 Falaquera combined two sources: the Arabic compen-
dium of Hist. An. I-V ascribed to Themistius, and a ‘correction’ or
‘revision’ of pseudo-Bitriq, probably the same used by pseudo-Maimo-
nides;
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this ‘revision’ was known to Falaquera through the intermediation of
Ibn al-Tayyib’s commentary. The same commentary was used as a
source also in De ‘ot 5.2.

Falaquera’s compendium of Aristotle’ zoology was rather widely
employed by his successors: in particular, the text of De ‘ot 5.1 circu-
lated autonomously in some manuscripts during the 14th and 15th cen-
turies. Moreover, De ‘ot 5 was likely used by Gershom ben Shelomoh
as a source for the zoological parts of The Gate of Heavens.3®

4. A Hebrew fragment of Nicolaus Damascenus’ lost compendium of
De motu animalium?

There is another interesting witness by Falaquera, which might
improve our knowledge of the medieval tradition of Aristotle’s zoolog-
ical works. In his book The Guide to the Guide (Moreh ha-moreh), a
philosophical commentary on Moses Maimonides’ Guide of the Per-
plexed written in 1280, Falaquera quotes Aristotle’s Book of animals
twice. The first quotation, which might have been taken from Ibn al-
Tayyib’s commentary, has been discussed elsewhere??; the second quo-
tation, on the contrary, is still in need of an identification. It runs as fol-
lows:

Said Aristotle in the Book of animals: “In the animal, when one side —
i.e. the right one — stretches, the other one -i.e. the left one — contracts,
and this happens in a continuous way. The limb which gives continuity
to these two movements is necessarily still: this is the heart. In facts,
every movement composed by pulling and pushing needs a still object
which gives continuity to these movements, like the center in the circle.
Such a still object is the beginning of the pushing movement and the end
of the pulling movement.”40

Which is the source of this passage? An attentive analysis shows that
it looks like a summary of Mot. An. 7-10, 701b2-703b2, a passage
dealing with the origin of the movement in animals (Aristotle puts it in
the heart). It is difficult to indicate a literal correspondence, but there

38. See ZONTA, “Sangue e antropologia,” pp. 1133-1135.

39. See ZONTA, “Sangue e antropologia,” pp. 1126-1127.

40. Cf. Shem Tov Ibn Falaquera, Sefer moreh ha-moreh, ed. Mordekay L. BISLI-
CHES (Pressburg, 1837), p. 55, lines 3-7; Yair SCHIFFMAN, ‘Moreh ha-moreh’ le-R. Sem
Tob ben Yosef Ibn Falagera [The ‘Moreh ha-Moreh’ by Shem Tob Ibn Falaquera],
Ph.D. Thesis, 2 vols. (Hebrew University of Jerusalem, 1991), 2:88, line 21 - 89, line
2.
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are many resemblances in the contents: in facts, in this passage of De
motu animalium Aristotle states that

the movement of animals resembles that of marionettes which move as
the result of a small movement, when the strings are released and strike
one another... That which first causes movement in the animal must be
situated in a definite beginning... The joint is the beginning of one thing
and the end of another... Since there is similarity in the left and the right
sides of the body, and the opposite parts can be moved simultaneously...
it necessarily follows that the origin of movement in the moving soul
must be between them... The functions of movement are thrusting and
pulling, so that the organ of movement must be able to increase and con-
tract... (Aristotle, Parts of Animals. Movement of Animals. Progression
of Animals, transl. A.L. Peck and E.S. Forster (London, 1968), pp. 463,
469, 471 and 475).

So, Falaquera’s quotation seems to have been taken from an Arabic
compendium of De motu animalium. As we have seen, Mot. An. was
never translated into Arabic as a whole;*! however, a compendium of it,
ascribed to Nicolaus Damascenus, was known to Averroes — one cen-
tury before Falaquera. Is Nicolaus the source of this passage? It is very
difficult to solve such a question, because — apart from the brief quota-
tion by Averroes — no textual evidence of Nicolaus’ compendium of De
motu animalium is extant. In any case, it is noteworthy that the summa-
rizing character of Falaquera’s quotation, which puts together scattered
passages from its source, closely resembles the main feature of Nico-
laus’ compendium of Aristotle’s Hist. An., Part. An. and Gen. An.,
according to H.J. Drossaart Lulofs’ study of some supposed Syriac
fragments of it.42

5. Themistius’ lost paraphrase of Aristotle’s zoological writings:

an unknown witness in the Hebrew tradition?
The last but not the least among the most important witnesses of the
knowledge of Aristotle’s zoology in the Hebrew medieval tradition is

41. However, it seems to have been known to Ibn Bafgia, who refers to it in his
commentary on Aristotle’s zoology: see Remke KRUK, “Ibn Bajja’'s Commentary on
Aristotle’s De animalibus,” in The Ancient Tradition in Christian and Islamic Hellen-
ism. Studies on the Transmission of Greek Philosophy and Sciences dedicated to H.J.
Drossaart Lulofs on his ninetieth birthday, ed. Gerhard ENDRESS and Remke KRUK
(Leiden, 1997), 165-179, at p. 168.

42. See DROSSAART LULOFS, “Aristotle, Bar Hebraeus”.
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contained in a commentary on Peter of Spain’s main logical work, the
so-called Tractatus, written by the Jewish Provengal philosopher
Hizqiyyah bar Halafta (alias Bonenfant de Millau) in 1320, and pre-
served in Oxford, Bodleian Library, MS Mich. 314, fols. 43r-126v.
Hizqiyyah probably knew not only Latin but also Arabic, and in facts
quotes a number of Arabic medieval sources. Among these quotations,
one can find the following one:

And Themistius wrote in his compendium# of Aristotle’s Animals: “The
cause of the males and the females is the right or wrong proportion of
the semen, together with the external causes related to this, like time,
place, food and heat.” He wrote: “If the semen too comes out of all the
limbs, it goes out of nails and hair. But the newborn has to be born a
child, not an old man, and we have said that the semen comes out of the
uniform limbs, i.e. the flesh, the nerves and the blood-vessels, because
they are fundamental limbs, while the non-uniform limbs, such as the
face, the hands and the feet etcetera, are composed by them. The pleas-
ure of coition does not necessitate that the semen comes out of the whole
body, as Empedocles said; its cause is the (sexual) excitation, and this is
the reason why the pleasure of who indulges in coition is smaller.
Because of this, imperfect sons are generated by perfect parents, and
vice versa (MS Mich. 314, fol. 116r, lines 17 ff.).”

This brief passage might be of some importance for clarifying a very
obscure page of the history of Aristotle’s zoology in the Arabic Middle
Ages. It is known that the philosopher Themistius (4th century A.D.)
wrote paraphrases of many writings by Aristotle; but, until now, the
only known witness of the existence of a ‘paraphrase’ by Themistius
concerning Aristotle’s zoological writings — which is totally ignored by
ancient sources — was an Arabic collection of excerpts, mainly — but
not totally — relying on pseudo-Bitriq.

Now, if one considers the structure of the above-cited passage, one
finds that its characteristics are rather close to those usually found in
Themistius’ paraphrases, as it contains reworkings, and in some cases
literal renderings of several statements found in Gen. An. 1, 18. In par-
ticular:

1. the statement that “the cause of the males and the females is the
right proportion of the semen” echoes Gen. An. 723a29-32 — although

43. The Hebrew term here employed is kelalim, corresponding to the Arabic éa-
wami‘, ‘compendium’.
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the reference to the “external causes” finds no correspondence in this
book, and might be traced back to Gen. An. 1V, 2 (767a28-35);

2. the statements about the provenience of the semen from the uni-
form limbs paraphrases — rather freely — Gen. An. 722a17-30;

3. the final passage about the causes of sexual pleasure summarizes
Gen. An. 723b34-724a7. However, it is noteworthy that the ascription
to Empedocles of the doctrine putting the origin of the semen in the
whole body is not explicitely found in Aristotle (apart from an unclear
statement in 722b8 ff.). Finally, one has to note that the Arabic text
behind Hizqiyyah’s Hebrew quotation is similar, but certainly not iden-
tical to the relevant text by pseudo-Bitriq (cf. pseudo-Bitriq, eds. Brug-
man and Drossaart Lulofs, p. 28, lines 7 ff.).

There is only one text — as far as I know — where the same features,
and even literal correspondences to this passage are to be found. It is
the corresponding section of the Arabic compendium ascribed to The-
mistius and published by Badawr:

And we say that for this (i.e. for the difference between males and
females) there is another reason, i.e. the right or wrong proportion of the
semen (...). The pleasure of coition does not necessitate that the semen
comes out of the whole body, as Empedocles said, because of* the (sex-
ual) excitation, and this is the reason why the pleasure of who indulges
into coition is smaller. Because of this, imperfect4s sons are generated by
perfect parents, and vice versa (cf. Badawi, Commentaires, p. 246, line
18 - p. 247, line 3).

Generally speaking, this passage looks like a summarized version of
the wider passage ascribed to ‘Themistius’ and transmitted by Hizqi-
yyah bar Halafta. So, it seems to me that the question of the origin of
‘Themistius” compendium of Aristotle’s Hist. An., Part. An. and Gen.
An. transmitted by the Arabic tradition needs fresh discussion in the
light of this discovery. Was Hizqiyyah’s quotation taken from a more
complete Arabic ‘paraphrase’ of Aristotle’s zoological writings,
ascribed to Themistius? And, if so, what is the relationship between it
and the Arabic ‘Themistius”” compendium?

6. Some tentative conclusions
I will try now to give a tentative answer to this and to the other pro-

44. The Arabic text seems to be corrupt here.
45. Arabic nagis; here, Badawi's edition has the corrupt reading ba ‘d.
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blems arising from the above-discussed data (see also the stemma
which I have put here below, in Appendix 2).

The first conclusion is that there really existed a ‘revision’ of the
Arabic translation of Hist. An.-Part. An.-Gen. An. ascribed to Ibn al-
Bitrig. Of the complete text of such a ‘revision’, which is now appar-
ently lost, only some fragments are likely to survive: the Hebrew quo-
tations by Falaquera (probably, through Ibn al-Tayyib’s Arabic com-
mentary) and the extracts preserved in pseudo-Maimonides’ epitome.
The ‘revision’ consisted of several textual improvements and of the
insertion of some of the passages of the original text, omitted by
pseudo-Bitriq; among them, there was Hist. An. V, 18-34, but probably
not Hist. An. VI, 22-37 (which seems to be unknown to Falaquera and
to pseudo-Maimonides as well). However, the name of the Arabic
translator who compiled such a revision, probably through a compari-
son of pseudo-Bitriq to the text of a Greek manuscript, remains
obscure. I would incline to identify him as Ibn Zur‘a (who is men-
tioned by Arabic medieval bibliographers as a ‘reviser’ of Aristotle’s
zoological works) rather than as Hunayn ibn Ishaq: as we have seen,
the latter’s name is found only by pseudo-Maimonides’ epitome, so
that it might well be the result of a scribal error (maybe, ‘Hunayn ibn
Ishaq’ is simply a corruption of ‘Isa ibn Ishaq’, the first name of Ibn
Zur‘a).

The second conclusion is as follows: the Commentary on Aristotle’s
Book of animals by Abu'1-Fara$ Ibn al-Tayyib, lost in Arabic, was well
known to the 13th-century Latin and Hebrew traditions. All the extant
traces of it lead us to think that it was a sort of ‘paraphrase’, rather than
a literal commentary on Aristotle — more in the style of Averroes’ Mid-
dle Commentaries than of his Long Commentaries. Ibn al-Tayyib
probably used to reproduce substantially the same text of his source
(here, the ‘revision’ of pseudo-Bitriq), inserting into it some brief
glosses. Only the last two books of his commentary (corresponding to
Hist. An. IX (VII) - X) seemingly consisted of a more radical rework-
ing of Aristotle’s text, as it results not only from Falaquera’s quota-
tions, but also from one of the Latin quotations found in Gallego’s
work,* which is drawn from Ibn al-Tayyib’s commentary on Hist. An.
X but has no correspondence at all in Aristotle’s text.

46. Cf. ZONTA, “Ibn al-Tayyib,” pp. 246-247 (the first quotation).
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The third conclusion is that an Arabic paraphrase (or compendium)
of Aristotle’s zoological writings (Hist. An.-Part. An.-Gen. An.)
ascribed to Themistius existed, and was known and used among 14th-
century Jewish Provengal philosophers; an Arabic epitome of it (that
published by Badawi) had been used by Falaquera in Spain, half a cen-
tury before. The origin of this text is unclear: was it an authentic work
by Themistius? In any case, if we accept its existence, we should sup-
pose that it was compiled on the basis of a close comparison to pseudo-
Bitriq.

The fourth conclusion is that Aristotle’s De motu animalium left a
trace in the Hebrew medieval tradition, although not directly but
through an Arabic compendium. This compendium might be identical
to the relevant section of Nicolaus Damascenus’ Compendium of Aris-
totle’s Philosophy, which is — at the best of my knowledge — the only
work including a summary of Mot. An. ever translated into Arabic dur-
ing the Middle Ages.

If these conclusions prove to be right, the study of the Hebrew tradi-
tion of the Corpus Aristotelicum will show to be once more an useful
and sometimes essential tool for clarifying some obscure points of the
history of the Greek and Arabic Aristotelian traditions.
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APPENDIX 1

The sources of Falaquera, De ‘ot 5.1.147

De‘ot 5.1, MS Badawi, Commentaires  Hist. An., 1, 1-17 Pseudo-Bitriq,

parmense 3156 (“Themistius™ epitome) ed. BadawT

137v,11-15 =193,6-9 ~487a15-22 ~9,7-14
137v,15-19 =193,10-13 ~ 487a26-32 ~10,4-9
137v,19-21 =193,14-15 ~ 487a34-487b3 ~10,10-11,2
137v,21-22 =193,15-16 ~487b14-15 ~11,13-15
137v,22-23 = 194,6-7 ~ 487b29-30 ~ 12,89
137v,23-24 ~ 194,10 ~ 488a2-3 ~13,6-7
137v,24-25 no correspondence =488a7 =13,12
137v,25-26 =194,11-12 ~ 488a5-6 ~13,9-11
137v,26-138r,1  =194,14-16 =488a10-13 =13,16-14,2
1371,2-3 =194,22-195,1 ~488al15-16; 18-19 =14,7-9

1371,3-5 =195,6-7 =488a25; 28-29 =14,16-17; 15,1-2
138r,5-6 no correspondence ~488a30-31 =15,34

138r,6-8 no correspondence =488b3-6 =15,10-12

138r,8 no correspondence no correspondence no correspondence
138r,8-9 =195,13 =488b16-17 =16,10

138r,9 no correspondence no correspondence no correspondence
138r,9-13 =195,13-17 ~488b13-24 ~16,11-14
138r,13-14 =195,18 ~ 488b24-26 ~16,15-17,1
138r,14-16 no correspondence = 488b24-26 ~16,15-17,1
138r,16-17 =196,6-7 ~489al1-12 =18,3-4
138r,17-22 =196,11-15 =489al7-22 =18,9-15

138r,22 no correspondence ~ 489a23 ~19,1-2
138r,22-23 =196,18-19 ~489b2-4 ~20,3-4
138r,23-26 =196,22-197,2 ~489b10-11 =20,9-12

138r,26 =1979 =489b22-23 =21,8

138r,26-27 =197,14-15 ~490a9-11 =23,2-3;4-5
138r,27-138v,1  =198,7-8 ~ 490a34-490b1 ~249-10
138v,1-2 =198,8 no correspondence no correspondence
138v,2-3 =198,10-11 =490b17-19 =25,14-15
138v,3-4 =198,17-18 = 490b24-25 =26,3-4

138v,4-6 =199,5-6 =491b1-3 =28,16-18
138v,6-8 no correspondence =491b3-6 =29,1-3
138v,9-12 =199,8-10 =491b12-15 ~299-15

138v,12 no correspondence no correspondence no correspondence
138v,12-14 =199,10-11 =491b15-18 ~29,16-30,1
138v,14-18 =199,14-18 =491b24-32 =30,6-14
138v,18-19 no correspondence  ~ 491b33-34 =30,15-16
138v,19-25 =199,18-25 ~492a6 + 7-12 ~319-324

47. The first number indicates the folio or the page, while the number or num-
bers after the comma indicate the lines; the sign ‘equal’ (=) indicates a literal corre-
spondence, while the little wave (~) indicates a more vague correspondence in
contents. The passages which are probably the direct source of Falaquera are under-
lined.
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138v,26-139r,1
139r,1-3
139r,3-4
139r,4-5
139r,5-7
1391,7-9
1391,9-10
139r1,10-11
1391,11-12
139r,12-14
139r,14-15
139r,15
139r,16-17
139r,17-18
139r,18-19
139r,19-20
139r,21
139r,22-26

139r,26-139v,2

139v,3
139v,3-5
139v,5-6
139v,6-9
139v,9-11
139v,11-12
139v,12-15
139v,15-18
139v,18-19

no correspondence
=200,3-6
=200,8-9
=200,9-10

no correspondence
=200,11-13
=200,15
=200,17-18

no correspondence
=200,21-23
=201,16

no correspondence
=201,18-19
=201,21
=201,23-202,2
=202,7-8

no correspondence
=202,11-15
=202,16-19
=203,2

~203,2-3

=2034
=203,16-19
=204,5-6
=204,9-10
=204,13-16
=204,19-23
=205,12

no correspondence
=492a19-20 + 32-492b3
=492b6-7

no correspondence
no correspondence
no correspondence
=492b22-23
=492b27-28
~492b30-31
~493a2-4
=493b14
=493b15-16
=493b24-25
=493b32
~493b33-494al
no correspondence
=494a16-18
~494a26-33
~494b11-17
~494b27-29
=494b29-31
~494b31-33

~ 495a32-495b5
~495b24 + 27
=496al4-15
=496a35-496b2; 4-6; 8-9
=496b16-24
~497a23-24

no correspondence
=333+89
=33,20-34,1
=34,4-5

no correspondence
no correspondence
=34,13-14
=35,2-3

=35,5-7
~35,11-14
=38,8-9

no correspondence
=39,2-4

=39,6-7
=39,11-13

no correspondence
= 39,20-40,1

~40,5 +40,11-41,2
~41,8-14

~42,6-7

=42,79
~42,16-17
~44,6-13

~ 45,15+ 16-17 + alia
=47,1-2
=47,18-48,1; 3-5; 7
=48,12-17
~50,12-13
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APPENDIX 2

A tentative stemma of the Hebrew medieval tradition
of Aristotle’s zoological writings*?

350 BC.

Q
Ist cent. \\

350 AD.

Ar

S~

1020

1169

1220
1250

/s
H
1270 \ F/D5
I

1280 F/GG

1300 RHeb  GS

1320 HbH

48. Sigla: Q = Greek original text; ND = Nicolaus Damascenus’ Compendium of
Aristotle’s Philosophy; T = ‘paraphrase’ of Q ascribed to Themistius; NDSyr = Syriac
translation of ND; Syr = (suppositive) Syriac translation of QQ; NDAr = Arabic transla-
tion of ND; Ar = pseudo-Bitriq; TAr = Arabic translation / text of T; ArR = ‘revision’ of
Ar, possibly by Ibn Zur‘a; IaT = Ibn al-Tayyib’s Commentary of ArR; IS = Avicenna’s
The Book of the Cure, section on zoology; IR = Averroes’ Compendium of Part. An.
and Gen. An.; PT = Arabic epitome of T, ascribed to Themistius; PM = pseudo-Maimo-
nides’ epitome; S = Michael Scot’s Arabic-Latin translation; H = anonymous Hebrew-
Latin translation; F/BG = quotation of Aristotle’s zoology in Falaquera’s The Book of
Grades; F/D5 = Falaquera, De ‘ot 5; F/IGG = quotations of Aristotle’s zoology in
Falaquera’s The Guide to the Guide; IRHeb = Hebrew translation of IR by Ya‘*aqob ben
Makhir; GS = Gershom ben Shelomoh’s The Gate of Heavens; HbH = quotation of
Themistius in Hizqiyyah bar Halafta’s Commentary on Peter of Spain’s Tractatus.



PIETER BEULLENS

A 13™-CENTURY FLORILEGIUM FROM ARISTOTLE’S
BOOKS ON ANIMALS:
AUCTORITATES EXTRACTE DE LIBRO ARISTOTILIS
DE NATURIS ANIMALIUM

Introduction

The use of summaries and anthologies is not of recent date. Some
works were seldom read in their full form from Antiquity onwards, as
e.g. the mimes of Publilius Syrus (first century BC), which have almost
exclusively been preserved in collections of moralizing quotations or
sententiae. Similarly the content of 107 of the original 142 books of
Livy’s Ab Urbe condita libri (first century AD) is only known through
abstracts or periochae. Apart from these two most famous ancient
examples, Aristotle’s books on animals were summarized as well. An
epitome was made by Aristophanes of Byzantium in the third century
BC, which ironically has itself not come down to us except for some
substantial fragments in a florilegium by the Byzantine emperor
Constantine VII Porphyrogenitus (905-959 AD).!

Soon after the Aristotelian zoological works had entered the Latin
world in the early thirteenth century through the translation of Michael
Scotus, shortened forms were produced. Due to the length of the work,
which on its own or combined with Scotus’ translation of the Abbrevi-
atio Avicenne often fills an entire volume of considerable size, the cost
of reproduction was so high that not every student could afford a per-
sonal copy and many had to rely on condensed versions of the text, i.e.
compendia and anthologies. Wingate described three of those summa-
ries and suggested that “it was perhaps as much through the media of
these abridgements as in the complete form that Michael’s version was
diffused among the Latins”.2

Besides these summaries several collections of quotations were
available. In general, florilegia can be divided into three types depend-
ing on the method adopted by their compilers in arranging the material,

1. Edited by S.P. LAMBROS, Excerptorum Constantini de natura animalium libri
duo. Aristophanis historiae animalium epitome (Berolini, 1885).

2. S.D. WINGATE, The Mediaeval Latin Versions of the Aristotelian Scientific
Corpus, with Special Reference to the Biological Works (London, 1931), pp. 79 and
105, n. 130.
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and in each category examples of compilations that drew their informa-
tion from Aristotle’s zoological works exist. Anthologists often simply
retain the order of the sentences in the original work, as in the case of
the section on De animalibus in the so-called Parvi Flores,* a compre-
hensive collection from the works of Aristotle and other philosophers.
Others follow the order of the alphabet: such tabulae taken from De
animalibus can be found in at least three manuscripts that also contain
alphabetically arranged quotations from Aristotle’s libri naturales and
ethical works.* Finally, the compiler may try to group the quotations
according to the subject treated. The collection entitled Auctoritates
extracte de libro Aristotilis de naturis animalium in some manuscripts,
on which this paper focuses, belongs to this third type of anthology.

1. Manuscripts and their composition

Without claiming exhaustiveness, I have established a list of ten manu-

scripts containing the florilegium. The data are based on descriptions in

catalogues and other publications. The manuscripts are:

— Cambridge, St. John’s College, 79 (D.IV), s. XIV, fols. 22v-30v
=05

— Dresden, Séchsische Landesbibliothek, A 191, s. XIII, fols. 134r-
154r (= D).6

— London, British Library, Cotton, Vespasianus E.X, fols. 59v-85r
(=L).7

3. Edited by J. HAMESSE, Les Auctoritates Aristotelis. Un florilége médiéval.
Etude historique et édition critique (Louvain/Paris, 1974), pp. 209-229. For the most
recent list of manuscripts containing the Parvi Flores, see EAD., “Les manuscrits des
‘Parvi Flores’. Une nouvelle liste de témoins”, Scriptorium, 48 (1994), 299-332.

4. Viz. the MSS Pisa, Biblioteca del seminario, 124 (fols. 58r-86v); Wiirzburg,
Universititsbibliothek, Mp. Th. f. 153 (fols. 233r-252r); Brugge, Stadsbibliotheek, 517
(fols. 124va-139ra). See M. GRABMANN, Methoden und Hilfsmittel des Aristotelesstu-
diums im Mittelalter, Sitzungsberichte der bayerischen Akademie der Wissenschaften.
Philosophisch-historische ~Abteilung. Jahrgang 1939, HeftS (Miinchen, 1939),
pp. 126-139; A. DE POORTER, Catalogue des manuscrits de la bibliothéque publique
de la ville de Bruges (Gembloux/Paris, 1934), pp. 605-607.

5. L. THORNDIKE, P.KIBRE, A Catalogue of Incipits of Mediaeval Scientific
Writings in Latin, rev. and augm. ed. (London, 1963), col. 1598.

6. M. GRABMANN, Methoden und Hilfsmittel, pp. 172-173.

7. L. THORNDIKE, P. KIBRE, A Catalogue of Incipits, col. 534.
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— Metz, Bibliothéque municipale, 296, a.D. 1464.8
— Olomouc, Statni Archiv (olim Kapitolni Knihovna), 536, s. XIII-
X1V, fols. 2r-9v.
— Paris, Bibliothéque nationale, lat. 8817, s. XIV, fols. 34r-47v (= P).°
— Pistoia, Biblioteca Forteguerriana, D 280, s. XV, fols. 130v-131r.10
— Reims, Bibliothéque municipale, 867, s. XIVin., fols. 81r-92v (=
R)."
— Vaticano, Biblioteca apostolica, Regin., lat. 786, s. XV, fols. 63v-91r
=9).
— Vaticano, Biblioteca apostolica, Vat., lat. 4263, s. XIII-XIV, fols.
T1v-81v (= V).12
There is every reason to believe that this list is not yet complete, since
the manuscript catalogues have often been far from accurate in describ-
ing these works and little improvement is to be expected as long as no
reliable “Repertorium commentariorum medii aevi in Aristotelem Lati-
norum” is available. The following instances, separated in time by
almost two and a half centuries, clearly illustrate the evolution: the
18th century catalogue of the Parisian Royal Library '3 cites our collec-
tion as “Nonnulla ad historiam naturalem pertinentia”, and only as
recently as 1992 Kristeller' identified the passage in the Reginensis as
“Aristotle, de animalibus, tr. anon., excerpts”. Admittedly the task was
not made easy for codicologists, as the heading of the anthology often
varies. It is entitled Auctoritates extracte de libro Aristotilis de naturis
animalium sub certis titulis or the like in some manuscripts, but others

8. Catalogue général des manuscrits des bibliothéques publiques des départe-
ments, tome V (Paris, 1879), pp. 127-128. Burned during the Second World War, cf.
Catalogue général des manuscrits des bibliothéques publiques de France, tome LIII
(Paris, 1962), pp. 6-7, 12. See also C. LOHR, “Aristotelica Gallica: Bibliothecae M-Z",
Theologie und Philosophie, 63 (1988), 84.

9. Signalled by Prof. J. Hamesse in a private letter dated November 27th, 1996.

10. S.ZaMPoONI, “Commenti ad Aristotele nella Biblioteca Forteguerriana di
Pistoia”, Atti e Memorie dell’ Accademia Toscana di Scienze e Lettere “La Colom-
baria”, 42 (1977), 34-38.

11. M. GRABMANN, Methoden und Hilfsmittel, p. 184. See also C. Lohr, “Aris-
totelica Gallica”, p. 93.

12.  J. HAMESSE, “Les manuscrits des ‘Parvi Flores’”, p. 299.

13.  Catalogus codicum manuscriptorum bibliothecae regiae. Pars tertia. Tomus
quartus (Parisiis, 1744), p. 496.

14. P.O. KRISTELLER, [ter Italicum, VI (London/Leiden/New York, 1992), pp.
371b-372a.
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call it compilatio or tractatus, which makes the identification still more
arduous.'

Although judging from the surviving copies the collection must
have been in use for a fairly long time, it has hardly been studied
before. It is indicative of the lack of real interest that Grabmann
described both the Reims and the Dresden MSS in the same publica-
tion without noticing that they are almost identical. Likewise, Thorn-
dike and Kibre cite both English MSS under a different incipit without
cross-reference. These four descriptions were for the first time com-
bined by Tamara Goldstein, who in the printed abstract of her thesis
drew the attention to the fact that they all refer to one single collec-
tion.'®

The quotations in the anthology are drawn from Scotus’ translation.
A first glance at the manuscripts that contain the florilegium!” shows
that its form and content is not strictly fixed, which is a common fea-
ture of anthologies. Scribes tend either to restrict their copy to the part
that is of particular interest to them, omitting the rest, or, on the con-
trary, to complete the text with passages that in their view are missing.
The fifteenth century Pistoia MS, which only contains the first chapter
of the anthology, i.e. Sententie generales methafisice seu phisice, is a
clear example of this practice.

Since the quotations are thematically arranged and put under the
appropriate headings, it must have been inviting to make the collection
more user-friendly by adding a table of contents. This table is found in
LPRSYV, but is lacking elsewhere. Strangely enough, its convenience is
somewhat diminished by the fact that the references do not entirely
match the headings in the text itself: some sections are inversed in
order or simply left out, while others are added in the table.

As an additional help for the users, in most manuscripts references
to the book of De animalibus from which the quotations are drawn are
added in the form of Roman numerals, although they lack in L. This

15. See apparatus ad loc. in Appendix II.

16. T. GOLDSTEIN, “Gérard du Breuil et la zoologie aristotélicienne au XIIle sie-
cle”, Positions des théses soutenues par les éléves de la promotion de 1969 pour obte-
nir le dipléme d’Archiviste-Paléographe (Paris, 1969), 62.

17. This paper is based on catalogue descriptions of all manuscripts, on micro-
film or paper copies of CDLR, on an autopsy of P and on collations of SV made by my
colleague Pieter DE LEEMANS, whom I owe much gratitude. I also wish to thank M.
and Mme Raymond for their kind hospitality during my stay in Paris in October 1997.
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feature suggests that the excerpts initially may have been destined to be
used as citations of authorities in the framework of other texts, e.g.
commentaries Or Sermons.

2. Author and date

The identification of the collection’s compiler may be an important
step in search of its original purpose. Unfortunately, in almost all wit-
nesses the text is handed down anonymously. MS C forms the only
exception: it bears the heading Incipit compilatio libri Ar(istotilis) de
animalibus a magistro Alexandro de Hales edita. The mention of the
English university professor (f 1245), who in 1236 abandoned his
worldly possessions, embraced the monastic life under the rule of Saint
Francis and thus became the first lecturer from a mendicant order, does
not seem to be very trustworthy. Although the attribution cannot be dis-
carded on chronological grounds, it is hardly conceivable that Alexan-
der spent his time excerpting one of the philosophically or theologi-
cally less important works of Aristotle.

The mention of the most famous Franciscan teacher however may
point to another, though slightly inconclusive clue for tracing the
milieu in which the compilation came into being, viz. the composition
of the manuscripts in which the anthology figures. It really is striking
that the collection in general does not occur in philosophical, but in
miscellaneous and theological manuscripts, and that the share of works
written by monastic authors seems to be rather high in them. The men-
dicant orders are particularly well represented, the Dominicans by
Robert Holkot (Moralitates in the now lost Metz MS) and Hugo of
Saint-Cher (work on the sacraments in P), the Franciscans by Bon-
aventure (D, fols. 1-133), John Pecham (treatise on perspective in P)
and Alexander of Hales himself (V, fols. 44-54, two quaestiones).
Bearing in mind the important role played by these two orders in the
spread of anthologies, '8 one might venture that the collection was first
used in those circles as well. The argument however has to be used
with the utmost circumspection, as it is impossible to decide by means
of microfilms, paper copies or the information from catalogues

18. See J. HAMESSE, “Le rdle joué par divers ordres religieux dans la composi-
tion des florileges d’ Aristote”, in Aristotelica et Lulliana magistro doctissimo Charles
H. Lohr ... dedicata, ed. F. DOMINGUEZ, R. IMBACH, T. PINDL, P. WALTER (Steenbru-
gis, 1995), pp. 289-310.
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whether the composition of the manuscripts is original or just fortui-
tous as separate leaves or quires may have ended up in one single vol-
ume.!?

As for the date of the work, the manuscripts do not contain any
explicit information. The terminus post quem is formed by the date of
the translation of De animalibus by Michael Scotus, which he must
have completed before or around 1220. The terminus ante quem is the
date of the oldest manuscripts of the collection, i.e. late thirteenth cen-
tury.20

3. Arrangement?!

The anthology opens with some chapters that bear no direct relation to
animals. The first is entitled Sententie generales methafisice seu phi-
sice and contains general methodological statements on causes and
accidents, teleology and the role of the divine. Obviously most of them
are drawn from books XI-XIX, which are devoted to a causal approach
of the animal world. The first general section is followed by three
others, viz. De effectibus solis et lune in corpora inferiora, De elemen-
tis et qualitatibus elementariis primis and De qualitatibus temporum et
locorum et diversitate animalium secundum hec. The first segment is
closed by a chapter called Sermo generalis de animalibus et animalium
membris, which also forms a transition to the remainder of the text. It
fittingly opens with the definition of an animal, found in book XII:
Diffinitur animal quod sensum habet et prius primum sensum scilicet
tactum.?? The next portion of the text under the heading Sermo particu-
laris de membris per singula membra et primo de simplicibus deals
with the non-composite parts or homoeomerae and treats in this order

19. Yet the treatises contained in P, the only MS I was able to examine physi-
cally, though written by different scribes, were obviously destined to form an entity.
This can be inferred from the unusually small dimensions of the quires of which this
volume is composed.

20. I will return to the question of location and date in chapter 5.

21. See also the table of contents in Appendix 1.

22. 653b23-24: ...animal esse illud quod habet sensum et prius primum sensum
scilicet sensum tactus (sensum tactus : tactum MS Cambridge, Gonv. & Caius, 109/
178).

References to the Scotus translation are given by the approximate numbering in
the Greek edition by Bekker and the text of the editions by A.M.I. VAN OPPENRAAL
(books XV-XIX and XI-XIV) or the typescript transcription of the MS Vaticano, Chigi
E.VIIL.251, by the team of Prof. B.K. VOLLMANN.
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flesh, skin, bones, teeth, beak, horns, nails, hair and feathers. It ends
with the item De mutatione colorum.

Then the composite organs are treated, beginning with the interior
ones. The section starts with the heart, which is the most important
organ, as the first quote taken from book XIII shows: Principium vite et
omnis sensus a corde est.”® Subsequently information on the brain, the
liver, the lungs, the spleen, the gall-bladder, the stomach and the kid-
neys is brought together. The chapter on the exterior organs is divided
in parts concerning head, face, eyebrows, eyes, ears, nose, lips, jaws,
mouth, tongue, neck, hands, wings, breast and nipples, haunch, but-
tocks, tail and feet. The fifth item of the collection contains quotations
on liquids, viz. on blood, marrow, fat, sperm, menstruation, eggs, milk,
coagulant, honey and excretions or superflue humiditates.

The previous divisions reflect in a more or less evident way the
structure of books XI-XIV, i.e. of De partibus animalium. The arrange-
ment of the sixth part De operationibus animalium et primo de opera-
tionibus nutrimenti, crementi et generationis however may have some
parallels with items treated in De generatione animalium, but in gen-
eral seems to result from the synthetic activity of the compiler. It con-
tains interesting sections as De cibo medicinali animalium, De diffe-
rentia sexus, De continentia animalium, De causa masculinitatis et
femininitatis, De gemellis and De diligentia et negligentia animalium
circa custodiam filiorum. Finally the collection comprises chapters on
individual animals beginning with man, since according to the first rel-
evant quote Nobilissimum et altissimum animalium et apud nos notius
et magis fixum est homo.? Then several quadrupeds, birds, fishes and
insects are treated. Oddly the collection closes with two chapters, De
naturali pietate animalium et amicitia and De cura mortuorum, that
apparently should have been included in the part on animal behaviour.
Moreover, the last chapter only consists of four quotations that corre-
spond to the description of the heading, while the subject of the five
others seems to be the instinctive animosity between certain species.

It is a surprising feature of the collection that the compiler meticu-
lously supplied cross-references to relevant quotations in previous or
subsequent chapters, using expressions such as Amplius habes de san-
guine supra titulo de corde et cerebro et infra titulo de menstruo, De

23. 665a12-13: ...principium vite est et omnis motus et omnis sensus est in eo.
24. 491a22-23: ...ipse est nobilissimus et altissimus omnium animalium et est
apud nos notior et magis fixus.
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menstruo repete supra titulo de spermate et infra titulo de lacte, De
generatione autem plus habes supra titulo de spermate et de ovis et
infra titulo de sexu or Cetera de sensibus require titulo de organis
eorum, id est de membris faciei.- They become more frequent in the
sections on individual animals, since they then refer to quotations used
as examples in the systematic chapters. The compiler clearly had
enough common sense to look further back and ahead than the section
he was working on at that particular moment, and he even signals inter-
nal contradictions between quotes, as in the case of the sense of touch.
On this topic he quotes, with some interval between them, two pas-
sages from book XII, viz. Primum instrumentum sensus tactus caro est
and Non est primum instrumentum tactus caro, sed quod intra carnem
est.? To this second citation he observantly adds the words Contrarium
paulo prius similiter. His critical sense however has its limits: in the
chapter on bones he quotes from book Il In corde equi et vacce sunt
ossa, in cordibus aliorum non and then comments instantia in cervo,
but when he repeats the same quotation, referring to books II and XIII
in the chapter De corde, he mentions the deer as a further example of
the peculiarity of having a bone in the heart: In corde vacce et equi sunt
ossa; est etiam in corde cervi.?

4. Use of other sources

Apart from the comparisons the anthologist draws between various
opinions in De animalibus, he also cites the vetus-translation of the De
anima by James of Venice, the second book of the Analytica posteriora
by the same translator, and the Topica. There are three allusions to the
Holy Scripture, one to Genesis without explicit reference, the two
others to Leviticus. Furthermore Plato’s Timaeus is mentioned, as well
as “Hali commentator Galieni”.

Although we alluded to the anthologist’s cautious criticism of Aris-
totle by showing the contradictions between some of the quotations, in
general the authority of the philosopher seems to be beyond question-
ing. A feature of his respect for the genuine text is that he often signals
to the reader that he summarizes the philosopher’s text, using phrases

25. 653b24: ...et instrumentum sensus tactus est hoc membrum, scilicet caro...;
656b35-36: ...caro non est primum instrumentum sensus, ...sed est intra carnem.

26. 506a9-10: ...Et in corde vacce et equi sunt ossa; et alia corda animalium non
habent ossa; 666b18-19: ...et non est in aliquo corde os secundum quod vidimus preter-
quam in equo et in uno genere vaccarum.
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as Sententia est et non textus, Sententia ista in libro dispersa est et non
est textus verborum, Non extraxi textum, sed ut mihi visum est senten-
tiam per capitulum late dispersam pro sententia Aristotilis and Sicut
mihi visum est a brevitate collegi. His esteem also surfaces when a cita-
tion from book XVI, where Aristotle puts that the heat in a living being
is not fire, is contrasted to a seemingly opposite position in De anima,
that fire is not simpliciter the cause of growth; the compiler finds a
solution in book XII of De animalibus, where it is said that the soul
conveys the action of the fire in the same way as a saw does for the car-
penter: Calor qui est in animali non est ignis. Contrarium in libro de
anima; dicit enim natura ignis in plantis et animalibus alimenti et aug-
menti quodam modo causa est, non tamen simpliciter, sed anima
magis; ergo in animalibus aliquis calor est ignis; idem ipse in hoc libro
dicit.”

Just as Aristotle’s authority is used to reconcile seeming contradic-
tions between his own reports, his statements sometimes are found to
be striking corroborations of verses from the Bible. Thus the quotation
Natura in coitu ex mare et femina facit unum; ideo fit animal unum
almost automatically brings into the anthologist’s mind the words
taken from Genesis: Unum erunt duo in carne una.?® A less obvious
parallel with the book Leviticus is found in the quotation Turtur coit
post tres menses; pregnans est diebus xiiii, totidem cubat; post totidem
avolant pulli de nido. In the compiler’s opinion the short stay in the
nest of the young of the turtledove may be the reason why the Bible
text states that one should offer dove chicks, whereas a similar restric-
tion is missing for the offering of turtledoves; their young are probably
too rare: Ideo forte dicitur in Levitico: non offerre pullum turturis sicut
dicitur pullum columbarum, quoniam non ita facile inveniuntur.?

Other sources however get a rather rough treatment, and strikingly
the translator finds himself at the receiving end. The quotation from

27. 737a6: ...calor qui est in animali non est ignis...; De anima, 11, 4 (416a9-13)
...Videtur autem quibusdam ignis natura simpliciter causa alimenti et augmenti esse ...
Unde et in plantis et in animalibus accipiet aliquis hoc esse quod operatur...; 652b13-
14: ...Et tantum valet dicere quod anima est ignis quantum dicere quod serra sit faber.

28. 73lal2-14: ..facit illa duo in coitu unum, et propter hoc erit ex mare et
femina unum animal...; Gen. 2.24: ...erunt ... duo in carne una (cf. 1Cor. 6.16).

29. 562b30-563al: ...turtures et feita coeunt post tres menses, et tempus inpreg-
nationis in eis est quatuordecim dies et cubant quatuordecim dies, et post quatuordecim
dies habent alas completas in tantum, quod difficile venantur ipsas; Lev. 5.11: Quod si
non quiverit manus eius offerre duos turtures vel duos pullos columbarum ...
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book I stating that Omne animal movet mandibulam inferiorem preter
fethea quod movet superiorem, elicits the following harsh comments
from the anthologist’s pen: Nescio quod animal sit nec credo eum sci-
visse qui transtulit librum quia ambitum male novit; et ideo nullus
usque hodie transtulit peius ipso; de<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>