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James T. Robinson

Samuel Ibn Tibbon’s Perus ha-Millot
ba-Zarot and al-Farabt’s Eisagoge and

Categories

In medieval Jewish philosophy, few reference works were more
widely read and influential than Samuel Ibn Tibbon’s Perus ha-Millot
ha-Zarot (“Explanation of Unfamiliar Terms,” completed by 1213).!
This Hebrew philosophical lexicon, which survives in more than fifty

I wish to thank Cyril Aslanov, Gad Freudenthal, Angela Jaffray, and the two
anonymous readers for many helpful remarks and suggestions. I began research for
this paper with the help of a traveling fellowship from the Divinity School at the
University of Chicago (Fall 2006), and completed it while I was a visiting research
fellow at the Institute for Adanced Studies in Jerusalem (Summer 2007). I thank both
institutions for their generous support and encouragement.

For the content, language, and dating of Ibn Tibbon’s Perus ha-Millot ha-Zarot, see
M. Goshen-Gottstein, “On the Methods of Translation in the Middle Ages: D. Samuel
Ibn Tibbon’s Perus ha-Millot ha-Zarot,” Tarbiz 30 (1961), pp. 385-95 [Hebrew]; C.
Fraenkel, From Maimonides to Samuel Ibn Tibbon: The Transformation of the Dalalat
al-Ha’irin into the Moreh ha-Nevukim (Magnes Press, 2007), pp. 108-24 [Hebrew].
See also: Sh. Rosenberg, “The Theory of Nouns in Medieval Jewish Philosophy,”
Tyyun 27 (1977): 105-44 [Hebrew]; J. T. Robinson, “The First References in
Hebrew to al-Bitraji’s On the Principles of Astronomy,” Aleph 3 (2003): 145-63. For
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complete or fragmentary manuscripts, was written as a companion to
his revised Hebrew rendering of Maimonides’ Guide of the Perplexed.
Often it was transmitted together with the Guide, but it also circulated
independently and was read both as a companion to the Guide and as
a general introduction to philosophy, giving Hebrew readers their first
encounter with the Greco-Arabic sciences.

For the most part, Perus ha-Millot ha-Zarot (PMZ)—which includes
some 190 definitions of “unfamiliar” or technical terms—is organized
alphabetically. Ibn Tibbon provides brief definitions, occasional longer
discussions, citations of relevant biblical verses or rabbinic dicta, and
discussions of philosophical ideas and problems. The exception to
this general format is the first entry: ’ekut (the Aristotelian category
“quality”). As in his other entries, Ibn Tibbon begins with a brief
definition of “quality”; but he then proceeds to give full discussions of
the five predicables (genus, species, differentia, property, accident), of
definition and description, and of all ten categories, including quality.
In total, he defines seventeen terms under ’ekut, presenting a sort of
Eisagoge to philosophy, resembling the ancient and medieval Eisagoge
tradition.?

This is not all. The first entry in PMZ is exceptional for another
reason as well. The definitions presented there are not original
discussions by Ibn Tibbon; nor are they even summaries of Arabic
philosophical texts. Instead, they are, for the most part, word-for-word
translations from al-Farabt’s Eisagoge and Categories. In all, thirteen
of the seventeen definitions under ’ekut are literal renderings from
al-Farabi (differentia, property, accident, and all ten categories).> Two
additional definitions show strong similarities to al-Farabi (definition
and description). In three cases, Ibn Tibbon provides alternative
definitions as well, which seem to be drawn from Ibn Sina’s Book
of Definitions and Ibn Rushd’s Middle Commentary on Aristotle’s
Categories (substance, quality, and relative). Ibn Tibbon occasionally
adds his own explanatory glosses as well.
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This identification of Ibn Tibbon’s Arabic sources in PMZ is
significant for many reasons. First of all, in light of Ibn Tibbon’s Arabic
sources it is possible to resolve, or at least explain, some of the textual
problems in the PMZ manuscripts already identified and described by
M. Goshen-Gottstein and C. Fraenkel.* As will be discussed below
(in Part 1), using al-Farabi as a key it is possible to separate the many
surviving manuscripts into three distinct families, which tellingly
also correspond with a division according to paleographical criteria:
manuscripts written primarily in Spanish script; manuscripts written
in Italian script; and manuscripts written primarily in Byzantine script
(which also include thirteen Arabic and “Provencalized Latin” glosses).?
Second, the identification of these renderings of al-Farabi adds yet
another item to the list of Ibn Tibbon’s translations, allowing us to gain
greater understanding of his work as translator and lexicographer;®

Ibn Tibbon’s life and writings in general, see J. T. Robinson, Samuel Ibn Tibbon’s
Commentary on Ecclesiastes, The Book of the Soul of Man (Ttbingen: Mohr Siebeck,
2007), pp. 3-17.

For the Eisagoge tradition and its continuation in Arabic philosophy, see especially A.
Jaffray, “On the Threshold of Philosophy: al-Farabt’s Introductory Works on Logic,”
Ph.D. dissertation, Harvard University, 2000.

Ibn Tibbon’s definitions of “genus” and “species” are similar but not identical to al-
Farabt’s and are therefore not included in this list (nor in the discussion below). I have
not yet identified Ibn Tibbon’s exact direct source for these two definitions.

See above, n. 1.

The paleographical information is based on the catalogue of the Institute for
Microfilmed Manuscripts. The term “Provencalized Latin” is Cyril Aslanov’s (see
below).

I compared Ibn Tibbon’s definitions with the four extant medieval Hebrew renderings
of al-Farabt’s Eisagoge and the three extant medieval Hebrew renderings of his

Categories. I found that, although Ibn Tibbon is sometimes similar or even identical

43



among other things, they demonstrate his solid understanding of logic
and illustrate his didactic concerns. That Ibn Tibbon’s glossary begins
with al-Farabi is significant for another reason as well. It means that
most Hebrew readers of the Guide, who would generally begin the
study of Maimonides’ work with Ibn Tibbon’s PMZ at their side, were
in fact reading the Guide with al-Farabi. Thus, as Maimonides himself
would perhaps have preferred, in the Hebrew tradition study of the
Guide began with al-Farabi.”

This paper presents the evidence relating to Ibn Tibbon’s use
of al-Farabi in his PMZ. Part 1 briefly classifies the manuscripts of
Ibn Tibbon’s lexicon, organizing them according to their relation to
the Arabic sources and paleography (Spanish script, Italian script,
Byzantine script). Part 2 is a critical synoptic edition (based on the
Spanish and Italian recensions) of the section of PMZ dependent on
al-Farabt’s Eisagoge, set side by side with its Arabic source. Part 3 is a
critical synoptic edition (based on the Spanish and Italian recensions) of
the section of PMZ dependent on al-Farabi’s Categories, set side by side
with its Arabic source. Part 4 presents the Arabic and Provengalized
Latin glosses found only in the Byzantine recension.

1. The Manuscript Traditions

As indicated above, more than fifty mauscripts of Ibn Tibbon’s PMZ
survive, of which forty-three contain all or part of the first entry, ’ekut.
By examining these forty-three manuscripts in relation to Ibn Tibbon’s
Arabic sources, I was able to establish the existence of three fairly
distinct manuscript traditions, which I call (based on the type of script
used in the best exemplars of each) Spanish, Italian, and Byzantine.
There is also a fourth tradition, more complex and less stable, which
shares readings with both the Spanish and the Italian traditions; it
represents either an intermediate tradition between the Spanish and
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Italian or (and this seems more likely to me) a later adaptation resulting
from scribal contamination. Although this fourth tradition should be
weighed carefully when a full critical edition of Ibn Tibbon’s work is
prepared, it does not bear significantly on the subject of this paper and
will not be considered in the following discussion.

Of the forty-three manuscripts I examined, I identified fourteen
which clearly reflect the unique characteristics of one or another of the
three main traditions. These fourteen are listed and briefly described
here.

Manuscript tradition A: Spanish

Although the manuscripts in this tradition are late, are often corrupt,
and are generally unstable, they nevertheless preserve the readings
closest to the Arabic text of al-Farabi. In my opinion this tradition,

to two of the medieval translations, he is also significantly different, and at times
translates from a different version of al-Farabi. Thus it seems clear that Ibn Tibbon
was not the author of any of the medieval translations; nor was he influenced by them.
On the contrary, his PMZ represents an independent rendering of select passages of
al-Farabt’s text, in effect a fifth version of the Eisagoge and a fourth version of the
Categories.

I allude to Maimonides’ well-known recommendation in his letter to Ibn Tibbon: “In
general, I say to you: Do not concern yourself with books on logic except for what
the philosopher Aba Nasr al-Farabi composed; for all that he wrote in general, and in
particular his Principles of the Existent Beings, is wheat without chaff. One should pay
attention to his words and understand what he says, for he was exceedingly wise.” See:
A. Marx, “Texts by and about Maimonides,” Jewish Quarterly Review 25 (1934): 379;
Y. Shailat, ed., Iggerot ha-Rambam (Ma‘aleh Adummim: Ma‘aliyot, 1988), 2: 552-53;
trans. J. Kraemer, “Maimonides and the Spanish Aristotelian School,” in Christians,
Muslims, and Jews in Medieval and Early Modern Spain, ed. M. Meyerson and E.
English (Notre Dame: University of Notre Dame Press, 2000), p. 44.
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insofar as it can be reconstructed, represents a first edition of PMZ,
which was subsequently revised, most likely by Ibn Tibbon himself.
The Italian tradition (discussed below) would seem to represent this
revised version.® The following manuscripts are the best exemplars of
this Spanish tradition:
A1.Rome, Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, vat. ebr. 421 (F 496);
Spanish script, dated 1449
A2.Vienna, Oesterreichische Nationalbibliothek Cod hebr. 182
(F 1449); Ashkenazi script, dated 1491
A3.Paris, Bibliotheque Nationale de France, ms héb. 684 (F
11562); Spanish script, dated 1352
A4.Rome, Biblioteca Casanatense 3091 (F 67); Spanish script, 15
or 16 century

Manuscript tradition B: Italian

This tradition, which is the earliest attested of the traditions (with
manuscripts dated 1273 and 1283), is by far the most stable (with
relatively few variants). It is also the most polished, with Arabisms
frequently removed and replaced with more elegant and Hebraized
syntax and terminology. As we will see (e.g., in the remarks on
the definition of “quality”), the revisions found in this family of
manuscripts were done in light of the original Arabic text. And since
it is unlikely that Ibn Tibbon’s Arabic source was identified by a later
scholar or student, it seems certain that the revisions were made by Ibn
Tibbon himself. The best exemplars of this the Italian tradition are the
following:
B1. London, British Library Add. 14763; Margoliouth 904 (F
4930); Italian script, dated 1273
B2. London, British Library Harley 7586A; Margoliouth 906 (F
4876); Italian script, dated 1283
B3. London, British Library Harley 5507; Margoliouth 905 (F
4865); Italian script, 14™ or 15™ century
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B4. Paris, Ecole Rabbinique 40 (F 4018); Italian script, 14th
century

B5. Parma, Biblioteca Palatina Cod. Parm. 3281; De Rossi 1379 (F
13958); Italian script, 15™ century

Manuscript tradition C: Byzantine, with unique
Arabic and Provencalized Latin Glosses
In general, the Byzantine tradition resembles the Italian, although
it occasionally preserves Arabized readings found in the Spanish.
With regard to the text itself, this family of manuscripts adds little of
significance to the textual history of PMZ. However, the Byzantine
manuscripts have something not found in the other manuscripts:
thirteen Arabic and Provengalized Latin glosses. A total of five
manuscripts contain these multi-lingual glosses, as follows:
C1. Rome, Biblioteca AEostolica Vaticana, vat. ebr. 284 (F 341);
Byzantine script, 14™ century
C2. St. Petersburg, Russian National Library Evr. 1479 (F 50943);
Byzantine script, dated 1331
C3. Parma, Biblioteca Palatina Cod. Parm. 3036; De Rossi 1076 (F
13840); Byzantine script, 14™ or 15™ century
C4. Hamburg, Staats- und Universitaetsbibliothek Cod. hebr. 261
(F 1061); Ashkenazi script, 15" century
C5. Budapest, Magyar tudomanyos akademia, MS Kaufmann A
273a (F15126); Byzantine script, dated 1377

Note that this conclusion is contrary to the thesis of Goshen-Gottstein (“On the
Methods of Translation”), who suggested that variations in the manuscripts were the
result of later scribal emendation and represent, among other things, a tendency of
scribes to over-Arabize. It seems to me that the identification of Ibn Tibbon’s Arabic
sources helps strengthen Fraenkel’s contrary thesis (From Maimonides to Samuel Ibn

Tibbon) that Ibn Tibbon himself was responisible for revisions he introduced over time.
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The next two sections present synoptic editions of Ibn Tibbon’s
definitions of differentia, property, accident, definition, description
(Part 2), and the ten categories (Part 3) side by side with their Arabic
sources. The edition of the Hebrew text of the Spanish tradition is
eclectic, based on manuscripts Al and A2 with corrections in the light
of A3 and A4. The edition of the Hebrew text of the Italian tradition,
in contrast, is diplomatic, based on the earliest dated manuscript (B1),
with only occasional corrections made in the light of other manuscripts.
A complete apparatus is provided for each tradition, together with brief
remarks about the relation of the two traditions to each other and to
the Arabic text upon which they are based. All citations of al-Farabi
are from the edition of Rafiq al-‘Ajam, with occasional modifications
based on the earlier edition of D. M. Dunlop and the manuscript
variants recorded by al-‘Ajam.? Significant differences between the
recensions, and words or phrases that will be singled out for discussion,
are underlined.

2. PMZ and al-Farabi’s Eisagoge
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B A al-‘Ajam, p. 79;

Dunlop, par. 6
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9 R al-‘Ajam, al-Mantiq ‘inda al-Farabi, vol. 1 (Beirut, 1985), pp. 75-87, 89-131; D.

M. Dunlop, “Al-Farabt’s Eisagoge,” Islamic Quarterly 3 (1956): 117-38; idem, “Al-
Farabt’s Paraphrase of the Categories of Aristotle,” Islamic Quarterly 4 (1957/8):
168-97, and Islamic Quarterly 5 (1959/60): 21-54.
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Remarks

As he often does, Ibn Tibbon begins the definition of “differentia”
with a meta-level of speech, which alludes to an unnamed source:
hagequbu (“they have defined it as ...”); the definition, which is a
literal translation from al-Farabi, then follows. A short gloss explaining
al-Farabt’s meaning—apparently the work of Ibn Tibbon himself—
interrupts al-Farabi’s exposition. Here, as elsewhere, the Spanish
tradition (A) represents a more complete text; for example, it preserves
one phrase of the Arabic that is missing in the Italian tradition (B): bi-
gesat tekunotaw we-‘inyanaw ha-miqriyyim. More significantly, (A)
produces a closer and more literal rendering of the Arabic. Thus (A)
translates fi jawharihi word-for-word as be-‘asmo, whereas (B) uses the
less literal be-‘esem “amitato.
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al-‘Ajam, p. 83;

Dunlop, par. 14
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Remarks

The definition of “property,” like that of “differentia,” consists of
word-for-word borrowings from al-Farabi, together with explanatory
glosses and additions, again apparently the work of Ibn Tibbon himself.
In Ibn Tibbon’s version, moreover, the example used by al-Farabi—that
of a horse neighing—is replaced by the example of a human being
laughing. Here too tradition (A) represents a more literal translation
of the Arabic; in this case the differences are especially revealing. For
example, (A) translates tasta ‘mil fi tamyiz naw* ‘an naw" as tei‘aseb be-
hakkarat min mi-min, whereas (B) has mesammesin bah be-havdalat
min mi-min. The differences are as follows: (A) translates according
to the root meaning of rasta‘mil (“.m.l), that is, ‘do, make’, replacing
it with the corresponding Hebrew root “s/b; and it translates tamyiz
according to the standard Hebrew hakkarah, as already established by
Judah Ibn Tibbon. Tradition (B), by contrast, translates the tenth-form
verb tasta‘mil according to the meaning of the form rather than the
basic meaning of the Arabic root, as mesammes ‘use, serve’, and tamyiz
according to the meaning in context, which is the differentiation of one
species from another. It is significant that each tradition represents a
different interpretation of the Arabic text: the change cannot be due
to a corruption or ad hoc revision; it is rather a revision in light of
the Arabic original. Since, as noted earlier, the identity of the Arabic
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source was likely known only to Ibn Tibbon, the observed difference
between the two traditions is the strongest evidence for the thesis that
Ibn Tibbon himself is responsible for the revision.
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Remarks

The entire entry “accident” is dependent on al-Farabi; there are no
additions or explanatory glosses. However, as in the previous examples,
(A) is the more complete text. It includes one clause of the Arabic that
is missing in (B) (see the underlined text), and in general stays closer to
the Arabic. Thus, for example, it renders ghayr as bilti rather than u-
bilti (as in B) and translates f7h7 as bo instead of /o (as in B).

Definition and Description

Following the definitions of the five predicables (three of which, as
shown above, are translations from al-Farabi), Ibn Tibbon presents
a brief discussion of “definition” and “description.” These too seem
to follow the Eisagoge of al-Farabi, although the use of al-Farabi is
restricted to two short texts. I present here only the two passages in Ibn
Tibbon’s discussion that correspond with al-Farabi, along with the very
few variant readings and some brief comments.

Definition
B A al-‘Ajam, p. 85;
Dunlop, par. 17

James T. Robinson

‘keep your children from higgayon’ [Ber. 28b] as referring to the
science called mantiq in Arabic. The Christians call it dialectics,
[referring to the discipline as a whole] with the name of one of its
parts. I have followed the [talmudic] commentators with respect
to this [terminology] and call [logic] the art of higgayon. But in
my opinion it would have been better had they called it the ‘art of
speech’ [meleket ha-davar/dibber], following the definition of man
as ‘rational animal’ [hay medabber]. Indeed, in my opinion, [logic]
ought to be called the ‘art of reasoning’ [meleker ha-sekel].”

Description
B A al-‘Ajam, p. 86;
Dunlop, par. 18
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Remarks

Of note is the fact that Ibn Tibbon offers two distinct translations
of the Arabic natiq: medabber and maskil. This same ambivalence is
found in PMZ, s.v. higgayon:'° “Some commentators have explained
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10 See Perus ha-Millot ha-Zarot, ed. Y. Even-Shemuel, appendix to Moreh ha-Nevukim
(Mosad ha-Rav Kook, 1987), pp. 43-44.
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3. PMZ and al-Farabi’s Categories

Substance
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Remarks

Ibn Tibbon provides two definitions of “substance.” The first is
drawn word-for-word from al-Farabi, whereas the second (presented
below) resembles Ibn Sina’s Book of Definitions. The only significant
textual variant is found in the material drawn from al-Farabi, in which
tradition (A) preserves the literal rendering of the plural with possessive
pronoun, mawdn‘atihi (in Hebrew nose’aw), whereas (B) has the

singular without the possessive pronoun: nose’.
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Ibn Sina, Kitab al-hudad, ed. A.-M. Goichon (Cairo, 1963), p. 42. For Ibn Sina’s

definitions of substance in general (without reference to the Book of Definitions),
see A. Eran, “Abraham Ibn Daud’s Definition of Substance and Accident,” Arabic
Sciences and Philosophy 7 (1997): 265-82, esp. 266-73; for his Book of Definitions in
general, see most recently K. Kennedy-Day, Books of Definition in Islamic Philosophy
(Routledge Curzon, 2003), pp. 52-53.
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James T. Robinson

Other differences worthy of note: Manuscript tradition (A) presents
somewhat different terminology than (B), using mitpared—instead
of meforad—for munfasal. And only (A) has the correct translation
of fi wast shayy minhu hadd, as be->emsa‘it davar mimmennu gevul.
(B) adds the possessive pronoun to ’emsa‘it, and is missing gevul
(perhaps due to scribal corruption), which translates a term found in
the Arabic.

Quality
B A al-‘Ajam, p. 99;
Dunlop, par. 16
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Remarks

There are two different recensions of the Arabic original of al-Farabt’s
definition of “quantity.” The version closest to Ibn Tibbon’s is the
one given above: wa-l-zaman wa-l-makan wa-mithla al-alfaz wa-I-
aqawil, which in Hebrew should be: we-ha-zeman we-ha-magom we-
ka-millot we-ha-ma’amarim. What accounts for the different versions,
however, is not entirely clear. It is possible that we-ha-millot has
dropped out of (A), due to textual corruption, and that we-ha-magom
was changed to we-ka-maqom, due to correction in light of the Arabic
text; in both cases, however, the order of the Arabic has been changed.
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Remarks

As with “substance,” here also Ibn Tibbon presents two alternative
definitions: the first from al-Farabi, the second from Ibn Rushd (see
below). Only (A) preserves the plural of hay’at, rendered as rekunot, as
opposed to (B), which has the more elegant, but less literal, sem le-kol
tekunah (the same is true in the text of Ibn Rushd, cited below, which
shows that this is an intentional revision and not a haphazard scribal
error). Similarly, (A) translates literally ajnas mutawassita as sugim

‘emsa ‘tyyim, whereas (B) has sugim tahtaw.
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Ibn Rushd, Talkhis kitab al-maqnlat, ed. M. Bouyges (Beirut, 1986), p. 71. This
version of Ibn Rushd’s commentary is the same one used in Jacob Anatoli’s medieval
Hebrew translation, as found in H. Davidson, ed., Middle Commentary on Porphyry’s
Isagoge and Aristotle’s Categories (Cambridge: Medieval Academy of America, 1969),
p. 66. It differs from the edition by C. Butterworth and A. ‘Abd al-Magid Harid1
(Cairo, 1980) (where the passage in question is on p. 121, par. 66).
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Remarks

“Relative” is the third and final term for which Ibn Tibbon provides an
alternative definition. And here, as in the previous example, the second
definition (given below) comes from Ibn Rushd’s Middle Commentary
on Aristotle’s Categories. The only textual difference worthy of note
is the translation of li-ajli in (A) as bi-glal and in (B) as bi-klal. This
would seem to result from a mistake in transmission rather than an
alternative translation of the text. Note also that Ibn Tibbon changes
al-Farabt’s example “father” and “son,” most likely because he had no
Hebrew equivalent for the Arabic #bawa and bunnwa (“fatherhood”
and “sonship”). Instead, he uses the equivalent example ’adon and
‘eved, with the corresponding abstract terms *adnut and ‘avdut, adding
“father” and “son” at the end.

James T. Robinson
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13 Ibn Rushd, Talkhis kitab al-maqalat, ed. Bouyges (Beirut, 1986), p. 52 (cf. Davidson,

Middle Commentary, p. 56). Again, it differs from the text in Butterworth and Haridi,
p- 109, par. 51.
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Remarks

The definition of “when” is translated word-for-word from al-Farabi,
with only one short clause (underlined in the Arabic) left out. As
is usual, (A) preserves the more literal translation; for example, ‘an
zamanibi al-mahdad, as ‘al zemano ha-mugbal, rather than ‘al ha-

zeman ha-mugbal la-davar (as in B).
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Remarks

Aor A2 99 |1 on Al [emnxam ||

:B

The definition of “where” is borrowed literally from al-Farabi, with
one short gloss interpolated and one short explanatory note added
at the end. There are some minor differences between the recensions,
though nothing major with respect to the Arabic.
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State, Position
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Remarks

James T. Robinson

The definition of “state” or “position” is taken directly from al-Farabi,
with a final concluding remark on the translation of the Guide added.
The only significant difference relating to the Arabic is near the end,
where (A) preserves the plural ajza’ al-makan with helgey ha-magom,
whereas (B) has the singular heleq ha-magom.

Having, Possession

B
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al-‘Ajam, p. 113;

Dunlop, par. 36
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The definition of “having” or “possession” is nothing other than the
first paragraph of al-Farabt’s definition. In general, (A) uses the same
prepositions as the Arabic, whereas (B) replaces them with prepositons
that work better in Hebrew. The only significant difference is near the
end, where (A) translates wa-minhu iradi literally, as u-mimmennn
resoni, whereas (B) presents a looser but more elegant version, #-

mehem mah she-hu’ resoni.

Passion, Being Acted Upon

B
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al-‘Ajam, pp. 113-14;
Dunlop, par. 37-38
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Action, Acting Upon

B
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al-‘Ajam, pp. 115-16;
Dunlop, par. 39-40
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of al-Farabi, with no additions or changes. Here too (A), as always, YT avimm |oehoadlly el &6 e

represents a more literal translation, for example rendering hiyya anwa*
al-harika, as hem miney ha-tenu‘ah, whereas (B) translates hem lefi
miney ha-tenu‘ab, adding the preposition lefi.
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The different recensions of this the final category are fairly stable, at
least for the first part of the definition; and all three are missing one
sentence in the Arabic, apparently the result of homoioteleuton in
the Arabic text from which Ibn Tibbon translated, in the first version
of Ibn Tibbon’s translation, or as the result of a very early scribal
error, preserved in all the manuscript traditions. There are, however,
some significant differences in the second part of the definition. (A)
reproduces the prepositions and definite articles found in the Arabic
more literally. It also has one unique sentence which differs from (B)
and is closer to the Arabic. In particular, (A) translates ‘ala mithal
maslak al-jism alladhi yanfa‘il, as ki-demut halikat ha-guf ha-mitpa‘el,
whereas (B) uses different terminology and adds an extra term bi-demut
be‘eteq ha-guf ha-mitpa ‘el ba-balikato.

4. The Arabic and Provencalized Latin Glosses in the
Byzantine Recension

As noted above, five manuscripts of PMZ—four of which are written
in Byzantine script—carry thirteen glosses which give, for certain
terms, their equivalents in Arabic and in la‘az, i.e., in the language of
the Christians, which in this instance means Latin or “Provengalized
Latin.” Although Ibn Tibbon sometimes introduced Arabic and
Latin/Romance glosses into his writings—elsewhere in PMZ and in
his other books!*—it seems certain that these glosses do not go back
to Ibn Tibbon himself: they appear in only these five manuscripts;
in two cases (“categories” and “species”) they appear out of place
within the text, suggesting that at some point during transmission they
entered the body of the text from the margin; and in one case (no. 8, on
“substance”), the gloss seems to refer to Ibn Tibbon in the third person,
showing that it was written by someone else. The glosses are, however,
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of interest, inasmuch as they are relatively early (from the thirteenth or
early fourteenth centuries), and thus can be counted among the earliest
extant bilingual philosophical glosses in Hebrew. !>

The thirteen glosses preserved in the Byzantine recension are
reproduced here, together with brief discussions. The identification
of the glosses as Latin and “Provencalized Latin,” as well as the
philological explanations, is based on correspondence with Cyril
Aslanov (Hebrew University of Jerusalem), for whose erudite advice I
am much indebted.

1. Categories
FPMprTID Y521 NXYIpNR N aonia
2omprmo C4 ;ymprio C3 [yrmprmo
The Arabic term is magnlat, and in la‘az it is: predicamentz.
Comment: The Latin, praedicamenta, is vulgarized as predicamentz.

2. Genus

WIINA TY921 D2 273 101
Sug in Arabic is jins, and in la‘az: genus.
Comment: Here the Latin, genus, is given.

14 See, e.g., Perus ha-Millot ha-Zarot, ed. Even-Shemuel, s.vv. “isatis, mavdil, hazayah,
harkavah Sekenit, mebsav, haqqeh, kaddur, ma’amar haggadi (pp. 34, 36, 44, 4748,
54, 57-58, 65-66); Robinson, Commentary on Ecclesiastes, par. 600-601; Samuel Ibn
Tibbon, Ma’amar Yigqawu ha-Mayim, ed. M. Bischeles (Pressburg, 1837), p. 150.

15 For a discussion of medieval bilingual glosses in general, see the essays in J. Hamesse

and D. Jacquart, eds., Lexiques bilingues dans les domains philosophique et scientifique

(Moyen Age-Renaissance) (Brepols, 2001), especially those by J-P. Rothschild and M.

Zonta. See also G. Sermoneta, Un glossario filosofico ebraico-italiano del XIII secolo

(Rome, 1969), especially pp. 95, 96, 104, 106, 109, 110, 115, 118, 123, 127, 131, 133,

185, 212, 410, 411, 431.
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3. Species

JIRINIDDN 1YY Y13 227va P
AwNexooX C3 [wrRnoox || 27y wva C3 Panva
Min in Arabic is naw, and in la‘az: especies.
Comment: The word especies is, according to Aslanov, a “cross-
formation between Latin species and Provencal especia.”!®

4. Differentia

JINTXIIDT Y521 9D 172 7 Tanm
ARy o7 C4 sanexamoT C3 saxey ot C2 [Axm T
Mavdil in Arabic is fasl, and in la‘az: differentia.
Comment: Here the Latin word, differentia, is given.

5. Property
—[1,07 W] 71720 % DNMT YUXT TPTYD 12727 IKAT DN 191,1¥KD 127a f%00m
JPMINIDIID 1YY ,12 121w DX IMKY TR 12T 1Y 73, END
yaxo1n C3C4 [ynxeomo || qon Cl [ymxomo ... avuom || 91 C3 [Sxr || 27y pwva C3 [1aava
Segullah in Arabic is khassa. The Gaon our Master Saadia likewise
translated ‘then ye shall be a peculiar treasure [segullah] unto me’
[Exod. 19:5] as khassa. What it means is something unique to the
substance in question. In la‘az: propilet]etz.
Comment: The Latin proprietas is, as explained by Aslanov, vulgarized
as propietz or proprilet]etz.!” Note also that a similar explanation
in light of Saadia’s Arabic Bible translation is found in Ibn Tibbon’s
explanation of “description,” which, according to all the manuscript
traditions, reads as follows: “Having explained the meaning of these
five words [namely, the five predicables], I will attach to them the
explanation of two additional terms, namely, geder ‘definition,” and hog
‘description’. ... As for the term hog, I do not remember having seen
this term used in this way by any [previous translator], but I have seen
that our Master Saadia translated the biblical term bog, as in the phrase
hoq u-mispat ‘a statute and an ordinance’ [see, e.g., Exod. 15:25], as
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rasm; and similarly he translated hugqay as rusiomi [see, e.g., Ps. 50:16].
Because of this, I have translated the Arabic term rasm into Hebrew
as hoq.”!® The practice of consulting Saadia’s Arabic translation of
the Bible as something like a Hebrew-Arabic-Hebrew dictionary was
already recommended by Judah Ibn Tibbon in his ethical will.!

6. Definition

AROPDT TYY2 T NOM
axxmpt C2C3C4 koot
The term geder is in la‘az: definitio.
Comment: Here the Latin, definitio, is given.

7. Description

ARIXDMPWT 192 MWK P nYn 0N
ANEMPWT C4 XDpWT C2 INNDMPpWT || VY wha C2 [1v92 TN
As for the term hog, which in la‘az is descriptio. ..
Comment: Once again the Latin, descriptio, is given.

8. Substance

N1 7N Y92 XDWIWT 272 1T XIP? DX 1D NNWYA NoNNWn 190 OXY 03
WROPHIND 1YY NKT 27V NWHA KW OXY W2 .NMANKD TYWwnY WX XITw DXy
1T 010 DXV 7110201, DXV W1PD2 1NYYN XX 170N 1101

16 1 ¢ite from our email correspondence. See also C. Aslanov, Le Provencal des Juifs

et I’hébren en Provence: Le dictionnaire Sharshot ha-Kesef de Joseph Caspi (Paris-
Louvain: Peeters, 2001), p. 29.

17" 1 summarize our email correspondence. See also Aslanov, Le Provengal des Juifs, p. 41.

18 Cf. Perus ha-Millot ha-Zarot, ed. Even-Shemuel, pp. 24-25, where this text is not

preserved.
19" See 1. Abrahams, Hebrew Ethical Wills (Philadelphia: Jewish Publication Society of
America, 1926), p. 66.
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IYWNY WX KW DYya NI || Xexmowiwn C4 [exaowiwn || mpe C4 [k || nomwn C3 [nannwn
[mn || vxv o C4 ;uRv»oMD C3 ;pvumord C2 [wXv»ord || 27w C2 27 || 2on C2 [mnxn
nmow i + C3
‘Esem, in our language, is also an equivocal term. ‘Esem, called jawhar
in Arabic and sustantia in la‘az, refers to [the Aristotelian category]
substance, which is the chief of the nine categories. Yet ‘esem also
corresponds to what in Arabic is called dhat and in la‘az propietas. In
this sense he [presumably Samuel Ibn Tibbon] said, in his explanation of
‘esem, “something consequent upon its essence [ ‘eser]”;20 or similarly:
“on that very day” [lit. on the essence, ‘esem, of that day].
Comment: Sustantia represents a simple vulgarization of the Latin
substantia, with the letter b dropping out. For propietas the Latin is
given. The gloss quotes from the definition of “substance” given a little
earlier in the text and refers to the author in the third person (Comro),
attesting that (at least) this gloss was not written by Ibn Tibbon.

9. Quantity
JUNLTLIMP TY921 77D "7 N
227y wha C3 a3 || o mxm C3 [mnon
Kammah in Arabic is kamiyya, and in la‘az: quantitati.
Comment: The la‘az is perhaps a corruption of the Latin, guantitas.

10. Quality
AwLYR 1YY FINDD 121V NN
w9 nwvar C3 [rvvar || axoop C4 ;mop C2 [axeoa || 727w wa C3 22
"Ekut in Arabic is kayfiyya, and in la‘az: qualitas.
Comment: Here the Latin, gualitas, is given.

11. Relation

JURI9TR TY921 RKDYIRYN 72702 180T MDAV MNND
XoxX C3 [XD¥'XOX || 27y nwva C3 [aava
The category relation and relative in Arabic is al-idafa, and in la‘az: adligit.
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Comment: Once again I quote Aslanov: “As for aliguid/adliqit, it is
obviously Latin. However, there is a problem with the spelling. By
experience, I can say that whenever a Judeo-Romance gloss contains a
thav, it is a corruption, because there is no reason for thav to appear
in a Romance word written in Hebrew letters. So it is a corruption of
some other spelling (by itself the metathesis is a corruption). I would
suggest a correction like: T™pox.”

12. When

TP TY921 NN 1270 YK 121 N0 Nom
5wyt C3 [ryvan || avwa pwy C3 [aawvn
The [Hebrew] term matay is close to the Arabic mata, which in la‘az
is: quando.
Comment: Here the Latin, guando, is given.

13. Possession, Having
K TYH21105 127y
max C2 x|y C4 [0
In Arabic labu, and in la‘az: abere.
Comment: Here abere or avere is, according to Aslanov, “a hybrid
cross-formation between Latin habere and Provengal aver. It exists
neither in Latin nor in Provencal. It is part of the virtual interlingua.”

Conclusion

1. Of the seventeen definitions presented in PMZ, s.v. ’ekut, thirteen
(differentia, property, accident, and the ten categories) are literal
translations from al-Farabi, while two (definition and description)

20 See above, p. 56, definition of ‘esem.
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borrow short passages fromal-Farabi. In three other cases (substance,
quality, relative) Ibn Tibbon provides alternative definitions to
those of al-Farabi, which are drawn from Ibn Sina and Ibn Rushd.
Based on comparison with the Arabic sources, itis possible toidentify
four distinct recensions of PMZ, corresponding to a classification
by paleographical criteria. One, preserved in (predominantly)
Spanish manuscripts, is close to the Arabic. A second recension,
preserved in Italian manuscripts, is less literal but more elegant;
since its variations with respect to the Spanish tradition were made
with reference to the Arabic source on which Ibn Tibbon silently
drew it can be taken as nearly certain that this revision was made by
Ibn Tibbon himself. A third manuscript tradition (the Byzantine)
includes unique Arabic glosses and glosses in la‘az —here Latin or
“Provengalized Latin.” Lastly, a fourth recension is an intermediate
tradition between the Spanish and the Italian manuscripts or
represents a later contaminated version created by mixing and
combining readings from the Spanish and the Italian.
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