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Wenn Gott in seiner Rechten alle Wahrheit und in seiner Linken

den einzigen immer regen Trieb nach Wahrheit, obschon mit dem
Zusatze, mich immer und ewig zu irren, verschlossen hielte und spriche
zu mir: wihle!

Ich fiele ihm mit Demut in seine Linke

(G. E. Lessing)

Ai miei genitori,
per avermi cresciuta in una casa colma di libri
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VIII
1. General introduction

Moses Maimonides Guide of the Perplexed was translated many
times: it was originally composed in Arabic between 1185 and
1190-1191, and was then translated into Hebrew in 1204 by Shmuel
Ibn Tibbon with the title Moreh nevukim!. This translation was
considered to be excessively close to the Arabic version, and thus made
the understanding of Maimonides’ text difficult for readers who did
not know Arabic: in order to supply a philosophical terminology,
missing at that time in the Hebrew language, Ibn Tibbon used some
calques and neologisms?. Since he discussed some of the details of the
translation with Maimonides himself, his version is thought to be
trustworthy3. At an uncertain date, a second Hebrew translation by the
poet Yehuda al-Harizi, less faithful but more elegant in style,
appeared’. However, in the course of time, the latter translation was

1 For the Arabic text, see M. ben Maimon, Dalilat al-hiirin, ed. S. Munk, 1. Joel,
Y. Junowitz, Jerusalem, 1931 [henceforth Daldlat]; for the Hebrew text translated by Ibn
Tibbon, see M. ben Maimon, Moreh nevukim, ed. Y. Even-Shmuel, Mossad Harav Kook,
Jerusalem, 2000 [henceforth 7i4.]; for the English translation, see M. Maimonides, Guide for
the perplexed, ed. S. Pines, II vol.,, The University of Chicago Press, Chicago, 1963
[henceforth Guide]. For an overview of the Guide’s different translations, see M. Zonta,
Traduzioni e commenti alla Guida dei perplessi nell Europa del secolo XIII: a proposito di alcuni
studi recenti, in G. Cerchiai, G. Rota (ed.), Maimonide e il suo tempo, Angeli, Milano, 2007,
pp. 51-60. On the composition of the Arabic text, see M. Maimonide, Les brouillons
autographes du Dalalat al-H¥irin (Guide des égarés), éd. C. Sirat, S. Di Donato, Vrin, Paris,
2012. According to Sirat, in 1191 the Guide was already completed (pp. 27-28). On the date
of composition of Ibn Tibbons translation, see Sirat, Les brouillons autographes, p. 18.
However, it seems that the text has been revised by the translator until 1214, cf. C. Fraenkel,
From Maimonides to Samuel ibn Tibbon. The transformation of the Dalilat al-H2'irin into the
Moreh ha-Nevukhim, The Hebrew University Magnes Press, Jerusalem, 2007, [hebr.] p. 82.

2 On the relation between the Arabic text and Ibn Tibbon’s translation, cf. Fraenkel, From
Maimonides to Samuel ibn Tibbon, pp. 56-75.

3 For the epistolary correspondence between Maimonides and Ibn Tibbon, see M.
Maimonides, Letters of Maimonides, ed. L. D. Stitskin, Yeshiva University Press, New York,
1977, pp. 130-136 (the text is presented in an abridged form). The Arabic original version is
lost; for the critical edition of the Hebrew translation, see Igror ha-Rambam, ed. 1. Shailat, 11
vol., Maaliyot Press of Yeshivat Birkat Moshe, Jerusalem, 1987-1988, pp. 511-554. For more
on this letter in general see S. Harvey, Did Maimonides’ Letter to Samuel Ibn Tibbon determine
which Philosophers would be studied by later Jewish Thinkers?, «Jewish Quarterly Review» 83
(1992), pp. 51-70.

4 According to M. Zonta, Maimonide, Carocci, Roma, 2011, p. 53, al-Harizi’s translation was
composed between 1205 and 1213. According to Sirat, Les brouillons autographes, p. 17, it
was composed before Ibn Tibbon’s one. On the differences between the two Hebrew versions,
see Zonta, La filosofia antica, p. 104; Y. Shiffman, The differences between the transiations of
Maimonides Guide of the Perplexed by Falaquera, Ibn Tibbon and al-Harizi, and their textual
and philosophical implications, Journal of Semitic Studies» XLIV (1999), pp. 47-61. For al-
Harizi’s text, see M. ben Maimon, Moreh nevukim, ed. S. B. Scheyer, S. Munk, Mahbarot le-
sifrut, Tel Aviv, 1952-53 [henceforth Har].
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read and diffused less often, probably because of its lack of precision.
Today, only one manuscript transmits this version’.

Soon, the Guide drew the attention of the Christian world, and
during the XIII century a Latin version with the title Dux neutrorum
started to circulate. Today, this text is transmitted through thirteen
manuscripts and the well-known printed edition made by Agostino
Giustiniani in 15200, Scholars maintained that this Latin translation
was conducted on the basis of al-Harizi’s text’”. The research I have
conducted so far indeed exhibits a remarkable adherence of the Latin
version to al-Harizi’s translation; however, sporadically, the Dux
neutrorum departs from it. Some considerations on this subject will be
presented in paragraph 5.

We neither have information on the identity of the translator
nor on the time and place of the composition of the Dux neutrorum.
On this matter, scholars have formulated different hypotheses, which
will be analyzed in paragraph 1.1, while the hypothesis of the present
thesis will be discussed in paragraph 6.

5 As C. Sirat maintains (Maimonide, Les brouillons autographes, n. 42, p. 20) there is no
complete list of manuscripts transmitting Ibn Tibbon’s translation. According to C. Fraenkel,
From Maimonides to Samuel Ibn Tibbon: interpreting Judaism as a philosophical religion, in 1d.
(ed.), Traditions of Maimonideanism, Brill, Leiden, 2009, pp. 177-212, p. 179, about 150
manuscripts are known at the Institute of Microfilmed Hebrew Manuscripts of the Hebrew
University of Jerusalem. The only manuscript containing al-Harizi’s translation is Paris,
Bibliothéque Nationale de France, heb. 682. On this manuscript, see P. Bobichon,
Bibliothéque Nationale de France, hébrew 669 & 703. Manuscrits de théologie, Brepols,
Turnhout, 2008, pp. 153-160.

6 For the manuscript tradition, see: [A] Cittd del Vaticano, Bibliotheca Apostolica Vaticana
(BAV), Ottoboniano Latino Ms. 644; [B] Paris, Bibliothéque Nationale de France, Ms.
fonds latin 15973 (Sorbonne 173); [E] Paris, Bibliothéque de la Sorbonne, Ms. 601, ff.
21ra-103vb; [C] Saint-Omer, Bibliothéque de I'agglomération, Ms. 608; [D] Miinchen,
Bayerische Staatsbibliothek, Clm 7936b; [F] Cambridge, University Library, Ms. Ii. 1.19
(1711); [G] Graz, Universititsbibliothek, Ms. 11.482, ff. 16va - 98rb; [H] Todi, Biblioteca
comunale “Lorenzo Leon;j”, Ms.32; [I] Oxford, Bodleian Library, MS. Bodl. 437; [K] Citta
del Vaticano, BAV, Cod. Vaticano Latino, Ms. 1124; [L] Citta del Vaticano, BAV, Cod.
Vaticano Latino, Ms. 4274; [N] Kassel, Landes- und Murhardsche Bibliothek, 2 Ms. theol.
67; [M] Cambridge, Trinity College, Ms. O.8.37 (fragmentum). The manuscript tradition
will be discussed later, in paragraph 2.1. For the printed edition, see Rabi Mosei Aegyptii
Dux seu director dubitantium aut perplexorum, ed. Augustinus Iustinianus, Parisiis, 1520.

7 This assumption is commonly shared by scholars. The first who made this hypothesis was J.
DPetles, Die in einer Miinchener Handschrifi aufgefundene erste lateinische Ubersetzung des
Maimonidischen ‘Fiibrers, «Monatsschrift fiir Geschichte und Wissenschaft des Judentums»,
XXIV (1875), pp. 65-75. He collated some Joci critici and concluded that the Latin translator
used al-Harizi’s text. On the contrary, M. Rubio, Aquinas and Maimonides on the possibility of
the knowledge of God, Springer, Amsterdam, 2006, in particular pp. 275-276, does not
exclude the possibility that the Latin translator had access also to the Arabic text.



Furthermore, in the same period two partial versions of the
Guide for the Perplexed appeared. One is the Liber de parabola
(1223-1224), often attributed to Michael Scot®. In the only
manuscript transmitting this text, the following date is found at the
beginning of the Liber: «In octavo anno gubernacionis felicis Honorii
tercii» (fol. 1ra), which corresponds to the year 1223-1224. 'The
recipient of this text is Romanus (maybe cardinal Romanus, who went
to Paris as a papal legate?). Because of the reference to the Pope at the
beginning of the text, probably the Liber was composed in Rome. The
occasio scribend; is a question asked by Romanus, namely why salt, and
not honey, was used for the offerings at the Jerusalem Temple:

interrogasti me, potens [con.; poteritis E] et humilis Romane -
prolonget tibi vitam Deus et augmentet statum - quare mel non
adolebatur in sacrificiis et sal valde item [?] portabatur [?] in eisdem!®

The question leads the author of this compilation to treating the
subject of biblical metaphors. Then, the Liber approaches the question
of biblical precepts, by differentiating them into positive and negative
precepts. From folio 4r on, the content of the text corresponds to
Maimonides’ Guide 111, chapters 29-30 and 32-49 (chapter 31 is
missing, and chapter 44 is extended with respect to the original). These
chapters are dedicated to the allegoric interpretation of the biblical law,
but numerous interpolations modify Maimonides™ text in a way that
makes the Liber seem to be more of a re-elaboration made by a
compiler rather than a translation!!. Most probably, the compilation

8 On the Liber de parabola, see . Kluxen, Literargeschichtliches zum lateinischen Moses
Maimonides, «Recherches de théologie ancienne et médiévale» XXI (1954), pp. 23-50, pp.
41-46. See also G. Hasselhoff, 7he Reception of Maimonides in the Latin World: the evidence of
the Latin translations in the 13th-15th century, «Materia giudaica» V1/2 (2001), pp. 258-280,
p. 261; Hasselhoff does not agree on the identification of the translator with Scot: «yet
considering the content it is I think quite unlikely, that Michael Scotus is the translator.
Firstly, the writer of the treatise tries to answer questions which seem to be asked by
Romanus. [...] Secondly, Scotus did not speak enough Hebrew to translate this text and add
extracts from several Maimonidean halakhic works to iv». The Liber de parabola is transmitted
by Paris, Bibliotheque de la Sorbonne, Ms. 601, f. 1ra-16vb [E]. Cf. Catalogue général des
manuscrits des Bibliothéques publiques de France: Université de Paris et Universités des
Départements, Paris, 1918, p. 150.

9 Cf. Kluxen, Literargeschichtliches, p. 44.

10 Cf. ms. E, fol. 1ra.

11 Cf. also Hasselhoff’s judgement, according to which twenty percent of the text are non-
Maimonidean; he thus suggests to regard the Liber no longer as a translation of Maimonides’
work (Hasselhoft, 7he Reception of Maimonides, p. 262).
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was composed on the basis of Ibn Tibbon’s translation. As Kluxen
noticed, the text provides a unity in itself, therefore it must not be
considered as a fragment of a larger work, and while its author seems
to be a Jew, the Liber de parabola is intended for a Christian public!2.
The extension of chapter 44 would be a signal that the text has been
adapted for Christian readers, since, without the explanations added to
it, the chapter would have been too obscure for someone not familiar
with Jewish precepts. Moreover, no references to the Za/mud are found
in the Liber. Concerning the fortune of the Liber de parabola, it seems
that it was cited by William of Auvergne in his De legibus, even though
no literal quotation is found!.

The second writing originating from Maimonides’ Guide is the
Liber de uno Deo benedicto (around 1240), which is a translation of the
twenty-five philosophical premises to Guide, 11, and of chapter II, 114,
The introduction summarizes Aristotelian principles, while the first
chapter deals primarily with the proof of God’s existence and the
necessity of God’s incorporeality. This text seems to be completely
independent from the Dux neutrorum?s.

12 Kluxen, Literargeschichtliches, pp. 42-43, presents quite convincing arguments for the
hypothesis that the author was a Jew, but he also remarks the following: «Die Bibelzitate
verraten aber, dass der Ubersetzer stindig die lateinische Bibel benutzt hat; die Ubersetzung
des Dux neutrorum verfihrt da etwas anders, indem hiufig die hebriische Fassung neu
iibersetzt wird, um ihre Eigenart genau wiederzugeben»; he comes to the conclusion: «Man
kann sich der Schlussfolgerung nicht entziehen, dass hier ein jiidischer Rabbi fiir christliche
Leser geschrieben hat, in Zusammenarbeit mit einem Ubersetzer, der nicht mehr als
gelegentliche Bemerkungen iiber die Verschiedenheit von hebriischem und lateinischem
Bibeltext beigesteuert hav (p. 43).

13 Cf. J. Guttmann, Guillaume d’Auvergne et la littérature juive, «Revue des études juives» 18
(1889), pp. 243-255. Kluxen, (Literargeschichtliches, pp. 45-46) discusses Guttmann’s
arguments, and adds that the name of Maimonides is never quoted, while other authors are
always quoted by name. According to J. Koch, also Giles of Rome quoted from this work, see
Giles of Rome, Errores philosophorum, ed. J. Koch, trans. J. O. Riedl, Milwaukee, 1944, pp.
XLVII-LI.

14 Rabbi Moyses, Liber de uno Deo benedicto, hrsg. von W. Kluxen, in P. Wilpert, Judentum
im Mittelalter: Beitrige zum christlich-jiidischen Gesprich, Berlin, De Gruyter, 1966, pp.
167-182.

15 On the diffusion of the text, see the judgment of Kluxen, Literargeschichtliches, p. 40: «Man
sieht, dass unser kleines Buch nur eine sehr geringe Rolle gespielt hat. Um die Mitte des 14.
Jahrhunderts scheint es schon vergessen zu sein». But Albert the Great was familiar with it,
and often quotes from the Liber, see C. Rigo, Zur Rezeption des Moses Maimonides im Werk
des Albertus Magnus, in W. Senner, H. Anzulewicz (ed.), Albertus Magnus. Zum Gedanken
nach 800 Jabren. Neue Zuginge, Aspekte und Perspektiven, Dominicans, Berlin, 2001, pp.
29-66. According to Rigo, the Liber was translated from an early version of Ibn Tibbon’s
translation, see Jbid., p. 30, n. 4. Furthermore, according to Koch, Introduction, p. XLVIII,
the Liber was quoted also by Walter von Briigge, William de la Mare and Vitalis de Furno.
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Much more fortunate was the history and the reception of the
Dux neutrorum, which from the XVI century on was mainly read
through the edition made by Agostino Giustiniani. When Joseph
Perles, at the end of the XIX century, discovered a medieval
manuscript containing the Dux neutrorum, Maimonides’ text was
brought to new attention. First of all, it became clear that Giustiniani
did not translate the work himself, but rather that he used an already
existing medieval translation. Secondly, Perles expressed the need of a
reliable text for the Dux neutrorum, considering Giustiniani’s edition as
erroneous:

Der von Giustiniani verdffentlichte Text ist arg verwahrlost und
kann ohne Zuhilfenahme der Handschrift und des hebr. Textes in
den meisten Fillen nicht gebraucht werden. Falsche Interpunktion,
Auslassung ganzer Zeilen und Sitze, unrichtige Schreibung der hebr.
Worte und die verkehrte Aufldsung der in den alten Handschriften
gebrauchten Abkiirzungen wirken zusammen, um den Leser, der
lediglich auf diesen Text angewiesen ist, irrezufithren oder ihm das
Verstindnis des Inhaltes vollkommen unméglich zu machen'.

Moreover, a skepticism related to Giustiniani’s text was already
common in the XVI century, as it can be deduced from the judgments
formulated first by Joseph Justus Scaliger and then by Johannes
Buxtorf, who composed a new Latin translation of the Guide!”. Both
of them attribute the scarce quality of the text not only to the editor,
but also in some cases to the translator, as becomes evident from
Scaliger’s words:

16 Perles, Die in einer Miinchener Handschrift, p. 75. Perles discovered our ms. D.

17 Rabbi Mosis Majemonidis Doctor Perplexorum, ed. Johannes Buxtorf, Basilea, 1629. In the
prologue to his translation, Buxtorf writes the following about Giustiniani’s edition: «Infinitis
liber ille scatet mendis et erroribus, quorum plurimi ex inscitia librariorum, qui scripturae
veteris compendia et characteres non probe intellexerunt, non pauciores ex inscitia autoris
promanarunt. Centenos possem producere locos, in quibus ille contrarium plane eius ponit,
quod Autor voluit. Totidem in quibus voces lineae periodi integrae omissae. Innumeros in
quibus ex distinctionum corruptione sensus vel nullus omnino vel confusus, nam saepissime
ubi sensus distinctionum vel colon aliquid requisivit, sermo est continuatus: ubi continuari
debuit, distinctio aliqua posita. De vocibus depravati nihil dicam. Loca scripturae neque ad
mentem Autoris neque etiam indicata sunt. Accesit ad haec omnia sermonis et styli pro
temporum illorum ratione impuritas, obscuritas, difficultas. Ingenue hoc testari possum, in
locis dubiis semper clariorem adhuc textum Hebraeum mihi fuisse: tantum abest ut multum
opis inde acceperim». Moreover, ]. Perles, Die in einer Miinchener Handschrift, p. 85,
attributes this very negative judgment to the fact that Buxtorf used Ibn Tibbon’s text, while
Giustiniani (and our manuscript tradition) is mostly based on al-Harizi’s Hebrew version.
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Magna seges mendorum est in Latino. Praeter illa quae ab inscitia
interpretis peccata sunt, accessit et inscitia librariorum aut
typographorum. Nam fere semper legitur specialem, ubi spiritualem
legendum erat. Ex compedio natus est error. Ex eodem fonte
manavit prophetia pro philosophia, bonitatem ubi brevitatem
legendum erat, c¢. 32 lib. I Sequenti capite altitudo naturalis,
scribendum aptitudo. Infinita possem eiusmodi referre, si locus et
tempus postularet!8,

In short, the project of a critical edition of the Dux neutrorum
has long been a desideratum for the scientific community, in particular
for those scholars who were involved in the Quellenforschung of Latin
medieval texts, in which Maimonides is explicitly or implicitly
quoted!. It is at the Zhomas Institut in Cologne that the idea of editing
the Dux took its form, in the framework of the editorial project
dedicated to Meister Eckhart, whose writings seem to be highly

18 J. Scaliger Epistolae, 62, ed. Frankf. p. 177-78, quoted by Petles, Die in einer Miinchener
Handschrift, p. 84, n. 23.

19 Koch provides an example of the difficulty he encountered in editing the Errores
philosophorum due to the absence of Dux neutrorum’s critical edition. See Koch, Introduction,

p. XXIV-XXV.
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influenced by the Jewish author?’. First Joseph Koch and then
Wolfgang Kluxen started working on the manuscript tradition of the
Dux neutrorum: today, in the archive of the 7homas Institut an early
draft of a collation of chapter 1 to 60 from part I and chapter 1 to 3
from part II from seven manuscripts is preserved?!. Those early
investigations did not lead to a critical edition, but they laid the
foundation for it. Part of this material was reviewed and re-organized
by Mercedes Rubio, who in 2006 published an edition of Dux
neutrorum, part II, Incipit and chapter 1 with variants coming from
manuscripts A, B, C, E, K, L, and Dux I, 33 and II, 18 relying on A,
B, C, E, as an appendix to her study, dedicated to Maimonides
influence on Thomas thought?2. Once more, in 2004, Gorge
Hasselhoft drew attention to the influence of Maimonides in
Christianity, dedicating a monograph to this subject, in which he

20 On Maimonides and Eckhart, see ]. Koch, Meister Eckhart und die jiidische
Religionsphilosophie des Mittelalters, in «Jahresbericht der Schlesischen Gesellschaft fiir
Vaterlindische Kultur» 101 (1928), pp. 134-48 (republished in: Id., Kleine Schriften, Edizioni
di storia e letteratura, Roma, 1973, I, pp. 349-65); E. Reftke, Eckhartiana IV. Studien zum
Problem der Entwicklung Meister Eckbarts im Opus Tripartitum, in «Zeitschrift fiir
Kirchengeschichte» 57 (1938), pp. 19-95, pp. 77-95; H. Liebeschiitz, Meister Eckhart und
Moses Maimonides, «Archiv fiir Kulturgeschichte» 54 (1972), pp. 64-96; R. Imbach, Ur ait
Rabbi Moyses. Maimonidische Philosopheme bei Thomas von Aquin und Meister Eckhart,
«Collectanea Franciscana» 60 (1990), pp. 99-116; Y. Schwartz, ‘Ecce est locus apud me’:
Maimonides und Eckharts Raumvorstellung als Begriff des Gottlichen, in J. A. Aertsen, A. Speer,
Raum und Raumvorstellung im Mittelalter, Miscellanea Mediaevalia, 25, De Gruyter, Berlin-
New York, 1998, pp. 348-364; B. McGinn, Sapientia Judaeorum: The Role of Jewish
Philosophers in Some Scholastic Thinkers, in R. . Bast, A. Colin Gow, Continuity and Change.
The Harvest of Late Medieval and Reformation History, Brill, Leiden—Boston—Kéln, 2000, pp.
206-228; Y. Schwartz, Meister Eckharts Schriftauslegung als Maimonidisches Projekt, in G. K.
Hasselhoff, O. Fraisse (ed.), Moses Maimonides (1138-1204). His Religious, Scientific, and
Philosophical Wirkungsgeschichte in Different Cultural Contexts, Egon, Wiirzburg, 2004, pp.
173-208; Y. Schwartz, Zwischen Einbeitsmetaphysik und Einbeitshermeneutik: Eckharts
Maimonides-Lektiire und das Datierungsproblem des ‘Opus tripartitum’, in A. Speer, L. Wegener
(ed.), Meister Eckhart in Erfurt, Miscellanea Mediaevalia, 32, De Gruyter, Berlin-New York,
2005, pp. 259-279; P. Heidrich, Maimoni-Zitate bei Meister Eckhart, in 1d., Im Gesprich mit
Meister Eckhart und Maimonides, hrsg. v. H. M. Niemann, Lit Verlag, Berlin, 2010, pp.
66-192; Y. Schwartz, Meister Eckhart and Moses Maimonides: From Judaeo-Arabic Rationalism
to Christian Mysticism, in ]J. M. Hackett (ed.), A Companion to Meister Eckbart, Brill, Leiden,
2012, pp. 389-414; D. Di Segni, “verba sunt Rabbi Moysis”: Eckbart ¢ Mosé Maimonide, in
Studi sulle fonti di Meister Eckhart, a cura di L. Sturlese, II vol., Freiburg, Academic Press
Fribourg, 2012, pp. 103-140.

21 For Koch’s conclusions, see Koch, Introduction, pp. XLVII-LI. Kluxen published the results
of this early phase of the work in Kluxen, Literargeschichtliches zum lateinischen Moses
Maimonides, which represented a fundamental starting point and provides constant
references for the present edition. In particular, he divided the manuscript tradition into
three groups: ABCFHIM; EDK; GL and Giustiniani (/bid., p. 32). Our genealogical
reconstruction of the witnesses will be discussed in paragraph 3.

22 Rubio, Aquinas and Maimonides, Appendix I1I, p. 266-306.
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analyzed the Latin reception according to the different genmres of
Maimonides’ production?3. However, this study could not rely on a
solid critical text of the Jewish author’s main philosophical writing.
The present doctoral dissertation fulfils this need by presenting a
critical edition of Dux neutrorum, 1, chapters 1-59, based on the
examination of all the witnesses. Also, it represents the beginning of a
wider project, i.e., the edition of the integrality of the work.

1.1 Scholars’ hypotheses on Dux neutrorum’s composition

As said above, there is no consent about the place of
composition of the Dux neutrorum. Moritz Steinschneider
hypothesized that the translation was composed at the court of
Frederick II, on the basis of some Jewish sources, according to which
the Emperor used to discuss some biblical verses following
Maimonides™ exegesis within the circle of philosophers at his court?4.
The ‘Tralian’ hypothesis is considered to be the most convincing one,
brought forth by Joseph Perles, who saw a strong connection between
the Dux and the commentary of Moses of Salerno on the Moreh
nevukim?>. Moreover, Giuseppe Sermoneta regarded the project of
translating Maimonides” work as totally coherent with the Emperor’s

23 G. Hasselhoft, Dicit Rabbi Moyses: Studien zum Bild von Moses Maimonides im lateinischen
Westen vom 13. bis zum 15. Jabrhundert, Wiirzburg, Konigshausen & Neumann, 2004.

24 M. Steinschneider, Kaiser Friedrich II. iiber Maimonides, «Hebriische Bibliographie» VII
(1864), pp. 62-66, p. 65: «Hierdurch wird meine Frage ob er [Friederich] etwa die lateinische
Ubersetzung des Moreh veranlasste, zu einer, der Untersuchung wiirdigen Hypothese». For
the Jewish sources on Frederick 11, see C. Sirat, Les traducteurs juifs & la cour des rois de Sicile
et de Naples, in G. Contamine (éd.), Traduction et traducteurs au Moyen Age, CNRS, Paris,
1989, pp. 169-191. Sirat quotes the testimony of Jacob Anatoli, Moses of Salerno and
Kalonimos ben Kalonimos.

25 Perles, Die in einer Miinchener Handschriff, pp. 80-81: «Dass die Ubersetzung
wahrscheinlich einer Anregung Kaiser Friedrichs II ihre Entstehung verdankt, ist bereits
bemerkt worden. Moses b. Salomo aus Salerno, der den More im hebr. und wohl auch im
arab. Texte zu lesen im Stande war und doch hiufig auf die lat. Ubersetzung desselben
rekurrierte, so wie sein Freund, mit dem er sich zur Ausarbeitung seines Morecommentars
Yg:rbunden hatte, Nicolo di Giovenazzo standen jedenfalls dem Kreise, in welchem diese
Ubersetzung entstand, nahe oder waren vielleicht selber irgendwie an derselben beteiligt. Ein
derartiges literarisches Zusammenwirken arabisch-christlicher oder jiidisch-christlicher Krifte
zur Herstellung einer Ubersetzung wie es Renan treffend schildert war ja damals durch die
Umstinde geboten und allgemein iiblich».
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cultural politics?6. Lynn Thorndike was also a supporter of the Italian
composition, identifying the translator with Michael Scot, who —
according to some ancient sources — was also thought to have known
the Hebrew language?’.

On the contrary, Wolfgang Kluxen maintained the hypothesis
of its composition in South France, because the older manuscripts, as
well as the first quotations from the Dux, come from the Parisian
area8. Moreover, since he believed that the translation was made only
on the basis of al-Harizis text, Kluxen considered the Italian
hypothesis as unlikely: in those years, Jacob Anatoli — who was Ibn
Tibbon’s son in law — was invited by the Emperor to collaborate on the
translation of some scientific texts. Of course, Anatoli would have
made the version of Maimonides’ work composed by his relative
known in the court, and not the one made by al-Harizi?°. Finally,

26 G. Sermoneta, Un glossario filosofico ebraico-italiano del XIII secolo, Edizioni dell’Ateneo,
Roma, 1969, pp. 40-42: «Sia o non sia partita personalmente da Federico, o dai traduttori
vissuti a corte tra il 1230 e il 1250, liniziativa di donare all'Occidente l'opera pit
caratteristica e di maggiore rilievo del pensiero ebraico medievale, certo ¢ che la Guida
rispondeva in pieno al programma concordistico svolto in quello stesso periodo dai professori
della Facolta della Arti o dai Frati Predicatori in seno allo Studio Generale di Napoli, fondato
dall'imperatore nel 1224».

27 L. Thorndike, Michael Scot, Nelson, London, 1965, pp. 28-29: «Gregory IX, in 1227,
spoke of Michael’s proficiency, not in Greek but in Hebrew and Arabic as well as Latin. It is
therefore tempting to hold Michael responsible for the standard Latin version of the Guide ro
the Perplexed of the leading Hebrew man of learning, Moses Maimonides, which is found
together with Scot’s translation of De celo et mundo, albeit in a different hand, in a
manuscript (601) of the thirteenth century at the University of Paris». Thorndike refers here
to our ms. E.

28 Caterina Rigo, who analyzed Maimonides’ quotations in Albert the Great, also shares the
hypothesis regarding France, cf. Rigo, Zur Rezeption des Moses Maimonides, pp. 31-35.

29 Kluxen, Literargeschichtliches, pp. 32-33: «Was nun Entstehungszeit und —ort unserer
Ubersetzung angeht, so verweisen die Handschriften eindeutig auf Frankreich. [...] Ferner ist
die Tatsache, dass Al Charisis Text der Ubersetzung zugrunde liegt, ein weiteres Argument fiir
den franzésischen Ursprung. [...] Man bedenke dazu, dass am Hofe Friedrichs II. Ibn
Tibbons Schwiegersohn Jakob Anatoli lebte! - Der Befund der iltesten Zitate scheint mir
ebenfalls die Frankreich-Hypothese zu stiitzen». To reconcile the hypothesis of a composition
in Southern Italy with the evidence of the first quotations in the Parisian area, G. Sermoneta,
Un glossario filosofico, p. 42, evoked the possibility of considering Peter of Ireland as a
mediator for the diffusion of the text. Since he probably read the Dux with Moses of Salerno
(on the connection between Peter of Ireland and Moses of Salerno, see C. Rigo, Per
un'identificazione del sapiente cristiano’ Nicola da Giovinazzo, collaboratore di rabbi Mosheh ben
Selomoh da Salerno, «Archivum Fratrum Praedicatorum» LXIX (1999), pp. 61-146, p. 79, n.
85; pp. 100-104), Peter might have made Thomas Aquinas familiar with the text during his
Neapolitan years; afterwards, Thomas would have made Maimonides’ work known in Paris.
This hypothesis was again suggested by G. Hasselhoff, 7he reception of Maimonides, p. 265.
However, this hypothesis is chronologically in contrast with the fact that the first quotations
from the Dux neutrorum are attested in Paris between 1241 and 1244.
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Kluxen saw a connection between the condemnation and burning of
the Guide in Southern France and the appearance of our translation30.

Since at that time the Maimonidean controversy was taking
place within the Jewish community in Southern France, Gad
Freudenthal does not believe that our translation could have been
composed in that region after the beginning of the controversy3!.
Freudenthal admits that the controversy could have triggered the
curiosity of Christians for Maimonides’ work, but not in Southern
France; according to him, since Frederick II followed a policy aiming
at destabilizing the papal power by translating and disseminating
philosophical works, the interest in translating the ‘condemned’ Guide
might have been aroused at his court32. According to Freudenthal’s
hypothesis, the mathematical treatise De duabus lineis, translated from
the Arabic by John of Palermo, came from the same intellectual circle
in which the Dux was translated, because in I, 73 Maimonides cites
this treatise. This quotation could have aroused the interest of the
mathematicians at the imperial court, leading them to request a
translation of the treatise33.

In his monograph, Gorge Hasselhoff maintains that the Dux
was composed in Paris, its translator being a former Jew who had
converted to Christianity — Nicolas Donin or Thibaut de Sézanne. As a

30 Kluxen, Literargeschichtliches, pp. 33-34. We ought to note that there is no consent on the
truthfulness of the burning of Maimonides’ work by the ecclesiastic authority in Southern
France, cf. R. Leicht, Miracles for the Sake of the Master of Reason Hillel ben Samuel of Verona's
Legendary Account of the Maimonidean Controversy, <Micrologus» 21 (2013), pp. 579-598.

31 G. Freudenthal, Pour le dossier de la traduction latine médiévale du Guide des égarés, Revue
des études juives» CXLVII (1988), pp. 167-172, p. 169: «l n'est guére probable que
quelqu’un se soit enhardi, immédiatement aprés la condamnation du Guide pour hérésie, 2 le
traduire en latin dans la région méme ou il avait été condamné et brulé». On the
condemnation, see the objection, supra, n. 30.

32 Freudenthal, Pour le dossier, p. 169. On the political role of Frederick’s cultural project see
also G. Sermoneta, Federico I ¢ il pensiero ebraico nellTralia del suo tempo, in Federico II e
larte del Duecento italiano. Atti della III settimana di studi di storia dell’arte medievale
dell'Universita di Roma, Congedo, Galatina, 1980, pp. 186-197, p. 197: «Non sara dunque
solo mecenatismo, o una volonta passatista desiderosa di continuare una tradizione imperiale
di corte, a spingere Federico e i suoi successori a servirsi di Anatoli e dei discepoli della sua
scuola per diffondere prima Averro¢ e il Maimonide [...]; ma sard piuttosto una ben precisa
intenzione che vedeva nella diffusione del pensiero di Aristotele e dei suoi commentatori una
missione e un programma che, fissando precise premesse metafisiche e filosofiche, intendeva
realizzarne le necessarie conseguenze sul piano sociale e politicor. The same judgement is
diffusely maintained by R. Bonfil, La cultura ebraica e Federico II, in Federico II e le nuove
culture. Atti del XXXI Convegno storico internazionale, Centro italiano di studi sull’Alto
medioevo, Spoleto, 1995, pp. 153-171.

33 Freudenthal, Pour le dossier, p. 171.
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matter of fact, both of them knew Hebrew and the Jewish culture as
well as Latin34.

1.2 The date of composition

Likewise, the question of the date of composition of the Dux
neutrorum has been much debated. In any case, scholars agree that the
text has probably been written in the period between the years 1230s
and 1240s%. It seems that in 1234 the Guide had not been translated
yet3¢. Without any doubt, it was composed before 1251, because in an
epistle sent by Adam of Marsh to Thomas of York the work is

34 Hasselhoft, Dicit Rabbi Moyses, pp. 123-124. Nicolas Donin was involved in the
translation of the Talmud material for the trial that took place in Paris in the years
1240-1244. Y. Schwartz, Authority, Control, and Conflicts in 13th Century Paris: The Talmud
Trial in Context, in E. Baumgarten, J. Galinsky (ed.), Jews and Christians in 13th Century
France, Palgrave MacMillan, New York, 2015, pp. 93-110, p. 103, evokes the hypothesis that
the Talmud trial could have been connected to the Maimonidean controversy: «The most
compelling question, which will likely remain unresolved, concerns the potential relationship
between the internal Jewish Maimonidean controversy of the 1230s [...] and the anti-
talmudic measures in Paris a decade later. In his writings from the 1280s, the Italian Jewish
author Hillel of Verona was the first to suggest a link between these two events. I refer here to
his well-known claim that Maimonides’ Guide of the Perplexed and Book of Knowledge were
burned in Paris, an incident that was directly followed by the burning of the Talmud». On
Hillel’s account, cf. Leicht, Miracles for the Sake of the Master of Reason.

35 Unfortunately, the manuscript tradition does not provide any paleographical clue for the
dating of the text. The oldest manuscripts, which are also the closest to the original text (mss.
A and B), date back to the XIII century, but no precise information concerning the date of
their composition is known.

36 According to Kluxen, Literargeschichtliches, p. 33, during the controversy that took place in
South France in 1234, the anti-maimonidean faction had to translate for the inquisitors some
passages from the Guide (even though there is no historical evidence that the Guide was burnt
by the inquisitors, see supra, n. 30). Moreover, Gad Freudenthal points out that in 1234
Roland of Cremona has been the first Latin author who mentioned Maimonides, however:
«Roland displays such an erroneous and distorted knowledge of him that it is plain that he
derived his information from oral communication and not from reading» (cf. G. Freudenthal,
Maimonides Guide of the Perplexed and the Transmission of the Mathematical Tract ‘On Two
Asymprotic Lines in the Arabic, Latin and Hebrew Medieval Traditions, «Vivarium» 26, 2
(1988), pp. 113-140, p. 128, n. 4).
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mentioned with its alternative title Mater philosophie, under which the
Guide was known in the Anglo-Saxon area¥”.

Grounding his argumentation on this epistle, Hasselhoff
defends the idea of a late composition of our translation. According to
him, it is unlikely that the Dux neutrorum was sent to Oxford after
being known for twenty years in Paris3®. Nonetheless, the epistle does
not state that the book was sent from Paris: most probably, Adam of
Marsh had been in England at that time3. Therefore, we do not really
know exactly when the Dux started to circulate in England.

The first explicit quotations from the Dux neutrorum date back
to the 1240s%0. Albert the Great was one of the first authors who
quoted from the Dux neutrorum. On the basis of Maimonides
quotations in Albert the Great’s work, Caterina Rigo dates our
translation between 1241 and 1244. She discovered an early version of
De 1V coaequaevis (1241), in which it seems that Albert did not have
knowledge of the Dux neutrorum, while in a later version (1246) of the
same writing he quotes from it. Furthermore, Albert knew
Maimonides already in 1244, since the Dux is cited in his commentary
to Sentences, 141. Other early quotations in Paris are found in the

Summa Theologiae of Alexander of Hales?2.

37 Adae de Marisco Epistolae, epist. 227, in Monumenta Franciscana, ed. J. S. Brewer,
Longman, London, 1858, pp. 394-396: «Mittit vobis frater Laurentius quaternos matris
philosophie, pro quibus misistis». E. Longpré, Fr. Thomas d’York, O.EM., La premiére Somme
métaphysique du XIlle siécle, «Archivum Franciscanum Historicum» XIX (1926), pp.
875-933, p. 877 n. 6, p. 878, identified the Mater philosophie with the Dux neutrorum. Cf.
the new edition of the letters, C. H. Lawrence (ed.), 7he letters of Adam Marsh, 2 vol.,
Clarendon Press, Oxford, 2006, letter 225, pp. 542-543. Lawrence reads the abbreviation as
‘Matris prophetice’ and hypothesises a reference to the writings of Hildegard of Bingen.

38 Hasselhoft, 7he reception of Maimonides, p. 266: «There is a letter written in 1251, which
states that a copy of the Mater philosophiae was sent to Oxford [...]. I wonder whether there
was a book of high value for a quite long time in Paris - according to Kluxen about twenty
years! - before it was sent to the other centre of medieval studies. To me, it seems more likely
that it was relatively new in Paris when it was copied and sent to the island».

3 According to Lawrence, 7he letters, pp. XVI-XVII, Adam was sent abroad by the King in
1247 and in 1257. In 1250 Adam ended his teaching at the Oxford Franciscan school, but
continued to be based in Oxford.

40 Since the Dux neutrorum was first quoted around 1240, Gorge Hasselhoff maintains that it
is unlikely to have been translated in the 1220s, cf. Hasselhoft, Dicir Rabbi Moyses, p. 123:
«Geht man beispielsweise von einer Ubersetzung um 1225 aus, so bleibt unerklirlich, warum
eine Ubertragung eines in vielerlei Hinsicht eminent wichtigen Werkes der arabisch-
judischen Philosophie ungefihr fiinfzehn Jahre lang tiberhaupt nicht verwendet wurde».

41 Cf. Rigo, Zur Rezeption des Moses Maimonides, pp. 31-35.

42 Cf. Alexandri de Hales Summa Theologica, ed. B. Klumper, Quaracchi, Firenze, 1924, tom.
I, pars I, inq. I, tract. IV, quaest. IV, 162, p. 242; Id., Summa Theologica, ed. P. M. Perantoni,
Quaracchi, Firenze, tom. IV, pars II, inq. III, tract. I, quest. I, 263 B 3, p. 377.



In these same years, the Dux neutrorum was known also in
Northern Italy, since Moneta da Cremona mentions it in his Summa
adversus Catharos et Valdenses®3. The authority of Maimonides is
introduced through the expression «quidam judaeus dictus Rabbi
Moyses#¥; as Kluxen noticed, such a formulation suggests that
Maimonides was, at that moment, unknown. Therefore, Moneta
would have read the Dux neutrorum independently from the Parisian
authors.

A clue can be deduced from the dissemination of the two
others ‘Maimonidean’ Latin works, the Liber de parabola and the Liber
de uno Deo benedicto. As already mentioned, it seems that the Liber de
parabola was known to William of Auvergne, even though no literal
quotation can be found. Some arguments in the De legibus (composed
most probably around 1230) closely correspond to the Liber, even
though Maimonides’ name is never mentioned“.

Moreover, there are some passages of William’s De wuniverso
(1231-1236) which seem to be influenced by the Dux neutrorum; in
one passage, William discusses an interpretation taken from the
Chapters of Rabbi Eliezer and the answer given by a «quidam ex aliis
eorum philosophus#’». The discussion follows exactly Guide 11, 26, and
the opinion mentioned in the answer is that of Maimonides. Secondly,
William refers to an argument according to which Aristotle’s opinions
are only true for the sublunary world; the same position is maintained

43 Cf. Monetae Cremonensis Adversus Catharos et Valdenses libri quingue, ed. T. A. Ricchinius,
Roma, 1743. The Summa has been composed between 1241 and 1244.

44 Ibid., p. 483b.

45 Kluxen, Literargeschichtliches, p. 33.

46 Cf. supra, n. 13. According to Gilbert Dahan, William read Maimonides’ work shortly
before 1230 for the first time, cf. G. Dahan, Lexégése de la Bible chez Guillaume d’Auvergne,
in E Morenzoni, J.-Y. Tilliette, Autour de Guillaume d’Auvergne, Brepols, Turnhout, 2015,
pp- 237-270, p. 258: «Nous situons avant 1228 (trés probablement avant 1220) les
commentaires, aprés 1230 (voire 1235) le De legibus; entre les deux, Guillaume prend
connaissance d’'un nouveau texte, la traduction latine du Guide des égarés». As already
mentioned, most probably at that time William did not know the Dux neutrorum, but only
the Liber de parabola.

47 Guilielmi Alverni De universo, Paris, 1674, 1, pars 1, c. 36, p. 631, col. 2: «Et fuit quidam,
quem Hebraei reputant philosophum, qui dixit, quod Deus splendore pallii sui fecit coelum,
terram vero de nive, quae erat sub throno eius. Et quia sapiens apud Hebraeos reputatus est,
cum juxta planum suum sermo iste manifeste erroneus sit, quidam ex aliis eorum
philosophus non aliud eum intellexisse in sermone isto exposuit, nisi quod per eum aliam
fuisse materiam coeli, aliam vero terre insinuare voluit per sermonem illum».
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by Maimonides in Guide, 11, 2248. It is arduous to establish whether
these arguments result from a direct knowledge of the Dux neutrorum
or from an oral account. Kluxen suggests that William only knew the
Liber de parabola®; the above-mentioned passages from the De
universo, however, seem to be related to the Dux neutrorum — or at
least an oral account of it. On the contrary, it seems that, at the time of
the composition of the De legibus, William only knew the De liber de
parabola.

The Liber de uno Deo benedicto was composed later than the
Liber de parabola and was first quoted by Albert in his De IV coaequevis
(the first redaction of which dates back to 1241)%0. As already
mentioned, between the first and the second redaction of the De IV
coaequevis (1241 and 1246), Albert read the Dux neutrorum. In the
second redaction, quotations taken from the Liber de uno Deo
benedicto are still present, but new quotations from the Dux neutrorum
are inserted>!. Even after the appearance of the Dux neutrorum, the
Liber de uno Deo benedicto kept being quoted by Albert. In the second
redaction of the De IV coaequevis, the Liber de uno Deo benedicto is
considered a chapter of the Dux neutrorum; Albert refers to
Maimonides” work in the first redaction as: «in libro de uno Deo»,
while in the second redaction he adds: «in libro Ducis neutrorum,
capitulo de uno Deo»>2. Moreover, in the first redaction of the De IV
coaequevis, Albert refers to Maimonides as «Rabbi Moses», an epithet
which is found in the Liber de uno Deo, while in the commentary to

Sentence 1, Maimonides is called «Rabbi Moyses Aegyptius», like in the

4 JIbid., 11, pars 2, c. 150, p. 998, c. 2: «Tu autem audivisti nonnullos ex nobilioribus
philosophis dixisse Aristoteli credendum esse de his que sunt sub circulo lunae; de altioribus
sive superioribus nequaquam, quoniam in eis non profundavit usque ad perfectum».

4 Kluxen, Literargeschichtliches, pp. 44-45. According to him, it is surprising that when
treating the question of the eternity of the world, William of Auvergne does not make any
reference to Maimonides. The question of world’s eternity has been treated by William in the
De trinitate (1223) and De universo (1231-1236). Precisely this question is absent in the Liber
de parabola, while it is much present in the Dux neutrorum. In the eyes of Maimonides’ Latin
readers, his arguments concerning world’s eternity are so relevant that sometimes the Dux
neutrorum is called «Liber contra antiquitatem mundi» (cf. for example Roland of Cremona
in his Summa theologica: «et hoc tradidit Rabi Mose in libro suo quem fecit contra
antiquitatem mundi», Ms. Paris, Bibliothéque Mazarine, Cod. lat. 795, fol. 73b, quoted
according to E. Filthaut, Roland von Cremona O.R und die Anfinge der Scholastik im
Predigerorden: ein Beitrag zur Geistesgeschichte der dlteren Dominikaner, Albertus-Magnus-
Verlag, Vechta i. O., 1936, p. 72). If William does not refer to them, one can deduce that
most probably he knew only the Liber de parabola.

50 Cf. Rigo, Zur Rezeption des Moses Maimonides, p. 32.

51 Cf. Ibid.

52 Cf. Ibid., p. 34.
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incipit of the Dux neutrorum?>3. It is thus evident that Albert first knew
the Liber de uno Deo benedicto, namely around 1240-1241, and later
the Dux neutrorum.

Considering that the first quotations from the Dux neutrorum
are attested in Paris in the years around 1244, the date of composition
should be placed shortly before. Since Albert already knew
Maimonides through the Liber de uno Deo benedicto, and considering
his relevant position in his contemporary cultural context, it is highly
probable that he got to know such a significant book as soon as it
became available. Finally, if the text was not translated in Paris, one has
to consider that a certain time period was necessary for the text to
reach Paris.

1.3 Themes and structure of Dux neutrorum 1, 1-59

It is well known that the structure of the Guide of the Perplexed
is obscure, as it is clearly stated by the author himself>4. Leo Strauss
tried to reconstruct a plan of the work by dividing it into seven
sections and thirty-eight subsections, coming to the conclusion that:
«The book is sealed with many seals>>». Despite this complexity, it
seems that chapters belonging to the first part seem can easily be
subsumed under a common definition, namely that most of them are
characterized by a philological approach. These chapters are dedicated
to the explanation of the biblical language, in particular that of the
images and anthropomorphic expressions attributed to God.

Thirty-five of those chapters are dedicated to the explanation of
a biblical word or a biblical expression, very often a term connected to
an anthropomorphic notion of God. In those ‘philological’ chapters (1;
3 to 16; 18 to 25; 27 to 29; 36 to 44) Maimonides’ argumentation
follows a more or less fixed structure: the multiple meanings of a word
are analyzed within different biblical contexts, each of them underlying

53 Cf. Ibid., p. 36.

54 See Guide, pp. 6-7: «And even those [the chapters] are not set down in order or arranged in
coherent fashion in this Treatise, but rather are scattered and entangled with other subjects
that are to be clarified. For my purpose is that the truths be glimpsed and then be concealed,
so as not to oppose that divine purpose which one cannot possibly oppose and which has
concealed from the vulgar among the people those truths especially requisite for His
apprehension».

55 L. Strauss, How to Begin to Study The Guide of the Perplexed, in Guide, pp. XI-LVI, p.
XIII.
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a specific meaning of the term itself. In the Latin translation, some of
the examples are omitted, especially in cases in which many biblical
verses are given in order to explain the same meaning; in other
passages, the examples are omitted because the Latin translation of the
Bible does not correspond to the Hebrew version>. Frequently,
Ongelos’ Aramaic translation of the Bible is quoted, the references to
God’s corporeality being nuanced in this version®’.

The other twenty-four chapters are more argumentative and
mainly dedicated to the question of God’s incorporeality. Those two
kinds of chapters (the ‘philological’ and the ‘argumentative’ ones) do
not consecutively follow one another, but they are rather combined
without an apparent intelligible order. Some chapters (17; 30 to 35)
deal with the necessity of concealing Aristotelian physics and
metaphysics from the common people. Moreover, the question of the
metaphorical attribution of the senses to God is treated (45 to 47).
Afterwards, God’s attributes are considered, focusing on the
impossibility to positively predicate something of God and on the
necessity of negative attributes (49 to 59). Finally, chapter 48 is an
excursus dedicated to the nature of angels.

The general theme of the Dux neutrorum is announced in the
very renowned Prologue, in which questions concerning the choice of
the title, the aim of the work and the ideal recipient are treated.
Moreover, the Prologue contains also an evocative exposition of
Maimonides™ exegetical method regarding biblical parables by quoting
the famous image of a golden apple covered by a silver filigree-work:

The Sage accordingly said that a saying uttered with a view to two
meanings is like an apple of gold overlaid with silver filigree-work
having very small holes. Now see how marvelously this dictum
describes a well-constructed parable. For he says that in a saying that
has two meanings — he means an external and an internal one — the
external meaning ought to be as beautiful as silver, while its internal
meaning ought to be more beautiful than the external one, the
former being in comparison to the latter as gold is to silver. Its

56 On the different translations of biblical quotations in the Dux neutrorum, see infra,
paragraph 4.5.

57 See Maimonides’ judgment: «Ongqelos the Proselyte was very perfect in the Hebrew and
Syrian languages and directed his effort toward the abolition of the belief in God’s
corporeality. Hence he interprets in accordance with its meaning every attribute that
Scripture predicates of God and that might lead toward the belief in corporeality». (Guide, p.
57).
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external meaning also ought to contain in it something that
indicates to someone considering it what is to be found in its
internal meaning, as happens in the case of an apple of gold overlaid
with silver filigree-work having very small holes. When looked at
from a distance or with imperfect attention, it is deemed to be an
apple of silver; but when a keen-sighted observer looks at it with full
attention, its interior becomes clear to him and he knows that it is of
golds.

Since the chapters do not have a title, a schematic summary of
the Dux neutrorum’s main themes is given here, following the order of
the different chapters:

Dedicatory letter to Maimonides™ pupil.

Prologue to the first part: the first purpose of the book is to
explain metaphors of the books of the Prophets. Those explanations
are intended for the wise man, not for the simple one. The second
intention is to help the ‘perplexed” who do not know how to reconcile
philosophy and the Law, which is the reason why the book is entitled
Guide of the Perplexed. Main themes of the book are: the Maaseh
Merkavah — the work of the chariot — that corresponds to metaphysics;
and the Maaseh Beresit — the work of creation — that corresponds to
physics. The secrets of the Law must be concealed from simple people
and even to the wise man the truth sometimes appears and sometimes
it does not. Every metaphor has two faces, such as a golden apple in a
silver filigree-work. Prophetic parables can be divided into two kinds:
in the first case, every word of the parable has a particular meaning; in
the second case, the whole parable has a general meaning.

General prologue: If the reader wants to understand the
meaning of the Guide, he has to connect different chapters.

Premise: There are seven causes of contradiction in a writing: 1.
when the author quotes the opinion of different persons, but he omits
the names of the authorities or he does not attribute each opinion to
the one who expressed it; 2. when the author changes his opinion and
both the old and the new opinion are retained in the book; 3. when
the words of the author are taken literally; as a matter of fact, some
words have to be understood as a parable. 4. when there is a special
condition that has not been explicitly stated or when two subjects are
different; 5. when one has to mention — without explaining it - an
obscure matter as a premise for explaining an easy matter; 6. when a

58 Guide, p. 12.
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contradiction is concealed and becomes evident only after many
premises; 7. when speaking about obscure matters makes it necessary
to conceal some parts and to disclose others.

Chapter 1: Meaning of the words ‘image’ and ‘likeness’.

Chapter 2: Answer to the objection of Adam’s intellectual
nature: Adam was provided with the intellectual nature before
disobeying.

Chapter 3: Meaning of the terms ‘figure’ and ‘shape’.

Chapter 4: Meaning of the terms ‘to see’ and ‘to look at’.

Chapter 5: Intellect needs preparation in order to have access
to greater matters. Again, deliberations on the terms ‘to see’ and ‘to
look at’, which express an intellectual perception, not the sight of the
eye.

Chapter 6: Meaning of the terms ‘man’ and ‘woman’.

Chapter 7: Meaning of the expression ‘to bear children’.

Chapter 8: Meaning of the term ‘place’.

Chapter 9: Meaning of the term ‘throne’.

Chapter 10: Meaning of the terms ‘to descend’ and ‘to ascend’.

Chapter 11: Meaning of the term Ssitting.

Chapter 12: Meaning of the term ‘rising.

Chapter 13: Meaning of the term ‘standing.

Chapter 14: Meaning of the term ‘man’.

Chapter 15: Interpretation of the episode of Jacob’s ladder
(Gen. 28, 12) [the Latin chapter is a very short paraphrase of the
original chapter dedicated to the meaning of the term ‘to stand erect’.
The Latin version contains only the reference to the ladder].

Chapter 16: Meaning of the term ‘rock’.

Chapter 17: It is necessary to conceal the truth from the many.

Chapter 18: Meaning of the terms ‘to approach’, ‘to touch’ and
‘to come near’.

Chapter 19: Meaning of the term ‘to fill’.

Chapter 20: Meaning of the terms ‘high’ and ‘elevated’.

Chapter 21: Meaning of the term ‘to pass’.

Chapter 22: Meaning of the term ‘to come’.

Chapter 23: Meaning of the terms ‘going out” and ‘returning’.

Chapter 24: Meaning of the term ‘going.

Chapter 25: Meaning of the term ‘to dwell’.

Chapter 26: The Law speaks in the human language. It is

necessary to refrain from any belief in God’s corporeality. How
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Ongelos, in his translation, removed any reference to God’s
corporeality.

Chapter 27: Meaning of the term ‘oot

Chapter 28: Meaning of the term ‘sorrow’.

Chapter 29: Meaning of the term ‘to eat’.

Chapter 30: There are some objects that the human intellect
can apprehend, and some matters that cannot be apprehended. Not all
men have equal capacities concerning apprehension, and the human
intellect is limited. According to Alexander of Aphrodisias, there are
three causes for disagreement among men: 1. desire of domination; 2.
the difliculty of apprehending an object; 3. ignorance. A fourth cause
must be added, namely habit.

Chapter 31: Intellectual apprehensions are similar to sensory
apprehensions: they cannot grasp everything. One should not try to go
beyond the limits of one’s intellectual apprehension.

Chapter 32: It is dangerous to start one’s study with
metaphysics. It is necessary to educate young people and simple people
according to their capacities. The secrets of the Law must be concealed
from the masses.

Chapter 33: Five causes that prevent starting a study with
metaphysics: 1. the difficulty of the matter; 2. the incapacity of the
human mind at the beginning; 3. the length of preliminaries; 4.
natural aptitude; 5. the fact that men are busy with the necessities of
the body.

Chapter 34: God has nothing in common with the creatures.
God’s corporeality must be denied.

Chapter 35: How anthropomorphic attributes such as angriness
and pleasure are attributed to God.

Chapter 36: Meaning of the term ‘face’.

Chapter 37: Meaning of the term ‘back’.

Chapter 38: Meaning of the term ‘heart’.

Chapter 39: Meaning of the term ‘spirit’.

Chapter 40: Meaning of the term ‘soul’.

Chapter 41: Meaning of the term ‘living’.

Chapter 42: Meaning of the term ‘wing’.

Chapter 43: Meaning of the term ‘eye’.

Chapter 44: Meaning of the term ‘to hear’.

Chapter 45: Knowing the existence of a thing is different from
knowing its essence and substance. Simple people believe that God
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exists by imagining that he is corporeal. Bodily organs are ascribed
metaphorically to God in order to indicate his actions.

Chapter 46: All sensible apprehensions must be denied in God.
God does not have any essential attribute added to his essence.

Chapter 47: How sight and hearing are attributed to God.

Chapter 48: Angels are incorporeal; they are intellects separate
from matter; God created them. It is difficult for man to apprehend an
incorporeal object.

Chapter 49: Belief is the notion that is represented in the soul,
and not something that is expressed in speech. It is necessary to believe
that God is incorporeal and that He does not possess essential
attributes.

Chapter 50: Essential attributes must be denied in God.
Attributes can express the essence of the subject or something added to
the subject; both these attributes cannot be predicated of God.

Chapter 51: Five kinds of attributes: 1. the attribute that
expresses the definition; 2. the attribute that is a part of the definition
of the thing; 3. the attribute that is external to the thing; 4. the
attribute that expresses a relation of the thing with something else; 5.
the attribute that is the action of the thing. God is one and has no
multiplicity; God’s attributes express only his actions.

Chapter 52: The biblical language in the books of the Prophets
leads to believe in the existence of attributes belonging to God.
Attributes come from God’s actions. The four attributes: living,
knowledge, will, power.

Chapter 53: Biblical attributes are allegories. Qualities
attributed to God are his actions. The governor must take those
attributes as a model. The supreme virtue of man is to become similar
to God.

Chapter 54: Four kinds of attributes must be denied: 1.
corporeality; 2. any affection or change; 3. potentiality; 4. anything
similar to creatures.

Chapter 55: Any similarity between God and creatures is
impossible.

Chapter 56: God’s existence is identical to his essence and is
necessary. All the words applied to God (even attributes such as
eternity and unity) are merely based on human language.

Chapter 57: Speaking of God by means of negations is the

correct description. Through negation, no notion of multiplicity can

be attached to God.
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Chapter 58: Every attribute that is considered as perfection is a
deficiency with regard to God. God can be known only through

negative attributes.
Chapter 59: Examples of the necessity of negative attributes. It

is dangerous to predicate positive attributes of God. The books of the
Prophets mention attributes only in order to express God’s perfection

or to refer to his actions.
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2. The manuscripts
2.1 The manuscript tradition

The Dux neutrorum is transmitted in the following thirteen
manuscripts>%:

A: Citta del Vaticano, Bibliotheca Apostolica Vaticana,
Ottoboniano Latino Ms. 644%. (Membr., 292 fol., 246 x 197 mm, 2
col., XIII cent.). Most probably the codex has a French origin®!. The
last folio contains an almost unreadable ownership mark: «Iste liber est
Sancti Vedasti Attrebatensis» (Abbey of St. Vaast, Arras). The late
binding contains the emblem of the Altemps family, whose library was
bought by Pietro Ottoboni (later Pope Alexander VIII). Since 1740
the Ottoboni collection belongs to the Vatican Library.

Numerous marginalia are present, containing: the explanation
of a Hebrew word; the indication of an omission with respect to the
original text; alternative readings; reference to a biblical verse; the hint
that a biblical text does not correspond to the translation of the
Viulgata. The content of some of these marginal notes seems to go back
to the translator®2. Some marginal notes contain biblical references
marked by a letter®3. Marginal notes are written by different hands, but
it is not always possible to unequivocally distinguish them. At least
four different writings appear. It has not been possible to distinguish
the hands according to the content of the note, since the same writing
can appear in different kinds of marginal notes (e.g., reference to the
Viulgata, explanation of a Hebrew word, etc.)%4. Marginal notes seem to
be contemporary to the main text®.

59 The list of manuscripts was compiled by Kluxen, Literargeschichtliches, pp. 26-30; Kluxen
did not mention ms. N, which was found by Hasselhoff, 7he reception of Maimonides,
Appendix B, p. 279. For description and dating, I refer to indications given by library’s
catalogues. Manuscripts are marked with the same letters used by Kluxen.

60 Cf., A. Pelzer, Codices Vaticani Latini, 11, 1, Codices 679-1134, Bibliotheca Vaticana, Roma,
1931, p. 764. The codex is only mentioned; no detailed analysis was found in any of the
Vatican catalogues.

' T am very grateful to Paolo Vian, director of the manuscript department of the Vatican
Library, for this information.

62 On this point, see infra, par. 6.2 and 6.3.

63 On this point, see infra, paragraph 4.5.

64 It must be noted that different writings do not always presuppose different hands: the same
copyist could have written in different ways, especially in the case of marginal notes, since
often there was only little space available.

65 T am very grateful to Erik Kwakkel who provided me important information on the hands
appearing in the margin of ms. A.



Generally, ms. A is a well-tended manuscript. At the end, a list

of 613 Jewish precepts is added.

B: Paris, Bibliothéque Nationale de France, Ms. fonds latin
15973 (Sorbonne 173)%. (Membr., 237 fol., 323 x 215 mm, 2 col.,
XIII cent.). The manuscript was bequeathed as the legacy of Gerard of
Abbeville to the Sorbonne in 1271. In the first part, marginal notes are
present, which might be ascribed to Gerard. The text is followed by a
list of 613 Jewish precepts. It is characterized by the presence of
numerous 7otabilia®’.

C: Saint-Omer, Bibliotheque de I'agglomération, Ms. 608%8.
(Membr., 121 fol., 2 col., XIV cent.). The codex comes from the
Benedictine Abbey of Saint-Bertin in Saint-Omer. It does not seem to
have been used; some hints directed at the illuminator are still visible.
The list of the 613 precepts is incomplete.

D: Miinchen, Bayerische Staatsbibliothek, Clm 7936b%.
(Membr., 124 fol., 285 x 205 mm, 2 col., XIV cent.). The codex comes
from the Cistercian Abbey of Kaisheim. The ms. is characterized by the
presence of numerous mistakes throughout the text, as well as erasures,
the expunction of letters and duplications”?. Chapters 49 and 50 are
not distinguished.

66 Cf. L. Delisle, Inventaire des manuscrits latins de la Sorbonne, «Bibliotheque de I'Ecole de
Chartes» 31 (1870), p. 32. Cf. also P. Glorieux, Bibliothéques de Maitres parisiens: Gérard
d’Abbeville, Recherches de théologie ancienne et médiévale» XXXVI (1969), pp. 148-183.

67 According to R. H. House, M. A. Rouse, Preachers, florilegia and sermons. Studies on the
Manipulus florum of Thomas of Ireland, Pontifical Institute of Medieval Studies, Toronto,
1979, p. 153, some notabilia (fol. 3v; fol. 17v) correspond to passage quoted by Thomas of
Ireland.

68 Cf. Catalogue général des manuscrits des Bibliothéques publiques des Départements, vol. 111,
Imprimerie Impériale, Paris, 1861, pp. 266-267.

6 Cf. Catalogus Codicum Latinorum Bibliothecae Regiae Monacensis, tom. 1, pars III,
Bibliotheca Regia, Miinchen, 1873, p. 208. Cf. also the catalogue of the library of Kaisheim
Abbey, Mittelalterliche Bibliothekskataloge Deutschlands und der Schweiz, vol. 111, C. H. Beck,
Miinchen, 1932, pp. 126-135.

70 Cf. for example: p. 8, 1. 132 scientiam] add. spiritualem sed del. D; p. 10, 1. 169 consilium]
add. occulte sed del. D; p. 14, 1. 249 rei] add. similitudo sed exp. D; p. 22, 1. 36 primas] add.
personas sed del. D; p. 23, 1. 55 necesse est] add. antecedens compellit sed exp. D; p. 24, 1. 83
secundum] add. secundum sed exp. D; p. 53, 1. 5 iterum] add. angelum suum et eduxit nos de

Egypto sed del. D.



E: Paris, Bibliothéeque de la Sorbonne, Ms. 601, fol.
21ra-103vb7!. (Membr., 150 fol., 290 x 212 mm, 2 col., XIII cent.). In
the library’s catalogue, the Dux neutrorum is attributed to Michael
Scot, since the same codex transmits also Scot’s translation of De caelo
et mundo and of Averroes’ commentary to it (fol. 104-150). Folia 1-16
contain the Liber de parabola, while folia 17-20 transmit a
commentary on Sentences 11, dist. 25, 1-9. At the beginning of the
Liber de parabola, the following date is found: «In octavo anno
gubernacionis felicis Honorii tercii» (1223-1224). The parchment
contains numerous holes; from fol. 51 on, it is written by another
hand. The ms. contains numerous errors due to homeoteleutons, and,
in general, the text does not appear well-finished. This might be related
to the shortness of the codex, which consists of only 82 folia (the
shortest manuscript of the tradition). It is characterized by a recurring
mistake, namely the omission of the word «Israel»72. Chapters 49 and
50 are not distinguished.

F: Cambridge, University Library, Ms. Ii. 1.19 (1711)73.
(Membr., 212 fol., 4, 2. col., XIV cent.). According to the catalogue of
the library, the manuscript is incomplete; however, only the dedicatory
letter at the beginning and the 613 precepts at the end are missing. In
this codex, the work is transmitted also with the title Mater philosophie.
In fol. 58ra — 61vb some passages taken from the Liber de uno Deo
benedicto are copied.

G: Graz, Universititsbibliothek, Ms. 11.482, f.16va - 98rb74.
(Membr., 242 fol., 297 x 215 mm, 2 col., XIV cent.). The codex comes
from the Benedictine Abbey of Saint Lambrecht. According to the
catalogue of the library, this manuscript originates from the north of
France, because of some paleographical evidences, and might be dated
back to around 1300. On the contrary, Kluxen believed that it was
composed later’>. It is characterized by the presence of numerous

7V Cf. Catalogue général des manuscrits des Bibliothéques publiques de France: Université de Paris
et Universités des Départements, Plon, Paris, 1918, p. 150.

72 Cf. for example: p. 33, L. 10 Israel] om. E; p. 115, 1. 13 Israel] lac. E; p. 134, 1. 26 Israel]
lac. E.

73 Cf. A Catalogue of the Manuscripts preserved in the Library of the University of Cambridge,
vol. III, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, 1858, p. 334.

74 A. Kern, Die Handschriften der Universitiitsbibliothek Graz, vol. 1, Harrassowitz, Leipzig,
1939-1942, p. 281-286.

75 Kluxen, Literargeschichtliches, p. 28.
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notabilia. The codex also contains other translations of Arabic
philosophers, such as al-Ghazali, Avicenna, Averroes, al-Farabi; another
work attributed to Maimonides, the De plantis, starts with fol. 169.

H: Todi, Biblioteca comunale “Lorenzo Leonj”, Ms. 3276,
(Membr., 175 fol., ca. 300 x 210 mm, 2 col., end XIII cent.). In the
explicit a Pope is mentioned, most probably John XXI (1276-1277)77.
This codex belonged to Matthew of Aquasparta and was then donated
to the convent San Fortunato in Todi in 127878, The manuscript is a
well-tended copy; at the end of the line, for instance, the copyist added
a non-semantic character to graphically adjust the columns. Although
it also contains some of the marginal notes probably originating from
the translator, its lectio is a corrupted one compared other mss., such as

A.

I: Oxford, Bodleian Library, MS. Bodl. 4377°. (Membr., 119
fol., 307 x 228 mm, 1 col., XIV cent.). At the end of the codex, the list
of the 613 precepts is added.

K: Citta del Vaticano, Bibliotheca Apostolica Vaticana, Cod.
Vaticano Latino, Ms. 112480, (Membr., 128 fol., 328 x 231 mm, 2 col.,
XV cent.). The codex is rich in ornaments and features an illumination
depicting Maimonides. At the end of this ms., the list of 613 Jewish
precepts is added. According to the library’s catalogue, also codex 1123
— lost today — contained the Dux neutrorum. According to Kluxen, it
was a manuscript copied on demand of Nicholas of Cusa in the
Benedictine Abbey of Egmond, and then donated to Pope Nicholas
V81, The ms. is characterized by the recurring misreading of the word
«sunt» as «sibi»82. Moreover, instead of the word «Mysna» a lacuna can

76 Cf. I manoscritti medievali della biblioteca comunale “L. Leonii” di Todi, a cura di E.
Menestd, I vol., Centro italiano di studi sull’alto Medioevo, Spoleto, 2008, pp. 293-295.

77 «Explicit liber Rabi Moysi, qui Dux neutrorum dicitur, ad honorem Dei et laudem
sanctissimi patris domini nostri Iohannis summi pontificis, per manum Roderici Marci
Colinbriensis» (H, fol. 1751b).

78 According to the document of the donation, the codex was supposed to be donated to the
convent of Assisi, cf. I manoscritti medievali, p. 203*.

7% E Madan, H. H. E. Craster, A Summary Catalogue of Western Manuscripts in the Bodleian
Library at Oxford, which have not hitherto been catalogued in the Quarto Series, vol. 11, part I,
Clarendon, Oxford, 1922, p. 337-338.

80 Cf. Pelzer, Codices Vaticani Latini, p. 764.

81 Kluxen, Literargeschichtliches, p. 28.

82 Cf. for instance: p. 3, 1. 10 sunt] sibi K; p. 5, I. 58 sunt] sibi X; p. 98, l. 167 sunt] sibi K.
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be found®3. The ms. presents numerous marginal notes that can also be
found in Giustiniani®4. These notes do not seem to go back to the
original, they rather seem to be a later addition made by the copyist of
ms. K or by its Vorlage.

L: Cittd del Vaticano, Bibliotheca Apostolica Vaticana, Cod.
Vaticano Latino, Ms. 427485, (Chart., 250 fol., 320 x 206 mm, 1 col.,
XV cent.). This codex belonged to Pico della Mirandola’s library and
was copied by Petrus Borgolochus®¢. It could have been a copy of a
manuscript preserved in Bologna, as it contains the last words of
another work («Explicit liber questionum Philonis») that, according to
the catalogue of Bologna, preceded the Dux¥7. According to the
inventory of Pico’s library, it seems that he owned two copies of the
Dux38. A blank space for capitals is left at the beginning of the
chapters. At the end, a list of the 613 precepts is added. The copyist
often used the same abbreviations for more than one word. The ms.
contains a large gap from the end of chapter 1 to chapter 3, which
might be due to the loss of a folio.

M: Cambridge, Trinity College, Ms. O.8.37 (fragmentum)®°.
(Chart., 250 fol., XVI cent.). This ms. was copied in Italy. A section of
the introduction is omitted, and the text stops in chapter 22 of the
third part. The codex contains another work belonging to the
humanistic period, copied by another hand.

83 Cf. for instance: p. 9, 1. 150.

84 For the relation between ms. K and Giustiniani’s edition, cf. infra, paragraph 3.1.

85 Pelzer, Codlices Vaticani Latini, pp. 763-764.

86 «Petrus Borgolochus Bononiensis scripsit», fol. 250v. On Pico, cf. G. Mercati, Codici latini
Pico Grimani Pio e di altera biblioteca ignota del secolo XVI esistenti nell’ Ottoboniana e i codici
greci Pio di Modena con una digressione per la storia dei codici di S. Pietro in Vaticano,
Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, (Studi e Testi 75), Roma, 1938, p. 21.

87 As it was pointed out by Hasselhoff, 7he reception of Maimonides, p. 268. Cf. M.-H.
Laurent, Fabio Vigili et les Bibliothéques de Bologne au débur du XVlIe siécle d'aprés le MS. Barb.
Lat. 3185, Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, (Studi e Testi 105), Roma, 1943, p. 217.

88 P. Kibre, 7he Library of Pico della Mirandola, Columbia University Press, Morningside
Heights (NY), 1936, n. 235 p. 152; n. 694 p. 213.

8 Cf. M. R. James, The Western Manuscripts in the Library of Trinity College. A descriptive
Catalogue, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, 1902, p. 439.
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N: Kassel, Landes- und Murhardsche Bibliothek, 2 Ms. Theol.
67%. (Chart., 297 fol., 32,5 x 22,5, 1 col., XV century) This ms. was
copied in Italy at the end of the XV century. The script used is a
humanistic minuscule. Only in 1870 it was acquired by the library and
no information on previous owners is available. A second hand
introduced some corrections, especially in the II and III part, which
make the text more similar to Ibn Tibbon’s version (and also to the
Arabic text!). Marginal notes go back to the XV-XVI centuries. Part
of chapter III, 30 (fol. 221r-221v) is written by another hand
(humanistic cursive). The ms. is characterized by numerous mistakes
and a very corrupted lectio. Biblical verses and Hebrew words are
underlined with different-colored ink. The first letter (fol 1) is
illuminated in gold and decorated with a flower motif. A blank space is
left for the other capital letters. Chapter III, 34 is missing; chapter III,
45 is partially missing, since fol. 249r-250v are left empty.

2.2 The early printed edition

Besides these thirteen manuscripts, the text is transmitted by
the well-known 1520 printed edition of Augustinus Giustiniani
(henceforth called 7)%2. As mentioned above, Giustiniani’s printed
edition presents numerous mistakes due to the misreading of
abbreviations contained in the manuscript, and — in general — to the
poor quality of the testimony chosen by the editor?.

Generally speaking, the printed edition to a large extent sticks
to its manuscript source, and no considerable deviations are to be
found?. The editor added titles to the chapters and some marginal
remarks — a few of them corresponding to the marginal notes

9 Cf. K. Wiedemann, Manuscripta theologica: Die Handschriften in Folio, Harrassowitz, (Die
Handschriften der Gesamthochschulbibliothek Kassel, Landesbibliothek und Murhardsche
Bibliothek der Stadt Kassel 1,1), Wiesbaden, 1994, pp. 97-98.

91 For example, a later hand corrected the passage from Dux I, 50: «Inducit probationes super
hoc, quod dyaboli non suno (fol. 38v. On this passage, cf. infra, paragraph 3.1 and 5.2). The
word «dyaboli» has been corrected as «indivisibilia».

92 Rabi Mosei Aegyptii Dux seu director dubitantium aut perplexorum, ed. Augustinus
Tustinianus, Parisiis, 1520.

93 Cf. for example: p. 1, I. 22 prophetie] philosophie 7; p. 5, I. 53 spiritualis] specialis 7; p. 6,
1.73 spiritualem] specialem 7; p. 88, l. 23 brevitatem] bonitatem 7; p. 139, l. 7 physicorum]
philosophorum 7.

94 On the relation between Giustiniani’s edition and the manuscript tradition, see infra,

paragraph 3.1, p. XLVIIL.
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transmitted by manuscript K. He also amended the orthography,
following the rules commonly used for Latin in the XVI century.

Nevertheless, we can observe some unique characteristics, such
as the correction introduced on the margin with reference to the word
‘ventus’: ventus] add. spiritus in marg. 7.

The word ‘ventus translates the Hebrew term mn (ruah), the
meaning of which is both ‘wind’ and ‘soul’. The marginal note thus
remarks on the editor’s erudition in the Hebrew language and his
desire to avoid any misunderstanding.

Nonetheless, his knowledge did not prevent him from
committing some mistakes that compromised the meaning of certain
sentences, an example being the misreading of the name Ongqelos — to
whom the Aramaic translation of the Bible is traditionally attributed —
which he substituted with the word «angelos»:

Et hoc iam exposuit angelos, et veritas se habet, sicut ipse exposuit, in eo
quod scriptura dicit: «Et eritis sicut Elohim scientes bonum et malumb,
hoc est dicere, sicut homines nobiles et excelsi®® .

An analogous, and ironical, case can be found in Dux II, 31,
fol. 60v, where the name of a Rabbi from the Talmud, Rabbi ‘Aqiva, is
mistranscribed as Rabbi Aquina. Finally, the editors taste for the
Hebrew language and his will to return to the Hebrew origin of the
text led him to another — quite humorous — substitution. When
Maimonides in his reasoning introduces an example, he uses the name
“Zayd’ to indicate the subject of the action; this name is then rendered
by al-Harizi with ‘Reuven’ and by the Latin translator with ‘Petrus’.
Giustiniani, maybe considering this name too extraneous for the
Hebrew context, decided to substitute it with ‘lacob’:

Sed intentio mea est de opere operato, sicut si diceres: Tacob qui fecit
istam portam vel istam turrim, vel texuit pannum istum, et similia
istis, que sunt remota a substantia nominati®’.

9 Infra, p. 136, 1. 15.
96 Infra, p. 28, 1. 7-10.
97 Infra, p. 148, 1. 98-100.
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2.3 The title

The manuscript tradition transmits different versions of the
title, though the general sense is not essentially modified. The
following variants can be found:

- A: «Incipit Rabi Moysi», followed directly by the first words
of the first Prologue (namely, the dedicatory letter addressed to
Maimonides’ pupil): «Dixit Rabi Moyses Egyptius».

- B: it omits the dedicatory letter as well as the title of the
book. At the end of the exergue it adds the following passage in red
ink: «Hic est liber quem edidit Rabby Moyses Israelitha et vocat eum
Ducem neutrorum vel dubiorum».

- C: «Incipit prologus in libro qui dicitur Dux neutrorum vel
dubiorumb.

- D: dIncipit prologus libri Rabi Moyses».

- E: it starts directly with the first words of the dedicatory
letter: «Dixit Rabi Moyses Egyptius».

- F: «Incipit liber Rabi Mosse qui dicitur Dux dubiorum vel
Dux neutrorum qui etiam ab aliquibus dicitur Mater philosophie». It
is noteworthy that authors from the English area used to quote
Maimonides’ work with this alternative title?s.

- G: on the lower margin of the first page it says: «Incipit liber
Rabi Moysi Egyptii qui dicitur Dux neutrorum seu dubiorumb.

- H: «Incipit liber Rabi Moysi qui Dux neutrorum dicitur».

- I: it omits the dedicatory letter, but at the top of the page it
says: «Rabbi Moyses de Dux dubiorum»

- K: it starts directly with the first words of the dedicatory
letter: «Dixit Rabi Moyses Egyptius».

- L: «Incipit liber Rabi Moysi Egipty, qui dicit Dux neutrorum
vel dubiorump.

- M: it starts almost at the end of the Prologue (p. 22).

- N: it omits the dedicatory letter and the exergue and starts
directly with: «Istius libri prima intentio».

98 The Mater philosophie was identified with the Dux neutrorum by Longpré, Fr. Thomas
d’York, p. 878. Thomas of York quotes Maimonides’ work with this title; in Sapientiale I the
expression occurs twice explicitly, as for instance in I, 35, (Firenze, Biblioteca nazionale,
Conv. soppr. A. 6.437, f. 41rb): «Hae igitur sunt opiniones de cura seu providentia
secundum recitationem Rabbi Mosi in libro suo, quem vocavit Matrem Philosophiae». I am
very grateful to Fiorella Retucci who let me read her transcription of this text. See also
Kluxen, Literargeschichtliches, p. 31, n. 35, who quotes another passage taken from Sapientiale
II, 11.
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- n: «Incipit liber Rabi Moysi Egyptii, qui Dux neutrorum
dicitur, hoc est director dubitantium, ad discipulum amicum»

The title in its variants of Dux neutrorum vel dubiorum is
totally absent in mss. A, D, E, K and N. A double translation within
the title reflects a common use that was reiterated by the translator in
many passages of the work; in those doubtful cases, he preferred to
give two possible translations, the second being introduced by the
disjunctive particles ‘vel’ or ‘seu’?.

The difficulty with translating the title of the work was already
pointed out by Salomon Munk!%0; the Hebrew word o'mai (nevukim)
reflects the Arabic pxn (b4'irin), the meaning of which is ‘the ones
who find themselves in a condition of perplexity, indecision’. The word
021 (nevukim) appears in two biblical contexts: Exod. 14, 3, in which
it means ‘to be lost’ or ‘to wander’, and it is rendered as ‘errant’ in the
Vilgata; and in Esth. 3, 15, in which it means ‘perplexed’, and it is
translated as ‘conturbata’ in the Viulgata; also, in Is. 22, 5, the word
no1an (mevukah) means ‘perplexity’, and it is translated as ‘fletus” in the
Vulgata. As Maimonides explains in his Prologue, he used this title
because he wanted the book to solve doubts originating from a literal
reading of the Bible. The reader of his work is a wise man who
considers himself perplexed, because he does not know which way to
follow; indeed, he faces two possible solutions, he can either follow the
literal meaning of the Law rejecting his intellect, or follow his intellect,
thinking, however, that he is abandoning the Law:

[Vir iustus] remansit in magna ambiguitate et corde dubio, et
ignorat, utrum sequatur intellectum suum habito post tergum, quod
intellexit de nominibus illis, et opinabitur tunc, quod destruit
fundamenta legis, vel quod remaneat in co, quod intellexit de
nominibus illis, et non sequatur intellectum suum, et tunc habebit
suspectum intellectum ipsum!0?.

Therefore, the word ‘neutrorum’ — rather than having a
. . Ce . > M
negative meaning such as ‘indifferent’ — needs to be understood in the

99 On double readings, see infra, paragraph 4.3.

100 S. Munk, Note sur le titre de cet ouvrage, in M. Maimonide, Le Guide des égarés, vol. 2,
Maisonneuve & Larose, Paris, 1970, pp. 379-380. Moreover, according to A. Gileadi, A Short
Note on the Possible Origin of the Title Moreh ha-Nevukhim, «Le Muséon» 97 (1984), pp.
159-161, the Arabic title was inspired by a work by al-Ghazali, 7he revival of Religious
sciences, in which God is called ‘guide of the perplexed’ (dalil al-mutahdirin).

101 [nfra, p. 4, 1. 23-28.
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light of the aforementioned dichotomy. The etymology of the word
‘doubt’ is in most languages connected with the root ‘two’, indicating
two possibilities, the consequence of which is the occurrence of doubt;
in the same way, the word ‘neutrorum’ contains two elements —
‘neither one’, and ‘nor the other’ — expressing two units of the
dichotomy: Maimonides’ reader wants to abandon ‘neither one’ (the
Law), ‘nor the other’ (the intellect).

In the Prologue, a word belonging to the semantic field of
‘doubt” appears ten times: dubio (p. 4, . 23); dubitatio (p. 4, I. 38);
dubietatem (p. 4, 1. 42); dubitationes (p. 4, l. 43); dubitationes (p. 9, 1.
152); dubitat (p. 11, . 182); dubitationum (p. 18, 1. 15); dubius (p.
19, 1. 37); dubitat (p. 20, 1. 64) dubitatione (p. 20, I. 65). In all these
cases, the word expresses the condition of the Guide’s ideal reader, who
dithers between biblical Law and philosophy. This Latin root translates
two different Hebrew words, namely nman (mevukah) and povo (safeq),
the first one belonging to the same semantic field as of o
(nevukim), the ‘perplexed’ according to the Hebrew title. Therefore,
the expression Dux dubiorum seems to correspond to the Hebrew
o012 (nevukim), even though the double version suggests that the title
should rather be considered an interpretation more than a literal
translation, based also on the occurrences of the term nman (mevukah)
in other contexts in the Prologue.

2.4 The dedicatory letter

As Wolfgang Kluxen has already noted, there is a discrepancy
within the manuscript tradition concerning the transmission of some
parts of the text. He pointed out that in some testimonies the
dedicatory letter addressed to Maimonides’ pupil is missing!02. As a
matter of fact mss. B, E I, H and N omit the entire letter from the
beginning: «Dixit Rabi Moyses Egyptius in apertione libri sui», to the
end: «Et pax tibi». Ms. H adds the following passage after the title:
«Continens tres partes. Prima pars incipit. Prologus universalis totius
operis incipit. In nomine Domini Dei mundi»; then, the exergue
follows, the incipit of which is «Notam fac mihi viam»; thereafter, the
Prologue follows. Mss. B, F and I start directly with the formula: «In

102 Kluxen, Litemrgexcbz’cbtlz’c/ae:, p- 30.
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nomine Dei mundi», while N omits also the whole exergue, from
«Notam fac mihi viam» to «cor tuum pones in sapientia mea».

Mss. A, C, D, E, G, K and L contain the dedicatory letter. Ms.
C transmits an interesting variant: after the words «Et pax tibi», the
expression «Explicit prologus» is added; and after the conclusive
formula «In nomine Domini Dei mundi», the following indication is
added: «iterum alius prologus», pointing at the question of the
apparent ‘double’ prologue.

Ms. M is fragmentary and does not contain the beginning of
the work.

The dedicatory letter is, of course, part of the original text, and
thus only mss. A, C, D, E, G, K and L follow the original concerning
this matter. The other copyists could have been misled by the apparent
presence of two prologues; no other reasons for this mistake, such as a
homeoteleuton, can be found. It is, however, also possible that a
copyist deliberately chose to omit the dedicatory letter, considering it
irrelevant. Moreover, it is noteworthy that in the Latin version the
name of Maimonides disciple, Joseph, is omitted, and that the
introductory formula «Dixit Rabi Moyses Egyptus in apertione libri
sui» is the exact translation of the expression introduced by al-Harizi in
his version, while the Arabic version starts directly with the epistle, and
so does Ibn Tibbon’s!3. So, the paraphrastic character of the statement
— as opposed to the beginning of the proper Prologue, which starts
directly with the words of the author without any external intervention
— is adapted from al-Harizi’s text, and it is not a revision introduced by
the Latin translator.

Nevertheless, concerning the dedicatory letter’s omission as well
as the different versions of the title, we can observe a diversification of
the manuscript tradition, also regarding the numerous variants with
respect to the presence or absence of the exergue, the introductory or
conclusive formula, etc. The external character of all those elements
makes an omission or addition possible, since a copyist might have
considered a passage irrelevant or thought that some information was
missing. Therefore, the presence or absence of these elements has not
been taken to be a proof for the reconstruction of the stemma codicum.
If, for instance, one codex omits the dedicatory letter, this does not
necessarily imply that the letter was also missing in its Vorlage. The
only indisputable cases are those in which the letter is present, which

103 Cfr. Har., p. 22; Tib., p. 3; Daldlat, p. 1.
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means that the letter was surely also present in the Vorlage. However,
since the letter belongs to the original text of the archetype, its
presence corresponds to the correct reading, and therefore provides no
information for the stemma.

2.5 The list of precepts

At the end of the Dux neutrorum, seven manuscripts (A, B, G,
I, K, L, N) add a list of the 613 Jewish precepts, while this appendix is
absent in mss. D, E H (ms. M is incomplete)1%4. Only the beginning
of the list is transmitted by ms. C and E; in C it is counted as chapter
56. In Giustiniani’s printed edition, the list is added as chapters 56-57.
Even though the addition is not testified by the entire manuscript
tradition, it was most probably part of the archetype since it is widely
disseminated throughout the manuscript tradition. Furthermore, the
fact that two codices transmit the beginning of the list is a hint that in
their Vorlage, or in a sub-archetype, the list was present. Moreover, the
manuscripts transmitting this appendix generally present a better
reading than the others.

The list is, however, absent in the original Arabic version and in
both Hebrew translations. It is thus an addition made by the Latin
translator, which was intended for a Christian public that was not
familiar with the Jewish laws. In Guide 111, ch. 36-50, Maimonides
deals extensively with the precepts and divides them into fourteen
groups. The Latin translator could have added this list to clarify the
content of these chapters. The appendix, then, was probably conceived
as an instrument allowing for a better understanding of the Dux
neutrorum itself.

The list is taken from the introduction to Maimonides” Misneh
Torah, in which all the commandments of the 7orah are listed together

104 On this subject, see D. Di Segni, La table des préceptes dans le Dux neutrorum de Moise
Maimonide, in in A. Speer, G. Guldentops (hrsg. v.), Das Gesetz [Miscellanea Mediaevalia
38], De Gruyter, Berlin, 2014, pp. 229-262.
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with a brief description of each of them!%. It is organized in two
categories following the classical Jewish division: 248 positive precepts
— corresponding to the number of the human body’s parts as was
believed — and 365 negative precepts — corresponding to the days of
the year.

In the manuscript tradition, the precepts are organized in a
peculiar graphical way, which is accurately reproduced by all the
codices including them. The precepts belonging to the same biblical
book are grouped under a graphical sign, which is different in every
codex but has a similar structure.

This last section of the Dux neutrorum was also known under
the title Liber preceptorum as an independent part. It is not by chance
that in ms. E, on the first page of the Dux, a very late hand annotated
the following title at the top of the page: «Livre des précepts de
Maimonides»!%. Authors such as Meister Eckhart found a useful
source for knowledge about the Jewish precepts in this appendix and
therefore quoted it!?7.

Analogously to the question of the dedicatory epistle, the
presence of the precepts list in seven manuscripts is not relevant for the
reconstruction of the stemma codicum. An external element, such as an
appendix with a list of laws, could easily be omitted by copyists.
Hence, they give only little information about the relation between the
testimonies.

105 Cf. M. Hyamson (ed.), Misneh Torah: The Book of Knowledge by Maimonides, Feldheim,
Jerusalem - New York 1981, pp. 5a-17a. The precepts had already been codified by
Maimonides in his Sefer ha-miswor; for the Arabic original, cf. M. ben Maimon, Le livre des
préceptes, ed. M. Bloch, Paris, 1888. For the Hebrew translation, cf. Moshe ben Maimon,
Sefer ha-miswot, ed. Y. Q’afih, Mossad Harav Kook, Jerusalem, 1958. In the introduction to
the Misneh Torah, the precepts are treated more concisely than in the Sefer ha-miswot, but the
enumeration is the same. Our Latin translation corresponds to the abridged version.

106 E, fol. 21r a.

107 Cf. Eckhart, cf. LW IV, 211-212, n. 266, 11: «Moyses Aegyptius narrat quod affirmativa
fuerunt ducenta duodeviginti vel — secundum alios — duodequinquaginta secundum
numerum membrorum hominis, negativa vero trecenta sexaginta quinque secundum
numerum dierum anni». For the reception of the Liber preceptorum, see Hasselhoff, Dicit
Rabbi Moyses, pp. 61-88. It is not clear whether Roland of Cremona in his Summa theologica
quoted from it or not: «diximus enim in superioribus, quod trecenta et XLVIII precepta sunt
in lege secundum numerum ossium, que sunt in homine [...] et hoc tradidit Rabi Mose in
libro suo quem fecit contra antiquitatem mundi» (cf. Ms. Paris, Bibliothéque Mazarine, Cod.
lat. 795, fol. 73b, quoted according to Filthaut, Roland von Cremona O.R, p. 72). It seems
that the «liber contra antiquitatem mundi» can be identified with the Dux neutrorum;
however, the quotation does not correspond to the Dux neutrorum but to the Liber de
parabola. In the Dux neutrorum the number of the precepts is compared to the «<numerum
membrorumy, while in the Liber de parabola it is compared to the «<numerum ossium» (E, fol.
1ra).
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2.6 Chapters’ numbering

Some of the manuscripts differ from others concerning the
numbering of the chapters. This divergence is in some cases due to the
omission of a chapter and in other cases to an error of the copyist. It is
noteworthy that, in general, our manuscripts do not always follow a
coherent way of chapter numbering; in one and the same codex it is
possible that one finds the numbering for some chapters, while it is
omitted for others; moreover, sometimes copyists used both Arabic
and Roman numerals.

First of all, we can observe that the Dux neutrorum’s numbering
does not always correspond to the Arabic numbering or to the Hebrew
numbering in the translation of Ibn Tibbon. Al-Harizi contracted
chapters 26 and 27, and the same union can be found in all of the
Dux’s manuscripts except for M108.

Also, in most of the manuscripts (A, B, D, E, E H, I, M, N)
chapter 6 is omitted, which is why a difference of one chapter occurs
in most of the testimonies. Since only ms. C contains chapter 6 in its
original position, i.e. with respect to the Arabic text and the two
Hebrew translations, our critical edition follows its numbering. The
following deviations can be found:

- A: the numbering is written on the margin, but not all the
chapters are numbered. Roman and Arabic numerals are used. From
chapter 7 on, a discrepancy of one chapter commences due to the
omission of chapter 6; this difference is overcome in chapter 13, since
this chapter is numbered as 13 and not as 12. After that, the
numbering corresponds to that of C.

- B: the numbering is within the text, and the numbers are
written in letters or in Arabic figures. Since the Prologue is considered
chapter 1, there is a difference of one up to chapter 5. From this
chapter on — because of the omission of chapter 6 — the numbering
corresponds to that of C.

108 See infra, pp. 70-71; Daldlat, pp. 37-38; Tib., pp. 47-48; Har, pp. 102-106. The
correspondence between al-Harizi’s version and the Latin translation concerning the chapter’s
numbering has been considered an argument in favor of the dependence of the Latin text on
al-Harizi’s, see Kluxen, Literaturgeschichtliches, p. 30. However, it seems that originally the
two chapters were unified; according to Colette Sirat, there is one Arabic ms. and two mss.
with Ibn Tibbon’s translation in which the two chapters are not separated, cf. Sirat, Les

brouillons, p. 33.
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- C: the chapters are numbered in the text’s column in Roman
figures. Chapter 30 is erroneously counted as chapter 40; chapter 59 is
counted as chapter 60, then the mistake is corrected.

- D: the numbering is written on the margin in Arabic
numerals, without the word ‘capitulum’ before the number.
Sometimes, only the initial ‘C’ followed by a Roman figure is found.
The dedicatory letter and the Prologue are considered respectively as
chapter 1 and chapter 2, which is why the numbering starts with
chapter 3. A discrepancy of two chapters can be observed up to chapter
5; from this chapter on — because of the omission of chapter 6 —, the
difference is reduced to just one chapter. The number 13 appears
twice, corresponding to chapters 11 and 12. Chapter 26 is not
numbered, which is why from chapter 27 to chapter 49 the numbering
corresponds to that of C. The numbers for chapters 28-31 and 39-40
are crossed out. Chapters 49 and 50 are contracted, and chapter 54 is
not counted; hence, a discrepancy of two chapters arises again.
Moreover, chapters belonging to parts II and III are consecutively
numbered, while in the other manuscripts the numbering starts over at
the beginning of each part.

- E: the chapters are not numbered except for chapter 8.
Chapters 49 and 50 are contracted.

- F: the numbering is written on the margin in Arabic
numerals. Chapter 3 is not counted, which is why from chapter 7 on,
a discrepancy of two chapters is present.

- G: the chapters are not numbered.

- H: the numbering is written on the text’s column in letters.
From chapter 7 on, there is a difference of one chapter, which is
overcome in chapter 15; it might be that the following sentence within
the text led the copyist to a correction: «In prosecutione capituli
decimiquinti». Afterwards, the numbering corresponds to that of C.

- I: the numbering is written on the margin in Roman or
Arabic numerals preceded by the initial dotted ‘c’. Not all the chapters
are numbered, the first one being chapter 4, which is counted as
chapter 3. This difference of one chapter, added to the difference due
to the omission of chapter 7, led to a discrepancy of two chapters up to
chapter 17. From chapter 18 on, a difference of three chapters is
found. Chapters 27-30 are counted again as 15-18; afterwards, the
numbering stops.

- K: the chapters are not numbered, except for chapter 33.
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- L: the numbering is written on the text’s column in Roman
numerals. Chapter 6 is added afterwards and thus becomes chapter 7,
which is why no deviation from C is observable. Chapter 44 is
counted as chapter 45; so, from this chapter on, a one chapter
difference is found.

- M: the numbering is written on the text’s column in Roman
numerals. From chapter 7 on — because of the omission — a
discrepancy of one chapter is present. Differing from the other
manuscripts and al-Harizi’s version, chapter 26 and 27 are separated
and numbered respectively as chapter 25 and 26, which is why from
these chapters on, the numbering corresponds to that of C. The last
chapters after chapter 45 are missing.

- N: the chapters are not numbered.

- m: Chapter 6 is added afterwards as chapter 7, which is why

no deviation from C is observable.

In the following, a recapitulatory scheme of the main
differences in the numbering is provided. Since mss. G, K and N do
not number the chapters, they are not included in the table.

A B D F H I L M
Prol.
Ch.1 |1 2 3 1 1 - 1 1
Ch.2 |- 3 4 2 2 - - 2
Ch. 3 4 5 - 3 - 3 3
Ch.4 |4 5 6 3 4 3 4 4
Ch.5 |- 6 7 4 5 4 5 5
Ch. 6 X X X X X X X
Ch.7 |6 7 8 5 6 5 6+7 6
Ch.8 |- 8 9 6 7 - 8 7
Ch.9 |8 9 10 7 8 7 9 8
Ch. 10 |- 10 11 8 9 8 10 9
Ch. 11 |10 11 13 9 10 9 11 10
Ch. 12 |11 12 13 10 11 10 12 11
Ch.13 |13 13 14 11 12 11 13 12
Ch. 14 |- 14 15 - 13 12 14 13
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A B D F H I L M
Ch. 15 |15 15 16 13 15 - 15 14
Ch. 16 |16 16 17 14 16 - 16 15
Ch.17 |17 17 18 15 17 - 17 16
Ch. 18 |18 18 19 16 18 15 18 17
Ch.19 |19 19 20 17 19 16 19 18
Ch. 20 |20 20 21 18 20 17 20 19
Ch. 21 |- 21 22 19 21 - 21 20
Ch. 22 |22 22 23 20 22 - 22 21
Ch. 23 |23 23 24 21 23 - 23 22
Ch. 24 |- 24 25 22 24 - 24 23
Ch. 25 |- 25 26 23 25 - 25 24
Ch. 26 |- 26 - 24 26 - 26 25+26
Ch.27 |- 27 27 25 27 15 27 27
Ch. 28 |28 28 28 26 28 16 28 28
Ch.29 |29 29 29 27 29 17 29 29
Ch. 30 |30 30 30 28 30 18 30 30
Ch. 31 |31 31 31 29 31 - 31 31
Ch. 32 |32 32 32 - 32 - 32 32
Ch. 33 |- 33 33 31 33 - 33 33
Ch. 34 |- 34 34 32 34 - 34 34
Ch. 35 |35 35 35 33 35 - 35 35
Ch. 36 |- 36 36 34 36 - 36 36
Ch.37 |- 37 37 35 37 - 37 37
Ch. 38 |- 38 38 36 38 - 38 38
Ch.39 |- 39 39 37 39 - 39 39
Ch. 40 |- 40 40 38 40 - 40 40
Ch. 41 |- 41 41 39 41 - 41 41
Ch. 42 |42 42 42 40 42 - 42 42
Ch. 43 |43 43 43 41 43 - 43 43
Ch. 44 |44 44 44 42 44 - 45 44
Ch. 45 |45 45 45 - 45 - 46 45
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A B D F H I L M
Ch. 46 |46 46 46 44 46 - 47 X
Ch. 47 |- 47 47 45 47 - 48 X
Ch. 48 |- 48 48 46 48 - 49 X
Ch. 49 |- 49 49 47 49 - 50 X
Ch.50 |- 50 - 48 50 - 51 X
Ch.51 |- 51 50 49 51 - 52 X
Ch.52 |52 52 51 50 52 - 53 X
Ch.53 |- 53 52 51 53 - 54 X
Ch.54 |- 54 - 52 54 - 55 X
Ch.55 |- 55 53 53 55 - 56 X
Ch. 56 |- 56 54 54 56 - 57 X
Ch.57 |57 57 55 55 57 - 58 X
Ch.58 |- 58 - 56 58 - 59 X
Ch.59 |- 59 57 57 59 - 60 X

2.7 Titles of the chapters

Since the chapters neither have a title in the original Arabic
version nor in the Hebrew translations, titles were eliminated in our
critical edition. Nevertheless, they are an innovation introduced not
only in Giustiniani’s printed edition, but also in manuscripts B and H.
However, Giustiniani’s titles neither correspond to those belonging to
B nor to H; Giustiniani’s edition does not have any stemmatic
connection to those manuscripts, as will be shown in paragraph 3.1.
Moreover, also the titles included in mss. B and H differ from each
other and were therefore independently introduced; we ought to note
that not all the chapters have titles in ms. B — sometimes the
numbering is not followed by a title.

A second hand added a kind of title also on the margin of ms.
N, and in a few cases the same annotation is present also on the
margin of ms. D. However, in the two latter manuscripts the title is
less elaborate than in manuscripts B and H; it is often just a ‘key-word’
taken from the first sentence of the chapter, while in B and H a whole
recapitulatory sentence can be found.
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3. Principles of the edition

The present critical edition is based on an accurate examination
of the manuscript tradition described in paragraph 2.1. All of the
thirteen manuscripts have been analyzed in the first phase of the work.
After having collated the different versions of the Prologue and of
chapters 1-20, six of them were eliminated, as their texts are also
testified by other codices that belong to the same family but transmit a
better reading. All these choices, as well as the analysis of the errors
that led us to the hypothesis of the stemma codicum are discussed in
paragraphs 3.1 and 3.2. In the second phase of the work, the text of
chapters 20-59 has been reconstructed based on seven collated
manuscripts. Variants belonging to eliminated manuscripts of the
Prologue and chapters 1-20 are not presented in the critical apparatus,
but they are collected in an appendix at the end of the text.

Moreover, the XVI century printed edition by Giustiniani has
also been considered and its variants are registered in the apparatus,
since this edition has had great influence in the past. However,
Giustiniani’s marginal notes are not taken into account; some of them
correspond to marginal notes transmitted by K.

Marginal notes transmitted by the manuscript tradition are
registered in the apparatus. If the marginal note refers to a quotation
or an expression, the note has been placed in correspondence to the
beginning of the sentence. In general, marginal notes only transmitting
references to biblical verses were not registered in the apparatus (such
as in the case of ms. E); on the contrary, because of the importance of
ms. A, its notes transmitting biblical references were registered.
Notabilia were not registered in the apparatus.

Double translations are registered in the apparatus, but they are
highlighted in bold!%. Traces of the vernacular language used in the
translation process are highlighted in italics!1?.

Generally speaking, the different manuscripts do not contain a
significant amount of variants; on the contrary, the text is stable and
consistent.

Some loci critici of the Latin text were collated with both
Hebrew versions, i.e., that of Ibn Tibbon and that of al-Harizi;
however, only the al-Harizi variants are registered in the critical

109 Double translations are treated in paragraph 4.3.
110 For this point, see infra, paragraph 6.1.
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apparatus, as in most of the cases the Latin version corresponds to the
latter. The problem of the connection between al-Harizi’s translation
and the Dux neutrorum is analyzed in paragraph 5. Hebrew variants
are not of a considerable number in the apparatus, and their presence
is supposed to justify the choice of one lectio over another. However,
these cases are rare, since generally Latin variants occur independently
throughout the manuscript tradition, and can be explained by other
philological principles, such as the lectio facilior, or the difficulty of
solving an abbreviation, or writing’s resemblance. Generally, the
collation with the Hebrew text did not lead to any new information
merely concerning the philological point of view; nonetheless, al-
Harizi’s text was constantly consulted: on the one hand, in order to
establish a connection with the Latin translation and, on the other, to
conduct a terminological analysis of the Latin translator’s choices.

3.1 Genealogical reconstruction of the witnesses

Xy

Two main conjunctive errors lead to the hypothesis of a two-
stage composition of the text, the second stage not being a completely
different version but rather a slightly revised version. It is probable that
such corrections were added to the archetype itself, probably on the
margin of the column.

I) In chapter 6 (p. 38), Maimonides deals with the
equivocalness of the terms vx (%, ‘man’) and nwx (7izh, ‘woman’),
referring to the biblical context of Gen. 7, 2. The Hebrew version of
this verse differs from the Vulgata, which uses the terms ‘masculus” and
‘femina’ instead. This discrepancy, as well as the omission of chapter 6,



XLIX

is indicated by a marginal note in manuscripts A (fol. 12vb) and H (fo/.
8ra):

Totum capitulum sextum non est hic positum, quoniam nomina, de
q

quibus fit hic mentio, masculus et femina vel mulier, aliter habent in

Hebraico et aliter in Latino

However, while ms. A and tradition o (BDEFHIMN) omit this
chapter, tradition { (GKL and Giustiniani) includes it after chapter 7,
and ms. C includes it according to the original order. Therefore, the
manuscript tradition appears to be divided, since chapter 6 is absent in
A and a, but present in C and . The note concerning the omission is
testified only by mss. A and H.

The presence of the marginal note signalizing the omission and
the fact that in some manuscripts the chapter is present seem to
indicate a stratification in the composition of the text. In a first
version, the translator probably did not translate the chapter, adding
instead a marginal note highlighting the divergence between the
biblical text in Maimonides” version and the Vulgata. In a second stage
(X1), the chapter was probably added — maybe on the margin of the
same exemplar as X. The fact that the copyist of { did not know exactly
where to integrate the chapter is a hint that the chapter was probably
added in the margin. Ms. A and tradition a might thus originate from
the first stage, testifying the marginal note and the absence of the
chapter, whereas C and ¢ might come from the later version.

II) Chapter 50 (p. 141, l. 14) presents a mistake originating
from a misunderstanding of the Arabic text: «Inducit probationes
super hoc, quod athomi non sunt». In the exemplars of the original
Arabic text, which both Hebrew translators had at their disposal, the
word TOX (a/-guz’ ‘atoms’) was misread as 19X (a/-ginn ‘demons’). As a
consequence, both Hebrew translators were led to misunderstand this
passage!!l. Al-Harizi’s version contains the wrong translation, omw
(sedim, ‘demons’), while Ibn Tibbon - who later corrected the error -
presents the right one, pbn (heleg, ‘atoms’). The Latin manuscript
tradition testifies to both versions by transmitting ‘athomi’ and
‘dyaboli’: in ms. A and tradition o (BDEFHIMN) the text transmits
the reading ‘dyaboli’, while tradition { presents the reading

111 On the mistake, see Sirat, Les brouillons autographes, pp. 56-57. In the revised version of
his translation, Ibn Tibbon corrected the error, cf. Fraenkel, From Maimonides to Samuel ibn

Tibbon, pp. 89-92.



‘athomi’ (GKL and Giustiniani); in ms. C the word is omitted. Since
no other exemplars omit the word, it can be deduced that ms. C did
not generate any tradition.

In this case too, it seems that { originated from a revised
version (X;), in which the mistake of al-Harizi’s translation was
corrected — maybe on the basis of the Arabic text or Ibn Tibbon’s.
However, the omission in C may be a signal that the correction was
not clearly reported.

g
g
| |
G n
K L T

¢ is reconstructed due to the following conjunctive errors:

-p. 1, . 17 velocitatem] bonitatem GLz. Ms. K omits the
whole sentence «scientie tue et propter velocitatem», probably
because of the homeoteleuton given by the wrong variant
(«<bonitatem» instead of «velocitatem») and «propter bonitatem» at .
16.

-p. 6, 1. 87, mss. K, L and G feature the same addition: «aliter
et non addiderunt. Mss. L and G contain it as a marginal note, while
K includes it in the text. In the main text, a passage from Num. 11, 25
is quoted: «Prophetaverunt, et non cessaverunt». The word
«cessaverunt» corresponds to Ongelos” Aramaic translation of the same
verse. This note seems to signal that the word «cessaverunt» is not
usually present!12

- p. 14, 1. 252 ordinationem] ornationem GKLx

112 Cf. also Rashi, Commentary to the Book of Numbers, in Metsudah Chumash/Rashi, vol. 4,
transl. A. Davis, KTAV, Brooklyn, 1997, p. 152: «They did not prophesy, except for that day
alone. This is clearly stated by Sifri. But Ongelos renders ‘and did not cease’, prophesy did
not cease from them».
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- p. 60, L. 6 «sicut dicitur in (om. GKL) Genesi: «‘Exaltata est
archa super terram’». This passage from Gen. 7, 17 is quoted in the
original version, but apparently it was not translated in the first
redaction of the archetype. Since no other codices transmit it, it may
be possible that it was added as a marginal note in X.

- p. 65, |. 13 Domini] add. veniet GKLx

- p. 84, 1. 2 libri mei] tantum GKLzn

- p- 93, 1. 55 ratione] intentione GKLx

- p. 102, 1. 44 creverint] exercuerint GKLx

- p- 103, I. 59 comparem] comparationem GKLx

- p. 105, L. 367 compositione] expositione GKLx

- p. 125, l. 76 rationem] intentionem GKLx

- p. 172, 1. 101 iuvat] movet KLz add. vel movet G

Moreover, numerous adiaphorous variants connect G, K, L and
7, such as:

- p. 6, 1. 70 in libro] om. GKLx

- p. 46, 1. 37 eorum] ipsorum GKLz

-p. 49, 1. 23 dictum] scriptum GKLz

- p. 55, 1. 17 sequebatur] consequebatur GKLz

-p. 72, 1. 57 dictum] om. GKLx

- p. 75, 1. 38 primam] unam GKLz

- p. 103, L. 52 factus] add. passibilis GKLz

- p. 111, I. 9 meum] vestrum GKLz

- p. 113, 1. 10 cum] quando GKL=n

- p. 124, 1. 487 unius] ipsius GKLn

- p. 154, L. 5 vel dispositiones] om. GKLx

- p. 178, 1. 131 Dominoy] add. Deo GKL=

n

Ms. K and ms. L are strictly related, even though one does not
depend on the other. This is proved by omissions made within the texts;
see for instance: p. 14, 1. 261: «Et ecce, omnia verba posita in hac
similitudine significant» is omitted by L, but copied by K; on the
contrary, p. 33, l. 10: «Totum hoc est apprehensio intellectus, et non visio
oculorum» is omitted by K, but copied by L.

Moreover, most of Giustiniani’s marginal notes can also be found
in ms. K.
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as:

n is
-p.
-p.
- p.
-p.
-p.
- p.
-p.
-p.
- p.
-p.
-p.
- p.
-p.
-p.
- p.
- p,
-p.
- p.
- p.
-p.
- p.
-p.

reconstructed due to the following conjunctive errors:
1, L. 22 prophetie] philosophie KLz

5, 1. 62 spiritualem] specialem K7z

13, 1. 227 Picture seu] scripture vel KLz
14, 1. 246 procedunt] sunt KLz

24, 1. 79 philosophie] prophetie KLz

25, 1. 16 firmitatem] veritatem K7z

31, I. 75 delectari] de + lac. KL

37, 1. 46 compleam] doceam KLz

37, 1. 54 dicitur] Deus KLz

45, 1. 9 verba] nomina KLz«

70, 1. 5 cogitationis] imaginationis KLz
81, L. 45 altitudinis] multitudinis KLz

88, 1. 11 sapientia] scientia KLz

88, 1. 23 brevitatem] bonitatem KLz

93, I. 57 potentiis figurarum] scientiis potentiarum KZz
98, I. 159 domus] Dominus KLz

101, I. 14 omnibus] tribus KLz

126, 1. 103 virtute] veritate KLz

141, 1. 22 veritas] unitas KLz

142, 1. 34 substantiam] essentiam KLz«
169, 1. 28 affirmationes] attributiones KLz
171, . 86 leves] graves KLz

Moreover, K, L and = share numerous adiaphorous variants, such

_p.
- p.
- p.
_p.
- p.
- p.
_p.
- p.
- p.
_p.
- p.
- p.
_p.
- p.
- p.

. 7 illorum] eorum KLz

. 9 quandoque] om. KLz

. 32 modus secundus] modum secundum KZz
. 103 proprio] suo KLz

. 141 multum] multis KLz

. 270 in ... universo] om. KL=z

. 301 inducet] deducet KLz

. 19 illius] add. legis KLz

. 19 sapientibus] sapientissimis KLz
. 68 scripserunt] dixerunt Kz

. 84 contrarietas] contradictio KLz
. 14 considerationi] rationi KLz

. 41 errores] erronea KLz«

. 51 illius] istius KLz

. 25 Benedicta] om. KLx

b
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- p. 45, 1. 2 premisimus] posuimus KLz
- p. 45, 1. 17 vero] add. ipse KLz

- p. 50, 1. 9 male] malum KZz=

- p. 55, 1. 9 ipsum] eum K7z

- p. 61, 1. 8 modum] add. dicitur KLz

- p. 95, 1. 98 destructioni] add. alicuius KLz
- p. 107, 1. 64 debes] add. recte KLx

- p. 155, 1. 26 illis] vel KLz

- p. 155, 1. 32 Deus] Dominus KLz

- p. 161, l. 4 operatum] creatum KLz«

- p. 167, 1. 49 adiuncta] coniuncta KLz

- p. 174, 1. 48 acquisitio] inquisitio KLz

- p. 178, 1. 138 de] super KLz

- p. 182, 1. 55 simplicitatis] add. vere KLz
- p. 183, 1. 98 eius] entis KLz

A o

H Y p

The archetype (X) contained numerous marginal notes, which
were copied as such by mss. A and H, while some of them are added to
the text by tradition y (MN). Sporadically, traces of these notes appear
also in tradition B (BFIDE). Marginal notes documented by mss. A
and H most probably originate from the translator!!3. They transmit
different kinds of information, for instance they explain Hebrew
words:

113 On this point, see infra, par. 6.1 and 6.2.
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Mysna est brevis compositio legis, quam
fecit quidam Iudeus sapiens, propter
cuius etiam brevitate [sic] factus est
postea liber, qui dicitur Thalmut.
Darassot dicuntur obscura quedam
dispersa in Mysna.

(p. 9, L. 1505 A, fol. 4ra)

Misna brevis expositio legis, quam fecit
quidam Tudeus sapiens, propter cuius
etiam brevitatem factus est postea liber,
qui dicicur Talmuth. Darassot dicunt

obscura quedam dispersa in Misna.
(H, fol. 2va).

Secondly, since biblical verses quoted in the text were newly
translated from Hebrew, differences with respect to the Vilgata are

pointed out by marginal notes:

Ezechiel XX ¢ ipsi dicunt de me
numquid per parabolas loquitur iste, vel
habet Hebraice: si parabolando
parabolat iste.

(p. 11, 1. 2005 A, fol. 4vb)

Alia verba sunt apud nos in principio
paral?
(H, fol. 3ra)

Apud nos ita habet Proverbia XXV: mala
aurea in lectis argenteis qui profert
verbum in tempore suo.

(p. 13, 1. 225; A, fol. 5tb)

Apud nos ita: mala aurea in lectis

argenteis qui profert verbum in tempore
suo.

(H, fol. 3rb)

Moreover, some marginalia indicate the omission of passages:

Et nota, quod intercisum est hoc
capitulum, et omissa sunt quedam que
erant in originali, eo quod non videntur
multum udilia.

(p. 26, L. 335 A, fol. 9vb)

Intercisum est hoc capitulum et omissa
sunt quedam que erant in originali, eo
quod non videntur multum utilia.

(H, fol. 6ta)

Tertium capitulum. Istud capitulum non
est nobis multum necessarium, nam
nomina ista, de quibus fit hic mentio,
non videntur sic se habere apud nos
sicut in lingua Hebraica.
(p- 32,1 2; A, fol. 111b)

Istud capitulum non est nobis multum
de

quibus sit intentio, non videntur sic se

necessarium, nam nomina ista,
habere apud nos sicut in lingua
Hebraica.

(H, fol. 7ra)
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Nota quod compositor huius libri tria
verba ponit in principio huius quart
capituli, que dicuntur et proprie et per
accomodationem, quorum duo sonant
apud nos videre, sed differunt in
Hebrayco. Primum enim, de quo hic
fecimus mentionem, dicitur ‘ma’, ‘hib,
unde (con.; vibude A)
viditque et ecce puteus; et: vidi
Dominum. Secundum est ‘haza’, unde

dictum est:

dicitur: viditque in Syon oculis noster;
et: vidit super Iudam et lerusalem, id est
apprehendit intellectum, id est
prophetavit.

(p. 33, L. 2; A, fol. 11va)

Compositor libri tria verba proponit in
principio huius capituli, que dicunt
proprie et per accomodationem, quorum
duo sonant apud nos ‘videre’, sed
differentur in Hebraico. Primum enim,
de quo hic fecimus mentionem, dicitur
‘ma’, unde dictum est: vidi et ecce
puteus et: vidi Dominum. Secundum
‘haza’, unde dicitur: vidi in Syon oculis
noster; et: vidi super lIudam et
Ierusalem, id est apprehenditur
intellectu, hoc est prophetavit.

(H, fol. 7tb)

Totum capitulum sextum non est hic
positum quoniam nomina, de quibus fit
hic mentio, ‘masculus’ et femina vel
‘mulier’, aliter se habent in Hebraico et
aliter in Latino.

(p. 38,1 1; A, fol. 12vb)

Capitulum sextum non est hic positum
quoniam nomina, de quibus in eo sit
intentio, scilicet ‘masculus’ et ‘femina’
vel ‘mulier’, aliter se habent in Hebraico
et aliter in Latino.

(H, fol. 8ra)

Following notes are transmitted in the margin by ms. A, but
they are added to the text by H and tradition vy. These kind of marginal
notes contain redactional variants, which were most probably present
in the archetype. It may be possible that they were interpreted as
corrections and therefore added to the main text by later exemplars; or
they could also actually be corrections, and ms. A copied them as they
were probably found in the archetype, namely as marginal notes:

- p. 55, 1. 5, ms. A contains two marginal notes indicating an
addition: «Aliter non opus de Bresich aliter sicut non opus de Mercava
in uno suple nisi intelligente sit in duobus»; and: «Verior litera nostra:
non opus de Bresich nec opus de Mercava in uno posse intelligi sed in
duobus». This note refers to a quotation from the 7Zalmud (TB,
Hagigah 11b), which states that it is not allowed to reveal the secrets of
creation to two persons, otherwise they will discuss them and
eventually incur in error. The same passage is also quoted on p. 5, I. 55
and p. 89, . 38, but in these cases it is referred to the work of the
chariot (Merkavah). Here, it is stated that the secrets cannot be
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revealed to anyone except a wise man, to whom only the beginning of
the secrets can be revealed: «non debent instruere in Mercava nec
unum solum nisi sit sapiens et intelligens ex sensu suo et tunc dabunt
ei initia rationump.

The marginal note in ms. A suggests to add the second part of
the other quotation, namely the part concerning the possibility to
instruct a wise man about the secrets of the work of the chariot. This
same marginal note was added to the text by H, M and N:

Beresit add. sicut non | Beresit add. non opus de | Beresit add. non opus de
opus de Mercava supple | Mercava in uno supple | Mercava in uno supple
nisi intelligere te sit H nisi intelligente sit /V nisi intelligere sit M

- p- 35, I. 2, ms. A contains the marginal note «in libro celi et
mundi», which is added to the text by mss. H, M and N.

- p- 12, 1. 214, the following marginal note of ms. A: «Aliter sic
etiam et doctores quatuor custodum dixerunt nostri aliquis amisit» is
copied in the text of ms. N as follows: «Quatuor custodum dixerunt
nostri».

Some of the alternative readings, introduced by the word
«aliter» in the margin of ms. A, correspond to the text of mss. M and
N, such as:

- p- 43, L. 15, ms. A contains the marginal note «aliter
credebant», referring to the words «credere debent», and mss. H, M, N
feature the variant: credere debent] credebant

- p. 31, I. 74, ms. A contains the following marginal note:
«Aliter non habet contra mensuram». Mss. M and N do not include
«contra mensuramy.

- p- 12, 1. 212, both mss. A and N add «scilicet depositorio
conductorio et similibus» to the text in order to explain the biblical
law concerning four kinds of trustees!!4.

Finally, ms. A presents other marginal notes transmitting
alternative readings introduced by the adverb «aliter»; these variants
correspond to readings found in tradition o (BFIDEHMN), such as in

the following cases:

14 Cf. Es. 22, 6-14; Misnah, Seder Neziqim, Bava Mesia’ ch. 7; Misnah, Sevuot, ch. 8. Cf.
also Maimonides, Misneh Torah, Sefer Mispatim, Hilkot Sekirut, ch. 1, par. 1-4.
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- p- 22, 1. 26-27: «Et erit necessarium doctori celare oculum
suum». The variant ‘oculum] occultum’ is found in mss. B, C, H and F
and it is also transmitted by the following marginal note of ms. A: «vel
occultumy.

- p- 36, 1. 35, mss. A and H contain the following marginal
note explaining the word Zabera: «Nomen loci quod sumptum est ab
incisione (pro incensione?)». The same note is also added to the text by
ms. B and F: «Tabera, quod sumptum est ab incensione».

- p. 75, 1. 41: «Scias etiam, quod necessaria est expositio tibi
etiam secundum opinionem de Angelos». A marginal note in ms. A
transmits the alternative reading: «aliter necesse est exponi tibi etiam
secundum et cetera»r. The text of ms. B, H, M and N corresponds to
the alternative reading suggested by A’s marginal note, and it presents
the following variants: ‘necessaria] necesse’; ‘expositio] exponi’.

- p. 91, 1. 6: «Alta profunditas, quis inveniet eam?» (Eecl. 7, 25).
Ms. A transmits the following marginal note: «aliter longe quod fuit
profundum profundum quis inveniet», and the same reading is
transmitted by mss. B, H, M and N.

- p- 97, 1. 136: «Et sicut ille, cuius ovorum natura est calida et
humida». A marginal note in ms. A transmits the following reading:
«aliter et seminis multiplicativa». The same expression is added to the
text by ms. B, H and N.

- p. 104, 1. 4: «quod hominibus placatur Deus». A marginal
note in ms. A transmits the following alternative reading: «aliter quod
homines placent Deo», which corresponds to mss. B, H, and N.

- p. 145, 1. 34-35: «ut conveniat ei forma et figura, que
sequuntur quantitatem». Ms. A transmits an alternative reading: «aliter
ut conveniant qualitates que sequuntur quantitatem», which
corresponds to the text of mss. B, E, H and N.

- p. 178, 1. 121: «cum audit ea, et plorat, quando intelligit
qualiter dicta sunt illa verba de Creatore». Ms. A transmits the
following note referring to the word «plorat quando»: «aliter non
habet. Indeed, mss. B, E, H, M, N omit the locution «plorat
quando».

It may be possible that these alternative readings were already
present in the archetype, such as the double translations analyzed
afterwards (par. 4.3). Ms. A would therefore testify a stage of the
manuscript tradition in which both readings were transmitted, while
in the other manuscripts one was chosen over the other. It may be that
the other manuscripts chose the alternative reading given in the
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margin presuming that this was a later correction, and therefore the
most correct version. It is possible that readings transmitted on the
margin were corrections made by the translator, but since we do not
know if the alternative readings were intentionally eliminated by the
translator or if they got lost in the manuscript tradition, it is difficult
to take a stand on this issue.

Another possibility is that the copyist of A’s marginal notes may
have confronted the text with a manuscript belonging to another
tradition. However, the above-mentioned readings seem to originate
from the translation phase, since they transmit redactional variants and
they are not corruptions or innovations of other traditions. For
instance, the double translation of the verse Eccl 7, 25: «Alta
profunditas, quis inveniet eam?», and: «Longe quod fuit profundum
quis inveniet?» suggests that the alternative translation originated from
the translator. In fact, since the version «Alta profunditas, quis inveniet
eam?» corresponds to the Vulgara, it is unlikely that the alternative
translation - the one not corresponding to the Vulgata - was produced
by a later copyist.

In both cases, it seems that these alternative readings originated
already in the archetype, ms. A testifying a stage in which they were
both present. Future research on Dux II and III may bring new
evidence on this issue.

The following list presents conjunctive errors of tradition o

(BFIDEHMN):

- p. 19, 1. 46 manibus 07°7’] manu BDEFHIN

- p. 54, L. 10 Sta nax1] stabit BEFHIMN ista D

- p. 60, L. 18 cognitionibus] cognominibus BDEFH?IM (IN:
cognitionibus)

- p- 73, 1. 80 Dei] add. patris tui ego sum nuntius Dei
BDEFHIMN

- p- 173, 1. 13 appropinquabit 279°] appropinquabis BDEFHI?
M (N: appropinquabit)
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Here a list of adiaphorous variants:

2
2
.6
7

bl

bl

. 4, 1. 46 perveniamus] add. usque BDEFHIN

.5, 1. 50 eum] ipsum BDEFHIN

.5, 1. 66 exponi] explicari BDEFHIN

. 6, 1. 69 poneret] exponeret BDEFHIN

2, 1. 44 nec] non BDEFHIMN

3, 1. 71 adinvicem] invicem BDEFHIMN

0, L. 7 proz] om. BDEFHIMN

0, L. 19 illo] ipso BEFHIMN eo D

.83, 1. 68 hoc] id BDEFHIMN

.95, 1. 92 et non fuerit politum] om. BDEFHIMN

- p- 101, 1. 17 elongatum est] elongatur BEFIN elongantur
HM elongoatur sed corr. elongatur D

. 102, L.
. 102, L.
. 104, L.
111, L
113, 1
124, 1.
129, 1.
. 130, 1.
. 136, 1.

138, 1.
142, 1.
143, 1.
147, 1.
170, 1.
179, L

29 scientie| add. sue BDEFHIMN
45 se] om. BDEFHIMN

5 ut] quod BDEFHIMN

9 iterum] om. BDEFHIMN

9 dabatur] datur BDEFHIMN

57 istud] illud BDEFHIMN

175 ideo] idcirco BDEFHIMN

8 quia] quare BDEFHIMN

6 ideo] om. BDEFHIMN

48 ideo] idcirco BDEFHIMN

29 ut] quod BDEFHIMN

61 Quod] et BDEFHIMN

83 qualitate] qualitas BDEFHIM qualitatis N
56 quoda] quia BDEFHIMN

143 eas;] illas BDEFHIMN

The following list presents conjunctive errors in mss. M and N:

- p.
“p.
- p.
- p.
- p.
- p.
“p.

26, 1. 25 eorum] est MN

26, 1. 30 spiritualis] specialis MV

31, l. 74 contra mensuram] om. MN

23, 1. 69 variatum] varietatum MN

24, 1. 79 veris] vis MIN

35, I. 2 incepisset] add. in libro celi et mundi MN
49, 1. 27 rerum] terre MIN
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- p. 57, L. 2 octavidecimi] XVII MN

Here are some examples of adiaphorous variants:
- p- 30, 1. 68 quam] quas MN

- p- 32, 1. 2 ascendit] ascende MN

- p- 35, I. 15 ista ratione] istam rationem MN

- p- 48, 1. 12 nec] neque MN

B F I D E

B copied only sporadically marginal notes. Unfortunately, data
collected until now are not sufficient to precisely reconstruct  and 8. It
will be necessary to come back to this point in the second and third
volume of the Dux neutrorum. Some common variants of B are:

- p. 4, l. 34 sunt] sint BDEF

- p. 21, L. 16 similitudinis] similitudines BDEI

- p. 24, 1. 86 causam] om. BDE

- p. 26, 1. 25 eorum] eius BDEFI

8 did not contain the dedicatory letter, since it is missing in
mss. BFI; therefore, their texts begin directly with «In nomine Domini
Dei mundi» (p. 2, . 42). Unfortunately, no other conjunctive errors
belonging to § were found. In the following, two errors relating B and
F are listed:

- p. 14, 1. 257 posita] parata BF

- p- 27,1. 49 ad] add. celem BF

These are some examples of adiaphorous variants in 3:
- p. 6, 1. 74 spiritualis] specialis £/

- p. 12, 1. 221 est] om. BFI

- p. 20, 1. 62 milibus] commilibus BF

- p. 4, l. 24 habito] habitum BF
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- p-

14, 1. 264 illud] istud B

¢ is reconstructed due to the following conjunctive errors:

..p.
_p.
_p-
._p.
_p_
..p.
_p.
_p-

Here are further examples of common adiaphorous variants:

- p.
“p.
- p.
“p.
- p.
“p.
“p.
- p.
“p.
- p.
“p.
- p.

1, L. 16 scientie] sapientie DE

25, 1. 15 unitatis] veritatis DE

32, 1. 12 creatore] add. secundum DE
36, l. 35 Tabera] tabula DE

46, 1. 29 voluntatem] voluptatem DE
50, 1. 2 vel] add. surgente DE

57, L. 2 octavidecimi] om. DE

57, 1. 19 terre] ipse DE

2, I. 33 secundum] per DE

6, . 84 fuity] est DE

25, 1. 9 scripturam] scripturas DE
25, 1. 13 Dei] om. DE

25, 1. 20 nomen istud] unde illud DE
27, 1. 44 sub] super DE

29, 1. 35 Deus ... bestiis] om. DE
41, 1. 19 verba] om. DE

50, l. 4 Secundum] super DE

54, . 3 et ... lapidicinam] om. DE
54, 1. 10 et] add. finis DE

55, 1. 5 istud] add. etiam DE
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In sum, these considerations led to the hypothesis of the
following stemma:

X e Xi
]
o
| o
H Y B G n
L
M N ) € KL=z
T
BFI D E

I) X did not contain chapter 6, but a marginal note instead of
it. In a second step (Xi), the chapter was added, probably on the
margin of the archetype. Only ms. C features it in its original place,
while ¢ displaces it after chapter 7. Ms. A and tradition o originate
from the first version (X) and therefore do not contain the chapter.

IT) X contained the variant ‘dyaboli’, which is testified by A and
a. X; was corrected with the variant ‘athomi’, since { has it. The fact
that ms. C presents a lacuna instead of the variant ‘athomi/dyaboli’
could be a signal that the correction was added in an unclear manner
in the margin of the copy.

III) Ms. A and antigraph a copied marginal notes present in the
original. The note highlighting the problem connected with the
biblical verse contained in chapter 6 is transmitted by mss. A and H.
Moreover, some of the marginal notes of a became part of the text in
tradition y.

IV) The family generated by B does not contain chapter 6 and
sporadic traces of the original marginal notes are present.

V) Numerous conjunctive errors as well as adiaphorous variants

connect M and N; D and E; K, L and =.



LXIII

In conclusion, the critical text was mainly established on the
basis of the accordance of three branches (e. g., A+ C+ {=a; 0+ C+ ¢
# A). The reading transmitted by X; is not always better than X;
therefore X; cannot be considered a revised version, but it should be
considered just a second stage of X.

The following examples list some mistakes of Xi:

- 12, 206: funem ABE = funes CGKL (where the Hebrew has
the singular form)

- 134, 26: deservitium BE # desiderium CGK deservientium A
detrimentum L (where the Hebrew has xmayw)

- 180, 6: cogita in ABE = cogitavi CGKLn

- 182, 63: virtutem] veritatem CGKLxr (where the Hebrew has
mno)

3.2 Reduction of the witnesses

Due to the aforementioned considerations, six of the thirteen
manuscripts were eliminated in the second phase of the work, as their
reading is not necessary for establishing the critical text. Nevertheless,
the variants emerging from the collation of the text’s Prologue and
chapters 1 to 20 are registered in the appendix at the end of the text,
justifying the choice to eliminate those manuscripts.

Ms. H has been eliminated since its reading is highly similar to,
but slightly poorer than that of A, as can be seen from the
numerousness of H’s singular mistakes. M and N were eliminated
because they are very late exponents, strongly related to one another,
testifying a corrupted text and therefore being useless for the
reconstruction of the text.

Since mss. F and I transmit a poorer reading than ms. B, they
were both eliminated. The reading of F is more accurate than the one
contained in I. In any case, both mss. F and I present a much less
corrupted reading than mss. M and N (F and I are also more ancient
than M and N).

Finally, as it has been shown earlier, numerous conjunctive
errors and adiaphorous variants connect ms. D to ms. E; however, D
stands out due to of its large quantity of singular errors. The codex
reveals numerous incertitudes of the copyist who erased and revised his
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text in many places. Manuscript D was therefore eliminated, E being a
better testimony of &.

3.3 Orthography

Orthography was normalized respecting — as much as possible
— Latin medieval forms, especially when a medieval use was attested by
a large number of testimonies. Medieval orthography has been
maintained in words such as ‘nichil’ and ‘michi’. The same rule has
been applied to diphthongs, simplified according to the medieval
spelling by preferring ‘¢’ to ‘a¢’ and ‘oe’. The ambiguity of ‘¢’ and ‘t’ was
solved by conforming the writing to common use, for instance
preferring ‘tertium’ to ‘tercium’. The same principle has been applied in
differentiating between ‘v’ and V.

In cases of different spellings among the witnesses, the
orthography of A was followed, this manuscript being highly relevant
for the stemma and also being one of the oldest. Moreover, in ms. A,
words are written out in full more often than in other equally old and
relevant manuscripts such as B and C. Orthographical variations were
not considered variants and they do not appear in the textual
apparatus.

A peculiarity of the orthography of A is the use of y’, such as
in: ‘paradyso’; ‘ymago’; ‘Egyptius’; ‘ydolum’; ‘hystoriall®’;
‘clybanus’ (also in C); ‘ydioma (also in C); ‘dyalectice’; ‘ydoneus’;
‘abyssi’; ‘Yspanus’; ‘dyabolos’. Other peculiar forms accepted in our
edition are: ‘subfumigatio’; ‘dampnum’; ‘verumptamen’; ‘arismetica’;
‘quiditas’; ‘sompnum’.

In cases of an abbreviated nasal consonant, the letter ‘m’ has
been chosen over the letter ‘1, e.g., ‘numquam’ and ‘quamdam’.

In the case of different spellings for the same word in A, the
most frequent form has been chosen, e.g., for the word ‘choruscatio’,
the form ‘coruscatio’ has been rejected, appearing only once. The same
rule was applied to ‘membrum/menbrum’. The word ‘elephans’ is
present also in the form ‘elefans’; in the edition, the form ‘elephans” has
been given preference.

115 In the manuscript tradition, the following variations are also found: ystoriarum (H);
istoriarum (B); hystoriarium (EKCGD); historiarium (N).
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In ms. A, verbs such as loquor’ and ‘sequor’ are often spelled in
different ways, e.g. ‘loquuntur’ and ‘locuntur’; ‘loquuta’ and ‘loquta’.
For the edition, the forms ‘loquuntur’ and ‘locutus’ have been chosen.

The words ‘Hebraicus’ and ‘Hebreus' appear in A in the
following forms: ‘ebrayca’; ‘hebrayca’; ‘hebraica’; ‘ebraica’; ‘hebreo’'1.
In the edition, the form ‘Hebraicus/Hebreus’ has been chosen. The
word ‘Elohim’ appears as ‘Eloym’ or ‘Heloym’!17, while in the edition,
the form ‘Elohim’ has been selected. The term “Talmud’ is also
variously written: “Thalamut’ or “Talmut'!8; the form “Talmud’ has
been adopted. The word ‘Beresit’ appears sometimes as ‘Bresich’!1%; the
form ‘Beresit’ has been preferred.

The orthography of A was not followed in the case of ‘spera’,
which was rejected in favor of ‘sphera’; in the case of ‘rethe’, which was
rejected in favor of ‘rete’; in the case of ‘phisica’ and ‘metaphisica,
which were rejected in favor of ‘physica’ and ‘metaphysica’.

The orthography of the marginal notes reproduced in the
apparatus follows the reading given by each manuscript; the same is
true for the transcription of numbers in Roman or Arabic numerals.

To facilitate the understanding of the text, misspelled Hebrew
words have been corrected, as in the case of ‘Mercava’, often misspelled
as ‘Mercana’. The name ‘Ongelos’ has been spelled as found in the
manuscripts, namely ‘Angelos’. The names ‘Yohanan’ and ‘Elazar’ have
been spelled as they are found in the manuscript tradition, namely
‘Ohanna’ and ‘Alazar’.

Hebrew words preceded by an article in a vernacular language
are transcribed exactly as they were found in the manuscript tradition,
and are highlighted in italics!20.

A short list of other orthographical peculiarities found in the
manuscript tradition is given in the following:

116 Tn the manuscript tradition the following variations appear: ebraice (BKIN); ebrayce (C);
hebraycam (H); hebraicam (EK); ebraicam (BMCIN); ebraico (BELCIMN); hebraico (CK);
hebreo (G).

117 In the other mss. the word is found as follows: ‘Elohim’ (HI); ‘Heloym’ (BCDEFGKLM);
‘Elohym’ (MN); ‘Eloym’ (BCDGKM).

118 QOther variations are: Talmuth (DEn); Talmot (K); Talimut (K); Talmut (BCGK);
Thalmud (M).

119 In the other mss., the word is found as follows: Beresit (BEI); Besesit (L); Berescit (K);
Bresith (CGKL).

120 For the presence of traces of a vernacular language see infra, paragraph 6.1.
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- C often uses ‘y instead of ‘ii’. It writes ‘iccirco’ for ‘idcirco’,
and the word ‘philosophia’ is written: ‘phylosophya’.

- K writes ‘sicud’.

- M writes ‘phylosophya’; ‘Ezechyel’; ‘set’; ‘onor’.

- N uses ‘pt’ instead of ‘tt’, for instance: ‘sagiptam’.

Most of the manuscripts exhibit a difficulty concerning the
deciphering of the names «Tabera» and «Abiu» (p. 35, l. 35) (cf. Lew.
10, 1-2; Nm 3, 4; Nm 26, 61):

- p. 35, L. 35 Tabera] Tabeni C tabula DE Cabera =

- p- 35, 1. 35 Abiu] Rabin L Abui £ Zabin Gz

- Nadab et Abiu] Nadrabui NV

Another common mistake is the misreading of the expression
«de Beresit», as for instance in these passages:

- p. 6, 1. 111 Beresit] debere sit DF

-p. 9, L. 184 de Beresit] debere sit

- p- 54, L. 5 de Beresit] debere NV debere sit #
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4. Stylistic remarks

From the stylistic point of view, the Dux neutrorum resembles
more a paraphrase than a literal translation. It is not always possible to
find a verbatim correspondence between the Latin text and al-Harizi’s
translation (nor with Ibn Tibbon’s version or the original Arabic).
Despite this, the translation is, generally speaking, quite trustworthy,
though not literal; the author’s original reasoning is reproduced by the
translator without misunderstandings. Few errors can be found, but
they are marginal with respect to the work in its entirety!21.

The style of the translation varies within the text. In some
chapters, for instance, a Hebrew term is analyzed, but the word is also
given in the original language, such as in chapter 1: «Ymago et
‘similitudo’ in lingua Hebraica dicuntur ‘celem’ et ‘demut’!22.
Nonetheless, this method is not always followed through with, and in
most of the chapters the original term is not given.

Some omissions with respect to the original text are present. A
certain number of omissions due to the impossibility to find a perfect
correspondence in Latin is notified by the translator, while other
omissions are not explicitly mentioned; this point will be elaborated on
in paragraph 4.1. An interesting intervention of the translator is
treated in paragraph 4.2.

Finally, some terminological imprecisions are present. Often,
the translator renders the same Hebrew term with different Latin
words, and in many cases he gives a double translation introduced by
the disjunctive particle ‘seu’ or ‘vel’; those double readings are analyzed
in paragraph 4.3. It must also be noted that the main source of the
Latin translation seems to have been al-Harizi’s text, which introduced

121 For instance, it seems that in the following passage a term was misunderstood: «sicut alii,
qui dixerunt, quod substantia divisibilis non est in loco, sed communicat locum» (infra, p.
142, 1. 46-47). The locution «substantia divisibilis» should translate the Hebrew expression
Tonn oxvy (esem hameforad) (Har. p. 185), namely the atom. Therefore, the Latin term
should render the notion of something that cannot be divided anymore, such as the atom;
however, since no variant attesting «substantia indivisibilis» is found, it seems that the
misunderstanding originated from the translator himself. Furthermore, Ibn Tibbon uses oxy
™o (‘esem pirdi); on this term, see Efros. Philosophical terms, p. 96. Cf. also Sermoneta, Un
glossario filosofico, p. 105, the translation in ancient Italian given by Moses of Salerno (I quote
according to Sermoneta’s translation): «I pitt antichi Mutakallimliin consideravano reale lo
esem pirdi, detto in volgare ‘sostanze indevise’. Nel loro primo postulato dissero che ogni
corpo ¢ composto di particelle molto sottili unite tra di loro, in volgare ‘atomi’».

122 [nfra, p. 24, 1. 2.
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some terminological imprecisions as well with respect to the original
version.

4.1 Abbreviations of the text

As stated above, the paraphrastic character of the text is also the
result of some internal remarks in which the figure of the translator
explicitly appears. In the passages that had to be reduced because of
the impossibility to express the same lexical nuance in Hebrew and in
Latin, two different persons are mentioned, namely the compositor and
the #ranslator. This is the case especially in the first part, in which
questions connected to specific Hebrew terms are analyzed. These
interventions are sometimes explicitly notified, as in the following case:

Diversitates de Talmud et parabolarum devitavit translator, quia non
sunt necessarie in hoc loco. Revertamur ad rationem libril23.

Indeed, a relatively long passage dedicated to the explanation of
the kind of contradictions that can be found in the Misnah and in the
1almud — namely the first and the second kind of contradiction — is
omitted'?4. In this passage, the Talmudic proceeding of combining the
opinions of several Rabbis is analyzed with the help of some examples,
showing how such a line of reasoning can lead to a textual
contradiction. Moreover, some examples concerning the change of
opinion of some Rabbis are given. Apparently, these arguments must
have sounded too specific and extraneous for a Christian public, which
probably even ignored the existence of the Misnah and the Talmud'?.

Abbreviations are sometimes pointed out by marginal notes; for
instance, chapter 3 is considered to be ‘unnecessary’ because of the
non-correspondence of some terms in Latin:

123 Infra, p. 23, 1. 61-62.

124 For the omitted passage, see Guide, pp. 18-19.

125 Indeed, a marginal note transmits the explanation of these terms: «Mysna est brevis
compositio legis, quam fecit quidam Iudeus sapiens, propter cuius etiam brevitate [sic] factus
est postea liber, qui dicitur Thalmut. Darassot dicuntur obscura quedam dispersa in

Mysna» (A, fol. 4rb; H, fol. 2va).
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Istud capitulum non est nobis multum necessarium, nam nomina
ista, de quibus fit hic mentio, non videntur sic se habere apud nos
sicut in lingua Hebraical26.

This chapter deals with the ambiguity of two Hebrew terms,
nnnn (temunah, figure) and naan (zavnit, shape), which are translated
as ‘similitudo’ and ‘fabricatio seu figura. However, due to the lack of
correspondence between the two languages, the chapter is much
shorter in its Latin version.

In a similar way, in chapter 4 three Hebrew verbs are treated,
" (hazah), van (hibit) and nx7 (raah). In the text, the three verbs are
translated by two Latin verbs, ‘video’ and ‘respicio’, while the third
verb, as well as biblical quotations concerning it, is omitted. A
marginal note transmitted by ms. A mentions the three Hebrew verbs
(in Hebrew, but in a misspelled form), and the corresponding biblical
quotation:

Nota quod compositor huius libri tria verba ponit in principio huius
quarti capituli, que dicuntur et proprie et per accomodationem,
quorum duo sonant apud nos videre, sed differunt in Hebraico.
Primum enim, de quo hic fecimus mentionem, dicitur ‘ma’, ‘hib’
unde (con.; vibude A), dictum est: Viditque et ecce puteus; et: Vidi
Dominum. Secundum est ‘haza’, unde dicitur: Viditque in Syon
oculis noster; et: Vidit super Iudam et Ierusalem, id est apprehendit
intellectum, id est prophetavit!27.

Another passage is not translated due to being considered
‘useless’:

Intercisum est hoc capitulum, et omissa sunt quedam, que erant in
originali, eo quod non videntur multum utilial28.

This remark concerns chapter 1. However, it does not seem that
a chapter was omitted here, but that two biblical quotations were left
out, namely Fz. 31, 8, and Ps. 17, 12. The reason why this note
indicates the omission of a chapter remains unclear; it could have been
a remark testifying an earlier stage of the work, in which this chapter

126 A, fol. 11rb; H, fol. 7ra.
127 A, fol. 11va.
128 A, fol. 9vb; H, fol. 6ra.
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was not translated. Later, in chapter 63, a marginal note expresses an
analogous judgement formulated by the translator:

Compositor libri ponit literam talem hic, non me vidit, qui iuvat!?.

Again, another comment informs about the impossibility of
rendering the text into Latin:

Subtracta sunt hic quedam que erant in originali, quia non
conveniebant littere quam nos habemus in Genesi'3°.

However, two biblical quotations are omitted here, namely .
42,20 and Ez. 12, 2; the reason why the book of Genesis is mentioned
in this passage and why these two quotations are not translated is not
clear, all the more because the Latin version of both verses does not
eminently diverge from the Hebrew text!3l. It might be that this
annotation was written for another passage and then erroneously
inserted in this one; or that the note reflects an earlier stage of the
work, in which some quotations from Genesis were not translated.

Moreover, an uncertainty concerning the translating of a
biblical verse is formulated in the following passage:

Videtur posse haberi ex verbis compositoris libri alia littera in
predicto versu: sic transivit vox ex parte Creatoris super facies suas,
et clamavit Domine Domine, in expositione cuius vocis verba
multiplicat'32.

Again, the reference to the compositor indicates the paraphrastic
character of the sentence, pointing out a difficulty to translate
Maimonides’ interpretation of . 40, 6.

Chapter 15 is a very short version of the original one in which
two different Hebrew terms — aw1 (nasov) and 2y (yasov), ‘to stand
erect’ — are analyzed. The impossibility to find an equivalent in Latin
led the translator to skip most of the chapter by introducing the
following sentence:

129 A, fol. 58 va.
130 Infra, p. 30, 1. 67-68.
131 See Is. 42, 20: «Qui apertas habes aures, nonne audies» and: «ynw» X5 ok mpo»; Ez.12,

2: «Qui oculos habent ad videndum, et non vident» and: «1x1 X51 x5 015 o7 WK,
132 Infra, p. 63, 1. 44-46.
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In prosecutione capituli decimiquinti compositor libri fecit
mentionem scale lacob, in cuius explanatione vocat angelos
ascendentes et descendentes!33.

In doing so, the translator manipulates the argumentation of
the chapter, ‘transforming’ it into an exegesis of the biblical episode of
Jacob’s ladder. However, a marginal note from ms. H contains a
reference to the original topic of chapter 15:

In quo ponitur verbum consimile huic verbo stare, et tamen est
diversitas inter ea et in Hebraico, sed non est ita in Latino. Et in
explanatione ipsius verbi multa dicitur compositor libri in hoc
capitulo!34.

An analogous proceeding is used in chapter 16:

In capitulo sextodecimo videtur compositor libri ponere nomen
petre equivocum ad montem!%.

Nevertheless, in this case most of the text is translated, and
only a few biblical quotations are omitted, namely Deuz. 32, 4; Deust.
32, 18; Deut. 32, 30; 1 Sam. 2, 2; I5. 26, 4.

Again, most of chapter 18 is summarized, and it is introduced
by a formula that clearly shows the method followed to find the right
Latin translation of a Hebrew term, namely through biblical
quotations cited in the chapter:

In prosecutione capituli XVIII ponit compositor libri tria verba
diversa que videntur habere eandem significationem in Hebraico; in
Latino autem videntur duo verba illis similia secundum testimonia
scripturarum  quibus utitur. Sunt autem ista verba accedere vel
appropinquare et tangere!36,

Also, a marginal note transmitted by ms. A refers to a large
portion of text omitted in this chapter:

133 Infra, p. 53, 1. 2-3.
134 H, fol. 10ra.

135 Infra, p. 54, 1. 2-3.
136 Infra, p. 57, 1. 2-6.
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Multa verba in originali posita. Subtracta sunt nomina, quia non
consonant lingue Latine!37.

Furthermore, in chapter 20, the equivocalness of the Hebrew
terms 07 (ram) and Xw1 (nis2) could hardly be rendered into Latin, as
it is pointed out by the translator:

Dixit translator libri, quod in Hebreo duo verba, quibus videtur
equipollere ‘altuny’, sunt unum in significatione, pro quibus duobus
possunt poni ista duo: ‘altum’ et ‘excelsum’?8.

Then, a much shortened version of the chapter follows. An
analogous remark is found in chapter 24:

In capitulo vigesimoquarto multa dicit compositor libri de hoc verbo
‘ire’, que non videntur ita proprie dici in lingua Latina!'¥.

In spite of this note, the chapter sticks to the general structure
of the original by summarizing the argumentation and omitting only
few biblical quotations, namely Gen. 32, 2; Num. 12, 9; Num. 12, 10;
L. 2, 5.

Contrary to the previous cases, following omissions are
indicated neither by a sentence in the text nor by a marginal note. In
most cases, references to rabbinical literature or biblical quotations are
omitted. Since this phenomenon is widespread, it is impossible to give
a complete account of it. Some examples will be mentioned:

- In chapter 33, a quotation taken from the Talmud has been
omitted in the Latin version!4:

Accordingly it is clearly said: Noz many Et propter hoc dictum est: «Non multi
are wise [lob 32, 9]. The Sages too, may  sapientes» [lob 32, 9], quoniam ea, que
their memory be blessed, have said: [ saw impediunt acquirere perfectionem, sunt
the people who have attained a high rank, multa, et que inducunt dubitationes
and they were few [TB, Sukkab, 45b; innumerabiles.

Sanbedrin, 97b]. For the obstacles to

perfection are very many, and the

objects that distract from it abound.

137 A, fol. 16vb.

138 Infra, p. 60, 1. 2-4.

139 Infra, p. 68, 1. 2-3.

140 Guide 1, 34, p. 73; infra, p. 92, 1. 21-23.
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- In chapter 53, when treating divine attributes, in the original
version a quotation from Misnah Avot is present. This quotation is

absent in the Latin text!41;

The Sages call them characteristics and
speak of the thirteen characteristics. This
term, as they use it, is applied to moral
qualities. Thus: 7Zhere are four
characteristics among people who  give
charity; they are four characteristics
among people who go to the house of
learning [Misnah, Avor V, 13-14]. This
expression occurs frequently. The
meaning here is not that He possesses
moral qualities, but that He performs
actions resembling the actions that in us
proceed form moral qualities - I mean
from aptitudes of the soul; the meaning
is not that He, may He be exalted,
possesses aptitudes of the soul.

Et sapientes vocant ea dispositiones vel
mores, et dixerunt, quod sunt tredecim.
Et utuntur hoc nomine super naturis et
potentiis, que sunt in homine, neque
ratio huius dicti exigit, quod in
Creatore sint nature vel dispositiones
vel mores, sed facit opera similia illis,
que proveniunt ex moribus seu
dispositionibus nostris de potentiis
anime, non quod Creator habeat in se
virtutes animales.

- In the same chapter, three biblical quotations (fud. 21, 22;
Gen. 33, 5; Gen. 33, 11) have been omitted!42:

And just as when we give a thing to
somebody who has no claim upon us,
this is called grace in our language - as it
says: Grant them graciously [lud. 21, 22]
- [so is the term applied to Him:]
Whom God hath graciously given [Gen.
33, 51; Because God hath dealt graciously
with me [Gen. 33, 11]. Such instances
are frequent. For He, may He be
exalted, brings into existence and
govern beings that have no claim upon
Him with respect to being brought into
existence and being governed. For this
reason He is called gracious.

141 Guide 1, 54, p. 124; infra, p. 156, 1. 5-50.
142 Guide 1, 54, p. 125; infra, p. 157, 1. 75-79.

Sicut etiam contingit apud nos, cum
aliquis dat donum alicui et non ex
debito, vocatur istud gratia; similiter
Creator donat, et regit illum, cui non
tenetur ex debito in essentia sua et in
regimine, et idcirco vocatur gratiosus.
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- In chapter 47, Ongelos’ translation method is illustrated
through a list of biblical quotations. The list appears in a shorter form

in the Latin version!43:

And God saw the children of Israel | Exod.
2, 25], translated by him [scil.
Ongqelos]: And the enslavement of the
children of Israel was revealed before the
Lord. I have surely seen the affliction of
My people [Exod. 3, 7], translated by
him: 7he enslavement of My people was
surely revealed before Me. And I have also
seen the oppression [Exod. 3, 9],
translated by him: And the oppression
was also revealed before Me. And thar He
had seen their affliction [Exod. 4, 31],
translated by him: For their enslavement
was revealed before Him. I have seen this
people [Exod. 32, 9], translated by him:
This people was revealed before me - for
the meaning of this verse is: I saw their
disobedience; just as in the verse, And
God saw the children of Israel [Exod. 2,
25], the meaning is that He saw their
misery. And when the Lord saw [it], He
abborred [them] [Deut. 32, 19],
translated by him: And it was revealed
before the Lord. When He seeth that their
power is gone [Deut. 32, 36], translated
by him: For it was revealed before Him -
for this too is a state when wrong was
done to them and when the enemy was
dominant. All these passages are
consistent and take into account the
verse: And Thou canst not look on
iniquity [Hab 1, 13]. Thus it is on this
account that [Ongqelos] translates every
reference to enslavement or disobedience
by: It was revealed before Him, or It was
revealed before Me.

143 Guide 1, 48, p. 107; infra, p. 134, 1. 25-32.

Et: «Vidit Dominus filios Israel» [Exod.
2, 25], id est: «Revelatum est ante
ipsum deservitium ipsorum»; et: «Vidi
afflictionem populi mei» [Exod. 3, 7], id
est: «Revelata est ante me»; et: «Vidi
populum istum» [Exod. 32, 9], id est:
«Detectus est ante me», scilicet «Malitia
eorum revelata est ante me»; et: «Vidit
Dominus, et iratus est» [Deut. 32, 19],
id est: «Revelatum est ante Dominumb».
Et in hiis omnibus recte processit, sicut
propheta dicit: «Non potest videre
falsum». Et idcirco omne deservitium et
malitiam exponit sic: «Revelatum est
ante me».
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- In chapter 49, a critique against Trinitarian theories is
formulated by Maimonides. The passage is not translated into Latin!44:

If, however, someone believes that He is
one, but possesses a certain number of
essential attributes, he says in his words
that He is one, but believes Him in his
thought to be many. This resembles
what the Christians say: namely, that He
is one but also three, and that the three
are one. Similar to this is the assertion of
him who says that He is one but

Quicumque vero credit, quod Creator
est unus, et habet multas dispositiones,
ore dicit, quod est unus, sed corde
credit, quod est multiplex, sicut est
etiam verbum dicentis, quod est unus,
sed habet multas dispositiones, et ipse et
sue dispositiones sunt unum cum
elongatione corporeitatis ab eo et
credulitate, quod est simplex verus.

possesses many attributes and that He
and His attributes are one, while he
denies at the same time His being
corporeal and believes in His absolute

simplicity.

- In the following passage from chapter 41 a medical reference
is omitted; in the original passage, Maimonides speaks about asphyxia
and apoplexy, but this latter reference is missing in the Latin
version14%;

Quidam Yspanus dixit, quod retinuit hanelitum suum, donec nullo
modo hanelabat, sicut contingit in prefocatione matricis in
mulieribus, adeo quod nescitur, utrum illa, cui contingit, vivat an
non, et hec infirmitas durat per unum diem vel duos'4°.

- Finally, a passage from chapter 51, which was greatly
shortened in comparison to the original version, is worth mentioning.
As in the previous cases, the omission is not indicated by the
translator:

Genera vero qualitatum sunt quatuor, sicut scis. Inducam autem
exemplum cuiuslibet eorum, ut probetur tibi, quod impossibile est
aliquam illarum convenire Creatori: primum genus qualitatis est
dispositio vel habitus; secundum genus qualitatis est potentia vel

144 Guide 1, 50, p. 111; infra, p. 139, 1. 15-19.
145 See Har., p. 155; Guide 1, 42, p. 92.
146 Infra, p. 116, 1. 9-13.
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impotentia naturalis; tertium genus est passio vel passibilis qualitas;
quartum genus qualitatis est forma et figural47.

In this chapter, Maimonides deals with the Aristotelian
argument of the four genera of qualities!48; the original reasoning is
much longer and more elaborate than the above-mentioned passage,
and every group of quality is analyzed in detail by the use of some
examples'#. Given the lack of literality, its synthetic character and the
omission of the examples, this passage cannot be considered a
translation at all, but rather a free elaboration, maybe even conducted
on the basis of another source. It becomes evident that something is
missing if one considers that in the shortened Latin version all the
examples given by Maimonides are left out, but not the sentence
introducing them: «Inducam autem exemplum cuiuslibet eorumy.
Moreover, according to the Latin text, the fourth genus is ‘figure and
shape’, while, according to Maimonides’ original text, the fourth genus
is ‘quantity’, 035X (al-kam), translated in Hebrew with mma (kamuz)!50.
In Aristotle’s text, the fourth genus is also identified with ‘figure’ and
‘shape’, ‘oyfua’ and ‘pwop¢ty’. Therefore, the Latin version of the Dux
corresponds more to Aristotle’s text than to Maimonides’ original
version!>!. It might be that the translator used another source for this
well-known Aristotelian passage, or that he himself was familiar with
the Categories and referred to this text by quoting it from memory.
However, a correction was added in manuscripts G and L: «que
sequuntur quantitatem», by which the original notion of ‘quantity’ is
introduced again. Moreover, some lines later, manuscripts A, B and E
testify to a variant of the lemma «forma et figura'>2», i.e., «qualitates»,
which — again — brings the text closer to its original version, expressed
in Arabic by the term mom (kaifiya) and translated into Hebrew as
mox (ekut)!>3.

147 Infra, p. 145, 1. 27-32.

148 Cf. Aristoteles, Categoriae, 8, 8525-10a26.

199 Cf. Guide 1, 52, p. 115-116.

150 See Har, pp. 188-189; Daldlat, p. 78, 1. 25.

151 Aristoteles, Categoriae, 8, 10al1.

152 Infra, p. 145, 1. 35.

155 On the difference between Maimonides’ exposition and Aristotle’s Categories, see 1. Efros,
Philosophical terms in the Moreh Nebukim, AMS Press, New York, 1966, p. 78, pp. 3-6.
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4.2 Translator’s intervention in the text

Besides these interventions, in a passage from Dux II, 30, the
translator expresses a personal assertion that resembles to a ‘confession’.
Here, the translator seems to embrace Maimonides’ view, affirming
that he did not want to violate the prohibition by disclosing the secrets
of the Law. Because of the reference to the Law, it seems improbable
that such a statement could have been formulated by a non-Jew!>4:

Dixit translator: necessarium est nobis in hoc loco modis omnibus
premittere propositionem quandam, a qua non possumus deviare,
que est istaz Omnia nomina equivoca, que inveniuntur in lingua
Hebraica, tam dicta quam dicenda, indigent expositione lata et
profunda et depurata per viam lingue Hebraice. Nec omnes magistri
lingue istius sunt apprehensores veritatis huius rationis preter
singulares et electos, quos excitavit intellectus suus ad querendum
gradum altum, quoniam per scientiam istarum rationum intelligunt
archana multa communia operi de Beresit et operi de Mercava et
verbis prophetarum omnium. Ista est clavis scientie huius libri.
Visum est autem michi, quod si vellem exponere modicum sensum
meum super quolibet verbo communi in loco, in quo ponitur, fieret
prolixitas magis (vel magna s. [ A), et fortassis prolixitas (om. A)
verborum meorum confunderet rationes capituli, cum vellem
exponere verba illa, et confunderet verba alta (altera B), que sunt
adinvicem colligata sicut flamma ignis cum pruna (prima A) per
potentiam sapientis compositoris libri. Similiter etiam plures istarum
rationum sunt prohibite, ne ostendantur populo, et vocantur secreta
et archana legis. Et idcirco etiam non fui ausus ad hoc extendere
manum, sed sufficic nobis dicere, que est (om. A) via, per quam
ingrediendum est ad archana ista. Qui vero fuerit intelligens queret
eam, donec ingrediatur per eam!55.

The statement is evocative of Maimonides’ idea that only the
‘beginning’ of the secrets can be revealed and only to a wise man!>°.
Moreover, he praises Maimonides by calling him ‘sapiens compositor’,

154 On this passage, see Perles’ judgment, Die in einer Miinchener Handschrift, p. 83: «Fiir
einen christlichen Ubersetzer stimmt diese Riicksicht nicht, derselbe wiirde sich auf die
Kirche und das Verbot der vorgesetzten geistlichen Behérde berufen, wovon in dem
mitgeteilten Zusatz keine Spur zu finden ist.

155 Dux neutrorum, 11, 30; =, fol. 59v; A, fol. 143vb; B, fol. 115ra-b; C, fol. 64rb-64va.

156 Maimonides affirms this idea on several occasions, cf. for example Guide 1, 35, p. 80:
«They are the matters that ought not to be spoken of except in chapter headings, as we have
mentioned, and only with an individual such as has been described».
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and he prefers not to interfere with his opinion in such a perfect work,
since its words are «bound together like the flame to the burning
coal'>”»., Maimonides himself, in the introduction, had warned the
reader not to interpret his work:

I adjure [...] every reader of this Treatise of mine not to comment
upon a single word of it and not to explain to another anything in it
save that which has been explained and commented upon in the
words of the famous Sages of our Law who preceded me!58.

Finally, the metaphor of the ‘key’ and of the ‘entrance’ also
reminds of a similar metaphor used by Maimonides:

I shall begin to mention the terms whose true meaning [...] must be
indicated. This, then, will be a key permitting one to enter places the
gates to which were locked. And when these gates are opened and
these places are entered into, the souls will find rest therein [...]'%?.

By embracing this opinion and by paraphrasing Maimonides’
words, the translator shows his respect for the author, and maybe even
his belonging to the faction of Maimonidean scholars!¢0.

4.3 Double translations

Uncertainties concerning translating are sometimes pointed out
by the use of double translations, commonly introduced by disjunctive
particles such as ‘vel’ and ‘seu’. This practice is common for medieval

157 The same metaphor of the flame bound to the burning coal can be found in the Sefer
Yesira 1, 6 and I, 17, cf. A. P Hayman (ed.), Sefer Yesira, Edition, Translation and Text-
Critical Commentary, Mohr Siebeck, Tiibingen, 2004, p. 74; pp. 92-93. I am very grateful to
David Wirmer who pointed this out to me. The use of this metaphor confirms Perles
judgement (see supra, n. 153). The Jew involved in the translation could have known this
metaphor through the Sefer Yesira or through one of its commentaries. The same metaphor is
found also in the Zohar, Raaia mehemna, Bemidbar, Pinehas, cf. Sefer ha-Zobar, ed. R.
Margaliot, vol. 3, Mossad Ha-Rav Kook, Jerusalem, 1946, 246b.

158 Guide, p. 15.

159 Guide, p. 20; cf. also Guide, p. 34: Rather do we open a gate and draw your attention to
such meanings [...] These our words are the key to this Treatise». See also the Latin version of
these metaphors, infra, p. 23; p. 40.

160 The possibility that Dux neutrorum’s origin was connected to the controversy over
Maimonides has been evoked by scholars (see par. 1.1). On the basis of this passage, it seems
quite implausible that the Dux neutrorum was translated by someone supporting the side of
the accusers in the controversy over Maimonides.
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translations and in most modern critical editions both versions are
accepted in the text but are graphically differentiated from it'¢!. In the
case of the Dux neutrorum, two different types of double translations
are present: the first type originates from the Latin translator, while the
second from al-Harizi’s text. Most of the double translations of the first
type are well testified by the manuscript tradition. However, some of
them are testified only by manuscripts in the highest position in the
stemma codicum. Therefore, it is reasonable to presume that their origin
goes back to the translator. In our edition, double readings that are not
transmitted by the entire tradition are highlighted in bold in the
apparatus. The reason for this is that it is not clear whether these
double translations were actually revised by the translator in a second
stage, or whether they just got lost in the tradition.

The second type of double translations originate from al-
Harizi’s text, whose translation was a literary elaboration that already
contained some ‘duplications’. Another proof for the dependence of
the Latin text on al-Harizi’s version is the correspondence between the
double readings in both texts. These double translations are testified by
the entire Latin manuscript tradition.

The first evident double translation is found in the title «Dux
neutrorum vel dubiorum», as has already been discussed above.
Moreover, in the treatment of the famous image of the golden apple in
the silver case (Prov. 25, 11), it seems that the translator had some
difficulties rendering the word nrown (maskiyot), the following double
translation appearing twice: «Mala aurea cum sculpturis vel picturis
argenteis'2, to indicate the external ornament of the apple.

The following case is not transmitted by the entire tradition:
«Invenietur in illo libro destructio seu variatio vel contrarietas unius
rationis ad alteram!%3%. The expression «destructio seu variatio»
translates the term nyno (setirah), while «contrarietas» corresponds to
100 (befek) 1% manuscripts C, D, E, H, I, G, K, L and Giustiniani do

not transmit the variant «seu variatio», which is thus only attested in

161 See, for example, Aristoteles latinus, Ethica Nicomachea, ed. R. Gauthier, Brill, Leiden,
1974, exp. pp. CIV-CIX; Averroes latinus, Commentum medium super libro Peri Hermeneias
Aristotelis, ed. R. Hissette, Peeters, Louvain, 1996, pp. 102-103. On this phenomenon, see R.
Hissette, Des traductions doubles et Guillaume de Luna ou de Lunis, in J. Hamesse (éd.), Les
traducteurs au travail. Leurs manuscrits et leurs méthodes, Turnhout, Brepols, 2001, pp.
257-273.

162 nfia, p. 13, 1. 225; p. 13, 1. 227.

163 Infra, p. 21,1. 7.

164 Har., p. 43.
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mss. A, B, E N. Since some manuscripts do not attest this second
translation, it is possible that the lemma «variatio» was graphically
differentiated from the rest of the text, for instance, as it might have
been written on top of the word «destructio».

A special case can be found in the following passage, where the
verb «accedere» is omitted by some of the manuscripts, namely mss. C,
E, G, K, L: «In Latino autem videntur duo verba illis similia secundum
testimonia scripturarum, quibus utitur; sunt autem ista verba ‘accedere’
vel ‘appropinquare’ et ‘tangere’'95. However, these three Latin verbs
correspond to the three Hebrew verbs analyzed in the original version,
namely 23 (garov), a1 (nagoa’) and wa (nagos) 196, Therefore, this does
not seem to be a case of double translation. It is also not clear why it is
spoken of «duo verba», while the Latin tradition transmits three terms.
This might have led some copyists to erroneously think that the first
verb has to be omitted.

The following double reading is testified only by ms. B:
«quomodo elongabuntur vel removentur ab eo»; here, the duplication
corresponds to the Hebrew term opnna (narhigem)'¢7. In another case,
merely ms. A transmits two variants: «Non revelet vel detegat alam
patris suil®»; the expression translates the biblical term (Dr 23, 1) nb»
(yiggaleh), but the variant «vel detegat» is omitted by the rest of the
tradition. Finally, a double translation is testified by mss. A and B in
the following case: «idcirco non sunt in eo virtutes vel vires, hoc est
non habet aliquid, cum quo operetur preter substantiam suam!%»; the
reading translates the word na (koah)'70, however mss. C, E, G, K, L
omit «vel vires».

A peculiar case is represented by the following passage:

Multum distat inter probationem querentis de anitate rei per signa,
et inter inquisitionem demonstrants per intellectum veritatem
quiditatis et substantie reil7!.

For the word «anitate», the manuscript tradition transmits the
variants «veritate» and «quiditate». Only ms. A, through a correction in

1 Infra, p. 57, . 4-6.

196 Dalilat, p. 29, 1. 20; Har., p. 84.
157 nfra, p. 102, 1. 25; Har, p. 138.
168 Infra, p. 118, 1. 10.

169 Infra, p. 128, 1. 137.

170 Har., p. 167.

71 Infra, p. 122, 1. 3-5.
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the margin, testifies three variants, while «anitate» alone is testified by
mss. B, H, K, L, N; «veritate» alone is transmitted by mss. C, D, E;
and «quiditate» by mss. G, I. These three verbs translate the Hebrew
word mx¥n (mesyut), corresponding to the Arabic T (wugud)'72. It
might be that a later correction was added, which was not clearly
indicated; this would explain why the manuscript tradition presents
such a variety. Furthermore, the same word is translated as «inventio
seu essentia» a few lines later!73. In other passages of the Dux, the word
‘quiditas’ usually translates the Hebrew term mmm (mabut) —
corresponding to the Arabic n™xn (md’iyya) — while ‘veritas’ renders
nnnx (‘amitah), which is in Arabic nppn (bagiqa).

Nevertheless, in most of the cases, double readings are well
testified throughout the tradition. For instance, the ambiguity between
«fabricatio», «compositio» and «figura» often appears, as in the
following passages:

Maior autem pars hominum putat, quod ‘celem’ in lingua Hebraica
significat compositionem seu fabricationem rei et formas eius!74

Forma spiritualis, que est apprehensio intelligibilis, non fabricatio
seu compositio, neque forme corporales!'”?

In the first case, «compositionem seu fabricationem» translates
1y (nyan), while «formas eius» translates My (surar0)'76; in the
second case, «fabricatio seu compositio» translate man (tavniz), while
Y (surah) is translated by «forme corporales'’’». Ibn Tibbon
translates both passages by using nynn (temunah) and xn (toar), a
choice that corresponds to the Arabic vwanbx1 SavdK (al-sakl wa-al-
taktit)'78. In another passage, the expression «fabricatio seu figura»
translates the word mian (zavniz), while the locution «compositione seu
figura» renders the term 1N (tekunato)'7?:

172 Har., p. 1605 Daldlat, p. 65, 1. 17. On this term, see Efros, Philosophical terms, p. 78.
173 Infra, p. 123, 1. 39; Har., p. 163.

\74 Infra, p. 25, 1. 3-4.

75 Infra, p. 26, 1. 30-31.

176 Har., p. 47.

77 Har, p. 49.

178 Tib., pp. 19-20; Daldlat, p. 15, 1. 6.

179 Infra, p. 32, . 4; Har., p. 56.
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fabricatio seu figura dicitur de apparatu rei corporalis vel
compositione seu figura in longitudine, vel rotunditate, vel aliis
similibus

A few lines later, «forma seu figura» translates the word nmy
(surah): «Similitudo vero dicitur de tribus quasi equivoce: dicitur enim
de forma seu figura rei!8%. Moreover, the same Hebrew word is also
translated as «specie vel forma»!81.

Another ambiguity is represented by the words «attributio»,
«nominatio» and «dispositio», for instance, in the following passage:
«Et hec attributio seu nominatio demonstrat quiditatem rei et
veritatem eius!8%. Here, the double translation concerns the word 1xn
(toar), which corresponds to the Arabic nay (sifz)!83. The same
equivocalness can be found in: «Quintus modus nominationis vel
attributionis est: cum nominatur res ab opere suo!8%. Shortly after, the
same Hebrew word is also translated as «dispositio seu nominatio»:

Tu vero invenies, quod omnis dispositio seu nominatio attributa
Creatori secundum opinionem credentis dispositiones in esse
Creatoril8>.

Finally, the word «dispositio» is used also in two other double
translation constructions, the first one corresponding to the Hebrew
word mmn (middo?): «et sapientes vocant ea dispositiones vel mores, et
dixerunt, quod sunt tredecim!8%»; the second one to the word mnan
(tekunot): «opera, que proveniunt a nobis secundum mores vel
dispositiones nostras animales!87».

Furthermore, the following double readings can be found:

- p. 8, 1. 112: «parabole seu similitudines»; the locution
corresponds to al-Harizi’s obwn (mesalim)!$8.

- p- 31, 1. 70-71: «quia ‘facies’ in Hebraico dicitur a ‘videre’ seu
‘aspicere’»; the double translations concerns the verb ms (panoh)1°.

180 Infra, p. 32,1.7.

181 Infra, p. 36, L. 30; Har, p. 63.

182 Infra, p. 144, 1. 4.

183 Har, p. 187; Daldlat, p. 77, 1. 21.

184 Infra, p. 148, 1. 95; cf. Har., p. 194.

185 Infra, p. 149, 1. 13; Har, p. 195.

186 Infra, p. 156, 1. 45; Har, p. 202.

187 Infra, p. 157, 1. 87-88; Har., p. 205.

188 Har. p. 30; on this term, see Efros, Philosophical terms, p. 82.
189 Har, p. 55.
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- p- 43, 1. 5-6: «Et ideo vocatur ‘sanctuarium’ ‘sedes vel
‘cathedra’»; both terms translate xoa (kise), a word that, a few lines
earlier, was translated only as «cathedra»190.

- p- 49, L. 27: «quia comparatio seu relatio est ad species rerum
generabilium, non ad singularia». «Comparatio seu relatio» is the
translation for 7 (‘erek). The correspondent Arabic term nav1 (nisba)
is translated by Ibn Tibbon as om (yahas)'°1.

- p. 81, L. 45: «Sicut est amor altitudinis seu magnanimitatis»;
here, the expression translates the Hebrew terms nbmn nanx (‘zhavar
ha-gedulah)'?2.

- p. 91, 1. 2: «Scias, quod quinque sunt cause, que impediunt
vel prohibent incipere addiscere sapientiam spiritualem, et innuere vel
significare, que expedit innui super illa»; the double translation
«impediunt vel prohibent» corresponds to mynn (moneor), while
«innuere vel significare» corresponds to Vyn> (leha ir)193.

- p. 92, L. 28: «habet homo in natura sua desiderium et amorem
querendi finitates vel fines et vellet pervenire ad finem cuiuslibet rei».
The duplication «desiderium et amorem» is found in al-Harizi: npiwn
MR (tesuqah we-taavah), while the original Arabic text features only
one term: pwn (tasawwug)'?4. The entire second part of the sentence is
a double translation of only one Hebrew expression: poy 53 mbon »wib
(lehasig taklit kol ‘eseq) 1%°.

- p. 105, 1. 25: «stultitia vero vel ignorantia est ignorare, quod
est possibile sciri». «Stultitia» and «ignorantia» both translate the
Hebrew term mb5a0 (siklut)19.

- p. 111, L. 6-7: «Significat etiam concordiam seu
convenientiam gentis»; the locution translates the Hebrew mnmaon
(askamah)'7.

- p. 146, 1. 58: «non est aliqua communicatio seu coniunctio

inter Creatorem et aliquam de creaturis ipsius»; the double
translation corresponds to the Hebrew word man (hibur)198.

190 Har., p. 70.

Y'Y Dalalat, p. 26, 1. 5; Tib., p. 34. On this term, see Efros, Philosophical terms, p. 57.
192 Har, p. 118.

Y3 Har., p. 126.

194 Daldlat, p. 49, 1. 20.

95 Har., p. 127.

196 Har., p. 142.

197 Har, p. 149.

198 Har., p. 193.
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- p. 152, 1. 77: «modus sapientie in Creatore est in specie vite
vel modo»; the locution translates the Hebrew o»nn 1aya (be- inyan ha-
haym).

- p. 156, 1. 53: «proveniunt ex virtutibus animalibus vel
moribus»; the expression translates the Hebrew terms nrwain mnonn
(ha-tekunot ha-nafsiyor)1%°.

- p. 157, L. 69: «Et propter hoc Creator dicitur misericors vel
pius»; it translates the biblical term (2. 103, 13) o (rahum).

- p. 158, 1. 96: «non secundum quod sequitur ex passione vel
passibili qualitate ex potentia operata». The hesitation concerns the
term corresponding to ‘affection’: al-Harizi’s translation presents man
nbymin (ha-koah ha-nifelet), while Ibn Tibbon writes mbyan (hipa aluz),
both translating the Arabic term bxymax (7 4/)200.

- p. 181, L. 49: «et erit finis apprehensionis nostre in hac
opinione communicatio vel equivocatio, et nichil aliud»; the double
reading corresponds to the word mnw (sizzufj201.

Finally, some of the double translations originate from al-
Harizi’s text, such as: «Quicumque vero voluerit eis detrahere vel
suspicari aliquid mali de ipsis202». Here, al-Harizi’s version presents
two verbs, namely Twnb (lahsod) and awn> (lahsov) for the Arabic
expression: DA MVOR 07 (yusi’ al-zinna bi-him)293. Moreover, in the
following passage «Omnis attributio fit aliquo quinque modorum:
primo per viam termini seu diffinitionis20%, the duplication originates
from al-Harizi’s translation: v 151 (bi-guulo we-gidro), while the
Arabic writes nna (bi-haddihi)?%5. It is worth noting that the
beginning of this sentence: «Omnis attributio fit aliquo quinque
modorumb is a paraphrase and therefore does not correspond to any of
the versions20°.

In the expression «Dispositiones autem et nominationes
cogitaverunt in probatione diversarum comparationum inter
Creatorem et sua creata?”», the duplication originates from al-Harizi,
who introduced two terms, mn (middot) and onxn (tearim), while

199 Har., p. 203.

200 Har., p. 206; Tib., p. 107; Daldlat, p. 86, 1. 3.
201 Har., p. 235.

202 Infra, p. 129, 1. 176.

203 Har., p. 169; Daldlat, p. 70, 1. 5.

204 Infra, p. 144, 1. 2.

205 Har., p. 187; Daldlat, p. 77, 1. 20.

206 Cf. Har., p. 187; Tib. p. 87; Dalalat, p. 77, 1. 20.
27 Infia, p. 152, 1.90-91.
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the Arabic presents only the word noy (sifz)208. The same duplication is
found some lines later: «iste dispositiones et nominationes sunt
secundum opera20%».

4.4 Peculiar readings

In this paragraph, some peculiarities, which emerged through
the analysis of the variants testified by the manuscript tradition, are
discussed:

I) In the manuscript tradition some apparent ‘double readings’
have been detected, which, however, do not seem to originate from a
difficult term of the original text. On the contrary, these readings are
mostly connected to some difficulties in deciphering a Latin term. In
most cases, the Latin word is slightly modified in such a way that the
sentence remains meaningful but deviates from the Hebrew. Since
these readings are well-testified by the manuscript tradition, their
origin most probably goes back to a stage very close to the archetype.
As it will be shown in paragraph 6, the Dux neutrorum most probably
derives from a collaboration between different scholars. These apparent
‘double readings’ may have been introduced by the person who was
responsible for the written Latin text, when his collaborator - who had
access to the Hebrew text - was not available210.

The following instances were detected:

Et erit necessarium doctori celare oculum suum in doctrina prime

rationis?!!

Manuscripts B, E C testify the reading ‘oculum] occultum’,
while in ms. A both readings are present, ‘occultum’ being testified by
a marginal note. The corresponding Hebrew word is 2wy (‘eino, ‘his
eye’), therefore ‘oculum’ is the correct reading. The sentence may have

208 Har., p. 1995 Daldlat, p. 83, 1. 4.

209 Infra, p. 153, 1. 105-106.

210 Cf. for example the case of Moses of Salerno and Nicola da Giovinazzo, who, according to
Caterina Rigo, commented on the Guide (and also its Latin translation) together, years before
the composition of Moses’ commentary. Some incongruities within the commentary can be
explained only by the fact that, at the moment of composition, Moses did not have the help
of a Christian assistant, cf. Rigo, Per un'identificazione del sapiente cristiano’, p. 74.

211 Cf. infra, p. 22, 1. 26-27.
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caused an ambiguity because of the verb ‘celare’, which apparently
seems to fit the word ‘occultum’ better than ‘oculum’.
Another example is found in the following passage:

Picture seu sculpture sunt celature reticulate, scilicet in quibus sunt
loca cavata celaturis subtilibus sicut opus aurificum?12,

For the word ‘subtilibus’, some manuscripts (A, C, G, L)
transmit the reading ‘sculptilibus’, while K has ‘sculptibus’. Since ms.
G, in the margin, also transmits the reading ‘subtilibus’, it is highly
likely that both readings were present in the archetype. The ambiguity
between ‘subtilibus/sculptilibus’ may have been caused by the word
‘sculpture’, appearing shortly before; the reading ‘subtilibus’ is
supported by the Hebrew text (mp1, dagot).

Other examples of the same phenomenon are:

- p. 89, L. 34: veris] rectis AB add. veris B

- p- 99, 1. 181: coniuxerunt] coniuciunt A add. vel conveniunt
sup. . A

- p. 141, 1. 7: convenerunt] consueverunt A add. vel
convenerunt in marg. A conveniunt L (supported by the Hebrew
M0, hiskimu)

II) In the following passage, the archetype most probably
presented an error, which has later been corrected by the manuscript
tradition. Mss. A, B, G, K and L transmit the variant ‘fugiant] fugiat’
and ‘acquirant] acquirat’, while only ms. C contains the plural form, as
the context requires:

Et tu scis, quod motus est de perfectionibus animalium, et est eis
necessarius, ut per ipsum perﬁciantur; et sicut cibus et potus sunt
necessarii ad restaurationem deperditorum, ita et motus necessarius
est, ut acquirant, quod sibi conveniens est, et fugiant contrarium?13.

The singular form was presumably present in the archetype and
was then corrected by C. Since the error is obvious, the edition follows
the reading of C, even though it probably does not represent the
original one.

22 [nfra, p. 13, 1. 227-228.
213 Cf. infra, p. 70, 1. 21-24.
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III) A special case is represented by the following passage:

Quilibet autem homo etiam stultus et fatuus, cum perciperes eum ad
intelligendum, sicut expergefaciunt dormientem, et dicens ei...214

The word «perciperes» is problematic, since it should translate
the Hebrew term 1mvyn (ze%rhu, ‘you will awake’). The same verb is
later correctly translated as «expergefaciunt». The sentence with the
verb «perciperes» does not make much sense, and the metaphor loses
its force given by the repetition of the verb ‘to awake?!>. Only
manuscript A testifies the variant ‘perciperes] expergefaceres’, which is
surely more correct, but most probably does not correspond to the
original Latin version. This seems to be a correction introduced by the
copyist of A since the word «perciperes» does not make sense in this
context. This assumption is confirmed by another passage in which the
verb 1y (orer, ‘to awaken’) is translated as ‘percipio’:

Cum autem intellexerint istud pueri et receperint et fuerint in hoc
exercitati et in hoc creverint, et postea dubitaverint in versibus
librorum prophetie, tunc explanabuntur eis rationes, et exercitabunt

se ad intelligendum expositiones, et percipient eos super

equivocatione et transsumptione et accommodatione nominum.. .26

In this case, no variants were detected. Since, as it will be
shown, the Dux neutrorum most probably has been translated via a
vernacular language, this uncommon use of the verb ‘percipio’ can
probably be explained by an ambiguity of the vernacular term used by
the assistant of the translator?!7.

4.5 Different translations of biblical quotations

Finally, it is noteworthy that, since all biblical quotations cited
in the text are newly translated from Hebrew, they do not follow the

214 Cf. infra, p. 92, 1. 32-34.

215 Cf. the English translation of this passage, Guide, 1, 34, p. 73: <Now if you would awaken
a man - even though he were the dullest of all people - as one awakens a sleeping individual,
and if you were to ask him...».

216 Cf. infra, p. 102, 1. 43-47.

217 Cf. infra, par. 6.1
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Vulgata. In some cases, these differences are pointed out by marginal
notes in manuscripts A and H.

In ms. A, biblical verses are numbered by a Roman numeral
and a Latin letter. The decision to divide the biblical text into portions
marked by a letter was introduced in 1236 by the General Chapter of
the Dominican order?!8. This decision was connected to the project of
Hugh of Saint Victor for a biblical concordance. Every chapter was
divided into seven portions, and every portion was designated with a
letter from A to G. The use of this system in As marginal notes
reinforces the hypothesis of a French origin of the manuscript. It is
worthy to note that in ms. H this system was not used. Most probably,
in the Vorlage, the difference to the Vilgata had already been pointed
out, and it was the copyist of A who added the biblical references
according to the new Dominican method.

Here is a list of the non-corresponding passages indicated by
marginal notes in ms. A:

Dux neutrorum In marg. A

Ez. 17,2 «Vaticinare vaticinium et|Ezechiel XVII a nostra litera:
loquere parabolamy «Propone enigma et narra
(p. 11, 1. 198) parabolam»

Ez 21,6 «Ipsi dicunt michi: Nonne|Ezechiel XX ¢ «Ipsi dicunt de me
assimilator similitudinum |numquid per parabolas loquitur
estd iste», vel habet Hebraice: «Si
(p. 11, 1. 200) parabolando parabolat iste»

Alia verba sunt apud nos in
principio parabolis iz marg. H

Prov. 1,6 «Ad intelligendam parabolam|Salomon I, a nostra littera:
et solutionem, verba|«Animadvertet parabolam et
sapientum et enigmata|interpretationem verba sapientum
eorum» et enigmata eorump»

(p. 12, 1. 201-203)

218 On this subject, see M. Albaric, Hugues de Saint-Cher et les concordances bibliques latines,
in Hugues de Saint-Cher, Bibliste er théologien, éd. J.-L. Bataillon, G. Dahan, P-M. Gy,
Brepols, Turnhout, 2004, pp. 467-479, p. 469.
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Prov. 25,11 |«Mala aurea cum sculpturis| Apud nos ita habet Proverbia XXV:
vel picturis argenteis verbum |«Mala aurea in lectis argenteis qui
prolatum in ratione sua» profert verbum in tempore suo».

(p. 13, 1. 225-226) The translation given by the
marginal note is also different from
the Vulgata: «Mala aurea in lectis
argenteis, qui loquitur verbum in
tempore suo»

Ps. 72,20 «Celem eorum contempnens» |in Psalmis nos habemus:
(p. 26, . 24) «Ymaginem ipsorum ad nihilum

rediges»

Ez. 43,5-7 | 'The verse is absent Ezechiel XLIIIT secundum nostram
(p. 43,1. 8) litteram: «Locus solii mei et locus

vestigiorum pedum meorum ubi
habito in medio filiorum Israel», et
prius antea dicitur: «Et ecce repleta
erat gloria Domini domus»

Exod. 25, 22 | «Descendam et loquar tecum» |[Exodus XXV nostra littera:
(p. 47, 1. 41) «Precipiam et loquar ad te super

propitiatorio»

Gen. 18, 33 | The verse is absent Genesis XVIII: «Abiit Dominus
(p. 47, 1. 43) postquam cessavit loqui ad

Abraham»

Is. 40, 22 «Qui sedet super orbem terre» | Nostra littera est: «Qui sedet super
(p. 49, . 23) gyrum terre»

Amos7,9 «Exurgam super domum|Amos VII d: «Consurgam super
leroboam» domum Ieroboam in gladio»

(p- 50, 1. 11)

5. 31,2 «Surget super domum |Isaias XXXI b: «Et consurget contra
pessimorumy» domum pessimorumy» et cetera
(p. 50, 1. 12)

Exod. 9,10 |«Stetit Moyses coram|Exodus IX b: «Steterunt coram
Pharaone» Pharaone»

(p. 51,1 3)

Deut. 5, 5 «Ego stans inter vos et Deum» | Deuteronomium VI: «Ego sequester
(p. 51,1 12) et medius sum inter Deum et vos»

Exod. 33, 21 | The verse is not quoted Exodus XXX g nostra littera est
(p-51,1.12) locus: «Locus apud me stabis super

petram»
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Gen. 6,3 «Non iudicabit spiritus meus| Nostra littera: «Non permanebio,
in homine» Genesis VI a
(p. 52, 1. 4)

Exod. 33, 23 | «Faciem meam non videbis»  |Exodus XXXIII g: «Non poteris
(p. 61,1.19) videre faciem meam»

Exod. 33, 22 | «Protegam te nube mea donec|Exodus XXX g, nostra littera:
transeamy» «Dextera mea protegam te»

(p. 62, 1. 31)

Gen. 43,26 | «Venit loseph in domum» Genesis XLIII f: «Ingressus est
(p. 65,1. 4) loseph in domum suam»

ITud. 13,17 | «Veniet verbum tuum et|Iudicis XIII f alia littera
honorabimus te»

(p. 65,1.5)

Gen. 19,23 | «Sol exivit super terram» Genesis XIX: «Sol egressus est super
(p. 66,1.7) terram»

Iob 11,12 | «Pullus onagri homo natus|lob XI d: «Tamquam pullum onagri
est» se liberum natum putat»

(p. 91,1 16-17)

Eeccl 10,10 | «Si retusum fuerit ferrum, et|Ecclesiastes X d, nostra littera
non fuerit politum multo|habet: «Et hoc non ut prius sed
labore, exacuetur, et post|hebetatum»
industriam sequitur sapientia»

(p. 95, 1. 92-93)

Prov. 13, 4;|These verses are not quoted | Proverbia XIII f: «Desideria

Prov. 21,25 | (p. 96, 1. 108) occidunt» et cetera

Prov. 21, 26 | Justus dat, et non prohibet» | Proverbia XXI f: «Qui iustus est
(p. 96, 1. 115) prohibet

Is. 24, 16 «Ab ala terre cantica|Ysaias XXIIII de littera ubi nos
audivimus» habemus: «A finibus terre laudes
(p. 118,1. 6) audivimus»

Is. 30, 20 «Non alabitur de cetero|Ysaias: «Non faciet ultra avolare
doctor tuus» doctorem tuum?»

(p. 118, 1. 8)

Exod. 34,7 | The verse is not quoted Que sunt iste XIII dispositiones

(p. 159, 1. 116) habetur in Numeris in oratione illa:
«Domine Deus patiens» et cetera.
Ibi numerant iudei XIII
dispositiones secundum aliam
litteram, quam nos habemus
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Ps. 65,2

«Tibi silentium laus»

(p- 175, 1. 65)

Ubi dicit in principio Psalmi: «Te
decet hymnus Deus alia littera»
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5. The source of the translation

In the XIX century, Joseph Perles noticed that Giustiniani’s
printed edition coincided with a manuscript version of the Dux
neutrorum that he discovered in the state library of Munich (ms. D).
Until then, it was believed that the Italian bishop not only edited the
Dux but also translated it, because of an ambiguous statement written
in the preface:

Hunc vero ciusdem librum, qui inscribitur More hanevochim, id est
Director dubitantium, iam pridem in nostrum sermonem versum
constat ab interprete, cui magis cure fuit, ut illis temporibus,
sententias utcunque exprimere [...] quae res mihi in causa fuit, ut
librum in publicum emitterem219.

Moreover, Perles established that the Latin version was drawn
up on the basis of al-Harizi’s text and presented numerous convincing
examples for that?20. However, he did not exclude the possibility that
the Latin translation could have also been influenced by the original
Arabic text221.

Recently, Mercedes Rubio conducted an examination of a small
part of the text and concluded that, even if it is true that numerous
Latin passages coincide with al-Harizi’s text, traces of a correspondence
with the original Arabic version or with Ibn Tibbon’s translation can

209w, fol. 1v.

220 Perles, Die in einer Miinchener Handschrift, pp. 72-74. See also p. 84, n. 19: «Daraus ist
erklirlich, warum die Vorrede Ibn Tibbon’s von dem Lateiner nicht {ibersetzt wurde».

221 Perles, Die in einer Miinchener Handschrift, p. 74.



XCIII

be found??2. Through a careful collation of the Latin version, al-
Harizi’s and Ibn Tibbon’s translations and the original text, we have
come to the same conclusions. Some examples are provided in the next
paragraphs. First, examples verifying the dependence on al-Harizi will
be discussed (par. 5.1); second, passages that do not correspond to al-
Harizi will be analyzed (par. 5.2).

222 Rubio, Aquinas and Maimonides, pp. 273-278 edited Dux neutrorum 11, Incipit, 1; I, 33;
I1, 18. She provides a series of examples showing the dependence on al-Harizi (p. 274), but
she also points to other passages, in which it seems that the Arabic version or Ibn Tibbon’s
translation were used (p. 275): «In all the places that I have checked where the Latin
translator deviates from al-Harizi, this deviation can be explained only if the translator
collated the Hebrew text with the Arabic original. In all these places, the Latin text also agrees
with the Hebrew version of Ibn Tibbon, but I did not find any proof to support the
hypothesis that the translator would have collated this other Hebrew version with al-Harizi
instead of the Arabic. Rather, the fact that the author of the Latin text knows where that of
al-Harizi should be corrected indicates that he did have the original Arabic at hand. Had he
only known the two Hebrew translations, he would have had no idea which one of them was
closer to the original in these places» (p. 276). However, this argument does not consider that
al-Harizi’s mistakes were not always corrected; thus, we can infer that, if there had been a
collation with the Arabic text, it has not been a systematic work. A reason for this could be
that the translator did not have enough knowledge of the Arabic language. In this case, it will
be necessary to explain how a comparison with the Arabic version was possible. It might be
that someone had linguistic knowledge sufficient for comparing a text with the help of the
Hebrew translation, but that this knowledge was not enough to compose a complete
translation of it. Still, as it will be shown later, the translation seems to have been the result of
a collaboration between two scholars; it is therefore possible that the person who was
responsible for the Hebrew text was not identical with the one who was responsible for the
Arabic version. Moreover, also Rigo, Zur Rezeption des Moses Maimonides, formulates the
hypothesis of a comparison with another version: «In einigen lateinischen Hss. des Dux
Neutrorum gibt es aber Spuren von spiteren Korrekturen auf der Basis von Ibn Tibbons
Ubersetzung oder von dem judeo-arabischen Original» (n. 5 p. 30).
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5.1 Collation of loci critici

The following examples prove the dependence of the Latin text
on al-Harizi’s version:

1) Dux neutrorum, Prologue??3

Dalalat

Tib.

Har.

Dux

5870 20Ma N b2
YNROOR

but rather will
leave it so in accord
with the listener’s
imagination.

T 190 e bax
ymwn

but he will assume
according to the
listener’s
imagination

59w 185 e IR
ymwn

but he may assume
according to the
listener’s intellect

sed committet
intellectum
auditoris

Al-Harizi translated the Arabic word 5% (kayal, imagination)
with the term 52w (sekel), the meaning of which is ‘intellect’, perfectly
corresponding to the Latin «intellectum»224,

2) Dux neutrorum 1, 33225

Dalalat

Tib.

Har.

Dux

THax ™1 IRDIX 5
DXIOX

even though he
were the dullest of
all people

M1 1K WK 5N
DWINIY

and every man,
even the most
stupid among the

people

21103 19BK WX S
07X 712 5on nam

and every man,
even the most
stupid and dull of

all human beings

Quilibet autem
homo etiam stultus
et fatuus

The duplication of the adjectives «stultus» and «fatuus»
reproduces al-Harizi’s double translation of n»
(nimbar), while Ibn Tibbon uses just one adjective, namely ma (peti),
and so does the Arabic text.

(peti) and M

225 Daldlat, p. 11, 1. 24-25; Guide, p. 18; Tib., p. 17; Har., p. 44; infra, p. 22, 1. 29.
224 On this word, see Efros, Philosophical terms, p. 25.

225 Daldlat, p. 49, 1. 23; Tib., p. 63; Har., p. 127; infra, p. 92, 1. 32-33.
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3) Dux neutrorum 1, 33226

Dalalat Tib. Har. Dux
NRPTPN | NOMA AR mMnTpn mnTpn | antecedentia ad
obYbR XTI o5 1 YT cognoscendum

mundum istum

the premises for the | the premises for the premises to
use of this science | this wisdom know this world

The Latin word «mundum» corresponds to al-Harizi’s o5y
(‘olam), while Ibn Tibbon’s mmaon (hokmah, ‘wisdom’) is the correct
translation of the Arabic oby5Xx (al-%/m). It seems that al-Harizi
mistook the word obyo5x (al-%lm, ‘wisdom’) for the word obxyHX
(al- alam, ‘world’).

4) Dux neutrorum 1, 34227

Dalalat Tib. Har. Dux
PN XN My Ty nn | ratio dispositionis
NXDYOX oIXNA M0 1TA | €t numeri

as for the meaning | indeed the issues of |and regarding the
of the attributes the attributes issue of the
attribute and the
disposition

In this passage, Maimonides deals with God’s attributes,
explaining that it is impossible to predicate any of them of God. The
word «dispositio» is the term usually chosen by the Latin translator to
render the notion of attribute; the Latin word «numeri» does not seem
fitting in this context.

In the Arabic version, the common term for ‘attribute’ is used,
namely noy (sifz), which is normally translated by Ibn Tibbon as 1xn
(toar), while al-Harizi most often chooses n1n (middah), even though

226 Daldlat, p. 50, 1. 18; Guide, p. 74; Tib., p. 64. Har., p. 130; infra, p. 94, 1. 63-64.
227 Daldlat, p. 54, 1. 205 Guide, p. 80; Tib., p. 69; Har., p. 138; infra, p. 102, 1. 26.
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in some cases he prefers Axn (f0r)228 and, less often, the word mno
(sippur), like in this passage. In this sentence, al-Harizi’s text presents a
double translation of the Arabic word nay (sifz) using both nmn
(middah) and oo (sippur). The Latin version corresponds to al-
Harizi’s translation not only because of the double reading
«dispositionis et numeri», but also because of a possible
misunderstanding of the word Mo (sippur), which is derived from the
verb 19D (sipper;, to narrate), which shares its roots with the verb 7ap
(safar, to count). Due to this ambiguity, the Latin variant «numeri»
could have originated.

5) Dux neutrorum 1, 34229

Dalalat

Tib.

Har.

Dux

DN’ YIOR
obyHx bax abmxn

the interpretation
of this text is
understood by the
men of knowledge

1210 1w proan
agamiap!

the interpretation
of this passage is
understood by wise
men

an My wnbdn ar

you will yet
understand this
interpretation

MR

Adhuc intelliges

hanc expositionem

The construction of the Latin sentence entirely corresponds to
al-Harizi’s syntax: the verb «intelliges» in an active form and in the
second person corresponds to Pan (favin, ‘you will understand’). In
both versions, the reference to the ‘wise men’ is missing.

228 See Efros, Philosaphical terms, p. 120.
229 Daldlat, p. 55, 1. 8-9; Guide, p. 81; Tib., p. 69; Har., p. 140; infra, p. 103, . 51.
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6) Dux neutrorum 1, 35230

Dalalat

Tib.

Har.

Dux

npbn by 7N
7IRDRY NXINOOX

that form created
the heavens and the
earth

X1 X0 aMmynw
DMWA X712 WX
TARM

it is that form that
created heaven and
earth

Mmon AWX 0Mxn X
TN D'NW IX12)

it is the form from
whose power
heaven and earth
were created

sit illa forma cuius
potentia creavit
caelos et terram

Al-Harizi introduced the addition nmon (mi-kohabh), which

corresponds to the Latin «potentia».

7) Dux neutrorum 1, 45231

notions are
communicated
from Him, may He
be exalted, to the
prophets

that the matters
from Him, may He
be blessed, arrive at

the prophets

Dalalat Tib. Har. Dux
mmoaRyn | umn oy wrw | Sx mna umn e | quod ab eo
X215 HxRyn el gabp) D'X"2371 | proveniunt vires

that from Him the
powers will arrive

at the prophets

prophetis

The word «vires» matches the term mna (kohot) chosen by al-
Harizi in order to translate the Arabic term nxyn (maani), which was
rendered by Ibn Tibbon with oy (nyanim).

230 Dalilat, p. 56, 1. 22-23; Tib., p. 71; Har, p. 143; infra, p. 105, 1. 31-32.
21 Daldlat, p. 66, |. 28; Guide, p. 99; Tib., p. 83; Har., p. 163; infra, p. 124, 1. 55.
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8) Dux neutrorum 1, 46232

and all the senses
are a deficiency
from the
standpoint of
apprehension

imperfect
according to
conception of the
perception

Dalalat Tib. Har. Dux
oxXIrHRY 11N o o | on o oba owanm | omnes sensus sunt
ARANYRA PRI KD mawnn nrnaa Lown nanaa | imperfectiones
TXTROX secundum
probationem
all the senses are and all the senses | intellectus

are imperfect
according to the
examination of the
intellect

The Latin term «intellectus» is the translation of al-Harizi’s

word 5ow ($ekel), while in both the Arabic and Ibn Tibbon’s version the
word ‘perception’ is used: in Arabic XX (idrik) and in Hebrew mawn

(hasagah)?33.

232 Dalilat, p. 70, 1. 14-15; Guide, p. 104; Tib., p. 88; Har, p. 170; infra, p. 130, 1. 11.
233 On this term, see also Efros, Philosophical terms, p. 42.
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9) Dux neutrorum 1, 53 234

Dalalat

Tib.

Har.

Dux

XD HRYEKR Y3 PR
DXYOXROX 711 T
SRYN 1M IRYOR
TIROX TXIX PR D
oAt

I mean to say all
His actions —
because these are
the actions
proceeding from
Him, may He be
exalted, in respect
of giving existence
to men and
governing them

Pmbya 5 b My
moyan on dX
P12 N7 M0 mXan
DX "2 NRYNA
onamm

I mean to say all
His actions,
because these are
the actions
proceeding from
Him — may He be
exalted — in respect
of the creation of
men and governing
them

PP 53 amb My
oHyan o X 2
mNON N OXan

X1127w RS Mrwnn
mnon Spa am
101 X5 o nrwm
DX DX 3 PRITAN
MIX¥M PN MK
X127 NANIM 0TI
DMX

I mean to say all
His actions,
because these are
the actions
proceeding from
the properties of
the soul, not to say
that the Creator —
may He be blessed
— possesses
properties of the
soul, but [the
Scripture] registers
about His
attributes only
those pertinent to
the existence of
men and the
governance of the
Creator on them

id est omnia opera
eius. Quoniam ista
sunt opera, que
proveniunt ex
virtutibus
animalibus [vel
moribus], non
quod in Creatore
talia sint, sine
dubio non posuit
dispositiones Dei
preter illas, que
sunt convenientes
essentie hominum
et regimini eorum.

Al-Harizi introduced an addition which evokes an explanation
concerning moral qualities given by Maimonides shortly before:

The meaning here is not that He possesses moral qualities, but that

He performs actions resembling the actions that in us proceed from

234 Daldlat, p. 84, 1. 27-28; Guide, p. 125; Tib., p. 106; Har., p. 203; infra, p. 156, 1. 52-56.



moral qualities — I mean from aptitudes of the soul; the meaning is
not that He, may He be exalted, possesses aptitudes of the soul?3s

Al-Harizi’s addition is translated in a way similar to the above-
mentioned passage: nPwm mndn by XM ww X5 (‘not that the
Creator possesses properties of the soul’)23. It is possible that al-Harizi
decided to add an explication analogous to the one given above, or
even that in his Arabic copy the addition was present. However, since
the passage is missing in both the Arabic text and Ibn Tibbon’s, the
Latin corresponds to al-Harizi’s version. Surely, it is possible that the
addition was present in a copy of the Arabic text and that both al-
Harizi and the Latin translator had access to this same copy. Still, this
remains rather improbable. It must be noted that al-Harizi used to add
explanations to the text.

10) Dux neutrorum 1, 68237

Dalalat

Tib.

Har.

Dux

MXDHX 0T TR D

if the non-existence
of God were
possible

ATYN AWAKR A Sxw
XM2n

if the absence of
the Creator were

possible

125 5X DIX 2y o
2TV XMANW

if a man will bring
in his heart that the
Creator is absent

Et si ascenderet in
cor hominis, quod
Creator esset non
ens

The Latin translation corresponds with al-Harizi’s version,
which introduced the terms ‘man’ and ‘his heart’.

235 Guide, p. 124.
236 Har., p. 203.

237 Daldlat, p. 116, 1. 235 Guide, p. 169; Tib., p. 145; Har, p. 273; =, fol. 26r.
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5.2 Collation of loci critici: doubtful cases

The following passages do not correspond to al-Harizi’s text as
clearly as the previous ones:

11) Dux neutrorum 1, 13238

Dalalat Tib. Har. Dux
NPX RINIOK NANM | b3 vmav mpn | rnind mepne wna | id est firmabuntur
ANX2201m 13100 PRIMAaN | causata sua
that is, His His causes — that is | the explanation of
intermediate to say the effects — | that is: His powers
causes, I mean His | will exist and His strengths
effects, shall be will exist
established

In this case, the Latin translation does not correspond at all to
al-Harizi; no reference to a ‘cause’ can be found in his version. It might
be that al-Harizi could not solve the dichotomy between Xaxaox
(asbaban) and nnxaton (musabbabitahi), this difficulty being noted
also by Israel Efros:

Strictly speaking however sibbak in both passages means cause only;
and the word ‘His” in ‘His causes’ should be taken in the sense of a
subjective genitive relation, so that His causes (»mav) are also His
effects (namon)23.

This difficulty could have led al-Harizi to prefer a paraphrastic
expression like vmman vmna (kohotav u-gvurotav, ‘His powers and His
strengths’). It is thus evident that in this case the Dux neutrorum is
more adherent to the original text.

238 Daldlat, p. 27, 1. 6; Guide, p. 40; Tib., p. 35; Har., p. 79; infra, p. 51, 1. 10.
239 Efros, Philosophical terms, p. 89.
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12) Dux neutrorum 1, 31240

Dalalat Tib. Har. Dux
250 Ten b NI | nn2an IR P wnnm 7723715 1R 5 YR~ | et renovabitur tunc
nX5XOX oI mawnnn | in te dominatio
cogitationum
similium

it shall so fall out | it will be renewed | and it will occur to

that you will be to you then the you then to
overcome by strengthening of | reinforce the
imaginings the imaginations | thoughts

The Latin verb «renovabitur» seems to match Ibn Tibbon’s
wnnn (sithades, ‘it will be renewed’), since al-Harizi’s text presents yax
(yeera, ‘it will occur’).

The interpretation of the locution «cogitationum similium»
raises some difficulties. Al-Harizi uses mawnn (mahasavot, ‘thoughts),
while Ibn Tibbon has onm1 (dimyonim, ‘imaginations’), both of these
terms rendering the Arabic expression 58m (bayil, imagination’). It
seems, again, that the Latin corresponds better to Ibn Tibbon’s (and
therefore to the Arabic text), even though the word «cogitatio» alone
could also correspond to al-Harizi’s mawnn (mahasavot, ‘thoughts’).
Nevertheless, the Latin text defines the thoughts as «similium» (with
the variant ‘sensibilium’ transmitted by mss. A and G) while al-Harizi’s
version does not define mawnn (mahasavor) in any way, even if it is
possible that in a manuscript lost today an adjective was present.
Unfortunately, no other occurrences of the locution «cogitatio similis»
are found in the Latin text.

240 Dalglat, p. 46, 1. 14; Guide, p. 69; Tib., p. 59; Har., p. 121; infra, p. 85, 1. 27-28.
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Yet, some lines later, the Latin follows al-Harizi again4!:

Dalalat

Tib.

Har.

Dux

q¥25X "5 NN RND
NRORMOK N0
TIY YRAX 1TRIONK

in a similar way,
various species of
delusive imaginings
are produced in the

sense of sight

X2 wInn'w 1Mo
[apmimjaipRaliit/aninihial
0’27 DN

as it will be
renewed in the
sight from false
imaginations of
many species

m T’KJT? PAR? QWND
DIXY X1wi RN
nnx

and as it will occur
to the eye in the
vain views, that are
not true

Sicut contingit
oculo in visionibus
vanis, que non sunt
vere

The verb «contigit» corresponds to the same verb used before,
namely al-Harizi’s y7x (yeera’), Ibn Tibbon’s winn (ithades) and the
Arabic nmv (yahdut). This time, the Latin version translates al-Harizi’s
X (yeera, ‘it will occur’). Moreover, the word ‘eye’ is introduced by
al-Harizi, while the original version speaks of the sense of sight.
Furthermore, the locution «visionibus vanis» is the literal translation of
al-Harizi’s xwn mxan (marot ha-sav’, ‘vain views'), while Ibn Tibbon
has oarnn ommtn (ha-dimionim ha-mekazevim, ‘“false imaginations’),
which is closer to the Arabic.

13) Dux neutrorum 1, 50242

Dalalat

Tib.

Har.

Dux

LROAX BY 17N
oKX

and [Aristotle]
demonstrates the
non-existence of
atoms

b102 by nomn KN
POINM WKW PO

and [Aristotle]
demonstrated the
non- existence of
the atom

b101 by non KN
o™Twi

and [Aristotle]
demonstrated the
non- existence of

the demons

inducit probationes
super hoc, quod
athomi non sunt

athomi] dyaboli
ABE

The reading transmitted by mss. A, B and E coincide with al-
Harizi’s text, while mss. G, K and L contain a better variant, matching

241 Daldlat, p. 46, 1. 14; Guide, p. 69; Tib., p. 59; Har., p. 121; infra, p. 85, 1. 30.
242 Dalalat, p. 76, 1. 4; Guide, p. 112; Tib., p. 95; Har., p. 183; infra, p. 141, 1. 14.
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the original version as well as Ibn Tibbon’s. To explain this, two
possible options are conceivable: 1. the translator had a copy of al-
Harizi’s manuscript, in which this passage was corrected on the
margin, so both versions were present, or 2. the translator corrected his
text in a second stage comparing it with the Arabic or Ibn Tibbon’s
translation, while the archetypes of mss. A, B and E had already been
copied. This second possibility is coherent with the hypothesis

formulated above concerning the omission of chapter 6243,

14) Dux neutrorum 1, 52244

Dalalat Tib. Har. Dux

Don MNYd b1
myyH

OHXY ANRTY TR | XY 0on meyh hy potens in sua

TN ANRT N AnRT substantia, sapiens

MxyH 7Y MYYL N

XD in sua substantia,

vivus in sua

He possesses power
because of His
essence, possesses
knowledge because
of His essence, is
living because of
His essence,
possesses will
because of His
essence

[He is] powerful in
Himself, He
possesses
knowledge in
Himself, He is
living in Himself,
He is willing in
Himself

[He is] powerful in
Himself, He
possesses

knowledge in
Himself

substantia, volens
in sua substantia.

The correspondence of the Latin «vivus in sua substantia,
volens in sua substantia» is missing in al-Harizi’s text. However, the
expression could have been present in the manuscript used by the
Latin translator, all the more because the omission is due to a
homeoteleuton. This example shows the difficulty of determining the
origin of the Dux neutrorum without a critical edition of the Hebrew
text.

243 See supra, paragraph 3.1.
244 Daldlat, p. 82, 1. 4; Guide, p. 121; Tib., p. 102; Har., p. 197; infra, p. 150, 1. 45-46.
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5.3 A peculiar case: Guide 11, 24

It has already been pointed out that a strong difference between
al-Harizi’s translation and Ibn Tibbon’s is found in Guide 11, 24245, In
the original Arabic text, the following passage reads:

For it is impossible for us to accede to the points starting from
which conclusions may be drawn about the heavens; for the latter
are too far away from us and too high in place and in rank. And
even the general conclusion that may be drawn from them, namely
that they prove the existence of their Mover, is a matter the
knowledge of which cannot be reached by human intellects?46.

According to this text, it is impossible for the human intellect
to gain knowledge of the Mover’s existence. Ibn Tibbon appeared not
to agree with this statement, since by claiming this, Maimonides
would contradict his own opinion expressed elsewhere247. That is why
he added the following marginal note:

245 On this subject, see G. Freudenthal, Maimonides on the Knowability of the Heavens and of
Their Mover, «Aleph» 8 (2008), pp. 151-157; ]. Blau, 7he Controversial Sentence of Guide
2:24: A philologists Perspective, «Aleph» 8 (2008), pp. 159-161; H. A. Davidson, 7he
Problematic Passage in Guide for the Perplexed 2:24, «Aleph» 8 (2008), pp. 163-193; C.
Fraenkel, Maimonides, Averroes, and Samuel Ibn Tibbon on a Skandalon of Medieval Science,
«Aleph» 8 (2008), pp. 195-211; W. Z. Harvey, Maimonides Critical Epistemology and Guide
2:24, «Aleph» 8 (2008), pp. 213-235; A. Ivry, Guide 2:24 and All Thar (i)jiza, «Aleph» 8
(2008), pp. 237-245; ]J. L. Kraemer, Is There a lext in this Class, «Aleph» 8 (2008), pp.
247-299; Y. T. Langerman, My Truest Perplexities, «Aleph» 8 (2008), pp. 301-317; ]. Stern,
The Knot That Never was, «Aleph» 8 (2008), pp. 319-339.

246 Guide, p. 327; Dalilat, p. 228, 1. 24-26.

247 See for example, Guide 1, 9, p. 34: «On account of this sense, the heaven is called a #hrone,
as indicating to those who have knowledge of them and reflect upon them the greatness of
Him who caused them to exist and to move, and who governs this lower world by means of
the overflow of their bounty»; Guide 11, 2, p. 252: «I should explain their [sc. of the
philosophers] proofs concerning the existence of separate intellects, and that I should explain
the concordance of this opinion with the foundations of our Law [...] After that I shall go
back, as I have promised, to arguing with a view to proving that the world has come into
existence in time. For our strongest proofs for this are valid and can be made clear only after
one knows that the separate intellects exist and after one knows how proofs for their existence
may be adduced»; Guide 11, 18, p. 302: «As for Aristotle’s remark that the nations were agreed
in past time that the angels dwell in heaven and that the deity is in heaven — something
similar occurs in the external meaning of the scriptural texts — this does not serve as an
indication of the eternity of the heavens, as he wishes to consider it. But this has been said
because it serves as an indication that the heaven proves to us the existence of the separate
intellects, who are the spiritual beings and the angels, and the heaven proves to us the
existence of the deity, who is its mover and its governor, as we shall explain». Harvey,
Maimonides critical epistemology, p. 227, speaks about «Ibn Tibbon’s confident rationalism»:
«Maimonides’ skepticism was too radical for his translator. Ibn Tibbon was a confident
rationalist, and believed wrongly that Maimonides was also one».
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Said Samuel Ibn Tibbon: It seems to me there is some lacuna here
and the sense should be - ‘but everything else regarding them is
indeed a thing’. For it is not to be thought that [Maimonides] said
about the inference drawn from their motion to their Mover that is
something not apprehended. For he took it either as an inference or
as a valid demonstration and did so in many places?48.

Scholars observed that in some testimonies transmitting Ibn
Tibbon’s translation, the above-mentioned marginal note was added by
the copyists to the text?#®. The result would be the following:

For it is impossible for us to accede to the points starting from
which conclusions may be drawn about the heavens; for the latter
are too far away from us and too high in place and in rank. And
even the general conclusion that may be drawn from them, namely
that they prove the existence of their Mover, but everything else
regarding them is a matter the knowledge of which cannot be reached
by human intellects.

Since the addition was integrated into Ibn Tibbon’s early
printed edition, the Hebrew text commonly received states that the
proof of the Mover’s existence is accessible to the human intellect,
while other things pertaining to the Mover cannot be known. Already
Salomon Munk noticed Ibn Tibbon’s deviation from the original.
However, only in 1959, Yehudah Even-Shmuel discovered the

marginal note in a manuscript, so that the origin of the discrepancy
could be clarified2>°.

248 This marginal note was identified by Y. Even-Shmuel, see Rabbi M. ben Maimon, Moreh
ha-nevukim, Mossad ha-Rav Kook, Jerusalem, 1935-1987, vol. 2, p. 316. Later, Harvey
found another manuscript which also contained the note and did not present any lacuna; see
W. Z. Harvey, Maimonides First Commandment, Physics, and Doubt, in Y. Elman, J. S.
Gurock (eds.), Hazon Nahum. Studies presented to Dr. Norman Lamm, Yeshiva University,
New York, 1997, pp. 149-162. The gloss is quoted according to Harvey’s English translation
(Ibid., pp. 155-157).

249 On the examination of the manuscripts, see Davidson, 7he Problematic passage, pp.
172-179; Harvey, Maimonides critical epistemology, pp. 226-227.

250 For Munk’s judgement, see M. ben Maimoun, Le Guide des égarés, éd. S. Munk, G.-P.
Maisonneuve & Larose, Paris, 1970, vol. 2, p. 194, n. 4: «La version d’Al-Harizi s'accorde
parfaitement avec la lecon de nos mss. arabes [...] Ibn Tibbon ajoute aprés oymm les mots 5ax
oMy Xw, ce qui modifie essentiellement le sens de cette phrase [...] La lecon d’Ibn Tibbon
parait se justifier par d’autres passages de ce traité, ol auteur dit expressément que le Ciel
nous prouve en général I'existence d’un premier moteur, quoique nous ne puissions pas nous
rendre un compte exact des lois du mouvement.
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On the contrary, according to al-Harizi’s translation, the
human intellect cannot acquire knowledge of the Mover’s existence.
The Latin translation follows al-Harizi (as well as the Arabic):

Quoniam causae, ex quibus excipientur demonstrationes super celis,
sunt impossibiles nobis, et celi distant a nobis multum, et locus
ipsorum et gradus est remotus a nobis. Demonstratio etiam
communis, que est ex ipsis super motore suo, est res, ad quam non
perveniunt intellectus scientie humane2s!.

Unfortunately this cannot be considered an unquestionable
proof for the assumption that Ibn Tibbon’s text was not involved in the
Latin translation because of the complicated history of this addition.
One cannot be sure whether the Latin translator did or did not possess
a copy of Ibn Tibbon’s text, in which the marginal note was absent.

5.4 Traces of the Arabic language

Joseph Perles had already hinted at the presence of some traces
of Arabic in the Dux neutrorum in the following passages2>2:

- Dux neutrorum 111, 9: «presertim vero membrum alhar, quod
est in nobis ignominiosum, sicut dixit Aristotiles?>3». The word «alhar»
corresponds to the Arabic term noxXmbx (al-hassa), which designates the
sense of touch. The original Arabic term is absent in both Ibn Tibbon’s
and al-Harizi’s translation, but it is rendered in Hebrew. The Arabic
term was not introduced by Giustiniani, as it is testified also by the
manuscript tradition.

- Dux neutrorum 111, 33: «nervi vero qui debent movere aliqua
nascuntur de micha?54». The word «micha» corresponds to the Arabic
YXIOR (al-niha) and means ‘spine’. It is interesting to note that the
term appears a few lines earlier, rendered in Latin as: «medulla spinae
dorsi». Also in this case, the Arabic word is testified by the manuscript
tradition.

51, fol. 55 v; A, fol. 132vb.

252 Perles, Die in einer Miinchener, p. 74-75. These passages led Perles to the hypothesis that
the Arabic version was also involved in the Latin translation.

253w, fol. 74r.

254w, fol. 92v.
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- Dux neutrorum 111, 38: «patet igitur quod si tingatur tinctura
rubea, que vocatur arabice almagra?». The term «almagra»
corresponds to the Arabic mn 5xa (bi-l-mugra). However, in this case
the Arabic word is introduced by the explicative formula «que
vocatur», and it is accompanied by its Latin equivalent. The term is
present also in the Latin manuscript tradition.

The presence of these Arabic words can probably be explained
by the need for precision or by interest in philological erudition. In the
third case, the ‘explicative’ character of the note is evident; this might
hint at a scientific interest of the scholars who produced the Dux
neutrorum. Still, these traces do not count as indisputable evidence for
the involvement of the Arabic text in the translation. For instance, Al-
Harizi in his introduction informs the reader that he used to write
some Arabic terms on the margin?5¢. These words could have been
present also on the copy used by the Latin translator.

5.5 Conclusive remarks

In conclusion, passages analyzed in paragraph 5.1 and 5.2
exhibit an ambivalent result, even though in most of the cases the
main textual source for the Latin translation has been al-Harizi’s
version. The question is made more difficult by the fact that no proper
critical edition of any Hebrew version exists, and that a new edition of
the Arabic text has often been desired. It is difficult to judge the above-
mentioned /Joci critici: even when it seems that the Latin text is
modeled on one or the other version, in most of the cases the modern
reader cannot know what really happened. If, for instance, a passage in
al-Harizi greatly deviates from another of the two versions, it is not
quite obvious that the ‘modification’ is merely due to the translator’s
interpretation or to his mistake. This could also be explained by a

255, fol. 96r.

256 Since Colette Sirat notes that the introduction to al-Harizi’s translation is different in ms.
Paris, BNF Hébreu 682 (the manuscript from which the printed edition was made) and ms.
Berlin 1057/1057. As has already been mentioned, there is only one manuscript transmitting
al-Harizi’s translation, while his introduction is transmitted by more copies. I quote
according to Sirat’s translation; Sirat, Les brouillons autographes, p. 55: «A chaque fois que je
jugeais nécessaire d’ajouter ou de supprimer quelque chose, je m'en suis expliquée et je l'ai
noté explicitement en mettant un trait dans le texte en écrivant dans la marge le mot arabe».



CIX

faulty version of the Arabic text, which al-Harizi might have used?7.
The same faulty copy could have also been used by the Latin translator.
The simplest conclusion is that two faulty texts depend on one
another, but they could also depend on a common source.

However, the Latin version has a certain tendency to reproduce
al-Harizi’s syntax, his double translations and his additions. Moreover,
the above-quoted passage (number 4) represents a strong proof for the
dependence on al-Harizi: the Latin reading «numeri» can be explained
only by the Hebrew word mno (sippur), the roots of which present the
ambiguity between the verbs ‘to narrate’ and ‘to count’. Such a mistake
could not have been made based on the Arabic original.

Most probably, al-Harizi’s translation has been the main source,
while another version was consulted as well. This proceeding is well
testified by the presence of both readings, namely «athomi» and
«dyaboli», in the Latin manuscripts?>8. Still, it is difficult to take a
stand on whether the second version involved was the Arabic one or
Ibn Tibbon’s, since no decisive proof has been found until now.

Indeed, if the Latin translator knew Arabic, his knowledge
cannot have been very advanced, otherwise he would have not needed
to use also al-Harizi’s Hebrew translation. Mauro Zonta argues that
knowledge of the Arabic language among Jews diminished very soon,
especially among those who lived outside the Iberian Peninsula. This is
why Jewish translators used to solve difhiculties by comparing different

257 Recently, Colette Sirat drew attention to the fact that some copies of the Dalilat sent to
the Hebrew translators contained numerous mistakes, as it is stated in an epistle sent by Ibn
Tibbon to Maimonides. For her translation of the letter, see Sirat, Les brouillons autographes,
p. 54: «Je vous prie de donner l'ordre 4 quelque-uns de vos éléves de les collationner trés
soigneusement une ou deux fois, jusqu’a ce qu’ils soient stirs qu’il n'y reste aucune faute [...]
Je ne serai tranquille et en repos que lorsque je saurai que le livre a été bien corrigé, car il est
tres difficile d’étre sr de soi lorsquion a utilisé un livre ol les fautes sont tellement
nombreuses». Also, al-Harizi complained, in his introduction, about the numerous mistakes
contained in his version — although we do not know if the complaint has just a rhetorical
function, or if it reflects the actual condition of his source. I quote again according to Sirat,
Les brouillons autographes, p. 55: «je voudrais m'excuser de la mauvaise qualité de ma
traduction, je témoigne que le livre duquel j’ai traduit était plein de fautes».

258 See supra, paragraph 3.1.
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versions2%. Moreover, it is worth noting that a good knowledge of the
Hebrew language was required: first of all, because the original text is
written in Hebrew characters (although versions written in the Arabic
alphabet existed as well); secondly, because the text contains many
words and quotations in Hebrew.

Summing up, one possibility is that the Latin translation was
conducted on the basis of al-Harizi's Hebrew version, which was
compared with the Arabic text, because the translator was not familiar
enough with the Arabic language to translate from it alone.

In the second scenario, Ibn Tibbon’s version would have been
involved. In this case, the translator would not have had any
knowledge of Arabic at all. The recourse to al-Harizi can be explained
by the fact that Ibn Tibbon’s version may have sounded too ‘Arabized’
to the translator. Secondly, he might have not been familiar enough
with the philosophical terminology used by Ibn Tibbon. Finally, he
was a purist and a scholar of the Hebrew language and considered al-
Harizi’s style more elegant. He might have been aware that Ibn
Tibbon’s translation was more faithful to the original and for the sake
of authenticity collated it.

259 Cf. M. Zonta, The Jewish Mediation in the Transmission of Arabo-Islamic Science and
Philosophy to the Latin Middle Ages. Historical Overview and Perspectives of Research, in A.
Speer, L. Wegener (hrsg.), Wissen iiber Grenzen, Arabisches Wissen und lateinisches Mittelalter,
Miscellanea Mediaevalia 33, de Gruyter, Berlin New York, 2006, pp. 90-105, p. 105:
«Around the end of the 13th century, the knowledge of Arabic was apparently so poor among
some of the Jewish translators active in Provence and Italy that their Arabic-into-Hebrew
translations show some errors of interpretation (one can think of the Hebrew translations
made by Zerahyah Hen, a Catalan Jew working in Rome between 1275 and 1290); a skilled
translator as Qalonimos ben Qalonimos wrote that he had to go from his city, Arles, to
Barcelona in order to have a better knowledge of Arabic». Cf. also 1d., Medieval Hebrew
Translations: Methods and Textual Problems, in ]. Hamesse (éd.), Les traducteurs au travail.
Leurs manuscrits et leurs méthodes, Brepols, Turnhout, 2001 pp. 129 — 142, p. 139: «Another
technique employed by some Hebrew translators, and mostly by Italian ones, was the
translation of an ancient text through a comparison of several previous Medieval translations
of it, in Arabic and in Latin. At a first glance, they seem to have translated the text directly
from the Arabic; a more attentive perusal of the translation, however, shows that they actually
helped themselves by having recourse to a Latin version». See also the list of the Arabic-into-
Latin translations made through the mediation of Jewish interpreters, Id., 7he Jewish
Mediation, pp. 93-99; in some cases, it seems that the Jewish translator used an already
existing Arabic-into-Hebrew source. Moreover, Zonta divided Medieval Hebrew translations
into two groups: the ‘literal’ ones and the ‘paraphrastic’ ones, where the paraphrastic ones
were made by non professional translators (Z/bid., p. 131). Even though Zonta deals with
Hebrew translations, an analogy with our Latin translation is legitimate: it has already been
shown that the Dux neutrorum has a paraphrastic character; then, if our translation was made
by a non-professional translator, the recourse to another version is even more understandable.
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Unfortunately, this question still waits for indisputable textual
proof. More research on part II and III, because of their philosophical
terminology, may bring new evidence to light.
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6. The method of the translation
6.1 Traces of vernacular language

The examination of the testimonies highlighted the occurrence
of some non-Latin linguistic elements. These seem to be the remnants
of a vernacular language, which erroneously entered into the final
version of the Latin text. The vernacular version would therefore
indicate an oral, intermediate stage of the translation process, before
the composition of the final Latin text. These linguistic elements shed
light on the method that the Latin translator followed, fitting the Dux
neutrorum into the well-known tradition of translating ‘a quattro
mani’2%0. The person responsible for this first phase had been a Jewish
interpreter — as it is stated in a marginal note analyzed below?2¢! — who

260 The method of translating ‘a quattro mani’ via a vernacular language is attested among
Arabic into Latin translations composed in the XII and XIII century in Toledo, Provence and
lealy, cf. M.-T. d’Alverny, Les traductions & deux interprétes, d'arabe en langue vernaculaire et de
langue vernaculaire en latin, in Traduction et traducteurs au Moyen Age, pp. 193-206. The most
famous example is the dedicatory epistle to the Latin translation of Avicenna’s De anima, in
which this method is clearly described by Avendauth, the Jewish collaborator of Dominicus
Gundissalinus: «Me singula verba vulgariter proferente, et Dominico archidiacono singula in
latinum convertente, ex arabico translatum» (Avicenna latinus, Liber de anima, I-11-111, ed. S.
Van Riet, Peeters, Louvain, 1972, pp. 103-104). See also the testimony of Anatoli in his
introduction to the Hebrew version of Al-Farghani; the passage is quoted by Sirat, Les
traducteurs juifs, p. 171: «Ce livre est appelé Al-Farghani, du nom de son auteur et il est pris
de I’Almageste; il enseigne la géométrie des sphéres et les circonvolutions des étoiles selon la
science traditionnelle, et moi Jacob ben Abba Mari b. Samson Anatoli, je 'ai traduit de la
bouche d’un chrétien et l'ai collationné soigneusement sur la version arabe». (For the
manuscript, see Paris, Bibliothéque nationale, ms. hébr 1021, fol 1r). See also the statement
of Daniel of Morley on Gerard of Cremona translating the Almagest together with his
assistant Galippus, cf. Daniel of Mortley, Philosophia, ed. G. Maurach, «Mittellateinisches
Jahrbuch», XIV (1979), p. 192: «...Girardus Tholetanus, qui Galippo mixtarabe interpretante
Almagesti latinavit». On ‘shadow translators’, see also D. Gutas, What was there in Arabic for
the Latins to Receive?, in A. Speer, L. Wegener, Wissen iiber Grenzen, Miscellanea Mediaevalia
33, de Gruyter, Berlin-New York, 2006, pp. 3-21, pp. 14-16.

261 See infra, paragraph 6.1 and 6.2.
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dictated the text in a vernacular language to a Christian translator, who
was then in charge of writing the Latin version262.

One of the most attested occurrences of vernacular language is
found in chapter 21, which is dedicated to the equivocalness of the
verb M2y (Cawor, ‘to pass). As in other passages of the Guide,
Maimonides here makes use of the Aramaic translation of the
Pentateuch — the Zargum Ongelos — with the purpose of removing
every possible belief in God’s corporeality; as a matter of fact, in the
Iargum, biblical anthropomorphic references had been nuanced by
attributing an abstract meaning to them263. This same exegetical
method is then applied to different biblical passages, namely Gen. 28,

262 The fundamental role played by Jews as linguistic mediators in the Arabic-into-Latin
translation movement is amply testified, cf. the classical work of M. Steinschneider, Die
Hebriiischen Ubersetzungen des Mittelalters und die Juden als Dolmetscher, Kommissionsverlag
des Bibliographischen Bureaus, Berlin, 1893, pp. 971-987; and M. Zonta, The Jewish
Mediation in the Transmission of Arabo-Islamic Science and Philosophy to the Latin Middle Ages.
Historical Overview and Perspective of Research, in Wissen iiber Grenzen, pp. 89-105. Cf. the
judgement of Sirat, Les traducteurs juifs, p. 169, who questions the role of the Jewish
translators: «Tiés généralement, les savants juifs au Moyen Age sont présentés comme des
‘traducteurs’. Le terme note, certes, la transposition d’une langue dans une autre; mais sagit-il
de transposition orale ou bien de traduction écrite?» At least three cases are acknowledged, in
which the involvement of a vernacular language is explicitly mentioned in connection with a
Jewish mediator: Avendauth (cf. supra, n. 259); Jacob ben Makhir translating together with
John of Brescia the Liber tabulae quae nominatur saphea patris Isaac Arzachielis of the
astronomer al-Zarqali (Cf. Steinschneider, Die Hebriischen Ubersetzungen, p. 590; p. 976. Cf.
also Don Profeit Tibbon, Tractar de l'assafea dAzarquiel, ed. ]J. M. Millis Vallicrosa,
Universitat de Barcelona, Barcelona, 1933); Jacob ben Eliah translating with John of Capua
the Zaysir by Ibn Zuhr in 1281 in Venice (cf. Steinschneider, Die Hebriischen Ubersetzungen,
p. 749; J. Schatzmiller, Jacob ben Elie, traducteur multilingue a Venise a la fin du XIII siécle,
«Micrologus» IX (2001), pp. 195-202. Cf. also V. Colorni, Gli ebrei nei territori italiani a
nord di Roma dal 568 all'inizio del secolo XIII, in Gli ebrei nell’Alto Medioevo, 2 voll., 1,
Edizioni del Centro italiano di studi sull’Alto Medioevo, Spoleto, 1980, pp. 241-307, n. 111,
pp- 268-269. ). Moreover, Zonta discusses the possibility of other cases in which a vernacular
language could have been involved in translations, see Zonta, 7he jewish Mediation, p. 103,
n. 37. Finally, Romance languages are also attested in Latin-into-Hebrew translations,
especially in case of medical manuals, cf. C. Aslanov, From Latin into Hebrew through the
Romance Vernaculars: The Creation of an Interlanguage Written in Hebrew Characters, in R.
Fontaine, G. Freudenthal (eds.), Latin-into-Hebrew: Texts and Studies, vol. 1, Brill, Leiden,
Boston, 2013, pp. 69-84, pp. 70-71. See also: N. Cohen-Hanegbi, Transmitting Medicine
across Religions: Jean of Avignons Hebrew Translation of the Lilium medicine, in Latin-into-
Hebrew, pp. 121-159, pp. 126-129, pp. 131-134; R. Fontaine, An Anonymous Hebrew
Translation of a Latin Treatise on Meteorology, in Latin-into-Hebrew, pp. 221-244, pp.
230-234, pp. 243-244.

263 Cf. Guide, 1, 21, p. 49: «The [Aramaic] translation of the Bible, when rendering this verse,
does what it customarily does in similar cases. For in every case in which it finds that a thing
is ascribed to God to which the doctrine of corporeality or some concomitants of this
doctrine are attached, it assumes that the nomen regens has been omitted and considers that
the ascription concerns something expressed by a term that is the nomen regens of the
genitive God and that has been omitted».
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13; Gen. 31, 49; Exod. 34, 6, which the Latin translation renders
faithfully. However, all the Latin manuscripts transmit a variant of the
word Zargum, which appears to be preceded by the article ‘el’:

et iterum ubi dicitur: «Videat Dominus inter me et te» [Gen. 31,
49], dicit: «Videat preceptum Domini», et secundum hunc modum
procedit eltargum in expositione suaé4,

Since the lemma ‘eltargum’ is testified by the entire tradition,
this reading was presumably already present in the archetype. This
occurrence seems to be a lapsus calami, as is made obvious by the fact
that only a few lines earlier the translator referred to this same work,
but the title is not preceded by the article:

Targum vero, scilicet lingua Caldeorum, prosequitur talia secundum
consuetudinem suam?26°.

In another case, the article ‘los’ is found together with the
Hebrew word ‘hatahot’, i.e., a peculiar biblical sacrifice called the sin-
offering (Lev. 6, 23). Within the list of precepts added at the end of the
Dux neutrorum?e©, the word ‘hatahot’ is mentioned in the negative
precept n° 139, and the entire manuscript tradition transmitting this
passage testifies the presence of the article ‘los’:

Ut non comedantur carnes de los ‘hatahot™¢7.

In two other contexts, the article ‘la® appears in conjunction
with a Hebrew word. The first case is attested by the whole manuscript

204 Dux neutrorum 1, 21, infra, p 62, 1. 37-39. Giustinani corrects the text transmitted by the
manuscripts and presents only the word ‘targum’; see 7, fol. 9r. For the manuscripts, see A,
fol. 17vb; B, fol. 13vb; C, fol. 9ra; D, fol. 61b; E, fol. 24vb; E, fol. 11vb, G, fol. 21ra; H, fol.
12va; 1, fol. 81; K, fol. 9rb; L, fol. 15v; M, fol. 131; N, fol. 17r.

265 Jbid. This quotation shows a characteristic of the method that the Dux neutrorum’s
translator followed, namely the interpolation of explanatory notes aiming to adapt the text
for a Christian public. The term “Targum’ is therefore followed by an explanation pointing
out that this text was written in Aramaic.

266 Cf. supra, paragraph 2.5.

267 Giustiniani removed the article ‘los’, see m, fo/. 117r. For the manuscripts, see: A, fol.
288ra; B, fol. 234ra; 1, fol. 117vb; K, fol. 124va; L, fol. 248v; N, fol. 292r. Manuscript G
presents the variant ‘de lot, fo/. 97 rb. It is noteworthy that the translator did not use the
common Latin translation chosen by the Vidgata, namely ‘sacrificium pro peccato’; instead,
he left the word in Hebrew but transliterated it with Latin characters. The translator surely
knew the Latin equivalent, since in the positive precept n® 64 he used the expression ‘hostia
pro peccato’ in order to render the same word.
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tradition, which places the article ‘la’ in combination with the word
‘taruma’ — a distortion of the Hebrew term nnmn (terumah, ‘ofter’) — in
the context of the explanation of the precepts regarding offers (Num.
15, 20-21); analogously to the case of ‘eltargum’, all manuscripts
transmit the lesson ‘lataruma’:

Fructum vero quarti anni, licet in eo sit ratio tangens idolatriam,
sicut prediximus, tamen usus eius est sicut usus de lataruma et
halla26s,

The explanation of the Hebrew term appearing in the Latin
text is testified by a marginal gloss of manuscript A, in which also the
variant ‘lataruma’ is attested. Analogously to above-mentioned
passages, the gloss’ aim is to clarify the Hebrew term to a Christian

public:

Nota quod lataruma dicuntur due partiuncule, que sumebantur de
massa panis: prima crematur, secunda datur alicui de gente
sacerdotis26°.

The second case is testified by five manuscripts, namely D, E,
H, I and N, which place the article ‘la® before the term ‘Misnah’ (a
written redaction of the Jewish oral traditions composed in the III
century):

Et iam proposuimus in expositione de lamysna exponere mirabiles
rationes in libro prophetie et in libro colligationis rationum cum
intellectu?”°.

Moreover, a marginal gloss in manuscript A testifies an alia
lectio, together with an explicative note:

268 Dux neutrorum 111, 40. For the manuscripts, see A, fol. 2411tb; B, fol. 194rb; C, fol. 104vb
(delata ruma); D, fol. 104vb; E, fol. 88 tb; E fol. 1551b; G, fol. 83rb; H, fol. 152ra; 1, fol. 98r;
K, fol. 106vb (delata ruma); L, fo/. 208v (de lata ruina); N, fol. 237r. Ms. M does not include
this passage. Giustiniani’s printed edition also transforms ‘lataruma’ into ‘de lata ruina, cf. =,
fol. 97v.

269 A, fol. 241rb.

270 Dux neutrorum, Prologus, infra, p. 9, . 149-151. Also in this case, Giustiniani emends the
reading, see 7z, fol. 3r. For the manuscripts, see: D, fol. 2ra; E, fol. 21va; H, fol. 2va
(delasmisna); 1, fol. 2r; N, fol. 3r. Ms. M does not include this passage.
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aliter de la Mysna. Mysna est brevis compositio legis, quam fecit
quidam Iudeus sapiens, propter cuius etiam brevitate [sic] factus est
postea liber, qui dicitur Thalmut. Darassot continentur obscura
quedam dispersa in Mysna?7!.

However, in this case the tradition is not unanimous with
regard to the transmission of the reading preceded by the article ‘la’.
Apart from the five manuscripts and the marginal note of ms. A, four
testimonies (namely A, C, G and L) present the lemma without the
article, while in three codices (B, F and K) a lacuna can be found,
which might be a signal of the problematic nature of the lesson offered
by their antigraph.

Furthermore, in Dux neutrorum 1, 33, Maimonides refers to a
discussion between two rabbis of the 7al/mud — Rabbi Yohanan and
Rabbi Eleazar — on the secrets of the vision of the chariot (Ez. 1,
4-26)%72. In the Latin text, the name of Rabbi Eleazar is preceded by
the preposition @’ introducing a dative complement; again, the lesson
is testified by the majority of the manuscripts, except for ms. L, which
emends ‘@ by substituting it with ‘et’, while ms. M presents ‘ad’, and
ms. F omits the preposition:

Dixit Rabi Channa arabialazar: «Veni et docebo te opus de
Mercava»?73.

The following case is more controversial, since the manuscript
tradition does not transmit a uniform reading; however, an analysis of
the variants testified by every codex seems to justify the hypothesis
according to which the word ‘Targum’ — again — was preceded by the
preposition ‘del’:

Sed cum inspexi in translationibus deltargum, cum eo, quod in
tempore audivi, in quo addiscebam, inveni, quod cum ipse [scil.
Ongelos] inveniebat aliquid dictum in iniuria, vel damno, vel
violentia, exponebat: ‘revelatum est ante Dominum’274,

271 A, fol. 41b. The same annotation can also be found in ms. H, fo/. 2va.

272 Talmud Bavli, Hagigah, 13a.

273 Dux neutrorum 1, 33, infra, p. 99, 1. 178. For the manuscripts, see A, fol. 28ra; B, fol.
21vb; C, fol. 19vb; D, fol. 9va; E, fol. 27ra; G, fol. 24ra; H, fol. 18vb; 1, fol. 131; K, fol. 14 ra;
N, fol. 27r (in ms. N a second hand later added the letter ‘d’ behind the @). Giustiniani also
conforms to the manuscript tradition, 7, fol. 13v. For the lesson ‘et’: L, fol. 24r. Cf. also E fol.
18ra; M, fol. 27v.

274 Dux neutrorum 1, 47, infra, p. 133, 1. 15-18.
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Besides the codices G, H and N, which clearly testify the
reading ‘deltargum’, ms. C transmits the variant ‘demargum’, while
mss. A and E present ‘destargum’ and I features ‘deftargum’?’>. 'The
variant given in these three latter codices can easily be traced back to
the lemma ‘deltargum’, because of the paleographical resemblance
between the letters T, s and f". Furthermore, ms. B with its reading
‘vel targum’ testifies the presence of the letter ‘I’ in its antigraph; the
same is true for K and L, which read ‘deliarum’ and ‘deliargum’27¢.
Finally, ms. D presents a lacuna, while Giustiniani corrected the term
into ‘detargum’277.

Finally, an interesting testimony of vernacular language can be
found in Dux neutrorum 111, 46 and III, 49. Other than in the
occurrences analyzed before, on these two occasions not just an article
but a whole word appears. Moreover, unlike in previous cases, the use
of vernacular terms is deliberate in these cases, aiming to clarify
Hebrew words. However, the expressions are transmitted only by two
manuscripts, the reference being originally conceived as a marginal
note and erroneously copied into the main text.

In Dux 111, 46, Maimonides analyzes some biblical precepts
related to the objects in the Temple of Jerusalem (Exod. 25, 30). The
special bread offered in the Temple is called in Hebrew oman onb
(lehem ha-panim), the meaning of which literally is ‘bread of the face’,
which is translated by the Vulgata as ‘panes propositionis’. A marginal
gloss in manuscript A transmits the following sentence:

Iudeus nominat illos panes duarum facierum [con.; faciens cum A]
de lafa?’8.

The same annotation was added to the text by ms. N, which
reads:

Iudeus nominat illos pannos duarum facierum de lafazes?”.

25 ‘Deltargum’: G, fol. 26vb; H, fol. 26rb; N, fol. 36r. ‘Demargum’ C, fol. 18ra.
‘Destargum’: A, fol. 37ra; E, fol. 291b. ‘Deftargum’: I, fol. 17r.

276 For ‘vel targum’: B, fol. 29va. For ‘deliarum’: K, fo/. 18va. For ‘deliargum’: L, fo/. 32r. Ms.
M does not contain this chapter.

277 Cf. r, fol. 17v.

278 A, fol. 253ra.

279 N, fol. 252v
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This addition reinforces the conjecture of ‘facierunmy’, instead of
‘faciens cum’ in A’'s marginal note. Moreover, it gives an explanation for
the word abbreviated in A. Two pieces of information can be deduced
from this note: first, a Jew is mentioned, to whom the translation is
attributed; secondly, ‘de la fazes’ is the exact translation in a vernacular
language of the Hebrew expression treated in this passage.

The second occurrence of an entirely vernacular word is found
in Dux III, 49. Here precepts concerning dietary laws are analyzed,
with a reference to the concept of now (ferefah), namely the
prohibition of eating an animal whose death was due to injuries or
physical defects (Exod. 22, 31). The Latin translator preferred to leave
the Hebrew word, which appears in the distorted form ‘thelapha’:

Notum est quod thelapha est principium putrefactionis?®.

Ms. A transmits a marginal gloss referring to the translation of
the term ferefah in a vernacular language:

Thelapha que dicitur vulgariter terephan vel truphon?8!.

Analogously to the previous case, ms. N inserts the marginal
note in the text, giving the following version:

Notum est quod thelapha, quod vulgariter dicitur trupham, est
principium putrefactionis?®2.

Here the reference to a vernacular language is explicit,
following a well-attested custom of Hebrew texts and translations,
namely the mentioning of a vernacular term in the case of a word that
is difficult to translate?83. Most probably, the term appearing in this
passage in its variants ‘terephan/truphon/trupham’ was only used by
Jews, since it is strictly related to religious matters and belongs to a
Judeo-Romance language?84. A similar word, namely ‘trufano/trufana’,
is present with the same meaning in various places in the Mostrador de

280 Dux neutrorum 111, 49, = fol. 106r.

281 A, fol. 263ra.

282N, fol. 263r.

283 For this custom, see supra, n. 261.

284 For bibliography on Judeo-Romance languages, see P. Wexler, Judeo Romance Linguistics: a

bibliography, Routledge, New York, 1989.
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Justicia of Alfonso de Valladolid, composed in Spain around 1325285
Moreover, the word ‘trufano’ appears with the same connotation in a
document written in Valencia in 1393, a contract between the local
Jewish community and two butchers concerning ritual slaughter2s¢.
The document is written in Latin but the language is strongly
influenced by the spoken vernacular and presents numerous non-Latin
forms.

Even though the morphology of the word attested by our
manuscripts slightly differs from the one used by Alfonso de Valladolid
and by the Valencian contract, it is probable that the same term is
meant, insofar as both forms have the same meaning. Furthermore,
ms. A testifies to a hesitation in deciphering the reading of its Vorlage;
however, in both versions — ‘terephan’ and ‘truphon’ — a nasal
consonant is present, which is an unusual form for the word rerefa/?87.
The word is not attested in any other Judeo-Romance language, and
even though the term ‘trefan’ is known in Judeo-Spanish, it is still an
uncommon expression. This adds a certain degree of uncertainty to the
task of identifying the language of the Dux neutrorum’s marginal gloss.
Nonetheless, it must be taken into consideration that written
testimonies of Judeo-Romance languages spoken at that time are rare.
Moreover, there is no reason to think that Alfonso or the author of the
Valencian contract chose a foreign word; on the contrary, it is highly
probable that the expression ‘trufano/trufana’ reflects the common
language spoken of Spanish Jews.

In addition to these explainable occurrences of vernacular
elements, a more ‘enigmatic’ case emerges in the following chapters of
the Dux neutrorum (I, 68; 69; 72): in the margin of ms. A, the word

285 Cf. Alfonso de Valladolid (Abner aus Burgos), Mostrador de Justicia, hrsg. v. W.
Mettmann, II voll., Westdeutscher Verlag, Opladen, 1994. For the occurences of the term see
Glossar, vol. 11, p. 454. Nevertheless, the editor points out that the word ‘trufano/trufana’ is
not attested elsewhere in Spanish (Cf. Mostrador, vol. 1, p. 73, n. 9). This statement can be
slightly corrected with reference to the occurrence quoted in n. 289. I am grateful to David
Wirmer who gave me the idea to investigate Alfonso’s Spanish works.

286 See J. Hinojosa Montalvo, The Jews of the Kingdom of Valencia, The Magnes University
Press, Jerusalem, 1993, document 146, p. 409. The butchers undertook to prepare the meat
for the Jews and to have two tables, one for kosher meat and the other for non-kosher meat
(namely for terefah): «...nos dare tabulas franchas, scilicet una pro caserio [scil. kosher] et una
pro trufano».

287 The word rerefah is known in different Judeo vernaculars with the following variants, none
of them containing a nasal: zaref, tarefa, tareffe, teref, trayf, tref; trefa, trefe, treif; treyf; and the
plural form: zerefot, trefor. On the contrary, in Judeo-Spanish forms such as ##ifan and trefan
are known, cf. D. Bunis, A Lexicon of the Hebrew and Aramaic Elements in Modern Judezmo,
Magnes Press & Misgav Yerushalaim, Jerusalem, 1993, p. 235.
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‘fallamento’ appears four times on its own (and twice in mss. M and
N) without any other explanation accompanying it. It is not clear
whether the meaning of ‘fallamento’ is supposed to be ‘falsehood’,
‘error’, or ‘failure’. The meaning ‘falsehood’ for the word ‘fallamento’ is
attested in Italian in the XIII century?88; moreover, in ancient
Portuguese the meaning ‘discourse’ is testified, even though it seems to
be a late use8?. In Spanish, the form is unknown, the ending -mento’
being unusual; instead, the term ‘fallamiento’ is attested in the XIII
century, meaning ‘discovery’ and ‘invention?®0. While in mss. M and
N the word is always written in full, in ms. A it is abbreviated as
‘fallamto’ three times (in marginal notes), and once it is written in full
(within the text). It is arduous to take a stand on whether the word was
abbreviated in the Vorlage or not. And even if that question was
answered, there would still be the question of whether it is correct to
solve the abbreviation as ‘fallamento’ and not as ‘fallamiento’. It is,
however, unquestionable that ms. A generally presents a reliable text
and a reading close to the original; consequently, since it once features
the word in full with the ending “-mento’, it is most likely to be the
correct reading?’!.

In the first case, the word ‘fallamento’ is found on the margin
of the column corresponding to the following passage:

Secundum hunc igitur modum dicimus, quod ipse est forma ultima,
que est forma formarum, hoc est quia ipse est omnis forme essentia,
que est in mundo292.

288 The meaning ‘falsehood’ for the word ‘fallamento’ is attested in Italian in the XIII century
in the poem In quanto la natura by Guido Guinizzelli: «Se la gran canoscenza / dicessom per
ventura / che vén piu da natura / direbbe fallamento; / ché nessuna scienza /
senz’ammaestratura», see G. Contini (a cura di), Poeti del Dolce stil nove, Mondadori, Milano,
1991.

289 For the meaning ‘discourse’ in Portuguese, see A. de Morais Silva, Diccionario da lingua
Portugueza, vol. 2, Lacerdina, 1813, p. 7.

290 Cf. M. Alonso, Enciclopedia del idioma. Diccionario histérico y moderno de la lengna
espanola (siglos 12 al 20); etimoldgico, tecnoldgico, regional e hispanoamericano, Aguilar,
Madrid, 1958, vol. 11, s. v. ‘fallamiento’; J. Corominas, Diccionario critico etimoldgico de la
lengua Castellana, Madrid, 1954, s. v. ‘fallamiento’. However, the ending -mento’ is attested
in some Spanish dialects, see D. N. Tuten, Koneization in Medieval Spanish, De Gruyter,
Berlin, New York, 2003, p. 120. I am very grateful to Riccardo Ginevra who provided me
with this information.

291 It must be taken into consideration that unusual forms can originate in the Latinization of
vernacular terms and vice versa, so that the vernacular appearing in these cases is not ‘pure’,
but rather a mixture of the vernacular and Latin. This phenomenon is common in Latin-
into-Hebrew translations, see Aslanov, From Latin into Hebrew, pp. 71-78.

292 Dyx neutrorum 1, 68; = fol. 28r.
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In the margin of manuscript A, the following note reads: «aliter
fallamento de ababe2%3». Moreover, the same expression was added to
the text by mss. M and N, which reads as follows:

Secundum hunc igitur modum dicimus, quod ipse est forma
formarum, hoc est quia ipse est forma ultima, que est fallamentum
de adobo (adabo N) essentia omnis forme294.

Manuscripts M and N present two variants, namely ‘adobo’
and ‘adabo’, and tried to Latinize ‘fallamento’ by adding the suffix
‘um’’, though the sentence does not make sense with the addition. In
this passage, Maimonides demonstrates that God is the ultimate form,
and that therefore He is necessary for the existence of the intermediate
forms, which is why He is called the form of the forms.

The term in its variants ‘ababe/adobo/adabo’ is hardly
understandable; the word ‘adobo’ is documented both in Spanish and
in Italian, meaning ‘ornament’ and ‘repair’2®. The idea of ‘ornament’ is
present in the following lines of the Latin text:

Secundum hunc igitur modum dicimus, quod ipse est forma ultima,
que est forma formarum, hoc est quia ipse est omnis forme essentia,
que est in mundo, et decor eius ex ipso in ultimitate, et in ipso est
decor eius, sicut forma est decor rei formate296.

The Latin word ‘decor’ translates the Hebrew term mpn
(tikkun, repair, correction)??’; because of the double meaning of the
word ‘adobo’ — namely ‘ornament’ and ‘repair’ — one could explain
how the word ‘tikkun’ ended up being translated as ‘decor2?s.
Therefore, it may be possible that the marginal note «fallamento de
adobo (con., ababe A)» refers to the word ‘tikkun’, which appears in the
Hebrew text afterwards, and that ms. M interpolated the note at the

293 A, fol. 63rb.

24 M, fol. 9515; N, fol. 61v.

295 Cf. Tesoro della lingua italiana delle Origini, http://tio.ovi.cnrit/ TLIO/, s. v. addobbare;
Diccionario histérico de la lengua espanola (1960-1996), http://web.frl.ess/DH.html, s. v.
adobo.

296 Dyx neutrorum 1, 68; = fol. 28r.

297 Cf. Har, p. 274.

298 The word ‘adobo’ is attested in Alfonso de Valladolid with the meaning of ‘repair/
correction’: cf. Alfonso de Valladolid, Oftenda de Zelos und Libro de la Ley, hrsg. v. W.
Mettmann, Westdeutscher Verlag, Opladen, 1990, cap. 9, 39d, p. 75. I am very grateful to
David Wirmer who shared this information with me.
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wrong place. Even so, the meaning of the expression remains unclear:
did the translator want to point out that the word ‘decor’ was an
‘invention’ coming from the vernacular word ‘adobo’? Was he not
satisfied with the Latin translation?

Some lines later, the word ‘fallamento’ appears in the text,

added to it by mss. A, M and N:

Attende igitur in hoc, et intellige, qualiter exposuerunt
comparationem Creatoris ad mundum, et quod est ei
instrumentum, cum quo disponit entia de fallamento?”.

The context is the explanation of the relation between God and
the celestial sphere, the sphere being the instrument with which God
governs the existence. The addition «de fallamento» does not make any
sense, and it does not have a counterpart in the Hebrew text or in the
Arabic version. Analogously to the previous case, this was supposed to
be a marginal note of the original version made by the translator
himself, and then a copyist accidentally added it to the text. However,
in this case, an actual error can be found in the Latin translation,
because in the original text the sphere — and not the world — is
mentioned; both Hebrew translations use the word "1 (galgal, sphere)
in order to translate the Arabic term 15n (fz/ak)3°°. Only manuscripts
G and L testify an alia lectio in which the variant ‘celum’ is detectable,
a reading that is closer to the original one301.

Thirdly, the note «aliter in fallamento» appears on the margin
of ms. A, in correspondence with the following passage:

Vivum enim, quod est perfectum, scilicet habens cor, probatur in
essentia illius virtutis imaginative. Homo vero non cognoscitur per
illam vircutem, nec est operatio illius virtutis sicut operatio
intellectus302.

This time, the context is the explanation of the differences
between intellect and imagination: while the intellect has the faculty of
dividing things, imagination apprehends the individual as a composite.
This is why human beings are not defined by this faculty, since

299 Dux neutrorum 1, 69; A, fol. 64vb.

300 Cf. Har, p. 280; Tib., p. 149; Daldlat, p. 119, 10.

301 G, fol. 34vb; L, fol. 57v. Moreover, a second hand changed ‘mundum’ in ‘celum’ in ms. N,
fol. 62v.

302 Dux neutrorum 1, 72; A, fol. 82rb.
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imagination is shared also by other living beings. No apparent
explanation for the marginal note can be found; however, it is worth
mentioning that the Latin sentence «<homo vero non cognoscitur per
illam virtutem» is missing in al-Harizi’s text, while it is present in Ibn
Tibbon’s and in the Arabic. It is certainly impossible to figure out
whether the sentence was present in the al-Harizi manuscript that the
Latin translator had at his disposal or not.

Finally, another gloss, ‘aliter fallamento’, can be found in
correspondence to the following passage:

Volumus enim invenire modum qui discernat intelligibilia a
cogitabilibus. Quod si dixerit philosophus, quia ipsa res est testis,
sicut dicit ipse, et in ipsa probabimus necessarium et transibile et
impossibile303.

In his original text, Maimonides discusses the distinction
between the things perceived by the intellect and those perceived by
imagination, while the Latin text refers to ‘intelligibilia® and
‘cogitabilibus’. This latter term corresponds with al-Harizi’s translation,
namely mawnn (mahsavor), while Ibn Tibbon gives a more faithful
translation of the Arabic term nxX>>nn (mutahayyalat), namely mnn
(medummot, ‘imaginations’)3%4. If the meaning of the word ‘fallamento’
has to be interpreted as ‘error’, the note could be a sign of an
imprecision of the Latin translation.

Unfortunately, no clear explanation for the four cases could be
found, all the more considering that apparently the passages are not
related to each other thematically — although the last two deal with the
question of imagination. It might be possible that the note is an
indication of an error in the Latin translation, as it clearly occurs in the
second and fourth case. It may also be that the note is a sign of a
material ‘failure’, for example a damaged page in the copy of the text,
which the translator possessed.

However, if those four notes present some difficulties with
respect to their interpretation, the previous cases appear to be clearer.
The above-mentioned linguistic elements cannot be considered
fortuitous errors of a careless copyist, as they are amply testified by the
manuscript tradition.

303 Dux neutrorum 1, 72; A, fol. 83rb.
304 Cf. Daldlat, p. 147, 1. 30; Har, p. 345; Tib., p. 184.
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6.2 'The oral stage

As already seen, the content of the marginalia is highly relevant
for reconstructing the genesis of the translation as well as its method.
In the oral stage, biblical terms or Hebrew terms pertaining to ritual
matters were probably discussed among the scholars; though the result
of these discussions ended up mostly in marginal notes and, less often,
was incorporated into the main text3%.

Since these notes make reference to the translation process itself
- by explicitly referring to the «translator» or to Hebrew terms
mentioned in the original text, they must originate from the moment
of the translation30¢.

A testimony of the translation method can be found in the
following marginal note concerning the words amx (‘vhev), meaning
‘one who loves’, and puwin (hoseq), meaning ‘one who loves
passionately’:

Translator dixit quod in Hebraico dicitur pro eo qui dilexit (diligit
H) alium (eslium A) ‘oheb’, scilicet dilector, et in eadem lingua
dicitur ‘amator’ etiam ‘hoseth’. David autem induxit hunc versum:
Quoniam me dilexit liberabo eum (Ps. 91, 14). In verbo ‘hoseth’
nunc autem audies differentiam, quam ponit Rabi Moyses inter
‘oheb’ et ‘hoseth’; totum hoc est (om2. H) in exitu (textu est in H) alio
libro397.

In this note, an explicit reference to the translator is present,
proving that the origin goes back to the translation process. Secondly,
the discussion was mainly based on biblical quotations, in the attempt
to find the equivalence in Latin.

The same method is testified by another marginal note, in
which the translation is explicitly ascribed to a ‘iudeus’ - such as in the
above-mentioned passage related to the word ‘de la fazes’. The note
refers to chapter 69, in which the Hebrew term 2137 (rzkov, ‘to ride’)
has been translated as ‘ascendere’ — most probably in conformity with
biblical quotations mentioned in the chapter. The discordance in the

305 An example of explanatory note incorporated in the text concerns the explication of the
term ‘Targum’: «Targum vero, scilicet lingua Caldeorum, prosequitur talia secundum
consuetudinuem suam» (/nfra, p. 62, 1. 32-33).

306 It has been already shown that marginal notes give also account of changes with respect to
the original text, see supra, par. 4.1.

307 A, fol. 277r; H, fol. 173r.
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meaning is, however, hinted at in the margin of ms. H, with a
reference to the translation made by a Jew:

in ebreo verbum positum loco huius verbi ascendere secundum
interpretationem iudei videtur hoc verbum esse equitare3%8.

The person, to whom the translation is attributed in this case
and in the above-mentioned case of ‘de la fazes’, could have been the
Jewish collaborator responsible for the translation’s first phase. The use
of the terms ‘interpretationem’ and ‘nominat’ suggests that the
intermediate passage was an oral one. Moreover, if the translator had
worked with a written vernacular version, one could hardly explain the
mistake of not recognizing the difference between a word and its
article showed in the previous paragraph3%.

In a similar way, a marginal note corresponding to chapter 4
mentions the three Hebrew verbs — nmn (bazah), van (hibit) and nx-
(raah) — treated in the chapter. In the text, the three verbs are
translated by two Latin verbs, ‘video’ and ‘respicio’. In the marginal
note transmitted by ms. A, the three Hebrew verbs are mentioned (in
Hebrew, but in a misspelled form). Every verb is accompanied by the
biblical quotation corresponding to it. Since in the main text only two
verbs are treated, in this case the result of the discussion among the
scholars was not incorporated into the text:

308 H, fol. 44va. The word ‘interpretationem’ is evocative of a similar use found in the preface
of other translations, where expressions such as ‘interprete/interpretante’ appear. It is not
clear whether this expression should be understood as a reference to the involvement of a
vernacular language. The case of Gerard of Cremona (see supra n. 259) seems to support this
hypothesis. See also the sentence found in the preface of the Liber servitoris de preparatione
medicinarum simplicium, translated by Simon of Genua with the help of Avraham of Tortosa:
«Translatus a Simone Januensi, interprete Abrahamo Judaeo Tortuosensi» (quoted by
Steinschneider, Die Hebriischen Ubersetzungen, p. 740). See also the translation of Pseudo-
Galen’s De plantis made by Jacob Albensi and Avraham of Tortosa: «translatio Tacobi Albensis
de arabico in latinum, interprete Abraham Iudeo Tortuosensi» (quoted by Zonta, 7he Jewish
Mediation, p. 98, n. 40). Moreover, see the statement of Alfonso Dinis of Lisbon, who
translated Averroes’ treatise on the First Principle with the help of Alfonso, a converted Jew
(probably Alfonso of Valladolid): «Et iste tractatus translatus fuit a magistro Alfonso Dionisii
de Ulixbona Hispano apud Vallem Toleti, interprete magistro Alfonso, converso sacrisca
Toletano» (Cf. C. Steel, G. Guldentops, An unknown Treatise of Averroes against the
Avicennians on the First Cause, «Recherches de Théologie et Philosophie médiévales» 1997
(64,1), pp. 86-135, p. 130).

309 In some cases intermediate versions were redacted in a written form, cf. Aslanov, From
Latin into Hebrew, p. 71. Another method for intermediate versions in Latin-into-Hebrew
translations was to transliterate the Latin text into Hebrew characters, cf. G. Freudenthal,
Latin-into-Hebrew in the Making: Bilingual Documents in Facing Columns and their possible
function, in Latin-into-Hebrew, pp. 59-67.
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Nota quod compositor huius libri tria verba ponit in principio huius
quarti capituli, que dicuntur et proprie et per accomodationem,
quorum duo sonant apud nos videre, sed differunt in Hebraico.
Primum enim, de quo hic fecimus mentionem, dicitur ‘ma’, ‘hib’
unde (con.; vibude A), dictum est: Viditque et ecce puteus; et: Vidi
Dominum. Secundum est ‘haza’, unde dicitur: Viditque in Syon
oculis noster; et: Vidit super Iudam et Ierusalem, id est apprehendit
intellectum, id est prophetavit310.

The information provided in this note shows a direct
knowledge of the original text and documents the translation process.

A different case is found in the Prologued!!. Here, in
Maimonides’ original text the term mwnT (derasor) is present and the
same term is also found in both Hebrew translations3!2. In the Latin
main text the word is absent, but it is present in a marginal note
transmitted by mss. A and H:

Darassot dicuntur obscura quedam dispersa in Mysna3!3

Moreover, ms. E adds the expression «scilicet de rassot» in the
main text, after the word «enigmatum». Therefore, the notion of
‘derasah’ is left out of the Latin main text, but was probably discussed
by the two scholars involved in the translation, the marginal notes
being the remains testifying this exchange.

Other marginal notes contain explanations for Hebrew terms
pertaining to ritual matters3!4. For instance, a marginal explanatory
note transmits some indications concerning the functioning of the
Jewish tribunal:

310 A, fol. 11va.

31 Infra, p. 9, 1. 191-195: «Et iam proposuimus in Expositione de Mysna exponere mirabiles
rationes in Libro prophetie et in Libro colligationis rationum cum intellectu. Et cum
proposuerimus in libro illo exponere omnes dubitationes enigmatum, quorum plana multum
sunt a veritate remota et deviantia terminum intellectus». Cf. Guide, p. 9: «We had promised
in the Commentary on the Mishnah that we would explain strange subjects in the “Book of
Prophecy” and in the “Book of correspondence” — the latter being a book in which we
promised to explain all the difficult passages in the Midrashim, where the external sense
manifestly contradicts the truth and departs from the intelligible».

312 See Daldlat, 1. 20, p. 5; Har., p. 32; Tib., p. 8.

313 A, fol. 4ra; H, fol. 2va.

314 The note concerning the word ‘terumah’ has already been mentioned, cf. supra, par. 6.1.
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Capitulum domus iudicii maioris LXX unus sapientes, qui erant in
templo electi ad judicandum causas maiores et difficiliores315

It is noteworthy that the locution «domus iudicii» is the literal
translation of the Hebrew name for the tribunal, namely 171 n»a (beir
din).

Finally, in some cases marginal notes ended up being added to
the main text by the manuscript tradition. In the following case, a
marginal note present in ms. A, explaining a Biblical toponym, is
included in the text by ms. B. Most probably, the etymology of the
term was orally discussed between the translators:

Tabera] add. quod sumptum est ab incensione B add. Tabera nomen
est loci quod sumptum est ab incensione (con., incisione A) in marg.
A316

6.3 Conclusive remarks

Unfortunately, the above-mentioned linguistic traces do not
present enough evidence to identify the geographical origin of the Dux
neutrorum, since at that stage of the development of the Romance
languages the same form was attested at different places. However, the
morphology of some of them — in particular ‘el’, ‘los’ and ‘fazes’ —
seems to exclude a French but leaves open the possibility of an Italian
or Spanish origin3!7. Moreover, another argument casts doubt on the
Parisian hypothesis, namely that the usual ‘direction” of distribution of
translations was from the ‘periphery’ to the ‘center’ and not the other

315 A, fol. 243 va.

316 Infra, p. 36, 1. 35.

317 T am very thankful to Marcello Barbato, Alessio Fontana and Cyril Aslanov, who analyzed
these forms and gave me precious information. Moreover, two peculiarities can be observed:
in the Dux neutrorum’s Prologue, the word ‘Talmud’ is changed into “Talmude’, this
alteration being attested by all of the manuscripts, and appearing just once. The appended ‘€’
does not seem to be a way to transform the Hebrew word into an ablative form, because the
term ‘Talmud’ also appears in other passages in which the ablative should be used.
Appending an ‘¢’ to a Hebrew word ending with the letter ‘€ or ‘d’ rather reflects the typical
Jewish-Italian way to pronounce Hebrew, cf. E. S. Artom, La pronuncia dell'ebraico presso gli
Ebrei d’ltalia, «La Rassegna Mensile d’Israel» XXVIII (1962), pp. 26-30; L. Cuomo, In
margine al giudeo-italiano: note fonetiche, morfologiche e lessicali, «Italia» 1 (1976), pp. 30-53.
Secondly, the Latin translator uses the word ‘scola’ meaning ‘synagogue’ (cf. Dux neutrorum 1,
58). According to P. Wexler, Explorations in Judeo-Slavic Linguistics, Brill, Leiden, 1987, pp.
123-126, this term is attested in all Judeo-Romance languages, except for Castilian.
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way round, meaning that most of the translations from Arabic and
Hebrew were drawn up in Spain or in Italy and then sent to Paris.
Even though the linguistic traces do not provide enough information
to determine the geographical origin of the text, they — together with
the references to the intervention of a Jew — reveal the method that was
used to compose the translation. This is a helpful clue concerning the
identification of the cultural area from which the translation must have
come: its origin, therefore, probably goes back to an intellectual circle,
in which such exchanges and collaborations between Christian and
Jewish scholars took place.

Lacking solid proof in favor of the Italian or Spanish
hypothesis, some arguments concerning the respective possibilities are
discussed in the following.

a. taly:

It must be taken into consideration that, according to
numerous testimonies, at the time of the Dux neutrorum’s composition
and some years later, a collaboration between Jewish and Christian
scholars took place in South Italy. According to some Jewish sources,
Frederick II was acquainted with Maimonides’ work and discussed
some of his theses with scholars at the imperial court3!. According to
scholars, such as Giuseppe Sermoneta and Roberto Bonfil, Frederick
IT’s interest in Maimonides was also coherent with his cultural
politics31. In his Malmad ha-talmidim, Jacob Anatoli — translator of
scientific works from the Arabic and collaborator of Michael Scot —
testifies to some intellectual exchanges between the Emperor, Michael

318 For the testimonies of Jacob Anatoli, Kalonimos ben Kalonimos and David ben Salomon
Yedidiyah from Ferrara, see Sirat, Les traducteurs juifs, pp. 172-174. Sermoneta, Federico II ¢ il
pensiero ebraico, pp. 195-197, underlines the central role played by the Guide in the
interreligious relations between Jews and Christians in South Italy. For a general overview, see
C. Sirat, La filosofia ebraica alla corte di Federico II, in Federico II ¢ le scienze, a cura di P
Toubert, A. Paravicini Bagliani, Palermo, Sellerio, 1994, pp. 185-187; see also Bonfil, La
cultura ebraica e Federico II, pp. 153-171.

319 Cf. Sermoneta, Federico Il ¢ il pensiero ebraico, p. 197; Bonfil, La cultura ebraica e Federico
I, pp. 153-171.
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Scot and himself; since there is no evidence that Anatoli knew Latin, it
is likely that these discussions took place in the vernacular language320:

Il nostro signore, il re Federico, ha spiegato il perché dell'uso della
parola ‘neve’ al posto di ‘materia prima’. La neve ¢ bianca e cid che &
bianco pud ricevere qualsiasi forma di colore, parimenti la materia
prima pud ricevere tutte le forme. Per questo il sapiente la ha
paragonata alla neve e sempre alla neve va riferito il versetto di Esodo
24, 10, conformemente all’opinione di Maimonide 32!.

Furthermore, another example of interreligious collaboration,
which took place some years later in South Italy, is provided by Moses of
Salerno, the author of a commentary to the Guide of the Perplexed3?2. In
fact, he discussed and commented on Maimonides work with a
‘Christian scholar’, Nicola da Giovinazzo, who provided the
interpretation of some philosophical passages, which appear to have been
obscure to Moses. In turn, the ‘Christian scholar’ questions — in a very
pertinent way — his Jewish interlocutor, showing a profound knowledge

320 Cf. Sirat, Les traducteurs juifs, p. 174: «Dans quelle langue discutaient 'Empereur
Frédéric, Michael Scot et Anatolio? Anatolio savait peut-étre un peu de latin car il cite une
dizaine de fois la traduction latine de la Bible, mais il la cite en hébreu et il se peut qu'on lui
ait traduit ces passages. 1l cite aussi des noms romans, en transcription et on peut supposer
que Cest en langue vulgaire qu'avaient lieu ces conversations». However, it has been proved
by Mauro Zonta that in his translation of the Almagest, Anatoli confronted the Arabic text
with the Latin translation, see M. Zonta, La tradizione ebraica dell’Almagesto di Tolomeo,
«Henoch» XV (1993), pp. 325-350. Moreover, according to secondary literature, Anatoli’s
translation of al-Farghani’s astronomical texts was accomplished by comparing the Arabic
source with the Latin text, see L. Pepi, I/ pungolo dei discepoli, p. 18, n. 30; R. Campani, 7/
Kitib al-Farghani’ nel testo arabo e nelle versioni, Rivista di Studi Orientali» III (1910), pp.
205-252, p. 218. Nevertheless, textual evidence of the involvement of Latin versions in
Anatoli’s work does not necessarily mean that he was able to understand Latin. Since in his
prologue to al-Farghani’s translation he refers explicitly to a Christian assistant (for the
quotation, see supra, n. 259), he probably did not know enough Latin (or none at all) to read
the text himself.

321 J. Anatoli, 1/ pungolo dei discepoli (Malmad ha-talmidim), 1l sapere di un ebreo e Federico
I1, transl. L. Pepi, Officina di studi medievali, Palermo, 2004, p. 161.

322 Cf. Rigo, Per unlidentificazione del Sapiente cristiano, pp. 61-146, in particular the
Appendix (pp. 106-146), containing all the passages from Moses’ commentary to the Guide
of the Perplexed and from his Objections, in which the ‘Christian scholar’ is mentioned.
According to Rigo, Moses and Nicola da Giovinazzo discussed the Guide around 1250 (/bid.,
p. 74).
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and respect for the argument3?3. The comparison between the Hebrew
version of the Guide and the Latin translation is a central theme in the
exchange involving Moses and Nicola, and they used the vernacular
language as a linguistic intermediary between these two versions.
Consequently, in Moses Commentary to the Guide of the Perplexed,
numerous Italian words are transcribed in Hebrew letters:

Il sapiente cristiano disse che nella sua versione [the Latin
translation] non ¢ scritto ‘relazioni’, ma al posto di tale parola ¢
scritto ‘respetti’ in volgare. Cio significa che ’Agente, ovvero Dio, sia
esaltato, ¢ chiamato (cosi) dall’azione che operd nella creatura, ¢ non
perché (creando) abbia aggiunto qualcosa a Se stesso. (Quindi il
Creatore ¢ chiamato cosi) a-respetto alla creatura, non al Creatore,
sia esaltatod24,

These two testimonies prove not only that the collaboration
involved the discussion of Maimonides work, but it attests also that
the exchange took place in ancient Italian.

The interest of Christians in Maimonides™ philosophical work
reflected the active debate on the Guide among Italian Jewish
communities; indeed, in the XIII century, a Maimonidean school
flourished in South Italy, and the first commentaries to the Guide were
written there32,

Other technical elements connected with the translation itself
must be taken into consideration: as far as we know, most of the
Arabic-into-Latin translations made in Toledo follow their original

323 Such as in the following passage: «Una volta stavo leggendo questo capitolo con il sapiente
con il quale ero in rapporto, chiamato Nicola de-Jovinazzo, il quale mi disse: ‘Non so a chi
debba riferirsi quanto scritto dal Maestro [Maimonide] in questa prima parte, circa i nomi
omonimi, metaforici e anfiboli. I sapienti dei cristiani infatti ammettono che Dio, sia
benedetto, non & corpo, come riconoscono anche i sapienti dei musulmani, e per questi Dio,
sia benedetto, ¢ un intelletto semplice e incorporeo. Tanto pit i veri filosofi metafisici
asseriscono e dimostrano con dimostrazioni conclusive che certamente Dio, sia benedetto,
esiste e non ¢ un corpo. A maggior ragione Israele, predecessore di questi, che ricevette la
Legge sul Sinai, e in mezzo al quale vi sono sempre stati profeti e sapienti, reputa questa la
veritd. A chi si rivolge allora il Maestro?” Mio malgrado dovetti rispondergli che le parole (di
Maimonide) sono rivolte ad una parte del nostro popolo», fbid., Appendix, text 4, p. 115.

324 [bid., text 16, p. 135.

325 Cf. G. Sermoneta, Le correnti del pensiero ebraico nell Ttalia medievale, in ltalia Judaica.
Atti del I Convegno internazionale, Bari 18-22 maggio 1981, Roma, 1983, p. 276



CXXXI

source verbatim. This is not the case for the Dux neutrorum326. In
many passages, our translator modified the text by abbreviating or
paraphrasing it327.

Moreover, Arabic was the language commonly spoken by
Spanish Jews, while in France and in Italy they had to learn it328. Since
the Dux neutrorum has been translated on the basis of the Hebrew
text, it is likely that the translator did not know well enough Arabic.
Finally, the lack of knowledge of the Arabic language led Jewish
translators to compare different sources: in many cases they used an
already existing Hebrew translation and compared it with the original
in Arabic3?. This seems to be the method followed also by our
translator: even though the Dux neutrorum adheres quite faithfully to

al-Harizi’ version, traces of the involvement of another version can be
detected330.

b. Spain:

A similar cultural context of exchange between Jewish and
Christian scholars is found in Toledo. The translation movement
surrounding the Cathedral has been extensively treated by secondary
literature and the involvement of Jews as linguistic mediators is

326 Cf. C. Burnett, Some comments on the translating of works from Arabic into Latin in the
Mid-Twelfth Century, in A. Zimmermann, 1. Craemer-Ruegenberg (hrsg.), Orientalische
Kultur und Europdisches Mittelalter, Miscellanea Mediaevalia 17, De Gruyter, Berlin, New
York, 1985, pp. 161-171, pp. 170-171; D. Jacquart, Les manuscrits des traductions de Gérard
de Crémone: quelques caractéristiques formelles, in Hamesse (éd.), Les traducteurs au travail, pp.
207-220, p. 208.

327 Cf. supra, paragraph 4.1. It is interesting to note that also Michael Scot used to abbreviate
his translations, see D. N. Hasse, Latin Averroes Translations of the First Half of the Thirteenth
Century, Olms, Hildesheim, 2010, pp. 32-38. See also Id., Abbreviation in Medieval Latin
Translations from Arabic, in R. Wisnovsky, F. Wallis, J. Fumo, C. Fraenkel, Vehicles of
Transmission, Translation and Transformation in Medieval Textual Culture, Brepols, Turnhout,
2011, pp. 159-172.

328 Cf. Zonta, The Jewish Mediation, p. 105: «The myth of a deep and wide knowledge of
Arabic among European Jewish scholars should be submitted to a critical review: around the
end of the 13t century, the knowledge of Arabic was apparently so poor among some of the
Jewish translators active in Provence and Italy that their Arabic-into-Hebrew translations
show some errors of interpretation». The proof is that, according to Dag Hasse, the quality of
Michael Scot’s “Italian” translations is worse than those translations he made in Spain, see
Hasse, Latin Averroes Translations, p. 12.

329 Cf. M. Zonta, Medieval Hebrew Translations: Methods and Textual Problems, in Hamesse
(éd.), Les traducteurs au travail, pp. 129-142, p. 139.

330 See supra, par. 5.
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documented33!. Moreover, the collaboration between Jews and
Christians in translating is also attested elsewhere in Spain, namely in
Barcelona and Burgos332.

The absence of Spanish exemplars in the Dux neutrorum’s
manuscript tradition cannot be considered a proof for the exclusion of
Spain333. It is well-known that translations were made in Toledo in
order to be ‘exported’ elsewhere and did not have any impact on the
local cultural milieu334. This could explain why, other than in Italy, no
traces of the reception of the Latin Maimonides can be found in
Spain?3>.

One of the main characteristics of Toledan translations was the
custom to add marginal notes made by the translator with the aim of
explaining obscure passages or peculiar terms. These notes were then
generally transmitted by the manuscript tradition33. Secondly, it was
common that translations were revised33’. It has already been shown
that the Dux neutrorum’s manuscript tradition transmits numerous

31 On the translation movement in Toledo, see C. Burnett, 7he Institutional Context of
Arabic-Latin Translations of the Middle Ages: A Reassessment of the School of Toledo’, in O.
Weijers (ed.), Vocabulary of Teaching and Research between the Middle Ages and Renaissance,
Brepols, Turnhout, 1995, pp. 214-235; Id., The Coherence of the Arabic-Latin Translation
Program in Toledo in the Twelfth Century, «Science in Context» XIV (2001), pp. 249-288. Cf.
also J. Gil, La escuela de traductores de Ioledo y los colaboradores judios, Instituto Provincial de
Investigaciones Toledanas, Toledo, 1985; D. Jacquart, L¥école des traducteurs, in L. Cardaillac
(éd.), Toléde XII-XIII. Musulmans, Chrétiens et juifs: le savoir et la tolérance, Autrement, Paris,
1991, p. 177-191.

332 Cf. the recapitulatory table in Zonta, The Jewish Mediation, pp. 93-99.

333 However, Rubio, Aquinas and Maimonides, p. 272, discovered in the catalogue of the
books that belonged to Don Sancho of Aragon (Archbishop of Toledo between 1266-1275) a
volume entitled Libro rabi Moyses cuius principium est dixit Moyses egipcius. Also, the
Archbishop Don Gonzalo Garcfa Gudiel possessed in 1273 a book entitled Rabi Moysen.

334 Cf. Burnett, The Coberence of the Arabic-Latin Translation, p. 253: «The direction of the
translation enterprise remained preeminently in the hands of foreigners, and was an export
commodity, rather than one for the local community, who, for the most part, could not read
Latin».

335 Cf. for example Raymond Marti, who in his Pugio Fidei quoted some passages of the
Guide in Latin. His translation does not correspond with the Dux neutrorum, cf. Raymundi
Marti Ordinis Praedicatorum Pugio Fidei adversus Mauros et Judaeos cum observationibus
Josephi de Voisin, et introductione Jo. Benedicti Carpzovi, Leipzig, Friederich Lanckis, 1687. See
for example: II pars, 12 cap., 5, p. 427 and Dux neutrorum, Prologus, infra, p. 13; 111 pars, 11
dist., 2 cap., 3, pp. 555-556 and Dux neutrorum 1, 1, pp. 24-26. However, Rubio, Aguinas
and Maimonides, p. 272, found a reference to the Dux neutrorum in Spain.

336 Cf. for example the case studied by C. Burnett, he Strategy of Revision in the Arabic-Latin
Translations from Toledo: The case of Abu Mashars On the Great Conjunctions, in Hamesse
(éd.), Les traducteurs au travail, pp. 51-113, pp. 79-86. See also Jacquart, Les manuscrits des
traductions, p. 207-208.

337 Cf. Burnett, The Strategy of Revision, pp. 51-113. See n. 6, p. 53. Cf. also Id., Zhe
Institutional Context, p. 225.
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marginal notes, the content of which goes back to the translator
himself, and traces of revisions can also be found in the manuscript
tradition.

Finally, the presence of the vernacular word ‘trufano/terefano’
seems to speak in favor of Spain as the place of origin, since this term
is not attested in other Judeo-Romance languages. The term
‘fallamento’, on the contrary, could be explained as a mixed form of
Latin and vernacular.

No incontrovertible evidence has been found so far, and the
question of the Dux neutrorum’s geographical origin still remains open.
Even if in the future new data will emerge allowing an unquestionable
identification of the vernacular language used by the translator, it must
be taken into consideration that this would only determine the
translator’s origin, which could also be different from the place where
the Dux neutrorum was composed. Frederick II, for instance,
summoned scholars coming from different regions to his court, and
one cannot take for granted that they all spoke ancient Italian. The
same is true for Toledo.
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7. Conclusion

This research focused on the philological reconstruction of the
Dux neutrorum, on the basis of the text transmitted by the thirteen
manuscripts. This study did not examine the reception of Maimonides’
thought in the Latin Middle Ages, this perspective being already amply
investigated by secondary literature. Nonetheless, the absence of a
reliable critical text limited the above-mentioned investigations: until
today, scholars have been consulting Giustiniani’s printed edition, the
problems of which have been discussed. Therefore, this research
provides new data by presenting a critical edition that until today was
not available. The edition will be useful for studies aiming at
evaluating more precisely the role of the Jewish philosopher among
Medieval Latin authors.

I) The distinct approach of the present thesis is the accurate
analysis of the manuscript tradition and the reconstruction of the
relations between the thirteen exemplars. The results of the collation
reveal quite a stable text. The proximity of the main testimonies to the
original version is made evident by the stemma codicum. On the
contrary, the manuscript chosen by Giustiniani for his edition is on the
lowest level, transmitting a corrupted version compared to more valid
testimonies. Moreover, the absence of chapter 6 in some of the
exemplars led to the hypothesis of a later revision: two branches of the
stemma originate from the first redaction, while the third and the
fourth branch are the result of a revision. Later corrections were most
probably added on the margin of the archetype. Most of double
translations were probably solved then. The critical text was established
according to the version transmitted by three branches of the stemma
against one, except in the cases where a later correction was added.
Finally, numerous marginalia testified by manuscripts A and H were
discovered, the content of which seems to go back to the translator
himself.

IT) In establishing the critical text, the Hebrew version has been
a constant reference. Nonetheless, specific criteria had to be taken into
consideration due to the nature of the Dux neutrorum. In a certain
way, the ‘original version’ of the Dux neutrorum is the Hebrew version
made by al-Harizi — although it has been shown that this may not have
been the only source for the translation. The Latin tradition, on the
other hand, possesses an independent history, in which the ‘original
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version’ is the work produced by the translator. According to this
double perspective, the reference to the Hebrew text must not be
understood as an absolute ‘reference’ for the critical text. Indeed, the
Latin translator might have made mistakes or he might have
deliberately decided to translate more freely. In a certain way, if the
Dux were not a translation, or if the Hebrew text had been lost, the
conditions would not have been much different from the actual ones.
Indeed, the comparison with the Hebrew text did not provide a
solution to most of the doubtful cases: the genealogical analysis of the
variants could often explain mistakes due to, for instance, paleographic
similarities between two words, to difficulties in solving abbreviations,
or to the tendency towards the lectio facilior.

III) Generally speaking, the translation has a strong
paraphrastic character. Internal references to a second figure, different
from the compositor, denote the paraphrastic nature of the translation.
It seems that the translator played a relevant role in choosing passages
to be omitted or adapted, according to the needs of a Christian public
— for instance, he omitted Maimonides’ critique against the Trinity. He
even intervened by expressing his opinion in the long passage discussed
above (par. 4.2). Secondly, uncertainties and imprecisions with regard
to the terminology are present. Finally, the involvement of two
versions (especially if the second text was the Arabic one) leads to the
presumption that the translator did not have sufficient knowledge of
the Arabic language to translate directly from it.

IV) From this thorough analysis, new data emerged, which
contributed to clarifying the translation’s method. Some non-Latin
linguistic elements appeared, leading to the hypothesis of an
intermediate stage in a vernacular language. The Dux neutrorum would
have been the result of a collaboration between two scholars — a Jew
and a Christian — communicating in a ‘free’ language for both of them.
The traces of this first version only appear in connection with a
Hebrew word, which is a sign for the assumption that these words
were not understood by the person who compiled the written version.
It is uncertain whether these linguistic elements can be connected to
ancient Italian or ancient Spanish, even though the presence of the
word ‘trufano’ seems to be a strong argument in favor of Spanish.
However, these elements, on the basis of their morphology, seem to
exclude a French origin. Finally, another argument militates against the
Parisian hypothesis, namely that translations were usually sent from
the ‘periphery’ to the ‘center’ and not the other way round, meaning
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that most of the translations from Arabic and Hebrew were made
elsewhere and then sent to Paris338.

The hypothesis of a translation through the mediation of a
Jewish interpreter is reinforced by references transmitted in
manuscripts A and H, which attribute the translation of some
expressions to a ‘iudeus’. The Jew mentioned in these glosses might
have been the assistant of a Christian scholar, in accordance with a
model of cooperation well-testified in analogous cases.

V) TThis research could not provide incontestable evidence of
the involvement of the Arabic text. This problem might be solved by
the edition of the Dux’s II and III part, and certainly requires more
elaborate investigations. Another element could not be treated at
length due to the incompleteness of the data, namely the analysis of
philosophical terminology. From a cursory investigation, a certain
imprecision in the use of terminology became obvious, and this
problem deserves to be treated extensively in the future. With the data
appearing in conjunction with the critical edition of Dux II and III, in
which philosophical questions are approached more deeply than in
part I, a lexicon could be drawn up. This lexicon would not only be a
historical document testifying the development of a philosophical
terminology, but it would also provide elements for the identification
of the Dux neutrorum’s origin.

In conclusion, working on a critical edition of a translated text
causes some reflections regarding the deeper meaning of philology: a
well-known axiom, based on the etymological afhnity between
‘traducere’ and ‘tradere’, considers translations as ‘betrayals’, while
philology, on the contrary, is considered the science of absolute
transmissibility. In this sense, a translation transmits a text departing
from an original and coming to a so-called ‘less-original’, while
philology works the other way round, departing from a ‘less-original’
and trying to reach an ideal archetype. Nonetheless, this imaginary

338 Cf. C. Burnett, The Coherence of the Arabic-Latin Translation Program in Toledo in the 12th
Century, «Science in Context» 14 (1-2) (2001), pp. 249-288. p. 253-254: «The direction of
the translation enterprise remained preeminently in the hands of foreigners, and was an
export commodity, rather than one for the local community, who, for the most part, could
not read Latin. [...] The predominance of this ‘export market’ for the translations explains,
and is explained by, the fact that no university developed in Toledo itself. There was not
sufficient local interest or clientele for a large number of students and teachers to form
themselves into a corporate university body, as was happening in Paris, Bologna and Oxford.
[...] The program for translation was, to a large extent, determined by what was required in
the newly burgeoning European universities, which were outside Spain».
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original version represents a utopian reference for the editor, who has
to confine himself to the asymptotic character of the results, in the
same way that a translation portrays the echo of its original according
to Walter Benjamins assumption of non-communicability3%.
However, an echo is not a ‘betrayal’ and the axiom ‘traducere/tradere’
can be dismantled by going back to the common etymology related to
the notion of transmission. In the same way, philology can be
considered the science of the ‘anti-betrayal’, in which the editor
considers himself a mere ‘servant’ of the text, knowing exactly when it
is time to remain silent and let the text speak.

339 W. Benjamin, Die Aufgabe des Ubersetzers, in Gesammelte Schrifien, IV/1, pp. 9-21.
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INCIPIT PROLOGUS IN LIBRO QUI DICITUR DUX
NEUTRORUM VEL DUBIORUM

Dixit Rabi Moyses Egyptius in apertione libri sui: Propitius sit tibi
Deus, inclyte discipule. Ecce, ex quo sedisti coram me, cum venisses
de finibus terre, ut addisceres ante me, anima tua pretiosa fuit in oculis
meis propter vehemens desiderium tuum in acquirendo sapientiam et
etiam propter illud, quod vidi in carminibus tuis de vehementia desi-
derii tui in speculatione scientiarum. Hoc autem fuit, ex quo pervene-
runt ad me littere tue et aggregationes elegantium verborum tuorum
ab Alexandria, priusquam expertus essem intellectum tuum. Et dixi
in corde meo: fortassis amor illius erga sapientiam maior est quam
apprehensio intellectus ipsius. Cum vero studuisti coram me laborans
in hiis, que didicisti ante me de scientia firmamenti, cum hiis, que
prius didisceras de scientiis mathematicis, sine quibus non potest com-
prehendi scientia predicta, quoniam exigitur, ut ista sint quasi stra-
menta, augmentatus est amor meus erga te propter bonitatem scientie
tue et propter velocitatem ingenii tui. Tunc autem vidi vehementiam
desiderii tui ad scientias disciplinales, et idcirco permisi, ut exerceres
animam tuam in illis, secundum quod percepi de intellectu tuo per-
fecto. Cum etiam didicisti ante me de arte dyalectica, quod didicisti,
adhesit anima mea tibi, et vidi te ydoneum, ut revelarem tibi secreta
prophetie, ut intelligas in ipsis, que perfectos oportet in eis considerare.

1 Incipit ... dubiorum] Incipit liber rabi Moysi Egyptii qui Dux neutrorum dicitur seu
dubiorum, hoc est director dubitantium, ad discipulum amicum. Prefatio 7 Incipit rabi
Moysi A Incipit liber raby Moysi Egipty qui dicit Dux neutrorum vel dubiorum L om. BE
add. Incipit liber rabi Moysi Egyptii qui dicitur Dux neutrorum seu dubiorum al. m. in
marg. inf G. 3 Dixit ... tibi (p. 2, L. 41)] om. B | sit tibi] inv. E 5 terre] add. ita
7 | ante] subx 7 illud] id L 10 Alexandria] Alexandriorum G 11 illius]
tuus A 12 intellectus] om. A add. llius sed del. L | studuisti] istud vidi £ 15 ut]
quod E 16 scientie] sapientie £ | scientie ... velocitatem] om. K 17 velocita-
tem] bonitatem GLz | TunclutZ | vidi] om. C 19 secundum] et K | quod]
ut K 20 ante] subz | quod] quia 7 21 dbiJom. G| udcuiz | tibi)
om. ALz 22 prophetie nx123n Ma0] philosophie KLz | oportet ... eis] in eis oportet
KLz
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Tunc autem incepi tibi dare capita verborum et innuere summatim
quedam, et vidi te querentem diligenter a me, ut addicerem illis alia,
et inductus fui, ut exponerem tibi verba spiritualium rationum, et ut
facerem te scire in illis mentem loquentium, et utrum super illis in-
ducta fuerit demonstratio an non, et ut etiam facerem te scire, cuius
efficacie sint, et cognovi, quod didiceras parum aliquid ab aliis, tu ta-
men labore nimio confectus ex dubitatione tua magna, et anima tua
pretiosa querebat a te, «ut inveniret verba voluntatis». Ego vero repel-
lebam te precipiens, ut addisceres secundum ordinem, que addiscenda
erant. Erat autem intentio mea, ut stares super veritate secundum vias
suas, non apprehenderes eam secundum accidens. Nec cessavi, dum
fuisti in societate mea, a rememoratione versus scripture vel a verbis
sapientum, que perciperent te super ratione mirabili, quin exponerem
tibi. Cum vero Creator divisit nos et posuisti faciem tuam ad finem
voluntatis tue, dies societatis tue suscitaverunt in me cogitationem
quietam, et manus recessus tui movit me ad componendum librum
istum, quem composui tibi et similibus tui, qui sunt valde pauci. Di-
stinxi autem illum in capitulis non ordinatis, et quodcumque illorum
fuerit scriptum, perveniet ad te primo in loco in quo fueris. Et pax tibi.
In nomine Domini Dei mundi.

23 autem] enim £ | incepi] cepi GKLx | tibi] om. K | tibi dare] inv. AEG |
etjut C 24 querentem diligenter] inv. £ | addicerem o1d] sic pro adicerem CKL
addiscerem AG dicerem E adiicerem 7 25 exponerem] exponeretur K | tibi] om.
KL 26 inillis] om. E | utrum] uter L 27 cuius] om. L 28 didiceras] didi-
sceras A | aliquid] om. L 29 confectus] add. es © 31 que] quod E 33 suas]

meas L add. et Az add. ut E | apprehenderes] apprehendens A |  secundum] per
E 34 verbis] verbo L 35 perciperent] percuterent # | quin] que £ quam L
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39 composui] exposui AKLz | Distinxi] dixisti L 40 in] om. Lz | non] om. C
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«Notam fac michi viam, per quam ambulem, quia ad te levo ani-
mam meamy. «Ad vos, viri, clamo, et vox mea ad filios hominumb.
«Inclina aurem tuam, et audi verba sapientum, et cor tuum pones in
sapientia mea».

Istius libri prima intentio est explanare diversitates nominum, que
inveniuntur in libris prophetarum. Quorum quedam sunt equivoca,
et intelligunt ea insipientes pro quibusdam illorum, de quibus dicitur
illud nomen equivocum. Quedam sunt transsumpta, et intelligunt ea
similiter pro eo, unde transsumuntur. Quedam sunt ambigua et quan-
doque creduntur dicta secundum convenientiam rei, nec sunt vera, et
quandoque creduntur esse equivoca. Et non est intentio mea in hoc libro
docere communia ipsorum gentes, nec illos, qui incipiunt in specula-
tione sapientie, nec illos, qui non sunt speculati nisi in doctrina legis
solummodo, quoniam intentio totius huius libri est, ut intelligatur lex
per viam veritatis.

Intentio etiam huius libri est expergefacere mentem viri iusti, in cu-
ius animam intravit credulitas legis nostre et colligata est in intellectu
ipsius et est perfectus in fide sua et in moribus suis et speculatus est in
sapientia philosophica et intellexit rationes ipsius et traxit eum intellectus
humanus, ut faceret ipsum esse in gradu suo. Sed impediunt ipsum ac-
quirere gradum illum plana legis, et quod non potest intelligere vel scire
de diversitatibus ipsorum nominum equivocorum vel transsumptorum

1 perlin G | levo] levavi CG 3 sapientum] sapientium BE 4 mea) add.
proemium authoris 7 add. que sit prima intentio istius libri C add. hic est liber quem edidit
rabby Moyses Israhelita et vocat eum Ducem neutrorum vel dubiorum B 5 nominum]
add. nominum quedam sunt equivoca quedam transumptiva et quedam ambigua in marg.
K 7 pro] secundum K | illorum] eorum KLz istorum £ 8 illud] om. CGKLx
istud A | nomen] verbum £ | equivocum] add. illud CGKr add. id L | trans-

sumpta] transumptiva KLz | et intelligunt] om. L 9 similiter] simpliciter 7 om. G
| proeo]lom. L | quandoque] om. KLz 10 sunt] sibi K 11 esse] om. KLz
12 ipsorum] ipsarum 7 13 sapientie] sapienti £ add. illos GKL | sunt] fuerunt
L 14 totius] om. £ | totius ... libri] huius libri totius GKLz | huius] om. A
58 etiam] autem EKLz | libril om. A | est] om. G 17 intravit] incurrit L |
est] om. A 18 est perfectus] inv. C | speculatus] speculata £ 20 ipsum] eum 4
| esse] om. A | acquirere] acquiescere A 21 plana] plaga G 22 diversitatibus]
diversitate C | ipsorum] eorum GKLz | ipsorum nominum] inv. C

1-2 Ps. 143, 8.

2 Prov. 8, 4.

3-4 Prov. 22,17.
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vel ambiguorum. Et remansit in magna ambiguitate et corde dubio, et
ignorat, utrum sequatur intellectum suum habito post tergum, quod
intellexit de nominibus illis, et opinabitur tunc, quod destruit funda-
menta legis, vel quod remaneat in eo quod intellexit de nominibus illis,
et non sequatur intellectum suum, et tunc habebit suspectum intellectum
ipsum, et declinabit ab eo, et cognoscet in omnibus istis, quod firmatum
est super ipso dampnum et corruptio in lege sua et fide. Et remanebit
in ipsis cogitationibus vanis cum teneritudine cordis et anxietate animi
et non recedet ab infirmitate animi et cogitationibus vagis.

Communicat etiam in hoc libro modus secundus, qui est ad expo-
nendum similitudines nimis occultas, que sunt in libris prophetarum.
Et non dicitur manifeste, quod sunt similitudines, sed credit insipiens
attonitus, quod sunt secundum suum planum, et quod non est in eis
ratio latens. Et cum applicuerit mentem illis intelligens per viam veri-
tatis et intellexerit eas secundum suum planum, renovabitur in eo simi-
liter magna dubitatio. Sed quando exposuerimus illam similitudinem
vel expergefecerimus illum ad intelligendum, quod est similitudo, erit
ei ostensor rectitudinis et evadet de illa titubatione.

Et ideo vocavi nomen istius libri Ducem neutrorum vel dubiorum.
Et non dico, quod liber iste aufert omnem dubietatem de corde intel-
ligentis ipsum, sed dico, quod tollit plures et maiores dubitationes. Et
non querat a me intelligens nec expectet, quando mentionem feceri-
mus de aliqua ratione, quod perficiamus ipsam, vel quando incepe-
rimus explanare aliquam similitudinem, quod perveniamus ad finem

24 habito] habitum B 25 et ... illis] 2. E | opinabitur] opinabinabitur B |
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DUX NEUTRORUM I, PROLOGUS PRIME PARTIS 5

eius, quod dicitur in similitudine, quoniam istud non convenit intelli-
genti, ut faciat hoc lingua sua; neque cogitet de hoc, nedum ut ponat
in libro qui sit signum ad sagittam stulti, qui se reputat sapientem, et
sagittabit eum sagittis stultitie sue.

[am autem exposuimus in aggregationibus librorum nostrorum in
Talmude communia rationis huius et innuimus super multis diver-
sitatibus et mentionem fecimus in ipsis libris, quod opus de Beresit
est scientia naturalis, et opus de Mercava est sapientia spiritualis. Et
exposuimus, quod dixerunt, quod «non debent instruere in Mercava
nec unum solum nisi sit sapiens et intelligens ex sensu suo, et tunc
dabunt ei initia rationumy». Et ideo non queras a me nisi «initia ratio-
num». Et tamen illa initia non sunt ordinata in isto libro, nec unum
post aliud, sed sunt dispersa et immutata modis aliis ab eo, quod est
nostre voluntatis exponere, quoniam intentio mea est, ut veritates,
que ibi sunt, aliquando manifestentur et aliquando occultentur, ut
non remaneat aliquid, quod stet contra rationem spiritualem, quia
nichil potest esse, quod stet contra ipsam. Et ideo fuerunt veritates,
que sunt separate in comprehensione Creatoris, occulte communita-
ti gentium, sicut dixit David: «Secretum Domini timentibus eumy.
Scias etiam, quod naturalia similiter non possunt exponi ab homine
expositione perfecta, nec potest homo facere, ut sciatur pars principio-
rum suorum sicut sunt. Et tu scis, quod dixerunt sapientes, et «<non

47 istud] illud K7z et L 48 hoc] add. in Aom. K | neque] nec EKLz | ut] non
E 49 qui] quid G 50 eum] ipsum BE cum G 51 in] ibi K | aggrega-
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omnia C de consequentia z | huius] huiusmodi 7 53 ipsis] istis £ | ipsis libris]
inv. C | opus] add. differentia inter opus de Beresit et opus de Mercava al. m. in marg.
B add. in Mercava in marg. A | sapientia] scientia G | spiritualis] specialis GLx
55 debent] deberet C debet A 56 nisi] ubi KL | rtunc] non G 57 dabunt]
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sunt] sibi K | modis] modum K 61 sunt] sibi K 62 spiritualem] specialem
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in] ut G 65 dixit] dicit # | Secretum] add. nostra littera: quam magna multitudo
dulcedinis quam abscondisti in marg. A (cf. Ps. 30, 20) 66 Scias] scientia £ | quod]
quia £ | naturalia] naturaliter B |  similiter] simpliciter A | exponi] explicari BE
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51-52 Cf. Maimonides, Misneh Torah; Maimonides, Perus ha-Misnayot.
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in opere de Beresit in duobus». Et si poneret homo omnes illas ra-
tiones in libro, esset expositor. Et ideo fuerunt dicte ille rationes in
libris prophetie in parabolis, et locuti sunt in eis sapientes in parabolis
et similitudinibus, ut ambulent in eis per viam librorum sanctitatis,
quoniam est inter illas et sapientiam spiritualem coniunctio firma et
colligatio fortis, et etiam sunt secreta secretorum sapientie spiritualis.

Nec ascendat in cor tuum, quod illa magna secreta sunt a nobis scita
us