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Ex Oriente lux: as the Preface to this book explains well, the sun rises in the East
and pours its light over the world; but in the Latin language the result is
“lumen” – the luminescence suffusing the whole area lit by the “lux”.
Since most of the papers in the volume were presented at the opening of a
series of conferences named after John of Seville and Limia, the book opens with
a brief but substantial presentation of this translator and his works by Charles
Burnett (“John of Seville and Limia. Introduction”, p. 11–18). Burnett convincingly shows that John was a very important translator, especially of Arabic
works on astrology, astronomy and the astrolabe, even if his name was rarely
mentioned after his death. The influence of some of these translations was very
significant (for example, his translation of al-Qabīṣī’s Introduction to Astrology
was regularly on university syllabi in the Middle Ages). Moreover, there are
strong indications that he planned to translate the whole corpus of Abū Ma‘šar’s
astrological works. In addition, John also contributed to the history of philosophy e. g., in translating Qusṭā Ibn Lūqā’s Difference between the Spirit and the
Soul. Finally, some of the anonymous translations of magical texts might as well
be John’s. But John was not only a prolific translator, he was an ‘epitome of
crossing cultures’. In sharp contrast with all his contemporary colleague-translators, he was in all likelihood a native Arabic speaker. He dedicated one of his
translations to the Queen of Portugal, and another to the Archbishop of Toledo.
Although one finds elements that suggest an actual presence of John in the latter
city, Burnett remains prudent in affirming such presence. Finally, Burnett mentions several puzzles that still remain with regard to John, namely the inclusion
of ‘Limia’ in his name, the ascription of some works to both him and to Plato of
Tivoli and John being called a bishop in some manuscripts. There is only one
thing I find regretful in this article, namely that Burnett does not pay more
attention to the possibility, or not, of a collaboration between John and Abraham
Ibn Ezra – since the latter seems to have stayed in Tudela from his birth until
1140, and before he had to go to Italy and France, he and John can only have
met each other in Tudela (but this is in my view rather unlikely).
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Also the second chapter is primarily devoted to John of Sevilla. On the basis
of stylistic evidence, Dag Nikolaus Hasse tries to show that several translations
which were transmitted as anonymous can (almost with certainty) be attributed
to John (“Stylistic Evidence for Identifying John of Seville with the Translator of
Some Twelfth-Century Astrological and Astronomical Texts from Arabic into
Latin on the Iberian Peninsula”, p. 19–44). Hasse offers an impressive list of
translations of astronomical and astrological texts from Arabic into Latin, made,
or presumed to have been made, in the Iberian Peninsula in the twelfth century
(p. 22–24). Somewhat surprisingly, Adelard of Bath is also included, even if, as
Hasse explicitly recognises, it is not certain that he was indeed active in that
region. For each of the major translators who figure in the list, i. e. Adelard of
Bath, Plato of Tivoli, Hugo of Santalla, Herman of Carinthia and Gerard of
Cremona, besides John of course, he identifies what he labels their ‘stylistic
fingerprint’, based on a set of brief words and phrases that were regular and
typical at the same time. By presenting comparative tables of words and phrases
common to the fingerprint of each given author and anonymous translations,
Hasse succeeds in showing that John of Sevilla’s fingerprint – illustrated by
three typical phrases, i. e. “finit fuerit” (translating “nafida”), “boni esse” (translating “ḥasan” [or “ḥusn”] “al-ḥāl”) and “qui si fuerit” (translating “fa-in
kāna”) – matches several anonymous translations, namely three of Abū
Ma‘šar, i. e. De magnis coniunctionibus, De revolutionibus annorum mundi and
Flores, and the Toledan Tables, Ca and Cc. Moreover, this fact offers evidence,
not overwhelming, but still substantial enough, that John was also involved in
the production of the Toledan Tables, version Cb and in the Centiloquium
Mundanorum. In addition, based on a list of eight catchphrases, Hasse finds
strong evidence in favour of the attribution of the Liber Aboali of Alhazen, i. e.
Ibn al-Hayṯam’s Maqāla fī hay’at al-‘ālam, to Michael Scot rather than to Gerard
of Cremona. But it has to be noted that Michael Scot and Gerard of Cremona
have some catchphrases in common, as evidenced in the table at p. 37.
Certainly, this does not invalidate Hasse’s argumentation in favour of the
attribution to Michael Scot, but it makes clear that catchphrases can only be
qualified as such in a given period of time, since later translators may appropriate them in their own works. So, it is clear that they have to be used with
prudence. This becomes even more evident in the case of Albumasar’s De magnis
coniunctionibus, as the revised version ‘C’ contains five catchwords specific to
Gerard of Cremona, but uses a revised technical vocabulary that seems to be
completely foreign to the latter. Even if the stylistic approach as used by Hasse is
a valid research instrument, it has to be used with some caution. Hasse is aware
of this, but nevertheless he pays only very limited attention to specific content
terms, although they, especially in combination with the use of specific
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catchphrases, offer undoubtedly a more solid basis for identifying the author of
an anonymous translation.
In the next chapter, Juan Pedro Monferrer-Sala offers the edition and
English translation of an Arabic herbarium in Karšūnī, preserved on a single
leaf, but originally being clearly part of a much larger codex (“Destroying the
Syriac Manuscript Heritage Lost Leaf of an Arabic ‘Herbarium’ in ‘Karshūnī’
Torn from a Codex, p. 45–74). As I am ignorant of Karšūnī, I cannot judge the
quality of the edition or the translation. In addition to the edition and translation, Monferrer-Sala offers a linguistic study, which permits him to date the
text to the fifteenth or sixteenth century, as well as a systematic list of all the
samples mentioned in the text (including a brief philological description and
bibliographical references for each entry). As far as I can judge, they are
extremely valuable, in spite of a few (evident) typos. However, the English
translation, at least on the level of content, poses a serious problem on recto,
l. 11 sq. In the framework of an enumeration of means to stop bleeding, it
states: ‘(10) Also, crush and pound a tender vine and drink it with water, (11)
for it stems the blood ‘that flows’, that flows. (12) A poultice of marsh-rosemary. …’. Probably, the author of the treatise wanted to specify a poultice of
marsh-rosemary as an additional means to stop bleeding, but he actually
seems to repeat at the end of l. 11 the same word twice, which corresponds
to the English expression ‘that flows’. If this is indeed the case, this may in all
likelihood be a scribal error. Instead of the second mention of ‘that flows’, one
would normally expect something that would be rendered in English in terms
of ‘as does also (the poultice …)’. Unfortunately, one looks in vain for any
critical note.
Hereafter, Maurizio Massaiu presents a study on the stone “muqarnas”
vaults in Norman Sicily (“The Stone ‘Muqarnas’ Vaults of Norman Sicily and
their Syrian Counterparts. Transmission of Building Techniques”, p. 75–106). He
develops different arguments in order to show that the construction technique of
these vaults was not imported from elsewhere, but was a local, innovative
development of a technique received from the Islamic East, more particularly
Syria. Hence, he rejects the common opinion that it was influenced by NorthAfrican or Egyptian mediation, although he insists that such mediation is
certainly true in many other cases. All in all, the author’s argumentation looks
convincing and clearly deserves serious attention.
Next, Iolanda Ventura deals with the Liber Albenguesim medicinarum
simplicium et ciborum, generally known as the first, incomplete translation
of Ibn al-Wafīd’s (d. ca. 1074) pharmaceutical work Kitāb al-adwiya almufrada, translated first by Gerard of Cremona and then a second time by
Simon of Genoa (“Gerard of Cremona and the ‘Liber Albenguesim
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Medicinarum Simplicium et Ciborum’”, p. 107–132). The author offers a
detailed, substantial survey of recent research and points out that many
substantial problems have still to be solved. Based on elements of structuring
and content, she shows that it is difficult, or rather impossible, to connect the
Liber Albenguesim with Ibn al-Wafīd’s Kitāb or Simon of Genoa’s Liber aggregatus, and this in spite of similarities in the title and in the incipit.
Hypothetically, she indicates that the Liber is either the translation of an
Arabic work that has still to be identified and that can loosely be connected
with Avicenna’s al-Qānūn fī aṭ-Ṭibb, or it is a collection of passages derived
from different sources. Whether the text can be related to Gerard of Cremona,
or his circle, is a question that needs further research, given that a preliminary glance at the Liber led to the discovery of only a few Arabisms. By
analysing the content of the six manuscripts (three of which were discovered
by the author herself – in a postscript, the discovery of a seventh manuscript
by M. Green is mentioned), it becomes evident that the Liber mainly figures
in artificial miscellanies, which do not contain the major medical or pharmaceutical works, but instead non-academic medical texts (e. g. related to
medical magic). In the conclusion of her chapter, Ventura specifies four
major steps for further research, i. e. the comparison between the Arabic
text in Gotha, Forschungsbibliothek, Ms. orient. A 72 and the Latin manuscripts and printed version of the Liber; putting the Liber into context; the
search for more manuscripts; and, finally, the production of a critical edition,
or, at least, reliable transcription. This is a very fine chapter, which avoids
too easy conclusions, but instead prefers to precisely articulate the many
problems which clearly exist, while positively indicating possible steps to
resolve them in a scientifically sound way.
The following chapter is entitled “Divinatory Arts and their Projection into
Western Science” (p. 133–146). Pedro Mantas-España first concentrates on
Gundissalinus’ enumeration (in his De divisione philosophiae) of what he labels
‘eight (sub)species’ of natural science. The list is derived from (pseudo?-)
Fārābī’s De ortu scientiarum and includes, according to the author, several
divinatory sciences, as, for instance, astrological judgments, necromancy
according to physics (natural magic?), the study of (magical?) mirrors and
alchemy. However, it has to be noted that not only De ortu scientiarum does
not present these sciences explicitly as ‘divinatory’ – as Avicenna, in his
Divisions of the Sciences, clearly does when he defines six of the seven subordinated, natural sciences. Indeed, Gundissalinus discusses only medicine as a
‘species’ of natural science, whereas he presents the ‘sciences of mirrors’ as one
of the two parts of optics (which itself is a special part of the mathematical part
of geometry) and, furthermore, specifies astrology (“astronomia” in his
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vocabulary) as being partly scientific, partly superstitious. Whatever the case
may be, the author rightly notes that Gundissalinus uses a model in which the
subordination of the sciences is based on the investigation of the subject,
considered either in an absolute sense, or relatively, hence not based on the
distinction between the knowledge “hoti”/“quia” and “dioti”/“propter quid”
which in the thirteenth century became prevalent. With Hugonnard-Roche,
Mantas-España recognises that Gundissalinus endorses Avicenna’s idea that
the sciences are characterised by the objects that they consider rather than by
the methods used. Moreover, based on the wording “ars naturalis” present in
heading 5 of De ortu scientiarum in Paris, Bibliothèque nationale de France, Ms.
lat. 14700, he stresses that the divinatory arts listed in this work can be
considered as a kind of complementary learning programme. Finally, he
shows how in the twelfth and thirteenth centuries the divinatory sciences were
by some authors partly linked with science, but nevertheless were considered
above all as arts belonging to the periphery of science. He therefore concludes
that under the influence of the Arabic tradition Western scholars started to take
seriously the idea that each art holds both a theoretical and a practical part.
In his contribution, Nicola Polloni systematically analyses Gundissalinus’
explicit references to Aristotle, namely ten references to his De divisione philosophiae, four to his De anima and one to his De processione mundi (“Aristotle in
Toledo. Gundissalinus, the Arabs and Gerard of Cremona’s Translations”, p. 147–
186). It is impossible to survey here in detail the discussion of all ten references,
but let me limit myself to these essential findings: the direct use of Boethius’
translation of the Topics, as well as of Herman of Carinthia’s De essentiis; the use
of Arabic sources, where Aristotle’s name explicitly appeared – i. e. Qusṭā Ibn
Lūqā’s De anima, al-Kindī’s De quinque essentiis and, maybe, al-Fārābī’s De
scientiis –, but also where this is not the case – e. g., Avicenna’s De medicinis
cordialibus, al-Fārābī’s De scientiis (or another, not yet identified source),
Avicenna’s Metaphysics (or a somewhat similar text). Finally, the author mentions
a case of direct use (in the precise articulation of the specificity of each of the
three theoretical sciences in De divisione) of Gerard of Cremona’s translation of
Aristotle’s Physics, and of indirect (according to the author, most likely, a
Chartrian text) of the same Physics in the definition of time as ‘measure of space
according to prior and posterior’ (a definition that is present in both De anima and
De processione); the other definition of time that Gundissalinus gives is clearly
based, as the author indicates, on Priscianus’ Institutiones grammaticae.
Regarding the passage in De anima IV (quoted p. 163, fragment G), it is worthwhile to observe that not only the beginning is derived from Avicenna’s De
medicinis cordialibus, but also the end: “tamen non omne corpus est receptibile
vitae quia caret aptitudine recipiendi eam”, at least by way of inspiration – see
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Avicenna latinus, De anima IV V, p. 188 l. 10–12 “sed receptibilia quandoque sunt
carentia apritudine recipiendi ea: non enim omne receptibile est receptbilis omnis
rei”. Furthermore, it might be noted that the use of “disciplinalis” as a designation
for the science of mathematics, is not really typical of Boethius, as the author
claims, since one finds it as well in Avicenna.1 Finally, I wonder whether the
direct source of the ‘Aristotelian’ concept of time as “mensura spatii” is not
Avicenna’s Physica, II 11 – however, not the passage where Avicenna states
“tempus est numerus motus” (quoted by the author, but rightly rejected as a
possible direct source for Gundissalinus’ formulation), but a somewhat earlier
passage where Avicenna states: “Relinquitur ergo quod mensura est affectionis
non stabilis, quae est motus de loco ad locum, aut de situ ad situm, inter quos est
spatium in quo fiat motus situalis. Et hoc est quod vocatur tempus. Tu scis autem
quod motui accidit dividi in prius et posterius”.2 But this needs further investigation since one looks in vain in Gundissalinus’ wording for Avicenna’s crucial idea
of an unfixed disposition.
Hereafter, two chapters follow dealing with Jewish-Christian polemic. In the
first of them, Alexander Fidora and Ulisse Cecini develop arguments in order to
show that Nicholas Donin’s Thirty-five articles against the Talmud have to be
inscribed in an institutional context and that Donin, moreover, had to rely on a
Latin co-translator (“Nicholas Donin’s Thirty-Five Articles Against the Talmud. A
Case of Collaborative Translation in Jewish-Christian Polemic”, p. 187–200).
They particularly insist on the crucial role played by the (not yet identified)
compiler of the Talmud dossier in the continuity of the Talmud controversy of
the 1240s. If, globally speaking, their argumentation is convincing, I am still
hesitant about the identification of the ‘other translator’ (“alter interpres”) with
Donin in the prologue which in Paris, Bibliothèque nationale de France, Ms. lat.
16558 precedes the edition of the thirty-five articles. I see no good reason why it
could not refer to the co-translator of the latter work, which would imply that the
anonymous compiler was in no way whatsoever involved in its translation. As to
the presence of Gallicisms, it might be worthwhile to note that Hasselhoff, in his
chapter which immediately follows after this one, mentions (p. 206) that already
Rashi (d. 1105) quite often gives a French equivalent to an Arabic or Hebrew
word. Hence, such practice might have been common among Jewish-Latin

1 Ed. FRANÇOISE HUDRY: Avicenne, Logica (Logique du Šifâ’). Texte latin, édition critique de la
traduction médiévale. Introduction doctrinale par ALAIN DE LIBERA (Sic et Non), Paris 2018,
123–263, here 126 (= Opera philosophica, Venezia 1503, fol. 2rb).
2 Ed. SIMONE VAN RIET (†) e. a.: Avicenna latinus [10]: Liber primus naturalium. Tractatus
secundus de motu et de consimilibus. Introduction doctrinale par GERARD VERBEKE, Bruxelles
2006, 147–369, here 323 l. 58 – 324 l. 62.
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translators at Donin’s time. Finally, the fragility of oral communication, which is
always prone to confusion and distortion, deserves probably more attention
than a mention in a footnote (p. 198 n. 35).
As to Görge K. Hasselhoff, he pays attention to Rabbenu Salomon Yitshaqi,
better known as Rashi, especially to the translation of some 160 excerpts from his
Rabbinic and Bible commentaries during the thirteenth century, supported, directly
or indirectly, by the Dominican convent Saint-Jacques of Paris (“Rashi and the
Dominican Friars”, p. 201–216). The author stresses the highly selective character of
the translations, e. g. for the Torah approximately two third of all excerpts are
derived from the first two books, i. e. Genesis and Exodus. With due prudence,
the author then compares the Hebrew commentaries with their Latin renderings
and shows that the latter are rather faithful to the former. Therefore, in cases where
there is no Hebrew “Vorlage”, the author believes that they remain close to what
was Rashi’s original text. Finally the author offers a basic, but useful survey of
Ramon Martí’s use, both in his Capistrum Iudeorum and Pugio fidei, of Rashi.
The very same Ramon Martí, more particularly his Trinitarian argument in the
Pugio fidei, constitutes the proper focus of the last chapter written by Thomas E.
Burman (“Ramon Martí the ‘Potentia’-‘Sapientia’-‘Benignitas’ Triad and
Thirteenth-Century Christian Apologetic”, p. 217–234). Burman shows how the
triad “potentia”-“sapientia”-“benignitas” is central to Martí’s argument. With
Abelard, Martí recognises the apologetic value of the triad. In his Explanatio
symboli apostolorum ad institutionem fidelium (with R. Vose Burman insists that
this work is almost entirely meant for a Christian audience) Martí also mentions
the triad in an apologetical fashion, but now articulated in terms of “potentia”“sapientia”-“voluntas”. Such use was already present in earlier Christian-Islamic
and Christian-Jewish polemical writings, but the author insists that the Dialogi
libri vite of Rodrigo Jiménez de Rada, although probably unknown to Martí,
represent by far the largest analogue to Martí’s argument, and he offers substantial evidence for this claim. The author concludes that Martí was not just a
traditionalist, but, on the contrary, as shown by his Trinitarian argument, was
open to some rationalism. Let me add that it might be worthwhile to compare
Martí’s use of the triad and that made by Yaḥyā’ Ibn ‘Ādī (d. 974) (who uses the
terms “jūd” – ‘goodness’, “ḥikma” – ‘wisdom’ and “qudra” – ‘power’) in his
defence against al-Kindī’s attack on the Christian Trinitarian dogma.
To conclude: this miscellaneous volume contains many stimulating and
innovative views. However, the absence of any index, especially of classical
names, is regrettable. It is also surprising that only the chapters of Hasse and
Monferrer-Sala offer a separate bibliography, while one would expect a bibliography at the end of each chapter in this kind of volume. But compared to the
richness in content, these are almost insignificant critical remarks.
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