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Palermo is a particularly appropriate place to speak about Latin translations of 
Averroes in the first half of the thirteenth century. Michael Scot and William of 
Luna, two of the translators, were associated with the court of the Hohenstaufen 
in Sicily and Southern Italy. Michael Scot moved to Italy around 1220. He was 
coming from Toledo, where he had already translated two major works from 
Arabic: the astronomy of al-BitrÚºÍ and the 19 books on animals by Aristotle. In 
Italy, he dedicated the translation of Avicenna’s book on animals to Frederick II 
Hohenstaufen. And he tells his readers that two books of his own were 
commissioned by Frederick. He refers to himself as astrologus Frederici. His 
Averroes translation, however, the long commentary on De caelo, is dedicated to 
the French cleric Etienne de Provins, who had close ties to the papal court. It is 
important to remember that Michael Scot himself, the canon of the cathedral of 
Toledo, was not only associated with the Hohenstaufen, but also with the papal 
court. 
William of Luna, the other translator, was working apud Neapolim, in the area 
of Naples. It seems likely that William of Luna was associated to Manfred of 
Hohenstaufen, ruler of Sicily. This is argued by Fulvio delle Donne in an article 
in the latest issue of the Recherches de Theologie et philosophie médiévales. 
 
Sicily therefore is a good place for an attempt to say something new about 
Michael Scot and William of Luna. I think it is possible to say something new 
by studying particles: small words which the translators are using. It is not as if I 
always talk about particles. I also like to talk about, for instance, abstraction and 
emanation – or about substantial forms. But today I will try to convince you that 
it is worthwile to look at small words. 
 
It is worthwile also because Michael Scot is an impressive figure – as a 
translator, but also as an author. His magnum opus, the Liber introductorius ad 
astrologiam, is the first major astrological work to incorporate Arabic astrology. 
The Liber introductorius covers much more than astrology and astronomy: it 
contains large sections on natural philosophy, cosmology, music and the occult 
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sciences. After his death in the early 1230s, he became a legendary figure: as 
magician and necromancer. And Michael Scot has also written a commentary on 
the Sphaera of Sacrobosco. In view of the fact that Michael Scot is such an 
interesting figure, it is disappointing that we do not know for certain which 
Averroes commentaries he translated. Is he the person who was mainly 
responsible for the translation of Averroes into Latin – a translation with wide-
reaching consequences?  
It has long been claimed that he was the main translator of Averroes: for 
instance by Ernest Renan, Ferdinand Wüstenfeld, and Moritz Steinschneider. 
Their principal argument is that Averroes translations are often transmitted in 
the same manuscripts. It is in line with this scholarly tradition that Harry 
Wolfson writes in 1963 that Michael Scot was the translator of the four Long 
commentaries (De caelo, Physics, De anima, Metaphysics), of two middle 
commentaries (De generatione and Meteorology) and of one epitome (Parva 
naturalia). But other scholars have pointed out that there is only one Averroes 
translation which is explicitly attríbuted to Michael Scot: the Long commentary 
on De caelo. 
 
 
Latin Averroes translations of the first half of the thirteenth century 
 
anonymous Comm. med.  De interpretatione 

Comm. med. Analytica priora 
Comm. med. Analytica posteriora 
Comm. mag. Physics 
De substantia orbis 
Comm. med. De generatione 
Comm. med. Meteorology, book IV 
Comm. mag. Anima 
Comm. med. De animalibus 
Comp. Parva naturalia 
Comm. mag. Metaphysics 
Comm. med. Nicomachean Ethics 

 
William of Luna Comm. med. Isagoge (Porphyry) 

Comm. med. Categories 
Theodore of Antioch Comm. mag. Physics Prooemium 
Michael Scot Comm. mag. De caelo 
Hermannus Alemannus 
 

Comm. med. Poetics 
Comm. med. Rhetoric fragm. 

 
 
Here you see a list of all commentaries translated in the thirteenth century, plus 
De substantia orbis. From prefaces and colophons we know the translators’ 
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names of six pieces: William of Luna translated the Middle Commentaries on 
the Isagoge and the Categories, Theodore of Antioch translated the preface to 
the Long commentary on the Physics, but apparently not the rest of the 
commentary, Michael Scot is the translator of the Long Commentary on De 
caelo, and Hermannus Alemannus translated the Middle Commentaries on the 
Poetics and the Rhetoric in Toledo. The rest is anonymous. 
Some of you may be surprised that the Middle Commentary on the Ethics is 
anonymous. It has often been said that this commentary was translated by 
Hermannus Alemannus. But in fact the colophon only tells us: "The translator 
says: I have completed the translation of this treatise from Arabic into Latin on 
the third of June of the year 1240 in Toledo in the Chapel of Saint Trinity". This 
case is different from the commentaries on Rhetoric and Poetics, because there 
we have prefaces by the translator Hermannus Alemannus. Since we know that 
Hermannus was an active translator in Toledo around 1250, it is probable that he 
translated the Commentary on the Nicomachean Ethics, but it is far from certain. 
Sometimes it is said that Michael Scot translated the Long commentary on De 
anima. But only one of the 57 or so manuscripts has a reference to Michael Scot, 
and this reference says that Averroes wrote his commentary in Greek and that 
Michael Scot translated it into Latin. This is not a reliable information. It is as 
unreliable as the attribution of the translation of the Compendium of the Parva 
naturalia to Gerard of Cremona in one manuscript. 
As to William of Luna, Wolfson says that not only the commentaries on the 
Isagoge and the Categories were translated by William, but also the 
commentaries on De interpretatione, and on the First and Second Analytics. 
Roland Hissette agrees that this is probable (Hissette has published a critical 
edition of the commentary on De interpretatione in 1996 and is going to publish 
the one on the Categories next year). It is probable because the commentaries on 
Isagoge, Categories and De interpretatione are grouped together in the 
manuscript which is central for the transmission. But Hissette adds the warning 
that the commentaries on the First and Second Analytics are not contained in 
this manuscript. 
 
We therefore have twelve anonymous translations. Can this  be changed?  Is it 
possible to identify the translators? In the first part of my paper, I will try to 
solve the problem by a comparison of translation styles of all 17 commentaries. 
In the second part, I will turn to the Long Commentary on the Metaphysics and 
focus on the translator's motives and techniques – and upon some philosophical 
consequences. 
 
 
FIRST PART 
 
One way to solve the problem of the anonymous translations would be to 
compare the translation of commentaries with Michael Scot's translations of al-
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BitrÚºÍ, Aristotle De animalibus and Avicenna De animalibus. The editions of 
Francis Carmody and Aafke van Oppenraay would be very helpful for such a 
project. Another method would be to compare the commentaries with Michael 
Scot’s original works, the Liber introductorius and the commentary on the 
Sphaera. I have made some attempts of such comparisons, and other scholars 
such as Horst Schmieja, have too, but we have not got very far. The reason is 
that the Latin Averroes commentaries have a very specific linguistic structure: 
they are deeply influenced by the format of the commentary, by the structure of 
the Arabic language, and in particular by Averroes’ stylistic preferences. 
One method tried by Carmody and others was to compare technical vocabulary, 
for instance, in astronomy and cosmology. Again, this did not lead very far, 
because translators change their technical vocabulary, sometimes willingly, 
sometimes unwillingly. In 1999, Aafke van Oppenraay made a stunning 
observation: Michael Scot produced two translations of zoological works: of 
Aristotle’s De animalibus in Toledo, and of Avicenna’s De animalibus in Italy, 
but the technical vocabulary in the second translation is much more deficient 
and incompetent than in the first. In the earlier translation, many Arabic animal 
names are correctly rendered with Latin animal names, whereas in the later 
translation they are rendered with a loan word or a wrong Latin name. 
Apparently, Michael Scot did not have a copy of his earlier translation at hand, 
when he translated Avicenna, and it seems to have been more difficult for him to 
get expert advice by Arabic speakers in Italy than in Toledo. 
 
I have therefore turned away from technical vocabulary, and also from al-
BitrÚºÍ, Aristotle, and Avicenna, and concentrated on the 17 texts by Averroes. 
My primary focus is on particles, because particles appear in texts of all 
philosophical disciplines. This is an idea I had for some time, at least since the 
time I read Lorenzo Minio-Paluello’s impressive 1952 article on James of 
Venice, which differentiates between several Greek-Latin translators on the 
basis of the translation of particles. But the task is more difficult than it seems. 
First, because Arabic is not as rich in particles as is Greek (albeit rich enough, as 
we will see), and second: because the 17 translations share many particles: quia, 
quoniam, enim, verbi gratia, iam, quemadmodum, igitur, ergo, immo, quare, 
tamen and many others – they also share some Arabisms: such as cum hoc, for 
"inspite of this". 
 
But finally, I hit upon a term which was promising: iamque.  
 
 
iamque (translating wa-qad, fa-qad) 
 
Comm. med. Isag. (WL) 8 
Comm. med. Cat. (WL) 11 
Comm. med. Int. 13 
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Comm. med. An. pr. 83 
Comm. med. An. post. 57 
Comm. mag. Phys.  0 
Comm. mag. Cael. (MS) 0 
De substantia orbis  0 
Comm. med. Gen.  0 
Comm. med. Meteor. IV 0  
Comm. mag. An.   0 
Comp. Parv. nat.   0 
Comm. mag. Metaph. 0 
Comm. med. Poet. (HA) 0 
Comm. med. Eth. Nic. 0 
---- 
Comm. med. Rhet. (HA) 
Comm. med. Anim.  
Comm. mag. Phys. Proem. (TA)  
 
the other translators have: et iam 
 
 
On this table you see the Averroes translations listed in the traditional sequence 
of Aristotle’s works – apart from the Poetics, which I have grouped with the 
Nicomachean Ethics at the end of the table – hoping that they will form a group, 
a group translated by Hermannus Alemannus. In brackets, I have put the initials 
of the names of translators we know: WL is William of Luna, TA is Theodore of 
Antioch, MS is Michael Scot and HA is Hermannus Alemannus. The numbers 
tell you have how often the term appears in this work. At the end of the table 
you find two texts that have never been edited, apart from some sample 
passages: the commentaries on the Rhetoric and on De animalibus. I have not 
yet had the time to consult the two texts in a manuscript. And I have omitted 
Theodore’s preface to the Physics, because it is too short to be of any statistical 
relevance. 
Iamque is a feature which distinguishes the first five logical commentaries from 
the rest. In fact, iamque does not appear a single time in any of the other texts. 
Remember that some of these texts, the long commentaries, are several hundred 
pages long. 
Let me briefly explain how I counted the terms: For about two thirds of the 
texts, I had electronic versions, and I am grateful to a number of scholars who 
have given me electronic versions: Richard Taylor, Rüdiger Arnzen, Gerhard 
Endress, Andreas Speer and Roland Hissette. For the remaining texts, about one 
third of the whole, I had to read and count. In reading and counting I was helped 
by my student assistents, and I am very grateful for that.  
Iamque translates the Arabic particles wa-qad and fa-qad, for which the other 
translators use the phrase et iam. Of course, we do not have the Arabic original 
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for all the texts listed: The Arabic, for instance, for the long commentaries on De 
anima and Physics are lost. Hence, I cannot guarantee that it is wa-qad or fa-qad 
which is always behind the phrases iamque and et iam. What I am certain of, are 
the numbers I am listing: the Latin iamque only appears in the first five texts. 
Numbers may change a little bit with appearance of new critical editions, but I 
doubt that this will change the picture to a relevant extent. 
 
When I had hit upon the term iamque, I knew what to look for. 
 
 
illud est quia (translating wa-ªÁlika anna) 
 
Comm. med. Isag. (WL) 0 (quod est quia: 5) 
Comm. med. Cat. (WL) 14 
Comm. med. Int. 30 
Comm. med. An. pr. 27 
Comm. med. An. post. 23 
Comm. mag. Phys.  0 
Comm. mag. Cael. (MS) 0 
De substantia orbis  0 
Comm. med. Gen.  0 
Comm. med. Meteor. IV 20 
Comm. mag. An.   1 
Comp. Parv. nat.   0 
Comm. mag. Metaph. 0 
Comm. med. Poet. (HA) 0 
Comm. med. Eth. Nic. 0 
 
the other translators have: quoniam, enim, vero 
 
 
There is another feature that is distinctive of the logical commentaries: the 
phrase illud est quia , which translates the Arabic wa-ªÁlika anna. The other 
translaters use the terms enim or quoniam instead. Illud est quia is an Arabism, 
because the formula repeats the demonstrative pronoun ªÁlika and the 
conjunction anna. In the Isagoge commentary illud est quia does not appear, but 
we have a similar phrase instead: quod est quia. 
Please note that the Commentary on the Meteorology shares the predilection for 
this Arabism; I shall come back to this. 
 
 
verum (as adverb) (translating: lÁkinna, bal) 
 
Comm. med. Isag. (WL) 1 
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Comm. med. Cat. (WL) 1 
Comm. med. Int. 6 
Comm. med. An. pr. 5 
Comm. med. An. post. 4 
Comm. mag. Phys.  0 
Comm. mag. Cael. (MS) 0 
De substantia orbis  0 
Comm. med. Gen.  0 
Comm. med. Meteor. IV 0 
Comm. mag. An.   0 
Comp. Parv. nat.   0 
Comm. mag. Metaph. 0 
Comm. med. Poet. (HA) 0 
Comm. med. Eth. Nic. 2 (sed etiam) 
 
the other translators have: sed, autem, immo, 
sed tamen, verumtamen 
 
 
This is another feature which binds the five logical commentaries together. They 
share a predilection for the adversative conjunction verum. Verum is not as often 
used in the five commentaries as is sed, but the important point is that the other 
translators hardly ever use verum as a conjunction. 
It turns out that two of the alternative translations are indicative for other 
translators: sed tamen and verumtamen. 
 
 
sed tamen (translating: lÁkinna) 
 
Comm. med. Isag. (WL) 0 
Comm. med. Cat. (WL) 0 
Comm. med. Int. 0 
Comm. med. An. pr. 1 
Comm. med. An. post. 0 
Comm. mag. Phys.  27 
Comm. mag. Cael. (MS) 72 
De substantia orbis  2 
Comm. med. Gen.  2 
Comm. med. Meteor. IV 0 
Comm. mag. An.   33 
Comp. Parv. nat.   0 
Comm. mag. Metaph. 43 
Comm. med. Poet. (HA) 0 
Comm. med. Eth. Nic. 0 
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Sed tamen is a favourite phrase of Michael Scot. It appears 72 times in the Long 
commentary on De caelo. But it also appears often in the other Long 
commentaries. It is a feature which binds the long commentaries together. Here 
we have for the first time a hint that there may exist a large group of translations 
which can be attríbuted to Michael Scot. 
 
 
verum(p)tamen (translating: lÁkinna) 
 
Comm. med. Isag. (WL) 0 
Comm. med. Cat. (WL) 0 
Comm. med. Int. 0 
Comm. med. An. pr. 1 
Comm. med. An. post. 0   
Comm. mag. Phys.  1 
Comm. mag. Cael. (MS) 0 
De substantia orbis  0 
Comm. med. Gen.  0 
Comm. med. Meteor. IV 1 
Comm. mag. An.   0 
Comp. Parv. nat.   0 
Comm. mag. Metaph. 0 
Comm. med. Poet. (HA) 7 
Comm. med. Eth. Nic. 92 
---- 
Comm. med. Rhet. (HA) 5 
 
 
 
Verumtamen is a term which is very typical of the last three items on the list, 
two of them translated by Hermannus Alemannus. Verumtamen  even appears 
five times on the few pages of the Commentary on the Rhetoric which are 
available in print. 
My principal aim now was to find clearcut cases like iamque for this last group 
– single words that are often used by one translator and not used by others. That 
is: they are common and specific at the same time: commonly used by a 
translator, but nevertheless specific for him. I spare you all the disappointing 
tables with particles that turned out to be typical for more than one translator. 
Fortunately, there are such special words in the texts of Hermannus Alemannus:  
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prout  
(translating miÝla) 
 
 
Comm. med. Isag. (WL) 0 
Comm. med. Cat. (WL) 0 
Comm. med. Int. 0 
Comm. med. An. pr. 0 
Comm. med. An. post. 0 
Comm. mag. Phys.  0 
Comm. mag. Cael. (MS) 0 
De substantia orbis  0 
Comm. med. Gen.  0 
Comm. med. Meteor. IV 0 
Comm. mag. An.   0 
Comp. Parv. nat.   0 
Comm. mag. Metaph. 0 
Comm. med. Poet. (HA) 32 
Comm. med. Eth. Nic. 4  
---- 
Comm. med. Rhet. (HA) 2 
 
The other translators use: 
sicut, ut. 
 
 
 
 

interdum  
(translating: qad with foll. 
imperfect, or: tÁratan) 
 
Comm. med. Isag. (WL) 0 
Comm. med. Cat. (WL) 0 
Comm. med. Int. 0 
Comm. med. An. pr. 0 
Comm. med. An. post. 0 
Comm. mag. Phys.  0 
Comm. mag. Cael. (MS) 0 
De substantia orbis  0 
Comm. med. Gen.  0 
Comm. med. Meteor. IV 0 
Comm. mag. An.   0 
Comp. Parv. nat.   0 
Comm. mag. Metaph. 0 
Comm. med. Poet. (HA) 7 
Comm. med. Eth. Nic. 18  
---- 
Comm. med. Rhet. (HA) 7 
 
The other translators use  
for qad with foll. imperf.: iam. 
for tÁratan: quandoque, 
aliquando. 
 

 
One such term is prout: never used by the other translators, only by Hermannus 
Alemannus. It renders the Arabic miÝla. The other translators have sicut or ut 
instead. The table on the right hand side shows another term exclusively used by 
Hermannus: interdum, as a translation of qad or tÁratan. Here the more usual 
translations are iam, quandoque or aliquando. At the end of these tables you see 
again the commentary on the Rhetoric, because the terms are so common in 
Hermannus that they even appear on the few edited pages. 
 
I add a final example for Hermannus’ style: 
 
cum sic sit, cumque sic sit, quando sic sit (or: fuerit) 
(translating: iªÁ kÁna ªÁlika ka-ªÁlika and similar phrases) 
 
Comm. med. Isag. (WL) 0 
Comm. med. Cat. (WL) 0 
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Comm. med. Int. 0 
Comm. med. An. pr. 0 
Comm. med. An. post. 0  
Comm. mag. Phys.  0 
Comm. mag. Cael. (MS) 0 
De substantia orbis  0 
Comm. med. Gen.  0 
Comm. med. Meteor. IV 0 
Comm. mag. An.   0 
Comp. Parv. nat.   0 
Comm. mag. Metaph. 0 
Comm. med. Poet. (HA) 4 
Comm. med. Eth. Nic. 46 
 
The other translators use the particle: ita (cum ita sit, cum hoc sit ita). 
 
 
This is a favourite phrase of Averroes, which appears in nearly all his 
commentaries: "since (or if) this is the case", iªÁ kÁna ªÁlika ka-ªÁlika, literally: 
"if this is like this". The translation with sic appears only in Hermannus. 
The tables you have seen up to now demonstrate two things: First: There are 
stylistic features that appear often and exclusively in the five logical 
commentaries (iamque, illud est quia, verum), which strongly suggest that all 
five of them are translations by William of Luna. And second: There are stylistic 
features that appear often and exclusively in the commentaries on the Poetics, 
Nicomachean Ethics, and on the sample pages of the Rhetoric (verumtamen, 
prout, interdum, cum sic sit), which show that all three commentaries were 
translated by Hermannus Alemannus: including the anonymous Ethics 
commentary. 
At the same time, the other commentaries in the middle of the table are united 
by the negative evidence that the translators do not use the mentioned stylistic 
features. 
Here some of you might object and say: It may well be that William and 
Hermannus are crazy stylists. If that is the case, any sensible translator will fall 
under the middle group. The negative evidence does not unite this group, as long 
as we do not have any features that tie these translations together. 
That is a valid objection. Is there any positive evidence for the rest of the 
translations? Is it possible to pinpoint the stylistic  preferences of Michael Scot? 
I continue with my last example, Averroes’ phrase: "since this is the case". 
 
 
cum ita sit, si ita esset (translating: iªÁ kÁna ªÁlika ka-ªÁlika and similar 
phrases) 
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Comm. med. Isag. (WL) 0 
Comm. med. Cat. (WL) 0 
Comm. med. Int. 0 
Comm. med. An. pr. 0 
Comm. med. An. post. 0  
Comm. mag. Phys.  89 
Comm. mag. Cael. (MS) 230 
De substantia orbis  5 
Comm. med. Gen.  9 
Comm. med. Meteor. IV 0 
Comm. mag. An.   42 
Comp. Parv. nat.   3 
Comm. mag. Metaph. 69 
Comm. med. Poet. (HA) 0 
Comm. med. Eth. Nic. 2 
 
the other translators have: phrases with hoc or illud (cum hoc ita sit) or 
phrases with the particle sic. 
 
 
Here we have favourite phrases of Michael Scot: cum ita sit and si ita esset. 
They appear 230 times in the Long commentary on De caelo, and very often 
also in the other long commentaries. And also time and again in the De 
substantia orbis and the commentaries on De generatione and the Parva 
naturalia. 
William of Luna does not use the phrase at all,  nor does the translator of the 
commentary of the Meteorology, Hermannus has it only twice. William usually 
has phrases with hoc or illud (for instance: cum hoc sit ita), and Hermannus 
prefers the particle sic. 
This is not yet a perfect table, because Hermannus uses the phrases too – even if 
rarely. 
But now comes a first phrase which is so Michael Scotian that it is never used 
elsewhere: facere rememorationem – a term pointed out to me by Stefan 
Georges. 
 
 
facere rememorationem (translating: ªakara) 
 
Comm. med. Isag. (WL) 0 
Comm. med. Cat. (WL) 0 
Comm. med. Int. 0 
Comm. med. An. pr. 0 
Comm. med. An. post. 0  
Comm. mag. Phys.  15 
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Comm. mag. Cael. (MS) 17 
De substantia orbis  0 
Comm. med. Gen.  0 
Comm. med. Meteor. IV 0 
Comm. mag. An.   1 
Comp. Parv. nat.   0 
Comm. mag. Metaph. 23 
Comm. med. Poet. (HA) 0 
Comm. med. Eth. Nic. 0 
 
The other translators have: rememorari, narrare, facere mentionem. 
 
 
ªakara is a very ordinary Arabic verb, which means "to mention". The phrase 
facere rememorationem is not only rare outside the long commentaries, but also 
rare in Latin literature as a whole, as far as I can tell from lexica and the library 
of Latin texts. This is very convincing evidence that the four long commentaries 
are translated by the same person. 
But there is more evidence for the translator Michael Scot: 
 
 
 
quapropter  
(translating li-ªÁlika, fa) 
 
Comm. med. Isag. (WL) 0 
Comm. med. Cat. (WL) 0 
Comm. med. Int. 0 
Comm. med. An. pr. 0 
Comm. med. An. post. 0 
Comm. mag. Phys.  19 
Comm. mag. Cael. (MS) 192 
De substantia orbis  1 
Comm. med. Gen.  47 
Comm. med. Meteor. IV 0 
Comm. mag. An.   36 
Comp. Parv. nat.   4 
Comm. mag. Metaph. 48 
Comm. med. Poet. (HA) 0 
Comm. med. Eth. Nic. 0 
 
The other translators have:  
ideo, ideoque, unde. 

declaratum est  
(translating: tabayyana) 
 
Comm. med. Isag. (WL) 0 
Comm. med. Cat. (WL) 0 
Comm. med. Int. 0 
Comm. med. An. pr. 0 
Comm. med. An. post. 0 
Comm. mag. Phys.  254 
Comm. mag. Cael. (MS) 248 
De substantia orbis  18 
Comm. med. Gen.  22 
Comm. med. Meteor. IV 0  
Comm. mag. An.   82 
Comp. Parv. nat.   16 
Comm. mag. Metaph. 202 
Comm. med. Poet. (HA) 0 
Comm. med. Eth. Nic. 0 
 
The other translators have: 
manifestum est, ostensum est. 
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These are very indicative tables. Michael Scot’s translations of Averroes have a 
certain sound to it, which many of you are familiar with from reading these 
texts. The sound is difficult to describe, but this is one way to do it: It is particles 
like "quapropter" and "declaratum est", which contribute to this sound – and the 
other phrases mentioned already: "sed tamen", "cum ita sit", "si ita esset".  
What is particularly convincing about these tables, is the very high numbers for 
Michael Scot, the zeros for William and Hermannus, and especially the number 
zero for the Meteorology, a translation which has always been listed among the 
possible translations by Michael Scot. This shows that the method works. The 
method establishes three groups of translations, which we can attríbute to 
William,  Hermannus and Michael Scot, but it is also sensitive enough to alert us 
if a fourth translator was involved. It is very clear from the tables above that the 
translator of the commentary of the Meteorology does not share any of the 
stylistic features typical of Michael: He does not once use quapropter, 
declaratum est, sed tamen, cum ita sit or si ita esset. 
My last two tables back up this finding. 
 
ex hoc sermone (translating: min 
hÁªÁ l-qawli) 
 
Comm. med. Isag. (WL) 0 
Comm. med. Cat. (WL) 0 
Comm. med. Int. 0 
Comm. med. An. pr. 0 
Comm. med. An. post. 0 
Comm. mag. Phys.  32 
Comm. mag. Cael. (MS) 35 
De substantia orbis  1 
Comm. med. Gen.  7 
Comm. med. Meteor. IV 0 
Comm. mag. An.   13 
Comp. Parv. nat.   2 
Comm. mag. Metaph. 25 
Comm. med. Poet. (HA) 0 
Comm. med. Eth. Nic. 0 
 
The other translators have: ex hoc 
quod dictum est 
 
 

et forte (translating: wa-rubbamÁ, 
wa-ya½tamilu an) 
 
Comm. med. Isag. (WL) 0 
Comm. med. Cat. (WL) 1 
Comm. med. Int. 0 
Comm. med. An. pr. 0 
Comm. med. An. post. 0 
Comm. mag. Phys.  117 
Comm. mag. Cael. (MS) 52 
De substantia orbis  4 
Comm. med. Gen.  4 
Comm. med. Meteor. IV 0  
Comm. mag. An.   32 
Comp. Parv. nat.   4 
Comm. mag. Metaph. 115 
Comm. med. Poet. (HA) 0 
Comm. med. Eth. Nic. 1  
 
The other translators have: et 
fortassis, et forsitan 
 

 
Ex hoc sermone and et forte are two further phrases typical of Michael Scot. 
Again, they do not appear in the commentary on the Meteorology. I am very 
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sure: It was not Michael Scot who translated the commentary on the 
Meteorology. 
I am not sure who he was.  
 
 
Latin Averroes translations of the first half of the thirteenth century 
 
Michael Scot Comm. mag. De caelo 

Comm. mag. Physics 
Comm. mag. Anima 
Comm. mag. Metaphysics 
De substantia orbis 
Comm. med. De generatione 
Comp. Parva naturalia 
 

Anonymus Comm. med. Meteorology, book IV 
 

William of Luna Comm. med. Isagoge (Porphyry) 
Comm. med. Categories 
Comm. med.  De interpretatione 
Comm. med. Analytica priora 
Comm. med. Analytica posteriora 
 

Theodore of Antioch Comm. mag. Physics Prooemium 
 

Hermannus Alemannus 
 

Comm. med. Poetics 
Comm. med. Nicomachean Ethics 
Comm. med. Rhetoric fragm. 
 

 
 
This is one conclusion. The other conclusion about the middle group of 
commentaries on our list is that Michael Scot not only translated the long 
commentary on De caelo, and the other long commentaries, but also De 
substantia orbis and the commentaries on De generatione and the Parva 
naturalia. Because these treatises are much shorter, the numbers are never as 
impressive as for the long commentaries. But these three treatises have always 
sided with the long commentaries on our tables: they share their stylistic 
features. And there is also the negative evidence: their style never resembles that 
of the other three translators. The evidence thus shows that Michael Scot was the 
translator of seven commentaries by Averroes. 
Remember that I have not yet looked at the middle commentary on De 
animalibus, which has never been printed. But I will do so for the written 
version of this paper. 
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William of Luna, Hermannus Alemannus and Michael Scot emerge from this 
analysis as prolific translators. Michael Scot emerges as a major figure in the 
history of medieval translations, alongside such names as John of Seville, 
Gundisalvi and Gerard of Cremona. 
Michael Scot must have been a very productive person. It was only 10 to 15 
years that he was in Italy (and Roger Bacon reports that he also visited France). 
Given that he was also translating Avicenna’s De animalibus and composing his 
own works, it is possible that some of the Averroes translations were not 
produced in Italy, but already in Toledo. 
Michael Scot’s primary interest clearly was in natural philosophy and 
astronomy. Apart from the Metaphysics commentary, he translated six 
commentaries on Aristotle’s natural philosophy, plus al-BitrÚºÍ on astronomy, 
Aristotle on animals and Avicenna on animals. His personal works show a very 
similar range of interests. 
In the case of William of Luna and Hermannus Alemannus, no personal works 
have been found. We do not know, therefore, whether William’s translations of 
logical works and Hermannus’ translations of "humanistic" works reflect 
personal interests, or the interests of an audience, or of someone who 
commissioned the translations. It is possible that Frederick II Hohenstaufen 
commissioned the logical translations, because there are indications that he was 
interested in logic: Jacob Anatoli finishes in Naples in 1232 a Hebrew 
translation of the very same five logical commentaries translated into Latin by 
William of Luna in the same city and acknowledges in the colophon the 
financial help of Frederick II. 
 
 
 



D.N. Hasse 16 

PART TWO 
 
We know now more about Michael Scot. Can we also know more about his 
translation technique? What did Michael Scot do with the Long commentary on 
the Metaphysics? I now come to my second part. It has three sections: 
technique, motives and philosophical content. 
 
 
First: Technique 
 

 
 
The most noteworthy feature of Michael Scot’s technique is abbreviation. This 
is a page from edition of the Arabic long commentary of the Metyphysics by 
Maurice Bouyges. I have crossed out those passages that are not in the Latin 
translation. You see that Michael Scot does not omit single words or phrases, 
but one or several clauses or sentences. This page in Bouyges is, in fact, very 
typical. Almost all pages of the commentary would look like this. The 
abbreviations only concern Averroes’ commentary, never Aristotle’s text. 
The omitted sentences often contain additional information, such as (to cite two 
omitted sentences): "I mean Physics and Metaphysics" (Lambda 5), or "It is 
typical of Aristotle that he treats the universal in the science of logic and the 
particular in the single sciences" (Alpha elatton 15).  
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When I first presented this finding (i.e. that Michael Scot abbreviated the Long 
commentary on the Metaphysics) to a small colloquium two years ago, some 
participants were not convinced that it was Michael Scot who abbreviated the 
text. It is equally possible, they argued, that Michael Scot was translating an 
Arabic text that had already been shortened: an Arabic compendium of 
Averroes’ commentary, which is now lost. 
I was convinced that this is not true, but I did not have conclusive arguments at 
that time. Now I think I have them. There are two arguments: 
First: We encounter the very same abbreviation technique in the Long 
commentary on De caelo.  
 

 
 
This is a sample page of the Tunis manuscript (in the reprint edition of Gerhard 
Endress), which is our only Arabic witness. On the right hand side, you see the 
textus of chapter II.35 of De caelo, and below the beginning of the commentary 
on II.35. Again, Michael Scot eliminates sentences and small paragraphs (as for 
instance on the left hand side). I have compared Arabic and Latin for several 
sample chapters and I have always encountered this technique. 
It would be a great coincidence if both long commentaries had been abbreviated 
in the Arabic in the very same manner, if both Arabic compendia were available 
in manuscript to Michael Scot and if both are now lost. It is much more natural 
to assume that the abbreviations appear in the two translations because they are 
due to the same translator. 
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Let me briefly mention that Ruth Glasner has compared the Hebrew and the 
Latin versions of the Long commentary on the Physics (for a monograph on 
Averroes’ Physics commentaries, which is about to appear). In the Physics case, 
the Arabic is not extant. Glasner has observed that the Hebrew and Latin 
versions often differ in clauses, sentences and whole paragraphs. No such 
differences occur in Aristotle’s textus. It is not clear which version, Hebrew or 
Latin, is closer to the original. But we have a hint here that Michael Scot may 
have abbreviated the Physics commentary in a manner similar to the 
Metaphysics and De caelo commentaries. 
My second argument concerns the nature of the abbreviations. As I said, the 
great majority of what is omitted is information that the abbreviator found 
superfluous. But there are also several omissions that concern topics of Islamic 
culture and Arabic language.  
Here are some examples from the Metaphysics commentary: In Alpha elatton 
15, Averroes refers to " a kind of Kalam", and the abbreviator extinguishes the 
statement: "which is called in our time the science of the Ash'ariya". In Alpha 
elatton 2, the abbreviator omits a passage about the "sharia of the philosophers"; 
Averroes here holds that the sharia of the philosophers is to investigate all 
beings, since this is the most noble way to worship the creator. In Delta 30, the 
abbreviator omits the proper name of the astronomer Ibn MuþÁª. In Gamma 11, 
he omits an entire paragraph on the grammar of negation and affirmation in the 
Arabic language, including two quotations from the Quran. In Delta 14, he omits 
a large section, in fact 21 lines in Bouyges, which discuss the grammatical form 
of the term "huwiyyat". In Alpha elatton 12, he omits a section on "another" 
Arabic translation of Aristotle’s Metaphysics. In Theta 12, he omits a 
comparison between the Greek and Arabic language about the derivation of 
adjectives from nouns – that is, a grammatical remark.  
What these abbreviations have in common, is that they discuss issues pertaining 
to Arabic culture, especially to Islamic theology and to Arabic grammar. I do 
not see a reason why an Arab should suppress theses passages. It is much more 
likely that they disappear because the text is transported into a different culture. 
 
The conclusion therefore is that it was Michael Scot himself who abbreviated 
the text, when translating it from Arabic into Latin. It is obvious that he wanted 
to Latinize the text. He apparently was convinced that his Latin readers were not 
interested in matters of Islam and of Arabic language, nor in the textual 
transmission of Aristotle’s text in Arabic. 
 
 
Second: Motives 
 
To understand Michael Scot’s motives, I shall briefly compare the abbreviation 
techniques of other Arabic-Latin translators. The first thing to note is that the 
three most famous translators from Toledo: John of Seville, Dominicus 
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Gundissalvi and Gerard of Cremona, did not abbreviate. "I translated every 
word", John of Seville says in a preface, "lest I might depart from the path of 
truth". Gerard of Cremona, too, tries to render as much information as possible; 
if a fitting Latin term is missing, he gives a transliteration. 
Michael Scot is different. But he does not resemble Constantine the African and 
Hermann of Carinthia either, the hellenizing or humanist translators. It is true 
that these two early translators try to extinguish all traces of Arabic origin, 
which Michael Scot does too occasionally, but Michael Scot does not share their 
predilection for a hellenizing Latin, full with Greek loan words. And, more 
importantly, he does paraphrase the Arabic text in Latin. What characterizes 
Michael Scot’s technique most, is that he both translates literally and 
abbreviates. Those passages that he does translate, are rendered verbum de 
verbo. In this, he is continues the tradition of Toledo. 
 
What were Michael Scot’s motives for abbreviating? If one surveys the history 
of translation in the middle ages, one encounters two principal motives for 
abbreviation: first, abbreviation is used as a method to adopt the foreign text to 
one’s own culture, and second, abbreviation may be a consequence of 
encyclopaedic or compilatory interests, that is, the interest not in the author or 
text, but in information on a specific topic: for instance on medicine or falconry. 
When Michael Scot translated the Long commentary on the Metaphysics, both 
motives seem to have been at work. We have already seen that abbreviation is a 
means for him to adopt the Arabic text to his own cultural context. But in a way, 
he also has compilatory interests, in the sense, that he treats Averroes as a 
secondary source: What Michael Scot is interested in, is Aristotle and his 
metaphysical doctrine. This is why he never abbreviates the Aristotelian textus. 
Averroes is interesting to Michael Scot, I suspect, only because he offers 
information on Aristotle’s philosophy. If this information is not relevant enough, 
he abbreviates. 
 
 
Third: Philosophical Content 
 
How does this technique influence the philosophical content of the commentary? 
It seems wise not to dramatize the doctrinal impact of this technique. Michael 
Scot’s principal objective was to eliminate the superfluous and to translate the 
important. Since the long commentaries consist of many tiny units, even heavy 
abbreviation is possible without any major distortions of sense.  
But nevertheless, it is clear that it has an impact on the content, if a text is 
significantly reduced in seize. I will illustrate this with respect to two well-
known doctrines of Averroes: First, his rejection of Avicenna’s theory of the 
generation of forms, and second, his contention that the existence of God as the 
first mover cannot be proved in metaphysics. 
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Alpha elatton 15 
 
Et similiter negant formas specificas esse proprias materiis necessario; 
adeo quod Avicenna cum sua famositate in philosophia dicit hominem 
generari ex terra esse possibile sicut murem. [This view, if he indeed held 
it and did not disparage it, is an instance of consensus with the men of his 
time. For this mistake happened to him because of his familiarity with the 
science of the Ash'ariyya] et alia multa que dicuntur. 
 

 
In Alpha elatton 15, Averroes criticizes a number of pseudo-philosophers. 
"Likewise, they deny that the specific forms are proper to (their) matters 
necessarily. So much so that Avicenna, inspite of his fame in philosophy, says 
that a human being can be generated from earth just as a mouse. (Michael Scot 
now leaves out the following sentence, which Amos Bertolacci has discussed on 
the last annual symposium of this society in Geneva [This view, if Avicenna 
indeed held it and did not disparage it, is  an instance of consensus with the men 
of his time. For this mistake happened to him because of his familiarity with the 
science of the Ash'ariyya]. et alia multa quae dicuntur. 
 
This omission is significant, for two reasons. First, because the Latin readers 
could not discern that Averroes accused Avicenna of flirting with the 
theologians and their doctrine. And second because Averroes adds a 
qualification: He warns his readers that the doctrine of spontaneous generation 
of human beings perhaps is not Avicenna’s true opinion. Avicenna’s position, in 
fact, is not easy to pinpoint; in the last chapter of the Meteorology he endorses 
the view that human beings can be generated from earth after universal floods – 
but in the book on animals his formulations are much more cautious. Michael 
Scot therefore simplifies the conflict between Avicenna and Averroes, which is 
noteworthy because these conflicts are central passages in the Long 
commentary. 
 
 

Lambda 5 
 
Et omnes vie que reputantur esse ducentes ad primum motorem esse preter 
viam motus, qualiter sunt sufficientes? Et si essent vere, essent [a limited 
number of indications] numerate in prima philosophia. Prima enim 
principia impossibile est ut demonstrentur. 
 

 
My second passage is from Lambda 5. Averroes here discusses Aristotle’s thesis 
that no science can prove its specific object. This object is either evident by 
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itself or demonstrated in a different science. Averroes holds that God is the 
specific object of metaphysics, and that hence God’s existence cannot be 
demonstrated in metaphysics. Rather, the existence of God is proved in physics. 
This is directed against Avicenna’s contention that God is not the specific object 
of metaphysics, which is why God’s existence can be proved in metaphysics. 
In this passage Averroes says: "All these methods of proof, which are thought to 
lead to the prime mover, methods other than via motion, how can they be 
sufficient? If they were true, (now Michael Scot translates:) they would belong 
to first philosophy." But the Arabic has: "they would be a limited number of 
indications, belonging to first philosophy. Because it is impossible that the first 
principles are demonstrated." 
Here the Latin readers cannot grasp Averroes’ point that a metaphysical proof of 
God would have a different logical format than a physical proof. The physical 
proof is a scientific demonstration in the Aristotelian sense. A metaphysical 
proof is not a proof proper, but only a collection of indications. 
 
 
In conclusion: 
I have tried to present convincing evidence for the attribution of six anonymous 
translations to Michael Scot, of three anonymous translations to William of 
Luna and of one anonymous translation to Hermannus Alemannus. One 
translation, the Middle commentary on the Meteorology, book four, turns out to 
be by a fourth person, who is not identical with the three translators mentioned. 
In the second part I have tried to show that the Long commentary on the 
Metaphysics was heavily abbreviated not by an Arabic redactor or Averroes 
himself, but by Michael Scot, as was the Long commentary on De caelo; that 
Michael Scot’s method of translation is peculiar in combining the verbum de 
verbo method with heavy abbreviation; that his movites for abbreviating were 
both cultural and compilatory. And that Latin readers of the Long commentary 
of the Metaphysics have to be warned that even passages central to the doctrinal 
standpoint of Averroes may have been abbreviated in a way that essential 
information is lost. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Addendum on the Long commentary on De anima:  
Given that Michael Scot much abbreviated the long commentaries on De anima 
and De caelo and apparently also on the Physics, it is very likely that he did the 
same with the Long commentary on De anima. The Arabic original of the De 
anima commentary is lost, apart from a number of fragments. Some of these 
fragments do not have any textual parallels either in the Latin Long commentary 
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or in the Hebrew Middle commentary on De anima. It has recently been 
proposed (by Colette Sirat and Marc Geoffroy) that these fragments derive from 
an early version of the Long commentary on De anima, which is now lost. But 
the assumption of an additional version is not necessary. The more probable 
explanation is that the fragments belonged to those parts of the Arabic Long 
commentary which were not translated into Latin by Michael Scot. 
 


