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The Arabic Tradition of Aristotle’s Sophistici Elenchi

Gerhard Endress, Pieter Sjoerd Hasper

Abstract

Aristotle’s book on Sophistical Refutations was regarded by its Arabic translators and their readers as the
most difficult text of the Organon. Of the several Arabic translations of the 9™ and 10% centuries, three are
extant in manuscript. Our contribution has two primary purposes. First, to present the Arabic tradition
of the Sophistici Elenchi in full for the first time — testimonies of the reading of the text in the period of
Graeco-Arabic reception, the manuscript tradition, the translators and the sources they relied upon, and
samples illustrating the translation techniques and the development of the language and terminology of
Arabic logic. Secondly, we want to work out how the Arabic translations relate to their Greek and Syriac
originals, what information the versions can provide for the readings of the Greek text and how the underlying
tradition relates to that of the Greek manuscript tradition.

Contents. — The Arabic Tradition of Aristotle’s Sophistici Elenchi — A. The Manuscript Tradition:
ms. Paris, BnF ar. 2346, containing the Arabic Organon — B. The Translators. 1. Translatio vetus, ascribed to
Ibn Ni‘ima I Translation of Yahya ibn ‘Adi. I1. Tsa ibn Zur‘a — C. Text and Interpretation: A Comparative
Analysis of Selected Passages — D. Relating the Arabic Translations to the Greek Textual Tradition -
E. Glossary of Selected Terms.

The following materials and textual analyses are the result of a Graeco-Arabic cooperation initiated by Pieter
Sjoerd Hasper in view of preparing a new critical edition of Aristotle’s Sophistici Elenchi and for this purpose
adducing the evidence of the Arabic translations of the 9% and 10% centuries. This cooperation was much
enhanced and enlivened by our frequent exchanges with Riidiger Arnzen, whose scholarship in the field has
been, and may continue to be, a source of inspiration and of lasting contributions to the study of the Greek
heritage and rational science in Arabic Islamic thought.

The great translation movement initiated by the scientists and courtiers from the early Abbasid
period of Arabic Islamic civilization mirrors a growing demand for the authorities of demonstrative
science. Even as mathematics and medicine dominated the Sciences of the Ancients initially, the
logic reading of the Christian schools, transmitted in Syriac translations of the seventh and eighth
centuries, was appreciated by Arab readers from the outset, and thus the earliest translations
of Aristotelian logic were commissioned to scholars of the Syriac churches, who had kept up the
teaching of logic, and of the isagogic tradition of the Alexandrian school.

Most prominent — but quite independent from those of the astrologers and physicians — are the
activities of the Nestorian patriarch Timothy I (728-823), working by commission for the caliph
al-Mahdi (regn.775-785), whose letters from the late eighth century give glimpses into the excitement
of this activity, ignited not only by scholarly zeal, but also by the expectation of ‘honours, expenses

! See H. Hugonnard-Roche, “Les traductions du grec au syriaque et du syriaque & I'arabe (3 propos de I'Organon

d’Aristote)”, in J. Hamesse — M. Fattori (eds.), Rencontre de cultures dans la philosophie médiévale: traductions et traducteurs de
PAntiquité tardive au X1V siécle. Actes du colloque international de Cassino (15-17 juin 1989), Brepols, Cassino — Louvain-
la-Neuve 1990 (Rencontres de Philosophie Médievale, 1), pp. 133-47; S. Brock, “Two Letters of the Patriarch Timothy from
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60 Gerhard Endress, Pieter Sjoerd Hasper

and regal presents’> The range of translations commissioned by the Abbasid court — or by the
scientists in its service — is remarkably great. It answered the needs and interests of the practitioners,
of astronomers as well as physicians, and as a bonus added Aristotele’s logic, to be discovered only a
century later as the mainstay of any intellectual activity whatsoever:

The royal command required of us to translate the Topica of the philosopher Aristotle from Syriac into
the Arabic tongue. This was achieved, with God’s help, through the agency of the teacher Abu Nuh.
A small part was done by us as far as the Syriac was concerned, whereas he did it in its entirety, both
Syriac and Arabic; the work has already reached a conclusion and has been completed. And although
there were some others who were translating this from Greek into Arabic — we have written to inform
you how and in what way it happened that all this took place — nevertheless (the king) did not consider
it worth even looking at the labours of those other people on the grounds that they were barbaric,
not only in phraseology, but also in sense, whether because of the natural difficulty of the subject
(hypothesis) — for you are aware of the style (¢idos) of the Philosopher in matters of logic, and how and
to what extent he infuses obscurity into the beauty of (his) meaning and sense —, or as a result of the lack
of training of those who approached such things. For you know the extent and magnitude of the toils
(agones) and labours such a task requires. But (the king) entirely approved of our labours, all the more
so when from time to time he compared the versions with each other. — Let your Eminence sagely ask
and enquire whether there is some commentary or scholia by anyone, whether in Syriac or not, to this
book, the Topica, or to the Refutation of the Sophists, or to the Rbhetorica, or to the Poetica; and if there is,
find out by whom and for whom (it was made), and where it is. Enquiries on this should be directed to
the Monastery of Mar Mattai — but the enquiries should not be made too eagerly, lest the information,
(the purpose of the enquiry) being perceived, be kept hidden [i.c. withheld (from jealousy), rather than
disclosed. [...] Send us the other volume of Athanasius, so that we can copy it out. [...] Please search
out and copy for us Dionysius [scil. Ps.-Dionysius Areopagita] in the translation of Athanasius or that

of Phokas. [...].3

Athanasius, i.ec. Athanasius of Balad (d. 686), mentioned here as an author of theological
diatribes, was a Jacobite bishop and disciple of the versatile Severus Seboke; it is his Syriac version of
the Sophistici Elenchi that was used by both tenth-century Arabic translators of the work. Another
Syriac version of the Sophistici Elenchi was made by Timothy’s older contemporary, the astrologer
Theophilus ibn Tima al-Ruhawi (d. 785), also active at the court of the ‘Abbasid caliph al-Mahdi.*

But only the end of the 10" century saw Aristotle rise to become the authority of

the Late Eighth Century on Translations from Greek”, Arabic Sciences and Philosophy 9 (1999), pp. 233-46; H. Pognon
(ed.), Une version syriaque des Aphorismes d’Hippocrate, Hinrichs, Leipzig 1903, introduction; cf. RJ. Bidawid, Les lettres du
patriarche nestorien Timothée I: étude critique. Avec en appendice: La lettre de Timothée I aux moines du Couvent de Mar Maron,
Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, Cittd del Vaticano 1956 (Studi e Testi, 187), p. 35 ad no. 43, and p. 37 ad no. 48; letter 43 is
also edited by O. Braun, “Briefe des Katholikos Timotheos I”, Oriens Christianus 2 (1902), pp. 1-32; M. Heimgartner, Die
Briefe 42-58 des ostsyrischen Patriarchen Timotheos I. Einleitung, Ubersetzung und Anmerkungen, Peeters, Leuven 2012, pp.47-
52 (Brief 43).

2 Brock, “Two Letters” (above, n. 1), p. 238, § 3.

3 Brock, “Two Letters” (above, n. 1), pp. 235f.

* See A. Baumstark, Geschichte der syrischen Literatur: Mit Ausschluf§ der christlich-palistinensischen Texte, Marcus &
Webers, Bonn 1922, pp. 341-2; R. Walzer, Greek into Arabic. Essays on Arabic Philosophy, Bruno Cassirer, Oxford 1962
(Oriental Studies, 1), 19632 pp. 69, 81, 83; F.E. Peters, Aristoteles Arabus. The Oriental Translations and Commentaries on
the Aristotelian Corpus, Brill, Leiden 1968 (Monographs on Mediterranean Antiquity), p. 25.
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The Arabic Tradition of Aristotle’s Sophistici Elenchi 61

demonstrative science, the ‘master of logic’ (sahib al-mantiq). After Ishaq ibn Hunayn (d. 910),
who had translated some of the most important works of Aristotle — the Categoriae and De
Interpretatione among them — from Greek into Arabic, the Christian translators of 10* century
Baghdad revived the complete Organon of logic and all of the Greek commentators still available
— all on the basis of earlier Syriac versions: the Nestorian Abi Bidr Matta (d. 940), who made
Aristotle’s Analytica Posteriora, the Kitib al-Burhin (Book of Demonstration) and Ars Poetica
accessible to the Muslim philosopher al-Farabi; his Jacobite disciple Yahya ibn ‘Adi (d. 974) and
the latter’s follower ‘Tsa ibn Zur‘a (d. 1008).

One early, 9% century, Arabic translation of the Sophistici Elenchi of uncertain origin, and then,
two successive translations made by Ibn ‘Adi and Ibn Zur'a have survived in manuscript.

A. The Manuscript Tradition: Ms. Paris, BnF, ar. 2346, containing the Arabic Organon

The Arabic manuscript Paris, BnF 2346, represents the reading of Aristotle’s Organon in
the 10" century school of the Christian philosopher and theologian Yahya ibn ‘Adi. The direct
source of the manuscript for Aristotle’s Categoriae, De Interpretatione, Analytica Priora, Analytica
Posteriora, Topica and Sophistici Elenchi was a copy made by al-Hasan ibn Suwar, also known
under his patronym Ibn al-Hammar, from the exemplars of Yahya ibn ‘Adi and his disciple Isa
ibn Zura (Ibn al-Hammar’s own teacher). It may be called a ‘critical edition’ of the Organon
representing the state of the art in the school of Bagdad, accompanied by numerous notes giving
variants of both the Arabic and the underlying Syriac textual tradition, and explanatory glosses
based on the teaching of Ibn al-Hammar.

MS: Paris, Bibliotheque Nationale de France, ar.2346, foll. 327v-380r. Editions: Kizab Sifistiqa
[Sophistici Elenchi, arab.] nagql Abi ‘Ali “Isa ibn Ishaq ibn Zur'a min as-suryini bi-naql Atinis min al-
yanani, in ‘A. Badawi (ed.), Mantiq Aristii, Dar al-Kutub al-Misriyyah, al-Qahira, 1948-1952, vol. 3, pp.
737-1018; (2 ed.; Wakalat al-Matbi at, Kuwayt 1980, pp. 775-1051). — F. Gabr, G. Gihami, R. al- Agam
(eds.), al-Nass al-kamil li-mantiq Aristis, Dar al-Fikr al-Lubnani, Bayrat 1999, vol. 2, pp. 908-1195.

For a detailed presentation of the manuscript and the textual transmission and teaching traditions
it is based upon, see: R. Walzer, Greek into Arabic (above, n. 4), pp. 60-113; H. Hugonnard-Roche,
“Une ancienne ‘¢dition’ arabe de I'Organon d’ Aristote: problemes de traduction et de transmission”,
in J. Hamesse (ed.), Les problémes posés par ['édition critique des textes anciens et médié¢vaux, Brepols,
Louvain-la-Neuve 1992, pp. 139-57; 1d., “Remarques sur la tradition arabe de I'Organon d’apres le
manuscrit Paris, Bibliotheque nationale, ar. 2346, in C. Burnett (ed.), Glosses and Commentaries
on Aristotilean Logical Texts: the Syriac, Arabic and Medieval Latin Traditions, Warburg Institute,
London 1993, pp. 19-28; Id., “Un manuscrit savant, mémoire de quatre si¢cles de philologie: le
Parisinus ar. 2346”7, Revue des mondes musulmans et de la Méditerranée 99-100 (2002), pp. 147-55;
for the translators, see G. Endress, “Die Bagdader Aristoteliker”, in Philosophie in der islamischen
Welt 1: 8.-10. Jabrbundert, Grundyiss der Geschichte der Philosophie (Ueberweg), Schwabe, Basel
2012, pp. 290-345 (1. “Der arabische Aristoteles und seine Lehriiberlieferung in Bagdad: Abt Bisr
Matti ibn Yiinus”, pp. 290-303; 2. “Yahya ibn ‘Ad1”, pp. 301-24; 3. “Isa ibn Zura”, pp. 325-33; 4.
“Ibn al-Hammar”, pp. 333-41; 5. “Ibn as-Samh”, pp. 341-5); G. Endress, The Works of Yahya ibn
‘Adi: An Analytical Inventory, Reichert, Wiesbaden 1977.

The first extended study of these texts was submitted as a Paris thesis before any edition
or detailed examination of the manuscript had appeared: C. Haddad, Trois version inédites
des Réfutations Sophistiques dAristote: études et vocabulaire, thése complémentaire, Université
Paris 1 Panthéon-Sorbonne 1952. No close textual study of the translations has been made since (but
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62 Gerhard Endress, Pieter Sjoerd Hasper

see below, pp. 70-4, on H. Hugonnard-Roche’s research on the testimonies for the Syriac sources
available to the Arabic translators). The recently published edition of the Greek text by M. Hecquet,
assisted by M. Crubellier for the examination of selected passages, has for the first time used the
Arabic versions for the textual criticism of the Greek, but inadequately.’

An edition of the complete manuscript of the Arabic Organon (after two partial editions of
De Int. by Isidor Pollak [1923], and Caz. by Khalil Georr [1948]) was first presented by ‘Abd-al-
Rahman Badawi (1952, see below n. 7). Due to BadawT’s ambition to make the classical heritage
known in the Arab world, his main objective was to present an intelligible text, at the price of
philological accuracy and adherence to the transmitted text (translating difficult passages and
lacunae from the Greek or French). A new edition of the core texts of Aristotelian logic from
the same codex — leaving aside Poetica, Rhetorica and Porphyry’s Isagoge — was prepared, on the
basis of a new autopsy collation of the Parisinus,® by Farid Jabre (Farid Gabr), and published
posthumously by Gérard Jéhamy and Rafiq Ajam (1999, sece below n. 7). Examination of a
number of difficult readings in the text and the marginal glosses has shown that Jabre, while
correcting numerous errors, was misled by his predecessor in several instances — see the passages
translated in sections B and C. There are also quite a few places where one may suspect an error
in the Paris manuscript, but which have not been detected by Jabre. A new edition of these three
translations is thus called for.”

The three versions of Aristotle’s Sophistici Elenchi contained in the manuscript are not given
in one piece each, but in pericopes, the first and second version of each section on the verso of one
folio, and the third one on the recto of the following folio, in this order:

a) nagl Yahya ibn “Adi ‘version of Yahya ibn ‘Adt’ (d. 974), based on the Syriac version of Athanasius
of Balad (d. 687);

b) nagl Isi ibn Zur a ‘version of Isi ibn Zur‘a (d. 1008), also based on the Syriac of Athanasius;
c) naql qadim mansib ili I-Na imi ‘old version attributed to al-Na'im’, sci/. Ibn Na‘ima al-Himsi (fl. 835).

Frequent references to other translations (naql dbar, naql gadim), and references to a
Syriac exemplar, consulted by the author of the marginal annotation or one of his authorities,
are given in the notes.

In the colophons of the individual books detailed notes on the exemplars of the Arabic texts
and the critical method of the learned ‘editors” are supplied for all versions. The sample page
shown vis-a-vis (fol. 380r°) contains the end of the Sophistici Elenchi, closing with the third Arabic
version ascribed to al-Na‘imi, and providing further relevant information:

5 Aristote, Les Réfutations Sophistiques, transl. and comm. by M. Hecquet, Vrin, Paris 2019.

¢ Takinginto account a secondary witness of this same tradition available in MS. Istanbul, Topkap1 Saray1, Ahmer 111,
3368, for Isag., Cat., De Int., Anal. Pr. and Anal. Post. — the Soph. EI are not contained in this manuscript.

7 References are to these two editions: Badawi (cf. Mantiq Aristi, ed. ‘A. Badawi, Dar al-Kutub al-Misriyyah, al-
Qahira, 1948-1952; Wakalat al-Matbi‘at, Kuwayt 1980%), and Gabr (cf. al-Nass al-kamil li-mantiq Aristi, ed. F. Gabr —
G. Gihami - R. al-‘Agam, Dar al-Fikr al-Lubnani, Bayriit 1999). BadawT’s second edition is an exact reprint of the first, but
adds 36 to the page numbering.
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Image 1. Paris, Bibliotheque Nationale de France, ar. 2346, fol. 380r. © Bibliotheque Nationale de France. Exp/.: Completed is
Aristotle’s book called Sophistica on the exposure of the sophistical fallacies. I have copied this translation from an exemplar in the
handwntmg of the sayh al-Hasan ibn Suwar — may God be pleased with him - at the closing of which it was written as follows:

“Thave copied this translation from an exemplar appearing to be written in the hand of Aba Nasr al-Farabi; the first half of this
was correct and well-done, whereas the second half was faulty”(cf. pp. 1016.16-1017.4 Badawi / pp. 1196.18-1198.4 Gabr).
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64 Gerhard Endress, Pieter Sjoerd Hasper

Then follow remarks of Ibn Suwar on the requirements of a good translator. Being dissatisfied
with all of the available versions — both Yahya ibn ‘Adi and Tsi ibn Zur'a deriving from the Syriac of
Athanasius, a translator lacking a sound knowledge of Aristotle’s intentions (¢ayr qayyim bi-ma'ini
Apristir) —, and not having any commentary at their disposal, he expresses his hope that with the
help of all versions, students would be able to arrive at a true understanding of Aristotle’s teaching
(p. 1017.6-16 Badawi / p. 1197.6-16 Gabr).

The versions shall be presented in chronological order, with added information taken from the
bibliographers and from the glosses and colophons of the Parisinus.

B. The Translators
L Translatio vetus (ArY ), ascribed to Ibn Ni'ima

The tenth-century bookseller and bibliographer Ibn al-Nadim (d. 380 H. / 990 A.D.) provides
the following information in his Fibrist, ‘Catalogue’ of books known to him, classified according to
the disciplines of the Arabic-Islamic tradition and of the Greek rational sciences:

On Sufistiga, i.e., deceptive science. Ibn Na'ima translated it, and Aba Bisr into Syriac. Yahya ibn ‘Adi
translated the version of Theophilus into Arabic. Commentators: Quwayra commented this book.
Ibrahim ibn Bakkas$ translated Ibn Na'ima’s version into Arabic in a more satisfactory way. There
is a commentary by al-Kindi on this work. It is related that there was found in Mossul Alexander’s
commentary on this work (Ibn al-Nadim, Kitib al-Fibrist, m. Anm. hrsg. G. Fliigel, Leipzig 1871-72,
Bd. 1: Text, p. 249; ed. A.F. Sayyid, London 2009, vol. 2, p. 164).}2

The indications given in the Paris codex by the compiler, al-Hasan ibn Suwar, differ from the
information provided by Ibn al-Nadim, both in regard of the ‘old’ translators of the text and the
available Syriac versions:

Inc.: Old version attributed to al-Na‘imi, I do not know from which language he translated it (nag/
qadim mansib il I-Na ‘imi, wa-lastu alam min ayy luga nagalabi, £.327r, p.70 Badawi = p. 910 Gabr).
Expl.: End of Aristotle’s book called Sifistiqa, on exposing the sophistical fallacies, in the version of
al-Ni‘imi ... collated and corrected.

Subscriptio: 1 have copied this version from an exemplar written by the hand of the szyh Aba I-Hayr
al-Hasan ibn Suwar, at the end of which I found the following remark, quoted verbatim: “I have copied
this from an exemplar that was reproduced by Ibn Suwar from a copy by al-Farabi” (f. 184v, p. 1017
Badawi = p. 1197 Gabr).

Ibn Na'ima or al-Na'imi is most probably the Christian translator ‘Abd-al-Masih ibn Na‘ima al-
Himsi (i.e., from Hims, the ancient Emesa), active in the first half of the 9" century in the circle of the
philosopher and scientist Ya'qab ibn Ishaq al-Kindi. Nevertheless, the ascription of this ‘old version’
to Ibn Na‘ima is doubtful. The only other extant translation explicitly and credibly attributed to
Ibn Na‘ima is the Arabic Plotinus current under the title of the Theology of Aristotle’ The language

8 If the commentary of Alexander of Aphrodisias existed, it has left no explicit traces in the Arabic tradition. It was
not available to Ibn Suwar, who deplores having no commentary at all.

? Inscribed as follows: “The Book of Aristotle the Philosopher called in Greek Utiligiya [ Theologia), and this is a
discourse on the Lordship, commented by Porphyry of Tyre, translated into Arabic by ‘“Abd-al-Masth ibn ‘Abdallah ibn
Nai‘ima al-Himsi, and revised for Ahmad ibn al-Mu'tasim bi-Llah, by Aba Yasuf Ya'qab ibn Ishaq al-Kindi” (Afitin ‘inda
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The Arabic Tradition of Aristotle’s Sophistici Elenchi 65

of this text, not only in view of its philosophical terminology, which is 2 priori incommensurable with
the dialectical fopoi of the Sophistici Elenchi, but also in regard of non-technical language, is totally
different in many aspects of translation, grammar, techniques of transposition, and Arabic usage."’

Examples from the Sophistici Elenchi (SE), Arabic translatio vetus (Ar") ed. Badawi (above, n. 7),
and Plotinus, Enneads | Theologia Aristotelis (Utiliigiya) ed. Badawi (quoted above, n. 9):

SE ArY Theol. Arist.

adVvatoc &v tolg el o advarov | ‘ali gayr mital: mubal, pp. 37.50, 50.7, etc.
cuAhoytopoic 167 b 24 [t Isilisgismisat allati takinu ‘ala
Sayr mitil, p. 787.9

70 ddVvatov 167 b 31 ma la yumkin, p.788.2

Tpog To ovuPatvoy | min gayr al-imkan:

&dvvarov 167 b 17, 33 ma'a lladi hiya ‘alayhi min gayr al-
imkan, p.787.11

&TAGS T AmABS #) Ui AmABS GAN | mursal mabsit, pp. 31.3,4.15,32.3, 41,12
) ) mob ) mote 1) mpede Tt | (references given below, p. 102)
Myeodar  166b23; item
166b37,167a2

onpaiver Grhic 166a 18 | mabsit mursal:
dalla “ald mabsitin mina l-amri
mursalin, p. 763 ult.

qoyh 170234 awwal, awi’il bad, p.20.10
167a26,168219,168b22,26 | ibtida mabda, p. 87.2
mabda’, p.785.2
167b15,16 awwaliyya
6 adtoc 167 227,28 waihid buwa ma huwa, p. 141.11

- Arab. Plotinus apud Arabes. Theologia Aristotelis et fragmenta quae supersunt, ed. ‘A. Badawi, Dar al-Nahda al-Misriyya,
Cairo 1955, 1966* (Dirasat Islamiyya, 5), pp. 167-83, p. 3.4-9.

10 This was first pointed out by Remke Kruk in her dissertation on The Arabic Version of Aristotle’s Parts of Animals:
Book XI-XIV of the Kitib al-H ayawain, Brill, Leiden 1979 (Aristoteles Semitico-Latinus, 2), discussing the identity of the
Arabic translator of this text, and comparing this translation, attributed to Yahya ibn al-Bitriq, with the Sophistici Elenchi
and the ps.-Aristotelian Uriligiyi (Theologia Aristotelis); Kruk concluded (ibid., p. 19) that “it seems hardly plausible
that they were translated by the same person”, giving a comparative list of terms and expressions. The same conclusion
was reached, supported by a detailed comparison of Arabic usage and terminology, by H. Hugonnard-Roche, “Dans
latelier d'Ibn Naima al-Himsi”, forthcoming in: Pseudo-Theology of Aristotle. Text, Translation, History, and Doctrine I:
Prolegomena, Brill, Leiden (forthcoming). — Concerning the translator of Aristotle’s books De Animalibus, both R. Kruk
and G. Endress, Die arabischen Ubersetzungen von Aristoteles’ Schrift De Caelo, Diss. Univ., Frankfurt a. Main 1966, p.
114f,, maintained that there is a close resemblance in terminology and usage between the translatio vetus of the Metaphysi-
ca, by Eustathius (Ustat), and the Arabic De Animalibus, excluding the latter’s attribution to Ibn al-Bitriq. M. Ullmann’s
analysis of the Arabic version of Ethica Nicomachea books VI-X (Die Nikomachische Ethik des Aristoteles in arabischer
Ubersetzung 1I: Uberlz’g%mng, Textkritik, Grammatik, Harrassowitz, Wiesbaden 2012, pp. 15-56 has shown beyond any
doubt that this as well must be regarded as a work of the same translator, probably Eustathius, who worked by commission
of the philosopher-scientist al-Kindi.
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drapée 166b 15 qassama wa-§azzaa gazzaa
ploLg 172236,17329,11 tiba tabia, p.20.9,139.18
vevouevog | 167b 15 mukawwan, p.787.1 mukawwan
pYaptoc 176b 16 fasid, p. 919.9 waqi' tabt al-fasad
vou.0g 173 a 10, 180 b 25 namis sunna, p.74.10 (= Enn. IV 4,39.13)
oToLyetov 172b21,31 asl, p. 1028.1,1031.12 Gabr ‘unsur
6 elvae passim al-wugid al-anniyya
6 8v passim al-mawgid al-huwiyya
dudvora 170b 12 al-mani al-tibit fi-l-fikr, al-mani|al-fikr wa-l-rawiyya (= Enn. IV 8,
al-vikid fi-l-damir, al-mana fi I-nafs, | 1.7-8)
p. 832.6-10 Badawi / 1000.3-6 Gabr

The only term common to the translatio vetus and Ibn Na'ima’s version of the Theologia
Aristotelis (Utilingiya, the Arabic Plotinus) — including the other early translations, notably those
of the Kindi circle — is the use of Arabic mabsir “simple, plain’ (translating Syriac psir as a part.
pass.), instead of the more commonly used basiz. However, there is only one occurrence of Greek
amhds being rendered by the Arabic hendiadys mabsit mursal, at SE 166 a 18, while otherwise in
the Sophistici Elenchi we find mursal. On the other hand, mursal occurs in the Theologia Aristorelis as
well — bi-qawl mursal 11, p. 39.4 Badawi = arhég etpnrar Enn. IV 3, 19.6 — as well as in expressions
like al-hayat al-mursala, Theol. Arist. X, p. 151.5 Badawi, for t6 etva Lo Enn. V17,9.29; al-"aql al-
mursal X, p. 151.7 Badawi for t6 etvar vobe Enn., V17, 9.31; (anfus al-habb) laysat bi-anfus mursala
X, p. 144.4 Badawi = (oUte yap dveu Yuyiic) obte Yuyal anidg Enn., VI7,5.7.

While a contrastive analysis of the vocabulary in a logic text compared to a text of metaphysics is
inappropriate in general, the vocabulary of ‘being’ and ‘essence’ in Sophistici Elenchi 5 compared to the
terminology of early Arabic Neoplatonism in the Theologia Aristotelis and Proclus Arabus provides an
instructive contrast. Inall of the zranslatio vetus,t6 &v is normally translated by a/-maw giid, and its negation
by laysa bi-maw gidin (or laysa mawgidan), ©o etva by al-wugiid. This conforms with the terminology
introduced by Ishaq and the 10® century school of Baghdad, familiar from later logical and metaphysical
writing, both in translations and in original Arabic works." On the other hand, the terminology of beingand
essence found in the Neoplatonic (and also Aristotelian) works translated in the circle of the philosopher
al-Kindi, among them Ibn Na‘ima’s version of the Arabic Plotinus (the Uziliigiya), is totally absent from
the ‘old translation’ of the Sophistici Elenchi: al-huwiyyato 8v, al-anniyyato etvav, also al-ann.**

With regard to the language, terminology and style of the ‘old’ translation, however, it can be assumed
that it was produced in the 9 century on the basis of a Syriac version (see further, pp. 100-1 below).?

W Soph. EL. 167 a 1: €l t6 u) 8v éote Sokaostév, 8t T6 ui) Ov E0TLy = in kdna ma laysa bi-maw Fidin mutawabhbaman
ka-annahi. maw §idun fa-qad yasiru idan ma laysa maw §idan ka-annahi mawgidun (Ar, pp. 775.15-776.1 Badawi).
Soph. EL. 170 b 21-22: ofov towg to 8v 7 T6 &v mohh& onpadver = ka-qawlika fi l-wahidi wa-fi l-maw gadi (Ar, p. 832.13-14
Badawi). Soph. EL 180 a32-33: G’ évdéyeton t6 pa) dv elvar; ARG pv Eote vé tu pif) 8v. Spolwg 88 xal T6 dv odx Eotar: 0d
yap EoTar TL TRV vtV = wa-naqilu innahi li mahailata bal yumbkinu wugidu ma laysa, fa-qad yuri annahi yigadu sayun
laysa bi-maw §idin; fa-ald hida [-nabwi [-mawgudu laysa bi-mawgidin li-annabi laysa yasiru Sayan mina l-asyai (ArY,
pp- 969.16-970.1 Badawi). Examples discussed by Hugonnard-Roche, “Dans l'atelier d'Ibn Na‘ima al-Himsi” (above, n. 10).

12 See the comparative vocabulary in G. Endress, Proclus Arabus. Zwanzig Abschnitte aus der Institutio theologica in
arabischer Ubersetzung, Steiner, Beirut — Wiesbaden 1977, pp. 88-109.

13 Another characteristic term for the early 9 century group of translators, also occurring in the translatio vetus, is
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While Ibn Na‘ima can be excluded, there are several candidates for the authorship of this
translation. We have testimonies of other ‘old’ versions of the Sophistici Elenchi, mentioned in the
notes to the nagl qadim, and, occasionally, in the marginal notes to Ibn Zur'a’s version in the Paris
manuscript. Two predecessors are explicitly reported by the transmitter of the school of Yahya ibn
‘Adi, al-Hasan ibn Suwar, to have been available to his masters, viz. those made by Abt Bisr Matta

and Ibn Bakks:
i. Abi Bisr Matti (d. 940 A.D.)

Ibn al-Nadim’s information that Aba Bir translated the Sophistici Elenchi into Syriac is certainly
erroneous; he had no Greek, and all of his translations were made on the basis of Syriac versions.
He may have revised an older — Ibn Na‘ima’s? — translation, relying on a Syriac version available
to him, as stated by Ibn Suwar in the colophon of the Paris manuscript:

Itis said that Abi Bisr, may God have mercy on him, revised (aslaha) the first version, or made another
version, but this has not come into my hands (p. 1018.10-11 Badawi = p. 1198.6-7 Gabr).

The ‘version of Matta’ (naql Matti) is mentioned only once explicitly in the Paris codex, in a
note to Ibn Zur'a’s version, immediately following a variant rendering according to Theophil’s Syriac
(p- 785 n. 2 Badawi = p. 952 n. 125 Gabr) of SE 5, 167 b 23-30 “refutations depending on positing
as the ground what is not the ground”.

But apart from this, ‘another translation’ (naql ahar) is frequently cited in the notes to the
translatio vetus: p.758 n. 2 Badawi = p. 952 n. 125 Gabr; p. 769 n. 4 Badawi = p. 938 n. 18 Gabr;
p.770 n. 2 Badawi = p. 939 n. 20 Gabr; p. 776 n. 3, 5 Badawi = p. 964 n. 62, 65 Gabr; p. 865 n. 1
Badawi = p. 1031 n. 60 Gabr; etc., and occasionally in the notes to Ts ibn Zur‘a’s version, as found
in the margins to Ibn Suwar’s version (f7 naql gadim ihar ‘in another old translation’, p. 864 n.
4 Badawi = p. 1030.57 Gabr). Here is one example:

SE 4,165b23-24

ArY (p.753.10-11 Badawi /
9244 -5 Gabr)

ArY in margine ‘according to a second
translation’ [nagl tani] (p. 752 n. 6
Badawi / 924 n.1 Gabr)

Teémor 3¢ elot Tob pév éréyyeLy ddo-
coa R .
of piv véo elot mapd v AéEwy, of

3’ &€ g MéLeng.

wa-anwiu [-tabkiti ‘ald  gibatayni
minhd ma yakinu bi-l-kalimati wa-
minhd md yakinu harigan mina
[-kalimati.

wa-anwi'u  l-mubikatati  naw'ini
minhi mina l-kalimati wa minha min

barigi l-kalimati.

There are two modes of refuting:
some refutations are dependent on

the expression, whereas others are

independent of the expression.

The kinds of refutation are in two
ways, one of them is with [by means
of] the word, the other is outside
of the word.

The kinds of refutation are two,
one of them is in regard of [or: based
on] the word, and the other is outside
of the word.

The alternative version shows only a slight difference in the preposition used for mapa tHv
MEw “(operating) with the word” vs. “(departing) from the word”, but does not point to a different
Grecek reading.

But these short excerpts do not provide sufficient evidence for judging their provenance or their
relationship in regard of the translation they are accompanying, viz. the vetus said to be Ibn Na‘ima’s.

the word 7a't, ‘attribute, predicate’, as translating xatnyopta (instead of the later standard magila), but not specific to
Ibn Na'ima’s Theologia Aristotelis; see below, p. 105.

Studia graeco-arabica 10 / 2020



68 Gerhard Endress, Pieter Sjoerd Hasper

ii. Abii Ishaq Ibrahim Ibn Bakkis (Bakkiis)

Ibn Bakkiis (Greek Bdxyoc) was a learned doctor at the hospital founded in Baghdad by
the Biyid amir ‘Adud-al-Dawla in 372/982 (al-Bimaristan al-‘Adudi; v. Ibn Abi Usaybi‘a,
Kitab "Uyian al-anbi’ fi tabaqat al-atibbi’, ed. A. Miiller, al-Qahira — Konigsberg 1882-84,
vol. I, pp. 205, 236, esp. p.244]). He appears in the the circle of Yahya ibn ‘Adi and after
Yahya’s death, belonged to the group of his disciple Isa b. Zur‘a (v. Abi Hayyan al-Tawhidi,
al-Imta wa-l-mu'anasa, ed. A. Amin - A. al-Zayn, Lagnat al-ta’lif wa-l-tar§ama wa-I-nasr,
al-Qahira 1939-45, 1, p. 384).

He translated medical works as well as Greek texts of logic and natural philosophy, among them
(according to Ibn al-Nadim, Fibrist, p. 249 Fliigel = 2: 164 Sayyid, p. 251 Fliigel = 2: 168 Sayyid,
p- 252 Fliigel = 2: 272 Sayyid, p. 316 Fliigel = 2: 351 Sayyid) Aristotle’s Sophistici Elenchi [“revised
from the version of Ibn Na‘ima”], Aristotle’s De Generatione et Corruptione, and Theophrastus’ De
Sensu et Sensato.

Further details of Ibn Bakku§’s work on the Sophistici Elenchi are given by Ibn Suwar in the
colophon of the Paris codex:

I have got information that Abu Ishaq Ibrahim ibn Bakkas translated this book from Syriac into Arabic
and that he cooperated with Yuhanna the Greek priest and geometer known as Ibn Fatila in revising
parts of it from the Greek; this has not become available to me (p. 1018 Badawi = p. 1198 Gabr).

This may be the naql qadim “arabi ‘ancient Arabic version’ mentioned in a note to Ibn Zur'a’s
— different from the translatio vetus copied in full beside Yahya’s and Ibn Zur‘a’s versions.

II. Translation of Yahya ibn "Adi (Ar")

Abu Zakariyya’ Yahya ibn ‘Adi, from Takrit, died in Baghdad in 374/974. There is unanimity
that he was the master of the falisifa of Baghdad in his time (Ibn al-Nadim, Fibrist, p. 264.4
Fliigel) after his teacher Abu Bisr Matta, scholarch of the logicians in the previous generation
(Fibrist, p. 263.25 Fliigel)."

According to al-Hasan ibn Suwar, both Yahya’s and Ibn Zur'a’s translations were made from
the Syriac of Atanas (i.e. Athanasius of Balad [d. 686]), Jacobite bishop and disciple of Severus
Sebokt (pp. 737, 739 Badawi = pp. 905, 908 Gabr).!s The manuscript was transcribed from the copy

of al-Hasan ibn Suwar, whose exemplar was a copy of Yahya’s autograph:

Expl. Completed is the book of Aristotle on the refutations of the Sophists, translated by the
excellent Abd Zakariyya Yahya ibn ‘Adi ... from the Syriac into the Arabic language. — al-Hasan ibn
Suwir remarked that his exemplar, which this exemplar was transcribed from a copy of Yahya ibn
‘Adt’s original autograph (dastiir Yahya ibn “Adi allati bi-hattihi) (MS Paris, BnF, ar. 2346, f. 379b;
p. 1017.11-13 Badawi = p. 1195.1-5 Gabr).

In the ‘Catalogue’ (Fibrist) by Ibn al-Nadim, a different Syriac version is said to have been at the
basis of his Arabic version:

1 For his translations of the works of Aristotle and his commentators, see Endress, The works of Yahya ibn “Adi (above,
p-61), pp. 25-31.
15 Cf. Baumstark, Geschichte der syrischen Literatur (above, n. 4), pp. 256-7; Walzer, Greek into Arabic (above, n. 4), pp. 68, 83.
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Yahya ibn ‘Adi translated this work from [the Syriac version of] Theophil (Ibn al-Nadim, a/-Fibrist,
p- 249.27 Fliigel = vol. 2, p. 164 Sayyid; see also al-Qiftl, Ta7ih al-hukama, p. 371.4 Miiller-Lippert,
and Haggi Halifa, Kasf al-zuniin, ed. §. Yaltkaya, Rifat Bilge, Istanbul 1941-43, pp. 682, 1426).

While contradicting Ibn al-Nadim’s statement that Yahya used Theophil’s Syriac version, the
testimony of Ibn Suwar — who had recourse to a copy of the autograph of his master — can hardly be
doubted. The Syriac translation by Athanasius of Balad was the basis for both Yahya ibn ‘Adiand Tsa
ibn Zura. This is corroborated by the close resemblance between the two versions. In both, glosses
giving explanatory paraphrases and synonyms and alternative renderings are added in the margins
and between lines, but only in the version of Ibn Zur‘a, Theophil’s Syriac version is quoted at length
in the marginal notes (see below, pp. 70-4). Apparently, this was not available to Ibn ‘Adi at the time
of his work on the Sophistici Elenchi. Ibn al-Nadim’s statement that Ibn ‘Adr’s translation was based
on the Syriac of Theophil seems due to a confusion — on account of the references found in the
margins of the manuscript (as in the Parisinus or in a related tradition available to Ibn al-Nadim) -
between Ibn Zur'a’s version, clearly drawing on Theophil’s Syriac version for his revision of Yahya’s
Arabic, and Yahya’s original translation from the Syriac of Athanasius.'

Ibn ‘Adr’s authorship of the translation attributed to him in the MS Parisinus ar. 2346 was
disputed by Cyrille Haddad in his unpublished thesis T7ois versions inédites des Réfutations
sophistiques d’Aristote, études et vocabulaire:'” “un foisonnement de barbarismes et de constructions
exotiques” (ibid., p. 36) — “que cette version soit de la plume d’Ibn ‘Adi ... c’est impossible et absurde!”
(ibid., p. 67). While this judgement seems exaggerated, Haddad’s conjecture (ibid., pp. 74-7) that the
translation said to be Yahya’s in the Parisinus is in fact the work of Kyros (Quwayra), the teacher of
Abt Bisr Matta, and based on the Syriac of Theophilus — thus explaining the divergent statement of
Ibn al-Nadim - is not borne out by the actual text nor by any of the testimonies of the bibliographers or
the transmitters’ annotation.'® A commentary by Kyros (Quwayra, Abi Ishiaq Ibrahim) was, however,
at Ibn ‘Adt’s disposal; according to a note appended to his version (p. 851 Badawi; p. 1019.6 Gabr),
it reached to Sophistici Elenchi 172 a 38. It is also attested by Ibn al-Nadim (a/-Fibrist, p. 249 Fligel =
vol. 2, p. 164.10 Sayyid) together with other commentaries of his on Aristotle’s logical works of the
musag gar type, i.c., notes grouped around the text in a tree-like graphic presentation.

A translation by Ishaq ibn Hunayn is mentioned in Ibn al-Nadim’s account that Yahya ibn ‘Adi
offered to buy a manuscript containing the Sophistici Elenchi, the Poetica and the Rhetorica in the
[Syriac?] version of Ishaq, from Ibrahim ibn ‘Abdallah al-Naqid for fifty dinars, but he would not
sell it, and burnt it at the time of his death (v. Ibn al-Nadim, a/-Fibrist, p. 253.3-4 Fliigel = vol. 2,
p- 174.10 Sayyid ; see also al-Qifti, T74rih al-hukama, p. 54.14-16 Miiller-Lippert; Ibn Abi Usaybi'‘a,
‘Uyin al-anba’ fi tabaqat al-atibba, vol. 1, p. 703.4 Miiller). If Ishaq did translate the Sophistici
Elenchi, his version has left no other trace, save, perhaps, in the altera versio quoted in the margins of
the translatio vetus in Ibn Suwar’s edition, preserved in the Parisinus.

Yahya ibn ‘Adi also devoted a commentary to the work. According to Ibn Suwar (pp. 1017-
1018 Badawi; p. 1197.17-22 Gabr) it was in both Syriac and Arabic; he had seen about two thirds,
and supposed his teacher had completed it, but it was not found among his books after his death.

'¢ See H. Hugonnard-Roche, “Contributions syriaques aux études arabes de logique 4 I'époque abbasside”, ARAM
Second International Conference: Syriac and Arab Cultures during the Abbasid Era in Iraq (Oxford, 23-26 Sept. 1991),
ARAM 3/1-2 (1991), pp- 193-210, part. pp. 198-200.

7 Cf. Haddad, Trois versions inédites des Réfutations sophistiques d’Aristote: Etudes et vocabulaire, Thése compl.,
ex. dactylographi¢, Paris 1952, pp. 24-5, 35-8, 63-77.

'8 Cf. Haddad, Trois versions inédites, p. 38.
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Ibn Suwar declares that he was undecided what to think — whether the author had discarded it
because he was not satisfied with his work, or whether it had been stolen. Since he had started work
on the commentary only after he had made his translation, this would explain, according to Ibn
Suwar, the inadequacy of his translation based on the Syriac (of Athanasius) alone in the first place
(lahiqa naqlahi ‘tiyasun-ma li-annahi lam yusirifi l-ma'na wa-ttaba'a l-suryiniyya fi I-naql).

I Translation of Isi ibn Zur'a (Ar”)

The manuscript is quite clear in ascribing the second version to Ibn ‘Adrs close disciple
‘Isa ibn Zura (d. 1008), who is said to have used the same Syriac translation, i.c. that by Athanasius
of Balad, as his primary source:

Inc. Kitab Sifistiqa naql Abi Ali ‘Isi ibn Ishiq ibn Zur'a min as-suryani bi-nagl Atinis min al-yinani
(“The Book of Sophistika, translated by Aba ‘Ali Isa ibn Ishaq ibn Zur‘a from the Syriac in the
translation of Athanasios from the Greek”)

Expl. Tamma kitib Sifistiqa ay al-tazibur bi-I-hikma li-Aristitalis al-faylasif, naql Isi ibn Zur'a min
al-suryani bi-naql Atanis. Wa-kutibat hidibi l-nusha min nushat al-H asan ibn Suwair, wa-hiya manqila
min dastiir al-naqil (“End of the Book of Sophistika, i.c. the pretension of wisdom by Aristotle the
Philosopher, translated by Tsa ibn Zur‘a from the Syriac in the translation of Athanasios. This copy has

been transcribed from the exemplar of al-Hasan ibn Suwar, based on the translator’s autograph [dastir]”).

In addition, Ibn Zur‘a used the Syriac of Theophilus ibn Tama al-Ruhawi, i.e. of Edessa (d. 785),
an astrologer at the court of the ‘Abbasid caliph al-Mahdi, and also a translator from Greek into
Syriac.”” As noted above, Theophilus’ Syriac version is the one mentioned by Ibn al-Nadim as being
Ibn ‘Adf’s Syriac Vorlage. It is adduced in the glosses in 35 cases: fz naql min <naql> Tiyifila, and, in
one instance f7 nushat T awufili (‘in the exemplar of Theophile’). In the glosses to the same version,
we also find the formula ff nusha ubra suryaniyya (‘in another Syriac exemplar’).

Other materials added to the version of Tsi ibn Zur'a (Ar?) refer to the readings of another
exemplar (nzusha, copy) of his Arabic version:*

SE1,164226 Ar? (p.739.8 Badawi / p. 909.1 Gabr) ‘another copy’ (nusha ubrd), p. 739,
n. 8 Badawi / p. 909 n. 31 Gabr)
(ol yop) thv EEwv ol pév|(wa-dilika anna ba'da l-nisi) gamilu |labi malakatun mahmiidatun
Eyovowy b (ol 8¢ alvovran) | /l-itiqids

With regard to their condition, | Some people have a fine conviction They have a laudable disposition
some people are really in good shape

(others only seem to be so)

If we had not had this remark, we might have surmised that Ibn Zur'a’s translation goes back
to another reading in a Syriac or Greek manuscript, for example one which had €€y replaced with
36Eav or wloTuy; the present remark makes that scenario less likely.

In his detailed analysis of the Paris Organon and of Tsa ibn Zura’s version in particular, Henri
Hugonnard-Roche? has pointed out that Theophil’s Syriac version is quoted in the margins of Ibn
Zur'a’s Arabic version only. Comparing the translations ascribed to Yahya ibn ‘Adi (ArY) and Tsa ibn

1Y See Baumstark, Geschichte der syrischen Literatur (above, n. 4), pp. 341-2; Walzer, Greek into Arabic (above, n. 4),
pp- 69, 81, 83; Peters, Aristoteles Arabus (above, n. 4), p. 25.

» Hugonnard-Roche, “Une ancienne ‘édition’ arabe” (above, p. 61), p. 153.

21 See Hugonnard-Roche, “Contributions syriaques” (above, n. 16).
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Zur'a (Ar”) with the Syriac version of Theophil (translated into Arabic in the marginal notes added to
Ibn Zur'a’s translation in the Paris manuscript), and against the Greek, we can observe that in some cases
Ibn Zur'a’s version departs from that of Ibn ‘Adi while following more closely Theophil’s interpretation.

Here are the examples given by Hugonnard-Roche:

SES5,168a1-3

ArY (p.790 Badawi/ p.951.12,
955.11-956.2 Gabr)

ArZ (p. 957.12 Gabr)

Theophil (in the margin of

Ar” from Theophil’s [Syriac]

translation’  (p.790  n.3
Badawi / p. 957 n. 3 Gabr)

b 3.7 \ 3 AN
Er’ éviwv pév odv $ddeov
SN o , ‘g
ety 6t mAeton xal Gt
o0 dotéov dmbupioty, ...
s a5 ,

én’ dviov 8" fTTov ...

[Arguments depending on
making two questions one:]
In some cases it is easy to
see that there are several
questions and that one should

not give an answer ... but in

other cases it is less easy ...

ammi fi awhidin fa-laysa
yashaln

an  yatabayyana
annahi  katiratun wa-alla
yu'ta afufunsis [sic ms. pro
afiiqrisis

‘ali annabii wabidun ... fa-

= ambxpLoLc]
amma fi awhadin qalilatin ...
As for single [cases], it is not
(oU%) easy to make it clear
that they are many and that
no answer should be given
under the supposition that
they are one, for example ...

but as for a few single cases ....

Ja-ammai fi ba'di l-umiri
Jfa-laysa  yashalu  l-wugifu
‘ali annahi katiratun wa-
yumtana'w ‘ani l-igabati
‘anha, mitilu dilika ... wa-

hadi fi ba di l-asydi ..

As for some matters, it is not
bl

(00%) easy to comprehend

that they are many, and that

engaging in an answer be

avoided, as for example ...

and in some cases ...

fa-amma ‘inda ba'di [-nasi
fa-qad yashalu l-wuqifu “ali
annahii katirun wa-annahi
ld yanbagi an yugiba ‘anhu,
mitilu dailika ...
ba'di l-nasi ...

wa-inda

As for some people, with
them it is (odv) easy to
comprehend that it is about
many (matters), and that it is
not necessary to engage in an
answer, as for example ... but
with some people ...

Though Ibn Zur‘a’s vocabulary is closer to Theophil’s (at least in its Arabic rendering), he crucially
declines to follow Theophil in two respects: with Yahya he takes éviwv to refer to cases rather than
people, and he maintains the negation in ‘it is not easy’.

SE6,168b17-19

ArY (p.799.10-12 Badawi /
p- 965.16-17 Gabr)

Ar? (p.801.4-6 Badawi /
p. 967.1-3 Gabr)

Theophil (In the margin of

Ar?” ‘from Theophil’s [Syriac]

translation’,  p.801 n.3
Badawi/ p. 967 n. 66 Gabr)

pavepdTaTol 8¢ TaVTY
ol TmpbdTepov AeyBévteg
Toed TOV TOD EAEYYOU
droptopby.  Std wad
mpocnyopeLdnoay
oltwg: mapa yap ToL
Aoyov Ty Elhewdy A
pavtacta YlveTaL.

Fallacies that were previously
called dependent on the
definition of refutation are
the clearest cases of all. That
is also why they were called
thus, for the appearance
comes about due to an

omission from the definiens.

wa-hiuldi lawiti wusifna
a'rafu
Gami'iha min haddi [-tabkiti
ladi min qibalibi Iuqibat
hikadi,
l-tabayyula  yakinu

awwalan min

wa-dilika  anna
min
qibali nugsani l-kalimati.

Those that have been
described before are the most
conspicuous (a7afu, ‘best
known’) of all as a definition

of the

received this designation in

refutation, which

this respect, viz. because the
representation is due to the

lack of a word.

wa-yasiry ‘indani  agharu

min  gamii l-asyii  lati

taqaddama  dikrubi  min
haddi [-tabkiti lladi minhu
luqqibs, wa-dalika  anna

l-subbata tadbuly ‘ali l-gawli

li-ma fihi mina l-nagsi.

And it turns out in our
opinion as being the most
evident of the things that
were mentioned before as
being a definition of the
after
these, viz. that the doubt

refutation, named

enters a statement because of

a deficiency found in it.

wa-yasirn ma haraga ‘an
haddi [-tabkiti azharu min
Sami'i l-madkirati awwalan,
wa-li-hida  aydan  Ilugibar
bi-hada
l-wabma yadhulu ‘ali l-qawli

l-lagabi,  fa-inna
min gihati nugsanibi.

And it turns out that what
emerges from the definition of
the refutation is clearer than
all (cases) mentioned before;
and for this reason they were
also given this name, for
the imagination encroaches

(‘enters’) upon the speech in

regard of its deficiency.
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SE11,171b3-6

ArY (p. 1008.3-4 Gabr)

ArZ (p. 1010.3-4 Gabr)

Theophil (in the margin of
Ar” ‘from Theophil’s [ Syriac]
translation’, p. 842 n. 1
Badawi / p. 1010 n. 18 Gabr)

v Y A Y AT
Ert 10 pavae 7 dropdvor Loy
, , L O

00 detnvdvrog otiv GAAL mEeTpo

hopfavovtog: ¥ Yo TELEUOTLXN

dott dodentiny Tgt Od mepl

eVt EmLoxomel %ol Yewpel 0l
S T .

Tov eldbTar GG TOV dyvoolvta xod

TIOOGTTOLOVUEVOV.

wa-aydan fa-in yuabhala an
yada'a aw an yarfaa laysa
buwa  li-lladi - yubarhing,
likin  li-lladi

tagribatan, wa-l-tagribatu

yahudu

biya gadaliyyatun-ma.

wa-aydan Jarinna
Fmubarhina  laysa  labi
immd an yadaa aw an
yarfaa  bi-lsawiyyati, bal
dilika li-lladi yamiahin,
wa-ddilika anna l-imtibina

Suzunmin sind atil-gadali.

wa-aydan facinna
labi
an yatiya bi-l-igibi wa-
[-salbi,  likin

yuridu Limtibina, li-anna

l-mubarhina  laysa

‘indamai

l-sind ata [-mumtabiniyyata

gadaliyyatun-ma.

Further, to demand that something
be affirmed or denied is not the job
of somone who demonstrates, but
rather of someone engaged in critical
examination, for critical examination
is a kind of dialectic and considers not

the person with knowledge, but the

Further, if it should be deem-
ed suitable (hab. dELOTY) to
positor tosuspend something,
this is not for him who
demonstrates, but for him
who proposes an experiment,

and the experiment is a (kind

Further, it is not for
the
&ELobv) to posit or, in the

demonstrator  (om2.
same way, to remove, but
this is for somebody who
examines. For (critical)
examination is part of the

Further, it is not for the
demonstrator (o7z. &ELobv)
to provide affirmation
and negation, but [he will
do so] while he intends
examination, because the

examinative discipline is a

ignorant person who pretends to have

knowledge.

of) dialectic.

discipline of dialectic.

(kind of) dialectic.

It seems that Ibn Zur‘a used Theophil against Ibn ‘Ad7’s version in case of doubt in order to clarify
the interpretation of certain passages, and in some cases adopted his reading. But there can be no
question that he used Theophil systematically, let alone that he assigned to him a major degree of
authority. He never adopts Theophil’s version verbatim, as quoted, and in several cases spurns his
emendations against Ibn ‘Adr’s or his own reading.

In addition, we present two further passages added by Tsa ibn Zura in order to elucidate a difficult pro-
position, adducing the version of Theophil and, in one case, that of Abi Bisr Matta (see further below, p. 73):

SE 6,168 2 40-b5 ArY (p.795.6-10 Badawi /| Ar? (pp.796.12-797.1 Badawi | Theophil (in the margin of A
p. 961.17, 962.4 Gabr) / p-963.5-9 Gabr) ‘version of Tawufi’ (p.796 n. 1

Badawi/ p. 963 1. 36 Gabr)
o0’ el t0 tplywvov | wa-liin kina l-mutallatu di | wa-li aydan in kina Lmutallata | wa-laysa yanbagi (yanbagi
duotv  8pSaily  Uoog | <zawiya> musiwivatin li-| huwa ladi zawiyibu ltalitu|om. edd.) an  yakina
Eyer, ovpBéPnne 8’| qdimatayni, wa-arada labi | musiwiyatan li-qaimatayns, | I-mutallata  mutasawiya
a0T® OoyuaTL €lvol | an yakina saklan-mi aw an | wa-qad ‘arada labii an yakina | l-siqayni  li-anna  bidi

7 mpate 7 dpyf. 6t
oyt doyn ) mpdtoy
TobTo- 00 Yop ) oyfie
o0d’ 7| mpdtov GAN
tolywvoy 7 Gnédetfic.
bpolog Ot xal émi
TV dAhov. Gote el 6
ENeY)0c  GLUAAOYLOWOS
TLg, 0% &v eln 6 nata
ouuPBefnroc Eneyyos.

yakina fi l-akli awwalan
fa-fi l-awwali aw fi [-mabda’i
min  qibali anna [-bada
Saklun awi l-awwaly ladi
hikadi, wa-dailika

anna l-burhana laysa huwa

huwa

bi-ma'ni awwalin, likin bi-
ma'nda l-mutallati, wa-ali
hada l-mitali bi- aynibi wa-fi
hiualdi [-ubari. fa-idan in
kina [l-tabkitu qiyasan-ma,
ld yakinu [-tabkitu ladi ka-

[ aradi.

Saklan-ma, wa- (leg. aw) anyakina
awwalan fi mani l<akli aw fi
Fawwali aw fi l-ibtidai min gibali
anna l-mabdaa huwa [-Sakly awi
l-awwaly lladi hadibi halubi —
wa-laysa dalika labi bi-ma huwwa
Saklun wa-li bi-ma huwa awwaly,
bali -burbinu “alaybi innamai
buwa bi-mi huwwa salb, wa-ali
hida l-mitili fi Fumiri Fubari.
Jfa-ida kana l-tabkitu qiyisan-ma,
Ja-laysa yakinu ltabkitu lladi ali
Fihati - avadi.

ya'ridu fi hida I-Sakli bi-
‘aynihi awi l-awwali awi
l-mabda’i, min qibali anna
[-sakla mabdaun (mimmi
edd.) aw yakinu l-awwala
ladi yagri hida l-magra,
wa-dalika  annabii  laysa
yakinu Saklan li-‘aradin,

Jfa-ma taqaddamna dalika.
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Nor is it the case that if a
triangle has angles equal
to two right angles, and it
is accidentally a figure (or
primary or a principle),
then a figure (or something
primary or a principle)
is necessarily so. For the
demonstration applies to
it not as a figure (nor as
something primary), but
as a triangle. In other cases
it is the same. Therefore,
if a refutation is a kind of
deduction, there will not
be a refutation in virtue of

what is accidental.

Nor [does it follow] when the
triangle has angles (da <zawi
yd>: zawdyd om. ms.) equal
to two right angles, and it is
accidentally a figure (sSzklun-
md, ‘some shape’), or in the
figure primarily, and then in
first (f) mwp@tov) or in the
principle (7} doyfi) — (to
make a conclusion) from (the
inference) that the principle (%
aoym) is ‘a figure’ or ‘the first
that is like this (totobtov),
for the demonstration is not
(applied) to the notion of a
‘figure’ or a ‘first’, but to the
concept of the triangle. And in
the same way it is in those other
(cases). So if the refutation is a
sort of syllogism, the refutation
like (ka-, in the state of) an

accident is not so.

And again, it is not (valid
to say), when the triangle is
that which has three angles
equal to two right angles,
and it is accidentally a figure,
or is primarily conceived of
(bi-ma'nd, ) as a figure or as
the first or as the principle,
in respect of the principle
(f dpyn) being the figure,
or the first qua being of this
description (totoUtov) — this
does not belong to it by being a
figure and not by being first, but
the demonstration is based only
on its being a figure (salb: leg.
sakl). And in this same way the
rule holds for the other matters:
if the refutation is some (sort
of) syllogism, the refutation is
not (a valid syllogism) being in
virtue of the accident.

And it (the conclusion)
is not necessary (yanbagi,
om. Gabr) that the triangle
is isosceles because this
holds accidentally of this
very figure, or ‘the first),
or ‘the principle’ insofar
as the figure is a principle

(mimma:  leg.  mabdd)
or the first that should
be of this description

(totobtov), for it is not
a figure because of an
accident; and (similarly) in
the preceding cases.

of
Theophil’s version ends

here.]

[Marginal ~quotation

Here it is striking how Ibn Zura combines, presumably, the Syriac translation by Athanasius
with that by Theophil: while with Yahya he retains ‘the principle’ (¥ dpy¥) as subject at b 2 and also

adopts a reading of #) oo A deyf which rather seems to correspond to | Tpate 7 ey, he sides

with Theophil in understanding 6t as ‘because’, rather than, as Yahya correctly has it, with ‘that’.
Also in the margins of Ibn Zur'a’s translation, the Arabic version of Aba Bisr Matta is quoted

once (naql Matta, cf. above, p. 67):

SES5,167b21-26

Ar”  (p.785.6-10 Badawi
pp- 952.7-953.9 Gabr)

Theophil (in the margin of
Ar?%, p.785 n.2 Badawi /
p. 952 n. 125 Gabr)

Matti (in the margin of Ar?,
p-785 n.2 Badawi / p.952
n. 125 Gabr)

‘0 8¢ moapd TO <TO> YA
altiov o¢ altiov, Gtav
mpocAnedf] TO dvaitiov
o T’ EXETVO YLYOULVOU
~ 2e s
Tob éAéyyov. oupBalver O&
70 ToLoltov év Tolc &lg 16
Y -
480vatov  GuAROYLGROTS:
év TolToLg Yap dvaryxatov
GVOLLEETY TL TGV XELUEVV.
gy obv éyxartaptdumdi]
<TL> v Tolg avaryxalols
T0

EpwTAPAOL  TTPOG

- 27
oupBaivov advvartov,

d6EeL

Yiveodar

Topd  TOUTO

TOMNNG®Le 6

Eeyyoc.

fa-ammai  -mawidi'n  lati
takinu min wadi [-illati,
fa-takinu  idi  udifa ild
ma ywhadn il mi laysa
bi-‘illatin, wa-qad ya'ridu
mitly  dalika fi [-qiyasiti
l-sa’igati ila muhals.

wa-dilika annd qad
nadtarru fi hadibi ili rafi
sayin mina llati wudi at, fa-
in kina wihidan wa-uddida
fi gumlati ma yusalu ‘anhu
mina l-idtivari fi luzimi
mad ya'ridu, wa-katiran-ma
{la} yumkinu an yuzannu
[-tabkitu yakinu min hida.

wa-dalika anni nadtarru fi
badibi il ibtali sayin mina
lumiri I-mawdiati, <fa->
in kana ma didan fi l-masaili
fa-l-tabkitu

yakinu mirdran  katiratan

l-idtirariyyati,

barigan min hadibi l-umiri
nabwa an ya'ridu mubilun
aw yuzannu dalika.

yagibu dariratan an yurfa'a

wafi  hadibi
l-sdiqati ila l-mubali qad

l-magqayisi

[sic leg. pro yiqa'] sayan min
hidihi l-qadaya l-mawdi ati
Fmu'tati, wa-dilika [-Sayu
ladi laysa mutba'an labi
ma'didan minhu wa-illatan.
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The

positing as the ground what

one depending on

is not the ground occurs
when one secures in addition
what is not the ground, as if
the refutation comes about
due to that. Such a thing
occurs in deductions of an

impossibility,

for in them it is necessary to
discard one of the premises.
So if something should
be the

questions necessary for the

counted among
resulting impossibility, the
refutation will often seem to

come about due to that.

As for the instances (o) (of
refutations) which depend
on positing as a cause what
is not a cause, these occur
when there is added to what
is taken (in the first instance)
what is not a cause (o72. &g
e’ xelvo YLVOUEVOL)
— this occurs likewise in
the syllogisms leading to
the absurd, for in those we
are obliged to suspend one
of the things posited (as a
premiss); so if it is one thing
and is counted (&v ot
aptdund7?) the

sum of what must be asked

among

for by necessity in view of the
stringency of what obtains
(mpog T6 cupBatvoy), and
frequently it is not possible
to suppose (as if &3VvaTov
doxelv) that the refutation
is due to this.

This is because we are obliged
in these cases to annul one
of the things posited, <and>
if this is counted among the
necessary  questions, then
the refutation will in many
instances be leading outside of
these things (translating warpd.
tobto ‘disregarding’) towards
an absurdity obtaining or
thought to obtain (as if Tpog
6 cupfaivov adbvartoy 7
doxobv).

And in these syllogisms
leading to absurdity it is
necessary to suspend (yiga’
edd. : leg. yurfa’) one of the
statements posited and given
(before), while the thing that
is not following from it is
counted as belonging to and

(as being) a cause.

Here Ibn Zur'a, in deviation from Yahya (not translated here), translates so as if ad0vatov
governs a new scparate clause about the refutation, and fiddles with the function of d6&et
accordingly. Also Theophil features the same grammatical partition, though he accommodates
the incongruent parts differently.

IV. The Translation of Isi ibn Zur a in the Further Reception of the Organon

The Arabic readers found the Sophistici Elenchi the most difficult of Aristotle’s works on logic.
The remarks of the transmitter of the Paris manuscript, quoted above (pp. 64, 70), are eloquent
enough in this respect. After the period of translations, the Sophistici Elenchi are included only in
the great summae of Aristotle’s philosophy and logic, if at all. Later expositions of fallacies used in
disputation, being dependent on Aristotle’s work (contrary to the kutub al-gadal of the Islamic
law college), are predominantly based on ‘Is ibn Zur‘a’s translation. But Ibn Zur‘a himself did not
include the Sophistici Elenchi in his compendium of logic, covering only De Interpretatione, and
Analytica Priora and Posteriora.**

Two authors are standing out and are responsible for all later treatments of the subject:

Ibn Sina (Avicenna, b. ca. 970, d. 1036) provided a précis of the topic in all of his manuals of
philosophy written in the course of his life, the great Kitab al-Sifz (‘The Healing’), the concise Kitib
al-Nagat (The Salvation) and its Persian counterpart, Danisnima (Book of Knowledge), and the late,

2 Ibn Zur'a, Mantiq Ibn Zur' a: al-'Tbara, al-Qiyis, al-Burhdin, ed. G. Gihami - R. al-"Agam, Dar al-Fikr al-Lubnani,
Bayriit 1994.
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most advanced — and most developed with regard to the Aristotelian source — Kitab al-Isarat wa-I-
tanbihat (Remarks and Admonitions).>

Ibn Rusd (Averroes, 1126-1198), the faithful interpreter of Aristotle in his monumental
corpus of epitomes, commentary-paraphrases and ‘long’ literal commentaries, adheres closely
to the First Teacher of philosophy, whom he regards as a gift of providence to mankind. The
Sophistici Elenchi are treated in the ecarly epitome of logic, a/-Dariri fi I-mantiq (What is Necessary
(knowledge] in Logic, and the commentary-paraphrase, Talbis al-Safsata. In the latter, Averroes
is strictly dependent on ‘Isa ibn Zur‘a’s translation, but had a hard time with the many passages
remaining obscure even in this most adequate of the translations, and closes with a sharp criticism
of the Arabic version:?*

This is the end whereby this man (Aristotle) closed his book. We have handed down of it what we have
come to understand, as far as it has been in our capacity at this time. We shall come back again to it for
further study if God will grant us life and means of leisure. This book is very difficult, either because of
the translation or because Aristotle intended it that way. We did not find any commentary by one of
the exegetes, neither a literal commentary nor a commentary(-paraphrase) interpreting the meaning,
except something found in the Book of Healing by Avicenna. This (Aristotle’s) book as it has come down
to us on this (topic) is extremely defective, and in addition this man has a difficult way of expression.
Whoever will read our present book and will see that something is missing in our discourse of what is in
his text, or that I have a given to his words a turn different from what he intended, shall excuse me. He
who undertakes to understand his words without any other interpreter preceding him is like a beginner
in this discipline. And therefore much of what we have presented here is at the level of conjecture and
speculation. You will realise this when you study the original text. Still T hope that nothing has eluded me
of the genera of discourse which he presented in this book nor of his general objectives.

In the end he cannot but deplore that nobody has achieved Aristotle’s objective — echoing
Avicenna’s closing words of his chapter on Safsaza, after summarizing the First Teacher: “As far as
I am concerned, I can only say to all students and adepts of the sciences: Look at what this great one
has said, and then judge for yourself whether since then — for almost 1330 years — someone has come
as far as those who would reproach him for missing something, and rightly acknowledge such and
such shortcomings, and whether someone has come forward after him who would have gone beyond
him in this discipline?”.>

C. Text and Interpretation: A Comparative Analysis of Selected Passages

In this section we translate a few programmatic passages, in which some of the main ideas and
basic concepts of the Sophistical Refutations are introduced and set forth, from all three of the Arabic
versions. We discuss the translators’ interpretations and the Greek readings that can be gleaned from
them. In addition to the abbreviations ‘Ar"’, ‘ArY" and ‘Ar?, we use in this and the next section the
following conventions:

3 For references and a translation of the section ‘On Fallacious Syllogisms’ from the [arait, see Ibn Sina, Remarks and
Admonitions I: Logic, trans. S.C. Inati, Pontifical Institute of Mediaeval Studies, Toronto 1984, esp. pp. 158-60.

2 Ibn Rusd, Talhis al-Safsata, ed. M. Salim, Dar al-Kutub wa-l-watd’iq al-Qawmiyya, al-Qahira 1972, pp. 177-8.

25 Ibn Sina, al—.@ﬁi’, (1:] al-Mantiq, 7: al-Safsata, AF. al-Thwani, Wizarat al-Tarbiya wa-l-Ta'lim, al-Qahira 1958,
pp. 114.1-5.
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SE Greek text as in Hasper’s planned new critical edition, followed by his English
translation?® and a concise statement of relevant variants from the Greek and
Arabic witnesses (the Greek phrases concerned are printed in bold).

g Supposed reading underlying the translatio vetus

gy Supposed reading underlying the translation of Yahya ibn ‘Adi

¥z Supposed reading underlying the translation of Tsa ibn Zur‘a

y= Supposed reading underlying the Syriac version of Athanasius of Balad, the immediate

(primary) source of both Ar* and Ar?.

g Supposed reading of the common Greek ancestor underlying the Arabic translations
(ArY, Ar¥ and Ar?) or their Syriac Vorlagen (that there is such a common ancestor will
be argued in the next section).

For the sigla for the Greek manuscripts appearing in the apparatus, we refer to the next section.

1. Definitions of Syllogism and Refutation
SE1,164b25-1652a3

Tov adTov 8¢ TpdTov %ol GUNAOYLOWOE kol Eheyyog 6 Wiy EaTLy, 6 3’ odx EoTL wév, alvetar 3t drd
TV GreLploy- ol yop dTeLpotl Gomep & méyovtes Toppndey Yempoloty. 6 uév yap cUALOYLOWOS Ex
TL@Y 80Tt TeHevTwy Bote AéyeLy Etepoy &€ dvdrynng TL THY xeLuévay Stk TEY xeLpevay, ey og
3t cUAAOYLOWOS PeT’ AVTLOAGENS TOD GUULTEPAGLATOC.

164 a 1 Méyery AACcuehWY : guvdryery B : supBatvery F2FY: cuihéyey GbD | a2 Sud tév #etpévav BGb: om.
AADCcueh¥™*

In the same way, one argument constitutes a real deduction or a real refutation, while another does not,
even though it appears to due to our lack of experience. For those without experience are like people
remaining at a distance and judging from far away. For a deduction is an argument based on certain
granted points, such that it states, by way of necessity, something different from the points laid down,
while a refutation is a deduction together with the contradictory of its conclusion.

ArY¥ (p.738.7 -11 Badawi / 908.3-6 Gabr) | Ar? (p.740.2-7 Badawi/ 909.7-11 Gabr) | Ar¥  (p.741.10-7423 Badawi / 910
ult-p. 9115 Gabr)
In the very same way it is with the | In the same way it is with the syllogism | The same applies to the syllogism and the

syllogisms as well as the reprimands (4/- | and the refutation, that is existent, and | refutation contradicting the syllogism, and
tawbipat), this one is existent, that one is | thisis notexistent butis deemed tobe so | this is called inversion, one exists truly (bi->
not existent, except that is should appear | due to lack of experience; for those who | sihha, validly), and the existence of the other
(to be so) due to lack of experience; for | have no experience because they missed | is not truly (valid), butitappears (to be so) to
those unexperienced, insofar as they have | it, are like those looking from afar. Now | one who has no expertise and no experience
no practice, judge from afar only. Now | the syllogisms is an argument (gaw/) | of the matter, as if he were looking at things
the syllogism is made from things laid | made from things laid down so that | from afar, and because of this, he is deceived
down so that it may be said (Aéyetv) |another thing follows (cupBatvery) | (yustabah ‘alayhi). Actually, the syllogism is
that something different is (obtained) in | from it (fi-pakeam ‘anh) (om. dué. | something preceded by things (premises)
respect to (min) those laid down (om2. St | Tév #eLpévov) by necessity, and the | from which other things are resulting
TE&v neLpévev), while the refutation is a | refutation is a syllogism containing | (GupBatvery, om. dta Tav xetpévev) by
syllogism together with the contradictory | (yatadamman) the contradictory of | necessity, while the refutation is a syllogism

(mundgqada) of the conclusion. the conclusion. contradicting the conclusion.

% Taken from P.S. Hasper, “Aristotle’s Sophistical Refutations. A Translation”, in Chr. Rapp — P.S. Hasper (eds.),
Fallacious Arguments in Ancient Philosophy. Special Issue, Brill, Leiden [etc.] 2012 (Logical Analysis and History of
Philosophy, 15), pp. 13-54, in a few cases adapted to the new text.
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Immediately striking are not only the paraphrastic nature of the translatio vetus, but also the
additions to the text, at least in comparison to the Greek original. Quite a few of these additions
are misleading, to say the least: the refutation needs not be contradicting the syllogism; even if it
were, it would still be difficult to understand why this should be ‘inversion’; and a refutation is not a
syllogism contradicting the conclusion, but is rather a syllogism accompanied by a contradiction of its
conclusion. On the other hand, the #ranslatio vetus understands the function of the comparison with
people looking from afar, while Yahya misses out on the comparison. In the revision by Ibn Zur‘a
the comparison reappears again; actually, the difference is so considerable here that one may suspect
that Ibn Zura was relying here on another source as well, just as he must have for the choice for
‘follow” (presumably derived from oup.Batvery, or alternatively from suvdyety, to infer) rather than
‘say’ (Aéyewv). The genitive tév #etpévay, which in the Greek depends on &repov, is rendered in all
three translations in such a way that the dependency on &tepov is lost. There is no trace of Sta tév
%eLpévey in any of the three versions.”” None of the translations renders the yap in the sentence
defining the syllogism, but it must be acknowledged that it takes some careful thought to see what its
function in fact is. The éx in this definition, which Hasper understands as ‘based upon’, but which
one could also render, as Yahya and Ibn Zur'a do, not doubt following Athanasius, as ‘consisting of’,*®
is interpreted in the translatio vetus as temporal.

2. Types of Arguments in Dialectic

SE2,165238-b 11
"Eott 84 tdv &v 1 draréyeodar Adywv téttapa yévr, ddacxaiinol xal Stadextixol ol
metpacTixol xal EptaTixol. Stdaonahixol pEv ol éx Tav olxelwy doydv Exdotov wadnpatog xal

s , ~ , _— . \ ,
o0x €% Tav ToD dmoxpLvopévov dokdv curhoytlopevor (Bet yap miotedey TOV pavddvovta),
VL fa e s s ‘s , VL ea o~ .

Srahextinol 8¢ of éx TGV 2v36Ewv CUNNOYLOTLXOL &VTLPAGEWS, TeLpaoTLol O of éx TéV doxoldvTay
T dmoxpLvopéve ol avayxatey cidéval T6 TpoomoLtovpéve ey TV EnLeThuNY (6v TEdToY
’ 3 4 ’ 3 \ \ e 3 ~ ’ 3 4 14 ’
dudpLoTan v Etépols), EpLaTixol 8¢ ol éx ThY patvopivay év8o6EmY PaLVOUEVOL GUAAOYLETLXOL.
\ \ ¥ ~ ) o~ 5 ~ s ~ ¥ \ \ ~ ~ \
mepl ey odv Tav dmodetxntixndv &v tols "Avaiutixols elpntat, Tepl 8¢ Tav StadexTindv nal

TELPAGTLXGY 8V HANOLG: TTEPL O TAY GYOVLETLXEY %ol pLoTLXGY VDY Aéympey.

165 b 3 yép ABGbADCcuch¥Y : dpa WYW?2 | b 4 dvtipboewg ABGbDCeu : dvtipdocnv Ach : dvtipbocwy
¥V2:om. WE | b S avayxatioy ADcu¥" : dvoryratov BGbACehW™ — Al. Aphr. In Topica p. 25.23 ed. M. Wallies
(1898, CAG 11.3) | b 6 tpémov GbDW™* : tpémov 3¢ ABAcueh : 3¢ tpémov C | b7 &vd6Ewv AGbCY'Y : dvd6Ewmy
p7) 8vtov 3¢ BADcueh (3¢ om. h) ¥2¥V | b8 warvépevor cuiroyiotinol AGbDCCW™ : cuidoytatixol
pawvbpevol curhoytotixol Buh¥Y : suihoyiotixol A : culhoyiatinol #) pawvépevor e | b 9 tév ABGBADCe¥Y :
i Sdaoraiinéy xat cuh¥* | b 10 ¢Arotg ABGbADCueh¥™® : toic npbrepov ¥

In discussions there are four domains of argument, didactic, dialectical, critically examinative and eristic.
Those arguments are didactic that deduce on the basis of the principles appropriate to the discipline in
question and not on the basis of the views of the answerer (for the student should rely on them). Those
arguments are dialectical that, on the basis of acceptable views, constitute a deduction of a contradictory.

Those arguments are critically examinative that are based on views of the answerer or on things that

¥ This point is missed in the new edition of the Sophistici Elenchi by Hecquet (above, n. 5).
2 See also Aristotele, Le confutazioni sofistiche, intr., trad., comm. P. Fait, Laterza, Roma — Bari 2007 (Biblioteca Uni-

versale Laterza, 599), p. 3.

Studia graeco-arabica 10 / 2020



78 Gerhard Endress, Picter Sjoerd Hasper

must be known by anyone who purports to have scientific knowledge (in a way which has been specified

elsewhere). And those arguments are eristic that, based on points that appear acceptable, appear to

constitute a deduction. Demonstrative arguments have been discussed in the Analytics, dialectical and

critically examinative arguments elsewhere. Now we must discuss competitive and eristic arguments.

ArY (p. 913.5-914.2,918.6-13 Gabr)

ArZ (p. 916.3-4, 920.4-12 Gabr)

ArY (p. 918.3-4, 921.8-922.8 Gabr)

And now we may state as a known
fact (fa-hi nabnu naqilu l-ina bi-
mawgidin = ¥otL 81) in what we
discuss four genera of discourse —
didactic (t4'limi), dialectical (gadali),
examinative (mumtabani), and eristic
(mirdi).

Regarding the didactic, these are
syllogistic arguing from principles
(‘tlm,
p.o'(%ny.oc), not based on the beliefs of

specific to each science
those who answer (al-mu gibin) — for
it is necessary that also the student
should trust it. As for the dialectical,
these are established (mawgida) as
syllogisms (arguing) from the accepted
(views) (mashar, #vdo&a). As for the
examinative, these are those which the
respondent holds (to be true) while it
is necessary (&voryxotov) that he who
is constructing the figures (szk/) should
know the one who has that knowledge
in the way obtained (o72. 8&) in the
other (sc. the respondent). As for the
eristic, these are those which, coming
from those appearing to be acceptable
(maskarat. leg. mashirat) (om. P
8vtov 8¢), held to be (bi-zayy: leg.
yura) syllogistical (giydsiyya) (om.
ouhhoytoTixol 7).

Now the
(Sedaonarixol xat) demonstrative

on didactical and
(arguments) there hasbeen a discussion
in the Analytics. As for the dialectical
and the examinative, in other works.
As for the agonistic and the eristical
(al-mugabidiyya wa-l-mirdiyyya), we
shall speak of these now.

The genera of discourse occurring in
discussion are four: demonstrative
(burhani), (gadali),

examinative (imtibani), and eristic

dialectical

(mirdi).

As for the demonstrative, these are
(arguments) the student is bound to
trust, since (&pa pro yap?) they are
deduced from principles proper to
cach discipline, not from the beliefs
of the answerer. The dialectical are
those concluding from accepted
beliefs. The examinative are those
concluding from things according to
the belief of the answerer, and it is
necessary (avaryxatov) that he who
establishes the syllogism should know
this in view of the existence of this
knowledge according to what has been
defined (0. 3¢ ) elsewhere. The eristic
(arguments) are those concluding
from things held to be acceptable, but
are not so (1) Bvtwv 8¢), and for this
reason are supposed to be syllogistical
(qivasiyya) (om. cUNNOYLOTLXOL ).

As for the didactical and
(Oudaonaiixol xal) demonstrative
(arguments), we have discussed them
in the Analytics, and we have discussed
the dialectical and the examinative
arguments in other places. And we shall
now discuss the agonistic and the eristic
(al-mugibada wa-l-mird) (scil. genera
of argument).

The genera of discourse used in each
art of it (scil. of kalim, discussion) are
four, the didactical genus, the genus of
dialectic, the genus of examination, and
the genus of eristic (mumdibaka).

The genus of discourse used in the way of
instruction and the sharing of knowledge
will obtain only (in arguments) from
principles specific to the knowledge
to be shared and not (in arguments)
drawn from whatever happens to come
forth from the respective answerer, and
therefore (&pa) the learner must comply
with it. The genus of dialectic discourse
will be based only on all acceptable (ways
of) thought opposed (Gvtipdoewy?)
to the (respective) argument. The genus
of examinative argument will (reason)
only from premises supposed (to be true)
by the answerer, and from those the
knowledge of which is necessarily accepted
(dvayxatwv) by him who wants to
establish wisdom like the one (o72. 3¢) we
have detailed and proved in another book.
The genus of eristic argument will obtain
only from things that are apparently
acceptable, and do not in reality (p.“f‘]
gvtev 3¢) belong to the deductive type
rather than (cuAAoytoTLxol #) being so
only in appearence.

And we have discussed in the book of
Analytica — the third of our books — the
genera of didactical and (St8oarohixév
xatl) demonstrative arguments, and
we have also discussed the genera of
dialectical and examinative argument
before this book (tolg mpoTEQOV), Viz.
the fourth book, apodeiktike. As for the
eristic and agonistic arguments, we shall

discuss them in this our (present) book,

being the fifth (book of the logic).
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Though the translatio vetus contains again some clear inaccuracies in comparison with the Greek
text (for example, “to establish wisdom like the one we have detailed” connects tv émtotnuny
and 6v Tp67ov in a way impossible in the Greek, perhaps due to ambiguity in the Syriac exemplar;
un Bvtwy 3¢ is translated as if cuAhoyiotixol belongs to it), and identifies the fourth book of
the Organon, the Topica, with the apodeiktiké, it is not as paraphrastic as in the first fragment,
and generally gets things right. Both his and Ibn Zur'a’s translations are quite accurate. Ibn Zur'a
renders Stdaoxaiixol with “demonstrative”, but that may just be a matter of translation. The
major difference between these two translations is, apart from some vocabulary, that Ibn Zur‘a
must have used an alternative source, for on quite a few places his translation goes back to different
readings in the Greek.

3. Fallacy Justifying Principles and Completeness Claim for Aristotle’s List

SE8-9,169b30-170222

[a]’O7L & &yopev adtobe tf adth peddde, dfrov: map’ Goa Yoo aivetar Tolc dxolousLy g
Heotnuéva cuihehoyiodar, Taps Talto ®dv T6 dmoxpLvopéve d6Eetey, dot’ Ecovtar GUNAOYLGLOL
Yeudeic did Todtav A mhvtev 1) éviwv- [b] 6 yap 1) dpwtndeic oletan dedwndvar, xdv Epntndeic
Yeln. Ty ért vé Tvev dpo cupfBalvel TpoospwTiy T6 Evdets xal 6 Yeldog éupavilety, otov v
Tolg Tapd THY AEELY %al TOV GONOLXLGULOY.

[c] Ei odv ol mapahoyLopotl THe dvTLpdosns mapd ToV atvbuevoy Eheyybv clat, dfjAov 8Tt mapd
tocalta dv nal tév Peuddy elnoay culloyiopol map’ Soa xal 6 eatvépevog FAeyyoc. [d] 6 8¢
paLvopevog Tapd T popLa Tob dANIvol- Exdotou yap Exhelmovtog paveln dv EAeyyog, otov 6
mopd 6 A cupPaivov dta TOV Adyov (6 el T6 adlvatov), xal 6 Tt dVo dpwthoets wlay ToLdY
Topd TV TedTAcLY, xal avti Tol xad’ adTod 6 mapa T cupPeBnxride, xal Té TovTou pbpLov 6
T TO Embpevoy” ETL TO Wi Emt Tod mpdypatog, AAN’ Emt Tob Abyou cuuBaively: elt’ dvTi Tob
xod6hov TV AvTlpacty xol ®aTE TAVTO xal TPog TadTO %l OHoadTwe, Tapd Te TO Ent TL, 9
e’ ExaGTOV TOUTMV- ETL Tapd TO Ui} évapLtdpovpévou tod év doyd) ©o 8’ ev dpxfj Aapfdvery.
[e] dot’ Exorpev dv map’ oo yivovTar of TapahoyLopwot: mapd Theto LV Yap o0 &v elev, mopd
3t T elpnuéva Ecovtar mhvTes.

[f] "Ectt 8’ 6 sopLotindg Eheyyog o0y &mAds EAeYy0g GAAG TTPOS TLVa: Xal 6 GUAAOYLOPOG HGAVTHS.
av pev yap i Aafr € te Topd To Guavupov Ev onpalvely xal 6 Tapd THY GLOLOGYNLOGVVTY TO
povov T6de, #al ol &AhoL doaltwg, obt’ EAeyyoL olte culhoyiopol Ecovtar, oUd’ anAds odte TEog
Tov dpatapevoy. v 3t AdBwot, Tede ptv Tov Epntdpevoy Ecovtar, dmAdc 8’ odx Esovtat- 0l Yop
&v onuaivov elMpaoty GAAGL QaLvbuevoy, xal Topd TobdE.

[g] TTopc oo 8 EAéyyovtar ol Eheyyduevot, ob det metpdodar hawBdvety dvev tg tév vtav
¢mLoTHYG dmbvTwy. ToUTO 8 0D pedlg EoTt TEYVTS:

169b34 6 BGACcueh : 6 AVbDY* | 170a2 p#y ABVGbDCh : om. Acue¥™ [¥V] | a4 dvti codd.
¥V gyt W | 6 ABVGbADCcueh : om. W7 [¥V] | t62 ABVGbDCeh : om. cu¥? [A] [¥] | a6 eit’
ABVGbADCeh : eite cu : &tv U2 [WV] | dvti codd. ¥V : &v tv W™ | a7 xata todtd ABADCcue :
%ot a0td VGOhW= [WV] | xal wpog tadtd codd.¥*[raised =] : om. YV[raised V] | a9 évaptdpovpévou
ABVGbCcueh : évaptdupodpevoy D¥* : cuvaptdpoupévou A | 16 8’ v doyfi ABVGbD : 6 &v doyf
ACcueh : om. ¥* | a 11 y&p ABVGbDCcueh¥Y : om. ¥22¥V? | a13 tiva codd. ¥V : tv W™ | a 17 tov!
ABVGbDCcueh¥ : t6 C¥* | tov? ABDcueh¥™ WV : t6 W2 [VGD] | a 19 t053e ABVGbDCueh : té hotmé
Ac¥* | 220 mapd mésa ABVGbDCeh : map’ 6mboa cul™Y : map’ oo A¥PZFY | a22 0d pedig Acul™ :
obdeyuLdic ABVGbDCeh
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[a] That we know them through the same system is clear. For on those grounds on which it appears to
the audience that a deduction has come about, as if they had been asked, it may seem so to the answerer
as well, so that there will be incorrect deductions in these ways, cither in all of them or in some. [b] For
what one thinks one has conceded without having been questioned, one would also grant if questioned
(except that in at least some cases the incorrectness comes to light at the same time, namely when one
in addition asks for what is missing, for example, in arguments dependent on the expression or on a
solecism). [c] So if fallacious arguments for the contradictory point depend on an apparent refutation,
it is clear that deductions of something incorrect will depend on just as many grounds as an apparent
refutation.

[d] Now, apparent refutations depend on the parts of a genuine refutation, since for each part that is
omitted there would appear to be a refutation, for example, one is due to what does not follow on the
basis of the argument (the one inferring an impossibility); the one which makes two questions one is
due to the proposition; also the one due to what is accidental (instead of the thing in itself), and a part
of this, the one due to the consequence; further, for the conclusion not following at the level of the
object, but at the level of the sentence; next (instead of the contradiction holding universally, in the
same respect, in relation to the same thing and in the same way) due to it holding to a certain extent,
or also due to each of those qualifications; further, due to securing the point at issue, despite the clause
‘the point at issue not being included.” [¢] Thus we should know on how many grounds fallacies come
about, for they could not depend on more; they will all depend on those mentioned.

[f] A sophistical refutation is not a refutation without qualification, but rather one relative to a
person, and similarly for deduction. For unless the one depending on homonymy secures that one
thing is signified, and the one depending on similarity of expression that only something individual is
signified, and the other ones likewise, they will neither be refutations nor deductions, neither without
qualification nor relative to the person questioned. However, if they do secure it, they will be relative to
the person, and not without qualification. For they have secured not what signifies one thing, but what
appears to, and done so from a certain person.

[g] Without knowledge about everything there is one should not try to establish on how many grounds
those who are refuted are refuted. That, however, does not belong to a single expertise.

ArY [pp. 984.3-986.4,990.6 Gabr] | ArZ [pp. 986.6-988.5, 991.ult. Gabr) ArY (pp. 988.7-989.9 Gabr)

[a] That the method (sind'a, Téyvn)
is available to us regarding these very
(arguments) is known: regarding
those which appear to the hearers,
as if they were asked and a syllogism
were constructed from these, and if
the answerer is of the same opinion,
then faulty syllogisms will obtain
in this regard, cither all of them or

individually.

[a] It is known that what is available
(/it. existent, at our disposal) for us
in this same art (téyvn) is handled
(ouAheroyloBat) according to what
is apparent (supposed, nahw al-umir
al-maznina), and this holds with the
hearers in the same way as with the
answerers; and the conclusion for this
is drawn if the answerer is the (same)
one as the one who supposes (this
to be true). And then the incorrect
syllogisms will be either based on all
of these things or on individual things

among them.

[a] Now this is well-known in their art
and their discourse, and to the extent
of what is provided to the hearers, they
will believe that the question arises
necessarily from the composition of
the discourse. And to this extent, error
will befall the answerer in the answer
he is requiring. And therefore it is
necessary that the faulty syllogisms
should only come about cither due to
all of these or due to some of these.
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[b] For he (6) who, if he has not
been asked, is supposed to concede
(the argument), will, if asked
in his turn, concede (it). But in
individual cases, it will occur at
the same time that he will add,
asking for what is missing (yanqud
edd. : leg. yanqus) and for the
fault to be exposed (yubarban

‘demonstrated’), for example in

regard of the formulation or of a
barbarism (‘ugamiyya).
[c] Now if the fallacies of

(the

type of) apparent refutation, it

contradiction belong  to

is evident that the syllogisms
inferring falsechood belong to all
those of the (type of) apparent
refutation as well, and (likewise)
the apparent refutation from parts
of the truthful (veracious).

[d] For the refutation appears (to
be accomplished) for every single
missing (part), as for example that
which infers from an accident (o72.
1) in respect to the argument which
is ad impossibile (min qibal al-kalima
allati fi gayr al-mumbin); further the
one which makes two questions into
one in respect to the proposition;
and if (&v Tt) a thing is taken singly
(by itself), it is by accident, and part
of this results (argues) from (o2 6)
what i the consequence. Further those
(refutations) thatapply not to the thing
but to the argument. Further (1) if
something (&v Tt) applyinguniversally
is made to refer to the contradiction
by itself (only) (xot’ 00t6), and in
relation to one and the same and in
the same way as it is said in regard
of this thing or of each one of these.
And further if it has not been taken
into account (yuadda, ‘enumerated’)
(to A évapudpodpevov) that it
(the conclusion) is taken from the
beginning (initial proposition) (o772.T6
d’ &v doyf).

[b] And the one (6) who believes
the answer before the question is
put — now, if he were asked he would
admit (the point), but in some cases
two things would obtain together
(at once), viz. that he should ask a
missing question (leg. ndgisan) and
that he should reveal a falsehood. An
example for this are the ropoi arguing
from the wording, and those based on

a solecism.

[c] Now if the fallacies arising from a
contradiction belong to those based
on a supposed refutation, it is evident
that the erroneous syllogisms arise
from all of these, that is to say from all
of the things from which the supposed

syllogism arises.

[d] Now the supposed refutation results
from the parts of the valid syllogism.
For the deficiency (nagd: leg. nags) in
the refutation is evident to each one
(leg. Ex46T¢p?), as for example in one
(refutation) obtaining (o772. u3)) in regard
of the argument (/agos) in that it leads to
absurdity. And the (refutation) which
makes two questions into one question
in the premisses, even though (&v Tt) the
thing by itself belongs to the accidental,
and what belongs to the consequence
is (made) a part thereof. Further if that
which obtains does not belong to the
thing itself but to the argument (kalim,
logos), and further (¢tv), if (&v Tt) the
thing in the contradiction (sci/. under
controversy) is taken universally and by
itself (xat’ adT0), and in relation to
one and the same thing and said in one
and the same way, but then is stated of
one thing (only), or of each one of these
(instances). And also if from the initial
(assumption) there is itemised (igtadat :
leg. uqtussat) (om. ©6 8 &v doyh)
something not meant to be enumerated

(T6 W) EvapLdpovpevoy).

[b] For he who (6) does not ask will suppose
that he has asked, and he who is asked
supposes that he has given the answer while
he has not yet given (an answer). But in some
cases a combination of both will obtain, a
duplication of the question and a presentation
(ighar) of error in this. Now this will arrive
either because of some wording, or because of
the barbarism of the questioner.

[c] Now since the fallacies (mudillar) deriving from
contradictions will only result from appearance
(tabayyul) or invalidation (¢ah gin) in the discourse,
it is evident that the error of the one who is asked
and his <faulty> supposition that he had already
answered (leg. wa-gannabi. annabii gad agiba)
— while he has not yet answered — does arrive only
because he hasbeen made to believe in the pretended
invalidation and refutation (a/-tahgin wa-l-tabkit)
in the discourse.

[d] Now the apparent invalidation (al-zah gin
al-tabayyul : leg. al-tahgin al-mutabayyal?) in
the discourse will arrive only <p. 889 Gabr>
because of missing parts in the true discourse.
For every deficient discourse will appear
to be a refutation (tabkit) and invalidation
(tabgin), like (om. Tapa To pi) oupBatvov
dué Tov Abyov 6 eig T6 ddUvaTov) the one
which makes of two questions one, and this
comes about from a missing premiss only,
and like the one which introduces (yudbil)
the accident in place of the essential, and this
because of a missing part of the argument
(kalim, logos), and in that the argument on the
whole is inserted (#/biga) in place of the part;
and further that one supposes the accident to
be an accident in the discourse explaining the
thing, not the thing itself; and it is suggested
(uriya) that the contradicting statement on
the whole is generalised in the same way (o7
%oTo TaOTO ol mEog Tadto) and that
it applies cither to one of them or to cach of
them; and further (a pretended refutation)
results from the enumeration of something
obtaining in the initial question, this being
made part of it (om. 76 87 &v doyf).
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[e] So we have said from how many
(grounds) the fallacies will arise, for
they will not result from additional
ones, but all of them arise from one of

those we have mentioned.

[f] Now [wa-anna ed.: leg. fa-inna)
the sophistical refutation is not an
absolute refutation, but is in relation
to something (tt), and likewise
the syllogism. For on the one hand
(ammad), if we do not accept that
what is based on homonymy signifies
one thing, and what is based on the
coincidence of the form signifies
this thing alone, and likewise with
those others — then there are neither
refutations nor deductions taken
absolutely, nor with regard to what is
being asked (t0 épmtwpevov). And
on the other hand (wa-amma), if they
accept, cither in regard of him who
asked — there will be (sc. refutations),
or absolutely — then there will not
be. For they will accept not what
signifies one thing, but what seems
so. And from among the remaining

things (t& Aotma) <p. 986.3 Gabr>

[g] how many refutations (6moo0a)
these will refute, one need not try to
assess without knowledge of all beings,
but this does not belong <p.986.4
Gabr>|<p.990.6 Gabr> to one (0b
pLdic) of the arts.

[e] We have now established from
how many things fallacies will come
about, and (om. yap) that they will
not come from additional ones, and
that they in their entirety will arise
only from the things mentioned,

[f] Now [wa-anna ed.: leg. fa-inna) the
sophistical refutation is not an absolute
refutation, but in respect of something
(tt); and likewise the syllogism. For
cither one does not accept that what
is based on a homonymous expression
is signifying one thing, and what is
based on the coincidence of the form is
signifying this thing only, and likewise
those other things — then there will
be neither refutations nor syllogisms,
neither absolutely nor with regard to
the thing the question is asked about
(t6 gpmtwpevov). Or if it is accepted,
they will obtain with regard to what
the question was asked about (To
gowtmpevoy), but will not obtain
absolutely. For what they accepted
they did not accept as signifying one
thing, but as what was deemed so,
and accordingly the matter goes in
the remaining things (ta Aotma).

[g] And it is not necessary to try to
determine the ways in which (6oa.) the
rejection of those who refute will occur
before knowing all beings, because this
does not belong to one (00 pLéic) of
<p.991.17 Gabr> the arts.

[e] Now it has become clear in
how many ways the misleading
(arguments) come about, and (o72.
vap) that they do not arise from more
things than these, but that they come
from the kinds (of errors) stated.

[f] Now the sophistical refutation and
the invalidation in their discourse is
not a general invalidation common to
many (cases), but is applied with regard
to someone (only) (leg. yuligi bibi
wihid), and similarly their syllogism. But
as long as one does not accept a single
thing being signified coming forth from
the homonymy of names, or when they
take one thing to be signified by another
shape not similar to it;” and the rest of
their argument is likewise, they do not
produce a refutation nor a syllogism,
neither generally nor individually with
regard of (adad: leg. ‘inda) the one
who is asked. And if they produce their
argument universally, it may be that
their syllogism and their refutation
be in agreement with the one who is
asked, not with the many, because they
take a thing by its single signification
in appearance, not in reality. What
regards the other aspects (T Aotra) of
refutation and invalidation in argument,
[g] we need not try to grasp them (6oat)
without knowledge of all things, and this
does not belong to a single (00 pLéic)
discipline only.

For our understanding of the structure of Aristotle’s theory of fallacy this passage is of utmost
importance. Aristotle distinguishes, most explicitly in section [f], with some of the conceptual framework
being introduced in sections [a] and [b], between three ways in which one might think that a refutation is
brought about: 1. a proper refutation, according to the rules of good dialectic; 2. an apparent refutation,
committing one of his thirteen or twelve types of fallacy, which make the argument merely appear to
constitute a refutation; and 3. a refutation which is in a way a real refutation, because the answerer has
granted all the relevant premisses, and the argument does not contain any logical gaps, but on the other
hand does not yet constitute a proper refutation, because among the premisses granted by the answerer

» ArY in margine : nagl ihar (alia translatio), “and what has a common shape is that thing only”.
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there is one of the principles justifying a fallacy — principles a good dialectician should never have granted,
but which appear acceptable or are even thought to be accepted, especially if one does not give the issue any
thought. The example given by Aristotle of such fallacy justifying principles is the principle that a certain
ambiguous word has one meaning. Type 3 refutations he calls ‘a refutation relative to a person’. This
framework allows Aristotle to give a more informative definition of a proper refutation, more informative
than the definition provided in SE 1, 164 a 25 - 165 b 3 (discussed above, at the beginning of this part of
the article): a proper refutation is an argument which on the basis of premisses granted deduces with
necessity a conclusion which contradicts the thesis of the answerer, and for which a number of clauses
are in place which rule out all the possible fallacy justifying principles (section [c]). These clauses and
the related possible fallacy justifying principles are listed in section [d]. Aristotle attaches a completeness
claim for his list of fallacies to this more informative definition of a proper refutation (section [e]).

Yahya ibn ‘Adi handles section [a] more or less correctly: he understands the correspondence
between what appears to the hearers regarding possible fallacy justifying principles and what
answerers would grant. Ibn Zur'a, on the other hand, makes a complete mess of these two sentences,
mainly because he seems to construe the sentence quite differently: 67t &yopev he renders as if there
had been 8 Tt &yopev (“what is available for us”); and then culieroyioDar as depending on d7rov,
with map” 6oa patvetar becoming a clause indicating the respect in which. The remaining clauses
he then states separately, in one case in a completely incomprehensible way. The Syriac translation
underlying the translatio vetus is grammatically probably more precise than that of Athanasius, for
one may recognise even more of the grammatical structure of the Greek in the translatio vetus, even
a¢ Hotnpéve (‘to the extent of what is provided to the hearers’), but the unclarity of the vocabulary
destroys the good effect this could have.

Section [b] is rendered almost perfectly by Yahya, though he does so by a slight of hand getting rid of
the difficulties caused by reading ¢ instead of 6, and again Ibn Zur‘a revises in such a way that the relative
clarity disappears. This time this is because he actually stays closer to the grammar of the Greek, by
insertingas subject for éuaviletv the same person who asks the question — but Aristotle means that in
the asking of the missing question the falsechood of the proposition asked is revealed. In the translation
by Ibn Zura probably a marginal remark ended up in the text, for “And the conclusion for this is
drawn if the answerer is the (same) one who supposes (this to be true)” seems an intrusion which could
have had the function of an elucidating remark. In the translatio vetus the first sentence is completely
restructured, with many new elements, presumably because the translator or his Syriac predecessor
did not understand what is going on. Moreover, ‘adding a question’ is understood as ‘duplication of a
question’, which may be correct in arithmetic (1 + 1 = 2) but yields nonsense in case of questions asked.

None of the Arabic translations understand that in sections [c] and [d] Aristotle sets up a more
informative definition of a proper refutation by relating clauses in that definition to fallacies. This,
however, is mainly due to errors which were already in place in the underlying Greek manuscripts.
If one leaves out p:#) at 170 a 2 (or the whole phrase, as in Ar"), one will not be able to recognise the
reference to the fallacy of 7oz causa. If one reads dvtt twice as év tt, as Athanasius did, one does not
understand that in the definition the extra clauses hold instead of the fallacy justifying principles.
Similarly if one does not render t6 8 év apy7, as all three translations do, one cannot recognise
this overall scheme in [d]. It is clear that all three translations struggle to make sense of the text, but
most incoherent is here the translatio vetus, since in some places it is very difficult to recognise the
connection between Aristotle’s text and what we read in the translation.

The three Arabic translations all state the completeness claim in [e] correctly, though they all fail to
render Aristotle’séyotpev in terms of knowledge — Ibn Zur‘a comes closest to it. Ibn Zur‘aand the #ranslatio
vetus both miss out on the yap, in case of Ibn Zur‘a thus deviating from Athanasius’ Syriac version.
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In [f] both Yahya and Ibn Zur‘a get it more or less right, except that they do not introduce
‘argument’ as subject for A3y, and AaBwot but rather people. The only problem with both versions is
thatboth render Tt rather than ttve, as well as the first Tpog Tov patopevoy as Tpog T6 EpwTmUEVOV.
It seems likely that at least one of the two deviations goes back to Athanasius’ Syriac version, but it
may be that the other of these two is due to systematisation in light of the other deviation. As to the
second Tpog Tov Epwtmpevov Ibn Zur'a indeed systematises, whereas Yahya does not. The reading
76 Epwtopevov was around in the Greek manuscript tradition, as it appears in C (Par. Coisl. 330),
but the error may just as well have come about twice. At any rate, the point that a fallacious refutation
may become a real refutation of some sort because the answerer accepts a fallacy justifying principle,
will be lost with this deviation.

In terms of its grammatical structure, the translatio vetus fares quite well, but the main point of
passage [f] is lost because of some surprising vocabulary, especially rendering the clause “if [arguments]
do secure [a fallacy justifying principle]” with “if [these people] produce their argument universally”.
It may be that the subsequent phrase ‘be in agreement with the one who is asked, not with the many’,
which with ‘with the many’ and ‘in agreement with’ contains elements which are not in the Greek is
meant to make sense of this earlier rendering.

All three translations presuppose at the end of [f] the reading mapa t& Aotmd, which must have
arisen because wopa ToU8e was not understood, and a need was felt for a generalising clause after
the one example of a fallacy justifying principle (applying only for the linguistic fallacies). That is
indeed how Ibn Zur‘a understands the phrase, but both Yahya and the translatio vetus give it another
function, by connecting it with [g], what is in modern editions the beginning of the next chapter,
though in different ways, neither of which makes much sense.

4. Two Kinds of Sophistical Arguments

SE11,171b3-14
” C s s se o . » v oaeas o , ¢y
Ett 16 gdvar 7 dmogdvar agrodv od detxvivrog Eotlv dAhd melpav AapBdvovtog: 7 yop
V- A \ 1 ’ 3 ~ \ ~ 3 \ 3 ’ 3 \
TeLpaoTind] 0Tt Stahentind) TLg* 8L Twept maAVT@Y émtoxomel xal ewpel o) TOV eldbTa dAN
TOV GyvoolvYTA %ol TEOGTOLOUUEVOY. 6 &V 0LV %aTd TO Tedywa Yewpdv Té xotvd Stadextinde, 6 8¢
TOUTO QULYOUEVOS TIOLEY GOPLETLIOE, Kol GUAAOYLOPOS EPLETLROS XAl GOPLETLXGG é0TLY £l P&V 6
PILYOLEVOS GUAAOYLOTLXOE TEEPL OV 7 SLahenTLu) TeLpaoTLny) 0TL, x&v dANndec 16 oupnépacya 7
(Tol ydp St Tt dmaTnTLRds doTL), xal BooL Y Evteg kot THY Exdotov pédodov mapahoyLopol
doxoloty elvar xata ThHY TéQVY. T& Yop Peudoypaphpato odx épLoTLrg (1ot Y& T¢ VIO TIV
) ¢ P , Y
Téyvny ol maparoyLopol), 0ddé v’ el Tl dott Peudoypdonua Tept aAndés.
b3 &Etobv ABVGbBADCcueh¥Y : om. ¥2¥VTheoph. | bS 86 mepl mdvtwv Emionomet
VGbADCcue¥": 816 mepl todtov éntononet W= : 8uo émtononet h: om. AB | b 10 dratntinde
codd. WY : drmartnrinds ¥ | b 13 éototind codd. WY : dveprotind ¥>?
Further, to demand that something be affirmed or denied is not the job of some one who demonstrates,
but rather of someone engaged in critical examination. For critical examination is a kind of dialectic and
considers not the person with knowledge, but the ignorant person who pretends to have knowledge.
Someone who considers common things in accordance with the object is a dialectician, whereas
someone who does so in appearance is a sophist. One kind of eristic and sophistical deduction
consists of arguments that are apparently deductive concerning things about which dialectic is
critically examinative, even if the conclusion is true (for it is deceptive about the ground). There are
also deductions that, though they are not fallacies in accordance with the systematic study of each of
the objects, still seem to be in accordance with the expertise. For false proofs are not eristic (for the
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fallacies are in accordance with what falls under the expertise),

proof of a truth.

not even if something is a false

ARY (p. 1008.3-6 Gabr)

AR (p. 1010.3-7 Gabr)

ARY (pp. 1012.3- 1013.4 Gabr)

to

(ysdabhil

&&tobv) that one should posit

Further, encourage

(yada', afhirm) or remove is not for
somebody who demonstrates, but
for somebody who is probing (abada
tagribatan, tetoay hapBdvovrog),
and probing is somehow dialectical,
and in this respect considers those
(matters) (tovtwv), for it does not
regard one who knows, but someone
who does not know, and presumes.
As to somebody who regards in a
matter those common things, he is a
dialectician, whereas somebody who
does this in pretence (mubayyilan,
ostensibly) is a sophist. The eristic
and the sophistical deduction (giyas,
syllogism) is, on the one hand, one
which pretends to present a deduction
in regard of whom the dialectical (art)
(al-gadaliyya) is (rather) examinative
(mumtahina); even though (wa-in:
leg. fa-an) the conclusion is true,
and this because it is contentious
(mutalib = dmortnTindg) in regard
of ‘why (ma-di: leg. li-ma-da).
On the other hand, these (eristic/
sophistical deductions) are all those
deceptive ones that are not according
to the (respective) disciplines (sind at,
Téyvar) of each of them.

As for those mendacious diagrams,
these are not non-eristic
(GveptoTina?), but are those that
fall under the (respective) art, being
rapohoyiowol (leg. fariligismit), and
it is not — if there is some mendacious
diagram — concerning the truthful.

Further, it is not for the demonstrator
(mubarbin, detxvdvtog) to posit
or, in the same way, to remove, but
this is for somebody who examines
(yamtahin, melpoay AopPavovtog).
For the (critical) examination is part
of the discipline of dialectic, and for
this reason it looks into these matters
(tovTwy), for its regard is not with one
who knows, but with him who does not
know, but is supposed to know.

As to somebody who regards the
matter in respect of the common
things, he is a dialectician. And he
who pretends that he has actually done
such a thing, is a sophist. As for the
eristic and the sophistical deductions,
these two are one, (both) supposed
to be deductive, and in respect of
these two (sc. of being dialectic and
sophistical) are examinative. (Even) if
the conclusion is true, then (fz-) the
deduction that is in regard of ‘why the
thingis’ is (still) contentious (¢lib: leg.
mutalib = dmontnTLrog). Secondly,
all the deceptive (deductions) are
those that are not made in respect
of the approach (mabsil, pé9odoc)
of even one of the disciplines, while
being supposed to be according to the
discipline.

And this is because these mendacious

diagrams are not non-eristic
(dveprotind?), but the faulty
deduction goes back to things

falling under the discipline, but the
mendacious diagram does not result in
the truth.

Further, affirmation and negation are
not for one who wants to show the way,
but rather for one who examines and
investigates (thoroughly), because it is
proper for the dialectician to examine
and to test and to scrutinize. Because of
this, his approach proceeds in all ways,
he will examine the clever one and he
will examine the ignorant one and he
will examine one who clads the cloak of
the scientists.

And somebody who looks into the
true nature of all the things is a sound
dialectician, but somebody who does
this in appearance is a sophist. Now the
deductions of the troublemaker and the
sophist are one (and the same), giving
the appearance of a sound deduction,
to which the men of dialectic through
if

(fa-in: leg. wa-in) a true conclusion

examination will submit, even
should result from their discourse,
because the matter ‘because of which’
their deduction is, is obscured (u'tan:
leg. mugattan). All that is like this
(among deductions), such that it is
not being according to the (proper)
method, belongs to the deceptive
ways in method, because all the books
(Ypoccpv’]p,oc‘rot), wherein it is answered
to names of people, are not in the way
of contention

the

to

and troublemaking,

because deceptive  deductions

the
while the falsely attributed books

intend confound method,
(bevdoypaghuata) are not so, even

though their doctrine be truthful 3

3 ArY add. in margine: ‘Another version [SE 171b 10]: “Even though there is a true conclusion, demanding (n2uzalib:
dmowTnTinde, scil. an answer to the question) ‘because of which it is’, and all these deceptive (deductions) that are not according to
method in one category, but are supposed to be according to the (relevant) method. As to these mendacious appellations, they are
not non-eristic (Gveptotixd?), but those that fall under the (relevant) method”. Like in all other glosses on the transiatio vetus, this s
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One important innovation of the Sophistical Refutations is that Aristotle distinguishes between
two kinds of sophistical arguments: arguments which are not real refutations (whose types are the
dialectical fallacies) and arguments which pretend to be scientific (and thus pretend to explain or
to prove) without actually being so — regardless of whether the premisses are true or not. Aristotle
can distinguish between these two kinds, because he strictly distinguishes between scientific and
dialectical arguments (also regardless of whether the premisses are true or not).?! The present passage
is the place where he explicitly draws the distinction.

Again the translatio vetus is looser in terms of vocabulary and contains a few additions (for
example, “he will examine the clever one”, “wherein it is answered to names of people” and “while
the false attributed books are not s0”), but frequently it follows the order of clauses in the Greek
more closely than the other two translations. For example, in the last sentence the translatio vetus
connects the main clause (false proofs not being eristic), the clause offered in justification (yap), and
the admissive sub-clause (098¢ i, even if) in the right way, while the other two translations get the
main clause wrong and miss out on the justificationary yap (perhaps Athanasius’ exemplar read 3?),
and also on the admissive ‘even if.

There are striking similarities between the translatio vetus and Ibn Zur'a’s translation: both leave
out a word corresponding to a&tolv and both interpret el¢, not as number one on the list, but as
being used to claim that two kinds of arguments are one and the same, whereas Yahya renders it
correctly on both occasions.

S. Summing up

SE 34,183 a27-36

"Ex mbowv pev obv xal motwv yivovtar Tole Stakeyopévols of mapahoyLapol, xal nig detEopéy te
Yeudbpevoy nal Tapddola AéyeLy mothoopey, Tt 87 éx Tivey cupfaivel 6 GoOAOLRLOWOG, Xal TR
gomtnTéov nal Tig M) takic Tav dpntnudTwy, ETL 8¢ TPog T YeNoLUoL TAVTES £lGLy ol TolobToL
AOYoL, %ol TTEQL ATONPLOEWG ATTAGS TE TAGTG Kol TAS AUTEOY TOUG AGY0US %l TOUG COAOLXLGLOVG,
elpNodo mepl andvtov APy Tadta. hotndy d& mepl Thg 8¢ doyfic mpoYéoewe dvauvioaoty elnely
Tt Bpoyd Tept adTiig xal Téhog Emtdelvar Tols elpnuévols.

183 a 30 corotxtopog VGbY™* : surhoyiopog ABADCcuh | tig ABVGADCcuh¥Y : i b¥?% | a 31 mavteg
elolyv ABGbADCcuh¥™ : elot mavteg V : om. wavteg ¥V? | a33 cohotniopods VI* : GoAoLnLGLoVG
oUMAOYLOPOUE G : GONOLXLEPOVE Xal GUARGYLGUOUG b : cuAAoyLopods ABADCcuh

On how many and what grounds fallacies come about among dialectical interlocutors, how we are to
expose someone making incorrect statements, and how we are to lead him to unacceptable statements;
next, from what kind of questions solecism results, how one should ask questions and what the order
of questions should be; and further, to what end all these accounts are useful, and about answering,
both in general and as to how one should solve arguments and solecisms — we have discussed all these
things. It remains to remind ourselves of the initial purpose, briefly to say something about it, and to

draw these remarks to a close.

anaql dhar not ascribed to a specific translator, but in view of the parallels with Ar¥ and Ar% may go back to the Syriac of Athanasius
as well.

31 On the demarcation criterion between scientific and dialectical arguments, see P.S. Hasper, “Between Science and
Dialectic: Aristotle’s Account of Good and Bad Peirastic Arguments in the Sophistical Refutations”, in Rapp - Hasper (eds.),
Fallacious Arguments (above, n. 26), pp. 286-322.
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ARY (p. 1185.3-93 Gabr)

ARZ (p. 1187.3-9 Gabr)

ARY (p. 1189.3-9 Gabr)

Regarding how many (the fallacies
are) and from which (grounds) the
fallacies come about for those who
are discussing, and how we expose
[yubayyin ms.: leg. nubayyin] him
who lies or (ammai ms. [?]: leg. imma)
how we also make him say strange
things, and also from which (things)
the solecism arises, and on (the matter
of) how one asks and what is the
order of the questioning (sg. ex X?)
is, and further, toward what (end)
all arguments (A6yor) like these are
useful, and absolutely in (regard of)
every answer, and (in the matter of)
how the arguments and the solecisms
are solved — all these have been
discussed. And from now on we shall
say something in brief containing the
scope obtaining from the beginning,
mentioning and bringing to the close
what has been said.

Regarding how many and of what kind
the things are from which the fallacies
come about for the discussants, and
how one operates (or: we should
operate — yu'mal: leg. na'mal?) in
exposing the lie of the liar who in
his argument comes up with strange
things, and also whence arises the
solecism, and how one asks, and how
(m@¢) the order of the questions is, and
toward what (end) a use can be made of
all these arguments (A6yot) which are
in this way, and on every answer in an
absolute way, and how the arguments
and the solecism are analysed (yanqass
ms.: leg. yanqadd ‘dissected’) — we have
discussed all these things. And now let
us discuss briefly the scope that we have
envisaged from the very beginning in
the way of a reminder; and then we
shall finish what we have discussed.

This is what we said about the kinds
of fallacies and in how many ways
this occurs for those who engage in
argument (abhl al-kalim), and how
we recognize (yurd: leg. nard) him
who uses them as a liar, and how
we push him (nulgiubi) so that he
makes unacceptable statements, and
from what decisive factors arises the
solecism (isti‘gam ‘broken language’),
and how the question should be
asked, and which are the orders of
the questions, and why a profit can be
made by arguments (om. TdvTec?)
like these, and generally how every
answer (is to be given), and how the
argument is to be analysed, and the
solecism (isti am) is recognised. And
since we have accomplished all this and
have mentioned what we promised in
the beginning of our book, let us say
something brief about this, and then

we shall finish our book.

All three translations get it quite right, the #ranslatio vetus only being looser, both in terms
of the connections between the points mentioned and in vocabulary (for example, ‘recognised’
instead of ‘solved’ with regard to solecisms). On the other hand, it should be noticed that the last
sentence, which in the Greek consists of three elements: reminding ourselves about the purpose of
the work; saying something about it; and concluding the discussion, is indeed rendered in this way
in the translatio vetus, whereas the Syriac translation underlying the other two Arabic translations
probably merged the first two elements. One may also wonder the singular “order of the questioning”
in Yahya’s translation is due to the Syriac translation; in that case the correct plural “order of the
questions” in Ibn Zur‘a’s translation may be accidental or due to a second source.

D. Relating the Arabic Translations to the Greek Textual Tradition

With the three Arabic translations of Aristotle’s Sophistici Elenchi we have not only three ways
of trying to render some occasionally complex logical thoughts expressed in a sophisticated technical
vocabulary and in dense and syntactically difficult sentences into a new language, but also three
sources which provide us access to three lines of textual tradition, in two different languages: each
of the three translations goes back, through a Syriac translation, to a Greek exemplar, and though
this concerns, in the case of the translations by Yahya and ibn Zur‘a, the same Syriac translation and
thus the same Greek exemplar, the revision by ibn Zur'a is partly based on at least one other Syriac
translation and thus ultimately on a further Greek exemplar.

In this article we will posit three hypothetical Greek ‘exemplars’, one for each of the three
Arabic translations; they can be regarded as the sets of all supposed Greek readings underlying each
of the translations:
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g Supposed readings underlying the translatio vetus
gy Supposed readings underlying the translation of Yahya ibn ‘Adi
gz Supposed readings underlying the translation of Isa ibn Zur‘a

Now we know that the translation by Yahya and ibn Zur'a both use the Syriac translation by
Athanasius of Balad as their (primary) source. Thus we may assume that if these two translations
share underlying Greek readings, these readings were also underlying that Syriac translation. For
these readings we use:

yE Supposed readings underlying the Syriac version of Athanasius of Balad (VII)

It will be difficult, though not always impossible, to determine the supposed readings underlying
these translations without comparison to the Greek tradition. Moreover, in order to appreciate the
significance of these readings, one must know the outlines of the Greek textual transmission. For the
Sophistici Elenchi these outlines are rather complicated, especially because of the degree of contamination
and correction, though not as complicated, it seems, as other parts of the Organon. For his new edition
of the Sophistici Elenchi Hasper uses, as things stand at the moment, the following 12 manuscripts:

Vat. Urb. gr. 35 (ca. 900)

Marc. gr. 201 (954)

Par. Suppl. gr. 1362 (IX) (a majuscule fragment of two leaves)
Vat. Barb. gr. 87 (X) (unfortunately only from 168 a 40 onwards)
Gud. gr. 24 (X1I)

Durham C.L15 (XV)

Par. gr. 1843 (XII)

Par. Coisl. 330 (XT)

Vat. gr. 1024 (ca. 1000)

Basil. F.IL21 (XII)

Laur. Conv. Soppr. 192 (X1I) (Ioannikios)

Mare. gr. IV.53 (XII)

e e A0 0O< Y

In addition there is Boethius’ translation, which gives us access to an exemplar from around 500:
A Exemplar Boethii translationis (ca. 500)

Traditionally editors hold manuscripts A and B to be the best manuscripts and in many cases they
adopt their readings accordingly, sometimes even if only one of them provides the only support for a
reading.** Stemmatically this is, however, an indefensible preference. One can distinguish three clear
groups in the direct transmission:

o AB
B SVGb
Y cu

32 This is true for Aristotelis Organon graece, 11, ed. T. Waitz, Hahn, Leipzig 1846; Aristotelis Topica cum libro
De sophisticis elenchis, ed. ]. Strache — M. Wallies, Teubner, Leipzig 1923; Aristotelis Topica et Sophistici Elenchi ed. W.D. Ross
Clarendon Press, Oxford 1958, and now also Hecquet (cf. Aristote, Les Réfutations Sophistiques [above, n. 5])
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Groupsa and {3 share a considerable number of errors, even though they have partly been corrected
away in individual manuscripts. Together they constitute one branch of the stemma, which we shall
call . On the other hand, A and they group also share errors against ¢, thus going back to a common
ancestor and sub-archetype . There are a few errors shared by ¢ and y, which thus must have been
errors of the archetype 0.3

That seems simple enough, but then there are the following complications. First, the
v group does not only share errors with A, but also with 8: it constitutes a ‘mixed’ tradition.
Moreover, this group is littered with variant readings, some of which are clearly additions and
corrections — and quite a few of these we also find in other individual manuscripts, sub-groups
and even groups of the ¢ branch. In late antiquity there seems thus to have been a lively practice
of adding to or changing the text. This practice continued in the period from the 10* century
onwards, as we can detect from the resulting contaminations in the extant manuscripts and can
witness in the activity of second hands as well. As a matter of fact, almost all manuscripts from
the 13® century onwards thus primarily belong to the tradition of which c and u are the carliest
representatives, even if we can show for some of them that they also go back to manuscripts afhliated
to the a or B groups.

A second complication is that already at an early stage other clearly mixed manuscript
traditions came into being. We have D, which is probably for the whole Organon a copy of
Sinaiticus NE gr. M138, of which 11 leaves spread over most of the Organon (but not the
Sophistici Elenchi) are preserved. Now this Sinai manuscript already shares, at least for the Topica
and the Analytica Priora, readings with Gb, even though it also goes often together with other
strands of the textual tradition, notably the famous Am2br. L 93 sup. (n - IX) in the Analytica. The
second hand in the Sinai manuscript usually provides the variants we find in D, thus constituting
another layer of contamination. We also have C and h, which seem to share a common ancestor
which featured variants, whether in first or second hand, from all over the place: quite a few
from the 3 group, but also from the a group and, of course, the v tradition. Finally we have e,
which is part of the Aristotle ‘edition’ of Ioannikios,** which to a large extent shares readings
with the v group, but also from all other groups, including D and Ch and, quite surprisingly,
at a few places A.

It is within this complicated network of lines of transmission that we have to give a place
to ¥* and WV. That may seem a very difficult task, because we have not been able to check
the whole translations against the Greek text with all its variants, so that our evidential basis
is limited, but also because the underlying readings we find for ¥'* and W'V are not specifically
related to any part of the Greek textual tradition, not even to the mixed traditions. However,
there is one important fact, one which easily might escape notice within this bewildering
variety of possible affiliations with the Greek tradition, that makes the task much easier: there
is convincing evidence that ¥ and ¥V share a common ancestor featuring errors unique or
almost unique to them. Despite our limited evidential basis, we have still found the following
four clear cases:

3 For further information, including lists of evidence, see P.S. Hasper, “A New Independent Group of Manuscripts
for Aristotle’s Sophistici Elenchi” (forthcoming).
3 For more on this ‘edition’, see D. Baldi, “loannikios e il corpus aristotelicum”, Revue d’histoire des textes,

N.S. 6 (2011), pp. 15-26.
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167 a8
17029
171b 36
172 a35

’Ivd6c ABGbADCuch : om. ¢ — ¥Z¢V3

6 8 8v dpyfi ABVGDD : t6 8v dpyf ACcueh : om. ¥2¢V
7 Stahextinf] ABVGbDCcueh : t6 Stadenting W2V
00 ABVbADCcuch Theoph. : om. G - ¥*¥V

Four places are already quite significant, especially given the small number of places collated, but
further support can be gleaned from the covariance found among these exemplars: time and again
they share readings which, though these readings also occur in other parts of the tradition, can only
be found in different and different parts of the tradition:

165a32
165b6
166 b 32
167 a6

169 a25
170a2

170a 19
170 a22
170 b 24
171a3

177a 16
183a19
183 a30
183 a33

183 b 38

Aovyav Yévog ABGb[Adyov]Ccueh : yévog Abymv AD — W22¥V?
Tpbmov 8¢ ABAcueh : 8¢ tpbémov C : tpémov GbD — WY

mdvta yap obteg Eotar o adtd GbADCcuch : om. AB — ¥=¥V
nal Tob pa) etval tv 16 pa) eivar ABACeh : xal to pi elval tv to pa elvoe b :
nal T6 i) elval Tt Tol wi elvoe u: To i) etvae ¢ : om. GD — ¥RV
t6 ABGbDCc: 1 VAueh - ¥=¢V

pr) ABVGbDCh : om. Acue — W29V

t00de ABVGbDCuch : té howrd Ac — ¥=¥V

obdepLdic ABVGbDCeh : 00 pidic Acu — W29V

gotar ABVGDC : éotiv ADcueh — ¥=¢V

napahoyiowol ABVGbDeceh : suhhoyiopob ACu — ¥=¥V
mpohdfBy ABACu : mpoohd Py SVGbDceh— ¥V

obdaypic ABADCh : 0d xaxée Gb : om. Veu — =9V

ocuioyiopds ABADCceuh : cohowxiopds VGb — =9
ovAhoytopodg ABADCcuh : cohoixtopols sulioytopols G :
GohoLxLoPolE xal cUAAOYLopoUs b : cohotxtopods V — WY
gomtnTinols ABAcu : dpatnpatinods Ch : ol 8¢ pnropixodg V :

gouTNTLNoUS EpLoTiiovg b : Eptotinobg ¥ @ Epmtinolg D — W36

Of these places 17022, 170219, 183 a 19 and 183 b 38 definitely concern errors. Other places
concern clearly correct readings: 169 a 25, 171 a 3 and 183 a 30 and 33, whereas the remaining ones
are neither clearly correct nor clearly incorrect.

Also the places where merely WY and W'Y show covariance, when the reading of W' is presumably
the result of Ibn Zur‘a’s revision, are relevant here:

165a8
165a32
165a32
172234
182al

»at ABGbAueh — W% : om. DCcWYWY

¢ote v ABAcue — W% :1i Gb : g6t DCh - Y292

totobtov AbADCcueh — W7 : totodtwv BG — YWY

énéyyovory ABVGbACcuch — ¥# Theoph. : éréyovoty D : om. ¥V
onpatvet ABVGbDCcue : o.pfaivet h: om. W7 : onpatvery A — ¥V

3 Thisis a mistake, the sentence at 167 a7-8 6 "Ivdéc, 6hog puéhag ¢hv, heundg éott Tolg 836vtag does not make good sense
without " Ivdé¢. One could imagine the sentence without §Aog (just as at 167 a 11), but apart from Boethius there is no source for
that reading; the disappearance of either "Iv86¢ or 8Aoc is casy to explain as due to the similarity between INAOC and OAOC.

3 Here clearly the reading of ¥V, just as those of VbCh, constitutes an attempt to improve upon the reading of ¥'%,
which is the originally erroneous reading.
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This list probably adds 172 a 34 to the places where "> and ¥V share a unique error. The reading
of 182 a 1 is clearly the correct one, while the three remaining places concern neutral readings.
The fact that there is a common ancestor shared by > and W licenses us to introduce:

11;*

Supposed readings of the common Greek ancestor underlying the Arabic translations
(ArY, Ar¥ and Ar?) or their Syriac exemplars

and to ask how this common ancestor ¥'* related to the rest of the textual tradition. Here is a list of
readings that W™ shares with the ¢ branch, that is, the « and/or § groups, alone:

165224
165a32
165b6

166b 32
169b 16
169b 34
172b25
183 a30
183a33

183b 38

om. ADCc : &v ABGbuch — ¥*

totobtov AbADCcueh — W7 : totobtwy BG - ¥ YWY

tpémov 8¢ ABAcueh : 8¢ tpbdmov C : tpémov GbD - ¥*

mdvta yap obtwg Eotar o adtd GbADCcuch : om. AB — ¥

mpoetpnuévny Acu : elpnpévny tadtny ch : elpnpévrny ABVGbDC - ¥*

6 BGACcueh : 6 AVbD - ¥*

6 ABDcueh : om. VGbC¥*2¥V? [A]

ovAhoytopoés ABADCcuh : sorotxtopés VGb — ¥

ovAhoytopodg ABADCcuh : sohowniopobs sulhoyiopots G : cohotxtopols xal
cuAhoyLopols b : cohontopovg V - ¥*

gomtnTinods ABAcu : putnpatinobe Ch : ol 3¢ gmropirole V: dpwtrtinode
gototinole b : gptotinobe WY : Epwtinole D — W27

There are two clear mistakes in this list, at 169 b 34 and at 183 b 38. The one at 169 b 34 is only
a matter of accentuation, while the one at 183 b 38 is a mistake which occurs more often and needs
not be very significant. Two places feature the obviously correct reading: 183 a 30 and 33. The other
passages are neither clearly false nor clearly correct.

The list of places at which ¥™* shares readings with the y branch alone is somewhat longer and,
more importantly, features errors:

165a2

165a8

165a32
165b2

166a28
166b28
166b 34
168 b 24
169224
169a25
170a 19
170222
170b 24

dud Tdv netpévev BGb : om. AADCcueh - ¥*

»at ABGbAueh — W% : om. DCc - ¥Y¥V

Movyav yévog ABGbCcuch : yévog Adywv AD — ¥*?
om. BG : p# b : 00x AADCcuch - ¥*

onuatvor ABGbD : onpatver ACcuch — ¥*
culroyiapot Bb : maparoyiopot AGADCcueh — W*3
&vdowmov AGb : dvdpadmov BADCcuech — ¥*

etvow altie Tob ABVGD : eivar altia h : eivar ADCcue — ¥*
76 6v C: om. BVGb : nal 16 6v AADcueh — ¥*

6 ABGbDCc: 13 VAueh - ¥*

t0bde ABVGbDCueh : té hourd Ac — ¥*

obdepLdic ABVGbDCeh : 00 prdic Acu — ¥*

g¢otar ABVGbC : éotlv ADcuch — ¥*

% See footnote 36.
8 This is a case of ¢ featuring the incorrect suAhoytop.ot, but this being corrected in A and G.
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17123 rapahoyLowod ABVGbDceh : surroytopod ACu — ¥*

178229 6 ttg¢ ABADCeh : tie T VGeu — ¥*2¥

180b27-28  Zote vindy 6cy’ épet VG? :éotLy ixavog Aéyety A€oty *dv o0twg épel b:
gotwv ixavig Aéyety BADCcuch — W*

182al onuatvet ABVGbDCcue : o.pfBatvet h: om. W2 : onpaivery A —¥WY

183a19 obdapidc ABADCh : 00 xaxée Gb : om. Veu — ¥*

Most of these places constitute readings in ¥* which are obviously correct, while these places
concern Bindefehler of the o and 8 groups: 165b 2,166 a 28, 166 b 28, 166 b 34, 168 b 24, 169 a 24,
169 225,171 a3 and 182 a 1. However, there are Bindefehler between W* and representatives of the
y. branch at 16522, 170a 19, 180 b 27-28 and 183 a 19. The remaining places are neither clearly
correct nor clearly incorrect.

There is also a list of places for which we only have the reading of ¥ to go on, which is
relevant here:

168b2 7> AADCeh : % BVGb2cu — ¥* [¥]

168b2 toto ABVGbADC : toiité 2otey uch : totobité oty ¢ — W[vel sinedotv] [¥V]
168b 31 évi ABVGDh : #vea C : évi ket ADcue — W= [¥V)

16922 NpBdvery ABVGbDeh : hapBdvet ACcu — W2

17022 uh ABVGbDCh : om. Acue - ¥'= [¥V]

170b 19 3% ABVGbDCue : 8¢ A2ch¥™ [¥V]

These places provide some corroborating evidence that ¥* belongs to the  branch of the stemma
(the agreement with the ¢ branch at 168 b 2 only concerns an accent and is thus not significant).

Once the fact that ¥ and ¥'Y have a common ancestor which heads an independent branch
of the textual tradition, is established, it changes the perspective from which we have to judge the
differences between them: they must be due to mistakes, corrections or contaminations in one of the
two lines of descent. Here are the places where = and W'Y have different readings, due to an error
arising in the tradition of ¥">:

165b 4 cuAhoytoTixol avtiedcens ABGbDCcu : suhhoytotixol dvtipdocng Ae:
GUAAOYLOTLXOY GvTLpdoewg h? : dvtipdoswy ¥V?2 : culhoyLoTinol ¥*
166b 31 nal xad’ 00 natnyopeitar ABGbADCcuch —¥V? : om. ¥*

169a7 drapBpotv ABVGbADCcueh - ¥V : ropHolv ¥*

170 a4 gvtt ABVGbADCcuch - ¥V : v v ¥*

17026 évti ABVGbADCcuch - ¥V : év tv W%

171b5 3o mept mavtwv Entoxonet VG b ADCeue - ¥V : 316 énioxonet h:om. AB:

do mepl Toltev éntononet W
171b 10 gratnTinds ABVGbADCeuch WV : drartntindg ¥*
171b 13 ¢orotind ABVGbADCcueh WY: dvepiotind ¥=?
172234 oUv ABVbADCcuch — ¥V Theoph. : yap G : o0x ¥*
176 b 20 ¢ote Ross : &1t ABSVGbADCcuch — ¥V : elre U=
178 a31 gotpdyahoy ... dotpaydrovg ABVGADCacueh - ¥V: pedem ... pedes ¥'*
180b21 gmoPaiely ABVGbACcueh — ¥V : drofdihety D : hafBetv ¥
181a17 tahndéc ABVGbADCeh — ¥V : téhn 94 cu : om. ¥*

¥ Here the whole 8 group is presumably contaminated from the y group.
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Some of these may well be the result of the Syriac translation by Athanasius, either because
he thought that it would be better to render a term differently in view of the grammatical
properties of Syriac, unable to reproduce the Greek metalanguage (e.g. 178 a31) or because he
failed to understand the Greek (e.g. 170 a4 and 6, and 181 a 17), but others are clearly due to
corruptions in the Greek tradition (169a7,171b 5,172 234,176 b 20, 180 b 21). Itis also not to
be excluded that in the course of the transmission of the Syriac translation something went wrong,
e.g.at 166 b 31.

Here is the list of places where ¥ and W'Y have different readings due to an error arising in the
tradition of ¥V:

165b3 voe ABGbADCcueh¥?Y : oo wZ22wY

166b 6 8&vtepov ABDC?hW= : 6E0tepov Bagitepoy GbC?u : Bapitepov ce : om. WY [A]
166b 13-14 # t6 draxelpevov morolv ABGbADCeueh¥™ : om. ¥V
168a1-2 ¢’ &viwv — dotéov amoxpiory ABVGbADCcueh¥™ : om. ¥
168b2 87t —tobto ABVGbADCcueh¥? : om. ¥V

168 b 31-32 o yap —civar tadte ABVGbADCcueh¥™ : om. ¥

170a7 xat Tpog Tavtdo ABVGbADCcueh¥? : om. ¥V

170all vae ABVGbDcueh¥® : yép av C:om. ¥V [A]

170a17 rPuct ABVGbACcueh®® : id9wot D : faciunt ¥
179a17 Zuduyov ABVBAD Ceh¥™ : Euduyov v cu : duyov ¥V [G]
181b 39 npooti¥épevov ABVGbACcueh¥™ : ttdépevoy D : om. ¥V
182a18 290c ABVGbADCcueh¥= : Evnov ¥V?

182b 38 doxotvtov 81t pihota ABVGbADCcueh¥=® : om. ¥V
183a1-2  Get —xaraoxevdoet ABVGbADCcueh¥™ : om. ¥V

The most common source of error in ¥V is that phrases dropped out without there being a
context conducive to it (166 b 13-14, 168 b 2, 168 b 31-32, 183 a 1-2); a possible explanation lies in
the periphrastic nature of the translatio vetus, but also in the lack of understanding on the part of the
translator, which also may show itself at 170a 11, 181 b 39 and 182 a 18.4 At 168 a 1-2, however,
the omission involves a jump from améxpLotg to amoxpLowy, so that this is probably a case of saur
du méme au méme, just as the simpler cases at 170 a7 and 182 b 38, whether in the Greek or in the
Arabic, and perhaps 168 b 2 in the Arabic. There are also clear cases of errors which must be due to
the Greek transmission, e.g. 165b 3 and 179 a 17, and presumably 170 a 17 as well, even though it
is unclear how the corruption could have come about. The omission at 166 b 6 might be the result
of confusion in the Greek tradition, but also of the fact that the point made by Aristotle is language-
specific, also the reason why Boethius does not render it.

More interesting are the places at which ¥ or W'V deviate from ¥™* in a way we also find elsewhere
in the textual tradition of the Sophistici Elenchi. Here is a list of places where ¥'* probably or perhaps
is contaminated from elsewhere:

165a6 adtae ABGbADCeh - ¥V : adta xad’ abta cu — ¥'=2
165b9 wév ABGbADCe — ¥V : tév Stdaonaiindy xat cuh — F=

0 After all, the tramslatio vetus leaves out the whole section of SE 32, 182 a20-34, part of the difficult issue
of solecism.
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166a3

170b 24
172b29
180a37

viv ABGbADCcu - ¥V : om. eh - ¥*

7} ABVGbADCcuh - ¥V : xal ¢ - ¥*

nopddoov VGbAh[-Ewv] — ¥V : napddoEa ABDCcue — WY 297

76 8¢ ) 8v 00% SADCeh - ¥V : dotéov 0d yoe VGb: 00 yop cu: tod Yoo pa ov odx AB - 1=

Thislistis notlong, and the cases 0of 166 a 3 and 170 b 24 are not so clear. The other four cases point
to contamination from the cu tradition or from a tradition in which at 180 a 37 yap had replaced 3¢,
which influenced AB and VGb*! as well as cu. The corresponding list for ¥V is much longer:

165b5
165b 8

165b 10
169all
170b 12
171a6
173225
177 a8
181b4

dvaryxatov BGbACeh W — Al Aphr. In Topica, p.25.23 Wallies : dvoryxatwy ADcu — V4
parvépevor cuihoytotixol AGbDCc — W= : gulhoytotixol A : GUNAOYLGTLXOL 7]
PaLYOUEVOL € : GUAAOYLGTLXOL 1) paLvbuevol cuihoyiatixol Buh[pawvopévav] - ¥V
&ihotg ABGbADCueh — W= : toi¢ mpbtepov c — ¥V

pévy VGbACcu — W= : om. ABDeh - ¥V?

toug VGbAceh — ¥ : Aévoug, Etépoug ABDCu - ¥Y?

v dvtipasty BVGbADC - ¥*: om. Acuch - ¥V

gv Moy ABAD — W= : héyoig e : év Abyors uth : sogoic VGbCc - ¥V

6&dtov SVGbAcu - ¥ : $gov ABDCeh - ¥V

Omdioyn ) w) Odeyn GbAc[-yet, yet]u — W= : bmdpyet Aeh : Omdpyn BVDC - ¥V

181 b539-182a 182 ... orjpatvery WY1 dMAe ... om. W% : GG ... onpaivet codd. : om. ... onpadvety A —FY

182b27
182b27
182b 38

dtee ABVADCeh - ¥*? : ape Star G : mopd betu — ¥V?

gdvar ABVGbADCeh - W= : gatvetar cu — ¥V

avarefy ABADCeh — W= : dvarpf ol xataoreudln VGeu - ¥V : dvapf) teg 1)
rataonevaly b

All these places concern readings in > which can be found in at least two of the three groups AB,
(V)Gb and A, so that it seems more likely that if ¥'* has such a reading, ¥'* had this reading as well
— so that the deviating reading in ¥V must come from somewhere else. The only place for which one
cannot be sure is 181 b 4, where it might be that Gb is contaminated from the y branch, rather than
that #) uf) Onapyn dropped out. For most places the reading of W'V is also found in one of cu, but also
AB and D figure frequently on this list. Only 181 b 39 - 182 a 1 stands out as suggesting a connection
between A and ¥ it is unclear how to explain this, but it is very difficult to imagine that ¥"* did not
have the correct reading that we still find in ¥™>.

There are also places for which it is not so easy to determine which of > and ¥V was changed:

168 a4

172b 31
178 b 34
180239
181a16

6 GbDCc - ¥V : 1) ABAuch - V=

voo ABVGbDCcuch - ¥=:5¢ A - ¥V

podov ) edpdw ABVBC - W= : ebpiw 7 padov ADcueh - VY [G]

3¢ ABSVGbDCeh - ¥*:yép Acu - ¥V

muvdavouévey ptv BCch — ¥ : muvBavopévev D : muvdavopévou pev VGb :

Tuvdavouéve pév Aue : muvdavépevoy A - V2

# The reading of VGb is the result of corruption of the correct reading (which can be found in the manuscript S
affiliated with VGb) together with the addition of yé.

# Here the reading dvoryxatmv is obviously correct, but the result of a correction of the impossible dvayxatov, which,

given the evidence, including that of Alexander, must have been the reading of the archetype.
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Given the connection between ¥'™* and the y branch, it may be that the readings mentioned last
were also found in ¥, even though one should not bet on it. There is no evidence for a special
connection between A and ¥'*, as there might be between A and W'Y, so thatat 172 b 31 and 181 a 16%
(just as at 181 b 39 in the previous list) it could also be, or is perhaps even more likely, that again the
reading of ¥V is the one that has been changed away from that of W™*. This is also true for 178 b 34
and 180 a 39. The only place for which it could go either way is 168 a 4; there t6 definitely is the
correct reading, but the incorrect T is found in both branches of the stemma, 77 cas# in AB and in A,
so that ¥* may have been in error as well.

Thus we see that there is some correction and contamination in the tradition leading to ¥* and
rather extensive correction and contamination in the tradition leading to V. Next we should have a
look at the extent of interference between the Greek tradition and the revision of Yahya’s translation
by Ibn Zura. As we know, Ibn Zura used the Syriac translation by Theophilus in addition to that by
Athanasius, but it may be that he used other alternative sources as well. The first set of evidence for
connections, whether direct or indirect, with the Greek tradition is the following:

16529 om. DCc - ¥V : xat ABGbAueh - ¥*
165a32 ot DCh - WY ¥V2 . t( Gb : €ott Tt ABAcue - ¥7
165232 totoltev BG - WYY : torolitov AbADCcueh — ¥?

165b1 dudaoxahxnolt ABGbADCcueh — WY : dmodentinol W%, cf. Michael of Ephesus 17.17
166b 14 motelv ABGbADCeh — W2 : motolv cu — ¥ [WV]#
16722 gnénptoy ABGbADCcueh — W% Theoph. : plav andrpiowy ¥ [FV]

172234 ééyyovoy ABVGbACcuehW* Theoph. : éréyovoty D : om. WYY

176 b 26 npoavastatéov ABSACYYWYV: rpotatéov b:mpostatéov h:mpoevatatéoy VGDY?:
npoeviatatéoy cu [e]®

177b 19 AN EoTL naxdv omoudata émiotAuy ABAe : AN Eoti xanol omoudaio
¢ntothpy Ch : om. VGbDcu : ¢Ahé& t6 omovdatov od xaxdy T : ARG 7 p) xoxdv
¢ty omoudato W dAAL TO xaxdy xal ) T6Y xaxdv Emtothun xaxéy TV

183a30 ti¢ ABVGADCcu - ¥V : néig b — ¥?

This first set of evidence concerns places where ¥V agrees with ¥, or at least does not disagree
with W, so that it is more likely that W¥ retains the reading of W'* and thus that W7 deviates from the
translation by Athanasius. Only for 167 a 2 this is not so clear, as it secems quite possible that Yahya
introduced ‘one’ in the translation. Except for that passage and for 177 b 19, there most likely was a
Greek source for Ibn Zura’s deviation.

There is also a list of places where ¥ and ¥ agree against ¥

# It is also possible that in translations the impossible uév of the exemplars was ignored. At any rate, the odds
are that the archetype featured the impossible Tuvdavopévey pév, which was then at least partially corrected into
muvBavopéve or muvdavéuevoy. That the correct reading was wuvBavépevov (without uév) appears from the accusative
Aéyovta in the next line.

# This is a place at which the archetype was probably incorrect in reading motetv; the correction into wotobv is rather
obvious.

% The form mpoeviotatéoy is morphologically incorrect, but could easily have been mistaken for the morphologically
correct form wpoevatatéoy; alternatively this form is due to a ‘correction’ of tpoavastatéov by way of a supralinear ev.
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165al Aéyewy AACcueh®Y : suvdyewy B : cupfatvery WAFY : guddéyery GbD*
165b3 voo ABGbADCcue¥” : dpa W29V

166 a 18 gntotatar ABGACDeW™? : entotacar bcutp?

166a19 6 ABGbADCcueh¥“¥V: 6 ¥¥

166220 gniotatar ABGbDcueW" : éniotaotat h? : éntorachour ACFAFY
166b7 2v36Ewv AGbCWY : 8v36Ewv p) 8vtwy 8¢ BADcueh[3¢ om.J¥ 29
170 a 17 tov2 ABVGbADcueh - %Y : o C¥AyY

170220 napo téooe ABVGbDCeh : map’ énéoa cu —¥Y : nap’ oo A — WY
171a3 npbtepov ABVGBAD Ccueh¥ ¥ : mpotépou ¥

171b3 &Erobv ABVGbADCcueh¥” : om. W2¥V Theoph.

171b37 Tov yeopéteny AA[TH yeopetplalueh — ¥V : 1oy vemperpinév BVGbDCe :
T yeopetpind ¥Y

172234 aréyvos yoe ABVGbADCcueh¥?¥Y Theoph. : om. WY

172235 évtéyvag ABVGbADCuch¥Y : téyvag c : om. WY

172236 toabta nal VGbADYY : tadta ot Cu: tabra Aceh¥?¥Y : tadta B

172b 33 3t VGEAYTAYY : 3¢ xat ABG!'?bDCcueh®

172b37 te ol pacly ABVGbADCcuech¥?¥"V : om. ¥

177b15 poydneds VGbAuh —¥Y : poy9npeds dot’ Eatar dryadog orutels poydmedéc ABDCee -2V

179b22 ob yde bA —¥Y: da\" odx ABVDCcueh - ¥2¥V [G]

182a16 o0 ABVGbADCcueh¥?¥" : om. ¥

182b25 étepov ABVGbADCeue®“2WY : Etépuv? ¥

One might think that because ¥*and WY agree for all these places, their readings derive from ¥™*, and
thus that " deviates from ¥*. Now it might be thatat 1662 19,171 3,171 b 37,1722 34,172 b 37,
and 182 a 16 Ibn Zur'a has improved upon Yahya’s rendition of Athanasius’ Syriac translation, but this
does not seem to apply to the other places. Yahya's mistake at 182 b 25 seems difficult to explain without
a corruption in Athanasius’ translation or its Greek exemplar. At 165a1, 165b 3, 166218, 166b7
and 172 a 36 ¥ features a reading that is correct, but has also suffered from a popular ‘correction’, and
since we have established that both ¥ and ¥V contain quite a few contaminations from Greek sources,
it seems more likely that here as well both of them were contaminated. The same may well be true for
166220,170a17,170220, 177 b 15 and 179 b 22, and perhaps even for 172 b 33 (though there the
addition of xo may have come naturally). In fact, only 171 b 3 and 172 a 35 might be taken to suggest
that rather than making a mistake in his rendition of Athanasius’ translation, Yahya used a second
source as well. Of these two places 172 a 35 is part of the conundrum in the Arabic translations related
to the disappearance of éAéyyovoty at 172 a 34 and 00 at 172 a 35 in ¥ and the corruption of obv into
oUx at 172 a 34in ¥*, and thus may betray more about attempts at solving it than anything else. And at
171 b 3 we know that Theophilus’ Syriac translation also left out the verb d&tobv, so it may have been
the underlying Greek tradition which explains that it was dropped in both ¥# and ¥". Thus this list
does not provide real evidence that Yahya, just as Ibn Zur'a, deviated from Athanasius’ translation on
the basis of further sources. Thus barring failures to understand Aristotle’s arguments on Yahya’s part,
either because of mistakes in Athanasius’ translation or because of the unfamiliar subject matter, there
is no reason to assume that ¥'¥ deviates from ¥'>.

% The impossible cuAAéyewy is a contamination of the correct Aéyewv with the gloss suvdyetv or of suvédyety with
the correction Aéyerv. Given the Bindefehler between the o (in casu B) and B (in casu Gb) groups, I would guess the second
scenario is the historically correct one.
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The general conclusion is thus that the three Arabic translations ultimately go back to a common
Greek ancestor, and that in the course of the transmission of the text, including the translation
into Syriac, the translatio vetus underwent considerable influence from other Greek sources, that
the exemplar for the Syriac translation by Athanasius suffered comparatively little contamination,
and that Ibn Zura’s use of other sources featuring alternative Greek manuscript readings can be
recognised in his deviations from Yahya’s translations, and that we hardly have traces of Yahya using
other sources than Athanasius’ translation, if at all.

Finally we should like to discuss in an indicative way the value of these findings about the relations
between the three Arabic translations and the Greek manuscript tradition for the constitution of the
text. The first list concerns places where one may at least suspect ¥* to have the correct reading,
without any support from other manuscripts:

174b 6 petlo xal peydre codd. A : morha xal dilya xoi petlm xal pelo ¥V :
petlo xal peto ¥=

181b39-182al @ ... onuatvery WY : @ ... om. ¥Z @ 4G ... ompativer codd. :
om. ... onpalvery A -V

183al 1) xataorevdoet codd. A : om. W= [¥V]

Of these three places, the third is not so remarkable, because it may just as well be that Athanasius
also thought the phrase out of place and thus did not translate it. The first would not be a correction
beyond the possibilities of a late ancient corrector, but the fact that ¥V and ¥'* agree would make
it then a very early correction, which one might expect to have spread to other parts of the textual
tradition as well. The drawback of assuming that ¥™* retained the correct reading, on the other hand,
is that it seems difficult to explain how this error appeared in all other parts of the stemma. As to the
third passage, the difference between the correct AAa and the incorrect AAd is of course negligible,
but what is most remarkable is that, on the one hand, all other Greek manuscript subsequently also
tampered with ompaivety, and, on the other, Boethius, just as W'Y, drops dAAa altogether, presumably
in an attempt to solve the same problem for which the change into onpaiver was adopted; only ¥'*
held on to the correct combination.

The fact that W™* is to be situated within the y branch of the stemma, sharing errors with A and v,
provides a reason for adopting any reading appearing in ¥'* and (part of) the ¢ branch. There are
quite a few of them:

165232 totobtov AbADCcueh¥? : totobtey BGY YWY

165b6 tpémov 8¢ ABAcuch : 3¢ tpémov C : tpémov GbDY*

165b7 ¢vd6Ewv AGbCY¥Y : 8v36Ewv p) 8vtov 3¢ BADcue¥ WY : 2vd6Ewv ur) 8vtwv h

165b 8 parvépevol suhhoyLatinot AGBDCc¥>:6ulhoyLaTinol 1) @avbpevoL sUAAOYLGTLROL

Buh[pawvopévev ¥V : sulhoyiotixol A : culhoytatixol 9 powvépevor et

166b 32 mdvta yap obteg Eotat T adtd GbADCcuch : om. ABY™*

167 a6 »od Tob ) elvad Tt 16 p) elvar ABACeh : %ol to i) elval Tt t6 pa) elvae b : xad t6
) etvad Te Tob pa elvae u: td pa) elvon ¢ : om. GDW*4

169b 16 mpoetenuévny Acu : elpnuévny tadtny ch : elpmuévny ABVGbDCY™

¥ One may surmise that both the reading of A, and perhaps even that of ¢, is derived from GuAhoyLoTLxol 7 Qavdpevor
GUAAOYLOTLXOL.
8 Tt is clear that the readings of b, c and u are corrections and thus that their ancestors equally omitted the phrase.
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172b 12 p&v VGbAcu : pév obv ABDCeh¥>?

172b25 tpbémog VGbA : té6mog ABDCcueh¥*

175b25 6 ABDcuch : om. VGbC¥>2¥"? [A]

172b29 nopddoov VGbAhMY : napaddEwv hl: mapddoEa ABDCcueWY?¥?

172b 33 3t VGPAY YV : 8¢ nai ABG'?bDCcueh¥?

177 a 16 mwpohdBy ABAC'u : mposhdBy; SVGbDCceh¥™

17829 otde ABVDCCuh : odtot Ge : obtag ¥Y¥Z2 [b][A][¥V]

178229 6 tvg ABADCeh : tig v VGeu¥™

178 b 34 podov ) edpdy ABVBCY= : ebpawv 7 padov ADcueh?®V [G]

180a39 3¢ ABSVGbDCeh¥™: yap Acu¥”

180b 20 dyodov! ABACh : om. VGbDcue¥* [¥]

183230 cootrtop.og VGbE¥* : surhoytopés ABADCcuh

183a33 cohoxtopols VI* 1 cohowxwtopols ouddoyiopods G @ oolouxtopoLs  xal
ouAhoyLopods b : sulhoyiapoic ABADCcuh

183 b 39 23tdocay Vbcu¥™ : é3idaonov ABADCh¥V? [G]

There are mainly two types of places on this list: there are some for which ¥* obviously or, in case
only ¥ or even WY provides evidence for it, probably agrees with both the o and § groups, i.c. the
@ branch, against at least Boethius” exemplar — 165232, 165b7, 168b 8, 169b 16, 178 b 34 and
180 a 39; and there are some for which there is agreement with only one of « and 3, again against
at least Boethius” exemplar — 165b 6, 166 b 32, 167 26, 172b 12, 172b 251, 172 b 252, 172 b 29,
177 216,178 229, 180 b 20, 183 a 30, 183 a 33 and 183 b 39. Since ¥'* belongs to the y branch of
the stemma, for the first type we should in principle decide for the ¢ +¥* reading. For none of the six
places this is problematic. More complicated are the second type of places, for there we have chiastic
distributions in that part of ¢ goes with part of y against the other parts of ¢ and . For some of these
places it is still relatively easy to decide, for example for 166 b 32 (there are no paleographical reasons
for the long phrase dropping out, and the text make perfect sense without the addition, so probably
this is a matter of 3 and A, as well as the mixed traditions, featuring an intrusion), and 183 a 30
and a 33 (coAotxiopos and cohouxtopolg are clearly superior readings, and we can still witness the
pressure to replace it with cuAhoytopés in Gb).

Most of the other places, however, are very difficult to judge. Take, for example, 183 b 39:
though ¢8t8ocav is obviously the correct reading, it is so difficult to explain why in both branches
of the stemma the impossible 8i8aoxov appeared (cither through a copying error or through
contamination), that one should entertain the hypothesis that the archetype featured the incorrect
reading, and that it was only corrected in part of the tradition. At 165b 6, 167 a6 and 180 b 20,
one could try and apply the general rule that is more common that words are added than that they
disappear if there is a change of meaning, so that at these places one should adopt the shorter readings
supported by ¥*, but in all three cases one could just as well point out that the contexts would be
conducive to words dropping out (8¢ dtaptotar > Stwpiotat at 165 b 6, etvar xal ol pA elval Tt
T6 pn) elvae > elvoe at 167 a 6, and dyadov ayadov > dyadéy at 180 b 20), so that it might be that
the same change happened twice.

The remaining cases are even more complicated, with the exception, perhaps, of those where
cither the evidence about W* is uncertain (172 b 12, 172 b 29, 172 b 33) or the reading of A cannot
be determined (178 a 29). The latter passage is actually quite remarkable, because we have only access
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to the probable reading of ¥™* because W™ featured the corruption oUtws:* this is a rather common
corruption of oUtot (w/o change, with majuscule C and I resembling each other), so that ¥* probably
agreed with part of the 8 group. Since we do not know the reading of A the odds are that obtov is the
original reading.*’

There are also a few places for which the evidence from the Arabic translations probably
establishes or confirms suspicions that the archetype of the extant textual tradition for the Sophistici
Elenchi featured errors:

165b5 avayxratwy ADcu¥V: dvayratov BGbACehW* Al Aphr. In Topica, p. 25.23 Wallies
166b 14 ooy cu¥?: worety ABGbADCeh¥Y? [¥V]

171a12 mwotepov ABDCcuch : mpotepov VGbAY™

181a16 muvdavopévev pev BCch — ¥ : nuvdoavopévav D : muvdavopévouv pév VGb :

Tuvdavouéve wev Aue : tuvdavopevov A - FV?

In all these cases the reading in bold is impossible, but its distribution over the manuscripts shows
that the correct reading was only introduced later.

Finally we provide a list of places at which readings presupposed by the Arabic translations
confirm findings resulting from the addition of the 38 group to the evidential base for the Sophistici
Elenchi, namely that the consensus of 3 with Boethius’ exemplar is to be preferred over the readings

provided by the a group, which has always been held in such high esteem by editors:>!

166a5 éan& GbADueh®w®: dan’ 6 A[dane 6]BCc [WY]
168a3 obpavég GbACcue®™* : 6 odpavég ABDh
169all pévn VGbACcu¥™ : om. ABDeh¥V?

170b 12 tobg VGbAceh¥™ : adyoug étépoug ABDCud"?
170b 26 dpa VGbAY*[Gpa] : yop ABDCcuch
170b 39 adtoug VGbACY? : tovtouc ABDueh

171a35 motely ce¥™* : tadelv ABCu : madelv motelv VGb : madetlv xal motelv D : madely f)
motely A : ... h' : mdoyew 1) motely h?

171b5 310 mept whvtwy éntoxonel VGbADCeue®W*[todtwv]|¥Y : 86 érntononet h: om. AB

172236 tabto xal VGbADYY : tadta xat Cu : tabta Aceh¥?WY : tadta B

172b5 tomor VGbAe¥™* : tpémor ABDCcuh

174b 34 Tl &muyetpet GbAY™* : Tt émiyetpeiv ABVDCcuch

177 a8 6&dtov SVGbAcu¥™*: $gov ABDCeh¥

177 a 38 »al VGbADcueW™ : ndx ABCh

177b 15 poy9neds VGbAUhYY : poy9mpoc dot’ Eotar dyadog oxutels pmoydnedc ABDCeel WY

179b22 o0 yde bA¥Y : 40" 00 ABVDCcueh¥ ¥V [G]

181b4 Omdioyn A w) Odeyn GbAc[-yet, -yetJu¥™ : brndoyn BVDCWY : dmdpoyet Ach

181b19 obtot of Adyor VGbAcu¥™* : obtor ABD : adtol Ch: oi torolde e

The editors agree on almost all of these passages, opting time and again for the readings offered
by AB. The only exceptions are that Waitz reads talta xal at 172 a36, that Strache-Wallies prefer

# It is more unlikely that it featured &de, for it rarely happens that ot¢ is corrupted into Gde.

50 Tt is also easy to understand how o0tot ot Aéyor, over OY TOIAOI Ol led to otde of Adyor, while the other way
round is not easy.

51 See footnote 32.
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motelv at 171 a 35, and that Ross and Hecquet recognise the quality of the reading Tt émiyetpet at
174 b 34. The evidence provided by the Arabic translations is of great importance for a more realistic
assessment of the interrelations between the several parts of the textual tradition and of the relevance
of these parts for the constitution of the text.

E. Glossary of Selected Terms

In the techniques of linguistic transposition and in the development of scientific terminology, the
‘early translation’ (nagl qadim) of the Parisinus represents many characteristics of the earlier period
of Greek-(Syriac-) Arabic translations. While the tentative attribution to ‘al-Na‘imT’, a surmise of the
transmitter, cannot be confirmed (see above, pp. 65-6), these general traits point to the first half of
the 9% century.>

Most conspicuous in the older translations in general is the frequent use of transliterated Greek
words present in the Syriac already. Some of these old borrowings continued to be part of the basic
technical language (such as ustuquss = otovyetov, hayili = Okn). Other foreign words transliterated
by the early translators were forgotten as soon as they were replaced by Arabic terms, now functioning
as technical terms by convention, or by new formations.

In the early period foreign words are often explained by an approximate translation. The older
translators, who did not yet have an established convention of scientific terminology at their disposal,
struggled to reproduce the individual expression accurately. To solve these problems, they did not only
use simpleverbum everbo equations, butalso differentiated techniqueslike transposition and periphrase.
Characteristic of the early stage of technical terminology is the blurriness of the approximation, which
does not reproduce analytically, but gives a metaphor or a descriptive metonymy.

The replacement of transliterated foreign words by Arabic terms is only one tendency we can
observe in the development of a professional technical language. On the one hand, Greek loanwords
were not abandoned even when Arabic equivalents had come into use; the Greek word was considered
more accurate and unambiguous than the frequently changing and competing terms of the older
translators. Thus we find culhoyiopbs in the translatio vetus represented by a whole range of Arabic
words and syntagms, including the transliterated Greek, while in Yahya it was consistently translated
by giyas; but then, for the sake of precision and avoiding ambiguity, Ibn Zur'a falls back to the Greek

loanword in certain cases:

ouhhoyLowoe = siliiFismiis Ar¥ (concurring with Arabic (24 1if] migyas) and Ar”, mostly in combination
with zalif; ‘conjunction, composition’, representing the Greek prefix ouv-, but also used singly for
GUAAOYLGPOG, cuLThox] — see also below.

Other examples of transliterations are:

copLoTLnds = sifistai Ar', Ar%; ol cogiotinol = al-sifistaiyyina Ar”

Tolyavov = atriginin Ar’

JFipoc, acc. YFipov SE 22,178 b 12 = fasifun Ar" (here Ar* has hisab ‘reckoning chip,” and Ar¥ ayn ‘eye’).
cohowntopds = siliiqismis, in conjunction with, and replaced by, the Arabic equivalents sz ‘gim,
‘wgma ‘barbarism’.

52 For a survey of the development of scientific language and technical terminology, with references taken from a wider
range of translations, see G. Endress, “Die Entwicklung der Fachsprache”, in W. Fischer - H. Gitje (eds.), Grundyiss der
Arabischen Philologie 111, Reichert, Wiesbaden 1992, pp. 3-20.
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On the other hand, the Graeco-Arabic translations of Ishaq ibn Hunayn and his circle, of
the late 9™ and early 10 centuries, to whom we owe superior (and for the students of the next
generation, definitive) versions of Aristotle’s logic, physics and metaphysics, replacing early
translations from the Syriac, were not able to assert their usage universally — the less so, when
carlier translations for a difficult and less commonly read text like the Sophistici Elenchi were
missing altogether.

Before the integration and standardization of terminology by the Falisifa — al-Farabi, Yahya
ibn “Adi and above all, Ibn Sina, a constant process of word-forging, rendering abstract concepts
by paradigmatic equivalents and syntagmatic explanations. This was closely observed by the
transmitters and readers. Our codex Parisinus of the Organon is a fascinating witness of this work
in progress, covered all over with marginal and interlinear ‘cribs’ of synonyms and explanations.
At SE 3,165 b 15, where Aristotle enumerates ‘how many goals those who compete and battle it
out in discussions have — these are five in number: refutation, falsity, unacceptability, solecism,
and, fifth, making the interlocutor babble’, colotxiopés is transliterated by Yahya ibn ‘Adi as
al-siliqismiis (with the Arabic definite article 4/-). At this point (p. 749 n.p. 4 ad 750.1 Badawi /
p. 919 n.p. 4 ad 920.1 Gabr) of Yahyi ibn ‘Ad?’s version, the Paris manuscript has a long marginal
gloss of the redactor, al-Hasan ibn Suwar, on siliqismiis used in the sense of ‘ugma ‘barbarism’
(from Arabic ‘agam, an onomatopoetic — just as the Greek BdpBapot — for ‘non-Arabs, speaking
indistinctly’, in the course of time mostly used for Iranians):

The sayh Abit Zakariyya (scil. Yahya ibn ‘Adi) - may God have mercy on him — employed at this place
al-siliiqismis in the way of al-‘ugma. He did not use the right word, because solecism is something
different from barbarism in the language of the Greeks, according to the statement I found with
the famous authorities in Greek, as follows: “Barbarism is an error in the pronunciation of one
of the letters (lafz harf) or in the phonetic enunciation (mabrag al-ganam, scil. vocalization), for
example bayda [with voiceless d] instead of bayza [with voiced z], or as bida instead bayda [‘egg]”.
’So the difference between barbarism and solecism, i.e. the linguistic error, is that the barbarism
is in the letters, while the language error is in the sentence. The barbarism concerning one of the
letters consists either in a missing letter, for example saying baya instad of bayda, or in the confusion
[as in the preceding example] bayza instead of bayda [...] [here some illegible examples of phonetic
and grammatical errors follow]. One also speaks of barbarism when a word is used in a meaning
deviant from the one (commonly) used in language, e.g. miswara for mihadda (‘cushion, pillow’).
[Adding more examples, Ibn Suwar further elaborates on the difference between mistakes in the
formation and usage of single words (is72, nomen) and those in syntactic structure (kalim, speech’,
coll. of kalima ‘word’), as also between phonetic barbarism and grammatical mistakes. He
closes with the admission that in present day usage ‘#gma comprises both solecism as well as
barbarisms in the narrower sense of the word, and in this way after all vindicates the translation of

the Sayh Yahya ibn ‘Adi.]

The exact capture of the term, differentiation and nuance often require approximation by
an accumulation of synonyms (the zranslatio vetus and other early translators use a combination
of Greek loanwords with an Arabic term) when a single equivalent is not sufficient (bendiadys).
Such ‘double translations’ often reflect the fluctuation of terminology in early times.

Synonyms, however, also serve as means of demonstrative rhetoric (exaggeratio, amplificatio); such
emphatic hendiadys is another characteristic of the early translations: e.g. 8%jhov SE 8, 169 b 28 =
wadibun bayyinun Ar, p. 852.12 Badawi = p. 984.13 Gabr.
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amAolg

ArY mabsit ArY basit Ar? basit
mutlagq

- b g mabsit, plain

amhobe: 6Tav T6 cuvtedEy Thelm onpalve, xeywpLopévoy 8¢ anhac SE 4, 166 a 17-18 = idi
kana murakkaban mu allafan dalla “ala l-katirvi, wa-ida kiana mufiarigan “ali gayri talifin dalla “ala
mabsiitin mina l-amri mursalin Ax", p. 763.16 Badawi / p. 933.8 Gabr || éote us) dmhob dvtog Tod
¢oTNLATOG GTAGS GoxpLvopévols ovdev cuufalvel maoyewy SE 30, 181239 -b 1 = min agli
dalika man agaba bi-gawibin mabsitin mursalin li-man lam takun mas alatubi mabsitatun lam
ya'ridu lahi Sayun min al-tadlili Ar", p. 990.14 Badawi / p. 1162.8 Gabr.

- Lo s basit, simple

Ar" and Ar? passim.

- 3s mutlaq, absolute
anholc SE 30, 181a39 = mutlag Ar” p.982.16-17 Badawi / p.1160.8 Gabr (see below

under &TAGS).

ATTARG
ArY bi-l-(qawl) al-mursal ArY'ali l-itlagq Ar*“ali l-itlagq
mabsit mursal mutlagan
ali wahid

- lalla» mutlagan, adv. absolutely

anholc : BoTe pa) amhod Bvtog Tob dpwTNULaToS ATTAGS GmoxpLvopévols oUdEy cupBalvet
nadoyew SE 30, 181239 -b 1 = fa-ida lam yakuni l-suilu idan mutlaqan wa-kina gawibuni ‘ala
L-itligi, fa-laysa ya'ridu min dilika sayun mu'din Ar%, p. 982.16-17 Badawi / p. 1160.8 Gabr.

- LY = ‘alal-itlag, adv. absolutely

anh\dg = ‘ald l-itliq: étav T0 cuvtedv mhelw onualvy, xeywpltopévov 3¢ anide SE 4,
166 a 18 = mata kina ida rukkiba yadullu ‘ali katirina, fa-ida fussila ‘ala l-itliq ArY, p.760.1
Badawi / p. 930.2 Gabr || téiv 8 #w g MéEewg tapahoyLopidy eldy Eotiy EnTd, & uév mapd To
oupBefnrdc, deldtepov 8E TO ATARS 1) P} &TAGS dAAG T 7) oL 7) wotTE A Tebe TL Aéyecdar SES,
166 b 22-23 = fa-amma l-tadlilatu I-harigatu “ani l-qawli fa-anwa uba sab’atun, ammai l-awwalu
Jfa-mina l-a'radi, fa-in yuqalu ‘ali l-itliqi aw la “ali l-itlaqi wa-lakin fi Say'in aw ayna aw mata aw
bi-l-idafati ila Say'in ArY, p. 766.10 Badawi / p. 935.12 Gabr; wa-anwi'n l-tadlilitu [-harigati“ani
l-qawli sab’atun, fa-l-awwalu [-mahidu min al-a'radi, wa-l-tani min hamli say'in ‘ali sayin “ala
l-itlaqi, aw laysa “ala l-itlaqi bal fi say'in aw bi-haytu aw fi zamanin aw bi-l-idafati Ar%, p.769.3
Badawi / p. 937.16-17 Gabr || dote ) dmhob dvtog Tob dpuThuatos &mAidg droxpLvouévols
008V cupPatver mwhoyewv SE 30, 181239 -b 1 = fa-ida lam yakuni [-su'dlu idan mutlaqan wa-
kana gawibuna ‘ali l-itlaqi, fa-laysa ya'ridu min dalika say'un mu din Ar”, p. 982.16-17 Badawi /
p. 1160.9 Gabr; similarly SE 30, 181 b 5 = Ar%, p. 983.2 Badawi / p. 1160.11Gabr.

- J,.ﬂ . mursal, absolute

In hendyadis anhide = mabsit mursal: dtav t6 cuvtedty mAelo onpatvel, xeywpLopévov 3¢
anhdg SE 4,166 a 18 = ida kana murakkaban muallafan dalla“ali l-katiri, wa-ida kana muftariqan
‘ald gayri talifin dalla “ala mabsitin mina l-amri mursalin ArV, p. 763.16 Badawi / p. 933.8 Gabr.
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- >y e ‘ala wahidin (dist ‘a/d katirin, amhés signifying ‘singly, simply’)

8tav T0 ouvtedey Theln onualvy, xeywptowévoy 8¢ anids SE 4, 166 a 17 = ‘indama yakinu
l-qawlu ida rukkiba dalla “ali katirin, wa-ida fussila dalla “ala wabidin Ar”, p.761.13 Badawi/
p-931.11 Gabr.

&exN

ArY awwaliyya, 'priority’
p-787.2, 4 Badawi /
pp- 953.17,954.1 Gabr

ArY ibtida, ‘beginning’
p- 783.3, 5 Badawi /
p- 950.13, 14 Gabr

Ar? mabdd, ‘start’
P 784.10, 785.2 Badawi /
p- 952.1 Gabr

mabda ‘start(ing point)’
p- 783.6 Badawi / p. 950.15 Gabr

Sdaonaiinog (Aoyog, GUANOYLOW.OG)

- e~ ta'limi, didactic

dudaonalinde = ta'limi (didactic): "Eott 84 tév év 16 dtaréyesdar Abdywv téttapa yévr,
Sudaonaiinol xal Stohextinol xal metpaotixol xal éototixol SE 2, 165237 = fa-hi nabhnu
naqilu l-ana bi-mawgid fi an natakallama arba'ata agnisis min al-kilam, ta'limiyyatan wa-
Gadaliyyatan wa-mumtahaniyyatan wa-mirdiyyatan Ar", p.744.11 Badawi / p. 914.3 Gabr; = wa-
agnasu l-alfazi llati tagri min al-mufiwadati arba’atun, al-burbaniyyatu (! - leg. dmodentinotl ¥'7)
wa-l-gadaliyyatu wa-l-imtihaniyyatu wa-l-mirdiyyatu Ar%, p. 746.13 Badawi / p. 916.3-4 Gabr; Tepl
pev odv tév {Sidaonaiindy xal add. W} dmodetntingy év tolc Avahutirolc elpnrar SE 3,
165 b9 = fa-fi hadihi I-ta'limiyyati wa-I-burbaniyyati qad qila fi Analitiqa Ar* p.749-1 Badawi /
p-918.11 Gabr; = fa-amma [-ta'limiyyatu wa-l-burbaniyyatu fa-qad takallamna fiba fi Analatiqa
p.751.2 Badawi / p. 920.10 Gabr.

Eeyyog and éNéyyeLy

ArY mugilata ArY bakkata, tabkit Ar? bakkata, tabkit
mubdkata ndqada
tadlil

haggana, tahgin
- oG 11 bakkata, to reproach, refute

ghéyyo (to refute): pahtota pev yap (Yo non vert. ArY) mpoarpolvrar patvesdar ENéyyovteg
SE 3, 165 b 18 = wa-hum yasiina aktara an yuraw annahum yubakkitina ArY, p. 754.3 Badawi /
p.924.8 G; wa-dilika anna aktara mai yu'tirina an yuzanna bihim annabum qad bakkati Ar”,
p.755.13 Badawi / p.926.6 Gabr || watvovtar 8 &héyyew & t6 i) SbvacYar cuvopdv To
TadTov ot T6 Etepov SE S, 167 a 38 = wa-yurawna annahum yubakkitina min qibali annabum
1 yumkinuhum an yatabayyani ma'na (sic edd., leg. ma'nayay?) l-wibidi bi-'aynibi wa-l-gayri Ar",
p. 778.9 Badawi / p. 946.15 Gabr; wa-innamayuzannu annabum qad bakkati li-annahiyata addaru
‘alaybim an yufarrigi bayna lladi huwa wabidun bi- aynibi wa-l-mupalifi Ar%, p.780.6 Badawi /
p. 948.4 Gabr || % 6pohoyobot 6 pi) droxpiveadar T6 Epwtduevoy 7 EAéyyeodur palvovtar SE
S, 168 a4 = fa-imma aqarra annahi li fawaiba “indabi fima yusalu ... wa-imma an yubakkata fa-
ka-anna l-zahira minhu annahi qad bukkita (sic leg. pro bkt edd.) bi-l-hayrati ArY, pp. 792.16-793.1
Badawi / p. 960.1-2 Gabr; fa-immi ‘tarafii bi-annahum li yugibina ‘amma ‘anbu kinati l-mas alatu
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wa-imma an yaghara annabum qad bukkiti Ar%, p.791.2 Badawi / p. 958.2 Gabr || wotetv Ereyyov
(to effect a refutation): 00 moteT Eheyyov, patvetar & Sud Ty dyvoray tol Tt oty Ereyyoc SE 6,
168 b 15 = fa-innahi lam yubakkit bal yuzannu dilika li- adami l-ma'rifati bi-mahiyyati [-tabkiti
Ar%, p. 801.2 Badawi / p. 966.21 Gabr.

- o5 11 tabkitun, pl. tabkitatun masdar

Eheyyoc (refutation): mepl 8¢ TGV cogLotixdy ENéyywv (post EAéyywv add. xal codd :
om. Arab.) Tév gawvouéveyv (post patvopévey add. uév codd. : om. Arab.) éAéyywy, vty 8
ToPAAOYLOUGY GAN" 00 EAEYYwY, Aéyowey SE 1, 164 a20 = alladi yanhihu [scil. Aristiatalis]
[t hada l-kitabi tabkitu I-sufistaiyyina lladi yuzannu annahi naqdun li-l-qiyisi wa-laysa huwa fi
l-haqiqati ka-dika bal huwa mugilatatun li haqiqata lahi wa-gayru mubtilatin li-l-qiyasi Ar,
p. 740.12 Badawi / p. 910.3 Gabr || of v odv maps thv AéEwv Eheyyor éx TobTeV TV TOHTWY
elolv SE 4, 166 b 20 = fa-l-tabkititu mina l-qawli hiya amtilu hadibi I-mawadi‘i ArY, p.766.8
Badawi / p.925.10 Gabr; fa-hadihi hiya [-tabkititu lati fi I-qawli wa-wugadubi yakianu min
amtili hadibi l-mawidi'i Ar%, p.769.1 Badawi / p. 937.14 Gabr || €l odv of mapahoytopol Tiic
GVTLRAOEWS TTopd TOV PaLvopevoy Eheyyov elot, dfhov 8Tt Tapd Tocalta &v xal TéV Yeudav
elnoav culloyiopol Tap’ Boa xal 6 parvopevos Eaeyyos SE 8, 169 b 38-40 = fa-in kinat dalilitu
l-taniqudi hunna (an hiya leg.?) min tabkitin yura fa-ma'laimun anna qiyisati l-kadibi hiya min
Gami'i hauld'i llawati li-I-tabkiti lladi yurd aydan ArY, p. 817.8-9 Badawi / p. 984.9 éabr;fa-in
kanati [-tadlilatu [-kd'inatu “ani l-taniqudi innama takinu mina [-tabkiti l-magnini fa-ma'lamun
anna qiydsati l-kadibi takinu min gami'i hadibi a'ni min Fami'i l-asya’i llati anha yakianu I-tabkitu
[-magnimu Ar%, p. 819.5 Badawi / p. 986.13 Gabr.

sem. etym, in expr. éAeyyoetdng (like a refutation) = sabihun | yushibu bi-l-tabkiti: 2, dévrog
3¢, onelv 8’ 6pohoyolvrog, Eheyyoetdéc (scil. yiveaar) SE 15,174 b 18 = wa-in lam yusallim fa-
tawahhama fihi annabi qad sullima fa-sabihun bi-l-tabkiti Ar%, p. 889.4 Badawi / p. 1056.12 Gabr ||
GAN F 8tL 10 ovumépaoua palvetar Eheyyoetdéc SE 17, 175240 = likin anna l-natigata bi-
‘aynihi turd annaha tushibu l-tabkita Ar", p. 897.14 Badawi / p. 1066.9 Gabr; illi anna l-natigata
yuzannu annahi sabihatun bi-l-tabkiti Ar%, p. 899.11 Badawi / p. 1068.11 Gabr.

- :;:.:g...? tabkitiyyun 7. rel. masdar I1.

T& SheynTind (things aiming at / related to refutation) = al-umiru l-tabkitiyyatu : &x. xaddmep
»ol v Tolg gmroptnols, xal &v Tolg EheynTirolc Opolng Ta évavtiayata dewpntéov SE 15,
174b 19 = wa-aydan fa-mitla ma yufalu fi l-asyii -butbiyyati fal-yuf al fi l-umiri I-tabkitiyyati
mina l-nazari fi l-addadi Ar”, p. 889.5 Badawi / p. 1056.14 Gabr.

- &S s II. mubakkatun pass. part.

sem. etym. : transl. E\eyyoc in dvebéreyxroc (irrefutable) = gayru mubakkatin : 7 yop
UETAPOPA TOLNOEL TOV Aoy oV aveléheyxtov SE 17,176 b 25 = wa-dalika anna l-intigila yag alu
[-kalimata gayra mubakkatatin A", p. 916.13 Badawi / p. 1083.11 Gabr; min qibali annahi (scil.
al-asyi allati tunqalu) tag alu ma yantahi ilayhi I-qawlu gayra mubakkatin Ar%, p. 918.11 Badawi /
p. 1083.13 Gabr.

- &5 Lo III. mubakatatun, p/. mubakatatun masdar

Ehevyoc (refutation): wept 82 T6v copLoTLndy AEYyywv (postéAéyywy add. xal codd.: om. Ar")
&V pavopévay (post patvopévey add. uiv codd. : om. ArY) éréyywv, vty 8& TapahoyLowdy
GNN" 0Ox ENéyywy, Aéyopev SE 1, 164 a20-21 = innd qdilina “ala [-mubakatati [-siafista’iyyati
llati tura annahi mubikatitun wa-innama hiya mudillatun wa-laysar (wa-laysat nos : wa-laysa
edd.) bi-mubikatitin versio altera suppl. apud ArY, p. 742.9-10 Badawi / p. 911.111-12 Gabr [|
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(tov abtov 8¢ tedmov xal cuAhoytowos xal) Eheyyosc 6 wev Eotiy, 6 8’ odx ¥ott pév SE 1,
164 b 25 = wa-l-mubikatati fa-inna minha sahih (sic ed. pro sahiban) bi-l-haqiqati wa-minha
ma li hagiqata lahi versio altera apud ArY, p. 741 n. 12 Badawi / p. 910 n. 56 Gabr || of 8¢ (scil.
ToEaAOYLOPOL) TTapd TO U1} Stwplodar Tt E6TL GUAAOYLOPOG 1) Tt EAeYy0g Tapd THY EAAeLdLy
yvivovtat tod Aéyov SE S, 167 a22 = fa-amma lladina yudallilina wa-hum li yahuddina ma
l-qiyasu aw ma (sic leg. pro wa-amma ed.) [-mubikatatu fa-innama yakinu dilika minhum li-
makani [-naqsi fi [-kalami ArY, p. (777.9-10) 781.2 Badawi / p. (945.19-20) 948.16 Gabr; of ptv
0Uv Tapd TNV AEELY EAeyyol Ex ToUTwY TAY ToTtwv elotv SE 4, 166 b 20 = wa-l-mubikatitu llati
takinu mina [-kalami fa-bi-hadibi [- §ibati takinu ArY, p.771.5 Badawi / p. 939.15 Gabr.

to éheyxrtird (things aiming at/related to refutation): &t xaddmep xal év tolc fnropLxoic
%ol 8v Tolg EAeyrTLrols 6polng T& dvavtiapata Yewpntéov SE 15,174 b 19 = wa-aydan ka-maifi
hauldi I-hutbiyyati wa-fi hauldi l-mubakatiti <**> (lac. post al-mubaikataiti ind. nos) ArY, p. 888.1
Badawi / p. 1055.7 Gabr.

- oS IL mubakkitun act. part.

ENEY Y, EAEYYOV: LAALOTO P&V Y Tpoatpolvtat gaivesdar Eréyyovtes SE 3, 165b 18 =
Ja-gayatubum awwalan an yakini mubakkitina fi zahiri amribim Ar, p.753.3 Badawi /
p. 923.7 Gabr.

éréyyewy, in hend. mudallilun mubakkitun: gaivovtar 8 ENéyyewy Sid t6 Y dVvacHar
ouvopdy TO TadTov xal t6 Etepov SE 5, 167 a 38 = wa-bi-dalika [-qadri mina [-kalami yura
annaha mudallilatun mubakkitatun li-lladi la yagidu sabilan ila muqaddimatin li-I-fasli bayna
[-Say'i min gayribi (an wa-gayrihileg.?) Ar, p.782.3 Badawi / p. 949.11 Gabr.

motety Eheyyov (to effect a refutation): Eote pév dg Ereyyov 7 Yebdoc parvbpevoy 6Eetey v
notely SE 5, 168 a9 = fa-innahii yakinu ahyinan ka-l-mubakkiti aw (aw nos: wa- edd.) ka-lladi
yuzannu annahii qad aghara kadiban Ar”, p.791.6 Badawi / p. 958.6 Gabr.

sem., etym.: Aheyyoetdne (like a refutation) = $ibhu mubakkitin : pay dévtog 3¢, Soxelv &’
6pohoyolvrog, Eheyyoetdés (scil.yivesdar) SE 15,174 b 18= wa-ammia (sic leg.) ida lam yu'ti wa-
yugannu annahi yuqirru fa-sibhu mubakkitin Ar, p.787.13 Badawi / p. 1055.6 Gabr.

- Jobzs 1L eadlil masdar

Jeudne Eheyyoc: 6 yap EAeyyos cuvAhoyLopds E0TLY, (oTE P %l TEPL GUNAOYLOP.OD
npbtepov 1) mepl Yeudole énéyyov SE 10, 171 a4 = wa-dilika anna l-tadlila innama huwa
miqydsun, wa-min agli dalika yagibu an natakallama awwalan ‘ali I-maqayisi qabla an natakallama

‘ala [-tadlili I-kadibi ArY, pp. 834.5, 838.2 Badawi / pp. 1002.1-2, 1005.4 Gabr.
xATAHYOPLA

- b ma 't ‘attribute’ (characteristic for the early 9 cent. group of translators around al-Kindi)

raTyopla: Ta Yévy Tov xatryoptdv SE 22, 178 a 6 = agndsu [-nu'ati Ar", p. 936.11 Badawi /
p. 1110.4 Gabr || (0% Sotéov tév mpbs L heyouévey) onuaivery Tt ywptlopévag xad abtig
tag xatnyoptag SE 31, 181 b 27 = al-dillu “ala sayin ida fusilat nu'atubi Ar', p. 990.6 Badawi /
p. 1171.6 Gabr.

- i) 420 maqula

raTnyopla: Ta yévn Tav xatnyoetdv SE 31,178 a 6 = agndsu [-maqiliti ArY, p. 933.4 Badawi /
p. 1104.4 Gabr; (in kanat) li-l-maqiliti agnisun Ar%, p. 934 ult. Badawi / p. 1107.4 Gabr || SE 31,
181 b 27 ida furigati I-maqilatu “ali nfiradiba ArY, p. 986.1 Badawi / p. 1164.5 Gabr; ‘inda tamyizi
l-maqiliti ... “ali nfiradiba Ar%, p. 987.14 Badawi / p. 1167.5 Gabr.
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TETPA, TELPATTLRY]

ArY ArY Ar?
al-mumtabhina al-sind a al-mumtahina
TELPAGTLYY] imtihan al-ilm al-mumtahini sind at al-imtibhin
al-mibna al-imtihaniyya
imtibhin wa-htibir tagriba al-sind'a al-mugarriba
metpactinde (Abyog) imtihani mugarrib mumtahin mumtahin
mumtahini umtahini
abada l-imtibin imtahana ahada
melpoy AapBdveLy imtahana abada mibnat abada l-tagriba l-imtibhan
al-kalim
garraba ista'mala l-tagriba

- 4 J; tagriba Zest, try through experience’

netpoy hapufdvew = abada tagribatan : "Etu to @avar # dmogpavar aELodv od detxvivrog éotly
M melpory AapBavovtog SE 11,171 b 4 = wa-aydan fa-in yu ahbhala an yada a aw an yarfa'a laysa
huwa li-lladi yubarhinu, likin li-lladi yahudu tagribatan ArY, p. 840.12 Badawi / p. 1008.3-4 Gabr.

- >~ VIIL imtahana put o tests, examine’

netpoy hapfdvely = imtabana : Etu T6 phvar 1) drogpdvar afLobyv ol detxvivtog EoTly GAAL
nelpay hapfdvovrog SE 11, 171b 4 = wa-aydan fa-inna l-mubarhina laysa lahii imma an yada a
aw an yarfa' a bi-l-sawiyyati, bal dalika li-lladi yamtahinu Ar?, p. 842.4 Badawi / 1010.3-4 Gabr.

- Ol>wel VIIL imtihanun masdar

N meLpa T = al-imtihan : €6tL 8’ M) meLpaoTLxn pépog The Stadentiniic SE 8, 169 b 25 =
wa-dilika anna tariga [-mugadiliyyina mtihinu ma yuridu l-mutakallimu an yatakallam bibi
ArY, p. 816.9 Badawi / p. 983.9 Gabr || yép TeLpaotixh dott Sahextind TLg Sub mEpl TAVTOY
émLonomel nal Yewpel o0 TOV eld6Ta dAAX TOV Gyvoolvta xal Ttposmotovpevoy SE 11,171 b4 =
wa-dilika anna l-imtihina guz'un min sind ati l-gadali, wa-li-hadihi [-illati yakinu nazaruba fi
hadibi l-ma'ani, wa-dalika anna nagaraha laysa huwa ma'a I- alimi bal ma'a lladi li ya'lamu wa-
yuzannu dilika bibi A%, p. 842.4 Badawi / 1010.4 Gabr; ) epastind SE 34, 183 b 1 = al-imtihin
ArZ, p. 1009.14 Badawi / 1191.7 Gabr.

In hend. metpaotinn = al-imtibin wa-l-ibtibar : 7 yop metpaotinn éott Stahextixy) TLg dLo
Tepl TVTwY EmLoxomel xal Jewpel 00 ToV eldbta dAAL TOV dyvoolvta xal Tposmotodpevoy SE
11, 171 b 4 = li-anna min sani l-mugadili l-imtihinu wa-l-ibtibaru, min agli dalika kina bastubi
(add. supra: batsubi) fi kulli lawnin, fa-yamtabinu [-basira wa-yamtahinu I-Fihila wa-yamtahinu
[-mutazayyia bi-zayyi I-ilmi Ar", p. 843.15 Badawi / p. 1012.4 Gabr.

In expr. arida l-imtihana = metpoy hapBdvery: ETL 16 pdvar 7 amogdvar dELoby 0 detxvivtog
éotly ahha melpay hapfBavovrog SE 11, 171b 4 = wa-aydan fa-inna l-mubarhina laysa lahi an
yatiya bi-l-igabi wa-l-salbi, likin ‘indama yuridu l-imtibina, li-anna l-sind ata [-mumtahiniyyata
Gadaliyyatun-ma Theophil (Ar* in marg.) p. 842 n. 1 Badawi / p. 1010 n. 18 Gabr.

Studia graeco-arabica 10 / 2020



The Arabic Tradition of Aristotle’s Sophistici Elenchi 107

- dc>~e mihna Yest, trial, examination’

metpa : (Epyov) THg TeLpaoTLXT ... 00 povoy Ttelpay ddvatar AaBely Stahentinds dAAL %ol
oc eldg SE 34, 183 b 2 = wa-hadi huwa ‘amalu I-Fadali bi-ditihi wa-l-mibnati ... laysat innama
yumkinubi ahdu l-tagribati alitariqil-gadalifaqat, lakin ka-lladiya' lamu AxY, p. 1107.16 Badawi /
p- 1189.13 Gabr.

- >~ mumtahin examinator’

TeLpaOTINY) = al-mumtabina : €6tL 8’ 1 metpaoTLxn Répog The dtadextindic SE 8, 169 b 25 =
wa-l-mumtahinatu hiya guzu sind'ati I-gadali Ar, p. 812.16 Badawi / p. 979.8 Gabr.

- > VIII. mumtahini 7. relat., part. act.

neloo = al-sind'a al-mumtabiniyya: €t to @bvor 1) drogpdvar aELobv 0 detxvivtog 6Tiv GAAL
netpoy hapfavovtog SE 11,171 b 4 = wa-aydan fa-inna l-mubarhina laysa lahi an ya'tiya bi-l-i g ibi
wa-l-salbi, likin “indama yuridu l-imtihina, li-anna [-sind ata I-mumtahiniyyata gadaliyyatun-ma
Theophil (At” in marg.), p. 842 n. 1 Badawi / p. 1010 n. 18 Gabr.

TeLpaaTinds (scil.Eheyyoc) = al-mumtahini : dote Qavepdv 6t Tob Staentinod éott TO SVvacdar
haPely o’ Boa yiveTaw SLd TAY KoV 1) dv Eheyyos 7 parvopevos EAeYy0s, xal 1) dtahentinog 1)
parvopevog Stokextindg 7 metpactindg SE 9, 170b11 = fa-idan huwa zihirun anna lil-gadaliyyi yigadu
an yagida an yahuda bi-haulai I- ammiyyati an kam takinu aw hadibi llawati li-I-tabkitati awi [-tabkiti
Uladiyuri awi l-gadaliyyati llati tura awi [-mumtabiniyyati p. 828.8 Badawi/ 995.4 Gabr.

- a4 J,é:- tagriba experiment’

netpoy haufavew = abada tagribatan : "Eti to @avar ) dmogavar aELobv od detxvivrog éotiy
GMAa teTpoy AapBdvovtog SE 11,171 b 4 = wa-aydan fa-in yuwabhala an yada'a aw an yarfa'a laysa
huwa li-lladi yubarhinu, lakin li-lladi yahudu tagribatan AxY, p. 840.12 Badawi / p. 1008.3-4 Gabr.

neLpaoTindg (scil. heyyoc) = al-mumtabini: dote avepov 8t Tob Stakextixod 6Tt TO
dvasDar hafelv map’ Boa yiveTar St Tav xowvadv ) &v Eheyyoc 7 patvépevog Ereyyog, xal 1)
Stahexntinog 7 Qatvopevog Stakextinog 7 wetpaotinds SE 9, 170 b 11 = fa-idan huwa zahirun
anna li-I-gadaliyyi yigadu an yagida an yahuda bi-haulai I- ammiyyati an kam takinu aw hadihi
llawati li-l-tabkitati awi [-tabkiti lladi yura awi [-gadaliyyati llati tura awi l-mumtabiniyyati
ArY, p. 828.8 Badawi / p. 995.4 Gabr.

- & 2= mugarrib, part. act. putting to test, experimental

newpaotint) = (al-sinda) al-mugarriba: ¥otL 8 ¥ melpaoTind) UEpog THG StohexTixig
SE 8,169 b 25 = wal-mugarriba (ms. : wa-l-mugazziatu edd.) Ar?, p. 814.13 Badawi / 981.9 Gabr ||
similarly SE 11, 172 a 21, 25, 28, 31, 36 = Ar%, p. 852.7 ff. Badawi / p. 1019 ult. ff. Gabr.

TpooEdia

- (._s.xx_? ta ‘§im intonation, accent’

(Stapetéov ToUg QaLvopévoug GUAROYLGLOUS Xal AEYYOUS ... ) 7] 0 cUvdeots xal dtatpeoie
%ol TEooedla TH Wi TOV adTov elvar TOV Aoyov 7 To Evoua T6 Stagépov SE 6, 168 227 = fa-
amma l-tarkibu wa-l-qismatu wa-lI-ta’ Gimu fa-min qibali anna l-kalimata wa-l-isma l-mugayyara
laysa huwa wibidan bi-aynibi ArY, p.794.11 Badawi / p. 961.7 Gabr; wa-l-tarkibu wa-l-gismatu
wa-l-ta’ gimu tahdutu ida lam takun dalilatu -kalimati awi l-ismi wabidatan bi-'ayniba aw kani
mubtalifayni Ar%, p.792.11 Badawi/ p.(957.10-) 961.7 Gabr; fa-amma l-talif wa-l-gismatu
wa-l ta’ gimu fa-inna l-isma fiha laysa tabdilan wa-l-ma'na fi dilika “ali gayri halin wabidatin Ar,
p- 794.7-8 Badawi / p. 961.4 Gabr; wa-bi-l-ta Jimi fa-bi-an la takinu [-talitatu hiya bi- ayniba wa-
l-ismu badalun “versio altera” in marg. apud Ar", p. 794 n. 4 Badawi/ p. 961 n. 23 Gabr.
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GToLyelov
ArY ArY Ar?
ototyetov 172b21, 31, asl ustuqussun asl
174a17,20
- J..pi asl root, principle

oToLyetov d¢ tob Tuyely 1) Yevdoug TLvdg 1) dd6Eou To undeploy edYig Epwtdy Déoty, dAha
pdoxey épwtdy podelv Bouhdpevov SE 12,172b21 = fa-l-aslu lladi yasiru minhu l-insinu ila
l-kadibi aw ila gayri mabdiadin mina l-qawli alla nag'ala masalatahi min awwals fiitahi kalamibi ‘an
mawdit' in mufradin, bal yakinu naiyan ‘an masalatihi wa-huwa muhtagun ila l-ta'limi Ar" 860.14
Badawi / p. 1028.1 Gabr = /i-anna asla ma ya'vidu minbu l-kadibu aw sayun gayru mabdidin innama
huwa alli yasala ‘an s atibi “versio altera” in margine apud Ar" p. 860 n. 12 Badawi / p. 1028 n. 34
Gabr ; li-anna l-usiila llati ‘anha ya'ridu imma I-kadibu aw sayun gayru mashirin hiya alli nasala min
awwali l-amri‘an wabidin mimma yiada'n, bal nas alu ida aradna an narfa' a kama yasalu l-muta allimu
Ar” p. 858.15 Badawi/ p. 1025.15 Gabr; wa-usitlu imkani tabyini l-kadibi aw ma yubilifu [-raya
l-mashira huwa alla yas ala ani l-awdd'i aw say'in fihi, bal yakina kalamuna fihi wa-mas alatuni ‘anhu
masalata l-muta’allimi versio Theophil in margine apud Ar” p. 858 n. 3 Badawi / p. 1025 n. 17 Gabr.

- S [sic ms. for the usual ustuquss) eroryetov, element

otolyelov 8¢ tob Tuyely 7 Peddoug Twvog 1) ad6Eou ... [etc., see previous reference] SE 12,
172b21 = wa-dalika anna ustukuss an [an: bi-an Badawi) ya'rida imma l-kadibu wa-imma sayun
gayru mirdiyyin huwa an li [1i om. Badawi] yasala wa-la wad an wihidan ya'qubu dilika, likin id
yas talu an yarfa'a id yuridu an yata'allama Ar¥ p. 856.13 Badawi / p. 1023.13 Gabr.

ouAroyileoPat, GuANOYLOPOG

ArV ArY ArZ Theophil
miqyas
oUAROYLOWUOG ta'lif scil. al-miqyas qiyds qiyds
siligismiis
talif silis gismiis

allafa, talif allafa, talif alla fa 4 lzf
surhoyilesdar allafa miqydsan qarana, iqtarana
GUAAOYLOTLXOG mit allaf
GOUAAOYLETOG la.. muqtarz.n &9 ld talifa fibi

muqtarin

- u.l\ allafa IL. to compose, put together

sem. in expr. ovAhoyileodar = allafa scil. al-miqyisa (to put together a syllogism): tav &
dotoTindv dptpltatog piv 6 mpdtov ebdUg ddMhog mhTepoy cuAAerdyLotar 7 ol SE 33,
183 a 8 = fa-amma l-sa'bu min kalami ahli [-sagabi alli yakina stabina nisfu aw kullu ma ullifa
minhu l-miqyasu aw lam ywallaf, wa-in kana talifan, a-min kadibin talifubic am min qismatibi Ar",

p- 1006.8 Badawi / p. 1188.3-4 Gabr.
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abs. culhoyileoDar = allafa: (el Hpeto ...) phoavtog 8¢ curroryilotto étu Soln &v tig 6 )
Iy, xal oavepov 6L {od} (00 om. X) cuiherdyiotar SE 22, 178 b2 = (in kina saala ...) in
kina yaqilu na'am, kana yi allifu annahi yu'ti insanun ma laysa lahi, wa-huwa zahirun annahi
mitallafun ArY, p. 941 ult. Badawi / p. 1114.16 Gabr; (s@alahii ... ) fa-gila na‘am, fa-yi allifu anna
l-insanayu'ti ma la yigadu lahi, wa-mina I-bayyini annahi ya'talifu (lam ya'talifedd.) Ar%, p. 943.11
Badawi / p. 1116.5 Gabr.

- S ta’lif masdar, composition

sem., in expr. GUAAoYLoWos, cuAhoYileoar = talif al-kalim : map’ 6oa yap paivetat tolg
gnovousLy G Npwtnéve cuAAeloyiodar, Tapd Tabta %av TG dmoxpLvouéve d6Eetey SEI,
169 b 31 = wa-hida ma'rafun li-musana atihim wa-kalamihim fa-bi-qadyi ma yu'tina l-simi‘ina fa-
yarawna annahi qad wagaba l-mas alatu min talifi I-kalimi A", p. 820.12 Badawi / p. 988.8 Gabr.

Also for 60v9eoig = tarkib wa-talif’: 7 p&v obv dugLBohia xal dpwvuple mapd TovToUE TOLG
Tp6ToUG 0TV, TTapa 8¢ TH cUvdeoty o towdde SE 4, 166 a 23 = fa-l-taskiku wa-l-istiraku fi l-ismi
innama yakinu min hidihi l-anhai, wa-qad yakinu mina l-tarkibi wa-l-ta'lifi anhaun gayruba Ar",
p. 764.4 Badawi / p. 933.12 Gabr.

- caJU ¢ neg 1a ta’lifa fihi, uncomposed

GOUAAGYLOTOS: TEBTOY PV el GGUAAGYLoTOL: Oel Yoo éx TGV xetpévey oupSBalvely
TO ouumépacpa Gote Aéyewy EE avdywng dAAa pn galvecdoar SE 6, 168a2l=
amma awwalan fa-innabum in kiana fiba talifun [\ — om. neg.] fa-yagibu an talzama l-natigatu
‘an al-muqaddimati [-mawdii'ati hatti naqila innahi mawgiadatun mina l-idtirari li annabi
magninatun Ar%, p.792.6 Badawi / p. 959.6 Gabr.

GOVAAGYLOTOG = [d ta lifa fibi: AoUAAGYLETOL P&V 0LV ATTARG 0UX ELGLY ol ToLolToL AdyoL, Tpog
3¢ 10 mpoxetpevoy aouinbyLotol SE S, 167 b 34-35 = fa-amma hadihi l-mugaddamaitu fa-laysat
mimma la ta'lifa fihi “ald l-itlag, lakinna talifaba laysa huwa nabwa l-amri lladi taqaddama wad ‘uhi
ArZ, p. 786.7-8 Badawi / 953.6 Gabr.

GOVAAGYLOTOC = gayr muqtarin: GGUNAGYLOTOL L&V 0LV ATtAGS 0V eloly ol Totoltol Abyol,
Tpo¢ 8¢ TO Tpoxelpevov dovihdytotor SE S5, 167 b 34-35 = wa-amma amtilu hiuldi l-agawili
Jfa-laysat gayra muqtarinatin, fa-amma nabwu lladi quddima fa-wudi'a fa-hiya gayra muqtarinatin
ArY, p. 784.3 Badawi / p. 951.7-8 Gabr || ) 8% oltag Stawpetéov Tobg parvoudvoug cuALeYLoWLOYS
xal 8AEyyoug, 1) ThvTog dvantéoy elg TV ToU AEYY0L dyvoLay, oYy TadTNY ToLnedpevoc (...)
TEATOV P&V el AGUAAGYLGTOL ST Yo &% TAY xeLpévay cupBalvely T6 cupmépacya Hote AéyeLy
&€ dvdrynng aMAa pn) paivesdar SE 6, 168 a2l = ammai awwalan fa-in lam takun muqtarinatan
(muallafatan supra), wa-dalika annahi innama yagibu an tarida l-natigatu mina llati wudi ar
kayma takina ay annahi mina l-idtiriri [i annahi turi Ar, p. 790 Badawi / p. 957.6 Gabr.

- L4~ miqyas, measure, gauge

oLANOYLOWOG in expr. talifu [-miqydsi : émel 8 Eotilv N wév 6pd7 Ao dupdviotg Peudole
cuAoYLGOD, Tap’ 6molay dpdtnoty cupPaiver t6 Yeldog, 6 3¢ Yeudng culhoyLopos Aéyetal
duydic —7) yap el cuAAeAbyLaTaL Yebdog, 7) el pa) dv cuAhoYLowods Soxnel elvar cuhhoyLopbs SE 18,
176 b 30-33 = fa-lamma kina l-naqdu al-sabhibu izhara kadibi talifi l-miqyisi bi-ayyati mas alatin
‘arada dalika l-kadbu, wa-ka-dailika talifu [-miqyasi, fa-qad yuqailu “ala gihatayni, imma muallafun
fa-kana kadiban, wa-imma lam yata allaf fa-zunna bihi annabi miqyisun mu allafun ArY, p. 920.3-4
Badawi /p. 1088.3-5 Gabr.

periphr. Aoy ileaBar = talif al-miqyds : val avepdy 6Tt 00 culherdyiotar SE9,178b 4 =
wa-hidi bayyinun an laysa fibi talifu miqyasin ArY, p. 945.12 Badawi / p. 1117.13 Gabr || dote
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xal el Tig émiyetpoly) ouvdyely adUvatov cuvdyny elc ddVvaTov, duapTdvet, xidv el pupLdxLs
7 GUAMEAOYLOUEVOS: 0 Yap oty altn Alote: Av Yie 1 Vot Eppdviots Yeudods cuhoyLowol
nop’ 6 Yeudne SE 24, 179 b 22-24: min agli dilika wa-in rama abadun talifa l-giyasi la-badi anna
dalika mubtiun wa-annahi la imkina fibi, wa-tamma labi talifu [-miqyasi “asrata alfi marratin ala
hada [-nabwi, lama kana dalika nagidan li-dalika [-qawli, li-anna ba'da l-gawli innama huwa izharu
kadibi l-miqyési mina I-gibati lladi huwa fihi kadibun Ar, p. 960.6-9 Badawi / p. 1133.7-9 Gabr.

- o ) v sligismis

sem.; etym.; in expr. cuhAoytopos = talif (al-)siligismis : SE 5, 167 b 34-35 = fa-hidi wa-
mitluhi mina l-kalimi laysa huwa mi allafan minu “ala ma yakinu alaybi talifu l-saligismis, wa-
qgad yadhabu mitlu hida ‘ald ashabi [-masalati bi-a'yanibim fa-yaghalinahi miriran katiratan
ArY, p.788.7 Badawi / p.955.4 Gabr || % &) (3 8¢ YY) obreg Stanpetéov tobe parvouévoug
oLAOYLOUOUS xal EAEYYoVS, 1) ... SE 6, 168 a 17-20 = fa-imma an nuqassima l-silisgismaiti wa-
l-tabkita l-mutabayyala ‘ala hida I-nabwi, wa-imma ... Ar", p.794.3 Badawi / p. 960.12 Gabr || et
wéhet Eeyyog #) oulhoytowos EocoBar SE 6, 168 a 29 = in kana musrifan an yakina tabkitan aw
siligismiis ArY, p.797.12 Badawi / p. 964.3 Gabr.

aovAbyLotos SE S5, 167 b 34 = laysa huwa mi allafan minhuald ma yakinu alaybi [-sili gismis
ArY, p. 788.6 -7 Badawi / p. 955.4 Gabr.

ocvihoyilecdor = alif al-suligismis: 8et 6 Ehattov OLdbvar, HAAETWTEQEOV Yo
cvlhoyioacdat éx Thetdveov SE 17,176 b 11 = wa-yanbagi an nu'ti awwalan al-aqalla li-annahi
ya'suru talifu l-siligismis mina l-kabiri Ar”, p. 915.13 Badawi / p. 1082.16 Gabr.

4
GOAOLKLOWUOG

- somd 5} o0 stiliigismas

[Tpétov 8% Anmtéov mbowv otoydlovtar of &v tolc Abyog dywvilopevor xal
Srapriovetnobvres. 0Tt 8¢ évte Talta TOV GoLdpdy, Eheyyoc nal Pebdog xal wapddolov xal
GOMNOLXLOPOG Hal TEUTTOY TO Tolfjoat adoAeoyiicar Tov Tpocdiaheyodpevov SE 3,165b14 =
fal-ywhad awwalan min kam yagunnu haulii lladina yugahidiana fi l-kalimi, wa-hadibi hiya
hamsatu mina |- adadi, al-tabkitu wa-l-kidbu wa-du'fu [-i tigidi wa-l-siliaqismis, wa-l-hamisu an
yasira lladi yukallimubic an yahdiya wa-yahmuza ArY, p.750.1 Badawi / p. 920.1 Gabr || gavepov
00V 6TL TOV GOAOLULGULOY TLELPATEOY EX TAV elpnUévey TTwoeny cuhhoyileadot SE 14, 1742 10
= wa-qad zahara annd innama narimu talifa l-siliqismis min hadibi [-tasarifi l-madkirati Ar%,
p. 880.10 Badawi / 1047.13 Gabr || sohovkeopot SE 32,182 a7 = silagismii ArY, p. 987.3 Badawi /
p. 1166.3 Gabr.

- W - . .
- s g2 ‘ugimiyyatun, barbarism
\ 3 k4 \ \ ’ S ~ 3 ’ ’ ’
avEEOY 0LV 6TL TOV GOAOLXLOUOV TELPATEOY EX TAY elpnuévay TTwoewy cuhhoyileodal

SE 14, 174 a 10 = fa-huwa zahirun annahi yarimu an yuallafa ‘wgamiyyatan min hadibi l-tasarifi
llati qilar Ar”, p. 879.6 Badawi / p. 1946.10 Gabr.

- f\},M\ isti‘gam X. masdar, using barbarism

QaVEEOY 0DV 6TL TOV GOAOLXLOPOY TELPATEOY X TAV eLoNUévmy TTOoEmY cUAAoYLlecdar
SE 14,174 a 10 = fa-qad tabayyana anna l-isti Gama imma (leg. innama) yata allafu min mitli hadihi
l-tasarifi llati gilar ArY, p. 881.12 Badawi / p. 1048.12 Gabr.
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