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Abstract

New editions of the three extant Arabic translations of Aristotle’s Sophistical Refutations are
indispensible for a good understanding of the philosophical and textual history of that work. In this
contribution we present new editions of chapter 33 of the Sophistical Refutations, for the three Arabic
translations as well as for the Greek original, with a full critical apparatus for the Arabic translations
and an apparatus to the Greek original that fully registers the readings plausibly underlying in the final
Greek exemplars of these translations. We add comments on the Arabic texts elucidating our editorial
decisions, and finish with a discussion of the relevance of these editions of chapter 33 for the history
of the text.

In“The Arabic Tradition of Aristotle’s Sophistici Elenchi” (henceforth: “ Arabic Tradition”),
published in volume 10 (2020) of this journal, the first comprehensive comparative study of
the three extant Arabic translations of Aristotle’s Sophistical Refutations, Gerhard Endress
showed, also by suggesting many improvements and emendations in selected passages, that
the existing editions of them, those by ‘Abdurrahmin Badawi and by Farid Jabre (Farid
Gabr), leave much to be desired — “A new edition of these three translations is thus called
for”, he concluded (“Arabic Tradition”, p. 62). The first aim of this contribution is to heed
this call and show by way of example what kinds of improvements such a new edition would
offer. To this purpose we present a preliminary new edition of chapter 33 of the Sophistical
Refutations for all three translations. The reason for choosing this particular chapter is that
it constitutes a well-demarcated unit on the issue how difficult it is to deal with arguments
that cause trouble, which brings together several important themes from the Sophistical
Refutations, but which at the same time seems not excessively difhcult for translators into
Arabic - except, perhaps, for the jokes presented in it, which are a challenge for translators
into any language.

In addition we have as a second aim to show, again by way of example, how much the
study of the Arabic translations of Greek works of philosophy and science has to profit
from a comprehensive understanding of the Greek side of the history of the text and of the
interpretative possibilities regarding the content of the text, but also how much the study
of the Arabic translations may contribute to our understanding of the history of the text
as a whole. We shall show that the differences between the three Arabic translations of the
Sophistical Refutations can to a large extent be traced back to changes in, additions to and
omissions from the text in the Greek phase of the transmission up to the Greek exemplars of
the respective translations, and that they can frequently be traced back to changes, additions
and omissions which occur more often in the textual tradition. On the other hand, we shall
also discuss the relevance of the information provided by the three translations for the textual
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history and the constitution of the text of the Sophistical Refutations. Also in these respects
we develop lines of research which were initiated in close cooperation by Gerhard Endress
and Pieter Sjoerd Hasper in “The Arabic Tradition”.

The contribution is structured in the following way: after a brief introduction, we first
present a newly edited text of chapter 33 of the Sophistical Refutations for all three Arabic
translations, but also for the Greek original, with an apparatus accompanying the Greek
text which indicates what Greek variants the Arabic translations would correspond to;
then individual problematic passages in the Arabic translations are analysed and discussed;
finally, the information provided the three Arabic translations is discussed within the
context of the textual transmission of the Sophistical Refutations as a whole.

§ 1. Introducing the three Arabic translations of the Sophistical Refutations

In the case of the Sophistical Refutations the famous manuscript Par. arab. 2346, containing
Arabic translations of the whole Organon, together with Porphyry’s Eisagogé and the
Rbetoric and Poetics, transmits to us not one, but three translations of Aristotle’s work on
fallacies. According to the manuscript, these three translations are:

naql Yahya ibn ‘Adi: “version of Yahya ibn ‘Adi” (d. 974), based on the Syriac version of
Athanasius of Balad (d. 687);

naql “Isa ibn Zur‘a: “version of ‘Isa ibn Zur‘a” (d. 1008), also based on the Syriac of
Athanasius;

naql qadim mansub ila I-Na‘9mi: “old version attributed to al-Na‘imi”, scil. Ibn Na‘ima
al-Himsi ({1. 835).

Though it is clear that the third translation is older than the first two, the attribution
to Ibn Na‘ima al-Hims1 cannot be correct, as has been established by Endress (“Arabic
Tradition” [above, p. 00], pp. 64-7). Hence we refer to this translation as the translatio vetus.
Endress assumes reasonably that it is, as is usual for these early translations, based upon a
Syriac intermediary, but there is still no direct proof of this. The translation by ‘Isa ibn Zur‘a
is presented as a revision of the translation by Yahya ibn ‘Adi— which at places it is indeed —,
but for his revision Ibn Zur‘a also made use of other sources than the Syriac translation by
Athanasius, notably of Theophilus, whose Syriac translation can be found in Arabic in
marginal notes accompanying Ibn Zura’s translation (see “Arabic Tradition” [above, p. 00],
p. 74, for a good example of Ibn Zur‘a following Theophilus), but probably not limited
to Theophilus.

Thus the three Arabic translations bear witness to the Greek tradition of the text of the
Sophistical Refutations in not quite straightforward ways: while the translation by Yahya
ibn ‘Adtr’ and the translatio vetus go back to the Greek exemplars of their respective Syriac
sources, leaving thus more room for distortion due to the translation process, the translation
by ‘Isa ibn Zur‘a in addition functions as a kind of mixed manuscript, since it combines
at least two different sources. Further, both the translatio vetus and the Syriac translation
by Athanasius go back to exemplars which already at the Greek stage of the transmission
have been contaminated, though the translatio vetus more so than Athanasius’ translation
(see “Arabic Tradition”, pp. 93-5).

The stemmatic assessment of the exemplars of the three Arabic translations is made
significantly easier due to the fact that they share a common ancestor which is situated within
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the stemma in such a way that it is completely independent from all other sources. Endress
and Hasper (“Arabic Tradition” [above, p. 00], pp. 89-92) argue for this thesis on the basis
of a small number of common clearly erroneous readings unique to the three translations,
and find further support in the covariation of the three translations. On the basis of the new
editions for Sophistical Refutations 33, we will in § 4.1 adduce further evidence for this thesis.

Moreover, this common ancestor is to be situated high up in the stemma for the Sophistical
Refutations. In outline the stemma for Sophistical Refutations looks as follows! (for the
sigla used here, see the overview in § 2.1):

AB VGb DCcuehi A

where it should be made clear that the group of manuscripts DCcuehi does not seem
a stemmatically unitary group, but merely a group of manuscripts which feature both
readings which are characteristics for the ¢ branch and readings deriving to the y branch,
but not necessarily all the same readings. For example, manuscripts ehi probably together
do constitute a stemmatic group which shares readings, including errors, with group VGb,
but which in e and hi separately are so heavily contaminated from the y branch that their
‘original’ position in the stemma can hardly be recognised. Also D shares readings, including
errors, with the VGb group, but has been contaminated separately.

Now the common ancestor ¥ of all three Arabic translations is to be situated at the
y side of the stemma, because it shares errors which must have originated at that side
of the stemma, but also features probably correct readings which are unique to
the y side, notably with A, i.e. Boethius’ exemplar (see Endress—Hasper, “Arabic Tradition”
[above, p. 78], pp. 91-2). In Sophistici Elenchi 33 we have found no evidence for or against
this, but we did find a nice case in Sophistici Elenchi 7:

169a33 éniomdtar ¥* : éntotatar ABVGbDCcuehi : éntotioetar A

U In fact, the Sophistici Elenchi seem to share the basic stemma with the Topica, though the distribution of
manuscripts over the groups may vary somewhat: see P.S. Hasper, ““Those Searching for Gold Dig up a Lot
of Earth’ — On Contamination and Insertion in the Early Manuscript Tradition of the Organon. The Case of
the Topics and the Sophistical Refutations’, in A.P. Mesquita — R. Santos (eds.), New Essays on the Organon,
Routledge, London 2023 (Routledge Monographs in Classical Studies), pp. 279-311, and the more developed stem-
ma for Topica 8 in: P.S. Hasper, “A New Edition of the Eight Book of Aristotle’s Topics”, ibidem, pp. 312-38.
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Poste had already proposed to emend the grammatically problematic éniotatar into
¢niondtar,’ which is now confirmed by the consensus of the three Arabic translations.
The fact that Boethius renders éntotnoetar and not the only slightly divergent éniorarar
(differing only by a single stroke) is easily explained as due to a marginal or supralinear
correction in his exemplar (or in one of its ancestors), thus suggesting that the erroneous
énlotatoe had its origin in the ¢ side of the stemma.

This position of the common ancestor ¥'* at the y side of the stemma, but independent
from both A and the group of mixed manuscripts, makes its readings extremely important
for the constitution of the text, in at least two ways: (i) any reading found in ¥'* and in
part of the ¢ branch of the stemma should in principle be accepted as the reading of the
archetype, except if it is not really possible; (ii) any reading found in ¥* and in part of the
y branch should still have a good chance of being the reading of the archetype, because of
the amount of contamination in the y branch from the ¢ branch. As we shall see below, in
Sophistici Elenchi 33 we find a clear example for (i) at 182 b 37 — see the note in § 4.3. For
(i1) there are no examples in Sophistici Elenchi 33, but elsewhere in the Sophistici Elenchi
there are some nice ones:

167 b 18 et tt ABGbDCcuehi : 6 tv Alguicquid]¥*
170a2 un ABVGbDChi M?[73.23] : om. Acue¥*

In either case the evidence from the consensus of ¥'* and part of the y branch has to be
taken very seriously — actually, in neither case would a decision be straightforward.

However, there might also be a third way in which the stemmatic position of the
common ancestor ¥'* makes it of great importance for the constitution of the text. This
way becomes clear if it can be shown that either the Greek exemplar of Athanasius’
Syriac translation or the translatio vetus has been contaminated from other parts of the
tradition, for if one can demonstrate such contamination, it becomes possible that either
Athanasius’ translation or the rranslatio vetus (or occasionally even only Yahya ibn
‘AdT’s translation, if Ibn Zur‘a were to use another source) alone transmits the reading of
¥*. In order to determine whether this possibility holds, we have to study the readings
underlying the three Arabic translations against the rest of the extant tradition, and now
also against the fragments of the commentaries by Herminus and Alexander identified
by Victor Gysembergh in the commentary on the Sophistical Refutations by Augostino
Nifo.’> Endress and Hasper, “Arabic Tradition” (above, p. 00), pp. 93-5, already try to
assess the respective extents of contamination and correction from elsewhere in each of
the three translations, the impression being that the translatio vetus has taken up more
of it than Athanasius’ Syriac translation, and that Ibn Zur‘a’s translation, because of his
use of external sources, contains more of it than Yahya ibn ‘Adt’s. As we shall see in
§ 4.2, these impressions are confirmed for Sophistici Elenchi 33. A consequence of this
fact is that if there is a reading which only occurs either in the rranslatio vetus or in

2 E. Poste, Aristotle on Fallacies or the Sophistici Elenchi, Macmillan, London 1866, p. 116 (repr. Routledge,
London 2020 [Routledge Revivals]).

> V. Gysembergh, Forgotten Ancient Commentaries on Aristotle’s Sophistical Refutations. Fragments of
Aspasios, Herminos, Alexander, Syrianos and Philoponos, De Gruyter, Berlin 2023 (CAGB 10).
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Athanasius’ translation (or sometimes even only in Yahya’s translation, if Ibn Zur‘a
uses a further source), but can also be found in part of the ¢ branch of the stemma or
in sources belonging to the y branch which do not belong to those parts of the tradition
which frequently serve as sources of contamination (as, for example, Var. gr. 1024
and Basil. F II 21), this reading must equally be taken seriously for the constitution
of the text. In Sophistici Elenchi 33 there is a good example of this way at 182 b 39 —
see § 4.3.

What is more, it is in principle not to be excluded that many contaminations coincide:
in the whole of the group DCcuehi, in Boethius’ exemplar, and either in Athanasius
or in the translatio vetus — that is, it is not in principle to be excluded that one Arabic
translation alone transmits the reading of the archetype, because the alternative reading
has taken over the whole extant tradition. The case of 169 a 33 érniomdtar was already
close to it, but we believe there is a clear example of this scenario in Sophistici Elenchi 33,
namely at 183 a 1-2 — see below, in § 4.3. Of course, most unique readings in one of the
Arabic translations, or in ¥* for that matter, are erroneous, but that need not be true for
all of them.

§ 2. The Editions
§ 2.1 Apparatus and notes to the Greek text

The apparatus to the Greek text follows the Bekker numbering inserted in the text. In it,
the following sources are referred to:

A Vat. Urb. gr. 35 (ca. 900)
B Marc. gr 201 (954)

V  Vat. Barb. gr. 87 X)

G  Gud. gr. 24 (XII)

b Durham C.I.15 (XV)

A Exemplar translationis factae a Boethio* (ca. 500)
D Par gr 1843 (XII)

C  Coisl. 330 (XI)

c Vat. gr. 1024 (ca. 1000)
u  Basil FI121 (XIT)

e  Conv. Soppr. 192 (XII)

h  Marc gr. IV.53 (XIII)

i New College 225 (X1IV)
WY Lectio cognita e translatione arabica facta a Yahya (X)

W2 Lectio cognita e translatione arabica facta ab Ibn Zu‘ra X)

Y'Y Exemplar translationis arabicae veteris (IX)

4 Including a few references to manuscripts for Boethius’ translations, in case the textual tradition of the
translation is divided as well — see B.G. Dod (ed.), De Sophisticis Elenchis. Translatio Boethii, Fragmenta Transla-
tionis lacobi et Recensio Guillelmi de Moerbeke, Aristoteles Latinus V1.1-3, Brill — Desclée de Brouwer, Leiden-
Brussels 1975.
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g Exemplar translationis syricae factae ab Athanasio (VID)
ut cognitum per lectiones communes in translationibus
arabicis factis a Yahya et Ibn Zu‘ra

W Manuscriptum postulatum ut fons communis
cognitus per lectiones communes in ¥* et ¥~
Yaleex Lectio transmissa in codice Par. arab. 2346 ex aliquo altero fonte, transmissa

cum translatione x

Theoph. Lectiones e translatione facta a Theophilo transmissae cum translatione facta
ab Ibn Zu‘ra in margine codicis Par. arab. 2346

H[apud N] Fragmenta commentarii Hermini cognita e commentario Niphi

Alapud N] Fragmenta commentarii Alexandri cognita e commentario Niphi

A[] Citatio ex aliquo altero commentario Alexandri Aphrodisiensis

MVerr[] Lemma/citatio/paraphrasis e commentario Michaelis Ephesi (raro citatur)®
S[ Paraphrasis facta a Sophonia (ca. 1300) (raro citatur)

N[ Commentarium Augustini Niphi®

[x] Lectio fontis x abest vel indeterminabilis est

In order not to overburden the apparatus, we mention in the apparatus to the Greek text all
variant readings presupposed in Boethius’ translation and in any of the three Arabic translations,
but usually only those variants which are found in two or more Greek manuscripts, and none
of the variants found in correcting hands. Except for the Arabic translations, the apparatus is
negative, only mentioning the sources which deviate from the reading adopted.

In order to save space, the following Greek letters are used to refer to groups of sources:

Consensus of all of ABVGbADCcuehi

®

o AB

B V+y
vy Gb

d cu

e hi

In the apparatus there are further references in bold to report about previous editions as
well as to indicate readings which are to be entertained as alternatives:

B Bekker Aristoteles Graece (Berlin, 1831)

A4 Waitz Aristotelis Organon Graece (Leipzig, 1844)

SW Strache-Wallies Aristotelis Topica cum libro De Sopbhisticis Elenchis e schedis
Toannis Strache (Leipzig, 1923)

R Ross Aristotelis Topica et Sophistici Elenchi (Oxford 1958)

H Hecquet Aristote: Les Réfutations Sophistiques (Paris 2019)

edd.  All previous editions
forsan Reading which is not to be ruled out definitely for the constitution of the text.

5 See Alexandri quod fertur In Aristotelis Sophisticos Elenchos commentarium, ed. M. Wallies, Reimer, Berlin
1898 (CAG 11.3)

¢ Quoted after Expositiones Magni Augustini Niphi Medicis Philosophi Suessani in libros de Sophisticis Elenchis
Aristotelis, Joannes Roigny, Paris 1540.
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§ 2.2. Apparatus and notes to the three Arabic translations

Par. arab. 2346 (1027)

Yahya ibn ‘Adi and/or his translation

Isa ibn Zura and/or his translation

The author of the Syriac version used by Yahya ibn ‘Adi and “Isa ibn Zura and/or
his translation

The author of the translatio vetus and/or his translation

M

& O

‘A. Badawi (ed.), Mantigq Aristu, Dar al-Qalam Wikalat al-Matbt‘at, al-Kuwayt-
Bayrat 1980 (Dirasat Islamiyya 7).

F. Jabre (ed.), Al-Nass al-kamil li-mantiq Arista. Silsilat ‘Ilm al-Mantig, Dar al-Fikr
al-Lubnani, Bayrat 1999.

~
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IIEPI TQON YO®IXTIKQN EAETXQN (182 b 21-36)
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Nagql Yabya b. ‘Adi (182 b 21-36)
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IEPI TQN SO®ISTIKOQON EAETXQN (182 b 37 - 183 a 13)
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Nagql Yabya b. ‘Adi (182 b 37 - 183 a 13)
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ITEPI TON YO®QISTIKQN EAETXQN (183 a 14-26)
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WSYH [A¥"] | a21 e ¥'* : 3¢ BDJ R | domep W* : 8mep € | 222 00détepov ¥ : 00d” Erepov W™ | a23 duotwg
Y fpoteg OE & | a24 wpog! W' : om. € | a25-26 mwhelovog ypbvou — iy Aoty WE[partim] : 1) Aborg W | a25-26
deopévn 1) Matg 7 ol mapdvtog xatpod : om. W= [W]| a25 ) : exp. Ross, R [¥*] | 226 T6 Stahey Hivar —hdowy
Y= exp. Waitz, SV [P].

Nagql gadim (183 a 14-26)

b ULy 2308 U] 0bodie colS 13J[al5] i OF SAT Sale it a3 sl J,a) 05" & 5(14]
J,u\@uwu\oqsgd\yﬁ& (17] d;wumumg\wuj@wyw [16]0d &5 .33 yamen
&Jjﬂ\u@uvqb Ol 1505[19] . Jal eLal) eUds wy NPRUIE} ] RUBRERVINERILEIVRVP
o oy Jle a8 Pl G Cade d 5I[a20] Jﬁjwuu.yw,u\wbdfj\wcjuduuxw

e Vg M5 o o Ly Al o1 Ll die[22] 85 Dyl die ais 01 570 Wy 437 LiS3[21]
Olell Sy 4 ool 2T 2sl24] Sl Gl g Ofy JLed OF W amy M3 0 Legaa[23] dly
w wuaa.uu\b&l 13)[a25]
al4 ‘;\.;T] cort. B J: Jal P al6 j2iy]scripsi (= éeiny):s.p. P =iy BJ al8 falr]+ Jsgoes «b1 P supra

lin. a19 ziy] scripsi: 2t vel 22 P: iz B] | S scripsi (=6a07) : 0N P: 0¥ BJ a25 jais of] corr. P?in
textu et in marg. : za:) (parum clare) P' B J | ** *]4) ... Moty (a25-26) non vert. (vel non hab. ¥V).
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Nagql Yahya b. ‘Adi (183 a 14-26)

L 5T oy sgadl e Sl sl Ol[al5] (e it A sl Lo Sy l3[14]
Y 5l i[17] ods e s s Lasl ols 130 45T S35 L Ly Ol OF Goern[16] Y Lo~ Ao 55y (b ES
%wwbdﬁrjj\.u 18].,L>-j.~9.>j;HJ\Mayyﬁdijﬁ\sﬂ\}ma,L@_f@\jﬁ\
@M LTy ) A SUI[a20] (ST w Olgiay OF Jim s )15 oo 51500 sV 30 o O 13 Lig[19]
\.x.& JL.N(,.J.?JLMJ

Jsdl gy Jlas L;.U\,,w[zz]bu»j wﬁj\wwm ij.ebpu O Lo Wi 357 525(21]
Sl s de oo 4lI[24] }m_,a_if Q\j Jtes Of NS Ju\\M&j;Yﬁw[ZB]f\fu\lﬁbmj
JA-\PUV.L{_%Q‘ [26] %+ 28 by OIS _2a[a25] LT Ol gy e

al4 55 5] L).s-).» BJ | Uas] supplevi (= ed9nc, cf. transl. Yahya 183a18) : om. P B a5 O|] scripsi (= 2av,
cf. transl. Ibn Zur‘a): 0L P B | I o sl sp. P bl B | a555] .p- P:u>59B] al6 %s“‘] scripsi
(=1): L P L\....w B] a17 L JSJI] scripsi (= 6 Aéyog): aelSU P B J | .x;-)..z }JJ] scripsi (= T:poc)chmv)
wld 23 P: isls 5, BJ a2l :}:._,] P in textu: =iy supra lin. | Ul ssrse] Lilssse P e b);-),« B]J
a25 :H»\] Pin textu: j=iJlsupralin. | ** *] Scopéwy ... xargol non vert. (vel non hab. ¥'=).

Nagl Isa b. Zur‘a (183 a 14-26)

L 318" 57 1 801 o Bty U 53,500 S 0fals] I, lf s ) 018”014
o s o Lg\yr_,‘}..lm&\ 17 o.ua JL\.A\Jé;.wJ Losls J_,A.S\ O 131 4 Olgy O goees[16] Y OIS
eI e OIS 13)5[19] ¢ s, 058 oA QUJJ\Y}[IS].\:—\Lﬁcﬁc.b-b(._&r_l&l\uﬂjdjd\
MJWPJJLALSM\Q‘)M)J)AJ\Q)L [a20] s 4 Olgras OF Jipms ol 51 e

J\},,J\QSS\}JUL..J\GS\J)W [22] bL:-‘}JJAJ\LSS\d)fMLL}‘LA\&LJ\JM Of Jie 1 [21]
Q)g-‘g_ﬂ-sj-’d‘jdw quaU\.w\;\J.S.ij amz3,.c@\ukmuujy\ww}@uj§w@j

& r.k!w HI26] *** 0Ll OIS 15][a25] Ole | sy el g U:pji\ 24] oy

S s a2
al4 ] Pin textu: (il o s 201 P supralin. : (i3, oJ BJ a17 1] P B:om. (secl.?)] | L el corr. ] : Luws P

L s B 220 0),] scr1p51( 8, cf. GALexvol.1): 0P B] I =]+ > (i.e. \.,\,.,.) P supralin. a23 Jb] scripsi :
OL P:3s B a25* * *] Seopévy ... varpob non vert. (vel non hab. ¥*) a26 B}ujia L:LAJ] corr. BJ: Jusb 0Lej P
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§ 3. Notes on the Arabic translations

The following remarks provide some additional information on the three Arabic
translations and concern partly issues that could not be formalised for the purposes of the
critical apparatuses or would have blown them up inappropriately, and partly data irrelevant
for the critical establishment of the text in the proper sense, yet of interest for questions of
translation technique or text transmission. Furthermore, we mention here two critical notes
added in ms. P in red ink underneath ‘Isa ibn Zura’s translation.

182 b 7 While Q paraphrases mopd Tl %ol év Tive through 5,25 65> ¢ (“in many ways”),
Y and I point to mapd T xat & Tive (or a Greek text lacking diacritics).

182 b 9 (i) The reason for the omission in Q is not quite clear. A reflect of tov adtov may
be found in the clause |~ s S 058G Lo 128 (“and often the argument is one and the
same”), tolerably paraphrasing a phrase like moARdxig of adtol éxetvor[c] vtec Tov adtov, so
that we may assume an omission of yé&p Adyov ... 6 adtog in W (hom. adtov ... adtog).

(ii) Interestingly, I confirms the reading ytvéuevov, whereas \«. in Y points to heybuevoy
(= ms. v). For nusiba c. ila as equivalent of ontological mapéd with acc. in I, cf. SE 179 a7
(similarly in Ps.-Ishaq’s translation of De Anima 119, 421 a 23f). Similar divergences occur
in 182 b 19 and 182 b 35 (see Endress-Hasper, “Arabic Tradition” [above, p. 77], pp. 70-1).

182 b 12 The reading i (instead of 47 in P, adopted by Jabre, deleted or omitted by
Badawi) in Y is required by the antecedent <Y 5 and by the predicate is jas 055G V.

182 b 13 While édomep obv corresponds perfectly with L i35 <G in Y, odv is not explicitly
reflected in L. It was definitely missing in ¥, which is why Q took the domep-clause as a
continuation of the preceding one and reiterated the preceding negating (un 182 b 12)
4Y, ... Y (“not ... and not like/insofar as ...”).

182 b 14 si» Ui (= consecutive ta pév) in I is a continuation of the preceding thought
(similar to ¢Y3a Ui in Y). The prefixed fa- in P is due to the error of a copyist, who either
took a misplaced Hamza (in ta>) for fa- or did not understand the syntactical structure of
the sentence.

182 b 15-16 Lo Y for xat yop in Q is strange. On the other hand, this adverb is used in Q
in various, partly rather inadequate, ways (e.g. = el 8¢ 175b 24, = elnep 175218, 177 b 3, =
énelmep 178 a 5, =pdhtota 169 a 33, =xai 168 b 19, = uarhov yap 174 b 4). At the present place,
it can be taken as an indicator for the fact that the absence of any Arabic equivalent of elot mapa
v AéEw is due to, not an omission in the Arabic transmission, but rather a lacuna in ¥ which
leaves the clause without predicate and the translator baffled as to the function of xat yap.

182 b 17 (i) L3 52+ (Q) without any diacritics in P, probably correctly conjectured by Badaw.
Alexander, in Nifo 107 b, and in his wake also Michael of Ephesus, In Sophisticos Elenchos
189.4-16, took this example to be one of ambiguity between the passive and medial meaning of
otéreadar, Q choosing the medial meaning “to rush/head towards s.th.” (tawattaba c. ‘ala),
and X choosing the passive meaning “to be sent/dispatched to [a place]”; (= arsala in Y, anfada
in I), cf. the alternative rendition in Michael of Ephesus, In Soph. EL 189.4-16 and now also
Alexander (in Nifo 107 b). Moreover, & took xepata (whose primary meaning is “horn”, and
metaphorically stands for anything which resembles a horn in some way, e.g. “antenna” (of
insects), anything projecting like a horn, including the relevant meaning here: “yard-arm” — see

Studia graeco-arabica 14 / 2024



Sophistical Refutations 33: Three Arabic Translations and the Greek Original 133

LS] ad locum — = c»j)\ Olew “projecting part of a lance” in Q) as a proper name of the person
mandating this mission which, as a consequence, is not translated but transliterated (badly
preserved in the Syro-Arabic transmission). Strikingly, also Alexander misread xepato, namely as
xeppav (Nifo 107b), butitis unlikely there is a connection. (The correct ambiguity of the example
concerns the lexical meaning of 6téAhes9ar, which in a highly specialised nautical context, e.g.
Tpog Ty xepatay, “to the yard-arm”, means “to take in the sails and attach them to”, while it
normally means something along the lines as understood by Alexander — see LS] ad locum). !

(i) Furthermore, X read mov (= ila makan Y, ila ba‘di l-mawadi‘ 1) instead of 8mou.
The Arabic versions Y and I of the entire example (xai 8mov ... xepatav) have been replaced
with ugh fantasy texts in Badawt and Jabre.

182 b 18 Instead of _ in Y and I the manuscript has in both cases only the rasm. Badawi
and Jabre propose the reading i, which can hardly be derived from the Greek té€etar.
More likely (and without necessitating any modification of the rasm) is the assumption that
X read some form of tdocw (probably tdEetar) for which we often find some form of 5
(“to arrange, put in order”) in Arabic translations, e.g. Arist., Metaph. VI 2, 1026 b 15, De
Partibus anim. 11, 641 b 18, EN 111 12, 1119 b 17, EN IV 5, 1125 b 35; Ptol., Almagest 11,
pp- 512.15,543.11 in the translation ascribed to Ishaq b. Hunayn/Thabit b. Qurra; Nemesius,
De natura hominis, p. 48.8 Morani, etc..

182 b 19-20 (i) Q omits o0 dfta dmextédvnxre ... Amolwvidne either because he did
not understand the Greek or because he deemed the previous examples sufficient for the
illustration of Aristotle’s point.

(i1) Due to the difficulty of the contents the transmission of versions Y and I is corrupt
at many places (see the critical apparatuses), while Badawi and Jabre again provide self-
made fantasy texts. The beginning of this passage in version I (07 ¢U3 ) is marked with a
signe de renvoi in red ink referring to the following text on the next page of the manuscript
(likewise in red ink and probably by the same hand as of the main text):

G575 6 i O ddly Sl s LT elsy oY Bl Jltd) e 1y sl 5 3
c St S Y

The note removes the incomprehensibility of ‘Isa’s version caused by the (miswritten)
transliterations of od d%ra. However, it may likewise aim at pointing to the fact that
01 &3 g does not correspond with xat xaBapog 6 Bopéag (rather reflecting éte xabapoc ...).
Again Y and I seem to affiliate with different branches of Greek manuscripts (cf. 182 b 9,
b 35). While J;_E_j in I corresponds to anéxteve (= ms. 3), Y and Theophilus’ translation
quoted in this interspersed note (.3 / J8) support dnextévnxe as in the remaining Greek
manuscripts.

182b 21 04 in I lacks a subject. Should the following s be deleted or Jaf (or else
& ) be read instead? :

182 b 22 X did not realise the contrastive bias of ta 8&. Therefore, both Y and I render
the clause introduced by ta 8¢ as a sort of explication on the afore-mentioned fallacies (tév
EAAwv [yevav]).

! See Aristote, Les réfutations sophistiques, trad. et comm. par L.-A. Dorion, Vrin - Presses de 'Université
Laval, Paris-Laval 1995, p. 402, n. 446.
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182 b 23 & for moAdxic in Q seldom, yet not unprecedented (cf. 175 a 22, Artemidor,
Oneirocr. 11, chap. 68, 1. 30; Galen, Quod animi virtutes, p. 50.1).

182 b 26-27 The text in Q does not match the Greek. For dta 16 moAhayde pavar t6
8y MéyeoBar xat To 8v it says: “as (,4i) the ways of [being/predicating] one become
multiple (or: occur as a multiplicity) to the same extent (&5 ,i4) belng is used in
multiple ways/senses”. In the following chapter Q uses coordinated I3 ).Lo.: . ).x..u to
translate comparative 86¢ ... tocovte (183 b 23f.,, similarly &5 14 ... LS for domep ...
6potwg below, 183 a 21-23). The reason why he introduced such 4 comparative structure
at the present place is not clear. In all likelihood, Q had some variant reading for Abovst
3t in front of him (Q uses,ii c. gen. also for Greek prepositions, yet not for 34, cf.
168 a 23 xata with acc., 170 a 28 mapd with acc., 183 a 22f. npég with acc.). Furthermore,
he may have read gaivetar (= &Ls) as in ms. § instead of @dvar, whereas AVovot dta and
@avar are confirmed by Y (= J& . ... 05l [sic leg. pro 8 o3 e Oslazy P]) and at
leastly partly by L. o

182 b 28 xal mept? was probably missing in ¥, thus causing the paraphrastic rendering of
T@v @Ay Exactov in Q. While I translates mepl! und mept” consistently with .», Y has s in
the first case and |3 .» in the second. However, this does not necessarily mean that he had
access to a variant reading mapd ... ept (= ms. 3), as he uses elsewhere various prepositions
to render mept with acc., among them < (166 b6, 167b4), Js (165 a 25,183 b 26), and
s (170 b 26,170 b 28).

182 b 29-31 (i) Q lacks a translation of 00 $ddtov dp.oteg meptl mdvtwy. The Arabic sentence
is incomplete, which points to an omission in the Arabic transmission.

(11) Y and I reflect a Greek text omitting xat! (182 b 30, present in Q), thus subordinating
the AaBetv-clause to the preceding one.

(1i1) 42ns 5 (=0l 8¢ 182 b 29) in version I is marked with a signe de renvoiin red ink referring
to the following text underneath Isa b. Zur‘a’s translation (likewise in red ink and probably
by the same hand as of the main text):

S e b T B AN o 8k OF sy b5
The reason for this note may be threefold. Firstly, it points out that Isa’s explanatory
addition V> 5 s 2 ) o+ is without correspondence in the Greek text and not supported
by Theophilus’ Syrlac version. Secondly, it shows that Theophilus read xal AaBetv ... and
translated this correctly as independent coordinated clause. Finally, it may be supposed
to indicate that Theophilus correctly read év rt'.vz. (182 b 30) as opposed to &v Tive (yéver)

read by X and translated by Y and I ( L > 3). In all likelihood, the quotation from
Theophilus’ version should read .x i 3 instead of st st B

182b 33 L.z_ch Uly e Ll for dutth in Iis odd and may trace back to a marginal variant
reading (either lisLas for % or vice versa) which at a certain point of the transmission
has been interpolated into the main text. However, one cannot rule out the possibility that
‘Tsa ibn Zura aimed at differentiating between two meanings of dvtt#, (i) of two mutually
exclusive kinds and (ii) in two respects by its own nature. At 176 a 23 ‘Isa uses _iaas
for Surtov.
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182 b 35 f-gl\ sLa¥ sl s in I clearly reflects the reading év toig étépotg instead of év tolg
¢otatixols (confirmed by Q and Y).

183 a 1-2 The dubious phrase det yop ... avarpfoet ) xataoxevdoet is entirely absent from
Q, whereas it is confirmed (except for the problematic part # xatacxevdoet) by Y and I - see
§ 4.3. Instead of det W™ (accordingly Y and I) read 3T (= ms. ), but this shared error seems
a mere coincidence.

1832 6-7 (i) s of L in Y and sluas, 13 in I point to a (circumstantial) participle form
of dvarpéw (Gvarpdv? instead of dvarpetéov) in ¥*, cf. GALex I, ida 3.2, an 4.1, D. Gutas,
Theophrastus, On First Principles (Known as his Metaphysics), Brill, Leiden 2010 (Philosophia
Antiqua 119), p. 436.

(ii) i in I corresponds to 6 T and justifies the reading (7 for undotted j or s1in Y (read
as 3| by Badawt and Jabre).

183 2 9-12 The lacuna in Q is probably caused by a saut du méme au méme in the Arabic
transmission (ending in axer3/isus = Stalpeory). The following j=1 -5 points to xal méTepov
(= ms. B) rather than dAA& wéTepov.

183 a 14 pa) is missing in all three Arabic versions. However, the copyist and editor of the
Paris manuscript had access to another version which preserved a translation of ). In order
to make the reader aware of this, he elongated the horizontal stroke of the letter 2’ in i
= ouAhoytodelc in such a way that he could add on top of it va.S)J o @l = pa) oulhoytodelc.
Since he did so while copying ‘Isa ibn Zur‘a’s version, he probably drew on Theophilus’
translation, variant readings of which are usually noted in connection with L.°

183 a 17 Q takes ob in mept 00 6 Aoyog as referring to the addressee of the speech (hence:
Js&)l el “he who listens to the speech/the argumentatlon ”) and analogously the followmg
b as referring to the person presentlng the argument (3. = hits Aristotle’s intention in the
first case, but takes dté in 8¢’ 6 in a causal sense.

183 2 25-26 The transmission of the final clause of this chapter (rav ... v Aowv) is
fragmentary in all Arabic versions. Q read the words érav, 7) Abotg, and probably one or two
further words and fabricated the meaning “when we are able to solve it” (_jzis Of LSt 13,
where a5 of is difficult to read in the manuscript and corrected twice, once in textu and
again clear in margine, nevertheless =4l in Badawi and Jabre), while the passage dcopévy ...
ratpob was omitted in ¥'* or ignored by .

4. Information provided by the three Arabic translations about the history of the text
4 Y Y
§ 4.1. The common ancestor of all three Arabic translations

One of the theses about the three Arabic translations formulated by Endress-Hasper is
that they share a common ancestor which is not the archetype or sub-archetype of the extant
manuscript tradition. With the present edition of chapter 33 of the Sophistici Elenchi in the
three Arabic translations, we may add more uniquely shared errors to the list:

¢ Cf. H. Hugonnard-Roche, “Contributions syriaques aux études arabes de logique 2 ’époque abbasside”,
Aram 3 (1991) 193-210, and Endress—Hasper, “The Arabic Tradition” (above, p. 77), pp. 70-4.
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182 b 14 Tolc : waoL P*?
182 b 34 Tttt Y it WE
183a14  pi ¥?: om. ¥*

Especially 183 a 14 is very convincing, but also the other two cases are suggestive: the
chances that at 182 b 14 all three Arabic translations render a generalising use of the definite
article here with “all’, whereas we have not found other such cases, are rather slim, while at
the same time the shift from Toic to rraci is in uncial script quite possible; and at 182 b 34
all three translations feature the incorrect tt, while the variant ti¢ t¢ in the old translation is
in likelihood due to correction from elsewhere. Moreover, there are also the following three
cases, which provide corroborating evidence:

182b15  8mouv otéMhesde AChi : 8mov otéhhecdar BBDSe : mor otédhetar W :
nposoTérhetar ¥Y? [A]

182b36  pdrhov o ¥ om. PYPY

183 a5 gputnpatey o PY : épwtnpartory ¥2YY

Though at 183 a 5 the corruption of w into ot is a familiar one, the fact that both ¥# and
P¥ feature the dual form is striking; it is quite possible that Yahya ibn ‘Adi did not render the
dual form accurately, because he saw that it did not make good sense. At 182 b 15 not only are
the three Arabic translations unique in reading the third person singular, but also the reading
npooatéhhetar plausibly underlying the translatio vetus is most probably a corruption of the
reading 7ot otéAhetar, which we only find in Athanasius.

Thus the evidential base for the claim that they share a common ancestor which is not the
archetype of the whole tradition has become much more solid. We may now treat it as an

established fact.
§ 4.2. Contamination in one or more Arabic translations

On the basis of the fact that the three Arabic translations share a common ancestor one
can identify more easily places at which one of these translations has been contaminated from
elsewhere. In Endress—Hasper already quite a few places of contamination in any of the three
translations have been listed. On the basis of the present editions of Sophistici Elenchi 33,
we may add the following:

182b9 ywopevov ABVADCehi W™ : Aeyépevoy cu W : yivdpevoy Aeyoépevoy Gb [1]

182b 19 amextovnre ABVGbADCehi WY : anéxteve cu ¥* [¥]

182b26  @dvar ABVGbADCehi W* : gatvetar cu ¥?

182b31  buotwc ABVGbADCcuchi : spotoz 32 W=2 S[65.1]2 [¥*]

182 b 38 avarpfi ABADCehi W* : dvowpf nat xataorevdlny Veu WY @ dvoepd] Tig
1) xataoxevaln Gb

182 b 39 6potwg VAW : 6potoug ABGbDCcuehi ¥?

183a1-2  del —avowphoet 7 xataoxevaset expunxi : om. ¥ : hab. ABVGbADCcuehi :
ael — avatpnoet P*

183 a8 #at ABGbADCcuehi W= : xat el suhherdyrotar VY

183a12  mérepov ABADCcuehi ¥* : xai mwétepov VGb ¥

183217 8 ABACcuh ¥ : 00 Di: ol 6 Aéyoc ot VGb : 6 6 Moyoc éott W™
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What we see is that there is more contamination in the exemplar of the translatio vetus
than in Athanasius’ exemplar, and that the use of an external source caused Ibn Zur‘a’s
translation to be a more contaminated source than Athanasius’ exemplar. Only the readings
in W'Y at 182 b 9 and in W™ at 183 a 17 betray clear contamination in Athanasius’ exemplar.
These results are in line with those described in Endress-Hasper (see above).

§ 4.3. Comments to the Greek text, also in relation to the Arabic translations

182 b 13 domep odv versus ¢omep: The evidential situation is very interesting, since Nifo
makes it clear that Herminus and Alexander did not read odv, just as the translatio vetus,
while the whole of the rest of the tradition does have otv. There are basically two possibilities:
(1) Aristotle wrote odv, but it was struck in the part of the tradition known to Herminius and
Alexander,” and again in the part of the tradition immediately leading up to the exemplar for
the translatio vetus (whether or not under influence of those commentaries); (2) Aristotle did
not write odv, but it was very successful in finding its way into the text at an early stage of the
tradition, including in the part leading up to Athanasius’ translation, but with the exception
of the exemplar for the rranslatio vetus. Both scenarios are really possible; this is obvious
for (1), but there are enough examples of (2) almost obtaining, also in the case of the Sophistici
Elenchi. There are not really facts of the matter about the tradition available which make the
one scenario more plausible than the other.

There is not much of a difference between the two possibilities, for if possibility (1) obtains,
domep odv is here not used in such a way that it is to be picked up by an explicit or implicit “in
this way”, but rather as starting an independent sentence, meaning “as indeed” (see LSJ and
Montanari ad locum), in this context getting close to meaning something like “for example”
or the contemporarily quite ubiquitous “like”. This use is rather frequent in Aristotle: there
are further examples, among others, at Anal. Pr. 115, 34 a 22; Metaph. 111 4, 1000 a 1; EN
18,1116 b12; ENV 9,1137 a2;and EN V 11,1138 b 11.

It may well be that the issue is only going to be decided if we have statistical evidence on
the usage of domep versus domep olv, in Aristotle but especially in late antiquity.

182 b 16 8mou 6tédreade versus 6mov otéhhecVar and mol otéhhesde: This is a difficult
case. Almost the whole extant Greek tradition has émov otéMesdar, which is problematic
for two reasons: why 8mov, which is normally only used in dependent questions, and
why the infinitive otéMesVar? To discuss the verb first, there are several further sources
(a citation by Michael of Ephesus, Nifo’s report about Alexander) which feature the second
person plural form otéMesde, which in late ancient times was not really distinguishable
in pronunciation from the infinitive. On the other hand, the third person singular form
otéhhetar in all three Arabic translations seems to confirm that the archetype of the extant

7 Gysembergh, Forgotten Ancient Commentaries (above, n. 3), p. 74, n. 2, thinks it is possible that Nifo’s state-
ment: “Textum hunc legit Herminius et Alexander sine verbo illo igitur” might mean that Herminus and Alexander
themselves proposed the change of striking odv, but we find that difficult to believe because there is no reference
whatsoever, however indirectly, to what might be the reason for such a proposal, and because Nifo says that both
did not ‘read’ it — since we may assume Alexander knew Herminus’ work, it seems odd to imagine that both intro-
duced the change. Moreover, given that there is in fact not that much of a difference between éonep and domep odv
(see the main text), it seems difficult to imagine that Herminus and Alexander would want to interfere in the text
they found by striking odv.
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tradition did have the infinitive form — the form otéAhetar may well be an attempt to solve
the problem with the infinitive. If we assume that Alexander’s commentary is older than
the archetype of the extant tradition, it is open to us to adopt the form ctéAAes9e, and to
express our surprise that in the extant manuscript tradition the infinitive form was subject
to correction to such a small extent.

As to the interrogative pronoun, the evidence of the Arabic translations points to ot rather
than émov, for it seems impossible that Athanasius’ translation “to somewhere” translates
émovu, whereas it can translate mor without accent. Also the corruption mpoootédhetar
presumably underlying the translatio vetus points in the direction of wot, since, due to the
similarity between uncial ¢ and 1, poi only differs clearly from ripoc by the letter p, which
after the strokes of 1 and before the round o is not such a big deal. If then, however, émou
is to be a corruption of mot, one may wonder where it came from, for the initial o is a real
addition. The only scenario seems to be that ot was corrupted to mov, and since this did not
make sense given the answer, it was corrected into émov, but would not a correction back into
7ot be much easier?

It is therefore worthwhile to consider an alternative scenario, namely one in which émov
is the original reading. Even though émov normally only features in indirect questions,
this seems possible, namely when a question context is understood; there is an example in
Aristophanes, Nubes, v. 214, also mentioned by Montanari ad locum. As it seems anyway
unlikely that Aristotle himself made up the examples, we can easily imagine him taking over
the question in isolation from the question context. Readers of the text, however, could easily
have thought that émov was incorrect and thus have introduced mo?, as someone writing a
commentary, like Alexander, is almost forced to do in the paraphrase anyway.

182 b 19-20 o0 &7t — Amorhwvidne: The fact that this stretch is both missing in the
exemplar of Boethius’ translation and in that of the translatio vetus cannot be traced back to
the archetype, since Alexander seems to have read it.

182 b 37 Aéyog versus pév Adyoc: The deviant position of pév in B, after Aéyoc, is best explained
by pév having been added. Thus the reading of the sub-archetype for ABVGD is without piv,
since both the ancestor of B and the ancestor of Gb do not have it. The absence of pév in all
three Arabic translations establishes now conclusively that the archetype did not feature it.

182 b 39 6p.olwg versus 6potous: There is not that much of a difference in content between
the adverb and the adjective, as with both readings the sentence says that a single argument
contains, on the basis of contraposition, “all similar deductions” or “all deductions similarly”
(for the meaning of that claim, see the next comment). These arguments are all similar or are
contained all similarly in that each of them have acceptable premisses and a conclusion which
is the negation of an acceptable proposition. The reading épotws seems to be that of the sub-
archetype of the one branch of the stemma, because it is found in Athanasius and Boethius,
but also occurs in the other branch of the stemma, namely in V and in Ambr. gr. D 82 sup.,
a 14* century manuscript closely related to Gb. While éuotwc is the lectio difficilior, the
reading 6potoug is thus a successful simplification which took over almost the whole of the
extant tradition, including Gb and probably ¥™.

183 a 1-2 del — dvanpnoet 7 xataoxevdost expunxi: As it is, the text of all extant Greek
sources as well as Boethius’ exemplar is logically incorrect. The sentence at issue is meant
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to elucidate the claim just above that “a deductive argument is most aggressive if it destroys
something that is most acceptable on the basis of things that are most accepted”: a valid
argument A with premisses p, and p, and conclusion not-q, with p;, p, and q all being equally
acceptable. Aristotle first elucidates this claim by saying that A will contain, by contraposition,
all [other] deductions on an equal footing: p;, p,, therefore not-q is equivalent to py, q,
therefore not-p, is equivalent to p,, q, therefore not p,. If there is no way to prefer one of p,
p, and q over any of the others, such an argument (including its equivalents) will produce
a puzzlement which one cannot escape from, because any two of the three propositions is
shown to be inconsistent with the third. It is this idea that the line at issue should spell out:
“For all the time [i.e. every one of these equivalent arguments] it will destroy or establish on
the basis of acceptable things something which is equally acceptable”. However, it does not
do so correctly, because the point that such an argument “will establish” cannot apply, as it is
crucial for contraposition that there is a negation.

There are basically two ways in which one might respond to this problem. The first is
chosen by Ross (on a proposal by Colli), but can already be found in the Syriac translation by
Athanasius: strike the problematic ) xataoxevdoet as a later addition. By itself, however, that
is not enough, for if the sentence without # xataoxevdoer were the original text, one would
need to explain how this addition became part of the manuscript tradition in the first place
— and that seems very difficult, especially because it would have to be inserted at least two
times, once for each main branch of the stemma (for the common ancestor of ABVGb and
at least for Boethius’ exemplar, it being unclear from which side of the stemma manuscripts
DCcuchi get this reading).

The second way to solve the problem is to take one’s lead from the translatio vetus and
argue that the whole sentence is to be struck. In this way it is easier to explain how the
erroneous part arose: the whole sentence started its life as a gloss by someone who did not
quite understand the situation, and then this gloss was deemed attractive enough (as it for
the most part is) to take over the whole extant manuscript tradition — with the exception
of the translation by Athanasius or its exemplar, where the troublesome words were struck
again. And one can see that it is a gloss, for it does not add any information which is not
already formulated explicitly in the previous sentence: ¢ évd6Ewv 6potwg Evdokov covers £
8t pditota Soxouvtey 8Tt wdhtota #vdofov and also 6uolmg, and is even less informative;
dvatpnoet covers avatpfl; and del is present in &mavtag ... Tobg cuhhoyiopole. Also for
understanding the next sentence the sentence at issue is superfluous.

183 a 19 edxatagppbdvnrog versus edxatappévrtos oddapés: Before the evidence from the
three Arabic translations and Nifo’s reports about Alexander became available, one might still
have thought that 00daudc was the reading of the archetype, but was struck in Vcu because
it does not add that much to the content. It now appears to be the other way round: 0ddauic
is an early addition to the text which was very successtul in conquering much of the extant
manuscript tradition.

183 a 20 7Wpatyxev versus Hpatynoev: In terms of content there is not much to choose
between the perfect and the aorist here, and also paleographically uncial k and c resemble
each other (the stroke being the difference), frequently the one being mistaken for the other.
The evidence of Athanasius’ translation tips the scales for the perfect.
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