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Abstract
Syriac philosophers were particularly fascinated by Aristotle’s Prior Analytics and the syllogistic 
system it describes. The basic curriculum of logic in Syriac worked up towards a full description of 
the assertoric syllogisms and so a number of introductions to logic survive in Syriac which include 
substantial descriptions of this system. The present paper offers a first edition and translation of 
one of these descriptions, written by Severus Sebokht in the seventh century. We have also offered a 
comprehensive Greek-Syriac glossary as a contribution to the better understanding of the development 
of the philosophical lexicon in Syriac and Arabic. The text offers some insight into the manner in which 
Greek philosophy was respected and taught in the mediaeval Syriac milieu.

Little is known about the life of this Severus, one of the more extraordinary members of the 
Syriac intelligentsia of Late Antiquity.1 He seems to have been abbot-bishop of Qenneshre2 
in the middle years of the seventh century, where he became the teacher of at least two other 
bishops whose names are prominent in the annals of the Syriac philosophers, Athanasius of 
Balad and Jacob of Edessa.3 According to the chronicle tradition, he died in AD 667.4 Beyond 
this, it is the content of his works that speaks most clearly of his knowledge and his capacities. 
His most substantial contributions came in the fields of astronomy and mathematics, and 
these have been comprehensively described in recent publications.5 Although much of his 
work is built on the foundations of Greek science and philosophy, he harboured an equally 
high regard for the achievements of Indian science. He is the first person known to us, west 
of India, to know of and describe the numeric system that we still use today.6

1  H. Hugonnard-Roche, “Sévère Sebokht”, in R. Goulet (ed.), Dictionnaire des Philosophes Antiques, 
CNRS-Éditions, Paris 2016, vol. 6, pp. 230-5.

2  This name can refer either to the Hellenophile monastery on the Euphrates, more often spelled Qennsehre in 
modern literature, but more often Qenneshrin in the ancient; or to the city of Chalcis south of Aleppo, always re-
ferred to in Syriac as Qenneshrin. The distinction of spelling is largely a modern convenience, however – even in the 
so-called Qenneshre Fragment, the monastery in actually called not Qenneshre but Qenneshrin (F. Nau, “Notice 
historique sur le monastère de Qartamin, suivie d’une note sur le monastère de Qennešré”, Actes du XIVe Congrès 
international des Orientalistes, Alger 1897, I-II, E. Leroux, Paris 1906, vol. II, pp. 37-135, part. pp. 89-125).

3  The data is not absolutely clear, however. Severus is frequently referred to in colophons etc. variously as 
Bishop or Abbot of Qenneshrin. The notion that Severus was abbot of the monastery on the Euphrates and not a 
bishop of Chalcis may only be inferred from his deep knowledge of Greek philosophy and the statement in Michael 
the Syrian (Chronique de Michel le Syrien, ed. J.-B. Chabot, E. Leroux, Paris 1901, Vol. II, p. 470) that Athanasius 
of Balad studied at the monastery of Qenneshrin (sic), and that Severus was a teacher of his.

4  In the year of the Greeks 978, according to Michael the Syrian (Chronique de Michel le Syrien, Vol. II, p. 435 
Chabot, tr. 453).

5  É. Villey (ed.), Les sciences en syriaque, Geuthner, Paris 2014 (Études syriaques 11), especially the articles on 
Mathematics, Astronomy, and Geography.

6  E. Reich, “Ein Brief des Severus Sebokt”, in M. Folkerts – R. Lorch (eds.), Sic Itur ad Astra. Studien zur 
Geschichte der Mathematik und Naturwissenschaften, Harrassowitz, Wiesbaden 2000, pp. 478-89; H. Takahashi, 
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Aristotelian logic was, for all learned Syrians, the foundation stone of all science. It was 
for this reason that the early books of the Organon were translated and summarised in 
Syriac in a variety of combinations in the sixth-eighth centuries.7 Of Severus’s four known 
philosophical writings, three concern the De Interpretatione, viz. a pair of letters addressed 
to Bishop Aitalaha of Nineveh and the periodeutes Yunan, and a translation from Persian 
of a summary by the philosopher known as Paul the Persian. His fourth extant work on the 
Organon is the summary of the syllogistic which is entitled in the mss On Deductions in 
Aristotle’s Prior Analytics and which is here edited and translated for the first time.

Date

It is extremely unusual for any ancient Syriac text to carry its own date of composition 
in a way that has survived the centuries. Severus’s treatise On Deductions in Aristotle’s Prior 
Analytics, however, seems to be an exception. The colophon in one of the manuscripts (D), 
dated by its cataloguer to the late eighteenth century, reads as follows:

Written by Severus Sebokht in year 949 of the Greeks, in the month Haziran, in the very 
year that the king of Byzantium, or Constantinople, came to Amid and went down from 
Amid to Babylon.

949 of the Seleucid era corresponds to AD 638. Moreover, the composition of the treatise 
is not only given a date but is even triangulated with other historical events. We are told that it 
was written in the same year in which the king (in this case Heraclius) passed through Amid 
on his campaign towards Babel. This seems at first sight to be a reference to Heraclius’s famous 
campaign to Ctesiphon – but this took place not in 638, but in 628 (which would equate to 939 
of the Seleucid era), and there is no tradition of his passing through Amida – in fact his route to 
the famous battlefield of Nineveh took him much farther east, from Armenia via Lake Urmia. 
He may possibly have passed through Amida and even wintered there on his return journey 
(winter of 628/9), in which case the chronological notice in our ms may be a reflection of this.8 
Alternatively, Theophanes tells us of an imperial stay at Amida during a previous campaign in 
623/4.9 Again, in 630 Heraclius made efforts to effect ecclesiastical union and called a major 
council at either Theodosiopolis or Mabbug/Hierapolis, at which our own Severus Sebokht 
seems to have been present.10 However, both these solutions would require an emendation of 
the text of the colophon. The alternative possibility is that this is a reference to another tradition, 
viz. that Heraclius in 638 gathered a special army at Amida and led it against the Arab invaders.11 

In any case, it seems likely that the date itself (whether or not it was originally 949) was 
found in a very old colophon by a scribe who then attached to it a chronological notice culled 

“Between Greek and Arabic: The Sciences in Syriac from Severus Sebokht to Barhebraeus”, in H. Kobayashi – 
M. Kato (eds.), Pages in Transmission of Sciences: Greek, Syriac, Arabic and Latin, Organization for Islamic Area 
Studies, Waseda University, Tokyo 2010, pp. 16-39.

7  G. Kessel, “The Syriac Commentary Tradition: An Update”, in H. Hugonnard-Roche – E. Fiori (eds.), La 
philosophie en syriaque, Geuthner, Paris 2019 (Études syriaques 16), pp. 389-416.

8  Agapius, Kitab al-ʿUnyan (Patrologia orientalis VIII, fasc. 3), p. [205].
9  Theophanes, Chronographia 312.
10  Chronique de Michel le Syrien, Vol. II, p. 412 Chabot.
11  A.N. Stratos, Byzantium in the Seventh Century, I-II, Hakkert, Amsterdam 1972, Vol. II, p. 76.
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from some chronicle or other. Michael has Severus dying in 978 (=AD 667), so 628 and 63812 
are both reasonable options. It remains remarkable that this unusual notice survives in only 
one, and that a very late and heavily edited, witness to Severus’s treatise.

The manuscript witnesses

L	 BL, Add. 14660, ff. 47b-54a. 9th / 10th cent. [Wright, Catal. III, 1160]
A	 BL, Add. 17156, ff. 3a-5b. ?9th cent. Extant only for §21-30 [Wright, Catal. III, 1162]
C	 Chaldean Patriarchate of Baghdad (CPB) 223, olim Mosul 35, ff. 90b-111a. 16th cent.13

This book was heroically saved from destruction in modern times. Elements of it have 
been copied a number of times over the years. At least two of its known apographs do 
contain our text. These need not be discussed further nor given sigla for the purposes 
of textual reconstruction.
i) Berlin Sachau 226 (= Berlin Syr. 89), ff. 63b-79a. Dated 1882. The scribe was not 
aware of some of the glaring errors in the syllogistic tables and reproduced them 
verbatim from his source. [Sachau, Catal., 337].
ii) Baghdad, Chaldean Monastery 174 (olim Notre-Dame des Semences, Vosté 55). 
19th cent. 

M	 Mingana Syr. 44, 83b-95b. Dated 1574/5, Dayr Zaʿfaran Monastery. The ms was located 
	 in Mardin in 1829, at which time it was removed to Mosul (c.1800). [Mingana, Catal., 114]. 
D	 Cambridge, Add. 3284, ff. 35a-45b. 18th cent. [Wright, Catal., 886].14 
Bdj	 A ms once in the possession of the Chaldean scholar Paul Bedjan.15 Lost in 19th cent.
δ	 The recension represented by M and D. 

M and D represent a recension of the text that is quite distinct from that represented by 
LAC. The common ancestor of MD clearly produced an abbreviated version of the whole 
treatise. The principal characteristic of this MD recension is a substantial shortening of many 
sections by the excision of words, clauses or whole sentences that seemed extraneous to 
the point at issue, or which appeared to him self-evident from the context. There are also 
sections which must originally have been written out in continuous prose (as in the other 
mss), but which the editor of the MD recension has collocated instead into the form of a 
table. Further, the same editor has “updated” certain items of vocabulary throughout the text, 
e.g. ܒܪ ܒܣܬܪܐܝܬ for ܡܢܕܪܝܫ, and ܓܙܪ for ܝܗܒ.

D is unlikely to be a descendent of M on account of the very unusual dating in the 
colophon in the former (see under “Date” above). M is some centuries older than D and yet 
does not contain this evidently ancient colophon. Hence it seems most unlikely that D could 
be an apograph of A. More likely they are close, but independent, testimonies to one and the 
same recension (δ).

12  Chronique de Michel le Syrien, Vol. II, p.453.
13	 G. Kessel – N. Bamballi, “Field Notes on Syriac Manuscripts II: A Philosophical Manuscript Mosul 35 

Rediscovered”, Hugoye: Journal of Syriac Studies 21.1 (2019), pp. 21-42.
14  A. Baumstark, Geschichte der syrischen Literatur, Weber, Bonn 1922, p. 246 , n. 11, erroneously gives the 

shelf mark as Cambridge 3287.
15  A. Van Hoonacker, “Le traité du philosophe syrien Probus sur les Premiers Analytiques d’Aristote”, Journal 

Asiatique 16 (1900), pp. 70-4; H. Hugonnard-Roche, “Un cours sur la syllogistique d’Aristote à l’époque tardo-
antique: le commentaire syriaque de Proba (VIe siècle) sur les Premiers Analytiques. Édition et traduction du texte, 
avec introduction et commentaire”, Studia graeco-arabica 7 (2017), pp. 105-70, part. pp. 123-4. 
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L and A are, by some distance, the earliest witnesses to the text. They are also very similar 
(A is extant only from §21-30). Their common ancestor (γ) contained many transparent errors, 
which are readily supplied from the much less error-strewn C. The difficulty of drawing up a 
stemma of ms descent is made more uncertain, however, because of the tendency, evident from 
time to time in both C and MD, to “correct” errors in the received text. In fact, the systematic 
and predictable nature of the treatise lends itself rather readily to accurate scribal emendations. 
In most texts, the chances of a scribe hitting upon a correct emendation are somewhat remote 
and not often to be reckoned with – but in this text such correct emendations may rather be 
considered quite likely to occur. Hence, just because C carries a good reading at a certain 
place does not imply that it has preserved that good reading from a better tradition. 

Nonetheless it is only shared errors that may be a sure guide to the descent of manuscripts. 
While these are few, they are significant:

At the opening of §9, a comparison of L and C indicates a substantial omission in the 
former via homoeoteleuton, as indicated by […]:

C
ܕܝܠܝܬܐ ܕܝܢ ܕܐܣܟܡܐ ܬܠܝܬܝܐ ܐܝܬܝܗ̇̇܆ ܕܦܪܘܛܣܝܣ ܡ̇̇ܢ ܙܥܘܪܬܐ ܒܟܠܙܒܢ ܩܛܐܦܛܝܩܝܬܐ 
ܐܘ  ܩܛܐܦܛܝܩܝܬܐ  ܕܝܢ  ܗܢܘ  ܕܒܐܝܢܝܘܬܐ  ܘܐܝܟ  ܦܘܪܫܢ:  ܕܠܐ  ܕܝܢ  ܪܒܬܐ  ܬܗܘܐ. 

ܡܢܬܝܬܐ ܐܘ  ܟܘܠܢܝܬܐ  ܕܝܢ  ܗܢܘ  ܕܒܟܡܝܘܬܐ  ܘܐܝܟ  ܐܦܘܦܛܝܩܝܬܐ܆ 
L

ܒܟܠܙܒܢ  ܙܥܘܪܬܐ  ܡ̇̇ܢ  ܕܦܪܘܛܣܝܣ  ܐܝܬܝܗ̇̇܆  ܬܠܝܬܝܐ  ܕܐܣܟܡܐ  ܕܝܢ  ܕܝܠܝܬܐ 
ܐܘ  ܟܘܠܢܝܬܐ  ܕܝܢ  ܗܢܘ  ܕܒܟܡܝܘܬܐ  ܘܐܝܟ  ܐܦܘܦܛܝܩܝܬܐ܆  ܐܘ  ܩܛܐܦܛܝܩܝܬܐ ]…[ 

ܐ ܝܬ ܡܢܬ

This omission in L is also reflected in the δ recension:

MD
ܕܝܠܝܬܐ ܕܝܢ ܕܐܣܟܝܡܐ ܬܠܝܬܝܐ ܐܝܬܝܗ̇̇܆ ܕܦܪܘ̄̄ܛ ܡ̇̇ܢ ܙܥܘܪܬܐ. ܒܟܠܙܒܢ ܩܛܦܛܝܩܝܬܐ ]…[ 

ܡܢܬܝܬܐ ܐܘ̇̇  ܟܘܠܢܝܬܐ  ܗܢܘ̄̄  ܕܒܟܡܝܘܬܐ.  ܘܐܝܟ 

This text is in all essentials the same as L, save that the editor of the δ recension has 
additionally omitted ܐܘ ܐܦܘܦܛܝܩܝܬܐ in an attempt to solve the problem of a meaningless 
text in his source. But without recourse to the correct solution, M’s text was doomed to be 
as useless as L’s. A common ancestor of L and δ must have already have contained this error.

A series of further, less dramatic, agreements in error between L and δ confirm their 
consanguinity: 

ܕܝܠܗ ܟܕ ܕܝܠܗ for ܕܝܠܗ :10§
.om ܟܕ :10§
[a rather obvious error once the correct reading has been seen in C] ܕܝܠܝܕܘܬܐ for ܕܝܠܝܘܬܐ :13§
ܠܟܘܢܫܐ ܕܪܒܝܥܝܐ for ܠܪܒܝܥܝܐ :15§
ܟܐܦܐ ܚܝܘܬܐ for ܚܝܘܬܐ ܟܐܦܐ :16§

L has very many special errors of its own vis à vis all other witnesses, testifying to a sloppy 
scribe, although occasionally holding onto a good reading which has been misunderstood 
everywhere else (e.g. 22§ ܡܬܬܪܝܡܐ) – which is not surprising in such an early witness. But 
with A alone it does share a number of significant conjunctive errors (which would no doubt 
be more numerous were A extant for the whole treatise):
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.om ܐܢܐ 22§
(orthographical only) ܢܬܬܝܬܐ for ܢܬܬܐܝܬܐ 23§
(a strange, and non-reproducible error) ܘܫܪܝܐ for ܐܪܐ 23§
(.A has corrected the clear error in marg) ܡܢܬܝܬܐ for ܬܠܝܬܝܬܐ 26§
(i.e. 4 for 5, in the numbering of the parts of the table) ܗ for ܕ 27§
ܐܬܬܣܝܡܘ for ܐܬܬܣܝܡ 30§
ܕܢܕܥ for ܠܡܕܥ 30§
om. (homoe.) ܡܕܪܓ ܠܢ܆ ܘܗܘ ܟܬܒܐ ܬܘܒ ܕܦܪܝܐܪܡܐܢܝܣ 30§

A does also have some distinctive errors of its own (e.g. 23§ ܕܐܦܠܐ), and L has many such.
To summarise: 

1.	 LA share significant conjunctive errors not found in other mss. They represent very 
similar texts, while each also has its own special errors. They therefore have a common 
ancestor not shared by other mss: γ.

2.	 MD are (as demonstrated above) two distinct witnesses to a heavily edited and 
abbreviated recension of the whole treatise (δ). This nonetheless shares conjunctive 
errors with γ, with whom it must share a common ancestor: β.

3.	 C does not share any special errors with any other witness – all its errors are either 
its own (e.g. the very strange §6 ܐܠܐ for ܐܠܨܐ), or else are found throughout the 
tradition and can be ascribed to the most recent archetype of all copies. The testimony 
of C is therefore worth the same weight as all the others put together. The earliest 
recoverable text (α) contains very few errors in need of conjectural emendation, and 
those few are easily corrected.

On this basis, we can draw up the following stemma:

D has vanishingly few variants vis à vis M, hence unless otherwise stated the siglum M is 
used in the apparatus to signify δ. 

All portions that were omitted by the editor of the δ recension are enclosed within the 
symbols ⸂   ⸃.

As usual with mediaeval Syriac texts, punctuation varies enormously between the mss, and 
the text offered here does not precisely represent any one ms or group of mss in its pointing and 
punctuation. Common orthographical variations (e.g. ܟܘܠܢܝܐ – ܟܠܢܝܐ or ܐܡܪ ܐܢܐ – ܐܡܪܢܐ, 
et plur. al.) are also too frequent and inconsequential to be noted in the apparatus. For the most 
part, the orthography of L has been followed only out of respect for its greater antiquity. The 
spelling of Greek loan words is especially variable. Consistent differences in the spelling of a 
Greek word have been noted in the apparatus only on the first occasion.

α

β  C

γ

δ

DM DM DM

AL
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Outline of the treatise

1.	 Overall goal of the treatise
2.	 The basic structure and summary of Prior Analytics
3.	 Terms 
4.	 Tenses, matters, and definitions; the square of oppositions
5.	 The four types of premise, together with their basic conversions
6.	 How to form three-premise deductions, and why there are three figures
7.	 What the modes are and what the three figures have in common
8.	 Special properties of the 1st and 2nd figures
9.	 Special properties of the 3rd figure, and summary of the treatise so far

10.	 The different ways in which deductions can be described
11.	 How some commentators describe the deductions 
12.	 The nine possible modes in the 1st figure, with examples
13.	 Generation of the demonstrable modes of the 1st figure from the non-demonstrables
14.	 Table to illustrate the generation of the demonstrable modes 
15.	 Analysis of the demonstrable modes back into the non-demonstrables
16.	 The four [syllogistic] modes in the 2nd figure
17.	 Generation of 2nd figure modes from 1st figure modes
18.	 Table to illustrate the generation of 2nd figure modes from 1st figure modes
19.	 Analysis of 2nd figure modes back into 1st figure modes
20.	 The fourth mode of the 2nd figure is analysed per impossibile back into the 1st figure 
21.	 The same tabulation can also be applied to the other three 2nd figure modes arising from 

the 1st figure
22.	 A verbal description of this method of generating the 2nd figure from the 1st figure
23.	 This generation reverses to become a per impossibile analysis of the 2nd figure back into 

the 1st figure
24.	 Table to illustrate this generation and analysis
25.	 The six [syllogistic] modes in the 3rd figure
26.	 Generation of 3rd figure modes from 1st figure modes 
27.	 Table to illustrate this generation and analysis of 3rd figure modes
28.	 Summary and Purpose of the Analytics

Glossary of key terms

Note that the spelling of Greek loans varies considerably both across mss and also within 
them. The simplest forms are used here for convenience only. The Greek loans are marked 
with * .

ܐܘܡܢܘܬܐ art (skill/method/procedure)

ܐܠܨܝܬܐ the necessary

ܐܢܛܝܦܐܣܝܣ contradiction*

ܐܛܝܩܝܐ ܐܢܛܝܦ contradictory*
ܣܟܡܐ ܐ figure (of deduction)*

ܝܩܛܝܩܝܐ ܕ ܐܦܘ demonstrative*
ܐܦܘܦܐܛܝܩܝܐ negative*

ܐܪܐ therefore (in the conclusion of a deduction)*
ܐܬܟܢܫ be concluded



Studia graeco-arabica 14 / 2024

Severus Sebokht On Deductions in Aristotle’s Prior Analytics 83   

ܐܬܬܣܝܡ be supposed
ܒܐܝܢܝܘܬܐ qualitative

ܒܝܕ ܠܐ ܡܬܡܨܝܢܘܬܐ per impossibile
ܒܟܡܝܘܬܐ quantitative

ܕܝܠܝܬܐ property
ܕܠܩܘܒܠܐ opposite, adj.

ܕܠܩܘܒܠܝܘܬ ܣܝܡܐ [an] opposition, n.
ܕܠܩܘ̈̈ܒܠܝܬܐ opposites, opposing pair

ܗ̇̇ܘ ܕܡܬܩܛܪܓ predicate*
ܗ̇̇ܘ ܕܣܝܡ subject

ܗܘܐ is generated
ܗ̇̇ܘܝܐ generation (of deductions)

ܗܘܠܘܣ matter/material (the modality of a proposition)*
ܗܦܟ convert
ܙܒܢܐ tense

ܙܢܐ mode (of deductions)
ܙܥܘܪܐ minor (term)

ܚܘܐ demonstrate
ܕܬܚܘܡ̈̈ܐ ܚܘܠܦܐ  exchange of terms

ܛܟܣ arrange*
ܝܗܒ produce, yield

ܠܦܢܐ ܝܘ doctrine
ܦܪ̈ܘܛܣܝܣ ܟܕܝܢܘܬ  premise-combination

ܟܕܝܢܘܬܐ combination
ܚ̈̈ܕܕܐ ܥܡ  ܟܕܝ̈̈ܢܬ  combination

ܠܢܝܐ ܟܘ universal
ܢܫܐ ܟܘ conclusion

ܡܫܟܚܢܝܬܐ ܠܐ  the impossible
ܡܬܚ̈̈ܘܝܢܐ ܠܐ  the non-demonstrables16 

ܡܐܡܪܐ utterance, statement
ܐ ܬ ܒܠܢܘ ܡܘ reduction

ܡܘܠܕܐ generation (of deductions)17

ܝܢܝܐ ܡܚܘ demonstrative
ܡܟܢܫܢܐ inclusive, conclusive
ܠܐ ܡܠܝ logical

ܐܢܢܩܐ ܡܢ  necessarily*
ܡܢܬܐ ܐܚܪܬܐ ܕܐܢܛܝܦܐܣܝܣ the other member of the contradiction

ܝܐ ܡܢܬ particular
ܐ ܬ ܡܦܩܢܘ reduction

ܝܡܢܝܐ ܡܪ negative
ܡܫܡܠܝܐ perfect

ܐ ܬ ܝܡܢܢܘ ܗ ܡܬ justification
ܡܬܗܦܟܢܐܝܬ by conversion
ܡܬܚܘܝܢܘܬܐ demonstration

ܝܢܐ ܚܘ ܡܬ / ܝܢܝܐ ܚܘ ܡܬ demonstrable

16  This is the usual form in L; mostly ܠܐ ܡܬܚ̈̈ܘܝܢܝܐ in other mss.
17  Severus sometimes uses ܗܘ̇̇ܐ and sometimes ܝܠܕ  to mean the same thing, probably because his source inter� 

mingles the use of both γίγνομαι and γεννάω, as also does Alexander’s commentary.
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ܡܬܚܡܐ determined
ܡܬܟܢܫܐ deduced (i.e. concluded)

ܡܬܡܨܝܢܝܬܐ the contingent
ܢܗܝ̈̈ܪܐ ܘܦܫ̈̈ܝܩܐ explanations and interpretations

ܢܝܫܐ aim
ܣܘܙܘܓܝܐ conjunction*

ܣܘܠܘܓܝܣܡܘ deduction (i.e. syllogism)*
ܣܘܠܘܓܝܣܛܝܩܝܐ deductive (i.e. syllogistic)* 

ܣܘܢܘܦܪܙܡܐ conclusion*
ܣܝܡ subject (as an abbv. of ܗ̇̇ܘ ܕܣܝܡ)
ܣܟܐ extreme (i.e. terms within a premise)

ܣܩܘܒܠܝܐ
ܕܬܚܝܬ ܣܩܘܒܠܝܐ

contrary
sub-contrary

ܥܡܘܛܐ obscure
ܦܘܪܫܐ distinctive

ܦܪܘܒܠܗܡܐ problem*
ܦܪܘܛܣܝܣ proposition/premiss* (see note §6)

ܦܪܘܣܕܝܪܝܣܡܘ determination*
ܦܪܫ distinguish

ܦܫܝܛܐ simple
ܩܛܐܓܘܪܝܩܝܐ categorical*

ܩܛܦܛܝܩܝܐ positive*
ܪܒܬܐ major (term)

ܪܘܟܒܐ composition
ܪܫܡ to detail (i.e. to sketch out the details of a topic)

ܫܘܕܥ to mean, signify
ܫܘܝܘܬ ܙܘܓܢܝܘܬܐ combination

ܫܪܝܐ / ܫܪܝܐ ܕܡܢܕܪܫ analysis (usually in the sense of reduction)
ܬܐܘܪܝܐ theory*
ܬܚܘܝܬܐ proof
ܬܚܘܡܐ term

ܬܪܝܨܐܝܬ straightforwardly

The formulae for expressing the types of premises used in deductions:

ܟܠ all the A premise (universal affirmation)
ܠܐ ܚܕ not any the E premise (universal negation)

ܚܕ some the I premise (particular affirmation)
not all ܠܐ ܟܠ the O premise (particular negation)

ܚܕ …ܠܝܬܘܗܝ ... some…not the O premise (particular negation)

Note that Severus, like Aristotle and the commentators, use two methods of expressing a 
particular negation. In Prior Analytics, we find both:

τὸ Α τινὶ τῷ Β μὴ ὑπάρχει (25 a 22)
and
ἄνθρωπος οὐ παντὶ ζῴῳ ὑπάρχει (25 a 25)
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Greek – Syriac – English Glossary

The § number in the fourth column offers only the first instance of the term found in 
the treatise.
ἀδιόριστος indeterminate ܠܐ ܡܬܚܡܐ 8

ἄκρα
extremes ܣ̈̈ܟܐ 4

ἀνάγειν, ἀπάγειν ܫܪܐ
ἀναγωγή, ἀπαγωγή reduction ܫܪܝܐ ܕܡܢܕܪܫ

ܡܘܒܠܢܘܬܐ
ܡܦܩܢܘܬܐ

2
20
23

ἀνάλυσις analysis ܫܪܝܐ 2
ἀναπόδεικτος indemonstrable ܠܐ ܡܬܚܘܝܢܝܐ

ܠܐ ܡܬܚܘܝܢܐ
12

ἀντίθεσις opposition ܕܠܩܘܒܠܝܘܬ ܣܝܡܐ 2
ἀντικείμενα opposites ܕܠܩܘ̈̈ܒܠܐ 8
ἀντιστρέφειν τῷ convert to18 ܗܦܟ ܠ 2
ἀντιστροφῇ by conversion ܡܬܗܦܟܢܐܝܬ 12
ἀντίφασις contradiction ܐܢܛܝܦܐܣܝܣ 29
ἀντιφαστικῶς contradictory ܐܢܛܝܦܐܛܝܩܝܐ 4
ἀπαγωγή see ἀναγωγὴ
ἀποδεικνύναι demonstrate ܚܘܐ 13
ἀποδεικτικός demonstrative

demonstrably
demonstrable

ܡܚܘܝܢܝܐ
ܐܦܘܕܝܩܛܝܩܝܐ

ܡܬܚܘܝܢܝܐ

1
5
5

ἀπόδειξις proof
demonstration

ܬܚܘܝܬܐ
ܡܬܚܘܝܢܘܬܐ

13
13

ἀπόφασις, ἀποφατικός negation, negative ܡܐܡܪܐ ܐܦܘܦܐܛܝܩܝܐ
ܐܦܘܦܐܣܝܣ

3

ἄρα therefore ܐܪܐ 6
γένεσις generation ܗܘܝܐ 13
γέννησις19 generation ܝܠܝܕܘܬܐ 13
γίγνεσθαι be generated ܗܘܐ
δεικνύναι prove ܚܘܐ 13
δῆλος clear ܢܗܝܪ 4
διαίρειν distinguish ܦܪܫ 1
διορισμός, προσδιορισμός determination ܦܪܘܣܕܝܪܝܣܡܘ 2
δυνατός be possible ܡܫܟܚܢܝܬܐ 4
εἰς ἀδύνατον per impossibile ܒܝܕ ܠܐ ܡܬܡܨܝܢܘܬܐ 20
ἔλαττον minor ܙܥܘܪܬܐ 3
ἐναλλαγὴ τῶν ὅρων exchange of terms20 ܚܘܠܦܐ ܕܬܚܘ̈̈ܡܐ 15

18  Severus does not seem to distinguish Α ἀντιστρέφειν τῷ Β (A converts into B) from Α ἀντιστρέφειν πρός Β 
(A and B mutually convert).

19  Alexander himself uses both γίγνεσθαι and γεννᾶν to express the notion of one figure being generated from 
another, e.g. Alexander Aphrodisiensis In Aristotelis analyticorum priorum librum I commentarium, ed. M. Wallies, 
Reimer, Berlin 1883 (CAG II.1), p. 48.11-16.

20  E.g. Alex. Aphrod., In An. Pr., p. 29.26 Wallies.



Studia graeco-arabica 14 / 2024

86    Daniel King

ἐναντία contraries21 ܒܠܝܐ ܣ̈̈ܩܘ 4

ἐνδέχεσθαι be contingent ܐ ܝܢܝܬ ܡܨ ܡܬ 4

ἐξ ἀνάγκης necessarily ܐܢܢܩܐ ܡܢ  6
θάτερον μέρος ἀντιφάσεως the other member of the 

contradiction
ܐܚܪܬܐ  ܡܢܬܐ 

ܣܝܣ ܐ ܢܛܝܦ ܐ ܕ
29

καθόλου universal ܠܢܝܐ ܟܘ 4
κατάφασις, καταφατικός affirmation,

affirmative
ܩܛܦܛܝܩܝܐ ܡܐܡܪܐ 

ܣܝܣ ܐ ܩܛܦ
3

κατηγορικός categorical ܩܛܐܓܘܪܝܩܝܬܐ 5
κατηγορούμενον the predicate ܕܡܬܩܛܪܓ ܗ̇̇ܘ  3
λόγος what is said, account ܡܐܡܪܐ 6
μέθοδος method ܣܘܟܠܐ 21
μείζων major ܪܒܬܐ 3
μέρος

ἐπὶ μέρους
κατὰ μέρος
ἐν μέρει

particular ܝܐ ܡܢܬ 4

μέσον middle ܥܝܐ ܡܨ 6 
ὅρος term ܬܚܘܡܐ 2
πίστις justification ܐ ܬ ܝܡܢܢܘ ܗ ܡܬ

ܗܝܡܢܘܬܐ
13

ποιότης
κατὰ τὸ ποιόν

quality (of being +ve or -ve) ܐܝܢܝܘܬܐ 8

ποσότης
κατὰ τὸ ποσόν

quantity (referring to all or 
some)

ܐ ܬ ܟܡܝܘ 8

πρόβλημα problem ܡܐ ܒܠܗ ܘ ܦܪ 8
πρότασις proposition, premise ܛܣܝܣ ܘ ܦܪ 2
σημαίνειν mean, signify ܥܕ ܫܘ 4
συζυγία conjunction ܙܘܓܢܝܘܬܐ ܫܘܝܘܬ 

ܣܘܙܘܓܝܐ
13
20

συλλογισμός deduction ܓܝܣܡܘ ܠܘ ܣܘ 1
συμπεραίνειν, συνάγειν conclude ܟܢܫ

ܡܟܢܫܢܐ
6

συμπέρασμα conclusion ܢܫܐ ܟܘ
ܣܘܢܘܦܪܙܡܐ

7
7

συμπλοκή combination ܟܕܝܢܘܬܐ  23
συμπλοκὴ προτάσεων22 premise-combination ܦܪ̈ܘܛܣܝܣ ܟܕܝܢܘܬ  29
συντιθέναι 

συγκεῖσθαι
σύνθεσις

compound ܪܟܒ
ܟܒܐ ܡܪ
ܪܘܟܒܐ

2

σχῆμα figure ܣܟܡܐ ܐ 2
τάξις order ܛܟܣܐ 2

21  Severus uses this term only in the context of the square of the opposition (§4). Elsewhere he always uses the 
more generic notion “opposition” either to refer to all forms of opposition, or else specifically to refer to contradic-
tory pairs of opposites (as are A and O premises).

22  E.g. Alex. Aphrod., In An. Pr., p. 59.10 Wallies.
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τέλειος, ἀτελής perfect ܡܫܡܠܝܐ 13
τιθέναι, κεῖσθαι

ἐκτιθέναι
παρατιθέναι

posit, suppose
set out

ܣܐܡ 6
10,30

τρόπος mode ܙܢܐ 2
ὕλη matter ܗܘܠܘܣ 2
ὑπεναντίος sub-contrary ܣܩܘ̈̈ܒܠܝܐ ܕܬܚܝܬ  4
ὑπόθεσις

τὸ κείμενον
hypothesis, supposition ܐ ܬ ܣܝܡܢܘ ܬ ܡܬ 29

ὑποκείμενον subject ܕܣܝܡ ܗ̇̇ܘ 
ܣܝܡ

3
6 

ὡρισμένα, τὰ23 determined ܚܡܐ ܡܬ 8

23  E.g. Alex. Aphrod., In An. Pr., p. 95.7 Wallies.
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ܡܛܠ ܪܫܡ  ܟܝܬ  ܐܘ  ܡܚܘܐ  ܕܒܙܥܘܪܝܬܐ  ܡܐܡܪܐ  ܠܡܟܬܒ  ܡܫܪܝܢܢ  ܡܫܝܚܐ  ܝܫܘܥ  ܕܡܪܢ  ܚܝܠܗ   ܥܠ 
ܐܝܟ  ܢܗܝܪܐܝܬ  ܡܛܟܣ  ܟܝܬ  ܐܘ  ܕܥܒܝܕ  ܕܐܪܝܣܛܘܛܠܝܣ  ܩܕܡܝܐ  ܕܒܐܢܘܠܝܛܩܐ  ܣܘܠܘܓܝܣܡܘܣ  ܓܝܪ 

ܐܡܝܢ. ܒܟܠܙܒܢ  ܘܣܝܥܝܢܝ  ܚܝܠܝܢܝ  ܡܪܢ  ܕܩܢܫܪܝܢ:  ܐܦܝܣܩܘܦܐ  ܣܐܘܪܐ  ܐܒܘܣ  ܠܡܪܝ  ܕܡܨܝܐ. 

ܙܢܝ̈̈ܐ  ܡܛܠ  ܢܪܫܘܡ.  ܟܝܬ  ܐܘ  ܕܒܙܥܘܪ̈ܝܬܐ   ܐܝܟ  ܕܢܚܘܐ  ܗܢܐ  ܒܡܐܡܪܐ  ܠܢ  ܐܝܬ  ܢܝܫܐ   §1
ܦܝܠܣܘܦܐ.  ܕܐܪܝܣܛܘܛܠܝܣ  ܩܕܡ̈̈ܝܐ  ܕܐܢܘܠܘܛܝ̈̈ܩܐ  ܕܒܟܬܒܐ  ܗܠܝܢ  ܩܛܝܓܘܪ̈ܝܩܐ܇  ܕܣܘܠܘܓܝܣܡܘ 
ܕܝܢ  ܬܘܒ  ܐܝܬܝܗܘܢ.  ܘܐܝܠܝܢ  ܘܕܟܡܐ  ܕܝܢ  ܐܟܚܕܐ  ܕܝܠܗܘܢ܆  ܘܫܪܝܐ  ܪܘܟܒܐ  ܡܛܠ  ܕܝܢ  ܐܢܐ  ܐܡ̇̇ܪ 
ܕܗ̇̇ܘ.  ܘܣܘܢܘܠܓܝܣܛܝܩܝܬܐ  ܡܠܝܠܬܐ  ܐܘܡܢܘܬܐ  ܐܝܟ  ܕܝܠܗܘܢ.  ܐܣܟ̈̈ܡܐ  ܐܢܘܢ  ܘܐܝܠܝܢ  ܘܕܟܡܐ 
ܕܗܢܝܢ  ܘܡܚܘܝܢܝܬܐ  ܡܠܝܠܬܐ  ܕܬܐܘܪ̈ܝܐ  ܡܫܡܠܝܬܐ  ܝܕܥܬܐ  ܠܘܬ  ܡܘܬܪܐ  ܘܣܓܝ  ܗܕܐ܆  ܓܝܪ  ܠܢ  ܚܫܚܐ 
ܡܠܝܠܬܐ  ܐܘܡܢܘܬܐ  ܒܝܕ  ܘܡܬܦܪܫ  ܡܬܚܘܐ  ܚܬܝܬܐܝܬ  ܕܒܗ  ܗ̇̇ܘ  ܐܡܝܪ̈ܢ.  ܕܐܦܘܕܝܩܛܝ̈̈ܩܐ  ܕܒܟܬܒܐ 
ܕܝܢ  ܗܕܐ  ܐܝܬܝܗ̇̇:  ܡܘܬܪܢܝܬܐ  ܕܓܠܘܬܐ  ܡܢ  ܘܢܪܚܩ  ܫܪܪܐ  ܕܢܕܥ  ܗ̇̇ܝ  ܗܟܝܠ  ܐܢ  ܕܓܠܘܬܐ.  ܡܢ  ܫܪܪܐ 
ܕܗܠܝܢ  ܝܕܥܬܐ  ܠܢ  ܐܝܬܝܗ̇̇  ܚܫܚܐ  ܘܣܓܝ  ܐܪܐ܆  ܘܡܘܬܪܢܝܬܐ  ܠܡܕܥ܆  ܡܨܝܐ  ܣܘܠܘܓܝܣܡܘܣ  ܒܝܕ 

ܡܬܐܡܪ̈ܢ܀ ܗܢܐ  ܕܒܡܐܡܪܐ 

ܦܪ̈ܘܛܣܝܣ  ܡܛܠ  ܡܬܐܡܪ  ܩܕܡܝܐ.  ܡ̇̇ܢ  ܒܩܦܐܠܠܐ  ܩ̈̈ܦܐܠܠܐ.  ܠܬܠܬܐ  ܡܐܡܪܐ  ܗ̣̣ܘ  ܕܝܢ  ܡܬܦܠܓ   §2
ܕܝܠܗܝܢ.  ܣܝܡܐ  ܘܕܠܩܘܒܠܝܘܬ  ܕܝܢ  ܬܘܒ  ܘܦܪܘܣܕܝܪܝܣܡܘ.  ܘܗܘ̈̈ܠܘܣ  ܙܒ̈̈ܢܐ  ܘܡܛܠ  ܕܝܠܗܝܢ.  ܘܬܚ̈̈ܘܡܐ 
ܕܝܢ  ܒܩܗܦܐܠܗܐܘܢ  ܠܐ܀  ܘܐܝܠܝܢ  ܕܗܦܟ̈̈ܢ  ܐܢܝܢ  ܘܐܝܠܝܢ  ܓܢܣܢܐܝܬ܆  ܐܝܬܝܗܝܢ  ܘܕܟܡܐ  ܕܝܢ  ܐܟܚܕܐ 
ܐܣܟ̈̈ܡܐ  ܐܝܬܝܗܘܢ  ܘܕܟܡܐ  ܩܛܝܓܘܪܝܩܝܐ܆  ܣܘܠܘܓܝܣܡܘܣ  ܗܘ̣̣  ܐܝܬܘܗܝ  ܕܡܢܐ  ܡܬܚܘܐ܆  ܕܬܪܝܢ 
ܘܐܝܠܝܢ  ܕܝܢ  ܕܝܠܗܘܢ܆ ܟܡܐ  ܓܘ̈̈ܢܝܬܐ  ܐܝܬܝܗܝܢ  ܘܐܝܠܝܢ  ܡ̇̇ܢ  ܘܕܟܡܐ  ܕܝܢ  ܬܘܒ  ܐܢܘܢ.  ܘܕܐܝܠܝܢ  ܕܝܠܗ 
ܕܙܢܝ̈̈ܐ  ܪܘܟܒܐ  ܡܛܠ  ܡܬܚܘܝܐ܆  ܬܘܒ  ܕܬܠܬܐ  ܗ̇̇ܘ  ܕܝܢ  ܘܒܩܦܐܠܐܘܢ  ܡܢܗܘܢ܀  ܚܕ  ܕܟܠܚܕ  ܕܝ̈̈ܠܝܬܐ 
ܘܗ̇̇ܘܝܐ  ܬܘܒ  ܪܘܟܒܐ  ܘܡܛܠ  ܐܝܬܝܗܘܢ܆  ܘܐܝܠܝܢ  ܘܕܟܡܐ  ܩܕܡܝܐ܆  ܕܒܐܣܟܡܐ  ܗ̇̇ܢܘܢ  ܕܣܘܠܘܓܝܣܡܘ. 
ܕܣܘܠܘܓܝܣܡܘ  ܐܢܐ  ܐܡ̇̇ܪ  ܕܙܢܝ̈̈ܐ  ܕܩܕܡܝܐ܇  ܠܘܬܗ  ܕܡܢܕܪܫ  ܘܫܪܝܐ  ܕܝܢ  ܐܟܚܕܐ  ܩܕܡܝܐ܇  ܗ̇̇ܘ  ܕܡܢ 
ܚܕ  ܕܟܠܚܕ  ܗܢ̇̇ܘܢ  ܐܦ  ܐܝܬܝܗܘܢ.  ܘܐܝܠܝܢ  ܬܘܒ  ܘܕܟܡܐ  ܬܠܝܬܝܐ.  ܘܒܗ̇̇ܘ  ܬܪܝܢܐ.  ܕܒܐܣܟܡܐ  ܗܢ̇̇ܘܢ 

ܕܐܬܐܡܪܘ.  ܐܣܟ̈̈ܡܐ  ܗܠܝܢ  ܡܢ 
ܕܡܐܡܪܐ. ܕܝܠܗ  ܘܩ̈̈ܦܐܠܠܐ  ܘܚܫܚܬܐ  ܢܝܫܐ  ܡܛܠ  ܐܬܐܡܪܘ܆  ܕܒܙܥܘܪ̈ܝܬܐ  ܐܝܟ  ܡ̇̇ܢ   ܘܗܠܝܢ  
ܒܬܪ ܗ̇̇ܘ  ܕܐܦ  ܐܝܟܢܐ  ܕܦܝܪܝܐܪܡܙܝܣ܆  ܗܘ̇̇  ܟܬܒܐ  ܒܬܪ  ܐܝܬܘܗܝ܆  ܕܩܪܝܢܗ  ܕܛܟܣܐ  ܗ̣̣ܝ  ܝܕܝܥܐ   ܟܕ 

ܕܩܛܝܓܘܪܝܣ.  ܗ̇̇ܘ 

ܘܫܪܝܐ  ܪܘܟܒܐ  ܕܥܠ  ܡܢܢ  ܐܬܐܡܪܬ  ܗܟܝܠ  ܩܕܡܝܬ  ܣܝܡܐ.  ܕܩܕܝܡܐ  ܗ̇̇ܝ  ܠܘܬ  ܡܟܝܠ  ܕܝܢ  ܠܢ  ܢܐܬܐ   §3
ܢܚܘܐ܀ ܕܒܙܥܘܪ̈ܝܬܐ  ܐܝܟ  ܢܝܫܐ  ܠܢ  ܐܝܬ  ܕܐܢܐܠܘܛܝ̈̈ܩܐ:  ܕܒܟܬܒܐ  ܩܛܝܓܘܪ̈ܝܩܐ   ܕܣܘܠܘܓܝܣܡܘ 

ܕܒܣܝ̈̈ܡܐ  ܩ̈̈ܠܐ  ܒܒ̈̈ܢܬ  ܘܐܢ  ܠܡܐܡܪ:  ܐܝܬܐ  ܟܝܢ̈̈ܝܐ  ܒܣܘܥܪ̈ܢܐ  ⸃ܘܐܢ  ܕܒܟܠܡܕܡ:  ܡܛܠ  ܟܝܬ  ܐܠܐ 
ܩܕܝ̈̈ܡܢ  ܩܛܝܓܘܪ̈ܝܩܐ  ܡ̇̇ܢ  ܘܠܣܘܠܘܓܝܣܡܘܣ  ܡܪܟܒܐ:  ܠܡܕܡ  ܦܫܝܛܐ  ܡܕܡ  ܗ̣̣ܘ  ܩܕܝܡ  ܐܝܬܝ̈̈ܗܝܢ܆⸂ 

ܒܡܠܬܐ܀  ܢ̇̇ܫܪܐ  ܕܬܚ̈̈ܘܡܐ  ܕܡܢܗܘܢ  ܗ̣̣ܝ  ܐܠܨܐ  ܬܚ̈̈ܘܡܐ.  ܩܕܝܡܝܢ  ܕܝܢ  ܠܦܪ̈ܘܛܣܝܣ  ܦܪ̈ܘܛܣܝܣ: 

1-3 inscriptio: textus ut L; ܣܘܢܠܘܓܝܣܡ̈̈ܘ ܡܛܠ  ܪܫܡ  ܐܘܟܝܬ  ܡܚܘܐ  ܕܒܙܥܘܪ̈ܝܬܐ  ܡܐܡܪܐ   ܬܘܒ 
ܐܢܫ ܠܣܒܘܟܬ  ܕܡܨܝܐ  ܐܝܟ  ܢܗܝܪܐܝܬ  ܡܛܟܣ  ܐܘܟܝܬ  ܕܥܒܝܕ  ܕܐܪܝܣܛܘܛܗܠܝܣ  ܩܕ̈̈ܡܝܐ   ܕܒܐܢܐܠܘܛܝܩܐ 
 C et ܕܣܘܢܠܘܓܝܣܡ̈̈ܘ M  ||  6 ܬܘܒ ܪܘܫܡ̈̈ܐ ܕܒܦܣܩ̈̈ܝܬܐ ܕܬܐܘܪܝܐ ܡܠܝܠܬܐ ܕܒܐܢܘܠܘܛܝܩܝ C ܕܡܬܟܢܐ ܣܘܪܐ
sic passim | ܩܐܛܗܓܘܪܝܩܘ C et sic passim | ܕܐܢܠܘ̈̈ܛܝܩܐ C et sic passim | ܕܐܪܝܣܛܘܛܗܠܝܣ C et sic passim || 
 || C ܘܩܗܦܐܠܗܐܘܢ  ]  ܒܩܦܐܠܠܐ | C ܩܗ̈̈ܦܐܠܗܐ ] ܩ̈̈ܦܐܠܠܐ L || 14 ܕܗܠܝܢ | C ܘܡܚܘܝܢܘܬܐ  | C ܕܬܗܐܘܪܝܐ 9
 C  ||  21 ܕܟܠܚܕܐ om. L   || 19 ܘܐܝܠܝܢ ܐܢܝܢ...ܐܝܬܘܗܝ ܗܘ̣̣ L || 16-17 ܘܦܪܘܣܕܝܘܪܝܣܡ̈̈ܘ| C ܘܡܛܠ ܙܒ̈̈ܢܐ ܬܘܒ 15
 || C ܗ̇̇ܘ ܒܬܪ ܕܗ̇̇ܘ| C ܦܗܪܝܗܡܗܢܝܐܣ | C ܘܩܪܝܢܗ | om. C ܗ̣̣ܝ C || 25 ܗܢ̣̣ܘܢ ܙܢܝ̈̈ܐ | C ܗ̇̇ܘ ܕܒܐܣܟܡܐ C  || 22 ܕܠܘܬܗ
ܣܝܡܐ C || 27 ܩܐܛ̈̈ܗܓܘܪܝܐܣ 26 ܕܩܕܝܡܐ  ܗ̇̇ܝ   [ ܣܝܡܐ  ܩܕܝ̈̈ܡܐ   || L ܩܕܡܐܝܬ || L ܕܙܢ̈̈ܝܐ 
 || om. M ܟܝܬ | incipit MD [ ܐܠܐ L || 29 ܕܐܝܟ | L ܕܒܥܬܐ  ]  ܕܒܟܬܒܐ  C || 28 ܘܫܪܝܐ ܕܙܢ̈̈ܝܐ ܕܣܘܢܠܘܓܝܣܡܘ 27-28
.om. C ܕܬܚ̈̈ܘܡܐ 31
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Severus Sebokht On Deductions in Aristotle’s Prior Analytics 89   

By the strength of the Lord Jesus Christ we begin to copy a treatise that briefly demonstrates, or 
details, concerning the deductions in Aristotle’s Prior Analytics, which was written, or rather organised 
as clearly as possible, by Mar Abbot Severus Sebokht bishop of Qenneshrin.1 May the Lord always 
assist and uphold me. Amen.

§1	 Our goal in this treatise is briefly to demonstrate, or rather to detail, the modes of the 
categorical deductions in the philosopher Aristotle’s book Prior Analytics, viz. how they are composed 
and analysed, and also how many there are and their types, as well as how many figures there are and 
their types, since this is the art of logic and deduction. For us, this is useful and especially valuable for 
[gaining] a thorough understanding of the logical and demonstrative theories discussed in the book of 
Apodeictics. It is in [that book] that the true and the false are accurately demonstrated and distinguished 
by means of the skill of logic. So then, given that it is valuable to recognise what is true and reject what 
is false, and that it is by means of deductions that one is able to recognise them, we shall therefore derive 
great benefit and use from knowing what is discussed in this treatise. 

§2	 The treatise is divided into three chapters.2 The first chapter discusses propositions and their 
terms, and also tenses, matters (hulai), and determination (prosdiorismos).3 Further, [it discusses] 
oppositions, both how many kinds there are and which are those that convert, and which do not. The 
second chapter demonstrates what a categorical deduction is, and the number and types of its figures, 
then the number and types of the things [the figures] hold in common, and the number and types of 
their individual properties. The third chapter demonstrates [1] the composition of the deductive modes 
in the first figure, their number and their types; as well as [2] the composition and generation from the 
first [figure], together with an analysis back into the first [figure],4 of the modes – at least the deductive 
ones – in the second and third figures, their number and types, and also [3] each one of the [modes] in 
the abovementioned [second and third] figures.5 

This is [the end of] what can be briefly explained about the purpose, the use, and the chapters of 
the treatise, although it is well-known that the order of reading it is after the book De Interpretatione, 
which in turn [comes] after the Categories. 

§3	 So let us now come to the first topic. We mentioned earlier that our goal is briefly to 
demonstrate the composition and analysis of the categorical deductions in the book of Analytics. But 
because in anything at all, be it physics or dottology,6 the basic is prior to the composite, and because 
propositions are prior to categorical deductions, and terms are prior to propositions, it is necessary to 
analyse an utterance into its component terms. 

1	 In modern usage, Qenneshrin is reserved as the Syriac name for Chalcis, while the monastery of which 
Severus was bishop (i.e. abbot) was Qenneshre. Even in the earliest Syriac literature, however, Qenneshrin is very 
often used for both places. 

2	 This refers to the present treatise, not to the Prior Analytics.
3	 By the term “matters”, Severus refers to the “necessary”, the “impossible”, and the “contingent” (cf. Amm., 

In De Int., ed. A. Busse, Reimer, Berlin 1897 [CAG IV.5], p. 88). By the term “determination”, he refers to the 
specifications of quantity in a premise: all, none, some.

4	 Composition, generation, and analysis, are all technical terms used extensively in Severus’s syllogistic. De-
ductions are generated by means of putting together terms and propositions to form premises, whilst analysis is 
the reverse procedure (see also Alex. Aphrod., In An. Pr., p. 7.11ff. Wallies; Proc., In Alcib., 179.11ff. Westerink). 
By “analysed”, Severus is referring to what in the western logical tradition is called the “reduction” of syllogisms, 
usually from one figure to another. “Generation” is the other side of this coin. Since, for example, deductions in 
the second figure can be “reduced/analysed” into deductions in the first figure, it can equally be said that second 
figure deductions are “generated” from first figure deductions. In this context, “generation” does not refer to the 
generation of a conclusion from premises, but to fact that some modes can be produced from others.

5	 Ch.1 corresponds to our §§3-5; ch.2 is found in §§6-11; ch. 3 covers §§12-29.
6	 This expression could mean a number of things, but Severus probably means the Syriac study of ortho-

graphic pointing. An alternative rendering would be “words in sentences” but in any case he means some technical 
study connected with language and writing.
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ܡܐܡܪܐ  ܕܝܢ  ܐܢܐ  ⸃ܐܡ̇̇ܪ  ܩܛܐܘܓܘܪܝܩܝܬܐ:  ܦܪܘܛܣܝܣ  ܕܟܠ  ܠܡܕܥ܆  ܙܕܩ̇̇  ܡ̇̇ܢ  ܩܕܡܝܬ  ܡܕܝܢ 
ܬܪܝܢ  ܡܢ  ܡܕܡ⸂܆  ܡܢ  ܡܕܡ  ܕܡܪܝܡ  ܐܦܘܦܐܛܝܩܝܐ  ܡܐܡܪܐ  ܐܘ  ܡܕܡ:  ܥܠ  ܡܕܡ  ܕܐܡ̇̇ܪ  ܩܛܦܛܝܩܝܐ 
ܐܝܟܢ.  ܕܐܝܟ  ܕܡܬܩܛܪܓ.  ܘܠܗ̇̇ܘ  ܕܣܝܡ  ܠܗ̇̇ܘ  ܐܢܐ܆  ܐܡܪ  ܕܝܢ  ܬܚܘ̈̈ܡܐ  ܡܬܪܟܒܐ.  ܩܕܡܐܝܬ  ܬܚܘ̈̈ܡܐ 
ܫ̣̣ܘ̇̇ܐ  ܐܘ  ܕܣܝܡ  ܕܝܢ  ܗ̇̇ܘ  ܡܢܗ.  ܡܝܬܪ  ܐܘ  ܕܣܝܡ  ܠܗ̇̇ܘ  ܫ̇̇ܘ̣̣ܐ  ܐܘ  ܕܡܬܩܛܪܓ܆  ܡ̇̇ܢ  ܘܗ̇̇ܘ  ܡܗ̇̇ܠܟ.  ܒܪܢܫܐ 
ܒܪܢܫܐ  ܬܪ̈ܝܗܘܢ.  ܫܘܝܢ  ܐܝܬܘܗܝ.  ܓܚܘܟܐ  ܒܪܢܫܐ  ܐܝܟܢ.  ܕܐܝܟ  ܡܢܗ.  ܒܨܝܪ  ܐܘ  ܕܡܬܩܛܪܓ  ܠܗ̇̇ܘ 
ܡ̇̇ܢ  ܗ̇̇ܘ  ܘܒܕܓܘܢ  ܡܝܬܪ.  ܕܡܬܩܛܪܓ  ܕܝܢ  ܗ̇̇ܘ  ܒܨܝܪ.  ܕܣܝܡ  ܡ̇̇ܢ  ܗ̇̇ܘ  ܐܠܐ  ܫܘܝܢ܆  ܠܐ  ܐܝܬܘܗܝ.  ܚܝܘܬܐ 

ܡܬܩܪܐ.  ܙܥܘܪܐ  ܬܚܘܡܐ  ܕܣܝܡ  ܕܝܢ  ܗ̇̇ܘ  ܡܬܐܡܪ.  ܪܒܐ  ܬܚܘܡܐ  ܕܡܬܩܛܪܓ 
ܕܝܠܗܘܢ ܕܐܣܟ̈̈ܡܐ  ܟܝܬ ܣܟ̈̈ܐ ܐܚܪ̈ܝܐ  ܕܗܢ̣̣ܘܢ ܐܝܬܝܗܘܢ ܥܒ̈̈ܪܐ ܐܘ  ܕܝܢ ܐܬܩܪܝܘ܆ ܡܛܠ  ⸃ܬܚܘ̈̈ܡܐ 
ܕܡܢܗܝܢ  ܗܠܝܢ  ܠܦܪ̈ܘܛܣܝܣ  ܕܝܢ  ܗܢ̣̣ܘ  ܕܝܠܗ:  ܠܣ̈̈ܟܐ  ܡܫܬܪܐ  ܣܘܠܘܓܝܣܡܘܣ  ܓܝܪ  ܟܕ  ܕܣܘܠܘܓܝܣܡܘܣ. 
ܕܡܬܩܛܪܓ  ܘܠܗ̇̇ܘ  ܕܣܝܡ  ܠܗ̇̇ܘ  ܦܪ̈ܘܛܣܝܣ  ܗܢ̣̣ܝ̈̈ܢ  ܕܒܬܪܟܢ.  ܒܗܠܝܢ  ܕܢܐܠܦ  ܕܥܬܝܕܝܢܢ  ܐܝܟ  ܡܬܪܟܒ: 
ܘܒܗ̇̇ܘ  ܕܣܝܡ  ܒܗ̇̇ܘ  ܕܝܢ  ܐܢܐ  ܐܡ̇̇ܪ  ܫܪܝܐ:  ܟܠܗ  ܘܡܬܬܚ̇̇ܡ  ܡܣܬܝܟ  ܕܒܗܘܢ  ܘܡܛܠ  ܒܠܚܘܕ.  ܡܫܬܪܝܢ 
ܕܡܢܗܝܢ  ܗܠܝܢ  ܠܣܘ̈̈ܠܒܝܐ  ܡܫܬܪܝܢ  ܐܦܢ  ܬܚܘ̈̈ܡܐ:  ܕܝܢ  ܗܢ̣̣ܘܢ  ܐܬܩܪܝܘ.  ܗܪܟܐ   ܡ̇̇ܢ  ܬܚܘ̈̈ܡܐ  ܕܡܬܩܛܪܓ܆ 
ܥ̇̇ܒܕܝܢ  ܡܕܡ  ܡܕܡ  ܕܡܫܘܕܥ̈̈ܢ  ܒܠܚܘܕ  ܗܠܝܢ  ܥܠ  ܕܝܢ  ܦܠܝܣ̈̈ܘܦܐ  ܗܠܝܢ.  ܡܕܡ  ܡܫܘܕܥ̈̈ܢ  ܠܐ  ܐܠܐ  ܡܬܪܟܒܝܢ܆ 

ܡܕܡ܀.⸂  ܡܫܘܕܥ̈̈ܢ  ܕܠܐ  ܗܠܝܢ  ܥܠ  ܘܠܘ  ܝܨܝܦܘܬܐ܆ 

ܘܕܥܬܝܕ.  ܘܕܩܐ̇̇ܡ  ܕܥܒܪ  ܐܝܬܝܗܘܢ.  ܬܠܬܐ  ܦܪ̈ܘܛܣܝܣ  ܡܬܪ̈ܟܒܢ  ܕܥܠܝܗܘܢ  ܡ̇̇ܢ  ܕܙܒ̈̈ܢܐ  ܕܝܢ  ܒܬܪܟܢ   §4
ܦܪܘܣܕܝܪܝܣܡܘ  ܡܫܟܚܢܝܬܐ.  ܘܠܐ  ܘܡܬܡܨܝܢܝܬܐ  ܐܠܨܝܬܐ  ܐܝܬܝܗ̈̈ܝܢ.  ܬܠܬܐ  ܗ̈̈ܢ̣̣ܝܢ  ܐܦ  ܕܝܢ  ܗܘ̈̈ܠܘܣ 
ܕܐܝܟ  ܕܝܢ  ܕܥܬܝܕ  ܗܠܟ.  ܒܪܢܫܐ  ܐܝܟܢ.  ܕܐܝܟ  ܕܥܒܪ  ܡ̇̇ܢ  ܘܙܒܢܐ  ܚܕ܆܀.  ܘܠܐ  ܚܕ  ܟܠ.  ܠܐ  ܟܠ  ܐܪܒܥܐ.  ܕܝܢ 
ܐܝܟܢ.  ܕܐܝܟ  ܐܠܨܝܬܐ  ܡ̇̇ܢ  ܘܗܘܠܐ  ܡܗ̇̇ܠܟ.  ܒܪܢܫܐ  ܐܝܟܢ.  ܕܐܝܟ  ܕܝܢ  ܕܩܐ̇̇ܡ  ܢܗܠܟ  ܒܪܢܫܐ  ܐܝܟܢ. 
ܡܫܟܚܢܝܬܐ  ܠܐ  ܐܝܬܘܗܝ.  ܙܕܝܩܐ  ܒܪܢܫܐ  ܐܝܟܢ.  ܕܐܝܟ  ܕܝܢ  ܡܬܡܨܝܢܝܬܐ  ܐܝܬܘܗܝ.  ܚܝܘܬܐ  ܒܪܢܫܐ 
ܒܪܢܫܐ  aܟܠ  ܐܝܟܢ.  ܕܐܝܟ  ܟܠ܆  ܘܠܐ  ܟܠ  ܡ̇̇ܢ  ܘܦܪܘܣܕܝܪܝܣܡܘ  ܐܝܬܘܗܝ.  ܟܐܦܐ  ܒܪܢܫܐ  ܐܝܟܢ.  ܕܐܝܟ  ܕܝܢ 
ܒܪܢܫܐ  ܚܕ  ܘܠܐ  ܚܝܘܬܐ.  ܒܪܢܫܐ  ܚܕ   aܐܝܟܢ ܕܐܝܟ  ܚܕ܆  ܘܠܐ  ܕܝܢ  ܚܕ  ܚܝܘܬܐ.  ܒܪܢܫܐ  ܟܠ  ܠܐ  ܚܝܘܬܐ. 
ܡܢܗܘܢ  ܐܝܬܝܗܘܢ.  ܘܣ̈̈ܩܘܒܠܝܐ  ܟܘ̈̈ܠܢܝܐ  ܡ̇̇ܢ  ܡܢܗܘܢ  ܦܪܘܣܕܝܪܝܣܡܘ  ܐܪܒܥܐ  ܗܠܝܢ  ܐܠܐ  ܚܝܘܬܐ܀ 
ܚܕ  ܐܝܬܝܗܘܢ.  ܣܩܘ̈̈ܒܠܝܐ  ܟܘ̈̈ܠܢܝܐ  ܚܕ܆  ܘܠܐ  ܡ̇̇ܢ  ܟܠ  ܐܝܟܢ.  ܕܐܝܟ  ܣܩܘ̈̈ܒܠܝܐ  ܘܕܬܚܝܬ  ܡܢܬܝ̈̈ܐ  ܕܝܢ 
ܐܢܛܝܦܝܛܝܩܝܐ  ܚܕ:  ܘܠܐ  ܥܡ  ܘܚܕ  ܟܠ:  ܠܐ  ܥܡ  ܟܠ  ܕܝܢ  ܬܘܒ  ܣܩܘ̈̈ܒܠܝܐ.  ܘܕܬܚܝܬ  ܡ̈̈ܢܬܝܐ  ܟܠ܆  ܘܠܐ  ܕܝܢ 
⸃ܐܝܟܢܐ  ܒܦܪ̈ܘܛܣܝܣ:  ܕܣܝܡ  ܗ̇̇ܘ  ܩܕܡ  ܡܬܛܟܣܝܢ.  ܟܕ  ܡܬܩܪܝܢ܇  ܘܦܪ̈ܘܛܣܝܣ  ܓܝܪ  ܡܢܗܘܢ  ܡܫܬܡܗܝܢ. 
⸃ܐܝܟ  ܢܗܝܪܐܝܬ  ܘܗܕܐ  ܕܝܢ  ܡܬܝܕܥܐ  ܝܠ̣̣ܦܢܢ.⸂  ܚܬܝܬܐܝܬ  ܟܠܗܝܢ  ܗܠܝܢ  ܥܠ  ܕܦܪܝܐܪܡܢܝܣ.  ܗ̇̇ܘ  ܕܒܟܬܒܐ 

ܠܬܚܬ  ܕܡܢ  ܗܢܐ  ܪܘܫܡܐ  ܡܢ  ܐܦ⸂  ܙܥܘܪ̈ܝܬܐ  ܒܝܕ  ܕܡܨܝܐ 

ܣܩܘܒܠܝܬܐ        ܟܘ̈̈ܠܢܝܬܐ 

        ܟܠ ܒܪܢܫܐ ܚܝܘܬܐ                                    ܘܠܐ ܚܕ ܒܪܢܫܐ ܚܝܘܬܐ           

        ܚܕ ܒܪܢܫܐ ܚܝܘܬܐ                                        ܠܐ ܟܠ ܒܪܢܫܐ ܚܝܘܬܐ 

ܡ̈̈ܢܬܝܐ ܣܩܘ̈̈ܒܠܝܐ  ܕܬܚܝܬ    

ܠܡܕܥ  1 ܙܕܩ  ܙܕܩ L ܩܕܡܐܝܬ  ܠܡܕܥ  ܡ̇̇ܢ   || C et sic passim ܩܐܛܐܦܐܛܝܩܝܐ L || 2 ܦܪ̈ܘܛܣܝܣ | M ܩܕܡܝܬܐ 
 | L ܕܡܫܘܕܥܝܢ | C ܦܝܠܣ̈̈ܘܦܐ | L ܡܫܘܕܥܝܢ L || 13 ܗܠܝܢ  ]  ܗܢܝܢ L || 10 ܥܒ̈̈ܕܐ M || 8 ܕܡܬܩܛܪܓ ܕܝܢ C om. M || 6 ܩܕܡܝܬ 3
 L || 20 a-a om. L ܘܕܥܬܝܕ ܘܕܩ̇̇ܐܡ | M ܕܥܠܝܗܘܢ ܦܪ̈ܘܛܣܝܣ ܡܬܪ̈ܟܒܢ om. L ܡܬܪ̈ܟܒܢ L || 15 ܡܫܘܕܥܝܢ semel C || 14 ܡܕܡ
per homoe. ||  22 ܡ̇̇ܢ om. L || 23 1ܐܝܬܘܗܝ ] ܣܩܘ̈̈ܒܠܝܐ add. L. in marg. | 2ܘܣܩܘ̈̈ܒܠܝܐ  ] ܣܩܘ̈̈ܒܠܝܐ C || 25  ܕܝܢ ] ܓܝܪ L || 
ܘܗܕܐ | om. C ܗܠܝܢ 26  [ ܣܩܘܒܠܝܐ om. M || 28 ܗܢܐ C || 27 ܘܗܘܐ  ܒܪܢܫܐC || 29 2 ܟܘܠܢܝܐ   [  || C ܒܪ 
.C ܒܪ ] ܒܪܢܫܐbis C || 30 2 ܐܢܛܝܦܐܛܝܩܐܝܬ 30-31
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Therefore you need to realise first of all that every categorical proposition – I mean either an 
affirmative (kataphatikos) statement that says something about something, or a negative (apophatikos) 
statement that denies something of something – is composed primarily of two terms. By “terms” I 
mean the subject and the predicate, such as in “a person is walking”. The predicate is either equal to the 
subject or superior to it, while the subject is either equal to the predicate or inferior to it. For example, 
in “a human is able-to-laugh” the two are equal; [but in the sentence] “a human is an animal” they are 
not equal, rather the subject is lesser and the predicate greater.7 For this reason, the predicate is referred 
to as the major term, while the subject is called the minor term. 

They are called terms on account of their being the edges, or rather the outer extremes, of the 
deductive figures. For once a deduction is analysed into its extremes, i.e. the propositions of which it 
is composed, as we shall learn later on, then the propositions can be [further] analysed into just the 
subject and the predicate. And it is just because every analysis is delimited and terminated by these, 
i.e. by the subject and the predicate, that they are called “terms”.8 But if the terms are analysed into 
the syllables of which they are composed, then they have no meaning at all. Philosophers only trouble 
themselves over things that have some meaning, and not at all over things that have no meaning.

§4	 Next, there are three tenses in which propositions may be composed: past, future, and 
present. There are also three matters (hulai): necessary, contingent, and impossible. There are four 
determinations (prosdiorismoi): all, not all, some, not any. The past tense is e.g. “a person walked”, 
while the future is e.g. “a person will walk”, and the present is e.g. “a person is walking”. The necessary 
matter is e.g. “a human is an animal”, while the contingent is e.g. “a human is just”, and the impossible 
is e.g. “a human is a stone”. The determinations “all” and “not all” are e.g. “all human is animal”, “not 
all human is animal”.9 “Some” and “not any” are e.g. “some human is animal” and “not any human is 
animal”.10 Moreover, some of these four determinations are universals and contraries, while others are 
particulars and sub-contraries, viz. “all” and “not any” are universal contraries, while “some” and “not 
all” are particulars and sub-contraries. Furthermore, “all” is known as the contradictory (antiphatikos) 
in relation to “not all”, and “some” to “not any”. The propositions are also given their names on the 
basis of these [four determinations] since within propositions they [the determinations] are located in 
front of the subject, as we correctly learn about all this in the book De Interpretatione. But this can be 
understood as clearly as possible in summary from this table below:

Universal contraries
            all human is animal                                                not any human is animal

    some human is animal                                                not all human is animal
Particular sub-contraries

7	 For the idea of “able-to-laugh” being a predicate equal to “human” in inclusiveness, cf. Amm., In De Int., 
p. 108.7ff. Busse, and Boethius, In De Int., II, p. 162.11ff., ed. L. Minio Paluello, Desclée de Brouwer, Bruges-Paris 1965. 
By saying that “is animal” is greater than “human”, Severus means that within the context of the Porphyrian tree, animal 
is the genus of which human is a species. In the tree of genera and species, any item may be defined by predicating of it 
the genus immediately above. “A human is able-to-laugh” is an accidental proposition, hence “equal”.

8	 Syriac tḥuma has a similar semantic range to Greek horos: “boundary, edge” but also a logical “term”. 
Alex. Aphrod., In An. Pr., pp. 14.27-15.4 Wallies.

9	 These are A and O-type propositions respectively. In both Greek and Syriac, O-propositions (particular 
negations) can be expression either as “Not all A is B” or as “Some A is not B” (or, in Aristotelian terms proper, 
“B does not hold of all A” and “B does not hold of some A” are equivalent ways of expressing a particular negation, 
and both methods may be found in the Prior Analytics, e.g. 25 a 22 and 25 a 25).

10	 These are respectively the I and the E-type propositions (particular affirmation and universal negation). 
E-propositions are consistently formulated this way in Syriac, as “Not any / not one A is B”.
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ܩܐܛܐܦܐܣܝܣ  ܩܛܐܓܘܪ̈ܝܩܝܬܐ  ܦܪ̈ܘܛܣܝܣ  ܐܝܬܝ̈̈ܗܝܢ  ܕܐܪܒܥ  ܠܡܕܥ܆  ܙܕܩ̇̇  ܗܠܝܢ  ܕܝܢ  ܒܬܪ   §5
ܒܪܢܫܐ  ܚܕ  ܐܝܟܢ.  ܕܐܝܟ  ܡܢܬܝܬܐ.  ܘܩܐܛܐܦܐܣܝܣ  ܚܝܘܬܐ.  ܒܪܢܫܐ  ܟܠ  ܐܝܟܢ.  ܕܐܝܟ  ܟܠܢܝܬܐ. 
ܡܢܬܝܬܐ ܘܐܦܘܦܐܣܝܣ  ܟܐܦܐ.  ܒܪܢܫܐ  ܚܕ  ܘܠܐ  ܐܝܟܢ.  ܕܐܝܟ  ܟܘܠܢܝܬܐ  ܘܐܦܘܦܐܣܝܣ   ܡܠܝܠܐ. 

ܩܐܛܐܦܐܣܝܣ  ܕܗ̈̈ܦܟܢ.  ܐܢܝ̈̈ܢ  ܬܠܬ  ܐܪܒܥ܆  ܕܝܢ  ܗܠܝܢ  ܡܢ  ܓܪܡܛܝܩܐ.  ܒܪܢܫܐ  ܟܠ  ܠܐ  ܐܝܟܢ.  ܕܐܝܟ 
ܟܘܠܢܝܬܐ  ܩܐܛܐܦܐܣܝܣ  ܐܠܐ  ܟܘܠܢܝܬܐ  ܘܐܦܘܦܐܣܝܣ  ܡܢܬܝܬܐ.  ܘܩܐܛܐܦܐܣܝܣ  ܟܘܠܢܝܬܐ 
ܬܪ̈ܬܝܗܝܢ  ܒܪܢܫܐ.  ܚܝܘܬܐ  ܚܕܐ  ܚܝܘܬܐ.  ܒܪܢܫܐ  ܟܠ  ܐܝܟܢ  ܕܐܝܟ  ܗ̇̇ܦܟܐ.  ܡܢܬܝܬܐ  ܠܩܐܛܐܦܐܣܝܣ 
ܡܠܝܠܐ  ܚܕ  ܡܠܝܠܐ.  ܒܪܢܫܐ  ܚܕ  ܐܝܟܢ.  ܕܐܝܟ  ܗܦܟܐ.  ܠܗ̇̇  ܗ̣̣ܝ  ܡܢܬܝܬܐ.  ܕܝܢ  ܩܐܛܐܦܐܣܝܣ  ܫܪ̈ܝܪܢ.  ܓܝܪ 
ܡܠܝܠܐ  ܚܕ  ܐܝܟܢ.  ܕܐܝܟ  ܗܦܟܐ.  ܟܘܠܢܝܬܐ  ܘܠܩܐܛܐܦܐܣܝܣ  ܕܝܢ  ܒܙܒܢ  ܫܪ̈ܝܪܢ.  ܓܝܪ  ܬܪܬܝܗܝܢ  ܒܪܢܫܐ. 

ܡܠܝܠܐ.  ܒܪܢܫܐ  ܟܠ  ܒܪܢܫܐ. 
ܚܕܐ  ܘܠܐ  ܟܐܦܐ.  ܒܪܐܢܫܐ  ܚܕ  ܘܠܐ  ܐܝܟܢ.  ܕܐܝܟ  ܗ̇̇ܦܟܐ.  ܠܗ̇̇  ܗ̣̣ܝ  ܟܘܠܢܝܬܐ  ܬܘܒ  ܘܐܦܘܦܐܣܝܣ 
ܠܐܚܪܬܐ.  ܘܠܐ  ܗ̇̇ܦܟܐ܆  ܠܗ̇̇  ܗ̣̣ܝ  ܘܠܐ  ܡܢܬܝܬܐ  ܕܝܢ  ܐܦܘܦܐܣܝܣ  ܫܪ̈ܝܪܢ.  ܓܝܪ  ܬܪ̈ܬܝܗܝܢ  ܒܪܢܫܐ.  ܟܐܦܐ 
ܓܝܪ  ܐܠܨܐ  ܕܓܠܐ.  ܒܪܢܫܐ.  ܓܪܡܛܝܩܝܐ  ܟܠ  ܠܐ  ܫܪܝܪܐ.  ܓܪܡܛܝܩܐ.  ܒܪܢܫܐ  ܟܠ  ܠܐ  ܐܝܟܢ.  ܕܐܝܟ 
ܠܘܬ  ܚܫ̇̇ܚ܆  ܕܗ̈̈ܦܟܢ  ܕܐܝܠܝܢ  ܕܝܢ  ܝܘܠܦܢܐ  ܢܕ̈̈ܓܠܢ܀  ܐܟܚܕܐ  ܐܘ  ܢܫܪ̈ܢ܆  ܐܟܚܕܐ  ܕܐܘ  ܕܗ̈̈ܦܟܢ܆  ܠܐܝܠܝܢ. 
ܩܕܡܝܐ܆  ܗ̇̇ܘ  ܕܡܢ  ܘܬܠܝܬܝܐ  ܬܪܝܢܐ  ܕܒܐܣܟܡܐ  ܗܢ̇̇ܘܢ  ܕܣܘܠܘܓܝܣܡܘ:  ܕܙ̈̈ܢܝܐ  ܘܗ̇̇ܘܝܐ  ܕܪܘܟܒܐ  ܝܕܥܬܐ 
ܕܝܢ ܗ̣̣ܢܘ  ܐܦܘܕܝܩܛܝܩܐܝܬ  ⸃ܕܗܘܐ  ܩܕܡܝܐ܇  ܕܗ̇̇ܘ  ܕܝܠܗ  ܕܠܘܬܗ  ܕܡܢܕܪܫ.  ܕܫܪܝܗܘܢ  ܬܘܒ  ܝܕܥܬܐ   ܘܠܘܬ 

ܕܡܨܝܐ.⸂ ܐܝܟ  ܡܬܝܕܥܐ  ܒܐܝܕܐ  ܒܐܝܕܐ  ܕܒܬܪܟܢ  ܒܗܠܝܢ  ܕܢܗܝܪܐܝܬ  ܐܝܟܢܐ  ܡܬܚܘܝܢܐܝܬ: 

ܦܪ̈ܘܛܣܝܣ  ܬܪ̈ܬܝܢ  ܡܢ  ܕܟܕ⸂  ܡܐܡܪܐ.  ⸃ܐܝܬܘܗܝ  ܘܦܫܝܛܐ  ܩܛܝܓܘܪܝܩܝܐ  ܣܘܠܘܓܝܣܡܘܣ  ܕܝܢ  ܗ̇̇ܘ   §6
ܒܪܢܫܐ  ܟܠ  ܐܝܟܢ.  ܕܐܝܟ  ܕܢܬܟܢܫ.  ܓܕܫ  ܐܢܢܩܐ  ܡܢ  ܕܗܠܝܢ  ܐܚܪܢܐ  ⸃ܡܕܡ  ܡܬܪܟܒ܇  ܚ̈̈ܕܕܐ  ܥܡ  ܟܕܝ̈̈ܢܬ 
ܐܟܚܕܐ  ܟܕܝ̈̈ܢܬ  ܬܪ̈ܬܝܗܝܢ  ܟܕ  ܓܝܪ  ܗܐ  ܐܘܣܝܐ.  ܐܪܐ  ܒܪܢܫܐ  ܟܠ  ܐܘܣܝܐ.  ܚܝܘܬܐ  ܟܠ  ܚܝܘܬܐ. 
ܐܬܬܣܝܡ. ܐܚܪܢܐ ܡܕܡ ܐܬܟܢܫ.⸂ ܟܕܝ̈̈ܢܬ ܥܡ ܚ̈̈ܕܕܐ ܐܡ̇̇ܪܢܐ܆ ܠܐܝܠܝܢ ܕܒܗ ܟܕ ܒܗ ܒܚܕ ܬܚܘܡܐ ܡܟܢܫܢܐ܇ 
ܟܕ ܒܬܪ̈ܬܝܗܝܢ ܣܝܡ  ܕܐܝܟ ܐܝܟܢ. ܐܘ  ܒܪܢܫܐ⸂ ܐܟܚܕܐ ܡܫ̈̈ܘܬܦܢ.  ܕܚܝܘܬܐ ܐܘ  ܕܝܢ ܐܟܙܢܐ  ⸃ܐܡ̇̇ܪ ܐܢܐ 
ܩܠܝܠ  ܕܒܬܪ  ܡܬܩܛܪܓ܇⸃ܐܝܟܢܐ  ܕܝܢ  ܒܐܚܪܬܐ  ܣܝܡ܇  ܡ̇̇ܢ  ܒܚܕܐ  ܟܕ  ܐܘ  ܡܬܩܛܪܓ܇  ܒܬܪ̈ܬܝܗܝܢ  ܟܕ  ܐܘ 
ܡܛܠ  ܡ̇̇ܢ  ܓܘܢܝܐ  ܡܬܐܡܪ.  ܘܡܨܥܝܐ  ܡܟܢܫܢܐ܆ܓܘܢܝܐ  ܡ̇̇ܢ  ܘܬܚܘܡܐ  ܡܬܚܘܝܐ.⸂  ܡܚܕܐ  ܗܕܐ  ܐܦ 
ܩܕܡܝܐ.  ܒܐܣܟܡܐ  ܕܢ̇̇ܣܒ  ܡܨܥܝܐ  ܐܬܪܐ  ܡܛܠ  ܕܝܢ  ܡܨܥܝܐ  ܦܪ̈ܘܛܣܝܣ.  ܕܒܬܪ̈ܬܝܗܝܢ  ܫܘܬܦܘܬܗ 
ܕܠܘܬ  ܐܝܟ  ܕܝܢ  ܣ̈̈ܟܐ  ܓܘܢܝܐ.  ܕܠܘܬ  ܐܝܟ  ܡ̇̇ܢ  ܝܚܝܕܝܐ  ܕܡܬܟܢܫܝܢ.  ܕܫܪܟܐ  ܬܚ̈̈ܘܡܐ  ܬܪ̈ܝܢ  ܕܝܢ  ܗ̇̇ܢܘܢ 

ܐܬܟܢܫܘ܀ ܡܨܥܝܐ 

ܕܝܢ  1 ܗܠܝܢ  ܗܠܝܢ C  ܒܬܪ   ||  M ܩܐܛܦܐܣܝܣ  M  ||  2 ܩܐܛܝܓܘܪ̈ܝܩܝܬܐ C ܩܐܛܗܓܘܪܝܩ̈̈ܝܬܐ  |  M ܒܬܪ 
   ܬ] ܬܘܒ M  ||  15  ܘܒܐܣܟܡܐ  |  om. M  ܕܙ̈̈ܢܝܐ  C  ||  14  ܐܠܐ ] ܐܠܨܐ  |  C ܓܪܡܛܝܩܐ  C  ||  12 ܕܝܢ  ] ܬܘܒ  10
ܕܡܢܕܪܫ  |  L ܕܫܪܝܐ  |  C  ܬܪܝܨܬܐ  [ ܒܣܬܪܝܐ  ܡܬܚܘܝܢܐܝܬ  |  M (sic passim) ܒܪ  ܩܕܡܝܐ  ܗ̇̇ܘ   D  ܕܠܘܬ 
 ܡܬܪܟܒ  om. M  ||  18  ܗ̇̇ܘ ܕܝܢ  C  || 17 ܕܗܘܝܐ ] ܕܗܘܐ  |  (”i.e. “into the first figure demonstrably) (om. M ܩܕܡܝܐ)
 ||  L  ܡܟܢܫܐ  |  C ܚ̈̈ܕܕܐ ܕܝܢ  C  ||  20 ܬܪܬܝܢ  |  L ܗܕܐ ] ܗܐ  |  om. C ܐܪܐ  L  ||  19 ܕܡܬܟܢܫ M  ܘܟܢ ܢ̇̇ܦܩ ܣܘܡܦܪܝܣܡܐ
  L ܡܟܢܫܐ  om. L.  ||  23 ܐܟܚܕܐ 21
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§5	 After this one needs to know that there are four categorical propositions: the universal 
affirmation, e.g. “all human is animal”, the particular affirmation, e.g. “some human is rational”, the 
universal negation, e.g. “not any human is stone”, and the particular negation, e.g. “not all human 
is grammatical”. Now of these four there are three that convert: universal affirmation, particular 
affirmation, and universal negation, although the universal affirmation converts into a particular 
affirmation, e.g. “all human is animal, some animal is human”, for these are true together; a particular 
affirmation converts into itself [i.e. another particular affirmation], e.g. “some human is rational, 
some rational is human”, for these are true together; although sometimes it converts into a universal 
affirmation, e.g. “some rational is person, all human is rational”.11 

A universal negation also converts into itself, e.g. “not any human is stone, not any stone is 
human”, for these are true together. However, a particular negation converts neither into itself nor 
into anything else, e.g. “not all human is grammatical” being true, “not all grammatical is human” 
would be false.12 For [propositions] that convert are necessarily true together, or [necessarily] false 
together. The doctrine of [propositions] that convert is useful for understanding how the deductive 
modes in the second and third figures are composed and generated out of the first [figure], and 
also for understanding how they are analysed back into the first [figure] itself, which comes 
about apodeictically, i.e. demonstrably, as may be understood as far as possible from the various 
[sections] below. 

§6	 A categorical and simple deduction is an utterance from which, once a combination 
has been composed from a pair of propositions, some other [utterance] comes to be concluded 
necessarily from them,13 e.g. all human is animal, all animal is substance, therefore (ara) all human 
is substance. See how, once the pair [of propositions] have been posited together in combination, 
then some other thing is concluded. “Combination” means items that share one and the same 
“inclusive” term – viz. e.g. animal or human – either as the subject in both [propositions] or as the 
predicate in both, or as the subject in one and the predicate in the other, as will be demonstrated 
shortly. The “inclusive term”14 is also called “common” and “middle”. It is “common” because 
the two propositions share it, but [called] “middle” because it holds a middle-position in the first 
figure. The other two collected terms are distinctive rather than common, and are the extremes 
[i.e. the edges] rather than the middle. 

11	 When he says “sometimes”, Severus appears to be making that crucial distinction between a conclusion 
from premises and a conclusion from matter or terms, i.e. he knows well enough that at a formal level, particular 
affirmations do not convert; yet a proposition’s matters can be arranged such that a particular affirmation might 
sometimes convert. Paul the Persian makes just the same distinction, although he uses the language of “necessary” 
and “non-necessary” conclusions. Professor Wilfrid Hodges points out (p.c.) that Ibn al‑Muqaffaʾ spoke of “sound 
conclusions” as opposed to “broken conclusions”, and that a number of Arabic logicians used the same terminol-
ogy as Severus Sebokht and said that a conclusion follows “sometimes” (marratan), meaning that the conclusion is 
broken or non-necessary.

12	 This may be accurate within the material example offered (since there are no non-human things that are 
grammatical), but the truth of an O-proposition does not in general entail that its converse be false. The most we 
can say is that they are not necessarily true together, and this is the reason that O-propositions do not convert.

13	 M has a shorter version: “Categorical and simple deductions are composed from two premises joined to 
each other, and then follows a conclusion (sumperasma)”. But Severus is paraphrasing the Prior Analytics itself: 
συλλογισμὸς δέ ἐστι λόγος ἐν ᾧ τεθέντων τινῶν ἕτερόν τι τῶν κειμένων ἐξ ἀνάγκης συμβαίνει τῷ ταῦτα εἶναι (24 b 18-
20). M’s omission breaks up the allusion. 

14	 We might say “conclusive/concluding term”, for Severus here uses an expression calqued on sunagei, the 
usual term in the commentators to refer to the process of a conclusion forming out of a pair of premises. The “inclu-
sive” term is the term that draws together the two propositions into a syllogism, i.e. a deduction. Cf. the very simi-
lar sentence in Al-Farabi: Syllogism. An Abridgement of Aristotle’s Prior Analytics, trans. S. Chatti – W. Hodges, 
Bloomsbury, London 2020, p. 20.13f.
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ܐܣ̈̈ܟܡܐ  ܗܢܘܢ  ܐܝܬܝܗܘܢ  ܕܟܡܐ  ܐܦ  ܡܬܝܕܥܐ܆⸂  ܐܟܚܕܐ  ܟܕܘ  ⸃ܡܢ  ܗܟܝܠ  ܗܪܟܐ  ܡܢ 
ܕܣܘܠܘܓܝܣܡܘܣ. ܬ̈̈ܠܬܐ ܗܟܝܠ ܐܝܬܝܗܘܢ ܟܠܗܘܢ ܐܣ̈̈ܟܡܐ. ܘܩܕܡܝܐ ܡ̇̇ܢ ܐܝܬܘܗܝ ܗ̇̇ܘ ܕܒܗ ܬܚܘܡܐ 
ܚܝܘܬܐ.  ܒܪܢܫܐ  ܟܠ  ܐܝܟܢ.  ܕܐܝܟ  ܣܝܡ܆  ܕܝܢ  ܒܐܚܪܬܐ  ܡܬܩܛܪܓ.  ܦܪܘܛܣܝܣ  ܡ̇̇ܢ  ܒܚܕܐ  ܓܘܢܝܐ 
ܐܬܩܛܪܓ.  ܡ̇̇ܢ  ܒܩܕܡܝܬܐ  ܚܝܘܬܐ  ܕܐܝܬܘܗܝ  ܓܘܢܝܐ  ܬܚܘܡܐ  ܓܝܪ  ܗܐ  ܐܘܣܝܐ.  ܚܝܘܬܐ  ܟܠ 
ܦܪ̈ܘܛܣܝܣ  ܒܬܪ̈ܬܝܗܝܢ  ܓܘܢܝܐ  ܬܚܘܡܐ  ܕܒܗ  ܗ̇̇ܘ  ܐܝܬܘܗܝ܆  ܕܝܢ  ܬܪܝܢܐ  ܐܬܬܣܝܡ܀  ܕܝܢ  ܒܬܪܝܢܝܬܐ 
ܓܘܢܝܐ  ܬܚܘܡܐ  ܓܝܪ  ܗܐ  ܚܝܘܬܐ.  ܟܐܦܐ  ܚܕܐ  ܘܠܐ  ܚܝܘܬܐ.  ܒܪܢܫܐ  ܟܠ  ܐܝܟܢ.  ܕܐܝܟ  ܡܬܩܛܪܓ܀ 
ܬܚܘܡܐ  ܕܒܗ  ܗ̇̇ܘ  ܐܝܬܘܗܝ.  ܕܝܢ  ܬܠܝܬܝܐ  ܐܬܩܛܪܓ܀  ܦܪ̈ܘܛܣܝܣ  ܒܬܪ̈ܬܝܗܝܢ  ܚܝܘܬܐ܆  ܕܐܝܬܘܗܝ 
ܗܐ  ܡܠܝܠܐ.  ܒܪܢܫܐ  ܟܠ  ܚܝܘܬܐ.  ܒܪܢܫܐ  ܟܠ  ܐܝܟܢ.  ܕܐܝܟ  ܡܬܬܣܝܡ.  ܦܪ̈ܘܛܣܝܣ  ܒܬܪ̈ܬܝܗܝܢ  ܓܘܢܝܐ 

ܐܬܬܣܝܡ܀ ܦܪ̈ܘܛܣܝܣ  ܒܬܪ̈ܬܝܗܝܢ  ܒܪܢܫܐ  ܕܐܝܬܘܗܝ  ܓܘܢܝܐ  ܬܚܘܡܐ  ܓܝܪ 

7§ ܒܬܪ ܗܠܝܢ ܕܝܢ ܙܕܩ̇̇ ܠܡܕܥ. ܕܟܠ ܐܣܟܡܐ ܙܢܝ̈̈ܐ ܡܫܚ̈̈ܠܦܐ ܐܝܬ ܬܚܘܬܘܗܝ. ܘܟܠ ܙܢܐ ܬܘܒ ܣܘܠܘܓܝܣܡܘ 
ܡ̇̇ܢ ܐܝܟ ܓܢܣܐ  ܕܝܢ ܠܐ ܡܬܚ̈̈ܡܐ ܘܐܣܟܡܐ  ܡ̇̇ܢ ܡܬܚ̈̈ܡܐ ܐܝܬܝܗܘܢ. ܣܘܠܘܓܝܣܡܘ  ܙܢܝ̈̈ܐ  ܦܪ̈ܝܫܐ. ܐܠܐ 
ܐܝܬܘܗܝ. ܙܢܐ ܕܝܢ ܐܝܟ ܐܕܫܐ. ܣܘܠܘܓܝܣܡܘܣ ܕܝܢ ܐܝܟ ܠܐ ܡܬܦܣ̈̈ܩܢܐ܀ ܘܐܣܟܡܐ ܡ̇̇ܢ ܘܙܢܐ ܕܐܝܟ ܗܢܐ 
ܘܒܐܣܟܡܐ ܬܫܬܥܣܪ.  ܐܝܬܝܗܘܢ  ܙܢܝ̈̈ܐ  ܕܝܢ  ܟܠܗܘܢ  ܡܕܡ܀  ܗܢܐ  ܕܝܢ  ܣܘܠܘܓܝܣܡܘܣ  ܐܝܬܝܗܘܢ.   ܡܕܡ 

ܡ̇̇ܢ ܩܕܡܝܐ ܐܝܬ ܬܫܥܐ܇ ܒܬܪܝܢܐ ܕܝܢ ܐܪܒܥܐ܇ ܒܬܠܝܬܝܐ ܕܝܢ ܫܬܐ܀ 
ܦܪ̈ܘܛܣܝܣ  ܬܪ̈ܬܝܢ  ܡܢ  ܕܠܐ  ܡ̇̇ܢ  ܩܕܡܝܬܐ  ܬܠܬ.  ܐܝܬܝܗܝܢ  ܐܟ̈̈ܣܡܐ܆  ܕܬܠܬܝܗܘܢ  ܡ̇̇ܢ  ܘܓܘ̈̈ܢܝܬܐ 
ܕܒܨܝܪ  ܡܐ  ܕܗ̇̇ܘ  ܕܝܢ  ܕܬܪ̈ܬܝܢ  ܣܘܠܘܓܝܣܡܘܣ܀  ܗ̇̇ܘܐ  ܐܦܘܦܛܝ̈̈ܩܝܬܐ  ܬܪ̈ܬܝܢ  ܡܢ  ܘܠܐ  ܡܢܬܝ̈̈ܬܐ 
ܒܦܪ̈ܘܛܣܝܣ܆ ܡܬܢܣܒ ܒܣܘܢܘܦܪܙܡܐ܇ ⸃ܗܢ̣̣ܘ ܕܝܢ ܒܟܘܢܫܐ.⸂ ܒܨܝܪܐ ܓܝܪ ܐܦܘܦܐܣܝܣ ܡܢ ܩܐܛܐܦܐܣܝܣ 
ܢܫ.  ܡܬܟܲ�ܲ ܐܦܘܦܐܛܝܩܝܐ  ܐܝܬܝܗ̇̇܆  ܐܦܘܦܐܣܝܣ  ܦܪܘܛܣܝܣ  ܚܕܐ  ܗܟܝܠ  ܐܢ  ܟܘܠܢܝܬܐ.  ܡܢ  ܘܡܢܬܝܬܐ 
ܕܝܢ  ܐܚܪܬܐ  ܡܢܬܝܬܐ.  ܩܐܛܐܦܐܣܝܣ  ܡ̇̇ܢ  ܚܕܐ  ܬܘܒ  ܐܢ  ܡܬܟܢܫ.  ܡܢܬܝܐ  ܡܢܬܝܬܐ܆  ܕܝܢ  ܐܢ 
ܣܟ  ܠܐ  ܓܘܢܝܐ܆  ܕܬܚܘܡܐ  ܕܝܢ  ܕܬܠܬ  ܢܫ܀  ܡܬܟܲ�ܲ ܡܢܬܝܐ  ܐܦܘܦܐܛܝܩܝܐ  ܟܘܠܢܝܬܐ܆  ܐܦܘܦܐܣܝܣ 

ܝ̈̈ܚܝܕܝܐ܀  ܗ̇̇ܢܘܢ  ܕܝܢ  ܡܬܢܣܒܝܢ  ܒܣܘܢܘܦܪܙܡܐ.  ܡܬܢܣܒ 

ܬܗ̇̇ܘܐ.  ܟܘܠܢܝܬܐ  ܒܟܠܙܒܢ̣̣  ܪܒܬܐ܆  ܡ̇̇ܢ  ܕܦܪܘܛܣܝܣ  ܐܝܬܝܗ̇̇܆  ܩܕܡܝܐ  ܕܐܣܟܡܐ  ܡ̇̇ܢ  ܕܝܠܝܬܐ   §8
ܒܙܒܢ ܟܘܠܢܝܬܐ  ܡܢ  ܒܙܒܢ  ܕܝܢ:  ܕܙܥܘܪܬܐ  ܐܦܘܦܐܛܝܩܝܬܐ.  ܐܘ  ܐܢܐ܆  ܐܡ̇̇ܪ  ܡ̇̇ܢ   ܩܐܛܦܛܝܩܝܬܐ 
ܡܬܚ̈̈ܡܐ.  ܠܐ  ܟܘ̈̈ܢܫܐ܆  ܟܝܬ  ܐܘ  ܕܝܢ  ⸃ܣܘܢܘܦܪܙܡ̈̈ܐ  ܩܐܛܦܛܝܩܝܬܐ.܀.  ܕܝܢ  ܟܠܦܪܘܣ  ܡܢ  ܡܢܬܝܬܐ.  ܕܝܢ 
ܟܘ̈̈ܠܢܝܐ  ܕܝܢ  ܗܢ̣̣ܘ  ܕܒܟܡܝܘܬܐ܇  ܘܐܝܟ  ܘܐܦܘܦܐܛܝ̈̈ܩܝܐ܆  ܩܛܦܛܝ̈̈ܩܝܐ  ܕܝܢ  ܗ̣̣ܢܘ  ܕܒܐܝܢܝܘܬܐ.  ܘܐܝܟ 
ܐܝܟܢ.  ܕܐܝܟ  ܝ̣̣ܣܡ.  ܓܘܢܝܐ  ܬܚܘܡܐ  ܕܒܗ̇̇  ܠܗ̇̇ܝ  ܩܕܡܝܐ.  ܒܐܣܟܡܐ  ܐܢܐ  ܩ̇̇ܪܐ  ܡ̇̇ܢ  ܪܒܬܐ  ܘܡ̈̈ܢܬܝܐ.܀.⸂ 
ܐܝܟܢ.  ܕܐܝܟ  ܡܬܩܛܪܓ.  ܓܘܢܝܐ  ܬܚܘܡܐ  ܗ̣̣ܘ  ܟܕ  ܗ̣̣ܘ  ܕܒܗ̇̇  ܕܝܢ܆ܠܗ̇̇ܝ  ܙܥܘܪܬܐ  ܐܘܣܝܐ.  ܚܝܘܬܐ  ܟܠ 

ܚܝܘܬܐ.܀.  ܒܪܢܫܐ  ܟܠ 
ܙܥܘܪܬܐ  ܬܗ̇̇ܘܐ.  ܟܘܠܢܝܬܐ  ܒܟܠܙܒܢ  ܪܒܬܐ:  ܡ̇̇ܢ  ܕܦܪܘܛܣܝܣ  ܐܝܬܝܗ̇̇܆  ܬܪܝܢܐ  ܕܐܣܟܡܐ  ܕܝܢ  ܕܝܠܝܬܐ 
ܕܟܠܗܝܢ  ܘܗ̇̇ܝ  ܐܦܘܦܛܝܩܝܬܐ܆  ܐܘ  ܩܛܦܛܝܩܝܬܐ  ܕܝܢ  ܗ̣̣ܢܘ  ܕܒܐܝܢܝܘܬܐ:  ܐܝܟ  ܠܪܒܬܐ  ܕܠܩܘܒܠܐܝܬ  ܕܝܢ 
ܒܐܣܟܡܐ  ܘܙܥܘܪܬܐ:  ܬܘܒ  ܪܒܬܐ  ܘܟܘ̈̈ܠܢܝܬܐ.܀.  ܐܢܐ  ܐܡ̇̇ܪ  ܡܢܬܝ̈̈ܬܐ  ܢܗ̈̈ܘܝܢ:  ܐܦܘܦܛܝ̈̈ܩܝܬܐ  ܡܬܟܢܫ̈̈ܢ 
ܕܡܬܝܗܒܐ  ܗ̇̇ܝ  ܕܡܣܪܚܢܘܬܐ  ܕܝܢ  aܗܢ̣̣ܘ  ܕܦܪܘܒܠܗܡܐ:  ܕܡܢܗ  ܠܐܝܠܝܢ  ܐܢܐ܆  ܩ̇̇ܪܐ  ܘܬܠܝܬܝܐ  ܬܪܝܢܐ 
ܩܛܝܓܘܪܝܩܝܬܐ  ܕܝܢ  ܦܪ̈ܘܛܣܝܣ  ܟܠ  ܐܝܬܘܗܝ.  ܦܪܘܛܣܝܣ   aܦܪܘܒܠܗܡܐ ܕܟܠ  ܓܝܪ  ܡܛܠ  ܡܬܝ̈̈ܕܥܢ. 
ܠܡܕܥ܆  ܙܕܩ̇̇  ܕܡܬܩܛܪܓ.  ܘܗ̇̇ܘ  ܐܢܐ  ܐܡ̇̇ܪ  ܕܣܝܡ  ܗ̇̇ܘ  ܠܗ̇̇:  ܐܝܬ  ܬܚܘ̈̈ܡܐ  ܬܪܝܢ  ܐܡܝܪ܆⸂  ܕܩܕܝܡ  ⸃ܐܝܟܢܐ 
ܟܕ  ܥܒܕ.  ܪܒܬܐ  ܦܪܘܛܣܝܣ  ܓܘܢܝܐ܆  ܗ̇̇ܘ  ܥܡ  ܢܬܢ̇̇ܣܒ  ܐܟܚܕܐ  ܒܦܪܘܒܠܗܡܐ     ܕܡܬܩܛܪܓ  ܗ̇̇ܘ  ܡ̇̇ܢ  ܕܟܕ 
ܕܐܦܠܐ  ܠܡ̇̇ܚܘܝܘ܆  ܬܬܣܝܡ  ܐܝܟܢ.  ܕܐܝܟ  ܙܥܘܪܬܐ.  ܦܪܘܛܣܝܣ  ܓܘܢܝܐ܆  ܗ̇̇ܘ  ܥܡ  ܢܬܢ̇̇ܣܒ  ܕܣܝܡ  ܗ̇̇ܘ  ܕܝܢ 
ܗ̣̣ܝ. ܘܠܐ ܚܕܐ ܟܐܦܐ  ܙܥܘܪܬܐ  ܒܪܢܫܐ̣̣ ܚܝܘܬܐ.  ܒܪܢܫܐ ܟܐܦܐ. ܗܢܘ ܦܪܘܒܠܗܡܐ. ܐܡ̇̇ܪܝܢܢ ܗܟܝܠ ܟܠ  ܚܕ 

ܗܝ̣̣.܀. ܪܒܬܐ  ܚܝܘܬܐ. 

 ||  M ܟܠ ܡܠܝܠܐ ܚܝܘܬܐ ] ܘܠܐ ܚܕܐ ܟܐܦܐ ܚܝܘܬܐ  om. M  ||  6 ܬܚܘܡܐ  M  ||  2 ܐܦ ܕܟܡܐ ܐܢܘܢ ܐܣ̈̈ܟܝܡܐ ܐܬܝܕܥܬ  1
 |  M ܐܪܒ̈̈ܥ ] ܬܫܥܐ  M  ||  14 ܐܪ̈ܒܬܥܣܪ L ܬܫܥܣܪ ] ܬܫܬܥܣܪ  L  ||  13 ܕܝܢ [ ܡ̇̇ܢ  M  ||  12 ܐܣܟܡܐ ܡ̇̇ܢ  |  L ܕܝܢ ܗܠܝܢ  L  ||  10 ܕܬܠܬܐ  7
ܬܠܬ  M  ||  15 ܘܒܬܪܝܢܐ   [ ܓܝܪ  |  M ܒܣܡܦܪܝܣܡܐ C ܒܣܘܢܦܗܪܣܡܐ  M  ||  17 ܗܠܝܢ   [  ||  M ܡ̇̇ܢ L ܕܝܢ 
ܬܘܒ L ||  19 ܡܢܬܝܐ  18 ܐܢ   [  |  M ܕܬܠܬ̈̈ܐ  om. L. ||  20 ܡ̇̇ܢ  |  C ܐܢܕܝܢ  
ܐܦܘܦܐܛܝܩܝܐ  |  .om. M ܒܟܠܙܒܢ  om. M ||  22 ܣܟ ܕܝܢ  ܒܙܒܢ  ܩܐܛܦܐܛܝܩܝܐ܆  ܡ̇̇ܢ     M ܒܙܒܢ 
ܩܕܡܝܐ  L ||  26 ܙܥܘܪܬܐ | om. C ܡ̇̇ܢ 23  [ ܬܪܝܢܐ  om M || 29 ܕܝܢ  M  ||  27 ܗܢܐ    [   ||  L ܕܬܪܝܢ 
ܓܝܪ  om. L ||  32-33  a-a om. M per homoe  ||  33 ܢܗ̈̈ܘܝܢ  C  ||  31 ܕܠܩܘܒܠܝܬܐ  30  [  ||om. M ܕܝܢ  |  L ܕܝܢ 
ܕܡܬܩܛܪܓ  |  om. L ܬܪܝܢ  34 ܘܗ̇̇ܘ   [ ܕܡܬܩܛܪܓ M  || 35 ܘܕܡܬܩܛܪܓ  ܗ̇̇ܘ  ܡ̇̇ܢ   | om. M ܡ̇̇ܢ | om. L ܕܟܕ 
ܓܘܢܝܐ ܗ̇̇ܘ  ܥܡ  ܢܬܢ̇̇ܣܒ  ܐܟܚܕܐ   [ ܓܘܢܝܐ   ܥܡ  ܗܢܘ  om. C || 37 ܕܝܢ  om. L || 36 ܥܡ | M ܡܬܢܣܒ   [  || L ܗ̇̇ܘ 
.L ܘܠܐ ܚܕܐ ܚܝܘܬܐ ܟܐܦܐ 37-8
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Severus Sebokht On Deductions in Aristotle’s Prior Analytics 95   

We can also know on just this basis how many deductive figures there are. There are three figures 
in all. The first [figure] is where the common term is predicated in one premise15 and is the subject 
in the other. E.g. “all human is animal, all animal is substance”. See how the common term “animal” 
is predicated in the first [premise] and is the subject in the second. The second [figure] is where the 
common term is the predicate in both premises. E.g. “all human is animal, no stone is animal”. See how 
the common term “animal” is predicated in both premises. The third [figure] is where the common 
term is the subject in both premises. E.g. “all human is animal, all human is rational”. See how the 
common term “person” is the subject in both premises.

§7	 You next need to know that each figure has a variety of modes subordinate to it, and each mode 
in turn [has] a variety of deductions. But while the modes are limited [in number], the deductions are 
not. The figure is like a genus, while the mode is like a species, and the deductions are like the indivisibles 
[i.e. the particulars]. Both the figure and the mode are like a certain this [i.e. tode ti], but the deduction is 
a certain this. There are 19 modes in all: 9 in the first figure, 4 in the second, and 6 in the third.16 

There are three things that the three figures have in common. First: a deduction can arise neither 
from a pair of particular premises, nor from a pair of negative [premises]. Second: the lesser of the [two] 
premises is subsumed into the conclusion (sumperasma), i.e. the “gathering”.17 For a negation is lesser 
than an affirmation, and a particular [is lesser] than a universal. Hence if one premise is a negation, then 
the conclusion will be negative, whereas if [one premise] is a particular, then the conclusion will be 
particular. Moreover, if one [premise] is a particular affirmation while the other is a universal negation, 
then the conclusion will be negative and particular. Third: it is not the common [i.e. middle] term that 
is subsumed into the conclusion; it is the distinctives that are subsumed.18

§8	 The property of the first figure is that the major premise is always universal, viz. whether it 
be affirmative or negative, but that the minor is sometimes universal and sometimes particular, while 
always being affirmative. Conclusions are indeterminate both qualitatively, i.e. in terms of being 
affirmative or negative; and quantitatively, i.e. in terms of being universal or particular. In the first figure, 
the [premise] in which the common term is subject I call the major, e.g. all animal is substance,19 and 
the [premise] in which that same common term is predicated [I call] the minor, e.g. all human is animal.

The property of the second figure is that the major premise is always universal, while the minor is 
always qualitatively the opposite of the major, i.e. [in terms of being] affirmative or negative; and that 
all the conclusions are negative, viz. the particular ones as well as the universal. Furthermore, in both 
the second and the third figures I give the name “major and minor” to the [premises] that are already 
known from the given problem,20 because each problem is a proposition. As mentioned before, every 
categorical proposition contains two terms, viz. subject and predicate. You must realise that when 
the predicate of the problem is taken together with the common [term], then this forms the major 
premise, whereas when the subject is taken together with the common [term], then this forms the 
minor premise. For instance, let it be supposed that we are to prove that no human is stone. That is 
the “problem”. We then state “all human is animal”– this is the minor [premise], and that “no stone is 
animal” – this is the major [premise].

15	 Now that the discussion has turned to the construction of syllogisms, we will use the term “premise” in place 
of “proposition”. But the Syriac is the same in both cases, being simply a transliteration of the Greek word protasis.

16	 The editor of the M text counts only 14 modes, there being only 4 in the first figure. This simply depends 
upon whether or not one counts the additional “demonstrable” five modes of the first figure (see §13).

17	 Severus generally uses the native Syriac word kunasha (“gathering”) as a loan-rendering for sunagoge or 
sumperasma (“conclusion”) - occasionally offering also a transliteration of sumperasma glossed as kunasha. The M 
editor everywhere alters kunasha to a transliteration of sumperasma.

18	 “Distinctives” is the term Severus is here employing for the extremes, as an antonym for “common”, i.e. the middle.
19	 Using the example from §6.
20	 In the context of Aristotelian logic, “problem” refers to a proposition of the type, “are humans stones, or not?” 

which were considered to be the very types of propositions that underlie the syllogistic system. This is why Severus can 
then talk about the predicate and the subject being “construed” in the premises of the deduction: i.e. the predicate is 
the major term and goes into the major premise, the subject is the minor term and goes into the minor premise. Severus 
Sebokht was ahead of his time in placing the minor premise before the major premise, a practice adopted by Ibn Sīnā.
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96    Daniel King

ܩܛܐܦܛܝܩܝܬܐ  ܒܟܠܙܒܢ  ܙܥܘܪܬܐ  ܡ̇̇ܢ  ܕܦܪܘܛܣܝܣ  ܐܝܬܝܗ̇̇܆  ܬܠܝܬܝܐ  ܕܐܣܟܡܐ  ܕܝܢ  ܕܝܠܝܬܐ   §9
ܐܦܘܦܛܝܩܝܬܐ܆  ܐܘ   aܩܛܐܦܛܝܩܝܬܐ ܕܝܢ  ܗܢܘ  ܕܒܐܝܢܝܘܬܐ  ܘܐܝܟ  ܦܘܪܫܢ:  ܕܠܐ  ܕܝܢ  ܪܒܬܐ  aܬܗܘܐ. 

ܢܬܟܢܫܘܢ.  ܒܠܚܘܕ  ܡ̈̈ܢܬܝܐ  ܬܘܒ܆  ܕܝܢ  ܟܘ̈̈ܢܫܐ  ܡܢܬܝܬܐ.  ܐܘ  ܟܘܠܢܝܬܐ  ܕܝܢ  ܗܢܘ  ܕܒܟܡܝܘܬܐ  ܘܐܝܟ 
ܗܟܝܠ  ܡܛܠ  ܕܐܣ̈̈ܟܡܐ.  ܘܕܝ̈̈ܠܝܬܐ   ܓܘ̈̈ܢܝܬܐ  ܡܛܠ  ܡ̇̇ܢ  ܘܗܠܝܢ  ܘܐܦܘܦܛܝ̈̈ܩܝܐ.  ܐܢܐ  ܐܡ̇̇ܪ  ܩܛܐܦܛܝ̈̈ܩܝܐ 
ܦܪ̈ܘܛܣܝܣ.  ܡܬܪ̈ܟܒܢ  ܘܥܠܝܗܘܢ  ܘܒܗܘܢ  ܕܡܢܗܘܢ  ܘܦܪܘܣܕܝܪ̈ܝܣܡܘ:  ܘܗ̈̈ܘܠܘܣ  ܘܙܒ̈̈ܢܐ  ܬܚܘܡ̈̈ܐ  ܕܥܠ 
ܬܘܒ  ܐܢܝ̈̈ܢ  ܘܕܐܝܠܝܢ  ܡܢܬܝ̈̈ܬܐ:  ܘܐܝܠܝܢ  ܟܘ̈̈ܠܢܝܬܐ  ܘܕܐܝܠܝܢ  ܦܪ̈ܘܛܣܝܣ:  ܗܢ̈̈ܝܢ  ܐܝܬܝܗ̈̈ܝܢ  ܬܘܒ  ܘܕܟܡܐ 
ܘܐܝܠܝܢ  ܘܡܨܥܝܐ:  ܓܘܢܝܐ  ܬܚܘܡܐ  ܗ̣̣ܘ  ܘܕܐܝܢܐ  ܣܘܠܘܓܝܣܡܘܣ:  ܡܬܪܟܒ  ܐܝܟܢ  ܘܕܐܝܟ  ܕܗ̈̈ܦܟܢ: 
ܘܐܝܠܝܢ  ܕܝܠܗܘܢ:  ܙܢܝ̈̈ܐ  ܘܟܡܐ  ܣܘܠܘܓܝܣܛܝ̈̈ܩܝܐ  ܐܣ̈̈ܟܡܐ  ܐܝܬܝܗܘܢ  ܘܕܟܡܐ  ܘܝ̈̈ܚܝܕܝܐ:  ܣ̈̈ܟܐ  ܬܘܒ 
ܕܡܨܝܐ  ܐܝܟ  ܣܓܝ  ܠܗܪܟܐ  ܥܕܡܐ  ܡܢܗܘܢ܆  ܕܟܠܚܕ  ܕܝ̈̈ܠܝܬܐ  ܘܐܝܠܝܢ  ܕܬܠܬܝܗܘܢ:  ܓܘܢܝ̈̈ܬܐ  ܐܝܬܝܝ̈̈ܗܢ 

ܐܡ̣̣ܪܢܢ. ܒܦܣܝ̈̈ܩܬܐ 
 

ܕܝܠܢܐܝܬ  ܕܐܣܟ̈̈ܡܐ܆  ܕܝܠܗܘܢ  ܣܘܠܘܓܝܣܛܝ̈̈ܩܝܐ  ܙܢܝ̈̈ܐ  ܡܢ  ܚܕ  ܚܕ  ܥܠ  ܕܐܦ  ܡܟܝܠ܆  ܠܢ  ܗ̣̣ܘ  ܙܒܢܐ   §10
ܣܐ̇̇ܡ  ܐܚܪܢܝܐܝܬ  ܕܐܪܝܣܛܘܛܠܝܣ:  ܠܡܕܥ:  ܙܕܩ  ܠܘܬܗܘܢ:  ܕܢܬܩܪܒ  ܩܕܡ  ܡܢ  ܐܠܐ  ܢܐܡܪ.܀.  ܘܝܚܝܕܐܝܬ 
ܒܪܢܫܐ  ܟܠ  ܗܟܢ.  ܣܝ̇̇ܡܝܢܢ  ܚܢܢ  ܐܝܟܢ.  ܕܐܝܟ  ܚܢܢ.  ܕܐܦ  ܡܐ  ܐܝܟ  ܘܠܘ  ܕܣܘܠܘܓܝܣܡܘܣ:  ܠܦܪ̈ܘܛܣܝܣ 
ܗ̇̇ܘ  ܒܪܢܫܐ  ܡܢ  ܠܘ  ܟܕ  ܕܝܢ:  ܐܪܝܣܛܘܛܠܝܣ  ܐܘܣܝܐ.܀.  ܐܪܐ  ܒܪܢܫܐ  ܟܠ  ܐܘܣܝܐ.  ܚܝܘܬܐ  ܟܠ  ܚܝܘܬܐ. 
ܐܘܣܝܐ  ܗܟܢܐ.  ܐܡ̇̇ܪ  ܡܫܪܐ܆  ܓܘܢܝܐ  ܥܠ  ܕܡܬܩܛܪܓܐ  ܗ̇̇ܝ  ܐܘܣܝܐ  ܡܢ  ܐܠܐ  ܓܘܢܝܐ:  ܬܚܝܬ  ܕܣܝܡ 
ܕܝܢ: ܥܠ ܐܬܘ̈̈ܬܐ  ܥܠ ܟܠܗ̇̇ ܚܝܘܬܐ. ܚܝܘܬܐ ܥܠ ܟܠܗ ܒܪܢܫܐ. ܐܘܣܝܐ ܐܪܐ ܥܠ ܟܠܗ ܒܪܢܫܐ. ܝܬܝܪܐܝܬ 
ܓܡܠ  ܕܡܬܩܛܪܓ:  ܗ̇̇ܘ  ܕܝܢ  ܐܠܦ  ܓܘܢܝܐ:  ܗ̇̇ܘ  ܐܝܬܘܗܝ  ܒܝܬ  ܘܟܕ  ܣܘܠܘܓܝܣܡܘܣ.  ܡܪܟܒ  ܒܝܬ  ܕܐܠܦ 
ܗ̣̣ܘ ܐܚܪܢܝܐܝܬ  ܕܝܢ ܐܠܦ: ܟܠ ܓܡܠ ܐܪܐ ܐܠܦ:  ܒܝܬ  ܟܠ  ܒܝܬ:  ܕܐܝܟ ܐܝܟܢ: ܟܠ ܓܡܠ  ܕܣܝ̣̣ܡ:  ܗ̇̇ܘ  ܕܝܢ 
ܘܗܢܐ  ܓܡܠ.  ܟܠܗ̇̇  ܥܠ  ܐܪܐ  ܐܠܦ  ܓܡܠ.  ܟܠܗ̇̇  ܥܠ  ܕܝܢ  ܒܝܬ  ܒܝܬ.  ܟܠܗ̇̇  ܥܠ  ܐܠܦ  ܐܝܟܢ:  ܕܐܝܟ  ܣܐ̇̇ܡ: 

ܐܝܬܘܗܝ.܀.  ܩܕܡܝܐ  ܕܐܣܟܡܐ  ܩܕܡܝܐ܇  ܙܢܐ  ܡ̇̇ܢ 
ܚܝܘܬܐ  ܚܕܐ  ܘܠܐ  ܚܝܘܬܐ:  ܒܪܢܫܐ  ܟܠ  ܐܡ̇̇ܪܝܢܢ:  ܕܚܢܢ  ܗ̇̇ܘ  ܕܐܣܟܡܐ:  ܕܝܠܗ  ܟܕ  ܕܝܠܗ  ܕܝܢ  ܬܪܝܢܐ 
ܥܠ  ܟܐܦܐ  ܐܝܟܢ.  ܕܐܝܟ  ܣܐ̇̇ܡ.  ܐܚܪܢܝܐܝܬ  ܠܗ܆  ܟܕ  ܠܗ  ܗ̣̣ܘ  ܟܐܦܐ.  ܐܪܐ  ܒܪܢܫܐ  ܚܕ  ܘܠܐ  ܟܐܦܐ: 
ܗ̇̇ܝ  ܠܦܪܘܛܣܝܣ  ܟܕ  ܒܪܢܫܐ.܀  ܚܕ  ܘܠܐ  ܥܠ  ܐܪܐ  ܟܐܦܐ  ܒܪܢܫܐ.  ܟܠܗ  ܥܠ  ܚܝܘܬܐ  ܚܝܘܬܐ.  ܚܕܐ  ܘܠܐ 
ܡܛܟܣ. ܩܕܡܝܬܐ  ܗ̣̣ܘ  ܬܪܝܢܝܬܐ܆  ܕܡܢܢ  ܘܠܗ̇̇ܝ  ܠܗ̇̇.  ܣܐ̇̇ܡ  ܬܪܝܢܝܬܐ  ܗ̣̣ܘ  ܡܬܛܟܣܐ܆  ܩܕܡܝܬܐ   ܕܡܢܢ 

ܕܐܝܕܐ  ܢܘܗܪܐ  ܠܘܬ  ܟܕ  ܕܝܢ  ܗ̣̣ܘ  ܣ̇̇ܥܪܝܢܢ.  ܗܕܐ  ܡܬܚܡܝܢܢ܇  ܚܫܚܬܐ  ܠܘܬ  ܟܕ  ܡ̇̇ܢ  ܚܢܢ  ܠܚܡܐܝܬ.  ܘܗܕܐ 
ܕܝܢ  ܗ̣̣ܘ  ܕܓܘܐ.  ܥܝܕܐ  ܠܦܘܬ  ܡ̇̇ܢ  ܘܚܢܢ  ܡܬܩܛܪܓܐ.  ܬܪ̈ܬܝܢ  ܗܠܝܢ  ܡܢ  ܐܝܕܐ  ܥܠ  ܬܪ̈ܬܝܢ܇  ܗܠܝܢ  ܡܢ 
ܬܪܝܢܝܬܐ  ܪܒܬܐ.  ܦܪܘܛܣܝܣ  ܒܟܝܢܐ  ܡ̇̇ܢ  ܩܕܡܝܬܐ  ܡܬܬܘܕܝܢܐܝܬ:  ܓܝܪ  ܐܝܬܝܗ̇̇  ܟܝܢܐ.  ܠܦܘܬ  ܝܬܝܪܐܝܬ 

ܠܣܘܠܘܓܝܣܡܘܣ.܀. ܥܒ̇̇ܕ  ܕܐܪܝܣܛܘܛܠܝܣ  ܕܐܝܟܢ  ܕܢܕܥ  ܗ̇̇ܝ  ܠܘܬ  ܡ̇̇ܢ  ܘܗܠܝܢ  ܙܥܘܪܬܐ.  ܦܪܘܛܣܝܣ  ܕܝܢ 

ܟܘ̈̈ܢܝܐ  ܒܝܕ  ܡܦܫܩ̈̈ܢܐ:  ܕܝܢ  ܐܢܫ̈̈ܝܢ  ܒܝܛܐ:  ܕܐܠܦܐ  ܐܬܘܬܐ  ܒܝܕ  ܕܐܪܝܣܛܘܛܠܝܣ:  ܡܛܠ  ܐܠܐ   §11
ܕܙܕܩ̇̇ ܫܦܝܪ: ܟܠ  ⸃ܕܐܝܟ ܐܝܟܢ.  ܘܒܝܫ ܘܕܐܝܟ ܗܠܝܢ⸂ ܥܒܕܝܢ ܠܣܘܠܘܓܝܣܡܘ:  ⸃ܘܫܦܝܪ ܘܛܒ  ܕܙܕܩ̇̇   ܕܗ̇̇ܘ ܡܐ 
ܒܝܫ:  ܠܐ  ܐܪܐ  ܕܫܦܝܪ  ܟܠ  ܒܝܫ:  ܠܐ  ܕܛܒ  ܟܠ  ܛܒ:  ܕܫܦܝܪ  ܟܠ  ܘܬܘܒ  ܛܒ:  ܕܙܕܩ̇̇  ܐܪܐ  ܟܠ  ܛܒ:  ܫܦܝܪ  ܟܠ 
ܒܝܘܠܦܢܐ܆  ܡܫܪܝܢ  ܕܚܕܬܐܝܬ  ܠܗ̇̇ܢܘܢ  ܢܗܝܪܝܢ  ܣ̇̇ܓܝ  ܘܠܐ  ܗܕܐ:  ܡܛܠ  ܕܥܡܘܛܝܢ  ܕܡܣܬܒܪܝܢ  ܗ̇̇ܘ  ܘܐܝܟ 
ܕܬܚܝܬ  ܘܐܕܫ̈̈ܐ  ܓܢܣ̈̈ܐ  ܕܒܝܕ  ܐܬܪܥܝܢܢ܆  ܐܢܘܢ܆  ܢܥܒܕ  ܘܦܫ̈̈ܝܩܐ  ܢܝ̈̈ܗܪܐ  ܕܝܬܝܪ⸂  ܠܢ܆  ܐܝܬ  ܢܝܫܐ  ܕܝܢ  ܠܢ 
ܒܐܝܕܐ  ܒܐܝܕܐ  ܘܗܟܢܐ  ܩܕܡܝܐ܆  ܕܐܣܟܡܐ  ܙܢܝ̈̈ܐ  ܡܢ  ܡܫܪܝܢܢ  ܟܕ  ܐܢܘܢ.  ܢܪܟܒ  ܩܕܡܝܬܐ  ܩܐܛܝܓܘܪܝܐ 

ܐܡ̇̇ܪܝܢܢ.܀. ܘܕܬܠܝܬܝܐ  ܕܬܪܝܢܐ  ܗ̇̇ܢܘܢ  ܐܦ 

 || M ܣܘܡܦܪܝܙܡܐ  ] ܟܘ̈̈ܢܫܐ ܕܝܢ | om. M ܕܝܢom. M  || 3 1 ܐܘ ܐܦܘܦܛܝܩܝܬܐ  |  .C  ||  2 aa om. LM per homoe ܕܙܥܘܪܬܐ  1
 |  C ܘܕܟܡܐ ܗ̣̣ܘ  L  || 6 ܡܬܪܟܒܝܢ  L  ||  5 ܘܐܣ̈̈ܟܡܐ  |  M ܕܝ̈̈ܠܢܝܬܐ ]  ܘܕܝ̈̈ܠܝܬܐ  |  om. L ܡ̇̇ܢ  |  om. M ܐܡ̇̇ܪ ܐܢܐ  4
ܢ̈̈ܗܝܢ  [ ܘܐܝܠܝܢ  |  L  ܗܠܝܢ     [ ܣܘܠܘܓ̈̈ܝܣܡܛܐ  L  ||  7 ܘܕܐܝܠܝܢ   ܡܬܪܟܒܝܢ   ||  M ܘܐܝܢܘ  |  M ܘܕܐܝܟܢ 
ܘܟܡܐ  8  [ ܐܝܬܝܗܝ̈̈ܢ  L  ||  9 ܘܕܟܡܐ  ܘܐܝܠܝܢ   [ ܐܢ̈̈ܝܢ   |  L ܕܬܠܬܝܗܝܢ  |  M ܘܕܐܝܠܝܢ 
 |  M ܕܚܢܢ ]  ܕܐܦ ܚܢܢ  M  ||  13 ܕܝܢ ] ܠܢ  C || 11 ܐܝܟ ܕܡܨܝܐ ܒܦܣܝ̈̈ܩܢܐ M ܐܝܟ ܕܒܦܣܩܝ̈̈ܬܐ M  ||  10 ܕܚܕ ܚܕ ]  ܕܟܠܚܕ
 |  om. M  ܥܠ  |  M ܗ̇̇ܘ ܕܡܬܩܛܪܓ ]  ܗ̇̇ܝ ܕܡܬܩܛܪܓܐ  L  ||  15 ܗܟܢܐ ]  ܗܟܢ  |  M ܣܝܡ ܠܢ ]  ܣܝ̇̇ܡܝܢܢ  |  C ܟܕ  ]  ܐܝܟܢ
 |  om. L ܐܝܬܘܗܝ  |  M (rubric., etc. passim) ܒ C ܒܬ ] ܒܝܬM  ||  17 2 ܕܐܠܦܐ ܒܝܛܐ  M  ||  17 ܘܐܡܪ ]  ܐܡ̇̇ܪ ܗܟܢܐ
 ||  LM ܕܝܠܗ ]  ܕܝܠܗ ܟܕ ܕܝܠܗ  om. M   ||  21 ܩܕܡܝܐom. C  ||  20  1 ܕܝܢ  M  ||  19 ܥܠ ]  ܟܠM  |  3 ܥܠ ]  ܟܠom. M  ||  18  2 ܗ̇̇ܘ1
 ||  om. LM ܟܕM  |  2 ܗ̇̇ܘ ] ܗ̣̣ܘ  M  ||  25 ܗ̇̇ܘ ] ܗ̣̣ܘM  |  2 ܗ̇̇ܘ ] ܗ̣̣ܘL |  1 ܡܛܟܣܐ  ] ܡܬܛܟܣܐ M  || 24 ܣ̇̇ܐܡ ܐܚܪܢܝܐܝܬ  22
 ||  M ܚܢܢ  ܕܝܢ ܦܫܝ̈̈ܩܐ ܘܢܗܝ̈̈ܪܐ ܢܥܒܕ ܐܢܘܢ M  ||  33 ܥܒܕܘ  M  ||  30 ܡܢ ]  ܕܝܢ  L || 29 ܬܪܝܢܐܝܬ M || 27 ܗ̇̇ܘ  ] ܘ̣̣ܗ  |  om. M bis ܗܠܝܢ 26
.M ܘܒܐܝܕܐ ܒܐܝܕܐ ܐܦ ܕܬܪܝܢܐ ܘܬܠܝܬܝܐ  om. M  ||  34-35 ܘܗܟܢܐ  |  om. M ܢܪܟܒ ܐܢܘܢ  34
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Severus Sebokht On Deductions in Aristotle’s Prior Analytics 97   

§9	 The property of the third figure is that the minor premise is always an affirmative while the major 
is not distinctive, either qualitatively, i.e. [in terms of being] affirmative or negative, or quantitatively, 
i.e. [in terms of being] universal or particular. The conclusions, in turn, are only particular, viz. whether 
affirmative or negative. And this is [all] about what the figures have in common and what is proper 
[to each]. Up to this point we have said, in brief, as much as possible about [the following topics]: the 
terms, tenses, matters and determinations out of which, with which, and by which propositions are 
composed; how many [sorts] of propositions there are, both the universal kinds and the particular 
kinds; also which kinds convert; how a deduction is composed; which term is common and middle, 
and which [terms] are extremes and proper; also how many deductive figures there are, and how many 
modes each one has; and what [features] the three [figures] hold in common, and what [features] are 
proper to each of them.

§10	 So it is now the moment to discuss each of the deductive modes of the figures – what is proper 
and special to each. But before getting on to them, you must realise that Aristotle sets out the premises 
of the deductions differently, and not as we do it. For example, we lay them out as follows: “all human 
is animal, all animal is substance, therefore all human is substance”. But Aristotle begins not by making 
“human” the subject of the common [term], but rather by making “substance” the predicate of the 
common [term]. He expresses it as follows: “substance [holds] of every animal, animal [holds] of every 
human, therefore substance [holds] of every human”. To be precise, he constructs his deductions using 
the letters of the alphabet. When B is the common [term], then A is the predicate, and G the subject.21 
For example, “all G is B, all B is A, therefore all G is A”. This can be set out in the other way as “A 
[holds] of every B, B [holds] of every G, therefore A [holds] of every G”.22 This is the first mode of the 
first figure. 

The second [mode] of this same figure is the one that we express as “all human is animal, no animal is 
stone, therefore no human is stone”. This same [mode] can be set out in the other way as “stone [holds] 
of no animal, animal [holds] of every human, therefore stone [holds] of no human”. The premise that 
we position first, he places second, and the [premise] that we [position] second, he positions first.23 This 
latter [method] is the more accurate. We do it one way because we are defining things functionally, 
whereas he does it so as to show clearly which of the two [terms] is predicated of which. We [arrange 
them] according to common custom, while his is rather to explain the underlying nature, for there is no 
doubt that the major premise naturally comes first, while the minor premise comes second. This is [the 
end of the section]24 about understanding how Aristotle constructs deductions. 

§11	 Where Aristotle constructs deductions using the letters of the alphabet, some commentators 
use names, [such as] “needful, right, good, evil”. For example, “all needful is right, all right is good, 
therefore all needful is good”, or again, “all right is good, all good is not-evil, therefore all right 
is not-evil”.25 Seeing as these seem to be rather obscure, they are not especially illuminating for 
those who are just beginning the subject. But for us, our aim is rather to formulate explanations and 
interpretations, so we prefer to compose [deductions] by using genera and species beneath the first 
category, starting from first figure modes and then successively expounding each of [the modes] of 
the second and third [figures].

21	 G is the third letter of the Syriac, as of the Greek, alphabet.
22	 For these two ways of expressing predication, see An. Pr. 24 b 27; Alexander of Aphrodisias: On Aristotle 

Prior Analytics 1.1-7 , trans. by J. Barnes et alii, Bloomsbury, London 2014, p. 28.
23	 Throughout the treatise, Severus sets out the minor premise before the major, as does Ibn Sīnā after him. This 

seems to be common for writers who place the subject before the predicate in the setting-out of premises. It is a 
feature of western tradition both to mention predicate before subject and major premise before minor.

24	 Lit: “these are for understanding…etc”. Severus uses this expression often to bring topics to a close.
25	 Similar is e.g. Alex. Aphrod., In An. pr., pp. 46.25ff. Wallies.
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98    Daniel King

ܕܝܢ  ܚܡܫܐ  ܡܬܚ̈̈ܘܝܢܐ.  ܠܐ  ܡ̇̇ܢ  ⸃ܐܪܒܥܐ  ܬܫܥܐ.  ܩܕܡܝܐ  ܕܐܣܟܡܐ  ܙܢܝ̈̈ܐ  ܗܟܝܠ  ܐܝܬܝܗܘܢ   §12
ܪܒܬܐ.  ܩܐܛܐܦܐܣܝܣ  ܘܟܘܠܢܝܬܐ  ܙܥܘܪܬܐ:  ܩܐܛܐܦܐܣܝܣ  ܟܘܠܢܝܬܐ  ܡܢ  ܡ̇̇ܢ:  ܩܕܡܝܐ  ܡܬܚܘܝ̈̈ܢܐ.܀.⸂ 
ܚܝܘܬܐ  ܟܠ  ܚܝܘܬܐ.  ܒܪܢܫܐ  ܟܠ  ܐܝܟܢ.  ܕܐܝܟ  ܬܪܝܨܐܝܬ.  ܡܬܟܢܫܐ  ܟܘܠܢܝܬܐ.  ܩܐܛܐܦܐܣܝܣ 
ܘܟܘܠܢܝܬܐ  ܙܥܘܪܬܐ:  ܩܐܛܐܦܐܣܝܣ  ܟܘܠܢܝܬܐ  ܡܢ  ܕܝܢ܆  ܬܪܝܢܐ  ܐܘܣܝܐ.  ܐܪܐ  ܒܪܢܫܐ  ܟܠ  ܐܘܣܝܐ. 
ܚܝܘܬܐ.  ܒܪܢܫܐ  ܟܠ  ܐܝܟܢ.  ܕܐܝܟ  ܬܪܝܨܐܝܬ.  ܡܬܟܢܫܐ  ܟܘܠܢܝܬܐ  ܐܦܘܦܐܣܝܣ  ܪܒܬܐ܆  ܐܦܘܦܐܣܝܣ 
ܩܐܛܐܦܐܣܝܣ  ܡܢܬܝܬܐ  ܡܢ  ܕܝܢ܆  ܬܠܝܬܝܐ  ܟܐܦܐ.  ܐܪܐ  ܒܪܢܫܐ  ܚܕ  ܘܠܐ  ܟܐܦܐ.  ܚܝܘܬܐ  ܚܕܐ  ܘܠܐ 
ܬܪܝܨܐܝܬ.܀.  ܡܬܟܢܫܐ  ܡܢܬܝܬܐ  ܩܐܛܐܦܐܣܝܣ  ܪܒܬܐ.  ܩܐܛܐܦܐܣܝܣ  ܘܟܘܠܢܝܬܐ  ܙܥܘܪܬܐ: 
ܕܝܢ:  ܪܒܝܥܝܐ  ܡܠܝܠܬܐ  ܐܪܐ  ܚܝܘܬܐ  ܚܕܐ  ܡܠܝܠܐ.  ܒܪܢܫܐ  ܟܠ  ܒܪܢܫܐ.  ܚܝܘܬܐ  ܚܕܐ  ܐܝܟܢ.  ܕܐܝܟ 
ܡܢܬܝܬܐ  ܐܦܘܦܐܣܝܣ  ܪܒܬܐ.  ܐܦܘܦܐܣܝܣ  ܘܟܘܠܢܝܬܐ  ܙܥܘܪܬܐ.  ܩܐܛܐܦܐܣܝܣ  ܡܢܬܝܬܐ  ܡܢ 
ܐܪܐ  ܡܠܝܠܐ  ܚܕ  ܟܐܦܐ.  ܒܪܢܫܐ  ܚܕ  ܘܠܐ  ܒܪܢܫܐ.  ܡܠܝܠܐ  ܚܕ  ܐܝܟܢ.  ܕܐܝܟ  ܬܪܝܨܐܝܬ.  ܡܬܟܢܫܐ 
ܩܐܛܐܦܐܣܝܣ  ܘܟܘܠܢܝܬܐ   a ܙܥܘܪܬܐ: ܩܐܛܐܦܐܣܝܣ  ܟܠܢܝܬܐ  aܡܢ  ܕܝܢ܆  ܚܡܝܫܝܐ  ܟܐܦܐ:  ܠܝܬܘܗܝ 
ܟܠ  ܚܝܘܬܐ.  ܒܪܢܫܐ  ܟܠ  ܐܝܟܢ.  ܕܐܝܟ  ܡܬܗܦܟܢܐܝܬ.܀.  ܡܬܟܢܫܐ  ܡܢܬܝܬܐ  ܩܐܛܐܦܐܣܝܣ  ܪܒܬܐ܆ 
ܙܥܘܪܬܐ:  ܩܐܛܐܦܐܣܝܣ  ܟܘܠܢܝܬܐ  ܡܢ  ܕܝܢ܆  ܫܬܝܬܐ  ܒܪܢܫܐ.  ܐܪܐ  ܐܘܣܝܐ  ܚܕܐ  ܐܘܣܝܐ.  ܚܝܘܬܐ 
ܟܠ  ܐܝܟܢ.  ܕܐܝܟ  ܡܬܗܦܟܢܐܝܬ.  ܡܬܟܢܫܐ  ܟܘܠܢܝܬܐ  ܐܦܘܦܐܣܝܣ  ܪܒܬܐ܆  ܐܦܘܦܐܣܝܣ  ܘܟܘܠܢܝܬܐ 
ܡܢܬܝܬܐ  ܡܢ  ܕܝܢ܆  ܫܒܝܥܝܐ  ܒܪܢܫܐ.  ܐܪܐ  ܟܐܦܐ  ܚܕܐ  ܘܠܐ  ܟܐܦܐ.  ܚܝܘܬܐ  ܚܕܐ  ܘܠܐ  ܚܝܘܬܐ.  ܒܪܢܫܐ 
ܡܬܟܢܫܐ  ܡܢܬܝܬܐ  ܩܐܛܐܦܐܣܝܣ  ܪܒܬܐ܆  ܩܐܛܐܦܐܣܝܣ  ܘܟܘܠܢܝܬܐ  ܙܥܘܪܬܐ:  ܦܐܣܝܣ  ܩܐܛܐ 
ܬܡܢܝܐ  ܚܝܘܬܐ.  ܐܪܐ  ܡܠܝܠܐ  ܚܕ  ܡܠܝܠܐ  ܒܪܢܫܐ  ܟܠ  ܒܪܢܫܐ.  ܚܝܘܬܐ  ܚܕܐ  ܐܝܟܢ.  ܕܐܝܟ  ܡܬܗܦܟܢܐܝܬ. 
ܡܢܬܝܬܐ  ܐܦܘܦܐܣܝܣ  ܪܒܬܐ.  ܩܐܛܐܦܐܣܝܣ  ܘܟܘܠܢܝܬܐ  ܙܥܘܪܬܐ  ܐܦܘܦܐܣܝܣ  ܟܘܠܢܝܬܐ  ܡܢ  ܕܝܢ܆ 
ܐܪܐ  ܡܠܝܠܐ  ܚܕ  ܡܠܝܠܐ.  ܒܪܢܫܐ   ܟܠ  ܒܪܢܫܐ.  ܟܐܦܐ  ܚܕܐ  ܘܠܐ  ܐܝܟܢ.  ܕܐܝܟ  ܡܬܗܦܟܢܐܝܬ.  ܡܬܟܢܫܐ 
ܩܐܛܐܦܐܣܝܣ  ܘܡܢܬܝܬܐ  ܙܥܘܪܬܐ:  ܐܦܘܦܐܣܝܣ  ܟܘܠܢܝܬܐ  ܡܢ  ܕܝܢ܆  ܬܫܝܥܝܐ  ܟܐܦܐ:  ܠܝܬܘܗܝ 
ܚܕ  ܒܪܢܫܐ.  ܟܐܦܐ  ܚܕܐ  ܘܠܐ  ܐܝܟܢ.  ܕܐܝܟ  ܡܬܗܦܟܢܐܝܬ.  ܡܬܟܢܫܐ  ܡܢܬܝܬܐ  ܐܦܘܦܐܣܝܣ  ܪܒܬܐ܆ 
ܩܕܡܝܐ. ܕܒܐܣܟܡܐ  ܙܢܝ̈̈ܐ  ܟܠܗܘܢ  ܐܝܬܝܗܘܢ  ܗܠܝܢ  ܟܐܦܐ.܀.  ܠܝܬܘܗܝ  ܐܪܐ  ܡܠܝܠܐ  ܚܕ  ܡܠܝܠܐ.  ܒܪܢܫܐ 

ܡ̇̇ܢ  ܡܬܚܘܝ̈̈ܢܐ  ܠܐ  ܘܩܕ̈̈ܡܝܐ.  ܘܡܫ̈̈ܡܠܝܐ  ܡܬܐܡܝܢ.  ܡܬܚ̈̈ܘܝܢܐ  ܠܐ  ܩܕ̈̈ܡܝܐ܆  ܐܪܒܥܐ  ܡ̇̇ܢ  ܐܠܐ   §13
ܡܬܗܝܡܢܢܘܬܐ.  ܠܘܬ  ܠܝܬܗܘܢ  ܣܦܩ̈̈ܝ  ܐܝܟ  ܕܝܢ  ܡܫ̈̈ܡܠܝܐ  ܠܡܬܚܘܝܘ.  ܬܚܘܝܬܐ  ܥܠ  ܣܢܝܩܝܢ  ܕܠܐ  ܐܟܡܢ 
ܘܕܗܝܡܢܘܬܐ  ܘܕܝܠܝܕܘܬܐ܇  ܕܗܘܝܐ  ܘܫܘܪ̈ܝܐ  ܪ̈ܝܫܐ  ܐܝܬܝܗܘܢ  ܠܐܚܪ̈ܢܐ  ܕܐܦ  ܐܝܠܝܢ  ܐܝܟ  ܕܝܢ  ܩܕ̈̈ܡܝܐ 

ܘܕܡܬܚܘܝܢܘܬܐ.
ܐܦ  ܡܬܗܝܡܢܢܘܬܐ.  ܠܘܬ  ܩܕܡ̈̈ܝܐ  ܥܠ  ܘܣܢܝ̈̈ܩܝ  ܐܝܬܝܗܘܢ܆  ܡܬܚ̈̈ܘܝܢܐ  ܕܫܪܟܐ.  ܚܡܫܐ  ܕܝܢ  ܗ̇̇ܢܘܢ 

ܫܬܝܬܐ. ܕܝܢ  ܬܪܝܢܐ  ܡܢ  ܗܘ̇̇ܐ.  ܚܡܝܫܝܐ  ܡ̇̇ܢ܆  ܩܕܡܝܐ  ܡܢ  ܐܝܟܢ.  ܕܐܝܟ  ܗܘ̇̇ܝܐ.  ܢܣ̇̇ܒܝܢ  ܡܢܗܘܢ   ܓܝܪ 
ܡܬܗܦܟ.  ܟܘܢܫܐ⸂  ܕܝܢ  ⸃ܗܢ̣̣ܘ  ܕܝܢ  ܣܘܢܦܪܙܡܐ  ܡܩܘܝܐ܆  ܙܘܓܢܝܘܬܐ  ܫܘܝܘܬ  ܟܕ  ܫܒܝܥܝܐ.  ܕܝܢ  ܬܠܝܬܝܐ  ܡܢ 
ܘܣܘܢܦܪܘܙܡܐ  ܡܬܗ̈̈ܦܟܢ܆  ܡ̇̇ܢ  ܦܪ̈ܘܛܣܝܣ  ܟܕ  ܐܚܪܢܝܐܝܬ.  ܐܠܐ  ܗ̇̇ܘܝܢ.  ܘܬܫܝܥܝܐ  ܬܡܝܢܝܐ  ܕܝܢ  ܪܒܝܥܝܐ  ܡܢ 
ܗܦܟܐ.  ܠܐ  ܟܠܗ  ܟܠ  ܕܐܬܚܘܝܬ܇  ܕܐܝܟ  ܗ̇̇ܝ  ܐܝܬܘܗܝ:  ܡܢܬܝܬܐ  ܕܐܦܘܦܐܣܝܣ  ܡܛܠ  ܡܩܘܐ.  ܕܝܢ 

..܀  ..܀  ܠܬܚܬ.܀  ܕܡܢ  ܪܘܫܡܐ  ܡܢ  ܕܒܙܥܘܪ̈ܝܬܐ  ܘܐܝܟ  ܢܗܝܪܐܝܬ:  ܗܠܝܢ  ܕܝܢ  ܡܬܝ̈̈ܕܥܢ 
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 C ܀ܐ܀ ܩܕܡܝܐ ]  ܩܕܡܝܐ  M  || 2 ܙܢܝ̈̈ܐ ܕܐܣܟܝܡܐ ܩܕܡܝܐ ܐܝܬܝܗܘܢ ܬܫ̈̈ܥܐ ]  ܐܝܬܝܗܘܢ … ܬܫܥܐ  |  L ܐܝܬܝܗܘܢ ܡ̇̇ܢ ܗܟܝܠ  1
(etc., for M see footnote)  ||  6  ܐܪܐ om. L  ||  10  ܟܐܦܐ ܒܪܢܫܐ ]  ܒܪܢܫܐ ܟܐܦܐ L  ||  11 aa haec verba bis scripta sunt 
in L  ||  15  ܐܪܐ om. L  ||  22  ܟܠܗܘܢ om. M  ||  23  ܐܪܐ ]  ܐܪܒܥܐ (sic passim) C  |  ܡܬܚ̈̈ܘܝܢܝܐ ] ܡܬܚ̈̈ܘܝܢܐ M 
(sic passim)  |  ܓܡܝܪ̈ܐ ]  ܘܫ̈̈ܡܡܠܝܐ M  |  2ܐܠܐ ]  ܠܐ (sic passim)  ||  24  ܡܚܘܝܢܘܬܐ ] ܬܚܘܝܬܐ ܠܡܬܚܘܝܘ M  | 
 ||  L ܡܢ ܡܢ  ] ܡܢL  ||  28  3 ܣܢܝܩܝܢ  LM  ||  27 ܘܕܝܠܝܘܬܐ M ܘܫܪ̈ܘܝܐ  |  om. M ܐܝܠܝܢ  M  ||  25 ܓܡܝܪ̈ܐ  ] ܫ̈̈ܡܡܠܝܐ
 |  om. M  ܘܐܝܟ ܕܒܙܥܘܪ̈ܝܬܐ  |  om. M ܗܠܝܢ L  ||  32 ܥܠ ] ܟܠ  |  M ܡܟܬܪ ] ܡܩܘܐ  L  ||  31 ܘܬܡܝܢܝܐ  L  ||  30 ܒܫܘܝܘܬ  29
.M ܠܥܠ ] ܠܬܚܬ
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§12	 So there are nine modes in the first figure, four of which are non-demonstrable and five 
are demonstrable.26 The first:27 from a universal affirmation as the minor and a universal affirmation 
as the major, a universal affirmation is straightforwardly28 deduced, e.g. “all human is animal, all 
animal is substance, therefore all human is substance”. The second: from a universal affirmation as 
the minor and a universal negation as the major, a universal negation is straightforwardly deduced, 
e.g. “all human is animal, no animal is stone, therefore no human is stone”. The third: from a 
particular affirmation as the minor and a universal affirmation as the major, a particular affirmation 
is straightforwardly deduced, e.g. “some animal is human, all human is rational, therefore some 
animal is rational”. The fourth: from a particular affirmation as the minor and a universal negation 
as the major, a particular negation is straightforwardly deduced, e.g. “some rational is human, no 
human is stone, therefore some rational is not stone”. The fifth: from a universal affirmation as the 
minor and a universal affirmation as the major, a particular affirmation is deduced by conversion, e.g. 
“all human is animal, all animal is substance, therefore some substance is human”. The sixth: from 
a universal affirmation as the minor and a universal negation as the major, a universal negation is 
deduced by conversion, e.g. “all human is animal, no animal is stone, therefore no stone is human”. 
The seventh: from a particular affirmation as the minor and a universal affirmation as the major, a 
particular affirmation is deduced by conversion, e.g. “some animal is human, all human is rational, 
therefore some rational is animal”. The eighth: from a universal negation as the minor and a universal 
affirmation as the major, a particular negation is deduced by conversion, e.g. “no stone is human, all 
human is rational, therefore some rational is not stone”. The ninth: from a universal negation as the 
minor and a particular affirmation as the major, a particular negation is deduced by conversion, e.g. 
“no stone is human, some human is rational, therefore some rational is not stone”. This is [the end of 
the section on] the first figure modes.

§13	 However, the first four are called non-demonstrables, perfect, and primary. “Non-
demonstrable” means that they do not need to be demonstrated with a proof. “Perfect” means that 
they are sufficient by themselves for their own justification.29 “Primary” means that they are also the 
sources and origins of the generation and procreation of the other [modes], and of [their] justification 
and demonstration. 

The other five are the demonstrables and stand in need of the primary [modes] for their own 
justification, since they derive their generation from them, the 5th being generated from the 1st, 
the 6th from the 2nd, and the 7th from the 3rd. The combination [of premises] remains the same while 
the conclusion is converted. The 8th and 9th are both generated from the 4th, albeit in different ways: 
the premises are converted while the conclusion remains the same, because it is a particular negation. 
As has been demonstrated, not all [deductions] convert. Those [that do so] may be readily known in 
brief via the table below:30

26	 Non-demonstrable” refers to those syllogisms that do not stand in need of external proof, their validity 
being self-evident. “Demonstrable” are those “imperfect” deductions that require others for their proof. Severus’s 
terminology relates closely to Aristotle’s ἀναπόδεικτος. See, for instance, Alex. Aphrod., In An. pr., pp. 6.26; 24.1-
10 Wallies. In much of his treatise Severus uses the term “non-demonstrables” as the preferred way of referring to 
the four perfect syllogisms in the first figure.

27	 In M, this section has been transposed into the form of a table. LC represent what must be the original layout 
in continuous prose.

28	 i.e. ὀρθῶς, which Severus contrasts with “by conversion” (ἀντιστροφῇ) in the fifth to ninth modes.
29	 I.e. πίστις in the sense used by Alex. Aphrod., In An. pr., pp. 43.6ff. and Arist., An. Pr. 68 b 8-14.
30	 M omits the following tables of §14, and instead refers the reader back to the previous list (§12) which, in M, 

is tabulated.
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§14
ܗܘܝܐ ܐܟܚܕܐ ܘܫܪܝܐ ܕܡܢܕܪܝܫ ܙܢܝ̈̈ܐ ܠܐ ܡܬܚܘܝܢܐ

ܕܙܢܝ̈̈ܐ ܡܬܚ̈̈ܘܝܢܐ ܕܝܠܗ ܕܐܣܟܡܐ ܕܐܣܟܡܐ ܩܕܡܝܐ
ܗ ܐ

ܟܠ ܒܪܢܫܐ ܚܝܘܬܐ ܟܠ ܒܪܢܫܐ ܚܝܘܬܐ
ܟܠ ܚܝܘܬܐ ܐܘܣܝܐ ܟܠ ܚܝܘܬܐ ܐܘܣܝܐ
ܚܕܐ ܐܘܣܝܐ ܒܪܢܫܐ ܟܠ ܒܪܢܫܐ ܐܘܣܝܐ

ܘ ܒ
ܟܠ ܒܪܢܫܐ ܚܝܘܬܐ ܟܠ ܒܪܢܫܐ ܚܝܘܬܐ

ܘܠܐ ܚܕܐ ܚܝܘܬܐ ܟܐܦܐ ܘܠܐ ܚܕܐ ܚܝܘܬܐ ܟܐܦܐ
ܘܠܐ ܚܕܐ ܟܐܦܐ ܒܪܢܫܐ ܘܠܐ ܚܕ ܒܪܢܫܐ ܟܐܦܐ

ܙ ܓ
ܚܕܐ ܚܝܘܬܐ ܒܪܢܫܐ ܚܕܐ ܚܝܘܬܐ ܒܪܢܫܐ

ܟܠ ܒܪܢܫܐ ܡܠܝܠܐ ܟܠ ܒܪܢܫܐ ܡܠܝܠܐ
ܚܕ ܡܠܝܠܐ ܚܝܘܬܐ ܚܕܐ ܚܝܘܬܐ ܡܠܝܠܬܐ

ܚ
ܘܠܐ ܚܕܐ ܟܐܦܐ ܒܪܢܫܐ

ܟܠ ܒܪܢܫܐ ܡܠܝܠܐ ܕ
ܚܕ ܡܠܝܠܐ ܠܝܬܘܗܝ ܟܐܦܐ ܚܕ ܡܠܝܠܐ ܒܪܢܫܐ

ܘܠܐ ܚܕ ܒܪܢܫܐ ܟܐܦܐ
ܛ ܚܕ ܡܠܝܠܐ ܠܝܬܘܗܝ ܟܐܦܐ

ܘܠܐ ܚܕܐ ܟܐܦܐ ܒܪܢܫܐ
ܚܕ ܒܪܢܫܐ ܡܠܝܠܐ

ܚܕ ܡܠܝܠܐ ܠܝܬܘܗܝ ܟܐܦܐ

ܕܝܗ̣̣ܒ  ܓܝܪ  ܗ̇̇ܘ  ܠܗܘܢ.  ܟܕ  ܠܗܘܢ  ܡܢܕܪܝܫ  ܡܫܬܪܝܢ  ܗ̇̇ܦܟܝܢ.  ܐܦ  ܗܟܢܐ  ܕܗܘ̣̣ܘ.  ܕܝܢ  ܐܝܟܢܐ   §15
ܢܬܠ܆  ܕܩܕܡܝܐ  ܠܟܘܢܫܐ  ܕܐܦ  ܐܢܢܩܐ  ܕܩܕܡܝܐ܆  ܥܡ  ܗ̣̣ܝ  ܟܕ  ܕܗ̣̣ܝ  ܡܛܠ  ܕܚܡܝܫܝܐ:  ܙܘܓܢܝܘܬܐ  ܠܫܘܝܘܬ 
ܕܝܢ  ܗܟܢܐ  ܕܚܡܝܫܝܐ.  ܟܘܢܫܐ  ܕܐܝܬܝܗ̇̇  ܗ̇̇ܝ  ܗ̇̇ܦܟ܇  ܕܠܗ̇̇  ܗ̇̇ܝ  ܠܡܢܬܝܬܐ  ܐܦ  ܟܠܦܪܘܣ  ܡܢ  ܗܕܐ܆  ܐܢܕܝܢ 
ܙܘܓܢܝܘܬܐ  ܠܫܘܝܘܬ  ܕܝܗܒ  ܬܘܒ  ܘܗ̇̇ܘ  ܬܠܝܬܝܐ.  ܗ̇̇ܘ  ܡܛܠ  ܘܫܒܝܥܝܐ  ܬܪܝܢܐ  ܗ̇̇ܘ  ܡܛܠ  ܘܫܬܝܬܝܐ 
ܠܬܡܝܢܝܐ  ܕܪܒܝܥܝܐ  ܗ̇̇ܝ  ܓܝܪ   ܗ̇̇ܦܟܐ  ܢܬܠ.  ܕܪܒܝܥܝܐ  ܠܟܘܢܫܐ  ܕܐܦ  ܐܢܢܩܐ  ܘܕܬܫܝܥܝܐ܆  ܕܬܡܝܢܝܐ 
ܗܕܐ  ܕܝܢ  ܟܕ  ܕܬܚܘܡ̈̈ܐ.  ܚܘܠܦܐ  ܠܦܘܬ  ܠܩܕܡܝܬܐ܆  ܕܝܢ  ܬܪܝܢܝܬܐ  ܠܬܪܝܢܝܬܐ܆  ܡ̇̇ܢ  ܩܕܡܝܬܐ  ܘܠܬܫܝܥܝܐ. 

ܢܬܝܗܒ.  ܐܟܚܕܐ  ܟܘܢܫܐ܆  ܕܐܦ  ܐܢܢܩܐ  ܡܬܝܗܒܐ܆ 
ܫܪܝܐ  ܘܡܛܠ  ܕܝܢ  ⸃ܐܟܚܕܐ  ܩܕܡܝܐ܆  ܕܒܐܣܟܡܐ  ܗ̇̇ܢܘܢ  ܬܫܥܐ:  ܕܙܢܝ̈̈ܐ  ܪܘܟܒܐ  ܡܛܠ  ܡ̇̇ܢ  ܘܗܠܝܢ 
ܡܬܩܪܝܢ.⸂ ܡܬܚ̈̈ܘܝܢܐ  ܠܐ  ܕܐܦ  ܗܢ̇̇ܘܢ  ܩܕܡܝܐ܇  ܐܪܒܥܐ  ܗ̇̇ܢܘܢ  ܕܠܘܬ  ܐܚܪ̈ܢܐ܆  ܡܢܗܘܢ  ܚܡܫܐ  ܕܗܢܘܢ 

ܐܝܬܝܗܘܢ  ܬܪܝܢܐ  ܕܐܣܟܡܐ  ܕܝܢ  ܙܢ̈̈ܝܐ  ܬܪܝܢܐ.⸂  ܗ̇̇ܘ  ܕܒܐܣܟܡܐ  ܗ̇̇ܢܘܢ  ܙܢ̈̈ܝܐ  ܘܠܘܬ  ܕܝܢ  ⸃ܢܐܬܐ   §16
ܐܪܒܥܐ. ܩܕܡܝܐ ܡ̇̇ܢ܆ ܡܢ ܟܘܠܢܝܬܐ ܩܐܛܐܦܐܣܝܣ ܙܥܘܪܬܐ: ܘܟܘܠܢܝܬܐ ܐܦܘܦܐܣܝܣ ܪܒܬܐ܆ ܐܦܘܦܐܣܝܣ 
ܐܪܐ  ܒܪܢܫܐ  ܚܕ  ܘܠܐ  ܚܝܘܬܐ.  ܟܐܦܐ  ܚܕܐ  ܘܠܐ  ܚܝܘܬܐ.  ܒܪܢܫܐ  ܟܠ  ܐܝܟܢ.  ܕܐܝܟ  ܡܬܟܢܫܐ.  ܟܘܠܢܝܬܐ 
ܕܝܢ܆ ܡܢ ܟܘܠܢܝܬܐ ܐܦܘܦܐܣܝܣ ܙܥܘܪܬܐ: ܘܟܘܠܢܝܬܐ ܩܐܛܐܦܐܣܝܣ ܪܒܬܐ܆ ܐܦܘܦܐܣܝܣ  ܟܐܦܐ. ܬܪܝܢܐ 
ܐܪܐ  ܟܐܦܐ  ܚܕܐ  ܘܠܐ  ܚܝܘܬܐ.  ܒܪܢܫܐ  ܟܠ  ܚܝܘܬܐ.  ܟܐܦܐ  ܚܕܐ  ܘܠܐ  ܐܝܟܢ.  ܕܐܝܟ  ܡܬܟܢܫܐ.  ܟܘܠܢܝܬܐ 
ܒܪܢܫܐ. ܬܠܝܬܝܐ ܕܝܢ܆ ܡܢ ܡܢܬܝܬܐ ܩܐܛܐܦܐܣܝܣ ܙܥܘܪܬܐ: ܘܟܘܠܢܝܬܐ ܐܦܘܦܐܣܝܣ ܪܒܬܐ. ܐܦܘܦܐܣܝܣ 
ܠܝܬܘܗܝ  ܐܪܐ  ܡܠܝܠܐ  ܚܕ  ܒܪܢܫܐ.  ܟܐܦܐ  ܚܕܐ  ܘܠܐ  ܒܪܢܫܐ.  ܡܠܝܠܐ  ܚܕ  ܐܝܟܢ.  ܕܐܝܟ  ܡܬܟܢܫܐ.  ܡܢܬܝܬܐ 
ܟܐܦܐ: ܪܒܝܥܝܐ ܕܝܢ܆ ܡܢ ܡܢܬܝܬܐ ܐܦܘܦܐܣܝܣ ܙܥܘܪܬܐ: ܘܟܘܠܢܝܬܐ ܩܐܛܐܦܐܣܝܣ ܪܒܬܐ܆ ܐܦܘܦܐܣܝܣ 
ܐܪܐ  ܟܐܦܐ  ܚܕܐ  ܚܝܘܬܐ.  ܒܪܢܫܐ  ܟܠ  ܚܝܘܬܐ.  ܠܝܬܝܗ̇̇  ܟܐܦܐ  ܚܕܐ  ܐܝܟܢ.  ܕܐܝܟ  ܡܬܟܢܫܐ.  ܡܢܬܝܬܐ 

ܙܢܝ̈̈ܐ ܕܐܣܟܡܐ ܬܪܝܢܐ. ܒܪܢܫܐ.܀. ܗܠܝܢ ܐܝܬܝܗܘܢ ܟܠܗܘܢ  ܠܝܬܝܗ̇̇ 
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1  tabulam om. M  ||  2  ܕܝܠܗ om. L  ||  24  ܘܐܝܟܢܐ ]  ܐܝܟܢܐ C ܐܝܟ M  |  ܗ̇̇ܦܟܝܢ om. M  |  ܒܪ ܒܣܬܪܐܝܬ ]  ܡܢܕܪܝܫ M  | 
 |  L ܐܢ ]  ܐܢܕܝܢ  M  || 26 ܐܦ ܠܣܘܡܦܪܝܙܡܐ ܕܩܕܡܝܐ ܢܐܓܙܪ ]  ܐܢܢܩܐ … ܢܬܠ  |  L ܙܘܓܢܝܘܬܐ  M  ||  25  ܕܐܓܙܪ ] ܕܝܗ̣̣ܒ
M  |  2 ܠܗܘ̇̇ ܡܐ ]  ܠܡܢܬܝܬܐ ܗ̇̇ܝ ܕܠܗ̇̇  |  om. M ܡܢ ܟܠܦܪܘܣ  |  om. M ܗ̇̇ܘom. M  |  2 ܗ̇̇ܘL  ||  27  1 ܟܢܘܫܐ  |  om. M ܗ̇̇ܝ
 |  om. M ܓܝܪ ܗ̇̇ܝ  |  M ܢܐܓܙܪ ]  ܢܬܠ  |  LM ܠܪܒܝܥܝܐ ]  ܠܟܘܢܫܐ ܕܪܒܝܥܝܐ  |  M ܐܦ ]  ܐܢܢܩܐ ܕܐܦ  M  ||  28 ܕܐܓܙܪ  ]  ܕܝܗܒ
 [ ܡܛܠ...ܩܕܡܝܐ  M  || 31 ܐܦ ܣܘܡܦܪܝܙܡܐ ܢܬܬܓܙܪ  ]  ܐܢܢܩܐ...ܢܬܝܗܒ  |  M ܡܬܬܓܙܪܐ ] ܡܬܝܗܒܐ  L  ||  30 ܐܝܟ ܗ̇̇ܝ ܕܪܒܝܥܝܐ
ܩܕܡܝܐ ܙܢ̈̈ܝܐ ܕܐܣܟܝܡܐ  ܚܝܘܬܐ  M  ||  35 ܡܛܠ  ܚܕܐ ܟܐܦܐ  ܘܠܐ    [ ܚܝܘܬܐ ܟܐܦܐ  ܚܕܐ   ||  om. L ܒܪܢܫܐ  |  LM ܠܐ 
.M ܚܝܘܬܐ ]  ܒܪܢܫܐ  L  ||  42 ܒܪܢܫܐ ܡܠܝܠܐ  ]  ܡܠܝܠܐ ܒܪܢܫܐ  39

M90b

C102a

C102b

L51c

C103a
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§1431

Non-demonstrable modes of the 1st figure Both generation and analysis of 
the demonstrable modes of that [1st] figure

1 5
all human is animal all human is animal
all animal is substance all animal is substance
all human is substance some substance is human
2 6
all human is animal all human is animal
no animal is stone no animal is stone
no human is stone no stone is human
3 7
some animal is human some animal is human
all human is rational all human is rational
some animal is rational some rational is animal

8
no stone is human

4 all human is rational
some rational is human	 some rational is not stone
no human is stone 9
some rational is not stone no stone is human

some human is rational
some rational is not stone

§15	 Now [these modes] may also be analysed back again into those same ones from which they 
were generated. Producing the [premise] combination of the fifth [mode], because it is identical to the 
first, will necessarily also produce the conclusion of the first, given that this [latter] by all accounts 
converts into its corresponding particular [premise], which is the conclusion of the fifth. The sixth does 
likewise on account of the second, and the seventh on account of the third. Moreover, producing the 
combinations of the eighth and ninth modes will necessarily also produce the conclusion of the fourth 
[mode], for the [combination of premises] of the fourth converts into the eighth and the ninth, with the 
first [premise] becoming the second and the second the first, by way of an exchange of terms. Whenever 
this [combination] is produced, the conclusion is also necessarily produced as well. 

This is [the end of the section] about the composition of the nine modes that belong to the first 
figure; and also about the analysis of those five latter ones, which depend upon the first four, the ones 
called the non-demonstrables.

§16	 We are come now to the second figure modes. There are four second figure modes.32 The first: from 
a universal affirmation as the minor and a universal negation as the major, a universal negation is deduced, e.g. 
“all human is animal, no stone is animal, therefore no human is stone”. The second: from a universal negation 
as the minor and a universal affirmation as the major, a universal negation is deduced, e.g. “no stone is animal, 
all human is animal, therefore no stone is human”. The third: from a particular affirmation as the minor and 
a universal negation as the major, a particular negation is deduced, e.g. “some rational is human, no stone 
is human, therefore some rational is not stone”. The fourth: from a particular negation as the minor and a 
universal affirmation as the major, a particular negation is deduced, e.g. “some stone is not animal, all human is 
animal, therefore some stone is not human”. This is [the end of the section about] all the second figure modes.

31	 In C, the two columns and the nine first figure modes are correctly set out and linked to each other to show 
the patterns of reduction of modes 5-9 to modes 1-4. In L, the column headings are given, but the nine modes 
have been set out incorrectly and with no relationships shown. It seems most likely that the copyist of L did not 
understand what was intended in his exemplar. For the sake of clarity and likely faithfulness to Severus, this edition 
follows C for this table.

32	 M lays out the rest of this section in the form of a table. 
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ܪܒܝܥܝܐ  ܡܢ  ܕܝܢ  ܬܠܝܬܝܐ  ܗܘ̇̇ܝܢ.  ܕܩܕܡܝܐ  ܬܪܝܢܐ  ܡܢ  ܘܬܪܝܢܐ܆  ܩܕܡܝܐ  ܡ̇̇ܢ  ܙܢܐ  ܐܠܐ   §17
ܡܘܠܕܐ܆  ܬܪܝܢܐ  ܐܣܟܡܐ  ܡܬܚ̈̈ܘܝܢܐ܆  ܕܒܠܐ  ܟܘܠܢܝܬܐ  ܕܐܦܘܦܐܣܝܣ  ܓܝܪ  ܬܬܗܦܟ  ܟܕ  ܕܩܕܡܝܐ. 
ܬܬܛܟܣ:  ܘܬܪܝܢܝܬܐ  ܬܬܗܦܟ:  ܡܬܚܘܝܢܐ   ܠܐ  ܕܬܪܝܢܐ  ܟܘܠܢܝܬܐ  ܕܐܦܘܦܐܣܝܣ  ܡ̇̇ܢ  ܐܢܗ̣̣ܘ  ܐܠܐ 
ܡܬܚܘܝܢܐ  ܠܐ  ܕܪܒܝܥܝܐ  ܗ̇̇ܝ  ܐܢܕܝܢ  ܕܬܪܝܢܐ.܀.  ܠܬܪܝܢܐ  ܩܕܡܝܬܐ  ܐܢܕܝܢ  ܡܘܠܕܐ܆  ܕܬܪܝܢܐ  ܠܩܕܡܝܐ 
ܪܘܫܡܐ  ܡܢ  ܕܩܦܣܝ̈̈ܩܬܐ  ܘܐܝܟ  ܢܗܝܪܐܝܬ  ܗܠܝܢ  ܕܝܢ  ܡܘܠܕܐ܆ܡܬܝܕ̈̈ܥܢ  ܕܬܪܝܢܐ  ܠܬܠܝܬܝܐ  ܬܬܗܦܟ: 

ܠܬܚܬ܀ ܕܡܢ  ܗܢܐ 

 §18
ܗ̇̇ܘܝܐ ܐܟܚܕܐ ܘܫܪܝܐ ܕܡܢܕܪܝܫ ܕܙ̈̈ܢܝܐ  ܙܢܝ̈̈ܐ ܠܐ ܡܬܚܘܝ̈̈ܢܐ

ܡܬܘ̈̈ܚܝܢܐ ܕܐܣܟܡܐ ܬܪܝܢܐ ܕܐܣܟܡܐ ܩܕܡܝܐ
ܐ

ܟܠ ܒܪܢܫܐ ܟܐܦܐ
ܘܠܐ ܚܕܐ ܟܐܦܐ ܚܝܘܬܐ ܒ

ܘܠܐ ܚܕ ܒܪܢܫܐ ܟܐܦܐ ܟܠ ܒܪܢܫܐ ܚܝܘܬܐ
ܘܠܐ ܚܕܐ ܚܝܘܬܐ ܟܐܦܐ

ܒ ܘܠܐ ܚܕ ܒܪܢܫܐ ܟܐܦܐ
ܘܠܐ ܚܕܐ ܟܐܦܐ ܚܝܘܬܐ

ܟܠ ܒܪܢܫܐ ܚܝܘܬܐ
ܠܐ ܚܕܐ ܟܐܦܐ ܒܪܢܫܐ

ܓ ܕ
ܚܕ ܡܠܝܠܐ ܒܪܢܫܐ ܚܕ ܡܠܝܠܐ ܒܪܢܫܐ

ܘܠܐ ܚܕܐ ܟܐܦܐ ܒܪܢܫܐ ܘܠܐ ܚܕ ܒܪܢܫܐ ܟܐܦܐ
ܚܕ ܡܠܝܠܐ ܠܝܬܘܗܝ ܟܐܦܐ ܚܕ ܡܠܝܠܐ ܠܝܬܘܗܝ ܟܐܦܐ

19§ ܐܝܟܢܐ ܕܝܢ ܕܗܘ̣̣ܘ܆ ܗܟܢܐ ܐܦ ܗܦܟܝܢ ܡܫܬܪܝܢ ܡܢܕܪܝܫ ܠܘܗܢ ܟܕ ܠܘܗܢ܇ ܕܐܝܟ ܐܝܟܢ. ܐܢ ܓܝܪ 
ܠܩܕܡܝܐ  ܐܢܬ  ܡܫܟܚ  ܕܬܚ̈̈ܘܡܐ܆  ܕܒܚܘܠܦܐ  ܐܝܟ  ܬܗܦܘܟ  ܕܬܪܝܢܐ  ܕܒ̈̈ܙܢܝܐ  ܟܘܠܢܝܬܐ  ܕܠܐܦܘܦܐܣܝܣ 
ܩܕܡܝܐ  ܐܠܐ  ܡܫܬܪܐ.  ܕܩܕܡܝܐ  ܕܠܪܒܝܥܝܐ  ܕܝܢ܆  ܠܬܠܝܬܝܐ  ܡܫܬܪܝܢ.  ܕܩܕܡܝܐ  ܕܠܬܪܝܢܐ  ܘܠܬܪܝܢܐ܆  ܡ̇̇ܢ 
ܐܦ  ܡܬܗܦܟ:  ܐܟܚܕܐ  ܟܕ  ܕܝܢ܆  ܬܪܝܢܐ  ܕܝܠܘܗܢ.  ܣܘܢܘܦܪܝܗܙܡܐ  ܡܬܗܦܟ  ܣܟ  ܠܐ  ܟܕ  ܘܬܠܝܬܝܐ܆  ܡ̇̇ܢ 

ܡܫܬܪܐ܀ ܕܝܠܗ  ܣܘܢܘܦܪܝܗܙܡܐ 

5

10

15

20

25

ܕܩܕܡܝܐ  1  [ ܩܕܡܝܐ  ܡ̇̇ܢ  C  ||  2 ܕܐܣܟܡܐ  ܟܘܠܢܝܬܐ  |  C ܕܐܦܘܦܐܣܝܣ  ܕܐܦܘܦܐܣܝܣ    [  ||  M ܕܟܠܢܝܬܐ 
om. C  |  2 ܡܘܠܕܐ  |  C ܠܩܕܡܝܬܐ  C  ||  4 ܬܛܟܣ  |  L ܠܐ ܬܬܗܦܟ  |  L ܠܐ ܡܬܚ̈̈ܘܝܢܐ  |  L ܬܪܝܢܐ  ]  ܕܬܪܝܢܐ  3  |   M ܟܕ ܕܝܢ   ]  ܐܢܕܝܢ
 || M  ||  7  tabulam om. M  ܡܢ ܪܘܫܡܐ ܕܠܥܠ C  ܡܢ ܪ̈ܘܫܡܐ ܕܝܢ ܕܡܢ ܠܬܚܬ  om. L  ||  5-6 ܡܘܠܕܐ  om. L  ||  5 ܠܐ ܡܬܚܘܝܢܐ
ܟܕ ܠܗܘܢ M (sic passim)  |  post ܒܪ ܒܣܬܪܐܝܬ ] ܡܢܕܪܝܫ  |  om. M ܗܦܟܝܢ  |  M ܐܝܟ ]  ܐܝܟܢܐ  22  add. L ܠܗܘܢ 
 |  L  ܒܣܘܢܦܗܪܣܡܐ om. M ܠܐ ܣܟ M  ||  25  ܡܫܟܚܬ  M  ||  23 ܐܢܗܘ ]  ܐܢ  |  (cf. §16) ܠܫܘܝܘܬ ܙܘܓܢܝܘܬܐ ܕܚܡܝܫܝܐ
.L om. M ܐܝܟ ܚܕܐ ]  ܐܟܚܕܐ

M91b
C104a
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§17	 While the first and second modes are generated from the second [mode] of the first [figure], 
the third is generated from the fourth [mode] of the first [figure]. For when a universal negation that 
is in a non-demonstrable [deduction] is converted, it generates the second figure.33 If the universal 
negation in the second non-demonstrable [mode of the first figure] is converted, and is placed in second 
[position], then it generates the first [mode] of the second [figure]; but if [it is placed] in first [position], 
[then it produces] the second [mode] of the second [figure]; and if [the universal negation] of the fourth 
non-demonstrable [mode of the first figure] is converted, then it generates the third [mode] of the 
second [figure].34 However, this will be understood clearly in summary from this table below.35

§18
Non-demonstrable modes 

of the 1st figure
Both generation and analysis of the 
demonstrable modes of the 2nd figure

1
all human is stone

2 no stone is animal
all human is animal no human is stone
no animal is stone
no human is stone 2

no stone is animal
all human is animal
no stone is human

4 3
some rational is human some rational is human
no human is stone no stone is human
some rational is not stone some rational is not stone

§19	 Now these [second figure modes] may also be analysed back again into those [first figure 
modes] from which they were generated. For example, if the universal negation in the modes of the 
second [figure] is converted by an exchange of terms, then you would find the first and the second 
[modes in that second figure] being analysed into the second [mode] of the first [figure], whereas the 
third [mode of the second figure] is analysed into the fourth [mode] of the first [figure].36 However, 
in the first and third [modes of the second figure] their conclusions are not converted at all, whereas 
when the second [mode] is converted, its conclusion is also analysed.

33	 In other notation, the EAE form of Celarent (first figure, second mode) produces also the EAE and AEE 
forms (Cesare and Camestres) in the second figure, while the first figure EIO form (Ferio) produces also EIO in the 
second figure (Festino).

34	 1) if the major premise (E) of Celarent is converted and placed in second position (i.e. as the major premise, 
the way Severus arranges his deductions with the minor in first place), then the result is a Cesare deduction; 2) if the 
major premise (E) of Celarent is converted and placed in first position (i.e. as the minor premise), then the result is 
a Camestres deduction; 3) if the major premise (E) of Ferio is converted and placed in second position (i.e. as the 
major premise), then the result is a Festino deduction.

35	 M has already tabulated the second figure (§17) together with the relationships to the first figure marked with 
lines connecting the related modes. The following table (§18) is therefore omitted in M.

36	 ἀντιστροφὴ δὲ ὅρων or ἐναλλαγὴ τῶν ὅρων (e.g. Alex. Aphrod., In An. pr., p. 29.23 Wallies) refers to a conver-
sion only of the terms within a single premise. If the terms of the universal negation (E) that is the major premise of 
a Cesare syllogism are interchanged, a new E premise is formed, and the resulting syllogism is a Celarent (1st figure, 
2nd mode). Camestres is reduced to Celarent in the same way, and Festino to Ferio.
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ܡܫܬܪܐ  ܗ̇̇ܦܟ  ܡܢܕܪܝܫ  ܘܠܐ  ܩܕܡܘܗܝ܆  ܕܡܢ  ܡ̇̇ܢ  ܗܢ̇̇ܘܢ  ܠܦܘܬ  ܬܪܝܢܐ܆  ܕܐܣܟܡܐ  ܪܒܝܥܝܐ  ܕܝܢ  ܙܢܐ   §20
ܕܟܠ  ܗ̇̇ܝ  ܠܗ̇̇܆  ܗ̇̇ܘܐ ܐܘܟܝܬ ܡܬܝܠܕ. ܐܦܘܦܣܝܣ ܓܝܪ ܡܢܬܝܬܐ ܐܝܬ  ܘܡܬܚܘܐ܆ ܘܐܦ ܠܐ ܬܘܒ ܡܗܘܐ 
ܦܪ̈ܘܛܣܝܣ  ܕܝܢ  ܬܪ̈ܬܝܢ  ܡܢ  ܗ̇̇ܦܟܐ.  ܡܢܬܝܬܐ  ܠܩܐܛܐܦܐܣܝܣ  ܟܘܠܢܝܬܐ  ܘܩܐܛܦܐܣܝܣ  ܗ̇̇ܦܟܐ.  ܠܐ  ܟܠܗ 
ܒܝܕ  ܡܢܕܪܝܫ  ܒܪܡ  ܕܝܢ  ܡܫܬܪܐ  ܗ̇̇ܦܟ  ܣܘܠܘܓܝܣܡܘܣ.  ܗܘܐ  ܠܐ  ܐܡܝܪܐ܆⸂  ܕܩܕܝܡܐ  ⸃ܐܝܟܢܐ  ܡܢܬܝ̈̈ܬܐ 

ܡܬܚܘܝܢܐ.  ܠܐ  ܩܕܡܝܐ  ܙܢܐ  ܒܝܕ  ܘܡܬܚܘܐ܆  ܡܬܡܨܝܢܘܬܐ  ܠܐ 
ܐܢܐ  ܐܡ̇̇ܪ  ܒܪܢܫܐ.  ܠܝܬܝܗ̇̇  ܟܐܦܐ  ܕܚܕܐ  ܕܬܪܝܢܐ܆  ܪܒܝܥܝܐ  ܒܝܕ  ܠܡܚܘܝܘ  ܬܬܣܝܡ  ܐܝܟܢ.  ܕܐܝܟ 
ܐܪܐ  ܟܐܦܐ  ܚܕܐ  ܚܝܘܬܐ.  ܒܪܢܫܐ  ܟܠ  ܚܝܘܬܐ.  ܠܝܬܝܗ̇̇  ܟܐܦܐ  ܚܕܐ  ܠܥܠ.  ܡܢ  ܕܟܬܝܒ  ܐܝܟ  ܗܟܝܠ 
ܠܐ  ܕܩܕܝܡܐ  ܩܕܡܝܬܐ  ܕܐܝܬܝܗ̇̇  ܕܠܩܘܒܠܐ:  ܗ̇̇ܝ  ܡܨܝܐ  ܐܢ  ܬܗܘܐ  ܫܪܝܪܐ  ܠܐ  ܐܢܓܝܪ  ܒܪܢܫܐ.  ܠܝܬܝܗ̇̇ 
ܗ̇̇ܝ  ܕܝܢ܆ ܐܦ ܕܟܠ ܒܪܢܫܐ ܚܝܘܬܐ. ܘܡܬܟܢܫܐ܆  ܡܬܚܘܝܢܐ ܕܐܡ̇̇ܪܐ܇ ܟܠ ܟܐܦܐ ܒܪܢܫܐ. ܐܬܬܣܝܡܬ݀݀ ܗܘ݀݀ܬ 
ܕܕܠܐ ܐܬܪܐ  ܗ̇̇ܝ  ܚܝܘܬܐ.  ܟܠ ܟܐܦܐ ܐܪܐ  ܕܐܡ̇̇ܪܐ܇  ܕܩܕܡܝܐ ܠܐ ܡܬܚܘܝܢܐ  ܟܘܢܫܐ  ܕܐܝܬܝܗ̇̇  ܕܓܠܬܐ 
ܗ̇̇ܝ  ܚܝܘܬܐ.  ܠܝܬܝܗ̇̇  ܟܐܦܐ  ܕܚܕܐ  ܓܝܪ܆  ܗܘ̣̣ܬ  ܐܬܬܣܝܡܬ݀݀  ܡܬܡܨܝܢܝܬܐ.  ܘܠܐ  ܫܟܝܪܬܐ  ܕܝܢ  ܗܢ̣̣ܘ  ܗ̣̣ܝ. 
ܐܠܐ  ܠܢ܆  ܣܝܡ  ܕܥܠܝܗ̇̇  ܡܪܟܒܬܐ  ܣܘܙܘܓܝܐ  ܡܢ  ܡܬܟܢܫ܆  ܟܘܠܢܝܐ  ܩܛܐܦܛܝܩܝܐ  ܐܪܐ  ܠܐ  ܫܪܝܪܐ.  ܕܐܦ 
ܪܘܫܡܐ  ܡܢ  ܕܡܨܝܐ܆  ܐܝܟ  ܢܗܝܪܐܝܬ  ܗܕܐ  ܕܝܢ  ܡܬܝܕܥܐ  ܡܬܟܢܫ܆  ܢܗ̇̇ܘܐ  ܡܢܬܝܐ  ܐܪܐ  ܐܦܘܦܛܝܩܝܐ 

ܠܬܚܬ.܀ ܕܡܢ 

ܙܢܐ ܠܐ ܡܬܚܘܝܢܐ                              ܗ̇̇ܘܝܐ ܕܙܢܐ ܡܬܚܘܝܢܐ ܕܐܣܟܡܐ ܬܪܝܢܐ
ܕܐܣܟܡܐ ܩܕܡܝܐ                              ܕܒܝܕ ܡܘܒܠܢܘܬܐ ܕܨܝܕ ܠܐ ܡܬܡܨܝܢܝܬܐ 

ܟܠ ܟܐܦܐ ܒܪܢܫܐ                               ܚܕܐ ܟܐܦܐ ܠܝܬܝܗ̇̇ ܚܝܘܬܐ                                                      
ܟܠ ܒܪܢܫܐ ܚܝܘܬܐ                              ܟܠ ܒܪܢܫܐ ܚܝܘܬܐ

ܟܠ ܟܐܦܐ ܚܝܘܬܐ                             ܚܕܐ ܟܐܦܐ ܠܝܬܝܗ̇̇ ܒܪܢܫܐ

21§ ܒܗ ܕܝܢ ܟܕ ܒܗ ܒܣܘܟܠܐ: ܘܐܦ ܡܢ ܠܐ ܡܬܚ̈̈ܘܝܢܝܐ ܕܫܪܟܐ. ܐܦ ܗܢ̇̇ܘܢ ܕܫܪܟܐ ܕܐܣܟܡܐ ܬܪܝܢܐ 
ܕܝܠܗܘܢ.  ܕܝܢ  ܠܣܘܢܘܦܪܗܙܡܐ  ܡܬܚ̈̈ܘܝܢܐ.  ܠܐ  ܩܕܡܝܬ  ܡܛܟܣܝܢ  ܡܩܕܡܝܢ  ܓܝܪ  ܢܗܘܐ  ܠܡܗ̇̇ܘܐ.  ܡܟܢܝܢ 
ܕܝܢ  ܗܕܐ  ܬܚܝܬ  ܕܠܩܘܒܠܝܬܐ.  ܦܪܘܛܣܝܣ  ܐܢܛܝܦܛܝܩܐܝܬ:  ܡܬܬܣܝܡܐ  ܬܗܘܐ  ܠܟܘܢܫܐ.⸂  ܕܝܢ  ⸃ܗܢ̣̣ܘ 
ܕܠܐ  ܕܩܕܡܝܬܐ  ܕܠܩܘܒܠܐ  ܕܐܝܬܘܗܝ  ܗ̇̇ܘ  ܢܗ̇̇ܘܐ܆  ܕܗܠܝܢ  ܕܝܢ  ܣܘܢܘܦܪܙܡܐ  ܡܬܚ̈̈ܘܝܢܝܐ.  ܕܠܐ  ܬܪܝܢܝܬܐ 

. ܝܢܝܐ ܚ̈̈ܘ ܡܬ
ܗ̇̇ܘ  ܕܝܢ܆  ܬܪܝܢܐ  ܠܘܩܒܠ  ܢܬܛܟܣ.  ܕܬܪܝܢܐ  ܪܒܝܥܝܐ  ܗ̇̇ܘ   aܡܬܚܘܝܢܝܐ܆ ܠܐ  ܩܕܡܝܐ  ܡ̇̇ܢ  ܙܢܐ  ܠܘܩܒܠ  aܟܕ 

ܒܝܕ  ܗܕܐ܆  ܕܝܢ  ܡܬܝܕܥܐ  ܩܕܡܝܐ.  ܗ̇̇ܘ  ܕܝܢ܆  ܪܒܝܥܝܐ  ܠܘܩܒܠ  ܬܪܝܢܐ.  ܗ̇̇ܘ  ܕܝܢ܆  ܬܠܝܬܝܐ  ܠܘܩܒܠ  ܬܠܝܬܝܐ. 
ܠܬܚܬ. ܕܡܢ  ܗܢܐ  ܪܘܫܡܐ 
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 ||  M ܘܡܢ ܬܪ̈ܬܝܢ ]  ܡܢ ܬܪ̈ܬܝܢ ܕܝܢ  |  om. M ܘ ] ܘܩܐܛܦܐܣܝܣ  M  ||  3 ܐܦܠܐ ܗܘ̇̇ܐ  ] ܐܦ...ܡܬܝܠܕ  om. M  ||  2  ܗ̇̇ܦܟ  1
 ||  M ܕܪܫܝܡ ]  ܐܡ̇̇ܪ  |  om. L ܠܡܚܘܝܘ  L  ||  6 ܘܠܐ ]  ܠܐom. M  ||  5  2 ܗ̇̇ܦܟ  |  L ܠܐ ܠܐ ܘܗܐ ܓܝܪ ]  ܠܐ ܘܗܐ  4
 [ ܢ̣̣ܗܘ ܕܝܢ ܫܟܝܪܬܐ ܘܠܐ ܡܬܡܨܝܢܝܬܐ  om. M.  ||  11 ܕܓܠܬܐ  om. L.  ||  10 ܟܠ ܒܪܢܫܐ ܚܝܘܬܐ  |  M ܒܪܢܫܐ ] ܚܝܘܬܐ  7
ܡܬܡܨܝܢܘܬܐ ܠܬܚܬ  om. C  ||  14 ܗܕܐ  om. M.  ||  13 ܐܠܐ  |  M ܣܝܡܐ  M  || 12 ܘܕܠܐ   [ ܣܝܡ   ||  C ܠܬܚܬ 
 |  C  ܡܬܛܟܣܝܢ  |  om. M  ܡܩܕܡܝܢ |  M ܢܗܘܘܢ  ] ܢܗܘܐ    om. M  ||  21 ܐܦ  |  L ܒܐܣܟܡܐ ] ܒܣܘܟܠܐ  C  ||  20 ܒܪܢܫܐ ]  ܚܝܘܬܐ  17
 [ ܕܗܠܝܢ ܢܗ̇̇ܘܐ  | M ܬܪܝܢܐ  M ||  23  ܕܝܢ ܗܕܐ  | LM  ܦܪ̈ܘܛܣܝܣ  om. L  ||  22  ܕܝܢ  |  M  ܩܕܡܝܐ L ܩܕܡܐܝܬ  ] ܩܕܡܝܬ
 |  om. M ܗ̇̇ܘM  |  1 ܩܕܡܝܐ ܡ̇̇ܢ ]  ܙܢܐ ܡ̇̇ܢ ܩܕܡܝܐ   | .LM  ||  25 a-a om. L per homoe ܠܩܕܡܝܬܐ  |  M  ܕܝܠܗܘܢ ܕܗܠܝܢ
 |  M ܒܪܘܫܡܐ  C  ||  27 ܗܘܕܐ  |  om. M ܗ̇̇ܘom. M  |    2 ܗ̇̇ܘom. M  ||  26  1 ܗ̇̇ܘM  |  2 ܡܬܛܟܣ C ܢܗܘܐ ܡܛܟܣ ]  ܢܬܛܟܣ
.om. M ܗܢܐ

M92a
C104b
L52a

C105a

M92b

ܛܝܦܐ
ܐܢ

ܩܐܝܬ
ܛܝ ܐܢܛܝܦܐ

ܛܝܩܐܝܬ
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§20	 The fourth mode of the second figure does not analyse back into the prior [modes] and [so] 
proved, neither does get generated or “born” [in that way], for it contains a particular negation, which 
can never convert, and a universal affirmation, [which] converts into a particular affirmation; and no 
deduction can arise from a pair of particular premises, as has been stated earlier. But it does analyse back 
again per impossible and is [so] proved by way of the first non-demonstrable mode. 

For example, suppose we want to prove, by way of the fourth [mode] of the second [figure], that 
some stone is not human, I mean as it was written above: “some stone is not animal, all human is 
animal, therefore some stone is not human”. Given that the opposite [of this latter conclusion] cannot 
possibly be true, because of the first [mode] of the first non-demonstrable [figure], which would state 
“all stone is human”, and that it has also been supposed [as per the second premise above] that “all 
human is animal”, then a false [proposition] is deduced, viz. the conclusion of a first non-demonstrable, 
that “therefore all stone is animal”. This is paradoxical, i.e. both absurd and impossible, for it was 
supposed that “some stone is not animal” – which is true.37 Therefore, a universal affirmative is not 
deduced from the combination that we supposed; what is deduced rather is a particular negation. This 
is all made as clear as possible in the table below:38

Non-demonstrable mode                                      Generation of a demonstrable mode of the 2nd

of the 1st figure                                                figure by means of reduction per impossible
1					              4
all stone is human                                           some stone is not animal
all human is animal                                         all human is animal
all stone is animal                                            some stone is not human

§21	 The rest of the second figure is also generated naturally out of the other non-demonstrable 
[modes] in exactly the same pattern. Let the non-demonstrables be set out first, and then over against 
the conclusion let the opposing premise be laid out [with the word] “contradictorily”.39 Beneath the 
second of the non-demonstrables… The conclusion of this will be that which is next to the first of the 
non-demonstrables…40 

Next to the first non-demonstrable mode should be arranged the fourth [mode] of the second [figure]; 
next to the second [non-demonstrable] should be the third [of the second figure]; next to the third should 
be the second; next to the fourth should be the first. This is made clear by means of this table below.41

37	 M omits the words “which is true” (as well as the word “false” in the preceding sentence) – appositely, 
because it is not the truth value of the propositions that is at stake, but the validity of the forms. The reverse of the 
conclusion of the fourth mode cannot be true together with its own minor premise – so if the minor premise is true, 
then the conclusion must be true. Severus has correctly explained the per impossibile proof for the fourth mode of 
the second figure. The words “which is true” might be a scribal gloss, or may go back to Severus himself – both 
al-Fārābī (e.g. Syllogism [above, n. 14], ch.15) and Ibn Sīnā sometimes make include irrelevant remarks about an 
assumption being true when they are explaining reductio ad absurdum proofs (W. Hodges, p.c.).

38	 Severus now lays out a rather neat way of schematising the reductio per impossibile of the Baroco deduction 
(second figure, fourth mode). He always sets out the minor premise first and then the major; so by placing a Baroco 
deduction alongside and aligned against a Barbara deduction (first figure, first mode), then it will be visible that the 
conclusion of each deduction will equate to the converse of the first premise of the other. Of course, the diagram in 
itself does not demonstrate the proof of the reductio per impossibile, but it does demonstrate the symmetry of it.

39	 In the table below, this word ἀντιφαστικῶς links these pairs of contradictory premises.
40	 The text seems to be corrupt and something may be missing.
41	 These four tables follow the pattern of the previous one, for the third mode of the second figure (Festino) 

may be proved valid by way of a reductio per impossibile with the second mode of the first figure (Celarent), and 
so forth, as Severus lays it out in tables. M and C have both made errors in these tables. L is accurate, albeit that 
the very compressed nature of its text has led to some confusion over what must have originally been the column 
headings, which has in turn caused L to place the tables in §20 and §21 in a single space. Severus’s original layout 
remains tolerably clear, however.

dictorycontra

contra dictory
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ܙܢ̈̈ܝܐ ܠܐ ܡܬܚܘ̈̈ܝܢܐ                             ܙܢ̈̈ܝܐ ܕܬܪܝܢܐ

ܐ                                                      ܕ
ܟܠ ܟܐܦܐ ܒܪܢܫܐ                               ܠܐ ܟܠ ܟܐܦܐ ܚܘܬܐ

ܟܠ ܒܪܢܫܐ ܚܝܘܬܐ                             ܟܠ ܒܪܢܫܐ ܚܝܘܬܐ
ܟܠ ܟܐܦܐ ܚܝܘܬܐ                             ܠܐ ܟܠ ܟܐܦܐ ܒܪܢܫܐ

ܒ                                                      ܓ
ܟܠ ܡܠܝܠܐ ܟܐܦܐ                               ܚܕ ܡܠܝܠܐ ܒܪܢܫܐ

ܘܠܐ ܚܕܐ ܟܐܦܐ ܒܪܢܫܐ                          ܘܠܐ ܚܕܐ ܟܐܦܐ ܒܪܢܫܐ
ܘܠܐ ܚܕ ܡܠܝܠܐ ܒܪܢܫܐ                         ܠܐ ܟܠ ܡܠܝܠܐ ܟܐܦܐ

ܓ                                                    ܒ
ܚܕ ܟܐܦܐ ܒܪܢܫܐ                                ܘܠܐ ܚܕܐ ܟܐܦܐ ܚܝܘܬܐ

ܟܠ ܒܪܢܫܐ ܚܝܘܬܐ                             ܟܠ ܒܪܢܫܐ ܚܝܘܬܐ
ܚܕܐ ܟܐܦܐ ܚܝܘܬܐ                              ܘܠܐ ܚܕܐ ܟܐܦܐ ܒܪܢܫܐ

ܕ                                                        ܐ
ܚܕ ܒܪܢܫܐ ܟܐܦܐ                               ܟܠ ܒܪܢܫܐ ܚܝܘܬܐ

ܘܠܐ ܚܕܐ ܟܐܦܐ ܚܝܘܬܐ                         ܘܠܐ ܚܕܐ ܟܐܦܐ ܚܝܘܬܐ
ܠܐ ܟܠ ܒܪܢܫܐ ܚܝܘܬܐ                            ܘܠܐ ܚܕ ܒܪܢܫܐ ܟܐܦܐ

ܕܝܢ ܕܝܠܗ܆⸃ܐܡ̇̇ܪ ܐܢܐ  ܦܪ̈ܘܛܣܝܣ  ܟܕ ܥܡ ܚܕܐ ܡܢ ܬܪ̈ܬܝܢ  ܕܟܘܢܫܐ܆  ܗ̣̣ܘ  ܕܕܠܩܘܒܠܐ  ܗ̇̇ܘ ܡܐ ܓܝܪ   §22 
ܓܝܪ  ܠܐ  ܡܟܢܫ.  ܟܠܦܪܘܣ  ܡܢ  ܕܝܠܗ̇̇  ܩܕܡܝܬܐ  ܕܗ̇̇ܝ  ܗ̣̣ܘ.  ܕܕܠܩܘܒܠܐ  ܡܕܡ  ܡܬܬܙܘܓ܆⸂  ܬܪܝܢܝܬܐ  ܗ̇̇ܝ 
ܬܪ̈ܬܝܗܝܢ  ܐܟܚܕܐ  ܐܝܬܝ̈̈ܗܝܢ  ܢܗ̈̈ܘܝܢ  ܬܘܒ  ܣܝ̇̇ܡܐ܆  ܕܠܩܘܒܠܝܘܬ  ܒܝܕ  ܟܘܢܫܐ  ܕܡܬܬܪܝܡ  ܕܐܡܬܝ  ܡܨܝܐ 
ܣܝ̇̇ܡܐ.  ܕܠܩܘܒܠܝܘܬ  ܗ̇̇ܝ  ܥܡ  ܬܪܝܢܝܬܐ:  ܗ̇̇ܝ  ܕܝܢ  ܐܢܐ  ⸃ܐܡܪ  ܬܪ̈ܬܝܢ  ܡܢ  ܚܕܐ  ܐܢ  ܡܕܝܢ  ܕܝܠܗ.  ܦܪ̈ܘܛܣܝܣ 
ܒܝܕ  ܩܕܡܝܬܐ܆⸂  ܗ̇̇ܝ  ܕܝܢ  ܐܢܐ  ⸃ܐܡ̇̇ܪ  ܐܚܪܬܐ:  ܗ̇̇ܝ  ܐܢܢܩܐ  ܡܢ  ܘܗ̇̇ܘܝܐ܆  ܡܬܢܣܒܐ  ܐܟܚܕܐ⸂  ܕܟܘܢܫܐ 

ܡܬܬܪܝܡܐ.  ܗ̣̣ܝ⸂  ܐܦ  ܗܪܟܐ܆  ܡܢ  ܕܓܕܫ  ܗ̇̇ܘ  ܐܚܪܢܐ  ⸃ܕܟܘܢܫܐ  ܣܝܡܐ  ܕܠܩܘܒܠܝܘܬ 
ܟܠܢܝܐ  ܩܛܐܦܛܝܩܝܐ  ܠܟܘܢܫܐ  ܗ̣̣ܘ  ܕܕܠܩܘܒܠܐ  ܡܐ  ܗ̇̇ܘ  ܡܬܚܘܝܢܐ܆  ܠܐ  ܩܕܡܝܐ  ܕܡܢ  ܓܕܫ܆  ܕܝܢ  ܗܟܢܐ 
ܩܐܛܐܦܐܣܝܣ  ܕܐܝܬܝܗ̇̇  ܗ̇̇ܝ  ܕܝܠܗ.  ܬܪܝܢܝܬܐ  ܦܪܘܛܣܝܣ  ܥܡ  ܡܢܬܝܐ:  ܐܢܐ  ܐܡ̇̇ܪ  ܐܦܘܦܛܝܩܝܐ  ܕܝܠܗ: 
ܙܢܐ  ܕܐܝܬܘܗܝ  ܗ̇̇ܘ  ܕܩܕܡܝܐ.  ܕܝܠܗ  ܩܕܡܝܬܐ  ܠܗ̇̇ܝ  ܕܕܠܩܘܒܠܝ  ܡܢܬܝܐ  ܐܦܘܦܛܝܩܝܐ  ܠܡܟܢܫܘ  ܟܘܠܢܝܬܐ. 
ܠܥܠ  ܕܡܢ  ܗܢܐ  ܪܘܫܡܐ  ܕܒܝܕ  ܐܝܟܢܐ  ܕܫܪܟܐ.  ܗ̇̇ܢܘܢ  ܕܫܪܟܐ  ܗ̇̇ܢܘܢ  ܘܡܢ  ܒܙܢܐ  ܕܝܢ  ܒܗ  ܕܬܪܝܢܐ.  ܪܒܝܥܝܐ 

ܐܬܚܘܝܬ.⸂  ܩܕܡܬ  ܟܕܘ  ܡܢ  ⸃ܗܐ 

ܡܬܡܨܝܢܘܬܐ܇  ܕܕܠܐ  ܡܦܩܢܘܬܐ  ܒܝܕ  ܡܢܕܪܝܫ.  ܡܫܬܪܝܢ  ܗ̇̇ܦܟܝܢ  ܬܘܒ  ܗܟܢܐ  ܕܗ̣̣ܘܘ܆  ܕܝܢ  ܐܝܟܢܐ   §23
ܟܘܢܫܐ  ܠܘܩܒܠ  ܘܬܬܣܝܡ  ܬܪܝܢܐ܆  ܕܐܣܟܡܐ  ܪܒܝܥܝܐ  ܙܢܐ  ܢܬܛܟܣ.  ܓܝܪ  ܢܬܩܕܡ  ܠܗܘܢ.  ܟܕ  ܠܗܘܢ 
ܟܘܠܢܝܬܐ  ܩܛܦܐܣܝܣ   aܬܬܛܟܣ܆ ܗܕܐ  ܘܬܚܝܬ  ܕܠܩܘܒܠܝܬܐ.  ܟܘܠܢܝܬܐ  aܩܐܛܐܦܐܣܝܣ  ܕܝܠܗ܆   ܡܢܬܝܐ 
ܡܬܚܘܝܢܐ܆  ܠܐ  ܕܩܕܡܝܐ  ܙܘܓܢܝܘܬܐ  ܟܕܝܢܘܬ  ܗܪܟܐ  ܡܢ  ܕܝܢ  ܗ̇̇ܘܝܐ  ܟܕ  ܐܬܛܟܣ.  ܕܐܬܩܕܡ  ܕܗ̇̇ܘ  ܕܝܠܗ̇̇ 

ܕܝܠܗ. ܟܘܢܫܐ  ܐܦ  ܐܟܚܕܐ  ܢܬܬܝܬܐ 
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 ||  L ܚܝܘܬܐ ]  ܒܪܢܫܐ  see footnote  ||  13 ܓ  M  ||   6 ܚܝܘܬܐ ܟܐܦܐ ] ܟܐܦܐ ܚܝܘܬܐ  M  |  5 ܙܢܝܐ ܡܬܚܘܝܢܐ ] ܙܢ̈̈ܝܐ ܕܬܪܝܢܐ  1
 |  A ܗ̇̇ܝ ]  ܕܗ̇̇ܝ  |  L ܗ̇̇ܘ ]  ܗ̣̣ܘ  om. L  ||  19 ܕܝܢ  |  om. M ܕܝܠܗ  |  om. M ܟܕ  |  M ܗ̇̇ܘ ܣܘܡܦܝܙܡܐ ]  ܗ̣̣ܘ ܕܟܘܢܫܐ  18
 |  om. M ܕܝܠܗ  om. M  ||  21 ܐܟܚܕܐ  |  M ܕܡܬܥܠܐ ]  ܕܡܬܬܪܝܡ  om. C  ||  20 ܕܝܠܗ̇̇  |  M ܕܗ̇̇ܘ ܡܟܢܫ ]  ܕܗ̇̇ܝ…ܡܟܢܫ
 [ ܗ̣̣ܝ ܡܬܬܪܝܡܐ  |  om. L ܗ̇̇ܘ  om. L  ||  23 ܕܝܢ  C; txt AM  ||  22 ܕܠܩܘܒܠܝܬ L ܕܠܩܘܒܠܐܝܬ  |  C ܕܗ̇̇ܝ ]  ܗ̇̇ܝom. AL  |  1 ܡܢ
ܟܠܢܝܐ  |  L ܓܝܪ  ]  ܕܝܢ  M illeg. A  ||  24 ܡܬܥܠܝܐ C ܗ̇̇ܝ ܡܬܬܙܘܓܐ  |  om. AL ܐܢܐ  om. M  ||  25 ܩܛܐܦܛܝܩܝܐ 
ܕܩܕܡܝܐ  om. M  ||  26 ܗ̇̇ܝ  |  om. M ܕܝܠܗ2 ܕܝܠܗ  ܩܕܡܝܬܐ  ܠܗ̇̇ܝ   [ ܕܩܕܡܝܐ   ||  om. M ܙܢܐ  |  M ܠܕܡܘܬܐ 
 ||  L ܩܕܡܐܝܬ  om. M  ||  28 ܢܗܐ  |  M ܘܗܕܐ ܡܬܝܕܥܐ ܡܢ ܪܘܫܡܐ ] ܐܝܟܢܐ ܕܒܝܕ ܪܘܫܡܐ  |  om. M ܗ̇̇ܢܘܢ ܕܫܪܟܐ2  27
ܗ̇̇ܦܟܝܢ ܡܫܬܪܝܢ ܡܢܕܪܝܫ  29  ||  M! ܕܠܢܐ A ܕܠܐ L ܕܐܠܐ ] ܕܕܠܐ  |  A ܗ̇̇ܦܟܢ  |  M ܐܦ ܒܪ ܒܣܬܪܐܝܬ ܡܫܬܪܝܢ  ] ܬܘܒ 
 |  .om. M  |  a-a om. L per homoe ܡܢܬܝܐ  om. L  ||  31 ܠܘܩܒܠ  |  M ܗ̇̇ܘ ܕܐܣܟܝܡܐ ܬܪܝܢܐ ] ܙܢܐ ܪܒܝܥܝܐ ܕܐܣܟܡܐ ܬܪܝܢܐ  30
 |  AL ܢܬܬܐܝܬܐ  om. M  ||  33 ܡܢ ܗܪܟܐ  |  om. L ܕܝܢ  |  om. M ܕܝܠܗ̇̇  L  ||  32 ܠܘܩܒܠ ܩܐܛܐܦܐܣܝܣ ] ܩܛܦܐܣܝܣ
.M ܕܐܦ ] ܐܟܚܕܐ ܐܦ

C105b

A3a

C106a

M93a

C106b
L52a

A3b

ܛܝܦܐ
ܐܢ

ܩܐܝܬ
ܛܝ ܐܢܛܝܦܐ

ܛܝܩܐܝܬ

ܛܝܦܐ
ܐܢ

ܩܐܝܬ
ܛܝ ܐܢܛܝܦܐ

ܛܝܩܐܝܬ

ܛܝܦܐ
ܐܢ

ܩܐܝܬ
ܛܝ ܐܢܛܝܦܐ

ܛܝܩܐܝܬ

ܛܝܦܐ
ܐܢ

ܩܐܝܬ
ܛܝ ܐܢܛܝܦܐ

ܛܝܩܐܝܬ



Studia graeco-arabica 14 / 2024

Severus Sebokht On Deductions in Aristotle’s Prior Analytics 107   

Non-demonstrable modes                             2nd [figure] modes

1                                                                      4
all stone is human                                         not all stone is animal42

all human is animal                                       all human is animal
all stone is animal                                          not all stone is human
2                                                                      343

all rational is stone                                        some rational is human
no stone is human                                         no stone is human
no rational is human                                     not all rational is stone
3                                                                      2
some stone is human                                     no stone is animal
all human is animal                                       all human is animal
some stone is animal                                     no stone is human
4                                                                      1
some human is stone                                     all human is animal
no stone is animal                                          no stone is animal
not all human is animal                                 no human is stone

§22	 For the opposite of a conclusion, when combined with one of its two premises, viz. the 
second,44 certainly yields a conclusion that is the opposite of its first [premise]. For when a conclusion 
is denied by supposing its opposite, then it is not possible for both of its premises to continue together 
to be [a deduction]. So if one of the two [original premises], viz. the second, is taken together with the 
opposite of the conclusion, then necessarily the other [premise], viz. the first, will also be denied, on 
account of the opposite of the other conclusion, the one that arises therefrom45.

So it turns out that the opposite of the universal affirmative conclusion of the first non-demonstrable 
[mode], viz. a particular negation, together with its second premise, which is a universal affirmation, 
yields as conclusion the particular negation which is the opposite of the first [premise] of the first [non-
demonstrable mode], and that is the fourth mode of the second [figure]. It is the same with the others, 
as was demonstrated earlier via the table above.

§23	 Now these [second figure modes] may also be analysed back again into those [first figure modes] 
from which they were generated, by means of reduction per impossibile. Let the fourth mode of the second 
figure be set out first, then over against its particular conclusion let the opposite universal affirmation be 
placed,46 and underneath this let its [i.e. the fourth mode’s] universal affirmation be set out, the same 
one as has already been set out.47 Since from this [process] is generated the combination be introduced.

42	 In the previous few chapters, O-type premises were expressed formally as “some A is not B”. For the purposes of 
making the proof per impossibile clear, Severus here prefers to a negative particle to the A-premise: “not all A is B” (see 
§4-5 above, and note). Aristotle himself assumes that the premise “N does not belong to some X” and “N does not belong 
to every X” are equivalent for the sake of demonstrating syllogistic proofs per impossibile (S. Read, “Aristotle’s Theory 
of the Assertoric Syllogism”, online < https://www.st-andrews.ac.uk/~slr/The_Syllogism.pdf>, pp. 1-26, part. p. 10).

43	 C repeats the fourth mode (Baroco) here by mistake, leading to the third (Festino) taking the place of the 
second (Camestres), which is then omitted completely.

44	 I.e. the major premise - recall that Severus always treats the minor as the “first” premise and the major as the 
“second”, the opposite arrangement to what is usually found in modern summaries of the syllogistic system.

45	 I.e. from the first figure syllogism that is produced when combining the opposite of this fourth mode’s con-
clusion with its own major premise.

46	 I.e. its contradictory opposite, the A-premise that results from the deletion of the negative particle on the 
O-premise.

47	 I.e. the universal affirmation that Baroco and Barbara share as their major premise; recall that Severus always 
sets out the minor premise first and then the major.
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 ܕܐܝܟ ܐܝܟܢ. ܗ̇̇ܘ ܓܝܪ ܕܝܗܒ ܠܟܕܝܢܘܬ ܦܪܘܛܣܝܣ ܕܪܒܝܥܝܐ ܕܬܪܝܢܐ. ܢܬܠ ܐܦ ܠܟܘܢܫܐ ܕܝܠܗ̇̇܇ ܗ̇̇ܘ ܕܠܐ
ܕܐܢܛܝܦܝܣܝܣ.  ܐܚܪܬܐ  ܡܢܬܐ  ܗ̇̇ܝ  ܕܝܢ  ܐܡܪܢܐ  ܕܫܪܝܪܐ.  ܗ̇̇ܝ  ܆ܢܬܠ  ܫܪܝܪܐ  ܠܐ  ܐܢܕܝܢ  ܚܝܘܬܐ.  ܒܪܢܫܐ  ܟܠ 
ܚܝܘܬܐ  ܟܠ  ܕܝܢ ܘܐܦ  ܝܗܒ  ܚܝܘܬܐ.  ܒܪܢܫܐ  ܟܠ  ܕܩܕܡܝܐ ܠܐ ܡܬܚܘܝܢܐ܇ ܕܐܡܪܐ  ܩܕܡܝܬܐ  ܕܐܝܬܝܗ̇̇  ܗ̇̇ܝ 
ܒܪܢܫܐ  ܟܠ  ܐܟܚܕܐ  ܕܝܗܒ  ܕܝܢ  ܗ̇̇ܘ  ܫܪܝܪܐ.⸂  ܕܐܦ  ⸃ܗ̇̇ܝ  ܕܬܪܝܢܐ:  ܕܪܒܝܥܝܐ  ܬܪܝܢܝܬܐ  ܕܐܝܬܝܗ̇̇  ܐܘܣܝܐ: 
ܕܐܝܬܘܗܝ  ܗ̇̇ܘ  ܢܬܠ܆  ܡܬܚܘܝܢܐ  ܠܐ  ܩܕܡܝܐ  ܕܙܢܐ  ܟܘܢܫܐ  ܕܐܦ  ܐܢܢܩܐ  ܐܘܣܝܐ܆  ܚܝܘܬܐ  ܟܠ  ܚܝܘܬܐ: 
ܫܘܝܐܝܬ  ܐܘܣܝܐ.⸂  ܒܪܢܫܐ  ܟܠ  ܕܠܐ  ܕܬܪܝܢܐ܆  ܕܪܒܝܥܝܐ  ܩܕܡܝܬܐ  ܐܦ  ܕܝܢ  ⸃ܝܗܒ  ܐܘܣܝܐ.  ܒܪܢܫܐ  ܟܠ 
ܠܐ  ܕܩܕܡܝܐ  ܦܪ̈ܘܛܣܝܣ  ܐܪܐ  ܕܝܗܒ  ܗ̇̇ܘ  ܡܨܝܐ.  ܕܠܐ  ܐܝܕܐ  ܗ̇̇ܝ  ܝܗܒ.  ܕܠܩܘ̈̈ܒܠܝܬܐ  ܘܐܟܚܕܐ܆  ܐܪܐ 

ܢܘܕܐ.  ܐܟܚܕܐ  ܐܪܐ  ܒܟܘܢܫܐ  ܘܐܦ  ܡܬܚܘܝܢܐ܆ 
ܠܬܠܝܬܝܐ  ܕܬܪܝܢܐ  ܕܬܪܝܢܐ  bܘܗ̇̇ܘ  ܕܩܕܡܝܐ.  aܠܬܪܝܢܐ  ܕܬܪܝܢܐ  ܬܠܝܬܝܐ  ܙܢܐ  ܘܗ̇̇ܘ  ܒܕܡܘܬܐ܆  ܕܝܢ  ܒܗ̇̇ 
a ܠܪܒܝܥܝܐ ܕܩܕܡܝܐ ܒܝܕ ܗܦܘܟܝܐ ܕܫܪܝܐ ܕܡܢܕܪܝܫ. ܕܒܝܕ ܠܐ ܡܬܡܨܝܢܘܬܐ  ܕܩܕܡܝܐb ܘܗ̇̇ܘ ܩܕܡܝܐ ܕܬܪܝܢܐ.

ܠܬܚܬ.܀⸂ ܕܡܢ  ܗܢܐ  ܪܘܫܡܐ  ܡܢ  ܢܗܝܪܐܝܬ  ܝܬܝܪ  ܘܗܕܐ  ܕܝܢ  ⸃ܡܬܝܕܥܐ  ܡܫܬܪܝܢ.܀ 

 §24
ܙܢܝ̈̈ܐ ܠܐ ܡܬܚ̈̈ܘܝܢܐ  ⸃ܫܪܝܐ ܕܡܢ ܕܪܝܫ ܕܙܢܝ̈̈ܐ ܕܬܪܝܢܐ:                         
ܕܒܝܕ ܡܘܒܠܢܘܬܐ ܕܨܝܕ ܠܐ                               ܕܐܣܟܡܐ ܩܕܡܝܐ. 

: ܐ ܝܢܝܬ ܡܨ ܡܬ

ܕ                                                                     ܐ 
ܠܐ ܟܠ ܒܪܢܫܐ ܐܘܣܝܐ                                     ܟܠ ܒܪܢܫܐ ܚܝܘܬܐ

ܟܠ ܚܝܘܬܐ ܐܘܣܝܐ                                        ܟܠ ܚܝܘܬܐ ܐܘܣܝܐ 
ܠܐ ܟܠ ܒܪܢܫܐ ܚܝܘܬܐ                                     ܟܠ ܒܪܢܫܐ ܐܘܣܝܐ 

ܓ                                                                  ܒ 
ܚܕ ܒܪܢܫܐ ܟܐܦܐ                                             ܟܠ ܒܪܢܫܐ ܚܝܘܬܐ 

ܘܠܐ ܚܕܐ ܚܝܘܬܐ ܟܐܦܐ                                      ܘܠܐ ܚܕܐ ܚܝܘܬܐ ܟܐܦܐ 
ܠܐ ܟܠ ܒܪܢܫܐ ܚܝܘܬܐ                                      ܘܠܐ ܚܕ ܒܪܢܫܐ ܟܐܦܐ 

ܒ                                                                   ܓ 
ܘܠܐ ܚܕܐ ܚܝܘܬܐ ܡܠܝܠܬܐ                                   ܚܕܐ ܚܝܘܬܐ ܒܪܢܫܐ 

ܟܠ ܒܪܢܫܐ ܡܠܝܠܐ                                             ܟܠ ܒܪܢܫܐ ܡܠܝܠܐ 
ܘܠܐ ܚܕܐ ܚܝܘܬܐ ܒܪܢܫܐ                                 ܚܕܐ ܚܝܘܬܐ ܡܠܝܠܬܐ 

ܐ                                                                   ܕ 
ܟܠ ܡܠܝܠܐ ܟܐܦܐ                                            ܚܕ ܡܠܝܠܐ ܒܪܢܫܐ 

ܘܠܐ ܚܕ ܒܪܢܫܐ ܟܐܦܐ                                      ܘܠܐ ܚܕ ܒܪܢܫܐ ܟܐܦܐ 
ܘܠܐ ܚܕ ܡܠܝܠܐ ܒܪܢܫܐ                                      ܠܐ ܟܠ ܡܠܝܠܐ ܟܐܦܐ⸂

ܬܪܝܢܐ. ܕܒܐܣܟܡܐ  ܗ̇̇ܢܘܢ  ܐܪܒܥܐ  ܕܙܢ̈̈ܝܐ  ܘܫܪܝܐ  ܐܟܚܕܐ  ܪܘܟܒܐ  ܡܛܠ  ܡ̇̇ܢ  ܘܗܠܝܢ   
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 ||  M ܢܐܓܙܪ ܐܦ ܣܘܡܦܪܝܙܡܐ ] ܢܬܠ ܐܦ ܠܟܘܢܫܐ ܕܝܠܗ̇̇  |  L ܦܪ̈ܘܛܣܝܣ  |  M ܐܓܙܪ ܠܦܪܘ̄̄ܛ ] ܕܝܗܒ ܠܟܕܝܢܘܬ ܦܪܘܛܣܝܣ  1
ܐܢܕܝܢ…ܕܫܪܝܪܐ  2  [ ܕܫܪܝܪܐ  |  M ܐܢܓܝܪ ܠܐ ܢܐܓܙܪ ܒܫܪ̈ܪܐ  ܗ̇̇ܝ  ܕܝܢ  |  .om. L per homoe ܢܬܠ   ||  om. M ܐܡܪܢܐ 
ܕܐܝܬܝܗ̇̇  3 ܗ̇̇ܝ    [ ܕܐܡܪܐ |  M ܕܐܝܬܝܗ̇̇    [ ܕ  ܕܝܢ  |  M  ܕܐܡܪܬ  ܝܗܒ   [  |  A ܕܐܦܠܐ  |  L ܬܪܝܢܐ  M  ||  4 ܢܐܓܙܪ 
 ||  C ܦܪܘܛܣܝܣ  |  C ܒܟܘܢܫ ]  ܐܪܐ  |  M ܐܓܙܪ ]  ܕܝܗܒ  |  M ܐܓܙܪ ]  ܝܗܒ  |  C ܐܟܚܕܐ  M  ||  7 ܐܓܙܪ  ] ܕܝܗܒ ܐܟܚܕܐ
 |  om. C ܕܬܪܝܢܐC om. M  |  1 ܕܙܢܐ  ] ܙܢܐ  C  ||  9  ܘܫܪܝܐ ] ܐܪܐ  |  M ܘܐܦ ܒܣܘܡܦܪܝܙܡܐ ܢܘܕܐ ] ܘܐܦ…ܢܘܕܐ  8
 |  C ܐܦܘܦܐܣܝܣ ]  ܗܦܘܟܝܐ  |  M ܘܩܕܡܝܐ  om. C  ||  9-10 a-a om. L per homoe  |  b-b om. M per homoe  ||  10 ܕܬܪܝܢܐ3
 [ ܚܝܘܬܐ ܟܐܦܐM  ||  21  1 ܒܝܕ ܒܪ ܒܣܬܪܐܝܬ. ܫܪܝܐ ܕܒܝܕ ܠܐ ܡܬܡܨܝܢܘܬܐ ܡܒܬܪܝܢ  ] ܒܝܕ...ܡܫܬܪܝܢ  L  ||  10-11 ܗ̇̇ܘ ܕܒܝܕ  ]  ܕܒܝܕ
L  ||  31 ܟܐܦܐ ܚܝܘܬܐ ܕܙܢ̈̈ܝܐ  |  om. L  ܡ̇̇ܢ   ܘܗܠܝܢ ܙܢ̈̈ܝܐ ܕܐܣܟܝܡܐ ܬܪܝܢܐ L ܘܫܪܝܐ ܕܙܢܝ̈̈ܐ ܐܟܚܕܐ ] ܐܟܚܕܐ ܘܫܪܝܐ 
habet pro hoc periodo M; txt AC  |  ܒܐܣܟܡܐ A.
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For example, the positing of the premise-combination of the fourth [mode] of the second [figure] 
yields the conclusion that “not all human is animal”. Even though this is not true, it yields a true 
[proposition], viz. the other member of the contradiction,48 which is the first [premise] of the first 
non-demonstrable [mode], which says that “all human is animal”. [The first mode of the first figure] 
also produces “all animal is substance”, which is the second [premise] of the fourth [mode] of the 
second [figure], which is also true. So the positing of “all human is animal” together with “all animal 
is substance”, necessarily produces also the conclusion of the first non-demonstrable mode, which is 
“all human is substance”. The first [premise] of the fourth [mode] of the second [figure], that “not all 
human is substance”, is already given; so then opposites arise in parallel together, something that is an 
impossibility.49 Therefore positing the premises of the first non-demonstrable [mode] also functions as 
proof by means of its conclusion. 

In the same way also the third mode [of the second figure] is analysed into the second [mode] of 
the first [figure], and the second [mode of the second figure] into the third [mode] of the first [figure], 
and the first [mode] of the second [figure] into the fourth [mode] of the first [figure], via re-analysis per 
impossibile. This is also made much clearer from this table below.

§24
Analysis of the second figure modes                        Non-demonstrable modes
by means of reduction per impossibile                     of the first figure

[Mode] 4                                                                    [Mode] 1
Not all human is substance                                      All human is animal
All animal is substance                                             All animal is substance
Not all human is animal                                           All human is substance

[Mode] 3                                                                    [Mode] 2
Some human is stone                                               All human is animal
No animal is stone                                                    No animal is stone
Not all human is animal                                           No human is stone

[Mode] 2                                                                    [Mode] 3
No animal is rational                                                Some animal is human
All human is rational                                                All human is rational
No animal is human                                                 Some animal is rational

[Mode] 1                                                                    [Mode] 4
All rational is stone                                                  Some rational is human
No human is stone                                                   No human is stone
No rational is human                                               Not all rational is stone

And that [is all] about both the composition and the analysis of the four modes in the second figure.

48	 An expression found in the commentators: θάτερον μέρος τῆς ἀντιφάσεως (Alex. Aphrod., In An. pr., 
p. 260.17 Wallies).

49	 By the generic term “opposites” is here meant “contradictory opposites” since an A-premise and an 
E-premise cannot both hold at the same time and cannot fail to hold at the same time. The commentators also 
frequently use the generic ἀντικείμενα to refer to premises that are in fact opposed in a contradictory manner 
(ἀντιφαστικῶς). 
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ܕܒܐܣܟܡܐ  ܗܢ̇̇ܘܢ  ܕܙܢܝ̈̈ܐ  ܘܫܪܐ  ܐܟܚܕܐ  ܬܘܒ  ܪܘܟܒܐ.  ܡܛܠ  ܐܦ  ܘܢܐܡܪ.  ܡܟܝܠ  ܠܢ  ⸃ܢܐܬܐ   §25
ܙܢܝ̈̈ܐ  ܟܠܗܘܢ  ܕܝܢ  ܐܝܬܝܗܘܢ  ܠܡܠܬܢ.⸂  ܫܘܠܡܐ  ܢܬܠ  ܘܗܟܢܐ  ܐܫܬܘܕܝܢܢ܆  ܕܐܦ  ܐܝܟܢܐ  ܬܠܝܬܝܐ܆  ܗ̇̇ܘ 

ܫܬܐ.܀  ܬܠܝܬܝܐ  ܕܒܐܣܟܡܐ 
ܪܒܬܐ܆  ܩܐܛܐܦܐܣܝܣ  ܘܟܘܠܢܝܬܐ  ܙܥܘܪܬܐ:  ܩܐܛܐܦܐܣܝܣ  ܟܘܠܢܝܬܐ  ܡܢ  ܡ̇̇ܢ܆  ⸃ܩܕܡܝܐ 
ܚܝܘܬܐ  ܚܕܐ  ܡܠܝܠܐ.  ܒܪܢܫܐ  ܟܠ  ܚܝܘܬܐ.  ܒܪܢܫܐ  ܟܠ  ܐܝܟܢ.  ܕܐܝܟ  ܡܬܟܢܫܐ.  ܡܢܬܝܬܐ  ܩܐܛܐܦܐܣܝܣ 
ܪܒܬܐ܆  ܩܐܛܐܦܐܣܝܣ  ܘܟܠܢܝܬܐ  ܙܥܘܪܬܐ:  ܩܐܛܐܦܐܣܝܣ  ܡܢܬܝܬܐ  ܡܢ  ܕܝܢ܆  ܬܪܝܢܐ  ܡܠܝܠܬܐ.  ܐܪܐ 
ܚܝܘܬܐ  ܚܕܐ  ܡܠܝܠܐ.  ܒܪܢܫܐ  ܟܠ  ܚܝܘܬܐ.  ܒܪܢܫܐ  ܚܕ  ܐܝܟܢ.  ܕܐܝܟ  ܡܬܟܢܫܐ.  ܡܢܬܝܬܐ  ܩܐܛܐܦܐܣܝܣ 
ܪܒܬܐ.  ܙܥܘܪܬܐ: ܘܡܢܬܝܬܐ ܩܐܛܐܦܐܣܝܣ  ܟܘܠܢܝܬܐ ܩܐܛܐܦܐܣܝܣ  ܕܝܢ: ܡܢ  ܐܪܐ ܡܠܝܠܬܐ ܬܠܝܬܝܐ 
ܡܠܝܠܐ  ܚܕ  ܚܝܘܬܐ.  ܒܪܢܫܐ  ܚܕ  ܡܠܝܠܐ.  ܒܪܢܫܐ  ܟܠ  ܐܝܟܢ.  ܕܐܝܟ  ܡܬܟܢܫܐ.  ܡܢܬܝܬܐ  ܩܐܛܐܦܣܝܣ 
ܪܒܬܐ܆  ܐܦܘܦܐܣܝܣ  ܘܟܘܠܢܝܬܐ  ܙܥܘܪܬܐ:  ܩܐܛܐܦܐܣܝܣ  ܟܘܠܢܝܬܐ  ܡܢ  ܕܝܢ:  ܪܒܝܥܝܐ  ܚܝܘܬܐ.  ܐܪܐ 
ܡܠܝܠܐ  ܚܕ  ܟܐܦܐ.  ܒܪܢܫܐ  ܚܕ  ܘܠܐ  ܡܠܝܠܐ.  ܒܪܢܫܐ  ܟܠ  ܐܝܟܢ.  ܕܐܝܟ  ܡܬܟܢܫܐ.  ܡܢܬܝܬܐ  ܐܦܘܦܐܣܝܣ 
ܐܦܘܦܐܣܝܣ  ܘܟܘܠܢܝܬܐ  ܙܥܘܪܬܐ:  ܩܐܛܐܦܐܣܝܣ  ܡܢܬܝܬܐ  ܡܢ  ܕܝܢ:  ܚܡܝܫܝܐ  ܟܐܦܐ:  ܠܝܬܘܗܝ  ܐܪܐ 
ܟܐܦܐ.  ܒܪܢܫܐ  ܚܕ  ܘܠܐ  ܡܠܝܠܐ.  ܒܪܢܫܐ  ܚܕ  ܐܝܟܢ.  ܕܐܝܟ  ܡܬܟܢܫܐ.  ܡܢܬܝܬܐ  ܐܦܘܦܐܣܝܣ  ܪܒܬܐ. 
ܘܡܢܬܝܬܐ  ܙܥܘܪܬܐ:  ܩܐܛܐܦܐܣܝܣ  ܟܘܠܢܝܬܐ  ܡܢ  ܕܝܢ:  ܫܬܝܬܐ  ܟܐܦܐ.  ܠܝܬܘܗܝ  ܐܪܐ  ܡܠܝܠܐ  ܚܕ 
ܟܠ  ܠܐ  ܚܝܘܬܐ.  ܒܪܢܫܐ  ܟܠ  ܐܝܟܢ܆  ܕܐܝܟ  ܡܬܟܢܫܐ.  ܡܢܬܝܬܐ  ܐܦܘܦܐܣܝܣ  ܪܒܬܐ܆  ܐܦܘܦܐܣܝܣ 

ܚܘܪܬܐ.܀⸂ ܐܪܐ  ܚܝܘܬܐ   aܟܠ ܠܐ  ܚܘܪܐ.  aܒܪܢܫܐ 

ܘܬܠܝܬܝܐ  ܘܬܪܝܢܐ  ܩܕܡܝܐ  ܡ̇̇ܢ  ܙܢܐ  ܐܠܐ  ܬܠܝܬܝܐ.  ܕܐܣܟܡܐ  ܙܢܝ̈̈ܐ  ܟܠܗܘܢ  ܐܝܬܝܗܘܢ  ܗܠܝܢ   §26
ܬܬܗܦܟ  ܟܕ  ܡܬܚܘܝܢܐ.  ܠܐ  ܪܒܝܥܝܐ  ܡܢ  ܘܚܡܝܫܝܐ܆  ܕܝܢ  ܪܒܝܥܝܐ  ܗ̇̇ܘܝܢ.  ܡܬܚܘܝܢܐ  ܠܐ  ܬܠܝܬܝܐ  ܡܢ 
ܡ̇̇ܢ:  ܐܢܗܘ  ܐܠܐ  ܡܘܠܕܐ.  ܬܠܝܬܝܐ  ܠܐܣܟܡܐ  ܡܬܚ̈̈ܘܝܢܐ܆  ܕܒܠܐ  ܡܢܬܝܬܐ  ܩܐܛܐܦܐܣܝܣ  ܓܝܪ 
ܩܕܡܝܐ  ܙܢܐ  ܟܘܠܢܝܬܐ܆  ܠܩܐܛܐܦܐܣܝܣ  ܬܬܗܦܟ  ܡܬܚܘܝܢܐ:  ܠܐ  ܕܬܠܝܬܝܐ  ܡܢܬܝܬܐ  ܕܩܐܛܐܦܐܣܝܣ 
ܬܪܝܢܝܬܐ܆  ܐܢܕܝܢ  ܕܬܠܝܬܝܐ܆  ܠܬܪܝܢܐ  ܬܬܛܟܣ  ܕܩܕܡܝܬܐ  ܡ̇̇ܢ  ܐܢܗ̣̣ܘ  ܠܡܢܬܝܬܐ  ܐܢܕܝܢ  ܡܘܠܕܐ.  ܕܬܠܝܬܝܐ 
ܠܩܐܛܐܦܐܣܝܣ  ܡ̇̇ܢ  ܐܢ  ܡܬܚܘܝܢܐ܆  ܠܐ  ܕܪܒܝܥܝܐ  ܡܢܬܝܬܐ  ܗ̇̇ܝ  ܬܬܗܦܟ  ܐܢܕܝܢ  ܕܬܠܝܬܝܐ.  ܠܬܠܝܬܝܐ 
ܘܗܠܝܢ  ܕܝܢ  ܡܬܝ̈̈ܕܥܢ  ܕܬܠܝܬܝܐ.  ܠܚܡܝܫܝܐ  ܠܡܢܬܝܬܐ  ܐܢܕܝܢ  ܡܘܠܕܐ܆  ܕܬܠܝܬܝܐ  ܠܪܒܝܥܝܐ  ܟܘܠܢܝܬܐ܆ 

ܠܬܚܬ.܀ ܕܡܢ  ܗܢܐ  ܪܘܫܡܐ  ܡܢ  ܕܡܨܝܐ  ܐܝܟ 
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 ||  M ܙܢ̈̈ܝܐ ܕܐܣܟܝܡܐ ܬܝܠܝܬܝܐ ܐܝܬܝܗܘܢ ܐܫ̈̈ܬܐ ] ܐܝܬܝܗܘܢ…ܫܬܐ  om. L  ||  2-3 ܬܘܒ  |  add. C ܕܝܢ ] ܠܢ  1
 | C  ||  17  a-a om. L per homoe.  |  §27 ante §26 ponunt MD ܡܕܝܢ ܟܠ ]  ܚܕ  L  ||  14 ܟܠ ] ܚܕ  A  ||  7  ܘܡܢܬܝܬܐ  ] ܘܟܠܢܝܬܐ  6
 |  M ܕܡܢܬܝܬܐ ]  ܕܩܐܛܐܦܐܣܝܣ ܡܢܬܝܬܐ  AL  ||  20 ܡܬܚ̈̈ܘܝܢܐ  ] ܡܬܚܘܝܢܐom. L  |  1 ܡܢ ܬܠܝܬܝܐ  om. L  ||  18 ܟܠܗܘܢ
 [ ܐܢܕܝܢ ܬܬܗܦܟ  A  ||  22 ܠܬܠܝܬܝܐ ] ܕܬܠܝܬܝܐL  |  2 ܘܬܠܝܬܝܐ ] ܕܬܠܝܬܝܐM  ||  21  1 ܠܩܕܡܝܐ [  ܙܢܐ ܩܕܡܝܐ  |  .om. M err ܠܐ
ܕܝܢ ܬܬܗܦܟ  ܡܢܬܝܬܐ  |  om. M ܗ̇̇ܝ  |  M ܟܕ    [ ܠܩܐܛܐܦܐܣܝܣ  |  AL (A corr. in marg.) ܬܠܝܬܝܬܐ   C ܠܡ̇̇ܢ 
.M ܡܬܝܕܥܝܢ ܕܝܢ ܗܠܝܢ ܡܢ ܪܘܫܡܐ ܕܡܢ ܠܥܠ ] ܡܬܝ̈̈ܕܥܢ…ܠܬܚܬ  L; txt AM  ||  23-24 ܡ̇̇ܢ ܩܐܛܐܦܐܣܝܣ
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§25	 Let us move on, then, and discuss also both the composition and the analysis of the modes in 
the third figure. We shall make good on our word just as we promised. In the third figure there are six 
modes in all.50

The first:51 from a universal affirmation as the minor and a universal affirmation as the major, 
a particular affirmation is deduced, e.g. “all human is animal, all human is rational, therefore some 
animal is rational”. The second: from a particular affirmation as the minor and a universal affirmation 
as the major, a particular affirmation is deduced, e.g. “some human is animal, all human is rational, 
therefore some animal is rational”. The third: from a universal affirmation as the minor and a 
particular affirmation as the major, a particular affirmation is deduced, e.g. “all human is rational, 
some human is animal, therefore some rational is animal”. The fourth: from a universal affirmation 
as the minor and a universal negation as the major, a particular negation is deduced, e.g. “all human 
is rational, no human is stone, therefore some rational is not stone”. The fifth: from a particular 
affirmation as the minor and a universal negation as the major, a particular negation is deduced, e.g. 
“some human is rational, no human is stone, therefore some rational is not stone”. The sixth: from 
a universal affirmation as the minor and a particular negation as the major, a particular negation is 
deduced, e.g. “all human is animal, not all human is white, therefore not all animal is white”.

§26	 These are all the modes of the third figure. However, the first, second, and third modes 
are generated from the third non-demonstrable, whilst the fourth and fifth [are generated from] 
the fourth non-demonstrable. Now when a particular affirmation in the non-demonstrables is 
converted, it generates a third figure [deduction]. If the particular affirmation in the third non-
demonstrable were converted into a universal affirmation, it would generate the first mode of 
the third [figure];52 but if [it is converted] into a particular [affirmation] and arranged as the first 
[premise], then [it generates] the second [mode] of the third [figure],53 and if [arranged] as the second 
[premise], then [it generates] the third [mode] of the third [figure].54 Moreover, if you convert the 
particular [premise] of the fourth non-demonstrable into a universal affirmation, then it generates 
the fourth [mode] of the third [figure], and if [you convert it] into a particular [affirmation], then 
it [generates] the fifth [mode] of the third [figure]. This is also made as clear as possible in this 
table below.

50	 In the third figure, Severus lists the valid modes in an order different from that found in most Greek and 
Latin summaries and handbooks. Severus’s order for the modes is: 1) Darapti, 2) Datisi, 3) Disamis, 4) Felapton, 
5) Ferison, 6) Bocardo - grouped according to the first figure modes to which they reduce. As before, he continues 
always to list the minor premise first before the major.

51	 M presents the third figure in tabular form, its text does not here follow that of the other mss.
52	 Darapti is reduced to Darii for the sake of its proof. The way Severus expresses it is the reverse of a reduc-

tion proof; rather than stating that Darapti reduces by conversio per accidens to Darii, he states that Darii generates 
Darapti, by altering its I-premise to an A-premise.

53	 If the I in a Darii syllogism is converted simpliciter, and placed as the new minor premise, the result is Datisi; 
or, in other words, the proof of Datisi is via simple conversion + Darii.

54	 Likewise, if the I in a Darii syllogism is converted simpliciter, and placed as the new major premise, the result 
is Disamis.
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§27
ܙܢܝ̈̈ܐ ܠܐ ܡܬܚ̈̈ܘܝܢܐ                      ܗܘ̇̇ܝܐ ܐܟܚܕܐ ܘܫܪܝܐ ܕܡܢܕܪܫ ܕܙܢܝ̈̈ܐ

ܕܐܣܟܡܐ ܩܕܡܝܐ                       ܡܬܚ̈̈ܘܝܢܐ ܕܐܣܟܡܐ ܬܠܝܬܝܐ

                                                  ܐ 
                                                 ܟܠ ܒܪܢܫܐ ܚܝܘܬܐ 

                                                 ܟܠ ܒܪܢܫܐ ܡܠܝܠܐ 
                                                 ܚܕܐ ܚܝܘܬܐ ܡܠܝܠܬܐ 

ܓ                                             ܒ
ܚܕܐ ܚܝܘܬܐ ܒܪܢܫܐ                    ܚܕ ܒܪܢܫܐ ܚܝܘܬܐ 
ܟܠ ܒܪܢܫܐ ܡܠܝܠܐ                        ܟܠ ܒܪܢܫܐ ܡܠܝܠܐ 

ܚܕܐ ܚܝܘܬܐ ܡܠܝܠܬܐ                 ܚܕܐ ܚܝܘܬܐ ܡܠܝܠܬܐ
                                                  ܓ 

                                                 ܟܠ ܒܪܢܫܐ ܡܠܝܠܐ 
                                                 ܚܕ ܒܪܢܫܐ ܚܝܘܬܐ 
                                                 ܚܕ ܡܠܝܠܐ ܚܝܘܬܐ 

                                                   ܕ 
                                                 ܟܠ ܒܪܢܫܐ ܡܠܝܠܐ 

                                                 ܘܠܐ ܚܕ ܒܪܢܫܐ ܟܐܦܐ 
ܕ                                                ܚܕ ܡܠܝܠܐ ܠܝܬܘܗܝ ܟܐܦܐ 

ܒܪܢܫܐ  ܡܠܝܠܐ  ܚܕ 
ܟܐܦܐ  ܒܪܢܫܐ  ܚܕ  ܘܠܐ 

ܚܕ ܡܠܝܠܐ ܠܝܬܘܗܝ ܟܐܦܐ             ܗ 
                                                 ܚܕ ܒܪܢܫܐ ܡܠܝܠܐ 

                                                 ܘܠܐ ܚܕ ܒܪܢܫܐ ܟܐܦܐ 
                                                 ܚܕ ܡܠܝܠܐ ܠܝܬܘܗܝ ܟܐܦܐ 

ܐܢܗ̣̣ܘ  ܐܝܟܢ.  ܕܐܝܟ  ܠܗܘܢ.  ܟܕ  ܠܗܘܢ  ܡܢܕܪܝܫ.  ܡܫܬܪܝܢ  ܗ̇̇ܦܟܝܢ  ܐܦ  ܗܟܢܐ  ܕܗܘܘ܆  ܕܝܢ  ܐܝܟܢܐ   §28
ܕܒܗܢ̇̇ܘܢ  ܡܢܬܝܬܐ  ܘܠܩܐܛܐܦܐܣܝܣ  ܕܬܠܝܬܝܐ:  ܘܒܪܒܝܥܝܐ  ܕܒܩܕܡܝܐ  ܟܘܠܢܝܬܐ  ܕܠܩܐܛܐܦܐܣܝܣ  ܓܝܪ 
ܕܩܕܡܝܐ  ܕܠܬܠܝܬܝܐ  ܘܠܬܠܝܬܝܐ܆  ܘܠܬܪܝܢܐ  ܡ̇̇ܢ  ܠܩܕܡܝܐ  ܐܢܬ  ܡܫܟܚ  ܬܗܦܘܟ  ܕܬܠܝܬܝܐ:  ܕܝܠܗ  ܕܫܪܟܐ 
ܐܦ  ܐܟܚܕܐ  ܡܬܗܦܟ  ܟܕ  ܡ̇̇ܢ܆  ܬܠܝܬܝܐ  ܐܠܐ  ܕܩܕܡܝܐ.  ܕܠܪܒܝܥܝܐ  ܘܠܚܡܝܫܝܐ܆  ܕܝܢ  ܠܪܒܝܥܝܐ  ܡܫܬܪܝܢ. 

ܟܘܢܫܐ. ܗ̣̣ܘ  ܡܬܗܦܟ  ܣܟ  ܠܐ  ܟܕ  ܕܫܪܟܐ.  ܕܝܢ  ܗܢ̇̇ܘܢ  ܡܫܬܪܐ.  ܕܝܠܗ  ܟܘܢܫܐ  ܗ̣̣ܘ 

 29§ ܙܢܐ ܕܝܢ ܫܬܝܬܐ ܕܬܠܝܬܝܐ܆ ܡܢ ܙܢܐ ܩܕܡܝܐ ܠܐ ܡܬܚܘܝܢܐ ܗ̇̇ܘܐ. ܐܝܟ ܕܒܣܘܟܠܐ ܗ̇̇ܘ ܡܪܝܡܢܝܐ.
ܪܒܝܥܝܐ  ܙܢܐ  ܗ̇̇ܘ  ܐܝܟ  ܡܢܕܪܝܫ.  ܠܗ  ܡܫܬܪܐ  ܗ̇̇ܦܟ  ܒܠܚܘܕ  ܡܬܡܨܝܢܘܬܐ  ܠܐ  ܒܝܕ  ܐܦ  ܡܛܠܗܢܐ 
ܒܪܢܫܐ  ܟܠ  ܠܥܠ.  ܡܢ  ܕܟܬܝܒ  ܐܝܟ  ܕܬܠܝܬܝܐ  ܫܬܝܬܝܐ  ܢܬܬܣܝܡ  ܐܝܟܢ.  ܕܐܝܟ  ܬܪܝܢܐ.  ܕܐܣܟܡܐ 
ܠܗ̇̇ܝ  ܡܨܝܐ  ܐܢ  ܢܬܠ  aܫܪܝܪܐ܆  ܠܐ  ܐܢܓܝܪ  ܚܘܪܬܐ.  ܚܝܘܬܐ  ܟܠ  ܠܐ  ܚܘܪܐ.  ܒܪܢܫܐ  ܟܠ  ܠܐ  ܚܝܘܬܐ. 
ܐܬܬܣܝܡܬ̤̤  ܚܘܪܬܐ.  ܚܝܘܬܐ  ܟܠ  ܕܐܝܬܝܗ̇̇܆  ܗ̇̇ܝ  ܫܪܝܪܬܐ.   aܕܬܗܘܐ ܕܐܢܛܝܦܐܣܝܣ܆  ܐܚܪܬܐ  ܡܢܬܐ 
ܗܠܝܢ:⸂  ܕܐܝܟ  ܦܪ̈ܘܛܣܝܣ  ܟܕܝܢܘܬ  ⸃ܡܢ  ܗܟܝܠ  ܗ̇̇ܘܐ  ܫܪܝܪܬܐ.  ܚܝܘܬܐ  ܒܪܢܫܐ  ܕܟܠ  ܗ̇̇ܝ  ܕܐܦ  ܕܝܢ܆  ܗܘܬ 
ܒܪܢܫܐ  ܟܠ  ܚܘܪܬܐ.  ܚܝܘܬܐ  ܟܠ  ܚܝܘܬܐ.  ܒܪܢܫܐ  ܟܠ  ܠܗ.  ܐܝܬ  ܕܗܟܢܐ  ܩܕܡܝܐ܆  ܕܐܣܟܡܐ  ܩܕܡܝܐ  ܙܢܐ 
ܕܠܐ  ܗ̇̇ܝ  ܕܫܪܝܪܐ܆  ܓܝܪ  ܗܘܬ  ܐܬܬܣܝܡܬ̤̤  ܡܬܡܨܝܢܝܬܐ.  ܘܠܐ  ܗ̣̣ܝ  ܐܬܪܐ  ܕܕܠܐ  ܗ̇̇ܝ  ܚܘܪܐ.  ܐܪܐ 
ܕܝܢ  ܢܩ̣̣ܦ  ܢܩ̣̣ܦ.  ܡܕܡ  ܗܢܐ  ܕܠܗ̇̇  ܗ̇̇ܝ  ܠܡܬܬܣܝܡܢܘܬܐ  ܡܢܕܪܝܫ  ܢܫܪܝܗ̇̇  ܡܕܝܢ  ܢܗܦܘܟ  ܚܘܪܐ.  ܒܪܢܫܐ  ܟܠ 
ܗ̇̇ܝ  ܐܪܐ܆  ܗܘ݀݀ܬ  ܐܝܬܝܗ̇̇  ܫܪܝܪܬܐ  ܗ̣̣ܝ.  ܕܓܠܐ  ܕܗܕܐ  ܗܟܝܠ  ܡܛܠ  ܚܘܪܬܐ.  ܚܝܘܬܐ  ܟܠ  ܕܐܡ̇̇ܪܐ:  ܠܗ̇̇ܝ 
ܐܪܐ  ⸃ܕܫܪܝܪܐ  ܠܡܚܘܝܘ.  ܐܬܬܣܝܡ  ܐܬܩܕܡ  ܫܘܪܝܐ܇  ܡܢ  ܕܐܦ  ܡܐ  ܗ̇̇ܘ  ܚܘܪܬܐ.  ܚܝܘܬܐ  ܟܠ  ܕܠܐ 
ܐܫܬܪܝ. ܗܦ̣̣ܟ  ܡܢܕܪܝܫ  ܗܕܐ܆ܟܕ  ܕܕܐܝܟ  ܡܬܡܨܝܢܘܬܐ  ܕܠܐ  ܡܘܒܠܢܘܬܐ  ܒܝܕ  ܐܬܚܘܝ  ܐܝܬܘܗܝ. 
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§27
Non-demonstrable                                        Both the generation and the analysis of the
modes of the first figure                                demonstrable modes of the third figure

					          1
                                                                        All human is animal
                                                                        All human is rational	
                                                                        Some animal is rational
3					          2
Some animal is human                                  Some human is animal
All human is rational                                    All human is rational
Some animal is rational                                 Some animal is rational
					          3
                                                                        All human is rational
                                                                        Some human is animal
                                                                        Some rational is animal
					          4
                                                                        All human is rational
                                                                        No human is stone
4                                                                      Some rational is not stone
Some rational is human
No human is stone
Some rational is not stone                            5
                                                                        Some human is rational
                                                                        No human is stone
                                                                        Some rational is not stone

§28	 Now these [third figure modes] may also be analysed back again into those [first figure modes] 
from which they were generated. For example, if you convert the universal affirmation in the first and 
the fourth [modes] of the third [figure], and the particular affirmation in the other [modes] of the third 
[figure], you find that, in the case of the first, second and third [modes], they are analysed into the third 
[mode] of the first [figure], and in the case of the fourth and fifth [modes], [they are analysed] into the 
fourth [mode] of the first [figure], excepting only that in the case of the third [mode], when you do the 
conversion, its conclusion is analysed as well, whereas with the others, the conclusion does not need to 
be converted at all.55

§29	 The sixth mode of the third [figure] is generated from the first non-demonstrable mode, 
by way of the negative method [described] above. Because of this it is only analysed back again per 
impossibile, just like the fourth mode of the second figure. For example, let the sixth [mode] of the third 
[figure] be set out as it was written above: “all human is animal, not all human is white, not all animal 
is white”. If this were not true, it would still be able to yield the other member of the contradiction, 
which would then be true, viz. that “all animal is white”. Furthermore, the [statement] that “all human 
is animal” has already been supposed to be true. This then generates a premise-combination like that 
of the first mode of the first figure, which stands as: “all human is animal, all animal is white, therefore 
all human is white”. The latter [proposition] is wholly impossible, since it was supposed to be true that 
“not all human is white”. And so let us analyse the supposition to which this latter one relates. Now 
it relates to the stated [premise], “all animal is white”. Because the latter is false, the [statement that] 
“not all animal is white” is true, which is the very thing that was set out to be proved from the start.

55	 In the case of Disamis, the conclusion is the converse of the conclusion of Darii, but in all the other 3rd figure 
modes, the conclusions precisely match the conclusions of the 1st figure modes to which they reduce.
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ܒܪܢܫܐ  ܟܠ  ܕܐܡ̇̇ܪ  ܗ̇̇ܘ  ܬܠܝܬܝܐ:  ܕܐܣܟܡܐ  ܫܬܝܬܝܐ܇  ܗ̇̇ܘ  ܙܢܐ  ܩܕܡܝܐ.  ܕܐܣܟܡܐ  ܩܕܡܝܐ  ܙܢܐ  ܠܗ̇̇ܘ 
ܗ̣̣ܝ ܢܗܝܪܐܝܬ  ܗ̇̇ܝ ܕܐܦ ܗ̣̣ܝ ܡܬܝܕܥܐ ܐܦ  ܚܝܘܬܐ. ܠܐ ܟܠ ܒܪܢܫܐ ܚܘܪܐ. ܠܐ ܟܠ ܚܝܘܬܐ ܐܪܐ ܚܘܪܬܐ. 

܀  ܠܬܚܬ.  ܕܡܢ  ܗܢܐ  ܪܘܫܡܐ  ܡܢ  ܕܡܨܝܐ:  ܐܝܟ 

ܙܢܐ ܠܐ ܡܬܚܘܝܢܐ                                 ܗܘܝܐ ܐܟܚܕܐ ܘܫܪܝܐ ܕܙܢܐ ܡܬܚܘܝܢܐ
ܕܐܣܟܡܐ ܩܕܡܝܐ                                 ܫܬܝܬܝܐ ܕܐܣܟܡܐ ܕܬܠܬܐ

ܟܠ ܒܪܢܫܐ ܚܝܘܬܐ                                 ܟܠ ܒܪܢܫܐ ܚܝܘܬܐ: 
ܟܠ ܚܝܘܬܐ ܚܘܪܬܐ                               ܠܐ ܟܠ ܒܪܢܫܐ ܚܘܪܐ: 

ܟܠ ܒܪܢܫܐ ܚܘܪܐ                                   ܠܐ ܟܠ ܚܝܘܬܐ ܚܘܪܬܐ:⸂ 
ܬܠܝܬܝܐ: ܕܒܐܣܟܡܐ  ܗܢ̇̇ܘܢ  ܫܬܐ  ܕܙܢܝ̈̈ܐ  ܘܫܪܝܐ.  ܐܟܚܕܐ  ܪܘܟܒܐ  ܡܛܠ  ܬܘܒ  ܘܗܠܝܢ 

ܕܐܬܐܡܪܘ.  ܐܣܟ̈̈ܡܐ  ܕܒܬܠܬܐ  ܩܛܝܓܘܪ̈ܝܩܝܐ  ܕܣܘܠܘܓܝܣܡܘ  ܙܢ̈̈ܝܐ  ܟܠܗܘܢ  ܐܝܬܝܗܘܢ  ⸃ܗܠܝܢ   §30
ܕܐܪܝܣܛܘܛܠܝܣ  ܡܠܦܢܘܬܐ  ܠܦܘܬ  ܕܡܨܝܐ܇  ܐܝܟ  ܢܗܝܪܐܝܬ  ܘܣܓܝ  ܐܟܚܕܐ  ܕܒܦܣܝ̈̈ܩܬܐ  ܐܝܠܝܢ 
ܗܢܐ  ܕܟܬܒܐ  ܗܕܐ.  ܐܦ  ܩܕܡܝܬ  ܕܢܕܥ  ܠܝܠܘܦܐ  ܠܗ  ܙܕܩ̇̇  ܟܕ  ܐܬܬܣܝܡܘ.  ܡܢܢ  ܕܒܐܢܘܠܘܛܝܩܐ 
ܦܫܝ̈̈ܛܐ  ܟܘ̈̈ܢܝܐ  ܕܥܠ  ܗ̇̇ܘ  ܕܩܛܝܓܘܪ̈ܝܣ  ܕܟܬܒܐ  ܐܝܟܢܐ  ܐܠܐ  ܐܝܬܘܗܝ.  ܝܵܵܬܗ  ܡܛܠ  ܠܘ  ܕܐܢܐܠܘܛܝܩܐ܆ 
ܪܘܟܒܗܘܢ  ܕܥܠ  ܗ̇̇ܘ   aܕܦܪܝܐܪܡܐܢܝܣ ܬܘܒ  ܟܬܒܐ  ܘܗܘ  ܠܢ܆  aܡܕܪܓ  ܕܦܪܝܐܪܡܐܢܝܣ  ܗ̇̇ܘ  ܠܘܬ  ܡ̇̇ܠܦ: 
ܗܢܐ  ܟܬܒܐ  ܗܘ̣̣  ܐܦ  ܗܟܢܐ  ܠܢ:  ܡܣ̇̇ܩ  ܕܐܢܐܠܘܛܝܩܐ  ܗܢܐ  ܟܬܒܐ  ܠܘܬ  ܦܫܝ̈̈ܛܐ܆  ܕܟܘ̈̈ܢܝܐ  ܩܕܡܝܐ 
ܠܢ܇  ܡ̇̇ܠܦ  ܩܛܝܓܘܪ̈ܝܩܝܐ  ܕܣܘܠܘܓܝܣܡ̈̈ܘ  ܕܡܢܕܪܝܫ  ܘܫ̇̇ܪܝܐ   ܐܟܚܕܐ  ܪܘܟܒܐ  ܕܥܠ  ܗ̇̇ܘ  ܕܐܢܐܠܘܛܝ̈̈ܩܐ܇ 
ܘܫܘܡܠܝܐ  ܢܝܫܐ  ܕܐܝܬܘܗܝ  ܗ̇̇ܘ  ܠܢ܇  ܡܣ̇̇ܩ  ܕܐܦܘܕܝܩܛܝܩܐ  ܕܟܬܒܐ  ܡܠܝܠܬܐ  ܕܦܪܓܡܛܝܐ  ܚܫܚܬܐ  ܠܘܬ 
ܡܠܬܐ  ܫܦܝܪܘܬ  ܕܐܝܟ  ܗ̇̇ܝ  ܦܝܠܣܘܦܘܬܐ:  ܕܟܠܗ̇̇  ܐܘܪܓܢܘܢ.  ܕܐܝܬܝܗ̇̇  ܗ̇̇ܝ  ܡܠܝܠܬܐ܇  ܐܘܡܢܘܬܐ  ܕܟܠܗ̇̇ 

ܠܒܪܢܫܐ.܀.⸂ ܕܡܨܝܐ  ܐܝܟ  ܕܒܐܠܗܐ  ܐܝܬܝܗ̇̇  ܕܡܝܘܬܐ  ܬܚܘܡܐ܇  ܟܝܬ  ܐܘ  ܦܠܛܘܢܝܬܐ: 

ܕܒܐܢܐܠܘܛܝܩܐ  ܣܘܠܘܓܝ̈̈ܣܡܘ  ܡܛܠ  ܡܚܘܐ  ܕܒܙܥܘܪ̈ܝܬܐ  ܗܢܐ:  ܡܐܡܪܐ  s:§LA colophonܫܠ̣̣ܡ 
ܕܩܢܫܪܝܢ.  ܐܦܝܣܩܘܦܐ  ܣܐܘܪܐ:  ܡܪܝ  ܠܚܣܝܐ  ܕܥܒܝܕ  ܕܐܪܝܣܛܘܛܠܝܣ: 

ܐܝܟ  ܢܗܝ̣̣ܪܐܝܬ  ܣܓܝ  ܣܝ̣̣ܡ  ܕܡܛܟܣ  ܕܐܢܠܘܛܝܩܐ  ܕܟܬܒܐ  ܢܘܗܪܐ  ܠܡܟܬܒ  s:§C colophonܫܠܡ 
ܣܘܪܐ. ܕܐܬܟܢܝ  ܠܣܵܵܒ݁݁ܘܿܿܟܼܼܬܿܿ  ܕܡܨܝܐ 

ܝܘܢ  ܨ̇̇ܡܛ  ܒܫܢܬܐ  ܣܗܒܘܟܬ  ܠܣܐܘܝܪܐ  ܕܥܒܝܕ  ܐܢܘܠܘܛܝܩܝ  ܕܥܠ  ܬܐܘܪܝܐ  s:§D colophonܫܠܡ 
ܐܡܝ̣̣ܕ  ܘܡܢ  ܠܐܡܝܕ  ܩܘܣܛܢܛܝܢܝܐ  ܐܘܟܝܬ  ܕܒܘܙܢܛܝܐ  ܡܠܟܐ  ܕܐܬ̣̣ܐ  ܒܫܢܬܐ  ܒܗ̇̇  ܟܕ  ܒ̇̇ܗ  ܚܙܝܪܐܢ  ܒܐܝܪܚ 
ܩܫܝ̣̣ܫܐ  ܒܫܡ  ܐܢܣܛܘܣ  ܘܣ̈̈ܢܝܬܐ  ܡܘܡ̈̈ܐ  ܘܡܠܸܐܐ  ܘܬܚܘܒܐ  ܡܚܝ̣̣ܠܐ  ܐܢܫ  ܒܐܝ̈̈ܕܝ  ܐܬܟܬܒ  ܠܒܒܝܠ.  ܢܚܬ 
ܕܦܓ̈̈ܘܥܐ  ܕܟ̈̈ܝܬܐ  ܨܠܘ̈̈ܬܐ  ܡܛܠ  ܐܠܐ  ܫܡ̇̇ܗ  ܕܢܬܟܬܒ  ܐ  ܫ̇̇ܲ�ܘܲ ܘܠܐ  ܘܡܒܥܕ  ܪܚܝܩ  ܣܓܝ  ܕܝܢ  ܒܥܒܕܐ  ܟܕ 
ܬܝܡܢܝܬܐ  ܒܩܷܷܠܝܬܐ  ܕܒܐܡܝ̣̣ܪ  ܐܠܗܐ  ܕܝ̇̇ܠܕܬ݀݀  ܩܕܝܫܬܐ  ܒܥܕܬܐ  ܠܒܨܝܪܘܬܝ.  ܕܚܘܣܝܐ  ܨܠܘܬܐ  ܕܢܣܪܚܘܢ 
ܛܥܘܢܐ  ܐܘ  ܦܘܕܐ  ܢܫܟܚ  ܕܐܢ  ܗܢܐ  ܒܟܬܒܐ  ܕܦ̇̇ܓܥ  ܐܚܐ  ܟܠ  ܡܢ  ܗܟܝܠ  ܐܢܐ  ܒ̇̇ܥܐ  ܕܪܬܗ̇̇.  ܓܢܒ  ܕܥܠ 
ܐܠܗܐ.  ܡܢ  ܢܬܚܣܐ  ܗܘ̣̣  ܣܐ  ܕܡܲ�ܚܲ ܘܟܠ  ܕܘܪ̈ܩܐ  ܡܒܠܒܠܢܐ  ܐܠܐ  ܟܬܘܒܐ  ܐܝܬܝ  ܠܐ  ܟܕ  ܚܝܠܗ  ܐܝܟ  ܢܬܪܨ 

. ܐܡܝܢ

ܘܝܬܪ  ܕܦܓܥ  ܣܗܒܘܟܬ.  ܠܣܐܘܝܪܐ  ܕܥܒܝܕ  ܐܢܘܠܘܛܝܩܝ  ܕܥܠ  ܬܐܘܪܝܐ  s:§M colophonܫܠܡ 
ܐܘܓܝܢ  ܘܡܪܝ  ܚܢܢܝܐ  ܕܡܪܝ  ܥܘܡܪܐ  ܕܡܬܟܢܐ  ܕܙܥܦܪܐܢ  ܩܕܝܫܬܐ  ܒܕܝܪܐ  ܕܣܪܛ  ܠܐܦܪܝܡ  ܢܫܡܪ  ܨܠܘܬܐ 

ܕܝܘܢ. ܐܦܦܘ  ܫܢܬ  ܕܐܢܛܝܟ  ܫܠܝܚܝܐ  ܟܘܪܣܝܐ  ܕܐܝܬܘܗܝ 
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ܡܬܝܕܥܐ  2  [ ܗ̣̣ܝ  |  C ܡܬܚܘܝܐ  ܕܐܣܟܡܐ  om. L  ||  5 ܐܦ   [ ܘܗܠܝܢ…ܬܠܝܬܝܐ  om. A  ||  9 ܫܬܝܬܝܐ 
 |  AL ܠܡܕܥ  |  AL ܐܬܬܣܝܡ  L  ||  12 ܐܘ ܣܓܝ  |  A ܕܒܦܣܝ̈̈ܩܝܬܐ  M  ||  11 ܘܗܠܝܢ ܡ̇̇ܢ ܡܛܠ ܙܢ̈̈ܝܐ ܕܐܣܟܝܡܐ ܬܠܝܬܝܐ
 |  C ܕܦܗܪܝܗܡܗܢܝܣ A ܕܦܪܝܪܡܢܝܐ  L  ||  14 ܗ̇̇ܘ ܕܐܦ ܥܠ A ܗ̇̇ܘ ܕܥܡ  |  C ܕܩܐܛܗܓܘܪ̈ܝܐܣ A ܕܩܛܝܓܘܪܝܘܣ  L  ||  13 ܩܕܡܐܝܬ
a-a om. AL per homoe.  |  ܕܦܗܪܝܗܪܡܗܢܝܐܣ C  |  ܕܐܦ ܥܠ L  ||  15  ܩܕܡ̈̈ܝܐ C  |  ܘܐܦ C  ||  16  ܕܐܢܐܠܘܛܝܩܐ AL  | 
 |  om. A ܢܗܐ  C  ||  20 ܡܠܝܠܘܬܐ ] ܫܦܝܪܘܬ ܡܠܬܐ  |  C  ܕܦܝܠܣܘܦܝܐ ] ܕܟܠܗ̇̇ ܦܝܠܣܘܦܘܬܐ  AL  ||  18 ܣܘܠܘܓܝܣܡܘ  |  L ܕܐܦ ܥܠ
.A ܠܚܣܝܐ ܐܒܘܣ ܡܪܝ  A  ||  21 ܕܡܛܠ ] ܡܚܘܐ ܡܛܠ
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That it is true is therefore proven by a reduction per impossibile in this way, when the sixth mode of the 
third figure, which states that “all human is animal, not all human is white, therefore not all animal is 
white” is analysed back into the first [mode] of the first [figure]. Again, this is made as clear as possible 
in the table below.

Non-demonstrable mode                            Both generation and analysis of
of the 1st figure                                              the 6th demonstrable mode of the 3rd figure

All human is animal                                     All human is animal
All animal is white                                       Not all human is white
All human is white                                       Not all animal is white

This is [the end of the section on] the composition and analysis of the six modes in the third figure. 

§30	 So those are all the modes of the categorical deductions in the three aforementioned figures, 
which we have set down briefly and as clearly as possible, in line with Aristotle’s teaching in the Analytics. 
But the student should first realise that this book of Analytics is not self-standing, rather just as the 
book of Categories, which teaches about simple namings, leads us on towards the De Interpretatione, 
and the De Interpretatione, which is about the initial composition of simple names, in turn leads us up 
towards this book of Analytics, so also this book of Analytics, which teaches us about the composition 
and analysis of categorical deductions, leads us up to using the logical treatise which [is called] the book 
of Apodeictics, which is itself the goal and high point of the whole art of logic, i.e. the instrument56 of 
all philosophy, which is, according to a neat saying or definition of Plato’s, “assimilation to God as far 
as this is possible for people”.

§LA colophon The end of this treatise, which briefly demonstrates the deductions in Aristotle’s 
Analytics. It was written by the reverend Mar Severus, bishop of Qenneshrin.57

§C colophon The end of the written explanation of the book of Analytics, which has been arranged 
as clearly as possible by Sebokht, who is called Severus.

§D colophon The end of the theory about Analytics, written by Severus Sebokht in year 949 of 
the Greeks,58 in the month Ḥaziran, in the very year that the king of Byzantium, or Constantinople, 
came to Amid and went down from Amid to Babylon. It was written by the hands of a poor, weak, 
blameworthy and odious man, Anastasius, a priest by name, albeit in fact very far away indeed and 
unworthy that his name should be mentioned; yet [he did it] for the sake of the pure prayers of the 
readers, that they may offer a prayer of forgiveness for my humble self. [I wrote it] in the holy church 
of the Mother-of-God in Amid, in the south cell on the edge of the courtyard. I request, therefore, that 
if any brother who comes across this book should find a fault or a mistake, he should correct it as far 
as he can, since it is [due to] not me the scribe, but rather a confusion of the pages; and the one who 
forgives shall be forgiven by God. Amen.

§M colophon The end of the theory about Analytics, written by Severus Sebokht. He who finds 
[this book] and has prayers, let him offer them for Ephrem who copied [it] in the holy monastery of 
Zaʿfaran, which is called the Monastery of Mar Ḥananya and Mar Augen, and which is the apostolic 
seat of [the patriarch of] Antioch, in the year 1886 of the Greeks.59

56	 Syr: Organon.
57	 On Qenneshrin, see n. 1, p. 89. C has a slightly different subscription: “The end of the explanation of the 

Analytics which was arranged so as to make things as clear as possible by Sebokht, who is called Severus”. C adds 
the author’s title: “Abbot Mar Severus”.

58	 AD 638. But see above, Introduction.
59	 AD 1575.


