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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.! He seems to have been abbot-bishop of Qenneshre?
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.’ 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.> 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.®

' H. Hugonnard-Roche, “Sévere Sebokht”, in R. Goulet (ed.), Dictionnaire des Philosophes Antigues,
CNRS-Editions, 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 (E Nau, “Notice
historique sur le monastere de Qartamin, suivie d’une note sur le monastére de Qennesré”, Actes du XIV: Congres
international des Orientalistes, Alger 1897, I-11, E. Leroux, Paris 1906, vol. II, pp. 37-135, part. pp. 89-125).

> 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. ].-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 (Chronigue de Michel le Syrien, Vol. 11, p. 435
Chabot, tr. 453).

s E.Villey (ed.), Les sciences en syriaque, Geuthner, Paris 2014 (Etudes syriaques 11), especially the articles on
Mathematics, Astronomy, and Geography.

¢ 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.” 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
Avristotle’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.?
Alternatively, Theophanes tells us of an imperial stay at Amida during a previous campaign in
623/4.° 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.!” 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.!

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 syriague, Geuthner, Paris 2019 (Etudes syriaques 16), pp. 389-416.

8 Agapius, Kitab al- Unyan (Patrologia orientalis V111, fasc. 3), p. [205].

? Theophanes, Chronographia 312.

10 Chronique de Michel le Syrien, Vol. 11, p. 412 Chabot.

" A.N. Stratos, Byzantium in the Seventh Century, I-11, 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 638"
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, fI. 47b-54a. 9* / 10* cent. [Wright, Catal. 111, 1160]

A BL, Add. 17156, ff. 3a-5b. ?9* cent. Extant only for §21-30 [Wright, Cazal. 111, 1162]

C  Chaldean Patriarchate of Baghdad (CPB) 223, o/imz Mosul 35, fI. 90b-111a. 16 cent.!?
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.
1) 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).
19% cent.

M Mingana Syr. 44, 83b-95b. Dated 1574/5, Dayr Za‘faran 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, f. 35a-45b. 18* cent. [Wright, Catal., 886].

Bdj A ms once in the possession of the Chaldean scholar Paul Bedjan."” Lost in 19* cent.

8  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. furdihums is for yainm, and v for om..

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 (8).

2 Chronique de Michel le Syrien, Vol. 11, p.453.

3 G. Kessel - N. Bamballi, “Field Notes on Syriac Manuscripts I1I: A Philosophical Manuscript Mosul 35
Rediscovered”, Hugoye: Journal of Syriac Studies 21.1 (2019), pp. 21-42.

4 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
Asiatigue 16 (1900), pp. 70-4; H. Hugonnard-Roche, “Un cours sur la syllogistique d’Aristote 4 I’époque tardo-
antique: le commentaire syriaque de Proba (VI¢ siecle) sur les Premiers Analytiques. Edition 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 (y) 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

< ard o odas Khiasy o cumljoian Londue il ey o Kl

o Flua\ardo o1 @m Fhaurol wero fxica A el Khoi .<amk
i o Khulan ot Qe Fhamany weo - lua\aca

L
olas hicasy & cwmjoianr condur Llulh o o <l

o ~<hulaa el Am Khcumasny wea -.r(é'\.m.-lvaa_qr( o [...] r()'\;n;lv&r{%n
~ 3 das

This omission in L is also reflected in the 8 recension:

MD
[...] ®duad el o0 odas .hiast & Jjaiar coudur iulh fusor o1 iuba
Fldum o Chalaa Qe .haimany wera

This text is in all essentials the same as L, save that the editor of the 8 recension has
additionally omitted duns\ aqar< ar 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 8 must have already have contained this error.

A series of further, less dramatic, agreements in error between L and 8 confirm their
consanguinity:

WA AR EEA R

§10: 3n om.

§13: haulis for honakia [a rather obvious error once the correct reading has been seen in C]
§15: anaoi\ for aninin oaal

§16: ards haus for haus Larda

L has very many special errors of its own vis a 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§ =~iddq=) — 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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§22 =< om.

§23 ¥urehidu for b (orthographical only)

§23 «ire for ~iiva (a strange, and non-reproducible error)

§26 ~¥udu\d for dudusn (A has corrected the clear error in marg.)
§27 afor o (i.e. 4 for 5, in the numbering of the parts of the table)
§30 mumhhe for asnmhh’

§30 sasa\ for amn

§30 @utindiar ool ok ama - A ix om. (homoe.)

A does also have some distinctive errors of its own (e.g. 23§ ~la~s), 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: y.

2. MD are (as demonstrated above) two distinct witnesses to a heavily edited and
abbreviated recension of the whole treatise (8). This nonetheless shares conjunctive
errors with v, with whom it must share a common ancestor: B.

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 =A< for & ), 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 (@) 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:

o

B/\C
)
/N

v M D

N

L A

D has vanishingly few variants vis a vis M, hence unless otherwise stated the siglum M is
used in the apparatus to signify 3.

All portions that were omitted by the editor of the 8 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. <aula — u\aa or i — A i,
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.
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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 1% and 2" figures
9.  Special properties of the 3 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 1* figure, with examples
13.  Generation of the demonstrable modes of the 1* 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 2™ figure
17.  Generation of 2™ figure modes from 1* figure modes
18.  Table to illustrate the generation of 2™ figure modes from 1* figure modes
19.  Analysis of 2" figure modes back into 1st figure modes
20. The fourth mode of the 2™ figure is analysed per impossibile back into the 1+ figure
21.  The same tabulation can also be applied to the other three 2™ figure modes arising from
the 1+ figure
22. A verbal description of this method of generating the 2™ figure from the 1* figure
23.  This generation reverses to become a per impossibile analysis of the 2" figure back into
the 1 figure
24.  Table to illustrate this generation and analysis
25.  The six [syllogistic] modes in the 3 figure
26.  Generation of 3" figure modes from 1% figure modes
27.  Table to illustrate this generation and analysis of 3* 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 * .

~hamare  art (skill/method/procedure)
o A the necessary
@uwfa\ s contradiction*

o\ a\a ¢ contradictory*

o« figure (of deduction)®
s\ a.1aa  demonstrative®
o\ aaar’  negative®

~i¢  therefore (in the conclusion of a deduction)*
vadq  beconcluded
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~¥alay

~oan\s
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< lodals

_\%nk\m:\ am
TN A

~am

~am

wa\am

V\ﬁm

<1}

<)

~iasy

[ et

~hashy ~alaw

s\,

[S=NepKY

~a\ o

@) 0ia haui
~hanin

(L PN T CVH EN
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(A< TWaEN
~hasars &\
~uashs &\

~ > >

~ halsax

~ N ax
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Aviny

s
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~ duy

~ N canawy
~um. >
RACTEY

~ M ausn. o
I ana oo

~ & AL s

= as 2>/ s s ey
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be supposed

qualitative

per impossibile
quantitative

property

opposite, adj.

[an] opposition, 7.
opposites, opposing pair
predicate®

subject

is generated

generation (of deductions)
matter/material (the modality of a proposition)*
convert

tense

mode (of deductions)
minor (term)
demonstrate

exchange of terms
arrange®

produce, yield

doctrine
premise-combination
combination
combination

universal

conclusion

the impossible

the non-demonstrables!
utterance, statement
reduction

generation (of deductions)"”
demonstrative

inclusive, conclusive
logical

necessarily™

the other member of the contradiction
particular

reduction

negative

perfect

justification

by conversion
demonstration
demonstrable

16 This is the usual form in L; mostly ~ascssden =\ in other mss.
17 Severus sometimes uses ~<aa and sometimes aLs to mean the same thing, probably because his source inter-
mingles the use of both yiyvopar and yevvdw, as also does Alexander’s commentary.

83
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sk  determined
~eiad>n  deduced (i.e. concluded)
¥ ke the contingent
~oa¥aa 5o explanations and interpretations
<y aim
i\ ova®  conjunction®
azma\ a\aw  deduction (i.e. syllogism)*
o\ i\ alaw  deductive (i.e. syllogistic)*
~miacuaw  conclusion®
3w  subject (as an abbv. of Jna3 am)
~ao»  extreme (i.e. terms within a premise)
~loaaw  contrary
~aloaawm Mk sub-contrary
Ajams  obscure
~riaa  distinctive
“nalooia  problem*
mmlvoia proposition/premiss* (see note §6)
axmsawaia  determination®
~xia  distinguish
Ajaxa  simple
~aosioy Ao categorical*
rﬁ.m)vaxvn positive™
~dho3  major (term)
~asai  composition
nei  todetail (i.e. to sketch out the details of a topic)
azaxr  to mean, signify
~hauy\ oy fasar.  combination
>inmy iv / «&ive  analysis (usually in the sense of reduction)
~iah  theory*
~¥uasdh  proof
~>asdh  term
Yod i straightforwardly

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

. all the A premise (universal affirmation)
o &\ notany the E premise (universal negation)
i some the I premise (particular affirmation)
A\ notall the O premise (particular negation)
. smadul... 3 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:

0 A Tt t¢ B pa) Ondpyer (25 a 22)
and

&vdpwmog od mavti L dndpye (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.

&dbpLoTog indeterminate b o 8
extremes ~ao 4
&xpa
avaryeLy, ardyeLy ~ix
dvoryoyh, Aoy reduction xinumy v 2
~haaloam 20
~hainax 23
avéhvotg analysis i 2
avamédetntog indemonstrable ~anashs A 12
~uashen A\
., .. o hauloaanls
avtifeotg opposition ) 2
avtixelpeva opposites sdala 8
AVTLOTEEPELY TG convert to'® A oo 2
AvTLOTEORT] by conversion Surdinamin 12
avtigaots contradiction oA\ 29
BVTLYAOTLRES contradictory ~aa, e 4
drmoyeyn see avary ey
gmodetnvivar demonstrate ~aw 13
amodetxTindeg demonstrative et 0= 1
demonstrably ~ana\ naaard 5
demonstrable ~aLash 5
gmbdetéee proof uash 13
demonstration ~haunash 13
ATTOPACLE, ATTOPATLIOG negation, negative ~aas\;aqar’ it 3
uoraaar’
dpo therefore A 6
véveotg generation oM 13
vévvnorg? generation ~houl. 13
viyveodar be generated ~am
denvivar prove ~aw 13
dfrog clear Lo 4
dratpety distinguish ) "‘?2‘ 1
dropLopbe, Tpoodioptabe determination ARmaLawaia 2
duvatde be possible ~Rumars 4
el dddvartoy per impossibile haw gmden A s 20
EhaTTOV minor ) ~hias 3
gvalharyt) Tav Gpwy exchange of terms? ndsdhia alas 15

18 Severus does not seem to distinguish A dvtiotpépey 16 B (A converts into B) from A dvtiotpégey mpbc B
(A and B mutually convert).

¥ Alexander himself uses both ytyves9ar and yevvév 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 IL.1), p. 48.11-16.

2 E.g. Alex. Aphrod., In An. Pr., p. 29.26 Wallies.
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évavtia
évdéyeador

& avdywne

Yatepov YEpog AVTLYAGENS

%xadohov
XATAPAOLG, KATAPATLROG

XOTTYOPLXOC
XOUTTYOPOVULEVOV
A6y0g
pédodog
petlov
uepog
Eml pépoug
TGO PEPOG
v pépetl
Hécov
6pog
TLoTLE

TOLOTNG

XOUTA TO TTOLGY
TOGOTNG

XOTA TO TOGGY
OB
TEOTAGLG
onpalveLy
ouluyla

GUANOYLOP.OG
GUUTTEQALVELY, GUVAYELY

CUUTTEQAG LA

,
OULUTTAOXY)

2 L 22
OULUTTAOXY) TTEOTAGEMY
ocuvtLdEvaL

cuyxelodat
.
clvdeotLe
oynua
.
T&éLg

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-

contraries?
be contingent

necessarily

the other member of the
contradiction
universal
affirmation,
affirmative
categorical

the predicate

what is said, account
method

major

particular

middle
term
justification

quality (of being +ve or -ve)

quantity (referring to all or

some)

problem
proposition, premise
mean, signify
conjunction

deduction
conclude

conclusion
combination

premise-combination
compound

figure
order

tory pairs of opposites (as are A and O premises).
2 E.g. Alex. Aphrod., In An. Pr., p. 59.10 Wallies.
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perfect
posit, suppose
set out

mode

matter

sub-contrary
hypothesis, supposition

subject

determined

% E.g. Alex. Aphrod., In An. Pr., p. 95.7 Wallies.

oo

<
ma&om

~alodow Masha
~ M aasao v

TN am

s N

13

10,30

N
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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.! 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.? The first chapter discusses propositions and their
terms, and also tenses, matters (hulai), and determination (prosdiorismos).> 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],* 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.’

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,® 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.

! In modern usage, Qenneshrin is reserved as the Syriac name for Chalcis, while the monastery of which
Severus was bishop (i.e. abbor) 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.

> 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., 179.111f. 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.

> Ch.1 corresponds to our §§3-5; ch.2 is found in §§6-11; ch. 3 covers §§12-29.

¢ 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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Severus Sebokht On Deductions in Aristotle’s Prior Analytics 91

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.” 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”.® 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 (bulai): 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”.? “Some” and “not any” are e.g. “some human is animal” and “not any human is
animal”.’® 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 COng,  gicxory not any human is animal

Co(\“a dictory
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- 108.7. Busse, and Boethius, I De Int., I1, p. 162.11L., 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 thuma 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.

? 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).

1 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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Severus Sebokht On Deductions in Aristotle’s Prior Analytics 93

§5 After this one needs to know that there are four categorical propositions: the universal
affirmation, e.g. “all human is animal”, the particular afhirmation, 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”.!!

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.”? 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,? e.g. all human is animal, all animal is substance, therefore (a74) 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”!% 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.

I 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-Mugqaffa’ 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:
GUAhOYLGPOS O¢ 0Tt AbY0g v § TeDévTwy TLvay Etepdy TL TEY netpévay &€ dvdyrrng oupBaivet T6 tadta etvan (24 b 18-
20). M’s omission breaks up the allusion.

4 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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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 premise'® 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. fode 7], 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.'®

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”.'” For a negatlon 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 afirmation 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.'®

§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,” 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] afirmative or negative; and that
all the conclusions are negative, viz. the partlcular 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,® 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].

1> 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).

7 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

y g g
editor everywhere alters kunasha to a transliteration of sumperasma.
¢ “Distinctives” is the term Severus is here employing for the extremes, as an antonym for “common”, i.e. the middle.

1 Using the example from §é.

2 Tn 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 Sina.
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§9  Theproperty 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] afirmative 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 Soitis 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.?!
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”.2 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.?* 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]* 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”.? 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].

2 G is the third letter of the Syriac, as of the Greek, alphabet.

2 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.

2 Throughout the treatise, Severus sets out the minor premise before the major, as does Ibn Sina 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.

% Lit: “these are for understanding...etc”. Severus uses this expression often to bring topics to a close.

% Similar is e.g. Alex. Aphrod., In An. pr., pp. 46.25fF. Wallies.
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§12 So there are nine modes in the first figure, four of which are non-demonstrable and five
are demonstrable.?® The first:¥” from a universal afirmation as the minor and a universal affirmation
as the major, a universal affirmation is straightforwardly?® deduced, e.g. “all human is animal, all
animal is substance, therefore all human is substance”. The second: from a universal afirmation 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 afhirmation 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.”” “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 5% being generated from the 1%
the 6" from the 2, and the 7" from the 3. The combination [of premises] remains the same while
the conclusion is converted. The 8" and 9% are both generated from the 4%, 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:®

%6 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 avanéddeintog. 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.

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

% i.e. 6p96¢, which Severus contrasts with “by conversion” (@vtiotpoef) in the fifth to ninth modes.

¥ Le.ntotig in the sense used by Alex. Aphrod., In An. pr., pp. 43.6fL. and Arist., An. Pr. 68 b 8-14.

3 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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31
St Non-demonstrable modes of the 1* figure Both generation and analysis of
the demonstrable modes of that [1*] 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.” The first: from
auniversal affirmation as the minor and a universal negation as the ma]or auniversal 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.

3! 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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§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.® 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].** However, this will be understood clearly in summary from this table below.*

§18
Non-demonstrable modes Both generation and analysis of the
of the 14 figure demonstrable modes of the 2" 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].* 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.

3 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).

3 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.

3 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.

3 gvtioTpogr 08 pav or dvaihayh Tav pov (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 (1* figure,
2 mode). Camestres is reduced to Celarent in the same way, and Festino to Ferio.
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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.” 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:3

Non-demonstrable mode Generation of a demonstrable mode of the 2*
of the I* figure figure by means of reduction per impossible
1 4
all stone is human @ . ory  Some stone is not animal
. . C . .
all human is animal tra & all human is animal

Lo di .
all stone is animal cont? Ctor,  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”.”” Beneath the
second of the non-demonstrables... The conclusion of this will be that which is next to the first of the
non-demonstrables...®

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.*

¥ 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-Farabi (e.g. Syllogism [above, n. 14], ch.15) and Ibn Sina sometimes make include irrelevant remarks about an
assumption being true when they are explaining reductio ad absurdum proofs (W. Hodges, p.c.).

3 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.

% In the table below, this word dvtigpactixdc links these pairs of contradictory premises.

% The text seems to be corrupt and something may be missing.

# 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.
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Non-demonstrable modes 2" [figure] modes

1 4

all stone is human o ory DOt all stone is animal*
all human is animal tra A‘AC all human is animal

all stone is animal conts? d’%ry not all stone i1s human
2 343

all rational is stone . ory some rational is human
no stone is human tta ATC no stone is human

no rational is human cont?® d'crory not all rational is stone
3 2

some stone is human con oy O stone is animal

all human is animal a ATC all human is animal
some stone is animal ~ con™* dlct"ry no stone is human

4 1

some human is stone o - cory all human is animal

no stone is animal et de no stone is animal

not all human is animal con™* dicfory no human is stone

§22 For the opposite of a conclusion, when combined with one of its two premises, viz. the
second,* 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 therefrom®.

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

gu & p PP
placed,’ 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.#” Since from this [process] is generated the combination be introduced.

# 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).

# 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.

# Le. 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.

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

% Te. its contradictory opposite, the A-premise that results from the deletion of the negative particle on the
O-premise.

# Le. 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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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, 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.® 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 cong giceor All human is animal
7

All animal is substance
All human is substance

All animal is substance
Not all human is animal

[Mode] 3 [Mode] 2

Some human is stone All human is animal

di
CO““’A e Ory

- - Congy., diceory . :

No animal is stone v No animal is stone
. . it .
Not all human is animal cont® “ory  No human is stone
[Mode] 2 [Mode] 3
No animal is rational “oner, oY Some animal is human
All hu.man is rational ond dinOry All humfm is }‘atlo.llal
No animal is human Some animal is rational
[Mode] 1 [Mode] 4
All rational is stone “oner, xcwoy  Some rational is human
No human is stone di No human is stone
co““a ICtOry

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.

% An expression found in the commentators: 9drepov pépog t¥ic dvtipdoewg (Alex. Aphrod., In An. pr.,
p- 260.17 Wallies).

# 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 dvtixetpeva to refer to premises that are in fact opposed in a contradictory manner
(GvTLpaoTLrde).
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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.*

The first:® 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 afirmation 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 afirmation as the major, a particular afhrmation is deduced, e.g. “all human is rational,
some human is animal, therefore some rational is animal”. The fourth: from a universal afirmation
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 afhirmation 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];® 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],”® and if [arranged] as the second
[premise], then [it generates] the third [mode] of the third [figure].** Moreover, if you convert the
particular [premise] of the fourth non-demonstrable into a universal afirmation, 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.

5! 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 1f 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.

5 Likewise, if the I in a Darii syllogism is converted simpliciter, and placed as the new major premise, the result
is Disamis.

Studia graeco-arabica 14 / 2024



10

15

20

25

30

35

40

112 Daniel King

§27
il 2iuml iro KA am ~uashon &\ i
il el fuashon oo Aoy
~
~haus Enis la
s nis Aa
~hlls “haus <
o Y
o eiio v ~riio hca i
s miis A <l niis 1a

~hlls “haas s

hlls haas <A
AL
als eis a
~haas s s

h

s ois Aa

~ada nio 1w a
~arda ,mok\A s 1w by
~nin Lls
~arda o e Ao
[op) ~a~da ,mo}\.-l Ll 1w

s s s

~ada niio e a
~arda ymada\ s 1w

o L wraea .\C\crA REN \ooﬂ (i oides gnad A e L00md o} M §28
Qimon iudum awrardalo i dulhia fasining ®amann Chalas cawtand el s

C109a

C109b

~amior Sl L didla uidla ) ~aoial M saaes u\c\sm}n iy ;mlay <adiwa Mosa

AR Flar Kamim 1a D il A amior aasily C<aresaula o3 ~anaoi\ coide>
.~rian am v\amk\:n “wo <\ 11 .aien S BT ) Nihen ol Eoas om

.ameim ad Maamnl ve L Kad Ruashs & damie i > bl Sluhe o i §29

Mo o wer) Lpium ol Kiden wae dasls Khan ohe A s e al»
ois la L o audean we Rl ke meohd L el el LKuil o)
& o> (W A it g chias fhas s 1 o Fias Eois s & L
uohhe . hioe fhas s oudues o il ‘Rooht awra\ il Khise Klux
r:elm we m.-mlvcﬁs Mhawia enﬁ Liaon Fadh .hibir fhas fnio lay ,6 e “od ham
oin L hias hocs la chcus ais s Lol i diamn L <amiis aod Kamie my

L53b

A5a

C110a

A\ L L iies T haoam hmohdh .r()m.\.._s.mk\m ~\a o i A\ b .Kias i~ M95b

el Ao Laq o e ala 6 Khasuohhsl pium duin o waso .Kias Kais la
yh AR Nam ondur Khibie Lo A3 amd Liae Nm hics fhoes la ity ol

i Fiizd! cceanm) mohh pioh iaw S Ay & am .hias Khase la Aa Clicb

S e pium I KIm Ke Khan he A\l hadsam o ,aehe L,;madu

10 A JoA || 20 m]3AL || 24 comi]om A | wminm eiden gsam | Juidhos i oihen M|
25 W JevM || 26 mlaom. C | =aduldal || 27-28 ~&nics o o e | uiasaw e’ M|
28 'man [ mano L | maaan Jvreaodhesn A M | vwom. C || 29 Zmom. M | wasuis oo | duulas M ||
30 yainsne. e | acsls han ooheon A s duihms s e M | v achomM || 31 cuwom M | mudan]
qureizn M || 32 Mo ] i add. M | ** om. L per homoe. | A% ] ia\ M | =& o (wom. M ||
33 cudua,d J@u voa M || 34 hoo [Ram L | e M | <o Jod M || 36 <hau v e M |
s 3 A | Khiziom M || 37 cam vaacwom M | miam [ duwihesisM | ,dom M | gaom. M ||
38 am inan W\ = ] 1o Linn 3n 9 M | ;0 om. M.

Studia graeco-arabica 14 / 2024



Severus Sebokht On Deductions in Aristotle’s Prior Analytics 113

§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.>

§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 3% figure
modes, the conclusions precisely match the conclusions of the 1* figure modes to which they reduce.
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Severus Sebokht On Deductions in Aristotle’s Prior Analytics 115

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 1 figure the 6" demonstrable mode of the 3" figure
All human is animal All human is animal

All animal is white Not all human is white

—— Not all animal is white

All human 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 instrument® 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”.

S§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.”

§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,* 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. 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
Za‘faran, which is called the Monastery of Mar Hananya and Mar Augen, and which is the apostolic
seat of [the patriarch of] Antioch, in the year 1886 of the Greeks.”

56 Syr: Organon.

7 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.

¥ AD 1575.
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