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1 Sergius of Reshaina and his Commentary

1.1 Sergius, a Christian Disciple of Ammonius

Sergius of Reshaina (Syr. Sargis d-Re$ ‘Ayna, or Res‘aynaya; d. 536) is a major figure in
Syriac intellectual history". He is the first Syriac author known by name who translat-
ed Greek medical? scholarly?®, and philosophical works* into Syriac and who made a
major contribution to the knowledge of Aristotle’s logic in Syriac schools (and, by
extension, among later scholars writing in Arabic)®. If al-Farabi’s account of the trans-
fer of philosophical and medical instruction from the late ancient Alexandria, firstly,
to Harran in Syria and then further to Baghdad (the “from Alexandria to Baghdad”
complex of narratives)® has any credibility, Sergius marks the beginning of this pro-
cess of transition.

Sergius studied with Ammonius Hermeiou in Alexandria and, after his return to
Syria, started to adapt and transmit the Alexandrian philosophical and pedagogical
model to his Christian audience. In his letter about Syriac translations of Galen’,
Hunayn ibn Ishaq, the most prominent figure in the history of scientific translations
from Greek into Syriac and Arabic, makes Sergius his main object of criticism, thereby
testifying to his authority as late as the ninth century. Thus, in his life and afterlife,
Sergius is revealed to be the crucial link between late ancient Alexandria and the great
translation movement of ‘Abbasid Baghdad in the 8th—10th centuries®.

1 Sergius’ role in the history of Syriac culture and philosophy was to some extent overemphasized in
the 19th century, as a result of his being credited with a number of philosophical treatises which have
come down to us as anonymous; cf., e.g., Renan 1852, Sachau 1870, Wright 1894: 89-93, and Baumstark
1894. A revision of his role and legacy has been made in a series of articles by Henri Hugonnard-Roche,
see especially Hugonnard-Roche 1997b and 2004. For an up-to-date assessment of Sergius’ place in the
history of philosophy, see Watt 2018.

2 For Sergius’ translations of Galen, see Degen 1981, Kessel 2016, and Bhayro 2019.

3 For Sergius’ translations and adaptations of astronomical works, see Claude-Villey 2012.

4 See a review of Sergius’ philosophical writings in Hugonnard-Roche 1997b and Aydin 2016: 10-25.

5 For the afterlife of Sergius in the Arabic world, see Watt 2011.

6 Al-Farabi’s account was analyzed by M. Meyerhof who was the first to introduce the expression
“von Alexandrien nach Bagdad” (Meyerhof 1930). A number of scholars later questioned the historicity
of al-Farabi’s description and criticized Meyerhof’s literal interpretation of it (see, e.g., Strohmaier 1987
and Gutas 1999).

7 The Arabic text with German translation of Hunayn’s letter was published in Bergstrasser 1925 and
Lamoreaux 2016.

8 For the role of Syrian scholars in the translation of Aristotle and Galen into Arabic, cf, e.g., Hu-
gonnard-Roche 1991 and Tannous 2018. D. Gutas claims that this role has been overemphasized; cf.
Gutas 1998: 20-24.
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4 — Introduction

Nothing is known about the time and place of Sergius’ birth. His traditional asso-
ciation with the town of Reshaina’ is based on the late stage of his career, when, fol-
lowing his return from Alexandria, he became the “main physician” (Gr. dpyiatpog,
usually transliterated in Syriac) of this town. Our only source of information for Ser-
gius’ biography is the Chronicle of Ps.-Zacharias of Mytilene, according to which “this
man was eloquent and experienced in reading many books of the Greeks”, which he
studied (lit. “which he read together with a commentary”) during the lengthy period
he spent in Alexandria™. The chronicler turns out to be rather critical towards Sergius,
presenting him as a person of low morals, and mentions that Sergius was “a believer
through his own will”™ It is not immediately clear what Ps.-Zacharias means by this,
and it is possible that his point is simply that Sergius pretended to be a Christian.
However, it is also likely that the words of the chronicler refer to the fact that, at the
time when Sergius first arrived in Alexandria, he was not yet a Christian, and it was
during his time in the school of Ammonius that he came to the faith®. Since Ps.-
Zacharias says nothing about the years which preceded Sergius’ coming to Alexandria,
we may state only roughly that he was born in the second half of the 5th century. The
above-mentioned remark by Ps.-Zacharias leaves open the possibility that Sergius’
family was not Christian; however, they must have been wealthy enough to send their
son to what was at the time the best place to be educated in rhetoric, philosophy, and
medicine.

Since medicine became Sergius’ specialty after his return to Syria, it is apparent
that he received not only a philosophical but also a medical education in Alexandria,

9 The town of Reshaina (Syr. Re§ ‘Ayna, Ar. Ra’s al-‘Ayn), which bore the Greek name Theodosiopolis
(after Emperor Theodosius I who in 383 granted it a municipal status), was located on the river Khabur
close to the border of the Roman Empire; cf. Takahashi & Von Rompay 2011 and Aydin 2016: 40.

10 This work was originally compiled in the late 6th century by Zacharias of Mytilene, or Zacharias
Rhetor, a member of the Christian philoponoi in Alexandria (discussed below). It is preserved only in
the Syriac version, however, whose anonymous author (referred to as Ps.-Zacharias) updated and
expanded its contents to include events up until to the reign of Justinian. For the Syriac text of the
account of Sergius’ life in this chronicle, see Brooks 1921: 136-138. English translation with an extensive
introduction and commentary in Greatrex 2011. We find further references to Sergius in the Chronicle
of 846, Chronicle of Michael the Great, and in Barhebraeus’ Ecclesiastical History, which all seem to be
dependent on the account found in Ps.-Zacharias.

11 Syr. ~am ~io (..) ~ndr KrAND ~KShar ~Lins <am Al <url im <am i\ a
Lt <o RSinmalds e el Shaa ~araas i md (Brooks 1924: 136.4-8; cf. the
English translation in Greatrex 2011: 368). Ps.-Zacharias’ remark that Sergius “read together with a
commentary” (<araas o3 ml ~am o) books of various Greek authorities demonstrates author’s
familiarity with the details of the educational process in Alexandrian schools.

12 Syr. asums mases (Brooks 19210 136.9; cf. the English translation in Greatrex 2011: 368-369).
On this passage, cf. Fiori 2014: 62.

13 Similar transformation that happened to Severus, the future patriarch of Antioch and the leading
figure in the Anti-Chalcedonian movement of the early 6th century, is described in the Life of Severus
written by Zacharias Rhetor.
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as the chronicle of Ps.-Zacharias also mentions™. By the late 5th century, the Alexan-
drian iatrosophists had developed a systematic approach to the study of the works of
Hippocrates and Galen that included some elements of the philosophical education
with which it could be combined®. It is thus unsurprising to find a reference to Galen
in Sergius’ Prologue to the commentary, which speaks of Galen as the reason to turn to
the study of logic (§§2-3).

Ps.-Zacharias further reports an embassy to Rome and Constantinople in which
Sergius took part, as well as his death in Constantinople in 536%. Based on this evi-
dence, it is traditionally assumed that the time he spent in Alexandria fell in the last
decades of the 5th century and that his subsequent literary activity, including the
composition of his commentary on the Categories, may be dated to the early 6th cen-
tury. At this time, Alexandria was, alongside Athens, one of the main centers of philo-
sophical education, one particularly attractive to Christian students, as the study of
philosophy there was not so closely associated with pagan religious elements as was
the case in Athens”.

Sergius’ education in Alexandria coincides with the period of the teaching activity
of Ammonius Hermeiou (435/445-517/526)%, a pupil of Proclus who began giving phi-
losophy classes in one of the Alexandrian schools at some time after 470. Ammonius
was the teacher of several prominent philosophers, including Philoponus, Simplicius,
and Damascius, as well as (indirectly) Olympiodorus, David and Elias, who appear as
the last representatives of the Alexandrian philosophical tradition, which, by the mid-
sixth century, was deemed acceptable for Christians after the transformation of the
philosophical curriculum that had taken place in the late 5th century.

Christian students were apparently not rare in the school of Ammonius, probably
the most famous among these being John Philoponus (ca. 490-575), who became one of
the editors of Ammonius’ lectures®. It is obvious that some elements of philosophical
education in Alexandria, including first of all the doctrine of the eternity of the world,
but also religious elements associated with the Chaldean Oracles and Orphic texts,
were problematic for Christian hearers of Ammonius’ classes. Some of them, who
labelled themselves philoponoi (“industrious”), were eager to counterbalance these

14 Ps.-Zacharias writes that Sergius studied “books (BtBAia) of medicine” (~douoory ~alais)
(Brooks 1921: 136.9; cf. the English translation in Greatrex 2011: 368).

15 For the system of medical education in Alexandria in the late 5th century, see Overwien 2018 and
Overwien 2019.

16 Brooks 1921: 136-138. Cf. the English translation in Greatrex 2011: 369-371.

17 For the forms of philosophical education in Athens and Alexandria in the late 5th century, see
Watts 2006.

18 For Ammonius and his school, see Blank 2010, Griffin 2016, and Chase 2020: 1-11.

19 On Philoponus as a Christian student of philosophy, see Verrycken 1990, Zachhuber 2020: 145-169.
20 The philoponoi was a socially active group of Christian laymen closely connected with the monas-
tery of Enaton, which was situated close to Alexandria and whose monks had an active anti-
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elements by suggesting Christian students of philosophy adopt an alternative course of
reading, which, besides the Bible, also included works by Basil of Caesarea and Grego-
ry of Nazianzus?.

The tension between Christian and pagan students of philosophy in Alexandria
led to an open conflict in 486%. It was resolved by recourse to a compromise between
the two groups, one with important consequences for philosophical education in the
following decades. Among these was that by the end of the 5th century Ammonius had
become the leading Alexandrian teacher of philosophy. In addition, the compromise
between Alexandrian Church authorities and Ammonius most likely included altera-
tions to the program of philosophical education that would make it more acceptable
for Christian students®.

In his pedagogical activity, Ammonius generally followed the principle of combin-
ing Aristotelian and Platonic writings (introduced originally by Porphyry and becom-
ing a general principle in the Neoplatonic schools) into a homogeneous curriculum?®.
While Ammonius apparently maintained interest in Platonic dialogues, on which he
gave lectures, it was Aristotle’s writings, especially his Organon, that dominated in the
first part of the cursus of education®. Thus, Aristotle’s Categories (together with
Porphyry’s Isagoge) served as the first philosophical text read by students of philoso-

Chaledonian position. Edward Watts stressed the role, which the philoponoi of Alexandria played in
the transformation of the philosophical curriculum in Alexandria in the late fifth century, in a series of
publications, see particularly Watts 2005 and Watts 2006: 211-230. Watts’ arguments were largely
criticized by Alain-Philippe Segonds (see Segonds et al. 2011: 461-462) and Ilsetraut Hadot (Hadot 2015:
20-25).

21 This program of substitution of traditional Greek authorities with the works of Church Fathers
developed by the Alexandrian philoponoi is described in the Life of Severus written by Zacharias Rhe-
tor, who himself belonged to this group. The Life has been preserved in Syriac and published with a
French translation in Kugener 1904. An English translation: Ambjorn 2008.

22 The attack on the pagan philosophical schools was initiated by the philoponoi and monks of the
monastery of Enaton near Alexandria, who were supported by the patriarch of the city, Peter Mongus.
As a result, many philosophers were forced to flee from the city, thus leaving Ammonius as Alexan-
dria’s preeminent teacher of the philosophical curriculum. See Watts 2006: 216-225; cf. Hadot 2015: 18—
21

23 Ammonius’ agreement with Alexandrian Christian authorities is reported in rather scornful fash-
ion by Damascius; see his Life of Isidore (Athanassiadi 1999: 280). For various interpretations of
Damascius’ text and the historical events that underpin it, see Sorabji 2005, who states that the agree-
ment concerned primarily Ammonius’ “refraining from the open support of pagan ritual” (p. 204). Cf.
Segonds et al. 2011: 463 and Hadot 2015: 21, who both admit that the agreement was primarily focused
on financial issues and on increasing the number of Christian students in Ammonius’ school rather
than on the philosophical curriculum.

24 On the tendency to harmonize Plato and Aristotle in Middle Platonism which resulted in the educa-
tional synthesis by Porphyry, see particularly Karamanolis 2006 and Hadot 2015. On Porphyry’s contri-
bution to the Neoplatonic curriculum, see Chase 2012: 1374-1376. For Ammonius’ system of teaching, cf.
Griffin 2016: 396-398.

25 On Damascius’ witness to Ammonius’ interest in Plato, see Hadot 2015: 15-20; cf. Chase 2020: 1-3.
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phy, preceded only by a general introduction to philosophy and logic centered on
various preliminary questions (Greek ta mpoAgyoueva, i.e. subjects discussed before a
study of certain text)®. Among these questions, we find a general division of philoso-
phy reflecting the educational system established in the school of Ammonius, a discus-
sion of the role of logic as an instrument rather than a part of philosophy, and the
correct division of Aristotle’s writings?.

The events which took place in Alexandria in the 480s are known to us mainly
from the Life of Severus by Zacharias Rhetor®. Both Zacharias and the eponymous
Severus, the future patriarch of Antioch, had belonged to the philoponoi of Alexandria
and were supporters of their philosophical and apologetic program. The latter is re-
flected by another treatise composed by Zacharias, a dialogue Ammonius, that de-
scribes a discussion between an unnamed Christian philosopher and Ammonius, who,
at the end of the debate, is brought to silence and thus shown to be defeated by Chris-
tian arguments®. It would be a reasonable assumption that Serigus of Reshaina was
also a member of the philoponoi during his stay in Alexandria. Although we have no
direct evidence for this*, we do find in Sergius’ work one of the earliest attempts to
present Aristotle’s philosophy not only as acceptable but as fundamentally necessary
for Christian education.

In his Commentary, Sergius stresses several times that logic should be considered
an instrument® necessary for Christian education, since without it “neither will one be
capable of studying the books on medicine nor will the arguments of the philosophers
be comprehensible”, nor even will “the divine books” be correctly interpretable, un-
less a person is illuminated from above (see the concluding §450). Aristotle’s natural
philosophy too is presented by the Syriac scholar as indispensable for education and
compatible with Christian views. Sergius writes (§256) about his plans to “sufficiently
explain everything what we have learned not only from this man (i.e., Aristotle), but
also from other philosophers and from our Christian writers who have diligently
searched for truth”, thus presenting non-Christian and Christian philosophers to be in

26 As Elias remarks in the introductory part of his commentary on the Categories (In Cat. 107.24-26),
the traditional set of the prolegomena-questions goes back to Ammonius’ teacher, Proclus. For the
genesis and formation of the tradition of the study of prolegomena, see Hadot 1990 and Mansfeld 1994.
For the development of this tradition in the Greek, Syriac, and Arabic worlds, see Hein 1985.

27 For the structure of philosophical curriculum in the school of Ammonius as reflected in the intro-
ductory treatises that derive from it, see Westerink 1990, Hadot 1990, Hadot 1991, and Hoffmann 2012.
28 Ed. Kugener 1904; English translation in Ambjorn 2008.

29 Ed. in Colonna 1973, English translation in Dillon, Russel, and Gertz 2012. Another pagan figure who
appears in this dialogue is the medical philosopher (iatrosophist) Gessius, which makes apparent that
medical education in Alexandria in this period was connected with similar debates between Christian
and non-Christian students characteristic of the school of Ammonius.

30 Cf. Fiori 2014: 86-88.

31 See the extensive discussion of whether logic is a part of philosophy or its instrument in Sergius’
Commentary, §§30-48.
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some sort of agreement acceptable for his fellow believers. Thus, in Sergius’ Commen-
tary we find the same apologetic bias as in, e.g., the works of Severus of Antioch, one
characteristic of the approach of the Alexandrian philoponoi, which Sergius in turn
suggests as the pedagogical template for Syriac schools.

The term philoponoi turns out to play an important role in the history of the West
Syriac (Syriac Orthodox) anti-Chalcedonian movement pioneered by Severus® The
intellectual elite of the West Syriac Church, who were interested in the study and
translation of the Greek philosophy and who were associated mainly with the monas-
tery of Qenneshre, took over this label, either using the Greek word or a Syriac
calque®. In so doing, the Syriac scholars of the 6th-7th centuries presented themselves
as the hairs of the Alexandrian Christian laymen who first sought to Christianize the
essentially pagan philosophical program and to adapt it for Christian schools largely
associated with monasteries.

1.2 Sergius’ Commentary on the Categories

The treatise by Sergius edited in this volume (henceforth Commentary) is in many
aspects a product of the exegetical method established in the school of Ammonius by
the end of the 5th century. Sergius composed his Commentary probably shortly after
his return from Alexandria, having adapted it from written notes that he brought with
him. Given that such notes by students “from the voice” (ano @wviig) of their teacher
formed the basis of the commentaries on the Categories and Prior Analytics ascribed
to Ammonius himself (as the titles of these works make clear), we cannot state with
certainty whether Sergius’ own notes were made by him personally for his private
use, or whether he had access to some “official” version of Ammonius’ lectures pre-
pared by someone else.

Indeed, many passages in Sergius’ treatise are very similar to (sometimes verba-
tim reproductions of) the text of the commentaries on Porphyry’s Isagoge and Aristo-

32 On Severus’ promotion of the apologetic program of the philoponoi in the Syriac milieu, which
resulted in the appropriation both of the program and of the term in West Syriac intellectual circles, cf.
Arzhanov 2019: 152-174.

33 The 8th century author Phocas called Athanasius of Balad and Jacob of Edessa, the famous Syriac
translators of Aristotle’s works who were connected with the monastery of Qenneshre, “lovers of toil”
(FR\=as. ,=ns9), using a calque of the Greek @uAdmovol (see the text in Wright 1871: 494). The only
Syriac manual on rhetoric composed in the 9th century by Antony of Tagrit, was addressed to a certain
Syriac philoponos (oasaaa\isa), according to a later note by Barhebraeus (see Abbeloos & Lamy 1872:
363).

34 See Ammonius, In Cat. 1.1-2 and In An. Pr. 1.1-2. Among the works ascribed to Ammonius, only his
commentary on Aristotle’s On Interpretation is considered to be written by him personally, while his
other commentaries on Porphyry and Aristotle are compositions of his students (cf. Blank 2010: 661
662 and Griffin 2016: 402—-404).
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tle’s Categories ascribed directly to Ammonius, as well as to Philoponus’ commentary
on the Categories likewise written on the basis of Ammonius’ lectures, suggesting that
these works all derive either from multiple individual sets of notes taken in the class-
room or from some official version of them authorized by Ammonius himself. As such,
the Greek texts, containing parallels to Sergius’ Commentary are quoted in extenso in
the footnotes to the English translation. Although we cannot take for granted that
Sergius’ text has any direct relation to them beyond a common source in Ammonius’
lectures®, they contain the Greek terminology that Sergius most certainly had in mind
while composing his commentary, allowing us better to understand the technical
vocabulary of the published work®.

The structure of Sergius’ treatise clearly reflects the Alexandrian approach to the
Categories, that considered this book not merely the first part of the Organon, but
indeed, the very first text to be read by the student of philosophy (albeit accompanied
by Porphyry’s Introduction and other introductory materials, as mentioned). Sergius
himself stresses that he has composed his treatise (Syr. maktbanuta, “writing, book”)
with a specific structure in mind, speaking of its seven parts as memre (sg. memra,
“treatise, part”), each of which is generally dedicated either to a single issue or to a
group of questions pertaining to such a single issue (Syr. $arba, “subject matter”)¥.

Thus, the first half of Sergius’ treatise, which includes the Prologue and Books I
and II, focuses on the traditional preliminaries (prolegomena) discussed prior to
Porphyry’s Isagoge and to Aristotle’s Categories. At the end of Book II, Sergius hriefly
outlines the first chapter of the Categories dealing with homonymy, synonymy, and
heteronymy (the antepraedicamenta) and in this way embarks upon the second half of
his work. This half in general follows the text of the Categories and hence may be
designated a commentary, although it does not include lemmata from Aristotle’s text.
Books III to VI are dedicated to the praedicamenta, the four primary categories dis-
cussed at length by Aristotle himself: substance, quantity, relation, and quality. The
last Book VII deals with the rest of the categories (the postpraedicamenta)®. The con-
tents of Sergius’ work can be outlined as follows:

35 Furlani claims that Sergius used Philoponus as his source (“dipende in tutto”): Furlani 1922: 172.
This assumption, however, turns out to be rather unlikely for chronological reasons, cf. Aydin 2016:
56-57.

36 Cf. an attempt at reconstructing the Greek terms that underlie the epitome of Sergius’ Commentary
in Aydin 2016: 295-302.

37 Cf. the opening paragraphs to Books II-VII, i.e. §§49-50, 122, 234, 313, 353, and 405.

38 Such division of the Categories into three parts is discussed by Ammonius in In Cat. 14.3-4 and is
assumed by Sergius, cf. Commentary, §406.
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Introduction to Prologue | Praise of Aristotle as a collector of all sciences.
philosophy and logic

BookI Introduction to philosophy: Division of philosophy; division of
Aristotle’s writings; logic as instrument of philosophy.

BookII | Introduction to logic: The goal of logic; the sequence of Aristotle’s
writings; the reason for the obscurity of Aristotle’s language; the
scope of the Categories; genera and species; the ten primary genera;
kinds of speech.

Commentary on Synonyms, homonyms, heteronyms, and polynyms.
Aristotle’s Categories

Book III | Substance and accident; universal and particular; types of properties;
types of division; primary and secondary substances; definition of
substance based on its properties.

Book IV | The sequence of the categories; divisions of quantity: number,
language, line, surface, body, place, time; definition of quantity based
on its properties.

BookV | Properties of the genus of relatives; relatives that are simultaneous;
definition of relatives.

Book VI | Quality; its kinds and properties; division of the ten categories;
definition of the remaining six categories.

Book VII | Change; opposition; priority and posteriority; simultaneity; motion;
conclusion of the treatise.

As becomes apparent from this overview, Sergius’ work is not limited to the text of
Aristotle’s Categories, but has a much broader task, i.e., giving a general introduction
to philosophy. As he notes, Aristotle’s treatise is “an introduction into and a beginning
of the study of logic” (§449), addressed to those who are “at the beginning of their
learning” (§64)®. It is thus possible that Sergius designed his work as a manual for
students who might have limited their education in philosophy to an introductory
course and not be interested in further study or in other Aristotelian works®.

In the Prologue to the Commentary, Sergius reports a dialogue between him and
his disciple Theodore* (to whom he addresses the treatise as a whole) concerning

39 Cf. §186 and §275.

40 Cf. §60, where Sergius describes various parts of the Organon and proceeds to Aristotle’s Physics
and Metaphysics. Having enumerated all these treatises, however, Sergius stresses that his main focus
will be the Categories.

41 According to Hunayn b. Ishaq’s Letter, Theodore at certain point of his career became bishop of the
town Karh Guddan, see Bergstrasser 1925: 12.22. Cf. Hugonnard-Roche 1997: 124 n. 13 and Aydin 2016: 10
n. 1. Theodore was a disciple of Sergius (see Commentary, §§4-7) and assisted him in translating the
works of Galen into Syriac, revising Sergius’ raw translations and correcting their style (see §2). Sever-
al translations of the Greek astronomical and medical works made by Sergius (e.g., the treatise On the
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Galen (§2). Theodore had inquired as to the source of the clear logical structures found
in Galen’s works, and Sergius replied that the famous doctor had learned the science
of logic from Aristotle, who holds a special position in the history of philosophy, given
that it was Aristotle who had brought together all of human knowledge into one co-
herent system (§3). In the following paragraphs (§§4-7), Theodore begs Sergius to
teach him this science which underlies Galen’s works. Notwithstanding the artificial
character of the described dialogue, the Prologue gives us an idea of Sergius’ purposes
with his treatise, which was clearly not intended prima facie to be a line-by-line com-
mentary on the text of the Categories: rather, it is meant to explicate more general
questions of the role of Aristotle’s philosophy and particularly of his logic.

From Sergius’ brief remarks scattered throughout the Commentary we may de-
duce that he had a much broader audience in mind than just his disciple Theodore (cf.
§240 where Sergius says explicitly that he is addressing “many”). In the beginning and
the concluding paragraphs of nearly every book, Sergius stresses his constant concern
for those who are going to read his treatise®?, for whom he did his best to make his
explanations as clear as possible, “so that even little children might not to be confused
by our answers” (§234). While addressing Theodore on one occasion (§418), Sergius
writes: “This is how you can clearly explain and make apparent to the students the
teaching on the six kinds (of change) which have been discussed thus far.” It is thus
possible that he was also thinking of teachers who could use his work for an introduc-
tory course in philosophy, since in §380 he mentions those who will “listen” to what he
is writing. However, his primary audience was evidently the students themselves: it is
these he has in mind when discussing such questions as which kinds of speech exist,
what makes a definition, in how many ways a division is possible, etc.

Thus, in terms of methodology, Sergius first of all intended to compose a manual
containing a general introduction to philosophy and logic. The Alexandrian tradition
of commentary on the Categories, with its extensive prolegomena and general excurs-
es into basic philosophical questions, provided Sergius with a useful framework that,
however, required further adaptation to suit the needs of Syriac schools. This neces-
sarily involved shifting the focus from Aristotle’s text itself to the more general philo-
sophical topics treated within it. As a result, what distinguishes Sergius’ work from the
Alexandrian tradition that served as his model is the near total absence of Aristotle’s
ipsissima verba. The text of the Categories is quoted neither systematically by way of
full lemmata nor in the abbreviated form which would have allowed readers to follow
Aristotle’s text. It is only sporadically that we find any quotations from the Categories
at all — even these, however, derive not from Aristotle’s treatise, but most likely from
the Greek commentary tradition that Sergius made use of (see 1.3, below).

Influence of the Moon and Galen’s On Simple Drugs) are dedicated to Theodore, who is called “a priest”
(~=xaxn), i.e. has not yet at that time received the position of a bishop.
42 Cf. Commentary, §§29, 138, 239, 261, 380, etc.
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This state of affairs is unsurprising if placed in the context of the pedagogical aim
pursued by Sergius, i.e., to give a general introduction to philosophy. It also explains
the author’s remark at the end of the Commentary (§449) that he could have composed
his treatise even if Aristotle’s work were not at his disposal. While Sergius on several
occasions (§§60 and 450) discloses his plans to write commentaries on further parts of
the Organon, meanwhile, no such works have come down to us. Although two East
Syriac authors, Timothy I and ‘Abdisho’ bar Brikha, refer to Sergius’ commentaries in
the plural®, they may have meant short logical treatises transmitted under Sergius’
name*.

There is little doubt that two expositions of logical figures based on Aristotle’s An-
alytica Priora and attributed (either by medieval scribes or by modern scholars) to
Sergius do not really belong to him*. Another short work bears the title Natural
demonstration by the chief physician Sergius, having come down to us in the same
codex (London, BL Add. 12155) that contains a selection from Sergius’ Commentary
(ms. E, see 2.2, below)*. This collection of various definitions may indeed ultimately
derive from Sergius, although it must have been revised and reshaped by the compil-
ers of the codex that contains it (cf. the extent of the revisions to Sergius’ Commentary
in the collection of excerpts appearing on the next folio of the same codex, discussed
in 2.2, below).

Two further treatises on logic, on the other hand, may with good reason be at-
tributed to Sergius, although, as in the previous case, their texts may have undergone
revision at the hands of later Syriac scholars. Ms. London, BL Add. 14658, which opens
with Sergius’ Commentary (ms. L in the present edition, see 2.1.1, below), contains on
fols. 124v—-129r a short work with the title On Genus, Species, and Individuality, which is
attributed to the “priest and chief physician Sergius” and which contains an exposition

43 The East-Syriac Catholicos Timothy I (d. 823) refers in Epistle 19.20 to “commentaries on the books
of logic” (wdaldny s wdws ~arda), which he attributes to the authoritative Greek philoso-
phers Olympiodorus, Stephanus, and Alexander, mentioning also Sergius (ed. Heimgartner 2021a:
105.2; transl. Heimgartner 2021b: 80). The plural form used by Timothy may thus be explained by the
fact that he referred to multiple authors and not to multiple works by each individual author. In his
catalogue of Syriac writers, ‘Abdisho’ bar Brikha (d. 1318) also uses the plural when referring to Ser-
gius, noting that he “composed commentaries on logic” (w&hall\sny ~aréaa nw), see Assemani 1725:
87 (cap. LXIV). The compressed expression of ‘Abdisho’ in all likelihood goes back to Timothy’s letter,
however.

44 See two reviews of philosophical works which are for some reasons attributed to Sergius in Hu-
gonnard-Roche 1997b: 126-129 and Aydin 2016: 10-17.

45 These consist of a scholion on the term “scheme” preserved in ms. BL Add. 14660 and explicitly
attributed to Sergius (unpublished, an Italian translation in Furlani 1926a), as well as a treatise On
Three Conversions in ms. BL Add. 14658, which has been identified by D. King as the second part of the
commentary on Prior Analytics traditionally ascribed to Proba.

46 Unpublished; Italian translation in Furlani 1926a.
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of the Tree of Porphyry*. Another treatise preserved in three different versions (in
mss. BL Add. 14658, DS 27, and DS 28) bears in the BL codex the title On the Division of
Substance. While not being explicitly ascribed to Sergius, it may in fact go back to
him*,

If the three aforementioned treatises may indeed be considered to derive from
Sergius, they may all be characterized as very general introductions to logical issues
that have clearly been designed for school use. All three of them are associated either
with Aristotle’s Categories or with Porphyry’s introduction to this treatise and thus
corroborate the assumption that Sergius’ commentary on the Categories was designed
not as the first part in a series of expositions of all parts of the Organon, but rather as
an independent work that primarily served as a general introduction to philosophy.

It is in keeping with Sergius’ approach that one of the logical treatises ascribed to
him bears the title Natural Demonstration, even though it focuses primarily on logical
categories. Sergius discusses natural philosophy in various parts of his Commentary,
another distinct feature that differentiates his work from the mainstream Alexandrian
tradition. Indeed, in Book IV (see §256 and further) he goes so far as to depart com-
pletely from the text of the Categories, turning instead to Aristotle’s Physics. While the
Greek commentators, including Ammonius, also referred to the Physics as proper
source of information on space and time, Sergius goes much farther in incorporating
large portions from this work directly into his treatise (sometimes in the form of pe-
riphrases and sometimes as quotations).

Thus, in spite of Sergius’ multiple statements (see §§27, 240, and 256) that he plans
to comment on Aristotle’s works on natural philosophy on some other occasion, he
clearly considered it necessary to include at least some elements of these works in his
commentary on the Categories®. It would be a reasonable assumption that the Syriac
scholar was thinking of those teachers and students of philosophy who might never
turn to further philosophical subjects, confining their teaching and training to a gen-
eral introduction to philosophy, which ought properly to count among its indispensa-
ble components some elements of physics®.

Sergius’ Commentary proved to be an influential text in the history of Syriac phi-
losophy. We find revisions of it and quotations of various length taken from it in a
number of later works:

47 Unpublished; Italian translation in Furlani 1925. This work has been traditionally considered a
genuine work of Sergius; cf. Furlani 1925, Hugonnard-Roche 1997b, Aydin 2016.

48 Unpublished. This treatise includes several parts, which appear in different order in the three
versions and one of which goes back to Ammonius’ commentary on the Isagoge.

49 Cf. §261 where Sergius anticipates and refutes a possible criticism of this approach.

50 Cf. further examples of the combination of Categories-derived logical notions with natural philos-
ophy in Arzhanov 2021a: 24-25.
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(1) Shortly after Sergius’ death, some parts of his Commentary were integrated into
the introduction to philosophy written by Paul the Persian, who is traditionally
dated to the mid-6th century, being active at the court of the Sasanian king
Khosraw I Anushirvan (reigned in 531-578)>".

(2) At the end of the 6th century, the East Syriac author Barhadbshabba, who re-
ceived his education in the famous school of Nisibis, made use of the introductory
part of Sergius’ Commentary in his treatise The Cause of the Foundation of the
Schools™.

(3) Around 600, parts of the Commentary dealing with the Pythagorean philosophy of
numbers and with Aristotle’s main categories were quoted by another East Syriac
author, Gabriel Qatraya, in his commentary on the Eucharist®.

(4) A number of divisions and definitions deriving from the Commentary were in-
cluded in the treatise On the Division of Substance, preserved, as mentioned
above, in three different versions, one of which dates from the 7th century>.

(5) The 8th-century apologetic compendium preserved in ms. E includes a large selec-
tion of periphrastic quotations from Sergius’ work, probably reflecting its use in
the West Syriac schools®.

(6) The East Syriac author Theodore Bar Koni (late 8th century) includes lengthy
quotations from Sergius’ treatise in his Book of Scholia®. This compendium is dat-
ed to the year 792% and is an example of a manual written for those beginning
their study of theology in East Syriac schools.

(7) Sergius’ Commentary is one of the sources for the Book of Definitions, compiled in
East Syriac school circles around the year 900°® and traditionally ascribed to Mi-

51 Paul composed several introductions to philosophy and logic as well as a commentary on Aristo-
tle’s On Interpretation; see on him Hugonnard-Roche 2000, 2011, and 2018. It is not clear whether he
wrote in Syriac or in Persian. His treatise on logic preserved in Syriac is published in Land 1875: 1-32.
Fragments from his introduction to philosophy preserved in Arabic by Miskawayh are analyzed and
translated into English in Gutas 1983. For a parallel between Paul’s text and Sergius’, cf. Gutas 1983: 233
and Commentary, §3.

52 Ed. with a French translation in Scher 1908, English translation in Becker 2006. For the parallels
between Barhadbshabba and Sergius, see Perkams 2019.

53 On Gabriel Qatraya and his work, see Brock 2014. The text of Gabriel’s treatise is partially edited in
Neroth van Vogelpoel 2018. The passage dealing with Pythagoras and Aristotle (cf. Commentary, §§129—
130) is published with an English translation in Brock 2016: 146-147.

54 On one of the mss. containing it (London, BL Add. 14658), see 2.1.1, below.

55 Onms. E, see 2.2, below.

56 Ed. in Scher 1954, French translation in Hespel & Draguet 1982. The discussion of logical topics,
starting with a definition of “substance”, appears in Theodore at the beginning of Book VI, which
focuses on the New Testament. Cf. Scher 1954: 9-14 and Commentary, §§217-231; Scher 1954: 14-15 and
Commentary, §§138-149; Scher 1954: 16-17 and Commentary, §§98-107; Scher 1954: 17-18 and Commen-
tary, §§203-212 (Theodore’s version is in most cases a summary of Sergius’ text).

57 For the dating of Theodore’s work, see Griffith 1981: 162.

58 For the dating of this compilation, see Abramowski 1999.
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chael Badoga®. Similar to (5), the Book of Definitions is addressed to those just be-
ginning their studies.

(8) The 10th-century Baghdad scholar Hasan Bar Bahlul made use of the Commentary
in compiling his Lexicon (Syr. Leksiqon)®, although it is possible that his knowl-
edge of Sergius’ treatise was second-hand.

(9) An epitome of the Commentary is preserved in ms. Berlin, Petermann 1. 9, dated to
the 13th century (on which see 2.3, below)®. The epitome must thus have been
produced sometime prior to the composition of the Berlin codex itself by an
anonymous Syriac scholar.

The transmission history of the Commentary does not belong only to the medieval
period. Its latest stage dates from the early 20th century, when the youngest manu-
script containing it was commissioned by Alfonse Mingana. This manuscript, Mingana
Syr. 606, was copied in Alqosh in 1933 by the famous scribe Mattai bar Pawlos (d. 1947)
on the basis of ms. B (on the Erbil group of mss., see 2.1.3, below). This manuscript was
produced 11 years after the first scholarly article analyzing Sergius’ work had bheen
published.

In 1922, Giuseppe Furlani made a brief summary of the contents of the Commen-
tary in an article published in Italian, including lengthy quotations taken mainly from
books I-IV and based on the version of the Commentary preserved in ms. L Furlani’s
article has until now remained the only general presentation of the whole text of Ser-
gius’ Commentary, although some parts of it have been translated into other European
languages. In 1997, Sebastian Brock made an English translation of a short fragment
from the Prologue®. Henri Hugonnard-Roche, who dedicated a number of articles to
the figure and legacy of Sergius, published a French translation of the Prologue and
Book I*. John Watt translated a large portion of Book II into English®. These scholars
all supplied their translations with extensive commentaries that made apparent both
the dependence of Sergius’ treatise on the philosophical school of Ammonius and its
value for the history of the Syriac philosophical tradition. The recent edition of the

59 Ed. in Furani 1922. Since Furlani knew Sergius’ treatise from ms. L, he pointed to a number of
parallels between the two texts in the commentary to his edition of the Book of Definitions.

60 See the entry “Aristotle” in Duval 1901: 290, containing a quotation from the Commentary, §59.

61 Published in Aydin 2016.

62 Furlani 1922. On ms. L, which is the earliest witness to the Commentary, see 2.1.1, below.

63 Brock 1997. Brock’s quotations were taken from the very beginning of the treatise and from the last
part of it. Brock’s translation has been quoted several times in other publications, see, e.g., Penn et al.
2022: 278-279.

64 Hugonnard-Roche 1997c and Hugonnard-Roche 1997d. The translation was based on mss. M and P
(see 2.1.2 and 2.1.3, below).

65 Watt 2014. The translation was based on mss. L, M, and P.
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epitome by Sami Aydin®, which contains multiple references to the Commentary,
reveals further parallels to the Alexandrian commentary tradition and attempts to
contextualize it in the history of Syriac philosophy.

1.3 The Commentary and the Syriac Aristotelianism in the Early
6th Century

The Syriac philosophical tradition® has much to do with the reception of and attitudes
towards Greek philosophy, and thus is sometimes considered secondary to it, since the
philosophical contributions specific to Syriac are either translations from the Greek or
attempts to follow Greek models of philosophy®. It is characteristic that the early peri-
od of Syriac literature started with the two figures, Bardaisan and Ephrem, who held
the opposite views on the Greek culture. Bardaisan, the first “Aramaic philosopher”,
was eager to introduce some elements of Platonism into his writings, so that in the
Book of the Laws of the Countries he appears as Socrates in a Platonic dialogue®.
Ephrem, on the other hand, was active in criticizing it, making first of all Platonic
ideas the object of his criticism™.

In the late 5th century, a new period in Syriac reception and adaptation of Greek
philosophy starts which is characterized by the interest in Aristotle rather than Plato
and which appears to be closely associated with the tradition of Neoplatonism known
to us from the Alexandrian school. Sergius of Reshaina who received his philosophical
and medical education in Alexandria in the late 5th century marks the beginning of
this period. Sergius turns out to be the first Syriac scholar known to us by name who
introduced the main features of the Alexandrian exegesis of Aristotle into the Chris-
tian education in Syria. First, his interest in both Aristotle and Galen, and secondly, his
focus on producing commentaries on the Organon which served as a general introduc-
tion to philosophy and logic, are two features which become characteristic of Syriac
philosophy in the pre- and early Islamic period.

Sergius opens his Commentary with a short Prologue™, in which he praises Aristo-
tle for having brought all sciences into a coherent system and compares him to a wise

66 Aydin 2016.

67 On the Syriac philosophical tradition in general, see Endress 1987, Daiber 2012, Hugonnard-Roche
& Watt 2018.

68 For Syriac attitudes towards Greek culture, see the classical study of Brock 1982.

69 For the figure and legacy of Bardaisan, see Drijvers 1996. Ilaria Ramelli has explored the reception
of Platonic ideas by Bardaisan in detail in Ramelli 2009. See also Jurasz 2019.

70 For Ephrem’s attitude towards Greek philosophy, see Possekel 1999.

71 The Prologue has become an object of interest in several recent studies. It was first (partly) trans-
lated into English in Brock 1997. A French translation with an extensive commentary was published in
Hugonnard-Roche 1997c. I made an edition of the Syriac text of the Prologue (unfortunately on only a
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doctor (an image which appears fitting in context of Sergius’ reference to Galen) who
has mixed a number of simple drugs into one perfect remedy’. On a number of occa-
sions (see particularly §§54 and 450), Sergius reiterates the value of Aristotle’s philos-
ophy in general and of logic in particular. These persistent attempts make clear that
the place of Aristotle and his writings in Syriac schools in the early 6th century had
not yet been settled”.

The period when Sergius was writing his Commentary was a tumultuous one
characterized by intense theological debates that, following the Council of Chalcedon
(451), had begun to integrate Aristotle’s logical terminology more extensively™. Alt-
hough Church authorities never mentioned Aristotle in this context, the terms which
they applied in their exposition of the Trinity and the two Natures of Jesus Christ
(“substance”, “nature”, “hypostasis”) ultimately go back to the Categories and the Neo-
platonic commentaries on this treatise, which thus had a significant impact on early
Christian theology”™. We may hardly doubt that Sergius had these theological discus-
sions in mind when working on his Commentary. It is worth noting that Book III,
which deals with the term “substance”, is longer than any other part his treatise, due
probably to the importance of this term and the number of questions connected with
its application™.

The reception history of the Commentary makes apparent that Sergius’ work was
subsequently integrated into theological discussions, sometimes as a substitute for the
Categories itself. One of the earliest textual witnesses to the Commentary has come
down to us in the form of a collection of excerpts from it preserved in an 8th-century
florilegium composed with the purpose of providing help in theological debates (ms. E,
see 2.2, below). This collection has two subtitles. In the first one, the sixth book of the
Commentary is pointed out as the direct source of the quotations. The second part of
the collection, however, is called plainly an exposition of Aristotle’s Categories, which
in fact contains extracts from Sergius’ Commentary. This polemical florilegium, thus,
gives good reasons to assume that Sergius’ treaties was read and used in the context of

limited ms. basis) for the volume published by D. Gutas (Gutas 2022: 224-227). An English translation of
this text was made by D. King (Gutas 2022: 189-192).

72 This image goes back in all probability to a topos that presents Plato as the one who brought to-
gether all the sciences for the first time and that was most likely created in the Academy of Athens. Cf.
the quotation from the 2nd-century head of the Athenian Academy, Atticus, in Eusebius, Praeparatio
Evangelica X1.2.2-4.

73 See general overviews of the reception of Aristotle in Syriac schools in Baumstark 1900, Daiber
2001, Bruns 2003, King 2010: 1-17.

74 For the role of Aristotle’s logic in the Christological debates, see Bradshaw 2004: 154-186,
Krausmiiller 2011, Karamanolis 2013: 117-143, Edwards 2019: 129-148, and Zachhuber 2020.

75 See Edwards 2019: 129-146.

76 Cf. the remark by G. Furlani on the importance of Book III in context of the current theological
debates in Furlani 1922: 163.
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theological debates, and not simply as a commentary on Aristotle, but, in a sense, as a
replacement for him.

It was not only the philosophical education in the school of Ammonius that gave
Sergius an impulse to promote Aristotle’s logic in Syriac schools. Like his fellow Chris-
tian students, the philoponoi, Sergius was eager to make Greek philosophy part of
Christian intellectual discourse”, stressing in his Commentary the role of Aristotle’s
logic not only in medicine, but also in other parts of human knowledge (see §450). The
increasing post-Chalcedonian trend of incorporating philosophical terms into Chris-
tian theology in turn prompted Sergius to provide a systematic exposition of Aristote-
lian logic that might be applied in theological debates of his time.

Sergius was, however, not the first Syriac intellectual to attempt this expository
work. Several passages in the Commentary give good reason to assume that Aristotle’s
logical works were known to Syriac scholars before Sergius, although the tradition of
their study had not yet achieved a rigid scholastic form. In §293, Sergius gives an ex-
ample of certain differences between the terms used by the “ancients”, i.e., the Greek
philosophers of the past, and those used by their Syriac commentators:

Now, we shall consider that of things that are said, some exist primarily and in the strict sense,
and some of those things that are said exist secondarily and accidentally. In the Syriac language,
we are accustomed to call these two kinds “truly” (Sarrira’it) and “seemingly” (saiila’it), so that
what the ancients named “strictly” (hattita’it) and “primarily” (qadma’it) we usually call “truly”
(Sarrira’it), while what we designate as “seemingly” (Saila’it) they referred to as “accidentally”
(gedsana’it) and “secondarily” (trayyana’it). Thus, there are quantities in the true and strict sense,
namely those which have been divided and discussed thus far, and there are those of another
kind, seeming and derivative, of which we say that they are quantities only in belief and not in
reality.

This is an example of nuances which Sergius finds in rendering the two Greek terms,
kuplwg and xatd ocvpPePnkdc, that appear in Cat. 5a38-39. The point that Sergius
makes is rather general, i.e., that there are various ways of understanding and trans-
lating the Greek terms. But in so doing, he also gives us an example of the develop-
ment of the Syriac logical lexicon in the period that precedes his work, as he speaks of
an established custom of using particular terms.

On other occasion, Sergius appears more critical. He comments several times on
the Syriac translation of the Greek term motdtng, “quality”. The first comment comes
in §99:

We have just now spoken about sweetness and bitterness, and about all colours and shapes. <...>
All such (words) he (i.e. Aristotle) subsumed under one universal genus which he called pw’tws

77 Another philoponos, Severus of Antioch, was likewise particularly eager to apply the philosophical
knowledge acquired in Alexandria in his polemical writings that formed the basis of anti-
Chalcedonian theology in the West Syriac (Syriac Orthodox) tradition; cf. Zachhuber 2020: 119-144.
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(mototng, “quality”). As for us, we call it sometimes hayla (“capacity”) and sometimes muzzaga
(“mixture”), since up to this time we haven’t found among Syriac names one which would suit it
perfectly.

Here, Sergius refers to a custom that has not been fully established, since he gives
examples of various attempts at rendering the Greek term. Further remarks on this
topic appear at the beginning of Book VI, which focuses on the category (or genus, as
Sergius often puts it) of quality. In §§354-355 (see also §365), we read:

So, first of all, you ought to know that concerning this genus there has been no established teach-
ing and knowledge among those who spoke the Syriac tongue in the old days, since their notions
of it are quite different everywhere. Also, those who earlier translated particular writings from
the Greek language into the tongue of the Syrians interpreted the name of this genus in many dif-
ferent ways, sometimes calling it hayla (“capacity”) and sometimes designating it as zna (“quali-
ty”), while some of them who as it seems to me were completely ignorant of the meaning of this
name rendered it as muzzaga (“mixture”). For myself, I am sure that one term seems to be partic-
ularly suitable for rendering it, so that I will call it zna (“quality”).

Sergius remarks later on that he sees no need to quarrel about words but rather to pay
heed to the meaning of the Greek terms underlying them. In spite of this generally
conciliatory tone, though, he is eager to stress that the diversity in rendering a given
Greek term stems from misinterpretation and that the use of a single, set term (zna)
will facilitate proper understanding.

Again, Sergius’ notes make apparent that at the time when he wrote his Commen-
tary, there was an established tradition of exegesis of Aristotle’s logical writings, alt-
hough no representatives of this tradition prior to Sergius are known to us by name’,
In the period shortly following Sergius’ death (i.e., the mid-6th century), however, we
know of two Syriac authors, Paul the Persian and Proba, who had similar philosophi-
cal interests to Sergius. Paul the Persian, who was active at the court of the Sassanian
king Khosraw I Anushirvan (reigned 531-578), composed several introductions to
philosophy and logic and a commentary on Aristotle’s On Interpretation™. One of his
introductions, which has not been preserved in its original language, but appears in

78 ‘Abdisho’ bar Brikha wrote in his catalogue of Syriac authors (Assemani 1725: 85, cap. LXI) that
“Ibas, Kumi, and Proba translated from Greek into Syriac the books of the Interpreter (i.e. Theodore of
Mopsuestia) and the writings of Aristotle” ( ,5&a yo. ~auiom) <o P =D0120 NANa ~asm
o\ @iy mdiaasdha=ia ~inras). Based on this evidence and on the fact that Ibas was bishop of
Edessa in the early 5th century, some scholars formerly assumed that philosophical studies and trans-
lation of Aristotle’s works took place already in the 5th century in what was traditionally called the
“school of Edessa” (cf., e.g., Vo6bus 1965: 12-24). This assumption, however, has been refuted by S.
Brock, who gives solid arguments for separating both Proba and his work on Aristotle from the two
other figures who were interested in Theodore of Mopsuestia’s writings (see Brock 2011).

79 On Paul, see Hugonnard-Roche 2000 and Hugonnard-Roche 2011.



20 — Introduction

Arabic in the form of quotations by Miskawayh®, contains passages that clearly go
back to Sergius’ Commentary® and testify to the broad dissemination of the latter
work shortly after Sergius’ lifetime. Proba in all likelihood also belongs to the mid-6th
century®; he was the author of a commentary on Porphyry’s Isagoge and on Aristotle’s
On Interpretation and Prior Analytics 1.1-7, all of which proved very popular in Syriac
schools®. Both Paul and Proba belonged to the next generation of Syriac teachers of
philosophy, who shared Sergius’ interest in general introductions to Aristotle and
similarly depended on the Alexandrian exegetical tradition.

Sergius’ remarks on the Syriac translation of the Greek motdtng, “quality”, quoted
above include a reference to translations from Greek into Syriac which were made
apparently before or during his lifetime. Indeed, further evidence for a prior tradition
of translation from Greek to Syriac may be represented by two anonymous Syriac
translations of logical treatises (Porphyry’s Isagoge and Aristotle’s Categories, respec-
tively) belonging to the 6th century, although it remains a matter of debate whether
their composition was prior, posterior, or contemporary relative to Sergius’ career.
Both translations have been preserved in the same codex now located in the British
Library of London, Add. 14658, which also contains Sergius’ Commentary. The transla-
tion of the Isagoge® has sometimes been considered to be a product of Sergius him-
self*s. However, the only quotation from the Isagoge (12.24-25) that Sergius includes (in
§160) differs in many aspects from the anonymous translation and thus does not speak
to any connection between them. There is similarly no apparent link between Sergius’
Commentary and the early Syriac translation of the Categories®.

While Sergius’ work focuses on and comments on the text of Aristotle’s treatise,
this text itself, as it has been already noted above, is basically absent from the Com-
mentary. Unlike his contemporary Greek commentators (Ammonius, Philoponus,
Simplicius), Sergius does not include lemmata from Aristotle’s text (either in full or in
abbreviated form) be explained by his subsequent commentary. In fact, although his
exposition generally follows the order of the topics in the Categories such that we are
able to indicate (as it is done in the margins of the present edition) the assumed pas-
sages in the Greek text to which Sergius’ comments refer, it is not always clear to
which exact passage from the Categories his discussion corresponds, and so these

80 See the analysis and English translation of the quotations from Paul in Gutas 1983.

81 See Gutas 1983: 233 and §3 of Sergius’ Commentary.

82 On Proba and his legacy, see besides Brock 2011, also Suermann 1990 and Hugonnard-Roche 2012a.
83 See Van Hoonacker 1900, Hugonnard-Roche 2012b and Hugonnard-Roche 2017.

84 Ed. Brock 1988; cf. the online edition at: https:/hunaynnet.oeaw.ac.at/isagoge.html (retrieved on
20.08.23). On this version, see Brock 1989, Hugonnard-Roche 1994, Hugonnard-Roche 2012c.

85 This attribution was suggested by Renan 1852: 27, but was rejected by later scholars.

86 Ed. King 2010; cf. the online edition of this version at: https://hunaynnet.oeaw.ac.at/categoriae.html
(retrieved on 20.08.23). For the differences between the two editions, see Arzhanov 2021b. On this
Syriac translation of the Categories, see Hugonnard-Roche 1987.
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indications in many cases turn out to be rather conjectural. At the end of the Commen-
tary (see §449), moreover, Sergius makes a remark that reflects his general attitude
towards the text of the Categories: “Even if I had not this treatise at my disposal while
I was writing down these things, I would still have urged you to meditate about
them...” The remark may be understood to describe a merely hypothetical scenario,
but one can also interpret it to mean that Sergius in fact did not have the text of the
Categories at his disposal while writing down the Commentary, neither the Greek
original nor the Syriac version of it*.

Even if Sergius did have access to the separate text of the Categories, he did not
make much use of it, since in the Commentary we find very few passages where Ser-
gius actually quotes Aristotle. Rather, in most cases (see §§231, 293, 296, etc.®), Sergius
simply paraphrases the text of the Categories, including longer or shorter portions of
it into his exposition of particular topics. Often such periphrastic manner of combin-
ing Aristotle’s own words with an exposition of them finds close parallels in the com-
mentaries of Ammonius and Philoponus, although the latter authors include the cor-
responding passages from the Categories in the form of lemmata before giving their
exposition of the text. Given Sergius’ general tendency to paraphrase Aristotle rather
than to cite him, we are unable to say if there are any passages from the Categories at
all included by Sergius in his Commentary that might qualify as direct quotations. One
can point to eight instances in Sergius’ treatise where he gives the impression of quot-
ing Aristotle’s words rather than paraphrasing them:

» §70 Cat. 1a16-17

(2) §137  Cat.1a24-25

3 §222 Cat. 3b10

(4) §223 Cat. 3b24-25

(5) §228 Cat. 4a10-11

(6) §324  Cat. 6a36-37

(7) §332 Cat. 6b19-20

8 §349  Cat. 8a31-32

In none of these cases does the text of the Categories quoted by Sergius fit with the
anonymous Syriac translation of this tract®. Thus, we have good reason to assume that
Sergius did not use the anonymous Syriac version during his work on the Commen-
tary, which is unsurprising given Sergius’ own statement in §449 that he would have
composed his treatise even without access to Aristotle’s text.

87 This is what G. Furlani suggests in his Italian translation of this passage based on ms. L only (Fur-
lani 1922: 136). However, the Syriac text as it is preserved in mss. B and D allows for the interpretation
reflected in my English translation of this passage.

88 See also §5§299, 300, 306-307, 327-329, 333-334, 343, 350, 370, 376, 380, 383, 385, 388, 409, and 440.

89 Cf. the comparison between the Syriac versions of the Categories, including the quotations from it
by Sergius, in Hugonnard-Roche 1987 and King 2011.
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A closer look at instances (1) and (2) makes the differences between the two texts
apparent:

Greek version Sergius’ Commentary Anonymous Syriac translation
(D 1a16-17: TV Aeyopévwv cindhmr pla pmlay comim (i pla
TA UEV KATA GUUTIAOKIV I ~as0is pmim i may whalians
Aéyetal, Ta 8¢ dvey emdur asai A1 pmima ols pmima Jimh
GUUIAOKT|G redalian
) 1a24-25: 6 &V TWLUN 06 »madur pin PIADT <> add wer <am ~\a sy ad
UéPog LITApYOV < an s dum K ol e Aa )madu mdu
a8vvatov ywpig elvat Pah= ,madu Kamiy Kaen ~>0 ama <aml ymaxs oy
700 éV(I)éO'T[V mo ymadurey on am ols @ ymadurds

Quotation (1) by Sergius belongs to the prolegomena part of his treatise and apparently
goes back to the Greek commentaries which considered the problem of the scope of
Aristotle’s work. In this context, the passage of Cat. 1a16-17 was traditionally men-
tioned as an argument that Aristotle’s aim was to discuss simple words rather than
simple things or notions. It is likely that it was such commentaries that Sergius used as
a source of this quotation®. Similarly, we may surmise that quotation (2) by Sergius
goes back not to a separate version of the Categories (be it in Greek or Syriac) but to
the commentary tradition, since the Syriac author takes Cat. 1a24-25 as a definition of
“accident”, i.e. of a term that does not actually appear in Aristotle’s text. In chapter 2 of
the Categories, Aristotle speaks of “being in something as subject” and “being said of
something as subject” and of various combinations of them which result in four dif-
ferent types™. It fell to later commentators to interpret these terms used by Aristotle as
referring to universal and particular, on the one hand, and to substance and accident,
on the other®. In the Commentary, Sergius defines the term “accident” with reference
to the quotation from Aristotle’s text, making no mention of the fact that the term he
defines is not found there, which makes it very probable that the source of his quota-
tion is to be found among the Alexandrian commentaries rather than in Aristotle
himself*,

90 Cf. Ammonius, In Cat. 9.3-5, Philoponus, In Cat. 8.29-33, and Simplicius, In Cat. 9.12-13.

91 On Aristotle’s terminology in Cat. 2, cf. Ackrill 1963: 74-76.

92 Cf. Ammonius, In Cat. 25.14-15 and Philoponus, In Cat. 29.1. For the ancient commentaries dealing
with Aristotle’s terms, see Thiel 2004: 73-78.

93 Cf. also Sergius’ definition of the 11th type of being-in-something in §149. Where the version of
Ammonius and Philoponus have: “as in a subject, as an accident is in a substance” (¢ €v OTOKEIUEVW
¢ TO ouuPePnkog v ovaig, see Ammonius, In Cat. 29.17 = Philoponus, In Cat. 32.25-26), Sergius skips
the first part of the definition. This interpretation seems to be a result of deliberate choice, and it gives
good reason to assume that Sergius supposed that no separate text of the Categories needed to be
consulted alongside his own treatise.
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Sergius’ dependence on the commentary tradition in his quotations of Aristotle’s
text is also apparent in case (5). While quoting Cat. 4a10-11 (10 TavTOV Kai &v apldud
0v TV gvavtiwv elvat 8ekTikov), Sergius omits the word aptOud@. This term is likewise
omitted in the corresponding part of Ammonius’ commentary (see In Cat. 52.12) which
contains not the lemma (where the word is present), but its later exposition by Am-
monius that includes once again the quotation from Aristotle’s text. These examples,
together with Sergius’ general tendency to paraphrase Aristotle’s text rather than to
quote it, show that the Syriac scholar most likely did not make use of the text of Aristo-
tle’s Categories itself, either in Greek or in Syriac translation.

This conclusion makes Sergius’ treatise irrelevant for the dating of the anonymous
Syriac version of the Categories (for the sake of brevity hereafter abbreviated as
Anon.), since he apparently borrowed the quotations from Aristotle’s text from those
Greek commentaries that he brought from Alexandria and used for his work, not from
a separate copy of the Categories. What nevertheless brings Sergius’ Commentary and
the Anon. close to one another is the fact that both works belong to the same early
period of the reception of Aristotle’s logic in Syriac schools®.

Since during this period the Syriac logical lexicon has not been fully established, it
is unsurprising that both in Sergius’ Commentary and in the Anon. we find different
attempts at interpreting particular Aristotelian terms and finding proper Syriac
equivalents for them. In some cases, these attempts go in different directions (cf. the
two examples above). It is worth noting, however, that it is not only between Sergius
and the Anon. that we see differences in terminology and in how Aristotle’s text is
rendered; even within the Anon. itself we find various ways of interpreting the text of
the Categories and different ways of rendering the same Greek terms®. There are
some passages in Sergius’ Commentary, conversely, which use terminology similar or
identical to what we find in the Anon.:

(1) In §327, Sergius renders two terms from Cat. 6b2, 8¢o1g and aioBnoig, with the
same two Syriac words, == and ~&ux\ 3, both of which appear in the corre-
sponding passage in the Anon.

(2) In §366, while explicating Cat. 8b26-27, where Aristotle speaks of £€1¢ and StdBealg
as the two primary kinds of quality, Sergius translates them as ~&adhda=, “sta-
bility”, and ~&aoddua=s ~\, “instability”. It is apparent that in this way Sergius
was eager to convey the spirit of Aristotle’s text rather than its literal meaning. A
similar attempt of interpretation, although in more limited form, is found in
Anon., which, like Sergius, renders ££1¢ with ~&hadda=n, but 5140£01G as ~=nac,
“position” (cf. the translation of 8¢o1¢ in the previous example).

(3) In §376, Sergius comments on Cat. 10all and renders the Greek terms oyfjua and
Hopof as ~dha=oxa ~=aamw. In so doing, he agrees with both the Anon. and

94 Cf. King 2011: 230-235.
95 Cf. King 2010: 30-35.
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with the later Syriac versions of the Categories, all of which appear to represent
the same tradition of interpretation of Aristotle’s text in this respect.

(4) In §383, the Commentary refers to Cat. 10a29-30, where Aristotle speaks of things
that are called “paronymously” (mapwviuwg). In order to make this Greek term
comprehensible, Sergius applies the Syriac expression mdiawmumis ams Q.A.»r{,
“such things which derive from something”. Similar explicative translation ap-
pears also in the Anon., which renders the Gr. mapwvopwg Aéyetat in Cat. 10a29—
30 as *i A ~<ar hamumis.

These examples demonstrate that in both the Commentary and in Anon. we see differ-
ent attempts at understanding Aristotle’s logical terminology, which in many cases
turn out to belong to the same tradition. If we recall Sergius’ remarks quoted above
about Syriac translations and interpretations of Aristotle’s logical texts which predate
him, we may assume that neither Sergius nor the author(s) of the Anon. were com-
pletely isolated in their work. Rather both texts appear as part of a general process of
reception and creative adaptation of Aristotle’s logic in Syriac schools in the late 5th —
early 6th century, a process that was taken up by subsequent generations of Syriac
Aristotelians, whose names are also known to us.

Sergius’ contribution to this process may hardly be overstated. Given the long his-
tory of reception of his Commentary (see 1.2, above), we may assume that this text was
studied in both West and East Syriac schools, having been preserved to the present
day both in full and in abridged form (as selected quotations, paraphrases, and epito-
mes). These textual witnesses, which will be discussed in the following sections, con-
tribute to our knowledge of the afterlife of Sergius’ work.



2 The Syriac Text of the Commentary

2.1 Manuscripts Containing the Full Version of the Commentary

2.1.1 London, British Library, Add. 14658 (L)

The London codex BL* Add. 14658 is the oldest witness to the text of Sergius’ Commen-
tary”. This parchment manuscript came to London in 1843 as a result of the purchase of
a large collection of codices from the Coptic monastery Dayr al-Suryan, located in the
Nitrian desert in Egypt®. It has been preserved without the first and the last folios. Thus
its colophon, if there ever was one, is lost. However, based on a paleographical analysis
of its writing, William Wright dated it to the 7th century, and this dating, which brings
this codex quite close to Sergius’ lifetime, has been generally accepted by later scholars.
The codex is written in two columns, containing 36 to 40 lines. In its present con-
dition, it includes 188 folios, and apart from the large portions at the beginning and at
the end, a considerable number of folios is missing from it, while some of the folios
are bound in an incorrect order, a state of affairs mostly affecting the first quires of
the codex, which contain Sergius’ Commentary. The manuscript was copied by an
unknown scribe in the regular Estragela script. Parts of the text (see, e.g., fol. 42r)
which were either damaged or unreadable have first been erased and later written
anew in somewhat smaller letters but in the same Estrangela script as the main text.
The text also contains interlinear or marginal corrections written in the same or
very similar Estrangela script and probably dating from the time of the manuscript
production. Apart from these, a number of paratextual marks have been added to the
text at a probably much later date. They have, first, the form of a square bracket (<)* or
of ligatures combining either Syriac or Arabic letters, and they appear in all parts of ms.
L, indicating how the codex was likely used at various periods of time'®. The West Syriac
vowels (which reflect Greek vowel signs) attached to some proper names and Greek
loanwords in the text seem also to belong to the later period than the original text.

96 It was originally housed in the British Museum (hence it is referred to as “BM”), but is now part of
the manuscript collection of the British Library.

97 See the description of the codex in Wright 1872: 1154-1160.

98 For the history of the collection of the monastery Dayr al-Suryan and its migration to several
European libraries, see Wright 1872: i-xvii; Brock & Van Rompay 2014: xv—xviii.

99 This sign usually served in Syriac manuscripts as a marker of a quotation that appears in the text,
cf. Wright 1872: xxviii.

100 The marginal notes that are found in other parts of the codex include the imperative “write”
(=a&a), which gives reason to assume that this manuscript was used as a Vorlage for further copies
(see fols. 99v, 124v, 129v, etc.). This is quite apparent in the case of the Syriac sentences of Menander
(on fol. 163v), as the corrections found in ms. L were included in the later copy of this text on the fly-
leaves of another codex; cf. Arzhanov 2017.

@ Open Access. © 2024 Yury Arzhanov, published by De Gruyter. [(cOTX2EBM This work is licensed under the Creative

Commons Attribution 4.0 International License.
https://doi.org/10.1515/9783111444536-002
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The contents of this codex have been described multiple times'. Scholars have
stressed the importance of not only concrete works included in it (for many of which
the codex remains the only witness) but also of the structure of this remarkable collec-
tion as a whole'™ In its present state, the codex opens with Sergius’ Commentary,
which is followed by a number of further texts on logic'®, as well as treatises on
grammar'®, natural philosophy'®, and psychology'®, but also some pseudepigraphic
works attributed to Plato'”’. Thus, this collection reflects the full cursus of late ancient
higher education, which began with introductory texts and concluded with the study
of Platonic works'®. Sergius’ Commentary, with its extensive prolegomena part, thus
plays the role here of an introductory work with which the course of philosophical
study commences, a role apparently in line with Sergius’ intention.

Due to the loss of a number of folios both at the beginning and in various other
parts of the codex, Sergius’ Commentary has been preserved in ms. L only partially, so
that about a quarter of the text has been lost. Fortunately, one of the missing pages
from this codex has been identified among the individual folios preserved in the col-
lection of the University of Leipzig (this folio now bears the shelf-mark “Or. 1078/17)'*.
However, ms. L is still characterized by a number of large lacunae and by an incorrect
order of the folios"’. We may describe the state of the text of Sergius’ Commentary in
this manuscript (supplied now with the Leipzig folio) as follows:

(lacuna at the beginning comprising ca. 8 folios)
fol. 1

(lacuna comprising ca. 2 folios)
fols. 2-7

(lacuna comprising ca. 2 folios)
fols. 8-16 + fols. 30-39

101 See the earliest descriptions in Renan 1852b: 294-310, Sachau 1852: 71, Wright 1872: 1154-1160.
Many original attributions have been corrected by later scholars, cf. Hugonnard-Roche 2007: 279-281.
102 See Hugonnard-Roche 2007, King 2010b, and Arzhanov 2019: 190-193.

103 The anonymous Syriac translations of Porphyry’s Isagoge and of Aristotle’s Categories, as well as
some short texts on logic, on which see section 1, above.

104 The Syriac version of Dionysius Thrax’ Techne grammatike.

105 Ps.-Aristotle’s De mundo, Alexander of Aphrodisias’ On the Universe, and Paul of Alexandria’s On
the Motion of the Sun.

106 Ps.-Aristotle’s On the Soul.

107 The dialogue “Sokrates”, Ps.-Platonic Definitions, and Plato’s Advice to his Disciple.

108 Cf. Arzhanov 2019: 190-193.

109 See Kessel 2019: 398. This folio belonged to the collection of Constantin Tischendorf, with the
shelf-number “XV.b.3” (according to the note that is visible on the photo of this codex); cf. Tischendorf
1855: 67-68, where the folio has the number XVLD. See also the description in the catalogue of Vollers
1906: 381, who refers to it as part of the “Codex Tischendorf XVI” and describes it as the first fragment
bound together in this manuscript.

110 Cf. Wright 1872: 1154 and Furlani 1922: 137.
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(lacuna comprising ca. 1 folio)
fol. 29 + fol. 17
(lacuna comprising ca. 4 folios)
fols. 20-25 + fol. 19 + fol. 18 + fols. 2628 + fols. 4042
(lacuna comprising ca. 1 folio)
fols. 43-46
(lacuna comprising ca. 1 folio)
fols. 47-52 + Leipzig folio
(lacuna comprising ca. 1 folio)
fols. 53—61r

Besides the highly lacunose character of the manuscript, the text preserved in it turns
out to contain multiple errors which distinguish it from the other textual witnesses (cf.
the stemma in 2.4, below) and make it, in most cases of textual variety, a rather unre-
liable source. The following cases demonstrate the most obvious errors in L:

100.13 ~w&ése BCDP: whasesL

118.19 danms 3 BCDP: dansass L

196.5 ~a3anir<\ BCD, Epit.: ~harma\ L
198.3 =1~ BCDP: ar L

202.15 ==n.6 BCDP: ==ncdao L

204.20 <12 BCDP: <. L

216.20 ~=nc1o BCDP: ~=ncuo L

224.3 pa2unya BDP, Epit.: paaanss L
232.23 ea<a BDP, Epit.: a'L

244.18 =& o3 BDP, Epit.: whéusna L
384.12 ymaxar< BDP: ymaxi L

One might provide a much longer list of errors in L which distinguish it as an isolated
line of the transmission of the text. As it will be shown below (see 2.2), this line proba-
bly includes ms. E, which contains a selection from the Commentary, but does not
comprise further witnesses known to us to date.

The Commentary in ms. L contains schematic divisions (Syr. =aAéa) of the sub-
ject matter at the end of Books II, IV, V, and VI, which are also found in other manu-
scripts. The loss of such divisions at the end of Books I and III may be explained by the
loss of the corresponding folios of ms. L, which originally might have contained them.
However, no divisions are found in the extant fol. 61r, which contains the final part of
the Commentary. In L, the seventh and final book ends with a short remark™ followed
by a small ornament separating the Commentary from the next treatise in the codex.
Apart from ms. L, the only mss. we have that contain the final portion of the Commen-
tary are mss. B and D. Both of these are rather late (19th century) copies of the same
prototype (cf. 2.1.3, below), which thus serves as our only witness to the presence of

111 Fol. 6Ir: = sivy s> xlx, “Book VII came to end”.
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the divisions at the end of Book VII. It remains unclear whether the original text of the
Commentary contained divisions at the end of the Commentary or not, but their ab-
sence in the oldest copy of the work, ms. L, makes it possible that the divisions were
not originally appended to all the books, but with some of the divisions perhaps being
added at a later stage of transmission.

Ms. L contains nearly no rubrics or subtitles. The titles of each book of the Com-
mentary are clearly marked in the codex by means of red ink, which is also used in the
extant divisions that appear (as noted just above) at the end of some books. But no
other subtitles are found in this codex save for one occasion: on fol. 33r we encounter
the rubric » ~awa~ As. =, “On substance”, which is marked by red asterisks and
thus clearly has the role of a subtitle for the corresponding part of Book III that indeed
discusses this category™. No other examples of this kind are found in L, thus suggest-
ing that the rubrics found nearly exclusively in the Erbil group of mss. were attached
to the text not by Sergius, but by later scribes.

2.1.2 Paris, Bibliotheque nationale de France, Syr. 354, Part I (P)

Ms. Paris Syr. 354 (which formerly belonged to the collection of the monastery of Seert,
where it bore the number 91'®) is a paper manuscript, which consists of two parts
originating from two different codices™. Presently, it contains 147 folios. The second,
shorter part includes folios 138-147; it is written in the East Syriac script and, accord-
ing to a note on fol. 145r, was copied in the year 1224, The first part, in which Sergius’
Commentary is found and which comprises folios 1-137, was written by multiple hands
in various forms of the East Syriac script. According to a note attached to the title of
Book II of the Commentary, this codex was copied in the year 1187,

The text of the manuscript (i.e., of the first part of the ms., hereafter simply “man-
uscript/codex”) is written in a single column with a widely differing number of lines
depending on the folio. Indeed, the type of writing varies considerably throughout the
manuscript; we may thus presume that not a few different scribes contributed to its
production. The writing style sometimes changes only after several folios; thus, we see
a change in hand in the middle of fol. 5v, in the middle of fol. 46v, at the beginning of
fol. 52r, at the beginning of fol. 59v, and at the end of fol. 62v. In other places, however,

112 It is interesting to note that Ammonius mentions two subtitles which he found in the text of
Aristotle’s Categories that he made use of during his lectures, “On substance” and “On relatives” (In
Cat. 66.14-19). It is thus possible that at least this rubric found both in L and in the Erbil mss. derives
from Sergius himself.

113 Cf. Desreumaux 1991: 231. Cf. the description of the Seert ms. in Scher 1905: 67-68.

114 See the description of the codex in Nau 1911: 306-310.

115 See Nau 1911: 309.

116 Fol. 13v: a3 wed dux, “the year 1498 of the Greeks”, i.e., 1187 AD.
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such change occurs within the same page, which one may observe on fol. 73r: there,
the first seven lines of the text are written in one hand, but in the middle of line 7 the
hand changes, and then in line 11 it changes once again. A similar situation is found on
fol. 74r: the first alteration of the hand is apparent in line 5, but the new hand goes
only as far as line 12, when still a new hand may be seen, which in turn is replaced by
another one in line 15. This final change in hands resulted in the repetition of the last
words written by the previous scribe™”.

This frequent change of hands in the ms. yields not only cases of dittography, like
the one just mentioned, but also a large number of errors. In general, the codex is
characterized by a rather negligent way of writing. Some portions of the text are in the
wrong place, with the correct text simply added below™. On fol. 27r, half of the page is
crossed out; a marginal note at the first line of the passage states that “corrupted text
begins” here'. It seems likely, moreover, that ms. P was copied from a manuscript
that was either destroyed or corrupted in some parts, as we find unexplained omis-
sions of text on fol. 18r. The scribe(s) have in turn left parts of several lines unfilled,
suggesting they were aware that words were missing, probably with the hope that
these gaps could be filled in if a better copy became available.

At the end of the first part of the Paris codex, one finds a note that a certain Zeno
(whose full name is recorded) “polluted and corrupted these pages”'®. However, it may
hardly be taken as reporting the name of one of the scribes (or the scribe) who pro-
duced this codex. Rather it refers either to the author of multiple marginal notes found
throughout the codex, written rather carelessly and usually not directly connected with
the main text'?; or whomever drew a number of marginal pictures depicting both hu-
man figures and animals' However, apart from these additions, ms. P contains quite a
few marginalia which may be understood as scholia to the Syriac text, containing either
short explanations for difficult terms or different readings, some of which are transmit-
ted by other textual witnesses. All such variants that are significant for the history of
the Syriac text are documented in the critical apparatus of the edition.

Sergius’ Commentary occupies the main part of the codex. It starts on fol. 1v and
breaks on fol. 109v, after which several pages are added that derive from another
commentary on the Categories™. In its present state, P lacks only a small portion of

117 The words ~&\> sad ~\a appear twice in lines 14 and 15.

118 See the cases of the transposition of the text abbreviated as “transp.” in the critical apparatus of
the edition.

119 Fol. 27r, note in the right margin: ,madur ~as) jax.

120 Fol. 117v: mlwase 13531 ~udam 1356 10 BES AIo1 Fbed eoih wlm Blal dasa r)iY,
i,

121 See, e.g., fols. 13v, 14r, 29v (all three notes are crossed out), 39r, 96r, 85v, 94v, and 99v.

122 See fols. 1r, 65v, 99v, and 117v.

123 Cf. the end of the text on fol. 117v: al\almsis sia\@m\or odha dioe d=ale
waa=nanu, “finished is the writing of the Categories of Aristotle, (son of) Nicomachus”. The text deals
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Sergius’ treatise, namely §§448-450, which contained the epilogue of the work and
which probably occupied no more than one or one-and-a-half folios (if the divisions
were included). However, the compiler of the codex, which has been transmitted to us
(i.e. with the missing last folios of the Commentary), found it necessary to add the final
part of another work that deals with the postpraedicamenta (i.e. the categories of op-
position, priority, simultaneity, and some other topics) covered by §§405-447 of Ser-
gius’ work that were and still are extant in P.

The attached text turns out to be very close to the commentary on the Categories
by Dionysius Bar Salibi (d. 1171). The text preserved in P contains many parallels to
Dionysius’ work but is not identical to the version that has come down to us only in
the ms. Cambridge, University Library, Gg 2. 14" Dionysius himself admitted that he
integrated a large number of earlier texts in his compendium. It is thus possible that P
has preserved for us one of those sources which Bar Salibi utilized for his compendi-
um at approximately the same time when ms. P was put together in its final form.

The folios of ms. P have been bound in the wrong order. Modern pagination was
introduced on the recto side of every page, but presently it does not correspond to the
actual order of the folios. Additionally, one page, which appears between fols. 49 and
50 and whose text has been destroyed nearly completely so that only the margins have
survived, was excluded from the pagination. Moreover, the pages that follow this
unnumbered folio have not been bound properly. This reordering of the pages must
have taken place rather early, since at the bottom of fol. 55v we find a note written in
Syriac by a careful reader who indicated that the rest of the text is missing'® (when in
reality the text continues on fol. 51r).

The correct order is the following:

fols. 1-49

folio without number
fol. 57

fol. 56

fols. 52-55

fol. 51

fol. 50

fols. 58-109

with the categories of opposition, priority, and simultaneity, and thus elaborates the last part of Aristo-
tle’s treatise, the postpraedicamenta.

124 This codex is dated to the 16th/17th century, cf. the description in Wright 1901: 2.1008-1023. The
fragment preserved in ms. P is very similar to the text on fols. 137v-151v of the Cambridge ms. but not
identical to it.

125 Fol. 55v, a marginal note at the bottom: ~3as), ar¢ famu ~aim, “the rest is wanting or errone-
ous”.
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As noted, ms. P, written by multiple hands in a rather negligent manner, also contains
a large number of errors that distinguish it from all other textual witnesses. The most
obvious examples (from which only a small selection is given below) are the following:

136.5 Ay~ BCDL, Epit.: <&~ P

172.3 <ass 5 BCDL: <ias s P

182.23 <15 BCDL, Epit.: ~xa1s P
192.21 A BCDL, Epit.: Aaas P
210.21 =& auwsla BCDEL: <hausn alaP
216.13 =3 BCDL: <& P

222.2 ~&dudisa BCDL, Epit.: hisdua P
240.22 wadh=n ~\ BDL: mad=al P

244.6 =& o BDL: &\ P

24477 s swxBDL: s P

As it becomes clear from these examples (and one might make this list much longer),
most of the errors can be explained by the carelessness of the scribes, who appear to
have had little experience in copying texts and easily misinterpreted the readings of
the original. While the Vorlage of P was deficient in some parts (see above), it is ap-
parent that the scribes further contributed to this deficiency. It is also worthy of note
that it is only in ms. P that we find the words ~aam\\ia and ~&aaam\laa with two
lamads; these appear in this form throughout the whole manuscript and are not found
in any other textual witness of the Commentary.

Ms. P shares no defective readings with ms. L'*, but has a large number of errors
in common with the Erbil mss. and with the epitome (see the concrete examples in
2.1.3 and 2.3, below). Thus P, BCD, and Epit. belong to the same line of transmission,
distinct from that of ms. L and including several extant textual witnesses.

Ms. P contains graphic divisions after each one of Books I-VI. Since the final por-
tion of the Commentary (§§448-450) is no longer extant in P, we do not know whether
the divisions were also attached to Book VII (as in case of mss. BCD, see below) or not
(as in case of ms. L, see 2.1.1, above). Similar to ms. L, ms. P does not contain any ru-
brics in the text of Sergius’ Commentary, although there are some rubrics written in
red ink in the fragment of the above-mentioned exegetical work which pertains to the
commentary of Bar Salibi and which was included in the codex after fol. 107, thus
replacing the missing end of Sergius’ work.

126 In one case, both P and L turn out to contain similar errors, which, however, do not fully match;
see 334.23: a3y P: as s L as ~a BD.
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2.1.3 The Erbil Group (Mss. BCD)

The three codices, which derive from the same old copy of Sergius’ text, are now situ-
ated in Erbil in Northern Iraq. Before this, their location changed several times due to
the social and political upheaval in the region®. The production of these manuscripts
was connected with the activity of Gabriel Danbo, who in 1808 initiated a reopening of
the monastery of Rabban Hormizd situated in the mountain region near the village of
Alqosh for his newly founded Chaldean Antonian Order of St. Hormizd™. For the sake
of security, the manuscripts were later transferred to the nearby convent of Our Lady
of the Seeds (Notre Dame des Semences)™®. In the second half of the 20th century, the
manuscripts were brought first to the monastery of St. George near Mosul and later on
to the convent of St. Antony in Baghdad. At the beginning of the 21st century, due to
the new period of instability in Northern Iraq, the collection was transported again
first to the monastery Notre Dame des Semences and then to Erbil, where it remains
preserved in the new cultural center of the Chaldean Antonian Order of St. Hormizd,
the “Scriptorium Syriacum”. Thus, at different periods of time, the three manuscripts
described below were referred to as either the Alqosh or the Baghdad codices, while
in the two modern descriptions of them they are designated as mss. of Erbil-Ankawa,
0.A.0.C. (“Antonian Order of St. Ormizda of the Chaldeans”)™°.

Ms. Erbil-Ankawa, 0.A.0.C., Syr. 169 (B)*™, previously bore the shelf-marks Alqosh,
Notre Dame des Semences, ms. 51", and Baghdad, Chaldean Monastery, ms. 169", This
paper manuscript contains 260 folios™ and was written in a single column (with 25-27
lines per page) in regular East Syriac script. The copyist, deacon Sem‘on'®, indicates his
name several times in this codex, first in the decoration on fol. 1v and second at the
end of Sergius’ Commentary on fol. 158r. On fol. 1v, Semon also notes the year “2133 of
the Greeks”, which points to 1821/1822 as the date of the production of the codex. This
is the period of time that followed the restoration of the monastery of St. Hormizd,
with the manuscript most likely produced for its library and for use in the education

127 For an overview of the history of this collection and its various locations, see Kessel 2023: 151-152.
128 For the history of the monastery of Rabban Hormizd the Persian, see Wilmshurst 2000: 258-270.
129 Cf. Wilmshurst 2000: 270-274.

130 The description of these mss. by Manhal Makhoul was published online on the platform e-Ktobe;
see http://syriac.msscatalog.org/ (accessed on 17.07.2023). An alternative description of six philosophical
manuscripts (Syr. 169-174) of this collection was provided in Kessel 2023.

131 See: http://syriac.msscatalog.org/71255 (accessed on 17.07.2023) and Kessel 2023: 152-160.

132 Vosté 1929: 22 (codex LI).

133 Haddad & Ishaq 1988: 82.

134 A foliation was made in 2022, but it is not present on the photos which I had at my disposal for my
edition. The folios of the codex contain earlier numbers written by means of Syriac letters on both
recto and verso side of the folios. The first no. (Syr. Alaf) appears on fol. 1v.

135 He belonged to the Asmar scribal family from Telkepe. See Wilmhurst 2000: 226-227 and Kessel
2023: 153-154.
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of the monks™. More than a hundred years later, ms. B was used as a Vorlage for the
production of another copy, i.e. ms. Birmingham, Mingana, Syriac 606, dated to 1933,

Ms. Syr. 170 of the same collection (C)**, olim Alqosh, Notre Dame des Semences 49
(as noted on the current fol. 1r)™ or 52'*°, olim Baghdad, Chaldean Monastery 170",
has been preserved until now only in the fragmentary form. This paper codex is writ-
ten in the East Syriac script in one column, with 20 lines per page, and presently con-
tains 149 folios. Neither the name of the scribe nor the exact date of its production is
known. It is possible that both were indicated in the colophon, which is now lost.
However, since we have good reasons to state (see 2.1.3.2, below) that the scribe of C
knew and during his work made use of ms. D, which is dated to 1840, we may assume
that ms. C was copied either in the middle or in the second half of the 19th century'
Moreover, one folio which derives from another manuscript is included just before
the text of Sergius’ Commentary, which is here preserved in an incomplete form due to
the loss of the final folios.

The third codex, Syr. 171, from the same collection (D)*3, olim Alqosh, Notre Dame
des Semences 50 (as indicated on fol. 1r)*** or 53", olim Baghdad, Chaldean Monastery
171, is a paper manuscript written in one column, with 28-29 lines per page. Present-
ly, it contains 233 folios. Neither the name of the scribe nor the date of production of
the manuscript are indicated. However, at the last folio, one finds a note that the vol-
ume came into the possession of the monastery of St. Hormizd in the year waw, ie.,
1840. Provided that this codex was commissioned for the library of this convent, it is
likely that this year should also be taken for its actual dating.

The three afore-mentioned codices are collections of philosophical works that to a
large extent have the same contents, although each one of them also contains works
that are not found in other ones. The treatises included in mss. BCD may be outlined as
follows:

136 For Gabriel Danbo’s interest in education in general and in philosophy in particular, see Kessel
2023: 144-147.

137 See below, 2.1.3.2.

138 Cf. http://syriac.msscatalog.org/71256 (accessed on 17.07.2023) and Kessel 2023: 160-165.

139 Cf. Scher 1906: 498.

140 Vosté 1929: 22 (codex LII).

141 Haddad & Ishaq 1988: 82-83.

142 Wilmhurst 2000: 268 mentions that in 1850 the monastery of Rabban Hormizd was raided by the
Kurds, followed by a flood which destroyed a large number of mss. (ca. 1000). It is possible that the
production of ms. C resulted from the restoration process of the lost part of the collection.

143 Cf. http://syriac.msscatalog.org/71257 (accessed on 17.07.2023) and Kessel 2023: 165-173.

144 Cf. Scher 1906: 498.

145 Vosté 1929: 22-23 (codex LIII).

146 Haddad & Ishaq 1988: 83.
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B C D
(1 John bar Zobi, Divisions of philosophy x
(2) Proba, Commentary on Porphyry’s Isagoge x x x
(3) Ps.-Ammonius, Two Lives of Aristotle x
(4) Aristotle, Categories (transl. by Jacob of Edessa) x x x
(5) Sergius of Reshaina, Commentary on Aristotle’s Categories x x x
(6) Aristotle, On Interpretation (transl. by Proba) x x
(7) Proba, Commentary on Aristotle’s On Interpretation x x
(8) Paul the Persian, Commentary on Aristotle’s On Interpretation x

9) Severus Sebokht, Letter to Yonan on difficult questions connected with
Aristotle’s On Interpretation and Prior Analytics

Since ms. C is presently incomplete both at the beginning and at the end, it is now
impossible to reconstruct the original extent of its contents. However, it becomes ap-
parent from the comparison above that all three manuscripts share the same core of
texts that were used for the study of Aristotle’s logic in Syriac schools:

1) Items (1)-(3) are treatises which may be classified as introductions to logic and
Aristotle’s philosophy. John bar Zobi’s Divisions included in ms. D suggest in
summary fashion the main philosophical terms and their definitions, together
with the divisions, found in graphic form after each book of Sergius’ Introduction,
which might also be included in the list of introductory treatises.

2) Besides introductory materials, the texts are based on Porphyry’s Introduction
and Aristotle’s treatises Categories, On Interpretation, and Prior Analytics (1.1-7),
thus representing the core of the logical curriculum'’.

3) Apart from the text of the Categories in the version of Jacob of Edessa, we find no
separate works of Porphyry and Aristotle but only commentaries on them, which
were probably considered substitutes for the texts which they commented on.

The compiler of C added the two pseudepigraphical Vitae of Aristotle'*® before the text
of the Categories, a practice with parallels in other philosophical compilations, e.g., in
ms. Vat. Sir. 158, dated to the 9th/10th centuries*’, and in ms. Berlin, Petermann I. 9,
which contains the epitome of the Commentary™. It is also found in one of the manu-
scripts now preserved in the Chaldean Patriarchate of Baghdad (CPB 223, olim Mosul

147 On the scope of the logical curriculum in Syriac schools, cf. Watt 2017.

148 Published in Sachau 1899: 1.335-336 and Baumstark 1900: 2-3.

149 See the description in Assemani 1759: 304-307. On ms. Vat. Sir. 158 as reflecting the philosophical
curriculum of the Qenneshre monastery, see Tannous 2010.

150 See 2.3, below.
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35)", and it is possible that the latter codex served as the source for the Vitae in ms. C.
The compiler of ms. D, on the other hand, included at the beginning of the collection
the treatise on the division of philosophy attributed to John bar Zohi*. It provides a
short general introduction to philosophy, which the compiler of D found necessary to
put in front of Proba’s commentary on the Isagoge, even though this commentary also
contains an introductory part dealing with the prolegomena.

All three manuscripts preserved now in Erbil-Ankawa exhibit a pedagogical back-
ground similar to that of ms. L described above. It is thus likely that they were pro-
duced to be used for introductory classes in logic and philosophy (since logic was
considered a general introduction to philosophical studies). However, in their compo-
sition and concept, the three mss. differ slightly from one another. Their compilers
apparently had the same pedagogical aim in mind but decided to include some trea-
tises that we do not find in other witnesses. These differences make it clear that we
cannot consider either of these codices as mechanical copies of another representative
of the Erbil group in spite of the similarities between them.

All three Erbil mss. include graphic divisions after each book of Sergius’ Commen-
tary, including Book VII (after which no divisions appear in ms. L, cf. 2.1.1, above).
Apart from the latter case, these divisions match those found in the earlier witnesses
and thus probably reflect an old tradition. However, it remains unclear whether this
tradition goes back to Sergius himself or to the later stage of the transmission of his
work. It is remarkable that Sergius never refers to them in the text of his Commentary,
but this may not serve as a decisive argument against his authorship of them. Both the
older (L and P) and the younger (BCD) witnesses turn out to be quite consistent in
their transmission, which makes it possible that they derive from Sergius himself.

The same, however, does not hold for the subtitles, which are found either in the
text or in the margins of the Erbil codices and which apparently go back to a common
source (see the next section). Apart from the Erbil group, we do not find these rubrics
in any other witness (for the only case in ms. L, see 2.1.1, above), and it is likely that
they were introduced into Sergius’ text at a late stage of its transmission.

2.1.3.1 The Common Source

The differences in contents among the three mss. make it possible that their scribes
made use of various sources, while compiling them. However, a comparison of the
texts of Sergius’ Commentary as found respectively in mss. B, C and D allows us to
assume that the text of Sergius’ work in all three of them was copied from one and the
same prototype independently from one another. Their common source:

151 Cf. Kessel & Bamballi 2018.
152 Cf. Daiber 1985. For further mss. containing it, see Kessel 2023: 167 n. 22.
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(1) contained several extensive lacunae in Book VII that the scribes of mss. B and D (C
is not extant in this part) were unable to fill in from other mss.;

(2) included a number of subtitles which subdivided the seven books of Sergius’
Commentary into smaller units;

(3) included scholia and corrections to the main text;

(4) was characterized by a number of specific errors that migrated into its later cop-
ies.

All three Erbil mss. share the above-listed characteristics of the common prototype:

(D B and D contain several lacunae in Book VII of Sergius’ Commentary (the text in ms.
C breaks earlier), which coincide completely in both mss. The first lacuna appears in B
on fol. 154r and in D on fol. 125v. In both mss., the extant text breaks with the same
word and begins the new passage with the same word as well. While the scribe of B
has left about two-thirds of the page blank, the scribe of D has left only half of the page
blank (i.e. the remaining room on it). Neither space, however, corresponds to the actu-
al size of the missing text, which might have occupied no less than two full folios in B
and about a folio and a half in D. It is thus likely that the space left in both mss. was
not intended to be filled in on the basis of a better copy of the text, but rather to indi-
cate that a large portion of the text was missing in the original.

The next lacuna appears in B on the immediately following fol. 154v, occupying
several lines of this page and about two-thirds of the following fol. 155r. In D, it starts
at the end of fol. 126r and occupies more than a half of the following fol. 126v. As in the
previous case, the extant text breaks and then starts again with the same words in
both codices. This time, the size of the lacuna corresponds more or less to the actual
size of the text which was damaged or missing in the common source of B and D. It is
more likely that part of the page was completely missing in the Vorlage of B and D —
as the next extant portion of the text has approximately the same size as the previous
one — and that it was contained on the verso side of the damaged folio of the original.
After it, a third lacuna appears in B on fol. 155r and goes as far as the first half of the
following fol. 155v. In D, the lacuna occupies the second half of fol. 127r. The lacunae in
both mss. again correspond approximately to the size of the actual gap in the text.

The next blank space is present in ms. B in the last part of fol. 155v and in the first
half of fol. 156r. In D, it occupies the second half of fol. 127r. The last lacuna in the text
of Sergius’ Commentary is found in ms. B on fol. 156v and in the first lines of fol. 157r.
In D, it extends from the last lines of fol. 127v until the middle of fol. 128r. In both cas-
es, the space that was left blank in mss. B and D corresponds more or less to the actual
extent of the missing text. More lacunae are found in the other parts of the Erbil mss.
and they make apparent that they were produced on the basis of the same copy which
was damaged in some of its parts. The scribes who produced later copies of this codex
evidently had no other exemplar of Sergius’ text at their disposal that would have
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allowed them to fill the gaps present in their source. It is worth keeping this conclu-
sion in mind when we come to point (3) below.

(2) Although in one case we find one subtitle in L (see above), neither L nor P contain
any further titles save for the headings of each of the seven books and the divisions
attached to them. All three Erbil codices, on the contrary, include a large number of
additional rubrics, which are very similar to what we find in various Syriac mss. con-
taining works on Aristotle’s logic, i.e., either translations of the Organon and
Porphyry’s Isagoge or commentaries and scholia on both works. It seems that this
tradition originally goes back to the rubrics included in Porphyry’s Isagoge at a very
early period and found in nearly all Syriac works pertaining to it"3. The Erbil mss.,
which have Proba’s commentary on the Isagoge in common as their first component
text, also mark each section of Proba’s work with a rubric written in red ink, i.e., “On
genus”™, “On species”, “On differentia”, etc., all of which either stand as first words in
the line (as in ms. C) or as separate titles between the lines (as in mss. B and D). The
same or similar rubrics appear further in those parts of the codices that contain the
text of the Categories. Thus, at the beginning of chapter 5, the codices indicate the
subject under discussion, “On substance”, at the beginning of chapter 6 we find the
title “On quantity”, and so on through the rest of the categories™. It was thus logical
for the compilers of the Erbil mss. to put the same rubrics in the text of Sergius’ Com-
mentary that allow the reader, first, to navigate it, and, second, to understand the
correspondence between passages in the Commentary and those in Aristotle’s and
Porphyry’s treatises.

The rubrics in the text of Sergius’ Commentary are identical in all three mss.,
which makes it probable that they derive from the common Vorlage. This assumption
is corroborated by the fact that one of the subtitles is misplaced in all three codices.
The rubric, “On the goal of the treatise Categories”, is found at the beginning of §66,
when it would make more sense to put it in front of §65, i.e. just before the words,
“Concerning the goal of this treatise...” It is thus probable that this rubric was intro-
duced in the wrong place already in the Vorlage of the Erbil mss. and that the mistake
was carried over into its later copies.

(3) The three Erbil codices contain a number of corrections to the text of Sergius’
Commentary that, while taking somewhat different forms in each of these manu-
scripts, are clearly related to one another. It is possible that the individual scribes of

153 On Greek mss. of Porphyry’s Isagoge containing rubrics, cf. Barnes 2003: xvii—xviii.

154 Ms. Clacks it due to the loss of the first folios of the codex.

155 These subtitles are found already in the early anonymous Syriac translation of the Categories, in
all extant witnesses to Jacob of Edessa’s version (which is included in the Erbil mss.), and in the only
ms. containing the translation of it by George of the Arabs.
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mss. B, C, or D were responsible for some of these corrections in particular, but the
main bulk of them most likely goes back to the common Vorlage of the three codices:

66.6 m&haaamliay CDP: mscasdiasos B, add. D in marg. — The variant is added by the scribe of
D in the margin (thus probably reflecting the correction in its source) and introduced into the
main text of B (ms. C does not contain it).

68.9 du~uavra CDP: dqu~wixa B, add. D in marg. — Similar to the previous example, D indicat-
ed the alternative reading which was most likely suggested in the Vorlage in the margin, while
the copyist of B took it for the correct reading of the text (again, C does not contain it).

128.17 du~ ~amd LP: duy ~amdux BCD — The additional letters nun and dalat are clearly
marked as such in mss. BCD by means of red ink (in B only dalat is written in red, in C the letter
nun stands above the line).

130.8 ~&oias o BCDL: wasais P: =\am add. BD in marg. — The variant of P and the addition-
al variant of B and D both look like glosses which aimed to elucidate the difficult passage in Ser-
gius’ text.

134.18 ~&aaal=nl LP: m&caal=a) BCD — The possessive suffix (the latter he) is written in red
ink supra lineam in mss. CD which have the same main text as LP, while ms. B contains the vari-
ant with the suffix in the main text. It is thus probable that the correction was present in the
common Vorlage, and while the scribe of B introduced it into the main text, the scribes of C and D
preferred to copy the original variant together with the correction proposed in their Vorlage.
136.12 =& 13z BCDL: 33z P — As the reading in P indicates, this word has changed during the
transmission; this fact is corroborated by BCD. In all three latter mss., the two letters of the word
(yud and taw) are marked with red ink, thus indicating that this word originally had the form
~3ix but was corrected to ~&isix. Additionally, one letter (waw) of the next word, ~&al x, is
also written in red in all three mss., thus making apparent that it was transmitted as ~&\\ s but
later corrected. All these corrections were most likely made supra lineam in the Vorlage of BCD
and introduced into the main text by the copyists of the latter.

144.10 =\a BEP: ~<\ox CD — Mss. C and D add the letter dalat to the particle ~\a, probably indi-
cating that it should be changed into ~\x. The additional letter is written in red in both codices
and was most likely copied from the interlinear correction in the common prototype.

166.12 <2030 CLP: <asnaan BD — The variant of BD is written in such a way that the additional
yud is marked with red ink and remains unattached to the following letter, thus making it proba-
ble that this was a correction written above the line in the scribes’ source, which they then intro-
duced into the main text. This correction, however, is not present in ms. C. Similar corrections of
the same word (~a=2io Vs. <asnsao) are found two more times in the following lines.

190.12 ~dursamdisn BCDLP: mdursandisn corr. BC — The correction (the letter he) is written
above the line in C and just after the letter in the line in B (it is not present in D). In both cases it is
marked red.

A limited number of corrections in BCD, which stand in contrast to the previous cases
in being written not between the lines or in the main text but mostly in the margins,
contain variants found in other textual witnesses. Thus, they reflect the work of a
scholiast or a commentator on Sergius’ text who had access to a number of textual
witnesses and noted alternative readings in the form of scholia to the text.

64.11 ~&éa= P, D in marg.: wdhérsdas BCD — It is likely that mss. BCD transmit an erroneous
form that appeared as a corruption of the variant preserved in P. Only ms. D indicates the correct
reading in the margin, one that most likely derives from a gloss in the common Vorlage of BCD.
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70.13 === P, D in marg.: =~a>na= BCD — While all three codices contain a clearly erroneous
variant, ms. D adds the correct reading (found in P) in the margins. Given that this reading is ab-
sent from B and C, it is possible that this was a correction made by the scribe of D only, but it is
likely that it goes back to a scholion in the common Vorlage of BCD.

168.6 ~sax=o LP, D in marg.: =0 BCD — All three Erbil mss. contain a variant that differs
from what we find in L and P. Both variants seem possible at this place in the text, but it is a
characteristic of D only that it suggests the variant of LP in the form of a marginal gloss.

172.5 =&\ a LP, D in marg.: ~&sxsa BCD — Ms. D contains the correct reading found in LP and
indicated in the margin of D.

262.19 asox BDP: ~\us Epit,, add. BDP in marg. — In this case, we find the variant of Epit. in the
form of a gloss both in BD and in P. This makes it probable that some of the glosses found in mss.
BCD derive from an even older copy than their common prototype.

358.14 ~amidi= LP, add. D in marg.: <i=e~&= BD, add. P in marg. — The correction or the al-
ternative reading found in the margins of P appears as the main reading in mss. BD, while D indi-
cates the main reading of LP in the margin.

360.2 x3xdux LP, add. D in marg.: ~v3dua BD: xa duy add. DP in marg. — As in the previous case,
both P and D contain same glosses in the margins, while D additionally suggests the variant found
in the main text of L and P.

378.18 = &wsinre LP, Epit., BD in marg.: (.an'( BD — Both B and D suggest in the margins the cor-
rect reading that we find in all other witnesses.

Point (1) above makes apparent that the scribes of mss. B and D (and probably that of
() did not have access to any other copy of Sergius’ Commentary save for the old and
lacunose codex that served as their common source. Given that some of the correc-
tions in their text are based on other manuscripts containing Sergius’ work, these
corrections were most probably present in their common source and copied together
with the main text. It is noteworthy that the scribes of each codex (B, C, and D) worked
independently from each other in this respect, so that the alternative readings found
in the Vorlage are sometimes noted in one ms. only, and other times appear in multi-
ple mss. However, these scholia in all probability go back to the glosses in the common
prototype, which, in turn, carried them over from an even older copy (cf. the case of
262.19 above). As will be shown below, some of these scholia found their way not only
into BCD but also into P. Hence, they most likely derive from a codex that predates
these witnesses (see the examples in 2.1.3.3, below).

(4) Finally, the three Erbil mss. share the following errors that reflect their common
Vorlage:

70.8 Aa P: A\ BCD

172.15 =23 LP: =x3~ BCD

174.20 uta\snr= L: =a\sav— BCD
180.9 ~dux oy LP, Epit.: = xo3BCD
194.5 =03 LP, Epit.: =151 CD: =511 B
228.23 du==ma\x LP: du~=nunx BD
232.6 wam\a\LP, Epit.: camlal a\BD
246.13 =i\ LP: =x\($\ BD
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250.14 vso LP: wéu BD
322.17 =1aa LP: =<u3aaa BD

328.16 ~ma), LP: ~<maa), BD

346.15 camd\saL: comd\ixP: L amals 3 BD
3724 <am& LP: oad BD, Epit.

38210 wdalshaa LP: wdasdraa BD

384.4 caandra LP: ca=asnla BD

These examples are the most evident cases of textual corruption. As the critical appa-
ratus of the edition makes clear, the three Erbil codices also share a large number of
textual variants that cannot be classified as clear errors but that still demonstrate the
interrelation between them. All told, the four points outlined above give good reasons
to conclude that each of the copies of Sergius’ Commentary contained in the three
Erbil mss. were copied from the same prototype. Apart from the Commentary, as the
manuscripts differ from one another in terms of the precise extent of their component
works, it is possible that additional exemplars were used for other parts of them.

2.1.3.2 Mss. B, C, and D as Independent Copies
In addition to the common errors listed in (4) above, all of which derive from the
common Vorlage, each of the Erbil codices contains its own errors that show them to
be separate copies of the old prototype which were made independently from one
another. Ms. B, which is chronologically the earliest copy in the group, contains multi-
ple unique errors not found in two other codices:

72.10 =asindi=n CDP: ~andi=n B
176.10 ~=asa CDLP: =Aad=n B

178.5 =1 CDLP: =3’ B

178.13 adi=n CDLP: 3= B

182.4 ] CDLP, Epit.: xa B

188.23 ca\ass CDLP: ~Auss Epit.: caxsy B
202.21 ar< CDLP: &~ B

262.19 dur<1aa DP, Epit.: d<tadu B
262.20 o601 DP, Epit.: <samB
270.18 aco ~=as3a DP: A¢xn3 A\ B
27217 3»0 DP, Epit.: 2ai=n B

272.18 ~=aia\_DP, Epit.: =aé\_B
280.10 =~x.cw DLP: =3m B

All unique errors of B, of which only a small sample has been given above, are present
in the copy that was produced on the basis of B nearly one hundred years later than
the B, Manuscript Mingana Syr. 606 (M), which is now preserved in the Cadbury

156 Cf. Kessel 2023: 154.
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Research Library in Birmingham'’, was commissioned by Alfonse Mingana and pro-
duced in Algosh in 1933 by Mattai bar Pawlos'®, Mattai copied the original manuscript
with much diligence, reproducing in his copy all the characteristics of the original,
including all errors found in B. Thus, we find in B some additions to the main text
written supra lineam that are found within the text of M (cf. the inclusion of the word
sad in 112.10); the marginal glosses of B are faithfully copied in the margins of M (cf.
the addition of two words in 84.8 in both codices); and even the words written twice in
B (cf. the case of dittography in 204.16) are mechanically copied in M. Additionally, ms.
M contains errors not found either in B or in any other ms. from the Erbil group, mak-
ing it apparent that the scribe had no other copy in front of him except B. Here are
two examples of errors unique to M (neither of which are indicated in the critical
apparatus of the present edition):

64.9 <\jsia BCDP: \a¢a M

106.3 aas & BCDP: canindie M

The next codex from the Erbil group, ms. D, that was produced chronologically after B,
contains the following unique errors:

100.20 oew BP: a¢ D

120.4 eLr(:l BCLP: (..L.rd D

122.13 =1 30 BCLP: (.Jm D

122.22 &us BCLP: 3D

124.15 e BCLP: i D

148.21 2.8 BCELP: o5& D

176.7 =33s< BCLP: =i D

186.17 ) BCLP: =\ D

188.5 ayem BCLP: L cdm D

192.1 ,madu~<a BCL: wam dureaD
192.13 &~ BCLP: N D

196.6 ~&uanla BCL, Epit.: <3dualaD
250.12 a¢ 3du B #1du P du~nduD
264.6 ~aiar) BP, Epit.: ~assas A D

The errors found in D in those parts of the Commentary that have not been preserved
in C do not allow us to confirm whether these errors are characteristic of D only or
were also shared by C. However, the variants listed above give good reasons to con-
clude that D was copied from the common Vorlage of the Erbil group independently
and was not based on B.

There are few erroneous variants that D shares with B only and not with C. The
number of such cases, found in the part of the Commentary represented in all three

157 For the description of this codex, see Mingana 1939: 1.1163-1166.
158 Cf. the extensive colophon on fol. 232v of the codex, quoted in Mingana 1939: 1.1165-1166.
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Erbil mss., is rather limited. However, they allow us to assume that the copyist of D
(the codex produced at a later date than B), in addition to the old Vorlage, also had B at
his disposal. The following errors are shared by B and D:

68.14 mdus 3 15 CP: mdus 34 BD

70.14 casdu<s CP: casduare BD

74.7 = &atanawa=a CP: whotanamana BD
78.9 ~#usnaC: wu=nBD: ~saasaP

82.7 =0 CP: 1a=n~ BD

206.2 cosdrar CLP: pamsdrare BD

208.15 ¥=n3 CLP: ¥=n~=33 BD

Ms. C, which was in all likelihood produced as the latest copy of the same old proto-
type, contains the following unique errors:

88.3 o BDP: o0 C

90.2 a¢a BDP: ae C

98.15 =32 BDP: (3o C

116.4 ans\,maam LP: ans)\cuaam BD: ansmaawm C
126.7 <&\ BDLP: L&\ C

154.20 (ddhax=o BDLP: ;ahén C

168.19 &\l BDLP: ;m&al C

18811 ~),m BDLP: =\ 03 C

188.13 ¢4}, 3} BDLP: <\ i) C

206.5 = &uaa BDLP: ~duaa C

C shares some errors with B and/or with D. Thus, similar to the case of D and B (see
above), it is likely that the copyist of C not only had the old copy in front of him, but
also consulted with those copies that had been produced previously whenever he was
uncertain how to understand the text of the old Vorlage.

128.2 =10+ BLP, Epit.: s C: awa D — C shares the error of D, although the two variants dif-
fer slightly from one another.

144.10 ~\a BEP: ~<\ax CD — Both mss. C and D make the addition of dalat to the particle ~\a (cf.
point (3), above).

154.13 ~aaal BLP: <uaa o) C, D in marg.: =ua o) D — B has the correct reading, while the
reading of D is a clear corruption that, however, is corrected in the margin. The variant of ms. C
has the correct form ~uas, but adds the negative particle to it, possibly on the basis of D.

154.19 =asv=a] + >0 CD — The addition of this particle is characteristic of the mss. C and D only,
not of B or any other witness.

158.7 casir~¢a DP: ~awia BCL — Among the Erbil mss., only D has the correct reading, whereas
both B and C share the error of L. See also the divisions of Book II on 164.8, where we find DL vs.
BCP.

180.16 a0 BLP, Epit.: ma=as CD — The erroneous variant is found in C and D only.

There are, however, many more examples where C does not contain the erroneous
readings of D and/or B and serves as an independent witness to the common Vorlage:



The Syriac Text of the Commentary —— 43

68.14 mdus & 15 CP: mdus 3> BD — Both B and D contain an error, not present in C, which
has the correct reading also preserved in P.

92.3 wdhaianmra iadia BCP: whoiasma ~Liad D — C, like B, does not contain the er-
ror of D.

116.6 w0\ 33 CLP: L aa 3o BD — The error of B and D is not present in C, which shares the
correct readings with older witnesses.

1204 @\~ BCLP: @als~d D — The error is found only in D, but not in B and C.

122.22 &us BCLP: xas D — Again, neither B nor C share the error of D.

142.22 sm=aio BCP, D in marg.: sm>wan Di psm>ains add. BD in marg. — While B and C
maintain the correct reading, D suggests here the erroneous variant in the main text that is cor-
rected in the margin by means of two other variants, one of which is erroneous too.

186.17 sl BCLP: %\ D — The error is found in D only, while C together with B contains the cor-
rect variant.

190.12 ~duwrsnwdi=n BCDLP: mdui=nwdi=n corr. BC — This “correction” (which in reality is a
Verschlimmbesserung) is not present in D and thus could derive only from the common prototype
directly.

190.19 ,] om. BD — One word is omitted by both B and D but is present in C.

206.18 ~duéde As CLP: ~duénd D: ~duéad\ B — Here, all three Erbil Mss. differ from one
another, and C turns out to be the only witness among them containing the correct variant.

210.16 gasma] + Adadin D — D’s addition is not found in C.

Such cases are much more numerous than presented here. On the basis of those pre-
sented, though, we can already discount the possibility that D or B was the only source
of C, as the latter in a number of cases suggests correct readings where B and D con-
tain errors. It is apparent that the scribe of C had access to the same copy of Sergius’
Commentary as the scribes of B and D did, but it is possible that on some occasions he
consulted other copies. It is also worthy of mention that in C we do not find any of the
marginal glosses present in B and/or D that derive from a copy older than their com-
mon prototype.

Summing up the data presented in sections 2.1.3.1 and 2.1.3.2, one might draw the

following conclusions that contribute to establishing the stemma codicum:

1)

2)

3)

4)

The three Erbil mss. are copies of the same Vorlage. The lacunae in BD, the scholia
with variant readings, and a number of errors found in BCD derive from the
common source.

The common prototype contained some variant readings deriving from other
witnesses. No other sources save for the old Vorlage were accessible to the scribes
of BCD for the section containing Sergius’ Commentary. However, since the num-
ber of works included in the three mss. is not identical, it is possible that the
scribes of B, C, and D made use of further codices while copying the other compo-
nent texts.

The three copies were produced independently from one another on the basis of
the same source. However, the scribes of later copies made use of the earlier ones
(i.e. D of B, and C of B and/or D).

Ms. M is a direct copy of B and may thus be excluded from the stemma.
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The question of the relation of the common source of BCD to other textual witnesses of
Sergius’ Commentary will be discussed in the next section.

2.1.3.3 Relation of the Prototype of BCD to Other Witnesses
Mss. BCD and L share nearly no variant readings that might be considered clear er-
rors. In some cases, we find in mss. BCD variants transmitted by L, but these cases may
be explained by the assumption (based on the arguments presented in 2.1.3.1, above)
that the common prototype of BCD contained a number of marginal glosses. These
glosses, which remained as additional elements also in B and D (the scribe of C decid-
ed not to copy them), probably derived from some learned commentator who had
access to other witnesses of Sergius’ Commentary. Overall, it can be concluded that
BCD on the one hand and L on the other belong to two different lines of transmission
of the text of Sergius’ Commentary, which remained separate in spite of some cases of
cross-contamination.

Such cases are mainly found in B, whose scribe, Sem‘on, preferred the readings of
L (i.e. of some witness pertaining to the line of L). However, the interlinear corrections
in D suggest that at least some cases where B and L share a common variant may be
explained by variant readings present in the margins of the prototype of BCD.

172.21 =x.3~<a BCDP: ~<xr.ar3a L, add. D supra lin.

192.17 a3 CDP: wex BL

202.23 exs3aa BL, add. D supra lin.: gaxs3as C: xs3a3 P

206.14 Snaohdi CDP: asnamdidisn BL

226.9 (_-n&:._-a BL: eaidis DP — D shares the error of P that was probably characteristic of the
common prototype of BCD, which in turn most likely contained the reading of L in the form of a
gloss, it being the latter that was carried over into B.

228.5 du~1six BL, D in marg.: om. P — It is probable that not only P but also the Vorlage of BCD
omitted this word, which, however, was restored in the margin in the form of a gloss, that was in
turn copied as a gloss in D and included in the main text of B.

308.1 ~a=nsr< BL: =as~ DP

378.22 =~ &uxs DP, Epit.: < duaxs BL

The last case is the only example of a common error shared by one of the Erbil mss.
and L. However, it is possible that this error entered the text of B in the same way as
the rest of common variants between L and BCD, i.e., by introducing into B one of the
glosses that were present in the common prototype of BCD. Based on this evidence, we
may assume that L and BCD belong to two separate lines of transmission of Sergius’
text.

There is much greater affinity between the Erbil mss. and ms. P. They share a
great number of errors that bring them close in the scheme of transmission of the
Syriac text of Sergius’ Commentary. The following cases are examples of the errors
shared by BCD and P:

100.15 ca=asan L: canoao BCDP
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130.3 A L: wom A\ BCDP

132.15 =z L: =x.co3 BCDP

152.16 ==asao L: ~<=nao BCDP

166.6 am=nxx L: canx.x BCDP

182.15 =alaa ~amama L, Epit.: ~amama ~alay BCDP
23015 gaszudin L, Epit.: (asesdin BDP

280.8 s3a0 L (aasre=n= BDP

29811 A iv L: ~A\ 1 BDP

304.14 =3 L: (.-i.m\’ BDP

330.9 cwdhaasnrL: wdhaasnl @l BDP
344.6 <am L: am BDP

362.7 aa=n\ L: sadh BDP

Besides these common errors, the prototype of BCD is connected to P through a num-
ber of marginal glosses found in the Erbil mss. One of these glosses contains an alter-
native textual variant that turns out to be the same as the readings of P:

148.2 masaa BCDL: emasa P, add. B supra lin,, add. D in marg. — The reading of P is a clear corrup-
tion of the correct variant found in all other witnesses. It was most likely noted in the form of a
gloss in the Vorlage of B and D.

In some cases, we find either the readings of BCD or marginal glosses preserved in the
Erbil mss. also in the margins of P:

27213 ~&uis o] + < dutas 3dvn BDP in marg. — All three mss. contain the same gloss, which
suggests either an alternative reading (no other witness supports it) or a correction to the text.
328.16 s, LP: maa), BD, add. P in marg.

372.6 du~<11x=0] + du<x v BDP in marg.

378.18 ~&uwdinre LP, Epit,, add. BD in marg.: (..L-e BD, add. P in marg. — Apparently, both P and
the common prototype of BCD contained in their margins alternative readings found in the main
text of P or BD.

All such cases corroborate the conclusion that the source for alternative readings used
by both P and the prototype of BCD were not the corresponding mss. (i.e. the Vorlage
of BCD was not contaminated by P), but the scholia in their common prototype.

Two cases are of particular interest in this regard. In 390.6, we find in ms. D a
marginal gloss that is also included into the main text of P and that clearly represents
a commentary on Sergius’ text. The gloss is attached to Sergius’ remark that “contra-
ries belong to the same genus” and contains a quotation from the Cat. 14a19-20, where
Aristotle states that contraries must “either be in the same genus or in contrary genera
or be genera themselves”. The quotation derives from the 7th century Syriac version
of the Categories made by the famous West Syriac scholar Jacob of Edessa (d. in 708)™.

159 Ed. in Georr 1948. Cf. the online edition in https:/hunaynnet.oeaw.ac.at/categoriae.html (accessed
on 11.10.23).
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Hence, this scholion most likely belonged to a West Syriac commentator on Sergius’
treatise and was preserved in the margins of the manuscript that served as a source
for both the prototype of BCD and for P. While the former upheld the paratextual
character of this scholion, the scribe of P included it in the main text.

Another example of this kind is found in 400.19, where mss. B and D contain mar-
ginal glosses. The glosses paraphrase the last part of the paragraph, which refers to
the change in the vision that results from what is visible. Similar to the previous case,
the variant is found in the main text in P but put in the margins in mss. B and D.
Hence, it is likely that it entered the prototype of BCD from another copy of Sergius’
work related to P and containing a marginal note.

All these examples make apparent that the similarities between the source of BCD
and P are twofold. On the one hand, they share a number of common errors that make
them part of the same line of transmission of the text of Sergius’ Commentary. On the
other hand, they contain a number of additional elements that most likely go back to a
common prototype.

Summing up the observations above, one may state the following:

1) The prototype of BCD forms a separate line of transmission in comparison to L.

2) Cases of similar readings between L and BCD may be explained by scholia intro-
duced into the prototype of BCD (or even earlier; see point 4).

3) The Vorlage of BCD belongs to the same line of transmission as P, with which it
shares a large number of errors.

4) The common prototype of BCD and P contained multiple glosses and scholia, in-
cluding short commentaries on Sergius’ text, corrections, and alternative read-
ings. These elements were partly introduced into the main text of later copies, but
mostly maintained their paratextual character.

2.2 Collection of Excerpts in Ms. London, British Library,
Add. 12155 (E)

The codex now preserved in the British Library of London as Additional 12155 is
dated to the 8th century and thus appears to be the second oldest witness after ms. L,
which is now located in the same collection. However, in contrast to the latter, ms. E
does not contain the full text of Sergius’ Commentary, but only a number of excerpts,
which are reproduced mostly in abridged and revised form.

This manner in which the text of the Commentary has been reproduced fits with
the overall state of the materials included in this large collection of heterogeneous
writings. The codex bears the title, “A volume of testimonies from the holy fathers

160 Cf. the description in Wright 1871: 921-955.
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against various heresies™®, which discloses the polemical and probably pedagogical
purpose of its composition. The BL ms. contains a large number of fragments taken
from the works of the Church authorities (among whom Cyril and Gregory of Nazian-
zus have the most prominent position). Several non-Christian authors (e.g., Alexander
of Aphrodisias) appear in this codex too, probably serving as additional and exotic
materials which could also be used for polemic'®. On fols. 178v-180v, we find a large
collection of fragments divided into two parts. The first part is ascribed to “the archi-
atros Sergius” (i.e. to Sergius of Reshaina); the second part contains the name of Aris-
totle in the title.

This collection of fragments, the greater part of which derives from Sergius’
Commentary, also includes materials from other logical texts and works of prole-
gomena-literature. The two sub-titles of the collection mentioned above both appear
on f. 178v, the first one in the right column, the second one in the left column. In what
follows, I will briefly describe each fragment included in the compendium, indicating
the number of the folio, recto or verso (r/v), the column (a/b), and the lines containing
the text:

L. The first part has the sub-title (178va.6-8), “And further, from Sergius, the chief phy-
sician, from Book Six™*®. The first fragment included in it indeed derives from Book VI
of Sergius’ Commentary.

1.1 (178va.8-35) Fragment of Book VI, §§374-375. The quoted text is close to the
version which we find in other witnesses, although ms. E has some specific readings
with no parallels in other mss. Some of the variants found in E bring it close to ms. L,
e.g., the transliteration of the Greek kUkvog as @ainsn and not as warsas which we
find in all other witnesses. In addition, both mss. L and E contain a similar (although
slightly different) error in transliterating the Greek TAAvptoi, the Illyrians, as ~a\jare
and ~\ot.~ respectively.

1.2 (178va.36-39) Short fragment on the three persons (Syr. ~aoao3~<a, a loan-
word which renders the Gr. t& npécowna), the first one is “the one who says”, the sec-
ond is the one “towards whom it is said”, and the third is “about whom it is said”.

1.3 (178va.40-b32) The list of six introductory questions (Syr. ~~\&o = Gr. Ta
kepaiaia) which should be discussed before the study of every book. Although it is
stated twice at the beginning of this fragment that these questions are seven in num-
ber, only six are further discussed: (i) the goal of particular book, (ii) its usefulness,
(iii) its exact order (Syr. -mn)v = Gr. TG&1g), (iv) the reason for the title, (v) the division

161 Syr. <dhalui=n cumim lanaly <ras Kdhmsr Kduasda duma,
162 On the non-Christian materials in the codex, see Arzhanov 2019: 187-188.
163 SYI. whr s R 0 moiluain a3 sada
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into chapters, (vi) from whom it derives'®. These points are further explained in the
rest of this fragment. Point (vi), which inquires whether the text was really written by
the author to whom it is attributed is elucidated by the fact that there are many un-
scrupulous people who lead the simple persons astray by invoking the authority of
great names. The need for point (iii) is explained with reference to a saying of Plato,
namely that one should not extend the step of his foot farther than necessary'®. A
further argument is that one should investigate these questions so as not to be led
astray by false teachings. These remarks point to theological debates as the context for
the interest in Aristotle’s logic displayed by the compilers of the codex.

I1. The second part of this collection has the sub-title (178vh.32-34), “Further selected
fragments from Aristotle’s Categories”'®. It contains a number of excerpts from Ser-
gius’ Commentary, most of which appear in periphrastic form.

11.1 (178vh.34-39) A short quotation from §10 on two powers of the soul.

11.2 (178vh.39-41) One sentence from §9 on God’s possessing two principle powers.

11.3 (178vbh.42-50) A summary of the argument that logic is not a part of philosophy
but rather its instrument, combined with a quotation from §44 to the effect that parts
together make up the whole, whereas this is not the case with instruments.

11.4 (178vh.50-54) Periphrastic quotation from §45 to the effect that a hand is both
a part (of the body) and an instrument (of the soul).

I1.5 (178vb.54-179ra.2) Periphrastic quotation of one sentence from §51 on the
completion of theory and practice.

I1.6 (179ra.2—-6) Adapted quotation of the opening sentence of §56, stating that the
end of theory is the beginning of practice and vice-versa.

I1.7 (179ra.6-13) Adapted quotation of §67, to the effect that the same things are
called differently by different nations.

I1.8 (179ra.13-17) A summary of the argument in §§72-78 (without mentioning its
Platonic source) that things exist in three ways: naturally, with the Creator, and in the
memory of those who know them.

11.9 (179ra.17-23) Adapted quotation of the last part of §125, listing the four combi-
nations resulting from the fourfold division in Cat. 2.

11.10 (179ra.23-25) Definition of accident based on §137.

164 Cf. the list of six kepdAata which one shall investigate with regard to every Aristotelian treatise in
Ammonius, In Cat. 7.15-8.10, Olympiodorus, Prolegomena 1.10-13, and Elias, In Cat. 127.3-129.3 (cf. also
Philoponus, In Cat. 7-13 and Olympiodorus, In Cat. 9-20). All these authors list six points which differ
somewhat in order, but in general maintain the same scheme. Some of these points are discussed by
Sergius in the introductory part (Prologue and Books I-II) of the Commentary.

165 Syr. calas &l wor wadimr LANF AW 0 A la om Ay s e s, Cf.
a similar reference to Plato’ Phaedrus 237b in Elias, In Cat. 127.7-9.

166 Syr. cal\ \osires iAo o0 s A sad
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I1.11 (179ra.25-179rb.10) A periphrastic quotation of selected passages taken from
§§138-149, which first lists eleven modes of saying that something is in something else
and then further explains these modes.

I1.12 (179rb.10-27) Periphrastic and selective quotation of §154 characterizing the
correct way of making a definition.

11.13 (179rb.27-36) This fragment does not match with the transmitted text of Ser-
gius’ Commentary but appears as a summary of or rather as a scholion on §§157-163,
dealing with various kinds of accidents.

11.14 (179rb.36-43) Periphrastic quotation of §164.

11.15 (179rb.43-54) Adapted quotation of several sentences selected from §§173-174
dealing with a division of substances into the simple and the composite.

11.16 (179rb.54-179va.6) A periphrastic account of §177, to the effect that substance
is prior to the other nine categories which require it in order to subsist.

I1.17 (179va.6-21) Adapted quotation of selected sentences from §§178-179 con-
cerning the division of substance into primary and secondary.

11.18 (179va.21-47) Adapted quotation of §§180-181 and the first sentence of §182,
describing the three kinds of division (the rest of §182 is quoted later, see I11.24).

11.19 (179va.48-179vh.20) A short summary of §204-207, with an exposition of the
types of property.

11.20 (179vh.20-28) A short summary of §96 on the difference between substance
and accident.

11.21 (179vb.28-49) A summary (with extensive quotations) of §§84-86, describing
the four kinds of speech.

11.22 (179vh.49-180rb.22) Adapted quotation of §§97-108, with an overview of the
ten categories.

11.23 (180rb.23-52) Adapted quotation of §114-115 on various types of definition.

11.24 (180rb.52-180va.9) Fragment addressing the precise nature of substance’ di-
vision into primary and secondary. It starts with an adapted quotation from the sec-
ond half of §182 (starting shortly after the quotation in I1.18), proceeds with a sum-
mary of §183 and a slightly modified quotation from §184, and concludes with the last
sentence of §185.

As becomes clear from this overview, most of the excerpts appear not as faithful quo-
tations of Sergius’ Commentary but rather as free periphrases or even as short sum-
maries of the contents. This form probably owes to the purpose of the florilegium as a
whole, which was prepared as an aid in polemic (cf. the title of the whole codex).

Thus, it seems unnecessary in most cases to indicate all the variants of ms. E in the
critical apparatus of the edition, as these variants turn out to be the result of the work
of the compilers of ms. E rather than actual variants in the transmission of Sergius’
text. Only in few cases are the variants of E indicated in the critical apparatus, the first
of which is the case of I.1, which appears as an actual quotation rather than periphra-
sis. It is in this case only that some conclusions may be drawn as to the place of the ms.
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E in the stemma. Additionally, in the cases of IL.11, I1.18, I1.22, I1.23, and IL.24, which
contain at least in some parts faithful quotations from the transmitted text of the
Commentary, some variants have been included in the critical apparatus.

2.3 Epitome in Ms. Berlin, Petermann I. 9 (Epit.)

The collection of excerpts from Sergius’ Commentary in ms. E discussed in the previ-
ous section gives an example of an adaptation of this work that combines direct quota-
tions with periphrastic summaries and supplies them with additional materials deriv-
ing from other sources. Ms. E is dated to the 8th century and testifies to the popularity
of Sergius’ treatise in Syriac schools in the centuries following his death. A very simi-
lar kind of adaptation of Sergius’ Commentary has been preserved in a later codex'®".
Though much larger than the collection of excerpts in E, it shares most of the charac-
teristics of the latter, for here too we find direct quotations from the Commentary
together with passages that appear as adaptations of the original text supplied by a
number of additional materials, which, just as in ms. E, mostly appear in the opening
part of the text.

In contrast to ms. E, this version of the Commentary may be called an epitome,
since it was clearly composed not as a collection of fragments but as a separate trea-
tise. It has been preserved in the only manuscript, Berlin, Staatsbibliothek, Petermann
L. 9 (Sachau 88)"8. This paper codex written in the East Syriac script is dated to 1260
AD'™ and constitutes a large collection of various philosophical texts. Neither the
name of its scribe nor the location of its production are known to us. On fols. 83v—104r,
it contains a treatise (Syr. memra) on Aristotle’s Categories attributed to Sergius and
addressed to a certain Philotheos™.

The epitome in the Berlin codex contains a few passages which are not found in
the Commentary. Their inclusion may be explained by the fact that the compiler of the
epitome did not mechanically put together short and long excerpts from the Commen-
tary, but also made use of additional elements for a more coherent final product.
Thus, we find a longer introduction at the beginning and a short conclusion at the end
that do not derive from the Commentary. A number of sentences were intended to
serve as bridges between the excerpts taken from the Commentary, although in some

167 Edited with an English translation in Aydin 2016. See also Hugonnard-Roche 1997.

168 For a description of this codex, see Sachau 1899: 321-335. In the catalogue of Sachau, it appears
under no. 88 (hence the no. in the brackets). Sachau noted that the ms. belonged to the collection of
Petermann of the Konigliche Bibliothek in Berlin under no. 9.

169 According to the note on fols. 36r and 112r, it was written down in the year 1571 of the Greeks, i.e.
in 1260 AD.

170 Syr. cl\almics maiad e s v woilpaaie ca\ () umier i
~aamlia,
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cases there are no such bridges, with the compiler having mechanically attached one

fragment of Sergius’ work to another or simply adding “and so on” (Syr. =~azxa)™ at

the point where the original text breaks off.

This work has sometimes been considered an independent treatise composed by
Sergius himself'™, although already G. Furlani noted in his overview of the Commen-
tary, that the treatise preserved in the Berlin codex is nothing else than an abridged
version of the latter'™. The epitome lacks the rhetorical elegance of the Commentary
and its clear logical form. It is not merely these stylistic deficiencies, moreover, that
speak against its attribution to Sergius:

1) The excursus into Platonic notion of forms/species (gién) which appears in §§72—
79 of the Commentary presents Platonic philosophy in a rather critical way, which
is in general characteristic of Sergius’ work, who on most topics rejects Plato’s in-
terpretation in favor of Aristotle’s. This critical bias of Sergius, however, is com-
pletely absent from the epitome!, which presents Platonic ideas in a neutral
manner.

2) On one occasion, the epitome explicitly contradicts what we find in the Commen-
tary. In §163 of the latter, Sergius states that in contrast to fever, which does not
destroy the body completely, the destruction of the general constitution of body
necessarily results in the destruction of the body itself. But according to the epit-
ome', the destruction of the constitution of the body does not necessarily result in
the death of the body. This statement is further developed in the text of the epito-
me, thus excluding the possibility that the appearance of the negative particle in it
should be considered as a scribal error. It seems rather unlikely that Sergius (who
was a physician) was the author of both statements.

3) The terminology used in the epitome is characteristic of a later period than that of
Sergius. Jacob of Edessa points out in a letter addressed to scribes that in his time
(i.e. in the late 7th century) a number of key philosophical terms had changed'.
One of the examples which he makes refers to the term ~, which, according to
Jacob, had been replaced by ~&eaurse. It is the latter term that appears in the
epitome: In the passage corresponding to 146.11, where Sergius lists the Syriac
terms for quality and where all witnesses of the Commentary have the word
o= (which appears several times in Sergius’ work), the epitome suggests”’
the term ~&harsr, i.e., a slightly different form of the word that, according to Ja-

171 Cf. Aydin 2016: 158.22.

172 Cf. Hugonnard-Roche 1997: 346-349; Aydin 2016: 67-70.
173 Furlani 1922: 135.

174 See Aydin 2016: 98-101.

175 See Aydin 2016: 116.22.

176 See the edition in Phillips 1869. Cf. Arzhanov 2021: 28-29.
177 Aydin 2016: 102.24.
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cob, entered the Syriac philosophical lexicon nearly two centuries after Sergius’
time.

4) In the epitome, we find a number of exegetical additions which may be explained
by the work of a later commentator of Sergius’ treatise rather than by the editori-
al attempts of Sergius himself. For instance, in the passage corresponding to 148.4,
the epitome contains an addition that suggests a comment on the original text.
While explaining the category of “where”, Sergius speaks of words signifying
~&aid, “places”. The epitome here'” has ~duiaxy duao~r ~dhaid, “places
or spaces”, thus providing an alternative to the same word introduced by the par-
ticle duaare, which usually marks a gloss.

5) As noted, the epitome has a rather chaotic structure that is not characteristic of
the Commentary. Sergius himself writes in the latter (see §§29, 138, 239, etc.) that
he took great pains to make his work easy to read and understand. Also, the wit-
ness of Ps.-Zacharias of Mytilene, which is generally critical towards Sergius,
stresses his rhetorical skills (see 1.1, above). One, however, is unable to see a skill-
ful editorial hand in the epitome.

The last point is of particular value. The compiler of Epit. has freely moved around
passages of the Commentary. For instance, the excursus on prime matter appears in
§236-238 of the Commentary as the first topic which Sergius discusses in Book IV fo-
cused on quantity in context of the question of the sequence of the categories and why
the category of quantity appears just after substance by Aristotle. It is worthy of note
that in ms. P, whose folios were bound in an incorrect order, this passage appears
before Book IV. The same sequence is characteristic of the epitome, which includes the
excursus on prime matter in the concluding part of the section on substance. While
this may be a coincidence, this feature of the epitome may well indicate a relation to P.

As noted above, the text of the epitome has come down to us in a single, rather
late copy. Thus, we may assume that some of the errors in the latter derive from the
scribes who copied the epitome. However, there are a considerable number of errors
which connect the text of the epitome to the line of transmission of Sergius’ text repre-
sented by mss. BCD and P. Epit. shares with P the following errors that in some cases
are also found in BCD:

288.9 =aaas BDL: »a=as P, Epit.
336.16 x> L: 1as BDP, Epit.
418.1 ~duwina BDL: =aixa Pl wdudiny ~aixa Epit.

Thus, there is only one error which Epit. shares exclusively with P, while in two other
cases it turns out to be related to BCD. Often Epit. shares errors with BCD only:

178 Aydin 2016: 104.4.
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178.12 o\ LP: oo BCD, Epit.

190.8 <0 LP: =0 BCD, Epit.
220.21 a0 LP: g3 BCD, Epit.

284.23 =a\\_LP: ~=ax.a\_BD, Epit.
334.16 acw LP: acea BD, Epit.

348.9 aen LP: ~aem BD, Epit.

372.4 <amd LP: sad BD, Epit.
434.7 aswdi< LP: csasdi BD, Epit.

Additionally, in mss. BCD and P, we find two marginal glosses that represent the read-
ings of Epit.:

262.19 a~o3 BDP: ~\uss Epit., add. BDP in marg.
292.6 ~&uioa DLP, corr. B in marg.: ~&éscx B, Epit. — Only B shares the same error with Epit,,
indicating the correct variant in the margin.

These glosses most likely derive from the same common prototype of BCD and P,
which contained a number of alternative readings (see above). Among these scholia,
the variants of Epit. are also found, and they most likely derive from a codex related to
the copy from which the epitome was compiled.

Summing up the data above, one may assume that Epit. was produced by an un-
known compiler at the time after the 7th century (cf. the witness of Jacob of Edessa) on
the basis of a codex that belongs to the same line of textual transmission of the Com-
mentary as BCD and P. The address to a certain “Philotheos” (which might have been a
general reference to any “God-loving” reader) seems to be a fictional substitute for the
addressee Theodore found in the Commentary. Hence, the epitome serves for us as an
additional witness to the text of the Commentary. One should bear in mind, of course,
that the person who compiled this epitome has deliberately changed certain terms and
otherwise added to it. Still, in many cases of textual divergence between the various
witnesses to Sergius’ work, the text of the epitome may serve as an additional witness
supporting one of the variants.

2.4 Relation Between Textual Witnesses and Principles of Edition

The characteristics of various textual witnesses to Sergius’ Commentary outlined

above may be summarized as follows:

1) Ms. L is characterized by a number of specific errors that distinguish it from all
other witnesses save for E (see 2.1.1).

2) The collection of excerpts preserved in ms. E consists largely of adapted and para-
phrased quotations from the Commentary, which make it in most cases irrelevant
for textual criticism (see 2.2). However, even in their altered state, several ex-
cerpts have remained close to the transmitted text of the Commentary (see partic-
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3)

4)

5)

6)

7)

8)

9)
10)

ularly excerpts L1, IL.11, and II.18), on the basis of which one can conclude that ms.
E belongs to the same line of transmission as L.

Some representative of the EL-line became available to the common source of
mss. BCD, variants of which were noted as glosses in the margins (see 2.1.3.3).
Another line of transmission embraces all other textual witnesses, including the
codex that served as the source for the epitome of the Commentary (i.e. [Epit.]),
since the epitome has no errors in common with with EL, but a number in com-
mon with BCD and P (see 2.3).

Ms. P shares a large number of errors with BCD and belongs to the same line of
transmission as both their common source ([A]) and the epitome’s ([Epit.]). Since
both P and [A] contain several variant readings deriving from [Epit.] in the form
of glosses (see 2.3), it is likely that their common source included these variant
readings in the margins and that they migrated into the later representatives of
this group.

Mss. BCD go back to the same common source ([A]), which contained several lacu-
nae, multiple subtitles, and a number of marginal scholia and corrections to the
main text of Sergius’ Commentary (see 2.1.3.1). It was also characterized by a large
number of specific errors which we find in all three later copies of it.

Scholia and corrections found in [A] go back to the common source of [A] and P,
which included a number of marginalia based on the variant readings from other
witnesses (see 2.1.3.1(3) and 2.1.3.3).

Mss. B, C, and D were produced independently from one another on the basis of
the same copy, [A]. The scribe of D knew B and probably made use of it as an addi-
tional witness to [A], while the scribe of C in some cases made use of B and D,
when copying the text of [A] (see 2.1.3.2).

Ms. M is a direct copy of B and thus may be excluded from the edition.

While the graphical divisions attached to each book of Sergius’ Commentary are
present in all textual witnesses and probably go back to the original version of
this treatise, the subtitles found only in the late codices BCD turn out to be later
additions to it (and are therefore indicated in the critical apparatus and not in the
main text).

These observations, which reflect the process of recensio™, yield the following stemma
codicum of textual witnesses to Sergius’ Commentary, which has served as the basis
for the critical edition:

179

On the process of evaluation of the extant textual witnesses known as recensio, see Maas 1960: 5—

9, West 1973: 29-47, Chiesa 2002: 57-83, Tarrant 2016: 49—64. Cf. Timpanaro 2005: 58-74.
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(Al P
B----C----D

M

As noted above, the following edition is a critical one; that is, the result of an attempt
to come as close as possible (the process of emendatio) to the original form of what
may be called the final version of the text written by Sergius at the beginning of the
6th century™. The dotted lines in the stemma represent cases of contact between dif-
ferent lines of transmission that nonetheless falls short of full-scale contamination
between the sources, since most of the alternative readings deriving from other textu-
al witnesses were introduced in the form of scholia and glosses into some of the repre-
sentatives of the [Epit.]-[A]-P line. To a large extent, these variant readings main-
tained their paratextual character in the later copies, so that we still find them in the
form of interlinear corrections and marginal notes in mss. BCD, which form the latest
stages of textual transmission. Thus, we are still able to deal with Sergius’ text as a
closed textual tradition and to evaluate the variants of various textual witnesses based
on the stemma above, notwithstanding possible contamination between them.

In order to make the process of establishing the text in the critical edition (the ex-
aminatio together with the constitutio textus)™" as transparent as possible, I have sup-
plied the edition with a positive critical apparatus, thus making explicit which textual
witnesses contain which individual variants. The edition includes no apparatus fonti-
um, as all textual witnesses are indicated in the outer margins of the Syriac text. The
only exceptions to this rule are two witnesses that contain excerpts from the Commen-
tary and revisions of it, namely ms. E and the epitome, which do not appear in the
margins and which appear in the critical apparatus only in those cases when variants
contained in it support readings of other witnesses (for the limitations on their use in
the critical edition, see 2.2 and 2.3, above).

180 Cf. West 1973: 33.
181 Cf. Maas 1960: 9-13, West 1973: 47-59, Chiesa 2002: 83-99.
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The critical apparatus claims to be exhaustive. It contains both meaningful words
and different variants of the same words that appear in different witnesses and that in
some cases allow the reader to see the relations between them. The only forms that do
not appear in the critical apparatus are such variants of Syriac words as reflect indi-
vidual habits of scribes of the manuscripts (e.g., such variants as =~xians /[ <13 15
and A\\;>» / Mo\, > are not indicated). However, I have included in the apparatus vari-
ous spellings of personal names (of Aristotle, Porphyry, Plato, and other Greek au-
thors) and of Greek words™? which might be relevant not only for the textual history
of Sergius’ treatise, but also for the history of the Syriac language. The variety in trans-
literation of these names might contribute to our knowledge of the spread of Greek
language among Syriac scholars in different periods of history’®.

The use of punctuation marks (dots)® in the Syriac text is rather limited and does
not reflect any particular manuscript. The use of Seyame is restricted to nouns in plu-
ral and plural feminine participles®. Although in some mss. Seyame is attached to
numbers, it is not applied with this function in the edition. The sign of Pasoqa marks
the end of a clause, but in those cases where the sentences were too long, they have
been further sub-divided by means of Swayya and Tahtaya'®. When applying these
punctuation marks, I was eager to follow the extant manuscripts as far as possible.
The latest codices that are now preserved in Erbil-Ankawa turned out to be particular-
ly helpful in understanding the structure of the Syriac text and its division into small-
er units. However, it did not always prove possible to adhere to the extant witnesses;
thus, in some cases, the division of sentences and the use of punctuation dots reflect
editorial choices rather than extant codices.

The tables with divisions that appear after each book of Sergius’ treatise present-
ed specific technical problems. Since there are certain divergences between mss. in
the details of these tables, it seemed best to give the divisions in the form of plain text,
since variant readings, which are bound to the line numbers, could thus be denoted in
the critical apparatus. All divisions are presented in the form of diagrams in the Ap-
pendix to the edition.

The content of the footnotes to the English translation of Sergius’ treatise is lim-
ited to (1) such differences in the transmission of Syriac text as are relevant for the
translation, and (2) Greek parallels to the Commentary which allow for a better under-

182 E.g., the systematic use of the forms ~aac\lia and ~&aaac\lse with two Lamads in ms. P; see
2.1.2.

183 For the influence of the Greek language on Syriac in various historical periods, see Butts 2016.

184 On the use of dots in Syriac manuscripts at different periods of Syriac history, see Segal 1953. Cf.
also a general introduction in Kiraz 2015.

185 Since the application of Seyame in Syriac manuscripts is often random, those cases where it is
absent from plural nouns and present for singular nouns are not indicated in the apparatus.

186 On the use of these three punctuation marks in the period when Sergius was composing his
treatise, see Segal 1953: 58-77, particularly 73-75.
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standing of the Syriac terminology used by Sergius in his work. Although we cannot
say that the Commentary is wholly derivative of any particular Greek source, it evi-
dently goes back to written notes of the oral lectures of Ammonius Hermeiou (see 1.2,
above). Given that extant commentaries deriving from the school of Ammonius (which
are attributed either to the latter or to his disciples) provide us with the same or very
similar materials as those Sergius utilized for his work, these texts are either referred
to or quoted in exenso in the footnotes.

The footnotes also include some observations on the philosophical terminology
used by Sergius and the relation of this terminology to both contemporary and later
Syriac philosophical treatises. However, due to the limitations of such kind of annota-
tions, these observations represent only the first soundings of the study of Sergius’
philosophical vocabulary. A full-scale commentary on the Syriac text of the treatise as
well as an extensive glossary of its terminology with corresponding Greek terms could
not, for obvious reasons, be part of the present volume (which has already grown too
voluminous) and must be postponed to a later date.

Since Sergius most likely made use of some sort of Greek text while working on
his Commentary, it is unsurprising that the latter contains a large number of Greek
loanwords, which are indicated in brackets in the English translation. A list of these
Greek words appears as a separate index at the end of the book, together with a gen-
eral index, which includes both subjects and proper names, together with a list of
references to parallels with Sergius’ text.

Finally, a short note on transliteration: Following the practice in my two previous
books, the transliteration of Syriac terms in the present edition reflects East Syriac
vocalization, whereby long and short vowels in both Syriac and Arabic words remain
undifferentiated.
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Sigla, Abbreviations, and Signs Used in the Edition

Sigla

monNnw

L(+Lg)
P
Epit.

Erbil-Ankawa, Chaldean Antonian Order of St. Hormizd, Syr. 169

Erbil-Ankawa, Chaldean Antonian Order of St. Hormizd, Syr. 170

Erbil-Ankawa, Chaldean Antonian Order of St. Hormizd, Syr. 171

London, British Library, Additional 12155

London, British Library, Additional 14658 + Leipzig, Or. 1078/1

Paris, Bibliotheque nationale de France, Syr. 354, Part I

the epitome of the Commentary as preserved in ms. Berlin, Staatsbibliothek, Petermann 1. 9
(Sachau 88)

Abbreviations and Signs

al. man.
add.

cod.

corr.

des.

in marg.
inv.

lac.

om.

om. hom.
parum cl.
sC.

scr.

sup. lin.

tit.

transp.

<..>

(...)

alia manu (“by another hand”): commentaries and scholia written in the manuscripts not by
the same hand as the main text

addidit (a scribe “added”): applies to material added by a scribe

codex

correxit (a scribe “corrected”): applies to scribal corrections in the mss.

desinit (ms. “ends” at): indicates end of the text in particular manuscripts

in margine (“in the margin”): indicates that material is written in the margin of a manuscript
as opposed to the main text block

invertit (a scribe “inverted”): applies to simple inversions of word order

lacuna (“gap”): indicates spaces in manuscripts that are left blank

omisit (a scribe “omitted”): applies to words that are omitted in a manuscript

omisit per homoioteleuton (a scribe “omitted due to homoioteleuton”): applies to omissions in
manuscripts or in editions due to identical endings in two words

parum clare (“not clear enough”): applies to passages which are either damaged or
unreadable

scilicet (“that is to say, namely”): used especially in explaining an obscure text or an
ambiguity, or supplying a missing word

scripsi (“I have written”): applies to editorial corrections/alleged corrections expressly
marked as such in the edition as opposed to corrections by scribes, denoted as “corr.”
supra lineam (“above the line”): scribal corrections in the manuscripts put above the main
text

titulus (“title”): refers to the subtitles and rubrics which appear in red ink and which most
likely were added to the main text at a late stage of the transmission

transposuit (a scribe “transposed”): denotes transpositions/relocations of entire
phrases/passages as opposed to simple inversions of word order denoted “inv.”

introduces an addition in the manuscript following the lemma to which this addition is
attached

material supplied by the editor

additions in the English translation
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Further, with God’s help, we begin to write the treatise composed by the chief
physician Sergius on the goal of Aristotle’s Categories’

[Prologue]

There is a story, O brother Theodore?, told by the ancients about the bird
called stork. It rejoices and becomes strong at the time when it separates itself
from the cultivated land and retreats into a desert place, and it lays down in its
first abode until the moment when its life is completeds. In the same manner, as
it seems to me, a man will not be able to comprehend the ideas of the ancients
and to enter into the mystery of knowing their writings, unless he separates
himself from the whole world and its concerns, and also abandons his body —
not physically but intellectually — and casts behind him all its desires. For only
then will his mind be emptied and able to turn to itself and contemplate by
itself, clearly seeing what has been written by them and properly distinguish-
ing between those things that are stated correctly and those that are not put
like that. Then nothing opposed to his lightness will be able to impede him
through the weight of his body in the course of such a path as this*.

So, when we were translating certain writings of Galen the doctor from the
Greek language into the tongue of the Syrians®, I was the one who translated,
while you wrote down after me and improved the Syriac text as the style of this
tongue demands it. And when you saw the clear divisions of the terms that are
in the writings of this man, the definitions and demonstrations that are fre-

1 The reference to the Categories in the title is characteristic of mss. BCD. The last part of the
title in P, “...on the goal of all Aristotle’s writings”, reflects the contents of Books I-II that deal
with the whole corpus of Aristotle’s texts with a focus on the logical treatises (the Organon).

2 Sergius addressed his treatise to Theodore, who, according to Hunayn b. Ishaq, was bishop
of the town Karh Guddan (cf. the introduction). In what follows (§§2-5), Sergius explains that
Theodore became his disciple and assisted him in the translation work.

3 The same Syriac word (spelled either as horba or as hurba) may be translated either as
“desert place” or as “stork”. This specifically Syriac wordplay makes it likely that the “story”
quoted by Sergius was known to him in Syriac and not in Greek.

4 The question of how one should prepare himself for the study of philosophy was treated as
one of the prelolegomena points, cf. Ammonius, In Cat. 6.21-24. Similar to Sergius, David starts
his Prolegomena philosophiae with the notion that the person who begins to learn philosophy
should “bid farewell to all earthly cares” (mdon tfj to0 Plov @povtiSt xaipew eindvreg), see
David, Prolegomena 1.4-5 (trans. in Gertz 2018: 83).

5 Sergius translated a large corpus of writings of Galen which are listed in a letter of the 9th
century Syriac translator and physician Hunayn b. Ishaq (see Bergstrasser 1925, Lamoreaux
2016) and of which only some portions have come down to us.
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quently and excellently set in them, you asked me where precisely this man
had received such a foundation and beginning in education and acquired such
riches, i.e., from himself or from someone else among the authors before him.
To this, for the sake of the love of learning which is in you, I answered that
the beginning, the origin, and the reason of this whole teaching was Aristotle,
not only for Galen and for his other fellow doctors, but also for all writers and
famous philosophers that came after him. For until the time when nature
brought forth this person into the world of men, all parts of philosophy and of
the whole of learning were dispersed in the manner of simple drugs and scat-
tered without order and knowledge among various writers. But he alone like a
wise doctor collected all parts® that were scattered, put them together skilfully
and intelligently, and prepared out of them one perfect remedy of his teaching
which uproots and destroys the frail disease of ignorance in the souls of those
who sincerely approach his writings. Just as those who build statues (&véptég)
shape every part of the figure separately and afterwards put them together one
after another as the craft demands it, thus creating a perfect statue; in the same
way he (i.e. Aristotle) also combined, joined and put together every single part
of philosophy in the order demanded by nature, and by means of all his books
made of it one perfect and awe-inspiring statue of the knowledge of all beings’.
Now, when you had heard this from me, O brother Theodore, you imme-
diately wished to know the goal of the teaching of this man, the order (td€1g) of

6 Thus ms. P, mss. BCD: “writings”.

7 Sergius’ presentation of Aristotle finds a close parallel in Praeparatio Evangelica X1.2.2-4,
where Eusebius quotes Atticus, the second century Platonist, who praises in nearly the same
words Plato for bringing together various disciplines which before him were scattered and
creating from them a perfect body (c®pd tv) of philosophy.
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his writings, and the sequence in which they should be understood?. And after I
had made an attempt to tell in your presence one thing after another of what I
could remember about it, your love also persuaded me to send you in written
form what I had reported orally before you. When I was asked about it, I said,
because of the greatness of this task, that there is one treatise where I had writ-
ten briefly about the goal of Aristotle’s philosophy and that it would explain as
far as possible the teaching of this man to those who come across it’. You,
nevertheless, were not persuaded by this but even more lovingly urged us that,
instead of doing it in the way we had done previously, i.e. (speaking) generally
about the whole teaching of this sage concerning the principles of the universe,
we should rather briefly describe what seems proper to us regarding each of
his writings separately.

Thus, since it was not possible for me to avoid your request, there is some-
thing that I must urge upon you and upon those who might read this treatise,
before I come to the analysis of these things. After having read only one time
what is written here, one should not turn immediately to useless accusations
and reproaches. Rather one should keep reading and trying to comprehend —
one time, and another, and a third, and a fourth time, — if this is what the sub-
ject requires. But if even then something would look obscure!?, in that case he
should not be reluctant to go to someone who is able to instruct him and to
explain him what he does not understand. Thus he will save himself from the
tumult that occurs in the minds of those who do not comprehend what they are
reading, and also spare himself accusations and reproaches, of which the
author of the book has no use.

8 Sergius formulates Theodore’s alleged inquiry in the form of the preliminaries (prolego-
mena, cf. the list of the preliminaries by Ammonius, In Isag. 21.6-10) some of which he is going
to discuss in the following two books of his commentary (cf. §21). Here, Sergius refers to two
points, the goal (6 okondcg) and the sequence of the reading () Ta&\g tiig Avayvwoewg). Later on,
in §5, he mentions also the problem of obscurity of Aristotle’s language, which was considered
among the prolegomena points as well.

9 As it becomes clear from the next sentence, Sergius refers here to the treatise On the Prin-
ciples of the Universe which is attributed to him and which is in fact a revised version of
Alexander of Aphrodisias’ On the Universe.

10 The obscurity of Aristotle’s language was one of the prolegomena questions, which Sergius
discusses in §§61-64 below.
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For there are many who are so violently driven by envy as if by mighty
blasts of wind that as soon as they start reading a book they turn to reproach
instead of understanding, because they believe that by insulting others they
will increase their own glory. What they do not comprehend is that everything,
whatever it may be, is proven by its own strength and not by the weakness of
something else. For comparing one’s strength with someone else’s weakness
does not make one firm. Neither will smallness of some nature bring greatness
to something that is compared with it. Instead, it would be proper for them, if
they are seeking good judgement, to receive from someone a systematic expla-
nation of what has been written. And if there is something that seems to need
clarification and correction by others, they should set it straight without envy
and deal with it without reproach. Thus they will not put human nature to
shame and bring no slander on it, since it is not possible for it to succeed in
everything.

I am saying all this, so that anyone who reads this should be aware that I
am now writing about the goal of his (i.e. Aristotle’s) writings!, not because I
am overcome by the glory of (this) man, much less because I have the same
opinion as him, but because I was compelled by your love, as I mentioned
above, and because I am sure that these things bring much learning and great
riches to those who read them with comprehension. Now, let us turn to the
account of the subject matter of that about which we are going to write.

11 Ms. P: “teachings”.
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BOOK ONE
[Division of philosophy]

The ancients divided philosophy™ in the most consistent way, as it seems to
me, O brother Theodore, into two primary parts, which are theory and
practice!, and they also gave an explanation as to the reason for this division.

They say that God, who is the principle of everything, also possesses two
general powers, from which all his actions originate. The first one is that
through which He establishes everything and brings it into being; the other is
that through which He takes care of the subsistence and preservation of every-
thing created by Him. Therefore, since philosophy is likeness to God, it also has
two primary parts, which are theory and practice. By means of the first one,
through which it knows everything, it resembles the productive power of the
Creator. And by means of the other one, that is by doing what is right, it imitates
His marvellous providence?.

Further, they say that, since the rational soul which is the mother of knowl-
edge is divided into two parts, so also philosophy which is knowledge of every-
thing is divided into two parts. That all the powers of the soul are divided into
two kinds is said in multiple places. Hence, they say that some of its powers are
cognitive, e.g. intellect, reasoning, and calculation, and some are animal, e.g.
passion, anger, and will. And because philosophy is purification of the whole
soul, consequently, they say, it is also divided into two parts. Through its first,

12 The following division is to a large extent found in the prolegomena texts which either
derive from or are dependent on Ammonius. Thus, it seems proper to quote in extenso the
corresponding Greek passages from these texts which reflect the Greek source used by Sergius.
13 Syr. yida'ta, “knowledge”. Later, Sergius also renders the Greek Bewpla with the loanword
te‘oriya.

14 See Ammonius, In Isag. 11.6: Swalpeitat o0V 1} PL0c0Eia ig TO BewpPNTIKOV Kal TPAKTIKOV.
Cf. Elias, Prolegomena 26.7; David, Prolegomena 55.17.

15 Sergius reports the argument found by Ammonius, In Isag. 11.10-16: éneld yap éAéyopev
Y @Locogiav dpoincy Bed etvat, 0 8¢ Be0g STTag Exel Tag évepyeiag, TG HEV YVWOTIKAG
vty TOV 6VTwy, Tag 8¢ mMPOvonTIKAG NUAV TV KaTadeeoTépwy, elkdTwG I @Locopla
Sratpeital eig 10 BewpnTKoOV Kal TPakTkOY: §1d yap To0 Bewpntikod ywwokopev ta 6vta, S
8¢ 100 mpaxTkod PovooLpeda TV KaTadeeaTépwy, Kal 0UTwG é€opololpey £auTovg Td Oed.
Cf. Elias, Prolegomena 27.9-13; David, Prolegomena 55.35-56.7.



C90r

P4v

10

15

D54r

B61r

C90v

20

72 — Edition

o1 Laasn Ay com) wrol 1 <aars <resy <adn daalail
01 Khanay podhadudula i) @) A Lavay pam als
ddas sad aalii) | dhotas o hine b dhaAm 31 1o
e Ay @l Laminor <omy Ay Lom) ~adwma A=
e QMmN G 0 00m) dudunda Suria A

sod @) i\ dam | <hirm sad wlm (0 < sl ava A
o o1 )| haml “halm hdam eiodon Kdhuise hdars)
Asa e whaaal=ml @l cadas | haaamliar <dumin wdu
comils sy sad wharalmla Lom) pmarsy alea pla asai ud
Ay Fur hishs <ud Ay haalslo @l pias <dumlie
=alaaor #hiwe <haals sad swda ) i s
o) posarsy alds durisnt @ iKouoh

~ham ams ala Lduld Jdaar wdls axa w1 psms
O ansid Hads rd camamy <iam <daan b oo
rd A3 <haaas =m0 dom = sama pralas
c0mA=0 | sbam paxy Ay Khiam\ o #du\o ~haisaisa
dudwd whaunssa dams e Aim psuw wlmr chalsaalas
20d LomIZA L am=a0 ;madurd Kamd i 1aly s i b
= Prlas ins am o camua naw wlmr Kha oo
AR o @5 pains Kam sod o ks Laim wver om
o1ras A L com hamois cim wariady dlsas <\
e pnia palasy Laidn) A @s @ains pIs0 @i arsia
Al Lamla wdhdlisa rcam) pmsrs idrd=a ale | <dom

2 mhadudula BDP: emshadudulda C 3 codia=n BCD: wdham P 6 ~aw] + a0 BCD
7 &éa=n BCD: w&hain P 8 ~dha aamliay BCD: whaaamlliazP 10 ~1.indisn CDP:
~auhB 11 wdura P wdhauna BCD 13 a~aP: a~ BCD | =aJdaax ~&is BCD: &ls
axJdaaP 16 ~dhuma\ o <&\ o] inv.P 18 ;0] om.D | ~ams i 1alaP: aal Laaman
@20 1 BCD 21 ~&\sns] + wdusns add. D in marg. 23 ~&élusa BCD: wddlass P

11

12



11

12

Book One == 73

intellectual part, it purifies the cognitive powers of the soul, keeping them from
mistaking one thing for another and so grasping the truth and the exact mean-
ing of things. Through its second, practical part, on the other hand, it refines its
animal powers, instigating them not to be employed in anything useless, but to
make their motions upright and profitable’.

But also each one of these parts is further divided into other parts that are
called subparts. Thus, they subdivide theory, which is a primary part of philoso-
phy, into the teaching on spiritual natures, which are called divine, so that the
teaching on them is also called divine; the teaching on visible natures, which is
also called natural; and the teaching consisting of mathematical sciences, which
are called sciences in the proper sense'”.

They also give the following reason for the three-fold division of this part
which is similar to the previous one'®. Some living beings are completely sepa-
rate and removed from matter and from the density of bodies, dwelling in the
subtle, perfect, and incorporeal spiritual realm. And some of them are placed in
opposition to these, i.e. in matter and in the density of the lower world, outside
of which their subsistence is impossible. And further, there are some whose
nature is placed between these, and thus they are not completely removed
from matter like those that are above, but neither are they mixed with it in
such a way that they cannot even be separated from it intellectually like those
that are below. Instead, they are separate from it in one way and mixed with it
in another®™. Those beings that are completely separate from matter are called
divine and angelic, as well as (encompassing) all rational and intelligible

16 See Ammonius, In Isag. 11.16-22: méAw 8¢ Tiig juetépag Yuyiig Sirtal ai évépyelay, ai puév
yvwotikal olov volg Sidvola §6&a pavtacia kai aiobnotg, ai 8¢ {wrikal kal 6pekTiKal olov
BovAnaig Bupog émBupia. 6 00V PAGG0POG TAvTa T THS YuXFS uépn Bovetal Kooufjoal Kai gig
tedelwow ayayeiv- St obv Tod Bewpnrikod teAetobTal 0 v MUV yvwoTikéy, Sl 8¢ Tol
TPAKTIKOD 70 {WTKGV. elKOTWG 00V 1] @LAocopia ei¢ SVo Saupeital, €ig te BewpnTikov Kal
npaktkov. Cf. Elias, Prolegomena 27.14-26; David, Prolegomena 56.7-16.

17 ILe. the theoretical part is subdivided into theology, physics, and mathematics. Cf. Ammonius,
In Isag. 11.22-23: méAw 10 BewpnTkOV Slatpeital eig Beoloykov HabnUaATIKOV Kal GUGLOAOYL-
KOv. See also Elias, Prolegomena 27.35-36; David, Prolegomena 57.23. For Sergius’ note on
mathematical sciences, cf. Ammonius, In Isag. 12.24-25.

18 I.e. here Sergius again gives an ontological reason for the logical division. Cf. Ammonius,
In Isag. 11.23-24: ¢neldq yap mévta t@ 6vta BovAetal Bewpelv 6 OLAGc0Q0G, TRV 8¢ GvTwv
TAVTWV TPETS €loL TAEELS.

19 Cf. Ammonius, In Isag. 11.25-31: Ta &V yap TOV TPAYUATWY TAVTATTAGEY £0TL XWPLOTA Tiig
UAnG Kal Tf] rrooTdcel kai Tff Tepl aVTOV Emvoig, old ¢oTt Ta Bela, T 8¢ TAVTATAGY AYWPLOTA
Tig UANG Kad Tf] rtooTdoel Kai Tff mepl AVTAV Emvoig, old £0TL TA PUOLKA Kail £VuAa i8n, E0Aov
Kal 6aTolv kal 6apg kal mavta AnA®g Td cwpata (tadta 8¢ UOKA KaAoDUEY (G VIO PUOEWS
Snuiovpyodpeva mpoaex®g), T §& péoa TOUTWV OVTA KATA TL PEV €0TL YWPLOTA KATA TL 8¢
aywpLota, old £o0TtL T& padnuatikd. See also Elias, Prolegomena 27.36-28.2; David, Prolegomena
57.26-58.12.
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powers. And other beings whose subsistence is in matter are called natural and
natures, for their subsistence derives from nature. They are all visible bodies,
in some of which there is life and some of which are deprived of movement.

Those intermediary ones that are called mathematical sciences are truly
sciences dealing with things. I am speaking about geometry, arithmetic, astron-
omy (dotpovopia), and music. Since all these crafts and suchlike are sciences
which we learn and which derive either from certain books or from other
bodies made of bronze, wood or stone, they are not separated from matter for
they also come from matter. But since, after we have learned them, they are
collected and established in our memory and subsist in our rational thought,
they exist without matter. Thus, they may be separated from it intellectually,
and it becomes clear that they also have another kind of subsistence which is
outside of matter. That is why they are placed between those beings which are
above and those which are below?.

Now, since we want to ascend from the lower natures to which we belong
towards those above in order to be associated with them in knowledge, but it is
impossible to ascend immediately from such a lower position to their height, an
intermediary nature has been established for us, namely the mathematical sci-
ences, which are to some extent associated with both sides and by means of
which we are educated in understanding what is the knowledge of the incorpo-
reals and gradually ascend to them?.,

They say that this is similar to a man who has been confined to a very dark
house and has spent a long time there. If he were to leave it all at once for a

20 See Ammonius, In Isag. 11.30-12.4: Ta 8¢ péoa T00TWV VT KATA TL PV €0TL XWPLOTA KATA
TUL 8¢ GyWPLOTa, Old £0TL T padnuaTka: KUKAOG yap kal tpiywvov kal té toladta Kad’ Eautd
vrootivat Siya HANG Twvog ov Suvavtatl kal katd to0To AywpLoTd €oTt Thg UANG, émeldn 8¢
Beacapévol KOKAOV EOAWVOV Kal xaAkoDv kal AiBwov avepag&dueda avtod Tol kUKAoL TO €l80¢
év 1] Slavoig kai éopev map’ avtolg Siya tijg VAnG. Cf. Elias, Prolegomena 27.38-28.5; David,
Prolegomena 58.9-17.

21 See Ammonius, In Isag. 12.20-24: péoov &¢ €otL TO poBnuatkov eikdTtwg €mel yap ov
Suvdueba apéowg amo TdV EUAKGY L Ta BeTa avdyeabat kal Ao T®V TavTdnacy dywploTwy
Tiig UANG €ml Ta mavTdmact YwpLlotd, 68evopey SLA TV LaBNUATWY, TGOV KATA TL HEV YWPLOTGV
KaTA TL 8¢ AywploTwv.
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house that is very illuminated without any intermediary, his eyes would at once
become dim, being hurt by the light. But if he were to leave it for a less dark
house first and later on to the one which is more illuminated, so as to become
gradually accustomed to the rays of light, then he would be able to dwell even
in very strong light without harm. In the same way, if we make an attempt to
ascend all at once from those natural things that are in matter to those ones
whose subsistence is far from material nature, our cognitive faculties will
become blind and our mind obscured through the darkness of ignorance. If,
instead, we are trained little by little in the mathematics which we call inter-
mediary and ascend to the knowledge of rational natures, then we will gradu-
ally and properly proceed along the path of knowledge and reach as far as
possible what we strive for?.

That is why some of the ancients®® called mathematical sciences bridges
and ladders, while others said that, since they deal with and teach about the
incorporeals as well, these sciences should certainly be taken as something
through which we ascend from the inferior to the superior and from natural
beings towards those ones that are above nature?.

Thus, they say that the cause for the threefold division of the first part of
philosophy is the following. Since, as we have said, things are divided into three
kinds, i.e. into those which are above nature, those that are in nature, and those
intermediary ones which are in mathematical sciences, it is proper that also
this part of philosophy, which is knowledge of all existing things, should be
subdivided into three parts, namely knowldege of the divine things which are

22 See Ammonius, In Isag. 12.27-13.5: €av yap BovAnOduev 0BG Amd TGV UOLOAOYIKDY €Tt
Beoloylav Apéows avTolg Avayayelv, TVPAWTTONEY, KaBATEP ol €K OKOTEWVOTATOV OiKOUL &ig
TEQWTIOUEVOV APESWG eloepyduevol Sel yap mpdTepov €v oikw Slatpifev ovppeTpov EovTL
O®G, €10’ 00TWG EABETY €ig TOV PWTEWOTATOV. 0UTWE 00V UeTh Ta Quaotkd 8l Slatpiavtag &v
701G padipaoty avdyeabat émt Oeoroyiav. Cf. Elias, Prolegomena 28.14-21; David, Prolegomena
58.32-59.3.

23 Ammonius refers to Plotinus in this context, see In Isag. 12.25-27.

24 Cf. Ammonius, In Isag. 13.5-7: KXTpa€ ydp T¢ kal yéQupd €0TtL T& PaBRUATA KOWWVOTVTA
Uév Tolg QuOlkoig kaBo dxwplota Tolg 8¢ Beiolg kabo ywplotd. See also Elias, Prolegomena
28.13-14; David, Prolegomena 59.19-23.
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above nature, the teaching on natural things which are in visible natures, and
the tradition of mathematical sciences which are between these two.

But the practical part too, O our brother, they similarly subdivide into three
parts, i.e. into the general rule over all people, the rule over a man’s own house,
and the rule over oneself only. For they say that everyone who is doing some-
thing good, does it either to all people and the city, or to his house, or to himself.
Thus, if someone is doing good to all people he is called a general ruler, if it is to
his house he is named a domestic ruler, and if it is to himself then he is called
pious and vigilant®.

So, they say that in this practical (part of) philosophy a person is sometimes
a law-giver and sometimes a judge?. Because for the common good, one pro-
mulgates laws that serve for instruction and education as well as for the virtu-
ous conduct of those who are under his rule, and he passes judgement on those
who infringe upon them and gives honor and respect to those who observe
them. But beyond this, also in his own house the domestic ruler lays down cer-
tain laws, and he punishes those who transgress them and shows favor to those
who follow them. And also for himself he lays down certain laws and judge-
ments, if he wishes to set his habits in order and to purify the animal part of his
soul?’.

For this is what one of the ancient philosophers said to himself: “Accustom
yourself, first of all, to restrain your stomach and to master your sleep and
lust.”?® Furthermore he said: “If you are doing good things be glad. But when
you are doing bad things reprove yourself.”?® So, the first of these (sayings) is

25 Cf. Ammonius, In Isag. 15.2-6: Siaupelrat tolvuv 10 TpakTkOV €ig e 0 OOV Kal
olkovouLKov Kal ToALTIKOV. 0 yap mpdTtwv Tt dyadov 1j eig favtov nmpdttel Koop®OV avTod Ta
16N kal Tov Blov kai Aéyetal OKAG, fj £ig TOV £auToD olkov Kai A£yeTal oikovoukag, i THY GAv
KOGUET TOALY Kal AEYETAL TOALTIKOG.

26 Cf. Elias, Prolegomena 32.26-30; David, Prolegomena 75.33-76.16. Both Elias and David
ascribe this division to the Platonists. Cf. Plato, Gorgias 464b.

27 See Ammonius, In Isag. 15.11-17: toUTtwv &¢ &xaoTov Slalpeital €ig Te T0 VOUOOETIKOV Kal
SKAOTIKOV- O Yap TOATIKOG PLAGG0YOG 1} VOUOUG TBNaL, kad’ olg 8l Lfjv Tovg &v Tf ToAeL, |
SkdleL xal TovG pev yep®dv Gglol tovg 8¢ mapatpéPavtdg Tt TV KEWWEVWY VoUWV KOAATeL.
el6évat 6¢ xpn 6TL kal &v T oikovopk® Bewpelral 0 vopobetelv kal Stkdlew: kal yap &v @
o{kw vOpoug TiBepev kal Stkafouey TOV OIKETOV i} LIBY TOVG TapaBaivovtag. oV pdvov 8¢ év TH
oikovouk® tTadta Bewpeltal, GANG Kail €v ¢ 0. Cf. Elias, Prolegomena 34.8-25.

28 (Ps.-)Pythagoras, Golden Verses (Thom 1994: 94, lines 9-11). Ammonius quotes this passage
also without reference to Pythagoras: kat yap kat 6 8k0¢ vououg tibnow éavt®, dtav Aéyn
kpatelv & eibifeo TdVSe yaoTpog pév mpwtiota Kal Hmvou kat edTnTog (Ammonius, In Isag.
15.17-20; cf. Elias, Prolegomena 34.18-21).

29 (Ps.-)Pythagoras, Golden Verses (Thom 1994: 96, line 43; Sergius inverts the order of the
sentences) as quoted in Ammonius, In Isag. 16.3 (cf. Elias, Prolegomena 34.10-12).
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like establishing laws, while the other one is like a judgement, which is either
praise that follows the one who observes the law or reproach of the one who
breaks it.

[Division of Aristotle’s writings]*°

So, after this, we ought to turn also to the general division of all Aristotle’s
writings. This will make comprehensible our account when we write about the
goal of each one of them separately. Indeed, it is necessary to know that those
things which have been discussed until now and which we are also discussing
now are useful for understanding the goals of Aristotle’s writings which we are
going to discuss. For it is about these goals in particular and about the division
of all his writings that we are going to speak in the following sections3!.

So, the general division of his works is the following. Some of them are par-
ticular, being written about each and every kind of matter, others are written
universally about nature in general, and still others are in between, since they
are neither written about something as a whole like the universal ones nor do
they speak about some concrete things only like the particular ones®. Those
which are written as particular are his letters which he addressed to his friends
or his listeners concerning concrete inquiries ({ntuata)®. Those which are
placed between the particular ones and the universal ones are his writings
about the government of the nations and the investigations3 into the natures of
animals3.

We ought to know, however, that the books which Aristotle composed on
the government of the nations are not on how they should be governed, exist

30 This subtitle appears in mss. BCD.

31 Sergius refers here to the same two prolegomena issues (Gr. ckondg and ta&Lc), to which he
has already pointed in the form of the alleged inquiry by Theodore in §4 above.

32 See Ammonius, In Cat. 3.21-23: @épe Sevtepov Kal TV Staipecty TV ApLOTOTEAKGDV
GLYYPAUNATWY TTONOOUEDA. TOVTWVY 00V TA UV £0TL PEPIK TA 8¢ KaBOAOL T 82 &v T® HeTagy
OV kaBoAov kal TV pepk®v. Cf. Philoponus, In Cat. 3.8-11; Simplicius, In Cat. 4.10-12;
Olympiodorus, Prolegomena 6.9-11; Elias, In Cat. 113.17-20.

33 Cf. Ammonius, In Cat. 3.23-24: kal €oTL pepkd p&v 6oa mpdg Twag idia yéypagey, i
¢mioTtoAdg fj €tepa Toladta. See also Philoponus, In Cat. 3.22-24; Olympiodorus, Prolegomena
6.11-13; Elias, In Cat. 113.21-24.

34 Syr. tasita, “story”, here apparently renders the Gr. iotopia, “inquiry, investigation”.

35 Cf. Ammonius, In Cat. 3.26-28: petald 8¢ omdoa mepl iloToplag yéypagpev, wg ai
yeypappévatl avt® IoAwreiat auot tag nevtiikovta Kal Stakosiag odoal. See also Philoponus, In
Cat. 3.26-29; Elias, In Cat. 113.29-34.
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and dwell in the cities, but on what the governments and customs of each par-
ticular nation are and the laws that are established in each land. Also, what he
wrote about animals was not on the subsistence and the constitution of each
one of them, but on their nature during birth and growth and the habits of the
whole genus. Thus, the nature of this kind of writings is not particular (in the
same way) as in the letters, since he spoke about one whole nation or country
and about one whole genus of animals. But neither is it universal in the same
way as the other writings, in which he considered generally the nature of
things about which he wrote?,

Now, of those writings of his that are universal, some are like notebooks,
others are written as questions-and-answers between two persons (npdowmna),
and still others are as if (they are spoken) by one person but combining multi-
ple arguments®. We ought to know that every time this philosopher found
some opinion or idea suitable for teaching, he wrote it down like a reminder in
summary fashion which he could make use of in one of his teachings. Thus,
those books where he recorded one by one all the ideas that he had found are
called notebooks, for they were written in the form of reminders®. Also, some
of these notebooks were written about particular things, namely those which
deal only with one concrete subject, and some are universal, namely those
which encompass multiple concepts®.

Now, in those books of his that are composed in the form of questions and
answers, either there is one person (mpocwmov) or there are several persons

36 Cf. Ammonius, In Cat. 4.6-11; Philoponus, In Cat. 3.29-4.6.

37 Ammonius and other commentators divided Aristotle’s universal writings first into syste-
matic treatises and into those which were written in the form of notes written for memory:
iV 8¢ kaBorov T pév €Tl ouvTayuaTika Td 8¢ mouvnuatika (Ammonius, In Cat. 4.4-5; cf.
Philoponus, In Cat. 3.11-12; Elias, In Cat. 114.1). The systematic treatises, in turn, were divided
into those written in the dialogue form and those written by Aristotle in the first person: kat
AWV TOV OLVTAYHATIKDY TA UEV €0TL SLOAOYIKA, WG doa SpapaTik@®g SleokevaoTal KaTd
nedow Kal AmOKPLOWY TAEOVWY TIPOCWTIWY, TA 8¢ alToTpdowTa KOG Goa YEypagev GG 4@’
¢avtod (Ammonius, In Cat. 4.14-17; cf. Philoponus, In Cat. 4.10-11; Elias, In Cat. 114.15-16).

38 Cf. Ammonius, In Cat. 3.28-4.3; Simplicius, In Cat. 4.12-13; Olympiodorus, Prolegomena
6.25-35.

39 See Ammonius, In Cat. 4.13-14: T@®v 8¢ VopvNUATIKGOVY TA UEV POVOELSH, WG dTav Tept EVog
TWVOG ToLTaL TV JiTNow, Ta 8¢ mowkita, dtav mept moAAGV. Cf. Philoponus, In Cat. 3.12-14;
Olympiodorus, Prolegomena 7.1-3.
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who pose questions or answer them, and there are one or more interlocutors
who argue against those who are questioned*.

Also, those writings which are spoken as if by one person* are further
divided as follows. Some of them are about te'oriya (Bewpia), which means
“knowledge” and is the first part of philosophy, and some of them are written
about practice, which is the second part of philosophy, as we have said above.
And further, some of them are written about instruments (6pyava) of philoso-
phy which are called in Greek dialeqtiqa (StaAextikd) and logiga (Aoywkd) and
which we designate as “logic” and “logical craft”#. For this is not a part of phi-
losophy, neither is it a subpart, but it is only its instrument (6pyavov), as we
will demonstrate at length later on®.

So, of his theoretical writings some are about rational and incorporeal
beings, and they are also called “After natures”*, others are about visible na-
tures, their accidents and affections, and their generation and corruption — we
will speak about each one of them according to our ability in the appropriate
places®, — and still others are written about mathematical sciences which, as
we have demonstrated, are between nature and those beings that are above
nature?.

Of those (writings) which he composed as instruments of philosophy, some
concern those things that contribute to the logical craft, some of them he com-
posed about logic (itself), and some of them he wrote about such things that are
attached to the logical craft¥’. We will further explain these subjects in detail in
those sections that suit each one of them, quoting from the words of this man
(i.e. Aristotle).

40 Ammonius and other commentators thus divide the systematic treatises (td ocuvtaypatt-
k&), cf. the commentary to §24 above.

41 What Ammonius and other commentators refer to with the term td avtonpécwna are
treatises written by Aristotle in the first person.

42 Cf. Ammonius, In Cat. 4.18-5.4; Philoponus, In Cat. 4.23-35. Sergius modifies Ammonius’
division in some aspects.

43 See §§30-48.

44 Gr. peta Ta @uokd, “(what comes) after natural things”, i.e. the treatise Metaphysics.

45 Sergius speaks several times of his intention to compose commentaries on Aristotle’s
works on natural philosophy, particularly on Physics, cf. §256. Additionally, the present
commentary contains several sections which are based on the Physics and not on the Categor-
ies (see §§263-284) and it is possible that here he refers to these sections rather than to his
future commentaries.

46 Sergius’ division is very close to the account of Philoponus in In Cat. 4.35-5.6.

47 Ammonius speaks of the writings which either concern principles of the logical method or
the method itself or serve as complements to it: TGV 0pyavik@v Ta Yev €l Td mepl TOV ApYQV
Tii¢ uebodov ta 8¢ eig Ta mepl avTig Tig HeBdSov T 8¢ eig Th MEPL TOV EAAWG €ig TV uéBodov
oLVTEAOUVTWY (Ammonius, In Cat. 5.6-8, cf. Philoponus, In Cat. 5.8-14; Simplicius, In Cat.
4.28-31).
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For now, we intend to speak only briefly about the general division of his
writings in order to train the hearing of those who learn, but later on we will
speak clearly and specifically about each one of them according to our ability.
For a general explanation might be very obscure for those who learn. A particu-
lar teaching, instead, would be for them more instructive. While something
general is similar to an idea, that which is called particular, instead, is like a
perfect depiction of this idea. That is why we shall first think about the former
and then turn to the latter.

[Logic, an instrument of philosophy]

After this, it is necessary for us to examine whether the logical craft is a
part or a subpart of philosophy, or whether it is only its instrument (6pyavov).
This issue has been disputed by some not insignificant people, indeed by those
who occupy nothing less than the foremost position, at the peak (kepdiaiov) of
the whole philosophy*8.

Thus, e.g., the Stoics — people who became renowned in logic and in
teaching worldly kind of argumentation — stated that logic is a part of philoso-
phy. Consequently, according to their idea, philosophy is divided not into two
parts, as we have stated above, i.e. into theory and practice, but into three
parts, i.e. into theory, practice, and logic. However, the Peripatetics, one of
whom was Aristotle, established only two primary parts of philosophy which
have been discussed above, and they considered logic to be not its part, but its
instrument®.

48 Ammonius does not mention this question in the introductory part of his commentary on
the Categories, although Olympiodorus discusses it at length (Prolegomena 14.13-18.12). Elias
remarks (Prolegomena 26.35-27.1) that it belongs to the study of the Analytics, and we indeed
find extensive discussions of this topic in the commentaries on the Prior Analytics by Alexan-
der of Aphrodisias, Ammonius, Philoponus, and Elias himself.

49 Cf. Ammonius, In An. Pr. 8.20-26; Philoponus, In An. Pr. 6.21-24; Olympiodorus, Prolego-
mena 14.18-20.
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Plato, on the other hand, and all the Academics were not sure in which
direction they should move, so that they said various things which contradict
one another. For sometimes they assumed logic to be part of philosophy, but
sometimes clearly proclaimed it to be its instrument. E.g., in the treatise called
Phaedo and also in the one called Phaedrus, Plato stated that logic was part of
philosophy, while in another treatise with the title Parmenides, as if he had
forgot about the earlier ones, he clearly called logic an instrument>°.

Those who defend (Plato’s views) answer to this that what we consider to
be erroneous is not in fact what they mean. We will speak about it after we
have first considered those arguments which the Stoics elaborate in order to
establish by means of them that, as they believe, logic is a part of philosophy
and not its instrumentsl. As soon as we have refuted and disclosed their haugh-
tiness in this issue and demonstrated that they speak vainly, then we will also
show that logic is not both a part and an instrument of philosophy but only an
instrument in accord with the view of the Peripatetics.

Now, those from the Stoa state that, if there is something that is used by a
certain craft and is not found in any other craft as its part or subpart, then it is
either a part or a subpart of the craft that uses it. Therefore, if philosophy uses

50 Cf. Ammonius, In An. Pr. 10.20-24; Philoponus, In An. Pr. 9.3-20; Olympiodorus, Prolego-
mena 14.20-27.
51 See §§46-47, below.
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logic and if logic is neither a part nor a subpart of any other craft, it is clear that
it is either a part or a subpart of philosophy®2 So, they believe to have demon-
strated by means of this argument that logic is either a part or a subpart of phi-
losophy.

However, they suppose it to be not a subpart but rather a part of philoso-
phy, and they demonstrate this as follows®. Everything that is a part and a
portion of something else has the same subject matter (0An) and also the same
goal as that thing whose part it is>%. Thus, they say, we shall first examine what
the subject matter of the parts of philosophy is and what their goal is. If we
then discover that logic has such a subject matter and such a goal that corres-
pond to either of them (i.e. the parts of philosophy), then we could say that logic
is a subpart of that part to which they correspond. But if one finds out that it
corresponds neither in material nor in goal to either of them, then it would
become apparent that it may not be their subpart.

Now, the subject matter of that primary part of philosophy which is called
theory are all divine and human things, while its goal is the true knowledge of
them. As for the other part which is called practice, its subject matter is govern-
ment in the world and moderation of the passions, i.e. not allowing them to act
in excess of what is appropriate, while its goal is to choose those things which
are profitable and to avoid those which are harmful. So, they say that logic is
not associated with any of them either in subject matter or in goal, since the
subject matter of logic is skilful organisation of speech, while its goal is applica-

52 Cf. Ammonius, In An. Pr. 9.6-12: éav TG Téxvn k€xpnTai Tt 8 undeputdg GAANG téxvng uépog
€0Tlv f| pépLov, To0To TMavTwg TadTNG TS TEXVNG i LEPOG 0TIV fj HOpLOV. <..> 1} 8¢ PLAoconia,
eacty, kéxpnrat i Aoywfi, §Tig ob8eutdg GAANG Téxvng *** Tiic PLlocopiag GAN 1§ uépog 1
uoptov. See also Olympiodorus, Prolegomena 14.29-15.2.

53 Cf. Ammonius, In An. Pr. 9.5-6: cuAhoyilovTtal yap 00TwG.

54 Cf. Philoponus, In An. Pr. 6.31-32: 10 yap HopLov Tvog kal Tig UANG Kowwvel kal Tod
0Ko710D £KE(VW 00 £0TL POPLOV.
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tion of correct arguments that are arranged properly by means of ordered
speech. Therefore, since both the subject matter and the goal of logic are
different from those of the parts of philosophy, i.e. of theory and practice, it is
clear that it is not a part of any of them and it thus may not be considered to be
a subpart of philosophy®.

Hence, they say, since we have first shown that (logic) should be either a
part or a subpart of philosophy, but now it has been clearly demonstrated that
it is not a subpart, what remains as the only possible conclusion is that it is a
part of philosophy, which is thus divided not into two parts but into three parts,
as we have said, i.e. into theory, practice, and logic.

This is what the Stoics say, being sure that their arguments are straightfor-
ward and they have not missed anything. Against it the followers of Aristotle
spoke, refuting them as follows: The first premise from which they believe to
straightforwardly develop their argument is not correctly formulated and
understood3S. For instead of saying, “something that is used by a certain craft
and is not found in any other craft as its part or subpart”, they should have ex-
panded it and said, “if it is not a part, or a subpart, or an instrument of another
craft, it is either a part, or a subpart, or an instrument of the craft that uses it”.
This way, they would have shown consequently that logic is not a part or a
subpart of philosophy but its instrument. However, they omit “an instrument”

55 Cf. Ammonius, In An. Pr. 9.22-34; Philoponus, In An. Pr. 6.31-7.8; Alexander of Aphrodisi-
as, In An. Pr.1.13-2.1.

56 Cf. Ammonius, In An. Pr. 10.2: ¢podpev 6TL maperoyicavro. Cf. also Philoponus, In An. Pr.
7.10-11: uvatov pev yap xal mpog todTov adtov avtiotijval Te kal EAEygal TV TpdTacty wg
Kax®G popePAnuéVV.
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and put only “a part or a subpart” in their statement and thus believe to have
shown that logic is not a subpart of philosophy but its part®.

After this, we shall listen further to some of the Peripatetics. Whenever
some craft makes use of a part of another craft, it is much greater than the one
whose part serves as its instrument, as we may say about bridle-making and
navigation. One of them, i.e. bridle-making, produces bridles and provides
those who use them in horsemanship with them, while navigation gives course
to ships and allows one to steer them. Hence in both cases the latter (crafts) are
superior to the former ones which they utilize for their service. Provided that
this is true, if we consider that rhetors, doctors, and any other craftsmen use
logic, then if logic were a part of philosophy it would turn out that rhetoric and
medicine are much greater than philosophy for they use its part as their instru-
ment. But since it would be absurd to place philosophy which is the source of
rhetoric and medicine after them: logic is not a part of philosophy but its
instrumentss,

Further, merely from the fact that logic originates from philosophy they
cannot demonstrate at all that it is a part of philosophy, because not everything
that is generated by some craft is necessarily part of it. For, behold, there are
plenty of crafts which produce their own instruments, as in the case of carpen-
ters and blacksmiths. For a carpenter produces a hammer, a rule, and a corner,

57 See this argument in Ammonius, In An. Pr. 10.2-7 and a more detailed account in Philo-
ponus, In An. Pr.7.10-23.

58 Cf. Ammonius, In An. Pr. 10.9-26; Philoponus, In An. Pr. 8.1-15; Olympiodorus, Prolego-
mena 15.31-16.10; Alexander of Aphrodisias, In An. Pr. 2.22-33. Sergius’ account finds its
closest parallel in Philoponus.
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which are instruments for his craft and not a part of it. And also a blacksmith
forges an anvil and a hammer, which are tools that he uses and not a part of his
craftsmanship. That is why logic too, even though it is produced and established
by philosophy for the sake of demonstrating things, is not a part of philosophy
but an instrument, by means of which it shows and makes visible things that
are hidden. Without it, in fact, it would be impossible for philosophy to enter
the world of men®.

Also, from the defining account of the part it becomes evident that logic is
clearly an instrument of philosophy. For a part is something that completes the
thing whose part it is when it is present in it and makes it deficient when taken
away from itf. E.g., we say that, when a leg which is a part of a body is in it, it
makes the whole (body) complete, but when it is separated from (the body), it
makes it deficient. But logic neither makes the nature of philosophy complete
when it is present nor does it make the latter in any way deficient if it is not
present. In fact, its essence is in things, for it is knowledge of all existing things
in which it exists, regardless of whether we comprehend them or not. For logic
reveals to us those things which we do not comprehend® and it is knowledge
whose essence is in things, regardless of whether we know them or not. Thus,
we need logic by means of which we come to our knowledge. And consequently,
logic is not a part of philosophy but an instrument by means of which philoso-
phy becomes known to us®.

Further, they say the following. If all the parts are removed from something
whose parts they are this thing will perish too. But as we have just said, philo-

59 Cf. a brief note by Ammonius, In An. Pr. 9.36-10.1 and a lengthy account of this argument
by Philoponus, In An. Pr. 7.23-8.6. See also Olympiodorus, Prolegomena 15.23-30.

60 Cf. Olympiodorus, Prolegomena 17.6-7: 10 PépOG CLUMANPWTIKOV €0TL TAG oVolag TOD
npdyuatog: auérel ToL Tapov uEv owleL T 6Aov anov 8¢ pbeipel.

61 Cf. Olympiodorus, Prolegomena 17.10-11: nueig oi GvBpwmot tfig Aoyikiig 8endnuev mpog
amodel&w, Tiig 8¢ anodeiiews eig katdAnyv T@Vv kekpuupévwv. See also Philoponus, In An. Pr.
8.24-25.

62 For this argument, see Ammonius, In An. Pr. 8.26-33; Philoponus, In An. Pr. 8.21-27;
Olympiodorus, Prolegomena 17.4-17.
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sophy will not perish if logic is removed from it, since this is what its nature is.
Consequently, logic is not a part of philosophy but its instruments3.

After this, it is time to speak about those from the Academy who state that
logic is both a part and an instrument of philosophy. For I suppose that by
means of what was said a sufficient refutation has been provided of those who
state that it is only a part of philosophy. Now, we shall also understand that a
part differs very much from an instrument. For a part exists in virtue of itself
and not in virtue of something else, while an instrument is used for the benefit
of something else and not in virtue of itself. For instance, a hand, a leg, or any
other part of the body exists in virtue of itself, while an axe, a saw, or a drill
exists in order to be used by something else and not in virtue of itself. There-
fore, it is clear that a part and an instrument are not same thing64.

And further, the following (argument). If one part is attached to another
part, together they will bring about the whole whose parts they are. However, if
you attach one instrument to another a thousand times, they will never bring
about the whole thing whose instruments they are. Hence the instrument and
the part differ from one another. That is why logic may not be at the same time
both an instrument and a part of philosophy, as Plato and all the Academics
state, but it is either only a part, which is not possible as we have shown above

63 Cf. Olympiodorus, Prolegomena 17.14-15: i Aoy(kr Gvalpoupévn oUK Avalpel TV YLA0co-
elav: i Aoywn Gpa dpyavov Tii¢ @LAocopiag. See also Ammonius, In An. Pr. 10.9-11; Philo-
ponus, In An. Pr. 8.27-29.

64 Cf. Olympiodorus, Prolegomena 16.30-34: {§lov pépovg £oti, pact, 10 SU avto maporapufa-
veoBal, 0pydvou 8¢ 0 8U Etepov maparappavesBal. el 8¢ 1} Aoy ob 8L gavtiy maparapfa-
veTat aAa 8U €tepov, Sl TV AmdSel€w, T0 8¢ 8U dAAo maparaupavopevov ol S 6 mapa-
Aaupdvetal 6pyavov €atw, i) Aoyikn dpa oUK €0TL uépog TG PLocopiag GAN dpyavov. See also
Philoponus, In An. Pr. 8.25-27.
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in our refutation of the Stoics, or only an instrument, as the truth requires. So
the statement of those who consider it both part and instrument is false.

And if they say, as they are accustomed to do, “Behold, a hand may at the
same time be a part and an instrument!”, one should answer them that, even if
the same hand might be both a part and an instrument, however it cannot be
both of them for one and the same thing. For it is a part of the body, while it is
an instrument not of the body but of the soul which uses it in order to make
necessary movements. But this is what those who set logic as a part and an
instrument of philosophy do not comprehends®.

The followers of Plato, however, say in his defence that logic may be
considered in two ways. On the one hand it exists by itself apart from things,
and on the other it is in things that its subsistence may be observed. Also, of
other objects, e.g. of a measure of one or two cubits, we say that they exist in
the same two ways. On the one hand it exists in measure, and on the other its
subsistence is in some other body that is measured. Thus, some amount of
water or wine or other things that can be measured exists by itself as the mea-
sure but also in those things that are measured by it. Also a pint is said both of
the measure and of wine or water or oil whose amount is measured. Similarly,
a peck is said of the measure and also of grain of a certain amount®’.

65 A short version of this argument is found in Philoponus, In An. Pr. 8.29-31: xai Ay ouv-
TIOEpeva T PépN TOLET TO HAOV, T 8¢ dpyava oLSAU®E T dpa PéPN OVK dpyava.

66 Philoponus suggests the same ficticious dialogue, see In An. Pr. 8.31-36: ei 8¢ 11 imot ‘kal
unv 1 xelp uépog obod £0TL Kal Bpyavov, MoTe oVUK ETOTOV THV AOYIKIV Kal 6pyavov odoav
elval xal pépog, eausv 4Tt aAX ob Tod avTod: o0 yap o 0Tt pépog iy xeip, TovTov 0Tl Kal
dpyavov, aAAd Tpog GAAo Kal GAAo: uépog pev yap ToD owuaTog wg cwuatog, dpyavov 8¢ Tiig
Yuyfic. Olympiodorus also presents this imagined speech which he puts in the mouth not of
some anonymous Platonist but of Plato himself: Prolegomena 17.18-23.

67 Cf. Ammonius, In An. Pr. 10.36-38 and 11.15-20; Philoponus, In An. Pr. 9.3-5 and 9.13-15;
Olympiodorus, Prolegomena 15.23-29.
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In the same way, they say, also logic exists for its own sake and for the sake
of something else that uses it. It exists for its own sake when one observes it in
his intellect without applying it in speech and in demonstrations. But it exists
for the sake of what uses it when it is skilfully applied in speech, in combina-
tion of words, and in demonstrations. That is why Plato regarded it both as in-
strument and part. He took it for an instrument when considered in its appli-
cation through the combination of words and demonstrations. But he regarded
it as a part of philosophy when one contemplates it in pure knowledge in his
intellect apart from its application by something else®. Now, whether they are
speaking well or they are far from understanding, that is what you will distin-
guish and comprehend yourself while reading this.

Here ends the first book, wherein three points®® have been discussed,
namely the division of philosophy, the general division of all the writings of
Aristotle, and the question of whether logic is a part of philosophy or its instru-
ment. In the second book, we will speak about the goal of logic.

End of Book One.

68 Cf. Ammonius, In An. Pr. 11.3-20; Philoponus, In An. Pr. 9.5-20; Olympiodorus, Prolego-
mena 15.29-37.

69 Syr. rese, corresponding to Gr. & kepaata, “headings”, the main points discussed in the
introductory part of a treatise.
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The divisions of Book One are the following:”

First division

Philosophy is divided into two kinds, theory and practice.

Theory is divided into the knowledge of divine things, the mathematical
sciences, and the knowledge of natural things.

The mathematical sciences are divided into geometry, arithmetic, astrono-
my, and music.

Practice is divided into rule over all people, rule over one’s own house, and
rule over oneself; into the law-givers and the upright judges.

Second division

Aristotle’s writings:

— some of them are written particularly; these are the letters;

— some of them are intermediary; these concern the constitutions of the
nations and about the natures of animals;

— and some are universal: some are written as reminders, some are in the
form of questions and answers, and some are as if spoken by one person.

70 All extant manuscripts containing Sergius’ Commentary include after each one of the
seven books tables which depict the division of the key-terms discussed in these books. Due to
the technical limitations of a critical edition, it is impossible to represent these division in the
same form. Instead, they are indicated as plain text. See the Appendix, where the divisions are
presented in the diagram form.

71 Mss. BCD add: “Some of them are dedicated to divine things, some are written about
natural things, and some are instrumental, namely logic. Some of the (latter) are before this
craft, some are about this craft of demonstrations, and some are attached to this craft.”
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BOOK TWO
[Introduction]

In the previous book, which was the first one of the present treatise, O
brother Theodore, three points’ were discussed and examined in detail. The
first one of them concerned the proper division of all philosophical knowledge.
The last one of them was a refutation of those who present the logical craft as a
certain part of philosophy or as both a part and an instrument. And in the inter-
mediary point, which was the second one, we provided a precise division of all
the writings of Aristotle. This division which properly proceeded and descend-
ed from the universal (works) to the particular ones ended with those writings
that were composed about the logical craft which we have demonstrated to be
an instrument (6pyavov) of philosophy. These writings, in turn, we correctly
divided into three parts and we properly stated that some of them precede the
craft of demonstrations, some are written about this craft, and some are com-
posed about those things that are in every respect useful for this craft’.

Now, it seems to me, O brother, that it is necessary to dedicate this whole
book, which is the second one of the present treatise, to the goal of those writ-
ings that closed this division, and particularly to those of them which are set as
preceding this craft, for they come first and are therefore set before logic’™.
However, in order to make this clear for those who encounter the present

72 Syr. rese, Gr. ke@daAaia, “headings”.

73 Cf. §28, above.

74 What Sergius means are the treatises Categories, On Interpretation, and Prior Analytics,
which form the first group of Aristotle’s “instrumental” works and which Ammonius charac-
terizes as focusing on the principles of the logical method (Tt mept TV apx®v Tijg pedddov),
see Ammonius, In Cat. 5.6-7.
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treatise, I have started to write about this issue a little bit above, so that it might
be explained and revealed to the readers.

[The goal of logic]

Now, one should know that the goal of the whole logical craft is to produce
true demonstrations by means of correctly aggregated statements’ about each
thing that is in the world. But since, as we have said, philosophy is divided into
two parts, i.e. into theory and practice, we ought to know that the completion of
practice is choosing what is good, while the completion of theory is the true
comprehension and knowledge of all existing things. Thus, because a certain
contrariety is associated with each of them, i.e. with the completion of both
practice and of theory, we require logic as an intermediary in order to distin-
guish the true completion of each part of philosophy from what is contrary to
its.

For if, as we have said, the completion of practice is choosing the good, it is
obvious that what is opposite to good is bad. So, we need logic in this practical
part in order to distinguish good from bad, so that while seeking the good we
might not choose the bad and abandon the good because of our ignorance. It is
clear, namely, that no one would by his own will prefer to turn to the bad and
abandon the good. But it is what this craft demonstrates to be good that is truly
good, and it is also what it demonstrates to be bad that is necessarily bad.
Hence logic appears for us in this practical part as an instrument by means of
which we distinguish between natural good and the bad that is truly bad”.

75 Le. syllogisms. Syr. mamlla mqattra literally renders the Gr. suA\oylouog as “aggregation of
statements”, cf. Ammonius, In Cat. 5.10-12: T0 T00 cLAAOYLOUOD dvopa ovY GAolv Tt SnAol
A oUVBeTOV (GLANOYNY YAp TVA AGYWV oNUaivey).

76 Cf. Ammonius, In Cat. 4.29-5.3: BewpnTikd pév 6oa mepl Thv Staxploty €xel 100 aAnBols kal
700 Yevdolc, mpaktikd 8¢ doa mept TV T00 dyabol kal ToD kakoD. AAX’ £meldn T0 BewpnTikOV
vrodvetal Twva wg AANBI pév Sokodvta ur dvta §& aAnB, Kal TO TPAKTLKOV OpO{WG TWVA T¢) ToD
ayabod keypwopéva ovopatt piy évta ayabd, Sel nuiv opyavov Twog tod Slakpivovtog ta
toladra. See also Philoponus, In Cat. 4.23-30.

77 Sergius’ text is very close to what we find in Philoponus, In Cat. 10.10-18: ¢meldr| yap Tiig
@W000p1ag, 1S EPaEV, TO UEV E0TL BEWPNTIKOV TO 8€ TPAKTIKOV, Kal ToD Hev BewpnTikol TEAOG
¢otl Tiig dAnBelag 1} yvdolg tod 8¢ mpoaktikod 1 To0 ayabol TeDEL, dupotépolg 8¢
nopueiotatat té évavtia, T pev aAndeia 10 Yedbog @ 8¢ ayadbd T0 kakov, 1} 8¢ nuetépa Yuyn
e 81 aredig oDoa aipeital ToAAAKLG avTi pév aindeiag To Yeddog otopévn avto aindig elval,
avti 8¢ ayabol T0 kakov oiopévn adTod dyabov eival, £84nce TOTG EA0GOPOLS GPYaVOL TIVOG
SlakpivovTog TV pev aAndelay ano ol Pevdoug T0 8¢ dyabov ano o0 kakoD (cf. Ammonius,
In Cat. 10.15-22; Simplicius, In Cat. 14.19-25).
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Concerning the other part too, i.e. theory, since theory is the true know-
ledge of all existing things, it is necessary to know that it has a contrary too,
namely ignorance. That is why also here we are in great need of the logical
craft that serves for us as a precise rule (kavwv) by means of which we separate
truth from falsehood’. For it is what has been demonstrated by means of logic
to be true that we may accept with sound confidence as knowledge of things.
And also it is what has been revealed by means of demonstrations to be false
that we may cast out from our memory of what is true. So, in this rational part
there is logic too which always keeps us from taking falsehood as truth and
from considering truth to be falsehood.

It is clear, therefore, that without logic nothing that we judge humanly may
either be properly distinguished or comprehended. For unless a person speaks
through the divine spirit, his teaching requires logical demonstrations to make
listeners believe it”. And since, as has been shown, logic is an instrument
which in theory clearly separates truth from falsehood, while in practice
differentiates good from bad, this Philosopher wished before his other writings
about all this — i.e. about all the practice and about the theory of natures,
mathematical sciences, and all spiritual beings — to produce this logical craft
that would serve as an instrument to each one of thems?°.

Now, because logic is a proper demonstration, while the proper demonstra-
tion results from syllogisms that are correctly formed, but what precedes syllo-
gisms is another kind of composition, i.e. by two or three words®!, and what in
turn precedes it are simple words, because of this Aristotle began in his writ-

78 Cf. Ammonius, In Cat. 10.21-22: Gomep yvwuovi TvL Kal Kavove Xpwuevol Ta piy €papuo-
Covta anwd®vtar Todto 8¢ oty 1} AnddelELg.

79 Sergius stresses this point again in §450, at the very end of his commentary, where he
points out that logic is unnecessary only for those people who “through the exercise in
righteousness would gain divine power”, but is consequently of paramount value for everyone
else.

80 Thus Sergius makes the point that logical treatises form the beginning of the study of
philosophy, which is one of the introductory questions discussed in the prolegomena texts, cf.
Olympiodorus, Prolegomena 8.29-9.13 and 9.31-10.2.

81 ILe. premises (Gr. ai mpotdoelg), cf. Ammonius, In Cat. 11.1-3: 6 8¢ cvAloyloudg, G {N
elpntay, ovy amlobv mplypa GAAX ovAdoyn 0Tt Adywv kal cuvtiBetat €€ ovopdtwv kal
pnuatwv, ainep eiol mpotdoels. See also Philoponus, In Cat. 10.31-11.1.
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ings on the logical craft with a teaching on these simple words. After that he
taught about their first and simple composition®?, and after that he consequent-
ly taught about syllogistic from which demonstrations result. So, further after
that he provided the teaching on demonstrations, and further after that on
those things that are in every way useful for the constitution of demonstra-
tions®. He did that not spontaneously or by chance but with skill and know-
ledge, and this will become quite obvious for you from what follows.

In any kind of craft the end of theory is the beginning of practice, and also
the end of practice results in the beginning of theory84. What I mean is this. If
an architect is ordered to build a house, he will reflect about it in his mind by
saying: “I was ordered to construct a roof that will serve for protection against
wind, rain and any other kind of damage. But I will not be able to construct the
roof unless I first establish bearing walls for it. And I will not be able to build
the latter unless I first lay and make firm the foundation.” And thus he will first
make the foundation, then build the walls, and then finally will put the roof
above them which will be the end of the building. In this case the beginning of
theory, i.e. of his reflection in mind, started from the roof and ended with the
foundation, while the practice, which is the work of his hands, began from the
foundation and resulted in the roof. Thus, as we have said a little earlier, the
beginning of theory became the end of practice and the beginning of practice
became the end of theory?®.

82 Sergius’ emphasis on premises being “first and simple composition” of words finds parallel
in Ammonius’ commentary on Aristotle’s On Interpretation where he states that this treatise
discusses “the first composition of simple words” (nepl Tfig TPWTNG CLVOECEWS TAV ATTAGV
@wv@®V). Further, Ammonius explains that he calls it “first”, since syllogisms should be consid-
ered as compositions of another kind, namely as “aggregation of statements” (00 pévtot i Tpw-
TN, GAN’ 1 8LA THi¢ CLUTTAOKIG TOV KATA TV TPWTNV GUVOEGLY YEYOVOTWY AGYWV ATOTEAOLUEVN).
See Ammonius, In De Int. 4.5-10.

83 Cf. Ammonius, In Cat. 11.1-8; Philoponus, In Cat. 10.24-11.3; Simplicius, In Cat. 14.33-15.4;
Olympiodorus, Prolegomena 8.11-28.

84 Cf. Philoponus, In Cat. 11.5-6: kaB0Aov yap Tfig puév Bewplag 10 TéA0g dpxn Tig Tpdgews
yivetay, éumadw 8¢ tiig mpagewg o TéAog apyn Thg Bewplag.

85 The same analogy is found in Philoponus, In Cat. 11.5-16 and Simplicius, In Cat. 14.5-22.
Cf. also Olympiodorus, Prolegomena 2.10-15.
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So that was the way in which Aristotle approached the logical craft. For
first he reflected in his mind: “I wish to create an instrument for distinction
that in practice will separate for me good from evil and in the knowledge of
things will differentiate for me truth from falsehood. But since this instrument
is a craft that brings forth all demonstrations constituted by means of words, it
is evident that it is this demonstrative craft that I should create first. But
because this demonstrative craft derives from syllogistic which is skilfully
applied, I shall first teach about this. But since, further, it is from primary
combination of words that syllogistic derives®, I must first write about it. But
since this is in turn preceded by simple words, it is necessary for me to teach
about them first.”8’

So, in his reflection he started from the demonstrative craft and gradually
descended to simple words. That is why he made simple words the beginning of
the teaching about all these things38. After them he taught about the first com-
position of words. Further after that, he wrote about syllogisms which should
be formed correctly and properly. And thus he taught about the craft of demon-
strations, and after it about all those things that are in every way useful for it®.
And he put the end of his practice with those things at the beginning of theory
about them, just as he put the end of the theory of them at the beginning of the
writings about them.

So, the book which he wrote about simple words is called Qtgwrys (Katn-
yopiat, “Categories”). The one which is about their first composition has the
title Pryrmnys (lept épunveiag, “On Interpretation”). The one which is about

86 Cf. Philoponus, In Cat. 11.21-22: Adyol p&v yap Twég eiotv ai mTPoTaceLs, TV 8¢ TolovTwV
AOywv GLAAOYN €0TLV O GUAAOYLOUOG.

87 Sergius’ account is very similar to what one finds in Philoponus, In Cat. 11.16-28.

88 Cf. Simplicius, In Cat. 15.12-13: mponyseitatL 0bv 1} TGV WMAGY PwvEY Bewpia, Kal 4o Tav-
NG APKTEOV TR TNV ATTOSELELY SNLovpyoTVTL.

89 The expression “things that are in every way useful” (for demonstrations) refers to the last
part of the Organon, cf. §28 above.
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syllogisms is called nlwtyq’ (AvaAvtikd, “Analytics”), prior and posterior. The
one which is about the craft of demonstrations is designated as pwdyqtyq’
(AmodewkTikd, “Apodeictics”)®. The one which comes together with the latter is
called Twpyq’ (Tomkd, “Topics”). And the one which is about the refutation of
the sophists (cogtotai) has the title Swpstyqw Tnkw (Zogiotikol "EAeyyol, “Soph-
istical Refutations”). With it, thus, the Philosopher completed the whole logical
craft which is, as we have said, an instrument of philosophy and not its part®.
Some people say, though, that the Craft of Rhetoric (pntopwr)) written by him
also belongs to logic®.

But let us now turn to the subject matter and start speaking according to
our ability about the goal of each one of these writings. Accordingly, we will
start with the Categories which is about simple words and then approach each
one of them in turn in the same manner. And afterwards, we will proceed to his
other writings which pertain to the parts of practice, as well as to all natural
and mathematical sciences, and other things that are called divine. In this way,
we hope that we have brought out the goal of this treatise (i.e. the Categories),
for this is what we intend to do when we speak briefly, as far as we are able,
about all these matters, in accordance with our promise above.

[Obscurity of Aristotle’s language]

After this, we shall additionally discuss the reason why the Philosopher
employs obscure language in the greater part of his writings®. Some people
state, namely, that this is the sort of language that he has and that his whole

90 Thus Sergius refers twice to the same treatise, first calling it Posterior Analytics and then
the Apodeictics.

91 Cf. Philoponus, In Cat. 11.28-33: mpdtepov yap StaAéyetal mepl TOHV AMADY QWVHY €v Talg
Katnyopiawg, €0’ obtwng mepl 6vopdtwv kol Pnudtwv kai mepl mpotdoswv ¢v Td Iepl
épunveiag, elta nepl 00 AMAGDE cLAAOYLOWOT év ToTg TIPoTEPOL AVAALTIKOTG, €(6’ 0DTwWG Tept
anodeitewg év Toig YoTépolg AvaALTIKOTG: vTabBa oV T0 TéA0G Tiig TpAgens, 6mep AV apyn Tiig
Bewpiag.

92 Here Sergius shows his familiarity with the idea of the so called expanded Organon, which
would also include the Poetics and the Rhetoric. The notion of the expanded Organon is
characteristic of later Arabic scholars (e.g., of the writings of al-Farabi).

93 This is one of the preliminary points (prolegomena) which the commentators that followed
Ammonius’ exegesis discussed before turning to the text of the Categories. Cf. Ammonius, In
Cat. 7.7-14 (no. 8); Philoponus, In Cat. 6.17-28 (no. 7); Simplicius, In Cat. 6.30-7.22 (no.7); Elias,
In Cat. 124.25-127.2 (no. 9); Olympiodorus, Prolegomena 11.21-29 (no. 9).
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disposition and his teaching has this kind of obscurity, so that even if he wanted
he would not have been able to apply simple language in his writings. But they
are clearly wrong because they do not comprehend the mentality of the
Philosopher. For if the latter were like what they say then there would not even
be a reason to make this inquiry. Indeed, if it were not deliberately that he em-
ployed this kind of obscurity but because that was his disposition, then it is
obvious that there is no particular reason he chose this kind of path.

We say instead that if it were like that, he would be seen to employ the
same obscurity everywhere. But because we see that some of his writings —
e.g., all his letters and the treatise that he composed about all phenomena
appearing in the air®> — are written in simple language which is not far from
what I am using here, it is obvious that it was not that his disposition was like
this, but that he deliberately made use of obscure language on some occasions.
For it is clear to everyone that, if his disposition were like that and the reason
for obscure language were not his will, then he would have equally applied it
everywhere. But from the fact that sometimes he speaks obscurely and some-
times he teaches plainly we understand that he deliberately employed obscuri-
ty. That is why it is necessary for us to seek for the reason he embarked on the
path of obscurity of language.

Now, they say that, just as those who are initiated in certain mysteries do
not reveal them in front of everyone but perform them secretly in inner cham-
bers in order to make them known only for those who are partakers of myste-
ries, so also he covered his whole teaching of logic and natures with obscurity

94 Cf. Philoponus, In Cat. 6.21-22; Simplicius, In Cat. 7.10-22; Olympiodorus, Prolegomena
11.22-24.

95 Le. the Meteorology. Philoponus and Olympiodorus point to the Meteorology and the
Topics as examples of Aristotle’s clear style. Elias mentions the Sophistical Refutations.
Simplicius refers to the Constitutions and the Letters.
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of words in order to make it known not for common and frivolous people, but
for those whose mind is worthy of this kind of teaching and who strive with all
their strength for the good®. Also, since he knew that those people whose mind
is unstable, whose will is driven towards laziness, and whose inclination is
towards bodily pleasures more than anything else, as soon as they see this kind
of obscurity they will immediately shy away and cease their study of these mat-
ters. Conversely, when those who have a disposition for knowledge and are
prepared for the study of existing things encounter obscurity, not only will they
not shy away and cease, but will all the more strengthen their minds and apply
themselves to great labour in order to enter the knowledge of those things
which are spoken about””.

That is why he veiled his doctrine in the obscurity of words, (namely) in
order to examine the nature of the disciples right at the beginning of their
learning, i.e. whether they are dedicated to knowledge and worthy of disciple-
ship or not. Having done that, he immediately made known the true disciples as
distinct from those who were not worthy of discipleship®. So, this was the
reason for his use of obscure language.

[The goal of the Categories: Various interpretations]®

Those who interpreted the treatise Categories, which is the first in the
whole logical craft, did not agree on its goal, but each one of them chose for
himself a particular reason among those things which are discussed in this
treatise and thus believed that he was better at discovering the goal of this

96 Ammonius (In Cat. 7.8-10) compares Aristotle’s obscurity to a curtain in a temple which
prevents persons who are uninitiated in the mysteries from entering it. Cf. Philoponus, In Cat.
6.26-28.

97 Here, Sergius reproduces Ammonius’ argument, see his In Cat. 7.10-14, cf. Philoponus, In
Cat. 6.22-26 and Olympiodorus, Prolegomena 11.26-30.

98 The next preliminary question discussed by Philoponus and Simplicius (their order of the
questions differ here from Ammonius and Olympiodorus, who discuss this point a little
earlier) is what kind of person a student of Aristotle’s writings should be. Ammonius answers
it by saying that he should be educated and purified in soul (terat§evpévov Ta i{On elvat xai
v Yoynv kexabapuévov, see In Cat. 6.22—23), quoting later on Phaedo 67B where Plato points
out that the pure should be separated from the impure. Sergius integrates this point into his
discussion of Aristotle’s obscurity of style. It is worth noting that Sergius quotes the same
passage from Phaedo on another occasion, namely in his introduction to Galen’s commentary
on the Hippocratic treatise On Nutriment, see Bos & Langermann 2009.

99 Mss. BCD include the subtitle: “On the goal of the treatise Categories”. The question of the
goal of Aristotle’s treatise opened the list of the preliminaries related not to all of his philoso-
phy (as was the case with the previous points) but to the Categories specifically. Cf. Olympio-
dorus’ list in Prolegomena 18.18-21.
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book than his colleagues. It is about these things that I am going to speak from
now onlf,

What is simple is three in number, and knowledge about them shall come
before everything else. These are simple things that are in the world, simple
concepts which we acquire about them, and also simple words by means of
which we signify them!%l. What I mean is this. Socrates, Plato, Alcibiades, or any
other human being is said to be a simple thing, and likewise a stone, a piece of
wood, and other objects. Subsequently, simple concepts of them are thoughts
about each one of them that appear in us. And further, simple words that signi-
fy each one of them are names and designations which are imposed on them
and by which they are known!%%

So, things by their nature and concepts which we acquire about them exist
naturally in the world, and therefore are the same everywhere. However,
names and designations that signify these things do not exist naturally, but are
established by communities of people who are gathered together, and because
of that they are not the same in all nations!®, Thus, stone, man, life, plant and
any other thing, and also the ideas of each one of them that we acquire, are the
same in all places and in all nations. But the names that signify them are not
the same in every place. For things are called in one way by the Greeks, in other

100 Cf. Ammonius, In Cat. 8.20-9.1; Philoponus, In Cat. 8.23-27; Simplicius, In Cat. 9.5-7;
Elias, In Cat. 129.7-9; Olympiodorus, Prolegomena 18.21-25.

101 Cf. Olympiodorus, Prolegomena 18.25: tpirta 8¢ tabta, ij mpdypata fj vorjpata ij ewval.
102 On the imposition of names, cf. Porphyry, In Cat. 57.20-59.2.

103 Cf. Simplicius’ note that Aristotle rejected the notion that names are established naturally
(katd VO TOV dvopdtwv armoywwokel) in In Cat. 13.26.
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way by the Persians, still in other way by the Indians, and still in other way by
the Scythians, ie., generally speaking, by each one of the nations. So names
differ from each other, and you will not find a single name among two nations
that signifies one and the same thing.

Now, some of those who have sought to reach understanding of the treatise
Categories considered that it is to the simple things which we say to exist
naturally that the goal of the treatise pertains, others stated that it is about
simple concepts that the Philosopher had written this treatise, while still others
that it is about simple words which, as we said, are signifiers of things!04,

But those who stated that those were simple things that Aristotle intended
to teach about in this treatise led themselves astray by the passage that appears
close to the beginning of the book, in which he wrote: “Of things some exist
universally and some particularly; and further some have subsistence in them-
selves and some come to be through these ones.”% So they say: “Behold, it is the
division of things that the Philosopher makes at the beginning of the book!
Hence it is evident that in this book he teaches about simple things.”106

Also those who assume that the teaching of the Categories is only about
simple words derive this kind of assumption from another passage that is
found at the beginning of the treatise. So, they say: “Behold, right at the
beginning of the book he made a division of words when he said: ‘Of all things
that are said, some are said in combination and some without combination.’10?

104 Cf. Philoponus, In Cat. 8.27-29: Twv&g o0v mtepl 0T okomol T6v Katnyoptdv supvéxdnoav,
Kai ol pév eiprikaot mepl VAV UOvwy eivat TOV okomov ot 8¢ Tepl Tpaypdtwv pévuv ol §&
TEPL VONUATWY pHOvWV.

105 Sergius’ words are a sort of a summary of Cat. 1a20-1b9 formulated in accordance with
his interpretation of this passage at the beginning of Book III of his Commentary.

106 Cf. Ammonius, In Cat. 9.5-7; Philoponus, In Cat. 8.33-9.4. In contrast to Ammonius and
Philoponus who first speak about simple words and after that about simple things, Sergius
reverts this order.

107 Cat. 1a16-17: TGV AeyoUEVWV TA UEV KATA GCUUTTAOKN Y AEYETAL, TA 8¢ GVEL CUUTAOKITG.
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Consequently, because ‘things that are said’ are nothing else than words and
because it is this division with which he begins, it is evident that he is teaching
about simple words.”108

Now, those who state that the goal of the treatise Categories concerns only
simple concepts which we acquire about things receive a reason for what they
want to say from various arguments'®. There is no other way to speak about
them than to interrupt our narrative here and to discuss those issues which we
have mentioned just above.

[Genera, species, and Platonic forms]™°

Philosophers do not agree with each other in their research about genera
(yévn) and species (gi8n), but in their teachings on these issues they have intro-
duced a number of different concepts'’. Now, Plato and all those from the
Academy hold the following view on genera and species (¢{6n). They state that
each thing that exists naturally in the world has a certain form (e{8og) by itself,
but it also possesses a form with its Creator> which gives subsistence to its
essence and according to which it is imprinted and comes into being in the
world. Additionally, when someone sees it, then he also receives its form in his
memory, and it has subsistence in his mind. Thus, the same form appears in
three ways, i.e. with the Creator, in the thing, and in the memory of the person
who knows it!3,

For example, they say that a carpenter or any other kind of craftsman first
imprints inside his mind the forms (¢{6n) and shapes (oyfjuata) of those things
that are produced by him and then carves and furnishes them. And when
someone else comes thereafter and sees his works, then he will bring them into
his memory and capture and preserve them inside his mind. It will thus

108 Cf. Ammonius, In Cat. 9.3-5; Philoponus, In Cat. 8.29-33.

109 Cf. the reference to Cat. 11b15 by Ammonius, In Cat. 9.8. Sergius discusses this point of
view below, in §80.

110 This excursus by Sergius has a parallel in that section of Ammonius’ commentary on Por-
phyry’s Isagoge which refers to Isag. 1.9-12. In the latter passage, Porphyry addresses the
question of whether genera and species exist in reality or in bare thought. In answering this
question, Ammonius turns to the Platonic teaching of Ideas, or Concepts, that are contained in
the Intellect of the Demiurge, which Sergius associates with one of the interpretations of the
Categories, namely the one that states that the scope of this treatise pertains to concepts alone.
111 Cf. Ammonius, In Isag. 42.24-26, who specifies that the disagreement is found between
Plato and Aristotle.

112 Cf. Ammonius, In Isag. 42.5-6: 8ijlov, WG &otv &év T® Snuiovpy® T €idn. See also
41.20-21: 6 yap 8nuiovpyog mavta €xel map’ £aVTE Ta TAVTWY Tapadeiypata.

113 Cf. Ammonius, In Isag. 42.5-13.
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happen that they subsist in three ways, i.e. in the mind of the craftsman, in his
works, and in the memory of another person who sees them.

In the same way, also the Creator of the universe (first) has essentially
thought about the natural constitution of things*. When these thoughts ema-
nated from the essence, they immediately became substances, and with them
he imprinted, engraved, and established all things here. It is also through these
primary thoughts that he is still constantly forming and constituting
everything, applying his craft of creation. And we, humans, who come into
being for a particular time, observe natural things, seek the knowledge of them,
and retain concepts of them in our memory.

Now, they suppose that these thoughts which are considered to be substan-
tially with the Creator are the primary genera and forms (gién) of things. And
those imprintings and engravings that are generated from them here in the
matter of natures they designate as natural genera and species of things. And
further, those concepts of things that are collected in our memory as knowledge
of them they call posterior genera and species of things',

In order to further explain this subject matter more clearly, I will immedia-
tely provide another example which they introduce. For instance, let there be a
ring, they say, with an engraved image (eixwv) of a particular person. Then
someone takes a large amount of ordinary wax (knp6¢) and make with that ring
multiple imprints on all that wax. After that, also another person who has not
seen the ring will come and see the imprints on the wax, put together the ima-
ges of all of them, and save them in his memory. So, it is obvious that in this
case the image will exist in three ways, namely first on the ring, after that on
the wax, and then finally in the memory of the person who came and saw the

114 Thus, the Platonic Forms are associated by Sergius with the Demiurge’s thoughts, the
notion which apparently belonged to Ammonius, and later on (see §75) he also identifies the
thoughts of Demiurge with the primary genera and species, or forms, of the existing things.
This identification allows Sergius to further explicate the system of genera and species in the
ontological terms, cf. his further excurses in ontology and logic in §§129-133 and 241-242.

115 Ammonius speaks in his commentary on the Isagoge of the forms that are in the Demi-
urge and that are “prior to the many” (npo t@v moAAGV), forms that are “in the many” (év 7oig
moAAoic), and those which are imprinted in our thought and are “after the many and last-gene-
rated” (uetd ToLG TOAAOUG Kai VaTepoyevég), see Ammonius, In Isag. 42.6-13 (cf. Elias, In Isag.
48.15-30). Philoponus discusses this issue in the context of primary and secondary substance,
see Philoponus, In Cat. 58.13-21.
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wax. While the image on the ring is one both in its form (¢{80¢) and in number,
what derives from it on the wax are multiple images that differ from each
other, not in form but in number. And further, in the mind of the person who
finally saw them on the wax it will again be united and become one image that
is derived from many.

Thus, also the genera and species (€ién) of things exist with the Creator of
beings, like the image on the ring. They are imprinted and established in the
natures of things through (his) activity'?’, like the images on the wax. And then
we come to the knowledge of natures and collect inside our intellect genera and
species (€{6n) of each thing among natural beings. Just as the image on the ring
is singular, so also all the forms (e{8n) of things with the Creator are simple. And
also, just as the singularity of the image which is on the ring is divided into
multiplicity on the wax, so also each one of the simple forms (gi8n) which are
with the Creator is divided in the matter of natures into countless individual
items® which differ from one another not in form — for the form of all of
them is one — but in number through which they are divided from one anoth-
er in their unity. And inside our intellect, from multiple individual beings
which are divided from one another only in number the species (gi8n) of things
are again summoned, and they appear as singulars which are acquired from
the multitude.

So this is how all followers of Plato’s ideas teach about these things. But
Aristotle and all the Peripatetics, to whom also Alexander of Aphrodisias be-

116 The same example is used by Ammonius, see In Isag. 41.13-20.
117 Ms. P: “creation”. A marginal commentary in mss. BD: “matter”.
118 Syr. gnome, “individuals, persons”.
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longs, do not acknowledge at all those primary forms (€i6n) which are with the
Creator. However, they completely accept those ones which are in matter and in
our intellect, and it is about them that their whole teaching is. They name those
(forms) which are in matter natural, and those ones which are in our intellect
they call noetic and posterior. Thus, in all their writings about natures they
teach about natural forms (€i8n) because they are the nature and the subsis-
tence of things. On the other hand, in those writings which they have composed
on the whole craft of logic, they introduce those genera and species ({6n)
which, as we have said, are called noetic and posterior, because they have sub-
sistence only in intellect and in speech.

Therefore, in the teaching on the whole logical craft you ought to investi-
gate those species (¢{6n) and genera whose subsistence is only in intellect, as we
have said. These are the subject of all the books on logic, and it is about their
divisions that I will speak shortly afterwards.

[The goal of the Categories: Conclusion]

But now we shall return to what we began to speak about. We began to say,
namely, that some people consider the goal of the treatise Categories to pertain
only to simple concepts. And when they intend to bring forth a proof for that,
they do it in the following way. They state that, if it is the ten genera which
comprise everything that exists in the world and which are also called “catego-
ries” that (the author) intended to speak about in this treatise, then, since the
genera that are considered in the logical craft are those concepts which are
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collected from things in the memory, it is evident that the goal of the whole
treatise concerns simple concepts!’®.

However, those who correctly comprehended the goal of this treatise,
among whom was also Iamblichus, stated that it was neither simple things only,
nor simple words only, nor simple concepts only that the goal of this treatise
concerned, but all of them together, i.e. it concerns simple words which signify
simple things by means of simple concepts’?’. So much for the goal of this
treatise.

Now, since the teaching here is about simple words which signify simple
things by means of simple concepts, does this mean that the Philosopher intro-
duced at this point an endless number of words, things, or concepts? For,
behold, there is such a number of them as would be impossible to encompass!
However, this is not what the knowledge of philosophers aims at, because they
always establish general rules (kavoveg) in order to encompass multiple things
for the sake of proper understanding of their activities. Therefore, in his
teaching on these things Aristotle too fled from the unlimited number of words,
and elevated his teaching to their primary genera that he took as general rules
by which he would be able to skilfully and intelligently accomplish his
teaching'.

At this point, we will conclude what just above was intended to explain
briefly for the reader what the general content of this book is.

119 See Philoponus, In Cat. 9.4-8: oi 8¢ mepl vonudtwy pévwy vouicavteg Slaiéyeabat Tov
PL6G0(OV, 0l0g £yéveTo 6 TTopeUPLOg, Pacity 8Tl Tepl TOV SEKa YEVRHV 0TIV aUTH O A6Yog: Tad-
Ta 8¢ énl T01g mMoAAOTG Bewpolvtal Kal eiowv VaTepoyevij, dTva éotwv €v Tf) ueTépa Slavoigr
nepl vonudtwy épa €v tovtolg @ Aplototédel 6 Adyog (cf. Ammonius, In Cat. 9.7-11). Here,
Philoponus applies the same terms which Ammonius used in his commentary on the Isagoge
when speaking of the third kind of forms according to the Platonists, see §75.

120 Sergius’ text corresponds nearly verbatim to Philoponus, In Cat. 9.12-15: ol 8¢ dxp\péote-
pov Aéyovteg, MV €lg €0ty 6 TauPAL0G, paciy m¢ oUTe mepl VONUATWY POVWV £0Tiv avT®d O
A0yog oUTe TEpl YWVHY POVWY 00TE TEPL TPAYHATWY HOVWY, GAX €oTv 6 akomog Tiv Katnyo-
PLOV TIEPL QWVAY GNPaYOLO®Y TTpdypata 8t pécwv vonudtwy. Cf. Ammonius, In Cat. 9.17-18;
Olympiodorus, Prolegomena 19.35-20.12.

121 Cf. Ammonius, In Cat. 12.1-4. Ammonius discusses this subject at length in the prolegome-
na part of his commentary on Porphyry’s Isagoge, see In Isag. 17.1-20.15.
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[Kinds of speech]'??

There are four kinds (ei8n) of speech'®: the imperative, e.g. when a man
says authoritatively to someone who is subordinate to him: “Go, perform such-
and-such action!”; the optative, when a man comes with a supplication and
begs for something in a prayer; the interrogative, e.g. when someone asks
another person: “Where do you come from and where are you going to?”; and
the fourth and last type is the declaratory, e.g. when someone says: “Every
human being that is alive has breath,” or “Every rational soul is immortal.”124

Now, philosophers do not inquire into the first three types of speech, be-
cause they never express truth or falsehood. A discussion of them belongs to
grammar. But it is the fourth and last one where truth and falsehood are
involved with which they take all the pains. That truth and falsehood are
distinguished only in it, this matter of fact proves to be obvious!.

Indeed, neither the person who utters an imperative, nor the person who is
praying, nor, further, the person who is asking, no one among them will be right
or wrong. But the one who declares will necessarily say either truth or
falsehood. For when he says, “Socrates is walking”, then it is clear that, if he
declares this while (Socrates) is walking, he is true, but if (while Socrates) is not
walking then he is false. Also, if, when one declares about him that he is not
walking, (Socrates) is walking, he would speak falsely, and if (Socrates) is not
walking, he will speak truly?6.

Now, this type of speech which expresses truth and falsehood is construct-
ed in its primary composition from two utterances'”’, namely from the subject

122 Mss. BCD have the subtitle, “On the kinds of speech, i.e. how many and what they are”.
123 Ammonius writes about “parts of speech” (uépn o0 A6yov) in his commentary on the Isa-
goge right after his account of the Platonic Forms, and this was probably the reason for
Sergius to deal with this topic in the same context. Ammonius mentions five “parts” which
correspond to the list found by Sergius but adding also the vocative: To0 §& Adyov moAAd giat
UEPN, ATTOYAVTIKOV EVKTIKOV KANTIKOV TTPOGTAKTIKOV TLOUATIKOV (In Isag. 43.4-5). Ammonius
discusses this topic also in the introductory part of his commentary on Aristotle’s On Interpret-
ation (In De Int. 2.9-25), where he calls them, similarly to Sergius, “kinds of speech” (¢ién 100
Adyov) and gives concrete examples of each one of them.

124 Cf. the examples (deriving mostly from Homer) by Ammonius in In De Int. 2.10-20. The
last example by Ammonius corresponds to that of Sergius.

125 Cf. Ammonius, In Isag. 43.6-12.

126 Cf. Ammonius, In Isag. 43.12-17.

127 Syr. bat qale, “utterances, words”, corresponding to Gr. wvad.
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that should be signified and from what signifies it'6. What I mean is this. When
someone says, “Socrates is walking”, he makes a statement which is composed
of two utterances, the name “Socrates” and the (phrase) “is walking”. While “So-
crates” is the subject that is characterized, the words “is walking” are
pronounced in order to signify what he is doing. Thus, the utterances which are
subjects of these compositions are always signified by something, while other
ones which are predicated of them in these compositions signify a particular
time and some activity'®.

In the composition which I am here speaking about, “Socrates is walking”,
the name “Socrates” signifies a certain person, while the (phrase) “is walking”
informs us about his activity, i.e. what he is doing, and also about the time it
takes place. For if you say, “Socrates is walking”, you signify the present time.
But if you say, “Socrates walked”, you express the past time. And further, if you
say, “Socrates will walk”, you point to the future time.

[The ten primary genera]'>°

We ought to know that in these compositions species (€ién) are always
subjects that are defined and genera are predicated of them!3.. What I mean is
this. Universal human being, i.e. humanity, and also universal horse, universal
dog, and other things like that are species of animal, and animal is their genus.
For, as we have said above, we observe each one of them and combine them in
our mind into one genus that is imprinted in all of them?32,

128 Cf. Ammonius, In Isag. 43.17-20: epiéyel 8¢ o0TOg £v EaUTH §VO TVE, TO TE KATNYOPOU-
HeVoV Kal T LToKeipeVoV. (va 8¢ oagng yévnrtal nuiv 6 Adyog, einwpev obTwe: Sel eidéval §Tu
umokeipevov Aéyetal tept o0 6 A6yog, Katnyopovuevov 8¢ o mepl ékeivov Aeyduevov. Instead
of using a Syriac equivalent for “predicate” (16 katnyopovpevov), Sergius prefers to speak
here of what signifies and what is signified, probably having the Gr. terms 7t onpaivet and 10
onuawopevov in mind. In accord with this, Sergius speaks in §88 of grammatical tenses of the
verbs. However, he switches again to the logical terminology in §89.

129 The same examples appear in Ammonius, In De Int. 2.7-11.

130 Mss. BCD have the subtitle, “On the difference between genera and species”. The follow-
ing section has a parallel in Ammonius, In Cat. 13.12-19, where another introductory point is
discussed, namely the reason for the title of Aristotle’s treatise (cf. further Philoponus, In Cat.
12.17-27 and Simplicius, In Cat. 15.26-18.6). Sergius’ account, however, derives primarily from
Ammonius’ description of the “ascent to the universal” (1} eig & kaB6Aov avadpopr}) and the
ten primary genera in In Isag. 17.1-20.14. The accounts of both Sergius and Ammonius are
based on the so-called “Tree of Porphyry” as described in the Isagoge 4.1-8.6. Sergius turns
again to this subject matter in §§165-172, speaking of universal and particular.

131 Cf. Ammonius, In Cat. 13.12-15: Aéyouev Toivuv 8Tt mpokelTal avT® Si8agat mepl yeviv
Kal ei8@®v kal 6Tl @ pév €idn tolg atT®v yéveotv LTIOKeLTAL TA 8¢ Yévn Katnyopeltal Tdv eldav
gauTdVv.

132 On the three types of the universals, see §§78 and 80, above. Here Sergius speaks of only
the third type, i.e. universals abstracted in human mind “after the many” (uetd Tovg TOAAOVG).
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Further, regarding each one of these species, we observe particulars be-
longing to certain species and combine them in our memory into their species.
What I mean is the following. When we observe this man, and that one, and the
rest of them who are numerically distinguished from one another, we combine
them in our memory into universal man, which is the nature of humanity, and
we establish it as a species of all men. Similarly, also, when we observe all
horses, dogs, and bulls, which are numerically distinguished from one another,
we in the same way combine them in our intellect into universal horse and
universal dog and subsume them under their species. And since such species
are numerous and even countless, we further combine them into what some-
one might call one nature that contains them all, and this is what we call their
genus.

Thus, animal is the genus for all these species. And this genus is in turn a
species of animate body. For there is another genus of plants which comprises
many species and which is also a species of animate body. And further, this
animate body is a species of substance (ovaia). For there is inanimate body
which is a genus of all bodies that are inanimate and a species of substance.

So, substance is a genus which has no other (genus) that is prior to it. Below
it, there are other genera, i.e. animate and inanimate body. And also, below the
animate one there is a genus of animal. Below animal, then, there are species
that are not further divided into genera, but into individual beings which differ
from one another only numerically.
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A species that has nothing below itself is therefore also called the most
specific species!®, e.g. universal horse and universal dog. Their genus is animal,
and animal is also the genus of horse, dog, and everything else like these, as we
have said. It is a species of animate body, while animate body is in turn a genus
of animal and a species of substance.

So, substance is always a genus, because there is no other genus above it,
and hence it is called the most generic genus®. Universal horse, on the other
hand, is always a species, because there is no other species beyond it. And those
between them, i.e. animal and animate body, are species and genera at the
same time. But while they are species of those that are before them, they are
genera for those that are after them'3.

Now, the Philosopher considered the genus of substance to be prior and
superior, comprising multiple species and genera, and thus he put it in the first
place in the treatise Categories. It is a simple word™¢ that signifies countless
simple things through mediating simple concepts of each one of them. When
(people) define this word, they say the following: Substance is every thing that
has subsistence in itself and has no need for something else through which it
would come to be, for example, a man, a stone, a piece of wood, and all other
things that have subsistence by themselves!?’.

This may be better understood from the contraries: there are things in the
world which cannot come into being by themselves but require something else
through which their nature would subsist. These are, e.g., whiteness and black-

133 Lit. “species of species”. Sergius thus renders the Gr. ei§tkwtatog.

134 Lit. “genus of genera”, cf. Gr. yevik®Tatos.

135 Cf. Porphyry, Isag. 4.14-20.

136 Syr. bat qala “utterance, speech”, corresponds to Gr. wvn.

137 Cf. Ammonius, In Isag. 19.9-10: §oa 00v ¢oTv avTd Kad’ £autd vrooTival uvaueva Kal
un 8edpeva mpog T0 VIoaTival GAAOL TVAG, ovaial AéyovTal.
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ness, sweetness and bitterness, and all other figures (oxfjuata), qualities, and
colours. They cannot come to be just by themselves, but their subsistence is in
something else. For whiteness exists in snow, or in milk, or in white lead, or in
anything else like that'3. Likewise, also blackness exists in wool or in leather’,
sweetness exists in a fig or in honey, and bitterness exists in aloe or in worm-
wood (divBiov). And in the same way, all colours, shapes, and other qualities
have subsistence in other things, and their nature cannot subsist only by itself.

Thus, such things that have subsistence by themselves and do not require
something else through which to subsist — whether they are corporeal or
incorporeal — pertain to substance and are called substances. On the other
hand, those things that cannot subsist by themselves apart from being in some-
thing else, as we have said, differ from substance, and the Philosopher discov-
ered also their genera and species, placed them in the teaching and wrote gene-
rally about them too.

For he observed and saw that there is something in the world whose
subsistence is in substance and which is spoken of by means of measures and
numbers. For instance we are accustomed to speak of two cubits or three
cubits, and also of one or two palms, of a period of ten months, or ten years, or
of any other length. Such words he subsumed under one genus which
comprises all of them in common and which he called quantity. For all

138 Sergius’ text is very close to what we find in Ammonius, In Isag. 19.3-9: uabotpev & &v 10
Aeyouevov € 1ol évavtiov: 0Tt Tva TRV TpaypdTwy & pi Suvatat avtd kab’ éautd VrooTivad,
O &v dAoLg T elvan Exel, & kal oupBePnkota Kareltal, AeukoTng pueAavia yAUKUTNG Kal Th
Tolabtar TadTa yap adtd uév Kab’ Eautd o0 SHvavtal LTOTHVAL, AAAX TAVTWG I} AEUKOTNG F &V
YLppwdie fj &v yarakTt ompacty 00y VEESTNKEY, OLOinG 88 Kal Td GAAQ.

139 Mss. B and D add in the margins: “In a raven or in a Cushite (i.e. an Ethiopian)”.
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measures, numbers, and calculations of times and years designate a certain
quantity,

Thus he discovered two universal genera which encompass multiple
things, i.e. substance and quantity. But beyond them, he also saw other words
that do not pertain to these two genera. For instance, we have just now spoken
about sweetness and bitterness, and about all colours and shapes. They neither
pertain to substance nor signify any quantity, because they subsist not by them-
selves but only in other natures, and they also do not possess any dimension of
quantity. All such (words) he (i.e. Aristotle) subsumed under one universal
genus*! which he called pw’tws (molotng, “quality”)2 As for us, we call it
sometimes hayla (“capacity”) and sometimes muzzaga (“mixture”), since up to
this time we haven’t found among Syriac names one which would suit it
perfectly’®3.

There are also other words which do not fall under one of those three
genera that have been discussed. They have a certain relation to one another#,
so that one of them may not be considered without the other. It is in the way of
their existence that we call them, e.g. father and son, servant and master,
double and half. For neither may a son be considered without a father, nor a
servant without a master, nor a half without a double. But also, one may not say
that a father, or a master, or a double exists without a son, a servant, or a half. It
is all such things that the Philosopher further subsumed under one of the
universal genera that he called prosti (np6¢ T1) which means “to something”4.
Because, as we have said, when any of these things is spoken of, it receives its

140 Cf. Ammonius, In Isag. 19.13-18.

141 Cf. Ammonius, In Isag. 19.18-25. Ammonius speaks here of 70 moldv, “the qualified”. Ser-
gius does not seem to make a clear distinction in his commentary between quality and things
qualified (see particularly Book VI), although in some passages he speaks rather of the latter
than of the former.

142 Ms. B adds in the margins the Syriac equivalent zna, “quality”.

143 Cf. §§354-355 and 365, below. In §355, Sergius writes that he considers the Syriac term
zna as the most fitting equivalent to the Greek motdtng, although the two other terms, hayla
and muzzaga, also appear in his work (see, e.g., §108), thus corroborating Sergius’ statement
that all three of them were used synonymously at his time. It is also worthy to note that in ms.
E, which contains a selection of passages from Sergius’ Commentary dating from the 8th centu-
ry, the term muzzaga appears as the only variant in the passage which corresponds to §99.

144 Cf. Ammonius, In Isag. 19.29: oyéolg €Tépov TpoOG ETEPOV.

145 Sergius consistently applies the expression lwat meddem, “(in relation) to something”,
which renders the Greek mp6g ti. Though it seems possible sometimes (e.g., here) to translate it
literally, in what follows, I will use the terms “relation” and “relatives”.
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name from its relation to something, which (in turn) has its name™$ through its
relation to it'’.

And further, there are other words that are not found under any of these
genera, which signify place. For instance, when someone says, “Socrates is in
the theatre (B¢atpov)”, or “Plato is in the market”, and everything else like that.
He also subsumed them under one universal genus which he called “where”,
for each one of them appears as an answer to (the question) “where?”148,

Now, these are five universal genera that encompass many of those things
that exist in the world, i.e. substance, quantity, quality, (in relation) to
something, and where.

Further, there are other words that do not pertain to the afore-mentioned
five genera, which signify certain time. For instance, we are accustomed to say,
“yesterday”, “today”, “ten years ago”, or “after so-and-so many years”. All of
them he also subsumed under one universal genus which he called “when”4,
Because if someone is asked this (question), he gives one of the suitable
answers which all pertain to the genus of “when”.

There are other words which signify something that a person possesses.
E.g., we are accustomed to say, “he is dressed up”, “he has his shoes on”, or “he
wears a ring”. All these too he subsumed under one universal genus which he
called “having”1s0,

And further, all other (words) that signify certain position — e.g., when we
say, “standing”, “sitting”, or “lying” — he subsumed under one universal genus
which he called “being-in-a-position”’L

146 In ms. P and in the marginal notes of mss. B and D: “its nature”. This variant, however, is
most likely a scribal mistake.

147 Cf. Ammonius, In Isag. 19.28-29.

148 Cf. Ammonius, In Isag. 19.29-20.2: TGAW 8¢ 0Tt TL TO &V T Aukeiw elvat i} &v ayopd kal
doa Towadta, dnep aviyayov OO 10 10T, 6mep €oTl TOMOL onuAVTIKGY. Ammonius, however,
does not mention that the name of this category should be understood as an answer to a
question.

149 Cf. Ammonius, In Isag. 20.2—4: néAw €oTL TL XB&G MéPLOLY abplov Kal 6oa Toladta, amep
aviyayov 010 T0 TOTE, dmep €0TL XPOVOL ONUAVTIKOV. As in the previous case, Ammonius does
not mention that Aristotle’s title for this category derives from an answer to a certain question.
150 Cf. Ammonius, In Isag. 20.6-7. Ammonius interprets this category as “placing of one
substance around another” (&xewv ydp €otwv ovaoiag mept ovoiav nepibeatg). Sergius omits this
interpretation, just as he does in his account of having in §404.

151 Cf. Ammonius, In Isag. 20.4-6. Ammonius discusses it before having.
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And further, all those words that signify some activity — e.g., when we say,
“writing”, or “striking”, or “cooling”, or “heating” — he also subsumed under
one universal genus which he called “acting”. For, as we said, it is some activity
that each one of them signifies’>2.

And further, all the words which are opposite to them — e.g., when we say,
“written”, or “struck”, or “cooled”, or “heated” — he also collected into one uni-
versal genus which he called “being-affected”>,

So, these are the ten primary and principal genera that are also called the
most generic genera. They comprise all things that came to be, are existing, and
will appear, and it is not possible to find anything that will not fall under one of
them. They are: substance, quantity, quality, (in relation) to something, where,
when, having, being-in-a-position, acting, and the last one of them is being-
affected’.

However, before we speak concisely about the division of each one of them
according to Aristotle’s view, we shall discuss something that is very necessary,
namely whether there is anything which turns out to pertain to two genera'ss.
Let speculation (Bewpia) concerning it not lead us astray into thinking that Aris-
totle subsumes one genus within another. For none of the words which remain
one and the same may fall under two of the afore-mentioned genera, neither,
obviously, under three or four, or anything like that.

So, even if it may seem to us that the size of one cubit, or two, or anything
else which we determine in a piece of wood or in a stone which pertain to

152 Cf. Ammonius, In Isag. 20.7-9: mdAwv €otl TL TOMTEW Ogpuaiverv Yuxew: T Toladta
aviiyayov Umd t0 moLelv: molely 8¢ £ott 0 Spiiv mepl TL.

153 Cf. Ammonius, In Isag. 20.9-10.

154 Cf. Ammonius, In Isag. 20.11-12: £oxov o0v 8éka ToladTAG KOWOTNTAG 0VGIaV OGOV
TIOLOV TIPOG TL TTOD TOTE KeTaBaL EXELV TIOLETY TTAGYELV.

155 Sergius discusses this question in the context of the genus of relatives, see §§391-393,
where his account is based on Aristole’s text.
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substance therefore also pertains to substance, this is not how we shall think,
for the nature of a piece of wood, or a stone, or anything else like that pertains
to substance; because they are wood and stone. That they are of two or three
cubit, on the other hand, because of this they pertain to quantity.

11 Also, concerning sweetness or whiteness we may not conclude from the
fact that they exist in honey or milk, since honey and milk pertain to substance,
that they too pertain to substance. For honey or milk pertain to substance not
because they are sweet or white but because they are certain bodies, while
because they are sweet or white, they are considered to pertain to quality.

112 Therefore, if some entities appear to be subsumed under two genera, we
should know that it is not in one and the same manner that they do this, but, as
we have said, they appear in two genera in different ways. For if it were not
comprehended like that, then also nine other genera would become idle, and
only one genus would remain, namely substance, while all the others would
come to be through it, since it alone has subsistence by itself and does not
require anything else through what it would be generated, as we have said
above.

[Homonyms, synonyms, heteronyms, and polynymsJ56

113 Since Aristotle himself before teaching about the ten genera defined 1a1-15
certain terms that appeared to him useful for the knowledge of these genera'’,
it is also proper for us, if we are eager to follow the order of his teaching, to
discuss them according to our capacity, before the division of the genera. Hence
here we also begin with it.

156 The previous paragraph concludes the prolegomena part of Sergius’ treatise. In what
follows, Sergius provides a commentary on Aristotle’s text, stating that he is “eager to follow
the order of his teaching”. Hence the passages from the Categories which Sergius apparently
comments on are indicated in the outer margins of the text. However, in some cases these
references have a conjectural character.

157 Sergius thus refers to the antepraedicamenta section of the Categories. Cf. Ammonius, In
Cat. 14.4-5: 10 8¢ PO TOV KATNYoPL®Y CLUPBaAAGUEVE UV €oTal €ig TV TAOV KATNYOPL&OV
88aoKaAiav.
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All things that fall under our knowledge become known sometimes through
one simple name and sometimes through a certain account that defines them?8,
And such a definitory account is sometimes derived from what a thing natural-
ly is and sometimes from what is accidentally concomitant to it. What I mean is
this. Naturally man is a certain being which we signify by means of a simple
name when we call it “man”. But when we compose a statement in order to
signify it and call it “rational, mortal animal”, we define it by means of a state-
ment which derives from what it naturally is. If, instead, we compose a state-
ment in order to signify it from what is accidentally concomitant to it, e.g. when
we say that he is capable of speaking and is skilled in crafts, we determine it
from what is accidentally concomitant to it. For we call accidental everything
what a man acquires but may exist without it%.

So, we say of a simple word which signifies a certain subject matter that it
is its name. A statement which signifies a thing and is derived from its nature is
called a definition. Also, another kind of statement which is composed from
what is accidentally present in things we call a characterization from accidents,
or a description'60.

Thus, since, as we have said, things are comprehended sometimes through
simple names and sometimes through a definitory account, we ought to know
that some things share with one another only name but differ in their defini-
tory accounts; sometimes they have in common their definitory account but
differ in name; and further, sometimes they have in common both, i.e. name

158 Cf. Ammonius, In Cat. 15.4: SnAodvtat 8¢ mdvta kal 8U 6voudTwy Kal Sl Adywv (see in
general 15.4-16, cf. Philoponus, In Cat. 14.5-6). See also David, Prolegomena 11.15-12.18, dis-
cussing as one of the introductory questions what a definition (6ptopdc) is. Like Ammonius,
David makes a distinction between a name (6voua) and an account (A6yoc) both of which may
provide a definition of a subject matter.

159 Cf. the same example in Ammonius, In Cat. 15.10-16; Philoponus, In Cat. 14.7-8.

160 Cf. the next main point of David’s Prolegomena (12.19-13.6) dealing with the distinction
between a definition (0plopdcg), a description (Umoypagr)), and a descriptive definition
(bmoypa@Kog OPLOUOG).
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and definition; and sometimes they differ in both, having in common nothing at
all, i.e. neither name nor definition?.,

One may also express it as follows. Since, as we have said, things have a
name and a descriptive definition, what follows from this is that either they
share with one another both name and definition; or they differ from one
another both in name and in definition; or they have one of them in common
but differ in another, while this in turn may happen in two ways, i.e. either they
have name in common but differ in definition, or they share definition but
differ in name?®2.

Thus, when things have only a name in common but differ in their descrip-
tive definition, they are called “of similar name” (i.e. homonyms)'63, for it is
only in the name that the similarity between them shows up. For instance, we
use the name “dog” to designate dissimilar natures. For there is a water-dog!t*
and a land-dog, there is a star called like that, the one which ascends after the
Orion', there is also a philosophical writer who is called like that'®6, and
finally a painted or carved image may be called like that too'¢’. So, it is only the
name that makes these things similar to one another while the definitions of
each one of them are different.

When things have definition in common but differ in name, then they are
called “of similar kind”%8, for they belong to one and the same kind. E.g., we
have the custom to call a stone also “rock” and “flint”. While the definition of
their nature is one, they differ from one another only in names and they are of
the same kind.

161 The taxonomy which Sergius presents here is close to what we find in Philoponus, In Cat.
14.11-16 and Simplicius, In Cat. 22.15-31, who both attribute each case to homonyms, poly-
nyms, synonyms, and heteronyms.

162 Here, Sergius’ account concurs nearly verbatim with what we find in Ammonius, In Cat.
15.16-22: To0TWV Toivuy 00TWG eipnuévwy €l AdBotuey 8Vo mpdypata, Tadta i KaTd AUEOTEPA
Kowwvoiol, Aéyw 81 Katd T0 Gvopa kal Tov Adyov, fj KaT Auew Slagépouowy, fj katd uév 1o &v
Kowwvolol, xath 8¢ 10 Etepov Slapépovol kal tolTo Sy@®S 1 yap Katd uév tov Adyov
Kowwvodol katd 8¢ 10 dvopa SLagépovaty, | avama katd uév 10 dvopa kowvwvolol katd 8¢
TOV AGYOV SLaQEPOuaLY.

163 Cf. Ammonius, In Cat. 15.29-16.1: ei 8¢ katd u&v 10 6vopua Kowwvoiey, Katd 8¢ Tov Adyov
Slapépotev, dpwvopa Aéyetal.

164 Probably, a kind of shark, cf. Chase 2003: 115.

165 Le. Sirius, Gr. Zeiptog, also called the “dog-star”.

166 Ie.a Cynic philosopher whose name derives from the term kVwv, “dog”.

167 Cf. the same example by Simplicius, In Cat. 24.9-13.

168 Greek commentators (including Ammonius and Philoponus) designate these cases as
polynyms (moAvwvupol). Cf. Ammonius, In Cat. 16.4-5: ei 8¢ katd pev tov Adyov Kowwvodot
Katd 8¢ 0 Gvoua Stapépouvaty, ovopadetat moAvwvoupa. The term suggested by Sergius would
correspond to Gr. 6p0oel8iG.
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As for those that differ from one another in both, i.e. in name and in defini-
tion, they are designated in various and diverse ways'®. For those things that
have nothing in common at all, e.g. when someone says, “man”, “stone”, and
“wood”, they differ from one another both in name and in definition'”. While
other things have both in common, i.e. name and definition, and are also of the
same kind, e.g. when someone says “Alexander the Macedonian” and “Alexan-
der Paris”". For these have in common both the name and also the definition
which is a natural characteristic of man.

So, these are things about which the Philosopher spoke abundantly before
the teaching on the ten genera which have been outlined above. We, instead,
have suggested a brief account of it in the form of a helpful division. For we
promised at the beginning of this treatise that we will discuss the ideas of this
man as concisely as possible. Therefore we (have provided) an account of these
things which here we bring to end.

End of Book Two.

169 Here, Sergius combines two types, heteronyms and synonyms. The first sentence of this
paragraph finds a close parallel in Philoponus, In Cat. 16.22—23, where Philoponus explicates the
meaning of the term “homonym” that may be applied in multiple ways (¢v 8ta@opolg TémoLg).
170 Le. they are heteronyms. Cf. Ammonius, In Cat. 15.26: &i 8¢ kaT duew Slapépotev, dvoud-
Cetat étepwvupa.

171 le. they are synonyms (thus Sergius seems to believe that both designations refer to the
same person). Cf. Ammonius, In Cat. 15.22-23: €l uév 00v Kat dupw Kowwvodaoty, dvoudletat
ouvovupa. Philoponus, Elias, and Simplicius suggest the same example with the name of
Alexander, when speaking of homonyms, which would be more appropriate in this case, see
Philoponus, In Cat. 16.23-24; Elias, In Cat. 139.33; Simplicius, In Cat. 31.24-25.
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Divisions of Book Two

First division

Writings about the craft of logic:

— some of them are before the craft of demonstrations:

— some are about simple words: the treatise Categories which is about
the ten genera;

— some are about their first composition: the book On Interpretation;

— and some are about syllogisms which derive from this composition: the
book Prior and Posterior Analytics;

— some are composed about demonstrations: the book of demonstrations
which is called Apodeictics and the one about topics (of an argument)'’
which is called Places, i.e. Topica;

— and some are written about those things that are useful for this craft: the
book Refutation of Sophists and also the one about the craft of rhetoric.

Second division

Of what is simple in the world:

— there are simple words; they do not exist naturally;
— concepts which are signified; they exist naturally;
— things that are known; they exist as natures.

172 Syr. rese, corresponding most likely to Gr. t& ke@dAata, the main points discussed in an
argument.
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Third division

There are four kinds of speech:

imperative,

optative,

interrogative,

and making a statement.

Fourth division

Species/forms and genera:

some of them are with the Creator; they are called simple and primary;
some are in matter; they are designated as material and natural;
and some are in our mind; they are called posterior and noetic.

Fifth division

Substance is a most generic genus.

Body is a species and a genus.

Animate body is a species and a genus.

Animal is a species and a genus.

Universal man is only a species and thus a most specific species.
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Sixth division

Of things:

some have only a name in common, they are called “of similar name”, e.g.
land-dog and water-dog, dog of Orion, and philosopher-dog;

some have only a definition in common, they are called “of similar kind”,
e.g. stone, rock, flint;

some have both a name and a definition in common, they are of one kind,
e.g. Alexander the Macedonian and Alexander Paris;

and some have in common neither a name nor a definition, they are
different in every respect, e.g. wood, stone, man.

The ten genera of the Categories with which Aristotle’s entire account is

concerned are the following: substance, quantity, quality, (in relation) to some-
thing, where, when, having, being-in-a-position, acting, being-affected.
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BOOK THREE

[The fourfold division]

122 In the previous book, which was the second one of this treatise, O brother 1a20-1b9
Theodore, the discussion of an inquiry into the goal of the whole logical craft
has been set out. At its end, I turned to those terms which Aristotle provided
before his teaching on the ten primary genera that are called “categories”. In
this book, which is the third one of the same treatise, we are about to discuss
those things that the Philosopher wrote after that in his treatise on the ten
universal genera.

123 Now, those who are eager to chase the true understanding of this man
ought to know, O brother, that before the general division of those ten primary
categories, this Philosopher established another division of them which is more
universal than this one and divided all of them into four parts that encompass
the ten. So, ultimately, this fourfold division also includes the other one, for the
tenfold one is born out of it, producing a perfect teaching on the nature of each
one of the ten primary genera'”s.

124 So, this is what he says!7* about the first division which is set out in a
fourfold manner: Of all things that exist in any way some are substances and
others accidents, and again, some of them are spoken of universally and some
particularly. Thus, six pairings may be generated from this!’: the first one is
that of substance and accident; another one is that of universal and particular;

173 Cf. Ammonius, In Cat. 24.22-25.4; Philoponus, In Cat. 28.3-9. Both Ammonius and Philo-
ponus speculate on the value of applying numbers from one to ten in this case. Sergius con-
fines himself here to a short remark about the “perfect teaching”, but comes to the issues of
numbers based on the Pythagorean teachings later on in a separate section (see §§129-134,
below).

174 Sergius does not quote Aristotle’s text here, but rather presents the following teachings as
a correct interpretation of chapter 2 of the Categories. While Ammonius stresses (Ammonius,
In Cat. 25.14-15; cf. Philoponus, In Cat. 29.1) that the terms he uses (substance, accident,
universal, particular) are not applied by Aristotle, Sergius does not make such a remark, but
uses the same terms as if they actually derive from Aristotle.

175 Sergius’ text is very close to the commentary of Ammonius, In Cat. 25.5-7: €otL 8¢ 1
Slaipeotg abtn: @V 6vTwy Ta P€V E0TL KABOAOL TA 8€ PePLKA, Kal TAAY TGV GVTWY TA UEV E0TLV
ovaiat ta 8¢ ouupefnkota- yivovtal toivuv oufuyiat €€ (cf. Philoponus, In Cat. 28.17-20).
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the third one is that of substance and universal;, the fourth one is that of
accident and particular; also the fifth one is that of accident and universal; and
the last sixth one is that of substance and particular. You learn them clearly
from the table below.

However, we ought to know that two pairings from these six, namely the
first and the second one, may not come to be, for it is impossible both for the
same thing to be a substance and an accident, and for the same thing to be in
the same way universal and particular. Hence, only four pairings remain as in
every way possible in this division, as we said. These are: universal substance,
e.g. humanity as a whole; particular accident, e.g. whiteness in only one dress;
particular substance, e.g. Socrates alone; and universal accident, e.g. whiteness
as a whole!”.

Of these four pairings the Philosopher put first that of universal substance,
for he considered it more honorable in both of its (elements), i.e. both because
of substance and universality, than the other three. For substance is much more
honorable than accident, because it is sufficient for its own subsistence, while
an accident has no way to exist unless there is substance. And universal is
honored much more among philosophers than particular, because they always
leave particulars behind and seek after universals that provide a profound
knowledge of things'”".

176 Cf. Ammonius, In Cat. 25.7-12: v ai §bo dvun6otatol, ai 8¢ Aoutal téocapeg, enui 81 Tag
e UMaAMjAoUg Kal Tag Slaywviovg, ouveotdow. eiol 8¢ adtar TV Gvtwy T PEv KaBoAov
ovolal Té 8¢ uepkd ouuBePnkota, kai T pév kaboAou cuuPePnkota Ta 8¢ pepikai ovaial, olov
GvBpwmog Kal TO TL AEUKOV i TIG £MLOTAKN Kal AeUKOV Kal Tig vOpwmog (see also Philoponus, In
Cat. 28.20-23). This passage in Ammonius (and Philoponus) is followed by a diagram, repre-
senting the afore-mentioned six combinations, which is nearly identical to the one found in
Sergius. In all extant mss. of Sergius’ Commentary, it appears after §126.

177 See Ammonius, In Cat. 26.16-20: xal ToUTOL§ TOIG OVOUATL KeXPNUEVOS EkTiBeTal Tag Téo-
oapag culuyiag, kal mpwTNV TV KaboAov ovoiav, wg TLHLWTEPAV, EnelTa TO avTikeiuevoy, Aéyw
8N 10 pepkOv cLpBEPNKAGG, elta TpoeTiunoe T kKabOAov cuUPEPNKOC THS HEPLKRG ovaiag, S1OTL
nepl TV KaBOAOL T01G PLA0TOQOLS 6 Adyog (cf. Philoponus, In Cat. 31.19-26).
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particular accident

After this pairing, it might be appropriate to place that of particular
substance, since, as we have said, substance is more honorable than accident.
But because every opposite is comprehended from what it is opposed to — for
instance, if a man learns about whiteness or sweetness, he immediately gets the
idea of blackness and bitterness — because of this, he placed after the pairing
of universal substance the one which is opposite to its both (elements), namely
particular accident!’, That accident is the opposite of substance and also that
universal is the opposite of particular, I have no need to demonstrate.

Moreover, after that, he placed the third pairing, i.e. that of particular
substance, since it is more valuable — because of the substance which is part of
it — than another fourth one, which is that of universal and accident. Thus, it is
in this orderly way that the Philosopher arranged them, although not many
have comprehended this. So, let us turn to the reason of this fourfold division

178 See Philoponus, In Cat. 31.22-24: émerta Sevtépav TiONGL TNV AVTIKEWWEVNY TAUTY, £0TL 8¢
T0 UEPLKOV OUUPEPNKOG vTikelTtal yap Tf) U&v ovaid 0 cuuPefnkog 16 8¢ kKaBOAoL TO UePLKOV
(cf. Ammonius, In Cat. 26.28-31).
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and discuss why he has established it as first, before the overall division of the
ten genera.

[Pythagoras on numbers]'”?

Now, Pythagoras, who was a man renowned for the practice and
knowledge of philosophy, transmitted like a kind of mystery to his disciples that
all powers and causes of everything that came to be and exists in the whole
world derive from numbers and constitute things, while every knowledge and
philosophy about the latter has its origin and reason in calculations and figures
(oyuata) which come forth by means of numbers.

So, he stated that the beginning of all numbers is called the one. It is a copy
of the Creator who brings order to everything in that, similar to it, he is also
single’® and indivisible. And number two, which is born when the primary
number doubles itself, serves also as a model (t0mog) for the universal
substance of all bodies, which they call matter (0An), and for the nature that is
singularly active in bodies, the one which they also call material (UAu6g) form
(¢180¢). These two principles — i.e. form and matter, one of which is efficacious
and the other effected, one is active and the other passive — are primary,
according to Aristotle, after the Creator of the universe. From them at first the
four customary elements (otolyela) are formed — i.e. the hot and the cold, the
wet and the dry — from which in turn the adornment and constitution of the
universe takes place.

Thus, they say that the second number contains the mystery of matter and
form, which, as we have said, Aristotle sets as primary principles and causes of

179 Cf. §123, above. In the corresponding passage, Ammonius makes a brief note on the appli-
cation of numbers by Aristotle, without mentioning the name of Pythagoras. The prolegomena
treatises by David, Elias, and Olympiodorus frequently refer to the Pythagorean arithmology.
Cf, e.g., Lectures 16-17 of David’s Introduction to Philosophy (49.7-54.26), where he describes
the following established tradition of Aristotle’s commentators: “Since we have earlier on
given an arithmetical explanation <...>, the commentators take their starting point from this
and proceed to discuss the numbers up to the decad” (Gertz 2018: 133; the Greek text: €meidn|
¢év 10ig mpolafolow eiprikapev apOunTKv aitiav detkvoovoav <..> €vtedbev Aapovieg ol
ggnyntal agopunv épyovtat kat Stadaupdvovot meplt @V ApOU®Y TV dvtwv dxpL Tiig
8exadog).

180 Syr. ihidaya, here probably corresponding to Gr. povayog. Sergius applies the same Syriac
term in the meaning “particular, individual”, cf,, e.g., §168.
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everything. For just like the singular and primary number which is similar to
the Creator doubled itself and thus gave birth to this second number, in the
same way, when the Creator in the beginning!®! applied some sort of doubling
which derived from the affinity between his creative activity and the creation,
he first of all established matter and form that are necessary for the subsistence
of all beings.

And just as from matter and form, as we said above, the four elements are
primarily constituted, which are the secondary principles of beings, so also the
number four is born from a doubling of the second number, for when the latter
doubles itself it brings forth the subsistence of the former. And since also the
number four originates from the primary number and makes the latter
fourfold, it is clear that it gives birth to the ten. For one, two, three, and four
together make ten.

That is why the number ten that is perfect in every respect is also a model
(tomog) for all things and beings of this world, which was made as a whole by
the Creator. For just as the fourfold number gives birth to the number ten,
which is perfect, as we have said, being the limit of all numbers, because there
is no other number higher than it but there are those ones that are infinitely
composed from themselves, in the same way from the four elements — i.e. fire,
air, earth, and water — also this whole world was composed as an entity, and
those things that are delivered into it and come to be remain the same, while
not a single thing is ever created in it.

181 Syr. b-risit. The same word appears in the Syriac translation of Gen. 1:1, i.e. opens the
creation story.
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So now, after this, it is time to look clearly at the cause for the fourfold
division which we earlier presented above!®2 Thus, I say that just as the
fourfold number gives birth from its composition to the number ten which
serves as a perfect model for the universe that is composed from the four
elements, so too Aristotle first encompassed the ten genera in a fourfold
division which resembles the elements and after that introduced another,
tenfold, division of these genera which is in itself a model of the universe. For,
just as the number ten is complete, comprising all the numbers, so also the
universe is complete, containing all the natures. In the same way, also the
division of the ten genera of the categories is complete and perfect, encom-
passing all things that are in the world, for no one is ever able to find anything
that would not fall under and be contained in one of these genera.

[Definition of accident]

Since, as it seems to me, these things have been clearly explained, let us
further proceed to those ones that are after them, which is in this way also
necessary for teaching them. That there are those things that are said univer-
sally and those whose subsistence is particular!®, is clear to everyone and there
is no need for any definitions or long demonstrations. However, a definition of
substance or accident themselves from the four pairings which have been
previously set out above requires not a few inquiries as well as demonstrations
that support it. Because these two terms, i.e. substance and accident, designate
something that is unfamiliar to many from ordinary usage, and also what each

182 Cf. Ammonius, In Cat. 24.22-25.4; Philoponus, In Cat. 28.3-9.
183 Sergius speaks in one case in terms of predication (“said”) and in the other in terms of
existence (“subsistence”). Cf. Ammonius, In Cat. 26.21-24; Philoponus, In Cat. 31.9-15.
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one of them signifies is not apparent and comprehensible save for a few
alone’s4,

Therefore, an inquiry should be made into both of them, so that nothing
will be missing in the interpretation of other things in this treatise. However,
concerning substance we will make a proper inquiry into its meaning and
definition later on, where it will completely correspond to Aristotle’s account of
it in the book Categories. Of accident, conversely, we will speak now, starting
with a definition which the Philosopher gave for it. Thus, we require no small
investigation about those things which we are about to discuss below.

Now, Aristotle states that accident is “that which is in something else not as
a part of it, it being impossible to exist without that thing which it is in*85. This
is a defining account of accident given to us by the Philosopher in the treatise
on the ten genera. Thus, an accident is what exists in something else, while it is
in it not as its part, and its subsistence is never possible by itself, apart from
what it is in.

Now, it is necessary to know that there are altogether eleven ways of speak-
ing about being-in-something'®6. These are: as in a time; or as in a place; or as in
a container; or as parts in what they are parts of; or as a whole in its parts; or as

184 Cf. Philoponus, In Cat. 31.29-32: éneldn fjofeto £avTod 6 PIAOCOPOG YWVATG TLOL Xpnoa-
Hévou ayvwaoTolg NUv ék Tiic ouvnBeiag, Td te kad’ Vmokelpévou Kal oL kab’ LToKeLUEVOL Kal
év UToKelUéVW Kal OUK €v UTOoKelpévw, BovAetal Aoutdv S8dgat nudg mept avt®v. Thus,
Philoponus refers to the actual expressions used by Aristotle, while Sergius substitutes them
with “substance” and “accident”.

185 See Cat. 1a24-25: 6 £&v Twi piy O¢ pépog LTIApYov aduvatov ywpig etvat Tod &v @ £oTiv.
Aristotle thus defines the expression “in a subject” (¢v Umokelévw) which is associated by
Sergius with the term “accident”.

186 Cf. Ammonius, In Cat. 26.32-27.2 (cf. 29.5-23) and Philoponus, In Cat. 32.7-26. Both lists
contain 11 types that are equivalent to Sergius’ list, but differ from one another in their se-
quence. Also Sergius’ sequence does not fully correspond to either of them. These lists
ultimately go back to Phys. 210a14-24, where Aristotle suggests eight ways of being-in-
something.
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species in a genus; or as a genus in species (¢{6n); or as forms (€{8n) in matter;
or as the governing of those who are under someone’s rule is in the person who
governs them; or as in an end; or as an accident in a substance'®’. However,
since these are probably not clearly comprehensible for the readers, let us
further turn to them and suggest examples to each one from what is known by
everyone.

1. So, we say that something is in a time, e.g. when we state about the War
of Ilion!88 that it occurred in the time of Alexander Paris, or when we say that
any other particular thing was in the year of such-and-such (a ruler) or in the
day of so-and-so. Everything like this is said to have happened or to be happen-
ing in some time.

2. Further, we say that something is in a place, just as each one of us is
inside the limits of air that surrounds our bodies from outside, or when we say
about water or wine that they are inside the inner limits of an earthen vessel or
anything else that contains them.

3. Also, we say that something is in a container, as water in a pitcher, or as
wine in a wineskin, or as any kind of body that is inside another body. This type
differs from the previous one in that place has only two dimensions, namely
length and breadth, while a container always has three dimensions, namely
length, breadth, and depth. Hence, place is such a limit of a body that encloses
in its interior part what is placed into it. A container, on the other hand, is a

187 Cf. Ammonius, In Cat. 26.32-27.2: AéyeTal yap T0 €v TVL EvEeKay @G, €V XpOVY €V TOTW &V
ayyeiw OG uépog &v HAw mg AoV £V T0Tg uépeoty MG e180G &v YéVeL Mg yEvog év eiSel (g T TV
APYOUEVWY €V T ApYoVTL MG 180G &V DAN MG £V TEAEL (G £V UTTOKELEVW 0loV TO GLUPEPNKOG &V
ovaiq.

188 I.e. the Trojan War. The same example appears by Ammonius, In Cat. 29.5-6 and Philo-
ponus, In Cat. 32.17-18.
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body itself which possesses two limits, the interior one which contains what is
in it and, as we said, is called its place, and the exterior one which is seen to
everyone from outside. Provided this is so, then it is obvious that the way how
something is in a place differs from the way of being in a container in that the
former is the inner limit of a body, as we said, while the latter is itself a body!$°.

4. But we also say that things are (in something) as parts in what they are
parts of, for example a hand, or a leg, or any other member of human body. For
these are in a body as its parts.

5. Also, it is said that the whole human body is in its parts, i.e. in the head,
in the belly, in the hands and legs, and in all other members of it. In this way, as
we said, we state that a whole is in its parts.

6. Things are said to be in something as species in a genus, when we see
that they derive from one and the same genus and say that they are in their
common genus. E.g., we say that a horse, a dog, and a bull are in the genus of
animal, while a vine, an olive tree, and a cedar are in the genus of plant.

7. But a thing is also said to be in something as a genus in species, e.g. when
one says that animal is in the species of dog, horse, and any other animal, or,
further, plant is in fig-tree, plane-tree, and all the species of plant.

8. A thing is also said to be in something as form (¢180¢) in matter (bAn), e.g.
when one says that the image of a statue (av8ptag) is in bronze, or the shape

189 In points 2 and 3, Sergius suggest a different kind of explanation than what we find in
Ammonius, In Cat. 29.6-10 and Philoponus, In Cat. 32.18-22.
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(ofjua) of a chair is in wood, or something else like that!®,

9. But we also say sometimes that one thing is in another as the govern-
ment of those who are governed is in the governor, as we have a custom to say
that the government of a house is in the power of the master of the house, or
that the government of a city lies in the one who rules over the city™.

10. Also, as in an end, we say that the construction of a house is in its
conclusion, that the design of a ship is in its completion, and everything else
like this!®2,

11. Also, as an accident in a substance, we say that whiteness is in milk,
blackness in a rock, sweetness in honey, and everything else like that!%,

So, Aristotle writes that accident is “what is in something else not as a part
of it” and thus distinguishes accident from all those things that are in
something that they are in as parts. He also adds that “it can never have subsist-
ence all by itself without that thing which it is in”, in order to distinguish it
from all other cases of how a thing is said to be in something. Because all of
them, even if they are not said to be in something as a part of it, can however
have subsistence without it. An accident, on the contrary, is neither in
something as its part, nor can it ever exist without it.

As for the other ten types, some of them are said to be in something as part
of it, while others can subsist by themselves without it. And since an accident is

190 See Philoponus, In Cat. 32.22: j &g £(80¢ &v DA, )G T0 T0T Av8pLavTog 180G &V TQ) YOAKD.
Cf. Ammonius, In Cat. 29.15-16: 6)g €l80g &v VAN wG TO AvOpwmvov €ldog &v Tf) VAN i TO
Tplywvov ij TETPAYWwVOV GXAUa £V TG XOAKER.

191 Cf. Ammonius, In Cat. 29.13-15: ®¢ Ta TGV APXOUEVWV €V T® dpxovTL (Aéyopev yap 8Tt
708¢ TO Mpdypa év Tde T® Gpyovti €éoTv) (see also Philoponus, In Cat. 32.22-24).

192 Cf. Ammonius, In Cat. 29.16-17 and Philoponus, In Cat. 32.24-25.

193 Ammonius and Philoponus speak in the last case of being “as in a subject”, see Ammo-
nius, In Cat. 29.17: ¢ év VTOKELPEVW MG TO GLUPEPNKOG €V oVaiq (= Philoponus, In Cat. 32.25—
26). Since Sergius completely abstains from using the terms applied by Aristotle himself, he
modifies this point accordingly.
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in something like the other ten types, the Philosopher added that it is in
something not as its part, in order to distinguish it from those things that are (in
something) as a part of it. And he further added that it can never have subsist-
ence by itself without that what it is in, in order to distinguish it from all other
cases which can exist without that thing which they are in, even if they are not
in it as a part!®4.

For example, whiteness is an accident. It has subsistence either in milk, or
in white lead, or in any other kind of body. It is in the body that is receptive of it
not as its part. Neither can it have subsistence outside the body in which it is,
for it will perish at that very moment when it is separated from it.

[Criticism of Aristotle’s definition]

Now, it is necessary, as it seems to me, to discuss some enquiries ({nThuaTa)
and objections which one may hear just after this defining account of accident
from those who are judging things without precision. For, since, as we said, any
definition of a particular thing ought to suit only this thing which is made
known by it, also the defining account of accident must serve for expressing it
alone. Thus, there are two ways of making a mistake in a definition: either by
enlarging it so that it will comprise not the whole nature of what is defined, or
by reducing it and thus including in it other things that are outside of what is
defined!®. For a balanced and accurate definition of a particular thing is the
one which serves for signification of this thing alone, separating and differenti-
ating it from everything else.

194 Cf. Ammonius, In Cat. 27.2-8 and Philoponus, In Cat. 32.26-32.

195 Cf. Philoponus, In Cat. 33.6-10: xakifovol 8¢ tveg TOV Oplouov todTov, ol uév €x Tod
TAe0VACeLY ol 8¢ €x ToD eAAelmey: abTn yap kakia 6pLopos T0 ) AvTloTpéPeLy mPOg TO OPLOTOV
AN )| mAelova meplappavewy fj Adttova. kal oi uév mAeovalewy Aéyovtég @aot un péva ta
oupBePnKOTA TEP APAVELY TOV OPLOUOY GAAA Kal Td cwuata. See also Ammonius, In Cat.
27.9-13. Ammonius characterizes the first kind of criticism (i.e. for being superfluous, cf. ¢k
700 MAeovddewv by Philoponus) as katd 10 Unepaipely kal UepPAUALEWY.
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What I mean is this. A correct definition of man that defines only the
human nature and separates it from everything else is “rational mortal
animal”. So everyone who is a man is a rational mortal animal, and also every
rational mortal animal is a man. For a correct interpretation of definitions
implies that they are convertible with what they define'. If, however, someone
reduces this definition and says only “rational animal”, it is obvious that togeth-
er with the nature of man he will encompass with this expression also other
natures, namely angels and demons, for all of them are also rational animals. If,
on the contrary, one enlarges this definition and says that man is “rational
mortal animal rhetor”, then he will reduce the nature that is made known by
the definition, because this expression will encompass not the whole nature of
men, but only the rhetors.

So, these are the two ways of corrupting the teaching of definitions which
someone may bring forth as accusations after the defining account of accident.
First of all, one might say that it defines and encompasses not only accidents,
but also other things that pertain to substance and not to accidents. For, if
accident matches the description proposed above, i.e. “what is in something not
as a part of it, while it cannot have subsistence without it”, since also Socrates
and each one of us are in a place, while not being part of the place, and while
neither of us, further, is able to exist without place, hence, according to the
meaning of that description, we too are accidents. But since it is evident that

196 Cf. Ammonius, In Cat. 27.13-15: olov GvBpwmdg 0Tt {Pov Aoykov BvnTov vol Kal &mi-
otRuNg dektkdv- tolto avtiotpépel kal yap el Tt {Hov Aoykov Bvntov vod kal £meTiung
8exTkdv, To0T0 AvBpwTOG.
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each one of us is also a substance, substance appears to be at the same time
substance and accident, which is impossible?’.

To this we reply, then, that, even if each one of us is in a place while not
being a part of the place we are in, it is still possible for our nature to be
thought of outside place, because place is not completive of our nature but is
attached to us as a concomitant, like a shadow to a body. But what is receptive
of an accident is completive of its nature, since (an accident) may never subsist
without it, as we have said above. Now, if this is how things stand, it is evident
that the definition of accident which is given above does not encompass
anything else save it alone!®,

Further, one might say that the defining account of accident does not
encompass its nature on the whole but suits only those accidents which cannot
be separated at all from what they are in. For, behold, the fragrance of apples or
any kind of spices (&pwpa), which is an accident, may nevertheless be
separated from what it is in, for even when these things are moved far away
their fragrance reaches us. So, if an accident is something that cannot subsist
without what it is in, while fragrances which are said to be accidents may be
separated from what they are in and reach us, it is evident that the account
quoted above does not define all accidents!®.

What we shall first of all say to this is that it is not stated in this definition
that it is completely impossible for an accident to exist for some time apart
from what it is in, but that it may not exist at the present moment apart from

197 Cf. Ammonius, In Cat. 27.15-21: @aciv o0V oi pgv TOV aro8e8opuévov OpLopdv ui Téot Toig
ouuBepnkooty €papuolewy, ol 8¢ kal €tépolg Tiol mapd T ovpPepnrdtar Aéyovat yap OTL O
LwKPATNG &V TOMW OV &v TWi €0TL Kal ovy wg pépog év 6Aw (00 yap uépog éotl 100 T6MoV) Kal
a8uvatov ywpig adtov gval o &v @ ¢otv (A8Vvatov yap xwpig elval tomov), Hote Katl
70070V TOV Adyov 0 ZwKpatng cuuPepnkog vmdpyel, dnep dromnov (see also Philoponus, In Cat.
33.10-12).

198 Cf. Ammonius, In Cat. 27.21-30; Philoponus, In Cat. 33.12-20.

199 Cf. Ammonius, In Cat. 28.8-12; Philoponus, In Cat. 35.10-21.
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what it is in%0, So, even if every fragrance of spices can be separated from them
and reach our nostrils, it still cannot reach us without another substance which
they are in. For even if it is separated from the spices, it is nonetheless in the air
as in a certain body which is receptive of it and without which it cannot
subsist?0L

Also, from what follows we shall comprehend that fragrances do not reach
our nostrils without certain substance. For, behold, if somebody places an apple
in a house for many days it will shrivel and shrink, and from this it is clear that
together with its fragrance, a certain substance wastes away and disperses
from it. Also, when a man puts some vessel over his nostrils, even if there were
spices, he will not sense their fragrance because he will breath clear air. This
too makes apparent that when fragrances come into contact with a substance
that is much denser than air, they are not perceived any more. So, it has become
clear now that fragrances may never exist without some substance which they
are in. Consequently, they also fit the above-mentioned account that defines
universally the whole nature of accident?2,

Others, among whom was also Porphyry, since they saw in the definition of
accident proposed by Aristotle a certain contradiction with his teaching, sought
to formulate it clearly and comprehensibly. Thus, they said that accident is
“what comes to be in something and is separable from it without destroying
it”203, However, there are quite a few contradictions also in this definition
proposed by them. For of accidents some may be separated from what they

200 Cf. Ammonius, In Cat. 28.12-13: Tp&HTOV P&V 6TL OUK €lTTEV 0 APLOTOTEANG £V O NV, (AN &v
® £otw, “first of all, Aristotle did not say ‘in which it was’, but ‘in which it is’.” (= Philoponus, In
Cat. 35.22-23). Thus, Ammonius stresses the present tense in Aristotle’s words.

201 Cf. Ammonius, In Cat. 28.11-15; Philoponus, In Cat. 35.21-24.

202 Cf. Ammonius, In Cat. 28.16-29.4; Philoponus, In Cat. 35.24-36.13, Simplicius, In Cat.
49.10-14.

203 Porphyry, Isag. 12.24-25: ovpBepnkog 8¢ éotwv 0 yivetal kal dnoyivetal ywplg Tiig 100
OTIOKELUEVOL PBOPS.
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occur in and destroyed by being replaced by another ones, while others may
never be separated from what they occur in.

For instance, the blackness which occurs in the body of a man who has
remained for a long time in the sun and which becomes his accident may be
separated and removed from him after he has spent a considerable time
washing himself in water and staying in the shade. But the blackness of an
Ethiopian?* or a raven which is also their accident may never be separated and
removed from the Ethiopian’s skin or from raven’s feathers. Thus, one may say
that the definition formulated by Porphyry — i.e. that accident is “what comes
to be in something and is separable from it without destroying it” — does not
encompass all the accidents, but only those which may be separated and
removed from what they are in, because the other ones, as we have said, are
not separable from whose accidents they are20s.

However, instead of this we shall rather bring forth the following
argument. Even if those accidents which may not be removed from what they
occur in, such as the blackness of an Ethiopian and also of a raven, are in
actuality not separable from those bodies which they occur in, they neverthe-
less can be separated from them in speech and in thought without causing any
destruction of them. For it is possible to imagine both an Ethiopian and a raven
as white without bringing any harm to the substance of any of them?%. Hence,
they are also encompassed by the descriptive account that has been quoted
above just now.

It is also possible for someone to say against what is stated in this defini-
tion — i.e. that accident is “separable from what it is in without destroying

204 Syr. “the Cushite”.

205 Cf. Ammonius, In Isag. 111.7-18.

206 Cf. Ammonius, In Isag. 111.11-15: eimoyev 8¢ {dn 6L el kal P kat évépyelav anoyiveta,
G obv tfj émwvoig 6 kOpaE kal 6 AiBiop Agukdg, Tod 8¢ avBpwiov TO {PHov 008 Tij émvoia
ywplioat Suvatdv- dua yap ¢ vofjoat avBpwiov i etvat {pov @Beipopey adTdV, VO oAVTES
8¢ TOv kOpaka ui elvat pérava f tov Aibioma ov @Oeipopey avtod TV ovoiav ¢ KOpakog iy
avBpwmov.
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it” — the following2"”. Fever is a sort of accident too, but it certainly destroys
the body in which it occurs. Also, baldness happens to hair, and it destroys the
substrate in which it occurs. Further, one may say about these things the follow-
ing. Just as the strings of a lyre (ki8dpa), when they are stretched either more
tightly or more loosely than is required, destroy the harmony (Gpuovia) and the
coherence of the melody, without however destroying the lyre, so also fever
does not destroy the body but the coherent harmony of its constitution. And
only when the constitution itself is destroyed, is the body necessarily destroyed
with it too. So, even here the accident does not destroy the substrate in which it
occurs. For baldness does not exist in the hair which it destroys but its nature
occurs to the skull, so that even from this case it may be seen that an accident
does not destroy the substrate in which it occurs.

So, speaking concisely, everything that is in the world most of all desires
the subsistence of it essence?’® and flees always from its destruction. Thus, if
none of the accidents can come to be without the substrate in which it occurs, it
is obvious that there are no accidents that would destroy the thing to which
they occur unless it would bring itself to destruction. What (has been said)
about accident is sufficient for hearers.

[Universals and particulars]?%

Since the universal and the particular were also included in the fourfold
division above, we shall also speak briefly about them, although they are
evident to everyone. We ought to know that in substance, quantity and other
genera we have certain genera that are primary and principal, which are the

207 The following arguments and examples illustrating them are found in Ammonius, In Isag.
111.18-113.28. Cf. also Elias, In Isag. 91.5-93.8.

208 Cf. Ammonius, In Isag. 112.12: £kaotov yap tod eivat épietat.

209 For the description of the hierarchical structure of genera, species, and particulars
known as the “Tree of Porphyry”, see Porphyry, Isag. 4.1-8.6; Ammonius, In Isag. 70.5-71.11
and 77.15-79.14; Elias, In Isag. 63.6-34. The image of a tree appears in the treatise On Genus,
Species, and Individuality that is ascribed to Sergius in the only manuscript in which it is pre-
served and in all likelihood indeed goes back to him. In this treatise, the division of the most
generic genera into further genera, species, and particulars is presented in the image of a tree
that has large boughs divided into branches and further into twigs and shoots, cf. Furlani
1925.

1b10-24
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ten categories. There are also other ones that are subordinated to them, and
still other ones that are subsumed below the latter ones, and all the way down
until the last species and the separate individuals?! that are encompassed by
all lower species. In order to explain this to readers, let us take substance and
quantity as examples.

Now, substance is a certain genus, for there are multiple things that are
subsumed beneath it. It is divided primarily into two differentiae, i.e. into body
and incorporeal. Body in turn is further divided into other differentiae that are
beneath it, namely into animate and inanimate body and into percipient and
deprived of perception. In the same way, also animate body is divided into
other differentiae, namely into living body and lifeless body and into moving
and deprived of motion. Now, living and moving body is further divided into
other differentiae which are below it, namely into rational and non-rational
and into man and animal. As for man, it is divided only into individuals that are
separate and confined by one nature, namely into Plato, Alcibiades, and any
other single person?!,

Now, we ought to know, since each one of those differentiae that are said to
be positioned between man below and universal substance above subsumes
under itself multiple things that differ from one another either through the
division of individuals or through species, that those differentiae that stand
higher than others are also called more universal because each one of them

210 Syr. gnome.

211 Cf. Ammonius, In Isag. 77.16-78.4: Tiig ovoiag T0 pév £€oTL o®pa 10 8¢ dowypatov, Kat Tod
owuUaTtog T0 PV €0ty Eupuyov T0 8¢ dpuyov, kal oD EUPoyou TO HEV {QHov TO 8€ YUTOV TO 8¢
{woQLTOV <...> TAAWY 8¢ T0D {WOL TO UV €0TL AOYLKOV TO 8¢ dAoyov, kal ToD Aoykod T0 v Beog
70 8¢ (vBpwmog, TAAY 8¢ 10T AvBpwmov TO UEV Zwkpdtng T0 8¢ IIAGTWY Kal oi Katd pépo.



P40v

10

C141r | L32v

15

D79v

B95r

25

200 — Edition

A0 M AY. D DOm0 | ¥aH @A ddly e m ‘n\mla «Qmi=n
e dwedila S]] -o\m&:\_\ mlaa

~r3<a )mada Klriad ~uis <IAm Kel o1 A S
a3 <rio liam Im <as ad XA Ad (DEATT N
R 1 101 Olass KNAAD o 0d comla 1201 W\ > <iodh=
P Sy L\ > | smonduesn dio i e i <rins
o e ariaal p\ldads <o lamim dwdd pasy D
1201 A\ > isdn a1 <aw ~maray oaod ama | ~xic)
A qals s ol s (0 psiar lsalo ana ~<nial
A\ > mna 0 mm=ax = ok eoml Do i~rads axa
003 Ml Al FHADI0IS Cael LIRS Fussa Kuis axh
A\ oH o\ am AF LA <1 ya)l sah <K=ara\ o
= «0I® AFa eanmia ,malrias comlala s adl ;madasd
1 o Rhaw A <o A vel 1\ <iodm muaa
A\ > . camadue a\1 Rimar A ~Kmra\ Ax <ha s
e0mias > com) caomea hedls ariaa Lamla axass
(=IIID0 e ira) ~Koara\ 0 ~Koaral\ <ama B\ <iodh
~AAD0 (e adD o amadury Dis Kiriad . adm -o\m_\sc\
s N o=l (AQAA\:J A dwdly L s ook

o) Ldhisdh ariaa jamla il 1 wddumas
e &l L Laad comas sy Laadr e
~lrasa ;madian <as 1y <nis A LAid cidy “m=ars
s <o ~usor A ,modu ~Kuiio sy Aa o o) ~uwara
.0m a1y am < mady La sadh o hoar A e A

eF T . Lomadur (< <amard W\ adm  <ouba Kakay har

11 muaay <ha=umis BCDL, Epit: mbanumis P 13 ,madawd] + a~ BC, D in marg.
14 (...1] om.L 15 a~!LP, Epit: a~aBCD | a~ ~=sraz]om.B | a~?LP, Epit.: a~aCD
16 dwed\a] + Lacma= BCD, Epit. 24 Aa] om.D

168

169



168

169

Book Three == 201

contains all those that are lower than it and shares with them both its name
and its nature??,

What I mean is this. Man is a differentia and a species of living body, as we
have said. Thus, this man is called universal, since he encompasses every
particular individual from all the human beings. And individuals are called
particular?s3, because there is nothing else that they subsume under themselves
and they are not further divided into parts and species. Also, living body is said
to be universal, since it encompasses universal man and animal — which differ
from one another not only in number but also in species — and shares with
them also its name and its nature, for both man and animal are said to be living
due to their partaking in its name. Further, also animate body is said to be
universal, since it subsumes under itself living being and all its parts, and they
partake in its name, for both man and animal are called living. In the same way,
body and substance are universals, since they encompass all differentiae below
and make them partakers in their name. For body, animate body, animal, and
man, as well as other differentiae that are in substance and particular individu-
als below that are not divided into anything else, are all called substances.

To sum this up: All lower differentiae partake in the name of those above
them, while the higher ones are not called by the name of the lower ones. So,
every man is living, animate, and substance. But not every living being is a
man, e.g. animals, neither is every animate being living, e.g. plants. And further,
not everything that is substance is animate, e.g. stones and wood, for they are

212 Cf. Ammonius, In Isag. 78.5-15.
213 Syr. ihidaya, “single”, here probably reflecting the Gr. dtopog (cf. Porphyry, Isag. 6.13),
since Sergius stresses that particulars may not be further divided into parts.
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substances but they are not called animate. Similarly, every living being is
called animate and substance, and everything animate is also designated as
substance. But not everything that is substance is necessarily body, or animate,
or living, or man. Hence, what was stated has become clear, i.e. that all genera
that are higher than others share their name and their nature with the lower
species all the way down to particular individuals which are not further
divided, while the lower ones never provide with their name or with their
nature either those which are immediately above them or those which are
further elevated and remote from them.

In the same way we also speak about the genus of quantity. For it too is
originally divided into two differentiae, i.e. into the one which is continuous
and contains no portions and another one which is discrete and divisible. Also,
the one which is continuous and has no portions is further divided into line
which is comprehended only through length, into surface whose subsistence is
through length and breadth, and also into body whose nature exists in three
dimensions, i.e. in length, breadth, and depth. As for the other differentia of
quantity which is discrete and divisible, it is further divided into number and
time. Each one of them is subdivided into other parts contained in it which are
called particulars.

Now, all the higher differentiae which the genus of quantity has are also
said universally, since they encompass each one of those things that are
beneath them, i.e. either their parts that are particulars or other differentiae
which differ from each other in species. Particulars, then, are all the lower
parts of the species which differ from each other only in number. Universals, on
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the other hand, are called all those species and genera which encompass not
only particulars that are beneath them, but also other differentiae that encom-
pass the latter.

172 So, what (has been said) thus far should be sufficient for anyone in order to
understand what is called universal and what exists particularly*4. We ought to
know, however, that although four terms have been applied in the table
(above) — namely substance, accident, universal, and particular — from which
four combinations derive, up to this point we have sufficiently spoken about
accident, about universal, and about particular. Thus, from now on let us speak,
according to our ability, about substance which is established as the head of the
ten genera in the book Categories?S.

[On substance]?16

173 First of all, we shall investigate in how many ways substance is spoken of, 2a11-34
for the teaching of this book is not about every kind of substance. So, we say
that of substances some are simple and others composite. The simple ones are
either superior to the composite ones or inferior to them?’. The simple
substances which are superior to the composite ones are subjects of the whole
science that is called theology (BeoAoyia), which means “on the divine”. It is
concerning these simple substances that are exalted above the composite ones
and, being remote from matter and corruption, abide always in the beatitude
which does not pass away that the word is (directed) to everyone who desires to
ascend in his knowledge above the visible natures and to be taught what is
exalted above many?.

214 Sergius leaves Chapter 4 of the Categories (1b25-2a10) out of his Commentary, since he
has already suggested an overview of the ten categories in §§95ff. as one of the subject matters
among the prolegomena.

215 Cf. Ammonius, In Cat. 35.12-13: mpwTnv Td&W €yeL i} ovoia év talg Katnyoplalg kal S
70070 ikOTWG TMV GAAWV ATV TTpoéTagev (see also Philoponus, In Cat. 49.8-9).

216 Ms. L has the subtitle “On substance”. Mss. BCD: “On substance and in what ways it is
said”. Ammonius notes (In Cat. 66.14-19) that the version of Aristotle’s Categories which he
used contained two subtitles, “On substance” and “On relatives”. It is thus possible that Sergius
himself included this rubric in the text of his Commentary. On the rubrics, see further Philopo-
nus, In Cat. 133.21-23 and Simplicius, In Cat. 207.27-208.21.

217 See Ammonius, In Cat. 35.18-19: tijg 8¢ ovoiag i uév éotv anmAf 1y 8¢ obvBeTOG, Kal Tig
AmAfic i pev kpelttwv Tiig cuvBéTou 1 8¢ xelpwv (cf. Philoponus, In Cat. 49.23-24).

218 Cf. Philoponus, In Cat. 49.25-29: anAij 8¢ kal kpeitTwy Tig oLvBEToL i} dyyeAkn Kal 1
Yuyki kat ai toadtat <...> SlaAéyetal 8¢ évtalba 6 AplotoTéAng olte mepl Tiig AmAig Kal
kpelTTovog Tiig auVBETOU (00 Yap TTPOKELTAL VTR BeoAoyETy).
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Now, the simple substances of another kind, namely those which are
inferior to the composite ones, are matter (0An) and material form (¢vuiov
€180¢)?19, when each of them is considered separately by itself, while their
combination generates composite substance. It is this substance (composed) of
matter and natural form that all of natural philosophy deals with. All those
who, like Aristotle, were zealous in this part (of philosophy), wrote books on
natures and studied those of them that fall under perception. It was matter and
natural form as well as those things which appear from them that they took
pains to inquire into?2,

So, the composite substance, which is, as we have said, between the simple
divine one that is superior to it and the simple natural one that is inferior to it,
forms the subject of discussion for all those who apply the discipline of logic.
And since this is how these things are established in all the writings on the
rules (xavovec) of logic, it was this (substance) that was placed in the teaching
as primary among the ten genera of the Categories.

Thus, O brother, it was not the intention of the Philosopher to speak in this
book about the simple substance which is superior to the composite one, for it
shall be the concern of someone who teaches about the divine. Neither is he
writing here about the other simple (substance) which is inferior and lower
then the composite one, for he speaks about it, as we have said, in the treatises
on natures. Instead, his goal here is to teach about the composite substance

219 For &vulov £i8og, cf. Dexippus, In Cat. 40.30.
220 Cf. Ammonius, In Cat. 35.21-22: arAf 8¢ kal xelpwv Tiig cuvBETov 1y VAN 1 TPWTN Kal o
€180¢ TadTa yap TV ouvOETwY Eveka Tapaiaupavovtal.
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which we make use of in the whole discipline of logic, making it comprehensive
and clear for those who have recently approached this kind of sciences?2.

We also ought to investigate why we teach about substance before the
other nine genera, i.e. before quantity, quality and others. We shall say that this
is because those nine genera require substance in order to subsist, while the
latter does not require any of them in order to exist. Thus, the account of
substance is esteemed as prior also because, if it were taken away from the
nine other genera, they will disappear as well, but if they vanish, then
substance will not cease to exist. So, everything is destroyed together with it,
but it is not destroyed by anything??,

Now, substance is classified in (Aristotle’s) teaching (as follows): some of it
are primary and others secondary. He called primary substance each one of the
particular individuals and parts which have been discussed above and with
which the divisions of species end, e.g., when one speaks of Socrates alone, or
separately of Plato, or of any other thing, animate or inanimate, which has
individual subsistence?. All things like that the Philosopher designates in his
treatise on the ten genera as primary substances. What he calls secondary
substances, on the other hand, are their species and genera, namely universal
man and universal horse, and also the genus of the latter, e.g. when one says,
“what is living and animate”.

221 See Ammonius, In Cat. 35.27-36.2: Slahégetal 8¢ évtalba 6 AplototéAng ov mepl Tiig
QAfg kal kpeittovog Tiig cuvBéTov (tolto yap Beoroylag) ovsE mepl Tig nAfig kal xelpovog
Tiig ouVBETOU (TODTO Yap Yualoloyiag), dAAG Tepl Tiig cLVBETOL Kal oxeTikig (cf. Philoponus, In
Cat. 49.27-50.1).

222 See Ammonius, In Cat. 35.12-18: mpwtnv Td€w €xel 1 ovoia év Talg katnyopialg kat St
70070 €lkOTWG TOV GAAWV aUTV mpoétagev: abTn yap ouvelo@épetal u&v Talg Aoumaig
katnyopiatg, ob ouvelopépel 8¢ avTdg, kal ouvatpel Yev avtdg, ob cuvatpeital 8¢ VI’ avTdY,
0Tt abTn avbumdoTatog doTwy, év avTii 8¢ ai EAAaL katnyopiat o gival Exovow odaoiag yap
obong ovk avaykn tag GAAag elvat katnyopiag, tavtng 8¢ i odong ob Suvatov Tag EAAag
vnootijvat (cf. Philoponus, In Cat. 49.5-22).

223 Cf. Ammonius, In Cat. 36.2—4; Philoponus, In Cat. 50.1-3.
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So, in a nutshell, primary substances are all particular things which have
self-subsistence, while all their species and genera are called secondary
substances. Here arises not a small problem of how substance is divided into
primary and secondary. But before we proceed with this question properly, we
shall first outline all possible ways in which division of any kind becomes
possible.

[Types of division}??*

Now, everything that is divided is divided either as (a whole) into its parts,
or as a genus into species, or as an ambiguous word into different objects
(signified by it)?5. Also, when something is divided as (a whole) into its parts,
sometimes it is divided into parts that are similar to one another, and
sometimes into such ones that are dissimilar. What I mean is this. Bone, wood,
bronze, and everything else like that are divided into similar parts, since the
parts into which each thing of this kind is divided are in every way similar to
each other, save for their large or small size only. Everything that is composed
of objects that are not similar is divided into dissimilar parts. E.g., man’s and
animal’s body is divided into head, breast, arms, belly, and legs, i.e. into parts
that are dissimilar both to the whole and to one another?%.

Now, a genus is divided into species, as we usually divide substance into
body and incorporeal, and further into animate body, living being, plants, and
all other species like that. Also, an ambiguous word may be divided into
different objects that are signified by it, just as we said above that the name

224 The same classification appears in Ammonius, In Isag. 81.17-82.4; idem, In Cat. 38.1-2;
Philoponus, In Cat. 53.19-22.

225 Cf. Ammonius, In Cat. 38.1-2: T®V yap SLapovpévwy T UEV WG yEvog €ig (8N Stalpettal,
Ta 8¢ OG 6AOV €l uépn, TA 8& WG WV OUWVULNOG £ig Sldwopa onuavopeva. The Syriac adjec-
tive $hima, “dusky”, is an uncommon rendering for opwvupog, “ambiguous (or homonymous)”,
and Sergius probably applies it here in order to explicate the meaning of the Greek term.

226 See Ammonius, In Isag. 81.17-23: ...} ©G dAov eig pépn, kal todto SirTdv, || yap eig
Opolopepii Staipettal iy eig avopolopepii (kai i Opolopep pev Satpodvtat EAEReS, aptnplal,
601d, Tadta yap Slatpovpeva Exel Ta uépn kal AAAfAoLg duola kat ¢ 6Aw, €ig avopolouepii 8¢,
¢ dTav einwpeyv, 4TL T COUATOG TO UEV EOTL KEPOAN TO 8¢ Xelp TO 8¢ TTOVG)...
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“dog” is divided into the astral, the terrestrial, and the marine one, and finally
into a painted or carved image of it?’. These are all things that differ from one
another in their nature, while the word signifying them is the same.

Thus, since everything that admits of division is divided by means of one of
those three types, and it is impossible to find anything divisible that will not fall
beneath one of them, it is therefore worth considering which of these types is
applied in the division of substance into primary and secondary. Now, I state
that (substance) is divided not as (a whole) into parts, neither into those that
are similar nor into those that are dissimilar. For otherwise, it would be
necessary that there should be another substance that would be divided into
them as into its parts, and it would be proper that our teaching about it would
be prior to them?2,

Neither is substance divided here into the primary and secondary one as a
genus into species. For among species that derive from the same genus there
are no such ones that are prior or posterior, but one may make their division
starting from where one wishes, since all species are related (to a certain
genus) without any notion of prior and posterior. Therefore, if some substance
is primary and another secondary, it is obvious that this division may not be
established like that of (a genus into) species?.

Neither is it possible to state that the division of substance is like that of an
ambiguous word into objects whose natures are not similar to one another. For
substances are not only similar to one another in name, but their definition and
their nature is also the same in every respect??.

227 See §118. Cf. Ammonius, In Isag. 81.23-82.1: ij GG OUWVUUOG YWVN €ig SLaopa anuaLYvo-
peva, wg dtav einwpey, To0 Kuvog 6 pév €0TL xepaalog 0 8¢ BaAATTIOq O 8¢ AaTPHOG.

228 Thus, Sergius states that primary and secondary substance may not be considered as
parts of other entity which would equally be called substance and be prior to them. Cf. a
rather different argument in Ammonius, In Cat. 38.7-10 and Philoponus, In Cat. 54.9-14.

229 Cf. Ammonius, In Cat. 38.2-7; Philoponus, In Cat. 53.24-54.9. Just as in the previous para-
graph, Sergius’ argumentation differs considerably from what we find in Ammonius and
Philoponus.

230 Cf. Ammonius, In Cat. 38.15-22; Philoponus, In Cat. 54.25-31.
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Thus, since it is neither as (a whole) into parts, nor as a genus into species,
nor as an (ambiguous) word into different objects (signified by it) that
substance is divided into primary and secondary, it seems that the problem
remains to a large extent without solution. Therefore we shall say that it is not
a division of substance that Aristotle makes when he says that one of it is
primary and another secondary, but only suggests an order (tdgtg) of what
comes first and what comes second in it?*., For numerical order differs from
division made of a universal thing that is consequently divided into particulars.

[Primary and secondary substances]

However, after this, it is time to raise the following puzzle: Why, in fact, if
universal things are more honored everywhere among the philosophers than
the particulars, does the Philosopher place here particular substance first and
after that at the second place write about the universal one? One may answer to
this that those things that are primary by nature are posterior to us, while those
ones that are posterior by nature are primary to us?2. Thus, he calls particular
substance primary not because this is what it naturally is but because it is
primary to our senses. For this is what we see first and thus proceed to inquire
into the universal ones which are naturally primary. He also calls particular
substance primary because, since his account here is addressed to those who
have recently started education, it is obvious that it is primary for those who
have not yet learned to comprehend anything beyond their senses?3.

Now, after he has made the composite substances subject to his talk here
and has shown that some of them are primary and particular and some are
secondary and universal, he further gives praise (kaA®¢) to the primary

231 See Ammonius, In Cat. 38.21-22: @apév o0v 8Tt TaEw apadidwotv avtig, ovkETL 8¢ kal
Siaipeawv (cf. Philoponus, In Cat. 55.1).

232 Cf. Aristotle, Phys. 11, 184a10-b14 and An. Post. 12, 71b32-72a5. Cf. also §20 of Porphyry’s
treatise On Principles and Matter preserved in Syriac (Arzhanov 2021: 90-91).

233 Cf. Ammonius, In Cat. 36.10-13: &nel o0v 6 AGyog abT® w¢ TPOG eloayouévoug, Toig 8¢
eloayouévolg oapéotepa T TPooeyi, EKOTWG TV UEPIKAV TTPATNV eV &V 16 TapdvTl amd
yap T@v uepk®v avayopeda €nt ta kaboov (cf. Philoponus, In Cat. 50.1-14).

2a34-2b6



L36r | B99r

10

C147v

15

P45r

20

216 — Edition

IS Ao Khioe mla 0 Bd iU s@1 (< e
~ri\| e0mlaa :wasiadalor Dis omi\ ~ard ) wdmr
pad= com Sl @snlsa ioma o o Fams amy e
eI A cam) Lo Kha s e amdd o <am=a)
@ A . comsuany “hAs o e A\ i | al\ sha
O 1= ~<=an fa A 1\ 0w o c0m s <idaso
.R&amin aman 30 ymadiey Al Ry Ksara
Ao rm w1 Am \10 A ) O Khusia sadied <A
I 6 L am1 KL Klarasa s ax edidn o fhs
~ra\| WD O iKAhoLin A KdhaTusis ' iKamam A’ i
~AEAND lm norio clm 1 emla amr e D
comsnlsn  o1an o FHaHin maHar comadurdy aams
~dumin Ay idum ca\aoa L diarsn < am=al padn
o1 com) Kaw P <as not W\ eI womla o>
I did @ Dodh amar 0 ar A Lomsuan <omd
.<am dham csdu <y amis W\ = ~<dumoin <amad <idusoa
Aam edd = Ay ) @) <am du)
~rirdd ym A ) (5 DI e edida e | ~aware
A R i3 W oy 1 Qs A Jdads <minda
Qusd prine iss Kmd1o A sad ~ride i <ran
am ~xio ) ioamy ) (LIN Y Ko comi s e Aa
w1 <= Aao :am s ~Bior S0da (A= A as laa sad cal\aa
~=ao ymodiay @) Ina® Ta)| lamy <vay am ~saray

2 waJom C | oasianalor L csiarpos C csiay myor D: ansia\ <\ 01 BP 3 ama
BCDL: aamaP 7 wAalina BCDP: vnaddina L 8 swadiedi] +3a BCD | w0 are BCDL: o
P | = aw BCDL: =\ha=a P | ~dwaxr=n LP: wdaux= BCD 12 castbar CLP:
o~adar BD 13 madisn BLP: mad=a=n CD | giaax> BCDP: pussax=n L | 3dus BCDL:
~iho P 15 sad] om. BD, add. surpalin. D 16 ~awar] + 0 BCD 17 »eal LP: =aml BCD
19 ;a0 L =sann BCD: auo P | o\ BCDL! ortar\® P 20 =610 BCDP: =>ncuis L
Susd praaszlom D 213w om. B 22 soda] + 3P 23 cas) inam BCLP: i) inacma D

188



188

Book Three == 217

substance as to something that is more honorable than everything else?“. For
he says that the other nine genera of the categories are all its accidents that
acquire subsistence in it and may never come to be apart from it, because if it is
taken away from them they will also disappear and perish. Thus, since it is the
reason for their subsistence, it is obvious that it is more honorable than they.
For if there were no individuals or bodies which may be seen and grasped and
which pertain to the primary substance, how would any quantity or qualifica-
tion and quality?®* appear, e.g., the size of one or two cubits, or any kind of
number and measure, or white and red colour, or hot and cold, or any other
accident at all, since all of them and everything like them acquire their subsist-
ence in particular bodies, which are primary substances, and may never exist
without them. That is why the primary substance is more honorable than all
accidents, for it is set for them as a certain nature in which they subsist.
Moreover, he says that the primary substance is also greater than the secondary
one, since if the former did not exist than there would be nothing that might be
predicated of it2%,

Now, secondary substance, as we have said above, is further divided into
species and genera. And he demonstrates to us many times that genera are
predicated of species, while species in turn (are predicated) of particular
individuals that are subsumed beneath each one of them. E.g, we are
accustomed to say that Socrates is a man, just as Plato and each one of us, and
also that every man is a living being, while every living being is an animate
body. Thus we consider Socrates to be a particular individual and a primary

234 Cf. Ammonius, In Cat. 40.23-25; Philoponus, In Cat. 55.26-29. Philoponus states that
Aristotle wishes “to sing praise (¢€upvijoay) to primary substance and to demonstrate that it is
properly (kaA®q) said to be substance primarily”.

235 Cf. §§91, 354-355, and 365, where Sergius discusses various Syriac terms for quality.
Here, he applies both zna and muzzaga as synonyms.

236 Cf. Ammonius, In Cat. 40.23-41.17; Philoponus, In Cat. 55.26-56.12. Ammonius stresses
(In Cat. 41.16-17) that, while Aristotle makes primary substance more honorable than both
universals and accidents, the philosopher makes a distinction between them, applying the
expression “to be said of” to universals and “to subsist in” to accidents (kaA&g €tagev €v pév
701¢ kaBoAov 10 Aéyetal, év 8¢ Tolg cupupePnkoot t0 £oty). Since in the whole Book III Sergius
does not comment on these expressions which appear in the text of the Categories, but speaks
instead of universals, particulars, accidents etc., he does not focus on the distinction between
predication and subsistence.
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substance and predicate a general species of him, i.e. that he is a man, and
further predicate a general genus of the general species, i.e. that a man is a
living being or that a man is animate??’,

Thus, as we have said, genera are predicated of species, while species (are
predicated) of particular individuals which are primary substances. The
secondary substances, on the other hand, are genera and species that are
predicated of primary substances. This makes it apparent to everyone that, if
there were no primary substance, then there would be nothing of which
secondary substance might be predicated. That is why Aristotle states that
primary substance is greater than all accidents, and also greater than second-
ary substances, which are genera and species. It is greater than accidents, on
the one hand, since they have their subsistence in it, and it is greater than the
secondary substances, on the other, since, even though they are universals, they
are predicated of the primary (substances), and if the latter did not exist, there
would be nothing that they might be predicated of, so that they would remain
as if non-existent?.

So, after he has praised primary substance as superior to everything, he
says that, since secondary substance is divided into species and genera, we
ought to know that something that exists as a species is in turn greater than
what exists as a genus. Though it is inferior to primary (substance), since it is
proximate to it, it is superior to the one which is remote from it>®.

237 Cf. Ammonius, In Cat. 41.26—42.4; Philoponus, In Cat. 57.24-25.
238 Cf. Philoponus, In Cat. 58.7-13.
239 Cf. Ammonius, In Cat. 42.10-20; Philoponus, In Cat. 59.5-17.
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That species stands closer to primary substance than genus is evident to
everyone. For if someone is asked what is Socrates, he will naturally answer
that he is a man. If, in turn, he is asked what is man, then he will give an
answer that it is animated and rational living being. Thus, for the first question
he will take a species in order to characterize Socrates, who is a primary
substance, while for the second one he will make use of a certain genus. This
makes apparent that species are closer to primary substance than genera, and
because of this he stated that the former are greater than the latter?0, Further,
he said that (species) are greater than (genera) due to the fact that genera
require species of which they are predicated, while species do not require
genera, for they are not predicated of the latter but are only encompassed by
them.

[Accidents are not tertiary substances]

So after that, one may be inclined to turn back to what (Aristotle) has stated
before and perhaps raise the following puzzle: If particular individuals are
primary substances, while species and genera are secondary substances, why
are accidents not also called tertiary substances? He resolves this puzzle in an
indirect and obscure manner?!l, However, as we have expounded above, we
shall not simply repeat without understanding what has been written by him,
but shall try to interpret it with the power of our intellect by means of reason-
able demonstrations, so that what is written might become clear to everyone.

Now, the puzzle which we just mentioned may be solved in two ways which
make apparent that it is not proper to call accidents substances. One way of
solving this puzzle is the following. Species and genera are naturally predicated

240 Cf. Philoponus, In Cat. 59.21-25.

241 Aristotle does not explicitly mention this puzzle. However, as is explained in the commen-
taries of Ammonius and Philoponus, its solution may be deduced from the philosopher’s
words. For the solution’s two approaches, the one from the relation of accidents to primary
substances and the other from analogy, cf. Ammonius, In Cat. 43.16-44.4 and Philoponus, In
Cat. 61.20-63.9. Sergius’ account turns out in some details to be closer to Philoponus rather
than to Ammonius.
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of substances, which are primary in the proper and principal sense, and they
resolve questions about them by signifying them, but accidents never work like
that. What I mean is this. Socrates, Alcibiades, and others like them are particu-
lar individuals and they are called primary substances. So, when someone asks
what Socrates or Alcibiades is, the immediate answer would be that each one of
them is a man, and also living and animate. Thus, it is by means of species and
genera, which are secondary substances, that you pose questions about
primary substances and by means of them you signify them?42,

But if to that person who asked what is Socrates or what is Alcibiades an
answer were given that he is white, or black, or bald, or tall, or any of those
things that are concomitant (for them) accidentally and not by nature, then it
will be apparent that it does not signify what the person is about whom the
question was raised. So it has become evident by now that species and genera
signify by nature particular individuals that are primary substances, while
accidents never work like that. That is why the Philosopher has properly
established species and genera as secondary substances, but he does not call
accidents substances, since, as we have said, they are naturally unable to
signify for us what is found in species and genera, when we ask about a
primary substance?%,

242 See Philoponus, In Cat. 61.20-26: vOv v aitiav Aéyet 8U fjv & pév yévn xal ta €i8n
Sevtepat ovaial AéyovTatl, oUKETL 8¢ Tpitag ovaiag Aéyel T cuuPeRNKOTA. TOTTO 8¢ TAAWY KaTa-
OKeVLALeL SLY®G, £k Te TAG OX€0EWS TG TPOS TAG TPWTAG 0VGiag Kal €K THG avaroyiag. kal amo
Uév TiiG oxéoewg, OTL Tag MPWTAG ovolag anodi8ovTeg oikeiwg amodwaoopev S pévov Tod
yévoug 1j o0 eiSoug anodidovteg TOv yap Zwkpdtnv dvBpwmov eipnkoteg f {(Hov oikeiwg
drmodwoopev Kat yvwpluwtepov... (cf. Ammonius, In Cat. 43.16-20).

243 See Philoponus, In Cat. 61.26-29: ...£av 8¢ OTL AeUKOG | TPEXEL I} TL TOLODTOV elmwpey,
aA0TPiwg Kal dyvwotwg anodwoopey. eikdTwg o0V T uév ein kai ta yévn Seutépag ovaiag
Aéyouev dte pova onpaivovta tag mpwrag oveiag, Ta 8¢ cuuPefnkota dAwg ol Yauev ovaiag
dire un SnAodvta v mpw Vv ovoiav (cf. Ammonius, In Cat. 43.20-22).
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Another way, then, to solve this puzzle is the following. Particular individu-
als are called principle and primary substances, because, as he states, they are
subjects for species and genera which are always attached to them, since, if
there is a particular individual of any kind, then genera and species are always
attached to it. For instance, if there is Plato or Aristophanes, it is obvious that
there is also man, living being, and animate, which are species and genera.
Thus, particular individuals serve as subjects for species and genera through
which they are made known and which are predicated of them. Also, species
and genera, which are secondary substances, are subjects for accidents which
occur to them. Accidents, on the other hand, do not appear to be subjects of
anything else that would occur to them or be known through them?44.

So, from this, it becomes apparent that, while particular individuals are
called primary and principle substances, since they are subjects to species and
genera which subsist in them, and further species and genera are called
secondary substances, since they are naturally predicated of primary
substances and since they serve as subjects for accidents which subsist in them
and are made known through them, accidents, on the other hand, are subjects
for nothing else that would subsist in them but they themselves always require
substances in order to subsist in them, — it is reasonable, then, that species and
genera are called secondary substances after the primary ones, while accidents
are not considered to be tertiary substances and not even mentioned in the
order (td&Lg) of substance?,

[Definition of substance]

Now, having established the order of substance, having explained which
kind of it is primary and which one is secondary, and having demonstrated

244 See Philoponus, In Cat. 62.3-10: oto 10 Se0Tepov Emyeipnua o €x Thig dvaoyiag. enot
8¢ 8TL 6V Tpomov al mp@Tal oveial VdkewTat ToL Tolg map’ avTAS, oUTwWG Kal al Sevtepat TOTg
ovuBePnkocLY: (omep yap AEyouev ZwKpATNY QAGG0poV, 00Tw 8¢ kal GvOpwmov PLI6G0YoV
Aéyopev kai {Hov euadcoov. Hote kal ai SevTepat ovaiat HIokeWTAL TOTG CLUUPERNKOAL, Kal Ta
OLUBEPNKOTA KAT' AVTEY KATNYOPETTAL, QAN TTPONYOUUEVWG UEV TOV ATOUWY KATNYOPETTAL, ()G
oot kat 6 Mopeuplog, katd SevTepov §& Adyov Kal T@V eid®V kal TOV yevdv. T 8¢ ouupepn-
KOTa 008EMoTE TalG ovolag UmokewvTal (cf. Ammonius, In Cat. 43.24-44.4).

245 Cf. a more elaborated version of the same argument in Philoponus, In Cat. 62.10-63.9. See
particularly Philoponus’ conclusion in 63.6-9: eik6twg oUv &pa ovK ékAfiOnoav Tpital ovoiat
0 ovpPePnkdta Gre pn Umoxeluevd Twi mpog Umap€, @AM kal dtav ovola Katd
oupBePNKITOG KaTnyopRTat, Tapd @UOLY <eapgv> etvat Ty ToladTny Katnyopiav.
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clearly that the primary one is principal and the secondary one is second in the
order in its subsistence, while accidents may in no way be called substances, —
after that, the Philosopher wishes to give a definition of the substance about
which he teaches in the treatise Categories*. For the proper sequence of this
teaching requires that one first makes divisions of that issue which he wants to
speak about and after that precisely defines it by carefully drawing its limits
based on everything that was firmly established in the divisions/’.

This is also the order in which he proceeds, for he first teaches on
substance by way of division and in so doing he always consequently defines it.
But since every definition that is correctly made always sets a genus as its
principle and foundation, it is obvious that one is not able to provide a proper
definition of substance, which is not only a genus but a most generic genus, for
it is impossible for a man to find another genus that might be set as a principle
of its definition?*®.

For if, as we have said, every definition takes genera of things as its
beginning and foundation, it is apparent for everyone that in that case where
no genus of a thing may be taken, it becomes impossible to make a definition
either. And because there is no other genus above substance which may be
predicated of it, since it is a most generic genus, it is obvious that a man is
never able to provide its proper definition, as he does not have another genus
which he might take and make a foundation of the definition.

What then? Since the sequence of teaching required that Aristotle provide
after the division of substance also a defining account of it, but we have just

246 See Ammonius, In Cat. 44.6-8: Slehwv TV ovolav €lg Te TV TPWTNV Kal v Sevtépav Kat
napaodwv avTag mPog AAARAAG, ViV €VTAKTWG TOWMY TOV OpLopoV Tig ovaiag dmodobval
BovAetal (cf. Philoponus, In Cat. 63.12-14).

247 Cf. Ammonius, In Isag. 35.10-13. While commenting on Isag. 1.5, Ammonius talks about
four methods of reasoning: division, definition, demonstration, and analysis/synthesis.

248 See Philoponus, In Cat. 63.14-17: &AXN’ €neldn 1| ovoia Yévog €0Tl YeEVIKWTATOV, OPLOUOV
avtiic oV Svvatat amododval Sti 0 ToLG OPLoPOVE £k YeEVAY Kal Stagopiv Aappdveabal, Tig 8¢
amAfjg ovoiag oUk £0TL yévog gUpelv Std T, wg eipnTal, yévog eivat avthyv yevikwtatov (cf.
Ammonius, In Cat. 44.8-10). Sergius does not mention differentiae here, but does below, in
§513.
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shown that it is impossible to carry out a definition of substance, has his
teaching about it become crippled and obstructed, or has the order of his
account that requires that one always provide a definition after a division
become confused? Not at all. But since he truly grasped that no definition of
substance is possible, he reasonably refrained from giving a definition — which
is, as we have said, always composed of genus and of other things which are
concomitant to it?*? — and turned to the property?? of substance which serves
here in the function of a definition.,

And this is what he did not by chance but with great skill, since property in
its nature more than anything else resembles definition. For a definition, as we
have already said above??, does not exist unless it is convertible with what it
defines. For instance, everything that is a man is a mortal rational animal, and
everything that is a mortal rational animal is a man. In the same way as defini-
tion a property always converts with that whose property it is?3. We will
explain this by means of examples shortly afterwards.

Thus, since property, as we have said, always resembles a definition, the
Philosopher gives the property of substance instead of its definition in his
whole teaching on it. In so doing, he provides us with a general rule (kavov),
that every time when we are compelled to give a definition of something but
are unable to do it, we shall refrain from a defining account and turn to the
property of things, which will in case of insufficiency perform sufficient
service. But since we mentioned property but have not until now explained at
all what it is, it is necessary for us not to pass by hastily but to dwell on it, lest
the order (td&1q) of the exposition of the teaching be confused.

249 The last expression by Sergius refers to the constitutive differentia. Cf. the quotation from
Philoponus in the previous footnote.

250 Or a distinctive feature, Gr. 70 {Stov, Lat. proprium.

251 Cf. Ammonius, In Cat. 44.10-11; Philoponus, In Cat. 63.17-18.

252 See §154.

253 Cf. Ammonius, In Cat. 44.10-15; Philoponus, In Cat. 63.17-24.
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[Property[?5*

So, let us now bring our account of substance to a halt, going briefly
beyond it, and turn to the division of the property, also explaining clearly what
it is, how many types of it are defined, and when and where it comes to be, so
that, after we have explained in general the whole notion of it, then we will
apply it without fear, since we will properly understand it. It appears not only
in the teaching on substance, but also in all other treatises and writings
produced by the Philosopher, as well as by certain other authors. Thus, as soon
as we learn what property is in general and of what kind it is, we may
obviously make concrete use of it, while nothing will hinder us in understand-
ing it, since general knowledge is easily and without obstacle combined with
particular cases.

Now, we find in the writings of the ancients that types of property are
altogether four?5. However, only one of them is fully and precisely property,
while the other three are used in a secondary and more common sense
everywhere without distinction. So, the first kind of property is what occurs to
one species alone as a whole, while it turns out not to exist actually in every
particular individual that is encompassed by it. For instance, knowledge of
medicine, philosophy, geometry, and any other particular discipline occurs only
to the whole species of men, although it does not pertain to every person but
only to those who have received particular education. Thus, it is called a

254 After §203, mss. BD have the subtitle: “On what property is and how many types of it
exist, which one is called (property) in the strict sense and which one figuratively.”

255 See Porphyry, Isag. 12.13-22 as commented by Ammonius, In Isag. 108.22-110.6 and Elias,
In Isag. 89.4-90.28. Sergius’ account follows closely what we find in the commentary on the
Isagoge ascribed to Ammonius.
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property of the human species, because it belongs to it alone and does not
occur to any other species?®.

Further, the second kind of property is what occurs to all individuals that
are in a species, while it pertains not only to them but also to some other
species. For instance, man is biped and this is what occurs to all men. Thus, we
say that this is proper to them for it belongs to all of them, although there are
many birds that are biped as well?57.

Further, the third kind of property is what occurs to the whole species and
also to individuals in it, although it occurs to them not always but at a certain
time only, for instance turning grey in old age. For this is what occurs to the
species of men alone and to all of them, although not always but during old age,
as we have said. Hence, this is also proper to men alone, for it does not occur to
any other species save for it23s,

So, the fourth kind of property, which is truly property in the strict sense,
contains all of it at once, i.e. it occurs to the whole species and to all individuals
in it, and also not sometimes but always, while it is not attributed to any other
species or individual except those ones that it is spoken of. For example,
laughing for men, neighing for horses, barking for dogs, and other things like
that occur to one species alone and to all individuals in this species, and it
occurs to them not sometimes but always. For even if a man is not actually

256 See Porphyry, Isag. 12.13-14. Cf. Ammonius, In Isag. 109.13-15: xai £€oTv &v u&v onpawo-
pevov kKal pdTov 6 UOVW TWL CLUUPEPNKEY, 00 Ttavtl 8¢, MG T® AvBpwTE TO laTpevEw TO
QL0COPETY TO AGTPOVOUEY TO YEWUETPEWY | TL TGV TOLOVTWV.

257 See Porphyry, Isag. 12.14-15. Cf. Ammonius, In Isag. 109.15-17: 8g0tepov 8¢ 6 mavti pév,
00 u6vw 8¢, 1¢ avBpwmy To elvat S{odL avti yap avlpwmw Vmdpyel, oV Hovw 8¢ kal yap kai
TETEWOTG LTTAPXEL TO Simoowv etvat.

258 See Porphyry, Isag. 12.16-17. Cf. Ammonius, In Isag. 109.17-19: tpitov 8¢ 6 kai povw Kal
TavTi, 00K (el 8¢ GAAG TTOTE, WG AvOPWTIW TO €v Yipa ToAloDabat uovy yap kal mavti, X ovk
el memoAiwTat, GAN €v yripa.
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laughing, he is nevertheless called capable of laughter, since he has this ability
potentially and any time he wants can make it actual?®.

Thus, we say that the first kind of property is the one which occurs to one
particular species but not to all of it. For instance, sciences belong to the nature
of human beings, even if not all of them learn them. The second kind is the one
which occurs to all of a species but not only to it, as being a biped belongs to
human beings. For although this is characteristic of all human beings, it occurs
also to birds. Furthermore, the third kind is the one that occurs to one species
alone and to all of it, however not always but at a certain time, as turning grey
in old age. For this is characteristic of the species of man alone and also of all of
the species, though it occurs to them not always but when they grow old. The
fourth kind, which is the property in the strict sense, is the one which occurs to
one species only, and to all of it, and always, as when we speak of human beings
being capable of laughter or of horses being capable of neighing. For each one
of these occurs to one species alone, to all of a species, and always2®,

So, for the sake of learning and training in words, let us put it also as
follows. The first kind of property is what occurs to one species but not to all of
it. The second one is what occurs to all of a species but not to it alone. Further,
the third one is what belongs to one species and to all of it but not always. And
property in the strict sense is the fourth one, in which all these things coincide,
namely that it occurs to one species alone, and to all of it, and not at a certain
time but always. So, this is the property strictly and truly?.

259 See Porphyry, Isag. 12.17-20. Cf. Ammonius, In Isag. 109.19-23: tétaptov 8¢ £¢’ oV
ouvdedpdunke kai T0 uovy kai mavti kat dei, olov ¢ AvOpOTW TO YEAAOTIKOV Kal T¢) (N T0
XPEUETIOTIKOV Kal KUVL TO VAGKTIKOV. TOUTWV 8¢ €kaotov Aéyetal katd Svvauwy, ov kot
évépyelav- o0 yap kabo yeAd i xpeuetiCel, yeAaoTIKOV AEyeTal 1] XPEUETLOTIKOV, CAAA KaBO
TEQUKE.

260 In this paragraph, Sergius’ summary of the four kinds of property is particularly close to
Ammonius, In Isag. 109.19-23, quoted above.

261 Cf. the schematic division suggested by Ammonius in In Isag. 109.9-12.
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Similar to definition, property always converts in the figure (oxfjua) of
speech with what it relates to??. For every human being is capable of laughter,
and all that is capable of laughter is a human being. Similarly, all that is capable
of neighing is a horse, and everything that is a horse is capable of neighing. And
in all other cases like that properties are in the same way reciprocally related to
what they belong?®. But (the figures of speech of) three other kinds of property
do not reciprocate in themselves like that, and thus they should be called
properties not in the true and strict sense like this one, but rather figuratively.
And that these figures of speech do not reciprocate will be clear from what
follows.

So, the first (kind of property) is what belongs to one species but not to all
of it, as sciences to human nature, and it does not reciprocate. For everyone
who has knowledge of sciences is a human being, but not every human being
has knowledge of sciences, since there are many who have not learned them.
Likewise, the second (kind) which belongs to all of a species but not to it alone,
as when a man is called a biped: all that is man is designated as biped, but not
every biped is a man. And similarly also with the third kind which belongs to
one species and to all of it at a certain time, for all that turns grey is a man but
not every man necessarily turns grey.

Hence, as we have said, none of these kinds converts in itself and because
of this they are called properties in a loose sense. The fourth one, on the other
hand, since it converts in itself, as we have shown, is truly property. It is in
every respect similar to the nature of definitions because it pertains exclusively

262 Cf. Ammonius and David on definitions: Ammonius, In Isag. 88.22-26; David, Prolego-
mena 15.27. In his commentary on Isag. 12.13-22, Ammonius does not go into the question
how properties may be applied for definitions. However, Elias dwells on this issue in Elias, In
Isag. 89.9-11: Oplopdv yap piueital kal vLToypaeny Td AvTioTpéPeLy, Kal €MeLsr OpLoUOV
ULUETTaL, 0VOLDSES, EmeLdn 8¢ LTTOYpPaENY, EMeldoSLSES 1} Yap LToypagn &k cuUPePNKOTWY.
263 See Porphyry, Isag. 12.20-22. Elias in his commentary on this passage again elaborates
the question of the application of properties in definitions, since it is both characteristic of
definitions and of some of the properties that they reciprocate with what they are related to,
see Elias, In Isag. 90.14-28.
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to one species, to all of it, and always, as it is also the case with definitions, and
further, it is always convertible in the figure of speech, as they do too%*. Hence,
since nothing else appears as akin to the nature of definitions as the property in
the strict sense, Aristotle instructs us that every time when we are compelled to
give definitions but are unable to do this we ought to apply this kind of
property instead of defining method?®. For it is what he applies here for the
first time, in the teaching on substance, making use of it in the whole account
instead of a definition and by means of it defining and establishing the concept
of substance.

[Properties of substance]

Now that we have explained why it was necessary that Aristotle made use
of the properties of substance instead of defining it, we shall return to the order
of the exposition. So, the first property?% which Aristotle sets out is the follow-
ing: substance is what is not in something else but everything is in it*7. Further,
its nature does not need to be subsistent in something else, but all other things,
which are generally speaking accidents and speaking particularly are nine
other genera of the categories, have subsistence in it. For substance is truly
subject for everything else whose nature is beyond it and it is receptive to all
accidents, while nothing else is a subject for it (as something) in which its
nature might subsist, but it is sufficient for its own subsistence, and hence there
are also things that may have subsistence in it.

However, someone critically examining what has been said may polemic-
ally suggest a counter-argument by saying®: “Look, the secondary substances,
which are genera and species, have subsistence of their nature in the primary

264 See Philoponus, In Cat. 63.17-21: 814 todt0 Tolvuv 10 (8lov avtiig dnodiSwotyv- éotke yap
T0UTO OPLOUE: (HOTEP YAP 0 OPLOUOG POV Kal TTavTl VTdpyeL, 0D £0TV 0pLoude, Kal mpog To
0pLoTOV AvTloTpéPel, 00TWG Kal TO {8lov pévw kal mavti Vmdapxet, ob éotwv {Slov, kal
QVTIOTPEPOLGL TTPOG GAANAQ. SLd TadTNV 00V TV aitiav iStov tfig ovaiag amoSodvat BovAetat
(cf. Ammonius, In Cat. 44.10-15).

265 Cf. §§200-201, above.

266 Aristotle is speaking of what is “common” (kowov) to all substances, admitting later on
(see Cat. 3a21) that this characteristic is also shared by differentiae. Ammonius suggests, how-
ever, that there is no contradiction here, since what Aristotle meant at this point was “belong-
ing to all substances” (In Cat. 44.19-21, cf. Philoponus, In Cat. 63.24-31). Sergius apparently
accepts Ammonius’ interpretation of this passage.

267 Sergius paraphrases Cat. 3a7-8: kKowov 82 katd dong ovoiag T pr £v LToKeéVY glval.
268 Aristotle himself anticipates the counter-argument mentioned by Sergius in Cat. 2a21-28,
suggesting a distinction be made between the substance and the differentia (§ta@opd). In so
doing, according to Ammonius, Aristotle states that differentiae are not accidents but
substances (see Ammonius, In Cat. 45.7-46.19; Philoponus, In Cat. 64.9-68.9).

3a7-21

3a21-28
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substances, which are particular individuals. Do not we assume from this that
the nature of the secondary substances has subsistence in the primary ones,
which brings to nought the statement which has been made that substance
does not subsist in anything else but is self-sufficient for its own subsistence?”26°

In response to this we shall say the following. If secondary substances have
their own subsistence in the primary ones, it becomes necessary to take also
accidents into account, thus (assuming that Aristotle) intended to say in this
passage also how they subsist. But this is clearly wrong, for it is obvious to
everyone that, when species and genera are predicated of a primary substance,
they share with it their names and definitions. Accidents, however, are never
able to have this effect, but some of them do not even share their name with the
substance which they are predicated of. And even if there are among them such
ones that sometimes provide (a substance) with their name, no accident is ever
able to share the definition of its nature with the substance which it is predic-
ated of.

What I mean is this. Universal man, which is a species, and also animate,
which is the genus of this species, are predicated of Socrates, who is a particu-
lar individual and a particular substance, and they provide him with their
name and their definition, for Socrates is called man and animate, and also the
definitions of man and animate are said of Socrates. Whiteness or blackness, on
the other hand, or any other accident sometimes do not even provide the
substance of which they are predicated with their names, neither do they ever
provide it with their definitions. For even if a body is called white or black due
to some whiteness or blackness in it, the definition of each one of these colours

269 Cf. Ammonius, In Cat. 46.21-25; Philoponus, In Cat. 68.13-16.
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is different from that of the thing which they are predicated of, and it is never
possible that the definition of one of these qualities will fit the substance it is
predicated of. For otherwise, substance and accident will prove to be one and
the same thing, which cannot be.

Thus, another property concomitant of substance is?’, as we have just said,
that it shares its name and its definition with everything it is predicated of?".
This is characteristic, namely, of none of the other nine genera, save for
substance alone. For quantity, quality, and the rest of them sometimes do not
even provide with their names what they are predicated of, and sometimes,
even if they do provide it with their names — for instance, the body containing
whiteness is called white or the one containing sweetness is called sweet — still
they never share their definitions with what is receptive of them. Substance, on
the other hand, makes everything it is predicated of a partaker in both its name
and its definition?’2. Thus, universal man that is predicated of Socrates makes
him a partaker in both its name and definition, for Socrates is called a man, and
the definition of man fits him. And in the same way every substance that is
predicated of something provides it with its name and its definition.

However, this property does not seem to pertain to all substances, but only
to the secondary ones, namely species and genera, for they are predicated of
primary substances, which are particular individuals. The latter, however, have
nothing else beneath them of which they might be predicated. For Socrates and
Plato are not predicated of anything else, while universal man that is a species,

270 Cf. Philoponus, In Cat. 69.22-23: éni Sevtepov mapaxoAovbnua petapaivel tig ovoiag
Katayvoug 1ol Tpotépou (see also Ammonius, In Cat. 47.19).

271 In the corresponding passage, Aristotle says that it is a characteristic of both substances
and differentiae that things predicated of them are called synonymously (cuvwviuwg). Sergius
neither applies this term in his commentary nor mentions the differentiae, but stresses
instead that the property in question is exclusively characteristic of substance. Ammonius and
Philoponus are eager to stress that differentiae here should be understood as substances too
and not as accidents, so it is natural that Sergius apparently subsumes them under the
category of substance and does not mention them explicitly.

272 See Cat. 2a20. Cf. Philoponus, In Cat. 70.27-28: to0Gt0 yap UMAp)eL TOIG OVOLWEWMG
KATNYopOUUEVOLS TO Kal T0D OvOpaTog peTadtdoval Tolg biokeluévolg kal Tod oplouod. See also
§120 where Sergius speaks of synonyms as things which share both name and definition.

3a33-3b9
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living being and animate that are genera and species, and on up until substance
that is a universal genus are predicated of them and of each other?”. That is
why we shall put it as follows: it is a characteristic of every substance which is
predicated of something that it provides the latter with its name and its defini-
tion. In this way, our account will become correct and it will be universal.

After this?’4, Aristotle solves a certain problem which someone might wish
to raise against him, when he says that we should not be confused by the fact
that the parts of substance are in substance. One might state that, since
accidents are in substance and also the parts of substance are in substance, the
parts of substance are therefore accidents as well. But, although substance is
composed of parts, substance would thus become one of the accidents, which is
impossible?’.

Now, let us recall what we have defined above when we stated that one
says that a thing can be in something else in eleven ways, and one of them was
as parts of something in the whole, while another one was as accidents in
substance?’s, Thus, even though parts of substance are in substance and also
accidents have subsistence in substance, nevertheless the mode (of being in
something) as parts and the one (of being in something) as accidents differ from
one another. For parts are something through what and from what is consti-
tuted the nature of substance in which they are. Accidents, on the other hand,
are not completive of the substance they are in, but on the contrary, they are
completed by the substance and have their subsistence in it?”".

However, it should be known that some parts of substance are intelligible
and some are perceptible?’8. The perceptible parts of primary substance are
what become subject to sense. For instance, the feet, the thighs, the belly, the

273 Cf. Ammonius, In Cat. 47.26—48.11; Philoponus, In Cat. 70.3-22.

274 In the transmitted text of the Categories, this argument preceeds the characteristic of sub-
stance discussed by Sergius in §§217-218. Philoponus, however, notes that “some of the com-
mentators” suggest that this passage of the Categories should be placed before 3a21-28, where
Aristotle makes a distinction between substance and differentia (Philoponus, In Cat. 68.23-29).
Cf. Ammonius, In Cat. 47.5-13 and Simplicius, In Cat. 97.2-23. Both Ammonius and Simplicius
reject this suggestion and defend the order of Aristotle’s text. However, their notes make it
possible that Sergius’ remark is based on an alternative commentary tradition.

275 Cf. Ammonius, In Cat. 46.25-47.24 and Philoponus, In Cat. 68.16-69.19.

276 See §§138-149, above.

277 Cf. Philoponus on substances, differentiae, and accidents: 61t 8¢ ovoiat eioltv 6poroyov-
pévwg at Stagopai, SFAoV pev £k 0D CUUTANPWTIKAG AVTAG elval THV eiS®VY Kai 0001WEHS KaT’
avT@®v katnyopelobar el yap ovpmAnpodot Tag ovaiag, kat ovoial giol SnAovotL oL yap oup-
TANpol TV ovaiav ta cupBePnkdta (In Cat. 66.13-16).

278 See Ammonius, In Cat. 45.17: @auév o 6TL TGV 00OLGV ai pév eiol vontal ai 8¢ aiodnrat.
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breast, the hands, and the head are such parts of the body. The intelligible parts
of both a particular and universal man, on the other hand, are being reason-
able, living, and animate. For both a particular and universal man is composed
of them and they are his parts which are completive of the subsistence of his
nature. Thus, while both intelligible and perceptible parts are in substance,
they are not in the same way in it as accidents are, but in a different one, as we
have said shortly before?”.

Further, another property concomitant of substance is, as the Philosopher
says, that it “signifies a particular this”?80, It is an expression of pointing out, as
if one would point with a finger at something which has individual subsist-
ence?l. So, “a particular this” points out an individual which falls under our
senses and is clearly perceived?? But this is not characteristic of accidents,
since they are comprehended and differentiated from substance by means of
intellect only and not by means of senses. But neither does it seem to be a
concomitant of every substance, since secondary substance, which is, as has
been shown, species and genera, does not fall under sensation, and it does not
signify one thing either, since it is multiple things that a species encompass, (to
say nothing of) a genus (which encompasses) many more than it. Thus, it turns
out that this property too is a concomitant not of every substance, but only of
the primary, which is particular individuals, as we have demonstrated
earliers3,

After this, he sets out another property as a concomitant of substance,
when he says that it seems that “it is also characteristic of substance that there
is nothing contrary to it”2%. No substance, indeed, has a contrary. For what

279 Cf. Ammonius, In Cat. 45.17-46.10.

280 Cat. 3b10: T68¢ Tt onuaivew. The quotation by Sergius does not correspond to the early
anonymous Syriac translation of the Categories (which is generally the case with Sergius’ text),
but matches exactly with the version that George bishop of the Arabs produced in the early
8th century, which makes possible that George was familiar with Sergius’ Commentary.

281 See Ammonius, In Cat. 48.15-16: xai £0TL uév obv T0 T08¢ Thg Seifews onuavtikdy, o 8¢ Ti
Tfi¢ Katd T0 LTIoKeiuevov ovaiag. Cf. Philoponus, In Cat. 71.18-19.

282 See Ammonius, In Cat. 49.1-2: 10 yap T08e TL Aéyetal énl Tijg Katd T0 LTIOKElHEVOY ovaiag,
7007 €0TL Ti{§ dTouov Tiig @atvopévng. CE. Philoponus, In Cat. 71.20-21.

283 Cf. Ammonius, In Cat. 49.3-9; Philoponus, In Cat. 72.1-4.

284 See Cat. 3b24-25: vapyeL 8¢ Talg ovoialg kai to undév avtalg évavtiov eivat. The quota-
tion by Sergius again does not match fully with the early anonymous Syriac translation of the
Categories, although both versions apply here the term dalqubla as an equivalent to the Gr.
¢vavtiog, “contrary”. In §419, where Sergius makes a distinction between opposition and
contrariety, he applies this term as a translation of the Gr. avtikeloBat, “being opposite”, with
the term saqqublay for évavtiog. However, both here and in what follows (see §304) Sergius
makes use of the term dalqubla in the sense of contrary, which reflects the same tradition that
is found in the anonymous Syriac translation.

3b10-23
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might someone think of as contrary to Socrates in that he is Socrates, or
contrary to Aristotle in that he is Aristotle, or in general contrary to man in that
it is man? For it is not as hotness is contrary to coldness, or as whiteness to
blackness, or as sweetness to bitterness that a man is contrary to a man in that
he is man, or to any other particular thing. Neither is anything else contrary to
him in that he is man. For every contrariety and opposition?> exists among
qualities, i.e. among colours, tastes, and other things like that, while substance
is receptive of all them. Thus, nothing is contrary to it and it is not contrary to
anything?ss,

However, this too seems to be characteristic not of substance alone, but of
quantity as well, since there is nothing contrary to it either, unless someone
says that large is contrary to small, or that the number fifteen is contrary to the
number ten because the former is bigger than the latter. For, as the Philosopher
demonstrates later on, these things are not contrary to each other but belong to
the genus of relatives, since each one of them is said in this way due to their
relation to something else, and they do not have any subsistence as contraries.
Thus, since they are not contraries either, as we are going to demonstrate in the
account of them, it is obvious that, as we have said, not only do contraries not
pertain to substance, but neither (do they pertain) to quantity?®’.

Further, he states that it is a concomitant of substance that it is not said to
be more and less?38, It follows from the previous one, because, if there is
nothing contrary to substance, than it is obvious that neither does it admit of a

285 Syriac dalqublayuta w-saqqublayuta. Sergius applies these Syriac terms the other way
around in §419, while defining contrariety as one of the types of opposition.

286 Cf. Philoponus, In Cat. 74.13-27.

287 Cf. Ammonius, In Cat. 49.13-21; Philoponus, In Cat. 74.27-75.10.

288 Cf. Cat. 3b33-34: Sokel 8¢ 1} ovoia oUK EmSEXeaBaL TO PBANOV Kal TO FTTOV.

3b33-4a9
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more and a less. For it is always through the lessening of one of the contraries
that another one becomes more?®, For instance, every time that black changes
into white or bitter into sweet, it is through the lessening of blackness that the
increase of whiteness happens, and also it is through the lessening of bitterness
that the increase of sweetness happens. And likewise, the lessening of
whiteness and sweetness leads to the enlargement and increase of bitterness
and blackness. Hence, what is sweet or white admits of more and less even
without what is contrary to them. For it is said of one and the same thing that it
is white and that it became more white, and also that it is sweet and became
more sweet, and in the same way of every quality. It becomes obvious from this
that more and less appear where there is opposition?%.

But this is not the case for substance. For Socrates is never said to be more
or less Socrates or to be more or less a man. Neither is Plato said to be more a
man than Socrates or that Socrates is less than Plato, since each one of them is a
man. However, it is possible to say that one and the same man is sometimes
greater in virtue, wisdom and any other qualities and sometimes not. And in
the same way, it is possible to say about different things that one of them is
more or less than the other. But about being a man, one may never apply a
more and a less speaking of himself, neither may this be said of another person.
Hence it becomes clear that substance does not admit of a more and a less?™.

Though, as he says, it is not the case that one substance is not greater than
the other — since he established the primary substance as greater and more

289 See Ammonius, In Cat. 50.10-13: £&v oig yap 1 €vavTtidtng, &v ToUTOLG TO UAAAOV Kai ATToV,
Kal v olg T0 udMov kai o fTToV, &V TOUTOLG Kal EvavTiotng: veéoet yap Tol évavtiov tiktetal
70 payduevov. Cf. Philoponus, In Cat. 75.14-17.

290 Philoponus (In Cat. 75.17-30) specifies that not all contraries admit of a more and a less,
but only “those which are naturally able to be mixed with one another” (dca TGV €vavtinv
TEQUKE piyvuoal AAARA0LG).

291 Cf. Ammonius, In Cat. 50.18-51.3; Philoponus, In Cat. 76.2-77.9.
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principle than the secondary one — still it becomes apparent that in relation to
itself the same substance is never said to be more and less. However, I suppose
that this too is not a property of substance only, but of quantity as well. For
number ten too does not admit of a more and a less in that it is number ten. But
if one adds to it or subtracts from it, it will become another number and not
remain the same number ten which becomes more or less?%.

The last of all properties which he sets out as an attendant of substance is
the fact that “what is one and the same is receptive of contraries”?®, Substance
is indeed receptive of all contraries but not simultaneously. For it is not possible
that one and the same substance be receptive of whiteness and blackness or
sweetness and bitterness simultaneously, but rather (it may be receptive) at
some time of one thing and at another time of the other. And it will be receptive
of them not in the same way as qualities, for qualities are not receptive of one
another, but when one of them perishes the other one comes to be. For instance,
blackness is not receptive of whiteness, but when the former perishes the latter
comes to be. Similarly, hotness too is not receptive of coldness, but the dissolu-
tion of the former results in the appearance of the latter.

This, however, is not the case for substance. Rather, while its nature by
itself remains without change?, it receives all the contraries, as we have said,
though not simultaneously but one at a time. Thus, Socrates, who always
remains one and the same, is able to be sometimes white and sometimes black,
sometimes warm and sometimes cold, sometimes foolish and sometimes wise,
and similarly with everything else. Hence, it is an attendant feature of
substance only that, while it is the same and one, it may be receptive of contrar-
ies?%,

292 Cf. Philoponus, In Cat. 77.10-24.

293 See Cat. 4a10-11: 0 TavTOV Kal &v ApOUG OV TGOV évavtiwy eival SekTikov. As was previ-
ously the case, the quotation does not match with the early anonymous Syriac translation of
the Categories. It has no equivalent for the word apBu®, and it is thus likely that the quotation
derives from the Greek commentary which Sergius utilized for his work, cf. the omission of
apOu® by Ammonius in In Cat. 52.12.

294 Literally: “without corruption”. Cf. Ammonius, In Cat. 51.6-7: Ta0TOV 8¢ tva ur) uetaBaiin
ka6’ bméotacwv (= Philoponus, In Cat. 79.9-10).

295 Cf. Ammonius, In Cat. 51.5-13; Philoponus, In Cat. 79.9-80.12.

4a10-21
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230 Here, however, one might object that this is not only attendant on 4a22-27
substance, but also on any statement uttered by means of words and also of a
belief?5, For when someone states that Socrates is sitting or believes it about
him, if the latter happens to be sitting then the statement and the belief about it
will be true, but if he happens not to be sitting then both of them will be false.

Hence both a statement and a belief, while each one of them remains the same
and one, are receptive of contraries, namely of truth and falsity?”’.

231 However, it is not in the same way that substance is receptive of contraries 4a28-4b19
and that one speaks here of a statement and a belief. For substance remains by
itself when it receives contraries?%, as we have said, but this does not hold at all
for statements and beliefs. A statement, namely, perishes in the same moment
when it is uttered, and also a belief has no independent existence at all. That is
why they are not receptive of contraries either, but each one of them becomes
associated with the truth and falsity of real things, because if the thing really is
as a statement or a belief say then they are true, but if it is not then they are
false?*.

[Conclusion]

232 Now, with all that has been said thus far, the Philosopher fulfilled the need
for a definition of substance, as we have said above. So, since it proves
impossible for a person to provide its definition, because it is a primary genus,
he ought to turn to the properties attendant on it through which he should

296 Aristotle himself anticipates this objection, so that Sergius’ text looks as a paraphrasis of
the corresponding passage of the Cat. 4a22-23: ei pq 11§ évioTtaito Tov Adyov kai Tiv 86gav
QAOKWY TMV TOLOVTWY elval.

297 Cf. Ammonius, In Cat. 52.16-53.6; Philoponus, In Cat. 80.24-81.9.

298 Sergius again paraphrases Aristotle’s text, see Cat. 4a29-30: T pev yap €nt T@v ovOLRHV
AVTA UETAPBAANOVTA SEKTIKA TMV EvavTiwy EOTIV.

299 Cf. Ammonius, In Cat. 53.20-24; Philoponus, In Cat. 81.22-82.23.
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teach about it according to his ability. For it is distinctive property, as we have
shown in this book3%, that is more similar to definition than anything else.

Also, you shall always remember that our teaching here pertains not to all
substances which exist but to those ones which are composite and visible, and
it skilfully contributes to the knowledge of those who have recently started
their education3.

End of Book Three.

Further, the divisions of Book Three
First division

Everything that is in something else is said:
— either asin a time,

— orasina place,

— orasin a container,

— oras parts in a whole,

— or as awhole in its parts,

— or asspecies in a genus,

— or as a genus in species,

— or as forms in matter,

— or as the governing in the governor,
— orasinanend,

— orasan accident in a substance.

300 Ie.in BookIII of the Commentary.

301 See §§173-176, where Sergius explains in detail the types of substances and specifies
which ones among them are the subject of the Categories. Cf. also Ammonius, In Cat. 45.17—
46.10, where Ammonius explains why Aristotle made no mention of differentiae in the Cate-
gories.
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Second division

Of substances:
— some are simple:
— either superior to the composite ones, i.e. divine substances,
— or inferior to them, i.e. matter and form as considered separately by
themselves;
— and some are composite:
— particular individuals, e.g. Plato and Socrates,
— genera and species, e.g. universal man, living, animate.

Third division

Everything is divided:
— either as an ambiguous word into different objects, e.g., into the terrestrial,
the marine, and the astral dog, and the one which is painted or carved;
— or asa genus into species, e.g. animal into man and all other animals;
— or as (a whole) is divided into parts:
— either into parts that are similar to one another, like bone, wood, and
other things like this;
— or such ones that are dissimilar to one another, like feet, hands, head,
and so on.
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Fourth division

Property:

either occurs to one species but not to all of it, as all sciences;

or to all of a species but not only to it, as being biped;

or to one species and to all of it but not always, as turning gray in old age;
or to one species, to all of it and always, as man being capable of laughter
or horse being capable of neighing; this is property in the strict sense.

Fifth division

Properties that are attendant on substance are:

that it is not in something else but everything else is in it;

that it provides everything it is predicated of with its name and its defini-
tion;

that it clearly signifies a particular this;

that nothing is contrary to it;

that it does not admit of a more and a less;

that, being the same and one, it is receptive of contraries.
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BOOK FOUR
[Introduction]

In the previous book, which was the third one in this treatise, O brother
Theodore, an account has been brought forth of how you should understand
(Aristotle’s) concept of substance. And it has been clearly demonstrated
concerning it that, even if some people hold the opinion that it is extremely
difficult, you should not think of refusing to give someone an explanation,
especially about those things that prove to be not difficult to understand
through listening. Thus we shall always be eager to explain clearly in words
what we intend to say, so that even little children might not be confused by our
answers.

Now, in the fourth book of this treatise we are going to speak about quant-
ity. For this is what Aristotle too does in the Categories, turning to the teaching
on it after his account of substance. In fact, we ought to know that it is not by
chance that quantity is placed after substance and that the account of the latter
is followed by the former, but that there is a certain logic in this which is
revealed to those who consider it as having no small meaning3%2. Thus, I will
now dwell on this issue for a while in order to make it apparent for those who
have interest in it.

[On sequence of the categories]?%

The primary foundation of bodies is what they call “matter” (bAn) and what
they say to be without form3* and shape (oxfjua) in its nature. It is thus only
that its nature might be able to be receptive of all forms and all shapes, for the

302 For various interpretations of the order of the categories, see Simplicius, In Cat. 120.27—
122.1.

303 Ammonius gives a short excursus on prime matter at the beginning of that section of his
commentary on the Categories which deals with quantity (Ammonius, In Cat. 54.3-10, cf.
Philoponus, In Cat. 83.14). This excursus follows Ammonius’ note that quantity comes second
in the order of the categories by Aristotle and apparently aims to provide an explanation for it.
Philoponus also includes a lengthy account of prime matter in the section dealing with sub-
stance, while explaining the issue of differentiae, see In Cat. 65.8-66.25. In the same context,
the discussion of prime matter appears in Ammonius’ commentary on the Isagoge, see In Isag.
106.12-107.21. Commenting on Isag. 11.12, Ammonius suggests that in that passage “matter
means genus, while form means differentiae” (t0 pev yévog UAng &xet Adyov, ai 8¢ Stapopal
e{6ovg). Here, Ammonius (and after him, Sergius) applies the same analogy, which in this case
justifies the order substance-quantity.

304 In the margins of all three mss. (BDP) in which this passage is extant the variant “without
power” is added, and it is the latter variant which appears in the epitome.
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need for activity demands that it cannot possess form naturally3%. They also
call this matter the first nature of bodies, since there is nothing in bodies that
can be conceived in mind prior to it. Thus, they say that it first receives some
extension into length, breadth, and depth in order to gain volume, for
otherwise no dimension in space might be possible in it. But when it extends
into length, breadth, and depth, then these three dimensions exist in it. That is
why the ancients called it the second nature of bodies3.

So, once it has received these three dimensions, then, they say, it is
considered to be receptive of shapes, qualities, and faculties, and it produces
the four primary bodies, which are customarily called elements (otoiyel).
From them all bodies here are composed which undergo coming-to-be and
passing-away?®"’. For they say that when matter which has gained size receives
dryness and hotness it becomes fire; when it receives wetness and coldness
water appears; if it acquires dryness and coldness then earth is formed; and if
heat and wetness appear in it then it produces air3,

However, should one need some visual demonstration of this, we may say
the following3®. Prime matter may be compared to bronze that has not yet
been treated by a craftsman. But when a craftsman takes it, and beats and
shapes it, then due to his treatment it becomes large and extended similar to
matter which at first acquires the afore-mentioned three dimensions and gains
volume. And when bronze is first extended through the treatment of the
craftsman, then it receives images which he wants to imprint on it, and there
appear vessels from it which differ in their shapes and utility. Just as the

305 Cf. Philoponus, In Cat. 65.10-17: Tijv Tp@TNV VANV @aciv ol PIAGG0QoL Achuatov sivat @
oikely Adyw aoxnudtiotdv e Kal Guey€dn kol maong molOTNTOG KEXwPLOUEVNY: OTL yap
aveiSedg £oty, Seikvutal cap®d¢ TH TAVTWY THV PUOLKDY i@V avTiv elvat SeKTIKIY <...> 1} VAN
UToBAdpa TIg oboa Kai SEKTIKN TAVTWY TAV el8®VY TV v TOT¢ owuacL BEwPoLUEVLY, 0V8E &V
£€e1 oikelov €(80¢. See also Ammonius, In Cat, 54.4-5.

306 See Philoponus, In Cat. 65.17-18: adtn 00v ¢€0ykwOeloa Katd TG TPELG SLa0TAGELG TOLET
70 SevTepov Umokeipevov katd AplototéAnv (cf. Ammonius, In Cat. 54.5-6). Sergius calls
matter the “second nature” (apparently because he has called it “first nature” just above)
instead of “second subject” like Ammonius and Philoponus (following Aristotle, De gen. et cor.
329a33-34).

307 See Ammonius, In Cat. 54.4-7: | Yap TpKYTN VAN AveiSeog ovoa Kal Ao®UATOG TTPATEPOV
T0G TPELS Slaotdoelg SéxeTal Kal yivetal TpLyf] LaoTatov T0 Karovpevoy 8eVTepov UToKe pe-
vov, €8’ 00Tw¢ TG moLdTnTag Kal yiveral gUvBeTov TOGHV.

308 See Philoponus, In Cat. 65.22-25: T00Tw 00V Katd Tt 4&v uépog mpocysvopévn 1y Bepurn xai
gnpa moldtng €moinae T0 mHp, Katd T 8¢ 1} Yuypd kal Lypd €moinoe T0 LEWP, KATA TL 6 TAAWY 1)
Enpa xat Yuypa énoinoe v yijv, katd Tt 8¢ 1} Beppn xat Vypd émoinoe Tov aépa. Cf. Ammonius,
In Cat. 54.7-9.

309 The same example appears in Ammonius, In Isag. 106.19-23.



Bl12v

10

15

P50r

20

D93v

266 — Edition

YA\ (1 ~aoan A Ao liam <am L om 1 <) ;moduey
aada Ay i Ko asdur maso i dom asdua
~\oar aoa) A Ko dumin K (I Kedy Kiasa
A0 lam . KJaHa KHhEm ms A& (o iam Ldaaa
20 :amasla el <ajacla dumio ~amy whasi <am
i @iy A o paa\h=
~&Aon wha iy Medida A\ = d i liam wle
ea\ 100 :amar Ay wdharalsl &) e ey <haisaa Asa
ondn daom Lag 1 ~oixs b o mawdida <om K@
<usio dudnd pmla i plaer idula aoda ke el
<L) <aox das (uoar aa am As i) <asinl aswdies
101 ama (i hTr by K1sio <raia amd ama iy
cefw o I mana as & glia (i wlus
b roian o i) @an wam hashams J ~<oum
I am A plica (it
nor adal Kam chasdas el d dwasas W\ A
Ar ady ) A dowdia s KN wa du @s rirhdu
Isma S0 A A Hlnin SAaw | wlm (1 <rior <ad Jihas
— Ao com s < Sior Lomdanih 0 <
AWV g St R PEL L LR W ATV RN EE AL WER L2
o ~haldoy wdhaama A asdas) asidis <= ad o
s Ay Lomdidasdha= dal ax sioduo <o J @ey wa
=03 2015 Qun3arsn (& 1aa  <dulisdin A Ay wie dala
<= sod QA o i) @ aslr Lam <Ay o A

1 a~aP:awBD 4 a~aoBD:awP 6 liiaP: i laaBD 7 adw BD: @dms P
O i< BD: pisnediw P 8,] om. B | ~daralsnl DP: wharalnB | Asa?BD: Asa
P 11 dam A\ 159l Pl isoe=al Ao AL BD 16  Smuawa DP: wdlsn \ dnars

B 18 ac] om. P 20 casl) o) .3y B: casden) o\ o3 D: casl\ alyoasie P 22 &al] om. P
eomhidriohia= BD: Lamddasha=a\P 23 halaBD: ala P

239

240



239

240

Book Four == 267

primary nature of all of them, i.e. bronze, is singular, so also the primary nature
of bodies, i.e. matter which is shapeless like untreated bronze. And just as
bronze, as we have said, when it first undergoes treatment, becomes thin and
extended so that images and shapes might be imprinted on it, in the same way
also matter first acquires size and (extends) into length, breadth, and depth so
that all qualities and faculties may be imprinted in it.

We have discussed these issues here in order to show that the account of
quantity is closely related to the teaching on substance and hence should be
properly placed after it in the order of exposition3°. In the discussion of matter,
we are going to explain in the proper way all those demonstrations and notions
that the ancients seem to have expressed about matter3', while (now) we are
urging the readers always to be prudent and to judge those things which are
said, thus discerning between what is true and what is not. But, as you under-
stand, O brother, it is not our goal in this treatise to refute anyone or to
distinguish between what is true and what is not like that32,

But since you have convinced us to produce this treatise for you, so that
you and many with you might be instructed by it, and it also appeared to me
that study of these issues would not be useless, I made up my mind to elucidate
clearly to you what I recall from the ideas of all the ancients and particularly
from Aristotle and as far as I can not to neglect anything from what they have
written about the science of logic. But if time allows us, we will also approach
their treatises on nature and those which are on the invisible things3!3. Then we
will be able to demonstrate in detail that they do not agree with one another

310 Cf. Philoponus, In Cat. 83.4-5: 8Tt kal €v Tij PUOEL TOV TpayudTwv Sevtépav €xel Tagv T0
Toc6v. See also Ammonius, In Cat. 54.9-10.

311 As Sergius notes in the following paragraph, after having commented on the logical
treatises, he planned to turn to Aristotle’s natural philosophy (cf. §256, where he mentions that
he aims to write a commentary on Aristotle’s Physics). It is possible that the outcome of Sergi-
us’ work in this field became his translation of the Pseudo-Aristotelian treatise De Mundo and
his adaptation of Alexander of Aphrodisias’ De Universo. Both treatises in their Syriac versions
bear the name of Aristotle in the title.

312 Here, Sergius points out potential difficulties which Christian students of Aristotle’s
natural philosophy might have. He further comments on this point in §256.

313 Thus, after commenting on the logical treatises, Sergius intends to write about physics
and theology (i.e. metaphysics). Cf. §11, where Sergius suggests a division of philosophy (de-
rived from Ammonius).
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and that many of them may be easily rebuked3. But for now, let us turn to
what we intend to say.

Now, matter is a certain substance, for it is mother of all bodies. As we have
said, it is considered first to receive extension into length, breadth, and depth.
These, however, pertain to quantity, for each one of them is either some quant-
ity or a part of a quantity®. That is why it is proper that the account of
substance is followed by the teaching on quantity, for the latter is closely
related to it and thus precedes everything else. And since after quantity, the
substance of bodies receives all qualities, faculties, images, and shapes, it is
therefore fitting that we place the teaching on quality after the section on
quantity, for in it all shapes (oxnuata), forms (€i6n)*® and images that are in
bodies are encompassed.

The other seven categories follow these three and are generated from
them, similar to how all bodies come to be whose generation takes place in due
order from the four elements. Their generation is the third one from matter; i.e.
(the first one is) from it, then from quantity, and then from qualities, faculties,
and images which are considered in it at the end3!”. However, what has been
said about the order of the exposition should suffice. Next we will turn to the
teaching on quantity, and again start with the division that is proper to it.

[Division of quantity]

So, first of all, there are two kinds of quantity. One of them has parts that
are separate and delimited from one another, while the other is a unified whole
and is not made up of distinct parts38. But also that whose parts are separate
from one another is in turn divided into two types, number and language. And
further, that whose parts are not separate, but united and joined to one another,

314 Here Sergius takes up the tradition of Christian apologists who were eager to stress that
non-Christian (“pagan” or “outer”) philosophers disagree on nearly every question and thus
may easily be refuted, cf. for instance Eusebius, Praeparatio Evangelica 11.6.22.

315 Cf. Philoponus, In Cat. 83.21-84.4.

316 A marginal note in mss. BD specifies that this term should be understood as eik6veg (Syr.
yugne) here.

317 Thus, Sergius draws a parallel between the ontological order and the order of the cate-
gories as follows: matter (= substance) generates three-dimensionality (= quantity), which in
turn generates forms and shapes (= quality), which finally produce all bodies from the four
elements (= other seven categories). Marginal notes in mss. BD aim at making clear these
parallels. Ammonius’ account differs slightly from what we find in Sergius in that Ammonius
makes relatives fourth in the list and after it places the rest of the categories, see Ammonius,
In Cat. 54.10-12, more explicitly in Philoponus, In Cat. 83.18-20.

318 Le. continuous and discrete, see Cat. 4b20: 100 8¢ 0000 TO PéV €0TL SlwpLouévov, TO 8¢
OUVEYEG.

4b20-25
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is in turn divided into five types, for one of them is line, another is surface, still
another is body, another is place, and the final one is time31,

As it becomes apparent from this division, the species of quantity are
together seven, which are: number, language, line, surface, body, place, and
time. And it is not possible to find any quantity beyond them, but all its species
are encompassed and comprehended by them, as it seemed to the one who was
the father and discoverer of this science. Now that we have thus properly
outlined the species and differentiae’? which embrace all quantities, let us set
out each one of its parts separately and make an inquiry about it that is fitting
to it according to the teaching of the Philosopher, starting with the first species.

[Number]

Concerning number, it is not necessary to prove whether it is quantity or
not, since it is evident to everyone that it is a quantity®. In fact it is this name
that all of us apply when we await an answer from someone on how big or how
small some number is; for instance, when it happens that we ask how many
people are in the house or how many measures fit in a particular vessel, and we
hear that they are ten, or twenty, or thirty, or any other number, depending on
circumstances and on what the respondent says. That is why it is not necessary
to prove that number is a quantity, but it is proper to investigate whether its
parts are separate and delimited from one another, since this is what consti-
tutes this kind of quantity3?.

Now, we say that this is also obvious to anyone who correctly regards it.
And even if it seems that numbers are completely unified when someone says
“hundred” or “thousand”, since they are pronounced as one word, their parts,
however, are separate and not joined to one another. For what kind of unity

319 See Philoponus, In Cat. 84.5-9: Slalpel 8¢ TO OGOV €i¢ TO GUVEXEG Kal TO SLWPLOUEVOV.
OUVENEG 8¢ £0TL TOGOV TO €YOV TA POpLa VWHEVA Kal CUUTEQUKOTA TIPOG GAANAQ, Slwplopévov
8¢ 10 évavtiwg &xov, Aéyw 81 10 €xov Ta uopla Suppnuéva aAMAwv. Tod 8¢ ouveyolds mévte
onotv eidn, ypapunv énpavelay odua témov xpoévov, tod 8¢ Swplopuévou §vo, apBuov kal
Adyov. Cf. Ammonius, In Cat. 54.16-18.

320 Simplicius notes that the outlined seven kinds of quantity should be considered its
differentiae (§tapopai) rather than species, which are magnitude and amount, see Simplicius,
In Cat. 122.35-123.1. Also Porphyry in his question-and-answer commentary designates the
continuous and the discrete as two differentiae of quantity, see Porphyry, In Cat. 100.29.

321 Cf. Ammonius, In Cat. 57.3-5; Philoponus, In Cat. 89.22-23.

322 le.itis proper to prove that number is a discrete quantity, cf. Ammonius, In Cat. 57.3-5
and Philoponus, In Cat. 89.22-24. According to Aristotle (Cat. 4b24-25), numbers share the
characteristics of discrete quantities in that they “have no common boundary at which their
parts meet” (kowog 6pog mPOg GV oUVATTEL TA POpLa avTod), a point which is not elaborated
upon by Sergius.

4b25-31
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does three form with seven, or ten with four, or fifty with five, or any kind of
number with another number? But it is obvious that every part of it is separate
and exists singularly by itself, and it is only through addition and combination
with one another that they increase, or through subtraction that they are
reduced. Thus, its parts are not unified with one another, but they maintain one
composition and unity like parts of a vessel, or a piece of wood, or any particu-
lar body3%,

[Language]

But since we have said that the second kind of quantity is language®*, we
shall also inquire into it, by distinguishing first what kind of language pertains
to quantity. For if we pass over this without investigation, then synonymous
words might bring confusion of no small amount to the reader, as there is not
one single kind of language but many. There is, namely, spoken language which
is composed of many words and of phrases, and there is rational language that
is in the intellect, which arises silently in the mind and because of which we are
rational beings and are called like that®®. But there is also another, professional
language that is collected and imprinted in the mind of a craftsman. By means
of it he always contemplates a sort of prototype from which he receives an
example for his craftsmanship and in whose image he produces everything that
is done by him32,

So, while there are these three general species of language, we ought to
know that the last and the middle ones do not pertain to quantity, since they
are firmly rooted in the incorporeal soul®?’. The first one, on the other hand,
that is composed of utterances is one of the kinds of quantity because its nature

323 Cf. Ammonius, In Cat. 57.8-9; Philoponus, In Cat. 89.25-27.

324 Syr. mellta corresponding to Gr. Adyog.

325 Cf. Ammonius, In Cat. 57.22-24: ¢nel8r) 8¢ 6 Adyog moAAay®mg Aéyetal (Aéyetal yap katl o
TPOYOPLKOG AGY0C, Aéyetal Kal 6 £v8LabeTog Adyog), viv mepl Tol mpoopikod Adyou @nativ. See
Porphyry’s question-and-answer commentary (In Cat. 101.26-27), concerning the second kind
of language: 0 €v Tij Slavolg 8¢ kal oLWTOVTWY AV €yyivetat. Cf. also Simplicius, In Cat.
124.8-10. All these commentators distinguish only two kinds of language, the spoken and the
internal, and do not mention the third kind discussed by Sergius.

326 This kind of language is not mentioned by other commentators. It is likely that here
Sergius is elaborating upon the Platonic teachings on Forms, or prototypes, which he presen-
ted in §§72-79. It is also possible that Sergius had in mind Aristotle’s theory of language in De
Int. 16a3-8.

327 Cf. Philoponus, In Cat. 90.2-7. Philoponus speaks of only one kind of language, which is
the second in Sergius, i.e. the unspoken one.

4b32-37
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consists in words and phrases which are long and short3?, Thus, it includes that
kind of language which is measured, as we have said, by length and shortness
and which is composed of different phrases and words that are multiple or few
and are either long or short. And since being multiple and few is a characterist-
ic of quantity, it is apparent that also this kind of language which includes them
pertains to quantity.

It is also evident that parts of this language are not unified to one another
without separation that would set them apart and distinguish them. For even if
the whole treatise is considered to be one utterance3®, its words and phrases
may be separated and distinguished from one another. Neither the idea nor the
sense that is formed from them are completely unified as one line or as one
surface, and its parts are not strung together in such a way that no division or
separation between them is seen. Hence, it has become apparent that the
spoken language pertains to quantity, namely to the first differentia of quantity,
the one whose parts do not maintain complete unity and conjunction to one
another.

[Line, surface, and body]

Now it is necessary for us to approach also another kind of quantity whose
parts are equal and unified with one another without any division and without
separation®®, But since Aristotle divides this quantity too into five items, as we
have said, namely into line, surface, body, place, and time, we ought to speak
about each one of them according to our knowledge and following the goal that
is set before us now®!.

Now, the point may be grasped in thought but is not found in any body.
Geometers call it simeyon (onueiov)®? considering it to be without parts and

328 Aristotle explains how language pertains to quantity by the fact that it is measured by
long and short syllables: katapetpeitat yap cvAlafii pakpd kat Bpayeia (Cat. 4b33-34). The
same characteristic appears in Philoponus, In Cat. 90.1. Sergius speaks of §mahe and petgame
which both may have the meaning “words”, although the second term refers rather to con-
structions of words, hence “phrases”. Cf. Porphyry, the question-and-answer commentary, In
Cat. 101.30-32: mtéig AOyog £€ OVOUATWY cUYKeLTal Kal pnudtwy Kal TV Aoutdy, & Aéyetat etvat
700 Adyou pépn. tadta 8¢ mAvta €K cLAAAB®Y cLVESTNKeEY: al 8¢ culAaBal i paxpai elow i
Bpayelat.

329 Syr. melita, Gr. A6yog.

330 Ie.continuous quantity.

331 For the following paragraphs, see Ammonius, In Isag. 7.15-24; idem, In Cat. 57.26-58.11;
Philoponus, In Cat. 90.11-91.15.

332 A marginal note in mss. BD suggests a synonym gentima which is a transliteration of the
Gr. kévTna.

5a1-6
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indivisible, and, as someone might say, a kind of incorporeal principle of all
bodies. Though it remains inside their mind3%3, they say about it that when it
receives certain length without breadth, it is called line, which has length but
no breadth. And if the line receives another extension into breadth, then
surface appears, which has length and breadth only***. And if it is further
extended into depth becoming perceptible, then body appears, which has three
dimensions, i.e. length, breadth, and depth. That is why any particular body is
called three-dimensional.

From this, it becomes clear that the point is the origin of the line, while the
line is the origin of the surface, and the surface is in turn the origin and the
beginning of all bodies. And each one of them, if you start from the body and
proceed upwards, will have one fewer dimension than the other. Thus, the
point turns out to have no dimension at all, and because of this it does not have
parts either, but is a sort of incorporeal first principle®®.

For, if the body has three dimensions, while the surface which is its origin
has only two, and furthermore the line which is the beginning of the surface
has one dimension less than it, so that it acquires only one dimension, i.e.
length, consequently, since it is necessary for the origin of the line which is the
point (onuelov) to have one dimension less than it, it is apparent that it is
without dimension. And if it is without dimension, then it is clear that it has no
size, and because of this it does not pertain to quantity33,

However, concerning the three things that derive from it, i.e. the line, the
surface, and the body, there is no dispute at all whether they pertain to quant-

333 Ile. it may be considered in theory, but does not actually happen. Cf. Ammonius, In Cat.
58.1: 8¢l 8¢ Aapetv Thv Staipeoty v kal pr évepyela.

334 Cf. Philoponus, In Cat. 90.18-22.

335 Ammonius remarks (In Cat. 33.23-34.2) that a point may not be subsumed under one of
the ten categories since it is not something that has independent existence, but is “a principle
of things in general”: 70 8¢ ye onuelov a0TO UV TL TIPEYHA VYESTNKOG OUK EOTLY, Ap)I) 8¢ 0Ty
O WG TPAYUATWV.

336 See Ammonius, In Isag. 7.17-24: é¢neld| yap @not mdv 10 mepatodv 100 mePATOLPEVOL
Aetmetal W@ Swaotdoer T yap odua tpelg €xov Slaotdoelg mepatodtal LTO THG Empaveiag,
i &xeL 8o Slaotdoetg, uijkog kal TAdTog (Babog yap ok Exel @ Aeinetal Tod owuaTog), 1 88
gmpavela Vo €yovoa Slactdoelg mepatodtatl VIO THG ypauuig, HTig plav éxel Sldotaoy T
uijkog uoévov, 1y 8¢ ypaupn mepatodtal vmo tol onueiov, 6 8ijov 6Tt o) £EeL ovSepiav StdoTa-
o, AN €otat apepé, €l ye, we elpntal, mav népag tol mepatovpévou Aeinetat pid Slaotdoel.
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ity or not. For the dimensions of length in which the line appears, and also
those of length and breadth which bring up the surface, and most of all those of
length, breadth and depth which generate the body, signify a certain
magnitude. And magnitudes of any kind, even if they are considered in theory,
are always a quantity, since their size is grasped through the latter.

Now, from the fact that the line, the surface, and the body pertain to quant-
ity, it becomes clear to the readers, that parts of each one of them are not
divided or separated from one another, like the (parts) of number and language
are separate. This is quite evident, since all the parts of a line are unified from
one end to its other end without separation, and the same holds for the surface.
Also, any particular body is unified in virtue of the unity of its parts and has its
subsistence from them, so that there is neither division nor separation between
one part and another, as between words and phrases in language or between
parts of any particular number. So much for these matters.

[Place]

In order to make our discourse on quantity complete, let us now talk about
place and time, which, as we have said above, belong to the division of quantity.
A full account, including all necessary examples, of place and of time, i.e. what
and of what kind each one of them is, is given in subtle and excellent fashion by
Aristotle in his treatise Physics®¥. If we proceed so far as to speak about his
views in this treatise, we will sufficiently explain everything what we have
learned not only from this man, but also from other philosophers and from our
Christian writers who have diligently searched for truth33. However, lest the

337 See Aristotle’s Physics, book IV, chapters 1-5 (on place) and 10-14 (on time). The
commentaries of both Ammonius and Philoponus contain brief notes on place with a
reference to Aristotle’s Physics as the proper source of information on this subject matter.

338 Philoponus, who belonged to the same Alexandrian group of Christian students of phi-
losophy as Sergius, included the so-called Corollaries in his commentary on Aristotle’s Physics.
However, no commentaries on the latter work written by Christian authors are known prior to
Philoponus. It is possible that Sergius meant not only commentaries in the proper sense, but
also another Christian works (e.g., the Hexaemeron literature) which dealt with issues of natu-
ral philosophy and provided criticism of Arostotle’s views.

5a6-14
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account of them (i.e. place and time) become obscure and mysterious, we shall
make an inquiry about them as it is necessary and proper at this moment. For it
is not our task now to speak about their nature, but to demonstrate that they
also belong to quantity, namely to that type whose parts are not divided and not
at all separated from one another.

Now, concerning place there are not a few debates among writers, first of
all with regard to whether it exists or not, and next to that with regard to what
it is and how it exists®®. But while these inquiries ({ntfjuata) are extensive, we
will remain brief and say what is necessary about it, for as we have said, the
subject of our discussion now is not its nature but its relation to quantity34°,

That the nature of place exists is testified already by the common sense
that is implanted naturally in everybody®!. For all people understand that
every thing that is perceptible and intelligible exists in space and in some place.
And even their concept of incorporeals is the same, bearing likeness to the
visible phenomena, since their mind is not capable of comprehending that
everything that is incorporeal is omnipresent.

One may also understand that there is place from motion and from the
increase and decrease of the bodies. For how would something be able to move
from one point to another®® and become bigger or smaller, unless there were
the nature of place in which this would happen? But the change that occurs in
virtue of motion from one point to another clearly testifies that the change of
what is moved happens in place.

339 Cf. the questions formulated by Aristotle in Phys. 208a28-29: el €otwv fj U}, kal m@¢ €oT,
Kal Tl EoTw.

340 In spite of this remark, Sergius provides a much longer account of place than we find in
Ammonius and Philoponus and than one might deem necessary in view of Aristotle’s very
brief notion of space in the Categories. The following paragraphs by Sergius are in fact based
on Aristotle’s Physics IV, ch. 1-5, rather then on the Categories. According to §261, Sergius was
aware of a possible criticism that his excursus might be out of place here but was still eager to
include it.

341 Cf. Simplicius, In Phys. 521.6-7: 10 pév &v8ogov elvat Sokel 4o Tig Kowijg LITOAEWS
eiAnupévov.

342 Le.locomotion, Gr. gopd. Cf. Aristotle, Phys. 208b31-32.
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It also becomes apparent that there is place from the fact that bodies
sometimes depart from their position and are replaced by other bodies3%. For,
behold, we see how air intrudes where originally water was as soon as the
latter departs, and also how the change occurs when water is poured into
where air was while the latter makes room for it. Thus, if bodies replace one
another while that in which they were remains the same, it becomes apparent
that place has subsistence. It is also obvious to everybody that it does not
transform together with the bodies but remains unmoved, while bodies
transform and make room for one another.

There are innumerable other things by means of which one may demon-
strate that place exists but, as we have said, this is not the point of our account
here. I am aware that certain people, who turn to the writings of others for the
sake of reproach rather then profit, sometimes criticize us for this. They might
blame us for talking about things that are unrelated to the discussion. However,
since we are sure that there is no small instruction and learning for the minds
of those who will read these kind of things, we will occasionally ignore the
lovers of criticism and, when this seems suitable to us, wander away a little
from our subject.

So, I mean that it has become apparent from what has been said that place
exists. It has also become obvious from this that place has great power34, For
since it does not change together with bodies but exists even if they are corrup-
ted in it, not being corrupted by them, and always encompasses them while not
being encompassed by them, it is clear that its nature is greater than theirs,
since there is more excellence in encompassing something than in being
encompassed, and in remaining unaffected by corruption of those things which
are corrupted in it.

343 Cf. Aristotle, Phys. 208b1-11. Aristotle speaks of avtiperdotacts, “mutual replacement” of
the bodies.

344 Aristotle stresses that place has a “power”, or “potency” (8Uvauig), which is prior to
everything else: et & €otl tol0070, Bavpact TIg &v €l N o0 TéMOL SUvauLg Kal TPOTEPA
névtwv (Phys. 208b33-35).
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Thus, because Plato saw that place is similar to form (€1§0¢)** in that it
encompasses but is not encompassed, and also that similar to matter (0An) it is
receptive3# of bodies, he considered it to be either matter or form. It is because
of this that he openly called matter “place”*’. The argument which he construc-
ted about it run like this: Place encompasses but is not encompassed, and form
encompasses but is not encompassed, hence place is form. And further in this
way: Place is receptive of bodies, and matter is receptive of everything, hence
place is matter.

But this has not been stated correctly, because if there is something which
is characteristic of two objects, it does not follow from this that they are not two
any more but one. For if it were not like that, this sage might say: Since man is
rational and angel is rational, hence, according to his word, man is angel. And
since man is mortal and also ass is mortal, thus man is ass. And since it has
been proven already that man is angel, I am ashamed of saying what follows
from this.

In fact, it would be proper for this philosopher to see that form and matter
are changing together with bodies and are parts of them. Place, instead, does
not change with them and is no part of them. Thus, it is neither form nor
matter. But neither is it a certain body, for its subsistence is apart from bodies
which make room for one another in it and are mutually replaced while it
remains in its place.

They also make a detailed inquiry into what place is, i.e. whether it is a
body or incorporeal3$®. That it is not a body is clear from the fact that it is

345 Ms. D adds in the margin: “That form which is with matter.”

346 Ms. D adds in the margin: “It contains every (thing) and image (eikwv).”
347 Cf. Aristotle, Phys. 209b11.

348 Cf. Aristotle, Phys. 209a2-7. See also Philoponus, In Phys. 504.28-506.20.
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receptive of bodies. For if it were a body and received in itself another body,
then body would be in body, which is impossible3¥. If, in fact, a body were ever
be in a body, then it would be possible for a big body to be inside a small body
that cannot contain it. But if something does not have enough room in itself (for
something else), then it is obvious that it will not contain it at all. From this
would follow that the whole sky might be enclosed in a small body and that one
small eggshell might encompass the whole sea.

Thus, it is impossible that place should be a body. But one cannot state that
it is incorporeal either, since if something is without body then it cannot be
expanded, occupy space, and have any extension. Place, however, is expanded
and occupies space together with the bodies that are in it, thus containing them.
This makes apparent that place is not incorporeal, for we may never believe
that bodies are encompassed by something that is without body, for what
encompasses them must necessarily be extended and enlarged according to
their size3%0.

Now, based on this one may even conclude that there is no place at all.
Thus Zeno of Citium3!, who always tried to posit in his statements different
things which contradicted what is clearly known, acted the same way also in
this case. So, he said that there is no place, constructing his argument as
follows: Each thing is in a place. So, if place exists, since it is also a thing among
other things, it is in a place too. Thus we find a place in a place, and the latter is

349 Sergius slightly modifies the argument of Aristotle as formulated in Phys. 209a6-7: “But it
is impossible for place to be a body, for then two bodies would be in the same thing”
(a8vvatov 8¢ a@pa elvat TOV TOTTOV: &V TaOTH yap &v €in Vo cwuata).

350 Cf. Philoponus, In Phys. 505.1-11.

351 Ie.Zeno of Elea. Aristotle mentions Zeno’s paradox in Phys. 209a23-24.
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in turn in another (place), which is in another one, and so on without end.
Therefore, no place exists at all.

However, his argument follows a false assessment which is made at the
beginning and on which the rest is built up. So, first of all, not everything is in a
place, as Zeno assumes, for there are many things, and most of all those which
are incorporeal, that have no place and are not in space, while those that are in
space do it not in the same manner, not every one of them being in a place. For,
as we have explained earlier in this treatise, there are eleven ways of saying
that something is in space3? This makes it apparent that not everything which
is in space is also in a place, as Zeno believes. However, on whether place exists
and how it exists enough (has been said). Now we will discuss what it is and
whether it pertains to quantity.

To put it briefly: place is a limit and a surface of every container that
surrounds what is contained by it*. Now, any particular body has a limit and a
surface which is its outer boundary. However, if it is solid, it has one surface
which surrounds it from the outside; but if it is hollow or vaulted, it has two
surfaces, i.e. the outer and the inner. And if something is contained in its cavity,
then its outer surface is surrounded by air. In this case, the limit of air which
adjoins its outer surface will be the place of this body. The inner surface of the
same body, on the other hand, which adjoins something that it contains in its
cavity will be the place of what is contained in it, since the latter adjoins its
limit and is surrounded by it from the outside.

352 In §§138-149, Sergius lists eleven ways of being-in-something (cf. the reading of ms. P
and of the epitome, which is probably a later correction of the text), and one of them (no. 2) is
“as in a place”. In both passages, Sergius uses the Syriac word ‘atra for “place” (i.e. a concrete
position), while “space” is expressed by the term dukkta. Thus, the point which Sergius makes
here is that there are eleven ways of saying that something is in something else, i.e. in space,
and only one of them means to be in a concrete place. Aristotle lists eight ways of being-in-
something in Phys. 210a14—-24, where being in a place is combined with being in a vessel to
yield the eighth way.

353 See Aristotle, Phys. 209b1-7 and 212a5-6. Cf. Philoponus, In Phys. 519.12-13: i 8¢ 10
TPOCEYRG EKATTOV TIEPLEXOV O TOTOG €0Ti, Tépag Tt £0TL SNAOVATL O TOTOG TepaTol yap T0 &v
avt®. See also Ammonius, In Cat. 58.16-17.
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So, place is the inner limit of a certain body that adjoins the outer limit of
what is contained in it. That is why it turns out that place is not a body but the
inner limit of a body. But neither is it incorporeal, since it acquires extension
into length and breadth, according to the size of the body which is contained in
it. Thus, it is not the cup (x&8o¢) that is called the place of the water which is in
it, since this is a body, but it is the inner limit of the cup which adjoins the
water contained in it that is the place of the latter. Moreover, it is not the celesti-
al sphere (o@aipa) that we say is the place of the air, but it is its inner surface
which adjoins the outer limit of the air that is said to be the place of it.
Moreover, it is not the air in which we are that is really the place of natures,
even if it is thought of like that, but it is its limits which from outside adjoin
each one of the bodies that are the places of each nature which are contained
inside them. So, to put briefly what place is: it is the inner limit of that which
surrounds something that is contained in it.

From what has been said, as it seems to me, it also becomes evident and
comprehensible to everyone that place pertains to quantity. For if it surrounds
all bodies and there is not a single perceptible nature which might be thought
not to be in a place, it is evident that place in some cases will be extended
according to the large size of any particular body and in other cases will be
contracted according to the small size of bodies that are in it. Thus, if body
pertains to quantity, it is apparent that place pertains to it too. And if line which
has only one dimension, i.e. that of length, due to its dimension pertains to
quantity, place turns out to pertain to quantity much more, since it has two
dimensions, i.e. those of length and breadth354,

If someone, however, were to say that place does not extend according to
the whole constitution of bodies, then he would be compelled to state that not

354 Sergius’ conclusion that place is two-dimensional agrees with his notion that it is not a
body, but a surface of a container. Since a surface is two-dimensional (cf. §§250-255, above),
the same holds for place. In the next paragraph, Sergius raises a puzzle which naturally comes
up in this context, without going into detail about it. It seems that this point was not the
Sergius’ main concern in this section, but a way to show that place pertains to quantity, similar
to Ammonius, In Cat. 58.16-26.
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all parts of bodies are in a place3. But this is impossible, first of all, because if
it happens that some parts of a body have no place, then all of it might be
without place as well; and if this were true, then any particular body might be
without place. This, in turn, will necessarily require the one who says this to
introduce a certain void into the nature of creatures and to postulate
something that is empty of bodies and contains no natures at all®*. But that this
is something that may not exist has been demonstrated through many investig-
ations and through powerful arguments by all natural philosophers. And even
those who introduce empty space and admit that there is void in the creation
do not state that it exists naturally, but that it is completely beyond nature. But
so much will suffice for it.

[Time]357

Now is the moment we should turn to time and discuss this subject matter
in the same concise manner, since this is the last among the seven kinds of
quantity left for us to speak about. So, you ought to know that just as place is
considered prior to body, so also body is comprehended prior to motion, while
motion in turn (is considered) prior to time. For just as a body is a concomitant
of the place which always contains it, and just as natural motion is a concomit-
ant of a body, so also time is a concomitant of any particular natural motion3s,

So, above we have said enough on whether place and body pertain to
quantity, while about time we are going to speak now. Concerning motion3>,
however, one might rightfully raise a puzzle as to why the Philosopher did not
mention it in the chapter on quantity. We shall say in response to this that, since

355 Cf. Philoponus, In Phys. 505.1-5. Based on the same arguments, Philoponus comes to the
conclusion that place is three-dimensional and not two-dimensional, as Sergius states in the
previous paragraph. However, in his commentary on the Categories which is based on
Ammonius’ lectures, Philoponus admits that the “limit” of a body, which is actually the place it
occupies, must have one dimension less than body itself and thus be two-dimensional (see
Philoponus, In Cat. 84.24-25).

356 Aristotle discusses void in chapters 6-9 of Book IV of the Physics, ultimately rejecting its
existence. A number of puzzles that may be raised in this context are discussed by Philoponus
in the Corollaries on Void, which have been preserved as a part of his commentary on the
Physics.

357 The following paragraphs are not based on the text of the Categories, where Aristotle
mentions time only briefly but in contrast to place does not further elaborate on this issue.
Instead, Sergius explicates the contents of Book IV of the Physics where Aristotle deals with
time in chapters 10-14, right after the discussion of place and void.

358 Cf. Philoponus, In Phys. 702.13-14: xal y&p 00T0¢ TV TapakoAovBotvTwy ¢6Ti oL Tolg
(QLOLKOTG TTPAYUACL.

359 Syr. zaw'a corresponding to Gr. kivnolg which might be understood as either “motion” or
“change”.
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the treatise Categories has been written for students and it forms the beginning
of the study of logic, for this reason he has not included there a section on
motion, for an account of this would not be suitable for the ears of those who
have not been previously trained36°.

There have been many investigations and profound studies of it by the
ancients, and also by Aristotle himself, apart from the constant inquiries into it
which he carried out in his many writings. There are four whole books which
he dedicated to the issue of motion and which others included in his treatise on
physics®L But because of the complexity of this subject matter and the confu-
sion in the opinions of the ancients concerning it, let it remain far from the
students and let their ears be spared at this moment36? from this kind of hard
labour! It is also probable that, since he knew that time is a concomitant of
motion and that there is no motion without time so that both of them have
great affinity to each other, he mentioned only the one which was easier to
explain than the other, namely time, for from its account it becomes apparent
that also motion pertains to quantity.

So, let us turn to time and carry out a fitting inquiry into it¢%. Now, it is
possible that someone would say regarding these issues that there is no time at
all. For one part of time, the past, has already gone for good and perished, while
another, the future, has not yet happened. Thus, it does not exist at all, for how
can something exist that has perished and does not exist in one part, and in
another part has not yet come to be?364

360 Cf. Ammonius, In Cat. 55.10-13; Philoponus, In Cat. 87.21-88.2. In his commentary on the
Isagoge (In Isag. 53.1-2), Ammonius discusses the question why Porphyry does not include
motion (or change) in his account of genera and answers that it was not Porphyry’s task to
speak “naturally” (i.e. as a natural philosopher) about these issues, but rather “in a way appro-
priate to the issues of logic” (GAX’ 00 TpokeLTal T® MopEupiw TePL TOVTWV PUOLKEG ELTTETY, AANL
TPENOVTWG Tf| AOYIK] TTpayuaTeiq).

361 I.e. Books V-VIII of the Physics. According to Simplicius, Porphyry considered these four
books as a separate treatise On motion (Simplicius, In Phys. 802.7-13).

362 An extensive account of motion, or change, appears in the last, seventh, book of Sergius’
Commentary dedicated to what is called the postpraedicamenta (i.e. chapters 10-15 of the
Categories). Since Aristotle himself considers this issue in the 14th chapter of the Categories,
Sergius comments on it in the corresponding paragraphs (§§445-448). But additionally, he also
turns to the question of change at the beginning of Book VII (§§409-418), thus breaking the
order of Aristotle’s narrative and including an additional excursus on the six types of change.
363 The following paragraphs are either a literal rendering of chapters 10-11 of the fourth
book of the Physics (as is the case with §§280, 283, and 284) or a periphrastic account of
Aristotle’s text.

364 Cf. Aristotle, Phys. 217h32-218a8.
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Now, everything that exists should acquire its subsistence either in respect
of itself or in respect of something else. If time is something composite and it
has subsistence, it is necessary that also those things should exist which it is
composed of. But one part of it has perished and the other does not yet exist. So,
how can one think about something that is composed of what does not exist?
And further, everything that exists contains certain parts out of which it is
constituted. But there are no parts of time at all, neither the ones of the past, for
they have already perished, nor the ones of the future, since they do not yet
exist36>,

Some people say that time is the movement of the heavenly sphere,
because they observe that the whole extent of the world is moving without
ceasing, while its parts only move from one place to another. But they do not
comprehend that, although time and motion are related to one another, each
one of them is something different from its counterpart, and they only have an
affinity to one another, but it is not that both of them have one and the same
nature. Indeed (&pa), provided that there are many spheres, because their
motions seem to be multiple, time too should turn out to be of many kinds. But
behold, there is one time which remains the same while its parts are change-
able. But, since they say that the motion of the whole sphere goes from the east
to the west, while the motion of the five stars and the two luminaries, which are
called “deceivers”3, proceeds from the west to the east, then, if indeed time
were movement, it would necessarily mean that the nature of time is not one,
but rather there are times which are contrary to one another in their nature3?’.

But you may also argue as follows: Every change and any particular
movement exists in what is moved by it, and its movement occurs in that
fashion of which it is naturally capable. Time, on the other hand, is the same at

365 Cf. Aristotle, Phys. 218a9-30.

366 Sergius has the term mAavntog in mind, which he explains as deriving from the verb
mAavaw, “to wander”, but also “to lead astray, deceive”. The same rendering of the Greek ta
mAavntd appears in the Syriac version of Ps.-Aristotle’s De Mundo, which is considered to have
been prepared by Sergius, see 392a14.

367 Cf. Aristotle, Phys. 218a33-218h9.



L25r | D100r

P66v

10

15

B121v

20

P67r

298 — Edition

DI o1 hEows Hmadr Minca Diwe ala i
1l o1 Wams A 31 20dh o 0 1a) oy made
=Aandhdin oo pIm Ad msdua “dhivada halilos
A Ian) 15101 K ad S idhidir i iy durdulo
15103 K2 ad Aadidior (LI Do duisarma aaididien
10 neddin ) o r oy asidids Lo
RSy A0 A0y Om R

=2 P A dhT LI duivaxma 1 dedulo
o Ay e Cnmn o ada mual oy (uda s
< e 1ay & ris dad mmea (Lansa emarics
ra mlmis o <omd ara ramaord A\ mi du i
o, o m1a Yo 22D AN W1 LI i e 2
B muar i haal Lomim w day o <aamna @) md
o dhouns o hocas 0 . Ao A nsy IIdhima maon
~aor Laam oy ) ol e o oasddiooy s
2@ ot @wlm rerita plm o <oy madue

o hinl @ sl B e am madu e s
1may o @sdur Fhusiehis  <rm I @S QAo <am
s o e e dul L <re 1\ om  <om=) wdiay amia
smadu oy & A Lo\ ama smadula @) 1an | ad
@I Qs $0d0 0@ Kl KLm anD Qunis jaawdr & A
@l “ha oy mla ad i) L omr L DI ~rml s

WALy ~1udin tua RBIIOT PLAD I KA (MmN

4 &Aoo IP: Mo BD | ,Asw] om. BD 5 du~imaxrsa L: du~<dimadie=na BDP 8 o3 BDL:
W\ P | du~ivarmali durtisadr=aBDP 9 plaed Li (s BD: alse P 10 oomaxies
LP: poaaxire BD | 3\ BDP: ol 11 ~A\(33L: ~ANABDP 12 AN\33L: ANABDP | \cbd
L: <\, miBDP 14 » BDL: (=00 P 15 ~andhd=or BDL: =asdhdh=na P 16 (.Amz] om. P
17 <2e=0BDL: w0 P 18 ~xm BDP: xmyl 19 ~=noDLP: ®>uanB 21 ;i LP: mo
BD 22 <~ om.P | a] om.L | eala BDL: cmlaxP

281

282



281

282

Book Four == 299

every place and to everything and it is not different in different things. Thus,
time is something other than motion. And this is furthermore what one should
see from the fact that the quickness and slowness characteristic of particular
movements are determined by time. For we say that something is moving
quickly when it moves a great deal in a short time. And we further say that
something moves slowly when it moves a little during a long time. But time is
not determined by time. Thus movement is not the same as time368,

Indeed, we say that something is moving quickly or slowly when we attach
time to its nature and not when we take those things which are not of similar
kind and make them equal to one another. For it would be not correct to make
equal a person running on foot to the running of a horse, even if (that person)
were superior in running. But it would be proper to say that a (man’s) foot runs
a great deal, while the running of a horse is superior. It is apparent that the
movement of each one of these is determined according to the kind of its
nature and it is called superior or quick from the firmness or superiority which
is in its nature and which is determined by the time which suits it. From these
and similar (examples) it becomes apparent that time is not movement.

So, in order to see what (time) is, let us consider the statement which we
are accustomed to pronounce that the now should be defined by the past and
the future. Indeed, the now has no persistence, since when it is spoken it is
already gone and does not exist. Thus, it is not a time but what we consider in
our intellect as a certain now and what is extended by our intellect to another
certain now, and it is this interval in between that we call time. So, it seems that

368 This paragraph appears to be a quotation, with some alterations, of Phys. 218b9-20: | uév
00V £kdaTov petaBoln kal kivnolg &v avt® @ petaBdAiovtt uévov £otiv, fj 00 &v Uy 6v avTo
70 Kwovuevov kal petaBdArov: 6 8¢ xpoévog opoiwg kat mavtoyxod kal mapd mdow. €t 8¢
uetafoAn pév €ott BdtTwv kat Ppadutépa, xpdvog § ok Eotiv: 10 yap Bpadl xal Tayd xpévw
Gplotat, Tayd pev To €v OAlyw oA KIvoUUEVOY, BPadl 8¢ T0 &V TOAAR OAlyov- 0 8¢ xpovog ouy
GOplotat xpovw, o0Te TQ 000G TI§ elval oUTE TG TOLOG. GTL uev Toivuv 00K £0Twv Kivnolg,
QavepOV.
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it is in something before and after that time is. But since the before and after
pertain to number, time is some number, i.e. it is not motion but a number of
motion3%,

Now, an indication of this is that we discriminate between many and few
by number, but more and less motion we discern by time. Hence, time is a
number of motion and not motion itself. But since number is said in two
ways — namely of what is numbered and of that by which we number — we
ought to know that time is number not in the sense of that with which we
count, but in the sense of what is counted3”. So, it is the duration of such
motion that contains extension and is counted gradually through various parts
that we call time. Thus we have also determined what time is, namely that it is
the number of the motion.

What has been said makes it clear that time belongs to quantity. For since
its subsistence is in the extension of motion, while every particular extension is
a part of quantity, it is obvious that time is also a quantity. And since there is no
division or separation between its parts but all of them are joined to one anoth-
er, so that the end of what passes by brings into existence what comes after it, it
is apparent that time pertains to that type of quantity whose parts are not
separate and set apart from one another rather than to that which is definable
and divisible and each part of which does not hold the same position with
respect to the others®”.. However, let what has been expained thus far concern-
ing all seven kinds of quantity suffice.

369 This paragraph is a periphrasis of Phys. 219a22-219b3, which appears in some parts to be
a very literal rendering of Aristotle’s text: GAAd piv kal TOvV Xpoévov ye yvwpilouev dtav
oplowpev v kivnowy, @ mpoTtepov kal Lotepov OpLlovTeS: Kal TOTE YAUEV yEYovEVAL XPOVOV,
dtav Tol mpoTépou Kal VoTéPou £V Tfj Kwiioel aioBnowv AdPwuev. opilopev 6¢ ¢ dANo Kal dAA0
VTOAABETV AVTd, Kal UETAED TL aVTGV ETepov: GTav yap ETepa Ta (kpa ToT UEGOU VO oWUEY, Kal
800 elmn 1 Yuyn T@ v, T0 pév mpdtepov To § otepov, TOTE Kal ToUTO Papey elvat xpovov: o
yap 6pLlopevov @ viv xpévog eival Sokel: kal vmokeioBw. 6tav uév odv wg &v 10 viv
aiobavwyeda, xal un ftol wg mpdtepov Kat VoTePOV €V Tij KVATEL i WG TO AVTO PEV TPOTEPOL
8¢ xal LoTépov TVOG, 0L SoKel Xpdvog yeyovévat ovSe(g, dTL 0V8E kivnalg. dtav 8¢ o mpdTepov
Kal Yotepov, T0Te Aéyopev xpovov: TolTo ydp €o0Tv O Xpdvog, aplBudg Kwhoewg Katd To
TPOTEPOV Kal DOTEPOV. 0UK Epa Kivnalg 6 xpdvog GAX fj aptbuov &xet iy kivnolg.

370 The Syriac text follows very closely (with some explicative elements) Phys. 219b3-8:
onuelov 8¢ 10 pev yap mAelov kal éAattov kpivouev apBu®, kivnow 8¢ mieiw kal EAATTL
XPOVR- AplBuog dpa TIg O Xpovog. mel 8 aplBuog ot Si@g (kal yap t0 aplbuovuevov Kait to
apLOuNToV Apduoy Aéyopey, kai @ apdpoduev), 6 81y xpévog £otiv T0 GplOpoduevoy Kai ovy @
apBuodpev. While Aristotle actually suggests three terms for the ways of speaking about
number, Sergius subsumes them under two categories, as also does Philoponus in In Phys.
723.15-24.

371 Le.time is a continuous and not a discrete kind of quantity. Cf. Aristotle, Phys. 220a4-26.
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[Aristotle’s other division of quantity]

We shall also not forget to mention that some of the Stoics and even Plato
himself divided all of quantity into three kinds, namely into number,
magnitude, and weight®’2. For they said that language is a certain number
which is composed of the multitude of words, so that number and language are
one kind of quantity. Also, line, surface, and body, although they differ from one
another in their subsistence, designate a certain magnitude, and hence they
(constitute) one kind of quantity. And because they saw that the inclination
towards heaviness and lightness also signifies a certain quantity, they also
established this kind which they called weight. And thus, as we have said, they
divided all of quantity into number, magnitude, and inclination37.

But Aristotle who was diligent in precise divisions of various things, also
provided one for quantity. So, as we have said above, he divided it into seven
kinds, namely, at first, into two, i.e. into that kind whose parts may be separated
through division from one another and into that one whose parts are joined
and bound to one another without separation; but also each one of these he
further divided as far as it was possible. I mean that the quantity whose parts
are separable from one another he sub-divided into number and such language
that is spoken, while the quantity whose parts may not be separated from one
another he divided into line, surface, body, and also place and time.

Then, after having made this division, since he wanted the student to be
instructed in multiple ways, he also provided another division of the same
seven parts of quantity. Thus, he said that there are some quantities whose
parts have position in relation to one another so that it is obvious where each

372 Cf. Ammonius, In Cat. 55.4-5: Twég 8& T& Kupiwg i8n 10D 000D Pactv elvat Tpia, aplduov
oyxov SUvauwy, To0T €0TL poTiv.
373 Cf. Ammonius, In Cat. 55.4-10.

5a15-37
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one of them is situated; and there are some whose parts do not have position
but each one of them is generated gradually one after another. So the parts of
time, number, and language do not have position, so that each one of them
might be seen in its place and they all would be fastened and fixed in that
whose parts they are.

As for time, it has no parts at all which would have position in it and be
seen, but the generation of each one of its parts always comes together with the
destruction of the previous one. The same holds for language and number:
when their first parts pass away then those after them are generated one after
another by way of succession, while the preceding ones do not persist. Line,
surface, body, and place, on the other hand, contain parts which have position
in relation to one another, each one of them being fixed in its place and
comprehended through that whose part it is, and it is not such that after the
destruction of the first ones the successive ones are generated one after anoth-
er374'

Now, this division of quantity differs from the first one only by mode and it
does not contribute anything more or less to the nature of quantity. So, in the
first division, number and language came together, while line, surface and body
were combined with place and time. In the second division, on the other hand,
time was separated from place, body, surface, and line, and attached to
language and number; since according to the principle of the second division its
position should be with the latter and not with the former37.

[Quantities in the strict sense and per accidens]

Now, after these two divisions, the Philosopher wished to provide a defini-
tion of quantity. It has been told to us and clearly demonstrated in other

374 Cf. Ammonius, In Cat. 59.11-13.
375 Cf. Philoponus, In Cat. 91.28-92.6.
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treatises®”¢ that the craft of dividing is prior to that of defining, since it is first
necessary to have a proper division of things and then from the division to
derive what is suitable for definitions. Hence, the Philosopher and all other
authors who have received from him this rule (kavwv) always first employed
division and after that defined the subject of their discussion.

291 That is why he first properly divided quantity, as he also did with
substance, and now defines it. However, since it has been said to us above that
definitions derive from a genus and those differentiae which constitute
species®”’, but none among the categories has a genus, since each one of them is
a primary genus that is called the most generic genus, it is apparent that for this
reason no definition of any of them may be a perfect definition in the strict
sense. What remains for us is to draw, as if we paint a certain image, a defini-
tion based on their properties, i.e. those things which are individual concomit-
ants of particular entities and through which they may be separated from
everything else. So, it is from them that we shall try to produce a description of
quantity which we may use instead of a definition. Just as we described
substance not by means of a definition, but by means of those things which are
its individual concomitants, so is it also proper for us to try to define quantity
according to our capacity from those things which are concomitant of it3",

292 However, since it is the job of the scholar to investigate not only those 5a38-5b10
things which exist in reality but also those which are believed and to reveal
that their nature is contrary to that®”®, he (i.e. Aristotle) considered in his
account not only what pertains to quantity in reality, but also included in it
what is believed to be quantity when it is not and demonstrated where such a

376 It is possible that Sergius means Porphyry’s Isagoge here, for it is in the commentary on
the latter by Ammonius that we find the discussion of the sequence between division and
definition, cf. Ammonius, In Isag. 35.10-13. See also §197, above.

377 In §§197-199, where Sergius discusses this issue, he in fact does not mention differentiae.
See however, Philoponus, In Cat. 19.26: g yap 0plopdg €k yévoug £€o0Tl Kal GLOTATIKGV
Stapopdv.

378 Cf. Ammonius, In Cat. 61.7-9; Philoponus, In Cat. 93.15-27.

379 Cf. Ammonius, In Cat. 60.14-16: £€pyov €moTAROVOG Ui} pévov T UmoBePAnuéva avTd
TPAYUATA OKOTIELY, AAAA Kal T4 SokoTvta piv elvat, katd dbelav 8¢ ovk dvta SieEépyeadal
Kal kai Steaéyyew (= Philoponus, In Cat. 92.11-13).
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belief about it comes from. Now, since of any particular colour, e.g. a certain
white, it is said that there are three cubits of it, or four, or something else; and
furthermore, of some action it is said that it is long or short, e.g. one usually
speaks about length when talking about a war that lasted ten years or
something like that, — based on this one believes that colours and actions also
pertain to quantity. However, they do not fall beneath any of the kinds of quant-
ity which have been established above, but in reality they belong to quality, as
we are going to demonstrate in the section on it380,

Now, we shall consider that of things that are said, some exist primarily
and in the strict sense, and some of those things that are said exist secondarily
and accidentally®. In the Syriac language, we are accustomed to call these two
kinds “truly” and “seemingly”, so that what the ancients named “strictly” and
“primarily” we usually call “truly”, while what we designate as “seemingly”
they referred to as “accidentally” and “secondarily”. Thus, there are quantities
in the true and strict sense, namely those which have been divided and
discussed thus far, and there are those of another kind, seeming and derivative,
of which we say that they are quantities only in belief and not in reality.

Now, when some colour — e.g., white, or black, or any other — is said to
have three or four cubits or any other particular amount, it is said not in
respect of the colour which is measured, but since the body in which it is
contained happens to have some size, that is how the colour which is in it is

380 Cf. Ammonius, In Cat. 60.16-19; Philoponus, In Cat. 92.13-20.
381 Cf. Cat. 5a38-39: kvpiwg 8¢ Mooa Tadta uova Aéyetal T elpnuéva, T 8¢ GAa TvTa KaTd

oupBePnKIC.



D102v

10

P70v

B124v

15

20

L26r

310 — Edition

208 DI D0 FAwarm mo duy mor KA\ ARSI s
ymadia Anam amy L\ = ~<am <\ . ~<iaa VR L SR L2 T
Adlos | o <) 6 w0 @ <adr <o A\ » <A L <am
P . FulQ Ko Wl Kom dmsey KL D am Kamd <o)
2508 <0 LHIAART LA Mooy smals <o mdasia
.~ihx= Lilooy <om iodmasy oo (I <oy 3
niar dinaml @) Kras < ou mha i Doh esnm
2 IR AT eom Nanm mra | om0 Sl
oo . nis o <ia sad Aoie A eoe ada i
~huma 0 oo aroad s @l dawudida ms <ams i
inaa 1 DA Aa) > Aimdis v camsdu
@l = 1l L > am i Soarao doardar
QI e e <hausaay
P e @mo durdy ian ra) As B 1S | o
S ra A=t Khise Khatas =0 <isdur Khatas 1)
Simemlo Kdwaxrmss o @am=l durin \ = oo mam
(IS DT OO M (D H® KOT FIAN) KALANDT Kam < haiausy
o mradd ala “haumas xumy <haoian) @l Im < e
v@@i.:ﬁ&.\»L:u&:oq:Wn.pq:&mvﬂm.dﬂl:n:&
~oir ol 1\ m) ~<am bm A\~ 1oor <aim R0 1om3
R FIm KA\ O Fdur A i dhotas 0 haias
=1 o ) haamal | <hoiasa hasir 1\ <K= b

mAmra A A ax ap s fhotesa <dhatdua

1 ~<=aLP: < BD | ms duaDLi ms du Bl chadad P 2 vaaia BDL: tnarea P 3 <asia
BDP: =asy L | 2\ BDP: 0L 5 isn<din LP: i< BD 9 aMa?] + am B 10 =i aco] +
ad P | Lomadur whaama =0 BDP: wdhaamia o0 camsdu L 14 1 LP: 3 BD
16 10 BDL: weman P 17,0l oM. L 19 aew s BDP: sl | =] om. P 20 ~>31 DLP:
~o3B 22 ~&aiaxia BDL: wdhaiasiaP | ad DLP: aiem B

295



295

Book Four == 311

said to have size. Also, if an action is said to be long or short, it is not because
the action itself is like that, but because the time over which it took place was
either lengthy or not. In fact, if an action which was believed to last long time
occurs briefly, then due to the briefness of time taken for it this action will be
called brief. But if the action which was believed to be over briefly were to
extend over a long time, then again the length of time taken for it would make
this action seemingly long. Hence, it is the body receptive of colours that is
truly measured and not colours themselves; and it is also the time that is short
or long and not the action which happens in it. It is thus obvious that body and
time pertain to quantity, as it has been explained above, while colours and
actions are called like that seemingly and accidentally, since they occur to one
of the kinds of quantity, as we have said3s2.

So, if someone states about a small body that the white in it, as one says, is
more white than that of a bigger body and falls into error by trying to measure
it by means of measures and saying that the white in the small body is greater
than that in a body larger than it, so that such a person will deduce from it that
it is whiteness that pertains to quantity and not the body which is receptive of
it, then it is obvious that he merely corrupts the proper meaning of the words
and is led astray with respect to the rest. In fact, he should not say that one
white is greater than the other, but that it is more (white) in one case than in
the other33, For the terms “great” and “small” are related to quantity, while the
“more” and the “less” are also applied to colours, shapes (oxnuata) and all

382 Cf. Ammonius, In Cat. 60.20-29; Philoponus, In Cat. 92.20-93.2.
383 See Ammonius, In Cat. 60.29-61.5; Philoponus, In Cat. 93.8-13.
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kinds of quality. Thus, if someone would like to study this subject but will resist
knowing the precise meaning of the terms, he will be rebuked, as we have said.
But if being unaware of this, he would study, then he will learn and will not
resist in a quarrelsome way those things which are evident to everyone.

[Whether quantity admits of contraries]

So, after this, Aristotle defines quantity by means of its distinctive features.
And he first says that a concomitant of quantity is that there is nothing contrary
to it34, For, indeed, none among its kinds — i.e. number, language, time, line,
surface, body, and place — seems to truly admit of contraries. Now, someone
might wish to say that large and small, plenty and few are contrary to one
another, and since they pertain to quantity and are contrary to one another, it is
obvious that quantity admits of contraries. However, if we demonstrate that
they are not contraries, but in their subsistence they pertain to the genus of
relatives, this will prove correct the statement of the Philosopher that a
concomitant of quantity is that it has no contrary3s.

Since we have already discussed large and small and plenty and few in the
section on substance3®, it would be proper to say now only a few things about
them, in order to demonstrate that, if they are contraries they do not belong to
quantity, and if they do belong to quantity they are not contrary to one another,
but the subsistence of their nature belongs rather to the genus of relatives®’.
So, in order to make our account of them comprehensive, let us start our
inquiry into them, making it as brief as possible.

384 See Cat. 5b11: €11 T® mMoO® 0VSEV oty €vavtiov. Sergius paraphrases Aristotle’s text
rather than quoting it.

385 In the second half of this paragraph, Sergius paraphrases Cat. 5b14-16: €l pr 70 TOAD T
OAlyw @ain tig elval évavtiov { 0 puéya ¢ WKp. T0OTWY 8¢ 008EV £0TL TOGOV AN TGV TTPAG TL
386 Sergius probably means §224, where he mentioned that not admitting of contraries is
characteristic not only of substance but also of quantity. Philoponus points out that it is Aris-
totle himself who mentioned large and small briefly in the section of the Categories dealing
with substance, see Philoponus, In Cat. 94.6-7: év yap @ mepl Tfig ovolag Adyw uvnuovevoog
aOT®V Povov TapiiAde, cuyxwproag avtd évavtia givat.

387 This is what Aristotle himself implies, as Philoponus stresses in In Cat. 94.9-10: xai
Selkvual AW Syie, SLd Te TG évatdoewg dTL Uk it Toad, Kal Tig AvTuTapactdoews dTL el
Kai Moot ouyywpnBein eivay, ovk £otwv évavtia (cf. Ammonius, In Cat. 62.15-18).

5b11-16
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Now, we say that one kind of quantity is definite and concrete and another
is indefinite and may be grasped generally. As for the definite and concrete
kind of quantity, it has been set out through the division discussed above. That
which is indefinite may be comprehended through another division, when one
takes the whole nature of quantity and divides it by saying that one part of it is
regarded in terms of large and small and other in terms of many and few.
About all bodies, surfaces and lines we say that some of them are larger or
smaller than others. About time, language and number, on the other hand, we
say that some of them are more or less than others. Thus, large and small apply
to that kind of quantity whose parts have position, while many and few apply
to that kind of quantity whose parts do not remain in one established position
with respect to one another3ss,

That is why the Philosopher used the following examples for the two kinds
of quantity and based his whole discussion of them on these. As examples for
body, line and surface he took a mountain and a certain small grain, saying that
any particular body is called large and small through comparison to other
things of the same genus®®. Concerning time, number and language, on the
other hand, all things belonging to them are said to be many or few also
through comparison to one another. Hence, if these things pertain to quantity,
as we have shown, then they are not contrary to one another, but this comes
from the category (katnyopia) of relatives. So, from these and other (examples)
one is able to see that they are not contraries3®.

There is nothing at all that is called large or small simply, i.e. in its own
right, but rather it is called thus in relation to something else. Thus, the same

388 Cf. Ammonius, In Cat. 63.2-9; Philoponus, In Cat. 95.4-96.20. Ammonius divides quantit-
ies into “definite” (wplopéva), which are quantities in the strict sense, and “indefinite”
(4o6ptota), to which large and small belong and which are not quantities in the proper sense.
Philoponus provides a more detailed analysis of these two kinds.

389 See Cat. 5h16-20: 008ev yap avtd kKb’ avTo péya Aéyetal f| pkpdv, GAAG Tpog ETepov
avagépetat, 0lov 6pog U KPOV AEyeTal, KEyxpog 8& peydAn Té TV uev Tdv Opoyevdv ueifov
elvay, T 8¢ EAaTToV TV OOYEVRV.

390 See Ammonius, In Cat. 62.2-18, particularly 62.15-18: ei yap xal évavtia eiol 10 péya kal
T0 UKPOV, OUK €ilol TT0ad, AAAQ T®V TTPOG TU <...> DoTepov 8¢ Seikvuav dTL 008¢ Evavtia eiow,
GG TTpOG ETEPOV AVQEPETAL.
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mountain will be called large with regard to one (mountain) and small with
regard to another. And also a grain will be called large as compared to one
(grain) and small as compared to another. For if things were called large or
small in virtue of themselves, then neither would something large ever be
called small, nor would something small ever be called large, but each thing
would always maintain the order of its nature. Thus, a grain which is incom-
mensurably smaller than any mountain could never be called large, nor could a
mountain be called small®®%. But since a grain is called large as compared to a
smaller (grain), while a mountain is named small as compared to a bigger
(mountain), it is apparent that these terms are applied only by way of comparis-
on and do not derive from the nature of things®®.

Moreover, things that are contraries first have their own existence and only
then fight with one another. But as for relatives, they are said of by way of
reference (to one another) and it is in this reference that their names subsist®%.
What I mean is this. Black and white are contrary to one another, but each one
of them has subsistence by itself and exists in its own right. Large and small, on
the other hand, and plenty and few do not exist in their own right, but each one
of these terms appears by way of reference to the other, while what is signified
by them in itself is different from what is grasped from these namings. Hence,
they do not belong to contraries, but to the category of relatives, in which we
usually include a slave and a master, a son and a father, a half and a double,
and other things like that.

391 Cf. Cat. 5b20-22: oUkoOv TpOg Etepov 1} avagopd, €mel elye ka® avTO UKPOV ij uéya
ENEéYeTo, 0UK (v TTOTE TO UEV BPOG LLKPOV EAEYETO, 1} 8E KEYXPOG UEYUAN.

392 Cf. Philoponus, In Cat. 94.16-25.

393 See Ammonius, In Cat. 63.15-18: 8¢l td évavtia Tp@HTOV elvat Kad® LauTd GITOAEAVPEVIY
gyovta TV LméoTaow, eita oUTwG ouvépyesBal kal THY udynv avadéyesBat, TodT EoTv
avTikeloBal, 6mep €nl TOV TPOG TL A8UVATOV, 8§10 00Te TOAENET AAARAOLG, GAAA pdAAov Kal
ouvelodayel (cf. Philoponus, In Cat. 97.10-12).
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In this way, then, each of those things which are contraries persists even
after the perishing of its counterpart. E.g., black exists apart from white, and
also white does not perish if there is no black. But there is neither large apart
from small nor few apart from many, since their subsistence is based on their
reference to one another. Thus, if there is no father, then the word “son” may
not be applied any more, and if a slave is taken away, the name “master”
perishes together with him3%,

One may also argue like this®®. There is nothing that is able to be receptive
of those things that are contraries at the same time. E.g., white and black may
not be present in the same body at once. However, what is called large and
small may be receptive of both (characteristics) at once, since, as we have said,
for a mountain, for a grain and for many other things it is possible at the same
time to be both large and small, many and few. Thus, the same mountain turns
out to be large in relation to one (mountain) which is smaller than it, and small
in relation to another which is bigger than it. Also, e.g., the number fifty is
considered many in relation to twenty and few in relation to one hundred.
Hence, also from this it becomes obvious that large and small do not belong to
things which are contraries but to those that are grasped in relation to
something else3%.

In order to make this completely apparent, I am saying that there is
nothing at all that might be contrary to itself or become its own opposite3?. For
what is receptive of contrariety remains one and the same at different times.
But a person who states that large and small are among contraries, since each

394 Cf. Ammonius, In Cat. 63.20-25.

395 Ammonius notes that this argument of Aristole proceeds by way of reductio ad impos-
sibile, see In Cat. 63.27: €tepov €miyelpnua Swa Tiig €ig advvatov anaywyig (cf. Philoponus, In
Cat. 97.16).

396 Cf. Ammonius, In Cat. 63.28-64.9; Philoponus, In Cat. 95.4-96.20.

397 Here, as also above (cf. §223), Sergius applies both the term dalqubla and the adjective
saqqubla synonymously for rendering the Gr. évavtiog, “contrary”. Porphyry, in his question-
and-answer commentary, makes a distinction between opposites and contraries, affirming that
some quantities may be opposed to one another but not as contraries, see Porphyry, In Cat.
108.5-12.
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one of them is applied to the same subject by way of reference, as we have
shown, to what is large or small, such a person is saying that the same thing is
contrary to itself, thus being obviously wrong in stating what is impossible3®,

Thus, the Philosopher demonstrates that, if they were contraries then they
could not belong to quantity, and if they belonged to quantity then they could
not be contraries. The truth is, however, that neither do they belong to quantity
nor are they contraries, but rather they are associated with quantity through
what is receptive of them3%. Just as we have shown earlier that substance is
receptive of contraries, so too we state about quantity that it is also receptive of
them. Thus, as we have said, the truth is that their nature belongs to that genus
which is grasped through relation to something else.

Now, if someone is absolutely bent on asserting that there is contrariety in
quantity, he deduces it from the constitution of place??. Indeed, up and down
are parts of space, and they are easily grasped as contraries. For a definition of
what is contrary goes like this: they are those things that are most distant from
one another#?’, And this most of all applies to up and down, for these are
furthest apart from one another. That is why someone might state, that they are
contraries and occur in place, and since place belongs to quantity, they too
belong to quantity. Thus, it turns out that there is contrariety in the division of
quantity.

Now, up and down shall not be understood here as particular things in this
world%2 But even if they were, they should still be grasped through their
relation to something else. In fact, people are generally inclined to understand
up as the heavenly sphere, above which there is no other physical place, and

398 Ammonius comments that with this argument Aristotle “increases the absurdity”:
¢mTeivwy o0V T0 Gromoy enow otL el £0TL T péya ¢ WKPE évavtiov, cuuBrioetat 0O uoévov to
abTO pa Katd Tov adTov Xpovov TAV évavtiwy eivat SekTko, AL kal avtd EauTd payeobal,
omep advvarov (Ammonius, In Cat. 64.11-13; cf. Philoponus, In Cat. 97.26-29).

399 Cf. Ammonius, In Cat. 64.16-18: poTepov VMOBEUEVOg adTd Evavtia elval £8etEev BTl
7000 0VK £0TLY, Emelta UnéBeTo oo Kal €8el&ev 8TL oUK eioly évavtia. 10 8¢ aAnbEg olte mood
¢0TLv 00Te évavtia, TV 8¢ mpog TL. See also Philoponus, In Cat. 97.31-98.1.

400 Sergius paraphrases Cat. 6a12-13: pdiota 8¢ 1| évavtidtng Tod mocol mept TOV TOMOV
Sokel vTdpyEW.

401 See Cat. 6a17-18: ta yap mAEloTOV AAMAWY SLEGTNKOTA TGOV €V TQ) aUT® yével vavtia
opiCovtat. Cf. Ammonius, In Cat. 64.25-65.1 and Philoponus, In Cat. 99.22-23. Sergius omits the
expression “in the same genus” in the definition (Ammonius, on the contrary, stresses this
point, see 65.5-8).

402 Cf. Philoponus, In Cat. 99.23-24: xatd GAR0eav yap ovK €0Twv €V Tij QUOEL TV OVTWV TO
Gvw kat 10 KATw.
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down as the earth, below which there is no other place. This is how human
reason naturally understands up and down rather then through their relation
to something else. But it is not this way that the ancients wished to explain the
contrariety in the nature of things. For they did not define up as heaven, nor
did they apply down to earth. Instead, they spoke of the outer limits and centre
in the world, thus defining heaven as the limit and the boundary of everything,
while placing earth in the centre of everything that exists4,

Thus, if there is no up and down in the world but (only) outer limits and
centre, it is apparent that contrariety is neither in the world nor in quantity,
since limits and centre are spoken of in relation to something else. For a limit is
a limit of something, namely of what is limited by it; and also a centre is a
centre of something, namely of what surrounds it as a sphere#®4. So, what has
been said thus far concerning the fact that no contrariety is in quantity should
suffice. Next, we will turn to other concomitants which the Philosopher
considered to be peculiar to it.

[Other properties of quantity]

So, there is another property of quantity, namely that it does not admit of
more and less, because none of its parts may be called more quantity than the
other, but all of them equally possess its name and general nature. For number
is not more quantity than language, neither is language less (quantity) than
number. Similarly, number or language are no less quantity than line or body.
So also, time, or place, or surface are called quantity to no greater or lesser an

403 Periphrasis of Cat. 6a11-12: Tiv mp0Og TO PETOV XWPAV KATW AEYOVTES, SLA TO TAEGTNV T
péow Stdotacty mpog T mépata Tod kéopuov givat. Cf. Philoponus, In Cat. 99.28-100.29.
404 Cf. Ammonius, In Cat. 65.1-3.

6a19-25
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extent than them. But, as we have said, all its kinds are equally quantity, and
none among them is more or less then the others#0,

And this is plausible, for we have said above that there is no contrariety in
quantity, it being from a mixture of contraries that more and less arise*%. But
since there are no contraries in quantity, it is apparent that more and less are
not applied to it. However, although this property is characteristic of all of
quantity, it is not found only in it. For it has been shown to us in the previous
section that substance does not admit of more and less either*”’, but all parts of
substance are equally said to be substance.

Now, the property of quantity in the strict sense which is concomitant for it
alone and does not happen to occur to any other genera is being equal and
unequal?®, For this is characteristic of all parts of quantity and appears only in
them?%. A number is said to be equal to another number or unequal to it. Also,
an utterance*? is sometimes called equal to another utterance which is like it
and sometimes unequal. Line, surface, and body, and also time and place —
each one of them is called either equal to something of its kind or unequal®!.
What we obviously mean by this is that, when each one of them is compared to
something else, we characterize it either as equal or as unequal. That is why an
individual property of quantity in the strict sense which is concomitant for it
alone, as we have said, is that it is always and by everyone called equal and
unequal.

405 This argument does not appear in Ammonius and Philoponus. Instead, Philoponus
stresses that, similar to substance, quantity is receptive of contraries (t®@v évavtiwv eivat
Sextwciiv), but does not have the contrariety itself, see In Cat. 101.1-19.

406 Cf. Ammonius, In Cat. 65.13-16: kai T007T0 €iKOTWG GOV Ydp €0TWV EVaVTIOTNG, EKET TO
udA\ov kai RTToV, 670V 8¢ 0UK E0TLY, 008E TO PEANOV Kai RTToV evplokeTar To yap udov kal
NTTOV K THG TAV évavtiwy pigewg yivetat (cf. Philoponus, In Cat. 101.23-25).

407 Cf. Ammonius, In Cat. 65.20-21; Philoponus, In Cat. 101.25-26.

408 See Cat. 6a26: (8lov 8¢ pdAiota To0 mocod 70 {oov T Kat Gvioov Aéyeadal.

409 Cf. Philoponus, In Cat. 101.29-102.1: T0070 Kupiwg {816V €0l T0T OG0T, EMeldN kal povw
uTapyeL Kat TavTi.

410 Syr. mellta, Gr. Adyog.

411 Cf. Philoponus, In Cat. 102.1-3.
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These remarks bring to an end this book, which is the fourth of the treatise
that I wrote on the study of logic, where I described quantity according to the
teaching of Aristotle based on what I could remember42,

End of Book Four.

Divisions of Book Four
First division

Of quantities:

— some have parts that are separate and delimited from one another, i.e.
number, language;

— others are in a single unity which has no parts separate from one another,
i.e. line, surface, body, place, time.

Second division

Also, of quantities:

— some contain parts which have position and remain at their place, i.e. line,
surface, body, place;

— others contain parts which are not fixed and are brought forth one by one,
i.e. time, language, number.

412 1t is possible that here Sergius refers to his notes (Umouvijpara) written on the basis of
Ammonius’ lectures.
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BOOK FIVE

[Introductory questions]

In the previous book, O brother Theodore, which was the fourth of the
present treatise, we devoted our entire discussion to quantity by means of
examples and divisions that were proper to it, and in it we have clearly explic-
ated, as it seems to me, the whole concept of quantity in Aristotle. Now, in this
book, which we are about to write and which is the fifth one, we will
consequently discuss and explain what comes after this teaching according to
the meaning which the Philosopher put into his words. Indeed, in his treatise
Categories (xatnyopiau), after the teaching on quantity, he speaks about the
genus of relation*, though from the contents of what we have said above it
might seem appropriate that he should have taught first about the genus of
quality44.

Because of this, before starting to expound this genus, we ought to talk
about those things which appear useful and quite necessary to know. First, why
(Aristotle) leaves aside the genus of quality and after quantity teaches on
relation. Second, what kind of nature this genus has. Third, what the order
(Tad€g) of his teaching is in the section on this genus. And fourth, what the
correct division is that encompasses all those things that are said in relation to
something*®, These four points we shall properly consider, and I believe that
we cannot leave them out in our discussion of the genus of relatives, for
otherwise the latter might be difficult (to understand) for readers.

413 The Syriac expression lwat meddem, “(related) to something”, is a literal rendering of the
Greek mpdg 7L In those cases where the plural is implied, I will translate it as “relatives”, while
in those cases where it appears in the singular as “relation”.

414 For various notions of the sequence of the categories and the place of the category of
relatives in it, cf. Simplicius, In Cat. 155.33-159.8. Sergius’ words about the “contents of what
we have said above” probably refer to §§129-133 and 241-242, where he discussed the order
of the categories as compared to the order of nature. The same argument appears in Simpli-
cius, who states that based on it qualities should be considered prior to relation. Cf. also Philo-
ponus, In Cat. 102.17-22.

415 Ammonius suggests discussing five introductory questions: (1) the sequence of the cate-
gories, (2) explanation of the title, (3) the independent existence, (4) the order of teaching,
(5) division into species. See In Cat. 66.5-7: pd Tiig T@V MPOG TL SLéackariag mévte Tadta xpn
{ntely: Ty T avt®v v aitiav tiig éntypagiic Tv tndaTacv TOV TPOTOV Tii¢ SL8aoKaAiag
v eig ta idn Saipeowv (cf. Philoponus, In Cat. 102.13-16, who reverses the order of nos. 4
and 5). Sergius leaves out the second point by Ammonius, since it has apparently turned out to
be irrelevant in Syriac.
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So, it is necessary to start with the first point. Then we say that, since in the
section on quantity Aristotle mentioned the genus of relation not once but
several times, so as not to leave the mind of the hearer to wander about for too
long trying to find out what this genus is, he provided the account of it straight
away after his teaching on quantity. Indeed, it was not possible that something
that has been applied to quantity in order to explain it could itself remain
without explanation, so that pupils remain unaware of what it is. Otherwise, he
would have brought the previous discussion into confusion and ruined its
coherence. But since he referred to the genus of relation in the section on
quantity, while explaining that there is no contrariety in quantity, it seemed
(proper) for the Philosopher to put off for a moment the genus of quality and to
turn to the teaching on this, so that the explanation which has been made about
quantity would also become clear to those who learn it in close proximity to
what they have just learned*,

About the nature of this genus we should know the following. Some writers
state that it does not exist by nature at all, but only by a postulation which
appears in our mind*”. They say that of a particular person who may happen to
be standing either on the right side or on the left of someone else we would say
that he is on the right or on the left. It is not, however, the nature of this person
that makes him to be on the right or on the left, but we define him this way in
our mind. Now, they do not comprehend that the genus of relation is also
known to nature, as the parts of the body are naturally placed according to it.
Thus, e.g., the liver has been naturally created on the right and spleen on the

416 Cf. the same argument by Ammonius, In Cat. 66.10-12: @apév obv 8Tt £neldi év Tfj 100
10000 St8ackaia €uviadn TV TPog TL, va pn €mt ALY Xpdvov Edaon ToV dkpoativ ayvo-
ofvta mepl abT®V, SLa T00T0 eVBEWG TTepl abT@OY ToLeTTaL TV Stdackaliav (see also Philoponus,
In Cat. 102.13-16).

417 Ammonius discusses the problem of vméotaolg of relatives, ie. whether they have
independent existence and thus exist naturally (¢voel) or should be considered a construct of
the human mind and thus exist only by convention (6¢cel). In general, Sergius’ account is very
close to that of Ammonius.
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left, and it never comes about that the spleen is on the right or the liver on the
left, or that both of them are found on one side*8. From this, it is apparent that
this genus is also known to nature.

Others claimed just the opposite of this, i.e. that everything in this world is
constituted by this genus, one of them being Protagoras the sophist. Now, this
sophist together with others like him used to say that whatever a person states
is true, even if in reality it is the opposite of what he states. So, the one who says
that honey is sweet is speaking truly, for it is sweet to those who taste it while
being healthy. But also the one who states that honey is bitter is speaking truly
too, for it is bitter for those whose sense of taste is unhealthy because they
suffer from the illness called jaundice*®. And about all other things he was
eager to state in the same way that some of them are true in relation to one
thing and others in relation to something else.

But Plato refuted him, telling him the following: “Protagoras, either you
speak truly when you say this or you speak falsely. Now, if you are speaking
falsely, then we shall not believe you, since you are lying. And if you are speak-
ing truly, stating that everything what one says is true, then, if we say that what
you state is not true, we will be speaking truly and you again will be proven a
liar.”420

Now, those who teach correctly state that some things exist firmly being
self-subsistent, while others appear in some relation to one another, and it is
the nature of the latter things that belongs to the genus of relation. E.g., a man
in that he is a man, or a stone in that it is a stone, and other things like that

418 See Ammonius, In Cat. 66.21-26: nepl 8¢ Tfi¢ VTTOOTAGEWS AVTHV TIVEG UEV EAeYOV UnSEV
glvat TV Tpog TL PUOEL GANA B0, olov TO SeELOV Kal TO aploTepov Kal doa toladTa, oitveg
oUK 0pB®S Aéyovaty- olTw yap éyvwatat Tadta Tfj QUOEL, MG Kal TA HopLa T00 CWUATOG GYETEL
Twi Tpog dAANAa Bewpettal, olov To uév fArap Se&ov 6 8¢ oAV ApLoTepdg, kal oUK Gv ToTe
yévolto olte T frap aplotepdv oUTe 6 oAV 8e€10¢ (cf. Philoponus, In Cat. 103.20-28).

419 See Ammonius, In Cat. 66.26-67.2: Tvég 8& Tavta Tpog TL EAeyov, GV £lg ¢oTt TipwTaydpag
0 60@LoTig: 00T0g Yap EXeyev OTL TG O OTLODY Aéywv GAnBeveL 6 yap Aéywv 6TL TO HEAL YAUKD
€07V AANOgVEL (TTPOG TIVAG YAp YAUKD €0TU), Kal 0 Aéywv avTO TIKPOV AAnBevEL TPOg Yap TOVG
iktepLdvtag mkpov €oti (cf. Philoponus, In Cat. 103.31-104.13).

420 Sergius’ account finds a close parallel in Ammonius, In Cat. 67.2—7: T00Tov 00V IIAGTWV
EXéyxwv Enotv 6TL ‘G Mpwtaydpa, aANBeVELG Aéywy, HTL TG 6 OTLOTY Aéywv AANBeveL, i Yevsn:
el uév olv Peusdy, eik0Twg 81d T0TT6 6oL 0L TIoTEVGOUEY, £l §” GANBeVEIg Aéywy TL TIHS 6 OTIOTY
Aéywv dAnBevel, Aéyopev 8¢ mept ool 6Tl Yevdn, dAnbevouey dpa, Mote TAAWY Pevdn, kal ov
névta T@v npog ti éotl. (cf. Philoponus, In Cat. 104.18-25). Plato’s words derive from Theae-
tetus 170C. However, Ammonius paraphrases this passage, and it is Ammonius’ version that
Sergius quotes instead of the text of the Theaetetus.
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have firm existence of their own. But for someone to be a slave or a master, or
for something to be a half or a double, such things appear in their being linked
to one another, and each of them does not exist separately on its own. Thus,
according to their opinion, it is obvious and reasonable that neither all things
belong to this genus, as Protagoras believed, nor are they completely deprived
of it, as it seemed to those (about whom we spoke) at first. Instead, a true notion
about this has been proposed by the Peripatetics, according to which not all of
the natures turn out to be encompassed by this genus*.

The mode of teaching on this genus which the Philosopher employs is this.
First he gives the definition of it that has been suggested by those who were
before him, while refuting those statements which seem wrong to him and
accepting those which have been made correctly. To this end, he gives his own
definition of this genus in all accuracy and consequently reports what relates to
the account of it

The correct division that is appropriate for this genus is this. Some
(relatives) are signified by means of similar names, while others by means of
dissimilar names*?. Those signified by means of similar names are when we
say that what is similar is similar to what it is similar to, or what is equal is
equal to what it is equal to. And other things like that which belong to the genus
of relation are signified by means of those names that are similar to each other.

By means of dissimilar names, on the other hand, things pertaining to this
genus may be grasped in multiple ways. What I mean is this. First, by way of
(relating) a container of something and what is contained, e.g. a half and a

421 Cf. Ammonius, In Cat. 67.7-11; Philoponus, In Cat. 104.25-36.

422 See Ammonius, In Cat. 67.11-14: Tponw 8¢ Si8aokaliag kéxpnTat ToldSe: TPOTEPOV ATTO-
8i8waL TOV OpLopdy avTev, dv ol maratol £0evTo, elta Seikvuaty GToma TOAAA T6) OPLOUH TOVTW
gndpeva, Kal 00Twg Etepov avTog (Slov avTt@®v anodidwaty, 6 kal pévolg kat ndaty vrdpyet (cf.
Philoponus, In Cat. 105.12-16).

423 Le. by means of homonymy and heteronymy. Cf. Ammonius, In Cat. 67.16-18: 1 8¢
Slaipeotg T@v mpog Tl €0ty abTn: T®V PG TL TA PEV KaO’ duwvupiav <..> Td 8¢ Ka® Etepw-
vupiav (cf. Philoponus, In Cat. 105.1-2).
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double. For a half is a half of some double, and also a double is a double of a
half. Further, the other way is (to relate) the one who is ruled and the ruler, e.g.
a master and a slave. For a master is a master of a slave, and also a slave is a
slave of a master. Also, (what relates) the one who discerns and what is
discerned, e.g. everything perceptible is perceptible by perception. Further,
something that pertains to learning, e.g. an intelligent person becomes intelli-
gent through certain intelligence, or a knowledgeable person becomes
knowledgeable through knowing something. Further, (what relates) a cause
and what is caused by it, e.g. a father to a son or a son to a father. Further, (what
relates) that which affects something and what is affected by it, e.g. the striker
strikes a person who is struck, while the one who is struck is struck by the
striker. Also, according to a position in certain place, e.g. how one person who is
on the right appears related to the person on the left, and the one on the left is
understood in relation to the one on the right*,

323 In all such types of this genus, one applies names that differ from one
another rather than the same name that designates two things standing in
relation to one another, while in the first kind of relatives, as we have
explained, one applies to them names which are in every respect similar to one
another. So, these things (that should be said) before?s the teaching on the
genus of relation are sufficient for the moment. Hence, we may turn now to a
descriptive account of it which we are accustomed to call its definition.

[Properties of the genus of relatives]

324 So, the Philosopher at first provides the definition of this genus which has 6a36-37
been proposed (by others) and later on defines it himself in the proper way by
making apparent what is not correct, as we have said above. One should be
aware that also this genus may not be grasped through exact definition, since it

424 See Ammonius, In Cat. 67.16-26; Philoponus, In Cat. 105.1-11. The types of relatives
which are based on heteronymy as listed by Ammonius and Philoponus differ in some aspects
from one another and both in turn differ from what we find in Sergius. It is thus probable that
no fixed list of these types was known in Ammonius’ school.

425 Here Sergius apparently has the Greek term ta mpoAeyopeva in mind.
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is one of the most generic genera. Instead, both Aristotle and those who were
before him gave a definition of it in the same way as in case of the other such
genera, i.e. deriving it from what is particularly concomitant of it. Thus, the
ancients defined it in the following way, as he reports it: “Those things which
are said to pertain to the genus of relation are called in what they are from
other things or named in any other way as being relative to something else.”42

This is what the Philosopher says on how the ancients defined the genus of
relatives. By saying that they “are called” instead of stating that they “are” he
made clear that he is speaking as one who does not support this definition, as if
someone said: “This is how they are named by the ancients but this is not how
they actually are”. Indeed, later on he proposes a definition which is fitting*?”.
And the words “in what they are from other things” mean the following. E.g., it
is not as man that a man is said to be in this genus but he is named (as being) in
it as the one standing on the right or on the left. So if he is on the right, he is
said to be on the right of the left, but if he is on the left, he is said to be on the
left of the right#2s,

He (i.e. Aristotle) suggests other examples, lest one assume that this genus
comes to be from substance only and not from all the categories. Neither does it
originate from quantity only, but also from quality. In reality, this genus is
found in all the genera of the categories and is generated from the affinity of
their species®.

That is why the Philosopher says that also each of the following things is
spoken of as relative: affection, position, knowledge, and perception?3. For

426 See Cat. 6a36-37: mpog TL 8¢ T ToladTa Aéyetal, §oa adTd drep £0Tiv ETépwv elvat AéyeTat
1| 0nwoolv dAAwg Tpog Etepov. As in the previous cases, the quotation in Sergius differs from
the anonymous Syriac translation of the Categories.

427 Cf. Ammonius, In Cat. 67.28-30: T® AéyeTat EYPHOATO WG Ui APETKOUEVOG T(M AGYW: TapPa-
KaTwwv yap Seikvuoy Groma TmOAAA TOUTW TR Oplou@ émdpeva, kal oitwg GAXov Tibnow
0popodv (cf. Philoponus, In Cat. 106.2-3).

428 Cf. Ammonius, In Cat. 68.2-3; Philoponus, In Cat. 106.5-6.

429 Cf. Ammonius, In Cat. 68.5-12; Philoponus, In Cat. 106.8—-11. While commenting on this
passage, Ammonius stresses that the category of relatives is expressed not only by means of
the genitive but also by the dative, a point which Sergius apparently found irrelevant for
Syriac readers.

430 See Cat. 6b2: £0TL 82 kal Tél ToladTa TGV PGS TL olov EELG, S1abeatg, aioBnalg, meTiun,
Béaotg. The same list appears in Ammonius and Philoponus. Sergius seems to render, though in
different order, the three last terms (aioBnotg, émtotiun, 8€otg), but to omit the first two,
instead using the example of “affection”. In the early anonymous Syriac version of the
Categories, the terms €€ and 81d0eatg are not translated but transliterated, while the rest of
the list is close to the terminology of Sergius.

6a37-6b2

6b2-10
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affection is an affection of something affected, and what is affected is affected
by some affection. And knowledge is a knowledge of what is known, while what
is known is known through knowledge. But also perception is a perception of
something perceived, while what is perceived is perceived through perception.
Further, position is a position of something positioned, while what is positioned
is said to be positioned in some position. Hence, some (relatives) pertain to
substance, such as what is perceived; others pertain to quality, such as
knowledge; and still others belong to the genus of position, like what is
positioned?3.

After that, he says that there is a certain contrariety in the genus of
relation, e.g. righteousness and wickedness are contraries of one another*¥. For
wickedness is wickedness of a wicked person, and a wicked person is called
wicked because of wickedness. Likewise, righteousness is a righteousness of a
righteous person, and a righteous person is called righteous from righteous-
ness.

However, among things pertaining to this genus, as the Philosopher stated,
some are receptive of contrariety and some are not*®. For, as we have said,
since the genus of relatives is attached to any category, it is reasonable that
among them some may have contraries and some not, thus imitating those
categories which they are attached to. So, when something is considered in
association with substance or quantity, since there is no contrariety in them as
we have said above, then no (contrariety) is found in it either. If, on the other
hand, (relatives are) considered in association with quality, since quality fully
admits of contrariety, then there will be contraries in them too in the same way
as in the genus with which they are associated. Hence, when a half and a
double which belong to quantity are relatives, i.e. when they are spoken in
relation to one another, they contain no contraries at all. But righteousness and

431 Cf. Ammonius, In Cat. 68.14-19; Philoponus, In Cat. 106.14-24.

432 See Cat. 6b15-16: Umdpyel 8¢ kal &vavTioTng v Tolg Tpog L, olov peth Kakig évavtiov,
gKAaTeEPOV AUT®V TIPS TL Ov. Here, Sergius renders the Gr. évavtidtng as saqqublayuta and this
term is used alongside dalqubla, which in §419 is reserved for the Gr. avtikelofal, “opposite”.
433 See Cat. 6b17: 00 Tiéiot 8¢ 101G PGS TL UITAPYEL EVaVTiOV.

6b15-18
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wickedness which belong to quality and are opposite to one another produce a
certain contrariety also in the genus of relatives?.

One ought to know, however, that they turn out to belong to this genus not
in that they are righteousness and wickedness, for this makes them belong to
quality as we are going to demonstrate, but each one of them is a relative in
that it is said in relation to something which is associated with it. Thus, we say
that righteousness is righteousness of someone, i.e. of a righteous person, and
wickedness is also wickedness of someone, i.e. of a wicked person. So, this is
how they pertain to the genus of relatives. And it is through the contrariety in
quality that righteousness is contrary to wickedness and also righteous is
contrary to wicked. That is why it is reasonable that contrariety appears in this
genus but not in all things that belong to it%%, since each one of them exists in
that it is said with reference to something else*.

You should also be aware that all those who consider that Plato believed
that this genus exists only in what is said and not naturally certainly misinter-
pret this philosopher. For concerning this one can establish from what he says
in the treatise which is called Gorgias*’ that this genus should be characterized
in terms of being. Now, this is what he writes: “If there is something active,
there must also be something passive”3, Here he says “is” and not “said of” or
“called”, which makes apparent that he characterizes it not as what is said but
also as actual being?%,

So, after this, he moves to another property which is distinctive of this
genus and says that it “seems to admit of more and less”#4. This (concomitant)

434 Cf. Porphyry, In Cat. 114.8-18; Ammonius, In Cat. 69.23-70.8; Philoponus, In Cat.
108.10-30.

435 Cf. Philoponus, In Cat. 108.29-30: eikdTw¢ To{vuy Kal EvavtidTng Bewpeltal €v 1ol Tpog Tt
Kal o0 1oL T00T0 TAPAKOAOLOEL.

436 Cf. Philoponus, In Cat. 109.25-26: £v To0Tw &xeL TO elvat T¢) £Tépov Aéyeabal.

437 A marginal note in ms. P translates the title of Plato’s dialogue as “agriculture”.

438 Cf. Plato, Gorgias 476B: dpa &l Tig Tt ToLel, avdykn TL elval Kai doyov VIO TOVTOL TOD
nolobvtog. It is clear that Sergius quoted Plato not directly, but in that version which was
known to him from Ammonius’ lectures, see the next footnote.

439 See Ammonius, In Cat. 70.10-14: iotéov §TL 600l Aéyouat Tov ITIAdTwva 00Tws Opiecdat Ta
TpOg TL Kal £v T® AéyeaBat oieaBat abTov elvat TV T@V TPOS TL HIIHATACL, GUKOPAVTODGL TOV
PL600POV: Kal yap amo tdv eipnuévwv v ¢ Topyig 0Tt yvdval 8Tt @ avtd elval yapaktn-
piler gnot yap ‘et &ott T0 molody, avdykn TL elval Kal T0 mdoyov: elvat yap eine, kai ov
Aéyeabau (cf. Philoponus, In Cat. 109.26-30).

440 See Cat. 6b19-20: S0Kel 8¢ kal TO PEAAOV Kal T RTTOV EMISEXETBAL T TTPAG TL.

6b19-27
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is quite similar to the one which has been discussed just now, because it is not
the whole genus which is like that but some parts of it*.. From what we have
said, i.e. that it is considered in association with other genera, it is obvious that,
if something gains its subsistence from quality, since the latter admits of more
and less as we will demonstrate later, it will admit of them too. If, however,
something is considered in association with substance or quantity, then more
and less do not occur in it*2,

Then he sets out another property which is distinctive of (this genus) as
follows: “All things that are spoken of in relation (to something else) reciprocate
in speech with their correlatives.”#43 To learn what it means that something
“reciprocates”, let us say that it signifies the equality of those things that are
spoken of which they maintain towards each other while being said of one
another without disadvantage to any of them##. E.g., we say that a master is the
master of a slave, but this may equally reciprocate, i.e. that a slave is the slave
of a master. And further, that a father is the father of a son and that a son is the
son of a father. And all other things which belong to this genus reciprocate in
the same way.

[Relatives being simultaneous]*4

After that, he also introduces another property which is distinctive of the
genus of relation. There is no small puzzle concerning it, and if he had left it
without clarification, it might have brought about a confusion of no small
measure in the teaching on this genus. Now, the Philosopher says that all things
which are said of in relation are simultaneous*$, and neither of them is prior to
another. Further, he also states that they are associated with one another in
such a way that when one of them perishes the other also perishes together
with it#7,

441 See Ammonius, In Cat. 70.16-18: £€tepov mapakoAovOnua tév Tpog Tt Ynat, 1o Embéyeadat
70 pudAlov Kal To fTTov. Kal TobTo 8¢ dpotov ¢ mpd adTod: VIdp)EL yap TOTG PGS TL, 0V TTiGL 8¢
(cf. Philoponus, In Cat. 110.4-9).

442 Cf. Philoponus, In Cat. 110.20-24.

443 See Cat. 6b28: MAvta 8¢ TA TPOG TL TPOG AVTLOTPEPOVTA AEyeTal. Sergius’ quotation is
periphrastic.

444 Cf. Ammonius, In Cat. 70.24-71.1: iva 8¢ pdBwpev Ti €0TL TPOG AvTioTpépovTa Aéyeadal,
udbwuev TpdTePOV Ti £0TLV AVTIOTPOQN <...> AVTLOTPOQN 8¢ €TV io00TPOYN. Ammonius stres-
ses thus that avtiotpoer| should be understood in terms of equality (70 {oov).

445 Unlike Ammonius and Philoponus, Sergius does not comment on Cat. 6b36-7b14.

446 Cf. Cat. 7b15: okel 8¢ té pdg TL dpa Tii PUoEL elval. Sergius seems not to quote Aristotle’s
text, but rather to paraphrase it (leaving, e.g., ] @Ucoet untranslated).

447 Cf. Cat. 7b19: cuvavaipel 8¢ Tadta GAANAaL.
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To this one might say*®: Provided that father and son belong to the genus
of relatives, does this mean that a father is not prior to his son, nor is a master
to his slave or a slave to his master? And if one of them perishes then the other
one must perish as well? But it does not look like that! For it is possible at
certain times for one of them to be prior to the other and also to persist after
the destruction of its correlative.

Further, one may argue as follows: Everything that is known is known by
knowledge and hence is spoken of in relation. Also, everything that is under-
stood is understood through understanding it, and because of this it belongs to
relatives too. Does this mean that nothing is prior among them? We see,
however, that there are many things (that are prior to others); in particular,
everything that is known and understood is prior to its knowledge and under-
standing.

For instance, eclipses of the sun and the moon had existed in the world
before the philosopher Thales was born. But the knowledge of the eclipses,
understanding and the discovery of their cause came about and became known
to people through this man¥. Or take as a further example the squaring of the
circle, if this is possible, since until now it has not been discovered by anyone.
So many geometers and philosophers tried to square the circle but failed. Even
Archimedes, who became the first one to discover many other things, also made
an attempt to square the circle, and discovered anything at all close. Despite the
accuracy and soundness of his squaring, even he proved unable to find it out**.

448 Aristotle himself raises this objection in Cat. 7b22-23.
449 Cf. Philoponus, In Cat. 118.7-29.
450 Cf. Ammonius, In Cat. 75.11-19.
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Now, we may provide further arguments corroborating that what Aristotle
states is indeed so, i.e. that all things which pertain to the genus of relatives
exist simultaneously and that neither of them may appear without its correlat-
ive, by saying the following. Everything that is prior to something else precedes
it either in time or by nature. One thing is prior to the other in time when the
period which it occupied is somewhat more distant (from us) than the time in
which happened what is spoken in relation to it. Thus we usually say that the
Median war was prior to the Peloponnesian®! and that Pythagoras precedes
Plato the Athenian.

Prior by nature, on the other hand, is that which (when eliminated) elimin-
ates what is said in relation to it along with itself but which is not eliminated
along with the other; and that which, when what is spoken in relation to it
comes to be, is necessarily introduced along with it but when it comes to be
itself its correlate does not necessarily follow it%52. I am talking, for instance,
about animal and horse. For if animal is eliminated then it is clear that also
horse is eliminated along with it. But if horse did not exist, then animal would
not disappear along with it, for there are plenty of animals which are not
horses. Hence animal is naturally prior to horse, for it is necessary that (first) it
exists by itself and then particular animals. Further, if there is man, this brings
forth along with it also rationality, but once rationality appears than it is not at
all necessary for man to exist, since there are other rational beings, e.g. angels
and demons.

So, while everything may be said to be prior in these two ways, i.e. either in
time or by nature, we are now going to demonstrate that among things that are

451 See Ammonius, In Cat. 74.12-15: 10 p&v o0v TpOTEPOV SITTOV, TO UV Xpovw T0 8¢ PUCEL
Kal TIPOTEPOV PEV PGV £aTiv 00 TpoG T VIV TAEiwv 1} AndaTaots wg &mt To¥ TapeAnAvboToc:
81 tolito yap Aéyopev td Mndwkd mpdtepa t@v IleAomovvnolak®v (cf. Philoponus, In Cat.
117.20-24).

452 See Ammonius, In Cat. 74.19-20: T0 8¢ @UGEL TPOTEPOV €0TL TO GUVAVALPOTY UEV UI| GUV-
avalpovpevov 8¢ kal T0 ouvelo@epdpevov pev piy ouveloeépov 8¢ (cf. Philoponus, In Cat.
118.2-4).



B135v

D1llr

10

L44v

15

P83v

20

B136r

350 — Edition

A <l @ Jidior o o ilas <o 1o < o
B0 1| e i) (i duala o1 las posdur Caean
~am & A mam Adoor = o) oy = o Ao
nod A wlila @in) ;o <o Ke oo o iwaaks e
MmO\ =R ) <D e el ImD | durdTausr. i
mins) main @i sado <amar o2 A madurd o dals
o1 iana i ymadey o <am < L mis) <ras a
e0m7a0 ;mada imar 1a\ ~Ims e hal pismcds
<1315 ,madiay ;o . minn) Lomis s <iois ;ean o <A
RADART =M1\ 0 <M @sdry nsan

LII061 A 5010 <im0 =X ary <A Ys A oodh <Klam
~hise nor A Lomaluarsy whaul 1o psas @
o . a7ean ladnma asta o ad werd ala | duroauer oI
A omaany odiaal i L dais b 1\ hésg
=L\l =0 cominarsy fhan ma AN LA 0am Kueard
Ao A omedurt o i comiladasy daaw ma sad
=1 a0 i) Mo San < s dads e <o\ e
e o) <im0 emlaaml Guwn | duura hase emsdua
aoady ad (< (A pmsdu m ~may

P hod (imvdhonn whdoe S <aas ear < A
< L\ odd o ) i Buny mamdiidn L > il
< A <o W dul L ddias ax A\ shs ams | emas
o s0d Sl (o ~ris ymedur (A Ko madu =Ko

I Bunia =ris ,made (A Kis ymadu i <\ a~

1 aco BDP, Epit.: acas L | ~ais) L, Epit.: <ais &alBDP 3 ~=!] om. BDP, Epit. 7 cas3BDP,
Epit: @asal 12 casaa0 BDP: g snaan L | =aows] + aw P 14 Snsao BD: easnaan LP
15 camisar=y L L amaluar=ny BDP 16 -c\\m.lla&\.m:zm L: -C\\éb...\h&\.m:zm BDP 17 (.-.1] om.
B 18 ponlsamLP: pendiamd BD 22 A\ oo L, Epit.: A\ oo BDP | cdviaw L, Epit.:
320 BDP | ~3i5BDP, Epit.: i L 24 o] om. B, Epit. | ~35?]om. L

341

342



341

342

Book Five === 351

said in relation to one another none can be said to be prior to its correlate,
neither in time nor by nature, but that they are always simultaneous and
bound to one another. For even if the one who begets is prior in time to the one
who is born from him, this is not because he is the one who gives birth, i.e. it is
not being a father that makes him prior to his son and his child but simply
being man, and in being man he pertains not to the genus of relatives but to
substance. Also, if a master is prior to his slave or a slave to his master, this is
not because they are master and slave which are spoken of in relation to one
another, since because of it their subsistence is simultaneous, but if one of them
is prior in time to the other, he is prior because he is a man, which makes him
belong to the genus of substance?.

The same holds for eclipses of the sun and the moon and the squaring of
the circle. Even if they are prior in time to the knowledge of those persons who
discovered them, they are, however, prior merely as particular things and not
as something known and perceived. For things that are known are not prior to
the knowledge of the one who knows them, but objects of knowledge are
simultaneous with the knowledge of the person who discovers them, just as
perceived things (are simultaneous) with the perception of the one who
perceives them. Hence, when these things are considered as belonging to the
genus of relatives they are in no way prior to one another, but when they are
considered simply as things then they are prior to the perception of them, since
in this case they do not belong to this genus but to that of substance.

Now, things that are said of in relation to one another may not be prior by
nature either, since they are bound to one another, and if one of them is elimin-
ated the other is eliminated along with it. Thus, if there is no son, then a father
is no longer father but just a man. Also, if there is no father, then a son is no
longer son but just a man. So, both of them are bound to one another. In the

453 Cf. Ammonius, In Cat. 76.10-17 and Philoponus, In Cat. 122.24-31. Ammonius notes that
Aristotle himself did not provide a solution to the problem which he addressed, so that the
suggested argument appears as his own solution of Aristotle’s puzzle which Sergius replicates
in his treatise without noting that it is not actually found by Aristotle.
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same way, if there were no perception of eclipses of the sun and the moon, they
would not be something perceived and understood, even if they exist in the
world. For if they were not perceived and also not known, then there would be
no perception or knowledge of them among men either. Hence, it is apparent
that all these things and similar ones which belong to the genus of relatives are
simultaneous in their subsistence and, being always bound to one another, they
come to be and perish together. So the way that Aristotle defined them was
fitting.

[Controversy concerning parts of substance]

Now, after that, he says that there is no small problem** connected with
the definition which we have discussed above, i.e. the one provided by the
ancients®>. This problem, he states, one is unable to solve or may solve only
with difficulty®®. It deals with the parts of every substance, i.e. both universal
and particular®’, which are also considered to pertain to the genus of relatives
and to be encompassed by the defining account that has been discussed above.

Now, the parts of universal substance are, e.g., man, horse, bull, and dog,
while the parts of a particular substance are those which constitute a body, e.g.
head, hands, and legs. Since all of them are parts of substances, each one of
them is a substance. But all of them are also spoken of as relatives. E.g., a horse,
a bull, and even a man, each one of them may sometimes be spoken of in their
relation to a man. Also, a head is a head of someone, and a hand is a hand of

454 Cf. Cat. 8a12: &yeL 8¢ amopiav...

455 Cf. Ammonius, In Cat. 77.4-6 and Philoponus, In Cat. 124.16-21.

456 See Cat. 8a28-31: &i uév obv ikav®g 6 T®V TPOg TL OPLoPOS Artodédotal, i TV TAVL
XOAET®V 1 TV aduvatwy €0Tl 10 Aboatl wg ovSeuia ovaia ThV TPAg TL AéyeTal.

457 This statement contradicts both what Aristotle says in Cat. 8a14-15 (to0to év8éyetal katd
Tvag T@v Sevtépwy oval®v) and Ammonius’ commentary on it (In Cat. 77.6-16). Both of them
specify that the aforementioned problem concerns secondary substances, i.e. the universals,
and not particulars.

8a12-31
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someone. It turns thus out that they pertain at the same time to substance and
to the genus of relatives, which is impossible.

The Philosopher introduced this misconception and others of this sort after
the definition which had been proposed by the ancients for the sake of explain-
ing the genus of relatives*. But in order to allow everyone to properly evaluate
these arguments, it is necessary to say about them that, even if parts of
substance are said as relatives, it is not because they are substances that they
are said with reference to other things but because of a certain affinity to
them?3.

Now, we ought to know that all things that are said to pertain to the genus
of relatives turn out to have subsistence sometimes as particular entities and
sometimes through their association with something else. Thus, when any of
them is considered independently by itself then it does not belong to this genus.
If, instead, it appears in association with other things then it is this association
that makes it a relative and not its own nature. Thus, it is not because one
might say that Sophroniscus is a man that this makes him the father of Socrates.
It is because he begat (Socrates) and thus bound himself by relation to him that
he is said to be his father. Hence, as father he is spoken of in the genus of
relation, while as Sophroniscus he is a particular substance.

Therefore, we also state that when a horse or a bull are said to be of
someone, we say this not because they are horse and bull but because they are
a kind of property. For a horse in that it is horse and a bull in that it is bull
belong to universal substance, while in that they are property, since every

458 Ammonius notes (In Cat. 77.6) that Aristotle intends to show “some absurdities” (twva
Grona) which follow from the definition proposed by the ancients.

459 Cf. Ammonius, In Cat. 77.29-78.2: 008¢ yap 10 Aéyecbat avtd kal uévov mpog GAo
onpaivel 6L @V mpdg Tt €0TL Tadta, GAAG Kal T0 oxéoy Exevy adTa TTPOG O AéyeTal.
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property is a property of a proprietor, because of this they pertain to the genus
of relation. Also, a head and a hand are parts of a particular substance, but not
because each one of them is of something else, for because of that they belong
to the genus or relation, while being a head and being a hand makes them
belong to substance. But as long as they are parts, due to this they pertain to the
genus of relation, since any particular part is a part of some whole whose part
it is, while its whole is something that exists in its parts and is composed of its
parts.

It is probably because the Philosopher took heed of this that he has not
stated that the problem concerning the definition which has been given earlier
may not be solved at all, but added to “impossible” also “difficult”, thus saying
that it is either impossible to solve it or its solution is difficult46.

[New definition]

Now, having rebuked the definition which has been quoted above and by
means of which the ancients defined this category, he sets out another defini-
tion which suits it more than the former one, saying that what is called a
relative is everything “for which being lies in being in relation to something”46.
So, one might say that it is not how things exist by themselves that makes them
belong to this genus, but their relation and connection to one another is what
defines their subsistence in the genus of relatives.

So, as it becomes clear from this, if someone knows one of the relatives in a
definite way, he will also know the other one in a definite way.4¢? For if a person
completely and straightforwardly knows one of them, he will completely and
straightforwardly understand the other as well. Thus, if someone is sure that
one particular virtue, e.g. chastity, is superior to something, he also knows defi-

460 Cf. Philoponus, In Cat. 129.10-20.

461 See Cat. 8a31-32: 0Tt T& TPOG TL OLG TO ElvaL TAVTOV £0TL T® TPOG Ti WG £xewv. The quota-
tion by Sergius does not explicitly translate the adverb mwg and renders tavtév as “in” (Syr. b-)
thus reflecting the equivalence between the two modes of being. Cf. Philoponus, In Cat. 130.6:
T00TOU Kai T0 elvat &v ToUTw €0Tiv v ¢ TPOG ETepov Aéyeasdal.

462 Cf. Cat. 8a35-37: @avepov pév obv Kai € autod otiv- el yap ol8é Tig T08e T 6TL TV PG
Tt éoTwv. Sergius paraphrases Aristotle’s text. Cf. the periphrastic quote found in Ammonius’
commentary: @not toivuv 8Tl €dv TIg TGOV TTPAg TL TO £Tepov eidii wplopévwe, xal T0 Etepov
wplopévwg gloetal (In Cat. 78.29-31).

8a31-35

8a35-8b15
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nitely what it is superior to, namely to depravity. And further, if he understands
that temperance is superior to something, he also knows precisely what it is
superior to, namely to debauchery. If, on the contrary, one does not know defi-
nitely and straightforwardly that virtue is superior to something, he will also
not understand definitely what it is superior to, namely to vice. Thus, as we have
said, knowledge of one of the relatives always brings along with itself under-
standing of its correlate and its whole subsistence hangs on it.

Now, one might say that, when a person puts a veil on a man, e.g. on Socra-
tes, but leaves his hand unveiled, then the hand will be known definitely, yet it
will be unclear whose hand it is. And he might think that this refutes the argu-
ment offered, but let him see that his way of thinking is not correct. For even if
Socrates were not covered but unveiled and known, his hand would be con-
sidered a relative not because it is a hand but because it is a part. For any part
is a part of some whole. That is why both if Socrates were unveiled and if he
were covered, it would still be definitely known that his hand is a part of some
whole, namely of a human body, and this (knowledge) would in no way suffer
from the fact that Socrates is veiled63.

Indeed, in these issues, as the Philosopher himself says, as well as in many
others in philosophy, it proves impossible to go into defining them without also
spending a lot of effort on raising puzzles about them. For in sciences there are
many things which have not yet been found out by people, while some of them,
although they have been found out, still contain many puzzles and unsolved

463 Same example appears in Ammonius, In Cat. 79.16-23 and Philoponus, In Cat. 131.12-21.

8b15-21

8b21-24
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problems ({ntpata), and some of them require explanations and commentar-
ies from the side of others in order to be comprehended by those who learn
them. In all these issues, one should always be ready to raise a puzzle about
them, for thus he may be sure that doing proper research on them will at any
rate bring him some profit and lead to understanding of them?*64.

End of Book Five.

The Division of Book Five

Of relatives:
— some are applied by means of similar names:
— as what is similar,
— as whatis equal,
— aslove of a lover,
— and as other things like that;
— and some are called by means of dissimilar names:
— asa container and what is contained,
— as the one who rules something,
— as the one who discerns something,
— as the one who acquires some learning,
— assome cause,
— as what affects something,
— as what is found in some position.

464 In this paragraph, Sergius suggests a paraphrasis (with an addition in the middle part) of
Aristotle’s words in Cat. 8b21-24: {owg 8¢ YaAemov mepl T@V TOLOVTWY 0POSPHS dmoaiveadal
U TOAAGKLG ETIEOKEUUEVOV, TO UEVTOL SInTopnKkéval €9’ EKaaTov adT®Y 0UK dxpnoTtov éotwv. Cf.
Ammonius, In Cat. 79.25-80.13 and Philoponus, In Cat. 132.23-133.4.
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BOOK SIX
[Introduction]

In the previous book, O brother Theodore, which was the fifth one in our
treatise, we made an inquiry into the genus of relation, and we finished our
account by outlining the difficulties connected with this genus. In the present
book, which is the sixth one (dedicated) to the same discipline (i.e. logic), our
objective will be to speak about the genus of quality.

So, first of all, you ought to know that concerning this genus there has been
no established teaching and knowledge among those who spoke the Syriac
tongue in the old days, since their notions of it are quite different everywhere.
Also, those who earlier translated particular writings from the Greek language
into the tongue of the Syrians interpreted the name of this genus in many
different ways, sometimes calling it hayla (“capacity”) and sometimes designat-
ing it as zna (“quality”), while some of them who, as it seems to me, were
completely ignorant of the meaning of this name rendered it as muzzaga
(“mixture”)6s,

For myself, I am sure that one term seems to be particularly suitable for
rendering it, so that I will call it zna (“quality”)*. However, I believe that we
should not quarrel about words, and everyone may designate it as he wishes,
but he only should pay attention to what is meant by a certain term and that he
understands it correctly. For errors and misunderstandings appear not from
quarrels about words, but from ignorance of things which these words are
spoken of. Thus, in order to make the word zna (“quality”) familiar to you and
to allow you to exactly comprehend what is meant by it, I will first tell you
about it clearly and briefly, so that it might become apparent to every reader
how I understand it when I am speaking about it.

465 Cf. §99 above and §365 below, where Sergius merely notes that Syriac authors (former
and contemporary) mostly make use of two words, hayla and muzzaga, and this is corrobo-
rated by his own treatise, since in it we find the same terms as full synonyms. However, in the
next §355 he states that he is eager to establish the word zna as the correct translation of the
Greek moldtng, and it is this word that appears in this book and which is consequently trans-
lated as “quality”.

466 In the following paragraphs, Sergius sometimes uses the adj. znaya which might reflect
7oLo¢, but in general, it seems, he does not make a distinction between molétng and moldg in
his treatise. Neither does he dwell on these two terms in his introduction to Book VI, while
Ammonius discusses this point at length, see In Cat. 80.15-81.3.
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For I assure you, O brother, that I always pay heed to this, namely to
explaining clearly what I am about to say. Also, I always flee from what people
usually do when they bring about confusion in their speech and use words in
different ways, believing that by means of this they create such an image of
themselves as if they are talking about something grandiose. Those who speak
much teach little, and those who make their explanation very complicated
reduce the strength of their arguments.

But as for me, I wish to teach more than to speak, and — whether I succeed
in that or not — I am eager to explain clearly to anyone what I am speaking
about. On the other hand, I also do not cut short my talk on all those things
which one should investigate, and I always state that it is quite necessary to
learn everything that scholars have said about a particular subject. But in order
to distinguish among these things what is really necessary, one should test them
with much diligence concerning whether they are in accord with the nature of
creation and with the opinion of those who share our faith. In this way, I will
tell what I consider (appropriate) about the genus of quality, starting from now
on my account of it.

[Division of beings]*”

Now, it seems to me that the nature of the whole creation and its ranks falls
apparently under one of the two general divisions*6, i.e. some beings exist as
bodies and some are incorporeals, while among the latter some have beginning
in time and some do not. It would not be proper for me to speak here about the
origin of those that are beyond time. But according to the opinion of some of
the ancients, among whom seems to be also Plato, the subsistence of every body
is considered to be in time and from a particular time onward and its perishing
is also set in time.

467 Like the beginning of Book VI, the following paragraphs (§§358-365) find no parallels in
the extant commentary on the Categories by Ammonius. In contrast to Ammonius (see also
Philoponus and Elias), Sergius does not discuss here the title of the section, the place of this
category in the order of discussion, its division, and other prolegomena issues. Instead, he
suggests an excursus, similar to what we find at the beginning of Book IV, which elucidates the
ontological status of the category of quality.

468 Syr. pulage, cf. Gr. Slaupéaoels.
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Others, however, among whom was Aristotle and all his followers, when
dividing the nature of bodies, stated that there is a certain body which is simple
and not complex and which is beyond coming-to-be and perishing. They call it
fifth and celestial, since it is other than the four traditional elements (oToyyela),
and it is what the heavens and the luminaries in them originate from?.
However, we may speak about these things here only in passing, since a discus-
sion of them would require a separate book of great volume, and one should
make long inquires into them, in order to prove whether they are all true or
whether some of them are true and some not, and because of what and that by
means of which one may be motivated to speak about them in one way or
another, and whence one may get initial guidance towards true understanding
of them.

Now, those who are concerned about truth divide entities that are
incorporeal as follows. They state that some of them exist by themselves, i.e.
they are able to exist apart from the subsistence of other things, for instance
angels, souls, and demons, while others do not have subsistence of their essence
by themselves, but their nature has subsistence in other things. Further
concerning the latter, it seems to those who do proper research on them that
some of them exist in bodies, while others exist in incorporeals.

Now, all colours, e.g. black and white, as well as shapes (oynuata) and
forms, e.g. the circle, the sphere (coaipa), and all impressions, and also tastes,
e.g. sweetness and hitterness, as well as other innumerable things like these are
in bodies. And while they are not bodies themselves, they exist in bodies as one
thing in another. Thus, we see that every body of any kind, while it remains one

469 Aristotle speaks of aether (aiffip) in De Caelo 1 3, 270b20-24, and Meteorologica 1 3,
339b21-27.
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and the same in its own subsistence, may acquire different colours, tastes, and
shapes. E.g., it may happen that honey, while preserving its substance*” as it
exists, should lose sweetness and acquire bitterness because of a long period of
storage or because of some other reason. Also, wool, and white lead, and many
other things may acquire different colours, while their essence remains the
same.

So, it becomes apparent from this that such things which occur to bodies
differ from them. Neither are they corporeal, for otherwise they could not
occur to bodies and be separated from them, since they do not produce increase
or decrease of their essence. It is also apparent that they do not possess subsist-
ence apart from the bodies to which they occur, since their separation from
bodies means their destruction and, when being removed from the latter, they
are not able to exist by themselves. Thus, while they are not embodied as we
have said, their subsistence is in bodies.

Now, there are also other things of this kind which appear not in bodies,
but in those incorporeals which have subsistence essentially by themselves.
Examples are virtue and vice, knowledge and ignorance, which have subsist-
ence in souls and not by themselves. They are also something different and
separate from the nature of the soul which is receptive of them, since it
remains the same in its nature, sometimes possessing virtue and sometimes
vice, sometimes knowledge and sometimes ignorance. They enter it and leave
it, depending on whether it is treated with diligence or negligence, while its
nature remains the same.

When, however, some of the Stoics, who assume that there is nothing
incorporeal and to whom also Bardaisan the Syrian adheres in his treatise on
qualities?”,, state that such things whose subsistence has been said to be in

470 Literally “its body”, cf. the use of gnoma at the end of the paragraph in the same context
translated as “essence”.

471 Bardaisan (154-222), “the philosopher of the Syrians” (as Ephrem the Syrian labels him),
of whose multiple philosophical and scholarly writings only the Book of the Laws of the Coun-
tries, which was revised by one of his pupils, has survived. References to Bardaisan by later
Syrian authors (who considered him mostly as a heretic) demonstrate the influence of his
ideas and writings even many centuries after his death.
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bodies are also corporeal, they are clearly refuted by everything that has been
taken for their refutation. E.g., colour is not corporeal, for if it were not like
that, i.e. if its nature were one of the bodies, no colours could ever be altered. In
the same way, shape or form are not corporeal, for if it were not like that, then
no wax, or bronze, or any other thing of this kind could receive shapes and
forms of any sort which one would like to imprint on them. Thus, since there is
no need to talk longer about something that is known to everyone, it is appar-
ent that all those things which appear in bodies and perish when being taken
away from them, while the nature of the latter remains the same, are different
and separate from the nature of the bodies.

So, those incorporeals, O brother, whose subsistence is in something else,
namely in bodies or in rational natures, where they at one time appear and at
another time depart and also perish, are usually called in Greek pwttws
(mowdTnTeg). As I said above*”, we will refer to them as znaya (“qualifications”),
while some other Syrians call them hayle (“capacities”) and muzzage
(“mixtures”). The genus that encompasses all these things, I will designate as
zna (“quality”)#3. In what follows, I am going to explain it in accordance to
Aristotle’s notion of it which is established in the treatise Categories. The
Philosopher sets it there as the fourth and grants it the name “category”
(katnyopia), because it is also a most generic genus, just like substance, quant-
ity, and the other genus of relation.

[First kind of quality]

So, in our teaching on it we will begin with its division, as it is fitting to it.
One kind of this genus is that of being stable and unstable4’4 I call as being

472 See §§99 and 354-355.

473 Cf. Cat. 8b25: moldTnTa 8¢ Aéyw Ka®’ fjv molol Tveg AéyovTat.

474 Cf. Cat. 8b26-27: &v pév odv £180g moLoTNTOG £E1G Kai StdBeotg Aeyéabwaoav. In rendering
the terms €1, “state”, and 81dBeaig, “condition”, Sergius applies the words which also appear
in the anonymous Syriac translation of the Categories. The latter renders €¢\g as msattuta, “be-
ing stable”, and 814Bealg as syama, “being in a position”. Later, Jacob of Edessa in his version
of the Categories transliterated both terms, while George of the Arabs translated £€ig as
qanyuta (“possession”, from qna, “to possess”) and transliterated 81d6eoic. Sergius’ termino-
logy thus turns out to stand close to the early Syriac interpretation of the Categories as
reflected in the anonymous translation but does not fully match with it.

8h25

8b25-9a13
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stable what occurs to something and enters it so profoundly that it either
cannot be separated from it at all any more or may leave it with great difficulty.
And I call as being unstable what, when it occurs to something, is not firmly
bound to it but may be separated from it by any particular reason which is
opposed to it¥>. E.g., about someone who has learned a particular craft or
science thoroughly and remains firm and diligent in it we say that he is stable
in it; whereas about someone who knows one of the sciences only from hearing
and not from much learning we say that he is unstable in what he compre-
hends??. Also, when fever is present in a body in such a way that the latter is
consumed by it, so that a person is no longer able to fight against its strength
and make it leave, then we say that it is stable in what it occurs to. If, on the
contrary, it occurs to it outwardly so that (the body) may quickly get rid of it,
then we say that it is unstable in it47".

So, this is the kind which the Philosopher places first in his division of the
genus of quality and which, as we have said, has the differentia in that it is
either long-lasting in what it occurs and may be separated from it only with
difficulty, or it does not remain in this way for long but any kind of reason
makes it depart from that in which it is. Thus, knowledge which has not become
stable is entirely destroyed by forgetfulness within a short time and may thus
be easily lost. Those things, on the other hand, which one learns gradually,
strongly, and firmly, are either not at all separable by any cause from the soul
which has received them, or only something great and very mighty can remove
them from it.

475 Cf. Philoponus, In Cat. 134.27-135.2: moAuypoviot pév odv ovoal kai SusamdBintot
Aéyovtau £€81g <...> OALyoypavIoL 8¢ ovoal Kal evamdpAntol Aéyovrat Stabéaeig (cf. Ammonius,
In Cat. 81.7-10).

476 Cf. Philoponus, In Cat. 135.4-10.

477 Cf. Ammonius, In Cat. 81.34-35.
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I am saying this because some physicians state that there are mighty
diseases which cause forgetfulness in those whom they befall, so that they
cannot recall anything of what they had learned before they became ill. This is
also what the writer Thucydides describes in his account of the plague that
happened to the Athenians during the war with the Peloponnesians*®. He
writes, namely, that most of them died, when during summer time they were
exposed to great suffering inside their houses, while those of them who
survived, as he says, forgot not only their sciences and crafts, but also their
place and city, their house and relatives, and even themselves and their own
names, and everything that they had known before their disease, and thought
like persons who had just been born and appeared into this world4™.

So, when hot and cold or anything like that occurs to something briefly on
the surface but suddenly some reason brings what is opposite to it, it perishes.
But when it goes deep and becomes stable*®, then it either cannot be removed
at all or remains for a long time and a powerful reason is necessary to oppose it
and drive it away. However, enough has been said about the first kind of this
genus.

[Second kind of quality]

Another kind which comes after it consists, as the Philosopher says, of
capacity and incapacity, that is from what one is capable to be or not capable to
be*l. Thus, we shall consider here such capability and incapability that come
from nature and not from some training. E.g., we are accustomed to say about
those whose body is strong that they are athletes (aBAntai) and wrestlers, and

478 l.e. the Peloponnesian war fought between Athens and Sparta in 431-404 BC.

479 Cf. Thucydides, Historiae 11.49. Sergius paraphrases the account of the Athenian plague
by Thucydides and his paraphrasis is obviously second-hand. Neither Ammonius nor other
extant commentary from his school recalls this passage in this context. It is possible that this
example was known to Sergius not from commentaries on the Categories but from the texts of
Galen (or commentaries on them), who refers to Thucydides’ description of the Athenian
plague several times in his works. One of these references appears in Galen’s commentary on
Book VI of Hippocrates’ Epidemics, which Sergius himself translated into Syriac (see Galen, In
Epid. VI52.3-7,53.19-54.1).

480 Cf. Ammonius, In Cat. 82.28-29: el 8¢ uite tedewwTikn €ln UATe KaKWwTkN, i TeEpt TV
gmpdvelav Bewpeltat fj Sta faBoug kexwpnke tod mokelwévou (see also Philoponus, In Cat.
136.23-27).

481 See Cat.9a14-16: €tepov 8¢ yévog moldTnTog <...> 600 Katd Svvauy euotkny i aduvauiav
Aéyetal Sergius’ rendering of Suvapig and advvapia as metmasyanuta and la metmasyanuta
does not find parallels in any extant Syriac translation of the Categories and apparently
reflects an attempt at interpretation by Sergius.

9a14-27
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about those who are constituted proportionally and have light feet that they are
runners and jumpers. These and plenty of other similar things we state about
various people when we see in their constitution and natural disposition that
they are apt for executing one or the other craft or activity. So, such quality
which derives from natural aptness constitutes its second species, for when we
observe it, as we have said, we define something that one executes being
naturally apt for it.

Now, this species seems to differ from the previous one in that the latter
exists actually in what it is, while the former exists in potentiality and in
aptness and not in actuality*2. For if someone actually becomes a runner or an
athlete and proves to be good in this craft, we say that he is stable in it, while if
he does not practice a lot in it, it is considered to be unstable in him*, Hence,
we attribute it to the previous species which exists, as we have said, according
to what actually is. But if someone makes no effort at all to learn one of the
crafts, while his temperament and the constitution of his body make him apt
for it, then he has the potentiality to naturally possess any one of them but is
not actually in it. Similarly, one says that a man is actually healthy or sick in one
of the two ways of the previous kind (of quality), i.e. that this is either stable or
unstable. But whether the constitution of one’s body has affinity to and aptness
for health or sickness relates to the second kind, i.e. to capability and incapabil-

ity.

482 Cf. Ammonius, In Cat. 84.23-25: xai 10 p&v mp&TOV €(80¢ TAG TOLOTNTOC Evepyeia Bewpei-
TaL i Te €4LG kal 1y Stabeatg, o 8¢ Sevtepov Suvapel. See also Philoponus, In Cat. 143.20-23.

483 Ammonius writes that in these cases we are speaking about either state (Sergius: “being
stable”) or condition (Sergius: “being unstable”) rather than natural capacity or incapacity. See
In Cat. 84.25-28: ol yap Suvduel moxktat i Spopkol EmiTndeldtnTa eig To0To £xewv Aéyovtal
Katd Suvapy @uatkiy fj aduvapiav. £v 8 TOKTNG { Spouele vepyeia 1§, OUKETL KaTd SUvapw
QLOLKNV || aduvapiav Aéyetat, aAN €€ kal 1dbeatv.
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372 Now, we are accustomed to say about someone whose natural constitution
is weak that he is capable of suffering, or that he suffers easily. About someone,
on the other hand, whose constitution is sound we say that he is incapable of
suffering by chance, so that one would state that such person does not suffer
easily if it were not for a great and mighty reason. Hence, the one who is
capable of suffering is incapable of not suffering. And also, the one who is
capable not to suffer is incapable of suffering. So, since this kind (of quality
which is the one) of capability and incapability has to do with the natural
disposition of each particular thing, it manifests itself in that something is
either inclined and prone to be affected and perform any kind of activity or is
not inclined at all484.

[Third kind of quality]

373 Another, third species of the genus of quality is also constituted by those 9a28-10a10
qualities®®> that are called affections and affective8®. They are so named
because they appear in bodies and produce certain alterations in our senses.
So, when they occur to things and influence them so that they acquire particu-
lar properties, these qualities are called affections. When, on the other hand,
our senses approach things and, while perceiving them, receive alteration, one
calls (such qualities) affective, since they affect the senses in some way produ-
cing alteration in them. What I mean is this. Since fire and honey, and all other
things that are hot or sweet like them, contain hotness and sweetness in their
nature, they are called qualified by possessing affections. But when they
approach our body or mouth and cause alteration in our perception of hotness
and sweetness, because of that their faculties are called affective qualities, since
they produce a certain affection in our perception?®’.

484 Cf. Ammonius, In Cat. 85.6-9: ioTéov §TL AéyeTal SOvapLg ij Td TEPUKEVAL TTOLETY, KabAaTep
Aéyopev TOKTNV TOV SUVAUEVOV TANTTEWY, 1} TG TEQUKEVAL Ui TTACXEL, KaBdmep AEyouey TOV
vylaivovta Svvapwy €xewv tol un méoyew kat A TOv vooolvta Aéyouev SUvauv Exewv Tod
ndoyev. See also Philoponus, In Cat. 143.28-144.4.

485 Or “qualifications”, Syr. znaya, which, however, in this case reflects the Gr. noldtnzeg.

486 Cf. Cat. 9a28: tpitov 8¢ yévog moldtntog mabntikal moldtnteg Kat mddn. Sergius reverses
the order of the two terms. Besides, he applies the term zna for the name of the whole genus
and znaya for particular qualities of this kind. But it seems that he does that for stylistic
reasons and that in both cases one may speak of quality and not of qualification in the second
case.

487 Cf. Ammonius, In Cat. 86.13-19: 8¢ 8¢ ai madnTkal moldTnTES FjToL Yap Amod 00 avtd
nenovBéval kat 8o maboug memol®abat mabnTkiv €xewv moldtnTa Aéyetat fj dnd tod TV
aioBnow quAV mdoyew Katd TV ToVTwV avtinby, @omep €nt To0 mupdg oL yap avtd 0 Tip
nénovBev, iva Beppaveij, AN uelg TolTo mdoyouey kKatd THY avtiAnv avtod Beppavipevol,
Kai 70 PéAL Opoiwg. kal Té pév Tolabta oldTNTéS Elov W l80¢ Kal ovoia £&v TG VITOKEWEVY,



E178v

D117v

B144r

P92r | L50r

des.E

20

380 — Edition

S Enma rars oo Aasy h A am Laam ~ran
S AhEoer ~ra aw mlal u\ ;i Adads Jaas i
mlas ol mimo waininlo ~Ramam~lo AN ~dhotay har
~hamsar o haias nor  mdidims A suar o aw
dla 50d mIm0 | FAVIe BPI KAdussoa ~ruinsa ~xais
arday fha o Knor | KhEDeD ms ray <horls =
Yo . ihna aarao ray <his) mima  ~Lialsws “haamama
alor o1 A Mara iKheand ¢ Khanmaw

Aals cldm < x| Dise ardoo <iNas e al
~am harals > hanaany ) ard rais ax A
PN O Y O KA AT A A lam . <araas
<2103 oo @A (< KXAs Mo KOm Im Kl i
iIA@s hisd ra wdlur e o Parxi sadh <hara
~0m PAD Krw 0 A am  Khe S 0 <Kdaamama
01 s <alursy o ddulr o s il ray

I KO\ =P ADINT D A dur o1 wdm 4o
~=asdh LN nuw am Ay K&HE10 KSA® xauy am . <y
= dax . aaml W W en <eamlia (o i <Ay pam
@S suary oA da o1 o) oA ax @) duw  <hama <es

R AON ra\® o100 . Fha ax @) ooy (A

1o duia] inv. E 3 a &) daiasws BDLP, Epit.: =& E | waininlaEL: wainaala
BDP, Epit. | mlasBDLP, Epit: mAa\E 6 o= BDLP, Epit.: ¢=maE | ~&aals] + pa=n L
7 ~&ansawa BDLP, Epit.: wdotamwa E | ~ialsws BDP: =aliars L atsa B alaines
Epit; + ~daisrezadd. BD in marg. | ~&is) misna BDLP, Epit.: wdisee sio a0 E 8 oov?
DELP, Epit:: ¢» B 9 =diw~]om. E 11 v BDEL, Epit: =ax P 12 =30 EL, Epit.: poinee
BDP 13 ~aa\ BDEL, Epit.: =\ ax P | ~i\@>5 ~&iu) BDLP, Epit: w0\ E 15 ~xas
~&iwl]inv. B | ~éunx BDEL, Epit.: w&aur P | ~aluxsoy BDEP, Epit.: <alwéiesny L
16 (.-.1] om.P 18 ~aamlia BDL: ~aam\lia P 19 suavyBDP, Epit.: sav.dal

374

375

376



Book Six =— 381

374 Now, this third species (which includes) affections and affective faculties is
subdivided into four parts. For either it is present to one whole species of
things, like whiteness to snow, white lead, and swan (k0xvog); or it is found not
in one whole species but in its parts, like whiteness and blackness in horses,
men, and other living beings; or, further, it is present in things naturally from
birth, like blackness of Ethiopians and ruddiness of Illyrians; or, finally, it
appears but may be easily lost, like redness caused by shame or pallor caused
by fear4ss,

375 These qualities, however, occur not only to human bodies and to other
bodies, but also to the soul. For just as blackness is present in an Ethiopian from
birth, so too anger, or madness, or anything like that sometimes appear in the
soul from the first birth of a man. And also, just like pallor appears in the body
in result of fear and redness in result of shame, so too the soul may become
irascible, or mad, or change in other ways from some affection?s°.

[Fourth kind of quality]

376 Now, after these, there comes another, fourth species of the genus of 10a11-16
quality, which comprises figures (cyfjuata) and shapes®®. It also requires a
definition, since it is not provided by the Philosopher. So, you ought to know
that everything that receives a shape also has a figure, but not everything in
which a figure is present also has a shape. Thus, there are more figures than

Kat ano tof v alodnow ndoyew V1O ToVTWY TABNTIKAG ToLdTNTAG Exewy Aéyetal. Cf. Philopo-
nus, In Cat. 147.24-30.

488 Cf. Ammonius, In Cat. 86.2-12 and Philoponus, In Cat. 147.9-23. Sergius’ classification,
although clearly deriving from that of Ammonius, differs from it in some details in the second
and third types.

489 Cf. Philoponus, In Cat. 148.8-149.10.

490 See Cat. 10al11: tétaptov 8¢ yévog molotnTog oxfiud te xal N mepl €xaotov Vmapyxovoa
uopen. Sergius’ rendering of the first term as ‘eskema (i.e. by a loanword) and the second term
as dmuta is characteristic of all Syriac versions of the Categories and thus reflects a well-
established tradition.



P92v

10

Bl44v

15

D118r

20

L50v

382 — Edition

das w1 Kior  pasdu o= das o) wlms yhs | hasn o
=1

am ran P> L ay < am whbdumas Liam s
IIh> KA <1o3,m R Kalise Ao 20 Ssididia
m=s00 ymade ray K pr oA Aa <dham A @) duws
o s dhoieey <airio <maoto ~rooy Dy DA
eI FhaTm fhAls 0 o a IS 3asls Ao
et @b A i Kmamwa whasor | duiras pamla A
ar A o= aawls K aw | smdu s i
pmdu Ao m a0 <halidhaa oy cdhawid
M @l Asa wduiray whdse pmla A wim ax Jim<dima
RIX

~dhoranl La Ly adm e fuaio o1 hasuano L s
~=am1 ad <o\ —01 alla i s | <dhawinma
O w1 LI o1 (A iy Dm0 <om o pmadur
EB® P 0 Lomy KL fhataaio Khasuam aml By
e o <aamlia 1 Ko o mdm Kouor =i\ e
s (LI DA dhous dsdut “hasiamla <douall
=) o . siawa Lda i Aso iranla < aoir i
~&adon 1 ~aaw <am o alm smaduy uiddes
.30

POINT D LA NS Sl LI )| KA s
~ora\| pedlis ddoir wer iHasy Kials <ris o mhdam

- Epit.: as. BDP 3 yesm L, Epit.: yasx BDP 4 (.:_73] om. BDP, Epit. 5 (...1] om. BD,
Epit. | ~AaxLP, Epit: <A3BD 6 Ax. BDP: ;s L, Epit. 7 3auds ~onaco~]inv. B | eauniLP:
0si BD, Epit. 8 ~nacw~a BDL: saacowea P, Epit. 10 dalsdiaa LP: wdasdraa BD
11 (.Jm LP: wimBD 13 wa'lom.P 14 casl} o) osi P: caslem) o) o0s 3 BD: can\\ N oie' L
15 =i BDL: P 16 pdm pém onacon =i\ ¢ enm] om. P 18 ~daaas\\ BDP:
~&oualL 19 sin=aBDL: si=a P

377

378

379



377

378

379
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shapes, for the latter are not present in all things, while figures are found in
everything®

So, we may briefly put it as follows. Concerning all things which are
animate and moved through voluntary motion one says not only that they have
figure but that there is a shape in them; while about everything that is inanim-
ate in its subsistence, e.g. a bronze or a stone vessel and the rest of other things,
one speaks only about figure, but they are far from being related to a shape.
Thus, shape and figure are said of all animate things, while of those things that
are inanimate only figure is said*?2 Also, straightness and curvedness of
something belong to this species (of quality, i.e. that) of figure, and they are said
of all animate things as well as about those which are inanimate*®.

Concerning porosity and density, i.e. opacity and transparency, Aristotle
says#* that they belong to the genus of being-in-a-position and not to that of
qualifications*®. We, however, shall say that if one takes such porosity and
density which are caused by something, then they belong to the genus of being-
in-a-position, as the Philosopher states. If, on the other hand, (one takes) such
opacity and transparency which exist naturally — as we say about earth that it
is firm and dense and about air that it is light and transparent — then they turn
out to be qualifications and not some states which signify positions*%.

Now, we say that there is porosity in a body when its parts are spread out
at small distances from one another, so that they may admit another body

491 Cf. Ammonius, In Cat. 87.23-88.2: éni mAov 8¢ 10 oyfjua tfig popefi¢ mioa yap popen kat
oxfiua €xel, o mdv 8¢ oxfjua Kal popenyv €xet. See also Philoponus, In Cat. 151.14-17.

492 Cf. Ammonius, In Cat. 88.3—-4: 1 yap pop@n nt TV Eupiywv uévov Aéyetat, 10 6¢ oxfjua
Kal énl TV apvywv. See also Philoponus, In Cat. 151.18-19.

493 Cf. Ammonius, In Cat. 88.6-8; Philoponus, In Cat. 152.3-5.

494 See Cat. 10a16-19: 0 8¢ pavov kKal 0 TUKVOV Kal T0 TPayL Kal T0 Aelov 80&ete pev (v
ToLOV onuaivew, £otke 8& AAGTPLA T ToladTa elval Tfig Tepl TO ToLOV Slatpéoews.

495 Syr. znaya.

496 Philoponus points out that this differentiation goes back to Aristotle who treats this issue
in a different way in the fourth book of the Physics (cf. 216b30-35), see Philoponus, In Cat.
153.25-26: v 8¢ Tij DLOLK] AKPOATEL TOLOTNTA Elval BOVAETAL THV YUALKIY UAVWOLY fj TOKVR-
oW TNV TEPL €V Kal TO AVTO KATAYLVOUEVNY DITOKEIUEVOV.

10a16-24
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between them which is not of the same kind. Further, we say that there is
density in something when its parts are arranged close to one another, so that
no other body may enter between them. So, it is the position which the parts
have that the Philosopher considered when he stated that porosity and density
belong to the genus of being-in-a-position and do not belong to that of quality*®”.
We should say, however, that such permeability and density that are generated
by some affection or by men, indeed belong to the genus of being-in-a-position,
so that those who assume that they should be situated in the genus of quality
err. But when one of them exists naturally in something, just as we said about
earth and air, then they are natural qualities, for their capacities**® may not be
separated from what they are in.

380 Now, concerning the four kinds of the genus of quality enough has been 10a25-26
said for now. If, however, someone prolongs an account of them more then it is
fitting for students to hear, he will obstruct the goal of this treatise, which is the
beginning of the exercise and study of logic. But further speaking about quality,
Aristotle adds that perhaps some other type of this genus might some time be
found*®”. It is, however, applicable not only to these issues, but rather he
establishes it for us as some sort of rule (kavwv) for plenty of things in
philosophy, admonishing us not to settle down and come to rest making our
minds content with what has been said only, indulging in laziness, as if it were
not necessary for us to search and to find for ourselves something else than
what has been said to us>.

381 Indeed, if I myself had preserved in this treatise only the words of the
Philosopher, I would have composed one rather short book instead of all that I

497 Cf. Ammonius, In Cat. 88.10-14: TUKVOV YAp 0TV 0D TA HOPLA GUVEYYLG KeTTal Mg Wi
SUvacbal 8¢€aabal étepoyeveg odpa, Havov 8¢ TO SleatnkoTa £xov Td popla wg Suvaabal
8é€acbal ETepoyeveg odpa. 0VKoTV BEGY TVa PaAAOY QaiveTal Ta popla avtdv SnAodvra.

498 Syr. hayle may render the Gr. ai Suvdapelg, but, as Sergius himself notes (see §§99 and 354),
this term was also applied in his time for translating the term mot6tng.

499 See Cat. 10a25: {owg pév oty Kai 6ANog &v TI§ pavein Tp6mog ToldTNTOG. Sergius’ quotation
is periphrastic.

500 Cf. Philoponus, In Cat. 156.8-10: BovAdpevog 8¢ udc pn émavanaveabat Toig map’ avTod
AEYOUEVOLG UNSE ApYOLG UEVELY KAl ETEPOKLVI|TOUG, AN EXELV TL AUTOKIVITOV Kal RS avTolg
Kal {nTelv.
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have written concerning the categories, since the length of his account in this
teaching would not exceed one book instead of six which I have compiled thus
far to this end.

[Properties of quality]

After the division of the species of quality that was suitable and that has
revealed to us all types (t0mou) in which this genus brings forth its capacity, he
(i.e. Aristotle) consequently proceeds in his account to a general definition
which differentiates it from all other genera. However, the definitions of
genera, as we have said multiple times®’}, do not match the model (kavwv) of
definitions but derive from those properties that are particularly concomitant
of each one of the genera. As we have also said plenty of times about (the use
of) properties in a particular definition, since a property is suitable only to
something to which it belongs, it is also applicable as a definitory description of
what is to be defined3%2 Hence, a definition of the genus of quality is constituted
by its properties too, which we are now about to turn to, explicating each one
of them according to our ability.

Now, it is distinctive of this genus3% that almost all things which participate
in it are called paronymously®*. I say “almost all”, since not all things pertain-
ing to it without exception but most of them are said paronymously. Thus, a
wicked person is characterised in this way paronymously from wickedness,
while a virtuous person is called virtuous paronymously from virtue. Also, an
intelligent or a prudent person is designated like that paronymously from
intelligence and prudence, while someone is called foolish and ignorant
because of the qualities of foolishness or ignorance that are in him.

But a runner and an athlete (&0AnTig), or a healthy and an ill person — all
of them are <not>5% called paronymously from the natural disposition of their

501 See §§198-202, 290-291, and 324.

502 Cf. Philoponus, In Cat. 157.23-24.

503 In Cat. 10a27-29, Aristotle makes a distinction between the qualities proper and the
things which participate in them and are thus “qualified”, which Sergius does not make
explicit in his commentary. Cf. Ammonius, In Cat. 88.25-89.3; Philoponus, In Cat. 156.16-23.
504 See Cat. 10a29-30: &mi pév 00V T®V TAEIOTWV Kal 0XeSOV £l TAVTWV TAPWVONKG AéyeTal.
In rendering the term mapwviuwg, Sergius applies the expression ba-nsibuta in the sense of
“derivatively”, which appears also in the anonymous Syriac translation of the Categories in
combination with the noun sma, i.e. ba-nsibut sma. As in many other cases, we see that Sergius
was familiar with the terminology reflected in the latter but does not fully replicate it.

505 This sentence in the form which has been transmitted to us by all extent manuscripts
contradicts both what Aristotle writes in Cat. 10a34-10b1 and how Aristotle’s words are inter-
preted by Ammonius (see In Cat. 89.5-9). It is thus probable that this passage came down to us
in a corrupted form and that a negative particle has been omitted in it at a very early phase of
the transmission of Sergius’ text.

10a27-10b11
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bodies which fits each one of them and determines them as being what they
are. Nor does anything seem be characterized by being called paronymously
from a figure (oxfjua) or a shape, or from being stable or unstable. But if one
were to state that being figurative is said because of figure, just like being
virtuous is because of virtue, this (in fact) is said metaphorically and not
literally, since in the discussions of this kind we are speaking about such figures
as are in natural bodies and not about those which are considered metaphoric-
ally because of some external similarity. Thus, one of the properties character-
istic of the genus of quality is that most of the things pertaining to it, although
not all of them, are called paronymously.

Now, the Philosopher says that another property which is distinctive of it is
that there are contraries in it5%. Indeed, there is contrariety in quality but not
in any other genera’?’. Although substance, as we have said above in the discus-
sion of it, is receptive of contraries, this does not come from it but, as we shall
say now, every contrariety belongs to the genus of quality. For white and black,
cold and hot, vice and virtue, knowledge and ignorance, and all other things
which are opposed to one another belong to the genus of quality, while they
occur in substances as one thing in another. Hence, it is obvious that their
nature belongs to quality, while substance is receptive of them as of something
having a different nature5s,

But contrariety belongs not to every quality but to most of them, as we
shall say now. For if it were not like that, what would be contrary to red or blue
colour™®, or further to a figure (oyfjua), e.g. the circle, the triangle (tpiywvov),

506 See Cat. 10b12: OdpyeL 8¢ Kal EvavTioTNG KATA TO TIOLOV.

507 Cf. Ammonius, In Cat. 89.15-16: @noiv odbv i8lov Tii¢ moldTNTAG 0Tt TO EmSEyeoal
gvavtiotnTa.

508 Cf. Philoponus, In Cat. 157.23-24: kat yap xail €nt TGV EAAwY Katnyopldv 1 évavtidtng
Katd TV molotnTa €0ewpelto: Kat yap f ovola St tadTny T®V évavtinv 0Tl SeKTikn Kal kv
TPOG TL T EMIBeYOpEVa THY EvavTiwaty ék Tiig ToT molod EapBavovTo katnyopiag.

509 Sergius paraphrases Cat. 10b15-17: 00K &ni TGvTwV 8¢& T0 To0TTOV: TQ Yap TUPH® i wXpD
f| Talg ToLAUTALS XPOLATG 0VSEV £0TLY £vavTiov TToLoTG 0DoLV.

10b12-17
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or the square (tetpaywvov)? Apparently, nothing. For things that are contrary
to one another change into one another so that the destruction of each one of
them means the generation and subsistence of its counterpart, and they also
belong to same genus and are more distant from one another in the same genus
then all other things which are between them3'.

So, it becomes apparent from this that the contraries belong to the same
genus®! and that if one of them is subsumed under some species (€180¢) then
the other is subsumed under it too. Thus, e.g., if white is a colour; it is necessary
that black which is contrary to it should be a colour as well. And if hot is a
faculty, then cold shall necessarily be a faculty as well. Similarly, also all other
things like that are subsumed under the same species together with what is
contrary to them512,

Further, the Philosopher states that another concomitant which is distinct-
ive of the genus of quality is that it may be said to be more and less’®. For
instance, the whiteness of one thing is said to be greater than that of another, or
less than it. Similarly, also the righteousness and virtue of someone may be said
to be more or less than those of another person. However, a definition of this
subject matter should be givens“. In fact, it is not one of these things by itself
that admits of a more and a less, but what is receptive of it is said to be more or

510 Thus contrariety is present only in those qualities which are opposed to one another but
not to something that lies between the opposites. Cf. Philoponus, In Cat. 157.30-158.3: o0k év
ndon 8¢ Tij moldTnTl €0Tv EvavTIOTNG TATG yap UETAED TOV évavTiwy TOTATWY TTOLOTNOWY
008¢v ¢0TIV gvavtiov, olov T® TLPP® i TH OXP® fj TOT¢ ToLVTOLG. GAN 008E TOT¢ oyYfjuacty
008EV €0TV évavTiov, TG TPLYOVE AEYw Kal Td KOKAW Kal TOTG TOLOVTOLG.

511 Ms. D here adds a scholion which is inserted in a slightly different form in the main text
in ms. P and which turns out to be a quotation from Cat. 14a19-20: (avéaykn 8¢ mévta ta
gvavtia) f &v 1@ adT® yével elvat iy €v Tolg evavtiolg yéveow, i abtd yévn eivay, “(all contraries
must) either be in the same genus or in contrary genera or be genera themselves” (ms. D
differs in the last part of the sentence: “or be contrary genera themselves”, while ms. P is
closer to the Greek text). The quotation is based on the Syriac version of the Categories
produced by Jacob of Edessa (d. 708) and is thus a product of an unknown (probably West
Syriac) commentator of Sergius’ work who must have lived after the 7th century.

512 Cf. Ammonius, In Cat. 89.18-21: §fjhov 6¢ €ot1, @notv, 6tL V' v kaTnyopiav dvdyetat
£tepov TOV Evavtiwy, OTO TavTNVY Avdyetal Kat o €tepov €k ToD ur SVvacsBal Udg VIO AAANV
Katnyopiav avto avagépew. See also Porphyry, In Cat. 137.5-14.

513 See Cat. 10b26: &miSéxetal 8¢ kai T pdAAov Kal T0 jTToV Té T0Ld. Sergius paraphrases the
text of Aristotle similarly to what we find in Ammonius, In Cat. 89.23-24 and Philoponus, In
Cat. 158.14-15, but refers to “the genus of quality (zna)”, while Aristotle himself and both
Ammonius and Philoponus use the term ta noud, “qualified things”.

514 Cf. Philoponus, In Cat. 158.25-26: AN’ 6 pév AploTtotéAng ob SupBpwaev AUV TOV Tepl
TOUTWV AGYOV. NUETG 8¢ mepl avT®Y TaiTd @ayev (“but Aristotle has not given us a detailled
account of these matters, so that we shall say the following”).

10b17-25
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less than another thing which partakes of it5%5. Indeed, virtue is by no means
more or less than virtue, neither is justice more or less than justice, but rather
it is someone who partakes of them by being virtuous or just who is said to be
more or less in the degree of partaking of each one of them.

Also, of such things as white, black, and suchlike, one also does not say that
one of them is more or less then the other. For white in that it is white is not
more than any other white. Nor is black in that it is black any less than
something else that is black. Rather it is the body which is receptive of them
that is said to be more or less white than another one, and also more or less
black than another. Likewise, in regard to everything else pertaining to this
genus, we shall not assume that they themselves admit of a more and a less, but
those things in which they occur5.

Now, a property in the strict sense which is particularly characteristic of
the genus of quality is that it may always be called similar or dissimilar®”. It
applies to all its species and is always concomitant of them. Thus, we are
accustomed to say that this white is similar to that one, or that this black is
dissimilar to that one, that this figure (oyfjua) is similar to that one, while this
shape is dissimilar to that one. Also, about hot and cold, wet and dry, virtue and
vice, and about all other things without exception which belong to the genus of
quality we are accustomed to say that they are similar or dissimilar to one
another. Hence, this is particularly characteristic of this genus much more than
of all other ones. Now, what has been said thus far is sufficient for a definition
(of quality) which derives from its concomitants.

515 Syr. ba-nsibuta. Sergius applies here the same expression for rendering the Gr. petéyw,
which he used while speaking about paronyms above, see §§383-384. Cf. Ammonius, In Cat.
90.3-5: Stkatocvvny yap Sikatootvng ov Tavu act plAAov kai frTov Aéyesdal, RTTOV HEVTOL
Kal pdArov petéyev Tovg uetéxovtag Tig Stkatoauvng kal Tig yelag Aéyetat.

516 Cf. Ammonius, In Cat. 90.10-12; Philoponus, In Cat. 159.1-17.

517 Cf. Ammonius, In Cat. 90.28-91.2: petafaivel 8¢ eig T0 kKupiwg i8lov kal enowv duola 8¢
Kal avopolar £ 00SeULEG yap T®V AWV KatnyopL&V appolel ToiTo T0 (8tov.
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[Puzzle concerning relatives]

One should not be disturbed if many of those things which have been
discussed in this genus turn out to belong also to the genus that has been
discussed before, namely to that of relation®$. Nor should one believe that we
have forgotten what has been stated plenty of times above, i.e. that same thing
may not pertain to two genera®®. But every reader should examine what is said
with due consideration. Thus, we ought to know that one thing may not be
found in two genera in the same way, i.e. what is said of it would come from
various genera. However, in modes (tomot) which differ from one another a
particular thing may belong not to one genus only but to many.

What I mean is this. The same piece of wood may be said to belong to
substance and to quantity, to relation and to quality, but it is not in the same
mode (tUmog) that it is said to pertain to all of them. For it belongs to substance
in that it has subsistence in virtue of itself and does not exist in something else,
like hot in a body. But it also pertains to quantity in that it is long or short, or
has any particular size. Similarly, it is also said as relative when it belongs to
someone who has the power to sell or to burn it. And further; it is referred to
quality in that it is either dry or wet, either white or black, either small or big,
for all these and suchlike pertain to the genus of quality. So the statement has
been made clear which we make all the time that the nature of one thing may
not pertain in the same mode to two genera, but every nature turns out to
belong to different genera in different ways.

518 Sergius paraphrases Cat. 11a20-22: o0 8¢l 8¢ tapdattesbal py TIg MUAS @ron Umep
TOLOTNTOG TNV TPOBEGY TTOLNoAUEVOUG TTOAAA T®V TIPOG TL cuykataplBueliobat. Ammonius
makes clear that it is Aristotle himself who articulates this puzzle and consequently suggests a
solution to it, see Ammonius, In Cat. 91.4-8 and Philoponus, In Cat. 161.31-162.4.

519 See §§109-112, above. Porphyry refers in his question-and-answer commentary to
Aristotle’s own statement in Cat. 1b15-16 that the differentiae of genera that are different and
not subordinate one to the other are different in species, see Porphyry, In Cat. 139.26-27.

11a20-38
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Thus, even though one may consider many things which have been
discussed in the genus of quality to belong also to the genus of relation, it is
however not in one and same mode that they pertain to the former and to the
latter. For even if both figure, since a figure is in something, and understanding,
since also understanding is in someone who understands, pertain to the genus
of relation, still essentially52’ each one of them belongs to the genus of quality.
Thus, one says that they are species of quality which have affinity to and
participation in the former genus, but each one of them seems to essentially5
belong to quality apart from participating in something to what it is said to be
related>. And since enough has been said about it, we shall now turn to the
teaching about the remaining (categories).

[Division of the categories]

As it has been explained in the previous books, there are all together ten
primary genera that are designated as “categories” (katnyopia). About the four
principle ones among them>? we have taught until now. About the remaining
six, on the other hand, there is no need to give an account, since even the
Philosopher who invented them taught nothing about them, but confined
himself to merely mentioning them and spared (the reader) an account of
them, as if it were obvious and apparent from what has been said*. So, let us
also here briefly discuss this subject. The principle and primary genera, which
appear as elements (otolyela) and the foundation of the other six, are the four
about which we have taught, namely substance, quantity, relation, and quality.
The remaining six, on the contrary, are generated and arise from the combina-
tion of substance with the (other) three5s.

520 Syr. quyyameh, “what concerns their subsistence”. Cf. the use of gqnoma in the next
sentence.

521 Syr. gnoma.

522 Cf. Ammonius, In Cat. 91.10-92.2; Philoponus, In Cat. 162.7-28. Sergius’ Commentary dif-
fers here from what we find in Ammonius and Philoponus.

523 Ammonius calls them ai kvpiwg kal mp@Tatl katnyopiat, see In Cat. 92.6. The following
account by Sergius finds a close parallel in Ammonius and clearly derives from the latter.

524 Cf. Ammonius, In Cat. 92.12-16: @rodoUg 6¢ T®V TE00APWY KATNYOPL&OV TOVG TE HPOUG Kal
T4 mapakoAovdpata Tdv Aouiv EE 0bte Ta (S1a elev obte TOLG OPLOUOVG AMTESWKEY 0UTE THV
el o eldn Slaipeatv wg Suvauévwv UGV €k TAY PnBévtwy kal Tavtalg éntotioal.

525 Cf. Ammonius, In Cat. 92.6-8: 8¢l ei§éval 6Tl ai kupiwg kal mpdTal kKatnyopial Téocapés
elow at eipnuéval, ovaia ToooOV OOV TIPOG TL, al 8¢ GAAaL EE yivovTal €K Tii§ CUUTAOKIG Tiig
ovaiag mpog Tag Aoudg Tpels. See also Philoponus, In Cat. 163.4-10.
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We ought to correctly understand the division of them as follows. Some
natures exist in virtue of themselves and are called substances, while some do
not have subsistence by themselves and are called three other genera. Further,
of those which have subsistence in other things and do not subsist in virtue of
themselves, some arise and are generated through their reference to something
else, which is the genus of relation, and some exist without reference to and
participation in something else. Further, of the latter, some are indivisible and
always equally extended, and they are called qualities, and some admit of
division and segmentation into parts, constituting the genus of quantity>2.

Thus, as we have said, from this division and from the combination of
these three genera with substance the other six genera are generated. Now,
from the combination of substance and quantity arise two of them, namely that
of where and that of when, since the first of them indicates place and space,
while the other points to a particular time. From the combination of substance
with quality arise two others of them, namely that of acting and that of being-
affected, since action and affection designate some quality which happens in a
substance. And further, from the combination of substance with the (genus) of
relation the two remaining genera are produced, i.e. that of being-in-a-position
and that of having>?.

But as I have said, the teaching about each one of them has become appar-
ent — so that we are in no need of further definitions which we should learn
about them — from the explanation given to us in the discussion just above,
when we spoke about the meaning of the ten genera, and particularly from

526 The same classification is found in Philoponus, In Cat. 163.10-15: T@v 6vTwv Ta pev kad’
£auTa LEEOTNKEY, WG 1) oVala, TA 8& év £TépoLg ExeL TO elval. TMV 8¢ &v £TépoLg £x6vTwy T0 elvat
Th uév év oyéoel Bewpeltal, olov Ta TpAg TI, T 8¢ AoyeTd eiol. Kal TGV N EXOVTwy oxéow Ta
uév £0TL PePLaTd, olov T 100d (ToTTo yap i8lov Aéyopuey ToD 10000 elval, TO UePLOTAV), T 8¢
auéplota, olov ai ToLoTNTES.

527 Sergius’ division reflects what we find in Ammonius, In Cat. 92.7-12: ai 8¢ &Aat €€
yivovtat €k tfig oLumAoKHG TfG oVaiag TPOG TAG AoUTAg TPETS €K yap Ti¢ GLUTAOKIS TG 0Valag
kal o0 ool £yévovto Vo katnyoplat if te oD Kal i} ToTé, Kal MAAW &k Tiig Higews Tig ovalag
kal 700 olod yivovtal £tepat 600 10 MOLEY Kal TO TTACYELY, €K 8¢ TG CUUTTAOKIG Tiig oVaiag kat
OV TPOG TL yivovTal ai Aoutal §Vo katnyopial 16 kelobat kai To €xew. Cf. an extended version
in Philoponus, In Cat. 163.16-164.5.
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what we said on how the six genera are generated from the combination
between the four genera about which we had taught at greater length, so that
the concept of the former is encompassed by the whole teaching that has been
established about the latter.

But since, as I have said above, we always ought to seek more than
anything else in our teaching to clearly explain what we intend to say, also now
we will briefly give the definition and the division of each one of them
separately. For as you know very well, I am always concerned about the
composition of my account, trying to make it straightforward (iStwtng) in its
structure and to manifest clearly to everyone in what way something is
explained.

[Definition of the remaining six categories]5?

So, the genus of acting is what does something and operates in some way. It
is divided into two species, for everything that is acting either acts on itself, e.g.
the soul when it turns to itself and knows itself, or it acts on another, e.g. when
fire heats another body or when snow cools a particular body>*.

As for the next genus, being-affected is being changed by something. There
are likewise two species of it. For what is affected may either be brought to
destruction when the change in it is too great, e.g. when what is affected by heat
is burned; or it may be brought to perfection, e.g. we say that vision is affected
and changed by what is visible.

Further, the genus of being-in-a-position is an accident that occurs to a
body. It is divided into three species. For either the whole body is reclining and

528 Cf. Ammonius, In Cat. 92.12-17; Philoponus, In Cat. 164.6-10.

529 See also §§95-108, above.

530 This paragraph, as also the following ones, reflects what we find in Ammonius, In Cat.
92.17-19: £0Tv 00V TOLETY PV TO €(g TL Evepyeiv. TOUTOL 8¢ i8N 8V0- TO yip ToL0TV 1 £ig Eautd
ToLel Momep 1) Yuyn Eautny ywwookovoa 1 ig £tepov wg 10 Bepuatvewv (cf. Philoponus, In Cat.
164.10-12).

531 See the same account in Ammonius, In Cat. 92.19-22: ndoyewv 6¢ €oTL T0 V16 TIVOG dAAO-
1o0oBaL opoiwg 8¢ kai TovTov €idn 8vo- fj yap we eig pBopav yduevov TaoyeL BG TO Kaieabal i
0g €l TEAEOTNTA Gvayouevoy, ¢ dtav einwuey mdoyew v 6pacy Vno to0 Opatod (cf.
Philoponus, In Cat. 164.13-17).
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its position is called lying, or the whole of it is elevated and it is called standing,
or its position is between these two and is called sitting532.

Now, the genus of when is indicative of time, and it also has three species.
For sometimes it refers to the past, sometimes to the future, and sometimes it
signifies what is present>%.

Similarly, the genus of where is indicative of place, and it is also divided
into six species. For of things some may be said to be up, some down, some on
the right, some on the left, some in front, and some behind334,

And finally, there is another genus called having, which designates
something being in something53. There is no need to repeat the account of its
division and to prolong uselessly our discussion. We have provided you with
the division of it in that section where we showed in how many ways
something is said to be in something else. There, we clearly demonstrated that
everything may be called being in something in eleven modes (td&eLc). So, I will
refrain from talking about it here, and thus conclude our introduction into
those things which we are about to discuss.

End of Book Six.

532 See Philoponus, In Cat. 164.18-22: xeloBat 8¢ £0TL T0 BEay TVa Exewv. ToVTOV 8¢ €(8n Tpia,
70 avakekAioBat o xabijobat 0 Eotdvar fj yap, wg moANAKLS elpnTal, T0 GA0V oA KEKALTAL
Kal Aéyetal avakekAiobat, ij T0 uév Tt kékAttal T0 8¢ 0pBOV ¢oTt Kal Aéyetal kabijabay, fj 6Aov
0pO06v €oTL kal Aéyetat iotacBal (cf. Ammonius, In Cat. 93.1-2). Sergius is closer to the account
preserved by Philoponus, although he deviates from it in some details.

533 Cf. Ammonius, In Cat. 93.2-3: m0oT¢ 8¢ €0TL Yp6vou SnAwTkGY, kal TovTov €idn Tplia,
¢veaTog TapeAnAubws pEAAwY (see also Philoponus, In Cat. 164.22-23).

534 Cf. Ammonius, In Cat. 93.3—4: 00 8¢ €0TL TOTOL SNAWTIKGV, Kal ToUToL €idn £E, Avw KATW
8etLt aplotepa Eunpoadev 6miobev (see also Philoponus, In Cat. 164.23-25).

535 Sergius’ description of the last remaining category differs from what we find in Ammo-
nius, who defines it as “placing one substance around another substance”, cf. In Cat. 93.5-6:
gxewv 8¢ €oTwv ovolag mepl ovolav mepiBeatg onuaivel yap 10 tmobedéabat 10 wmAloBal kal
@AAa toladta (see also Philoponus, In Cat. 165.17-19). Thus, Ammonius shifts the focus from
being-in-something, i.e. what is contained, to being-around-something, i.e. to the container,
and does not refer to the eleven modes of being-in-something found also in his commentary.
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Divisions of Book Six

First division

The genus of quality is divided:

into being stable and unstable,

into capacity and incapacity,

into affections and affective qualities,
into figures and shapes.

(Second division)

The affections and affective qualities are divided as follows:

either they are present in one whole species, as whiteness in all swans;
or they are found not in the whole species, as whiteness in men;

or they are present from birth, as blackness of an Ethiopian;

or they occur by chance, as pallor resulting from sickness.
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BOOK SEVEN
[Introduction]

The previous, sixth, book which has just been completed, O brother
Theodore, was dedicated to the teaching on quality and on the remaining six
genera. I have finished in it the systematic account of all doctrines which have
been taught to us by Aristotle and by all other philosophers relating to the
teaching on the ten highest genera, which are principle and primary for the
study of and training in logic53,

But as we learn from the books of the ancients, the Philosopher divided his
treatise Categories into three sections, i.e. the first one that is about particular
words used for the instruction about these genera, the next, second one that
includes the discussion of each one of the ten categories, and also the third one
that deals with those words which (Aristotle) mentioned in the teaching of
these genera but which he left without definition5¥’. If you recall what has been
discussed above, you should know that we taught about the first section of this
treatise in the second book3%®, while in books three, four, five, and six we gave
an account of the second section of Aristotle’s treatise.

Now, in the present, seventh, book we are going to explain what is
necessary about the third section of the treatise Categories, which is, as we

536 le. the previous book concluded the part on the praedicamenta, and the last, seventh
book focuses on the so-called postpraedicamenta. Cf. Philoponus, In Cat. 168.21-22: menAn-
pPWTAL O TOV KATNYOPLHY Ady0og Kal dpyetal Tod peta tag katnyoplag tpipartog (“the account of
the categories has been completed and now begins the section of what comes after the categor-
ies”).

537 See Philoponus, In Cat. 167.22-168.2: €ig tpia uépn Sujpntat todto 0 BLPAiov, €ig te T0
PO TAV KaTtNyopLiv Kal 70 mepl avTdV TiMV KaTnyopLiv Kal 10 UETA TG KaTtnyoplag, kat §TL év
UEv T® mpO THV Katnyopliv mepl euvav StaAéyetal, alg péAlet ypricacdat év i St8aokaAia
TOV KATNYopL®Y, Ayvwotwv Ny €k Tig cuvnBeiag ovo®v, év 8¢ 1@ SeuTépw TURUATL TEpL
aOTGV TGOV KATNYOPL&Y, €V 8¢ T¢) TpiTw, ToOT E0TL TG TPOKEUEVY, TTEPL TWWV WVEY BV TTapé-
Xapev év Tf] Si8ackalia T@Y KatnyopLidv, @v Evvolav pév Tva Exopey o0 pnv Supdpwuévny.
Ammonius (and Philoponus) discusses this issue in the prolegomena part, see Ammonius, In
Cat. 14.2-5 and Philoponus, In Cat. 13.6-18; cf. also Olympiodorus, Prolegomena 25.5-9. How-
ever, similar to Sergius, Philoponus finds it necessary to recall this division at the beginning of
the postpraedicamenta part.

538 The antepraedicamenta discussed briefly in §§113-121.
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have already said above, about particular terms that have been mentioned in
the teaching on genera, for instance change, contrariety, movement, and
suchlike. Thus, it is our task now to discuss them, i.e. contrariety, change,
movement, as well as those things that are similar to them, what each one of
them signifies, and into how many species they are divided.

So, let us say briefly about them what we have learned in many places and
what we recall about them. If someone would be able to find out something else
that would exceed or prove more useful than what I am writing, then you shall
listen to it, O brother, rather then to us. But let us now turn to an inquiry into
the remaining subject matters, beginning with change>¥.

[Change]

We learn from nature and from philosophy®% that there are six kinds of
change in this world which encompass every particular change that ever takes
place in any object5¥.. The first one of them is seen in generation and destruc-
tion. The second one takes place through growth and diminution. These two
pairs arise from the doubling of something that occurs in things and thus
bringing forth the four (kinds). The fifth is that one which produces alteration,
and the sixth appears through movement from one place to another5,

However, in order to make clear the account of what we discuss, we shall
further explain each one of them by itself, making in our speech the following
distinction®®. As we have said above, substance is in multiple things that have
individual subsistence, e.g. Socrates, or a particular stone, or a piece of wood,
or anything else like that. When something that did not exist comes to be in the

539 Sergius deals with the remaining questions not in that order in which they appear in the
Categories or in the commentaries by Ammonius and Philoponus. In contrast to them, he first
considers the issue of change, or motion, which appears at the very end of the Categories and
to which he turns once again at the end of Book VII, thus following Aristotle’s text. In the first
case (in §§409-418), he renders the Gr. kivnolg as sugnaya, “change”, while in the second case
(§8445-448) as zawa and mettzianuta, “motion, movement”. Thus he aims to differentiate
these two terms and to treat them separatly.

540 Philoponus points out that the issue of change, or motion, is fitting for a natural scientist,
or physiologist: 6 mepl KoewG AGYog TTPEMWY UEV €0TLV Av8pl QUOLOAGYW: TdvTa yap Ta
QuOKd Tpaypata £v Kwioet el o elvau (In Cat. 197.12-13).

541 In §§275-276, Sergius raises a puzzle as to why motion (Syr. zaw'a) is not mentioned by
Aristotle among the species of quantity and solves it by pointing out that this issue is not
suitable for those who are beginning the study of logic (i.e. for the readers of the Categories).
542 See Cat. 15a13-14: xwviioewg 8¢ Eatwv €i8n €€ yéveatg, pBopd, abinalg, peiwaotg, dAroiwalg,
KaTd TO1oV UETABOAN.

543 For the following account, see Ammonius, In Cat. 105.10-16 and Philoponus, In Cat.
197.12-199.24. Ammonius divides the kinds of change first into substantial and accidental: 1j
00V kivnolg petaBoAr €ott, T0 8¢ petaBdArov i kat oloiav petaBdAlel fj Katd ouUPEPNKOC
(105.10-11).

15a13-15b16
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world, its birth is called generation. And since it cannot persist forever, for the
subsistence of everything after some time comes to an end, it is clear that it is
also dissolved and perishes, and this dissolution is called destruction.

Consequently, they say, generation takes place when an unworthy thing
perishes and brings forth subsistence of something else which is much more
manifest and worthy than it. They call destruction, on the other hand, what
happens to something apparent and worthy when it is dissolved into what is
despised and unseen. Thus, we say that from a worthless and despised seed,
which is a kind of moisture, appears a human body that has much greater
appearance and dignity than it. In turn, the destruction of the latter produces
the former, for we also state that the human body which is worthy and appar-
ent becomes soil that is despised and unseen, and we say that the destruction
(of the body) resulted in it.

So, the first kind of change is the one which appears in generation and
destruction and whose subsistence is in the nature of substance’*. For when
some substance changes completely into another substance, this is called gener-
ation and destruction, as we have said. When, on the one hand, something
unseen is destroyed and produces something apparent, then people call this
sort of change generation. When, on the other hand, something apparent is
changed into something unseen, then we usually call this sort of change
destruction. While these two kinds of change occur in the nature of a substance,
as we have said, the other two which are revealed in growth and diminution do
not take place in the nature of a substance but in the quantity which is in it34.

So, we call growth such an increase as occurs to a certain body by means of
numerical addition, either in the dimensions of length, breadth, and depth (all
at once), or in any of them particularly. For if a small number is multiplied by
any other number, e.g. ten by twenty, then we say that growth happens in that

544 Cf. Ammonius, In Cat. 105.11-13: kal &i pév xat’ ovoiav, yivetal yéveolg kal eBopd (et puév
o Tod i 6vTog ig TO 6V, EoTal yévealg, i 8¢ amo tol 6vTog ig TO un 6v, yivetat Bopd).

545 Cf. Ammonius, In Cat. 105.13-14: €i 8¢ katd cLUPEPNKOC, | €V AVTH €0TV 1) peTaforn i €’
avT® fj TEPL AUTO. Kal €l pév €v avT@, KaAeltal adénolg kal peiwaotg.
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quantity whose parts are separate’. So, if a particular body of three cubits is
increased by four or five cubits in its length, breadth, or depth, or in all three
(dimensions) at once, then the change that happens in them is called growth.
When this species (of change) takes place, then, as we have said, it occurs not to
the nature of a substance, but to the quantity which is in it, for what grows does
not itself change and become something else, but its nature receives a certain
increase while it remains one and the same.

Similarly with diminution, which is contrary to growth. For we say that
diminution occurs to something which apparently becomes less than the origin-
al number or to a particular body which has certain decrease either in length,
or in breadth, or in depth, or in all three (dimensions) at once. This change too
takes place in the quantity which is in a substance and not in the substance
itself, since the latter remains one and the same, while a diminution or a
decrease of any kind occurs to it.

The fifth kind of change is the one which occurs to the outer parts of a
substance and not to all of it*¥. E.g.,, if Socrates who was previously black
becomes white because of a quiet way of life or becomes black from any partic-
ular reason, while being white before that, or becomes warm, having been cold
(previously), or cold, while he was warm before, then the change that happens
to him is called alteration. Thus, we properly say that this change occurs to the
outer part of a substance, while the latter itself persists and remains the same.

546 Cf. §243, above.
547 Cf. Ammonius, In Cat. 105.15: €l 8¢ &€ aOTQ, (SC. KaAelTAL) AANOIWOLG.
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Now, this kind, i.e. that of alteration, differs from the previous one, which is
seen in growth and diminution, in that the latter cause some increase or
decrease in the quantity to which they occur, while alteration neither changes
the substance itself nor causes in it any increase or decrease but is spread out
in it while it is preserved in its subsistence and size. Thus, it pertains neither to
substance nor to quantity, but to the genus of quality, and it is found especially
in the following species (of it): figures, shapes, colours, and affections. For all
changes of these kinds produce certain outward alterations of a substance
without extension or reduction from any side. Hence they are called altera-
tions, as we have said, that belong to the genus of quality.

Now, another kind of change which shows itself in the movement from one
place to another3%, is further subdivided into species, about which we will say a
little later when we will give an account of motion, as we have said above>.
And since it is not proper for us to tell the same things twice, we will therefore
omit here the account of this kind of change, for (what has been said) is
sufficient for listeners.

This is how you can clearly explain and make apparent to the students the
teaching on the six kinds (of change) which have been discussed thus far. Two
of them take place in substance, namely generation and destruction. Another
two occur to quantity which is in substance, namely growth and diminution.
And the other two of them which remain have their birth in the genus of
quality, namely alteration and movement from one place to another>°. Now I
am going to tell you also about opposition.

548 Cf. Ammonius, In Cat. 105.15-16: i 8¢ mepl avTd, KaAeTTAL I} KATA TOTIOV PETABOAN.

549 Thus Sergius differentiates between motion (Syr. mettzi‘anuta) and change (Syr. Sugnaya),
and this turns out to be the reason to treat these two issues at different places of his commen-
tary.

550 Cf. Ammonius, In Cat. 105.16-19: ote yivesbat v kivnow év tétpact katnyoplalg, év
uév tij ovola yéveawy kat gBopdv, év 6¢ ¢ moa® adgnoy kal peiwoty, v 8¢ T0 moy dAloiwowy,
év 8¢ tff Mol v katd tomov petafoAnv. Cf. Philoponus, In Cat. 199.5-7. Thus, Ammonius
differentiates the two last species in that he attributes one of them to quality and another to
the category of where. Sergius himself sets aside locomotion in §417 just above as a separate
kind of change.
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[Opposition]

Many people believe that opposition and contrariety are the same thing, so
that there is no difference between them33.. But this is not true, because opposi-
tion is greater than contrariety. In fact, all contraries are said to be in opposi-
tion, but not everything that seems to be in opposition is contrary to something.
Hence, contrariety is one of the species of opposition. But let us discuss all kinds
of opposition, in order to make clear for us what it is and how contrariety
happens to be only one of its species. Now, opposites exist either as capacity
and privation, or as relatives, or as constructions of speech which signify
affirmation or negation, or as things that are contrary to one another. Thus,
there are four species of opposition>2.

In order to give you a more clear understanding of them, let us put it as
follows. Some of the opposites are found in statements, e.g. when one says
“Socrates is running”, “Socrates is not running”, and all other things like that, so
that this species turns out to appear in the construction of speech. Some of
them, on the other hand, occur to things. And among those opposites which
appear in things, some are comprehended as being in some relation, e.g. left
and right, above and below, and the rest like that, so that this species appears as
relatives; and some are without reference to anything else. Further, among
those (opposites) that have no relation to something else, some change into one
another in those things to which they occur, e.g. white and black, cold and hot,

551 In the following paragraphs, Sergius systematically applies the noun dalqublayuta as an
aquivalent to Gr. avtikeioBai, “being opposite”, and saqqublayuta as a translation of the Gr.
évavTiotne, “contrariety”, although in the earlier parts of his commentary these two terms ap-
pear as synonyms. The same differentiation is characteristic of the 7th century Syriac versions
of the Categories produced by Jacob of Edessa and George of the Arabs, but is not found in the
early anonymous translation which uses dalqubla with both meanings.

552 Cf. Cat. 11b17-19: Aéyetal 6¢ Etepov ETéPw AvTIKELGDAL TETPAYAC, F| WG TO TPOG TL, 1} WG TA
évavtia, | 0¢ otépnolg kat 4L, | WG Katdeaolg kal andgaotg. Sergius alters the order of
Aristotle’s text and seems to have paraphrased it rather than translating it directly. That this
alteration of the order was deliberate is shown by Sergius’ note in §421 below that capacity
and privation appear first in the list.
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and other things like that, thus constituting the species of contrariety; and some
do not change into one another, e.g. sight and blindness — of which one may
change into its counterpart, while the other does not reciprocate, — and
produce another species, namely that of capacity and privation333.

Now let us suggest a characteristic for each species of the opposition
separately and thus clearly distinguish them from each other. So, capacity55
and privation, which are called first among those things that are opposed to one
another5, refer to some activity that is present in us or to its opposite, e.g. sight
and blindness. For sight is some natural capacity that operates in us, while
blindness is a privation and destruction of this capacity, and both of them are
spoken of in opposition to one another.

Now, one should always consider privation not as something occasional,
when a person is simply (amA®g) deprived of something, but when he is
deprived of what he ought to possess at that time and to such an extent that is
necessary for him. Hence, there are three things concerning privation that one
should inquire into, namely whether someone is of a nature to receive that
capacity which is opposed to something, at what time someone may naturally
receive what he is deprived of, and also in which part of his body it is natural to
receive the capacity that is missing336,

553 Sergius’ division has a close parallel in Ammonius, In Cat. 93.18-94.3: Tt dvtikeipeva iy &v
AGyolg avtikeltal g Katdeaolg Kai amopaats, 0lov ZwKpAtng TePUTATE—LwKpATng 00 TepL-
TaTel, | év mpaypact, kai tovTolg fij oxéatv £Xouov fj MG Kab’ autd Bewpovuévolg kal Ta pév
Katl oyéow Aéyovtat avtikeloBal wg T mpog TL olov Se€l0v aplotepdy, T 8¢ 00 Kath oyéow
@A xa® avta avtikettaly, kat tadta § petafddAet €ig GAANAa | o0 petaBdddel, kal el pév
peTaBaMel, avtikettat g T évavtia olov T0 uéhav ¢ AUk, el 8¢ i petaPariel, avtikeltat
KaTd 0TEPNOWY Kal EEWv olov (g 0YLg kal TueAdTng. CE. Philoponus, In Cat. 168.18-27.

554 Syr. hayla, Sergius translates thus the Gr. £€1g, “possession”, which the anonymous Syriac
translation renders as ‘ituta that derives from ‘it I-, “to have”. Jacob and Georg both translate
€¢1¢ as qanayuta which derives from another verb meaning “to possess”, qna. Sergius’ inter-
pretation thus appears quite unique, although his note that hayla refers to “something present
in us” (ma d-'it leh ban) makes apparent that he was familiar with that terminology which we
find in the anonymous translation.

555 This statement is supported neither by the transmitted Greek text of the Categories nor
by the commentary tradition. Ammonius corroborates the order which we find in Aristotle by
stating that the division starts with a milder kind of opposition (in relatives) and ends with the
most strong kind (in affirmation and negation), see Ammonius, In Cat. 94.4-17, cf. a much
more detailled account by Philoponus, In Cat. 169.3-170.16.

556 The same three points are described by Ammonius and Philoponus: tpia 6¢ 8¢t napa-
TPE EmL Tii§ €Eewg Kal Tfig aTeproew, T6 Te TePUKOG S€xeabat kal dte mépuke 8€xeabal, TolT
£0TWV &V TQ) XpOvw &V @ TEQUKE, Kal &v @ uépet mépuke (Philoponus, In Cat. 175.3-5, cf. Ammo-
nius, In Cat. 96.11-14). Sergius’ version turns out to be closer to that of Philoponus, and the
same holds for the following paragraphs.
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What I mean is this. We do not say that a stone is deprived of sight, i.e. is
blind, since it is not in its nature to admit of the faculty of sight>?’, but we speak
of privation of it concerning men. And we do not say that this occurs to their
hands or feet, since these members are not instruments for sight5, but to their
eyes. Further, we do not say about a baby that it is deprived of sight, for the
time has not come yet for it to be naturally capable of having it. Similarly, a
newborn puppy is not said to be blind or deprived of sight, because the time
has not arrived yet for it to receive it5¥. Further, we do not say about a baby
which is less than six months old that it is deprived of teeth, since time has not
arrived yet for it to have the natural capacity for them3. So, to sum up, one
speaks of privation when there is a proper time for something to receive a
particular natural capacity which turns out to be missing and by which point
one does not have what he is naturally capable of.

Another species of opposition is that which is manifested in the construc-
tion of speech. When we take two things and say of one of them that it either
has or does not have the other, then we make statements that are opposed to
one another. So, if one takes Plato, Alcibiades, or any other particular person
and states about one of them that he is running, walking, reading, or anything
else like that, and further states that he is not running, not walking, or not
reading, then one will construct opposite statements. About this kind of
compositions we will extensively and properly speak, when we move to the
treatise on the first compositions of simple words, which in order comes just
after the one on the ten categories in whose last section we are now>6.

557 Cf. Philoponus, In Cat. 175.6-7: o0 yap Aéyopev T0v AiBov £otepiioBal 6Pews, Eneldry ovde
0 wg mépukev Exev OYLV (see also Ammonius, In Cat. 96.15-16).

558 Cf. Philoponus, In Cat. 175.7-9: o0te 1OV GvOpwmov Katd Tovg Tdag Aéyouev éatepijodal
Opewe, €meldn W KaT €kEWVO TO PEPOG MEPUKEV Exely TNV OV (see also Ammonius, In Cat.
96.19-21).

559 Cf. Philoponus, In Cat. 175.9-10: &AX’ 008¢ 0 okvLAdKLOV EatepfioBal Gewg Aéyopev,
£meldn Wi &v éxetvw T kap@ méukev Exewv (see also Ammonius, In Cat. 96.21-25).

560 Cf. Philoponus, In Cat. 175.12-14: 6poiwg kal vw8ov Aéyopev oy AmAGC Tov ui €xovta
686vTag (ov yap 8\mov kai Tov dptt TexBévTar o yap TVIKADTA TEQUKEV EXELY).

561 le. De Interpretatione. No commentary by Sergius on this treatise has come down to us.
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Further, another species of opposition is the one based the genus of
relatives, for instance right and left, above and below, half and double, and all
other things similar to them. For all these things and suchlike whose subsist-
ence is in the genus of relation are also spoken of in opposition to one another.

Also, another species of opposition called contrariety has its subsistence in
all faculties and colours which transform into one another. Those things that
are contrary to one another either have something intermediate between them,
or there is nothing else which is somehow known to be intermediate between
them. Those contraries which have nothing intermediate between them are for
instance even and odd numbers, for there are no other numbers between them
which are neither even nor odd. Similarly, also about light and darkness and
about many other things we say that there is nothing else between them what
would be neither light nor darkness. Although there are many people who
believe that the light coming from the shining of the rays of the sun which
breaks out at dawn before the rise of the sun occupies an intermediate position
between light and darkness.

There are also other things that are contrary to one another and have
something intermediate between them, for instance white and black. For there
are grey, reddish, pale, and many other colours between them. Also, between
virtue and vice, knowledge and ignorance there are other ranks (td&etg) which
are set either precisely in the middle or a little bit closer to one side than to the
other. Therefore, in some cases we are able to find names for the things which
are between the contraries, as we have said about colours that are intermedi-

12b16-25
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ate, and in some cases there are no names for them, but they may be
distinguished only intellectually, as we have just said about the degrees that lie
between virtue and vice or between knowledge and ignorance.

428 Let what (has been said) concerning the subsistence of the four types of
opposition suffice for the ears of those who study logic. Next we will explain the
differences between them.

[Differences between the types of opposition]>t2

429 So, the type of capacity and privation differs from that of relation in that 13a3-13
capacity and privation are never said of one another. For sight is not called (the
sight) of blindness, neither is blindness (the blindness) of sight>%. Most of the
relatives, on the other hand, are said of one another, for instance the right of
the left and the left of the right, and also the half of a double and the double of a
half. Further, capacity and privation are attributed to a particular member of
the body, for only one member is naturally capable of them, while things that
are said as relatives may neither both be in one and the same thing nor do they
usually occur to the same part364,
430 The opposition of capacity and privation differs from things that are 13a13-36
contrary to one another in that one of the contraries may always change into
the other, for instance white into black and black into white, cold into hot and
also hot into cold. But this is not what we see in the capacity and privation, for a
capacity sometimes changes into privation, for instance sight into blindness,
but privation never changes into capacity®®. Thus, blindness never turns back
into sight as long as we are speaking about natural understanding of it. For we

562 As references to the Categories in the margins make clear, in this section of his commen-
tary, Sergius does not follow strictly Aristotle’s text, but prefers to deal with various topics in
the order which he considered more appropriate. This order does not find parallels in the
commentaries by Ammonius and Philoponus that are based on the sequence of the Categories.
563 Here, Sergius turns to Cat. 12b16-19, partly quoting partly paraphrasing Aristotle’s text:
0tL 8¢ 1) oTépnotg kal i} E51g 0UK AVTIKELTAL WG TA TPAG TL, PAVEPGV: 0V Yap AEyeTal avTo Omep
€0l T00 avtikeluévou- 1 yap oPig ovk €0t TVPAGTNTOG BYLG, 008’ AAAWG 0VSANGG TTPOG AVTO
Aéyetal.

564 Cf. Ammonius, In Cat. 99.5-100.2; Philoponus, In Cat. 182.13-183.15. Sergius differs from
what we find in Ammonius and Philoponus in that he distinguishes here what is opposed as
state and privation to relatives, while Ammonius, following Aristotle’s text, compares state and
privation with those opposites that have something intermediate between them.

565 The first part of the paragraph is very close to what we find in Philoponus, In Cat.
183.20-24: ta évavtia petapaAiel eig dAAnAa (1o yap Bepuodv eig Yuxpov petafdiretl kal o
Yuypov &ig Bepuov kal T0 pédav eig AeukOV Kail T0 AeUKOV €ig péAav), T 8¢ katd otépnov Kai
EEv 00 peTaBaAel eig dAANAa- €l yap kal i 6YLg €ig TUEAWOY UETAPAANEL, GAX oUYL Kal 1
TOPAWGLG LG TRV GYPv.
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will refrain from speaking about those things that may happen by the will of
God, since our discourse aims at the study of logic5.

But the opposition of the contraries differs from that of capacity and
privation also in the following. Most of the contraries have other things that are
intermediate between them, as we have said above, for instance there are
plenty of colours which are between black and white, and there are not a few
grades between virtue and vice. Between capacity and privation, on the other
hand, there is nothing at all which comes in between.

One (type of opposition) differs from the other also in the following. It is
necessary for most of the contraries that one of them is found in that thing to
which it occurs and that it perishes in that moment when it departs from it, e.g.
hot in fire and cold in snow. But privation and capacity are not like that, for as
we have said they always occur to one and the same thing.

Now, things that are contraries differ from those which are opposed as
relatives in the following®’. When one of the relatives exists then it is
necessary for the other to be present too, and when one of them perishes then
the other one perishes together with it. For if there is a father, it is necessary for
a son to exist, but if there is no son, there is no more father together with him.
And the same applies to all other relatives. But it is not like that with things that
are contraries. For if one of them exists, this does not necessarily bring forth the
other. Neither, if it perishes, does what is contrary to it always perish along with
it. For if there is white in something, there should not be black. Neither is it

566 A similar note, which reflects the Christian interpretation of this passage is found in
Philoponus, In Cat. 169.18-19 and 184.17-18, in Elias, In Cat. 242.11, and in a number of mar-
ginal scholia to Cat. 13a35, see the additional critical apparatus ad loc. in Bodéiis 2002: 241.
567 Here, Sergius provides a commentary on some portions of Chapter 11 of the Categories
focused on contraries, which Ammonius and Philoponus treat in separate sections of their
commentaries. Sergius prefers to deal with this subject matter in the context of opposition.
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necessary, if cold disappears, that hot will disappear together with it; instead, it
will probably come to be.

They also differ from each other in the following. Things (that are contrar-
ies) occur naturally to the same thing at different times, while those which are
said in relation do not have their subsistence in the same thing, but in two
objects, as we have said multiple times.

Now, this is how the three species of opposition, i.e. that of capacity and
privation, that of relation, and that of contrariety, differ from each other. As for
the other, fourth, species of opposition which is constituted, as we have said, by
combination of words, it differs from the other three, to put it briefly, in that it
appears only in words, while those three are not in words but in things. Thus, if
one says, “Socrates is writing” — “Socrates is not writing”, this opposition is
said to exist in words. If, on the other hand, one speaks of sight and blindness,
or hot and cold, or right and left, he is speaking of things themselves and not
combining words. Thus, as we have said, this species of opposition differs from
the other ones in that it exists in words, while those (exist) in objects
themselves.

If, however, someone would suggest that what we learn from a combina-
tion of words, e.g. “Socrates is writing”, is also a thing and not only a sound
which signifies nothing, then we shall respond as follows. Not all combinations
of words signify something. In fact, statements can often be made about things
that do not exist. For instance, when we say, “Socrates is flying” or “Every man
is writing”, neither the former nor the latter is something which is happening.

14a15-19
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For all men cannot be present at once, and even if they could, they would not be
writing. Similarly, neither does Socrates exist, since he has died long ago, and
even if he were present, he would not fly.

Thus, this species of opposition which is in the combination of words
differs from the three which we have discussed also in that it always indicates
truth or falsehood, while none among the other ones signifies them. For if one
says, “Socrates is running” or “He is sleeping” — “Socrates is not running” or
“He is not sleeping”, then this is either true or false. So, if Socrates happens to
be doing what is said about him then it turns out to be true, but if he is not
doing what is said about him then it proves false. But if someone says a
thousand times “sight” and “blindness” or “hot” and “cold” without combina-
tion with something else, he will indicate no truth or falsehood. So, this is also
how this species differs from the other ones. So much for the distinction
between the species of opposition.

[Priority]>58

Since the Philosopher mentioned what is prior too in his treatise on the
categories, we shall also briefly discuss what the term priority signifies’. Now,
priority is said of in five ways®”%, namely in time, in nature, in sequence, in
order (té&Lc) of greatness’, and in the way that one thing (is prior) to another
which is equal to it and follows it in its subsistence®2. In order to explain each
one of these kinds through a clear account, let us discuss them, starting with the
first one where priority is manifested in time.

568 Mss. BD contain a subtitle: “On priority”.

569 Cf. Ammonius, In Cat. 103.3-4: £€mel8N €v T TOV KaTNyopLOV S18acKaAig Euvnuovevae Tod
TPOTEPOV, €lKOTWG TOUTOL GmaplBueital & onuawopeva. See also Philoponus, In Cat.
191.17-18.

570 Aristotle speaks in Cat. 14a26 of four ways, but later, in 14b10-13, adds the fifth one, cf.
Ammonius, In Cat. 103.4-5.

571 Cf. Philoponus, In Cat. 191.20-22: ..pOTOV eV TO TQ) XPOvw TPoTEPOV SeVTEPOV 8¢ TO TH
eUoeL Tpitov T0 T} TaEel TéTaptov TO Tf| G&iq. It is worth noting that Sergius applies the
loanword taksa (tG&ig) not for the third but for the fourth kind, and the same holds for the
paragraphs below.

572 Sergius thus interprets Aristotle’s words in Cat. 14b11-13: T@v yap QvTloTpe@OVTWY Katd
Ty 700 elvat akoAovBnow To aitiov Onwoolv Batépw ToD elval mPOTEPOV EIKOTWG QUOEL
Aéyolt’ @v (“for of things which reciprocate as to implication of existence, that which is in
some way the cause of the other’s existence might reasonably be called prior by nature”, trans.
in Ackrill 1963: 39).

14a26-14b23



des.BD

P108v

15

L59v

B156r |
D127v

432 — Edition

fsdhaa xaroyr = am . pamal PAI Aok meany liam Qsisand
(_A..r\’ r\’&\d_-:_s.u ~hasnin siohn ~<haxiro <\ mias o
ray A (_A.-n’no ..(_Jma ~&ha>io 3 ~dhansdha . ¥l
KA KAo1S PIY Ham <amy liam K Liohn pmsder
0m IAAS m . ®mIdior Ko Iiew P <amAa ama
Sy 0 Kamidior fhaasios am Aoys irm) Jusaod

~am) 1ar <% am . p1=al neio1 PIN IACET e durdua
1 @) meaoy o = o @ dasay A < hmadu
<Ay A adm sadiudy m <aln Ao madur Kamd ey
woiala = oA o dur Famd W\ o .~amama
~<oiaa dul . <awam du Komd eI 3a Ko A du Kamdy
oM Srla Koo Khaus e <has A du <amd s
~alala “waml Adadd ama | hos medu Famdir
& “héasy ~axla

aodhdur <= ol poioy P A Sad <iims
A Loy Mmoo 1A mo Die 110 oy midioa dusoio
O 1LY 0 QaNAIA N0 I AN J <KIs1D DY A
cinhn <irms (.Jm Ve rdIa (.Jm My KB dus v di
einumo Enit i | San fhasisa 1 ~mals | Shoa
Adm nerr Khuisa (asia alsy ae

e aa am et ol | hasios arasas am e <
e ~&aley fudude duduca Y K ~daalsy Aal e xil

m) <ainy A mo @adurt 2 o e dhaulay sax

1 n.dwaBDP, Epit: msdisn L 3 xasas DLP, Epit.: xas ~\a3 B | ~&asnsxo BDL, Epit.:
~&asnaor P 4 eandur DLP, Epit.: comsdu B | masoa BDL, Epit.: maaoaP 6 <o
BDL, Epit: o P 7 is<h=n el inv. P 13 ~wdaas]om L 17 (cusmarcia L, Epit.:
eta<oia P | ~isasoa P, Epit: wisndina L 18 wdiasxdia P, Epit: <dus e &L
19 ean L, Epit Sasaon Jisowdn P 20 v L Epit: wnereax P 21 aasV LP, Epit.:
~1a\BD 22 ~daulsy dududu cudurs sma <] om. hom. P

439

440

441

442



439

440

441

442

Book Seven == 433

So, we say that one thing is prior to another in time when the former is
older and more ancient than the latter. We use the word “older” when we
speak of the priority of animate beings, but “more ancient” (when we speak of)
the priority of those things that are inanimate>’%. So, when one thing comes to
be at any particular time and there is another thing which appears after it, then
the former is said to be prior to the latter, and its priority is in time, for it is
comprehended in terms of time.

One thing is said to be prior to another naturally in that case, when its
generation does not necessarily bring into being along with itself what it is
prior to, but the generation of the latter makes it necessary for the former to
exist as well’. Take animal and horse as an example: if animal exists it is not
absolutely necessary that also horse exists, but if horse exists there is no way
that animal would not exist too. Hence, animal is naturally prior, for it is
necessary for animal to exist (first), so that it may be divided into horse, dog,
and all other animals®7s.

One thing is said to be prior to another in sequence, when it is set first in a
row and immediately after it comes something else’””. As an example take
anything standing generally at the beginning, for instance a preface (mpooipiov)
of any kind of treatise or a history’8. These things and suchlike are said to be
prior in sequence. Prior in order (td&L) and in greatness, on the other hand, is
what is more high and worthy, for instance a king, a ruler (&pywv), and
suchlike.

Now, the fifth kind of priority is in a way unknown to us in customary
usage. It encompasses all kinds of properties which are properties in the strict
sense. For even if a property is equal to the subject in which it is found, it

573 Cf. Cat. 14a26-28: mp@OToV Y&V Kal KuPLWTATA KATA YXpovov, kad’ & mpeoPutepov Etepov
ET€POU Kal TaAaLdTEPOV AEyETaL.

574 Cf. Ammonius, In Cat. 103.7-8: ei§évat 6¢ ypn 6TL TO pév nmpeafutepov €mt Eudpuywv 0 8¢
nodaldtepov Emt apuywv Aéyetal. See also Philoponus, In Cat. 191.26-192.2.

575 See Cat. 14a29-30: 8evtepov 8¢ 10 Wi AvToTpépov kath Tiv 7ol elvat akoAovdnow
(“secondly, what does not reciprocate as to implication of existence”, trans. in Ackrill 1963: 39).
Sergius follows the interpretation of Ammonius, see In Cat. 103.9-10: fjyovv T0 GUVELGQEPO-
uevov pr ouvelo@épov 8¢. CE. Philoponus, In Cat. 192.5-9.

576 Cf. Ammonius, In Cat. 103.13-18; Philoponus, In Cat. 192.14-17. Ammonius suggests
animal and human being as an example.

577 Cf. Cat. 14a35-37: tpitov 8¢ katd Twa TA&v MPoTEPOV AéyeTal, kaBdmep €ml TOV Emt-
oTNU@V Kal TV Adywv. As noted above, Sergius does not apply the term ta€Lg (Syr. taksa) here,
reserving it for the fourth kind of priority. All Syriac translations of the Categories, on the
contrary, render td€\g as taksa. In this case, we again see Sergius’ primary concern to interpret
Aristotle’s text in particular way rather than to literally translate it or use any extant trans-
lation.

578 Cf. Ammonius, In Cat. 103.18-19: tpitov 8¢ Tij Ta&eL £€0Tiv, OGS TO TPOOIULOV TTPOTEPOV Tiig
Suynoews.
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follows the latter and is said to be after it. Take capable of laughing and human
being as an example. Every human being is capable of laughter, and all that is
capable of laughter is a human being. Thus, they are equal to one another, for
none of them is greater than the other5”. But it is capable of laughing that
follows a human being, since it is necessary for a human being to exist first in
virtue of itself that his ability to laugh may also be considered, and because of
that he is also said to be prior.

Now that we have seen that there are five kinds of priority, we shall under-
stand that the kinds of posteriority are also five. For it is apparent that each
type of priority is opposed by a type of posteriority®°. Hence, one kind of
posteriority is said to be in time, another by nature, still another in sequence,
next one in order and greatness, and the last one in virtue of a property which
follows something.

[Simultaneity]>8!

Since Aristotle mentioned also the term “simultaneous”, let us further
explain what it means®®2. Again38, one speaks of it in two ways, i.e. in time and
by nature. Those two things are said to be simultaneous in time whose genera-
tion and subsistence occur in one and the same time. For instance, when the
sun rises over the earth the light shines if there is nothing that hinders it. Those
two things are said to be simultaneous by nature, on the other hand, which are
mutually conjoined in such a way that one may not become the cause of
existence for the other®4 For instance when one speaks of the aquatic,
terrestrial, and aerial animals, they are simultaneous with respect to nature. If,
however, one divides each one of them into species then a genus is not said to

579 Cf. Ammonius, In Isag. 88.24-26: ta 8 £§L0G{ovTa Kol AVTIKATNYOPETTAL OG YAP AEYOUEY,
T8G avOpwmog yeAaoTkoY, 00TwG Kal iy YeEAUsTIKOV GvBpwmog.

580 Cf. Ammonius, In Cat. 104.8-12; Philoponus, In Cat. 194.28-195.4. Ammonius argues that
priority and posteriority are relatives and thus the account of one of them is understood from
the account of the other.

581 Mss. BD have the subtitle: “On the simultaneous”.

582 Cf. Ammonius, In Cat. 104.16-17: éneldn xal mepl tod Gua éuvnuévevoey €v Tif ThOV
Katnyopl®v St8aockaiiq, Stddokel kat mept TovTOL.

583 Le. similar to the term “priority” whose first two meanings were in respect to time and
nature, cf. Ammonius, In Cat. 104.17-19.

584 Cf. Ammonius, In Cat. 104.21-105.1: o0k &0Twv T¢) £Tépw TO £TEPOV aiTLOV TOD ElvaL.
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be simultaneous with its species but to be naturally prior to them3%, Also, about
the four elements (otoly€ia), i.e. air, fire, earth, and water, one says that they
are simultaneous with respect to nature because their activity produces equal
effect on the general existence of the universe.

[Motion]

Since we have said above that motion too had been mentioned in the
teaching on the ten genera of the Categories, we shall also discuss it now
briefly®®. A full account of it will be given by us in a commentary on the
Physics®®. For now, however, it will be sufficient for us to learn about it the
following.

Any kind of change is movement and is called motion®8. Thus, as we have
said above® concerning change that sometimes it happens in substance and is
called generation and destruction, sometimes it occurs to quantity and is called
growth and diminution, and sometimes it takes place in quality and is called
alteration and movement from one place to another, we ought to consider with
regard to motion the very same things which we have said with regard to
change. But since about all these kinds of change we have spoken sufficiently
above and only about one of them, which is movement from one place to anoth-
er, we have not taught properly, it is about the latter that we shall speak now,
dividing it as follows.

Every movement that goes from one place to another sometimes goes
round in a circle and sometimes proceeds straightforwardly. Further, when the
movement goes in a circle, then sometimes the whole body which is subject to it
moves from one place to the other, as the wheel of a wagon which changes its
place while moving in a circle, and sometimes the body which is its subject
remains in the same place while its parts only are affected and move from one
position to the other. E.g., while the whole heavenly sphere remains in its place
and does not shift to another position, only its parts change their location in a

585 Cf. Ammonius, In Cat. 105.1-6; Philoponus, In Cat. 196.28-197.8.

586 Cf. Ammonius, In Cat. 105.9-10: mGAWV TEPL KWHOEWG ONOw, £mMeldy kal Tavtng
éuvnuévevoev €v 1ol mporafodov.

587 Cf. Philoponus, In Cat. 197.12-15. Aristotle discusses motion and change (kivnolg kal
petafoAn) in chapters 1-3 of the third book of the Physics, where he defines change as the
entelechy, and in books V-VIII where he speaks of three kinds of change instead of six as in
the Categories (cf. §276 where Sergius speaks of the latter as Aristotle’s separate treatise on
motion).

588 Cf. Ammonius, In Cat. 105.10: 1} 00V Kivnolg uetaBoAr £ott.

589 See §§409-418.
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circular way, sometimes rising up and appearing above our heads and
sometimes going down. Similarly, a mill also turns around an axle and does not
change its place for another, while its parts constantly move from one spot to
the other in circular way.

Now, the movement which proceeds straightforwardly is also further
divided into six kinds>®. For what is moved either goes up as fire, or goes down
as water, or (goes) into one of the two directions, i.e. right or left, as something
that was cast away with much force, or moves forward or backwards as the one
who is walking or as something driven back>,

[Conclusion]

Thus, O brother, I have described to you everything I was able to recall
about the ten genera of all simple words®? which in the Greek language are
called “categories” (xkatnyopiat) and about which Aristotle has written a short
treatise that is an introduction into and a beginning of the study of logic5%.
However, what you understand and what also truth testifies to me is that, even
if I had not this treatise at my disposal while I was writing down these things, I
would still have urged you to meditate about them in order to comprehend and
remember them, so that they would become profitable for you in the whole
teaching on natures and in other sciences that are useful for those who seek the
truth.

So, if time permits us and we compose all the treatises, one after another,
about the discipline of logic, it will become clear to you that without them
neither will one be capable of studying the books on medicine nor will the
arguments of the philosophers be comprehensible. Nor will one have the
correct understanding of the divine books in which the hope of life has been

590 Cf. Philoponus, In Cat. 204.12-15.

591 Similar to the commentary attributed to Ammonius (but contrary to that of Philoponus),
Sergius does not comment on the last, 15th, chapter of the Categories focused on the category
of having.

592 Syr. bat qale, “utterances”, corresponding to Gr. ewvat.

593 Cf. Simplicius, In Cat. 1.3-6: 10 T®v Katnyoptdv 100 Aplototéloug BLBALoY <...> TTpooiov
¢0TL TG 6ANG PLAocopiag elmep avTO YEV Tiig AOYIKG EaTLv dpy) TTpayuaTeiag, N 8¢ Aoy Tiig
0Ang mpoAapBavetal Sikaiwg Lrocoiag.
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revealed, unless through the exalted character of his way of life he would gain
divine power, so that he would have no need in human knowledge. But through
human abilities no progress or guidance to any knowledge is possible without
training in logic.

End of Book Seven.

First division

Change:

— sometimes occurs to substance: it is called generation and destruction;
— sometimes to quantity: it is designated as growth and diminution;

— and sometimes to quality: it is named alteration and movement.

Second division

Opposition is:

— either as relatives,

— or as contraries,

— or as capacity and privation,

— or as constructions of speech in affirmation and negation.

Third division

Priority is:

— either in time, as yesterday to today;
— or naturally, as animal to horse;

— orinsequence, as the highest in rank;
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— orinorder of greatness, as a king and a ruler;
— or as something followed by its property, as human being to laughter.

Also, opposition is:
— either in words: “Socrates is running”/“Socrates is not running”;
— orin things:
— either in association with another thing or by itself;
— they either change into one another, e.g. the contraries, or do not
change, e.g. relatives, capacity and privation.

Fourth division

Simultaneity is:
— either in time, e.g. when the sun rises over the earth also the light shines;
— orin nature, e.g. the aquatic, terrestrial, and aerial animals, and the rest%4.

594 Explicit in ms. D: “Finished is the composition of a certain commentary (cy6Atov) con-
cerning the goal of the Categories of Aristotle the Peripatetic composed by Sergius of
Reshayna, the sophist and archiater. Let the true glory be (to God)! Amen and amen!”
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The divisions of Book One are the following:
First division

Philosophy is divided into two kinds

theory and practice
theory is divided practice is divided
into the the mathema- and the into rule rule over and rule
knowledge tical sciences  knowledge over all one’sown  over
of divine of natural people house oneself
things things

the mathematical sciences are divided /\

into the law-givers and the upright judges

into geometry arithmetic astronomy and music

Second division

Aristotle’s writings

e

some of them are some of them are and some are
written particularly intermediary universal
these are these concern the some are some are in and some
the letters constitutions of the written as  the form of are as if
nations and the reminders questions written by

natures of animals and answers  one person
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Divisions of Book Two

First

division

Writings about the craft of logic

some are C

omposed and some are written

before the craft of about demonstrations about those things that

demonstrations are useful for this craft
some some are and some the book of the book
are about are about demonstrations Refutation of
about their first syllogisms which is called Sophists and
simple composi- which derive Apodeictics and also the one
words tion from this the one about about the

composition principles which craft of
is called Places, rhetoric
i.e. Topica
the treatise the book On the book
Categories Interpretation Prior and
which is Posterior
about the Analytics
ten genera
Second division
Of what is simple in the world
there are concepts which things that
simple words are signified are known
they do not they exist they are
exist naturally naturally natures
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Third division
There are four kinds of speech

imperative optative interrogative making a statement

Fourth division

Species/forms and genera

I

some of them are some are in some are in
with the Creator matter our mind

they are called they are designated as they are called posterior
simple and primary material and natural and noetic

Sixth division

Of things

)

some have some have only some have both some have in
only a name a definition in aname and a common neither
in common common definition in aname nor a

' comm01|1 def|inition
they are they are called they are of they are different
called “of “of similar one kind in every respect
simillar name” kind’i ~
land-dog, water- stone, Alexander the wood,
dog, dog of rock, Macedonian and stone,
Orion, and flint Alexander Paris man

philosopher-dog
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Divisions of Book Three

First division

Everything that is in something else is said

%N

[} o o o o o o o o o o
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Second division
Of substances
some are simple and some are composite
are either superior to or inferior particular genera and
the composite ones to them individuals species
divine matter and form as Plato and universal
substances considered separately Socrates man, living,

by themselves animate
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Third division
Everything is divided
either as an ambiguous or as a genus or as (a whole) is
word into different objects into species divided into parts
into the terrestrial, as animal either into or such ones
the marine, and the into man and parts that are that are dis-
astral dog, and the all other similar to similar to one
one which is painted animals one another another
or carved
like bone, wood, like feet,
and other things hands, head,
like this and so on

Fourth division

Property

L T

either occurs to ortoallofa or to one species
one species but species but and to all of it
not to all of it not only to it but not always
as all as being as turning
sciences biped gray in old

age

or to one spe-
cies, to all of it
and always

as man being capable
of laughter or horse
being capable of
neighing

(this is a property in
the strict sense)
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Divisions of Book Four

First division

Of quantities

/\

some have parts that are others are in a single unity
separate and delimited which has no (parts) separate

from one another from one another

line, surface, body,

number, language
place, time

Second division

Also, of quantities

/\

some contain parts which others contain parts which

have position and remain are not fixed and are
at their place brought forth one by one

line, surface, body, place time, language, number
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Divisions Presented in the Diagram Form

The division of Book Five

Of relatives

and some are called by

some are applied by means

of similar names

means of dissimilar names

as what is found in some position

as what affects something

as some cause

as the one who acquires some learning

as the one who discerns something

as the one who rules something

as a container and what is contained

and as other things like that

as love of a lover

as what is equal

as what is similar
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Divisions of Book Six

First division

The genus of quality is divided

O

into being stable into capacity into affections into figures
and unstable and incapacity and affective and shapes
qualities

The affections and affective qualities are divided as follows:

T T

either they are or they are or they are or they occur
present in one found not in the present from by chance, as
whole species, whole species, birth, as pallor resulting
as whiteness in as whiteness in blackness of from sickness

all swans men an Ethiopian
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Book Seven
First division
Change
sometimes occurs sometimes to and sometimes to
to substance quantity quality
called generation designated as growth named alteration
and destruction and diminution and movement
Second division
Opposition
either as or as or as capacity or as constructions of
relatives contraries and privation speech in affirmation
and negation
Third division
Priority
either or orin or in order or as something
in time naturally sequence of greatness followed by its
‘ property

as as as the as aking and as human being
yesterday animal highest aruler to laughter
to today to in rank

horse



464 — Appendix

~&alsaaly sod
dudur Khises wms mima Ao =
= aw ae o ~dhaadars o el ibaw  cu)ioam
él.u&u:n (Al.u&u:a A e oy Ay = AW
i) ala adur

~douly\ o o= plSancms

A Chouny <hard A\ ~rsar <am 3an nor
~dwiaa ~xra.y <dhawsa RIMA) A I I

~Aairia



Divisions Presented in the Diagram Form = 465

Also, opposition is

/\

either in words or in things
“Socrates  “Socrates either in or by they either or do not
is is not association  itself change change
running” running” with into one
another another
thing
contraries relatives capacity and
privation
Fourth division
Simultaneity is
either in time or in nature
e.g., when the sun rises e.g., the aquatic, terrestrial, and
over the earth also the aerial animals, and the rest

light shines
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ancients, the 18, 63,71,77, 231, 265, 267, 295, 309,
323, 339, 353, 355, 357, 365, 407
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Antony of Tagrit 8
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- On Interpretation 14,20, 34,107
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- Physics 13, 279-301

- Prior Analytics 20, 34,107, 161, 449
- Rhetoric 117,161, 449

- Sophistical Refutations 119,161, 449
- Syriac reception of 8, 16-24, 34

- Topics 117,119, 161, 449
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arithmetic 75, 105, 173, 447

ascent 75,77,139, 205

astronomy 3,10, 75, 105, 447
Athanasius of Balad 8

Athens 5,17, 349, 375
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- plague 375

Atticus (Platonist) 17, 65

Baghdad 3,15,32-34
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beings 65, 73-79, 85, 131, 175, 365-371
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- incorporeal 73-77, 85, 145, 365-371
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323, 325, 327, 365, 367, 369, 383, 385, 401,
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- inanimate 141, 199, 209, 383, 433

- living and lifeless 199
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capacity 19, 147, 363, 375-379, 405, 407, 419, 421,
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48, 50, 63, 85, 107, 115, 117, 121, 125, 127,133,
143,161, 167, 179, 205, 207, 217, 227, 245, 257,
263, 281, 293, 295, 313, 329, 371, 407, 409, 419,
425, 427, 431, 437, 439, 449
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339, 371, 381, 387, 391, 417, 433
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- commentarieson 5,7,8,11,13, 29, 87, 375

- division into three parts 9, 153, 407

- goal of 10,22, 37,121-127,133-135, 443

- reason for the title 139

cause 337,347,361, 435, 459

Chalcedon, Chalcedonian 17,18

- anti-Chaledonian 4, 8,18

- Council of 17

Chaldean Antonian Order of St. Hormizd 32-33,
61

Chaldean Oracles 5

change 10, 11, 251, 253, 281, 283, 293, 295, 297,
381, 391, 401, 409-419, 425, 437, 439, 441,
443, 463

- six kinds of 11, 409-415

chronicle 4,5

-0of846 4

- of Michael the Great 4

- of Ps.-Zacharias of Mytilene 4,5

circle, squaring of 347, 351

colour 18,145,147, 217, 241, 249, 309, 311, 367,
369, 371, 389, 391, 415, 423, 427

commentary 3-24, 29, 34,37, 38, 44, 45, 61, 85

- Greek 11-12,16, 20, 22, 23,57



- Syriac 18-20, 29-31, 34, 35, 37,46

completive 97,191, 245, 247

concept 83,123-135, 143, 161, 263, 281, 329, 401,
449

- simple 123-127,133-135, 143, 449

concomitant 155,191, 223, 229, 243, 247, 249, 293,
295, 307, 313, 323, 325, 339, 343, 387,391, 393

Constantinople 5

container 179-183, 257, 289, 291, 335, 361, 403,
453

- beingin 179-183

contraries, contrariety 45,109, 111, 143, 247-255,
261, 297, 313-325, 331, 341, 343, 389, 391,
409, 417-429, 441, 443, 463

- as one of the species of opposition 417-425,
441, 463
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between them 423-427
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- vs. relatives  427-429

convert, reciprocate 189, 229, 237, 239, 345, 419,
431,433

craft, art 65,75, 89-95, 105, 107, 113,129, 155, 373,
375,377

- craftsman 127, 129, 265, 273

- professional language 273-275

creation 129,131, 175, 293, 365

- story of 175

- nature of 365

Creator 71,127-133,163,173-175, 451

- similar to number one 175

curriculum 5-7,34

Cynic 157

Cyril of Alexandria 47

Damascius 5,6

David (philosopher) 5, 63

Dayr al-Suryan 25

definition 10, 11,12, 14, 22, 34, 48, 49, 63, 155-159,
165,177,179, 187-195, 213, 225-245, 255-257,
261, 305, 307, 321, 335-339, 353-357, 381,
387,391, 393, 399, 401, 407, 451

- based on properties 10, 229, 237-239, 255, 257,
387,393

- being convertible 189, 229, 239

- derives from a genus and differentiae 227, 229,
307

- descriptive 155, 157,195, 307, 337

- relation to division 229, 307, 401
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- types of 155

- two ways of making a mistake in  187-189

Demiurge 127,129

demonstration 63,103, 105, 107, 109-117, 161, 177,
221,227, 265, 267, 449

differentia 199-205, 227, 239, 243, 245, 257, 263,
271, 275, 307, 373, 395

- constitutive 229, 307

dimension 147,181, 203, 265, 277, 279, 291, 411,
413

- length, breadth, and depth 181, 203, 411

- three-dimensional 181, 203, 265, 277, 293, 413

- two-dimensional 181,293

Dionysius Bar Salibi 30

division 10, 11,14, 49, 63,71, 73,79, 81, 85, 87,
103-109, 125-133, 151, 153, 159-165, 167-177,
197,199, 209, 211-215, 227-231, 235, 257-261,
267, 269, 271, 275, 279, 301, 303-307, 315, 321,
327,329, 335, 361, 365, 371, 373, 387, 397-
405, 419, 441-465

- as agenus into species 211-215, 259, 455

- as awhole into parts 211-215, 259, 455

- as homonyms 211-215, 259, 455

- fourfold 48,167-177,197

- graphic 27-31,34-35, 42, 54, 56, 105, 161-165,
257-261, 327, 361, 405, 441-465

- is prior to definition 227,307

- types of 10, 211-215, 259, 455

drugs, simple 11,17, 65

earth 175, 265, 323, 383, 385, 435, 437, 443, 465

education 3-18, 26, 32, 33, 35, 47, 65, 79, 215, 231

- beginnersin 10, 65, 215, 257

- Christian 7,16,32,33

- higher 26

- medical 4,5,7,16

- philosophical 5, 6,18

elements, four 173-177, 265, 269, 367, 397, 437

Elias (philosopher) 5,7,79, 87,119, 159, 173, 237,
365

Enaton (monastery) 5,6

Ephrem the Syrian 16, 369

epitome 9,15, 16, 24, 31, 32, 50-55, 61, 63, 289

Erbil 15, 28, 31-46, 56, 61

essence 97,127,129, 369

Estrangela 25

eternity of the world 5

excerpts 12,17, 46-50, 53, 55

exegesis, exegetical 8,16, 19, 20, 31, 52, 117
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faculty 77,265, 267, 269, 379, 381, 391, 421, 423

figure 12,145,173, 237, 239, 381, 383, 389, 393,
397, 405, 415, 461

- of speech 237,239

florilegium 17, 49

form 127-133,137,163, 173, 175, 181, 183, 207, 257,
259, 263, 265, 269, 285, 367, 371, 451, 453

- being as forms in matter 181, 183, 257, 453

- existing with the Creator 127,163

- material 133,163

- natural 133,163, 207

- noetic 133,163

- Platonic 127-133,137, 273

- posterior 133,163

- primary 133,163

Gabriel Qatraya 14

Galen 3,5,10,11,16,17, 63, 65, 121, 375

generation 85, 265, 269, 305, 367, 391, 409, 411,
415, 433, 435, 437, 441, 463

- and corruption 85, 265, 367, 409, 411, 415, 437,
441, 463

genus, genera 10, 18,19, 45, 83, 127-135, 139-153,
159-167, 173, 177-183, 197-227, 239-249,
255-259, 295, 313, 315, 321, 325, 329-357,
363, 365, 371-409, 415, 423, 435-439, 449-
455

- being a principle of a definition 227-229, 307

- being as a genus in species 181, 183, 257, 453

- being divided as a genus into species 211-215,
259, 455

- most generic 143,307, 339, 371

- primary 133-153, 167, 255, 307, 397

- ten (i.e. the categories) 133,139-153,159, 161,
165,173, 177,179, 205-209, 399, 437, 439, 449

- universal 18,147-151, 163, 167, 245

geometry 75,105, 231, 447

George, bishop of the Arabs 37, 247, 371, 417

Gessius 7

God 48,53, 63,71,427,443

- likeness to 71

- possessing two powers 48,71

grammar 26,137

Greek 3-9,11-13, 16, 18-25, 28, 32, 37, 47, 50, 56,
57, 63,71, 85,123, 147,157, 253, 371, 419, 439

- philosophy 8,12,16,18

- Syriac translations from 3, 8, 18-24, 63

Gregory of Nazianzus 6,47

Harran 3

Hasan Bar Bahlul 15

having (category) 149, 151, 165, 399, 403, 439
heteronyms 9, 10, 153, 157, 159, 335, 337
Hippocrates 5,121, 375

Homer 137

homonyms 9, 10, 153,157, 159, 211, 335
Hunayn ibnIshaq 3,10, 63

hypostasis 17

Iamblichus 135

iatrosophists 5,7

Ibas of Edessa 19

image 129, 131,157, 183, 213, 265, 267, 269, 285,
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incorporeal 73,75, 77, 85,145,199, 211, 273, 277,
281, 285-291, 365-371

individual (particular) 131,141,173, 199-203, 209,
217-225, 231, 233, 241, 243, 247, 259, 409, 453

intellect 63,72-75,103, 127,131,133, 141, 221, 247,
273,299, 425, 427, 447

intermediary 75, 77,105, 109, 423

Irag 32

Islamic 16

Jacob of Edessa 8, 34,37, 45, 51, 53, 371, 391, 417,
419
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John Philoponus 5, 9, 20-23, 87,101, 119, 121,125,
129,135,157, 159, 167, 169, 179, 185, 217, 221,
243, 245, 263, 273, 279, 281, 293, 315, 325,
337,345, 365, 383, 403, 407, 409, 419, 425,
427

- commentary on the Categories 9
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kind 10, 71,77, 83, 87,105, 137, 157, 159, 165, 205,
211, 231-239, 269, 279, 293, 297-303, 309-315,
325, 337, 355, 371-387, 409-415, 431-439, 447,
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- obscure 10, 67, 117-121
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- Plato’s notion of 285

- up and down 321-323

- whether it exists 281-283, 287-288

Plato, Platonic 6, 16, 26, 48, 51, 56, 65, 89, 99, 101,
103, 121, 123, 127-133, 149, 199, 209, 217, 225,
243, 251, 259, 273, 303, 333, 343, 349, 365,
421,453

- Advice to his disciple 26

- Definitions 26

- dialogues 16

- Forms (Ideas) 51, 127-133, 137, 273

- Gorgias 343

- onlogic 89,99-103

-onplace 285

- on relatives 333, 343

- on the division of quantity 303

- Parmenides 89

- Phaedo 89,121

- Phaedrus 89

- pseudepigrapha 26

Platonism, Platonists 16,17, 65, 79, 89, 99, 101,
127-133,135

Plotinus 77

point 275-279, 281

- as incorporeal principle of bodies 277

- does not pertain to quantity 277-279

- has no dimension 277

- has no size 277

polemic, polemical 17,18, 47, 49, 239

polynyms 10, 153, 157

Porphyry 6,8, 9,13, 20, 26, 34, 37, 56, 139, 193-
197, 271-275, 295, 307, 319, 395

- Isagoge 6,8,9,13, 20, 26, 34, 37,127, 307

- On Principles and Matter 215

- question-and-answer commentary on the Cate-
gories 271,273,275, 319,395

- Tree of 13,139,197

position 149, 283, 289, 301, 303, 305, 315, 327,
337,339, 341, 361, 371, 385, 437, 457, 459

- being-in-a-position (category) 149, 151, 165, 341,
383-385, 399, 401-403

posteriority 10, 20,117,129, 133, 163, 213, 215, 435,
451

- by nature and tous 215

- types of 435

postpraedicamenta 30, 295, 407

potentiality 235, 377

power 48,71-73,111,173, 221, 283



- divine 71,111,441

- of the soul 48,71-73

- rational 73,221

practice 48,72,73,79, 85, 87, 91, 93, 105, 109-117,
173, 447

- as a part of philosophy 48,72,73,79, 87,91, 93,
105, 109-117, 447

-endof 113

praedicamenta 10, 407

predication, predicate 22,139, 177, 217-227, 241-
245, 261

premise 93,111,113

principle 67, 71,173,175, 227, 277, 449

priority, prior 10, 129, 141,143, 209, 213, 283, 345-
353, 431-435, 437, 441-443, 463

- and posteriority 10,213

- by nature 349-351, 433, 437

- five kinds of 431-435, 441-443, 463

- intime 349,431-433

privation 417-429, 441, 443, 463, 465

Proba 12,19, 20, 34

Proclus 5,7

prolegomena 7,9, 11,22, 26, 35, 47, 67, 71, 81, 111,
117,135, 153, 173, 205, 365, 407

property 10, 49, 229-257, 307, 323, 325, 337, 343,
345, 355, 357, 379, 387-393, 433, 435, 443,
455, 463

- division of 261, 455

- in the function of a definition 229, 237, 239, 307,
387

- in the strict and secondary sense 233-239, 261,
393,433

- is convertible 237-239

- types of 10, 49, 231-239, 261

Protagoras 333,335

prototype 273

pseudepigrapha 26,34

psychology 26

Pythagoras, Pythagorean 14,79, 167, 173-177

- Golden Verses 79

- philosophy of numbers 173-177

Qenneshre 8,34

quality (category) 9,10, 18-20, 23, 145-153, 165,
209, 217, 243, 249-253, 265-269, 309, 313,
329, 331, 339-345, 363-399, 407, 415, 437,
441, 461, 463

- are said paronymously 387-389

- division of 371, 405, 461

General Index =— 483

- its kinds: being stable and unstable, capacity and
incapacity, affections and affective qualities,
figures and shapes 371-387, 405, 461

- place among the categories 263-269, 329, 365-
371,397-401

- properties of 387-393

- Syriac words for 18-20, 51, 147, 363-365

- things qualified 147, 217, 387, 391

- things subsumed under this genus may belong
to the genus of relation 395-397

quantity (category) 9,10, 18, 52, 145-153, 165, 197,
199, 203, 217, 243, 249, 253, 263-331, 339-
345, 341, 371, 395-399, 411-415, 437, 441, 457

- being equal and unequal 325

- composed of parts having position vs. not hav-
ing position 303-305, 327

- continuous and discrete 269-301, 327

- definite and indefinite 315

- definition based on its properties 313

- differentiae of 203-205, 275

- division of 269-271,303-305, 457

- not admitting of more and less 323-325

- not having a contrary 313-323

- in the strict sense and per accident 18, 305-
313,325

- its position among the categories 52, 209, 263-
269, 397-401

- kinds of  269-313

Rabban Hormizd (monastery) 32,33

relatives, relation (category) 9,10, 28, 147-151,
165, 205, 249, 269, 313-323, 329-363, 371,
395-399, 417, 423-431, 441, 443, 463, 465

- admit of more and less 343-345

- being simultaneous 345-353, 359

- contrariety in  341-343

- definition by the ancients and Aristotle’s criti-
cism of it 337-357

- definition of 357-361

- difference to capacity and privation 425-431

- division of 335-337, 459

- homonymy and heteronymy in 335-337, 361

- nature of 329-333

- opposition based on relatives 417, 423, 441, 463

- order of teaching on 329, 335

- parts of substance as relatives 353-357

- Plato’s notion of 333,343

- position among the categories 329-331

- properties of 337-353
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Reshaina 4
Rome 5

scholion, scholia 12, 29, 36, 37-39, 43, 45, 46, 49,
53-55, 61, 391, 427

sciences 10, 11,16, 73-79, 85, 105, 111, 117, 205,
209, 235, 237, 261, 261, 271, 359, 373, 375, 439,
447, 455

- mathematical 73-79, 85, 105, 111, 117, 447

scribe, scribal 7,15, 25, 28-46, 50-56, 61, 149

script 25,28, 32, 33,50

secondary 10, 16, 18, 49, 129, 175, 209-227, 231,
239-243, 247, 253,309

Seert 28

senses 215, 247,379

Severus of Antioch 4-8,18

Severus Sebokht 34

shape 127,145, 147,183, 263, 265, 311, 367-371,
381, 383, 389, 393, 405, 415, 461

- shapeless 267

signification 52, 123, 125, 135-155, 161, 179, 187,
211-215, 223, 247, 261, 279, 303, 317, 335, 345,
383, 403, 409, 417, 429, 431, 449

Simplicius 5, 20, 119, 121, 159, 245, 271, 295, 329

simultaneous 10, 30, 253, 345-353, 435-437, 443,
465

Sirius 157

size 151,211, 217, 265, 267, 277, 279, 287, 291, 309,
311, 395, 415

Socrates 16, 123, 137, 139, 149, 169, 189, 209, 217,
221, 223,241, 243, 249-255, 259, 355, 359,
409, 413, 417, 429, 431, 443, 453, 465

sophists 117,161, 333, 443, 449

soul 48,71-73,79, 101,121,137, 273, 367, 369, 373,
381, 401

- parts of 71

- powers of 48,73

- rational 71,137

space 52,265,281, 287, 289, 293, 321,399

Sparta 375

species 10, 51,127-133, 139-145, 163, 181, 183,
197-205, 209-225, 231-247, 257-261, 271, 273,
307, 329, 339, 377-405, 409, 413-423, 429~
437,451, 453, 455

- being as species in a genus 181, 183, 257

- division as a genus into species 211-213, 259,
455

- lower 199, 203

- most specific 143,163

speech 10, 49, 91, 103, 133,137, 139, 143, 163, 195,
237,239, 345, 365, 417, 421, 441, 451, 463

- kinds of 10, 49, 137-139, 163, 451

- ordered 91, 93,103, 417

sphere, heavenly 291,297, 321

star 157

statement 109, 113, 139, 155, 163, 255, 299, 417,
421,429, 451

- aggregated 109, 113

Stoic, the Stoics 87-93,101, 303, 369

- division of philosophy 87

- division of quantity 303

- notion of logic 87-93

- on qualities 369

substance 9,10, 14,17, 22, 28, 49, 52, 129, 141-153,
163-185, 189, 197-267, 307, 313, 321, 325,
339-345, 351-357, 371, 389, 395-401, 409-
415, 437, 441, 453, 463

- definition of 10, 225-229, 255, 307

- division of 199, 211-215, 227, 307, 453

- does not admit of more and less 249-253, 261,
325

- has no contrary 247-249, 261

- is a most generic genus 141,143,163, 227

- is receptive of contraries 253-255, 261, 321, 389

- is sufficient for its own subsistence 143, 239,
261

- its relation to nine other categories 209, 267-
269, 397-401

- parts of 245-247, 325, 353-357, 413

- primary and secondary 10, 209, 211-225, 239-
247

- properties of 229, 239-255

- shares its name and definition 243-245, 261

- signifies a particular this 247, 261

- simple and composite 205-209, 215, 259

- universal and particular 169-173, 215

subtitle (rubric) 17, 28, 31, 35-37, 54, 61, 81,121,
137,139, 205, 231, 431, 435

surface 10, 203, 271, 275-279, 289, 291, 303-305,
313, 315, 323-327, 375, 457

- as a continuous quantity 271, 275-279, 289, 291,
303, 305, 327, 457

- having length and breadth 203, 277, 279, 291

- inner and outer 289, 291

- of a container 289, 291

syllogism, syllogistic 109-117, 161, 449

synonymy 9, 10, 147, 153, 157, 159, 165, 243, 273,
335, 361, 451, 459



Syriac 3-25, 28-30, 37, 45, 50, 51, 56-57, 63, 139,
147,211, 215, 247, 249, 253, 267, 289, 297, 309,
329, 339, 363, 371, 375, 381, 387, 391, 417, 433

- Aristotelianism 7, 8,16-24, 34, 37, 45

- attitudes towards Greek culture 16

- East Syriac 12,14, 28, 32, 33, 50

- logical lexicon 18-24, 51, 52, 249, 309, 329, 363

- philosophical tradition 3,7, 8,13, 15-24, 52

- schools 8, 11,14, 17, 20, 34, 50

- West Syriac 8,18, 25, 46, 391

Thales 347

Theodore of Mopsuestia 19

theology 14, 17,18, 48,73, 205, 267

theory (part of philosophy) 48, 71-81, 85-93, 105-
117, 447

- Aristotle’s writings on 85

- division of 73-81, 447

Thucydides 375

time 139, 147,149, 179, 181, 195, 203, 257, 271, 275,
279, 281, 293-305, 311-315, 323-327, 349~
353, 365, 375, 399, 403, 431-437, 441, 443,
453, 457, 463, 465

- Aristotle’s notion of 279, 293, 295

- as a continuous quantity 203, 271, 275, 293-
305, 457

- as movement of the heavenly sphere 297

- beingin 179,181, 257, 365, 453

- its relation to motion 295-301

- past, present, and future 139, 295-299, 403

- priorin 349-353, 431-435, 441, 463

- simultaneous in  435-437, 443, 465

General Index —— 485

- whether it exists 295-297

Timothy I 12

translation 3, 8,16, 18-24, 37, 45, 63, 175, 215, 247,
249, 253, 267, 339, 371, 375, 387, 391, 417, 433

- Greek into Arabic 3

- Greek into Syriac 3,16, 19-24, 63, 375

Trinity 17

Trojan War 181

universal 10, 22, 81, 83,105, 107, 125, 139-153,
163, 167-173, 177,193, 197-205, 209, 215, 219,
241-247, 353, 355, 447

universe 67,129, 173,177,437

virtue 251, 357, 359, 369, 387-393, 423-427
void 293

weight 303

when (category) 149,151,165, 399, 403

where (category) 149,151,165, 399, 403

word 103, 111-127, 135-161, 211-215, 255, 259, 271,
273, 275, 279, 363, 365, 421, 429, 431, 443,
449, 455, 465

- ambiguous 211-215, 259, 455

- combination of 103, 115, 429, 431

- division of 125

- obscure 119-121

- simple 111-117,123-127, 135, 143, 161, 421, 439,
449

Zacharias of Mytilene (Rhetor) 4-7,52
Zeno of Elea 287,289



Index of Greek Words

abAntrig 375,387
aioBnoig 23,339
Avadutika 117
avéplag 65,183
avtikelobalr 247, 341, 417
AmoSelktkd 117
dpa 297
appovia 197
apxtatpog 4
dpxwv 433
dpwpa 191
dotpovopia 75
dropog 201
avtompoowtna 85
ayivbov 145
yevikwtatog 143
yévog 127
Slabeolg 23,339, 371
Swaipeolg 365
SlaAektikd 85
Suvaulg 283,375
eidlkwratog 143

€l8og  51,127-133, 137,139, 173, 181, 183, 207, 269,

285,391
elkwv 129, 269, 285
évavtiog 247,319, 341,417
évulog 207
EEC 23,339,371, 419
Uypa 81,187, 281, 361
Beoloyla 205
Béolg 23,339
Bewpla 71, 85, 151
{dlov 229
dwtng 401
mavntog 297
T\Muptot 47
Kadog 291
KaAQG 215,217
kavwv 111,135, 207, 229, 307, 385, 387
katnyopila 315,329, 371, 397, 439
Kévtnua 275
Ke@dAatov 47, 48, 87,103,107, 161
Knpog 129

kBapa 197

kivnolg 293,409, 437

KUKvoG 47,381

Kuplwg 18

Aoywkog 85

Aoyog 155, 273, 275, 325

PETA TA QUOLKA 85

povayog 173

Hopery 23

opoeldng 157

opwvupog 211

6pyavov 85, 87,107

ovola 141

mapwvlpwg 24, 387

Nept épunvelag 115

mototng 18, 20, 147, 363, 371, 379, 385

TipoAeydpeva 7,337

mipooipov 433

npogTL 147,329

npdownov 47, 83

pnroptkdg 117

onpetov 275, 277

okomog 67

Yoplotikol "EAeyxor 117

otolxelov 173, 265, 365, 397, 437

ouMoyLopog 109

oupBePnkog 18

ouvtaypatikog 85

opaipa 291,367

oxfipa 23,127,145,173,185, 237, 263, 269, 311,
367,381, 389, 393

oxOAlov 443

taglg 47,65, 67, 81, 215, 225, 229, 329, 431, 433

TeTpdywvog 391

Tomuka 117

Tplywvog 389

tnog 173,175, 387, 395

OAn 173,183, 285

UALkOG 173

Unépvnpa 327

popa 281

ewvr 143
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23,371
375
375
379
379
23, 381
381
383
383
385
385
387
387
24,387
387
389
389
389

10b17-25
10b26
10b26-11a14
1a14-19
11a20-22
11a20-38
1b15
1b17-19
11b17-12a25
12a26-34
12b5-16
12b16-19
12b16-25
12b26-32
12b33-13a3
13a3-13
13a13-36
13a35
13a37-13b35
14a6-14
14a15-19
14a19-20
14a26
14a26-28
14a26-14b23
14a29-30
14a35-37
14b10-13
14b11-13
14b24-15a12
15a13-14
15a13-15b1
15a13-15b16

Aristotle, Physica (ed.
184a10-b14
208a28-29
208b1-11
208b31-32
208b33-35
209a2-7
209a6-7
209a23-24
209b1-7
209b11
210a14-24
212a5-6
216b30-35
217b32-218a8

391
391
391
393
395
395
127
417
417
419
421
425
423
423
427
425
425
427
429
427
429
45, 391
431
433
431
433
433
431
431
435
409
437
409

Ross)
215
281
283
281
283
285
287
287
289
285
179, 289
289
383
295
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492 — Indices

218a9-30 297 Elias, Prolegomena (ed. Busse)
218a33-218b9 297 26.7 n
218b9-20 299 26.35-27.1 87
219a22-219b3 301 27.9-13 7
219b3-8 301 27.14-26 73
220a4-26 301 27.35-36 73
27.36-28.2 73
David, Prolegomena (ed. Busse) 27.38-28.5 75
1.4-5 63 28.13-14 77
11.15-12.18 155 28.14-21 77
12.19-13.6 155 32.26-30 79
15.27 237 34.8-25 79
49.7-54.26 173 34.10-12 79
55.17 Ul 34.18-21 79
55.35-56.7 Ul
56.7-16 73 Eusebius, Praep. Evang. (ed. Mras & des Places)
57.23 73 11.6.22 269
57.26-58.12 73 X1.2.2-4 17,65
58.9-17 75
58.32-59.3 77 Galen, In Epid. VI (ed. Wenkebach & Pfaff)
59.19-23 77 52.3-7 375
75.33-76.16 79 53.19-54.1 375
Dexippus, In Cat. (ed. Busse) Olympiodorus, Prolegomena (ed. Busse)
40.30 207 1.10-13 48
2.10-15 13
Elias, In Cat. (ed. Busse) 6.9-11 81
107.24-26 7 6.11-13 81
113.17-20 81 6.25-35 83
113.21-24 81 7.1-3 83
113.29-34 81 8.11-28 13
1141 83 8.29-9.13 m
114.15-16 83 9.31-10.2 m
124.25-127.2 117 11.21-29 17
127.3-129.3 48 11.22-24 19
127.7-9 48 11.26-30 121
129.7-9 123 14.13-18.12 87
139.33 159 14.18-20 87
2421 427 14.20-27 89
14.29-15.2 91
Elias, In Isag. (ed. Busse) 15.23-29 101
48.15-30 129 15.23-30 97
63.6-34 197 15.29-37 103
89.4-90.28 231 15.31-16.10 95
89.9-11 237 16.30-34 99
90.14-28 237 17.4-17 97
91.5-93.8 197 17.6-7 97
17.10-1 97

17.14-15 99



17.18-23
18.18-21
18.21-25
18.25
19.35-20.12
25.5-9

101
121
123
123
135
407

Philoponus, In An. Pr. (ed

6.21-24
6.31-32
6.31-7.8
7.10-1
7.10-23
7.23-8.6
8.1-15
8.21-27
8.24-25
8.25-27
8.27-29
8.29-31
8.31-36
9.3-5
9.3-20
9.5-20
9.13-15

87
91
93
93
95
97
95
97
97
99
99
101
101
101
89
103
101

. Wallies)

Philoponus, In Cat. (ed. Busse)

3.8-1
3.11-12
3.12-14
3.22-24
3.26-29
3.29-4.6
4.10-1
4.23-30
4.23-35
4.35-5.6
5.8-14
6.17-28
6.21-22
6.22-26
6.26-28
7-13
8.23-27
8.27-29
8.29-33
8.33-9.4
9.4-8
9.12-15

81
83
83
81
81
83
83
109
85
85
85
17
19
121
121
48
123
125
127
125
135
135

10.10-18
10.24-11.3
10.31-11.1
11.5-6
11.5-16
11.16-28
11.21-22
11.28-33
12.17-27
13.6-18
14.5-6
14.7-8
14.11-16
16.22-23
16.23-24
19.26
28.3-9
28.17-20
28.20-23
29.1
31.9-15
31.19-26
31.22-24
31.29-32
32.7-26
32.17-18
32.18-22
32.22
32.22-24
32.24-25
32.25-26
32.26-32
33.6-10
33.10-12
33.12-20
35.10-21
35.21-24
35.22-23
35.24-36.13
49.5-22
49.8-9
49.23-24
49.25-29
49.27-50.1
50.1-3
50.1-14
53.19-22
53.24-54.9
54.9-14

109
13
m
13
13
15
15
17
139
407
155
155
157
159
159
307
167
167
169
22,167
177
169
7
179
179
181
183
185
185
185
22,185
187
187
191
191
191
193
193
193
209
205
205
205
209
209
215
21
213
213
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494 — Indices

54.25-31
55.1
55.26-29
55.26-56.12
57.24-25
58.7-13
58.13-21
59.5-17
59.21-25
61.20-26
61.20-63.9
61.26-29
62.3-10
62.10-63.9
63.12-14
63.14-17
63.17-18
63.17-21
63.17-24
63.24-31
64.9-68.9
65.10-17
65.17-18
65.22-25
66.13-16
68.13-16
68.16-69.19
68.23-29
69.22-23
70.3-22
70.27-28
71.18-19
71.20-21
72.1-4
74.13-27
74.27-75.10
75.14-17
75.17-30
76.2-717.9
77.10-24
79.9-10
79.9-80.12
80.24-81.9
81.22-82.23
83.4-5
83.14
83.18-20
83.21-84.4
84.5-9

213
215
217
217
219
219
129
219
221

223
221

223
225
225
227
227
229
239
229
239
239
265
265
265
245
241

245
245
243
245
243
247
247
247
249
249
251

251

251

253
253
253
255
255
267
263
269
269
27

84.24-25
87.21-88.2
89.22-23
89.22-24
89.25-27
90.1

90.2-7
90.11-91.15
90.18-22
91.28-92.6
92.11-13
92.13-20
92.20-93.2
93.15-27
93.8-13
94.6-7
94.9-10
94.16-25
95.4-96.20
97.10-12
97.16
97.26-29
97.31-98.1
99.22-23
99.23-24
99.28-100.29
101.1-19
101.23-25
101.25-26
101.29-102.1
102.1-3
102.13-16
102.17-22
103.20-28
103.31-104.13
104.18-25
104.25-36
105.1-2
105.1-1
105.12-16
106.2-3
106.5-6
106.8-11
106.14-24
108.10-30
108.29-30
109.26-30
110.4-9
110.20-24

293
295
2N

2N

273
275
273
273
277
305
307
309
3N

307
3N

313
313
317
319
317
319
321

321

321

321

323
325
325
325
325
325
329
329
333
333
333
335
335
337
335
339
339
339
341

343
343
343
345
345



117.20-24
118.2-4
118.7-29
122.24-31
124.16-21
129.10-20
130.6
131.12-21
132.23-133.4
133.21-23
134.27-135.2
135.4-10
136.23-27
143.20-23
143.28-144.4
147.9-23
147.24-30
148.8-149.10
151.14-17
151.18-19
152.3-5
153.25-26
156.8-10
156.16-23
157.23-24
157.30-158.3
158.14-15
158.25-26
159.1-17
161.31-162.4
162.7-28
163.4-10
163.10-15
163.16-164.5
164.6-10
164.10-12
164.13-17
164.18-22
164.22-23
164.23-25
165.17-19
167.22-168.2
169.18-19
168.18-27
168.21-22
169.3-170.16
175.3-5
175.6-7
175.7-9

349
349
347
351
353
357
357
359
361
205
373
373
375
377
379
381
381
381
383
383
383
383
385
387
387,389
391
391
391
393
395
397
397
399
399
401
401
401
403
403
403
403
407
427
419
407
419
419
421
421

175.9-10
175.12-14
182.13-183.15
183.20-24
184.17-18
191.17-18
191.20-22
191.26-192.2
192.5-9
192.14-17
194.28-195.4
196.28-197.8
197.12-13
197.12-15
197.12-199.24
199.5-7
204.12-15
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421
41
425
425
427
431
431
433
433
433
435
437
409
437
409
415
439

Philoponus, In Phys. (ed. Vitelli)

504.28-506.20
505.1-5
505.1-11
519.12-13
702.13-14
723.15-24

Plato
Gorgias 476b
Phaedo 67b
Phaedrus 237b
Theaetetus 170c

285
293
287
289
293
301

343
121
48
333

Porphyry, In Cat. (ed. Busse)

57.20-59.2
100.29
101.26-27
101.30-32
108.5-12
114.8-18
137.5-14
139.26-27

123
2N

273
275
319
343
391

395

Porphyry, Isag. (ed. Busse)

1.5
1.9-12
4.1-8.6
4.14-20
6.13
11.12

227
127
139,197
143
201
263



496 — Indices

12.13-14 233 15.12-13 15

12.13-22 237,231 15.26-18.6 139

12.14-15 233 22.15-31 157

12.16-17 233 24.9-13 157

12.17-20 235 31.24-25 159

12.20-22 237 49.10-14 193

12.24-25 20,193 97.2-23 245

120.27-122.1 263

Simplicius, In Cat. (ed. Kalbfleisch) 122.35-123.1 271

4.10-12 81 124.8-10 273

4.12-13 83 155.33-159.8 329

4.28-31 85 207.27-208.21 205

6.30-7.22 17

7.10-22 119 Simplicius, In Phys. (ed. Kalbfleisch)

9.5-7 123 521.6-7 281

9.12-13 22 802.7-13 295

13.26 123

14.5-22 113 Thucydides, Historiae (ed. Jones & Powell)

14.19-25 109 11.49 375

14.33-15.4 13
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