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Preface 

The Syriac texts published in this volume are school manuals on logic composed be-

tween the 6th and the 9th centuries, i.e. in the period that saw the decline of the tradi-

tional Greek paideia and the rise of Christian education. Utilized within Syriac Christian 

schools, their primary aim was to explicate Aristotle’s Categories and Porphyry’s Isa-

goge and to adapt them for specific theological purposes. The earliest text among them 

(Text 1) is based primarily on Sergius of Reshaina’s commentary on the Categories and 

on Proba’s commentary on the Isagoge, and it presents the subject matters of these trea-

tises in the form of tree diagrams. The collections of tree diagrams and short excerpts 

from the commentaries served as sources for the new schoolbooks containing philo-

sophical divisions, examples of which are published in this volume as Texts 2–4. Mate-

rials from these schoolbooks were in turn recycled in later manuals on logic such as 

those published here as Texts 5–7. 

Given the interrelationship between the dividing and defining methods of dialectic 

in late ancient philosophy, it is possible to discern a shared method of “division-and-

definition” underlying the seven Syriac manuals published in the present volume. To-

gether they chart late ancient logic’s gradual transformation into a powerful tool for 

theological reasoning and polemics that was characteristic of both the early Byzantine 

world and the regions to the East of Byzantium. We can divide this process of transfor-

mation into three primary stages: first, the Alexandrian exegetical works; second, the 

visual representations of the divisions-and-definitions found in Aristotle’s Categories 

and Porphyry’s Isagoge; and finally, the manuals on logic based upon the collections of 

divisions-and-definitions. 

The present volume could have been called “After Sergius”, since it was Sergius of 

Reshaina (d. 536), the Syriac disciple of Ammonius, who laid the foundation for the re-

ception of Aristotle’s logic among Syriac scholars. The fact that a number of the texts in 

this volume were ascribed to Sergius indicates the foundational role that he played in 

shaping the Syriac tradition of divisions-and-definitions. Thanks to Sergius’ pioneering 

work, later authors such as the author of Text 5 published in the present volume could 

take it for granted that Aristotelian/Porphyrian logic provides insight into the ontologi-

cal structure of the cosmos. As we read at one point in Text 5: “In all created beings you 

will discover, if you wish, these three things: genus, species, and particularity”. This au-

thor’s situation was quite different from the one in which Sergius found himself. The 

latter had to justify the study of Aristotle by arguing that, without his Organon, “neither 

will one be capable of studying the books on medicine nor will the arguments of the 

philosophers be comprehensible”. Texts such as Text 5 testify to Sergius’ success on this 

front. 

The manuals published here enable us to understand better how Aristotle and 

Porphyry were studied within the Syriac Christian schools. Ultimately, these schools 
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attended more closely to the commentary tradition than to Aristotle or Porphyry them-

selves. The manuals also include excerpts from Gregory of Nazianzus, Evagrius Ponti-

cus, and Severus of Antioch. In addition, they indicate the role played by Galenic writ-

ings in the study of logic. The Syriac manuals on logic therefore grant us rare insight 

into how the Christian schools evolved in the transition period from late antiquity to 

the early middle ages. 

This book first took shape as part of a research project funded by the Austrian Sci-

ence Fund (FWF) that has kindly supported my work at the University of Salzburg for 

many years. I completed the book’s final revision as a member of the Institute for Ad-

vanced Study (IAS) in Princeton which gave me a unique opportunity not only to ad-

vance my study of the Syriac philosophical tradition but also to make the acquaintance 

of numerous new colleagues who enriched my knowledge of various historical disci-

plines through our conversations. I would like to express my deep gratitude to both the 

FWF and the IAS for their support of my research, which led to the publication of this 

book. 

Additionally, I would like to thank those colleagues and friends who generously 

shared their knowledge with me during my work on this project, particularly to Michael 

Chase, Stephen Menn, Johannes Zachhuber, Jonathan Loopstra, Jonathan Greig, and Di-

ego Viola. I am also grateful to Dylan Belton who carefully edited and proofread the 

final version of the text. The staff of the De Gruyter Brill publishing house have also 

been very helpful, especially with the layout of the book. Finally, and as always, I would 

like to thank my wife Olga and our son Theo who supported me most during the course 

of this project. 
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1 Divisions and Definitions in Philosophy, Education, 

and Polemics 

“Durch die ganze Philosophie der Syrer begegnet uns immer wieder die Vorliebe mittelmäßiger 

Köpfe für möglichst knappe und übersichtliche Kompendien wenn thunlich in der Form mehr oder 

minder systematisch geordneter ὅροι und διαιρέσεις.”  

 Anton Baumstark1 

First published in 1900, Baumstark’s “Aristoteles bei den Syrern vom 5. bis 8. Jahrhun-

dert” was a pioneering study of the Syriac reception of Aristotle’s logic. Although some 

aspects of this book may now appear outdated, Baumstark’s remark quoted above about 

the preference of Syriac Aristotelians (not all of whom were mediocre minds) for com-

pendia and collections of divisions-and-definitions2 certainly still holds true. The ten-

dency to compile isagogic treatises, commentaries, and short scholia mark the entire 

corpus of philosophical and scholarly literature preserved in Syriac,3 from its onset with 

the study of Aristotle in the early 6th century4 through to its last revival in the East Syr-

iac monasteries in the 19th century.5 While collections of divisions-and-definitions of 

the main philosophical terms are ubiquitous in this corpus, they have not attracted 

much scholarly attention since Baumstark’s study. This is most likely due to the reputa-

tion they received from him as works of “mittelmäßige Köpfe”.6 However, given the 

popularity of these texts, they are important witnesses to the Syriac reception of Aristo-

tle’s logic and, in turn, to the forms of the study of logic in Christian monastic schools 

between the 6th–9th centuries. Knowledge of Aristotle’s logic among educated Syriac 

Christians was based mainly on such collections rather than on Aristotle’s texts 

 
1 Baumstark 1900: 133. 

2 Since these two nouns appear closely related to each other and together circumscribe a particular 

literary genre of collections published in the present book, they will often be taken as one term, com-

bined by means of hyphens. 

3 For general overviews of the Syriac philosophical literature, see particularly Endress 1987, Hu-

gonnard-Roche & Watt 2018, and Daiber 2023. 

4 Although the beginning of Aristotelian studies in Syriac was sometimes dated to the 4th/5th centuries, 

we have the first clear evidence for it in the writings of Sergius of Reshaina (d. 536). Cf. Arzhanov 2024a. 

On the period predating Sergius’ work, cf. the introductory part of 1.2, below. 

5 For the revival of the study of Aristotle’s logic in the East Syriac monasteries, cf. Kessel 2023: 144–147. 

6 Baumstark was not the first to characterize Syriac philosophy in these terms. Cf. the statement by E. 

Renan made in 1852: “Syriacae indolis proprium ac peculiare est quaedam mediocritas” (Renan 1852: 3). 

Several decades later, W. Wright supported Renan’s verdict: “As Renan said long ago, the characteristic 

of the Syrians is a certain mediocrity” (Wright 1894: 1–2). Similarly, in a recent study of one of the Syriac 

collections of divisions-and-definitions, H. Hugonnard-Roche gives as an excuse for the apparent simple 

form of these collections “l’inexpérience philosophique des érudits syriaques et … la médiocrité de la 

réception qu’ils auraient procurée au savoir grec” (Hugonnard-Roche 1994a: 111). For this scholarly 

topos, cf. Weltecke 2001. 
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themselves or the commentaries on them; and this knowledge provided them with in-

tellectual instruments in their polemic against other Christian groups and, later, against 

Islam. 

1.1 The Greek Tradition 

In his commentary on the Categories (ad Gedalium), Porphyry states that a definition 

reveals the essence of an existing thing.7 In the Isagoge, he further specifies that a 

proper definition is based on the division of genera into species and particulars, the 

division that formed the so-called Porphyrian Tree and served as the foundation of ed-

ucation in logic both in late ancient Alexandria and in the Christian East.8 The two no-

tions, division and definition, are therefore closely connected and together they formed 

the core elements of late ancient philosophical education. Syriac collections of divisions-

and-definitions, which might appear as mere products of early medieval scholastic cul-

ture, are in fact a small outer part of an immense iceberg whose main body is hidden in 

the classical Greek philosophical tradition.9 

One of the earliest references to dividing and defining as philosophical methods 

appears in Plato’s Phaedrus. Here, the Athenian philosopher suggests that dialectic can 

be understood from two perspectives, i.e. either as “distribution” (διαίρεσις) or as “col-

lection” (συναγωγή).10 The handbook of Platonic philosophy composed by a certain Al-

cinous (most likely in the 2nd century AD) under the title Didaskalikos interprets Plato’s 

distribution and collection as the two ways of dialectical inquiry that proceed either 

from above or from below. Additionally, it explicates the former as a combination of 

two closely related methods, namely, dividing and defining:11 

Dialectic has as its fundamental purpose first the examination of the substance (τὴν οὐσίαν) of 

every thing whatsoever, and then of its accidents. It enquires into the nature of each thing either 

from above, by means of division and definition (διαιρετικῶς καὶ ὁριστικῶς), or from below, by 

means of analysis. 

 
7 The quotation has been preserved in Simplicius, In Cat. 30.13 Kalbfleisch: ὁ μὲν ὅρος λόγος τῆς οὐσίας 

ἐστὶν ὡς τὴν οὐσίαν δηλῶν. For the English translation, see Chase 2003: 44. 

8 Cf. Porphyry, Isag. 6.13–23. For the prehistory of the so-called “Tree of Porphyry”, see particularly 

Barnes 2003: 128–141. 

9 For what follows, see in particular Chase 2015. 

10 Plato, Phaedrus 265d–266c. Cf. particularly 266c: τούτων δὴ ἔγωγε αὐτός τε ἐραστής, ὦ Φαῖδρε, τῶν 

διαιρέσεων καὶ συναγωγῶν ἵνα οἷός τε ὦ λέγειν τε καὶ φρονεῖν. 

11 Alcinous, Didaskalikos V.5: τῆς διαλεκτικῆς δὲ στοιχειωδέστατον ἡγεῖται πρῶτον μὲν τὸ τὴν οὐσίαν 

ἐπιβλέπειν παντὸς ὁτουοῦν, ἔπειτα περὶ τῶν συμβεβηκότων· ἐπισκοπεῖ δὲ αὐτὸ μὲν ὅ ἐστιν ἕκαστον ἢ 

ἄνωθεν διαιρετικῶς καὶ ὁριστικῶς ἢ κάτωθεν ἀναλυτικῶς (8.9–13 Whittaker). The English translation is 

adapted, with some modifications, from Dillon 1993: 8. 
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As scholarship has already established, the origins of the analytical method — as well 

as of synthesis which is a reverse process — lie in ancient Greek geometry and mathe-

matics. The Old Academy adopted the latter’s methods of proof for the purpose of dia-

lectical inquiry.12 Having further developed the same procedures himself, Aristotle sum-

marizes Plato’s adaptation of the mathematical methods for the sake of philosophy as 

follows: “The way is either from the principles or to the principles”.13 At the beginning 

of the Physics, Aristotle elaborates on this in his claim that, in seeking to understand 

existing things, we may either proceed from what is prior to us but posterior by nature 

or from what is prior by nature but posterior to us.14 A collection of divisions-and-defi-

nitions that, in some manuscripts at least, is ascribed to Aristotle and that is tradition-

ally referred to as Divisiones Aristoteleae most likely traces back to Aristotle’s school 

where the method of division (diaeresis) was used as an important educational tool.15 In 

his own account of dialectic, the 2nd-century author of the Didaskalikos therefore had 

no difficulties in combining Plato’s views with the terminology that clearly derives from 

Aristotelian works.16 After listing various examples of a dividing account (e.g. the divi-

sion of the soul into rational and passionate parts), he reaches the following conclu-

sion:17 

It is primarily, however, the division of the genus into species that one must make use of for the 

purpose of discerning what each thing is in itself by virtue of its essence. This, however, could not 

be achieved without definition. Definition arises from division in the following manner: when one 

wants to subject a thing to definition, one must first of all grasp the genus, as for instance in the 

case of man, living being; then one must divide this according to its proximate differentiae until 

one arrives at the species, as for instance into rational and irrational, and mortal and immortal, 

with the result that if the proximate differentiae are added to the genus which is composed of them, 

the definition of man results. 

 
12 On the origins of analysis in geometry, see Hinitikka & Remes 1974. For Plato’s notion of analysis and 

its relation to mathematics, cf. Menn 2002. S. Menn argues that, in light of its application in mathematics, 

Plato and his later followers were aware that their use of this term was metaphorical. See also Chase 

2015. 

13 Arist., Nicom. Eth. 1095a32–33: εὖ γὰρ καὶ ὁ Πλάτων ἠπόρει τοῦτο καὶ ἐζήτει, πότερον ἀπὸ τῶν ἀρχῶν 

ἢ ἐπὶ τὰς ἀρχάς ἐστιν ἡ ὁδός. 

14 Arist., Phys. 184a10–b14. 

15 For the history and various recensions of this collection, which has been preserved as separate trea-

tises and as part of Diogenes Laertius’ Vitae, cf. Rossitto 2005: 29–57; Dorandi 2016. 

16 Cf. Mansfeld 1992: 78–80; Dillon 1993: 74–76. 

17 Alcinous, Didaskalikos V.3: τῇ τοίνυν τοῦ γένους πρῶτον εἰς εἴδη τομῇ χρῆσθαι δεῖ ὑπὲρ τοῦ 

διαγινώσκειν αὐτὸ ἕκαστον ὅ ἐστι κατὰ τὴν οὐσίαν· τοῦτο δὲ ἄνευ ὅρου οὐκ ἂν γένοιτο, ὁ δὲ ὅρος ἐκ 

διαιρέσεως γεννᾶται τοῦτον τὸν τρόπον· τοῦ μέλλοντος ὅρῳ ὑποπίπτειν πράγματος δεῖ τὸ γένος λαβεῖν, 

ὡς τοῦ ἀνθρώπου τὸ ζῷον, ἔπειτα τοῦτο τέμνειν κατὰ τὰς προσεχεῖς διαφορὰς κατιόντας μέχρι τῶν 

εἰδῶν, οἷον εἰς λογικὸν καὶ ἄλογον καὶ θνητὸν καὶ ἀθάνατον, ὥστε εἰ συντεθεῖεν αἱ προσεχεῖς διαφοραὶ 

τῷ γένει τῷ ἐξ αὐτῶν, ὅρον ἀνθρώπου γίνεσθαι (9.3–10 Whittaker). The English translation is adapted, 

with some modifications, from Dillon 1993: 9. 
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Alcinous suggests in this passage that the proper understanding of the essence of an 

existing thing (ὅ ἐστι κατὰ τὴν οὐσίαν) emerges through an assessment of it within Ar-

istotle’s system of genera and species. The division of a genus into underlying species 

by means of divisive differentiae has the aim of defining something as a separate entity. 

Division and definition therefore go hand in hand, forming two necessary parts of the 

proper way of understanding existing things. In so doing, they function as a sort of a 

bridge between Aristotle’s logic and Plato’s ontology. 

Another example of the philosophical development of the notion of division as nec-

essary for discovering the proper definition of things is found in Galen (c. 129–200). 

Highly interested not only in Platonic dialogues but also in Aristotelian logic, Galen pro-

poses the following account of Plato’s notion of definition in the treatise On the Doc-

trines of Hippocrates and Plato:18 

In the Philebus and Phaedrus he shows that the theory of division and synthesis is most necessary 

for the construction of the arts, and he prescribes a two-fold exercise in it: a descent from the first 

and most general class to the units that no longer admit of division, by way of the intervening 

differentiae, from which, as he had shown in the Sophist and Statesman, the definitions of the spe-

cies are constructed; then a return, by synthesis, from the lowest species, which are many in num-

ber, up to the first genus. The path is the same for both, but the journey is two-fold, as it begins 

from one or the other of the two ends and passes to the remaining one. 

Here Galen presents the same two ways of reasoning that we encounter in the Didaska-

likos, i.e. the way of division from the highest genera all the way down to the entities 

that are no longer subject to division, and, in the reverse direction, from the lowest spe-

cies “up to the first genus”, which he calls synthesis. He specifies that division (which 

we may identify with analysis) is the way to produce a definition. Just as with Alcinous, 

Galen suggests that the proper definition of something is constituted by assigning it a 

fitting position in the system of Aristotelian genera and species, thereby establishing its 

ontological status. 

The 2nd century Christian author Clement of Alexandria offers a very similar ac-

count of the methods of dialectical division-and-definition. In the eighth book of his 

Stromateis, he provides an account of the various ways of reasoning (definition, demon-

stration, division) that, while Aristotelian in orientation, also includes some elements 

 
18 Galen, De Placitis Hippocratis et Platonis IX.5.13: ἐν δὲ τῷ Φιλήβῳ καὶ τῷ Φαίδρῳ δείκνυσιν εἰς 

τεχνῶν σύστασιν ἀναγκαιοτάτην εἶναι τὴν διαιρετικὴν καὶ συνθετικὴν θεωρίαν γεγυμνάσθαι τε κελεύει 

διττῶς κατ’ αὐτὴν ἀπὸ μὲν τοῦ πρώτου καὶ γενικωτάτου καταβαίνοντας ἐπὶ τὰ μηκέτι τομὴν δεχόμενα 

διὰ τῶν ἐν τῷ μεταξὺ διαφορῶν, δι’ ὧν καὶ τοὺς ὁρισμοὺς τῶν εἰδῶν ἐδεδείχειν συνισταμένους ἐν 

Σοφιστῇ καὶ Πολιτικῷ, ἔμπαλιν δ’ ἀπὸ τῶν εἰδικωτάτων πολλῶν ὄντων ἀναβαίνοντας ἐπὶ τὸ πρῶτον 

γένος κατὰ σύνθεσιν· ὁδὸν μὲν γὰρ εἶναι μίαν ἀμφοῖν, ὁδοιπορίαν δὲ διττὴν ἀπὸ θατέρου τῶν πρώτων 

ἐπὶ θάτερον ἐναλλὰξ ἰόντι. (566.18–26 De Lacy). The English translation is adapted from the edition of De 

Lacy. For a detailed discussion of this passage, see Chase 2015: 118–120. 
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which indicate the influence of the Middle Platonic ideas that we find expressed in the 

Didaskalikos. He notes:19 

Geometrical analysis and synthesis resemble dialectical division and definition, and we revert 

from division toward what is simpler and more principial. Indeed, we divided the genus of the 

thing being sought into the species inherent within it: for instance, in the case of man, we divide 

living being, which is the genus, into the species that appear, i.e. mortal and immortal, and thus 

always cutting the genera that seem to be compound into the simpler species, we come to what is 

sought, which no longer allows a cut. For once we have divided living being into mortal and im-

mortal, then, however, mortal into terrestrial and aquatic, and again terrestrial into winged and 

footed, and dividing in this way the species proximate to what is being sought, which also contains 

what is being sought, we arrive, by cutting, at the simplest species, which contains nothing other 

than what is being sought. For once again, we divide footed into rational and irrational; then, se-

lecting from the species taken from the division those that are proximate to man and putting them 

together into one logos, we have the definition of man, which is “a mortal, terrestrial, footed, ra-

tional living being”. 

In this passage, Clement clearly draws a parallel between analysis and division, both of 

which entail a number of steps with the joint goal of establishing a certain item’s defi-

nition, i.e. the grasping of its essence. Clement describes the process in detail as a de-

scent from the highest genera relating to an entity (“living being” in case of “man”) to 

the lower species, with each step adding a certain differentia to the genus from which 

it starts. The result is the clear definition of the entity in question. Clement’s description 

of the process not only combines the Aristotelian system of genera and species with the 

geometrical method of analysis (and synthesis as the reverse process); it also clearly 

reflects the Platonic idea of division as a “descent from the first and most general class 

to the units that no longer admit of division”, as the author of the Didaskalikos puts it 

(see above). 

What the above examples of Alcinous and Clement make clear is that, by the second 

century AD, the interpretation of Aristotle’s logic included the notion of two dialectical 

methods, division and definition, that were seen as closely interrelated. This justifies 

 
19 Clement, Strom. VIII.6.18.4–7: ἡ γεωμετρικὴ ἀνάλυσις καὶ σύνθεσις τῇ διαλεκτικῇ διαιρέσει καὶ 

ὁρισμῷ ἔοικεν, καὶ ἀπὸ μὲν τῆς διαιρέσεως ἐπὶ τὰ ἁπλούστερα καὶ ἀρχικώτερα ἀνατρέχομεν. τὸ γοῦν 

γένος τοῦ ζητουμένου πράγματος διαιροῦμεν εἰς τὰ ἐνυπάρχοντα αὐτῷ εἴδη, οἷον ἐπὶ τοῦ ἀνθρώπου τὸ 

ζῷον γένος ὂν εἰς τὰ ἐμφαινόμενα εἴδη διαιροῦμεν, τὸ θνητὸν καὶ ἀθάνατον, καὶ οὕτως ἀεὶ τὰ σύνθετα 

δοκοῦντα εἶναι γένη εἰς τὰ ἁπλούστερα εἴδη τέμνοντες ἐπὶ τὸ [μὴ] ζητούμενον καὶ μηκέτι τομὴν 

ἐπιδεχόμενον παραγινόμεθα. τὸ γὰρ ζῷον εἰς τὸ θνητὸν καὶ ἀθάνατον διελόντες, εἶτα μέντοι τὸ θνητὸν 

εἰς τὸ χερσαῖον καὶ ἔνυδρον, καὶ πάλιν τὸ χερσαῖον εἰς τὸ πτηνὸν καὶ πεζόν, καὶ οὕτως τὸ προσεχὲς τῷ 

ζητουμένῳ εἶδος, ὃ καὶ περιλαμβάνει τὸ ζητούμενον, διαιροῦντες ἀφιξόμεθα τέμνοντες ἐπὶ τὸ 

ἁπλούστατον εἶδος, ὅπερ ἄλλο μὲν οὐδέν, μόνον δὲ τὸ ζητούμενον περιλαμβάνει. πάλιν γὰρ τὸ πεζὸν εἰς 

λογικὸν καὶ ἄλογον διαιρούμεθα. κἄπειτα τὰ προσεχῆ τῶν ἐκ τῆς διαιρέσεως λαμβανομένων εἰδῶν τῷ 

ἀνθρώπῳ ἐκλεγόμενοι καὶ ἐπισυνθέντες εἰς ἕνα λόγον τὸν ὅρον τοῦ ἀνθρώπου ἀποδίδομεν, ὅς ἐστι ζῷον 

θνητόν, χερσαῖον, πεζόν, λογικόν (91.10–26 Stählin). The English translation is adapted with slight mod-

ifications from Chase 115: 126; cf. Havrda 2016: 106–107. 
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their being combined into one concept, namely, division-and-definition. The ultimate 

goal of division is the construction of a definition that includes a genus and differentiae. 

A prerequisite for a proper definition is therefore the way of division, or analysis, which 

is characterized mostly in the Platonic terms of the descent from the first principles to 

the individual entities. 

The clearest and by far the most influential account of the method of division-and-

definition within Aristotle’s logic is found in Chapter 2 (“On Species”) of Porphyry’s in-

troduction (Isagoge) to Aristotle’s Categories. In his discussion of the ten highest genera, 

the categories, Porphyry explicitly draws a parallel with the Platonic notion of the de-

scent from the first principles:20 

The most generic items, then, are ten; the most specific are of a certain number, but not an infinite 

one; the individuals — that is to say, the items after the most specific items — are infinite. That is 

why Plato advised those who descend from the most generic items to the most specific to stop there, 

and to descend through the intermediates, dividing them by the specific differentiae; and he tells 

us to leave the infinites alone, for there will be no knowledge of them. So, when we are descending 

to the most specific items, it is necessary to divide and to proceed through a plurality, and when 

we are ascending to the most generic items, it is necessary to bring the plurality together. For spe-

cies — and still more, genera — gather the many items into a single nature; whereas the particulars 

or singulars, in contrary fashion, always divide the one into a plurality. For by sharing in the spe-

cies the many men are one man, and by the particulars the one and common man is several — for 

the singular is always divisive whereas the common is collective and unificatory. 

Here Porphyry focuses on the notion of division and Plato’s interpretation of it as a de-

scent from the most generic genera to the individuals. The dichotomy between division 

and collection in the last sentence is most likely an allusion to Phaedrus 266c (as quoted 

above). It is quite remarkable that, when articulating the way of division, Porphyry 

turns to the authority of Plato instead of Aristotle and that he considers this tradition as 

old as Plato’s teaching itself. The examples from Alcinous, Galen, and Clement make 

clear that Porphyry drew on a long tradition of interpretation of the Platonic works and 

of Aristotle’s Categories in light of Plato’s ontology. Porphyry stresses that, in order for 

it to lead to the proper definition of things, the process of division should be compre-

hensive. That is, it should include all the intermediaries between the most generic 

 
20 Porphyry, Isag.: διὸ ἄχρι τῶν εἰδικωτάτων ἀπὸ τῶν γενικωτάτων κατιόντας παρεκελεύετο ὁ Πλάτων 

παύεσθαι, κατιέναι δὲ διὰ τῶν διὰ μέσου διαιροῦντας ταῖς εἰδοποιοῖς διαφοραῖς· τὰ δὲ ἄπειρά φησιν ἐᾶν, 

μὴ γὰρ ἂν γενέσθαι τούτων ἐπιστήμην. κατιόντων μὲν οὖν εἰς τὰ εἰδικώτατα ἀνάγκη διαιροῦντας διὰ 

πλήθους ἰέναι, ἀνιόντων δὲ εἰς τὰ γενικώτατα ἀνάγκη συναιρεῖν τὸ πλῆθος εἰς ἕν· συναγωγὸν γὰρ τῶν 

πολλῶν εἰς μίαν φύσιν τὸ εἶδος καὶ ἔτι μᾶλλον τὸ γένος, τὰ δὲ κατὰ μέρος καὶ καθ’ ἕκαστα τοὐναντίον 

εἰς πλῆθος ἀεὶ διαιρεῖ τὸ ἕν· τῇ μὲν γὰρ τοῦ εἴδους μετουσίᾳ οἱ πολλοὶ ἄνθρωποι εἷς, τοῖς δὲ κατὰ μέρος 

ὁ εἷς καὶ κοινὸς πλείους· διαιρετικὸν μὲν γὰρ ἀεὶ τὸ καθ’ ἕκαστον, συλληπτικὸν δὲ καὶ ἑνοποιὸν τὸ κοινόν 

(6.18–23 Busse). The English translation is adapted from Barnes 2003: 7, with some modifications. 
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genera and the most specific species, starting from the primary one, substance, and go-

ing all the way down to the species of man, which is obviously the closest example for 

us.21  

As J. Barnes notes in his commentary on Isag. 6, the notion of the division of genera 

“was a commonplace” by Porphyry’s time.22 However, Porphyry’s Introduction played a 

crucial role in establishing the idea that at the core of Aristotle’s teaching in the Catego-

ries is the hierarchy of genera, species, and individuals. This idea had a significant in-

fluence upon the late ancient Greek schools and, even more so, on the Christian Oriental 

schools from the 6th century onwards. Its visual illustrations received the name “Tree 

of Porphyry”. It is noteworthy that the image of a tree appears in one of the Syriac texts 

(Text 5) published in the present volume. Furthermore, Text 1 bearing the title “Divi-

sions of Porphyry” explicitly refers to Plotinus’ famous disciple as the source of the Syr-

iac scholastic tradition. Transmitted under the title “On the Division of Substance”, Text 

2 summarizes the main components of Aristotle’s logic using the idea of the division of 

the primary and most important genus, substance, into the proximate species and fur-

ther down into the most specific species and individuals. The Syriac collections pub-

lished here are therefore not just the products of an interpretation of the Isagoge’s main 

terms. Rather, they must be read as part of a long and venerable scholastic tradition of 

presenting division-and-definition (or definition resulting from division) as a central 

component of Platonic dialectic that, when combined with Aristotle’s Categories, re-

ceived its most popular form in the “Tree of Porphyry”. 

What made Porphyry’s Isagoge so important for the tradition of division-and-defi-

nition is its place in the educational model introduced in the late 5th century in Alexan-

dria by Ammonius Hermeiou (435/445–517/526).23 A student of Proclus (412–485), Ammo-

nius began teaching philosophy in Alexandria around 470, and his tenure there 

endured a number of considerable changes in the Alexandrian academic life.24 The con-

flict between, on the one hand, the monastic circles backed by the local bishop and, on 

the other hand, the traditional educational institutions led to a transformation of the 

higher educational system in a direction that proved more compatible with Christian 

views. As a result, a large number of teachers were expelled from the city, and Ammo-

nius was granted a leading position in philosophical education.25 

 
21 The idea that in the proper division no intermediaries may be omitted was clearly expressed already 

by Aristotle in the Posterior Analytics. Here we read that the way from the top down shall be made “in 

order” (ἐφεξῆς), i.e. every genus shall be divided into its proximate species. Cf. Aristotle, An. Post. 91b27–

32: ταῦτα μὲν οὖν παρίεται μέν, ἐνδέχεται δὲ λῦσαι τῷ λαμβάνειν ἐν τῷ τί ἐστι πάντα, καὶ τὸ ἐφεξῆς τῇ 

διαιρέσει ποιεῖν, αἰτούμενον τὸ πρῶτον, καὶ μηδὲν παραλείπειν. τοῦτο δ’ ἀναγκαῖον, εἰ ἅπαν εἰς τὴν 

διαίρεσιν ἐμπίπτει καὶ μηδὲν ἐλλείπει. 

22 Galen quoted an author of the 4th cent. BC, Mnesitheus, cf. Barnes 2003: 130–131. 

23 For Ammonius, his school, and legacy, cf. Blank 2010 and Griffin 2016. 

24 On the changes of educational forms in Alexandrian in late 5th to the early 6th cent., see Watts 2006.  

25 Cf. Watts 2006: 216–225. For a critique of Watts’ arguments, cf. Segond et al. 2011: 461–462. 
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Ammonius’ commentaries on Aristotle’s works constitute his main literary herit-

age. The legacy of his teaching method and system of interpreting Aristotle is visible in 

the writings not only of his students but also of the next generations of Alexandrian 

philosophers. Among Ammonius’ students were John Philoponus, Simplicius, and prob-

ably Olympiodorus. Elias and David, the last 6th-century Alexandrian philosophers 

whose names are known to us, also came under the influence of his teachings and writ-

ings. Ammonius’ lectures have been preserved in the form of school notes made by his 

students26 during classes “from the voice” (ἀπὸ φωνῆς) of their teacher.27 In the com-

mentary on Porphyry’s Isagoge written “from the voice” of Ammonius, we find an ex-

cursus on various methods of reasoning. Commenting on Isag. 1.5, Ammonius outlines 

the four dialectical methods as he finds them in Plato — division, definition, demon-

stration, and analysis — and explicates the first and the second of these as follows:28 

The function of the dividing (method) is to divide the proposed genus in good order into its proper 

differentiae: for instance, living being into rational and irrational, (or) into mortal and immortal, 

and not to say that of living being, one (part) is man, another horse, and another something else 

again. <…> It pertains to the definer to give the definition of each reality appropriately. He follows 

the divider, who is first, since the former requires the latter; for definitions derive from the genus 

and the constitutive differentiae. It is from the already-divided genus, then, that the definer selects 

what is useful for the definition. For instance, once living being has been divided into animal and 

plant, and animal into rational and irrational, (and the former) into mortal and immortal, the de-

finer, wishing to define the human being, selects living being, rational, and mortal. 

Here Ammonius not only paraphrases Porphyry’s account of the method of division but 

also stresses the close relation between the division of genus into species by way of find-

ing the proper differentiae and arriving at a definition of a certain entity. The latter is 

constituted by the genus and the differentiae that are collected during the division pro-

cedure. In his account of this, Ammonius also indicates the value of the division-and-

 
26 The only treatise that is now considered to have been composed by Ammonius himself is his com-

mentary on Aristotle’s On Interpretation. Commentaries on Porphyry’s Isagoge and on Aristotle’s Cate-

gories and Prior Analytics have been preserved under his name, but they were written by unknown 

students. Another commentary on the Categories has come down to us under the name of Philoponus, 

who notes that his text records Ammonius’ lectures. 

27 For the role of students’ notes in shaping the written legacy of late ancient philosophers, see Cribiore 

2024. 

28 Ammonius, In Isag. 35.4–16 Busse: διαιρετικῆς μὲν γὰρ ἔργον ἐστὶ τὸ διαιρεῖν τὸ προτεθὲν γένος 

εὐτάκτως εἰς τὰς οἰκείας διαφοράς, οἷον τὸ ζῷον εἰς λογικὸν καὶ ἄλογον εἰς θνητὸν καὶ ἀθανάτον, καὶ μὴ 

λέγειν ὅτι τοῦ ζῴου τὸ μέν ἐστιν ἄνθρωπος τὸ δὲ ἵππος τὸ δὲ ἄλλο τι καὶ ἄλλο· <…> ὁριστικῆς δέ ἐστι τὸ 

τὸν ὁρισμὸν οἰκείως ἑκάστου τῶν πραγμάτων ἀποδιδόναι. οὗτος δὲ ἕπεται τῷ διαιρετικῷ πρώτῳ ὄντι, 

ἐπειδὴ καὶ χρῄζει αὐτοῦ· οἱ γὰρ ὁρισμοὶ ἐκ γένους εἰσὶ καὶ συστατικῶν διαφορῶν· ἐκ τοῦ οὖν 

διαιρεθέντος ἤδη γένους ὁ ὁριστικὸς ἐκλέγεται τὰ χρήσιμα πρὸς τὸν ὁρισμόν, οἷον διαιρεθέντος τοῦ 

ἐμψύχου εἰς ζῷον καὶ φυτὸν καὶ τοῦ ζῴου εἰς λογικὸν καὶ ἄλογον εἰς θνητὸν καὶ ἀθάνατον, ὁ ὁριστικὸς 

βουλόμενος τὸν ἄνθρωπον ὁρίσασθαι ἐκλέγεται τὸ ζῷον τὸ λογικὸν καὶ τὸ θνητόν. The English transla-

tion is adapted with minor changes from Chase 2020: 44. 
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definition for the educational process, something that the commentaries on Aristotle’s 

works by later generations of the Alexandrian exegetes further elaborated upon. These 

commentaries attach much importance to the presentation of various introductory top-

ics by means of division-and-definition, such as a general division of philosophy into 

parts and subparts, a list of the definitions of philosophy and their division according 

to the method of definition, and so on. 

The curriculum established by Ammonius placed Aristotle’s Categories at the be-

ginning, making this treatise and Porphyry’s introduction to it the first texts encoun-

tered by the students of philosophy in the course of their studies. Consequently, the lec-

tures on these texts included introductory parts explaining general issues 

(prolegomena, i.e., questions that should be “studied before” getting to a certain texts).29 

While it is likely that this tradition of prolegomena originated in Proclus’ school,30 it be-

came a standard part of curriculum with Ammonius and his successors.31 A commentary 

on an individual book of Aristotle’s normally outlined at the outset the standard six 

prolegomena questions, including the goal of the book, the question of its authenticity, 

and the division into chapters. The commentaries on Porphyry’s Isagoge and Aristotle’s 

Categories, however, included more voluminous isagogic parts that functioned as full-

scale introductions to philosophy in general and to Aristotle’s logic in particular. In the 

school of Olympiodorus, the later successor of Ammonius, such isagogic texts became 

normative, and they were introduced into the Latin West through the works of Boethius 

(d. 524/526).32 

One of the most extensive isagogic treatises handed down to us lists its author as 

David. Recorded “from his voice” and divided into 24 lectures (πράξεις), the Prole-

gomena Philosophiae (τὰ προλεγόμενα τῆς φιλοσοφίας)33 opens with a general question 

about whether philosophy exists (lectures 1–4) and then proceeds to the question of how 

it should be defined. Before handling this latter question directly, David first asks what 

a definition is and how it differs from a simple term or a description (lectures 5–6). 

Having examined this issue, he arrives at the main point of his treatise, listing the stand-

ard six definitions of philosophy and addressing questions concerning the order that 

these definitions should be listed in, where they derive from, and what principles they 

are built upon (lectures 7–17). When discussing the six definitions of philosophy, David 

exhibits a particular interest in the final one, which defines philosophy etymologically 

as the love of wisdom and which he ascribes to Pythagoras. His discussion of Pythago-

ras’ teachings on numbers creates a natural transition to the next major topic, namely, 

the division (διαίρεσις) of philosophy into two main parts and the further division of 

 
29 Cf. Mansfeld 1994; Mansfeld & Runia 1996. 

30 According to Elias, In Cat. (see 107.24–26 Busse). Cf. Mansfeld 1994: 10–11. 

31 Cf. Hadot 1990 and Hadot 1991. 

32 In the early 6th century, Boethius composed the treatise De divisione (Magee 1998) that became one 

his most influential works. 

33 David, Prolegomena. For the English translation, cf. Gertz 2018. 
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these parts into subparts (lectures 18–24). This section also includes an analysis of how 

many methods of division exist. 

As this outline makes apparent, David’s Prolegomena deploy division-and-defini-

tion as the main instrument of logic. It is operative both on the theoretical level, since it 

constitutes the two main subject matters discussed in the treatise, and on the practical 

level, since the author structures his lectures as a series of definitions of central philo-

sophical terms and their division into the main kinds.  

David’s Prolegomena Philosophiae as well as other treatises composed under the 

influence of Ammonius’ teaching suggest that, by the mid-6th century, division-and-def-

inition was not merely one of the dialectical methods whose origins could be traced to 

Plato. It had in fact become the method of teaching logic and an effective educational 

tool applied in the introductory courses of philosophical education. The application of 

this method also included tree diagrams. Composed “from the voice” of his teacher Am-

monius, John Philoponus’ commentary on Aristotle’s Categories demonstrates that his 

use of the division method in his classes included drawings that were supposed to pro-

vide students with clear summaries of what was introduced orally in the lectures. Thus, 

speaking about the main kinds of the category of quality, Philoponus notes: “A drawing 

(καταγραφή) of the division will make the account (μέθοδος) of it easier for us to com-

prehend”.34 What follows is a chart in the form of a tree that presents a detailed division 

of the category of quality. While discussing one kind of quality (i.e. affective quality) 

later on in the text, Philoponus makes a similar statement that is followed by another 

tree diagram: “Again, a drawing (καταγραφή) will make the division easy to compre-

hend”.35 The term καταγραφή clearly refers to a graphical presentation in the form of a 

diagram and not to a narrative dividing account of the subject matter. It reflects the 

pedagogical practice of the Alexandrian lectures on Aristotle’s works that most likely 

traces back to Ammonius himself.36  

Philoponus’ notes provide us insight into the context in which the earliest collec-

tions of divisions-and-definitions included in the present volume (particularly Texts 1–

3) first appeared in Syriac in the 6th century. A further example of the use of the tree 

 
34 Philoponus, In Cat. 137.32–33 Busse: καὶ ἡ καταγραφὴ δὲ τῆς διαιρέσεως εὐληπτοτέραν αὐτῆς ἡμῖν 

ποιήσει τὴν μέθοδον. Cf. Share 2020: 78. A similar remark appears in Philoponus’ commentary on the 

Prior Analytics which is also based on Ammonius’ lectures: ἐκθησόμεθα δὲ καὶ ἐπὶ τῆς καταγραφῆς πρὸς 

τὸ εὐσύνοπτον τὴν εἰρημένην διαίρεσιν (In An.Pr. 69.28–29 Wallies). However, in this case, no graphic 

diagram follows in the extant manuscripts, and one of the manuscripts omits the whole sentence. 

35 Philoponus, In Cat. 148.6–7 Busse: πάλιν δὲ ἡ καταγραφὴ εὐσύνοπτον ποιήσει τὴν διαίρεσιν. Cf. Share 

2020: 87. 

36 It would be logical to assume that the practice of presenting the key-notions of Aristotle’s logic in the 

form of diagrams had a much longer pre-history. Aristotle himself applies the term διάγραμμα in An. Pr. 

41b14 in the context of presenting geometrical proofs. In his commentary on the Prior Analytics, Alex-

ander of Aphrodisias (flourished at the beginning of the 3rd cent. AD) uses this term already in his dis-

cussion of the syllogisms, cf. Alexander, In An. Pr. 267.38 Wallies. On the use of diagrams in the Byzantine 

codices of the Prior Analytics, cf. Agiotis 2022. 
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diagrams mentioned by Philoponus and present in the extant manuscripts of his com-

mentary comes from another student of Ammonius, Sergius of Reshaina (see 1.2.1 be-

low). Having returned in the early 6th century from Alexandria where he had received 

a thorough philosophical and medical training, Sergius composed a commentary on Ar-

istotle’s Categories that is heavily dependent on the lectures of his Alexandrian master, 

Ammonius, and that also shows many parallels with Philoponus’ treatise.37 Each of the 

commentary’s seven books concludes with various tree diagrams that explicate its main 

subjects. As the analysis below will demonstrate, it is very unlikely that Sergius himself 

was the author of these diagrams. However, the examples from Philoponus indicate that 

the tradition of graphic divisions has its roots in the Alexandrian pedagogical practice 

and had become well-known to Syriac students of philosophy through the works of 

scholars like Sergius. 

In sum, we can view the tree diagrams found in the works of Philoponus and Ser-

gius as a refined form of the tradition of division-and-definition that has its roots in 

Plato’s account of the two methods of dialectical inquiry. As indicated above, this ac-

count is itself derived from the mathematical methods of analysis and synthesis. The 

later Platonist tradition interpreted division-and-definition as belonging to the way 

“from above”, i.e. the method of analysis that proceeds from the highest principles. It 

distinguished this from the way “from below”, i.e. the method of synthesis that proceeds 

from material objects. Although Aristotle had already done so, it was the Neoplatonists 

in particular — starting with Porphyry — who established a close connection between 

Plato’s account of the descent from above and the division of genera into species by 

means of differentiae. This formed the core idea behind what became known as the 

Tree of Porphyry. 

The descent from the highest genera to the lowest species by way of division was 

regarded as the first step on the way toward correctly defining things. This intimate 

connection between division and definition secured them a central place in education. 

Beginning with Ammonius’ lectures, the commentary tradition placed the method of 

division-and-definition at the very heart of the educational model that was recorded in 

its scholastic form by the last generation of the Alexandrian commentators of Aristotle. 

It was in this form that the method was transmitted to Syriac students of philosophy in 

the late 5th — early 6th centuries. Against this backdrop, the Syriac collections of divi-

sions-and-definitions published in the present volume give vivid expression to a long 

philosophical tradition and an established educational practice. 

 
37 For the edition, see Arzhanov 2024. 
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1.2 The Syriac Tradition 

As Baumstark correctly stated in his book on Aristotle quoted at the beginning of this 

introduction, Syriac Christians were particularly interested in the method of division-

and-definition. An example that reflects this interest pertains to Plato. While Syriac 

scholars appear to have been aware of the exceptional importance of Plato’s dialogues 

in the history of philosophy, we have no evidence that his works were translated into 

Syriac. Accordingly, knowledge of Plato among Syriac scholars was second-hand at 

best.38 Among the texts that took the place of the Platonic dialogues themselves and that 

ultimately served to transmit Platonic ideas to Syriac readers were, for instance, the 

ascetic works of Evagrius Ponticus (d. 399).39 The only treatise that we have in Syriac 

translation and that turns out to be in some way related to Plato is a collection of short 

explanations of philosophical terms that derive from his dialogues. It bears the title Def-

initions (Ὅροι).40 Although late ancient tradition ascribed the composition of this collec-

tion to Plato’s successor at the Academy, Speusippus, it seems to be a product of the 

study of Plato’s dialogues in the Middle Platonic period.41 This collection attracted the 

attention of Syriac scholars, and its translator(s) recast it in the form of questions-and-

answers, as this was apparently best suited for educational purposes.42 

Short excerpts from another pseudepigraphic collection in the division-and-defini-

tion form has been preserved. It is a Syriac version of the treatise De Virtutibus et vitiis 

attributed to Aristotle.43 In one manuscript, this catalogue of virtues and vices is com-

bined with another treatise ascribed to Aristotle and entitled “On the Soul”. This latter 

text is in fact a Syriac version of the Λόγος κεφαλαιώδης περὶ ψυχῆς, a text that the 

Greek tradition ascribes to Gregory Thaumaturgus.44 Like the collection of definitions 

attributed to Plato, these treatises ascribed to Aristotle in the Syriac tradition are com-

posed in the form of divisions-and-definitions that was useful for educational purposes. 

The texts published in the present volume highlight the central role played in the 

early period of the reception of Greek philosophy in Syriac by Evagrius Ponticus and by 

treatises such as De Virtutibus et vitiis. While Sergius of Reshaina’s early 6th-century 

commentary on the Categories (see below) appears to be the earliest extant evidence of 

 
38 On the knowledge of Plato in Syriac world, cf. Arzhanov 2019a: 76–81; Arzhanov 2019b. 

39 On the Syriac reception of Evagrius’ writings, see particularly Guillaumont 1982 and Casiday 2006. 

On the role of Evagrius’ writings in Syriac schools, cf. Michelson 2022: 134–186. For the association be-

tween Evagrius and Plato in Syriac, cf. Arzhanov 2015. 

40 For the modern critical edition of this text along with an extensive introduction, see Benati 2023. 

41 Cf. Westerink 1962: 46–47. On the attribution of this collection to Speusippus, cf. Benati 2023: 17–68. 

42 For the edition of one of the Syriac versions of Platonic Definitions, see Sachau 1870: 66–67. For other 

witnesses to the same collection, cf. Arzhanov 2019a: 77. 

43 For the Greek text, see Susemihl 1884: 181–199. For the edition of the Syriac version preserved in one 

of the manuscripts (Sin. Syr. 14), see Brock 2014. Two Arabic versions of the De Virt. and Divisiones have 

been preserved both of which are dependent on the earlier Syriac translation, cf. Kellermann 1965. 

44 On this treatise, cf. Lewis 1984: 19–26. German translation in Ryssel 1986. Cf. Furlani 1915, Zonta 1991. 
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the study of Aristotle’s logic in Syriac, Sergius did not consider himself to be the first 

author writing in Syriac on philosophical issues. As indicated in the passage below in 

which he discusses the Aristotelian term ποιότης, “quality”,  Sergius was aware of an 

earlier tradition of philosophical education that attempted to interpret as well as trans-

late Aristotle’s works into Syriac:45 

<…> 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 ḥayla (“capacity”) and sometimes designating 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”). For myself, I am sure that one term seems to be particularly suitable for 

rendering it, so that I will call it zna (“quality”). 

In his own work, Sergius tries systematically to use zna as the main Syriac term for 

“quality”. However, insofar as they had already become part of the philosophical lexi-

con of his day, he occasionally uses the words ḥayla and muzzaga as alternatives. Al-

though the Syriac scholar does not specify in the above passage what kind of philosoph-

ical texts he has in mind, T1 and T2 in the present volume provide us with some insight 

into the matter. In T1 §18, we find a division of the “powers (ḥayle) of the soul” that is 

derived from the treatise De Virtutibus et vitiis where we see a similar list of ḥayle, i.e. 

qualities (of the soul).46 T2 §32 includes another list of qualities, this time pertaining to 

the body. The Syriac term used here is muzzaga. This whole passage in fact derives from 

Evagrius’ Letter to Melania. These two examples show that, when the collections of di-

visions-and-definitions began emerging in the 6th century, the earlier school tradition 

based on school manuals such as De Virtutibus et vitiis and the writings of Evagrius was 

still alive and well. It was this tradition that Sergius’ commentary challenged with its 

new approach to Aristotle’s logic, an approach that proved highly influential in the sub-

sequent centuries. 

1.2.1 Sergius of Reshaina 

Having received his philosophical and medical education in Alexandria,47 Sergius (d. 

536)48 was interested not only in the works of Aristotle and Galen but also in the corpus 

of writings that probably appeared during his lifetime and was attributed to Dionysius 

 
45 Sergius, In Cat. §354 (362–363 Arzhanov). 

46 Cf. the commentary to the edition of T1 below. 

47 On the curriculum of the Alexandrian philosophical and medical schools, see Overwien 2018. 

48 On Sergius, his life, and his legacy, cf. Hugonnard-Roche 1997, Fiori 2014, Watt 2018, and Arzhanov 

2024. 
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Areopagite.49 Sergius translated this corpus into Syriac and, in an extensive preface at-

tached to his translation, he presents his vision of philosophical education as primarily 

a matter of learning to control the passions. The vice of ignorance is described by Ser-

gius both as immoral conduct and as the inability of the soul to adhere to “the divisions 

and definitions of virtue”.50 It is unlikely that Sergius is referring here to the actual cat-

alogue of virtues that he might have learnt from the Pseudo-Aristotelian treatise De Vir-

tutibus et vitiis mentioned above. Rather, what the Syriac disciple of Ammonius is ges-

turing toward is the method of division-and-definition that he actively applies in his 

commentary on Aristotle’s Categories written on the basis of Ammonius’ lectures.51 Ser-

gius is therefore the earliest witness we have to the use of this method in Syriac schools. 

In the prologue to his treatise, Sergius describes a (probably fictional) dialogue be-

tween himself and his disciple Theodore who has apparently just encountered Aristo-

tle’s logic for the first time in Galen’s works. His description goes as follows:52 

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 im-

proved 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-

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 some-

one else among the authors before him. 

This passage provides us with multiple insights into the philosophical life in early 6th-

century Syria. In particular, it details the translation process as practiced in this period 

(including two stages, an initial literal rendering of the original followed by a further 

revision in the target language) and also indicates the role of Galenic treatises in the 

diffusion of Aristotle’s logic. In his attempt to explain Galen’s use of logical instruments, 

Sergius summarizes them as division, definition, and demonstration. This reflects the 

three major dialectical methods established by Plato, which, by the early 6th century, 

were widely deployed in Neoplatonic exegesis of Aristotle’s works (see above). Sergius’ 

Alexandrian teacher, Ammonius, characterizes these methods as common knowledge 

in his commentary on the Isagoge, and Sergius adopted this account in his own work.53 

Interestingly, however, he omits “analysis” in his treatment of logical methods. Treated 

together as a complex unit, division and definition apparently interested him most. 

 
49 On the Corpus Dionysiacum in Syriac, cf. Sherwood 1952 and Hornus 1970. On Sergius as translator, 

cf. Perczel 2000 and Fiori 2023. 

50 Syriac: ܪܘܬܐƦƀƉܐ ܕƉŴ̈Ŷܐ ܘܬƍƣ̈ܪŴƘ. For the Syriac text, see Sherwood 1960–1961: 454.17–18, cf. 

the translation on p. 457 (§33). 

51 Cf. Sergius, In Cat. §290 (304–306 Arzhanov). 

52 Sergius, In Cat. §2 (62.16–64.3 Arzhanov). The English translation is adapted from the same edition. 

On this passage, cf. Hugonnard-Roche 2004: 168. 

53 Cf. Ammonius, In Isag. 35.4–16 Busse, quoted above. 
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The reference to division and definition in the passage quoted above is the first 

occurrence of these terms in Sergius’ commentary. The seven subsequent books outline 

numerous divisions, including philosophy’s division into theory and practice, the sub-

division of both into subparts and disciplines,54 and the classification of all of Aristotle’s 

writings.55 These topics are the focus of Book I of Sergius’ commentary, which, as he 

summarizes at the beginning of Book II, “concerned the proper division of all philosoph-

ical knowledge”.56 Similarly, Sergius concludes Book II, which concentrates on the pro-

legomena-issues and on preparing his readers for the next sections that deal with the 

four main categories (substance, quantity, quality, and relatives), by claiming that he 

aims to “speak concisely about the division of each one of them according to Aristotle’s 

view”.57 Having admitted the brevity of his commentary on Chapter 1 of the Categories 

(focusing on homonyms, etc.), the Syriac scholar explains only a few paragraphs later 

that his intention is to give “a brief account of it in the form of a helpful division”.58 All 

of this suggests that Sergius considers division (Syr. pullaga corresponding to Gr. 

διαίρεσις) to be the main exegetical and pedagogical instrument in his work. 

Insofar as they develop multiple dividing accounts of, for instance, the main cate-

gories,59 living beings,60 and the term “division” itself,61 the books that follow confirm 

this assumption. This practice reveals the isagogic character of Sergius’ work. He clearly 

composed it not as a word-for-word commentary on Aristotle’s Categories but rather as 

an introduction to philosophy in general and to Aristotle’s logic in particular, with a 

special focus on the main issues discussed in treatises such as David’s Prolegomena 

Philosophiae. Based on the well-established philosophical tradition briefly outlined 

above (see 1.1), Sergius was eager to stress that an extensive division of a certain issue 

is not undertaken for its own sake. It is instead a first step towards reaching a proper 

definition of the subject matter. Sergius thereby combines the two procedures into a 

joint method of division-and-definition.62 

The surviving manuscripts containing Sergius’ commentary (the earliest of which 

is only a century older than the work itself, dating from the 7th century) confirm the 

 
54 Sergius, In Cat. §§8–20 (70–80 Arzhanov). 

55 Sergius, In Cat. §§21–29 (80–86 Arzhanov). 

56 Sergius, In Cat. §49: ܓܐƆŴƘ ܐƀƍƉܐܘ  ̇ųƇƃܐ ܕƦƕűſ ܬܐŴƘŴƐƇƀƘܕ  (106.4–5 Arzhanov). 

57 Sergius, In Cat. §109: ܡűƟ  Ǝſܕ  ƢƉܐƌܓܐ  ܕƆŴƘ   ƈƃܕ  űŶ   ܘܢųƍƉ  ܐƦƠ̈ƀƐƙܒ  ƅſܐ   ƋƀƏܕ  ųƆ  
ƑƀƇŹŴźƐſܐܪƆ (150.13–14 Arzhanov). 

58 Sergius, In Cat. §121: ƎƍŶ  Ǝſܐ  ܕƦƠ̈ƀƐƙܒ   ̇ųƍƊƏ  ܐƦƇƊƆ  ܘܢųƀƇƕܓܐ  ܕƆŴƙܐ  ܒƀƍƉܐܘ  (158.11–12 

Arzhanov). 

59 Just like the Alexandrian commentators, Sergius delves into the question of why Aristotle first offers 

a four-fold division (i.e. into universals, particulars, substance, and accident) in chapter 2 of the Catego-

ries and later a ten-fold division of the highest genera. In answering this question, he turns to the au-

thority of Pythagoras and his philosophy of numbers. 

60 Sergius, In Cat. §§358–365 (364–370 Arzhanov). 

61 Sergius, In Cat. §§180–185 (210–214 Arzhanov). 

62 Cf. Sergius, In Cat. §§198 and 291 (226, 306 Arzhanov). 
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central role that the division-and-definition method played in it.63 In all extant codices, 

each book is followed by tree diagrams presenting the key topics discussed in that 

book.64 After Book I we encounter two diagrams: a division of philosophy into its main 

parts and a division of all of Aristotle’s writings.65 Seven diagrams are attached to Book 

II: a division of Aristotle’s logical writings, a list of the types of speech, a classification 

of things from the point of view of homonymy, synonymy, and heteronymy, etc.66 We 

find five diagrams at the end of Book III, including one focused on substance and one 

on property.67 Attached to Book IV are two diagrams depicting quantity, while one 

graphical division of the category of relatives follows Book V.68 Two graphical divisions 

of the category of quality are attached to Book VI.69 Finally, Book VII concludes with five 

tree diagrams that present the main terms discussed in it (e.g. change, opposition, pri-

ority, and simultaneity).70 

In each case, the divisions in the form of tree diagrams summarize the main con-

tents of the respective books to which they are attached. They are clearly separated 

from the main body of the text. Each book of the treatise ends with a brief note, “End of 

Book N”, after which, in most cases at least, an additional title follows, “Divisions of 

Book N”. This arrangement gives us reason to assume that the tree diagrams were not 

composed simultaneously with the main body of the commentary but appeared at a 

later date. Several other considerations support this assumption, making it improbable 

that the tree diagrams derive from Sergius himself. Although division certainly is one 

of his main methodological techniques (see above), he never explicitly refers to the 

graphical appendixes in his work. Each time Sergius deploys the term “division” (Syr. 

pullaga) he means the explanatory account that either precedes this term or immedi-

ately follows it. Nowhere in his work do we find an example comparable to what we see 

in Philoponus’ commentary on the Categories (see above), save for one instance where 

Sergius clearly refers to a graphical representation at the beginning of Book III. Here, 

Sergius comments on the four-fold division provided by Aristotle in Cat. 1a20–1b9 and 

summarizes his argument in the form of a diagram containing the main Aristotelian 

terms. Introducing the diagram are the words: “You learn them (sc. the key terms) 

 
63 For the main textual witnesses to Sergius’ treatise, see Arzhanov 2024: 25–57. 

64 The only exception to this rule is the oldest witness, ms. L (BL Add. 14658), which has no diagrams at 

the end of the final Book VII, cf. Arzhanov 2024: 27–28. For all the divisions which appear in the com-

mentary, cf. the appendix in Arzhanov 2024: 445–463. 

65 Cf. Arzhanov 2024: 104–105. 

66 Cf. Arzhanov 2024: 160–165. 

67 Cf. Arzhanov 2024: 257–261. 

68 Cf. Arzhanov 2024: 326–327; 360–361. 

69 Cf. Arzhanov 2024: 404–405. 

70 Cf. Arzhanov 2024: 440–443. 
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clearly from the table below”.71 However, unlike the other tree diagrams, this diagram 

does not appear as an attachment but as part of the main body itself. 

Nowhere else do we find any suggestion that graphics were included in his text or 

attached to it. Furthermore, while the tree diagrams at the end of each book are clearly 

based on the Sergius’ text, there are notable differences between them, making it im-

probable that Sergius composed the tree diagrams himself. For instance, Division 1 at-

tached to Book II outlines a taxonomy of Aristotle’s logical treatises. The reference to 

the Topics reads as follows: “Some (sc. of Aristotle’s logical writings) are composed 

about demonstration, (for example,) the book of demonstrations which is called 

ʾpwdyqṭyqʾ (Ἀποδεικτικά) and the one about principles which is called Places, or Ṭwpyqw 

(Τοπικοί).”72 In the main text of the commentary Sergius refers to the same treatises in 

a slightly different way (§59): “The one which is about the craft of demonstrations is 

designated as ʾpwdyqṭyqʾ (Ἀποδεικτικά). The one which comes together with the latter 

is called Ṭwpyqʾ (Τοπικά).”73 

The differences between the two versions are hard to ignore. While Sergius’ text 

correctly transliterates the title of Aristotle’s treatise as Ṭwpyqʾ, i.e. Τοπικά,74 and states 

plainly that it follows the Posterior Analytics (which he calls “Apodeictics”), the tree di-

agram contains an additional commentary. First, we see in it a curious form of Ṭwpyqw, 

which most likely corresponds to the Greek τοπικοί.75 This form is translated as “places” 

and traces back to τόποι (cf. the definition of τόποι in Rhet. 1403a17–18 as typical forms 

of an argument).76 The diagram further relates it to reše, the Syriac term that may serve 

as a translation of the Greek ἀρχαί, “principles”.77 The latter explanation is of particular 

interest, since, in his commentary on the Topics, Alexander of Aphrodisias explains the 

title of Aristotle’s treatise as relating to “a principle and a starting point (of a dialectical 

argument)”.78 The Syriac text of the tree diagram clearly reflects this interpretation, 

which, however, remains either unknown or irrelevant to Sergius. 

 
71 Syriac: ƚƇẛ Ʀƌܐ  ƎſųƆ Ǝſܕ  ƎƀƆųƆ ܉ƦſܐƢſųƌ  ƎƉ̣ ܐƊƣܗ̇ܘ ܪܘ  ƋƀƏܕ  ƦŶƦƆ  (168.3–4 Arzhanov). 

72 Syriac: ƎſųƍƉܘ  ƎſųƀƇƕ  ܐƦſŴ̈Ŷ܂  ܕܬƎƊƀƏ̈   ܒܐƦƃ  ܐ  ܗ̇ܘƦſŴ̈Ŷܐ  ܕܬƢƟƦƉܐ  ܕƠƀźƠſܕŴƘܘܗ̇ܘ  ܐ  
ƈƕܐ ܕƤſ̈ܪ ƎſƢƟƦƉܘܗܝ ܐܬܪ̈ܘܬܐ ܕƦſܕܐ ŴƠƀƘŴ̈Źܕ  (160.11–13 Arzhanov). 

73 Syriac: ܘܗ̇ܘ   ̇ųƀƇƕܬܐ  ܕŴƍƉܐ  ܕܐܘƦſŴ̈Ŷܐ  ܕܬƠƀźƠſܕŴƘܐ܂   ܐƍƃƦƉ  ܗ̇ܘ  ųƊƕܐ  ܕƌܘܗܝ  ܕܗƦſܐ  
ƠƀƘŴ̈Źܐ ܕƢƟƦƉܐ ܗ̇ܘ  (116.2–3). 

74 A similar form of transliteration (ƁƠƀƘŴŹ) appears in the early anonymous translation (in some 

manuscripts attributed to Proba) of De Int. 20b26 (Hoffmann 1869: 43.1). 

75 Cf. Nöldeke 1898: 59 (§89). 

76 The same translation of the title of the Topics as “Places” (ܐܬܪ̈ܘܬܐ) appears in George of the Arabs’ 

version of De Int. 20b26 (Furlani 1933: 57.30). 

77 Cf. Arzhanov 2021a: 152. 

78 Alexander, In Top.: ἔστι δὲ ὁ τόπος ἀρχὴ καὶ ἀφορμὴ ἐπιχειρήματος (126.11–12 Wallies). Later on, 

Alexander quotes Aristotle’s disciple Theophrastus who explained the title as follows: τόπος ἐστὶν ἀρχή 

τις ἢ στοιχεῖον, ἀφ’ οὗ λαμβάνομεν τὰς περὶ ἕκαστον ἀρχάς, τῇ περιγραφῇ μὲν ὡρισμένος, τοῖς δὲ καθ’ 

ἕκαστα ἀόριστος (126.14–16 Wallies). 
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Additional examples of this kind are present. What they demonstrate is that the 

tree diagrams attached to each book of the commentary derive not from Sergius himself 

but were instead added later by the readers and interpreters of his work. This conclu-

sion contributes to our knowledge of the long and rich afterlife of Sergius’ commentary 

between the 6th and 19th centuries. This afterlife took on multiple forms, including an 

epitome of it, periphrastic summaries of it in apologetic compendia, as well as short and 

long quotations from it by various authors dealing with Aristotle’s logic.79 Extensive 

quotations from Sergius’ commentary appear as separate paragraphs in the collection 

of divisions-and-definitions edited in the present volume as Text 2.80 This gives us good 

reason to suppose that Sergius’ work became a rich source of information on Aristotle’s 

logic for Syriac teachers and students of philosophy who mined it for short and handy 

quotations that were fitting for pedagogical purposes. The addition of the tree diagrams 

to the main text of Sergius’ treatise further witnesses to its popularity and its rapid 

spread in the Syriac educational system in the decades after his death in 536. 

Two Syriac manuscripts have preserved for us the tree diagrams from Sergius’ com-

mentary in the form of a separate collection. The mss. Berlin Sachau 116 and Birming-

ham Mingana Syriac 84 (see on them below) include two collections of tree diagrams. 

The first one bears the title “Divisions of Porphyry” (published in the present volume as 

Text 1) and is based on the Isagoge. The second collection bears the title “Divisions made 

by the Philosopher Aristotle”,81 and it consists of the tree diagrams attached to the end 

of each book of Sergius’ commentary.82 At the beginning of this collection, we find the 

two diagrams attached to Book I. Following them is a large excerpt from Book III of the 

commentary (§§124–126) in which Sergius explains the “first division” that Aristotle pro-

poses in Chapter 2 of his Categories. As indicated above, a graphical presentation of this 

division is included in Sergius’ treatise and is the only place where he himself refers to 

a graphical presentation of a division.83 This probably made the compiler(s) of the col-

lection include it. After the long quotation from the commentary, we find more tree 

diagrams. These not only follow (with some modifications)84 the order of the divisions 

but also make precise references to the graphics as they appear in the preserved 

 
79 On the afterlife and various forms of reception of Sergius’ commentary in the Syriac literature, cf. 

Arzhanov 2024: 13–16. 

80 See, e.g., T2 §§3, 4, 5, 8, 9, etc., which contain either verbatim (cf. the insertion of the phrase “to put 

it briefly” in §9!) or modified quotations from Sergius’ commentary. 

81 Syr.: ܐƘŴƐƇƀƘ ƑƀƇŹŴźƏܐܪƆ Ǝſűƀܒƕܓܐ ܕƆŴ̈Ƙ. 

82 This collection is not edited in the present book, since it appears to be nearly identical to the tree 

diagrams published as attachments to the individual books of Sergius’ commentary in Arzhanov 2024. 

83 Cf. Arzhanov 2024: 170–171. 

84 The collection changes the order of the divisions attached to Book II, making Division 5 into no. 6, 

Division 6 into no. 7, and inserting the list of the ten categories (which has no number by Sergius) as no. 

5. 
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manuscripts of Sergius’ commentary.85 Additionally, the collection includes one tree di-

agram (on the types of motion) that is not found in the extant witnesses to Sergius’ com-

mentary but which summarizes Sergius’ §447.86 

The Berlin and Birmingham codices are not the only witnesses to the tree diagrams 

associated with Sergius’ treatise. This fact alone suggests that Syriac scholars considered 

these diagrams to be independent elements that did not belong to the core text of this 

treatise and that could therefore easily be separated from it. In addition to the same 

collection of the “Divisions of Porphyry” edited in the present volume, the codex Vatican 

Syriac 158 also includes a number of diagrams taken from Sergius’ commentary that 

appear side by side with those pertaining to the Isagoge.  The result is a mixed collection 

of divisions-and-definitions focused not only on Porphyry’s text but also on Aristotle’s 

Categories, On Interpretation, and Prior Analytics (see the detailed description of this 

collection below, under 2.1), i.e. covering the whole corpus of logical studies that in Syr-

iac schools generally ended with An. Pr. I.7.87 The Vatican collection includes nine tree 

diagrams based on Sergius’ commentary and, in most cases, correctly assigns them to 

their proper source, including both the number of the book and the number of the dia-

gram. 

These precise references contribute to our knowledge of the afterlife of this treatise 

in Syriac schools. While the internal evidence from the commentary suggests that the 

diagrams do not derive from Sergius himself, the extant manuscripts indicate that they 

were attached to the main body of the text at a very early date, probably already in the 

mid-6th century. Despite its length, the commentary therefore quickly gained consider-

able popularity, serving as a useful manual for teachers and students of philosophy. 

Sergius deliberately conceived his commentary as a general introduction to philosophy 

and logic, not just as an exegetical work. He was eager to make his work as accessible 

as possible for beginners in philosophy, and the text constantly indicates his concern 

for this audience.88 The method of division-and-definition undoubtedly served Sergius 

as an important pedagogical tool towards that end. It is therefore perhaps unsurprising 

that teachers of philosophy, to whom Sergius’ treatise was mainly addressed, decided 

at a certain point to visualize the dividing accounts contained in it in the form of tree 

diagrams attached to the individual books. As the Berlin and Birmingham codices tes-

tify, the tree diagrams based on Sergius’ treatise were also transmitted separately as a 

collection of divisions attributed to Aristotle himself. This suggests that the main 

 
85 The Berlin and Birmingham mss. mostly omit the numbers of the books (only a reference to the last 

Book VII appears) but follow the numbering of divisions as they appear after individual books. 

86 It appears also in the narrative form in T2 §31. 

87 The existence of the full Syriac translation of the Prior Analytics (by George of the Arabs, late 7th 

cent.) makes it likely that a limited number of Syriac intellectuals were familiar with texts other than 

An. Pr. I.1–7, if not with the whole Organon. 

88 Cf. Arzhanov 2024: 8–12. 
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elements of Aristotle’s logic were easy to present and easier to memorize when pre-

sented in the form of handy diagrams. 

The tree diagrams were, however, not the only form in which these divisions were 

transmitted. As already indicated above, the collection published in the present volume 

as Text 2, “On the Division of Substance”, contains extensive quotations taken directly 

from the text of Sergius’ commentary. Additionally, it includes divisions that present in 

narrative form the tree diagrams which are attached to the individual books of Sergius’ 

treatise (and which are transmitted separately in the Berlin and Birmingham codices).89 

While in some cases it is hard to discern whether or not a particular paragraph of T2 is 

based on the main text of Sergius’ commentary or on a tree diagram attached to one of 

its books, in other cases we can be quite certain that the latter and not the former was 

the source. The most striking example of this is found in T2 §21, a text that offers a divi-

sion of philosophy into subparts. After the division of the second practical part of phi-

losophy into the rule over people, the rule over one’s house, and the  rule over oneself, 

the compiler of the collection adds a note that an additional division into law-givers and 

judges is “attached” to the previous one. In the context of the narrative account, this 

note is confusing. However, it makes perfect sense if we turn to the corresponding tree 

diagram (Division 1 after Book I) attached to Sergius’ commentary where a subdivision 

into law-givers and judges is found right below the main diagram without any clear 

connection to it. It is quite literally just “attached” to it.90  

This and other examples of this kind indicate that, while the text of Sergius’ com-

mentary long remained a source for short definitions, the tree diagrams attached to it 

took on a life of their own among the next generation of Syriac scholars, eventually 

becoming an independent source for later manuals in logic. As noted above, the various 

collections published in the present volume as Text 2, “On the Division of Substance”, 

integrate both fragments from Sergius’ commentary and a large number of the tree di-

agrams later attached to it. This text in turn became a source for other school texts. For 

instance, a number of paragraphs from T2 were integrated into T6. The popularity of T2 

within educational contexts is evidenced by the fact that it served as one of the main 

sources for a collection of philosophical riddles which has come down to us.91 In this 

collection, we discover some paragraphs from T2 either in the form of questions-and-

answers containing a riddle or in the same form of the divisions contained in T2.92 This 

provides us with a clear example of a living tradition of educational use of the materials 

that originally derive from Sergius’ work. 

 
89 See, e.g., T2 §§18, 19, 21, 22. 

90 Cf. Arzhanov 2024: 104–105 and particularly p. 447, where this division is represented in the tree 

diagram form. 

91 Published in Furlani 1918–1919. 

92 For instance, T2 §25 = 116.14–18 Furlani; §28 = 119.25–120.7 Furlani; §29 = 122.20–23 Furlani. 
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In sum, it is difficult to overestimate the role that Sergius of Reshaina’s commentary 

on the Categories played in the history of Syriac schools in general and in establishing 

the division-and-definition genre in particular. The fact that the collection of “Divisions 

of Aristotle” preserved in two mss. attribute these tree diagrams to Aristotle and not to 

Sergius suggests that his commentary was often treated as a substitute for the study of 

the actual text of the Categories,93 the earliest anonymous translation of which probably 

appeared in Syriac in the 6th century. However, this translation never played the same 

(or even a comparable) role that Sergius’ commentary did.94 Neither Syriac manuals on 

logic nor any other witnesses show familiarity with the anonymous Syriac translation, 

and it was not until the appearance of Jacob of Edessa’s version that the actual text of 

the Categories became the object of study.95 

Given Sergius’ role in the history of Syriac philosophy, it is not surprising that sev-

eral Syriac manuals on Aristotle’s logic published in the present volume include Sergius’ 

name in their title, even though it is very unlikely that they actually derive from him in 

the form in which they have been transmitted to us. Two treatises are explicitly at-

tributed to Sergius — T3 (“Natural Demonstration”) and T5 (“On Genus, Species, and 

Particularity”) — while another one — T2 (“On the Division of Substance”) — has some-

times been ascribed to him by modern scholars.96 However, as will be shown below, 

there are good reasons to date all these texts to a period much later than the early 6th 

century. The appearance of Sergius’ name in the title of these treatises is more likely 

due to the authority and esteem associated with this name and to the long-lasting pop-

ularity of his opus magnum, namely, his commentary on the Categories. The pseudepi-

graphic character is particularly evident in the case of T3, which is attributed to Sergius 

in the only codex that transmits it (on T3, see 2.3 below). The obvious explanation for 

this attribution is the text’s inclusion of extensive quotations from Sergius’ commentary 

that even contain correct references to their primary source (Book VI of the commen-

tary).97 In addition, this loose collection of fragments includes excerpts from various 

other works, some of which may be identified with more certainty than others. Two 

 
93 This conclusion is corroborated by ms. BL Add. 12155 (see on it further below, 2.2), which refers to 

the collection of quotations from Sergius’ commentary as “selected fragments from Aristotle’s Catego-

ries” (cf. Arzhanov 2024: 48). 

94 The earliest anonymous Syriac translation of the Categories (King 2010) has come down to us in only 

one manuscript, BL Add. 14658. For more on this, see 2.2 below. Since both Jacob and his colleague 

George, bishop of the Arab tribes, were familiar with the 6th-century translation and made use of it in 

producing their own versions, it was not a marginal text in the history of the Syriac reception of the 

Organon. However, it never reached the popularity and the authority which Sergius of Reshaina’s com-

mentary gained in Syriac schools. On the relation of Jacob’s and George’s versions to the anonymous 

6th-century translation, cf. King 2010: 35–38 and Arzhanov 2021b. 

95 The school use of Jacob’s version is attested to by the collection of scholia on the Categories preserved 

in ms. Vatican Syriac 586, cf. Aydin 2019. 

96 Cf. Hugonnard-Roche 2004: 128–132 and Aydin 2016: 10–18. 

97 See T3 §§10–11, corresponding to Sergius, In Cat. §§374–375 (380–381). 
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such works that can be clearly identified turn out to be Porphyry’s Isagoge and one of 

the commentaries of another 6th-century Syriac author, Proba, whose exegetical works 

on Aristotle’s logical treatises played no less of a significant role in the formation of the 

Syriac collections of divisions-and-definitions than did Sergius’ commentary on the Cat-

egories. 

1.2.2 Proba 

Sergius’ commentary was either the first or one of the first philosophical texts written 

in Syriac that inspired other teachers of philosophy to use its divisions for their educa-

tional purposes.98 Since Sergius himself strove to use the method of division in order to 

make his treatise accessible to those who were only beginning their philosophical edu-

cation, it is very likely that his commentary initiated the process that eventually led to 

the composition of the texts found in the present volume. However, he was not the only 

Syriac exegete who contributed to the spread of divisions-and-definitions. Of no less 

importance was another 6th-century Syriac author about whom we know very little, 

namely, Proba.99 The only extant reference to him appears in the catalogue of Syriac 

authors composed in the 13th century by ʿAbdishoʿ bar Brikha, who lists Proba’s name 

next to that of Ibas, the 5th-century bishop of Edessa.100 This provides us with a possible 

clue for when Proba lived and wrote. However, since Proba’s works turn out to be heav-

ily dependent on 6th-century Alexandrian commentaries on Aristotle’s Organon, they 

could not have appeared prior to these commentaries.101  

In the manuscript tradition of Proba’s commentary on the Isagoge, the explicit calls 

its author “a wise man and presbyter, the chief physician and archdeacon of Antioch in 

Syria”.102 This description, which might be a late invention (at least in some details), does 

not associate Proba with any educational institution. Nonetheless, his literary heritage 

makes it likely that he gave lectures on Aristotle’s logic. Among his extant works we find 

 
98 Sergius refers in his commentary to philosophical texts in Syriac that predate his lifetime, cf. 

Arzhanov 2024: 16–19. On these references, cf. above, 1.2, introduction. 

99 On Proba, see Suermann 1990, Brock 2011, and Hugonnard-Roche 2012a. 

100 Cf. ʿ Abdishoʿ bar Brikha, Catalogue, ch. 61: ܒܐſܗ   ƁƉŴƃܘܒܐ  ܘƢƘܘ   ƎƉ  ܐƀƌŴſ  ܐƀſܪŴƐƆ   ƥܒſ  Ɓ̈ܒƦƃ  
ܕܐܪŴźƏ  ܘƦƄƉܒŴƍܬܗ  ƍƠƤƙƉܐ  (Assemanus 1725: 85) — “Ibas, Kumi, and Proba translated from 

Greek into Syriac the books of the Interpreter (i.e. Theodore of Mopsuestia) and the writings of Aristotle”. 

Cf. Stadel 2024: 136. 

101 Cf. Hugonnard-Roche 2012a: 1539–1540. On the parallels between Proba and the Alexandrian com-

mentaries, see below. 

102 Syriac: ܐſܪŴƏܐ ܕƀƄƀźƌܢ ܕܐŴƠſűƃܘܣ ܘܐܪƢźƀƃܐ ܐܪƤƀƤƟ ܐƊƀƄŶ ƥƌܐ (Baumstark 1900: 12.11). 
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commentaries on Porphyry’s Isagoge,103 Aristotle’s On Interpretation,104 and Prior Ana-

lytics I.1–7,105 i.e. on nearly the full corpus of writings which at the time constituted the 

truncated Organon. The only work that is missing in this list is the Categories. That no 

commentary on this work has come down under Proba’s name may be explained by the 

fact that Sergius of Reshaina’s treatise discussed in the previous section already existed 

at the time and that deference toward it prevented several subsequent generations of 

Syriac scholars from composing another one.106 If this explanation is correct, it provides 

a strong argument for dating Proba’s activity as a teacher of philosophy to the mid-6th 

century or later. 

Insofar as the collections of divisions-and-definitions published in this volume con-

tain fragments from his commentary on the Isagoge and his other works, Proba’s con-

tribution to these collections is no less significant than Sergius’. T3, “Natural Demon-

stration”, which the manuscript tradition attributes to Sergius (see above), includes 

three fragments from the introductory part of Proba’s commentary on Aristotle’s On 

Interpretation.107 Taken from the opening paragraph of Proba’s treatise, the first frag-

ment is, interestingly enough, ascribed to Alexander. It is likely that the philosopher in 

question is Alexander of Aphrodisias (late 2nd–early 3rd cent.).108 Although the pre-

served Syriac text of Proba’s commentary does not mention Alexander’s name,109 it is 

clearly dependent on the Alexandrian tradition, particularly on the texts deriving from 

Ammonius’ school. Additionally, §13 of T3 presents a list of seven prolegomena questions 

that should be discussed before the study of any particularly philosophical work, which 

also derive from Proba’s commentary. Further quotations from Proba’s In De Int. are 

 
103 The first part of this work (lacking introduction) preserved in three manuscripts now located in 

Erbil-Ankawa remains unpublished. For these three codices, which most likely go back to the same ar-

chetype, cf. Kessel 2023 and Arzhanov 2024: 32–35. In the present book, the first part of Proba’s treatise 

will be quoted after the earliest witness, ms. Erbil 169 (dated 1821/1822). The second part of Proba’s com-

mentary on the Isagoge was published by A. Baumstark on the basis of ms. Sachau 226, see Baumstark 

1900: 4–12 (Syriac pagination). Cf. Hugonnard-Roche 2012b. 

104 Published in Hoffmann 1869: 62–90. 

105 Edited with a French translation in Hugonnard-Roche 2017a. 

106 Chronologically speaking, the next Syriac commentary on the Categories known to us first appears 

in the early 8th century. George of the Arabs included it in the collection of his translations and com-

mentaries on Aristotle’s Organon, which has been preserved in ms. BL Add. 14659. The next extensive 

commentary on this treatise dates from the 13th century and, like that of George’s, came down to us as 

part of a large collection of commentaries on the Organon composed by Dionysius Bar Ṣalibi and pre-

served in ms. Cambridge Gg 2.14. 

107 See T3 §§8–9 and 13. 

108 For the knowledge of Alexander’s works among Syriac scholars, cf. Arzhanov & Arnzen 2014. 

109 See the Syriac text in Hoffmann 1869: 62–63; Latin translation on p. 90. Proba refers to Alexander 

in the second part of his commentary on Porphyry’s Isagoge; see Baumstark 1900: 6.17 (Syriac text), 150 

(German trans.). It remains unclear, however, why this name appears in T3 §8. 
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included in the version of T1 preserved in the Vatican codex.110 More specifically, this 

version of T1 contains two diagrams (providing divisions of sentence and propositions) 

that are present in the transmitted text of Proba’s work.111 

Most of the quotations from Proba’s In De Int. that are found in T3 derive from the 

introductory part of this work, which focuses on the prolegomena issues. The latter 

would be equally applicable to the study of the Categories and the Isagoge, and it is in 

fact these latter treatises that are the primary focus in the collections published in the 

present volume. The main source for the study of the Categories was Sergius’ commen-

tary, which apparently proved sufficient towards that end. On the other hand, the divi-

sions-and-definitions in T1 pertaining to the Isagoge appear to derive both from 

Porphyry’s text and from the commentary tradition. In fact, the sources for the Isagoge 

portion of these collections turn out to be limited to two main texts, as the remarks in 

the footnotes to the English translation will make clear. The first source is the anony-

mous 6th-century Syriac translation of Porphyry’s text. Proba’s commentary on the Isa-

goge is the second source. 

Only in one case do we encounter a quotation from the Isagoge that corresponds to 

Athanasius of Balad’s version of this text. This is the definition of accident provided in 

T3 §2. Interestingly enough, the same exact passage is found in the next paragraph al-

ready in the form in which it appears in the early anonymous version. Aside from this 

single exception, the 6th-century translation of the Isagoge is clearly the primary source 

for the collections of divisions-and-definitions published in this volume. This fact is par-

ticularly striking in the case of T1, which has been handed down to us in two versions 

that differ considerably from one another in their structure (on these two collections, 

see 2.1 below). In the Vatican codex, the collection of “Divisions of Porphyry the Philos-

opher” appears right after Athanasius’ translation of the Isagoge. However, the quota-

tions from Porphyry’s text do not in fact come from Athanasius’ translation but instead 

from the 6th-century translation. This suggests that the school tradition of divisions-

and-definitions originated and developed in the 6th century. As noted above, Sergius of 

Reshaina’s commentary was in all likelihood the first text to provide Syriac scholars 

with examples of divisions that could be easily extracted and translated into condensed 

explanations in the form of tree diagrams. The 6th-century translation of Porphyry’s 

Isagoge made by (an) unknown Syriac author(s) and Proba’s commentary on Porphyry’s 

work therefore both provided further impetus to the tradition of divisions-and-defini-

tions. 

 
110 These divisions are not published in the present volume (divisions 17 and 18). On the structure of 

the Vatican collection, see below, 2.1. 

111 Cf. Hoffmann 1869: 67, 88. 
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The chronological relation between these two texts cannot be determined with cer-

tainty.112 It is possible that Proba’s commentary predates the anonymous Syriac transla-

tion, since the quotations from Porphyry that appear in it do not match the anonymous 

translation. This makes it likely that the latter did not yet exist when Proba wrote his 

commentary. However, this is not the only possible conclusion to draw. While we tend 

to refer to Proba’s treatise as a commentary on the Isagoge, verbatim quotations from 

Porphyry are in fact rarely found in it. Assuming that Proba utilized some Greek sources 

for his work, it is quite possible that, based on the lemmata included in his source text, 

he made his own translations of the few passages from the Isagoge and therefore did 

not need to reference to the anonymous Syriac translation. This would be very similar 

to Sergius of Reshaina’s modus operandi, whose commentary on the Categories includes 

nearly no quotations from Aristotle’s actual text. Those that it does include most likely 

stem from the other Greek sources. In light of this example, we are unable to conclude 

with certainty whether or not the anonymous Syriac translation of the Isagoge predates 

Proba’s commentary.113 

Unfortunately, Proba’s exegetical work has survived only in an incomplete form.114 

The extant text contains two parts. The first is dedicated to the “five words” discussed 

by Porphyry (genus, species, difference, property, accident), each of them forming a 

separate chapter. The second part covers the rest of the Isagoge in which Porphyry out-

lines what each of these categories has in common and what differentiates them. The 

same division is found in David’s commentary on the Isagoge, which states that earlier 

exegetes preferred to divide Porphyry’s work into three main parts.115 Indeed, we find 

the three-fold division of the Isagoge in the commentaries of both Ammonius116 and 

Elias.117 It is therefore likely that the traditional point of view, which originated in the 

school of Ammonius, dominated until the mid-6th century after which it was replaced 

by a tendency to combine the second and the third parts of the Isagoge into a single 

section focused on the commonalities and differences between the five main items. 

Since Proba’s work follows this latter tendency, we have an additional argument for 

dating it after the mid-6th century. 

 
112 Based on the analysis of the technical vocabulary of Proba’s commentary, H. Hugonnard-Roche 

suggests that it should be dated to a time later than the anonymous Syriac translation of the Isagoge. Cf. 

Hugonnard-Roche 2004: 86–89. It seems, however, that the examples offered by Hugonnard-Roche give 

evidence instead for parallel traditions which developed independently from one another. They there-

fore cannot be analysed in terms of relative chronology. 

113 Cf. Arzhanov 2024: 20–24. 

114 Cf. Hugonnard-Roche 2012b. For the manuscript evidence, cf. Kessel 2019: 393. 

115 Cf. David, In Isag. 93.6–24 Busse. 

116 Cf. Ammonius, In Isag. 23.12–17 Busse. 

117 Cf. Elias, In Isag. 39.20–26 Busse. 
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The second part of Proba’s work has been preserved separately in two Syriac man-

uscripts.118 Currently situated in Erbil (Ankawa), three codices that are all based on the 

same ancient copy contain both parts.119 However, a note from the scribe at the begin-

ning of part one warns the reader that he started to copy Proba’s text from the second 

“section” (Syr. pasoqa), since the first was missing from his source.120 This note indicates 

that what we presently consider as parts 1 and 2 of Proba’s commentary were initially 

preceded by a portion of text that was lengthy enough to warrant being called a “sec-

tion” but that was lost during the transmission process. Proba’s two other extant com-

mentaries (In de Int. and In An. Pr.) contain extensive introductory parts focused on 

“those issues which should be said prior to the book”.121 This phrase is an attempt to 

translate the Greek word τὰ προλεγόμενα. There can be little doubt that the first “sec-

tion” of Proba’s commentary on the Isagoge that the scribe was unable to find in his 

source also contained a discussion of the prolegomena issues. 

Text 1 published in the present volume corroborates this assumption. The tree dia-

grams included in it may be divided roughly into three groups: those based on (1) the 

text of the Isagoge, (2) the introductory part of an unknown commentary, and (3) the 

extant part of Proba’s In Isag. Group 2 includes diagrams depicting the traditional pro-

legomena topics that are discussed in the introductory chapters of Proba’s extant com-

mentaries, i.e. the division of philosophy, the division of philosophical schools based on 

their names, and so forth. It is reasonable to assume that the tree diagrams 11–22 of T1 

have preserved for us the diagrams originally attached to the first chapters of his com-

mentary on the Isagoge that are no longer extant.122 

The preserved parts of Proba’s exegetical work have much in common with Sergius 

of Reshaina’s commentary on the Categories. Like Sergius, Proba very rarely quotes the 

text he is commenting on, and his work offers a general introduction to Porphyry’ sys-

tem of genera and species rather than an explanation of the concrete passages of the 

 
118 Mss. Baghdad Chaldean Patriarchate 223 and Berlin Sachau 226. The latter codex served as the 

source for the edition of the second part in Baumstark 1900: 4–12 (Syriac pages), who also published a 

German translation of it in which he included a large number of Greek words (see p. 148–156). 

119 Mss. Erbil 169, 170, and 171. On these manuscripts, cf. Kessel 2023. Additionally, a short fragment of 

Proba’s work has been transmitted in ms. BL Add. 17215 (fols. 7–8), part of which is preserved in the 

monastery of Dayr al-Suryan as Fragment 88. Cf. Wright 1872: 1165 and Brock & Van Rompay 2014: 426–

427. 

120 Syriac text:   ƦŷƄƣܐ ܐƆ ܐƀƉűƟ ܐƟŴƐƘ ƈźƉܕ ƦſƢƣ ܐƍſܐ ܬܪƟŴƐƘ ƎƉܐ ܕſܘƢƟ ܝƢƉ ܕܥ ܐܘ
 .(ms. Erbil 169, f. 1v, in the margin) ܒܐܨƦŶܐ ܘܨƆܐ ƈƕ ܕܘŴſܬܝ܂

121 Cf. the concluding words of the introductory part of Proba’s commentary on the On Interpretation: 

ƎſųſƦſܐ ƎƀƆܐ ܗƌܒܐ ܗƦƃ ܡűƟ ܢƮƉܐƦƌܕܙܕܩ ܗܘܐ ܕ ƈƀƃܗ ƎƀƆܗ (Hoffmann 1869: 68.14–15). Cf. 

also T2 §1. 

122 Divisions 11–22 of T1 find close parallels in Bar Shakko’s Book of the Dialogues. If it is correct that 

they are connected to the lost part of Proba’s commentary, then we have sufficient reason to consider 

Proba’s commentary to be Bar Shakko’s source. 
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Isagoge.123 To that end, Proba offers multiple divisions-and-definitions of the central is-

sues in Porphyrian logic. Although he focuses primarily on the five main terms of the 

Isagoge, he also attends to other subjects that he apparently deems important for those 

beginning their philosophical education. This pedagogical attention to beginners is an-

other characteristic that Proba shares with Sergius. 

It was apparently this care for beginners that motivated Proba’s use of division-

and-definition as the main pedagogical technique in his commentary. Dealing with the 

first of the five terms discussed in the Isagoge (i.e. genus), the first chapter of the extant 

part of his work entitled “On Genus” opens with a discussion of the multiple meanings 

of the term. Following Porphyry’s classification, Proba first lists those meanings based 

on certain relation and concludes with the meaning of the term as it is used in logic. 

Since the concept of relation emerges in this context, Proba finds it necessary to discuss 

this subject matter, explaining the primary meanings of the term. After subsequently 

clarifying Porphyry’s definition of genus within logic as that which is predicated of mul-

tiple entities, Proba moves on to explain the idea of predication. Here he focuses on two 

notions, commonality and difference, which he uses to classify all things either as hav-

ing something in common or as being different. The result is the taxonomy on which 

the division into homonyms, synonyms, polynyms, and heteronyms is based. The same 

idea of predication leads Proba to propose another classification, this time of words. 

Words either signify something or they do not, with the former admitting of further 

divisions that lead back to the five main terms of the Isagoge listed above. 

This outline of Chapter 1 makes it clear that the method of division lies at the heart 

of Proba’s argument. His explanations of the Isagoge are in fact a series of various divi-

sions that serve as a tool for defining the main subjects of Porphyry’s philosophy. While 

division-and-definition also serves as one of the pedagogical methods in Sergius’ com-

mentary on the Categories, it functions in Proba’s treatise as the main, and at times only, 

instrument for presenting logical issues. The chapter “On differentia”, for instance, 

starts with a division of differentia, proceeds to a second division that takes another 

perspective on it, and then immediately adds a third division. This strict adherence to 

the dividing method makes some parts of Proba’s commentary read like a series of clas-

sifications that could be easily separated from the main text and studied independently. 

Apparently, this is what in fact happened soon after the composition of the treatise, 

since the preserved manuscripts of the first part of this work contain tree diagrams 

which are attached to each individual chapter. The first chapter, “On Genus”, outlined 

above ends with four diagrams: a list of meanings of the term genus, a classification of 

the kinds of relations, a division of all things based on commonality and difference, and 

a taxonomy of words that could be either meaningful or meaningless. 

These tree diagrams are without doubt based on Proba’s text. However, as with the 

tree diagrams connected to Sergius’ commentary, we have no evidence that Proba had 

 
123 Cf. Hugonnard-Roche 2012b: 233–234. 
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any direct involvement in their composition. Although multiple divisions are scattered 

throughout Proba’s work, the author never references any tree diagrams attached to 

his text. For instance, commenting on Porphyry’s definition of genus as “what is predi-

cated, in answer to ‘What is it?’, of multiple things that differ in species” (cf. Isag. 2.15–

16), Proba states: “It is clear that this definition is exhaustive, and it differentiates it (i.e. 

genus) from all (other) terms, as it becomes apparent from the division which is 

made.”124 The division (Syr. pullaga = Gr. διαίρεσις) referred to here is found in the ex-

position that follows. Proba draws a distinction between words that signify nothing and 

those that signify something, with the latter category being further subdivided into 

words referring to one thing and those referring to many. The latter includes genus, 

which is differentiated from the other four primary terms discussed in Porphyry’s text 

insofar as it refers to things that differ in species. By means of this exposition, which 

proceeds by way of division through differentiae, Proba arrives at the proper definition 

of genus, i.e. reaches the conclusion that Porphyry’s definition is correct and exhaustive.  

Proba’s method is therefore the traditional method of division-and-definition that 

descends from the universal to the particular through differentiae. Although his text 

certainly served as a rich source for such graphics, nowhere does he suggest that this 

process may be depicted in the form of a tree diagram. As indicated earlier, the full text 

of the extant portion of Proba’s text (i.e. without the lost prolegomena part) has been 

preserved in three manuscripts all deriving from the same archetype. In contrast to the 

transmission history of Sergius’ commentary, there is no indication that the tree dia-

grams in Proba’s text were not always transmitted together with its main body.125 It is 

nonetheless still highly unlikely that he was the author of the tree diagrams. 

One of the tree diagrams based on Proba’s text allows us to understand better 

Proba’s philosophical background. Division 7 attached to the chapter “On Differentia” 

offers a classification of all beings based on their constitution. It ultimately goes back to 

the following remark in Porphyry’s Isagoge: “For in the case of objects which are con-

stituted of matter and form or which have a constitution at least analogous to matter 

and form, just as a statue is constituted...”126 This passage does not make a dichotomy 

between these two types of objects. Rather, its focus is on matter and form and on what 

can be considered as such.127 In his commentary on the Isagoge, however, Ammonius 

states that Porphyry is here drawing a distinction between those beings that actually 

consist of matter and form and those constituted of what is analogous to matter and 

 
124 Syriac text:  ƅſ܉ ܐųƆ ܫƢƘ ܐƇƟ ܬƢܒ ƈƃ ƎƉ̣ܐ܂ ܘܕƉŴŶܐ ܬƌܘܗܝ ܗƦſܐ ܐƀƇƊƤƉܐ ܕƖſűſܘ
 .ƕűƖſƦƉ (ms. Erbil 169, fol. 4r, lines 17–19)ܐ ƆŴƘ ƎƉ̣ܓܐ ܗƌܐ ܕƦƉܬƋƀƏ܂

125 The oldest manuscript containing Sergius’ treatise, BL Add. 14658, does not include diagrams at the 

end of the last Book VII, see above, 1.2.1. 

126 Porphyry, Isag. 11.12–14 Busse: τῶν γὰρ πραγμάτων ἐξ ὕλης καὶ εἴδους συνεστώτων ἢ ἀνάλογόν γε 

ὕλῃ καὶ εἴδει τὴν σύστασιν ἐχόντων, ὥσπερ ὁ ἀνδριὰς… The English translation is adapted from Barnes 

2003: 11. 

127 Cf. Barnes 2003: 196. 
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form. Ammonius also asserts that form gives order to matter and comes to be in it.128 

The commentaries of David, Elias, and Ps.-Elias point out that form is what “shapes” 

matter.129 Like the latter authors, Proba draws a distinction between “things constituted 

of matter and shaping form” and those constituted of “what is analogous to matter and 

form”.130 That the Syriac text speaks of the “shaping form”131 indicates the influence of 

the tradition of interpretation which Proba shares with David, Elias, and Ps.-Elias, some-

thing that further supports the dating of Proba’s work to after the mid-6th century. 

The same three manuscripts containing the tree diagrams extracted from Sergius 

of Reshaina’s treatise (see above, 1.2.1) also include the tree diagrams that we find in 

Proba’s commentary on the Isagoge. As already noted above, the collection bearing the 

title “Divisions of Porphyry the Philosopher” (T1 in the present edition, cf. 2.1 below), at 

least in the version which has been preserved in the Berlin and Birmingham codices 

(the Vatican manuscript has a more heterogeneous florilegium), opens with divisions 

based on the anonymous Syriac translation of the Isagoge and concludes with divisions 

found at the end of the individual chapters of Proba’s work. This combination makes it 

likely that the study of Porphyry’s Isagoge in Syriac schools was based not only on the 

actual text itself but also on Proba’s commentary, which was considered as authorita-

tive as Sergius of Reshaina’s commentary on the Categories. T1 therefore gives us good 

reason to think that, by the late 6th century, these three texts formed the core of the 

introductory classes in logic in Syriac schools. 

1.2.3 Development After the 6th Century 

The collections of divisions-and-definitions published in the present volume have their 

roots in the school tradition of the study of Aristotle’s logic. Focused primarily on intro-

ductory courses, this tradition engaged mostly with isagogic materials rather than with 

more complex philosophical treatises. It remains an open question whether philosophy 

in general and Aristotle’s logical works in particular were an integral part of the curric-

ulum in Syriac schools. The answer largely depends on the interpretation of the extant 

sources that derive from various historical periods. However, we are not always able to 

 
128 Cf. Ammonius, In Isag. 106.15–20 Busse. See also Elias, In Isag. 87.14–88.6 Busse; Ps.-Elias, In Isag. 

115.2–116.4 Westerink. 

129 Cf. Ps.-Elias, In Isag.: τὸ δ’ εἶδος προσελθὸν ἐμόρφωσε τὴν ὕλην (115.11 Westerink). See also David, 

In Isag. 214.3–4 Busse. 

130 Cf. ms. Erbil 169, fol. 19v. 

131 Syr. myaqnana, a derivative from the noun yuqna, which is a loanword from the Gr. εἰκών. For the 

expression adsha myaqnana, cf. Timothy I, Letter 42: ŴƠƀƌŴźƇƘ  Ǝſܕ  ƎƉ  ܐƍƀƃ  ܕܐŴܒƕ  Ŵƌ̇ܗ  Ǝſܕ  ƎƉ̣  
ƍƍƠƀƉܐ  ܐܕƣܐ  (Heimgartner 2012: 13.3). Here, the “productive nature” is a synonym for “shaping 

form”. 
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retrospectively project evidence from later time periods onto earlier ones.132 The first 

explicit reference to Aristotle’s logical treatises being used within the Syriac educational 

system is found in Gregory Bar ʿEbroyo’s Nomocanon.133 Bar ʿEbroyo (Bar Hebraeus, 

1225/26–1286) lists the whole corpus of the Organon, starting with the Categories and 

ending with the Sophistical Refutations. This may reflect the state of the art in the 13th 

century.134 It is likely that some of Aristotle’s logical writings were reserved for ad-

vanced courses in philosophy135 and for individual studies by members of the higher 

clergy136 while the more general education of Syriac clerics was limited either to intro-

ductions to Aristotle’s logic based on the Categories and the Isagoge or (in the more 

elaborated form) to the truncated Organon that included Isag., Cat., De Int, and An. Pr. 

I.1–7. Such introductory courses apparently constituted the actual Sitz im Leben of the 

collections of philosophical divisions-and-definitions both in the East and the West Syr-

iac educational traditions. 

By means of their expositions of Aristotle’s logic in the form of handy divisions, 

Sergius of Reshaina’s and Proba’s commentaries, as well as the first Syriac translation 

of the Isagoge, set the development of this tradition in motion. Sergius’ treatise was ap-

parently considered the primary source for the study of Aristotle’s Categories. As for the 

Isagoge, we have both the Syriac translation of Porphyry’s text and a commentary on it. 

This is understandable if we assume that Porphyry’s treatise was viewed as an exegeti-

cal work that had the advantage of being not merely an introduction to Aristotle’s Cat-

egories (as it was often considered to be) but also a short manual on logic. The collec-

tions of tree diagrams based on the aforementioned three sources — one of which is 

published as T1 in the present volume — represent the first stage in the development of 

this tradition whose origin we can date to the second half of the 6th century. 

The presence of another 6th-century author, Paul the Persian, in the collections of 

divisions-and-definitions is marginal. This marginality is most likely explained by the 

fact that he originally composed his treatises in Persian. Severus Sebokht (d. 666/667) 

subsequently translated them into Syriac, after which they became accessible to Syriac 

 
132 For attempts at such a reconstruction, cf. Watt 2017 and Tannous 2018: 181–198. 

133 Bar ʿEbroyo, Nomocanon 7.9 (Bedjan 1898: 105–106). For the analysis of Bar ʿEbroyo’s list of books 

in the Nomocanon, cf. Taylor 2008 and Tannous 2018: 187–192. 

134 The Arabic version of the Organon preserved in ms. Paris BnF arabe 2346 (dated ca. 1027) indicates 

the existence of Syriac translations of all treatises constituting the expanded Organon, including Rheto-

ric and Poetics. The Paris codex reflects the curriculum in the school of the Baghdad Aristotelians (es-

tablished by the East Syriac scholar Abu Bishr Matta ibn Yunus) in the 9th–10th centuries. Cf. Endress 

2012 and Endress 2016. 

135 It is possible that the collection of translations and exegetical works of George, bishop of the Arabs 

(d. 724), preserved in ms. BL Add. 14659 (cf. Wright 1872: 1163–1164) reflects such an advanced course in 

the early 8th century that would have been offered to a small group of intellectuals. 

136 Cf. the letters of Timothy I (East Syrian Catholicos-Patriarch from 780–823), in which he is seeking 

for a number of Aristotle’s writings, including a rare reference to the Poetics, and which reflect his in-

dividual interest in Greek philosophy. Cf. Brock 1999 and Heimgartner 2012. 
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scholars. Because of this, the Syriac versions of Paul’s writings are better seen as be-

longing to the 7th century, not to the 6th. The Vatican collection of T1 includes one 

graphical division based on Paul’s commentary on Aristotle’s On Interpretation,137 but 

we have no quotations from his introduction to philosophy.138 It seems, then, that his 

influence remained rather limited. 

The addition of 7th-century materials to T1 in the Vatican ms. reveals the open 

structure of the collections of divisions-and-definitions. While the divisions in T1 had 

originally been based on the aforementioned treatises and were most likely conceived 

of as a study aid for them, they were soon being transmitted independently from the 

texts on which they were based, thereby taking on a life of their own. T2 shows us the 

development of one of these independent lines of transmission. The textual units found 

in the form of tree diagrams in the manuscripts containing Sergius’ and Proba’s works 

(i.e. as attached to the main text of their treatises) as well as in the collection in T1 are 

present in T2 in narrative form. However, as the examples in the previous sections in-

dicate, there remains little doubt that the divisions-and-definitions in T2 are based on 

the tree diagrams and not on Sergius’ and Proba’s full texts. Published in the present 

volume under the title “On the Division of Substance”, T2 therefore no longer appears 

as an attachment to Sergius’ or Proba’s texts (which was originally the case with T1) but 

rather as a manual on Aristotelian/Porphyrian logic dealing with its main subject mat-

ters in a series of divisions-and-definitions. This manual has been handed down to us in 

four manuscripts, each having a different structure, and it was clearly viewed as a trea-

tise with an open structure liable to adjustment, transformation, and addition. 

The 9th-century historian of the East Syriac monastic movement, Thomas of Marga, 

has preserved for us an interesting account that illuminates the use of collections of 

philosophical divisions-and-definitions in the Syriac schools of the 7th century (such as 

those found in T1) and their transformation into school manuals (as we find in T2). In 

his Book of the Governors, which presents a chronicle of the monastery Beth ʿAbe, 

Thomas of Marga at one point describes a meeting at the monastery of Beth ʿAbe be-

tween the 7th-century author ʿEnanishoʿ (the author of the “Paradise of the Fathers”)139 

and his brother Ishoʿyahb (recently appointed bishop of Shenna):140 

 
137 No. 49 in the Vatican ms. (not published in T1 below). Cf. Hugonnard-Roche 2013: 60.1–17. This 

graphical division appears within Paul’s text, and the author explicitly says that “a table follows”. How-

ever, these words might be an addition made by Severus. 

138 Ed. in Land 1875: 1–32. 

139 On ʿEnanishoʿ and his role in the East Syriac education, cf. Michelson 2022: 187–256. 

140 Syriac:   ܗܘܘ ƎƀƊƀƣܢ ܕܪŴƌܡ܂ ܗűƉ ܡűƉܐ ܘƉŴ̈Ŷܓܐ ܘܬƆŴ̈Ƙ ܥŴƤƀƍƍƕ ܐƢƠƀƊƆ Ǝſܕ ųƆ Ʀſܐ
ܘŵŶܐ   ܗƌܐ܃  ܒƢƉŴƖܐ  ܕƆƞƌܐ  ųƀƕŴƤſܒ  ƢƉܝ  ܐŴŶܗܝ  ܐܬܐ   Ǝſܕ  űƃ ܕƦƀƇƟܗ܂  ܐƏ̈ܐ   ƈƕ  ܢŴƌܐ

ƆŴ̈ƙƆܓܐ ܕŴƘŴƐƇƀƘ ƦƊƄŶܬܗ ܕܐŴŶܝ ŴƤƀƍƍƕܥ ܒƖܐ ųƍƉ ܕƢƄƌܘܒ Ŵƌ ųƆܗܪųſ̈ܘܢ ܘűƤƌܪ ųƆ܂ ܗ̇ܝ  
ܕƀƃܐ܂ ܪƍƀƕܐ  Əܓƀܐ̈ܐ  ܒŴƐܪ̈ܓűܐ   ųƆ ܘƦƃܒ  ƕܒű܃   The English .(Budge 1893/1: 79.23–80.5) ܕܐܦ 

translation is mine, cf. Budge 1893/2: 177–178. For this passage, cf. Baumstark 1900: 212–213. 
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On the walls of the cell of the noble ʿEnanishoʿ were written divisions and definitions, as well as 

other things. Now, when his brother, Mar Ishoʿyahb, had come to this monastery to pray and had 

seen the divisions of the science of philosophy by his brother ʿEnanishoʿ, he asked him to write an 

exposition of them for him and to send it to him. ʿEnanishoʿ carried it out, having given a clear 

explanation of them in many verses. 

According to Thomas of Marga, ʿEnanishoʿ had received a solid education in the school 

of Nisibis before entering the monastery of Beth ʿ Abe. In spite of the existence of numer-

ous sources describing the educational process in this famous institution, the actual de-

tails of the monastery’s curriculum remain unknown to us.141 The treatise The Cause of 

the Foundation of the Schools,142 written around the year 600 by an alumnus, 

Barḥadbšabba, contains an exposition of “Aristotle’s school”, which is presented as one 

of the schools predating that of Nisibis. Barḥadbšabba’s treatise also contains multiple 

ideas deriving from the Neoplatonic commentaries on Aristotle’s writings, which sug-

gests that these commentaries were known to at least some of the educated monks.143 

Additionally, Thomas of Marga’s description of ʿEnanishoʿ’s dwelling place makes it 

likely that, by the mid-7th century, the curriculum at Nisibis included introductory clas-

ses in philosophy based on collections of divisions-and-definitions similar to those pub-

lished in the present volume as T1 (“Divisions of Porphyry”) or to the collection that, in 

two extant manuscripts, is attached to T1 and derives from Sergius’ commentary on the 

Categories (“Divisions of Aristotle”). Although it is possible that ʿEnanishoʿ himself was 

familiar with the sources for T1 (i.e. Sergius’ and Proba’s commentaries),144 it is appar-

ently the tree diagrams containing the main philosophical categories that he made use 

of in his own pedagogical activity.145 Following his brother’s request, ʿEnanishoʿ was ea-

ger to provide an extensive exposition of the concise divisions-and-definitions inscribed 

(probably as tree diagrams) on the wall of his cell, thereby transforming the tree dia-

grams into a full-scale manual on logic. 

This example illustrates very well the transformation of the literary forms of phil-

osophical education in the period following the 6th century when the first collections of 

divisions-and-definitions were composed. While these early collections had been based 

mainly on the exegetical works of the 6th-century Syriac scholars, the later school man-

uals used these collections as their main sources. Regarding ʿEnanishoʿ’s exposition of 

 
141 For the history of the school of Nisibis and the extant sources pertaining to it, cf. Vööbus 1965, 

Becker 2006, and Becker 2008. 

142 Ed. Scher 1981. Cf. Becker 2008. 

143 Cf. Becker 2006: 126–154. 

144 It is likely that Barḥadbšabba, who studied at Nisibis half a century earlier than ʿEnanishoʿ, was 

familiar with Sergius’ commentary on the Categories, cf. Perkams 2019. 

145 Cf. the reference to ʿEnanishoʿ in the catalogue of Syriac writers composed in the 13th century by 

ʿAbdishoʿ bar Brikha (Assemanus 1725: 144, cf. Stadel 2024: 149). ʿAbdishoʿ ascribes to him a treatise con-

taining an “explanation of the readings”. This means that he was an author of an exegetical work expli-

cating difficult terms (usually of Greek origins) that appear in the Bible and Church Fathers. 
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the divisions-and-definitions, Thomas writes that it was written “in many verses” 

( ŴƐܐ̈ܐ ܒƀܓƏ ܐűܪ̈ܓ ). This expression may simply indicate that the work was volu-

minous, but it could also mean that it was composed in the form of a metrical treatise 

(i.e. as a poem), since we encounter the same term in Bar Bahlul’s Lexicon in the phrase 

“in metrical verses” (ܐƦŶŴƤƉܐ ܕűܪ̈ܓŴƐܒ).146 

In fact, an exposition of the tree diagrams pertaining to the Isagoge (based on T1) 

and the Categories (i.e. deriving from Sergius’ commentary) has come down to us in the 

form of a metrical poem in multiple manuscripts.147 In most of them, this work bears the 

title Metrical Treatise on Philosophical Divisions (  ܐƀƘŴ̈ƐƇƀƘ ܓܐƆŴ̈Ƙ ƈƕܐ ܕƢƉܐƉ
ƣŴ̈ƊܐܒƦŷ ). Although the manuscripts do not reference any author by name, scholars 

have sometimes ascribed it to the 12th/13th-century Syriac author, John (Yoḥannan) Bar 

Zoʿbi,148 the teacher of Severus Bar Shakko and the author of several grammatical and 

philosophical treatises, most of which were composed in metrical form. Since it differs 

in many respects from his other extant works,149 it is only this formal characteristic that 

allows to associate the above-mentioned poem with Bar Zoʿbi. A comparison of the poem 

with the tree diagrams in T1 and with those attached to Sergius’ commentary makes it 

clear that the poem is a late revision of these diagrams. Its differences from T1 may be 

explained by the author’s desire to give the poem a seven-meter form. 

No extant manuscripts provide us with a clear connection between the Metrical 

Treatise150 and ʿEnanishoʿ, although it is possible to identify this work as ʿEnanishoʿ’s let-

ter to his brother (the work indeed opens with an address to someone’s brother) in 

which he purportedly provided “a clear explanation” of the divisions-and-definitions 

inscribed on the walls of his cell “in many verses”.151 Either way, Thomas of Marga’s 

account offers us important insights into both the popularity of philosophical divisions-

and-definitions (similar to those in T1) in the East Syriac schools of the early 7th century 

and their afterlife in the form of exegetical works. Isaac of Nineveh, one of the most 

influential East Syriac monastic authors of the late 7th century, apparently also included 

 
146 Cf. Bar Bahlul’s exposition of the term “Homeric” (ܐƐſƢƉܗܘ) as what is written in the form of 

“metrical verses of Homer” (ܘܣƢƀƉܐ ܕܐܘƦŶŴƤƉܐ ܕűܪ̈ܓŴƐܒ) (I.616.4–6 Duval). 

147 My knowledge of the status quaestionis on this collection is based on the materials that I received 

from Alexander Lamprakis who is preparing a critical edition of it and whom I would like to thank for 

sharing his work with me. In the draft version of his edition, Lamprakis lists ten manuscripts, the earliest 

among which are dated to the 15th century. 

148 On Bar Zoʿbi and his works, see Baumstark 1922: 310–311 and Daiber 1985. Baumstark considered 

Bar Zoʿbi the likely author (“wenigstens mit großer Wahrscheinlichkeit”) of this collection. Daiber was 

sceptical about this attribution but kept Bar Zoʿbi’s name in the reference to this work. 

149 Cf. Daiber 1985: 76. 

150 In what follows, this poem will be referred to as the anonymous Metrical Treatise. Since it serves 

as an additional witness to T1, it will also appear in the critical apparatus to the text (abbreviated as 

Metr.). 

151 In fact, both A. Baumstark and G. Furlani considered ʿEnanishoʿ to be the founder of the tradition 

of divisions-and-definitions in the East Syriac schools. Cf. Baumstark 1900: 218 and Furlani 1922. 
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some divisions-and-definitions in his writings. We know this from the author of the 

Book of Definitions (composed around the year 900, see on it below) who states that 

“Mar Isḥaq, the sun of the saints” included two definitions of the term “accident” in his 

(no longer extant) Book of Providence.152 

The dissemination of divisions-and-definitions among West Syriac intellectuals be-

tween the 6th153 and the 9th centuries154 is documented by the revision of T1 preserved 

in the 9th-century Syriac ms. Vat. Syr. 158 (ms. V in the present volume).155 This codex 

appears to be connected with the curriculum of the monastery of Qenneshre that be-

came a major centre for the study of the Greek language and Greek scholarly literature. 

Particularly during the period in which Severus Sebokht (d. in 666/667) was the bishop 

of this monastery, the interest in Aristotle began to increase there.156 Although Severus 

did not leave behind any introductory treatises, letters in which he discusses a number 

of key issues in Aristotelian logic show him to be a masterful teacher.157  

One of Severus’ pupils, Athanasius of Balad (d. 687), was more interested in writing 

isagogic materials. He left behind a manual on Aristotelian logic that covers the main 

topics of the truncated Organon (i.e. from Porphyry’s Introduction up to Aristotle’s Prior 

Analytics I.7).158 This manual contains a few divisions-and-definitions of philosophical 

terms. However, no direct quotations of it can be identified in the collections published 

in this volume. Athanasius’ work bears the title ʾswgwgʾ, which is a transliteration of the 

term εἰσαγωγή, “introduction”, and which clearly establishes a connection to 

Porphyry’s introduction to Aristotle’s logic. Working with the new translation style 

practiced at Qenneshre, Athanasius carried out a new translation of Porphyry’s Intro-

duction, which he most likely only intended to be a revision of the 6th-century Syriac 

version that brought the latter closer to the original Greek.159 A collection of scholia to 

 
152 Syriac text:   ƥƌƢܒ ųƆܝ ܐŴŶܐ ܕƉ ƅſܐ ܐƣűܓƆ ƎƀƙƀƠƌ ƦſܐƠƍƌܐ ܐſƮƀźƟ ܐƉŴ̈Ŷܬ Ǝſܬܪ ƎƀƆܗ
 .ƢƉ (Furlani 1900: 28.11–12)ܝ ܐƤƊƣ ơŷƐſܐ ܕƤſű̈Ɵܐ ܒƙƠܐŴƆܢ ܕܬܪƎſ ܒƦƄܒܐ ܗ̇ܘ ܕŴƍƐƌƢƙƉܬܐ
153 One of the earliest references to philosophical definitions relates to the West Syriac scholar and 

missionary Aḥudemmeh of Balad (575). Abdishoʿ points out in his catalogue of Syriac authors that 

Aḥudemmeh composed “definitions of all things and a treatise on logic” (  ܢŴܨܒ ƈƃܐ ܬܘܒ ܕƉŴ̈Ŷܘܬ
 .cf. Assemanus 1725: 193 ,(ܘƦƃܒܐ ܕŴƇƀƇƉܬܐ

154 In some cases, we are not able to date the Syriac school texts. For example, see a short scholion on 

Aristotle’s Categories preserved in various Syriac codices and published in Furlani 1914: 167–175. 

155 On this manuscript, see section 2.1 below. On the Vatican codex as reflecting the curriculum of 

philosophical education in the monastery of Qenneshre, cf. Tannous 2013. 

156 Cf. Reinink 2011 and Arzhanov 2021a: 26–37. 

157 Cf. Reinink 1983, Hugonnard-Roche 2015, and Hugonnard-Roche 2017b. 

158 Cf. Furlani 1916a and Furlani 1921–1922. 

159 For a partial edition, cf. Freimann 1897. The full text of Athanasius’ version was critically edited by 

the present author in an online edition published in HUNAYNNET (https://hunaynnet.oeaw.ac.at/isa-

goge.html). For the relation of Athanasius’ text to the earlier 6th-century translation, cf. Brock 1989 and 

Hugonnard-Roche 1994b. 
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Porphyry’s Introduction preserved in ms. Vat. Syr. 158160 demonstrates that, at least in 

the school of Qenneshre, Athanasius’ version replaced the early anonymous translation. 

The latter nonetheless remained important for the collections of divisions-and-defini-

tions. The revision of T1 preserved in the same Vatican codex is based on the early trans-

lation, even though Athanasius’ translation is quoted in the folios just before the “Divi-

sions of Porphyry the Philosopher”. 

Two of Athanasius’ younger contemporaries provide us with further insight into 

the study of philosophy at Qenneshre. Jacob of Edessa (d. 708) spent several years in 

Alexandria where he completed his studies of Greek.161 Although he studied there in the 

second half of the 7th century (a considerable length of time after the last Alexandrian 

teachers of philosophy known to us), it is likely that he received some philosophical 

education. Jacob’s large literary heritage includes a new translation of Aristotle’s Cate-

gories, which proved very influential in Syriac schools and has been preserved in mul-

tiple manuscripts162 as well as in the form of lemmata of a short question-and-answer 

commentary.163 

Insofar as he also left behind a short treatise that explains various Syriac terms for 

“nature”, Jacob of Edessa turns out to be significant for the history of the divisions-and-

definitions genre. The treatise164 is entitled: “ʾnkyrydyn (ἐγχειρίδιον) on various neces-

sary subjects concerning pwsys (φύσις), i.e. nature, composed by Jacob, the reverend 

bishop of Edessa”.165 The title by itself discloses Jacob’s interest in the philological anal-

ysis of the Syriac terms for “nature” in relation to Greek philosophical terminology. His 

Encheiridion (“Handbook”) focuses on six terms: nature (kyana, corresponding to 

φύσις), substance (ʾusiya < οὐσία), individual being (qnoma, corresponding to 

ὑπόστασις), essence (yata), person (parṣopa < πρόσωπον), and species (ʾadša < εἶδος).166 

As is clear from this list, most of these terms either derive from the Greek or may be 

understood from it. Jacob’s explanations of these terms include detailed comparisons 

between the Greek words and their Syriac equivalents, while also offering numerous 

philological observations and paying attention to linguistic as well as theological dimen-

sions. 

 
160 Published under the title Anonymus Vaticanus in Baumstark 1900: 36–65 (Syriac pages); 227–257 

(German translation). 

161 On Jacob, cf. Hugonnard-Roche 2008. 

162 A partial edition is in Schüler 1897. The full text was published in Georr 1948 on the basis of two 

Paris mss. For an online critical edition, see HUNAYNNET (https://hunaynnet.oeaw.ac.at/catego-

riae.html). On Jacob’s version, cf. Hugonnard-Roche 1987. 

163 Ed. Aydin 2019. 

164 Published with an Italian translation on the basis of the only extant ms. in Furlani 1928. Cf. also the 

translation and analysis of this work in Furlani 1921 and Furlani 1925a. 

165 Syriac:   ܐƀƐŷƆ űƀܒƕܐ ܕƍƀƃ Ʀƀƃܐܘ ƑƀƏŴƘ ƈźƉ ܐſƞƆ̈ܐ ܘܐƙƇŷƤ̈Ɖ ܐƌƮƕŴƏܕ ƎſűſƢƀƄƌܐ
 .ŴƠƖſ (Furlani 1928: 224.1–3)ܒ ܐƘŴƠƐƀƘܐ ܕܐܘܪܗܘܝ

166 For an analysis of Jacob’s treatise, see particularly Furlani 1925a, Hugonnard-Roche 2006, and Hain-

thaler 2010. 
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The influence of Jacob’s Encheiridion is particularly apparent in the case of T4, a 

text which focuses on the same six terms. However, while the collections of definitions 

published below were likely used for those beginning their philosophical education, Ja-

cob’s treatise appears to have been addressed to more advanced students of philosophy, 

particularly those seeking to apply philosophical vocabulary in polemics. Accordingly, 

it is more sophisticated than T4. Instead of including elementary explanations and 

standard formulas, it delves directly into the differences between various interpreta-

tions of the listed terms, focusing not just on their philosophical meanings but also on 

their theological implications. Deriving them in large part from Aristotle’s Metaphysics, 

Jacob lists twelve meanings of the term “nature” in his first section, one of which made 

its way into the school manuals published below (see T3 §2).167 

Another Qenneshre scholar, George, bishop of the Arabs (d. 724),168 was even more 

interested in Aristotle’s logical texts than his colleague and friend Jacob.169 One Syriac 

manuscript has preserved for us a whole corpus of George’s exegetical works. Dated to 

the 8th/9th centuries, ms. BL Add. 14659 contains actual texts of the Categories, On In-

terpretation, and Prior Analytics as well as commentaries on them.170 Interestingly 

enough, George did not limit his studies of Aristotle’s Organon to An. Pr. I.7 (as was the 

case with Proba) but in fact made a translation of the entire Prior Analytics. Instead of 

immediately opening with the text of the Categories, the volume begins with a short 

introduction that outlines the main prolegomena issues pertaining to Aristotle’s philos-

ophy in general and the study of the Categories in particular.171 George’s commentary 

on the Categories mirrors John Philoponus’ commentary very closely, a work he proba-

bly based his own on.172 This makes it likely that George was involved in more advanced 

philosophical education that went beyond the traditional truncated Organon. However, 

the extant corpus of his letters shows that he also took part in the elementary education 

 
167 Cf. Furlani 1925a. 

168 On George, cf. Furlani 1923 and Tannous 2008. 

169 Ms. Birmingham, Mingana Syriac 4 (copied in 1895) has preserved for us a collection of questions 

and answers that is ascribed to Jacob of Edessa at the beginning but contains one exposition attributed 

to George, bishop of the Arabs. George’s answer (to question 2 of the collection) presents a division of 

beings that is similar to the Tree of Porphyry, different versions of which we encounter in the collections 

of divisions-and-definitions published below. On the codex containing the collection, see Mingana 1933: 

6–19 and Arzhanov 2019a: 19–20. 

170 For a description of the codex, see Wright 1872: 1163–1164. George’s versions of the Categories and 

On Interpretation were published in Gottheil 1892–1893 and Furlani 1933. The Syriac text of the Prior 

Analytics was published in Furlani 1935 and Furlani 1937. Cf. also Furlani 1939–1940. 

171 Edited with an English translation in Watt 2015. 

172 Cf. Furlani 1923 and Watt 2015: 149–152. 



 Divisions and Definitions in Philosophy, Education, and Polemics  39 

  

of the clergy,173 which must have included introductory classes in philosophy and dis-

cussions of the basic logical categories.174 

The further development of philosophical studies in Syriac schools and the use of 

divisions-and-definitions in them is reflected in the writings of several 8th-century au-

thors. Ishoʿbokht, the East Syrian metropolitan bishop of Rev Ardashir, left behind a 

short treatise on Aristotle’s logic.175 At the beginning, Ishoʿbokht notes that this text ad-

dresses many people who kept asking him about various topics in “books of philoso-

phy”. In response to these requests, he first explains the meaning of the term “philoso-

phy”, then outlines a division of philosophy into parts and subparts, and then lists six 

classical definitions of the term. Following this, Ishoʿbokht presents an exposition of the 

numbers one through nine and explains Aristotle’s ten categories. He then gives his ver-

sion of the Tree of Porphyry, discusses the fourfold division (into substance, accident, 

universal, and particular), and explains what synonyms, homonyms, and paronyms 

are. The last portion of his treatise pertains more to Christian doctrine, namely the ways 

of speaking about Mary and Jesus. Ishoʿbokht’s treatise has no clear narrative structure. 

Rather it is organized as a series of short expositions most of which clearly derive from 

the divisions-and-definitions found in the collections published in the present volume. 

Another 8th-century manual on theology that integrated elements of logical divi-

sions-and-definitions was composed by Theodore Bar Koni under the title Book of Scho-

lia.176 Parts (memre) 1–5 of this work focus on the Old Testament, while parts 6–9 con-

sider subjects related to the New Testament. The first sections of part 6 deal with logical 

issues and are introduced with a question about how many “orders” (ṭakse = τάξεις) 

everything that exists is generally divided into. In his answer to this question, the author 

turns to the fourfold division presented in Chapter 2 of the Categories. The sections that 

follow deal with other subjects pertaining to the Categories and are based to a large 

extent on Sergius of Reshaina’s commentary on this treatise.177 Using it as a helpful ped-

agogical strategy, Bar Koni’s method of presenting particular subjects is close to that of 

division-and-definition. In many cases, he seems to derive his materials not directly 

from Sergius’ text but from manuals containing divisions-and-definitions, some of 

 
173 George describes the elementary literary education in one of his letters. Cf. Arzhanov 2019: 85. It is 

interesting to note that the same Syriac codex that contains George’s letters (ms. BL Add. 12154) also 

includes several collections of questions-and-answers and divisions-and-definitions (the latter being a 

later revision of T1). Cf. Furlani 1918–1919. 

174 In his letter to John the Stylite concerning some difficult passages in Jacob of Edessa’s works, George 

discusses the term “definition” (Gr. ὅρος). Cf. Ryssel 1891: 64–67. For the Syriac text, see ms. BL Add. 

12154, fols. 273v–274r. 

175 This treatise, sometimes referred to as a commentary or scholia on the Categories, has been pre-

served in multiple manuscripts, some of which may now be lost (see Kessel 2019: 399). The extant wit-

nesses include mss. Cambridge, Add. 2812 and Birmingham, Mingana Syriac 547. 

176 Ed. Scher 1910–1912, French trans. in Hespel & Draguet 1982 (recension of Seert); Hespel 1983 (re-

cension of Urmia). Cf. Griffith 1982. 
177 Cf. Arzhanov 2024: 14. 
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which are published in the present volume. For instance, when answering the question 

of how universal substance is divided, Bar Koni presents a taxonomy that corresponds 

nearly verbatim to the division of substance that appears several times in the texts be-

low.178 After discussing the properties of accident, he also lists, like Sergius before him, 

the various ways of saying that one thing is “in” something else and, while doing so, 

presents the same division that appears in the manuals.179 The logical portion in Bar 

Koni’s treatise ends with questions about the meaning of the term qnoma, “individual 

person” or “hypostasis”, in relation to God. Here we see the theological dimension of the 

Syriac logical compendia, which is particularly evident in Texts 6–7 published below. 

The philosophical parts of Bar Koni’s treatise served as one of the main sources for 

Silwanos of Qardu, who probably belonged to the next generation of East Syriac schol-

ars.180 Silwanos compiled two collections with excerpts taken from various theological 

and philosophical texts. Heavily dependent on Part 6 of Bar Koni’s Book of Scholia, the 

second collection also includes materials deriving from other sources that must have 

belonged to the same tradition of divisions-and-definitions as the texts edited in the 

present volume did. Accordingly, Silwanos’ explanation in Fragment 1 of the origins of 

the various philosophical schools’ names is very similar to what we find in T1 §22. Frag-

ment 3 corresponds nearly verbatim to T2 §§2–6 and in all likelihood derives from it. 

Finally, the first part of Fragment 5 corresponds verbatim to T1 §18, while the rest of the 

fragment seems to be related to the Divisiones Aristoteleae found in T1 §19. 

Just as with ʿEnanishoʿ in the mid-7th century, it is therefore likely that both Theo-

dore and Silwanos made use of collections of divisions-and-definitions circulating in the 

East Syriac schools while composing their compendia. The most voluminous collection 

of this kind has come down to us under the title Book of Definitions.181 In some Syriac 

manuscripts, this work is ascribed to Michael Badoqa (i.e. “Michael the Scholar”),182 but 

this is probably incorrect. Its formation possibly began at the time when the tradition 

of divisions-and-definitions first started (i.e. late 6th cent.), but it took on its final form 

around the year 900.183 Dating to the 10th century, the earliest textual witness to it, ms. 

BL Add. 14538,184 introduces this work as “The book of definitions of all things, including 

 
178 Cf. Scher 1910–1912/II: 8.1–25 and T2 §3. 

179 Cf. Scher 1910–1912/II: 14.7–12 and T2 §23, which in turn derives from Division 1 attached to Book III 

of Sergius’ commentary on the Categories (cf. Arzhanov 2024: 160.17–20). 

180 Ed. in Hespel 1983. Silwanos’ work has been preserved in two rather late manuscripts. See Baum-

stark 1922: 197; Daiber 2023: 84–85. 

181 Edited, with an Italian translation and a commentary, in Furlani 1926. 

182 Michael Badoqa was a teacher in the famous school of Nisibis whose tenure is dated to the 6th or 

7th century. He is credited with a number of exegetical works. Cf. on him Vööbus 1965: 278–279; Hein 

1985: 36; Fiano 2011. G. Furlani (1926) referred to him as “Michael the Interpreter”. 

183 Baumstark (1922: 129 n. 2) suggested that the author bearing the same name Michael Badoqa should 

be dated to around the year 900. Furlani, who published the text in 1926, followed this proposal. Cf. 

Abramowski 1999. 

184 Cf. Wright 1871: 1004. Furlani (1926: 13) suggests 9th or early 10th centuries. 
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explanations of them and their divisions that are collected from philosophical books for 

any lover of learning”.185 The title makes explicit that the treatise is a collection of ex-

cerpts deriving from various philosophical works. Its compiler, who prefaced the trea-

tise with an extensive introduction praising learning, did not see the need to specify his 

individual sources. However, it is likely that collections of divisions-and-definitions like 

those published in this volume played a significant role in the formation of this work. 

The Book of Definitions opens with five definitions of philosophy and its division 

into two main parts, namely, theory and practice. These first sections have clear paral-

lels with the prolegomena to the commentaries on the Isagoge and the Categories, alt-

hough — as the collections included in this volume demonstrate — such divisions and 

definitions could also be transmitted in the form of excerpts in school manuals (see, for 

instance, T3 §13, containing an excursus into the main prolegomena issues).186 The sec-

tions of the Book of Definitions that follow make it clear that school manuals containing 

divisions-and-definitions were one of its main sources. The first term that the author 

explicates right after the list of definitions of philosophy is “nature” (kyana), which he 

defines as that which “should be separated from accidents”. He therefore understands 

it to be a synonym for “substance” (the term ʾusiya appears in the following sentences). 

The background for the author’s understanding of these terms soon becomes apparent, 

since the subjects that he discusses next are accident, genus, species, property, and dif-

ferentia — i.e. the “five words” analysed in the Isagoge — and each of Aristotle’s ten 

categories. Most of these terms are presented in the form of divisions that find close 

parallels in the texts published below. This is particularly the case with T2, which expli-

cates in narrative form the divisions that are found in T1 in the form of tree diagrams.187 

Coming down to us in multiple manuscripts and in various forms, T2 was appar-

ently known to a 10th-century Syriac scholar, Garshun the Stranger.188 A collection of 

philosophical definitions under the title, “The teaching of Garshun the Stranger against 

the heresies”,189 has been preserved in the relatively late codex, Jerusalem, Saint Mark’s 

 
185 Syriac: ܐƢƉܐƉ  ܐƉŴ̈Ŷܕܬ  ƈƃܢ  ܕŴ̈ܨܒ   Ƌƕ  ܘܢų̈ƀƠƣŴƘ   ܓܐƆŴ̈Ƙܘܢ  ܘųƇſܐ  ܕƤƍƄƉܕ  ƎƉ  ܒܐƦƃ̈  

ƍƙƆŴſܐ  ܪƆ ƋŶܐƥƌ  ܕŴƘŴ̈ƐƇƀƘܬܐ  (ms. BL Add. 14538, fol. 1v). 

186 That the Book of Definitions is based not on commentaries but on some manuals on logic becomes 

clear from the fact that it analyzes five definitions of philosophy, while the Alexandrian commentaries 

traditionally list six. Cf., e.g., David, Prolegomena 20.27–31 Busse. 

187 This tradition had its afterlife in the Arabic schools. One of the earliest explications of Porphyry’s 

Isagoge in Arabic, composed by Ibn al-Muqaffaʿ (d. ca. 756), opens with an excursus on the meaning of 

the terms “division” and “definition” and suggests a series of divisions that resemble those found in T1 

and T2, cf. Ighbariah 2020. Some divisions found in T1 (in the form of tree diagrams) and T2 (in the 

narrative form) appear in the “History” of the 9th-century Muslim scholar Abu al-ʿAbbas al-Yaʿqubi, cf. 

Klamroth 1887. 

188 Cf. Barsoum 2003: 397 (no. 170). Based on the evidence of Syriac chronicles, Barsoum suggests that 

Garshun the Stranger was a teacher of philosophy in the monastery in Melitene who died in Constanti-

nople in 1005. For the edition of one of Garshun’s works, see Minov 2024. 

189 Syriac: ܬܐŴƍƙƇƉ ܢŴƣƢܐ  ܕܓƀƍƐƃܐ ƈܒƟŴƆ  ƑƀƏ̈ܐܪ  (ms. SMMJ 321, page 213). 
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Monastery Syr. 321, copied in 1861.190 This treatise is structured as a collection of ques-

tions-and-answers, a large part of which is focused on logical subjects. A considerable 

portion of the divisions-and-definitions that he presents in his answers to these ques-

tions derives from T2, a testimony to the broad dissemination of this collection in the 

10th century. It is also notable that the title of Garshun’s treatise contains no reference 

to philosophy or logic. The text is a polemic against heresies, and this was the primary 

reason for the study of Aristotelian logic in the author’s context. 

The reception history of the collections of divisions-and-definitions published be-

low has much to do with their form. Most of them, particularly Texts 1–4, were compiled 

as a series of short notes on various logical subjects. It is therefore unsurprising that 

some of these notes found their way into Syriac lexica, which had a special interest in 

Greek philosophical and scholarly terminology. Ḥunayn b. Isḥaq (d. 873) is credited with 

one such lexicon, which has most likely been lost. Fortunately, we possess the work 

compiled by Ḥunayn’s disciple, Ishoʿ Bar ʿAli.191 Bar ʿAli’s work was used by Ḥasan Bar 

Bahlul, the 10th-century East Syriac scholar who spent most of his life in Baghdad, while 

it was one of the vibrant centres of Aristotelian studies. His main scholarly work is the 

voluminous Lexicon,192 which contains explanations in Syriac and Arabic of Greek phil-

osophical and scientific terms. The entries on the main logical terms (“substance”, “ac-

cident”, “genus”, etc.) in most cases find parallels in the collections of divisions-and-def-

initions. They derive from the works of his predecessors Ḥenanishoʿ Bar Seroshway and 

Bar ʿAli who themselves must have made use of earlier sources. Bar Bahlul’s monumen-

tal work accordingly belongs within the long tradition of the use of logical manuals in 

Syriac schools that made an impact on the Baghdad Aristotelians. 

Other examples of the afterlife of the collections of divisions-and-definitions are 

found in the exegetical works of the 12th-century West Syriac Maphrian, Dionysius Bar 

Ṣalibi (d. 1171).193 These have been preserved in the codex Cambridge Gg. 2.14, which 

includes Bar Ṣalibi’s commentaries on Porphyry’s Isagoge and on Aristotle’s Categories, 

On Interpretation, and Prior Analytics.194 Bar Ṣalibi indicates that his primary aim was 

not to compose an original exegetical work but only to present the earlier Syriac com-

mentaries in the form of a summary. His commentary on the Isagoge ends with a large 

collection of tree diagrams. This collection differs from T1 insofar as it starts with an 

overview of the main prolegomena issues and the division of philosophy. His commen-

tary on Aristotle’s Categories begins with a collection of divisions-and-definitions fo-

cused on the main logical terms, but here they are presented in narrative form instead 

 
190 The digital copy of this codex is available online: https://w3id.org/vhmml/reading-

Room/view/135928. 

191 On Ishoʿ Bar ʿAli, cf. Butts 2009. His lexicon was published in Hoffmann 1874 and Gottheil 1908. 

192 Ed. Duval 1888–1901. 

193 On Bar Ṣalibi and his extant works, see Rabo 2019. 

194 Cf. Wright 1901/2: 1008–1023. The manuscript is dated to the 15th/16th centuries. Bar Ṣalibi’s com-

mentaries remain unpublished. 



 Divisions and Definitions in Philosophy, Education, and Polemics  43 

  

of as tree diagrams. The two collections assembled by Bar Ṣalibi therefore reflect the 

two stages in the development of the divisions-and-definitions genre represented by T1 

and T2 in the present volume. Accordingly, the 12th-century Syriac scholar offers us in-

sight into an established tradition of the study of Aristotle’s logic in the West Syriac 

schools in which collections of divisions-and-definitions served as integral parts of the 

introductory courses focused on the Isagoge and the Categories. 

Another late West Syriac author, Jacob (Severus) Bar Shakko (d. 1241), who together 

with Gregory Bar ʿEbroyo (Bar Hebraeus) belongs to the period of the so-called “Syriac 

Renaissance”, further contributes to our knowledge of the Syriac school tradition.195 Bar 

Shakko’s extant works consist of two large compendia, the Book of Treasures and the 

Book of the Dialogues. The former pertains to theology, while the latter covers non-the-

ological disciplines, including logic.196 Just like Bar Ṣalibi, Bar Shakko was interested in 

copying earlier texts, thereby offering us a rich source of information on the Syriac 

school system prior to the 13th century. The Book of the Dialogues is structured as a 

series of questions-and-answers (hence the title) and is derived from multiple works 

which were available to him in the rich library of the Mar Mattai monastery. Bar Shakko 

apparently was interested in philosophical divisions-and-definitions, as his compen-

dium contains a quotation from Aristotle’s Poetics that provides a definition of trag-

edy.197 This section of the text is, however, not directly based on Aristotle but clearly 

derives from another, Christian, source. It therefore includes definitions of tragedy 

apart from Aristotle’s (Bar Shakko also quotes the Bible and Church Fathers) as well as 

a division of tragedy into various types.198 Following the standard set of prolegomena 

issues, the part on logic opens with a series of general questions about the goal of phi-

losophy, the nature of division, the division of philosophy and the sciences, and so on. 

Bar Shakko presents them in the form of divisions-and-definitions largely resembling 

those found in T2 (which is, in turn, based on T1). 

In conclusion, the texts published in the present volume witness to a living and 

evolving school tradition. T2 in particular shows the development of this tradition from 

its use of diagrams to its use of short manuals outlining the main terms of logic. It also 

includes a number of paragraphs that derive from an author who is not traditionally 

associated with Aristotle’s logic, namely, Evagrius of Pontus. It seems that these para-

graphs were attached at the end of one of the collections of divisions-and-definitions 

because they contain short and handy divisions, similar to the logical ones. But the ap-

pearance of quotations from one of the Church Fathers in a philosophical manual 

 
195 On Bar Shakko, cf. Baumstark 1922: 311–312, Teule 2007, and Rassi 2019. 

196 The Book of the Dialogues remains largely unpublished, but parts of it have been edited. Partial 

edition and translation of the logical sections of this treatise are found in Baumstark 1900 (Italian trans. 

in Furlani 1926–1927). See also Ruska 1896. 

197 Edited with an English translation and a commentary in Arzhanov 2021c. 

198 A similar treatment of the term “comedy”, including its division in the form of a tree diagram, is 

found in the so-called Tractatus Coislianus. Cf. Janko 1984. 
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allows us to see these manuals in a new light, namely, as part of the theological debates 

of the 6th century in which Aristotle’s logic played a significant role. 

1.3 The Impact of the Christological Debates 

The dogmatic formulas of the Council of Chalcedon (451) resulted in the split of the 

Christian Church into various factions that sought to present themselves not as some-

thing new but as the true followers of the earlier generations of Christian teachers. The 

desire of these factions to demonstrate that they were the main heirs of the Fathers 

involved them in extensive exegetical work on the texts of certain Church authorities 

(primarily Cyril of Alexandria and the Cappadocians). This in turn gave birth to florile-

gia containing quotations of various length from these authorities that were arranged 

in a particular order and that provided the proofs for a specific theological position.199  

Syriac Christians, and those belonging to the West Syriac (Syriac Orthodox) Church 

in particular, were also eager to compose such florilegia.200 Some appeared already in 

the 5th century, but they became more common around the beginning of the 6th cen-

tury. Even though theological topics are the main focus of the patristic florilegia, the 

Church Fathers’ application of philosophical terms such as “substance”, “nature”, and 

“hypostasis” to both the Godhead and to Jesus Christ yielded a discussion of philosoph-

ical issues.201 Since most of the terms applied in the theological polemics came from Ar-

istotle’s logic, the need for an explanation of the basic logical terminology eventually 

resulted in the appearance of short manuals that were similar to, and in most cases 

originally derived from, the manuals in elementary logic known to Syriac intellectuals 

from the late ancient Greek schools. 

One of the earliest examples of the integration of Aristotle’s logic into a theological 

compendium appeared in the first half of the 6th century.202 Attributed to Theodore of 

Raithu203 and traditionally referred to as Preparatio (Προπαρασκευή), the text consists 

of two main parts.204 In the first part, Theodore offers a catalogue of heretical teachings 

and then moves on to offer an extensive account of the theology of Severus of Antioch 

and the place of Aristotle’s Categories in it. The latter subject sets up the second part of 

the text in which Theodore, echoing the structure of Porphyry’s Isagoge, provides a sur-

vey of the foundational logical terms (“substance”, “accident”, “differentia”, and 

 
199 On the florilegia containing quotations from the Church Fathers after Chalcedon, see particularly 

Schermann 1941 and Grillmeier 1991: 58–89. 

200 Cf. Richard 2011. 

201 Cf. Roueché 1974, Uthemann 1981, and Hainthaler 2010. 

202 Cf. Grillmeier 1991: 94–100. Uthemann 1980: 310 n. 10 lists the examples of Christian collections of 

philosophical definitions prior to the 6th century. 

203 For the problems in dating the Praparatio, cf. Klein 2002. 

204 Ed. Diekamp 1938. 
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“hypostasis”).205 Some of Theodore’s definitions have clear parallels with the Syriac 

school manuals on logic, for instance, the characteristic of substance as what is “self-

subsistent” (αὐθυπόστατον)206 and the equating of this term with “nature”.207 The ap-

pearance of the name of Severus of Antioch in Theodore’s work is significant, since it 

provides a clear link between the West Syriac interest in Aristotle’s logic and the Alex-

andrian philosophical school. 

Other collections of definitions of logical terms emerged in the 6th century. Among 

them is one composed by Ephrem, the patriarch of Antioch (in 527–545), in the form of 

a letter to the Apamean philosopher Acacius208 as well as a more lengthy collection en-

titled Philosophical Chapters that is attributed to Anastasius of Antioch (559–598).209 The 

latter work enjoyed widespread popularity among Christian authors in the 7th century 

and became one of the sources for the voluminous compendium, Doctrina Patrum de 

Incarnatione Verbi.210 Composed in the late 7th to early 8th centuries, the treatises of 

John of Damascus (655–745) testify to the by then already established tradition of using 

the main elements of Porphyry’s Isagoge and Aristotle’s Categories in theological 

works.211 

This tradition runs parallel to, and mostly derives from, the practice in the schools 

of recasting Aristotle’s logic in the form of school manuals and collections of divisions-

and-definitions based on the Isagoge and the Categories, i.e. the two texts that opened 

the standard philosophical curriculum. The principles of education set out by Ammo-

nius in the late 5th century were further developed by his disciples and successors in 

Alexandria who produced voluminous isagogic works. The treatises of Olympiodorus, 

David, and Elias reinforced this tendency in the philosophical education to focus on the 

introductory issues (prolegomena philosophiae). The extant schoolbooks deriving from 

the last Alexandrian teachers of philosophy known to us, Ps.-Elias and Stephanus, con-

centrate on the introductory issues and apply diaeresis as their main pedagogical tool.212 

For the next generations of scholars, these introductory treatises became rich sources 

 
205 Cf. Chase 2009–2010.  

206 Cf. Theodore of Raithu, Praeparatio: οὐκοῦν πᾶν ὅτιπερ αὐθυπόστατόν τε ὑπάρχει καὶ ἐν ἑαυτῷ καὶ 

μὴ ἐν ἑτέρῳ ἔχει τὸ εἶναι, οὐσία ἐστίν (202.3–5 Diekamp, cf. 201.13–15). For this definition of substance, 

cf. Ammonius, In Isag. 70.8 Busse. 

207 Cf. Theodore of Raithu, Praeparatio: ὥστε τὸ αὐτὸ σημαίνει τὸ ὄνομα τῆς οὐσίας καὶ τῆς φύσεως, τὸ 

μὲν παρὰ τὸ εἶναι, τὸ δὲ παρὰ τὸ πεφυκέναι (202.19–20 Diekamp). 

208 Ed. Helmer 1962: 271–272. 

209 Ed. Uthemann 1980. 

210 Ed. Diekamp 1907. On this work, cf. Grillmeier 1991: 86. 

211 John was the author of a manual on Aristotle’s logic entitled Capita Philosophica, or Dialectica, see 

Kotter 1969. On this work, cf. Erismann 2011. 

212 Cf. Wildberg 1990. On Stephanus who was sometimes identified as Ps.-Elias, cf. Roueché 2012 and 

Roueché 2016. 
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of knowledge for fundamental philosophical terms and for later abridgements in the 

form of collections of philosophical definitions.213 

Starting with the Syriac disciple of Ammonius, Sergius of Reshaina, Syriac intellec-

tuals established strong ties with the Alexandrian philosophical school.214 Alexandrian 

exegetical works, introductory treatises, and collections of definitions based on them 

became an integral part of Syriac libraries. The need to clarify the main terms of Aris-

totle’s logic, which became particularly urgent in the context of the polemical theologi-

cal debates, contributed to the popularity of such collections. John Philoponus, another 

Christian disciple of Ammonius and publisher of the latter’s lectures on the Categories, 

also played an important role in the Syriac reception of Aristotelian and Porphyrian 

logic, which he was eager to apply in his interpretation of central theological ideas.215 By 

doing just this, his apologetic treatises provided the Miaphysite community of Alexan-

dria with a systematic critical analysis of Chalcedonian theology from a philosophical 

perspective. He developed a sophisticated evaluation of the terms that were at the cen-

tre of the theological debates at the time, terms such as “substance”, “nature”, “hypos-

tasis”, and “property”. A large number of Philoponus’ theological works have been pre-

served in Syriac translation,216 which testifies to their popularity in Syriac schools.  

In the second half of the 6th century, Philoponus became involved in the so-called 

Tritheistic controversy among the Miaphysite Christians, a controversy which turned 

out to be particularly effective in bringing about the further integration of Aristotelian 

logic into Christian polemics.217 The Patriarch of Antioch, Peter of Callinicum (d. 591), 

offered one of the most vocal reactions against Tritheism in his polemic against Damian 

of Alexandria (d. 609). Their controversy resulted in multiple works, one of which was 

Peter’s treatise Contra Damianum.218 A considerable part of this treatise clarifies the 

same foundational logical terms mentioned above, and the quotations from it formed 

the core of several West Syriac collections of testimonies composed for polemical pur-

poses. 

One such collection, ms. BL Add. 12155,219 includes a number of excerpts from Ser-

gius of Reshaina’s commentary on the Categories as well as T4, an anthology of 

 
213 For an overview, cf. Roueché 1974 and Roueché 1980. 

214 Cf. Arzhanov 2024: 3–16. 

215 On Philoponus’ Christian interpretation of Aristotle’s logic, see particularly Lang 2001. Cf. also Ed-

wards 2019: 149–170 and Zachhuber 2020: 145–169. 

216 The Syriac texts of most these treatises, including the most systematic work, Arbiter, were pub-

lished in Sanda 1930. For the English translation of the Arbiter, see Lang 2001. A Syriac epitome (or a 

collection of excerpts) of Philoponus’ other polemical work, Tmemata, has been preserved in the Chron-

icle of Michael the Syrian. 

217 On florilegia connected with this controversy, see Grillmeier 1991: 77–79. Cf. Zachhuber 2020: 155–

167 and Ebeid 2021. 

218 Published in Ebied et al. 1994–2003. 

219 Cf. Wright 1871: 921–955. 
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heterogeneous texts entitled Natural Demonstration.220 The term “natural” in this title 

most likely refers to philosophy in general, indicating for the reader that the arguments 

will derive from profane wisdom rather than from Church authorities. That the term 

carries this connotation is suggested by an anecdote included in the same manuscript. 

The London codex contains several short fragments attributed to famous Greek persons 

(e.g., Crates the Cynic), one of which is presented as an answer given by the Alexandrian 

philosopher Olympiodorus to the question of what he thinks of Cyril and Nestorius. 

Olympiodorus replies that “Cyril (is speaking) in the most Christian and pious way while 

Nestorius (is speaking) naturally”.221 The Alexandrian philosopher seems to mean that, 

while Cyril’s words are divinely inspired, Nestorius’ arguments are products of the lim-

ited human mind alone. The point being made here is clear: philosophical categories 

are welcome in the Christian Church so long as they are subordinated to the “Christian 

and pious way” of life. 

Another Syriac polemical florilegium addressed specifically against the ideas of Tri-

theism is found in mss. BL Add. 14532 and 14538.222 Seeking to respond to false teachers 

who base their heretical ideas on logic, the compilers of the florilegium stress that the 

Fathers of the Church were eager to apply Aristotelian philosophy only when the Holy 

Spirit spoke through them.223 In contrast, the heretics use Aristotle “in the most natural 

way”,224 a claim which echoes the description of Nestorius given by the non-Christian 

(and hence impartial) philosopher Olympiodorus. 

By way of summary, two closely intertwined historical and cultural processes in 

the 6th century led to the emergence of the Syriac school manuals in which we find 

divisions-and-definitions of the main terms of Aristotle’s logic. On the one hand, these 

manuals are products of the developing Alexandrian educational model that, between 

the late 5th and mid-6th centuries, shifted more and more towards a formalization of 

introductory education in philosophy. This formalization involved an initial transition 

from using commentaries to using prolegomena treatises and a subsequent transition 

to the use of collections of divisions-and-definitions. Having himself witnessed the be-

ginning of this shift in Ammonius’ school in the late 5th century, Sergius of Reshaina 

planted this educational model on Syrian soil with his monumental commentary on the 

Categories. The work deeply shaped Syriac Aristotelian studies in the following centu-

ries and became one of the main sources for later school manuals on logic. Proba’s com-

mentary on the Isagoge was another important school text that was also directly de-

pendent upon the Alexandrian commentary tradition. However, it makes use of the 

 
220 Cf. Arzhanov 2024: 46–50. 

221 The text of this piece was published in Arzhanov 2019: 188. 

222 For a detailed description of this florilegium, see Furlani 1924, cf. Ebeid 2021. 

223 Syriac: ܐŶܐ  ܪܘƤſűƟ   ܬܐ  ܗ̇ܘų̈ܐ  ܕܒܐܒƤſű̈Ɵ   ƈƇƉ   ƑƀƇźźƐſܐܘܗܝ  ܘܒܐܪƆܬ  — “When the Holy 

Spirit spoke through the Holy Fathers, they adhered it to Aristotle”. Cf. Furlani 1924: 662. 

224 Syriac: ƈźƉ ܘܗ̇ܘ ܗܕܐ  ƁܓƏ̇ ܐƀƍƀƃ  ̣ƑƀƇŹŴźƐſܐܪ  ƢƉ݀ܐ . 
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method of diaeresis to a much greater extent than does Sergius’ commentary and be-

cause of this became a fruitful source for later manuals. 

The second major cultural process was the Christianization of philosophical educa-

tion and the adaptation of Aristotle’s logic for the purposes of intra-Christian polemics. 

By the 6th century, the main dogmatic formulas coined at the Ecumenical Councils all 

deployed philosophical terms associated with the Categories and the Isagoge. The study 

of the latter texts therefore became an integral part of theological education. As indi-

cated above, the Tritheistic controversy within the Miaphysite Christian community 

was particularly effective in stimulating further interest in logic. The controversy fo-

cused primarily on the clarification of philosophical terminology already being used by 

theologians, and the eventual result was the appearance of collections of definitions. 

The school manuals are a result of the convergence of these processes in the late 

6th century. From this period on, the study of philosophy in the Christian schools of 

Byzantium and in the territories to the East of Byzantium was based mainly upon man-

uals. The texts published in the present volume and outlined in more detail below are 

therefore important witnesses to the transformation of philosophical education from 

the late ancient models to medieval scholasticism. 
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2 The Texts 

2.1 “Divisions of Porphyry” (T1) 

Text 1 is a collection of tree diagrams that has come down to us in two different versions 

in three manuscripts: 

Version 1: B Berlin, Sachau Syriac 1161 

  M Birmingham, Mingana Syriac 842 

Version 2: V Vatican, Syriac 1583 

In ms. V, T1 appears as part of a heterogeneous anthology of tree diagrams in which 

materials pertaining to the Isagoge are combined with other logical divisions. Mss. B 

and M, in contrast, contain the more original form of this collection that is limited to the 

subject matters of the Isagoge and derives from two sources: the anonymous 6th-cen-

tury Syriac translation of Porphyry’s text and Proba’s commentary on it. Following the 

“Divisions of Porphyry”, mss. B and M both include another collection that derives from 

Sergius’ commentary on the Categories and contains all tree diagrams that we find in 

the extant witnesses to Sergius’ treatise in the form of attachments to its individual 

books.4 Ms. B also contains a fragment of a didactic poem on man as microcosm.5 The 

folios are in disorder, and it is likely that the Berlin codex in its present form does not 

represent the original collection of philosophical texts, which must have been much 

more voluminous. In addition to the two collections of tree diagrams, ms. M. contains 

several treatises of John Bar Zoʿbi.6 

Overall, the contents of mss. B and M are rather different, but the two collections of 

diagrams at the beginning of both codices clearly trace back to the same source. In spite 

 
1 Cf. Sachau 1899/1: 338–339 [catalogue no. 90]. Sachau tentatively dated it to the 17th century, probably 

based on the assessment of Gottheil 1888. The latter was the first to describe the contents of this codex 

and noted that “the ms. is written in a good bold Nestorian hand of about the seventeenth century”. 

2 Cf. Mingana 1933: 208–210. The manuscript is dated to the year 1790. 

3 Cf. Assemanus & Assemanus 1759: 304–307. The colour images supplemented by a description of this 

codex are accessible online: https://digi.vatlib.it/view/MSS_Vat.sir.158. The manuscript is dated to the 9th 

century. 

4 This collection is not included in this book, since all its diagrams are present as attachments to the 

individual books of Sergius’ treatise in Arzhanov 2024. For the diagrams in the tree form, see also the 

appendix to the latter book. 

5 The fragment was published in Gottheil 1888. The full text of this poem was edited in Gignoux 1999 as 

a work of the 13th-century East Syriac author Giwargis Warda (Gottheil’s fragment starts at line 361 of 

Gignoux’s edition). This attribution has been put into question, cf. Reinink 2007. Reinink demonstrated 

that the poem is dependent on the 6th-century work of Michael Badoqa. 

6 Bar Zoʿbi was sometimes credited with a composition of the Metrical Treatise on the Parts of Philoso-

phy, which turns out to be a revised version of T1. See above (1.2.3) on the possible role of ʿEnanishoʿ in 

the emergence of this text. For the Metrical Treatise, see below. 
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of the minor differences between the two manuscripts that indicate their independent 

origin, they represent the same version of the collection, containing similarities both in 

content and in form of T1 which in both codices is reproduced nearly identically in 

terms of layout. 

The main errors shared by B and M are the following: 

 BM ܘƉܓܒƍܐ :.ƍƙƇƉ scrܐ    82.1

 BM ܗ̇ܘ :V ܘܗ̇ܘ   82.14

 ƤƙƍƉ BMܐ  :ƍƤƙƌ Vܐ   84.11

ŴźƇܢܘŴźƇƘ V: Ƙܢ   84.18  BM 

88.4    ƢŷƊƌܕ V:  ܐŷƊƌܕ BM 

 BM ܓƣűܐ  +    90.7

ƦܐܐܪV:  ƕ̈ ܐܪƕܐ   92.13  BM 

 Ŵźƀƣ BMܬܐ :Ŵƀźƣ Vܬܐ   96.12

ŴܬŴƘܬܐƣ ܐܘ :V ܘŴƘܪƣܐ   104.5  BM 

Specific errors in B which are not shared by M include: 

82.6    ƑƀƇƟܗܪ MV: ܣŴƇƟܗܪ B 

82.13   ƎſųƍƉ MV: ƎſųƇƃ B 

ƕƦƇƇ ܕܐܬ     86.1  MV: ƦƇƇƃܕܐܬ B 

 B ܘųƍƉܘܢ :ųƍƉ MVܘܢ   86.12

 B ܒƀƐܒŴܬܐ :ƀƏ MVܒŴܬܐ    88.8

94.3    ƁƠƀźƉƦſܐܪƆ V: ܐƠƀźƉƦſܐܪƆ M: ܐƠƀźƉƦſܐƆ B 

98.2    ƉܕƢƉܐƦ  MV: ƢƉܐƦƉ B 

 ƕ Bܒƕ MV:  ụ̋ܒụ̋ܐ   102.13

ܐƇƘƦƉܓ   106.2  MV: ŭƇƘƦƉ B 

Specific errors in M not shared by B include: 

86.3    ƌƮŶܐܐ  BV:  ƌƮŶܐܐƀ  M 

 M ܕŴźƤƘܬܐ :BV ܕŴƤźƘܬܐ   86.10

86.11   ƀƍ̈ƀƃܐ  BV: ƀƍƊ̈ƃܐ  M 

ܐܕܐܘŴ̈ƍƉܬ  ƍƙƆŴſܐ ܗV: + Ŵƌ ܘŴƠƀźƉƦƊƆܢ   90.13  M (cf. Metr.) 

102.1   ƉܕƎ  BV: ƎƉ M 

The lists above indicate that, although deriving from the same prototype, M and B were 

produced independently from one another. The title of the collection in B and M makes 

explicit where the tree diagrams originate from: “Divisions of the Book Isagoge of 

Porphyry, Philosopher and Teacher, and Various Definitions that are Found at the End 

of the Chapters of the Book Isagoge”.7 The “chapters” mentioned here refer both to 

Porphyry’s text and to Proba’s commentary on it. While no Syriac codices have been 

preserved that contain the Isagoge with the tree diagrams attached to the individual 

 
7 Cf. the edition below. 
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sections, this practice of including the diagrams is well-documented in the extant man-

uscripts of Proba’s commentary. Both the sequence of the divisions and, in most cases, 

their titles correspond to what we find in Proba’s commentary. There also remains no 

doubt that the tree diagrams were originally attached to the individual chapters of 

Porphyry’s and Proba’s texts and later separated from them in the form of the collection 

preserved in mss. B and M. As noted above, another collection immediately following 

the “Divisions of Porphyry” in both codices pertains to the Categories and is based on 

Sergius’ commentary on this treatise. Isag., Proba’s In Isag., and Sergius’ In Cat. there-

fore turn out to be the three main sources of the two collections of the tree diagrams in 

mss. B and M. 

The third textual witness for T1 is ms. V. This 9th-century codex is a remarkable 

anthology of philosophical texts, including Athanasius of Balad’s version of the Isagoge 

and Jacob’s translation of the Categories.8 Originally belonging to the library of the fa-

mous Egyptian monastery Dayr al-Suryan, in the 17th century this codex made its way 

to the Vatican library. Here it was copied several times.9 The extant copies include: Flor-

ence, Bibliotheca Medicea Laurenziana, Or. 209 (1585) and Or. 174 (1592); Vatican, Syriac 

36 (late 16th cent.); Paris, Bibliothèque nationale de France, Syriac 248 (1637); and Ma-

drid, Escorial, ar. 655 (17th cent.). Despite being direct copies (apographa) of ms. Vat. 

Syr. 158, these manuscripts nonetheless remain valuable for modern scholars insofar as 

they were produced (sometimes by highly qualified scribes, one of whom was Moses of 

Mardin10) before the Vatican codex was rebound and lost some of its folios.11 

The collection preserved in the Vatican manuscript and its direct copies differs in 

many respects from the one in mss. B and M.12 Although it shares a similar title, “The 

Divisions of the Isagoge of Porphyry the Philosopher”,13 it includes divisions pertaining 

not only to Porphyry’s work but also to Aristotle’s treatises Categories, On Interpreta-

tion, and Prior Analytics. In addition, a large number of diagrams in the Vatican ms. 

originate from Sergius’ commentary on the Categories. The two collections which ap-

pear separately in B and M are therefore combined in V. Similar to the version pre-

served in B and M, the titles of most of the tree diagrams in V deriving from Sergius’ 

 
8 For the connection between this codex and the Qenneshre school, cf. above, 1.2.3. 

9 Cf. Kessel 2019: 390–391. 

10 Cf. Borbone 2017: 91. 

11 For instance, the folio that now appears as no. 17 in the Vatican manuscript but which was incor-

rectly inserted there (as the extant Syriac numbers of the divisions make clear), corresponding to fol. 11 

in the Escorial ms. This gives us reason to assume that it was originally bound between fols. 25 and 26 in 

the Vatican codex. 

12 The collection was described in Hugonnard-Roche 1994a who used one of the apographa of the Vat-

ican codex, ms. Escorial ar. 655, as the basis for his study. 

13 Cf. the title of T1 below. 
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commentary provide clear references to the book and diagram number that they origi-

nally had in the latter, thereby indicating their original source.14 

Other sources of the Vatican collection — not all of which can be determined with 

certainty15 — include Proba’s commentary on the On Interpretation16 and Paul the Per-

sian’s commentary on the same treatise.17 The Vatican manuscript thereby testifies to 

the expansion of T1 to include materials comprising the Organon in the truncated form 

that was characteristic of the Syriac educational system in the 7th–8th centuries. Mss. B 

and M, on the contrary, have preserved for us the original version of T1. Limited to the 

texts of the 6th century when this tradition first emerged, T1 originally appeared as a 

separate collection of tree diagrams pertaining to the Isagoge (based on Isag. and 

Proba’s commentary) and was followed by another collection pertaining to the Catego-

ries (based on Sergius’ commentary). 

That mss. B and M have preserved for us a more original version of these two col-

lections is confirmed by a later source, which appears to be a revision of both the “Di-

visions of Porphyry” and the collections deriving from Sergius’ In Cat. The anonymous 

Metrical Treatise of Philosophical Divisions mentioned above corresponds in general to 

the structure of the collection preserved in mss. B and M. However, it does not include 

Divisions 1–10 of T1, which are based on Porphyry’s text proper. It starts with Division 

11, after which point it mostly follows the order of elements in T1. We may assume that 

the compiler of the Metrical Treatise found the first divisions redundant, since most of 

 
14 Div. 19 in the Vatican ms. = Division 3 of Book II in Sergius’ commentary (162.1–3 Arzhanov). Div. 20 

in V is related to Division 4 of Book II in Sergius (162.4–8), although there are minor differences between 

the two versions. For Div. 31 in V, cf. the graphics in Book III in Sergius (170.1–4). Div. 40 in V = Div. 1 

attached to Book VI in Sergius (404.3–7). Div. 41 in V corresponds nearly verbatim (with some minor 

differences) to Div. 2 attached to Book VI of Sergius’ commentary (404.8–13). Div. 42 in V is based on Book 

VI of Sergius, omitting, however, one kind of motion (alteration), cf. Sergius, In Cat. §409 (408.11–17). Div. 

43 in V = Div. 2 attached to Book III in Sergius (258.1–9). For Div. 44 in V, cf. Sergius, In Cat. §§447–448 

(436–439). A separate diagram is not transmitted in the extant manuscripts containing Sergius’ commen-

tary, but it appears as part of the division of motion in mss. B (f. 19r) and M (f. 18v). Div. 50 in V = Division 

1 attached to Book III in Sergius (256.9–21). 

15 Division 46 in the Vatican codex treats the category of having. Cf. chapter 15 of the Categories (15b17–

32). Like Ammonius’ commentary, Sergius of Reshaina skipped this chapter in his treatise, but a short 

explication of it is found in the last part of the commentary by Dionysios Bar Ṣalibi preserved in ms. 

Cambridge Gg 2.14. The terminology characteristic of Bar Ṣalibi’s treatise is nearly identical with that 

found in the division preserved in ms. V, and it is likely that the latter was based on Bar Ṣalibi’s source. 

Cf. Division 21 in the Metrical Treatise, which differs from the version in ms. V but which also specifies 

that the types of “having” are seven. 

16 For Division 17 in the Vatican collection, cf. Hoffmann 1869: 66–67, particularly the graphics on p. 67. 

For Division 18, cf. the diagram in Hoffmann 1869: 88. 

17 Division 49 in the Vatican collection is based on this source (cf. Hugonnard-Roche 2013: 60.1–17). The 

version in ms. V differs in many aspects from the one preserved in Paul’s commentary. The table is 

ordered differently, and in general it contains multiple errors, which suggests that the scribe did not 

completely understand the context of these graphics. 
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them appear later in the text again. The order of T1 is maintained in the Metrical Trea-

tise until Division 27, which focuses on substance. This apparently served as an impetus 

for the compiler of the Metrical Treatise to turn to the ten Aristotelian categories, of 

which substance is considered the primary one. The rest of the Metrical Treatise follows 

the second collection, “Divisions of Aristotle”, derived from Sergius’ commentary on the 

Categories. 

In light of this evidence, the edition of T1 below generally follows the structure of 

the collection of “Divisions of Porphyry” in mss. B and M. The Vatican codex is used as 

an additional textual witness for those divisions found in both collections (i.e. in B and 

M on the one hand and V on the other). All other tree diagrams present only in the Vat-

ican codex are excluded. 

Based upon the structure of the collection in B and M (corroborated by the Metrical 

Treatise), T1 may be divided into three main parts:  

(1) diagrams 1–10 deriving from the Isagoge; 

(2) diagrams 11–22 presenting prolegomena issues; 

(3) diagrams 23–39 deriving from Proba’s commentary on the Isagoge. 

The diagrams in the first group are based on the early anonymous Syriac translation of 

the Isagoge and were most likely originally attached to it. Although no extant Syriac 

manuscripts include the early Syriac version of the Isagoge with the attached tree dia-

grams, ms. V witnesses to this tradition. This codex contains Athanasius of Balad’s ver-

sion of Porphyry’s work. In the margins of this text we also find multiple notes that refer 

to the central terms of the Isagoge and that offer divisions and definitions of them.18 The 

presence of Athanasius’ version in the Vatican codex makes the link between T1 and the 

anonymous 6th-century translation particularly striking, since one would expect the 

compilers of this codex to use Athanasius’ text as the main source of the Isagoge for T1. 

However, the influence of the latter in T1 is minimal. In Divisions 5 and 6 of T1, where 

two definitions of the term “differentia” are presented, the Vatican codex systematically 

applies the Syriac word šuḥlapa. This reflects Athanasius’ rendering of the Greek 

διαφορά. In the version preserved in B and M, the latter term is translated as puršana. 

This corresponds to the 6th-century translation and was apparently in the original ver-

sion of T1 that was slightly adapted in the Vatican codex to Athanasius’ version. This 

adaptation is, however, the only example of the influence of Athanasius’ text on T1, 

whose primary source otherwise remains the anonymous translation. 

While diagrams 23–39 in T1 clearly derive from Proba’s commentary, the same may 

not be stated with certainty for the second group of diagrams, comprising nos. 11–22. 

Since the introductory part of Proba’s work has not survived, we are unable to compare 

the tree diagrams preserved in T1 with those attached to Proba’s text. There are, 

 
18 Cf. e.g., the marginal note on fol. 2v connected with the subtitle “On Species”. It suggests a division 

of this term that is nearly identical with T1 §3. 
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however, a number of witnesses that support the assumption that the source of group 

(2) in T1 was the same as that of group (3). No. 11 of T1 starts a new block of diagrams 

that present the traditional division of philosophy into theory and practice, the subject 

which opens the first introductory part of Sergius’ commentary on the Categories.19 The 

diagrams that follow also pertain to the traditional subject matters discussed in the Al-

exandrian prolegomena treatises and clearly derive from an introductory part of some 

Syriac commentary. Since it is precisely this part of Proba’s In Isag. that is now missing 

and since Proba’s other exegetical works are clearly based on the Alexandrian commen-

tary tradition and start with the prolegomena part, we have good reason to assume that 

it opened his In Isag. too and that the preserved diagrams in T1 were originally attached 

to it. The evidence for this assumption comes from two sources: the Metrical Treatise 

and Bar Shakko’s Book of the Dialogues.20 

As noted above, the Metrical Treatise starts with Division 11 of T1 and follows the 

latter text very closely in some portions, although there is a clear tendency to reshape 

the text in order to make it fit the meter. While one has always to keep in mind the 

literary form of this treatise, it still testifies to the original text on whose basis it was 

created. The Metrical Treatise has been preserved in multiple manuscripts whose rela-

tions to each other have not yet been established. In one of the oldest manuscripts, Mar-

din Chaldean Cathedral 20 (CCM 20), dated to the 15th century,21 the treatise is divided 

into small portions that in general correspond to the divisions found in T1. For the sake 

of simplicity, the references to the Metrical Treatise in my commentary on the edition 

of T1 will be based on the numbering in the Mardin codex.22 The Metrical Treatise starts 

with a unit corresponding to §11 in T123 and tracks the structure of T1 until diagram 28, 

after which follows a block of definitions of Aristotle’s ten categories. The author of the 

Metrical Treatise (who might have been ʿEnanishoʿ, cf. above, 1.2.3) therefore saw in T1 

a clear connection between group (2) of the diagrams and the substantial part of group 

(3) that undoubtedly derives from Proba’s commentary. He treats both groups as if they 

had one source. 

Finally, a considerable number of diagrams in group (2) of T1 find close parallels in 

Bar Shakko’s Book of the Dialogues. The exact nature of the relation between the two 

 
19 Cf. Sergius, In Cat. §§8–20 (70–81 Arzhanov). 

20 Cf. on these two texts above, 1.2.3. 

21 Images of this codex are available online (https://w3id.org/vhmml/readingRoom/view/132222), con-

taining also its detailed description. 

22 The numbers which appear in the Mardin codex in the form of letters are not always consistent. No. 

 .has been moved one sentence earlier than where it should be. One number is skipped, and no (ſܐ) 11

16 in reality includes two different divisions, which I refer to as nos. 16a and 16b. Nos. 27 and 30 also 

include several divisions. 

23 It is interesting to note that the explicative additions in Division 11 that are found in ms. M are inte-

grated into the corresponding portion of the Metrical Treatise, which suggests that the latter is based on 

the version of T1 preserved in mss. B and M rather than on the version of V. 
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texts cannot be determined with certainty, since only a small portion of Book II of Bar 

Shakko’s treatise dealing with logic (memra 1) and philosophy (memra 2) has been pub-

lished thus far.24 Still, even the published portions show multiple parallels with the dia-

grams included in T1. Divisions 11, 12, 14, 15, and 22 of T1 appear in nearly the same form 

in Bar Shakko’s treatise, with some of them found in both narrative form and the shape 

of tree diagrams.25 Given that the corresponding parts of Bar Shakko’s treatise have not 

been published, we cannot establish further parallels between the two texts. Nonethe-

less, the data collected thus far support the provisional assumption that Bar Shakko was 

familiar with a no longer extant Syriac commentary and that the latter served as the 

source for the tree diagrams which form the central group of items of T1 (nos. 11–22). 

Since T1 first appears in the 6th century and since the remaining part of the divisions 

included in it derive from Proba’s commentary on the Isagoge, it is likely that nos. 11–

22 also derive from the lost introductory part of the same commentary. The possibility 

that these divisions trace back to another unknown 6th-century source can, however, 

not be ruled out categorically. 

2.2 “On the Division of Substance” (T2) 

As with Text 1, Text 2 has come down to us in numerous manuscripts, all of which con-

tain different versions of it. On the one hand, this testifies to the popularity of this col-

lection whose original title was probably the one found in ms. L, i.e. “On the Division of 

Substance”. On the other hand, the preserved witnesses indicate that, even though it 

retained its authority as a practical introduction to logic for a long period of time, T2 

was never considered a fixed text. Its loose structure meant that parts of T2 could be 

transmitted separately and included in other works. For instance, several of its para-

graphs appear in the collection of excerpts attributed to Silwanos of Qardu and attached 

to Theodore Bar Koni’s Book of Scholia.26  

The direct textual witnesses for T2 include one author and four manuscripts, which 

in the edition below have the following sigla: 

C Dayr al-Suryan 28, Part B (8th cent.);27 

 
24 Cf. Baumstark 1900 and Furlani 1926–1927. 

25 For a comparison between T1 §22 and Bar Shakko’s text, cf. Furlani 1916b: 147. Furlani quotes Bar 

Shakko’s text on pp. 148–150, including a tree diagram on p. 150 which bears a striking similarity to that 

of T1. 

26 Furthermore, longer or shorter excerpts from T2 appear in the anonymous Syriac collection of phil-

osophical riddles (ed. Furlani 1918–1919) and in the work attributed to Garshun the Stranger. Cf. above, 

1.2.1 and 1.2.3. 

27 For a description of this codex, which contains remains of different manuscripts, cf. Brock & Van 

Rompay 2014: 178–211. 
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D Dayr al-Suryan 27, Part B (9th/10th cent.);28 

E  London, British Library, Additional 12155 (8th cent.);29 

L London, British Library, Additional 14658 (7th cent.);30 

Silw. Silwanos of Qardu, collection of philosophical fragments.31 

The treatise appears in most mss. as a part of larger collections. In ms. L, it belongs to 

the corpus of writings that reflect the idea of late ancient general education (enkyklios 

paideia), which started with the introductory treatises in logic.32 In ms. E, several frag-

ments from T2 serve as part of an overview of the main logical notions used for training 

in polemic.33 T2 appears in manuscripts C and D as one of the chapters of the theological 

and logical compendia, which is also the case with Silwanos who included several par-

agraphs from T2 in his manual on logic. The textual witnesses to this text therefore pro-

vide us insight into its use in the schools as well as explain the fluid form of its trans-

mission. It is clear that T2 had a basic open-ended structure (what might be called in 

German “Schachtelprinzip”) that could be freely adjusted in terms of both the form of 

the whole collection and the form of particular paragraphs. Characteristic of school 

manuals and handbooks in general,34 the fluid form of T2’s transmission is mostly a 

function of its loose structure. It combined short textual units, each of which could be 

either ordered differently, omitted, or supplemented with new elements.  

Although occasionally omitting or adding certain elements, the textual witnesses 

for T2 generally maintain the same sequence of paragraphs. It is therefore possible to 

combine them with relative ease. The largest collections are those preserved in mss. L 

and C, and we can insert the paragraphs in C that are missing in L between the para-

graphs of L or add them afterwards. Containing only four pieces, the shortest collection 

is found in ms. E. Two of its four pieces correspond to the two first paragraphs of L. 

Accordingly, the additional elements of E may be placed at the beginning of the collec-

tion. This ordering is further supported by Silwanos’s collection, which quotes five 

pieces as a continuous text that form Fragment 3 of his appendix to Bar Koni’s work. In 

order to maintain the references to the edition of Silwanos’s work, while differentiating 

the individual paragraphs, I introduce the additional divisions by means of small Latin 

letters in the parenthesis. The order of the pieces that is thereby reconstructed from 

 
28 Like ms. DS 28, this codex includes parts with heterogeneous origins. Cf. Brock & Van Rompay 2014: 

159–177. For Part B, cf. Arzhanov 2021a: 5–10. 

29 For a description of this codex, cf. Wright 1871: 921–955. 

30 Cf. Wright 1872: 1154–1160. Cf. Hugonnard-Roche 2007. 

31 Ed. in Hespel 1983. 

32 Cf. Arzhanov 2019: 190–193. 

33 Cf. Arzhanov 2024: 46–50. 

34 On the textual transmission of lexica, collections of technical terms, and other school texts, cf. West 

1973: 16–17; Reynolds & Wilson 2013: 235–236. 
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mss. L, C, E, and from Silw., is, however, not fully supported by ms. D. Some paragraphs 

are misplaced in the latter, while the rest follows the sequence of other mss. 

Based on this evidence, the edition of T2 in the present volume reflects primarily 

the structure that it has in ms. L, the oldest witness to the collection. It also expands it 

by adding the additional elements from the three other manuscripts and from Silwanos. 

The final structure of the present edition is therefore the following: 

ED. L C E D Silw.

 1 1  

 2 2  3 (a)

 3 1 3 5 3 (b)

 4 2 4 6 3 (c)

 5 3  7 3 (d)

 6 4  8 3 (e)

 7 5  1 

 8 6  2 

 9 7  9 

10 8  10 

11 9  11 

12 10   

13 11   

14 12   

15 13   

16 1   

17 2   

18 14 3   

19 15 4   

20 16 5  3 

21 17 6   

22 7   

23 18 8   

24 19 9   

25 10   
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ED. L C E D Silw. 

26 20 11  

27 21 12  

28 13  

29 14  

30 15  

31 16  

32 22 17 4  

33 23  

34 24  

35 25  

36 26  

37 27  

38 28  

39 18  

40 19  

41 20  

42 21  

T2 is connected with T1 in many ways and represents a further development of the same 

scholastic tradition. It integrates elements of T1 as well as its three main source texts, 

namely, Porphyry’ Isagoge, Sergius’ In Cat., and Proba’s In Isag. Like T1, T2 primarily 

concentrates on questions pertaining to the study of the Isagoge and the Categories as 

well as on prolegomena issues discussed in the commentaries on these texts. T2’s open-

ing paragraphs (§§1–6) focus on the idea of division and its relation to the process of 

defining the essence of particular entities, topics discussed extensively in Elias’ and Da-

vid’s Prolegomena to the study of philosophy and logic by.35 In ms. L, §7 bears the subtitle 

that lists the five main terms of the Isagoge: “Genus, species, differentia, accident, and 

property”.36 This points clearly to Porphyry’s work as one of T2’s central sources, and 

the various divisions of substance found in the paragraphs that follow §7 are based 

 
35 Cf. Elias, Prolegomena, lectures 2–3 and 10 (3.1–4.32; 25.24–26.5 Busse); David, Prolegomena, lectures 

5–6 and 18 (11.16–20.23; 55.6–16 Busse). 

36 This subtitle has a strange form in ms. D: “Substance is divided into genus, species, differentia, acci-

dent, and property”. It seems to be a result of some transmission error. 
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mainly on the “Porphyrian Tree”. The actual text of the Isagoge is quoted only a few 

times (cf. §17), and, as with T1, the quotations correspond to the anonymous 6th-century 

version and not to Athanasius’ translation. 

Sergius’ commentary on the Categories, which is not in the version of T1 published 

in the present volume but which is the source of the second collection of tree diagrams 

in mss. B and M, plays a significant role in T2. Here we encounter not only tree diagrams 

based on Sergius’ text but also excerpts from it that appear either in the form of verba-

tim quotations (cf., e.g., §§8, 9, 16, 17) or as summaries of it (cf. §§3, 5, 13, 14). These ex-

amples highlight the role that Sergius’ treatise continued to play in Syriac schools in the 

centuries following its composition.  The primary reason for this is the nature of the text 

itself. As briefly outlined above, Sergius’ commentary was particularly suitable for be-

ing divided into small fragments containing definitions of logical terms, and these frag-

ments constitute a considerable portion of T2. Apart from them, we encounter passages 

that trace back not to Sergius’ text itself but to the tree diagrams that were later attached 

to it and that constitute the second collection of divisions in mss. B and M (i.e. those 

attached to the “Divisions of Porphyry” and that are mixed with the latter in ms. V). For 

instance, we see that the main part of T2 §19 presents a narrative account of Division 5 

of Book III in Sergius, that §21 is based on Division 1 of Book I, and that §23 is a nearly 

verbatim quotation of Division 1 of Book III. These examples and more show that both 

the main text and the tree diagrams attached to it served as sources for the type of 

school manuals in logic represented (in varying form) by T2. In addition, they also wit-

ness to the evolving tradition of the use of exegetical works pertaining to Aristotle’s 

logic in the schools, i.e. to the gradual transition from commentaries (such as Sergius’ 

and Proba’s works) to collections of divisions-and-definitions in the form of tree dia-

grams (T1) and short fragments (T2). 

Some paragraphs of T2 show us the theological context of the study of logic in Syriac 

schools in the 6th–7th centuries. In §§10–11, for instance, the exposition of the Por-

phyrian Tree engages the question of how certain logical terms may be applied to the 

Trinity and Jesus Christ. In §10, we read: 

There is the unity of a generic name which signifies the unity of a nature of different individuals 

— for instance, the names “God”, “man”, “animal”, and so on. And there is the unity of a specific 

name which signifies the unity of an individual (combining) different natures — for instance, 

“man” (refers) to soul and body, and “Christ” to divinity and humanity. 

This comparison between the union of soul and body in human beings and the union of 

the divine and human natures in Jesus Christ is used in arguments characteristic of the 

Christological debates of the 6th century. While its origins may be traced to the third 

century, it becomes particularly important in the context of the Miaphysite critique of 

the formula of Chalcedon.37 We find it in the treatises of Severus of Antioch, and John 

 
37 Cf. Lang 2001: 101–157. 
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Philoponus applies it systematically in a key argument that he uses to explain the Mi-

aphysite account of the two natures combined in the one individual/hypostasis of Jesus 

Christ.38 While this analogy served clear polemical purposes in the Christological de-

bates of the 6th century, it is presented in a neutral manner in the text quoted above. 

The compiler of T2 apparently takes it to be common knowledge rather than a polemical 

thesis. T2 therefore demonstrates how the application of logical terminology in theology 

that was pioneered by Severus and Philoponus eventually became a standard school 

practice. It is interesting to note that, in the version found in the 8th-century ms. C (and 

in the edition below), T2 ends with a short excerpt from one of Severus’ letters treating 

the characteristics of the human soul. This indicates that Severus’ letters were indeed 

one of the sources of inspiration for the collections of divisions-and-definitions. 

Another author who turns out to be an important source for these collections is 

Evagrius of Pontus.39 Evagrius composed his ascetic writings mostly in the form of col-

lections of short admonitions that were easy to memorize, a characteristic that made 

them a particularly convenient source for the short definitions which made their way 

into manuals in logic such as T2. The first set of quotations from Evagrius’ writings ap-

pears in T2 §32. This set is present in three manuscripts, suggesting that the integration 

of Evagrius’ materials was not occasional. These quotations derive from Evagrius’ Letter 

to Melania, which presents a particularly informative summary of his philosophical 

views.40 The fragments that follow (preserved in ms. L only) are excerpted from his 

Kephalaia Gnostica (the unabridged version).41 This is made explicit by the Syriac letters 

that reference the book and paragraph numbers in the Kephalaia. 

Just as the analysis of T2’s sources and its comparison with T1 paint for us a complex 

picture of the development of the school manuals (including their reuse of earlier ma-

terials), so too does T2’s afterlife help us see the main trajectories of this tradition’s fur-

ther development. Some parts of T6 appear to be a later revision of T2, including both 

verbatim quotations from it and periphrastic accounts. For instance, T6 §16 is a revision 

of T2 §35, containing a clarification of the terms “sensation”, “sensible”, “sensitive”, and 

so forth. §35 in T2, in turn, derives from one of Evagrius’ texts. Taken together, the school 

manuals published in the present volume therefore represent a chain of revision and 

reuse of earlier materials. 

Another example of the afterlife of T2 (as distinct from its direct transmission) is 

the revision of this text that is preserved in ms. London, British Library, Additional 12154 

 
38 On Severus’ and Philoponus’ comparison of the soul-body relationship to the divine-human unity in 

Christ, cf. particularly Lang 2001; see also Grillmeier & Hainthaler 1990: 129–132. 

39 On Evagrius, cf. particularly Guillaumont 1982 and Casiday 2006. 

40 The first part of Evagrius’ Letter to Melania was published in Frankenberg 1912: 612–619. For the 

edition of the second part, see Vitestam 1964. 

41 On Kephalaia Gnostica, cf. Guillaumont 1962. For the edition of the two Syriac versions of it, see 

Guillaumont 1958. For the English translation (supplied with a detailed commentary), see Ramelli 2015. 
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(8th/9th cent.), fols. 191r–199v.42 The text bears the title, “A Treatise of the Philosophers 

on the Division of Substance”,43 which clearly points to the source from which this col-

lection derives. Although having a somewhat different form, a large number of para-

graphs originating from T2 are found in the British Library codex. What we see in the 

latter is therefore either a paraphrase of T2 or a completely new revision of it. Like other 

witnesses to T2, the collection in BL Add. 12154 consists of largely independent sections 

that we can compare with the edition of T2 in the present book.44 For instance, sections 

9 and 10 in the former are revised and considerably expanded versions of §17 and §16 

of T2 respectfully. However, a large number of sections in ms. BL Add. 12154 do not find 

parallels in T2. These sections show how further materials could be incorporated into 

this collection which generally maintained an open structure. 

2.3 “Natural Demonstration” (T3) 

Ms. E (BL Add. 12155), which is one of the witnesses to T2, has also preserved for us 

another school text, which, as with T2, is a loose collection of fragments deriving from 

various sources.45 Given that the collection does not deal with physics, the term “nature” 

as it appears in its title most likely does not carry the meaning that it does in natural 

philosophy. In fact, the title admits of various interpretations: 

(1) In the collections published in the present volume, the term kyana, “nature”, often 

means “substance” (cf. particularly T5). The title of T3 therefore may refer to this 

central category within Aristotelian logic (i.e. meaning “a demonstration pertaining 

to substance”, cf. the title of T2) rather than to the meaning it carries in natural 

philosophy. 

(2) The adjective kyanaya, “natural”, is sometimes used in Syriac texts to indicate non-

theological subject matters (cf. the characteristic of Nestorius which appears in the 

same codex and is quoted above in section 1.3). Accordingly, the title may be inter-

preted as a “discourse on natural subjects” (i.e. non-theological subjects). 

“Natural Demonstration” is, in fact, the title for the first portion of fragments included 

in it (§§1–7). Here we find a series of definitions mainly based on the text of Porphyry’s 

Isagoge. §8 has the subtitle, “Alexander on Natural Things”. Despite this reference to 

 
42 For a description of this codex, cf. Wright 1871: 976–989. 

43 Syriac: ܐƀƏܓܐ ܕܐܘƆŴƘ ƈźƉ ܐƘŴƏŴ̈ƇƀƘܒܐ ܕƢƣ (ms. BL Add. 12154, fol. 191r). 

44 E.g., sections 1–4 in BL Add. 12154 correspond to §§3–6 of T2, sections 5–6 to §§8–9, section 7 to §15, 

and section 8 to §18. 

45 It starts on fol. 178r and ends on fol. 178v being followed by a selection from Sergius’ commentary. 

Cf. Arzhanov 2024: 46–50. 



62  Introduction 

  

Alexander (of Aphrodisias),46 the whole paragraph in reality derives from the introduc-

tory part of Proba’s commentary on On Interpretation. An extensive quotation from the 

same source appears in the final part of the collection (§13). The central part comprises 

two large portions (§§10–11) taken from Sergius’ commentary on the Categories. Three 

main sources therefore contributed to the formation of T3, namely, Porphyry’ Isagoge, 

Sergius’ commentary on the Categories, and one of Proba’s exegetical works. This ren-

ders it similar to both T1 and T2. 

As is the case with T1 and T2, the quotations from the Isagoge are in most cases 

drawn from the anonymous 6th-century translation. This again highlights the constitu-

tive role that the latter played in the tradition of divisions-and-definitions. The only ex-

ception is §2, where we find a definition of accident based upon Athanasius’ version. 

This exception does not break the rule, however, since the same passage from the Isa-

goge is quoted later on, in §4, and the source in this case is the anonymous translation. 

Nevertheless, the presence of the quotation from Athanasius, together with two pas-

sages in §2 most likely deriving from Jacob of Edessa’s Encheiridion, witnesses to the 

creative adaptation of the 6th-century school manuals among the Hellenophiles of 

Qenneshre and later in the West Syriac schools, i.e. to the growth and transformation 

of this tradition, examples of which we have seen already in the comparison between 

T2 and T1. 

Apart from the elements that appear only in §2, the sources for T3 are mainly re-

stricted to the 6th-century texts. The early anonymous translation of the Isagoge is cited 

several times, and several extensive quotations from it are found in §§3, 4, and 7. §§5–6 

present a series of short definitions that were most likely taken from other collections 

of either tree diagrams (similar to T1) or short divisions-and-definitions (similar to T2). 

While the sources for §5 cannot be identified with certainty, we can discern that §6 de-

rives from a list that ultimately goes back to Porphyry’s text and that appears in two 

tree diagrams in T1 and in a separate fragment in T2. Proba’s commentary on Aristotle’s 

On Interpretation is the source for §§8–9 and §13.47 The quotations from this text do not, 

however, shift the focus of the collection to the issues discussed in On Interpretation. 

They derive only from the introductory part of Proba’s treatise, which deals with the 

prolegomena issues that could equally be discussed in an introduction to the Isagoge or 

the Categories. The last paragraph 13 in fact focuses on the number of prolegomena and 

the meaning of each one of these issues. 

Sergius of Reshaina is the third main source for the collection, and the presence of 

the materials deriving from his commentary on the Categories was most likely the pri-

mary reason why this whole collection was attributed to him. §10 makes this connection 

 
46 The name of Alexander of Aphrodisias occurs in its full form later in ms. BL Add. 12155, i.e. in fol. 

259v, in two pieces dealing with psychology. Cf. Wright 1971: 953. There remains little doubt that in fol. 

178r the same philosopher is meant. 

47 Ed. in Hoffmann 1869. 
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explicit, for its subtitle states that the following paragraphs (i.e. §§10–11) derive from 

Book VI of Sergius’ commentary. While the fragments contain some errors, the quota-

tions track the transmitted text of the commentary closely and are probably based di-

rectly on it. It is possible, however, that the compiler(s) used a collection of fragments 

taken from the text. 

What further links T3 to Sergius is the reference to the works of Galen in its discus-

sion of issues in logic. The name of the Greek physician appears twice in ms. E. The first 

reference to Galen in ms. E is located at the beginning of the fragments that derive from 

T2 (cf. above) and that bear the general title: “A chapter explaining the distinctions of 

substance extracted from one of the books of Galen”.48 It remains unclear whether the 

paragraphs that follow in fact derive from one of the Galenic writings or from other 

sources.49 What is certain is that a number of paragraphs in T2 (starting with §5) are 

extracted from Sergius’ commentary, while the first paragraphs in T2 (as preserved in 

ms. E) originate from another source that contained either Galen’s ideas or his texts. 

In the prologue to his commentary, Sergius describes a peculiar dialogue (quoted 

in 1.2.1, above) with his disciple Theodore who is impressed by the logical divisions and 

definitions in the Galenic writings that he and Sergius were translating into Syriac. That 

Galen was used for the study of logic, as this story indicates, is corroborated by T3. In §1 

the compiler finds it necessary to refer to the authority of Galen when making a general 

statement that “man” is one in species but multiple in its individual instantiations. The 

compiler here credits Galen with the statement that man is at the same time one and 

not one, a position that Galen articulates in a passage in the treatise On Elements Ac-

cording to Hippocrates, in which he discusses a logical problem that he finds in one of 

Hippocrates’ writings.50 While commenting on Hippocrates’ words, Galen analyses their 

logical form (τοῦ σχήματος τοῦ συλλογιστικοῦ), showing how they lead to contradictory 

positions. This example indicates that, in the early 6th century (when Sergius composed 

his commentary) but also at a later date (when T3 appeared), the works of the Greek 

physician were used in Syriac schools not only as source texts for medical education but 

also for training in logic.51 

 
48 Cf. the Syriac text in the critical apparatus to the title of T2. 

49 It is possible that they go back to Galen’s lost treatise On Demonstration, which most likely served as 

the source for the 8th Book of Clement of Alexandria’s Stromata and which could have been known to 

Syriac readers. For the edition of the extant fragments of Galen’s work, see Havrda & Koetschet 2025. 

50 Cf. De Lacy 1996: 76–79. 

51 The same practice was characteristic of the schools of the Alexandrian iatrosophists with which Ser-

gius became acquainted during his stay in Alexandria in the late 5th century. Cf. Overwien 2018. 
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2.4 “Natural Treatise” (T4) 

Text 4 is a small treatise that is less fragmentary than the texts discussed above. Insofar 

as it has been preserved in its entirety, we can be certain that it originally was a short 

sketch of Aristotelian logic containing explanations of its main terms. The latter are for 

the most part introduced with the formula: “If you hear the term so-and-so, you shall 

understand it as follows…” Because of this literary device, T4 reads more like a unified 

treatise than a loose collection of philosophical divisions-and-definitions. This work has 

come down to us in two manuscripts: 

C Dayr al-Suryan 28, Part B, fols. 163r–164v,52  

F London, British Library, Additional 17215, fol. 5.53 

In its complete form found in ms. C, T4 immediately follows T2 (“On the Division of Sub-

stance”) and is very similar to the latter. Additionally, a fragment from T4, including §1 

and part of §2, has been preserved in ms. F, which combines individual leaves originat-

ing from different manuscripts (one bifolio has preserved a fragment of Proba’s com-

mentary on the Isagoge, cf. 1.2.2 above). The preserved portion of T4 in ms. F has the 

same title as the complete version found in ms. C, namely, “Natural Treatise”. This sup-

ports the assumption that the text was considered a unified treatise and not just a loose 

collection of fragments whose order and form could be rearranged, as was the case with 

T1–T3. 

Similar to T3, the title of T4 incorporates various aspects of the term “nature”. On 

the one hand, several paragraphs (particularly the last §6) are focused on natural phi-

losophy, i.e. on the four elements and their combinations (this paragraph is further 

elaborated on in T6). On the other hand, the title clearly refers to the central concept of 

Aristotelian logic, i.e. “substance”, which in Syriac is a synonym for “nature” (in T5, as 

discussed below, the term “substance”, ʾusiya, does not appear at all but is completely 

replaced by “nature”). The first paragraphs explicate the term “substance”, including a 

remark that it is also applicable to the Holy Trinity. This remark again highlights the 

close association in the period following the 6th century between logical studies and 

both theology and polemics. Already apparent in T2 (§§10–11), this close association be-

comes even clearer in T7. 

Although T4 is a short treatise that combines issues in theology, logic, and natural 

philosophy, it has been preserved in two copies. We may therefore assume that it en-

joyed popularity in Syriac schools. Since some of its paragraphs appear in revised form 

in T6, we can also conclude that it became a source for the later tradition of divisions-

and-definitions. 

 
52 Cf. on it above, 2.2. 

53 Cf. Wright 1872: 1164–1165. 
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2.5 “On Genus, Species, and Particularity” (T5) 

As discussed above, T4 has a formal structure, even though it still exhibits something of 

the fragmentary character of Texts 1–3. In comparison with the texts outlined thus far, 

Texts 5–7 are homogeneous treatises. They have an isagogic character that, as with Texts 

1–4, deal with the basic logical categories. They show multiple points of connection with 

the texts discussed in the previous sections, and, in many cases, they present a revision 

of those paragraphs which constitute Texts 1–4. Texts 5–7 therefore represent a later 

development of the tradition of divisions-and-definitions that originally was formed on 

the basis of fragments extracted from the large treatises (Porphyry’s Isagoge, Sergius’ 

and Proba’s commentaries). However, Texts 5–7 turn out to be much more dependent 

on Texts 1–4 themselves than on the latter’s original sources. 

While the dependence of Texts 1–4 on the 6th-century sources provides grounds for 

dating the core materials belonging to them to the 6th century, we also see in these texts 

certain elements that disclose their development and growth in the course of the fol-

lowing centuries. The same may be said of T5 that has come down to us with the title 

“On Genus, Species, and Particularity”.54 It is possible that the core of this text goes back 

to the 6th century and that it was later revised. In the only manuscript in which it has 

been preserved, BL Add. 14658 (L), the treatise is attributed to Sergius of Reshaina,55 

although there are good reasons to question this. 

One of the characteristics of T5 is its systematic use of the term “nature” with the 

technical meaning of “substance”. This terminology does not align with Sergius’ com-

mentary on the Categories in which he nearly exclusively uses the loanword ʾusiya (de-

riving from Gr. οὐσία).56 While the association of the term kyana, “nature”, with “sub-

stance” begins already in the 6th century (particularly in context of Christian polemics), 

it is characteristic primarily of the Syriac philosophical tradition from the 7th century 

onwards. In his Encheiridion, Jacob of Edessa makes a clear distinction between ʾusiya 

and kyana. He restricts the former to discussions of logical issues and the latter to more 

general discussions of existence.57 However, in the Book of Definitions, dated to the year 

900 (see above), kyana is defined as that which has self-subsistence and which thereby 

differs from accidents (gedše = συμβεβηκότα). It is a definition fully applicable to οὐσία, 

but it is not characteristic of Sergius’ writings. 

The same applies to the technical use of the term šuḥlapa in T5 to refer to differentia 

(Gr. διαφορά). This use is characteristic of Athanasius of Balad’s version of Porphyry’s 

 
54 An Italian translation of this text was published in Furlani 1925b. 

55 This attribution was accepted as genuine in Furlani 1925b, Hugonnard-Roche 1997, and Aydin 2016. 

56 On Sergius’ understanding of kyana, see particularly Sergius, In Cat. §12 (72–75 Arzhanov). 

57 For the text, see Furlani 1928: 224–233. Cf. Hainthaler 2010: 38–39. While a number of definitions of 

“substance” offered by Jacob derive from the Categories, those of “nature” are largely based on the Met a-

physics, cf. Furlani 1925a. 
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Isagoge produced in the late 7th century.58 The 6th-century anonymous translation of 

the Isagoge and both Sergius of Reshaina and Proba (who also belong to the 6th century) 

use instead the term puršana. The prevalence of šuḥlapa in T5 brings it closer to the 

works of the Qenneshre scholars than to Sergius. 

The disparity between T5 and Sergius’ logical terminology is even more apparent 

in the use of the Syriac term zna. The term generally means “type” or “kind”, and it is 

used with this meaning in T5 §15 in the context of a discussion of the term “species”. 

Deriving them from ethics rather than logic, the compiler of T5 offers a series of exam-

ples in which the species of entities are explained as its kinds. The term zna, however, 

had a specific meaning for Sergius that he was eager to stress. He presented it several 

times in his commentary as the only correct rendering of the Greek term ποιότης, re-

jecting other variants.59 It is not in this technical sense, however, that T5’s compiler de-

ploys the term zna. 

While there are several phrases in the text where the author speaks of himself in 

the first person addressing someone else, it seems that such phrases are being used as 

a literary device rather than as an actual address to a concrete person. The expression 

“I would like your intelligence to know” in §15 finds a direct parallel in the Book of Def-

initions,60 where it is clearly not functioning as a personal message. The book is instead 

addressed to a broad public and was authored not by a single individual but by multiple 

authors who were all part of an evolving tradition of philosophical divisions-and-defi-

nitions. The same applies to T5 insofar as the latter is not a product of one particular 

author (Sergius) but is an anonymous school manual on logic. Addressed to a broad 

circle of “the lovers of learning” (§13), it presents logical categories in simple terms and 

on the basis of everyday life examples. 

Although all of these characteristics point to the pseudepigraphic character of T5, 

the text is clearly influenced by Sergius of Reshaina as were most of the texts described 

above. There is little doubt that Sergius made a profound impact on the whole history 

of the Syriac reception of Aristotle’s logic, and the inclusion of his name in the title of 

T5 was no doubt a homage to this impact. It is also possible that, just as with Texts 1–4, 

T5 integrates elements of Sergius’ writings that are no longer extant. However, the char-

acteristics listed above make it improbable that the 6th-century Syriac writer himself 

composed this treatise in the current form that has been transmitted to us. 

As the title makes explicit and as the main body of the text also makes clear, the 

main subjects of this treatise are the three terms that pertain to the Porphyrian Tree: 

genera, species, and particulars.61 What differentiates T5 from Texts 1–4 is that it ex-

plains and illustrates these central terms of logic not by referencing Porphyry and 

 
58 Cf. the analysis in Brock 1989: 48. 

59 Cf. Sergius, In Cat. §§ 99, 354–355, and 365.  

60 Cf. Furlani 1926: 17.5. 

61 Cf. also T5 §13. 
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Aristotle but instead by using examples taken from the natural world: animals, plants, 

stones, and so forth. §2 lists various kinds of animals, birds, plants, and seeds. §3 draws 

examples from colours, forms, and tastes. In §4, the author turns to “things that are 

grasped intellectually”, for instance, human crafts. After listing these examples, the 

treatise concludes in §13 with the claim that “in all created beings you will discover, if 

you wish, these three things: genus, species, and particularity”. Here the author empha-

sizes the ontological status of the logical categories, which thereby grant us a better un-

derstanding of the hierarchical structure of the cosmos. It is in this context that the text 

presents the system of genera and species using the image that underlies the well-

known expression “Porphyrian Tree”: the logical system is like a tree with one main 

trunk that is further divided into boughs and branches (§5). 

T5 also makes use of specific terminology that differentiates it from T1–4. Only in 

T5 do we encounter the term metmanyana, “numerable”, in the technical sense of “in-

dividual”. While it appears in some Syriac texts in connection with the term qnoma,62 

we find it neither in Sergius’ and Proba’s commentaries nor in the other texts published 

in this volume. In addition, the expressions gens gense, “the most generic genus”, and 

adš adše, “the most specific species”, differ slightly from the expressions, gens gensin 

and adš adšin, which appear as termini technici both in Sergius of Reshaina’s commen-

tary and in the later philosophical texts.63 The terms T5 lack this technical character. 

Instead, the compiler of T5 decided to use more descriptive expressions, thereby shift-

ing the focus at the formal level from the system of logical categories to examples of 

everyday life. He even presents the abstract theory of what is traditionally called the 

Porphyrian Tree using the image of a real tree with all its characteristics. 

Consequently, the expression gens gense (“the most generic genus”) as T5 uses it 

does not refer to the ten highest genera of Aristotle’s categories (and, most of all, to the 

main category of substance). In §11, “wood” is the most generic genus for wooden things, 

and “fruit” is the most generic genus for all kind of fruits. Each generic genus is further 

divided into species and individual entities. All of the examples presented in T5 support 

the claim made in §13, namely, that this principle (genus-species-individuality) struc-

tures the whole created cosmos. On the one hand, this conclusion renders the Por-

phyrian/Aristotelian system of the categories a universal principle that structures the 

created world. On the other hand and somewhat paradoxically, it detaches the terms 

genera, species, and particularity from their original sources, namely, Aristotle’s Cate-

gories and Porphyry’s Isagoge. The latter are no longer necessary for gaining an under-

standing of the main logical terms. 

T5 addresses those readers who considered logic a part of Christian education but 

who had never read (and didn’t have to) either Aristotle’s or Porphyry’s works. It is 

 
62 Cf., for instance, Theodore Bar Koni, Book of Scholia, part 6 (Scher 1910–1912/II: 57). 

63 Cf. Sergius, In Cat. §94 (142 Arzhanov); Jacob of Edessa, Encheiridion (231.17 Furlani); Ps.-Michael 

Badoqa, Book of Definitions 11–12 (31–32 Furlani). 
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therefore unsurprising that the examples deployed in the text are based mainly on Bib-

lical characters. In §1, the names Paul, Peter, and Jacob appear as examples of individual 

men where one traditionally encounters the names Socrates and Plato. In §4, the author 

presents Hiram as an example of a smith, Aquila as a model of a tentmaker, and Joseph 

as the exemplary carpenter. While the first case derives from the Old Testament, the 

latter two are drawn from the New Testament. These figures were presumably already 

well-known by the audience to which T5 was originally addressed. T5 therefore reflects 

the process of the “Christianization” of logical manuals that took place during this pe-

riod, something that is also characteristic of the Greek school texts that derive from the 

Byzantine period.64 Its terminology brings it closer to the 7th–8th centuries than to the 

earlier period to which Texts 1–3 most likely belong.  We may view it as part of the 

afterlife and further development of the tradition that was originally based on large 

treatises (such as commentaries) but that later became part of the Christian educational 

system, after which the connection with the original sources of Texts 1–3 was gradually 

lost. 

2.6 Logical Treatise in Ms. DS 27 (T6) 

This treatise has been preserved in ms. D, i.e. Dayr al-Suryan 27, Part B, fols. 110r–113v. 

However, it is possible that it originally belonged to another codex which has not sur-

vived but whose parts were bound with the other folios that now constitute this codex.65 

Since this text came down to us without a beginning or an ending, we know neither its 

title nor its original length. Nonetheless, even the preserved portion of the treatise 

makes clear that it is focused on the same subject matters as Texts 1–5 and is in many 

respects connected with them. 

The first extant paragraphs of T6 deal with the terms “genus”, “species”, “differen-

tia”, “property”, and “accident”, i.e. with the quinque voces of the Isagoge. As is the case 

with T5, no quotations from Porphyry are found in T6, and only in the last paragraph 

do we find an explicit reference to his treatise. §22 contains a number of Greek terms 

that “are found in the treatise Isagoge”. However, the listed words derive not from 

Porphyry’s text but from the commentary tradition. §22 mentions terms such as “theo-

retical” and “practical”, “mathematics” and “geometry”, etc., none of which are found 

in the Isagoge. They do, however, play an important role in the introductory sections of 

the commentaries on this treatise that deal with the prolegomena issues such as the 

division of philosophy. 

 
64 For the Byzantine manuals in logic which largely demonstrate the same tendencies that are appar-

ent in T5, cf. Roueché 1974: 68, 72, 76. 

65 For the description of DS 27 and the problems related to the identification of its parts deriving from 

various manuscripts, cf. Brock & Van Rompay 2014: 159–177; Arzhanov 2021a: 5–10. 
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Yet a comparison between T6 and other texts published in the present volume gives 

us good reasons to assume that it derives not from complete commentaries on the Isa-

goge but from collections of divisions-and-definitions and school manuals such as T2 

and T4. The definitions in T6 of the Greek terms that “are found in the treatise Isagoge” 

are more extensive than the explanations we find in T1, which contains only short tree 

diagrams. The definitions in T6 trace back to manuals such as T2, which took the tree 

diagrams and transformed them into short narratives. Some paragraphs of T6 find di-

rect parallels in T2. For instance, §§16, 19, and 20 repeat parts of T2 nearly verbatim, 

while §14 appears to be a revised version of the sections in T2 dealing with synthesis as 

a method of reasoning. Furthermore, §§11–12 explicate the four elements and their re-

lation to one another, indicating a clear parallel to T4 on which it is probably based. 

These examples grant us insight into the process through which the Syriac school man-

uals in logic developed from collections of tree diagrams based on large commentaries 

to anthologies of divisions-and-definitions and finally to full-scale manuals in logic that 

no longer maintain a connection to Porphyry and Aristotle. 

Accordingly, it is not surprising to find in T6 no direct references to Porphyry or 

Aristotle whose authority is replaced by that of “the wise”. As in T5, T6 uses examples 

derived from the Bible rather than from philosophical treatises. Even more so than T5, 

T6 turns out to be only loosely connected to the Isagoge and the Categories. In T6 §2, we 

encounter the definition of genus as that which embraces multiple things “being differ-

ent in nature” ( ƁƙƇŷƤ̈Ɖ  ܐƍƀƄܒ ). This definition clearly departs from what we find both 

in the Isagoge (cf. 2.14–3.20) and in treatises based on it (cf., e.g., T2 §17), where genus is 

explained as that which embraces multiple things that are different in species. Even 

more striking is the explanation in §2 of the term “most specific species” as “something 

that does not possess the ability to be divided”, i.e. an individual. While both the Isagoge 

(cf. 4.15–5.1) and the explications of Porphyry’s text (T2 §§15 and 18) define the most 

specific species as that which may not be further divided into species (for instance, uni-

versal man) but only into particulars, T6 clearly conflates the two terms, making specific 

species equivalent to individuals, such as Simon or Sergius (cf. §2). As is already the case 

with T5, the author of T6 uses the terms genus, species, and individual in a rather loose 

way, indicating an unfamiliarity with their original meaning in the system of Por-

phyrian logic. 

In §4 we also find a conflation of two topics that are traditionally differentiated in 

the commentary tradition: priority by nature and the interpretation of property as 

something that defines a certain nature. The former topic appears in T2 §28, which de-

rives from Sergius’ commentary on the Categories. It is therefore probable that the au-

thor of T6 used a collection of definitions similar to T2 as a source, where the two topics 

(property and priority by nature) either were discussed in close proximity to one an-

other or were not clearly differentiated. This would explain the confusion that we en-

counter in T6 §4. A similar confusion probably lies behind the definition of accident 

found in §5. 
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All of this suggests that T6 was primarily based on neither the Isagoge nor a com-

mentary on it but on collections of divisions-and-definitions similar to Texts 1–3 pub-

lished in the present volume. As such, T6 represents the final developmental stage of 

the Syriac school manuals in logic. While T1 is directly based both on the Isagoge and 

on the commentary tradition, T2 integrates elements of T1’s source texts and T1 itself, 

while later manuals (e.g., T4) recycle some elements of T2. T6 exemplifies the next round 

of recycling of the materials transmitted in earlier manuals. It has nearly no direct con-

nection to the source texts of T1 and T2. As a result, it exibits confusion regarding crucial 

terms such as “the most specific species” and “individuals”. 

The recycling of the earlier materials in T6 resulted in a full-scale manual on logic 

whose fragmentary character nonetheless remains visible, particularly when viewed in 

light of its presumed sources. In §6, the author applies the same rhetorical device that 

we find in T5 (a potential source). Every new term in T6 is introduced by the phrase, 

“When you hear the name so-and-so…” The explanation that follows appears as a part 

of the teaching process of explicating basic philosophical terms, including logical cate-

gories as well as issues such as weight, transparency, softness, and so forth. In §10, the 

author delves into the topic of the human senses, and here his dependence on the pre-

vious collections of divisions-and-definitions is particularly apparent. It appears to be 

an elaboration of T5 §5, which itself is a revision of T2 §32, a paragraph that ultimately 

derives from one of Evagrius’ writings. Another example of this kind is found in T6 §16. 

The latter is a slightly revised version of T2 §35, which is also a fragment taken from 

Evagrius. The revision in T6 is primarily stylistic, and it aims at reshaping the list of 

definitions found in T2 into a more coherent text to be used for pedagogical purposes. 

This “chain of recycling” reveals a living and evolving school tradition in which 

earlier materials were constantly adapted for the needs of Syriac schools. As outlined 

below, T7 makes it particularly clear that, in the period following the 6th century, these 

needs were mostly related to polemics against other Christian denominations and later 

against Islam. In both cases, Aristotelian logic, on the one hand, provided common 

ground and, on the other hand, functioned as a useful instrument. 

2.7 Logico-Theological Treatise in Ms. DS 28 (T7) 

Like T6, T7 has been preserved without a title and in a single manuscript, Dayr al-Suryan 

28, part B (ms. C). Ms. C serves as a witness to multiple Syriac collections of divisions-

and-definitions, including T7 (fols. 154r–160r), T2 (fols. 160v–163r), and T4 (fols. 163r–

164v). After T4, we find a short excerpt from Cyril of Alexandria’s commentary on Isaiah 

that, among other things, explains how both Adam and Jesus may be considered the 

founders of the genus of humanity. It was this reference to genus that probably led the 

compiler to attach this fragment to other texts that deal with issues in logic. 

This philosophical anthology opens with T7, but the first folios have been lost. As a 

result, we know neither the title of this treatise nor its original length. Since it ends with 
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the simple phrase, “The End”, it is likely that this treatise, just as the one that follows in 

the codex (T2), was an anonymous school manual. In ms. DS 28, T2 has the title: “Another 

treatise of philosophers on various entities which differ from one another”. The aceph-

alous T7 is therefore part of a collection of philosophical texts and, based on the title of 

T2, we may assume that it was originally introduced as “a treatise of philosophers”.66 In 

T7 §6, the compiler turns to the four elements, noting briefly that this topic has already 

been elaborated upon. This note suggests that at least some portion of the treatise is 

missing, although it is not possible to say with certainty how long the missing portion 

was. However, if we compare T7 with other texts, it seems likely that the treatise was 

originally not much longer than its current preserved form. 

In comparison with Texts 1–6, T7 focuses much more on demonstrating how the use 

of logical terminology can bring clarity to important theological issues. T7 opens with a 

discussion of how the terms “genus” and “species” are applicable to the Holy Trinity, 

and the last paragraphs resume this topic. The starting point of the discussion is the 

position that, while the Trinity is one substance (ʾusiya = οὐσία) and one nature (kyana 

= φύσις), it is also made up of three distinct individuals/hypostases (qnoma = ὑπόστασις) 

or persons (parṣopa = πρόσωπον). The treatise elaborates on this statement by clarifying 

the central terms (i.e. “substance”, “nature”, “individual/hypostasis”, and “person”) as 

they are applied to a broad variety of objects. Starting from §5, the text deals with the 

same logical topics that constitute the content of Texts 1–6, i.e. the system of genera, 

species, and particulars based on the Porphyrian Tree. However, in contrast to these 

other texts (cf., e.g., T2 §10), the theological subjects are not occasional in T7 but domi-

nate throughout. T7 therefore demonstrates clearly the role that the study of logic came 

to play in theological debates and religious polemic. 

Specific characteristics of T7 allow us to date it to the early Islamic period. A quote 

in §15 from Gregory of Nazianzus’ Theological Oration corresponds to the Syriac trans-

lation of this treatise made in the early 7th century by Paul, bishop of Edessa.67 This 

suggests that T7 was composed after this period. Moreover, some paragraphs of T7 (cf. 

§18) show clear parallels to Peter of Callinicum’s Contra Damianum.68 Composed in the 

6th century as a direct reaction to the Tritheistic controversy, Peter’s treatise became 

particularly popular in the early Islamic period, since the arguments addressed against 

 
66 The beginning of a similar collection of logical works has been preserved on the first folio of ms. BL 

Add. 17215 (F). As noted above (see 2.4), this codex currently contains only a few remaining folios, the 

first one of which includes several paragraphs from T4. The texts that follow are fragments from the 

anonymous translation of the Isagoge and Proba’s commentary on it. The title of this collection on fol. 

1v is: “With the help of the Lord Jesus Christ, we start to write the book of philosophers” ( ƈƕ  ųƇƀŶ 
ܕƘŴ̈ƐƇƀƘܐ  Ʀƃܒܐ  ܕƦƄƌܘܒ   ŷƀƤƉ   ƎƍſƢƤƉܐ  ŴƤſܥ   ܕƢƉܢ  ). A similar title might originally have been 

at the beginning of ms. C. 

67 For the Syriac versions of Gregory’s orations, cf. de Halleux 1983; Van Roey & Moors 1973–1974. 

68 Cf. above, 1.3. 
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the Tritheists could be directed equally against Muslim opponents.69 We are unable to 

determine in many cases whether the compiler of T7 used the actual works of Basil, 

Gregory, and Severus or instead made use of theological treatises loaded with quota-

tions from the Church Fathers such as Contra Damianum. It is, however, more likely 

that the original source of the quotations from the Church Fathers was neither of them 

but rather the kind of theological florilegium that we find in the 8th-century ms. BL Add. 

12155.70 This florilegium contains both logical expositions and quotations from the 

Church authorities, and T7 is most likely summing up the main arguments presented in 

a florilegium like it. 

The main theological focus in T7 is on how the Christian idea of one Godhead exist-

ing in three Persons (or Hypostases) can be explained using the Aristotelian logical cat-

egories (i.e. genus, substance, and individuals). Similar to Peter of Callinicum, the com-

piler of T7 argues that the three Persons of the Trinity share the same substance (the 

Godhead) but are differentiated through their characteristic properties just as individ-

ual men are distinguished through their properties while still belonging to one and the 

same species of man (§18). T7 tends to articulate a dichotomous relation between the 

one (genus, species) and the many (individuals). In §2, the compiler speaks of the God-

head as “one genus and one species” embracing three individuals/hypostases. The same 

scheme is applied later on in the text to other subject matters. For instance, all rational 

creatures are characterized as being of “one genus and one species” (§3), and so are the 

angelic powers (§4) and men (§5). 

If we consider them from the point of view of the Porphyrian Tree (an outline of 

which is found in §11), such claims appear rather surprising. According to the Por-

phyrian Tree, a genus comprises species, which in turn may be genera of other species 

that are beneath them and that are usually characterized either as being generic or spe-

cific. In T7, these logical nuances disappear, giving way to a straightforward dichotomy 

between something general (“one genus and one species”) and its individual instantia-

tions whose characteristic properties differentiate them from one another. The text 

moves away from the Christological discussions of the post-Chalcedonian period in 

which the conflicts revolved around the core question of the relation between the di-

vine and human natures in Jesus Christ. In T7, these Christological debates do not play 

any significant role, and the focus lies instead on the question of the relation between 

the one and the many in the Trinity. 

All these aspects situate T7 in the 8th–9th century polemic with Islam. This brings 

it close to the West Syriac florilegia that appear in this period and that integrate the 6th-

century treatises addressed against the Tritheists. As demonstrated by the texts pub-

lished in this volume, T7 (together with T6) therefore forms the final stage of the devel-

opment of the Christian adaptation of Aristotelian and Porphyrian logic. The earliest 

 
69 On the afterlife of the anti-Tritheistic polemical treatises in the early Islamic period, cf. Ebeid 2021. 

70 On this codex, cf. 2.2 and 2.3, above. 
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texts among them are connected with the commentaries on the Categories and the Isa-

goge, presenting the central logical terms in collections of divisions-and-definitions. The 

later school manuals are, however, based on such collections only. They also narrow 

the focus to a few logical notions that played a crucial role, initially, in the controversies 

between Christians and, subsequently, in Christian polemics against the Muslims. 
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3 Concluding Remarks 

In light of the above overview, we may draw some general conclusions regarding the 

historical setting and the main lines of development of the Syriac school manuals on 

logic that played a significant role in Syriac scholastic culture. The history of these man-

uals stretches from the 6th to the 9th centuries, covering the period of transition from 

the traditional late antique paideia to the Christian pedagogical system. Aristotelian and 

Porphyrian logic gained a firm footing within the Christian Syriac schools during this 

transition period, ultimately laying the foundation for the development of medieval 

scholasticism. 

While the method of defining the essence of an entity by means of division has a 

long history and is found in both Platonic dialogues and Porphyry’s treatises in logic, 

the origins of the Syriac collections of divisions-and-definitions trace back to a practice 

found in the Alexandrian school in the late 5th–early 6th centuries that resulted from 

the transformation of philosophical education brought about by Ammonius Hermeiou. 

The model of education developed in Ammonius’ school placed Aristotle’s Categories 

and Porphyry’s introduction to it at the beginning of the curriculum. Lectures on these 

texts thereby became introductory courses in philosophy in general. The preserved 6th-

century Alexandrian commentaries on the Categories and the Isagoge contain extensive 

introductory parts focusing on the prolegomena issues. They are also structured largely 

in the form of divisions-and-definitions, something that was adopted by the Syrian heirs 

of this Alexandrian pedagogical practice. 

In the Syriac tradition, the earliest witness to the use of divisions-and-definitions in 

philosophical education was Sergius of Reshaina’s commentary on Aristotle’s Catego-

ries, written in the early 6th century on the basis of the oral lectures of Ammonius. Ser-

gius’ treatise seldom quotes Aristotle’s text verbatim but mainly presents a general 

overview of central logical terms in the form of basic explanations. This provided a pat-

tern for the next generations of Syriac scholars who based their knowledge of the Cate-

gories on such isagogic materials rather than on Aristotle’s text itself. Characteristic of 

this next generation, neither the school manuals on logic nor the Syriac authors who 

integrated elements of these manuals in their writings turned to the anonymous Syriac 

translation of the Categories that appeared in the 6th century. They preferred to rely on 

Sergius’ treatise. Sergius frequently made use of the method of diaeresis, emphasizing 

its role in providing definitions of logical terms. This made his commentary a rich 

source for tree diagrams which were attached to it at a later stage. 

The 6th-century anonymous Syriac translation of Porphyry’s Isagoge and Proba’s 

commentary on it functioned as two additional primary sources for the later collections 

of divisions-and-definitions. It is likely that neither of these texts originally included the 

tree diagrams. However, even more so than Sergius’ commentary, Proba’s exegetical 

work was structured as a school manual based on the method of diaeresis with the pri-

mary aim of explaining the main categories of Porphyrian logic by means of division-
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and-definition. This formal characteristic rendered Proba’s work a likely source for the 

composition of the tree diagrams that were eventually attached to it and that could be 

used in introductory courses in logic. As the preserved Syriac scholia on the Isagoge and 

the compilations of later Syriac scholars (e.g., the Book of the Dialogues of Severus Bar 

Shakko) demonstrate, more exegetical works related to Porphyry’s treatise appeared 

after the 6th century. However, in the tradition of the school manuals, Proba’s commen-

tary played the decisive role. 

It is likely that the tree diagrams based on the Isagoge and on the exegetical works 

of Sergius and Proba were attached to these texts in the second half of the 6th century. 

As the title of T1 (in the version preserved in mss. B and M) makes apparent, these dia-

grams were originally used as supplements to the study of the above-mentioned three 

texts. However, they were later separated from this initial setting and transmitted in 

the form of handy collections, an example of which we find in one version of T1. It is 

likely that, while initially maintaining their connection to their sources, they gradually 

became stand-alone texts whose original tree diagrams were reshaped into short nar-

rative explications of central logical categories by way of division-and-definition. 

In this revised narrative form, collections of tree diagrams became sources for later 

manuals in logic. An example of such a manual, which recycles the elements of T1, is 

published here as T2. This loose collection of philosophical definitions has been pre-

served in at least four recensions, which speaks to its popularity in Syriac schools in the 

early Islamic period (7th–9th centuries). Besides the fragments that derive from logical 

treatises (including the collections of tree diagrams), the oldest revision of T2 includes 

fragments originating from Evagrius and Severus of Antioch, thereby shedding light on 

the theological context in which these collections later developed and expanded. 

The last developmental stage of this tradition, which began with anthologies of tree 

diagrams (such as T1), is marked by logical treatises that were formed primarily on the 

basis of manuals such as T2 and T3. As T5 and T6 show, these treatises are full-scale 

expansions of the loose collections of definitions that we find in texts such as T2 and T3. 

It is likely that these treatises were the basis for introductory courses in logic that were 

offered to clergy in order to prepare them for various kinds of polemics. 

Particularly in the form of the Tritheistic controversy, which was associated pri-

marily with the Miaphysite Church and which included prominent Alexandrian philos-

ophers such as John Philoponus, the theological debates of the 6th century provided 

additional impetus for the development of further collections of philosophical divi-

sions-and-definitions. These collections focused mainly on theologically significant 

terms such as substance, person, nature, and hypostasis. Syriac texts treating these 

terms find multiple parallels in the Byzantine manuals in logic (for instance, in Theo-

dore of Raithu’s Preparation). From the 7th century onward, the collections of philo-

sophical definitions become tools deployed in both intra-Christian disputes and Chris-

tian polemics against Islam, as the example of T7 published below makes clear. 

The school manuals based on philosophical divisions-and-definitions had enduring 

influence in Syriac educational institutions. Their impact extended from brief citations 
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by individual Syriac authors, who deemed logical argumentation necessary, to compre-

hensive anthological collections during the period of Syriac Renaissance (e.g., by such 

authors as Bar Shakko and Bar ʿEbroyo). The school manuals published below therefore 

played a significant role in Christian education in the transitional period between the 

decline of the Alexandrian philosophical school in the 6th–7th centuries and the rise of 

Christian scholasticism in the middle ages. 
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Sigla, Abbreviations, and Signs Used in the Edition 

Sigla 

B Berlin, Staatsbibliothek, Preußischer Kulturbesitz, Sachau 166 

C Dayr al-Suryan, Syriac 28 

D Dayr al-Suryan, Syriac 27 

E London, British Library, Additional 12155 

F London, British Library, Additional 17215 

L London, British Library, Additional 14658 

M Birmingham, Mingana Collection, Syriac 84 

V Vatican, Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, sir. 158 

Metr. Metrical Treatise, quoted on the basis of ms. Mardin, Chaldean Cathedral 20 (CCM 20) 

Silw. Silwanos of Qardu, quoted on the basis of Hespel 1983 

Abbreviations and Signs 

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

cod(d). codex (codices) 

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

ditt. dittographia (“dittography”): applies to the accidental repetition of one or more words or 

phrases by a scribe 

et passim “and throughout”: indicates that material can be found in other locations in the codex 

f(ol). folio 

fort. fortasse (“perhaps”): denotes that the editor is guessing the correctness of a reading 

in marg. in margine (“in the margin”): indicates that material is written in the margin of a manuscript 

as opposed to the main text block 

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

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

om. hom. omisit per homoioteleuton (a scribe “omitted due to homoioteleuton”): applies to omissions in 

manuscripts due to identical endings in two words 

scr. 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.” 

sim. similia (“similar words”) 

 

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

attached 

§ paragraph numbers introduced by the editor 

(…) additions in the English translation 
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T1: Divisions of Porphyry



ــƆŴ̈ܓܐ Ƙ ܒܐƦــƃܕ ƁܓŴــ ــŴܣ ܕܐƐſܓ ſܪŴƘܪŴƘܐ ܕƘŴــƐƇƀƘ ܐƍــ ƙƇƉܘ 

ــƉŴ̈ܐ ــƣƮܐ ܬŶـ ــƙƉ Ʀـ ــƢܬܐ ܕܐſـ ــƮܐ ܒŷـ ــƦܒܐ ܕƉܐƉـ  ܗƌܐ ܕܒƄـ

ƁܓŴܓƐſܕܐ

ܕܓƐƍܐ ƆŴƘܓܐ §1

ƦƉ5ܐƢƉ ܓƐƍܐ

ܗܪƎƉ ƑƀƇƟ ܗܪűƀƇƟ̈ܐ ܐƅſ — ܪƤſܐ űŶ ܕƎƉ ܕƏܓƀ̈ܐܐ ƀƣŴƍƃܐ

 ܐſــƅ — ܕܐƌــƥ ܕƉــűƆŴܗ ܘƣــŴܪſܐ ܐܬܪܐ ŶــƎƉ ű ܕűŶ ܘűƆŴƉܐ

ܐܬƀƌܐ ŴźƇƘܢ ܐƅſ — ܗܪƎƉ ƑƀƇƟ ܗŴƆܣ

 ܕƦƉܐƢƉ ܕŴƀŶܬܐ ܐƌŵƃܐ — ܐܕƣܐ ܬŴŶܬܘܗܝ ܕƦƉܐƢƉ ܘܗ̇ܘ

 ̇ųſܬŴŶܐ ܬƤƌƢ10ܒ

ܕܬܪƆŴƘ Ǝſܓܐ §2

ƎƀƆܢ ܗƮƉܐƦƉܕ ƈƕ ܡűƉ

ƎــſųƍƉ ƈــƕ ܐűــŶ ܬܐŴܢ ܨܒــƮــƉܐƦƉ — ܐƆ ܐƍــƠƐƘƦƉ 

ƑƀŹƢƟŴƏ ܐƌܘܗ̇ܘ ܘܗ

ƎſųƍƉܘ ƈƕ ܐ̈ܬܐƀܓƏ15

ŴƀŶܬܐ ܐƅſ ܓƐƍܐ

ܒƤƌƢܐ ܐƅſ ܐܕƣܐ

ƇƀƇƉܐ ܐŴƘ ƅſܪƍƣܐ

§1   B 1, M 1, V 1      §2   B 2, M 2, V 2

        V ܕŴƘƢƘܪBM: Ƒſ ܕŴƘܪŴƘܪŴſܣ    |    V ܕܐŴƐſܓŴܓBM: Ɓ ܕܐƐſܓــŴܓom. V    |    Ɓ [ܕƃــƦܒܐ   1

ܕƉܐƉــƮܐ ܒŷــƢܬܐ ܕܐſــƙƉ ƦــƣƮܐ ܬŶــƉŴ̈ܐ ܘƍƙƇƉܐ    |    BM ܘƉܓܒــƍܐ :.scr ܘƙƇƉــƍܐ  
ܕܐƐſܓــŴܓƁ ܗƌܐ ܕܒƄــƦܒܐ ] om. V      4   ܓܐƆŴــƘ ܐƐــƍܕܓ ] om. V      6   ــܐܐƀ̈ܓƏܕ] om. V        

ܘŴƣܪſܐ ܐܬܪܐ ƎƉ űŶ ܕűŶ ܘűƆŴƉܐ   B      7 ܗܪŴƇƟܣ :MV ܗܪV    |    ƑƀƇƟ ܗܪƀƇƟ̈ܐ :BM ܗܪűƀƇƟ̈ܐ  
ܕܐƥƌ ܕűƆŴƉܗ  BM: ܐſܪŴƣܗ ܘűƆŴƉܕ ƥƌܘܐܬܪܐ ܕܐ ųܕܒ űƇſܐܬ  V      8   ƑƀƇƟܗܪ MV: ƑƀƇƟܗܪܐ 

B    |    ܢŴźƇƘ V: ܢŴźƇƘܕ BM      9   ܬܘܗܝŴŶܐ ܬƣܐܕ ] inv. V      11   ܓܐƆŴƘ Ǝſܕܬܪ ] om. V      13   ƎſųƍƉ 

MV: ƎſųƇƃ B; + ƎƉ̇ BM    |    ܐƆ ܐƍƠƐƘƦƉ ƑƀŹƢƟŴƏ  B: ܐƌŵƃܐ ƑƀŹƢƟŴƏܕ  V      14   ܘܗ̇ܘ V: ܗ̇ܘ 

BM      15   ƎſųƍƉܘ] + Ǝſܕ BM      16   ƅſܬܐ ܐŴƀŶ  V: ܐƌŵƃܬܐ ܐŴƀŶܕ  BM      17   ƅſܐ ܐƤƌƢܒ  V: 

ܕܒƤƌƢܐ ܐƌŵƃܐ  BM      18   ƅſܐ ܐƇƀƇƉ  V: ܐƌŵƃܐ ܐƇƀƇƉܕ  BM



Divisions of the Book “Isagoge” of Porphyry, Philosopher and Teacher, and 

Various Definitions That are Found at the End of the Chapters of the Book 

“Isagoge”1

Division of genus2§1

Genus is said of

— an assembly of many coming from a single origin, as the Heraclids from 

Heracles;

— someone’s place of birth, as Plato the Athenian, and someone’s derivation 

from the progenitor, as Hyllos from Heracles;3

— and below what a species is said of, for instance “living being” below which 

“man” is said of.

Second division4§2

What is said of something

— is said either of one thing, (namely) an individual, (for instance) “Socrates” 

and this and that (person),

— or of many:

— genus, as “living being”,

— species, as “man”,

— differentia, as “rational”,

1 This is the title found in mss. B and M. The title in ms. V is: “Divisions of the Isagoge of 

Porphyry the Philosopher”. The title mentioned at the end of the collection is: “Divisions of 

Porphyry the Philosopher”.

2 Cf. Isag. 1.18–2.13. See also the anonymous scholia on the Isagoge preserved in ms. V 

(Baumstark 1900: 41.6–11). Another version of this list based not on Porphyry’s text but on 

Proba’s commentary on it appears below in §23.

3 In the Vatican codex, this second point is divided into two separate points (i.e. generation 

from one’s own progenitor and place of birth), thus suggesting a four-fold division. However, 

mss. B and M correctly reflect Porphyry’s division of the meanings of “genus” into three as 

stressed in Isag. 2.14 and are likely to have preserved the original recension of this diagram.

4 Cf. Isag. 2.17–22. See also §26 below, which is based on Proba’s commentary on the Isagoge. 

For the second half of the list, cf. T2 §17 and T3 §6.



84  Text 1

ܓƃŴŷܐ ܐƅſ ܕŴƀƇſܬܐ

ܓƀƌŴܐ ܐܘƊƃܐ ܐƅſ ܓƣűܐ

ܕܐܕƣܐ ƆŴƘܓܐ ƀƉűƟܐ܂ ƆŴƘܓܐ §3

ƦƉܐƢƉ ܐܕƣܐ

ƈƕ ܬܐŴƉܕ ƥƍƇƃܕ — ƅſܗ̇ܝ ܐ ųƣܐ ܕܐܕŴ̇ƣ ܐƍźƆŴƤƆ5

ƈــƕܘܗܝ ܗ̇ܘ ܘƦــſܕܐ ƦــƀŶܐ ܬƐــƍܐ — ܓƌŵــƃܐ ܐƤــƌƢܕܒ ƦــƀŶܬ 

ܓƌŴܐ ܬƦƀŶ ܘŴŶܪܘܬܐ ŴƀŶܬܐ

ܕܬܪƆŴƘ Ǝſܓܐ §4

ܓƎƀƐ̈ƍ ܓƦƉ ƑƍܐƢƉܐ ܐܘƀƏܐ

10ܘܓƐƍܐ ܐܕƣܐ ܓƊƣŴܐ

ܘܓƐƍܐ ܐܕƣܐ ƍƤƙƌܐ ܓƊƣŴܐ

ܘܓƐƍܐ ܐܕƣܐ ŴƀŶܬܐ

ܘܓƐƍܐ ܐܕƣܐ ƦƇƀƇƉܐ ŴƀŶܬܐ

ܐܕƎƀƣ̈ ܐܕܫ ܒƤƌƢܐ

ƑƀŹƢƟŴƏ ܐƉŴƍƟ ܐſűƀŷſ15ܐ

ܕŴƘܪƍƣܐ ƆŴƘܓܐ §5

ƦƉܐŴƘ ƢƉܪƍƣܐ

ƦſܐƌŴــ ــƅ — ܓ ſܐ ƑƀŹƢƟŴــ Ə Ǝــ Ɖ ܢŴــ źƇƘ ܬܘܒ ܘܗܘ ųــ ƍƉ 

ƎſųƉƦƤƉ ܘܓƀƍƣű̈ܐ ܐƀƌƮŶܐ — ܘܒƀƐܒŴܬܐ ܒŴƀƇźܬܐ

§3   B 3, M 3, V 3      §4   B 4, M 4, V 4      §5   B 5, M 5, V 5

ܓƃŴŷܐ ܐBM    |    ƅſ ܕƦƀƇſܐ :V ܕŴƀƇſܬܐ   1  V: ܐƌŵƃܬܐ ܐŴƍƐƍܕܓ  BM      3   ܐƀƉűƟ ܓܐƆŴƘ ] 

om. V      5   ܗ̇ܝ B: ܗ̇ܘ V: om. M      8   Ǝſܕܬܪ BM: ܐƀƏܕܐܘ V      11   ܐƍƤƙƌ V: ܐƤƙƍƉ BM      13   ܬܐŴƀŶ V: 

 :ŴƘ BMܪƍƣܐ   V      17 ܕƙƇŶŴƣܐ :BM ܕŴƘܪƍƣܐ   M      16 ܕܓƐƍܐ :VB ܘܓƐƍܐ    |    BM ܘƀŶــŴܬܐ

ܒŴƉűܬܐ ܘŴźƇƘܢ :ŴźƇƘ Vܢ   ƙƇŶŴƣ V      18ܐ  BM
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— property, as “laughing”,

— accident, as “universal blackness”.

First division: Division of species5§3

Species is said

— of the shape of every person, as someone’s species that is worthy of a 

ruler;6

— and of what is beneath a genus, as “man” is beneath “living being” and 

“white” is beneath “colour”.

Second division7§4

Substance is called a most generic genus.

Body is a species and a genus.

Animate body is a species and a genus.

Living being is a species and a genus.

Rational living being is a species and a genus.

Man is a most specific species.

Socrates is a particular individual.

Division of differentia8§5

Differentia is said

— in the common sense, as Socrates (differs) from Plato and also from himself 

in young and old age; they are called of other sort and accidental;

5 This is the subtitle in mss. B and M. It is likely that this division originally appeared as the 

first diagram attached to the chapter on species in the Syriac version of the Isagoge. Cf. Isag. 

3.22–4.4.

6 The text is based on the early anonymous Syriac translation of Isag. 3.22–4.1 (Brock 1988: 

7.15–17) which interpreted ἐπὶ τῆς ἑκάστου μορφῆς as referring to persons and hence render-

ed the Greek τυραννίς as “ruler, governor”.

7 Cf. Isag. 4.22–32. See also T2 §8 and T2 §18. A similar list (which does not include the last 

item and differs in some details) appears as Division 5 attached to Book II of Sergius, In Cat. 

(162.10–14 Arzhanov).

8 The diagram summarizes Isag. 8.8–21, reflecting the early anonymous Syriac translation (cf. 

Brock 1988: 18–20). See also §29, below.



86  Text 1

ƦſܐƍƇſܕ — ƅſܬܐ ܐŴƤźƘ ܬܐŴƟܬܐ ܘܙܪŴŷƉܘ ƦــƇƇƕܕܐܬ — 

ƎſųƉƦƤƉ ܘܓƀƍƣű̈ܐ ܬܘܒ ܐƀƌƮŶܐ

ƢſƦſܘ ƦſܐƍƇſܕ — ƅſܐ ܐƤƌƢܒ ƎƉ ܐƀƏŴƏ ܒܐƇƃܐ — ܘƌƮŶܐ 

ƎſųƉƦƤƉ ܘܐܕƀƣ̈ܐ

5ܕܬܪƆŴƘ Ǝſܓܐ §6

ŴƘܪƍƣܐ ܬܘܒ

ــųܘܢ ƍƉ ܐƍــ ƠŶƮƉ ܘܢųــ ſƦſܐ — ƅــ ſܗ̇ܝ ܐ Ɨــ ſܬܙƦƌܐ ܕƇــ Ƥƌܘ 

ܘųſƢƃ ƋƀƇŶ ܘܕųƌܘܐ

ƍƠŶƮƉܐ Ɔܐ ܘųƍƉܘܢ

10ܘܙܪŴƟܬܐ ܕŴƤźƘܬܐ ܐƌŵƃܐ — ܓƀƍƣű̈ܐ ųƍƉܘܢ

ƀƍ̈ƀƃܐ ܘųƍƉܘܢ

ــųܘܢ ƍƉ Ɓــ ــƐܐ ƇƙƉܓ̈ ƍ̈ܘܢ ܓųــ ſƦſܐ — ܐƌŵــ ƃܐ 

ــƍܐ ــƍܐ ܘƆܐ ܕƤƙƌـ ــƍܐ Ƥƙƌـ ــƍܐ ܘƆܐ ƢƉܓƤـ  ƢƉܓƤـ

ƎƀܓƇƙƉܐ ܕƀƏܐܘƆ ܐƇــƀƇƉܐ ܘƆܐ ܘƇــƀƇƉ ܬܐŴــƀƉܘ 

ŴƀŷƆ15ܬܐ ܕƇƙƉܓŴƀƉ Ǝƀܬܐ ܘƆܐ

ــųܘܢ ــƍƉ Ɓـ ــųܘܢ ܐܕƣ̈ܐ Ɗ̈ƀƠƉـ ــƌŵܐ — ܐſƦſـ  ܐƃـ

ــƍܐ Ƥƙƌܐ ܕƍــ ƤܓƢƉܘ Ǝــ ƀƊƀƠƉܬܐ ܕŴــ ƀŷƆ ܐƇــ ƀƇƉܘ 

ƆܒƤƌƢܐ ܕƎƀƊƀƠƉ ܘŴƀƉܬܐ

§6   B 6, M 6, V 6

1   ƦſܐƍƇſܕ BM: ƦſܐƍƇſܘܕ V    |    ƦƇƇƕܕܐܬ MV: ƦƇƇƃܕܐܬ B      3   ƢſƦſܘ BM: ƢſƦſܕ V    |    ܐƌƮŶܐ BV: 

ܕܬܪƆŴƘ Ǝſܓܐ   M      5 ܐܕƀƍ̈ƣܐ :BV ܘܐܕƀƣ̈ܐ   M      4 ܐƀƌƮŶܐ ] om. V      6   ܐƍƣܪŴƘ BM: ܐƙƇŶŴ̈ƣ V      

ܘųſƢƃ ƋƀƇŶ ܘܕųƌܘܐ   ƦƉ V      8ܐſƢƉــBM: Ǝ ܐſƦſــųܘܢ   7  BM: ƎƉ ܐƕܙܘ ƅſܘܐ ܗ̇ܝ ܐųƌܕ  
ƋƀƇŶ ƅſܘܕܐ ƎƀƆܗ  V      10   ܘܢųƍƉ MV: ܘܢųƍƉܘ B    |    ܐƌŵƃܐ BM: ƅſܗ̇ܝ ܐ  V    |    ܬܐŴƤźƘܕ BV: 

ܕܙܪŴƟܬܐ ܗ̇ܝ ܘܐBM: ƅſ ܘܙܪŴƟܬܐ    |    M ܕŴźƤƘܬܐ  V      11   ܘܢųƍƉܘ BV: ܘܢųƍƉ M    |    ܐƀƍ̈ƀƃ 

BV: ܐƀƍƊ̈ƃ M      12   ܘܢųƍƉ V: ܘܢųƍƉܘ BM    |    Ɓ̈ܓƇƙƉ V: ܐƍܓƇƙ̈Ɖ BM    |    ܘܢųſƦſܐ] om. BM      

 :V ܐܕƣ̈ܐ    |    B ܘųƍƉܘܢ :ųƍƉ MVܘܢ   Ƥƙƌ B      16ܐ :ƍƤƙƌ MVܐ    |    B ܕƤƙƌܐ :MV ܕƍƤƙƌܐ   13

ܗƎƀƆ ܘܕܐƆ] + ƅſܒƤƌƢܐ    |    BM: ƎƀƊƀƠƉ V ܕB      18   ƎƀƊƀƠƉ ܕƤƙƌܐ :MV ܕƍƤƙƌܐ   Ɔ BM      17ܐܕƣ̈ܐ  
V ܐƌƮŶܐ
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— in the proper sense, as being hook-nosed, having blue eyes, and having a 

wound; they are also called of other sort and accidental;

— and in the most proper sense, as man (differs) from horse and dog; they are 

called other and specific.

Second division9§6

Further, (on) differentiae:

— some of them are separable, as being in motion and staying still, or being 

healthy and being ill;

— some of them are inseparable:

— some of them are accidental, as being hook-nosed and having blue 

eyes;

— and some of them are natural:

— some of them are divisive of genera; for instance, animate and 

inanimate and sensitive and insensitive which divide substance, 

or rational and irrational and mortal and immortal which divide 

living being;

— some of them are constitutive of species; for instance, animate 

and sensitive which constitute living being, and rational and 

mortal which constitute man.

9 The diagram summarizes Isag. 9.7–10.21, following the early anonymous Syriac translation 

(Brock 1988: 20–24).



88  Text 1

ܕܕŴƀƇſܬܐ ƆŴƘܓܐ §7

ܪܒƖƀܐƇƘƦƉ Ʀſܓܐ ܕŴƀƇſܬܐ

 ܕƌܐƏܐ ܗ̇ܝ ܐųƇƄƆ — ƅſ ܘŴƆ ܒŴŷƇܕܘܗܝ ܐܕƣܐ ܕƉ űŷƆܐ ų̇Ɔܘ

ƅſܗ̇ܝ ܘܐ ƢŷƊƌܕ

5 ܗ̇ܝ ܐſــƅ — ܒŷƇــŴܕܘܗܝ Ɔــų ܘƆــŴ ܙܒــƎ ܘܒƄــƈ ܕƉ ųƇƄƆܐ ܘų̇Ɔܘ

Ǝſܗܝ ܕܬܪܬŴƇܪ̈ܓ

 ŶــŴܪ̈ܬܐ ܐƅſ — ܒŵƇƄܒƎ ܘŴƆ ܘųƇƄƆ ܒŴŷƇܕܘܗܝ ܕƉ ųƆܐ ܘų̇Ɔܘ

Ǝܒŵܬܐ ܒŴܒƀƒ

 ܓŴƃŴŷܬܐ ܐƅſ — ܘܒŵƇƄܒƎ ܘųƇƄƆ ܒŴŷƇܕܘܗܝ ܕƉ ųƆܐ ܘų̇Ɔܘ

ƀƏŴƐƆ10ܐ ܨܗܘŴƆܬܐ ܘܐƆ ƅſܒƤƌƢܐ

ܕܓƣűܐ ƆŴƘܓܐ §8

ŭƇƘƦƉ ܓƣűܐ

ܘƦƌܬܙƗſ ܕƅƉűƌ ܗ̇ܝ ܐƍƀƍƤƊƆ — ƅſܐ

ــƇܐ Ɔܐ ܘƍــ ƀƍƤƉ — ƅــ ſܬܐ ܐŴــ Ɗƃܪܒܐ ܐܘŴــ Ɩܪܘܬܐ ܕܒŴــ Ŷܘ 

15ܕܒŴƍƟŴƠܣ

ƎſƢƐƕ ܐƙƇŶŴ̈ƣ §9

ܓƣűܐ܂ ƎƉ ܕŴƀƇſܬܐ܂ ƎƉ ܐܕƣܐ܂ ŴƘ ƎƉܪƍƣܐ܂ ƎƉ — ܓƐƍܐ

ܓƣűܐ܂ ƎƉ ܕŴƀƇſܬܐ܂ ƎƉ ܐܕƣܐ܂ ƎƉ ܓƐƍܐ܂ ŴƘ — ƎƉܪƍƣܐ

ܓƣűܐ܂ ƎƉ ܕŴƀƇſܬܐ܂ ŴƘ ƎƉܪƍƣܐ܂ ƎƉ ܓƐƍܐ܂ ƎƉ — ܐܕƣܐ

§7   B 7, M 7, V 7      §8   B 8, M 8, V 8      §9   B 9, M 9, V 9

ƇƘƦƉܓܐ ܕŴƀƇſܬܐ   2 ] inv. BM      3   ƅſܐ MV: ƅſܘܐ B      4   ƢŷƊƌܕ V: ܐŷƊƌܕ BM      5   ųƇƄƆܕ MV: 

ƈƄƆܕ B    |    Ǝܙܒ] om. BM    |    ŴƆܘ ųƆ  V: ܘų̇Ɔܘ ŴƆ ųƆ  BM    |    ƅſܐ V: ƅſܘܐ BM      7   ܪ̈ܬܐŴŶ BM: 

 ܐܘ :V ܘܐƆ] om. BM    |    ƅſܒƤƌƢܐ   Ɖ] om. V      10ܐ   B      9 ܒƀƐܒŴܬܐ :ƀƒ MVܒŴܬܐ   ŴŶ V      8ܪܘܬܐ

BM    |    ܐƀƏŴƐƆ] om. BM      13   ܐƍƀƍƤƊƆ BM: ųƍƉ ܐƍƀƍƤƊƆ  V    |    ƗſܬܙƦƌܘ BM: ƅſܗ̇ܝ ܐ  
ƗſܬܙƦƌܕ V      14   ܐƇƆܘ M: ܐƆܘ B: ųƍƉܐ ܘƇƆ  V    |    ܐƇƆܐ ܘƍƀƍƤƉ  BM: ųƍƉܐ ܘƇƆ ܐƍƀƍƤƉ  V        

ŴŶܪܘܬܐ ܘܐV: ƅſ ܘŴŶܪܘܬܐ  BM      16   ܐƙƇŶŴ̈ƣ BV: ƎƀƙƇŶŴƣ M      17   ƎƉ1 BM: Ƌƕ V (et passim 

in Div. 9–10)    |    ܐƍƣܪŴƘ BM: ܐƙƇŶŴƣ V    |    ܬܐŴƀƇſܕ V: ܐƦƀƇſܕ BM      18   ܐƍƣܪŴƘ BM: ܐƙƇŶŴƣ 

V    |    ܬܐŴƀƇſܕ V: ܐƦƀƇſܕ BM      19   ܐƍƣܪŴƘ BM: ܐƙƇŶŴƣ V    |    ܬܐŴƀƇſܕ V: ܐƦƀƇſܕ BM
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Division of property10§7

Property is divided into four:

— what occurs to one species alone but not to all of it, as healing or doing 

geometry;

— what (occurs) to the entire (species) and always but not to it alone, as being 

biped;

— what (occurs) to (a species) alone and to all of it but not always, as turning 

grey in old age;

— what (occurs) to (a species) alone, to all of it, and always, as being capable 

of laughing (belongs) to man and being capable of neighing to horse.

Division of accident11§8

Accident is divided

— into separable, as sleeping and being in motion;

— and inseparable, as blackness in a raven and whiteness in a swan.

Twenty differences:12§9

Genus (differs) from differentia, from species, from property, from accident.

Differentia (differs) from genus, from species, from property, from accident.

Species (differs) from genus, from differentia, from property, from accident.

10 The diagram summarizes Isag. 12.13–19, following the early anonymous Syriac translation 

(Brock 1988: 28). Another variant of it (based on Proba’s commentary) appears as §36 below. 

Cf. Division 4 attached to Book III in Sergius, In Cat. (260.2–9 Arzhanov).

11 The division sums up Isag. 12.24–13.5 based on the early anonymous Syriac translation 

(Brock 1988: 29).

12 §§ 9 and 10 summarize the second part of the Isagoge where Porphyry demonstrates what 

the five terms outlined in part one have in common and how they differ from one another. A 

similar list appears at the end of T1, see §39.



90  Text 1

ܓƣűܐ܂ ƎƉ ܐܕƣܐ܂ ŴƘ ƎƉܪƍƣܐ܂ ƎƉ ܓƐƍܐ܂ ƎƉ — ܕŴƀƇſܬܐ

ܕŴƀƇſܬܐ܂ ƎƉ ܐܕƣܐ܂ ŴƘ ƎƉܪƍƣܐ܂ ƎƉ ܓƐƍܐ܂ ƎƉ — ܓƣűܐ

ƙƇŶŴ̈ƣܐ ƢƐƕܐ §10

ܓƣűܐ܂ ƎƉ ܕŴƀƇſܬܐ܂ ƎƉ ܐܕƣܐ܂ ŴƘ ƎƉܪƍƣܐ܂ ƎƉ — ܓƐƍܐ

5ܓƣűܐ܂ ƎƉ ܕŴƀƇſܬܐ܂ ƎƉ ܐܕƣܐ܂ ŴƘ — ƎƉܪƍƣܐ

ܓƣűܐ܂ ƎƉ ܕŴƀƇſܬܐ܂ ƎƉ — ܐܕƣܐ

ܓƣűܐ܂ ƎƉ — ܕŴƀƇſܬܐ

ƀƉűƟܐ ƆŴƘܓܐ §11

ŴƘŴƐƇƀƘܬܐ ƇƘƦƉܓܐ

ƦƆ10ܐܘܪŴƠƀŹܢ

ܐųƆܘܬܐ ŴƇƇƊƊƆܬ

Ŵƀƍƀƃܬܐ ܘŴƇƇƊƊƆܬ

ܘŴƠƀźƉƦƊƆܢ

ܘƖƊƆܒŴƌűܬܐ

Ʀƍ̈ſűƉ15ܐ ŴƙſƞƀƆܬ ܕƎſ ܗŴƠƀźƀƆŴƙƆ Ŵƌܢ

ܒƦ̈ܐ ŴƙſƞƀƆܬ ܕƎſ ܗŴƌ ܘƆܐŴƠƀƉŴƌŴƟܢ

űƀƕ̈ܐ ŴƙſƞƀƆܬ ܕƎſ ܗŴƌ ܘƆܐܬŴƠſܢ

§10   B 10, M 10, V 10      §11   B 11, M 11, V 21; Metr. 1

 :V ܕŴƀƇſܬܐ    |    ƙƇŶŴƣ Vܐ :ŴƘ BMܪƍƣܐ   ƙƇŶŴƣ V      2ܐ :ŴƘ BMܪƍƣܐ    |    BM ܕƦƀƇſܐ :V ܕŴƀƇſܬܐ   1

 ƙƇŶŴƣܐ :ŴƘ BMܪƍƣܐ   BM      5 ܕƦƀƇſܐ :V ܕŴƀƇſܬܐ    |    ƙƇŶŴƣ Vܐ :ŴƘ BMܪƍƣܐ   BM      4 ܕƦƀƇſܐ

V    |    ܬܐŴƀƇſܕ V: ܐƦƀƇſܕ BM      7   ܬܐŴƀƇſܕ V: ܐƦƀƇſܕ BM    |    ܐƣűܐ + [ܓƣűܓ BM      8   ܓܐƆŴƘ 
ƘŴƐƇƀƘــŴܬܐ ƇƘƦƉــܓܐ   ƉűƟ] om. V      9ــƀܐ ] inv. M, ditt. in B    |    ܬܐŴƘŴƐƇƀƘ BM, Metr.: 

ــƀƘŴܐ ــŴܢ   ƐƇƀƘ V      10ـ ــƦƆ V: ŴܐܘܪƠƀŹـ ــƦƆ BM; + ŴܐܘܪƠƀźſـ ــŵܬܐ ܗƌـ Ŷـ  M, sim. Metr.      

ܕܐܘƍƉــŴ̈ܬܐ ſــƍƙƆŴܐ ܗBM; + Ŵƌ ܘƊƆܐܬƉܐƀƠƀŹــŴܢ :V ܘƠƀźƉƦƊƆــŴܢ   13  M, sim. Metr.      

ــŴܬܐ   14 ƌűܒƖƊƆܪܘܬܐ ܐܘ + [ܘŴــ ƖƏ Ŵــ ƌܐ ܗƇــ Ɗƕ  M, sim. Metr.      15   ܢŴــ ƠƀźƀƆŴƙƆ V: 

BM ܘƆܐŴƠƀƉŴƌŴƠƌܢ :V ܘƆܐŴƠƀƉŴƌŴƟܢ   ŴƠƀŹŴƆŴƙƆ BM      16ܢ



Divisions of Porphyry  91

Property (differs) from genus, from differentia, from species, from accident.

Accident (differs) from genus, from differentia, from species, from property.

Ten differences§10

Genus (differs) from differentia, from species, from property, from accident.

Differentia (differs) from species, from property, from accident.

Species (differs) from property and from accident.

Property (differs) from accident.

First division13§11

Philosophy is divided:

— into theoretical (θεωρητικόν) (part, which is subdivided into):

— theology,

— natural philosophy,

— and mathematical (μαθηματικόν) (part);

— and practice (which is subdivided into):

— political (πολιτικόν) (part), which means “care of cities”,

— economical (οἰκονομικόν) (part), which means “care of houses”,

— and ethical (ἠθικόν) (part), which means “care of morals”.14

13 This division was probably the first one in the introductory part of a commentary on Por-

phyry’s Isagoge. Almost the same division of philosophy has been preserved in Bar Shakko’s 

Book of the Dialogues (Baumstark 1900: 22.4–5), and it is likely that §§11–19 derive from Bar 

Shakko’s source. This source was either the lost introductory part of Proba’s commentary or 

an unknown Syriac work that has not come down to us as a separate text. Additionally, most of 

§§11–39 were integrated into the Metrical Treatise on Philosophical Divisions (Metr.), refer-

ences to which are given under the Syriac text and are attached to the manuscripts in which 

individual divisions are preserved.

14 Similar divisions are found in Sergius, In Cat. (104.1–10 Arzhanov), and Ps.-Michael Ba-

doqa, Book of Definitions (25.3–9 Furlani; nearly identical with Sergius’ version). For the Greek 

parallel, cf. Ps.-Elias (Ps.-David), In Isag.: διαιρεῖ ὁ Ἀριστοτέλης τὴν φιλοσοφίαν εἰς θεωρητικὸν 

καὶ πρακτικόν, καὶ τὸ θεωρητικὸν εἰς φυσιολογικὸν μαθηματικὸν θεολογικόν, καὶ τὸ μαθηματι-

κὸν εἰς δʹ ἐπιστήμας, ἀριθμητικὴν μουσικὴν γεωμετρίαν καὶ ἀστρονομίαν, καὶ πάλιν τὸ πρακ-

τικὸν εἰς ἠθικὸν οἰκονομικὸν πολιτικόν (46.17–21 Westerink).



92  Text 1

ܕܬܪƆŴƘ Ǝſܓܐ §12

ƈƃ ܐƌƮƕŴƏ

ܐųƆܘܬܐ ŴƇƇƊƉܬ ƦƉܐƢƉܐ ܘƦƕűſܗ — ܗܘƀƍƆܐ Ɔܐ ܐܘ

ܐƦſܘܗܝ ܗܘƀƍƆܐ ܐܘ

5 ܐſــƅ — ܒŷƇــŴܕ ܒƇƊــƦܐ ܗܘƆܐ Ɖ̣ــƎ ܗ̣ܘ ƍƣƢƘƦƉܐ ܐܘ

ــŴܓƦܐ ــƊܐ Ŷـ ــƦ ܘܐƀƄƏـ ــŴܢ ܕܬƆـ ــƦܗܘܢ — ܓƌŴـ  ƕűſـ

ŴƠƀźƉƦƉܢ ƦƉܐƢƉܐ

ــƍܐ Ɔܐ ܐܘ ƣƢƘƦƉ ܗ̣ܘ Ǝــ Ɖ̣ ܐƆܐ ܗܘƇــ Ƙܐ ܐƦــ ƇƊܒ — 

ــƌŵܐ ƃܐ ܐƐƃ̈Ŵــ źƏܕܐ Ǝــ ƀƆܘܢ ܘܗųــ ƍƉܗܘܢ — ܕƦــ ƕűſܘ 

Ŵƀƍƀƃ10ܬܐ ŴƇƇƊƉܬ ƦƉܐƢƉܐ

ܕܬƦƆܐ ƆŴƘܓܐ §13

ŴƠƀźƉƦƉ ŭƇƘƦƉܢ

ܐܪƕܐ ŴŷƤƊƊƆܬ ܕƎſ ܗƆ ŴƌܓܐܘſƢźƉܐ

ܕƃŴ̈ƃܒܐ ƏŴƊƍƆܐ ܕƎſ ܗŴƌ ܘƆܐƢźƏܘƀƉŴƌܐ

ƁƠƀźƉƦſܐܪƆܘ Ŵƌܗ Ǝſܬܐ ܕŴƀƍƊƆ15

ƁƠƀƏŴƊƆ Ŵƌܗ Ǝſܪܘܕܘܬܐ ܕƦƀƠƆ

ܕܐܪܒƖܐ ƆŴƘܓܐ §14

ƇƘƦƉܓܐ ŴƀƊƃܬܐ

ƐƆܒƦƐƀܐ

Ɔ20ܓܐܘƦƉܪſܐ ܘƕܒűܐ ƦƉܬܙƖſܐ Ɔܐ ܐܘ

§12   B 12, M 12; Metr. 2      §13   B 13, M 13, V 22; Metr. 3      §14   B 14, M 14, V 38; Metr. 4

ܕܬƆــƦܐ ƘــƆŴܓܐ   11 ] om. V      12   ŭــƇƘƦƉ] om. V      13   ܐſƢــźƉܓܐܘƆ MV: ܐſƢźƉŴܓƆ B        

 :BM ܘƆܐƢźƏܘƌــƀƉŴܐ   BM      14 ܐܪƕ̈ــƦܐ :V ܐܪƕܐ    |    ŷƤƊƉ BMــŴܬ :ŷƤƊƊƆ VــŴܬ

      BM ܘƆܐܪƠƀźƉƦſܐ :V ܘƆܐܪƏŴƊƌ V      15   ƁƠƀźƉƦſܐ :ƏŴƊƍƆ BMܐ    |    V ܘƆܐƢźƏܘƀƊƌܐ

16   ƁƠƀƏŴــƊƆ V: ܐƠƀƏŴــƊƆܘ BM      17   ܓܐƆŴــƘ ܐƖܕܐܪܒــ ] om. V      18   ــܓܐƇƘƦƉ] om. V      

ــƦܐ   19 ƐƀܒƐƆ B: ܬܐŴــ ƐƀܒƐƆ MV      20   ܐűــ ــűܐ :BV ܘƕܒ ــƦܪſܐ    |    ƕ Mܒ ƉܓܐܘƆ MV: 

Ɔ BܓſƢźƉŴܐ
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Second division15§12

All things

— are either immaterial, and the knowledge of them is called divine science,

— or material:

— they are either separable from matter only in thought, as circle or the 

form of the triangle, (and) the knowledge of them is called mathemat-

ical (μαθηματικόν);

— or they are inseparable from matter even in thought, as the elements 

(στοιχεῖα) and what (is constituted) from them, and the knowledge of 

them is called natural science.

Third division§13

The mathematical (μαθηματικόν) (part of philosophy is divided) into:

— geometry (γεωμετρία), which means “measurement of land”,

— astronomy (ἀστρονομία), which means “law of the stars”,

— arithmetic (ἀριθμητική), which means “numbering”,

— and music (μουσική), which means “playing on a cithern”.16

Fourth division17§14

Quantity is divided:

— into continuous,

— (which is) either unmovable and pertaining to geometry (γεωμετρία),

15 Just as the previous division, this one most likely derives from the commentary on the 

Isagoge that served as the source for Bar Shakko’s Book of the Dialogues. In Bar Shakko (Baum-

stark 1900: 23.1–9), we find a diagram which in general corresponds to the division above. For 

the explanation of the tripartite division of the theoretical part of philosophy into theology, 

physics, and mathematics, cf. Ammonius, In Isag. 11.25–12.20 Busse; Sergius, In Cat. §12 (72–74 

Arzhanov).

16 For the division of mathematical sciences in the Alexandrian prolegomena-treatises, cf., 

e.g., David, Prolegomena 60.10–65.9 Busse.

17 The same division appears in Bar Shakko’s Book of the Dialogues (Baumstark 1900: 23.16–

27) as an answer to the question of why there are four mathematical sciences. Cf. David, Prole-

gomena 60.22–62.3 Busse.
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ƆܐƢźƏܘƀƉŴƌܐ ܘƕܒűܐ ƦƉܬܙƖſܐ ܐܘ

ܘƦƣƢƙƊƆܐ

ƆܐܪƁƠƀźƉƦſ ܘƕܒűܐ ſŵŶƦƉܐ ܐŴƍƀŶܬܐ ܕƆܐ ܐܘ

ƁƠƀƏŴƊƆ ܘƕܒűܐ ܒܐŴƍƀŶܬܐ ܐܘ

5ܕƤƊŶܐ ƆŴƘܓܐ §15

ƈƃ űܒƕ̇ܐܘ ܕ ƢƖƏ̇

ܒƦƍſűƊܐ ܐܘ

ܒܒƦƀܐ ܐܘ

ܒų ܗ̣ܘ ܐܘ

10ܕƦƣܐ ƆŴƘܓܐ §16

ܘűƀƕ̈ܐ ܘܒƦƀ̈ܐ Ʀƍ̈ſűƉܐ Ŵƙſƞſܬ

ܘŴƍſűƆܬܐ ƏŴƊƌܐ ŴƊƀƐƆܬ

ܘƆܐŹƢźƏܓŴܬܐ Ƣƀźƌܘܬܐ ܘŴƊſűƠƆܬ

§15   B 15, M 15, V 23; Metr. 5      §16   B 16, M 16; Metr. 6

ــƀƉŴܐ   1 ــƀܐ :Ɔ BMܐƢźƏܘƌـ ــƦܐ   Ɔ V      2ܐƢźƏܘƊƌـ ــŴܬܐ :.B, Metr ܘƣƢƙƊƆـ  :M ܘƣƢƙƊƆـ

 ƕܒűܐ :V ܘƕܒűܐ   Ɔ B      4ܐƠƀźƉƦſܐ :Ɔ MܐܪƠƀźƉƦſܐ :Ɔ VܐܪV      3   ƁƠƀźƉƦſ ܘŴƀƣƢƘƦƊƆܬܐ

BM    |    ƁƠƀƏŴƊƆ V: ܐƠƀƏŴƊƆ BM      5   ܓܐƆŴƘ ܐƤƊŶܕ ] om. V      6   ܐܘ ƢƖƏ̇  BM: ƢƖƏܘ V      9   ܗ̣ܘ 
ųܒ codd.: ųƉŴƍƠܒ Metr.
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— or movable and pertaining to astronomy (ἀστρονομία);

— and discrete,

— (which) appears to be either without affinity and pertaining to 

arithmetic (ἀριθμητική),

— or having affinity and pertaining to music (μουσική).

Fifth division18§15

Everything that (one) does or performs, (he does)

— either in a city,

— or in a house,

— or in himself.19

Sixth division20§16

The care of cities, of one’s house, and of one’s morals (is divided into):

— legislation and jurisdiction,

— foresight and strategy.21

18 This list serves as an additional explanation to the fact that the practical part of philosophy 

(“everything one does”) is divided into three parts. The division above is nearly identical with 

the version found in Bar Shakko’s Book of the Dialogues (Baumstark 1900: 25.18–19, cf. the 

following diagram). 

19 Cf. Sergius, In Cat. 104.8–9 Arzhanov. In Sergius’ and Bar Shakko’s treatises, as well as in 

the Metr., we find the term qnoma as standing for the third type (“for himself”), so that the 

form in the present version (hu beh) appears quite unique and is most likely a product of tex-

tual corruption.

20 This diagram presents an additional division of the practical part of philosophy, which 

includes politics, economics, and ethics, cf. §11 above.

21 The division of the practical part into legislation and jurisdiction, according to David (Pro-

legomena 75.33–76.17 Busse), derives from Plato, cf. also Ammonius, In Isag. 15.10–16.4 Busse; 

Sergius, In Cat. §19 (78 Arzhanov).
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ܕƣܒƖܐ ƆŴƘܓܐ §17

ܕƤƙƌܐ ƀŶ̈ܐ

ŹƞƉܒƎſƦ ܬܐܘܪſܐ ܒűſ — űƀܘƌƦƕ̈ܐ

ŹƞƉܒŴƖƏ ƎſƦܪܘܬܐ ܒűƀ — ܘƌƮƕŴƏܐ

5ܕܬƀƍƉܐ ƆŴƘܓܐ §18

ܕƤƙƌܐ ƇƀŶ̈ܐ

ܗܝ ŴƊƀƄŶܬܐ ƀƇƊƤƉܐ ܐܢ — ŴƇƀƇƉܬܐ

ܗܝ ŴƌƦƇƀŶܬܐ ܒƦƤ̈ƀܐ ƈƕ ܐܢ — ܘƦƊŶܐ

ܗܝ ŴƄƀƍƃܬܐ űƆܙܕƎƟ̈ ܐܢ — ܘܪܓƦܐ

10ܕܬƖƣܐ ƆŴƘܓܐ §19

ܐܪܒƦƀƉ Ɨܪ̈ܬܐ

 Ŵƀźƣܬܐ ܒƢſƞܐ ܘܐܢ ܗܝ űƉܪŴƉܬܐ ƢſƦſܐ ܐܢ — ŴƊƀƄŶܬܐ

ܗܝ

 ܕƌƦƇŶــŴܬܐ ܙƢƕܐ ܘܐܢ ܗܝ ŴŶƢƉܬܐ Ɩƙƣܐ ܐܢ — ŴƌƦƇƀŶܬܐ

15ܗܝ

ــŴܬܐ ــƢܐ ܐܢ — Ƅƀƍƃـ ــŴܬܐ ſƦſـ ــƢܐ ܘܐܢ ܗܝ ŷſƢƣـ  Ɔܐ ܒſƞـ

ܗܝ ƦƉܬܙŴƍƖſܬܐ

 ܒſƞــƢܐ ܘܐܢ ƍƟــƀܐ Ɔــų̇  ܕƊ̈ŷƆــƎ ܘƆܐ ſƦſــƢܐ ܐܢ — ƃܐƌــŴܬܐ

ܗܝ ŴƇƕܒŴܬܐ

§17   B 17, M 17, V 15; Metr. 7      §18   B 18, M 18; Metr. 8      §19   B 19, M 19, V 12; Metr. 9

ܕƣܒƖܐ ƆŴƘܓܐ   1 ] om. V      2   ܐƀŶ̈ BM, Metr.: ܐƇƀŶ̈ V      4   ܐƌƮƕŴƏܪ̈ܐ + [ܘŴƖƏܘ M, v. Metr.        

        BM ܘܐܢ :.Metr ܐܢ   ƦƊƄŶ M      8ܐ :.ŴƊƀƄŶ B, Metrܬܐ   ƖƉ BM      7ܒŴƌűܬܐ :ƖƏ VــŴܪܘܬܐ

ܕܬƖƣܐ ƆŴƘܓܐ   M      10 ܒŴƤƀܬܐ :.B, Metr ܒƦƤ̈ƀܐ ] om. V      12   ܐƢſƦſ BM, Metr.: ƦſܐƢſƦſ V        

      .Ŵźƀƣ BM, Metrܬܐ :Ŵƀźƣ Vܬܐ    |    V ܒƢſƞܐBM: Ʀſ ܒƢſƞܐ    |    BM ܐܢ :V ܘܐܢ    |    om. B [ܗܝ

 ܒƢſƞܐ :V ܙƢƕܐ    |    BM ܐܢ :V ܘܐܢ    |    ƢſƦſ BMܐ :.Ɩƙƣ V, Metrܐ   ſƢƟƦƉ BM      14ܐ :V ܗܝ   13

BM      16   ܐƢſƦſ BM, Metr.: ܐƖƙƣ V    |    ܘܐܢ V: ܐܢ BM    |    ܐƢſƞܒ BM, Metr.: ܐƢƕܙ V      18   ܐƢſƦſ 

BM, Metr.: ܐƖƙƣ V    |    ܐƢſƞܒ BM: ܐƢƕܙ V
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Seventh division22§17

The life23 of the soul is:

— cognitive — it is set in order by theory;

— and practical — it is set in order by practice.24

Eighth division§18

The powers of the soul are:

— reason: if it is completed, it becomes wisdom;

— wrath: if it (is directed) against evil, it becomes courage;

— and desire: if it (is directed) towards what is proper, it becomes modesty.25

Ninth division§19

Virtues are four:

— wisdom: when it is excessive it turns into cunning and when it is deficient 

it turns into madness;

— fortitude: when it overflows it turns into boldness and when it diminishes 

it becomes fear;

— temperance:26 when it is excessive it turns into ardour and when it is 

deficient it becomes immovability;

— justice: when it is excessive it acquires what does not belong to it and when 

it is deficient it becomes oppression.27

22 This division finds its parallel in Bar Shakko’s Book of the Dialogues (Baumstark 1900: 

22.6–21).

23 Thus mss. B and M, and Metr., cf. also Bar Shakko (Baumstark 1900: 22.8). Ms. V: “the 

powers of the soul”, cf. Proba, In De Int. (65.19 Hoffmann). Sergius in In Cat. speaks of two 

“parts” of the soul, encompassing some of its powers, which seems to be more fitting termino-

logy, cf. the next division.

24 For a comparison between the two powers of the soul and the two parts of philosophy 

(theoretical and practical), cf. Ammonius, In Isag. 11.16–22 Busse; Sergius, In Cat. 70.14–72.5 

Arzhanov.

25 The Alexandrian prolegomena treatises discuss this subject in the context of Plato’s defi-

nition of philosophy, cf. Elias, Prolegomena 18.26–31 Busse. A similar division appears in Ps.-

Michael Badoqa, Book of Definitions 69.1–3 Furlani. Cf. also the Syriac version of Ps.-Aristotle’s 

De Virt. I.3 (Brock 2014: 94).

26 One would expect to find the term nakputa here instead of knikuta (cf. De Virt. IV.5 and Div. 

Arist. §13 in Brock 2014: 96, 98).

27 Cf. Elias, Prolegomena 19.5–29 Busse; David, Prolegomena 38.1–39.13 Busse. Cf. also the 

Syriac version of Div. Arist. §13 (Brock 2014: 98).
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ƀƉűƟܐ ܘܗܘŴſ ܐƌƢŶܐ ƆŴƘܓܐ §20

ƈƃ ƢƉܐƦƉܘܗܝ ܕƦſܕܐ

ــƣŴܒܐ ܐܘ ŷܐ ܒƊــƀŷƣ ܕŴــ ŷƇܘܗܝ ܒƦــſܐ ƋــƀƠƉ — ܐƌŵــ ƃܐ 

ƢƉܐƦƉܕ ƁƏŴƏ ܐƤƌƢܒ

5ܐƦſܘܗܝ ܒƌƮƕŴƐܐ ܐܘ

ܓŴƤܡ Ɔܐ ܐܘ ܐƦſܘܗܝ ܓƊƣŴܐ ܐܘ

ƋƀƠƉ ܘųƍƉ ųƆ ܐܘ

ܒܐƌƢŶܐ ܐܘ

ܕܒų ܗ̇ܘ ƎƉ ܗܘ ƍƣƢƘƦƉܐ ܐܘ

ƍƣƢƘƦƉ10ܐ ƦƀƆܘܗܝ ܐܘ

ܕܬܪƆŴƘ Ǝſܓܐ §21

ܘܐܕƣ̈ܐ ܓƐƍ̈ܐ

ܗܝ ܐųƆܘܬܐ ܕŴƇƇƊƉܬ ܒƦƖܗܘܢ — Əܓƀ̈ܐܐ űƟܡ ųƍƉܘܢ

ܗܝ Ŵƀƍƀƃܬܐ ܕŴƇƇƊƉܬ ܒƦƖܗܘܢ — ܒƐܓƀ̈ܐܐ ܘųƍƉܘܢ

ƊŷƆ15ܐ ŴƇƀƇƊƆܬܐ ܒƦƖܗܘܢ — Əܓƀ̈ܐܐ ܒƦܪ ܘųƍƉܘܢ

§20   B 20, M 20, V 39; Metr. 11      §21   B 21, M 21, V 14; Metr. 10

ƀƉűƟܐ ܘܗܘŴſ ܐƌƢŶܐ ƆŴƘܓܐ   1 ] om. V      2   ƢƉܐƦƉܕ MV, Metr.: ƢƉܐƦƉ B      3   ܒܐƣŴŷܒ BV, 

Metr.: ܐƍܒƣŴŷܒ M    |    ܘܗܝƦſܐ BM: ƋƀƠƉ V      4   ƢƉܐƦƉܕ] om. BM    |    ƁƏŴƏ ܐƤƌƢܒ  V: ܣŴƏܕ 
ƥƌƢܒ BM      5   ܘܗܝƦſܐ] om. V      6   ܘܗܝƦſܐ] om. BM    |    ܐƆ BM: ܐƆܘ V    |    ܡŴƤܘܗܝ + [ܓƦſܐ BM      

ܕܒų ܗ̇ܘ ƎƉ ܗܘ   9  V: ܘܗܝƦſܐ BM      11   ܓܐƆŴƘ Ǝſܕܬܪ ] om. V      13   ܬŴƇƇƊƉܕ BM: ܬŴƇƊƉܕ V      

Ə] + ƎſƮƟƦƉ BMܓƀ̈ܐܐ   BM      15 ܐųƆܘܬܐ :.Ŵƀƍƀƃ V, corr. in M, Metrܬܐ   14
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Another division, which appears as the first one28§20

Everything that is said to exist

— subsists either in pure thought, as one speaks of a centaur;29

— or in actuality:

— it is either body or incorporeal;

— it subsists either by itself

— or in something else:

— it is either separable from what it is in

— or it is inseparable.30

Second division§21

Genera and species:

— some of them are prior to the many — they are an object of investigation 

for theology;

— some of them are in the many — they are an object of investigation for 

physics;

— and some of them are after the many — their investigation belongs to 

logic.31

28 I.e. the following division appears as the first one in the next block of divisions (attached to 

a different book or book chapter).

29 Syriac susay barnaša is an explicative translation of the Gr. κένταυρος.

30 Cf. Ammonius, In Isag. 39.14–41.2 Busse. See also T2 §20.

31 Cf. Ammonius, In Isag. 41.20–42.21 Busse. While discussing the Platonic notion of the 

Demiurge containing the models of all things, Ammonius (In Isag. 42.6–13 Busse) speaks of the 

universals that are “prior to the many” (πρὸ τῶν πολλῶν), those that are “in the many” (ἐν τοῖς 

πολλοῖς), and those that are “after the many” (μετὰ τοὺς πολλοὺς), cf. Elias, In Isag. 48.15–30 

Busse; Philoponus, In Cat. 58.13–21 Busse. Sergius of Reshaina presents a similar division in In 

Cat. §§72–79 (126–133 Arzhanov), coming to the conclusion that it is only the genera and 

species which are “after the many” that are the object of investigation in the “books of logic” 

(132.11–14). Cf. also the anonymous Syriac scholia on the Isagoge preserved in ms. V (Baum-

stark 1900: 39.16–26).
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ܕܬƦƆܐ ƆŴƘܓܐ §22

ƘŴ̈ƐƇƀƘ ƎſųƉƦƤƉܐ

ــƎ ܐܘ Ɖ ܘܢųــ ƍƙƇƉ — Ŵــ Ơſ̈ܪŴܓƦƘ Ǝــ Ɖ ܘܣƢــ ــƍܐ ƦƀƘܓ ƙƇƉ 

ƎſƢƟƦƉ

ƎſųƉƦƤƉ5 ܐܬܪܐ ŴƟܪƍſܐ ŴƟ ƎƉܪƠƀƌ̈ܐ — ܐܬܪܐ ƎƉ ܐܘ

 ܕƦƇƀƘܘܣ ܐŴźƏܐ ƎſƢƟƦƉ ƎƉ ܐŴźƏܐŴƠ̈ſ — ܕܘƦƃܐ ƎƉ ܐܘ

ŴƠƀƉű̈Ɵܘܐ ƎƉ ܐƀƉűƟܢ ܐŴƌ̇ܗ Ʀƀܢ ܕܒŴźƇƘ

Ƈƃܒƀ̈ܐ ܐܘŴƠƀƌŴ̈Ɵ ƎſƢƟƦƉ Ʀƀƃ — ܙƌܐ ƎƉ ܐܘ

 ű̈ſƦƕܝ ܐܘ ܒƟƦƤܐ ųƤƙƌܘܢ ܐű̈ƀŶܝ ܗܘŴƠƀźƠƘ̈ — ܐܕƣܐ ƎƉ ܐܘ

ƦƇƉ ƎƀƍƃƦƉ10ܐ ܐűƀŶܝ ܐܘ ŴƊƆܬܐ

ــƎ ܐܘ Ɖ ܐƊƆŴــ ƣ — ــܐܐ ƀƌ̈ܢ ܗŴــ ƌܗ Ǝــ ſƢƉܐ ܗܘܘ ܕܐƊƆŴــ ƣܕ 

ƎſųƉƦƤƉ ܬܐŴƙƐƇƀƘܬܐ ܕŴƀƌܬܐ ܗܝ ܗŴƍƃܪűƊܬܐ ܕܒŴ̈ܕܨܒ

§22   B 22, M 22, V 16; Metr. 12

ܕܬƆــƦܐ ƆŴƘܓܐ   1 ] om. V      3   ܐܘ] om. V    |    ܘܢųƍƙƇƉ BM: ܐƍƙƇƉ V    |    ŴƠſ̈ܪŴܓƦƘ BM: 

ƍƙƇƉܐ ƦƀƘܓƢܘܣ ŴƀƘ V    |    ƎƉܬܘܓƢܘ ] om. BM    |    ܘܣƢܓƦƀƘ scr.: : ܣƢܬܘܓŴƀƘ V      5   ܐܘ] 

om. V    |    ܐƠƀƌ̈ܪŴƟ B: ŴƀƍſܪŴƟ V    |    ƎƉ ܐƍſܪŴƟ ܐܬܪܐ ƎſųƉƦƤƉ  V: ƎſƢƟƦƉ ƎƉ ܐܬܪܐ  
 ܕƦƇƀƘܘܣ    |    V    |    ƎſƢƟƦƉ] om. V ܐBM: ŴƠſŴźƏ ܐŴźƏܐom. V    |    ŴƠ̈ſ [ܐܘ   BM      6 ܘܕܘƦƃܐ

ŴƠƀƉű̈Ɵܘܐ ƎƉ ܐƀƉűƟܢ ܐŴƌ̇ܗ Ʀƀܢ ܕܒŴźƇƘ ] om. BM      8   ܐܘ] om. V    |    ܐƌܘܢ + [ܙųſƮܕܕܘܒ 

Metr.    |    ŴƠƀƌŴ̈Ɵ MV: ܢŴƠƀƌŴƟ B    |    ƎſƢƟƦƉ BM: ƎſƢƉܐƦƉ V    |    Ʀƀƃܐܘ] om. BM    |    ܐƀ̈ܒƇƃ V: 

 ųƤƙƍƆܘܢ :ųƤƙƌ BMܘܢ    |    V ܐBM: ŴźƀźƠƀƘ ܗܘom. V    |    ŴƠƀźƠƘ̈ [1ܐܘ   Ƈƃ̈ M      9ܒܐ :Ƈƃ Bܒƍ̈ܐ

V    |    ܐƟƦــƤܒ] om. V    |    ܝ ܐܘű̈ſƦƕ ܬܐŴƊƆ ܝ ܐܘűƀŶܐ ܐƦــƇƉ ] om. BM      10   ƎƀƍƃƦƉ V: 

ƎſųƉƦƤƉ BM      11   ܐܘ] om. V    |    ܢŴƌܗ ƎſƢƉܐ ܗܘܘ ܕܐƊƆŴƣܕ ƎſųƉƦƤƉ ܬܐŴƙƐƇƀƘܕ  
ܕܨܒŴ̈ܬܐ ܕܒűƊܪŴƍƃܬܐ ܗܝ ܗŴƀƌܬܐ  V: ƎſƢƟƦƉ M: ƎƀƍƟƦƉ B
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Third division32§22

Philosophers derive their names

— either from their teacher, as the Pythagoreans are called after (their) 

teacher Pythagoras;

— or from a country, as the Cyrenaics are called after the country of Cyrene;33

— or from a place, as the Stoics are called after the Stoa Pyltws34 and the 

Academics after the Academy, i.e. the school of Plato;

— or from the kind (of life), as the Cynics, which means “the dog-like”, are 

called;35

— or from the form (of judgement), as the Sceptics (Εφεκτικοί) who are called 

“masters of bringing themselves to silence”, “ready for death”, or “masters 

of argument”;36

— or from the goal (of their philosophy), as those who are called Hedonists 

and who stated that the goal of philosophy is pleasure, which is the 

comprehension of (existing) things;37

32 This list derives from one of the prolegomena questions, i.e. where the names of philosoph-

ical schools come from. Ammonius discusses it as the first introductory question at the begin-

ning of his commentary on the Categories (In Cat. 1.13–3.19 Busse). Cf. Philoponus, In Cat. 

1.19–3.24 Busse; Simplicius, In Cat. 3.30–4.9 Kalbfleisch; Olympiodorus, Prolegomena 3.8–5.30 

Busse; Elias, In Cat. 108.15–113.16 Busse. The same issue is discussed in the treatise ascribed to 

Olympiodorus (and preserved in fragmentary form in Syriac) as well as in Bar Shakko’s Book 

of the Dialogues (cf. Furlani 1916b). Cf. also Silwanos of Qardu, 2nd collection, §1 (Hespel 1983: 

34–35).

33 Cf. Olympiodorus, Prolegomena 3.15–16 Busse: ἀπὸ δὲ τῆς πατρίδος τῶν προκαταρξαμένων 

ὡς ἡ Κυρηναϊκὴ λέγεται φιλοσοφία ἀπὸ Ἀριστίππου τοῦ Κυρηναϊκοῦ ― “(some schools are 

called) after the birthplace of their founders, as the Cyrenaic philosophy (has received its 

name) from Aristippus of Cyrene”.

34 Cf. Ammonius, In Cat. 1.17–18 Busse: ἀπὸ τοῦ τόπου ἔνθα ἐπαίδευον, ὥσπερ οἱ Στωϊκοί, 

ἐπειδὴ ἐν τῇ στοᾷ ἐπαίδευον τῇ ποικίλῃ ― “(some are named) after the place where they 

studied, as, for example, the Stoics because they studied in the Painted Stoa”. See also Olympi-

odorus, Prolegomena 3.15–16 Busse. The Syriac word Pyltws most likely originated from an 

attempt at transliterating the Greek ποικίλος, which later was modified.

35 Cf. Ammonius, In Cat. 2.2 Busse: ἢ ἀπὸ τοῦ εἴδους τῆς ζωῆς ὥσπερ οἱ Κυνικοὶ φιλόσοφοι ― 

“(some are named) after their way of life, as the Cynic philosophers”. Cf. Olympiodorus, Prole-

gomena 3.20–21 Busse.

36 Cf. Ammonius, In Cat. 2.8–9 Busse: ἀπὸ δὲ τοῦ τρόπου τῆς γνώσεως (...) ὥσπερ φαμὲν τοὺς 

Ἐφεκτικούς. For the designations of this group presented in the Syriac text, cf. Olympiodorus, 

Prolegomena 3.38–4.3 Busse. See also Silwanos of Qardu, 2nd coll., §1 (Hespel 1983: 

34.22–35.3).

37 Cf. Elias, In Cat. 111.33–34 Busse: τέλος γὰρ τῶν ὄντων τὴν ἡδονὴν ἔλεγον. See also 

Philoponus, In Cat. 2.29–3.3 Busse and Olympiodorus, Prolegomena 5.8–18 Busse, both of 

whom stress that, while speaking about pleasure as the goal of philosophy, the Hedonists 

meant not the bodily pleasure but that of the soul.



102  Text 1

 ܕܒƀــƦ ܗƌ̇ــŴܢ ƘܐܪƠźźƙſ̈ــƆ — ŴܒــƢ ܕƉــƎ ܓــƣűܐ ƉــƎ ܐܘ

ƑƀƇźźƐſܐ ܐܪƍƄƆų̈Ɖ ƎſƢƟƦƉ

ƀƉűƟܐ ƆŴƘܓܐ §23

ŴƤƉܕܥ ܓƐƍܐ

5 ܕܗܪűƀƇƟ̈ܐ ܐƌŵƃܐ — ű̈Ŷܕܐ ܘŴƆܬ űŶ ܕŴƆܬ ܕƏܓƀ̈ܐܐ ƆܐŴƍƀŶܬܐ

ƎƉ ƑƀƇƟܗܪ

 ܐܘ ܗܪƎƉ ƑƀƇƟ ܓܒƢܐ ܕƎƇƘ ܐƌŵƃܐ — ŴƆ űŶܬ ܕűŶ ܘƆܐŴƍƀŶܬܐ

ƎƉ Ƒƀƌܐܬ

 ܕܬŶــŴܬųẛ  ܕƀŶــŴܬܐ ܐƃــƌŵܐ — ܬŶــŴܬܘܗܝ ܐܕƣܐ ܕܐſــƦ ܘƆــų̇ܝ

10ܒƤƌƢܐ

ܕܬܪƆŴƘ Ǝſܓܐ §24

ƦƉܐƢƉܐ ܙƀƌ̈ܐ ܒܐܪܒƖܐ ܐŴƍƀŶܬܐ

ƢƉܗ ŴƆܬ ƕܒụ̋ܐ ܐƅſ — ܒܓƣűܐ ܐܘ

ܪܒŴƆ ųܬ ܬűƀƊƆܐ ܐƅſ — ܒܐܘŴƍƉܬܐ ܐܘ

15ܪŴƆ ųƊŶܬ ܪƊŶܐ ܐƅſ — ܒƞܒƍƀܐ ܐܘ

ܐܒŴܗܝ ŴƆܬ ܒƢܐ ܐƅſ — ܒƍƀƄܐ ܐܘ

§23   B 23, M 23, V 36; Metr. 13      §24   B 24, M 24, V 13; Metr. 14

ܕܒƀــƦ ܗƌ̇ــŴܢ    |    ƠƀźźƙſƢƘ BMــƘ V: ŴܐܪƠźźƙſ̈ــƉ M    |    ŴــBV: Ǝ ܕƉــom. V    |    Ǝ [ܐܘ   1  
ƑƀƇźźƐſܐܪ] om. BM      2   ܐƍƄƆų̈Ɖ ƎſƢƟƦƉ  V: ƎſƢƉܐƦƉ Ŵƌܐ ܗƍƄƆų̈Ɖ ܣŴźƙſƢƘ Ŵƌܗ  

ƎƉ Ʀƀܐ ܒƄƆ̈ܗ  BM      3   ܓܐƆŴƘ ܐƀƉűƟ ] om. V      6   ƑƀƇƟܗܪ V: ܣŴƇƟܗܪ BM      7   űŶܬ ܕŴƆ  V: ܬŴƆܕ 

BM    |    ƑƀƇƟܗܪ B: ܣŴƇƟܗܪ M: ƑƀƇƟܐܪ V      8   Ƒƀƌܐܬ V: ܣŴƌܐܬ BM      9   ܐƣܬܘܗܝ ܐܕŴŶܬ ] inv. 

B    |     ̇ųſܬŴŶܕܬ V: Ʀſܕܐ  ̇ųſܬŴŶܬ  BM      10   ܐƤƌƢܐ + [ܒƀƏŴƏܘ BM      11   ܓܐƆŴƘ Ǝſܕܬܪ ] om. V      

ƦƉܐƉــƢܐ ܙƀƌ̈ܐ ܒܐܪܒƖܐ   12 ] om. BM      13   ܐƣűܒܓ] +  ̇ųſƦſܐ BM    |    ܐụ̋ܒƕ MV: ụ̋ܒƕ B      

 :V ܒƢܐ    |    M ܐųſƦẛ  + [ܒƍƀƄܐ   M      16 ܐųſƦẛ  + [ܒƞܒƍƀܐ   M      15 ܐųſƦẛ  + [ܒܐܘŴƍƉܬܐ   14

BM ܕܒƢܐ
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— or from an external accidental feature, as the Peripatetics, i.e. the school of 

Aristotle, are called, (which means) “walking”.

First division38§23

“Genus” signifies

— relation of many to one and to one another, as the Heraclids are from 

Heracles,

— relation of one to one, as a certain person derives from Heracles or from 

Athens,39

— the fact that there is a species beneath something, as “living being” beneath 

which there is “man”.

Second division40§24

Relation is said in four ways:

— either by accident, as a servant (is related) to his master;

— or by craft, as a disciple (is related) to his teacher;

— or by will, as a friend (is related) to his friend;

— or by nature, as a son (is related) to his father.

38 This diagram appears as Division 1 attached to the chapter “On Genus” in the extant part 

of Proba’s commentary on the Isagoge (ms. Erbil 169, fol. 5r) and is based on the text of the 

commentary. Cf. Porphyry, Isag. 1.18–2.13.

39 In Porphyry’s text, the second point (relation of one to one) is subdivided into two types, 

generation from some person (e.g. Heracles) and from some place (e.g. Athens). In the diagram 

attached to the chapter “On Genus” in Proba’s treatise, this subdivision is not apparent. How-

ever, in the actual text of the commentary on which this division is based, it is made explicit.

40 This list is based on the chapter “On Genus” in Proba’s commentary on the Isagoge (ms. 

Erbil 169, fol. 2r), to which it was attached in the form of a tree diagram as Division 2 (fol. 5r).



104  Text 1

ܕܬƦƆܐ ƆŴƘܓܐ §25

Ʀſܐ ܐƌƮƕŴƐܒ

ــŴܬܐ ƘܬŴƣ ܐƊــ ƣܐ ܕƍƣܪŴــ Ƙܐ ܘƌƢƕŴــ Əܐ — ܕƌŵــ ƃــܒܐ ܐ Ƈƃܕ 

ƦƉܐƊƣ ƎſƢƉܐ ƁſŴ̈ƣ — ܘܕܓƍܒƢܐ ܕܐܪƕܐ

5 ܕƀƏــƙܐ ܐƃــƌŵܐ — ܕƏــƌƢƕŴܐ ܘŴƣܬƘــŴܬܐ ܕƣــƊܐ ܘƘــŴܪƍƣܐ

ų̈Ɗƣ ƎſƢƟƦƉܐ Əܓƀ̈ܐƁſ — ܘƢƀƐƙƏܐ

 ܕƀŶــŴܬܐ ܐƃــƌŵܐ — ܕƏــƌƢƕŴܐ ܘƘــŴܪƣܐ ܕƣــƊܐ ܘƘــŴܪƍƣܐ

ƦƉܐƊƣ ƎſƢƉܐ ܐƀƌƢŶܐƦſ — ܘŴŶܪܘܬܐ

 ܕܬܘܪܐ ܐƃــƌŵܐ — ܕƏــƌƢƕŴܐ ܘŴƣܬƘــŴܬܐ ܕƊƣܐ ܘŴƣܬŴƘܬܐ

ƦƉ10ܐƊƣ ƎſƢƉܐ ܕƋƕ — ܒŴƀŷܬܐ ܘƀƏŴƏܐ

ܕܐܪܒƖܐ ƆŴƘܓܐ §26

ƈƃ ܬƢܐ ܒƇƟ̈ Ʀſܕܐ

Ɩſűſܐ ܕűƉܡ ŴƤƉܕƦƀƍƕܐ ܐƆ  ̇ųſƦſܐ ƅƏ ܐܘ

ܐųſƦẛ  ܕűƉܡ ŴƤƉܕƦƀƍƕܐ ܐܘ

15ܕƑƀŹƢƟŴƏ ܐƌŵƃܐ — ſƦƍƉܐ ƈƕ űŶ ܐܘ

ƢźƟƦƉܓܐ Əܓƀܐ̈ܐ ƈƕ ܐܘ

ܕŴƀŶܬܐ ܐƌŵƃܐ — ܐųſƦẛ  ܓƐƍܐ ܐܘ

ܕܒƤƌƢܐ ܐƌŵƃܐ — ܐܕƣܐ ܐܘ

ܕŴƇƀƇƉܬܐ ܐƌŵƃܐ — ŴƘܪƍƣܐ ܐܘ

20ܕܓŴƃŴŷܬܐ ܐƌŵƃܐ — ܕƦƀƇſܐ ܐܘ

ܕܐܘŴƊƃܬܐ ܐƌŵƃܐ — ܓƣűܐ ܐܘ

§25   B 25, M 25, V 24; Metr. 16a      §26   B 26, M 26; Metr. 16b

ܕܬƦƆܐ ƆŴƘܓܐ   1 ] om. V      3   ܐƍƣܪŴƘܘ BM, Metr.: ܐƣܪŴƘܘ V      4   ܐƕܕܐܪ V: ܕܐܪܒܐ B: ܘܕܐܪܒܐ 

M    |    ܐƢܒƍܘܕܓ V: ܐƀܓƌܐ ܘܕƢܒƍܘܕܓ  BM    |    ƎſƢƉܐƦƉ V: ƎſƢƟƦƉ BM      5   ܐƍƣܪŴƘܘ Metr.: 

ŴƣܬŴƘܬܐ ܐܘ :V ܘŴƘܪƣܐ  BM      6   ܐƢƀƐƙƏܘ B: ܐƢƐƙƏ M: ܐܪܐƐƙƏ V    |    Ɓſܐƀ̈ܓƏ BM, 

Metr.: ƁܓƏ V    |    ƎſƢƟƦƉ V, Metr.: ƎƀƍƃƦƉ BM      7   ܐƍƣܪŴƘܘ BM, Metr.: ܐƣܪŴƘܘ V    |    ܐƣܪŴƘܘ 

V: ܬܐŴــƘܬŴƣܘ BM      8   ƎــſƢƉܐƦƉ BM: ƎــſƢƟƦƉ V      10   ƎــſƢƉܐƦƉ V: ƎــſƢƟƦƉ BM      

ŴƉ BܕƦƀƍƕܐ :.ŴƤƉ M, MetrܕƦƀƍƕܐ   13
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Third division41§25

Among things, (there is)

— commonality of name but difference of thing, as a land-dog and the dog of 

Orion, which are called homonyms;

— difference of name but commonality of thing, as “sword” and “blade”, 

which are called polyonymes;

— difference of name and difference of thing, as “animal” and “whiteness”, 

which are called heteronymes;

— commonality of name and commonality of thing, as (the species) “bull” and 

“horse” in (the genus) “animal”, and they are called synonyms.

Fourth division42§26

Every word that exists,

— either does not signify anything known at all,

— or signifies something:

— it is either predicated of a particular thing, for instance of Socrates,

— or of many:

— it is either a genus, as “living being”,

— or a species, as “man”,

— or a differentia, as “rational”,

— or a property, as “laughing”,

— or an accident, as “black”.43

41 Cf. Division 3 attached to the chapter “On Genus” in Proba’s commentary on the Isagoge 

(see ms. Erbil 169, fol. 5v). Although there are minor differences between the two versions, 

both of them are clearly based on Proba’s text (cf. fol. 3r). Cf. Sergius, In Cat. §§117–120 (156–

159 Arzhanov) and Division 6 of Book II (164.2–10), where we find rather different termino-

logy. See also T2 §27, which is closer to Sergius’ version than to Proba’s.

42 Cf. Division 4 attached to the chapter “On Genus” in Proba’s commentary on the Isagoge 

(ms. Erbil 169, fol. 5v) and based on the text of the commentary (see fol. 3r). Cf. §2 above based 

on Porphyry’s text, as well as T2 §17 and T3 §6 where the second half of the list appears in 

narrative form.

43 Cf. Porphyry, Isag. 2.17–19. For this division, cf. Ammonius, In Isag. 58.19–59.8 Busse: τῶν 

φωνῶν αἱ μέν εἰσιν ἄσημοι οἷον κνὰξ βλίτυρι σκινδαψός, αἱ δὲ σημαντικαί, αἵτινες ἢ καθ’ ἑνὸς 

λέγονται, ὡς ὅταν εἴπωμεν Πλάτωνα ἢ Σωκράτην ἤ τινα τῶν καθ’ ἕκαστα, ἢ κατὰ πλειόνων, 

αἵτινες ἢ κατ’ οὐσιωδῶν κατηγοροῦνται ἢ κατ’ ἐπουσιωδῶν· ἢ κατὰ διαφερόντων τῷ εἴδει ὡς 

τὰ γένη καὶ αἱ διαφοραί (ταῦτα δὲ ἐν τῷ τί ἐστι κατηγορεῖται ὡς τὸ γένος ἢ ἐν τῷ ὁποῖόν τί ἐστι 

ὡς ἡ διαφορά), ἢ κατὰ διαφερόντων τῷ ἀριθμῷ ὡς τὸ εἶδος· ἢ καθ’ ἑνὸς εἴδους κατηγορεῖται ὡς 

τὸ ἴδιον ἢ κατὰ πλειόνων ὡς τὸ συμβεβηκός.
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ƀƉűƟܐ ƆŴƘܓܐ §27

ƇƘƦƉܓܐ ܐܘƀƏܐ

ܓŴƤܡ ƇƆܐ

ƇƊ̈Ɔܐƃܐ

5ܘƦƤƙ̈ƍƆܐ

ƆܓƊƣŴܐ

ƤƙƍƊƆܐ

ܘƀƏŴƐƆܐ ܘƦƆܘܪܐ ƆܒƤƌƢܐ — ŴƀŷƆܬܐ

ܘŵƇŷƆܘƌ̈ܐ ƆܐŴ̈ƙƏܓܐ — ƞƌܒƦ̈ܐ ܘŴƀŷƆܬ

10ܘܐƍƇſ̈ܐ ܘܙܪƕ̈ܐ Ɛ̈ƖƆܒܐ — ܘƞƍƆܒƦ̈ܐ

ܘƃƢƣܐ ܘƢƙƆܙƆܐ ƄƆܐƘ̈ܐ — ƤƙƍƉܐ ܘƇƆܐ

ܕܬܪƆŴƘ Ǝſܓܐ §28

ƦƉܐƍƠƐƘƦƉ ƢƉܐ Ɔܐ

 ܕܒƕƞƊــƦܗ ܕƌــűƟŴܬܐ ܐƃــƌŵܐ — ƍƉــŴ̈ܬܐ ƏــƆ ƅــų ܕƦƀƆ ܗ̇ܘ

15ܕŴŶܕܪܐ

 źƉــƈ ܐܘ ƀƤƟــŴܬܗ źƉــƈ ܐܘ — ƠƐƘƦƊƆــŴ ܕƐƕــơ ܘܗ̇ܘ

ܙŴƕܪܘܬܗ

 ܐƃــƌŵܐ — ܕƇſــų ܕƀƃــƍܐ ƇƊƆــƦܐ ƌــƦܪ Ɔܐ ƇƘƦƉــŭ ܕƃــű ܘܗ̇ܘ

ܘƎƇƘ ܘƎƇƘ ܘƑƀŹƢƟŴƏ ܕŴźƇƘܢ

§27   B 27, M 27, V 37; Metr. 17      §28   B 28, M 28

ƀƉűƟܐ ƆŴƘܓܐ   1 ] om. V      2   ܓܐƇƘƦƉ MV: ŭƇƘƦƉ B      3   ܐƇƆ MV: ܐƇƆܘ B      5   ܐƦƤƙ̈ƍƆܘ] + 

 ܘƆܒƤƌƢܐ :Ɔ VܒƤƌƢܐ    |    V ܘŴƀŶܬܐ :ŴƀŷƆ BMܬܐ   ƤƙƍƉ M      8ܐ :ƤƙƍƊƆ BVܐ   BM      7 ܘƤƆܐ̈ܕܐ

BM    |    ܘܪܐƦƆܘ BM: ܘܬܘܪܐ V    |    ܐƀƏŴƐƆܘ BM: ܐƀƏŴƏܘ V; + ܐƆ ܐƍƠƐƘƦƉ ܘܗܝƦſܕܐ  
ſűƀŷſܐ ƉŴƍƟܐ  BM      9   ܬŴƀŷƆܘ BM: ܬܐŴ̈ƀŶܘ V      10   ܐƦ̈ܒƞƍƆܘ BM: ܐƦ̈ܒƞƍƆ V      11   ܐƘ̈ܐƄƆ M: 

B ܘƃƢƣűƆܐ :M ܘƃƢƤƆܐ :V ܘƃƢƣܐ    |    BV ܘƄƆܐƘ̈ܐ



Divisions of Porphyry  107

First division44§27

Substance is divided

— into incorporeal:

— into angels

— and into souls;

— into body:

— into animate:

— into animals — into man, bull, and horse;

— into animal-plants — into sponges and into shellfishes;

— and into plants — into grass, seeds, and trees;

— and into inanimate — into stones, iron, and the rest.

Second division45§28

“Individual” is called

— what has no parts at all, as the point in a circle’s centre;

— what is difficult to divide, either because of its hardness or because of its 

small size;

— and what, when it is divided, does not maintain the account of its nature, 

as Plato, or Socrates, or any other person.

44 Cf. Division 1 attached to the chapter “On Species” in Proba’s commentary (ms. Erbil 169, 

fol. 11v). For this division known as the “Tree of Porphyry”, cf. T2 §§3, 7, 8, 20; T3 §8.

45 Cf. Division 2 attached to the chapter “On Species” in Proba’s commentary (see ms. Erbil 

169, f. 12r). The division is extracted from Proba’s text as a summary of it (see fol. 10r-v).
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ƀƉűƟܐ ƆŴƘܓܐ §29

ƦƉܐŴƘ ƢƉܪƍƣܐ

ƦſܐƌŴܓ — ƅſܒ ܐƦſܡ ܕŴƠƌܬܐ ܘŴƀƇŹܬܐ ܘŴܒƀƏܘ

ƦſܐƍƇſܘܕ — ƅſܬܐ ܐŴƤźƘ ܐƢƀŷƌܬܐ ܕŴƊƃܒܐ ܘܐܘƢƖܕܒ

ƇƀƇƉ5ܐ ܘƆܐ ƇƀƇƉܐ ܐƅſ — ܘܕƀƍƇſܐ

ܕܬܪƆŴƘ Ǝſܓܐ §30

ŴƘܪƍƣܐ ܬܘܒ

ƦƉܐƢƉ ܕܕƀƍƇſܐ ܗ̇ܘ — ƕܒű ܐƌƢŶܐ ܐܘ

ܕܕƍƇſܐƦſ ܘܗ̇ܘ ܕܓƌŴܐƦſ ܗ̇ܘ — ܐƀƌƢŶܐ ܐܘ

10ܕܬƦƆܐ ƆŴƘܓܐ §31

ŴƘܪƍƣܐ ܬܘܒ

ƦƉܐƢƉ ܕܓƌŴܐƦſ ܗ̇ܘ — ܐƦſܘܗܝ ƍƣƢƘƦƉܐ ܐܘ

ƍƣƢƘƦƉܐ Ɔܐ ܐܘ

ƢƟƦƉܐ ܓƀƍƣűܐ — ƢƟƦƉܐ ܕܕƍƇſܐƦſ ܗ̇ܘ

ƢƟƦƉ15ܐ ܐܘƀƀƏܐ — ܕܕƀƍƇſܐ ܬܘܒ ܘܗ̇ܘ

§29   B 29, M 29, V 32      §30   B 30, M 30, V 33; Metr. 25      §31   B 31, M 31, V 34

ƀƉűƟܐ ƆŴƘܓܐ   1 ] om. V      3   ƅſܗ̇ܝ + [ܐ B      4   ƅſܐ MV: ƅſܘܐ B    |    ܒܐƢƖܕܒ BM: ܒܐƢƕܕ V      

ܕܬܪƆŴƘ Ǝſܓܐ   B      6 ܘܐMV: ƅſ ܐBM    |    ƅſ ܘܕƍƇſܐſــV: Ʀ ܘܕƍƇſــƀܐ   5 ] om. V      8   űܒƕ BM: 

ܕƍƇſܐſــƦ ܕBM: ƢſƦſ ܕܕƍƇſܐſــscr.: Ʀ ܕܕƍƇſــƀܐ    |    V ܐſــƦܘܗܝ  V      10   ܓܐƆŴƘ ܐƦƆܕܬ ] om. V      

ƍƠƐƘƦƉܐ Ɔܐ :ƍƣƢƘƦƉ Vܐ   12  BM      14   ܐƢƟƦƉ1] om. BM    |    ܐƢƟƦƉ2 V: ƢƉܐƦƉ BM      

ــƀܐ    |    om. BM [ܬܘܒ    |    B ܘܗ̇ܝ :MV ܘܗ̇ܘ   15 ƍƇſܕܕ scr.: Ʀــ ſܐƍƇſܕܕ BM: Ƣــ ſƦſܕ Ʀــ ſܐƍƇſܕ  V        

BM ܐܘƀƏܐ :V ܐܘƀƀƏܐ
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First division46§29

Differentia is said

— commonly, as sitting, standing-up, youth, and old age;

— properly, as being snub-nosed or as blackness of a raven;

— and most properly, as rational and irrational.47

Second division48§30

Further, a differentia

— either makes (a substrate) other, i.e. the one that is said most properly,

— or (makes it) different, i.e. the one that is (said) commonly and the one that 

is (said) properly.49

Third division50§31

Further, a differentia

— is either separable, i.e. the one said commonly,

— or inseparable:

— the one said properly, (which) is called accidental,

— and also the one (said) most properly, (which) is called substantial.51

46 Cf. Division 1 attached to the chapter “On Differentia” in Proba’s commentary (ms. Erbil 

169, fol. 21r).

47 Cf. Porphyry, Isag. 8.8: διαφορὰ δὲ κοινῶς τε καὶ ἰδίως καὶ ἰδιαίτατα λεγέσθω.

48 Cf. Division 2 attached to the chapter “On Differentia” in Proba’s commentary (ms. Erbil 

169, fol. 21r).

49 Cf. Porphyry, Isag. 8.19–21: τῶν γὰρ διαφορῶν αἱ μὲν ἀλλοῖον ποιοῦσιν, αἱ δὲ ἄλλο. αἱ μὲν 

οὖν ποιοῦσαι ἄλλο εἰδοποιοὶ κέκληνται, αἱ δὲ ἀλλοῖον ἁπλῶς διαφοραί.

50 Cf. Division 3 attached to the chapter “On Differentia” in Proba’s commentary (ms. Erbil 

169, fol. 21v).

51 Cf. Porphyry, Isag. 9.24–10.1: τριῶν οὖν εἰδῶν τῆς διαφορᾶς θεωρουμένων καὶ τῶν μὲν 

οὐσῶν χωριστῶν τῶν δὲ ἀχωρίστων καὶ πάλιν τῶν ἀχωρίστων τῶν μὲν οὐσῶν καθ’ αὑτὰς τῶν 

δὲ κατὰ συμβεβηκός.
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ܕܐܪܒƖܐ ƆŴƘܓܐ §32

ܕƀƍ̈Ƈſܐ ŴƘܪƍƣ̈ܐ

 ܗƎƀƆ — ܘƢƉܓŴƍƤܬܐ ŴƤƙƍƉܬܐ ܐƅſ — ܐųſƦſܘܢ ƍƊ̈ƀƠƉܐ

ŴƀŷƆ ƎƀƊƀƠƉܬܐ

ــƍܐ ــƅ — ܘƇƙ̈Ɖܓ ſܐ ܐƇــ ƀƇƉ ܐƆܐ ܘƇــ ƀƇƉ — Ǝــ ƀƆܬܐ ܗŴــ ƀŷƆ 5

ƎƀܓƇƙƉ

ܕƤƊŶܐ ƆŴƘܓܐ §33

10

15

§32   B 32, M 32, V 35      §33   B 33, M 33, V 26; Metr. 27c

ــƆŴܓܐ   1 Ƙ ܐƖــ ܕܐܪܒ ] om. V      3   ܐƍــ Ɗ̈ƀƠƉ B: ܐƍــ Ɗ̈ƀƠƉܘ VM    |    ܘܢųــ ſƦſܐ] om. BM        

ܐųſƦſܘܢ Ƈƙ̈Ɖܓƍܐ :V ܘƇƙ̈Ɖܓƍܐ   ƍƤƙƍƉ B      5ــŴܬܐ :ƤƙƍƉ MVــŴܬܐ  BM      6   ƎƀܓƇƙƉ V: 

ƎƀܓƇƘƦƉ BM      7   ܓܐƆŴƘ ܐƤƊŶܕ ] om. V

 ܪƀŹܒŴܬܐ  ŴƊƀƊŶܬܐ 

 ſܒŴƤƀܬܐ ƢſƢƟܘܬܐ 

ܪƀŹܒŴܬܐ  ŴƊƀƊŶܬܐ

ܡ
ܐ

Ɵ 
ܐ

Ɔ
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ܐ
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ܐ
Ɔ

 

ſܒŴƤƀܬܐ  ƢſƢƟܘܬܐ



Divisions of Porphyry  111

 Fourth division52§32

The most proper differentiae

— are either constitutive, as being animate and being perceptive, which 

constitute living being,

— or divisive, as rational and irrational, which divide living being.53

Fifth division54§33

52 Cf. Division 4 attached to the chapter “On Differentia” in Proba’s commentary (ms. Erbil 

169, fol. 21v).

53 Cf. Porphyry, Isag. 10.2–8.

54 Cf. Division 5 attached to the chapter “On Differentia” in Proba’s commentary (ms. Erbil 

169, fol. 21v). It appears in the narrative form in Metr.
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112  Text 1

ܕƦƣܐ ƆŴƘܓܐ §34

5

10

ܕƣܒƖܐ ƆŴƘܓܐ §35

ƌƮƕŴƏ ƎƀƊƀƟƦƉܐ

ــƎ ܐܘ ــ Ɖ ܐƆܐ ܗܘƣܐ ܘܐܕƍــ ــ ƍƠƀƉ — ܐƌŵــ ــ ƃܐ ܐƖــ ــ  ܕܐܪܒ

ܐƐƃŴ̈źƏܐ

15 ܐƃــƌŵܐ — ƍƠƀƉــƍܐ ܘƆــܐܕƣܐ ƆــųܘƆܐ ܕƊ̈ŷƘــƎ ܗƀƆــƉ ƎــƎ ܐܘ

ܕܐűƌܪźƍſܐ

ƀƉűƟܐ ƆŴƘܓܐ §36

ƦƉܐƢƉܐ ܕƦƀƇſܐ

 ܕŴƆ ܕƢŷƊƌ ܗ̇ܝ ܐŷƀƄƣ — ƅſܐ ųƇƄƆ ܘŴƆ ܒŴŷƇܕܘܗܝ ܕƆܐܕƣܐ ܗ̇ܝ

ƈƄƆ ܐƤƌƢܒ  ̇ųſƦſ20ܐ

ܪ̈ܓƇܐ ܕܬܪܬƎſ ܗ̇ܝ ܐƅſ — ܒŴŷƇܕܘܗܝ ųƆ ܘŴƆ ܐܕƣܐ ܕųƇƄƆ ܗ̇ܝ

§34   B 34, M 34, V 27; Metr. 27d      §35   B 35, M 35, V 29; Metr. 27b      §36   B 36, M 36, V 28; Metr. 28

ܕƣــƦܐ ƘــƆŴܓܐ   1 ] om. V      11   ܓܐƆŴƘ ܐƖܒــƣܕ ] om. V      16   ܐźƍſܪűƌܕܐ V: ܐźƍſܐܘ ܕܐܕܪ  
űƉܡ ܨƊƆܐ  BM      17   ܓܐƆŴƘ ܐƀƉűƟ ] om. V      19   ƢŷƊƌܕ V, Metr.: ƢŷƊƆܕ BM      20   ƈƄƆ ܐƤƌƢܒ  V: 

ƥƍƇƄƆ BM    |     ̇ųſƦſܐ BM: ܘܐųƌ ܘܣƢźƉܓܐܘ Ʀƀƃܐܘ ŸƤƉ ܐƕܐܪ  V      21   ܐƣܐܕ] + ƈƄܘܒ 
Ǝܙܒ BM    |    Ǝſܐ ܕܬܪܬƇܪ̈ܓ  V: ܘܐųƌܕ Ɓƍſ̈ܐ ܬܪƇܪ̈ܓ  BM

 ŴƀƉܬܘܬܐ  ŴƇƀƇƉܬܐ  

 ŴƀƉܬܘܬܐ Ɔܐ ŴƇƀƇƉܬܐ Ɔܐ

ŴƀƉܬܐ ƇƀƇƉܐ

ܡ
ܐ

Ɵ 
ܐ

Ɔ
ܡ 

ܐ
Ɵ 

ܐ
Ɔ

 

ŴƀƉܬܐ Ɔܐ ƇƀƇƉܐ Ɔܐ
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Sixth division55§34

Seventh division56§35

Things are constituted:

— either of matter (ὕλη) and shaping57 form (εἶδος), for instance, the four 

elements (στοιχεῖα),

— or of what is analogous to matter and shaping form, for instance, a statue 

(ἀνδριάς).58

First division59§36

Property is said of

— what occurs to one species alone but not to all of it, as doing geometry 

which is characteristic not of every man;

— what (occurs) to the entire species but not to it alone, as being biped;

55 Cf. Division 6 attached to the chapter “On Differentia” in Proba’s commentary (ms. Erbil 

169, fol. 21v). It presents a summary of Proba’s argument (cf. fols. 13v–14r). It appears in nar-

rative form in Metr.

56 Cf. Division 7 attached to the chapter “On Differentia” in Proba’s commentary (ms. Erbil 

169, fol. 21v). It summarizes Proba’s text (cf. fol. 19v).

57 Syr. myaqnana, a derivative from the noun yuqna which is a loanword from the Gr. εἰκών. 

The adjectival form here means “shaping, producing a form, imprinting an image”. It is not 

found either in the Greek text of the Isagoge or in the Syriac translations of it.

58 This division ultimately goes back to Isag. 11.12–17, but it modifies Porphyry’s text.

59 Cf. Division 1 attached to the chapter “On Property” in Proba’s commentary (ms. Erbil 169, 

fol. 22v), presenting a summary of Proba’s text (cf. fol. 22r).
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114  Text 1

 ŴŶܪ̈ܬܐ ܐƅſ — ܒŵƇƄܒŴƆ Ǝ ܐƆܐ ܘܒŴŷƇܕܘܗܝ ܐܕƣܐ ܕųƇƄƆ ܘܗ̇ܝ

Ǝܒŵܬܐ ܒŴܒƀƒ

ــų ܘܗ̇ܝ ƇƄƆܐ ܕƣܕܘܗܝ ܐܕŴــ ŷƇܒ Ǝــ ــƅ — ܘܒŵƇƄܒ ſܬܐ ܐŴــ ƃŴŷܓ 

ܒŴŷƇܕܘܗܝ ƆܒƤƌƢܐ

5ܕܬܪƆŴƘ Ǝſܓܐ §37

ƦƉܐƢƉܐ ܕƦƀƇſܐ ܬܘܒ

ƎƉ ܐƊƀƄƏܐ — ƅſܘܬ ܐƞſܐ ܬܪƦƉŴƟ ܐƤƌƢܒƆ

ƎƉ ܐƇƀŶ — ƅſܬܐ ܐŴƃŴŷܓ

ƎƉ ܬܐŴƌűܒƖƉ — ƅſܗ̇ܝ ܐ ƚƣܐ ܕܪſŴŶ

10ܕܓƣűܐ ƆŴƘܓܐ §38

ܓƣűܐ

ܘƦƌܒ ܕƅƉűƌ ܗ̇ܝ ܐƅſ — ܐƦſܘܗܝ ƍƣƢƘƦƉܐ ܐܘ

ܘܒŴƖܪܒܐ ܕܒŵܒƦܐ ܐܘŴƊƃܬܐ ܐƍƣƢƘƦƉ — ƅſܐ Ɔܐ ܐܘ

§37   B 37, M 37, V 30; Metr. 29      §38   B 38, M 38, V 25; Metr. 30a

ܒŵƇƄܒــƆ ƎــŴ ܐƆܐ ܘܒŷƇــŴܕܘܗܝ   1  V: ŴƆܘ ƎܒŵƇƄܒ ŴƆܕܘܗܝ ܘŴŷƇܒ  BM    |    ƅſܐ V: ܐƌŵƃܐ BM        

ܘܒŵƇƄܒƎ ܒŴŷƇܕܘܗܝ   ŴŶ V      3ܪܘܬܐ :BM ܕŴŶܪ̈ܬܐ :.ŴŶ scrܪ̈ܬܐ  V: ƎܒŵƇƄܘܒ ųƆܕܘܗܝ ܘŴŷƇܒ  BM      

ܕܬܪƆŴƘ Ǝſܓܐ   V      5 ܒŴŷƇܕ :BM ܒŴŷƇܕܘܗܝ   4 ] om. V      7   ܐƤƌƢܒƆ] + ܬܐŴƇƀƇܐ ܘܓƢƀƙƏܐƆ  BM      

ƀƏŴƐƆܐ ܘܨܗܘŴƆܬܐ ƆܒƤƌƢܐ + [ܓŴƃŴŷܬܐ   8  BM, sim. Metr.      9   ƚƣܕܪ BM, sim. Metr.: ƚƣܕ 

V    |    ܐſŴŶ] + ƅŷܐ ܘܓƤƌƢܬܐ ܒŴƌűܒƖƊܒ  BM      10   ܓܐƆŴƘ ܐƣűܕܓ ] om. V      12   ƅƉűƌܕ 
ܘƅƉűƌ ܘŴƠƌܡ ܕƦƌܒ :BM ܘƦƌܒ  V      13   ܐƦܒŵܕܒ V: ܐƦƘŵܕܒ BM
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— what (occurs) to all of a species and to it alone but not always, as turning 

grey in old age;

— what (occurs) to all of a species, to it alone, and always, as being capable of 

laughing (is characteristic) of man alone.60

Second division61§37

Property is also said

— from form, as the erect posture (is a property) of man;62

— from potentiality, as laughing (is a property of man);63

— from actuality, as crawling (is a property) of a snake.64

Division of accident65§38

Accidents are

— either separable, as sitting, standing, or sleeping;

— or inseparable, as the blackness of a pitch or a raven.66

60 Cf. Porphyry, Isag. 12.13–22. See also §7 above based primarily on Porphyry’s text.

61 Cf. Division 2 attached to the chapter “On Property” in Proba’s commentary (cf. ms. Erbil 169, 

fol. 22v), summarizing Proba’s argument (cf. fol. 22r-v). A revised version of it appears in Metr.

62 This characteristic of man goes back to Aristotle (De Part. Anim. 656a13), and it was proba-

bly known to Syriac scholars through Galen (cf. De Usu Partium 181.13 Kühn: εἴπομεν ἄνθρω-

πον μόνον ὀρθὸν ἵστασθαι). It is recorded (in the context of Galenic ideas) in Job of Edessa, 

Book of the Treasures (see Mingana 1935: 338.25–25) and appears as a definition of the term 

ʾntrwpws (ἄνθρωπος) in Bar Bahlul’s Lexicon (I.216 Duval).

63 Ammonius stresses in In Isag. (109.20–22 Busse) that laughing is proper to man in potenti-

ality.

64 Proba attributes this division to the Platonic school (ms. Erbil 169, fol. 22r). Metr. also 

mentions Plato in this context.

65 This division is the only one attached to the chapter “On Accident” in Proba’s commentary 

(ms. Erbil 169, fol. 24r).

66 Cf. Porphyry, Isag. 12.23−13.8. In mss. B and M, we find a definition of accident attached to 

this division that is based on Isag. 12.25−26.



116  Text 1

ƆŴƘܓܐ §39

ƢƐƕ ܬܐŴƍܬܙܘ̈ܓƦƉ

ܓƣűܐ܂ Ƌƕ ܕƦƀƇſܐ܂ Ƌƕ ܐܕƣܐ܂ ŴƘ Ƌƕܪƍƣܐ܂ Ƌƕ — ܓƐƍܐ

ܓƣűܐ܂ Ƌƕ ܕƦƀƇſܐ܂ Ƌƕ ܐܕƣܐ܂ ŴƘ — Ƌƕܪƍƣܐ

5ܓƣűܐ܂ Ƌƕ ܕƦƀƇſܐ܂ Ƌƕ — ܐܕƣܐ

ܓƣűܐ܂ Ƌƕ — ܕƦƀƇſܐ

ƋƇƣ ܓܐƆŴ̈Ƙ ܣŴſܪŴƘܪŴƘܐ܂ ܕƘŴƐƇƀƘ

§39   B 39, M 39; Metr. 30b

ƦƉ Bܬܘ̈ܓŴƍܬܐ :ƦƉ Mܬܙܘ̈ܓŴƍܬܐ   2
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(Last) division67§39

Ten combinations:68

— Genus: with differentia, with species, with property, with accident.

— Differentia: with species, with property, with accident.

— Species: with property, with accident.

— Property: with accident.

The End of the Divisions of Porphyry the Philosopher.

67 Cf. §§9–10 above. This division refers to the last part of the Isag. and to the last part of 

Proba’s commentary. It summarizes Proba’s argument (cf. Baumstark 1900: 8.16−9.7).

68 Syr. mettazwganuta, corresponding to Gr. συζυγία. On the ten syzygies, or combinations of 

the five main terms of the Isagoge, cf. the anonymous Syriac scholia on the Isagoge that com-

ment on the division of this treatise into several parts (Baumstark 1900: 36.13–14).
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T2: On the Division of Substance



ƈźƉ ŭƆŴƘ ܐƀƏܐܘ

ƈƕ ųƤſܪ Ǝſܕ  ̇ųƇƇƊƉܬܐ ܕŴƍܒƦƄƉܕ ƎƍſƢƉــܐ̈ܐ ܗܕܐ܉ ܐƀܓƏ1§ ܕ

 ƀŷƃƦƤƉــƎ܂ ƦƄƉܒƍــŴ ܕƃــƇƃ ƈــųܘܢ ܗܘܐ ܘƆܐ ܕƦƇƉܐ܂ ܙƀƌ̈ܐ ܐŴƌܢ

 ƍƉــųܘܢ ŶــŶ űــű ܐƆܐ ƦƄƉܒ̈ــƍܐ܂ Ƈƃــųܘܢ ܐܬŷƤŶــŴ ܒƇƄــųܘܢ ܘƆܐ

ــƍܐ ſܕܐܬܕܪܫ ܒܐ ųــ ــƢ ܒ ƀƙƣܘ ųــ Ɔ ܂Ÿــ ƤŶܘܢ ܐܬųــ ſƦſܐ Ǝــ ſܐ ܕƀــ ƌ̈5 ܙ

 ƃƢƉܒــƍܐ܂ ƍƊŶƦƉܐ܂ ƇƙƉܓƍܐ܂ ܗƎƀƆ܂ ܕܒƦƠƀƐƙ̈ܐ ܐƅſ ܕƇƇƊƉܐ

 ܕܬܬſــűܥ ܕſــƎƍſŴ̇ŷƉ ƈźƉ Ǝ܂ ܗ̇ܘ ƎſųƇƃ܉ ܗƎƀƆ ܘƋƕ ܕܗƅƘ܂ Ƣƣܘſܐ

 ܐſــƍƉ ƅــųܘܢ ŶــŶ űــƃ űــƕ ƈــƆ ƈــƅ ܐƢƉ̇ ܕƎƀƖƊƣ܂ ƆܐƦƇƉ ƎƀƇſܐ

ƑƙƉ̇ܐ܂ ܕƌܐܕ

10 ܒƇƀƇܐſــƦ ܘƆܐ ŶܒƄƀܐſــƆ Ʀܐ ܕܐſų̈ſƦſــƎ ܐƀƇſــƎ ܗƀƃــƈ ܨܒــŴ̈ܬܐ §2

ƎƀƇſܐƆ ܐƆܕ ƎƀƐƙƉ ܉Ǝſųܒ űƀܐ ܒƦƇƉ ƎſܗƦƀƌ̈ܪųƍƉ ܂Ǝــƕű̈ſƦƉ ܘܗ̣ܝ 

 ſűƀŷſܐſــƦ܂ ſųƆــƎ ܒƇƙƉűــܓܐ ſųƆــƎ܉ ƀƠƉــƊܐ ƆــűƟŴܡ ƦƇƉܐ ܗܕܐ

 ŴŶƦƉܐ ܕܬƎſųƉŴŶ ܘƎſųƆ ųƍƉ܂ ƊŶƦƉܐ ܗƆŴƘ ƎſűſܓƎſų ܘܒƦܪ

Ƣܗ ܒƦƖƣ ƈƕ ܂Ǝſųƍƀƃ ܐܢ Ǝſܕ ơƌƦƏܬ ƈƕ ܐƊſŴــƟ ܉ƎſܗƦſŴــŶܕܬ 

Ǝſűſܒܐ ܗƃܘƢܐ ܘܒſܘƢƤܘܒ ƅƘ̇ܐ܂ ܕܗŷــƤŶƦƉ ƅــſܐ ܕܐƍــƄſܐ ƢــƉ̇15 ܐ

 ܨܒ̈ــŴܬܐ ܬƦƀŶܗ̇  ܕŶܒƤƀܐ ܓƦƀƌŴܐ ܐųſƦẛ  ܨܒŴܬܐ ܐܘƀƏܐ ܐƌܐ܂

 ܘܒƇƀƇܐŶ ƦſܒƄƀܐƦſ ܒƎſų܉ Ŵŷƌܪ űſܥ Ɔܐ űƃ ܐƥƌ ܕܐܢ Əܓƀܐ̈ܬܐ܂

Ūــ Ɛƌ ܂Ǝــ ſųƆ ܗ̇ܘ Ǝــ ſܕ Ʀــ ſܐƍƀƉܢ ܨܒ̇ܐ ܕܐűــ ƊƆ ܉Ǝــ ƀƌ̈ܒ ܐƢــ Ɵ ܬŴــ Ɔ 

ƎſųܓƆŴƘ ܐ܂ƍƃܗ

20 ܐſــƅ ܐſــƦܘܗܝ܉ ܗƌܐ ܕܐſــƇƙƉ ƅܓƀƍــƦܐ ܕƇƉــƦܐ ܗƀƃــƈ ܙƌܐ §3

ŪƐƌܐ ܕƀƏܐ ܐܘŴܕܓ  ̇ųƀܓƇƙƌܘ ƢƉܐƌܐ܂ ܘƍƃܐ ܗƀƏܐ ܐܘŴܗ̇ܝ ܕܓــ 

§1   E 1      §2   E 2, Silw. 3 (a)      §3   E 3, L 1, D 5, Silw. 3 (b)

1   ƈźƉ ŭƆŴƘ ܐƀƏܐܘ  L: ܐܘܢƇƙƟ ܐƀƉűƟ ƈźƉ ŭƆŴƘ ܐƀƏܐܘ ƈźƉܘ ŭƆŴƘ ܐƦſƮܕܒ  
ƈــ źƉܗܝ ܘŴــ ــƢܐ ŴƉܙ̈ܓ ܕƘܓ  D: ܐ ܬܘܒƇــ ƇƊƉ ܐƌƢــ Ŷܐ ܐƘŴ̈ــ ƐƇƀƘܠ ܕŴــ źƉܐ ܕƌƮƕŴــ Ə  

ű̈Ŷܕܐ ƎƉ ܕƙƇŷƤ̈Ɖ ƎƀƤſƢƘܐ  C: ܐƟŴƐƘ ܕܥŴƉܕ ƈƕ ܐƣ̈ܪŴƘ ܐƀƏܕܐܘ ƈƀƠƣܕ ƎƉ ܐƢƉܐƉ  
ܕܓƑƍƀƇ ܕƦƄƉܒŴƍܬܐ  E      7   ܐſܘƢƣ scr.: ܐſܪŴƣ E      15   ܐſܘƢƤܘܒ scr.: ܐſܪŴƤܘܒ E      16   ܐƤƀܒŶܕ 

Silw.: ƎƀƤ̈ܒŶܕ E      18   ܢűƊƆ E: fort. ܥűƊƆ ?      20   ܐƌܙ ƈƀƃܐ ܗƦƇƉܐ ܕƦƀƍܓƇƙƉ ƅſܐ ܕܐƌܗ  
ܗƍƃܐ ܘƌܐƢƉ ܘƇƙƌܓųƀ̇  ܕܓŴܐ ܐܘƀƏܐ ܕŪƐƌ ܐƅſ ܐƦſܘܗܝ  D: űƃ ƢƉ̇ܐ ܐƀƏܕܐܘ ƈźƉ  

ܓــƦƀƌŴܐ ܗܝ ܕܨܒŴܬܐ  E: ܐƀƏܓܐ ܐܘƇƘƦƉ ܐƐƍܐ ܓƣܐ ܐܕƙƇŶŴƣ ܐƣűܬܐ ܓŴƀƇſܕ  L      

ƇƘƦƉܓܐ ܕƈƃ ܐŴŶܕܬܐ ܗ̇ܝ ܕܓŴܐ ܐܘƀƏܐ   21  DL: ܙܕܩ ŭƇƘܕܬܬ  E, Silw.



On the Division of Substance1

At the beginning of the study of a book2 we should say the following. There §1

are several kinds of speech. Not all of them are found in every book, and not 

every writer makes use of them all. Rather, each (writer) applies the kind (of 

speech) in which he is trained and that suits him. We may briefly list the types 

of reasoning as follows: dividing, defining, synthetical, and analytical, (the 

process) of which is the reverse of (synthetical reasoning). These are all (ways) 

of showing something.3 But in order to make this account comprehensive to the 

hearers, I will explain each one of them to you in a way that is comprehensible.

Now, things that exist are grasped by those who have no knowledge of §2

them by means of explanations that are not confused and unordered. But 

before explanations are given to such people, they (are instructed) solely by 

way of division. It is (only) after things have been divided that one defines 

them, revealing immediately their nature in their definition.4 If it is still 

necessary to produce a (more elaborate) explanation of these things, one may 

apply synthesis and its counterpart, analysis. For instance, I might say:5 

“Substance is a universal entity which embraces multiple things beneath it”.6 If 

someone with no knowledge observes this, he will find it confusing and 

unordered. But the one who would truly love to grasp such things shall first 

turn to the following division of them.

One provides a proper dividing account by taking the universal substance §3

and dividing it, saying the following. Universal substance that is all-embracing 

1 The version of the title in ms. L. Ms. D: “First chapter: On the division of substance, on the 

division of created beings, and on the qualities of bodies”. Ms. C: “Further, another treatise of 

philosophers on how various things differ from one another”. Ms. E: “A chapter explaining the 

divisions of substance extracted from a chapter in a writing of Galen”.

2 Cf. Gr. τὰ προλεγόμενα.

3 Cf. Ammonius, In Isag. 34.20 Busse. Ammonius states here that, according to Plato, there are 

four methods applied in logic, i.e. division, definition, demonstration, and analysis (κατὰ διαί-

ρεσιν καὶ ὁρισμὸν καὶ ἀπόδειξιν καὶ ἀνάλυσιν). Synthesis is also mentioned as the reverse 

process of analysis. It seems that the Syriac text makes demonstration the general method to 

which the four others are subordinated.

4 Cf. Ammonius, In Isag. 34.17–35.3 Busse; Sergius, In Cat. §198 (226–227 Arzhanov).

5 The following passage (beginning with the definition of substance in §2 and ending with §6) 

appears as part of the collection of philosophical definitions that was transmitted as an appen-

dix to Theodore Bar Koni’s Book of Scholia under the name of Silwanos of Qardu (see Hespel 

1983: 36.4–39.6).

6 Cf. Sergius, In Cat. §166 (198.6–7 Arzhanov).
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ــŴܕܬܐ Ŷ܉ ܐƈــ ƃــܓܐ ܕ ƇƘƦƉ ܐƊƣŴــ ــƇܐ Ɔܓ Ɔܐ܂ ܘƊــ ƀƤܐ ܘܗ̇ܘ ܓƆ 

 ܕƎſ ܓƊƣŴܐ ܘƦƤ̈ƙƍƆܐ܂ ܘƇƊ̈Ɔܐƃܐ ƆܐųƆܐ ŭƇƘƦƉ ܬܘܒ ܓƊƀƤܐ

ــŭ ܗ̣ܘ ܐܦ ܬܘܒ ƇƘƦƉ ܐƊƣŴــ ــƍܐ Ɔܓ Ƥƙƌ ܘų̇ــ Ɔܐ ܘƆ܂ ܕƥــ ƙƌ ܘܗ̇ܘ 

 ܘŴƀŶܬܐ ƞƌܒƦܐ܂ ܘŴƀŷƆܬ ܘƞƍƆܒƦܐ ŴƀŷƆܬܐ ܬܘܒ ƍƤƙƌ ŭƇƘƦƉܐ

5 ܕܕܐſــƅ ܘƆܐƀƌƮŶــƦܐ ܘƆܒƌƢــƤܐ ܘƇƄƆــܒܐ ƐƆــƀƏŴܐ ƇƘƦƉــܓܐ ܬܘܒ

 ܐƃــƌŵܐ ܐܕų̈ƀƣܘܢ܂ ƆܒƇƘƦƉ Ʀƍ̈ܓܐ ܬܘܒ ܗűŶ ƎƉ ƎƀƆܐ ܘƈƃ ܗƎƀƆ܂

 ܕܒƤƍƀƍ̈ܐ ܘƃƢƤƆܐ ܘƆܓŴƍƀƇܣ ƆܐƑƀŹƢƟŴƙſ ܕŭƇƘƦƉ ܕܓŴܐ ܕܒƤƌƢܐ

ــƌƮܐ܂ Ŷܐ ܐƦــ ــܓܐ ܬܘܒ ܘƞƌܒ ƇƘƦƉ ܐƦــ ſŵƆ ــܐܪܙܐ Ɔܐ ܘƦــ ƀƌƮŶܐƆܘ 

ƎƀƆųƆ܂ ܕƎƀƉ̈ܕ ƈƃܐ ܘűŶ ƎƉ ƎƀƆܬܘܒ ܗ ƎƀƆųƆ ܐƦƀƌƮŶܐ Ʀƍ̈ܒ  ̇ųƣܐܕ 

Ɔ 10ܐƙ̈ƏــŴܓܐ ƇƘƦƉܓܐ ƞƌܒƦܐ ŴƀŶܬ ܐܦ ܬܘܒ ܗŴƃܬ ƇƘƦƉܓܐ܂

Ǝــ ſųƇƄƆܘ Ǝــ ƀƇſܐ Ǝــ ƀƍƟ̈ܐ ܕƀــ Ɗ̈ܐ ܒűــ Ƈܐ܉ ܓƍــ ƘƞŶ ܐƌŵــ ƃܐ ܐƦــ ƙ̈Ɔܕܙ 

 ƀŶــŴ̈ܬܐ ܕܒƍƀــźƉ Ʀــƞƌ ƈܒــƦܐ܉ ŴƀŶܬ ƎſƮƟƦƉ ܓƢƀ ܗƎƀƆ ܘŵƇŶܘƌ̈ܐ܂

ƎƊ̈ƀƏ܂ ƞƍƆܒƦ̈ܐ

ــŴ̈ܬܐ ƀŷƆ Ƣــ ƀܓ Ǝــ ƀŷƀƄƣ ܐƤــ ƊŶ ܉Ǝــ ƀƇƀŶ̈ ܐƌűƆŴــ Ɖ ܐƍــ ƀƏܪƦƉ4§ ܘ

ƞƍƆ 15ܒƦ̈ܐ űƆܘƃܐ܂ ܕܘƃܐ ƎſųƆ ƎƉ ܕƗſŵƉ ܘܗ̇ܘ ܘƢƉܓƍƤܐ܃ ܘƢƉܒƍƀܐ

Ǝــ ſܐ ܕƦــ Ɔܕ ܬŴــ ŷƇ܉ ܒƦــ ſܐ ܐƌűƆŴــ Ɖ ܐƍــ ƀƏܪƦƉܐ܂ ܘƍــ ƀܒƢƉܘ Ǝــ Ɖ 

 ܘųƇƃ ܘŵƇŶܘƌ̈ܐ ܕƎſ ܐŴ̈ƙƏܓܐ ܐƎƀƌ̈܂ ܓŵ̈ƀƇܢ ܘƍƖſŵƉܐ ܕƎſ ܪܓƌƦƣŴܐ

ــƐܐ ƍܓ ƅــ ſܐ܉ ܕܕܐƌܐ ܗƖــ ــƎ ܐܪܒ Ɖ Ǝــ ƀƆܐ ܗƇــ ƀŶ̈ ܂Ǝــ ƀƍƟ̈ ܐƌűƆŴــ Ɖ 

§4   E 4, L 2, D 6, Silw. 3 (c)

ܬܘܒ ܓƊƀƤܐ Ɔܐ    |    E ܗ̇ܘ :.DL, Silw ܘܗ̇ܘ    |    .L, Silw ܓƊƣŴܐ :DE ܓƊƀƤܐ   1  EL, Silw.: ܬܘܒ 
ܓƀƤــƊܐ Ɔܐ  D      2   ܐƃــܐƇƊ̈Ɔܐ ܘƦــƤ̈ƙƍƆܘ  D: ܐƃ̈ــܐƇƊƆܐ ܘƤــƙƍƆܘ  L: ܬܐŴ̈ــƇƀŷƆܐ ܘƍــƀƊ̈ƣ  

ܘƤƆܐ̈ܕܐ ܘƦƤƙ̈ƍƆܐ  E      3   ܐܦ DL: ܘܐܦ E, Silw.    |    ܐƍƤƙƌ L, Silw.: ܐƀƍƤƙƌ DE    |    ܘų̇Ɔܐ ܘƆܕ  DL: 

ܬܘܒ ƀƍƤƙƌ DE    |    ŭƇƘƦƉܐ :.ƍƤƙƌ L, Silwܐ   E, Silw.      4 ܘܕƆܐ ] om. E, Silw.    |    ܬܐŴƀŶܬܘܒ ܘ  
ܗƎƀƆ ܕܕܐƅſ ܘƆܐƦƀƌƮŶܐ ܘƆܒƤƌƢܐ ܘƇƄƆܒܐ ƀƏŴƐƆܐ ƇƘƦƉܓܐ ] om. E      5   ƅſܕܕܐ L: ƅſܕܐ 

D      6   ܓܐƇƘƦƉ] om. EL, Silw.    |    ܘܢų̈ƀƣܐܕ EL: Ǝſųƣܐܕ D, Silw.      7   ܐŴܕܓ ŭƇƘƦƉܕ ] om. E, 

Silw.    |    ƑƀŹƢƟŴƙſܐƆ D: ƑƀźſƢƟŴƘܐƆ L: ƑƀŹƢƟŴƘܐƆ E    |    ܣŴƍƀƇܓƆܘ L, Silw.: ܣŴƍƀƇܘܓ E: 

 [ƇƘƦƉ1ܓܐ   Ʀſű̈ƀŷſ E, Silw.      10ܐ :DL ܐƦƀƌƮŶܐ   E      9 ܘƃƢƣܐ :.DL, Silw ܘƃƢƤƆܐ    |    D ܘƆܓŴƍܣ

om. EL    |    ܓܐŴƙ̈ƏܐƆ] + ܐƙ̈ƆŵƆܐ ܘƌ̈ܘŵƇŷƆܘ  E      11   ƎſųƇƄƆܐ + [ܘƃƢƣܕ E    |    ƎƀƇſܐ EL: ƎƀƆܗ D        

ܘŵƇŶܘƌ̈ܐ ܕܙƦƙ̈Ɔܐ ܐƌŵƃܐ ] om. E      12   Ƣƀܓ EL: Ǝſܕ D      16   Ʀſܐ] om. E      17   ܐƌƦƣŴܪܓ DL, Silw.: 

ƍƟ Eܐ :.E: om. L    |    ƎƀƍƟ̈ DL, Silw ܕܐD: ƅſ ܕܕܐL      18   ƅſ ܓDE: Ƣƀ 1ܕE    |    Ǝſ ܪܓŴƣŴܬܐ
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is divided into body and incorporeal. What is incorporeal is further divided 

into God, angels, and souls. Body is also divided, namely into animate body and 

non-animate body. And animate (body) is further divided into animal, plant, 

and animal-plant7. Animal, in turn, is divided into horse, dog, man, and 

suchlike, while each one of these species is further divided into what belongs to 

it. For instance, universal man is divided into Hippocrates and Galen, and into 

all other men. Plant is further divided into olive, cedar, and other things like 

that. And each one of these species is further divided into other things that 

belong to it. Similarly, animal-plant is divided into sponges (σπόγγος) and all 

beings in the water that are hard-shelled8, for instance oyster and shellfish. 

These are called animal-plants because they are placed between animals and 

plants.9

Animals have five faculties: generation, nutrition, growth, sensation, and §4

that of motion from place to place. However, plants have only three of them, i.e. 

generation, nutrition, and growth. They are deprived of sensation and movabil-

ity. Sponges, shellfishes, and everything that belongs to their genus possess four 

7 Or “zoophyte”. Syr. ḥayyut neṣbta, corresponding to Gr. ζῳόφυτον.

8 Syr. corresponds to Gr. ὀστρακόδερμος.

9 The same division appears in the form of a tree diagram in T1 §27 (based on Proba’s com-

mentary on the Isagoge). Cf. Ammonius, In Isag. 70.13–17; 77.14–87.1 Busse; Sergius, In Cat. 

§166 (198–199 Arzhanov); Job of Edessa, Book of Treasures II.13 (Mingana 1935: 349).
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 ƆــŴܬ Ɔܐ ܐܦ ƖſŵƉــƍܐ ܕſــƎ ܗ̇ܘ ܘƢƉܓƤــƍܐ܂ ܘƢƉܒƍƀܐ ܘƦƉܪƍƀƏܐ

ƎƀƆ܂ ܗŸƀƄƣ ܝų̇ܒ ƈƀƃܗ ƎƤܓƮƉܕ ƎــƀƆܪ̈ܢ ܗƦــƀƉ Ǝــƀƌ̈ܐ ƎــƉ ܐ܂Ʀܒ̈ــƞƌ 

 ƕƞƉــƦ ܘܒűܓــŴܢ Ŵ̈ƀŶܬܐ܂ ƎƉ ܐƎƀƌ̈ ܒƮſƞܢ ƦƉܬܙƎƖſ̈ ܕƆܐ ܕƎſ ܒų̇ܝ

ƎــƀƆܗ ƎــƀƆųƆ ܂ƎــƊƀƏ̈ ƦــſܐƟܘܙܕ ųــƉƦƣܐ Ǝــſųƍƀƃ ܬŴــƀŶ ܐ܂Ʀܒــƞƌ 

5 ܐƌــƥ ܓƀــƢ ܐܢ ƉــŴܕܥ܂ ƍƀƐƌܐ ܗ̣ܘ ܗŴƆ ƎƀƆܬ ܪܓƦƤܐ ܕƎſ ܕŷƀƄƣܐ

 Ɗ̇ƃــƑ ܒƖƣƢــƦܗ ƀƉ̈ܐ܉ ܒܓŵƇŶ Ŵܘƌ̈ܐ űŶ ƎƉ ܐܘ ܐŴƙƏܓܐ ƌܓŴܫ

ƑƙƟ̇ܗ܂ ܘƦſ ܐܢ Ǝſܕ ƥƌܗܝ܉ ܐŴƀƠܒƤƌ űƣܐƦƉ ŻƤƘƦƉܣ܂ ܘƢƘƦƉܘ 

ƅſܐ ƎــƉܗܕܐ ܕ ƈــƀƃܐ ܗƖــſűſ ܢ ܗܝ܉ƦƣŴܬܦ ܕܪܓــŴــƤƉܗܘ ܘ  ̇ųܒــ 

 ƉــƤƉ̇ Ǝــƍܐ ܘƆܐ ܐűŶ űƀŶܐ ܕܒűܘƦƃܐ ܕƎſ ܒų̇ܝ Ŵ̈ƀŶܬܐ܂ Ƌƕ ܒųܕܐ

10 ܗ̇ܘ ܕſــƎ ܓــƊƣŴܐ ŴƤƉܕܥ܂ ƞƌܒƦ̈ܐ ܕŴƆܬ ŴƍƀŶܬܐ Ɔܐܬܪܐ܉ ܐܬܪܐ

 ܘƆܐƀƌƮŶــƦܐ ܘƄƆــܐƘ̈ܐ ſܒƤƀ̈ܐ ƐƀƠ̈Ɔܐ ܗ̣ܘ܉ ܐܦ ƥƙƌ ŭƇƘƦƉ ܕܕƆܐ

ƎƀƆųƆ܂ ܕƎƀƉ̈ܕ

ƀƃ §5ــƍܐ ܘܗƌــƍƟ Ŵــƀܐ܉ ܙƌܐ ܗƌܐ ܕܐƇƙƉ ƅſܓƦƀƍܐ ܗƦƇƉ ƈƀƃܐ

ــų̇ƊſŴ܂ Ɵܕ Ūــ Əܬܐ ܕܬŴ̈ــ ــŴܐ܉ ܨܒ ــŭ ܕܓ ƇƘܘܬ Ǝــ ƀƌ̈ܐ Ʀــ ſܐƍƉܐܘ 

15 ܕŶƦƉــƋ ܕſــƎ ܗ̇ܘ ܕƇƉــƦܐ܂ ƉűƟــƀܐ Ƥƀƌܐ ܗŴƌ ܘܒűܓŴܢ ܘƙƀƠƌܐƦſ܂

ــŸ ܕܐܬܐ Ɖܐ Ƅƣܘܐ ƎſųܓƆŴــ Ƙ ܬܐŴ̈ــ ــƢ ܕܨܒ ƀƙƣܫ܉ ܕƢــ ƙƉ Ǝــ ſűſܗ 

 ܗ̇ܝ ܕܨܒــŴܬܐ ŶƦƆــųƉŴ̇  ܕƊ̈ŷƆــƎ ܐƎƀƇſ ܕƆŴƘܓܐ܉ Ɖ ųƆ ųƍƉܓܒܐ

ــƋ ܕܨ̇ܒܐ Ŷ̇Ʀƌܕ űــ ــƉŴܐ ܘƕ̇ܒ Ŷܬ Ƌــ ŷ̇Ɔܕ Ǝــ ſųƍƀƄƆ ܬܐ܂Ŵ̈ــ ــƅ ܕܨܒ ſܕܐ 

 ܗƌܐ ܒƙــƆŴܓܐ Ŷــܐܪ ƆܒƤƌƢܐ܉ ܕŴƀƊŶƦƌܗܝ ƞƌܒܐ ܐƥƌ ܐܢ ܐƍƄſܐ܂

20 ܕƀŶــŴܬܐ܂ ܓƍــƐܐ ܬƀŶــƦ ܕܐſــƦܘܗܝ ƆܒƤƌƢܐ ųƆ ܘŸƄƤƉ ܕܐܬܐƢƉ܂

§5   L 3, D 7, Silw. 3 (d)

ܘƢƉܒƍƀܐ ܘƦƉܪƍƀƏܐ   1 ] inv. E      2   ƎƤܓƮƉܕ DE: ƎƀƤܓƮƉܕ L    |    ƎƀƆ2ܗ] om. E      3   Ǝſܐ ܕƆܕ ] inv. 

E    |    ƎƖſ̈ܬܙƦƉ EL, Silw.: ƎƖſ̈ܙƦƉ D      4   ųƉƦƣܐ DL, Silw.: ܘųƉƦƣܐ E      6   ܫŴܓƌ DE, Silw.: 

ŴƊƌ L    |    űŶ ƎƉܫ ] om. D    |    Ŵܐ ܒܓƀƉ̈  DL, Silw.: ܐƀƊ̈ܒ E      8   ܗܕܐ DL, Silw.: ƎƀƆܗ E    |    ƈƀƃܗ 

L: ƈــƀƄƉ E: om. D, Silw.    |    ܢƦƣŴܗܘ + [ܕܪܓــ E    |    ܬܦŴــƤƉܗܘ ܘ ] inv. E    |    ܗܘ] om. ED      

 ,E ܕƆܐ :DL ܕܕƆܐ   D, Silw.      11 ܐŴƍƀŶܬܐ :ŴƍƀŶ ELܬܐ   E, Silw.      10 ܕܒűܘƃܐ :DL ܕܒűܘƃــƦܐ   9

Silw.    |    ܐƤƀ̈ܒſ] om. E, Silw.      13   ƈƀƃܗ] om. D    |    ܐƦƀƍܓƇƙƉ D: ܐƦƀƍܓƇƘƦƉ L, Silw.    |    ܐƍƀƃ 

L, Silw.: ܐƌܙ D      17    ̇ųƉŴŶƦƆ L, Silw.: ܐƉŴŶƦƆ D    |    ܕܨ̇ܒܐ ܗ̇ܝ ƋŶ̇Ʀƌܕ űܒƕ̇ܐ ܘƉŴŶܬ Ƌŷ̇Ɔܕ  
ƎſųƍƀƄƆ ܬܐŴ̈ܕܨܒ ] om. hom. D      19   ܐƍƄſܐ L, Silw.: ƎƄſܐ ƅſܐ ܐƌܙ  D    |    ܐܢ L, Silw.: ܕܐܢ 

D    |    ܓܐƆŴƙܒ L, Silw.: ܐƉŴŶƦܒ D
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of these faculties: generation, nutrition, growth, and sensation. The ability to 

move is not found among them either. Since they are capable of sensation, they 

are superior to plants, but, since they cannot move, they are inferior to animals. 

Hence they are placed between those two, and their nature is properly called 

animal-plant. That they have sensation is apparent from experience: if someone 

touches a sponge or one of the shellfishes inside water, they immediately 

contract and shrink. Yet, when one stays away from them, they spread out, 

stretch out, and unfold. This makes it evident that they have sensation, which 

they share in common with animals. But their being bound to one spot and 

their inability to move from one place to another indicate their relation to 

plants.10 Inanimate body is further subdivided into trees, stones, and other 

things like that.

So, a dividing account is acquired in the above manner. This is the nature §5

of its subsistence, that you take universal things and divide them skilfully and 

successively; and herein lies the first method11 of logic.12 Further, someone 

defines (something) after having already discovered the division of things that 

are clearly differentiated.13 Then he selects for himself from this division those 

things which are suitable for the definition of the object that he wants to define 

and (subsequently) produces a definition which suits the nature of things. For 

instance, if someone wishes to define man, he observes the division which has 

been given and discovers that man is beneath the genus of living being. Hence 

10 Cf. Ammonius, In Isag. 77.18–87.1 Busse: τὸ μὲν γὰρ φυτὸν τὰς τρεῖς ἔχει δυνάμεις μόνας, 

τὴν θρεπτικὴν τὴν αὐξητικὴν καὶ τὴν γεννητικήν, τὸ δὲ ζῷον πρὸς ταύταις ἔχει καὶ τὴν αἰσθη-

τικὴν δύναμιν καὶ τὴν μεταβατικὴν τὴν ἀπὸ τόπου εἰς τόπον· τὸ οὖν ζωόφυτον μέσον ἐστὶν 

ἀμφοτέρων, ἔχει γὰρ πρὸς ταῖς τρισὶ δυνάμεσι καὶ τὴν ἁπτικὴν αἴσθησιν, οὐκέτι μέντοι ἀπὸ 

τόπου ἐπὶ τόπον ἀμείβει, οἷά ἐστι τὰ ὄστρεα καὶ οἱ σπόγγοι· προσπεφύκασι μὲν γὰρ ταῖς πέ-

τραις, προσιόντος δέ τινος ἀντιτύπου μὲν συστέλλονται, ἡδέος δὲ διαχέονται.

11 Syr. niša, “goal, aim”, but here it is used with the meaning of “method”. Cf. the following §6.

12 Cf. Ammonius, In Isag. 35.4–5 Busse: διαιρετικῆς μὲν γὰρ ἔργον ἐστὶ τὸ διαιρεῖν τὸ προ-

τεθὲν γένος εὐτάκτως εἰς τὰς οἰκείας διαφοράς.

13 On the need to divide something before defining it, see Ammonius, In Isag. 35.10–11 Busse; 

Sergius, In Cat. §§197–199, 290 (224–227, 304–307 Arzhanov). Sergius uses the expression 

ʾomanuta mpallganita.
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ƢƉ̇ܐ܂ ܘܐƍƃܗ ƎſűƉ ܐƤƌƢܬܐ ܒŴƀŶ ܐ ܗܘ܂Ɔܐ ƈźƉ Ʀــſܬܐ ܕܐŴ̈ــƀŶ 

 ܕܕƆܐ ܗƀƆــƉ ƎــƎ ܕƀƣƢƙƌــŴܗܝ ܐſــƉ ƅــƏ ƚƏŴܓƀ̈ــܐܬܐ܉ ܐƀƌƮŶــƦܐ

 ܐܦ ܕܐſــƦ ܘźƉــƀƇƉ ƈــƇܐ܂ ܗ̣ܘ ܐܦ ܕܐſــƦܘܗܝ ܐſųſƦſــƎ܉ ƇƉــƦܐ

 ܕܐſــƦܘܗܝ ܬܘܒ ƉــƚƏŴ ܘƇƉܐƃ̈ܐ܉ ܕƣܐ̈ܕܐ ܐƌŵƃܐ ܐƌƮŶܐ܃ ƇƀƇƉ̈ܐ

5 ܕܐƦſܘܗܝ ܐƢƉ̇܉ űƃ ܕܒƤƌƢܐ ƀƇƊƤƉܐ ܬųƉŴŶ ܘƕ̇ܒŴƀƉ űܬܐ܂ ܘܐܦ

 ܐƀŶ ųƣƢƘ ƎƉ ƎſųƇƃ ƎƀƇſܐ܉ ܕųſƢƟܝ ܓƢƀ ܒų̇ܝ ŴƀƉܬܐ܂ ƇƀƇƉܐ ƀŶܐ

 ƇƉ̈ــܐƃܐ܉ ƉــƎ ܐܘ ܒƀƖــƢܐ܃ ƉــƣƢƘ Ǝــų ܕſــƆ Ǝܐ Ŷ̈ــƀܐ܂ ƉــƎ ܕܓŵ̈ƀƇܢ

ƚƏܐܘ ƎſűƉ ܝųſƢƟܐ܉ ܐܦ ܘƇƀƇƉ ųƣƢƘܘ ƎƉ ܬܐŴ̈ƀŶ ܐƆܐ܂ ܕƦƇƉ 

ŴƆ Ǝſܕ ƎƉ ܬܐŴ̈ƀŶ ܐ܃ƦƇƀƇƉ̈ Ǝƃܘ ƚƏܬܐ܉ ܗ̇ܝ ܐܘŴƀƉܕ ųƣƢƘܘ ƎــƉ 

ƕ 10ــƈ ܘܗƀƆــƎ ܗƌܐ܂ ܕܐſــƅ ܒƉŴŶƦܐ Ɵܐܡ ܒŴŷƇܕ ܕųƇſ ܘųƍƀƃ ܗƎƀƆ܉

ƎƠ̈ƙƏ܂ ܕܒƦſŴŶƦܐ ܐƦƀƍƊŶƦƉ ƅſܐ܉ ƦƇƉܐ

6§ ܨܒــŴ̈ܬܐ ܐƌــƥ ܕƐƌــŪ ܐſــƅ ܐſــƦܘܗܝ܉ ƃƢƉــܒܐ ܬܘܒ ܕſــƤƀƌ Ǝܐ

ƎــƀƇſܐ ƎــƀƍƟ̈ܐ ܕƦــƀƕܪƦܐ ܒƊſŴــƟ ܂ƎــſܗƦſܕ ŪــƃƢƌܘ Ǝــƀƌ̈ܐ܃ ܐƦــƇƊܒ 

űܒƖƌܘ ƎſųƍƉ űŶ ܡ܂űــƉ ܐƌŵــƃܐ ŪــƐƌ̇ܕ ƥــƌܐ ܐƤــſܐ ܪƆűــƟܐ ܘſűــŶܘ 

15 ܓــƊƣŴܐ Ŷــű ܒƇƊــƦܐ ƍƉــųܘܢ ܘƖƌܒــű ܘܪ̈ܓــƇܐ܃ ܘƃــƏƢܐ ܘܐſű̈ſܐ

 Ƈŷ̈ƤƉــƙܐ܉ ܘܪſ̈ــƤܐ ܘƦƘܓƊ̈ܐ ųƊ̈ƣܐ ܕŪƐƌ̇ ܐܘ ܕܒƤƌƢܐ܂ ƍƊƇƤƉܐ

űܒƖƌܘܢ ܘųƍƉ űŶ ܒܐ܂Ƣƣ ܐƤƀƌ Ǝſܐ ܗ̇ܘ ܕſܘƢƣ ܉ƅƘ̇ܕܗ ƅــſܐ ܕܐƌܗ 

 Ɖــűܡ܃ ƉــƎ ܕƃƮƉܒƎ ܐƎƀƇſ ܨܒŴ̈ܬܐ ŪƐƌ ܐųƊſŴƟ űƃ ƥƌ܂ ƍƟ̣ܐ ܙƌܐ

ــƢܐ Ƥƌܘ Ǝــ ƀƌ̈ܐ ܐƍــ ƀƄ̈Ɔ ܐƀــ Ɖű̈Ɵ Ǝــ ƀƇſܘܢ ܐųــ ƍƉ܂ ܕƎــ ƀܒƃܐܬܪ ƅــ ſܕܐ 

Ɔ 20ܐƀƇſــƎ ܘſƢƤƌــŴܗܝ ܐƤƌــƀܐ܉ ܓــƊƣŴܐ Ɛƌ̇ــŪ ܕܐƌــƥ ܐƃــƌŵܐ ܐƄſــƍܐ܂

ƎſųƍƉ܃ ܕŪƃܐܬܪ Ŵƌܗ Ǝſܐ ܕƤſƢƆ ܐƆűƠƆܐ ܘſűŷƆܐ ܘſűſ̈ܐƆܐ ܘƏƢƄƆܘ 

 ſų̈ƆــƎ܂ ܕƊ̈ſűƟــƎƀƆųƆ Ǝ ܐƎƀƌ̈ ܘƢƤƌܐ ƎƀƆųƆ ܐŪƐƌ̇ ƥƌ ܘܬܘܒ ܘƮƆܓƇܐ܂

§6   L 4, D 8, Silw. 3 (d)

 :.L, Silw ܕܐƦſܘܗܝ    |    .D, Silw ܐܦ :L ܘܐܦ   L      5 ܘܕƇƉܐƃ̈ܐ :.D, Silw ܘƇƉܐƃ̈ܐ   om. D      4 [ܗܘ   1

ƇƉ̈ܐƃܐ ƎƉ ܐܘ   D      7 ܐƦſܘܗܝ  L, Silw.: ܐƃ̈ܐƇƉܘ D      8   ƎſűƉ L: Ǝſܕ D      9   ųƣƢƘܘ D, Silw.: ƥſƢƘܘ 
ܒƦܪƦƀƕܐ ܕL, Silw.      13   ƎƀƍƟ̈ ܕܒƉŴŶƦܐ :D ܕܒƦſŴŶƦܐ   Ɵ L: ƋƀƟ D, Silw.      11ܐܡ   L      10 ܐܦ  L, 

Silw.: ܐƦƀƕܪƦܘܗܝ ܕܒƦſܐ  D    |    ܐƊſŴƟ L: ܐƉŴƍƟ D, Silw.      15   ܘܢųƍƉ L: ƎſųƍƉ D, Silw.      

ــƍܐ   16 ƊƇƤƉ D, Silw.: ܐƀــ ƇƊƤƉ L      17   ܐſܘƢــ ƣ L, Silw. (cod. C): ܐſܪŴــ ƣ D, Silw. (cod. G)      

19   Ǝƀܒƃܐܬܪ D: Ūƃܐܬܪ L      20   ܐƍƄſܐ L, Silw.: ƎƄſܐ D      21   ܐƆűƠƆܘ L, Silw.: ܐ ܐܦƆűƠƆ  D      

22   ƥƌܐ D: Ǝƀƌ̈ܐ L, Silw.
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he says: “So, man is a living being.” But since there are plenty of other living 

beings, he shall also add that (man) is rational in order to differentiate (man) 

from (living beings) that are irrational. However, given that there are other 

rational beings, for instance, demons and angels, he further adds that (man) is 

mortal. So, a complete definition of man is produced when he says that (man) is 

a mortal rational living being. By calling (man) living being, he differentiates 

him from all those beings that are deprived of life. But since he has not (yet) 

differentiated (man) from animals or from angels, he shall add (to that) by also 

calling (man) rational. He thereby differentiates (man) from living beings that 

are irrational, although not yet from (other) rational living beings. By adding 

that (man) is mortal, he differentiates him from the latter. Thus (man’s) nature 

alone is established in a definition like that. These things are sufficient for 

explaining what defining account is.14

Further, one applies the synthetic method when he takes those things that §6

acquire subsistence of their essence in intellect, combines them in word, and 

produces one thing from them. For instance, one will take head, neck, breast, 

hands, belly, and legs, and produce from them in word one complete human 

body; or take different words, phrases, and chapters and produce from them 

one treatise. The analytical method reverses this (process), thus acquiring its 

subsistence when someone takes those things that are composed of something 

and dissolves them into the primary natures from which they are composed. 

For instance, someone will take a human body and dissolve it into those things 

from which it is composed, namely, into head, neck, breast, hands, belly, and 

legs. He will then take these and dissolve them into those things that are prior 

14 Cf. Sergius, In Cat. §§153–154 (186–189 Arzhanov).
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ƢƉ̇ܐ ܐƌ܉ ܐƎſܐ ܕű̈ƀܓƆ ܐƉƮܓــƆܐ܂ ܘƢــƐܒƆܘ ŪــƐƌ̇ Ǝــſܘܐܦ ܬܘܒ ܕ 

 ܐƌܐ ܐƉ̇ــƢ ܪܘƃــܒܐ܂ Ɛƌ̣ــŪ ܕſųƍƉــƆ ƎܐƦƀƌƮŶܐ ܐƎƀƌ̈ ܘƢƤƌܐ ƎƀƆųƆ܉

 ܘƆــų̇ܝ ƏــƦƠƉŴܐ ܘƊƆــƢܬܐ ܘƇƙƆܓƊܐ ƉűƆܐ ŴƉŴ̈ƃ܂ Ɔܐܪ̈ܒƗ ܕƎſ܉

 ܕƊ̈ſűƟــƆ ƎܐƀƇſــƎ ܬܘܒ ܐƌــŴܢ ܘƤƌــƢܐ ܘƀƆųƆــƎ܉ ܕſــŪƐƌ Ǝ ܐܘƦƊƃܐ܂

ŴƍƟ܂ ܕųƍƉܘܢ ܐƐƃŴ̈źƏܐ Ɔܐܪ̈ܒƖܐ ܕƎſ ܗųƆ Ŵƌܘܢ܂
̇

5 ܕſــŪƐƌ Ǝ ܐܬܬ

ƥƌܘܢ ܐܦ ܐųƆ ܐƐƃŴ̈źƏܐƆ ơƐƌܢ ܘŴƌܗܘܢ ܐƦƇƖƆ ܐ܃ƦــƀƉűƟ ܗ̇ܝ 

 ̇ųــſƦſܐ ܕܐƆܐ܂ ܗܘƣܘܐܕ ƎــƀƆųܒ ƈــƀƃܘܢ ܗųــƇƃ ܐƢــƤƉ ƥــƌܐ ƎــƉ 

 ܘƇƏ̇ــƙƀƠƌ ơܐſــƦ܃ ܘƣ̇ــƢܐ ܐƌــƄƆ ƥــƈ ܕŵŶƦƉܐ ܗ̇ܘ ܐƀƤƌܐ ܓƊƣŴܐ

 ܕܓŴܐ ܕƍƀƄƆܐ ܗ̇ܝ ܘܐܕƣܐ܃ ܗܘƆܐ ܕܐƦƀƉűƟ  ̇ųſƦſܐ ƦƇƖƆܐ Ɖűƕܐ

Ɩſűſ10ܐ܂ ܒŴŷƇܕ

ƇƘƦƉ §7ــܓܐ ܐܘƏــƀܐ ܕƀƇſــŴܬܐ܂ ܓــƣűܐ ƣــƙƇŶŴܐ ܐܕƣܐ ܓƐƍܐ

ــƊƣŴܐ ــƇܐ Ɔܓ Ɔܐ܂ ܘƊƣŴــ ــƤܐ ƇƘƦƉــŭ ܓــƊƣŴܐ ܓ ƙƍƊƆ ܐƇــ Ɔܘ 

 ƞƌܒــƦܐ ܘƀŷƆــŴܬ ƀŷƆــŴܬܐ ƇƘƦƉــƙƍƉ ŭــƤܐ ܓــƊƣŴܐ ƙƍƉــƤܐ܂

 ſܒƀ̈ــƤܐ ƀƟــƐ̈ܐ ƀƕűſƦƉــƙ̈ƍƉ ƎــƤܐ Ɔܐ ܕſــƎ ܒܓــƊƣŴ̈ܐ ܘƞƍƆܒ̈ــƦܐ܂

ƇƀƇƉ ŭƇƘƦƉ 15ܐ ƇƀƇƉܐ܂ ܘƇƆܐ ƇƀƇƊƆܐ ƇƘƦƉܓܐ ŴƀŶܬܐ ܘƃܐƘ̈ܐ܂

 ƀŶــŴܬܐ ܘźƇƙƆــŴܢ܂ ŭƇƘƦƉ ƑƀŹƢƟŴƐƆ ܒƤƌƢܐ ܘƇƊƆܐƃܐ܂ ƆܒƤƌƢܐ

 ܪ̈ܓƇܐ܂ ܕܐܪ̈ܒƦƖ ܘƃƢƤƆܐ ܘƀƏŴƐƆܐ ƦƆܘܪܐ ƇƘƦƉܓܐ ƦƇƀƇƉܐ Ɔܐ

ƎſƮſűƉ܂ ܕܒƀƊ̈ܐ ܘƆܐƎƀƇſ ܘƦŶƢƙƆܐ ܘƤŶƢƆܐ

8§ ܘƏܓƀ̈ܐܬܐ ܓƎƀƐ̈ƍ܂ ܓƑƍ ܐųſƦẛ  ܐܘƀƏܐ ܐܘƀƏܐ܂ ƈźƉ ܬܘܒ

20 ܒــſƢܐ܂ ܘƆــƇܐ ƆܒــſƢܐ ŴƘܪƎƀƍƣ̈܂ ƦƆܪƎſ̈ ܘƇƘƦƉܓܐ ų̇ƍƉ܂ ƆܓŶ ŴܒƤܐ

 ܓƊƣŴܐ ܬܘܒ ܘܗ̇ܘ ܓƊƣŴܐ܂ ܘƇƆܐ ƆܓƊƣŴܐ ŭƇƘƦƉ ܒſƢܐ ܘܗ̇ܘ

§7   L 5, D 1      §8   L 6, D 2

 ,ƉŴ̈ƃ L      4   ŪƐƌ Lܐ :.D      3   ŴƉŴ̈ƃ D, Silw ܕųƍƉܘܢ :.L, Silw ܕD, Silw.      2   ƎſųƍƉ ܐܦ :L ܘܐܦ   1

Silw.: ŪƐƌܘ D    |    Ǝſܕ L, Silw.: ܬܘܒ D    |    ƎƀƆųƆܘ D: ܘܐܦ ƎſųƆ  L    |    ܢŴƌܐ L: Ǝƀƌ̈ܐ D, Silw.      

ųƆ L, Silw.: ƎſųƆ D    |    ŴƍƟܘܢ   5
̇

 ,L ܘD    |    ơƐƌ ܬܘܒ :.L, Silw ܐD      6   ƥƌ ܐܬܬL, Silw.: ƎƟ ܐܬܬ

Silw.: ƋــƀƐƌܘ D      8   ƦــſܐƙƀƠƌ D, Silw.: ƦــſܐƠƙƌ L      9   ܐƦƀƉűƟ] om. D      11   ܐƐƍܐ ܓƣܐܕ  
ܕƀƇſــŴܬܐ ܓــƣűܐ ƣــƙƇŶŴܐ  L: ܐƀƏــܓܐ ܐܘƇƘƦƉ ܐƐــƍܓƆ ܐƣܐ ܘܐܕƙƇŶŴــƣܐ ܘƣűܘܓــ  

ܘܬܘܒ ܘܕƀƇſــƦܐ  D      13   ܬܐŴــƀŷƆ] + ܐ ܕܬܘܪ̈ܐƌܘŵــƇŷܕܒ  D      16   ܐƤــƌƢܒƆ ܐƃــܐƇƊƆܘ ] inv. D        

 ܐƢŶܬܐ :D ܬܘܒ   D      19 ܘƢƀźƆܐ + [ܘƤŶƢƆܐ   D      18 ܘܕƃƢƣܐ :L ܘƃƢƤƆܐ   D      17 ܘܒƤƌƢܐ :L ܒƤƌƢܐ

L    |    ܐܬܐƀ̈ܓƏܘ L: ܐܬܐƀ̈ܓƏܕ D
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to them, that is, into nerves, bones, and flesh. He will in turn take these and 

dissolve them even further into the things from which they acquire their 

composition, that is, the four humours (χυμοί), i.e. blood, phlegm, red bile, and 

black bile. He will again take these and further dissolve into those things that 

are prior to them, that is, into the four elements (στοιχεῖα) from which they are 

constituted. Finally, he will take the elements and ascend from them to their 

primary cause, which is matter (ὕλη) and form (εἶδος). Thus, by (following) this 

process, he will start from the human body which is visible to everyone, and by 

dissolving it step by step will ascend to the primary cause, i.e. matter and form, 

which is known only by the universal nature.15

Genus, species, differentia, accident, and property:16 Substance is divided §7

into body and incorporeal. Body is divided into animate and inanimate. 

Animate body is divided into animal, animal-plant, and plant. Among inanim-

ate bodies dry trees and stones are known. Animal is divided into rational and 

irrational. Rational is divided into man and angel. Man is divided into Socrates 

and Plato. Irrational living being is divided into ox, horse, and other four-footed 

(animals), as well as into reptiles, birds, and those living in the water.

Again, concerning substance: Substance is a most generic genus, and it §8

encompasses many things. It is divided into two differentiae, i.e. what is created 

and what is uncreated. And what is created is divided into body and incorpor-

eal. Body is further divided into other differentiae that are beneath it, namely, 

15 Cf. Ammonius, In Isag. 36.1–7; 37.7–13 Busse. For the last sentence, cf. Philoponus, In Phys. 

16.29–17.22 Vitelli. See also T6 §14, which is a revision of the text above.

16 The subtitle lists the five terms explicated in Porphyry’s Isagoge. However, this paragraph 

is only loosely connected to the Isagoge itself and seems istead to be based on a graphical divi-

sion of substance, an example of which is found in Division 1 attached to the chapter “On 

Species” in Proba’s commentary on the Isagoge. This division is also found in T1 §27 above.
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ŭƇƘƦƉ ܐƍƣ̈ܪŴƙƆ ܐƌƮŶܐ ƦŶƦƆ܉ ܕųƍƉ Ŵƌܗ Ǝſܐ ܕƊƣŴܓƆ ܐƍƤƙƌ 

 Ƥƙƌــƍܐ ܘܓــƊƣŴܐ ܪܓƤــƦܐ܂ ƉــƎ ܘűƆܓƀƇــŵ ܘƢƊƆܓƍƤܐ ƥƙƌ܂ ܘƆűƆܐ

ŭƇƘƦƉ ܐƍƣ̈ܪŴــƙƆ ܐ܉ƌƮــŶܐ ܐƊƣŴܓــƆ ƁــŶܘ ܕų̇ــƆܐ ܘƆ܂ ܕƁــŶ ܘų̇ــƆܘ 

ƗſܬܙƦƉܘ ܕų̇Ɔܘ ŵƀƇܕܓ ƎƉ ܐ܂ƕܬܘܒ ܘܗ̇ܘ ܙܘ ƗــſܬܙƦƉܕ ŭــƇƘƦƉ 

5 ܘƆܒƌƢــƤܐ ƀƇƉــƇܐ܃ ܘƆــƇܐ ƀƇƊƆــƇܐ ܕſــƎ ܗƌــųƍƉ Ŵ܉ ܕŴƙƆ ƦŶƦƆܪƍƣ̈ܐ

 ܕŶܒƀƤƀــƙƉ ƎــƣƮܐ ƍƠƆــƉŴ̈ܐ ƇƘƦƉــŷƆ ŭــŴܕ ܕſــƎ ܒƌƢــƤܐ ܘƆܒƢƀƖܐ܂

ƦƀŶܐ܉ ܬƍƀƃ Ŵƌܗ Ǝſܢ ܕŴźƇƙƆ ƑſűܒƠƆܐƆܐ ܘų̈ƊƤƆܐ܂ ܘƌƮŶܐ

Ɛ̇ƌ §9ܒƀــƎ ܬŶ̈ــſƦܐ ƘــŴܪƍƣ̈ܐ Ƈƃــųܘܢ ƊƆܐƉــƢ܉ ܗƀƃــƈ ܒƠ̈ƀƐƙــƦܐ

ــų̈ܐ Ɗƣ ܢŴــ ƌ̇ܕܗ ƈــ ƖƆܘܢ܂ ܕųــ ƍƉ ܢŴــ ƌ̇ܗ Ǝــ ſܐ ܕƀــ Ƈƕ̈ ܐƆ Ǝــ ƀƍƃƦƉ 

10 ܕſــƆ ƎــŴ ܘܐܘƏــƀܐ܂ ܘƤƙƌܐ ܐƦſܘܗܝ ƀŶܐ ܓƢƀ ܒƤƌƢܐ ƈƃ ܒűܬſƦŶ̈ܐ܂

ƈƃ ƁــŶܐ ܕƤــƌƢܐ ܗܘ܉ ܒƌŵــƃܐ܂ ܐƢــƀƖܕܒ ŴــƆܘ ƈــƃ ƥــƙƌ܉ ܕƁــŶ ܐƌŵــƃܐ 

 ܕƃــܐƘ̈ܐ ܐƃــƌŵܐ ܗܘ܉ ܕƙƌــƥ ܗܘ ܕܐܘƏــƀܐ ƃــƈ ܬܘܒ ܘƆــŴ ܕƞƌܒــƦܐ܂

 Ɔܐ ܕſــƎ ܕƙƌــƥ ܐſƦſــųܘܢ܉ Ɖ̇ــƎ ܐܘƏــƀܐ ܓƀــƢ ܗƀƆــſ ƎܒƤƀ̈ܐ܂ ܘƐ̈ƀƟܐ

 ܘƃــƈ ܘܐܘƏــƀܐ܂ Ƥƙƌــƍܐ ƟƦƉــƢܐ ܕŶــƈƃ Ɓ ܐܦ ܕƎſ ܗŴƃܬ ƎſƮƟƦƉ܂

ƥƙƌܬܘܒ ܕ ųƉƦƤƉ ܐ܂ƀƏܐܘ ŴƆ Ǝſܕ ƈƃ ܐƉ ܐƀƏܗܘ ܕܐܘ ƎƉ ƈƃ 15

ــƢܘܣ Ƙ ܐƊƣŴــ ــƍܐ ܐܘ ܓ Ƥƙƌ ܘܗܝƦــ ſܬܐ ܐܘ ܐŴــ ƀŶ ܐ܂ ܐܘƤــ ƌƢܒ 

ƦſŵŶܐܬ  ̇ųــƆ ƎــſűƉ ܗ̇ܝ ƎــſƢƉܕܐ Ǝــſ̣ܗܘ ƦــſܐƢſųƌ ܘܢųــƇƃܐ ܕƐــƍ̈ܓ 

ƎſܐƇƕܕ ƎƉ ܕܐ܉ű̈Ŷ Ǝƀܒųſ ƎƉ ܘܢų̈ſųƊƣ ƎſܐƦŶܬűƆ ܘܢ܂ųƍƉ

ſűƀŷſ §10ــŴܬ ܕƕــƈ ܓƍƐƍــƀܐ ƣــƊܐ Ŵſűƀŷſܬ ܐƦſ ܐƌƢŶܐ܂ ƆŴƘܓܐ

20 ܘܕܒƌƢــƤܐ ܕܐƆــųܐ ƣــƊܐ ܐſــŴƤƉ ƅܕƕܐ܉ ƉŴ̈ƍƟܐ ܕܒƍƀƃ ƚƇŶŴƤܐ

 ſűƀŷſــŴܬ ܕƕــƈ ܐܕƍƣــƀܐ ƣــƊܐ ſűƀŷſــŴܬ ܘܐſــƦ ܘܕƃƢƣܐ܂ ܘܕܒƢƀƖܐ

 ܘƘܓــƢܐ ܕܒƙƍــƤܐ ܒƌƢــƤܐ ܐſــŴƤƉ ƅܕƕܐ܉ ƍƀƃ̈ܐ ܕܒƉŴƍƟ ƚƇŶŴƤܐ

ــŷܐ ــųܘܬܐ ܘƀƤƉـ ــŴܬܐ܂ ܒܐƆـ ــų̈ܐ ܘܐƤƌـ ــƀܐ Ɗƣـ ــƎ ܐܕƍƣـ̈  ƀƍƃƦƉـ

§9   L 7, D 9      §10   L 8, D 10

ܐƌƮŶܐ ܘų̈ƊƤƆܐ ܘƆܐƠƆܒŴźƇƙƆ Ƒſűܢ ܕƎſ ܗD      7   Ŵƌ ܘܕƆܐ :L ܘƆűƆܐ   2 ] om. D      9   ܐų̈Ɗƣ L: 

ųƆ̇  ܐܬƀƍƤƙƌ D      17   ƦſŵŶܐ :ƍƤƙƌ Lܐ   D      14 ܓL: Ƣƀ ܕD      13   Ǝſ ܘƀƍƤƙƌܐ :L ܘƤƙƌܐ   ųƉŴ̈ƣ D      10ܐ  
ƎſűƉ L: ƎſűƉ ƦſŵŶܐܬ  ̇ųƆ  D      18   ƎſܐƇƕܕ D: ƎƀƀƇƕܕ L      19   ܓܐƆŴƘ ܐƌƢŶܐ ] om. D      21   ܐƃƢƣܘܕ 

L: ܐƃƢƣܘ D      23   ܬܐŴƤƌܘܐ L: ܬܐŴƤƌܘܒܐ D
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animate body and inanimate body, and what has perception and what is 

deprived of perception. And animate body is divided into other species, i.e. 

living and lifeless body, and that which is movable and that which is deprived 

of motion. Movable (body) is further divided into differentiae that are beneath 

it, namely, rational and irrational, and man and animal. Man is divided only 

into separate individuals who are confined by the nature, namely, Plato, Alcibi-

ades, and other names.17

Now, to put it briefly:18 All lower differentiae partake in the names of those §9

that are above them, but the higher ones are not called by (the names) of the 

lower ones. So, every man is a living being, is animate, and is a substance. But 

not every living being is a man, such as animals; neither is every animate being 

living, such as plants. And furthermore, not everything that is a substance is 

animate, such as stones and pieces of dry wood, for these are substances, but 

they are not called animate. In this way, every living being is called animate 

and a substance, and everything animate is also called a substance. However, 

not everything that is a substance is necessarily corporeal, or animate, or 

living, or man. Hence, what was stated has become clear, i.e. that all genera 

which are higher than others share their names with those that are lower.

Another division: There is the unity of a generic name which signifies the §10

unity of a nature of different individuals — for instance, the names “God”, 

“man”, “animal”, and so on. And there is the unity of a specific name which 

signifies the unity of an individual19 (combining) different natures — for 

instance, “man” (refers) to soul and body, and “Christ” to divinity and human-

ity.20 Generic names are predicated of specific ones, just as Gabriel, Paul, a 

17 With the exception of the first three sentences, this whole paragraph derives from Sergius, 

In Cat. §166 (198.7–16 Arzhanov).

18 The whole paragraph is a verbatim quotation (with slight modifications in the last sen-

tence) from Sergius, In Cat. §169 (200.20–202.5 Arzhanov). Thus, the expression, “to put it 

briefly”, does not refer to the previous paragraph but to Sergius, In Cat. §168.

19 Syr. qnoma, corresponding to Gr. ὑπόστασις.

20 Cf. T6 §19. For the analogy between the soul-body relationship in man and the unity of the 

divine and human natures in Jesus Christ, cf. Severus of Antioch, Epistle 25 (Brooks 1973: 230); 

Philoponus, Arbiter, ch. 3 (Sanda 1930: 5.12–15).



132  Text 2

 ܘƣــƃƢܐ ܙƇƘــƎ ܘƏــƀƏŴܐ ܘƆŴƘــŴܣ ܕܓܒſƢܐſــƈ ܗ̇ܝ ܐſــƅ ܒܓƀƍƐƍ̈ܐ܉

 ܕſــƎ ܗƌــŴ ܒܓƍ̈Ɛƍــƀܐ܃ ܘƀƣƢƘƦƉــƎſŴŶƦƉ Ǝ ܕƆ Ǝſܐ ܕŴƀŶܬܐ܂ ܒƊƤܐ

ƈſܐſƢܣ ܓܒŴƆŴƘܐ ܐܘ ܘƀƏŴƏ ܉ƎƇƘܐ ܙƆ ƎƀƕűſƦƉ ܬܐŴƀŷܒ ƎــƘܐ 

ƦƀƆ ܢŴƌܐ ܐƆܕܐ܂ ܕű̈Ŷ

5 ܕܒƤƌƢܐ܉ ܐܘ ܕŴƀŶܬܐ ܐܘ ܕƍƀƃܐ ܐܘ ܕܐܘƀƏܐ܃ ܓƀƍƐƍܐ ܒƊƤܐ §11

 ܕܓܒſƢܐſــƈ ܐܘ ܬſƦƀƆــŴܬܐ܃ ƉــƎ ܕſűƀŷſ űŶܐ ƢƘܨܘƘܐ űſƦƉܥ Ɔܐ

 ܗƀƆــƉ ƎــƎ ܕŶــƀŷſ űــſűܐ ܕſــƎ ܒƤــƊܐ ƎƇƘ܂ ܕƀƏŴƏܐ ܐܘ ܕŴƆŴƘܣ ܐܘ

ƥܒŶƦƉ ܐƊƣ ܐƀƍƐƍܘܬܐ ܓųƆܬܐ ܐܘ ܕܐŴƀŶܐ܂ ܐܘ ܕƤƌƢܕܒ ƅſܐ 

 ܗƌــŴ ܓƀƍƐƍܐ܂ ܒƊƤܐ ܐܕƀƍƣܐ Ɗƣܐ ܗ̣ܘ ƍƃƦƉܐ ܓƢƀ ܕܒƦŷƤŷܐ

Ǝſܐ ܕƊƤܬܐ ܒŴƀŶܐ ܕƆ ܥűſƦƉ ܐƃܐƇƉ ܐ ܐܘƤƌƢܐ܉ ܐܘ ܒƀƏŴــƏ 10

ــƈ ܐƆܐ ƕ ܐƊــ ƣ ܐƍــ ƣƢƙƉ ܐƇــ ƀƇƉܬܐ܃ ܕŴــ ƀƉܐ ܐܘ ܘƇــ ƀƇƉܐ ܕƆܘ 

ܘŴƀƉܬܐ܂ ƦƇƀƇƉܐ ܕƆܐ ܐܘ ŴƀƉܬܐ܃

ƣ §12ــƊܐ܂ ܘƙƇŷƤƉــŴܬ ƣــƊܐ ſŴƣــŴܬ ܗܝ ƀƄƣــŷܐ ܓƐƍܐ ܒŴſŴƤܬ

 ܘŴƠƖſܒ ܙܒűܝ ܒŴƠƖſ Ƣܒ ܐƅſ ܓƐƍܐ܉ ܒŴſŴƤܬ Ɗƣ ƎƉ̇ܐ ܘŴſŴƣܬ

Ƣ܂ ܒƁــƙƇŶ̇ ܬŴــƙƇŷƤƉ ܐƊــƣ ܉Ǝــſܕ ƅــſܣ ܐŴــƆŴƘ ܘܣƢــźƘܐ܂ ܘƃƢــƣ15 ܘ

 ܐƆܐ ƣــƊܐ܉ ſŴƣــŴܬ ŷƀƄƣܐ ƦſƦŶܐŴƆ Ʀſ ܕƎſ ܓƐƍܐ ܒŴƙƇŷƤƊܬ

ــƅ ܐܢ ſܐ܂ ܐƦــ ŷƤŷܕܒ ƅــ ſܐ ܐƉ ܕܐܢ Ƣــ Ɖܐƌ ܐƤــ ƌƢܒ ƈــ ſܐƄƀƉ 

ܘܕƃƢƣܐ܂ ܘƇƃܒܐ ܕܓƍܒƢܐ ܘƇƃܒܐ ƢƏܓƑƀ ܘƀƏŴƏܐ

ــŴܪܘܬ ƕŵܐ ܒƊــ ƣ ܐƀــ ƍƐƍــܐܘܬܐ ܓ ƀܓƏ ܬŴــ ƙƇŷƤƉܐ ܕƐــ ƍ̈13§ ܓ

20 ܒƐܓƀــܐܘܬ ܘܒƢƀƖܐ܂ ܘܒƤƍƀƍ̈ܐ ƇƉܐƃ̈ܐ ܕܒŴƀŷܬܐ ܐƕűſƦƉ ƅſܐ܉

 ܓƍــƐܐ ſűƀŷſــŴܬ ܕƙƇŶŴƣܐ܉ ܬܘƦƙƏܐ ܕƠƉܒƈ ܓƀƍƐƍܐ ܕƊƣ Ǝſܐ

§11   L 9, D 11 (the first word only)      §12   L 10      §13   L 11

3   ƈſܐſƢܣ ܓܒŴƆŴƘܘ  L: ƈſܐƄƀƉ ܘܣ ܐܘƢźƘ  D    |    ƎƇƘܙ D: ƎƇƘ L    |    ܐƆ D: ܐƆܐ L      4   ܐƆܕܐ ܕű̈Ŷ  

D: ܕܐű̈ŷƆܕ L      11   ܬܐŴƀƉܘ scr.: ܬܐ ܐܘŴƀƉ  L    |    ܐƆܬܐ ܘŴƀƉ  scr.: ܐ ܐܘƆ ܬܐŴƀƉ  L
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certain horse, and suchlike (are called) by the name “living being”.  But they are 

not manifested and differentiated through generic (names), which means that 

Gabriel, Paul, and a certain horse are not comprehended through “living 

being”, although there is nothing that makes them unrelated to one another.

By means of the generic names “substance”, or “nature”, or “living being”, §11

or “man”, no individual person (πρόσωπον) may be comprehended, neither 

those of the Trinity nor those of Gabriel, Paul, or of a certain horse. The 

individual names of each one of them are embraced by the generic names 

“divinity”, “living being”, and “man”, since it is necessary to predicate a generic 

name of a specific name. However, an angel, a man, or a horse is comprehen-

ded not through the (generic) name “living being” but by means of the divisive 

names21 “rational” and “mortal”, (i.e. they are) either rational and immortal or 

irrational and mortal.

Of (things) that are of the same genus,22 there may be homonymy23 and §12

heteronymy.24 An example of homonymy in the same genus is James son of 

Zebedee and James son of Alpheus,25 while an example of heteronymy is Paul, 

Peter, and others. If (things belong) to different genera,26 then there is no 

homonymy in the strict sense, except for some specific usage, for instance, 

when one would call some man “Michael”, some horse “Sergius”, or the dog of 

Orion the “dog(-star)”, and the rest.27

When the generic name is short, it designates many heterogeneous things. §13

For instance, “living being” (encloses) angels, men, and animals. When the 

generic name is long because it has a differentia attached to it, it designates 

21 I.e. the divisive differentiae, Gr. αἱ διαιρετικαὶ διαφοραί, cf. Porphyry, Isag. 9.25–10.21.

22 Or “are in homogeneity”. The Syriac reflects the Greek expression ὁμογενής.

23 The expression šawyut šma is not found in Sergius’ commentary (cf. §118, where he 

applies the construct damyat šmahe). But it does appear in the early anonymous translation of 

the Categories and in Jacob of Edessa’s version (see, e.g., the translation of Cat. 1a1).

24 Heteronyms are not mentioned by Aristotle in the Categories, but they are discussed by the 

Alexandrian commentators. Cf. Sergius, In Cat. §120 (158–159 Arzhanov), where Sergius dis-

cusses synonymy and heteronymy together.

25 I.e. two of Jesus’ twelve Apostles.

26 Or “in heterogeneous things”. The whole paragraph goes back to the commentaries on 

Aristotle, Cat. 1b16: τῶν ἑτερογενῶν καὶ μὴ ὑπ’ ἄλληλα τεταγμένων ἕτεραι τῷ εἴδει καὶ αἱ δια-

φοραί (“of heterogeneous things not subordinate one to another the differentiae are also 

different in kind”). Various manuscripts containing this passage from the Cat. offer two vari-

ants of the first word: either τῶν ἑτερογενῶν or τῶν ἑτέρων γενῶν (cf. the note of Simplicius in 

In Cat. 57.21 Kalbfleisch). It seems that the Syriac expression, which includes the construct 

state applied mostly to translate composite Greek words, reflects the former reading rather 

than the latter.

27 The “specific usage” of the names here is illustrated by applying a name of an angel to a 

human being, that of a human name to a horse, and the name of an animal to a star. The latter 

is a classical example of homonyms, cf. Sergius, In Cat. §118 (156–157 Arzhanov).



134  Text 2

 ܬܘƙƏــƦܐ ܕƀŶــŴܬܐ Ɗƣܐ Ơƌܒƈ ܕܐܢ Ɖܐ ܐƕűſƦƉ ƅſܐ܂ ܒŴŷƇܕ

ƇƉܐƃ̈ܐ܂ ŴƀƉ ƎƀƕűſƦƉܬܬܐ ܘƆܐ ܕƦƇƀƇƉܐ

14§ ܕܐܦ ܗƌ̇ــŴܢ ƍƉــųܘܢ܂ ܕƆ ƦŶƦƆܐܕƀƍ̈ƣܐ ŶܒƎƀƤ ܓƀƍ̈Ɛƍܐ ų̈Ɗƣܐ

 ܕƀƆــƦ ܕܐܘƀƏܐ ܐƌŵƃܐ ųƍƉܘܢ܂ ܕƦŶƦƆ ܕܐƎƀƇſ ܐŴƌܢ ܓƐƍܐ ܗŴƌ̣ܢ

ƈƖƆ  ̇ųƍƉ  ̇ųſƦſܐ Ƒƍ܂ ܓƎƀƐƍ̈ܓ  ̇ųƣܐܕ Ǝſܬܐ ܕŴƀŶ ܉ų̇ــſƦſ5 ܕܐܦ ܐ

 Ŷــƣ űــƊܐ ܗƌܐ ƦŶƦƆ ƎƉ ܘܕܒƢƀƖܐ܂ ܕܒƤƍ̈ƀƍܐ ܕƇƉܐƃ̈ܐ ܓƐƍܐ ܗ̣ܝ

 ܗƀƆــƎ܉ ƉــƎ ܬܘܒ ŶƦƆــŶ Ʀــű܂ ƏــƀƏŴܐ ܐܘ Ŷــű ܓܒــƢܐ ܐܘ ƇƉܐƃܐ

ƈــſܐſƢܣ ܐܘ ܓܒŴــƆŴƘ ܐ ܐܘƀƏŴــƏ ƎــƇƘ ܐƆܕ ƎــƀƣƢƘƦƉ ƦــŶƦƆűƆ 

ųƍƉܘܢ܂

10 ܕſــƎ ܐܕƣــų̇  ܓƀƐƍ̈ــƎ܂ ܓƑƍ ܕܒſƮܐ ܐܘƀƏܐ ܐܘƀƏܐ܂ ƈźƉ ܬܘܒ §15

 ܐܘ ƙƍ̈ƉــƤܐ ܕܓــƊƣŴ̈ܐ ܕܐܕƣ̈ܐ ܓƍــƐܐ ܕܐƦſܘܗܝ ܓƊƣŴܐ ܕܗܕܐ

ــƤܐ܂ Ɔܐ ƙƍ̈Ɖ ܢŴــ ƌ̇ܢ ܕܐܦ ܗŴــ ƌ̣ܗ Ǝــ ſƢƉܐƦƉ ܐ ܬܘܒƐــ ƍܕܐܕܫ ܓ 

ــƎ܉ ƀƣ̈ܐ ܐܕƤــ ƍƀƍ̈ܬܐ ܕܒŴ̈ــ ƀŶܐ ܘƦــ ــƐ̈ܐ ܘƞƌܒ̈ ƀƟܐ ܘܕƤــ ƀ̈ܒſ ܐ܃Ƙ̈ــܐ ƃܘܕ 

Ǝــ ƀܓƇƘƦƉܐ ܕƉŴ̈ــ ƍƠƆ ܐƆ ܐ܂ƍــ ƠƐ̈ƘƦƉ Ǝــ ƇƘܐ ܕƤــ ƌƢܐܘ ܒ Ʀــ ƀƍƇƘܕ 

15 ܘƃܐƘ̈ܐ ܘܕƃƢƣܐ܂ ܘܕܙƦſܐ ܕܬܐܬܐ ܕܗ̣ܝ܉ ܐűſܐ ƞƌܒƦܐ ܐܘ ŴƀŶܬܐ

ƃƢƣܐ܂ ܐܘ ƢƏܕܘܢ ܐܘ ܐŴƙƐſܢ ܐܘ ܐܙƮƉܓűܐ ܐܘ ܗƍƃܐ܂ ܬܘܒ

ــƉŴܐ ــƦܘܗܝ܉ ܬŶـ ــŴܬܐ ܗ̇ܘ ܐſـ ــŴܕųẛ  ܕƞƆܒـ ــƦܘܗܝ ܗ̇ܝ ܒŷƇـ 16§ ܕܐſـ

ــŴܕų̇ƍƕ܃ ƤƉܫ ܕƢــ Ƙ̇ Ƌــ Ŷ
̇

ƦƉܘ  ̇ųــ Ɔ Ǝــ Ɖ Ǝــ ſųƇƃ ܬܐŴــ ــƦܐ܂ ܨܒ̈ ƀƌƮŶܐ 

 ܐſــƅ ܕƀƉــƦܪ ܗ̇ܘ ŴƆܬ ܕܒƤƌƢܐ ŴƍƀƉűƉܬܐ ܕŴƙƐƇƀƘܬܐ܉ ܬƉŴŶܐ

§14   L 12      §15   L 13      §16   C 1
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only (those things) that belong to one genus.28 For instance, if you take the name 

“living being” and attach “rational” and “immortal” to it, then it designates 

angels.29

The generic names encompass the (names) of the species that are beneath §14

them, which are at the same time genera of what is beneath them. For instance, 

substance, which has nothing above itself, is a most generic genus. Its species is 

living being, which is also the genus for angels, men, and animals. Beneath it, 

there are the names “angel”, “man”, and “horse”. Further beneath them, there 

is Gabriel, or Paul, or a certain horse, which are not further divisible into 

something beneath them.30

Again, concerning substance: The substance of created beings is a most §15

generic genus. Its species is body, which is a genus of the species animate and 

inanimate body. They, in turn, are called genera of the most specific species, 

which are men, animals, plants, dry trees, and stones. These, in turn, are 

themselves divided into indivisible particulars, i.e. into a certain man, or a 

certain animal, or such-and-such kind of plant, e.g. a fig, an olive tree, and so 

on; and also of the stones: either emeralds, or jaspers, or sardonyxes, and the 

rest.31

Definition is what designates only that thing of which it is, differentiating §16

and separating it from all other things.32 Definition of philosophy: when a man 

becomes like someone great as much as possible.33 Definition of word: a symbol 

28 The Syriac expression probably derives from the Gr. μονογενής.

29 Cf. Sergius, In Cat. §§153–154 (186–189 Arzhanov) and commentaries on Cat. 1b16, e.g., 

Ammonius, In Cat. 31.14–30 Busse.

30 Cf. Sergius, In Cat. §§165–169 (196–203 Arzhanov).

31 Cf. T1 §27 and T2 §3.

32 Cf. Sergius, In Cat. §§153–154 (186–189 Arzhanov). The Syriac text most likely derives from 

Sergius, In Cat. 188.1–2. A similar definition appears in Ps.-Michael Badoqa, Book of Definitions 

226 (98.9–10 Furlani). Cf. David, Prolegomena, 15.15–16 Busse: ὁ ὁρισμὸς περιορίζει τὸ πρᾶγμα 

τὸ ὑποκείμενον καὶ χωρίζει αὐτὸ ἐκ τῶν ἀλλοτρίων.

33 Cf. the definition of philosophy traditionally ascribed to Plato, as “becoming like god as much 

as possible for man” (see, e.g., Ammonius, In Isag. 3.7–9 Busse). Elias adds that what Plato 

meant by “becoming like god” is pious behaviour: ἐπειδὴ μὴ ἠρκέσθη ὁ Πλάτων εἰπεῖν τὴν 

φιλοσοφίαν ὁμοίωσιν θεῷ κατὰ τὸ δυνατὸν ἀνθρώπῳ, ἀλλὰ καὶ τὸν τρόπον τῆς ὁμοιώσεως 

προσέθηκεν εἰπὼν ‘ὁμοίωσις δέ ἐστι δίκαιον καὶ ὅσιον γενέσθαι μετὰ φρονήσεως καὶ ταῦτα 

γινώσκειν’ (Elias, In Isag. 18.2–5 Busse). Cf. Sergius, In Cat. §8 (70.9–10 Arzhanov); Ps.-Michael 

Badoqa, Book of Definitions 4 (23.1–2 Furlani).
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 ܕƀƇſــƦܐ ܬƀƖƣــƦܗ܂ ܓƇــƀܐ ܕƆܐ ܪܐܙܐ ܕƦƇƉܐ܉ ܬƉŴŶܐ ܕŷƄƤƉܐ܂

ܕܐƦſ܂ ܕܗƎƀƆ ܕƢƣܪܐ űƉܪŴƍƃܬܐ ܕƦƊƄŶܐ܉

17§ ܕܒƌƢــƤܐ܂ ܐƃــƌŵܐ ܕſــƎ ܐܕƣܐ ܕƀŶــŴܬܐ܂ ܐƌŵƃܐ ܐƦſܘܗܝ ܓƐƍܐ

 ܓــƣűܐ ܕܓƃŴŷــŴܬܐ܂ ܐƃــƌŵܐ ܕƎſ ܕƦƀƇſܐ ܕƇƀƇƉܐ܂ ܐƌŵƃܐ ŴƘܪƍƣܐ

Ǝſܐ ܕƌŵƃܪܐ ܐŴŶܐ܃ ܐܘ ܕƊƃܒ ܗ̇ܝ ܐܘƦƌܕ ƥƌܡ܂ ܐܘ ܐŴƠƌ ܐƉŴŶ5 ܬ

 Əܓƀــܐ̈ܬܐ܃ ܨܒــŴ̈ܬܐ ƕــƈ ܕƦƉܐƉــƉ Ƣܐ ܗ̇ܘ ܐſــƦܘܗܝ܉ ܕܓƍــƐܐ

Ǝƙ̈ƇŷƤƉܐ ܕƣܒܐܕ ƎƉ ܕܐ܂ű̈Ŷ ܘܗ̇ܘܐ ųƍƣܪŴƘ ܐƍƊܘܗܝ܂ ܒƦſܐ ƅſܐ 

 ܕƦƉܐƢƉ ܗ̇ܘ ܐƦſܘܗܝ܉ ܕƎſ ܐܕƣܐ ܕƁŶ܂ ܕűƉܡ ƀƌŴƃܐ ܕܐƦſܘܗܝ ܙƌܐ

ƈƕ ܐܐƀ̈ܓƏ ƎƀƤſƢƘܐ ܕƍــƀƍƊܒ ƎــƉ ܕܐű̈ــŶ ܘܗ̇ܘܐ ųƍƣܪŴــƘ ܐƍــƊܒ 

Ɔ 10ܓƍــƐܐ܂ ܐܕƣܐ ܒــų ܕƇƕ̇ــƉ Ūܐ ܗ̇ܘ ܐſــƦܘܗܝ܉ ƘــŴܪƍƣܐ ܐƦſܘܗܝ܂

 ܕƀƇſــƦܐ ܘܒƀƊــƦܪܘܬܐ܂ ܒƇƀƇƊــŴܬܐ ƀŷƆــŴܬܐ ƆــŪƇƕ̇  ̇ų ܓƢƀ ܒƤƌƢܐ

 ̇ųــſƦſܗ̇ܝ ܐ űــŷƆܐ ܕƣܕ ܐܕŴــŷƇܒ ųــƇƄƆܘ ƎܒــŵƇƄܐ܂ ܘܒƙــƀƠƌ ܐƌŵــƃܐ 

 ƢźƏ ܘơŶƢƉ ܕܗ̇ܘܐ Ɖܐ ܗ̇ܘ ܐƦſܘܗܝ܉ ܓƣűܐ ƆܒƤƌƢܐ܂ ܕܓŴƃŴŷܬܐ

ƎƉ ܐƇܒŶ ܐ ܕܗ̇ܘƉ ܂ ܕܗ̇ܘܐųܘܗܝ܉ ܐܬܪܐ ܒƦſܐ ųــƄƏ ܐƊƣŴܕܓــ 

Ź̇ 15ــŴܪܐ ܐſــƦܘܗܝ܉ ܙܒــƍܐ ܒــų܂ ܕƀƏــƉ Ƌــűܡ ܗ̇ܘ ƆܓــƉ ŴــƎ ܕŶܒƥ̇ ܗ̇ܘ

ܕܙܘƕܐ܂ ųƍƀƍƉ ܕܐƦſܘܗܝ ܕܒƦƕƞƊܐ

18§ ܐܕƣܐ ܓــƊƣŴܐ ܓƀƐƍ̈ــƎ܂ ܓƍــƑ ܐܘƏــƀܐ ܐܘƀƏܐ܂ ƈźƉ ܬܘܒ

 ܘܓƐƍܐ܂ ܐܕƣܐ ŴƀŶܬܐ ܘܓƐƍܐ܂ ܐܕƣܐ ƍƤƙƌܐ ܓƊƣŴܐ ܘܓƐƍܐ܂

§17   C 2      §18   L 14, C 3

ــܐܕƣܐ :.scr ܐܕƣܐ   10 ــƈ ܬܘܒ   C      17 ܒ źƉ ܐƀــ Əܐܘ ] om. C    |    ܐƀــ Ə2ܐܘ] +  ̇ųــ ſƦſܐ C        

C ܕƎſ + [ܓƊƣŴܐ
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whose meaning is not revealed. The property of wisdom: true comprehension 

of what exists.34

Genus is, for instance, living being. Species is, for instance, man. Differentia §17

is, for instance, rational. Property is, for instance, laughing. Accident is, for 

instance, white or black, man’s sitting or standing up.35 A definition of genus is: 

what is predicated of multiple things that differ from each other in species, and 

its differentia is in the way it exists, for instance, the name of some living 

being.36 Species is what is predicated of multiple things that differ from each 

other in number, and its differentia is in the way it exists.37 Differentia is that by 

which a species surpasses (its) genus. For instance, man surpasses living being 

through rationality and being mortal.38 Property is what is characteristic of one 

species only, of all of it, and all the time, as man being capable of laughter.39 

Accident is what appears in something and may be separated from it without 

its destruction.40 Place is such a limit of a body that encloses in its interior part 

what is placed into it.41 Time is an interval in-between which is a number of 

motion.42

Again, on substance: Substance is a most generic genus. Body is a species §18

and a genus. Animate body is a species and a genus. Living being is a species 

and a genus. Universal man is a species only and hence a most specific 

34 The first definition of philosophy (i.e. “love of wisdom”) in the Alexandrian commentary 

tradition was “knowledge of beings as beings” (see, e.g., Ammonius, In Isag. 2.22–23 Busse: 

φιλοσοφία ἐστὶ γνῶσις τῶν ὄντων ᾗ ὄντα ἐστί). Cf. Sergius’ definition of the aim of the theoret-

ical part of philosophy as “true comprehension and knowledge of all existing things” (In Cat. 

108.8 Arzhanov). See also Paul the Persian, Introduction (Land 1875: 1.4); Ps.-Michael Badoqa, 

Book of Definitions 1 (20.4–5 Furlani).

35 Cf. the second half of T1 §2 based on Porphyry, Isag. 2.17–22 (anon. Syr. trans.). Cf. also T1 

§26 based on Proba’s commentary on the Isagoge. The same passage appears as T3 §6.

36 The definition is based on Porphyry, Isag. 2.14–17 (anon. Syr. trans.). Cf. T1 §1 and Ps.-

Michael Badoqa, Book of Definitions 9 (29.11 Furlani).

37 The definition is based on Porphyry, Isag. 5.20–21. Cf. T3 §2 and Ps.-Michael Badoqa, Book 

of Definitions 9 (30.11–12 Furlani).

38 Quotation from Isag. 10.22–11.1: διαφορά ἐστιν ᾗ περισσεύει τὸ εἶδος τοῦ γένους. ὁ γὰρ 

ἄνθρωπος τοῦ ζῴου πλέον ἔχει τὸ λογικὸν καὶ τὸ θνητόν. The Syriac text is based on the 

anonymous translation of the Isagoge that is quoted here in corrupted form.

39 Definition based on the anonymous Syriac translation of Isag. 12.17–18: συνδεδράμηκεν τὸ 

μόνῳ καὶ παντὶ καὶ ἀεί, ὡς τῷ ἀνθρώπῳ τὸ γελαστικόν. Cf. Sergius, In Cat. §208 (234.12–14 

Arzhanov) and Division 4 attached to Book III (260.8–9); see also Ps.-Michael Badoqa, Book of 

Definitions 13 (33.6–7 Furlani).

40 Definition based on Isag. 12.24–25 (the Syriac text represents the early anonymous transla-

tion).

41 A verbatim quotation from Sergius, In Cat. §141 (180.21–22 Arzhanov).

42 This definition of time combines elements of various arguments presented by Sergius in In 

Cat. §282. It is originally based on Aristotle’s discussion of time in the Physics, book 4. Cf. Ps.-

Michael Badoqa, Book of Definitions 50 (50.7–10 Furlani).
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 ſųƍƉــƎ ܬܘܒ ܐܕƀƣ̈ــƎ܂ ܐܕܫ ܘܒűܓــŴܢ ܒŷƇــŴܕ܉ ܐܕƣܐ ܕܓŴܐ ܒƤƌƢܐ

ƑــƀƏ̈ܕܐܘ ƎــſųſƦſܐ܉ ܐƦــź̈ƀƤƘ ƎــſųƍƉܐ܂ ܘƦܒــƃƮƉ ƎــƀƆܗ Ǝــſܕ 

 ܒſƞــƮܬܐ ſųƍƉــƎ܂ ܒſƞــƮܢ ܐܘ ƃƮƉܒƦܐ ƦƀƉ ƎƉܪ̈ܢ ܐܘ Ʀź̈ƀƤƘܐ܉

ƎƉܐ ܕƦܒــƃƮƉ ܐƆܗܘ  ̇ųſܕŴــŷƇܐ ܐܘ ܒƣܐܕ ƚــƀƠƌ܂ ܕų̇ــƆ ܪ̈ܬܐƦــƀƉ 

ƎƉܐ ܕƦܒƃƮƉ ܐƦſų̈Ɔ܂ ܐƎƀƌ̈ܐ ܐƦܒــƃƮƉ Ǝــſܐ ܐܘ ܕƦƀƌ̈Ŵܓــ Ǝــƀƌ̈5 ܐ

ــƦܐ܂ ܐܘ ſű̈ƀŷſ ܐƦــ ſű̈ƀŷſ Ǝــ ſܕ ƅــ ſܢ ܐŴــ źƇƘ ƑƀŹƢƟŴــ Əܐ܂ ܘƃƢــ ƣܘ 

 ܘܕܓــƊƣŴܐ ܕܓƊƣŴܐ ܕƎſ ܗŴƌ ܐƎƀƌ̈܂ ܘܓƐƍ̈ܐ ܐܕƣ̈ܐ ܕƎſ ܓƦƀƌ̈Ŵܐ

 ܘܓƐƍܐ܉ ܗܘ ܐܕƣܐ ܕܓŴܐ ܕƎſ ܒƤƌƢܐ ŴƀŶܬƌܐ܂ ܘܕܓƊƣŴܐ ƍƤƙƌܐ

Ŵƌܗ Ǝſܐ ܕƍƊƣŴܐ ܓƍƤƙƌܐ܂ ܘƌܬŴƀŶܘ

ܐ
̈

ƦƀƇſܐ ܕƀƏܕܐܘ Ǝƀƌܕܗ ƎſųſƦſܐ  ̇ųƉŴŶܬ ƎــƀƆ܂ ܗƎــƀƌ̈ܐ ܗ̇ܝ ܐƆ10 ܕ §19

 ܬŶــųƉŴ̇  ܘƉــƊƣ ƎــƉ  ̇ųــƎ ܕܬܬܠ ܘܗ̇ܝ ܒų̇܂ ƈƃ ܐƆܐ ܒűƊܡ ܬܗܘܐ

ƈــƄƆ ܐƉ ܐƢــƉܐƦƉܗܝ܂ ܕŴــƇƕ ܐ ܕܬܗܘܐ ܘܗ̇ܝƕܕŴــƤƉ ܐƌܡ ܗűــƉ 

 ſƦſــƢܘܬܐ ܒــų̇  ܕƀƆــƦ ܘܗ̇ܝ Ɖــűܡ܂ ܕƠƆــŴܒƇܐ ųƆ̇  ܕƦƀƆ ܘܗ̇ܝ ƖſűſܐƦſ܂

 ܕܗƠƉ ƎƀƆܒƦƀƍƇܐ ܬܗܘܐ ܗ̣ܝ܉ űƃ ܘܗ̣ܝ ܗܝ űŶܐ ܕűƃ ܘܗ̇ܝ ܘܒƢſƞܘܬܐ܂

15ܕܕŴƠƆܒƇܐ܂

ƎſųƇƃ ܐƦſƮܒ ƦƀŶܬ Ǝſ̈ܬܪ Ǝƀƍƣ̈ܪŴƘ ƎƇƙ̈ƌ ܂ƦſܐƀƇܓ ƎــſųƍƉ Ƣــƀ20§ ܓ

ƎſųſƦſܐ ܐƦƊ̈ƀƤܓ ƎſųƍƉܐ ܘƆ ܐ܂ƦƊ̈ƀƤܓ ƎƀƆܗ Ǝſܐ ܕƆ ܐƦƊ̈ƀƤܓ 

ƦــſܐƣƢƙƉ ܬܘܒ Ǝــƕ̈űſƦƉ ܐ܂ƍــƃܗ ƎــſųƍƉܕ Ʀــſܐ ƎــſųƆ ܐƊſŴــƟ 

 ܙƌܐ ܐſــƊ̈ƀƟƦƌ ƅــƎ܂ ܕܒſųــƎ ܐƀƌƮŶــƦܐ ƎƠ̈ƀƍƏ ƈƕ ܘƆܐ ܕƎſųƉŴƍƟ܉

Ɵ 20ــƊſŴܐ ſųƆــƀƆ ƎــƦ ܘſųƍƉــƎ ܕܒƍƀƍ̈ــƤܐ܂ ܘƤƙ̈ƌــƦܐ ܘƣܐ̈ܕܐ ܕƇƉܐƃ̈ܐ

§19   L 15, C 4      §20   L 16, C 5, D 3

      L ܓƦſŴ̈ܐ :C ܓƦƀƌ̈Ŵܐ    |    C ܒƮſƞܬܐ :ƃƮƉ1 LܒــƦܐ   L      5 ܗƀƌ̈ــC: Ǝ ܗƀƆــom. C      2   Ǝ [ܬܘܒ   1

 :ŴƀŶ Lܬƌܐ    |    ƀƍƤƙƌ Cܐ :ƍƤƙƌ Lܐ   Ʀƀƌ̈űŶ C      8ܐ :Ʀſű̈ƀŷſ2 Lܐ    |    Ʀƀƌ̈űŶ Cܐ :ſű̈ƀŷſ1 LــƦܐ   6

        ƀƍƤƙƌ Cܐ :L ܘƍƤƙƌܐ    |    C ܓƊƣŴܐ :L ܓƍƊƣŴܐ   C      9 ܕܓƐƍܐ :L ܘܓƐƍܐ    |    ŴƀŶ Cܬܬƌܐ

ܐ   ŴƀŶ C      10ܬƌܐL: Ʀſ ܘŴƀŶܬƌܐ
̈
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species.43 Moreover, of substances some are simple and some are composite. Of 

simple ones some are superior to the composite ones and some are inferior to 

them. Those that are inferior to the composite ones are matter (as considered) 

by itself or form which is joined to it. Those (substances) that are superior to 

the composite ones are the divine ones. The composite (substances) are either 

universal or particular. Particular ones are, for instance, Plato, Socrates, and 

others. Universal ones are species and genera, i.e. body, animate body, and 

living body. Universal man is a species and a genus, and the same applies to 

corporeal, animate, and living.44

The properties of substance, which are the same as its definition, are the §19

following: that it is not in something (else) but everything is in it; that it 

provides everything it is predicated of with its name and definition; 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.45

All created beings obviously fall under two differentiae: some of them are §20

bodies and some are incorporeal.46 And furthermore, those that are incorporeal 

are in particular understood as follows: some of them have subsistence in 

themselves and have no need for other things through which they would come 

to be,47 for instance, angels, demons, and souls of men; and some of them, on 

43 Cf. T1 §4 and Division 5 attached to Book II of Sergius, In Cat. (162.10–14 Arzhanov).

44 The second part of this paragraph (“Moreover ... living”) corresponds in general to Division 

2 attached to Book III in Sergius’ commentary (258.2–9 Arzhanov), differing from it only in 

some details toward the end. The last statement, i.e. that universal man is both a species and a 

genus, contradicts what was said a few lines earlier, and this contradiction goes back to the 

tree diagrams attached to Sergius’ commentary.

45 With the exception of the first sentence, which sums up the arguments found in Sergius, In 

Cat. §§197–202, this list corresponds verbatim to Division 5 attached to Book III of his com-

mentary (260.11–18 Arzhanov). The same text appears in Ps.-Michael Badoqa’s Book of Defini-

tions as a list of the six characteristic properties of “nature”, a term that is used as a synonym 

for substance (cf. 26.9–27.2 Furlani).

46 A nearly verbatim quotation (with a few minor differences) from Sergius, In Cat. §358 

(364.18–20 Arzhanov).

47 A definition of substance, cf. Ammonius, In Isag. 19.9–10 Busse, and Sergius, In Cat. §95 

(142.17–19 Arzhanov). The Syriac text is a verbatim quotation from Sergius’ commentary.
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ƎſųƉŴƍƟ܉ ܕƦſܐƣƢƙƉ ܐƆܐ űƀܐ ܒƦƀƌƮŶ܂ ܐƎــƊ̈ƀƟƦƉ Ǝــƀƌ̈ܕܗ ƎــƀƆܗ 

Ǝــƕ̈űſƦƉ ܬܘܒ ƦــſܐƣƢƙƉ ܐ܂ƍــƃܗ ƎــſųƍƉܕ ƎــƊ̈ƀƟƦƉ ܐƊƣŴ̈ܒܓــ 

ƎſųƍƉܐ ܘƇܐ ܒƊƀƤ̈ܓ ƎſųƍƉܐ ܘƊƣŴ̈ܐ ܒܓƇܐ܂ ܘܒƊƀƤ̈ܓ ƎƀƆܗ Ǝſܕ 

 ܘŶــŴܪܘܬܐ ܕܐܘƊƃــŴܬܐ ܐƃــƌŵܐ ܐſųſƦſــƎ܉ Ɗ̈ƀƟƦƉــƎ ܕܒܓƊƣŴ̈ܐ

5 ܐƎſųſƦſ܉ ƎƊ̈ƀƟƦƉ ܓƊƀƤ̈ܐ ܕܒƇܐ ܕƎſ ܗƎƀƆ ܘŴƀƇŶܬܐ܂ ܘƢſƢƉܘܬܐ

ƅــſܐ ܐƌܬܐ ܙŴܒــŹܬܐ ܕŴــƤƀܐ ܘܒƦــƕűſܐ ܘƆܐ܂ ܘƦــƕűſ ƎــƀƆܗ Ǝــſܕ 

 ܕܪܓƦܐ ܙƌܐ ܐƅſ ܐƎƊ̈ƀƟƦƉ ƎſųſƦſ܉ ܓƊƀƤ̈ܐ ܘܒƇܐ ܕܒܓƊƣŴ̈ܐ

Ǝƕ̈űſƦƉ܂ ܘܒܒƢƀƖܐ ܕܒƇƊܐƃ̈ܐ ܘƍƏܐܬܐ ܘܪƦƊŶܐ ܘƦƊŶܐ

21§ ܕſــƎ ܬܐܘܪſܐ ܘƖƐƆــŴܪܘܬܐ܂ ƆــƦܐܘܪſܐ ƇƘƦƉــܓܐ܉ ŴƙƐƇƀƘܬܐ

ƇƘƦƉ 10ــܓܐ܉ ܬܘܒ ܐƕűſــƦܐ ܘƀƆــƍƙƆŴ̈ܐ܂ ƆܐƕűſــƦܐ ƇƘƦƉــܓܐ܉

 ƇƘƦƉܓƎƀ܉ ܕƍƙ̈ƆŴſ Ǝſܐ ܕƦƀƍ̈ƀƃܐ܂ ܘƆܐƦƕűſܐ ܕܐƦſų̈Ɔܐ ƆܐƦƕűſܐ

 ܘƤƆــƃƢܐ܂ ܘƀƍƊƆــŴܬܐ ܘŷƊƆــƢܘܬܐ ܘƆܐƌƢźƏــƀƉŴܐ܂ ƢƠƀƏŴƊƆܘܬܐ

 ܕܐƥƌ ܘűƆܒƦƀܗ Ɗƕܐ ܕűƊƆ ųƇƃܒŴƌƢܬܐ ƇƘƦƉܓܐ܉ ܕŴƖƏ Ǝſܪܘܬܐ

ܬܪƞſ̈ܐ܂ ܘܕƍſ̈ܐ ƏŴ̈Ɗƌܐ Əܐܡ ųƆܕܐ܉ ܕƚƀƠƌ Ǝſ ܘųƉŴƍƟűƆ܂

ƎــſųƇƃ ƎــƀƇſܐ Ǝــź̈ƀƤƘܐ܉ ܕƊــƇƖܐܘ ܒ Ʀــƍ̈ܐ ܒƇــƟ̈ ܉ƎــſųſƦſ15 ܐܘ ܐ §22

 ƆــƟ̈ ŴــƇܐ܉ ܒƍ̈ــƦ ܕƎſ ܗƎƀƆ ܕƎƕ̈űſƦƉ܂ ܨܒŴ̈ܬܐ ܐܘ ܕŴƤƉ̇ܕƎƀƕ܉ ܪƍƀƕ̈ܐ

 ܘܨܒــŴ̈ܬܐ ܐſųſƦſــƎ܂ ƍƀƃܐſــƦ ܪƀƕ̈ــƍܐ܉ ܕƎſ ܗƎƀƆ ܐƎſųſƦſ܂ Ʀƀƍ̈ƀƃܐ

ܐƎſųſƦſ܂ ƍƀƃܐƦſ ܬܘܒ܉

ƈــ ƃ ܐƉ ܡűــ Ɗܘܗܝ܉ ܕܒƦــ ſܐ Ƣــ ƉܐƦƉ ƅــ ſܐ܂ ܐƍــ ــƅ ܕܒŵܒ ſ23§ ܐ

20 ܒŴ̈ƍƊܬܐ܂ Ƈƃܐ ܐƅſ ܒƇƄܐ܂ Ŵ̈ƍƉܬܐ ܐƅſ ܕܒƍƊܐ܂ ܐƅſ ܕܒܐܬܪܐ܂

§21   L 17, C 6      §22   C 7      §23   L 18, C 8

1   ƎſųƉŴƍƟܕ L: ƎſܗƦſܕ CD    |    Ǝƀƌ̈ܕܗ DL: Ǝƀƌܗ C    |    ƎƀƆܗ] + ƈƀƃܗ C      2   ܬܘܒ] om. C    |    ƎſųƍƉܕ 

DL: ƎــſųƍƉ C      3   ܐƊــƀƤ̈1ܓ DL: ܐƊƣŴ̈ܓ C    |    ܐƊƀƤ̈2ܓ DL: ܐƊƣŴ̈ܓ C      4   ܬܐŴƊƃܕܐܘ 
 [ܐom. CL      7   ƎſųſƦſ [ܕom. CL      6   Ǝſ [ܐL    |    ƎſųſƦſ ܓƊƣŴ̈ܐ :CD ܓƊƀƤ̈ܐ   inv. L      5 [ܘŴŶܪܘܬܐ

om. D    |    ܐƌܙ] om. CL    |    ܐƦܕܪܓــ D: ܐƦܪܓ CL      8   Ǝƕ̈űſƦƉ CL: ƎſűſƦƉ D      9   Ǝſܕ] om. L      

 :L ܘƆܐƀƉŴƌƢźƏܐ    |    ƢƠƐƊƆ Lܘܬܐ :ƢƠƀƏŴƊƆ Cܘܬܐ   om. C      12 [ܕom. L      11   Ǝſ [ܬܘܒ   10

      om. C [ܕC      13   Ǝſ ܘƃƢƣűƆܐ :L ܘƃƢƤƆܐ    |    C ܘƆܓܐܘſƢźƉܐ :L ܘƢŷƊƆܘܬܐ    |    C ܘƆܐƀƊƌƢźƏܐ

L ܕűƉܡ :C ܕܒűƊܡ   C      19 ܕܪƍƀƕܐ :.scr ܪƍƀƕ̈ܐ   Ə L: ƋƀƏ C      17ܐܡ   14
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the contrary, do not have subsistence in themselves but come to be through 

other things.48 The latter are further comprehended by way of division as 

follows: some of them come to be in bodies, some in incorporeals, and some in 

bodies and incorporeals. Examples of those things that come to be in bodies are 

blackness and whiteness, bitterness and sweetness. Examples of what comes to 

be in incorporeals are virtue and vice, knowledge and ignorance. Examples of 

what comes to be in both bodies and incorporeals are passion and anger, love 

and hatred, which are found in angels and in beasts.49

Philosophy is divided into theory and practice.50 Theory, in turn, is divided §21

into knowledge and mathematical sciences. Knowledge is further divided into 

the knowledge of divine things and the knowledge of natural things.51 The 

mathematical sciences are divided into music, astronomy, geometry, arithmetic, 

and the rest.52 Practice is divided into rule over all people, (rule) over one’s own 

house, and (rule) over oneself. (Division into) law-givers and upright judges is 

attached to it.53

All things that are simple in the world are either words, or concepts that §22

are signified, or things that are known.54 As for the words, they do not exist 

naturally, while concepts exist naturally; also, things exist naturally.55

Everything that is in something else is said (as follows): as in time, as in a §23

place, as in a container, as parts in a whole, as a whole in (its) parts, as species 

48 Cf. Sergius’ definition of the nine categories other than substance, in In Cat. §§96–97 (see 

particularly 144.2–3 Arzhanov).

49 For this paragraph, cf. particularly Sergius, In Cat. §§358–363 (364–369 Arzhanov).

50 For this paragraph, cf. Division 1 attached to Book I of Sergius’ In Cat. (104.3–10 and 446 

Arzhanov), T1 §11, and Ps.-Michael Badoqa, Book of Definitions 6 (25.3–9 Furlani). The division 

presented here does not correspond completely to either of the aforementioned versions.

51 This division is not found elsewhere. Both Sergius and the Alexandrian commentators di-

vide theory into three parts: theology, physics, and mathematics (cf. Ammonius, In Isag. 11.22–

23 Busse; Elias, Prolegomena 27.35–36 Busse).

52 It is not clear what the author of the Syriac text means with “the rest”, since traditionally 

the list of mathematical sciences included only the four mentioned disciplines (i.e. the quadri-

vium).

53 Cf. the tree diagram 1 following Book I of Sergius’ commentary, where the division into the 

law-givers and judges is simply attached to the division of practice into four parts (447 

Arzhanov).

54 This division appears in Sergius’ commentary and in the Alexandrian exegetes in the 

sections dealing with the question of the goal of the treatise Categories. Cf. Sergius, In Cat. 

§§65–71 (120–127 Arzhanov).

55 This paragraph has clear parallels with, and is probably based on, Division 2 attached to 

Book II of Sergius’ work (160.17–20 Arzhanov).
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ƅſܐ ܐƣ̈ܐ܂ ܐܕƐƍܒܓ ƅſܐ ܐƐƍܐ܂ ܓƣ̈ܒܐܕ ƅſܐ ܐƣܐ܂ ܐܕƆܘųܒ 

ƅſܐ ܐƢܐ܂ ܕܘܒƌƢܒűƊܒ ƅſܐ܂ ܐƀƇƉŴƤܕܒ ƅſܐ ܐƣűܐ܂ ܓƀƏܒܐܘ

ƈƃ ܡűƉ ܉ŭƇƘƦƉܐܘ̇  ܕ ƅſܐ Ʀƍܐ ܒƇــƟ ܬܐŴ̈ܒــƞƆ ܐƆ܉ ܕƎــƀƉ̈24§ ܕ

ƅſܐ ܐƌܒܐ ܙƇƄƆܐ ܕƤܒــſــܒܐ ܕƇƄƆ ܐƀــƉ̈ــܒܐ ܕƇƄƆܐ ܘƢܒــƍܘ ܕܓų̇ــƆܘ 

5 ܘƆــƦܘܪܐ ƆܒƌƢــƤܐ ƀŶــŴܬܐ ܐſــƆ ƅــܐܕƣ̈ܐ܉ ܓƍــƐܐ ܐſــƅ ܐܘ̇  ܕܨƢſ܂

 ܐƅſ ܕܕƎƀƉ̈܉ ŭƇƘƦƉ܂ ܕŴ̈ƍƊƆܬܐ ܗܘ̇  ܐƅſ ܐܘ̇  ܘƃƢƤƆܐ܂ ܘƀƏŴƐƆܐ

 ܐſــƅ ܕƀƉ̈ــƎ܉ ƆــƆűܐ ܐܘ ܗƀƆــƎ܃ ܕܐſــƅ ܘܐƀƌƮŶــƦܐ ܘƀƟ̈ــƐܐ ܓƉƮܐ

ܗƎƀƆ܂ ܕܐƅſ ܘƃƢƣܐ ܘܐſű̈ſܐ ܪ̈ܓƇܐ

25§ ܐſــƇƄƆ ƅــų܃ ܘƆــƀƄƣ Ŵــŷܐ ܐܕƣܐ ŷƆــű ܐܘ ƇƘƦƉــܓܐ܉ ܕƦƀƇſܐ

10 ܕܐſــƦܘܗܝ ܗ̇ܝ ܐſــƅ ܒŷƇــŴܕܘܗܝ܃ Ɔــų ܘųƇƄƆ ŴƆ ܐܘ ƍƙ̈ƆŴſܐ܂ ųƇƃܘܢ

Ǝſ̈ܗܝ܂ ܕܬܪŴƇܐܘ ܪ̈ܓ űŷƆ ųƇƄƆܘ ŴــƆ ܃ƎܒــŵƇƄܒ ƅــſܐ Ǝــſܘų̈ƌܪ̈ܬܐ ܕŴــŶ 

Ǝܒŵܬܐ܂ ܒŴܒƀƏ ܐܘ űŷƆ ųــƇƄƆ܃ ܘƎܒــŵƇƄܘܒ ƅــſܘܗܝ ܐƦــſܐ ܕܐƤــƌƢܒ 

ƦſƦŶܬܐ܂ ܕƦƀƇſܐ ܗܝ ܗܕܐ ܨܗܘƦƆܐ܂ ܘƀƏŴƏܐ ܓƃŴŷܐ

26§ ܘſųƍƉــű̈Ŷ Ǝܕܐ܂ ƎƉ ܘƎƤſƮƘ ƎƊ̈ŶƦƉ ܕŴ̈ƍƉܬܗ̇  ŴƀƊƃ ƎſųƍƉܬܐ

ــű̈ܢ ƀŶܐ ܐƆܘ Ǝــ Ơ̈ƀƐƘ Ǝــ Ɖ ܕܐ܉ű̈ــ Ŷ Ǝــ ſųſƦſܐ ܕܐŹܪŴــ Ə ܬܐŴــ ŷƀźƣ 15

 ܘܬܘܒ ܘƇƉــƦܐ܂ ƀƍƉــƍܐ ܕƤſƮƘــƎ܉ ܕſــƎ ܗƎƀƆ ܙܒƍܐ܂ ܐܬܪܐ ܓƊƣŴܐ

ƎſųƍƉ ܬܗ̇܉Ŵ̈ƍƉܕ Ʀſܐ ƎſųƆ ܐƊƀƏ ƎــƊ̈ƀƟ܂ ܘƎــſܗƦƀƃ̈ܘűܒ ƎــſųƍƉܘ 

 ƍƀƍƉܐ ܙܒƍܐ ܕܐƎſų̈ſƦſ ܒܐűſܐ܉ ܒܐűſܐ ƦƤƉܪƎſ̈ ܐƆܐ ƦƄƉܪ̈ܢ܉ Ɔܐ

ــŴܪŹܐ ƦƤƉܪſ̈ــƎ܉ ܘƆܐ ܒűܘƦƀƃ̈ܗſــƎ ܕƊ̈ƀƟــƎ ܕſــƎ ܗƀƆــƇƉ ƎــƦܐ܂ Ə 

20ܐܬܪܐ܂ ܓƊƣŴܐ Ŵŷƀźƣܬܐ

ƎſųƍƉ ܬܐŴ̈ܐ ܕܨܒƊƤܕ ܒŴŷƇܒ ƎƘܬŴ̈ƤƉ ܕܐ܂ű̈ŷƆ ܐƌŵƃܒܐ ܐƇƃ27§ ܕ

ــƤܐ ــܒܐ ܕſܒ Ƈƃܐ ܘƀــ Ɖ̈ــܒܐ ܕ Ƈƃܐ ܘƢــ ــƃƢܐ ܕܓƍܒ ƣܘ ƅــ ſ܃ ܕܐƎــ ƀƆܗ 

§24   L 19, C 9      §25   C 10      §26   L 20, C 11      §27   L 21, C 12

ܒƀƇƉŴƤܐ ƦŷƤŶܐ :C ܕܒƀƇƉŴƤܐ   2  L    |    ܐƣűܓ L: ܐƣ̈ܐܕ C      4   ܒܐƇƄƆܕ L: ܒܐƇƃ C    |    ܒܐƇƄƆ C: 

ܐƅſ ܐܘ̇  :L 2ܐL      5   ƅſ ܘƆــų̇ܘ  C    |    ܘܪܐƦƆܐ ܘƀƏŴƐƆܘ ] inv. C      6   ƅſܗ̇ܘ + [1ܐ L    |     ̇ܗܘ 
ܕܕC    |    ŭƇƘƦƉ ƎƀƉ̈ ܕŴƀƉܬܐ :L ܕŴ̈ƍƊƆܬܐ ] inv. C      7   ܐƆűƆ L: ƅſܐ ܐƆűƆܕ  C      14   ܬܐŴƀƊƃ] + 

Ɨܒƣ Ǝƀƌ̈ܬܗ̇  ܐŴ̈ƍƉ  C    |     ̇ܬܗŴ̈ƍƉܕ] om. C      15   ƎƉ ܕܐű̈Ŷ ] om. C      16   ܐƊƣŴܐ ܐܬܪܐ ܓƍܙܒ  L: 

ܓƊƣŴܐ ܙܒƍܐ ܐܬܪܐ  C    |    ƎƤſƮƘܕ C: ƎƤſƮƘ L    |    ܐƦƇƉܘ L: ܐƦƇƉ C      20   ܐܬܪܐ] om. C      

ܕܓƍܒƢܐ ܘƇƃܒܐ ܕƀƉ̈ܐ ܘƇƃܒܐ   22  L: ܐƢܒƍܒܐ ܘܕܓƇƃܐ ܘƀƉ̈ܕ  C    |    ܐƃƢƣܐ + [ܘƦƀƌƮŶܕܐ C
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in a genus, as a genus in species, as form in matter, as the governing in a 

governor, as in an end, as an accident in a substance.56

Everything that is divided, (is divided) either as a word into objects that are §24

not similar, e.g. (dog is divided) into land-dog, water-dog, dog of Orion,57 and the 

(dog) on an image; or as a genus into species, e.g., living being (is divided) into 

man, ox, horse, and the rest; or as something is divided into parts, (which are 

either) similar, e.g. bone, wood, and suchlike, or dissimilar, e.g. feet, hands, and 

suchlike.58

Property is divided (as follows). It occurs either in one species but not in all §25

of it, as all mathematical sciences; or in all of (a species) but not only in it, as 

being biped; or in one (species) and in all of it but not always, as turning grey in 

old age; or in one (species), in all of it, and always, as man being capable of 

laughter or horse being capable of neighing — this is property in the strict 

sense.59

Of quantities, some have parts that are separate and delimited from one §26

another, and some are in a single unity that has no parts separate from one 

another, such as line, surface, body, place, time; while those (whose parts are) 

separate are number and language.60 Furthermore, of the parts (of quantities), 

some have position and remain in their place, others are not fixed and are 

brought forth one by one, such as time, number, and language; while those 

whose parts remain in their place are line, surface, body, and place.61

Of things, some have only a name in common, for instance, land-dog and §27

water-dog, dog of Orion, and things like that, which are called “of similar name” 

56 The same list appears as the first division attached to Book III of Sergius’ commentary 

(256.10–21 Arzhanov). In the commentary itself, it is discussed alongside the definition of 

accident (§§135–152).

57 I.e. Sirius, cf. Sergius, In Cat. §118 (156–157 Arzhanov) and Division 6 after Book II (164–

165).

58 Cf. Sergius, In Cat. §§180–181 (210–213 Arzhanov). The Syriac text is probably not based on 

Sergius’ text proper but on Division 3 attached to Book III (258.10–20). Cf. a different account 

of this division in Ps.-Michael Badoqa, Book of Definitions 14 (35.9–14 Furlani).

59 This paragraph corresponds verbatim to Division 4 attached to Book III of Sergius’ com-

mentary (260.2–9 Arzhanov). It appears twice in T1. See T1 §7 based on Isag. and T1 §36 based 

on Proba’s commentary on Isag. Cf. also Ps.-Michael Badoqa, Book of Definitions 13 (33.1–11 

Furlani). A revised version of this list was included in the collection of philosophical riddles 

(Furlani 1919: 116.14–18).

60 This sentence finds a close parallel in Division 1 attached to Book IV in Sergius (326.8–11 

Arzhanov), although it differs from the latter in some details.

61 Beside a few modifications, the second part of this paragraph corresponds to Division 2 

attached to Book IV in Sergius’ commentary (326.13–17 Arzhanov).
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 ƤƉــŴ̈ܬƎƘ܉ ܒŷƇــŴܕ ܒŶƦــƉŴܐ ܘſųƍƉــƊ̈ƣ Ǝــųܐ܂ ܕƦƀƉ ܕų̈ƉƦƤƉܢ

Ʀــƍ̈ܕܒ űــŶ ܐƐــƍ܂ ܓƎــſųſƦſܐ ƅــſܐ ܐƘــܐƃ ܐƕŴــƣܐ܃ ܘƌƢــŹܘ 

 ƤƉــŴ̈ܬƎƘ ܘܒŶƦــƉŴܐ ܒƤــƊܐ ܘſųƍƉــƎ ܐܕƣ̈ܐ܂ ܕƀƉــƦ ܕų̈ƉƦƤƉܢ

 ƘܐܪſــƑ܃ ܘܐƍƐƄƆــűܪܘܣ űƠƉܘƌــƀܐ ܕܐƍƐƄƆــűܪܘܣ ܙƌܐ ܐſــű̈ŷƆ ƅܕܐ܂

ــƁ ܕܐſƦſــųܘܢ ƍ̈ܒ űــŶ ܐ܂ƣܐܕ ƎــſųƍƉܐ ܘƆ ܐƊــƤܐ ܒƆܐ ܘƉŴــŶƦ5 ܒ

ƎƘ̈ܬŴƤƉ ܕܐ܂ű̈ŷƆ ܐƌŵƃܐ ܐƘܐƃܐ ܕƐƀƟܐ ܘƤƌƢܘܒ ƅſ܂ ܘܕܐƎƀƆܗ

28§ ܒŵܒــƍܐ ܐܘ ŷƆܒƢܗ̇܂ ܕűƉ ƋſűƟܡ űƉ ƈƃܡ܉ ܒƈƄ ܐƎƀƌ̈ ܐƦƀƌƮŶܐ

 ܓƀــƢ ܒŵܒــƍܐ ܒƀƍƊــƍܐ܂ ܐܘ ܒܐƠſــƢܐ ܐܘ ܒƀƄــƍܐ ܐܘ ܒƇƖــƦܐ ܐܘ

ƋſűƟ ܡűƉ ܡ܉űƊƆ ܐƉ ơſƢƘܐ ܕŶƦƉ ܕܗܘܐ ųܐ ܒƢܓŴƌ ƎƉ ܐ܃ƍܙܒ 

10 ܗ̇ܘ űƊƆܡ܉ űƉܡ ƋſűƟ ܒƍƀƄܐ ŴƆܬܗ܂ ܕƦƉܐűƉ ƢƉܡ ܗ̇ܘ ܒų ܕܗ̇ܘܐ

 ƦƉ ƋƕܒƆ ƈź̇ܐ ܗ̣ܘ ŴƆ űƃܬܗ܃ ܕƦƉܐų̇Ɔ ƢƉܘ ųƊƕ ܕƉ̇ܒƉ ƈźܐ

 ƊƕــƆ ųــƖƉ̇ ųــƈ ܕƦƉܐƉــƉ Ƣܐ ܗ̇ܘ ƃƦƤƉــŸ ܕƉ űƃܐ ܘܗ̇ܘ ܗ̇ܘ܂

 ܗ̇ܘ܂ ƆــƀƠƌ ųــƚ ܕƌــųܘܐ ܐƆــƞܐ Ɔܐ ܗ̇ܘ ƃƦƤƌــŸ ܐܢ ƃــű ܐƞƆܐſــƦ܉

ܘƀƏŴƏܐ܂ ŴƀŶܬܐ ܕƈƕ ܐƌŵƃܐ

15 ܘܬܘܪܐ܂ ܘƏــƀƏŴܐ ܕܒƌƢــƤܐ ܐƃــƌŵܐ ܕܓــŴܐ܉ ܕܐܘƏــƀܐ Ŵ̈ƍƉܬܗ̇  §29

 ܐƌŵƃܐ ܓƊƣŴܐ܉ ŪƃƢƉ̇ ܕƎſųƍƉ ܗƦſűƀŷſ ƎƀƆܐ ܕܐܘƀƏܐ Ŵ̈ƍƉܬܗ̇ 

ܘܪ̈ܓƇܐ܂ ܘܐſű̈ſܐ ܕܪƤſܐ

30§ ܗƎƀƆ ܐƅſ ܐܘ ܐų̇ſƦſ܂ űƉܡ ܕŴƆܬ ܗƎƀƆ ܐƅſ ܐܘ ŴƠƆܒŴƀƇܬܐ܉

 ܬܘܒ ܪܘƃــܒܐ܂ ܐſــƅ ܐܘ ܘܓƀƇــŵܘܬܐ܂ ƀŶــƇܐ ܐſــƅ ܐܘ ܕƠƏــŴܒƎƀƇ̈܂

20 ܪܗ̇ܛ܃ Ɔܐ ƏــƑƀŹƢƟŴ ܪܗ̇ܛ ƏــƑƀŹƢƟŴ ܒƦƇƊܐ܃ ŴƠƆ  ̇ųƍƉܒŴƀƇܬܐ܉

 ̇ųƍƉܘ Ǝſųܬܐ ܒŴ̈ܒــƞ܂ ܒų̇ــſƦſܬܐ ܐܘ ܐŴــƘܬŴƤܡ ܒűــƉܐ܉ ܕƌƢــŶܐ 

ƅſܪܘܬܐ ܐŴŶ ܬܐ܂ŴƊƃܐܘ ܘܐܘ  ̇ųƍƉ ܂ų̇Ɔܐܘ ܘ Ǝــƙ̈ƇŷƤƉ ܕܐ܉ű̈ــŷƆ 

ƎƀƆ܃ ܗƎƀƇܒŴ̈ƠƏܐ ܐܘ ܕƆ ܉Ǝƙ̈ƇŷƤƉ ƎƀƆܬ ܗŴƆܡ ܕűƉ ܐƇƀŶ ܘܬܐ܂ŵƀƇܘܓ

§28   C 13      §29   C 14      §30   C 15

ųƊ̈ƣܐ ܕƦƀƉ ܕų̈ƉƦƤƉܢ   1 ] om. L      3   ܢų̈ƉƦƤƉܕ ƦƀƉܐ ܕƣ̈ܐܕ ] om. L      4   ܪܘܣűƍƐƄƆܕܐ C: 

ܐܕƣܐ űŶ ܒƁƍ̈ ܕܐųſƦſܘܢ   ƢƀƘ C      5ܣ :Ƙ LܐܪL    |    Ƒſ ܕܐűƍƐƄƆܪܣ ] om. L      6   ƅſܘܕܐ ƎƀƆܗ  C: 

ƎƀƉ̈ܘܕܕ ƎƀƆųƆ  L      16   ƎſųƍƉܕ scr.: ƎſųƍƉܘ C
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(i.e. homonyms); some have only a definition in common, and they belong to 

the same genus, for instance, stone, rock, and flint, which are called “of similar 

kind”; some have a name and a definition in common, for instance, Alexander 

the Macedonian and Alexander Paris, who belong to the same species; and 

some have neither a name nor a definition in common, for instance, wood, 

stone, man, and suchlike.62

All (ways of saying that) something is prior to something else differ in §28

every respect (from one another): (it is) either in time, or in reason, or in 

nature, or in greatness, or in number. One thing is prior to the other in time 

when the period which it occupied is more distant (from us) than the time 

when what is spoken in relation to it happened. Prior by nature is that which 

(when eliminated) eliminates 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 

whose correlate does not necessarily follow it when it comes to be itself. For 

instance, (this may be said about) animal and horse.63

The parts of universal substance are, for instance, man, horse, bull, and §29

dog. The parts of a particular substance are those which constitute a body, for 

instance, head, hands, and legs.64

Opposition is either as relatives, or as contraries, or as capacity and §30

privation, or as constructions (of speech). Also, opposition is either in words, 

(for instance) “Socrates is running” (or) “Socrates is not running”, or in things. 

(The latter is) either in association with another thing, such as white and black, 

or by itself. (The opposed things) either change into one another, e.g. the 

contraries, or do not change, e.g. relatives, capacity and privation.65

62 This paragraph presents a slightly different version of Division 6 attached to Book II of Ser-

gius’ commentary (164.2–10 Arzhanov). Cf. T1 §25. See also Ps.-Michael Badoqa, Book of Defini-

tions 36 (45.16–46.3 Furlani) and one of the items included in an anonymous Syriac collection 

of philosophical riddles (Furlani 1919: 117.16–24).

63 With the exception of the first sentence, this paragraph is a nearly verbatim quotation 

(with minor changes) from Sergius, In Cat. §§338–339 (348.6–8,11–15 Arzhanov), where Ser-

gius discusses two kinds of priority (i.e. in time and by nature) in the context of the question of 

relatives being simultaneous. However, the list of the types of priority at the beginning does 

not correspond to the one presented by Sergius in §§438–443 and in Division 3 after Book VII. 

It must derive from another source. Cf. Ps.-Michael Badoqa, Book of Definitions 39 (46.15–47.2 

Furlani) and the Syriac collection of philosophical riddles (Furlani 1919: 119.25–120.7).

64 This paragraph derives from Sergius, In Cat. §344 (352.16–18 Arzhanov). Sergius treats this 

issue in his discussion of the topic of relatives.

65 This paragraph presents Divisions 2 and 3b after Book VII of Sergius’ commentary (440.12–

16; 442.3–11 Arzhanov), preserving the schematic structure of these divisions. Cf. Ps.-Michael 

Badoqa, Book of Definitions 37 (46.6–9 Furlani).
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31§ ܕƎſ ܗ̇ܝ ŴŶܕܪƦſܐ܂ ܘųƍƉ̇  ܬܪƞſܬܐ ܐƦƉ  ̇ųƍƉ  ̇ųſƦſܬܙŴƍƖſܬܐ܉

 ܘŶƦƆــƖƆ Ʀــƈ ܓƀــƢ ܗ̇ܘſܐ ƍƟــƀܐ܂ ܐܕƣ̈ܐ ܐƦƣ̈ܐ ܬܪƞſܐƦſ܉ ܕܗ̇ܘſܐ

 ųƇƄƆ ܐܘ ŴŶܕܪƦſܐ܉ ܕƎſ ܗ̇ܝ ܘƆܒƦƐܪܐ܂ ܘƉűƠƆܐ ܘƇƊƐƆܐ ܘƍƀƊƀƆܐ

ــƊƣŴܐ ــų ܕܗ̇ܘſܐ ܓ ــƀܐ ܒ ƍƤƉ̇ Ǝــ Ɖ ــܐܬܪܐ܉ ܐܬܪܐ Ɔ ƅــ ſܐ ܐƌܙ 

Ɔ 5ــƀƍƤƉ ųܐ Ɔܐ ܘƇƠƇƠƉ  ̇ųƍƉܐƦſ܂ ܕƢƉƦƉܐ ܘܓƢܓƢܐ܃ ܕƕܓƦƇܐ

 ܒŷƇــŴܕ Ŵ̈ƍƊƆܬܗ ܐƆܐ űƆܘƦƃܐ܉ ܕܘƦƃܐ ƎƉ ܒų ܕܗ̇ܘſܐ ƆܓƊƣŴܐ

 ŴƉܙƦƆܐ ܐƅſ ܐܘ ܘܕƍƉ̇ܓŴƍܢ܂ ܕܪƀŶܐ ܕܓƀܓƇܐ ܙƌܐ ܐƀƍƤƉ̇ ƅſܐ܉

 űƆܘƦƃܐ܉ ܕܘƦƃܐ ƀƍƤƉ ƎƉܐ ܘƆܐ ƦƉܬܙƎƀƖſ ܘƆܐ ܕƟܒƎƀƖƀ ܕƀƊƣܐ

ܒŴŷƇܕ܂ ܒŴ̈ƍƊܬܗܘܢ ܐܢ ܐƆܐ

ــŴ̈ܗܝ ــŴƉ Ǝܙܓ ſܐ ܕƢــ ــųܘܢ܉ ܕƘܓ ſƦſܬܐ ܐŴــ ƊƀƊŶ ܘܬܐƢــ ſƢƟ10 ܘ §32

 ܘƉــŴܬܐ Ŷ̈ــƀܐ ܐſƦſــųܘܢ܉ ܕſــƐƄŹ ƎــŴ̈ܗܝ ܘܪƀŹܒــŴܬܐ܂ ܘſܒƤƀــŴܬܐ

 ܘƉــŴܬܒܐ ƉŴƟܐ ܐųſƦſܘܢ܉ ܕƎſ ܐŴ̈ƊƄƏܗܝ ܘŴƃܪܗƌܐ܂ ܘƍƊƆŴŶܐ

 ܐſƦſــųܘܢ܉ ܕſــƎ ܙܘƕــŴ̈ܗܝ ܘƇƀƇƉــŴܬܐ܂ ܘƣــƟƦܐ ܘƉܓƐܐ ܘܗƦƄƆܐ

ــƍܐ ƙƃ ܐƦــ ƍƣܐ ܘƦــ ــƦܐ ܘܪܓ ƊŶܐ ܘƦــ ƇŶܐ ܘܕƦــ Ơƕــܐܬܐ ܘ ƍƏܘ 

ــŴܬܐ ــŴܬܐ ܘƕƢŶـــŴܬܐ ܘܪܗſܒـــŴܬܐ ܘƉܐƍſـ ــƢܘܬܐ ܘܒſƢſƢƖـ 15 ܘſƦŶـ

 ƏܒــƖܐ ܕܙܘƕــŴ̈ܗܝ܉ ܕſــƎ ܕƠƆــŴܒƇܐ ܘܒƤƀــŴܬܐ܂ ܘܐܒــƇܐ ܘƀƊƃــƢܘܬܐ

 źƀƙŶــŴܬܐ ŶــŴܒܐ Ŷــűܘܬܐ ƆܒƀܒــŴܬܐ ƍƀƤƉــŴܬܐ ܓƞƖܐ Ƣƀƕܘܬܐ

 ܒــſŴܐܐ ŴŷſƞƘܬܐ ŴƄƄƊƉܬܐ ŴƄƀƄƉܬܐ ܬŴƊƀƉܬܐ ܒŴƇſųܬܐ

 ܓƤــƦܐ܂ ƊƖŹܐ ƟŴƏܐ ƖƊƣܐ ſŵŶܐ ܬܘܒ܉ ܕƎſ ܪ̈ܓŴƤܗܝ ŹܒŴܬܐ܂

ŴƉ 20ܬܐ Ŷܐſܐ܂ ܕܒƈźƉ ų ܒƙܓƢܐ܉ ܐƦſܘܗܝ ųƇƃܘܢ Ƌƕ ܕƟŴƏ Ǝſܐ

Ǝſܐ ܕƆܘ Ƌƕ űŶ ƎƉ ܗܝŴ̈ƕܐ ܙܘƢܓƘܘܗܝ܉ ܕƦــſܐ ܐƆܐ ܐƍــƇźܒƉ ܗܘ 

ܕųƇƃܘܢ܂

§31   C 16      §32   L 22, C 17, D 4

ŴƉܙܓŴ̈ܗܝ ܕƘܓƢܐ܂ ŴƉܙܓŴ̈ܗܝ ŴƉ CL: ƈźƉܙܓŴ̈ܗܝ   10  D    |    Ǝſܕ] om. C      12   ܗܝŴ̈ƊƄƏܐ CD: 

 ܘŴƍƀƉܬܐ :CD ܘƉܐŴƍſܬܐ   C      15 ܬܘܒ :DL ܕL    |    Ǝſ ܗƦƄƆܐ :CD ܘܗƦƄƆܐ   L      13 ܐŴƊ̈ƀƄƏܗܝ

L      17   ܘܬܐƢƀƕ DL: ܘܬܐƢƀƕܘ C      18   ܬܐŴƄƀƄƉ ܬܐŴƄƄƊƉ  D: ܬܐŴƄƄƊƉ ܬܐŴƄƀƄƉ  L: 

ܒſŴܐܐ ŴŷſƞƘܬܐ    |    ŴƄƀƄƉ Cܬܐ ] inv. C      19   Ǝſܕ] om. L    |    ܐƟŴƏ ܐƊƖŹ ] inv. C      20   ܐſܐŶ 

L: ܐƀŶ D: ܐܐŶ C
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Movement proceeds sometimes straightforwardly and sometimes in a §31

circle. The one that proceeds straightforwardly has six kinds. It goes either up, 

or down, or right, or left, or forward, or backwards. In cyclic movement either 

the whole body that is subject to it moves from place to place, as (a wheel) of a 

wagon or (a wheel of) a harrow, which is called threshing;66 or the body which 

is its subject does not move from place to place, while only its parts are 

affected, as the wheel of a millstone, or an instrument of torture, or as the 

heavenly sphere [which is fixed and unmovable]67 and which does not move 

from place to place, except in its parts only.68

The qualities69 of a body are: hot and cold, wet and dry. Its states (τάξεις) §32

are: life and death, health and disease. Its shapes (σχήματα) are: standing and 

sitting, walking and reclining, being silent and talking. Its movements are: 

hunger, sleep, passion, anger, fear, distress, hatred, laziness, perturbation, 

cunning, rage, pride, sorrow, grief, and wickedness. The opposites of its 

movements are: satiety, wakefulness, loathing, tranquillity, courageousness, 

gladness, love, diligence, serenity, integrity, modesty, humility, cheerfulness, 

consolation, and goodness. Furthermore, its senses are: sight, hearing, smell, 

taste, touch. Breath follows everything in the body, since one lives through it. 

Death, on the contrary, is not connected with any movement of the body but 

brings everything to an end.70

66 The Syriac text is most likely corrupt. Cf. Sergius, In Cat. §447 (437 Arzhanov): “the wheel 

of a wagon which changes its place while moving in a circle” (for the Syriac text, cf. 436.21–22).

67 These words, which do not fit grammatically into the sentence (the verbs stand in plural, 

while the subject of the sentence is singular), are most likely an insertion based on a marginal 

gloss. Cf. Sergius, In Cat. §447 (436.24–438.1).

68 This whole paragraph goes back to Sergius, In Cat. §447 (436–438 Arzhanov). It presents in 

narrative form the division that was apparently originally attached to Book VII but that has 

not been preserved in the extant witnesses to Sergius’ work. However, this division does 

appear as the last tree diagram in the collection of the “Divisions of Aristotle” that transmitted 

separately the tree diagrams based on Sergius’ commentary (see ms. B fol. 19r and ms. M fol. 

17v).

69 Syr. muzzaga. Cf. a discussion of various Syriac terms for “quality”, including muzzaga, in 

Sergius, In Cat. §§99 and 354–355.

70 The lists of qualities, shapes, movements, etc. of bodies in this paragraph derive from the 

second part of Evagrius Ponticus’ Letter to Melania (Vitestam 1964: 12.11–12; 13.5–14.1; 16.2–6).
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ƎſųƍƉ ܬܐŴ̈ƀŶܕ ƎſƢƉܐ ܐƦƊƤƌܕ ƎــƉ̇ ƢܒــƆ ƎــƘ̈Ʀƌ ƎــſųƍƉܘ ƎــƉ §33

ŴܓƆ ƎſųƍƉܘ ƎƉ Ǝſųſ̈ܪűŶ ƎſųƍƉܘ ƎƉ ƈƃ ܂Ǝــſųƀ̈ܓܒ ƎــƀƇſܘܐ ƎــƉܕ 

ƢܒƆ ƎſƢƉܘܢ ܐųſƦſܐ ܕܐƤƍƀƍ̈ܒ ƈƃܘ Ʀſܘܢ ܕܐųƆ ܪܐܬܐ܂ ƎƉܕ ŴܓƆ 

Ǝſܐ ܕƌŴ̈ƌ ƈƃܘ ŻƀƤƘ܂ ܕųƤŶܪ ƎــƉܕ Ǝــſųſ̈ܪűŶ Ǝــſܐ ܕƦſ̈ܪŴܨܐ ܕܒــŴــŷܒ 

5 ܕƀƍƟــƎ ܐƀƇſــƀƇƉ̈ ƎــƇܐ܉ ܘƇƃــųܘܢ ܕſــŴ̈ܐ ܕƎſ ܓܒƈƃ Ǝƀ̈ ܕƎƉ ܕܓƎſųƀƙ̈܂

ܕܐܐܪ܂ ܓƊƣŴܐ

34§ ܕƆܐ ƌــųܘܐ ܘƉ űƃܓƊƤ̈ܐ܂ ƇƆܐ ŵŶ̇ܐ Ɔܐ ܓƊƣŴܐ܉ ܕƍƟܐ ܗܘƌܐ

ƆܓƊƣŴ̈ܐ܂ ŵŶ̇ܐ Ɔܐ ܓŴƤܡ܉

ŴƆ ܗ̣ܝ űƃ ܗ̣ܝ  ̇ųſƦſܬܐ ܐŴــƍƤܓƢƉ ܐ܃ ܐܦƤܐ ܪܓــƆܐ ܘƍــƤܓƢƉ §35

ــƍܐ܂ ƤܪܓƦƉܬܐ ܘŴــ ƍƤܓƢƉ Ƣــ ƀܘܗܝ܉ ܓƦــ ſܐ ܐƇــ ƀŶ ųــ ــƎ ܕܒ ſűƖƉ̇ 10

Ǝــ ــƑ܂ ƢƉܓƍƀƤـ ــƤܐ ܒųܘƆ̈ـ ــƎ ܪܓـ ــƦܘܗܝ ܕſـ ــų ܗܕƉܐ ܐſـ ــſƢܐ ܕܒـ  ƣـ

 ƮƊƆܓƍƤــŴܬܐ܂ ſųƆــƎ ܕƍƟــƀܐ ƀŶــŴܬܐ ܕſــƢƉ ƎܓƤــƍܐ ƢƉܓƍƤــŴܬܐ܂

 ܗܘ ܗƍƃܐ ܕƢƉ ŴƆ ƎſܓŴƍƤܬܐ܂ ܬƦƀŶ ܕűƉ ƈƙƌ̇ܡ ܗ̇ܘ ܕƦƉ ƎſܪܓƍƤܐ

ܗܘ܂ ܓŵƀƇ ܐܪ̈ܒųſƦƖܘܢ ƎƉ ܓƎƉ űŶ Ƣƀ ܗܘƌܐ܂

Ŷ 15ــſŵ̇ܐ܂ ƄƏــŴƆ ų ܕŵŶƦƉܐ ܒűƊܡ ܬŴŶܪ ƦƉ űƃܪܓƦƀƍƤܐ ƍƀƕܐ §36

 ƃــƉ ƈــűŷƉ Ǝܐ ܬŵŶܐ űƃ ܐܘ ŵŶܬ܉ Ɔܐ ܐܘ ƦƀƍƕűſƦƉܐ ܕƍƀƕ Ǝſܐ

ܕſŵŶܐ܂ űƉܡ ų̇Ɔܘ ų̇Ɔ܃ űŶܪܐ ƮźƏܘܗܝ

Ɖ §37ــƎ ܐƘــƇܐ ƇſƦƉــű܉ Ɔܐ ܐŶــƌƢܐ ܕŴƉűƟܗܝ ܗ̇ܘ ܐƦſܘܗܝ ſűƀŷſܐ

 ܕƎſ ܒƦܪܗ ܐܬűƇſ܉ Ɔܐ ܐƌƢŶܐ ܕŴƉűƟܗܝ ܗ̇ܘ ܐƦſܘܗܝ ܒƢƃŴܐ ܒƦܪܗ܂

20ܗܘܘ܂ ܐƌƮŶܐ

§33   L 23      §34   L 24      §35   L 25      §36   L 26      §37   L 27

ƦƉ LܪܓƍƤܐ :.ƢƉ scrܓŴƍƤܬܐ   ƢƉ L      10ܓƦƀƍƤܐ :.ƢƉ scrܓŴƍƤܬܐ   9
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They say71 that among animals some inhale (air) from outside, some from §33

inside, some from both, and some from all sides. Those animals which are said 

to inhale (air) from outside are men and all (other) that have lungs. Those 

which (inhale) from inside are fishes and all primitive reptiles.72 (Those) from 

both sides are bees (which inhale) through the bands of their wings. Those 

(which inhale air) from all sides are demons and all rational (natures) whose 

bodies are made of air.73

The intellect which possesses a body does not see incorporeals; but when it §34

becomes incorporeal it does not see bodies.74

Sensation and sense are not the same things, neither are sensitive and §35

sensible. Sensation is a faculty by means of which we usually perceive material 

entities. Sense is an organ in which the faculty of sensation is realised. A living 

being is sensitive when it possesses the faculty of sensation. And what is 

sensible is something that falls under sensation. But intellect is not like this, for 

it is deprived of all four of them.75

When a sensible eye observes something visible, it does not see it in its §36

entirety. An intelligible eye either does not see or, when it does, it observes that 

thing which it sees apart from everything that surrounds it.76

The only-begotten is someone before whom nothing has been generated, §37

nor is (anything generated) after him.77 The first-begotten is someone before 

whom no one has been generated, although there are others after him.78

71 Preserved in ms. L only, §§31–36 derive from Evagrius Ponticus’ Kephalaia Gnostica (ms. L 

contains references to the particular kephalaia in the form of the letters). The quotations 

follow the unabridged version (S2 according to A. Guillaumont).

72 Evagrius’ text uses the word ḥršh. A. Guillaumont interpreted this as a rare form that 

means “throat” (cf. Ramelli 2015: 219). However, it seems that the Syriac text above offers a 

better variant.

73 Evagrius Ponticus, Kephalaia Gnostica (S2) IV.37 (153.1–5 Guillaumont; cf. Ramelli 2015: 

219).

74 Evagrius Ponticus, Kephalaia Gnostica (S2), IV.86 (173.10–11 Guillaumont; cf. Ramelli 2015: 

242).

75 Evagrius Ponticus, Kephalaia Gnostica (S1=S2), I.36 (32.11–34.5/33.11–35.5 Guillaumont; cf. 

Ramelli 2015: 32–33). The quotation appears in the corrupted form and was corrected in some 

of its details based on Evagrius’ text. Cf. the definitions of the same terms in Ps.-Michael 

Badoqa, Book of Definitions 86–92 (60.4–61.3 Furlani).

76 Evagrius Ponticus, Kephalaia Gnostica (S1=S2), II.28 (70.12–72.2/71.10–73.2 Guillaumont; cf. 

Ramelli 2015: 108).

77 Evagrius Ponticus, Kephalaia Gnostica (S2), IV.16 (143.3 Guillaumont; cf. Ramelli 2015: 205). 

As noted by Guillaumont, the Greek version of this sentence appears in the Doctrina Patrum 

(with reference to Evagrius as its source): μονογενής ἐστιν οὗ ἄλλος οὐ προετέχθη καὶ μεθ’ ὃν 

ἕτερος οὐ γέγονε (Diekamp 1907: 263.10–11).

78 Evagrius Ponticus, Kephalaia Gnostica (S2), IV.20 (143.12–13 Guillaumont; cf. Ramelli 2015: 

186).
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űــƃ ƎــƍſƢſܨƦƉ ܐƏƢــƄܐ ܒƀــŶ̈ ܐƦܒــƞƌ܃ ܕƎــƍẛܐŶ űــƃ űــƇſƦƌ ܐƀــŶ̈ §38

 ܕƣــܐ̈ܕܐ ƀŶ̈ܐ ܐܘ ܕƇƉܐƃ̈ܐ ƀŶ̈ܐ ܐܘ ܕܐܬܓƎƌƢƊ ܕƉ Ǝſܐ ܕŴ̈ƀŶܬܐ܉

 ܪܓƤــƦܐ܂ ܘܕܬܪſــƍܐ ƙƍƉــƤܐ܂ ƍƀƃܐ ƀƉ̈űƟܐ ܕƀŶ̈ܐ ܕƦƇƕ Ǝſܐ ŶܐƎƍẛ܂

ܕܒŴƤƀܬܐ܂ ܐܘ ܕƦƀƉܪܘܬܐ ƠƉܒƍƇ̈ܐ ܕųƌܘܐ ܗ̇ܝ ܕƎſ ܘܕܬſƦƀƆܐ

Ɖ̇ 5ــƎ ܕܪŪƀƃ ܗ̇ܘ ܒܐܐܪ܂ ܕƦƉܐŷƀŷƏ űƣܐ ųƆܓܐ ܐƍƍƕ  ̇ųſƦſܐ §39

ƈƕ ܐŶܕܐܐܪ܂ ܪܘ ƈźƉܬܐ ܕŴƍƀźƟ ܐܬܐƀܓƏ ܐƇƀƇƟ ܗ̇ܘܐ܂ űƃ Ǝــſܕ 

 ܕƍƀƖŹܐ ܪܘŶܐ űŶ ƈƙƌ̇ ƎƉܐ܉ ܕܐƞƖƉ ƅſܪܘܬܐ ŴƆ ųƤƙƌ ƎƉܬ ܪܕܐ

ųƆ ƈźƉ ܐƦƘŴŹܬܐ ܕƢƀƠſ ܗ̇ܘܐ܂

ƈــƃ ܐƦــƇƉ ܐƢــƉܐƦƉܐ ܕűــŷܒ ƎــƉ ƦــƆܬ ƑــƆ̈ܐ܃ ܗܘƇــƙƌ̇ 40§ ܐܘ

10 ܕܐſــƅ ܐƍƌــƠܐ܂ ƉــƎ ܐܘ ƀƍſƞƉƦƉــƦܐ ܒــƇܐ ܐܘ ܒƀƍſƞƉƦƊــƦܐ

ܐƦſܘܗܝ܂ ŴƀŶܬܐ ܒƤƌƢܐ ƢƘ̇ܚ܂ ܒƤƌƢܐ ƅƆųƉ̇܂ ܒƤƌƢܐ ܐƄſܐ܂

41§ ܕܗܘƌܐ ܘƖƉܒŴƌűܬܐ ܕƣŴ̈Ŷܒܐ ƍƣƢƙƉܐ ƇƀŶܐ ܐŴƇƀƇƉ  ̇ųſƦſܬܐ

ܕܒƤƙƍܐ܂

ܕܬܬųƕܕ܂ ܗ̇ܝ ܕܬƖŹܐ ܗ̇ܝ ܕܬܐƚƆ ܗ̇ܝ ܕܒƤƌƢܐ ܕƤƙƌܐ ܕƦƀƇſܐ §42

§38   L 28      §39   C 18      §40   C 19      §41   C 20      §42   C 21
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When we are formed in the belly, we live the life of plants. When we are §38

born, (we live) the life of animals. And when, finally, we have grown up, we live 

the life of either angels or demons. Now, the cause for the first kind of life is 

animate nature, for the second one is sensation, while (the cause) for the third 

one is our becoming capable of virtue and vice.79

A cloud is rarified vapour which became condensed in the air and is driven §39

by the wind of the air. Because of its great thinness, it is light, but while it drifts 

by itself, the wind that drives it makes some kind of pressure on it, and it turns 

into heavy drops, and falls down.80

Every statement that is pronounced falls under one of three subject §40

matters (ὕλη): it is either possible, or impossible, or necessary. Examples: “A 

man is walking”, “A man is flying”, “A man is a living being”.81

Logic is a capacity to differentiate thoughts and is the activity of intellect in §41

the soul.82

It is characteristic of the human soul that it may learn, err, and remember.83§42

79 Evagrius Ponticus, Kephalaia Gnostica (S2), III.76 (129.9–12 Guillaumont; cf. Ramelli 2015: 

207).

80 Cf. Ps.-Aristotle, De Mundo 394a26–30. The Syriac version of this passage produced by Ser-

gius of Reshaina (cf. de Lagarde 1858: 141.29–142.6) does not correspond verbatim to the text 

above but shows close parallels to it and might even have served as its source.

81 A classification of propositions (statements) pertaining to Aristotle’s Prior Analytics.

82 Cf. Ps.-Michael Badoqa, Book of Definitions 32 (44.14–45.2).

83 Quotation from Severus of Antioch’s Second Letter to Sergius the Grammarian (Lebon 1949: 

136.25–27).
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T3: Natural Demonstration



f.178raܐܪƢźƀƃܘܣ܂ ܕƢƏܓƦƀƍƀƃ Ƒƀܐ ܬƦſŴŶܐ

Ə §1ܓƀــܐ̈ܬܐ܂ ܕſــƎ ܒــܐܕƣܐ ܐƀƌ̈ــƎ܂ Ŷــűܐ ƀŶــŴ̈ܬܐ ſųƇƃــƎ ܒܓƍــƐܐ

 ܘźƉــƏ̈ ƈܓƀــܐܐ܂ ܘܒƉŴ̈ƍƠܐ ܕƎſ ܒƍƀƍƊܐ ܗܘ܂ űŶ ܒܐܕƣܐ ܘܒƤƌƢܐ

 ܒܓƐƍܐ ܘŴƀŶܬܐ ܕܐƎƌƢƉ܂ ܐƍƄſܐ űŶ܉ ܘƆܐ ܕűŶ ܓŴƍƀƇܣ ܐƢƉ̇ ܗƌܐ

űŶ5ܐ܂ ŴƆ ܕƎſ ܒܐܕƣܐ ܗܝ܉ űŶܐ

2§ ܕܓــƊƣŴܐ܆ ܬŶــƉŴܐ ƀƆــƦܗ܂ ܕƀƠƉــƉ Ƌــűܡ ܕܐܘƀƏܐ܆ ܬƉŴŶܐ

 ƢźƏ ܘܒƈź̇ ܕܗ̇ܘܐ űƉܡ ܕܓƣűܐ܆ ܬƉŴŶܐ ƊƀƟ̈ܐ܂ ܬƦſƦƀƆ ܐܘƀƏܐ

ƎƉ̣ ųƇܒŴــŶ ܂ ܕܗ̇ܘƋــƀƏܐ ܕƉŴــŶܐ܆ ܬƀــƉ̈ܐ ܕƢܓــƘ ܐƀܐ܂ ܪܓــƢــſƢƟܘ 

 ܕܐܕƣܐ ܬŶــƉŴܐ ܘܕƘــƣŴܐ܂ ܕƦƉܬܙƍƖſــŴܬܐ ܪƤſܐ ܕƍƀƃܐ܆ ܬƉŴŶܐ

Ɖ 10ــƎ ܒƀƍƊــƍܐ ܕƤſƮƘــƏ Ǝܓƀܐ̈ܬܐ ƈƕ ܕƦƉܐƉ ƢƉܐ ܗ̇ܘ ܐƦſܘܗܝ܉

ܐƦſܘܗܝ܂ ܒƍƊܐ ŴƘܪųƍƣ ܘܗ̇ܘܐ ű̈Ŷܕܐ܂

3§ ܕƏ Ǝƙ̈ƇŷƤƉܓƀܐ̈ܬܐ ܕƉ ƈƕܐ ܗ̇ܘ ܐƦſܘܗܝ܉ ܕŴƘܪƍƣܐ ܬƉŴŶܐ

 ܐſــƦܘܗܝ܂ ܐƄſــƍܐ ܒűܐſــƘ ƅــŴܪųƍƣ ܘܐſــƦܘܗܝ ƦƉܐƉــƢ܂ ܒܐܕƣܐ

ــƇܐ ƀƇƉ Ƣــ ƀܬܐ ܓŴــ ƀƉܘ ƈــ ƕ ܐƤــ ƌƢ܂ ܒƢــ ƉܐƦƉ ƅــ ſܐűܐ ܒƍــ Ƅſܐ 

15 ܒƤƌƢܐ ܐƦſܘܗܝ ܓƢƀ ܕƍƉܐ ܐƦſܘܗܝ܂ ܒƍƉűܐ ܘŴƆ ܒƤƌƢܐ܉ ܐƦſܘܗܝ

űƃ ܐ̇ܠƤƌ ܉ƥƌܐ ܐƍƀŷƉ ƢƉܐƊƆ ܬܐ܂ŴƀŶܘܐܢ ܕ ƚƏŴƌ ܬܘܒ ŴƆܐƤƊƆ 

ƅــ ſܐ܉ ܕܕܐűــ ſܬܐ ܐŴــ ƀŶܐ ܕƦــ ƇƀƇƉ ܬܬܐŴــ ƀƉܐ ܘƞــ ſܬܪ Ŵــ ƀƍƙƊƆ 

 Ɗ̈ƀƠƉــƎ܃ ܘܐܕƣܐ ܗܘƆܐ ƉــƎ ܨܒŴ̈ܬܐ ܕƎſųƇƃ ܓƦƘ ƈźƉ ƢƀܓƊܐ܂

 ܐƃــƌŵܐ ƟــƎſųƊſŴ̇܂ ܐſــƦܘܗܝ ܘܐܕƣܐ ƆــųܘƆܐ ܕŷƘــƉ Ƌܐ ƉــƎ ܐܘ

col.b ܐƊƄƏــų܉ ܕƎſ ܐܕƣܐ ƎƉ ܕƤŷƌܐ܃ ܐƦſܘܗܝ ܗܘƆܐ | ƎƉ ܕܐűƌܪźƍſܐ

 ܒŷƙــƊܐ ܐƀŷſــſűܐ ܬܘܒ ܘܗ̇ܘ ܕܓــŴܐ܃ ܐƌــƤܐ ܒــƢ ܗ̇ܘ ܐܦ ܗƃــƍܐ

 ƇƃــŴƘ ųܪƍƣ̈ܐ܃ ƎƉ ܕܕŴƉܬܐ ܒƊŷƙܐ ܓƐƍܐ܉ ƎƉ ܐƦſܘܗܝ ܕܗܘƆܐ

Ǝſܒܐ ܕƃܐ ܪܘƌܗ Ŵƌܗ Ǝſܐ܉ ܕƤــƌƢܘܗܝ ܒƦــſܐ ܐƀــŶ ܐƇــƀƇƉ ܬܐ܃ŴــƀƉ 

ƅſܐ ܐƊŷƙܐ܂ ܗ̇ܘ ܕܒźƍſܪűƌܕܐ



Natural Demonstration by the Chief Physician Sergius1

All living beings are one in genus but multiple in species. Man is one in §1

species but multiple in number and in individual entities. Because of that, 

Galen states that (man) is one and not one,2 as we have said. Also, living being is 

one in genus but is not one in species.

Definition of substance: what is self-subsistent.3 Definition of body: a three-§2

dimensional substance.4 Definition of accident: what appears and perishes 

without the destruction of its subject.5 Definition of water: wet and cold body. 

Definition of nature: the principle of motion and rest.6 Definition of species: 

what is predicated of multiple things that are differentiated from one another 

in number and whose differentia is in what they are.7

Definition of differentia is: what is predicated of many things that differ in §3

species, and its differentia is in (answering the question) what kind of thing it 

is. For rational and mortal are predicated of man when (answering the 

question) what kind of thing man is and not when (answering the question) 

what he is. For if someone asks what man is, it is appropriate to say, “living 

being”. If, however, he would further ask what kind (of living being), it is 

proper to give the answer, “rational and mortal living being”. For since all 

things are constituted from matter and form or have subsistence from 

something similar to matter and form, just as a statue is (constituted) from 

matter which is bronze and form which is its figure, so also the universal and 

the particular man are (constituted) of genus which is similar to matter and of 

the differentia which is similar to an image, while the whole composition, i.e. 

rational mortal living being, is similar to a statue.8

1 T3 is a collection of fragments deriving from various sources, one of which is Sergius’ com-

mentary on the Categories (see §§10–11). It also includes fragments from Porphyry’s Isagoge 

and Proba’s commentary on the On Interpretation. It is only in this sense that Sergius is related 

to T3.

2 Cf. Galen, De Elementis (De Lacy 1996: 76–79 = I.434.5–436.2 Kühn).

3 Cf. Jacob of Edessa, Encheiridion 235.8 Furlani.

4 Cf. Ps.-Michael Badoqa, Book of Definitions 58 (52.12 Furlani).

5 Porphyry, Isag. 12.24–25. The text corresponds to Athanasius’ translation. Another version 

of the same passage is quoted in §4, below.

6 A very similar definition of nature appears in Jacob of Edessa’s Encheiridion (227.11–13 

Furlani). It is based on Arist. Metaph. 1015a13–15 (cf. Furlani 1921: 272). Cf. also Arist. Phys. 

192b20–23.

7 Definition based on Porphyry, Isag. 5.20–21. Cf. T2 §17 and Ps.-Michael Badoqa, Book of 

Definitions 30.11–12 Furlani; Jacob of Edessa, Encheiridion 239.5–7 Furlani.

8 This whole paragraph is a quotation from Porphyry, Isag. 11.7–17. The Syriac text derives 

from the early anonymous translation of the Isagoge (cf. Brock 1988: 25.6–26.5), corresponding 

to it almost in every detail, albeit containing some minor differences.
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ƢźƏ ƎƉ §4 ܘơŶƢƉ ܕܗ̇ܘܐ Ɖܐ ܗ̇ܘ ܐƦſܘܗܝ܉ ܕܓƣűܐ ܕƎſ ܬƉŴŶܐ

 ƤƉــƍܐ܉ ܓƦƆ ųƍƉ ƢƀܪƎſ̈܂ ܕŭƇƘƦƉ Ǝſ ܒų܂ ܕܗ̇ܘܐ Ɖܐ ܕܗ̇ܘ Ŷ̇ܒƇܐ

ųƍƉܐ ܘƆ ܐ܂ƍƤƉ ܗ̇ܝ Ƣƀܓ ƅƉűƌ܉ ܕƥƌܐ ܐƣűܘܗܝ ܓƦــſܐ܂ ܐƍــƀƍƤƉ 

 ܓــƣűܐ ܘܗܐ ƃــƀƣŴܐ܃ ܐܘ ƕــŴܪܒܐ ƀƍƤƉ ƎƉܐ Ɔܐ ܕƎſ ܐܘŴƊƃܬܐ

ــſƞܐ ܐƆܐ ܗ̣ܘ܉ Ɖ ܗ̣ܝ Ƌــ ƀƐƌܕ ƥــ ƌܒܐ ܐƣŴــ ŷܪܒܐ ܒŴــ ƕ ܪܐŴــ Ŷ 5 ܐܘ

 Ɖܐ ܕܗ̇ܘ ŶܒƢźƏ ƎƉ ųƇ ܒƣŴŷܒܐ ܓƀƣŴƃ űƃ ơŶƢƉ ųƍƉ ųƌŴܐ܃

ܒų܂ ܕܐƦſܘܗܝ

5§ ܕܗܘƌܐ ƠƉܒƍƇܐ ŴƀƉܬܐ ƇƀƇƉܐ ƀŶܐ ܐƦſܘܗܝ܉ ܕܒƤƌƢܐ ܬƉŴŶܐ

 ƀƐƉــƄܐ ܕܒƕŵــŴܪƦſ̈ܐ ƇƉــƦܐ ܕƇƙƟــܐܘܢ܉ ܬŶــƉŴܐ ܘܕƕűſــƦܐ܂

ƢƉ 10ܓƀƍƤــƦܐ܂ ƤƙƍƉــƦܐ ܐܘƏــƀܐ ܕƀŶــŴܬܐ܉ ܬŶــƉŴܐ ƐƆܓƀــܐ̈ܬܐ܂

 ܕܗ̇ܘ ƆܐܘƏــƀܐ ƤƉــŴܕƕܐ ܕܒƕŵــŴܪƦſ̈ܐ ƇƉــƦܐ ܕܬŶــƉŴܐ܉ ƇƉــƦܐ

ܕƋƀƏ܂

6§ ܐſــƦܘܗܝ ܕſــƎ ܐܕƣܐ ܕŴƀŶܬܐ܂ ܙƌܐ ܐƅſ ܓƐƍܐ ܗƈƀƃ ܐƦſܘܗܝ

ƅſܐ ܐƌܐ܂ ܙƤƌƢܐ ܕܒƍƣܪŴƘ Ǝſܕ ƅſܐ ܐƌܐ܂ ܙƇƀƇƉܐ ܕƍƃܐܦ ܬܘܒ ܗ 

15 ܕŶــŴܪܐ ܙƌܐ ܐſــƅ ܘܓــƣűܐ ܕܓƃŴŷــŴܬܐ܂ ܙƌܐ ܐſــƅ ܕƀƇſــŴܬܐ

ܕŴƠƌܡ܂ ܐܘ ܐƥƌ ܕƦƌܒ ܘܗ̇ܝ ܘܐܘƊƃܐ܃

Ƒƍܓ ƎــƀƐ̈ƍܓ ƈــƀƃܘܗܝ܉ ܗƦــſܐ ܗ̇ܘ ܐƉ ƦــƀƆܐ ܕƐــƍܐ ܓƌƢــŶ7§ ܐ

ƁƇƖƉ܂ ܕųƍƉ ܐܕܫ Ǝƀƣ̈܉ ܐܕƎſܐ ܗ̇ܘ ܕƉ ƦƀƆܐ ܕƣܐ ܐܕƌƢŶܐ ƦــŶƦƆ 

 ܐƌƮŶܐ ܓƐƍ̈ܐ ܐƦſ ܐܕƎƀƣ̈܆ ܘƆܐܕܫ ܕƎſ ܓƎƀƐ̈ƍ ܓųƍƉ ƦƕƞƉ Ƒƍ܂

20 ܐŶــƌƢܐ Ɖــűܡ ƆــŴܬ ƐƌƦƉܒƀــƃ Ǝــű ܐƆܐ ܗƌ̣ــŴܢ܂ ƃــű ܗŴƌ̣ܢ ܘܐܕƣ̈ܐ

ܗܘƎſ܂ ܘܐƌƢŶܐ

ƀƍ̈ƀƃ §8ــƦܐ܉ ܕܨܒــŴ̈ܬܐ Ʀƀƍ̈ƀƃ ƎƍſŵŶܐ܂ ܨܒŴ̈ܬܐ ƈźƉ ܕܐűƍƐƄƆܪܘܣ

ƎſųƍƉ Ǝ ̣Ɖ̇ ƈźƉ ƎſųƤƙƌ Ǝــſų̈ſƦſܐ ƎــſųƍƉ Ǝــſܕ ƈــźƉ ܐ܂ƦــƀƌƮŶܐ 

ƅſ܉ ܕܐƎƄſܐ ܐƤƌƢܒ Ǝ ̣Ɖ̇ ƈźƉ ųƤƙƌ ܘܗܝ܂Ʀſܐ ܐűــſܐ Ǝــſܐ ܕƇܘܪܓــ 

ƈźƉ ܐƦŷƤŶ ųƇſ܂ ܕųƀƇƉŴƣܐ ܘƌŵƃܐ Ǝſܬܐ ܕŴ̈ܐ ܕܨܒƦــƀƍ̈ƀƃ ƎــƀƆ25 ܗ

Ǝ ܕŵŷƊƆ ƎſųƍƉܐ܂ ܐƦſ ܘܒܐܘŴ̈ƍƉܬܐ ܗƍƃܐ ƎƍſŵŶ܉ ̣Ɖ̇ ƈźƉ ƎſųƤƙƌ 

 ܒƐــƌƮƕŴܐ ƦƉܕƀƉ̈ــƃ Ǝــű ܐƀƌƮŶــƦܐ܂ źƉــƈ ܕſــſųƍƉ ƎــƎ ܐƎſų̈ſƦſ܉

f.178v ܐų̇ſƦſ܉ ƈźƉ  ̇ųƤƙƌ | ܕƆܐ ƦƤ̈Ɵܬܐ ܕƕܒű̈ܝ ܐܘŴƍƉܬܐ ܐƀƍ̈ƀƃ ƅſܐ܂
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Definition of accident is: what appears and vanishes without the destruc-§4

tion of its subject. It is divided into two: either it is separable or inseparable. 

That a man has to sleep is a separable accident. Blackness, on the other hand, as 

soon as it occurred may not be separated from a raven or an Ethiopian, 

although it is possible that someone would imagine in his mind a white raven 

or Ethiopian, thus separating in his mind their colour from them without 

destruction of their subjects.9

Definition of man is: rational mortal living being, receptive of intellect and §5

knowledge. Definition of title (κεφάλαιον): a phrase which may comprise 

multiple words in the form of a few. Definition of living being: animate sensit-

ive substance. Defining account: account which in a few words signifies the 

substance of the subject.

So, genus is, for instance, living being. Species is, for instance, man. Differ-§6

entia is, for instance, rational. Furthermore, characteristic property is, for 

instance, being capable of laughter. And accident is, for instance, white or black, 

and when someone is sitting or standing.10

Now, the most generic genus is that above which there is no other genus. §7

The most specific species is that which has no other species below it. And 

between the most generic genus and the most specific species there are other 

entities which are at the same time genera and species, depending on whether 

they are taken in relation to one thing or to another.11

Alexander on natural things:12 We see that among natural things some exist §8

on behalf of themselves and some on behalf of other things. For instance, a man 

exists on behalf of himself, while a hand and a leg exist on behalf of (the body) 

to which they belong and which they make complete. And just as we have seen 

this in natural things, so too we shall observe that among crafts some exist on 

behalf of themselves, while some exist on behalf of other things, thus being 

similar to natural entities. For instance, the craft of producing bows exists not 

9 Just like the previous paragraph, §4 is a verbatim quotation of Porphyry, Isag. 12.24–13.3 

according to the 6th-cent. anonymous translation (cf. Brock 1988: 29.2–9) from which it devi-

ates in some minor details. Cf. §2 above.

10 The text is identical to T2 §17 (first part). It ultimately goes back to Porphyry, Isag. 2.17–22.

11 Just as §§3–4, this paragraph derives from the Isagoge (4.16–20). It again derives from the 

6th-cent. anonymous translation (cf. Brock 1988: 9.9–14), differing from it in minor details.

12 The name in the subtitle most likely refers to Alexander of Aphrodisias. The following text 

derives from the introductory part of Proba’s commentary on the On Interpretation that is 

heavily dependent on the Greek sources. In the extant witnesses to Proba’s work, we find no 

references to Alexander, although he is quoted by Proba on another occasion, i.e. in the second 

part of his commentary on the Isagoge (cf. Baumstark 1900: 6.17). In his commentary on the 

On Interpretation, Ammonius frequently quotes Alexander, and it is possible that these 

quotations served as a source for Proba.
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 ܐŶــƢܬܐ ܐܘƍƉــŴܬܐ ŴƆ ƈźƉ ܕŴźƤƃ Ǝſܬܐ ŴźƤƃܬܐ܂ ƈźƉ ܐƆܐ

ų̇Ƥƙƌ܂ ƈźƉ ܐƆܐ ܐų̇ſƦſ܉

Ƣƣ ƎƉ §9ܪܐ ܕƢƙƌܘܫ ܐƦſܘܗܝ܉ ܕŴƇƀƇƉܬܐ ܘƊƆŴƣܐ ܘܗŴƃܬ ܘܬܘܒ܂

ܕܓŴƇܬܐ܂

5 ܗƈƀƃ ܐܕƣܐ ܕܐƦƣܐ܂ ƉܐƢƉܐ ƎƉ ܐܪƢźƀƃܘܣ ܕƢƏܓƑƀ ܘܬܘܒ §10

 ŭƇƘƦƉ܂ Ŵ̈ƍƉܢ ƆܐܪܒƗ ܘƍƤ̈ŷƉܐ ƣŴ̈ƤŶܐ ܕƇƀŶ̈ܐ ܗƎƀƆ ܕܬƦƆܐ ܗƌܐ

ųــƍƉ Ƣــƀܓ ųــƇƄƆ űــŶ ܐƣܬܐ ܐܕŴ̈ܫ܉ ܕܨܒــűܓــ ƅــſܐ ܐƌــܓܐ ܙƆܕܬ 

 ܐƆܐ ƀƄƣــŸ܉ ܓƍــƐܐ ŶــƇƄƆ űــƆ ųــŴ ܘƍƉــų ܘƍƠƀƠƆــƑ܂ ܘƆܐƄſűƙƏܐ

ــŴ̈ܬܗ܂ ƍƊܒ ƅــ ſܪܘܬܐ ܐŴــ Ŷ  ̇ܬܐ ܐܘŴــ Ɗƃܐ ܐܘƤــ ƃƢܐ܃ ܒƤــ ƍƀƍ̈ܘܒܒ 

10 ܓűܫ űƀƇſܘܬܐ ܘƍƀƃ ƎƉ̣ܐƦſ ܬܘܒ ܘųƍƉ ܐƦƀƌƮŶܐ܂ űƉܡ ܘܒŴ̈ƀŷܬܐ

Ǝſųܬܐ܉ ܒŴ̈ܒƞܒ ƅــſܬܐ ܐŴــƊƃܐ ܐܘƀƣŴ̈ــƃܪܘܬܐ ܕŴــŶܐ܂ ܘƆܘƢــſܕܐ 

ƎƉ̣ܬܐ ܗ̇ܝ ܘƢــŶܫ ܐűܐ ܓــƠــƀƤƘܪܐ܂ ܘƦــƤƌܕ ƅــſܬܐ ܐŴــƠƊƏ ƎــƉ̣ܕ 

ܕƦƇŶܐ܂ ܕƎƉ̣ ܓƌŴܐ ܘƁƌŴƣ ܬƞƊŶܬܐ

ŴƆ Ǝſܐ ܕƮܓƙܐ ܒƊƣŴ̈ܘܒܓ Ǝƀƣűܐ ܓƀƌ̈ܙ ƎƀƆܕ܉ ܗŴŷƇܐ ܒƆ11§ ܐܦ ܐ

15 ܒƄــƀƣŴܐ܉ ܗܘſܐ űƀƇſܘܬܐ ƎƉ̣ ܕܐܘŴƊƃܬܐ ܓƢƀ ܙƌܐ ܐƅſ ܒƤƙƍܐ܂

 ܕܐſــƅ ܐŶــƌƢܐ Ɖــűܡ ƀƌŴƣܐ ܐܘ̇  ƦƊŶܐ ܕܐܦ ܐƦƉܝ ܐƦſ ܗƍƃܐ

 ܬܘܒ ܐƃــƌŵܐ ܕܒƌƢــƤܐ܂ ƀƉűƟܐ űƆŴƉܗ ƎƉ̣ ܒƤƙƍܐ ܒų̇  ܗܘ̇ܐ ܗƌܐ܃

ƁƌŴƣܐ ܕƌŴܓ ƎƉ̣ ܐƦƇŶܫ ܕűܐ܃ ܓƢܓƙƆ ܬܐŴƠƉŴƏܘ ƎƉ̣ ܬܐ܉ƞƊŶܬ 

 ܐܘ̇  ƀƌƦƊŶــƦܐ ŷƆــƢܬܐ܃ ƙƌــƤܐ ܗܘẛܐ Ɖــűܡ ŶــƤܐ Ɖ̣ــƎ ܐܦ ܗƍƃܐ

20ܕܗ̣ܘ܂ ܐƎƄſ ܕƙƇŷƤƉܐ ܐܘ̇  Ʀƀƍƣܐ

ƉűƟ §12ــƀܐ ܘܬƀƆــſƦܐ܂ ܘܬܪƍſܐ ƀƉűƟܐ ܐųſƦſܘܢ܉ ܬƦƆܐ ƮƘܨܘƘܐ

 ܕƇźƉــƦܗ ܗ̇ܘ ܬſƦƀƆܐ ܐƢƉ̇܂ ܕŴƆܬܗ ܗ̇ܘ ܬܪƍſܐ ƦƇƉܐ܂ ܕųƍƉ ܗ̇ܘ

ܐƢƉ̇܂

ƦƉ §13ܒƀƖــƎ܂ ܕƃــƦܒܐ ſƢƟــƍܐ ƃــƈ ܕűƟܡ ܐųſƦſܘܢ Ƈƙ̈Ɵܐܐ ƣܒƖܐ

ƦƀƉűƟ ܥ ܙܕܩűƊƆ ܡűƟܐ ܕƍſƢƟ ƈƃܒܐ ܕƦƃ ܐܐƇƙ̈Ɵ ܡűƉ ܃ƎƀƖܒƦƉ 25

ƈźƉܐ ܘƌܗ ƦſܐƉűƟ ƢƉܐƌ ܐƊƃ ܘܢųــſƦſــܐܐ ܐƇƙ̈Ɵ ܂ƎــƀƖܒƦƉܕ 

ƎƀƇſܘܢ ܘܕܐųſƦſܐ ƈźƉܐ ܘƍƉ ܂ƎــƀƖܒƦƉ ܐƖܒــƣ ƎــƉ̇ ܘܢųــſƦſܐ 

 ƀƌــƤܐ܂ ܗƀƆــƎ܂ ܕſــƎ ܐſƦſــųܘܢ ƦƉܒƀƖــƎ܂ ƃــƦܒܐ ƃــƈ ܕƟــűܡ Ƈƙ̈Ɵܐܐ
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on behalf of itself but on behalf of archery, while archery exists not on behalf of 

another craft but on behalf of itself.13

And further:14 also, the aim of logic is to differentiate between truth and §9

falsehood.15

And further, from the chief physician Sergius, from Book Six:16 Now, this §10

third species (of quality, which includes) affections and affective faculties, is 

subdivided into four parts. For either it occurs to one whole species of things, 

like (whiteness to) snow, white lead, and swan;17 or it is found not in one whole 

genus but in its parts, like whiteness and blackness in horses, men, and other 

living beings; or, further, it is present in things naturally and from birth, like 

blackness of Ethiopians and ruddiness of Illyrians; and finally, it appears but 

may be easily lost, like redness caused by shame or pallor caused by fear.

These qualities, however, occur not only in (human) bodies and in (other) §11

bodies but also in 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 

as a result of fear and redness as a result of shame, so too the soul may become 

irascible, or mad, or change in other ways from some affection.

There are three persons (πρόσωπα): the first, the second, and the third.18 §12

The first person is from whom speech originates. The second is to whom one 

speaks. The third is about whom one speaks.

There are seven preliminaries (κεφάλαια) that should be investigated §13

before the reading of every book.19 First of all, it is necessary to understand that 

before the reading of every book certain preliminary questions should be 

investigated. Because of this, one shall first state how many preliminary 

questions there are and why they should be investigated. Now, the preliminar-

ies to be studied before every book are seven, and they are the following: goal, 

13 Proba, In De Int., introduction (62.3–63.6 Hoffmann).

14 The adverb “further” (tub) signifies that the following text derives from the same source, 

i.e. Proba’s commentary.

15 Proba, In De Int., introduction (63.13–14 Hoffmann).

16 The following §§10–11 derive from Sergius, In Cat. §§374–375 (380.1–15 Arzhanov), whose 

text is quoted in some parts in the corrupted form. Sergius’ account shows parallels to 

Ammonius, In Cat. 86.2–12 Busse and Philoponus, In Cat. 147.9–149.10 Busse.

17 The Syriac text is corrupt.

18 Cf. Jacob of Edessa, Letter on Syriac Orthography (Phillips 1869: 15).

19 Just as §§8–9 above, the following paragraph derives from the introductory part of Proba’s 

commentary on the On Interpretation, whose text is quoted in the abridged form with some 

modifications (cf. 63.23–30, 64.1, 64.29–65.5, 65.10–18 Hoffmann).
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col.b ܕܪܘƣــƊܐ | ƇƕــƦܐ ƄŹــƐܐ܂ ƦſƦŶܐſــƦ܂ ܐſــƦܘܗܝ ܕƍƉــŴŷƤŶ Ŵܬܐ܂

 ܐƦſܘܗܝ܉ ܗƤƀƌ ƈƀƃܐ ơƇƏ̇܂ ŴƍƉ ܘŴƆܬ ܕƇƙ̈ƠƆܐܐ܂ ƆŴƘܓܐ ܕƦƃܒܐ܂

 ܗܕܐ܂ źƉــƦƉ ƈܒƖــƀܐ ܕƃــƦܒܐ ŷƤŶــƦܐ ƦƉܗܘƌــƎ܂ ܕűƟܡ ƊƆŴƣܐ

ــƈ ܕܙܕܩ ــűܡ ܕƃـ ــƉ Ǝـ ــű ܕܒƍƀƖـ ــŴܬܐ ƖƊƆܒـ ــűܗ ܒźƀƙŷـ  ܘƆܐ Ɩƌܒـ

5 ܐƉــƦܝ ƍſƢƖƏــƎ ܒźƀƙŷــŴܬܐ ܗſűſــƎ ܕſــƎ ܨܒŴܬܐ ƈƃ ܒƊܐŴƍſܬܐ܂

 ܒƍƀƖــƃ ƎــƦܒܐ ܐſــƦܘܗܝ ܕƎſ ܕƎƍƀƙƇſ ŴƍƉ܂ ܕųƍƉ̇  ܕŴſܬܪƌ̈ܐ ܕƦŷƤŶܐ

ƦــƀƉűƟ Ǝــ ̣Ɖ̇ ƈــźƉ Ǝــƀƍ̈ــܐܢ ܕܙܒƀ̈ܓƏ ܐƆܐ ܕƍŶŴܒــ ƎــƀƐƀƙŹƦƉ ƎــƍŶ 

 ܕܬܪ̈ܬſــƎ ܕܐƉــƢܗ̇܂ ܗ̇ܘ ܕƢƘܨܘƘܐ ܘܪܒŴܬܐ ܒƢƀŷܘܬܐ ƦƇƊƆ ƈźƉܐ܂

 ܕƮƘܨܘƘܐ ųƊƤƉܘܬܐ ܒűƀ ܕųƇſܘܢ ܕܘܓźƊ̈ܐ ܒƤ̈ƀܐ ŴƇƖƌܢ ܕƆܐ ܕƎſ܉

ſ 10ــųƍƙƆŴܘܢ ܒــƦܪ ƀƤ̈ƙƆــźܐ ƌܓƘƢــŴܢ ܗܕܐ ܘƉــƦƊƆ ƎܗŴƍƊſ܂ ܕŴ̈ƣܐ

 ܪܓــƇܐ ܕܪܓܐ Ɖ̣ــƎ ܕƖƆــƈ ܙܕܩ ܕƆܐ ƦƉܒــƖܐ܉ ܕſــƄŹ ƎــƐܐ ܒƀــƤܐ܂

 ƦƉ ƈźƉܒƖܐ܉ ܕƦƃܒܐ ܕƎſ ܪܘƊƣܐ ܕŴźƇƘܢ܂ ƦƇƉܐ ܐƦƊƌ ƅſܘܚ܉

ــƍܐ ܗ̣ܘ ܕܐܦ ſܕųƉ űــ ſܐ ܕܨƤــ ƀƌ ܘܗܝ܂Ʀــ ſܡ ܗ̇ܘ ܐűــ Ɖ Ƣــ ƀܐ ܓƤــ ƀƌܕ 

 ƇƉــƚ ܐűŷƃܐ Əܓƀܐ̈ܢ ܙܒƎƀƍ̈ ܕƦƃܒܐ ܪܘƊƣܐ ŴŷƉܐ܉ ܒƐܓƀ̈ܐܬܐ

ــƎ܂ Ɔ ܓܐƆŴــƘ Ǝــſــܐܐ ܕƇƙ̈ƠƆܐ ܕƞــƆܥ܉ ܐűــ ƊƆ ܝƦــ Ɖܬܐ ܕܐŴــ ƀƆŴƃ15 ܕ

 ܕƇƘƦƉ ƦƇƀƆܓܐ܉ Ŵ̈ƍƊƆܬܐ űƃ ܐų̇ſƦſ܉ ƦƠƐƕ ŴƕűſƦƊƆ ܕܨܒŴܬܐ

 ܕܗƀƆــƕűƀƆ ƎــƦܐ ܕƀƏــƉ Ƌــűܡ ܗ̇ܘ ƌƦƉــųܪ ܘܗƍƃܐ ܗܘſ̈ܐ܂ ƍƙƆŴƀƆܐ

ƎƀܒƢƟƦƉ܂ ܕųƆ ܐƌܬܪŴƉ ܘܗܝ ܐܪܐƦſܓܐ ܐƆŴƘܐܐ܂ ܘƇƙ̈ƠƆܐ ܕűẛܐƆܕ 

Ǝــ ſܬܐ ܕŴــ ــƋ ܨܒ ŷ̇Ɔ ܐƀــ ƖܒƦƉ ƚــ ƆܐƊƆ ܥűــ ƌܐ ܕűــ ẛܐƆܐ ܕƦــ ƍƉ 

Ƌŷ̇Ɔ20܂ ܕܐܘŴ̈ƍƉܬܐ
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usefulness, to whom (the book) truly belongs, order, reason for the title of the 

book, division into chapters, and where it leads to.20 Now, the goal is the aim 

which we consider from the onset in our minds.21 One shall inquire into the 

usefulness of a book, since we shall perform everything we intend to do with 

diligence and not with negligence, and we can do something diligently after we 

have learned the profits to be gained from it. Also, we ask beforehand from 

whom a book derives, since very often we put our faith in a writing without 

further examination because of the reliability and greatness of the person who 

(supposedly) composed it. And secondly, it is through the authority of those 

persons who are trustworthy that (some authors) introduce their evil ideas 

(δόγματα) and thereby make common people follow their evil teachings. One 

shall also inquire into the order, lest he extend the step of his foot farther than 

necessary, according to the saying of Plato.22 Now, one shall inquire into the title 

of a book because it also serves as a guide to its aim. For while the aim may be 

revealed in multiple ways, the title of a book will often teach us about it in a 

concise manner. We also ought to inquire into the division into chapters, for 

when it is necessary to understand the subject matter in its entirety, it should 

be divided into parts that are easier to learn, and in this way the subject matter 

that should be understood will become clearer to those who approach it. This is 

the usefulness of the division into chapters. It is also necessary to learn what 

something agrees with in order to know to which part of crafts it belongs.23

20 Cf. Ammonius, In Isag. 21.8–10 Busse: ὁ σκοπὸς τὸ χρήσιμον τὸ γνήσιον ἡ τάξις τῆς ἀνα-

γνώσεως ἡ αἰτία τῆς ἐπιγραφῆς ἡ εἰς τὰ κεφάλαια διαίρεσις καὶ ὑπὸ ποῖον μέρος ἀνάγεται τὸ 

παρὸν σύγγραμμα. Ammonius thus describes the last preliminary point somewhat differently 

as the question “under what part (of philosophy) the current work is subsumed” (cf. Chase 

2020: 34).

21 Cf. Ps.-Michael Badoqa, Book of Definitions 49 (49.15 Furlani).

22 A quotation from Plato’s Phaedrus 237b-c (cf. Elias, In Cat. 127.7–9 Busse) used by Proba in 

a passage which is missing in the fragment quoted here (64.18–20 Hoffmann). Nevertheless, 

the compiler of the present collection found it necessary to add the reference to Plato (absent 

in Proba’s text), although he does not actually quote the passage. For Plato’s quotation in 

Proba, cf. Arzhanov 2019b: 7–8.

23 Cf. Ammonius, In Isag. 21.10 Busse, who speaks of parts of philosophy.





 Open Access. © 2026 Yury Arzhanov, published by De Gruyter.  This work is licensed under the Creative 

Commons Attribution 4.0 International License.

https://doi.org/10.1515/9783112234358-007

|
T4: Natural Treatise



ƀƍƀƃF5v | C163rbܐ ƇƇƊƉܐ

1§ ܕƊƇƃــűܡ ܐƃƦƏــƈ܂ ܗƃــƍܐ ܐܘƏــƀܐ܉ ܐƌــƦ ܕƊ̇ƣــƗ ܐƉــƦܝ

 ܘܐܢ ܒƍƀƍ̈ــƤܐ ܐܢ ܐſــƦܘܗܝ܂ ܐܘƏــƀܐ ܘƀƠƉــƍƟ ƋــƉŴܐ ܕܐſــƦܘܗܝ
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ــܐ̈ܕܐ ƣ ܐ܂ ܘܐܢƦــ Ƥ̈ƙƌ ܐ ܘܗ̣ܘƍــ ƀƃ ܬܐŴــ ſƦƀƆܐ ܕܬƦــ ƤſűƟ ܐƀــ Ə5 ܐܘ

 ܐſــƦܘܗܝ܉ ܐܘƏــƀܐ ܕܐƦſ ܕűƊƇƃܡ ƤƉ ƅƆܐܠ ܐƥƌ ܘܐܢ ƦƉܐƢƉ܂

 ܘܐܢ ܐſــƦܘܗܝ܂ ܐܘƏــƀܐ ƀƆــƦܗ ܕƀƠƉــűƊƇƃ Ƌܡ ܐƆܐ Ɔܐ܂ ƍƘ ųƆܐ

ƢƉܐ ƅƆ ܐƃŴƤŶܐ ܕƦــƀźŶܐ ܘƀــƏܘܢ܉ ܐܘųــſƦſܐ ƢــƉ̣ܐ Ʀــƌܐ܂ ܐƆ 

ƈźƉ ܐƃŴƤŶܐ ܕƦƀźŶܘ ŴƆ ܐƉŴƍƟ Ʀſܐ űŷƆ ܘܢ܉ųƍƉ ܐƆܐ ܐƃŴƤŶ 

ƢƉܐƦƉ ƈźƉ ܘܬܐŵƀƇܗܪܐ܂ ܓŴƌܐ ܕƦƀźŶܘ ƈźƉ ơŶƢƉܕ ƥƌܐ ƎƉ 10
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2§ ܕƄƉــƎ܉ Ɖــűܡ ܘƀƃــƍܐ ƦƉܐƉــƢ ܐܘƀƏܐ ƦƀƆܗ ܕƋƀƠƉ ܘűƊƇƃܡ

 ܘƦſܐ܉ ܘƍƀƃܐ ܐܘƀƏܐ ܕƋƀƠƉ܂ űƉܡ ܘƉŴƍƟܐ ܕŸƀƄƣ܉ űƉܡ ܘƦẛܐ

űŷƇƃ ܘܢųƍƉ Ǝſ̈ܪƦܒ Ǝƀƌ̈ܙ ƈƟƦƤƉ | ܂ƢƉܐƦƉܘ űŷܐ ܒƌܙ ƈƕ ܘܢųƇƃ C163v

Ƈƃ 15ــųܘܢ ƉــŷƆ ƎــŴܕܘܗܝ ܕſƢƘــƉ ƥܐ ܒƌƢــƤܐ ܕƃــƈ ܘܒܐŶــƌƢܐ ܒƍƀƍ̈ــƤܐ܂
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Natural Treatise1

When you hear (the word) “substance”, you shall understand it as follows. §1

Everything that has individual subsistence2 and exists (by itself) is a substance,3 

be it men, or animals, or plants, or fishes, or stones, or angels, or demons, or 

souls. Also, the nature of the Holy Trinity is called substance.4 If, however, 

someone asks you whether everything that exists is a substance, answer him 

“No.” But it is everything that subsists by itself that is substance.5 And if one 

states to you that darkness and sin are substances, tell him “No.” Because 

neither darkness nor sin have individual subsistence, but we speak of darkness 

because of the absence of light and of sin because a man withdraws from doing 

good and is doing evil.

Everything that subsists by itself is called substance, i.e. a certain nature §2

that is formed, a certain essence that is found,6 and a certain individual that 

subsists. Substance, nature, and essence — each one of them is comprehended 

and spoken of in two ways. One way is to speak of all of men; the other one is to 

speak of each man alone as separate from all men, i.e. to speak either collect-

ively or about one man. Also, essence is spoken of a whole and of an individual 

who is separated in his particularity and singularity from all men. However, an 

individual is spoken of in one way only, for we do not say that an individual 

comprises multiple individuals but only himself.7

And furthermore, if someone asks you whether the universal substance §3

that embraces all individual men has individual being and exists for its own 

sake, answer him “No.” Rather, tell him that the universal substance embraces 

1 The term “natural” in the title most likely refers to substance (“nature”) as this forms the 

main subject matter of the present treatise.

2 Syr. qnoma, usually corresponding to Gr. ὑπόστασις.

3 Cf. the definition of kyana, “nature”, which appears as a synonym for substance in T5 §6 

and in Ps.-Michael Badoqa, Book of Definitions 7 (26.1–2 Furlani). Cf. the use of kyana in the 

next §2.

4 Cf. T2 §11 and T7 §16.

5 Cf. Sergius, In Cat. 142.17–19 Arzhanov; Jacob of Edessa, Encheiridion 227.24, 228.18–19 

Furlani.

6 Cf. Jacob of Edessa, Encheiridion 235.16–17 Furlani.

7 The four terms discussed in this paragraph — “substance” (ʾusiya), “nature” (kyana), “indi-

vidual being” (qnoma), and “essence” (yata) — form the main subject matter of Jacob of Edes-

sa’s Encheiridion, a text that also discusses “person” (parṣopa) and “species” (adša).
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 ܘܬܘܒ ܐų̇ſƦſ܂ ܘųƍƉ ųƆ ܕƉŴƍƟ ƋƀƠƉܐ ܓŴƆ Ƣƀ ܕܒƤƍƀƍ̈ܐ܂ ƉŴ̈ƍƟܐ

 ܕƉܐ ܐƌــƆ ƦــƘ ųــƍܐ ܐſــƦܘܗܝ܉ ܐܘƏــƀܐ ܕƉŴƍƟܐ ƤƉ ƅƆܐܠ ܐܢ

ųƍƉܕ ųƆܫ ܘƢــƘƦƉ ܂Ǝــſܘܐܢ ܐ ƢــƉܐ ƅــſ܉ ܕܐƎــƄſܐ ƢــƉ܉ | ܐųــƆ col.b

 ܕƀƍƣƢƘــųܝ źƉــƍƉ ƈــųܘܢ܃ űŷƇƄƆ ܐƎƍſƢƉ ܘŴƆŴƘܣ ܕƢźƘܘܣ ܐƌŵƃܐ

ųƊƤܒ ƎƉ ųƇƃ ܐƍــƀƃ ܐƀƌŴܐ ܓــƀــƏܕܐܘ ƢــƉܐƦƉ ܐƍــƀƃܐ ܘƦــſ5 ܘ

ܘƉŴƍƟܐ܂

Ɔ §4ــų̇ܝ ܐƃƦƏــƈ܉ ܐƦƌ ܕƉ ƗƊƣܐ ܓƎƀƐƍ̈ ܓƑƍ ܐܘƀƏܐ ܘܬܘܒ܉

 ̇ųſƦſܕܬܐ ܕܐŴŶܘܢ ܐųƇƃܐ܂ ܕƐƍ̈ܐ ܗܕܐ ܕܗ̣ܝ ܓƣƢƘƦƉ ܐƊƣŴܓƆ 

 Ƈƃــųܘܢ ܕܒƍƀƍ̈ــƤܐ ܐƃــƌŵܐ ƀƇƉــƇܐ܉ ܘƆــƇܐ ܘƀƇƊƆــƇܐ ܓƤــŴܡ܃ ܘƆــƇܐ

10 ܐſــƅ ܬܘܒ܉ ܓƤــŴܡ ܘƆــƇܐ ܪ̈ܓــƤܐ܂ ܬƀŶــƦ ܕƙƌــƈ ܘűƊƇƃܡ ܘƞƌ̈ܒƦܐ

 ܘƊŶــƮܐ ܬܘܪ̈ܐ ܐſــƅ ܬܘܒ ƀƇƉــƇܐ ƇƆܐ ܘƦƤƙ̈ƌܐ܂ ܘƣܐ̈ܕܐ ƇƉܐƃ̈ܐ

ــƤܐ ƃ̈ܐ ܘܪƃƢــ ƣܬܐ܂ ܘŴــ ƀŶ̈ܐ ܕƤــ ƙƍƆ ܉Ǝــ ſܐ ܕƌŵــ ƃܐ ƈــ ƃܕ Ɓــ Ŷܘܪܒܐ ܕ 

ƗſܬܙƦƉܐ ܘƍƤƙƌ ܘܗܝ܂Ʀſܐ ܐƍــƤƙƌ ƅــſܐ ܐƤــƍƀƍ̈ܒ ƅــſܐ ܘܐƢــƀƖܒ 

ƅſܐ܂ ܘܐƦ̈ܒƞƌ ܐƦ̈ܒƞƌ Ƣƀܐ ܓƦــƀƍƤ̈ƙƌ ܢƮــƉܐƦƉ ƎــƘܐ ܐƆ Ʀــſܐ 

ƎſųƆ ܗ̇ܝ ƎƖ̈ſܬܙƦƌܕ ƎƉ ܐƃܐ܉ ܕܘƃܘűƆ ܐƆܐ ƈźƉ ƎƀƏܬܪƦƉܕ Ǝƀ15 ܘܪ̈ܒ

ƦƉܐƮƉܢ܂ ƦƀƍƤ̈ƙƌܐ

ƖƊƣ C164rܐ ſŵŶܐ ܐƈƃƦƏ܉ | ܐƦƌ ܕƗƊƣ ܐƦƉܝ ܕܪ̈ܓƤܐ ܕƊƣ Ǝſܐ §5

 ܪ̈ܓــƤܐ ƊŶــƤܐ ܓƢƀ ܒƎƀƆų ܕƮƀŷƌܐ܂ ƟŴƏܐ ܕƄŶܐ ƦƊƖŹܐ ܓƦƤܐ

ƥܓƢƉ ܐ܂ƤƌƢܒ ƈƕܘ ƈƃ ܡűƉ ƗſܬܙƦƉܪ ܕŴƖƐƌ ܘܢų܂ ܒــƗــſܬܙƦƉ 

20 ܐܪƕܐ ܐƃƦƏــƈ܉ ܗƀƆــƎ ܐƌــƦ ܕƊƣ̇ــƗ ܐƉــƦܝ ܕܐźƏــƐƃŴ̈ܐ Ɗƣܐ

 ܐźƏ̈ــƐƃŴܐ܂ ܐܪ̈ܒــƖܐ ܐſƦſــųܘܢ ܗƀƆــƎ ܘܐܐܪ܂ ܘƌــŴܪܐ ܘƉ̈ــƀܐ

 ܘƣــܐ̈ܕܐ ܓƇƉ Ƣƀܐƃ̈ܐ ƋƀƠƉ܂ ųƍƉܘܢ ܓƊƣŴܐ ܕܐƦſܘܗܝ ܘűƊƇƃܡ

 ƀƕűſƦƉــƎ ܒŷƇــŴܕ ܕܒــųܘƌܐ źƉــƕű̈ſƦƉ ƈــƍܐ܉ ſƢƟƦƉــƎ ܘƤ̈ƙƌــƦܐ

ƦƀŶܘܬ űŶ ƎƉ ܐƤܐ ܪ̈ܓƆ ܂ƎƀƇƙƌ ܐƉŴŶܐ ܬƃܐƇƉܘܗܝ܉ ܕƦــſܐ ܐƀــŶ 

ــƇܐ ƀƇƉ ܐƆ ܬܐ܂Ŵــ ƀƉ ܐƉŴــ Ŷܐ ܬƤــ ƌƢܘܗܝ܉ ܕܒƦــ ſܐ ܐƀــ Ŷ ܐƇــ ƀƇƉ 25

ــŴܬܐ܃ ــƍܐ ƀƉـ ــƦܐ܂ ܕܗܘƌܐ ƠƉܒƇـ ــŴܬܐ܉ ܘܕƕűſـ ــƦܐ Ɔܐ ƀŶـ  ƇƀƇƉـ

.add. C in marg ܐƥƌ + [ܐƌŵƃܐ   12
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all individual men but has no individual being and does not exist for its own 

sake. And further, if someone asks you if substance is an individual, answer 

him: “Yes, if it is divided in itself.” And if he asks: “Give me an example”, tell 

him: “For instance, since Peter or Paul are differentiated through their names 

from the whole of the universal substance, each one of them is called 

substance, nature, essence, and individual.”8

Further, when you hear that substance is the most generic genus, you shall §4

understand it to mean that it embraces all genera. It is divided into body and 

incorporeal, and (further) into rational and irrational. (Body) is, for instance, all 

men, plants, and everything that falls under perception; while incorporeal is, 

for instance, angels, demons, and souls. Irrational is, for instance, bulls, 

donkeys, horses, and other animals. Regarding soul: everything that lives, 

grows, and moves is animate. Animate is, for instance, men, animals, and 

plants. Now, we call plants animate, even though none among them are moving 

from place to place. However, since they are nourished and grow, we still refer 

to them as animate.9

When you hear the name “senses”, it means: sight, hearing, touch, taste of §5

the palate, smell of the nostrils. For it is through these five senses that a man 

perceives and through which he acts, putting in motion everything that may be 

put in motion.10 When you hear the name “elements”, it means the following: 

earth, water, fire, and air. These are the four elements, and everything which is 

body is constituted from them.11 But angels, demons, and souls are called intelli-

gible, since they are comprehended by intellect only and do not fall under any 

senses. The definition of angel is rational immortal living being. The definition 

of man is rational mortal living being, capable of understanding and 

8 Cf. T5 §1. For the theological context of this passage, see Peter of Callinicum, Contra 

Damianum II.5 (CCG 29, 25 Ebied et al.)

9 For the description of the “Porphyrian Tree”, cf. T1 §27; T2 §3 and §7.

10 Cf. T2 §32, and T6 §9.

11 Cf. T6 §10.
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 ƇƉܐƃ̈ܐ Ƌƕ ܒƉŴŶƦܐ ŴƤƉܬܦ ܕƎſ ܒƤƌƢܐ ܘƢƉܓƦƀƍƤܐ܂ ŴƀƉܬܬܐ

Ƌƕܬܐ܂ ܘŴƀŶ̈ Ƌƕ ܐ܉ƃ̈ܐƇƉ ܝų̇ܘܗܝ ܒƦſܐ܂ ܕܐƇــƀƇƉ Ƌــƕܬܐ܉ ܘŴــƀŶ̈ 

col.bܐŴƃܬܗƎſ܂ ŴƀƉܬܐ ܕܐƦſܘܗܝ | ܒų̇ܝ

ــƎ ܐܢ ſܨܒܐ ܕ Ʀــ ƌܐ ܕܬܕܥ ܐƍــ Ƅſܕܐ Ǝــ ſűƀŶƦƉ Ǝــ ƀƆܐ ܗƖــ 6§ ܐܪ̈ܒ

ƠƏ 5ــŴܒƎƀƀƇ ܕܗܐ ƎƍſŵŶ ܕܗܐ űŶ̈ܕܐ܉ ƎƉ ƈƖƆ Ƌƕ ܕܐܬܐƐƃŴź̈Ə ƢƉܐ

űŶ ܂űŷƆ ܐƀƇܒŴــƠƏ ܪܐŴــƌ ܐ܂ƀــƊ̈Ɔ ܐƀــƉ̈ܪܐ܂ ܬܘܒ ܘŴــƍƆ ܐƕܬܘܒ ܘܐܪ 

 ƅƆ ܘƆ̇ܐ ܬܘܒ ܘŴƠƏܒŴƀƇܬܗܘܢ Ɔܐܪƕܐ܂ ܬܘܒ ܘܐܐܪ Ɔܐܐܪ܂ ŴƠƏܒƀƇܐ

 ܬܘܒ Ɖ̈ــƀܐ ܘſܒƤƀــƦܐ܂ ƊƀƊŶــƦܐ ܐſƦſــŴƌ  ̇ųܪܐ ܬܬܕܘܕ܂ ܕƆܐ ܕܬܕܥ

 ŶƦƉــſŵܐ܂ Əܓƀــܐܬܐ ŴƠƏܒƀƇــŴܬܐ ܬܘܒ ܘܒƀƆųــƎ ܘܪƀŹ̈ــܒܐ܂ ſƮƟــƢܐ

ƁƇܒŴƠƏ Ƣƀܐ ܓƊƀƊŶ ܐ܉ƢſƢƠƆ ܐƤƀܒſܒܐ܂ ܬܘܒ ܘƀŹƢƆ  ̇10 ܕܬܕܥ ܬܘܒ ܙܕܩ

 ܘܪƀŹــܒܐ܂ ƀƊŶــƊܐ ܐſــƦܘܗܝ ܐܐܪ ܘܕܐܪƕܐ܂ ܕܐܐܪ ŴƠƏܒƀƇــŴܬܐ

 ܕܐܐܪ ŴƊƀƊŶܬܐ ܓŴƠƏ ƢƀܒƀƇܐ ܘſܒƦƤƀܐ܂ ƢſƢƟܬܐ ܐųſƦẛ  ܘܐܪƕܐ

ــƢܘܬܐ ſƢƠƆ ܐ܂ƕܬܐ ܕܐܪŴــ ــŴܒƀƇܐ ܕܐܐܪ ܬܘܒ ܘܪƀŹܒ ƠƏ ܬܐŴــ ƤƀܒƀƆ 

 ܐƦƌ ܕܨܒܐ ܐƦƉܝ ƎſűƀŶƦƉ܂ ܐƎƄſ ܕܐƅſ ܕܬܕܥ ܕƅƆ Ǝſ ܙܕܩ̇  ܕܐܪƕܐ܂

űƀŶܢ ܕܬŴƌܐ | ƎƀƆųƆ ܐƐƃŴ̈ــźƏܪܐ ܐŴــƌܐ܉ ܕƀــƉ̈ــܐܡ ܘƏ Ʀــƌܐܐܪ ܐ C164v

 ŴƆܬ ܘűŶܐ ųƆ ܐŴƌ Ʀſܪܐ ŴƆܬ ƦƍƉܐ űŶܐ ܓƢƀ ܐܐܪ ܒƦƕƞƊܗܘܢ܂

 ܘƈźƉ ܪƀŹܒŴܬܐ܂ ƀƉ̈ܐ ܘŴƆܬ ŴƊƀƊŶܬܐ Ŵƌܪܐ ŴƆܬ ųƆ܂ ܐƀƉ̈ Ʀſܐ

Ʀſܕܐ ųƆ ܬܐŴƍƀŶܐ Ƌƕ ƎƀƆܗ Ǝſ̈ܐ܉ ܬܪƐƃŴ̈źƏܐ űƃ ƋƀƏܬƦƉ ƅſܐ 

 ܐźƏــƐƃŴ̈ܐ ܬܪſ̈ــƎ ܗƀƆــƎ ܒܐſ̈ــűܘܗܝ܃ ƎſűƀŶƦƉ ܒƦƕƞƊܐ ܕܐܬܐƢƉܬ

20 ܕܬűƀŶ ܐƦƌ ܕܨܒܐ ܐƦƉܝ ܕƎſ ܬܘܒ ܕűŶ̈ܕܐ܂ ܕŴƠƆܒƇܐ ܗܘܘ ܕܐųſƦſܘܢ

 ܨƦƍƉ űſܐ űŶܐ ܘŴƍƆܪܐ ܒƦƕƞƊܐ܂ Ŵƌܪܐ ܐƏ Ʀƌܐܡ ܘܐܐܪ܉ ܐܪƕܐ

 ſܒƤƀــŴܬܐ ܐܪƕܐ ܨűſ ܕųƆ Ǝẛ  ܐƦſ ܐܐܪ܂ ܨűſ ܘűŶܐ ųƆ ܐƦſ ܐܪƕܐ

űſܬܐ܂ ܐܐܪ ܘܨŴƊƀƊŶ űƀܘܒ Ʀــſܕܐ  ̇ųــƆ ܬܐŴــƍƀŶܐ űــſܨ ƎــƀƆܗ Ǝــſ̈ܬܪ 

 ܐźƏــƐƃŴ̈ܐ ܗƎſűƀŶƦƉ ƎƀƆ܂ ܒƦƕƞƊܐ ƦƉܬƊƀƏܐ űƃ ܐƐƃŴ̈źƏܐ

ƎƀƀƇܒŴƠƏܗܘܘ ܕ űŶ ܂űŷƆ25
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knowledge. Animal is irrational, mortal, and endowed with senses. Thus, in his 

definition man shares (something) with both angels and animals: with angels 

that he is rational and with animals that he is mortal like them.

Now, if you wish to know how the aforementioned four elements are §6

joined with one another, we ought to see that they are opposed to one another. 

Fire is opposed to water, and so is water to fire. Also, earth is opposed to air, and 

so is air to earth. But you should know that their opposition shall not trouble 

you. Fire is hot and dry, while water is cold and wet, and in this way they seem 

to stand in complete opposition. For hot is the opposite of cold, and dry of wet. 

You also shall know how air stands in opposition to earth: air is hot and wet, 

while earth is cold and dry. So, the hotness of air is the opposite of the coldness 

of earth, and also the wetness of air is the opposite of the dryness of earth. You 

also ought to know how they are joined. If you want to combine the elements of 

fire and water, you shall place air between them. For air shares one part of 

what it has with fire and the other part of what it has it shares with water, 

(namely) hotness with fire and wetness with water. And since it has affinity 

with both of these elements, when it is placed in-between, as it has been said, 

due to this it unites these two elements which are opposed to one another. 

Further, if you wish to unite earth and air, you shall place fire in-between, for 

fire shares one of its parts with earth and another one with air, namely, dryness 

with earth and hotness with air. And since it has affinity with both of these 

elements, it unites those elements which are opposed to one another when it is 

placed in-between.12

12 Cf. T6 §11; T1 §33.
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T5: On Genus, Species, and Particularity



L124v ܓƍــƐܐ ܕƕــƈ ܘܐܪƢźƀƃܐ ƤƀƤƟܐ ƢƏܓƢƊƆ Ƒƀܝ ܕƕܒƉ űƀܐƢƉܐ

ܘŴſűƀŷſܬܐ ܘܐܕƣ̈ܐ

1§ ܕܒƀƕƢــƍܐ ƊƆــűܡ ſƢƟــƎ ܓƍــƐܐ ܕƀƄ̈ŶــƊܐ ƍŶــƉ ƎــŴܕƆ ƎƀƕــűƟŴܡ

ƎƉ col.b ܕƏ ƎƀƤſƮƘܓƀ̈ܐܐ ƈƕ ܘƑſƢƘ | ܐƦſܘܗܝ܂ ƉŴƍƟܐƦſ ܘűſƦƉ ŴƆܥ

5 ܐſــƙƆ ƅܐܪܐ ƎƍŶ ŴƆ܉ ƎſƢƟ ܕƎſ ܐܕƣܐ ܒƍƀƍƊܐ܂ ܘŴƆ ܒܐܕƣܐ ű̈Ŷܕܐ

ƎƀƤƌܘ܂ ܕܐƢܒƏܐ ܐƆܐ ܐƣܐܕ Ŵƌܗ ƅــſܐ ƎــſƢƉܐ܉ ܕܐƊــƀƄ̈Ŷ ܐƍــſܐ 

ƑــſƢƘܕ ƈــƕ ــܐܐƀ̈ܓƏ ƎــƀƤſƮƘܕ ƎــƉ ܕܐű̈ــŶ ܐƍــƀƍƊܒ ŴــƆܐ܂ ܘƣܒــܐܕ 

 ܕܐƦſ ܓƉŴƍƟ Ƣƀܐ ű̈Ŷ ƈƃܕܐ܂ ƎƀƤſƢƘ ƎƉ ܗܘ ܒƍƀƍƊܐ ܓƉŴ̈ƍƟ Ƣƀܐ

űŶ ܐ ܗܘ܂ƍƀƍƊܗܘ ܘܒ ƥſƢƘ ƎƉ Ƣ܂ ܒųƣܐ ܐܕƍــƄſܐ ܐƉܕ ƎــƍſƢƉܕܐ 

10 ܕƍƟــƉŴܐ ƍƉــųܘܢ űŶ ܘƎƇƘ ƈƃ ܐܘ ŴƠƖſܒ ܐܘ ƢźƘܘܣ ܐܘ ŴƆŴƘܣ

 ܒŴŷƇܕ܂ ƥſƢƘ ܗܘ ܒƍƀƍƊܐ ŶܒƢܗ ųƍƉ ƎƉܘܢ űŶ ܘƎƍƀƇƃƦƐƉ ƈƃ܂ ܗܘ

 ܐŴƌܢ űŶ ܐƆܐ ܒƍƀƍƊܐ Əܓƀ̈ܐƎſ ܐƎƘ ܒƤƍ̈ƀƍܐ ųƇƃܘܢ ܓƢƀ ܒܐܕƣܐ

 ŴƆ ܕƉܐ܂ ųƇƆܓܐ ܕܒƤƌƢܐ ܐƢƉ̇ ܐſųƆܐ Ʀƃܒܐ ܕܐܦ ܐƅſ ܒܐܕƣܐ܂

Ƣƀܓ ƈƕ űŶ ܐƉŴƍƟ ܉ƢƉ̣ܐ ܐƆܐ ܐƤƌƢܐ ܒƢƟ̇ ųƇƄƆ ܐƀƣŴƍƃ ܐƤƍ̈ƀƍܕܒ 

ųƆܕ ƎƍſƢƟ ܐ܂ƣ15ܐܕ

2§ ܐƌــŴܢ Ŷــű ܐܪſ̈ــŴܬܐ Ƈƃــųܘܢ ܐƀƌƮŶــƦܐ܂ ܒƀŷــŴ̈ܬܐ ܐܦ ܗƃــƍܐ

ــܐܕƣܐ܂ ــƈ ܒ źƉ ܐƌܐܦ ܗ űــ Ŷ ܐſܐܪ Ǝــ ſƞƉ | ܂Ŵــ ſƢƟƦƊƆ ƈــ ƃ űــ Ŷ f.125r

 Əܓƀ̈ــܐܐ܂ Ɔܐܪſ̈ــŴܬܐ ƘƦƉــƢܫ ܘƆܐ ܒƀƍƊــƍܐ܂ ܗܘ Ŷــű ܕſــƍƉ Ǝــųܘܢ

 ƍƉــųܘܢ Ŷــƈƃ űŶ ű ܒܐܕƣܐ܂ ųƇƃܘܢ ƀƏŴƏܐ űŶ ܪƤƃ̈ܐ܂ ܐܦ ܗƍƃܐ

Ǝſܕ űŶ ܐ܂ ܗܘƍــƀƍƊܐ܂ ܘܬܘܒ ܒƦــŶƢƙܐ ܒƮــƤƌ ܘܢųــƇƃ űــŶ ܐ ܗܘƢــƤƌ 20

 ܐƌــŴܢ ŶــƇƃ űــųܘܢ ܘŶܓƇ̈ܐ ƌŴſܐ܂ ܐŴƌܢ ųƇƃ űŶܘܢ ܘƌŴ̈ſܐ ܒܐܕƣܐ܂

 ƎƉ ܐܘ ܕƮƤƌ Ǝſܐ ƈƃ űŶ ƎƉ ܨƢƘܐ܂ ܐŴƌܢ ųƇƃ űŶܘܢ ܘܨƮƘܐ ŶܓƇܐ܂

 ܒƍــƌŴ̈ܐ܉ ܘܬܘܒ ܒƍƀƍƊܐ܂ űŶ űŶ ܨƮƘܐ ƎƉ ܐܘ ŶܓƇ̈ܐ ƎƉ ܐܘ ƌŴ̈ſܐ

10   ƈƃܘ scr.: ܐܘ ƈƃ  cod.      23   ܐƌŴ̈ƍܒ scr.: ܐƌŴ̈ƀܒ cod.



A Treatise Composed by Mar Sergius, Presbyter and Chief Physician,1 on Genus, 

Species, and Particularity2

First of all, we shall explain that what the wise call genus is something that §1

is grasped intellectually but does not subsist individually3 and that is divided 

into multiple entities which differ from one another in species but not in 

number.4 What we call species is not a fruit, as some believe,5 but species, as the 

wise state, is what is divided into multiple entities that differ from one another 

in number but not in species.6 For individuals7 differ from one another in 

number, since every individual that exists is singular and differs in number 

from others that belong to its species. So, when we speak of Paul, Peter, Jacob, 

or any person, we mean that all of them are individuals and that each one of 

them differs from others only in number. Now, all of them belong to the species 

of man, and, even if they are many in number, they are still one in species. For 

when the Divine Scripture says that “man is like a vapour”,8 it does not refer to 

a single individual, but by “man” it refers to the whole community of men 

which we call a species.

The same holds for other living beings. All lions are one in species, and §2

hence they all may be called one lion, for each of them is singular in number 

and does not differ from the plurality of lions. The same stands for horses: all 

horses are one in species, but each one of them is singular in number. Further, 

concerning birds: all eagles are one eagle in species, all doves are one dove, all 

partridges are one partridge, and all sparrows are one sparrow, but each one of 

the eagles, doves, partridges, and sparrows is singular in number. Further, 

1 Sergius of Reshaina (d. 536). A reference to Sergius as qaššiša was sometimes interpreted to 

mean “priest”, but it probably only expresses respect for his authority. It is highly unlikely that 

Sergius was in fact the author of this tract (cf. the Introduction).

2 As the title makes apparent, the treatise focuses on what is traditionally called the “Tree of 

Porphyry”, i.e. the hierarchical system of genera, species, and particulars as developed by Por-

phyry in Isag. 4–8 and as elaborated on in the Neoplatonic commentaries on both the Isagoge 

and the Categories.

3 Qnomaʾit, i.e. as a concrete individual. The Syriac term here probably reflects the Gr. ὑπο-

στατικῶς. The whole passage echoes the introductory part of the Isagoge, see 1.9–12 where 

Porphyry refuses to reflect on the ontological status of genera (cf. also In Cat. 75.25–29 Busse). 

The Syriac author, on the contrary, is interested in this issue (as were the Alexandrian com-

mentators, cf. Ammonius, In Isag. 39.10–42.22 Busse) and states from the onset that genera 

and species have no real existence.

4 Cf. T2 §17; Ps.-Michael Badoqa, Book of Definitions 9 (29.11–12 Furlani).

5 The Syriac word ʾadša means both “fruit” and “species”, cf. Sokoloff 2009: 11.

6 Cf. T2 §17; Ps.-Michael Badoqa, Book of Definitions 10 (30.11–12 Furlani).

7 Syr. qnoma, cf. T4 §2.

8 Ps. 143:4 Peshiṭta. The same reference appears in Peter of Callinicum, Contra Damianum II.5 

(CCG 29, 27.4–6 Ebied et al.).
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ƎƀƇſܡ ܐűƊƇƄܕܒ ƎƀƉ̈ܕܐ ܕű̈ŷƆ űŶ ܐ܂ƣܐܕ űŶ ܘܢųƍƉ Ǝſܕ űŶ ܐ܂ƍƀƍƊܒ 

 űŶ űŶ ܐܕƣܐ܂ ƌŴſƮƣ űŶܐ ܘųƇƃܘܢ ܐܕƣܐ܂ űŶ ܐܪ̈ܙܐ ųƇƃܘܢ ܘܒܐƍƇſ̈ܐ

 ųƇƃܘܢ ܒƙܐܪ̈ܐ܉ ܘܬܘܒ ܒƍƀƍƊܐ܂ Ƣƣܘƍſܐ ܘűŶ ܐܪܙܐ űŶ ܕųƍƉ Ǝſܘܢ

 Ŷــű ܒܐܕƣܐ܂ ܪܘƍƉܐ űŶ ܪ̈ܘƍƉܐ ܘųƇƃܘܢ ܒܐܕƣܐ܂ ŵŶܘܪܐ ŵŶ űŶܘܪ̈ܐ

űŶ ܘܢųƍƉ Ǝſܕ űŶ ܘܪܐŵŶ űŶܐ ܘƍƉܐ܂ ܪܘƍƀƍƊܐ ܒƍــƃܐ܉ ܐܦ ܗƕ5 ܙܪ

ƎſųƇƃ ܐźــŶ̈ ܐűــŶ ܐƦــźŶ ܐ܂ƣܘܢ ܒــܐܕųــƇƃܐ ܘŷــƙ̈ƇŹ űــŶ ܐŷــƙƇŹ 

ŷƙ̈ƇŹ col.bܐ űŶ ƎƉ ܘűŶ ܒƍƀƍƊܐ܂ űŶܐ ܕźŶ̈ Ǝſܐ űŶ ƎƉܐ | űŶܐ ܒܐܕƣܐ܂

űŶ ܐ܂ƍƀƍƊܒ

3§ ܓƣű̈ܐ܂ ŴƆܬ ܐܦ ܐƆܐ ܗܕܐ܉ ܐƦſ ܒŴŷƇܕ ƍƀƃ̈ܐ ŴƆܬ ܗܘܐ ܘƆܐ

Ɔ 10ــƃ Ŵــű ܒƍƀƄܐ܉ ܕܐƎſųſƦſ ܕƆܐƦƊƄŶ ƎƀƇſܟ ܗܝ ƐƙƉܐ ܕƎſ ܓƣűܐ

Ǝــ ƀƌܗ Ǝــ ſųſƦſܐ ܐƍــ ƀƃ ܂Ǝــ ƍſƢƟ ܐƌŴ̈ــ ــƢ ܓ ƀܐ ܓƊــ Ƅ̈Əܬܐ ܘܐŴــ  ܘܪ̈ܒ

 ܘſųƆــſųƍƉ ƎــƎ ܗƀƌــƦƇƉ Ǝܢ܉ Ŵƌܪܟ ܕƆܐ ܐƦƀƌƮŶܐ܂ Ƌƕ ܘܙŴƕܪ̈ܘܬܐ

 ƍƀƕűſــűƃ Ǝ ܐƎſųſƦſ܂ ܘܒų̇  ܓƎƣ̈ű ܕƎſ ܗܘ ƍƀƄƆܐ ƎſƞƉ܂ Ɔܐ ųƊƆܘܐ

 ܒűƖƇܘܗܝ ųƊƆܘܐ ܘܐƎƘ ܐƎſƢŶ܃ űƉܡ ܘܗƎƀƌ̣ ܐűƉ ƎſƢŶܡ ƍƀƃܐ ܕܗ̣ܘ

15 ܘųƇƃ̇  ܐܕƣܐ܂ űŶ ܐܘŴƊƃܬܐ ܘŴŶ  ̇ųƇƃܪܘܬܐ ܗƎŷƄ̈ƤƉ  ̇ųƇƃ ƈƀƃ܂ Ɔܐ

 ƢƉܓƦƀƍܐ ܕܒűŷܐ ܐܘ ܘܙܐ ܕܒűŷ ܕŴŶ Ǝſܪܘܬܐ ܘܕƃƢƣܐ܂ ŴƠƉŴƏܬܐ

 ܕܒŷــű ܘܐܘŴƊƃܬܐ ܒƍƀƍƊܐ܂ ŴŶܪܘܬܐ űŶܐ ܐƎſƢŶ܉ űƉܡ ܕܒűŷ ܐܘ

 Ŷــűܐ ܐſƢŶــƎ܉ Ɖــűܡ ܕܒŷــű ܐܘ ܕƖƏــƢܐ ƦƍƉܐ ܕܒűŷܐ ܐܘ Ŵƕܪܒܐ

 ܘƃــƈ ܒــܐܕƣܐ܂ Ŷــűܐ ܓƇƀƇــŴܬܐ ƃــŴܠ ܘܬܘܒ ܒƀƍƊــƍܐ܂ ܐܘŴƊƃܬܐ

| ƦƖܬܐ ܐܪ̈ܒŴ̈ƌŴܐ ܓűŶ ܐ܂ƣܒــܐܕ ƈــƃܬܐ ܘŴــƙƀƙƃ ܐűــŶ ܐ܂ƣܒــܐܕ f.125v

 ܕƏــųܪܐ ܐܘ ܕƊƣــƤܐ ܕƎſ ܓŴƇƀƇܬܐ ܒܐܕƣܐ܂ űŶܐ ŴźƀƤƘܬܐ ܘŴƃܠ

ــűܐ ܐܘ Ŷܕ Ǝــ Ɖ ܐƇــ ــƦܐ܉ ܓƀܓ̈ Ƈܓƕܐ ܕűــ Ŷ ܐ܂ƍــ ƀƍƊܒ Ʀــ Ɩܘܕܐܪ̈ܒ 

 ܒƀƍƊــƍܐ܂ Ŷــűܐ Ŷــűܐ ƀƉƢƟــűܐ܉ ܕܒŷــű ܐܘ ƘــƦܘܪܐ ܕܒűŷ ܓŴ̈ƌŴܬܐ

 ܒƀƍƊــƍܐ܂ űŶܐ űŶܐ ƦƤƟܐ܉ ܕܒűŷܐ ܐܘ ƉܓƇܐ ܕܒűŷܐ ܘŴƙƀƙƃܬܐ

Ŷ 25ــſƢƉ űــƢܘܬܐ ܘƇƃــų̇  ܐܕƣܐ܂ ŶــƀƇŶ űــŴܬܐ Ƈƃــų̇  ܒƦƊ̈Ɩźܐ܉ ܘܬܘܒ

 ܕܒŷــűܐ ܕſــƀƇŶ ƎــŴܬܐ ܘܕƣــƃƢܐ܂ ܐܕƣܐ ŶــŴŷƀƇƉ űܬܐ ܘųƇƃ̇  ܐܕƣܐ܂

.cod ܕܐܕƣܐ :.scr ܒܐܕƣܐ   19
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concerning fishes:9 being in every respect similar to one another, they are one 

species, but each one of them is singular in number. And as for trees, all cedars 

are one species, and all cypresses are one species, but every concrete cedar and 

cypress is one in number. Further, concerning fruits: all apples are one apple in 

species, and all pomegranates are one pomegranate in species, but each one of 

them is a singular apple and a singular pomegranate in number. The same 

stands for seeds: all seeds of wheat are one seed of wheat in species, and all 

lentils are one lentil in species, but each seed of wheat is singular in number 

and each lentil is singular in number.

And this holds not only for natures10 but also for accidents. Your wisdom §3

knows11 that we call accidents those things which occur in natures but which 

are not natures themselves. For colours, figures, big and small size, and other 

things that we will not list further cannot exist in their own right but occur in a 

certain nature and exist in it — so that we know that this nature is one thing 

and they are another — and cannot appear without it.12 Now, whiteness as a 

whole is one species, as well as blackness as a whole, redness as a whole, and 

the rest. But the whiteness of a certain goose, or of a certain pearl, or of any 

other particular thing, is whiteness that is one in number. And the blackness of 

a certain raven, or of one hair, or of any other particular thing, is blackness that 

is one in number. Also, every circle is one in species, every square is one in 

species, all curved forms are one in species, and everything simply is one in 

species. But the circular form of the sun and the moon, or that of a wheel or of a 

chariot, is one in number; each square form of a certain table or of a certain 

brick (κεραμίδιον) is one in number; and each curved form of a certain scroll 

or a certain bow is one in number. The same with tastes: all of sweetness is one 

species, all of bitterness is one species, all of saltiness is one species, and so on; 

but the sweetness in a certain drop of honey, the bitterness in a certain piece of 

9 Ms. has “doves”.

10 Here and in what follows, the term “nature” (kyana) carries the meaning of “substance” 

(Gr. οὐσία, usually transliterated in Syriac as ʾusiya). Cf. §6, below.

11 The author here addresses an unknown person upon whose request the treatise might 

have been composed. It is, however, most likely, a fictional person, referring to any reader of 

the treatise. Cf. the beginning of Ps.-Michael Badoqa’s Book of Definitions (17.5 Furlani) where 

we encounter the same address. Here there is no doubt that the treatise was not composed 

with one particular person in view.

12 For this definition of accident, see Sergius, In Cat. §135–137 (176–179 Arzhanov); anonym-

ous Syriac scholia on the Isagoge (Baumstark 1900: 56–57); Ps.-Michael Badoqa, Book of 

Definitions 8 (27–29 Furlani); and Bar Bahlul, Lexicon (453–455 Duval).
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 ܘŷƀƇƉــŴܬܐ ܕܐſƦƍƐƘــƎ܃ ƐƀƟܐ ܕܒűŷ ܘƢſƢƉܘܬܐ ܕܕܒƤܐ܃ ƦƙŹŴƌܐ

űŷܐ ܕܒƐƐƟŴƌ ܐ܉ŷƇƉܐ ܕűŶ ܐűŶ ܐ܂ƍƀƍƊܒ

Ŷ §4ــƇƉ űــܐƃ̈ܐ Ƈƃــųܘܢ ƕű̈ſƦƉــƍܐ܂ ܒƀƄ̈ــƍܐ ܐܦ ŷƃƦƤƉܐ ܗƍƃܐ

 ܘƇƃــųܘܢ ܒــܐܕƣܐ܂ ƏــƘƢܐ ŶــƏ űــƘƮܐ ܘƃــųƆŴܘܢ ܒــܐܕƣܐ܂ ƇƉܐƃܐ

5 ܗűŶ ƎƉ ƎƀƆ ܐܘ ܘƄƀƉܐƈſ ܕƎſ ܓܒſƢܐܠ ܒܐܕƣܐ܂ Ƣƃܘܒܐ Ʈƃ űŶܘܒܐ

col.b ܐƎƀƇſ ܐܦ ܐƆܐ ܒƎƀƆų܉ | ܒŴŷƇܕ ܗܘܐ ܘƆܐ ܒƍƀƍƊܐ܂ űŶ űŶ ܐƌƮŶܐ

 ܕܐܦ ܐſــƍƀŷƄƤƉ ƅــƎ܉ ܗƃــƍܐ ܐſųſƦſــƎ ܒŷƇــŴܕ ܗܘ ܕܒƐــƇƃŴܐ

 ܘƃــƀƍƀƟ ƈــŴܬܐ ܘƃــƈ ܒــܐܕƣܐ܂ Ŷــűܐ ƌܓــƢܘܬܐ ƃــƈ ܒܐܘƍƉــŴ̈ܬܐ܂

ــƢƆŴܘܬܐ Ɔ ܐƃƢــ ƣܐ ܘܕűــ Ŷ ܐűــ Ŷ ܐ܂ƣــܐܕ ــƢܘܬܗ ܒ ــƌ Ǝܓ ſ܃ ܕƚƏŴــ ſܕ 

ƊƇƃ 10ــűܡ ܒƀƍƊــƍܐ܂ űŶܐ űŶܐ ܕܐŴƇƟܣ܃ ܘƢƆŴƆܘܬܗ ܕƢƀŶܡ܃ ܘŴƀƍƀƟܬܗ

ƈƀƃܘܗܝ ܗƦſܐ ܐܘ ܕܐƍƀƃܐ ܐܘ ܕƍƀƄܗܘ ܒ ųƍƉ ܉ųƆܐ ܘƍƀƍƊܗܘ ܒ 

ƥſƢƘ ƎƉ ܗ܂ƢܒŶ Ƌƕ ܘܢųƇƃ Ǝſܕ ƎƀƇſܐ Ʀſܘܢ ܕܐųƆ ƎſųƇƃ ƎƀƇſܐ ųƆܕ 

ܒܐܕųƣ܂ ܗܘ ŻƀƇŶ ܐƦſ܉

ــƎ ܐܕƣܐ ſܕ ƅــ ſܐ Ǝــ ƉűƟܢ܉ ܕƢــ Ɖܐ Ǝــ ƍſƢƟ ܡűــ ƊƆ Ƒــ ſƢƘܕ ƈــ ƕ §5

ŷƆ 15ܒــƢܗ ܐܦ ܐſــƍƉ Ʀــųܘܢ ŶــƄƆ űــƈ ܕܐſــƦ ܕƃــƈ ܐƀƇſــƏ̈ Ǝܓƀــܐܐ܂

 űŶ ܕܗƌܐ ܒų̇ܝ ܒŴŷƇܕ ܒƍƀƍƊܐ ű̈Ŷܕܐ ƎƉ ܕƎƀźƀƇŶ ƎƀƤſƮƘ Ǝſ܂ ܘܒųܕܐ

 źƉــſƢƘ ƈــƥ܂ ܒƍƀƍƊܐ ŴƆ ܐܕƣܐ ƎƉ ܓƢƀ ܐܕƣܐ űŶ܂ ܐƌƢŶܐ ܘܗƌܐ

 ܐܕƣܐ܂ ųƀƇƕ űŶܘܢ ܕŸſƦƉ ܗŴƌ̇ܢ ܐųſƦſܘܢ ܕƊƃܐ ƎƀƖſűſ ܕܐƇƘܐ

Ɔ f.126rــƌųܐ ܕܐűƊƇƃ Ʀſܡ ܕŴƆ ܒƙƇŶŴ̈Ƥܐ܂ ű̈Ŷܕܐ ƎƀƤſƮƘ ƎƉ | ܐܕƣ̈ܐ ܐƆܐ

20 ܗܘܐ ܐſــƣ ƦــſŴܐƉ Ʀſــűܡ ƈƃ ܓƢƀ ܐŷƆ ŴƆܒƢܗ܂ ܐܦ ܐƦſ ܐܕƣܐ

 Ɗƃܐ ܐܘ ܬܪƎſ̈ ܐܕƣ̈ܐ ܕܐƦſ ܕƎſ ܐƄſܐ ܐܕƣ̈ܐ܂ ܬܘܒ ܗܘܘ ųƆ űŶܘܢ܉

 ܐųſƦſܘܢ ű̈Ŷܕܐ ƎƉ ܕƎƀƤſƮƘ ܒſŴƣ ƎƀƆųܐűƉ Ʀſܡ ųƆܘܢ ܕܐƦſ ܕܗ̣ܘ

ــƎ ܗ̇ܘ ܐܕƣ̈ܐ܂ ſܕ ƦſܐſŴــ ƣܕ Ʀــ ſܘܢ ܐųــ Ɔ ܐ܃ƣ̈ــܐܕ Ɔ ܐܘ Ǝــ ſ̈ܪƦƆ ܐܘ 

 ƎƉ ܕŴƉܬܐ ܐƦƕűſܟ ܗųƆ ƈƀƃ̇  ܬƢƟƦƉ ŪƏܐ܂ ܓƐƍܐ ƐƆܓƀ̈ܐܐ܉

ƃ 25ــƊܐ ܐܘ ܬܪ̈ܬſــƎ ܐܘ Ƥ̈ƆــƠܐ ܘƢƘƦƉܫ ƐƀƟܐ܂ űŶ ܕܐƦſܘܗܝ ܐƍƇſܐ

 ƤƆܒــƟŴ̈ܐ܂ ƏــƦƃŴܐ ܘƃŴ̈ƐƆ ƈƃܐ܂ ܕƦƌܐ ܘűƆ ƈƃܪ̈ܐ܂ Ơƣܐ ܘƈƃ ܕܗ̣ܘ܂

ƈƃܘ űŶ ƎƉ ƎƀƆܐ܉ ܗƐƄ̈Ź ܡűƊܒ ƥſƢƘ ƎƉ ܗƢܒــŶ ܡűــƊܘܒ űــŶ ܗܘ܂ 
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wormwood (absinthium), and the saltiness in a piece of salt, each of them is one 

in number.

This is also what we find among intelligible natures. All angels are one §4

angel in species, all seraphs are one seraph in species, and all cherubs are one 

cherub in species. But Gabriel, Michael, and every other (angel) is one in 

number. And it holds not exclusively for them but also for those things that are 

grasped only intellectually, for instance, for crafts. The whole of carpentry is 

one in species, as well as the whole of metalworking, the whole of tentmaking, 

and every other (craft) is one in species. But the carpentry of Joseph, the craft 

of metalworking of Hiram, and the craft of tentmaking of Aquila13 — each one 

of them is singular in number. Thus, everything that exists only as belonging to 

some nature or in a nature — which exists for its owns sake — is separated 

from one another in number but is united in species with everything that 

possesses all of what it possesses.

So, as mentioned above, we call species that which is spread over multiple §5

things all possessing the same as the others and that through which they are 

united while differing from one another only in number, i.e. in that one of them 

is singular and the other is singular. However, one species differs from another 

species not in number, since it is not even known how many entities there are 

over which a certain species is extended. Rather, species differ from one 

another through differentiae,14 because not everything that one species has is 

also had by another one, for if both of them were in every respect similar these 

species would simply be one. When, in fact, there are two or however many 

species that have something in common, they are species in what differentiates 

them from one another, and what two or more species have in common is 

called genus. Now, let your knowledge take a tree as an example:15 it has one 

shaft that is divided into two or several boughs, and every bough (is further 

divided) into branches, and every branch into rods, and every rod into twigs, 

and in all these orders (τάξεις) things differ from one another in some aspects 

13 The examples refer to Joseph, the husband of Mary, who was a carpenter (cf. Mt. 13:55); 

Hiram who worked on Solomon’s temple as a metalsmith (cf. 1 Kings 7:14); and Aquila, the 

fellow worker of the Apostle Paul, who is said to be a tentmaker in Acts 18:3.

14 Syr. šuḥlapa, corresponding to Gr. διαφορά. The use of šuḥlapa with this meaning is charac-

teristic of Athanasius of Balad’s version of Porphyry’s Isagoge produced in the late 7th cent., as 

well as other Syriac authors of the 7th–8th cent., e.g. Jacob of Edessa. The 6th-cent. anonymous 

translation of the Isagoge, as well as Sergius of Reshaina and Proba, who both also belong to 

the 6th cent., use the term puršana instead, cf. T1.

15 This is apparently one of the earliest presentations of Porphyry’s system of genera and spe-

cies using the image of a tree. Cf. Barnes 2003: 109 n. 53.
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Ƣſܘܬܬܨ ƅƆ ܬܐŴƉ܂ ܗܕܐ ܕƅƍƀƕƢܒ ƅſܐ ܐƇƃŴƐƆܐ ܕƐƄ̈Źܕ ƎــƀƆܗ 

ܕܐƢƉܢ܂

Ǝــ ƍſƢƉܐ ƈــ ƀƃܗ ƅــſܐ܉ ܐƦſŴــ ŶƦܐ ܕܒƐــ ƍܘܗܝ ܕܓƦــſܐ Ǝــ ƀƆ6§ ܕܗ

 ܐſــƦܘܗܝ ܕƉŴƍƟܐƦſ ܐƥƌ ܕƌܐƢƉ ܓűƉ Ƣƀܡ ƍƀƃ ƈƃܐ܂ ܗ̣ܘ Ʀƀƍ̈ƀƃܐ

Ɔ col.bــܐܕƣ̈ܐ ܓƍــƐܐ ƆــƍŶ ųــƎ ܕƍƀƃ ƎſƢƟܐ ܗƌܐ ܕƢƘƦƉ Ǝſܫ | ܗܘ܂ ƍƀƃܐ

 ܕƀƃــƍܐ܂ ܗܘ ܐܕƣܐ ܓƢƀ ܓƊƣŴܐ ܓƊƣŴܐ܂ ܘƇƆܐ ƆܓƊƣŴܐ ܬܪƎſ̈܉

 ܕܓųƐƍܘܢ ܒƊƤܐ ܘܬܪųſ̈ܘܢ ܕƍƀƃܐ܂ ܗܘ ܐܕƣܐ ܬܘܒ ܓƊƣŴܐ ܘƆܐ

 ܕƍƀƃܐ ܐƎƍſƢƉ ܓƊƣŴܐ܉ ܗܘ ܕƍƉܐ ƦƤƉܐƎƍƀƆ ܓƢƀ ܐܢ ƎſƢƟƦƉ܂

 ܐƍſƢƉــƎ ܓــƊƣŴܐ܉ ܕƆܐ ƍƟــƉŴܐ ܗܘ ܕƉــƍܐ ƦƤƉܐƎƍƀƆ ܘܐܢ ܗܘ܂

Ŷ 10ــű̈ܕܐ ܕƆــŴܬ ܕſــƎ ܒƙƇŶŴƤܐ ܐŴƌܢ܂ űŶ ܗƈƀƃ ܒܓųƐƍܘܢ ܗܘ܂ ܕƍƀƃܐ

Ǝſ̈ܢ ܬܪŴƌܐ܂ ܐƣ̈ܐ ܐܕƙƇŶŴƣ Ƣƀܩ ܓűƏ ųƆ ܐƐƍܓƆ űܒƕܘ ųƆ ܐ܂ƣ̈ܐܕ 

 Əܓƀ̈ܐܐ܂ Əܓƀ̈ܐܐ ܕƎſ ܐܢ ܗ̇ܘƎſ܂ ܐܕƣ̈ܐ ܬܪƙƇŶŴƣ Ǝſ̈ܐ ܗܘ űŶ ܘܐܢ

 ܕƍſƢƟــƎ ܓƀــƢ ܒܒƌƢــƤܐ ƀƍƉــƍܐ܂ ܐƆܐ Əــűܩ ƣــƙƇŶŴܐ ŴƆ ܕƆ Ǝſܐܕƣܐ

 ƦƀƆ ųƆ ܒƤƌƢܐ ܕܐƦſܘܗܝ ܒų̇ܝ ܒų̇  ܐƌƮŶܐ ܗƎƉ ƎƀƆ ܒűŷ ܐܘ ܐܕƣܐ܉

ŴƆŴƘ15ܣ܂ ƢźƘ ƎƉܘܣ ƥſƢƘ ܒŴŷƇܕ ܗܘ ܒƍƀƍƊܐ ܐƆܐ ƙƇŶŴƣܐ܂

7§ <ܐܕƣܐ> ܐܕƣܐ ƈƃ ܘƆܐ ܒŴŷƇܕ܂ ܗܘ ܓƐƍܐ ܓƐƍܐ ŴƆ ƈƃ ܒƢܡ

ƃ f.126vــű ܗ̣ܘ ܘܐܕƣܐ ܒŴŷƇܕ ܗܘ ܕܓƐƍܐ ܓƐƍܐ ܐƦſ ܐƆܐ | ܒŴŷƇܕ܂ ܗܘ

 ƦƐƌܕܩ ܕܗܘ ƈƖƆ ųƍƉ ܓƐƍܐ ܐƌƢŶܐ ܕƈźƉ ƦƀƆ ܐƦſܘܗܝ܉ Ɔܐ ܗ̣ܘ

 ܐܕƣܐ ܘܐƦſ ܓƐƍ̈ܐ܂ ܓƑƍ ܘƢƟƦƉܐ ܐܕųƣ܂ ܗ̣ܘ ܘųƌܘܐ ܒƙƇŶŴƤܐ

20 ܐƆܐ ܓųƐƍܘܢ܂ ܗ̣ܘ ܕųƌܘܐ ܐƌƮŶܐ Ɔܐܕƣ̈ܐ ܒƙƇŶŴƤܐ ƦƐƉܕܩ ܕƆܐ

ــƍܐ ƀƍƉƦƊƆ ܕ ܗܘŴــ ŷƇܕܩ܃ ܒƦــ ƐƉ Ǝــ ƀƇſܐ ܐƆܕ Ǝــ ƀƤſƮƘ Ǝــ Ɖ ܕܐű̈ــ Ŷ 

ــܐܕƣܐ ــƍܐ܂ ܐƆܐ ܒ ƀƍƊܐ ܒƢــ ƟƦƉ܂ ܐܕܫ ܘƎــ ƀƣ̈ܐܕ Ʀــ ſܐ ܘܐƌƮــ Ŷܐ 

.om. hom. cod [2ܐܕƣܐ   16
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and are one in others. Draw this image in your mind, and you will comprehend 

the orders (τάξεις) that we have spoken of.

Now, let us say, by way of demonstration, that the genus of natural things is §6

nature, for everything that a man says subsists individually16 is a nature.17 This 

nature that we call genus is divided into two species, body and incorporeal. 

Thus, body is a species of nature, and also incorporeal is a species of nature, 

and both of them are called by the name of their genus. So, when we are asked 

what body is, we answer that it is a nature. And when we are asked what 

incorporeal being is, we answer that it is a nature. So, they are one in their 

genus, but, because of the differentia, they are two species in relation to one 

another. It is therefore the differentia that divides a genus and produces species 

from it. If there is one differentia, then two species appear, and, if they are 

many, then multiple (species appear). But what divides a species is not the 

differentia but number. Thus, there is no differentia in man in that he is man, 

or in anything else that we call species, but Peter and Paul differ from one 

another only in number.

Now, neither is every genus only genus, nor every species only <species>. §7

There is, indeed, a genus that is only genus and that is not at the same time 

species, because there is no other genus above it that could be divided through 

a differentia and thereby be turned into a species. It is called the most generic 

genus.18 And there is a species that is not divided through a differentia into 

other species so as to possibly be their genus but that is divided only into 

numerables,19 i.e. into those things that differ from one another not in species 

but in number. This is called the most specific species.20 And there are other 

16 Syr. qnomaʾit, cf. §1, above.

17 As noted above, the term kyana, “nature”, carries the meaning of “substance”. The same 

definition of “nature” is characteristic of Ps.-Michael Badoqa’s Book of Definitions (see 25.10–

27.2 Furlani; cf. also 61.6). Sergius of Reshaina characterizes in nearly the same words what he 

calls by the loanword ʾusiya. See In Cat. §395: “Some natures exist in virtue of themselves and 

are called substances” (398.1–2 Arzhanov). Cf. Jacob of Edessa, Encheiridion (227.11–12 Fur-

lani).

18 Literally “genus of genera”, rendering the Greek term γενικώτατος. Cf. Sergius, In Cat. §94 

(142 Arzhanov); Jacob of Edessa, Encheiridion (231.17 Furlani); Ps.-Michael Badoqa, Book of De-

finitions 11 (31–32 Furlani). The form of the Syriac expression in T5 slightly differs from these 

other texts in that it has the second word in status emphaticus (gens gense). In all of these 

other texts, it is in status absolutus (gens gensin).

19 Syr. metmanyana, “what may be counted”. This term appears as a synonym of, or an 

explicative alternative for, qnoma, “individual”. Cf. Ps.-Michael Badoqa, Book of Definitions 93 

(61.5–7 Furlani).

20 Literally “species of species”. The Syriac expression derives from the Gr. εἰδικώτατος. Cf. 

Sergius, In Cat. §93 (142 Arzhanov); Ps.-Michael Badoqa, Book of Definitions 12 (32 Furlani).
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 ܗŴƌ̇ܢ ܕܓƐƍ̈ܐ ܐųſƦſܘܢ ܐܕƣ̈ܐ ܗŴƌ̣ܢ űƃ ܕܗŴƌ̣ܢ ܕܗƎƀƆ ܒƦƕƞƊܐ

ܕܒƦܪܗܘܢ܂ ܕܐܕƣ̈ܐ ܕƎſ ܓƐƍܐ ܕųƀƉűƟܘܢ܃

8§ ܓƑƍ ܐƦſܘܗܝ ܕܗ̣ܘ ƀƉűƟܐ܉ ܕܓƐƍܐ ܬƦſŴŶܐ ܗųƌ ƅƆ ƈƀƃܘܐ

 ܬܪſ̈ــƎ܉ ܐܕƣ̈ܐ ܘܗܘſــƎ ܒƤــƙƇŶŴܐ ƐƉــƦܕܩ ܗƌܐ ƀƃــƍܐ܂ ܓƍ̈ــƐܐ

5 ܕܐſــƦܘܗܝ ܬܘܒ ܓــƊƣŴܐ ܕܐƉــƢܢ܂ ܐſــƅ ܓƊƣŴܐ ܘƆܐ ܓƊƣŴܐ

 ŴƀŶܬܐ ܘƢƟƦƉܐ Ƥƙƌܐ ܒų ܕܐƦſ ܒƙƇŶŴƤܐ ƦƐƉܕܩ ܕƍƀƃܐ ܐܕƣܐ

col.b ܘܕƆܐ | ܐܕƣ̈ــŴܗܝ܂ ܕſــƎ ܗƌ̣ــŴܢ ܓƐƍܐ܉ ܗ̣ܘ ųƆܘܢ ܘܗ̇ܘܐ Ƥƙƌܐ܂ ܘܕƆܐ

 ̇ųƀƇźܒƌ ܢƦƇƊƆ ܘܢųƇƃܐ܉ ܕƣ̈ܐܕ űŶ űŶ ܐƣܐܕ ƎƉ ƈƃ ܐƐƄ̈Ź ŪƐƌ 

ƎƀƠƙ̈Əܐ ܘƦſŴŶƦƆ ܐ܂ƌƦƆŴ̈ــƄƐƆ ܬܘܒ ƈــƀƃܐ ܗƊƣŴܓــ Ʀــſܕܐ ųܒــ 

10 ܬܪſ̈ــƎ܃ ܐܕƣ̈ܐ ܘܗ̇ܘſــƎ ܒƤــƙƇŶŴܐ܉ ƐƉــƦܕܩ ƀŶــŴܬܐ܂ ƟƦƉــƢܐ Ƥƙƌܐ

 ܕƉűƟــŴܗܝ܉ ܓƍــƐܐ ܕܗ̇ܘ ܐܕƣܐ ܐſــƦܘܗܝ ܘƃــƀƇƉ űــƇܐ܂ ܘƆܐ ƇƀƇƉܐ

 ƐƉــƦܕܩ ƀƇƉــƇܐ ܗƌܐ ܘܬܘܒ ܕܒــƦܪܗ܂ ƀƆųƆــƎ ܓƐƍܐ ܗ̣ܘ ųƆ ܗ̇ܘܐ

 ܘƃــƍƕű̈ſƦƉ űܐ܂ ܘŴ̈ƇƀŶܬܐ ܐƤƌܐ ܒƢ ܬܪƎſ̈܃ ܐܕƣ̈ܐ ܘܗ̇ܘƎſ ܒƙƇŶŴƤܐ܉

ــƦܘܗܝ ſܐ ܐƇــ ƀƇƉ ܐƣܬܐ܉ ܐܕŴــ ƀŶܗܘ̇ܐ ܕ ųــ Ɔ ܗ̣ܘ űــ ƃ ܐ ܗ̣ܘƐــ ƍܓ 

15 ܘƍƕű̈ſƦƉ ƈƀƄƉܐ܂ ܘŴ̈ƇƀŶܬܐ ܐƤƌܐ ܒƢ ܕܐųſƦſܘܢ ܕܒƦܪܗ܂ Ɔܐܕƣܐ

Ƣܐ ܒƤƌܐ ܐƣܕ ܗܘ ܐܕŴŷƇܐ ܒƇــƀƇƉܐ ܕƢــƟƦƉܐ܂ ܐܕܫ ܘƣ̈ܐܕ ƈــźƉ 

 Ɔــųܘܢ ܕųƌܘܐ ܐƌƮŶܐ Ɔܐܕƣ̈ܐ ܒƙƇŶŴƤܐ ƦƐƉܕܩ ܘƆܐ ܗܘ ܕܐſƢŶܐ

 źƘــƢܘܣ ܒƍƀƍƊܐ܂ ű̈Ŷܕܐ ƎƉ ܕſű̈ƀŷƀƆ ƎƀƣƢƘƦƉܐ ܐƆܐ ܓƐƍܐ܉ ܐܦ

Ƣــ ƀܣ ܓŴــ ƆŴƘܘ Ǝــ ƇƘ܉ ܘƎــ ƇƘܐ ܘƍــ ƀƍƊܗܘ ܒ Ǝــ ƀƤſƮƘ Ǝــ Ɖ ܕܐ܃ű̈ــ Ŷ Ŵــ Ɔ 

ųƍƉ f.127rܘܢ ƈƖƆ ܕƦƀƆ ܐƀƉű̈Ɵ ƎƀƇſܐ ܗƈƀƃ ܓƐƍ̈ܐ ܕܐܕƣ̈ܐ܂ ܒƙƇŶŴƤܐ |

 ܕƆܐ ƈźƉ ܒŴŷƇܕ܂ ܓƐƍ̈ܐ ܘܐųſƦſܘܢ ܓƐƍ̈ܐ ܓƎſƢƟƦƉ Ƒƍ ܐƌƮŶܐ

ƎſƞƉ ܘܐųƊƆ ܐ ܐܦƣ̈ܝ ܐܕų̇ܒــ ƦــƀƆܘܢ ܕųــƀƉűƟ ܐ܂ƌƮــŶܐ ܐƣ̈ܘܐܕ 

ــſƮܐ ــƦ ܐŶـ ــƦܪܗܘܢ ܕƀƆـ ــƌƮܐ܉ ܐܕƣ̈ܐ ܒـ ــƎ ܐܕƣ̈ܐ ܐܕܫ ܐŶـ  ſƢƟƦƉـ

 ܓƍ̈ــƐܐ ܐܦ ƊƆــųܘܐ ſƞƉــƎ ܕƆܐ ƈźƉ ܒŴŷƇܕ܃ ܐܕƣ̈ܐ ܘܐųſƦſܘܢ

ƀƍƉƦƊƆ 25ــƍܐ ƦƐƉܕƀƟــƎ ܐƆܐ ܐŶــƌƮܐ܉ Ɔܐܕƣ̈ܐ ƇƘƦƉܓƎƀ ܕƆܐ ܒų̇ܝ

ܒܐܕƣܐ܂ ܘű̈Ŷ ŴƆܕܐ ƎƀƤſƮƘ ƎƉ ܒŴŷƇܕ ܗܘ ܕܒƍƀƍƊܐ ܐƎƀƇſ ܒŴŷƇܕ܂

9§ ܐŴƌܢ űŶ ܕűŶ ܓƦƉ ƎƀƆųƆ ƢƀܕܪƎƀƃ܂ űƟŴƆܡ ƍƀƍƉƦƉ̈ܐ ܗƎƀƆ ܒƢܡ

 ƎƍƀŷſƢƉ ܐܘ ƎƍŶ ܓƎƀƤƀ ܐܘ ƎƍƀƖƊƣ ܐܘ ƎƍſŵŶ ܐܘ űƟŴƆܡ ܒƍƀƍƊܐ
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things between them that are at the same time species for the genera which are 

before them but genera for the species which are after them.21

Now, here comes an explanation of the primary genus, which is the most §8

generic genus of nature.22 It is divided through a differentia, and two species 

appear, body and incorporeal, as we have said. Body, which is a species of 

nature, is further divided through a differentia into what is animate and called 

living being and what is inanimate, and it becomes their genus while they are 

its species. But lest we overburden our account with all the species, we will pick 

one species from each order, and this will serve as a sufficient explanation for 

the intelligent. So, body that is animate is called living being. It is divided 

through a differentia, and two species appear, rational and irrational. So, while 

it is a species of the genus that is before it, it is also the genus to those after it. 

Rational is further divided through a differentia, and two species appear, man 

and intelligible powers. And while rational is a species of living being, it 

becomes at the same time the genus for species that come after it, which are 

man and intelligible powers. Now, man is only a species of rational, and it is 

called a most specific species, since it is the last one. It is not divided through a 

differentia into other species so as to be a genus for them but (is divided) into 

particulars that differ from one another numerically. For Peter, Paul, and each 

particular man are differentiated from one another in number and not through 

differentiae of species. So, the primary genera that have no other ones above 

them are called the most generic, and they are genera only, for, since no other 

(genera) are prior to them, they cannot appear also as species. The last species, 

on the other hand, that have no other species after them are called the most 

specific and are species only, for they cannot appear also as genera, since they 

are not divided into other species but only into numerables, i.e. those entities 

that are separated from one another only in number and not in species.23

However, what is grasped in the first place are these numerables, since §9

what is separate and singular in number is what we first of all either see, or 

21 Cf. Ammonius, In Isag. 70.18–20 Busse; Sergius, In Cat. §94 (142 Arzhanov); Theodore of 

Raithu, Preparatio 207–208 Diekamp.

22 Cf. Ammonius, In Isag. 70.7–10 Busse; Jacob of Edessa, Encheiridion 231 Furlani.

23 For the presentation of the “Tree of Porphyry”, cf. T1 §27; T2 §§3, 7–8, 15, 20.
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 ƀƤ̈ƍƃــųܘܢ ƕــƤŶƦƉ ƈܒƍƀــƎ ܐŶــƌƢܐ Ŷــű ܗƀƆــƎ ܘƉــƍƀƊƖŹ ƎــƎ܉ ܐܘ

 ܓƍ̈ــƐܐ ƕــƍƀƇƃƦƐƉ ƈــƎ ܬܘܒ ܐܕƣ̈ܐ ܘƉــƎ ܐܕƣ̈ܐ܂ ܕܐſƦſــųܘܢ

col.b ܘƇƙƆــƎ | ܘźƙƆــƢܘܣ ŴƆŴƙƆܣ ܓűƟŴƆ Ƣƀܡ ƦƐƉܕƎƀƟ܂ ܐܕƣ̈ܐ ܕųƍƉܘܢ

ƎƇƙƆܐ ܘƤƍ̈ƀƍ܂ ܒƎƍſŵŶ̇ ƈźƉܡ ܘűƊƇƃܕ Ʀſܕܐ űŷƆ ܘܢųƍƉ ܗ ܐܦƢܒŷƆ 

ƌųƆ 5ܐ ܘųƆ ܒƤƌƢܐ܂ ŴſŴƣ ƎƍſƢƟܬܐ ܕƎƀƍƟ ܕܐƀƣŴƍƃ ƎƀƇſܐ ųƇƄƆ ܐƦſ܂

 ܒƍƀƍƊܐ űŶ ƎƉ űŶ ܕƍƀƍƉ̈ƦƉ ƎƀƤſƮƘܐ ܗƈƕ ƎƀƆ ܕƈźƉ ƑſƢƘ ܒƤƌƢܐ

ƎƀƍƟܬܐ ܘŴſŴƣ ƎƍſƢƟ ܐ܂ƣܐ ܐܕƣܐܕ Ǝſܡ ܕűƉܐ ܗܘ ܕƣܘܗܝ ܐܕƦſܕܐ 

 ܕƀŶــŴܬܐ ܐſــƦܘܗܝ ܐܕƣܐ ܒƌƢــƤܐ ܕܗƌܐ ܗƀƃــƎƍƀƇƃƦƐƉ ƈ ܓųƐƍ܂

 ܕܐſــƦܘܗܝ ƆܒƌƢــƤܐ ܐſƦſــų̇  ܓƐƍܐ ƦƇƀƇƉܐ ŴƀŶܬܐ ܘܗ̣ܝ ƦƇƀƇƉܐ܂

ųƣܐܕ ƎƀƆųƆܐ ܘƣ̈ܐ ܐܕƌƮŶܐ܂ ܐƇƀƇƉ̈ ܐ܉ ܗ̣ܘ ܘܬܘܒƇƀƇƉ űƃ ܘܗܝƦſ10 ܐ

 ƍƕűſƦƉܐ܃ ܘŴ̈ƇƀŷƆܬܐ ƆܒƤƌƢܐ ܕƎſ ܗƇƀƇƉ̈ Ŵƌܐ܃ ܐܕƣ̈ܐ ƎƀƆųƆ ܓƐƍܐ

 ƀƇƉ̈ــƇܐ܂ ܘƆــƇܐ ƀƇƊ̈ƆــƇܐ ܓƍــƐܐ ܕܐſƦſــų̇  ܕƀŶــŴܬܐ ܐƦſܘܗܝ ܐܕƣܐ

 ܐܕƣܐ ƀƇƉــƇܐ܉ ܘƆــƇܐ ƀƇƊƆــƇܐ ܓƍــƐܐ ܕܐſƦſــŴƀŶ  ̇ųܬܐ ܗ̣ܝ ܘܬܘܒ

 ̇ųſƦſܐ ܐƊƣŴܘܗܝ ܕܓƦſܐ܃ ܕܐƐƍܓ ƦſܐűƆ ųƆ ܐƤƙƌ ܐƆűƆܐ܂ ܘƤƙƌ 

ــƊƣŴܐ ܗ̣ܘ ܘܬܘܒ ــƦܘܗܝ ܐܕƣܐ | ܓ ſܐ ܐƍــ ƀƃܘܗܝ ܕƦــ ſܐ ܕܐƐــ ƍܓ f.127v

 ܓƍــƐܐ ܕܐſــƦܘܗܝ ƀƄƉــƈ ܓƀــƀƃ Ƣــƍܐ ܓــƊƣŴܐ܂ ܘƆűƆܐ ܕܓƊƣŴܐ

ƎــƀƆܕܗ ƦــŶƦƆܕ ųــƍƉ ܐƆ ܘܗܝƦــſܐ܂ ܐܦ ܐƣܐܕ ƦــƀƆ Ƣــƀܐ ܓƐــƍܓ 

 ƟƦƉــƢܐ ܗƌܐ ܘźƉــƈ ܐܕƣܐ܂ ܗ̣ܘܐ Ɔــų ܘųƌܘܐ ƈƖƆ ųƍƉ ܐƌƢŶܐ

Ƒƍܐ܂ ܓƐ̈ƍܓ

ƍƀƣƢƙƉ 20ــƇƕ Ǝــƀܐ ܕܐſــƦܘܗܝ ܓƍــƐ̈ܐ ܓƍــƉ ƑــƎ ܗƀƃــƈ ܒƀƕƢــƍܐ §10

ƎſƦŷƌܘ ƎƍŶ ƎƀƆųܐ܃ ܒƀƕ̈ƞƉ ܢŴــƌ̣ܕܗ űــƃ ܢŴــƌ̣ܘܢ ܗųــſƦſܐ ܐƐ̈ــƍܓ 

ƦــŶƦƆűƆ ܘܢųــƍƉ ܐƣ̈ܘܐܕ ƎــƀƆܕܗ ƈــƖƆܘܢ܉ ܕųــƍƉ ܐƉűــƕ ܐƣــܐܕƆ 

 ܐƌƮŶܐ Ɔܐܕƣ̈ܐ ŭƇƘƦƉ ܕƆܐ ƈźƉ ܐܕƣ̈ܐ܃ ܐܕܫ ܕܐƦſܘܗܝ ܐſƢŶܐ

 ƀŷſــſű̈ܐ܉ ܕܐſƦſــųܘܢ ƀƍƉƦƊ̈Ɔــƍܐ ܐƆܐ ܓƍــƐܐ ܗ̣ܘ ųƆܘܢ ܕųƌܘܘܢ

ƁƤſƮƘܘ ƎƉ ܕܐű̈Ŷ ܐ܂ƍƀƍƊܐ ܒƍƙƆŴƀܒ Ǝſܕ ƎƉ ܐſű̈ƀŷſ ܗܘ ƎƍƠƇƏ ܐܕܫƆ 25

 ƆܓƉűƕ Ƒƍܐ ܘƦƉ ƎƍƀƠƇƏܕܪܓƀƕ̈ƞƉ Ǝƍƀܐ ܗƎƀƆ ܒűƀ ܘųƍƉ ܐܕƣ̈ܐ܂

.cod ܐܕƣܐ :.Ɔ scrܐܕܫ   cod.      25 ܐƌƢŶܐ :.scr ܐſƢŶܐ   23
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hear, or touch, or smell, or taste, and from these things we come to the idea of 

what unites them, i.e. their species. And from the species we further compre-

hend the genera that are divided into species. Thus, we first of all see Paul, 

Peter, and each concrete man, and, since everything that one of them has the 

others also have, it is their whole assembly that shares the same characteristics 

that we call “man”. This “man”, which is divided into numerables that are 

separated one from another in number and that share the same characteristics, 

we call a species. But species is a species of something, which is its genus. Thus, 

we comprehend that man is a species of rational living being, while rational 

living being is the genus for man, which is its species, and (also) for other 

rational species. And rational, in turn, is not only the genus for the rational 

species, namely, for man and intelligible powers, but is also a species of living 

being, which is the genus of rational and irrational. Living being, in turn, which 

is the genus of rational and irrational, is a species of body, which is the genus 

for animate and inanimate. And body, in turn, is a species of nature, which is 

the genus for body and incorporeal. But nature, which is the genus for what is 

beneath it, is not also a species, for there is no other genus that is above it and 

of which it would be a species. That is why it is called the most generic genus.

Thus, in intellect we divide the most generic genus, which is the highest §10

one, and descend to the intermediary entities that are genera for those beneath 

them and are at the same time species for those that are above them, all the 

way down to the last species that is the most specific one, since it is not divided 

into other species, so that it might be a genus for them, but into numerables 

that are particulars and that differ from one another in number. But in the 

teaching process we ascend from the particulars to the most specific species, 

and from there we proceed upwards through the intermediary ones until the 
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 źƉــƈ ܗƀƆــƎ܂ ƐƄ̈Źܐ ܐŸƄƤƉ Ʀƌ ܨܒŴ̈ܬܐ ܒƎſųƇƄ ܘܗƍƃܐ ܓƐ̈ƍܐ܂

col.b ܘƍƉــƊƄŷƆ ųــƦܟ܂ ųƀƍƊƏܝ ܗ̣ܘ ƦſŴŶƦƆܐ | ܐƐƘŴŹ ƅſܐ ܕƌųƆܐ

ܗƌܐ܂ ƐƄŹܐ ŴƇƃƦƐƊƆ ܐƦƌ ܕܨܒܐ ܨܒŴ ܕܒƈƄ ܐƞƉ Ʀƌܐ

11§ ܗܘ ܓƍــƐ̈ܐ ܓƑƍ ܕƐƀƟܐ ܐŸƄƤƉ Ʀƌ ܒƐƀƠ̈ܐ ܬܨܒܐ ܓƢƀ ܐܢ

5 ܪܓƀܐ ܘܬܘܒ ܕƐƀƟܐ܂ ܐܕƣ̈ܐ ܕܐųſƦſܘܢ ܘƀƆܒƤƀܐ ƢƆܓƀܐ ܘƢƘƦƉܫ

 ܕܐƍƇſ̈ܐ܉ ƦƉŴƟܐ ƐƌܒƎƀ ܕƆܐ ܘܕܐƎƀƇſ ܕܐƍƇſ̈ܐ Ɔܐܕƣܐ ܓƐƍܐ ܗ̇ܘܐ

ƅſܐ ܐƦƙܐ܂ ܓƃƢƣܐ ܘܬܘܒ ܘܕƍƇſܘܗܝ ܐƦſܐ ܐƣܐ ܐܕƐƀƟܐ܃ ܕƀܪܓ 

 ܗƀƆــƎ ܐܕƣ̈ܐ ܘܬܘܒ Ƙــܐܪ̈ܐ܂ ܕųſܒƀــƎ ܘƆܐƀƇſــƠƖƆ ƎــƮܐ ܓƐƍܐ ܗ̇ܘܐ

Ǝƀܒų̇ſܐ ܗ̇ܘܐ ܕƐƍܬܐ ܓƦƆ ܬܐƢƉƦƆܐ ܘƍƉܘܪܐ ܘܪܘŵــŶܐ܂ ܘƃƢــƣܘܕ 

10 ܕƆܐ ƈźƉ ܗܘ܉ ܐܕƣ̈ܐ ܐܕܫ ܐƌƮŶܐ ܗűŶ ƎƉ ƎƀƆ ܐܘ ƈƀƄƉ ܕƎſ ܬܬܐ

 ܓƘ Ƒƍܐܪܐ ܘܬܘܒ ܬܬܐ܂ űŶܐ űŷƆܐ ܐƆܐ ܐƌƮŶܐ Ɔܐܕƣ̈ܐ ƢƘƦƉܫ

 Ɔــųܘܢ ܘųƆ ƦƀƆűƆܘܢ܃ ܘƦƀƆűƆ ܓƉƮܐ ųƆܘܢ űƆܐƢƘƦƉ Ʀſܫ ܓƐƍ̈ܐ܂

 ƢƆܘƉــƍܐ ƘƦƉــƢܫ ܓــƉƮܐ܉ Ɔــųܘܢ ܘܕܐſــƆ Ʀــųܘܢ܂ ܘűƆܐſــƇƟ̈ Ʀــƙܐ

ــƦܐ ſŵƆܐ܂ ܘƃƢــ ƤƆܐ ܘܬܘܒ ܘƦــ ſܐ ܙƀــ ƍܒƇŷƆ | ܐƀــ ƉܐܪƆܐ ܘſƢــ ƊƤƆܘ f.128r

15 ܐܕƣ̈ܐ ܐܕܫ ƍƉــųܘܢ Ŷــű ܐܘ ܓƊƆŴƟ ƢƀܒƐܐ ܘܕƃƢƣܐ܂ ܘŴƇƠƆܒƐܐ

 ܙܪƌŴƕ̈ܐ ܬܘܒ ܒŴŷƇܕ܂ űŷƆ űŶ ܐƆܐ ܐƌƮŶܐ܂ Ɔܐܕƣ̈ܐ ŭƇƘƦƉ ܕƆܐ ܗܘ

 ƊŷƆܐ ƕܒƎſű ܕųƍƉܘܢ Ɔܐܕƣ̈ܐ ƎƀƣƢƘƦƉ ܓƐ̈ƍܐ܂ ܓƑƍ ܕܐųſƦſܘܢ

ــųܘܢ ــŴܪƟܐ ܘƍƉـ ــųܘܢ ſـ ــƦܘܗܝ ܕƟܐ ܘܬܘܒ ܕƟܐ܂ ܘƍƉـ  ܐܕƣܐ ܕܐſـ

 ܕŷƙ̈ƇŹ Ǝſܐ ܘܕƃƢƣܐ܂ ܘܓƉŴ̈ܐ ŷƙ̈ƇźƆܐ ܓƐƍܐ ųƆ ܗ̇ܘܐ ܕܙܪƌŴƕ̈ܐ܉

ŴƆ ܐƣ̈ܐܕƆ ܐ܉ƌƮŶܐ ܐƆܐ űŷƆ űŶ ܐŷƙ̈ƇŹ ܂ƎƀƣƮƘƦƉ20

12§ ܐſــƐƌ ƅــƕűſƦƉ ŪــƎ܂ ܒŷƇــŴܕ ܗܘ ܕܒƀƕƢــƍܐ ܒƎƀƆų ܐܦ ܗƍƃܐ

 Ɔــܐܕƣ̈ܐ ƘƦƉــƣƢܐ ܕƎſ ܗܕܐ ܐܘŴƍƉܬܐ܂ ܓƐƍ̈ܐ ܓƑƍ ܕܒƦſŴŶƦܐ

 ܗ̇ܘܐ ܕܐܘŴƍƉܬܐ܉ ܐܕƣܐ ܕܐƦſܘܗܝ ƕܒűܐ ܘܬܘܒ ܘܕƦƇƉܐ܂ ܕƕܒűܐ

 ܘܬܘܒ ܘܕƣــƃƢܐ܂ ܘܕƊƕــƢܐ ܘܕƤŷƌܐ ܕƐƀƟܐ ܐƌƮŶܐ܉ Ɔܐܕƣ̈ܐ ܓƐƍܐ

ــűܐ ــƐܐ ƕܒ̇ ƀƟܘܗܝ ܕƦــ ſܐ ܕܐƣܬܐ܉ ܐܕŴــ ƍƉܫ ܕܐܘƢــ ƘƦƉ ܐƣ̈ــܐܕ Ɔ 25

ــƌƮܐ Ŷܐ űــ ƀܒƕܝ ܙܘ̈ܓܐ ܕűــ ــƙܐ ܘƕܒ̈ Ɔ̈ܐ܃ ܐƮــ ــƢܘܬܐ ܘƌܓ ــƌ ƈܓ ƀƄƉ 
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most generic genus.24 Thus, since in all things you will find these orders (τάξεις), 

we have set for your wisdom this kind (τύπος) of example, on the basis of 

which you would be able to comprehend the order (τάξις) of anything you like.

So, if you wish, you would find in wooden things that wood is a most §11

generic genus that is divided into wet and dry, which are the species of wood. 

Further, wet (wood) is the genus of the species of trees and of what does not 

reach the height of a tree, such as vine tree and the rest. Further, tree that is a 

species of wet wood is the genus of medical plants and of those that bear fruits. 

Further, the species of (trees) bearing (fruits) becomes the genus of fig tree, date 

palm, pomegranate, apple tree, and the rest. But fig tree or any other one is the 

most specific species, since it is divided not into other species but into 

individual fig trees. Also, fruit is a most generic genus. It is divided into those 

(fruits) that contain kernels and those that do not, into those that have no 

covering and those that have it. Those which contain kernels are divided into 

pomegranate, olives, and the rest. And olive is further divided into the fatty, the 

Aramaic, the Samaritan, the colymbades,25 and so on. The colymbades or any 

other (olive) is a most specific species that is not divided into other species but 

into individual (olives) only. Also, grain is a most generic genus that is divided 

into species, some of which produce bread, other herbs, and still other 

vegetables. Also, (grains of) vegetables, which is a species of grains, is the genus 

of lentils, beans, and the rest. Lentils, however, are divided not into other 

species but into individual lentils.

The same also applies to those things that are grasped only intellectually. §12

Take craft as an example of a most generic genus. It is divided into the species 

of practice and rhetoric. Further, practice, which is a species of craft, is the 

genus of various species, i.e. (the crafts of treating) wood, metals, wool, and the 

rest. And further, the treatment of wood, which is a species of craft, is divided 

into other species, i.e. production of yokes, building of ships, and carpentry. But 

24 For the two types of reasoning, analysis and synthesis, which are understood also in terms 

of descent and ascent, cf. T2 §§1–6. See also Ammonius, In Isag. 36.1–38.4 Busse.

25 Syr. qlwbsʾ (in second case qwlmbsʾ), corresponding to the Talmud Aramaic qlwpsyn or 

klwbsyn (cf. Löw 1881: 137–138; Jastrow 1903: I.640–641) and deriving from Greek κολυμβάδες 

ἐλαῖαι (“olives swimming in brine”), refers to olives that were collected for food in contrast to 

those used for producing oil.
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 ƆܐܘƍƉـــŴ̈ܬܐ ƇƘƦƉܓƀـــƎ ܓƀـــƆ Ƣܐ ܗܘ܂ ܐܕƣ̈ܐ ܐܕܫ ܘܕƣـــƃƢܐ܂

Ɖ col.bــƎ ܘƀƤſƢƘــűƀŷſ ƎܐſــƦ ܕܐſƦſــųܘܢ ܘܒƎƇƙ ܕܒƎƇƙ ܐƆܐ ܐƦƀƌƮŶܐ܉ |

ܒƍƀƍƊܐ܂ ű̈Ŷܕܐ

ƎƀƆܗ Ǝſܢ ܕƮƉܐ ܐƆ ܗܘܐ ƅſܗ̇ܘ ܐ ƎƀƆܢ ܕܗŴƌܕ ܐŴŷƇܐ܃ ܒƐƍ̈13§ ܓ

ƎƀƆųƆܕ ܘŴŷƇܐ ܒƣ̈ܐܕ ƎƀƣƮƘƦƉ ܂ƎƀƟܕƦƐƉܐ ܘƆܐ ƅſܐ ܐƦſŴŶƦƆ5 ܕ

 ܐܘܪŶܐ ܘƌــűܪܘܫ ƕűſƦƌــƎ ܗƀƆــƎ ܕܒƠƣŴ̈ƙܐ ܕƇƉ̈ܐ ܐƮƉܢ܉ ܒŴŷƇܕ ܗܘ

ƁــƊŶƮƆ ܐƍƙƆŴــſ ƎــƉܕ ƈــƀƇƟ ƁܓــƏ̇ ܢ܂ŴــŷƄƤƌ ƈــƄܢ ܒŴ̈ܨܒــ Ƣــƀܓ ƎــƉ 

 ܘܐܕƣܐ ܓƍــƐܐ ܐƌــƦ܃ ƄƤƉــŸ ܗƀƆــƎ ܬƎſųſƦƆ ܬܨܒܐ ܐܢ ܒƦſƮܐ܉

 ƉــƀƤſƮƘ ƎــƎ ܘܐܕƣ̈ܐ ܐܕƣ̈ܐ܂ ƀƤƍƃƦƉــƀŷſ Ǝــſű̈ܐ ܘƉــƎ ܘſűƀŷſــŴܬܐ܂

ــƐ̈ܐ܂ ƍܓ Ǝــ ƀƆܗ Ǝــ ſܐ ܕƀــ ƕ̈ƞƉ ܢŴــ ƌ̣ܕܗ űــ ƃ ܢŴــ ƌ̣ܐ ܗƣ̈ܐ ܐܕƐــ ƍ̈10 ܘܓ

 ܕſــƎ ܓƍ̈ــƐܐ ܐſƦſــųܘܢ܉ ƍƉــųܘܢ ܕƖƆــƈ ܕܗƀƆــƎ ܐܕƣ̈ܐ ܐſƦſــųܘܢ܂

 ܘܐſــƀŷƃƦƤƉ ƦــƎ ܕƏܓƀ̈ــܐܐ ܐſــƄܐ ܐſــųƍƉ Ʀܘܢ܂ ܕƆ ƦŶƦƆܐܕƣ̈ܐ

ƎƀŷƃƦƤƉ܂ Ɔܐ ܐܦ ܕƎſ ܕܘܟ ܒűܘܟ ܕܕƇƀƆ̈ܐ܂ ܐƄſܐ

ƅſܐ ܐƦƠƀƐƙ̈ܕܒ ƈƀƃܐ ܗƐƍܐ ܓƢƟƦƉ ܡűƉ ƑſƢƘܕ ƈƕ ܐƣ̈14§ ܐܕ

ƎƀƤſƮƘܕ ƎــƉ ܕܐű̈ــŶ ܐƙƇŶŴــƤܐ ܒƆܐ܂ ܘƍــƀƍƊܐ | ܒƣܐܕ Ǝــſܐ ܕƢــƟƦƉ f.128v

 ܒƙƇŶŴƤܐ܂ ܘŴƆ ܒƍƀƍƊܐ ű̈Ŷܕܐ ƎƉ ܕƏ ƎƀƤſƢƘܓƀ̈ܐܐ ƈƕ ܕűƉ ƑſƢƘܡ

ƎــƘܐ Ǝــſܕ ŸــƃƦƤƉ űــŶ űــŶ ƎــƉ ܐƣ̈ܐ ܐܕƆܕ ƑــſƢƘ ƈــƕ ــܐܐƀ̈ܓƏ 

 ܐſــƅ ܐܢ ƘــƑƄƀƌŴ܉ ܐſــƅ ܒƀƍƊــƍܐ ܐܦ ܗܘ Ŷــű ܐƆܐ ƍƀƍ̈ƉƦƉܐ

ƎƍſƢƉܕܐ űŶ ܗܘ ƦــſܐƢſƢƣ ܐƆــܐܐ ܘƀ̈ܓƏ ƈــźƉ ܐƙƇŶŴــƣܕ ƎــƀƇſܕܐ 

Ʀſܕܐ ųƆ ƑƄƀƌŴƙƆ ܕܘܗܝŴــŷƇܒ űــƃ ƦــƀƆ ܐƣ̈ــܐܕƆ ܐƌƮــŶܐ܉ ܐƦــŶƢƘ20 ܕ

 ̇ųƣƢƘ ƎƉ ܐƦŶƢƘ  ̇ųſƦſ܃ ܕܐųƐƍܐ ܓƣܘܗܝ ܐܕƦſܗ̣ܘ ܐܦ ܐ ƎــƘܐ 

űŶ ܐ܂ ܗ̣ܘƍƀƍƊܐܢ ܒ Ƣƀܓ ƎƍƀƆܐƦƤƉ ܐƍــƉ܉ ܗܘ ܕƑƄƀƌŴــƘ ƎــſƢƉܐ 

ƎــƍŶ ܐƣܐ܂ ܗܘ ܐܕƦــŶƢƘܕ ƈــƃ ܐƣܐܕ Ǝــſܐ܂ ܐܘ ܕƐــƍܓ ƈــƕ ƎــƀƆܗ 

 ܕƉــƍܐ ƦƤƉܐƍƀƆــƎ ܓƀــƢ ܐܢ ƉــŴܕܥ܂ ܐſųſƦſــƎ ܕƉــƍܐ ܕܬŴŶܬܘܗܝ

25 ܕܐſــƦܘܗܝ ƦƘܓــƊܐ Ɔ ƎƍƀƍƙƉܐܕƢźƘ ųƣܘܣ܉ ܐܘ ŴƆŴƘܣ ܐƦſܘܗܝ

ــƤܐ܂ ƌƢܐ ܬܘܒ ܘܐܢ ܒƤــ ƌƢܒ Ǝــ ƍƀƆܐƦƤƉ ܉Ŵــ ƍƉ̇ܕ Ǝــ ƍſƢƉܬܐ ܐŴــ ƀŶܕ 
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carpentry and everything else are most specific species, for they are not divided 

into other crafts but into such-and-such individual things that are separate 

from one another numerically.

What has been said does not mean that these are the only genera that are §13

separated and that they divide only into these species. Rather, what we have 

said is an example of such explanations through which one might comprehend 

and show the way for the lovers of learning who will receive a lot from a little. 

For in all created beings you will discover, if you wish, these three things: genus, 

species, and particularity. Species are assembled from particulars, and genera 

are divided into species, while those in-between are at the same time species 

and genera. They are species of what is above them and genera of the species 

that are beneath them. Sometimes many of them are found, sometimes they are 

few, and in some places they are not found at all.

Now, to put it briefly, we call genus something that spreads over (several) §14

species that are divided from one another through differentiae and not through 

number. We call species something that spreads over multiple things that are 

divided from one another through number and not through differentiae. 

However, there are particular species that do not spread over multiple numer-

ables but are one also in number, for instance, the phoenix (φοῖνιξ). Even if, as 

we say, in reality there is only one (phoenix) and not many, since the differentia 

of those things that the phoenix alone has, while other species of birds do not 

have, differentiates it from the birds that belong to its genus, it is a species too 

despite being one in number. Hence, if we are asked what the phoenix is, we 

say that it is a species of bird.26 For each species27 or genus explains what is 

beneath it. So, if we are asked what Paul or Peter are, we give their species, 

man, as an answer. And if we are further asked what man is, we say, rational 

26 For this example, cf. Simplicius, In Cat. 371.14 Kalbfleisch (quoting Plotinus).

27 Correction proposed by G. Furlani. The ms. has “man”.
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ƦƤƉ col.bܐƎƍƀƆ ܐܢ ƦƇƀƇƉܐ | ŴƀŶܬܐ ܘܬܘܒ ܓųƐƍ܂ ܕܐƦƇƀƇƉ  ̇ųſƦſܐ

 ܘܬܘܒ Ƥƙƌــų܂ ܒــų ܕܐſــƦ ܗܝ ܕܓــƊƣŴܐ ƍŶــƎ ܐſƢƉــƎ ܗܝ܉ ܕƉــƍܐ

 ܐܢ ƍƉ̇ــŴ ܕܓــƊƣŴܐ ܬܘܒ ܗܘ܃ ܕƉــƍܐ ƙƌــƤܐ ܒــų ܕܐƦſ ܓƊƣŴܐ

 Ŷــű ܘƃــƈ ܓƍ̈ــƐܐ܂ ܓƍــƑ ܕܐſــƦܘܗܝ ܗܘ ܕƍƀƃܐ ܐƦƤƉ ƎƍſƢƉܐƎƍƀƆ܉

ŴƘ5ܪųƍƣ܂ ŴƇƉ ųƆܬ ƢƟƦƉ űƃܐ ųƍƉ ܕƦŶƦƆ ܕܗ̇ܘ ܒƊƤܐ ųƍƉܘܢ

ƃ §13ــƆ űــܐܕƣܐ܃ ƎƀŷƉ ܙƌܐ ܕܐܦ ܕƢſųƉܘܬܟ ܕܬܕܥ ܕƎſ ܐƌܐ ܨܒܐ

ŴƆ ųــƆ ܘų̇ــƆ ƎــƍſƢƟܐ ܕƣܐܕ ƎــƍſƢƟ̇ ܐ܉ƌܐ ܙƆܡ ܐűــƊƆ ƎــſƢŶܐ ųــƍƉܕ 

ƦſܐƌƢƕŴƏ ܥ܂űſƦƉ ܐƍƄſܬܐ ܐŴƙƄƌܕ ƎſƢƉܐ ƎƍŶ  ̇ųſƦſܐ ܕܐƣܐܕ 

 ƙƄƌ  ̇ųƆܐƦſ܉ űƉܡ ܐƢƉ̇ ܐܘ űƉܡ ƕ̇ܒű ܕܐƥƌ ܕƉ Ǝſܐ ܕƦƀƉܪܘܬܐ܂

10 ܕܗ̣ܘ Ɖ̇ــƎ ܕܗ̇ܘ ŴƇƕܗܝ ƦƤƉܐƎƍƀƆ ܓƢƀ ܐܢ ܙƌܐ܂ ƎƍſƢƟ ܕƙƄƌܐų̇Ɔ Ʀſܝ

 ܕܙŴƇƀƆܬܐ ƈźƉ ܕƙƄƌܐƦſ܃ ƎƍŶ ܐƦƇƊƆ ƎſƢƉܐ܉ ܐƢƉܗ̇  ܙƌܐ ܕܒܐƍſܐ

 ܙƌܐ ܕܒܐſــƍܐ ƦƤƉܐƍƀƆــƎ ܐܢ ƣܓƀــƤܐ ƕــƈ ܕƣܓŴƤƀܬܐ܂ ܗܝ ܐܕƣܐ

ƢƉ̇ܡ ܐűــƉ ܉ ܐܘűܒــƕ̇ ƎــƍſƢƉ܂ ܐƦــſܐƇƀƆܬܘܒ ܕܙ ƈــźƉ ܬܐŴܒــƍܕܓ 

 ƈƠƣ̇ ܙƌܐ ܕܒܐƍſܐ ܓƍܒܐ ƈƕ ܕƦƤƉܐƎƍƀƆ ܐƦƉܝ ܕƆŴƕܐ܂ ܗܝ ܐܕƣܐ

15 ܓƍܒــŴܬܐ ܕƕــƆŴܐ܉ ܗƀƃــƈ ܐܕƣܐ ܕܓƍܒܐſــƦ܂ ܐƍſƢƉــƎ ܕƇſــų܉ ܕƆܐ

źƉ f.129rــƈ ܙƌܐ܂ ƍſƢƟــƎ ܘƆــųܕܐ | ܓƍܒܐƦſ܂ ܐųſƦẛ  ܕܐܕƣܐ ܘŴƖƏܪܘܬܗ

 ܕſƮƀƙƣــƎ ܐܘ ܕܐƌــƤܐ ƏــƌƮƕŴܐ ƕــƍŶ ƈــƎ ܕƦƤƉܐƉ ƎƀƆܐ ܐܦ ܗƌܐ

 ܕſƮƕƦƐƉــƏ ƎــƌƮƕŴܐ ܘܬܘܒ ƦƘܓƊܐ܂ ƎƍƀƍƙƉ ܕܒƎƀƤƀ ܐܘ ܙųƀƌ̈ܘܢ

ــƎ ܐܢ ƍƀƇƃƦƐƉ ܐƍــ ſܐ ܕܒܐƌܗܘܘ܉ ܙ Ǝــ ƍſƢƉܕܐܘ ܐ Ʀــ ſܐƖƀƌܐܘ ܨ 

20 ܘܗ̣ܝ ܐƌــŴܢ܂ ܙƌ̈ــƀܐ ܓƀــƢ ܗƀƐƃ ƎƀƆܐƦſ܂ ܐܘ ܓƀƇܐƦſ ܐܘ źƀƤƘܐƦſ܃

ــŴܬܐ ܗܕܐ Ɩƀƌܬܐ܉ ܐܘ ܨŴــ źƀƤƘ Ŵــ Ɔ ܐƀــ ƌ̈ܢ ܙŴــ ƌܐ> ܐƆܐ <ܐƣ̈ܐܕ 

ܕܪƍƀƕܐ܂

Ɖ §14ــűܡ ƕــƈ ܐƦſܘܗܝ܉ Ƣƣܪܐ ŴƆ ܗ̣ܘ ܕűƊƆ űƃܡ ƎƍſƢƟ ܕƐƘŴŹ Ǝſܐ

ƎſƢŶܘܗܝ ܐƦſܪܐ ܕܐƢƣ ܩ܂űܒƉ ƎƘܘܗܝ ܘܐƦſܪܐ ܗ̣ܘ ܐƢƣ ܐƉ ܕܗ̣ܘܐ 

ŪƐƌƦƉ25܂ űƊƆܡ űƉܡ ܕƉ̇ܐ ܕܒűƉ ųܡ ƐƘŴŹ ƈƕܐ

17§ ܙƕــŴܪ ܐܢ Ɖــűܡ ſƦƉــűܥ ܕܒــƉ ųــűܡ Ɔــų̇ܘ ƎƍſƢƟ ܕŴƀƊƃ Ǝſܬܐ

Ə̇ܓƁ܂ ܘܐܢ ƈƀƇƟ ܘܐܢ ܪܒ܂ ܘܐܢ
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living being, which is its genus. And if we are also asked what rational living 

being is, we say that it is an animate body. And further, if we are asked what 

animate body is (...).28 And further when we are asked what body is, we say that 

it is a nature, which is a most generic genus. And each one of them is called by 

the name of that under which it is, while a differentia makes it complete.29

I would like your intelligence to know that kind30 also relates to species. §15

Although what we call a kind is different from what we call a species, the latter 

may still actually be comprehended from it. For instance, we say that modesty 

is a species of virtue.31 So, when a person is doing or saying something modestly, 

we call him of modest kind; and if you are asked about someone what kind of 

speech he speaks, we say, the modest one. And since licentiousness is a species 

of deceit, if we are asked what kind the words and actions of a deceitful person 

is, we answer that (it is) licentious. Also, since theft is a species of crime, if we 

are asked of what kind the thief’s act of taking that which does not belong to 

him is, we say furtive. Thus, theft is a species of crime, so the implementation 

of the species is furtively, and this is what we call kind. Because of that, when 

we are asked about the deeds of a man, we answer that they are either of a 

good or of a bad kind. So, if we understand which kind certain deeds that have 

been done belong to, we say that they were either (done) cunningly, or simply, 

or apparently, or secretly. All of these are kinds, while cunning and simplicity 

are not kinds but species of intellect.

We call model (τύπος) that which does not actually exist but which points §16

to something else that actually exists. And even if it actually exists, what 

“model” refers to is the way in which something is similar to something (else).32

We call quantity that by means of which something is comprehended as §17

being small or big, few or many.

28 The words “And further ... body” are marked red in the codex. It is likely that several 

words have dropped out here. The restored text should read: “... we say that it is a body”.

29 On applying the names of genera for the definition of species, see T2 §9, which derives 

from Sergius, In Cat. §169.

30 Syr. zna, “kind, sort, way (of doing something)”. Sergius popularized this term to represent 

“quality”, cf. In Cat. §§ 354–355 (362–363 Arzhanov).

31 Cf. the Syriac version of Ps.-Aristotle, De Virt. I.3 (Brock 2014: 94).

32 Cf. Ps.-Michael Badoqa, Book of Definitions 135 (72.13–73.2 Furlani).
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Ŷ §18ــű ܕſــƎ ܐܢ Ŷــű܉ ƌــųܘܘܢ ܐܢ ܕܬܪſ̈ــƉ Ǝܐ ƍſƢƟــƎ ܕſــſűŶ ƎــŴܬܐ

űŶ܂ ܐƦſܘܗܝ

ƋƇƣ ܐƢƉܐƉ ܝƢƉܕ ƑƀܓƢƏ ܐƤƀƤƟ ƈƕ ܐƐƍ̈ܐ ܓƣ̈ܬܐ܂ ܘܐܕŴſűƀŷſܘ
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We speak of unity when two things become one, or when one thing is one.33§18

The treatise of presbyter Mar Sergius on genera, species, and particularity came 

to an end.

33 Cf. a slightly different definition of this term in Ps.-Michael Badoqa, Book of Definitions 167 

(85.11–12 Furlani).
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<...> ƎƀƇſܐ ƎƀƀŶ܂ ܕƥ̇ܒŶ ܐƃܐƇƊ̈Ɔ ƢƉ̇ܐ ܐƌܐ ܐƤƍƀƍ̈ܒƆܐ܂ ܘƢƀƖܒƆܘ D110r §1

űƃܐ ܘƊƣ űŶ ܘܗܝ܉Ʀſܘܢ ܐųƇƄƆ ƎƀƆܐ ܗƍƀƄܕܒ ƎƀƤſƢƘ ƎƉ ܕܐű̈Ŷ ܡűƟ̇ 

 ܐܕƣ̈ܐ܂ ܒــų ܕŶܒƀƤƀــƎ ܕſــƎ ܗƀƆــƦƉ ƎܐƉــƢ܃ ܓƍƐƍــƀܐ ܘܒűܓŴܢ ŴŶ̇ܝ܂

ــƎ ܐܕƣܐ ſܘܗܝ ܕƦــ ſܐ ܐƌƢƕŴــ Ə Ǝــ ƀƤƀܒŶܕ ųــ ــƌƮƕŴܐ ܒ Ə ــܐܐ ƀ̈ܓƏ 

ƎــƀƙƇŷƤƉܐ ܕƉŴــƍƠܐ ܒƌƢƕŴــƐܒ Ǝــſ܂ ܕƎſŴــƣ ƅــſ܂ ܕܐƎــƄſܐ ܐƌŵــƃ5 ܐ

 ƣــƊܐ ܗƀƆــƎ܂ ܘܕܐƅſ ܬܘܪܐ ܐܘ ܒŴŷƇܕ ƀƏŴƏܐ ܐܘ ܒŴŷƇܕ ܕܒƤƌƢܐ

ƈƀƃܐ ܗƌܐ ܗƤƌƢܕܒ ƈƃ ܝƦƉܐ ƦſܐſƢƣܕ ƢƉܐƦƉ űƃ ܐƉŴــƍƠƆ ܐƆ 

ƋŶƦƉ ܐƀƌŴܘܗܝ܂ ܓƦſܐ ŴƆ Ǝſܕ ƁــƙƇŷƤƊ̈Ɔ ܐ܉ƍــƀƄܐ ܒƆܐ ƁــƙƇŷƤƊ̈Ɔ 

 ܐܦ ܗƍƃܐ ܕܒƤƍƀƍ̈ܐ܂ ܘƃƢƤƆܐ ܘƀƌűƆܐŴƖƊƤƆ ƈſܢ ܕƎſ ܗŴƌ ܒƉŴƍƠܐ܂

10 ܘܒــܐܬܪ̈ܘܬܐ ܐſƦſــųܘܢ ܗƀƃــƏ ƈܓƀ̈ــܐܐ ƃــű ܬܘܪܐ܂ ܐܦ ƏــƀƏŴܐ

 ܐƆܐ ŶــƉ űــŶ ƎــƀƤſƢƘ űــƆ Ǝܐ ƀƊƀƏــƎ܉ ű̈Ŷܕܐ ƎƉ ܘܕܪƙƇŷƤ̈Ɖ ƎƀƠƀŶܐ

ŶܒƎƀƤƀ܂ űƉܡ ܒűŷ ܒųƍƀƄܘܢ

ƎſűƉ ܉ ܕܥƅــƆ ܐƐــƍܘܗܝ ܗ̇ܘ ܕܓƦــſܐ ƢــƉܐƦƉܘ ƎــƀƤƀܒŶܕ ų2§ ܒــ

 ܒــų ܕŶܒƀƤƀــƎ ܗ̇ܘ ܕſــƎ ܐܕƣܐ ܒƀƄــƍܐ܂ ܘƙƇŷƤ̈ƉــƏ Ɓܓƀ̈ܐܐ ƌƮƕŴƏܐ

ƍƟ 15ــƉŴܐ ܒƍƠــƉŴܐ܂ ܐƆܐ ܒƀƄــƍܐ ƎƀƙƇŷƤƉ ܕƆܐ Əܓƀ̈ܐܐ ƌƮƕŴƏܐ

ƈƀƃܗ űŷƇƃܕ ƎــƉ ܃ƎــƀƆܐ ܐܘ ܗƤــƌƢܐ ܐܘ ܕܒƀƏŴــƏܐ ܕܬܘܪܐ܉ ܐܘ ܕƆ 

Ƣــ ƉܐƦƉ ܐƣܝ ܐܕų̇ــ ــŭ ܕƆܐ ܒ ƇƘƦƉ ܡűــ ƊƆ | ܉Ǝــ ſƢŶܐ ܐƆܐܕܫ ܐ col.b

ــƎ܂ ƀƣ̈ܐܕ Ʀــ ƀܐ ܒƊــ ƀƄ̈Ŷ ƈــ ƀƃܡ ܗűــ ƊƆ ܐƆܐ ܕƍــ Ɵ ܐƌܐ ܙƍــ ƠƐƘƦƉ 

 ܘƢƐƆܓƀــƑ ܗƀƃــƖƊƤƆ ƈــŴܢ Ɔــų܂ ƀƍƄƉــƎ ܐܕƀƣ̈ــƎ ܐܕܫ ܘƇƘƦƉܓƍܐ

ƈſܐƀƌűƆܐ ܐܘ ܘƉŴƍƠƆ ܡűƉܕ ƎſƢŶܐ ܐƣܐܕܫ ܐܕ Ǝƀƣ̈ܐܕ ƎــſƢƟ ܉ųــƆ 20

Ŵــƌܗ Ǝــſܐ ܕƆ ܐƍــƠƐƘ̈ƦƉ ƈــźƉ űــƃܘܢ ܕųــƍƀƄܒ ƎſŴــƣ ܢ܉Ŵــƌܐ ܐƆ 

ƎƀƣƢƘƦƉ ƎƉ ܕܐű̈Ŷ ܐܘ Ǝſܘܢ ܪܕųƍƉ ܐƣ̈ܐ܂ ܐܕƌƮŶܐ

3§ ܐܢ Ɖــűܡ܃ ƉــƉ Ǝــűܡ ſƢƘــƥ ܕܒــƉ ųــűܡ ܐƦſܘܗܝ ܬܘܒ ŴƘܪƍƣܐ

 ܕſƢƘــƥ ܐƌŵƃܐ ƍƣƢƘƦƉܐ܂ ܐűƉ ƎſƢŶܡ ܘܐܢ ܒƉŴƍƠܐ ܘܐܢ ܒƍƀƄܐ

25 ܒƊــűܡ܃ ܒƢƀƖܐ ƎƉ ܒƤƌƢܐ ܬܘܒ ܘƥſƢƘ ܒűƊܡ܃ ƇƉ̈ܐƃܐ ƎƉ ܒƤƌƢܐ

 ܒƀƖــƢܐ ܬܘܒ ܘſƢƘــƤܐ ܒƊــűܡ܃ ŶƢƘــƦܐ ƉــƎ ܒƀƖــƢܐ ܬܘܒ ܘƤſƢƘܐ

 ܗƀƆــƎ܂ ܘܕܐƃ ƅſܐƘ̈ܐ ƎƉ ܐܘ ƐƀƟ̈ܐ ƎƉ ܐܘ ƞƌܒƦ̈ܐ܃ ƎƉ ܘƦŶƢƘܐ

 ƉƦƤƉــų܉ ƘــŴܪƍƣܐ Ɖــűܡ ƉــűƉ Ǝܡ ܒų ܕƚƇŷƤƉ ܗƌܐ ܗƈƀƃ ܙƌܐ



<...>1 comprises living beings, I mean, angels, men, and animals. And since §1

it has been shown that there is one name for all of them who differ from one 

another in nature, it is thus called generic, while what it is comprised of are 

species. Now, species is something that comprises many things that differ in 

their individual subsistence but that are similar in essence,2 for instance, man 

simpliciter, or horse and bull simpliciter, and so on. Every time you apply the 

name “man” loosely, not referring to a concrete individual, it is said universally, 

(designating all those) who do not differ in nature but who differ in their 

individual existence, namely, Simon, Daniel, and other men. The same stands 

for (the names) “horse” and “bull”, which (refer to) multiple (beings) that exist 

at different places and are distant from one another but that are not differenti-

ated from one another, since they are embraced in their nature by something 

which is one.3

Thus, you shall know that a genus is said of, and exists, so that it embraces §2

multiple things that differ in nature. Species, on the other hand, is that which 

embraces multiple things that differ not in nature but in individual being. Now, 

since it is not divided into anything else, an individual being of each one of 

them — be it (the species) man, horse, or bull — is not called a species but a 

most specific species. For it was the custom of the wise to call something that 

cannot be divided and differentiated a most specific species. Thus, the species 

of Simon, Sergius, Daniel, or any other individual being they called most 

specific species, i.e. indivisibles, since in their nature, (these men) are similar 

and do not differ from one another; nor do any other species derive from 

them.4

Further, differentia is that through which one thing differs from another §3

either in nature, or in individual subsistence, or in any other thing that may be 

differentiated. For instance, through one thing men differ from angels, and 

through another thing men differ from animals. Also, animals differ from birds 

through something, while animals and birds, in turn, (differ) from plants, or 

trees, or stones, and so on. Now, the way in which one thing differs from the 

other is called differentia, since by means of it we differentiate and understand 

1 The beginning of the treatise is lost. The first five paragraphs deal with the five main terms 

of the Isagoge, starting with genus in §1. For the first sentence, cf. Ps.-Michael Badoqa, Book of 

Definitions 59 (53.7–11 Furlani).

2 The Syriac text has the word suʿrana, “thing”, which functions here as a synonym for 

“nature”, cf. §2 below.

3 For the definition of genus and species, cf. T2 §17. However, the terminology of T6 differs 

from what we find in T2 which is based on the Isagoge.

4 It seems that the Syriac author is here confusing the terms “most specific species” and 

“individual”. See T1 §4, T2 §15, and T5 §7 for a clearer distinction between the two.
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ƈźƉ ųܕܒ ƎƍƀƣƢƘ Ǝƍƀƕűſܐ ܘƍƊܕܒ ƎƉ̇ ܐƌܗ ƥſƢƘ ƎƉ ܐƌܐ ܗƍــƊܒ 

Ǝſܐ ܕŴƣ̇ Ƌƕ ܐ܂ƌܗ

4§ ܕųƇſ ܘܕƆܐ ŴŷƉܐ ܒŴŷƇܕ ܕƍƀƄƆܐ űƉܡ ܗ̇ܘ ܐųſƦẛ  ܬܘܒ ܕƦƀƇſܐ

 ƦƉ ƋſƢƉ ųƊƕܬܪƋſ ܗ̣ܘ ܘűƃ ܕܗ̣ܘ܃ ܐƍſܐ ƍƀƃܐ ܕſƞƉ ƋƀƟƦƌܐ Ɔܐ

ƢƉ f.110vܐƀƌــƦܐ ܕƀƇſــƦܐ ܕܐſƦſــų̇  | ܕܓƃŴŷــŴܬܐ ܐƃــƌŵܐ ƍƀƄƆــų܂ ܐܦ

 ܒƤƌƢܐ ܗ̣ܘ ܕܐܦ ܐųſƦẛ  ܐƠƍƌܐ ƎƉ ܗܕܐ ƦƉܬܪƊſܐ ܘܐܢ ܕܒƤƌƢܐ܃

ƋſܬܪƦƉ ܐ ܘܗ̇ܝƄƘųܕܒ Ŵƌܗ Ǝſܕܐܢ ܕ ƋſܬܪƦƌ ܐƤــƌƢܒ ƎــƉ ܐƠــƍƌܐ 

 ƉــƎ ܐƉƦƣــų ܕƦƀƇſܐ ܗƌܐ ܕܐƅſ ܗƈƀƃ ܙƌܐ ƦƉܬܪƊſܐ܂ ܗ̣ܝ ܐܦ

ƊƀƄ̈Ŷܐ܂

10 ܐƆܐ ܘƆــƍƉ ųــƟ ųــƊſŴܐ Ɔــų ܕƀƆــƦ ܗ̇ܘ ܐſــƦܘܗܝ ܬܘܒ ܓƣűܐ §5

 ܐƉــƦܝ ܘܐſــƌ Ʀــųܘܐ܂ ܘܕƆܐ ܕƌــųܘܐ ܘƉــſƞܐ ܒŷƇــŴܕ ܒƤŷƊܒــƦܐ

 ܘܐűƉ Ʀſܡ܃ ܘƆܐ ܒųƀƌŴƤ ܗ̇ܘܐ ܕܒų ܗ̇ܘ ƍƀƄƆܐ ܕƉ̇ Ǝſܐƃܐ ܕƍƤƉܐ܃

 ܕųƍƉ ƎƉ ܬܘܒ ܘܐƦſ ܗ̣ܘܐ܂ ܒŵܒƍܐ ܘܐƍƤƉ ƎƘܐ ܕƆܐ ܐƦƉܝ ܬܘܒ

 ܕƉــƉŴܐ ܐƃــƌŵܐ ƟــƊſŴ̇ܐ Ɔــų ܐſــƦ ܐſƢŶــƎ ܘܒűƊܡ űƆŴƉ ƚƀƠƌܐ

15 ܕܒƍƀƖܐ܃ ƢſŴƕܘܬܐ ܐܘ ܕܐűſܐ܃ ܬܒƢܐ ܐܘ ܕܪܓƇܐ ܬܒƢܐ ܐܢ űƉܡ܃

ــűܡ ــƎ ܘƉـ ــƌųܐ ܐſƢŶـ ــƎ܉ ܬܘܒ ܕƉ̇ܐ܂ ܕƆـ ــƌŵܐ ܕſـ ــŴܪܘܬܐ ܘܐƃـ  ܕŶـ

 ƀƊƀƏــƎ܃ ܕܒƀƄــƍܐ Ƈƃــųܘܢ ܘܓــƌŴ̈ܐ ƠƉŴƏــŴܬܐ܃ ܐܘ ܘܐܘƊƃــŴܬܐ

 ƉــƎ ܕſــƎ ܘƍƉــųܘܢ ܒŵܒــƍܐ܃ ܘܗܘẛــƎ ܒŵܒــƍܐ ƎƉ̇ ƎƀƣƢƘƦƉ ܕųƍƉܘܢ

 ܗƈƀƃ ܙƌܐ ܐŸƃƦƣ܂ ܕܒƍƀƄƆ ųܐ ųƍƉܘܢ ƊƆŴƤƆ ƚƀƠƌ űŷƇƃܐ Ŵƣܪſܐ

ƅſܐ ܕܐƌܐ ܗƣűܓ ųƉƦƣܐ ƎƉ ܐ܂ƊƀƄ̈Ŷ ܢŴܓűܘܒ ƈƃ ܘܗܝ܉Ʀــſ20 ܕܐ

ƦƀŶܐ ܬƌܐ ܗƀƏܘܗܝ ܘܐܘųƊƣ ƁƊƀƄ̈Ŷ | ƅſܐű܉ ܒƎƀƆܗ ƅــſܐ ƎــƉܕ col.b

ƈƖƆ ܂ƎƌƢƉ̣ܐ

ــƦܝ ܬܘܒ ܗܘƆܐ Ɖܐ Ɨــ Ɗ̇ƣܕ Ʀــ ƌܐ ܐƍــ ƃ܂ ܗƈــ ƃƦƏܡ ܐűــ ƊƇƃ6§ ܕ

ƈــƀƃűƕܐ ܕƆ ƎــƟܬ ܐܬܬŴــƆܘܐ ܗ̇ܝ ܘųــƌܐ ܕƌƢƕŴــƏ ܡűــƉ ܐƆ ܐܬܐ 

ــƀܐ Ɖܡ ܕܘűــ Ɖ ܐƆܘܗܝ܂ ܕܗܘƦــ ſܐ ܐƆܗܘ ƈــ ƀƃܗ  ̇ųــ ſƦſܬ ܐŴــ ƊſűƟ 25

 ƀƍƟܐ ƊƆŴƣܐ܂ ƍƀƃ ŪƐ̇ƌܐ ܕŴƆܬ űſܥ܂ űƉܡ ܕܒƣŴŷܒܐ ƦƉܪŴƍƀƌܬܐ

ƈƀƃܐ ܗ
̈

ƦƀƇſܬܐ ܕŴ̈ƌűܒƖƉܘ ƎــſųƍƉܕ Ǝــſųܐ܂ ܘܒƊــƀƠƉ ƎــſųſƦſܕܐ 

 ܪƄƀƃــŴܬܐ܂ ŷƀŷƏــŴܬܐ܂ Ɔܒƀــűܘܬܐ܂ ƀƠſــƢܘܬܐ܂ ƇƀƇƟــŴܬܐ܂ ܗƀƆــƎ܂
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that through which this thing differs from that one and that through which 

they are similar.

Further, property is that which manifests only a certain nature, and §4

without it no nature of any kind may come to be. So, when eliminated, it elimin-

ates its nature together with itself. For instance, the ability to laugh is the main 

property of man, and, if it is eliminated, then necessarily man is also elimin-

ated, and the other way around, i.e. when man is eliminated, it is necessarily 

eliminated too. So, this is what the wise call property.5

Further, accident is that which does not have subsistence by itself but only §5

in the intellect and which may exist and not exist.6 Among them, there are some 

which change, being dependent on the change of the nature in which they 

occur and not being something (by themselves); there are others that do not 

change while lasting (only) a certain time; and there are still others that are 

attached to something else, subsisting in it from its generation, for instance, a 

certain blemish that marks a leg or a hand, or blindness in animals, or anything 

else of this kind. Also, another example is white, black, red, and all other 

colours that appear in a nature. Among (accidents) there are ones that are 

sometimes separated from (the nature) and sometimes appear in it; and there 

are others that are completely concomitant with the nature in which they occur 

from the beginning until the end. So, this is what the wise call accident. And 

hence, everything that exists falls under what the wise called either (accident) 

or substance, as we have said above.7

Further, when you hear (the name) “matter” (ὕλη), you shall understand it §6

as follows. Everything that has not yet been established and that has not 

become any particular thing has a certain likeness to matter.8 Thus, matter is a 

prerequisite of knowing something intellectually. When it becomes established 

as a nature, it receives its properties and movements in which it comes to be 

and which are: lightness, heaviness, density, transparency, softness, hardness, 

5 The text above mingles two subject matters: definition of property in the strict sense (on 

which, cf. T2 §17) and definition of what is prior by nature, on which cf. Sergius, In Cat. §339 

(348.11–22 Arzhanov). The latter issue is discussed in the second part of Proba’s commentary 

on the Isagoge (cf. Baumstark 1900: 5.12–28).

6 Cf. the definition of accident as something that “may exist or not exist” in Isag. 13.4 (Atha-

nasius’ version).

7 For various definitions of accident, cf. particularly Ps.-Michael Badoqa, Book of Definitions 8 

(27–28 Furlani).

8 Cf. Isag. 11.12–13 and T1 §35.
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 ܓــƌŴܐ܂ ƊƀƊŶــŴܬܐ܂ ſƢƟــƢܘܬܐ܂ ſܒƤƀــŴܬܐ܂ ܪƀŹܒــŴܬܐ܂ ƀƤƟــŴܬܐ܂

 Ɔܐ ܘűŷƇƃ ƎſųƍƉ ƎſųƆܐ ܗŴŹ̇ ƎſųƇƃ ƎƉ̇ ƎƀƆܪܐ܂ ܪܘƊƣܐ܂ ܐƊƄƏܐ܂

ƎſųſƦſܐ܂ ܐƆܐ ܗܘƆܐ ܐƦƀƌƮƉ ܐƦƊ̈ƀŷƣ ܐƇƃŴ̈ــƏ܂ ܘƎــſųſƦſܐ űــƃ 

Ǝſܕ ƎŹܐ ܪ̈ܗűŷƃܬ ܐŴƆ ܕܐű̈Ŷ ƎƀƍƟ̈ܘ ƎſųƇƃ ƎƀƆܬܐ ܗŴ̈ƌűܒƖƉ Ǝــſűſܗ 

Ŷ 5ܒƢܬܗ̇  ƟŴƆܒƈ ܗƎƉ ƎƀƆ ܕűŷƇƃܐ ܘŵŶܝ ܗƈƀƃ ܕܥ ƀƇƉƦƤƉܐ܂ ܗܘƆܐ

 ƟŴƆܒƈ ܪƄƀƃܐ ŷƀŷƏܐ܂ ƟŴƆܒƆ ƈܒűƀܐ ƢƀƠſܐ܂ ƟŴƆܒƇƀƇƟ ƈܐ ƊƀƏܐ܂

 ܗƈƀƃ ܘƊƀƊŶ ƎſųƇƃܐ܂ ƟŴƆܒƢſƢƟ ƈܐ ſܒƤƀܐ܂ ƟŴƆܒƈ ܪƀŹܒܐ ƀƤƟܐ܂

 ܬܬƌــƦܥ܂ ŶܒــƢܬܗ̇  ƉــſƦſ ƎــſųƍƉ ƢــŶ Ǝــűܐ ܕƆܐ ܐƄſــƍܐ ŵƊ̈ƉܓــƎ܉

ƈźƉܘ Ƣܒƃܐܦ ܕ ƈƕ ܐų̈Ɗƣ ƎƀƆܗ ơƀƍƒ Ʀــƌܐ ܐܘ ܐſܘƢــƟ ƅــſܕܐ 

ƅƆ10܂ ܐŴŶ̇ܐ ܕܙŴƕܪƎſ̈ ܗƎƀƆ ܕܐܦ Ɖ ƁƆܐƌܐ Ɔܐ ܐųſƦſܘܢ܉ ܐƍƄſܐ

f.111r ܘŴƆ ܒųƆ ųƍƀƄ ܐƈƀƇƟ Ʀſ ܕűƉ | ƢſƦſܡ ܐųſƦẛ  ܗŴƇƀƇƟ ƈƀƃܬܐ §7

 ܕƖƆــƈ ܗ̇ܝ ŴƆܬ ܐƆܐ ƖƉܒƌűܐƦſ܉ ųƆ ܐƦƌƦƌ Ʀſܥ ܕƦŶƦƆ ܗ̇ܝ ŴƆܬ

 ƦƇƀƇƟܐ ܗŴƌ ƈƀƃܪܐ ܕŴƌܪܐ܂ ܐƌŵƃܐ Ŵƣܘܕƕܐ܂ ƍƟ̇ܐ ܐƍƀƉܐŴƤƌ Ʀſܪ

 ̇ųــſƦſ܂ ܐų̇ــ ƍƀƄܐ ܒƆܐ ܘűܒــƕƦƤƉ ƦــŶƦƆــܐܬܐ ܕƌ  ̇ųــƠƀƆܐ ܙƆܐ 

Ʀــ ــƈ ܐƍƀƉܐſـ ــŴܪܐ܂ ƖƆـ ــƟŴܒƤƉ ƈـ ــų ܕܗƌܐ ܗܕܐ ܘƆـ ــƇܐ Ƈƃـ ƀƇƟ 15ـ

ƦƊƀƏܘܬܐ܂ ܐܬܬƢƀƠſ ܘܬܐƢƀƠſ ƈƀƃܗ  ̇ųſƦſܡ ܐűƉ ܐƍــƟ̇ܐ ܕƢƟŴــſ 

 ̇ųƍƀƄܬ ܒŴƆܗ̇ܝ ܘ ơƐƌܕ ƈƖƆ ܐƆ ܂ƎƃܪƦƉ ܘܐܦ űƃ ƈƖƆ ƎــƉ ƎــƀƤƌ̈ܐ 

 ܐܘ ܕƃــܐƘܐ ܐƃــƌŵܐ ƦƉܬƦſܐ܂ ܗ̣ܘ ܐƦſܘܗܝ ܕƢƀƠſܐ ܒų̇ܝ ƦƤƉܕܐ

 ܐſــƀƠſ ƦــƢܐ ƀƃــƍܐ ܓƀــƢ ܗƎƀƆ ܗƌܐ܂ ܕܐƅſ ܐűƉ ƎſƢŶܡ ܐܘ ƢƘܙƆܐ

20 ܗ̇ܝ ƈźƉ ܕƆܐ ܐƍƄſܐ ܐܬܬŴƊƀƏ܂ ű̈Ŷܕܐ ƟŴƆܒƈ ܗܕܐ ܘųƆ ƈźƉܘܢ܂

ƎƉ̇ ƈƖƆ ܢŴƠƐƌ ܐƌƮƕŴƏ ƈźƉ ܗܕܐ Ǝſܕ ƦŶƦƆ ܘܢ܂ƦſܬƦƌ

8§ ܒƖƀƟƢــŴܬܗ ܐܘ ܒŴƟŵܪܗ ܘƢƤƉܪ ܘƥƀƠƌ ܕƕܒܐ űƉܡ ܬܘܒ Ɔܒűƀܐ

 ܒŴƖƀƟƢܬܗ̇  ܕƕܒƀܐ ܕܐܪƕܐ ܐƌŵƃܐ ܕƉ̇ܐ܂ ܕƌųƆܐ ܐƎſƢŶ ܒűƊܡ ܐܘ

 ܕŸƀŷƏ ܘƍƀźƟܐ űƠƌܐ űƉܡ ܕŷƀŷƏ Ǝſܐ ܘܕƐ̈ƀƟܐ܂ ܕƃܐƘ̈ܐ ܘܓƊƣŴ̈ܐ

25 ܒــų̇ܝ ܕܐſــƦܘܗܝ ƦƉܐŷƀŷƏ ƢƉܐ ܗƈƀƃ ܐܐܪ ܐܐܪ܂ ܒų ܘŵŶƦƉܐ

 ƈƕ ܘܬƢƘܘܣ Ǝſ̈Ʀŷƌ ܬܪƎſ ܬŪƏ ܗƈƀƃ ܐܢ ܐܪƕܐ܂ ܐƕ ƅſܒܐ ܕƆܐ

ƅƀƘ̈ܐ űŷܐ ܘܒŵŶƦƉ ƅƆ ܗܪܐŴــƌ ƅــƆܕܬܗ ƅــƀƉűƠƆ ܐƆܐ܃ ܕƢƃŴــƕ 

col.b ܬŴƘܩ ܕƆܐ ܕƅƀƍ̈ƀƕ | ܕŴƌܗܪܐ ƠƀƆŵ̈Ɔܐ ŴƙƠƌܣ ܐƆܐ Ɔܐ ܕƎſ ܒܐƌƢŶܐ
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wetness, dryness, coldness, warmness, colour, shape (σχῆμα), form, space.9 Each 

one of them taken by itself is not matter, but the most principle among them are 

shapes and meanings. However, when they hasten together towards one 

another and acquire all those movements, then matter is established. Now, 

understand and observe that each one of them is set in opposition to its 

counterpart: light vs. heavy, dense vs. transparent, soft vs. hard, wet vs. dry, 

cold vs. warm. All of them are mixed together, so that none of them has advant-

age over the other. And since you or (any other) reader might have difficulty in 

understanding what these names mean, I do not mind briefly explaining them 

to you.

Now, lightness refers to something that is especially light in its nature and §7

is not actually inclined towards what is below it but instead constantly rises 

towards what is above, for instance, fire, for fire is light in its nature, and its 

flames are not obliged to go downwards but constantly ascend upwards. Heavi-

ness is established as the complete opposite of what is light. For heaviness is 

when something contains weight in its nature and is therefore not inclined to 

ascend upwards, and even when it is thrown up by men, it will fall down 

because of its weight, for example, a stone, a piece of iron, and suchlike whose 

nature is heavy. That is why they are set as opposites to one another, for it is 

because of one of them that things go up and because of the other that they 

come down.

Further, something is dense when it is condensed, hard, and firm in its §8

texture, its structure, or in anything like that, for instance, earth, which is thick 

in its structure, and bodies of stones and wood. Something is thin when it is 

pure, thin, and soft, and air is seen in it. Thus, we say that air is thin because it 

is not condensed like earth. So, you may take two garments and place them 

separately in front of you, and through one of them light becomes visible for 

you such that it reaches you unhindered, but the other (garment) will prevent 

the rays of light from reaching your eyes so that they do not go through <...> to 

9 Cf. Sergius, In Cat. §§236–242 (262–269 Arzhanov).
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<...> ƎƀƆųƆ ƢܒƆܕ ƎƉ ܐƦ̣ŷƌ <...> ܗܝ ܘܐܦŴƠƀƆŵ̈Ɔ ܐƤƊƣܐ ܬܘܒ ܕƇƄƌ 

 Ơƌــűܘܬܗ ܒƀــƢƄƖƌ ű ܕŴƍƆܗܪܐ ŸƄƤƉ ܕƆܐ ƎƉ̇ ܗ̇ܘ ƎƆ܂ ŴźƉƦƌܢ ܕƆܐ

 ŴƍƆܗܪܐ ƕ ŸƄƤƉܒŴƀܬܗ ܕܒűƀ ܕƎſ ܗ̇ܘ ƢƟƦƉܐ܂ ŷƀŷƏܐ ܘŴƍƀźƟܬܗ

ųƉƦƤƉ܂ Ɔܒűƀܐ ŵŶܬܟ ƇƄƌ ƎƉܐ

5 ܐƃــƌŵܐ Ɵــƍܐ ܪƄƀƃــƦܐ ܓƤــƦܐ ŵŶƦƉܐ ܕűƉ űƃܡ ܬܘܒ ܪƄƀƃܐ §9

 ܘƐƀƟ̈ܐ ܕƃܐƘ̈ܐ ܐƌŵƃܐ ܬܘܒ ƀƤƟܐ ܘƣܐܪſܐ܂ ܘƌƦƃܐ ܕŵƕ̈ܐ ܕƢƊƕܐ

ƅſܘܕܐ ƎƀƆܐ ܗƌܐ ܕܙƀƤƟ Ʀſܘܢ܂ ܐųƆ ܬܐŴــƊƀƊŶܐ ܘƌŵــƃܪܐ܂ ܐŴــƌܕ 

 ܪܘƣــƊܐ ܗƀƆــƎ܂ ܘܕܐſــƅ ܘܐܓƀƇــűܐ ܕܬƆــܓܐ ܐƃــƌŵܐ ſƢƟــƢܘܬܐ

 ƕــƈ ܐܬܓƇــƚ ܐܘ ܐܬܬܨſــƢ܂ ܐܘ ܐܬܪƣــƋ ܕƟــűܡ Ɖــűܡ ܘܐƊƄƏܐ

10 ܕܪܘƣــƊܐ ܗƌܐ ܕܐſــƅ ܐſƢŶــƉ Ǝــűܡ ƕــƈ ܐܘ ܕƘܐ ƕــƈ ܐܘ ƀƟــƐܐ

 ܗ̣ܘ ܕſــƆ Ǝܐ ܪܘƊƣــų܉ ܕܐſــƦܘܗܝ Ɖܐ ܕܗ̇ܘ Ɵــƍܐ ܒŷƇــŴܕ ܘܐƊƄƏܐ

ــƌƢƕŴܐ Ə ܘܗܝƦــ ſ܂ ܐƦــ ſܐƢſƢƣ ܪܐŴــ Ź̇ ܉Ǝــ ſܐ ܕŶƦــ Ɖ ܬܐŴــ Ƅſܘܐܪ 

 ܗƀƃــƈ ܗƀƆــƦƉ ƎܬƀƏــƊܐ܂ ſƮƟــܒܐ ܐܘ ܪƀŶ̈ــƠܐ ܙܒƍ̈ــƀܐ ܕܒƖƐــŴܪƌ̈ܐ

ƎſųƇƃ ܐƆܘųƆ ܂ƎƕܕŴ̈ƤƉ

ƤƊŶ 15ܐ ܐƈƃƦƏ܂ ܗƍƃܐ ܐƦƌ ܕƗƊ̇ƣ ܐƦƉܝ ܕܪ̈ܓƤܐ ܬܘܒ Ɗƣܐ §10

Ƣƀܘܢ ܓųſƦſܗܝ ܐŴƤܗ ܪ̈ܓƢܓƘܐ ܕƤƌƢܬ ܕܒŴƉűܐ ܕܒƕܐ ܬܪƍــƇƖƉܘ 

Ɛƌ f.111vــŴܩ Ɩźƌــƌ ƋܓــŴܫ ƗƊƤƌ ܐܦ ŵŷƌܐ | ܕܒųܘܢ ܒƟ ųܒűƉ ƎƀƖƀܡ

 ƎſųƇƃ ܕƍƀƕ̈ܐ܂ ſŵŶܐ ƀƉűƟܐ ܗƎƀƆ܂ ܕܐųſƦſܘܢ ܒƤƀܐ܂ ܐܘ Źܒܐ ܪŷſܐ

ƎƀƇſܐ Ƣܓƙܕܒ ƎــſŵŶƦƉ̈ ܐƌųܐ ܒــƤ܂ ܪܓــƎــſŵŶƦƉ̈ Ǝــſܐ ܕܬܪƦــƖƊƤƉ 

20 ܘܐܢ ܙƊƉܐ ܘܐܢ ƤƠƌܐ ܐܢ ܕƎƖƉ̈ƦƤƉ܃ ܐƎƀƇſ ܓƎſųƇƃ Ƣƀ ܕܐܕƌ̈ܐ܂

 ܕܐſــſű̈ܐ܂ ܓƤــƦܐ ܕܬƆــƦܐ ƖƉ̈ƦƤƉــƎ܂ ܪܓــƤܐ ܒــƌųܐ ܐƎſƢŶ܉ űƉܡ

ƎſųƇƃ Ƣƀܓ ƎƀƇſܐ ƦƀŶܐ ܕܬƦƤܓ ƎƇƙ̈ƌ ܐƤܓƢܐ ܒƌܐ ܗſű̈ſܐ ܕܐſƞƉ 

ــƎ܂ Ƥ̈ƤܓƦƌܐ ܕƖܐ ܕܐܪܒــƦــƊƖŹ ܐ܂ƄــŶܕ ƎــſųƇƃ Ƣــƀܓ ƎــƀƇſܬ ܐŴــƆܕ 

ܐ܉ ܘܐܢ ܐƢſƮƉ ƎſųſƦſܬܐ ܕܐܢ ܐ̈ܬƎſ܃ ƦƊƖŹܐ
̈

ƦƀƇŶ űƀܐ ܒƤܪܓــ 

25 ܕƀŷƌــƮܐ܂ ƏــƟŴܐ ܕƊŶــƤܐ ܕƣƮƘƦƌــƎ܂ Ɖــſƞܐ ܕŶــƄܐ ܕƦƊƖŹܗ ܗƌܐ

ƎſųƇƃ Ƣƀܓ ƎƀƇſܬ ܐŴƆܐ ܕƟŴƏ ܃Ǝſܐ ܕܐܢ ܐ̈ܬƦſƮƏ ƎــſųſƦſܘܐܢ ܐ 

 ܐƀƌ̈ــƎ ܕƙƌــƢܫ ƄƤƉــŸ ܗƌܐ ܘܪܓــƤܐ ƟƦƉܒƇ̈ــƎ܂ ܒƀŷƍــƮܐ ܗƀƌ̈ــܐܬܐ܉

ƅſܕܕܐ ƎƄſܬܐ ܐŴ̈ƌűܒƖƉ ܂Ǝƀƍ̈Ɵ ƎƀƆųܒ Ƣƀܐ ܓƤــƊŶ ܐƤܪ̈ܓــ ƥܓــƢƉ 
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those which are outside the garment <...>, and it also hinders the rays of the sun 

so that they do not reach us. So, the one which does not prevent the light from 

going through because of its purity and thinness is called thin; while that one 

which hinders the light from reaching your sight because of its thickness is 

called dense.10

Further, something is called soft when it feels soft to the touch, for instance, §9

cotton of goats, linen, and silk. On the other hand, hard is, for instance, stones, 

wood, and suchlike that have something hard in them. Hot is, for instance, fire; 

and cold is, for instance, snow, ice, and suchlike. Form and shape (refer) to 

something that has been previously formed and has received a shape, or when 

something was engraved on a piece of wood, on a tablet, or something like that 

which acquires only the form and the shape of that whose form it is but which 

is not actually this thing. Finally, space is duration and length of the events in 

time that are placed either far apart or nearby. So, all these things signify 

matter.

Further, when you hear the name “senses”, this is how you shall under-§10

stand it.11 A man has five senses in his body, each of which is established as 

some sort of door and entrance through which he sees, hears, touches, tastes, 

and scents good or bad smells. They are the following. First is the sight of eyes: 

all things that are seen as bodies are seen through this sense. Second is the 

hearing of ears, for all things heard — be it knocking, or murmur, or anything 

else — are heard through this sense. Third is the touch of hands, for all things 

that fall under touching may be felt through the touch of the hands. Fourth is 

the taste of the palate, for all things that are accessible for tasting — whether 

they are bitter or sweet — may be differentiated by means of the palate’s sense 

of taste. Fifth is the smell of the nostrils, for all things that have some smell — 

whether foul or pleasant — are perceived by the nostrils, and this sense is able 

to differentiate between the effects that they make. Thus, a man perceives 

10 Cf. Sergius, In Cat. §378 (382 Arzhanov).

11 For the following paragraph, see the first part of T4 §5. Cf. also T2 §32.
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 ܗƀƆــƎ ܘܕƆܐ ƦƉܬܙſــƗ܂ ܒــųܘܢ ܕŴƖƐƌܪ ܕƦƉܬܙƗſ ܘűƊƇƃܡ ܒƤƌƢܐ܂

 ܘܐܢ ƀƄƣــŸ܂ ܒƤƌƢܐ ܘƆܐ ƦƀƆ ܗƎƀƆ ܘܐܢ ܒƤƌƢܐ܂ ܕſƞƉ ƋƀƟƦƌܐ Ɔܐ

ŸƀƄƣ ܐƤƌƢܒ ƦſܐƢƀźƟ ܐܦ ƎƀƆܗ ųܘܢ܂ ܒųſƦſܐ

col.b ܐƃƦƏــƈ ܗƎƀƆ ܐƦƌ܉ ܕƗƊ̇ƣ ܐƦƉܝ ܕܐƐƃŴ̈źƏܐ | ܬܘܒ Ɗƣܐ §11

ــųܘܢ܉ ــŴܪܐ ܕܐſƦſـ ــƎ ܐܐܪ܂ Ɖ̈ـــƀܐ ܐܪƕܐ ƌـ ــŴܢ ܗƀƆـ ــƖܐ ܐƌـ 5 ܐܪܒـ

 ܕܒــƌųܐ ܓــƊƣŴ̈ܐ Ƈƃــųܘܢ ƎƀƊƀƠƉ ܕųƍƉܘܢ ܐܒſų̈ܐ ܐƐƃŴ̈źƏܐ

 ſــű̇ܥ ܕſــƎ ܗܘſــƦ ܗƀƆــƎ܂ ܘܕܐſــƅ ܒƀƖــƢܐ ܘܐܢ ܒƤƍƀƍ̈ܐ ܐܢ ƊƇƕܐ܃

Ǝــ ſܘܢ ܕܬܪųــ ſƦſܐ܉ ܐƊ̈ــ Ƈƕ ܐƍــ ƕűſƦƉ Ƣــ Ɖ̇ܐ ܐƌܐ܂ ܐƍــ ƤܪܓƦƉܘ 

 ƇƉــܐƃ̈ܐ Ƈƕ̈ــƀܐ܃ ƇƀŶــŴ̈ܬܐ ܐſــƦ ܕܒų ܕܒƀƊƤܐ ܗ̇ܘ ƎƉ̇ ܘƍƕűſƦƉܐ

ƢƉ̇ܐ ܐƌܐ ܐƦŶܘܪ̈ܘ ƎــſųƇƃ ܐƦــƀƌ̈Ʀƕܘűſ ܐƦــƕűƀܕ ܕܒŴــŷƇܐ ܒſƞــƉ 10

ƎƊ̈ƀƟƦƌܝ ܕų̇ܐ ܒƆܡ ܕܕŴƤ܂ ܓƎƀƌ̈ܐ ܐƍƤܪܓƦƉܘ Ǝſܐ ܕƊƇƕ ܐƌܗ ųܕܒ 

Ʀſܐ ܐƤƍƀƍ̈ܬܐ ܒŴ̈ƀŶܐ ܘƊƣŴ̈ܘܢ܂ ܘܓųƇƃ ܢŴܓűܗ̇ܘ ܘܒ ƎƉ̇ ơƀŶܪ ƎƉ̣ 

 ܘܕƆܐ ƀƠƉــƋ ܒــųܘܢ ܕſــƎ ܗƌܐ ܘܕܐźƏــƐƃŴ̈ܐ܉ ܕܪ̈ܓƤܐ ŴƊƀƠƉܬܐ

 ܕܕƆܐ ܕܗƀƆــƎ ܐܬܪܐ Ɖ̇ــƎ ܕܗ̇ܘ ܒــų̇ܝ ܕƉƦƤƌــƇܐ܂ Ɖــſƞܐ Ɔܐ ܕƇſــųܘܢ

ƣ 15ܐ̈ܕܐ ܐƎſƢƀƏ܂ ܕܒܓƊƣŴܐ ܕܗƎƀƆ ܐܬܪܐ ܕƎſ ܗƌܐ ܐƦſܘܗܝ܉ ܓŴƤܡ

 Ɔܐ ܘܐܦ ƀƇƙƌــƎ ܐźƏــƐƃŴ̈ܐ ܬƀŶــƆ ƦــŴ ܗƌ̣ــŴܢ ܐܦ ܘƦƤƙ̈ƌܐ ܬܘܒ

ƦƀŶܐ ܬƤܝ ܪ̈ܓų̇ܒ ŴƆܐ ܕƊƣŴ̈ܘܢ܉ ܓــųــſƦſܐ ܐƆܐ ܐŶܐ ܪ̈ܘƦــƍ̈ƀźƟ 

ܘűſܘƦƀƌƦƕ̈ܐ܂

ƈــ ƃƦƏܐ ƈــ ƀƃܝ ܗŵــ Ŷܐ ܘƐƃŴ̈ــ źƏܕܐ Ǝــ ƀƆܗ ƎƀƀƇܒŴــ ƠƏ ܕܐű̈ــ ŷƆ §12

ƎſűƀŷƉܘ űŶ ܂űŷƆ ܐƀƇܒŴƠƏ Ƣƀܪܐ ܓŴƌ ܐƀƊ̈Ɔ ܝų̇ܪܐ ܒــŴــƌܕ  ̇ųــſƦſ20 ܐ

f.112r ܐſــƦܘܗܝ ƠƏــŴܒƀƇܐ ܘܪƀŹ̈ܒܐ܂ ƢſƮƟܐ ܘƀƉ̈ܐ ܘſܒƦƤƀܐ܉ | ƦƊƀƊŶܐ

 ܬܘܒ ƠƏــŴܒƦƀƇܐ ƀƆܒƀــƤܐ܂ ܪƀŹــܒܐ ܕܐܦ ܐſــƄܐ ƢſƢƠƆܐ܉ ƊƀƊŶܐ

 ̇ųſƦſܐ ܐܦ ܐƕܐܐܪ ܐܪƆ ܝų̇ܘܗܝ ܕܐܐܪ ܒƦſܐ ܐƊــƀƊŶ ــܒܐƀŹܘܪ 

 ܕܐܐܪ ƊƀƊŶــŴܬܐ ܘƠƏــŴܒƀƇܐ ܘſܒƦƤƀܐ܂ ƢſƢƟܬܐ ܐųſƦẛ  ܘܐܪƕܐ

ƀƆ 25ܒƤƀــŴܬܐ ܕܐܐܪ ܪƀŹܒــŴܬܐ ܕܐܦ ܐƄſــƍܐ ܕܐܪƕܐ܉ ſƢƠƆــƢܘܬܐ

 ܐźƏــƐƃŴ̈ܐ ܬܪſــƎƀƆųƆ Ǝ ܕܬűƀŶ ܐƦƌ ܕܨܒ̇ܐ ܗƈƀƃ ܐƦƉܝ ܕܐܪƕܐ܂

 ƀƏــƋ ܘƊ̈Ɔــƀܐ܉ ܐƌܐ ܐƉ̇ــƍƆ ƢــŴܪܐ ŷƆــű̈ܕܐ܃ ƠƏــŴܒƎƀƀƇ ܕܗƃــƍܐ

ــƦܗܘܢ ــƦܘܗܝ ܐܐܪ ܒƕƞƊـ ــƊܐ ܕܐſـ ــܒܐ܉ ƀƊŶـ ــƦܗ ܘܪƀŹـ  ܘܒƖƣƢـ
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through these five senses, and all things that are set in motion are set in motion 

through them. Without them no man may come to be, and, if they do not exist, 

then a man does not exist either; but if a man exists, then from necessity they 

exist in him as well.

Further, if you hear the name “elements” (στοιχεῖα), you shall know that §11

they are the following: fire, earth, water, and air. These are the four paternal 

elements that constitute all things in this world, namely, men, animals, and 

suchlike.12 Now, you shall know that there are two worlds, namely, the intelli-

gible and the perceptible. The intelligible one is in heaven, and in it there are 

higher powers, I mean angels and all intelligible spirits that, because they have 

no bodies, may come to be in intellect only. The perceptible world, on the other 

hand, is the one in which there are men, animals, and all bodies. Hence, the 

former is far from the constitution of the senses and the elements, while the 

latter is constituted by them and may not reach fulfilment without taking part 

in them, since the former is the place of those entities that are incorporeal, 

while the latter is the place of those entities that are bound by bodies. Now, the 

demons and souls fall neither under the elements nor under the senses, since 

they are not bodies but rather thin spirits and intelligible beings.13

Now, look and understand that the elements are opposed to one another §12

and are joined to one another. For fire is opposed to water insofar as it is hot 

and dry, while water is cold and wet. Hot is the opposite of cold, just as dry (is 

the opposite) of wet. Also, earth is opposed to air insofar as air is hot and wet, 

while earth is cold and dry. The hotness of air is opposed to the coldness of 

earth, just as the wetness of air (is opposed) to the dryness of earth. Now, if you 

wish to unite those two elements that are opposed to each other in this way, I 

mean fire and water, you shall place between them air, which is hot and wet, 

12 For the expression “paternal elements”, cf. Theodore Bar Koni, Book of Scholia I (Scher 

1910–1912/I: 22.2–3).

13 The whole paragraph appears to be a revised version of the second part of T4 §5.
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 ܕܐſƦſــƉ̇  ̇ųــŶ Ǝــűܐ Ɵــƍܐ܂ ƍƉــŴ̈ܬܐ ܬܪܬſــƎ ܓƀــƢ ܐܐܪ ſűƀŶƦƉــƎ܂

 ܕܒــų̇  ܪƀŹܒــŴܬܐ ܘܐŶــƢܬܐ ƌــŴܪܐ܂ ƆــŴܬ ƀŶƦƉــű ܕܒــƊƀƊŶ  ̇ųــŴܬܐ

űƀŶƦƉ ܬŴƆ ܐ܂ƀƉ̈ ƈźƉܐ ܘƍƟܕ ƎƀƆܬܐ ܗŴ̈ƍƀŶܐ ƅſܬ ܐƢــƉܕܐ űــƃ 

Ƌــ ƀƏܬƦƉ ܐƦــƕƞƊܒ űــ ƀŷƉ ܘܗܝűــſ̈ܒܐ Ǝــ ƀƆܗ Ǝــ ſܐ ܬܪƐƃŴ̈ــ źƏܐ 

5ܕű̈Ŷܕܐ܂ ܕŴƠƆܒƇܐ ܕƎſŵŶƦƉ ܐƅſ ܕܐųſƦſܘܢ

ــƎ ܬܘܒ ſܝ ܕƦــ Ɖܕܨܒ̇ܐ ܐ Ʀــ ƌܐ űــ ƀŶܐ ܕܬƕــܐܐܪ ܐܪ Ɔ ܐƍــ ƃ13§ ܕܗ

ƎــſŵŶƦƉ ƎƀƀƇܒŴــƠƏܕܐ܉ ܕű̈ــŷƆ ƋــƀƏ ܪܐŴــƌ  ̇ųــſƦſܐ ܕܐƦــƊƀƊŶ 

 ܬܪܬſųſــƎ ܕſــƌ ƎــŴܪܐ ſűƀŶƦƉــƎ܂ ܘܒƖƣƢــƦܗ ܒƕƞƊــƦܐ ܘſܒƤƀــƦܐ

col.b ܐܐܪ܂ ܨűƀŶƦƉ | űſܐ ܕܒŴƊƀƊŶ  ̇ųܬܐ űŶ ƎƉ̇ܐ ƀƍƟܐ܂ ƖƉܒŴ̈ƌűܬܐ

10 ܘźƉــƈ ܐܪƕܐ܂ ƆــŴܬ ƀŶƦƉــűܐ ܬܘܒ ܕܒــſ  ̇ųܒƤƀــŴܬܐ ܕſــƎ ܐƢŶܬܐ

Ʀــſܕܐ  ̇ųــƆ ƎــƀƆܗ Ǝــſܬܐ ܬܪܬŴ̈ــƍƀŶܐ űــƃ ܐƊــƀƏܬƦƉ ܐ܉ƦــƕƞƊܒ 

ƎſűƀŶƦƉ ƎƀƆܗ Ǝſܐ ܬܪƐƃŴ̈źƏܐ űŶ űŷƆ ܐƍƃܕܗ ƎƀƀƇܒŴــƠƏ ܕܐ܂ű̈ــŷƆ 

 űƀŷƉ ܗܘƦſ ܗƌܐ ܒƌŵܐ ܘܐܐܪ܂ ܘƀƉ̈ܐ ܗƍƃܐ ܘܐܪƕܐ܂ ܘŴƌܪܐ ܗƍƃܐ

 ܬܘܒ ܐſــƦ ܐƌــŴܢ܂ ƘــƢܫ ܗƌܐ ܘܒــƌŵܐ ܐƌــƦ܉ ܕܨܒ̇ܐ ܐƉــƦܝ Ɔــųܘܢ

ــųܐ ــƌƮܐ ܘƊ̈ƣـ ــųܘܢ ܐŶـ ــųܘܢ ܕƍƉـ ــƐƃŴ̈ܐ ܘƆـ ــƎ ܕܐźƏـ ƀƊƀƟƦƉ 15ـ

ــųܘܢ܂ ſƦſܘܐ Ƣــ Ɖ̇ܐ ܐƌܐ Ǝــ ſܐ ܕƖــ ــƆ Ŵܐܪܒ ƉŴ̈ƃ ܘܢųــ ſƦſܐ ܕܐƉܕ 

 ܗƀƃــƈ ܕƉܐ ƏــƦƠƉŴܐ܂ ƉــƢܬܐ ܐܘƊƃــƦܐ ƉــƢܬܐ ƇƘܓــƊܐ

ــƊܐ ƀƊŶ ــܒܐ ƀŹܘܗܝ ܘܪƦــ ſܐ ƅــ ſܐ ܐܐܪ܂ ܐƊــ ــƢܐ ܬܘܒ ƇƘܓ ſƢƟ 

 ܐſــƅ ܘſܒƤƀــƦܐ ſƢƟــƢܐ ܐܘƊƃــƦܐ ƉــƢܬܐ Ɖ̈ــƀܐ܂ ܐſــƅ ܘܪƀŹܒܐ

Ŵƌ20ܪܐ܂ ܐƅſ ܘſܒƦƤƀܐ ƦƊƀƊŶܐ ƦƠƉŴƏܐ ƢƉܬܐ ܐܪƕܐ܂

14§ ܗܪƃܐ ƉـــƎ ܕܓـــƊƣŴ̈ܐ ƃƢƉܒـــƦܐ ƇƉـــƦܐ ܐܦ ܘܒűܓـــŴܢ

 ܕƃƢƌــŪ ܕܨܒ̇ܐ ܐſــƍܐ Ɖ̇ــƉűƟ ƎܐſــƦ ܐƄſــƎ܂ ܕܐſــƀƟƦƉ ƅــƊܐ܂

 ƟــƎſųƊſŴ ܐſــƦܘܗܝ ܕܒƦܪƀƕــƦܐ ܐƀƇſــƎ ܨܒــŴ̈ܬܐ ƐƌــƆ ŪܓƊƣŴ̈ܐ܉

ŪƃƢƉܘ ƎſųƆ ܐƦƇƊܒ űܒƕܘ ƎſųƍƉ űŶ ܡ܂űƉ ܐƌŵــƃܐ ƥــƌܕܐ ŪــƐƌ 

25 ܒƦƇƊܐ ƎſųƍƉ ܘƖƌܒű ܘܪ̈ܓƇܐ ܘƏƢƃܐ ܘܐſű̈ſܐ ܘſűŶܐ ܘƆűƟܐ ܪƤſܐ

űŶ ܐƊƣŴܐ ܓƀƇƊƤƉ ܐƤƌƢܡ ܐܘ ܕܒűƉ܂ ܕƎſƢŶܐܘ ܐ ŪƐƌ ܐųƊ̈ƣ 

ܓƊܐ ܘܪƤſ̈ܐ
̈

ƦƘܐ | ܘƙƇŷƤ̈Ɖ űܒƕܘܢ ܘųƍƉ űŶ ܒܐ܂Ƣƣ ܐƤƀƌ Ǝſܗ̇ܘ ܕ f.112v

ƅƘ̇ܒܐ ܕܗƃܘƢƆܐ ܕƌܐ ܗƢƤƌ ŴƆ ܐƍƃܐ܉ ܗƢƤƉ ܐƆܐ ƎƉ ƦŶƦƆ ƈƖƆ 
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and they will immediately be united. For air possesses two parts; one of them is 

hotness through which it is united with fire, and the other one is wetness 

through which it is united with water. Since it has these relations, as we have 

said, and since it is placed in-between, it is united through them with both 

elements, which turn out to be the opposites of one another.14

Furthermore, if you wish to unite earth and air that turn out to be the §13

opposites of one another, you shall place between them fire, which is hot and 

dry, and they will immediately be united. For fire possesses two things: one of 

them is hotness, which unites it with air, and the other is dryness, through 

which it is united with earth. And since (fire) has relations with both of them 

insofar as it is in-between them, it unites these two elements with one another, 

even though they are opposed to one another. Also, fire and earth and water 

and air, which are similarly set apart, may be united with one another in the 

same way, if you wish. Furthermore, there are other names in which the same 

elements come to be and exist, I mean the four humours (χυμοί): blood, phlegm 

(φλέγμα), black bile, and red bile. Now, blood is hot and wet, like air. Phlegm is 

cold and wet, like water. Black bile is cold and dry, like earth. Red bile is hot and 

dry, like fire.15

Hence, the synthetic account of bodies consists of the following.16 When §14

someone would first like to apply synthesis to bodies, he will take those things 

that subsist in intellect and combine them in word, making them one thing. For 

instance, one would take head, neck, breast, hands, belly, and legs and produce 

from them in word one complete body of a man or of something else; or take 

names, chapters, and different phrases and produce from them one treatise. 

The method that reverses the synthetic one (i.e. analysis) does not go in the 

14 Cf. T4 §6.

15 Cf. Ps.-Michael Badoqa, Book of Definitions 76–79 (58.1–13 Furlani).

16 The following paragraph is based on the description of the two methods of logic, synthesis 

and analysis, as described in T2 §6.
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 ܘƢƣܐ űƉܡ ƎƉ ܕƃƮƉܒƎ ܐƎƀƇſ ܨܒŴ̈ܬܐ ƉűƟ ƎƉ̇ ŪƐƌܐơƇƏ űƃ Ʀſ܂

ƎſųƆ ܐƍƀƄ̈Ɔ ƎƀƇſܐ ƎſųƍƉ܂ ܕƎܒــƃ̈ܐܬܪ ƅــſ܂ ܕܐƎــƄſܐ ܐƌŵــƃܐ ƥــƌܕܐ 

ŪƐƌ ܐƊƣŴܐ ܓƀƤƌܗܝ ܐŴſƢƤƌܘ ƎƀƇſܐƆ ܘܢųƍƉ܂ ܕŪƃܐܬܪ Ŵƌܗ Ǝــſܕ 

 ܐƀƌ̈ــƎ ܘƢƤƌܐ ܘƮƆܓƇܐ܂ ܘƏƢƄƆܐ ܘƆܐſű̈ſܐ ܘſűŷƆܐ ƆűƠƆܐ ܐܦ ƤſƢƆܐ

ƎƀƆųƆ ƎƀƇſܐƆ ƎƊ̈ſűƟ܃ ܕƎſųƆ ܐűƀ̈ܓƆ ƢƉ̇ܐ ܐƌܐ ܐƉƮܓƆܐ܂ ܘƢــƐܒƆ5 ܘ

ŪƐƌܐܦ ܬܘܒ ܘ ƎƀƆųƆ ܐƢƤƌܘ Ǝƀƌ̈ܐ ܐƦــƀƌƮŶܐƆ ƎــſųƍƉ܃ ܕƎܒــƃ̈ܐܬܪ 

Ŵــ ƌܗ Ǝــ ſܕ Ǝــ ƀƆųƆ ܐƖــ ــŴ܉ ܐܪܒ ƉŴ̈ƃ ܐƉűــ Ɔ ܐƊــ ــƢܬܐ ܘƇƙƆܓ ƊƆܘ 

 ƆܐƀƇſــƎ ܘƤƌــƢܐ ƀƆųƆــƎ ܐܦ ܬܘܒ ܘƐƌــŪ ܐŶــƢܬܐ܂ ܘƆــų̇ܝ ƦƠƉŴƏܐ

ƎƊ̈ſűƟܘܢ܃ ܕųƆ Ŵــƌܗ Ǝــſܐ ܕƖܐܪܒــƆ ܐƐƃŴ̈ــźƏܘܢ ܐųــƍƉܕ ƋــƀƟܐܬ 

ــƊƣŴܐ܂ ــŪ ܓ Ɛƌܘܢ ܐܦ ܬܘܒ ܘųــ Ɔ ܐƐƃŴ̈ــ źƏܐƆ ơــ Ɛƌܢ ܘŴــ ƌ10 ܐ

 ܗƌܐ ܕܐſــƅ ܒــƌŵܐ ܘܐܕƣܐ܂ ܗܘƆܐ ܕܐųſƦẛ  ܗ̇ܝ ƦƀƉűƟܐ ƦƇƖƆܗܘܢ

ŪƃƢƉ ܐƍــſܕܨܒ̇ܐ ܐ ŪــƃƢƌܐ ܕƊƣŴܓــƆ ܐƌŵܐ ܘܒــƌܫ ܗƢــƙƉ ܐƍــſܐ 

ƢƤƌܐ܂ ܕƆܓƊƣŴ̈ܐ ܕܨܒ̇ܐ

ــŵܐ ŷƌ ܬܘܒ ƈــźƉ ܐƊƣŴــ ــƎ ܘܓƊƀƤــŴܬܐ܂ ܓ ſƢŶܗܘ ܐ ƈــ ƀƃ15§ ܗ

ــƊƣŴܐ ــƢܬܐ ܓ Ŷܘܐ  ̇ųــ ſƦſܬܐ ܐŴــ ƊƀƤܐ ܕܗ̣ܝ ܗ̇ܝ ܓƇــ ــƠƉ Ǝܒ ſųƆ 15

col.b ܗ̇ܝ ŷƆــŴܕܐƦſ ܗܘƆܐ ܐſƦſــƉ̇  ̇ųــƎ ܘܓƊƀƤــŴܬܐ | ƖƊƆܒƌűــŴ̈ܬܐ܂

 ƖƉܒƌűــŴ̈ܬܐ܂ ܒــų̇  ܐſــƀƃűƕ ƦــƆ ƈܐ ƃــƖƊƆ űܒƌűــŴ̈ܬܐ ܕƖƤƉܒــűܐ

 ƉــƎ ܐܘƀƍƉــƦܐ ܕܒƖƊܒŴƌűܬܐ ܕƌƢƕŴƏܐ ܐܕųƣ ܗ̣ܘ ܕƎſ ܓƊƣŴܐ

 ܕŴƉܬܐ ܐܘ ܕƎſ ܐƌܐ ܐƢƉ̇ ܐܬܬƦſܝ܃ ܐܕƣܐ ܕųƌܘܐ ܗ̇ܝ ŴƆܬ ܗܘƆܐ

20 ܓƊƀƤــŴܬܐ ܗƀƆــƎ܂ ܕܕܐſــƅ ܐſƢŶــƎ ܕƉــűܡ ܐܘ ܕܬܘܪܐ ܐܘ ܕܒƌƢــƤܐ

ƈــƀƃܐ ܗƆ ܐƢــƉܐƦƉ ܐƊƣŴܓــ ƈــźƉ ܒܐƣŴــŷܕ ܗܘ ܕܒŴــŷƇܒ 

ƕűſƦƉܐ܂

ƢƉܐƌ ܐ ܬܘܒƍƉܕ  ̇ųــſƦſܬܐ ܐŴــƍƤܓƢƉ ܐƍــƤܪܓƦƉܐ ܘƤ16§ ܘܪܓــ

 ƢƉܓƎƍſűƖƉ ƎƍƀƤ ܕܒƇƀŶ ųܐ ܐų̇ſƦſ܉ ƢƉ ƎƉ̇ܓŴƍƤܬܐ ܘƢƉܓƍƤܐ܂

25 ܐƃ ƢƉ̇ܐƘܐ ƈƙƌ̇܂ ܪܓƤܐ ܕܬűƉ ƦƀŶܡ ܗ̇ܘ ܕƎſ܉ ƦƉܪܓƍƤܐ ܒųܘƑƆ̈܂

 ܕſــƎ ܪܓــƤܐ ܗƌܐ܂ ܕܕܐſــƅ ܐŶــƌƢܐ ܓــƊƣŴܐ ܐܘ ƀƟــƐܐ ܐܘ ܐƌܐ

 ܐܘ ܪܓــƇܐ ܐܘ ܐƌܐ ܐƉ̇ــƢ ܐſــűܐ ƢƉܓŴƍƤܬܐ܂ ſƢƣܐ ܕܒų ܗܕƉܐ

 ܕƍƟܐ ƀŶܐ Ɖܐƌܐ ܗ̣ܘ ܬܘܒ ƢƉܓƍƤܐ ܗƌܐ܂ ܕܕܐƅſ ܐƌƢŶܐ ܗܕƉܐ
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same direction, but instead ascends from below upwards. Thus, one will first 

take those things that are composites and dissolve them into those natures of 

which they are composed. For instance, one will take a human body and 

dissolve it into those things of which it is composed, i.e. into head, neck, breast, 

hands, belly, and legs. All these he will further dissolve into those things that 

are prior to them, I mean into nerves, bones, and flesh. He will also take these 

and dissolve them into other things of which they are composed, i.e. into the 

four humours: blood, phlegm, red bile, and the other (bile). He will also take 

them and dissolve them into those things that are prior to them, i.e. into the 

four elements out of which the body is formed. Then he will also take the 

elements and ascend from them to their primary cause, which is matter and 

form. (Thus,) in one way someone may do synthesis of any body he wishes, 

while in the other way he could do analysis by dividing any body he wishes.

Let us further observe what body and corporeality are. One thing, namely, §15

is body, and another is corporeality, which is capable of motions. So, corporeal-

ity is pure matter that may receive motions, while there is no motion in it yet.17 

Body, on the other hand, is a form (εἶδος) of something that is in actuality 

skilfully brought from matter into form, I mean either in the image of a man, or 

a bull, or anything else like that. Hence, we do not call corporeality body, since 

it is grasped only intellectually.

Let us further say what sensation and sensible are, and what sense and §16

sensitive are. Sensation is a faculty by means of which we usually perceive 

material entities. Sensible is what falls under sensation, for instance, a stone, or 

a piece of wood, or another body like that. Sense is an organ in which the 

faculty of sensation is realised, for instance, a hand, or a leg, or other members 

like them. Further, a living being is sensitive when it possesses the faculty of 

17 Cf. Ps.-Michael Badoqa, Book of Definitions 68 (55.3–4 Furlani).
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ƎſųƆ ܬܐ܂ŴƍƤܓƢƊƆ ܐƤƌƢܐ ܒƦſܐ ƢƉܐƊƆ ܐ ܐܘƀƏŴƏ ܐ ܐܘƣܐܕ 

ܗƎƀƆ܂ ܕܕܐƅſ ܐƌƢŶܐ

17§ ܕƊ̈ƣــųܐ܂ ܘƣــŴܘܕƕܐ ƙƇŶŴƣܐ ƈźƉ ܐܦ ܘƌܐƌ ƈƀƄƉ ƢƉܐܬܐ

ــųܐ Ɗ̈ƣ ܘܢųــ ƍƉ ܐƍƕܕŴ̈ــ ƤƉ ܐƍــ ƀƃܘܢ܉ ܕųــ ſƦſܐ ܐƌŵــ ƃܕܐܐܪ ܐ 

5 ܕܐűƊƆ Ʀſܡ ܬܘܒ ܘųƍƉܘܢ ܕƎƀƉ܂ ܘܕƎƀƆųƆ ܘܒƤƌƢܐ ܘŴƌܪܐ ܘܐܪƕܐ

f.113r ܘŴƇƀƇƉܬܐ ܘƢſƢƟܘܬܐ ܕŴƊƀƊŶܬܐ | ܐƌŵƃܐ ŴƤƉܕƎƀƕ܉ ƍƀƄ̈Ɔܐ ųƆܘܢ

 ܘƍƉــųܘܢ ƀƄƆــƍܐ܂ ܕܐſــƦ ܗƀƆــƎ ܕܕܐſــƅ ܘܐƀƌƮŶــƦܐ ܘܪܓŴƌƦƣŴܬܐ

 ܕܗƀƆــƉ Ǝــſƞܐ ܕƆܐ ܐƃــƌŵܐ ſƢƟƦƉــƎ܉ ƀƄ̈Ɔــƍܐ ܕܐűƉ Ʀſܡ ƎƉ ܬܘܒ

 ܘܒƐƀƠ̈ܐ Ŵ̈ƀƉܬܐ܃ ܘƆܐ ƍſŵ̈ŶƦƉܐ Ɔܐ ܕųƌܘܘܢ ܐųſƦſܘܢ ܕܓƊƣŴ̈ܐ

10 ܘܕܐſــƇƀƇƉ ƅــŴܬܐ ܐܘ ƕűſــƦܐ ܕܬܗܘܐ ſƞƉܐ Ɔܐ ܘܒƄܐƘ̈ܐ ܬܘܒ

 ܕܐſــſƢƟƦƉ ƅــƎ܂ ƀƄ̈Ɔــƍܐ ܕƌƮƕŴƏ ƎƀŷƀƄƣܐ ƎƉ ܬܘܒ ųƍƉܘܢ ܗƎƀƆ܂

 ܘܕƀƆųƆــƉ ƎــŴܒƉ ƥــƢܒܐ ƉــƉ űƆŴــƕŴܐ ƠƉــŹƢƉ ƢــűƟŴƉ Ū ܐƎƄſ܂

 ܐƎƄſ܂ ܕܐƎſƢƟƦƉ ƅſ܂ ƍƀƄ̈Ɔܐ ܕܓƤ̈Ŷ Ǝƀƣűܐ ƎƉ ܬܘܒ ųƍƉܘܢ ܕƎƀƉ̈܂

 ƍƉــųܘܢ ܕƀƉ̈ــƎ܂ ܘܕƀƆųƆــƃ ƎــŴܪܗƌܐ ƠƕــƦܐ ܐܘƆــƌƞܐ ŴƉܬܐ ŶܒƇ̇ܐ

15 ܐܘ ܕŶــŴܪܐ ܐƃــƌŵܐ ƤƉــŴܕƎƀƕ܉ ƊƆܓــűܫ űƖƉ ܕܒƍƀƄܐ űƊƆܡ ܬܘܒ

 ܐſــƦܘܗܝ܉ ܕܒƀƄــƍܐ ƊƆــűܡ ܬܘܒ ƍƉــųܘܢ ܗƀƆــƎ܂ ܘܕܐſــƅ ܐܘƃــƊܐ

 ܗƀƆــƎ܂ ܕܕܐſــƅ ܐŶــƌƮܐ ܗܕƉ̈ܐ ܐܘ ܪܓــƇܐ ܐܘ ܐƌܐ ܐƉ̇ــƢ ܐſــűܐ

 ܐƌــƥ ܕƌــųܘܐ ܐƃــƌŵܐ ƤƉــŴܕƎƀƕ܉ ƀƃــƍܐ ܕܒــƦܪ űƊƆܡ ܬܘܒ ųƍƉܘܢ

 ųƍƉܘܢ ܗƎƀƆ܂ ܕܕܐƅſ ܐƦƀƌƮŶܐ ܐܘŴ̈ƍƉܬܐ ܐܘ ܐƀƏܐ ܐܘ ƢƙƏ̇ܐ

20 ܙܒــƍܐ܂ ܐܘ ƀƇƕــƊܐ ܐܘ ܐƌܐ ܐƉ̇ــƏ Ƣܒܐ ƍƀƃܐ܉ ܕŴƆܬ űƊƆܡ ܬܘܒ

 ƀƃــƍܐ ܗ̣ܘ ܐƆܐ ܒƀƄــƍܐ܉ ܐſƦſــųܘܢ ܙܒƍܐ ܐܘ ܐܬܪܐ ܕƎſ ܗܘܐ Ɔܐ

 ƦƉܐſƢƉــƎ܉ ƇƀƣܐſــƦ ܬܘܒ ܘƍƉــųܘܢ ܙܒــƍܐ܂ ܐܘ ܒــܐܬܪܐ ܐƦſܘܗܝ

ƣŴƉ col.bܐ܃ ŴƆܬ ܕܐܬܐƢƉܬ ܗ̇ܝ | ܐƅſ ܐųƆܐ܉ ܒƤƌƢܐ ܕƢƟƦƌܐ ܐƌŵƃܐ

 ܐſ̣ــűܐ ܐܘ ܐƌܐ ܐƍƀƕ ƢƉ̇ܐ ܕܗܕƉ̈ܐ܃ ܒųƊƤ̈ܐ ƢƟƦƌܐ ܐųƆܐ ܐܘ

25 ܐſƢŶــƉ Ǝــűܡ ܐܘ ܒƌƢــƤܐ ܨſــƢܐ ܨƆــƊܐ ܬܘܒ ܘƟƦƌــƢܐ ܐܕƌܐ܃ ܐܘ

ƅſܐ܂ ܕܕܐƌܗ

.ƮƊƆ codܓƦƀƍƤܐ :.ƢƊƆ scrܓŴƍƤܬܐ   1
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sensation. For instance, one can say that of a man, or a horse, or other species 

(of living being) like that.18

Now, let us also speak about different ways of signifying something with §17

names. Of names, some signify natures, for instance, “air”, “earth”, “fire”, 

“man”, and suchlike; and some signify what natures have, for instance, 

“hotness” and “coldness”, “rationality” and “sensibility”, and other things like 

that which natures may have. Further, some of them designate what belongs to 

natures, for instance, that it is not possible for bodies to be invisible and 

immortal, that stones and wood may not be intelligent and rational, and 

suchlike.19 Further, some of them designate things that occur to natures, for 

instance, “burning”, “wet”, “cold”, “shaken”, “born”, “grown up”, “dried up”, 

and suchlike. And some designate things that affect natures, for instance, 

“destruction”, “death”, “suffering”, “grief”, “disease”, and suchlike.20 Further, 

some of them signify what occurs in a nature by custom, for instance, being 

white or black, and suchlike. Further, some of them (refer) to what is in a 

nature, I mean a hand, a leg, or other members (of a body) like them. Some of 

them signify that which is after nature, for instance, that a man might be a 

scribe or a doctor, or (acquire) any other craft like that. Further, some of them 

(signify) something that relates to nature, I mean “old” or “young”, or “time”. 

For neither space nor time exist in a nature, but a nature exists in space and 

time. Further, some of them are said figuratively, for instance, when we call a 

man god, just as Moses was called like that, or when we describe God in terms 

of members (of a body), for instance, “eye”, “hand”, “ear”, or when we call a 

statue an image of a man, and other things like that.

18 This paragraph is based on T2 §35 (which, in turn, derives from Evagrius Ponticus).

19 Cf. a distinction between substances (“natures”) and accidents in §5 above.

20 Cf. a description of the categories of acting and being-affected in Sergius, In Cat. §§106–107 

(150 Arzhanov).
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18§ ܘܐſــƦ ܐܕƀƍƣ̈ܐ ųƊ̈ƣܐ ܘܐƦſ ܓƀƍ̈Ɛƍܐ ųƊ̈ƣܐ ܐƦſ ܕƎſ ܬܘܒ

 ܕƆܐܕƣ̈ܐ ܗƎƉ̇ ƎƀƆ ܓƀƍ̈Ɛƍܐ ƀƉŴ̈ƍƟܐ܂ ųƊ̈ƣܐ ܘܐƀƍ̈ƀƃ Ʀſܐ ųƊ̈ƣܐ

 Ɔܐ ܗƌ̣ــŴܢ ƃــű ܬſƦƀŶــųܘܢ ŶܒƀƤــƎ ܒƀƄــƍܐ ܕƀƙƇŷƤƉــƏ Ǝܓƀ̈ــܐܐ

ƎƀƤܒŶƦƉ ܘܢ܂ųƍƉ ܐƀƍ̈ƣܬܘܒ ܐܕ ƎƀƆܐ ܗƉŴ̈ƍƠƆܕ ܕŴŷƇܒ ƎƀƤ̇ܒŶ ܐƆܕ 

Ǝــ ــƍܐ ƀƙƇŷƤƉـ ــƉŴܐ܂ ܐƆܐ ܒƀƄـ ــƀܐ ܒƍƠـ ــƎ ܬܘܒ ƍƀƃـ̈ ــƍܐ ܗƀƆـ 5 ܕƀƄƆـ

ــƢ ܕܒƌƢــƤܐ ƤƉــŴܕƎƀƕ܉ Ɖ̇ܐ ܐƌܐ ܐܘ ܐƢــƀƖܐܘ ܕܒ ƅــſ܂ ܕܐƎــƀƆܗ 

 ƆܐŶــƌƢܐ Ŷܒ̇ــƥ ܘƆܐ ܕŶƦƉܒــƍƟ ƥــƉŴܐ ܕŷƆــű ܗƀƆــƎ ܬܘܒ ƍƟــƀƉŴ̈ܐ

ŴƤƉܕƎƀƕ܂

Ʀſܬ ܬܘܒ ܐŴſűƀŷſ ܐƊƣ ܐƀــƍƐƍܬ ܓŴــſűƀŷƀƆ ܐƍــƀƃ ƚƇŶŴــƤ19§ ܕܒ

10 ܬܘܒ ܐƦſ ܘܕƃƢƣܐ܂ ܘܕܒƢƀƖܐ ܕܒƤƌƢܐ Ɗƣܐ ܐŴƤƉ ƅſܕܥ܉ ƉŴ̈ƍƟܐ

 ƀƃــƍܐ ܕܒƤــƍƟ ƚƇŶŴــƉŴܐ ſűƀŷſــŴܬ ܕƕــƈ ܐܕƍƣــƀܐ ƣــƊܐ ſűƀŷſــŴܬ

 ܓƐƍܐ ܒŴſŴƤܬ ƋƀƠƉ܂ ܘƘܓƢܐ Ƥƙƌܐ ܕƎƉ ܕܒƤƌƢܐ ܐƌŵƃܐ ŴƤƉܕܥ܂

 ܒŴſŴƤܬ Ɗƣܐ ܘŴſŴƣܬ Ɗƣܐ܂ ܘŴƙƇŷƤƉܬ Ɗƣܐ ŴſŴƣܬ ܗ̣ܝ ŷƀƄƣܐ

ــƐܐ ƍܐ ܓƌŵــ ƃܪܘܣ ܐűــ ƍƐƄƆܐ ܕܐƀــ ƌܘűƠƉ ܪܘܣűــ ƍƐƄƆܐ ܘܐƀــ ƌܐܬ 

ƙƇŷƤƉ f.113vــŴܬ ܗƀƆــƎ܂ ܕܐſــƊƣ ƅــų̈ܐ ܘܐŶــƌƮܐ ƇƉــƄܐ ܘܐűƍƐƄƆܪܘܣ |

ـــƌŵܐ ܓƍـــƐܐ ܒſŴƤـــŴܬ ܬܘܒ ƣـــƊܐ ƃܢ ܐŴـــźƇƘܕ ƑƀŹƢƟŴـــƏܘ 

ƑƀƇŹŴźƐſܐ ܘܐܪƌƮŶܘܐ ƅſ܂ ܕܐƎƀƆܗ űƃܕ ƎƉ űــŶ ܐƍــƀƃ ܘܢųــſƦſܐ 

ƎƀƙƇŷƤƉ ܐƀƌŴ̈Ƅܐ܂ ܒųƊ̈ƣܬ ܕŴƙƇŷƤƊܐ ܒƐƍܓ Ǝſܕ ƅſܐ ܐƦŷƤŷܕܒ 

Ʀſܬ ܐŴſŴƣ ܐ܂Ɗƣ ŴƆ Ǝſܕ ƅــſܪܐ܂ ܐƢــƤܐ ܕܒƌŵــƃܐ ܐųــƊ̈ƣܕ ƎــƀƆܗ 

ƢƏ 20ܓƀƏŴƏ Ƒƀܐ ܘƌܐŴƀŶ ƢƉܬܐ ƈƕ ܐƋƀƐƌ ƥƌ ܐųſƦſܘܢ ܕܒƤƍƀƍ̈ܐ

 ܕܓƍܒــƢܐ ܕƇƃܒܐ ܐƌŵƃܐ ܐܘ ܕܒƤƌƢܐ܂ ܕܗ̣ܘ ܐƍſܐ ܐƌƢŶܐ Ɗƣܐ ܐܘ

 ܐſــƍܐ ܒƌƢــƤܐ ܐܘ ܐſــƦܘܗܝ܃ Ƈƃܒܐ ƢſƢƣܐƇƃ űƃ ŴƆ Ʀſܒܐ ƢƟƦƉܐ

 ܒƌƢــƤܐ ܐܘ ܐſــƦܘܗܝ܃ Ƈƃــܒܐ ƢſƢƣܐſــƆ Ʀــƃ ŴــƇƃ űܒܐ ƢƟƦƉܐ ܕܗ̣ܘ

 ܘܕܐſــƅ ܘƄƀƉܐſــƈ ܓܒſƢܐſــƈ ܕƇƉܐƃ̈ܐ ܒƊƤܐ ƢƟƦƌܐ ܕܗ̣ܘ ܐƍſܐ

25ܗƎƀƆ܂

.ƉŴ̈ƍƟ codܐ :.ƀƉŴ̈ƍƟ scrܐ   7
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Further, there are generic names; there are specific names; there are §18

natural names; and there are individual names. Generic (names) are those that 

enclose beneath themselves multiple species of different nature but that are not 

enclosed by them. Further, specific (names) are those that enclose only 

individuals that differ not in nature but in their individual being. Further, 

natural (names) are those that signify nature, for instance, (the names) “man”, 

“animal”, or other things. And individual (names) are those that signify a 

particular individual enclosed by them and that do not enclose other ones.21

Further, there is the unity of a generic name which signifies the unity of a §19

nature of different individuals — for instance, the names “man”, “animal”, and 

so on. And there is the unity of a specific name which signifies the unity of an 

individual (combining) different natures — for instance, a man is constituted of 

soul and body.22 Of (things) that are of the same genus, there may be homonymy 

and heteronymy. Examples of homonymy in the same genus are Alexander the 

Macedonian, Alexander the Athenian, Alexander the King, and other names 

like that. Examples of heteronymy in the same genus are Plato, Socrates, 

Aristotle, and others like them, who have the same nature but differ in the 

names by which they are called. If (things belong) to different genera, there is 

homonymy in some specific usage that is, however, not real. For example, when 

someone applies human names to animals and calls a horse “Sergius” or by any 

other human name; or when a star of Orion is called “dog”, while in reality it is 

not a dog; or when a certain man is called a god, while in reality he is not a god; 

or when a certain man is called by the name of angels, e.g. Gabriel, Michael, 

and so on.23

21 Cf. T2 §10.

22 This paragraph corresponds nearly verbatim to T2 §10. Cf. also T2 §11.

23 The second part of this paragraph has clear parallels in T2 §12.
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20§ ܕŴƙƇŷƤƉܬ ܕƏܓƀܐܘܬܐ ܓƀƍƐƍܐ Ɗƣܐ ܙŴƕܪܘܬ ܐƦſ ܕƎſ ܬܘܒ

 ܐƦſܘܗܝ űŶ ܗ̣ܘ ܕűƃ ܕŴƀŶܬܐ܂ ܗƌܐ ܕƊƣܐ ܐƌŵƃܐ ŴƤƉܕܥ܂ ܓƐƍ̈ܐ

 ܐƌܐ ܐƉ̇ــƇƊƆ Ƣــܐƃ̈ܐ Ŷܒ̇ــƥ܂ Əܓƀ̈ــܐܐ Ɔܓƍ̈ــƐܐ ܕƊƣܐ ܒŴƕŵܪܘܬܐ

 ܕƃــű ܓƍƐƍــƀܐ Ɗƣܐ Əܓƀܐܘܬ ܐƦſ ܕƎſ ܬܘܒ ܘƆܒƢƀƖܐ܂ ܘƆܒƤƍ̈ƀƍܐ

ƈܒــƠƉ ܐƦــƙƏܐ ܬܘƦــƙƇŷƤƉ ܐ܉Ɗــƣܬ ܕŴــſűƀŷƀƆ ܐƐــƍܕ ܓŴــŷƇ5 ܒ

ــŴܕܥ܂ ƤƉ ܐƌŵــ ƃܐ űــ ƃܕ | ƈــ ــƊܐ Ơƌܒ ƣ ܐƌܬܐ ܗŴــ ƀŶܐ ܕƦــ ƙƏܬܘ col.b

ŴƤƉܕܥ܂ ܒŴŷƇܕ ƇƊƆܐƃ̈ܐ ŴƀƉܬܘܬܐ ܘƆܐ ܕŴƇƀƇƉܬܐ

21§ ܗƌ̇ــŴܢ ƍƉــųܘܢ ܕŶƦƆــƆ Ʀــܐܕƣ̈ܐ ŶܒƀƤــƎ ܓƀƍ̈Ɛƍܐ ܗų̈Ɗƣ ƈƀƃܐ

 ܐƄſــƎ܂ ܕܐſــƍƉ ƅــųܘܢ܂ ܕŶƦƆــƦ ܕܗƌ̇ــŴܢ ܐŴƌܢ ܓƐƍ̈ܐ ܗŴƌ̣ܢ ܕܐܦ

10 ܕܐܘƀƏܐ܂ ܐܕƣܐ ܕŴƀŶ Ǝſܬܐ ܕŴƀŶܬܐ܂ ܓƐƍܐ ܐƎƉ̇  ̇ųſƦſ ܐܘƀƏܐ

 ܕܗƀƆــƎ ܐſƦſــų̇  ܓƍــƐܐ ܕܐܘƏــƀܐ ܐܕƣܐ ܕܐſƦſــƀŶ  ̇ųــŴܬܐ ܘܗܕܐ

ƦŶƦƆ܃ ܕų̇ƍƉ ܐƃ̈ܐƇƉܕ ƢƉ̇ܐ ܐƌܐ ܐƤƍ̈ƀƍܐ܂ ܘܕܒƢƀƖܘܕܒ ƦŶƦƆ ƎــƉ̣ 

ــƎ ܗܕܐ ſܕ űــ Ŷ ܐƉŴــ ƍƟ Ƣــ ƉܐƦƉ ܐ ܐܘƃــܐ ƇƉܐ ܐܘ ܕƤــ ƌƢܐܘ ܕܒ 

ܗƎƀƆ܂ ܕܐƅſ ܐܘ ܕܒƢƀƖܐ

ــų̈ܐ Ɗƣ ƈــ ƀƃܐ ܗƀƌŴ̈ــ ſ ܒܐƦــ Ƅܐ ܕܒƌܓܐ ܗŴــ ــƎ ܕܐƐſܓ ƀŷƀƄƣ 15 §22

 ܬܐܘܪܘƠƀŹــŴܢ ܗƃــƍܐ܂ ŴƏܪſܐƦſ ܬܘܒ ܘƎƀƠƤƘƦƉ ܗƎƀƆ܂ ܐųſƦſܘܢ

Ŵƌܗ Ǝſܐ܂ ܕſܢ ܬܐܘܪŴƠƀźƟƢƘ Ŵƌܗ Ǝſܬܐ܂ ܕŴƌűܒƖƉ ܢŴƠƀźƉܐƦƉ 

Ŵــƌܗ Ǝــſܐ܂ ܕƍƙƆŴ̈ــſ ܐſƢــźƉܓܐܘ Ŵــƌܗ Ǝــſܬ ܕŴــŷƤƊƉ ܐ܂ƕܐܪ 

 ƊƌــƏŴܐ ܕſــƎ ܗŴƌ ܐƢźƏܘƀƉŴƌܐ ŴƀƍƉܬܐ܂ ܕƎſ ܗŴƌ ܐܪƠƀźƉƦſܐ

20 ܕſــƎ ܗƌــƠƀźƀƆŴƘ ŴــŴܢ ƀƟــƦܪܘܕܘܬܐ܂ ܕſــƎ ܗƌــƉ ŴــƠƀƏŴܐ ܕƃــƃ̈Ŵܒܐ܂

 ܐܬƠſــŴܢ ܒ̈ــƦܐ܂ Ŵƙſƞſܬ ܕƎſ ܗŴƌ ܐŴƠƀƉŴƌŴƟܢ Ʀƍ̈ſűƉܐ܂ Ŵƙſƞſܬ

Ŵƌܗ Ǝſܬ ܕŴƙſƞſ ܐ܂űƀƕ̈ ܐƀܓƆŴƉŴŹܐ ܗ̇ܝ ܐܘƖܒƌܕ ƎƉ ܐƄſܐ Ǝſܐܬ 

<...>
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Furthermore, when a generic name is short, it designates many heterogen-§20

eous things. For instance, the name “living being” is in itself a short name that 

encloses many genera, I mean angels, men, and animals. When, however, the 

generic name is long because differentiae are attached to it, it designates only 

(those things) that belong to one particular genus. For instance, if you take the 

name “living being” and attach “rational” and “immortal” to it, then it 

designates only angels.24

Now, generic names encompass the species that are beneath them, which §21

are at the same time genera of what is beneath them. For instance, substance is 

a genus of living being, so that living being is a species of substance. But this 

living being, which is a species of substance, is the genus for what is beneath it, 

namely, for angels, men, and animals. What is said to be beneath the latter are 

individuals, either an angel, or a man, or an animal, or something similar.25

Now, what follows are the Greek terms that are found in the treatise §22

Isagoge and which are translated into Syriac: teoreṭiqon (θεωρητικόν) means 

“theory”, praqṭiqon (πρακτικόν) means “practice”, matemaṭiqon (μαθηματικόν) 

means “sciences”, geomṭriya (γεωμετρία) means “measurement of land”, 

aritmeṭiqe (ἀριθμητική) means “numbering”, asṭronomiya (ἀστρονομία) means 

“law of the stars”, musiqe (μουσική) means “playing on a cithern”, poliṭiqon 

(πολιτικόν) means “care of cities”, ʾeqonomiqon (οἰκονομικόν) means “care of 

houses”, ʾetiqon (ἠθικόν) means “care of morals”, ʾeṭimologia (ἐτυμολογία) is 

when you try to find out where (a word) comes from <...>26

24 For this paragraph, cf. T2 §13.

25 For this paragraph, cf. T2 §14.

26 The listed terms are not found in Porphyry’s Isagoge but trace back to the commentaries 

on Porphyry’s treatise, which include the discussion of the parts of philosophy. It is likely that 

§22 derives from tree diagrams like those we encounter in T1 §11 and §13.
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C154r ܐſــƦܘܗܝ Ŷ̈ــƀܐ ܘܕܗŴƌܢ ƀŶ̈ܐ ܐƦſܘܗܝ ܘƌƢƉܐƦſ ܒŴŷƇܕܘܗܝ <...> §1

 ܘƆܐ ƀƇƉــƇܐ ܐſــƦܘܗܝ ƌƢƉܐſــƦ ܒŷƇــŴܕܘܗܝ ܘܕܗ̣ܘ ܕŶ̈ــƀܐ܂ ܘƉܒƕŴܐ

 ܐŶــƌƮܐ ܕſــƎ ܗƌ̇ــŴܢ ƀƉــŴܬܘܬܐ܂ ܘܕƆܐ ܕŴƇƀƇƉܬܐ ܘųſܘܒܐ ŴƀƉܬܐ

 Ŷــű ܐܢ ܐƆܐ Ź̇ــܒܐ ܕƀƆــƦ ܓƢƀ ܐƍƄſܐ ųſܘ̈ܒܐ܂ ܕŴ̈Ɛƌ ƎƉ̇ ŴƆ Ǝſܒܐ

Ɖ 5ــܐܬ܃ ܕƆܐ ܐܘ ܕƀƇƉــƈ ܐܘ ܕŶــƁ ܐܘ ܕܐƦſܘܗܝ ܘƆܐ ܗƍƃܐ ܐųƆܐ܉

ƦſܐƌܐƢƉ Ʀſܐ ܐƆܕܘܗܝ܂ ܗ̣ܘ ܐŴŷƇܐ ܒƆܐ ƈźƉ ƅــƏܘܬܦ ܕƦــƣܐ 

ƎــƀƆųܐ ܒƦــſƢܝ ܒų̇ܒــ űــƃܐ ܕƆ ƦــſܐƊŶƦƉ ܐƢــƉܐƦƉ ܐƦــƇƉ ܐƆ 

ܐŴƍƀŶܬܐ܂ ܕƎſ ܗƊƀƠƉ Ŵƌܐ ܒųܕܐ űƉܡ ܓƐƍܐ ܐƤſƢƘ ƅſܐ

2§ ܐܒܐ ƎƉ̇ ܐƢƉܬ ܐųƆܐ܉ ܐܘ ܐƌܐ ܕܐƢƉ̇ ܐƦƉܝ ܕƎſ ܐųƆܘܬܐ

10 ܕſــƎ ܗƌــŴ ܐܕƣܐ܂ ܘŶــű ܐſƦſــųܘܢ ܓƍــƐܐ ŶــſűƟ űــƤܐ܉ ܪܘŶܐ ܒــƢܐ

 ܕƆܐ ſŵŶƦƉــƍܐ Ɔܐ ƀƐƉــƄܐ Ɔܐ ܒــſƢܐ Ɔܐ ƍƀƃܐ ܐܘƦƀƃ ܐųƆܘܬܐ

col.b ܗ̇ܝ Ɖــűܡ ƄƆــƈ ܕŵŶ̇ | ƈƃ ųƍƉܐ ƈƃ ܐűƀŶ ܕƕ ƈƃܒŴܕܐ ܒƢܘſܐ Ŵƣܪܝ

 ƢƙƉܫ ƎƉ̇ ܕܒƉŴ̈ƍƠܐ ܐƦſܘܗܝ ųƌܘܐ ܕƢƀƙƣ ܘܗ̇ܝ ųƆ܂ ܐƦſ ܕܐƦſܘܗܝ

 Ɔܐ ܘܐܘƏــƀܐ ܐƆــųܘܬܐ űŶܐ ܕƎſ ܐƦſܘܗܝ ųƆ܂ ܐƦſ ܒƇƀƇܐƦſ ܘƆܐ

Ɔ 15ܐųƆܐ ƆܒƁƤ̈ƀ ܐܒų̈ܬܐ űŶ ƎƉ ܘƦƆƦƆܐ ܬƦƆܐ ܓƇƙƉ űŷƆ ƢƀܓƦܐ܃

ƎƊſųƌ ܉ƎƍƙƇſ ƎƍƀƍƊſųƉ ܐƍƄſ܂ ܕܐܦ ܐƎƍƙƇſ ƎــƀƇſܐƆܘ ŴــƆܐ ܕƍــƃܗ 

ƎƀƍƊſųƉ ܉ƎſܕŴƉ̇ܘ ƎƍƀƉƢŷƉ ܂ƎƍƀƇƐƉܘ

3§ ܐƢƉ̇ ܕܒƢܐ܂ űƉܡ Ŷ ƈƃܒƦƤ ܒƦſƢܐ܉ ܐƌܐ ܕܐƢƉ̇ ܐƦƉܝ ܘܬܘܒ

 ܐƤƌــŴܬܐ ܘƇƃــƀƉ  ̇ųــŴܬܐ܂ ܘƆܐ ܘƀƇƉــƇܐ ܒſƢܐ ƍƀƃܐ ųƇƃ ܕƎſ ܐƌܐ

ųƇƃܐ܂ ܘƊƣŴܓ ƁŶܐ ܘܕƆ܂ ܘܕƁــŶ ƈــƃܐ ܘƐــƍܐ ܐܘ ܓƣܐ܂ ܐܕƢــƀƖ20 ܕܒ

ƢƉ̇ܐ ܐƌܐ ܐܘ ܐƦŶƢƘܐ ܐܘ ܕƤŶܐܘ ܕܪ ƎــƀƆܐ ܕܗƀــƊ̈ܬ ܐܘ ܕܒŴــƀŶܕ 

 ܕܕܗܒܐ ܐܘ ſــŴܪܩ܃ ܕƃــƈ ܐܘƀƃــƦ ܕƐƕܒܐ ܐܘ ܕƞƌܒƦܐ ܐܘ ƞƌܒƦܐ

 ܐܘ ܕܐܒــƢܐ ܐܘ ܕܐƌــƄܐ ܐܘ ܕƘــƢܙƆܐ ܐܘ ܕƤŷƌܐ ܐܘ ܕƏܐƉܐ ܐܘ

f.154v ܗƀƆــƉ ƎــƎ ܐſƢŶــűƉ Ǝܡ ܐܘ ܕƢƙƕܐ܃ ܐܘ ܕƃܐƘ̈ܐ ܐܘ ܕܙܓŴܓƦƀܐ |

ƎƉܐ ܕųƆܐ ŴــſƢܬ ܐܬܒŴــƆܐ ܘſܘܢ ܐܬܘ܂ ܗ̇ܘųــƇƃ Ƣــƀܓ ƎــƀƆܝ ܗų̇25 ܒــ

 ܐųƇƃ ƅſܘܢ܉ ܗܘܘ űŶ ܘƎƉ ܙܒƍܐ ܘܕܬƦƀŶ ܘƕܒűƀ̈ܐ ܐųſƦſܘܢ ܕܒſƮܐ

űŶ ܐƐƍܡ ܓűƉ ƎſƢƉܐƦƉ űŶܐ܂ ܘƣܢ ܐܕŴƇƉ Ǝſܐ ܕŶ̈ܘܐ Ŵƌܗ Ǝــſܕ 

ܕܐųƆܐ܂ ܒƦſƢܐ ܐܘƦƀƃ ܒƦſƢܐ



<...> only He is living in the most proper sense, and He is the source of life §1

for all living beings.1 Also, only He is rational and immortal in the most proper 

sense, and He is the giver of rationality and immortality, while others are 

receivers (of them) and not givers. For just as “no one is good except the one 

God”,2 so too nothing is living, or rational, or immortal in the proper sense save 

for Him alone. But since He in no way partakes in the created beings, it is (only) 

in an imprecise and undiscerning way that one may speak of Him as (one does) 

of a certain genus, i.e. (in terms) of relation.

So, when I say “Godhead” or “God”, I mean that the Father, the Son, and the §2

Holy Spirit are one genus and one species, namely, Godhead, i.e. a nature that is 

uncreated, infinite, invisible, and ungenerated, creator, producer-of-everything, 

all-mighty, all-seer, from whom everything that exists comes to be and to whom 

it belongs; and that it is proper for Him to be in hypostases that are distinct and 

unconfused in Him. For we teach what the God-clad fathers believed, namely, 

that there is one Godhead and indivisible substance, and Three of the One and 

One of the Three. And we believe what we teach, while we anathematize and 

repudiate those who neither believe nor explain it this way.3

Further, when I say “creature”, I encompass everything that has been §3

created. What I mean is the whole of created, rational, and immortal nature, 

the whole humanity and every body, whether living or not living, and every 

genus and species of animals, I mean birds, reptiles, those in water, animal-

plants, plants, herbs, i.e. everything that is green, gold, silver, bronze, iron, tin, 

lead, glass, stones, soil, and all other things that God created and that came into 

being. For since all of them are creatures that were made, exist in time, and 

derive from one (source), they are said of as one certain genus and one species, 

and hence they are brothers, i.e. creatures, or creatures of God.

1 As it becomes clear from the context, God is the subject.

2 Mk 10:18.

3 Cf. the confession based on the faith of the Fathers by Peter of Callinicum in the Anti-Tritheist 

Dossier (Ebied et al. 1981: 75.28–76.3) and in Contra Damianum II.1.50–58 (CCG 29, 4–7 Ebeid 

et al.).
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ــƦܝ Ɖܐ Ǝــ ſܕ Ƣــ Ɖ̇ܐ ܐƌܐ ܐƦــ ſƢܐ܉ ܒƦــ ƇƀƇƉ Ʀــ ــŴ̈ܬܐ Ɛƌܒ ƇƀŶ §4

 ܕܒſƮܐ ܒų̇ܝ ܘܗƎƀƆ ܓƢƀ ܐܦ ųƇƃܘܢ܂ ܐƤƌܐ ܘܒƁƍ̈ ܘƍƀƊ̈ƣܐ ƇƉܐƀƃ̈ܐ

 ܐܕƣܐ܉ ܘŶــƦƉ űܐſƢƉــűƉ Ǝܡ ܓƐƍܐ űŶ ܐƅſ ܘƇƀƇƉ̈ܐ ܐųſƦſܘܢ

Ŵƌܗ Ǝــſܐ ܕƦــſƢܐ܂ ܒƦــƇƀƇƉ ܬܘܒ Ǝــſܝ ܕƦــƉܐ ƢــƉ̇ܐ ܕܐƌܐ ܐƦــſƢܒ 

5 ܐƉــƢܬ ܓƤــŴܡ܉ ܘܕƆܐ ƀƉــŴܬܬܐ ܘƆܐ ܘƇƀƇƉــƦܐ ƀƍƕűſƦƉــƦܐ

 ܒــųܕܐ ܒــų̇  ܘܗƀƆــƎ ܓƀــƢ ܐܦ ܕܒƤƍƀƍ̈ܐ܂ ܘƦƤƙ̈ƌܐ ƇƉܐƀƃ̈ܐ Ŵ̈ƇƀŶܬܐ

col.b ܘƆܐ ƀƉــŴ̈ܬܐ ܘƆܐ | ܘƀƇƉ̈ــƇܐ ܘƕű̈ſƦƉــƍܐ ܓƤــŴܡ ܕƆܐ ܕܐſƦſــųܘܢ

 ܐųſƦſܘܢ űƉܡ ܓƐƍܐ űŶ ܘܕƦƕűſܐ܉ ܕܗܘƌܐ ܘƠƉܒƍƇ̈ܐ ƍſŵ̈ŶƦƉܐ

űŶܐ܂ ܘƣܐܕ Ŵƌܗ Ǝſܐ ܕƦſƢܐ ܒƦƇƀƇƉ ܐƆ ܬܬܐ܂ŴƀƉ

10 ܘܐ̈ܕƣܐ Əܓƀ̈ܐܐ ܓƐƍ̈ܐ ܒųܘܢ ܗܘ ܕܐƌ ƦſܐƢƉ ܘܐƥƌ ܕƎſ ܐܢ §5

 ܘƇƉــܐƃ̈ܐ܉ Ƥƙ̈ƌــƦܐ ƈźƉ ܘƢſƦſܐƆ ƎſƢŶƦƉ ƎƍŶ ƎƉ̇ Ʀſܐ ƙƇŷƤƉ̈ܐ

 ƙƇŷƤƉ̈ܐ ܘܐܕƣ̈ܐ ܘܐܘŴ̈ƀƏܣ ܕƍƀƃ̈ܐ ܕܗ̇ܘ ƎƍŶ ܐƎſƢƉ̇ ܗܕܐ ܕƎſ ܒŴŷƇܕ

 ƣــƢܪܐ ܪƊŶ̈ــƉ ƁــƦƉ ƎܬܒƗ ܕƋƀƠ̇ƌ܉ ܨ̇ܒܐ ܘܒſƢܐ ƍƕűſƦƉܐ ܒƍƀƄܐ

ƁܓƏ̇ܘ Ʀſܐƌܐƃ ŴſŴŷƊƆ ܐƙƇŶŴƣ ܓܐƆŴƘܘ ƎƀƆܕܗ ƅſܐ ܘܕܕܐƍــƄſܐ 

ƎƉ ܕܐű̈ــŶ ܂ƎــƀƣƢƘƦƉ ܐƉűــƕ Ǝــſܐ ܕܗܕܐ ܕŴــŷƉ ܐƆ ƢܒــƐƉ ܐƌ15 ܐ

ƎƊ̈ƀƟܕ ƎƀƇſܐ ųƍƉ܂ ܕƎƊ̈ŶܬƦƉ ƎƍŶ Ǝſܐ ܕƍƄſܐ ƦƉűƟܬ ܕƢƉܐ ܐƆܘ 

űŶܐ ܕƍƀƃ ܐűŶܐ ܘƀƏܐܘ ƈƄܘܢ ܒųſƦſܕܐ ƎƀƆܗ ƎƀƊŶƦƉ ܉ƎƍŶ ܐƆܘ 

ƑƀƏܐ ܕܐ̈ܘƍƀƃ̈ܐ | ܘƙƇŷƤ̈Ɖ ܐܐƀ̈ܓƏܘܢ ܘųſƦſܐ ƎƀƠƐƘ ܂ƎــƍŶ ܐƆܐ f.155r

 ƆܐųƆܐ ųſ ƎƍŶ ųƆܒƎƀ ܗűŶ ƎƉ ƎƀƆܐ ƈƃ ܕƈźƉ ܘƠƐƙƆܐ ƉŴŶƦƆܐ

20 ܕƆܐܘƀƟــƍܐ ܐſــƅ ܕܗƀƆــƎ ܘƠƐƙƆܐ ƉŴŶƦƆܐ ܘƎƍŶ ܕųƍƉ܃ ܘƍƙƇƊƆܐ

 ܕܐƢƉ̇ ܬܘܒ ܘܐƦƉܝ ܘƎƍſƢźƌ܂ ܐŵƉ ƎƍſűƀŶܕƦƀƍƕŵƕܐ ܘƆܐ ƢƤƉܪܬܐ

 ƐƌܒــƦ܂ ܒƇƊــƦܐ ܒƤƍƀƍ̈ܐ ųƇƃܘܢ ŴƀƉܬܬܐ܉ ƦƇƀƇƉܐ ܒƦſƢܐ ܐƌܐ

 űƉܡ ܓƐƍܐ űŶ ܘܗƎƀƆ ܘƦƉܐƎſƢƉ ܕƎſ ܐųſƦſܘܢ ܘܒŴŷƇܕ ܕŴƇƉ Ǝſܢ

űŶܐ܉ ܘƣܐܕ Ŵƌܗ Ǝſܐ ܕƦــſƢܐ ܒƦــƇƀƇƉ ܬܬܐŴــƀƉ Ʀــƀƃܬܐ ܐܘŴــƀŶ 

ŴƀƉ25ܬܬܐ܂ ƦƇƀƇƉܐ

ــű ܘܬܘܒ ƃ Ƣــ Ɖ̇ܐ ܐƌܐ܉ ܐƊƣŴــ ــųܘܢ ܓ ſƦƖܐ ܐܪ̈ܒƐƃŴ̈ــ źƏ6§ ܐ

Ʀــ ƤܒŶ ܐ܂Ʀــ ƇƊܒ Ƣــ Ɖ̇ܐ ܐƌܐ Ǝــ ſܐ ܕƕܪܐ ܐܪŴــ ƌܐ ܘƀــ Ɖ̈ܘܐܐܪ܂ ܘ 

 ƘܓƮܐ ܕƎſ ܗƋƀƠƉ Ŵƌ܂ ųƍƉܘܢ ƎƉ ƈƖƆ ܕܐƢƉܬ ܕܐƍƄſܐ ܘűƊƇƃܡ
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Now, when I say “rational creature”, I include angelic and heavenly powers §4

as well as all men. Since they are creatures and rational, they too are spoken of 

as one genus and one species, namely, rational creature. Further, when I say 

“intelligible, rational, immortal, and incorporeal creature”, I mean angelic 

powers and human souls. Since they are incorporeal, intelligible, rational, 

immortal, invisible, and receptive of intellect and knowledge, they too are one 

particular genus and one species, namely, rational immortal creature.

Now, if someone says that there are many genera and various species §5

among them that are not visible to us, particularly among souls and angels, the 

only thing we shall say is that the one who wishes to distinguish between 

different natures, substances, and species among the intelligible created 

natures shall be asked by the lovers of truth to most properly demonstrate their 

difference and division, i.e. how they differ from one another. However, until he 

has demonstrated this, I do not consider them to deviate from how they were 

defined. As for us, just as we have said previously, we state neither that there is 

one nature and one substance of everything that exists nor that there are 

multiple different substances and natures (into which) we divide (things). 

Instead, God and the doctors (inspired) by Him have given us a definition and 

an explanation concerning each one of these things, and it is these definitions 

and explanations that we adhere to and that we preserve as a stable and 

immovable anchor. So, again, when I say “rational mortal creature”, I include in 

this expression all men. Hence we speak of them as of such things that belong 

only to one particular genus and one species, namely, rational mortal creature 

or rational mortal living being.

Further, when I say “body”, I include in this word the four elements — I §6

mean earth, fire, water, and air — and all things that, as I have said above, 
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 ƞƌܒــƦܐ ƞƌܒƦܐ ŴƀŶܬ ܕܒƀƊ̈ܐ ܗŴƌ̇ܢ ܪƤŶܐ ƦŶƢƘܐ ܒƢƀƖܐ ܐƀƤƌ̈ܐ

ųــƇƃ ــܒܐƐƕ ųــƇƃ ܐƟܪŴــſ | ܐ ܕܗܒܐƉــܐƏ ܐƤــŷƌ ܐƆܙƢــƘ ܐƄــƌܐ col.b

 ܗܘ ܐܪƕܐ ܕƉــƎ ܘƊƇƃــűܡ ſܒƀ̈ــƤܐ Ɛ̈ƀƟܐ ƃܐƘ̈ܐ ܙܓŴܓƦƀܐ ܐܒƢܐ

 ܒــų̇ܝ ܗƀƆــƎ ܓƀــųƇƃ Ƣܘܢ ܐܐܪ܂ ƎƉ ܐܘ ƀƉ̈ܐ ƎƉ ܐܘ Ŵƌܪܐ ƎƉ ܐܘ

5 ܗŴƌ̣ܢ ܘܐܦ űƉܡ ܓƐƍܐ ܐűŷƃ ܘƦƉܪ̈ܓƍƤܐ܉ ܐųſƦſܘܢ ܕܓƊƣ̈Ŵܐ

 ƦƉܪܓƍƤܐ܂ ƍƀƃܐ ܐܘƦƀƃ ܓƊƣŴܐ ܕƎſ ܗŴƌ ܐܕƣܐ܂ ܘűŶ ܐųſƦſܘܢ

űƃ Ǝſܕ ƢƉ̇ܐ ܐƌܐ ܐƊƣŴܐ܉ ܓƀŶ ƦƤܒŶ ܐƮܓƘ ܐƀƤƌ̈ܐ ƈƃ ܐƢƀƖܒ 

ƈƃ ܐƦŶƢƘ ƈƃ ܐƤŶܪ ƈƃ ܐƀƊ̈ܕܒ ƈƃ ܬŴƀŶ ܐƦܒƞƌ ƈƃ ܐƦܒƞƌ ƈƃ 

 ܓƀــƢ ܐܦ ܕƉــƦܬܪƏܐ܂ ܐܘ ܕŶــƁ ܓــƊƣŴܐ ƃــſ ƈــŴܪƟܐ ƃــƐƕ ƈܒܐ

ƎƀƆܝ ܘܗų̇ܐ ܒƊƣŴ̈ܘܢ ܕܓųſƦſܐ ƎƀƀŶܘ ƎƀƏܬܪƦƉܘ űŶ ܐƐƍܡ ܓűƉ 10

ƎــſƢƉܐƦƉ űــŶܐ܂ ܘƣܐܕ Ŵــƌܗ Ǝــſܐ ܕƊƣŴܐ ܓــƀــŶ ܐ܂ƍــƀƏܬܪƦƉܘ 

 ܘܗƃــƍܐ ܐŶــűܬ ܘƢƉܓƤــƍܐ܉ Ŷــƀܐ ܓــƊƣŴܐ ܐƌܐ ܕܐƉ̇ــƢ ܘܐƉــƦܝ

 ƞƌܒــƦܐ܂ ƀŶــŴܬ ܕܒƀƊ̈ܐ ܐƎƀƇſ ܪƤŶܐ ƦŶƢƘܐ ܒƢƀƖܐ ܐƀƤƌ̈ܐ ƘܓƮܐ

f.155v ܘƦƉܬܪƀƏ̈ــƍܐ ܘƀŶ̈ܐ ܐųſƦſܘܢ ܕƦƉܪ̈ܓƍƤܐ | ܒų̇ܝ ܬܘܒ ܗƎƀƆ ܘܐܦ

ــƍܐ ƤܓƮƉܘ űــ Ŷ ܐƐــ ƍܡ ܓűــ Ɖ ܘܢųــ ſƦſܐ űــ Ŷܐ܂ ܘƣܐܕ Ŵــ ƌܗ Ǝــ ſ15 ܕ

 ܐƌܐ ܐƉ̇ــƢ ܕſــƎ ܘܐƉــƦܝ ܘƢƉܓƤــƍܐ܂ ܘƦƉܬܪƀƏــƍܐ ƀŶܐ ܓƊƣŴܐ

 ܕſــƎ ܗƌــŴ ܘƦƉܬܙƖſــƍܐ܃ ܘƢƉܓƤــƍܐ ܘƦƉܬܪƀƏــƍܐ Ŷــƀܐ ܓــƊƣŴܐ

 ܐƤƌ̈ــƀܐ ƙƆܓــƮܐ ܗܕܐ ܘܒƇƊــƦܐ ܐŶــűܬ Ɔــűܘƃܐ܉ ܕܘƃܐ ƎƉ̣ ܕƍƤƉܐ

 ܒــų̇ܝ ܬܘܒ ܓƀــƢ ܘܗƀƆــŷƏ Ǝــƀܐ܂ ƀƄƆــƍܐ ŶƢƆــƤܐ ŶƢƙƆــƦܐ ƆܒƀƖــƢܐ

20 ܕܘƃܐ ܘƎƉ ܘƦƉܪ̈ܓƍƤܐ ܘƦƉܬܪƍƀƏ̈ܐ ܘƀŶ̈ܐ ܐųſƦſܘܢ ܕƦƉܪ̈ܓƍƤܐ

 ܕſــƎ ܗƌــŴ ܐܕƣܐ܂ ܘŶــű ܐſƦſــųܘܢ Ɖــűܡ ܓƍــƐܐ ŶــƀƍƤƉ űــűƆ Ǝܘƃܐ

ƦƉܬܙƍƖſܐ܂ ƢƉܓƍƤܐ ƦƉܬܪƍƀƏܐ ƀŶܐ ܓƊƣŴܐ

űƃ Ǝــſܕ ƢــƉ̇ܐ ܐƌܐ ܐƢــƀƖܒ Ʀــƀƃܬܐ ܐܘŴــƀŶ ƦــƖܐ܉ ܕܐܪ̈ܒƇ7§ ܪ̈ܓــ

 ܘƃــƈ ܕſــƎ ܗܕܐ ƕــƏ ƋــƀƏŴܐ ƈƃ ܕƎſ ܗŴƌ ܨܗܘƦƆܐ ŴƀŶܬܐ ܐƢƉܬ

25 ܒــų̇  ܘܗƎƀƆ ܕƎſ ܐųſƦſܘܢ ܪ̈ܓŴƇܗܝ܂ ܕܐܪ̈ܒƗ ܘƢƊŶ ƈƃܐ ܘƈƃ ܬܘܪܐ

col.b ܘŶــű ܐſƦſــųܘܢ Ɖــűܡ | ܓƍــƐܐ ŶــƀƄƆųƉ űــƎ ܐܪ̈ܒــƗ ܕƕــƈ ܒųܕܐ

 ܘŶƢƘــƦܐ ܪ̈ܓــƇܐ܂ ܕƮƕܒŴƀŶ ƦƖܬܐ ܐܘƦƀƃ ܒƢƀƖܐ ܕƎſ ܗŴƌ ܐܕƣܐ܂

 ſــƌŴܐ ƤƌــƢܐ ܒƇƊــƦܐ ܘܗƃــƍܐ ŶܒƤــƦ ܐƌܐ܉ ܕܐƉ̇ــƢ ܐƉــƦܝ ܬܘܒ
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originate from them, namely, human bodies, animals, birds, reptiles, those in 

the water, animal-plants, plants, every grass, all herbs, gold, silver, bronze, iron, 

tin, lead, glass, stones, dry wood, and everything that originates from earth, or 

from fire, or from water, or from air. Since all of them are corporeal and 

sensible, they too together belong to one particular genus, and they also are one 

species, namely, body or sensible nature. But when I say “living body”, I 

comprise human bodies, all animals, all birds, all reptiles, all those in the water, 

all animal-plants, all plants, every grass, every herb, every body that lives and 

nourishes itself. Since they are corporeal, living, and nourish themselves, they 

are said of as one genus and one species, namely, living and nourished body. 

But when I say “living sensitive body”, I thereby grasp human bodies, animals, 

birds, reptiles, those in the water, and animal-plants. Since they are sensible 

and living, nourished, and sensitive, they are one particular genus and one 

species, namely, living, nourished, sensitive body. Now, when I say, “body that is 

living, nourished, sensitive, and moving, i.e. changing one place for another”, I 

grasp in this expression human bodies, animals, birds, reptiles, and swimming 

nature. Since all of them are sensible, living, nourished, sensitive, and moving 

from place to place, they too are one particular genus and one species, namely, 

living, nourished, sensitive, and moving body.

When I say “animals”, i.e. four-footed living beings, I mean the neighing §7

animals, i.e. horses, and together with them all bulls, all donkeys, and all (other) 

four-footed. Since all of them walk on four (feet), they are one genus and one 

species, namely, animal or four-footed living being. And when I say “birds”, I 

encompass in this word eagle, dove, stork, swallow, hawk, goose, and the whole 
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 ܕſــƦƉ ƎܐſƢƉــƘ ƎــƢܘŶܐ܂ ܓƍــƐܐ ܘƃــƈ ܘܙܐ ƞƌܐ ƦƀƌŴƍƏܐ ŴŶܪܒܐ

ƎƀƆܘܗ  ̇ųܕܐ ܒųܐ ܒƍƙ̈ܘܢ ܕܓųſƦſܐ ܐŶܘƮƘܘ űŶ ܐƐƍܡ ܓűƉ űــŶܘ 

 ܐƆܐ ܘƢƘܘŶܐ܂ ܓƍƙܐ ƍƀƃܐ ܐܘƦƀƃ ܕܓƙܐ ƦŶƢƘܐ ܕƎſ ܗŴƌ ܐܕƣܐ܂

ƎƉ̇ ܝƦƉܘܐ ƢــƉ̇ܐ ܕܐƌܐ܉ ܐƤــŶܬ ܪűــŶܐ ųــƇƄƆ ܐƍــƀƃ ܬܐ ܐܕܫƢــƉ 

5 ܒųܕܐ ܒų̇  ܬܘܒ ܗƎƀƆ ܘܐܦ ܕܪƤŶܐ܂ ܓƎƀƐƍ̈ ܘƈƃ ܨܪܘܪƦſܐ ƍƊƣŴƣܐ

ƈƕܐ ܕƕܐܪ ƎƀƤŶܪ Ǝƀƙƣܘܪ űŶ ܐƐƍܡ ܓűƉ ƎſƢƉܐƦƉ űــŶܐ܂ ܘƣܐܕ 

Ŵƌܗ Ǝſܐ ܕƤŶܪ Ʀƀƃܐ ܐܘƍƀƃ ܐ܂ƘŴƣܝ ܪƦƉܐ Ǝſܕ ƢƉ̇ܐ ܕܐƌܐ ƎــƀƇſܐ 

 ܐƢƉܬ ܕܒƀƊ̈ܐ܉ ܪƤŶܐ ܐܘ ܕܒƀƊ̈ܐ ƦƀŶܐ Ƥƙƌܐ ܐܘ ƮƊƕܢ ܕܒƀƊ̈ܐ

ƈƃ ƎƀƐƍ̈ܐ ܓƌŴ̈ƌܐ ܕƍƀƙƆܐ ܕܘƌܕƢŶ | ƈƃܐ ܘƐــƍܐ ܓƀــƊ̈ܘܗܝ ܕܒƦــſܐ f.156r

10 ܘƍƉــųܘܢ ſƢƊƕــƎ ܕܒƀƊ̈ܐ ܒųܕܐ ܒų̇  ܘܗƎƀƆ ܕƦƉ ƎſܐƎſƢƉ ܕܘƢſܗ܂

ƎƀƠƀƏ ܐƀŶ̈ űŶ ܐƐƍܡ ܓűƉ űŶܐ ܘƣܐܕ Ŵƌܗ Ǝſܐ ܕƍƀƃ ܐ܂ŷƀƏ

8§ ܐƙƏ̈ــŴܓܐ ܐŶــűܬ ƞƌܒــƦܐ܉ ƀŶــŴܬ ܐƌܐ ܕܐƉ̇ــƢ ܘܐƉــƦܝ ܬܘܒ

 ŶــƤƉ Ɓــƍܐ Ɔܐ Ɔــűܘƃܐ ܕܘƃܐ ܘŪſƞƌ ƎƉ ܕűƃ ܓƊƣŴܐ ܘŵ̈ƀƇŶ ƈƃܘƌܐ

 ſƞƌܒƀــƎ ܘƢƉܓƀƤــƀƀŶ ƎــƎ ܕűƃ ܒų̇ܝ ܗųƇƃ ƎƀƆܘܢ ܘܐųſƦſܘܢ ܘƢƉܓƥ܂

ƞƌ 15ܒƦܐ܂ ŴƀŶܬ ܕƎſ ܗŴƌ ܐܕƣܐ ܘűƉ űŶܡ ܓƐƍܐ ƦƉ űŶܬܙƎƀƖſ ܘƆܐ

 ܬܬܐ ܓƙــƦܐ ܙſــƦܐ ܐűŶܬ ƐƀƟܐ܉ ܐܘ ܐƌܐ ܐűƃ ƢƉ̇ ܕƞƌ ƎſܒƦܐ

 ܬܘܒ ܘܗƞƌ ƎƀƆܒƦܐ܂ ܘƈƃ ܐƎƇſ ܘƠźƐƘ ƈƃܐ ܪܘƍƉܐ ܐƏܐ ŵŶܘܪܐ

 ܕƀƀŶــƎ ܪ̈ܓــƣŴܐ ܘƆܐ ƦƉܬܙƖſ̈ــƍܐ Ɔܐ ܐſƦſــųܘܢ ܓƊƣŴܐ ܕűƃ ܒų̇ܝ

ƎƀƏ̈ܬܪƦƉܘ Ǝƀܘܪ̈ܒ űŶ ܐƐƍܡ ܓűƉ ܘܢųſƦſܐ űŶܐ ܘƣܐܕ Ŵــƌܗ Ǝــſܕ 

Ŵſ col.bܪƟܐ܉ ܐܘƦƀƃ ܐƌܐ ܐƐƕ ƢƉ̇ܒܐ | ܕƞƌ űƃ ƎſܒƦܐ܂ ܐܘƦƀƃ ܐƍƇſܐ

ــƢܬ Ɖܐ ܐƦــ źŶ ܬܐƢــ ƖƏ ܐŷــ ƙ̈ƇŹ ܐƦƍƣŴــ ƣ ܨܬܪܐ ƈــ ƃܘ Ǝــ ſƮƠƕ 

 ƃــƇƃ űــųܘܢ ܓƀــƢ ܗƀƆــƎ ܘܐܦ ƀƊƕــƢܐ܂ ܘƇƃــſ ųــŴܪܩ ܘƈƃ ܕܒܐܪƕܐ

ــƐܐ ƍ̈ــܐܐ ܓ ƀ̈ܓƏ ܘܢųــ ſƦſܐ ܐƣ̈ܐ ܘܐܕƙــ ƇŷƤ̈Ɖ ܐƆ܉ ܘܕƎــ ƀƍƉ űــ Ŷ 

 ŴſܪƟܐ ܐܘƐƕ Ʀƀƃܒܐ ܕƎſ ܗŴƌ ܐܕƣܐ ܘűŶ ܐųſƦſܘܢ űƉܡ ܓƐƍܐ

25ܕƐƕܒܐ܂

9§ ܕſــƎ ܐƉــƦܝ ƀƏŴƏܐ܂ ƈƃ ܐűŶܬ ܐƌܐ ܐƢƉ̇ ܐƦƉܝ ܕƀƏŴƏ Ǝſܐ

ƢƉ̇ܐ ܕܐƌܬ ܬܘܪܐ ܐűŶܐ  ̇ųܬܐ ܒŴƉűܘܢ ܒųƇƃ ܬܘܪ̈ܐ܂ űــƃــܒܐ ܘƇƃ 

 ܐƌܐ ܐƉ̇ــƢ ܘƎƉ̇ űƃ ܐƆܐ Ƈƃ̈ܒܐ܂ ųƇƃܘܢ ܐűŶܬ ܐƌܐ ųƊƤƉ ܬܘܒ
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flying genus. About them we also say that, since they have wings and fly, they 

are one particular genus and one species, namely, winged birds, that is winged 

flying nature. But when I say “reptiles”, I mean the whole nature of those kinds 

of (animals that have) bile, (i.e.) ants, newts, and all genera of reptiles. About 

them too we say that, since they creep and crawl on the ground, they are called 

one genus and one species, namely, the reptiles, that is crawling nature. And 

when I say “those living in the water” or “living souls that are in the water” or 

“reptiles that are in the water”, I mean all genera of fishes, dolphins, crocodiles, 

and all genera whose habitation is in the water. About them we also say that, 

since they live in the water from which they receive breath and life, they are 

one certain genus and one species, namely, the swimming nature.

Further, when I say “animal-plants”, I embrace sponges, shellfishes, and §8

every body that is planted and does not move from place to place (but that) 

lives and senses. All of them, since they live and sense but are planted and 

immovable, are one certain genus and one species, namely, animal-plants. And 

when I say “plants” or “trees”, I embrace olive, vine, glue, apple, myrtle, 

pomegranate, pistachio, and every tree and every plant. Since they are bodies 

that are immovable, senseless, living, nourished, and growing, they are one 

certain genus and one species, namely, tree or plant. Now, when I say “grass” or 

“herbs”, I mean wheat, barley, lentils, lily, savory, everything that is rooted in 

the earth, every herb and every grass. Although there are plenty of genera 

among them and different species without number, they are one certain genus 

and one species, namely, grass or herbal grass.

When I say “horse”, I grasp every horse; when I say “bull”, I in the same §9

way grasp all bulls; and when I use the name “dog”, I grasp all dogs. Just as 
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 ŶــſŴܐ ƃــƈ ܐƌܐ ƊƤƉــƃ ųــű ܬܘܒ ܘŶــſŴܐ ƤƌــƢܐ܂ ƃــŶ ƈܒƢƤƌ ƦƤܐ

 ܘܒƤــƊܐ ܕܘƀƙƆــƍܐ܂ ƃــƦƉ ƈܬŶــű ܕܕܘƀƙƆــƍܐ ܬܘܒ ܘܒƤــƊܐ ƐƌܒــƦ܂

 ƟƦƤƉــƈ܂ ܙſــƦܐ ƃــƈ ܕܙſــƦܐ ܘܒƤــƊܐ ܐƙƏــŴܓܐ܂ ƈƃ ܕܐŴƙƏܓܐ

ƦźŶ f.156vܐ | ƈƃ ܕƦźŶܐ ܘܒƊƤܐ ܗŴƃܬ ܗ̣ܘ ŵŶܘܪܐ܂ ƈƃ ܕŵŶܘܪܐ ܘܒƊƤܐ

ƈƃ űŶ 5 ܕƊƆܐƢƉ ܘܐƦƍƣŴƣ ƅſܐ܂ ƈƃ ܕƦƍƣŴƣܐ ܘܒƊƤܐ ƇƟƦƤƉܐ܂

ƎƉ̣ ƎƀƆܐ ܗųــƊ̈ƣ ܘƢــƉܕܐܬܐ ƈــƃܘ űــŶ ƎــƉ̣ ܐųــƊ̈ƣ ƈــƃܕ űــŶ ƎــƉ̣ 

 ܐܘ ƀƏــŷܐ ܕƀƃــƍܐ ܐܘ ܕܪŶــƤܐ ܐܘ ܕŶƢƘــƦܐ ܐܘ ܕܒƀƖــƢܐ ܓƍ̈ــƐܐ

 ܘƆܐ ܕƤƘــŴ ܐƎƀƇſ ܕܐܪƕܐ ܕƐƕܒܐ ܐܘ ܕƞƌܒƦܐ ܐܘ ƞƌܒƦܐ ܕŴƀŶܬ

 ܐƀƄƏــƊܐ ܗ̣ܘ ƃــű ܕܗ̣ܘ ܗƌــŴܢ ƇƄƆــųܘܢ ƐƌƦƉــŪ܉ ƃــű ܐܬܐƉــƢܘ

10 ܐŶــƀƍƟ űــƖƉ ƎܒƌűــŴܬܐ ܗ̣ܝ ƃــű ܘܗ̣ܝ ƙƌــƈ ܕƇƕــŴܗܝ ܕܗ̇ܘ ܘܕƉــŴܬܐ

ܐܕƣܐ܂ ܘűŶ ܕܐųſƦſܘܢ ŴŷƉܐ ܓƐƍܐ ܘűŶ ܐűŷƃܐ

ƋŶܬƦƉ Ǝſܐ ܕƀƏŴƏ ܬܐŴƀŶ ܐ܂ƦــƆܬܐ ܘܬܘܪܐ ܨܗܘŴــƀŶ ƦــŷƇƘ §10

ــƦܐ܂ ƕ̈ــܒܐ ܐܪ Ƈƃܬܐ ܬܘܒ ܘŴــ ƀŶ ܐ܃ƦŶŴــ ــƥ ܐܢ ܐܘ ƌܒ ƌܒܐ܉ ܐƞــ ƌ 

 ܒƉűــŴܬܐ ܒــų̇  ܓų̇ƍƇƕŴ܂ Ƣźƌܬ ſƮƃŴƌܐ ƢƉ ƦƀƍƏܗ̇  ܪŴƀŶ ƦƊŶܬܐ

űŷƇƃܘ ƎƉ ܐƐƍ̈ܐ ܓƌܡ ܙűƉ ܐƊƣܐ ܘƀƍƇſܕ Ʀſܐ ųƆ ܫƢƘܕ ųــƆ ƎــƉ̣ 15

ƎƀƆܐ | ܗƌƮŶܐ ƎــƘܐ ܘܐƆ ܂Ɨــſűſ ܐƆܐ ƎــƉ̇ ܘܕܗܒܐ ųــƇƃ űــŶ ܐƣܐܕ col.b

 űŶ܂ ܘܐƄƌܐ űŶ܂ ܘƢƘܙƆܐ űŶ܂ ųƇƃ ܘƤŷƌܐ űŶ܂ ƏܐƉܐ ܘųƇƃ ܐƦſܘܗܝ܂

 ƈƃ űŶ ܗƎƀƆ܉ ܕܐƅſ ܘƃƢƣܐ űŶ܂ ܘƃܐƘ̈ܐ űŶ܂ ܘܙܓŴܓƦƀܐ űŶ܂ ܘܐܒƢܐ

ــųܘܢ ƍƉ űــ Ŷ ܐƣ܂ ܐܕƢــ ƉܐƦƉ Ǝــ ƀƇſܢ ܕܐܦ ܐŴــ ƌܗ űــ ƀܐ ܒƦــ ƊƄŶ 

ƇƘƦƉ20ܓƎƀ܂ ܘƮƙƆܨܘƘܐ ܘƆܐܕƣ̈ܐ űƉܡ ܘƆܓƐƍ̈ܐ ܕܐܘŴƍƉܬܐ

11§ ܘܐܕƣ̈ܐ ܓƐƍ̈ܐ ܐųſƦſܘܢ ܘܕܐŴƄƆ ƎƀƇſܢ ܐܬƦſŴŶ ܓƀƇܐƦſ ܗܐ

 ƦƊŶƦƉܐ܂ Ɔܐ ܕܐܘƀƏܐ ܗ̇ܘ ƢźƏ ƎƉ̣ ܒƢܡ ܐųſƦſܘܢ ܘܕƦƉ̈ܬƌűŶܐ

 ܕŴƄƆ Ǝſܢ ܐܬƦſŴŶ ܐƌƮŶܐ܂ ܗŴƌ̇ܢ ƢſƦſ ƎƉ̣ ܘܗ̇ܘ ųƇƃܘܢ ܕƎſ ܐŴ̈Ŷܕܐ

 Ɔــܐܕƣ̈ܐ ܕſــƍƉ Ǝــųܘܢ ܘŶܒƎƀƤ ܐƎſűŶ ܒŴŷƇܕ ƉŴ̈ƍƠƆܐ ƎƉ̇ ܘܕųƍƉܘܢ

25 ܓƎƉ̇ Ƣƀ ܗ̇ܘ ƆܐܘƑƀƏ̈܂ ܘųƍƉܘܢ ܐܕƣ̈ܐ ܐű̈Ŷܝ Ɔܐܕƣ̈ܐ ܐܦ ܘųƍƉܘܢ

f.157r ܘܗ̇ܘ ƦƇƀƇƉܐ ܕŴƀŶܬܐ | ܘܗ̇ܘ ܕŴƀŶܬܐ ܘܗ̇ܘ ƦƊŶƦƉܐ Ɔܐ ܕܐܘƀƏܐ

ــŴܬܐ ــƦܐ ܕƀŶـ ــŴܬܬܐ Ɔܐ ƇƀƇƉـ ــƦܐ ܘܗ̇ܘ ƀƉـ ــƦܐ ܘܗ̇ܘ ܕܒſƢـ  ܕܒſƢـ

 ܓƎƉ̇ Ƣƀ ܗ̇ܘ ųƇƃܘܢ܂ ܒŴſŴƤܬܐ ŴƆ ܐƆܐ ܐƎſűŶ ܐܘŴ̈ƀƏܣ ƦƇƀƇƉܐ܉
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when I say “eagle”, I grasp all eagles; and also, when I apply the name “snake”, I 

comprehend all snakes. Further, in the name “dolphin” all dolphins are 

embraced, and in the name “sponge” all sponges. In the name “olive” all olives 

are included, and in the name “apple” all apples. Similarly, in the name “wheat” 

the whole of wheat is included, while in the name “lily” the whole of lilies. To 

sum up, every name that has just been mentioned as well as every single name 

of each genera of animals, birds, reptiles, or swimming nature, or animal-

plants, or plants, or grass of the earth that remained unmentioned in this 

account, all of them have one and the same form (σχῆμα) and image that is 

imprinted on them; they all acquire one and the same motion; and they demon-

strate that they are one genus and one species.

For horse is defined as neighing animal and bull as animal ploughing soil, §10

while dog (is defined) as animal that barks, or, if one wishes, as animal that 

loves its master, hates strangers, and protects what is entrusted to it. In the 

same way, each one of the genera has its characteristic and its individual name 

that differentiate it from other ones, even if it is not known. Now, all of gold is 

one species, and all of silver is one, all of bronze is one, iron is one, tin is one, 

lead is one, glass is one, stones are one, and so on, i.e. each one of them is 

spoken of as one species that, by means of knowledge and craft, are divided 

into certain genera, species, and individuals.

Hence, I have clearly shown to you both that there are genera and species §11

and that they are incomprehensible unless there is an unlimited substance that 

embraces them all and exceeds everything else. I have also explained to you 

that some of the entities include and embrace only individuals, some of them 

only species, some of them species embracing (other) species, and some 

(include) substances. Now, unlimited substance, living being, rational living 

being, rational immortal living being, creature, and rational creature — all of 

them encompass substances but not in the same way. For what (is called) 
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 ܕܒſųــƎ܃ ܘƃــƈ ܘŶܒــƥ ܐŶــű ܐܘƑƀƏ̈ ܐܪ̈ܒƦƊŶƦƉ Ɨܐ Ɔܐ ܕܐܘƀƏܐ

ƢƉ̇ܐ ܐƌܐ Ǝſܐ ܕƀƏܐ ܐܘƆ ܐƦſƢܐ ܒƀƏܐ ܘܐܘƦſƢܐ ܒƦƇƀƇƉ ܐƆܘ 

 ܘܗ̇ܘ ƀƉــŴܬܬܐ ƦƇƀƇƉܐ ܐܘƀƏܐ ƦƉܪܓƦƀƍƤܐ ܐܘƀƏܐ ŴƀƉܬܬܐ

 ƀŶــŴܬܐ܂ ܒــų ܕƦƀƆ ܓƊƣŴܐ ƢźƏ ƎƉ ƈƃ ܒƢܡ ܗŴƃܬ ܗ̣ܘ ܕŴƀŶܬܐ

5 ܒſƢــƦܐ Ɔܐ ܐܘƀƏܐ ܕƎſ ܐƌܐ ܐƢƉ̇ ܬƦƆ܃ ƦƇƀƇƉܐ ܕŴƀŶܬܐ ܕƎſ ܗ̇ܘ

 ŴƀƉܬܬܐ܂ ƦƇƀƇƉܐ ܐܘƀƏܐ ŴƀƉܬܬܐ Ɔܐ ƦƇƀƇƉܐ ܒƦſƢܐ ܐܘƀƏܐ

 ܐܘƀƏܐ ܕƎſ ܐƌܐ ܐƢƉ̇ ܬܪ̈ܬƎſ܃ ŴƀƉܬܬܐ Ɔܐ ƦƇƀƇƉܐ ܕŴƀŶܬܐ ܘܗ̇ܘ

 ܕܒƦſƢܐ ܕƎſ ܗ̇ܘ ŴƀƉܬܬܐ܂ Ɔܐ ƦƇƀƇƉܐ ܒƦſƢܐ ܐܘƀƏܐ ܒƦſƢܐ Ɔܐ

ƦƆܬ ƎƉ̇ | ƑƀƏ̈ܐܘ űŶܡ ܗ̣ܘ ܐܦ ܐƢܐ ܒƦſƮܒ Ǝƀƌ̈܂ ܐƎſųƇƃ ƎſųſƦſܐ col.b

Ǝــ ــƎ ܕſـ ــƀܐ ܗƀƆـ ــƦܐ ܐܘƏـ ــƦܐ ܒſƢـ ــŴܬܬܐ Ɔܐ ƇƀƇƉـ ــƀܐ ƀƉـ 10 ܐܘƏـ

 ƇƀƇƉــƦܐ ܕܒſƢــƦܐ ܘܗ̇ܘ ŴƀƉܬܬܐ܂ ƦƇƀƇƉܐ ܐܘƀƏܐ ƦƉܪܓƦƀƍƤܐ

 ƀƉــŴܬܬܐ Ɔܐ ƇƀƇƉــƦܐ ܒſƢــƦܐ ܐܘƏــƀܐ ܕſــƎ ܐƌܐ ܐƉ̇ــƢ ܬܪ̈ܬſــƎ܃

ŴƀƉܬܬܐ܂ ƦƇƀƇƉܐ ܐܘƀƏܐ

Ə §12ܓƀ̈ــܐܐ ŴƇƉܢ ܕƆ ƎſܓƐƍ̈ܐ ƎƉ̇ ܐܘŴƆ ƑƀƏ̈ ܕܓƊƣŴܐ ܕƎſ ܗ̇ܘ

15 ܐܘƏــƀܐ ܕܒــų ܓƍ̈ــƐܐ ƉــŶ Ǝــƃ űــƈ ܓƀــƢ ܐƘــƙƇŷƤ̈Ɖ Ǝܐ܂ ܘƆܐܕƣ̈ܐ

 ܓűŶ ųƇƃ Ƣƀܐ܂ ųƇƃܘܢ ܐƆܐ űŶܐ܂ ųƍƉܘܢ ŴƆ ƈƃ űŶ ܐƆܐ ܐƦſܘܗܝ܉

 ܕſــƎ ܗƌــŴ ܘƦƉܐƉــƢ܃ ܘܐſــƦܘܗܝ ܐܘƏــƀܐ ܒŷƇــŴܕ Ŷــűܐ ܓــƊƣŴܐ

 ܘƆܐ ܓــƊƣŴܐ ܓƀــƢ ܐܢ ƦƉܪܓƀƍƤــƦܐ܂ ܐܘƀƏܐ ܐܘƦƀƃ ܓƊƣŴܐ

 ܕܓƊƣŴܐ ܓƀƇܐ ܕܐܘƀƏܐ܉ ƆŴƘܓܐ ܘƦƉܪܓƍƤܐ ܘƍƕűſƦƉܐ ܓŴƤܡ

Ɔ 20ــܐܕƣ̈ܐ ܐƆܐ ƆܐܘƀƏ̈ــƆ ƑــŴ ܓƊƣŴܐ ƎſűƉ ܐƦſܘܗܝ܂ ܐܘƀƏܐ űŶܐ

űŶܐ ܐƣ̈ܐܕƆܝ ܘű̈ƀŶܐ܃ | ܐƣ̈ܐܕ Ŵƌܗ Ǝſܐ ܕƊƣŴܓƆ ܐƀــŶ ܘų̇ــƆܘ ƦــƀƆܕ f.157v

ųܬܐ ܒŴƀŶ ܘų̇Ɔܘ ƥܓƢƉܘ ܕų̇Ɔܐ ܘƆܕ ƥܓƢƉ ܘų̇Ɔܘ ƗſܬܙƦƉܕ Ŵــƌܗ 

Ǝſܘ ܕų̇Ɔ ܐƍــƤƉܕ ƎــƉ̣ ܐƃܐ ܕܘƃܘűــƆ ܘų̇ــƆܐ ܘƆܐ ܕƍــƤƉ ܘų̇ــƆܘ ƈــƕܕ 

Ɨܐܪ̈ܒ ƅƆųƉ ܘų̇Ɔܚ ܘƢƘܐ ܕƤŶƮƆܢ ܘŴƌų̇Ɔܐ ܘƀƊ̈ܬ ܕܒŴƀŷƆܐ ܘƦܒƞƌ 

25ܕŴſܪƟܐ܂ ܐܘƦƀƃ ܕƇƠŶܐ ܘƐƖƆܒܐ ܘƞƍƆܒƦܐ

13§ ܐƌܐ ܐƉ̇ــƢ ܪ̈ܓــƇܐ ܕܐܪ̈ܒƖــƦ ܗ̇ܘ ܐܕƣ̈ܐ ܗƀƆــƎ ܕܗŴƌ̣ܢ ƎƉ̇ ܐƆܐ

 ܘܗ̇ܘ ƞƌܒــƦܐ ܕƀŶــŴܬ ܘܗ̇ܘ ܕܒƊ̈ــƀܐ ܘܗ̇ܘ ܕܪŶــƤܐ ܘܗ̇ܘ ܕƦŶƢƘܐ ܘܗ̇ܘ

 ܓƍ̈ــƐܐ ƍƉــųܘܢ Ŷــű ܒƄــƈ ܕŴſܪƟܐ܉ ܐܘƦƀƃ ܕƐƕܒܐ ܘܗ̇ܘ ܕƞƌܒƦܐ
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unlimited substance includes four substances and embraces everything that is 

in them, I mean uncreated substance, rational immortal created substance, 

sensible substance, and rational mortal substance, which is also (called) living 

being but which excludes all bodies that have no life in them. As for rational 

living being, (it includes) three (substances), I mean uncreated substance, 

rational immortal substance, and rational mortal substance. As for rational 

immortal living being, (it includes) two (substances), I mean uncreated 

substance and created rational immortal substance. As for creature, it includes 

also three substances that are all creatures, and they are: created rational 

immortal substance, sensible substance, rational mortal substance. As for 

rational creature, (it includes) two (substances), I mean created rational immor-

tal substance and rational mortal substance.

Body (comprises) not substances but rather multiple genera and various §12

species. For even if each one of the genera that are in it is substance, not each 

of them is one, but all of them are one. So, all of body exists and is spoken of 

only as one substance, namely, body or sensible substance. For if body and 

incorporeal, intelligible and sensible are the divisions of substance, it is evident 

that body is one substance. Hence, body comprises not substances but species 

and species embracing (other) species, namely, body that is living and that is 

bereft of life; the one endowed with senses and the one bereft of senses; the one 

that is movable, i.e. that moves from place to place, and the one that is immov-

able; the one walking on four (feet), the one flying, reptiles, those living in the 

water, animal-plants, plants, and the grass of the field, i.e. the herbs.

But also these species — I mean the one walking on four feet, and the one §13

flying, reptiles, those living in the water, animal-plants, plants, and grass, i.e. 
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 ܪ̈ܓــƇܐ ܕܐܪ̈ܒƖــƦ ܓƎƉ̇ Ƣƀ ܒų̇ܘ ƙƇŷƤ̈Ɖܐ܂ ܘܐܕƣ̈ܐ ŶܒƏ ƎƀƤƀܓƀ̈ܐܐ

ƥƀܒŶ ƎƉ̇ ܐ ܗ̇ܘƀƏŴƏــܒܐ ܗ̇ܘ ܕܬܘܪܐ ܗ̇ܘ ܕƇƃܐ ܕƌƮــŶــܐܐ܂ ܘܐƀ̈ܓƏ 

 ܕƦƀƌŴƍƏܐ ܗ̇ܘ ܕŴŶܪܒܐ ܗ̇ܘ ܕƌŴſܐ ܗ̇ܘ ܕƢƤƌܐ ܗ̇ܘ ܕƦŶƢƘܐ܉ ܕƎſ ܒų̇ܘ

 ܗ̇ܘ ܕſŴŶܐ ܗ̇ܘ ܬܘܒ ܕܪƤŶܐ ܘܒų̇ܘ ܐƌƮŶܐ܂ ܘƏܓƀ̈ܐܐ ܕƍƀƍƘŴƣܐ ܗ̇ܘ

col.b ܗ̇ܘ ܕܒƊ̈ــƀܐ܉ ܘܒــų̇ܘ Ɖ̇ــƎ ܐƆܐ ܘܕƃƢƣܐ܂ ܕܨܪܘܪƦſܐ ܗ̇ܘ ܕƍƊƣŴƣܐ |

 ܕſــƎ ܒــų̇ܘ Əܓƀ̈ــܐܐ܂ ܐŶــƌƮܐ ƕــƋ ܕŶــƮܕƌܐ ܗ̇ܘ ܕܕܘƍƀƙ̈Ɔܐ ܗܘ̇  ܕƌŴ̈ƌܐ

 ܘƆܐ ſƞƌــŪ ܕƃــű ܘƃــƈ ܕŵƀƇŶܘƌ̈ܐ ܗ̇ܘ ܕܐŴƙ̈Əܓܐ ܗ̇ܘ ƞƌܒƦܐ܉ ܕŴƀŶܬ

ƗſܬܙƦƉ ƁŶ ܂ƥܓƢƉܘ ܘų̇ܐ܉ ܬܘܒ ܘܒƦܒƞƌܐ ܗ̇ܘ ܕƦſܐ ܗ̇ܘ ܕܙƦƙܕܓ 

 ܒų̇ܘ ܘܬܘܒ ܐƌƮŶܐ܂ ܘƏܓƀ̈ܐܐ ܕƠźƐƘܐ ܗ̇ܘ ܕŵŶܘܪܐ ܗ̇ܘ ܕܬܬܐ ܗ̇ܘ

10 ܕƣــƦƍƣŴܐ ܗ̇ܘ ܕƢƖƏܬܐ ܗ̇ܘ ܕƦźŶܐ ܗ̇ܘ ܕŴſܪƟܐ܉ ܐܘƦƀƃ ܕƐƕܒܐ

ܕܐƌƮŶܐ܂ ܘƃƢƣܐ ܕƀƘܓƍܐ ܗ̇ܘ ܕƖƍƌܐ ܗ̇ܘ

14§ ܘܬܘܪܐ ܐƌܐ ܐƉ̇ــƏ ƢــƀƏŴܐ ܘܐܕƣ̈ܐ܃ ܓƍ̈ــƐܐ ܗƀƆــƎ ܕųƇƃ Ǝſܘܢ

ــܒܐ Ƈƃܐ ܘƢــ Ƥƌܐ ܘƌŴــ ſܪܒܐ ܘŴــ Ŷܐ ܘƦƀƌŴــ ƍƏܐ ܘƍƀƍƘŴــ ƣܐ ܘſŴــ Ŷܘ 

 ܘŵƀƇŶܘƌ̈ܐ ܘܐŴ̈ƙƏܓܐ ܘƮŶܕƌܐ ܘܕܘƍƙ̈Ɔܐ ܘƌŴ̈ƌܐ ܘܨܪܘܪƦſܐ ܘƍƊƣŴƣܐ

ــƦܐ ــƦܐ ܘܙſـ ــŵܘܪܐ ܘܬܬܐ ܘܓƙـ ــƠܐ ܘܐƏܐ ܘŶـ ــƦܐ ܘźƐƘـ 15 ܘźŶـ

f.158r ܓƍ̈ــƐܐ ƉــŶ Ǝــƈƃ ű ܕƊƆܐƢƉ ܘܐƅſ ܘƀƘܓƍܐ܃ ܘƖƍƌܐ | ܘƦƍƣŴƣܐ

 ܐܘ ŷƏــƀܐ ܕƍƀƃܐ ܐܘ ܕܪƤŶܐ ܐܘ ܕƦŶƢƘܐ ܐܘ ܕܒƢƀƖܐ ܐܕƣ̈ܐ ܐܘ

 ܕſــŴܪƟܐ܉ ܐܘƀƃــƦ ܕƇŶــƠܐ ܕƐƕܒܐ ܐܘ ܕƞƌܒƦܐ ܐܘ ƞƌܒƦܐ ܕŴƀŶܬ

 ܒŴŷƇܕ ܕƉŴ̈ƍƠƆ Ǝſܐ Ɔܐܕƣ̈ܐ܉ ܐܘ ƆܓƐƍ̈ܐ ܐܘ ƆܐܘƆ ƅƏ ƎƉ̇ ƑƀƏ̈ܐ

20 ܗ̣ܘ ƇƘƦƉܓƎƀ܂ ܘƎƀƆųƆ ܘŶܒƎƀƤ ܐűƉ ƎſűŶܡ ƮƙƆܨܘƘܐ ܐܘŴƇƉ Ʀƀƃܢ

 ƆܐܘƑƀƏ̈ ܘƮƘ ŴƆܨܘƘܐ ܐܘƦƀƃ ܒŴŷƇܕ ƉŴ̈ƍƠƆܐ ܐƀƤƌܐ ܘƍƀƃܐ ܗŴƃܬ

ŭƇƘƦƉ܂ ܐܘ ܐƆ űŶܐܕƣ̈ܐ ܐܘ ƆܓƐƍ̈ܐ ܐܘ

ƦƉ §15ܕܪƀƍƃــƦܐ ܘƆܐ ܒƄــƏ ƈܓƀــűܬ ܐƆــųܘܬܐ Ɔܐ ܘܐܦ ܕƎſ ܐƆܐ

 Ɔــųܠ܂ ܐܘܒــƆ ƈــܐܕƣ̈ܐ ܐܘ ƆܓƐƍ̈ܐ ܐܘ ƆܐܘƦƉ ƑƀƏ̈ܗܘƦƀƍƌܐ ܘƆܐ

25 ܒƢܡ ƇƘƦƉܓܐ܂ ܘƎƀƆųƆ ܐűŶܐ ܘƮƘܨܘƘܐ ŴƇƉܢ ܒŴŷƇܕ ܕƉŴ̈ƍƠƆ Ǝſܐ

ŴƆ ܐƆűƆ ƎƀƍƉ ƅــſܐ ƎــƀƆܐ ܗƐــƍ̈ܐ܉ ܓƌƮــŶܐ ܐƆܐ ܐƦــƆƦƆ ܕ܂ŴــŷƇܒ 

ƢƉ̇ܐ ܐƌܐ Ǝſܐܒܐ ܕƆ ܐƢܒƆܐ ܘŶܘƢƆܐ܂ | ܘƤſűƟ űƃ ܐƆ ƈƖƆ ƎƉ ƎƀƆܗ col.b

 ܗƀƆــƉ ƎــƆ ƎܓــŴ ܘƆܐ ƈƖƌ ܕܐų̈Ɔܐ Ƥƍƃܐ ܕƆܐ ܐųƆܘܬܐ ƦƉܐűƣܐ
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herbs — all of them embrace multiple genera and various species. For the 

(species) of (those walking on) four feet embraces the (species) of horse, the one 

of bull, the one of dog, and many more. The (species) of bird (embraces the 

species) of eagle, the one of dove, the one of raven, the one of swallow, the one 

of pigeon, and many more. The (species) of reptiles, further, contains (the 

species) of snake, the one of ant, the one of newt, and the rest. But also (the 

species) of those in the water (includes the species) of fish, the one of dolphin, 

the one of crocodile, together with many others. The (species) of animal-plant 

(includes the species) of sponge, the one of shellfish, and everything that is 

planted, living, and has senses but that is immovable. Also, the (species) of 

plants (includes the species) of olive tree, the one of the vine tree, the one of the 

glue, the one of apple tree, the one of pistachio, and many others. And finally, 

the (species) of grass of the field or herbs (includes the species) of wheat, the 

one of barley, the one of lily, the one of mint, the one of rue, and all the rest.

And all these genera and species — I mean, horse, bull, dog, eagle, dove, §14

raven, swallow, pigeon, snake, ant, newt, fish, dolphin, crocodile, sponge, 

shellfish, olive tree, vine tree, glue, apple tree, myrtle, pistachio, wheat, lily, 

mint, and rue — so, to put it briefly, each one of the genera and species of 

animals, birds, reptiles, swimming nature, animal-plants, plants, and grass of 

the field, i.e. herbs, includes and encompasses no substances, genera, or species 

but contain only individuals, i.e. certain persons (πρόσωπα), into which they 

are divided. Thus, even the human nature includes and is divided only into 

individuals, i.e. persons, but not into substances, genera, and species.

And also the impregnable and incomprehensible Godhead that is §15

worshipped by everyone neither comprises nor is divided into substances, 

genera, and species (away with such an idea!) but (comprises and is divided) 

into only hypostases and persons, and not into innumerable, as with other 

genera, but only into three, I mean the Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit. And 

since the Godhead does not extend beyond them, it does not result in an 
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 ܐܘ ƈƙƌ ܒųƀܘܕŴſܬܐ ܐųƆܘܬܐ ŴƐƀƙƟܬ ƈźƉ ܐܘ ܕƆܐ ƦƉܬƊŶܐ

ƈźƉ ܬܐŴــŶܬƢƤƉ ܂ƚــƍŷƌ ܐƦــƤƀܒ Ƣــƀܐ ܓƀــƉܕܕ Ǝــſųſܪ̈ܬƦܒ ƎــƘܐ 

ƎƀƆųܒ ƎƀƀƇܒŴƠƏܐ܂ ܕŷƃƦƤƉ ܐƉŴ̈ƍƟ Ǝــſܐ ܕƘܨܘƮــƘܘ ƎــƀƇſܐ ƅــſܕܐ 

ƎƀƇſܘܢ܂ ܐųſƦſܐ ƎƀƆųܕܗܐ ܘܒ ƎƉ ܘűƃ ƢƉ܂ ܐܬܐƎƍſŴŶ ܡƢܬ ܒــŴــƆ 

5 ܗܕܐ ܕźƉــƈ ܗƀƆــƕ ƎــƆ ƋــƠ̈ƙƐƌ ƎــƎ ܕܗܕܐ ſųƌــƢܬܐ ƍſŴŶƦƉــŴܬܐ

ƎƊ̈ſűƟ ܢƮƀƉܐ ƎƀƆܢ܂ ܗƮƉܐƦƉܕ

16§ ܕƎſ ܗŴƌ ܕƦƀƆܗ űƉܡ ƌƢƕŴƏܐ ܐƦſܘܗܝ ܘƢƘܨܘƘܐ ܗƉŴƍƟ ƈƀƃܐ

ƦſܐƍƇſܕܕ ųƍƉܘ ųƆ܂ ܘƋƀƠƉ ܐƌűŶܬƦƉ ƎــƉ̇ ŴــƆ Ǝــſܕܐ܉ ܕŴــŶܐ ܐƆ 

 ܐƌܐ ܐƉ̇ــƃ Ƣــű ܐƄſــƎ܂ ܕܐſــƠƐƘƦƉ ƅــƍܐ܂ ܘƆܐ ܕſــƇƘƦƉ Ǝܓــƍܐ

Ŷ 10ــƆ űــƏ ŴــƀƏŴܐ܂ ܕſــƎ ܗƌــŴ ܓƍــƐܐ Ɖ̇ــƎ ܐƉــƢܬ ܨܗܘƦƆܐ܉ ŴƀŶܬܐ

ƍƟ f.158vــƉŴܐ Ŷــű ܒŷƇــŴܕ ƏــƀƏŴܐ ܓƀــŶ ƢــƏ űــƀƏŴܐ܂ ƃــƈ | ܐƆܐ ܒŴŷƇܕ

 ƃــƈ ܒŴŷƇܕ܂ űŶ ܐƆܐ ܗܘ ƀƏŴƏܐ ƈƃ ܓŴƆ Ƣƀ ܓƐƍܐ܂ ܘŴƆ ܐƦſܘܗܝ

Ƣƀܓ űŶ ܐƀƏŴƏ űŶ ܐƉŴƍƟ ܕŴŷƇܘܗܝ ܒƦſܐ űŶܐ ܘƘܨܘƢƘ ܘܢųƇƃ Ǝſܕ 

űŶ ܐ܂Ɛƍܓ ƎſűƉ ܐƉŴƍƟ ܐƘܨܘƢƘܘܗܝ ܗ̇ܘ ܘƦſܐ ƈƃ űــŶ ƎــƉ̣ ƎــƀƆܗ 

ƦƀŶܐ ܕܬƌܐ ܗƐƍܐ ܓƆ܉ ܨܗܘƎƀƇƙƌ Ŵƌܗ Ǝſܕ ƈƃ űŶ ƎƉ ܢŴƌ̇ܗ ƎƀƆ15 ܕܨܗ

Ʀƀƃܐܘ ƈƃ űŶ ƎــƉ ܬܐ܂Ŵ̈ــƏŴƏ ܬ ܗ̣ܘŴــƃܘܪ̈ܐ܂ ܗƦܘܗܝ ܗ̇ܘ ܘܒــƦــſܐ 

 ŴƤƉܬƎƀƘ ܐܪƕܐ ŴƀŶ ƦŷƇƘܬܐ ܒųܕܐ ܕܒų̇  ܗƉŴƍƟ ƈƃ űŶ ƎƉ ƎƀƆܐ

Ŵƌܗ Ǝſܕ ƈƃ űــŶ ƎــƉ ــܒܐ ܬܘܪ̈ܐ܂ƇƄ̈ܘܒ  ̇ųܬܐ ܒــŴــƉűܘܗܝ ܗ̇ܘ ܒƦــſܐ 

 ܕƎſ ܗŶ ŴƌܒƎƀƤƀ܉ ƌܒŶŴܐ ܓƐƍܐ ܒƌųܐ ܕܒų ܗƉŴƍƟ ƈƃ űŶ ƎƉ ƎƀƆܐ

ƈƃ űŶ ƎƉ ܢŴƌܗ Ǝƀŷܒƌܕ Ʀƀƃܐܘ ƈƃ űŶ ƎƉ ܒܐ܂Ƈƃ̈ ƈƕ ܐƤƍ̈ƀƍ܉ ܒƎſ20 ܕ

 ܗŴƌܢ ƈƃ űŶ ƎƉ ܕƉŴƍƟ Ǝſܐ ŴƀƉܬܬܐ܂ ƦƇƀƇƉܐ ŴƀŶܬܐ ܕƎſ ܓƐƍܐ

ųܐ ܕܒƌųܐ ܒƐƍܐ ܓƀŶ ܐƇƀƇƉ ܬܐŴƀƉ ܂ƎƀƘܬŴƤƉ Ŵــƌܗ Ǝــſܐܕܡ ܕ 

col.b ܘŷƇƃــſ űــŴƆŴƘ ƎƍŶŴܣ ƢźƘܘܣ ŴƠƖſܒ ܐơŷƐſ | ܐܒƢܗܡ ŴŶ Ʀƀƣܐ

ƎــƉ ܐ܂Ƥــƍ̈ƀƍܐ ܒƆܐ ƎــƉ̇ ƈــƃܬܐ ܘŴ̈ــƇƀŶ ܐ܉ƍــƀƊ̈ƣ űــŶ ƎــƉ ܐƉŴ̈ــƍƟ 

Ɖ 25ــŶ Ǝــű ܘƃــƈ ܗƃــŴܬ ܗ̣ܘ ƄƀƉܐſــƈ܂ ܕƎſ ܐƌƢŶܐ ܓܒſƢܐƈſ ܐƦſܘܗܝ

 ܙƌܐ ܒƌųܐ ƢƘܨܘƘܐ܂ ܘűŶ ܐƦſܘܗܝ ܒŴŷƇܕ ƉŴƍƟܐ Ƥſű̈Ɵ űŶܐ ƇƉܐƃ̈ܐ

 ܓƍــƐܐ ܐſƦſــƉ̇  ̇ųــƎ ܐƆــųܘܬܐ ƤſűƟــƦܐ܉ ܬſƦƀƆــŴܬܐ ƕــƈ ܘܐܦ
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assembly of gods; nor is it limited below them. In this way we avoid both the 

contraction of divinity in Judaism and the plurality (of gods) in paganism. The 

evil of both of them is similar, even though it is found in the opposites. But the 

(divine) hypostases and persons remain the same, and, as we have demon-

strated, they are sufficient to speak of. Thus, what has been said about it 

previously suffices for us for a clear exposition of this issue.4

Now, an individual,5 or a person (πρόσωπον), is some entity that has an §16

essence, i.e. that subsists properly and on behalf of itself. So it is something that 

is embraced but not embracing, inseparable and indivisible. For instance, when 

I say, “neighing animal”, I mean the genus of horse, i.e. not only one horse but 

all of them. One horse, on the contrary, is only an individual and not a genus, 

for it is not all horses but only one of them. So, each horse is only one 

individual and one person, while all of them are one genus. Thus, each one of 

those falling under the genus of neighing is an individual and a person, namely, 

each one of those that neigh or each horse. The same stands for bulls: every one 

that partakes in this animal that ploughs earth, i.e. every bull, is an individual. 

Similarly with dogs: each one of them that is encompassed by this genus of 

barking animal is an individual, i.e. each one of those who bark, or each dog. 

Now, concerning men: their genus is rational mortal living being, while each 

one of those who partakes in this genus of rational mortal living being is an 

individual, for instance, Adam, Eva, Seth, Abraham, Isaak, Jacob, Peter, Paul, 

John, and any other man. The same (holds) for celestial powers: one individual 

is Gabriel, another one is Michael, and similarly each one of the holy angels is 

only one individual and one person. And in the same way (we speak) about the 

Holy Trinity: the genus is Godhead, while the hypostases are each one of them 

4 A large part of this paragraph appears as a paraphrase of Gregory of Nazianzus’ Theological 

Oration 38.8 (cf. Gallay 1978: 118.14–20). The Syriac text turns out to be closer to the later ver-

sion (versio nova) than it is to the old translation (cf. Haelewyck 2005: 59.2–10). The same 

argument, however, appears multiple times in Peter on Callinicum’s polemical treatises, cf. the 

Anti-Tritheist Dossier (Ebied et al. 1981: 77.1–10).

5 Syr. qnoma, “individual being”, the same term is translated as “hypostasis” when referring 

to the Trinity.



232  Text 7

 ܘܕƇƖƉ̇ــƏ Ɓܓƀــűܐ ܓƍــƐܐ ܒƌųܐ ܕܒų ܗƈƃ űŶ ƎƉ ƎƀƆ ܕƉŴƍƟ Ǝſܐ

ƎƉ ƈƃ ƎƀƘܬŴƤƉ ܘܢ܂ųſƦſܘܐ Ŵƌܗ Ǝſܐ ܐܒܐ ܕƢܐ ܒŶܐ܂ ܪܘƤſűƟ

17§ ܕſــƘ ƎــŴܪųƍƣܘܢ ƈźƉ ܗܕܐ܂ ܕܐƉŴ̈ƍƟ ƅſܐ ܕƎƉ̇ ƈźƉ ܘƦƇƉܐ

 ܗƀƃــƘ ƈــŴܪƣܐ ƀƣƢƘƦƉــƎ܂ Ŷــű̈ܕܐ ƉــƎ ܐƍƄſܐ ܕܐƅſ ܐƍƉ ƎƍſƢƉ̇ܐ

5 ܐſــƦܘܗܝ ܒƤƌƢܐ űƃ ܗƌܐ܂ ܕܐƎƉ̇ ƅſ ܒƤƍ̈ƀƍܐ ƈƕ ܐƦſܘܗܝ ܕƉŴ̈ƍƟܐ

 ܐܘ ƘــŴܪƣܐ Ŷــű ܘƆܐ ܘܒــųܕܐ ƀƣــƦ܃ ܘܒƌƢــƤܐ ŶــŴܐ ܘܒƌƢــƤܐ ܐܕܡ

 ܐſــƦܘܗܝ Ɖ̇ــƎ ܐܕܡ ŶƦƉــŵܐ܉ ƆــŴܬܗܘܢ ƘــƆŴܓܐ ܐܘ ƙƇŶŴƣ ƅƏܐ

f.159r ܕܘܟ ƉــƆ ƎــŴ ܐܬűƇſ | ܘƦƠƙƌ Ʀƀƣ ܕܗ̇ܘ ܓܒƎƉ ų ܕŴŶ Ǝſܐ ܓܒƇƀܐ

ƎſƢŶܐ ܐƆܐ ƎƉ ܘܢųſ̈܃ ܬܪƎƀƆܗ ƎƉ ܐŴŶ ƢƉ̇ܐ ܐƌܐ ƎƉܐ ܐܕܡ܂ ܘƆܘ 

Ƣƀܐܕܡ ܓ ơƙƌ ܂ ܐܘűƇſܐ ܐܬƆܐ ܘŴŶ ƦƇܬ܂ ܐܘ ܐܬܓܒűــƇſܐ ܐܬƆ10 ܘ

Ʀƀƣ ƈ܂ ܐܘ ܐܬܓܒơƙƌ ܐƆܐܕܡ ܐ ƎƉ̇ ƈܐ ܐܬܓܒűſܐ܂ ܒܐƦſųƆܐ 

 ܐܬƇſــű܂ ܘƀƣــƦ ܕƎſ܂ ƟŴƙƌܐűƀƇſ ƎƉ̇ ƦſܐųƍƉ ƦƠƙƌ ŴƆ Ʀſ ܕŴŶ Ǝſܐ

űــ ƀܘܒ Ǝــ ƀƆܐ ܗ
̈

Ʀــ ƀƇſܕ Ǝــ ƀƍƠſƦƉ Ǝــ ƀƣƢƘƦƉܘ Ǝــ Ɖ ܕܐ܂ű̈ــ Ŷ ܐܕܡ űــ ƀܒ 

 ƍƉــųܘܢ űƀƇſ ƈƃ űŶܘܬܐ܂ ܒŴƟŴƙƌ Ʀƀƣ űƀܬܐ܂ ܒŴŶ űƀܐ ܓܒŴƇƀܬܐ܂

Ƣƀܓ űƀܐ ܒƦƀƇſܗ̇ܝ ܕ ųܐ ܕܒƍƄƉ ųܘܒ  ̇ųſƦſܐ ųܐ ܘܒƊƀƠƉ ų15 ܘܒــ

ųــƆܐ܃ ܘŷــƀƄƣ ųــƆܐ ܘƙــƀƠƌ ųــƆܘܓܐ ܘŵــƉ ųــƆܬܐ ܘŴــƇƉ ܬܗŴــƆܘ 

 ܕܐƍſــŴ܃ ܘŴŶƦƉܐ ŶܒƮܘܗܝ ƎƉ ܘƢƘƦƉܫ ܘƎƠſƦƉ ܘŴƇƕܗܝ ſŵŶƦƉܐ

Ŵƌܗ Ǝſܗ̇ܘ ܕ ƎƉ̇ ܗ̇ܘ ܐܕܡ Ǝſܐ ܕŴŶ ܗ̇ܘ Ǝــſ܃ ܕƦــƀƣ Ʀــƀƃܗ̇ܘ ܐܘ ƎــƉ̇ 

űƀƇſܐ܂ ܕƎſ ܗ̇ܘ ƟŴƙƌܐ ܕƎſ ܗ̇ܘ ܓܒƇƀܐ

ſ col.bــƎƍŶŴ܃ ܘܒƌƢــƤܐ ƆŴƘــŴܣ ܘܒƌƢــƤܐ ƢźƘܘܣ | ܗܘ ܒƤƌƢܐ űƃ ܘܬܘܒ §18

ܐ Ɔــųܘܢ܉ ܐſــŶ Ʀــű̈ܕܐ ƆــŴܬ ƙƇŶŴƣܐ űŶ ܘƆܐ ܘܒųܕܐ
̈

ƦــƀƇſűܒ ƎــƀƆܗ 

 ƃــű ܐƄſــƎ܂ ܕܐſــŶ ƅــű̈ܕܐ܂ ƉــųƍƉ ƎſŵŶƦƉ ƎƀƤſƢƘ Ǝܘܢ ƈƃ űŶ ܕŴƆܬ

Ƣƀܘܣ ܓƢźƘ ƢƉ̇ܐ ܐƌܬ ܐųƊƣ ܘų̇Ɔ Ƣܐ ܒƌŴſ ܘų̇Ɔ ƎƉܕ Ʀƀܐ ܒűſܨ 

 ŴƆŴƘܣ ܕűƃ Ǝſ ܕŷƀƇƣ̈ܐ܂ ܘܪƤſܐ ƀƉűƟܐ ų̇Ɔܘ ܕܐűƌܪܐܘܣ ܐŴŶܗܝ ų̇Ɔܘ

ųƊƤƉ ܐ܉ƌܘ ܐų̇Ɔ ƎƉܣ ܕŴƏƢŹ ܐƦƍſűƉ ܬƢƉܘ ܐų̇ــƆ ƋــƇƣ25 ܕܒܐܘܪ

ƈƕ Ūƍܗܝ ܓŴƇܪ̈ܓ ƈſܐƀƇƊܕܓ Ɓܘ ܐܬܪܒų̇Ɔ ƦــſܐƢƀƊܐ ܕܓƏŴــƊƍܒ 

 ܕܐƆــųܐ ƖƆــűܬܗ ܗܘܐ ܕܪܕܦ ų̇Ɔܘ ܐܬܪܕܝ܃ ܐܬųſܒ ƣŴƉܐ ܕܒűƀ ܗ̇ܘ

ƢܓƢܓƉܐ ܗܘܐ ܘƮܓܒƆ ܐƤــƍ̈Ɔܘ ƋــƇƤƉ̇ܘ ƦــƀܒƆ ܐƮــƀƏܐ ƎــƉܗܕܐ ܘ 
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who partakes and exists in this genus that is venerable and elevated above all, 

namely, the Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit.

So, this was the account regarding individuals. But what shall we say of §17

their difference, i.e. how they are differentiated from one another? Now, the 

differentiation of individuals among humans is the following: one human being 

is Adam, another one is Eva, another one is Seth, and in this no differentiation, 

distinction, or division between them may be seen at all. But Adam was formed, 

while Eva came out of his rib, and Seth was generated not from somewhere else 

but from both of them, i.e. from Eva and Adam. So, Adam neither came out nor 

was generated; Eva was neither formed nor generated; and Seth was neither 

formed nor came out. But it was Adam who was formed by the hand of God; it 

was Eva who came out of him without being generated but by way of going 

forth; and it was Seth who was generated. They are described and differenti-

ated from one another by means of these properties: Adam through his forma-

tion, Eva through her coming-out, and Seth though his generation. These are 

the properties with which each one of them is endowed, through which they 

came to be and existed, which are found in them only, which accompany them, 

which are united with them, which are completive of them, which are seen in 

them, which are imprinted in them, and which differentiate them from others, 

while also demonstrating who they are, i.e. one of them is Adam, another one is 

Eva, and still another one is Seth, that is, one of them is formed, another came 

out, and still another was generated.

And further, Peter is a man, Paul is a man, and John is a man, and in this §18

regard there is no distinction between them. However, in terms of the proper-

ties that each one of them has they seem to differ from one another. For 

instance, when I say the name Peter, I mean the son of Jonah, from Bethsaida, 

the brother of Andrew, the first and most prominent among the Apostles. When 

I say the name Paul, I mean the man from the city of Tarsus, who was raised up 

in Jerusalem at the feet of Gamaliel, who was fully educated in the law given 

through Moses, who persecuted the Church of God, dragging men and women 

and delivering them to prison, but who afterwards became servant, Apostle, 
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ــŴܬ Ɔ ܘܐ ܗ̇ܝųــ ƌܐ ܕűــ ــŷܐ ƕܒ ƀƇƣܘܙܐ ܘƢــ ƃܕܗ̇ܘ ܘ ųــ Ɔܗܘܐ܃ ܪܕܦ ܕ 

 ܘܒƦƀ ܘܒƄƇƊ̈ܐ ܒƊƊ̈Ɩܐ Ɗƣܐ ܘƈƀƠƣ ܕŴƙƇŶܗܝ ܙܪŵſܐ ܘƍƣƦƃƦƉܐ

Ɓƍ̈ܒ ƈſܐƢƐſܐ űــƀܐ ܒƍــƀƇܐ ܓſųــƆ܂ ܐűܒــƕ ƎƍŶŴــſܬܘܒ ܘ űــƃ ƢــƉ̇ܐ 

ƕ f.159vــƈ ܕƙƌــƆ ƈــų̇ܘ ܕŴƠƖſܒ܃ ܐŴŶܗܝ ų̇Ɔܘ ܐƢƉܬ ܙܒűܝ ܒų̇Ɔ Ƣܘ ܐƌܐ܉ |

ųــſűŶ ܥŴــƤſܩ ܕƦــƉܘ ƎــƉ ƎــƉܐ ܬſܬܐ ܪܕŴــƍƙƇƉܐ ܕƦــſųƆ5 ܐ

 ܪƊƕܐ ܒƢ ܕܐܦ ܐƍƄſܐ ܗƌܐ ܘƇƟ ųƇƃܐ ܘܪƦƀƇƖƉ ƦƉܐ ܘƢƃܘܙܘܬܐ

ــƢܐ܂ ƟƦƌ ܐƍــ ƃܘܗ ƅــ ſܬ ܐƢــ Ɖܕܐ űــ ƀܗ ܒ
̈

Ʀــ ƀƇſܕ ƈــ ƃ űــ Ŷ ܘܢųــ ƍƉ 

ƦſܐƣƢƙƉ ܂ƦــƇƃƦƏܐ ƅــſ܉ ܘܐƢــƉܐƊƆܕ űــƃ ƈــƃ űــŶ ƎــƉ ܐƤــƍ̈ƀƍܒ 

 ܐſــƦܘܗܝ ŴƀƉܬܐ ƇƀƇƉܐ ƀŶܐ ܓųƍƉ Ƣƀܘܢ ƈƃ űŶ ܐƦſܘܗܝ ܒƤƌƢܐ

10 ܕܒƌƢــƤܐ ƇƊƤƉــƀܐ ܬŶــƉŴܐ ܓƢƀ ܗŴƌ ܘܕƦƕűſܐ܃ ܕܗܘƌܐ ܘƠƉܒƍƇܐ

ــųܕܐ ــű ܘƆܐ ܘܒ Ŷ ܐƙƇŶŴــ ƣ ܬŴــ Ɔ ܕܐű̈ــ Ŷ Ʀــ ſܘܢ܂ ܐųــ Ɔ Ǝــ ƀƆųܒ Ǝــ ſܕ 

ــƍܐ ܐƀƌƮŶــƦܐ ــƢ ܒŵܒ Ɖ̇ܐ ܐƌܐ ܐƦــ ƃܘűܐ ܘܒƦŷƣŴ̈ــ Ɖܐ ܘƦƉŴ̈ــ Ɵܘ 

 ƊƆܐƉــƢ ܕܒƠ̈ƀƐƙــƦܐ ܘܐſــƅ ܒܐܘƍƉــŴ̈ܬܐ܃ ܒƤــƍźƆŴ̈ܐ ܒƍƤſƮــŴܬܐ

ƎſųƇƄܒ ƎƀƇſܬ ܐŴƆܕܐ ܕű̈Ŷ ƈƃ űŶ ܘܢųƍƉ ƦſܕܐŴŷƆ ƎſŵŶƦƉ ƎƀƣƢƙƉ 

15ܘƇƙƉܓƎƀ܂

ƈƕ ܬܐŴſƦƀƆܬ Ǝſܐ | ܕƦƤſűƟ ܬܐűƀܓƏܐ ܘƍƣܪŴƘ ܐƉŴ̈ــƍƟܕ ŴــƆ col.b §19

ƦſܐƀƌƢŶܥ܉ ܐűſƦƉ ܐƆܕ ܐŴŷƇܒ űƀܐ ܒ
̈

ƦƀƇſܐ ܕƦƀƍ̈ƍƠƀƉ ܐ܂ƘܨܘƮƘܕ 

Ŵƌܗ Ǝſܕ űƀܘܬܐ ܒųܘܬܐ܃ ܐܒƢܘܒــ Ʀــƀƃܐ ܐܘƆ ܘܬܐűــƀƇſ ܘܬܐűــƀƇſܘ 

 ܘܐƆــųܘܬܐ ܐſــƦܘܗܝ ܐƆــųܐ ܓƀــƍƉ Ƣــųܘܢ űƃ ƈƃ űŶ ܘŴƟŴƙƌܬܐ܂

ــƀܐ ــƍܐ܃ ܘܐܘƏـ ــſƢܐ Ɔܐ ܘƀƃـ ــƄܐ Ɔܐ ܒـ ــƍܐ Ɔܐ ƀƐƉـ Ɔ 20ܐ ſŵŶƦƉـ

 Ɔܐ ŴƀƉܬܐ Ɔܐ ܕƕ ƈƃܒŴܕܐ ܒƢܘſܐ Ŵƣܪܝ ܕƆܐ ƦƉܘƀƉܐ ƦƉܗܘƍƌܐ

 ܘƎſųƇƃ ܕƈƃ܂ űƉܒƌƢܐ ŵŶ̇ ƈƃܐ ƈƃ ܐƍƙƇŶƦƤƉ űƀŶܐ Ɔܐ ŶƦƉܒƍƇܐ

Ǝſ̈ܐƘܕ ƎƍƠƀƉܐ ܘƍƀƄƆ ܐſųƆܐ Ʀſܐ ųــƆ ܕܐųܐ ܘܒــƆܘ űــŶ ܐƙƇŶŴــƣ 

 ܘƆــų ܒــų ܕƄƉــƆ Ǝــų ܐſــƍƉ Ʀــųܘܢ ŶــƄƆ űــŶƦƉ ƈــŵܐ܂ ƆــŴܬܗܘܢ

ƀƇŶ 25ــźܐ ܘƆܐ ſűſــƖܐ ܘƣــŴܘܕƕܐ ܘƠƀƉــƎ ܘƉــŵܘܓ ƀƠƌــƚ ܒŷƇــŴܕܘܗܝ

 ƣƢƙƉܐſــƦ ܘųƆ ܘųƍƉ ܐƌƮŶܐ ƉŴ̈ƍƟܐ ܬܪƎſ̈ ܗųƆ ƎƉ ƎƀƆ ܘܕƢƙƉܫ

ŴŷƉܐ܂
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and preacher of He Whom he had once persecuted and a diligent warrior on 

His behalf, spreading His Name among the nations, among kings, and among 

sons of Israel, doing it by means of God’s revelation. And further, when I say 

John, I mean the son of Zebedee, the brother of Jacob, who fell on Jesus’ chest 

and from that moment on drank from the stream of the divine teaching and 

elevated preaching, and who raised his voice so that eventually he was called 

the son of thunder. Thus, as I said, each one of them may be grasped distinctly 

through his particular properties. To sum up, each one of men is a man, for 

every one of them is a rational mortal living being who is capable of intellect 

and knowledge. This is a complete definition of man, and concerning it there is 

no distinction between them. But there are other things that divide and 

differentiate them, namely, time and place, sizes and measures, dignity and 

power, craftsmanship, and, in a word, all things that each one of them appears 

to have individually in comparison to others.6

The differentiation between the hypostases7 of the venerable and holy §19

Trinity is not understood in a different way but only by means of the character-

istic properties of the persons, i.e. through fatherhood and sonship, which are 

ingeneracy, begottenness, and procession.8 Each one of them is God and 

Godhead, i.e. substance and nature that is uncreated, infinite, invisible, incom-

prehensible, everlasting, without beginning, creator and producer of 

everything, immortal, incorruptible, unchangeable, almighty, all-seeing, all-

governing. All of these (characteristics) are both worthy of and reflect the 

divine nature that is in them, and in this regard no difference between them 

may be seen. However, each (hypostasis) is endowed with something that is 

characteristic of it alone, which is joined to it and imprinted in it, which is 

known as (its) mark that is not shared,9 which differentiates it from the other 

two hypostases and thereby reveals it as something distinct.10

6 Cf. Basil of Caesarea, Contra Eunomium II.4 (Sesboüé 1983: 18–20). This passage is quoted in 

Peter of Callinicum, Contra Damianum II.8.14–33 (CCG 29, 95–97 Ebied et al.).

7 Syr. qnoma, the same term was translated above as “individual”.

8 Cf. Peter of Callinicum, Anti-Tritheist Dossier (Ebied et al. 1981: 99.28–100.27).

9 On the individual “marks” of the hypostases, cf. Peter of Callinicum, Contra Damianum 

III.13.51–64 (CCG 32, 347 Ebied et al.).

10 Cf. Peter of Callinicum, Contra Damianum II.8 (CCG 29, 95–105 Ebied et al.).
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 ƅſ܂ ܕܐƎƄſܐ űƃ ܐųƆܘܗܝ ܐƦſܐܒܐ ܐ ƎſųƇƃܘ Ǝſ̈ܐƘܐ | ܕųƆܐƆ f.160r §20

ƅſܬ ܐƢƉܕܐܬܐ Ʀſ܉ ܐųƆ ܐƍƄƉܕ ųܒــ ųــƆܕܘܗܝ ܘŴــŷƇܘܓܐ ܒŵــƉ 

 ܐܒــųܘܬܐ ܕſــƎ ܗƌــŴ ܕƇſــų܂ ܘƣƢƙƉــƦܐ ƦƖſűſܐ ܘܕƦƀƇſܐ ܘƍƠƀƉܐ

 ƎƉ ܘܕƆܐ ܐƦſܘܗܝ܃ ܐűƀƇſܐƦſ ܕƆܐ ܐƆܐ ܐƦſܘܗܝ űƉܡ ƎƉ ܕŴƆ ܘܗ̇ܝ

ƃ 5ــű ܒƉűــŴܬܐ ܒــų̇  ܘܒــƢܐ Ɔــų܂ ܐƦſ ܒŴŷƇܕܘܗܝ ƦƇƕ ƋƀƟƦƌܐ űŶܐ

 ܕܐܦ ܐƄſــƍܐ Ɔــų܂ ŷ̈ƀƄƣــƆ ƎܐƆــųܐ ܕƘܐƎſ̈ ܘƎſųƇƃ ܐƦſܘܗܝ ܐųƆܐ

 ܘƠƀƉــƍܐ Ɖــŵܘܓܐ ܒŷƇــŴܕܘܗܝ ܘƆــų ܒــų ܕƄƉــƍܐ ųƆ ܐƆ ƦſܐųƆܐ

ــƦܐ ــƦܐ ܘܕƀƇſـ ــƦܐ ܘƆܐ Ɩſűſـ ــƦܐ źƀƇŶـ ــƦƀƍſŴܐ ܘƀƍƣƢƘƦƉـ  ܘŷƉـ

 ܘܪܘŶܐ ܗƃــŴܬ ܗ̣ܘ ܐƀƇſــűܘܬܐ܂ ܐܘƀƃــƦ ܒــƢܘܬܐ ܕƎſ ܗŴƌ ܕųƉŴƍƟ܂

10 ܘܕܒــƢܐ ܕܐܒܐ ܐſــƦܘܗܝ ܐܘƏــƀܐ ܘܒــƢ ܐſــƦܘܗܝ ܐųƆܐ ƤſűƟ űƃܐ܉

 Ɔــŷ̈ƀƄƣ ųــƎ ܐƆــſųܐ ƀƄƆــƍܐ ܕƘܐƎſ̈ ܘƎſųƇƃ ܒŴƉűܬܐ ܒų̇  ܘƏܓűƀܐ

 ܒŷƇــŴܕܘܗܝ ܘƆــų ܒų ܕƍƄƉܐ ųƆ ܐƦſ ܘƆܒƢܐ܃ Ɔܐܒܐ ܕܐܦ ܐƍƄſܐ

Ɖ col.bܒƇܒƦƇܐ ܘƆܐ | ŶܒƦƄƀܐ ܘƆܐ ƦƖſűſܐ ܘܕƦƀƇſܐ ܘƍƠƀƉܐ ŵƉܘܓܐ

ܕŴƟŴƙƌܬܐ܂ ܕƎſ ܗŴƌ ܕųƇſ܃ ܕƉŴƍƟܐ ܒŴŷƇܕ ܘŴƤƉܕƦƀƍƕܐ

15 ܕƄƉــƍܐ ܗܝ ܕƀƇſــƦܐ ƍƟــƉŴ̈ܐ ܬųſƦƆܘܢ űƃ ƈƄƆ űŶ ƎƉ ܘܗƍƃܐ §21

ųܐ܉ ܒŷƀƄƣܒܐܒܐ ܘ ƎƉ̇ ܘܬܐųܐ ܐܒƢܒܒ Ǝſܘܬܐ ܕűƀƇſ ܐŶܘƢܒ Ǝſܕ 

 ܘųƍƉ ƎſųƇƃܘܢ ƈƃ űŶ ܘƍƠƉܐ ܐƦſܘܗܝ ܕܐųƆܐ ܗ̇ܝ ŴƟŴƙƌ Ƌƕܬܐ܉

Ǝſ̈ܐƘܐ ܕųƆܐƆ Ǝŷ̈ƀƄƣ ųƆ ܘܗܝƦſܐ ƦــſܐƍƀƉܐ܉ ܘܐŴــƠƉ ܐ ܘܗ̇ܘƉ 

 űſƦƉܥ ŷƀƄƣܐ ܒŴŷƇܕܘܗܝ ܘܕƦƀƍƍƠƀƉ ųƆܐ ܕƦƀƇſܗ ܒűƀ ܕܒŴŷƇܕܘܗܝ

20 ܪܘŶܐ܃ ܐܘ ܒƢܐ ܘƆܐ ܐܒܐ ܐܒܐ ܕƎſ ܐƌܐ ܐƎƉ̇ ƢƉ̇ ܗ̇ܘ ܕܐƦſܘܗܝ܂

 ܘƆــſűƟ ŴــƤܐ ܪܘŶܐ ſűƟــƤܐ ܘܪܘŶܐ ܪܘŶܐ܃ ܐܘ ܐܒܐ ܘƆܐ ܒƢܐ ܘܒƢܐ

ܐ ܒƙــŴܪƣܐ ƤſűƟــƦܐ ܬſƦƀƆــŴܬܐ ܘܗƃــƍܐ ܐܒܐ܂ ܐܘ ܒــƢܐ
̈

ƦــƀƇſܕܕ 

 űƃ ܕܗ̣ܝ ܒų̇ܝ ܐܘƀƏܐ ܘܒűŷܐ ƕűſƦƉܐ܉ ƎƀƉŴ̈ƍƟ ƎƀƣƢƘƦƉ ܒƦƆƦܐ

ܐƦſܘܗܝ܂ ܘܗƍƃܐ ܗƎƃ ܕܐƅſ ܕƉŴ̈ƍƟܐ ƎƉ̇ ܘŴƘܪƣܐ ܕܐųƆܘܬܐ܉ ܗ̣ܝ

25܀ ƋƇƣ ܀
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For instance, the Father is God and has essentially everything that is §20

worthy of God, and that was mentioned already. At the same time, He 

essentially has something that is joined to Him alone, imprinted in Him, and is 

understood as His property that separates Him (from other hypostases), 

namely, the fatherhood, which means that He has not come to be from anything 

but is ungenerated and that it belongs to Him alone to have no single cause 

from which He appeared.11 In the same way, the Son is God, and everything that 

is fitting for God is found in Him. Having everything that belongs to God, He 

essentially has something characteristic of Him alone that is joined to Him and 

imprinted in Him, i.e. a distinctive and unshared property that separates and 

constitutes His hypostasis, namely, His sonship or begottenness. Also, the Holy 

Spirit is God, consubstantial with the Father and the Son, venerated in the same 

way as them and having in Him everything fitting for the divine nature that is 

also found in the Father and the Son. At the same time, He has essentially 

something that is joined with Him alone and imprinted in Him, a distinct 

property that is not mixed and not shared (with others) but that belongs only to 

this hypostasis, and that is procession.

Thus, each of the three hypostases has a property that essentially belongs §21

to it and is found in it (alone), namely, the fatherhood of the Father, the 

begottenness of the Son, and the procession of the Spirit. Each one of them is 

God and possesses everything fitting for God but also simultaneously always 

contains what belongs to it alone as its characteristic property, what is compre-

hended as something found only in it. What I mean is that the Father is Father 

and not Son or Spirit, and the Son is Son and not Father or Spirit, and the Holy 

Spirit is Holy Spirit and not Father or Son. This is how the Holy Trinity is 

differentiated and understood in the discernment of the properties of the three 

hypostases, which are one in substance, i.e. one and only Godhead, while the 

division of hypostases is this and of this kind.

The End.

11 Cf. Peter of Callinicum, Contra Damianum III.13.64–91 (CCG 32, 347–349 Ebied et al.), quot-

ing Gregory of Nyssa, De differentia essentiae et hypostaseos [Ps.-Basil, Ep. 38], cf. Parmentier 

1990.
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